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The current (2022), tenth issue of Vivliofika, is special in a couple of different ways.
First, it marks a significant milestone for the annual publication itself, which was
founded as an open access, international, scholarly journal exactly a decade ago. Second,
in fulfilment of the journal’s initial charge—to cover the length and breadth of the
eighteenth-century Russian Empire, its many peoples, experiences, diverse histories,
religions, and cultures—this issue features recent Ukrainian scholarship on the
eighteenth century. Needless to say, the circumstances in which the issue now appears
have been dramatically impacted by the Russian Federation’s full-scale invasion of
Ukraine. The world is a very different place than it was less than a year ago, much less
ten years ago, most painfully of course on the ground in Ukraine, where millions of
people—our colleagues included—struggle daily to defend their country and to sustain
their very lives against the onslaught that began with the illegal annexation of Crimea,
back in 2014.

Back in 2020, long before any of us imagined what was to come, the editorial board
of Vivliofika redoubled its efforts to expand the journal’s coverage of the non-Russian
peoples of the empire, especially in light of the flowering of scholarship on the long
eighteenth century that has taken place in several of the former Soviet
republics. Imperial Russia would still constitute the primary geopolitical space, but
within that space were multiple histories, no one of which was reducible to the empire
itself, not even as Poccutickuii.' The present volume, which includes a special forum on
Ukraine and one masterful article on the non-Orthodox peoples of the Volga-Ural
region, is a deliberate, if only initial step in that process for our journal.

The special forum came about largely thanks to the generosity and resilience of our
Ukrainian colleagues. In particular, the editors of Vivliofika are grateful to Maksym
Yaremenko, a Professor of History at the National University of Kyiv-Mohyla Academy,
and a significant scholar of eighteenth-century Ukraine, who briefly joined the editorial
board and accepted the responsibility of organizing an issue based upon the scholarship
that a new generation of historians had been producing since Ukraine’s declaration of

' “From the Editors: Bugnioeukaz.1,” Bugnioeuka: E-Journal of Eighteenth-Century Russian Studies, vol. 8
(2020): i-ii. https://iopn.library.illinois.edu/journals/vivliofika/article/view 6
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independence from the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics in 1991. It is through his
efforts that the current issue of Vivliofika features a selection of the papers delivered at
the First Conference of the Ukrainian Society for Eighteenth-Century Studies, which
was hosted by the Ukrainian Catholic University in Lviv between June 23-25, 2021. In the
ecumenical spirit for which dixhuitiemisme has long prided itself, the organizers of that
conference invited scholars from throughout Europe and North America. This issue of
Vivliofika is, in part, a testament to the extraordinary commitment of the Ukrainian
Society for Eighteenth-Century Studies and its partners (the Department of History,
Ukrainian Catholic University, the Peter Jacyk Centre for Ukrainian Historical Research,
the Canadian Institute of Ukrainian Studies, and the Wirth Institute for Austrian and
Central European Studies, University of Alberta) to international academic
cooperation. It is also a sobering reminder of the fragility of institutions that support
the academic republic of letters and of the dangers of taking such a commitment for
granted.

Almost immediately after Russia’s full-scale invasion, in late February 2022, our
profession was torn apart in ways that will be excruciatingly familiar to all readers
of Vivliofika, nearly all of whom experienced them directly in one way or
another. Collaborative work in our field became logistically difficult and politically
fraught, if not downright impossible. Numerous Ukrainian academics, experiencing the
dislocations and trauma of the war first-hand, understandably refused to remain a part
of organizations or initiatives in which scholars from the Russian Federation played a
role, and this decision had a direct impact upon our e-journal, most immediately the
current issue. When Professor Yaremenko stepped down from Vivliofika’s editorial
board and two of his fellow contributors withdrew their papers from publication, it
seemed that the journal’s projected special forum on Ukraine would never materialize.
Luckily for us, and for our readers, the remaining contributors somehow managed to
transform their conference papers into peer-reviewed publications under unimaginable
wartime conditions, a scholarly feat of which we are in awe and for which we are grateful
beyond words. The resulting collection of articles is thematically eclectic. As readers of
this issue will see, they constitute a pluralistic approach to the study of the individuals,
groups (ethnic, confessional, social), and institutions of the eighteenth-century Russian
Empire, including of the state and metropole—two familiar actors that no longer appear
as the primary agents of history. None of the contributions indulge in overarching
model-building, but they implicitly present a much more complicated and multi-
faceted picture of life in this eighteenth-century imperial space.

We deeply thank the contributors for persevering, and we hope and expect that their
essays will generate a good deal of discussion. Let us also hope this scholarly
conversation continues in the spirit of peace and prosperity encapsulated by the
allegorical cartouche that dominates the upper-left section of the eighteenth-century
map of Ukraine that was selected as the cover image for the current issue of Vivliofika
(Figure 1). And may we all be able to attend the Second Conference of the Society for
Eighteenth-Century Ukrainian Studies, which is scheduled to take place in Poltava,
Ukraine, between April 19-21, 2023. Volodymyr Sklokin, one of the contributors to the
current, special issue of Vivliofika, is also one of the principal organizers of this



https://www.ualberta.ca/canadian-institute-of-ukrainian-studies/news-and-events/conferences/2020/june/first-conference-of-the-ukrainian-society-for-eighteenth-century-studies-eighteenth-century-studies-ukrainian-and-global-perspectives.html
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upcoming conference, as well as co-editor of the forthcoming collection of articles on
eighteenth-century Ukraine,” which we hope to review in the next issue of our e-journal.

Fig. 1: Cartouche from Matthdus Seutter (1678-1756), Amplissima Ucranice Regio, Palatinatus Kioviensum
et Braclaviensum (Augsburg, 1740).
David Rumsey Map Collection, David Rumsey Map Center, Stanford Libraries.

* Eighteenth-Century Ukraine: New Perspectives on Social, Cultural, and Intellectual History, edited by
Zenon E. Kohut, Volodymyr Sklokin, and Frank E. Sysyn with Larysa Bilous [The Peter Jacyk Centre for
Ukrainian Historical Research Monograph Series, no. 13] (Montreal & Kingston: McGill-Queen's
University Press; Edmonton, Toronto: Canadian Institute of Ukrainian Studies Press, forthcoming 2023).
Five of the articles in this collection (those by Frank Sysyn, Zenon Kohut, Volodymyr Sklokin, Natalia
lakovenko, and Oksana Mykhed) are freely available on the website of the Canadian Institute of Ukrainian
Studies:  https://www.ualberta.ca/canadian-institute-of-ukrainian-studies/news-and-events/news-at-

the-cius/2020/april/eighteenth-century-ukraine.html.
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An Analysis of the Note on Languages in Philosophical Courses at
the Kyiv-Mohyla Academy in the Seventeenth and Eighteenth
Centuries’

Mykola Symchych
Skovoroda Institute of Philosophy, National Academy of Sciences of Ukraine
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Abstract:

This article examines the note on languages in eleven philosophical courses taught in the Kyiv-Mohyla Academy in
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. This small textual fragment, which discusses from which old languages
newer languages came, is studied in the context of the Mohylian doctrine of signs, especially the question whether
words are “natural” or “conventional” signs. The author provides a classification of the eleven courses under study
and examines the textual differences between them. He also investigates the origin of the note, the ways in which
it came to the Mohylians, and, most importantly, how Mohylian philosophical courses influenced each other.
Finally, the author discusses the role of “lingua Ruthenica” and its place in the classification of languages developed
by the professors of the Kyiv-Mohyla academy.

Keywords:
Kyiv-Mohyla Academy, early modern scholasticism, philosophy, language, signs, Ruthenian language

The philosophical course taught in 1691-93, at the Kyiv-Mohyla Academy, by Stefan
lavors'kyi, the future Moscow Patriarch locum tenens and head of the Most Holy Governing
Synod, included one short but interesting note about the classification of the world’s
languages:

Sic Haebraica lingua matrix est et genitrix Siriacae, Chaldaicae, Arabicae;
Graeca lingua matrix est Doricae, Jonicae, Aeolicae, Atticae;

Latina matrix est Italicae, Valachicae, Galicae, Hispanicae;

Sclavonica lingua matrix est Polonicae, Bohemicae, Moravicae, Bolgaricae,
Moldavicae, Lithuanicae, Moschoviticae;

Germanica - Helveticae, Saxonicae, Anglicae, Scoticae, Sueticae, Belhicae;
Tartarica — Turcicae, Sarzamenicae etc, etc.’

This note appears in the context of lavors'kyi discussion of his doctrine of signs. To historians
and linguists, it poses several questions, different by their complexity. Is this classification
original to lavors'kyl himself or did he borrow it from someone else? If the latter, where is its
origin? Why do the languages called “Moldavica” and “Lithuanica” belong to the Slavic group?
Is there a language that lavors'kyl considered his native?

This interesting note was already investigated by the prominent linguist Serhii Vakulenko,
who wrote two articles about it and, more broadly, about the semiotics in Kyiv-Mohyla

"I am very grateful to Prof. Kenneth W. Kemp, Robert Collis, and Ernest Zitser for reviewing the text and to
Vivliofika’s two anonymous readers for useful suggestions.

* Institute of Manuscript Vernads'kyi National Library of Ukraine, fonds 8, 60, fol. 150v. and fonds 306, 152,
fol. 164v. Citing this and other quotations from Kyiv-Mohylian philosophical courses, I tried to reproduce as
much as I can the orthography of the manuscript. In this case, it is a combined text from two manuscripts (cf.
the critical text of this fragment in footnotes 88-95). The punctuation and italicization are mine.
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philosophical courses.> As he pointed out, since similar notes can be found in the philosophy
courses of other Mohylian professors, their comparison and analysis can throw light on many
aspects of the professors’ worldview. Vakulenko’s 2010 article tries to show the place of Kyiv-
Mohylian classification of languages in the context of scholastic philosophy, especially early
modern scholasticism. He studied eight Mohylian courses: Krokovs'kyi (1686-88
a[cademic].y[ear].), lavors'kyi (1691-93 a.y.), Popovs'kyi (1699-1702 a.y.), Charnuts’kyi (1702~
04 a.y.) - in the article wrongly attributed to Turobois'kyi, Charnuts'kyi (1704-06 a.y.) -
erroneously attributed to laroshevyts'kyi, Levyts'kyi (1719-21and 1723-25 a.y.), and Dubnevych
(1727-29 a.y.). Vakulenko researched not only into the lists of languages in those courses, but
also examples of interlingual homonymy. Among other things, he succeeded in tracking the
roots of Mohylian classification of languages down to the French Benedictine exegete and
Orientalist Gilbert Génébrard. However, in the dozen years since the publication of
Vakulenko’s article on “Sprachklassifikationen in den ukrainishen handschriftlichen
Logikkursen,” new research has revealed important information about Kyiv-Mohylian
philosophical courses. For example, while Vakulenko worked with eight Mohylian courses, it
is now possible to consider a total of 23 courses that have a section on language signs.
Furthermore, because he trusted the erroneous attribution of some courses done by previous
researchers, it was nearly impossible for him to understand the textual relations between
specific courses (i.e., which Kyiv-Mohylian professors used the courses of their predecessors
in their teaching practice). Taking all this into consideration, there are good grounds for a
new study of this topic and an opportunity to look at the problem from a different,
comparative perspective.

Kyiv-Mohyla Philosophy Courses: General Characteristics

Before approaching this question, [ want to give some general information about Mohylian
philosophical courses and, in this way, to place the note on languages in a broader context.
The Kyiv-Mohyla College, later Academy (KMA), was established by the Kyivan Orthodox
Metropolitan Petro Mohyla in 1632. Philosophy was taught there already in the first decade of
its existence. Due to this fact, KMA became the first Orthodox educational institution with
systematic teaching of philosophy. More than a hundred manuscripts of Mohylian
philosophical courses have been preserved in Ukrainian and Russian libraries. Most of them
(about 9o manuscripts) are located in the Institute of the Manuscript of Vernads'kyi National
Library of Ukraine (IM VNLU). These manuscripts are a perfect source to study Mohylian
philosophy and the way it was taught in KMA.

The attribution of the manuscripts reveals that 31 philosophical courses of the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries have survived.* The results of the attribution are presented in
Table 1:

Table 1: KMA Philosophy Courses, 1639-1753

> Serhii Vakulenko, “Slov’ians’ka hrupa mov u klasyfikatsiinykh sprobakh kyivs'kykh profesoriv filosofii (kinets’
XVII - persha tretyna XVIII st.),” in Soucasnd ukrajinistika: Problémy jazyka, literatury a kultury Shornik ¢ldnki
IV. Olomoucké sympozium ukrajinistii 28. - 30. srpna 2008 (Olomouc: Univerzita Palackého v Olomouci, 2008),
555-59. For the much bigger and more substantial version, see Serhij Wakulenko, “Sprachklassifikationen in
den ukrainischen handschriftlichen Logikkursen vom Ende des 17. bis zum ersten Drittel des 18. Jahrhunderts,”
Language & History 53, no. 2 (November 2010): 115-26, https://doi.org/10.1179/175975310X12798962415260.

4 For a detailed discussion of the attribution of Kyiv-Mohylian philosophical courses, see Mykola Symchych,
Philosophia rationalis u Kyievo-Mohylians'kii akademii. Komparatyvnyi analiz kursiv lohiky kintsia XVII - pershoi
polovyny XVIII st. (Vinnytsia: O. Vlasiuk, 2009), 175-229.
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Teacher Academic years Surviving parts of courses®
1. | Tosyf Kononovych- 1639/40 dialectic, logic®
Horbats'kyi
2. | Inokentii Gizel' 1645/46-1646/47 | dialectic, logic, physics,
metaphysics’
3. | Toasaf Krokovs'kyi 1684/85-1685/86 | dialectic, logic, physics,
metaphysics®
4.| Toasaf Krokovs'kyi 1686/87-1687/88 | dialectic, logic, physics,
metaphysics’®
5. | Stefan lavors'kyi 1601/92-1692/93 | dialectic, logic, physics,
metaphysics™
6.| Probably Prokopii 1693/94-1694/95 | dialectic, part of logic, fragment of
Kalachyns'kyi physics”
7.| Unknown professor ca 1700 dialectic, logic, physics,
metaphysics”
8.| Inokentii Popovs'kyi 1699/1700- dialectic, logic, physics,
1701/02 metaphysics®
9.| Khrystofor Charnuts'kyi | 1702/03-1703/04 | dialectic, logic, physics,
metaphysics'

> The list of courses is assembled mainly on the basis of manuscripts preserved in Kyiv. However, the data from
Russian libraries are also included. The Russian data were provided by Konstantin Sutorius, to whom I am deeply
grateful. Since the level of preservation of the Russian manuscripts is unknown for me, the list does not show
which parts of courses are extant in those manuscripts. The manuscripts used in this article are underlined. Later
references to those courses will be indicated by the name of professor and the chronological order of the course.
In those cases when I worked with two manuscripts of the same course (Iavors’kyi, Charnuts’kyi 1), the signature
of the manuscript will be included.

® Kononovych-Horbatskyi: IM VNLU, fonds 303, 126, fol. 1-446v.

7 Gizel’: IM VNLU, fonds 303, 128, fol. 1-678v.

® Krokovs'kyi 1: 1) IM VNLU, fonds 306, 88, p. 1-754 - dialectic, logic (incomplete).

2) Central State Historical Archive of Ukraine in Kyiv (CSHAK), fonds 222, catalogue 2, 18a, fol. 1-525v - full
course; 3) The National Library of Russia (NLR) (St. Petersburg), fonds of Novgorod Theological Seminary, 6739.
° Krokovs'kyl 2: 1) IM VNLU, fonds 312, 617, fol.1-398 - logic, physics, metaphysics; 2) CSHAK, fonds 222,
catalogue 2, 18a, fol. 526-748 - dialectic, logic, physics (incomplete).

* Tavors’kyi: 1) IM VNLU, fonds 305, 152, fol. 1-585v - full course; 2) IM VNLU, fonds 312, 619, fol. -XXVI and 1~
161 — dialectic and logic; 3) IM VNLU, fonds 312, 618, fol. 1-309 - physics (incomplete); 4) IM VNLU, fonds 8, 60,
fol. 2-576 - full course; 5) NLR, Fonds of St. Petersburg Theological Academy, BII/g; 6) NLR, fonds of Novgorod
Theological Seminary, 6745.

" Kalachyns'kyt: 1) IM VNLU, fonds 306, 620, fol. 1-191 - dialectic, logic (incomplete), physics (fragment); 2) The
Library of the Russian Academy of Sciences (LRAS) (St. Petersburg), fonds of Arkhangel’sk Theological Seminary,
289.

> Unknown professor (ca. 1700): IM VNLU, fonds 301, Petrov’s catalogue, 42, fol. 1-616.

 Popovs'kyi: 1) IM VNLU, fonds 307, 442, vol. I, fol. 1-256v, vol. II, fol. 257-486v, vol. 111, fol. 486-686v - full
course; 2) IM VNLU, fonds 307, 443, vol. I, fol. 1-192v, vol. II, fol. 1-176, vol. I, fol. 1-155 - full course; 3) IM VNLU
fonds 312, 622, fol.1-631 - full course; 4) IM VNLU, fonds 306, 150, fol. 149-597 - physics, metaphysics; 5)
IM VNLU, fonds 312, 544, fol. 371-474 - physics (fragments), metaphysics; 6) LRAS, fonds of Arkhangel'sk
Theological Seminary, 271.

** Charnuts'kyf 1: 1) IM VNLU, fonds 306, 97, fol. 1-739 - full course; 2) IM VNLU, fonds 306, 98, fol. 1-825 - full
course; 3) IM VNLU, fonds 312, 625, fol. 1-611 - full course; 4) IM VNLU, fonds 312, 624, fol. 1-322 - dialectic and
logic; 5) LRAS, Q 140.
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10 Ilarion laroshevyts'kyi i 1704/05-1705/06 | laroshevyts'kyi: dialectic, logic
Khrystofor Charnuts’kyi” (fragment)';

Charnuts’kyi: logic, physics,
metaphysics”’

11.| Teofan Prokopovych 1707/08-1708/09 | logic®®, physics (incomplete),
mathematics, ethics (fragment)™

12, Syl'vestr Pinovs'kyi 1711/12-1712/13 physics (incomplete),
metaphysics®’

13| Syl'vestr Pinovs'kyi 1713/14-1714/15 dialectic, logic™

14] Tosyf Volchans'kyi 1715/16-1716/17 dialectic, logic, physics,
metaphysics*

15, Tosyf Volchans'kyi 1717/18-1718/19 dialectic, logic, physics,
metaphysics®

16/ Ilarion Levyts'kyl 1719/20-1720/21 dialectic, logic, physics,
metaphysics*

174 Platon Malynovs'kyi 1721/22-1722/23 dialectic, logic, physics,
metaphysics®

18| Ilarion Levyts'kyl 1723/24-1724/25 dialectic, logic, physics,
metaphysics®

" The course was started by Ilarion Iaroshevyts'kyi, who taught dialectic and started logic. However, at the very
beginning of logic (he had completed about one tenth of it), the professor died (see the note in IM VNLU,
fonds 301, Petrov’s catalogue, 564, fol. 79). Khrystofor Charnuts'kyi, who was the prefect at that time, finished
the course after laroshevyts'kyi, teaching logic (from the very beginning), physics, and metaphysics.

'® Jaroshevyts'kyl: 1) IM VNLU, fonds 301, Petrov’s catalogue, 564, fol. 1-79 - dialectic, logic (beginning); 2)
IM VNLU, fonds 306, 99, fol. 1-48 - dialectic; 3) IM VNLU, fonds 307, 444, fol. 1-54v - dialectic; 4) IM VNLU,
fonds 312, 627, fol. 1-38v - dialectic.

7 Charnuts'kyi 2: 1) IM VNLU, fonds 306, 100, fol. 1-394v - logic, physics, metaphysics; 2) IM VNLU, fonds 306,
99, fol. 50-254v - logic; 3) IM VNLU, fonds 312, 627, fol. 39-654v - logic, physics, metaphysics; 4) IM VNLU,
fonds 312, 628, fol. 1-215v - physics (incomplete); 5) IM VNLU, fonds 307, 444, fol. 56-366 - logic, metaphysics;
6) IM VNLU, fonds 307, 445, fol. 9-528v - physics (incomplete), metaphysics (fragment); 7) IM VNLU, fonds 305,
156, fol. 65-258 - logic; 8) IM VNLU, fonds 305, 157, fol.1-463v - physics and metaphysics; 9) IM VNLU,
fonds 305, 158, fol. 2-503v - physics and metaphysics; 10) IM VNLU, fonds 305, 159, fol. 1-417v - physics,
metaphysics (incomplete).

*® Prokopovych included the traditional course of dialectic in the course on logic (the first four books).

* Prokopovych: 1) IM VNLU, fonds 301, Petrov’s catalogue, 43, fol. 1-253v - logic (incomplete), physics (defected),
mathematics, ethics (fragment); 2) NLR, Fonds of St. Petersburg Theological Seminary, 64, fol. 1-175v; 224. -
logic, physics (incomplete), mathematics (fragment).

** Pynovs'kyi 1: IM VNLU, fonds 307, 446, fol. 65-400v - physics (incomplete) and metaphysics.

* Pynovs'kyi 2: 1) IM VNLU, fonds 307, 446, fol. 1-62 - dialectic; 2) IM VNLU, fonds 306, 103, fol. 1-216 - dialectic
and logic.

**Volchans'kyi 1: 1) IM VNLU, fonds 306, 108, fol. 1-472 - full course; 2) IM VNLU, fonds 301, Petrov's catalogue,
44, fol. 1-467v - full course.

*Volchans'kyt 2:1) IM VNLU, fonds 305, 164, fol. 1-472 - full course; 2) IM VNLU, fonds 305, 165, fol. 1-364 - full
course; 3) IM VNLU, fonds 307, 447, vol. 1, fol. 1-174v - dialectic and logic; 4) IM VNLU, fonds 307, 450, vol. II,
fol. 301-322 - metaphysics.

** Levyts'kyi 1: 1) IM VNLU, fonds 306, 110, fol. 1-710 - full course; 2) IM VNLU, fonds 306, 111, fol. 1-603 - full
course; 3) IM VNLU, fonds 307, 449, vol. I, fol. 1-224 and vol. II, fol. 1-300v - full course; 4) IM VNLU, fonds 301,
Petrov’s catalogue, 45, fol. 1-417v - dialectic, logic, physics.

*> Malynovs'kyi: 1) IM VNLU, fonds 305, 166, fol. 1-448 - full course; 2) IM VNLU, fonds 307, 450, vol. I, fol. 1~
210v; vol. I, fol. 1-300 - dialectic, logic, metaphysics, physics; 3) IM VNLU, fonds 306, 115, fol. 1-264v - dialectic,
logic, metaphysics; 4) IM VNLU, fonds 307, 448, vol. II, fol. 1-260 - physics.

>0 Levyts'’ky 2: 1) IM VNLU, fonds 305, 167, fol. 1-473 - dialectic, logic, metaphysics (incomplete); 2) IM VNLU
fonds 312, 631, fol. 1-663 - full course; 3) IM VNLU, fonds 307, 451, fol. 1-251 - dialectic, logic, physics (incomplete)
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19/ Amvrosii Dubnevych 1725/26-1726/27 | dialectic, logic (incomplete),
physics (incomplete)*’

20| Amvrosii Dubnevych 1727/28-1728/29 | dialectic, logic, physics,
metaphysics®®

21 Stefan Kalynovs'kyi 1729/30-1730/31 dialectic, logic, ethics
(incomplete)*

22| Teronim Mytkevych 1733/34-1734/35 dialectic, logic (incomplete)*°

23| Syl'vestr Kuliabka 1735/36-1736/37 dialectic, logic, physics,
metaphysics (incomplete)®

24| Syl'vestr Kuliabka 1737/38-1738/39 dialectic, logic, physics,

metaphysics, ethics*

25| Mykhailo Kozachyns'’kyi | 1739/40-1740/41 | dialectic, logic, physics,
metaphysics, ethics®

26| Mykhailo Kozachyns'kyi | 1741/42-1742/43 dialectic, logic, physics,
metaphysics, ethics*

27| Mykhailo Kozachyns'kyi | 1743/44-1744/45 | dialectic, logic, physics,
metaphysics, ethics®

28 Hedeon Slomyns'kyi 1745/46-1746/47 | dialectic, logic®®

29| Georgii Konys'kyi 1747/48-1748/49 | dialectic, logic, physics,
metaphysics, ethics®’

30| Georgii Konys'kyi 1749/50-1750/51 dialectic, logic, physics,

metaphysics, ethics®®

and metaphysics; 4) IM VNLU, fonds 306, 117, fol. 4-476v - dialectic, logic, physics (incomplete), metaphysics
(incomplete); 5) IM VNLU, fonds 306, 116, fol. 1-38v, 275-513 - dialectic, physics, metaphysics; 6) LRAS, Q 521.
*” Dubnevych 1: IM VNLU, fonds 305, 200, fol. 277-528.

28 Dubnevych 2: 1) IM VNLU, fonds 301, Petrov’s catalogue, 49, fol. 1-535 - full course; 2) IM VNLU, fonds 306,
19, fol.1-285v - dialectic and logic (incomplete); 3) IM VNLU, fonds 307, 452, fol.1-425 - physics and
metaphysics.

*9 Kalynovs'kyi: 1) IM VNLU, fonds 306, 123, fol.1-338 - dialectic, logic, ethics (unfinished); 2) IM VNLU,
fonds 305, 169, fol. 1-32 - dialectic; 3) NLR, fonds of Novgorod Theological Seminary, 6745.

3* Mytkevych: IM VNLU, fonds 305, 170, fol. 1-321 - dialectic and logic (incomplete); 2) LRAS, Q 563.

?' Kuliabka 1: 1) IM VNLU, fonds 306, 124, fol. 1-375 - dialectic, logic, metaphysics (incomplete); 2) IM VNLU,
fonds 306, 125, fol. 2-422v - physics.

3* Kuliabka 2:1) IM VNLU, fonds 301, Petrov’s catalogue, 50, fol. 1-820v - full course; 2) IM VNLU, fonds 305, 169,
fol. 33-587v - logic, metaphysics, physics.

3 Kozachyns'kyf 1: 1) IM VNLU, fonds 306, 126, fol. 5-408v - dialectic, logic, ethics; 2) IM VNLU, fonds 306, 127,
fol. 2-305v - full course.

** Kozachyns'kyi 2: 1) IM VNLU, fonds 306, 128, fol. 2-312 - dialectic, logic, metaphysics, physics; 2) IM VNLU,
fonds 301, Liebiediev's catalogue, 331, fol. 1-237 — full course; 3) NLR, Fonds of St. Petersburg Theological
Academy, 203.

> Kozachyns'kyi 3:1) IM VNLU, fonds 301, Petrov’s catalogue, 52, fol. 2-239 - full course; 2) IM VNLU. fonds 305,
171, fol. 1-274 - full course; 3) IM VNLU, fonds 305, 172, fol. 1-171v - dialectic, logic, ethics; 4) IM VNLU, fonds 305,
173, fol. 1-184 - physics.

3° Slomyns'kyi: 1) Lobachevskif Scientific Library (Kazan'), 1579 - dialectic and logic; 2) Russian State Library
(RSL) (Moscow), fonds 183, 1875.

37 Konys'kyi 1: RSL, fonds 152, 130.

38 Konys'kyi 2: 1) IM VNLU, fonds 301, Petrov’s catalogue, 51, c. 1a-334 - full course; 2) IM VNLU, fonds 312, 635,
fol. I-Vv, 1-163v - dialectic, logic, ethics, physics; 3) IM VNLU, fonds 301, Petrov’s catalogue, 565, fol. 2-104 -
dialectic and logic; 4) NLR, Fonds of St. Petersburg Theological Academy, 202.
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31| Georgil Shcherbats'kyl 1751/52-1752/53 logic, metaphysics, physics,
ethics®

The attributed sources described in Table 1 show an interesting time pattern. There are two
courses from the first half of the seventeenth century (1639/40 and 1645/46-1646/47 academic
years), when Petro Mohyla was still alive, and Kyiv belonged to the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth. After that there is a hiatus of almost forty years. It was the time of the
Khmel'nyts'kyi Uprising (the Cossack-Polish War) and the prolonged state of chaos that
contemporaries called “the Ruin.” It is difficult to say whether the lack of surviving
manuscripts is due to bad preservation of documents from that turbulent time or because
philosophy was not taught at KMA at that time at all. After 1684, there are a good number of
surviving manuscripts, and in the first half of the eighteenth century there are philosophical
courses for almost every academic year.

At KMA, the course of philosophy continued for two academic years.* The course
consisted of four parts: dialectic, logic, physics, and metaphysics. In 1737, besides these four,
ethics entered the curriculum. The parts of the philosophical course differed in length and
content. Dialectics was short (the course continued about one-two months); it contained the
material of formal syllogistic logic and was structured according to mediaeval textbooks of
logic (summulae). Logic continued about seven-eight months; it dealt only with some logical
problems, but mostly contained metaphysical and epistemological material; it was structured
according to the traditional order of books in Aristotle’s Organon. Physics was the longest
part of the philosophical course (lasting about nine-ten months); it contained material of the
philosophy of nature, but also some science, such as physics, astronomy, and biology; it was
structured according to the traditional order of Aristotle’s books on natural philosophy.
Metaphysics was the shortest part of the philosophical course (lasting about a month); it dealt
with one main question: on being in general. Ethics considered different ethical questions and
had a loose connection with the structure of Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics. It varied
significantly in length among different professors.

In the second half of the eighteenth century, KMA professors started to use standard
textbooks, instead of creating their own course materials. Initially the textbook of the
Cartesian Edmond Pourchot (Purchotius)* was used by Georgii Shcherbats'kyi (1751/52-
1752/53 a.y.); then the textbook of the Wolfian Johann Winckler by Davyd Nashchyns'kyi
(1753/54-1754/55 a.y.);* and finally, in 1755, after some dispute between the prefect and
philosophy professor Davyd Nashchyns'kyi and the Kyiv Metropolitan Tymofii Shcherbats'kyi,
the textbook of the Wolfian Friedrich Christian Baumeister was approved, and was routinely
used at KMA up to first decades of the nineteenth century.®

Whereas Wolfian philosophy absolutely predominated at KMA in the second half of the
eighteenth century, Jesuit philosophy reigned supreme in the first half of that century. Ever

3 Shcherbatskyi: 1) IM VNLU, fonds 307, 454, fol. 1-183v - full course; 2) IM VNLU, fonds 305, 174, fol. 1-93v —
logic (fragment), metaphysics, physics, ethics.

*° There is only one exception: the philosophical course of Inokentii Popovs'kyi, which was taught for three years
(1699/1700-1700/1701-1701/02). Most probably it was the case because there was no professor who could take
over philosophy from Popovs'kyi.

# Edmundus Purchotius, Institutiones philosophicae ad faciliorem veterum ac recentiorum philosophorum
lectionem comparatae, editio tertia locupletior (Lugduni: Antonius Boudet, 1711).

** Johann Heinrich Winckler, Institutiones philosophiae Wolfianae utriusque contemplativae et activae usibus
academicis accomodatae (Lipsiae, 1735).

B Friedrich Christianus Baumeister, Institutiones Philosophiae Rationalis Methodo Wolfii Conscriptae
(Vitembergae, 1742).
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since the course by Stefan lavors'kyi (1691-93 a.y.), it is possible to notice a clear pattern of
composition for most courses: different courses went through the same questions and often
the answers to those questions were similar. However, the courses of different professors
usually were textually different, and sometimes it is possible to find differences in
philosophical positions among the professors. Looking at the positions of the Mohylian
professors, it easy to notice the conceptions of a number of Jesuit philosophers: Francisco
Sudrez, Pedro Hurtado de Mendoza, Rodrigo de Arriaga, Francisco de Oviedo, Thomas
Compton Carleton, Francisco Soares (Sudrez Junior or Lusitanian Sudrez, as he was called by
the Mohylian professors), Adré Sémery, etc. The lack of unanimity in this group of
philosophers and theologians was reflected in different positions of the Mohylian professors.
A comparison of the Mohylian courses with those courses in Jesuit educational institutions of
the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth has revealed significant similarities, which suggests
that the Mohylian standard came from there.**

In the period when the Jesuit type of philosophy prevailed at KMA, there were two courses
which differed from the general pattern by structure and content: the courses by Teofan
Prokopovych (1707-09 a.y.) and Stefan Kalynovs'kyi (1729-31 a.y.). As was established by
Mykola Fediai, Kalynovs'kyi taught his course following the textbook by the French
philosopher Frangois le Rées.* It is unknown what Prokopovych’s course was based on, but
probably on Protestant philosophy. It is reasonable to suppose so from constant accusations
against Prokopovych of pro-Protestant sympathies by his Mohylian colleagues and from his
further actions later in life.*

The departure from Jesuit philosophy occurred in the 1740s. It is first noticeable in the
philosophical courses taught by Mykhailo Kozachyns'kyi. He is the only professor who taught
three philosophical courses at KMA. The first two courses fitted a traditional model very well,
but the third one was different. It turned out that the third course (1743-45 a.y.) followed
almost verbatim the textbook on philosophy composed by Gervasius Brisacensis, a Capuchin
friar from Alsace, in which Scotistic tendencies are noticeable.*’

After Kozachyns'kyi, Gedeon Slomyns’kyi taught philosophy in 1745-47 a.y. His course’s
content and structure are also significantly different from the traditional Mohylian pattern.
As its title indicates the course is based on “very prominent authors, especially the most
famous logician Bartholomaus Keckermann.”*® Bartholomaus Keckermann (1672-1609) was a
Calvinist author who lived in Gdansk and was the author of several textbooks on logic.

* Symchych, Philosophia rationalis u Kyievo-Mohylians 'kii akademit, 84, 89, 96-97.

# Kalynovs'kyi’s course corresponds almost verbatim to Frangois le Rées’ Cursus philosophicus, which was
published in four volumes and had several editions. As in Kyiv, only dialectics, logic, and a part of ethics is
preserved, which corresponds to vol. 1 and the first part of vol. 2 of Fraciscus le Rées, Cursus philosophicus in
quatuor tomos distibutus, Editio secunda (Parisiis: Matteaus Guillemot, 1648). The turn to a hardly known text
of French origin is intriguing, because it shows a deviation from the Jesuit tradition in KMA. For although le
Rées was a Catholic, he did not belong to any monastic order and did not directly support any school of scholastic
philosophy.

4 Andrey V. Ivanov, A Spiritual Revolution: The Impact of Reformation and Enlightenment in Orthodox Russia
(Madison: The University of Wisconsin Press, 2020), 56-121.

47 Gervasius Brisacensis, also known as Gervasius von Breisach, born as Johann Martin Brunk (1648-1717) is
known for his two textbooks: philosophy in three volumes (Gervasius Brisacensis, Cursus philosophicus brevi et
clara methodo in tres tomulos distributus [Coloniae Agrippinae: Joannis Schlebusch, 1699]), initially printed in
Solothurn, 1687; and theology in six volumes (Gervasius Brisacensis, Cursus theologicus, brevi et clara methodo
in tres partes et sex tomulos distributus., vol. Tomulus primus partis secundae De Deo et visione Dei... [Solodori:
Petrus Josephus Bernhardus, 1689]). On Kozachyns'kyi’s use of Gervasius Brisacensis” textbook see Symchych,
Philosophia rationalis u Kyievo-Mohylians'kii akademi, 61.

# «[..] celeberrimorum authorum commentationibus, in primis clarissimi logici Bartholomaei Keckermani, quo ad
fieri potuit tritus.” Slomyns'kyi, fol. 1.
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However, Slomyns'kyi’s course does not follow any of them. Most probably, he used a
textbook of some of Keckermann’s followers.

The next two courses were taught by Georgii Konys'kyl. In the first one (1747-49 a.y.), he
followed verbatim the course of Teofan Prokopovych.*’ In the second one (1749-51 a.y.), the
influence of Prokopovych is still very significant, and some passages precisely correspond to
Prokopovych. However, here Konys'kyi made some changes to Prokopovych’s text, and
sometimes even deviated from his philosophical position.”®

Hence, in the 1740-50s, Mohylian teachers gradually stopped using the Jesuit type of
philosophy and accepted Wolfianism. They also gradually moved away from the tradition of
composing their own courses and accepted a standard textbook, which, probably, everyone
could interpret in his own way orally. But before that moment, the originality of their courses
was not always very genuine. Each professor had to compose his own course, which he later
dictated to his students in class (different manuscripts of the same course are the result of
this practice). However, he usually used the text of his predecessors in this process. In doing
so, he introduced changes of a different level of complexity and conceptual gravity to the
primary text. That is why, for the correct understanding of Mohylian courses, it is very
important to find the primary sources and to analyse changes made to them. Table 2 describes
what we currently know about the textual connections between the following courses of
philosophy:

Table 2: Textual connections between KMA courses on philosophy

Influencing Depended

lavors'kyi (1691-93) Popovs'kyi (1699-1702)
Unknown professor (ca 1700)
Pinovs'kyi (1711-13)
Levyts'kyi (1719-21)
Levyts'kyi (1723-25)

Charnuts'kyi (1704-06) Levyts'kyi (1719-21)
Levyts'kyi (1723-25)

Malynovs'kyi (1721-23) Mytkevych (1733-35)

Dubnevych (1725-27) Kuliabka (1735-37)

Kuliabka (1737-39)

* The text of the first course of Konys'kyi is so close to Prokopovych that it was used for the critical edition of
the introductory part of Prokopovych’s course. See, Teofan Prokopovych, “In universam philosophiam
prooemium / Vstup do zahal'noi filosofii: krytychnyi tekst i pereklad,” trans. Mykola Symchych, Sententiae 39,
no. 1 (2020): 109-25, https://doi.org/10.31649/sent39.01.109.

> A very close connection between Prokopovych’s course and the second course of Konys'kyf is visible from the
treatise “De infinitio,” a part of physics. For the comparative edition of that treatise, see Mykola Symchych,
“Krytychne porivnial'ne vydannia tekstiv Teofana Prokopovycha i Heorhiia Konys'koho pro neskinchennist’ i
ikhnikh ~ naiavnykh  ukrains’kykh  perekladiv,”  Sententiae = 38, no. 1  (2019):  41-121,
https://doi.org/10.22240/sent38.01.041. For an analysis of the comparison, see Mykola Symchych, “Porivnial'nyi
analiz filosofs'’kykh kursiv Teofana Prokopovycha i Heorhiia Konys'koho na prykladi rozdilu “Pro
neskinchennist”,” Sententiae 38, no. 1 (2019): 122-36, https://doi.org/10.22240/sent38.01.122. For an analysis of
Prokopovych and Konys'kyi teachings on the soul, which shows that Konys'kyi departed from Prokopovych’s
scholastic interpretation of the soul and accepted some modern tendencies, see laroslava Stratii, “Interpretatsiia
dvokh modusiv zhyttia i vital'noho kharakteru piznannia u mohylians'kykh traktatakh “De anima” XVII-XVIII
st.,” in Filosofs'ka dumka Ukrainy XI-XVIII st.: vid patrystyky do skholastyky (Kyiv: Natsional'na akademiia nauk
Ukrainy, 2021), 263-416.
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Dubnevych (1727-29) Kozachyns'kyi (1739-41)
Kozachyns'kyi (1741-43)

Prokopovych (1707-09) Konys'kyi (1747-49)
Konys'kyi (1749-51)

The connection between the courses mentioned in Table 2 might vary from almost verbatim
copying to retelling with substantial changes. Sometimes a Mohylian professor could use
several courses as his primary sources. For example, Ilarion Levyts'kyi (in both courses) used
the courses by Charnuts'kyi (1704-06 a.y.) and Iavors'kyi (1691-93 a.y). Moreover, there is a
textual connection between Mohylian courses and courses from Polish Jesuit colleges. It is
clear, for example, that the first Charnuts'kyi’s course is textually connected to the course
taught by Jerzi Gengell in Jarostaw Jesuit College in 1690-93 a.y.”* This connection is not
surprising as in his text Charnuts’kyi calls Gengell his teacher and is highly appreciative of
him.>* All the mentioned connections between courses are important for the direct object of
this article, the various interpretations of the note on languages.

Words of a Language as Natural and Artificial Signs

The professors of KMA approached the question of languages mainly in the course on logic
and, to a lesser extent, in dialectics. They dealt with it in the second part of logic in the context
of the second operation of mind (iuditio). This part of the course was structurally connected
to Aristotle’s De interpretatione. However, as the main material of De interpretatione was
already set forth in dialectics, in logic the chapter De secunda mentis operatione is quite
short.”® Here only a short list of questions was considered, centred around two topics: the
nature of semiotic systems and the truth of propositions. Among others, the following topics
were treated: What is a sign? What kinds of signs can exist? What are the properties of
linguistic signs (i.e., words)? What do words signify: concepts or things? What is the formal
truth of propositions? Can a proposition change from true to false and back? Can propositions
about future contingent events be definitely true or false? The discussion of the above-
mentioned questions is in all Mohylian courses, except the course by Prokopovych and those
of Konys'kyi which depended on him, where the question of signs was not taught.>*

Considering the question of signs, the professors of KMA mention very different divisions
of signs. Among them, the most important is the division into natural (signum naturale) and
conventional signs (signum ad placitum or signum per conventionem). Natural signs, as the
name implies, are formed by the nature and exist independently of human traditions and
conventions. For instance, smoke is a sign of fire, a cough of a cold, a moan of pain, etc. A
conventional sign, on the other hand, is culturally related. According to a standard Mohylian
example, ivy growing next to the door of a house signals that wine is sold in the house.

> There are two manuscripts of Gengell’s course in IM VNLU: fonds 1, 4406 (dialectic and logic) and fonds 1,
4408 (metaphysics and dialectic).

>* “Meus in philosophicis professor R[everendus] Plater] Georgius Gengell, vir sublimitate ingenii, sollemnitate
doctrinae Polonae Provinciae theologus non postremus.” (Charnuts'ky 1, fonds 312, 625, fol. 97)

> According to the scholastic tradition, the Mohylians accepted three operations of the mind (tres operationes
mentis / intellectus): the first is a term (terminus), the second a proposition/judgment (propositio/iuditio), the
third a syllogism.

>* The treatise on signs is also absent in courses Kalachyns'kyi, Dubnevych 1 and Mytkevych, since those courses
are not preserved in full, and the corresponding parts are lost.
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Certainly, this sign has a significant cultural background connected to the ancient god
Dionysus, the god of wine and fertility, and is not intuitively understandable to people from
other cultures. It is even not known for certain whether this sign was grasped in the Ukrainian
culture of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. It might well be that the Mohylians just
retranslated this example from courses of Western scholastics.

The division of signs into natural and conventional had a long tradition, which went back
to St. Augustine. In De Doctrina Christiana, Augustine makes a distinction between natural
and given signs (signa naturalia et signa data).” This division was later accepted in scholastic
philosophy. However, while the naming of “a natural sign” was preserved, “a given sign”
(signum datum) was renamed “signum ad placitum.” The phrase “ad placitum” can be
translated as “for convenience,” but probably a more correct translation is “by convention.”
We cannot exclude the possibility that the Latin phrase has both meaning: a conventional
sign exists because of a convention, in a very broad sense, among people, and is used for
convenience of those who use it. In the courses of the KMA professors, other synonymic
phrases with placitum are used as well: ex placito, iuxta placitum, just placito (Ablativus) or
ex bene placito hominum.

The division of signs into natural and conventional is important for the explanation of
various types of signs, including language signs (words of a language). In this connection,
Mohylian professors, as well as other scholastic philosophers, raised the question of whether
words of different languages are natural or conventional signs. Among the main scholastic
authorities of the sixteenth—eighteenth centuries, there is almost an absolute consensus on
the answer to this question: words are conventional signs. Their courses differ only in how
much attention is paid to this question: some philosophers devote entire treatises to this
topic,>® and some, just a few sentences.” Yet even a short mention is enough to completely
reveal their position. That fact they spend so little time on this issue suggests that it was not
then considered to be of interest; it was settled in favour of the conventional theory of
language. It is possible to suppose that such unanimity among scholastics is connected to the
position of Aristotle, who clearly says that names have their meaning not naturally but by
convention (De interp. 16a19-28). However, the background for the dispute was already
formed by Plato. In Cratylus, Plato puts a question whether language signs are natural or
conventional. The two heroes of the dialogue take opposite positions: Hermogenes defends a

» De doctr. christ., 11, 1, 2.

5 This question is set out in detail in courses by Arriaga, Lynch, John of St. Thomas, Sémery, Soares, Smiglecki.
See Rodericus de Arriaga, Cursus Philosophicus, Iam Noviter Maxima Ex Parte Actus, et Illustratus, et a Variis
Obiectionibus Liberatus, Necnon a Mendis Expurgatus (Lugduni: loannes Antonius Huguetan et Guillielmus
Barbier, 1669), 215-16. (Logica, Disp. 8, Sec. 1, Subsec. 3); Richardus Lynceus, Universa philosophia scholastica,
vol. Tomus primus (Lugduni: Philippus Borde etal., 1654), 207-16. (Logica, Libr. 6, Trac. 2); Joannes de st. Thoma,
Cursus philosophicus Thomisticus, Nova editio ad Lugdunensem anni 1663 accuratissime expressa (Parisiis:
Ludovicus Vives, 1883), 624-31. (Logica, Pars 2, Quaest. 22, Art. 5); Andreas Semery, Trienium philosophicum,
Secunda hac editione ab Authore recognitum et auctum (Romae: Felix Caesaretti, 1682), 646-50. (Logica, Disp. 5,
Quest. 1, Art. 2); Fraciscus Soares, Cursus philosophicus in quatuor tomos distributus, vol. Tomus primus
(Conimbrigae: Paulus Craesbeeck, 1651), 211-13. ((Logica, Tract. 6, Disp. 5, §6); Martinus Smiglecius, Logica, vol.
Pars altera (Ingolstadii: Elisabetha Angermaria, 1618), 9-10. (Disp. 12, Quaest. 2).

*7 Petrus Hurtado de Mendoza, Universa philosophia (Lugduni: Ludovicus Prost, 1624), 107 (Logica, Disp. 8, Sec.
1); Thomas Comptonus Carleton, Philosophia universa (Antverpiae: lacobus Mauresius, 1649), 157 (Logica, Disp.
42, Sec. 1. III); Bartholomaeus Mastrius and Bonaventura Belluti, Philosophiae ad mentem Scoti cursus integer,
Editio novissima a mendis, quae prius irrepserant, expurgata, vol. Tomus primus (Venetiis: Nicolaum Pezzana,
1757), 3. (Dialectica, Tract. 1, Cap. 2).
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conventionalist position and Cratylus, the naturalistic one. Socrates’ position, through whom
Plato speaks, criticizes and partially reconciliates both positions.”®

Some KMA professors solved this problem in a way that was standard for early modern
scholasticism, i.e., they supported the theory of conventionality. According to the standard
procedure, they defended their position with clear arguments, then put forward
counterarguments and refuted them. Early Mohylian professors (Iosyf Kononovych-
Horbats'kyi, Inokentii Gizel', Ioasaf Krokovs'kyi) certainly dealt with the question in this
way.” For example, after discussing all the subtleties of the question, Inokentii Gizel’ briefly
summarized his position: “We conclude that human words signify things and objective
concepts by convention.”® Toasaf Krokovs'kyi clarified this stance by adding the phrase: “by
convention of free human institutions.”® In essence, a word in a particular human language
has its meaning solely because people decided what the word should mean due to their free
will.

However, in philosophy courses influenced by Polish Jesuit tradition—from Stefan
lavors'kyi (1691-93) to Mykhailo Kozachyns'kyi (1741-43)—the solution of the problem is
somewhat different.®* These professors agreed that words in contemporary languages have
their meanings by human convention. But, as they pointed out, this was not always the case,
since the very first language had its meaning due to divine institution. Stefan lavors'kyi
formulated his opinion on the matter in this way: “The articulated words of the first languages
have their signification not from human institution, but divine.”® This position was echoed
by almost all professors of the above-mentioned period.®* It must be noted that in Iavors'kyi’s
thesis, the term “vox,” which can be translated here as “word,” has a prime meaning of
“voice”—a meaning that, to some extent, was already present in scholastic usage. So, lavors'kyi
used the phrase “articulated word” (vox articulata) to indicate that he meant a word as an
element of language. He agreed with Gizel’ that some of the sounds produced by man (sighs,
coughs, groans) are natural sounds. If so, then a cough signifies a cold, a sigh sadness, etc.
The second detail present in lavors'kyi’s thesis—the notion of the first languages—is
especially interesting and brings us to the question of how languages were classified in
Mohylian philosophy courses, which is of direct import to the note on languages that is the
object of this article.

According to the Mohylians who supported the divine origin of language, God charged
Adam with giving names to all animated souls, as the Bible says (Gen. 2:19).% The first
language was Hebraic. Afterwards, during the building of the Tower of Babel, God confused
people’s tongues and from the original Hebrew there emerged 72 languages—the very same
number as the descendants of Noah [= 15 for Japhet’s, 30 for Ham’s, 27 for Shem’s] (Gen. 10)

5¥ Modern researchers still cannot reach agreement how Plato’s position must be understood: as a mild semiotic
naturalism or to some extent conventionalism. See D. N. Sedley, “Plato’s Cratylus,” Cambridge Studies in the
Dialogues of Plato (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003).

> Kononovych-Horbats'kyf, fol. 319v; Gizel’, fol. 124v; Krokovs'kyi 1, c. 755; Krokovs'kyi 2, fol. 121.

% “Concludimus, quod voces humanae ex placito signficant res et conceptus obiectivos.” Gizel’, fol. 124v.

6 «[...] ad placitum ex liber hominum institutione.” Krokovs'ky 1, p. 755.

% As we will see below, among this group, there are several which resolve the issue in the traditional way: the
course by Kalynovsky and both courses by Kuliabka.

% “Voces articulatae linguarum primarium habent significationem non ex institutione humana, sed divina.”
Tavors’kyi (fonds 8, 60), fol. 150v.

% Unknown professor (fonds 301, Petrov’s catalogue, 42), fol. 215; Popovs'kyi, fol. 188; Charnuts’kyi 1, fonds 312,
625, fol. 235v; Charnuts'kyi 2, fol. 104v; Pinovs'kyi, fol. 200; Volchans'kyi1, fol. 162; Volchans'kyi 2, fol. 156v;
Levyts'kyi 1, fol. 246; Malynovs'syi, fol. 197; Levyts'kyi 2, fol. 221v; Dubnevych 2, fol. 233v-234; Kozachyns'kyi 1,
fol. 277; Kozachyns'kyi 2, fol. 118v.

% <[ ..] omne enim quod vocavit Adam animae viventis, ipsum est nomen eius” (Vulgata Clementina).
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and the apostles sent by Jesus to convert different nations (Luke 10:1). Since the words in all
those languages emerged due to God’s will, they also had their meanings by divine institution.
The Mohylians did not typically mention all 72 primal languages. Instead, they named only
some of them, and from these primal languages they went on to deduce the genealogy of the
other ones. The note on languages cited at the beginning of this article is devoted precisely to
this topic.

Here it may be useful to discuss the origins of the theory supported by most Mohylians.
Although Stefan Iavors'kyi claimed that his thesis (conclusio) on the primary languages was
confirmed by the whole Patristic tradition,* in fact, it depended on the work of one Church
Father in particular, namely, St. Augustine of Hippo. The first place where the Mohylian
teaching about the primary languages depends on this Latin Church Father concerns the very
number of languages. This proposition derives from The City of God, in which Augustine
counted the number of Noah’s descendants as 72, or, more precisely, 72 families or nations
which had separate languages.®” The Mohylians mentioning this number refer specifically to
Augustine of Hippo.®®

The same thing applies for the notion of first languages. Unlike lavors’kyi, Khrystofor
Charnuts'kyi and Ilarion Levyts’kyi gave a much more precise reference to their source for this
idea: Book 8, Chapter 16 of St. Augustine’s The Literal Meaning of Genesis. ®® In that work,
St. Augustine turns to the question of how Adam and Eve were able to understand God’s
commandment when there was no language at that time. The Bishop of Hippo answers: it was
not a problem for God to teach our forefathers the language, i.e., God implanted the
knowledge of language in Adam and Eve. Hence, it seems that the theory of the divine origin
of language also belonged to Augustine of Hippo.

However, if we look at the same work of St. Augustine and read a bit further (lib. 9, cap. 12,
nom. 20), we can see that the Latin Church Father could also argue in support of the opposite
conclusion.” In this section of his commentary on Genesis, Augustine raised the question of
how to understand the biblical passage describing the way man gave names to different
animals. People call animals by different names according to various languages on the Earth.
Once there was one language that, after the Tower of Babel, was divided into many: “But is it
possible to believe that in that language the names of fish were given not by man, but by God
and man learned them from God’s teaching?” And the situation is similar for other animals.
So, it seems that St. Augustine considered that Adam gave names deliberately; they did not
come from divine institution.

6 “ita communis SS. Patrum tradition” Iavors'kyi, fonds 8, 60, fol. 150v.

%7 “Ex illis igitur tribus hominibus, Noe filiis, septuaginta tres, uel potius, ut ratio declaratura est, septuaginta
duae gentes totidemque linguae per terras esse coeperunt, quae crescendo et insulas impleuerunt. Auctus est
autem numerus gentium multo amplius quam linguarum. Nam et in Africa barbaras gentes in una lingua
plurimas nouimus.” De civitate Dei, lib. 16, cap. 6, in S. Aurelii Augustini OPERA OMNIA, accessed November 23,
2022, https://www.augustinus.it/latino/cdd/index2.htm.

% Charnuts'kyi, fonds 312, 625, fol. 235v.

% Charnuts'kyi refers to book eight of St. Augustine’s commentary on Genesis in both his courses. However, in
the first course says: “Ita S. Augustinus lib. 8vo De Genesi cap. 26to.” The same is written in different
manuscripts of the course (fonds 312, 625, fol. 235 and fonds 306, 97, fol. 252). The second course says: “ita
Santus Augustinus, libro 8vo De Genesi, cap 16” (Charnuts'kyi 2, fol. 104v). Levyts'kyi also refers to the 16™
chapter of Book 8 (Levyts'kyi 1, fol. 246). For the original Latin text, see “De Genesi ad Litteram libri duodecim,”
in S. Aurelii Augustini OPERA OMNIA, accessed November 23, 2022

https://www.augustinus.it/latino/genesi lettera/genesi lettera 08.htm.

7 For the text of the commentary on Gen. 9, 12, 20, see S. Aurelii Augustini OPERA OMNIA, accessed November
23, 2022, https://www.augustinus.it/latino/genesi lettera/genesi lettera og.htm.
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Although St. Augustine’s position on the divine origin of languages might be ambiguous,
in the Middle Ages, certainly, there were theologians who strongly supported it. Galina
Vdovina, who studied semiotics in early-modern scholastics, cites a place from the
commentary on Genesis by the medieval Franciscan theologian Peter John Olivi (1247/48-
1298), where he clearly claims that the Hebrew language was given by God. Moreover, the
researcher adds that many medieval authors supported this theory.” However, it seems
improbable that the professors of KMA used the commentaries by Olivi or any other medieval
theologians.

The Note on Language Classification

In his first course on philosophy, Khrystofor Charnuts’kyi, saying that the Hebrew language
was the mother of all languages, makes a passing reference to “Genebrard” and “Cornelius de
Lapide.”” The KMA professor meant, of course, Gilbert Génébrard (1535-1597), the French
Benedictine author of commentaries on various Bible books, in particular the famous
Chronographiae libri IV (1580), and Cornelius a Lapide, original name Cornelis Cornelissen
van den Steen (1567-1637), a Flemish Jesuit exegete and author of commentaries on almost all
Bible books, including the Pentateuch (1616). It was Génébrard who in his Chronographia
included a note about the classification of languages;”® and a Lapide who cited in his
commentary.”* As we know, Génébrard’s text was cited by other early-modern commentaries
on Genesis, including Benedicto Pereira.”> And, as Valukenko discovered, it was also cited by
the Mohylians.”®

It must be pointed out, however, that the note on languages is included only in those
philosophy courses that supported the divine origin of the primary language,’” rather than in
all of them. For the sake of clarity, the list of those courses is represented in Table 3. Note that
the eleven courses that have the note on language classification are in bold. The last column
indicates the position of the professor on the question of language origin: 1) ad placitum - all

" G. V. Vdovina, lazyk neochevidnogo: Uchenie o znakakh v skholastike XVII v., Bibliotheca Ignatiana - Nauka
(Moscow: Institut filosofii, teologii i istorii sv. Fomy, 2009), 269-70.

7> Charnuts'kyi, fonds 312, 625, fol. 235v.

73 Gilbertus Genebrardus, Chronographiae libri quatuor (Parisiis: Martinus Iuvenes, 1580), 12: “Hebraica genitrix
Syriacae, Arabicae etc.; Latina Italicae, Valachicae, Gallicae et Hispanicae; Graeca Doricae, Ionicae, Aeolicae,
Atticae; Slavonica Polonicae, Boémicae, Moschoviticae etc.; Germanica Helveticae, Anglicae, Flandricae etc.;
Tartarica Turciae, Sarmacanicae etc.; Abyssina Aethiopicae, Sabeae etc.”

* Cornelius a Lapide, Commentarius in Pentateuchum Moysis, Secunda editio (Venetii: Hieronymus Albritius,
1717), 110. (Genesis, cap. 11).

7> Benedictus Pererius, Commentarii et disputationes in Genesim, vol. 2 (Lugduni: Ex officina iuntarum, 1598). p.
528. (Lib. 16, Disp. 10.) The authoritative philosophical courses of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries do
not usually have this kind of note; an exception is the eighteenth-century Bavarian Jesuit Anton Meyer. See
Antonius Mayr, Philosophia peripatetica aniquorum principiis et recentiorum experimentis conformata, vol.
Tomus 1 (Ingolstadii, 1739), 359. (Pars 1, Disp. 5, Quaest. 1, Art. 3). However, Mayer’s classification differs
significantly from both those of Génébrard and the Mohylians. Unlike the Mohylians, Mayer clearly supported
the conventional theory of language.

® A copy of a Lapide’s commentary on the Pentateuch (now in the Vernads’kyi National Library of Ukraine) was
once held in the library of Toasaf Krokovs'kyi, the Archimandrite of Kyivan Caves Monastery. And it is very
probable that Iavors’kyi could have used the books that belonged to Krokovs'kyi. Wakulenko,
“Sprachklassifikationen in den ukrainischen handschriftlichen Logikkursen vom Ende des 17. bis zum ersten
Drittel des 18. Jahrhunderts,” op. cit., 119.

7 Tavors'kyi, fonds 8, 60, fol. 150v; Unknown professor (Petrov’s catalogue, 42), fol. 215; Popovs'kyi, fol. 188;
Charnuts’kyi 1, fonds 312, 625, fol. 235v; Charnuts'kyi 2, fol. 103v; Pynovs'kyi, fol. 200; Levyts'kyi1, fol. 246;
Levyts'kyi 2, fol. 221v—222; Dubnevych 2, fol. 234; Kozachyns'kyi 1, fol. 277-277v; Kozachyns'kyi 2, fol. 18v.
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languages are conventional; 2) divino instituto/ad placitum - the first language is instituted by
God, but later languages are conventional. An empty line shows either that this course (or a
part of it) is not preserved or the professor did not teach on languages. The blue arrows
indicate the textual dependence of courses.

Table 3: KMA Philosophy courses with a chapter about signs (languages)

a Professorc Academic-yearsd Q |
1.-0| IosyfKononovych-Horbatskyio | 1639/400 ad-placitumo 3
2.-0| Inokentii-Gizel'o 1645/46-1646/470 | ad-placitumg |
3.-10| Ioasaf Krokovs'kyic 1684/85-1685/860 | ad-plactitumc !
4.~0| Toasaf Krokovs/kyio 1686/87-1687/882 | ad-plactitume !
5.-0| Stefan-Tavors'kyic 44 a4a | 1691/92-1692/930 | divinito-instituto/ad-placituma |
6.~0| O o] 0! |
7.-~10| Unknown professora | ca-1700a divinito-instituto/ad -placituma |
8.0/ InokentiiPopovs'’kyin ' || 1699/1700-1701/021| divinito-instituto/ad-placituma |
9.-o| Khrystefor'Charnuts’kyic 1702/03-1703/040 | divinito-instituto/ad-placituma |
10.0| Khrystofor-Charnuts'kyio | ' | 1704/05-1705/062 | divinito instituto/ad placituma |
11>0( o | |©o o !
12>0] O 0| 0! |
1350| Syl'vestr-Pinovs’ ! 1713/14-1714/150 | divinito-instituto/ad-placituma |
1450 Iosyf-Volchans'kyio | 1715/16-1716/179 | divinito-instituto/ad -placitumg |
15.50| Iosyf-Volchans'kyico ‘ 1717/18-1718/192 | divinito-instituto/ad-placituma |
16,0 Ilarion Levyts'kyic 1719/20-1720/212 | divinito-instituto/ad-placituma |
17.50| Platon-Malynovs'kyic 1721/22-1722/230 | divinito-instituto/ad-placituma |
180 Harion-Levyts'kyic 1723/24-1724/250 | divinito-instituto/ad-placituma |
190 o o] o] |
2020 Amvrosii'Dubnevvcho 44 | 1727/28-1728/292 | divinito-instituto/ad-placitums |
21.0|Stefan"Kalynovskyi @ 1729/30-1730/312 | ad-placitumg |
22:0| b o o |
23.0| Syl'vestr-Kuliabka o 1735/36-1736/372 | ad-placituma !
24,0 Syl'yestr-Kuliabka© 1737/38-1738/392 | ad-placitum@ !
25.0| MykhailoKozachyns'kyi 1739/40-1740/410 | divinito-instituto/ad-placituma |
26.20| Mykhailo-Kozachyns'kyi 1741/42-1742/430 | divinito-instituto/ad -placituma |
27.0| Mykhailo-Kozachyns'kyi-© 1743/44-1744/450 | ad-placitum@ !
28.0| Hedeon Slomyns'’kyi @ 1745/46-1746/470 | ad-placitumg ]
29,a| o o o !
3000| o 0 o !

Note that five arrows in Table 3 go to Row 5 (Iavors’kyi): from row 7 (Unknown professor),
row 8 (Popovs'kyi), row 13 (Pinovs'kyi), row 16 and row 18 (both Levyts'kyi); one arrow goes
from row 10 to row 9 (both Charnuts'kyi); and two arrows from rows 25 and 26 (both
Kozachyns'kyi) to row 20 (Dubnevych).

As Table 3 demonstrates, Stefan lavors'kyi was the first KMA professor who included this
note in his philosophy course. However, as we can see from a side-by-side comparison (Table

4), lavors'kyi’s version of the classification of languages differed significantly from
Génébrard’s:”®

7® Genebrardus, Chronographiae libri quatuor, 12.
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Table 4: Note on Classification of Languages

Génébrard Iavors'kyi”®

Hebraica genitrix Syriacae, Arabicae etc. Sic Haebraica lingua matrix est et genitrix

) ) . ) Siriacae, Chaldaicae, Arabicae;
Latina Italicae, Valachicae, Gallicae et

Hispanicae, Graeca lingua matrix est Doricae, Jonicae,

) ) ) ) Aeolicae, Atticae;
Graeca Doricae, Ionicae, Aeolicae, Atticae; ’ ’

Latina matrix est Italicae, Valachicae,

Slavonica Polonicae, Boémicae, Galicae, Hispanicae;
) b

Moschoviticae etc.;
Sclavonica lingua matrix est Polonicae,
Bohemicae, Moravicae, Bolgaricae,
Moldavicae, Lithuanicae, Moschoviticae;

Germanica Helveticae, Anglicae, Flandricae

etc.;

Tartarica Turciae, Sarmacanicae etc. . . ]
Germanica — Helveticae, Saxonicae,

Abyssina Aethiopicae, Sabeae etc. Anglicae, Scoticae, Sueticae, Belhicae;

Tartarica — Turcicae, Sarzamenicae etc, etc.%°

As Table 4 demonstrates, lavors'kyi made no changes to the Greek and Latin groups. But
he not only left out an entire group of languages (Abyssinian), but also made additions to
several other groups. Specifically, he added Chaldaic to the Hebraic group of languages
(Semitic according to the contemporary classification). Most of the changes, however, were
reserved for to the German and Slavic groups. Both authors have English and Helvetic (i.e.
Swiss) in the German group; but Iavors’kyi also added Saxonian, Scottish (Scotica, presumably
Lowland Scottish, since Gaelic belongs to the Celtic languages), and Swedish (Suetica), so that
now all three of these languages are considered as dialects of German. Finally, he renamed
Génébrard’s Flemish, deciding to call it Belhica, rather than Flandrica. It should be noted that
in both lavors'kyi’s manuscripts the latter is spelled as Belhica, not Belgica, casting the light
on that phoneme pronunciation in Ukraine in the seventeenth century.

But lavors'kyi reserved his most significant changes for the Slavic language group. In fact,
his additions nearly doubled Génébrard’s list. To complement the two West Slavic languages
on the original list (Polish and Czech), lavors'kyi added Moravian (Moravica), a dialect of
Czech. He also added Bulgarian, which represents South Slavic languages, completely omitted
by Génébrard. However, the most interesting development was his decision to include two
non-Slavic languages: Moldavian (Moldavica) and Lithuanian (Lithuanica). As is well known,
Moldavian is a variety of the Romanian language and belongs to the Romance languages.
Moreover, both Génébrard and lavors’kyi reasonably include Wallachian, the language of the
southern Romanian principality, to the list of languages that derive from Latin. Indeed,
because of a substantial influence of neighboring Slavic countries and the Orthodox faith,
Romanian was highly Slavicized. But were the languages of Moldova and Wallachia so
different? It is possible to suppose that from his personal experience, lavors'kyi considered
the language of Moldova as Slavonic. This might be because Moldavian-speakers used
Church-Slavonic in their liturgical tradition. Probably, he did not know much about Wallachia
and therefore trusted Génébrard or some other authoritative sources. The Lithuanian

79 Tavors’kyi, fonds 8, 60, fol. 150v and fonds 305, 152, fol. 164v.
8o lavors’kyi, fonds 8, 60, fol. 150v and 152, fol. 164v.
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language, however, cannot possibly belong to the Slavic group, since, according to the
contemporary classification it is part of the Baltic family of languages. Most likely by “lingua
Lithuanica” lavors'kyi meant not Lithuanian, but Belarusian, i.e., the Slavic language of the
Grand Duchy of Lithuania.

Comparing lavors’kyf’s text to that of Génébrard suggests that that Chronographia was not,
in fact, the direct source of lavors’kyi’s note. It is more likely that lavors’kyi used someone
else’s interpretation of Génébrard. But, at the moment, we do not know who that might have
been. There is, however, one seventeenth-century western author who compiled a list of Slavic
languages that included both Lithuanian and Moldavian languages. In the introduction to his
Thesaurus Polyglottus, a multilingual dictionary containing dozens of languages, Heronym
Megiser inserted a series of tables showing different languages families (mostly European, but
also some Asiatic). I want to cite his Slavic table in full, preserving text formatting:

Sclavonica seu Illyrica lingua longe lateque patet per Europam et Asiam. Cujus Dialectici
potissimum hae sunt:

Dalmatica: Epidauriorum seu Ragusaeorum: laderensium, Arbensium, Epirotatum
hodierna: Macedonum mediterraneorum.

Serviorum vel Soraborum.

Bessorum vel Bosnensium.

Bulgarorum seu Rasciorum.

Moldavorum, Mysiorum, Gepedum.

Transylvanorum.

Croatica, Istrianorum, Carsorum, Jazygum, Illyriorum.

Besiatica, qua propria est Sclavorum Hungariae conterminorum.

Carnorum, Carniolanorum, Iapygum, Goritiensium, Forojuliensium.

Carinthorum, Ciliensium.

Bohemica, Moravorum seu Marcomanorum, Silensiorum partis.

Lusatica.

Polonica, Podoliorum, Plescoviensium, Sarmatica.

Lithuanica, laczvingerorum, Samogitarum.

Livonica, Osnensium, Curorum, Culmiorum.

Vandalica, Rugiorum, Cassubiorum, Pomeranica, Obotritarum, seu Meckelburgensium,
Prussica seu Prutenica.

Moscovitica, Hamaxoviorum.

Ruthenica.

Circassiorum, Gazarorum vel Abgezerorum, Mengreliorum.

As we can see, Megiser’s list of languages is much more extensive than the usual Mohylian
one. But there is no evidence that either lavors’kyi or any other Mohylian professor used
Mesier’s very impressive book.”

Although we do not know who influenced lavors'kyi, we know for sure that lavors'kyi
himself influenced many Mohylian professors. We can check this additionally in the note on
languages. As we can see from the following table (Table 5), this place is almost identical in
five philosophy courses taught at KMA:

® Hieronymus Megiserus, Thesaurus Polyglottus Vel Dictionarium Multilingue Ex Quadringentis Circiter Tam
Veteris, Quam Novi (Vel Potius Antiquis Incogniti) Orbis Nationum Linguis, Dialectis, Idiomatibus Idiotismis
Constans (Francofurti ad Moenum, 1603), Tabula quinta. [ am grateful to one of the anonymous reviewers from
Vivliofika about the reference to Megiser’s work.
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Table 5: Note on Classification of Languages at the KMA

Iavors'kyi® Unknown | Popovs’kyi | Pinovs'kyi® | Levyts'kyi | Levyts'kyi

professor® 84 1% 257
Sic Haebraica | Sic Sic Hebraica | Sic Haebraica Hinc lingua
lingua matrix | Haebraica lingua matrix | Haebraica lingua matrix | Haebraica
est et genitrix | lingua matrix | est et lingua matrix | et genitrix matrix est
Siriacae, est Siriacae, genitrix est Siriacae, est Syriacae, | Syricae,
Chaldaicae, Chaldaicae, Siriacae, Chaldaicae, Chaldaicae, Chaldaicae,
Arabicae; Arabicae; Chaldaicae, Arabicae; Arabicae; Arabicae;

Arabicae;

Graeca lingua | Graeca Graeca Graeca Graeca Graeca
matrix est lingua matrix | lingua matrix | lingua matrix | lingua matrix | lingua matrix
Doricae, est Doricae, est Doricae, est Doricae, est Doricae, est Doricae,
Ionicae, Ionicae, Ionicae, Ionicae, Ionicae, Ionicae,
Eolicae, Eonicae, Eotricae, Eolicae, Eonicae, Aeonicae,
Atticae; Atticae; Atticae; Atticae; Atticae; Atticae;
Latina matrix | Latina lingua | Latina Latina lingua | Latina lingua | Latina lingua
est Italicae, matrix est matrix est genitrix est matrix est genetrix est
Valachicae, Italicae, Valaticae, Italicae, Italicae, Italicae,
Galicae, Valachicae, Italiae [sic], Valachiae Valachicae, Valachicae,
Hispanicae; Gallicae, Gallicae, [sic], Galiae Gallicae, Gallicae,

Hispanicae; | Hyspaniae [sic], Hyspanicae; | Hispanicae;

[sic]; Hispaniae
[sic];

Sclavonica®® Sclavonica Sclavonica Sclavonica Sclavonica Sclavonica
lingua matrix | lingua est lingua matrix | lingua matrix | lingua matrix | lingua est
est Polonicae, | matrix est Polinicae, | est est matrix
Bohemicae,®® | Polonicae, Bohemicae, Polonicae, Polonicae, Polonicae,
Moravicae,”® Bohemicae, Moraviae Moravicae, Bohemicae, Moravicae,
Bolgaricae, Moralicae, [sic], Bolgaricae, Lithuanicae, | Bolgaricae,
Moldavicae,” | Volgaricae, Bolgaratae, Moldaviae Moschovitica | Moldavicae,

% The text of the note is published with the critical apparatus to show the differences in spelling the names of
languages in the manuscripts: lIavors’kyi, fonds 8, 60, fol. 150v and 152, fol. 164v.
% Unknown professor (Petrov’s catalogue, 42), fol. 215.
8 Popovs'kyi, fol. 188.

% Pynovs'kyi, fol. 200.

% Levyts'kyi 1, fol. 246.

®7 Levyts'kyi 2, fol. 221v - 222.
8 Sclavonica ] Sclawonica (fonds 8, 60).

% Bohemicae | Bohaemicae (fonds 305, 152).
9 Moravicae | Morawicae (fonds 8, 60).

9 Moldavicae ] Moldowicae (fonds 8, 60).
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Lithuanicae,”> | Moldavicae, | Moldaviae [sic], e, Lituanicae,
Moschoviticae | Lituanicae, [sic], Litoanicae, Dalmaticae; | Moschovitica
93 Moschovitica | Litwanicae, Moschovitica e;
e; Moschovitica | e;
e
Germanica - Germanica <Germanica> | Germanica - | Germanica Germanica -
Helveticae, lingua est — Saxonicae, | Helveticae, lingua matrix | Helveticae,
Saxonicae, matrix Anglicae, Saxonicae, est Saxonicae,
Anglicae, Helbaticae, Scoticae, Anglicae, Helveticae, Anglicae,
Scoticae,’* Saxonicae, Sueticae, Scoticae, Saxonicae, Scoticae,
Sueticae, Anglicae, Bellicae; Sueticae, Anglicae, Sveticae,
Belhicae; Scoticae, Belgicae etc, | Scoticae, Belgicae etc.
Sueticae, etc. Sveticae,
Belgicae; Balficae;
Tartarica - Tartarica Tartarica - Tartarica
Turcicae, lingua est Turticae, matrix est
Sarzamenicae | matrix Sarzamolicae Turciae,
05 Turcicae, etc. Sarmaticae;*°
etc, etc .
Sarthamenic
ae etc.
Abissinia
lingua matrix
est
Ethiopiacae,
Sabaae.

As we can see in Table 5, three KMA professors followed lavors'kyi’s text very closely. The
unknown professor, whose course is extant in manuscript form (see IM VNLU, fonds 301, 42),
kept the same list as lavors'kyi. One thing which is different is spelling. The most interesting
changes are the following: the Moravian language is spelled as “lingua Moralica,” Bulgarian
“Volgarica,” which associates with the name of the river where the Bulgars used to live in the
distant past. Inokentii Popovs'kyi omitted mention of the Swiss language. However, this might
be a mechanical mistake in the manuscript, which also omitted the word “Germanica,” from

%2 Lithuanicae ] Lythuanicae (fonds 305,152).

9 Moschoviticae | Moschowiticae (fonds 8, 60).

9% Scoticae | Scotycae (fonds 305, 152).

% Sarzamenicae ] Sarzamonicae (fonds 305, 152).

9% Among the Mohylians, there are significant differences in the spelling of this language. Here Levyts'kyi spelled
it as if it was the language of the Sarmatians, who used to live on the territory of Ukraine and Poland. It might
well be that he indeed identified this language in this way. But in other courses it was spelled differently:
Sarzamenica - lavors’kyi, fonds 8, 60; Sarzamonica - lavors’kyi, fonds 305, 152; Sarthamenicae - Unknown
professor (ms 42); Saramatica - Popovs'kyi. Probably, the professors of KMA did not know what that language
was. As Vakulenko proved (Wakulenko, “Sprachklassifikationen in den ukrainischen handschriftlichen
Logikkursen vom Ende des 17. bis zum ersten Drittel des 18. Jahrhunderts’, 121), it was the old language of
Samarqgand, also known as Chagatai.
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which other Germanic languages have their origin. Syl'vestr Pinovs'kyi left out Czech
(Bohemica) but left Moravian, which might also be a mechanical mistake.

More significant changes were made by Ilarion Levyts'kyi in his first course on philosophy.
Among the Slavic languages, he omitted Moravian and Moldavian, but added Dalmatian.
Most probably, it was the Dalmatian dialect of Croatian, since the Dalmatian language, which
was still alive in the eighteenth century, was a Romance language. He also added a new group:
the languages which come from Abyssinian. This group was present in Génébrard’s list but
absent in lavors’kyi’s one. This suggests that Levyts'kyi used something other than the course
of lavors’kyi at the KMA as the model for his own. In his second course, Levyts'kyi sticks closer
to lavors'kyf’s text but leaves out the group of languages originated from Tatar.

Among all Mohylians, Khrystofor’s Charnuts’kyi’s note of the classification of language is
the closest to that of Génébrard. This text can be found in both of the philosophy courses
taught by Charnuts'’kyi. However, the list of languages comes to Charnuts'kyi not from
Génébrard but via Jerzy Gengell. As was already mentioned, the first course by Charnuts’kyi
greatly depended on the one taught by Charnuts'kyi’s Jesuit teacher. This is most apparent
from the comparison depicted in Table 6.

Table 6: Charnuts'kyi’s Note on Classification of Languages

Génébrard

Gengell”’

Charnuts'kyi 1°°

Charnuts’kyi 2%°

Hebraica genitrix
Syriacae, Arabicae
etc.

Latina Italicae,
Valachicae, Gallicae
et Hispanicae,

Graeca Doricae,
Ionicae, Aeolicae,
Atticae;

Slavonica Polonicae,
Boémicae,
Moschoviticae etc.;

Hebraica est matrix
seu genitrix linguae
Syriace, Chaldaicae,
Arabicae;

Latina est matrix
Italicae, Valachicae,
Gallicae, Hispanicae;

Graeca - Doricae,
Ionicae, Aeolicae,
Atticae;

Sclavonica lingua est
matrix Polonicae,
Bohemicae,
Moscoviticae;

97 Gengell, IM VNLU, fonds 1, 4406, fol. 159.
9 Charnuts'kyi 1, fonds 312, 625, fol. 235v and fonds 306, 97, apk.252.

9 Charnuts’kyf 2, fol. 103v.

'° Hebraica ] Haebraica (fonds 306, 97).
" Syriacae | Syricae (fonds 312, 625).

102

Atticae | Apticae (fonds 312, 625).

'3 Bohemicae | Bohaemicae (fonds 312, 625).

Hebraica™® lingua est
matrix seu genitrix
linguae Syriacae,”
Chaldaicae,
Arabicae;

Latina est genitrix
Italicae, Valachicae,
Gallicae, Hispanicae;

Graeca lingua est
genitrix Doricae,
Ionicae, Eolicae,
Atticae;**

Sclavonica lingua
matrix est Polonicae,
Bohemicae,'*

Moschoviticae;

Hebraica matrix et
genitrix est linguae
Syriacae, Chaldaicae,
Arabicae;

Latina est matrix
Italicae, Valachicae,
Gallicae, Hispanicae;

Graeca - Doricae,
Ionicae, Eolicae,
Atticae;

Sclavonica lingua
matrix est Polonicae,
Bohemicae,
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Germanica
Helveticae, Anglicae,
Flandricae etc.;

Tartarica Turciae,
Sarmacanicae etc.

Germanica -
Elveticae, Saxonicae,

Anglicae, Flandricae;

Tartarica — Turcicae,
Sarmacanicae;

Germanica lingua
matrix est Heveticae,
Saxonicae, Anglicae,
Flandricae etc.;

Tartarica lingua
genitrix est Turciae,

Lituanicae,
Moschoviticae;

Germanica -
Helveticae,
Saxonicae, Anglicae,
Scoticae, Sueticae,
Belgicae;

Tartarica — Turcicae,
Sarcamenicae;

Sarmacanicae;

Abyssina Abyssyna - Abissina -'** Abissina -
Aethiopicae, Sabeae | Aethiopicae, Sabeae | Aethiopicae,'” Aetiopicae, Sabaeae
etc. etc. etc. Sabaeae etc. etc.

As we can see from Table 6, in his first course, Charnuts’kyi did not change Gengell’s language
list; he only made some stylistic changes. However, Gengell himself extended Générbrard’s
list, adding Chaldaic to the languages coming from Hebrew and Saxonian to the ones from
Germanic. In his second course, Charnuts'kyi made three changes. He added Lithuanian to
Slavic, and Scottish and Swedish to the Germanic ones. Those changes are interesting as they
show that he was not completely satisfied with the text of Gengell and wanted to improve it
somehow. We can suppose that he added Lithuanian because it was close to him. However,
that seems to be unlikely in the case of Scottish and Swedish. Probably he consulted another
text in preparing his new course. It might have been lavors'kyi’s course because, unlike
Génébrard, all three languages were on lavors'kyi’s list. However, right now, there is no
apparent influence of lavors'kyi on the second course of Charnuts'kyi.

Nevertheless, Charnuts’kyi himself influenced other philosophy courses at the KMA.
Ilarion Levyts'kyl, as already noted, was influenced by lavors'kyi in his teaching on signs;
however, in other parts of the course, especially in the theory of universals, the influence on
him by the second course of Charnuts'kyf is easily visible. Thus, when Levyts'kyi adds a group
of languages which originates from Abyssinian, it is extremely likely that he is doing so under
the influence of the second course of Charnuts'kyf.

The most distant from Génébrard is the note on the classification of languages in the
second course taught by Amvrosii Dubnevych. A comparison between the two texts evinces
several interesting details. First, Dubnevych limits himself to languages with which he is most
familiar: Slavic, Romance, and Germanic. Moreover, the Slavic languages are set down first
and the classification seems absolutely correct, even by modern standards. But the most
important thing is that to the previously mentioned Slavic languages (Polish and Muscovite,
which were included in every course), he adds Ruthenian (lingua Ruthenica). Unfortunately,
he does not explain what language he meant: the “simple” office language (prosta mova) or
the ordinary folk language. In any case, no known professor at the KMA before Dubnevych
included the lingua Ruthenica in the list. How to explain this? Did the Mohylian professors
not recognise it before the 1727/1728 academic year? We can answer these questions a bit later

'°* Abissina | Abyssina (fonds 312, 625).
' Aethiopicae ] Aethyopicae (fonds 306, 97).
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but let us first turn to the philosophy courses taught by Dubnevych’s student, Mykhailo
Kozachyns'kyi.

Kozachyns'kyi kept extensive notes of Dubnevych’s second course.® After graduating from
KMA, Kozachyns'kyi was sent to Karlovci Sremski to establish a school. He spent five years in
Serbia (1733 until 1738), teaching different subjects, including rhetoric. After his return to
Ukraine, in 1739, Kozachyns'kyl began teaching philosophy. Not surprisingly, he incorporated
Dubnevych’s course material, which he knew well, into his own teachings practice. A
comparative analysis of the second course of Dubnevych and the first and second courses of
Kozachyns'kyi demonstrates that the student mainly kept to his teacher’s text. However,
Kozachyns'kyi did make some changes in Dubnevych’s text and compiled it with other as-yet-
unidentified texts.”” As for the note (Table 7), he repeated Dubnevych’s text without changes
in his first course. However, in the second one, he added the Serbian language to the Slavic
group, probably recalling the five years spent in Serbia. Until then, none of the Mohylians had
mentioned Serbian.

Table 7: Kozachyns'kyi’s Note on the Classification of Languages

Dubnevych 2" Kozachyns'kyi 1

Kozachyns'kyi 2™

ex Clavonica [sic] orta est
lingua Polonica, Rutenica,
Moschovitica, Bohemica;

ex Latina Gallica,
Hyspanica, Valachica,
Italica;

ex Germanica prodigit
lingua Saxonica, Anglica,
Svetica etc.

ex Clavonica [sic] orta est
lingua Polonica, Rutenica,
Moschovitica, Bohemica;

ex Latina Gallica,
Hyspanica, Walachica,
Italica;

ex Germanica prodiit lingua
Saxonica, Anglica, Svetica
etc.

ex Sclavonica orta est lingua
Polonica, Ruthenica,
Moschowytica, Bohemyca,
Serbyca;

ex Latina Gallica, Hyspanica,
Walachyca, Italyca;

ex Germanica prodiit lingua
Saxonica, Anglyca, Suetyca
etc.

[ want to draw attention to another aspect of Dubnevych’s teaching oeuvre. Thus far, my
analysis of Dubnevych’s courses was limited to the second of them. Unfortunately, it was
impossible to include the first one in the study because it survives in only one manuscript,
which does not represent the whole course (just dialectic and the first part of logic), i.e., the
treatise on signs is absent. However, it is possible to have some ideas about Dubnevych’s
doctrine on signs in the first course. The later Mohylian professor Syl'vestr Kuliabka taught
both his courses keeping closely to Dubnevych’s first course. Both Kuliabka’s courses
correspond Dubnevych’s course almost verbatim. It is reasonable to suppose that Kuliabka’s
courses match Dubnevych in those parts that are missing. However, the most interesting is

° IM VNLU, fonds 307, 452.

7 Symchych, Philosophia rationalis u Kyievo-Mohylians'kii akademii, 60-61. He did not do this in his third
course. Instead, as was mentioned above, he used the textbook of Gervasius Brisacensis, but, quite unexpectedly,
almost verbatim.

*°® Dubnevych 2, fol. 234.

%9 Kozachyns'kyi 1, fol. 277-277v.

"? Kozachyns'kyi 2, fol. 18v.
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that the note on languages is absent in the courses of Kuliabka. He does not say anything
about the divine origin of the first language. Kuliabka is unique among the Jesuit-influenced
Mohylians who taught a purely conventional theory of language. If it is supposed that
Kuliabka’s theory of signs belongs to Dubnevych, then Dubnevych seems to have changed his
position. Indeed, it was not something unusual for Mohylians to change their positions, and
Dubnevych was not an exception.™ In my opinion, nevertheless, this case deserves more
study.

As mentioned above, most great scholastic authors of the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries, supported the conventional theory of language.”™ Moreover, the conventional
theory prevailed even among the courses taught in the Jesuit colleges of the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth. Having looked through a number of handwritten philosophical courses from
different Polish and Lithuanian Jesuit colleges of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries,”
I found only one where the theory of divine origin of the first language was presented: the
philosophical course of Gengell, which (as we saw) was used at KMA. This proves that the
theory prevailing at KMA was not popular outside of it. How can that be explained? It is
possible to make some suppositions about it. First, the theory of the divine origin of Adam’s
and Eve’s language was rather conservative and theological. According to the Mohylians, it
was based on the patristic tradition (as Stefan lavors'kyi argued).”* This might have been a
very important consideration for the Orthodox priests who taught philosophy at KMA. But
this supposition does not seem to be convincing enough. Why was this “pious” theory not
supported by Iosyf Kononovych-Horbats'kyi, Inokentii Gizel’, and Ioasaf Krokovs'kyi, who can
hardly be accused of a secular way of thinking?

Second, the theory was introduced into KMA by Stefan lavors’kyi, whom the Mohylian
professors respected. As discussed above, that pattern which predominated at KMA in the
first half of the eighteenth century, started with the course of lavors'kyi. Furthermore, the
very text of lavors'kyi’s course was used, to a greater or lesser extent, in five other Mohylian
philosophical courses. Here it is worth recalling that in the Russian Orthodox Church of the
1710-1730s, there was a bitter struggle between the pro-Catholic faction of Stefan lavors'kyi
and the pro-Protestant faction of Teofan Prokopovych. This struggle was won by Prokopovych
in Russia. However, at KMA, it was lavors’kyi who won. Teofan Prokopovych taught
philosophy at KMA in the academic years 1707-09. This course is significantly different from
the courses taught in KMA after him. The Mohylians did not pay any attention to it for forty
years (until Georgii Konys'kyi). Instead, they were oriented towards Stefan Iavors'kyi,
especially during his lifetime, but also after it. Even when Prokopovych was the rector of KMA,
Syl'vestr Pinovs'’kyi taught philosophy according to Iavors'kyi’s course. Furthermore,

m

For example, in the first course Dubnevych considers that the attribution object of logic is the right conclusion
in the syllogism (Dubnevych 1, fol. 326v), whereas in the second course, it is the right actions of reason
(Dubnevych 2, fol. 119). In the first course he claims that logic is a practical discipline (Dubnevych 1, fol. 315),
whereas in the second one, it is practical and theoretical (Dubnevych 2, fol. 96).

"* There is only one known exception among the great, Silvestro Mauro, who developed a theory very similar to
the Mohylian one. See Silvestrus Maurus, Quaestionum philosophicarum libri quatuor, vol. Liber primus (Romae:
Ignatius de Lazaris, 1658), 635 (Lib. 1 Quaest. 56).

"3 The theory on the conventional origin of any language (ad placitum) was stated in the courses of Sebastian
Kleszczanski (Lviv Jesuit College, 1679/1680-1680/1681 a.y.) - IM VNLU, fonds 306, 87, fol. 249; Jan Schiper
(Niasvizh Jesuit College, 1687/1688-1688/1689 a.y.) - IM VNLU, fonds 306, 89, fol. 135, Unknown professor
(Niasvizh Jesuit College, 1697/98-1698/99 a.y.) - IM VNLU, 95, fol. 77; Tomasz Kriiger (Vilnius Jesuit Academy,
1713/1714-1714/1715 a.y.) - IM VNLU, fonds 305, 163, fol. 148; Tomasz Dunin (Lviv Jesuit College, 1718/1719-
1719/1720 a.y.) - IM VNLU, fonds 306, 112, fol. 161v

" Javors’kyi, fonds 8, 60, fol. 150v.
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lavors’kyi’s course is much better preserved in manuscripts than Prokopovych’s.™ So, it is
reasonable to suppose that lavors'kyT established a kind of philosophical tradition in KMA and
because of the authority of lavors’kyl it was quite long lasting.

Thus, when in his first course on philosophy, Amvrosii Dubnevych denied the theory of the
divine origin of the first language, he appears it to have been going against KMA tradition. In
his second course, however, some unknown factors forced him to return to the tradition
established by Stefan Iavors’kyi. It is possible that the text on languages, which was included
in the second course, was his original contribution and that he inserted this passage when he
rearranged his earlier course according to institutional demands. It was then that he created
the note on language classification, drawing on his personal ideas about the languages of
Europe. At that point, the Slavic languages, among which was his native Ruthenian, assumed
first place.

This raises the question: why is the Ruthenian language absent in the lists compiled by
previous KMA professors? At this stage of the research, it is difficult to give a conclusive
answer. It is possible that by the phrase “lingua Lithuanica” they understood the “simple”
language, a common language for Ukrainians and Belarusians of the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth, used mainly in office administration. If so, then “lingua Lithuanica” was used
as a synonym to “lingua Ruthenica.” At the same time, “lingua Lithuanica” is completely absent
in the lists drawn up by Génébrard and Gengell. It appears first in lavors'kyi’s text and then in
all courses depending on it. This phrase is also absent from the first course of Charnuts'kyi,
where the list of languages is the same as Gengell’s. But a reference to Charnuts'kyi’s native
language does appear in his second course, possibly as a personally meaningful addendum to
the already existing material.

However, even if a professor did not mention either “lingua Ruthenica” or “lingua
Lithuanica” in his list, it does not mean that he did not recognize the existence of those
languages. This can be shown from the examples that KMA professors used to illustrate their
philosophical positions. All the courses that argued for the divine origin of the first language
claimed that contemporary languages were conventional. One of the arguments that they
used to support this claim is the fact of interlingual homonymy. That is to say, when a word
means one thing in one language but something else entirely in another, this shows that the
meaning of that word is conventional, i.e., it is the result of agreements among people or
traditions, but not of the natural order of things. The Mohylians usually supported this
argument with different kinds of examples. One of the standard examples was taken directly
from prominent philosophers of early modern scholasticism: the word sus means a “pig” in
Latin, a “horse” in Hebrew, and “silence” in Flemish. But the Mohylians also supplemented
such scholastic examples with illustrations from the languages that they knew best. For
example, Stefan lavors'kyi offered three additional examples."® The first one contrasts the
Polish garbaty (“bent” [about a person]) with the Italian garbato (“polite”). The second one,
the Polish personal pronoun ja (“I, me”) and the German ja (“yes”). The third one was topi¢
(“to flood something with water” in Polish and “to light a fire” in Ruthenian). It should be
noted that all three examples are based on Polish, something that corroborates the
importance of that languages in the Mohylian community at the end of the seventeenth
century. The first two examples most probably came to lavors'kyi from Polish sources. The

"> As Table 1 demonstrates, there are four full text and two incomplete manuscripts of lavors’kyi’s course.
Prokopovych’s course is preserved only partially. Two manuscripts contain only parts of the course.

" “nam sus Latinis porcum, Judaeis aequum, Flandris silentium significat; quod Polonis est gibbosus, Italis est
egregius; ja Polonis significat pronomen ego, Germanis adverbum ita; itemque Polonis immergere Rutenis est
calefacre etc.” lavors’kyi, fonds 8, 60, fol. 150v.
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illustration with garbaty, for example, was used by Smiglecki."” However, the last example
was most likely lavors'kyi’s own.

Charnuts’kyi, who listed neither “lingua Lithuanica” nor “lingua Ruthenica’ in his first
course, did give an example of the Latin-Ruthenian homonymy. The Ruthenian word stupa
(“a mortar, stamp mill”) means “coarse flax” or “oakum” in Latin."® But to explain this example
to his students, Charnuts'kyi translates stupa from Latin into Polish zgrzebie. This, then, is
one more example of the role of Polish at KMA at the beginning of the eighteenth century.
Finally, I would like to draw attention to the fact that the example with stupa is Charnuts'kyi’s
own: it is absent from Gengell’s text.

Conclusion

This discussion of the note on language classification found in seventeenth- and early
eighteenth-century philosophy courses taught by the professors of KMA has advanced three
interrelated propositions. First, although the doctrine on the divine origin of the first language
is not a novelty of the Mohylian professors, the frequency of its use at KMA is much higher
than in other philosophy courses of the time. It can be supposed that presenting this doctrine
was an element of the local teaching tradition. The establishment of this tradition and its
longevity in Mohylian circles is likely connected to the authority of Stefan lavors’kyi.

Second, in enumerating different languages, the Mohylians drew on the lists of other
authors, but also added some new languages. Among the added languages was lingua
Lithuanica. It is possible to suppose that KMA professors systematically added this language
because they considered it native. In all likelihood, they used lingua Lithuanica and lingua
Ruthenica as synonyms. If we suppose that lingua Lithuanica referred to the Belarusian
language, which is more logical, then it is difficult to explain why such professors as Iavors'kyi
and Charnuts'kyl did not include lingua Ruthenica, which is explicitly mentioned in their
didactic examples. In the courses of Dubnevych (and related to him Kozachyns'kyi), the term
“lingua Ruthenica” supplanted “lingua Lithuanica” in the list of languages. This fact suggests
that by the 1720s-1740s, KMA professors considered lingua Ruthenica as a separate language,
which cannot be confused with either lingua Polonica or lingua Moscovitica.

Third, the cases when the Mohylians cited the texts of other authors verbatim show that
philosophy at KMA was not always very original. However, knowing the origin of a given text
allows us to see what changes were made to it by a Mohylian professor. The identified changes
can then serve as a means of determining both the philosophical position and the general
worldview of the professor in question.

"7 Smiglecius, Logica, Pars altera: g (Disp. 12, Q. 2).
"8 “Unde stupa Latinis alias zgrzebie significat, Rutenis significat vas, in quo funditur milium etc.” Charnuts'kyi 1,
fonds 312, 625, fol. 236v.
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Orthodox Christian approaches to the sacrament of penance in the seventeenth and
early eighteenth centuries are a story of adaptation, reception, and sometimes unintended
consequences. In the middle of the seventeenth century, Ruthenian theologians like
Metropolitan Petro Mohyla, Ioannikii Haliatovs'kyi, and Innokentii Gizel' adapted what
they thought wuseful from the confessional diversity of the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth into Orthodox practice.” Perhaps the most extensive such borrowing
concerned the sacrament of penance. For the first time, Orthodox service-books like the

" Parts of the material in this article were first published in Paul Bushkovitch, ed., The State in Early Modern
Russia: New Directions (Bloomington, IN: Slavica Publishers, 2019), 163-190 and in Nadieszda Kizenko, Good
for the Souls: A History of Confession in the Russian Empire (Oxford: Oxford Unviersity Press, 2021).

* David Frick, Meletij Smotryc 'kyj (Cambridge: Harvard Ukrainian Research Institute Publications, 1995);
Vasyl Popelyastyy, “Bohoslov’ia sviatoho tainstva pokaiannia: skhidnyi pravoslavnyi pohliad (druha polovyna
XVI-persha polovyna XVII stolit’,” Analecta of the UCU (Series: Theology), vol. 2 (2015), 224-258; Margarita
Korzo, “Pravoslavnoe nravstvennoe bogoslovie XVII v. i ego spetsifika: ‘Mir s Bogom cheloveku’ (Kiev, 1669),”
Eticheskaia mysl’ 18:2 (2018), 56-71; eadem, “Myr z Bohom choloviku’ Innokentiia Gizelia v konteksti
katolyts’koi moral'noi teolohii kintsia XVI-pershoi polovyny XVII st.,” Inokentii Gizel’. Vybrani tvory u 3kh tt.,
Larysa Dovha, ed. (Kyiv: “Svichado,” 2010), 3: 195-262; eadem, “Osvoenie katolicheskoi traditsii moskovskimi
i kievskimi knizhnikami XVII veka: Innokentii Gizel’ i Simeon Polotskii,” in Pravoslavie Ukrainy i Moskovskoi
Rusi v XV—XVII vv: obshchee i razlichnoe, ed. M. V. Dmitriev (Moscow: “Indrik,” 2012), 290-301; eadem,
“Pravoslavnye posobiia o podgotovke k ispovedi XVII v. i ikh istochniki: ‘Nauka o taine Sv. Pokaianiia’ (Kyiv,
1671),” Vestnik PSTGU, Ser. I1: Istoriia: Istoriia Russkoi Pravoslavnoi Tserkvi, vyp. 78 (2017), 9-21.
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Trebnik (Book of Needs) and sluzhebnik (priest’s liturgical service-book) reflected Roman
Catholic theological notions like satisfaction, merits, and seven deadly sins.? Faced with a
different set of challenges, Moscow-based clerics, including Patriarch Nikon, decided to
adapt many of these changes for their own purposes. This mutual borrowing and
adaptation regarding the sacrament of penance continued through the eighteenth century,
with Ruthenian hierarchs, including the holy Dymytrii (Tuptalo), Metropolitan of Rostov
and Teofan Prokopovych, Metropolitan of Novgorod, alternately emphasizing or
instrumentalizing such notions as the secrecy (“seal”) of the confession that would become
foundational in the Russian empire. The Russian adaptations of the Ruthenian adaptations
had their own after-life: Orthodox clerics of other nationalities, including the Serbs and
Romanians, made their own choices from the array of new possibilities.* The approaches
to the sacrament of penance at the turn of the eighteenth century—simultaneously
constitutive and transformational—are thus a curious case of histoire croisée, with shape-
shifting intercrossing at multiple national and confessional levels.” Both the intended and
unintended consequences of theology become apparent when we compare Ruthenian and
Muscovite borrowings regarding the sacrament of penance in the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries—and the political interpretations of those borrowings in years to
come.

Borrowings and Adaptations in the Seventeenth Century

Perhaps the most famous borrowing is the change to the rite of absolution introduced
by the Ruthenians in the first printed rubrics for confession, the Striatinskii (Ostrog)

> For Mohyla’s liturgical changes, see Evkhologion ili Trebnik (Kiev: izd. v sv. Velikoi Chudotvornoi Lavre,
1646; repr. Kyiv: Informatsiino-vydavnychyi tsentr Ukrainskoi Pravoslavnoi Tserkvi, 2004), 1:387. The Trebnik
also reflects the 1640 Kiev Council discussion on how to confess villains, and how and whether to absolve
them (“Lifos, polemicheskoe sochinenie, vyshedshee iz Kievo-pecherskoi tipografii v 1644 godu,” Arkhiv iugo-
zapadnoi Rossii, [Kyiv: tip. G. Korchak-Novitskago, 1893], ch. 1, t. IX: 68). Ioannikii Haliatovs'kyi, Kliuch
razumeniia s[viaJshchennikom zakonnym i svetskim nalezhachyi (Kyiv: druk. Kievo-Pecherskoi Lavry, 1659;
repr. Kyiv: Naukova Dumka, 1985). For Gizel,, see a facsimile of the 1669 edition, Archimandrite Innokentii
(Gizel’), Mir s bogom chelovieku ili pokaianie sviatoe, primiriaiushchee bogovi chelovieka ucheniem ot pisaniia
sviatogo i ot uchitelei tserkovnykh (Kyiv-Lviv: Vyd. “Svichado,” 2009), t. 1, kn. 2.

* The Serbs, for example, adopted the practice of annual confession, but not the undermining of confessional
secrecy. See, for example, Vladislav Puzovic, “Utitsaj Dukhovnog Reglamenta (1721) na Sveshtenicka i Monaska
pravila Mitropolita Beogradsko-Karlovaskog Vikentija (Jovanovica),” Zbornik Matitse Srpske za Istoriju 9o,
Novi Sad (2004), 37-54. For Romanian approaches, see Mircea Pacurariu, Geschichte der Rumdnischen
Orthodoxen Kirche [Oikonomia 33] (Erlangen: Lehrstuhl fiir Geschichte und Theologie, 1994), 208-14, 257-
62, 321-6.

> Michael Werner and Bénédicte Zimmermann, “Beyond Comparison: Histoire Croisée and the Challenge of
Reflexivity,” History and Theory, 451 (February 2006): 30-50. For the classic pre-revolutionary study of
Ruthenian influence, see K. V. Kharlampovich, Malorossiiskoe vlianie na velikorusskuiu zhizn’ (Kazan’, 1914;
repr. The Hague and Mouton, 1968). For one of the first arguments for mutual influence, see Edward Keenan,
“Muscovite Perceptions of Other East Slavs before 1654: An Agenda for Historians,” in Ukraine and Russia in
Their Historical Encounter, eds. Peter ]J. Potichnyj, Marc Raeff, Jaroslaw Pelenski, and Gleb N. Zekulin
(Edmonton: CIUS, 1992), 20-38. I am grateful to the two anonymous reviewers for their comments on this
article.
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Trebnik of 1606, followed by the Vilno (Vilnius) edition of 1618 and a Kyivan one in 1620.°
These and other printed confession rites by Ruthenian writers began to circulate in Russia
from the start of the seventeenth century.” The Muscovites first decided to adopt a
combination of Greek and Ruthenian penance rubrics based on Trebniks from Vilnius and
Kyiv, then the celebrated 1646 one published by Petro Mohyla. Compared to earlier
expansive Moscow rubrics, the confession rite became significantly shorter. Unlike
Muscovite practice but like contemporary Latin practice, the Mohyla Trebnik told the
sinner to “Go, and sin no more.” It insisted that the penitent (“as one accused”) stand, and
the father-confessor (“as judge”) sit. It also changed the wording of the absolution formula
from the original deprecatory formula used elsewhere in Orthodoxy (“May God forgive
you”), to the declarative, giving more power to the priest (“I forgive and absolve you”)
introduced earlier in the Roman Catholic Church.® This change moved confession in Slavic
Orthodoxy away from previous Ruthenian and Russian practice, away from that which the
Greek Orthodox continued to use, and closer to contemporary Roman Catholic practice.’
The Greeks would denounce this as a Latin error that shifted the emphasis away from God
and His mercy; still later, Georges Florovsky condemned it as a borrowing that seemed to
emphasize an all-powerful priest instead of the Holy Spirit."

From a practical point of view, however, it is worth noting that Mohyla’s changes did
not cause alarm among the Orthodox who consulted it, at least partly because confessional
rubrics had continued to evolve even after the introduction of print.” Moreover, Mohyla’s
rite had clear advantages over those that had come before it: the clarity of the rubrics, the
easy-to-follow nature of the ordo, and not least Mohyla’s own high reputation. The use of
the imperative formula may even have been seen as lessening a possible competitive
advantage on the part of the Roman Catholic priests in the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth: the Council of Trent depicted the penitent as a culprit before the tribunal,
the minister as a judge, and the absolution as “a judicial act in which a verdict is

® Trebnik (Ostrog, n.p. 1606); A. 1. Almazov, Tainaia ispovied’v pravoslavnoi vostochnoi tserkvi. Opyt vnieshnei
istorii, 3 vols. (Odesa: tip-lit. Shtaba Odesskago Voennago Okruga, 1894), 1: 526. See the description of these
revisions in “Lifos,” op. cit., ch. 1, t. IX: 29-30.

" They included Lavrentii Zyzanii Tustanovs’kyi’s Bol’shoi katekhizis (Moscow, 1627), Meletii Smotryts’kyi’s
Hrammatika (1648), and Kniga o vierie (Moscow, 1648).

® In the Roman Catholic context, stressing the confessor’s unique juridical power of the keys reinforced the
cleric’s authority. See Herbert Vorgrimler, Buffe und Krankensalbung. Handbuch der Dogmensgeschichte.
Band IV, Sakramente, Eschatologie, 2" ed. (Basel-Vienna: Herder, 1978), 171-5.

? The 1439 Council of Florence required the phrase “ego te absolvo,” which indicated that the absolution came
from the priest. See W. David Meyers, ‘Poor, Sinning Folk’: Confession and Conscience in Counter-Reformation
Germany (Cornell: Cornell University Press, 1996), 126.

' Prot. Vasilii Petrov, “Razreshitel’'naia molitva v grecheskoi tserkvi kontsa XVII veka na primere knigi prep.
Nikodima Sviatogortsa ‘Rukovodstvo k ispovedi',” Relihiia v Ukraini: mirkui razom iz namy. Nezalezhnyi
internet-resurs, accessed November 21, 2022, https://www.religion.in.ua/zmi/foreign zmi/20860-
razreshitelnaya-molitva-v-%2ogrecheskoj-cerkvi-konca-xviii-veka-na-primere-knigi-prep-nikodima-
svyatogorca-rukovodstvo-k-ispovedi.html; Georges Florovsky, Puti russkogo bogosloviia (Paris: YMCA Press,
1937), 49.

" Vasyl Popelyastyy, “The Post-Tridentine theology of the sacrament of penance on the basis of the Rituale
Romanum (1614),” in The Council of Trent: Reform and Controversy in Europe and Beyond (1545-1700), Wim
Frangois, Violet Soen, eds., 3 vols. (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2018), 1: 192.



https://www.religion.in.ua/zmi/foreign_zmi/20860-razreshitelnaya-molitva-v-%20grecheskoj-cerkvi-konca-xviii-veka-na-primere-knigi-prep-nikodima-svyatogorca-rukovodstvo-k-ispovedi.html
https://www.religion.in.ua/zmi/foreign_zmi/20860-razreshitelnaya-molitva-v-%20grecheskoj-cerkvi-konca-xviii-veka-na-primere-knigi-prep-nikodima-svyatogorca-rukovodstvo-k-ispovedi.html
https://www.religion.in.ua/zmi/foreign_zmi/20860-razreshitelnaya-molitva-v-%20grecheskoj-cerkvi-konca-xviii-veka-na-primere-knigi-prep-nikodima-svyatogorca-rukovodstvo-k-ispovedi.html
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pronounced.” Perhaps because of these advantages, Mohyla’s Trebnik was reprinted
numerous times in both Lviv and Kyiv.” The Trebnik also included a prayer of absolution
to be placed in the hands of the dead, a practice shared with the Balkans and Western
Europe.™

In the same year that Mohyla’s Trebnik appeared, a new abbot named Nikon came to
Moscow. Nikon impressed Tsar Aleksei, who asked him to stay to join the work of the
Russian Orthodox Church reformers. This meant, among other things, new opportunities
for the Ruthenian Orthodox clergy. During the 1620s, in their appeals to Moscow for
protection against the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth’s persecution, they had
developed language emphasizing the unity of “Little” and “Great” Russians as part of an
Orthodox East Slavic people.” Moreover, unlike most of their Muscovite counterparts,
these Ruthenian clerics had received an education that allowed them to compete with the
skilled Roman Catholic and Protestant propagandists.® From their neighbors, they could
observe the importance of discipline and organization in establishing conformity to proper
practice, and the necessity of getting the secular authorities to back their program. More
than a few came to Moscow to work on the reforms of now-Patriarch Nikon. With their
support, in 1651, the Muscovites decided to adopt a combination of Greek and Ruthenian
penance rubrics based on the 1639 Potrebnik.” In 1658, Nikon—in one of his last acts as

* Council of Trent, “Teaching Concerning the Most Holy Sacrament of Penance and Anointing,” in Tanner
and Alberigo, eds., Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils, 2 vols. (London: Sheed & Ward; Washington, DC:
Georgetown University Press, 1990), 2: 704, 707; Alfons Briining, “Peter Mohyla's Orthodox and Byzantine
Heritage: Religion and Politics in the Kievan Church Reconsidered,” in Von Moskau nach St. Petersburg: Das
russische Reich im 17. Jahrhundert, herausgegeben von Hans-Joachim Torke [Forschungen zur
osteuropaischen Geschichte, Bd. 56] (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2000), 63-90.

B One such reprint was Evkhologion ili trebnik (Lviv: Drukarnia Bratska, 1698).

' “K riesheniiu voprosov iz oblasti pastyrskoi praktiki,” Rukovodstvo dlia sel'skikh pastyrei 3: 50 (December 2,
1899), 356-8. For a more exhaustive discussion of the absolution prayer for the dead, see Iu. K. Guguev,
“Obychai klast’ razreshitel'nye dokumenty v mogilu umershego v drevnei Rusi, na Balkanakh, i v Zapadnoi
Evrope,” in Fakty i znaki. Issledovaniia po semiotike istorii, vyp. 4 (2020), 130-158; Nikolaos Chrissidis,
“Between Forgiveness and Indulgence: Funerary Prayers of Absolution in Russia,” in The Tapestry of Russian
Christianity: Studies in History and Culture, eds. Nicholas Lupinin, Donald Ostrowski & Jennifer B. Spock
[Ohio Slavic Papers, vol. 10, Eastern Christian Studies, vol. 2] (Columbus, OH: Department of Slavic and East
European Languages and Cultures, Ohio State University, 2016), 261-93. For posthumous absolution in Roman
Catholicism, see Robert W. Shaffern, “Learned Discussions of Indulgences for the Dead in the Middle Ages,”
Church History, 61:4 (December 1992): 367-381.

" Frank E. Sysyn, “Orthodoxy and Revolt: The Role of Religion in the Seventeenth-Century Ukrainian Pprising
Against the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth,” in Religion and the Early Modern State: Views From China,
Russia, and the West, eds. James D. Tracy & Marguerite Ragnow (Cambridge: Cambridge University, 2004),
154-184.

° Frick, Meletij Smotryc 'kyj.

7' A manuscript version of the 1651 printed Trebnik confession rite (ll. 135-143), Nauchnho-issledovatel'skii
otdel rukopisei Rossiiskoi gosudarstvennoi biblioteki, f. 304.1, ms. no. 238, 1l. 1-27, contains two variants of
the closing confession prayer to be read at the end of the Apostles’ Fast (Il. 390b-42) and penitentials for
Orthodox tsars, nobles, priests, laymen, and laywomen (ll. 53-2100b), corresponding to 1l. 144-198 of the
printed 1651 Trebnik. Kievan versions of the Lenten Triodion reproduced the changes of the 1640 revision till
1791; Muscovite versions of the Triodion were changed in 1663, 1672, and again in 1777, in accordance with the
new Synodal translation of the Bible. The latter edition, Triodion, siest’ Tripesniets (Moscow: Sinodal'naia tip.,
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Patriarch—presented this version as the only acceptable one. Nikon was thus proceeding
both in the line of those Roman Catholic reformers who attempted to impose a uniform
confession rite and a single formula of absolution while rejecting other, even non-heretical
versions, and the similarly exclusionary Anglican approach to the 1662 revision of the Book
of Common Prayer.”

Both the changes and Nikon’s intransigence caused alarm. Although changes had been
made to Muscovite rubrics of confession throughout the century in manuscript and print
alike, at least two master versions had existed side by side in Russia in 1650: the ones based
on the 1639 version with the Ruthenian translation of the Greek supplement, and the ones
based on the 1636 (without that supplement). Nikon kept the new supplement but cut the
material that had followed it, rejecting the original expansive Russian variants altogether.
The focus of the sacrament now became not the eliminated long penitential prayers, but
new formulas of introduction and absolution which placed the center of emphasis on the
priest’s authority and power to absolve rather than his telling the penitent that he is a fellow
sinner. A comparison of the two introductions to the confession is illuminating:

1651 version (condensed from ten pages) 1658 (taking up less than a page)
“And you, my child, do not be ashamed of ‘Behold, my child, Christ standeth here
[speaking before] this human face [witnessing | invisibly and receiveth thy confession:
you], for we are all sinners; do not conceal wherefore, be not ashamed, neither be
within yourself a single sin you have afraid, and conceal thou nothing from
committed from youth to this hour. Be not me: but tell me, doubting not, all
shamed of my face, but confess all to me, for | things which thou hast done: and so
the Lord God knows everything...confess shalt thou have pardon from our Lord

without shame, for I am a person like you, and | Jesus Christ. Lo, His holy image is

am more sinful than all people.”™ before us: and [ am but a witness,
bearing testimony before him of all
things which thou dost say to me. But
if thou shalt conceal anything from me,
thou shalt have the greater sin.””

The difference is obvious. Even without the Mohylan formula of absolution, the priest is
no longer “a person like you, and more sinful than all people,” but, as in contemporary
Roman Catholic rubrics, the uniquely empowered representative of Jesus Christ. This

1777) remained standard through 1917. I. A. Karabinov, Postnaia Triod’: Istoricheskii obzor eia plana, sostava,
redaktsii i slavianskikh perevodov (St. Petersburg: tip. V. Smirnova, 1910), 248-92.

8 Evkhologii, siest’ molitvoslov ili trebnik (Moscow: [vo tipografii], 1658); Almazov, Tainaia ispovied’, I: 534-7.
 Timothy Rosendale, Liturgy and Literature in the Making of Protestant England (Cambridge University
Press, 2007); Joris Geldhof, “Trent and the Production of Liturgical Books in its Aftermath,” in Council of
Trent, 175-90; Paul Meyendorff, Russia, Ritual, and Reform: The Liturgical Reforms of Nikon in the 17" Century
(Crestwood: SVS Press, 1991).

** Trebnik (Moscow: [vo tipografii], 7160 [1651]), 1l. 1470b-150. See also Natalia I. Sazonova, “Nekotorye
tendentsii ispravleniia bogosluzhebnykh knig pri patriarkhe Nikone (na materialakh Trebnika),”
Bogoslov.RU. Nauchnyi bogoslovskii portal, accessed November 21, 2022, https://bogoslov.ru/article/351158.
* Trebnik (1658), Rossiiskii gosudarstvennyi arkhiv drevnikh aktov [hereafter RGADA], BMST/SPK 5651, 65.
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appears also to be a step away from the idea expressed by John Climacus that the spiritual
father was someone who was “able and willing to labor with you in bearing the burden of
your sins.”** Moreover, Nikon insisted that the old prayers could no longer be used at all.
Even as other hierarchs and clerics agreed with the overall emphasis on confession, Nikon’s
rigidity over the use of the new Trebnik sparked protest and would lead to his downfall.*?
The 1662 Trebnik shortened the confession rite even further.?* The 1671 Trebnik version
added Mohyla’s absolution formula, as did the 1677 and 1688 rubrics: those remained in all
subsequent Church Slavonic versions of the Trebnik down to the present.* Thus, as in the
Roman Catholic world earlier, the rite of confession in Russian Orthodoxy in the second
half of the seventeenth century became streamlined and standardized, with a greater
emphasis on the unique power of the priest to absolve. From 1699 on, editions of the priests’
service book (sluzhebnik) printed in Russia also included a text called the Uchitel’noe
izviestie, which enlarged upon Mohyla’s Trebnik by describing pre-communion
requirements for laity as well as for ordained clerics: confession, seven days’ fasting and
church attendance (which could be shortened to three days, or in extreme cases, to one
day), a detailed prayer rule including prayers after communion, and no eating after
midnight the day before one communed. This text, outlining the sequence of pre-
confession, confession, and post-confession components of govienie (the term for the entire
penitential process), would become the basis of lay govienie requirements in the Russian
empire.”’

But all Muscovites did not simply accept such Ruthenian texts and approaches passively.
The Old Believer objection to them is well-known—and indeed Old Believer refusal to
adopt the changes became one of the reasons Russian church councils would come to
emphasize participation in the rites of confession and communion as a sign of both
Orthodoxy and political submission.® Within the official “Nikonian” Church, at the heart
of the matter was the degree to which practices might be consistent with Orthodoxy. In
1689, after the court coup that overthrew the supposedly “Latinophile” government of
Regent Sofiia Alekseevna, loakim (Savelov), Patriarch of Moscow (a member of the
victorious faction), called a new Council which condemned Ruthenian texts, including

** Claudia Rapp, “Spiritual Guarantors at Penance, Baptism, and Ordination,” in A New History of Penance,
ed. Abigail Firey (Leiden: Brill, 2008), 138. See also Alexis Torrance, Repentance in Late Antiquity: Eastern
Asceticism and the Framing of the Christian Life ca. 400-650 CE (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 159-
61.

* N. I. Sazonova, “Liturgicheskaia reforma Patriarkha Nikona 1654-1666 gg: Antropologicheskii aspect (na
nateriale Nikonovskogo ispravleniia Trebnika i Chasoslova),” Vestnik RUDN, ser. Istoriia Rossii, No. 4 (2010):
62-74.

** Trebnik (Moscow, 7197[=1683]), 540b.

*> The rites of confession in Trebnik (Moscow, 7197 [i.e. 1683]) and Trebnik (Moscow: Sinodal’naia tipografiia,
1915) are identical.

** Thomas N. Tentler, Sin and Confession on the Eve of the Reformation (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1977), 21-27.

*7 A. V. Petrovskii, “Uchitel’noe izviestie pri slavianskom sluzhebnike,” Khristianskoe Chtenie 4 (1911), 571-2.
> N. Vinogradskii, Tserkovnyi sobor v Moskve 1682 goda: opyt istoriko-kriticheskogo issledovaniia (Smolensk,
1899), 54; Georg Michels, At War with the Church: Religious Dissent in Seventeenth-Century Russia (Stanford:
Stanford University Press, 2000).
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Haliatovs’kyi’s, for their “soul-rotting poison of Latin evil teaching and innovation.
Gizel's Mir s Bogom was dismissed, not unfairly, as “being all translated from Latin books.
In his 1690 testament, loakim enjoined the new co-Tsars, Ivan and Peter, to be true to the
holy Eastern Church and to defend it from all corruption.

Still, Ioakim did not challenge any of the seventeenth-century Ruthenian changes to the
rite of confession. The Mohyla Trebnik with the “I absolve you” formula remained the norm
in the Russian Orthodox Church. Moreover, loakim found merit in many of the Ruthenian
approaches. With the help of Evfimii, a pupil of Epifanii Slavinetskii’s, he put together the
Uchitel’noe izvestie, a text based on the 1617 Nauka iereom do poriadnogo otpravovaniia
sluzhby Bozhoe vel’tse potrebnaia published in Lviv and the Eucharistic section in the
Trebnik of Petro Mohyla.>* This guide to requirements for confession and communion
appeared for the first time in the Muscovite sluzhebnik of 1699.3 Although it is aimed
mostly at clerics, reminding them that they too should confess regularly to other priests, it
also includes requirements for laity: confessing and communing four times a year (i.e.,
during the major fasts of the Orthodox church), fasting for seven days (or three, or one)
beforehand (which includes abstaining from sexual relations with one’s spouse), not eating
from midnight, and reading or listening to the rule before communion.>* This text became
a permanent fixture of Russian sluzhebniks.

In sum, all sides borrowed and adapted: Ruthenians adopted what they thought useful
from Polish and Latin and Greek sources printed in Venice, and the Muscovites adopted
what they thought useful from the Ruthenians. Each side had its own rich traditions—the
first half of the seventeenth century was a particularly fertile and distinct time for both
Ruthenians and Muscovites, as Isolde Thyrét and others have shown—and neither side was
a passive absorber of the other.®

”30

Borrowings and adaptations in the early eighteenth century

* N. L. Kostomarov, “Epifanii Slavinetskii, Simeon Polotskii i ikh preemniki,” in Russkaia istoriia v
zhizneopisaniiakh ee glavneishikh deiatelei, 6™ ed. (St. Petersburg: tip M. M. Stasiulevicha, 1912), t. 2.

% Gizel’ did draw on contemporary Catholic handbooks of moral theology by Juan Azor, Hermann
Busenbaum, and Mikolaj Mosicki. See Margarita Korzo, “Vneshniaia traditsiia kak istochnik vdokhnoveniia.
K voprosu ob avtorstve kievskikh i moskovskikh pravoslavnykh tekstov XVII v. Dva primera,” Studi Slavistici
VI (2009): 59-84. For the quote, see K. Tikhomirov, “Opis’ Suzdal’'skogo Spaso Evfimieva monastyria v 1660
g.” Vremennik imperatorskago Moskovskago obshchestva istorii i drevnostei rossiiskikh, kn. 5 (1850), 50-19.

? Zhitie i zaveshchanie sviateishego patriarkha loakima (St. Petersburg: tip. V. S. Balasheva, 1879), 19-138.

3 Ibid.; A. P. Bogdanov, Russkie patriarkhi (1589-1701) (Moscow: Terra, 1999), t. 2: 297-303.

3 See the discussion in P. V. Gidulianov, “Vopros o tainoi ispovedi i dukhovnikakh vostochnoi tserkvi v
noveishei russkoi literature,” Vizantiiskii vremennik t. 14 (1907): 409-13.

3* Petrovskii, “Uchitel’noe izviestie pri slavianskom sluzhebnike,” op. cit., 571-2.

3> Isolde Thyrét, Saint-Making in Early Modern Russia: Religious Tradition and Innovation in the Cult of Nil
Stolobenskii (Washington, DC: New Academia Publishing, 2019), 496-517. For a larger discussion of Ukrainian
specificity and historiography, see Liliya Berezhnaya, “Does Ukraine have a Church History?” Kritika:
Explorations in Russian and Eurasian History 10: 4 (Fall 2009): 897-916; Alfons Briining, “Kyivan Christianity’
and “Churches of the Kyivan Tradition’: Concepts of Distinctiveness of Christianity in Ukraine before and
after 2019,” in Orthodoxy in Two Manifestations? The Conflict in Ukraine as Expression of a Fault Line in World
Orthodoxy, eds. Thomas Bremer, Alfons Briining & Nadieszda Kizenko (Berlin: Peter Lang, 2022), 145-172.



Kizenko, “Ruthenian and Russian Innovations” 32

Confession continued to be channeled in other ways. Metropolitan Dymytrii (Tuptalo)
of Rostov is particularly notable. Dymytrii admired Gizel’ but placed more of an emphasis
on incorporating repentance into Lenten homiletics and Lenten liturgy.3® His first
innovation was a series of sermons on confession for every important day in Lent. One
might think there was little new here: a quarter-century earlier, Simeon Polotskii had
written his own collection of homilies for every Sunday of the year, with a special section
for the Sundays of the Lenten Triodion.>” But, while Polotskii had treated many Lenten
penitential themes, and although he discussed the need for repentance generally, he did
not emphasize confession, whether during Lent or at all. Rather the opposite: it was tears
and, above all, almsgiving that “rescued one from every sin and from death.” Polotskii
explicitly mentioned confession only twice in his homilies, and—remarkably—not as part
of the Lenten cycle. Confession appeared only first in the context of the feast of Theophany,
and second as the fifth, most necessary, aspect of the upbringing of children.?® True, the
second reference occurred on August 6, during the Dormition fast, a fasting period during
which the Orthodox devout occasionally timed a second period of fasting, church
attendance, confession, and communion—but still it was not Great Lent.

Dymytrii, then, seems to have been the first East Slavic Orthodox hierarch to pen
something that would, in future centuries, become a staple: a series of sermons linking
every pre-Lenten, Lenten, and—this was the real innovation, given that anyone who went
to confession tried to go during a fasting period—post-Paschal sermon theme to the
necessity of repentance and specifically of confessing one’s sins. On the Saturday of the
Akathist of the Mother of God, for example, Dymytrii did not interpret Mary as a merciful
intercessor, but warned his listeners that every time they sinned, they trampled upon Her
Son and pierced Him in the heart, so they should expect no more mercy from Her than
they would from a mother whose child they killed before her eyes. Thus, he called his
listeners to first make their peace with God at confession; then and only then would they
find mercy with the Mother of God. On Palm Sunday, he called penitents to be like the ass
on which the Savior rode into Jerusalem (“Whosoever does not confess his sins has locked
the doors of his heart: Christ will not enter there and will not live with him [Matthew 427,
Revelation 3:20])...If we confess the transgressions with which we angered our Creator and
perform satisfaction for them, then He will enter our heart to live there as in a beautiful
chamber.”) Even on the Paschal feast itself, when liturgical texts abandon all references to
penance in favor of joy, Dymytrii urged his listeners to resurrect themselves from spiritual

3° Dymytrii, Metropolitan of Rostov, “Piramida ili stolp, vo blazhennoi pamiat prestavl’shagosia vysotsie k
Bogu prevelebnago, ego milosti, gospodina otsa Innokentiia Gizelia,” in Sochineniia sviatago Dimitriia,
Mitropolita Rostovskago, izd. 7 (Moscow: v Sinodal’'noi tipografii, 1848), ch. 3: 601-639.

7 The Trebnik dealt with extra-liturgical individual rites that were not part of the standard communal
liturgical cycle, such as confession, baptism, and house-blessings. The Lenten Triodion dealt with services
that were served in church for the entire Lenten period. For the evolution of the Triodion, see Karabinov,
Postnaia Triod’.

3® Simeon Polotskii, Obied dushevnyi (Moscow: v tipografii verkhnei, 1681), 11. 701-2.
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death “that is, repent for sins [...] just as Christ does not die again after His resurrection, so
let us not return to our previous sins after our repentance.”

In explicitly linking confession to the newly revised Lenten Triodion, Dymytrii was not
maintaining an existing practice of confession during Lent; he appears rather to have been
seeking to get his flock to go to confession during Lent, and also seeking to get them to
identify with the Triodion’s themes. That is, although earlier hierarchs may have called their
flocks to go to confession and communion during Lent, Dymytrii’s sermons show that this
practice had not yet become widespread. In urging his flock to make good confessions
during Lent, he was both trying to impress upon his flock the thematic richness of the
Triodion and to link observance to liturgy. Similarly, in eulogies at the funerals of
noblemen, Dymytrii stressed how important it is to prepare for death by repenting of sins
in a timely fashion, and for survivors to commemorate the departed: “In this way they will
obtain forgiveness of sins.”* Thus, the first three seventeenth—early eighteenth-century
changes coming from Ruthenians and embraced by Muscovites and Ruthenians alike were
(1) changing the wording of the absolution in a way that resembled the Latin one, (2)
insisting upon, and spelling out, the preliminary requirements for confession and
communion, and (3) and explicitly linking confession to the Lenten liturgy.

One point, however, would have lasting political consequences. Besides linking
confession to Lenten liturgy, Metropolitan Dymytrii insisted on the need for maintaining
strict secrecy of confession. In 1704, he issued a declaration reminding his clerics of both
the theological and practical need for the confessional seal.* This insistence is striking both
because it indicates that the confessional seal had not, in fact, been taken seriously, in
Muscovy at least—something confirmed in at least one case—and also that his Ruthenian
predecessors had not been unequivocal on this point.** Gizel’, after all, had told father-
confessors that anyone who confessed to having written or distributed writings filled with
“dishonor, ill-fame, lies, slander, or blasphemy against Kings, Bishops, Nobles, and other
honorable authorities” must be reported to the bishop. If even one such sin has been
committed, other sins could not be absolved until the bishop is informed.* True, the priest
was reporting to the bishop, not to a secular authority—but this still opened a window for

3 Dymytrii, Metropolitan of Rostov, “Poucheniia i propovedi,” Azbuka very. Pravoslavnaia biblioteka
Sviatykh ottsov i tserkovnykh pisatelei, accessed November 21, 2022,

http://azbyka.ru/otechnik/?Dmitrij Rostovskij/pouchenija-i-propovedi.

4° See Dymytrii’s graveside sermons for the courtiers (okol’nichii) Timofei Borisovich Iushkov (1705) and loann
Semenovich Griboiedov (1706) in Sochineniia sviatago Dimitriia, Mitropolita Rostovskago, izd. 7 (Moscow: v
Sinodal’noi tipografii, 1848), ch. 3: 561-578.

# Dymytrii, Metropolitan of Rostov, “Poslanie k iereiam,” in M. A. Fedotova, Epistoliar’noe nasledie Dimitriia
Rostovskogo: issledovanie i teksty (Moscow: “Indrik,” 2005), 201-207.

* V. E. Borisov, “Taina ispovedi, protsedura sudoproizvodstva, i povsednevnaia zhizn’ gosudarevykh
masterovykh v otdel'no vziatom dele o semi rubliakh (1666 g.): publikatsiia i issledovanie,” in Sbhornik statei i
publikatsii posviashchennyi Andreiu Alekseevichu Bulychevu (Moscow: Drevlekhranilishche, 2019), 17-37. Tam
grateful to Paul Bushkovitch for this reference.

® Gizel', Mir s Bogom, 300.



http://azbyka.ru/otechnik/?Dmitrij_Rostovskij/pouchenija-i-propovedi

Kizenko, “Ruthenian and Russian Innovations” 34

instrumentalizing confession as a means of uprooting sedition that Teofan Prokopovych
would soon use for Peter’s purposes.*

The 1722 “Supplement” to the Spiritual Regulation Teofan produced at Peter’s behest is
a monument to all these strands of cross-cultural, and even cross-confessional influence.
It is aimed at reforming the adherents of the state Church along the lines that Timothy
Rosendale has noted in England, that Sara Nalle identified in Counter-Reformation Spain,
and that Gizel’ had attempted in Orthodox Ruthenia with Mir s Bogom—that is, getting
people to apply key moral notions in their own lives by using an easier-to-understand
language.® Teofan emerges as a prototype of other eighteenth-century religious leaders
who, like their Enlightenment Anglican, Calvinist, Lutheran, Catholic, and Jewish
counterparts, sought to reform their respective traditions from within. Like the Protestants
whom Teofan admired, like the Jansenists in contemporary Europe, and especially like
Habsburg Emperor Joseph II, the Regulation took issue with anything that smelled of
“superstition.”® But it was confession that was key to Teofan’s new discipline. The
Regulation began by attacking the tradition of the Kyiv Caves Lavra that any person who
was buried there would be saved, even if he had died without confession; this exemplified
the sort of “superstition” that Peter and Teofan were trying to root out.*” They did not want
the Orthodox to put their faith in icons, relics, holy wanderers, or visits to monasteries.
Regular confession—analytical, disciplined, reasoned—was the only real means of
salvation. The Regulation called for the traditional readings of St Ephraim the Syrian during
Great Lent to be replaced with newly printed ABC’s of the faith, “so that people coming to
God’s church and preparing for confession and partaking of the Holy Mysteries, by hearing
God’s commandments and their interpretations, could better prepare themselves for true
repentance.”*® Confession now required education and self-examination, rather than an
emphasis on sins, tears, and compunction.

S, M. Kashtanov, “Eshche raz o meste zakhoroneniia ostankov Stepana Razina,” Istoriia: nauchno-
obrazovatel'nyi zhurnal, t. 5, vyp. 8 (31), 2014, accessed November 21, 2022,
https://history.jes.su/s207987840000927-8-1/.

* Rosendale, op. cit.; Sara T. Nalle, “Self-correction and social change in the Spanish Counter-Reformation,”
in James D. Tracy & Marguerite Ragnow, eds., Religion and the Early Modern State: Views form China, Russia,
and the West (Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University, 2004), 313.

4 For this argument, see David Sorkin, The Religious Enlightenment: Protestants, Jews, and Catholics from
London to Vienna (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2008), 19-22. See also Elena Smilianskaia, “The
Battle against Superstition in Eighteenth-Century Russia: Between ‘Rational’ and ‘Spiritual,” in Paschalis M.
Kitromilides ed., Enlightenment and Religion in the Orthodox World (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2016),
141-55; and Simon Dixon, “Prosveshchenie’: Enlightenment in Eighteenth-Century Russia,” in Richard
Butterwick, Simon Davies, and Gabriel Sanchez Espinosa eds., Peripheries of the Enlightenment (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2008), 233-250.

47 Polnoe sobranie postanovlenii i rasporiazhenii po vedomstvu pravoslavnogo ispovedaniia Rossiiskoi imperii
(St. Petersburg: Sinodal'naia tipografiia, 1879-1914) [hereafter PSPR], #1, pt. 4: 7; Gizel’, Mir s bogom
chelovieku, t. 1, bk 2: 205; “Slovo 1,” Paterik, accessed November 21, 2022,
http://lib.pushkinskijdom.ru/Default.aspx?tabid=4945; V. 1. Okhotnikova, comp., “Povest’ o Pskovo-
Pecherskom monastyre,” Biblioteka literatury drevnei rusi (St. Petersburg: Nauka, 2005), t. 13 (XVI vek): 528-
30.

48 PSPR, #1012, 45; Polnoe sobranie zakonovo Rossiiskoi imperii (St. Petersburg: II-e otd. Sobstvennoi E. I. V.
kantseliarii, 1830) [hereafter PSZ], #4172. The emphasis on learning the ABCs of the faith, and especially the
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The Regulation told bishops that “any sinner who...does not go to confession and does
not receive the Holy Eucharist for more than a year without good reason,” should first be
enjoined by his confessor to repent. If the father confessor did not succeed in getting the
person to go to confession on the nearest holiday, to accept his penance, and to receive the
Holy Eucharist publicly (“so that his transformation may be made manifest and the scandal
expunged”), then the bishop was to enjoin him first in the company of the father confessor,
and then of others.* Confession also figured prominently among the Regulation’s
suggested topics for sermons. Preachers were to preach on the following themes in the
following order: (1) repentance and confession, (2) improving one’s life, and (3) respecting
the powers that be. Following both Gizel’ and Metropolitan Dymytrii, the Regulation
stressed that father confessors should refrain from mentioning in their sermons any sins
that specific people were rumored to have committed, so as to not shame them publicly.”®
In a break with previous Muscovite practice, where penances had been assigned as a matter
of course, priests were now not to bar anyone from communion, even briefly, without the
express approval of their bishops. Laity were to go to confession and communion “often, at
least once a year.” In that sense, the Regulation was the first Russian equivalent of the 1215
Fourth Lateran Council requiring annual confession. Recapitulating earlier legislation
identifying refusal to go to confession with the Old Believer schism, the Regulation
formalized the overall principle of keeping track of who went to confession:

...if some Christian appears to stay away from Holy Communion [and thus
from confession] a great deal, he thereby reveals himself to be not in the Body
of Christ, that is, he is not a fellow member of the Church, but is a schismatic.
And there is no better sign for recognizing a schismatic. Bishops should
diligently watch for this, and order parish priests year after year to report
their parishioners: who among them did not receive communion during the
year, who did not do so for two years, and who has never received
communion.”!

By emphasizing regular (annual) confession and communion, Peter and Teofan appeared
to be applying contemporary Western Christian models and goals to the Russian empire.
Their aims and means were consistent with those of their Western Christian neighbors and
their Ruthenian predecessors. Peter and Teofan actually reproduced the language of their
Roman Catholic counterparts by appointing “inquisitors” to see that its instructions were

proper observance of the commandments, rather than the prayer of St. Ephraim the Syrian, was repeated in
a February 28, 1723 ukaz of Peter to Varlaam, Archbishop of Kiev and Galicia, and of Catherine I to Protopriest
Evstafii Mogialinskii. See N. S. Leskov, “Velikopostnyi ukaz Petra Velikago,” Istoricheskii vestnik, vol. 4 (1882):
233-234.

9 PSPR, #1, 12-15.

° PSPR, #, pt. 23, II-111, 23-4.

' PSPR, #1, 26.
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followed.”” In one key respect, however, Peter and Teofan went beyond Western models.
In the best-known development in the political history of the sacraments in the Orthodox
tradition, the “Supplement” explicitly enjoined priests to report anything they learned at
confession of intended treason or attempts on the life or honor of the sovereign.>

To many historians, theologians, and modern critics of Russian Orthodoxy this breaking
of the confessional seal, broke with “age-old tradition” and embodied the reigning narrative
of secularization, the submission of the Orthodox Church to the Emperor, and the
beginning of the Church’s serving as the “handmaiden of the state.”* If one is taking
Metropolitan Dymytrii in 1704 as a point of departure, it is indeed a rupture. But if one goes
back a few decades to Gizel’, one sees an opening and even a continuity. Far from being an
entrenched practice, the notion of the seal was hardly secure in contemporary Muscovy,
and in fact entered Orthodox Christianity relatively late. Although it was generally
accepted that the confession should be private, there do not seem to have been any strict
penalties for breaking the seal. It was only in the twelfth-century century that the
Byzantines started to worry about the seal, and that under Roman Catholic influence: in
Byzantium, revealing what was said at confession did not keep you from being made a
bishop; unordained monks could hear confession and give absolution until the twelfth
century as well.”®> Nor is there any discussion of breaking the seal in such foundational
studies of Russian confession as those of Smirnov, Almazov, or, more recently,
Korogodina.® Thus what seems to have been such a break with previous practice on the
part of Peter I and Teofan Prokopovych turns out to be part of a complex interweaving
prepared both by Ruthenian adaptations of Roman Catholic practices in the Polish-
Lithuanian Commonwealth and by earlier Byzantine attitudes.

>* PSZ V1, #3870, 496. See Alexander V. Muller, “The Inquisitorial Network of Peter the Great,” in Robert L.
Nichols & Theofanis George Stavrou, eds., Russian Orthodoxy Under the Old Regime (Minneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press, 1978), 142-153.

3 PSZ VI, #4012; PSPR (April 22, 1722), #557, 202-205. For a larger discussion of confession in the Russian
empire, see Nadieszda Kizenko, Good for the Souls: A History of Confession in the Russian Empire (New York:
Oxford University Press, 2021).

>*. For the “handmaiden of the state” argument, see James Cracraft, The Church Reform of Peter the Great
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1971), 120-2; Richard Pipes, Russia Under the Old Regime, 2" ed. (London:
Penguin, 1997), 241; Viktor Zhivov, Iz tserkovnoi istorii vremen Petra Velikogo: issledovaniia i materialy
(Moscow: NLO, 2004). The charges against Peter’s domination of the Church also figured prominently in
nineteenth century Roman Catholic polemics against Russian Orthodoxy. Heather L. Bailey, ‘The churches
that call themselves orthodox’: Nomenclature for Russian Orthodoxy in Nineteenth-Century France,” Journal
of Orthodox Christian Studies 2, no. 2 (2019): 149-77. For contemporary Roman Catholic attitudes to the seal
in secular law, see Richard Mode, “Beichtsiegel und Zeugnisspflicht nach den Reichsprocessordnungen,”
Archiv fiir Katholisches Kirchenrecht 82 (1902): 480-486 William James Callahan & David Higgs, eds., Church
and Society in Catholic Europe of the Eighteenth Century (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979), 1-
12.

% A. S. Pavlov, Nomokanon pri Bol'shom Trebnike (Moscow: tip. G. Lissiera i A. Geshlikha, 1897), 246-50;
Gidulianov, ‘Vopros o tainoi ispovedi,” op. cit., 409-13; Dirk Krausmiiller, “Monks who are not priests do not
have the power to bind and to loose”: the debate about confession in eleventh- and twelfth-century
Byzantium, Byzantinische Zeitschrift, 109: 2 (2016): 739-68.

56 Almazov, Tainaia ispovied’; S. I. Smirnov, Drevnerusskii dukhovnik. Izsliedovanie po istorii tserkovnago byta
(Moscow: Sinodal’'naia tip., 1914); Maria V. Korogodina, Ispoved’v Rossii v XIV-XIX vv. (St. Petersburg: Dmitrii
Bulanin, 2006) 48-90, 329-333.
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Russian rulers would continue to instrumentalize confession for their own purposes,
with Catherine IT and Nicholas I showing particular energy in this endeavor.”” Given that
this article has focused on the unintended political consequences of the theological and
liturgical adaptations of confession, however, it may be appropriate to close with a 1725
case involving Orthodox Christians who had been living in Sweden since the Great
Northern War (1700-21). Some were soldiers who had been taken captive by the Swedes;
others had fled after the Battle of Poltava (1709) together with the remnants of the Swedish
army. After the Russian victory, the newly created Synod began to establish Orthodox
churches on those territories, including Fredrikshamn (Hamina) and Nyslott
(Savonlinna).?® With the new opportunity to partake of the sacraments, some of those
Orthodox soldiers (described as “Russians and little Russians”) indicated their desire to go
to confession and communion to the local Hieromonk Veniamin. Veniamin, however, was
not sure how far his authority extended and asked the Synod for permission. The Synod
agreed that Veniamin could hear the soldiers’ confessions and give them communion at his
own discretion—with one exception. If those who came to confession were “traitors”—that
is, soldiers who had fought with Mazepa and who had fled the empire after Poltava—he
should first inquire whether they considered their treason to be a grave sin. If they did,
and sincerely repented of it, he could hear their confessions and give them communion.
But those who did not regard their “treason” as sinful and stubbornly maintained that their
actions had been justified, should not only not be allowed to confession and communion,
but even refused entry into church.” Thus, an act of disloyalty to the now-dead Russian
emperor committed nearly two decades before, by people who were now subjects of
another ruler in another country, still barred them from confessing even their non-political
sins in a Russian Orthodox church.®® Russian rulers remained concerned with whether
officers, soldiers, or others were involved in succession plots or other “treasonous” activity,
and sought to learn of this at confession: a few years later, for example, one priest was
blamed for not reporting Matviei Nikonov’s sentiments at confession in favor of Ukrainian
independence.” Thus, a measure initially introduced by a Ruthenian bishop against
superstition and as a way of measuring political loyalty turned into a weapon that could be
used against soldiers with Ukrainian consciousness. It is hard to imagine a more apt
expression of the principles of intercrossing and unexpected echoes across societies.

°7 Nicholas Bujalski, “Narrating Political Imprisonment in Tsarist Russia: Bakunin, Goethe, Hegel,” Modern
Intellectual History, 3:3 (2021): 681-707; Kizenko, Good for the Souls, 136-7.

58 Rossiiskii gosudarstvennyi istoricheskii arkhiv, f. 796, op. 32, d. 163, 11. 31-2, 80-800b.

* “O razrieshenii dopuskat’ k ispoviedi i spodobliat’ Sviatykh Tain Russkikh i Malorossiian,
prozhivaiushchikh v Shvetsii,” October 6, 1725, #1662, PSPR, v. 5:195.

% For a discussion of the Battle of Poltava and its emphasis on Ukrainian political loyalty to the Russian
empire, see Nadieszda Kizenko, “The Poltava Battle in Language and Liturgy,” Harvard Ukrainian Studies 3u:
1-4 (2009-2010): 227-244.

® See the case of Priest Iakov Savich in RGADA, f. 7, op. 1, d. 2285.
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iHTerpaniiinnx npakTuk Pocilicekoi imnepii: HoBanii XVIII cT.

Traditions of Self-Government of Cossack Ukraine in the
Context of Integration Practices of the Russian Empire:
Eighteenth-Century Innovations
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AHoTamin:

Aemop Hamazaemusca 3’acysamu, 8i0 4020 3aneXcano I AKUM YUHOM 3MIHIOBAIOCS CMABAEHHS YeHMPAabHOL
8nadu Pociticbkoi imnepii do camospsadHux mpaduyill i npakmuk aeMoHOMHOI K03aybKoi depicasu, 30Kkpema
wodo subopHocmi ko3aybkoi cmapwuHu. [Ipobrema aHanizyemvbcs K HA pigHi NPAs08020 pe2yNi08aHHS Yb0O20
NUMAHHA, Mak i 6 NIOWUHI peanbHUX NPAKMuK. AKUeHMosaHa yeaza 36epmaemaucs Ha uacu npasninta Ilempa
I, konu 3HawHo20 nowupeHHA HAGYAU NPAKMUKU NPAMO20 NPUSHAYEHHA HA CMAPWUHCMEO 8 YKpaiHy ykasamu
yaps, Cenamy ma iHwux eaadHux incmumyyitl Pocitlicekoi imnepii 8 06xid ditouum y 'embmanami npasosum
Hopmam i mpaduyiam einbHOl enekyil. 3’1C08yeEMbCA, AKUM HYUHOM NOCUNEHHS 8MPYHAHHS IMNEPCbKO20
yeHmpy 8 yapuHy kadpoeux npusHadeHb 8 I'embmanami kopentoeanocs i3 3aeanbHUMU mpeHdamu 3MiHU
NoAiMu4H020 Kypcy Wodo YKpaiHCbkoi asmoHomii y nocm-masenuHcoky doby. Yunumsces  cnpoba sussumu
Hacaidku yboeo 8mpyuaHHs 6 ceHci enadHoi de3opeawizayii 8 Ykpaini ma duckpedumayii camospsoHux
mpaduyiti kozaymea.

Abstract:

The author attempts to ascertain the attitude of the central government of the Russian Empire to the self-
governing traditions and practices of the autonomous Cossack state, in particular regarding the election of the
Cossack administration, as well as examining what depended on this approach. The issue is analyzed both at
the level of legal regulation and in the field of real practices. An emphasis is placed on the reign of Peter I, when
the practice of direct appointment to seniority in Ukraine by decrees of the Tsar, Senate and other institutions
of power of the Russian Empire became widespread, thereby bypassing the legal norms and traditions of the
Hetmanate. The intensification of the imperial center's interference in the field of personnel appointments in
the Hetmanate correlated with the general trends of changing the political course towards Ukrainian autonomy
in the post-Mazepa Age. This article attempts to identify the consequences of this intervention in the sense of
power disorganization in Ukraine and the discrediting of the self-governing traditions of the Cossacks.

Kimrouosi cnoBa:
Pociticbka imnepis, kosaymeo; Kosayvkuili I'embmanam; Bilicbko 3anoposvke; npaso 6inbHOI enekyil;
KO3aybKuill 2embMaH; K0O3aybkd CMAPWUHA; KO3Aybka adMiHicmpayis, noaimuyHa Kyabmypa Ko3aymed;
npaea agmoHomil

Keywords:
Russian Empire, Cossacks, Cossack Hetmanate, Zaporozhian Host, right of free election, Cossack Hetman,
Cossack  sergeant, = Cossack,  political  culture = of  Cossacks, rights of  autonomy.
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BusHaHHSA K03albKOIO YKPaiHOIO 3B€PXHOCTI Ljapsl Ha OYaTKy 1654 p. He IIPU3BeJIo aHi
[0 HeraiiHoro norjarHaHHs PocificbKoo Jep)XaBOl0 COLIIONOIITUYHUX IHCTUTYTIB LOMHO
HapomxeHoro B xoni Kosaupkoi peBosonii 1648-1649 pp. CTAaHOBOrO Jep>KaBHOTO
YTBOPEHHsI i3 camoHa3Bo “Biiicbko 3amoposbke,” aHi Jo HOro MmBHUIKOT COLIOKYIBTYPHOT
yHidikanii #0 3araspHOIMIIEPCHKUX 3pasKiB. 30epeXeHHI0 OKPEMILIHBOTO YCTPOIO
KO3a1bKOI YKpaiHU CIPUSUIM SIK KOMITIOBUTHHM XapakTep MOCKOBCHKOI [iep)KaBu®, TaK U
y3ro/keHi B Oepe3Hi 1654 p. moroBipHi ctarti borgana XmenpHunpkoro 3 Osekciem
MuxaiinoBruueM 1010 yMOB nepexofy Bilicbka 3amopo3bKoro mif, 3BepXHiCTh Lapsi, Lo
niATBepHKYyBaMNUCh (3 meBHUMU MoaudikalismMu) ynpogosx apyroi momosuau XVII cr.
IIPU CXOJ)KeHHI Ha TeTbMaHCTBO BCiX HACTYNMHUKIB XMeJbHULIBKOro. | sIKIo B LapuHI
30BHIIIHBOIOJIITUYHOI pernpe3eHTarii Byxe Tak 3BaHi “Hosi craTTi” IOpis XmenpHULIBKOTO
1659 p. CepHO3HO MiABAXXU/IN YKPAlHCbKY aBTOHOMIIO, a OroBopH 1665, 1669, 1672 Ta 1687
POKIB II10 OO0 HiBeJI0OBaJM 30BCiM, TO HEMOPYIIHICTh BHYTPILIHBOTO aMiHICTPYBaHHS
Ta COLIOKYJIBTYPHOI'O YK/Ialy aBTOHOMIl rapaHTyBa/IM He JIMILe BCi IlepepaxoBaHi BUllle
reTbMaHChKi cTarTi Apyroi momoBuHu XVII ¢T., a ¥ mpakTU4YHO BCi MyO/TivYHI 3B€pHEHHS
iMIIepchKOi BIaAy 10 reTbMaHa, KO3albKOI CTapLUIMHU Ta BCiX YKPAIHCBKHX CTaHIB 3 MepLIol
nonoBuHU XVIII cT. [H1Ia cripaBa, 1110 Ha MPaKTHIIi Lie a)K HisIK He 3aBakaslo iMIIepCbKOMY
LIEHTPY 4ac BiJ 4acy CyTTEBO BTPYYAaTHCh y Nepebir BHYTPIIIHBOMOMITUYHUX MPOLECIB Y
['eTbMaHaTi, OOMEXYIOYM THM CAMHUM HOTO aAMiHICTPAaTUBHY aBTOHOMIIO Ta TOTYIOYH
OCTATOYHY iHTerpalio/iHKOpIopalilo A0 IMIepCbKOrO OpraHi3My.

B sikiit mipi B 1i “cTparerii iHTerpaiii” (He)BIUCYBa/MCh MiCLI€BI TPAAHIil i ySIBIEHHS
PO ileasibHe 00JIAIITYBAHHS JEePXXaBH, i SKMM YMHOM IMIIEpPChKUI LIeHTP GOpPMyBaB CBOE
CTaB/IeHHsI [0 TAaKWUX IpPOSBIB COLIIOKYJBTYPHOTO PO3MAITTs, BUPA3HO JEeMOHCTpYe U
MPHKJIQZL, TIOCTYIIOBOTO OOMEXeHHSI, a BPEIlTi i JeMOHTAXXy iMITepi€l0 TAaKOTO BaYXIMBOTO
eJleMeHTy CaMOBPSIZHOCTI aBTOHOMil sSIK BHUOOpPHOCTI Ko3aupkoi crapmnHu. Came
omnpeaMeTHEeHe B KOHKPETHUX [isIX iMIIepPChKOro LeHTPY CTAaBJI€HHS 10 3acaj, BUOOPHOCTI
KO3alLbKOI CTAapLIMHU — SIK Ha PiBHI 3aKOHOJABYMX iHILJaTUB, TaK i MPUBAaTHUX NMPAKTUK
MpeCTaBHUKIB IMIEPCHKOI B/IAM, a TAaKOXX TpaHcpopmalii B LAPUHI CaMOBPSAHOCTI,
CIIpUYMHEH] IUMU YTPY4YaHHSIMU, i € IpeAMeTOM PO3rsAy JaHOI CTATTi.

[Mpukan cTaBieHHS iMIIEPCHKOTO LIEHTPY 0 BUOOPHOCTI B YKpaiHi — SIK BaYXJIUBOTO
e/IeMeHTYy CAaMOBPSITHOCTi aBTOHOMIi — € 0COO/IMBO L[iHHUM 3 OIJISIAy Ha Te, O BiH SIKPa3 i
€ JJ0BOJII IPOMOBHCTHM IHAMKAaTOPOM COLIIOKY/IbTYPHOT'O PO3MaAiITTs IMIIepil Ta aBTOHOMHOI
OKpaiHu. ApKe sKILO B PocilicpKiii Aep)kaBi HA MOMEHT MOTPAIUISIHHS KO3albKol YKpaiHU
B opbiTy BmasHOro BIUIMBY MOCKBM CaMOBpSiAHI Tpasuuii, B TOMy 4uCIi ¥ 3acaau
BUOOPHOCTI — fIK LIOJO y4acTi B PoOOTi MpeCTaBHUIBKUX 3eMChKUX COOOPiB, TakK i Ha
BUOOPHI MOcaJy B MiCIIeBy aIMiHICTpALLio, /st TeBHOTO MigHeceHHs HA moyaTky XVII cT.
IIOYa/Iv CTPIMKO 3aHeNaJaTH, a cay)xba Ha BUOOPHMX IOCaZilax BXKe He CIpHiiManach sIK
NpuBaG/IMBUI COLiO-CTYy)KOOBUII aBaHC, a J/iMlle sIK MeBHe OOTsDKEHHs, 1 Lel mporuec

' [I71s1 03HAYEHHS LbOTO AEPXKAaBHOTO YTBOPEHHS B icTOpiorpadii HUHI BUKOPHUCTOBYIOTHCS TAKOXK i TaKi HA3BU
KaGiHEeTHOTO TOXO[PKEHHsI $K: YKpaiHChKAa Ko3alpKa [Jep)kaBa, [erbMmaHiinHa, [erpmanar. B cydacHhiit
pociiiceKiit icTopiorpacdii mepeBa)KHO BXXMBAKOThCs MoTieTHOHIMU: Manopocist, Mana Pocist.

* Honcm ungc Komann, Ipecmynaenue u Hakazarue 8 Poccuu pantHezo Ho8020 epemeru (Mocksa: Hosoe
nuTeparypHoe 0603penue, 2016), 14-25. (Nancy Shields Kollmann, Prestuplenie i nakazanie v Rossii rannego
novogo vremeni (Moscow: Novoe Literaturnoe Obozrenie, 2016), 14-25).

> Houewn Wunac Komnmann, Coedunentbie yecmoto. ['ocydapcmeo u obwecmeo 6 Poccuu paxHezo H08020
epemeru (Mocksa: [lpeBHexpanwnuite, 2001), 272. (Nancy Shields Kollmann, Soedinennyie chestyu.
Gosudarstvo i obschestvo v Rossii rannego novogo vremeni (Moscow: Drevnehranilische, 2001), 272).
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TPUBAaTHUMe )X [JO IMOYATKIB PO30yJOBH CTAHOBOIO MPeCTaBHULTBA B Yacu Karepunwu II,*
To B ['eTbMaHarTi cuTyauisi Oys1a MPUHLIMIIOBO iHIIOK. A/Ke TPaBO KO3aLbKOTO TOBAPHUCTBA
BIIBHUMU TOJI0OCAaMHU OOMpaTH co0i CTAapIIMHY Bif, KypiHHOTO OTamMaHa JO TeTbMaHa
BKJIIOYHO OYJI0 OJHi€I0 3 TMiJCTAaBOBUX 3acCaj, COLIOTOJITUYHOTO JXUTTS YKPAaiHChKOTO
KO3allTBa — CIOYAaTKYy SIK IIeBHOI COLia/IbHOI TPyNH, & 3TOJOM i yIpHBiIeH0BaHOTO CTaHy
lerpmanaTy. [locTana e B 4Yacw 3apopKeHHsS KO3alTBa TPAJUIiis BiIbHUX BHUOOPIB
3Ha4YHOI0 Mipoio ¢opMmyBasa CeHC TakKol BaXUIMBOI 3aCaHUYOI JIEKCEMH MOJITHYHOI
KyJIbTYPH KO3aLbKOI CIi/JIBHOTH SIK ‘CTAPOXXMTHI MpaBa i BoiapHOCTI.” Y cBiTOr/IsAHIN
LJapHMHI L JIeKceMa JleriTuMisyBasack MipidHo0O “30/10TOIO0 rpamoTtoro” Credana baropis,
y TUIOIIMHI )X peasbHOI MOJITUKX 0OOPOHA MpaBa Bi/IbHOI efeKuii Bif crpob KOPOHHOI
Bragu obMmexuTtu cdepy T 3acTOCyBaHHSI BUCTYINAjsa B YUCI THX YUHHUKIB, IO
IIPOBOKYBA/IM BUOYXHM KO3aLbKMX MIOBCTaHb, IKMX Oy/I0 TaK 6arato B OCTaHHI AeCSITHIITTS
XVI - mepwiii Tperuni XVII cr.> BracHe ¥ BHOyX Ha MOYaTKy 1648 p. HauGinbur
MaciITabHOro MOBCTAaHHS Ha YoJli 3 borganoM XMebHULIBKUM, 10 AyXKe CKOPO Iepepocio
y MacirtabHy KosaupKy peBOJOLi0, JIeriTUMIi3yBaBcsl cepef, iHmoro i 60poTs6010 3a
BiZTHOBJIEHHSI ITPaBa BiIBHOrO BUOOPY CTApIIMHU, CKACOBAHOTO NepeJ, TUM IOJI0KEHHSIMHU
“Oppunanii Bificeka 3amoposskoro” 1638 p.° To X He AMBHO, IO ¥ ITOBCTAHHS
PO3MOYMHAETHCSI caMe OOpaHHSM BiJIBHUMU TOJIOCAMM XMe/NbHULBKOTO T'eThbMaHOM
Biticbka 3amopo3skoro,’ a BAGOPHICTh KO3ALbKOI CTaPIIMHK HYDKYHX JIAHOK BifI IIbOTO Yacy
IepecTae 3a71e)XaTH BiJj BOJIi KODOHHUX reTbMaHiB.

“O06uparu reTMaHa MO NPEXXHUM UX OObI9aeM CAaMHUM MeX cels”

Slxkumm OynM TparHeHHs KO3alTBAa B INHUTAaHHI BHMOOPHOCTI CTAapIIMHU HAa MOMEHT
nepexoAy Ko3albKOl YKpalHU MiJl 3B€PXHICTh Liapsi, BUPa3HO AEMOHCTPYIOTb MaTepiau,
IO CTOCYIOTbCSI BHPOOJIEHHS [JOTOBOPY IIPO YMOBH IIbOTO Ilepexony. Y MPOIO3MIIisX
YKpaiHChKOI CTOPOHM WHIUIOCs, abW MO CMepTi TemepiurHbOro reTbMaHa Boiicko
3amopoXKCKoe caMo MeX cebss reTMaHa oOWpanu,” JWIle CHOBIIIAIOYK LAps Ipo
pe3y/abTaTy BUOOPIB, i1 abu oMy 1ie “He B KPY4IHHY ObIJIO” — a/Ke TAKOIO € IABHS KO3aI[bKa
Tpa,m/H_LiH.8

* Dmitry Vladimorovich Liseytsev, “Zemsky Sobors of the Late 16th - Early 17th Century in Russia:
Historiographical Stereotypes in the Reflection of Historical Sources,” Studia Historica. Historia Moderna 37
(2015), 85-86.

> Cepriit JlensiBko, Koszaywxi sitinu kinys XVI cm. 6 YVrpaini (Uepwiris: CisepsHcbKa xymka, 1996). (Serhii Lepiavko,
Kozats’ki viiny kintsia XVI st. v Ukraini (Chernihiv: Siverians’ka dumka, 1996)); Basepiii A. Cmouiii i Banepiii
C. CrenaskoB, Vkpaincvka oepawcasua ides. [Ipodnema opmysanns, esonroyii, peanizayii (KuiB: AnprepHaTHBH,
1997). (Valerii A. Smolii i Valeril S. Stepankov, Ukrains’ka derzhavna ideia. Problema formuvannia, evoliutsii,
realizatsii (Kyiv: Al'ternatyvy, 1997)); Bitaniii lllep6ak, Yrpaincoke kozaymeo: popmysans coyiansrozo cmamy.
Hpyea nonosuna XV — cepeduna XVII cm. (KuiB: KM Academia, 2000). (Vitalif Shcherbak, Ukrains’ke kozatstvo:
formuvannia sotsial’noho stanu. Druha polovyna XV — seredyna XVII st. (Kyiv: KM Academia, 2000)).

® Volumina legum, t. I11. (St. Petersburg: Nakladem i drukiem J. Ohryzki, 1859), 440.

7 Banepiii A. Cmoniii i Banepiii C. Crenankos, bozdarn Xwenvruyvruii. Xponixa scumms ma Oianorocmi (Kuis:
JIubine, 1994), 56. (Valerii A. Smolil i Valeril S. Stepankov, Bohdan Khmelnyts’kyl. Khronika zhyttia ta
diial’nosti (Kyiv: Lybid, 1994), 56)).

® Axmui, omHocawuecs k ucmopuu KOzo-3anadHoti Poccuu, cobp. u usdanHvle Apxeoepagureckoti komuccuetl
(Akmot FO3P), 1. 10 (Caukt-Ilerep6ypr: Tumnorpadpust 6Gpar. [lanteneBsix, 1878), 445-452. (Akty,
otnosiashchiesia k istorii lugo-Zapadnoi Rossii, sobr. i izdannyie Arheograficheskoi komissiei (Akty TuZR), t. 10
(St. Petersburg: Tipografiia brat. Pantelevykh, 1878), 445-452); Jokymenmu Bozdara XmenvHuybkozo (1648
1658), ymopsg. I. TI. Kpum'skeBwu (KuiB: Buzp-so AH YPCP, 1961), 323-325. (Dokumenty Bohdana
Khmelnyts’koho (1648-1658), uporiad. 1. P. Kryp’iakevych (Kyiv: Vyd-vo AN URSR, 1961), 323-325); YHigepcaau
Bozdana XmenvHuybkozo 1648-1657, ynopsz. 1. Kpum'skesuy, I. Byruu (Kuis: AnbrepHatuBu, 1998), 64-67.
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A 0Cb HaCKiZIbKM HeraTUBHO KO3allbKe TOBAPUCTBO CIIpUMasIo irHOPYBaHHS BepXOBHOIO
B/Ia/IOI0, B JAHOMY BMIIQJIKy T€TbMaHOM, 3acaj BUIBHOI eJIeKlil, HAOYHO JeMOHCTPYIOTh
KPHBaBi eKcliecy 3 APyroi MOJOBUHU 1660-X, KOTH YMHUIUCH CIIPOOM OMHUHYTH BUOODPHI
Npoueaypy ¥ MPU3HAYMTH Ha CTAPLUIMHCTBO KOTOCH i3 CBOIX K/IIEHTIB. 30KpeMa aHOHIMHUM
aBrop “Jlitonncy CamoBuALS,” ONMMCYIOYH Tepedir MOBCTaHHS, 10 BUOYXHYJIO B cepelyuHi
1666 p. B [lepesiciaBcbkOMy MOJIKY 1 B XOZ1 SIKOTO HaWIepIIMM BiJ, PyK MOBCTa/IUX CKJIaB
roJIOBY MicIieBUi MOJIKOBHUK JlaHM/10 EpMOJIa€HKO, 3ayBaXKyBaB, 110 CTA/IOCS 1@ TOMY, 1110
CBOTO TOJIKOBHMKA “KO3aKH MEPEsC/IOBChbKie He NMOOW/IN, e HACAaHil 6un (BUIieHO
MHOI0. — ABT.),” TOOTO GyB He OOpaHUN TOBAPHUCTBOM, a TMPUCIAHUN BprOXOBeIbKUM.
AHaJIOTIYHUM YMHOM yBiHYaJ/Iach JOJIs1 ¥ iHIIOTO MpHU3HAYeHIIsl reTbMaHa — MOJITaBCbKOTO
NOJIKOBHUKA ['puropis Butsizenka: konu B yepBHi 1668 p. B [lonTasi crano BizoMo mpo
cMepTh BproxoBelbKoro, TaMTELIHE TOBAPUCTBO He JIMIIEe BiZjiGpasio y HbOTO Bafy, ane i
“rMpaHCKO B CcMepTh mo3abuBamu.” M Bigpasy mo Tomy monTaBui obpamu co6i
nonkoBHUKOM [lem’siHa ['ympkona, a miTonvcenps He 3a0yB PU LIbOMY 3ayBOXKUTH, L0 BIALY
TOW OTpHUMaB “BiIbHUMU rosocamu.”

OdiuiitHe X CTaBlIeHHsI POCIMCHKOI CTOPOHU [0 efeKuiitHux npoueayp y 'erbmanari
dopmyBanocy “YKanmyBanoio rpamoroto Onekcisi MuxaitioBuda reTbMaHy borgany
XMenbHULIBKOMY i BcboMy Bificeky 3amoposskomy” 1654 p. Y Hilt MockBa nmorogviachk Ha
3aIPOIIOHOBAHUM T'eTbMAaHCHKHUM YPSIZOM BapiaHT: “‘00MpaTH rerMaHa IO NMPEXHHUM HX
ob6brvaeM camMuM Mex cebs.”" BomHovac, abu BK/IIOYWATU B €IEeKLidHUI mporiec i maps
(3acBifYMBIIY THM CAMHUM HOTO BIaZy Has YKPATHO) BHECEHUM [0 YKPATHCHKOTO MPOEKTY
JIOTIOBHEHHSM Oy/io mepenbavyeHO 0OOB’sI3KOBe iHPOPMYBaHHSI MOHapxa Mpo OOpaHHS
reTbMaHa, a TaKOXX CKJIaJJaHHSI OCTAaHHIM INPUCATH BipHOCTI B IPHUCYTHOCTI MPUCTIAHOIO
rocyziapeM yrnoBHOBaXeHOro. CTOCOBHO )X NOPSIAKY OOPaHHS iHIIMX KO3aLbKUX CTAPLINH
y JOKyMeHTax He 3ra/lyBajioCh, ~ TPAKTYIOUH L€ MUTAHHS SIK BUHSITKOBO BHYTPIILIHIO CIIPaBY
aBTOHOMIL.

[Tepury cripo6y peBi3ii ymoBieHoro ¢popmary mrepena PikcyroTh y)xe HaBecHi 1657 p.
[Ipuyomy, iHilliaTHBa BIPOBa/KEHHS HOBallil BUXOJW/A Bif, reTbMaHa, ajie 3 FTOTOBHICTIO
Oyna migxorieHa ¥ OTOYeHHSIM 1apsi. Aje sKIWO XMeJbHULBKUN, HaMaral4uch
BIIPOBAIMTH B NNOTITUYHY cucTeMy ['eTbMaHaTy eleMeHTU MOHapXi4HOI MOJeJli OpraHisaril
BJIQZIHUX BiTHOCHH, YMHHUTD CIIPOOY Ille 32 CBOTO JXUTTS JOOUTHCS BU3HaHHSA cuHa lOpis
crafiKkoeMiueM OyaBW, B TOMy YMCIi ¥ 4Yepe3 JIETiTHUMi3alLlil0 TaKOTO HOBOBBEAEHHS
apropureroM naps. To orodenHss Onekcis MwuxailoBu4ya, NMpsSIMO He 3amepevyyloyu
reTbMaHy, y CBOEMY BHYTPIIlIHbOMY JIMCTYBaHHi 0OTOBOPIOE MPHUHIMIIOBO iHIIHIT A ITOPUTM
CTaBJIEHHS 10 MPOO6JIeMH TeTbMaHChKUX BHOOpIB. 30KpeMa LAPChKHUI MOCO B YKpaiHy
oxonbHUunil Qenip byTypiiH, pearyroun Ha KJIOMOTAaHHS TeTbMaHa LIO/O 3aTBep/AXKeHHS
napeM i 06J1arocJIoOBeHHsI TAaTpiapXOM aKTy BH3HAHHS reTbMaHW4Ya odiniiiHuM
casxkoeMueM OynaBy, y nucti o Onekcis MuxaiiioBU4a 3ayBaKyBaB, IO IO CMepTi

(Universaly Bohdana Khmelnyts’koho 16 48-1657, uporiad. 1. Kryp’iakevych, 1. Butych (Kyiv: Al'ternatyvy, 1998),
64-67).

? Jlimonuc Camosudys (Kuis: HaykoBa gymka, 1971), 100. (Litopys Samovydtsia(Kyiv: Naukova dumka, 1971),
100).

' Camiitnno Bemuuko, Jlimonuc, 1.2 (Kuis: duinpo, 1991), 161. (Samiilo Velychko, Litopys, t. 2 (Kyiv: Dnipro,
1991), 161.

" Axmut FO3P, 490 (Akty IuZR, 490); Boccoedunernue Ykpaurst ¢ Poccuett. /lokymenmbl u Mamepuansl 6 3 mm,
T. 3 (MockBa: AH CCCP, 1954), 568. (Vossoedinenie Ukrainy s Rossiei. Dokumenty i materialy v 3 tt, t. 3
(Moscow: AN SSSR, 1954), 568).

" Nus, Axmout KO3P, 445-452 (Akty IuZR, 445-452); /Jlokymenmu Bozdana XmenvHuybkozo, 323-325.
(Dokumenty Bohdana Khmelnyts’koho, 323-325); Boccoedunenue Ykpaunwvt ¢ Poccuet, 560-565.
(Vossoedinenie Ukrainy s Rossiei, 560-565).
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reTbMaHa ‘Oyzie TOMy CJIOBY BifjMiHa», Ta — HalroyoBHile — “Te Bce OyZe Ha BOJI TBOIH
BEJIMKOTO TOCYAApsi: KOTO TH, BeNWKUN rocyjap, noxaryem Oyt Hapj Bilicbkom
3armopo3bpKUM reTbMaHoM, TOM i Gyze.””

OgHak Ha mpakTul HamaraHHss MockBu mepebGpaTu Ha cebe BUpilIaIbHY POJIb MPHU
0oOpaHHI HACTyITHUKa XMeTbHHUIBKOTO IPOBOKY€E TITMOOKUN KOHQIIIKT Yy CTOCYHKax 3
['erbManatom. O6panHs [BaHa BuroBcbkoro y cepmHi 1657 p. Ha reTbMaHCTBO LAPCHKUMA
ypSiZ BU3HATH BiZIMOBMBCS, OCKiJIBKM BHUOOPH BifOymucst 6Ge3 LApChbKOro J103BOy'™*.
3arocTpeHHs )X KOHQJIIKTY BXKe 3a PiK MpU3BeJo 40 po3puBy Buroscskoro 3 MockBoro Ta
nopo3syMminHs 3 Pivuio [Tocrionuroro. Yrim, konu lNagsmpka yroaa 1658 p. 3a pik 6e3c1aBHO
3aKiH4YM/Ia CBOE )XMUTTS, BUroBchbKHMiT BTpaTuB Oy/naBy, a Ha reTbMaHCTBO 3iitwoB HOpiit
XMenpHULBKUI, MOCKBa BOCEHH 1659 p. 3yMiJIa HaB'sI3aTH OCTAHHBOMY YTOZy, IIJO CYTTEBO
3BY)XyBaJla aBTOHOMHI IpaBa ['eTbmMaHaTy, B TOMY 4MC/Il ¥ Yy NMMUTAaHHI I'eTbMaHCBHKOTO
oOpaHHs. 30Kpema [0 TakK 3BaHMX ‘[IpexxHux crateii Borgana Xmemuuikoro” (o
Hacrpasi sB/siN 06010 chanbcrudikoBaHMI BapiaHT ZOroBopy 1654 p.)” 6y/10 BKIIOYEHO
HOPMY, 10 3000B’s13yBajia HOBOOOPAHOTO periMeHTapsi MO 3aBepLIeHHI0 BUOOPIB IXaTH 0
MockBu “BUeTH ero rocyAapcKisi mpecBeT/bIsI O4M,” a BXKe Iif, 4Yac aymieHuii uap
“lo)kajslyeT reTrMaHa MO 4YWHY, Oy/laBy M 3HaMsi, © HAa TeTMAHCTBO CBOIO TOCYZAApeBY
a/JOBaHHYI0 rpaMoTy.”® 3a yMOBM )X HeJOTPUMAHHSI LLOTO PHUTyady - BHOOPH
BU3HABa/IMCh HeJIeTITUMHUMU.

Togi »x Mocksa Bnepie BTpyTH/Iacs i B LAPUHY BUOOPIB CTapIIMHU HIDKYOTO PiBHSI.
HlonpaBaa, e BTPy4YaHHS Majio KOHCEpPBAaTHMBHUM XapaKTep - 3arpamoyd 3 HIMPOKUM
KO3albKMM 3arajioM 1 BOJIIIOYA He JONYCTUTH 3MillHeHHsS TeTbMaHCBKOI Baju,
Ipe/ICTaBHUKY Liapsl HAMOJIST/TM HAa BHECEHHI JI0 TaK 3BaHUX “HoBux craTteit” 1659 p. HOpMy,
y BiATOBiZHOCTI 3 SIKOI0 OOpaHHS MMOJKOBHUKIB, SIK M iHIIUX CTapIIWH, 0O0B’I3KOBO MaJio
BiOyBaTHCh He 33 BKAa3iBKOIO reTbMaHa, a 3 BOJIi TOBAPUCTBA — “Ha pajie, KOro Mex cebs
n31069T.”"” BBOAMBCSA TaKOX Psij, 3a00POH i perjaamMeHTalii o0 Mpoeayp NprU3HaYeHHs
Ta 3BiJIbHEHHS CTapUIMH. 30KpeMa 3a00pOHsSUIOCh 6e3 Y3ro/KeHHs 3 LAPCHKUM YPSZOM
3BUIBHATH Li/IMNA PsiJ, KO3ALbKUX CTAPLIMH, KOTPi OCOGIMBO MPUCTYXHINCT MOCKBI y
CIipaBi NMOBepHEHHS YKpAalHMW IIifi, 3BepXHICTh Laps. A O TOro >X Ha IOJKOBHHUIITBO
3a060pOHSIOCH OOMPATH KAaHAUJATIB 3 iHIIKX IOJIKIB, a TAKOX iHOBIPIIiB i HOBOXpeIeHNX
IIPaBOCJIaBHHUX, ‘TIOTOMY YTO OT HOBOKpeIlleHHBIX MHOTasl B Bolicke cmyTa 1 Mexzaoycobie
3aYMHAETCs, 1A UMH [...] KO3aKaM YMHSTCS Ha/IOTH U TeCHOTHL.”™®

B Akmut FO3P, 1. 11, npu6asn. N1 (Cankr-Tletep6ypr: Tunorpadus Gpar. [lanTenessix, 1879), 682. (Akty [uZR,
t. 11, pribavl. no. 1 (St. Petersburg: Tipografiia brat. Pantelevykh, 1879), 682).

“ Ilupuwe nus., Bikrop TopoGeup, “Bosumo uyapa cxidnozo.” Ykpaincvkuili ['embmarnam ma pocilicbka
dunacmis do i nicas INepeacnasa (Kuis: Kputuka, 2007), 18-127. (Viktor Horobets, “Volymo tsaria skhidnoho,”
Ukrains’kyl Het'manat ta rosiis’ka dynastiia do i pislia Pereiaslava (Kyiv: Krytyka, 2007), 18-127).

" Vhisepcanu yxpaincokux 2emvmanie 6i0 leana Buzoscvkozo 0o leana Camoiinosuua (1657-1687), ynopsn. Isan
Byruu, Bsiuecnas Puncesuy, Irop Tecnenko (Kuis-JIssis: HTILI, 2004), 19. (Universaly ukrains’kykh het’maniv vid
Ivana Vyhovs’koho do Ivana Samoilovycha (1657-1687), uporiad. Ivan Butych, Viacheslav Rynsevych, Thor
Teslenko (Kyiv-Lviv: NTSh, 2004), 19). llupuie npo o6GcraBuHu crpaBu AuB., Anapiii Skosiis, “‘Crarri
Bormana XmenpHUIIBKOTO B penaxitii 1659 poky,” FOsineiinuii 30iprux na nowany axademixa M. C. I pywescvkoeo,
u. 1 (Kuis: [6.8.], 1928), 220-234. (Andrii Iakovliv, “Statti Bohdana Khmelnytskoho” v redaktsii 1659 roku,”
ITuvileinyi zbirnyk na poshanu akademika M. S. Hrushevskoho, ch. 1 (Kyiv: [b.v.], 1928), 220-234; Annapiii
SxoBniB, Vkpaincoko-mockoscobri docosopu ¢ XVII-XVIII esixax (Bapmasa: [lpami YkpaiHCBKOrO HayKOBOTO
incturyty, 1934). (Andrii Iakovliv, Ukrains’ko-moskovs’ki dohovory v XVII-XVIII vikakh (Warsaw: Pratsii
Ukrains’koho naukovoho instytutu, 1934)).

'S Vuisepcanu ykpaincoxkux zemomanis, 115. (Universaly ukrains’kykh het’ maniv, 115).

7 1bid., 9.

*® Ibid.
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[TosiBa mpunuc mwoa0 3a60pOHU “HOBOKpPELIEHHBIM TMOCIJAaTH CTapLIMHCTBO, SIK
BUJAETHCs,, 0OYMOBJ/IIOBa/Iach HEJABHIMM CIIOMMHAMM MOCKOBCHKOTO KepPiBHHUIITBA IIPO
pons mporectraHTa (apianmna) lOpiss Hemwupuya B po3puBi cTOCyHKIB Biiichka
3anopo3bkoro 3 MockBow Ta yknazeHHi [agsaupkoi yroau 1658 p.'” Ase Ha npakTHili, BapTo
3ayBa)XUTH, BIH Tak 1 He HaOyB ICTOTHOrO 3HaueHHs. SIK, BiacHe, i 3a00poHa Ha MOCIIAHHS
MOJKOBUX YPAIIB BUXIALSAMH 3 IHIIMX MOJKIB. A/DKe aHasli3 aAMiHICTPATUBHUX IMPAKTUK
[erbmanary gapyroi monoBuHu XVII cr. Ta, oco6imuBo, mepuioi momoBunu XVIII cT.
3acBiguye nepeOyBaHHI HA MOJKOBHULIBKUX i COTHUIIBKUX YPsIIaX BUXPECTIB 3 iy/1elChbKOl
Bipu IlaBna CemenoBuya (Iepuuka), Muxaiina BopyxoBuua, GpariB Angpisi, IBaHa i
®enopa MapkoBuuiB Ta iHwMx. llle yrcneHHIIMMY € TPUK/IaAU MTOCIJAHHS CTAPIIMHCHKUX
YPSIAIB Yy TOMy 4YM iHIIOMY TOJIKYy ‘BapsiraMu’ 3 iHIIMX MoJKiB. Hampukiaz, coTHUK
YepuiriBcekoro mosnky Jleonuriit Ilomy6otok ouvonuB [lepesiciaBchkuil MONK, HOro
HacTYyMHUK — [BaH JluceHko momnepeaHbo o4vosoBaB CTapoayOchKuil MoK, a ['puropiit
Kapnosuu Koposka-Bonbcekuii mepes, TUM, SIK MOCICTH B 1682 p. NOJIKOBUM ypsij B
KHiBCbKOMY IOJIKY, BCTHT MOOYBaTH Ha MOAKOBHULTBI B YurupuHcekomy (1677-1678) ta
Crapozy6cpkomy (1678-1681) monkax.

MockBa X 3akpiluleHUi B yrozi 1659 p. TOPSIZOK TIPOBeJeHHSI BHOOPIB
“ymockoHanmoBasa” B HACTYHHI AECSITUITTS MEePEeBAXHO JUIIEe UUIIXOM (aKTHYHOTO
MIOCHJIEHHSI POJIi LIAPCHKOTO YIIOBHOBAYKEHOTO B eJIEKL[iIHTHOMY Mpolieci, ajie 6e3 BTpy4aHHSs
B TIOJIITUKO-TIPABOBI acmeKTH BigHOCHH. Tak, yIIOBHOBaYXeHM Lapst (KOTpUi Ha BUGOPHY
pazly TpaAMLiitHO pubyBaB y CYMPOBOAL MOTY)XHOTO BiiiChKA) PiJKO KOJIH, a MPAKTUIHO
HIKOJ/IM, He 0OMEeXXyBaBCsl JIILE CIOT/ISIAAHHSIM mnepebiry Bubopyoro npouecy. Haiibinpiun
BUPa3HO aKTHUBHA Y4acCTh LIAPCHKOrO MOBIPEHOTO NMPOCTEXYETHCS Mifl, YaC reTbMaHCbKHUX
BUOOPIB 1663 p., K01 okobHUYM Jlanwio Bennko-T'arid 3a Haka3om maps MaB “Gepertu
HaKpinko, mo06 BproxoBenbKoro He BTPAaTUTH,” OCKIJIBKM TOW, MOBWJIOCH B LAPCHKii
iHCTpyKuii, “HacmpaBai BipHui.”* 1 Bpewrri came migTpUMKa MOCKBH CIIpaBHIIA
BUPILIAJIBHUI BIUIMB HA mepelir i pesynpraty BUOOPIB 1663 p.** MeHu nmomiTHOIO Oyna
POJIb LIAPCHKOTO TMOBIPEHOTO HA TeThbMaHChKUX BUOOpax 1669, 1672 uu 1687 poKiB, aje i
TOJI KaHJWUJATypa NpeTeHeHTa Ha Oy/1aBy 000B'SI3KOBO Y3TO/)KyBajIach 3 HUM.

BogHoyac 3a morpe6u MockBa [JeMOHCTpyBajia i MOMITUYHY THYYKICTh, iHOZI
BiZIMOBJISIIOUYUCH BiJl BJIQCHUX BUMOT, 10 He MPIIKUBAJIMCh HA MPaKTULi. 30KpeMa,
3Ba)KalOYM HA peatii MOJITUYHOrO i coLiabHOTO OYTTS Ta HAsIBHI JIOTiCTUYHI MpobiemMH,
HOpMa 110710 000B’SI3KOBOCTI MPUOYTTSI HOBOOOPAHOTO reThMaHa Ha ayJi€HIIIo A0 Laps —
K OAWH 3 eJIeMEeHTiB BHM3HAHHS JIETITUMHOCTI OOpaHHS, TaK HiKoauW i1 He Oyna
BripoBajkeHa. Cnepury mo oOpaHHIO bproxoBenpkoro depe3 CKIaJHY BiliCbKOBO-
MOJIITUYHY CUTYAL[if0 MOro Bi3UT OY/I0 BiJK/Ia/leHO Ha HEBU3HAYEHUH Yac, a BKe JOroBip
1669 p. (Tak 3BaHi [/IyxiBchKi cTarTi) i€l BUMorm He mictuB. M BipTemep osHaKomo
JIETITUMHOCTI OOpaHHSI BHUCTYNAB aKT BpPy4YeHHs TeTbMaHy KJIEeMHOZIB LAapChKUM
YIIOBHOBA)XEHHM, SIK IIPABHJIO, HA MICI[i POBEIEHHS eJIeKI[iHHOT pazu.*

* lus., Stanistaw Kot, Jerzy Niemirycz: w 300-lecie ugody hadziackiej (Paris: Instytut Literacki, 1960).

*® Nleranbhiwe aus., Biktop l'opo6ews, “ITonkoBHMK Biiickka 3amoposbkoro Ta ioro Bnazga,” YkpaiHcobkutl
icmopuuHutl ycypHan, 4 (2014), 60-62. (Viktor Horobets, “Polkovnyk Viis'ka Zaporoz'koho ta ioho vlada,”
Ukrains’kyf istorychnyi zhurnal, 4 (2014), 60-62).

* Banucku OmodeneHus pycckol u caagsaHckoll apxeonozuu Hmnepamopcko2o apxeonoauyeckozo obuecmed, T.
2 (Canxr-Tletep6ypr: Tun. U. H. CkopoxoznoBa, 1861), 771. (Zapiski Otdeleniia russkoi i slavianskoi arkheologii
Imperatorskogo arkheologicheskogo obshchestva, t. 2 (St. Petersburg: Tip. I. N. Skorokhodova, 1861), 771).

** Illupwe pus., Bikrop T'opoGeup, “Yopra pada” 1663 poky. Ilepedymosu, pesyabmamu, Hacnioku (Kuis:
[acrutyt ictopii Ykpainm HAH Vkpainm, 2013), 79-110. (Viktor Horobets, “Chorna rada” 1663 roku.
Peredumovy, rezul’taty, naslidky (Kyiv: Instytut istorii Ukrainy NAN Ukrainy, 2013), 79-110).

* Yuigepcanu ykpaincbkux 2embmatis, 467. (Universaly ukrains’kykh het’' maniv, 467).
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[Tpo61ema >x BUGOPHOCTI HIIKYOI B KO3aLbKiil iepapxii cTaplIMHy, TPUHAUMHI B IIApUHi
MOJIITUKO-TIPABOBIH, HAa TeBHUH Yac B3araji BUIaja 3 MoJis 30py MockBHU i po3BUBanach y
KOHTEKCTI 3arajibHOrO0 PO3BUTKY COLIQJIbHUX 1 MOJITUYHUX IHCTUTYTIB aBTOHOMIl
['eTbMaHaTy ¥ MOMITUYHOI Ky/IbTYpH KO3ALTBA 3arajioM — TOOTO 3 JOTPUMAaHHSIM 3acaf,
BU/IIBHOI esteKuii. Xo4 Takui Mifxif, BiABepTO cynepedyus TpaaulisMm Pociiicekoi aepxasy,
Je Tpollelypa NMpU3HAYeHHs Ha MiCLeBUH ypsij, BOEBOJAM, MPUKA3HOIO, CTPi/IeLIbKOTO YU
KO3al[bKOT'0 I'0JIOBH Tepebavaiia MoAavy CTy)KVJ/IUM Y0JIOBIKOM BiZIIIOBiZHOTO YOIOOUTTS
B Pospsn, ske mMoxkHa Oy/I0 jvile JOTOBHUTH KOJEKTUBHHUM YOJOOUTTSAM MiCLeBOi
rpomMaju. PinleHHs X MpO NpU3HAYeHHs YXBaJIIOBAJIOCh LIEHTPaJIbHUM OPTaHOM BIajy —
Po3psizauM mpukasom.™

YTiM cTBepKyBaTH PO MOBHE iIrHOPYBAaHHS LIeHTPAa/IbHOO B/Ia/I0K0 HAPUHOIO PeaIbHOl
KaIpOBOl MOJIITUKM aBTOHOMII TaKOX MifAcTaB HeMae. [IpuHaliMHI, SIK CBIAYUTD 3aluC Y
moaeHHUKy [latpuka [T'opmoHa, yBara mnpufinsisach y KOHTEKCTI HeAOMYyLIeHHS
KOHCOJTiJail CTapIIMHCHKOTO KOPITyCy HAaBKOJIO Te€TbMaHa, a/pKe Iie CIpHsiIo 6 HebaXKaHii
iMIIepCbKOMY LIeHTPY KOHLIeHTpallil BlaJu B pyKax odijibHUKA ['eTbmaHaTy. Tox, ckaximo,
19 4yepBHs 1688 p. oroueHHs uapuui Codii, He3Ba)KalO4YM Ha NMPOXaHHsS reTbMaHa [BaHa
Maszenu mif, SKUMOCH 3pYYHHUM MPeTeKCTOM SIKHai0BIlIe 3a/IMIIUTU B MOCKBI TOJIKOBHUKA
nepesiciaBcbkoro Paituy [Imurpamko - “aadbl n36eXaTh U NMPeJOTBPATUTh BOJTHEHUS HA
Ykpawune,” BigmycTriia Toro B ['eTbMaHaT, OCKI/IBKA “3/1€6Ch COYTEHO YZOOHBIM CTaBUTHh U
MeTh KaK MOXXHO OOJIbllle Ka3aybWX IOJIKOBHHUKOB, B KaKOH TO Mepe He3aBHUCHUMBIX OT
reTMaHa, U He MO3BOJISITh HUKAKOMY TeTMaHy JOPacTH [0 TaKOH BIACTU U BeJU4YMS, KaK
NpeXXHHUi.”*

3azmexiapoBaHa TyT “3py4HicTs” myist MOCKBH Bif ecKaaiiil KOHQIIKTHOCTI B CTOCYHKAX
reTbMaHa 3i cTapuIMHOI 0a3yBajsach MepefoBCiM HA JOCBiJi BUKOPUCTAHHS MOJiOHOTO
aJITOPUTMY BIUIMBY Ha KO3albKy CTapIIMHY B 4YacH reTbMaHyBaHHs [BaHa Buroscbkoro
(1657-1659), komu otouyeHHst Osekcis MwuxaliloBHYa, TMOMNPU HEOAHOPA30BI 3aKIUKH
reTbMaHa He MiJTPUMYBATH ONO3UILi10, POGHIIO BCe AJIsl TOTO, AbU MepeTBOPUTH OCTAHHIO
B TMOTY)XHY TMOTY)XHY BIiHICBKOBY i TOJIITUYHY CHJIYy ¥ 4Yepe3 Hel iCTOTHO MOC/Ia0UTH
reThbMaHCBHKY B/IaJly Ta HaB s13aTH i1 BUrigHi Mocksi piLLIeHHsI.26 AJte ¥ mmi3HilIe el BOaun
IJIS1 MOCKOBCHKHUX IHTEPECiB MPUIOM 3 Oi/IBIINM Y1 MEHIIMM YCITiXOM BUKOPHCTOBYBABCS
A TUCKy Ha rerbMaHcbki ypsaau [Opis XwmenbHuupkoro, fxuma Comka, IBanHa
BproxoBenpkoro Ta Jlem’sina IraaroBuva.”” A och #0Bipa, siky Maseri Bganocst 3506yTH B

** Bragumup H. I'nasbes, “TlopsioK HasHayeHMs FOPOAOBBIX BOEBOJ, IOXKHOTO MOTPaHMUYbs BO BTOPOM
nonosune XVII B. (mo marepuanam PaspsizHoro npukasa),” Pycs, Poccus: CpedHesekosve u Hogoe epems, 6
(2019): 485-487. (Vladimir N. Glaz’ev, “Poriadok naznacheniia gorodovykh voevod iuzhnogo pogranich’ia vo
vtoroi polovine XVII v. (po materialam Razriadnogo prikaza),” Rus’, Rossiia: Srednevekov’e i Novoe vremia, 6
(2019): 485-487).

* Tlarpuk Topaon, /JHesHuk. 1684-1689, nep., ct., npumed. [I. T'. degocosa; ors. pex. M. P. PopkeHKOB
(Mockga: Hayka, 2009), 169. (Patrick Gordon, Dnevnik. 1684-1689, per., st., primech. D. G. Fedosova; otv. red.
M. R. Ryzhenkov (Moscow: Nauka, 2009), 169).

*° Nlus., BixTop I'opoGerp, “3amoposbkuit Kiur B momiTuyHi# cTPYKTYpi Ko3awpKol YKpalHu (gpyra moIoBHHA
XVII — mouaroxk XVIII cr.),” 3anoposvke ko3aymeo 6 ykpaiHcobkill icmopii, Kyabmypi ma HAYiOHANbHIl
camoceidomocmi (Kuis-3anopixoks: [ncruryT ictopii Ykpaiuu HAH Ykpainy, 1997), 33-43. (Viktor Horobets,
“Zaporoz’kyl Kish v politychnii strukturi kozats’koi Ukrainy (druha polovyna XVII — pochatok XVIII st.),”
Zaporoz ke kozatstvo v ukrainskii istorii, kulturi ta natsional’nii samosvidomosti (Kyiv-Zaporizhzhia: Instytut
istorii Ukrainy NAN Ukrainy, 1997), 33-43).

*” Illupure gus., Bikrop F'opoGeup, “Yopra pada”1663 poky, 43-60. (Viktor Horobets, “Chorna rada”1663 roku,
43-60); Bikrop T'opo6etp, “Boaumo yaps cxioHoeo,” 215-250. (Viktor Horobets, “Volymo tsaria skhidnoho,”
215-250); Bikrop T'opo6Geup, I'embmar Bpioxoseuwvkuti (Kuis: TTap/iaMeHTChbKe BUAABHUIITBO, 2019), 202-212,
327-334. (Viktor Horobets, Hetman Briukhovetsk’kyi (Kyiv: Parlaments’ke vydavnytstvo, 2019), 202-212, 327-

334).
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odax [lerpa I, nunpHicTe MOCKBHY y IbOMY acIeKTi geuio npuraymuia. [linTBepmxkeHHsIM
LIbOMY CJyTy€ SIK BIICYTHICTb Yy [DKepejax B3raflok IpO SKIChb 3HAKOBI BTPY4YaHHS
LIeHTPa/JIbHOI B3I B KaJpOBi NMpPH3HAYeHHsI B aBTOHOMII, TaK i IPOMOBHCTA perulika
MOJITABCHKOTO TMOJIKOBHUKA IBaHa Ickpu B po3moBi 3 reHepan-denpamapiuaiom b. I1.
llepeMeTeBUM 1701 P. OO MEePCIEKTUB MlepeMillleHHsI CTAapIIWMHU Ha BaKaHTHe 110 CMepTi
[Bana OOGUAOBCHKOTO HXKUHCHKe MOJKOBHULTBO — “EcTh B Hac B baTypuHi BracTutesnb,
KOMY CXOYeT, TOMy U JacTh.”*® 3posymino, mo mig “BractureneM B BaTypuHi” MOTKOBHHK
MaB Ha yBasi caMe reTbMaHa Masemny.

“Hapgo0HO, 4TOOBI BO BCeX MOPYOEKHBIX TOPOJeX ObLIH MOJTKOBHUKH,
HeCcorJIacHbIe C TeTMAaHOM~

YcBijoM/IEHHSI TOMMWIKOBOCTI BTPAaTH KOHTPOJIIO HaJ, LLAPWHOI0 KaZpOBOI IOJIITHUKHU
I'erbmaHaTy npuiinuio go [lerpa I Ta #ioro oToueHHs1 B)ke BOCeHU 1708 p. B KOHTEKCTI
mepexo/y YKpaiHChbKOTO reTbMaHa Ha OiK LIBeACHKOTO KOpoJsi. Peaxiiist )k MposiBUIACh Yy
BiZIBEPTOMY 3HeBa)KeHi 3acaj, Bi/JIbHOI eneKuii mpu o6paHHi HacTynmHuka Mazenu. Ha
iHinifioBaHii tapem [yxiBepkiii pagi 1708 p. I[letpo | Ha BraacHuii poscyp, BiAXWUIWB
kangugatypy IlaBna [lomy6orka i BkazaB Ha IBaHa CkopomafchKoro, siIK Ha TOTO, XTO
33Jl0BOJIbHSIE  Hioro BUMOTH. BojgHodac crocTepirae€TbCcsi aKTHBHE  BTPyYaHHS
Npe/ICTaBHUKIB POCIMCHKOI BJaJU B KaApOBI NMPU3HA4YeHHsS Ha IMTOJIKOBOMY Ta COTEHHOMY
piBHi.*

B KOHTeKCTi pO3BUTKY HOBOTO TpPeHJy B MHOJITHULI WOAO0 YKpalHU B OTOYEHHi Liaps
ApPTUKYTIOETBCSL JAyMKa TPO HEOOXiZHICTh IMOBEPHEHHS A0 KypCy, CKEPOBAHOrO Ha
IIPUHIKEHHSI TeTbMAaHCbKOI BJafiM 4Yepe3 IOTypaHHS CAaMOBJIAAJI0 TOJKOBHUKIB 1
BUBeJJeHHsI OCTaHHIX 3-miJ Horo KoHTpomwo. Tak, y [omoBifi KWUIBCBKOTO TeHepa-
rybepHatopa Jmutpa loninvHa L0A0 MEPIIOYEPrOBHUX 3aXOAiB MO 3a0e3nevyeHHIO B
YKpaiHi CIIOKOI0 1 rapaHTYBaHHIO HEIOPYIIHOCTI pOCICbKUX iHTepeciB, NpeCcTaB/IeHii Ha
pO3TJIsi, YPAAY B 1710 P., Cepef iHIIOro 3a3Ha4aioch Take: “/l/ist Halleil 6e30MacHOCTH Ha
YxpaiiHe HaZJOOHO MpeX/ie BCETO MOCESITh HECOT/IacHe MeX Y IMTOJTKOBHUKAMH U Te€TMaHOM
[...] HamOGHO, YTOGHI BO BCex MOPYGEXHBIX FOPOAeX ObLINA MOTKOBHUKH, HECOTJIACHBIE C
reTMaHOM; eC/Ii OyJyT HeCOT/IaCHBI, TO Jiefia UX Bce 6yayT oTKpbIThl.”>° BogHouac [ominuH
NPOMOHYBaB He OOMEXYBaTHUCh CTAPUMH, KOHCEPBAaTMBHUMH  MigXOJaMHu, a
BIIPOBA/KyBaTH HOBUI KypPC, CKEPOBAaHHI Ha aKTUBHE NepeOHPaHHS LIAPCHKOIO B/IaJI0I0 HA
cebe mpeporaTvB peasnizalii KaZpoBOi MOJITHKK B YKpaiHi. 30KpeMa peKOMeH/yBaB
3MICTHUTH 3 YPS/AiB ITOJITABCHKOTO 1 KOPCYHCHKOTO MOJIKOBHUKIB Ta 1 3arajioM 3BiIJIBHUTH 31
CTApIIMHCHKUX YPSIZiB BCIiX THX, “KOTOpbBIe 6bUIH B M3MeHe (TOOTO Gpau y4acTh y BUCTYII

*® Hemounuxu Mmanopoccutickoti ucmopuu, co6p. [I. H. bantsiem-Kamenckum u uzg. O. BogsiHckuM, 9. 2
(Mocksa: Yausepcurerckas tunorpadus, 1859), 29. (Istochniki malorossiiskoi istorii, sobr. D. N. Bantyshem-
Kamenskim i izd. O. Bodianskim, ch. 2 (Moscow: Universitetskaia tipografiia, 1859), 29).

*9 “36ipka marepisiis 1o icropii JIliBo6epexHol YKpainu Ta ykpaiHcekoro npasa XVII-XVIII 8B.,” ynopsia. M.
Bacunenko, YkpaiHcekuli apxeoepagiunuti 36ipHux, 1 (1926): 101-102. (“Zbirka materiialiv do istorii
Livoberezhnoi Ukrainy ta ukrains’koho prava XVII-XVIII wv.,” uporiad. M. Vasylenko, Ukrainskyf
arkheohrafichnyi zbirnyk, 1 (1926): 101-102); LlenTpansuuii fepxxaBuuii apxis Ykpaiuu B M. Kuesi (LIIAYK),
¢. 51, om. 3, cop. 353, apK. 3; COp. 117, apK. 1-131; CIOp. 1173, apK. 1-125; cp. 482, apK. 1-3; crp. 156, apk. 1-58.
(Tsentral'nyi derzhavnyi arkhiv Ukrainy v m. Kyievi (TsDIAUK)), f. 51, op. 3, spr. 353, ark. 3; spr. 117, ark. 1-131;
spr. 1173, ark. 1-125; spr. 482, ark. 1-3; spr. 156, ark. 1-58).

3 lllupure npo ue aus., Bikrop I'opo6eup, Ipucmepk lembmanwuru: Ykpaina e poku pegpopm Iempa I (Kuis:
[acruTyT icTopii Ykpainn HAH Ykpainu, 1998), 64-66. (Viktor Horobets, Prysmerk Het'manshchyny: Ukraina
v roky reform Petra I (Kyiv: Instytut istorii Ukrainy NAN Ukrainy, 1998), 64-66).
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[BaHa Masenu. — ABT.) U MPOM3BECTh HA UX MECTO TeX, KOTOPbIe XOTs Malyl CIyKOy
rocyzapio nokasanu.”

3Beprae Ha cebe yBary Toil $akT, 10 pasuKanizm ['oilHa B MUTAHHSIX KaJpOBOTO
ob6mamTyBaHHs ['eTpbMaHaTy 3HaXOLWB MIATPUMKY M B iHIIMX MPeJCTABHUKIB iMIIEPCHKOI
B/IQJIY, 33/IiIHUX B YKpalHCbKi cripaBU. KomaHzayBau pocilicbkMMU BiicbKaMH B YKpaiHi
denpamapiuan bopuc lllepemeTheB HaMO/ISITaB HAa HETAWHOMY 3BiJIbHEHHI CTAPOLyOCHKOTO,
JTyGEHCHKOTO, HDKMHCBKOTO i NMPHJIYLBKOTO IOJKOBHMKIB, a LJAPCBKUN PEe3UEeHT IpU
reTbMaHCbKOMY ypsiAi cronbHUK Pepip [IpotackeB pasuB OHOBUTH KepiBHUIITBO B
[MTonTaBcbkomy, Magsupkomy i HkuucbkoMy mosikax.>

OpHak B yMoOBax KPUTHYHOI'O 3aroCTpeHHsl CTOCYHKIB 3 (OCMaHCBKOIO iMIlepi€lo
pociiicbkuii KaH1lep 'aBpusio I'0/10BKiH peasi3aliilo TaKMX pajUKaJIbHUX MPOIO3ULIHN
BU3HAB 3aHSTTSM “HENIPHUCTONHBIM U Hebe30macHbIM,” OCKIIBKH 1€ MOTJIO O CIIPOBOKYBaTH
BKpail HeraTyBHi HaCoTiAKY. [0 TOro X, KaHIIep 3BepTaB yBary ¥ Ha Toi ¢axT, 1o Hapasi
“He 3HaeM 3a04YHO, KOTO Ha MX MECTO OIPeJe/TUTb JOOPbIX U BEPHBIX. >

BigTaxk i BTpy4aHHs B KaZJpOBi Npr3HavYeHHs B ['eTbMaHaTI Maio emi3oguYHUMI XapaKTep.
Tak, Hampukiaz, Koau 1712 p. rersbMmaH IBaH Cropomazackkuii cnpoOyBaB 3BeCcTH
reHepasibHOro xopymxkoro IBana Cynmumy Ha BakaHTHUU 1o cmepTi Pemopa Bosnbcskoro-
KopoBueHKa ypsii KUIBCbKOTO MOJIKOBHUKA, TO ypsg, Ilerpa I me pimeHHs: yKpaiHCBKOro
perimeHTapsi 3a06/I0KyBaB i MPU3HAYMB Ha mocagy AHToHa TaHChKOro —>* KOMHUIIHBOTO
o4isibHMKA binoLepKiBChbKOro MOJIKy, KOTPOMY [OBEIOCh CKJIACTH 3 cebe IMOJIKOBHUYI
MOBHOBA)KEHHSI Yepe3 po3popMyBaHHs L[bOT0 MPABOOGEPEKHOIO MOJIKY 3TiHO 3 YMOBAMH
npytcbkol Kamitysanii [lerpa I 1711 p. I ne nmonpu Te, mo TaHcbkuii 3a cBoe KOpOTKe
BpSIAyBaHHS Ha binouepKiBIIMHI BCTUI TaK PO30OPUTH TAMTELIHIO LUISAXTY, 1O BOHA,
CKap)KauMch Ha MOJIKOBHULBKI YTUCKY, BAABa/IACh O AaHAJIOTIHM 3 aHTUYHUM eIloCOM: “T7ie
crosina Tposi, Tam Temep BojHyercsi co3peBiuasi yxareal™ Illompasaa, mjist pociiicbKol
BJIaJY1 KpUTEPil OLiHKK epeKTUBHOCTI BPsILYBaHHS KO3aLbKOTO MOJTKOBHUKA Oy/U 30BCIM
inmni. SIx mucas go TaHcekoro B munHi 1712 p. ['010BKiH, “Iapckoe BennyecTBO, BeJasi, 4YTO
BbI, Oyzy4n B Benoit Liepksu, cayxcunu e2o senutecmay ece2da 86epHO U NOCMOSHHO (BUA.
MHOI0. — ABT.) [...] IO)a/10BaTh MOBeJIeN BaC onpeenuTh K Kuesckomy moxy.”°

3HAaYHO iHTeHCUIKY€EThCSI BTPYYaHHS iMIIEPCHKOTO LIEHTPY B KaZpOBi CIIPABH ABTOHOMIl
i3 cepeguHu 1710-X pokiB. Tozi, mo-nepiie, BAAAOCh BiJCYHYTH 30BHIIIHIO 3arposy Bij
KopzZoHiB PociiichKOl iepikaBH, a Mo-Apyre, 3aBAsgKu GpyHKIIOHYBaHHIO B YKpAiHi 3 1709 p.
IHCTUTYTY LJaPCHKUX PE3UAEHTIB — BUSIBUTH CepeJ, CTapIIUH “Tiofeil o0pux i BipHux' 1o
BIIHOLLIEHHIO JI0 LIAPCHKOI BIaAU. 3a TaKUX yMOB 22 ciuHs 1715 p. CeHaT BHUJaB yKas, IKUM
BIIPOBA/KYBaBCsl MPHUHIMIIOBO HOBHUM aaroputM BHOOpuoro mpouecy B ['eTbMaHari.
Hacamnepep rerbMaHy Haka3yBaJlOoCh HETaiHO 3MICTUTH 31 CTAPLUIWMHCBKUX YPSJIB yCIX TUX

3 Cepreii M. Conosbes, Hcmopus Poccuu ¢ dpesHetiwiux epemeH, T.15-16, (Mocksa: Mbicib, 1993), 336. (Sergei
M. Solov’ev, Istoriia Rossii s drevneishikh vremen, t. 15-16, (Moscow: Mysl’, 1993), 336).

3* Ibid., 564-565.

3 1bid., 565.

> Bagum A. [lsguaenko, Hapucu cycninbHo-noaimuyuHozo ycmpoto JlisobepexcHol Yipainu kinya XVII -
nowamxy XVIII cm. (Kuis: Bug-so AH YPCP, 1959), 203. (Vadym A. Diadychenko, Narysy suspil’no-
politychnoho ustroiu Livoberezhnoi Ukrainy kintsia XVII - pochatku XVIII st. (Kyiv: Vyd-vo AN URSR, 1959),
203).

» Apxue F)z0-3anadmoti Poccuu, uzdasaemviii Bpemenroli komuccuell dna pasbopa OpesHux akmoe,
svicouatiute yupexcdeHHotli npu Kueackom soerrom, ITodonbckom u Boavinckom eeHepan-2ybepramope, 4.3, T.
2. (Kues: Yuus. tum, 1890), 190. (Arkhiv Iugo-Zapadnoi Rossii, izdavaemyi Vremennoi komissiei dlia razbora
drevnikh aktov, vysochaishe uchrezhdennoi pri Kievskom voennom, Podol’skom i Volynskom general-
gubernatore, ch. 3, t. 2. (Kyiv: Univ. tip, 1890), 190).

3% Ibid., 768.
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oci6, “koTopble ObBUIM B KaKOW M3MeHe,” MAlO4YMd Ha yBa3i CHiBIpaio 3 reTbMaHOM
Masenorw. [lpu 3amilieHHi X iCHYIOUMX BaKaHCi MOJKOBIHA 1 COTeHHIH CTapLIMHI
Z03BOJISIZIOCH BUOMPATH JIMILE 2-3 IPETEHJEHTIB Ha CTAPLUIMHCTBO, 3 YMC/IA SIKUX reTbMaH
CHiJIPHO 3 LIAPCHKUM PE3UAEHTOM i Ma/I MPOBOAUTH NMPU3HAYEHHS, ‘yCMAaTpHBasi, KTO 3
HUX K TOMY YPsIZy TOZHe OBITh MOXKET, M KOTOPbIe Bcerza ObIIN K HaM, BEJTMKOMY TOCyIapio,
BO BCAKOM BepHOCTH.

Ha nmpakTuii npeporaTusy iMIepcbKol BlIaAu y IIpoLeci 3aMillleHHs TOJIKOBHX BaKaHCIU
He 00MeXXyBa/TMCh JIHILE 3aKPIiTUIEHOO BifiTernep i B IpaBoBoMy moJii ['eTbMaHaTy akTUBHOIO
y4acTIO LIAPChKOI'0 pe3uzieHTa Y Npolieci yXBajeHHs KaJpoBUX pilleHb. Amke ypsg [letpa
| B el yac Mo4yaB aKTMBHO MOCTYTOBYBAaTUCH i MPAaKTUKAMU MPSIMOIO MPHU3HA4YeHHsI CBOIX
JOBipeHMX 0ci6 Ha CTapUIMHCTBO B YKpaiHi, irHOpyloO4M THM caMHMM YyKa3 1715 p. Ta
BJ,AIOYUCh [0 BUJAHHS BiATIOBIAHUX CEHAaTChKUX Y IMEHHUX LIRPCHKUX YKa3iB. CaMe TaKuM
YMHOM Ha YypsJ KO3aLBKOro ITOJIKOBHHUKA Oy/0 NMpU3HAa4eHO CepOChKOTro NUISIXTHYa
Muxaitna MuiopazoBuya, a Ha COTHUKIB - #oro 3emsikiB Crermana TpeGHHCBHKOTO,
laBpuna Munopagosu4a, Bacunsa Kiuema, Crenana it Muxkony AdeHaukiB, “BomoxiB”
Bacwist Kupuka, Camiiizia Criadapist Ta iHmmx. BusHa4aibHUMY PY TaKUX IPU3HAYEHHSIX
CTaBA/IM 3aC/IyTM OaJIKAHCHKUX LIYKA4YiB CTapIIMHCTBA Tifj 4ac [IpyTcekoro moxomy umapsi
1711 p., Ko “cepbcekuii Hapoy, [...] mokasan k Poccuu cnyx6y mogHsTieM ¢ CBOei CTOPOHBI
OpYXXisi IPOTHB OHBIX TYPKOB,” 4Yepe3 110 OYB 3MyIIEeHUM “OCTaBs [...] IOM U JepeBHU U
MPOTYiM CBOM TOXHMTHOCTH  TMOKMHYTH GaTbKiBummuy.® B sikmiich MOMeHT YKpaiHOIO
HaBITh IIWPUINCH TPUBOXXHI YyTKU NPO HaMipH Ljapsi MPU3HAYUTH Ha reTbMaHCbKUU ypsi,
OZHOTO 3 HAMOINMBLI BiIOMHUX CBOIX OA/JKAHCHKUX MMEPEeODKYMKIB — KOJTHUIIHBOTO
MOJIZABCBKOro rocnogaps Jumurpis Kantemipa, KOTpuli y cepIHi 1711 p. pa3oM 31 CBOIMU
“nBopsiHamMu’ - “MeuyHuKamu,” “aBopakamu,” “MepenbHUYApamMu,” “KOHIOLIEHUMH -
npubyB no Kuea. [Ipore 10 Takoro 3HeBakaHHsI 3acaj, BUOOPHOCTI YKPaiHCHKOTO
reTbMaHa CIpaBa Bce XX He Jiinuia. MoxJiMBO, He B OCTaHHIO 4Yepry i3-3a CIPOTHUBY
Onexkcangpa MeHIIMKOBA, KOTPUi, BIIMOBJISIIOUYM Liapsl BiJ, LIbOTO KPOKY, apI'yMeHTyBaB
CBOIO TO3WUIIiI0 HACTYMHUM 4YHHOM: ‘OT BOJIOLICKMX HA4Ya/IbHUKOB YIIpaB/ieHUEe Ha[,
NOAJAHHBIMH - CYpOBO, MAaJIOAYIIHO # fecnorudeckoe.”® YTiM, Ha HIDKYHX
AQAMIHICTPAaTUBHUX WAG/AX apPI'yMEeHTH ‘CBITIIMIIOTO KHs3s He Opajuch A0 yBaru
BagHi am6iuii orouenns Kanremipa 6ysno BooBoseHo napeM sk y ['eTpmaHari, Tak i 1me
6inpuioto Mipoto Ha TepeHax Cno6igchkoi YKpaiHH, SIKA TeThbMAHCHKOKIO B/AZOI0 He
aaMiHicTpyBasiack.*

3 Mamepuanvt 0aa omevecmeeHHOlU ucmopuu, cobpanHbvle u usdanuvlie M. Cyduemkom, T. 2 (Kues:
YuuBepcuterckas tunorpadus, 1855), 276. (Materialy dlia otechestvennoi istorii, sobrannye i izdannyie M.
Sudienkom, t. 2 (Kyiv: Universitetskaia tipografia, 1855), 276).

*® HarjionanbHa 6i6rioTexa Ykpaiuu im. B. I. BeprHagcskoro HAH Ykpainu, Incruryt pykomucy (HBY im. B. I
Bepuaacsxoro HAH Yxpainu, IP), ¢. II, crp. 1615, apk.1-2; cmp. 1706-1862, apK.9, 54-543B., 232, 352-3523B.
(Natsional’'ma biblioteka Ukrainy im. V. I. Vernads’koho NAN Ukrainy, Instytut rukopysu (NBU im. V. L.
Vernads’koho NAN Ukrainy, IR)), f. II, spr. 1615, ark. 1-2, spr. 1706-1862, ark. 9, 54-54zv., 232, 352-3522V.).

¥ ®unaper, Hcmopuko-cmamucmuueckoe onucanue Xapvkogckol enapxuu, Otg. II (Mocksa, 1857), 68.
(Filaret, Istoriko-statisticheskoe opisanie Khar’kovskoi eparkhii, Otd. II (Moscow, 1857), 68).

% TlpakTuka NMpHW3HAYEHHs ‘NPYTCHKUX €MIrpaHTiB” Ha CTapUIMHCTBO B YKPAiHy BHUK/IMKala Heabusike
PO3ApaTyBaHHs MICLIeBOT YKPATHCHKOI CTApIIMHU. YTiM, 3 TUIMHOM 4acy Ga/JKaHChKi BUXIZALH POSUYAIUCH 3
YKPAIHCBHKOIO IIPABJISTIOI0 BEPCTBOIO i BXOAW/IN B yKPAIHChKUI IpocTip. Tak, CKaXiMo, TagALbKUN TOJIKOBHUK
Muxaitio MunopazoBud oApy>KUBCs 3 JOHBKOIO I'eHepasbHOro ocasysia Cremana byroBuua, fioro cuH Bif
nepuroro 1nuno6y Crenan MrutopajoBUY y3siB 3a JPY>KHUHY JOUYKY I'eHepabHOro ocaByia Muxaiina 'amannii,
a CBOIX JOHBOK BHJAB 3a CHMHA YepHIriBCbKOTO IOJIKOBHUKA i HakazHoro rerpMaHa CemeHa [Tory6oTka Ta
HAIllaZIKa TepesiC/IaBChbKUX TOJIKOBHUKIB 1 reHepaipHuX cTapiivH — AHgpis 'opnenka. Tak camo i 6par
Muxatina Mwunopagosuua — [aBp (go peui, ycmazikyBaB Bif, MmepuIOro MOJKOBHUIBKUU ypsag y Tagsidi)
JOBOIMBCS CBAaTOM reHepanbHoMy cyani Sikumosi ['oprenky. upiue gus., Biktop ['opo6eus, “CrapurrnHa
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Takuii anroput™m 3700yTTs CTAapIIMHCTBA - HaBiTh 6e3 Xxou O6M (OpPMaNbHOIO
OOTPUMAaHHS TMpoueAypu BUOOPIB, a nuile 4yepe3 MyOJTiKallilo CEHAaTChbKUX YM iMEHHUX
IJAPCBKUX YKa3iB - OyB JOCTYNHMM i AJiss OKpeMHX BUXiguiB 3 Ykpainu: ['puropis
HlumkeBuya, Ilerpa Haszapenka, Pemopa JlicoBcbkoro, IlaBma YXpanoBuya, Cemena
Cob6oneBcpkoro Ta iHmWMX. [Ipy 11bOMy HOMiHaHTH He OOOB’SI3KOBO Ma/IM SIKiCh Baromi
3acnyru mepeq BificbkoM 3amopo3pKUM, HATOMICTh BOHHM “XOTSI ObI Manyl CIyx0y
roCyZilaplo MOKa3ayu Ta 3yMi/Id 3HAUTH BIUTMBOBUX IMIATPOHIB B OTOYeHHi Lapsi. [lepeBaxHO
HIUIocst mpo “BepHYI0 CIYXOY [...] B c/lydae n3MeHbI HaMm, BETUKOMY rOCyAapio, GbIBLIArO
rermana Masemnsr.”* CTOCOBHO X ciy)xOu y BifichbKy 3amopo3bpKoMy TO TYT iX ycCITliXu He
OyTM HACTUIBKM OYeBUAHUMU. Tak, Hampuknag, llumkeBud mnepes TUM, sIK CTAaTH
COTHUIKOM, CJTY)XMB LIMPYJIbHUKOM B AHJpist BoiiHapoBchkoro, Heboxa IBaHa Mazemnu. A
JlicoBCchKMiT IPeCTKHUM cOTHULBKUM ypsii y HoBropoz-CiBepcbkomy 06iiiHSB y cTaTyci
nomna-po3ctpuru. [Ippdomy, BUMHeHi HUM CTy)XKOOBi 3/T0B)XMBAHHSI Ta HaBiTh KPUMiHaJIbHI
3/I0YMHU TiJ 4Yac nepeOyBaHHI Ha Kadenpi ragsupbKoro MpoOTONONa 3a iHUIMX 00CTaBUH
MaJI¥ BCi MIAHCH YBIHYATHCS CYBOPUM CYZIOBUM BUPOKOM.*

3BUYAIHO )X, 3B)KAIOUYM Ha MaHYyI0Yi B eTPOBCHKI YacU TeHJeHIlil PO3BUTKY YsIBJI€Hb
PO ULAPCBKYy BjaJy, KOJM Ha 3MIHY MOCKOBCBKIM 1€0/oril JOpafdocTi Ta
“maTpuMoHianbHOI B3aeMogil’ Lapsi Ta HAapoAy NPUXOJUTH MOHATTS abCOIIOTHOI, He
0OMEeXeHOI XPUCTHSHCHKUMHU TPALHUI[sIMU B/IQJH SIK YHUCTOTO HACWIbCTBA,® B o4ax
MockBu moaibHOro poxy couianpHi nipTu B [eTbMaHaTi He BUIISAANHM ILOKYyHOYe.
JocnigHUKY HaBiTh 3HAWIUIM BIIOBHI IepEKOHJIMBE IMOsSICHEHHS (PaKTaM HaropopKeHHS
LJapeM TiC/si TMOJNITaBChbKOI MepeMoru 1709 p. OOSAPCHKMMHM YWHAMHU CBOIX “IypaKoB”
(671a3HIB) — SIK CBOEPISHUI CIOCI6 TPUHIDKEHHST TPUOGIYHUKIB “decti 6GOsIpCchbKOi” ¥
60s1pchKOi gymu siK Takoi.* LlikaBo, 1[0 Y1 He HAUOGI/IbLI enaTaKHI KaZpOoBi iHTepBeHiT
1japsi B YKpalHCBKili aBTOHOMilI - TOro X uupyapHuKa llumkeBuya 4y poscTpuru
JlicOBCHKOTO — BHIQJAIOTH SIKpa3 Ha CepeAuHy 1710-X POKiB, ToOTO Yac, koiu [letpo I,
xanyrouu . O. I'oinyHa 605pcbKUM YHMHOM, B YKas3i Bif 14 YXOBTHSI 1715 p. 3a3HA4aeE, L0 Ta
4ecTb WOMY HAJAETHhCS “3a CJTY)KOY KeHbI ero [...| cBerneien kaaruuu.”® “Ciayx6u” x
“cBerneiinieit kusirmHn® Anacracii [lerpiBau ['oninyHOI nossirasu B ToMy, 10 BoHa Oyia
HabmwKkeHow “nrytuxoit” napuui Katepunu i miz yac 6;1a3encbkux “cobopis” [Terpa I rpana
poTb “KHsI3b-iryMeHi.”*® MOXUIMBO, B KOHTEKCTi TaKOro CIIPUHHATTS “cyx6u” i “gecti”

FeTpMaHIIMHU: HECTY)KOOBUH BUMIp CIy)KO0BOI Kap'€py MPOBIZIHOI couiaibHOI BepcTBH,” YkpaiHcwbkull
icmopuuHutl scypHan, 4 (2012), 52-66. (Viktor Horobets, “Starshyna Het’'manshchyny: nesluzhbovyi vymir
sluzhbovoi kar’iery providnoi sotsialnoi verstvy,” Ukrainskyi istorychnyi zhurnal, 4 (2012), 52-66).
YIJIAVYK, ¢. 51, om. 3, cip.353, apk. 3. (TsDIAUK, f. 51, op. 3, spr. 353, ark.3); HBY im. B. I. Bepnaacskoro HAH
Vkpainy, IP, ¢. VIIL cop. 232, apk. 44. (TsDIAUK, f. 51, op.3, spr. 353, ark. 3; NBU im. V. I. Vernads’koho NAN
Ukrainy, IR, f. VIII, spr. 232, ark. 44).

** Bixrop I'opo6eup, Kongaikm i 6nada 6 panHbomodeprill Yrpaini. ComHuk Hoe20pod-cieepcokutl npomu
eembmana Biticeka 3anoposvkoeo, 1715-1722 (Kuis: Inctutyr icropii Yrpaiun HAH Yxpainu, 2016), 46-56.
(Viktor Horobets, Konflikt i viada v rann’'omodernii Ukraini. Sotnyk novhorod-siver’skyi proty het’' mana Viis’ka
Zaporoz’koho, 1715-1722 (Kyiv: Instytut istorii Ukrainy NAN Ukrainy, 2016), 46-56).

3 Konnwmann, [Tpecmynaerue u nakazanue, 415. (Kollmann, Prestuplenie i nakazanie, 415).

* Esrenuit B. Aumcumos, “Bepxu pycckoro obuiectBa Havana netpoBckod smoxu,” Ilpasawas snuma
Pycckozo eocydapcmea IX - nawana XVIII ee. (Caukr-Iletepbypr: Omutpuit BynaHun, 2006), 470-497.
(Evgenii V. Anisimov, “Verhi russkogo obshchestva nachala petrovskoy epokhi,” Pravyashchaya elita Russkogo
gosudarstva IX - nachala XVIII vv. (St. Petersburg: Dmitrii Bulanin, 2006), 470-497).

* Lur 3a. Augpeii B. 3axapos, “Tocysapes aBop’ u ‘napensopupt’ Ilerpa I: mpo6GieMbl TEPMUHONIOTHU U
pekoHcTpyKuuu cryx6s1,” [Tpassawue anumst u dgopsHcmaeo Poccuu 80 epemst u nocsie nempogckux pegopm
(1682-1750) (Mocksa: POCCII3H, 2013), 29. (Andrei V. Zakharov, “Gosudarev dvor” i “tsaredvortsy” Petra I:
problemy terminologii i rekonstruktsii sluzhby,” Praviashchie elity i dvorianstvo Rossii vo vremia i posle
petrovskikh reform (1682-1750) (Moscow: ROSSPEN, 2013), 29).

4 Ibid., 29, mpum. 2. (prim. 2).



T'opoGens, “Tpaguiii caMOBpAZHOCTI KO3anbKoi YKpaiHu”’ 49

BHOOPHI IOCa Vi MOJIKOBHUKA YM COTHUKA Bilichbka 3ariopo3bpKOro B 04ax Ljapsi He MEHLIO
MipO0, aHDK OOSIPChKI YWHU, BUTISAAAMNA K PYJUMEHTH TOTMEPeJHbOI €eMoXH, L0
notpe6yBany My6GIiYHOTO MPHUHIDKEHHS Ta 3allepeYeHHs TOTrO Mi€TeTy, IKUH TPaAULiiHO
1X OTOYYyBaB.

I 11e, BAPTO HAroJI0CUTH, HeabHSIK KOHTPACTYBAJ/IO 3 TUM CTaBJIEHHSIM /IO 3acCaf, BiIbHOI
eNieKlii, SKUHA Ko3albKa eiTa aptukymioBaia B ‘Tlaktax i KoHcTuUTylisix 3aKoHiB i
BosibHOCTel Biiickka 3amoposskoro” 1710 p., Ae mpobyieMa KagpoBOro 3abe3nevyeHHs
I'eTbMaHaTy oTpHMasa AOBOJI 4YiTKe, KOMIUIEKCHE IIPaBOBe BUPIlIEHHSI caMe B KOHTEKCT1
TapaHTYBaHHS HEMOPYIIHOCTI IMpaBa KO3aLbKOTO TOBAPUCTBA OOWUPATH CTAPIIUHY
BiIbHUMH TOI0caMu.” Y [OKyMeHTI 30KpeMa KOHCTATyBaJioCh, IO “BCSAKIE HA JTHOJEM
OBIHBIXD TSDKECTHU, YTBICKM W ZIOBIPCTBA NOXOASTH HAMbOap3bil OoT BIACTOMOOHBIXD
HaKyIMHEBD, KOTOPiM, HE (yHAYIOUMCS HA zacayrax CBOMX, a IIParHy4Yd HECBITOIO
MOXXa/TUBOCTIO J/IsI TIPUBATHOTO CBOETO TOXXUTKY YPSIZOBD BOKMCKOBBIX M IOCIIOJIUTHIX,
NPEJIAIOT CPILE TETMAHCKOE KOPPYNLIaMH Y OHBIMU ThICKAIOTHCs1 0€3 BOTHOTO M30paHis,
HaJ CAYUIHOCT W TipaBo,” ¥, abW YHUKHYTH LMX YTHUCKIB i 3JUPCTB HAa MaKHOYTHE,
“BcexkoHEUHB” KOHCTUTYIOBAIOCH: “JIEYh BCETZA SIKb BOMCKOBBIE, TaKb U TOCIOTUTHIE
YPagHUKU MBIOTH GBITH BOTHUMH rOJI0CAaMH, OCOGTMBE 3aCh MOJIKOBHUKH, OGHUPAHBI, a IO
M30paHilo B/IA/I3010 TETMAHCKOIO MOTBEPKUBAHEI [...] Tog b MpaBo LOMKHBI OYAYTH U
MO/IKOBHUKHM ZaXOBAaTH W HE IOCTAHOBIATH O€3 BOMHOrO W30paHis ubmoit cork,
COTHMKOBD U MHIIUX YPaZHUKOBD. *®

“Ha nx mecTo... BbIOepuTe I10Jeil JOOPbIX, KOTOPBIE... )KeJIaIu ObITh
KoJuleruun”

Yy He HaMOiMBII MAcIITAOHUM i, IO TOJOBHE, CUCTEMHHUM BTPy4YaHHsI iMIIEPCHKOTO
LIeHTPY B LTapUHY KaZpOBUX IPHU3HAaY€Hb B aBTOHOMII MaJIo Miclle y 4acu QyHKIiOHyBaHHS
Ha TepeHax YKpaiHH POCifiCchKOI BIaZHOI CTPYKTYpH — Masnopociiichkol Koserii (1722-1727).
3anpoBaZMBILU KOJIETIIO — 3TiZJHO PUTOPUKH MaHidecTy Bif 16 TpaBHs 1722 p. — “He /151 4ero
VHOTO, TOKMO JJIS TOTO, AA0bl MaJIOPOCCHICKUI HAapoJ, HU OT KOTO KaK HelpaBeJHBIMU
CYJAMH, TaK M OT CTAPIIMHBI HAJIOTAMU yTecHsieM He 6bU1,”* 10 cMepTti CKOpOMazchKoOro
(moyarok umnHs 1722 p.) Ilerpo I craB posmisgaru 1l K BAAQJAHWUNA OpPraH, MOKJIMKaHHWI
3aMiHUTH iHCTUTYT BMOOPDHHUX TreTbMaHiB. BigTak mpoBeleHHSI HOBMX TIeThbMaHCHKHX
BUOOPIB iMIlepaTop He [J03BOJHMB, a KOJIETil JOPYYHMB PO3IMOYATH MPOLEC MepeOUpaHHS
reTbMaHChKUX B/IQJIHUX IIPepPOraTus.>’

YsiBeHHsI MPO MexaHi3MM TaKoi TpaHcdopMallii lae aHasIi3 TUCTYBaHHS iMmepaTopa i3
CeHaTopaMy, 1110 MaJIo MicClie HAallPUKIHIII JIUITHSA 1722 p. 30KpeMa, B JIUCTI A0 iMIlepaTopa, B
SKOMY HIJIOCSI TPO TOpylleHe TeHepaJibHOI0 CTapIIMHOI0 K/IOMOTAaHHS 3 IPUBOAY
reTbMaHCHKUX BUOOPIB, CEHATOPHU MPOIMOHYBA/U OrosiocuTH BiiichKy 3amoposbpkomy, 1o

*7 ABTOpCBHKE GaveHHs: mpo6iemu auB., Biktop ['opo6ewp, “Yerpoesa mogens I'erbmanary 3a Koncruryuieio
1710 POKY: YH iCHyBaJId BHYTpIlIHI MiJcTaBu As1 peanisauil npoekty?,” ITuaun Opauk: cumms, noaimuka,
mexcmu (Kuis: HaYKMA, 2011), 234-248. (Viktor Horobets, “Ustroieva model’ Het'manatu za Konstytutsiieiu
1710 roku: chy isnuvaly vnutrishni pidstavy dlia realizatsii proektu?” Pylyp Orlyk: zhyttia, polityka, teksty (Kyiv:
NaUKMA, 20m1), 234-248).

*® Banepiit Cmouniit, pea., “ITakmu i Koncmumyuyit” Yipaincskoi kosayskoi depacasu (JIsis: Cait, 201), 107,
109. (Valerii Smolii, red., “Pakty i Konstytutsii” Ukrainskoi kozats’koi derzhavy (Lviv: Svit, 2011), 107, 109).

* Uemounuxu manopoccuiickoti ucmopuu, 4. 2, 322. (Istochniki malorossiyskoi istorii, ch. 2, 322).

>° Biktop 'opoGeup, [Tpucmepk I'embmanwuru, 13-114, 171-180. (Viktor Horobets, Prysmerk Het'manshchyny,
113-114, 171-180).
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BUOOpU HauyeOTO BiAK/IaLEHO IO MOBEpPHEHHsI 3 Moxoxy MoHapxa: ‘U takum oGpasom
HHUKAKOTO COMHEHMsI UM He OyjeT, U MOXeT TO Tako Ao Bonmu Ero Mmmeparopckaro
BennuectBa ocratsest.” Tlpu upomy “Bosst” Ilerpa | monsirana B Tomy, abu JikBigyBaru
iHCTUTYT reThMaHCTBA 3arajioM. B KoOHTeKCTI peasisawii 1[bOT0 GKAHHS IMIEPCHKUM LIEHTP
iIrHOpye TPOXaHHSI YKPAlHCBKOI CTOPOHU WLIOAO [JO3BOJy HA IPOBEJEeHHS HOBUX
reTbMaHCBKUX BHOOpIB, a CEHAaTOPHU THUM YacOM BHJAIOTh PO3IMOPSHKEHHS, SKUM
3a060poHsI0OTh BU3HaBaTH 3a [laBriom [lomy6oTKOM, 06PaHUM CTAPUIMHOIO 4O MPOBEAEeHHS
HOBUX BHOOpPIB HakKa3HUM (TMMYacOBHMM) T€TBMAHOM, IPAaBO IOCTYyTOBYBAaTHUCh LIUM
THUTY/IOM: ‘B JINCTaX YePHUTOBCKOTO ITOJIKOBHMKA HAKa3HBIM Te€TMaHOM He MHCaTh, a THUCaTh
YEepPHUTOBCKUM TMONKOBHUK.”” HacTymHMM KpPOKOM HA WUIAXY JIKBifauii iHCTHUTYTY
reTbMaHCTBA CTA€ iIMIIePaTOPCHKUM yKas Bifj, 23 YepBHs 1723 P., IKW MiJ, CTPaxoM CyBOPOTO
MIOKapaHHsI 3a00POHSIB HABITh MOPYIIYBATH KJIOMOTAHHSI PO HOBi BUGopu.” BracHe came
NOPYIIEHHSI ILBOTO YyKady CTajo (OPMasbHOIO IiJCTaBOIO /JisI YBSI3HEHHS B
[lerponasniBcpkiit  ¢opreni  Ilerepbypry  HakasHoro rerbMaHa  [lomy6GoTKa,
MHPIrOpPOJCHKOTO IMOIKOBHUKA JlaHmIa AITOCTOJIA Ta e TIOHAZ, 20 KO3aL[bKUX CTapuIrH. >

Boanouac i3 cepeiiHM 1722 P. PO3MIOYUHAETHCS peastidallis IporpaMy CUCTEMHOI 3aMiHU
BUOOPHHUX KO3ALbKUX CTAPLUIMH MPU3HAYEHWMH YKa3aMH Laps YPSAOBLSIMH 3 YHCIA
odiuepiB pociicekoi apmil Ha HoJIKOBOMY PpiBHi. TexHosmoris mepeOMpaHHS BIaJAHUX
MOBHOBAKEHD Iepei0ayasia peasi3aliio MPoeKTy B ABa eTanu. Ha mepiromy erarti B O/IKOBI
neHTpU [eTbMaHaTy MpU3HAYa/IMCh POCIUCHKI odillepu B cTaTyci KOMEHJAHTIB i BOHHU
nepebpaTty Ha cebe /ulle HE3HAYHY YaCTHHY MIOBHOBAa)XEHb TIOJIKOBHUKA, 30CE€PEIUBILINCH
rOJIOBHMM YMHOM Ha MUTAHHI Ha/aro/)KeHHs Ai€BOrO0 KOHTPOJIIO 3a AisI/IbHICTIO TTOTKOBOI
BMaJM. A BXe Ha JPYroMy, 3a yMOBU CTBOPEHHs CIPHUSTIMBHX YMOB i (OpMyBaHHS
BiJMIOBIZHOI CyCHi/JIBHOI [JyMKH, IUIAHYBaJIOCh JIKBilyBaTWM IiHCTUTYT BHUOOPHHUX
MOJIKOBHUKIB, IlepeIaBILU BCIO IOBHOTY BJIAJIU 10 PyK KOJIUIIHIX KOMeH/IQHTiB. Peaniszyroun
3aZlyMaHe, KOMeHJAHTiB Oyro mnpusHaueHo 1o [lonraBu, YepniroBa, Crapomy6y i
[lepesicnaBa. CeHaTchKa yxBaja Bif 12 JIMITHS 1722 P., SIKOIO Oy/I0 BlacHE CAHKI[iOHOBAHO
3aMpoOBa/PKeHHSI IHCTUTYTY KOMEHJQAHTIB, HArojollyBajla Ha TMMYacOBOMY XapakTepi
B/IQJJHUX TIOBHOBYKEHb KOMEHZAHTA (‘70 onpeje/eHust MOJIKOBHUYECTBa ), aHOHCYIOUH 1X
PO3IIMPEHHS B MaOYTHHOMY, KOJTM BOHU 3aMiHSITh BUGOPHUX IMTOTKOBHUKIB.”

Y KoHTeKcTi peasni3dauil 1€l mporpamMu BapTo posmisifaTu i Biampasky I[lerpom I B
YKpaiHy HanmpuKiHIi 1723 — MOYaTKy 1724 pokiB Micii Onekcanzapa PymsHueBa. ['onoBHe
3aBgaHHs PymsiHIeBa Oy/0 TOB'S3aHO 3 PO3C/IiAYBaHHIM OMO3MIIMHOI AisSTBHOCTI
Haka3Horo rerpMmaHa [laBma [lonyGorka. OpHak KpiM caigumx aiil goBipeHiét 0co6i
iMneparopa fopy4asock MPOBECTH IIMPOKOMACIITAOHY YMCTKY CTapPUIMHCHKOTO KOPITYCY
IerbMaHary. Y Hakasi PymsiHLeBy HlIOCs TPO HeraliHe 3BUIBHEHHS 3 YPSJIB YCIX CTapLUWH,
SIKi BUKJTMKAJTH 111 JO3PH 11[0/I0 JIOSUTBHOCTI TPOHY Ta MPU3HAYEHHs “Ha UX MeCTO |[...] mrozeit
IOGPBIX, KOTOPbIe K HbIHEeIIHeMy HX Je/y (OMmosHLiiiHii Ais/IbHOCTI HAKa3HOTO reThbMaHa
Tlony6oTKa. — ABT.) He IPUCTABa/IX ¥ yenaan 6bITh Kouternu.”>® BogHouac PymsiHIIeB MaB
pO3BizyBaTH, “CKJIOHHBI K 0OBIBaTeNMN K TOMY (IIPHU3HAYEHHIO pociiichbkux odilepiB Ha

> Cepreit M. Conosbes, Mcmopusa Poccuu ¢ dpesHetiwux epemen, 1. 18, (Mocksa: Mbicib, 1993), 827. (Sergei
M. Solov’ev, Istoriia Rossii s drevneishikh vremen, t. 18, (Moscow: Mysl’, 1993), 827).

>* PoCCHUCKMIA TOCYJAPCTBEHHBIN apxuB ApeBHuX akToB (PTAZIA), §. 248, om. 29, &1. 1759, 1. 146. (Rossiiskii
gosudarstvennyi arkhiv drevnikh aktov (RGADA), f. 248, op. 29, d. 1759, 1. 146).

B PrAJIA, ¢. 9, om. 2, z1. 32, 1. 28. (RGADA, f. 9, op. 2, d. 32, 1.28).

>* Bikrop I'opoGeup, ITpucmepk ['embmanwuty, 154-156, 157-158. (Horobets, Prysmerk Het'manshchyny, 154-
156, 157-158).

S PTANIA, $.248, on.29, 1.1760, 1. 71, 91. (RGADA, f. 248, op. 29, d. 1760, 1.71, 91).

56 Llut. 3a, Cepreit M. ConobeB, Mcmopus Poccuu ¢ dpesHetiwux epemeH, T. 18, 835. (Sergei M. Solov'ev,
Istoriia Rossii s drevneishikh vremen, t. 18, 835).
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MIOJIKOBHULITBO B YKpaiHy. — ABT.), U Oy/ie YCMOTpHIL, YTO OHHM BEIUKOPOCCHICKUX
MPOCUTH XOTAT, TO MX OOHaZexp.” Y THUX )Ke MOJIKaxX, )XUTeIi SKUX ‘HEeyCMOTPAT K
BETMKOPOCCUUCKUM MOJIKOBHUKAM CKJIOHHOCTH, O TOM yMOJTYaTh. >’

Peanizyroun Haka3u immneparopa, PyMsiHIIEB TIpOBiB KapAWHaAbHI “3a4MCTKH’
npubiyHuKiB imei 30epexxeHHsi aBToHoMmii B Crapoay6cpkomy, HixuHcpKOMY,
[TontaBcbkomy, lapsiupkomy, [lepesiciaBcbkomy Ta MupropoacbkoMy mojKax, e Bif
ypsziB 6y0 BiicTOpOoHEeHO “TIOBHMX 1 “HaKa3HMX ITOJIKOBHUKIB, IOJIKOBY CTapLIMHY, a Ha
ix Micie came TMpPHU3HAYEHO PO3MOPSIKeHHSIM PymsHieBa, 6e3 xo4 6u ¢popmMaabHOTrO
OOTPUMaHHSI BHOOPHHUX Mpoleayp ‘ZoOpoxoTiB” iMmeparopa. 3arajioM 3a HENOBHUU
Micsip BiZOy/ocsi 20 TpU3HA4YeHb HA CTAPUIMHCBKI YPsiAM, NMPUYOMY 12 3 HHUX Oy/o
3[ificHeHO “Ha MecTO” MiJO3PiuX ypﬂ,qOBLLiB.SS Haii6inpur pe30HaHCHUMH 3-TIOMiXK HUX
CTa/ld BIJCTaBKM MUPrOpoOJCBKOTO TIOJKOBHUKA JlaHuma ArmnocTosa, HaKa3HOTO
CTaposyO6ChKOTO TOJKOBHMKA IBaHa YOpHOMYLBKOTO, rajsibKOro IOJIKOBOTO CYyAAi
['puropis ['pabsiHkw.

CTOCOBHO XX NepeMileHHs pOCiHChKMX KOMEHJAHTIB Ha IMOJIKOBHULIbKI YPsSIIU aBTOHOMII,
TO LI NMPAaKTHKAa YTBEpAW/IACh JIMIIe B IEPEBAXHO CYMDKHHX 3 BeTHMKOPOCIHCHBKUMU
MPOBIHILISIMU, MiBHIYHUX MosiKax [erpbmaHaTy - B Crapozay6i, Hikuui ta Yepnirosi, me
TpaAMLil BUOOPHOCTI CTapIMHM U TNepej MM LIAHYBa/JIMCh 3HAYHO MeHIIEe, aHDK y
niBAeHHUX mojKax JliBoGepexors.>® Ta i TO MpyU3HaYeHi y TaKUM Croci6 MOTKOBHUKH YaCTO-
I'YCTO BUSIB/ISUIMCh He Ha BUCOTI MOK/IaZleHMX Ha HUX CIO/iBaHb. SIK CKap)XUBCS iMIlepaTopy
Ha modarky 1728 p. JlaHuio Amnocrosn, NpU3HAYeHWH HA ITOJIKOBHUILITBO B YKpaiHy
pociiicekuii odpinep Muxaiino XpyioB “He TOIKO 0 TPaB/IeHisl MOJIKOBHUYOM JODKHOCTU
¥ /10 TIPOU3BOXICHHUS JOGPBIX B TIOJIKY TIOPSIZIKOB He eCTh criocobeH.”*

TuM He MeHIlIe, HAa cepeMHY 1720-X POKiB, KpiM pociticbkux odinepiB y Ctaposybcbkomy,
HixuHcpkoMy Ta YepHIiriBcbKoMy MOJIKaxX, MPU3HAYEHI LIEHTPAJbHOIO BIAJOI0 cepou i
“Bonoxu” 3aiimanu ypsgau B lagsadi, Kuesi ta [lepesiciaBi, a pocilicbkuii KOMeHJAHT
[TontaBcpkoro rapHizoHy IBan YmdepiH BHKOHyBaB BOAHOYAC i QYHKIl MOJITaBCHKOTO
MOJIKOBHUKA. /10 TOTO X MOTKOBHULTBO B [Ipunykax o6itimaB ['Hat ['asiaraH, moxkanyBaHuiA
Ha CTApIUIMHCTBO LIapeM 3a HaJaHy HUM JornoMory B 3100yTTi 3anopo3skoi Cidi B TpaBHi
1709 p. Bigrak 3 HasBHuX y ['eTbMaHaTi gecsATu moskiB nuue B Mupropoacbkomy i
JlybeHChKOMY TOJIKY YPSIAM OUYOJTIOBAIM CTAPLIMHU, KOTPi 3/00y/1H BIasy B XoJi BUOODIB
(Ta ¥ TO MUPrOpOACHKUI TIOJKOBHUK JIaHM/IO ATTOCTOJI, SIK y)Ke 3ayBa)KyBaIOCh paHilile, 3a
naxazoM ITerpa I mepeGyBaB B yB'si3nenHi).”

Xo04 i He HACTIIBKK PAJIUKaJIbHI, ajie BCe XX JOBOJI MPHUHIUIIOBI 3MiHH BiJOYBalOTHCS B
1leil yac i Ha piBHI COTE@HHOI CTAPIIMHHU Ta APYTOPSIAHUX YPSAIB IOJIKOBOI aIMiHICTpaLil, Ae

T PTAJIA, §.248, om.29, 11761, 1. 675-675 06. (RGADA, f. 248, op. 29, d. 1761, 1. 675-675 ob).

% IMigpaxoBaHo 3a, PTAJIA, . 9, OIL. 4, 1. 92, . 475-475 06. (RGADA, f. 9, op. 4, d. 92, 1. 475-475 ob.).

» CkaXiMO, SIKIIO B CyMDKHMX 3 BETMKOPOCIHCHKMMH TPOBIHILISIMH MiBHIYHMX MOJKax ['€ThbMaHaTy Mpw
3aIOBHEHHI ITOJIKOBHUIIBKUX BaKaHCIM 3HAYHY Bary Masja MO3UIS TeTbMaHCHKOTO Ypsily M CTapIIMHU
MOZIOBry YTPUMYBaJu BiaJy Yy CBOix pykax, To B [lonTaBcbkoMy moiky B fpyriii monosuni XVYII cr.
nepeBu6OpU BifOyBamuCch MPUGIU3HO KOKHUX JBa poKH (iHOAL 1 KifbKa pasiB Ha piK) i BIUIMB reThbMaHa Ha
ix mepebir Ta pesynpratu 6ymu MiHiMmansHuMH. [JuB., Biktop 'opo6ers, “ITonkoBruK Bilicbka 3anoposskoro:
[PaBO BiJbHOI ejIeKuil B CBIT/Ii KO3aLBKUX TPASHULiH, PO3MOPALYMX MPUNMCIB i MOMTHYHUX peantiid,”
Ykpaincoka depacasa dpyeoi nonosunu XVII-XVIII cm.: noaimuxa, cycninbecmeo, kyabmypa (Kuis: [HcTuTyT
icropii Ykpaiun HAH VYxpaiuu, 2014), 106-m1. (Viktor Horobets’, “Polkovnyk Viis'ka Zaporoz'koho: pravo
vilnoi elektsii v svitli kozats’kykh tradytsii, rozporiadchykh prypysiv i politychnykh realii,” Ukrains’ka
derzhava druhoi polovyny XVII-XVIII st.: polityka, suspilstvo, kul’tura (Kyiv: Instytut istorii Ukrainy NAN
Ukrainy, 2014), 106-111).

% [IIIIAYK, ¢. 51, omw. 3, T. 1, cip. 541, apk. 45. (TsDIAUK, f. 51, op. 3, t. 1, spr. 541, ark. 45).

® PIAJIA, . 248, om. 29, #.1761. 1. 676-692. (RGADA, f. 248, op. 29, d. 1761, 1. 676-692); Biktop I'opoGep,
ITpucmepk F'embvmanwuny, 224-225. (Horobets, Prysmerk Het' manshchyny, 224-225).
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3a3BMYall CaMOBPSIAHI MPAKTUKY 30epirasu CBOIO aKTya/IbHICTh HaBiTh B yMOBaxX YMHHOCTI
KapaspHOI 3a 3MmictoM “OpauHauii Bidickka 3amoposskoro” 1638 p. Ilokaszoso, 1o
iHilllaTWBa KaZ[pOBUX ITPU3HAYeHb i HA IIbOMY, HIDKYOMY, PiBHi a]MiHICTPyBaHHS HaJjleXaa
TepeBayKHO LIeHTPaJIbHUM OpraHaM Biazu — Ka6inery Moro ImnepaTopcskoi BesuunocTi,
Cenary, TaemHili BepxoBHiii pazi. Hepigko ['eHepanbHa BilicbKOBa KaHLeNSIPis Ta, HaBiTh,
JIOKa/i30BaHa B YKpalHI pociiicbKa BlAajHa IHCTUTYLiss - Manopociiicbka Kojeris
JOBiflyBa/iMcss TPO 3aMillleHHS CTAapIIMHCBKUX BAKaHCIKH Yxe mocTdakrym, micis
yXBaJIeHHs1 BiZITIOBiJHOTO PillleHHs iMITepChbKUM LeHTPoM.>

[lle ogHi€0 XapaKTE€pPHOIO PHUCOI0 KA POBOI MOTITUKU IMIIEPChKOI B/IaAU B I'eTbMaHaTi B
el 4Yac cTae IrHOpyBaHHsI IIPOXaHb MICLIeBUX TOBAapUCTB WIOAO MPU3HAYEHHS
MOBHOIPABHUX CTAPIIMH, HATOMICTh Mepeaya yIpaBIiHCbKUX QYHKLIM B PyKH CTapIUIHH
“Haka3HUX,” TOOTO BUKOHYHOUYMX OOOB'SI3KM. 3TifHO 3 iHopMali€, O MicTHUIACsA B
nepezaHiii 1726 p. Manopociiicekoro Kosnerieto y CeHat fOnoBigHiN 3anucii, OyKBaIbHO Y
Bcix moskax ['eTpbMaHaTy 6paKyBaio MOBHOMPABHUX CTapIIMH. 30KpeMa, Y UepHiriBcbkomy
MOJIKy BAKAHTHUMH OYy/IM @)K 9 COTEHHUX YpsiAiB, B ['aasupkomy i HbKkMHChKOMY MOTKax —
o 6. 3arazom ke HajlidyBa/IoCh 36 BakaHcii corenHoro pisHsa.® He naGarato mimurow
Oysa cuTyalisi i Ha PiBHI MOJIKOBOTO YNPAaBJiHHSA. 3pO3yMilio, TaKa BeTHKa KiJIbKICTh
BaKaHCill MOCWIIOBa/la PO3J/aJ Aep)XaBHOro opraHismy ['eTbMaHaTy, Ha 10 MPOMOBHUCTO
BKasye Xo4 61 Toi QaKT, 1[0, HAPUKJIAZ, CTAPOAYOCHKUM OMKOBHUK [ist TTamkos 1726
p. JOpY4YuMB TMOJKOBOMY COTHUKY CTemnany [‘ajenpkoMy OAHOYAaCHO BHMKOHYBAaTU
dyHKIiOHa/bHI 060B’SI3KM @)X TPhOX MOCAJOBHUX 0Ci6 MOKOBOTO paHry — 0603HOTO, CyAi
Ta ocaBy/ia,’ 1[0 BiIBEPTO AMCOHYBAIO 3 MiCIEBMMMU IIPAKTHKAMM YPSAYBaHHS, a TAKOXK
HETaTMBHO T0O3HAa4Ya/ioch HAa e(eKTUBHOCTI ympaBiaiHHA. Bigrak i mnpesupeHT
Manopociiicekoi koserii 6puragup Crenan BenbsaminoB O6yB 3myienuii npocutu CeHaT
HeraifHe BUIIPaBUTH CTaHOBUIIe.”

“BpIOpaTh IO Mpe)XHEeMY FeTMaHa U CTapIIuHy ?

JlixBigauis ypsigoM Ilerpa II Manopociticbkol Kojeril Ta pecTaBpalisi IHCTUTYTY
reThbMaHCTBA 1727 P. BUK/IIMKA/IU HEAOUSKUI MPUIUB eHTy3ia3My B YKPAiHChKii aBTOHOMII.
3 ycCiX MOJIKiB Bif] iMeHi CTapIIMHU, PSIIOBUX KO3aKiB, MilllaH, JYXOBEHCTBA, IIOCTIOIUTHX Ha
agpecy Iletpy I Hagcumanuch yUCTH 31 CJI0BaMU BISYHOCTI 3a “MOHApLIi MHJIOCTI Ta i3
3areBHEHHSM “3a Te BipHO CJTY)KMTH, He IIaZisi OCTAHHBOM Karuti kposu.”*® CriocTepirarouu
3a Bciero wiei efidopiero, mpeACcTaBHUKY iMrepaTopa B YKpaiHi HaBiTh NMPOMOHYBald Ha
MeBHUU 4Yac 3HATHM Ha KOpJoHax ['‘eTbMaHaTy NMPUKOPJAOHHI 3acTaBU. A/Ke 3a IXHBOIO
indpopmauiero Brikaui 3 JliBoGepexxuoi Ykpainu Ha I[lpaBoGepexoxs, [i3HABIIMCH TPO
3aKpUTT Masopociiicekol Koserii Ta BiJHOBJIEHHSI TeTbMaHCTBA, Ma/iMi HaMipu
MOBEPHYTHCSI Y CBOI JOMIBKH, HATOMICTh “TIOJICKMe B/AJe/lbl, KOTOPbIe OTCENb
NepexoAsIIuMU BJIafieli U Opasu ¢ HUX JAeCSITHHY, HbIHE TO OT/IOXWIH, TMOCJBIIA O
reTMaHe U CaMM HEKOTOpbIe M3 GIMKHUX MeCT OT pybexa Briesxaror.”"”

62 LIITAYK, ¢. 53, om. 2, cnp. 114, apk. 1-10. (TsDIAUK, f. 53, op. 2, spr. 114, ark. 1-10).

% [MigpaxoBaHo 3a, PTAJIA. ®. 248, or. 29, 7. 1761. 11. 676-692. (RGADA, f. 248, op. 29, d. 1761, 1. 676-692).

4 LIIIAYK, . 51, om. 3, cnip. 489, apk. 8-13. (TsDIAUK, f. 51, op. 3, spr. 489, ark. 8-13).

S PrAJIA, . 9, om. 4, 4. 92. 11. 475 06. (RGADA, f. 9, op. 4, d.92, 1. 475 ob).

% PIAJIA, ¢. 248, o1 29, 7. 1780, 1. 26-53. (RGADA, f. 248, op. 29, d. 1780, 1. 26-53); IBan [pxumkopa, Ykpaina
8 nepwit nososuni XYIII eiky. Poseioku i samimku (KuiB: Icropuuna cexuii BYAH, 1930), 130. (Ivan
Dzhydzhora, Ukraina v pershil polovyni XVIII viku. Rozvidky i zamitky (Kyiv: Istorychna sektsii VUAN, 1930),
130).

67 PTAZIA, ¢. 248, om. 29, a1. 1780, 1. 158, 280. (RGADA, f. 248, op. 29, d. 1780, 1. 158, 280).
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Heabuski crofiBaHHST B KOHTEKCTi pecTaBpalil reTbMaHCTBA YKpaiHChKA CTOPOHA
TJIeKasia i o0 peaHiMyBaHHs 3acaf, BubopHocTi. HoBooOpaHmii o4inbHUK ['eTbMaHaTy
Janmno Amnocron, AoOWBAIOYMCH Bij iMIlepaTopa BiJHOBJIEHHsT BUOOPYMX HAyaa B
ABTOHOMIi, OOTPYHTOBYBaB [OLIiJIbHICTh TAaKOTO KPOKY THM, L0 ‘OmpezeeHbl yKa3aMH
CTApLIMHBI, B HAZEXKY TOTO, UTO 6e3 yKady OTCTaB/IeHbI He OyyT, Ae/1aloT MOJAKOMAH/IHBIM
06U /bI, HA/TATAIOT HEM3HOCUMBIS TSDKECTH |...| KOT/a )X BOJIbHBIMHU I'OJIOCAMH BO BJIACTD XTO
npousBesieH OyJeT, TO omacasich, JabObl OHON He JIMIINIICS, COZlepXXaTUMeT nobpoe U
6e300uaMBOe OOXOXAEHHEe |, [IOBOJeH OyAy4d B/IACHOK OCEIJIOCTHIO CBOEIO,
MOIKOMaHJHbBIM CBOMIM JKaJJHOTO He OyZeT YHNHUT orsromenwus.”®

YTiM, IMIOEPCbKUUA LIEHTP, JOCATHYBIIU B 4Yacu [lerpa I Bpaxkaroymx ycmixiB y crpasi
MiANOPSAAKYBaHHS LLAPUHU KaApPOBOI MOIITUKU ['eTbMaHaTy cBOEMY BIUIMBY, He MaB HaMipy
BiZi HUX BigMOBIATHCH. M yKe 3a ¢acasoM NHIIHO TPOBeAEHMX i3 JOTPUMaHHIM
TPaAMIIfHOTO PUTyasly TeTBMAaHCHKUX BHOOPIB 1727 p. BHPa3HO INPOCTyNaau obpucu
YKOPCTKO KEPOBAHOI 3 LIeHTPY MOoAesli BUOGOPHOI npoueaypy. Tak, yXBa/JMBILY 20 YepPBHS
1727 p. pimerHs “O 6T B Masoit Poccuu rerMaHa W reHepasHOM CTapIIAHBI TIO
Ipe)XHeMy Ta OrOJIOCHUBIIM ‘O OBITHY IPH reTMaHy B SIKOCTi MiHiCTpa TAEMHOTO PaIHUKA
®enopa Haymosa, micsiiem misHimre [Ho3eMHa Koieris 3a Jopy4yeHHsIM BepxoBHOI TaeMHOI
paju migroTyBana “ocoGiuBbie cexpeTHble myHKThI” HaymoBy,* ski izero BuGopHOCTI
MOBHICTIO HiBeIOBAIN. 30KpeMa, B HUX Oy/I0 3a3HA4Y€HO, L0 OMPUIIOJHEHI OOILSTHKU
[Terpa Il moBepHyTH Biiichbky 3amopo3pkoMy mpaBo “BeIOpaTh MO MPEXHEMY reTMaHa U
crapummHy’ Oynu HamucaHi snume “ans nuna.” HacmpaBai jx  iMmepatop BHKa3zaB
‘consBosieHMe OBITh TETMAaHOM MHPrOPOACKOMY TOJKOBHUKY Jlanuny Amnocromy.”
Buxopsiun 3 pporo, HaymoB maB micis mpubyrTsi o ['myxoBa i “006siBM 0 ceM ykasy
(cTOCOBHO TpOBejeHHsI TeThMAaHCHKUX BUOOPIB. — ABT.) ¥ pa30CiIaB Jjisi O0SIBJIEHUSI TOTO XK
0 MOJIKaM, CMOTPEeTh U pPa3BeJbIBaTh €BoJIb JlaHnia AnocTosa B reTMaHbl Hapog, OyaeT
n361path.” SIKIIO XX MiHICTPY CTaHe BiZloMO, L0 “HEKOTOPbIE U3 TOTO HAapOAA O HHOM KOM
HaMepeHHe MMeJI B TeTMaHbl OOHMpAT, B TAKOM C/Iy4ae emy |[..] Toro mpejgocreperaTts u
MyTh K TOMY TPeJyroTOBUTh, YTOO, KOHEe4YHO, eBo, [laHn1a AnocTosa, a He UHOTO KOTO B
reTMaHsl Hapoj wu30pan.” SIkmo >X BiH He 3yMie B LIbOMY I€PeKOHATH BHUOOPIIB,
HAKa3yBaJloCh “TO cOOpaHHWEe TOJ, KAaKUM IPUCTOMHBIM TPETEKCTOM OCTAHOBUTH U
nucars E. U. B. B Konneruto nnocrpannsix gen.””’

OpHak 3acTOCOBYBAaTH €KCTpeMasbHI ClieHapil Ta€EMHOMY PaJHUKY He JOBe/NOCh —
JlaHnno AnocTo/1 KOPUCTYBABCS 3aC/TY)KeHUM aBTOPUTETOM cepeJi CTAapLIMHHU i KO3aLbKOTo
TOBapHUCTBA, TOX €JIeKLisl 1 )XOBTHS 1727 P. BifOynack 6e3 ekcueciB. Byayun nepekoHaHuM
NPUOIYHUKOM i€l YKpaiHCHKOTO aBTOHOMI3MYy (1[0 cepef, iHLIIOrO MigTBEPIHKYE i HOro
B3ATTS i BapTy 3 Hakasy PymsiHIIeBa Ha MOYATKy 1724 P.) r€TbMaH 3yMiB JOGUTHCS
BKJIIOYeHHsI B HOpMU ‘PenmurtensHoro ykasy Ilerpa Il 1728 p. mo3Bosy Ha BiHOB/IEHHS
BUOOPHUX MpoLesyp NMPH 3aMillleHHi CTapIIMHChKUX BaKaHCii B aBroHOoMii. lJompasza,
pecraBpalisi BUOOPHHUX Hava/l Majia BiOYTHCh He B aJITOPUTMI HOPM, YNHHUX y APYTii
nonoBuHi XVII - nmouatky XVIII ct., a y Bepcii, mwo ii KoHcTUTYI0OBaB YKas Ilerpa 11715 p., i
ZI0 TOTO )X 3 IEBHUMHU HOBUMH OOMEeXeHHAMU. TakK, IIPH 3aMillleHHi BAKaHCIi reHepasibHOl
CTApUIMHY Ta TOJKOBHUKIB B YKpaiHi obupanucs nuile “KaHAUJATOB YeTOBeKa IO /B U
10 TpH,” 3 YMC/Ia KOTPUX ‘B Te reHepajbHe YMHBI U B MOJKOBHUKHU IO MPEACTABIEHUIO

o8 Llut. 3a, Bopuc Kpymuunpkuii, l'embman Jarnuno Anocmon i tiozo doba (Kuis: Ykpaina, 2004), 115. (Borys
Krupnyts'kyi, Het'man Danylo Apostol i foho doba (Kyiv: Ukraina, 2004), 115).

% PrAJIA, . 248, om. 29, a. 1780, 1. 92-96. (RGADA, f. 248, op. 29, d. 1780, 1. 92-96); C6opHux
Hmnepamopckozo pycckoeo ucmopuyeckozo obwecmea, 63 (1888), 270, 779. (Sbornik Imperatorskogo
russkogo istoricheskogo obshchestva, 63 (1888), 270, 779).

7 PTAJZIA, . 248, o 29, 1. 1780, 1. 97-102. (RGADA, f. 248, op. 29, d. 1780, 1. 97-102).
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retMaHckomy [...] ykazom EVIB ompenenenst 6ygyT.””! ToGTO MOBHOBa)XeHHSI TeThbMaHA

KOHILIeHTPYBa/IUCh JIULIe Ha PiBHI CTapUIMHU COTEHHOI Ta IMOJIKOBOI, ajie 3a BUHSITKOM,
BJIACHE, CAMOT'0 MIOJIKOBHULILKOI'O YPSIZYy.

KopucTyouncs 3 boro 3Ha4HOK MipOt0 OOMEXXeHOTO TpaBa, AITOCTOJI HaBiTh MOLUIHPUB
HOro fir0 Ha NMpU3HA4YeHHSI MUHYJIUX POKIiB, iHilliI0BaBLIY CTBOPEHHS KOMICil, TOKJIMKAaHOI
TeperisTHyTH BCi Ka/IpOBi pillleHHs 4YaciB GyHKIiOHYBaHHs Manopociiichkoi koserii. Y pasi
BUSIBJIEHHSI CTApPILIVH, KOTPi OTPUMAJIH yPsiZ B IOPYILEHHS PoLieAypy BUOOPIB, OCTaHHI
MaJy TiATBEpOUTH CBOE TpaBoO 36epertv ypsj 4epe3 MPOXOMKEHHS BiAMOBigHUX
BUOOpHUX npoueayp. [Ipu oMy npoueaypa nosnsrana He y GopMaabHOMY MiJTBEpIYKeHH]
mpaBa Ha B3y [il0YOro, ajge HEeJNEriTUMHOTO 4Yepe3 HEXTyBaHHs BHUOODHMX Hadyall,
CTapIIMHM, a HAJAHHIO BUOOPLSM mpaBa oOpaTH, 3rifHO HOPM yKa3zy 1715 p., 2-3
NpEeTeHAEHTIB Ha CTApLUIMHCTBO, 3 YHC/Ia KOTPUX TeTbMaH CHUIBHO 3 oOdiuiiiHuM
IIpeICTAaBHUKOM iMIiepaTopa ¥ Ma/JM HOMIHyBaTU HaWJOCTOHHIWIOro Ha ypsj. Bensmu
IIOKA30BO, WLIO0 BXXe ampiopi A0 YMC/lIa HeNeriTMMHUX CTaplIMH TIeTbMAaHCBbKUM ypsf,
3apaxyBaB yCiX THX, KOTO PU3HAYM/IN Ha ypsaau Pymsuues i Manopocitickka Koseris.”

“IlpousBecrs [...| B HacTosMe COTHUKHU Oe3 BHIOOPOB”

dopmanbHO HOpMH “PernTe1bHOTO yKasy” 1728 p. 3a/IMIIHWINCh YUHHUMU | MiCJISI TOTO,
K 10 cMepTi Anocrona (ciueHb 1734 p.) ypsan Auuu loaniBau 3a npukiazgom [letpa I He
Z03BOJIUB MTPOBEZeHHsI HOBHUX reTbMaHChKUX BUOOPIB, a BCIO MMOBHOTY B/IaJIA MePeiaB TaK
3BaHoMy “TIpaB/IiHHIO T€TPMAHCHKOTO ypsigy” Ha YOI 3 “MasoOpOCiChKUM MpaBuTeieM.””>
Ane paKTHYHO 3a BiICYTHOCTI iIHCTUTYTy T€ThMaHCTBA MOXJTMBOCTI IMITEPCHKOTO LIEHTPY B
LJapMHi Ka/IpOBUX NMpH3HA4YeHb B aBTOHOMil cyTTeBO mocwivanch. HaGyBae momnpeHHs
MPAKTHKA irHOPYBaHHS MpOLeJypy BUOOPIB HAa a/libTePHATHBHIN OCHOBI Ta, BiJMOBiJHO,
MpPSMOro NMpU3HAaYeHHs Ha CTAapLUIMHCTBO — YM TO 3a YKa3aMH LeHTPa/bHOI BIAJU, YU TO
iHCTUTYTIB 1i MicueBOro mnpeACcTaBHULTBA. [Ipy wbOoMy, 10 IikaBo, B odimifiHmx
NOKyMeHTaX W00 TOTO YM iHIIOTO NMPU3HAYeHHs HepifKo QirypyroTh mpsiMi BKa3iBKU
iMmepchbKol Bagy “mpousBecTs [...| B HacTOsIIME COTHUKH 6e3 6b160p08 (BUIIIEHO MHOIO.
— ABT.) Ha TIepBO€e MOPOXKHOE COTHUYOE MeCcTo.””*

BaxnuBoo mnepefymMOBOIO TaKUX IpHU3Ha4YeHb, 3PO3YMIJIO, BUCTYINAIOTh He 3aC/IyTH
nepes BificbkoM 3anopo3pKyM, a HaABHICTh BUJAHUX MTPeCTAaBHUKAMU IMIIepChKO1 BIagu
(mepeBakHO BifichKOBOI) Cy)x60BHX “aTTecTaTiB.”’”> He MeHII 3HAYMMHUMU, aHDK BiiCbKOBa
no0JiecTh y CKIaJi pOCiHChKOI apMmii, BUCTYIae i cay)xb6a MpU iMIepaTOpCbKOMY JBODi.
SIKMM YMHOM KOJIMIIHI NPUJBOPHI MOTPAIUISIIM Yy B/aZy aBTOHOMII IHPOMOBUCTO
JIleMOHCTPY€E eIiCTO/ISIPHA aKTHUBHICTh 3 11boro npuBofy KaHiyiepa I'. I. I'onoBkina. Tak,
HAIPUKIIA[, 3 TPYAHS 1730 P. BiH afipecye reTbMaHy AMoCTOJy JUCT 3 iHopMali€lo, 10
“omuH M3 ManopocisiH Anekcanap bpexxuHckuit upe3 HeckobKO BT ObUT Tpu ABops Mx
BennuecTB cy)xuTesIeM U 3a €BO CITy)KO0y HAJJIEKUT €My YYUHHUTh TaKOe HarpaXkZeHie, oT
4yero ObI OH 0BOILCTBO MOT uMbETh.” He Bimfatoun Ha po3cy/ reTbMaHa MOLIYKH X/IIGHOTO
Miclst 11 CBOTO Kili€eHTa, ['0JI0OBKiH KOHKPETHO BKa3yBaB, ‘#a0Obl OH, reTMaH, Benb ero

" Uurt. 3a, Kpynuuupkuii, lemoman Jarnuno Anocmon, 14. (Krupnyts'kyi, Het' man Danylo Apostol), 114.

7> 36ipka mamepisnie do icmopii Jliso6epexctoi Ykpainu ma ykp. npasa XVII—XVIII es., 107. (Zbirka
materiialiv do istorii Livoberezhnoi Ukrainy ta ukr. prava XVII—XVIII vv., 107).

> HBY im. B. I. Bepragcokoro HAH Ykpaiuu, IP, ¢. II, cip.1706-1862, apk.17-19. (NBU im. V. I. Vernadskoho
NAN Ukrainy, IR, f. II, spr. 1706-1862, ark. 17-19).

" IAIAVK, ¢.108, om.2, cnip. 33. Apk. 37, 101. (TsDIAUK, f. 108, op.2, spr. 33, ark. 37, 101).

> HBY im. B. I. Bepnagcekoro HAH Ykpaium, IP, ¢. I. cnip. 57325-57343, apk.1o1. (NBU im. V. I. Vernadskoho
NAN Ukrainy, IR, f. I, spr. 57325-57343, ark. 101).
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onpenbnuTs B YepHUTOBCKOMY IOJIKY COTHUKOM B bepesuHCKyl0 COTHIO, B KOTOpPOM
HeJJaBHO omnpenbeH U3 MOJIOABIX He3aC/Ty)KeHHbIN venobk.””® Ha HeabUsIKy BaXX/TUBiCTh
0COOMCTO ISl KaHIIepa BHUPILIEHHs LIbOTO IUTAHHS BKa3ye€ U 3acTepeXXeHHs, IO “Tio
onpebaeHno oHOro bpexxuHckoro B Toe bepeseHCKy0 COTHIO COTHUKOM  ATMOCTO/ Ma€
“HafIeXXal M mopsiIKoM eBo rpada yBbromuts.”’” bisblie TOro, 04HOYACHO 3 JTUCTOM [0
YKPalHCBbKOTO TreTbMaHa BiH BiJIIPaBJsi€ JTUCT 1 POCIMCbKOMY MiHICTPY IPU reTbMaHChKOMY
ypsagi kasizio O. . IllaxoBcekomy, B sikoMy iHGOPMye NpPO CBO€ NMPOXaHHS/LOPYYeHHS
AmnocTony, ajne TakoX i HaKasye, “‘AA0ObI OH, reHepaJ JTeiTeHAHT B TOM eMy bpexuHckomy
BCIIOMaraj, 4YTo0 reTMaH HeOTpHULATeIbHO cie 34bman 1 B Toe bepe3eHCKylo COTHIO €BO
BpeXXMHCKOT0 Hal/IeXaI1M TIOPSAKOM COTHUKOM OTIpaBu.””®

[IporeryBanHs ['o10BKiHUM iHTepeciB bpeXXrHCBKOTO, a TaKOX LIJIOTO psiy KIIE€HTIB 3
BankaH He 6y/1u SIBUILIAMU YHIKaJIbHUMH B CTOCYHKaX iMriepii 3 aBToHoMie€lo0. Kinbka pokiB
10 TOMY, HanpuKiIa[, foHbKa [lerpa | €1m3aBera npocuia rerpMaHa Anocrona “mo cBoei
K HaM 6J1arocKJIOHHOCTH 3a sikorock Osiekcisi S16/1I0HOBCHKOTO, KOTPHIL CTY)KUB NPU ABOPI
LapiBHU, a MO0 BUXOJi y BiICTaBKy MpeTeHAyBaB Ha cOTHULTBO B I'eTbmanaTi.”” 'eHepan
Woran-Bepurapy, Beiic6ax KiomoTascsi Tepes BIajiol0 aBTOHOMIl y CTipaBi “4osoBika
cocrosiHist mo6poro” TlaBma MuUHHIIBKOTO, KOTPHi, HA MOTr0 AYMKy, OYyB “COTHUYECKOTO
upHa gocTouH.”® Kusisb I'puropiit BomkoHchkuit (KOTpHiA, 10 C/I0Ba, He MaB YKOZHOTO
CTOCYHKY [0 CIIPaB aBTOHOMIi) MPOCHB LAPCHKOTO PEe3UEHTA MPH IeTbMaHChKOMY [IBOPi
®enopa [NporaceBa BUSABUTU “CBOe MUIOCEPAie K OTapCKOMY COTHHKY ['anenkomy B €BO
HYXJax 1 rpasge.”” A Kilbka pOKiB [0 TOMY B)Xe MOIO/IIHIA 6pat denpamapinaia bopuca
[lerpoBuua IllepemeteBa, Bonogumup IlerpoBuu lllepemeTeB, kyonoTaBcs B iHTepecax
uporo x [aneupkoro nepes CKOpomagCchKUM: “yIpoOILIAl0 C CTOPOHBI COTHHKA ITOTapCKOT0
naHa [anenxoro... jabbl 3a MaMATCTBO OpaTa MOEro NMOKOMHOTO M 33 MOe IpolLIeHue
COZIepYKaJICS B MMJIOCTHBOM Tpe3peHuu.”>

AHamizytoun crparerii Kap'€pHOro 3pOCTAaHHSI TPEACTAaBHUKIB  CTApLUIMHCHKOI
KOpIOpallii, MUMOBOJIi 3BepTa€Nl yBary Ha 0coOIMBUII CTy>KOOBHI aBaHC y ['eTbMaHari, o
fioro Taizna B cob6i ciayx6a miBYMM, 0COG/IMBO, KO MOBa MIUIA MPO MPULBOPHY MiBYY
kareny Cankr-Ilerepbypra. Tak, B iMEHHOMY CIHCKy KO3aLbKOI CTapIIMHHU 1751 P. SIK
JOKepesio JieriTUMaLlil B3y 3yCTPiYaeEMO He Julle 3TaJKA MpPO MOTparvIsiHHS Ha
CTapIIMHCTBO “TO aTTecTary reHepan-¢embamapmana ¢on Jlecci™ aGo x 3a cryx6y
“kamop nakeeM Bricouaitmoro EIB gBopy,”®* ane it - “B HaGope EIB aBopy neBumnm.”> AGo
XX yIIPOJOBX 1727-1738 pokiB B HoBropoa-CiBepcbkoMy coTHHKYe Bacuib XpUcTHYeBCKUI,
KOTPUI Majio TOro, 1[0 Tepex TUM, SIK OOIMHATH COTHULBKUI ypsz, OyB 30BCiM He
IOB’SI3aHUM 3 KO3ALBKOIO CIYXXOO0I0, a CTY)KUB IPUABOPHUM IiBYMM Y LAPCHKIi CTOMUI,
TaK Ille ¥ 3 MepIINX AHIB CBOTO MepeGyBaHHS HAa YPsiAi Bifpasy )X BiA3HAUMBCS “TIOOOSIMU U

7® 1bid., ¢. I, crp.1706-1862, apk. 228. (f. II, spr. 1706-1862, ark. 228).

7 1bid., apx. 228. (ark. 228).

7® Ibid., apk. 228 3B. (ark. 228 zv).

7 1bid., ¢. X1V, crip. 78, apk.4. (f. XIV, spr. 78, ark. 4).

8o Anexcangp JlazapeBckuit, Onucarue cmapoti Manopoccuu, T. 3 (Kues: Tun. K. H. Munesckoro, 1902), 308.
(Aleksandr Lazarevskii, Opisanie staroi Malorossii, t. 3 (Kyiv: Tip. K. N. Milevskogo, 1902), 308).

% HBY im. B. I. Bepuazcokoro HAH Ykpaiuu, IP, ¢. II, crp. 1706-1862, apk. 260. (NBU im. V. I.Vernadskoho
NAN Ukrainy, IR, f. II, spr. 1706-1862, ark. 260).

* Ibid.

8 bid., ¢. I. crip. 57325-57343, apk. 101. (f. I, spr. 57325-57343, ark. 101).

8 Ibid., apk. 63. (ark. 63).

% Ibid., apk.51. (ark. 51).
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rpaGuTeNbCTBAMM M MPOTYMMHM 06uaaMu.” > 1730 p. mpucTapinmii miBumii “npu komHare”
Karepunu [ Martsiii [loganbscekuii k1onorascs nepef, ['010BKiIHMM PO MPpHU3HAYeHHS MOTo
Bizipasy monkoBuUM cyagero JlyGeHChKOro MOnKy.” 1744 p. immeparpuns €nu3aBeTta
[lerpiBHa BifJa€e HaKa3 TOrO4aCHOMY “MajlOpPOCIMCBKOMY TIpaBUTEN0  TeHepaj-
neviteHanry l. I. Bi6ikoBy nokanyBatu “neBuaro ®Pomy IleTpoBa, 3a ero nmpu ABope Halei
Bcemobe3HelilIel rocyaapudu Mmatepu Mimneparpuubl Ekateprtbl AsiekceeBHBI U TPH HAC
ZOBroBpeMeHHbIsI Ty 0bI, B CTapoay6ckuii mosik B cotHUKH HoBropogka CeBepckaro.” |
1le HaBiTh MPU TOMY, LIO BKa3aHUM ypsiJ He OYB BaKQaHTHUM — ‘OBIBLIArO MO HbIHE B TOM
COTHe COTHHKA [...] mepeBectH B Apyroe mecto.”*® JlBoma pokamu misHiure reHepanbHMIL
XopyHwxuii Mukona XaHeHKo 3aHoTyBaB: “‘[lokamoBan mhBuiii Kupwiao HBaHoBuu
Ko4eHeBCKiii MIMEeHHBIM YKa30M COTHUKOM JIOXBHIIKUM. >

3arajioM jXe TepeiK YCHIiIIHUX CIy)XOOBUX Kap'€p KOJHWLIHIX MPUABOPHUX MiBYMX,
JIaKeiB, LHMPY/IbHUKIB Ta MOAIOHUX IM 3a CBOIMH COLiO-CTY)XHJIMMH XapaKTe€PUCTUKAMU
0Ci6, KOTPi MOYMHAIOYH 3 1710-X POKiB MAaCOBO MOCiJJa/T CTAPLUIMHCHKI yPSIAU B YKPAiHCHKii
aBTOHOMIl, HabaraTto wupuuii. SIK i, BlacHe, TUX BUXIALIB 3 KO3ALbKOTO BiliChbKa, KOTPI
3700y CTAapUIMHCTBO THUM He MEHII He 3a CYKYIHICTh 3aC/Iyr Iepej reTbMaHCHKOIO
BJIa/IOI0 1 MICLIEeBUMHU KOPIOpALSIMU Ta He B pe3y/bTaTi NPONUAeHUX HUMHU TPAAULIIHHUX
BUOOPUHMX MpOLeyp, a JIMIIe 3aBAsSKU BUaCHO 3aCBifiueHil nepex iMnepaTopoM BacHii
JIOSUTBHOCTI 260 K MPOTEKLii Yi/IbHUX MPEeACTAaBHUKIB iMITIEPCHKOI BAaAM YU BIUTUBOBHUX
LapeABOPLIiB.

3Ba)KalOYM HAa MACOBHMI XapaKTep TaKUX NMPAKTHK, BeJIbMHU BiJ4yTHUMH Oy/aum i ixHi
HacaigKku. ADKe SIKUIO paHillle 3asiBKa Ha CTY)XOOBHUII aBaHC (opMyBasach nepemoBCiM
JIMLAPCHKMMM 3BUTSTAaMHU MPETEHeHTa i MOBarolo 0 HbOro TOBAPUCTBA — “BCeMY BOHCKY
[...] >Ku4uBBIi U B Jenax peILAPCKUX B3ATHIN,”?° “B BocKy 3amopo3KoM 3aC/Ty)KOHHBIH,
TOAHBIM U /IO [eTHOCTEH PBILIEPCKUXD CHOCOOHBIM MYX,””' “3aciayxoHbiii B Boiicky
3armopo3CcKOM TOBApHIL, M CIIPABHBIN Y€JIOBEK |[...] SIKO 4e/l0BeK pO3YMHBIH, YMETHMETD 3
BaMH TIOZJTYT MOPAJKY IPU3BOMTOro 06xXoAnTCs,”* TO Tenep BU3HAYaIbHUMU CTaBaJIv “ero
K HaM, BEJIMKOMY TOCyZaplo, BepHasi cayx6a” a6o X HasBHICTh BHCOKOIOCTAB/IE€HMX
MOKPOBUTEIB MIpHU iMmepcbKoMy JnBopi. Hacmigku jx BIpoBapKeHHsI TAaKUX TPeHJIB
MPOSIB/IS/IUCH He Juile y AedopMaliii TPaAMLIMHOI MOMITAYHOI Ky/JIbTYPH KO3aLTBa i
3aHema/i TaKOro BAYKIMBOTO ii 3aCaJHUYOTO iMIIepaTHBY SIK Bi/IbHOTO OOPaHHS CTapLUIMHU
BCiX piBHIB. HOBI MpaKTUKK TBOPU/IK HOBI MOJeJli BIAJIHUX BiAHOCHUH Y ['eTbMaHari, B IKUX
MOMITHO HiBeJIIOBA/INCh BUOYZOBAHI Ha CAMOBPSIHUX TPAAMLisAX OpraHisauiiiHi 3acagu
dYHKIIiOHYBaHHSI aBTOHOMII, a MiCIieBi B/IajHi IIEHTPU CTPiIMKO BTpavaH CBiil monepexHii
BIUIMB.

8 IIIIAVK. . 51, or. 3, crip. 1536, apk. 38. (TsDIAUK, f. 51, op.3, spr. 153-b, ark.38); Anexcangp JlazapeBckuii,
Onucanue cmapoti Manopoccuu, 1.1 (Kues: Tun. K. H. Munesckoro, 1888), 206-207. (Aleksandr Lazarevskii,
Opisanie staroi Malorossii, t. 1 (Kyiv: Tip. K. N. Milevskogo, 1888), 206-207).

8 HBY im. B. L. Bepuazacekoro HAH Ykpaiuy, IP, ¢. I, cip.1699, apk.1-2. (NBU im. V. I. Vernadskoho NAN
Ukrainy, IR, f. II, spr. 1699, ark. 1-2).

8 JlazapeBckuii, Onucanue cmapoti Manopoccuu, 1. 1. (Lazarevskii, Opisanie staroy Malorossii, t. 1, 208).

8 Huxonait XaneHko, “/IHEBHUK TeHepasbHOTO XopyHxoro,” Kueeckasa cmapuna, 4 (1886), 286. (Nikolai
Hanenko, “Dnevnik generalnogo horunzhogo,” Kievskaia starina, 4 (1886), 286.

% C6opHnux cmameti u mamepuanog no ucmopuu Kz0-3anadmoti Poccuu, uzd. Komuccueil daa paz6opa
dpesHux akmos, 1 (Kues, 1911), 28. (Sbornik statey i materialov po istorii lugo-Zapadnoi Rossii, izd. Komissiei
dlia razbora drevnikh aktov, 1 (Kyiv, 1911), 28).

% Yhigepcaau ykpaincokux 2emomanis, 734. (Universaly ukrains’kykh het' maniv, 734).

 Ibid., 769.

S UOIAVK, ¢. 51, om. 3, cip. 353, apk.3. (TsDIAUK, f. 51, op.3, spr. 353, ark.3).



T'opoGens, “Tpaguiii caMOBpAZHOCTI KO3anbKoi YKpaiHu”’ 57

Ipyra pecraBpalisi reTbMaHCTBa 1650 p. i npuxig go Bragu Kupuna PosymoBcbkoro
BifMiueHi cipo6amMy MOBEPHEHHST B aIMiHiCTPATUBHI PaKTUKH ['eTbMaHaTy 3acaz, Bi/IbHOI
enekuii. ITpunHaliMHi, B mKepenax, 10 CTOCYIOTbCSI MTOYATKOBOTO eTally reTbMaHyBaHHS
P03yMOBCBKOro, 3yCTpidaeMO YiTKO apTHKY/JbOBaHI IOCHMJIM CTOCOBHO LBOro. 30KpeMma,
MepeKOH/IMBUI TPUK/IAJ, TParHeHHs TeTbMAaHCBKOTO Ypsiy BIOPSIAKYBAaTH LApUHY
Ka/IpOBOI TOJIITUKH Y BiAMOBIZHOCTI 3 OYKBOIO i IyXOM 3acaj Bi/IbHOI e/eKLii — 3BiCHO, B
Me)Xax il yKasiB 1715 Ta 1728 pp. — IeMOHCTpye no3uis odiniitHoro ['1yxoBa B po3B’si3aHHi
1750 p. KOHQJIIKTHOI CIIpaBM YepHIriBChbKOTO MOJIKOBHUKA IBaHa boxknya 3 ToBapucTBOM
Binoychkoi coTHi 1070 BUOOPIB/MpU3HAYEHHsT Oi/I0YCHKOTO COTHHKA. 3anepevyyrydu
HaB'sI3yBaHHSI IOJIKOBHMKOM Ha COTHHILITBO CBOTO MpPOTeXe, rerbMaH CcPpOpMYJIIOBaB
GadeHHsI MPAaBU/IBHOI MOJ€JTi CTAPLIMHCHKOI e/IeKIil TAKMM YHHOM: “3TiJHO 3 MomnepesHiM
BilIChKOBHM 3BUYA€M B YMHH COTHHUYI OOMPA/HCS BIIBHUMH rOJI0OCAMHU JTIOIU 3aC/Ty)KeHi i
y HeBIPHOCTI He Mif03pii, i 32 aT€CTaTOM IMOJKOBHHKA, ITOJIKOBOI CTAPIIMHU i COTHHUKIB
NOJABA/IUCSA O TeThbMaHA [Jjsi BuU3HaveHHs.”! BigmroBxyroouuch Bif 1€l Moger,
yHiBepcasioM Bim 6 BepecHs 1751 p. PO3yMOBCHKMM Haka3yBaB “‘3rifHO 3 TOIepeIHIM
BiICbKOBUM 3BHYa€M» mpoBecTd B binoycekiit cortHi BuGopu 1 obOpaty “BinpHHUMU
roJI0CaMU i3 /IoJeil 3aC/Ty)KeHHX i He 3aMiJO3PeHUX Y HEeBIPHOCTI 2-X a60 3-X KaHJUJATiB,”
HiC/IsT YOrO TPEeACTaBUTH KaHIUJATYPU MiCLeBOMY IOJIKOBHUKY, KOTpUM, “3i6paBiuu
MMOJIKOBY CTApUIMHY ¥ COTHHUKIB, yCiX Pa3oM OTHX KAaHAUZATIB OCOOMCTO TOBHHHI
3aCBiZYUTH, PO CIYXKOY KOXHOTO i TifgHICTh,” i BXe Mic/s LbOro — “ZJIsi OCTAaTOYHOTO
BUpIllIeHHs1 0 Hac mpucaatd.” B yHiBepcan HarosouryBasoch, 1o 3ampoOrOHOBAHUMN
aJITOPUTM CTOCYBaBCsI He JIvlIe KOHKPeTHUX BUOOpiB crapuioro B binoycekiii coTHi
YepHiriBcbKOro moJsiky, ajie ii MaB BU3HA4YaTH MOPsIOK BUOOPIB yCi€l KO3aLbKOI CTapLIMHU
B ['eTbMaHaTi - “Ta ¥ Hajas HA BaKaHTHI MicClis cepej MOJKOBOI i COTEHHOI CTapIUIMHU
0o6GHpaTH 3riJHO 3 BHIIE HATUCAHUM.

A ocb y Apyri¥ 0JIOBUHI ypsilyBaHHsI PO3yMOBCBKOTO B aiIMiHICTPaTUBHUX MPAaKTHUKAX
['eTbMaHaTy Aenai yacTile MOMiYaeMO BUIIQIKM MPU3HAYEHb HAa CTApIIMHCHKI ypsiau 6e3
poBeJieHHsI BUOOPIB, a BOJIEI0 reTbMaHChKOTO ypsizy. [I[pUK/IaioM caMme TaKoro aJirOpUTMy
3aMillleHHsI CTapIIMHCBKOI BaKaHCil MOXe CIyryBaTu IpusHaveHHs1 PosymoBcbkum [laBna
Porysist Ha COTHHKA KO3e/Iel[bKOro B 6epesHi 1757 p. SIK MO)KHA IOBiJaTUCh 3 T€TBMAHCHKOTO
YHiBepcasy Bif 22 6epe3Hs 1757 p., Poryssi, nmpociy>KyBUIM BiliCbKOBUM KaHIIETSIPUCTOM B
['eHepasnbHill BiliCbKOBii1 KaHUesspii Ta [eHepasbHOMY BiIMICBKOBOMY CyZi ITSITHaALSTH
POKIiB, 29 JTUCTOMAAA 1756 p. MOJAB Ha iM's1 PO3yMOBCHKOro MPOXaHHS “O YAOCTOMHCTBh ero
YRIHOM acay/CTBa MOJKOBOIO KieBCKOTO Ha BaKaHCh cocTtosBmoro.”*® CBoe mojaHHS
BiICBKOBUH KaHIeJSIPUCT CYITPOBOJYB aTeCTaTOM, ‘AAHHOM eMy 3 cyaa ['eHepanmHoro 3a
PYKaMH IPUCYACTBYHILINX,” B IKOMY OY/I0 “OKa3aHO SIKO OHOW BOMCKOBOW KaHLE/TSIPUCT
IlaBen Pyron npu Toms I'eHepasiHom cyak mopy4yaemsie emy gbj1a i KOMICisIX OTIIPaBIIsiI CO
BCSIKMIM TIPUJIEKaHUEM'b i peBHOCTel, 6e3bl Marbiliaro mopoka,” Ta B SIKOMY MiCTHJIACs
pekoMeHaLis ['eHepasbHOI BiliChbKOBOI KaHIesApil ‘0 mocTonHCcTBE oHOro Pyrosst Toro
YyblHA acayncTBa MoaKoBoro.””’ Bupmanuit B [eHepasbHifl BiliCHKOBIM KaHUesIpil Ta
['eHepaibHOMY BiiCbKOBOMY CY/Ii C/Ty>KOOBHI aTeCTaT BiliCbKOBUI KaHLIEISIPUCT JOTTIOBHUB
indopmauiero i mpo ciaBHy ciy)x0y fioro npeaxis: “Aens fe ero u orelb, UMbsI KUTEICTBO
cBoe B MasiopoccifickoM KieBCKOMB NOJKy BBICOKOC/IAaBHOMY Bcepocciiickomy Es

9* Onexciii [Tyrpo, l'embmarn Kupuno Posymoscekuli i tiozo do6a: 3 icmopii ykpaiHcbko20 0epyagomeopeHHs
XVII cm. (Kuis: TAKKKIM, 2008), 52. (Oleksii Putro, Het’'man Kyrylo Rozumovs’kyi i ioho doba: z istorii
ukrains’koho derzhavotvorennia XVIII st. (Kyiv: DAKKKiM, 2008), 52).

% Tam camo.

% [IIIAYK, ¢. 63, crip. 63, apk. 3. (TsDIAUK, f. 63, spr. 63, ark. 3).

7 Ibid., apk. 33B. (ark. 3zv).
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ImMniepatopckoro BenndectBa nmpecTosy 1o AODKHOCTH CBOel KO3adeil MHOTOYHMC/IeHHbIe
110 CMePTh CBOIO BEPHO M pajieTeTHO 0TOYBaJI CIY>KObI, B PA3HBIX> MHOTHX BOEHHBIX ObIBAT
IIOXOJAXb, 3 MOJISIX'b Jie OTeLlh B OX04k i yMpe,” 3ayBa)XMBILH ITPU 1[bOMY, 110 caMe “peBHYS
npeAKaMb CBOMMbB,  ‘TOpy4aeMie eMy IO [O/DKHOCTA Abia icmpaBisl CO BCSIKUM
npuwrkxaHHeX i peBHOCTsIX, BBPHO, pajeresnHo i 0e3 iMamiMIIOro MOPOKY, TaKb Kak
BbpHoMy Esi Immepatopckoro BemmuectBa paby mnpiHagmexurs.”®® OpgHak MOKH
IpeTeHAeHT 30upaB HeoOXifHI arecTaTH, KUIBCbKMiI MOAKOBHMK lOxum /[laparan
3aMpOIOHYBaB reTbMaHy, a TOM MOrogMBCs, AbU “Ha OHOEe acay/iCTBO IMOJIKOBOE KieBCKOe
[...] mepBBIM acaysom monkoBuM BTOPbIi acayrb Lllymb, a Ha ero MmbcTo BTOpOro acaysia
IIOJIKOBOTO COTHUKDB Ko3enelkuil bapaHoBckuit.” 3Ba)KarouM X Ha Te, IO IMiC/s
npu3HaueHHs1 CredpaHa BapaHOBCHKOTO IpPyrMM MOJIKOBUM OCAaBYJIOM 3BiJIBHUBCS YpSi,
KO3€eJ/IeLIbKOTO0 COTHHUKA, TeTbMaH - ‘1o JaHHOo# HaMm oT Es Immeparopckoro BenndectBa
BJIACThI — CAMOYMHHO 3aIIOBHUB HasIBHY BaKaHCi0 KaHaugatyporo [1aBna Pyrons. Bigpasy
X 1o oMy B ['myxoBi Pyrosnst 6yno “na BepHost Est IMnepatopckomy BenmdectBy cnyx6b k
MIPUCSTH TTPUBEJEHO,” a, BiATaK, MOJIKOBIiH i cOTeHHi# cTapiurHi KUIBChKOTO MOIKY Hi4OTr0o
Oisiplile He 3aJIMIIAIOCH, SIK O ‘onpenkneHin’ PosymoBcbkoro “Bbaarte” i “mpisHaBaTh ero
[TaBna Pyrons HacTosimMm Ko3enenkuM COTHUKOM, a “Kosenenkoil coTHb coTeHHas
CTaplIMHA i aTaMaHs cO BChbM'B TOBAapHCTBOMB OTZJABall €My SIKO KOMaHJUPY CBOeMY
IOJ/DKHYIO 4eCTh i ToBUHOBeHHe.”?® 3a TaKOro a/irOpUTMY 3aMillleHHsI BAKaHCii COTEHHOTO
PiBHSI POJIb MiCLI€BOTO KO3al[bKOTO TOBAapUCTBa 3BOJWJIACH JIMIIE A0 TOTO, abu “3a
o0siBJIeHHEeM cero Haulero yHbBepcasna” mpubyTu Ha opraHidoBaHe KHIBChKOIO MOTKOBOIO
KaHLe/sIpiel0 3i0paHHS COTHi, Ha SIKOMY IIOJIKOBa CTapIIMHA Maja ‘KOPOTOB OHOWU
Ko3zenenkoit cotHs mpu cobpaHiu TOi Xe COTHB CTapUIMHU U Ka3aKOBb €My COTHUKY
Pyroo” Bpy4uT# i THM caMUM “ypsifi mopy4uT.”

Sk ipoHito o MOXXHA CIpUHAMATH TOU (PAKT, 110 BiZTHOB/IEHHS 3acaj, Bi/IbHOI e/leKiil B
leTpMaHaTi BimOynoch yxe miciasi ocratouHoi mikBiganii Karepunorw II iHcTHTYTY
reTbMaHCTBA 1764 p., Konu [letepOypr y Takuit crmoci6 3abakaB NMpPOAEMOHCTPYBaTH
edeKTUBHICTH i CIpaBe/IMBICTh MiCLIEBOI iMITepChKOI BIaZiyi B KOJIMIIHIM aBTOHOMIi. YTiMm,
TAKWH CTaH CIIpaB TPUBAB HeJIOBrO, i BXe 1767 p. npe3ugeHT Manopociiicekoi koserii 1. O.
PyMsiHLIeB po3nopsifvBcsi “He [JO3BOJISITH HUTAE COTEHHBIX CTAPIIMH BBIOMPATh CAMHUM
CelIbCKMM Ka3aKaM, KaK /0 Cero YMHHU/IOCh, HATOMICTh MiZOOpPOM KaHAWZAATIB Ha

% 1bid., apk 3. (ark 3). Anensiuist 4o C/1aBHOI Cy)XOW MpeakiB — GaThbKa i [ifla KaHOWUJATA — € BEIbMU
IIOKa30BOI0 /151 IPaKTUK ['eTbMaHaTy, ocobuBo gpyroi rpetunu XVIII cr. Y 1eit yac y cy>k60Bux aTecTaTtax
CTApIIMHU SIK apTYMEHT [JIsl MOCIZAHHS TOTO Y IHLIOTO ypsLYy HepifZKO 3HA4YaThCs HACTymHI “saciyru”
[peTeH/eHTIB: — “IT0 0TIy CBOEMY B OYHYYKOBHX TOBapuiiax 6usuiomy,” “3a cayxbu oTynma “oro GyBLIOTO
MUCAPst TIOJIKOBOro,” “3a CIy’kOM OTLA COTHHUKA,” “3a CAY)KOH Zesa i OTIA B COTHUYOMY YMHY GUBLIKX,” “ITO
Ioimy cBoemMy B 3HauKoBux ToBapuiax OwBuiomy.” Ilupme puB., Bikrop T'opoGensp, “Crapmmna
TeThMaHIIMHA: HECTY)KOOBUI BUMIp CIy>KO0BOi Kap'epy MPOBigHOI coujanbHOl BepctBy,” 58-61. (Viktor
Horobets, “Starshyna Het'manshchyny,” nesluzhbovyi vymir sluzhbovoi kariery providnoi sotsialnoi verstvy,”
58-61). Ha Toi yac B Yxpaini Bike cpopMyBanocst 4MMajio AUHACTIH, B AKKX Baja epejaBaiacs Bif 6aTbka
[0 CHHa BIIPOJOBX KiTBKOX MOKOJiHb. Tak, Hanpukiazg, bop3HeHChKy COTHIO B 1654-1773 pPp. YTPUMYBaIU
3ab6inu, MriuHCebKy B 1669-1732 pp. — €CMMOHTOBCHKI, TomanbchKy B 1669-1782 pp. — Py6ui, JIoXBULIBKY B
1679-1727 pp. — T'amanii, OnuikiBceky B 1680-1773 pp. — Ulpamuenku, 'opoauceky B 1687-1766 pp. —
[TerpoBchki, IuHsHCBKY B 1687- 1752 pp. — Croposkenku, CpiGHsAHCBKY B 1688-1755 pp. — TpouuHwy,
BapBuHCBKY B 1689-1763 pp. — TapHaBchki, lllenTakiBebky B 1692-1777 pp. — MaHKiBcbKi, JliBULIBKY B 1694—
1767 pp. — Cesnenbki, XOpoabChKY B 1701-1760 pp. — Poassinku, KoHotonceky B 1707-1750 pp. — KocTeHeupxki.
- [us., Onekcangep Orno6nun, 'embman Iean Masena ma tioeo doba (HLIO-I;IopK; Kwuis; JIbBiB; [lapmk;
TopouTo: Micionep, 2001), 16. (Oleksander Ohloblyn, Het’'man Ivan Mazepa ta foho doba (New York; Kyiv;
Lviv; Paris; Toronto: Misioner, 2001), 116).

2 TOIAYK, ¢. 63, crip. 63, apk. 338. (TsDIAUK, f. 63, spr. 63, ark. 3zv).

°? Ibid., apk.4. (ark.4).

” «
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COTHULIBKI ypsiIU BiATenep Maja IepelMaTUCsl BUHSTKOBO II0OJIKOBA BJ/afd, MPaBO XK
OCTaTOYHOTIO BiZIOOPY i MPHU3HAYEHHSI COTHUKIB Ha ypsiau PymsHueB 3anuimus co6i.”

3arajziom >xe BapToO BiI3HAYWTH, 1O MMOJITUYHA KY/IbTypa KO3alTBa, IpeJCTaB/eHa SK y
3BUYAEBUX TMPAKTUKAX, TAK i MOJITUYHUX [AeKJapalisix KO3alLbKOl eliTH, mepeabdadvana
IIAHOO/IMBe CTABJIEHHsI O MPaBa BiJIbHOI e/ieKIil KO3albKOi CTapIIMHU BCiX PiBHIB, sKe,
B/IACHE, 3HAYHOIO Mipoio ¥ (OpMyBasJo CEHC TaKOi BaXKIMBOI 3aCaZHU4YOl JI€KCeMU
IIOJTITUYHOI KyJIBTYPH KO3albKOI CIIIBHOTH SIK “CTapOXKUTHI IpaBa i BoJpHOCTI.” Pearyroun
Ha TaKe UIAHOO/IMBE CTaBJIEHHS KO3AIITBA /IO 3aCa/[| Bi/IbHOI €/IeKIii, MOCKOBChKA MTPaB/IsTya
JUHACTISA @)X A0 CaMOro KiHIS ICHYBaHHS YKPalHChKOI aBTOHOMil TaK i He HaBa)XMJIOCh
BIZIKpUTO HOro JIKBiAyBaTH. YTIM, MOYUHAIOYU BXXe 3 BYMHEHOIl BOCEHU 1659 p. peBisil
Jorosopy rerbMaHa borgana XmenbsHuunpkoro 3 napem Onekciem Muxaiinosudem 1654 p.
YUHU/IMCh eHEepPriiiHi crpoOUW HAMATOAMTH Ai€BHUU KOHTPOJIb 3a MPOLLECOM OOpaHHS HA
CTapUIMHCTBO, KOHCTUTYIOBAaTH IIeBHI OOMEXeHHs IIOAO KaHJUJATYp Ha 3aMillleHHs
BAKaHCi¥ i Mo36aB/ieHHs B/aZy, NePesoBCiM 3 OIJIsiAy Ha piBeHb IXHBOI JIOSIBHOCTI 0
nuHactii PomanoBux. Oco6/IMBO aKTUBHUMH ¥ CUCTEMHUMHU JIil POCIMCHKOTO KePiBHUIITBA
y Li# IapuHi CTAlOTh Y)Ke MicJsl mepexoAy rerbMaHa IBaHa Masenu Ha OiK IIBeJCHKOTO
kopouist Kapna XII Bocenu 1708 p. MaciutabHe )X BTpy4aHHS iMII€PCHKOI B/IAJIU Y LAPHUHY
Ka/IpOBOi MOJIITUKM TeTbMAHCBKOTO Ypsily He JIMIle CIPUYMHSIIO 3aHeNaj TaKOro
3aCaJHAYOTO IMITIepAaTHBY MOMITUYHOI Ky/JIbTypHU KO3AILTBA SIK MPaBa Bi/IbHOTO OOpPaHHS
CTApLIMHU BCiX PiBHIB, a i BUCTYIA/I0 BYKJIMBUM YMHHUKOM IPOLIECY Lii/IeCIIpsIMOBaHOTO
MOPSIAKIB O 3araJibHOIMIEPCHKUX 3pa3KiB. ApKe MpUBeJeHi Y Biaasy 6e3 JTOTpHMAaHHS
TPaAMLIHHUX BUOOPHUX MPOLEeAYP CTAPLIMHU, JXKEPEO CBOE] TEriTUMHOCTI BOAYaIu BXKe
He B KO3allbKOMY TOBAapMCTBI i, HaBiTh, He B reTbMaHi, a B rocyjapi Ta HOro NpugBOPHUX.
BigTak came Ha ixHi iHTepecHM BOHM OpIi€HTYBA/IWCS NMPU BUKOHAHHI CBOIX CITy>KOOBHX
00O0B’SI3KiB 1 BiZIBePTO TOJIEpPyBaIM 3TOPTAHHS MEX aBTOHOMII Ta aCUMIISILO 11 yCTPOIO 10
3araJibHOIMIIEPChKUX 3Pa3KiB, L0 CTaJI0 peasbHICcTIO BXe y Apyrik nmonosuHi XVIII cT. B
KOHTeKCTi peanizauii nmonoxeHp Manidecty Karepumum Il mpo nikBiganito B Ykpaini
IHCTUTYTy reTbMaHCTBa 1764 p.

" Anexcanap JlasapeBckuii, Onucanue cmapoti Manopoccuu, 1. 3, 277-278. (Lazarevskii, Opisanie staroi

Malorossii, t. 3, 277-278); Tlytpo, 'embmar Kupuno Posymoscwvkutl, 142. (Putro, Het'man Kyrylo Rozumovs kyi,
142).
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Little Russian "Tables of Ranks" of the Eighteenth Century:
Forms and Practices
Oleksii Sokyrko

Taras Shevchenko National University of Kyiv
sag@univ.kiev.ua

Abstract:

At the beginning of the eighteenth century, the military and political elite (“starshyna”) of the Cossack
Hetmanate confronted a new series of threats from Imperial Russia, which sought to redefine the nature of its
relations with the autonomous “Little Russian” polity. Cossack officials attempted to maintain their status,
political influence, and wealth in the face of Peter I's efforts to prohibit the election of the hetman and to
control appointments and distribution of lands, in the process transforming themselves into landlords ("new
nobility”). After Peter’s death, the starshyna demanded that the Russian government equalize their status with
that of the other imperial officers and officials. To that end, Cossack officials drafted and tried to approve
three Ukrainian counterparts (1742, 1756, 1762) to Peter I's "Table of Ranks" (1722). These projects reflected the
actual practices of career promotion and seniority in the Cossack corporation. In the future, they became one
of the arguments in the Cossack elite’s struggle to obtain the rights of the Imperial Russian nobility.

Keywords:
Cossack Hetmanate, Little Russia, starshyna, Russian Empire, Peter I, Table of Ranks

B cepeauni XVII cT. ko3auTBo B YKpaiHi, IO IOYajJi0 NpeTeHAyBaTH Ha IIpaBa
IpUBi/IefOBaHOrO CTaHy M MojiTU4He mpencTtaBHULTBO B Peui [locmonwuTiii, migHsiio
Be/IMKe IIOBCTAaHHS B XOJl SIKOTO AOMOIJIOCS ILIMPOKOI TepUTOpia/bHOI aBTOHOMII B
TO/IbCbKO-TUTOBCHKIH CrTiBApyXHOCTI. Ii icHyBaHHs 3amoyaTkyBaB 360PiBCBKMIA TpaKTaT
1649 p., 10 TlepefaBaB O PYK Ko3akiB — Bilickka 3amopo3pKkoro — BiaZy Haj, TPhOoMa
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BoeBoactBamu  (KuiBcbkuMm, bBpaipraBcekum i YepwiriBebkum).!  Lleit  pesynbrar
CIIPUYMHUB Jy)Ke BaXX/IMBI 3MiHM BCepeJMHI CaMOro KO3aliTBa, SIK COL|ia/JIbHOI CIiJIBHOTHU:
3 BiJHOCHO HE€BEJMKOI cOLio-npo¢eciiiHOl Irpyny BOHO IMOYasO IEePeTBOPIOBATHCS Ha
CTaH, KW TOCIB MPHUBi/IelOBaHi MO3UIL{I B CyCIi/JIbCTBI, 3aMiHUBILIM COOOK0 UUIAXTYy. B
cepelOBMILI KO3alLTBA NMPULIBHUALIMINCSI TNpoueck (GOPMyBaHHsI BJIACHOI BEPXiBKM —
CTapUIMHMU.

[Tpouec ¢opmyBaHHS KO3aLbKOI emiTH OyB [y)Xe CKIAZHUM 1 CylepedwInBHUM,
posTsirHyBumcs 10 KiHis XVII cr.” ToM0BHUMU ZOHOpAaMU HOBOTO MOJIITUYHOTO KJIacy
CTa/ZIM Ofipa3y AeKiJbKa CHiJIbHOT: BIMCbKOBI KOMaHAMPU PeeCTPOBUX KO3aKiB, Jiepu
LIOMHO IIOKO3aYeHHX IIOBCTAHLIB (BUXigUi 3 MIIIAHCHKOTO, CEJISHCHKOIO Ta
CBSILLEHHUIIBKOTO CepPeJOBHIIA), @ TAKOXK PyChKa MPABOC/IAaBHA IIJISIXTA, KOTPA Iepeiia
Ha 6ik moBcTanux. [lo KiHIIST CTOJITTS CTaplIMHA MEPEeTBOPUIACS HA BiJTHOCHO TOMOT€HHY
CHiJIBHOTY, OCTaTOYHO MOHOIIO/Ti3yBaBLIM 3a COOOI0 MPaBO HAa MOJITUYHE KepPiBHULITBO
I'eTpbMaHIIMHOWO, 30CepeJUBIIU B CBOIX PyKax 3Ha4yHI eKOHOMIYHI pecypcy i MOCTYIIOBO
BIATICHUBILHU BiJ BlaJU pPelITy PsLlOBOroO KO3allTBa.

Ha py6exi XVII - XVIII ct. cTapuimHa 1e He 6y/1a 3aKPUTOIO CITIJIBHOTOIO, ajie BXKe
3'ABUIMCS TEHJEHIil 10 3aMUKAaHHS JOCTYIy A0 1i JIaB MPeACTAaBHUKIB iHIIWX CTaHIB.
YneHCTBO B CTAapUIMHCBKIM KOpIHOpaLil MOCTYyOBO CTA€ CIAAKOBUM IPUBiIeEM POJYH,
KOTPl B KIJIBKOX MOKOJIIHHSIX NOCIJA/IN BiNCBKOBI, afAMIHICTPAaTHUBHI YU CYZAOBI ypsigyd B
['eTbMaHILMHI 1 BOJOAIIN CIAJKOBUMHU 3€MeIbBHUMU MAa€THOCTIAMU. BuamuMum Mapkepom

' JlerasibHilie mpo ycTpiii MOITUYHMIA Ta aAMiHICTPaTUBHUM ycTpiii ['eTbManumuu (Bidichka 3anoposbkoro):
Bikrop T'opo6eup, Baada ma coyiym I'emwvmanamy. /JlocaidxncenHs 3 noaimuuHol ma coyianbHoi icmopii
parHbomodepHoi Yipainu (Kuis: [ncrutyT icropii Ykpainu HAH Ykpainwu, 2009). (Viktor Horobets, Vlada ta
sotsium Het’'manatu. Doslidzhennia z politychnoi ta sotsial’noi istorii rann’'omodernoi Ukrainy (Kyiv: Instytut
istorii Ukrainy NAN Ukrainy, 2009)); Onekcaugp I'ypixiii, Ykpaitcbka ko3aybka Oepicasa e dpyaiti nonoguHi
XVII—XVIII cm.: xopdoHu, HacenenHs, npaso (KuiB: OcHou, 1996). (Oleksandr Hurzhii, Ukrains’ka
kozats’ka derzhava v druhii polovyni XVII—XVIII st.: kordony, naselennia, pravo (Kyiv: Osnovy, 1996)); Bagum
Jsnudenko, Hapucu cycninsHo-noaimuuHozo ycmpotio Jliso6epexcroi Yxpainu xinys XVII - nowamxy XVIII
cm. (KuiB: Bugasuunrso AH YPCP, 1959). (Vadym Diadychenko, Narysy suspil’no-politychnoho ustroiu
Livoberezhnoi Ukrainy kintsia XVII - pochatku XVIII st. (Kyiv: Vydavnytstvo AN URSR, 1959)); Leo
Okinshevich, Ukrainian Society and Government, 1648-178 (Munich: Ukrainian Free University, 1978); Bipa
[Manaurenko, [Tonkose ynpaeninus 6 Ykpaini (cepeduna XVII - XVIII cm.) (Kuis: InctutyT icropii Yrpainu
HAH Ykpaiuy, 1997). (Vira Panashenko, Polkove upraviinnia v Ukraini (seredyna XVII - XVIII st.) (Kyiv:
Instytut istorii Ukrainy NAN Ukrainy, 1997)); B. Cmoniii, peg., Ykpaincovkuii 'embmanam: Hapucu icmopit
HayioHanbHoeo depucasomeoperns XVII-XVIII cm., xu. 1-2 (Kuis: [ncrutyr icropii Ykpainu HAH Yxpaiuw,
2018). (V. Smolii, red., Ukrains’kyi Het'manat: narysy istorii natsional’noho derzhavotvorennia XVII-XVIII st.,
kn. 1-2 (Kyiv: Instytut istorii Ukrainy NAN Ukrainy, 2018)).

* 3enon Koryr, “Ilpo6GiemMu nocmimpKeHHs yKpaiHcbkoi enith [erbManiunau (1650-1830)” B 3eHon Koryr,
Kopinnsa idenmuunocmu. Cmydii 3 panHbomodepHoi ma modepHoi icmopii Ykpainu, niep. 3auri. C. I'padosoi.
(Kuis: Kputnka, 2004), 27-45. (Zenon Kohut, “Problemy doslidzhennia ukrains’koi elity Het'manshhyny
(1650-1830)” v Zenon Kohut, Korinnia identychnosty. Studii z rann’omodernoi ta modernoi istorii Ukrainy, per.
z anhl. S. Grachovoi (Kyiv: Krytyka, 2004), 27-45); Bonogumup Kpusouies, Kozayvka eaima I'embMaHwuHu
(KuiB: IHCTHUTYT mOMTHYHMX i eTHOHaujoHanbHUX gocmimreHs iM. 1. Kypaca HAH VYkpainu, 2008).
(Volodymyr Kryvosheia, Kozats’ka elita Het’'manshhyny (Kyiv: Instytut politychnykh i etnonatsional'nykh
doslidzhen’ im. I. Kurasa NAN Ukrainy, 2008)); B’'suecna Jlununcekuii, Teopu, apxie, cmydii. Teopu: Tom 2:
Yuacmo Hinaxmu y Beaukomy ykpaincekomy noscmawti nid npogodom eemovmana boedana XmenvHuybkozo
(Pinsmenndist, 1980). (Viacheslav Lypyns’kyi, Tvory, akhiv, studii. Tvory: Tom 2: Uchast’ Shliakhty u Velykomu
ukrains’komu povstanni pid provodom het'mana Bohdana Khmelnyts’koho (Philadelphia, 1980)); JleB
OxwuHiteBrd, 3HauHe giticbkose mosapucmeo 8 Yipairi-Iemomanwuni XVII - XVIII cm. (MionxeH: 3arpasa,
1948). (Lev Okinshevych, Znachne viis'kove tovarystvo v Ukraini-Het'manshchyni XVII - XVIII st. (Munich:
Zahrava, 1948)); Bipa [lanauenko, Coyianvha enima Iemwvmanwurnu (dpyea noaosuna XVII — XVIII cm.)
(Kuis: IucruryT icropii Yrpainm HAH Yxpainu, 1995). (Vira Panashenko, Sotsial’na elita Het'manshhyny
(druha polovyna XVII - XVIII st.) (Kyiv: Instytut istorii Ukrainy NAN Ukrainy, 1995)).
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“apucTokpaTtr3anii’ KO3aUbKOI 3HATI CTA€ TMOSIBAa TUTYMIB “‘3HATHUX BiACHKOBHUX
TOBAapHILIB,” IKUMH HaZi/ISUTMCS TIPe/ICTABHUKY CTAPOBUHHUX POJIiB, TIPECTaBHUKH SIKUX
He 0o0iliManu mocaz B aAMiHicTanii yu apmii. Ko3aipka BepxiBKa Moc1iJOBHO 3aCBOIOBAIA
Ta  BIATBOpIOBaJQ  €JIeMEHTH  IAeHTUYHOCTI Ta  COUIa/JIbHOI  pelnpeseHTalil
PIYIIOCIIONIUTCHKOI HUIAXTH — TepOOBYy Tpajulilo Ta 06a3oBaHy Ha Hill reHeasoOriyHy
am’siTh, IEPEXPECHI LIIIOOU Yy BIacHOMY cepenoBuili (“piBHi 3 piBHHUMH), TIOKCYCOBHI
CTHJIB KUTTSL i TIOOYTY, 3poCTanu il KyJbTypHi Ta ocBiTHI 3anuTu.? [lapanensHo TpuBamo
dopMyBaHHSI TOMTUYHUX MidosoreM, KOTpi Maau OOI'PYHTOBYBATH BHUKIIOYHICTh
CTapIUWH, KO MPEeACTAaBHUKIB “KO3albKOTO HapoAy Ta ix maHyBaHHs B Maniii Pocii —
['erbMaHuiyHi. Haiibinpi BijoMOI0 3 HUX CTaB “X03apchbKUil Mid”~ MOXOMKEHHSI KO3aKiB
BiZ, TIpalaBHBOTO TUIeMeHi “Ko3apiB” (xo3apiB), KOTpPi BipHOW0 CIY)KG0I0 KHIBCHKUM i
JINTOBCHKMM KHSI35IM, TTOJIbCHKUM KOPOJISIM i MOCKOBCHKUM IIapsiM BUGOPOJIH cOOi 0/iBiuHE
IpaBO Ha B/aJy ¥ BUILICTh HAJ, ‘HApOJOM MAaJIOPOCIMCHKUM i 3eMJISIMH, Ha SIKUX BiH
oceuBcs.”

XVIII ct. mpuHec/sio HOBI MOMITUYHI Ta COLjiaj/ibHI peasiii, KOTPi NMOCTaBUIM Mepen,
KO3aIbKOI0 BepXiBKOIO HOBi IIPOGIEMH, YaCOM 3arpOXKYIO4H ii MpHBieflOBaHEe CTAHOBUILE
1 BMagHi nmpaBa. O4eBUAHO, 10 HANOIIBIIMM MOTPSICIHHSAM /11 ['eThMaHIIMHU Ta 11 eJTiTh
1poro rnepiogy Oysa cripoba po3pUBY 3 POCIMCHKOIO IMPOTEKIIi€0, 3/iliICHEHa TeTbMaHOM
[BaHoMm Maszemnoio B 1708-1709 pp. Braguuii Tabip K03a1pKoI Aep>KaBy MOLITUBCS Ha ABI
HepiBHI YacTUHM, Oi/bLIA SIKUX, MiJ, TUCKOM 30BHIIIHIX 0OCTaBHUH, MYCHJIA JTULIATHUCS 1O
6iK pociiicbkoro aps. Benuka KibKicTh ZABHIX KO3aLbKHAX POAIB MOIUIATH/IACS 3a Iie

> Onexcanap I'pymescokwmii, “3 mo6yty crapuunu XVIII B.,” Haykosuti 36ipHuk 3a pik 1926 (Kwuis: [IBY, 1926),
124-131. (Oleksandr Hrushevs'kyi, “Z pobutu starshyny XVIII v.,” Naukovyi zbirnyk za rik 1926 (Kyiv: DVU,
1926): 124-131)); Onena [Izt06a, [Ipusamue mcumms kodayvkoi cmapwunu XVIII cm. (Ha mamepianax
enicmoaspHoi cnadwuru) (Kuis: [nctutyT ictopii Yxpaiuw, 2012). (Olena Dziuba, Pryvatne zhyttia kozats’kot
starshyny XVIII st. (na materialakh epistoliarnoyi spadshchyny) (Kyiv: Instytut istorii Ukrainy NAN Ukrainy,
2012)); Tersina Taiposa-SlkoBneBa, [ToscsakdeHHa dozsinnn i mpaduyii kosaywvkoi enimu [embMaHWUHU,
nepekiag 3 poc. Tersau Kpuurranoseskoi (Kuis: Ko, 2017). (Tetiana Tairova-lakovleva, Povsiakdennia
dozvillia i tradytsii kozats’koi elity Het'manshchyny, pereklad z ros. Tetiany Kryshtalovs'koi (Kyiv: Klio, 2017)).
* Tlpo moniTU4Hy KyAbTypy Ta isieonoremu: 3eHoH Koryr, “Po3BMTOK ManopoCiichKoi caMOCBifjoMOCTH i
yKpaiHcbKe HaujoHanbHe OyaiBuuuTBo” B Koryr, KopinHsa idenmuunocmu, 8o-101. (Kohut, “Rozvytok
malorosiis’koi samosvidomosty i ukrains’ke natsional’ne budivnytstvo” v Kohut, Korinnia identychnosty, 8o-
101)); Onexciit Kpecin, IToaimuko-npasosa cnadwuHa ykpaiHecbkol noaimuyHoi emiepayii nepwoi nonoguHu
XVIII cmonaimms (Kuis: HAH Yxpaiuu, 2001). (Oleksii Kresin, Polityko-pravova spadshchyna ukrains'koi
politychnoi emihratsii pershoi polovyny XVIII stolittia (Kyiv: Natsional'na akademiia nauk Ukrainy, 2001));
Katarzyna Losson, “Komu mita catos¢ Ojczyzny.” Swidomos¢ i aspiracje polityczne kancelistéw kozackich
(1670-1720) (Warsaw: Neriton, 2013); Frank E. Sysyn, “Fatherland in Early Eighteenth-Century Ukrainian
Political Culture,” in Mazepa e Il Suo Tempo. Storia, Cultura, Societd, ed., Giovanna Siedina (Alessandria:
dell'Orso, 2004), 39-53; Teresa Chynczewska-Hennel, “The National Consciousness of Ukrainian Nobles and
Cossacks from the End of the Sixteenth to the Mid-Seventeenth Century,” Harvard Ukrainian Studies 10:3/4
(1986): 377-92; TaTbsiHa Tauposa, “OTedecTB0” B NPeLCTABIEHUAX YKPAUHCKOM KasalKo# CTapUIMHBI KOHIA
XVII-nawyana XVIII Bekos,” Journal of Ukrainian Studies, vol. 33-34 (2008-2009): 453-458. (Tat'iana Tairova,
“Otechestvo’ v predstavleniiakh ukrainskoi kazatskoi starshiny kontsa XVII-nachala XVIII vekov,” Journal of
Ukrainian Studies, vol. 33-34 (2008-2009): 453-458); Bopuc ®nops;, “DopmupoBaHre HOBOU COLUANBHOMN
3MUTHI YKpauHCKOro obuectBa (Bropast monoBuHa XVII — mepBas tpers XVIII Beka) u gBa ee mpeosnora,”
CnasaHogederue 2. (2014): 25-46. (Boris Floria, “Formirovanie novoi sotsial'noi elity ukrainskogo obshchestva
(vtoraia polovina XVII - pervaia tret' XVIII veka) i dva ee ideologa,” Slavianovedenie 2 (2014): 25-46); HaTtans
SIkoBenko, “Tocnogapi BITYM3HU: ySIBJIEHHS KO3aLbKOI Ta LEPKOBHOI emitu ['eTbMaHaTy Mpo MPUPOAY,
pernpesenTarito Ta 0608’s13ku Bragu (mo mouatky XVIII cr.),” B Haransa SIkoBenko, /J[3epkana idenmuyrocmi.
Hocnidxcenns 3 icmopii ysaenenv ma ideti 8 Yxpaini XVI - XVIII cmoaimmsa (Kuis: Laurus, 2012), 397-426.
(Natalia Iakovenko, “Hospodari vitchyzny’: uiavlennia kozats’koi ta tserkovnoi elity Het' manatu pro pryrodu,
reprezentatsiiu ta obov’iazky vlady (do pochatku XVIII st.),” v Natalia Iakovenko, Dzerkala identychnosti.
Doslidzhennia z istorii uiavlen’ ta idei v Ukraini XVI - XVIII stolittia (Kyiv: Laurus, 2012), 397-426).
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roJIOBOIO, CTaTKAMM i Kap'€pamu, a pelurta Oyia 3MylleHa MUPHUTHCS i3 MiJO3piIuM
CTaBJIEHHSIM ¥ HeZOBIPHOIO 3 OOKY POCi¥ChKOI Brafy. 3 iHLIOI CTOPOHH, 3a BIYYHHUM
cnocrepexxeHHsaM [lona bBymkoBuya, 3MiHa XapaKTepy CTOCYHKiB MDX Mocksoro i
BiticbkomM 3amnopo3bKUM BUSIBUJIACS, B Meplly 4Yepry B KpHU3i JOBIpPH O IeTbMaHCHKOI
dopmMu mpaBmiHHA @ He Tpu3BeNa [0 IOBHOTO JEMOHTAXY IMMOJITUYHOI aBTOHOMIl
Ykpainu Ta ii enitu.’ Sk Oyme MpOAEMOHCTPOBAHO HHW)KYe, HABMAKH, I KpH3a IyKe
NOCNpUsIa 3MiLlHEHHI0 W BHYTPIIHINA iHTerpamii Kosaumpkoi BepxiBku, ii ¢opm
camooprasisauii, igeosorii Ta BmagHUX MO3WLii. [HIIOW MPO6/IEMOI B CTAaHOBHIII
CTapIIWHU, KOTPa Oy/Ia CBOEPiIJHUM CIAZKOM MOMEPeAHiX enox, Oysia HeBMOPSIKOBaHiICTh
1l IOPUANYHOIO CTAHOBHILQ, BIACYTHICTh YITKO PerjiaMeHTOBAaHOl CTPYKTYPU BiHCBKOBOIL
Ta LUBIIBHOI aAMiHicTparii, cry)xk6a B AKKX Oy/ia MiZCTaBO MPHUBieIB I HAJIEKHOCTI A0
CTapUIMHCBKOI KacTu. lle cTBOproBaso 3py4yHi NMPUBOAU /[JIs1 30BHIIIHBIO BTPY4YaHHS B
YKUTTSI CHiJIBHOTH 3 OOKYy MOCKOBCBHKOI B/IaJiy, a 3 iHIIOro GOKy, poOMIo HecTabibHOIO
CIi/IBHOTY 3CepejUHM, JIMIIAIOYM HEPO3B'SI3aHUMU IMUTAHHS i€papxii, CTapIIMHCTBA,
MPABMJI Kap €PHOTO MPOCYBaHHS 1 BiJIMOBiAHUX MPAB B CEPeAOBUIIi CaMOI CTAPIIUHU.

B Hamomy gociimkxeHHI MU CITpoOyeEMO MPOCTEXUTH, SIK 3a JOMOMOTOI0 BCTAHOBJIEHHSI
A BNOPSAKYBAaHHS BHYTPILIHBOI i€papxil CTaplIMHA HaMarajaacs MPOTHUCTOSATA LUM
3arposaM i BOAHO4YAC, 3MILJHIOBaTU CBOIO CHIJIBHOTY 3aBASIKM HOBHUM 1HCTPyYMeHTaM
KOHCTPYIOBAaHHSI COLia/JIBHOTO CTAaTyCy — YHWHOBHHUM i€papxisiM, 3adiKCOBaHUM B
Crel[ia/IbHUX JAOKyMeHTax (MM YMOBHO HAa3WBATUMEMO iX “Tabe/isstMU MPO PaHTH’ ), IIO
nosiaBasu GpopMaTi30BaHUI NOPSIOK CTAPUIMHCHKUX YpsifiB ['eTbMaHITVHMY.

Tabeni CTapIIMHCHKUX YHWHIB, 1O 374e0i/bUIOr0 Oy/IM MPOAYKTOM TBOPYOCTI CAMMX
KO3aLbKMX CTApIIVH, BiJHOCHO 1006pe Oynu BifloMi pi3HMM IOKOJIIHHSIM iCTOPHKIB, 110
BUBYA/H estiTy ['eTbMaHIIMHM, 200 X 1i BIafgHI iIHCTUTYTH, ajie HiKOIU He Oy/u 00’ €KTOM
crenianpHoro BuBYeHHs. “Kjacn” cTapuiMHCBKMX Tocaf, B apMii, aaMiHicTpauii 4u
CYZOYMHCTBI, SIKi TPUCBOIOBA/NMCS TabessiMH, JIHlIe 3TaAyBajucs AOCTiAHUKAMH B
KOHTEKCTi 3MiH CTAaTyCy Pi3HUX IPYII CTAPILIMHU (reHepasbHOI, TOIKOBOI YM COTEHHOI), Yn
TO TIOSIBI HOBHX IHCTUTYLii (HampWIKIaJ, YPsiAiB reHepajbHUX MiACKapOiiB, rPOACHKHUX,
3eMCBKHX i TiKOMOpChKHX cyaiB).’ BTiM, aBTOPH YKOZHMM YMHOM He KOMEHTyBajla caMi
“rabemi,” HiOW 306epirarouM MOBYA3Hy 3roAy 3 TMPUBOAY TOTO, IIO BOHHU OyIu
MEePTBOHAPO/)KEHOI0 OYKBOIO 3aKOHY, KOTPUM CTapLIMHA JIMIIEe IPAarHy/ia YTBEPAUTH
CBOIO BUILICTb i BHYTPIIIHIO i€papxito, ajie TaK 0 KiHIS i CIIPOMOTJIACs 3pOOUTH L[HOTO.’

AOwu 3’sicyBaTH poJib i 3HAYEHHST LIMX JOKYMEHTIB, iX BIUIMB Ha MPOLeC KPUCTATi3aLii
CTApIIMHCHKOI €JIITH MM CIPOOYEMO 3’ICYBaTH: 1) KOHTEKCT i 0OCTaBUHU MOSIBU TEPIINX
KO3aIbKUX TabesIiB PO PAHTH; 2) IPUYUHU 1 XapaKTep 3MiH, KOTPUX BOHHU 3a3HaBaJIN; 3)
NUTAaHHS TpPO IX [I€BICTb B TMOBCSAKJEHHIA YpsgoBili mnpakTtuull [eTbMaHIIMHU.

> Tlon Bywkosuy, “Tlocnencreust [onrasbl: MecTHas aBToHoMust B Poccuiickoit umnepun npu Iletpe 1” B
Pycckuti Céopruk: Poccus u Botina: MexcdyHnapodmuili HayuHbll cbopHuk 8 yecms 75-1emus bproca Mennutea
(MockBa: Mogect Konepos, 2018), t. XXVI: g2-121. (Paul Bushkovich, “Posledstviia Poltavy: mestnaia
avtonomiia v Rossiiskoi imperii pri Petre 1” v Russkii Sbornik: Rossiia i Voina: Mezhdunarodnyi nauchnyi
sbornik v chest’ 75-letiia Briusa Menninga (Moscow: Modest Kolerov, 2018), t. XXVI: 92-121).

[lepuri 3ragKyM Mpo KIacH KO3AaUbKUX YHHIB B paHHIiM icTopiorpadii 3'sBasioTecss B Tpaktari ‘O
Manopoccuu. O apeBHMX 0ObIYasiX MaJOPOCCHMICKMX, O YMHAX U JO/DKHOCTSX, O CIy)XOe BOMHCKOW U
IPXAAHCKOM, O YUHAX U JOJDKHOCTAX Mo andasuty” Bacunst JlomuroBebkoro (1808): Crosapb manopycckol
cmapuHbl, cocmaeneHHwili 8 1808 2. B. A. /lomukoeckum, pen. u npumed. Anexkcanapa Jlazapesckoro (Kues:
Tumn. T. Kopuak-Hosuukoro, 1894). (Slovar’ malorusskoi stariny, sostavlennyi v 1808 g. V. Ia. Lomikovskim,
red. i primech. Aleksandra Lazarevskogo (Kyiv: Tip. G. Korchak-Novitskogo, 1894).

7 TToxasoBo, 1w, Hanpukiaz, TaGens 1742 p., gonydeHa o “I1paB 3a AKMUMH CyATHCS MATIOPOCIACHKUI Hapox”
(1743), e Gyna mpoaHanisoBaHa HalperenbHilUMU gocmigaukamu uiei mam'stku (O. KicrsakiBebkuid, A.
SIxosmnis, K. Bucno6okos).
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XpOHOJIOTiYHI MeXi JOC/TiHKeHHSs JIOTiYHO OOMEXYIOThCSI YacOM TOsIBM Ieplioi Tabei B
1734 P. Ta OCTAaHHBOI B 1762 p., WO B Yaci MaibKe CIiBMNaj0 3 JKBIJALIIE€I0 IHCTUTYTY
reTbMaHCBhKOI BJIaJ IC/sI SIKOTO 3MaraHHsi KO3albKOl 3HAaTi 3a CBOI MpaBa ¥ craTyc
nepetnuTH 10 HOBOI dasm.

3’sicyBaHHS POJIi, KOTPY I'Paiv MPAKTHUKY YPSIAOBOrO CTAPLUIMHCTBA Ta YUHOBHBUILEHHS
CTApLIMHU, HACIIPaBJi BUXOAATH 32 PAMKHM IMPUKJIAAHOIL aKTyanbHOCTI. [lo-niepiue, He cif,
3abyBary, o caM ¢peHoMeH popMyBaHHS eniT ['eTbMaHIMHY OYB SIBUILEM Sui generis Ha
TAi eiT ToroyacHoi €Bpomu, KOTpi Oyau BXe CcPOPMOBAHMMH CHiJIBHOTAaMH 3
6araToBiKOBOIO iCTOpi€l0, YCTa/€HOIO CTPYKTYPOIO, NMPAaKTUKaMU U Tpaguuismu. Omxe,
nepes, HaMU IOCTa€ lLle OJUH QJITOPUTM KpUCTali3alil MOJITUYHOTO KJacy, MOro
3aMHMKaHHS W BifcermapyBaHHS Bif, PelUTU COLa/JIbHUX CIIIJIBHOT. YKPalHCbKHUI KOHTEKCT
TAaKO)XX /JIa€ MOXUIMBICTh TNPOCTIJKYBaTH, B SIKMH croci6 Ha Li TNpolecd BIUIMBaIa
HoBomocTana Pociliceka immepisi, o Oyze LiKaBUM 3 TOYKH 30Dy MOPiBHSIHHSI B3a€MHH
abGCOMIOTUCTCHKUX MOHApXii i3 coljjabHUMU ejliTaMy B iHWMX perioHax. [lo-apyre,
iepapxiyHi MPAKTHUKU KO3alLibKOl CTApPIIMHU He IIIJIM B MUHYyJIe Pa3oM i3 aBTOHOMI€IO
l'erpManmuuu Hanpukinii XVIII cT.,, a cTaium BaXJIMBOIO CKJIQOBO TIPyHOBOI
imeHTMYHOCTI 11 eiTh ¥ aprymeHTOM y 6GOpOTOi 3a OTPHMMAHHS ABOPSIHCTBA BXXe B
HactynmHomy XIX cr.?

Kos3anpka crpammHa, siK CHiIbHOTA

OueBugHO, 10 T@epul HDK TOBOPUTH TMpPO iepapxil CTPALIMHCBKUX YPs/iB
['eTbMaHIIMHY, BapTO MOJaTH OOJAW 3arajibHUM iX OrJIsAf i XapaKTepucTUKy. BragHa
nmipamiza Bilicbkka 3amopospkoro cdopmyBiacs B pe3y/nbTaTi CHUHTE3y TpafuLii
peeCTpoBOro i 3MOPO3bKOr0 KO3alTBa M MiJi BIVIMBOM HOBUX peasiiii y yaci BUHMKHEHHS
KO3alIbKOi aBTOHOMIi B 1648 p. [i BUIIy CXOAWHKY MOCi/IaB reTbMaH, ypsifi IKOTO /0 TIepuIoi
ygepti XVIII cr. dpopmanbHO 3anuimiaBcss BUOOPHUM, Oyaydu (GAKTHUYHUM BOJIOAAPEM
I'etbMaHmMHU. Manyu WIMPOKI NMOBHOBXEHHSI TAKOX YPSiAU TeHepaJlbHUX CTapILUUH,
KOTpPl TOBapHUIyBajJu TreTbMaHy B JOBOEHHMM 4Yac — TeHepaJbHOro mucaps,
reHepaJbHOr0 0003HOTO i FeHepa/JIbHUX OCaBYJIiB Ta CyAJiB, reHepa/bHUX OYHUY>KHOTO Ta
xopymxoro.” 3MiHu BigOynucs ¥ Ha peluTi wab/IiB Aep)KaBHO-BiiICHKOBOTO YIIPAB/IiHHSI.

® IIpo ne meranpHime: Anekcanzpa E¢umenko, “Maopycckoe ZBOPSIHCTBO U ero cyasba’ B Asexcanzpa
Edumenko, FOxcnas Pycob. Ouepku, uccaedosarus u 3amemxu (Caukr-Tlerep6ypr: Kuuromnewarus lImMuzars,
1905), T. 1: 145-200. (Aleksandra Efimenko, “Malorusskoe dvorianstvo i ego sud’ba” v Aleksandra Efimenko,
Iuzhnaia Rus’. Ocherki, issledovaniia i zametki (St. Petersburg: Knigopechatiia Shmidt”, 1905), t. 1: 145-200);
3enon Koryr, Pociticbkuti yenmpaniam i ykpaiHcoka agmoromisn: Jlikeidayis Fembvmanwunu, 1760-1830 (Kuis:
OcHoBy, 1996). (Zenon Kohut, Rosiiskyi tsentralizm i ukrains’ka avtonomiia: Likvidatsiia Het'manshchyny,
1760-1830 (Kyiv: Osnovy, 1996)); tioro i, “Yxpainceka enita y XVIII crosnitti Ta ii iHTerparnist B yKpaiHCbKe
nBopsiactBo” B Koryt, Kopinma idenmuunocmu, 46-79. (idem, “Ukrains’ka elita u XVIII stolitti ta Ti
intehratsiia v ukrains’ke dvorianstvo” v Kohut, Korinnia identychnosty, 46-79); Imutpuit Musnep, Ouepku u3
ucmopuu ropuduieckozo 6bima cmapou Manopoccu. IIpespaweHue manopycckoli cmapwuHbl 8 080PSAHCMBO
(Kues, 1897). (Dmitrii Miller, Ocherki iz istorii iuridicheskogo byta staroi Malorossii. Prevrashchenie
malorusskoi starshiny v dvorianstvo (Kyiv, 1897)).

? Biktop I'opoGewp, Brada ma coyiym I'emwvmanamy, 25-29, 37-51. (Horobets, Viada ta sotsium Het'manatu, 5-
29, 37-51); J/leB Oxinwesuy, “I'enepanpbHa Crapumba Ha JliBoGepexuiit Yipaini XVII-XVIII BB.” B IIpayi
Komicii das euyuyeanus icmopii 3axidHo-pycbkoeo ma ekpaiHcbkoeo npaea, Bun. 2 (KuiB: YkpabHCBKa
Axagemis Hayk, 1926). (Lev Okinshevych, “Heneral’'na Starshyna na Livoberezhnii Ukraini XVII-XVIII vv.” v
Pratsi Komisii dlia vyuchuvannia istorii zakhidno-rus’koho ta vkrains’koho prava, vyp. 2 (Kyiv: Ukrains’ka
Akademia Nauk, 1926)); George Gajecky, The Cossack Administration of the Hetmanate (Cambridge, MA.:
Harvard Ukrainian Research Institute, 1978), vol.2: 651-677.
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Tak, Ko3alpKi OJIKOBHUKH B XO/i TOBCTAaHHSI OKPiM, BiiCbKOBHUX ITOBHOBA)KEHb, HAOY/IH
OYHKIIM LMBIIBHUX aMiHICTPATOPIB CBOIX PErioHIiB, TaK CaMO 3a PaxyHOK [OJABaHHS
aAMiHICTPAaTUBHUX QYHKLiA PO3IMIMPUINCSI IIOBHOBAaXEHHSI COTHHKIB (KepiBHHUKIB
aZMIiHICTPaTUBHUX OJUHWUIIb, HA SIKi MOAISUTUCA MTOJIKKA) Ta COTEHHUX cTapiurH.'® OKpim
PO3LIMPEHHsI KOMIETEHLil B/IacHe BiliCBKOBUX YPSIOBLiB, Oy/lI0 CTBOPEHO TAaKOXX HOBI
BiIOMCTBa /JIs1 YIIPaB/IiHHS UUBiUIbHOW cpeporo — ['eHepaibHY BiliCbKOBY KaHLE/ISIPilO Ta
['eHepanbHUit BilicbkoBUii cyz, a Bke y XVIII ct. - ['eHepanbHy cKapOOBY KaHIeIsIpito Ta
l'eHepasnbHy niunabHY KoMicifo." Tlpu Gi/nbIIOCTi reHepasbHUX CTAPIIMH — MiHICTPIiB
YacoOM YTBOPMJIMCSI BJIaCHI KaHLEMSIPCHbKI BiIOMCTBA, SIKI Ha MOJIKOBOMY Ta COTEHHOMY
PiBHI TaKoXX AyO/MIOBa/iMCsA BiANMOBIZHUMH KaHLEASAPIsIMU 3 BJACHUMH LITaTaMU
CyX6OBILiB.

B gpyriit monoBuHi XVII cT. Ko3aupKi reTbMaHHW, MPAarHy4d YHE3aJI@XHUTUCS Bif,
MIHJIMBUX TMOJIITUYHUX HACTPOIB KO3aLTBA M BIUIMBY CTapUIMHU, CTBOPIOIOTH HalMaHi
BiliCbKa, KOTPIi SIB/ISIIOTH COOOI0 a/IbTEPHATUBHY apMilo, OKpeMy BiJ, KO3aLbKOTO BiHiChKa,
mo ¢iHaHCyBasacs 3 LEHTPAJbHOTO OIOMHKETy, Masia BJaCHY KOMaHJHY i€epapxiio, sKa
3HaxogWIacs mif KoHTposeM rerpMaHiB.? Ille ogHWM IHCTUTYTOM, SIKUM BOJIOJAPI
['eTbMaHIIMHMA HaMarajvcs MOCUJIMUTU CBIA BIUIMB, CTaB TIeTbMaHCbKUW [JBIp,
O4YOJIIOBAaHU MaplIa/IKOM i rocrojapeM reTbMaHChKOTO JBOPY, 3 BiJIOBIJHUMH IITaTaMU
NPUABOPHUX YMHIB, IBOPSHAMM U HazBipHOIO rBapgicro. Takum ynHOM, 10 Kinnsg XVII
CT. BIagHU anapar ['eThbMaHIIMHY SIB/ISIB COOOI0 JOBOJIi PO3TraTy)XeHy CHUCTEMY BiZJOMCTB
i YCTaHOB i3 YMC/IEHHUM IITATOM CTY)KOOBLIIB, KiIBKICTh SIKUX MaJia CTabi/IbHY TeH/IEHIIi 0
[0 3pOCTaHHS.

B ymoBax Pylnu, ko1 yepes IHTeHCHUBHI BOEHHI [il, BTPAaTU B CTAPIIMHCbKOMY KOPITyCi
Tpeba Oy/l0 MIBUAKO TIIONMOBHIOBAaTH, KAJpPOBUM pe3epBOM CTa€ 3HaTHe BiliCbKOBe

' Muxaunn Cnab4enko, Manopycckutl noak 6 admunucmpamueiom omuowenuu (HMcmopuko-topuduyeckutl
ouepk) (Opecca: Tumorpadust “TexHuk”, 1909), 43-101. (Mikhail Slabchenko, Malorusskii polk v
administrativnom otnoshenii (Istoriko-iuridicheskii ocherk) (Odesa: Tipografiia “Tekhnik”, 1909), 43-101).

" Iapryenko, Hapucu cycninvHo-noaimuyHozo ycmpoio Jlieo6epexcroi Ykpainu, 102-125. (Diadychenko,
Narysy suspil’no-politychnoho ustroiu Livoberezhnoi Ukrainy, 102-125); Bipa Ilanamenko, “3 icropil
HAL[lOHAJIPHUX Jep)KaBHUX IHCTUTYLIH: ['eHepanbHa BificbkoBa KaHuessipis’ B HayioHanbHo-8u380/bHa 6itliHa
ykpaiHcbko2o Hapody cepedunu XVII cmonimma: noaimuka, ideonoeis, eilicbkoge mucmeymeo (Kwuis:
Iucrutyt ictopii Ykpainu HAH VYxpainu, 1998), 252-276. (Vira Panashenko, “Z istorii natsional’nykh
derzhavnykh instytutsii: Heneral'na viis’kova kantseliariia” v Natsional’no-vyzvol'na viina ukrains’koho
narodu seredyny XVII stolittia: polityka, ideolohiia, viis’kove mystetstvo (Kyiv: Instytut istorii Ukrainy NAN
Ukrainy, 1998), 252-276).

® Napwyaenko, Hapucu cycninbHo-noaimuunozo ycmpoto Jlieobepexcroi Ykpainu, 281-312. (Diadychenko,
Narysy suspil’no-politychnoho ustroyu Livoberezhnoi Ukrainy, 281-312); C1a64enko, Manopycckuil nosk, 126-
144. (Slabchenko, Malorusskii polk, 126-144).

B Onexciit Coxupko, /luyapi dpyz020 copmy. Hatimane siticoko Jlisobepexcroi ['embmanwuru 1669-1726 pp.
(Kui: Temmopa, 2006). (Oleksii Sokyrko, Lytsari druhoho sortu. Naimane viis’ko Livoberezhnoi
Het’'manshchyny 1669-1726 rr. (Kyiv: Tempora, 2006)).

" Onpra BacunibeBa, “IeTbMaHChbKi ABOpsHM ¥ cnyru HanpukiHui XVII - y mepwiit Tperuni XVIII cr.:
nopiBHsUIbHUN aHanis,” T'ines, Bum. 66 (2012): 44-49; T . “/lo CTPYKTYypM YIPaBIiHCHKOTO amapary
reTbMaHCBKOTO ABOPY: JO30PL{i Ta CTapOCTH reTbMaHChbKHMX MaeTHOcTeil (1687 - 1734 pp.)” B AkmyanbHi
npobaemu eimuusHsHol ma ececgimHuboi icmopil: 36ipHuk Haykosux npayb: Haykoei 3anucku PigneHcbkozo
JepiasHo2o eymMaHimapHozo yHieepcumemy, Bui.16 (2009): 20-24. (Ol'ha Vasyl'ieva, “Het'mans’ki dvoriany i
sluhy naprykintsi XVII - u pershii tretyni XVIII st.: porivnial'inyi analiz,” Hileya, vyp. 66 (2012): 44-49; eadem,
“Do struktury upravlins’koho aparatu het'mans’koho dvoru: dozortsi ta starosty het'mans’kykh maietnostei
(1687 - 1734 11.)” v Aktual’ni problemy vitchyznianoi ta vsesvitn’oi istorii: Zbirnyk naukovykh prats’: Naukovi
zapysky Rivnens’koho derzhavnoho humanitarnoho universytetu, vyp.16 (2009): 20-24); Onekciit Cokupko, Ha
eapmi 6Gynasu. Hadeiphi eiticbka ykpaincvkux eemovmanie XVII-XVIII cm. (KuiB: Temnopa, 2018). (Oleksii
Sokyrko, Na varti bulavy. Nadvirni viis’ka ukrains’kykh het'maniv XVII-XVIII st. (Kyiv: Tempora, 2018)).
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ToBapucTBo. biamwxue o kiHus XVII cT., i3 ycTaneHHsSM KpUTepilB Ha/lIeXXHOCTI O L€l
rpynu Ta ¢ikcanieo ii MPUBiJIEHOBAaHOTO CTAHOBHIIA, 3HAYHE TOBAPHCTBO IOYMHAE
BHUKOHYBATH JIONIOMDXKHY POJIb B YIIPaB/IiHHI BificbKOM, pOOOTi a/MiHICTPATUBHUX YCTAaHOB
i CyzIiB, 3HaXOAAYMCh Y IOPUCAUKINI reTbMaHiB Ta MoJKOBHUKIB.” Ha moyaTky XVIII cT. B
aMopdHiit Maci 3HAYHOTO TOBApUCTBA BUOKPEMUJIUCS [Bi IPYIH, 1O BiZPi3HSUIMCS CBOIM
CTaTycOM i IOPUCAMKIi€I0 — GyHUyKOBe Ta 3HaukoBe ToBapuctBo.® Lli ABi rpymu uiTKo
BiJJi/SI/TMCS BiJi PEeINTH KO3aLTBA, OCKU/IBKMA iX MPEeJCTAaBHUKA YacoM He o0biliManu
KOOHUX TOCaj B aJMIiHICTpalil 4YM apMil, aje Maayd MiABUILEHUH CTaTyc,
HiAMOPSAIKOBYIOYMCh  0e3mocepefHbo reTbMaHaMm (OyHYyKOBI ToBapwumi) abo K
MOJIKOBHUKAM (3HA4YKOBi TOBapuiui). 3BaHHS OYHYYKOBMX i 3HAYKOBUX TOBAPHILIIB
OTPUMYBAJIH SIK 3aC/TY)KeHi CTAPIIMHU, TaK i IXHi JAiTH, JJIs SIKUX 1e Oy/I0 TPaMIUIIHOM JJIst
Mait6yTHbOI Kap'epu.” B 40-x pp. XVIII cT. ust rpyna MOMOBHUIACS PAHTOM BiiiCHKOBHX
TOBApHIIiB, KOTPi 3aiiMa/ii MPOMiKHE CTAaHOBHILE MK OYHUYYKOBUMHU Ta 3HAYKOBHUMU
ToBapumamu.® ®akTH4HO, BCci TP paHTM GyAM BiANOBIZHMKAMU TIOYECHUX THUTYIIB,
KOTPMMH KO3al[bKa eJliTa BUOKpPEMJIIOBasia cebe 3-mocepe] 3BUYaWHUX Ko3akiB. [IpaBo
HaJIAHHSI TUTYJIiB OYHYYKOBMX TOBApHLIIB IOYATKOBO HAJI€)Xa/l0 TeTbMaHaM, a IOTIM
Io4YeproBo Iepexoausno To A0 ['eHepanbHOI BiMicbKOBOI1 KaHLesspil, To Ao [IpaBmiHHsS
reTbMaHcbKoro ypsigy. Ha mymky Ipunm KpuBomiel, MapkepoM MOYaTKy KpUCTasIi3aLil
L[UX PAHTiB OYB MOYATOK iX 001Ky ['eHepa/ibHOIO BiiiChKOBOIO KaHIIE/ISIPi€0, KOTPA 3 YaCiB
CkoponacbKoro novasza BeCTH BiATIOBiJHI PeeCTpH, a 3 KiHIISl 30 — MOYATKy 40-X pp., 3
POCIHICBKUM 3pa3KoM, BH/IaBaTH iM aTeCcTaTH.”

dopmanbHo, 1o nmovyatky XVIII cT. mepeBaykHa OilbILICTh CTAPIIMHCHKUX YPSZIB, Bif
BULIMX O HIDKYMX, Oy/ra BUOOPHOI. BUHATOK CTaHOBM/IM /IHIIE CTAPUIMHU HaWMaHHUX
MOJIKiB, TPHUJBOPHI YMHH, OYHYYKOBi Ta 3HA4YKOBi TOBapWIli, KOTPUX HOMiHyBaIH

" Ipuna Kpusoutesi, Heypsidoea cmapwuna Ykpaincekoi kozaybkoi depxcasu (XVII-XVIII cm.), mm. 1-2 (Bina
LlepkBa: Bugasens O. [MTwonkiBcbkuii, 2016). (Iryna Kryvosheia, Neuriadova starshyna Ukrains’koi kozats kot
derzhavy (XVII-XVIII st.), tt. 1-2. (Bila Tserkva: Vydavets’ O.Pshonkivs'kyi, 2016)); Bipa IlaHaueHnko,
“ByH4yKOBI, BiliCbKOBI i 3Ha4KOBi ToBapuii B ['eTbMaHInHI"B Icmuny ecmaHnosntoe cyd icmopii: 36ipHuKk Ha
nowany ®edopa Illesuerka (Kuis: IncruryT icTopii Yrpainu HAH Ykpaiuu, 2004), T. 2: 291-347; 1 . “3HaTHe
BilicbKOBe TOBapHucTBO ['eTbMaHIMHN B YkpaiHa 8 Llenmpanvro-Cxiduiti €eponi: Cmydii 3 icmopii XI-XVIII
cmoaims (KuiB: Inctutyt ictopii Ykpainm HAH VYkpainu, 2000), Bum. 1: 397-418. (Vira Panashenko,
“Bunchukovi, viis’kovi i znachkovi tovaryshi v Het'manshchyni” v Istynu vstanovliuie sud istorii: Zbirnyk na
poshanu Fedora Shevchenka (Kyiv: Instytut istorii Ukrainy NAN Ukrainy, 2004), t. 2: 291-347; eadem, “Znatne
viis'kove tovarystvo Het'manshhyny” v Ukraina v Tsentral’no-Skhidnii levropi: Studii z istorii XI-XVIII stolit’
(Kyiv: Instytut istorii Ukrainy NAN Ukrainy, 2000), vyp. 1: 397-418).

0 Ipuna Kpusowres, “ByHuyxkoBe ToBapmcrBo ['erpmanummuau B mepiuifi moioBuni XVIII cr.: craryc i
ymcespHicTs” B Kosaybki cmapoxcumnocmi Jliso6epexcocs Aninpa XV-XVIII cmonims (Cymu: CyMcbKuit
Iep)XaBHUH yHiBepcHTeT, 2015): 36-43. (Iryna Kryvosheia, “Bunchukove tovarystvo Het' manshchyny v pershii
polovyni XVIII st.: status i chysel'nist” v Kozats’ki starozhytnosti Livoberezhzhia Dnipra XV-XVIII stolit’
(Sumy: Sums’kyi derzhavnyi universytet, 2015): 36-43).

7 Bipa INanamenko, “ByHuykosi ToBapumi,” Kuigcbka cmaposuna, No5 (1997): 24-40; 1 K. “3Ha4KOBi
toBapuiui’ B YkpaiHcbka ko3aybka depxycasd: 6umoku ma wasxu icmopuuHoeo pozsumky (Kuis: InctuTyT
icropii Ykpainu HAHY, 2000), Bum. 7: 165-173. (Vira Panashenko, “Bunchukovi tovaryshi,” Kyivs’ka starovyna,
5 (1997): 24-40; eadem, “Znachkovi tovaryshi” v Ukrains’ka kozats’ka derzhava: vytoky ta shliakhy
istorychnoho rozvytku (Kyiv: Instytut istorii Ukrainy NAN Ukrainy, 2000), vyp. 7: 165-173).

8 Ipuna Kpusouies, “BificbkoBe TOBapuCTBO Ha OCTAaHHBOMY €Tami iCHYBaHHsSI YKpalHCHKOI KO3albKOi
Iepxkaeu (zpyra momosuHa XVIII ct.),” Ymarcoka cmaposuna N1 (2016): 20-25. (Iryna Kryvosheia, “Viis’kove
tovarystvo na ostann’omu etapi isnuvannia Ukrains’koi kozats’koi derzhavy (druha polovyna XVIII st.),”
Umans’ka starovyna 1 (2016): 20-25); Bipa INanamenko, “BificexoBi ToBapwiui,” Kuigcbka cmaposuHa No 3
(1998):166-174. (Vira Panashenko, “Viis'kovi tovaryshi,” Kyivska starovyna 3 (1998): 166-174).

" Ipuna Kpusowes,, Heypsadosa cmapwuta Ykpaincvkoi kozayvkoi depucasu (XVII-XVIII cm.) T. 1: 120-121, 179~
180. (Iryna Kryvosheia, Neuriadova starshyna Ukrains’koi kozats’koi derzhavy (XVII-XVIII st.), t. 1: 120-121, 179-
180).
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reTbMaHu. B NMUTaHHSAX BUOOPHOCTI CHiBiCHyBa/iX ZBi QHTAaroHiCTUYHI TeHAEHLii, 110
SICKPaBO MPOSIBUINCS OJpasy miciasg XMeJTbHUYYMHU. TaK, OJHa 3 HHUX, 10 BUPOCTaaa 3
3aMOpO3bKOi  Tpajulii, NOKJIMKAIOYMCh HA ‘CTAPOBMHHI 3BW4Yai,” TpPaKTHKyBajia
MOBCSIKYACHE TiepeoOpaHHsT CTaPIIKH, 30epiraloyu ix 3a/IeKHICTh Ta 00CAT BIAZH BiJ BOJIi
BChOTO BilichKa (“BificbkoBoro ToBapuctBa’). Tozi sk peecTpoBa TpaAMLisi MparHyia go
3aMillleHHs1 ypsAIB 3 TPUBAJMMHU KaJeHIisIMH, BCTAHOBJ/IEHHS YITKILIWX NMOBHOBAYXEHb 1
BHYTPIIIHBOI i€epapxii ypsSAHMKIB, a TaKOXX TPABWI IPOCYBAaHHS CITy>KOOBHUMH
cxogmukamu. Hanpukinni XVII ¢T. BUGOPHICTh KO3ALbKUX YPSLHUKIB MepeTBOPHIACS Ha
NeBHY PpUTyali30BaHy TMpoLeAypy, JOTPUMaHHS siKol Oy/0, Cygsdud 3 YChOTO,
dakynpraTBHUM.”® HaToMicTh HaMiTH/IaCS TEHJEHISI 0 YCIAAKyBaHHS ypsaziB (B 06xif,
BUOOpIB) y HAMOI/MbII BIUIMBOBUX CTAPUIMHCBKAX POJAAX, KOTPi KOPHUCTYBaHCS
MIPOTEKI[i€I0 TeThbMaHiB a0 MOCKOBCHKMX LIAPiB.”' B HacTymHOMY CTOJITTI Iisi MpaKTHKa
OCTATOYHO YCTJIMThCS, XO4a BHOOPHiCTh i 30epiratnMe cratyc $OpPMabHOTO 3BHUYAIO
IpU BU3HAYeHHI KaHJWJATiB Ha NTOCaU.

Kozanpka crapmuHa ta PociiicbKa iMnepis

IlonitTnka HeBTpy4aHHs1 MockBU y BHyTpillHI cmpaBu ['eTbMaHIIMHKU  MOYana
3a3HaBaTH 3MiH i3 moyatkom XVIII cT., 1m0 cTano oco6auBo momitHuM mig yac ITiBHiYHOT
BiliHM 1700-1721 pp. Haiibinemw cepitosHow mnpo6GaemMor0, ¥ BogHOYac (AKTOPOM
KOHCOJTiJa1il K03aLbKOi BepXiBKH, CTa/I CIPOOY BTPYYAHHS POCIMCHKOI BJIaiN B KaIpOBY
MOJIITUKY aBTOHOMil. [lepumnii Takuii mpeLeseHT CTaBCcs y 1707 P., KOAW BiMCBKOBUM
KaHLenapucT IBaH YapHuUIL, KOPUCTAlOYUCh 13 MPOTEKUil POCIHCBKUX BEJIbMOX,
HaMaraBcsi OTPUMATH MPECTIDKHUHN ypsiZ, CTapoLyOChKOro MOJIKOBHUKA B 00XiJ reTpbMaHa
Masenu.** ABanTiopa YapHHIla 3arpoXxyBasia MOPYUIMTH Status quo, KOTPUW TapHATYyBaB
HeBTpy4YaHHs Pocil y BHyTpilHi cnpaBu ['eTbMaHIIMHM i BUKJIMKAB TPUBOTY B
cepeJOBMILI CTAapIIMHHM, XO4Ya MOCKOBCHKi YPSIZOBLI TOZi He 3BaYXWJ/IMCSI CTAaTH Ha OiK
CBOTO IIPOTEXe.

Brim, micisi Ma3enmMHCHKOTO BUCTYITYy, KOJIM YHMMaJIO NMPUXWIBHHUKIB reTbMaHa OyIu
3MylleHi BUIXaTh Ha eMmirpauito, abo Oy/aM 3aciaHi, MPAKTHUKA MPSIMOTO MPU3HAYEHHS

** Bikrop T'opoGeup, “IlpaBo BiNbHOI eneKuil MONKOBHMKA BilichKa 3amopospKoro: Ko3aupKi Tpaguuii y
BUNpOOYBaHHI iMIIepCbKUMHU HOBauisMu,” YkpaiHcbkull icmopuyHul xcypHan N° 5 (2015): 70-76. (Viktor
Horobets, “Pravo vil'moi elektsii polkovnyka Viis’ka Zaporoz'koho: kozats’ki tradytsii u vyprobuvanni
impers’kymy novatsiiamy,” Ukrains’kyi istorychnyi zhurnal 5 (2015): 70-76).

* Ibid., 76-91; Bixtop Topo6Genp, “Crapuuna [eTbMaHUIMHU: HECTy)KGOBUH BUMIp cmyx60BOI Kap'epu
nposigHoOl conjanbHol BeperBy,” YkpaiHcobkull icmopuuHull xcypHan N4 (2012): 52-66. (Viktor Horobets,
“Starshyna Het'manshchyny: nesluzhbovyi vymir sluzhbovoi kar'iery providnoi sotsial'noi verstvy,”
Ukrdins’kyi istorychnyi zhurnal 4 (2012): 52-66); CnaGueHko, Manopycckuti noak, 65-66. (Slabchenko,
Malorusskii polk, 65-66).

** Kupunn Kouerapos, “Pycckoe mpaButenbctBo u mpaBo rermana M. C. Masenbl HasHayaTh Ka3alKuX
MOJIKOBHUKOB Boificka 3amoposkckoro: kasyc MiBana Yepusiwa 1707 roga,” CrassHosedeHue N22 (2016): 29-40.
(Kirill Kochegarov, “Russkoe pravitel’stvo i pravo getmana I. S. Mazepy naznachat’ kazatskikh polkovnikov
Voiska Zaporozhskogo: kazus Ivana Chernysha 1707 goda,” Slavianovedenie 2 (2016): 29-40).
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CTapIIMH LAPCHPKUMHU yKa3aMu craja Oinbil MacoBoro.” HoBocreveHi crapuimHwy,
HomiHoBaHi [Terpom I (figeThcss Mpo HOBOMJIMHCBHKOTO coTHUKA ['puropis [umkesuya,**
BOpOHe3bKoro coTHuKa [lorana Hasapenka Ta HOBropog-ciBepcbkoro cotHuka ®Pezmopa
JlicoBChKOr0),” X0Y i MOXOAM/IM 3 KO3al[bKOIO CTaHy, MOBOAW/IMCA HAa CBOIX IMOCajax
CBaBiJIPHO YacTO TMOPYUIYIOYM 3aKOH i HOPMHM Mopasi, He rpebOyBanmu Xabapsmw,
HaCHIbCTBOM, TPaGyHKaMH i TlepecIifyBaHHsIM CBOIX MPOTHUBHUKIB.”® SIK CBig4aTh CKapru
COTHSIH i CNIIJYUX CIIPaB, BiAUyTTs] 6€3KapHOCTI i BUILOCTI “LAPCHKUX COTHUKIB” 3HAYHOIO
MipOI0 T'PYHTYBa/IOCSl HAa TOMY, L0 BOHM Oy/IM MpH3HA4YeHi Ha MOCaAM BOJIEI0 BUILOTO
BOJIOZAPS, @ He 00paHi Ko3aKaMy, sIK peruTta. CTapuIMHy, o MovyBaau cebe Mif, OMiKoo i
3aXMCTOM LIApsi, JO3BOJISUIM cOOi CTaBaTH Ha MPIO HaBiTh i3 reTbMaHAMM. 3ra/IaHUI BUILE
coTHUK JlicOBCHKUE mpOTsroM Tphox (!) pokiB irHopyBaB yka3u IBana CkopomazchKoro i
He 3'SIB/ISIBCSI HAa JOTMTH. Biz cBaBi/IbHOI MOBEIHKM COTHUKIB MOTEPIIav He JIMLIE MPOCTi
KO3aKH, ajie ¥ COTeHHI CTapLIMHU ¥ HaBiTh NOJIKOBHUKU. [10MOB3/11 4yTKM NPO Te, 110 BCi
TPO€ COTHUKIB, IPU3HAYE€HHUX LIapeM, rOTYIOTb 3MOBY NpoTU CKOPOIMaAChKOro Ta Horo
MPUXWIBHUKIB 1 BiinmpaBuiu lleTpy foHOC Ha HBOTO.

CnifoM 3a COTHMKaMH, KOTpi Oy/nu mMpuU3Ha4yeHi Ha CBOI ypsY IO Tapsyuux CIigax
po3mpaB HaJ, NpUXWIbHUKaMu Masenu BoceHM 1708 — HaBecHi 1709 pp., [leTrpo I moyas
HOMiHYBaTM ¥ Ha MOCafiu MOJKOBHMKIB. IX TaK caMoO ZicTaBaiM Ti, XTO BMSIBHB CBOKO
BipHICTh 1 BiJQHICTh. 1712 P. HAa KHIBCbKE TMOJKOBHHITBO Oy/0 MpH3Ha4eHO AHTiHA
TaHCBKOrO, KOJIMUIHBOTO KOMITQHIMCBKOTO TMOJIKOBHUKA, KOTPUN BiZMOBHUBCS KOPUTHCS

* Bikrop ['opoGewp, “Ciry>x6a mpu gBOpI, ‘BipHICTh MOHAPXOBi’ Ta MOKPOBUTEIBCTBO LAPCHKMX CAHOBHHUKIB SIK
aprymMeHTd npu oGpaHHI Ha ypsj, coTHHKA Bificbka 3amoposbkoro,” YkpaiHcekutl icmopuyuHutl scypHan Ne3
(2020): 22-29. (Viktor Horobets, “Sluzhba pry dvori, ‘virnist monarkhovi’ ta pokrovytel’stvo tsars’kykh
sanovnykiv iak argumenty pry obranni na uriad sotnyka Viis’ka Zaporoz'koho,” Ukrains’kyi istorychnyi
zhurnal 3 (2020): 22-29). [Ipu ©BOMY, LAPCHKHIT ypsAg, GOSBCS BAABATHCS A0 MAcOBOI pOTauil CTapuivH B
yMmoBax BiiiHM 3 OCMaHCBKOIO iMIIepi€lo 1710-1713 Pp. Y sKiil ['eTbMaHIIMHA cTasa OJHI€I0 3 TeONOTITHYHUX
craBok. Jlo Toro X, y IlerepOyp3i HOraHo OpIEHTYBAjJMCs B PO3CTAHOBL{ CHJI 1 CTyIeHi JIOSUIBHOCTI
Ko3aupKoro cepegoBuua. Jus., Biktrop I'opobeup, “Boaumo yaps cxidnoeo...” Yipaincokuti 'embmanam ma
pociticbka dunacmis do i nicas Ilepescnasa (Kwuis: Kputrka, 2007), 284-285. (Viktor Horobets, “Volymo
tsaria skhidnoho...” Ukrains’kyi Het'manat ta rosiis’ka dynastiia do i pislia Pereiaslava (Kyiv: Krytyka, 2007),
284-285); Cepreit ConosbeB, Mcmopus Poccuu ¢ dpestetiuux epemen Mocksa: ACT; Xapbkos: ®ono, 2001),
K. YIII (1. 15-16): 781. (Sergei Solov’ev, Istoriia Rossii s drevneishikh vremen (Moscow: AST; Khar' kov: Folio,
2001), Kn. VIII (t. 15-16): 781).

** Bikrop ['opo6enp, “O6pasa roHopy umaps i rerbMana” 4 GOpoThOa 3a B/aZly Ha COTEHHOMY PiBHi: CripaBa
HOBOMJIMHCBHKOTO coTHUKa ['puropis [lumkesnya (1708-1722-1732)” B Coyiym. Anbmanax coyiansHoi icmopii,
Bum. 11-12 (2015), 210-252. (Viktor Horobets, “Obraza honoru tsaria i het'mana” chy borot’ba za vladu na
sotennomu rivni: sprava novomlyns’koho sotnyka Hryhoriia Shyshkevycha (1708-1722-1732)” v Socium.
Al'manakh sotsial’nof istorii, vyp. 11-12 (2015), 210-252).

*> Bixrop 'opo6eup, Kongaikm i énada é pannvomodephiti Ykpaini. ComHuk Ho820po0-cigepcbkutll npomu
eembmana Biticbka 3anoposvkoeo, 1715- 1722 (Kuis: [nctutyT icropii Ykpainn HAH Ykpaiuwm, 2016); #oro x.
“Cuma ta Ge3crsUis reTbMaHCHKOI B/IQAM B MIC/SI-IIOATABChKYy OOY: rerbMaH CKOpPOMAACHKUN VS COTHHUK
JlicoBchKuid, 1715-1722” B Ykpaina 6 LlenmpanvHo-Cxidniti €eponi Burm. 14 (2014), 138-161. (Viktor Horobets,
Konflikt i vlada v rann’omodernii Ukraini. Sotnyk novhorod-sivers’kyi proty het'mana Viis’ka Zaporoz’koho,
1715— 1722 (Kyiv: Instytut istorii Ukrainy NAN Ukrainy, 2016); idem, “Syla ta bezsyllia het'mans’koi vlady v
pislia-poltavs’ku dobu: het'man Skoropads’kyi vs. sotnyk Lisovs'kyi, 1715-1722” v Ukraina v Tsentral’no-
Skhidnii Ievropi Vyp. 14 (2014), 138-161); Cepreii Mopasckuii, “Pegnop JlucoBckuii (1709-1722). Odepk u3
BHyTpeHHeit uctopun Manopoccun B nepoit onosune. XVIII cr.,” Kuegckas cmapuna, N2g (1891): 466-477.
(Sergei Moravskii, “Fedor Lisovskii (1709-1722). Ocherk iz vnutrennei istori Malorossii v pervoi polovine
XVIII st.,” Kievskaia starina 9 (1891): 466-477).

*% Anexcangp JlasapeBckuii, “Ouepku us Goita Manopoccun B XVIII Bexe. I11. Cornukn,” Pycekuti apxus, T.
11, KH. 1 (1873): 341-388. (Aleksandr Lazarevskii, “Ocherki iz byta Malorossii v XVIII veke. III. Sotniki,” Russkii
arkhiv, t. 11, kn. 1 (1873): 341-388).
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Haka3am Masenu Ta mepeimoB Ha 6ik Ilerpa.”” B d4epBHi 1715 p. ypsj TagsiibKOro
MOJIKOBHUKA OTpuMaB Muxaitno MwunopagoBud — cepOChKHMI KamliTaH, KOTpUU OyB
pociiicbkuM emicapoM Ha Bankaax mig yac BiiiHu 3 Typkamu.”® 1li npusHavenHs Gyu
OyXXe Ille[pUMHU CiHeKypaMHU, SIKUMU LIQp BUHAropo/pKyBaB CBOIX INPUXWUIBHUKIB, aje
BOJHOYAC CisIB TPMBOTY B JlaBaX JOSUIbHUX A0 cebe crapummu.”® B 1718 p. rerspman
Ckopomnaachbkyii B po3nayi myMcaB mpo poaudiB TaHcbkoro Tta MwunopazoBu4a, KOTpi
NOCiJjat0uM pi3Hi ypsigu Ta “B YKpaliHe MMesi MaeTHOCTH, JXUBYT HY IO/, YbeI0 KOMAH/IOIO,
CaMOBOJIBHO, U TOTO 6 Paii 06 OHBIX ONPEETUTh, MO YbeI0 KOMAH/IO UM OBITh, U KOMY
VX IO 4Ye/O00MUTHI0 HAa HHUX B PO3HBIX JejlaX CyJuTh, a €BO, Je, TreTMaHa, OHH He
cnymaror.”>°

He meH1 naHiyHi HacTpoIl cepef, CTapLIMHU MOCISUIM HaCTYIHI Kpoku [leTpa, 1o noyas
PO3[IaBaTH YPSAM KO3ALbKUX MOJKOBHUKIB pociiicbkuM oditepam. Y Takuii croci6 BiH,
nparHyB yOesmeunTH cebe BiJ, HOBUX NpOsiBiB “3pagu’ micias mogin 1708 p. [lepure
NpU3HAYEeHHsI MaJI0 Map sDKHUM KOHTEKCT: B 1719 P. HDKMHCBHKE TOJIKOBHUIITBO OTPUMaB
[Terpo Tosncroit, MomoAmIUi CHH GM3BKOTO APCHKOTO copaTHuKa [leTpa AHppitioBrya
Tosncroro, xoTpuii B3sB 1UIIOO i3 AOHBKOI0 rerpMaHa Ckopomazacbkoro. OfHaK, micis
CMepTi reTbMaHa Cepisi HaCTyMHWX MPHU3HAYEeHb Majla B)Ke iHINI MOTHBALil Ta Habyma
CHUCTEMHINIOT0 XapaKTepy. IM TmepefyBaja peopraHisallii CUCTeMU YIpaBIiHHs
POCIHICPKMMH TapHi30HaMHM, BilICbKOBOIO iHQpacTPyKTypolo Ta pecypcamMy perioHy, a
TAaKOXX QYHKILil HAar/Isy HaJi MiCLIEBOIO CTPALIMHOIO M MiCBKUMH YPSITHUKAMH. 22 JKOBTHS
1723 P. YEPHITiBCbKUM TOJKOBHUKOM OYy/I0 MPHU3HA4Y€HO KOJHLIHBOTO YEePHIriBChbKOTro
KOMEH/IaHTa TiAMOJIKOBHUKA POCichkol apmii Muxaitna borganosa.> Tlpotsrom 1724-
1725 p. [lonTaBChbKUM TOJMKOM, 33 BiZICYTHOCTI TOJKOBHMKA, (AKTUYHO YIIPABIISIB
MOITaBCbKUN KoMeHJAHT IBan Ywmuepin.’* B Crapogy6cpkomMy MOJIKy, HaGinbmoMy i
HaWbaraTumoMy perioHi ['eTbMaHLIVMHM, TMOKOBHULBKUI MipHA4Y IOCJiZOBHO Ha/eXaB
pocificekum oditepam: B 1723-1724 pp. IBany Kokouikiny, B 1724-1728 pp. Inni [Taukosy,*
B 1730-1734 pp. Onekcangpy [lypoBy Ta B 1734-1741 pp. Adanacivo Pagimesy. B 1727 p.
HDKMHCBKUM TIOJIKOBHUKOM CTaB MMOJIKOBHUK [BaH Xpy1oB, 1[0 K€PYBaB HUM 70 1740 p.>*
Lli homo novus Manu mepcoHabHI LAPCHKi iHCTPYKIIi 100 CBOIX Ailf i1 BiAMOBsIaCs

*7 Anexcangp JlazapeBckwii, “AHTOH TaHCKMiH, MOJTKOBHUK KUeBCKMii (1712-1734 rT.)” Kuesckas cmapura, Ne4
(1894): 146-151. (Aleksandr Lazarevskii, “Anton Tanskii, polkovnik kievskii (1712-1734 gg.),” Kievskaia starina 4
(1894): 146-151).

8 Anexcangp JlazapeBckuii, “Jltogu crapoit Mamopoccuu. 2. Munopagosu4n,” Kuesckas cmapuna, N°3
(1882): 479-498. (Aleksandr Lazarevskii, “Liudi staroi Malorossii. 2. Miloradovichi,” Kievskaia starina 3 (1882):
479-498).

*9 Conosbes, Mcmopusa Poccuu ¢ dpesnetiwux epemen, xH. YIII (T1.15-16): 788-789. (Solov'ev, Istoriia Rossii s
drevneishikh vremen, kn.VIII (t. 15-16): 788-789).

** Hcmounuku manopoccutickoti ucmopuu, cobpamtble /. Banmviw-Kamenckum u uzdarnvie O. BodsHckum
(MockBa, 1859), 4. 2: 282. (Istochniki malorossiiskoi istorii, sobrannye D. Bantysh-Kamenskim i izdannye O.
Bodianskim (Moscow, 1859), ch. 2: 282).

* HaujonanbHa 6i6miorexa Ykpainu iMm. B. Bepuagcbkoro. Icruryr pykomucy [mani-HBYB.IP], &. VIII
KuiBcekuit yaiBepcurer CB. Bonogmmupa, crp. 2384, apk. 21. (Natsional'na biblioteka Ukrainy im. V.
Vernads’koho. Instytut rukopysu [hereafter NBUV.IR], F. VIII Kyivs'kyi universytet Sv. Volodymyra, spr.
2384, ark. 21).

?* Bixrop I'opoGeus, ITpucmepk I'embmanwunu: Ykpaina 6 poku pegpopm ITempa I (Kuis: InucturyT icropii
Yxpainn HAH VYkpainy, 1998), 227. (Viktor Horobets, Prysmerk Het'manshchyny: Ukraina v roky reform Petra
I (Kyiv: Instytut istorii Ukrainy NAN Ukrainy, 1998); M. B. Ba6uu u WM. B. Ba6u4, coct., O6aacmmbie
npasumenu Poccuu, 1719-1739 22. (Mocksa: POCCII3H, 2008), 689. (M. V. Babich i 1. V. Babich, sost.,
Oblastnye praviteli Rossii, 1719-1739 gg. (Moscow: ROSSPEN, 2008), 689).

3 Ibid., 521.

3 Ibid., 671.
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KOPHUTHCSI HaKa3aM reHepaJibHUX CTAPUIMH i BUIUX IHCTUTYLiH ['eThMaHnam.>> Ae, Ha
BiIMiHYy BiJ 3raJlaHUX BHILIe COTHHUKIB, POCISIHU MOCHUJIAIMCS MPHU LIbOMY Ha HasIBHICTH B
HUX apMiiichbKuX ab0 I'BapAiliCbKMX YHMHIB, 1O 3 IXHBOI TOYKU 30py, Oy/M BHUILIMMHU Bif,
Ko3albKuX. [I0Ka30BUM Yy 1bOMYy BiZHOIIEHHI OYB BWIIAQJOK, OIHCAHWI KO3ALBKUM
crapiinHow SIlkoBoM MapkoBuYeM, SIKWU 11 KBITHSI 1733 p. 3ycTpiBesi B ['myxoBi “3b
MONMKOBHUKOMDB HibKMHCKUMD Xpyli0oBUMDB, KOTOPBIM CIOJQ Mpiexaab OMPOLIYBAaTHCh,
4T00s €My He OUTHh Bb KOMaHIh 0003HOTO €HepaHOrO, YTO OH'b ce0b CTaBUTBH, eC/u Obl
6bLTD, 32 061y,

OxpeMilllHICTh CTaTyCcy, SK 1 B IONepeAHIX BUINAJKaX i3 COTHUKAMH, [JO3BOJIsIa
HOBOIIPHU3HAYE€HUM ITOJIKOBHUKaM 0e3MepeliKoHO rpabyBaTH MOJKOBY Kacy, BizbupaTu
3eMJII0 B KO3aKiB i MOCMOUTHX, OOK/IQIaTH MilljaH i KyniiB mobopamu. Kpudyuiicts mux
HACWU/IBCTB TPHUMHOXYyBAajiacsi 1Lie W TUM, IO POCISIHU, SIK IPaBUIIO, TOTaHo
opieHTyBanucs abo ¥ B3arasi irHopyBanu MicueBi 3Bu4ai. [locTymoBo B 1i KoHIiKHM
BTSITYBaJlacs M MiclieBa CTaplLIMHA, KOTPa i3 3HeBaroi i BoJgHOYAC OCTPAaXoOM JUBUIACS Ha
iHO3eM1liB, L0 MiABaYXXYBa/U IXHIO MOHOIOJiI0 Ha Biaaay. [lig yac cBoel moi3gku mo
Mocksu B 1718 p. CKopomnaicbKuUii HaMaraBcsi 00epeXxHo nepeKkoHaTH [leTpa BigMoBUTHCS
BiJl MpU3HAY€Hb iHO3EMILIiB Ha CTAaPIIMHCHKI YPSIIH, MOCHIAI0YMCh HA TPAJUILIikHI “mTpaBa i
Bo/IbHOCTI” BilicbKa 3amopo3bpKOro, OAHAK 1ie BUSBUIOCS MapHUM.>’

“MicHuupbKi” KOHQIIKTH BUHMKAIA W MDK IMIIEpCBKUMH YMHOBHHUKAMHM Ta BUIIUMH
KO3aLbKUMU yPAAOBUSIMHU. B TpaBHi 1728 p. pociiicbkuii YieH npUcyTcTBis ['eHepaibHOI
BiliChbKOBOI KaHUessipii Ta ['eHepanbHOro BikickkoBoro cyay Adanaciit ApceHTHEB
CKap)XVBCS reTbMaHy ATOCTOJTY: “U3 OHBIX Ballel SICHOBETIbMOXXHOCTH YHUBEPCAIOB KaK
YCMOTpeJ, YTO U3BOJIUTE TeMU yHUBepcajlaMM MHCAaTh K IOHOUIEHWI0 4YeCTH MOeH,
CYMC/ISIS B PaBeHCTBe C 3JeUIHMMM IIaHAaMH, KOTOpble HMMEIOTCS B BbILIepeYeHHOM
reHepajbHOM BOMCKOBOM CyZe: a s HafleloCh, YTO IO BBICOKOW €ro MMIIepaTOPCKOro
Be/IM4YeCTBAa MUJIOCTH, U3 OHBIX IIAHOB S BbILle; U TOTO AJIS1 OT Ballleil SICHOBE/IbMOXXHOCTHU
BbIIIEO3HAYEHHYI0 cebe o0o0uay TpPUHUMAK  HAMpacHO; TOrO  PaAW  Bally
SICHOBEJIbMOXKHOCTB ITPOIIy ITOKa3aTh KO MHe CBOI0 MMJIOCTb BIPeZib B TaKOW CHJIe, KaK
BbIllle M300pKEHO YHUBEPCA/IAMM W MHUCbMAMH CBOMMHU MEHsS He TMOPHULATh U C
BBIIIENTMCAHHBIMY 3J€IIHUMH TAHAMU B PABEHCTBE HE CYHCIISATH, JAaObl MHE TaKOUW OOU/IbI
HarpacHo He 610,

[TeBHMM pyOGDKHMM NMYHKTOM B 3MiHi Ka/ipOBOI MOJITHUKHU CTaB LAPCHKUN yKa3 Bif, 22
CiYHS 1715 p., KOTPUI BIPOBA/KyBaB HOBUM NMOPAJOK MPU3Ha4YeHHsI TOJIKOBUX 1 COTEHHUX
crapuuH. [locunatounch Ha Te, 110 3a TeINEPilIHbOTO CTaHYy, KOJU CTAPLIWH NMPU3HAYal0Th
MOJIKOBHUKUA ‘TI0O CBOMM CTPACTSIM, W3 B3SATKOB, W3 KOTPHIX BHOBb BBIODAaHHBIX H
yYpEeXAEeHHBIX CYyTh CYyTh HEKOTOPbIE U MOJO3PUTETbHBI B BEPHOCTH , YKa3 BeJIiB 00MpaTu

»® Ha aymky Muxaiina CnaG4yeHka, B OCHOBY IHCTPYKIiii Gy/l0 TMOKIAeHO TOJNOXEHHS POCIHCHKOTO
“ApTukyna BonHckoro” 1716 p.: CraGuenko, Manopycckuii noak, 69-70. (Slabchenko, Malorusskii polk, 69-
70).

3% JTnesnuk 2eHepabHo20 nodckapbusa Skoea Mapkosuua (1717-1767 22.) (Kues: Tumorpadus I'. Kopuak-
Hosuxoro, 1893), 4. 3: 281. (Dnevnik general’nogo podskarbiia Iakova Markovicha (1717-1767 gg.) (Kyiv:
Tipografiia G. Korchak-Novitskogo, 1893), ch. 3: 281).

7 B 4ono6uthiit, nojanii B Koseriio iHO3eMHMX chpaB Mpo Le MLJIOCS HACTymHUM dYuHOM: “YT06
MHO3eMIIeB U TOCTOPOHHMX B Maiyio Poccruio Ha Ha4yasnbCcTBO He MPHUCHUIATh M Te€M BOJBHOCTH UX He
HapylaTh, a HabwWpaTh ObI UM OHBIX, MO [peBHEMY OGBIKHOBEHMIO, BOJIBHBIMH TOJIOCAaMH H3 HApOAy
Manopoccuiickoro, KTo u36bpaH Oyzer, U 1o omvcke o ToM Ko gBopy Ero Ilapckoro BemmdecTBa, oHbIX
npousBoauTs.” Hcmounuku manopoccutickoli ucmopuu, 4. 2: 281. (Istochniki malorossiiskoi istorii, ch. 2: 281).
3 CisepwuHa eembmarcbkux wacie: 36ipHuk apxieHux dokymenmis, ymop. lOpiit Munuk ta Inna Tapacenko
(Kuis: TIIT “domiant,” 2020), 1. 3: 51. (Sivershchyna het'mans’kykh chasiv: Zbirnyk arkhivnykh dokumentiv,
upor. Iurii Mytsyk ta Inna Tarasenko (Kyiv: PP “Foliant,” 2020), t. 3: 51).
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Ha MiCILli TPbOX JOCTOMHHUX KAaHAWJATIB, 3 SKHUX reTbMaH MaB 3aTBepPKyBaTH OLHOTO.>
HomiHaHT MaB cKkj1afiaT¥ IPUCATY NlepeJ, TeTbMaHOM 1 POCICBKUM pe3uZieHTOM B ['1yxoBi.
BapTo 3ayBakuTH, L0 ILieil aaropuT™M 3aMillleHHs BKaHCiii OyB Maibke OYKBaJbHO
3aM03WYeHNI 3 YMHHUX TMPABWI YMHOBHBHILEHHs odiuepiB perysspHoi apmii.*® Crig
OyMaTH, 10 15l JeTab Oy/a [i/IKOM OYeBHUIHOIO JJIs1 KO3albKOIl CTapLUIMHU i BillyBaja B
MaiiGyTHbOMY MepeKPOEHHS BCi€l ccTeMU HAaZIAHHS PELUTH YPSIZiB.

OpHak, B peaZIbHOCTI KafpoBa crpareris [leTepOypra o0 cTapuimHyu BU3HavYaaacs He
OyKBOIO 3aKOHY, a peaibHOI0 MOJITUYHOK KOH IOHKTYpow. [lic/isi mojaHHsS CTapIIMHOI0
Ha 4YOJi 3 HaKa3HUM reTbMaHoM [lomyGoTKOM meTwLii NMpo BiJHOBIEHHS ‘mpaB i
BosbHOCTel” Bilichka 3amopo3bpKoro Ta iXx yB's3HeHHsI, B YKpaiHy OyB BUPSKEHU
reHepan Onekcangp Pym'sHueB, sikomy Oy/l0 Haka3aHO IPOBECTH JIIOCTPALio
CTapUIMHCBKOTO Kopmycy. [Iporsirom oceHi 1723 — 3umu 1724 pp., PymsiHIIeBUM Gysio
YCYHEHO 3 I0CaJ, 20 YPSAHUKIB, KOTPUX 3aMiHMIMU JosIbHUMHU Pocii KaHauaaTamu.
YacTyHa 3 HUX Oy/Ia KO3albKOTO IMOXOKEHHs, YaCTMHA — BOJIOXaMH il cepbam, 110
CTyXKunu  pociiicekomy ypsiay.t TlokazoBo, mo mig 4ac cBoei Micii PymsHieB MaB
00epe)XHO 3’SICOBYBAaTH CTaBJIEHHSI MICIIeBOTO HaceJieHHsI OO TNpU3aHYeHHsI Ha Ypsgu
pocisH “u Oyge YCMOTpHILUb, YTO OHHM BEIMKOPOCCUMCKHUX IPOCHUTh XOTAT, TO HUX
o6Hagexsp.”+

OueBuzgHo, [letpo | He MaB Ha MeTi NMOBHUII 3/1laM TeTbMAHCHKOI ABTOHOMIIO H
pafiMKa/ibHe TepeKPOE€HHS 11 aJMiHICTPAaTUBHO-MOJITUYHOI MOJei, SIK MpO Lie 4acoM
imeTbcss B yKpaiHCBKIN Ta pociiicekiii ictopoirpadisix. [lompu 3aranbHy HeXiThb A0
MiCLIeBUX TOPSIAKIB, KOTPi BUJABAIMCS HOMY XaOTHYHHUMHM ¥ ippaujioHabHUMH, OinbLI
iMOBIpHMM BUI/ISIIA€ HaMip MOOYAyBaTH TYT MEeBHUM OasaHC CHAJI MDK TeTbMaHOM i
Pi3HUMU I'PylaMU CTApUIMHH, KOTPi 6 BPiBHOBa)XYBa/k OJHE OZHOTO, HE JAI0YU 3MOTH
MOCHJIUTHCS XOAHIHM 3 HuX. Taka cucrema, Ha aymKy [losa BymikoBuya, Mana 6 cratu wie
OZIHUM 3amoO0DKHUKOM BiJ iMOBipHOI “3pasu” ¥ moBepHy/ia 6 iMrepii posb BEPXOBHOIO
ap6iTpa B cymepevykax B CEpeJOBHILI MICI[€BOI €iTH, He 3HAIIYIYM OKPEMillHiCTh
lerbManniyuu.” BriM, HOBa MoJliTUKa MPpU3HAYEHb Ha CTAPUIMHCHKI YPSAM MIBUIKO CTasla
irpaikoio B pyKax LapChKuX HaGmkeHUX (B mepiuy dyepry Menimkosa, lllepemeresa it
l'ooBKiHA) ¥ 3amicTh GaykaHOI CTABGiMBHOCTI, TUIBKKU 30i/MbLIMIA KiITBKICTh KOHQIIIKTIB
MDK HOBOINPHM3HAaUYE€HHMMM YPSIIHMKaMMU Ta IX BHCOKMMM IIOKpoBUTenssMU. Temep B

¥ Cigepwuna 2embmancbkux uacis, 275-276. (Sivershchyna het'mans’kykh chasiv, 275-276).

* IMpouenypa GanoryBaHHs Ha 0dilepchKi BaKaHCil 6y/a BIPOBaKeHa HAPChbKUM YKa30M Bif, 26 IIOTOTO 1714
p. ¥ mi3HilIle 3aKpiljieHa YKasoM Bif, 1 CiYHS 1719 P., KOTPUM BBOJAMB IIOJIOXKEHHS LIOAO IOCIiIOBHOCTI
YUHOBUBUILEHHS (“4TOGBI Yepe3 YMH HUKOTO He )KaJ0BaTh, HO TMOPSIIKOM YKMH OT YKMHY BO3BOAUTH ): Iropb
Jypos, “OpraHuzanisi BOEHHOTO YHHOTPOU3BOJCTBA B PYCCKOM DEeryisipHOM apMUM U BOEHHO-MOPCKOM
¢note B snoxy Ierpa Benukoro” B Menwukoseckue umeHus-2013: Hayunwiti anbmanax, 4 (n) (2013), 79. (Igor’
Durov, “Organizatsiia voennogo chinoproizvodstva v russkoi reguliarnoi armii i voenno-morskom flote v
epokhu Petra Velikogo” v Menshikovskie chteniia-2013: Nauchnyi al’'manakh, 4 (1) (2013), 79).

# Topo6eup, [Tpucmepk I'embvmanwuHu, 222-224. (Horobets, Prysmerk Het' manshchyny, 222-224).

* Ibid., 219.

 Bymkosuy, “Tlocneactsust [Tonrasel,” 113-115. (Bushkovich, “Posledstviia Poltavy,” 113-115).
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60poTh0y 3a BIUIMB Ha YKPAiHCHKi CIIpaBH, BUTiAHI Mocagy i 3eMe/bHY B/IACHICTh
BIUTIOYMJTHCST HE JIMILE KO3allbKa 3HATh, ajie M pociiichKi MoXkHOBMammi.

BigHOBUTH Sstatus quo B KaApOBill MOMITHLI crpoOyBaB HOBHMIl reTbMaH /JlaHWIO
ArnocTon. 1727 p. BiH npocuB imnepaTtopa [lerpa Il BifHOBUTH MPAaKTHUKY BiJIbHUX BUOOPiB
CTApIIMH BCiX PpiBHIB, NOCHJAIOYUCh Ha Te, W0 YPSIAHUKH, TIpHU3HA4YeHi B
aAMiHICTpaTUBHUI CMIOCIO AUCKPeSUTYIOTh cebe OpyTaTbHUMHU 3/I0B)XMBAHHSIMHU, TOZi SIK
“BOJIBHBIMH TOJIOCAaMU BO BJIACTO XTO NPOM3BeieH OyJeT, TO omacasich, AA0bl OHON He
JIMIINJICS, COJep)KaTUMeT pobpoe u  Ge3o0umnnBoe oOxoxzaeHue.””  AprymeHTn
ArnocTtosa, ofHaK, He Maly )XOJHOTO BIWAWBY. ‘PimnrensHi myHKTH 1728 p., BUJAHI Y
BIJITIOBi/Ib, 3a/IMIIA/IM CIIPaBy MOXXa/TlyBaHHS YMHIB reHepa/IbHUX CTapIUMH 1 TOJIKOBHUKIB
Yy BHCOYAMILNii KOMIETEHIIl, a reTbMaH MaB JIHIle HaAcwiIaTH Ao [letepbypry 2-3
OOCTOMHUX KAHAMAATIB, 0OpaHWX B YKpaiHi; MOMy TaKOX 3a0OpPOHSIIOCS CAMOBIIBHO
BI/ICTaB/ISITU CTapUIMH 3 IxHIX ypsAaiB. KpiM nporo, Anoctos HapasuBcsl Ha MPOTHUCTOSIHHS
i3 KiZIbKOMa MOTY)XHUMH CTapUIMHCbKUMHU KiaaHamu (Ckopomanchki, MapkoBudi), 1o
MPOZEMOHCTPYBAJIO TOTOBHICTh KO3aL[bKOI 3HATi OOPOHUTH CBOI NMPHUBi/IEl Ta MOMITUYHUI
BIUIMB He JIMIIIE BiJ 3a3ixaHb 3 GOKy iMIIepii, aste if BIaCHUX IpaBuTesiB.*

[HIIMM TIO/IIOCOM HAMPY)KEHOCTi, KOTPUM TreHepyBaB AaKTHUBHICTh CTAapLIMHCHKOL
crinpHOTH, Oy/M KOHQIIKTH 3 pocificbkuMH odilepaMu Ta YMHOBHUKAMH. [lepummmu
Harafanyd mpo cebe 33/laBHEHI Cylepeykd MK MOCKOBCHBKMMHU Ta KO3aLbKUMH
BiliCbKOBUMM KOMaHJMpaMH, WO 3apojunucs uje B Apyriii monoBuHi XVII cT. B xopi
CIiIBHUX TOXO/iB MPOTHU MPaBOOEpPEXHUX reTbMaHiB, BiliH i3 TaTapaMu ¥ Typkamu. [3
IIOYAaTKOM BifiHM Ay)Ke MOLIMPEHOI0 CTajla MPAKTHKa, KOJIU KO3albKi BiAAi/A BIMBAIUCS B
CKJIaJ, POCIMCBKHX BIMCBK 1 IXHI KOMAaHJIWPU Majad MiANOPSIAKOBYaTHUCS POCIMCBKAM
reHepasam 1a odinepam. Ocob6IMBO XOPCTKUM Oy/IO CTaBIeHHsS A0 KO3aKiB iHO3eMHUX

* Bikrop 'opoGep, “3a ero 6BITHOCTL MPY ABOPE HalleM BepHyto cayx6y.” Cnyx6a npu LapcbKOMy ABOPi K
meperrycTka Ha coTtHULTBO B ['erbManati” B /ltoduHa, cycninbecmeo, énada 8 dagHili ma paHHbomodepHill
Ykpaini: konmexcmu icmopuyHoi npezenmayii (Kuis: [ncturyT ictopii Ykpainu HAH YKpaiuw, 2020), 123-137;
tioro x. “Cry>x6a npu ABopi, ‘BipHICTh MOHApXOBi’ Ta MOKPOBUTEIFCTBO LIAPCHKUX CAHOBHHKIB,” Op. cit., 22-
36. (Viktor Horobets, “Za ego bytnost’ pri dvore nashem vernuiu sluzhbu”. Sluzhba pry tsars’komu dvori iak
perepustka na sotnytstvo v Het'manati” v Liudyna, suspil’stvo, vlada v davnii ta rann’omodernii Ukraini:
konteksty istorychnoi prezentatsii (Kyiv: Instytut istorii Ukrainy NAN Ukrainy, 2020), 123-137; idem, “Sluzhba
pry dvori, ‘virnist' monarkhovi" ta pokrovytel'stvo cars’kykh sanovnykiv,” op. cit., 22-36); Tanna ®ininosa,
"Tlporekuiant” kHs131 MeHinkoBa fkiB Ineiiko: o6mmuust Pocificekoi agminicTpauii B Ykpaini micis
[MiBuiuHoi Biitnu,” Haykoei 3anucku 3 ykpaiHcobkoi icmopii, Bum. 38 (2016): 45-51. (Hanna Filipova,
"Protektsiant” kniazia Menshykova Ilakiv Ileiko: oblychchia Rosiis’koi administratsii v Ukraini pislia
Pivnichnoti Viiny,” Naukovi zapysky z ukrains’kof istorii, vyp. 38 (2016): 45-51).

* Bopuc Kpymuuupkuii, I'emoman Januno Anocmon i tiozo do6a (Kwuis: Ykpaina, 2004), 115. (Borys
Krupnyts'kyi, Het'man Danylo Apostol i ioho doba (Kyiv: Ukraina, 2004), 115).

46 CrapmHcbki “kagposi” crpaBu: Poccuiickuii rocyapcTBeHHBIN apxuB ApeBHUX akToB [mami-PTAZIA], .
248 CeHar U ero yupexaeHus, or.29, KH.1780, 11.144, 455-457 06. (Rossiiskii gosudarstvennyi arkhiv drevnikh
aktov [hereafter RGADA], f. 248, Senat i ego uchrezhdeniia, op. 29, kn. 1780, 1. 144, 455-457 ob.); Bonogumup
[Mpunuisak, “Koportka mepeauinka yaciB Armoctona’: 'eTbMaHIIMHA Y 1727-1734 poKax B YkpaiHa kpi3b eiku:
36ipHuk Haykosux npayb Ha nowaHy akademika HAH Yxpainu Banepis Cmonis (Kuis: IHctuTyT icTopii
Vxpainu HAH Ykpainu, 2010), 580-582. (Volodymyr Pryshliak, “Korotka peredyshka chasiv Apostola’:
Het'manshchyna u 1727-1734 rokakh” v Ukraina kriz’ viky: Zbirnyk naukovykh prats’ na poshanu akademika
NAN Ukrainy Valeriia Smoliia (Kyiv: Instytut istorii Ukrainy NAN Ukrainy, 2010), 580-582).
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odiepiB, KiBKICTh AKKX B POCIHCHKil apMil iCTOTHO 3pocTaa Ha mo4aTky cromitrsa*’. He
BMIIQ/IKOBO, 1110 CKapryu KO3allbKHX MOJIKOBHUKIB HAa )XOPCTOKe MOBOJ)KEHHS M 3JUPCTBa,
agpecoBaHi rerbMaHy Maseni B 1704-1708 pp., 3raflyloTb NpPO SIKO BUHYBATLiB caMme
iHO3eM1IiB, HeoGisHaHMX i3 crenudikoo ipperyaspHux BiHcek*. 3 yacom cutyawis He
MOKpalLWIacs, a HaBiTh MOTipIIWIACs, OCKIJIBKU B ITIC/ISAIOITAaBCbKUU Iepiof, pociichbka
BilicbkoBa mpucyTHicTh B [eThbMaHmMHI icToTHO 36iAbwnnacs. [licis 171 p. B
JliBoGepexxny YkpaiHy Oy/si0 mepeBefieHO Ha IOCTOI MPAKTUYHO BCI KiHHOTY IMOJIBOBOI
apMii, ipperyisipHi rycapchki 4acTHHHU, a 3a KiJibKa POKIiB — HOBOCHOPMOBAHI MOJIKU
YKpaiHChKOI JIaHAMITIL{I, MPOBIaHTChKI Mara3wHH, KiHCBKi 3aBOJH, MOJBOBY amTeky™.
[eTbMaHIIMHA CTajla TOJOBHOIO OMOPHOK 0a3010 [/t POCifiCchKOI apmil y BiiiHax 3
TypeuunHow 1710-1713 1 1735-1739 pp. ¥ Ilonpmero y 1733-1735 pp. ['etbManu
Cropomnazicbkuii i ANOCTON [AOKIAJAAM YHAMANO 3YyCHIb, abW MO30yTHUCS MOCTOIB
POCIHCHKOTO BifiChKa, ajie BCi ixHi cipo6u BUSBUINCS Ge3pe3yIbTaTHUMU. >

Bce e mnpu3BOAWM/IIO [0 TOro, WO POCi¥MChbKa apMmis cTaja HIOM mapaieabHOI0
YIPaBIiHCHKOIO i€papxi€l0, sIKa MOMEHTA/JIBHO BCTyMHJIA B KOHQJIKT 3 KO3AL[bKOIO

*" Hukonait Ietpyxunues, “HekoTopbie TeHAEHIMU B Pa3BUTHH HHO3eMHOTO 0duULiepcKoro Kopryca Poccun
B KoHUe XVII — navane XVIII Bexka” B BotiHa u opyxcue: Hoeble ucciedosanus u mamepuansl. Bmopas
MexcdyHnapodnas HayuHo-npakmuueckas kovgepenyua (18-20 wmas 201 20da) (Caukt-IletepGypr:
BUMAWVBuUBC, 201), 4. II: 219-240. (Nikolai Petrukhintsev, “Nekotorye tendentsii v razvitii inozemnogo
ofitserskogo korpusa Rossii v kontse XVII — nachale XVIII veka” v Voina i oruzhie: Novye issledovaniia i
materialy. Vtoraia Mezhdunarodnaia nauchno-prakticheskaia konferentsiia (18-20 maia 201 goda) (St.
Petersburg: VYMAYVYVS, 20u), ch. II: 219-240); Cepreii YepHukos, “OBOJIOLHsT BBICUIETO KOMAaHJOBAHUS
poccuiickoit apmuu U ¢pota nepsoit yerBeptu XVIII Beka. K Bompocy o posiu eBpomieiickoro BAUSHUSA TIPU
NpOBeJeHNUH TeTPOBCKUX BoeHHbIX pedopm,” Cahiers du monde russe 50:4 (2009): 699-735. (Sergei
Chernikov, “Evoliutsiia vysshego komandovaniia Rossiiskoi armii i flota pervoi chetverti XVIII veka: k
voprosu o roli evropeiskogo vliianiia pri provedenii petrovskikh voennykh reform,” Cahiers du monde russe
50:4 (2009): 699-735).

8 Onexcangep Orno6aus, ['emoman Iean Masena ma tioeo doba (HI:}O-I;IOPK; Kuis; JIsBiB; [1apwxk; TopoHTo,
2001), 243-245. (Oleksander Ohloblyn, Het’'man Ivan Mazepa ta ioho doba (New York; Kyiv; Lviv; Paris;
Toronto, 2001), 243-245); Opect Cy6Grensumit, Maszenunyi. Ykpaincokuil cenapamusm Ha novamky XVIII cm.
[lep. 3 aurn. Bomogumupa Kynuka (Kuis: /Iu6Gigs, 1994), 21-24. (Orest Subtel'nyi, Mazepyntsi. Ukrains’kyi
separatyzm na pochatku XVIII st. Per. z anhl. Volodymyra Kulyka (Kyiv: Lybid’, 1994), 21-24). 3apagu
CIIPaBeIMBOCTI 3a3HAYMMO, L0 MOJIOHE YKOPCTOKE MOBOHKeHHs 0QilepiB-iHO3eMIiB i3 MiJJIer/TMMH 4acTo
TPAIULIOCS ¥ 10 BifHOLIEHHIO 10 pocistH. TyT AaBanucst B3HaKH BXKe COLIIOKY/IBTYPHI KOHTPACTH ¥ B3aEMHe
HECITPUMHSTTS 4BOX BiAMIHHMX MDK co6oro cBiTiB. He GpakyBaio koHIIIKTIB i BcepesnHi pocifichKoi apmii
(MbK cTapum# ¥ HOBUMH $OPMALisIMHU, IBAPAIACHKUMH Ta MOJTBOBUMU YaCTHHAMH, BCEPELVHI TeHepalTiTeTy
i odiuepcrBa: Exatepmna bBontyHoBa, “Pycckas apmust v rBapgusi B mnepuog CeBepHOH BOHHBI
(B3arMooTHOUIEeHUs U KOHPUKTBI)” B Om Hapewvt k Huwmadmy: Poccus ¢ 200b1 CegepHoli 80liHbl 1700 — 1721
2e. (CankT-TletepOypr, 2001), 13-15; i ., “Pycckas reapaus nepsoit yerBeptu XVIII B.: “60pup! ¢ Tpagunyeir”
win “TpaguuroHanvicrckue pepopmaropst,” Ab Imperio, N2 1 (2004): 149-170. (Ekaterina Boltunova, “Russkaia
armiia i gvardiia v period Severnoi voiny (vzaimootnosheniia i konflikty)” v Ot Narvy k Nishtadtu: Rossiia v
gody Severnoi voiny 1700 - 1721 gg. (St. Petersburg, 2001), 13-15; eadem,“Russkaia gvardiia pervoi chetverti
XVIII v.: “bortsy s traditsiei” ili ‘traditsionalistskie reformatory,” Ab Imperio 1 (2004): 149-170).

% Onena Ananosuu, 36potini cunu Ykpainu nepwoi nonosunu XVIII cm. (Kuis: HaykoBa aymka, 1969), 170-
208. (Olena Apanovych, Zbroini syly Ukrainy pershoi polovyny XVIII st. (Kyiv: Naukova dumka, 1969), 170-
208); Onekcanzap T'pywescbkuii, “TTo kaTactpodi 1708 poxy: Po3KBapTMpPOBaHHE POCHIICHKUX IMOJIKIB Ha
Yxpaiui,” 3anucku Haykoeozo mosapucmea im. T. Ileguenxa y Jvsosi, T. 78 (1907): 5-25. (Oleksandr
Hrushevs’kyi, “Po katastrofi 1708 roku: Rozkvartyrovannie rosiis’kykh polkiv na Ukraini,” Zapysky Naukovoho
tovarystva im. T. Shevchenka u Lvovi, t. 78 (1907): 5-25); Burammit IleHckoil, “YxkpauHckuii
nangmuunedckuit kopnyc B XVIII Beke,” Bonpocst ucmopuu, N 10 (2000): 147-153. (Vitalii Penskoi,
“Ukrainskii landmilitseiskii korpus v XVIII veke,” Voprosy istorii 10 (2000): 147-153).

> Onexcangp I'ypxiit, lean Ckoponadcvkuii (Kuis: AnbrepHatusu, 2004), 210-214. (Oleksandr Hurzhii, Ivan
Skoropads’kyi (Kyiv: Al'ternatyvy, 2004), 210-214]; Kpynmuuupkuit, ['emoman Januno Anocmoan, 128-131, 184-
186. (Krupnyts'kyi, Het'man Danylo Apostol, 128-131, 184-186).
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aJMiHIiCTpali€l0 Ha Bcix NoBepxaX. B JaHOMy BuIAAKy BXe HUUIOCS He Julle IIpo
BEPXOBEHCTBO YM CTAPIIMHCTBO Y BiiCBKOBUX MMUTAHHSAX, ajie ¥ LUBIJIBHOMY YIIpaBJIiHHI 1
cypounHcTBi.” Tak 4M iHaKile, ajie KO3albKa BepXiBKa Majia MO-CBOEMY pearyBaTH Ha
HOBe CYCiZICTBO ¥ MOB’si3aHi i3 HUM TPOGIeMU, TUM Oisblie, [0 YaCTHHA APMiHCBKUX
odiuepiB i reHepasiB, 4acTO He PO3yMilOYM OCOGIMBOCTEN AZAMiHICTPAaTUBHOTO YCTPOIO
['eTbMaHIIMHY, TPAKTyBa/IM KO3alLbKMX CTAapUIMH Y BIANOBIZHOCTI A0 CBOIX YSIB/I€Hb,
cpopmoBanmx apmiiicbkrmu peanisimu.”” e, CBO€I0 4eproro, BUMArasio BiJ, CTApIIUHCHKOT
KOpropaLii KOHCTPYIOBAHHSI YiTKOI i€papxiyHOi ApabWHM paHTiB, Ky 6 MO)XHa Oyno
MPEeACTABUTH SIK aPTyMEHT B KOH(TIKTaxX i3 iMIIepchbKUMH YHHOBHUKAMH Ta odiliepaMH.

IMnepcbka TaGens npo paHru Ta “MHeHHE O MAJIOPOCCUMCKUX YUHAX

HazazBuyaitHO BaXX/IMBOIO BiX010 Y (pOpPMYyBaHHI HOBHX CIY)XOOBHX CITiJIBHOT iMIiepii,
IO /10 TI€BHOI MIipHW 3amporpamyBaja iX MOJAa/IbIIAN PO3BUTOK i MOMTHKY [leTepOypry
IIOAO CTATyCy HEPOCIMCHKUX €JIiT, CTa/0 BIPOBA/PKEHHS 24 CiyHsA 1722 p. Tabeni mpo
pauru (“TaGesnb 0 paHrax BCeX YMHOB, BOMHCKHUX, CTAaTCKMX W MPUIBOPHBIX, KOTOpPbIE B
KOTOPOM KJIacCe YMHBI, U KOTOpbIe B ofHOM Kinacce”).”® TaGenp mMana He mpocTto popmy
iepapxil YMHIB i TOCaI, YMMAJIO 3 SIKUX 3’ SIBUJIKMCS B pe3ynbTaTi pedopM, a Oyia BCTYITHOIO
YaCTUHOIO 3aKOHY, KOTPHUI BU3HA4YaB MOPSIJOK BiZOyBaHHS JepP)XaBHOI CIY)XOM, HaIaHHS
YMHIB i mMocaz, 3aKkmafanyv HOBY ¢inocodito gepkaBHOI CIy)XOM B OCHOBY SIKOI
MOKJIAJIA/INCS MEPUTOKPATHYHI MPpUHUUNN.>* JIOKyMEHT, CTBOPEHUH MPOTATOM 1719-1722
pPp. TPYIOI Be/IbMOX 1 LAPCHKUX PAAHUKIB, OYB CHHTE30M IIPYCCHKUX, MAHCHKUX i
LIBeJCbKUX aHAJIOTIB, JallTOBAaHMX JJIs POCIMChKUX peasiii. 3aKOH BIIPOBAJ)KyBaB B yCiX
JIAHKaX [JeP)XaBHOIO arapaTy €JWHy CUCTEeMy YMHIB, 3aCHOBAaHY Ha iepapxii Ta ocobucTiit
Bucysi. Jlo 14 knaciB TaGerni yBidimin 262 nmocagu, crenydikoBaHi MO TPhOX BilOMCTBAaX:
BilicbKOBOMY - 126 (48%), tuBinsHOMYy — 94 (36%) Ta mpugBOopHOMY — 42 (16%). Pazom i3
iHIIMMY 3aKOHOJABYMMM aKTaMH, Tabesb CTBOPIOBajJia HOBHUM MeXaHi3M Kap €pHUX
nmidTiB, CyTHICTH SIKOTO TOJISAITajiA He B 3HATHOCTI IMOXO/KEHHSI YMHOBHHMKA, a MOTO
0COOMCTHUX SIKOCTSIX 1 KOMIIETEHIisiX. 3 OAHOro OOKy, Ije AAaBaji0 MOXXJIUBICTH [JIf,
COLIJQ/JIPHOTO aBaHCYy IIpeJCTaBHMKaM HeNpHUBieOBaHWX BepCTB, a 3 IHUIOTO
CTHUMYJTIOBAJIO ABOPSIHCTBO IO C/IY)KOH, CTBOPIOIOYM MEePeSyMOBHU [Jisi MOTO 3aMUKAHHS T
MOCHJIEHHST KacToBocCTi. CHMITOMAaTUYHO, IO BCJiJ 3a BIPOB3/HKeHHsAM Tabenmi, Oyro
CTBOPEHO TepOJb[il0, TOJOBHUM 3aBJAHHSIM SIKOI CTaB OOJIK [ABOPSIH, OpTraHisaijis

> TIpo HOBY posb apmil B xwuTTi Pociiicekoi immepii: Mpuna Bonkosa, “Boennoe crpoutenscrso Ilerpa [ u
nepeMeHbl B CUCTEME COLMATbHBIX OTHOUIeHWH B Poccuu,” Bonpocer ucmopuu, No 3. (2006): 35-51. (Irina
Volkova, “Voennoe stroitel’stvo Petra I i peremeny v sisteme sotsial'nykh otnoshenii v Rossii,” Voprosy istorii
3 (2006): 35-51).

>* Oner Penaw, Ipxca Ha nesi: nigobepexcHe k03aymeo i pocilicbko-mypeybka 6iliHa 1735-1739 pokie (Kwis:
BugmaBuuuuii nim “KueBo-MorunsiHcbka Akazemis”, 2009), 25-26, 82-84, 87-89. (Oleh Repan, Irzha na lezi:
livoberezhne kozatstvo i rosiis’ko-turets’ka viina 1735-1739 rokiv (Kyiv: Vydavnychyii dim “Kyievo-
Mohylyans’ka Akademiia”, 2009), 25-26, 82-84, 87-89).

> Bakonodamenscmeo ITempa I (Mocksa: FOpuauueckas nureparypa, 1997), 393-401. (Zakonodatel’stvo Petra
I (Moscow: Iuridicheskaia literatura, 1997), 393-401).

>* Cepreii Tpouukuii, Pycckuli a6comomusm u dgopsaucmeo ¢ XVIII eexe. Popmuposarue 6Giopokpamuu
(MockBa: Hayka, 1974). (Sergei Troitskii, Russkii absoliutizm i dvorianstvo v XVIII veke. Formirovanie
biurokratii (Moscow: Nauka, 1974)).
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“cMOTpOB,” 110 BH3HA4Ya/lM CTYMiHb NMPUAATHOCTI A0 CIy)X6u i 60poThba 3 TUMH, XTO
YHHUKaB ii.”

[Ipu cTBOpeHHI 1€l cucTeMH, B MUTaHHI NMPUOPIiTeTiB AepkaBHOI cayx6mu [letpo I
JIAIIABCS BipHUM co0i: Tabenb Mpo paHTH OCTAaTOYHO 3aKPiMuia ZOMiHYBaHHS BiiiCbKOBOI
BePTHKaI HaJ peuiToro cdep yrpasmiHHsS (B camiil Ha3Bi JOKymMeHTy 6y/0 Bif3HadeHO,
II0 B YMHAX OJHOIO KJACy CTApUIMHCTBO ‘Te€ HMEIOT IO CTApLUIMHCTBY BpeMeHU
BCTYIUIEHUSI B YMH MeXJy co00I0, OZHAKOXX BOMHCKHE BBbILIEe NMPOTYMX, XOTSI 6 U cTapee
KTO B TOM KJIacCe TI0XKaJIOBaH ObLT;” HaBiTh MPUIBOPHY i€epapXito Oy/I0 MOCTAaB/IEHO HIDKYE
apwmiiicekoi). Ocratoyna pepakuis Tabeni posmozinsia Bci mocagu mo paHrax, abo
KJIacaxX, 32 OCHOBY SIKOI OyJI0 B3ATO cUCTeMy apMiiicbkux unHiB. llle panime yka3s Bif 16
CiYHS 1712 P. BesiB “4T06 KaXXAOW JBOPSHUH BO BCAKHX C/Tydaex [Kako# 6bl daMuminu HU
ObUI], TIOYECTh U TIEpPOBE MECTO AABAN KOKZOMY 06ep-oduiepy, U Cay)kOy MOYUTATh U
IMCATLA TOJIBKO odilepam, a He HUIIXETCTBY [KOTOpbIe He B odiliepax],TOJIBKO TO MHCATh,
Ky/[bl pa3Be Toc/aHb! GyayT.”>

OdeBHAHO, JJ151 YTBep)KEHHSI HOBUX MTPAKTHK, BIIPOBa/PKyBaHUX Tabesutio Mpo paHry,
3aCBO€HHS 1X Ha piBHI CTy>kK60BOrO NOOYTY 3HaKOOMBCS Aesikuii yac. TicHe crisIKyBaHHS i
B3a€MOZis1 KO3AIbKOI CTAPUIMHU i3 POCIHCHKUM YNHOBHUILITBOM i 0dillepcTBOM, 0COGTHBO
B 4acu ypsgyBaHHs [-o1 Manopociiicekoi koserii Ta [IpaBiiHHS reTbMaHCBKOTO ypsifly, Ha
T/i 36i/blIeHHsT POCIMCHKOI BifICHKOBOI MPHUCYTHOCTI, HEMHHYYe BHUTBOPIOBAJIO HOBHM
PaKypC CIPUHHATTS OJHE OJHOTO JBOX CIiJIBHOT i J0AaBano crenudivHOro BiJTiHKY
KOHQJIIKTaM MK HUMH.

HafiHaraspHiIMM NUTAHHSIM Yy CTOCYHKaxX i3 POCIHCBKOIO B/afi0l0, CTaB IPUHIUII
YMHOBHOI IIAPUTETHOCTI CTapIIMH Ta YHHOBHUKIiB/odiuepiB. IlomepBax fioro
pPO3B’sI3yBa/Il CUTYaTHUBHO i y mnpakTtuuHiii maoumuHi: CeHat, ['eHepanbHa BilicbKOBa
KaHLe/spisi Ta iHLI LEHTPaabHI OpPraHU BIALU PpO3’SICHIOBANH, SIKUMHU ¢opmamu
JOKYMEHTIB MalOTh 3HOCHUTHCSI MDK CO0OI0 YypSiIOBLi Ta YCTAaHOBM, 4YMI HaKa3u M
PO3MOPSIZPKEHHST BUKOHYBaTU Towo. OKpeMi pPO3’ICHEHHS JABa/JINCSI 3 TPHUBOLY
MOCIZAHHS MICLb Ha Pi3HOTO POJY YPOUYMCTOCTSIX Ta CIUIATI )Ka/JyBaHHS CTapIlIMHaM, 10
nepeOyBaiiv y BOEHHUX BUMPABaX B CKIaJi pocikichkoi apmii. Bei wi ka3ycwu, mo Hanexanu
0 CTaTyCHUX O3HAaK C/IY)KOU, Ma/ikd OKPEC/IUTH TeBHE Miclle, KOTpe 00ifiManu KO3aIbKi
YPSAZHUKU 1O BiJHOILIEHHIO /10 CBOIX POCIACHKUX BiJITIOBITHUKIB.

[Tepuioro cucTeMHOIO CIpoOO BIOPSAAKYBAaHHS YHMHOBHOI BiZMIOBIZHOCTI CTaso
oOwVpHe 3BeleHHsI MPO PAaHTM KO3aLbKOI CTApIIWHH, iX JKAJyBaHHS Ta BiAMOBiAHICTH
POCIMCBKHUM BIMCBKOBUM 4YHMHaM, nigrorosaHe Koseriero iHO3eMHMX CIIpaB Ha BUMOTY
imnepatopcekoro KabGinery B rpygHi 1733 p..°’ [lepmonpuunHa iHTepecy BHIIUX
CAaHOBHUKIB [0 i€l mpob6seMy Hapasi /NHUIIAETHCS HESICHOIO, ajie IIBHJIEe 3a Bce, il
CIIPUYMHHIA cepisi KOHQJIIKTIB, 110 BUHMK/IA HA I'PYHTI HE3aZ0BOJIEHHSI CTaPIIWHCHKOI
BepXiBKM CBOIM ITOTPAKTyBaHHSIM KOMaH/yBaHHSIM POCiiicbKOI apMmil y 1I0MHO po3noyvaTii
BiliHI 3a MMO/IbCHKY CHAJLIUHY.

B rpyaHi 1733 p. KOMaHAUP OJHi€l 3 POCIACBKUX apMil, 10 Aisi/Id NPOTU IPUXUIBHUKIB
kopoJis CraHicnasa JlemmHcebkoro, reHepan Iletpo Jlacci BifnpaBuB A0 iMIepaTOPCHKOTO
aBopy OyHuykoBoro ToBapuiua lllupas “Bp raGbHerdb es BeauvecTBa 3a NMOJy4YeHieMb

% Anexcanzap Kamenckuit, Om Iempa I do Iaena I: pepopmut 6 Poccuu XVIII sexa (Mocksa: MzgaTenbcTso
PITY, 2001), 141-142. (Aleksandr Kamenskii, Ot Petra I do Pavla I: reformy v Rossii XVIII veka (Moscow:
Izdatel'stvo RGGU, 2001), 141-142).

° Tpowukwuii, Pycckuil abcomomusm u dsopsHcmeo ¢ XVIII eexe, 42. (Troitskii, Russkii absoliutizm i
dvorianstvo v XVIII veke, 42).

7 HBYBL.IP, ¢. I JliteparypHi mMaTepianu, cnp. 55759, apk. 4-4 3B. (NBUV.IR, f. I Literaturni materialy, spr.

55759, ark. 4-4 zv.).
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pe30JII0L[iM Ha JOHOIIEHie MPOTUBBH KOTOPOrO paHIry O0OO3HOTO €HEpPajHOro |
OYHYYKOBHUXBb TOBapHILEM wuTaTe.””® 3a MicAup miCAS HOrO, 3a3HAYAE B CBOEMY
mwoAeHHUKy $IkiB MapkoBu4, CTano BiZomo, mo “0003HUI eHepasHUuU Cb IMOXOLY
ornipaBuis B C. I1. Bypxs 6yHu.ToBapuia Llupast Bb rabiHeTs A0 est BeIMYeCTBa, MPOCs
MMJIOCTU Bb TOM'B, UTO reHepa’b MOPYTYMKD 3arpsi3Kiil BUiavero XaJT0BaHHs rocyjapena
MOHU3M/I'B, KAKb €ro 0603HOT0, KOTOPOTO MPOTUBD MOJYIOJIKOBHUKA MOJIOXKHIb, TAKb U
OyHYYKOBHX'b TOBapuileil mpotuBy BaxmucTpei.”” 1li moaii 3amoyaTKyBa/u TpUBaIUi
KOHQUIKT MDK POCIMCHKMM TIeHepayiTeToM i KOMaHAMPOM KO3ALbKOTO KOPITyCy
reHepajbHUM 0003HUM SIKOBOM JIM30TyO0OM 3 MPUBOZAY MOTPAKTYBAHHSI MaIOPOCIACHKUX
YUHIB, B SIKOMy CTapLIMHU Oy/1u OGpa)keHi MPUHIKEHHSIM CBOro crarycy. Hampukinui
CiYHSl 1734 Pp. 31 CTONMII HAAIHLIIO PO3MOPSKeHHS, 3rifHO SIKOTO Ha Yac BilHU
BUDILIEHO BHJABAaTH J>KAa/NyBaHHS TeHepa/ibHOMYy OOO3HOMY BIJIMOBIJHO 1O TeHepas-
Maiopa, TMOJKOBHHUKaM ‘HACTOSLIMM — SIK POCIACHKHAM TiJITOKOBHUKAM, HAaKa3HUM
MOJIKOBHUKAM - MalopchbKe, OYHYYKOBHM TOBapHLIAM - KalliTaHCbKe, COTHUKAM -
mignopyusnupKe.*

OueBugHo, nponosutii Koserili iHO3MeHHX cIpaB roTyBa/JIMCSl Mapajie/IbHO i3 LIUMU
nozisimu. Konmespka “BemomocTh’ 1733 p. TMOJaBajia i€papXidYHUM TMOPSAOK BCiX
Ma/IOPOCIMCHKUX YMHIB, TOYMHAIOUU BiJi reTbMaHa M 3aBeplLIyIOYM KyYpiHHUM OTaMaHOM,
KOTpi Oy/IM pamXoBaHi y 8 rpym 3 MPHUPIBHIOBAHHSAM iX [0 POCIHCHKOTO YMHOBHOTO
BigmoBigHuKa.”

Tabenp MamOPOCIiiCHKUX YMHIB 1733 P.

Knac MasopocilicbKi YMHM BenmkopociiicbKi YMHUA Knac
1 reTbMaH ['enepan-anired II
reHepaibHUil 0003HUI ['eHnepan-maiiop/6puragup IV/V
2 reHepasbHUM cyazs (2) [TonKOBHUK VI

reHepaJIbHUI MiACcKapOiit
reHepa/IbHUM n1cap
reHepasibHUI 0CaByI (2)
reHepasbHUI OYHUYY)KHUH
reHepaJIbHUM XOPYH)XXUK

3 MOJIKOBHUK I'OPOJOBUM [TiAmoTKOBHUK VII
4 OYHYYKOBHI TOBapHII Mariop/kanitaH VIII/IX
5 MTOJIKOBHUK KOMITQHIMCBbKUMN Kanitan-nopy4Hux X

0003HMUI1 TIOIKOBUA
CyJ s IOJTKOBUM
MMCcap NOJKOBUU
0CaBYJI IOJIKOBUU
XOPYH)XHUH MOJIKOBUM
ocasyn 'BA
xopywxuii ['BA

8 JlnesHuk zenepanvrozo nodckap6us Sxoea Mapkosuua, 4. 3: 337. (Dnevnik general’nogo podskarbiia lakova
Markovicha, ch. 3: 337).

* 1bid., 342.

% Ibid., 348.

® HBYB.IP, ¢. 61 (Onekcanap KicrsaxiBebkuii), cmp. 1084, apk. 8-8 3B. (NBUV.IR, f. 61 (Oleksandr
Kistiakivs'kyi), spr. 1084, ark. 8-8 zv.).
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6 CoTHuK [Tignopy4yHuk XIII

7 CoTeHHM ocaByn Baxwmictp -
CoTeHHuii mucap
CoTeHHMH XOPYH)XUH
OramaH roposoBuii

Ba)x/IMBUM [IONMOBHEHHsIM Lii€el Tabesi CTalyd peMapKy, L0 PO’3SCHIOBAIM CTATYC i
MOBHOB)XEHHS CTApUIMH. 3 HWUX BUIUIMBAE, IO Y IOWIYKy BiAMNOBIZHUKIB A/ HUX Y
pociiicpkiit Tabeni mpo paHrM YHWHOBHMKUA BUXOAWIM 3 MPHHLMUIY MpeLeAeHTy,
3aKpiIJIEHOTO IMIIepaTOPChKUMM Ta YPSIIOBUMH yKas3aMU. Tak, reTbMaH NPUPIBHIOBABCS
Io TOBHOrO reHepasia (reHepan-aHireda) (3a TaGe/to mpo panru 1722 p. ue uuH Il
KJIacy), i3 3ayBa)K€HHAM, L0 “TOKMO OH TPWHWMAH U MO4YTeH ObuUl [...] mpu rocyzape
imneparope Ilerpe IlepBoM ¥ MOTOM myGIMYHBIX IepeMoHisx.”” TeHepambHOro
o6o3Horo (“mmo rermane nepBoii”’) Koserist mpomnoHyBaia npupiBHIOBaTH ab0 0 reHepa-
Maiiopa abo Gpurazupa (BigmoBizHo ymuu IV Ta V KmaciB). Pewrra reHepanmbHUX
CTapIIuH, Ha Ti ZyMKy, “UMeroT GbITh B panrax nonkopauunx” (VI kiac).®

CHMIITOMaTUYHNAM BHAAIOCS PAHXKYBAHHSI TOPOJOBHUX TOJKOBHUKIB (“MeXzay co60ro
IIMTAOTCS MO CTAPIIMHCTBY ), CTOCOBHO SIKMX y BiJOMOCTI 3ayBa)KyBasocst: “moHexe |...]
imnepaTtop Iletp IlepBsiii M3BOMMI ONpeneUTh B T€ MOJKH U3 POCCUUCKUX apHUIIEpPOB
MIOJII0JIKOBHHUKOB, M3 KOTOPBIX H(bI)He OAWH B YePHUTOBCKOM IOJIKy Muxaiiio borgaHos
[..] Toro pasmu MHHCS, MeHIIe TOro paHra IOANOJIKOBHUYbEIO IOJKOBHUKAM
MaJIOPOCCHICKMM GBITh He MOMXHO, OHEXe Y HUX B MOJKaX FOPOZOB MO 10 ¥ Gore.”*
Takum 4MHOM, KOOMTALisi POCIChKUX WATG-0piLEepiB 0 CTAPIIMHCHKOTO KOpIycy Oyia
BUKOPHCTAHA SIK MiJICTaBa /AJIs1 3piBHSIHHS KO3albKUX MOJIKOBHUKIB i3 ynHamu VII xiacy,
Xo4a, ouyeBHAHO, 1o ¥ cama Koseris ycBigomaioBazna 3aMaluid piBeHb LbOTO
BiZITIOBiJTHMKA, MPO IO CBIJYUTH 3aCTePEXEHHSI CTOCOBHO BE/IMKHX OOIIMPIB BBipeHHUX IM
B YIpaBaiHHA TepUTOpPii (PpakTU4HO e Gy/n0 MPO30PUM HATSAKOM HAa IMOCAZy BOEBO/,
KOTpUM Ticisg pedpopMu 1719 p. Oy/lo BBipeHO BiliCbKOBO-a]MiHICTPAaTHBHE Ta CyJIOBe
YIpaBIiHHS HOBUMM CKJIQIOBUMHM YaCTMHAMU TyOepHiil — TPOBIHLIsMH; 3a3BUYail
BOEBO/ICHKI Mmocaau 06itiManu odiliepy B YMHI He HIDKYE BiJ OpUragvpa i MoJKOBHHKA, A
iHogi ¥ reHepa-maitopu).”

ByHYyKOBMM TOBapuuiaMm, “KOTOpbIX Bcex B Masnoii Poccum HemHoro OGosmme crta
4(e)n(0)B(e)K MPeBOCXOAUT, OHB MC TEPBOCTATEMHBIX MAJTOPOCCUMCKUX OpaTs, ZETH U
BHyYaTa TeTMaHCKHe, 0003HBIX, FTeHepa/THOM CTApIINHMY, IOJIKOBHIKOB, a MHBIE€ OCTABLINU
OT TIOJICKOTO BJIaZIeHUsI ¥ POCCUICKHE LUISIXTUYY HAIpe[, Cero TOJIKO Ha CIY)XOy XOAMIN
OHBI IPYU Te€TMaHaX U 3aBCerja B OFZHOM TreTMaHCKOW AVCIO3UILUM U TOJ CYAOM €BOX
OMBa/M U CAyXaT 0e3 >KajoBaHs IPONOHYBAJIOCS ‘IAaTh MM PAHT MaHOPCKUH WU
karuranckuit” (BignosixHo, VIII Ta IX xiacu).®

22 HBYB.IP, ¢. 61, ciip. 1084, apk. 8-8 38. (NBUVLIR, f. 61 Oleksandr Kistiakivs'kyi, spr. 1084, apk. 8.

> 1bid.

® HBYB.IP, ¢. 61 Onexcangp KicrsixiBcokuii, cmp. 1084, apk. 8-8 3B. (NBUV.IR, f. 61 Oleksandr
Kistyiakivs'kyi, spr. 1084, apk. 8 3B.).

% Jlio60Bb [MTucapekoBa, I'ocydapcmeerHoe ynpasaerue Poccuu ¢ konya XVII do konya XVIII eexa. Dsontoyus
6iopokpamuueckoti cucmemsr  (MockBa: POCCIIOH, 2007), 59-160, 283-286. (Liubov’ Pisar’kova,
Gosudarstvennoe upravlenie Rossii s kontsa XVII do kontsa XVIII veka. Evoliutsiia biurokraticheskoi sistemy
(Moscow: ROSSPEN, 2007), 59-160, 283-286).

® HBYB.IP, ¢. 61, ciip. 1084, apk 8 3B. (NBUV.IR, f. 61, spr. 1084, ark. 8 zv.).
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KommaHnilicbki NMOJIKOBHUKH, OCaBYyJl 1 XOpyHxuil I'eHepasnbpHOI apTuiepii, ImOJIKOBa
cTapiivHa Oynu 00’efHaHI B OAHY CIY)XOOBY rpymny, KOTPUM ‘MHUTCS JATh UM PaHTH
KanuraHa-nopyryuka” (X xiac).

CoTHUKHM “TIOJIKOBBIE W TOPOJOBble” TIOCIIM YWHUA MPOTHUB TMOPYTYHMKA WU
npanopiuka” (BigmosigHo XII Ta XIV knacu), a coTeHHA Ta TOPOJOBA CTAPIIMHA Pa30M i3
KyPiHHUMH OTaMaHaMH4 B3arasii OMAHWIKCS 1M03a KJIAaCHUMH YuHaMu TeGesii mpo paHry,
OyIy4u 3piBHSIHUMH i3 BaxmicTpamu (crapiuuii yHTep-odiuep).

3arazibHa cxeMa CTapIIMHCTBA U BiATIOBIIHUKIB MaJIOPOCIMChKUX YMHIB, 3Ma/IbOBaHa B
JOKYMEHTIi, 3acBifyua He JIUIIe HEJOCTATHIO O0Oi3HAHICTh YMHOBHHKIB i3 peasbHOI0
HOMEHKJ/IATYPOI0 CTAPIIMHCHKUX YPsiZAiB (3 Hel BUIMAIM, HAMPHUKIAZ, TOJKOBI 0003Hi,
BiliChKOBI Ta 3HAYKOBI TOBAPWIII, KaHLEMSIPUCTH, CTAPIIUHU OXOTHULBKUX (HAlMaHUX)
TIOJIKIB Ta iH.), ajie ¥ BiZIYyTHY TEHAEHIIIO 10 iX IeHOMIHAIIil.

[Torpu e, pociiichki B3ipui cry>k60BOi iepapxil Ta NpuBiieiB Many Jefani CHIbHILINNA
BIUIMB Ha TPYNOBY iIeHTUYHICTb i1 KOMyHIKaTUBHI IPaKTUKU cTapnHu. [loka3oso, 110 B
ogHOMY 3 “MHeHMI,” TOZAHOMY B TpaBHi 1734 p. Ha iM's HaMmicHUKa [IpaBriHHSA
reTbMAHCBKOTO ypsifly, KOTpe 3aMiHM/IO TIOMepJIoro reTbMaHa AnocTosa, KHs3s1 Oekcis
[ITaxOoBCPKOTO 3 TIPUBOJY BIJIPHMX BiCBKOBUX MAa€THOCTEeH, CTapLIMHCBhKA eJIiTa
ineHTHiKyBasa cebGe B IIKOM CIiB3ByYHUX iIMIIEPCBKOMY JIEKCMKOHY KIIillle:
“Manopoccuiickasi ['enepanphas Crapmmsa, [TonkoBHukw, [lonkoBass CrapmwmHa u
MPOTYMe MaJOPOCCHICKUX TMOMKOB uMHOBHUKK.”” Hanexwicts 70 wmiei crmimpHOTH
TPaKTyBasacsl sIK MPUPOJHA M CMAAKOBA, BUIJIMBAIOYM 3 LUUISIXeTHOTO IOXO[)KeHHSI, sKe
CBO€IO 4eproi Oysio JoBeseHe CIY)XO00K BciM momnepenHiMm Bosoaapsm. [Ipu umpomy, Ha
BiAMiHy Bif immepcbkoi Tpasuuii, BilicbKoBa ciy)k6a He Maja TNPUOPITETYy mepef,
LMBIJIBHOIO ¥ He MPOTHUCTABJIsIIAC 1H, a IBU/LIe HaBMaKu. Lle, cBoelo yeprorw, cBiAUMIIO
PO TMO3WTHUBHY MOTHBALIO 0 POOJIEHHSI Kape'py BUXIALSIMU 3 CTApLIMHU i BepXiBKU
PEECTPOBOTrO KO3alLTBa, €AUHOIO MTEePELIKO/IO0 sIKiil THIIaBCs Xiba Opak BaKaHCi# y Bce 1ie
CTPYKTYPHO HeJOPO3BHHEHOMY JepXaBHoMmy amapari [erbmanHmuHu. Sk He
MapaJloKCa/IbHO, ajie yYKpalHcbKa 3HaTh B mepurii TpetuHi XVIII cr., Ha BiAMIHY Bifj,
POCIMICBKOTO [BOPSIHCTBA, BUSBHWIACS OibII YYyT/IIMBOIO i BiJKPUTOI A0 CHPUMHSITTS
CTy>KGOBUX HOBAI[ill, KOTPi YTBEP)KYBa/IM BeCTEPHi3aliitHi 3MiHHU (3a CrIIOCTEpEKEHHAMU
POCIfiCbKHMX AOCHiIOHUKIB, “KinacHuil’ mogfin Tabeni mMpo paHrud, YMHOBUBHUILIEHHS W
3arajioM YTBep KeHHsI MOHSTTs “YMHOBHUK 3400yBae po3moBcoomreHHs B Pocii nuie B

1760-1770-x pp.).*

“CreneHHbIil MaTopOCCIiiCKUX'D BOMHCKOTO 3BaHIA NOPAOKSB o ['etmaHe” 1742 p.

Tak 4m iHakile, ajie Le amneOBaHHS [0 HOBUX YMHOBHUX peasiil iMIiepil crupanocs
nepezyciM Ha JOCUTbH MTOTY)KHE, Xail LIBUALIE eMOLiiHe, aHDK Ha YiTKO BifpediekToBaHe i
KOHIIeTITya/li30BaHe Big4yTTsi ceOe BEpPXiBKOK MaJOPOCIHCHKOrO HapoJy, IO CHOHYKAIO
IO BiZICTOIOBAaHHSI CBOTO MiClisi B HasiBHiM CBiTOOYJOBi, a B Lei crmoci6 i Bciei “muiioi
orynsuu Hamoi.” He BuwxmoyeHo, mo came gosiaka Koserii iHo3emMHuX crnpaB (MK
iHIIMM, BOHA TaK i He JicTajla MOHAPLIOTO CXBaJIeHHs-KOH(ipMalii, 3a/irmu mig cykHo
KaOiHeTChKOI KaHUe/stpii) 1 TiJIITOBXHy/lA TMPAaBsS4Yy BEPXiBKy TreTbMaHATy [Jo

7 HBYB.IP, . I, crip. 51691, apk. 52. (NBUV.IR, f. I, spr. 51691, ark.52).
o8 [MTucapskoBa, I'ocydapcmeerHoe ynpasneHue Poccuu, 338. (Pisarkova, Gosudarstvennoe upravlenie Rossii,
338).
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BUPOO/IEHHSI BJIACHOTO TMOTJISIAy Ha i€papXil0 CTApUIMHCHKUX YPsIAiB, 1i yCTazseHHs, a
Bi/ITaK i a/leKBaTHOI KOHBePTallil B pOCIMChKI YUHH.

Lleit 3agym Oyno B3sATO Ha 036poeHHsST KogupikalifHOI KOMici€lo, 1o po3moyasa
po06OTy Haj, MepuUIMM IPAaBOBUM KozeKcoM ['eTbMaHIIMHM Biz 1728 p., i ONPUSIBHEHO Y
nepiiii MaJopOCiMChKiil Tabeni MpO PAaHTM CTBOPEHiM KO3aLbKUMHU IPAaBHUKAMH i
monydeniit go “TIpaB, 3a SKUMH CyAMThCS Maaopociiicbkuii Hapon.”® Sk He guBHO, ae
el AOJATOK A0 OCHOBHOTO TEeKCTy IIpaB He IIpUBepPTaB CIlelliaJIbHOl yBaru, aHi
nyO/MiKaTopiB MaM'ATKH, aHi icropukiB mpaBa.”” “CremneHHbii ManopocciiicKUXb
BOMHCKOTO 3BaHis MOPsifoKb 1o ['eTMaHe” BK/IIOYAB 0 cebe 48 YMHIB “BOMHCKOrO 3BaHIs
OT BBICIIOTO [I0 HU3MIOTO,” MOAI/IEHUX Ha 12 KJIACiB Y YOTHPHOX Tany3six: 1) “BOMCKOBOTO
npasneHisn’ - 14 yuHiB (29%), 2) “apTriepckoro mpasneHis’ - 9 (19%), 3) “cTaTchbKOrO
npasieHis” - 15 (31%) Ta 4) “IMOIKOB OXOYEKOMOHHBIXB - 10 (21%).”"

“CrenenHbIii MaopocciiicKuxs BOMHCKOTO 3BaHiA NOPAOKSb o ['eTmane” 1742 p.

Knac BiiicbkoBi Aprunepiiiceki HuBinbHI YMHHA OxoTHULBbKI
4YUHU 4YUHU YUHH
1 ['eHepaipHMIT 0003HUI
2 ['enepanpHUM
cyans (2)

% Mukona Bacunenko, “IlpaBa, MO KOTOPBIM CyAUTCS MaJZOPOCCHIACKMH Hapod,” SK DKepeso
JepxaBHoro mpaBa Ha Ykpaini XVIII B B [Oginetinuti 36ipnuk Ha nowaHy akademika Muxatina
Cepeitiosuua I'pywescvkoeo. 3 Haeodu wicmdecamol piuHUYyi Humms ma cOpOKOBUX POKOBUH HAYKO80T
disnvrocmi (KuiB 1928), T. 1: 245-252. (Mykola Vasylenko, “Prava, po kotorym suditsia malorossiiskii
narod,” iak dzherelo derzhavnoho prava na Ukraini XVIII v.” v [uvileinyi zbirnyk na poshanu
akademika Mykhaila Serhiiovycha Hrushevs’koho. Z nahody shistdesiatoi richnytsi zhyttia ta sorokovykh
rokovyn naukovoi diial’nosti (Kyiv, 1928), t. 1: 245-252); Kupuno Bicio6okos, “Kogukorpadis ‘TIpas, 3a
SKUMH CYAMTbCS MaloOpOCiHChbKUU Hapox (1743 p.): CIKMCKA, BUSBIEHI B YKPAlHCBKUX Ta 3apyODKHHX
cxopumax,” Apxieu Ykpainu N°1-2 (2004): 221-229. (Kyrylo Vislobokov, “Kodykohrafiia ‘Prav, za iakymy
sudyt’sia malorosiis’kyi narod’ (1743 r.): spysky, vyiavleni v ukrains’kykh ta zarubizhnykh skhovyshchakh,”
Arkhivy Ukrainy 1-2 (2004): 221-229); Anexcangp Kucrsaxosckuii, [Ipasa, no komopuim cydumes
Mmanopoccutickuti Hapod (Kues: Yuusepcuterckas tunorpadus, 1879). (Aleksandr Kistiakovskii, Prava, po
kotorym suditsia malorossiiskii narod (Kyiv: Universitetskaia tipografiia, 1879)); Muxaitno CraG4eHKo,
“Ecki3u 3 ictopii “IlpaB, mo KOTOpbIM CyauTcsa Manopoccuiickuil Hapox B II IOsinetiHuti 36ipHuk Ha
nowany axademika Jmumpa Isanoguwa bBamanis 3 Haeodu cimdecamoi piuHuyi xcumms ma
n’amdecamux pokoguH Haykogoi OdisanvHocmi (KuiB, 1927), 4. 1: 748-754; ¥ioro . “Yu BUKOpHUCTyBaHe
reTbMaHCbKe 3aKoHOAABCTBO B “IlpaBax..”?”, TamMm camo, 252-255; Horo k. “SIka Oyaa mepiua pepakiis
“Ilpas...”?”, Tam camo, 755-759. (Mykhailo Slabchenko, “Eskizy z istorii ‘Prav, po kotorym suditsia
malorossiiskii narod’ v II Iuvileinyi zbirnyk na poshanu akademika Dmytra Ivanovycha Bataliia z nahody
simdesyatoi richnytsi zhyttia ta p’iatdesiatykh rokovyn naukovoi diial’nosti (Kyiv, 1927), ch. 1: 748-754;
idem, “Chy vykorystuvane het'mans’ke zakonodavstvo v “Pravakh...”?”, ibid., 252-255); idem, “laka bula
persha redaktsiia “Prav...”?”, ibid, 755-759); AHgpiit SIKoB/iB, YkpaiHcbkul kodekc 1743 poky. “IIpasa, no
komopim cydumcs manopoccutickuti Hapod,” tioeo icmopis, dicepeana ma cucmemamuyHull 8ukaad amicmy
(MrouxeH: 3arpaBa, 1949). (Andrii lakovliv, Ukrains’kyi kodeks 1743 roku. “Prava, po kotorim sudytsia
malorossyiskyi narod,” ioho istoriia, dzherela ta systematychnyi vyklad zmistu (Munich: Zahrava, 1949)).

7 Cipo6a nonepeanboro ii ananizy: Onekciit Cokupko, “CreneHHbIH MOPAL0K MaopoCCHICKHUX YMHOB 1742
p.,” Bichuk Kuigcbkozo HayioHanbHozo yHigepcumemy im. T. Illeguenka. Cepis "Icmopin” Burm. 123 (2014): 52-55.
(Oleksii Sokyrko, “Stepennyi poriadok Malorossyiskykh chynov 1742 r.,” Visnyk Kyivs’koho natsional’noho
universytetu im. T. Shevchenka. Seriya "Istoriia” vyp. 123 (2014): 52-55).

™ INpaea, 3a axumu cydumsbcs manopociticbkutl HapoO. 1743 [mani - [pasa) (Kwuis: [ucturyT nepxasu i mpasa
im. B. Kopenpkoro, 1997), 547. (Prava, za iakymy sudyt’sia malorosiis’kyi narod. 1743 [hereafter Prava] (Kyiv:
Instytut derzhavy i prava im. V. Korets’koho, 1997), 547).
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I'enepanbHuUit
migCcKapOiii
3 IenepanbHu I'enepanbHUit
ocaBy (2) mcap
I'enepanbHui
XOPYHXXHUM
I'enepanbHuit
OYHUY)KHMI
4 [lonkoBHUK
rOpOJOBUU
5 bynuykoBuii Ocasyn I'BA [Tucap I'BC [TonkoBHUK
TOBapMILI O0603HMIT TOJTKOBUIA Crapmmii KOMMaHIUChbKUHN
KaHuensipuct I'BK
6 Xopymwxuii 'BA [TonkoBuii cyapas O603HuMit
MOJIKOBUH
KOMIAHINCbKUMN
7 Ocasyn ITucap nonkosuit
MOJIKOBUH [Tepexnamau ['BK
XopyHxui
IOJIKOBUH
8 CoTHuK [Tucap 'BA Kanuenspucr I'BK | Ilucap nonkoBuii
Otaman 'BA KOMMaHIUChKUHN
OcaByn
IOJIKOBUH
KOMIIaHiNCbKUMI
Xopymxui
ITOJIKOBUM
KOMITIaHIMCbKUH
9 3HA4YKOBUIA OcaBy1 moKOBOI OTtaman CoTHUK/poTMicTp
TOBAapHUII aptuiepii ropoJoBUi Kamitan
[Tucap nonkoBoro YKOJIJALLKUHN
cyny
10 Ocasyn [Tucap nonkoBoi [Iucap cotennuit | CoTeHHMI OcaBy
COTeHHUU apruiepii Kanuensipucr KOMIaHiNACbKUMI
XopyHxui XopyHxui MOJIKOBUH CoTeHHuii nucap
COTeHHUU MIOJIKOBOI apTuepii KOMIaHiNACbKUMI
OramaH NnoJKoBOI Cotennuii
apTuiepii XOPYHXXUH
KOMMaHIUChKUH
OtamaH
JKOJIJAIBKU N
1 OramaH l'opogHuumii
KypIHHUH MOJIKOBUH
OTamaH ciIbCbKUM
12 Kozak Konpgak
BUOOpHUH

o mepuiol BepTHKa/i BiJHOCHUJIMCS CTAapIIMHU TeHepasbHi, IMOJIKOBI W COTeHHi,
BKJIIOYHO i3 BUOOPHMMHM KO3aKaMH, [0 IPYroi — cayxuteni [eHepanbHOI Ta MOTKOBUX
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apTuiepii, 1o TpeTboi — ypsifHUKU ['eHepa/bHOro Ta IMOJIKOBUX CYy/iB, KaHIeISPUCTU
BCiX PpiBHIB, BK/IIOYHO i3 TOPOJHUYUMM Ta CiIbCBKUMHM OTaMaHaMH, JO 4YeTBepPTOl —
CTapUIMHU KOMITAHIMChKUX (OXOYEKOMOHHWMX) MOJIKIB 1 YXOMZAIBKOT KOMAaH/!, BKIIOYHO i3
PSIIOBUMH YKOMAAKAMHU (TIPU LIbOMY, YOMYCh GYJ/I0 TIPOMYIEHO MOABIMHUX i MTOEIUHKOBHX
TOBApPUILIB KOMIAHIMChKUX MOJKiB). Takum uuHoM, “Tlopsimox” OXOIUTIOBaB BCi YisbHi
Mocajyl amapaTry BjAaAy TreTbMaHATy, IO TPAAMULINHO 3aMilllaJncs IpeACTaBHUKAMU
KO3albKOI'0 CTaHYy, MiJIKPeCJAUBIIU HOT0o MOJITUYHY MOHOIMOJIiIO0 Ta BULIICTh HaJ, IHIIMMU
CTaHaAMHU.

lepapxist YMHIB MOYMHAMACSA Bif ypsiy reHepasbHOrO 0003HOrO, 1[0 CTOSIB Ha BePXiBLi
YMHOBHOI Mipamizu, ¥ 3aBepiuyBazacsi BUOOPHUMHM Ko3akaMmu. [IpukmeTrHO, 1o mosa
Tabe/UTI0 3a/IUIINBCS TeThbMaH, IO CBIJYW/IO NMOTPAKTyBaHHS HOro He SIK YpsIOHUKA, a
MOBHOLIIHHOTO BOJIOJApSi, IIO CTOSIB TOHAJ YWHOBHOKIO ApaGUHOI0. SIK BUHATOK, 10
nepesiiky Oy/l0 BKJIIOYEHO TOPOJHUYMX Ta CiIIBCHKUX OTaMaHiB, KoTpi de facto
3aMillla/ivcs 3 MOCHOJIUTHX, ajle NpupiBHsAHUX Jo Xl Kacy KosaubKol aAMiHicTpauii, 4o
SKOTO HaJIe)KaJlu KypiHHI OTaMaHU. 3BepTae Ha cebe yBary TaKOX Te, IO TMO3a
NOKYMEHTOM JIMLIVJIMCS YPSAHUKUA 1 CTy)KWTeNli TreHepaJbHUX (IiHAaHCOBUX YCTaHOB,
reThbMAaHChKOTO [IBOPY, MiChKHX MariCcTpartiB i paTyul. 3 OZHOro OOKy, YaCTHHA LIUX
iHcTuTYyLil (sik-0T, ['eHepanpHa ckapboBa KaHLe/spis Ta ['eHepabHa TiYMIBHA KOMICis)
Oy/11 BiTHOCHO MOJIOJMMU, YAaCTUHA X He HAJIe)KaJla 10 KO3aLbKOi BEPTHUKaJIi B, X04a
YMMaJI0 TPEeACTABHUKIB KO3aLbKOrO CTaHy ¥ mocigama micekki ypsigu. B oco6usiit
cuTyauii mepeOGyBaB reTbMAaHCHKUHM JBIP, 11O XOY y)Ke ¥ CK/IaBCs SIK I[I/IKOM CaMOCTIMHUI
MOIITUYHUI Ta afMiHICTPAaTUBHO-TOCIIOAAPCHKUM iHCTUTYT, ajie B mepiogun OGe3reTMaH st
dakTuyHO OyB 1M036aBIeHUN Cy6 €KTHOCTI (L[I/IKOM MOXJIMBO, 10 CTAPLIMHA 1 He GaKaia
6aunTy B Tabesi NMPUABOPHUX, abW TaKUM YUHOM He CHPSITH 30i/MbIIEHHIO BIUIUBY
reTbMaHiB).

Crpykrypa “CTeneHHOro mopsiiKy BHPA3HO 3aCBifdye HACTiLYBaHHS HUM POCIHCHKOI
TaGeni mpo paHry, 3BiAKM Oy/0 3amO3WYeHO MO HAa KJAaCH Ta Tajaysi Aep>KaBHOTO
ynpaBaiHHsA. BTiM, 3a CBO€I0 CYTHICTIO BiH BUXOJUB 3 THUX TPaAULii 1 peaniil Jep)XKaBHOTO
YCTPOIO, KOTpi CTAaHOBM/IM NMHUTOMY CYTHICTh aBTOHOMil rerbmanarty. “[lopsimox” siBnisiB
co6010 Tepliry Crpody CUCTEMATUYHOI iepapxi3aliil ypsiB KO3aLbKol fepXXaBu, 6e3 IXHbO1
NPUB'SI3KM O POCIHCHKUX BiANOBiZHUKIB. B 3araspHux pucax BiH OyB NOKIafieHU! B
OCHOBY BCiX MaiOyTHiX aHA/JOTiYHMX MPOEKTIB i CK/IAB MiJCTaBOBe GayeHHsI CTapIIMHOKO
CBOIX CJTY)KOOBUX ITPaB i 000B'SI3KiB.

Tyr BapTO 3ayBa)XMTH, WLIO0 B CIpPaBl PaH)XyBaHHS KO3aLbKWX 4YHHIB CTapLIWHA
CIMpasziacsi Ha caMe POCIMCBKUN B3ipelb, TOJIOBHE, Yepe3 BiJICYTHICTh IHIIMX CKiJIbKU-
HeOyZAb MPUJATHUX anbTepHATUB. SIK Bimomo, B Peui [locnonutiii, moixiTu4yHa KynpTypa
KOl TpaBWIa 3a TOJOBHUI ¢QopMoTBOpUMii (yHIAMEHT TMOJITUYHOTIO CBITOTJISLY
KO3aLbKOI BepxiBKH, GOPMa/sbHO He iCHYBasloO i€epapxii 3eMCBKHX i BiICBKOBHUX YPSIAiB,
KOTPi BBa)Xa/IMCSl OJHAKOBO BA)XXJIMBMMU N CyBepeHHMMHU B PaMKax Lol IUISIXeTChKOL
crinpHOTH.”” BTiM, MeBHa iepapxiyHicTh BCepeAvHi HOCIIB YpsiAiB Taku iCHyBaja, LIO
JUKTYBAJIOCSI CaMOIO0 TPHUPOJOI0 OpraHisauii Biagu, 0co6mmBo B apmii. CTapiIMHCTBO
YPSAiB 3a3BU4Yali BCTAHOBJ/IIOBAasacsl TMpeLieHJeHTHO I peryaroBanocss CeHMOBOIO
noctaHoBoio (okpemo st Ilonbcekoro KoponiBetBa Ta Benwkoro KuHs3siBcTBa
JINTOBCHKOTO), SIKA He Maja CTaTyCy MepMaHEHTHOI IPABOBOI HOPMH, CTOCYIOYHCh

7> 3 wi€l )X MPUYMHM 3arajbHii PiBHOCTI UUISXTH Malu CIPUSTH BiICYTHICTH OCOGIMBUX TPHBINEIB ISt
Npe/CTaBHUKIB TUTY/I0BaHOI 3Hari (KHA3iB) Ta 3a60OpoHa Ha MPUUHATTS THUTY/IB HaflaHHUX iHO3€MHHMH
BOJIOJAPSIMY, 1110 Gys10 3aKpirteHo ceiMoBuMHM KoHCTUTyListMu Ta 1 i IIT JIutoBchkumu CraryTamu.
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KO)XHOTO KOHKPETHOTrO BHUMAZKy.”” TaKMM YMHOM, 3a BiJJICYyTHOCTI Gi/IbII OPTaHIYHUX ISt
KO3albKOI IIPaBOBOI Ky/IbTYPH PidIOCIIOIUTCHKUX B3ipIiiB, came pOCiichbKUil JOCBizg O6y1o
IIOKJIaZIeHO B OCHOBY BJIACHOTO IIPOEKTY.

Ha >xajip, BCTAHOBUTH aBTOPCTBO MEPIIOi MasoOPOCiiichkol Tabesri Mpo paHTrH Hapasi
BaXKO. 3i cryziit Hax “TlpaBamu” Anzpis SIkoBieBa, KOTpi i MO ChOTOAHI 3a/TMLIAIOTHCS
HalpeTeTbHIIIOI PEKOHCTPYKII€IO Mpoliecy po6oTH KoaudiKamiiiHOI KOMicii, BUTIJIUBAE,
o ii iMOBipHMM yKIafadyeM Mir 6yTu OyHuykoBuii ToBapuil CemeH YyiikeBUd4 — OfMH 3
HAW006/JApOBAHIIINX TOTOYAaCHUX MPABHUKIB, IMMOOKO OGi3HaHHWI SIK B IMOJBCBKOMY i
JINTOBCHKO-PYCBKOMY, TaK 1 B iMII€pCbKOMY 3aKOHO/JABCTBI. 3 MPHUKiHIEBUX MOSICHEHb [0
KOZIEKCy, BHUIUIMBa€, 1o ‘00 omnpexbneHIM MalOpOCCIMCKUMIB CTapIIMHAMB PAHTOBD
ypes3’d JeMyTaToBb OT MaJIOPOCCIMCKaro Hapoja Kb ABOPY €Sl iMIIepaTOPCKOro BenyecTBa
MOCW/IAHHBIXD IOJAHO TIPOLUIOTO 1742 TOAY B BBICOKOIPABUTEJICTBYIOUIMM CeHaTh
yenoburte.”’* CeOTO, MpoeKT Tabesni GYB MiJroTOBAaHWM, 1€ A0 3aBEPLIEHHS POOOTH Haf
“IlpaBamu.”

[MpuxinueBy dyactuny “IlpaB,” go sKoi Oyno gomydeHo Tabauumpo “CremeHHOrO
nopsiAKy,” KoaudiKaliiHa KOMicisi ClIopsiiviIa MOSICHIOBAIBHOIO 3aITMCKOI0, B SIKiil il10Cst
po HAbIp OPUAWYHHUX Ka3yCiB, He poO3B’s3aHuX octarouyHo ‘TlpaBamu,” w0 BigTak
notpebyBany MoHapiuoi caHkuii.”> Cepeg, iH1IOro, TyT 6y/I0 PO3/I0r0 BUKJIAZEHO IpaBa i
KpUTepil NMPHUHATIEXHOCTI O MaJIOPOCIHCHKOr0 IUISXETCTBA, CTATyC SIKOTO (AKTHYHO
IOPiBHIOBaB, ce0TO KOBaHTBy.76 HociiB “BomHCKOTO 3BaHHS,” A0 SIKMX Oy/I0 BigHeceHO
BUOOPHHMX KO3aKiB, KOMIAHIWIIB Ta J>XO/IJAKiB, Oy/J0 TNPHUPIBHAHO [O “pSAOBO He
YMHOBHOM IUISIXTHI,” i3 MOCUJIAHHSIM HA iX CIy)KOy Yy BilMChbKy, KOTpa ‘MO CTAaTyTCKOMY
npaBy TPAKTyBajacs, sIKO LUISIXETChKA. 3amMCKa BiZj3Hayasa, 10 JKalyBaHHs, wTpadu i
IIOKapaHHsI NpeACTaBHUKAM Iji€l BepCTBM MAalOTh BHM3HAYAaTHCS ‘TIO CTelleHaM’b YWHOBD
MaJIOPOCCIMCKUX'D BBICHUIMXD U HUBLINXD,” @ OCKI/IBKM TaKUU MOPSIAOK Hapasi odiniitHo He
BCTAaHOBJIEHMI, MOrO MOXXHa BH3HAYUTH TIPUMiepOMBb IPOTHBB oOIpexbrIeHHOro
pPETy/IIPHUMB YUHaM'b [EHEXHOTO )KaJIOBaHS OCOOEHHBI 3a IPOIOPILBIOHABHBIN
BCSIKOMY MaJIOPOCCIACKOMY CTapIliMHEe M0 PaHTy ero ruatex [...] ompeabaute.” “A Kakuit
MeXZy CTapLIMHAaM{ Ma/JIOPOCCIMCKUMHM BOWHCKOTO 3BaHHS CTeleHHBIM COCTOUTH
MOPSIZOK 0 TeTMaHe, HayaB OT BBICUIMXB O HIDKUIMXb YNHOBBH HE BUKIIOYHO U Kakie
YUHU MMEHHO B KaKOMB psily WIHU CTAaTTh IOJIOXKeHHbI OJHU IPOTHUBD JAPYTUXD B
paBeHCTBE HAXOAATHCS, O TOMB NPU CeMB COOOIeHa ocobeHHas Tabenb C SICHUMD
IIOKa3aHIeM®b [...] B BOMHCKOMD JKe WIU LUIIXEeTCKOM'Db 3BaHIM YUHOBD. ”/

Ananisytoun “IlpaBa, 3a SIKUMHM CYAUTbCS MaJOPOCIMCbKUI HApox,” AOCTIAHUKA He
noMivasy TOro, o 3akpiruieHa “CTeneHHBIM MOPSAKOM iepapxisi 4YMHIB Oyma TicHO
MpHUB'sI3aHA O TMPUHLMIIB BilICBKOBOI Ta 3€MCBKOI CHY)XOM, BUK/IQIEHUX OJpa3y B
IeKiIbKOX TIjlaBax Kogekcy. 3okpema, B 4 riaBi (‘O BoaHOoCcTexp U CBOGOAAXD
Ma/IopOCCIMCKUXD’) 3aKPIIUTIOBABCS MPUHLUI BUOOPHOCTI Ha BCi MOCAAUA “BOMTHUMHU
rojiocamMu’ 3 4YHC/IA 3AEIIHUXD POJAUMLOBB, W3b JIIOJENd B3aCTy)XOHHUXDB, TOJHBIXD

3 Tlpo Taky iepapxilo, KOTpa CTHXiiHO cdomyBanmacsi cTaHOM Ha cepeguHy XVII cT. MOXHa CyauTH 3:
Respublica sive status Regni Poloniae, Lituaniae, Prussiae, Livoniae etc. diversorum autorum (Elzevier, 1642),
6-29. Ha gymMKy IOJIBCBKUX AOCIIZHYKIB, Hal4acTillle cyliepeyKy CTOCOBHO BUILIOCTI yPSAY TPAIUISIMCSI MDK
CceHaTopaMM ¥ Mapuiankamu, AuBwo, Marek Jerzy Minakowski, “Izba Sieci. Polsko-litewski senat (1569-1795)
jako reprezentacja parlamentarna ogdlnokrajowej (kobiecej?) sieci spolecznej,” Przeszios¢ Demograficzna
Polski, 41 (2019): 33-56. CTaplIMHCTBO Ta i€papXivHICTh YPSJHHUKIB MiCLEBOTO pIiBHS BH3HAYAIHCA
ceIMHUKaMHU.

" [paBa, 545. (Prava, 545).

> 1bid., 541-546.

7 Ibid., 545-544.

77 1bid., 545.
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nobOpbixb U B BBpHOCTH He mompo3putenHuxsb.” [lif HUMH OYEBHAHO MAMCS HA yBasi
MpeJCTAaBHUKU MaJIOPOCIMChKOI LUISIXTA MW KO3alTBa, OCKIJIBKU Jaji B TeKCTi MiCTUBCS
apTUKYJ, KOTPU 3a00pOHSB OOMpaTH HA YpsAAY iHO3EMILIB Ta ‘MOCHOJMUTOTO 3BaHIs
mogeir.””® TyT ke MICTMBCS apTHKY/, KOTPHMil peryiioBaB CTapLUIMHCTBO ypsiziB: “Bcb
BBILIIIMXD U HIKHUXDB MaJIOPOCCIMCKUXD YWHOBB, NPU BOMHCKUXB KOMaHJAXb, IpPU
MPaB/JIeHUsIXD B Kale/asipisixXb U B NMPoYinxb MbcTaxp U 3achaaHisgxb, KaXIiil JODKeHD
BbaaT MbcTo CBOe, M IO [AOCTOMHCTBY YMHAa CBOEro, B KOTOPOMbB KTO COCTOMUTD,
Ha/JIXKAIIMMB TOPSAAKOMB BUINIIATO HIDKHINA mpembrnoynTaTh umbers.””® I'masa 5 (“O
cny>x0b TOCyZapeBoii BOEHHOW M O MOPSiAKB BOMHCKOM®B ), Zie WIUIOCS TPO MOPSIAOK
BiliCbKOBOI C/Ty)kOH, BKasyBasia Ha CyOOpPAMHALI0 BCiX BiMICBKOBHX YMHIB, a TAKOX PO
HNiJNOPSAKYBaHHS OyHYYKOBHMX TOBApHWILNIB BHIIMM OpPraHaM BJIafAHM, a 3HAYKOBUX
TOBapMILIiB — MiCLIeBUM ITOJIKOBUM B]Ia,I[aM.SO I'maBa 7 (“O cymaxs, Cymissxbs W OPyTixXb
NePCOHAXDb K CYAy HAJIOKALIMXb, M O COAEPXKAHIU MOPSAKA B JbIaxb CyJeOHBIXD ), XOU
IpsMO 1 He TMOCHJIazNacs Ha iepapxiyHi MpaBUIIA, aje olepecepelKOBAaHO BKa3dyBaja Ha
HUX, Mepeivylour CyAOBHUX YPSAHUKIB (CyaziB, mucapiB, KOMicapiB, BO3HHX Ta iH.) B
iepapxiuniit mocmigzoBHoCTI.” TakuM YMHOM, iepapXist cTy»6 Gy/ia He TPOCTO MeXaHiIHUM
nomatkom 1o “Ipas,” ase i Gysa iMIUIIMEHTOBaHA [0 1X OPUAUYIHUX HOPM.

30 TPaBHS 1742 P. TeHepajibHA CTApLIMHA Mojana B CeHAT 4OJIOOUTHY 3 MPOXAHHSIM
IOPUCBOITH IM KJIacH, MOZIOHO O pPOCICHKOrO YWHOBHMITBA, a ‘Ma/JOPOCCHICKHE
BOWHCKHME W CTAaTCKHe YMHBI JOCTOMHUMH KJIACCHU T0XKaJI0OBaTh M HAa Te BCSKOTO IO €ro
JOCTOTHCTBY HaZ/IeXAlIMMU MaTeHTaMM cHabauth.”> IllBugmre 3a Bce, 70 wiel
4o/106uTHOI Oysno monaydeHO Toit camuil “CrTenmeHHBIM NMOPSAJOK,” SKWHM 3rofoM Oyne
nomano no “Ilpas, 3a SIKMMU CyIUTBCSI MAJOPOCIACHKUN Haposn.” 3ayBaKMMO, L0 BiH
MO/IABaBCs Y BUIJISIAL CAMOCTIHHOTO JOKYMeHTY, okpeMoro Bifj “[1paB,” mo cBigunTh nmpo
HAOro BaYUIMBICTD 1 caMoLjiHHIcTh. OJHAK, MPOCYBaHHS L€l iHILIaTUBU 3PYLIUIO 3 MiCIIs
JIUILE TOJi, KOJTM HapelITi 3'sIBU/acsi peajibHAa MepPCeKTHUBA BiJHOBIEHHS reTbMaHChKOI
nocagu. B ciuni 1746 p., xomu B IleTepOyp3i TpuBanmM Hapagu 3 LOTO NPHUBOLY,
reHepajibHUM XOpyHXuil Mwukona XaHeHKO, 1[0 OyB YI€HOM IMOCTIHHO Air04ol
CTapUIMHCBHKOI Micil Mpy iMIepaTopchKOMY ABOPi, 3aHOTYBaB Y CBOEMY ILOAEHHUKY: “Bb
ceHarb 6bLrb b ['yZOBMYeMD NMpU3BIBAHB 3a Tabenb O paHraxb.”>> 28 KBITHS 1746 p.
CeHar BiANIOBIB, 1O Lie MUTAHHS 3HAXOJWUTHCS BUKIIOYHO y BUCOYANILIIM KOMIeTeHIil 1
BiH JXOJHUX pillleHb CaMOCTIHHO BUHECTH He moxe.? Y BepecCHI 1747 P. CTApIIMHCHKA
Micisi 3HOB HaJic/lajia Ha BHUCOYaille iM'si YOJOOMTHY 3 TMepeliKoM MpOXaHb OO
BiJHOB/IEHHSI “IIPaB i BOJIbHOCTEMN,” cepej, SIKMX Y 5-My MyHKTi WLUIOS ‘O TMOKa3aHUH
Ma/IOPOCCHICKIM YMHAM KJIaCCOB TIPOTHUB apMeiicKux.”®

Hazani Ha 3aBazi posrisily CTapUIMHCHKOTO MPOEKTY Tabesli PO PaHTU BXKe CTajia He
Ti/IBKM 00epeXXHiCTh CeHATChKUX YAHOBHHUKIB, ajie ¥ MPUTOTYBaHHS 0 MPU3HAYeHHs Ha
rerbMaHCcTBO Kupuna PosymoBcbkoro. Ta »x Taku cTaplIMHCBKaA Jesieralist He MpUITAHSIIA
CBOIX KJIONOTaHb Iepes, BHUILMMH 1HCTAaHLISIMKA iMIIepil, BOJHOYAC TOSICHIOIYHU

7 INpasa, 58-59. (Prava, 58-59).

7 Ibid., 59.

% 1bid., 72.

¥ 1bid., 80-112.

% HBYB.IP, ¢. 61, crip. 1084, apk. 9 3B.. (NBUV.IR, f. 61, spr. 1084, ark. 9 zv.).

8 nesnuk 2eHepanbHo2o xopyHicezo Huxonas Xauenko (1723-1753 2e.) (Kues: Tunorpadus I'. Kopuax-
Hosuukoro, 1884), 265. (Dnevnik general’nogo khorunzhego Nikolaia Khanenko (1723-1753 gg.) (Kyiv:
Tipografiia G. Korchak-Novitskogo, 1884), 265).

8 HBYB.IP, ¢. 61, ciip. 1084, apk. 10. (NBUV.IR, f. 61, spr. 1084, ark. 10).

85 PTAJZIA, ¢. 13 ([lena 06 Ykpausne), om. 1, A. 40, 1. 4. (RGADA, f. 13 (Dela ob Ukraine), op. 1, d. 40, 1. 4).
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BOKJIUBICTh LIOTO NMUTAHHS U MOJIOZOMY reTbMaHy, SIKWM, B CUJIy CBOTO IOCIOJIUTOrO
MOXO/HKeHHsI, OyB r1abKo 006i3HaHWiI i3 OCOO/NIMBOCTSIMM  TOJIITUYHOI  KyXHi
['eTbMaHIVHY. 3raflaHUi 1OleHHUK XaHeHKa IMOC/IiIOBHO HOTYE TaKi BUMAAKH: “1748 T.
24 [mapral. Pano 6sutn ¢b ['ymoBuyems y rpada I'eHaprKoBa, MOTOMB BB ABOPILE y Ip.
P[o3yMOBCKOro] ¥ TpH [e-KOTOPHXH PO3rOBOPaxbh BPYYH/IM €My KOIiK IHCMa OTb
CTAapLUIMHBI F'eHepaJIHOW, 3b IIpoMeMopielo reHepasa bicMapka, NMCaHHOTO Kb HaMb U
MHbHIsI iHOCTPaHHO# KOJIUIEriM 0 KISCCaX'h YNHAMD MaIOPOCCICKUMD.”*

PosyMoBChKUH, SIKWI JOBro He XOTIB 3a/IMILIATH ABIP 1 CTOJULIIO, YCIISIKO 3BOJIIKAIOYH 3
BiZi3m0oM B YKpaiHy, O4YeBHJHO BUPIIIMB BiJKJIACTH IO CIpaBy, abW I'pyHTOBHille
O3HAaMOMMTHCS 3 Hel BXXe Ha Micui. Y1eHU CTaplMHCBKOI Micil, BTIM, He OMMHHaJIHU
YKOIHOI Haroaw, abu HaragyBaTU NMPO HEOOXiJHICTh BUPIlIE€HHS IO/ MeTHLii came B
[TerepOyp3i. B cBOiX HOTaTKax 3UMHU-BECHU 1749 P. XaHEHKO 3a3HauaB: ‘[peBpasn] 28. Ilo
NOJIJHU TIOJaHBb MeMopianb rpady Po3yMOBcKOMy O OCTaZHBIXB OOIIEHAPOAHBIXB 6
Ji/naxb, @ MMEHHO: O FeTMaHi, 0 BUBOJi TPy3UHB, O KJlaccax’b, O pe3ujieHlin Bb batypunb
[...] ¥ 0 TOMB BCeM JOBOHBI Cb rpadOMB PO3TOBOPD MMimH.”

ManopociiicsKi Tabenri it OCTaHHI reTbMaH

Slk HOBHWIT mpaBuTenp YKpaiHu, Po3ymMOBCchKMiII MaB mog0aTH MPO 3aBOIOBAHHS
CUMIIATiil MMPIIMX KiZ CTapIIMHMU, IO TrapaHTyBajio O HOMy HiATPUMKy He JulIe
KO3albKOl apMCTOKpaTii, ajie i HeCaHOBHHUX YypsJoBLiB. [HIIMMKU croBaMM, BiH MaB
3asIBUTH TIPO cebe, sIK MPO OGOPOHLST i MPOTEKTOpa “TIpaB i BOJBHOCTEH PHIAPCHKOTO
cTaHy U Bcboro Bificbka 3amopospkoro. Peasnizanisi cTapIIMHCBKOTO MPOEKTY MPO YHMHU
OyJia came TaKOI0 Harofoxo.

B nucromagi 1750 p. B I'yxOBi, 3rilIHO IeTbMaHCBKOTO PO3MOPSIXKEHHs, MOYalu
CKJIA[]ATH CITUCKU TeHepasIbHOI, MOJIKOBOI i COTEHHOI CTapLIMHU, OYHYYKOBHUX i 3HAUKOBUX
TOBApHILIB “C TTOKa3aHWEM KTO C KaKUX 3BAaHHH M B KAKOM TOZly OIpeZiesieH B Te YUHBI U
Y3 OHHUX KTO IJile U Y KaKoro fJiesa, a KTO IpPU KOMaHJAaxX U B JoMax. TaKoX Kakue CyTb
BAaKaHCOBMU MeCTa M KTO B TeX MeCTax IpH IpPaBJeHUN M 10 KaKOMY OIIpefeeHHI0
COCTOSIT, 0COOJIMBO )X O KOMITAHEHCKUX IOJIKaX, KTO B OHMX IOJIKOBHUKH, CTapIIMHbI
IIOJIKOBHME M COTHHUKH, C IOKa3aHMEM JXe KTO M3 HHUX B Te YMHBI U B KaKOM IOy
omepjesieH, a O PsSJOBUX KO3aKaX MOABOMHHUX M TNOeJUHKOBUX, CKOJKO OHHX B
HaJIMYHOCTU HbIHE COCTOHUT, TAaKOX CKOJIKO BO Bceil Manoii Poccum B KaXKgoM NMOpPO3Hb
TOJIKY IO TOC/Ie[HeH TepenucH MOCHOAUThIX mogeit.”® Bxe y rpyami 1751 p.3 mozadyi
reHepaspHoro mnucapsi Auzapis bes6opozpka Oyno BHAAHO TeTbMAHCHKUM yKas, KU
3a00pOHSIB  KO3aLbKUM IIOJIKOBHMKAM BHUKOHYBAaTH PO3MOPSHKEHHSI POCIHCHKUX
reHepaniB Ta odiuepip.* lle GyB Bupa3HMii peBepaHC Ha afpecy MOJITUYHOTO KJIacy
['eTbMaHIIMHY, SIKUM PO3yMOBCHKHI, 3aXMINAIOYMA CyBEPEHITeT CTapIIMH, HIOWM pOOUB
iHBeCTHULIiIO Y IXHIO JIOS/IBHICTb.

86 JHesHuk 2eHepanbHo20 xopyHxucezo Hukonasa Xawenxo, 360, 362, 363, 365. (Dnevnik general’nogo
khorunzhego Nikolaia Khanenko, 360, 362, 363, 365).
% Ibid., 407-408, 418.

LleHTpanbHMil Aep)xaBHUH icTopuuHMit apxiB Ykpainu B M. Kuesi [gani - UJIAK Ykpaiuu], ¢. 269
(JomoBa xauuenspis rerbmana K. PosymoBcekoro), om. 1, cmp. 70, apk. 3. (Tsentral'nyi derzhavnyi
istorychnyi arkhiv Ukrainy v m. Kyievi [hereafter TsDIAK Ukrainy], f. 269 (Domova kantseliariia het'mana K.
Rozumovs’koho, op. 1, spr. 70, ark. 3).

89 LIOIAK Ykpaiuu, ¢. 269, o1 1, CIIp. 115, apK. 2; CIp. 275, apK. 2-2 3B., 4. (TsDIAK Ukrainy, f. 269, op. 1, spr.
15, ark. 2; spr. 275, ark. 2-2 zv., 4).
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[Ticist 6e3HaziTHOT TPOOYKCOBKH 3YCHJ/Ib CTAPIIMHCHKUX MIOCOIBCTB, CIIPaBa 3PiBHIHHS
MaJIOPOCIMChKUX Ta IMIEPChKUX YWHIB, W0 00poC/iIa CYNpPOBIJHUMHM JTUCTaMU,
MOSICHIOBAJIBHUMM 3allMCKaMM Ta €KCTPAaKTaMH, IOHAJ II'SITh POKIB KypcCyBaja MOMDK
imrepatopcekum KabGinerom i CernaTom. B 1750 p. mpoekT 3HoBy moBepHyBcst 1o CeHary, y
IOPUCAMKILIO SIKOTO, MiC/sl BiAHOBJIEHHS TeTbMAHCTBA, IepeMIIM BCi Ma/lOpPOCIHCHKi
CIPaBH, B TOMY YMCJIi LIOZ0 YMHIB Ta PAHTOBUX MAa€THOCTEN.

Kozanpki crapmmmnu, mo mnepeOyBasyu mnpu ABopi Po3ymMoBchbKuX, KBammaucs i3
pPO3B'si3aHHSAM L€l Tpo6jeMHu, PpO3PAXOBYIOYM 3a/arogdTh 1l 1Lie A0  Bif'i3ay
SICHOBEJIBMOYKHOTO B YKpaiHy. [1if yac BiaBignH 6paTiB Po3yMOBCBKYX, MPO sIKi 3raZiyBaB y
CBOEMY LOJEeHHUKY XaHEHKO, Ha iX po3rsig 6y/io mojgaHo “DKCTpakT [...] Ha BoaHOCTH,
mpaBa U npenmyinectsa Manopoccuy, ['eTMaHa ¥ TpOTYHMX YHMHOB BBIMHUCAHHOM.” B HBOMY
PO3/I0TO MOSICHIOBAJ/IACs MPHUPOJA KO3albKOl JepXXaBHOCTI, POJOBiJ SIKOI TOYUHABCS Bif,
KHEBO-PYCHKUX 4YaciB, BiJKOJK 3eMJIi MaJIOPOCIHChbKI Oynu “HOBONpHCOeAMHEHBI 10
JINTOBCBHKOI Ta MOJILCHKOI KOPOHHU, A iX MpHBiiel Oy/u MiATBepIKeHi KOPOTiBCBKUMHU Ta
KHA31BCBKMMM IpaMoTaMu i 3adikcoBani B JlutoBchkux CraryTax.®”

llikaBo, 1m0 BJIACHUM CTaTyCc i Miclie B ypsiOBif iepapxii CTapIIMHUA HaMaraaucs
yB'SI3aTH i3 reThMAaHChKHMM Ma€CTATOM, CYTHOCTI il 3MiCTy SIKOTO B €KCTPAaKTi BiJBeeHO
ocHOBHe Micue. OOrpyHTOBYIOYM “‘4eCcTH W TpeUMyLeCcTBAa TeTMAaHOB,” aBTOPHU
IIOCUJIAJINCS Ha JOTOBIPHI CTAaTTi, KOPOJIIBCbKI MPHUBi/Iel Ta LHAPChKI YXalyBaHi rpamMoTH, a
TAKOXX CBiJYE€HHSI reHepa/JbHUX CTapIIWH Ta iHIIWX 3HAYHUX MAJIOPOCIisiH, KOTpi ‘0 TOM
BeZlylyie MOAMMHHO 3HawT.”” He 3aram6iom4Ynch B JaBHI iCTOpUYHI MaTepii, aBTOpH
JOKYMEHTYy IOJQAIOTh CBOI apIr'yMeHTH Y BUTIJISJI KasyCiB-TIpeliefleHTiB, KOTpi, Ha IXHIO
OYMKY, BMCTYMAIOThb [JOCTAaTHBOIO Ti/CTaBOIO /JIsI TOTPAKTyBaHHSI SIKIIO He SIK
CYBepeHHOTr0 BOJIOJAaps, TO NMPHUHANMHI SIK HalBUILOIO YpsSAOBLs, MiJBIAJHOTO JIHLIE
MoHapuriii Bosi. Tak, 3a mpaBiaiHHsg CKOpPOMAAChKOrOo MPU HHOMY 3aBXAM MepebyBana
MmoYyecHa BapTa POCIHMCHKOTO BilChKa, 1O BifjaBasia periMeHTapeBi 4ecTh, MOAIOHO 10
reHepan-¢gepIMapuIaiB Ta TeHepasiTeTy. 1720 p. MiJ, 4Yac Bi3UTy B YyKpaiHy KHS3s
MEHLIMKOBa, PoTa mMepebyBaja MpH reTbMaHi Ha Kapayiax, ‘U 6iTO 30pu HA Kapayje y
reTMaHa TpeXJe, a MOTOM YXe y reHepana ¢enrtmapiiana (MeHmunkoBa — ABT.)” -
3ayBa)XyBa/d CTapIIMHM, [MiAKPEC/TIOIOYM BUINICTh PETriMEHTApChKOro  CTaTycy.””
Be3nporpaurHumM apryMeHTOM Ha KOPHCTH LIbOTO OYJI0 Miclle reTbMaHiB if 4Yac NpuiioMiB
i Hapaz 3a y4acTi camoro immepaTopa: “BesieHO reTMaHy MMeTb Mecto 6113 camoro Ero
Wmneparpckoro BenmyecTsa Boie ['eHepana Aamupana,” a mpH BiABiAMHAX MOHApPXa,
JO3BOJISIOCS i I3IUTH KapeTolo aXX O caMoro raHky. Ilpu 3ycrpiui rerpmaHa Ha
oiLiitHUX YPOYMCTOCTSIX MPHUIBOPHUM, CTAaTCHbKUM i BiiCPKOBHUM YHHaM BejieHO OyTH
INPUCYTHIMU 3 JPY>XUHAMH, IIO MiJKPeCca0BaJ0 MOBAXXHICTh HOro MEepCOHU; MiJ, 4Yac
MpOi3/ly rapHi30HiB, BiliCBKOBUX TAOOPIB i KBapTHP IMOJKA Majy BiJaBaTH HOMY 4YeCTh
36po€io, My3ukow U mpanopamu.”> OcO6G/MMBO BayUIMBOW0O Oy/a BMillleHa HATPUKIHIN
eKCTPaTKy peMapKa BiITHOCHO TOTO, 1110 3a3BWYali IiJ Yac BiliH 1 MOXOJiB 3a y4acTi B HUX
reTbMaHiB i BEJIMKUX BO€BOA, a Mi3Hille reHepan-¢penpaMapuLIaniB, ‘BCSIKHE BOWHCKHE
oTiepalyy IPOU3BOXKIEHBI OBUIH 3 OOILIOTO COBETY M CHOLIEHUS [...| ¥ OT €JUHOrO0 TOKMO
MOHApLIECKOTO TIOBEeJIEHUsI TeTMaHbl MeJU yrpasieHue.

% HBYBL.IP, ¢. VIII, crip. 538, apk. 1-7. (NBUV.IR, f. VIII, spr. 538, ark. 1-7).
% Ibid., apk. 8-8 3B. (ark 8-8 zv.).

2 1bid., apk. 10-10 3B. (ark. 10-10 zv.).

% Ibid., apk. 113B. - 12. (ark. 11v. - 12.).

**1bid., apk. 12 3B. (ark. 12 zv.).
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ITomwToBXOM AJ151 MIO3UTHUBHOTO BUpILIEHHS CIIPAaBU CTaB iMIEpPAaTOPCBbKUM yKas Bif, 24
JIMITHS 1750 P. SIKUM MaJIOPOCCUMCKOMY TeTMaHy IPH BCeX TOPXKeCTBaX M ITyOJTMYHBIX
LIEPEMOHMSIX MECTO MMETh C HAIIMMU reHepajaMu-¢desbIMaplliaaMy, IIIiTasiCh MEeXAy
OHBIMHU TI0 CTAPIIMHCTBY C MOXKajIoBaHust B YMH.””” [TapasielbHO Ha BUCOYAMILIHIA POSTJISI
3 Cenary ¥ BiJ, reTbMaHa i3 CTapIIMHOI Oy/lI0 TOAAHO 4YEProBy JOIOBiAb TIPO
MaJIOpPOCIMChKi YMHM, Y BiANOBiAb HA SIKy 27 JKOBTHsSI €/113aBeTa “COM3BOJIMIIA ITOBE/IEThH
reTMaHy OO'BSIBUTH, UTO OHBISI PAaHTM MAJIOPOCCHHCKAM YMHAM IOXKaJIOBATh COMU3BOJIUT,
TOKMO B OHbI€ YMHBI HUKTO MPEXJe MOXKaJI0BaH OBITh He UMeeT, 6e3 mpejCcTaBieHus: 00
OHBIX TIepCOHAX U AocTouHCTBaX Esi MMmeparopckomy Bemmuectsy.”®® Immeparopcskuit
yKa3 OyB IIBHALIE [eK/JIAPAL{E€0 MPO HaMipW, aHDK MOBHOLHHHAM 3aKOHOM, ajie ABIp
reTbMaHa BXXe TOTYyBaBCs [0 Bif'i3my B [yxiB, HaOmwkanucs pi3ABsiHI CBATA, IO A0
migcraBu CeHaTy BBRKATH CIIPABY IIi/IKOM 3aJ1ar0/PKEHOI0 ¥ 3/1aTH 1i B apxiB.”’

[Tpumnany mopoxom crpaBy 4yeproBuii pa3 BUTsArIA Ha Oinmii cBit CeMupiyHa BiifHa.
Cenar i BilicbkoBa Koserisi 3axoJuiMCs 3'SICOBYBaTH, CKi/JIBKM HAJIOKUTh CIUIAQYYBaTH
YKaJlyBaHHSI YMHAM HeperyisipHUX BiMChbK, i AKUMU MYCSATh OyTH mTpadu “3a Ge3yecTbe
[...] mo Tem mTatam.”®® VY BigmoBiZp Ha CEHATCHKUII B3amUT IIOXiZHA KaHLespis
P03yMOBCHKOTO B YKOBTHI 1756 p. HaZic1ana “BefoMocTs 0 MaIOpPOCCUIACKOM TeHepaibHOM
CTapLIMHE, TIOJIKOBHUKAX, OYHYYKOBBIX TOBApHILAX, MIOJKOBOH U COTEHHOU CTapUIMHE U
OPYIMX YMHax M PSAJOBBIX, C IIOKa3aHWeM, KOTOPBI YMH 3a KaKUM CcjelyeT IO
MaJIOPOCCUICKOMY OOBIKHOBEHHIO i “BBINMMCKY MO JIMCTY TOCIOAYHA M KaBajepa, KOUM
IpeJiCTaB/IsieT, IPOTUB KaKMUX BeIMKOPOCCHUMCKUX YMHOB MaJIOPOCCUMCKUM YMHOBHHUKAM
IIMTATCSl, TaKOXX M JO KOTOPOro Kjacca eMy TOCIHOAWHYy TeTMaHy U KaBajlepy MX
por3BOgUTh.”??

Omxe, 3rigHo “BimomocTi” iepapxist YnHiB i ypsiAiB BUTJIsIIa/Ia HACTYITHUM YUHOM:

TaGens MaTOPOCICHKUX YUHIB 1756 P.

Kac MasopociiicbKi YnHHN
l'eHepanpHUit 0603HUI
l'enepasnibumii cyans (2)

9 HBYBL.IP, ¢. VIII, cnp. 2267, apk. 52; ¢. 61, cnp. 1084, apk. 11-u3B. (NBUV.IR, f. VIII, spr. 2267, ark. 52; f. 61,
spr. 1084, ark. 11-11zv.).

% HBYB.IP, ¢. 61, cup. 1084, apk. 1038B. (NBUVLIR, f. 61, spr. 1084, ark. 10zv.); Apxue kHsa3s BopoHyosa
(Mocksa: Tumorpadus I'payeBa, 1875), KH.7: 285, 290-291. (Arkhiv kniazia Vorontsova (Moscow: Tipografiia
Gracheva, 1875), kn.7: 285, 290-291).

”HBYBL.IP, . 61, crip. 1084, apk. 103B. (NBUV.IR, f. 61, spr, 1084, ark. 10zv).

98 PosymoBchKUiT HaMaraBcst MOPYIINTH Lje MMUTAHHS e B Gepe3Hi 1756 p., oguak B CeHari “Ijist Joxiaja B
obuiee co6panme” BOHA Oy/ia MpU3HAYeHA JIMLIE B JIMITHI, KO MOBHUM XOJOM HMIUIM BOEHHI MPUTOTYBAHHS
/1 BOHa MyCHJIa Y€KaTH CBOET Yepru aK L0 OCeHi, JOIIOKH B Hill He mocTaa HaraapHa motrpe6a (HBYB.IP, ¢.
61, crip. 1084, apk. 15). (NBUV.IR, f. 61, spr. 1084, ark. 15).

% O6unsa noKymeHTH, 3anosuueHi Onexcanzpom JlazapeBcbkuM 3 poguHHOrO apxiBy Cymum, Gynu
omy6aikoBaHi 1883 p. B “KuiBcbkiit craposuni” (Bumrcky, we paHiure HaBiB y cBoemy “Omrici YepHiriBcbkoro
HamicHunTBa” Omnanac IllapoHchKUi), OAHAK i3 BUMYLIEHHSM [AeAKUX BAXIUBUX [eTaneil, 30KpeMa
po36uBkM 4uHiB Ha knacu (Jus., “Mamopoccuiickue YHMHBI U JO/DKHOCTA UM OKJIAJ, WX COAepKaHus,”
Kuesckas cmapuna N°6 (1883): 381-385). (“Malorossiiskie chiny i dolzhnosti i oklad ikh soderzhaniia,”
Kievskaia starina 6 (1883): 381-385). [HLIMIT CTMCOK BiZIOMOCTI MPO CTapIIKHY, O 36€piraBcs B yKOITMCHOMY
36ipHHKY XapKiBCbKOTO apXiBy AABHIX akTiB, HaBiB y cBoeMy gociaimreHHi JImutpo Minnep, Ouepku us
ucmopuu opuduuekcoeo 6vima cmapoti Manopoccuu, 17-18. (Miller, Ocherki iz istorii iuridicheskogo byta
staroi Malorossii, 17-18). Bci BOHM MarOTh [iesKi BiMIHHOCTI ¥ PI3BHOYMTAHHS, 3 OIJISIAY HA AKi MM HaBOAUMO
ix Tekct 3a we oauHM crnuckoMm cepeauHu XVIII cr., BusBrenmm Hamu B konekuii OsekcaHppa
Kicrsakiscokoro (HBYB.IP, ¢. 61, crip. 1084, apk. 13 3B.-15. (NBUV.IR, f. 61, spr. 1084, ark. 13 zv.-15).

"° Ibid.
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['enepanbuwmit migcKkap6iit
['enepanpHUli Mcap
l'eHepanbHMit OcaBy (2)
['eHepanbHUI XOPYHXUH
['eHepanbHMI1 OYHUYY)KHUH

ITo/IKOBHUK TOpoZ0BUIA

byHuykoBuii TOBapHUIl
[ToTKOBHMK KOMTIaHIUChKUI
Ocasyn I'BA
O603HMI ITOJTKOBHIMA

[Tucap I'BC
Crapumii kanuensipuct ['BK
Cynas monkoBu
Xopymwxuii ['BA
O0603HMI MONIKOBUH KOMIIAHIMChKUM
[Iucap nonkoBuit

OcaBy1 nonKoBUM
XOopyH)XUii MOJIKOBUU

CoTHHK
BiiicbkoBUI TOBapUIl
[Tucap I'BA
ITricap nonkoBoro cyay
[Incap nonKOBUM KOMIIaHIMNCBKUM
OcaBys1 mOKOBUN KOMITaHIACBKUHI
XOpyH)XUH MOJTKOBHUI KOMIIAHICHKUI
KarmitaH >XonmaibKui
Ilepexnagay I'BK
[IpoTokomict I'BK
Otaman ['BA
OTamaH ropoz0BUH MOJTKOBUMI

ApxiBapiyc I'BK
Kanuenspuct I'BK
CoTHUK/pOTMICTp KOMIaHIMCbKUI
3HaYKOBUM TOBapHIII
Ocasyn nonkoBol apTuiepii
OTamaH ropozioBuii COTeHHUMI

['opoagHnymMii nonkoBUit
OTaMaH »XOJIZALIbKUH
IIucap coTeHHUM
IIncap nonkoBol apTuiepil
Kanuenspuct nonkoBui
KaHuenspucr nonkosoro cymy
OcaByn coTeHHUI
XopyH)Xuii MOJIKOBOI apTUIepil
CoTeHHMI XOPYHXXUH
OramaH nosnKoBol apTuepil
OcaByn cCOTEeHHUI KOMIIAHINCHKUI
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XOPYH)XUH COTeHHUU KOMIIaHIACbKUMN
[Iucap coTeHHMIT KOMIMTaHIUCHKU
OTaMaH KOMITHiIUCBKUHI
OTtamaH KypiHHUH
9 ['opopHyuuMii coTeHHUM

OTamaH ciJIbChbKUM
Kozak
10 Konpgax
[Tymkap
Komnanieun

Ha >xanp, Hapasi BA)KKO TOYHO BU3HAYMUTH, YU AiCTasA LSl “MaJIOPOCiiichKa Tabesb Mpo
paHTru’ iMIlepaTopCchbKe CXBaJIeHHs, YM Oy/la BKOTpe 3axOBaHa MiJ CyKHO. 3 TeBHICTIO
MO)XXHQ TBepJUTH JIMIle, 10 KOHBEPTOBAHICTh CTATyCy KO3alpKOI CTapIIMHU Ta
YPAZHUKIB B paMKaxX YMHOBHOI iepapxil Ta ABOPSHCTBA JIMILIAJ/NACSA IMPUMApHOIO. 1760 P.
AiTeit 6yH4yyKoBoro ToBapuiia AHapiss MapkoBuya He 6yy0 3apaxoBaHo 0 CyXOMmyTHOTO
IlIns1XeTChbKOTO KOpMyCy, Kyau paHille Buxifgui 3 ['eTMaHIIMHY, 3aBISKHM 3B'SI3KaM IIPU
IOBOpi, mOTparisiiu Maibke OesmepemkogHo. CrelnjianpHa  KoMicisi, cTBOpeHa
KepiBHULTBOM KOPIYCy 3aCyMHiBajacsd B IIPaBOMOYHOCTI JBOPSHCBKOTO aTeCcTaTy
MapxoBHUiB, MiAIMCAHOTO reThbMaHOM Po3yMOBChKHM. ™

B ciuni 1762 p. ceHartop rpa¢ Poman Boponuos gonosizas y Cenarti mpo Te, o npu
NpUMOMiI Ma/IOpOCisiH Ha BiMCBKOBY U LMBiJIBHY CIY)XOy YHMajao MPOCTOIOAUHIB
NPUIHUCYIOTh C€O0i LUISIXeTCTBO, KOTpe HEMOXJUIMBO NE€pPeBIpUTH 3a BiJCYTHICTIO B
l'eThbMaHIIMHI TePOJIBJII Ta CITUCKIB JBOPSIH, KOTPI BiH MPOMOHYBaB yKiacTy.”” BogHovac,
Ha [JOYMKy pociiicbkoro icropuka SlkoBa JlazapeBa, BopoHijoB, Oyay4u MOTITUYHUM
COI03HUKOM PO3yMOBCBHKMX, HaMaraBcsi OOIPYHTYBaTH LUISIXETHICTh IPaB KO3albKOI
BEPXiBKH, 1110 BUIUIMBAaJIa 3 TUX MPHUBi/EeiB, KOTPi Oy/1 HaZlaHi IM TUTOBCHKUMU KHS3SIMHU i
MOJIbCBKMMM KOPOJISIMH, a 3TafiOM MiATBeppKeHi poCiiicbKMMM MOHapxaMu. Bci BoHM B
CYKyIIHOCTI [JaBajiMd HAlaJKaM CTapIIMH, IO MaaM LUISXeTCbKe KOPiHHS, CHaJKOBO
BOJIOJI/IM 3eMJISIMU M CIy)XuIU y BilicbKy 3amopo3bKoMy, NMPaBO BCTYIy Ha BiMCBKOBY,
LMBI/IBHY Ta MNPHUZABOPHY CIy)X0y, HaOyTTs 3eMJi ¥ pelTH NPHUBiIEIB iMIEPCHKOrO
gBopsiHcTBa. [Tokas3oBo, 1m0 Bycramu BopoHLI0Ba MpOMOBJ/ISIM Ti apryMeHTH, KOTpPi BXe
Oy/1 03By4YeHi B NONepeHiX CTAapIIMHCHKUX ITPOEKTAaX, IKUMU HOBa MaJIOPOCiHChKa ejtiTa
HiZIITOBXyBaJa iMITIEPCHKY BJaZly 10 BUSHAHHSI CBOTO BUHATKOBOTO CTATyCy.

Jlo BperymoBaHHsS CIy)X00BOi iepapxii MasopocicbKMX 4YHHIB 1 3'scyBaHHS
LJISIXeTChKUX MPaB, SIKi BOHA HaZlaBajia CBOIM HOCISIM MiAIITOBXyBaio ¥ BujaHHs [leTpom
III Manidecty mpo ABOPSHCBHKI BOJBHOCTi, KOTPUM iCTOTHO 3MEHIIyBaB JUCTAHIIO B
MpUBLIesAX MDK IMIIEPCBKUM JBOPSHCTBOM 1 CTapIIMHOIO. /[JOKYyMEHT CIPUYMHUB iCTOTHY

101

Muxaun KuceneB u SIkoB Jlazapes, “Iloenuky me B Mamoit Poccuu Her gBopsin’? Craryc yKpauHCKOTO
‘musixerctBa’ B Poccuiickoit ummepun cepepuupl XVIII B. u ponp HepopmanpHbix cBsizeit K. T.
PasymoBckoro,” Hogoe npownoe N°2 (2019): 116-133. (Mikhail Kiselev i lakov Lazarev, “Poeliku de v Maloi
Rossii net dvorian’? Status ukrainskogo ‘shliakhetstva’ v Rossiiskoi imperii serediny XVIII v. i rol’
neformal'nykh sviazei K. G. Razumovskogo,” Novoe proshloe 2 (2019): 116-133); SIkoB Jlasapes, “Mecro
YKPaMHCKOM Ka3aLKOW JIUTHI B COCTaBe POCCHUICKOTO ABOPSAHCTBA B MIEPBO MOMOBUHE 1760-X IT.,” Bonpocwl
ucmopuu N3 (2017): 71. (Iakov Lazarev, “Mesto ukrainskoi kazatskoi elity v sostave rossiiskogo dvorianstva v
pervoi polovine 1760-kh gg.,” Voprosy istorii 3 (2017): 71).

' Munnep, Ouepku u3z ucmopuu ropududekcozo 6bima cmapott Manopoccuu, 18-20. (Miller, Ocherki iz istorii
iuridicheskogo byta staroi Malorossii, 18-20).

'3 JlazapeB, “MecTo yKpauHCKO#M Kazalkoi aautel,” 72-76. (Lazarev, “Mesto ukrainskoi kazatskoi elity,” 72-
76).
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€MaHCHIALI0 TepeJ, TUM MPAKTUYHO 0e3MPaBHOrO i HaZI3BUYAHO 3a/Ie)KHOTO Bif BUILOI
B/IQJIM POCIHICHKOTO [ABOPSIHCTBA, 3BUIBHUBIIM WOTO Bifi, 0OOB'SI3KOBOI LIMBI/IBHOI Ta
BilICbKOBOI CJIY)XKOM 1 Ha/IaBLIM IPABO BiJIbHO BUXOJWUTH Yy Bi/ICTaBKy Ta Ge3MepeLIKoJHO
BUDKDKATH 3a Mexi immepii. MaHidecT cTaB mojanpliMM KPOKOM Yy BU3piBaHHI i
3MilJHEHHI JBOPSIHCTBA $IK COLIQJIbHOI BepPCTBM U MOJITUYHOI CH/IH, L0 OCTAaTOYHO
3aKpiNuIa CBOIO BULIICTH i TepeBarv Haj, iHWUMH CTaHaM#. 4

IlepeBopor nita 1762 p., wo 3BiB Ha npecton Karepuny Il i akTUBHY y4acTb y IKOMY
O6paB Po3yMOBCHKMIA, MiALITOBXHYB CTApUIMHY A0 OGibll aKTUBHUX fAik. Jlo moyaTky
KOpOHalii Oy/li0 MiArOTOBAaHO METHLil0 B SIKiil MPOEKT 3piBHSHHS BETUKOPOCIHCHKHX i
MaJIOPOCIMChKUX YMHIB OYB y)Ke He CaMOJOCTAaTHBOIO METO, a 3aCOO0M TSI TTOIIUPEHHS
Ha KO3albKy CTapIIMHY TIpaB UUISXETHOro craHy.'” IlnaHyBasocsi, IO MO3UTHUBHY
BiJITOBIi/[b HA METUIiI0 JACTh iIMIIEPATOPCHKUI MaHideCT, SIKHUM TOTYBaBCs [0 MiANMMCaHHS
Ha /IeHb KOPOHAIil 22 BepecHs 1762 p. i HapelITi Ha/flaBaB KO3alLbKik CcTapuIvHi “Kiacci
IPOTHUBY YMHOB Masopoccuiickux.” Lleil JoKyMeHT 0c06/IMBO LiKaBU /11 HAC THUM, LIO
MPONIOHYBaB TPOXU BiIMIHHY HOMEHKJIATYpy YMHIB, y IIOPiBHSIHHI 13 IlomepeaHiMU
“Tabemsimm.”®

Tabenp ManOpoOCifiCbKUX YMHIB 1762 P.

Knac ManopociiicbKi YMHHI BenukKopociiicbKi YMHU Knac
1 reHepasibHUI 0603HUI1 I'eHepaI-NOPy4YHUK 1
2 reHepasibHUM cyans (2) Ji¥icHuii cTaTChKU paJHUK I\
3 reHepaJIbHUM MigCcKap6ii CraTchKui paHUK A%
reHepaJIbHUH NKcap
4 reHepasbHUM ocaBy (2) [ToKOBHUK VI

reHepaJbHUI OYHUYY)KHUN
reHepaJIbHUM XOPYHXXUM
IIOJIKOBHUK r'OPOJOBUM [TigImo TKOBHUK VII
OYHYYKOBHI TOBapHLI Maiiop VIII
“nepBocTaTeiiHbIii”
MOJIKOBHUK KOMITaHIHCbKUN
0003HUI TOIKOBUH
7 OYHYYKOBHI TOBapHII Kamnitan IX
“BTOpoCTaTelHbBIN
nucap I'BC
MH1Ccap MOJIKOBUM
crapwuii KaHuenspuct 'BK

A\ W

3 0CaBYJI IOJIKOBUU KanitTaH-nOpy4HUK X

"°* Upuna Pausosa, "Manugecm o goavHocmu” u caymcba dsopsaqcmea ¢ XVIII cmonemuu (Mocksa: Hayka,
1999). (Irina Faizova, "Manifest o vol'nosti" i sluzhba dvorianstva v XVIII stoletii (Moscow: Nauka, 1999)).

' Jlazapes, “MecTo yKpauHCKO# Ka3aukoi anutel,” 76. (Lazarev, “Mesto ukrainskoi kazatskoi elity,” 76).

S PTAZIA, ¢. 13, om. 1, 4. 55 . 30-31. (RGADA, f. 13, op. 1, d. 55, 1. 30-31); Taresina Kpyrosa,
“HecocrosBuiasicst B 1762 1. pedpopma nmmeparpuusl Exarepunst II: ucrounukoBegyeckoe uccienoBanue,’
Becmhux Mockoackoeo eocydapcmeeHHo2o yHugepcumema um. M. Jlomonocoea. Cepus 8. Mcmopus, BeiiL. 6
(2017): 3-30. (Tatiana Kruglova, “Nesostoiavshaiasia v 1762 g. reforma imperatritsy Ekateriny II:
istochnikovedcheskoe issledovanie,” Vestnik Moskovskogo gosudarstvennogo universiteta im. M.
Lomonosova. Seriia 8. Istoriia, vyp. 6 (2017): 3-30); /lazapeB, “MecTO yKpawiHCKO# KasalKow amuThl,” 77.
(Lazarev, “Mesto ukrainskoi kazatskoi elity,” 77).
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XOPYH)XXUH MOJIKOBUMA
ocaByn I'BA
xopymwxuii I'BA
0003HHMI KOMITaHiMChKUI
9 COTHUK YXOJIJAUbKUMI [lopyuHuk XII
BiliCbKOBUI TOBapHILI
“nepBocTaTeiiHbIi”
10 BiliCbKOBUI TOBapHIL [lizmopy4yHuK XIII
“BTOpoCTaTelHbIN
0CaBYJI KOMITaHIACHKUHI
XOPYH)XMH KOMIAHIHChKUMI
n COTHUK KOMIIAHIMCbKUI [Ipanopiuk XIV
3HAYKOBUM TOBapHIlI
“mepBOCTATENHBIN

Ogpasy X 3BepTae Ha cebe yBary Te, IO MPOEKT IMOJABaB [y)Xe ypi3aHUil mepestik
MaJIOPOCICBKUX YMHIB, 3HAaYHO MEHUIMHM aHDK Yy MomnepejHix MpoekTax. B Hbomy
dbakTUYHO GirypyBasim juvile CTAPUIMHCHKI YPSAM He HIDKYE BiJi 3HAYKOBUX TOBAPIIIB,
TOA SIK PSLOBI KO3aKU Oy/IM BUHECEHi 1mo3a Moro pamku. Jlo Toro x, o Tabesni yBiALUIH
JleJIeKO He BCl HasiBHI B IOIepeAHIX peAaKLisaxX CIy)Xuill iepapxil. Tak, HanpukiIaj, YMHU
['eHepanbHOI apTuiiepii B Tabeni He ¢irypyBany, aje oOKpeMa peMapKa HPHUIKUCYBaIa iM
“paBHO CYMTATHCSI C CTAPIIMHAMM IOJKOBBIMHM MO KjaaccaM ux.” [Toza HOBoOw Tabenio
JIUIIUBCS YMH OYHYYKOBOTO TOBAPHINQ, YHUCENBHICTh SKWUX, Ha BiIMiHy BiJj CKa)XiMO
MOJIKOBUX CTapIIMH, He Oy/a 4iTKO BHU3Ha4yeHO. Yomych Mo3a TabesUIio JIMIIMINCS
YPSIZHUKHU HOBO3aCHOBAHUX CYJJOBUX YCTaHOB — I'POJCHKHX, 3€MCbKUX 1 MJKOMOPCHKHX.

l'onoBHOIO mMiACTaBOIO MiABUILEHHS B YMHI yKa3 BH3HABaB CIIPAaBHY U HeyXWIbHY
cnyx6y 3 “mpsiMpiMM  3aciyramu.” ['eTbMaHOBi, SIK pPIiBHOMy B 4YHHI i3 TreHepas-
denpaMapIIasaMu, JO3BOJISIIOCS CAMOCTIMHO BUBHMILYBATH B YMHHU Bifl Maliopa il HIDKuYe,
pelITa MaJia MOAABATUCS Ha MOHAPIIUI po3rsy i 3aTBepKeHHs. ['eTbMaH MaB CKJIaCTU
IJIsT HAX OKpPeMHUH IITaT, 32 SKUM iM B IMOAAnbIIOMYy Oyno 6 HafaHO 3piBHSHHS ‘B
KJIaccax,” 3 TAaKUM PO3aPXyHKOM, abM Ma/sopoCificbKi YMHU B ITAa6- i 06ep-oditepchKiit
KaZpi He MaJIy TiepeBar Haj pocissHamu.'”’

['eTbMaHy Hajie)Xajio0 TaKOX C/TIKyBaTH 3a MOC/TiJOBHUM BUBHILEHHSM Yy 4YWHH, 6e3
OMHMHAHHS TNPOMDKHHX CXOZWHOK IOMDK BHMIIMMU Ta HIDKYMMH, ‘TIOHEXe [0 Cero
BpeMeHU CHM YHHBI, SIKO He UMelolljie KJIAaCCOB Be/IMKOPOCCUMUCKUX, YPaBHEHHBIX HALIUM
peryJIIpHBIM BOEHHBIM, M30MPAINCS BOJHBIMHU T'OJI0OCAaMU U3 HIDKHMX CTapIIHH, 00XOzs
IOCpeCTBYIOLIYE YNHBI TIePeCTYyIaMB BepPXHUE, TO OHHMe cHe OOBIKHOBEHHOE SIKO BOBCE C
PEry/iSIpHBIMHA YMHAMU Y)Ke HEeCXOACTBYIOLlee, OTCTABSIETCs, TeM OOJIlie YTO OHO U C
IpaBaM{ Ma/JIOPOCCUUMCKUMU HECOT/IACHO, HO BOJIHBIMHM T'0JIOCAMHM BBIOOpaM OBITH IO
Ipe)XHeMy MTOBe/IeBaeM C TeM, AA0bl U3 GIMKAUIIMX YUHOB 6e3 MOKa3aHUs MPABUIbHbBIX
IPUYUH HUKOTO He 00XOAWUTh, MO0 TO ObUIO OOBIKHOBEHHE B HEPETy/IsIpCTBe, a CUe
TTOCTABJISIETCS YKe 3aKOHOM B YMHAX YPaBHEHHBIM PETYISIPHBIM JOCTOMHCTBOM.”*®

CTaplIMHChKa TMeTHIisl, ZOOMpaLbOBaHa B Te€TbMAHCHKiM MOXiJHIM KaHuespii, Oyna
nepesana KatepuHi mig, yac ii mepeGyBanHs B [leTpoBcbkomMy, Ha 1uisixy 3 [letepOypry B
MockBy, Ze roTyBanucsi KOpOHaLiiHi ypouncrocTi. JJokymMeHT OyB ZOOMpaLbOBaHUU il
cTarc-cekpeTapsiMu TemmoBuM 1 JlapKOBCBKMM, KOTPl paHillle CAY)XWIA MNpU ABOPI

“TPTAJIA, §. 13, om. 1, 4. 55, 11. 3 06. (RGADA, f. 13, op. 1, d. 55, 1. 3 0b.).
108 y1.:
Ibid., 1. 3.
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Po3ymoBchKOro ¥ m06pe 3HaNMM IOPUAWYHI Ta agMmiHicTpaTuBHI peanii [eTpMaHIIMHM.
OueBuzHO, 1O camMa iMIepaTpulis CIeplly IMOCTaBUIACS [0 IPOXaHHHS TreTbMaHa i
CTApLIVHMU LIJIKOM MPUXUIBHO: HOBIM NMPaBUTebIl XOTiOCS BigasuuTu PosyMmoBchkoMy
3a MOro aKTUBHICTh IIiJi Yac IajalieBoro IepeBOpOTYy, a MaJOPOCIMCHKUM MiiJAHUM
MPOJEeMOHCTPYBAaTU CBOIO BeJIMKOAYIIHICTD, 10 BIOBHI y3rO/XyBasIoCs i3 OYiKyBaHHSAMU
CYCIi/IBCTBA, KOJM IPU CXO/PKeHHI Ha IPeCcTo/ HOBUM MOHApX PO3CHIIAB MHJIOCTI U
mweapotu. OgHaK, IHTYITUBHO BilMyBalOYM BOXUIMBICTb CBOr0O KpoKy, KarepuHa Bupimmia
CIIUTAaTHUCS JAYMKM CBOTO paJHUKA, [JOCBiIYEHOTO CHOBHMKA ¢ eKc-KaHIlepa
€/1M3aBeTUHChbKUX 4YaciB, Onekcis bectyxeBa-Promina. Terssna Kpyriosa, koTpa nposena
I'PYHTOBHUI TEKCTOJIOTIYHUI aHa/Ii3 MPOEKTy M BiATBOPHJIA MPOLLeC MOro MmiIrOTOBKU Ta
penaryBaHHs B immepatopcbkoMmy KabiHeTi, mepeKOHJIMBO TOKaszaja, LI0 caMe
HeraTUBHUM BHUCHOBOK becTy)keBa cTaB ToJI0BHOIO NpHUYMHOI0O BigmoBu KaTepunu
HiAMKUCYBaTH MOTO B leHh KOPOHALIIMHKUX TOPXXeCTB. *

l'onoBHe contra, BHUC/IOB/IeHe PaJHUKOM, 3BOAM/IOCS [O TOro, LIO 3PiBHSHHS
MA/IOPOCIMCHKUX 1 BETUKOPOCIMCHKMX YHHIB TOTSATHE 3a CO0OK aBTOMATHYHE
aQHOOJTIOBAHHS BCi€l KO3albKOI CTAPUIMHU, YOTO KATETOPUYHO HE MOXXHA NMPHUITYCKAaTH.
becty)xeB mpoOmoHyBaB, K 1 paHille, HaJaBaTH IMIIEPCbKI YWHU Ta JBOPSHCTBO
MaJIoOpOCisiHaM B IHJUBI/IyBaJIbHOMY MOPSIIKY, 3BOKAIOYH Ha IXHIO JIOSUTBHICTS i 3acmyru.”

[TppuKkMeTHHUM € KOHTEKCT MiATOTOBKH MaHidecTy Npo MaJopocCificbKi YMHH came
HanepeioAHI KOPOHallil, Yac, KOJIY Mapajie/ibHO TOTYBAIMCS iHILI 3aKOHOJABYi aKTH, L0
Ma/Id Ha MeTI NpUBepHyTU A0 KaTepuHM NpUXUIBHICTD ABOpSIHCTBA Ta apmil. Tak, 15
yunHs 1762 p. CeHar BHgaB yka3 “O HarpaX/ieHWHM OTCTAB/ISIEMBIX ABOPSIH OT CITY>KOBI
oduuepckumMu ynHaMU.”'" 22 JIMIHS, B TOM CaMHU# JieHb, KOTK OYJ/I0 MiANKMCAHO yKas Ipo
MaJIOPOCIMChKi 4YMHU, BHUWLIOB iMmmepaTtopcekuii  MaHidpect “O moaTBepXAeHUU
POCCUIICKOMY BOMCKY IpaB U NMPEUMYLIeCTB, JAapOBaHHBIX uMIeparpuuei Enusaseroi
[TlerpoBHO#i.” B HBOMY, Ompiy KOMIUIIMEHTIB Ha aJpecy XPHUCTOIIOOMBOTO BOIHCTBQ,
KarepuHa Hapikasa Ha mocmix JAesiKUX [BOPSIH, WO TNParHyjJd BUMTHU Yy BiJCTaBKy,
3a0yBIIH PO Y€CTh i 060B'A30K, 3aC/Ia0/MI0I0YH TAKUM YHHOM apMilo i epkaBy.

Brim, Bci 1i 3HakM yBaru il peBepaHcH B OiK ABOPSIHCTBA He 3HIMaad 3 MOPSAKY
JeHHOTO TOJIOBHOTO NHTAHHS — OCTAaTOYHOTO CXBaJIeHHSI ¥ 3aTBep)KeHHsI BHJAHOTO
[Terpowm III ManidecTa, Ha sike Yekano JBOpsiHCTBO. BpaxoBytoun ue, Karepuna cxinkana
Ha TMOYATKy 1763 p. crnenianbHy ‘KoMuccuio O BONTBHOCTH ABOPSIHCTBA,” KOTpa Maja
BPETYJIIOBaTU CTAaHOBUH CTAaTyC ABOPSHCTBA, BPAaXOByIOUM NOIOKeHHs1 MaHdiecta it
3aKOHOZABYMX HApPOOOK YJIOXKeHHOI KOMicii, KOTpa mparjoBasa B I;bOMY )X HAIMpPsIMKY. >
Jo Kowmicii, mo ckiasanacs mepeBaXHO 3 HANOIMKYMX MPUXWIBHUKIB iMIEpaTpHLi
(xanwrep rpadp Muxiino Bopouio, o6ep-rodpmeiictep Hikita [Tanin, reHepan-aHizepu
rpa¢ 3axap YepHuiIoB Ta KHA3b Muxaiisio BonkoHChKU, reHepan-aAploTaHT [puUropiii
OpsioB) Ta KiZIBKOX CTapuX BeJIbMOX €TM3aBETHHCHKOTO MPABIiHHS (eKC-KaHItep i
paaHuk imneparpuni Onekciit BectyxeB-PromiH, cenatop kusa3b SkiB [llaxoBchKoit), 6yio

9 Kpyrnosa, “HecocrosiBiasics B 1762 1. pedopma wummeparpuusl Exatepunsr 11,” 18-22. (Kruglova,
“Nesostoiavshaiasia v 1762 g. reforma imperatritsy Ekateriny I1,” 18-22).

"¢ Ibid., 23-25.

IMoanoe cobpanue 3axonos Poccutickoti umnepuu (mani- TIC3) (Cauxr-ITerep6ypr: B Tunorpadpuu CeHara,
1830), T. 16: 20. (Polnoe sobranie zakonov Rossiiskoi imperii [hereafter PSZ] (St. Petersburg: v Tipografii
Senata, 1830), t. 16: 20).

" Ibid., 70-71.

"> Oner Owmenbuenko, Hmnepamopckoe cobpanue 1763 2o0da: (Komuccus o eonbHocmu 060pAaHCKOLL).
Hcmopuueckuti ouepk. JJokymenmot (Mocksa: MY, 2001). (Oleg Omel chenko, Imperatorskoe sobranie 1763
goda: (Komissiia o vol’nosti dvorianskoi). Istoricheskii ocherk. Dokumenty (Moscow: MGIU, 2001)).

m
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BraoueHo i Kupwmma PosymoBcekoro.* OueBugHO, 10 I Haroja Oy/ia CIYIIHUM
INPUBOAOM /ISl YepProBOro IOPYIIEHHS NMUTAHHS BXe He TaK PO KOHBEPTOBAHICTH i
B3a€EMHE Y3rO/PKEHHsI YHHIB CTApUIMHU Ta POCiiichKOTro o¢illepcTBa, CKiJIBKK PO
HAa0araTo BANUIMBIIIMKM CTAaTyC MAJIOPOCIHCHKOTO MUISIXeTCTBA CTOCOBHO POCIHCHKHUX
IBOPSIH. 20 JIIOTOTO 1763 P. TeTbMaH BHCTYIIAaB HA C/IyXaHHSIX 3 “BBIMUCKOU O BOJIBHOCTSIX
IUISIXeTCKUX M3 TpaB KHsDKecTBa JIMTOBCKOTO, MPO3BIBA€MBIX CTATyTOM, IO KOTOPBIM
Manas Poccus ynpasnsiercs.”

[TpoeKT BUKIMKAB HEOZHO3HAYHY peakiito B wieHiB Komicii Ta B CeHaTi, 0cO6/1MBO X B
AQHTUTEeThbMAHCBKill mapTii, KOTpy o4omoBaB becryxeB-PioMiH. 15 KBiTHS 1763 p. Oyso
BHUJAHO YKa3 Mpo MOBTOpHe ciayxaHHs y Kowmicii cnpaBu “o kjaaccax ManopocHiCKUM
YHMHAM [0 SIKOTO KaHIe/sipist PO3yMOBCHKOro MiZiIroTyBaa JOMOBiAb i3 OOrPYHTYBaHHSIM i
HOBy Tabenb MasnopoCiiicbKMX 4YHMHIB i3 BiAmoBizHMKaMHM B pociiicekiii Tabeni mpo
paurn."® Bimpmicrs Kowmicii crama Ha 6ik Po3symoBcepkoro. PinieHHs, npuiiHeTe Ha
3aciflaHHSX B 3araJIbHUX pHcax WO B pivuUILi MPOEKTY iMIepaTOPChKOro ykasy 1762 p.,
BHOCSIYU [0 HBOTO JIWIle TeXHiYHI YTOYHeHHs1 U [JomoBHeHHs. Tak, reTbMaHy
MPOINOHYBAJIOCSI ITPAaBO HAZlABaTH YMHU [0 MiJNOJIKOBHUKA BK/JIIOYHO, BUCYBaTU B YMHU
JIAIE 3a HAasIBHOCTI BaKaHCIiH, MO BUXO/ y BiICTaBKy “HarpaykJaTh KJIaccaMu , Ki/IbKiCTh
OyHYYKOBMX TOBapHLIiB BHU3HAYUTH ‘TIO Mpemnopuuu moikoB”. [eHepanbHa BiiicbKOBa
KaHIe/ISIPist Majia BECTH BCe KaZpOBe Ii/IOBO/ICTBO 1 “ovepenpb B T€X YMHAX COAEPIKATH’ SIK
B CIIPaBi MiZBUILEHb, TAK i Y MPU3HAYEHHSIX Y BOEHHI MOXOIHU, BiApAmHKeHHs Tow0."”

[losuTHBHe pilleHHs 3HAYHOI0 MIPOI0 MOSICHIOBAJIOCS BIACYTHICTIO Ha 11 3acifiaHHI
OINOHeHTiB Po3yMoBCBHKOro i migTpUMKOI0, HajlaHo npoekty Mukuroro [laninum. Brim,
TAKWi XiZ, mozii e Gisple 30ypyUB aHTUTE€THMAHCHKY MapPTil0, KOTpa BOayasa B pilleHHi
paZu 4YeproBe IIOCUJI€HHS IO3ULi CBOIX OIIOHEHTIB. 10 4epBHA 1763 p. Oiekciit
BectyxeB-ProMiH, sIKUii 1lle MUHYJIOTO POKY BHC/IOBUBCSI IPOTH IpoeKTy Po3dyMoBchKoro,
nosaB iMmeparpuii posropHyTe ‘MHeHHe 0 Kiraccax MasopocCHHCKUX YUHOB,” SIKUM
HaMaraBcsl MpeJCTaBUTU CYTHICTb CIIPaBU TaKoOlO, IO IIKOAUTb OCHOBaM POCIMCBKOI
mepxaBHcti™® Ha mowaTKy cBoei 3ammcku BecTy)xeB CIPOCTOBYBaB TapAMIiiHY
npeamOy/y BCiX TeTbBMaHCBKMX IIOJaHb MO0 CyBepeHHOCTI BubGopy Manopoccii
pociiicbKoro migzaHcTBa Ta AOOpOBiMBbHOCTI Horo mpuiiHATTA. HacmpaBzi, Ha mymKy
KOJIMIIHBOTO KaHIIepa, “‘HapoJ, MAaJIOpOCCUIMCKUN U3JpeBje ObLI  MOAJAHHOMN
poccuiickuii,” BimiOpaHuii cBoro 4acy Ilosbiiero, ase moBepHEHHUI POCIMCHKiT KOPOHIi
napeMm Oinekciem MuxaitnoBuueM.

" Cepreit Tpouuxwuii, “KomMuccust 0 BobHOCTH ABopsiHcTBa 1763 1. B Cepreii Tpouuxwii, Poccus ¢ XVIII
geke: C6opHux cmameii u ny6auxayuii (Mocksa: Hayka, 1982), 145-146. (Sergei Troitskii, “Komissiia o
vol'nosti dvorianstva 1763 g.” v Sergei Troitskii, Rossiia v XVIII veke: Sbornik statei i publikatsii (Moscow:
Nauka, 1982), 145-146).

"1bid., 145-147.

"CPrAJIA, ¢. 13, om. 1, A. 55, /1. 15-20. (RGADA, f. 13, op. 1, d. 55, I. 15-20). L5t cTopiska gissHOCTI KoMmicii
BUMAazJIa 3 mosis 30py 1i gocniguuka Cepris Tpoilpkoro depes Te, 1[0 MaTepiaau CIyXaHb “Mazopociicekoro”
nuTaHHs Gynu BuiydeHi 3 ¢poHpy kabinera Katepunu II ta XVI Pospsiay JepixapxiBy Pocificekol immepii, ge
Bifikanacs Ginblua yactrHa ainosogctsa Kowmicii, it Brmoveni 1o pouay-konexuii “Zlena 06 Yrpaune” (¢. 13)
PTAJIA. llikaBo, 110 CTapIIMHHU, OYE€BHUIHO, MHUIBHO CTEXH/IM 3a BCIMa MEpPUITETISIMM OOrOBOPEHHS CBOIX
NPOEKTIB: CKaXiMo B poguHHOMY apxiBi ITometux 36epiraBcsi “Ykass Mmnepatpuupst Exarepunst 11
,Co0OpaHilo, Bb KOTOPOMB COBBTH MPOMCXOAUTH O BOJBHOCTU [BOPSIHCKOW O COIJIACOBAHIM YHHOBB
MaIOPOCCIICKHXD Chb BETMKOPOCCifickuMuU. 13 anpbias 1763 r. Komis nHa monymucrs.” (Kamanoz myses
ykpauHckux dpegrocmeti B. B. Taprosckozo (Yepuuros: Tunorpadus ryGepHCKOTO 3eMCTBa, 1900), T. 2: 296.
(Katalog muzeia ukrainskikh drevnostei V. V. Tarnovskogo (Chernihiv: Tipografiia gubernskogo zemstva,
1900), t. 2: 296).

""PTAJIA, .13, om. 1, A. 55, 1. 9-11 06. (RGADA, f. 13, op. 1, d. 55, l. 9-11 ob.).

" 1bid., 1. 21-22 06.
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®akT BigcyTHOCTI B ['eTbMaHIIIMHI CCTEMU YMHIB i paHriB, mucaB becTyxes, HacnpaBi
MOXXe CTQaHOBUTHM Ie€BHI NepelIKOAU 1 YTPyAHEeHs B YIIPaBJliHHI, ajie IXHE HaJlaHHS XOBA€ B
cobi HeOe3rmeKy TOro, IO MaJOpOCiTHAM MOXKe€ BHUIIACTH HAroja KOMaHJYBaTH
BEeJIMKOPOCAaMHM, 4YOro NPHUIYCTUTH A HisIK He MokHa. [locmiarounce Ha mnpenefeHT
NMipASTHACHKOTO JABOPSIHCTBA Ta YpsAAHMKIB Biiicbka [JOHCHKOTrO, KOTpi MasM paHTH
BigmoBigHO g0 Taberni, rpad 3ayBaKyBaB, IO Ti PAaHTH ‘MMOXKAJIOBAHBI UM TOJKO Ha X
nepcoHsl,” ce0TO € OJWHUYHWMHM BUIAJKaMH, CBOE€pigzHMMHM Kaszycamu. Jlo Takoi
MPAKTUKY C/ILIIHO BAAIMCS 3a MPABIiHHA €1M3aBeTH, KOTU MOODKAHHS CTAPILIMHU PO
3piBHSIHHSI B YMHaX He Oy/I0 3aZ0BOJIEHO, HATOMICTh 4Oro iM Oy/0 OGILsfHO HaJaBaTH
POCIHICBKI paHTM M YWHM, 3TiJHO IXHIX 3aC/ayr, He CTBOPIOYM IpeLefieHTIiB JJisi TOro X
Biiicbka [loHchkoro. Hapikaroum Ha Be/MKY KiZIbKiCTh YpsiZHUKIB B Masopocii, 0co6/11Bo
OYHYYKOBUX TOBApWILiB, BecTy)xeB miAKpec/ i0BaB, 10 3riJHO TAMTEIIHIX TPAAULIA B
YMHU OOWPAIOTh i WAYTh y BiACTaBKy 3a BJAaCHUM OaXaHHSM, IO B pasi IXHBOTO
3PiBHSIHHS i3 POCIHCBKMMH YMHAMU, KOTPi UAYTh MO CTy)XO0Bii1 ApabuHi ‘o rpagycam us
HIDKHHUX B BBIIIHKUE MOXXe BigOyTucs “ymanenue.”

3a O6yzAb-SIKOTO BUPIIIEHHS] MUTAaHHS aBTOP 3alIMCKU PAIUB HAJIATU POCisTHAM TMEpLIiCTh
HA/l MaJIOPOCaMU, MOAIOHO [0 TOTO, SIK IBAapPAiMChKi MOJTKA MAIOTh CTAPIIMHCTBO B YMHAX
HaJl, apMilCbKMMH, a apMiliCbKi CBO€IO Yeprorw HaJ, TapHi3OHHUMM Ta JIAHAMITiLIHHUMU.
3pemrtoro, beeTy)xeB BrCyBaB i KOHKPETHI 3ayBOKEHHS M0 CTAPIIMHCHKUX “Kmacax’ i IXHix
aHaJIOrax: Tak, JJisi reHepaJbHUX 0003HUX YMHY reHepas-MopyYHHKa Oy10 3abararo i ix
MOXHO Oy/0 “yIOBOJBCTBOBATH TeHepai-MalOpaMH, OCKiJIbBKA HaBiTh KOJIHIIHI
reTbMaHU MajiM YMH reHepasn-aHuiedis, a HUHIWHIKN Mae reHepan-¢penpamapuiana (“us
OT/INYHOM K HEMY IepPCOHA/IbHOM MHUIIOCTH W [OBEPEHHOCTH [..| MO0 MO ApeBHUM
NpHYMepaMu, MeXJy KOTOPbIMH ObUT M1 Ma3ena, MOXXHO /M ¥ OyJyILIIMM TeTMaHaM TaKYIO XK
ZIOBEPEHHOCTh U U3JTUIITHWE TIPUBUJIETUH T03BOJATD.”) "

B 3ayBakeHHsX becTy)keBa L[I/IKOM BUPa3HO MPOIJISIAAETHCS MOOOIOBAHHS POCIICHKOTO
JBOPSIHCTBA OINMUHMUTUCSA B MEHII BUTPAIIHOMY CTAaHOBMILI Yy TIOpiBHSIHHI i3
MaJIOpOCiiichKuM HuIsixeTcTBOM. He BapTo 3abyBaTH, 110 Ha TOM 4ac ABOPSIHCTBO Ile He
JOCSAT/IO KOHJAMLII TTOBHOLIHHOT'O CTaHY, a Ipoliec Horo eMaHcUmallil TpUBaB [0 CaMOTro
ki XVIII cr. [JBOpstHUH He OYB OCTAaTOYHO 3Bi/IbHEHHUU BiJ, 00OB'S3KOBOI CITY)KOH,
30epirazacs mMaca OOMeXeHb HA 3eMJIEBOJIOAIHHSI LIMBIIbBHUX YHMHOBHHKIB i KyIiB/IIO
HUMU KPIMTOCHUX, B)Ke He KOKYYH MPO 3araJbHUN 00CAT 0COOUCTHUX TPaB, KOTPUHM HA TIi
IUISIXeTCHKUX BOJIBHOCTEM, rapaHTOBaHMX JImToBchbkMMM CTaTyTamu, BUTJISIAAB 1Ie TyXKe
cKpoMHO.”® Peaxilist iMIEPChKHUX CAHOBHHKIB, OYEBHAHO, Oy/la MPOAUKTOBAHA Iie M
HeO)KaHHSM TepeaBaTH B PYKH TeThbMaHAa IPABO MOXXaJyBaHHS YMHAMU B CITYy)KOOBii
Koropauii Bilicbka 3amopo3bKoro, KOTpi JaBajy MPaBO Ha OTPUMAHHS ILUISXETHOIO
crarycy. HaBith 6e3 migHATTS MUTaHHS MPO KOHBEPTALil0 ‘HOBOI LUISXTH B POCIMCHKe
OBOPSIHCTBO, i3 4YacoM Iie mpu3Beno 0 A0 1ie OibIIOro 3Mil[HEHHS MalOPOCIiHCHKOL
ABTOHOMII 1, MOXXJIUBO, CTBOPEHHSI B HbOMY Y/IJTbHOTO MpPaBJIiHHS polly Po3yMoBChKUX.

Ba)kko ckazaTu, sSIKMi HalpsiM OTpUMasu O MOJablli JUCKYCil JOBKOJIA CTAPLUIMHCHKUX
PaHTIB i NUIAXETCTBA, IKOW, HEBAOBOJIEHA JisTbHicTIO KoMicii, 110 mparHy/ia yrBepauTu
IpaBa ‘meplIoro’ CTaHy Ha PiBHi 3aKOHY, OOOB'SI3KOBOTO i JAJIs MiAJAHUX, i AT MOHAPXa,
Karepuna II He posmyctuna Ti B OBTHi 1763 p.”*" LIiIKOM MOXJIHBO, IO MiC/sS 1HOTO

" 1bid., 1. 22.

" TIpo inuIi nepumneTii 06roBOPeHHs MPOEKTy AMB., Jlazapes, “MecTo yKpauHCKOM KasalKo# sautel,” 78-79.
(Lazarev, “Mesto ukrainskoi kazatskoi elity,” 78-79).

' Tpouuxwuii, “KomMuccrss 0 BONTBHOCTH ABOPSHCTBa 1763 T.,” 189-192. (Troitskii, “Komissiia o vol'nosti
dvorianstva 1763 g.,” 189-192).
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reTbMaH IOBEpHYBCs B YKpaiHy 3 Oifnbll TBEpAOI ¥ BU3PINIOI MEPEKOHAHICTIO B
HeOoOXiZHOCTi Oi/bII pily4ynx Aiid, KOTPi 6 yTBepAWIN BigpyOHICTh KO3aLbKOI aBTOHOMII
Ta BUILICTB 11 CTAaPIIWHCHKO-LI/IIXETCbKOI BEPCTBU.

HeBusHaueHictp fom mManopociiicekoi Tabesi mpo paHTH CIOHYKala KO3albKy eJIiTy
[0 TOJANbIIMX JOMaraHb BU3HAHHA 11 iMmepcbkuMm ypsizoM. HegapeMHo Le muTaHHS
nmocizio oapasy apyre wmicue B “[lpouieHrMr MaopOCCUICKOTO HUISIXETCTBA U CTAPLIMH
BMeCTe C FeTMAaHOM O BOCCTAaHOBJIEHUM Pa3HBIX CTAPUHHBIX paB Manopoccuy,” cxBasieHe
CTapIIMHCHKUM 31370M Y Barypuni HanpukiHLi 1763 p..”* JJOKIafHO BUKIABIIN CYTHICThH
MPHUPOAN MaJIOPOCIMCHKUX MPaB i BOJIBHOCTEH, YYaCHUKHU 3i0paHHs 3ayBa)kKyBaslH, LIO 3a
TI0JIBCHKOTO TIAHYBAHHSI YKPATHCHKI ypsiiHUKY (“anHbl’) Oy/v piBHI B mMpasax i rifHocTi 3
KOPOHHMMHM Ta JIMTOBCBKMMH # 3aMilllaJIMCs BUKIIOYHO MicleBol HUIsAxTolo. Lo
TpaAMIiifo 3rofoM Opany TijJ, yBary i MOCKOBCHKI Liapi, JKaJylouuM TreTbMaHa IBaHa
BpIoxoBeLbKOro Ta CTapuIMHy JyMHUMH YnHamMu. OHaK MPH 3apoBapKreHHi Tabeni nmpo
PaHTH 1722 P. “BCeM KaK NMPUABOPHBIM, TaK M IPAKIAHCKAM YMHAM BeJI€HO CUMTATBHCS
IIPOTUB BOMHCKUX; O MaJIOPOCCUHCKOM JKe TIeTMaHe, TIeHepa/bHON CTapuUIMHe,
IIOJIKOBHUKAX W IMPOYMX YMHOBHUKAX B TOU TabeM HUYEro He YIOMSHYTO, IOo4YeMy
BEJIMKOPOCCHUMCKHEe UYWHOBHUKH, a OCOOJMBO BOEHHOCHTYXAIFie MaJIOPOCCHUUCKYIO
CTapLIMHY IPe3UPAIOT U BO BCSIKUX CTYy4YAIOLIUXCSI KOMUCCHUSX U HapsAaX U caMiX HU3KHUX
4yuHOB oOdilepsl 3a MpaBO IMOYMTAIOT, YTOO MPEHUMYLIeCTBO OpaTh HaZ 3HATHOIO
Ma/IOPOCCHUMCKOIO CTAapLIMHOM 3a TO TOJIBKO OJJHO, UTO HeT HUKAKOI'0 MTOJIOXKeHHSI, KaK UM
CYMTATBCSI C BEJIUKOPOCCHMCKUMHU 4nHaMu.” > Oco6ucto Po3yMOBCHKHI TMPOCHUB
iMIepaTpuIio MiATBePAUTHU IPUCBOEHE MOMY YKa30M Bif, 24 JIUIHS 1750 P. CTAapLIMHCTBO
3 reHepan-penpaMapuIaiaMi “U BIOpPeIb MO0 MHE OyAyLINM reTMaHaM MOATBEPAMTSH |...],
TaK M BCe MaJIOPOCCHUICKHe BOMHCKHWE U LITaTHble YMHBI YPAaBHUTH KJIACCAaMU ITPOTUB
BOMHCKUX BEJIMKOPOCCUMCKUX YMHOB, YTOO CJTy)Ka BalllOMy MMITIEPATOPCKOMY BEJTUYECTBY,
MaJIOPOCCHUICKAsT CTAaPLIMHA 1O OOJIbIIei YacTH U3 CBOTO UMEHUS U 0e3 YKaJIOBaHUsI XOTsI
OJHHUM CHM B YMHAX YPaBHEHHEM I0JIb30Baach U Mpe3upaema GbITh He Moria.”**

B mokyMeHTI NmpOCHiAKOBYETbCSI CTPUMaHe HEeBAOBOJIEHHS BepXiBKM reTbMaHaTy He
JIUIlIe HeBM3HAYeHICTI0O YNHOBHOI PiBHOCTI, ajie i TUMM NPUHLIMIIAMM CTApLINHCTBA, SIKi
6yno sampornoHoBaHo Koseriero iHozemMHMX cmpaB y 1733 p. i mpomosuuii cramu
6a30BMMH IPU PO3TJIsAi BCiX HACTYITHUX 3BepHEHB CTAPLUIMHU ¥ TeTbMaHa 100 YMHIB, 3
npuBosy uyoro aBtopu ‘Tlpowenwus,” Bij iMeHi rerbMaHa, 3 Jefb IPHUXOBAHUM
PEMCTBYBaHHSIM  3a3HAYa/ii: ‘@ XOTS1 MHeHMeM rocyjgapcrBeHHoit  Komneruu
VHOCTPAHHBIX Jle/l 10 JaHHBIM B OyBUIMI KaOGbHeT B 1733 rosy KaK MaJIOPOCCHMCKOM
CTapLIMHEe CYMUTATHCSI IPOTUB BOMHCKUX BETUKOPOCCUNCKHX YMNHOB IT0OJIOXKE€HO; OHAKO U
TO CJe/llaHO C HeMa/lblM IOYTU BCeX YMHOB YyHIDKeHHeM, Ha KOTOpPOM MHeHHe U
NIPAaBUTE/bCTBYIOLIMI CEHAT yTBEPAATH B 17[...] roay,” ee MMIiepaTopcKoMy BeTHYECTBY
6/1KeHHOM U BeYHOZOCTOMHOM MaMsITH rocyaapbiHe imnepartpuue EnuzaBere [leTpoBHe
0 TOM )Ke IoJaJl AOKJIaJ, HO Ha OHIM ee MMIIEPAaTPCKOro BeJiMyecTBa He BOCIOC/IeA0BaIo
peBOJIIOLI,I/II/I.”126 BiagTrak, Manopocificbka 3HaTh CIIOZiBasacs, IO IPU HUHIIIHBOMY
PO3TJIsAAi il paHTH OyAyTh MPUPIBHSHI 10 POCIMChKUX “C myqmum aBaHTaxem.” [Ipu mpomy

122 «

[TpoiieHre ManOPOCCUMCKHMX CTApUIMH M LUISIXETCTBA BMECTE€ C TeTMAHOM O IONPAB/IEHHH PasHBIX
CTapuHHBIX TipaB Manopoccun,” YkpaiHcobiuti icmopuunutl xcypHan Ne 7-8 (1993): 88-89; Ne g (1993): 92-93.
(“Proshenie malorossiiskikh starshyn i shliakhetstva vmeste s getmanom o popravlenii raznykh starinnykh
prav Malorossii,” Ukrains’kyi istorychnyi zhurnal 7-8 (1993): 88-89; 9 (1993): 92-93).

"3 “ITpoleHre MaJIOPOCCHIICKUX CTAPLIMH U LUIsxeTcTBa,” 7-8 (1993), 90.

4 Ibid.

"> Tak B TeKCTi.

26 “ITpo1eHHe MaTOPOCCHIACKUX CTApIUMH U LuIsixeTcTBa,” 7-8 (1993), 99.
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He Oyno 3abyro i1 mpo HOBi peanii pedpopmMoBaHOTrO B 1763 P. CYAOYMHCTBA, YHI
HOBOIIOCTa/i yPSAHUKA Mald paxyBaTHUCS C BeIUKOPOCCUMCKHUMHU BOHMHCKUMU
YMHOBHUKAMH, TeEMU YMHAMH, KOTOPBIMH OHM CYHUTATHCS OyAYT C MaJTOPOCCHUCKUMU
CTapUIMHAMU, He MMesl HU B YeM IMOHIKXEeHUs] TPOTUB BOMHCKUX YMHOB IO TOMY, YTO IO
IIpaBaM HalIMM He TOKMO TPOXJAHCKHWe YMHBI He MOHWXAIOThCS IpeJ, BOMHCKHUMH, HO
BbIllle OHbIX MounTaroTcss.””” 1likaBo, 1m0 3 OCTaTOYHOI BepCii JOKYMEHTY Lii peMapKu
Oynmu BuiaydeHi, mo Hagano “[lpomeHunio” MeHII APAKIMBOTO TOHY M, 3 NOTIAAY
YKJIaJa4iB, 3aJIMUIMJIO TOWM MIHIMYM BHUMOT, SIKUM TEOPeTUYHO HaJaBaBCs Ha NMO3UTHUBHE
BUPilLIeHHS.

[Nl MyHKTHU NeTULil BUCYyBaId MIMPOKY MPOrpaMy €MaHCHUIAL|l /ISAXTU U CTaplIMHH,
o mnepesbavana ii BUHATKOBY MeEpINiCTh NMPH 3aMillleHHi Mocaj, y aAMiHicTpamii Ta
CYAOYMHCTBI, TpeACTaBHUITBO Yy TeHepaJibHUX pajax 1 celiMaX, HeJOTOPKAaHHICTb
PAHTOBHX i IPUBAaTHMX BOJIOZiHb, IPU3HAYEHHS YKa/TyBaHHS OyHYYKOBHM, BifICBKOBUM Ta
3HAYKOBUM TOBAapHIIaM ‘U BIpeJb OINpeAe/seMbIM K TPAKJAHCBKUM JejlaM
YUHOBHMKaM,” 3a60pPOHY HaZaHHS ypsiAiB i MaeTHOCTeil iHo3emipam.”® Cyma mpaB HOBOI
LHUISIXTA, TAaKUM YHMHOM, IiJIHOCKMJA 11 0 PiBHA LUJIKOM CaMOJOCTaTHbOTO
MPUBI/IEOBAHOTIO CTaHy, KOTPOMY HaJIeXKa/IM YiJibHI CBOOOIU ¥ MOHOIIOJIiSA HA BIaAy U
€KOHOMIYHI pecypcH.

Ha aymky Onekcis CrpykeBu4a, gapma, mo “Ilpomrenue” Tak i He Oyno BpydeHe
Karepumni II, #ioro 3MicT WBHUJAKO CTaB BiJOMUM IPHU JBOPi, CIPUYUHUBIIN BiJKIUKAaHHS
rerbMaHa B [lerepOypr i ioro mopanbiie 3pedeHHs. O4YeBHAHO, LIO iMITEPATPHULIIO
CTPUBOXXW/IM He CTIIbKM JVWHACTHU4HI IJIaHUW PO3yMOBCBKHX, SIK 1le 4acTO NMOJAETHCS B
icropiorpadii, CKiZbKM BHU3PiBaHHS HOBOI iEHTUYHOCTI ¥ coOLiia/ibHe LIeMEHTYBaHHS
MaJIopociiichKoi estitu. B moganpuioMy, 3a yMoB npooBXeHHsI pedpopM, 3alI0YaTKOBAHUX
P0o3yMOBCBHKHM, reThbMaHChKa aBTOHOMisl MOTJIa HaGyTH GibIIOl iHCTUTYIiiTHOT MilfHOCTI,
a il BepxiBKa - HOBHMX MOJITHYHMUX amOiuiit. LlintkoM MOXauBO, W0 1ii MOOOIBAHHS
iMnepaTpuii 1ie Gisbllle CTBepAMINCS BIITKY 1764 p. miA 4ac ii mogopoxi B JlidpnsHairo,
KO/ BXX€ MAal4Yd MAaJIOPOCIMChKUM TpeleleHT, BOHA Ha BJAacHI o4i mobauyuma y
OCT3elCbKUX MPOBIHLISIX Ty MOJe/Ib aBTOHOMII, B SIKYy BiH i3 4acoM Mir neperBoputucs. |
AKIIO JTiKBiAaList 6anTiiChKUX aBTOHOMIM, Yepe3 HU3KYy 00CTaBUH, BUZABA/IACs CIIPABOIO
JABLIOI TTePCIEKTUBH, TO iX MaJIOPOCIMCHKHII aHA/IOT MaB OyTH 3HUILEHHWH Y 3apPOJKY.
BracHe, 3peveHHsi Po3ymoBcbKMM OynaBuM 3 MOJAJBIIOI0 JIKBiJAL[€l0 iHCTHUTYTY
reTbMaHCTBa, CTAIH 1 Npenoie.”? SBHUKHEHHS 3 MOTITUYHOI apeHr PO3yMOBCHKUX, SIK
IIPOMOTOPIB €MaHCUNallil MaJIOPOCIHICbKOl 3HaTI, aHITPOXYU He 3MIHWIU 11 IHTEeHLIN Ta
eHeprii y 3100yTTi )XalaHUX TpUBiieiB. Binrenep yrBepmKeHHs] BHYTPILIHBOIL iepapxil i3
OAHOYAaCHUM 11 3PIBHSIHHSIM 13 IMIIEPCBKMMHU €KBIBaJIEHTaMM IMII€PCBKOI, CTaJl0 YU He
TOJIOBHOIO METOI0 “HOBOI LUISXTH,” IO OCBSiYyBajsa i MOTHBYBajia OOpoThOy 3a
30epeXeHHsI Jep)KaBHUX IHCTUTYL{il reTbMaHATy, SIK MiACTaBy JJis1 NPUBieiB i moie
MOJIITUYHOTO BILJIMBY.

"7 Ibid.

* Ibid., 7-8 (1993): 91-93; 9 (1993): 92-94.

9 CUMNTOMaTUYHO, WO B UTHI 1764 p. B CeHaTi MOHOBIEHO PO3I/IS/ CTAPOl CHPABM LI€ €/TM3aBETHHCHKUX
4YaciB MPO HEeNpPaBOMIPHICTh CaMOCTIHOrO IpHU3HAYeHHS! reTbMaHOM HAa MMPropoAChKe IIOJKOBHHIITBO
®emopa OcCTporpaschbkoro Ta HafilaHHsA TUTYIy OyH4YykoBoro TtoBapuia lOxumy /[laparany. Cenaropu
3IMLIMCS HA TOMY, 110 PO3yMOBCHKHIT He MaB MpaBa POOUTH TaKi Ha/lAHHS BUK/IIOYHO “BJIACTHIO CBOeK”
3aMpONOHYBa/IX BiIHOBUTH IPH reTbMaHi MiHicTpa-pe3uzeHTa 3 KoHTpomowunmMu ¢yHKuismu. PTAJZIA, ¢.
13, OIL 1, 1. 63, /1. 2-14 06. (RGADA, f. 13, op. 1, d. 63, l. 2-14 ob.).
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B XVII cT. mij yac BUHMKHEHHS i1 GopMyBaHHS iHCTUTYTiB ['eTbMaHIIMHY i€papxis i
nmpaBWIa CyOOpAMHALIl BCEPeAMHI CTapPIIMHCHKOTO KOPITYCY PEryTioBaJiMCs CHCTEMOIO
3BUYAIB, 1O CKJIAJIUCS 33/I0BTO [0 TOBCTaHHs1 XMenbHULIbKOro. Kpurepismu
CTApUIMHCTBA yPsAiB Oy/a iXHSI BOKIMBICTH B PaMKax BiliCbKOBOI Kopmopaiiil. YsiBjieHHs
PO HUX MU MA€EMO 3 KO3albKUX PEECTPiB i celiIMOBUX MOCTAHOB 1625 Ta 1638 pp., KOTpi
3aTBeP/KYBa/IM CTPYKTYpPy U wwTatu Bilickka 3amoposskoro. OOuUABI rpynu JOKYMEHTIB
MICTW/IM TepeiKh CTAapLUIMHCBKUX I0CaJ, NepejideHi B iepapxiyHiii MOCIiJOBHOCTI Bif,
BUILMX 10 HIDKIKX. >’ CTapIIMHCTBO YPSIAHHUKIB TAKOXX BU3HAYAIOCS YaCOM iX OOGpaHHS Ha
mocagy, ane de facto 3aeaso Bifi IepCOHaNBHOTO aBTOpUTETY. HMoro cxrazoBuMu 6ymm
CYTO KOTIOPAaTHBHI KPHUTEPil: HA/JeXHICTh A0 CMAJKOBOTO KO3AlTBa, XOIiHHS ‘Ha HU3’
(cebTO, KO3aKyBaHHs B 3anmopo3bkomy Koiii), B MOPCBKi TOXOAM, Y4aCTh Y HE MEHIIEe HiK
OJHIM BOEHHIN KammaHil Ta iH. 3 4YacoM Li KpuTepil BTpaTWIM CBiii 0OOB’SI3KOBHit
XapakTep i JOMOBHUIMCSA Oi/iblll COPICTUKOBAHUMU: CTAPLUIMHCTBO Y T€PMiHi OOpaHHS ¥
nepeOyBaHHSI Ha YpsAi, y4acTb y IOCOJIBCTBAX, CAy)X06a B KaHUe/sIpisAx i cyjax, 1o
YBIMLIUIM [0 TepeiKy KaHOHIYHUX 3acayr nepef BiificbkoM 3amopo3bKUM 1 CIYXWUIH
MiJCTaBOIO [/ HaZJAHHSI HOBUX NOCaJl, MAETHOCTEN Ta eKOHOMIYHMX ITPUBi/IEIB.

Po3mpeHHs1 acOpTMMEHTY CTAapIIMHCBKUX PaHriB y gpyriii monosuHi XVII cr.,
BUJi/IEHHS 3 IXHbOTO CepelOBUIA TMPUBIJIEMOBAHOI CTPATH “‘3HATHOTO BiiICBKOBOTO
TOBapUCTBA,” 3PELITOI0 i caMme 36i/IbIIeHHSsI YUCeTbHOCTI YPSAHUKIB MUMOBOJII IPU3BETH
ZI0 3MaraHb i KOHQIIIKTIB 3a CTaPIIMHCTBO BCepeJUHI KO3albKOi 3HATI. SIKI0 criovaTky 1i
CylepeykH IOCTAaBa/IM HA TPYHTI pPOAOBOTO “MiCHHMITBA,” TMOXOMKEHHS H 3HATHOCTI
“moMy,” TO 3 YacOM peBHOILi MMOYa/ I BUHUKATU U y MyOIiyHii MIOMMHI: cybopauHaLii,
BUBMILEHHI B HACTYMHUM YHWH, CITy>KO0BOI KOMyHiKauii Tomo. [lepuronprynHo0 1ux
cyrnepedHoCTel Oyna IOpUANYHA HEBPEry/TbOBAHICTh CTAPIIMHCHKOIL i€papxii, KOTpa B Bce
1le TPOJIOBXXyBasia PyHKIIIOHYBATH 3TiJHO [JABHIX, ajie 3HAYHO BUAO3MIHEHUX TPAAUILIH i
3BHYaiB Bilicbka 3anopos3bKoro.

JloBoJi TTOKA30BMM y LIbOMY BiJJHOIIEHHI CTaB KOHQJIKT, L0 CMAJaXHyB MK JBOMa
rpynamMu ctapuuH mig 9ac [insHcepKoro moxony 1725 p. 3a cimoBamu SIkoBa MapkoBuva,
KOTpHI OYyB f10r0 O4YeBH1EM i yUaCHUKOM, Ha IIOYATKY ITOXO/y ‘3HA4YKOBBIE He MOXOTHIn
ixaTp mepegb OYHYYKOBMMH 3B 3HAKOMb, [JisI YOrO 3 BHUTOBOPOMD TMPUXOJUIN
crapony6oBckie (crapmiau — ABT.) pu Hach o Jlusory6a u lanenxiii Cemens GyBb
NEPBUMD 3aroBOpYHMKOMbB.”> OYeBHUAHO, IO [/ B3HAYKOBUX TOBApHIIB OY/I0
NPUHU3/IMBUM iTHU B “TiepeliHiil CTOPOXi~ Ta acvCTeHIil BiliCbKOBUX KJIEHHOZIB, TOZi SIK
OyHYyKOBe TOBApHUCTBO IXajio 3a HUMHU PA30M i3 TOJKOBHHKAMHU Ta TeHepPaJbHUMH
crapiinHamMy. OOWJBI  CTApUIMHCBKI TIPynM BiJMOBJISUIMCST BUKOHYBaTH HaKasH
KOMaHJyBaHHSI M CKJIaJIM B CBOEMY CepelOBMILI [Bi BOPOTyIOYi MapTil, 10 BelIu MDX
co6010 TeperoBopu. B AKOCTIi KOMIIpOMiCcy KOMaHIUP KOPITYCy, TeHepaJibHUil 0003HUIA
SkiB J/Iusory0, NMpOMOHYBaB OYHYYKOBHUM ‘CBOMXB CIYI'b BIl€peib UTH HMbB BMbCTO
3HAYKOBHXb, KOTOPUMB OTKA3a/IMCMO B TOMB.” 3PELITOI0, 3a Ki/libKa AHIB KOH(IKTHI

8% Tokymenmu ykpaincvkozo kozaymea XVI — nepwoi nonosuru XVII cm.: yHigepcanu, aucmyeamHs, y2o0u,

npucseu (KuiB: [HCTUTYT yKpaiHchKoi apxeorpadii Ta mkepenosHaBerBa iM. M. I'pyweBcekoro, 2016), 28s5.
(Dokumenty ukrains’koho kozatstva XVI — pershofi polovyny XVII st.: universaly, lystuvannia, uhody, prysiahy
(Kyiv: Instytut ukrayins’koi arkheohrafii ta dzhereloznavstva im. M. Hrushevs’koho, 2016), 285);
Korespondencja Stanistawa Koniecpolskiego hetmana wielkiego koronnego 1632-1646, oprac. Agnieszka
Biedrzycka (Krakdw: Societas Vistulana, 2005), 697-698.

B JlnesHuk 2enepanvHo20 nodckapbus Skosa Mapkoeuua, 4. 1: 252. (Dnevnik general’nogo podskarbiia Iakova
Markovicha, ch.: 252).
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CTOPOHU TIOTOAMIMCS HA TaKWi BapiaHT: ‘0 CTpOXbB IUIenoBO M mo/MeBoi |...]
INPUTOBOPWIMCMO Ha TMOJIEBOM CTOPOXB CTOATh 3HAYKOBUMB 3B PaJOBUMH, A
06 BeXKATH OYHIyKOBUMD TOBapHiamsb.”>” TakuM YMHOM, IPUHHU3/INUBE /51 060X TPy
3HAYHOTO TOBAaPHUCTBA BifOYBaHHS Kapay/IbHOI CIy)XOH, YHUKHYTH SIKOTO, OZHaK, Oy/io
HEMOXJIMBO, PO3MOJiIMIN HiOM HaBMi/M: 3HAYKOBi TOBapHILUi IMOTOAVJIMCS CTOSTH Ha
YaTax, a OYHYYKOBi 00 DKIKaIH IX MaTPy/IsIMU.

Tpoxu mni3Hile MapKoBr4 0OMOBHBCS PO MEPIIOBUTOKH L€l “KOHTpoBepcii,” Ik “oTb
OHOM CCOPBI MPOUBILEALION O TOLJHOCTA GYHYYKOBUXD Kb LUIAXeTCTBY. > Ce6TOo, Muutocs
B eIy Yepry, PO HEMOXUIMBICTh LUISIXeTHOHAPOPKEHHUM BiflOyBaTH Ty CIyXOy, sIKa He
JIMYM/Ia IXHbOMY CTaTycy i Oy/a TifHOIO 3BMYAMHUX Ko3akiB. Ha wujiii >xe migcrasi,
OYHYYKOBMX TOBApHIIiB I'TMOOKO 00ypH/I0O HAMaraHHs 3HAaYKOBUX CTATH i3 HUMH Ha OAVH
iepapxiuHuii mwabep i B3arasi 3asiB/IATH B iXHil MPUCYTHOCTI 60Jail Mpo sIKiCh MpeTeHsil
Ha “671aropoCcTBO.”

He MeHII fgpaxiuBuM OyIM NHUTaHHS CyOOpAMHALl BCepeAMHi KOXXHOI PaHIOBOI
rpynu. Ha pymky Ipunu KpuBowiel, moumHatouu 3 mnepmoi TperuHu XVIII cr.,
CTApUIMHCTBO OYHYYKOBMX Ta 3HAYKOBHUX TOBAPHUIIIB BU3HAYAJOCS POKOM OTPUMAHHS
HuMu uuHy. lle ¢ikcyBasmocsi y BiAMOBIZHMX KOMIyTax i MPUCSHKHUX CIHUCKAX, sIKi
JOOCiAHULS CHiBCTaB/sia i3 ¢domynsipaMu ¥ “CcKa3kaMM’ CTApLIMH, Je Ha IMepluux
no3uLisIX GirypyBasu Ti, XTO MaB HalOi/IbIly BUC/YTY POKIB, JaJi — MOJIOJIII 32 CTaXeM i,
HapeLITi, HAPUKIHLi peecTpy Ti, YU ypsa He OyB MiATBEepIKeHUI yHiBepcasoMm abo
arecratoM.>* 3 meBHUMMU 3acTepeXEHHSIMH LisI TPAKTHKA, OY€BUIHO, JAisia i 1040 iHIIMX
KaTeropil crapmiMHCbKUX paHriB. lllonpaBra, Ba)XKKO NMPUITYCTHUTH, WO B CYCIiJIbCTBI
'eTbMaHIIMHM, CHAassHOMY HEHMOBIPHOK KUIBKICTIO POJUHHHUX, CYyCIACBKHX 1
IPUATENbCHKUX TOB’SI3aHb, 15 MPAaKTHKA AisiIa SIK He3alepe4yHe IPAaBWIO. 3JA€ThCS, L0
NPUHAJIEXHICTh 0 JAaBHBOTO M CIAaBHOTO POJY, 3aMOXKHICTh, @ TAaKOX BIIMBOBI 3B’SI3KH,
MOI'JI KOpe/II0BaTU HOro JOCUTh iCTOTHO.

Ille ogHUM NpPaKTUYHUM BUSIBOM YsIBJIeHb IPO CTAapLIMHCTBO KO3aLbKUX YPSIJOBLIB,
sIKa TIPaBWJIA B3ipLieM JIsi HaC/TifyBaHHsl, Oy/IM MPUABOPHI IPUHAHSITTS Ta yPOUUCTOCTI Ha
SIKUX TIOPSJOK IiepeMoHiany OyB YiTKO MiANOPSJKOBAaHUI YHWHOBHHUM PaH)XHUPAM,
BCTAHOB/IEHUM iMriepcbko0 TeGesurto mpo paHrd. SkiB MapkoBuY 3aHOTYBaB y
IOAEHHUKY Mif 26 mothuM 1728 p.: “AyzieHniss 6pU1a BCbMB 3HAaTHBIMB JIMLAMB Bb
IPaHOBUTON NasaTk, Te Mo YNHAMb AyXOBEHCTBO, TeHepa/JuTeTh U reTMaHb, cO BchMmu
MaJIOPOCCUSTHAMHU, Tie U Mbl GBI y PYYKH €ro iMImepTropckoro Beauvectsa.”> B cepmi
1745 p. TeHEpPa/IbHUI XOPYHXKHii XaHeHKO OyB Ha ayzieHIil B o6ep-rop-mapurana Imutpa
IlleresneBa, KOTpHi1 “KOTOpBINl Bemrbb JaTh peecTPbh O MAaJIOPOCCiIsTHAXb, KOU MOTYTH
6BITH IPU GpayHoil LepeMoHin” BeuKoro KHsas Ilerpa ®Pegoposuya.®® B ciuni 1748 p.
XaHEeHKO 3raZiy€ Mpo HOBOPIiYHUI MPUIOM MPHU iMIIEPATOPCHKOMY IBOPi: “M3BOMIA est
iMIlepaToOpCcKoe BeJIM4eCcTBO U UXb iIMIIepaTOpCKie BbICOYeCTBa LiepeMOHia/IHO 11eCTBOBaTh
B'b OOJILIYIO Caly ¥ TaM'b MOAH 6AIJaXUHOMs Ha TPOH'B 00BIb KywIaTh, e v BCh 3HaTHBIE
MY)XeCKa U )XeHCKa II0JIy TIePCOHBI Y CTOJIa, Bb TOMBb YUCTh M MBI MeXJy Operasgupamu,

B* Jlneenuk 2enepanbHozo nodckapbus Slkoea Mapkoeuua, 4. 1: 252-253. (Dnevnik general’nogo podskarbiia
Iakova Markovicha, ch.i: 252-253).

33 Ibid., 256.

3% Kpusomes, Heypsadosa cmapwuHa, T. 1: 143. (Kryvosheia, Neuriadova starshyna, t. 1, 143).

B> JTneeHuk 2eHepanvHoz2o nodckapbusa Slkoea Mapkosuua 4. 2: 216-217. (Dnevnik general’nogo podskarbiia
Iakova Markovicha, ch.2: 216-217).

3¢ JlnesHuk 2eneapabHozo xopyHuceeo Hukonas Xawenxo, 252. (Dnevnik general’nogo khorunzhego Nikolaia
Khanenko, 252).
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cupbau u o6bganu.”” Tyr 3BepTae Ha cebe yBary, [0 WI€HH CTAPLUIMHCHKOI Micii, cepes
SIKUX Oy/TM TepeBaKHO TPEeJCTaBHUKHU BHUILOTO elleIoOHy, Oy/lIM MOCa/pKeHi pa3oM i3
POCIMCbKMMY OpUraipaMu, YMH SIKUX 3aiiMaB MPOMiKHE CTAaHOBMILE MiXK reHepasiaMH i
wrab-oditepamu. IMOBipHO, 1je paH)XyBaHHSs 6y/I0 HEBUIIAZKOBUM: MAIOPOCISTH HE XOTi/IH
00pa3uTH, BIALITYBABIIM iX y PAaHTOBii rpymi, KoTpa Oy/ia He 3aHaJTO HU3BKOIO, ajie He
HAZTO BUCOKO0.®

Ha nepemomnii rerbMaHCbKOI enekuii B ['yXoBi 22 II0TOTO 1750 p. B MICTO BCTYNUIN
KO3albKi MOJIKM, SIKI WIJIM B MINIOMY CTPOIO Ha YOJi 3 CTAapLIMHOIO, 3 PO3rOPHYTUMH
MOJIKOBUMH KOPOTBAMU M COTEHHUMH 3HAYKAMH ‘C TIOJIKOBUMH MY3UKaMH, UT'pasi MapLIb
3 60eMb Ha JIMTaBpaX, MOJIKD 3a MOJKOMDB IO CTAPLUIMHCTBY MOJKOBHUKOBB: CIIOYATKY
Jly6encpkuii, 33 HuMuU Mwupropoacbkuii, I'agsupkuii, [lepesicnaBepkuii, [Tpunynpkuii,
Crapoay6cebkuii, Hbxuncbkuit, YepHiriBebkuii, KuiBcbkuii Ta [TonraBebkmii.

SIk BUTTMBa€ 3 BUILleHABeAEHUX MPUK/IAZIB, MONPHU Te, 0 “CTerneHHbIN MOPSA0K 1742
p. xo4 i He OyB 0iLiiHO AiF0Y0I0 HOPMOIO, BCE )X TaKHM BUKOPHUCTOBYBABCSI KO3aLbKUMH
yPAAOBLUSAMU Ha mpakTuii. HaBenemo 1ie gexinbKa KasyciB, KOTpL MiATBEPKYIOTH 1Lie.
Tak, mpyM HaCTAaHOBJIEHHI 1750 p. TOJIOBHUM €KOHOMOM TIeTbMaHCBbKHUX Ma€e€THOCTeM
6yHuyKoBOro ToBapwiia [1aBia J/IOMMKOBCHKOTO 3 MOTO MiANOPSAAKYBAaHHS OY/I0 BUTy4Y€HO
OyH4yyKoBoro TtoBapuma Bacuist KasaHoBuua, “AKO OHBI CyTh pOBHOro Kiaacca.”'*
[IprkmeTHO, 110 Lieil BUMAOK CTOCYBaBCsl He YpSI0BOI CTAPIUMHM, A HOCIIB TUTY/ISIPHUX
PaHTiB — 3HAYHOTO TOBapHCTBA.

B TpaBHi 1760 p. cTaposy6Gchkuii monkoBuii 0603uuii [laBno Ckopyma 3BepTaBcs [0
reThbMaHChKOI KaHLe/sIpil 3a pO3’siCHeHHHSIM, KOMy caMme, HOMY YU KOMIIaHiMChKOMY
nonkoBHUKy Kapny YacHuky HaznexxuTh KOMaHJyBaHHSI HaJ, TUCSYHOIO KOMaH[OIO
KOMITQHIMLIiB i KO3aKiB, KOTpi Oynu 3i6pani ais Bianpasku B Cxigny Ilpycciro. Ckopymna
MOKJIMKABCsI HA Te, 110 ‘TIOJIKOBHUKUA KOMIIAHEHCKHe BCersia YMC/IUINCh HIDKe 0003HBIX
MOJIKOBBIX M B KOMaHJAaX MX HAXOAWJIMCh C KOMAaHJAMH CBOWMH, HABOJSYU TPHUKIA],
KOMITAHICbKOTO TMONKOBHMKA ['Hata YacHuka ¥ J1yGEHCHKOTO TMOJIKOBOTO O0O3HOIO
Kynst6xu miz 4ac po3aMmexyBaHHsI KOpAoHy 3 TypeuunHow. CKopyIa yKaBUB, 3HAOYH 110
Horo YMH JOpiBHIOBaB 4YMHY YacHMKa, ajse, OYeBHAHO, He OaXKaB ITiAMOPSAKOBYBATHCS
“XyoopooZHOMY’ YPSIHWKY, BBOKAIOYM 1l TPU3HU3IUBUM JJs CBO€l “daminii.”
['eTbMaHCBKUI OpJiep BUPILIMB CyliepeyKy Ha KOPUCTh YacHUKa, MOCH/IAI0YMCh Ha Taberti
1742 Ta 1755 pp. B SIKUX ‘TIOJIKOBHUKY KOMIIaHelcKhe M 0003HHE B eJHOM Kjacce
MOJIO)KEeHBI, HO TMOJKOBHUKM KOMITAaHEHCKHe HYMepOM IepBbIM [..] U MepBbIMH HUMETh
CTApIIMHCTBO JOJDKHBL.™

57 JlneeHuk 2emeapabHozo xopyHiucezo Huxonas Xamewxo, 342-343. (Dnevnik general’nogo khorunzhego
Nikolaia Khanenko, 342-343).

38 Yy Opurazupa, 1O iCHYBaB IPOTIroM 1722-1796 pp., 3a TaGesro mpo paHru Hamexas 4o V Kimacy iy
UUBLIBHIM C1y)x6i OYB BiANOBIJHUKOM YMHY CTATCHKOTO pafHHUKA. Y BiiicbKOBiil iepapxii 3aiiMaB nmpomikHe
CTAQHOBMIIE MDK YMHOM IOJIKOBHHKA U reHepan-maiiopa. B immeparopchkiii apmii BiH 6yB cBoepigHMM
Kap'€pHHUM TYIIKOM [JIs1 MOJKOBHMKIB, KOTPHUM HE BUIMAZAA/I0 OTPUMATH TeHepaIbCbKUH YMH; HAJAHHS PAHTY
YacTo Gy/0 BHHAropojow mpu 3BineHeHHI y BisctaBky (Cepreit Bonkos, Pycckull oguyepckuti kopnyc
(Mocksa: Boenusnar, 1993), 40-42. (Sergei Volkov, Russkii ofitserskii korpus (Moscow: Voenizdat, 1993), 40-
42); Jleonup Ulenenes, Tumyasl, myHdupsl, opdeHa 6 Poccutickoli umnepuu (Jlenunrpag;: Hayka, 1991), 77-81.
(Leonid Shepelev, Tituly, mundiry, ordena v Rossiiskoi imperii (Leningrad: Nauka, 1991), 77-81).

3% Henni T'epacumenxo, “O6Gpanns Kupuia PosymoBcbkoro rersmanom JliBoGepexHoi Ykpainu,” 3anucku
Hayxoeozo mosapucmea im. T. Lleguenka, T. 238: Ipaui icropuko-¢pinocopebkoi cexuii (J/IbBiB, 1999), 557.
(Nelli Herasymenko, “Obrannia Kyryla Rozumovs’koho het'manom Livoberezhnoi Ukrainy,” Zapysky
Naukovoho tovarystva im. T. Shevchenka, t. 238: Pratsi istoryko-filosofs’koi sektsii (Lviv, 1999), 557).

° OkunueBny, 3Haune siticbkoge mosapucmeo, 143. (Okynshevych, Znachne viis’kove tovarystvo, 143).

" LJIAK Ykpaiaum, ¢.269, or. 1, cnp. 2972, apk. 2-3. (TsDIAK Ukrainy, f. 269, op. 1, spr. 2972, ark. 2-3).
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[lle oZHMM BHSBOM KOPIIOPAaTHMBHOI CBIJOMOCTI pi3HUX TPyNn CTApUIMHU Oy/o
BUPOOJIEHHS NMPAKTHUKU IHTUTYJISLil MPY 3BepHEHHI 0 HUX BULIUX i HIDKYHUX YCTAHOB,
dopmm siKOi TeX, HalliMOBipHille, Oynu 3amo3udeHi 3 immepcbkoi Tabesni mpo paHry,
KOTPA BCTAHOBJIIOBAJIa CTaHJAAPTHI (GOpPMH 3BepTAaHHS A0 YUHOBHUKIB i odiuepis,
BiAMOBigHO 10 ix Kimacy.*” 9 mororo 1759 p. mo l'eHepanbHOI BiiCHKOBOI KaHLESIPil
HaJIWITA KOJMIEKTUBHA CKapra OYHYYKOBHX TOBApPHIIIB, SIKi HapiKaJM Ha HeHaJIeXHe
3BEepHEHHs [0 HUX B JIMCTaX i PO3MOPsHKeHHsX: ‘[6yHYyKOBi TOBapwili] BCSKOro
pecIleKTy JIMIIeHbl, a IIUTAIOTCS 0 MAJIOPOCCUHCKHUMB KjlaccaM'b IPOTHUBY OHBIXB
[KoMmaHilicbKUX — ABT.] IOJIKOBHUKOBD B BBIIIIIHEMD CTAPLUIMHCTBE, TI0OYEMY HAMD SIKD
Hauceayers o6uza. Kpome Toro u [0 HaCTOSIIMXD MATOPOCCUUMCKUX TOJTKOBHUKOBB
IUIIeTCSI ¢ MHTUTY/ISILMEI0 BBICOKOO/IarOpOJHOMY TOCIIOAMHY, 3 OYHYyKOBBIe TOBApUIIU
SIKO IO HUX'b IIUTAOTCS TiepBuMu.” ¥

Ha cepepmny XVIII cT. muTaHHsA piBHOCTI YMHIB HAOYyBasIo [/ MaJIOPOCIMChKOI 3HATI
IIIOHOBOI aKTya/JbHOCTI. [3 30i/bLIEHHSIM KiJIBKOCTiI 3€MJISIKiB, KOTpi poOWIN Kap€pu B
iMIlepaTopchKiii TBapAil Ta BULIUX YCTAaHOBAX, IIOBEPTAIOYMUCh IIOTIM Ha Maiy
OaTHKiBIIMHY, 3arOCTPUIACsi KOHKYPEeHILisi MK HUMU Ta MicueBUMU eriTaMu. HanpukiHi
BepecHs 1754 p. B [1yxoBi BizOynacs Hapasa reHepasbHOI CTAPIIWMHU Ta MOJKOBHUKIB 3
NPUBOJly MJIMHOBMX 300piB A0 BilicbkoBoro ckap6y. [Ipocra mpouesypa mianvcaHHs
KOJIEKTUBHOTO “MHeHHsI HECMOZiBaHO mepepocia B ckaHzaan. [lerpo PosymoBchkuii,
NpU3HAYEHUH B IIOTOMY 1753 P. HDKMHCHKHM IMTOJIKOBHUKOM, ** BiMOBHBCSI MimuCyBaTH
JHOKYMEHT “TIO CTApUIMHCTBY MiCJIsI iHIIMX MOJIKOBHUKIB, MOCH/IAI0YMCh HA Te, 10 BiH Ma€e
PaHT MOJIKOBHUKA PEryJsipHOI apMmil.'* ApryMmeHTH ¥ JOBOAM IIOAO TOTO, “4TO MpPEXe
ObIBLIME B MaJIOPOCCUHCKUX MOJIKAX M3 BETUKOPOCCHUHCKUX YMHOB MOJKOBHUKH HIDKE
MaJIOPOCCUMCKUX TIOJIKOBHUKOB HEKOTOPBIX M3 IOXXAJIOBAaHUS B TOT YMH CTapeHuImx
MOJIMCh UMeJTH,” He MOAIsUTM Ha TeThMaHChKOTO POAMYA, KOTPHUI 3BEPHYBCSI /10 reTbMaHa
3i CKaprow, BUMAraw4u pO3’sICHEHHS, ‘HAJJIOKUT A MaJTOPOCCHUUCKHUM TOJKOBHUKAM
[lep)XaTh BBICIIYIO JIMHMIO M BHcuIe moamucuparcs?”*® CrpaBa crapumecTsa IleTpa Ta
fioro 6paTa, ragsupKOro TIOJKOBHUKA, Bacuiasi Po3ymoBchbKOro, mo Tak camMoO MaB
apMilicbKe MOJIKOBHULTBO, Oyna ckepoBaHa [jo CeHaTy, KOTpUM Yy JIMIHI 1755 P.
IIOCTAaHOBMB IM ‘Ipes, BCeMU TPOYMMBI ITOJIKOBHHUKAMH MAaJIOPOCCUMCKUMHU HMETh
crapuHcTBo.”

Koudnikr 6yno 3amaromxeHo ¢opmanbHO, aje He PpO3B'SA3aHO CaMOi MPoGJeMH.
CrapmmHa 3aTaizla HEBJOBOJIEHHS CaMOIIPaBCTBOM TeTbMaHCBKUX POJUYIB, a IMOMDXK
co6010 ¥ Hajasi MPOJOBXKYBa/la MipSITHUCS 3BUYHUMH HOPMAMH, OMMMCAHUMHU B Tabessx.
Tak B ciyHi 1763 p. NpU MiATOTOBILi A0 4YeproBol BOEHHOI BUIIPAaBM KOMaH/yBaHHS
KO3aLbKMM KOpIycoM OYJI0 BBipeHO IMOJITABCHbKOMY IOJKOBHUKY AHApi0 ['opieHKy, 110

" “TaGenp mpo panru” 1722 p. BCTAHOB/MIOBaJAa  HAcTynHi  ¢$opmu  3BepraHb:  “Bame

BBICOKOTIPEBOCXO/IUTENBCTBO” — 10 0Ci6 B ynHax [-ro u II-ro xkiacis; “Baure mpeBocxoautenscrBo” — no oci6
B unHax Ill-ro u IV-ro xnaciB; “Bame BbicOkOpomme” — o oci6 B umHax V-ro KiaciB; “Barre
BbIcOKOGmaropoaure” — mo oci6 B ymHax VI—VIII-ro knacis; “Bauie 6maropoaue” — mo oci6 B unHax [X—
XIV-ro xnaciB.

"B IIAK Ykpainy, ¢. 51 (TenepanbHa BiicbKOBa KaHUesApisi), OM.3, Cmp.16139, apk. 2 — 2 3B. (TsDIAK
Ukrainy, f. 51 (Heneral'na viis'’kova kantseliariia), op. 3, spr. 16139, ark. 2 — 2 zv.).

" LIJTAK Yxpaiau, ¢. 269, om. 1, crip. 1403, apk. 2. (TsDIAK Ukrainy, f. 269, op. 1, spr. 1403, ark.2).

> oc/MiBHO 1€ apryMeHTyBaIoCsi TAKMM YUHOM: “['OCTIOIUHD YKe TTO/IKOBHMK HEXXMHCKUI PazyMOBCKHiA XOTst
TOMY MHEHHIO COTJIaCeH, HO Ha OHOM HIKE JPYTUXb MaJIOPOCCHICKUXD TIOJIKOBHUKOBD MO CTAPLUIMHCTBY UXb
C TOXKAJIOBAHMSI COCTOSILIMXD HE TOJIIMCAJICS, IIPU3HAB C TOTO ceGe 0GMAY, YTO OH aPMEUCKUM MOJIKOBHUKD
(IOIAK Ykpaiuu, ¢. 269, or. 1, cip. 1778, apk. 3-3 3B. (TsDIAK Ukrainy, f. 269, op. 1, spr. 1778, ark. 3-3 zv.).
146 LIATAK Ypainwy, ¢. 269, om. 1, crp. 1778, apk. 4. (TsDIAK Ukrainy, f.269, op.1, spra778, ark.4).

"7 Ibid., apk. 7-9 3B.
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3HOB BHMKJIMKa/IO 3amepedeHHs [lerpa Po3ymoBchKOro, 1o He 0a)kaB KOPUTHCS LIbOMY.
['eTbMaH CBOro Haka3y He CKacyBaB, ajie MOOOILSB BUJATH CIielia/ibHe PO3MOPSHKEHHS
PO MiAKOMAaHHICTh HXKMHCBKOTO II0JIKOBHHKA.'*®

3BiCHO, Ki/IBKICTh TIOIGHOTO POy BUIAZKIB 3 YaCOM MOYKe OyTH iCTOTHO 36i/blieHa 1o
Mipi OIpalfOBaHHSI CYJOBOI [JOKYMeHTallil, ajie HaBiTh HaBeJeHUX BHIIe TPHUKIALIB
OOCTAaTHBO, A0U TIEPEeCBIAYUTHCS B TOMY, 1[0 BCTAHOBJIEHi TabensiMu 40-50- X pokiB XVIII
CT. iepapxii 6y/iM He MepPTBOHAPOKEHUMH IPABWIAMH, a PeaJbHO AIF0YMMH HOPMaMH.
ba Oinblile, MOKIMKAHHS HA HUX I, YaC CyZOBUX TMPOLECIB CBiJYUTH, L0 B OdYaXx
CTAPUIMHCHKOI CIiIBHOTH BOHU Oy/M LIIKOM JeTiTUMHUMK (HaBiTh HE Mamw4u
odiliifHOr0 BHCOYAWIIOrO CXBaJ€eHHs)) ¥ BiAMOBIZA/NM 3arajJibHUM YSIBJIEHHAM TIPO
iepapxiyHe CHiBBiZHOIIEHHS Pi3HUX TPYM YPALIB i IPUHLMIN CTY)XOOBOTO CTAPIIMHCTBA
KOHKDEHTHHUX YPSJHMKIB. B cizoMocTi i moBefiHIi cTapmuH 4iTKO cHopMmyroBamucs
KpUTepil Ha/NeXHOCTi A0 “KiaciB,” sKi BU3HA4Ya/ld TMEPCOHATBHUM CTAaTyC KOXKHOI
KOHKDETHOI J/IOJVWHM: 4Yac BCTYNy Ha CIy)X0y, 4ac OTPUMAaHHs MOTOYHOTO YpsZAY,
HAsIBHICTh YM Bi/ICyTHICTh “B3bICKAHUI YW 3a0XOY€Hb, IO LII/TKOM BIIHUCYBAIOCS B KAHOHU
TOrOYaCHOI KOPOIIPAaTUBHOI €TUKHU CJTY>XUJIOTO JBOPSIHCTBA, MiJKOPEHOTo BOJIi MOHapXxa 1
CTy)XiHHS gepkasi.

3 iHIoro 60Ky, MPaKTHKAa TaKOTO CTAPLUIMHCHKOTO “MiCHMIITBA” MPOJIMBAE CBIT/IO U Ha
KOHEYHi MPUYMHU CTBOPEHHs Iji€l iepapxil: sSKIO HA MOYaTKax BOHAa Oysa MOTpiGHa $IK
CBOEPIAHUN KOHBepTaLiHUN MexaHi3M, 3JJaTHUH 3aXWUCTUTH KO3aLbKUX YPSAHUKIB Biif,
3a3ixaHb pociiicbkux odilepiB i YMHOBHMKIB, TO MOTIM BOHa IepeTBOpPM/IACcs Ha
IHCTpYMeHT BHYTPILIHBOI iHTerpalil Ta BMOPSIKYBaHHS KO3aLbKOl e/IiTH, SIK MTOJIITUYHOOL
Ta coujiaznpbHOI chibHOTH. [loTpe6a B MeBHMX MpaBWIAX IPU BCEPeAMHI Koproparii,
BIOPSIIKYBaHHSI BHYTPIIIHIX conjjiasbHuX J1idiTiB BKadyBaja Ha il cPpOpPMOBaHICTh,
MOCTYIIOBe 3aMHKaHHS Ta BiJicelapyBaHHs BiJl peLITH CTaHiB.

Masopociiicbki Tabesni Mpo paHru, ik MU CIIpoOyBav MPOAEMOHCTPYBATH B HAIIOMY
JOC/Ii/KeHHi, Oy/lM He MepTBOHApOKEHWMH ITPOEKTaMH BY3bKOIO KOJIa KO3ALbKUX
MO)XHOBMaALiB. Pazom i3 koaudikaumiero mnpaBa i pePopMyBaHHSIM CYZOYMHCTBA
I'erbmaHmuHu y XVIII cT. BOHM cTanu OfHWUM i3 JAi€BUX IHCTPYMEHTIB CTPYKTYpPYBaHHS
CTApUIMHCBHKOTO KJIACY, SIK IMOJITUYHOI eliTU aBToHoMmil. Ha Tai 3miHu monituku Pocii
IIO0 TeTbMaHATy IMiC/aAs 1709 P. ifes iepaxi3aliii CTapUIMHCBKOIO KOPIIyCy Masa
YTUTITapHY METy — 3aXUCTUTH CITIJIBHOTY BiJ|, 3/I0BXMBaHb i YTHUCKIB 3 GOKY iMITIEpCHKUX
YMHOBHUKIB Ta odilepiB, 3yMUHUTH MPUIUIUB [0 ii JaB 9y)xuHLiB. OfHAK, y)Ke B 20-40-X
pp- dopmMyBaHHSI YpASHULBKOI i€papxil CTapUIMH CTa€ CaMOJOCTATHIM IPOEKTOM,
MOKJIMKAaHWM BIIOPSIAKYBAaTH # 3MILHUTU KO3aLbKy BepxiBKy. Lli mpouecu cranu
BOX/IMBUMU YMHHUKAMH BUHUKHeHHs1 y Biliceky 3amopo3pkomy “HOBOI HUISAXTH,” sIKa
dbopMyBasacs 3 HAIIAJAKIB MOKO3a4eHOI MPAaBOC/IABHOI LUISXTH W BEPXiBKHA KO3AI[bKOTO
cTa”y. BoHa He nMIe aKTMBHO INparHy/a BIOPSAKYBaTH cebe SIK CIiJIBHOTY LUISIXOM

148 LIITAK Ykpainwy, ¢. 269, om. 1, crip. 4070, apk.vi-1 3B. (TsDIAK Ukrainy, f. 269, op. 1, spr. 4070, ark. 1-1 zv.).
49 3ayBakMMO, 10 1ji peasil MaJM B CYCIiIbCTBI ['€ThbMaHIIWHU JOBOJII ITUPOKHWI PO3TOJIOC, C/IAM SKOTO
JIVIIWINCST He JINIIe B CyZOBifl ZOKYMeHTalii, ajle I HapaTUBHUX TEKCTaX — JITOMNMCAX, XPOHiKax i moesii,
KOTPpI 1lje 4YeKaloTh Ha CBOIO KaTaJIori3alilo Ta aHalti3. OgHUM 3 SICKpaBUX IIPUKIAJIB TBOPIB Ha 110 TeMaTUKY
€ “PasroBop Bemwmkopoccuu ¢ Manopoccueir” (1762) aBTOpcTBa BiMiCbKOBOTO KaHuemspucra CemeHa
JiBoBu4a, B IKOMy 0OCTOIOETHCS ifjesi PIBHOCTI Ma/IOpPOCIMChbKUX YMHIB i3 BeTUKOPOCIAChKUMHE, 00’ €HAHUX
CITIIBHOMY CJTY>KiHHIO POCiHiCBKMM MOHapXaM.
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yTBepyKeHHs iepapxiii i kap'epHux nidTiB, asre i BiMeXXyBaTHCS Bif, pALOBOro Ko3alTaa i
MOCIIO/IUTHX, 110 Oyno 1oOpe moMiTHO B mpaBoBux ¢popmynax “Ilpas, 3a IKUMH CyAUTHCS
Masnopociicekuii Hapog,” Ilepiogu, KoM Ko3albKa aBTOHOMIsI 3a3HaBajia ypi3aHHS CBOIX
“mpaB i BosbHOCTEN” 1 3anuiIasacss 6e reTbMaHIB CIPHUSUIM He OCIA0/IeHHI0, a HaBIAKH,
3MIIJHEHHIO CTApUIMHCHKOI BEPCTBH, CHPHUSUIA 1 3TYPTYBaHHIO ¥ BHUPOOJIEHHIO YiTKOI
KOPITOPAaTHUBHOI cBiZoMoCTi. [IpaBu/a BUGOPIB Ha ypsiiv, YNHOBUBHILEHHS, CTAPLUIMHCTBA
MaJiu yOe3IMe4YuTH eJliTy sIK BiJi yTUCKiB 3 60Ky METpPOIOJIii, TaK i reTbMaHiB.

3 iHuIoro 60Ky, He MOYKHA 3arepevyyBaTy TOro $aKTy, L0 AJIsl YACTUHU CTaPIINHCHKOTO
KOPITyCy KOHBepTallisi CBOIX YpsZiB i mocaz, y 6/1M3bKi 10 POCIMChKUX TabeTiB Mpo paHTH
Oyna opHUM i3 UUIAXiB iHTerpauii B iMIepchbKy iepapxilo Ta BIaAHI IHCTHUTYTH,
HaMaraHHSIM TIOCICTH B HHX TifiHe Miclle i1 B TaKWi croci6 3ape3epByBaTH 3a 00O
MOXUIMBICTD 3[iiCHEHHsI a/JbTEPHATUBHOI Kap'€pH Mo3a Mexamu [erpMaHiuHU (ue
IpoIeC YXe po3modyaBcsi ¥ HaOyBaBTHMe OCOO/IMBOI iHTEHCHBHOCTI BXXe B [JpyTiil
nosioBuni XVIII ct.). Ba Ginblie, 3a KijJibKa [JeCATUIITH MaJOPOCIACHKI TaGesi cranu
BiZIPaBHOIO TOYKOIO CTapUIMH Y 60pOTHOi 3a JBOPSHCHKHIL CTATYC, MPALIOI0YN OZHAK He
JIvlIe SIK IHCTPYMEHT iHTerpaii, ajie it BUpOGIeHHsI HOBOI YKPAiHCBHKOI iZleHTHUYHOCTI.

Bapro 3ayBakuTH, 110 B Oi/MBIIOCTI KpaiH TOroYacHoi €BpPOMH MOHapXil MparHyiu
nepe6GpaTyd B CBOI PyKH sSIKOMOTA Oisblile BaKesiB ympaBmiHHs esitamu. [licis 3mamy
oropy 3 GOKy BeJIUKOI 3eMe/IbHOI 3HaTi ¥ LeHTpasIi3alil yrpaBiiHHSI, KOPOJIiBChKA BIaja
B3s1/1aCs 10 “TIPUPYYeHHs] PeLITH MPUBiIeiOBaHUX CTAHIB, MOCTAaBUBIUM IXHi MpUBiiel B
3aJIOKHICTH BiJ CIy)kOU B iHTepecax KOpOoHHU. Tak MOCTYMOBO MOCTajsia HOBA CTPYKTypa
IOBODSIHCTBA, KOTpPe B 3a/IeKHOCTI BiJ, BUAY [ep)KaBHOI ciyx6u (IBip, apmis, cyn),
MOCi/Iaio BUIe YK HIDKYE Miclie B eliTHiM mipamifi. B Garatpox KpaiHax, IK-OT i B
Pociiicpkiii iMmepii, 1 Npouecu CyNmpOBOIKYBAIMCS lie M IPaBOBOI0 eMaHCHUMAali€lo
IBOPSIHCTBA, KOTPe HaMarasaocs 1mo30yTHcs HaB'sI3MBOI OMiKY 3 60Ky Aep)kaBu. Llikaso,
1[0 Y BUIMAJKY i3 MaJIOPOCIMChKOI0 “HOBOIO IIJISIXTOX” aJIOTPUTM CTOCYHKiB M)XK 3HATTIO Ta
iMnepiero BUI/ISIZAB Jello iHAKIIe: SIK MM Oa4rUTM Ha NMPUKIIAJi TabesliB, CTapLUIMHA JyXe
MOC/TiIJOBHO Ta eHepriliHO BiJICTOIOBajia CBOI MpaBa M HaBiTh He COPOMMJIACS BUSIBJSTU
iHIl[laTUBY B OTPMaHHI HOBUX IIpHBiIeIB. 3HA4YHOIO MipOI0 LbOMYy CIIPUSIIO Te, IO
[TeTepOypr npuHaiiMHi 10 60-X Pp. HE MaB YiTKOTO GayeHHsI MiCIisi MaIOPOCIHCHKOI eTiTh
B 3arasibHiil CTPYKTYpi imIepii.

[Ipukiag 3MaraHp CTapIIMHCBKOI KOpPHOPalLil 32 CBOI IIpaBa L[iKaBUH THUM, 1O MOKA3ye
MPHUKJIQZ, CAMOOpPraHi3alii MOJIof0l eiTH, KOTpa TiMbKu Habupana cwiu. Lli mponecu
MaTHUMYTh CBOE NMPOJOBXEHHS B HACTYMHOMY XIX CT. KO/IM OCTaHHI MOKOJIIHHS CTapLIMHU
Ta IXHI HAlQAKA 3MaraTUMYTbCS 3a HAJAHHSA IM JBOPSHCTBA, IMOCUIAIOYUCh, B MepUIy
Yyepry Ha TPaAULiiHy iepapxiro KO3albKUX YPSAiB, 3aKpilIeHy Tabe sIMU.
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Abstract:

This article seeks to explore how Enlightenment narratives and categories framed the perception and image of
the Zaporozhian Cossacks both in the imperial center and in the south-western periphery of the Russian Empire
in the late eighteenth century. It demonstrates that Catherine II deployed the discourse of civilizational mission
to justify the disbandment of the Zaporozhian Cossack Host and the liquidation of the Zaporozhian Sich. The
historical works of Voltaire became an important source of inspiration for Catherine’s orientalist image of the
Ukrainian Cossacks, which gained wide currency in the Russian Empire and was accepted by some
representatives of the Ukrainian Cossack elite. On the other hand, the Enlightenment allowed some Ukrainians
to challenge imperial hegemony by going beyond traditional estate and regional particularism and by rethinking
the Cossack tradition as a democratic republican one and setting it against the supposed despotism of Imperial
Russia.

Keywords:
Enlightenment, Zaporozhian Cossacks, Sloboda Ukraine, Catherine II, Voltaire, orientalization, republicanism

Oh! To what extent the wide-ranging concept of
enlightenment, which reigns in various human
minds and opinions, might be harmfully abused.

Roman Tsebrikov, “Journey from
St. Petersburg to Kharkiv” (1815)

Already in its heyday, intellectuals from Eastern Europe were acutely aware of the
ambivalent nature of the Enlightenment, in which the urge for rationalization and
emancipation was tightly intertwined with the desire for power and domination. The issues
of imperial conquest and domination were frequently present in their reflections on the
topic. The following quote from “The Philosophical Proposals” (1768), a treatise by lakiv
Kozelskii, a Ukrainian philosopher, scion of the Cossack starshyna family from the
Hetmanate, and an alumnus of the Kyiv-Mohyla Academy, perfectly exemplifies this
attitude:

Mr. Rousseau believes that it would be more beneficial for the human race to
live naturally and not to know arts and sciences. I agree with this opinion
because history shows that when peoples were simpler, they were more
virtuous and hence more prosperous [...] [I]t was good to follow this opinion
when the whole human race was in natural simplicity. But in the
contemporary condition of the scholarly world, if a certain people decided
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not to study, other scholarly peoples would eat them up quickly and with a
sportsman’s appetite. Then, without doubt, they would be convinced by
these enlightened wolves of the harmfulness of their simplicity in these wise
and perverted times. America serves as clear proof of this: when European
scholarly kites flew there and quickly demonstrated their mastery, prowess,
and agility over the local chicks, she lost her natural prosperity. The only
option for America now is to search for new, nascent prosperity in arts and
only with the help of arts might she hope to ward off the hungry guests.’

The Enlightenment, which is identified here with the development of arts and sciences, is
an inescapable challenge that every nation needs to take up if it does not want to be
absorbed by stronger and more Enlightened neighbors. In the case of Ukraine, this was a
double challenge because it not only came from “enlightened European kites” but also from
St. Petersburg’s enlightened absolutism, which sought institutional, legal, and also, to some
extent, the cultural unification of imperial space.

Issues of empire, colonialism, and orientalization have become some of the main
perspectives through which the very concept of the Enlightenment has been challenged
and revisited during the last two decades.” The image of Ukraine and Ukrainian Cossacks
created by Enlightenment thinkers and travelers has been actively examined in recent
historiography.? Research into the links between the reception of the Enlightenment and
the emergence of imperial consciousness in the Russian Empire in the eighteenth century
has already begun.* However, not enough attention has been paid to the

*Work on this article was made possible by a visiting fellowship at the Institute for Human Sciences in Vienna
provided by the Ukraine in European Dialog program and a research grant provided by the Ukrainian Catholic
University. I thank Vivliofika’s two anonymous reviewers for their valuable and stimulating comments.
'Ta. P. Kozelskii, “Filosoficheskie predlozheniia,” in Izbrannye proizvedeniia russkikh myslitelei vtoroi poloviny
XVIII veka, ed. 1. Ia. Scchepanov (Moscow: Gosudarstvennoe izdatel’stvo politicheskoi literatury, 1952), vol. 1:
414.

* Damien Tricoire, “Introduction,” in Enlightened Colonialism: Civilization Narratives and Imperial Politics in
the Age of Reason, ed. Damien Tricoire (Cham: Palgrave Macmillan, 2017), 1-22; The Postcolonial
Enlightenment: Eighteenth-Century Colonialism and Postcolonial Theory, eds. Daniel Carey and Lynn Festa
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009); Sankar Muthu, Enlightenment Against Empire (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 2003).

?> Andreas Kappeler, Vom Land der Kosaken zum Land der Bauern: Die Ukraine im Horizont des Westens vom
16. bis 19. Jahrhundert (Cologne: Bohlau Verlag, 2020); Larry Wolff, Inventing Eastern Europe: The Map of
Civilization on the Mind of the Enlightenment (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1994); levhen Luniak,
Kozats’ka Ukraina XVI-XVIII st. u frantsuz’kykh istorychnykh doslidzhenniakh (Kyiv-Nizhyn: Vydavets' P.P.
Lysenko, 2012); Dmytro Nalyvaiko, Ochyma Zakhodu: Retseptsiia Ukrainy v Zakhidnii Evropi XI-X VIII st. (Kyiv:
Vydavnytsvo KNU im. T. Shevchenka, 1998); Vadym Adadurov, “Napoleonida” na skhodi Ievropy: uiavlennia,
proekty ta diial’nist’ uriadu Frantsii shchodo pivdenno-zakhidnykh okrain Rossiiskoi imperii na pochatku XIX
st. (Lviv: Vydavnytstvo UKU, 2018), 211-229.

* Ricarda Vulpius, “Vesternizatsiia Rossii i formirovanie rossiskoi tsivilizatorskoi missii v XVIII veke,” in
Imperium inter pares: Rol’ transferov v istorii Rossiiskoi imperii (1700-1917), eds. Martin Aust, Ricarda Vulpius,
Alexei Miller (Moscow: Novoe Literaturnoe Obozrenie, 2010), 15; eadem, “Civilizing Strategies and the
Beginning of Colonial Policy in the Eighteenth-Century Russian Empire,” in Enlightened Colonialism, ed.
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instrumentalization of Enlightenment ideas and narratives by the Russian imperial
authorities in their policies aimed at the abolition of Cossack Ukrainian autonomies—and
more importantly—to their reception in eighteenth-century Ukraine.’ This article seeks to
explore how Enlightenment narratives and categories framed the perception and image of
the Zaporozhian Cossacks both in the imperial center and in Ukraine in the late eighteenth
century. It demonstrates that the Enlightenment provided intellectual resources for both
orientalization/self-orientalization of the Ukrainian Cossacks and for the reclaiming of
their legacy by the republican tradition.

Kozelskii wrote “The Philosophical Proposals” in the late 1760s, at a time when a new
wave of Russian empire building had just begun. The eighteenth-century became a crucial
period in the long process of turning Russia into an empire. Russia was formally proclaimed
an empire in 1721, after the victory in the Northern War, but by the mid-eighteenth century,
both Russian rulers and the elites in the capitals developed an imperial consciousness and
started to perceive their country as an important part of the “civilized” family of European
nations. There is no agreement in contemporary historiography as to whether sixteenth
and seventeenth-century Muscovy can be called an empire in a modern sense. What is
clear, however, is that Muscovite elites did not think in the colonial and civilizational
categories of their eighteenth-century successors. Instead, they “understood the whole
state with all its heterogeneous population as the single patrimony of the tsars.”® The
westernization initiated by tsars Aleksei Mikhailovich and Peter I, together with the
military competition with dominant European powers, contributed to the emergence of an
imperial consciousness and identity among Russian rulers and elites. In the mid-eighteenth
century one can already find instances of the employment of the discourse of the civilizing
mission and colonial policies on the empire’s frontiers, such as Siberia and Central Asia.’
This trend gathered momentum during the reign of Empress Catherine 1I, who, among
other eighteenth-century Russian rulers, undertook the most consistent attempts to reduce
the diverse peripheries of the empire to a common denominator.

In particular, the age of enlightened absolutism in the Russian Empire marked the end
of a century-long tradition of autonomy and corporate privileges among Ukrainian
Cossacks. Driven by the ideas of enlightened rationalization and Cameralist administrative
unification, Catherine II abolished the autonomy of the so-called "western borderlands" of
the empire, including the three Ukrainian Cossack autonomous regions that had existed in

Tricoire, 113-132; eadem, Die Geburt des Russldndischen Imperiums. Herrschaftskonzepte und -praktiken im 18.
Jahrhundert (Cologne-Weimar-Vienna: Béhlau Verlag, 2020).

> The first steps in this direction have already been made. See, Vladyslav Hrybov’skyi, “G. F. Miller i likvidatsia
Zapoz'koi Sichi, abo do pytannia pro rol’ osobystosti istoryka v istorii,” Sicheslavs’kii al’'manakh 6 (2011), 39-
65; Volodymyr Sklokin, “Catherine II, Evdokim Shcherbinin and the Abolition of Sloboda Ukraine’s
Autonomy,” in Eighteenth-Century Ukraine: New Perspectives on Social, Cultural, and Intellectual History, eds.
Zenon Kohut, Volodymyr Sklokin, and Frank Sysyn with Larysa Bilous (Montreal & Kingston-London-
Chicago: McGill-Queen’s University Press, 2023), 115-143; idem, “Sloboda Ukraine, Imperial Unification, and
Enlightened Absolutism: Some Afterthoughts,” Ab Imperio 2 (2020), 249-262; idem, Rosiis'ka imperiia i
Slobids'ka Ukraina u druhii polovyni XVIII stolittia: prosvichenyi absolutyzm, impers’ka intehratsia, lokalne
suspil’stvo (Lviv: Vydavnytstvo UKU, 2019).

® Vulpius, “Vesternizatsiia Rossii i formirovanie rossiskoi tsivilizatorskoi missii v XVIII veke,” 15.

71bid., 29-37; and Vulpius, Die Geburt des Russldndischen Imperiums.
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the Russian Empire since the mid-seventeenth century: Sloboda Ukraine (1765), the
Zaporozhian Cossacks (1775), and the Hetmanate (1764-1783).2

Catherine II held a negative view of the Ukrainian Cossacks and their political and
military system from the beginning of her reign. She emphasized their anarchism,
ineffective political institutions that combined military and civil authority, the corruption
of elites, and idleness and the lack of a civic spirit among the common people.® Catherine’s
attitude towards the Cossacks was shaped by many people. An important part was
undoubtedly played by imperial officials responsible for the management of Ukrainian
territories, such as Evdokim Shcherbinin, Petr Rumiantsev, and Grigorii Potemkin, as well
as scholars, such as the court historiographer Gerhard Friedrich Miiller, who produced
expert knowledge on Ukraine. Finally, the Empress was well acquainted with the last
Cossack Hetman, Kyrylo Rozumosky, his brother Oleksii, as well some other
representatives of the so-called “Ukrainian party” in St. Petersburg. However, in Catherine’s
prejudice against the Cossacks one can also detect the impact of the French Enlightenment
philosopher Voltaire, who produced probably the most well-known eighteenth-century
orientalist image of Ukrainian Cossacks.

Catherine had been fascinated by Voltaire since her childhood. She called him her
“teacher” and “thinking instructor” and corresponded with him from 1763 until the
philosopher’s death in 1778. Even though Voltaire never visited Catherine in Russia, both
benefited from this remote friendship, and Voltaire did a lot to promote and justify
Catherine’s reforms and wars in Western Europe.™

Voltaire's views on Ukraine and the Cossacks have received extensive treatment in the
historiography.” There was an evolution of his views from a neutral and even sympathetic
account of the Ukrainian Cossacks as a nation that has “always aspired to be free,” in the
first edition of History of Charles XII, the King of Sweden (1731), but had been unjustly
enslaved by Poland and Russia, to a more negative view in History of the Russian Empire
under Peter the Great (2 vol., 1759-1763). In the latter work, which was commissioned by
Empress Elizabeth, Ukraine is depicted as a barbarous periphery that was opposing the
civilizing reforms of the imperial center. Voltaire called Ukrainian Cossacks “the strangest
people who are on the earth” and refers to them as “barbarians.” The most orientalizing
image was reserved for the Zaporozhian Cossacks, who are presented as descendants of
ancient Scythians and are attributed as possessing several astounding characteristics that
mixed reality with the bizarre fantasy of the French philosopher who never visited Ukraine
or Russia.”

® Zenon Kohut, Russian Centralism and Ukrainian Autonomy: Imperial Absorption of the Hetmanate, 1760s-
1830s (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1988); Sklokin, Rosiis'ka imperiia i Slobids'ka Ukraina.

9 Sklokin, “Catherine II, Evdokim Shcherbinin and the Abolition of Sloboda Ukraine’s Autonomy,” 115-143.

" Inna Gorbatov, “Voltaire and Russia in the Age of Enlightenment,” Orbis Litterarum 62:5 (2007), 384-385,
389-390.

" Thomas M. Prymak, “Voltaire on Mazepa and Early Eighteenth-Century Ukraine,” Canadian Journal of
History XLVII:3 (2012): 259-283; Wolff, Inventing Eastern Europe, 89-94; Kappeler, Vom Land der Kosaken
zum Land der Bauern, 148-154; Luniak, Kozats’ka Ukraina, 226-254.

" Prymak, “Voltaire on Mazepa and Early Eighteenth-Century Ukraine,” 262-266, 272-275; Wolff, Inventing
Eastern Europe, 91-94.
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Historians continue to argue about the sources of Voltaire's knowledge of Ukraine and
the reasons for the U-turn in his attitude towards the Cossacks.” Was it a sincere rethinking
of the meaning of historical events or a pragmatic decision to meet the expectations of the
Russian government that commissioned the work? Regardless of Voltaire’s real intentions,
his depiction of the Zaporozhian Cossacks as “the strangest people who are on the earth”
and an embodiment of primitive military anarchism might be regarded as the western
European Enlightenment orientalization of the Ukrainian Cossack political system, which
gained wide currency in Western Europe and especially in the Russian Empire, where
History of the Russian Empire Under Peter the Great had already been translated into
Russian in the early 1760s.

Catherine II herself was a careful reader of Voltaire." In justifying the abolition of the
autonomy of the Hetmanate and Sloboda Ukraine, she employed elements of civilizational
discourse introduced by Voltaire, pointing to the outdated Cossack political institutions
that combined military and civil authority, elite corruption, as well as the idleness of the
common people.” However, a full-fledged orientalist discourse of civilizational superiority
and civilizational mission, as well as an explicit colonial policy justified by them, were
reserved for the Zaporozhian Cossacks, who were disbanded in 1775 and whose territory
was included in the province of New Russia.

The disbandment of the Zaporozhian Host was made possible by the Russian victory in
the Russo-Turkish War of 1768-1774, which in turn made the Crimean Khanate dependent
on Russia and virtually eliminated any Tatar threat for the southern frontier of the Russian
Empire. The new geopolitical configuration made the Zaporozhians redundant in the eyes
of the imperial government. Additionally, after the suppression of the Pugachev Rebellion
in late 1774, the government embarked on the reorganization of the Cossack hosts on the
imperial frontiers. In St. Petersburg, the Zaporozhian Cossacks were perceived as
troublemakers and potential traitors. Grigorii Potemkin, who by that time was in charge of
New Russia, decided not to bother himself with the reform of the Zaporozhians and
suggested that Catherine simply disband the Zaporozhian Host altogether."

In her manifesto of August 3, 1775, on the liquidation of the Zaporizhian Sich, which
referred to “authors who wrote about the ancient history of the Fatherland,” Catherine
explicitly called the Zaporozhians “wild” and lacking “civil condition.” She blamed them for
breaking Russian and natural law, brigandage, and the intention to create an independent
country under “their own violent rule.” Similar to Voltaire, real facts and bizarre fantasies
were mixed in her account.” In Catherine’s view, the political order of the Zaporozhians

B Prymak, “Voltaire on Mazepa and Early Eighteenth-Century Ukraine,” 266-272, 275-278; see also Jean
Breuillard’s review of the critical edition of History of the Russian Empire under Peter the Great, which was
published in 1999. See Jean Breuillard, “Voltaire, Anecdotes sur le czar Pierre le Grand; Histoire de I'empire de
Russie...,” Revue des études slaves, 74:4 (2002), 877-883.

" Voltaire sent Catherine several personal copies of his History of the Russian Empire and Catherine wrote a
letter confirming its receipt and expressing her gratitude. See Isabel de Madariaga, Russia in the Age of
Catherine the Great (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1981), 336.

"> Sklokin, “Catherine II, Evdokim Shcherbinin and the Abolition of Sloboda Ukraine’s Autonomy,” 115-143.

' Madariaga, Russia in the Age of Catherine the Great, 359-361.

" The real facts dealt mostly with the territorial conflict between the Zaporozhians and the newly established
New Russian and Sloboda Ukrainian provinces, which became the main formal pretext for the liquidation of
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was so outdated that there was no way to improve it. The only available solution was to
liquidate the Zaporozhian Sich, disband the Cossack Host, and assimilate former Cossacks
into the administrative and social structures of the empire:

The Zaporozhian Cossacks became wild in their canyons and rapids [...] and
created a very special and strange political community that runs contrary to
the Creator's intentions in the procreation of humanity [...] Such a diverse
and foolish (iurodivyi) composition of this political community could not be
beneficial to the Fatherland. They live almost completely disregarding the
world and rules of natural societal coexistence, [they live] mostly from
brigandage among neighboring peoples [...] in temples they often offer
sacrifices to Almighty God by their hands full of falsehood and blood, and He
shuns them. When they are prevented from brigandage, they live in complete
idleness, abominable drunkenness, and despicable ignorance.'®

How were these Orientalist narratives received and responded to in the former Ukrainian
Cossack autonomous regions of the empire? We do not know, because no systematic
research into this issue has yet been undertaken. My hypothesis, which I hope to sketch
out in the remaining part of the article, is that during the last decades of the eighteenth
century and the early years of the nineteenth century, options of acceptance and of
ignoring/rejecting the orientalist narratives were on the table. The latter response could be
accompanied by attempts to reformulate the Cossack legacy in the categories of
Enlightenment political thought as a part of the republican tradition. In what follows, I
would like to illustrate this hypothesis through two case studies of individuals from
Ukraine who came into contact with Zaporozhian Cossacks during the 1770s and 1780s and
who left interesting reflections about their encounters—reflections that shed some light on
how Enlightenment narratives and categories framed the perception and image of the
Zaporozhian Cossacks in the region. Both of my protagonists, Vasilii Abaza (1760-1827) and
Roman Tsebrikov (1763-1817), were natives of Sloboda Ukraine, another Cossack
autonomous region adjacent to Zaporizhzhia.”

the Zaporozhian Sich and the disbandment of the Zaporozhian Cossack Host. The court historiographer
Gerhard Friedrich Miiller, who produced a report on the historical roots of the conflict, rightly proved that
charters (from the Polish kings and Hetman Bohdan Khmel'nyts’kyi) to which the Zaporozhians appealed in
this dispute were forgeries. Some historians argued that Miiller was the real author of Catherine's manifesto.
However, his report and other writings on the Zaporozhians tend to avoid orientalist and colonial discourse.
For more details on Miiller and his role, see Hrybov’skyi, “G. F. Miller i likvidatsia Zapoz'koi Sichi,” 39-65.

*® Polnoe Sobranie Zakonov Rossiiskoi Imperii, 1-aia seriia (St. Petersburg: 1830-1916), vol. 20: 190-193 (no.
13354).

 The autonomy of Sloboda Ukraine was abolished in 1765, when it was turned into the Sloboda Ukrainian
Province (gubernia), with the capital in Kharkiv. The Cossack elite of the region traditionally built its identity
on three key pillars: traditional Cossacks rights and liberties, a courageous struggle against the Tatar infidels
who were portrayed as the main “Other,” and loyal service to Russian monarchs. Since the late seventeenth
century, in their communications with the Russian government, the Cossack elite of Sloboda Ukraine often
contrasted this loyalty with the infidelity of Ukrainian Cossacks from the Hetmanate and Zaporizhzhia. This
trend survived into the 1760s, at least partly, as is apparent in the “instruction” to the Catherinian Legislative
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Let us start with Abaza, who represents the attitude of acceptance of the orientalist
Enlightenment narrative. Vasilii Abaza was a scion of an Orthodox, ethnically mixed noble
family from the Kharkiv region. His father emigrated from Moldavia to the Russian Empire
and gained estates in Sloboda Ukraine, whereas his mother belonged to the family of a local
Ukrainian Cossack officer. However, neither he nor his father served in local Cossack
regiments. Abaza received only a home education. During the 1770s, he served in the
imperial army. After his retirement and brief service in the local civil administration, he
ran his family estate in the vicinity of Kharkiv. Several years before his death, he wrote a
memoir depicting his life and the history of his family. The detailed narrative of the section
dealing with the 1770s-1790s allows us to suppose that the memoir was based on
memoranda or diary entries written in that period.*

Abaza is an especially interesting case because he encountered the Zaporozhian
Cossacks in 1775, when he (as a sergeant in the Kozlovskii infantry regiment) spent half a
year in Zaporizhzhia, participating in the disbandment of the Zaporozhian Host, as ordered
by Catherine II. His account offers several interesting details about the Zaporozhians and
their way of life. However, in general, it closely follows the orientalizing Enlightenment
image of the Cossacks described above. The Zaporozhians might be strange, sometimes
even amusing, but they are described as unambiguously negative characters. In his diary,
Abaza looks at the Zaporozhian Cossacks through the western orientalist prism and sees
them as an uncivilized, anarchic, and politically unreliable military formation. It is unclear
whether he had read Voltaire, but a close analysis of the wording of his memoirs allows us
to assume that he was familiar with Catherine’s 1775 manifesto on the liquidation of the
Zaporizhian Sich. Thus, according to Abaza:

[The Zaporozhians] from time to time visited the main settlement of the
Zaporozhian Sich [....] for their own needs or to respond to the call of their
chiefs, living mostly from cattle breeding, fishing, and permanent
brigandage. They traveled in groups to Poland and Russian regions: Poltava,
Kyiv, local Sloboda Ukraine, and even into Kursk and Voronezh provinces,
plundering and murdering landlords and other residents. They lived in
terrible ignorance, and they were always drunk, they almost did not have any
law; however, there were also enlightened persons among them, both
Russians and French people, Englishmen, Germans, who joined them looking
for an escape from punishments for crimes in their own countries or seeking
freedom and idleness that existed in this Sich, [where] they were leading a
very carefree and dissolute life. All who joined them seemed to enjoy such a

Commission submitted by the former Cossack starshyna of Ostrohozk regiment, who underscored their
political loyalty to the Romanov dynasty by specifically juxtaposing it against the treasonous behavior of
Hetmans Mazepa, Briukhovets'kyi, and others. See Volodymyr Kravchenko, Kharkov/Kharkiv: stolitsa
pogranichia (Vilnius: EGU, 2010), 39-47.

** On Abaza and his memoirs, see Volodymyr Kravchenko, “Nove dzherelo z i storii Zaporoz'koi Sichi,”
Kozatstvo XV-XXI st., accessed May 7, 2022, http://www.cossackdom.com/doc/kravchenko zapsich.htm.
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corrupt condition [..] They did not have private property, considered
everything [they possessed] as shared, and found pleasure only in alcohol.”

It should be emphasized that even though Abaza was a scion of an ethnically mixed
Moldavian-Ukrainian family, his self-identification apparently did not have any Ukrainian
dimension. On the ethnic level, he perceived himself as a Moldavian, and on the political -
as an imperial Russian. Because he did not identify himself with the Ukrainian Cossack
tradition, acceptance of the orientalist Enlightenment narrative of the Zaporozhian
Cossacks did not provoke any change in his identity.

The situation was different for many ethnic Ukrainians. No accounts have yet been
written that highlight this issue regarding the former Zaporozhian Cossacks. However,
recent research into the abolition of Sloboda Ukraine’s autonomy shows that those Cossack
officers who accepted the orientalizing account promoted by the imperial center
experienced self-orientalization, which could have been quite a psychologically traumatic
process.”” But Enlightenment discourse could not only be used for orientalizing, but also
for empowering Cossacks, as the case of Roman Tsebrikov perfectly demonstrates.
Tsebrikov was a scion of a Kharkiv Cossack starshyna family and studied in Supplementary
Classes of Kharkiv College and at Leipzig University. After returning to the Russian Empire
in 1784, he served mostly as a translator at the College of Foreign Affairs in St. Petersburg
and as Alexander I's personal translator. Tsebrikov left a diary, several translations of
political, philosophical, and historical works from German, French, and Latin, as well as
several original philosophic and political essays, which remained mostly unpublished due
to their critical attitude to Russian political and social realities.*

Tsebrikov’s encounter with the Zaporozhian Cossacks occurred in 1788, during the
Russian siege of the Turkish fortress of Ochakiv—one of the key events of the Russian-
Turkish War of 1787-1791.>* Tsebrikov (who at that time served as a translator in the
headquarters of the Russian imperial army) happened to observe a dialog between a
Zaporozhian chief (koshovyi) and his detachment. This provoked him to leave the following
long reflection in his diary:

* “Vek dvorianstva Vasiliia Abazy,” Instytut rukopysu Natsional'noi biblioteky Ukrainy im. V. I. Vernadskoho,
fond. 12, spr. 702, 132-134.

** Sklokin, Rosiis'ka imperiia i Slobids'ka Ukraina, 208-215; idem, “Skasuvannia avtonomii i transformatsiia
identychnostei u Slobidskii Ukraini druhoi polovyny XVIII st.,” in Vadym Adadurov, Volodymyr Sklokin, eds.,
Impers’ki identychnosti v ukrains’kii istorii XVIII - pershoi polovyny XIX st. (Lviv: Vydavnytstvo UKU, 2020),
75-114.

> On Tsebrikov’s biography and works, see Sergei Kozlov, “Mir i voina, dolg i svoboda v vospriiatii pisatelia i
perevodchika Romana Tsebrikova,” in Ot Leipziga do Ochakova: dnevnikovye zapiski R. M. Tsebrikova, ed.
Sergei Kozlov (St. Petersburg: Istoricheskaia illustratsiia 2009), 6-55; Viktoriia Ivashchenko, “O Romane
Maksimoviche Tsebrikove i ego puteshestvii,” in Roman Tsebrikov, Puteshestvie iz Peterburga v Kharkov
(Kharkiv: Kharkivskii natsionalnyi universytet im. V. N. Karazina, 2013), 3-28; Sklokin, Rosiis'’ka imperiia i
Slobids'ka Ukraina, 215-223; Sklokin, “Sloboda Ukraine, Imperial Unification, and Enlightened Absolutism,”
259-260.

** The Zaporozhian Cossack Host, which had been disbanded in 1775, was reestablished under the name Black
Sea Cossack Host in 1787, after the beginning of the Russo-Turkish war.
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This is a picture of primordial democratic rule (narodnoe pravlenie), where
everyone has a voice in enterprises dangerous to life. The liberty of everyone
is secured here and everyone says what he thinks. Truth exists more fully here
than in regimes limited by autocracy. Everything which is done here is done
not under constraint of unfreedom but out of zeal, on one's initiative, backed
by conviction in the truthfulness and justness of the enterprise. Everyone is
a gentleman (gospodin) and enjoys liberty, and nobody is a slave and cannot
be oppressed because of the nature of this regime. Equality rules here, and
everyone feels that he is a member of society, and he can with his voice,
rights, and with his personality influence the well-being of everybody. He
knows that to oppress one person means to undermine the foundation of this
regime, where the good of all members and each one in particular depends
on securing the freedom of one person. They do not feel here the despicable
meanness and humiliation that exists in autocratic regimes, where there is
[only] a peasant (muzhyk) and a general. What a great distance! Sovereign,
first-person, who solely decides on war and peace, execution and pardon,
reward, and punishment. In such regimes, a word cannot be pronounced
without awe and extreme passion, and abasement. He is imbued with
sanctity, and if anyone dared to criticize him, he would be cruelly executed,
even if it was absolute truth. He shines, whereas the peasant, who is the same
creature, crawls on the earth like a groveling worm. He is rich with broad
knowledge, whereas that one hardly knows about the village in which he was
born. He lives in abundance, whereas that one hardly has a piece of bread to
eat. Why is there such a difference between humans born free and with
talents [...] Was there not a democratic regime earlier? Did it not, after several
hundred years, bring about aristocratic rule? Did that not lead to autocratic
and later to a violent or tyrannic rule?*

As can be seen, Tsebrikov did not address the Zaporozhian way of life, manners, or their
loyalty to the Russian Empire—issues that were central to Voltaire’s orientalist description
of the Cossacks. Instead, he focused on the Zaporozhian political order, which he
contrasted with supposed Russian despotism. Tsebrikov’s reaction is important because he
expressed no inclination to defend either the centuries-long tradition of Cossack estate and
regional particularism or the autonomy of Sloboda Ukraine, Zaporozhian Sich, and the
Hetmanate. Instead, he rendered the Cossack tradition in terms of the democratic-
republican ideal, which was more conducive to the protection of basic human natural rights
and civil liberties than the one that informed the Russian autocratic regime.

Tsebrikov believed that the Cossack community, which he equated with “democratic
rule,” was more just than the autocratic one because it privileged ideas of liberty, dignity,
and political participation. “Freedom” is understood here not as destructive anarchy but as
civil liberty. It is valued positively as the right of a person to be heard and to determine
one’s own and common future, that is, “to influence the well-being of everybody.”

*> Ot Leipziga do Ochakova: dnevnikovye zapiski R. M. Tsebrikova, 147-148.
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“Autocratic rule,” which is closely akin to both “violent” and “tyrannical” ones, is associated
primarily with the humiliation of human dignity and despotism. This is conveyed with the
help of a metaphorical comparison between the “peasant” and the “general.” Tsebrikov
desacralized the figure of the monarch, stating that all humans are naturally free and equal.
He proposed to search for the sources of social and cultural inequality in the history of
changes in different types of political regimes. In this way, he openly set Cossack
republicanism against Catherinian “despotism” and highlighted the hypocrisy of that
monarch’s supposedly enlightened reforms, which promoted serfdom and suppressed
human dignity. Tsebrikov addressed this issue not only in his diary but also in other essays,
such as “The Hellish Politics of Rulers and Tyrants and A Warning to Them from a Lover
of Humanity” (1796).

It should be stressed that the treatment of the Muscovite political regime as a despotism
was the dominant interpretation in early modern European political and travel writing.
Such respected authors as Sigismund von Herberstein, Jean Bodin, Walter Raleigh, and
Herman Conring laid a firm foundation for it during the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries. Eighteenth-century Enlightenment authors, such as Montesquieu or Rousseau,
were only elaborating on this already established tradition.>® This current of thought had
also figured prominently in early modern Ukrainian Cossack political discourse,
represented, among others, by Hetmans Ivan Mazepa and Pylyp Orlyk. In his treatment of
the Russian regime as a despotism, Tsebrikov could rely on this pre-Enlightenment current.
On the other hand, the conceptualization of the Zaporozhian political order as an example
of democratic or military republicanism was an explicitly Enlightenment phenomenon,
represented by such authors as Jean-Benoit Scherer in his “Annals of Little Russia and the
Zaporozhian Cossacks” (1788) and Johann Christian von Engel in “History of Ukraine and
the Ukrainian Cossacks” (1796). Certainly, more research is needed into both the sources
of Tsebrikov’s political ideas and the currency of such views among former Ukrainian
Cossack starshyna. Most likely he was an exception, but he nevertheless exemplifies an
important discursive shift that the Enlightenment brought to this milieu and that would
gain momentum in the first half of the nineteenth century.

In recapitulation, the eighteenth century became a turning point in the history of
Russia’s empire-building. The westernization of Peter I together with the military
competition with dominant European powers contributed to the emergence of an imperial
consciousness and identity among Russian rulers and elites. Civilizational discourse and
colonial policies were initially directed at the non-Christian and nomadic populations of
the empire. However, in the 1760s-1770s they were for the first time applied to Orthodox
East Slavic subjects. Catherine II relied on them to justify her large-scale imperial
unification, in particular the disbandment of the Zaporozhian Cossack Host and the
liquidation of the Zaporozhian Sich. The historical works of Voltaire became an important
source of inspiration for Catherine’s orientalist image of the Ukrainian Cossacks, which

> Marshall T. Poe, “A People Born to Slavery”: Russia in Early Modern European Ethnography, 1476-1748
(Tthaca: Cornell University Press, 2000).
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gained wide currency in the Russian Empire and was accepted by some representatives of
the Ukrainian Cossack elite.

Enlightenment-inspired Russian imperial unification sought to rationalize, dominate,
and discipline, but it was little concerned with emancipation—another basic ideal of the
Enlightenment. However, the Enlightenment allowed some representatives of the
Ukrainian Cossack elite to challenge imperial hegemony by going beyond traditional estate
and regional particularism and by rethinking the Cossack tradition as a democratic
republican one and setting it against the supposed Russian despotism.
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Crimean Tableaux of Catherine II's Court as the Visual
Record of the Russian Empire’s Southern Expansion

Yelena Severina
Hamilton College
yseverin@hamilton.edu

Abstract:

This article analyzes celebrations of Russian military victories over the Ottoman Turks during Catherine 1I’s
reign on the examples of pictures (tableaux) featured in fireworks, illuminations, triumphal arches, processions,
and instances of live theater. Performing the Crimean conquest via these artistic displays, from the early 1770s—
the time when Crimea first begins to appear in them—and until Catherine’s final years, served as a way of
incorporating the peninsula as a part of the imperial design and of announcing the Crimean Tatar as the latest
member of the Russian Empire’s supporting cast. This paper argues that Crimea’s changing status in the
ceremonial culture of Catherine’s court is reflected in these tableaux with their focus on the territory (Crimea)
as opposed to its people (Crimean Tatars).

Keywords:
Fireworks, illuminations, tableaux, Crimea, Crimean Tatars, Catherine II, ritual, enacted colonization

During the most expansionist period of Catherine II's reign from the late 1760s into the
1780s, foreign policy successes were commemorated by the striking of medals, erection of
obelisks and statuary, and festivals involving fireworks, coordinated pageantry, and
pictorial displays, often referred to as illuminations. Tableaux, as they became known
among the French-speaking nobility, or kartiny in Russian—so-called pictures—would
figure in these elaborate spectacles and help to convey their narratives. Art historian Elena
Sarieva explains how the construction of these tableaux involved two parts. The first (“the
plan”) represented a wooden frame (5-7 meters in length) that had a drawing at its center,
which was created with the help of a flammable cord that was saturated with chemicals.
The drawing consisted of several allegorical figures and included a succinct explanation of
the depicted scene. During the performance, the cord would be set on fire to burn and
reveal images one after another, thus, making the multi-colored drawing glow in the
darkness. The second part (“the illumination shield”) was carved out of wood and had a
recognizable shape (such as a temple or gazebo) and reached 6-10 meters in length; it too
would glow, but now with the help of many lanterns attached to its base.' Consisting of a

I would like to thank Roman Koropeckyj for suggesting improvements to different versions of this article and
recommending its abstract for the Eighteenth-Century Studies: Ukrainian and Global Perspectives
Conference of 2021. I am grateful to Maksym Yaremenko for taking an interest in my presentation and
encouraging me to submit the article to Busnaioeuxa: E-Journal of Eighteenth-Century Russian Studies. | am
indebted to the two anonymous peer reviewers for their valuable input. [ would also like to thank the State
Hermitage Museum for allowing me to include images from its collections in this work.

! Elena Sarieva, “Feierverki v Rossii XVIII veka,” in Razvlekatel’naia kul’tura Rossii XVIII-XIX vv. Ocherki istorii
i teorii (St. Petersburg: Dmitrii Bulanin, 2000), 91-92.
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standalone “picture” or a succession thereof, these large-scale designs, which at the right
time would be enhanced with various sources of light, delighted audiences of all social
classes and represented, according to Sarieva, a kind of synthesis of the arts that combined
pyrotechnics, portrait painting, theater design, sculpture, architecture, literature, and
music. > Often referred to as “allegorical tableaux” (allegoricheskie kartiny) for their
predominantly allegorical themes, they came to Russia from Western European court
practices during westernization efforts of Peter 1.2 Their inspiration, however, was in the
extravagant festivals of the late 1660s, which were held at Versailles during the reign of
Louis XIV of France and served as a model for cultural life at the court. Imitated by other
European monarchs, these performances constituted “the allegory of royal power” that
portrayed the French king as a figure of classical antiquity.* “For Peter as Louis XIV, the
festival was a symbolic equivalent of a coup d’état, creating miracles previously allowed
only to God,” writes Richard Wortman. In his study of fireworks during the first half of the
eighteenth-century, Simon Werrett notes the importance of the Russian Academy of
Sciences to their development, as well as their didactic function as “a powerful vehicle for
promoting the sciences, securing patronage, and educating Russian audiences.”® Werrett
identifies fireworks as one of Peter’s reforms, writes about the emperor’s involvement with
creating his own multi-colored effects in “an effort to teach civility to Russians by example,”
and describes their efflorescence during his niece’s, Anna loannovna’s reign, which is when
fireworks attained an “ability to shape the image of the sovereign and her rule.””

From the time when she ascended the throne in 1762 until her death in 1796, Catherine
continued the tradition of using fireworks and illuminations to promote her imperial
agenda. Like Peter’s court, Catherine’s would also invite comparisons with the court of

*Ibid., o1.

3> Such use of political and secular allegories can be traced to Greco-Roman times. They continued to develop
during the Middle Ages. Although referring to these tableaux as “allegorical” is common in eighteenth- and
nineteenth-century sources, this is not entirely accurate, since their themes often extended beyond allegory.
The example of the 1775 festivities, which is discussed later in this article, demonstrates Catherine’s
disapproval of allegory and her efforts to discourage its production.

* Jean-Marie Apostolidés, “From Roi Soleil to Louis le Grand,” in Denis Hollier, ed., A New History of French
Literature (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1989), 316.

> Richard Wortman, Scenarios of Power: Myth and Ceremony in Russian Monarchy, vol. 1 (Princeton: Princeton
Univ. Press, 1995), 45. The celebration that took place in 1693 constitutes one of the first uses of this artistic
medium in Russia. The occasion was in honor of Prince F. lu. Romodanovskii who was the mock tsar of Peter’s
“Transfigured Kingdom.” One of the illuminations included an allegorical picture of “Hercules tearing apart
the jaws of the lion,” which, as Wortman points out, “symbolized the power of Peter’s forces and his
irresistible, superhuman will.” Ibid., 45. For more on Romodanovskii’s role, see Ernest A. Zitser, The
Transfigured Kingdom: Sacred Parody and Charismatic Authority at the Court of Peter the Great (Cornell:
Cornell University Press, 2004), 56-63.

® Simon Werrett, Fireworks: Pyrotechnic Arts and Sciences in European History (Chicago: The University of
Chicago Press, 2010), 104. Werrett writes about the role of fireworks in promoting science to broader
audiences, including the nobility, who were not keen on attending scientific lectures. For instance, a
dominant theme of the fireworks staged for the birthday of Anna Ioannovna in January 1735 was cosmological.
Ibid., 122-124. Additionally, none of the themes of these fireworks were of a religious nature insofar as Peter
made sure early on to eliminate “the religious associations of pyrotechnics in favor of grand princely displays.”
Ibid., 106.

7 1bid., 107 and 119.
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Louis XIV. Vera Proskurina provides an example of a famous carousel of 1766 in St.
Petersburg—a knightly tournament modeled on the Parisian carousel of 1662.° For
Catherine, however, who was born a Prussian princess, the immediate point of reference
for these fiery spectacles would have been not the court of the king of France but those of
two Prussian monarchs, Frederick William I and his son Frederick II. For example, one year
after Catherine’s birth, in 1730, a féte in honor of Frederick William I was organized at
Miihlberg. Celebrations stretched for several days and included fireworks, knightly
tournaments, and a mock naval battle on the Elbe. For his part, according to Marvin
Carlson, Frederick II “attempted to convert [Sanssouci] from a garrison town to a German
Versailles, and further imitated Louis XIV in organizing in his capital [...] allegorical and
theatrical festivals.”® Although these occasions might not have been as lavish as those held
at the court of the Sun King, they were still regarded as some of the most remarkable in
Europe. Voltaire, who visited the Prussian king in 1750 (the future empress of Russia would
have been eleven years old), even placed them above German achievements in the realm of
theater. “I must admit that the Prussians do not create better tragedies than we do,” the
philosophe writes, “but you would be hard pressed to create for madame the dauphin a
spectacle as noble and gallant as that being prepared for Berlin,” a festival “worthy in every
way of those of Louis XIV.”"* He was particularly enchanted with one such celebration that
exhibited “forty-six thousand glass lanterns illuminating the square,” “three thousand
soldiers under arms lining all the avenues,” and “four small armies of Romans,
Carthaginians, Persians, and Greeks entering the lists and parading to military music.””
Whether a part of fireworks or intricate displays, tableaux conveyed the triumphs of
Russia’s victories with frequent depictions of conquered fortresses, important battles, and
the enemy’s fleet in flames. But despite their popularity, they represent just one kind of
politically inflected performances at Catherine’s court and one of the many modes of
cultural production. Others include odes written by court poets; state portraits and
paintings commemorating events of the Russo-Turkish wars (many of which would
circulate as engravings); plays and opera librettos that explore Russia’s journey from “the
Varangians to the Greeks” (some written by Catherine herself); tapestries woven at the St.
Petersburg Tapestry factory; historical accounts of Crimea.” All of these ideological genres,

® Vera Proskurina, Creating the Empress: Politics and Poetry in the Age of Catherine II (Boston: Academic
Studies Press, 2011), 29-36.

 Marvin Carlson, Voltaire and the Theatre of the Eighteenth Century (Westport: Greenwood Press, 1998), 87.
* Ibid, 86-87.

" Ibid.

" For the odes, see Vasilii Kapnist’'s Na zavoevanie Tavridy (1784) and Oda na vziatie pod Rossiiskuiu derzhavu
Kryma i Kubani (1784); Gavrila Derzhavin’s Na priobretenie Kryma (1784); Vasilii Petrov’s Na priobretenie
Kryma (1784). For the state portraits, see Erin McBurney, “Art and Power in the Reign of Catherine the Great:
the State Portraits,” PhD diss., (Columbia University, 2014). For engravings, see Dmitrii Rovinskii’s Podrobnyi
slovar’ russkikh gravirovannykh portretov (St. Petersburg: Tip. Imp. Akademii nauk, 1886). For Crimea’s
published histories, see Eugenios Voulgaris, Réflexions sur l'état critique actuel de la puissance ottoman (St.
Petersburg: n.p., 1774); Gasparo Luigi Oderico, Lettere ligustiche ossia Osservazioni critiche sullo stato
geografico della Liguria fino ai tempi di Ottone il grande, con le memorie storiche di Caffa, Ed altri luoghi della
Crimea posseduti un tempo da’ Genovesi (Bassano: n.p, 1792); Stanistaw Siestrzenicewicz, Histoire de la Tauride
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including tableaux, performed the same function, which was to glorify the monarchy. In
what ways, then, were these tableaux different? What place do they occupy on the spectrum
of performative activities utilized by state actors? At the time, when national theater was
virtually non-existent and its repertoire consisted mainly of plays in French and German,
tableaux offered a source of mass entertainment that was accessible to nobility and
peasants alike. First and foremost, their advantage over the other genres was a wide-spread,
unrestricted appeal to all classes.

This article seeks to show how Crimea and the Crimean Tatars were introduced into the
popular imagination and ideological scheme of the Russian Empire over the course of the
eighteenth century through a series of tableaux that were performed during important
celebrations. Although the particular manifestations of this phenomenon were researched
by Larry Wolff, Andrei Zorin, Richard Wortman, Andreas Schonle, Vera Proskurina, and
other scholars who specialize in the Catherinian Age, mine is an attempt at an all-round
analysis of this important aspect of the Russian Empire’s political ideology. I begin this
piece with a brief history of Crimea as a part of the Ottoman Empire and its role in various
military disputes. I then address the presence of Crimea and the Crimean Tatar in these
tableaux chronologically, from the events commemorating Russian victories over the Turks
in the early 1770s; to the peace celebrations that marked the end of the first war in 1775; to
the peninsula’s annexation (as a part of Catherine’s so-called “Greek Project”) in 1783; to
the empress’s journey to Crimea in 1787; and, finally, to the signing of the peace treaty that
marked the end of the Second Russo-Turkish War in 1791. Although this panorama sets the
framework for a discussion of the visual record of Russian expansion in Crimea,
constructing this record proved somewhat problematic due to absence of many
illustrations of the discussed tableaux. Due to the ephemeral nature of these displays, many
of them were never commemorated in engravings or drawings, and those that were
sketched, engraved or described, appeared in the large-scale state events as opposed to
smaller private functions. Their architects also remain unknown with the exception of
those who authored designs that drew the most attention like Vasilii Bazhenov with his
plan of the 1775 celebrations on Khodynka field. As a result, the chronology of spectacles
presented here relies largely on written records that were found in pamphlets, treatises,
memoirs, letters, periodicals, and ethnographic descriptions. With the help of these
sources, | attempt to understand the impact that these tableaux had on forming a way of
thinking about Crimea and its peoples on the part of imperial officials, as well as their role
as visual histories that articulated the process of Crimea’s colonization. By studying these
narrative spectacles, I focus on the distinction drawn between Crimea (the place) and the
Crimean Tatars (the majority of its people) and try to understand why, while the former
played a key role in the tableaux, the latter was absent from them.

Crimea as a Part of the Ottoman Empire

(Brunswick: Pierre-Frangois Fauche, 1800); Adam Naruszewicz, Tauryka czyli Wiadomosci starozytne i
poznieysze o stanie i mieszkaricach Krymu do naszych czaséw (Warsaw: Drukarni N°. 646, 1805).
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Historically represented as a segment of territory referred to as Little Tartary, Crimea
belonged to the broader region of Tartary (Tartaria in Latin) which, according to the ideas
of the Enlightenment, stretched from the Danube to the Pacific Ocean, and from the Arctic
Ocean to the northern borders of Persia, India, and China.” The first atlas of the Russian
Empire, Joseph de L'Isle’s Atlas Russicus, published by the Academy in 1745, marks the
Crimean settlements as rectangles decorated with crescents—an emblem of the Tatar and
Turkic worlds that would capture the spotlight in Russia’s firework displays during the
eighteenth century.” Early encounters between Muscovy and the Khanate, which became
a vassal of the Ottoman Empire in 1475, consisted of periodic raids by the Tatars on
Muscovy’s southern border for the purpose of replenishing the Khanate’s supply of slaves.
Despite its subordinate position, the Khanate occupied a unique status within the empire,
in large part because of the Chingissid lineage of the khan (who outranked the sultan in
the world of steppe politics). During the sixteenth century, competition between Muscovy
and the Khanate for supremacy over the Caspian-Volga region resulted in the Fire of
Moscow in 1571 and, one year later, the Khanate’s defeat at the Battle of Molodi. Twenty
years earlier, it was Prince Andrei Kurbskii who drew the tsar’s attention to the necessity
of Crimea’s conquest and brought it up again during the 1570s in his famous polemic with
Ivan the Terrible.” Nikita Khrapunov writes that Kurbskii understood this conquest as the
tsar’s duty as a Christian and an executor of God’s will.'® By the late seventeenth century,
Muscovy’s expansion as a regional power began to threaten the Khanate. One century later,
the Crimean campaigns of 1687 and 1689 became the state’s first attempts at taking control
of the peninsula during the Russo-Turkish War of 1686-1700. While these efforts proved
futile, they derailed Ottoman ambitions for further expansion into Europe. As for the
drastic change of the situation in the Northern Black Sea Area, it was caused by the peace
treatises of Karlowitz (1699) and Constantinople (1700) between the Porte, the Holy
League, and Muscovy."”

Crimea again emerged as a desirable asset during western-inspired modernization and
expansion of Russia’s maritime power under Peter’s rule. The conquest of Azov in 1696,
after a two-week siege, marked the birth of the Russian fleet and navy. While the newly
acquired Azov Fortress provided access to the Sea of Azov, Russia’s dream of establishing
itself on the Black Sea basin was again shattered in 1711 when, after the Russo-Turkish War
of 1710-1711, the fortress had to be surrendered after the signing of the Treaty of Pruth. It

B Encyclopédie, ou Dictionnaire raisonné des sciences, des arts et des métiers, vol. 15 (Neufshastel: Samuel
Fauche & Compagnie, 1751), s.v. “Tartarie.”

" “The decision to include a piece of territory located outside the boundaries of the empire,” writes Kelly
O’Neill about Crimea’s presence in Atlas Russicus, “was a less than subtle articulation of the idea that that
territory, though not yet within the tsar’s domain, was in some meaningful way part of the Russian world.”
See Kelly A. O’Neill, Claiming Crimea: A History of Catherine the Great’s Southern Empire (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 2017), 19.

" Andrei Mikhailovich Kurbskii, Prince A. M. Kurbskii’s History of Ivan IV, ed. and trans. J. L. . Fennell
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1965).

' Nikita Khrapunov, “The Crimea Question in ‘Western’ Projects, Political Treatises, and Correspondence
from the Mid-Sixteenth Century to 1783,” The Golden Horde Review 9:4 (2021): 858, 870-871.

7 See, for example, D. V. Sen, Russko-krymsko-osmanskoe pogranich’e: prostranstvo, iavleniia, liudi (konets
XVII-XVIII v.) (Rostov-on-Don: ALTAIR, 2020).
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was not until the reign of Anna loannovna and her army’s victorious campaigns during the
Russo-Turkish War of 1735-1739 that Russia again secured the Azov Fortress. During the
war, in 1736 and 1737, Russian troops invaded the Crimean Peninsula and devastated the
most important cities and towns, which shocked both the Crimean Tatars and their
patrons. As an Ottoman historian puts it: “[A]gain the goddamned Muscovites entered, like
evil spirits, the clean body of the Crimea.””® The peninsula would take center stage again
during the rule of Catherine, who continued Peter’s expansionist mission and whose
interest in Crimea, in the words of Alan Fisher, was “economic and political rather than
national or ethnic.”® From the moment she ascended the throne, Catherine’s advisors and
correspondents would periodically bring up “the Crimean question.”” While the majority
of Crimea stayed under the jurisdiction of the khan, parts of the peninsula itself would
remain under the direct administration of the Turks until the end of the Russo-Turkish war
of 1768-1774. Thus, there was the Crimea, which was separate from the Khanate proper: the
Ottoman possessions along the southern coast of Crimea and outside of it (Taman) first
formed a sancak and later an eyalet. As for Crimea’s annexation in 1783 and Russia’s victory
in the Russo-Turkish war of 1787-1791, these political events expanded the empire’s
hegemony and legitimized Catherine’s power as Russia’s sovereign in the conquered
borderland.

Catherinian Tableaux of the Early 1770s

One of Crimea’s earliest appearance as the centerpiece of a tableau took place at a private
masquerade organized by Lev Naryshkin on July 29, 1772, in honor of Russia’s recent
military successes in an ongoing war against the Porte. Naryshkin remained one of
Catherine’s friends since her days as a Grand Duchess and invited the empress to his estate
where the main attractions were located in a decorated grove. With respect to Catherine’s
attendance of this private event, it was not only about favoritism, but also about the
interaction between unofficial (courtly) and official (state-diplomatic) patrons of these
celebratory occasions, revealing personal initiative of courtiers eager to please their
sovereign. The culmination of the evening was a specially constructed mountain that would
part to reveal a Temple of Victory. Upon entering the temple, Catherine was presented with
six tableaux praising her recent military campaigns.* Since no illustrations from this event
survived, it is not clear how big these tableaux were or how long they remained on display.
Russian ethnographer Mikhail Pyliaev describes them in detail and notes that it was the
sixth tableau that featured the 1771 conquest of Kefe (Feodosia) and “all of Crimea.”* A year
earlier, Prince Vasilii Dolgorukov (to be honored with the title “Krymskii”) stormed the

* Vasilii Smirnov, Krymskoe khanstvo pod verkhovenstvom Ottomanskoi Porty do nachala XVIII veka, vol. 2
(Moscow: Rubezhi XXI, 2005), 57.

* Alan W. Fisher, The Crimean Tatars (Stanford: Hoover Institution Press, 1978), 70.

** Khrapunov, “The Crimea Question in ‘Western’ Projects,” 865-867.

* The order of tableaux was: the Capture of Khotin (1769); the Battle at Larga River (1770); the Battle at Kagul
River (1770); the Victory over the Turks at Chesme (1770); the Taking of the Fortress Town of Bender (1770);
the Conquest of Crimea was the sixth and final tableau.

** Mikhail Pyliaev, Zabytoe proshloe okrestnostei Peterburga (St. Petersburg: Izdanie A. S. Suvorina, 1889), 133.
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Perekop line and held a decisive victory over the khan’s army near Kefe on June 29, 1771,
thus beginning the period of Russian occupation of Crimea.* Pyliaev provides the following
description of the only Crimean tableau at Naryshkin’s party: “Glory stands at the top and
holds laurels in her hands in order to crown Russian heroes. Crimea is pleased being in the
dominion of its wise possessor and expresses joy with these words written on the scroll:
How sweet is my lot.”** Most likely, the tableau was performed by the actors personifying
two allegorical figures (Russia and Crimea). The propensity to suggest the outcome of
important political events also appears in state portraits of the period. Stefano Torelli’s
famous allegory, Catherine II as Minerva celebrating her Victory over the Turks, which was
painted around the same time, ca. 1770-1772, presents the empress as goddess Minerva who
is riding in her chariot while surrounded by grateful peoples from the Russian Empire’s
southern borders. Erin McBurney points out the discrepancies in the painting’s dates, from
the time when the work was completed, signed, and dated by the artist (in 1771), to when
it was installed at the palace (in 1772), to the official end of the war (in 1774).* Just as the
Crimean tableau at Naryshkin’s estate presented the Tatar land as already belonging to its
“wise possessor,” so too did Torelli’s drawing foreshadow the war’s outcome, which at the
time of the work’s creation was far from certain.

The uncertain outcomes in this Russo-Turkish theater of war, which stretched for most
of the eighteenth century with the contested territories shifting hands, created an image of
an enemy, as the one who continuously threatened the Christian state. Although never
blatantly anti-Muslim, the adversary would appear in these productions, which capitalized
on Russia’s mission to protect Orthodox Christianity (symbolized in these tableaux by an
imperial eagle or the sun) in the fight against Islam (symbolized by the crescent moon or a
shackled prisoner).”® The tradition of panegyrical imagery showing confrontation between
eagle and crescent entered Russian imperial discourse as far back as the seventeenth
century, via Ukraine (and Polish Baroque culture).”” In her study of the enemy image in
Ruthenian and Muscovite printmaking, Liliya Berezhnaya credits Ruthenian monks with
propagating the new imagery in Russian culture and being responsible for constructing the
image of an enemy.?® The drawing of a crescent moon destroyed by an imperial eagle (it
would later be destroyed by lightning or a sword or spectacularly eclipsed by the sun)
already made its debut during Peter’s celebration of the capture of Azov via a tableau in an
illumination from 1697: the tableau shows an imperial double-headed eagle shooting an

> The Treaty of Karasu Bazaar followed on November 1, 1772, with Russians and Turks proclaiming “alliance
and eternal friendship” between their empires, and with the sultan’s religious sovereignty over the Tatar
Muslims to be eventually added as an important clause. See Fisher, 55-57.

*4 Pyliaev, “Staraia Moskva,” 133.

*> McBurney, “Art and Power in the Reign of Catherine the Great,” 217.

*® Catherine used the same excuse of protecting Orthodox Christians in order to justify her partitions of
Poland.

*” Emblems began to appear in Russian literature in the baroque poetry of Simeon of Polotsk. See, for instance,
Orel Rossiiskii (1667). See Lidiia Sazonova, Pamiat’ kul’tury. Nasledie Srednevekov’ia i barokko v russkoi
literature novogo vremeni (Moscow: Rukopisnye pamiatniki Drevnei Rusi, 2012), 134-135.

*® Liliya Berezhnaya, “Imago hostis: Friends and Foes in Ruthenian and Russian Printmaking (Mid-
Seventeenth-Beginning of the Eighteenth Centuries),” Harvard Ukrainian Studies 31: 1/4 (2009-2010), 310.
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arrow into a Turkish crescent, part of which is breaking off.* As for the depiction of a
humiliated enemy or a group of enemies, in chains or humbly kneeling before their captors,
it frequently appeared in Petrine engravings. Berezhnaya identifies captives (“antiheroes”)
as their staple motif and writes that in addition to “demonic characteristics,” Turkish or
Tatar enemies “unquestionably bore ‘Oriental’ or ‘Muslim’ features,” were “clearly marked
by their clothing, flags, and banners,” and were often “personified as a lion, dragon, or a
serpent, all apocalyptic symbols of the enemies of Christians.” 3*° These depictions
continued to appear during Anna loannovna’s campaigns against the Turks.? Standing
triumphant in celebratory tableaux would be the figure of Minerva, the goddess of wisdom
and patron of the military arts and sciences, thus, inspiring the reigning empress—
beginning with Anna loannovna, followed by Peter’s daughter, Elizabeth, and eventually
Catherine—to live up to this lofty image in the eyes of her people.

Tableaux in the 1775 Nationwide Celebrations

The territory (Crimea) would take center stage not as allegory but as a concrete
geographical location during the Moscow celebrations in July of 1775. Despite Dolgorukov
occupying the peninsula since the summer of 1771, no formal conquest followed until the
treaty between the empires was signed in Kii¢iik Kaynarca (present-day Bulgaria) on July
21, 1774, which put an end to the war and proclaimed the Khanate’s independence from the
Turks in all but religious matters.>* In preparation for the festivities, the empress ordered
the imperial architect, Vasilii Bazhenov, to transform Khodynka field, a large space on the
outskirts of Moscow, into Crimea: “Imagine that [Khodynka field] is the Black Sea and that
the two roads leading from the city are rivers, with one being the Tanais (Don), and the
other the Borysthenes (Dnieper). You will build the dining hall, Azov, at the mouth of the
first [river|] and the theater, Kinburn, at the mouth of the second,” state the imperial
instructions. “You will then construct the Crimean Peninsula out of sand, and this is where

*? The Turks were not the only adversaries whose losses were celebrated in these festivals. The tableau from
the 1710 illuminations in honor of Russia’s victory in the Northern War with Sweden featured a Swedish lion
that was being overtaken by a Russian eagle. See Dmitrii Rovinskii, Obozrenie ikonopisaniia v Rossii do kontsa
XVII veka. Opisanie feierferkov i illiuminatsii (St. Petersburg: Izdanie A. S. Suvorina, 1903), 186. For
“emnification” of Mazepa after the Battle of Poltava, see Jelena Pogosjan, “I. S. Mazepa v russkoi ofitsial'noi
kulture,” Slavica 6 (2004): 315-332.

3° Berezhnaya, “Imago hostis,” 321, 324.

3 One such tableau, from January 28, 1737, in honor of Anna Ioannovna’s birthday, depicts Turkish and Tatar
captives in chains beneath a fortification constructed out of their weapons. The inscription reads: “For the
protection of the [Orthodox] faith and the God-given motherland.” Another tableau from the same event
features the defense line of Perekop, wherein the gates to Crimea are destroyed. The accompanying caption
reads: “Destruction of the enemy’s gates.” The festivities for the anniversary of Anna Ioannovna’s coronation
again featured a conquered foe: “Having given up their weapons, the Turk and Tatar are humbly kneeling on
the ground.” Rovinskii, 215-16 and 220. Cf. The Parisian monument at Place des Victoires in 1685-1686 with
its humiliating portrayal of four allegorized nations defeated by France—Spain, the Holy Roman Empire,
Holland, and Brandenburg—as slaves who were chained to the foot of Louis XIV.

3> The Russian Empire would acquire the fortresses of Kerch, Enikale, Kinburn, and part of the Kuban region,
while Russian vessels would be allowed to freely navigate Turkish waters through the Bosporus and the
Dardanelles. For details on the annexation, see Fisher, 51-80.
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you will place Kerch and Enikale to serve as ballrooms [...] The Black Sea is to be covered
with boats and ships, which you will illuminate.” The panorama of a concrete map was
made into an engraving that demonstrates a definitive movement away from allegory, the
most common form of artistic narrative in neoclassicism, toward something simpler.*
(Figure 1). Proskurina argues that “in rejecting the traditional scenario, [Catherine]
attempted to be in command not only of the political situation (a real war), but also of the
cultural paradigm of its representation.”* Indeed, the Crimean simulacrum made the
empress’s plans crystal clear: although the peninsula would officially remain outside of the
imperial realm for another eight years, Catherine’s “design” envisioned the territory as
already comfortably situated within her empire’s boundaries. Moreover, the empress’s
“symbolic geography” ambitiously expanded the perimeter of her “stage” to include not
only its ultimate prize, “Crimea,” but “the real battleground” of the Black Sea.>
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Figure 1: Panorama of Khodynka Field in 1775 (Plan ansamblia uveselitel'nykh stroenii na Khodynskom lugu v
Moskve. Engraving. RGADA, F. 192, Op. 1, D. 159).

3 lakov Grott, ed., “Pis’'ma Ekateriny Vtoroi k Baronu Grimmu,” Russkii arkhiv, book g (1878):16-17. Although
Catherine wrote to Baron von Grimm and Frau Bielcke that recreating Crimea on Khodynka Field was her
idea, the concept was likely developed by Bazhenov, who, together with Matvei Kazakov, was in charge of
designing the festivities. See Vladimir Snegirev, Zodchii Bazhenov: 1737-1799 (Moscow: Moskovskii rabochii,
1962), 110.

3* Catherine confided to her longtime correspondent, Barron von Grimm, her distaste for “all those stupid,
unbearable allegories” and “an extraordinary effort [that they required] only to produce something senseless.”
Grott, 16-17.

3 Proskurina, “Creating the Empress,” 184.

* Ibid.
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With “Kinburn” masked as a theater, “Taganrog” as a marketplace, “Taman” showcasing
acrobats (balancers), and “[the territory of] the Nogai hordes” allocated for entertainment
and dining, Russian nobility flocked to the recreated “Orient.” They strolled from one
“locale” to another, attended opera Ivan Tsarevich, and donned expensive Turkic and
knightly costumes for a masquerade.?” This instance of cultural cross-dressing, with
“actors” performing the identities of their neighbors, replaced an authentic encounter,
whereas the elision of the Crimean Tatars from these events demonstrated a genuine
mistrust and correlated with the volatility of the southern frontier. This kind of
“orientalism” on display with its invocation of “Turkish” themes was not the one that was
explored by Edward Said. Sara Dickenson describes Russia’s encounter with Crimea as a
preliminary process of “otherization,” which she defines as “the production and circulation
of images and stereotypes that expressed the region’s ‘otherness’ or ontological difference
from the norms of the dominant culture.”?® This dominant culture was, of course, Western
European, and, as Dickinson points out, not only Russia was not a part of Western Europe
but at this time it “had often been cast in the role of the West’s Oriental other.”® Several
years later, and only months before Crimea’s incorporation as a part of the Russian Empire,
in December, 1782, Prince Grigorii Potemkin would write to the empress about the
annexation as a necessary step toward complete control over the territory that Catherine
so meticulously ordered to recreate on Khodynka Field: “With this acquisition you will
achieve immortal glory such as no other sovereign in Russia has ever had. This glory will
pave the way for yet another and greater glory: with the Crimea, will come supremacy over
the Black Sea.”

During this time, Crimea’s multi-ethnic composition of the population included the
Tatars who, according to Brian G. Williams, were divided into three distinct groups: “a
heterogeneous collection of Nogai nomads, Tat mountaineers, and Yaliboyu coastal-
dwellers (of the khan’s subjects only the redoubtable Circassians of the Caucasus evaded
Russian rule) who were further subdivided into powerful clans headed by hereditary
beys.”* Along with the Tatars there also lived Jews, Karaites, Armenians, Goths, and

37 Mikhail Pyliaev, Staraia Moskva: rasskazy iz byloi zhizni pervoprestol’noi stolitsy (St. Petersburg: Izdanie A.
S. Suvorina, 1891), 58; Moskva i ee okrestnosti (Moscow: O. B. Miller, 1882), 398. See also Vasilii Maikov’s,
Description of the Ceremonial Buildings on Khodynka, as they represent benefits of the peace, which details
the allegorical significance of each location: “the Don” represents commerce; “Azov” (as a dining hall) stands
for the abundance that was expected from the peace; “Taganrog” (as a marketplace) symbolizes trade across
the Black Sea; the bulls and fountains of “the Nogai hordes” depict the Tatar nation living in pleasure. See
Vasilii Maikov, Izbrannye proizvedeniia, ed. A. V. Zapadov (Moscow-Leningrad: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1966), 306-
308.

3 Sara Dickinson, “Russia’s First ‘Orient’: Characterizing the Crimea in 1787,” Kritika: Explorations in Russian
and Eurasian History 31 (Winter 2002), 4. See also Edward W. Said, Orientalism (New York: Random House,
1979).

3 Dickinson, “Russia’s First ‘Orient’,” 4.

*° Viacheslav Lopatin, ed., Lichnaia perepiska 1769-1791 (Moscow: Nauka, 1997), 155.

# Brian G. Williams, The Crimean Tatars: The Diaspora Experience and the Forging of a Nation (Leiden: Brill,
2001), 76. Original italics.
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“Greeks” (Orthodox population originating from the Byzantine Period).** The Russian state
mentioned these ethnic groups rare in comparison with the Tatars who received their
recognition during the 1775 festivities with an homage to their khan in a tableau of a
triumphal arch.® The tradition of creating triumphal arches (made out of wood and later
demolished) that would be integrated into the city’s infrastructure for important state
events also came to Russia from Western Europe during Peter’s rule.** Built as entrances to
the city’s center, these constructions served as examples of temporary architecture and so-
called “triumphal complexes, which included additional props such as pyramids, small
movable walls, paintings, and various military paraphernalia.”** Margaret McGowan
describes the construction of triumphal arches during Renaissance as imitating Roman
triumphs festooned with images reminiscent of the ancient world which were necessary to
prestige of royals for whom they were erected.*® “[The triumphal arch] had imposed its
presence in France from early times when, at places like Oranges, the Romans had built a
huge structure to indicate their ownership of the territory,” McGowan writes. “Once
introduced into the triumphal entry, the arch remained as its most prominent feature,
providing the principal source of symbolism and decoration and pointing obviously to its
classical models.”*” For Catherine’s entrance into Moscow during her coronation in 1762,
the empress passed through a series of intricately decorated triumphal arches that were
built at the city’s four major gates. McBurney writes about the significance of this imperial
procession through each gate by comparing it with a “ceremonial conquest of the city” and
notes how larger than life-size portraits of Catherine adorned each arch to afford the first
official view on the part of most Muscovites of their new sovereign.*

Several arches were constructed in 1775 in Moscow to celebrate the peace between the
Russian Empire and the Porte. Built on Serphukhovskaia road for the entrance of Field
Marshal Petr Rumiantsev-Zadunaiskii (who was credited with winning the war’s major
battles by pressuring the Turks to accept the peace terms), one of the arches showcased an
interior with seven complex tableaux. Unlike the plan of Khodynka Field, no drawings of
these tableaux survived. Their detailed descriptions, however, appeared a short time later
in the Opisanie (Description), a 41-page panegyric pamphlet describing the significance of

* For instance, out of 140,000 inhabitants, which was Crimea’s total population at the time of the 1783
annexation, Jewish Karaites and Krymchaks comprised 1,407. See F. F. Lashkov “O Kameral'noe opisanie
Kryma,” Izvestiia Tavricheskoi uchenoi arkhivnoi komissii, N° 2, (1887): 20-30, N° 3 (1887): 36-64, N° 4 (1887):
32-45, N° 6 (1888): 36-63, N°7 (1889): 25-45, N° 8 (1889): 12-40.

+ See, for instance, the medal commemorating the extraction of Christians from Crimea in 1778. Eleonora
Piiaeva and Rodin Zelenkov, eds., Puteshestvie v Krym: katalog vystavki 24 noiabria 2016 - 4 iunia 2017 (St.
Petersburg: ARS, 2016), 21, no. 21.

* The first such arch was erected in Moscow to celebrate the capture of Azov in 1696. Seven triumphal arches
were built several years later in honor of the victory at Poltava in 1709.

% Alla Aronova, and Alexander Ortenberg, A History of Russian Exposition and Festival Architecture: 1700-
2014 (London: Routledge, 2019), 48. Original italics.

4 Margaret M. McGowan, “The Renaissance Triumph and its Classical Heritage,” in J. R. Mulryne & Elizabeth
Goldring, eds., Court Festivals of the European Renaissance: Art, Politics, and Performance (Aldershot and
Burlington: Ashgate, 2002), 27, 29.

Y7 Ibid., 37.

* McBurney, “The Renaissance Triumph and its Classical Heritage,” 158.
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the allegorical symbols meant to commemorate the event.*® According to this document,
the sixth tableau (“Reward for promised loyalty”) for the first time introduced the ruler of
the Crimean Tatars, who was depicted as taking an oath of allegiance and devotion to the
Russian Empire.” Although it is not clear how the following images were created, whether
as drawings or engravings or mounted displays, they would in any case have been accessible
to anyone in Moscow. The Opisanie describes the tableau depicting Russia as a majestic
woman in imperial robes who “extends her right hand to the khan or the ruler of the
Crimean Tatars, who is kneeling before her and who, having put away his hat, saber, club,
bow and quiver, swears his allegiance.”” The pamphlet also notes that the khan is
“identifiable because of the shield standing next to him, which bears Crimea’s Coat of Arms
of an Owl.”™* This symbol was possibly known to those who just returned from the Crimean
campaign: it appeared on the principal gate through the Perekop Line defending Crimea
from the north.”® Indeed, no mistake could be made in identifying the figure of the former
enemy, who is not depicted abstractly; a Tatar who was once presented along with a Swede,
a Turk, and a Traitor (i.e. Mazepa and the Zaporozhian Cossacks) in the arch’s decorations
as opposing the figure of Peter.”* This time, in addition to his shield, the inclusion of a bow
and quiver— symbols of steppe power—would have distinguished the khan or at least
marked the figure on this tableau as a Tatar. Two years later, in 1777, la. F. Schmidt
produced the map of Crimea for the Academy, which presents the Tatar as the “helm” of

%9 The earliest example of these pamphlets was a book of emblems, Symbola et emblemata, commissioned by
Peter I and printed in Amsterdam in 1705. When the Academy was still in charge of fireworks, these pamphlets
were published in Russian as luxurious editions with large engravings. Their content also appeared in Sankt-
Peterburgskie vedomosti, the country’s oldest newspaper. Their audience were the courtiers and important
guests who had the front seat to these fiery attractions. In the second half of the 1750s, when Petr Shuvalov
was placed in charge of the artillery, which took over the Academy’s role in designing fireworks, newspapers
no longer regularly published detailed information about these spectacles but special editions continued to
be produced for nobility. For more information, see Andrei Kostin, “Zachem zhgli feierverki v XVIII veke,”
accessed, October 19, 2022, https://arzamas.academy/materials/1196.

> The first tableau (“Victorious Russia”) depicts a female figure (Russia) in imperial robes and crown. She is
armed with a shield and surrounded by broken Turkish swords, sabers, bows, and clubs. Two half-naked
Turks, who are tied to trophies, sit opposite her as a fading crescent moon overhangs the landscape. The
second (“In due time”) shows a woman personifying wisdom as she stands with one foot on a fish and holds
scepter and orb. The third (“Show mercy”) has the Goddess of Mercy removing the shackles from a captured
Turk. The fourth (“The heavens command to make peace”) is a picture of an Asian archer drawing a bow with
a broken arrow. The fifth (“To the war’s blessed ending”) has the imperial eagle sitting on a trophy, and
Genius, who sets the enemy weapons on fire. The seventh tableau (“The restoration of previous order”)
allegorizes the loss of the Porte with a disintegrating trophy that is topped with a crescent and concludes the
sequence. Opisanie oboikh vnov’ postroennykh triumfal’nykh vorot, i upotreblennykh k ukrasheniiu onykh
allegoricheskikh kartin . . . kogda eia imperatorskoe velichestvo . . . prisutstviem sovim oshchastlivit' soizvolila
(Moscow: Imperial Moscow University, 1775).

> Ibid. Original italics.

> Ibid.

> Peter Simon Pallas writes: “I observed the figure of an owl, hewn in stone, being the peculiar coat of arms
of Tshingis Khan; which likewise appears to have originally belonged to the princes who reigned in the
Crimea, and ought therefore to have been incorporated with the Great Seal of the Russian Empire.” See P. S.
Pallas, Travels through the Southern Provinces of the Russian Empire, in the years 1793 and 1794, vol. 2 (London:
John Stockdale, 1812), 7.

>* Berezhnaya, “Imago hostis,” 323.
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the cartouche. Without any emblems of the empire on this map, the Tatar, like a kneeling
khan from the triumphal arch, represents the territory that is governed by his ethnic group.
(Figure 2).
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Figure 2: The cartouche on Ia. F. Schmidt’s Crimece seu Chersonesus Taurice item Tatarice Nogaye Europcece
Tabula geographica (1777).

With the 1775 festivities being held on the same day (July 10) all over the country for the
first time in Russia’s history, regions had an opportunity to put on their own celebrations
in honor of the peace. Kostroma, Vologda, Kazan, Irkutsk, and other provinces presented
their own firework shows. It is not clear who was put in charge of keeping records of these
events (descriptions of which would be reprinted nearly a century later in regional
newspapers, illustrations again omitted) or who were the major players in their
construction, whether it was a person or a group of people and whether they were
commissioned by government authorities to keep records or did so on their own initiative.
Most likely, the scribes were from the local clergy who, in addition to being literate, were
recording these occasions as a way of continuing with the tradition of keeping local
chronicles. The absence of pictures in this case lies entirely in the nature of the sources—
pamphlets or articles full of descriptions but no visual supplements. In contrast to Moscow,
where the topography of Crimea was reproduced, the regions were concerned not with the
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territory (Crimea) but rather with Russia’s victory over its non-Christian enemy. This is not
to say that imagery imbuing the conclusion of the war with religious significance was
entirely absent in Moscow; in fact, the recreated “Black Sea” landscape of Khodynka Field
was described as being decorated with glowing [Orthodox] crosses and with sails that
strategically flew above crescent moons.”

The provinces continued to exploit the image of a defeated Turk as an enemy who
threatened world order but made no effort to clarify his ethnicity. Again, in contrast to
Moscow’s tableau of a triumphal arch where the khan ceased to be an abstract figure,
provincial organizers exploited stereotypes from the times of Peter and Anna loannovna.
Descriptions of the celebration in Vologda provide one such example. One of the
processions showed a scene performed presumably by two actors: the Turk is kneeling
before a young woman (“Russia”) and is expressing gratitude for reconciliation, and
swearing not to raise arms.>® Another procession employed four young seminarists to
represent four parts of the world: a young man personifying “Europe” holds a branch with
a drawing of a Russian imperial eagle soaring above the Turkish crescent; the eagle is
clutching the latter with its claws and eclipsing it with its shadow.”” Yet another procession
included an acted scene that introduced the image of the Turkish enemy (again, without
any ethnic distinctions or requisites) with a newly acquired desire to convert to
Christianity: a Russian convinces the Muslim, initially proud and arrogant, to live as a
Christian and receives his enthusiastic response. “I am not only looking for friendship from
you,” the Turk eagerly obliges, “but I would like to be in your church.”>® The probable
involvement of provincial clergymen in these local productions explains the significant
presence of the themes of religious (Christian-Muslim) conflict with proselytism and
conversion to Orthodoxy, and the participation of seminarists in these theatricals is
reminiscent of a tradition that went back to the days of “school theater,” i.e. Jesuit-inspired
theatrical productions in seventeenth- and early eighteenth-century in Ukrainian and
Russian Orthodox seminaries. The contrast between the shows in the capital, with their
dismissal of allegory, and the provinces, where they were still reminiscent of Petrine times,
can, perhaps, be explained by a shift that was occurring in the conception of these
spectacles during this period. Sarieva explains that while fireworks and illuminations were
gaining in popularity on the periphery, they were beginning to decline in the capital and
gradually merge with theatrical performances for which the experience of creating complex

> Moskva i ee okrestnosti, 398.

5 Pribavleniia k vologodskim eparkhial’nym vedomostiam, no. 14 (July 15, 1866), 532.

°7 Ibid., 533. Similar poses and appearances can be found in many allegorical representations of the conquered
enemy in other nations as well, such as various depictions of Native Americans during the colonization of
America. Europeans were also particularly fond of ridiculing the Turks after their defeats. For example, the
1571 carnival at Piazza San Marco, which was held after the victory of the Holy League over the Ottoman
Empire at Lepanto (also known as “The Battle That Saved Europe”), was replete with similar “Turkish” themes;
it included a mock procession of men dressed as “Turkish” prisoners in chains, colorful silk coats, turbans,
and long berets, as they were marching to a chorus chanting “Turk the assassin, the heretic.” See Belgin Turan
Ozkaya, “Theaters of Fear and Delight: Ottomans in the Serenissima,” in Inge E. Boer, ed., After Orientalism:
Critical Entanglements, Productive Looks (Amsterdam: Rodopi, 2003), 53.

5® Pribavleniia k vologodskim eparkhial’nym vedomostiam, 545.



Buenioeuxka: E-Journal of Eighteenth-Century Russian Studies, vol. 10 (2022): 113-140 127

stage effects came in handy.”® While exploiting the Christian-Muslim dichotomy, these
provincial tableaux might not have been as sophisticated as the ones in Moscow, but the
very act of attempting to restage the same concepts attests to the power of these ideological
vehicles.

Catherine’s “Greek Project” and Crimea’s Annexation

By the late 1770s, Catherine was preoccupied with the “Greek Project,” an ambitious
scenario in which Crimea, once a land of classical Hellas, was to play an important part.*
That said, logistics of this endeavour and the annexation of Crimea as its supposed part
remain disputable, and there is no common opinion if this project was a real undertaking
of “restoration” of Byzantium or a kind of “smoke screen” covering Russia’s other plans.
Highly disputable is the project’s chronology. Andrei Zorin dates the first evidence of this
project’s existence to the mid-1770s, the years following the signing of the 1774 treaty, and
credits Potemkin for encouraging the empress to consider the idea of partitioning the
Ottoman lands between the Russian and Austro-Hungarian Empires, thus reclaiming
Christian Byzantium and freeing Constantinople from Ottoman rule.” However, it remains
unclear whether the project was rejected in 1782 or not. Although the place of Crimea in it
(if any) also requires clarification, today there is little doubt that, for a long time, Catherine
considered the “buffer” role of the Khanate as the best choice, and decided to annex it by
the end of 1782 only, under the pressure of the circumstances independent of her. This new
venture was very much on the empress’s mind in 1779 when her second grandson was born.
By naming Grand Duke Constantine after the Byzantine emperor, Catherine ascertained
her vision of seeing him rule over “Second Rome,” thereby restoring the domain of its
Christian neighbor. According to Zorin, establishing this line of succession would have
created a perception of the “torch of enlightenment” (fakel prosveshcheniia) being passed
from Greece to Russia directly without any intermediaries as opposed to a traditional route
of it traveling from Greece to Rome to Western Europe and only then reaching Russia.®

A medal was issued in honor of a noble birth, which depicted the Sophia Cathedral of
Constantinople with a Christian cross as opposed to the Muslim crescent. Like Naryshkin
before him, Potemkin too organized a private celebration at his estate shortly after the
Grand Duke’s arrival into the world, which included displays that drew attention to Russia’s
southern territories. The féte included a masquerade, a ball with fireworks, and one of the
many attractions was a tableau with a drawing of a Greek temple that was placed onto a
large barge floating in the middle of the lake; and while a chorus serenaded the guests in

> Sarieva, “Feierverki v Rossii XVIII veka,” 96.

% Catherine outlined the project’s logistics in a letter to Joseph II from September 10, 1782.

% Andrei Zorin, By Fables Alone: Literature and State Ideology in Late-Eighteenth—Early-Nineteenth-Century
Russia, trans. Marcus C. Levitt, Nicole Monnier, and Daniel Schlaffy (Boston: Academic Studies Press, 2014),
26-30.

% Ibid., 28.
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Greek, various tableaux were illuminated above the water.” Although no illustrations of
the grand féte survived, illuminated images supposedly included representations of various
geographical places of the Russian Empire, as well as its recently acquired southern regions.
This is an example of how the statist theme in a tableau was effective not only in wartime,
but also in an aggressively expanding state commanded by a military-based noble ruling
class guided by an imperial (i.e. martial) ideology. McBurney refers to the “Greek Project”
as “the culmination of Catherine’s symbolic scenario” and points out important images that
start to appear, beginning with the extant portrait by Richard Brompton, Catherine II (ca.
1782-3), in which for the first time in the iconography of Catherine’s portraits, ships at sea
are pictured in the background.®* Several years earlier, Heinrich Buchholtz’s Allegory of the
victory of the Russian fleet over the Turks in the Turkish War of 1768-74 (1777) conveyed a
similar aesthetic. The drawing depicts Peter who is looking at the figures of Chronos (time)
and Glory. The latter is holding a medallion (with Catherine’s image on it) and the map of
Crimea and the Black Sea, while Russian troops below escort captured Turks across the
bridge toward St. Isaac’s Square, which is littered with Turkish battle standards. Thereafter
the “Crimean” theme would continue to figure in the tableaux as a map or nautical
background with the Russian fleet and would incorporate not just ethnic (people) or
geographic (territory), but also military conquest, thereby emphasizing the state’s power
and its geopolitical standing.

During the years following the Kii¢iik Kaynarca Treaty, Potemkin began the process of
settling the southern lands of New Russia (Novorossiia). As Roger Bartlett states, “what was
remarkable was their extent, the breadth and intensity of colonizing activity [and] material
was to be taken wherever it could be found; and the same approach characterized much of
the foreign immigration of the time in New Russia.”® Hence, for the population of the
Crimean peninsula that had been “severely depleted in the preceding decade by war and
disease, by the emigration of much of its Christian community in 1778 and by the departure
to Turkish territory of many Nogay and Crimean Tatars after the annexation,” the following
years became a “period of intensive and systematic settlement activity.”®® Among the
foreigners who flocked to the area as refugees, mainly from the Ottoman Empire, according
to Isabel de Madariaga, were “Moldavians, Walachians, Bulgars, Greeks and Orthodox

% Aleksandr Briickner, Potemkin (Moscow: Terra, 1996), 54. For a recent study of Potemkin’s life and
involvement with Catherine’s “Greek Project,” see Sebag S. Montefiore, Prince of Princes: The Life of Potemkin
(New York: St. Martin’s Press, 2001), 215-222.

% McBurney, “Art and Power in the Reign of Catherine the Great: The State Portraits,” 31 and 301.

% Roger P. Bartlett, Human Capital: The Settlement of Foreigners in Russia, 1762-1804 (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1979), 126.

% Ibid., 125; Isabel de Madariaga, Russia in the Age of Catherine the Great (London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson,
1981), 364. When Venezuelan revolutionary Francisco de Miranda documented his visit to Crimea several
years later, in December 1786, months before the empress’s arrival, he noted the deplorable state of the
peninsula since its annexation and the exodus of its indigenous population. See Francisco de Miranda,
Puteshestvie po Rossiiskoi imperii, trans. Moisei Al'perovich, Valentin Kapanadze & Elena Tolstaia (Moscow:
MAIK ‘Nauka/Interperiodika’, 2001), 38. See also Oleksandr Halenko, “Navishcho Krym potriben Rosii,” in
Kryms’ki tatary: istoriia i suchasnist’ (do so-richchia deportatsii kryms’kotatars’koho narodu). Materialy
mizhnarodnoi naukovoi konferentsii, Kyiv, 13-14 travnia 1994 r. (Kyiv: Instytut natsional’'nykh vidnosyn i
politolohii NAN Ukrainy, 1995): 227-230.



Buenioeuxka: E-Journal of Eighteenth-Century Russian Studies, vol. 10 (2022): 113-140 129

Poles, who all had the advantage of the common religions, as well as Polish Jews.”” Many
of these settlers came from the foreign military units which fought on the Russian side
during the war of 1768-74.%% As a result, the effort to depict the Russian Empire as a home
to people of all ethnicities and religious affiliations entered imperial discourse not only in
the visual arts but in other genres as well; most prominently, panegyric odes. For instance,
Vasilii Petrov’s two odes to Potemkin (from 1778 and 1782) depict the Russian Empire as
home for Orthodox Christians and anyone seeking refuge. Around this time, Johann
Gottlieb Georgi’s four-volume edition detailing all indigenous peoples of the Russian
Empire and describing their customs, clothes, way of life, and distinct habits was
published.® The government’s patronage of ethnographers like Georgi (as was also the case
with cartographers) was part of a deliberate policy of imperial expansion and population
resettlement. Despite the unsettled period after the initial conquest of Crimea (one of the
upshots of Tatar marginalization within the Khanate government), the “Greek Project,”
which could not be accomplished without Crimea’s annexation, still preoccupied
Catherine. However, the Crimean Khanate proved incapable of independence, according
to Khrapunov, because of the internal instability of the Tatar polity that was impeded by
tense international situation with the Ottoman and Russian Empires struggling for the
influence on Crimea and supporting alternative pretenders to the khan’s throne.”

The peninsula was officially made a part of the Russian Empire, on April 8, 1783, which
is the date that appears in Catherine’s manifesto on the annexation, the document that was
officially published and thus made widely known on July 21.”* The secret was kept until
Potemkin “arranged the affairs” in Crimea and made the khan to abdicate and the Tatars
to take the oath of loyalty to Russia.”” In the manifesto declaring her latest acquisition,
Catherine blamed the Crimean nation for squandering its chance at independence and
falling under the influence of the Turks. She ended the document with the (eminently
enlightened) promise to honor the Crimean Tatars’ property, houses of worship, religious
beliefs, and to make no distinction between them and other members of the Russian
Empire. Andreas Schonle writes that for those who chose to remain in Crimea, Catherine
proposed “not only a mutually advantageous legal relationship but also a moral bond,”
according to which the Tatars could continue exercising the rituals of their faith but
morally had to commit to their new sovereign.” To be sure, religious tolerance was an
important aspect of Catherine’s governance in the region, overseen by Potemkin, who
appointed a governor assisted by a local board of Tatar nobles. Catherine’s policy forbade
the demolition of mosques and a forced conversion of the Muslim population to

%7 Madariaga, “Russia in the Age of Catherine the Great,” 363.

% Bartlett, “Human Capital,” 124.

% See Johann Gottlieb Georgi, Opisanie vsekh v Rossiiskom gosudarstve obitaiushchikh narodov, tak zhe ikh
zhiteiskikh obriadov, ver, obyknovenii, zhilishch, odezhd, i prochikh dostopamiatnostei (St. Petersburg: Pri
imperatorskoi Akademii Nauk, 1776-1779).

7° Khrapunov, “The Crimea Question in ‘Western’ Projects, Political Treatises,” 869.

" Viacheslav Lopatin, Povest’o Potemkine, kniaze Tavricheskom (Moscow: Akademicheskii proekt, 2018), 284-
205.

”* Khrapunov, “The Crimea Question in ‘Western’ Projects, Political Treatises,” 869.

> Andreas Schonle, “Garden of the Empire: Catherine's Appropriation of the Crimea,” Slavic Review, 60:1
(Spring, 2001), 12.
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Christianity.”* Hence, the aim of her conquest was about Reason and Enlightenment as
opposed to being driven by religion. In this respect, many of the performances on the
subject of religious conversion in the provinces would have appeared outdated to any
visitor from the capital. The empress’s “self-representation as an enlightened ruler,” writes
Robert Crews, was responsible for inaugurating “a new paradigm for the treatment of her
Muslim subjects.”” Still, despite the religious freedom, the Crimean Tatars who wanted to
remain in Crimea had to take an oath of allegiance to the empress, and anyone who refused

to do so had to flee.
Tableaux of Catherine’s 1787 Crimean Visit

In the beginning of 1787, Catherine undertook her famous journey through the southern
part of her empire. It lasted six months, from January 2 until July 11, and included a visit to
Taman, Kuban, Kherson, and a recently incorporated Crimea, a part of a new Tauride
region (Tavricheskaia oblast’).’® The journey’s purpose, according to Guzel Ibneeva, was to
demonstrate to Turkish and European powers that Russia had permanently established
itself in the Northern Black Sea region and Crimea.”” The grand voyage covered 6000
kilometers and involved a retinue of 3000 soldiers and sailors. In his analysis of the
empress’s travels, David Griffiths highlights the importance of this Crimean venture which
not only introduced the empress to her latest subjects but also fulfilled the imperial agenda
of finally visiting the southern part of the country.”® At this time, similarly to the Crimean
Khanate always controlling extensive lands outside Crimea, the Russian administrative
units, like Taurida region, also included vast territories to the north of the Crimean
Peninsula. The voyage was permeated with ludic imagery of mythic and imperial splendor,
from the empress’s fascination with the figure of Iphigenia, who served as Artemis’s
priestess in Tauris, to its overarching theme of traveling to Byzantium (triumphal arches at

74 Catherine’s policies were radically different than those of Peter 1. Although the first Russian emperor
undertook such tasks as commissioning a Russian translation of the Qur’an (in 1716), he also ordered changing
the status of Russia’s Muslims, for whom conversion to Christianity would become “a prerequisite in the
landowning service elite.” Robert D. Crews, For Prophet and Tsar: Islam and Empire in Russia and Central Asia
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2006), 37.

> Ibid., 39.

7° Taurida (sometimes spelled as Tauride by the English and the French) was the new name of Crimea based
on non-existent Greek *Tawpig, -iSog, which appeared in the Modern Period perhaps in mis-translation of
Euripides’ Idpryévela év Tavpoig as Iphigenia in Tauris (should be: Iphigenia among the Taurians). In the
Russian Period, the toponym was used to emphasize the classical heritage of the region. The attested form
Toavpwkr, or Taurica in Antiquity referred to the southern area of the peninsula populated by the Taurians.
The Taurians really lived in this area—at least since their contemporaries, the Hellenes of Chersonese
regularly mentioned them in epigraphy as actual enemies or partners.

77 Guzel Ibneeva, Puteshestviia Ekateriny II: opyt “osvoeniia” imperskogo prostranstva (Kazan’: Kazanskii
gosudarstvennyi universitet, 2006), 140.

7® “By the start of 1787 [Catherine] had covered much of Russia. She had visited the Baltic region to the North
(1764), the Middle Volga to the East (1767), the fruits of the first Polish partition to the West and Northwest
(1780), and the Northern waterways to the North and East (1785). Missing only was the South. Less than four
years after she had annexed that land she had toured it as well (1787).” David M. Griffiths, “Catherine II
Discovers the Crimea,” Jahrbticher fiir Geschichte Osteuropas, 56:3 (2008), 347.
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the entrances to the cities through which Catherine passed, were emblazoned with the
motto “The Road to Byzantium.”)” Although the empress’s voyage represented “a literal
embodiment” of the “Greek Project,” due to the change in the political situation in the
1780s, the prospects for this project’s accomplishment “were becoming increasingly dim
and were put off indefinitely,” which made the theme of Crimea cease to be subordinate to
that of Constantinople and take on increasing autonomy.* From the valedictory fireworks
in St. Petersburg hailing Catherine’s departure for the Orient to the spectacular
illuminations in the Tauride region, the trip became inscribed throughout with various
metaphors that suggested its theatrical nature. Catherine’s traveling companions, Count
de Ségur and Prince de Ligne, refer to it as “a magical picture” (le tableau magique) and
endless celebrations (des fétes continuelles) respectively, whereas recent scholarship
describes the journey as apotheosis of Catherine’s reign and a series of tableaux vivants.*
As for a metaphor of the empress’s ultimate destination, Schonle writes about the new
province being conceived as a garden in order to bolster the identification of Crimea with
the Garden of Eden.®

The palace’s official Kammerfurier’s Journal provides the best descriptions of festivities
that were held during Catherine’s Crimean visit. These included illuminations of mosques
and living quarters (zhiloe stroenie) in Bakhchisarai, all of which were certainly seen by the
local Tatars.® As for the “living pictures,” the Journal informs that the Orthodox and
Muslim clergy held their respective religious services upon the empress’s arrival, met the
empress, and were invited to join her and other dignitaries for a ceremonial dinner.®*
However, it was a series of performances that was orchestrated by Potemkin at various
stops on Catherine’s tour towards her destination that became legendary. Afterwards, in
his conversation with Catherine’s son and heir, Prince de Ligne claimed that not everything
about these stories were a fable: “Il y a eu de I'escamotage, mais il ya eu beaucoup de
réalité.”® Some of these performances involved indigenous peoples, who took part in the
rituals which had important political significance and served as a means of introducing the
local elites to the political culture of the Russian state.®® Such was the case during the
empress’s stay at a palace that was built for the occasion of her visit to Kyiv, where, in the

79 McBurney, “Art and Power in the Reign of Catherine the Great,” 324.

% Ibid., 322; Zorin, By Fables Alone, 105.

® The journey was documented by the empress herself in her correspondence with Baron von Grimm and
Frau Bielcke, as well as by her secretary, Aleksandr Khrapovitskii, and other travelling companions who, in
addition to de Ségur and de Ligne, included the prince of Nassau-Siegen. For the complete account of the
journey, see Aleksandr Briickner, “Puteshestvie Ekateriny II v Krym,” Istoricheskii vestnik 21 (1885), no. 7: 5—
23; no. 8: 242-64; NO. 9: 444-509.

% Schonle, “Garden of the Empire: Catherine's Appropriation of the Crimea,” 2-3.

& Kamer-fur’erskii tseremonial’nyi zhurnal 1787 goda (St. Petersburg, 1886), 464 and 471.

8 Ibid., 461-469.

8 Charles Joseph de Ligne, Fragments de Uhistoire de ma vie, vol. 1 (Paris: Plon, 1927), 109. Other sources
created by the eyewitnesses of the imperial travel also insisted that they saw some of “Potemkin’s tricks.” See,
for instance, Melchior Adam Weikard, Taurische Reise der Kaiserin von Russland Katharina II (Koblenz, 1799),
147.

% Ibneeva, Puteshestviia Ekateriny II, 155.
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words of Count de Ségur, “the whole East congregated to see the modern Semiramis.”®

Cossacks, Kyrgyz, and Kalmyks, among others, as well as Tatars, showed their submission
“to the yoke of a woman, and of a Christian” by taking part in this “magic theatre.”®® As the
imperial journey progressed in the direction of the empire’s latest acquisition, Potemkin
continued to “decorate” the steppe with natives: the scenes ranged from military
maneuvers by Cossacks “in ‘their Asiatic and picturesque costumes’ to the nomad Tatars
with their tents and camels.”®

While escorted by Tatar regiments during her entrance into Bakhchisarai, an incident
took place that was described in detail by several of the empress’s travelling companions
and that could also be viewed in itself as a (non-intentional) “living picture” during which
the Tatars saved the empress’s life. “[Catherine’s] carriage was ponderous, and the horses
which drew it spirited and intractable [...] We expected every moment to see the carriage
overturned and dashed to atoms,” Count de Ségur remembered. “At length, after having
passed, nobody knew how, over some of the rocks without any accident, fate directed that
the horses should stop of their own accord at the beginning of a street, and this they did so
abruptly that many of them fell. The carriage, at this last violent check, ran upon their
bodies and would have been overturned, but for the assistance of the [Tatar] horsemen
who held it up by main force.”®® This was just one of many instances where Catherine
witnessed firsthand the degree to which Potemkin had succeeded in transforming,
according to Schonle, “an unruly nomadic horde into a smartly dressed, disciplined, and
loyal regiment in regular formation.”® As they travelled through the Tatar villages,
Potemkin ordered the number of people, including the elders, greeting and bowing to the
monarch along the path, be increased.”” The people proceeded to formally acknowledge
their new sovereign. Ferdinand de Méys’s famous allegory depicts the supposedly warm
welcome by presenting the empress riding in a chariot throughout her domain. She is
surrounded by her latest subjects who kneel before her and who, despite their oriental
dress, resemble Russian peasants. (Figure 3).

ZZ Louis-Philippe Ségur, Memoirs and Recollections, vol. 3 (London: Henry Colburn, 1827), 45.
Ibid.
% Ibid., 128. The popular myth of “Potemkin villages,” which emerged at this time, was likely a creation of
Potemkin’s political rivals and was already in circulation before Catherine’s trip began. See Aleksandr
Panchenko, “Potemkinskie derevni’ kak kul’turnyi mif,” XVIII vek, no. 14 (1983): 93-104.
% Ségur, Memoirs and Recollections, 142.
% Schonle, “Garden of the Empire: Catherine's Appropriation of the Crimea,” 18.
* Ibneeva, Puteshestviia Ekateriny II,168.
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Figure 3: Jean-Jacques Avril I'Ainé’s Triumph of Catherine. Allegory on the Journey of Empress Catherine 11
into Crimea (1790). Author of the original painting: Ferdinand de Méys (ca. 1788). The image is used courtesy
of The State Hermitage Museum, St. Petersburg, Russia.

Another performance in Crimea was arranged by Catherine herself as an opportunity to
enlighten her retinue to respect the customs and habits of the Tatars. Prince de Ligne and
Count de Ségur decided to see Tatar women unveiled, and somewhere in the vicinity of
Bakhchisarai they found “three women seated, washing their feet in a limpid stream.”> The
Tatars were aggrieved: a few men tried to punish the observers. Moreover, the empress
publicly scolded the adventurers: “Gentlemen, this is a very ill-advised amusement.” She
told them. “You are living among a people conquered by my arms; and [ wish their laws,
their religion, their manners, and their prejudices to be respected.”®* This scene can also be
viewed in the light of the empress’s love for theatrical effects and her idea of the theater as
a mean of polishing the customs, enlightening the morals, and shaping the public mind.

% Ségur, Memoirs and Recollections, 155.
94 Ibid., 157.
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On May 26, 1787, a firework show took place in Karasu Bazaar (Belogorsk) of which no
illustrations or detailed descriptions survived. Ibneeva writes that while Catherine was
enjoying the spectacle from the palace, the locals gathered near the top of a mountain to
observe the fiery figures in the sky, which included wheels and a shield, but were soon
scared off the mountain by the loud pyrotechnics.®> During this time, there were drawings
made of Catherine’s journey, certainly by the empress’s order, by William Hadfield and
Vasilii Petrov. Hadfield was a young artist who was invited to join the delegation and sketch
its various stops.®® One of Hadfield’s twenty-six watercolors depicts the former khan’s
palace in Bakhchisarai with the coaches which carried the distinguished guests, standing
near Russian soldiers and people wearing oriental dress, obviously Tatars. The caption calls
this the “palace of Her Imperial Majesty,” thus underlining the new status of the former
khans’ residence.”’ (Figure 4).
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Figure 4: William Thomas Hadfield’s The Palace of Her Imperial Majesty in Bakhchisarai (1787). Series "The
travel to the Crimea, accomplished by Her Majesty the Empress of All Russia in 1787" (Voyage de la Crimée

% Ibneeva, Puteshestviia Ekateriny II, 173.

% His album, Voyage de la Crimée fait par Sa Majesté Impériale de Toutes les Russies 1787, was presented to
Catherine.

% Piiaeva and Zelenkov, eds., Puteshestvie v Krym: katalog vystavki, 34, no. 47.
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fait par Sa Majesté Impériale de Toutes les Russies 1787). Image used courtesy of The State Hermitage
Museum, St. Petersburg, Russia.

As for the imperial visit, it remained circumspect, evidenced by the fact that out of her
southern sojourn of seven months, the empress’s visit in Crimea lasted only eleven days.®
However, even after leaving Crimea, the peninsula continued to figure in the program of
the empress’s travels. The celebrations of this prolonged venture culminated in Moscow on
June 28 during celebrations of the twenty-fifth anniversary of Catherine’s accession to the
Russian throne. The court poet Mikhail Kheraskov wrote a plan of the event which reverted
to familiar allegorical themes and, according to Zorin, emphasized the country’s new geo-
climactic realignment. One scene in Kheraskov’s libretto introduced four Geniuses, each
representing one of the four parts of the world, as they explained how they were glorified
in the Russian Empire. The last one to speak was “Genius of the South” who claimed to
possess everything that the other three did and more, including the empire’s latest
acquisition (Crimea), “a kingdom flowing with milk and honey.”° This poetic description
of a new territory as God’s Promised Land goes all the way back to Muscovite culture and
Peter himself calling St. Petersburg his paradise.'® It should be recalled, writes Zorin, how
often throughout the century Russia had been referred to as “the North” and “the
septentrional power” (polnoshchnaia, “midnight”), while the Turks were “sons of the South”
(poludnia, “midday”), to appreciate how radical this rhetoric was.” Suffice it to say that
Catherine went to considerable lengths to advertise the latest acquisition to her subjects as
a place where one could live; a place which until then was perceived with fear and suspicion
since many infectious diseases came to Russia from the south."*

Tableaux in the 1792 Celebrations

The second Russo-Turkish war of Catherine’s reign began shortly after her return from
Crimea in 1787 and ended with the signing of the Treaty of Jassy in 1791, which ascertained
a Russian victory and the failure of the Turks to reclaim Crimea.”” The war’s outbreak,
writes Crews, helped to focus “the regime’s attention on the creation of an Islamic
establishment under imperial direction.”*** As for the promises made to the Crimean
Tatars, Schonle notes that Catherine kept her side of the bargain by taking the
administrative measures to integrate the Tatar population into the empire and by going to

% After arriving in Perekop at the end of June, the travelers, who were escorted by a regiment of twelve
hundred Tatars, speculated about what would happen if their escorts decided to “scamper away with a couple
of Sovereigns [Catherine and Emperor Joseph II] who had come, in defiance of the rights of men and of all
treaties, to seize upon their country, dethrone their princes and destroy their independence.” Ségur, 140.

% Quoted in Zorin, By Fables Alone, 115. The reference is from the Hebrew Bible/Old Testament (Exodus 3:8;
Numbers 14:8; Deuteronomy 31:20; Ezekiel 20:15; etc.)

'%° See Peter’s letter to Aleksandr Menshikov from April 7, 1706. Pis'ma i bumagi Imperatora Petra Velikogo,
vol. 4 (St. Petersburg: Gosudarstvennaia tipografiia, 1900), 207.

' Zorin, By Fables Alone, 115.

Halenko, “Navishcho Krym potriben Rosii,” 230.

' The date of the Jassy Peace Treaty is December 29, 1791 (old style) or January 9, 1792 (new style).

4 Crews, “For Prophet and Tsar,” 50.

102



Severina, “Crimean Tableaux of Catherine II’s Court” 136

considerable lengths to accommodate her Islamic subjects; this included “ordering public
buildings and fountains to be built for the benefit of the people and establishing a justice
system that allowed non-Russian speakers to be judged by members of their own
community in their own language.”® During the war, Catherine’s historical opera, The
Early Reign of Oleg, premiered at the Hermitage Theater on October 22, 1790. It was,
however, written much earlier, in 1786, and represented a collection of tableaux that
supposedly relayed episodes from Oleg’s rule. A Frenchman, who saw a performance of the
opera, commented that “the design of subjugating Turkey is alluded to, even when
celebrating a peace with the country.” Not long after, Crimea’s status as a part of the
empire was reflected in Aleksandr Vilbrekht's 1792 map of the Tauride region via a
cartouche that has an eagle sitting at the entrance to the Greco-Roman temple with the
motto “Rejoice Artemis” (Blazhenstvui Artemida). Two figures stand before it—a female
(probably allegoric “Russia” who carries a shield that has the double-headed imperial eagle
on it) and a male (likely “Crimea” who holds a crescent in his hand)—with “Russia” taking
“Crimea” to the temple. (Figure 5).
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Figure 5: A fragment of Aleksandr Vilbrekht’s 1792 map of Tauride region, Karta Tavricheskoi oblasti.

' Schonle, “Garden of the Empire: Catherine's Appropriation of the Crimea,” 14.
°® Charles Masson, Secret Memoirs of the Court of St. Petersburg; particularly towards the end of the reign o
Catherine II, and her commencement of that of Paul I (London: H. S. Nichols & Co., 1895), 76.
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More than a year later, in September 1793, the festivities in honor of yet another peace
were in order; they stretched for several days but lacked the splendor of the previous
celebrations. According to the Opisanie, one firework display featured a temple of Janus (to
represent the Porte), which was constructed on the Tsaritsyn Meadow (the Field of Mars),
where it would disappear in flames and become replaced with a temple of Glory (to
represent Russia’s victory). A tableau featuring a woman holding an olive branch above the
coats of arms of both empires stood for the long-awaited peace.”” (Figure 6).

Figure 6: A close up of a temple of Glory and a figure of a woman in front of'it. She is holding an olive branch
above the Russian and Turkish coats of arms. Opisanie feierverka, po okonchanii torzhestva na sluchai
zakliuchennago mira, . . . predstavlennago v Sanktpeterburge na Tsaritsynom lugu, Sentiabria 15-go dnia 1793
goda (St. Petersburg, 1793).

"7 Opisanie feierverka, po okonchanii torzhestva na sluchai zakliuchennago mira, . . . predstavlennago v
Sanktpeterburge na Tsaritsynom lugu, Sentiabria 15-go dnia 1793 goda (St. Petersburg, 1793).
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Two weeks earlier, a celebration was organized by the Cadet Corps in St. Petersburg that
omitted many of the distinctive emblems that had once marked these tableaux extolling
Russia’s triumph over the Turks. This was again due to the fact that fireworks were
gradually losing their appeal, glamor, and ornateness. The Opisanie provides a description
and illustrations of the event, which was enjoyed from the riverbanks, streets, and the city’s
squares. Despite the waning popularity of allegory as well, the familiar visual evocations—
another temple, figures of Minerva and Glory, the Russian imperial eagle, Catherine’s
monogram, etc.—still managed to delight the crowds. This time, however, the Cadet Corps
varied their celebration with a theatrical procession that included a parade of twenty-six
nations of the Russian Empire, represented by people in their national dress who were
carrying olive branches as a sign of peace. The Crimean Tatar, however, was not a part of a
lineup that included a Kazan Tatar and a Don Cossack. The inscription below the list of
nations claims that “the newest members of the state” were also present at the temple as
they joined others and placed their olive branches onto the altar.®® However, the included
illustration exudes a spirit akin more to a masquerade than of an ensemble of the empire’s
subjects. (Figure 7 and Figure 8). It appears that once tableaux were no longer focused on
narratives of conquest, the Crimean Tatars were not given a role to play.

e

Figure 7: The “parade of nations” of the Russian Empire organized by the Cadet Corps in 1793.

%8 Opisanie illiuminatsii v imperatorskom shliakhetnom sukhoputnom kadetskom korpuse 2 sentiabria 1793

goda . . . o zakliuchenii mira s Ottomanskoiu portoiu . . . v Sankt Peterburge, pri onom zhe Korpuse (St.
Petersburg, 1793).
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Figure 8: An enlarged fragment of the “parade of nations.” Opisanie illiuminatsii v imperatorskom
shliakhetnom sukhoputnom kadetskom korpuse 2 sentiabria 1793 goda . . . o zakliuchenii mira s Ottomanskoiu
portoiu . . . v Sankt Peterburge, pri onom zhe Korpuse (St. Petersburg, 1793).

If Peter’s greatest legacy was territorial expansion to the north, territorial expansion to
the south was one of the defining moments of Catherine’s enlightened absolutism. Like
other modes of ideological production, tableaux fulfilled their purpose as visual
manifestations of imperial plans, brought to life through the confluence of ritual and
enacted colonization, and glorified the monarch’s heroic military deeds. Despite vague
descriptions and the lack of illustrations, the continuous use of these artistic displays
during state celebrations attests to their effectiveness in scripting the imperial message.
During the late 1760s and early 1770s, these tableaux functioned as precursors to the actual
conquest of Crimea. While the 1774 treaty created the Khanate as an independent state,
historians continue their debate over Catherine’s intentions, whether she ever really
wanted to formally annex the peninsula or maintain it as a buffer, which means that the
depiction of Crimea as “Russian” at Naryshkin’s estate in 1772 and on the 1775 “map” of
Khodynka Field were bold acts of claiming rather than a celebration of possession. As a
part of the “Greek Project” that aimed to liberate Constantinople from the Turks, Crimea’s
annexation informed the empress’s 1787 journey that put an ideological spin on her frontier
acquisitions—peace, liberation, religious freedom, and light for darkness. But with the
political situation resolving through the last years of Catherine’s reign, which included the
Hellenization of the peninsula, these tableaux became dull and repetitive. Following the
onset of Catherine’s final war against the Turks, this Crimean “theater” appears to have
fulfilled its function and was no longer offered a stage. Such decline in popularity during
the 1790s can be explained by the rapid development of the national theater for which many
of the techniques utilized in these spectacles were adapted (although fireworks continued
to exist, they did so on a smaller scale or at private functions).” As for the Crimean Tatar,
he never became a legitimate presence in these productions, was neither allowed to
transcend his history as a Turkish vassal nor trusted enough to “play” himself. His eventual

' Sarieva, “Feierverki v Rossii XVIII veka,” 97.
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disappearance into the multiethnic array of nations of the Russian Empire during the 1793
festivities became yet another egregious example of foregoing any effort at cultural
translation and a lost opportunity to give voice to the empire’s most-recently integrated
subjects.
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Abstract:

This article examines the rise of borderland actors in Russia’s Orenburg province in the mid-eighteenth century.
Established in the 1730s and the 1740s, the fortified line along the Ilaik River became a hard border separating
Russian-controlled Bashkiria and the Kazakh-Kalmyk steppes to the south. Using numerous case studies culled
from the State Archive of the Orenburg Region, it considers the multi-national borderland communities (Tatar,
Russian, Bashkir, Kalmyk, Kazakh, and Zunghar) that populated both sides of the Orenburg Line. Despite Russia’s
attempts to control movement and monitor identities, border actors displayed considerable agency throughout this
period, as their migrations, escapes, and crossings helped determine the transnational character of Russia’s
southeastern region.
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It is well known that Russia’s conquest of Bashkiria and the Volga-Ural region in the 1730s
advanced the south-eastern limits of the empire deep into the heart of the Inner Asian
steppes. With the founding of the Orenburg governorate in 1744,” the new border spanned
the Taik River (now Ural) from the southern Ural Mountains to the Caspian Sea and
partitioned the core lands of the old Kipchak Khanate into a tsarist-controlled zone north and
west of the laik and the Kazakh-Kalmyk steppes lying to the south. In ensuing decades, tsarist
officials worked to integrate the region into the administrative and fiscal structures of the
empire. “I have often thought about what makes this province so different from the others
and what it takes to govern it,” the new vice-governor D. V. Volkov wrote to Catherine II in
May 1763. Exiled to Orenburg after the overthrow of Tsar Peter III, he pointed to the huge
number of non-Orthodox peoples (inovertsy) on both sides of the border and concluded they
needed “gentle, kind [...] and judicious” leadership to accustom them to Russian governance.
Gone were the days of laying waste to whole peoples, as did Chinggis Khan in Central Asia
and the Spaniards in the Americas. The Russians, he claimed, could achieve their ends using
slower, more gentle methods.?

' Funding for the research and writing of this article came from generous grants from the Fulbright Foundation
and the American Council of Learned Societies. The author would also like to thank the two anonymous readers
for Vivliofika and his colleagues in the Southern Conference of Slavic Studies where an earlier version was
presented in February 2022.

* For the Senate decree ordering the creation of Orenburg province, see Polnoe sobranie zakonov Rossiiskoi
Imperii (St. Petersburg: Tipografiia II otdeleniia sobstvennoi ego imperatorskago velichestva kantseliarii, 1830)
[hereafter PSZ], XII: 51 (No. 8go1).

> “Donoshenie orenburgskogo vitse-gubernatora D. V. Volkova imp. Ekaterine Il ob osnovykh upravleniia
Orenburgskoi guberniei,” in Materialy po istorii Bashkirskoi ASSR: Ekonomicheskie i sotsial’nye otnosheniia v
Bashkirii. Upravlenie orenburgskim kraemv 50-70-kh godakh XVIII v. (Moscow: Izdatel'stvo Akademii Nauk SSSR,
1956), t. IV, chast’ 2: 446-47.
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Setting aside the parlance of Russia’s imperial civilizing mission, Volkov’s assessment
reflected the region’s rocky transition from frontier to borderland. Although the terms are
closely linked, frontiers connote a more indeterminate relationship between core and
periphery. Prior to the founding of Orenburg in 1734-35, Russia’s south-eastern steppe
exemplified all the forces and features of Inner Asian frontiers. Devoid of the markers of
permanent Russian sovereignty, it constituted a volatile contact zone whose inhabitants
valued their “right to remain unrecorded” over the hierarchy and servility of the Russian
center.* Writing in Orenburg Topography, the local administrator Petr Rychkov maintained
that “the laik from antiquity has separated the Bashkirs from the Kirghiz-Kazakhs.” However,
the reality on the ground was far more fluid. To both tsarist officials and border patrols, the
nomadic peoples of the region seemed “wild” and “simpleminded,” but their frustration
revealed the limits of Russia’s power over its nomadic tributaries. During the Orenburg
Expedition of 1735-40,° for instance, Khan Abulkhair of the Kazakh Little Horde tried to absorb
the Bashkirs under his rule despite swearing an oath of loyalty to the Russians in 1731.
Meanwhile, the Bashkir pretender Karasakal made a similarly audacious bid to forge an
independent khanate from his hideouts on the southern side of the laik.

Unlike frontier zones, borderlands were spaces claimed but not fully controlled by modern
states. Marked by fortified lines, customs houses, outposts, and mobile patrol units, they
represented overt displays of state power in hostile and foreign environments.” And in fact,
the formal reorganization of Orenburg set in motion an unprecedented process of territorial
consolidation. After 1744, the new governorate was subdivided into four units (the provinces
of Isetsk, Ufa, Orenburg, and the Christian Kalmyk district of Stavropol on the Volga),
bounded in the south by the Orenburg line. Secure behind their fortifications, officials
imposed the administrative, fiscal, and social structures of the Russian core, steadily chipping
away at the privileges that had defined local communities for centuries and integrating non-
Russian social groups into the imperial social estate system.® They used the same methods of
population control and identity verification that they had applied to other border zones across
the southern frontiers. The fact that the new territory was named after the fortress-town of
Orenburg, so reviled by Bashkirs, laitsk Cossacks, and Kazakhs, signalled the state’s
commitment to controlling the region and transforming its service population into loyal
subjects.

Yet even after the completion of the Orenburg line, the south-eastern borderland remained
a fluid and contested space. The laik served less as a barrier to movement than a
“discriminatory device of passage” for communities on both sides of its banks. All along the
river, Kazakhs, Kalmyks, Bashkirs, and Cossacks continued competing for scarce resources.
They rarely allowed it to impede their freedom of movement or prevent them from seeing

* Michael Khodarkovsky, Russia’s Steppe Frontier: The Making of a Colonial Empire, 1500-1800 (Bloomington, 1A:
Indiana University Press, 2002), 7-8; Brian J. Boeck, Imperial Boundaries: Cossack Communities and Empire-
Building in the Age of Peter the Great (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2009), 28.

>P. 1. Rychkov, Topografiia orenburgskaia, 2 vols. (St. Petersburg: Pri Imperatorskoi Akademii Nauk, 1762), 1: 224.
® For the standard work on the founding of Orenburg, see Alton Donnelly, The Russian Conquest of Bashkiria,
1552-1740: A Case Study in Imperialism (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1968).

7 Pekka Hamaldinen and Samuel Truett, “On Borderlands,” Journal of American History, 98: 2 (September 2011),
347-8, 352

® John P. LeDonne, Forging a Unitary State: Russia’s Management of the Eurasian Space, 1650-1850 (Toronto:
University of Toronto Press, 2020), 10, 403, 438.

® The phrase comes from Grégory Delaplane, “A Slightly Complicated Door: The Ethnography and
Conceptualization of North Asian Borders,” in Frontier Encounters: Knowledge and Practice at the Russian,
Chinese, and Mongolian Border, eds. Franck Billé¢, Grégory Delaplane, and Caroline Humphrey (Cambridge: Open
Book Publishers, 2012), 12.
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themselves as part of wider communities with multiple ties to peoples and places across the
continent. It was especially common for Inner Asian tribes to forge fragile, shifting diplomatic
alliances with each other and to have two sovereigns at once.” In his pioneering study of the
North Caucasus, Thomas Barrett has shown how the Cossacks of the Terek River continued
living “between the cracks” of officialdom despite the government’s efforts to incorporate
them into the structures of the state.” Peoples of the Volga-Ural region displayed similar
agency, and the line stood out as a particularly dynamic arena for the assertion and
negotiation of new statuses and identities.

The Orenburg line’s significance extends beyond the regional history of the southern Urals.
In a series of influential works, Mark Bassin once contended that the declaration of the
Russian Empire in 1721 inspired the geographers Vasilii Tatishchev and Philip von
Strahlenberg to pinpoint the physical boundary separating Russia’s “European” and “Asian”
holdings and to draw that line down the Ural-mountain chain to the Caspian Sea.” The
discovery of the Urals as Russia’s Europe-Asia divide, so the argument goes, was a grand feat
of geopolitical imagination, designed to elevate Russia’s status on the world stage and include
it in the club of Western European nation-empires. Conspicuously missing from Bassin’s
thesis are the lived experiences of the Ural region’s diverse local communities and border
actors. As the following pages will argue, it was the uneasy mixture of Russian territorial
claims and continuous frontier mobility that made the Orenburg governorate a civilizational
borderland. Its spaces were delineated by a broad range of rebels, refugees, fugitives,
kidnappees, and merchants—people whose movements carried them across multiple inner
Asian contact zones from the Volga and Kama Rivers to Zungharia and the khanates of central
Asia.” Their paths suggest that the idea of the southern Urals as the Europe-Asia divide was
not just a meta-geographical construct, but the cumulative result of accommodations
between the Russian state and the border actors who inhabited it.

Border Actors and the Orenburg Expedition

Orenburg’s founders assumed that the city’s first location (modern-day Orsk) lay beyond
Bashkir territory. Approved by Empress Anna in 1734, it was intended to serve as Russia’s chief
trading entrepdt with central Asia and a fortress for Khan Abulkhair of the Kazakh Junior
Horde, nominally taken under Russian protection in 1731."* When Ivan Kirilov, first director

' Gregory Afinogenev, “Languages of Hegemony on the Eighteenth-Century Kazakh Steppe,” The International
History Review, 41:5 (2018), 3, 4, 13.

" Thomas M. Barrett, At the Edge of Empire: The Terek Cossacks and the North Caucasus Frontier, 1700-1860
(Boulder, CO: Westview, 1999), 44.

” Mark Bassin, “Geographies of Imperial Identity,” in Cambridge History of Russia, ed. Dominic Lieven
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), 2: 46-8; idem, “Russia between Europe and Asia: The Ideological
Construction of Geographical Space,” Slavic Review, 50, 1 (1991), 5. For Tatishchev’s writings on the Ural divide,
see “Obshchee geograficheskoe opisanie vseia Sibiri,” and “Vvedenie k gistoricheskomu i geografichskomu
opisaniiu Velikorossiiskoi imperii,” in Izbrannye trudy po geografii Rossii (Moscow: Gosudarstvennoe izdatel’stvo
geograficheskoi literatury, 1950), 49-51, 156.

B The term “contact zone” comes from Mary Louise Pratt, Imperial Eyes: Travel Writing and Transculturation,
2™ ed. (New York: Routledge, 2008), 8, who defines it as “the space in which peoples geographically and
historically separated come into contact with each other and establish ongoing relations, usually involving
conditions of coercion, radical inequality, and intractable conflict.”

* On the origins of Russia’s protectorate over the Junior Horde, see Gulnar T. Kendirbai, Russian Practices of
Governance in Eurasia: Frontier Power Dynamics, Sixteenth Century to Nineteenth Century (London: Routledge,
2020), chapter five; Afinogenev, “Languages of Hegemony on the Eighteenth-Century Kazakh Steppe,” op. cit., 1-
8; Khodarkovsky, Russia’s Steppe Frontier, 150-80; Alan Bodger, “Abulkhair, Khan of the Kazakhs of the Little
Horde, and His Oath of Allegiance to Russia of October 1731,” Slavonic and East European Review, 58:1 (January



144
Leckey, "From Frontier to Borderland"

of the Orenburg Expedition, reached the confluence of the Or and laik Rivers in August 1735,
all he found were ancient earthen ramparts and Nogai burial mounds.” The Senate’s 41-point
instruction to Kirilov from May 18, 1734 alluded to the Bashkirs in passing, as if the expedition
could move through their lands effortlessly. Upon finishing the fortress, Kirilov was to lure
merchants there with tax exemptions, interest-free loans, and the promise of Russian military
protection for their business dealings with the Kazakhs and central Asian merchants. He fine-
tuned the details of these arrangements in the “Orenburg Privilege,” approved by Anna on
June 7, 1734 and disseminated across the region after 1735."°

The rebellion of the Bashkirs in summer 1735 forced the expedition to backtrack on these
plans. Writing to the Cabinet on August 16, Kirilov urged the construction of new fortified
lines encircling the Bashkirs “from all sides,” so that if they rose up again, “the brigands, their
wives, children, personal possessions, horses, cattle, and homes will all be destroyed.” The
Bashkirs, he predicted, were destined to go the way of Chuvashes and Mordvins, who, in
ancient times, had also pillaged defenseless Russians but soon succumbed to Muscovy’s
regular soldiers: “Thus the Bashkirs, fighting with their lances and bows, and not having a
leader from themselves, can also become subjects of the same people they terrorize today.””
By December 1735, he was visualizing the laik as a hard border separating what he called the
“Bukhara side” from the “Bashkir side.” In a detailed plan co-authored with Alexander
Rumiantsev, the newly appointed director of the Bashkir Commission, Kirilov argued that
Orenburg would cut off all avenues of escape for the Bashkirs—to the Kazakhs, Zunghars, or
Nogai Tatars of the Kuban steppe. “[To] pacify the Bashkirs,” they concluded, “Orenburg is
necessary, which is located beyond [their] lands and which, together with the places adjacent
to it, will enclose the Bashkirs like a wall.””®

The first fortresses went up in April 1736 around Lake Chebarkul (the future Chebarkul’sk),
located near the headwaters of the laik in the southern Urals and site of the most intense
battles between Russian troops and Bashkir forces. Others soon followed at Chelyabinsk,
which later served as the link between the farming villages of Isetsk province and Orenburg.”
Fortress construction also commenced further west along the Samara River. This was vintage
“wild field”—flat and unbroken steppe, claimed by Bashkirs and Kalmyks alike for a century.
By August 1736, the foundations were laid for Krasnosamarsk and Borsk, the first major points
marking the Moscow Road connecting Orenburg to the Volga.* In the meantime, Kirilov
reconnoitered the core lands of Bashkiria for other fortress locations, selecting two sites to
remind the Bashkirs of the futility of further resistance: Tabynsk, built on the ancestral lands
of Kil'miak, the most notorious Bashkir rebel; and Nagaibak, which later became a stronghold

1980), 40-57.

 Orenburgskaia ekspeditsiia i bashkirskie vosstaniia 30-kh godov XVIII v. [Materialy po istorii Bashkortostana, t.
6), avtor-sost. N. F. Demidova (Ufa: Kitap, 2002), 84.
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oblast’ do prisoedineniia kirgiz Maloi ordy k Rossii,” Izvestiia Orenburgskogo otdela Imperatorskogo russkogo
geograficheskogo obshchestva, vyp. 15 (1900), 13-16. The full text of the Orenburg Privilege appears in PSZ, IX:
344-49 (No. 6584); and in P. 1. Rychkov, Istoriia orenburgskaia, 1730-1750, ed. N. M. Gut’iar (Orenburg:
Orenburgskii Gub. Stat. komitet, 1896), 10-14.
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%g.,” Trudy Orenburgskogo uchennogo arkhivnogo komissii, vyp. VIII (1900), 23-8.
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staffed by Christian Tatar Cossacks. By October 1736, 21 fortresses had sprouted up along the
Samara and laik Rivers, separated by average intervals of 50 kilometers.*

For the moment, most of these fortresses and towns existed only on paper, and it would
take many years to settle and provision them.** The porousness of the line allowed for waves
of border crossings by Bashkirs and Kazakhs alike and raised rebel hopes of forging an alliance
with the Kazakhs against the Russians. In 1737, one rebel embassy travelled to Sultan Barak of
the Middle Horde and pleaded with him to install his son Shemiak as the Bashkir khan. “Our
sovereign has abandoned us Bashkirs,” the delegation lamented. “She has honored neither our
Qur’an nor our fathers and grandfathers; now [the Russians] rule over our votchina [Rus.
“inherited estate”], encircle us with fortresses, and cut down their innocent slaves.”* For the
next year, Bashkirs and Kazakhs shuttled back and forth across the laik, fueling rumors of a
great nomadic alliance and emboldening rebels who now believed they were fighting for a
Muslim khanate. At one battle with loyalist Bashkirs, Chuvashes, and Meshcheriaks, one rebel
detachment roared out to their enemies:

Behold our khan. If you don’t behold our khan, then we will drive you from this
land with fire and deny you water to drink, and in three weeks we will destroy
those of you who serve as slaves of the Russian sovereign. We say to all of you—
if you behold our khan, and you become free like us, then you will see free days.
Our khan is called Shemiak.**

That same month, the Simbirsk chancellery reported that the Kazakhs and Karakalpaks were
threatening to launch a war on Orenburg and the fortresses of Ozernyi and Sakmarsk, and,
“once having taken these towns, against Samara and other towns.”*

These exaggerated threats reflected broad opposition among Bashkirs and Kazakhs to the
emerging militarized border. After dawdling on the sidelines during the early years of the
Bashkir revolt, Khan Abulkhair intervened in early 1738 when he took a Bashkir woman as his
wife.?® Rebel leaders saw it as the first step toward establishing a protectorate over them. On
March 15, a group of 53 Bashkir elders announced to Vasilii Tatishchev, the new director of
the Orenburg Commission, that they intended “to live the way the Kazakhs do.”*” By the end
of April, Bashkirs inhabiting lands adjacent to the Kazakh steppe were in open revolt once
again, hunting down loyalists and spreading news of Abulkhair’s intervention on their
behalf.*® Tatishchev initially believed the khan was fraternizing with the Bashkirs in order to
wring more concessions with the Russian government.* By April, however, he learned that
rebel leaders had assembled at Abulkhair’s grazing lands south of the laik, addressing him as

* Orenburgskaia ekspeditsiia i bashkirskie vosstaniia, 214, 281; V. N. Vitevskii, I. I. Nepliuev i Orenburgskii krai v
prezhnem ego sostave do 1758 g., 4 vols. (Kazan: Tipo-litografiia V. M. Kliuchnikova, 1897), 1: 149-50; F.M. Starikov,
Kratkii istoricheskii ocherk Orenburgskogo kazach’ego voiska (Orenburg: Tip. B.A. Breslina, 1890), 38.

** D. A. Safonov, Nachalo orenburgskoi istorii (Orenburg: Izdatel’stvo Orenburgskaia guberniia, 2003), 44. See
also Smirnov, Orenburgskaia ekspeditsiia, 127-30; R. G. Bukanova, Goroda-kreposti iugo-vostoka Rossii v XVIII
veke (Ufa: “KITAP”, 1997), 185.

*> Materialy po istorii Bashkirskoi ASSR (Moscow: Izdatel’stvo Akademii Nauk SSSR, 1936), chast’], 315.

** On Bashkir attempts to recruit Kazakhs in summer 1737, Orenburgskaia ekspeditsiia i bashkirskie vosstaniia,
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> N. V. Ustiugov, Bashkirskoe vosstanie 1737-1739 gg. (Moscow-Leningrad: Izdatel'stvo Akademii Nauk SSSR,
1950), 96.

*” Orenburgskaia ekspeditsiia i bashkirskie vosstaniia, 544; Materialy po istorii Bashkirskoi ASSR, chast’1: 368-9.
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“tsar” and referring to themselves as his “faithful slaves.” They further implored him to “show
your true strength,” adding “if you do not come to our defense, then we have no hope.” Most
alarmingly, Abulkhair agreed to name his son Kuzia-Akhmet as their new khan and ordered
the leading rebels to meet him in Orenburg, “the city that was built for me.” Soon he was
commanding all Bashkirs to pay tribute to him and threatened to behead tsarist loyalists who
refused.*”

Soon the laik was rife with rumors that Abulkhair had joined the rebels and was planning
to destroy Orenburg altogether. Exasperated with the chronic state of chaos along the south-
eastern border, the Cabinet rebuked Tatishchev for his flaccid response to the unrest and on
June 22 commanded him to stop “this fire from spreading any further.” Tatishchev was further
ordered to meet the Kazakh khan in Orenburg immediately and bring him back into the
Russian fold.* The anxiously awaited summit finally took place on August 3,1738. Suspecting
that Abulkhair had forgotten the oath he took in 1731, he first treated the khan to a military
parade, hitherto unseen on the laik, featuring grenadiers, cavalry, dragoons, and an artillery
salute. He then had the khan retake his pledge before the audience. Speaking in Tatar,
Abulkhair likened Empress Anna to the sun in the sky whose rays illuminate the world and
are transmitted to the furthest reaches of the empire through trusted officials. Later, while
sharing a table with Tatishchev, the khan rose to declare himself a “true, loyal, and eternal
slave” of Anna, promising to fulfill all her decrees and kissing the Qur'an as a sign of his
sincerity. Afterwards, 150 of his elders also took the oath. Satisfied with Abulkhair’s pledge,
Tatishchev showered the khan and his elders with 2,000 rubles worth of presents before his
guests returned to the steppe.**

While this show of tsarist power laid to rest Abulkhair’s ambitions in Bashkiria, it did little
to erase Bashkir dreams of an epic nomadic invasion from the southern side of the laik. With
the Kazakh khan out of the picture, surviving rebel leaders threw their weight behind the
project for a Bashkir khanate. It was an improbable scenario. Not only had the Bashkirs never
had an independent sovereign of their own, but they lacked the legitimizing ties to the royal
lineages of the steppe. Like Russian peasants in the empire’s border areas, however, some of
their communities living along the laik proved receptive to the message of pretenderism. In
early 1740, just as Bashkiria appeared pacified,* reports surfaced of a “Sultan Girei” appearing
amongst the Middle Horde. The self-proclaimed sultan said he came from the Kuban steppe
to liberate the Bashkirs and wreak vengeance on loyalists, Meshcheriaks, and tsarist officials.
Supposedly accompanied by an army of more than 10,000 Nogai Tatars, Kalmyks, and
Kazakhs, he boasted of having 80,000 reserves camped out on the Syr Daria and threatened
“a great war” against the Russians and their agents as soon as the snows melted.>*

The purpose of the Orenburg line was precisely to deter insurgencies fomented by
independent border actors like Sultan Girei. After five years of fighting the Bashkirs, tsarist
authorities had a burgeoning system of fortresses, outposts, and intelligence networks for
defusing such wild disinformation campaigns before they spun out of control. It took several
months to work up a profile of the interloper. He was of “blackish” appearance with an
“average black beard,” a slashed and broken nose, a missing little finger, and a “great wart on
his right cheek sprouting hairs like a feather.” Some informants said that he dressed like a

3 1bid., 559, 561-62; Ustiugov, Bashkirskoe vosstanie 1737-1739 gg., 106-7.

3 Orenburgskaia ekspeditsiia i bashkirskie vosstaniia, 572-73; 1. Erofeeva, Khan Abulkhair: Polkovodets, Pravitel’ i
Politik (Almaty: “Sanat”, 1999), 225-26.

3* Rychkov, Istoriia orenburgskaia, 37-9.

3 In late 1739, General-Major L. Ia. Soimonov, the director of the Bashkir Commission, reported to the Cabinet
that, “with the help of almighty God, all is secure.” See Materialy po istorii Bashkirskoi ASSR, chast’1, 376.

3 Ibid., 378, 379, 382, 384.
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“typical Bashkir,” wearing a white leather caftan and a headdress made of red fox pelt.*®> Others
struggled to find words to describe him. One Russian translator who spent time with him in
1742 wrote that “he did not look like a Bashkir, but more like a Kalmyk in his dark complexion,
and, although not like a Kalmyk (kalmykovat) in most things, he could speak the Kalmyk
language well enough.”® Abulkhair said he went by the name Karasakal, or “Blackbeard.”
According to the Kazakh khan, he was a charismatic drifter who claimed to be an exile from
the Zunghar royal house and now sought to return home and retake the throne from his
usurper-brother. When he showed up at the Junior Horde asking for Kazakh support against
the Zunghars, the khan was skeptical at first,>” but deigned to listen to the pretender’s
implausible backstory:

I was a pagan [...] but then learned the truth and became a Muslim. The great
Allah and his Prophet led me to visit Mecca and Medina, and they will help to
remove my evil brother [from the throne] and return me to the Zunghar nation,
which by right belongs to me. When I become khan, truth will shine and the
names of Allah and his Prophet will be glorified. In Zungharia they call me a
pretender, but this is only out of fear of my brother. But when I appear there
with my host, they will be saying something else. I can always count on their
devotion to me, and above all to my father, whose memory brings glory to the
people. I can count on the help of a Zunghar host of at least 20,000 strong.3®

Prince V. A. Urusov, the new director of the Orenburg Commission, plucked a more
plausible history from his network of informants. He learned that the pretender was a Bashkir
commoner named Mindegul who had fought in the first two years of the rebellion.>® Always
eluding capture, he kept a low profile until 1739-40 when he assumed the name of “Khan
Sultan Girei.” He issued his first manifesto on March 18, 1740. Addressed to the Bashkirs, it
announced that the “Muslim sword has now been raised” and extended greetings to leading
rebels in the Siberian districts of Bashkiria.*®* Within two weeks, he had crossed the Iaik into
Russian territory, 160 kilometers from Orenburg, inciting his supporters to attack Russian
positions. For the next three months, tsarist and Bashkir loyalist troops put him to the chase.
Karasakal belted north-east toward the foothills of the Urals, staying on the left bank of the
laik and directing his followers from afar. The rebels limited their offensive operations to raids
on their fellow Bashkirs, seizing hostages, cattle, and household goods before melting back
into their hideouts.* The size of his host fluctuated between 1,000 and 3,000 men, well below
the 82,000 soldiers he promised his followers.**

Reports from loyal Bashkirs offer a rare window on the political aspirations of the rebel
forces and their commander. To inspire his troops, Karasakal claimed Orenburg was built on
his father’s votchina (so much for his Zunghar pedigree!), pledging to burn it to the ground.
After that, he would raze the remaining tsarist forts, liberating Bashkiria as far as Kazan and
restoring the pre-Russian borders of the khanates of Kazan, Astrakhan, and Siberia, with

> 1bid., 383, 393, 424.
3% Ibid., 480.

* R. G. Ignat'ev, “Karasakal, Lzhe-khan Bashkirii (epizod iz istorii Orenburgskogo kraia XIII v.),” Trudy
nauchnogo obshchestva po izucheniiu byta, istorii, i kul'tury bashkir, vypusk II (1922), 43.

3 Ibid., 41-2.

3 1bid., 47, 51, 54-5; Materialy po istorii Bashkirskoi ASSR, chast’1, 398.

% Materialy po istorii Bashkirskoi ASSR, chast’1, 377.

# Ibid., 404.

* Ibid., 429.
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himself as khan.® His geographical imaginary registered with the nomadic Bashkirs of the
laik and Siberian regions. One supporter told his interrogators: “we thought that a new,
present-day insurrection of all the Bashkirs of these volosts [Rus. “communities consisting of
several villages or hamlets”] would not be forbidden if there was a khan or a ruler from the
Kuban coming here and inviting us, and so we were ready to go to war and enter into
subjecthood to him.”* If the plan failed, they had the option of disappearing into the Kazakh
steppe with Karasakal, or, in the worst case, fighting to the death. The rebel leader Mandar
claimed that “it is best for us to live and die together, to start a new bunt [Rus. “uprising”] and
revolt.”*

Karasakal’s war lasted barely four months. As news spread that he was just another Bashkir,
desertions shrank his entourage to a small band of diehards who conscripted local bystanders
to throw into the fight.*® In the meantime, L. Ia. Soimonov, director of the Bashkir
Commission, applied the same counter-insurgency tactics used during the earlier rebellions.
He circulated universals instructing rebels to surrender while unleashing Russian dragoons
and Bashkir loyalists against them.*” At least 2,500 Bashkirs perished at their hands, including
many women and children.*® As Soimonov wrote on July 11, 1740, “the rest of the thieves,
seeing that they had reached their final ruin, were forced to fling themselves before the
Verkhneiatsk fortress and beg Her Imperial Majesty for her kind forgiveness for their
crimes.”* Karasakal himself managed to escape after his final battle with tsarist forces at the
Tobol River, deep in Kazakh territory. He tried fleeing to the Karakalpaks, but there were
rumors that he had been captured by the Middle Horde. On May 29, 1742 he sent his last
message to the Russians. Addressed to Soimonov, he apologized for his crimes against
Empress Anna, but refused to turn himself in. By that time, he was calling himself “Suna-
batyr Kontaishin” and scheming to “retake” the throne from Khan Galdan Tseren. He was
never seen again.”

Karasakal tapped into nostalgia for the days when steppe warlords had built khanates
through sheer force of their charisma and personal achievements. The fifteenth-century
Nogai chieftain Edigu had also used the laik as a base for raids against his rivals in Siberia and
the Volga region. Edigu’s life later provided grist for local legends that claimed he descended
from Abu Bakr, the first caliph and closest companion to Muhammad.” Yet Karasakal turned
out to be little more than an agent of chaos. At most, his movement attested to the mutability
of personal identities on the open steppe. He embodied what Aleksei Tevkelev, the tsarist
agent who negotiated Abulkhair’s pact with the Russians in 1731, called the “windiness” or
“frivolity” (Rus. vetrennost’) of nomads, people who changed identities, loyalties, and family
histories to fit the needs of the moment.>* The fact that he went by four different names and

“ Ibid., 423, 428.

*1bid., 397.

* Ibid., 398.

4 Ibid., 430.

47 1bid., 427.

4% See extracts of field reports in ibid., 420, 423, 426, 429, 430, 437, 438, 439, 440, 441, 442, 444, 446, 447.

4 1bid., 447.

>° Ibid., 478; Vitevskii, I. I. Nepliuev i orenburgskii krai, 1: 173-4.

> Allen J. Frank, “The Western Steppe: Volga-Ural Region, Siberia, and the Crimea,” in The Cambridge History of
Inner Asia: The Chinggisid Age, eds. Nicola di Cosmo, Allen J. Frank, and Peter B. Golden (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2009), 241-42; Devin De Weese, Islamization and Native Religion in the Golden Horde: Baba
Tiikles and Conversion to Islam in Historical and Epic Tradition (University Park: Pennsylvania State University
Press, 1994), 411-42.

>* Kazakhsko-russkie otnosheniia v XVI-XVIII vekakh (sbornik dokumentov i materialov) (Alma-Ata: Izdatel'stvo
Akademii Nauk Kazakhskoi SSR, 1961), 90, 98, 99-100.
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could blend into Kalmyk, Bashkir, and Kazakh communities compounded the difficulties in
attaching a fixed identity to him. It underscored the challenges for the new Russian
administration in monitoring and controlling the conquered borderland.

Border Crossings

Imperial Russian defenses in the Volga-Ural region, known collectively as the Orenburg
Line, consisted of more than 100 fortresses, outposts, and redoubts along the right banks of
the laik and Samara Rivers. With the central laik as the core, they measured 1,600 kilometers
from Gur’ev on the Caspian Sea to Verkhneiatsk at the source of the laik, 160 kilometers to
the east of Troitsk, the first fortress on the Siberian line. Additional fortifications sprang up
along the Samara River for 400 kilometers, beginning in the provincial capital of Orenburg
(from 1743 located at the confluence of the laik and Sakmar Rivers) and leading to
Krasnosamarskaia on the great bend of the Volga.”® The river’s physical geography determined
the pattern of fortress construction and settlement. The wooded steppes from Chelyabinsk
to Orsk featured some of the most fertile plowland in the province and required robust
defenses. It was no coincidence the Bashkir rebellions of the 1730s were most intense here and
that Russian peasant colonists soon overran it once the line was finished. In the mid-section,
from Orsk to laitsk, agriculture steadily gave way to stock raising as woodlands shaded off
into steppe. Orenburg city was the prime tsarist stronghold on this section, serving as the
line’s administrative center and meeting point for Kazakh herders and Russian and Tatar
merchants. Along the southernmost distance, from laitsk to Gur’ev, steppe faded into the
deserts of the Caspian depression. Fortresses were scarce along this section of the river, 700
kilometers in length. Cossacks from laitsk manned dozens of rickety outposts spaced 20-30
kilometers apart and linked by a system of lighthouses activated by brush fires.>* Inhabitants
here engaged in fishing, hunting, and stock-raising, as the laik Cossacks did, or nomadic
pastoralism, like the Kalmyks and Junior Horde.>

> By the late 1750s, there were 24 fortresses along the laik and seven fortresses along the Samara River. Five
additional fortresses in the trans-Ural east (from Troitsk to Zveringolovskaia) rounded out the defenses and
connected with the Siberian line. See Rychkov, Topografiia orenburgskaia, 2: 8-28, 30, 80-2, 93-100, 118-30, 141-
46, 146-56. If redoubts and outposts are included, the total number of fortified positions reaches 114. See P. E.
Matvievskii, Ocherki istorii Orenburgskoi kraia XVIII-XIX vekov (Orenburg: Izdatel’stvo ‘Orenburgskaia kniga,’
2005), 46-7.

>*1. G. Rozner, laik pered burei (Moscow: Izdatel’stvo “Mysl’,” 1966), 44-6.

> On the physical geography of the laik, see A. M Dubovikov, Ural’skoe kazachestvo v sisteme rossiiskoi
gosudarstvennosti: XVIII-nachalo XX vv. (Toliatti: Izdatel'stvo Toliattinskogo gosudarstvennogo universiteta
servisa, 2009), 92-5.
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Fig. 1 The Volga-Ural region in the mid-eighteenth century

Historians have characterized conditions on the Orenburg Line as chronic, low-grade
warfare.® In performing their everyday routines, Cossack and regular patrols employed
martialized vocabulary to delineate Russian-claimed territory from the left bank of the laik.
Kazakhs especially were branded with exclusionary labels imputing to them inferior status on
civilization’s ladder: “simple-minded,” “willful,” and “wild.”” Skirmishes between Russians
and inovertsy were dangerous and frequent. The most combustible confrontations occurred
on the lower laik, where tensions between Kalmyks, Kazakhs, and laitsk Cossacks had always
run high. In 1748, Nepliuev required that the Cossacks maintain a nomad-free corridor 20
kilometers wide on each side of the river to prevent unauthorized crossings.>® Yet not even
this measure could stem the general westward tide of Kazakh movement into Cossack and
Kalmyk territory, particularly during the winter months, when forage was most scarce. In
these cases, Kazakhs were granted permission to cross the river so long as they refrained from
“dirty tricks.” Kazakhs easily pierced the defenses to raid Kalmyk grazing lands and Cossack
settlements, seizing livestock and people and driving them back to the steppe.®® Low-intensity
incidents like this were common. Tsarist officials managed them by taking Kazakh hostages
and subsidizing the Junior Horde with textiles, presents, furs, and luxury items. %

Inevitably, the competition for grazing land dragged Kalmyks, Cossacks, and Kazakhs into
open conflict. The winter of 1759 was a particularly bad time. In January of that year, a band

5° Khodarkovsky, Russia’s Steppe Frontier, 160-62; Janet Hartley, Russia, 1762-1825: Military Power, the State, and
the People (Westport, CT: Praeger, 2008), 156-8.

*7 Gosudarstvennyi Arkhiv Orenburgskoi Oblasti [hereafter GAOO], fond 3, opis’1, delo 47 (Secret Expedition of
the Orenburg Chancellery), 1. 40, 11. 120-21, 1. 2540b; d. 50, 1. 60, 1l. 106-060Db, 161-610b, 172-720b, 11. 506-7, 1l. 529-
290b, 1l. 535-36. See also Ian W. Campbell, Knowledge and the Ends of Empire: Kazak Intermediaries and Russian
Rule on the Steppe, 1731-1917 (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2017), 18-19.

58 “Zapiski I. I. Nepliueva ob ustroistve laitskago (nyne Ural’sago) kazach’iago voiska, v tsarstvovanie Elizavety
Petrovny,” Russkii arkhiv, kn. II (1878), 22.

* GAOOQ, f. 3, op. 1, d. 47, 174-740b, 239-390b; f. 3, op. 1, d. 72 (Russian-Kazakh relations for 1764), 1l. 36-360b.

% GAOO, f. 3, op. 1, d. 44 (Russian relations with Bashkirs and Kazakhs, 1757), I1. 119-200b; f. 3, op. 1, d. 47, 1. 59-
600b, 1. 120-21, d. 72, 1. 78, 11. 83-4, 1. 109.

® Khodarkovsky, Russia’s Steppe Frontier, 29.
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of Kalmyks attacked a group of Kazakhs near laitsk, killing one person and stealing 23 horses.
The situation required some sensitivity—it was the Kazakhs who provoked the fight by
crossing the laik illegally. Local authorities restored the peace by paying 50 rubles in blood
money to the Kazakhs.®* As soon as that feud was averted, another broke out, this one sparked
by the brutal murder of a ten-year old Kazakh by a local Cossack. In retaliation, the boy’s
father led a raid on the local outpost, seizing vast numbers of cattle and demanding justice.
Although the government quickly compensated the father and punished the perpetrator, the
grisly details of the killing prompted masses of Kazakhs to start crossing the river at Sundaev
outpost, 125 kilometers south of laitsk.®® By March, the line was on high alert as Kazakhs
moved across the river at nearly every point, bringing the lower laik to the brink of war. The
Kazakhs brought their families with them, a sign that they would not allow the line to impede
their migrations.®*

Elsewhere, along the middle and upper reaches of the laik, Bashkirs continued crossing the
border as they had in the past. For them, the left bank had long been fair game for cattle raids
and illicit grazing, but in the mid-eighteenth century it promised much more. With the
building of the line, the steppe side came to represent sanctuary, a place where they could
disappear with their herds and kinsmen. After 1740, as they became steadily exposed to
Russia’s integrationist policies, it continued serving as an escape valve. During the Bashkir
uprising of 1755, the rebel leader and mullah Batyrsha Aliev struck a deal with Ablai Sultan of
the Middle Horde, who pledged to provide safe haven for Bashkir insurrectionists on his
lands.% Their plan was to coordinate simultaneous attacks on fortresses, cities, and factories,
after which the insurgents would escape to the Middle Horde and mount a massive invasion
of Orenburg province with their Kazakh allies.®® In his manifesto of May 1755, Batyrsha further
summoned all Muslims of the region to join the battle, invoking the glories of ancient Bulghar,
the pre-Mongol Islamic kingdom that had battled the Rus’ for control of the Volga. He
extended the invitation to the Kazakhs, warning them that the Russians intended to expand
beyond the laik, taking their crusade across the Kazakh steppe all the way to the borders of
Bukhara and Tashkent.®

Batyrsha never developed his spatial vision beyond vague outlines of a revived Muslim
polity embracing the former khanates of Kazan, Siberia, and Nogai. At any rate, poor planning
on his part and shrewd maneuvering by Russian government officials in Orenburg spelled
disaster for the movement. As Batyrsha went into hiding,*® thousands of Bashkirs, including
many women and children, crossed the laik and sought refuge with the Middle Horde.®
Nepliuev did not block the exodus—the line was too long and porous to check the migration.
Once he ascertained the full extent of cooperation between the Bashkirs and the Middle
Horde, he opted, as he later recalled, “[to turn] my attention to uprooting any hopes the
Bashkirs had for [friendship] with the Kazakhs.””® He exhorted the sultans of the Junior Horde

 GAOO, f. 3, op. 1, d. 50 (Secret Expedition of the Orenburg Chancellery), 11. 41-2.

% GAOO, f. 3, op. 1, d. 50, 1I. 59-61.

® GAOO, f. 3, op. 1, d. 50, 1. 1330b, 1. 135, 1. 1350b.

% A. P. Chuloshnikov, Vosstanie 1755 g. v Bashkirii (Moscow-Leningrad: Nauka, 1940), 57; Vitevskii, I. I. Nepliuev
i Orenburgskii krai, 3: 852.

% Chuloshnikov, Vosstanie 1755 g. v Bashkirii, 69.

%7 Materialy po istorii Bashkortostana (Ufa: Poligrafdizain, 2019), t. 2: 45.

% pis’mo Batyrshi imperatritse Elizavete Petrovne, editor and translator G.B. Khusainova (Ufa: Ufimskii nauchnyi
tsentr RAN, Institut istorii, 1993), 101.

% Estimates of the numbers of Bashkirs who fled across the laik vary widely. Rychkov (Topografiia
Orenburgskaia, 2: 39) gives the low number of 10,000. Vitevskii’s study (I. I. Nepliuev i orenburgskii krai, 3: 872)
claims 50,000 Bashkirs crossed the river.

7 Zapiski Ivana Ivanovicha Nepliueva (1693-1773) (St. Petersburg: Izdanie A.S. Suvorina, 1893), 155.
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to raid the Middle Horde for Bashkir fugitives, encouraging them to capture women and
children and allow the men to slip back into Russian territory. Injured and aggrieved, throngs
of Bashkir returnees in turn begged Nepliuev to let them back into the steppe and exact
vengeance. The Orenburg governor’s intrigues produced the intended chaos, as Kazakhs from
the Junior Horde and Bashkirs declared open season on each other. In his memoirs, Nepliuev
shrugged off his cynical handling of the crisis as a necessary tactic in the cutthroat politics of
the steppe: “[This] event caused so much animosity between their peoples that Russia will
always be safe from an alliance between them.””

In the wake of the uprising, the laik became more of an operative border, further tying the
Bashkirs to Orenburg province and the Kazakhs to the left bank. To be sure, Bashkirs still
engaged in numerous activities deemed criminal by the local officials of the Russian Empire.
Just as Kazakhs crossed the lower laik to attack the Kalmyks, so did Bashkirs mount raids on
Kazakh lands as if the steppe had never been closed by Russia’s conquest of the region.
Occasionally the perpetrators acted alone,”” but more often the raids were committed by
bands of 20-30 men, sometimes much larger.”> Horse thieves acted in defiance of multiple
government decrees and despite the brutal corporal punishments meted out to offenders.
Most incidents took place between Orsk and Troitsk, near the Middle Horde’s summer
grazing grounds, although some of the more ambitious attacks reached as far south as the
lands of the Junior Horde.” The raids placed provincial authorities in an awkward bind. Horse
rustling was so embedded in Bashkir and Kazakh societies as to be ineradicable. The best
government officials could do was minimize the thievery and work closely with Bashkir elders
until the Crown’s nomadic subjects adapted to what imperial Russians called an “orderly”
life.”

Other border crossings were carried out with the approval and encouragement of the
provincial authorities. Bashkir hunting expeditions typically received official permission, so
long as their artels carried passports and did not disrupt the Kazakhs.” In the late 1750s, just
as Orenburg province’s metallurgical industry was taking off, local factory owners and
prominent noble families also began organizing large prospecting expeditions for copper ore.
Bashkirs capitalized on these opportunities, hiring themselves out to factory owners at
fortresses between Orenburg and Orsk. Given that most of the ore fields lay on the left bank
of the laik,”” officials of the Orenburg Chancellery closely monitored their activities, exhorting
the artels not to cause trouble lest they provoke Kazakh attacks on the line.”® Bashkir
prospecting trips across the river soon became routine events, and Petr Rychkov took them
as proof of Orenburg’s success in civilizing the native inhabitants of the region. “If the
[Kazakhs] seem to be a danger,” he wrote, “then we should take as an example the Bashkirs,
who, prior to the Orenburg Expedition, did not have any kind of mining factories inside their
borders and did not even ask about them; but now, it has gotten to the point that they are
searching for ores on their own lands.””

7 1bid., 163, 161.
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The Tatar merchants of Kargala (also known as Seitov) also capitalized on the fluid power
relations of Russia’s south-eastern border to carve out their own zones of autonomy and
mobility. During the Orenburg Expedition, Kirilov expected that the tax and service
exemptions enshrined in its privilege of 1734 would attract Russian merchants to the new city,
but the enormous distances and the hazards of crossing Bashkiria, deterred them from
relocating there.® Tatars from the central Volga region filled the void. Their resettlement was
first suggested by Seit Aitovsyn Khaialin, a Kazan merchant who detected an opportunity for
building a business community on both sides of the Orenburg Line. After negotiations with
Nepliuev, he founded a new town specially reserved for 200 Tatar families, nineteen
kilometers north of Orenburg, on the Sakmar River. Chartered in 1745, its residents were
classified as state peasants, which required them to pay the annual soul tax. Granted religious
freedom and exemptions from military service and property taxes, they pledged to develop
Russia’s commercial ties with the Central Asian khanates.*

At the time, Muslim communities of Kazan were being targeted for Christian conversion
by the Agency for New Convert Affairs, and the pressure spurred many hundreds of them to
migrate to the laik. Kazan’s loss became Orenburg’s gain, and the Kargala Tatars became
fixtures in the borderland elite. Within one year, 173 families had made the move to Kargala
from Kazan. By the early 1750s, Mametshi Shamametov and Baba Khodzha, two prominent
mullahs from Bukhara and Tashkent respectively, had also settled there, establishing a
beachhead for future immigrants from Central Asia.* Once there, Shamametov married into
several prominent merchant families in Kargala and Astrakhan, further cementing his
business ties across the southern borderlands. Soon after, five Khivan merchants had also
married into the Kargala community.® The city continued growing as a Muslim business and
religious center, attracting waves of migrants from the central Volga region who melted into
their new environment. Its 300 households far exceeded the legal limit set by Nepliuev in
1745, compelling the central government to issue a decree to Governor A. A. Putianin, in May
1767, ordering him to increase the tax and service obligations on them.®*

Kazakh raids on trade caravans made crossing the steppe an especially dangerous
enterprise for Muslim merchants. For the Kargala Tatars, sharing linguistic and religious ties
with the Kazakhs greatly reduced that risk. The steady growth of caravan traffic between
Orenburg province and the khanates of Bukhara and Khiva revived religious and cultural
networks that had been lying dormant for centuries. The story of the Kazan merchant Ismagil
Bikmukhamedov offered an early preview of the kind of transnational journeys that became
commonplace in the nineteenth century. In 1751, he assembled a modest caravan carrying
5,000 rubles worth of goods bound for the Amu Darya River. Until 1752, his journey was
uneventful—he experienced none of the raids typical of this period. After wintering in
Bukhara, he hoped to outfit another caravan for his return journey. At that point,
Bikmukhamedov received orders from the Russian government to continue to India and
establish formal trade ties with the Great Mughal in Delhi.®>

8 Vitevskii, 1. I. Nepliuev i Orenburgskii krai, 3-4: 675, 728.
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(Orenburg: Izdatel’skii tsentr OGAU, 2006), 73; P. Sh. Iskandarov, “Rol’ seitovoi slobody v ustanovlenii torgovykh
i diplomaticheskikh otnosheniiakh mezhdu Rossiei i gosudarstvami srednei Azii v period 1745-1845 gg.,” in Iz
istorii tatar Orenburzh’ia (260 let Tatarskoi Kargale) (Orenburg: Izdatel’skii tsentr OGAU, 2005), 19-21; Danielle
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Press, 2020), 33-8.
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Bikmukhamedov failed as a diplomat—his travelogue makes no mention of meetings with
Indian dignitaries of any kind. But his travels across the Islamic world call to mind those of
the fourteenth-century Moroccan Ibn Battuta and covered much of the same territory. First,
he passed through the mountains and deserts of Afghanistan and Baluchistan on his way to
the Arabian Sea. From there he and his party sailed to Gujurat, eluding pirates with the help
of British warships that guided them to the port of Surat.The next leg of his journey took him
through the Indian subcontinent—Hyderabad in the Deccan, Bandar on the Bay of Bengal,
and the length of the Ganges River. He then spent nine months in Delhi, surviving the brutal
Afghan invasion of the city, before finding his way back to Surat, where he found space on a
boat bound for Arabia. The trip across the Indian Ocean nearly ended in disaster when his
vessel capsized in a violent storm. After three gruelling months, they finally arrived in the
Hejaz region of Arabia. Like Ibn Battuta, he dutifully undertook the pilgrimage to Mecca,
Medina, and other sacred sites, spending several years in Arabia before travelling north to
Damascus, where he survived a massive earthquake and even a cholera epidemic. There he
befriended a Crimean Tatar merchant, who made room for him on his northbound caravan.
When he finally returned to Kazan in 1776, he had spent 25 years on the road.*®

Because borderlines cut across so many pre-existing communities, they can lead to
unexpected and contradictory outcomes. Although the Orenburg Line split the lands of Tatary
into binary “Russian” and “Kazakh” sectors, it also facilitated the emergence of a transnational
Islamic community across Inner Asia. The Tatars of Kargala continued the longstanding trend
for those peoples of the Volga region categorized as inovertsy, both Muslims and animists, to
settle in Bashkiria. Under the cover of the Orenburg privilege, and with the assistance of a
cadre of Tatar officials working in the provincial government chancellery,®” these individuals
tapped their business and religious connections to build the kind of robust Islamic community
from Kazan to Central Asia (and beyond) that Batyrsha could achieve only in his dreams.

In the meantime, as local government officials monitored and controlled the traffic of
inovertsy back and forth across the border, the laik, hitherto a fluid and negotiable border
between Bashkirs and Kazakhs, hardened into a notional boundary separating “European
Russia” from “Asia.” Vasilii Tatishchev, the one-time director of the Orenburg Commission
who also studied the history of the Volga-Ural region, thought it possible for inovertsy to
acquire, under the tutelage of Russian authorities, the traits he identified with European
“civilization”: farming, commerce, writing, and monotheism.®® Tatishchev’s protégé, Rychkov,
who spent almost 25 years managing the Orenburg Chancellery, made this the leitmotif of
Orenburg Topography, arguing that tsarist control of the south-eastern steppes had
transformed the vanquished peoples of Tatary into loyal subjects of the Russian Empire. The
lifepaths of these border actors all converged on the Orenburg Line. And some of the most
compelling ones came from the Asian side.

Outcasts of the Zunghar Collapse
Beyond establishing a border between Russian-controlled territory and the Kazakhs, the

Orenburg Line controlled human migrations across the region. Like its famous seventeenth-
century predecessor, the Belgorod Line, it was designed to deter tsarist subjects from fleeing

% Ibid., 5-24.

%7 G. S. Sultangalieva, “Tatar Officials in the Orenburg Governorate’s Chancellery: Their Activities on the Kazakh
Steppe (Second Half of the Eighteenth Century),” Russian Studies in History, 59: 4 (2020), 310-29.
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Kamenskii (Moscow: ROSSPEN, 2010), 117-18.
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the empire,* even though most of those subjects were now Bashkirs, not ethnic Russians. But
it was the influx of people from the steppe that made it such a vibrant contact zone. From
1749 to 1752 alone, a total of 1,024 individuals washed up along the Orenburg Line’s fortresses
and checkpoints from the Kazakh steppe. By 1759, 2,253 Russian subjects kidnapped by the
Kazakhs had been returned and an additional 1,427 refugees sought baptism.’® Many
identified themselves as former Bashkir rebels who had fled to the steppe and now sought
amnesty. Others were Iranians, Bukharans, Arabs, and Karakalpaks who had escaped the
Kazakhs and sought asylum within the borders of Russia.”

Processing and turning away this roving mass became one of the main occupations for
border officials.”” Many came to the line with stories of improbable kidnappings and getaways
after years in captivity. Tatiana Ignat’eva, a Cossack woman from laitsk, reported that she had
strayed too far from the laik when a band of Kazakhs abducted her in 1745. More than a decade
later, now a grown woman, she fled to an outpost on the lower laik when her captors moved
their herds too close to the line.”® Simeon Nikiforov, a Russian teenager from Kazan, was
seized by local Tatars in 1739 while fishing and then brought to Khiva, where he was sold into
slavery. After five years in Khiva, he made his first escape, only to be snatched up by the
Kazakhs, who held him for 20 more years. He finally appeared in Gur’ev in 1764, requesting
asylum after 25 years as a slave across Inner Asia.** One of the most dramatic breaks for the
line took place in 1758. A 30-year-old “non-Christian” named Ismail Osipov from Bashkiria
claimed to have been captured by the Kazakhs in 1735, at the time of the Orenburg Expedition.
After 23 years, he stole a horse and fled for the border with his captors fast on his heels. The
chase went on for three days until he finally reached the fortress at Verkhnyi Ozernyi.”

While former tsarist subjects viewed the Orenburg Line as a port of re-entry into Imperial
Russia, some foreign nationals tried using it to secure safe passage back to their home
countries. News travelled fast across the steppe, including reports of non-Christians securing
Russian passports if they converted to Orthodoxy.?® One Bukharan merchant by the name of
Menlik had been robbed of all his horses and trade goods near Kashgar in 1749. Stranded far
from home, he hitched a ride with the Middle Horde, hoping to reach Tashkent and then
Bukhara. For five years he travelled with the Kazakhs until 1755, when he appeared at Verkhnyi
Irtysh on the Siberian Line requesting asylum and baptism. Menlik’s petition came with an
unusual offer: if Russian officials in Orenburg issued him a passport and provided free
transport back to Bukhara, he would work to convert the Muslims of his homeland to
Orthodoxy.”” The proposal piqued Nepliuev’s interest, but it is unclear if the governor
followed up on it. It was doubtful that Bukharan authorities would permit Christian

% Brian J. Boeck, “Containment vs. Colonization: Muscovite approaches to settling the steppe,” in Peopling the
Russian Periphery: Borderland Colonization in Eurasian History, eds. Nicholas Breyfogle, Abby Shrader, and
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proselytization in their city. And while the Imperial Russian government encouraged baptism
for Asian refugees, the law required all “new Christians” from the Kazakh side to be resettled
in colonies specifically designated for them.

The largest number of immigrants came from the Zunghar Confederation, whose defeat at
the hands of the Qing dynasty in the 1750s triggered a forced migration into the Russian
Empire. It was a defining moment for the south-eastern borderlands, as local administrators
grappled with the daunting task of settling and integrating them into the subject population.
For five years, thousands of Zunghars inundated the Orenburg and Siberian lines. They all
came with complex personal histories, none more intriguing, perhaps, than one Tsering Fal,
a fallen scion of the Zunghar nobility. His case illustrates the randomness marking the lives
of Eurasian refugees overwhelmed by geopolitical forces beyond their control. As
microhistory, it also highlights the mechanisms of cultural and political assimilation that
operated along the Orenburg and Siberian lines and the Russian Empire more generally.®®
And while Tsering Fal’s lifepath shows how even the unluckiest of refugees could skilfully
work the levers of the political system to become Russianized and achieve upward mobility,
it also suggests that he never abandoned his native Zunghar identity. As we shall see, his
motivation was to preserve some measure of nomadic mobility and autonomy at a time when
pastoral ways of life were being erased by the expansion of both Russia and China.

Tsering Fal’s life unfolded against the backdrop of the Zunghar khanate’s calamitous
disintegration. In 1755, after 15 years of uneasy peace between China and the Zunghars, the
Zunghar Khan Amursana turned on his former backers in the Qing dynasty. Hardliners in the
Middle Kingdom urged the Qianlong Emperor to retaliate with a massive display of force in
spring 1756.°° For the next five years, Qing armies hunted down Amursana’s supporters,
driving them eastward into Chinese territory, where they had the men executed and the
women and children divvied up amongst soldiers. Simultaneous raids by the Middle Horde
swelled the number of Zunghar slaves in Kazakh hands. Others escaped Kazakh captivity and
took their chances in Qing-occupied Zungharia.””® Amursana himself toggled between the
Siberian fortress of Semipalatinsk and the Middle Horde, torn over petitioning the Russians
for subjecthood or trying a last-ditch alliance with the Kazakhs against the Qing. When Sultan
Ablai of the Middle Horde threatened to turn him over to the Chinese, Amursana sought
asylum in Siberia instead. The Russians put him up in Tobolsk, where he succumbed to
smallpox in September 1757.""

According to one recent headcount, a total of 14,691 Zunghars arrived at the Russian border
between 1755 and 1760.°* Officials allowed refugees to amass near Siberian fortresses but did
not know how to begin handling them. Even Nepliuev, so adroit and proactive in managing
the Batyrsha uprising, was flummoxed. As he told the College of Foreign Affairs in December

9 For microhistorical case studies of non-Russian assimilation into the Muscovite, imperial, and Soviet systems,
see Stephen M. Norris and Willard Sunderland, eds., Russia’s People of Empire: Life Stories from Eurasia, 1500 to
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1755: “I do not know where to place them or how to support them.”* The College of Foreign
Affairs initially permitted them to graze their herds close to their Altai homeland, provided
they surrendered hostages to local fortresses.”™ Yet as the number of refugees kept
skyrocketing, the government finally resolved on July 23, 1758 to admit all who accepted
baptism and send them to the Christian Kalmyks of Stavropol on the mid-Volga in the
Orenburg governorate.'” Between 1757 and 1759 a total of 2,012 newly baptized Zunghars
arrived in the colony.®® The vast majority who declined baptism were to be sent to the
Kalmyks of the lower Volga. Escorting the refugees demanded convoys, provisions, clothing,
horses, and money, all of which took months to muster. Not surprisingly, the long marches
were devastating for the refugees. One of the largest convoys left Ust-Kamenogorsk in June
1757, bound for the Volga. Consisting of 3,989 people and 410 wagons, it lost almost 1,700
people to starvation, smallpox, and exposure. By the time it arrived in Troitsk on the Orenburg
line in July 1758, its numbers had dropped to 2,303."”

Most Zunghars fled to Russia in clans and extended families. Others arrived alone, either
as escapees from Kazakh bands or slaves sold to Russians. Tsering Fal belonged to the latter
group. The little we know of him comes from a file preserved in the State Archive of the
Orenburg Region."® Dated July 9, 1767, it opens with a memo addressed to Orenburg governor
Putianin from K. A. Golitsyn summarizing Tsering Fal’s personal history and alerting the
governor of the latter’'s impending arrival in Orenburg. Following Golitsyn’s summary, the
file includes fragments of depositions outlining Tsering Fal’s previous life in Zungharia, his
time in Kazakh captivity, and his experiences in Russia. It closes with miscellaneous papers
dating back to 1758 detailing the commercial transactions that propelled Tsering Fal’s
migration to Siberia, Moscow, Orenburg, and finally Stavropol.

The file presents enough details to allow a reconstruction of Tsering Fal’s life prior to
crossing the line. According to his deposition, he was born around 1739, in the Altai region
near the Irtysh River. Now known as the Zunghar Gate, it was the most traversable pass
running through the Altai Mountains and marked the natural boundary between the east and
west Asian steppes.’® It was also the heartland of the Zunghar khanate. While still a teenager,
he inherited 2,000 geldings and noble status (noyan in Mongolian) from his father, whose
name is transcribed in the file as “Tserian Gonba.”" Tsering Fal never had the chance to revel
in his noble status. In that same year, the Zunghars, as he said, “went to war” against the
Kazakhs of the Middle Horde. Captured by his foes, he travelled with them for several years
across the steppe. During that time, he heard reports of slaves and prisoners escaping to the
Orenburg and Siberian lines. There were rumors of young ones going to school, women being
sent to Orenburg or Siberia, and able-bodied men serving in the Russian military in the Baltic.
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In March 1758, Tsering Fal decided to see for himself, making a run for Semipalatinsk fortress,
where he was baptized and christened.™

Tsering Fal’s testimony lines up with details we have encountered in stories of other
escapees from the Kazakhs: a period of captivity; a dramatic dash for the Russian line; and the
acceptance of Christianity. Yet it also conflicts with another account inserted at the end of the
file, by one Aleksei Grigorii Bachmeister, a dragoon officer stationed in Siberia. In his version,
Bachmeister claimed he bought Tsering Fal on March 13, 1758 for eight arshins (six meters) of
Chinese silk and an unspecified amount of liquor. He had met the Kazakhs at the Irtysh River
to complete the deal and made the arrangements to have Tsering Fal baptized and given the
new name of Aleksei. The transaction was legal and above board, as demonstrated by the bill
of sale filed away in the Semipalatinsk customs house.™

If Tsering Fal were in fact a baptized escapee from the Kazakhs, he should have been
resettled in Stavropol. Because of an obscure manifesto from 21 years earlier, however, his life
was ushered in a radically different direction. Issued on November 16, 1737, it was intended
to crack down on peasants evading the poll tax but included an exemption for “newly baptized
foreigners” (inozemtsy).”> When announced, it applied mainly to thousands of Torghut
Kalmyks from the Volga, who had converted to Orthodoxy after 1725. As more Kalmyk
children were sold by their impoverished parents to Russian nobles and merchants as
“dependents” (izhdiventsy), the law came to apply to them as well. At the time, few Russians
made the journey to the south-eastern borderlands to make such purchases. But as
multitudes of Zunghars fled to the Siberian and Orenburg lines after 1755, the Orenburg
Chancellery adapted the old law to the new situation, declaring on September 12, 1756 that “it
is permitted for staff, chief-officers, and nobles of various ranks, to purchase through
merchants, or to trade for commodities, Zunghar Kalmyks who have been brought in by
Kirghiz-Kazakhs.”"

Between September 1756 and September 1757, 186 Zunghars, many of them young children,
were put up for sale, mostly near Troitsk. After 1757, sales tapered off, making Bachmeister
one of the last purchasers of enslaved Zunghar Kalmyks. Many members of Orenburg’s ruling
elite owned Zunghars, including the ataman of the Orenburg Cossacks V. I. Mogutuv, customs
inspector Ivan Timashev, Petr Rychkov, and Nepliuev himself, who bought two girls and two
boys.” The fate of these outcasts, mostly young children, remains unknown—neither
Nepliuev nor Rychkov mention any Kalmyk “dependents” in their memoirs. Tsering Fal
presents an exception to this rule. After purchasing the former Zunghar noyan, Bachmeister
made his way to Moscow to purchase ammunition for his regiment, with his new slave in tow.
Once there, Tsering Fal—now named Aleksei—passed through several hands. Bachmeister
first sold him to a merchant named Aleksei Plavialshchskov, with whom he lived for seven
years. He was then resold to one College Counsellor Umskii."® Additional details of his life
in Moscow are murky. The file states that he married a Russian woman who worked in the
household of Lt. Colonel Buturlin. At her own request, Buturlin permitted her to live with
Aleksei in Umskii’s residence after their marriage. The file alludes to children but does not
specify how many."”
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Tsering Fal’s border crossing thus diverted his life-path in the most abasing and capricious
way. Driven from his native land and robbed of his name and identity, he now inhabited the
liminal space of “social death” experienced by enslaved peoples nearly everywhere.” But
would he have been better off had he crossed into Russia with most other refugees? The fate
of the Torghut Kalmyks suggests otherwise. Thousands of Zunghars had chosen to join their
distant cousins on the southern Volga steppes, where they retained their Buddhist religion
and found the space and freedom to nomadize. In 1771, many of them followed the Torghuts
in the latter’s desperate escape from Russia back to Zungharia and into the subjecthood of the
Son of Heaven. One of them, also named Tsering and a member of the Zunghar noyan class,
completed the enormous Inner Asian circuit from the Zunghar Gate to the Volga and back
again, within a fifteen-year period. Once back in Zungharia, now firmly under the control of
the Qing dynasty, he repented for supporting Amursana and was allocated grazing land by
the Chinese authorities. He and his followers were among the lucky ones to survive the
disastrous flight across the Kazakh steppe. From January and June 1771, approximately 100,000
people died from hunger, exposure, and attacks by the Middle Horde."™

Alternatively, had Tsering Fal been sold as a child, like most other Zunghar “dependents,”
memories of his noyan heritage would probably have slipped into oblivion as he became
Russianized and absorbed into the city’s population of household serfs.”* Rychkov discerned
similar assimilationist forces at work among the young Kalmyks of Stavropol.” But for the
newly-baptized Aleksei, burying the memories of his illustrious lineage was out of the
question. His circumstances call to mind the Crimean elite after 1783, when a similarly
formidable khanate was absorbed by Russia. In the latter case, the Heraldry Office had a clear
process for reviewing Tatar noble credentials and assigning the new Imperial Russian subjects
placement in the service hierarchy equivalent to their former ranks and titles.” Yet unlike
most Crimean Tatars, Aleksei had no documentation to support his assertions, just his word.
Indeed, the extant paperwork backed Bachmeister’s story, which held that the former Zunghar
noyan had been bought from the Kazakhs for some silk and alcohol.

But Aleksei did spend nearly ten years in Moscow, time enough to adjust to the language
and norms of eighteenth-century Russian society. He moreover learned, perhaps with his
wife’s help, how to navigate the Russian bureaucracy on his own behalf. As his deposition
states, in July 1763, Empress Catherine II decreed that all fugitives from the Kazakhs were to
be freed and distributed amongst court peasants.” Upon hearing of this decree, he set to
work petitioning the Senate to free him “from slavery” (iz kholopstva) and to compensate his
owner Umskii for the loss of property. He added that he “wanted nothing more than to enter
Catherine II's service.”** The Senate not only ruled in his favor, but also found his claims to
noyan status convincing enough to let him bypass the taxed population and redirect him to
the Christian Kalmyks of Stavropol.
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Aleksei’s file says nothing about his later life, but we can surmise the most likely future that
lay in store for him. In 1757-58, when the main convoy of baptized Zunghars arrived in
Stavropol, Nepliuev took pains to show special “Christian favor and deference” to the noyans.
Referring to them as “authentic and notable property owners,” he hoped they would set an
example both for the commoners who accompanied them to Stavropol and the Torghut
Kalmyks of the lower Volga. The governor of Orenburg strove to institute the hierarchies of
the center, guaranteeing noyans hefty stipends, generous land allotments, and leadership
positions in the three Cossack regiments created out of the refugees.”” Attached to the
Orenburg Cossack host, they now performed annual service on the line from the Russian side,
manning and maintaining its fortresses and redoubts, chasing after Kazakh bandits and
Bashkir horse thieves, and, fittingly enough, convoying other refugees who washed up on the
border. Given Aleksei’s noyan background and wealth prior to the Zunghar collapse, he may
very well have been incorporated into this salaried elite, earning between ten and 30 rubles
per year.”® His proficiency in Russian, moreover, would have made him useful as an
intermediary between tsarist officials and his fellow Zunghars and an effective tool of Zunghar
integration into the fabric of the empire.

At a time when the Bashkirs and laitsk Cossacks were rebelling over the loss of privileges,
leapfrogging “up from slavery” over the masses of serfs and state peasants into the Cossack
service population was an impressive achievement. Most Russians cringed at the idea of
resettlement in Orenburg, renowned for its fugitives, criminal exiles, insurrectionists, and so-
called “Asiatics.” By contrast, Aleksei saw it as a way of serving his new sovereign. It was also
his ticket out of personal bondage and a chance to reclaim some of the freedom, mobility, and
dignity he had once taken for granted in Zungharia.

Conclusion

The completion of the Orenburg Line in the mid-eighteenth century gave rise to a complex
web of human relationships that rendered the Volga-Ural region one of Russia’s most
unpredictable borderlands. Despite frequent unrest from local non-Russian subjects, tsarist
officials tried taking a long view, holding that agriculture, industry, and commerce, driven by
settlement from the interior, would hasten the integration of the province and its peoples into
the empire. The fortresses built along the laik formed an integral part of their policy, as
practical mechanisms of defense and control, barriers to movement, and declarative symbols
of Russia’s self-proclaimed civilizing mission.

The line also bifurcated the region into distinct Russian and non-Russian zones. For the
peoples under Russian control, the Kazakh side became linked with mobility and mutability,
symbolized by Karasakal, the doomed throwback to the glory days of the Nogai Horde.
Meanwhile, when Kalmyks and Kazakhs of the steppe side considered the fate of Bashkirs and
“New Christians” on the Russian side, they saw the drudgery of farming, sedentism, and the
end of their way of life. One result of Russia’s partition of the steppe was the emergence of
transnational border actors—Cossacks, Russians, Tatars, Bashkirs, Kalmyks, and Zunghars—
people whose backgrounds and skills enabled them to navigate the new spaces and political
circumstances of the post-nomadic world. They were a heterogeneous lot: some, like the
Kargala Tatars, promoted tsarist economic interests across Inner Asia, while others, notably
baptized Zunghars, slowly became absorbed into the service population by defending the line.
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The Torghut Kalmyks, the last of the steppe peoples to practice dual subjecthood, spurned
Russian subjecthood for China’s embrace. Their decision to flee the Volga in 1771, along with
the Orenburg administration’s failure to overtake them, showed the readiness of some peoples
to switch sovereigns in desperate situations.

Given the porousness of Russia’s defenses, it is remarkable that the Orenburg Line stayed
intact during the Pugachev uprising. As rebel forces seized control over its strong points in
1773-74, they now assumed responsibility for defending the province from Kazakh incursions,
a sign of the waning of frontier thinking and the emergence of modern border consciousness.
Nor did rebels consider fleeing to the left bank of the laik once the insurrection began—the
Pugachevshchina remained a regional civil war, confined largely to the Orenburg governorate.
Meanwhile, appeals for aid to Kazakh leaders from both rebel and governmental forces mostly
fell on deaf ears, yet another indication of Russia’s limited control over its tributaries south
and east of the laik. And while the upsurge of Kazakh attacks on Russian settlements in 1774
triggered fears of a “general insurrection” across the southeast,”” the raiders always returned
to their side of the laik. After nearly four decades of tsarist occupation and countless subaltern
border crossings, the right bank of the laik had become the eastern flank of what geographers
later called “European Russia,” a civilizational boundary whose full impact and significance
would not be seen until the nineteenth century.

7 See Orenburg governor Ivan Reinsdorp’s report to the Senate from 7 July 1774 in Krest'ianskaia voina 1773-1775
gg. na territorii Bashkirii (Ufa: Bashkirskoe knizhnoe izdatel’stvo, 1975), 204.
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9786155053115,

B 2020 r. B wu3garenbctBe lleHTpanpHO-EBpomeiickoro yHuMBepcuTeTa BbIlIA
QHTJIMICKasT BEPCUsI KHUTH M3BECTHOTO YKPAaWHCKOTO MCTOPUKA, pyKoBozuTesns Llentpa
MO/IbCKUX M eBpomeiickux uccnenoBanuii KueBo-MorwsiHckoit akagemun Katepunbl
Iweicer “Ukrainian Witchcraft Trials. Volhynia, Podolia, and Ruthenia 17th-18th Centuries”
(yxkpauHckoe wuspanuie: Karepuna [wuca, Icmopia 3 eidbmamu. Cydu npo uapu 6
ykpaincokux eoesodcmeax Peui ITocnonumoi XVII-XVIII cmoaimmsa (Kuis: “Kpurunka,”
2008)).

Bo BBeZeHMM aBTOP JaeT KPaTKU 0030p OCHOBHOM HMCTOPUOTPadpuU MO KOIFZOBCKUM
nporeccam B YkpawuHe, [lonabme u Poccum, ompegpensier xpoHosmorudeckue (Bropas
nomoBuHa XVII - xonen, XVIII B.) u reorpadpuyeckrie paMKua HCCaeqoBanus (Tpu
BoeBozcTBa Peun [locronnToii), MCTOYHUKOBYIO 6a3y (198 mes 0 KOIJOBCTBE M3 apXHUBOB
Yxpauns! u [Toapimin 1 onmyO/TMKOBAaHHBIX, a TAaK)Ke BU3ya/IbHbIe UCTOYHUKH, ITPOTIOBEAH,
TpakTarsl U Ap.). Ocoboe BHUMaHUE y/ieJIeHO METOJOIOTUYECKUM po6ieMaM paGoTsl ¢
MaTepyUasiaMU CJIe€ACTBEHHBIX [ieJI, TOCKOJIbKY, KaK OTMedYaeT aBTOp, IpexJe 4YeM
TPpaHCPOPMHUPOBATHCSI B TEKCT CJIEACTBUS WCXOAHble HApPaTHBBI MPOLUIA 4Yepe3
MHOXXecTBO GuabTpoB.” [103TOMy HMCTOPUKY “HPUXOJUTCS HCKATh 30/I0TYIO CEepeluHY
MeXJy [IOBepHeM K KaXKAOMY CJIOBY CBUJETEIbCTB M CKENTUYECKUM W KPUTHUYECKUM
OTHOILIEHHEM K (paHTACTHIECKOMY COJEPXKAHHUI0 PAaccKas3oB 0O KoiagoBcTBe” (c. 13). ABTOp
KHUTH TI0JIaraeT, 4YTO aJieKBAaTHOE MaTepHuajy HCCIeJoBaHUE KOJILOBCKHX IMPOLEeCCOB
BO3MO)XHO TOJIBKO NMPU KOMIUIEKCHOM IOJXOJe, KOIJlJa COYeTAalTCsS CTAaTUCTUYEeCKU U
TEeKCTOBBIU aHA/IN3, KOJIMYeCTBeHHbIE Y KaUeCTBEHHbIe METO/bI.

K. [lpica mo4epKUBaeT, 4YTO aHA/INU3 CyAeOHO-C/IeJCTBEHHBIX MAaTEPUA/IOB He SIB/ISIETCS
IJis Hee caMmouenblo. VICTOYHMKHM C/Ty)KaT JIMIIb OCHOBOW [JJ/isi M3y4YeHHUs “QaHATOMHH
OOBUHEHUI B KOJJOBCTBe,” TIOBCEZHEBHBIX CTPAXOB M TPUBSI3aHHOCTEH JIIOZEH,
BOBJIEYEHHBIX B PAa3HOro poja KOH(QIMKTHI, MHOTOIPDAHHbIE CHUTYAlUH, TaK WA HHA4e
CBSI3aHHBIE C KOJIZOBCTBOM. [/1laBHBIE TepOM KHUTHM — TMpeJCTaBLIME Tepes CyAOM
orBeTunku (“BembMbl’ WM “KONAYHBI') W WCTIBI, TPEIbSBUBIINE WM OOBUHEHHUS B
KOJIZIOBCTBe.

B kHHTe BBOAMTCS B HAy4HbI 000POT MHOXXECTBO apXUBHBIX MaTepranoB XVI-XIX Ba.,
HO TIPU 3TOM, K COXXaJIEeHHI0, OTCYTCTBYeT UX CTPYKTYPHPOBaHHOe omuvcaHue. Jlymaercs,
41O GO0JIee MOLPOOHBIN Pa3boOp MCTOYHUKOB M XOTs Obl MUHMMAa/IbHAsl BU3ya/M3aliyst
COAEPXKALIMXCSI B HUX JAHHBIX (TaGaMIpBI, AMArpaMMbl, KapThl) TOJBKO YKPACHIU ObI
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v3faHue M obyerdyunu Bocmpusthe wHbopManuu. YuTaTeno ocTaeTcsi HEM3BECTHOM
“MaTepusi’ MCTOYHHUKA: YTO MPEACTABJsieT cOO0M C/IeCTBEHHOE Je/0 KaK MUChbMEeHHBIN
JIOKYMEHT, KaKOBBI ero GopMy/isip U CTPYKTypa. B MoHOTpadmu HeT CBOJHBIX JAHHBIX O
XPOHOJIOTHYECKOM paclpeie/IeHUA KCIOIb30BaHHbBIX Je/l (MX KOJMYECTBO 1O BeKaw,
KaKasi KapTHHA M0 AeCSITUIeTUSIM, KaK 3TO COOTHOCUTCS C UX COZiep)XaHUeM, reH/lepHON
COCTaBJISAIOLIEH, XapAKTEPOM TIPUTOBOPOB U T.11.).' [10/1e3HBIM MOT GbI OKA3aThCsI M TAKOM
MpPOCTeUIINI MpueM, KaK HalpuMep, HaHeCceHHe Ha KapTy Hace/IeHHBbIX IYHKTOB, TJe,
COTJIACHO C/IeJCTBEHHBIM Jie1aM, ObUTH 3apUKCHPOBAHBI CTyYau KOJIZOBCTBA.

st KOHCTpyHpoOBaHUs 00lIeil KapTUHBI cyeOHBIX IpoleccoB o KozoBcTBe K. [Ipica
COCpefoTOYM/Iach HAa TpeX HAIlpaBJeHUsX, KOTOpble U OIpeje/IiIu CTPYKTYpPy KHMIH.
[lepBas rnaBa (“Constructing the Ukrainian Witchcraft Trial”) mocssimena ycrpoiicTBy
YKPAaWHCKHX CyZeGHBIX MPOLEeCCOB O KOIAOBCTBe. [Ipexe yeM mepexomuTh K aHANMHU3Y
dakTrueckoi ropupgudeckoit mpaktuku, K. Jlpica mpepjjaraer oO6paTUThCs K MPaBOBOM
0ase: AeCTBOBABLIMM 3aKOHaM IPOTUB BeJbM M KOJAOBCTBA U MPEJIHCAHHBIM B
IOpUJUYECKUX PYKOBOJCTBAaX KOHKPeTHBIM IIpoleAypaM. ABTOp paccMaTpUBaeT
YKPauHCKO€e 3aKOHOJATEeIbCTBO Ha GOHE MCTOPUH €BPOMENCKOro Mpasa, rjae KOIJ0BCTBO
BXOJIMJIO B pa3psij, npecTyiuieHUu ele B CpeHeBeKOBbe.

Paccmarpuaemsie K. JIpicoii ICTOUHMKN OTHOCSTCS K TPeM YKPAaUHCKUM BOEBOJICTBAM
Peun T[locrmonuroit: Tlomonbckomy, BosmbiHckomy wu Pycckomy  (PyreHckowmy).
Bo/BUIMHCTBO e/ O KOJIAOBCTBE IMPOUCXOAUT U3 T'OPOACKUX CYZOB, HAXOAWBIINXCS TMOJ,
IOPUCIUKIIMEN MargeOyprckoro mnpasa. B cyzme6HOM mpakTHKe O BTOPOU momoBuHbI XVI
no koHua XVIII Beka, Kak MpaBHW/IO, MCIOIB30BaIMCh Mocobusi opucrta bapronomes
I'pounikoro (ocHoBauuble Ha Speculum Saxonum wu Constitutio Criminalis Carolina), roe
€CTh U IJIaBbl O pPeKOMeHJAIusX 1Mo 6oprOe ¢ Beabmamu. OJHAKO M3y4YeHHE aBTOPOM
MaTepHaioB CyJeOHbIX pa30UpaTeNbCTB MIOKa3ajIo0, YTO YKPAUHCKUeE CYAbH UCIIOIb30BaIN
I0pHUJUYeCKHe TOCOOUs CKOpee B KaueCTBe OTKPBITHIX /ISl TOJIKOBAaHUSI peKOMEeHJaLvi, a
pellleHUs] MPUHUMA/IMChb HAa OCHOBe HHTYWLMW W YCTAaHOBUBILEMCS TpajULIMU: KakK
MpaBWIO, HaKa3aHWEM 3a KOJJOBCTBO Obutn wwTpad wuau mnopka. Hepeaxo pnena
IpeKpalllajiich 3a OTCYTCTBUEM [OKa3aTe/lbCTB, MOATBEPXKZAMOLUMX oOBHHeHHe. [lo
JAHHBIM aBTOPA, Ha 198 MPOLIECCOB MPUXOJUTCS TONBKO 13 KasHeil.” Bo BTopoii mosnoBuHe
XVIII B. 4nC10 YKPaMHCKUX NMPOLECCOB O BelbMax U KOJIZOBCTBE Pe3KO COKPALAeTCsl, TaK
kKak B [lompuie m Poccum TOSIBASIIOTCST 3aKOHBI, 3alpellaplide MoJ00HbIe Aena K
PacCMOTpEHUIO.

K. Jlpica oTAeIbHO OCTaHABIMBAETCSI HA BOIIPOCE O POJIH IBITOK B IIpoliecce JO3HAHUS.
BhIsicHsIeTCs1, UTO OHM YIOMSIHYTBI JIMLIb B 7 U3 198 yKpauHckux gen. [lo-Bugumomy, aTo
CBSI3aHO C T€M, YTO MBITKA HE CYATANTUCH JEeHCTBEHHBIM CIIOCOOOM 0OUTHCST MCTUHBI (CP.
pedbekcuio o mbITKax B mocobusix b. I'pounxoro). Kpome Toro, mist meiTOK ObUIH
HeOoOXOZMMbBI OIBITHBIE TMa/JA4Yd, @ UX YCJIYTHM CTOWIM AOPOTO, Ja/NeKo He BCe Tropoja
MOTJIA cebe 3TO MO3BOJIUTb.

Kak mokassiBaer K. /lpica, ogHUM U3 Cephe3HBIX TMOBOJOB st OOBHHEHUI B
KOJIZIOBCTBE CTAaHOBMUJ/IACh TaKasl Ba)KHasi COCTABJIAIOIIAsl MTOBCeJHEBHOM KOMMYHHUKALIUU,
KaK CIUIETHU U CJIYXH. VIX poJib ¢ OJHOM CTOPOHBI, COCTOSI/IA B TOM, YTOOBI IPeAyNpeauTh

' OTMeTHM, YTO B YKPaMHCKOM H3/IaHUM 2008 T. ecTh Tabnuia reorpaduyeckoro pacrpefeeHus |
yucIeHHOCTH fien (. 61). TaM ke yKasaHo, 4To 158 fesl U3 198 MPOUCXOASAT U3 TPEX YKa3aHHbBIX BOEBOJCTB
Peuu [Mocronuroii, a 189 u3 198 orHocstess K XVII-XVIII BB., ocranbubie 9 — XVI u XIX BB. (c. 60).

* BeposiTHO, MpaBUIbHEE GbIJIO GbI MOJCYUTHIBATH l€/1a CO CMEPTHBIMM MPUIOBOPaMH He B 06IIeM KopIyce
HMCTOYHUKOB (198), a B OCHOBHOM, T. €. TeX 158 [ejiax, 4TO MPOUCXOJAT M3 YKa3aHHBIX TPEX BOEBOJCTB U
otHOCsATCs K XVII-XVIII BB. To ke OTHOCUTCA U K APYTUM MMOACYeTaM (HarpyuMep, YIIOMUHAHKAM TbITOK).
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YJIEHOB COOOIEeCTBA O MOTEHI[UATIBHON OMACHOCTH, KOTOPYIO MPeJCTaB/sIeT BelIbMa WU
KOJIZYH, WIM JATh 3HATh BeJbMe, UTO JKePTBAa 3HAeT O ee HeAOOPBhIX HaMepeHWUsX, a C
OPYroii — 4ToObl UCIOPTUTH PENMyTALHI0 KOHKYPEHTA WIM COTEePHHKA, PACpPOCTPAHUB
CJTyX O ero KOJIJOBCKUX 3aHSITHSIX.

CrieryasibHOTO BHUMAHUS YIOCTOWINCh W JeHCTByolide (GUrypbl IMPOLLECCOB O
KOJIIOBCTBe — OGBuHsieMble n o6BuHHUTenu. K. /lpica oroBapuBaeTcsi, 4TO He Bce fena
CoZlep)XaT JOCTATOYHYI0 O HUX MH(OPMAIMIO, TOSTOMY BO3MOXXHBI MOTPELIHOCTH TPU
aHanu3e. B reHJepHOM OTHOIIEHWH Cpeay OOBHHsIEMbIX Mpeobiaganu xeHuHbl (78%,
YTO MeHblIle, yeM B caMoii [losbiiie, HO 6/IM3KO K CpeHeMY 3HaUeHwuIo 1o EBpore).

YTO CTAaHOBU/IOCH TIOBOJOM [Jisi OOBUHEHUsSI B KONZOBCTBe? JIbSIBOJIBI MM HEYHCTAs
CHJIa YIIOMUHAIOTCS JTULIb B HeGombioMm uucie fen (4%), 4yTh Gosiblie men Kacaavch
Jle/IoOBOM KOHKYPEHLIMH, yclieXa B HeKOM IMpeANpPHUsITUN — BBIUTPATh Cy[l, TTOMCK KJIaJa,
kpaka (oxomo 1%). Bo Bcex ocTasbHbIX C/ly4asx mpeaMeT KOHGIUKTa ObII TPUYPOYEH K
noMaurHei cdepe (HaBeJeHHe MOPYU Ha JeTe WK Ha YIEHOB CEMbH, TF0O0BHAsI Marus,
MOCATATE/NHCTBO HA POXKAAEMOCTh M [Jp.), B 3HAYUTENbHONH Mepe CB3aHHOU C
YKEHLIMHAMHU, Y€M U MOXXHO OO'BSICHUTH UX OOJIBIINI MPOLIEHT CpeJii 0OBHUHSIEMBIX.

[Tockonbky cpeny ncTouyHUKOB K. /IbIcbl B OCHOBHOM IIPOTOKOJIBI TOPOJCKUX CYZIOB, TO
Y COLMA/IbHBIN Cpe3 OOJIBIIMHCTBA e/l BK/IIYAeT JIUL, CXOAHOTO COLIMAJbHOIO CTATyCa:
Kojuter mo pabore, cocezneil, 4ieHOB omHOW cembu (okomo 9o%). OcranbHble Aena
MPEeACTABJISIIOT, KaK MPABUIO, OOBUHEHUS] HAya/lbHUKAMHM MOJYHMHEHHbIX. J/Iuib Manas
YaCTh [OKYMEHTOB CBsi3aHAa C OOBUHEHUSIMH TPOTUB MEHBUIMHCTB YW MapTUHAJIOB
(numue, 6Gpogsaru). M3 mnpodeccMOHAaNbHBIX TPYINT dYalle BCEro BCTPEYATCS
peMec/ieHHUKH, JYXOBEeHCTBO U COJIJATHI.

Bo Bropo#r rnaBe (“Ukrainian Orthodox Demonology: The Learned Elite and
Perceptions of the Devil and Witches”) paccmarpuBaroTcst TpefCcTaBieHUsT O
IEeMOHOJIOTUH, [JbsSBOJIe ¥ BeJbMaX C TOYKHW 3peHUs] YKPAaWMHCKOH IIPaBOC/IIAaBHOU
LEPKOBHOM 3/UTHL. JTO HUKOHOrpadusi M300paKeHU [psBOJIA, JEMOHOB U BeJbM;
MpeACTaB/lIeHUsT O JeMOHHWYEeCKOM B COYMHEHHUSIX YKPAaWHCKHUX IPABOCIABHBIX
npornoBegHUKOB U 6GorocinoBoB (Moaun Bumienckuii, Iletp Moruma, MoanHukwuit
lanaroBckuii, AuTOHMM PamuBunoBckuil, Iumutpuit PocCTOBCKMIt); 0COGEHHOCTH
NpeACTaBIeHnil 00 OZEepPXUMOCTH OecaMu U DK30pLH3Me, HEMHOTHE CBUJETeNbCTBA O
3aKJII0UYeHUH JOTOBOPOB C AbSIBOJIOM; IeMOHU3ALUSI COCelei, COTIEPHUKOB U BParos.

K. [lpica mpuUXOoZMT K BBIBOJY, UTO YKPAaWHCKas IPAaBOC/IABHAsl [eMOHOJIOTHS, B
OT/IMYME OT 3aMajHoON, Oba 1ab0 paspaboTaHa M Urpajsia MAPrHHANBHYIO POJb B
OOrOC/IOBCKOM, TOIEMUYECKOM U IOPUIUYECKOW MbICaU. JlbsiBO, Oechl W BeIbMBbI
YIOMHUHA/IMUCh YKPAUHCKUMU MPOMOBEAHUKAMY B KaUeCTBe OPYZAUsI PUTOPUKH, a TTIABHOU
VX MUILIEHbI0 OBUIM TpeX W TpellHuKH. [lociefHMe CYUTANINCh CAyraMu [bSBOJIA,
COOTBETCTBEHHO, U BeAbMbI CYMTAIMCh TAKOBBIMH, a 3HAYUT, He ObUIO HEOOXOJUMOCTU B
paspaboOTKe KOHLEMIMH J[JOTOBOPOB C JAbSBOIOM (3apUKCHPOBAHO BCErO HECKOJBKO
cny4daeB). PenurvosHbie aBTOPUTETHI, XOTS M OCY)XAAMU KOJNZOBCTBO KaK Tpex, He
BMELIMBA/INCh B CyJeOHble MPOLeCChl M He MOOLIPSIIA KaKue-Th0o JeHCTBUSI MPOTHUB
Mpe/IoaraeMoro KojaJo0BCTBa.

B Tpetbeit rnaBe (“Beyond the Trials, or the Anatomy of Witchcraft Accusations”) -
camoii  GosbuiO¥  (3aHMMaeT TO/MOBMHY oO6beMa Bceld KHUTU) W JETalIbHO
crpykrypupoBanHuoii - K. /[lpica mepexoauT K aHa/mM3y COLHANBHBIX KOHQIHUKTOB,
KOTOpBbIe yallle BCero BJEK/IH 32 c060¥ 0OOBHUHEHHUS B KONJOBCTBe. B ¢pokyce 3T0ii rnaBsl —
JIIOJIY, TIO T€M WJIM WHBIM MPUYHMHAM OOpaLIABIIMeCs] K MarM4eCKUM MPAaKTHUKaM, a TaKKe
VX 3aQHSATHSI M penyTanus B obuiecTBe. ABTOp 0CcO00 yKa3bIBaeT Ha MapafloKC, YTO MPHU
OTCYTCTBUHM BBIPAaXEHHOT'O MHTepeca K KOJIJOBCTBY CO CTOPOHBI CBETCKOM M JyXOBHOU
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BJIACTH, B CyJaX He HaGJII0AANIOCh HEAOCTATKA B JOHOCAX U Xa/mobax: OYeBUAHO, MHOTHE
KOH(IMKTBI, CYIIeCTBOBABIUIKE B OOIIECTBE, OCMBIC/ISIUCh TIOJABMH C TOYKH 3PEHUS
BO3MOYXHOT'O KOJITOBCTBA.

[anubie cnencrBeHHbix fen mo3Boavau K. [lpice BBISBUTH THIBI COLMAIBHBIX
B3aMIMOOTHOLIEHHUM, KOTOPbIe MOT/IH MTPOBOLMPOBATh CCOPBI U MOC/IeAyolie OOBUHEHUS
ONIIOHEHTOB B KOJIIOBCTBE. OTO COCEJCKHME U BHYTPHUCEMEilHble OTHOIIEeHUs,
npodeccroHabHasi KOHKYpeHIUst (OHOC KaK Crmoco6 HWCIMOPTUTH — PeNyTalHio,
pPacIpoCTpaHeHUe CIIYXOB, UTO yCIieX KOHKypeHTa CBSI3aH C KOJIZOBCTBOM; KOJIZOBCTBO B
cpelile TPAaKTHUPIIUKOB, TKa4del, MeJTbHUKOB); B3aWUMOOTHOIIEHHUsI XO35I€B U CJIyT
(KOJIZIOBCTBO MPOTHB XO3sIMHA, @ MHOTJA W BBITOPAKMBAHUE MATPOHOM COOCTBEHHBIX
CITyT).

Hanee K. lpica aHanu3upyeT pa3Hble cdepbl MPUMEHEHUS] MarvH, OTPAa3WBLINECS B
HMCTOYHHUKAX. JTO, MpeXxJe BCero, Tr000BHasE Marus, K KOTOPOil Mpuberaau KpecTbsiHe U
rOpOXKaHe, CIYTU U TMPeACTAaBUTEIN LUUISIXThI. DTOT BUJA Marvuu ObUT Gojiee TOMyJISIpeH Y
YKeHIIUH (BepHYTh I060Bb CYNpPyra, OTBaJUTh COMEPHUKOB, U30ABUTHCSI OT MIOOOBHUKA
WM CYNPYra; Marus KaK yJa4yHoe OObsCHEHWE IIOXMX B3aMMOOTHOLIEHWN B CEMbBE).
3arem - cdepa 3m0poBbsi U 6onme3Helt (60€3HM, HACTAHHBIE KOJIZOBCTBOM; MaruvecKkoe
HCLe/IeHE), TOpYa JOMAIIHUX XUBOTHBIX U YPOXKasl.

[TomyMo cOOCTBEHHO BeAbM Y KOJNIYHOB B CJI€ACTBEHHBIX Je/1aX YIOMHHAIOTCS M
npouwrie npuBepxeHubl Maruu. K. /lpica pa3gensier ux Ha npo¢deCcCHOHAIOB U JTI0OUTE .
K mepBbIM OHa OTHOCHUT KOJIJYHOB-CITELIMA/IUCTOB, K KOTOPHIM OOpalaInch C
pa3nuyHbiMu mpobiemamu. Ko BTOpPBIM — Tex 4YI€HOB COLMYMa, KOTOpPbI€ MOTJIU
BBITIOJIHSITH HEKOTOpPbIe TOBCEJHEBHbIE MarvMvecKhe TMPAKTUKA, He Tpeoyrolue
CHelUaIbHBIX TO3HAHUM. [10 TaHHBIM C/1eICTBEHHBIX e/, K KOJAyHaM-podecCHOHaIaM
00Opalaarch 3a MOMOIIBI0 TTPH MEJUIIMHCKUX MTPo6ieMax, pa3biCKaHUM K/IA[IOB, TIOUCKE
YKPaZIleHHOTO, TMpPOMaBIlell CKOTHHBI, BbBISIBJIEHMHM BOPOB (a WHOTgA W JAPYIUX
MIPECTYITHUKOB), JIJIsI COKPBITHS MPECTYIUIEHUI UK G1aromnoyqHOro MCXOAa CyAa, AJist
oOHapyxeHHss M HeWTpamusauuu BeapM. Oco6o K. [lpica mogyepkuBaer, 4TO /TIOSU
MPEeATIOYUTAIN 00PAIATECSA K “dy)KuM,” He MeCTHBbIM 3HaTOKaMm. Cpenu THOOUTENbCKUX
Maru4ecKMX TMPAKTHUK ObUIM PACIpOCTpaHeHbl rajfaHus (Ha OyAyilero Myxa, o
MOTEPSIHHBIX U/TA YKPAZeHHBIX BEIIAX).

Kak moxassIBaloT JaHHbBIE C/I€ACTBUI, YKPaWHCKasi Marus paHHero HoBoro BpemeHmn
vIMeJia MaJio o011ero ¢ “BbICOKOM neMoHosorueii. OHa Obl/Ia HAllpaB/ieHa HA KOHKPeTHbIe
MPAKTHYeCKHe Lie/h: Ha JI000Bb M HEHABUCTh, OOJIE3HDb U 3[0POBbE, HEy/a4uyy U yCIIex.
Jlrogu obpawanvce B Cy[, KOTJa MpeZIoiaraeMoe KoJJOBCTBO YIPOXXAIO WX 30POBBIO,
6/1arOCOCTOSIHUIO WM O0Illeil (6e30macHOCTH, HO TPH 3JTOM OHO HHKAK He
aCCOLIMHUPOBAJIOCH C €PeChIo.

CylecTBeHHO, YTO B CJIEICTBEHHBIX [e/laX HepeAKd MPHUMEePbI, KOrja JIOKaJIbHOe
COOOIIECTBO  OTCTAaWBaJi0 YEeCTHYI  peNyTauuilo OOBHHEHHbIX B  KOJIJIOBCTBE.
KonnekTrBHBIE OOBUHEHHSI B KOJIIOBCTBE U, B MEHbIIEH Mepe, KO/UIEKTUBHASI MO AePiKKa
MPOTUB TaKUX OOBUHEHWI MPOUCXOJWIA B OCHOBHOM B JIEPEBHSIX M MaJbIX ropozax. B
OOJIBLINX JKe TOPOJAAX B C/IeZICTBHE BOBJIEKAIUCH, KaK MPABUJIO, OAWH-IBA COCEA.

[Mocnenusis rnaBa kuuru (“A Case of Witchcraft and Infanticide in Szczurowczyky”)
MOCBSILIEHA MHUKPOHUCTOPUYECKOMY HUCC/IeOBAaHUID OJHOTO KOHKPETHOTO CyZeOHOTo
mpoIecca — C/lydyar BeJbMOBCTBA M YOMICTBA HOBOPOXXIEHHOTO MJIQJIEHLIA B MeCTEeYKe
[llypoBuriku B 1753 r. Takue MpecTyIieHUs1 SIBJSIIMCh, KaK TMPABUJIO, ClielupuuecKu
“xenckumu.” [lo gmeny mpoxomwnu paBe o6BuHsiemble. JTo EBka CraHopuxa, MaTh
MEepPTBOPOXXJEHHOTO HEe3aKOHHOTO MJIdJIeHId, KOTOPOr0 OHA POJW/IA B CBMHApHHUKE U
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OCTaBMUJIa TaM JXe Ha CcbefeHue cBUHbsM. M Begpma Opuuika /Ilnumanuxa, gasuiasi EBke
3es1be, YTOOBI BBITHATh IUTOJ,. [loKasaTesbHBI IPUTOBOPHI, BhIHECEHHbIe cynoM. EBKy
CTaHOpUXY IPUTrOBOPUIM K CMepPTHOM Ka3HHM, a Opuuiky /InuMaHuxy, NpU3HABIIYIOCS B
KOJIJOBCKOH /ieATeTbHOCTH (y4acTre B COOPHILAX C APYTMMH BeJbMAMHM U TIOJIETHI C HUMU
IO BO3/yXy, HCIIOJIb30BaHHE OTPAaBHBIX 3€/IMii, Kpa)ka MOJIOKa y KOpOB, BbI3bIBaHHE
OOXIs W TPajd) — JIMIIb K ABYMCTaM yAapaMm posramu (Mo TATHAECAT YAAPOB pas B
Mecsiy). TakuM 06pasoM, AeTOyOUICTBO MPeACTaB/ISIOCh KPEMEHELKUM CynbsiM Oojee
Cepbe3HbIM TPeCTyIUIEHUEM, HeXeIH KOJJOBCTBO, XOTS MO 3aKOHaM Marje0yprcKoro
IIpaBa OHU MOTJIH BeiHeCTH OpHILIKe 3HAYUTE/TBHO O0Jjiee CypOBbIi IPUTOBOP.

B mocnecnoBuM aBTOp pasMbILUISIET O JajbHeiIIeldl MCTOpUM o0Opas3a yKpPauHCKOM
BefibMbl — ero pomanTusauuu B XIX B. (Huxomait 'oroas, Octran Comos, ['puropuii
KBuTKa), 3a6BeHNM B COBETCKYIO DIIOXY M BOCKpelLIeHHH B KoHLe XX — Haudane XXI B. B
KOHTEKCTe B3PbIBa MHTEpeca K OKKYJIbTHO-Maru4eCcKUM IPaKTHKaM.

Uccneposanue K. [lpicbl BHOCHUT CyleCTBeHHBIM BK/IaJ, B H3y4yeHHe MCTOPUU
KOJIJOBCKMX TmpoueccoB B EBpome panHero HoBoro BpeMeHH, IOCKOJBKY JaeT
BO3MO)XHOCTb CPaBHUTh OCOOEHHOCTH F'OHEHU Ha BeAbM B HEM3YYEHHOM paHee B 3TOM
acreKTe pervoHe EBpombl ¢ ApYyrUMH M MOHSATH €ro JIOKaJbHYIO crienuduky. B xHure
BBOAMTCSI B HAY4YHBI OOOPOT BHYLIMTE/IbHBI KOPIYC APXWBHBIX [JOKYMEHTOB W3
xpanuuiy, Ykpanusl U [Tonsiu (LleHTpaibHbIN rocyjapCTBEHHBINM UCTOPUYECKHM apXUB
YkpauHnsl, r. Kues; LleHTpanbHblii rocyJapCTBeHHBIM MUCTOPUYECKHUI apXyB YKpPauHBI, T.
JIsBoB; Hayunass GuGnvoTexa J/IbBOBCKOTO TOCYZAPCTBEHHOrO YHHUBepcuTera; Archiw
Glowny Aktow Dawnich, r. Bapmasa). CoyeTaHue HMCTOPHUKO-aHTPOIMONIOTHUYECKOTO H
MUKPOUCTOPUYECKOT0 TOJAXOJO0B II03BOJIMJIO aBTOPY YBHUJETb 3a CYXUMHU CTpPOKaMU
JOKyMEHTOB HallpsDKeHHble B3aMMOOTHOIUEHMSI MeXZAYy IpeJCTaBUTeNsIMH pPa3HbIX
COCJIOBUU U KOJIJIETaMU 10 peMeciTy, COCesIMU Y YWieHaMHu OJHOI ceMbU.

Kak y)xe 6b1710 CKa3aHO, OCHOBHOM CIOXXeT KHWTH Pa3BHUBAeTCs Ha IepeKpecThe Tpex
PaKypCcoB: TIpaBOBasi OCHOBAa M cyjeOHasi TMpaKTUKa IIPOLIECCOB O KOJIJOBCTBE;
ZIeMOHOJIOTHSI, BeIbMbl M KOJIIOBCTBO B JAMCKypCe NPAaBOCTABHOU LIePKBH; AeTaTn3alus
IIOBCeJHEBHBIX KOH(QJIMKTOB, CBS3aHHBIX C BeAbMaMM U 4Yapamu. Ho cyuiectByer u ee
OlHA Ba)XHasl COCTAB/ISIIOLAsi — COOCTBEHHO HApPOJHbBIE IpeJCTaBJIeHUsI O BeAbMax U
KOJIZIOBCTBe. VIMEHHO OHU U SIBMISIUCH TeM 6a3vcoM (B oT/ivyue OT “BHEIIHUX B3IJISZ0OB
CyZeOHbBIX BIAaCTeN MU LEPKOBHOM 3JIUTHI), HA OCHOBE KOTOPOTO BO3HUKA/IM ONMCAHHBIE
B KHHUre KOH(QIUKTHBIEe cuTyauuu.’ M3ydeHWe Takux MpesCTaBIeHUI Ype3BBIYAHO
BOXHO [JI1 AQHTPOIOJIOTUYECKH OPHEeHTHPOBAHHOIO MCC/Ae[0BaHMs, ITOCKOJIbKY OHU
MO3BOJISIIOT CMECTUTh TOYKY 3peHHs HabOmojaTenss C BHEIIHeH HAa BHYTPEHHIO M
YBHUJETh sIBJIEeHHE KOJIJOBCTBA M3HYTPHU COOOILECTBA, YTO HEOOXOOWMO [Jisi OOJbLIeit
00 BEKTUBHOCTH O011IeH KAPTHUHBI.

37ech CTOUT YTOYHHUTD, YTO paCCMAaTpUBAaeMble B KHUTe CyJeOHbIe e/la UMeTd MeCTO
Ha OTHOCHUTE/IbHO KOMIIAKTHOU TeppuUTOpUH. Ec/ii mocMOTpeTh Ha KapTy, TO YIIOMSIHYTbIe
B KHHUTe TOpOJia U CeJjla, CBSI3aHHbIe C KOJIZOBCKUMH IPOLieccaMH, 0Opas3yloT GIU3KYI0 K
oBasy ¢urypy pasmMepoMm IHpUGIU3UTENBHO 330 KM (IT0 JIMHWM 3amaf-BOCTOK, /IbBOB-
JleTnueB) Ha 160 kM (ceBep-tor, KpemeHe1-Komombist), ¢ BBICTYIIOM OKOJIO 150 KM K CeBepy
oT /IpBoBa Kk Bnagumupy-BoasiHckomy 1 oT Kpemenna k Jlynky u Kosento. B ucropuko-
3THOrpadUYecKoM OTHOIUEHWU 3TH 3eMJIM BXOJST B IojeccKyio (ceBepHee Jlynka u
Bragumupa-BosbiHckoro), kapmartckyio (/IpBoBckasi, MBano-®PpaHkoBckast obnactd, a
Taoke OOnbuIasi 4acTh TepHOMOMbCKOM W YepHOBULKON 006/acTeii), BONBIHCKYIO U

*> Co6cTBeHHO, o6palleHue B Cy/, Mo MOBOAY KOJIZOBCTBA — 3TO KpaliHUWIA c/lydaii pasBUTHsI KPU3HCHOM
cuTyaluu. Best )ke COBOKYITHOCTD KOJIZOBCKHUX KOH(PIMKTOB B TOM H/IM MHOM COOOIIeCTBe U UX KOHKPETHKA
OGbLTM HEU3MEPHUMO IIHPE, YeM DTO OTPAKEHO B CyJeOHBIX MPOIieccax.
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MOJ0JIBCKYI0O STHOKY/IbTYpHbIe 30HBIL. [Ipuuem ITonecse n Kapnartsl gaxxe B koHue XX B.
OCTBAJIMCh CBOEOOPA3HBIMU 3aNOBEIHUKAMH APXaWYeCKUX BEpPOBaHWM, a cCocemHHUe
Bosbiab u [Togosibe BecbMa GIM3KHM K HUM T10 XapaKTepy MaTepUaa.

Pa3ymeercs1, B KHUTe eCTh OTCHUIKM Ha dTHOrpaduyeckue paborsl KoHna XIX - Havana
XX B. (psap myGnukauuii B >xypHame ‘KueBckasi crapuna,” pa6orsr I1. VMBaHoBa, B.
I'Hatioka, A. Onuiryka u ap.). Ho MeTogonorus vcciefoBaHust CIaBIHCKOM HAapOJHOM
ZIE€MOHOJIOTUM BOOOIEe M BeAbMbl KaK MHUPOTOTHYECKOTO IMEePCOHAKA B YaCTHOCTHU
3HAYUTETbHO HM3MEHM/IaCh CO BpPEMEH OIMHucaTe/lbHbIX PaboT pyOexa BeKoB. BecbMma
aKTya/IbHBIMU JJIsI aHA/IM3a KOJIJOBCKOM COCTaBISIIOLIEl C/IefCTBEHHBIX el SIB/ISIIOTCS
coBpeMeHHbIe paboThl 00 YKpauHCKOM Husweil mudonoruu - Kak obobwaromue (O.
IMopunka, 0. Byiickux),* Tak M TOCTpOeHHbIe HA JIOKaJbHOM Marepuane.” s
MOHMMAaHUs oOpa3a BeAbMBbI M KOJNJOBCTBA B I€JIOM METOMOJOTUYECKH BaXXHBIMU
SIBJISIFOTCSI TPYZbl MOCKOBCKOM IIKOJIbI 3THOJIMHIBUCTUKY, B YaCTHOCTH, CTaThs O BeibMe
B cmoBape “CraBsiHCKHE ,I[peBHOCTI/I,”6 kaura JI. H. BuHorpazoBoii o HapogHOu
IE€MOHOJIOTUM C/IaBSiH' U TIEPBBIA TOM usgaHus® “Hapopnast nemonosnorus [loneces.” B
3TUX MyOMUKAUMSIX MOAPOOHO AHATMBUPYIOTCS MOTHBBI M TMPU3HAKU, COCTABJISIOLIVE
o6pas BeapMbl (M APYrUx JIOfIeH, HAaAEISEMBIX CBEPXbECTECTBEHHBIMU CBONCTBAMM) B
Pa3HBIX C/IABSIHCKUX Tpaguuusix, B ToM uyucie B [lomecke n Ha Kapnarax. [lonnHbri
nepedyeHb TaKMX MOTHMBOB W MPHU3HAKOB (JHa/IeKTHbIE Ha3BaHHS BeAbMbI, BHELUIHUN BUI,
MeprUoAbl AKTUBU3ALMH, MOTHBBI OTOMPAHUS MOJIOKA Y KOPOB, OTHHUMAaHHs YpOXas,
nmosieTbl Ha cOopwia, CHOCOOHOCTh HAChUIATh IMOPYY, OOOPOTHHUYECTBO M T.I.),
MpYMEHEHHbIM K JAHHBIM W3 CJI€ICTBEHHBIX [eJI, T03BOMUI Obl, BO-NIE€PBbIX, BBISBUTH
JIOKa/IbHBIE YEPTHI B TUX MaTepHasax (TaK, HalpruMep, 00pasbl KAPIMAaTCKOU U MOJIECCKOM
BeZbM BOBCE HE€ W/IEHTHYHbI), BO-BTOPBIX, MMOHSTh, KAKWE MMEHHO MPHU3HAKU BEJbMbI
CTAaHOBWJIMCh TIOBOJOM [/isi KOH(QJIMKTA WIM BO3OYKIEHHS [e/la, a KaKhe OCTABAIHUCHh

* Omnpra Tlopiupka, YkpaiHcbka HapoOHa OeMOHON02IA Yy 3a2anbHOCN08 aHCbkomy KkKonmekcmi (Kuis:
[HCTUTYT MHCTELTBO3HABCTBA, (OJBKIOPUCTUKM Ta eTHosorii iM. M. T Punbcekoro Hany KuiBcekuii
Haujonaneuuit  YuiBepcurer Kynbrypu i wmwmcrenes, 2004). (Olha Porits'’ka, Ukrains'’ka narodna
demonologiia u zagal'noslov’ians'komu konteksti (Kyiv: Institut mistetstvoznavstva, fol’kloristiki ta etnologii
im. M. T. Ril'skoho nanu Kyivs’kii Natsional'nii Universitet Kul'turi i mistetsev, 2004); 0. C. Byiicbkux,
“Konucw pycaaxu no semai xodunu...” JXKinoui obpasu ykpaiHcokol migponoeii (Xapkis: KCZ, 2018). (Tu. S.
Buis'kikh, “Kolis' rusalki po zemli hodili...” Zhinochi obrazi ukrains'koi mifologii (Kharkiv, KSD, 2018).

> I. T. YexoBchbkwuii, Jemononoziuti eipysanHs i HapodHull kaneHdap ykpainyie Kapnamcwbkozo peziomny
(YepniBui: 3enena bykosuHa, 2001). (I. G. Chekhovs'kyi, Demonologichni viruvannia i narodnyi kalendar
ukraintsiv Karpats'kogo regionu (Chernivtsi: Zelena Bukovina, 2001); Haranst Xo63eit, I'yyyabcka migponozis:
Emnoninesicmuunuti cnosnuk (JIeBiB: HAH VYxpainu, In-T1 ykpainosHaB wmm. I. Kpum'sikeBuua, 2002).
(Natalia Khobzei, Gutsul'ska mifologiia: Etnolingvistichnyi slovnik (L'viv: NAN Ukraini, In-t ukrainoznav im.
I. Kryp'iakevycha, 2002)); H. M. BoitroBuy, Hapoona demoronoeis Botikiswuru (JIpsis: CITOJIOM, 2015).
(N. M. Voitovich, Narodna demonologiia Boikivshchyny (L'viv: SPOLOM, 2015); Bomogumup Tamaitayx,
Ykpaincoka migonoein (Xapkis: KC/, 2016). (Volodymyr Galaichuk, Ukrains'ka mifologiia (Kharkiv: KSD,
2016)).

® JI. H. Bunorpagosa u C. M. Toncras, “Bempma” B H. WM. Toncroii, pen., CrassHnckue dpesHocmu:
AmHoaunegucmuyeckuil caoeaps, T. 1. (MockBa: “MexzgyHapogHbsie oTHouweHus,” 1995), 297-301. (L. N.
Vinogradova i S. M. Tolstaia, “Ved'ma” v N. 1. Tolstoi, Slavianskiie drevnosti: Etnolingvisticheskii slovar', t. 1.
(Moscow: “Mezdunarodnye otnosheniia,” 1995), 297-301).

7 JI. H. Bunorpagosa, HapodHas demononozus u mugo-pumyansHas mpaduyus cnraést (Mocksa: “Uupapuk,”
2000). (L. N. Vinogradova, Narodnaia demonologiia i mifo-ritual'naia traditsiia slavian (Moscow: “Indrik,”
2000).

8 JI.H. Bunorpazgosa u E. E. JleBkueBckas, coct., Hapoonas demononozus IMonecwvs (nybaukayus mekcmos e
3anucsax 80-9o-x 22. XX eeka), T. 1 (MockBa: SI3bIKM CIAaBIHCKUX KYJIBTYD, 2010), 36-256, (pa3gesn o Begbme).
(L. N. Vinogradova i E. E. Levkievskaia, sost., Narodnaia demonologiia Poles'ia (publikartsiia tekstov v
zapisiakh 80-9o-h gg. XX veka), t. 1 (Moscow: lazyki slavianskikh kul’tur, 2010), 36-256).
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HEeCyLIeCTBEHHBIMM  (YTO  BXHO  JJII  AHTPOIOJIOTUYECKOW  COCTABJISIFOLLEi
VICC/IEJOBAHNsI); B-TPETHUX, BBISIBUTh HETHIIMYHBIE [JIsI PACCMATPHUBAEMBIX APEANIOB
MOTHBBI (HampuMep, peMecieHHble BepOBaHUS, XapaKTepHbIe, BO3MOXXHO, Goiee st
rOpPOJCKON 3amajHON TpAagULIMKM, HEXeJTWu [/ CelIbCKou cpenbi). Kpome Toro,
sTHOrpadryecKrie MaTepHasibl IO3BOJISIIOT OOBSCHUTH pPsifi MOMEHTOB, HAIpHUMeD,
NpeBa/IMPOBAaHME JKEHIIUH Cpeiu OOBUHSIEMBIX: €0 B TOM, YTO 00Opa3 MY)XYHUHbI-
KOJIlyHa pa3paboTaH Ha 3amajie M Iore BOCTOYHOC/IABSIHCKOW TPAJULIM 3HAYUTETBHO
cnabee, Hexenun o6pa3 Beabpmbl.’ TakuMm 00pasoM, TpUB/IEYEHHE COBPEMEHHOM
MEeTO/IOJIOTUM aHA/IM3a HAPOAHBIX [EeMOHOJIOTMYECKHX IpeACTaB/lIeHUil MOTJIO Ol
COOOLIMTh HCCIEOBAaHUIO HOBOE HM3MepeHHe U CAe/aTh OOLIyI0 KapTHUHY ‘aHATOMHUU
KOJIZOBCTBA  OoJiee eTabHOU U penbedHOI.

° Bunorpagosa u JleBkueBckas, cocT., Hapodnas demornonozus IMonecwvs, 233. (Vinogradova i Levkievskaia,
sost., Narodnaia demonologiia Poles'ia, 233).
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Peniensust Ha kuury/Review of: Thomas Rosén, Russian in the 1740s. Boston: Academic Studies
Press. 2022. 212 p. ISBN: 9781644697979.

HccnepgoBanue pycckoro nuteparypHoro si3bika XVIII Beka Ha mpoTshkeHUM
J0JITOTO BpeMeH! CBOAMJIOCH TMOO0 K U3YYEeHHIO UUOIEKTOB OT/Ie/IbHBIX aBTOPOB,
60 K aHanmu3y KoAMQPUKALMOHHBIX Mogeneil. B ¢okyce BHMMaHus pezako
OKa3bIBa/IMCh OTHOLIEHHWE CAMHX HOCHUTEeed K SI3bIKY M HMCTOPUSI CTAaHOBJIEHMS
OTIpezie ISIOIIMX ero MPU3HAKOB.' B 1990-2000-€ IT. GBI OIy6/IMKOBaH psifi pabor,
OTYACTU 3aMOJHAIOIIMX 3Ty JaKyHy, - wucciaegosanus [. Xiworrabs-Ponbrep,
A. Kpeumep u B. A. Ycnenckoro.” B 2017 1. Bbiia ¢pyHgamenranbHas Mecmopus
a3blka pycckoll nucbemeHHocmu B. M. JKuBoBa, rge cutyauusi B nepBoil OJI0BUHE
XVIIIB. 6pUla  mpeAcTaBieHa  ciaeAylomuM — ob6pasoMm.  Pesynpratom
JIMHTBUCTUYECKHX TPeoOpa3oBaHUl TMETPOBCKOM 3MOXM CTajl OTKa3 OT
PErMCTPOBOI OpraHU3aluU S3bIKa. B 1730-X IT. Havasnack KogudUKaLys HOBOTO
WJVOMa, CJIefibl ee OOHAPY)KMBAIOTCS B IEYATHBIX TEKCTAX 1740-X IT. TeM He MeHee,
Z0 KOHIIA 1750-X I'T. HOBBIM CTAHJAPT OCTABaJICS AOCTOSTHUEM JIULIb HeOObIION
YacTv 0Opa30BaHHOM DIUTHI.

! VkasaHHble MOAXO0/b! K OCTPOEHHMIO HCTOPUH JIMTEPATYPHOTO A3bIKa ObUIM BhineneHsl I'. Kaiineprom:
H. Keipert, “Geschichte der russischen Literatursprache” in Handbuch der sprachwissenschaftlichen
Russistik und ihrer Grenzdisziplinen (Wiesbaden: Harrasowitz, 1999), 727.

2 G. Hiittl-Folter, Syntaktische Studien zur neueren russischen Literatursprache. Die friinen Ubersetzungen
aus dem Franzésischen (Vienna: Bohlau, 1996); A. Kretschmer, Zur Geschichte des Schriftrussischen.
Privatkorrespondenz des 17. und friihen 18. Jahrhunderts (Munich: Otto Sagner, 1998); b. A. YcneHckuid,
Bokpye Tpeouarosckoeo (Mocksa: Uuapuxk, 2008). (B. A. Uspenskii, Vokrug Trediakovskogo (Moscow:
Indrik, 2008)).

8 B. M. XKuBoB, Ucmopus asvika pycckoti nucomennocmu. B 2-x T1. (Mockpa: YHuepcuter JIMUTpHs
Ioxapckoro, 2017), 2, 933-1060. (V. M. Zhivov, Istoriia iazyka russkoi pis'mennosti. 2 vols. (Moscow:
Universitet Dmitriia Pozharskogo, 2017), 2: 933-1060).
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[IpegnoxxenHass B. M. )KuBoBbIM XapaKTepuUCTHKA CIIpaBeA/MBa, OJHAKO
OTHOCHTCS JIUIIBb K OJHOMY CerMeHTy GYHKIIMOHUPOBAHUS SI3bIKA M HE OTPa)KaeT
1[eJIOCTHON KapTHHBI €ro pa3BUTHsA. Beib, KaK MpHU3HABa/l CaM HCC/IeJoBaTeNb!,
HCTOPHUIO JINTepaTypHOro si3pika HoBoro BpeMeHM HeBO3MOXXHO HamucaTh, He
npeacTaB/sis cebe, KaKOB ObUI KPYr IOJb30BaTeleil 3TOrO si3blKa, KaK OH
BOCIIPUHHUMAJICSI OOJIBIIMHCTBOM HACe/IeHHs, KOIJId Ha4ya/Jl YTPayuBaTh CBOIO
3/IMTAapHOCTb. MMeHHO »TMM BompocaM U TnocBsileHa KHUra 1. Pycena.
IIpuBnekass WHUPOKUA MCTOPUYECKHUM KOHTEKCT M TMOAXOAS K MaTepuany C
MO3ULIMH COLMOIMHTBUCTUKY, aBTOP PeKOHCTPYHPYeT CyllleCTBOBaBIINe B 1740-€
rT. $OpPMBI MHUCHMEHHOTO SI3bIKA U CTABUT BOMPOC 00 MX OTIUYHUSIX JPYT OT JPyTa.
Yepes npusMy NOJIy4eHHBIX pe3yJIbTaTOB OH mpejsjaraer nocMorpers Ha XVIII
CTOJIeTHE B LIeJIOM U ellle Pa3 3a/[yMaThbCsl O POJIM DTOrO MepHUoJa B CTAHOBJIEHUU
PYCCKOTo uTepaTypHoro uauoma. [loctaHoBKe Bompoca U MoapoOHOMY 0030py
CYLLeCTBYIOILeH TUTepPaTypbl MOCBSILEHbI I'JIaBbl 1 U 2.

Cnepyer OTMeTHTb, 4YTO [0 HACTOSIIET0O BpeMeHU S3bIK YKa3aHHOTO
OeCSITUIeTHsI He CTAHOBHUJ/ICS OOBEeKTOM CIeIUaNbHOrO HWCCAeJAOBAHUS -
MOSIB/ISUTUCh  JIMLIb PAabOThI, TOCBSIIEHHbIEe JIMHIBUCTHUYECKON crenuduke
OTZe/IbHBIX YKaHPOB.” B cBoeit kuure T. PyceH aHanu3upyeT perpe3eHTaTUBHbBIE, C
€ro TOYKW 3PEeHWUs, TEKCThl, OTHOCSLIVECs K Pa3TUYHbIM (PyHKIMOHATBHBIM
chepam. [IpousBozasi BbIOOPKY, OH OOpallaeTcss K IMEeYaTHBIM M PYKOMKUCHBIM
MaTepuasiaM, KaK pa3MellleHHbIM B ceTH VIHTepHeT, TaK U XpaHSIIUMCS B
6ubauorekax U apxuBax Poccuu, Ykpaunsl, [lanum, Gunnsaauu u llBeryu.
OnucaHune MCTOYHUKOB UCC/IeOBAaHUS MTPEJICTAB/IEHO B I'/IaBe 4.

[Ipexxze 4Yem nmepeldTH K HeNOCPeICTBEHHOMY aHa/lM3y [JaHHBbIX, Pycen
CYMMUpPYeT AOCTYITHbIe HA HACTOSIIMA MOMEHT 3HAaHHUSI O TOM, KaKUMH ObLIU
o01iecTBo, 06pa3oBaHMe M MEXaHU3MBbI SI3bIKOBOTO PEryJIMpOBAaHUs B 1740-€ IT.
JTUM BOMPOCAM MOCBSIIeHA T/IaBa 3. BeiOpaHHOe gecsATH/IeTHEe OTHOCUTCS KO
BpeMeHHU IIpaB/ieHHUs1 MMmIlepaTpulbl EnnsaBeTsl - Iepuojy OTHOCHUTEIBHOM
MOJTUTUYECKOW U COLMANIBHOM cTabunbHOCTH B Poccuiickoit umnepuun. O6ias
YHUCI€HHOCTh HAaceJeHWsI CTPaHbl COCTAB/IsJla B 3TO BpeMs MOpsiJKa 19 MJIH.
YeJslIoBeK, U3 HUX 90% — KpecTbsiHEe Pa3/JIMYHbIX KaTeropuii; 3-4 % - ropogckoe
cocnoBue, 1,5-2% - CBSILEHHOCTY)XUTeNMH U 1-1,5% - BoeHHbIe. J|BOPSIHCTBO
COCTaBMIO  0,5% Hace/leHMs, T.e. 4YyTh OOJbIIE 37000 4YenoBek.’

4 B. M. Xusos, E.A.3emckas, JL IL Kpeicun, “Pen. na: ‘Handbuch der sprachwissenschaftlichen
Russistik und ihrer Grenzdisziplinen.” Wiesbaden: Harrasowitz, 1999,” Bonpocer ssvixosnanus, 2000, Ne5,
127. (V. M. Zhivov, E. A. Zemskaia, L. P. Krysin, “Rets. na: ‘Handbuch der sprachwissenschaftlichen
Russistik und ihrer Grenzdisziplinen.” Wiesbaden: Harrasowitz, 1999,” Voprosy iazykoznaniia, 5 (2000),
127).

5 Tak, 3HauuMbIi BKIag BHOCAT wuccienoBanus E. M. Kuciosoif, nocBsleHHbIE —IIPOIOBEIM
enuzaBeTuHckoro BpemeHu. Cwm., Hanpumep: E. U. Kucnoga, “IIponosens 1740-X IT. B HCTOPUU PYCCKOTO
s3bIKa” B OKKA3UOHANbHASL IUmepamypa 6 konmexcme npazonuunoi kyaemypsl Poccuu XVIII 6. (Cankr-
[erepbypr: UspmatensctBo Cankr-IlerepOyprekoro yausepcutera, 2010), 33-52. (E. I. Kislova,
“Propoved' 1740-h gg. v istorii russkogo iazyka,” in Okkazional'naia literatura v kontekste prazdnichnoi
kul'tury Rossii XVIII v. (St Petersburg: l1zdatel'stvo Sankt-Peterburgskogo universiteta, 2010), 33-52).

6 B. H. Muponos, Poccutickas umnepus: om mpaduyuu k mooepry. B 3-x T1. (Cankt-TletepOypr: JIMurpuii
bynanun, 2014), 1, 444-445. (B. N. Mironov, Rossiiskaia imperiia: ot traditsii k modernu. 3 vols.
(St Petersburg: Dmitrii Bulanin, 2014), 1: 444-445).
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LleHTpann30BaHHO# cHCcTeMbl 00pa30BaHUS He ObUIO: CYIeCTBOBAIU L[€PKOBHbBIE
IIKOJTBI (LIePKOBB BCE ellle 0CTaBa/IaCh OCHOBHBIM ITOCTABLIMKOM 00Pa30BaTeTbHbBIX
YCIIyT), TOCyZapCTBEeHHble y4deOHble YYPEXAEHHs, a TakKe IMPAKTUKA HakMa
YaCTHBIX y4yuTesel. B 1lepKOBHBIX ILIKOJAX YYWU/IX 3a PeAKUM HCKJIIOYeHHeM II0
C/IaBSTHCKOMY  OyKBapio, MOJIMTBOCJIOBY M  TCAaATBIpU. B cBeTCcKux
00pa30BaTebHBIX YUPEXKIEHUSIX TPENOIABAIH, IO OOJIbIIe YaCTH, THOCTPAHLIBI.
Pycckomy s13bIKy, TakKuM 00pa3oM, MpakTudecku He obydanu. OO6uiuii ypoBeHb
I'PaMOTHOCTH CPeJy B3POCJIBIX MY)XYHH cOCTaBisiI MeHee 5%. Cpefy )KeHIIMH OH
ObLT 3HAYMTETBHO HIDKe. YnTaTenbckas myO/IMKa B 1740-€ IT. COCTAB/IsI/Ia MeHee
1% HacenmeHwWs: T.e. JWIIb HeOOJbIIAs YaCTh IPAMOTHOTO HACeeHUsI MOrja
BOCIIPUHSATDH CTPYKTYPUPOBaHHBIN TeKCT Ha pycckoM. Ho cienyer oTmeTuTs, 4TO
MOJCYeThl WCTOPUKOB o6OpasoBanusi - T.Pycen omnwupaercs Ha [JaHHbIe
B. H. MuponoBa u I'. Mapkepa’ - He YYHUTBIBAIOT PACIPOCTPAHEHHYIO Cpenu
KPeCThsIH LePKOBHOC/IABSHCKYIO TPAMOTHOCTD.

B 1724r. mo o00pasuy eBpomeiickux akagemuii Obuta co3gaHa CaHKT-
[leTepOyprckass Axagemuss HayK. OHa COCTOsiIa M3 HECKO/NbKMX KJIACCOB, W3
KOTOPBIX HU OAMH POPMaIbHO He ObUI 3aHSAT perjaMeHTaleil PyCCKOTo sI3bIKA.
Pa6ora mo ero HopMajaM3aLMy Ha4yaJlach BO BTOPOU IOJIOBHMHE 1730-X IT. MOCJIE
yupexzaenust Poccuiickoro co6panusi. [lo muennio b. A. YcreHckoro, uzest ero
co3manus npuHaznexana B. K. Tpeguaxkosckomy.® T. PyceH mosaraer, 4to posib
npe3uaeHTa Akagemun Hayk U. A. ¢pon Kopda B 3ToM HauriHaHMU OblTa HE MeHee
3HaunMoi (c. 55)."° Uto Kacaetcst s13bIKOBBIX pedopM, TO, Kak oTmevaer T. PyceH,
HOBaLMM TpeiMaKOBCKOro He HMenu 3HayuMoro 3¢deKra Ha JasbHeiillee
pasBuTHe nuTepaTypHOro sisbika (c.52)." C 3TUM YTBepKAEHHEM CJIOXXHO
cornacutbest. Kak ybemutenpHo mokasan b. A. YcrmeHckuid, BBICTYIUIEHUS
TpepuakoBckoro u B. E. AmogypoBa B 1730-€ IT. IpPeABOCXUTHUIN KOHLEMIUIO
KapaM3WHHUCTOB, a SI3BIKOBAasi IMporpaMMa 1pesraKoBCKOTO BTOPOM IOJIOBHHBI

"B. H. Muporos, “I'pamotHOCTS B Poccun 1797-1917 rr.: [TonyueHne HOBOH HCTOPUYECKOH MHPOPMATIUH
C TIOMOIIBIO METOJIOB PETPOCIIEKTHBHOTO IporHozupoBanusi,” Hcmopus CCCP, 1985, Ned, 137-153.
(B. N. Mironov, “Gramotnost' v Rossii 1797-1917 gg.: Poluchenie novoi istoricheskoi informatsii s
pomoshch'iu metodov retrospektivnogo prognozirovaniia,” Istoriia SSSR 4 (1985), 137-153); Gary
Marker, “Literacy and Literacy Texts in Muscovy: A Reconsideration,” Slavic Review 1 (1990), 74-89.

8 [pennonoxkenue 0 TOM, 9TO HEPKOBHOCIABSHCKask TPAMOTHOCTB HE BKIIIOYANACh B CEPY KYJIBTYPBI H HE
paccMaTpuBasiach HCTOPHKAaMH OOpa3oBaHMS KaK CaMOCTOSTEIBHOE SIBICHHE, OBUIO BBICKAa3aHO
A. T'. Kpaserkum npumernTensHo K cutyarun XX —ragama XX BB.: A. I'. Kpasenxwit, “Jluryprudeckuii
SI3BIK Kak npeaMet stHorpaduu” B Craesnckue smiwoovl. Céoprux k obuneio C. M. Toncmoti (Mocksa:
Wunpuk, 1999), 228-242 (A. G. Kravetskii, “Liturgicheskii iazyk kak predmet etnografii” in Slavianskie
etiudy. Sbornik k iubileiu S. M. Tolstoi (Moscow: Indrik, 1999), 228-242).

% B. A. Ycnenckuii, “I'pammaTndeckue mryauu Tpeauakockoro,” Boxpye Tpeduaxosckozo (MockBa:
Wunpuk, 2008), 528. (B. A. Uspenskii, “Grammaticheskie shtudii Trediakovskogo,” in Vokrug
Trediakovskogo (Moscow: Indrik, 2008), 528).

10T, Pycen ocHoBbIBaeTcs Ha iannbix E. T'. [InBoBapoBa (XOTS €/1Ba JIM €70 MAaTEPUAIIBI O3BOJISIOT IPUIHTH
K motooHoro pona BeiBogaMm): E. I'. [TuBoBapos, “K ucropun coznanus Poccuiickoro coopanust AkageMun
Hayk,” Coyuonoeuss nayx u mexnonoeuti, 2018, Ne 4, 7-20. (E. G. Pivovarov, “K istorii sozdaniia
Rossiiskogo sobraniia Akademii nauk,” Sotsiologiia nauk i tekhnologii 4 (2018), 7-20).

11T, Pycen ommpaeTcs Ha MHeHme A. B. Mcauenko: A. V. Issatschenko, “Russian” in The Slavic Literary
Languages (New Haven: Yale Concilium on International and Area Studies, 1980), 132.
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1740-X IT. OKa3asia BaussHue Ha M. B. JlomonocoBa u “apxauctos.”” Kpowme Toro,
T. PyceH oTMmeuaer, 4yTo oAHOBpeMeHHO C TpeauakoBCKUM B AKaJleMHMM HayK
paboTasu [Apyrde He MeHee TA/NIAHT/IMBbIE TEPEBOAYUKU, YUbsl [AeSITeTbHOCTh
OKa3ajlach TMpaKTHYecKH 3a0biTa. YKaXeM, CO CBOeHd CTOPOHBI, Ha
W. C. T'opiuukoro, B 1720-€ IT. COCTaBHBLIETO COMOCTABUTE/NbHYIO (PPaHIy3CKO-
pyccKyto rpaMMaTtuky.? C y4eToM TOro, YTO COXPAaHWINUCh U JPyTH€e OMUCAHUS
PYCCKOTO sI3bIKa 1720-1730-X IT."Y, He BIIOJIHE CIPABEJIUBBIM KaXKETCS
yrBepxkgenne T. Pycena o tom, yto no Beixoga Anfangs-Griinde der Russischen
Sprache AponypoBa B 1731T. B Poccuu He ObLIO TPAaMMATHKK “ZIJisl BHYTPEHHETO
nonb3oBanust’ (C. 45). O4eBUIHO, PsSif, PYKOMHUCHBIX TEKCTOB LIUPKYIHPOBAJ
BHYTPU AKaJeMHUHM HayK M ObUI M3BeCTeH 3a e€ mpejenaMu. Tak Ha3bIBaeMble
“rpaMMaTHKK AKaZeMUYeCKOW I'MMHAsuH,  ObIIH, BEPOSTHO, 3HAKOMbI MHOTHM
BBIITYCKHUKAM CBETCKHUX Y4YeOHBIX Yy4YpeXAeHUU 1730-X IT. JlesiTe/IbHOCTh IO
pa3paboTKe TEPMHHOJIOIMYECKOrO ammapaTa — MO KpaiiHeil Mepe, B 06/acTu
JIMHTBUCTUKHM — TAK)Xe Havalach 3aJ0JIr0 A0 co3fJaHus Poccuiickoro coOpaHwus.
JlocTaTOYHO BCITOMHUTH BBIXOZ, B 1717 T'. HA PYCCKOM SI3BIKE M C UCIIOJIb30BAaHUEM
pycckoii TepmuHoOIorun Mckyccmea Hudepaardckozo si3vika B. CeBesia B mepeBoje
. Bproca.”

Kak wu3BecTHO, cCBefeHHII O JesTenbHOCTH Poccuiickoro co6paHus
COXPAaHHUJIOCh HEMHOTO. 3aJja4yH, IOCTaBIeHHbIE B peur TpeIrnaKkoBCKOro 1735 T. —
CO3JaHHe T'PaMMAaTHKH, C/I0Baps, MOTUKA U PUTOPHUKU — He ObUIM pelleHBbI.
OpHako, kak ykassiBaer T. PyceH, rocysapcTBeHHOe peryivpoBaHHe B 00/1acTH
sI3bIKa OCYILIeCTBJISVIOCH He CTOJIBKO B BHJE aKaJeMHYEeCKUX IIpeAITHMCaHUH,
CKOJIPKO TOCpeACTBOM YHUUKauuu [goKymeHTOB. CormacHo [eHepanbHOMY
perjameHTy, BBeZleHHOMY B 1720 r. [letpom I, ouiinanpHbie GyMaru HaJaeXano
COCTaBJISATh, C/Ieysl ‘TeHepasbHbIM GopMyIsipaM” MU “00Pa3LOBbIM MHUCbMaM.”

12 5. A. Ycnenckuid, “S3pikoBas nporpamma pannero Tpeauakosckoro: Tpeauakockuii v Kapamsun™ B
Boxpye Tpeouaxoscrkoeo (Mocksa: Uuapuk, 2008), 80-170. (B. A. Uspenskii, “lazykovaia programma
rannego Trediakovskogo: Trediakovskii i Karamzin™ in Vokrug Trediakovskogo (Moscow: Indrik, 2008),
80-170); b. A. YcneHckuil, “SI3pikoBasi mporpamma Tmo3aHero TpeanakoBckoro: TpenuakoBCKHH H
HInmkoB” B Boxpye Tpeouaxosckoeo (Mocksa: Uunpuk, 2008), 170-217. (B. A. Uspenskii, “lazykovaia
programma pozdnego Trediakovskogo: Trediakovskii i Shishkov” in Vokrug Trediakovskogo (Moscow:
Indrik, 2008), 170-217). Cm. rtakxke: A.A. AnekceeB, “DBOJIONUS SA3bIKOBOH TEOPUHM M SI3BIKOBAs
npaktuka TpemmakoBckoro” B Jlumepamypuoiii sizvik XV eexa. Ipobremor cmunucmuxu (JleHuHTpa:
Hayxa, 1982), 86-128. (A.A. Alekseev, “Evoliutsiia iazykovoi teorii i iazykovaia praktika
Trediakovskogo,” in Literaturnyi iazyk XVIII veka. Problemy stilistiki (Leningrad: Nauka, 1982), 86-128).
3 Cm. o mem: A.C. CmupHOBa, “Akanemuuecknii nepeBogunk lBan CemeHoBunu [oprernkuii” B
Qunonozuueckoe nacneoue M. B. Jlomonocosa (Caukr-Ilerepoypr: Hectop-Ucropus, 2013), 235-252.
(A. S. Smirnova, “Akademicheskii perevodchik Ivan Semenovich Gorleckii” in Filologicheskoe nasledie
M. V. Lomonosova (St. Petersburg: Nestor-Istoriia, 2013), 235-252). O ero rpammaruke cm. C. B. Biacos,
JI. B. MockoBkuH, “U3 uctopun Mmneparopckoii AkazemMuu Hayk: NMpodeccHOHaNbHas NeSTelIbHOCTh
nepesonurka U.C. T'opmutikoro” B Jlumepamypuas kynomypa Poccuu XVIII 6. Boin. 7 (Cankt-IletepOypr:
Tenukon-Ilitoc, 2017), 23-34. (S. V. Vlasov, L. V. Moskovkin, “Iz istorii Imperatorskoi Akademii nauk:
professional'naia deiatel'nost' perevodchika 1.S. Gorlitskogo™ in Literaturnaia kul'tura Rossii XVIII v., 7
(2017), 23-34).

14 Amonmmuas Compendium grammaticae russicae m Anweisung zur Erlernung der Slavonisch-Russischen
Sprache U.-B. Iayze.

15 [41. Bproc], Bunuma Cesena HMckyccmeo nedeprandckozo sazvika (Cankr-IletepOypr: 6.1., 1717). ([la.
Brius], Vilima Sevela Iskusstvo nederlandskogo iazyka (St. Petersburg: s. 1., 1717)).
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OHU BBIXOIWIHN U B 1740-€ IT. — B KAaYeCTBe IPUMepPa B KHUTe TTPUBeJeHbl pOPMBI
o Tutynax Ero Mmneparopckoro BennyecTsa 1741 I. 1 KpeJUTHOTO NMUCbMaA 1743 T.
Pasmbiuizisis o Metomonoruu B 5 rjaBe cBoeill KHUrH, T.PyceH oTmeuaer
JOMMHHMpPOBaHME KBAaHTHUTATHMBHOIO IOJAXOJA B HCC/AeJOBAHUSIX IO PYCCKOMY
s3bIKy XVIII Beka.'® C COLMOIMHIBUCTUYECKOM TOUKH 3peHUsI MaTepuasl IpU 3TOM
usydeH HemocTatouHo.” B cBoeit paGore T.PyceH mpepjaraer perucTpoBbiid
aHa/IM3, MOJPA3yMEeBAIMUIA CHUTYal[MOHHBIA aHaau3 (T.e. cOOpP MAAHHBIX O
NpOLecce CO3JaHUsI TEKCTa, €ro aBTOpe, YUTATeNsIX, 33Ja4ax U TEeMaTHKe),
HCC/IeIOBAaHMe SI3BIKOBBIX OCOOEHHOCTel pa3/IMYHbIX PErucTPOB Ha IMpUMeEpe
HECKOJIBKUX pelpe3eHTaTHBHBIX TEeKCTOB W, HaKOHell, GYHKLIMOHATbHBIN aHaIN3
COOpaHHBIX [JaHHBIX (T.e. BbBISIBIEHWE TPUYMH, MO KOTOPHIM T€ WA HHbIE
SI3BIKOBbIE DJIEMEHTHI BCTPEYAIOTCS B ONPeJe/IeHHOM KoHTeKcTe). [Tog pervcrpom
- Bcen 3a B. M. JKuBoBeiM u P. Xa,ZLCOHOM18 - T. Pycen noHuMaeT s3bIKOBbIE
MOJICUCTEMbBI, HAXOASIIHEeCsT B yHOTpeGJeHWH Yy OJHOTO KOJUIEKTHBA U
HCIOJIb3YIOII1ecs] B Pa3/IMYHbIX KOMMYHHUKAaTUBHBIX CUTyalIUsIX.

T. Pycen ucxonur u3 “mpuHIMNA OMHOPOAHOCTH - IMOCTY/IATa O HEU3MEHHOCTH
YyesI0BeKa KaK OM0JIOTMYeCKOTO, TCUXO0JIOTHYECKOTO M COIIUA/IBHOTO CYLIeCTBa — U,
ortankuBasick ot paborsr 0. H. KapaynoBa,” BbIIBUraeT rumores3y O TOM, YTO B
1740-e IT. Hab0p PyHKUHMOHATBHBIX cdep MCIONMb30BaHUS PYCCKOTO SI3bIKA OBLI
MPAaKTUYeCKH TAaKUM XXe, 4To U cerofHs. COOTBETCTBEHHO, NMPUMEHUTE/NBHO K
W3yYaeMoU 3IoXe MpPeJJIaraeTcsi TOBOPUTh O CJIEIYIOLIUX PErucTpax: 1) si3bIKe
PEJIMTHO3HON  /IUTEpaTypbl UM  LEPKBH; 2) A3bIKE€  IMEYaTHBIX  TEKCTOB
(Xymo)XeCTBEHHOM  /JIUTEpaTypbl, MPECChl, HAYYHOM  S3bIKE);  3) SI3bIKE
TPAAMIIMOHHON TOCYyJaPCTBEHHON [JOKYMEHTALWH; 4) si3bike HedopMaabHOM
peun; 5) MpodecCHOHANBHOM sI3bIKe; 6) COLIMOIEKTe He HocHTeIel si3bika. Tpu us
BbIJIe/IEHHBIX PEerucTpoB — SI3bIK PEJIMIMO3HON JIUTepaTypbl M 1 epKBH;
HedopMasibHas peyb M COLIMOJIEKT He HOCHTe IeH sI3bIKa — CPasy YKe UCKIII0YAI0TCsI
V3 PACCMOTPEHMSI. SI3bIK peTUTHO3HOM TUTEPATYPhI — B CBSI3U C TEM, YTO OOJIbIIAst
YaCTh MPUHAJIEKALAX K ITOMY PEerucTpy TEKCTOB HAMHCaHA Ha TUOPUAHOM
1IePKOBHOCJIaBSTHCKOM, a HepOpMasIbHasl peub U COLIMOJIEKT He HOCUTE e sI3bIKa
— 10 MPUYMHEe HeJJOCTaTKAa MaTepHaia.

B 6-i1 rnaBe kuuru T.PyceH 3amaercsi BONpPOCOM: KaKMMU [JAHHBIMU
pacrojiaraloT uccjaefoBaTenyd o Inpouecce co3gaHusi TekctoB B XVIII Beke? B

16 B. M. XKusos, Ouepku ucmopuuecxoii mopponoauu pycckozo asvika XVI-XVIII sexos (Mocksa: SI3blku
crmaBstHcKOM KyabTyphl, 2004). (V. M. Zhivov, Ocherki istoricheskoi morfologii russkogo iazyka XVII-
XVIII vekov (Moscow: lazyki slavianskoi kul'tury, 2004)); G. Httl-Folter, Syntaktische Studien zur
neueren russischen Literatursprache. Die frilhen Ubersetzungen aus dem Franzosischen (Vienna: Bohlau,
1996).

1" EnuncTBennoe nccienosanye Takoro poaa — »to kuura A. Kpeumep: A. Kretschmer, Zur Geschichte des
Schriftrussischen. Privatkorrespondenz des 17. und frithen 18. Jahrhunderts (Munich: Otto Sagner, 1998).
18 Yusos, Ucmopus azvika pycckoii nucemennocmu, 1, 26. (Zhivov, Istoriia iazyka russkoi pis'mennosti,
1: 26.); R. A. Hudson, Sociolinguistics, 2" edition (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), 45.
19 10. H. Kapaysos, O cocmosnuu pycckozo azvika cospemennocmu (Joxnad na xoug. “Pycckuii A361K u
cogpemenHocmy. [Ipodaembl u nepcnekmugvl pazeumus pycucmuKky”’ u Mamepuaibl ROYMo8o OUCKYCCULL).
(Mocksa: 6. u., 1991). (lu. N. Karaulov, O sostoianii russkogo iazyka sovremennosti (Doklad na konf.
“Russkii iazyk i sovremennost.” Problemy i perspektivy razvitiia rusistiki’ i materialy pochtovoi diskussii).
(Moscow: s. ., 1991)).
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KHHTax 3TOr0 BpeMeHH, KaK IMPaBUJIO, YKa3bIBAIUCh MMeHa aBTOpoB. Ho Goblryio
YacTh NeYaTHOMN MPOJAYKIIMY COCTABJISUIM He KHUTH, a 3aKoHbl. OHM CO3/aBanCh
B TOCYJAPCTBEHHBIX YUPEXIEHUSX, U, COOTBETCTBEHHO, K UX COYMHEHUIO ObLIH
IPUYACTHBI HECKOJIBKO YestoBeK. CyGopaArHALMS MeX Y afipecaToM U aJ[peCaHTOM
OTpa)kajlach Ha CTWe W MCIOJ/b3yeMbIx peueBbix ¢opmynax. Kpome Toro,
nevyaTHble, IjeJIbHOTPaBUPOBa/IbHBIE U PYKOIMCHBIE MaTepHasbl OT/IMYAIMCh B
SI3bIKOBOM OTHOILUeHWH. Hampumep, ans n1y6kKa ObUTM XapaKTepPHbI apXaW4YHbIe
Mopdosorns m rpaduKa, a PYKONHCHBIE [JOKYMEHTBI YacTO COXPaHSIN
pa3roBOpHbIe 37IeMeHTHI. B 1ies10M, cuTyalioHHBIN aHanu3 npuBoauT T. Pycena
C/lefyoIINM BbIBOAAM. [1ouTH Bce COXpaHMBIIMECS TEKCTHI 1740-X IT. HAIIMCAHBI
MY)XYMHAMH, B OCHOBHOM, IpodecCHOHa/bHBIMM NMHUCLAMH. TeKcTaM INpHUCylia
¢dopmynpHOCTE. THIVMBHAYaTbPHOE HAaYao HEPEeJKO CBOJUTCS K IMPHUBETCTBUIO U
MOJITHUCH.

[TpennpuHATHIA B 7-i T/1aBe JTMHIBUCTUYECKWM aHanu3 T. PyceH HaunHaer c
PacCMOTpeHHs 3ro-ZOKyMeHTOB — coxpaHuBlieiics B [lIBegckom HanponansHoM
ApxviBe pacmuCKy LITypMaHa POCCHUMCKOTO (pioTa M MHCEM PYCCKUX MOPSIKOB,
NOTIABIIMX B TUIEH BO BpeMsi BOMHBI CO IIBeJAMH B 1741-1743 IT. HecmoTpst Ha
YaCTHBIN XapaKTep KOMMYHHMKAIIMH, TMCbMa COZeP)KaT KaHIe/IIPU3MBI U C/IeJyIOT
mabmoHaMm. Kak mnokaseiBaer T.PyceH, ¢opmynbHble BBIPOKEHUsS LIIMPOKO
VICIIOIb30BA/IMCh U B [JUIUIOMAaTH4YeCKOM y3yce. BbIcOkol TeHAeHLMel K
CTaH/APTHU3ALN XapaKTepH30BaJICs TaKKe SI3BIK pPerrMoHaIbHOMN
aAMUHUCTpaUvU. B Hambosblueil Mepe s3bIKOBble HOBALMU IPOSIBUIMCH B
MeYaTHBIX TEKCTAaX, OJHAKO B obmactu rpaduku v opdorpaduu JOMYCKATHUCH
OTKJIOHEHHsI OT aKaZleMU4eCcKuX NpeanucaHuii. [Ipociesnts, Kak MeHsSJIUCH
IeYyaTHble TEKCTbl HAa MPOTsHKeHWH nepBoil monoBuHbl XVIII Beka, mossosser
COIIOCTaB/IEeHNE HECKOJIbKUX W3AHWH OJHOTO U TOro Xe JoKyMeHTa. T.Pycen
obpaiaercst K Bounckomy apmukyay, onmyOTMKOBAaHHOMY B 1715, 1735 U 1744 IT., U
pamoptam ¢enpamapmana Il. ze Jlaccu o Xome pPyCCKO-IIBEICKOW BOMHBI,
BeIXOAuBILIMM B MockBe u CaHkT-[leTepOypre ocenbio 1742 1. T. PyceH oTmeuaer,
YTO B NyOMUMKAuMu BouHcko20 apmukyna 1744 T. BCTpedaeTcs, HalpUMep,
VICKTIOYeHHas1 U3 asipaBUTa B 1735 I. WKULQA; U3JAHUS 1715 U 1734 IT. COAEPXKAT
apXau4Hble MaJie)KHble OKOHYAHUSI; BCe TPU U3JAHUSI COAep)KaT MHPUHUTHUBBI Ha
-mu. [ly6nmukauum panopTta Jlaccu nMmerotT Mexay coboit psij, opdorpadpuyeckrx
pPa3IMyuii, TMPU 3TOM COJEpPXXAT ycrapeBmHe Mopdonorudeckre GOpMbl U
CHUHTaKCHYeCKHe KOHCTPYKIUH.

Pasmpiunisis B 8-if rjaBe KHMIM O IPUYMHAX MOSIBJIGHUSI OTMEUYEHHBIX
ocobenHocTel, T. PyceH mpuxoAuT K BBIBOAY O CHJIBHOM BIWUSIHUY TPAaJULIUM Ha
SI3bIKOBOM Y3YyC 1740-X IT. FIMEHHO B/IaCThIO TPAAULIMU OH OOBSICHSIET MOSIB/IEHHE
ycTapeBIINX pOPM M CHHTAaKCMYeCKMX KOHCTPYKLUI B TOCYAAPCTBEHHBIX aKTaxX U
OUIIOMAaTUYeCKOM mepenucke. JIpyrumM BaXHBIM (PAaKTOPOM SIBJISIETCST YPOBEHB
obpa3oBaHusi HaceneHusl. B 1740-e rr. Gospluasi ero 4acTh OblJIa HErpaMOTHA.
MHO)XeCTBO TEKCTOB CO3[aBajioch MPOPeCcCHOHANBHBIMU MUCLAMU, KOTOpPbBIE
3a4acTyio He OBUIM 3HAKOMBI C ITPeJII0IaraeMbIM aipecaToM, M, COCTABIISISI TEKCT,
HpeANOYUTANIN C/lejoBaTh oOpasuam. Mcronb3oBaHre GpOpMY/IbHBIX BbIPAKEHUIH
obJleryasio MOHMMaHHe TeKCTa, oOeperaso OT HeBEPHOI'O TOJIKOBAHUS — NUMEHHO
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1no3ToMy GOPMy/IbI M IIAGIOHBI IIHPOKO HCIOIH30BAIMCh B TOCYAAPCTBEHHOM
JenonpousBojcTse. HakoHel, I3bIK TEKCTOB UCCIeAyeMOoro epruoa Bcerja B TOM
WIN WHOW CTeNeHU CTPeMMJICS OTPa3UTb COLUABHBINA CTAaTyC ajpecaTta H
aZipecaHTa; peyeBble (GOPMYJIBI BBICTPAMBAIM M 3aKPeIUISUIM HepapXxuyecKre
OTHOUIEHUSI MeXJy HHUMH. JTa TeHJEeHILUs IIPOC/IeXXUBAeTCsI He TOJbKO B
JOKyMeHTaX, HO U B YaCTHOM Iepemnucke.

[Togsoas utoru, T. Pycen dopmynupyer B 9-ii riaBe cnenyromumii BeiBog,. Eciu
IIPUMEHUTEBHO K sI3BIKy 00JIee paHHero Ieproja PerucTpoBasi IPHUHA/IEKHOCTh
TEKCTa YCTAaHaB/IMBAETCSl HA OCHOBAaHMM HA/IM4YUS WU OTCYTCTBUSI B HEM TeX WU
MHbIX Mopdosornueckux GopMm, TO B Marepuase 1740-X IT. OHa MAapKUpPYyeTcs B
NEePBYIO O4Yepelb JTeKCUYeCKUMH CPeJCTBAMU — GOPMYJIBHBIMHM BBIPDOKEHHUSIMU U
KOJUIOKaUWUsIMU. AHa/IM3 JIEKCHKY, B CBOIO 0O4Yepe/lb, TI0Ka3blBaeT, YTO HEKOTOpbIe
perucTpol OBUIM TECHO CBSI3aHBI IPYT C APYroM (HampuMep, si3bIK JOKYMEHTAL[UH
u  1npodeccHOHa/bHBIA sA3BIK), TOTAA KAK JApyrve o6maganu Gosbliei
He3aBUcHMOCTbIO. B sToii cBa3u T.Pycen mnpepsaraer paccMaTpuBaTh Kak

OTHE/NbHBIM  PEerucTp  S3bIK  IEYAaTHOU  MPOAYKUWH,  OTJIMYAIOLIMKCS
OTHOCHTEJIbHBIM eJuHOOOpa3ueM. A K IpyTOMy PervucTpy — BKIIOYAIoIeMy B ceOs
MHOXXEeCTBO  IOJPEruCcTPOB -  OTHOCUT  SI3bIK  PYKOIMUCHBIX  TEKCTOB,

XapaKTePU3YIOLUIUICS BApPUATHUBHOCTHIO Tpaduku u opdorpadpuu, a TaKKe
IIUPOKHUM  MCIO/Ib30BaHueM  (GOpMynbHBIX  BbIpaeHuil. VcciemoBanue
pykonucHoro Hacnenusi XVIII B. 1o HacTosiliero BpeMeHu MPUBJIeKaI0 BHUMaHHe
UL OTHeNbHbIX uccienoBareneid - A. Il MafiopoBa, O.B. HukurtuHa,
C. . KotkoBa.*” Tem He MeHee, UMEHHO OGpalleHre K PYKOTIMCHBIM MaMSITHUKAM,
no MHeHUIo T. PyceHa, mo3Bo/IsieT COCTaBUTh peaJTMCTUYHOE IpeJCTaBlIeHHue O
MMCbMEHHOM SI3bIKE PYCCKOrO O0IecTBa 3TOro Meproja. AHANMU3 MeYaTHBIX
MaTepHasioB, CO3/ABAaBIIMXCSI HEOOJBIIONW TPYIIION BBICOKONPOdEeCcCHOHATbHBIX
MepeBOJYNKOB U KHUTOU3JaTeel, JaeT NCKa)KeHHYIO KapTUHY.

Hekotopsie Merogonoruueckve pemenuss T.PyceHa mnpepcrasiasiorcs
CriopHBIMU. TaK, JIOTUYEeCKHM He OIpPaBJAHHBIM KaKeTCs BbIJe/leHhe ILIeCTH
PervucTpoB, U3 KOTOPBIX B eHCTBUTETHPHOCTHA PACCMATPUBAIOTCS TOIBKO TPH, a
pe3y/IbTaTOM PACCMOTPEHMUSI SIBJISIETCST BHIBOZ, O HEOOXOIUMOCTH BbIJI€/IEHUS ABYX
— sI3bIKA MTeYaTHBIX U SI3bIKa PYKOMMCHBIX TeKCTOB. [Ipu aTOM, Kak oTMeuaeT cam
aBTOP, PYKONIMCHOE Hac/IeJye 1740-X IT. IPeACTaBsieT cO00i OOIIMPHBINA U OYeHb
reTeporeHHbBIM MaTepuas. Pa3HOCTOPOHHMI aHA/MM3 3TOrO MAacCHBA BO BCEM €ro
MHOTro00pa3uu sIB/sIeTCs 1eJioM Oyayliero — B 3ToM oTHolleHuu kuura T. Pycena
npejjlaraeT IepCIIeKTUBHOE HalpaB/leHHe JajlbHeHIIMX MCCAeJOBaHUN U
SIBJISIETCSI CYLeCTBEHHBIM LIATOM HA ITyTH K HUM.

20 A.TI. MaitopoB, Quepxu nexcuxu pezuonanvHoii oenosoti nucvmennocmu XVII eexa (Mocksa:
Uznatensckuit mom “As0ykoBuk,” 2006). (A.P.Maiorov, Ocherki leksiki regional'noi delovoi
pis'mennosti XVIII veka (Moscow: lzdatel'skii dom “Azbukovnik,” 2006)); O. B. Huxurun, IIpo6rema
OMHOIUHBUCTNIUYECKO20 UZYHEeHUsI NAMIMHUKO8 0enosou nucomennocmu (MockBa: “®@nunra,” “Hayka,”
2000). (O. V. Nikitin, Problema etnolingvisticheskogo izucheniia pamiatnikov delovoi pis‘mennosti
(Moscow: “Flinta,” “Nauka,” 2000)); C. 1. Kotkos, “Pycckas yactHas nepermcka XVII-XVIII BB. kak
JIMHTBUCTUYECKUIA HUCTOYHUK,” Bonpocer sizvikozuanus, 1963, Ne6, 107-116. (S. I. Kotkov, “Russkaia
chastnaia perepiska XVII-XVIII vv. kak lingvisticheskii istochnik,” Voprosy iazykoznaniia 6 (1963), 107—
116).
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KpomMme Toro, 3Ha4nMMBbIM NpeACTaBAsIeTCSI CTPeMJ/IEHHEe aBTOPa CHOBA NOCTaBUTh
BOIIPOCHI, OTBETBI Ha KOTOPBIE /10 HACTOSIIer0 MOMEHTA He BbI3bIBAIM COMHEHUM.
Pycckuit si3pik XVIII Beka mpUHATO paccMaTpUBaTh KaK MepUOJ, PajUKaJIbHOTO
OGHOBJIEHUS TUTepaTypHOro uanoma.” OZHAKO Tak /i 3TO OBIJIO HAa CaMoM Jere?
Bo3M0OXHO, TpaHCPOPMALMOHHBIN TPOLECC HOCHUJ IMOCTENEeHHBIH Xapakrep?™”
OTBeT MOXeT AaTh TOIbKO BCECTOPOHHEE UCCIeJlOBAaHHe PYKOIIMCHOTO HaC/IeIUsl.
JTa pabora, KaK yka3biBaet T. PyceH B 3aKk/l04eHNH, JODKHA HAYaThCSI C CO3AAHUS
pasMe4YeHHOro KOpITyCa KMCTOYHMKOB, M He HCK/IIYEHO, YTO €€ pe3y/bTaThbl
3aCTaBAT Hay4yHOe COOOIEeCTBO MEepPeCMOTPETh CIOXKMBLIMECS B3TJ/ISIABI HA POJIb
XVIII Beka B UCTOPUU PYCCKOTO IMTEPATYPHOTO SI3BIKA.

2l BcnomHuMM XpecToMmaTuiiHOe onpeneieHue B. M. Kusopa: “BoceMHaiuaroe CTOJETHE — 3I0Xa
pamuKaIbHOTO MPeoOpa3oBaHUs PYCCKOHM S3BIKOBOM CHUTYaIlMH, 3aXBaTHIBAIOIIETO BCE YPOBHU PYCCKOTO
s3pIka U Bce cdepsl ero ¢ynkuponupoanus.” B. M. XXuos, fMzwix u xyremypa ¢ Poccuu XV gexa
(Mocksa: HIkoma “S3biku pycckoit kymsrypsl,” 1996), 13. (V. M. Zhivov, lazyk i kul'tura v Rossii XVIII
veka (Moscow: Shkola “lazyki russkoi kul'tury,” 1996), 13).

22 ToBOps O A3LIKOBBIX M3MeHEHHUSX, T. Poszen npuberaer k Tepmunosioruu B. I'. Kocromaposa, KOTOpBIi
TIOJIB3YETCS TTOHATHEM “‘CHHXPOHHMS,” OTIpEessis ero ciaeayommuM oopazoM: “CHHXpOHHMS IIpeCTaBIeHa
KaK BUPTYQJIBHBIH INEpHOJ, B KOTOPOM JHAaXpPOHUs CKPHITA MM JaeT o ceOe 3HaTh BapHATHBHOCTBIO,
pa3apakarIUMH ‘OIMHOKamMu,” IPYTHMH CBHUJICTEIBECTBAMH s3bIKOBON auHamukw.” B. T. Koctomapos,
Cmunucmuxa, 110606 moeti srcusnu (Cankt-IlerepOypr: “3naroyct,” ['oc. UPS um. [Tymkuna, 2019), 179.
(V. G. Kostomarov, Stilistika, liubov' moei zhizni (St. Petersburg: “Zlatoust,” Gos. IRla im. Pushkina,
2019), 179).
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veka. Moscow: Izdatel’skii Dom IaSK, 2018. 369 p. ISBN: 9785907117358.

In the late 1770s, the Russian-German academic Gerhard Friedrich Miiller (1705-83)
paused from his hectic routine to jot down the milestones of an eventful career spanning
more than five decades. His brief memoir detailed an immense range of activity:
transcontinental explorations through Siberia; scholarly research in ethnography, history,
geography, and cartography; cataloguing rare archival materials; publishing books,
newspapers, journals, and historic documents; and even managing the Moscow Foundling
Home, a job he loathed. He earned honorary membership in academies and learned
associations across Europe and Russia, and in 1767 represented the Academy of Sciences at
the Legislative Commission. A true state servant in the mold of Peter the Great, Miiller
finished his chronicle with a tersely worded vow to “continue doing useful work to the last
hour of my life so long as God keeps me alive.” Despite his foreign origins, Miiller earned
a spot in Russia’s intellectual elite alongside native-speaking luminaries like Aleksandr
Sumarokov and Mikhail Lomonosov, the latter his most bitter rival in the Academy. In 1772,
when Nikolai Novikov issued his Historical Dictionary of Russian Writers, the journalist
lauded Miiller as a “learned man, worthy of great praise for his many useful works.””

Miiller is now remembered for his contributions to Siberian historiography and his
controversial theory on the “Varangian” origins of the ancient Rus’. In light of this
impressive legacy, it is telling that he considered the Academy of Sciences’ journal
Ezhemesiachnye sochineniia (Monthly Compositions) to be his greatest achievement. “Of
all my compositions,” he wrote, “this is, perhaps, the most useful for Russian society.”® This
statement provides the inspiration for the title of Anastasia Gotovtseva’s new book.
Throughout its ten-year run from 1755 through 1764, Ezhemesiachnye sochineniia created—

' G. F. Miiller, “Opisanie moikh sluzhb,” in Istoriia Sibiri, volume one (Moscow: lIzdatel'skaia firma
“Vostochnaia literatura,” 1999), 157.

* N. Novikov, Opyt istoricheskago slovaria o rossiiskikh pisatelei. Iz raznykh pechatnykh i rukopisnykh knig,
soobshchennykh izvesti, i slovesnykh predanii (St. Petersburg, 1772), 141.

3 Miiller, “Opisanie moikh sluzhb,” 154.
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and catered to—a well-rounded, refined, and educated public. Despite the many obstacles
standing in Miiller’s way, he believed its lively and varied content would have wide appeal.
It turned out that his expectations were premature. Like other government-funded
publications of the time, Ezhemesiachnye sochineniia was printed in huge quantities: 2,000
copies per issue for the first three years and 1,200 for the last seven. The Academy never
factored in low consumer demand and sales for the journal remained stubbornly low
throughout its existence. In its inaugural year, Ezhemesiachnye sochineniia typically sold
only 239 copies per issue, a meager 12% of its print run. By 1762 and 1763, sales in St.
Petersburg dipped below 100 per issue (p. 21).

Of course, publishing in eighteenth-century Russia was an uphill battle and few journals
survived for long without state subsidies or well-connected patrons. Not until the 1780os did
a sufficiently broad readership exist for a journal like Moskovskie vedomosti (The Moscow
News), and it took a veteran salesman like Nikolai Novikov to find the formula for
marketing it to the public.* Moreover, books and journals occupied only a tiny share of
space for the written word. Simon Franklin’s recent work on the Russian “graphosphere”
has unveiled a rich landscape of written artifacts, everything from icons, coins, medals,
beard tokens, collectibles, and textiles to government decrees, signposts, blank forms,
triumphal arches, and monumental inscriptions. And although the quantity of
conventional printed material grew exponentially beginning with Peter the Great’s reign,
handwritten manuscripts displayed remarkable resilience within the governmental and
private spheres.’ Prior to 1783, when Catherine II permitted private presses to operate, the
space of print corresponded to the elite domain of church and state power. Meanwhile,
Russia witnessed the steady growth in writers and readers who carried on pre-Petrine
practices of small-scale reading communities engaged with handwritten materials.®
Trained as scribes and clerics, they possessed what Marshall Poe has called “administrative
literacy”” and constituted a potential, yet ultimately untapped, audience for elite
publications such as Ezhemesiachnye sochineniia.

If Miiller faltered in energizing and expanding his readership, he did succeed in
promoting what Gotovtseva aptly calls an “integrationist enlightenment project.” To
support his efforts, he recruited writers from the first generation of Russia’s secular
intelligentsia. Together they came to form their own community of readers and writers,
who, despite their claims to speak for the public, represented a rather narrow cohort of
imperial Russian society. They included playwrights, poets, and translators (Vasilii
Trediakovskii, Aleksandr Sumarokov, Mikhail Kheraskov, Ivan Elagin, Andrei Nartov,
Grigorii Kozitskii, Grigorii Teplov, and even Miiller's opponent Lomonosov); historians and
geographers (Fedor Soimonov, Petr Rychkov, Mikhail Shcherbatov); and various European

* Gary Marker, Publishing, Printing, and the Origins of Intellectual Life in Russia, 1700-1800 (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1985), chapter four.

> Simon Franklin, The Russian Graphosphere, 1450-1850 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2019), 64-
101, 147-60, 197-99.

® See Gary Marker, “The Eighteenth Century: From Reading Communities to a Reading Public,” in Damiano
Rebecchini and Raffaella Vassena, eds., Reading Russia: A History of Reading in Modern Russia, volume one
(Milan: Ledizioni, 2020), 98-111.

7 Marshall Poe, “Elite Service Registry in Muscovy, 1500-1700,” Russian History, 21:3 (Fall 1994), 286-88.
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intellectuals, whose works appeared in translation (Voltaire, D'Alembert, Buffon, Linnaeus,
Condamine, Alexander Pope, Samuel Johnson, Johann von Justi). Its most dedicated
contributor was Miiller himself, who authored or translated nearly 70 items, including his
histories of Siberia and ancient Novgorod. Ezhemesiachnye sochineniia, moreover, enabled
Miiller to pluck new writers out of obscurity, and many of its alumni went on to establish
or manage their own publications: Kheraskov with Poleznoe uveselenie (Useful
Entertainment), Sumarokov with Trudoliubivaia pchela (Busy Bee), and Nartov with the
Trudy (Transactions) of the Free Economic Society.

As Russia’s first thick journal, Ezhemesiachnye sochineniia occupied a seminal niche in
the country’s graphosphere. In contrast to the Academy’s previous publications, it strove
to activate a community of “patriotic readers” (p. 24) whose curiosity would render them
useful and inspire them to become writers themselves.® Rather than examine
Ezhemesiachnye sochineniia as a chapter in the history of Russian journalism, however,
Gotovtseva situates it in the broader context of the European and Russian Enlightenments.
This is no easy task—not only does the journal evade easy categorization, but
“enlightenment” is an inherently slippery concept, particularly in the Russian context.’
Clearly, Ezhemesiachnye sochineniia embodied prosveshchenie (enlightenment, education)
in the broad sense of the word, and it shared the same pedagogical goals as Moscow
University, also the creation of ambitious educational “projectors.” Yet beyond promoting
an engaged public with varied reading tastes, it still lacked a unifying theme or agenda.
Thumbing through a random number from 1759, for instance, we find installments from
Petr Rychkov’s Orenburg History and Voltaire’s Zadig; two brief descriptions of women
writers in England and Italy; and a remedy for treating corns and calluses. The remaining
119 issues offered a similarly eclectic range of belles lettres, translations, scholarship, and
science.

[sit even possible to construct a coherent history atop a publication like Ezhemesiachnye
sochineniia, so encyclopedic in scope, without imposing one’s a priori assumptions on its
content? The figure of Miiller himself offers a potentially unifying narrative thread, but his
editorial persona remains frustratingly enigmatic. Moreover, in contrast to the Free
Economic Society’s Trudy, whose editors left behind a voluminous archival record,
Ezhemesiachnye sochineniia lacks a comparable paper trail. Aside from Miiller’s personal
correspondence with select contributors, the main source is the journal itself, which
Gotovtseva investigates in painstaking detail. Following an introductory chapter that traces
the journal’s origins, she groups its contents into three tiers: belles lettres, social sciences,
and natural sciences. Chapter Two examines the literary section, focusing on the poets,

® See Miiller’s preface to the first number of volume one: “Preduvedomlenie,” Ezhemesiachnyia sochineniia k
pol’ze i uveseleniiu sluzhashchiia (January 1755), 3-13.

? For an overview of the various meanings and applications of “enlightenment” in eighteenth-century Russia,
see Simon Dixon, “Prosveshchenie’: Enlightenment in eighteenth-century Russia,” in Richard Butterwick and
Simon Davies, eds., Peripheries of the Enlightenment (Oxford: Voltaire Foundation, 2008), 229-250.

** Igor Fedyukin, The Projectors: The Politics of School in Early Modern Russia (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2019), 186-200; I. P. Kulakova, Universitetskoe prostranstvo i ego obitateli: Moskovskii universitet v
istoriko-kul’turnoi srede XVIII veka (Moscow: Novyi khronograf, 2006), 27-47.
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playwrights, and translators for whom Ezhemesiachnye sochineniia offered the fastest, if
not only, way to reach an audience beyond the court, Academy, and private circles. Chapter
Three addresses the contributions of historians, ethnographers, and geographers, writers
like Miiller himself who participated in Russia’s exploratory expeditions and who
introduced readers to the empire’s vast “Asian” holdings east of the Volga. The final chapter
investigates its coverage of the natural and applied sciences, fields dominated by Western
European scholars.

Gotovtseva opens her analysis by picking apart several longstanding misconceptions
concerning the creation of Ezhemesiachnye sochineniia. According to the Soviet-era scholar
P. N. Berkov, it was Lomonosov who conceived the journal, only to have its editorial reins
“seized” by Miiller. Like so much else in the imagery of the famed polymath,"” Berkov built
his case on flimsy proof, in this case Lomonosov’s passing suggestion to I. I. Shuvalov that
the Academy begin issuing a European-style monthly.” Yet as Gotovtseva demonstrates (p.
28), Lomonosov was already tied up with planning Moscow University and had little
interest in editing a new publication. At any rate, as J. L. Black concluded long ago,” all the
evidence suggests that the journal was the collective initiative of the Academy’s Conference
and that Miiller was the natural choice to assume the managerial reins given his prior
experience editing other Academy publications. Gotovtseva also dismisses the notion of
the transference of the Russian-German struggle in the Academy to Ezhemesiachnye
sochineniia. Again, this myth traces back to Lomonosov, who tended to conflate his own
personal animus against Miiller with Russia’s quest for national greatness on the European
stage (p. 33). To his credit, Miiller never took the bait. Under his direction, Ezhemesiachnye
sochineniia became an imperial Russian (Rossiisskii) project that transcended the national
origins and affiliations of its contributors.

Chapter Two examines the bitter debates within the journal’s literary section against the
evolving backdrop of Russia’s cultural politics and media environment. Ezhemesiachnye
sochineniia’s early years coincided with the rivalry in the Academy of Sciences between
Trediakovskii and Lomonosov, as well as the rise of the Society of Lovers of the Russian
Word, the literary circle led by Sumarokov at the Naval Cadet Corps. While Lomonosov
mostly steered clear of Ezhemesiachnye sochineniia, he still encouraged his surrogates to
attack Trediakovskii in the journal. Meanwhile, Sumarokov and Trediakovskii let their own
fights spill on to its pages despite Miiller’s admonition to desist from “emotional objections
to the essays of others.”* Being the only print media outlet in the mid-1750s worked to
Ezhemesiachnye sochineniia’s advantage, as it became a lively arena for the titans of Russian
poetry to take sides and sharpen their rhetorical knives. They sparred over a wide range of
topics—the role of writers in society, the proper training for poets, the virtues of state
service, and the qualities of good literature. As the debates unfolded, other writers jumped
into the ring, often anonymously, exacerbating the bitter tone of exchanges and prompting

" On the image of Lomonosov in Russian history and culture, see Steven Usitalo, The Invention of Mikhail
Lomonosov: A Russian National Myth (Boston: Academic Studies Press, 2013).

" P. N. Berkov, Istoriia russkoi zhurnalistiki XVIIT v. (Moscow-Leningrad: Akademiia Nauk, 1952), 83-4.

B]. L. Black, G.-F. Miiller and the Imperial Russian Academy (Montreal: McGill-Queens University Press, 1986),
125.

** “Preduvedomlenie,” Ezhemesiachnyia sochineniia (January 1755), 6.
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Trediakovskii to quit the journal (and the Academy) altogether. By 1758-59, the polemics
had exhausted themselves. After Sumarokov and Kheraskov branched out with their own
journals, taking their protégés with them, Miiller was compelled to use translations from
French, German, and English to fill its poetry section.

With the exodus of the poets in the late 1750s, the historical and geographical emphasis
in Ezhemesiachnye sochineniia became more pronounced. Gotovtseva chronicles these
developments in Chapter Three, paying special attention to the journal’s provincial
correspondents and their relationship with its editor. One of Miiller's pastimes was
rummaging through the Academy’s archive. His efforts led to the discovery and publication
of landmark historical, geographical, and ethnographic works. These were all rising
academic disciplines, borne out of the Petrine reforms and the state-sponsored expeditions
across Eurasia. As a veteran of the Second Kamchatka Expedition, he had an inside
knowledge of these ventures and drew heavily from his own Siberian history for
publication. In the meantime, he encouraged subscribers in the provinces to submit their
own material. Between 1759 and 1762, Ezhemesiachnye sochineniia published in serial form
two of Petr Rychkov’s works, Orenburg History and Orenburg Topography. In 1763 and 1764,
the journal’s final two years, the scholar-administrator, Siberian governor, and famed
political survivor Fédor Soimonov was Miiller’s most reliable contributor, publishing his
landmark studies of the Caspian Sea, Siberia, and the Far East.

Gotovtseva taps Miiller’s voluminous private papers to chronicle the rise of Soimonov
and Rychkov in Russian letters. Her analysis confirms the vital importance of patronage
and personal relationships for provincial service nobles to enter this rarified world. The
academics, poets, and playwrights who formed the core staff of Ezhemesiachnye sochineniia
in its early years were expected to write and publish. Indeed, their livelihoods were tied
directly to their output. By contrast, independent scholars who worked as officials by day
and withdrew to their private libraries in the evening were seen as misfits, especially in the
mid-eighteenth century when writing as a vocation, let alone a career, remained
inconceivable for so many. As Irina Kulakova has shown, journal titles from the 1760s (e.g.,
Useful Amusement, Leisure Hours) suggest that most Russians held literary pursuits in low
regard.” Rychkov’s letters to Miiller, for instance, chronicle the indignities he experienced
regularly at the hands of his colleagues who derided his scholarship as a waste of time and
effort.® Yet as longtime administrators on Russia’s eastern and southern frontiers, he and
Soimonov had compelling stories to tell, and it was Miiller’s task to convert the written
record of their service experience into publishable essays. Gotovtseva traces Miiller’s
collaboration with Soimonov over the decades, from their time together in Okhotsk during
the Second Kamchatka Expedition to their epistolary friendship in the 1760s. Soimonov
produced an impressive body of scientific work over his life, but his service duties,
combined with the dearth of publishing opportunities, prevented it from reaching a
readership. Ezhemesiachnye sochineniia thus enabled him to fashion a new role as a public

" Irina Kulakova, “Russia’s ‘Enlightened Nobility’: Forms of Everyday Cultural Self-Presentation (Eighteenth
and Early Nineteenth Centuries),” Russian Studies in History, 48:3 (Winter 2009-2010), 85-6.

' See, for example, Rychkov’s undated letter to Miiller from the end of 1759, reprinted in P. P. Pekarskii, Zhizn’
i literaturnaia perepiska P.I. Rychkova (St. Petersburg: Akademiia Nauk, 1867), 41.
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intellectual, as Miller capitalized on their personal friendship to coax articles out of
Soimonov. (pp. 18-21, 136-38).

By contrast, Miiller’s correspondence with Rychkov underscores the hit-or-miss quality
to Ezhemesiachnye sochineniia’s editorial process. While combing through the Academy
archives, Miiller uncovered an unsigned copy of Rychkov’s “Conversation Between Two
Friends on Commerce.” Miiller published the piece in 1755 without a byline (and without
permission), adding a request to the anonymous author to submit more articles to the
journal. Before long, Rychkov found himself in the spotlight as Ezhemesiachnye
sochineniia’s chief provincial correspondent. Although a career boost for the Orenburg
writer, it was also self-defeating for the journal—as Miiller later told his readers, Rychkov
was supposed to serve as an example to aspiring geographers and historians across Russia,
not just a token voice from the frontier (p. 131). His pleas fell on deaf ears. In 1763 and 1764,
as Miiller scrambled to expand his readers, he appended a “tasks” (zadachi) section to each
number, inviting readers to weigh in on topics like Russian antiquity, philology, farming,
household management, and natural history. The lone submission came from Rychkov
himself.

Gotovtseva devotes her closing chapter to Ezhemesiachnye sochineniia’s coverage of
science and technology. In his efforts to forge a readership with secular leanings, Miiller
rounded out almost every issue with information on the natural world. As a correspondent
with academic connections throughout Europe and Russia, he never lacked material to
publish and strived to keep his audience up to speed on advances in every branch of the
sciences. Ezhemesiachnye sochineniia included landmark works in Russian translation by
Linnaeus and Buffon, certainly the most celebrated biologists of the eighteenth century, as
well as excerpts from Hans Hirzel, the famed Swiss naturalist who argued for the
popularization of scientific discoveries. Keeping with the practical spirit of the age, it
featured dozens of pieces on applied sciences: experiments with electricity; meteorological
observations; innovations in agriculture and animal husbandry (including potato farming
and opium growing); and updates on small-pox treatment and prevention. Miiller also
waded into contemporary debates on the origins of earthquakes, a contentious subject in
the wake of the destruction of Lisbon in 1755. While Russian churchmen like the Moscow
bishop Gedeon viewed the catastrophe as divine punishment and a foretaste of the world’s
end, Ezhemesiachnye sochineniia printed an unequivocally naturalistic explanation from
the German pastor Georg Wilhelm Wegner. Although Miiller instinctively avoided conflict
with government and church authorities, his editorial mission was to promote a scientific
and secular approach to the natural world. As Gotovtseva argues (p. 168), whether the topic
was earthquakes, smallpox, or electric currents, the journal was always set to combat
traditional “prejudices” in favor of what she calls the “enlightened worldview.”

In its ten-year lifespan, Ezemesiachnye sochineniia thus stood at the intersection of
multiple crosscurrents in eighteenth-century educated society: the consolidation of
European intellectual practices and norms among the Russian elite; the ascent of a national
literati, confident in its powers yet reliant on official patronage; and the quiet entrance of
provincial writers into the public arena. The journal’s appearance also signaled the rise of
the printed periodical as a preferred format for elite communication, beaming an aura of
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authority, prestige, and utility, to borrow Simon Franklin’s terminology.” Still,
Ezemesiachnye sochineniia was by no means the only journal for Russia’s self-proclaimed
enlightened elite, just as print was not the only discursive medium. In focusing exclusively
on Miiller and his project, Gotovtseva sometimes loses sight of the social, institutional, and
technological contexts in which Russian writers (and readers) operated. To assess its
broader significance, Ezemesiachnye sochineniia should also be studied in relation to other
institutions of enlightenment, such as Moscow University, which also dabbled with its own
short-lived periodical in 1762, Sobranie luchshikh sochinenii (Collection of the Best Essays)."
Equally important, the journal’s disappointing public reception might be better explained
by situating it against the tangled landscape of traditional reading and writing practices.
Even if Miiller’s intended readers knew of the journal’s existence, they may well have
regarded it as indistinguishable from the other items in the barrage of official decrees,
manifestos, and government-run newspapers."

But these are just minor objections to an otherwise excellent book. The appendix alone
measures 170 pages, providing an exhaustive breakdown of each issue, including titles,
bibliographic information, authors, translators, and references to the pertinent secondary
literature. Given that Miiller rarely divulged the identities of his authors—and that much
of his material came from English, German, French, and Italian sources—it is a remarkable
achievement. The appendix confirms Miiller’s centrality as editor and contributor, with
Sumarokov, Soimonov, Rychkov, and the translators V. I. Lebedev and Andrei Nartov
rounding out the top tier of his team. Thanks to Gotovtseva’s digging, it is now possible to
consult this consolidated source to track citations and establish authorship. If
Ezhemesiachnye sochineniia ever becomes available in digital form (regrettably, it is still
not available through Runivers), research into the journal and its contributors should
become more convenient than ever. Specialists will no doubt regard her book, to
paraphrase Miiller himself, as a most useful resource for eighteenth-century Russian
history and literature.

"7 Franklin, The Russian Graphosphere, 242, 247-48.

*® Sobranie luchshikh sochinenii k rasprostraneniiu znanii i k proizvedeniiu udovol’stviia ili smieshannaia
biblioteka, 2 vols. (Moscow: Moscow University, 1762).

* For a discussion of official printing as a mechanism of state control in the eighteenth century, see Alison K.
Smith, “Information and Efficiency: Russian Newspapers, ca. 1700-1850,” in Simon Franklin and Katherine
Bowers, eds., Information and Empire: Mechanisms of Communication in Russia, 1600-1850 (Cambridge: Open
Book Publishers, 2017), 185-94.
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On December 1, 2025, Russia and the world will mark the bicentenary of the death of
Emperor Alexander I (1777-1825) and, twenty-five days later, the Decembrist Uprising
carried out by a small section of the Russian nobility on Senate Square in St. Petersburg.
In the near future, we are likely to see many works published to commemorate these
anniversaries. All prospective authors eyeing up an opportunity to publish
commemorative studies of these monumental events in Russian history would do well
to have a copy of Patrick O’'Meara’s The Russian Nobility in the Age of Alexander I within
easy reach.

Over four decades, Professor O’Meara has established himself as one of the foremost
scholars of Russian history in the age of Emperor Alexander I. He has published two
ground-breaking biographical studies on pivotal Decembrists." However, his latest
monograph encompasses a far broader panorama, which attempts to “offer readers a
densely textured social and political portrait of the entire Russian nobility” (p. ix). At
the same time, as O’Meara also makes clear at the very beginning of his study, this is
also a work that aims “to shed new light on the character of this famously enigmatic
tsar,” that is, of Emperor Alexander I (p. x). Hence, what O’Meara offers the reader is a
fascinating discussion of the symbiotic relationship between the autocratic vanquisher
of Napoleon Bonaparte and the key elite class in Russia’s pre-revolutionary social
hierarchy. As one would expect with such an ambitious work, O’'Meara draws on a rich
variety of primary and secondary source material. Most notably, the author effectively
utilizes the Central Archive of Nizhnii Novgorod Province (Tsentral’nyi Arkhiv
Nizhegorodskoi Oblasti) to provide a perceptive case study of how the provincial
nobility of the Russian empire reacted to fundamental issues of state and societal
reform. What is not clear, however, is whether similar conclusions can be drawn across
the vast Russian Empire, especially among the non-Russian nobility from this focus on
a single province.

O’Meara’s study tackles the key issues related to Alexandrine Russia: the complex
dynamic between the liberal mindset of the Russian autocrat and a sizeable minority of
his nobility and the reality of a conservative (and obdurate) majority opposed to any
meaningful reform of state and society. As the author illustrates with notable assurance,
this ideological struggle encompassed all aspects of Russian life, but was particularly
focused on the questions of the emancipation of the serfs and whether Russia would

! Patrick O’'Meara K. F. Ryleev: A Political Biography of the Decembrist Poet (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1984); ibid., The Decembrist Pavel Pestel: Russia’s First Republican (Basingstoke: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2003).
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become a constitutional monarchy. The six-part structure of the book also helps to
highlight the importance of these two key issues, whilst also detailing a wealth of other
factors at play in the relationship between the Russian monarch and the nobility. The
first two parts of the book focus on the nobility’s privileges and prestige; its legal and
social status, as well as questions of wealth and poverty and its educational pathways.
Part 1 contains an excellent examination of the effects of the re-introduction of
Catherine IT's Charter of the Nobility (1785), which had been jettisoned by Emperor Paul.
There is also a fascinating and informative overview of the main privileges enjoyed by
the hereditary nobility and a clear account of its hierarchical structure. This section also
contains some discussion of the emergence of a civil society among the Russian nobility,
with an acknowledgement, citing Marc Raeff, that “social life was increasingly
conducted out of the public gaze” (p. 17). The importance of Masonic lodges, as well as
other private associations and literary salons is mentioned here, but overall O’Meara
does not devote much space to this important aspect of the associational culture of the
Russian nobility.

The second part of the book focuses on education; more specifically, on the quality
of home education (or lack thereof) and the efforts to improve the institutional seats of
learning within the empire for those members of the nobility who could not travel
beyond its boundaries. O’'Meara provides a scathing account of the standard home
education given by foreign (European) tutors to the children of the Russian nobility.
The author goes so far as to posit that, had they been better educated, the Decembrists
may have “thought twice about the wisdom of attempting to plunge Russia into a similar
catastrophe” as the French Revolution (p. 37). Here, a more in-depth discussion about
this contentious issue, based on primary sources, would have perhaps been warranted.
This is especially the case in light of the growing historiography relating to foreign
language pedagogy in the Russian Empire at this time.”

Chapter 4 (the second section of Part II) provides a succinct, yet thorough,
examination of the attempts at wholescale educational reform that were undertaken in
the Russian Empire in 1803 (the Preliminary Regulations of National Education) and the
educational reform spearheaded by Mikhail Speranskii in 1809. Alongside these
legislative acts, the author also provides a brief, but highly informative account of the
principal new educational institutions that emerged at this time, such as the Tsarskoe
Selo Lycée near St. Petersburg, which opened in 1811.

The third part of O’Meara’s study concentrates on the role of the nobility in local
government and administration. It is here, especially in chapter 5, which is entitled “The
Nobility as Office Holders,” that O’Meara makes excellent use of the archival research
that he undertook in Nizhnii Novgorod. In this chapter he provides a case study that
documents the role of Prince P. S. Trubetskoi as the Marshall of the Nobility in Nizhnii
Novgorod Province. Through an analysis of Trubetskoi’s correspondence with the
central government in Petersburg, the reader learns of the demands placed on him by
ministers, as well as the everyday responsibilities that he was expected to carry out as
part of his regular duties as the head of a provincial noble association. Indeed, we are

* Most notably, see Derek Offord, Vladislav Rjéoutski and Gesine Argent, The French Language in Russia:
A Social, Political and Literary History (Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 2018), chapter 2, pp.
123-172.
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provided with a fascinating account of the role of the provincial marshal in both peace
and wartime (during the Napoleonic invasion of Russia).

The author also makes extensive use of the Central Archive of Nizhnii Novgorod
Province in Part V of his work, which focuses on the nobility and the “peasant question.”
Again, it is the provincial case studies developed by O’Meara from archival research that
provide this reader at least with the most satisfying and informative sections of the
entire book. In Chapter 9, for example, O’'Meara offers a series of case studies regarding
how the nobility in Nizhnii Novgorod Province responded to the 1803 law on “free
cultivators,” which allowed those landowners who wished to do so to free their peasants
with land in entire villages or as separate families on mutually agreed terms. The case
studies highlighted by O’'Meara, which span from 1807 to 1814, reveal how the petitions
sent to Petersburg by the provincial nobility in Nizhnii Novgorod Province almost
always came up against a bureaucratic wall that seemed to make it all but impossible
for the nobility to emancipate the peasants on their land.

The first two petitions cited by O’Meara come from widows—Elizaveta Zinovieva and
M. A. Bogorodskaia—both of whom encountered frustrating procedural problems. The
fact that 50% of the case studies selected by the author featured widows begs the
question of whether noblewomen were more likely to request free cultivator status to
relieve their financial burdens or for other reasons. This is an untouched area of enquiry,
but could, perhaps, have built on the pioneering research of Michelle Lamarche
Marrese.? Another interesting figure cited by O’Meara is that Prince A. N. Golitsyn, one
of leading conservative figures during the reign of Alexander [ and a prominent minister
and confidante of the emperor, freed 13,371 peasants in 1807; an extraordinary number
for the time. This figure seems to have been first quoted in 1888 by V. I. Semevskii.* The
background as to why Golitsyn, a reactionary conservative, undertook this seemingly
progressive act is not discussed by O’Meara (or in the older sources).

The topic of the nobility’s response to constitutionalism, which figures in Part IV, is
also highly informative. Central to the author’s discussion here is the public reaction to
the speech delivered by Emperor Alexander to the Polish Sejm in March 1818. In that
speech, the tsar outlined Poland’s constitutional framework and hinted at the fact that
he intended to eventually extend a similar form of political organization into the core
of the Russian empire itself. Lastly, Part VI, is devoted to how more radical visions of
constitutional and political reform among the Russian nobility challenged the
autocratic foundations of the tsarist regime after the conclusion of the Napoleonic Wars
in 1815. These final chapters reveal a two-fold failure: first, the failure of the Decembrists
to radicalize the Russian nobility in order to achieve a critical mass of support; and
second, the failure of the political tactics employed by the emperor himself. Here,
Emperor Alexander’s inherent caution and unwillingness to go against the conservative
majority of the nobility is critiqued by the author. As O’Meara argues at the beginning
of his book, the reigning Russian emperor was incapable of overcoming the barrier of
the low political culture of his nobility (p. xi).

In his afterword, O’Meara reflects on the relevance of Alexander’s reign—and his
symbiotic relationship with the Russian nobility—in light of V. V. Putin’s rule two

3 See, in particular, Michelle Lamarche Marrese, A Woman'’s Kingdom: Noblewomen and the Control of
Property in Russia, 1700-1861 (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2002), 123-128.

4V. L. Semevskii, Krest’ianskii vopros v Rossii v 18 veke (St. Petersburg: “Obshchestvennaia pol’za, 1888),
vol. 1, 266.
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hundred years later. The complex imperial legacy bequeathed by Alexander [, in which
tentative efforts at reform largely gave way to increasing conservatism, has not gone
unnoticed by Putin. However, it should be noted that Putin did not even attempt a
modicum of political or social reform at the beginning of his first term as president. Yet,
like Emperor Alexander I, he has displayed a seemingly ever-increasing obsession with
Russia’s imperial past in the latter part of his rule. Indeed, in 2014 Putin honoured
Alexander I with a new monument in the Alexander Park outside the Kremlin walls.
This concluding nod to 21*-century Russia, though short, highlights the heuristic value
of studying Alexandrine Russia in terms of the dynamic between an autocratic leader
and his nobility/ruling oligarch class and in terms of rejuvenating the role of the Russian
leader as a curator and defender of the country’s imperial heritage.
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