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On 8 December 1654, the very day that the Pereiaslav Council met,

Hetman Bohdan Khmelnytsky wrote a letter to the Muscovite tsar,

Aleksei Mikhailovich, in which he addressed the tsar by a new title:

"Sovereign of Great and Little Russia." The innovation was accepted by

the tsar, and the new terms were included in his official title a month

later, in February 1654.’

The new terms were not used by chance. They signalled that a new
concept of Ukrainian identity was emerging. In Khmelnytsky' s time, the

concept of Little Russia was not fully elaborated. In fact, it changed and

developed throughout the whole period of the Hetmanate, the Cossack

polity founded by Bohdan Khmelnytsky in the middle of seventeenth

century and abolished by Empress Catherine II in the 1780s.^

The creation of the Little Russian ideology was closely connected

with the Orthodox church. It began to take form under Metropolitan lov

Boretsky (1620-1631),^ and after 1654, it was developed by Ukrainian

churchmen in Russian Left-Bank Ukraine. One essential idea of "Little

Russianism" was the notion of a common rossiiskii (sloveno-rossiiskii)

people that included both Russians and Ukrainians. The idea was ex-

pressed most profoundly in the Synopsis, the major historical work to

appear in seventeenth-century Ukraine, compiled and first published in

1674 under the supervision of the archimandrite of the Kievan Caves

Monastery, Innokentii Gizel.^ The author of the Synopsis presented an

elaborate theory of the transference of the Rus' princely sees from Kiev

to Vladimir to Moscow, and evidenced strong adherence to the idea of

the ethnic and religious unity of the rossiiskii people. At the same time.
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Fig. 1. Pokrova icon from the village of Deshky.



The Symbol of Little Russia 173

however, he supported the traditional rights of the Ukrainian clergy

against the offensive of the Moscow patriarchate. The response to

Moscow's aspirations came partly in the form of presenting Kiev as an

equal to Moscow, or, in some cases, as an even more important center of

the rossiiskii state than that "ruling city." The Synopsis undoubtedly

reflected the ideology of the Kievan monastic clergy, who supported the

idea of the political unity with Moscow but with preservation of the

rights of the Ukrainian clergy.^ That clergy was instrumental in the

creation of the Little Russian ideology.

The Ukrainian secular elites arrived at an acceptance of the Little

Russian identity by a significantly different avenue. The Ukrainian-Polish

agreement at Hadiach in 1658 demonstrated the desire of the Ukrainian

nobility and Cossack officers to build a new Commonwealth in which the

Rus' nation would have the same rights as the founding nations of the

Commonwealth, Poland and Lithuania.^ Although never implemented,

the idea was alive in the early eighteenth century. A poem of the period

describes Poland (the Polish state) as the mother of three children: Liakh,

Rus', and Lytva. Two of the three, Liakh and Lytva, joined forces to kill

the third, Rus', against the will of their mother, Poland:

Bmeu,t) Mou 3Aaruu, e noAhUj,i noAQAcenHuii,

B Tpiex Mi Kagix caosho ynAirenHuu:

Anxu, pycb, Aurea—to cyvb naga non;

/lea eo3dopgiiua, esmua Meni ceon,

lOnazo 6para y6uTt> coeiigaiua,

A Mene, Marep, 3iAO oGpyzauia/

It can be assumed that in accepting the Little Russian ideology

initially created by the clergy, the Cossack elites were endeavouring to

attain the goal that they had failed to realize in the Polish-Lithuanian

Commonwealth. The idea that two peoples, the Great Russians and the

Little Russians, would be united under the authority of the tsar, who
would also preserve the rights of Ukrainians-Little Russians, was one of

the fundamentals in the concept of the rossiiskii state as formulated by the

Ukrainian intellectuals.®

The new Little Russian ideology had a strong impact on the national

and ethnic consciousness of the Ukrainian elites. Whereas during the pre-

Khmelnytsky period the Orthodox magnate Adam Kysil and other

members of the Ukrainian elite were aptly described as natione Polonus,

gente Ruthenus, the Ukrainian clergy and nobility of the eighteenth

century could be defined in terms of nation as rossiiane and in terms of

ethnic background as malorossiiane. By restructuring the idea of the

Russian (rossiiskii) state, the Little Russian ideology sought to eliminate

the contradictions that had existed between the cultural self-identification
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of the Ukrainian pre-Khmelnytsky elites and their national political

identification. Now, under Russia (Rossiia), even the name of the state

would reflect their ethnic background (Ruthenian). From the etymological

point of view, that name was, indeed, much closer to the Ukrainians than

to the Muscovites, the original creators of the state and its ideology.

Historically and ideologically, "Little Russianism" gave the Ukrainian

elites a much greater chance to realize their desire for self-rule under

Muscovy than "Ruthenianism" had given them under the Polish-

Lithuanian Commonwealth. As subsequent events would show, the

Cossacks were much more able to create and preserve a polity of their

own in Muscovite Left-Bank Ukraine than they had been in the Polish-

occupied Right Bank.

This article considers how the Little Russian ideology was reflected

in Ukrainian icon painting. That ideology, once created, influenced all

spheres of Ukrainian political, social, and cultural life. It was reflected in

many contemporary documents and works, among which icons have

received little attention. Historians have, in general, known much less

about Ukrainian icons than Russian ones. Subsequent interpretations of

"pure Orthodoxy" have regarded Ukrainian icon painting, especially

during its "golden age" (from the seventeenth to the eighteenth century)

as "spoiled," owing to the introduction of naturalism in the depiction of

sacred subjects. That style developed more readily in Ukraine than in

other Orthodox lands, partly because of the absence of strong church

control over iconographers. The "purists" have also been reluctant to

recognize as canonical the "popular icon," which art historians have come

to appreciate only in the twentieth century.^

Despite the "heterodoxy" of many Ukrainian icons from this period,

the composition of most of them was still determined by iconographic

tradition. A few iconographic themes, however, allowed iconographers

to express the ideas and beliefs of their time more freely. Among such

iconographic themes were the Last Judgement, the Passion of Christ, the

Elevation of the Holy Cross, and the Feast of the Protection of the

Theotokos, or Pokrova.

The iconography of Pokrova as elaborated in Ukraine allowed

iconographers numerous possibilities to introduce contemporary elements

into iconographic composition. The figures of church hierarchs, secular'

rulers, and laity portrayed beneath the Virgin's veil, or mantle, tell us a

great deal about the forms of religious devotion and the political ideas of

early modern Ukraine. The Feast of the Protection of the Theotokos arose

from an account of the Virgin's miraculous appearance in the Church of

the Blachernai recorded in the "Life" of St. Andrew the Fool for Christ.

According to the account, the Theotokos appeared in the Church of the
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Blachernai, where her veil, robe and part of her girdle were later

preserved. She was seen by St. Andrew the Fool for Christ and his

student, Epiphanius. The Theotokos was accompanied by a group of

saints, including John the Baptist and John the Evangelist. Andrew and

Epiphanius saw the whole group poised in the air, above the heads of the

congregation. According to the account of their vision, the Theotokos

prayed for the people (the appearance took place during one of the sieges

of Constantinople by the barbarians), took off her omophorion, and

spread it as a shelter (Pokrova) over the people gathered in the church.

The Byzantine church did not know the Feast of the Protection of the

Theotokos. It is hard to say why the story became so popular in Rus', or

why this special commemoration of the Virgin's appearance and her

protection was introduced in the Rus' church. We also do not know the

exact date when the feast was instituted. Some scholars maintain that it

was established by the Kievan church at the time of Prince Volodymyr

Monomakh, who may have been the author of the liturgical text of the

Pokrova service. Others scholars believe that the feast was introduced in

the Vladimir-Suzdal Principality by Prince Andrei Bogoliubsky, name-

sake of St. Andrew the Fool for Christ.”

After the Mongol invasion and the final dissolution of Kievan Rus',

the feast of Pokrova became extremely popular in the northern parts of

the former state, in the Vladimir-Suzdal and Novgorod principalities.

Judging by the number of churches devoted to the Protection of the

Theotokos, the feast was especially popular in the fourteenth-fifteenth

centuries. In the iconographic depiction of the Virgin's appearance, two

schools existed, the Vladimir-Suzdal and the Novgorod. The rise of

Moscow as the political and spiritual center of the developing Russian

state resulted in the creation of a Muscovite iconographic school as well.

The Muscovite iconographic depiction of the feast combined the features

of the Vladimir-Suzdal and the Novgorod schools. It pictured the Virgin

standing on a cloud with the omophorion in her hands. The group of

people depicted under the Virgin's protection included St. Andrew the

Fool for Christ with his student Epiphanius, St. Ananias, a tsar and

tsarina, and St. Romanos the Sweet-Singer, who lived in the sixth century

and was the author of hymns devoted to the Virgin Mary.^^

In Ukraine, the iconography of the Pokrova feast originally had its

own distinct character. In the fifteenth century, however, this local

tradition was lost, and was later replaced by iconographic types

borrowed from the North (Novgorod, Vladimir-Suzdal, Moscow) and

from the West.^^ Western influences were represented by the icono-

graphic depiction of the Virgin with a mantle ("Mater Misericordiae") as

developed in Renaissance Italy. With time, this Western iconographic
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composition was incorporated into the Ukrainian tradition of the Pokrova

feast. The Western tradition of depicting real individuals under the

mantle (protection) of the Virgin helped Ukrainians to create a new type

of Pokrova icon and to bring the feast much closer to their earthly life.

The special patronage of the Theotokos in Ukraine was reflected not

only in the portrayal of representatives of the local elites under the

mantle of the Virgin, but also in the circulation of legends that connected

the feast with certain events in local history. Thus, one of the "Teaching

Gospels" (levanheliie uchytelnoie)

,

compiled in Ukraine in 1635, linked the

miraculous appearance of the Theotokos and the vision of St. Andrew the

Fool for Christ with the Church of the Dormition at the Kievan Caves

Monastery. According to the story, related by the compiler of that

teaching gospel, the Virgin appeared in the sky during the siege of Kiev

by the Tatars and saved the city from them.^^

Judging by the number of churches devoted to the feast of Pokrova,

in Ukraine the popularity of the Pokrova cult continued, especially

during the last two decades of the seventeenth and the first half of the

eighteenth century^^—the time in Ukrainian history when the Cossacks

dominated and the Hetmanate and the Zaporozhian Sich flourished. It is

no surprise, therefore, that the iconography of the Cossack regions in

Left-Bank Ukraine—the Kiev region and Zaporizhzhia—was heavily

influenced by Cossack tastes and that Cossack officers were the primary

patrons of the churches. They ordered icons from iconographers and,

according to the fashion of the time, wanted to be depicted in them.^^

The best-known Pokrova icon is that which includes a portrait of

Hetman Bohdan Khmelnytsky. Indeed, this icon often serves as a symbol

of Ukrainian icon painting. It provides not only evidence of the develop-

ment of a Little Russian political consciousness, but also information on

Cossack Ukraine's political culture much better than any other icon of the

period.

The icon was found in the church of the village of Deshky, not far

from the town of Bohuslav (in today's Kiev oblast). (See fig. I.) It

belongs to the iconography of the Pokrova type in Ukraine that was

elaborated under the influence of Western iconography. From the West

it borrowed not only its composition, in the manner of "Mater Miseri-

cordiae," and the depiction of historical persons under the Virgin's

mantle, but also other iconographic features. Among them was the

reflection of the Catholic belief in the Immaculate Conception. During the

early modern period, that belief had strongly influenced the way in

which the Virgin was pictured in Western iconography. There the masters

represented her as a young woman, or even a teenage girl, full of life and

beauty. Traces of the influence of the belief in the Immaculate Conception
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can be found in Ukrainian iconography as early as the middle of the

seventeenth century7^

Archdeacon Paul of Aleppo, who kept a diary of his travels through

Ukraine in 1654 and 1656, wrote about his visit to a monastery in Cossack

Ukraine: "...in the church we saw an icon of Our Lady, painted as a

young woman crowned. All along our way we saw her portrayed as a

maiden, an immaculate virgin, with rosy cheeks."^° His description

exactly fits the Virgin painted on the Pokrova icon from Deshky: she has

rosy cheeks and a crown over her head. The crown reflects the influence

of another Western tradition—picturing Mary as the Queen of Heaven.

That tradition became extremely popular in Ukraine in the eighteenth

century, when the practice of including crowns on miraculous icons was

introduced, but Ukrainian iconographers were already well acquainted

with it at the beginning of the seventeenth century.^^ Despite the

Western origin of the composition of the Deshky icon, the local popula-

tion regarded it as a Pokrova icon. As a result, the Eastern tradition of

the Blachernai miracle was linked with the traditions of Western

iconography.

Although the icon has been published extensively in recent decades

and often serves as a symbol of early modern Ukrainian icon painting, to

date no specialized study of it has been written. Surveys of Ukrainian

religious painting have dated it variously from the mid-seventeenth to

the mid-eighteenth century. Usually, no explanation or comment about

the dating is given.^^ The same is true of the identification of the persons

portrayed on the icon. It is generally accepted that the icon includes not

only a portrait of Bohdan Khmelnytsky, but also of Tsar Aleksei

Mikhailovich. Sviatoslav Hordynsky has stated that the church hierarch

pictured on the icon is the Kievan metropolitan Dionisii Balaban.^^

However, Balaban (1657-63), well-known for his support of Hetman Ivan

Vyhovsky's anti-Moscow politics, was not a metropolitan under

Khmelnytsky: he was installed in the Kievan see only after the hetman's

death. Also, an extant portrait of Balaban shows little if any similarity to

the hierarch pictured on the Deshky icon.^^

Identification of the tsar pictured on the icon with the person of

Aleksei Mikhailovich is problematical as well. Although it is true that the

tsar depicted in the Deshky icon resembles Aleksei Mikhailovich more
than any other Muscovite tsar, and that picturing Bohdan Khmelnytsky

and Aleksei Mikhailovich together makes sense in terms of chronology,

the portrait actually recalls the abstract (ideal) tsars depicted on Ukraini-

an icons of the early modern period. One such icon is the well-known

Pokrova icon from Sulymivka, which was painted in the tradition of

Eastern iconography and dates from the 1740s.^^



178 Serhii Plokhy

The identification of only one figure pictured on the icon is beyond

dispute, that of Hetman Bohdan Khmelnytsky The inclusion of his

portrait is crucial for an understanding of the political ideology of the

icon and for answering the question of when and under what circum-

stances the Deshky icon was painted. To answer that question, we must

examine the Pokrova icon from Deshky in the context of the cult that

elevated and glorified the memory of Bohdan Khmelnytsky.

There are definite traces of the emergence of a Khmelnytsky cult as

early as 1649. At that time, speeches and verses glorifying Khmelnytsky

were produced by a circle of students at the Kievan Mohyla Collegium

and by Ivan Vyhovsky's chancellery.^^ A common feature of modern
studies on the Khmelnytsky revolt and the personality of the hetman is

the general belief that the cult of Khmelnytsky created during his

hetmancy continued to exist throughout the second half of the seven-

teenth century. As a rule, Cossack chronicles of the eighteenth century are

cited as evidence for this thesis, as are early modern panegyrics devoted

to Khmelnytsky, most of which also derive from eighteenth-century

manuscripts.^^ The time lapse reflected by the sources is not the result

of happenstance: it can be regarded as evidence that no such cult existed

during the second half of the seventeenth century.

Some anti-Khmelnytsky writings were being produced during this

period, not only by the Poles, but also by some Orthodox clergy.

Khmelnytsky had led the Cossacks who had started the war, and the

clergy generally placed blame on them for the war's consequences, that

is, for the period of travail known as the Ruin. The anonymous author of

the political pamphlet entitled "A warning to Ukraine" (1669) mentioned

Khmelnytsky only once, and then unfavorably: "...yKpaina lijo 4o6poro

co6i He cnpasMAa, ani naHOBax h pa4HX co6i He yMiAa aa cxaporo XivieAHHijKO-

ro...."^^

The first panegyric to Khmelnytsky written after his death apparently

derived from the course of rhetoric at the Kievan Mohyla Academy and

was delivered there in 1693.^^ It can be considered one of the first

indications that the Khmelnytsky cult had reemerged and begun to

flourish, probably no earlier than the second decade of the eighteenth

century. That conclusion is supported by an analysis of the texts of the

Cossack chronicles. The first of them, written by Samovydets ("Eyewit-

ness") around 1703, contains no evidence of any special veneration of

Khmelnytsky, whereas the second, compiled by the Cossack officer

Hryhorii Hrabianka in 1710, not only glorified Khmelnytsky, but

represented him as a main hero of Ukrainian history.^® Verses devoted

to Bohdan Khmelnytsky and references to him in other poems occur in

manuscripts dating from the 1710s to the 1720s: in the course of poetics.
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"Libri tres de arte poeticae.../' delivered at the Kievan Mohyla Academy

in 1714; in the book of verses, dating from 1719-1720, of Andrii Herasy-

movych, a student of the academy; and in Hnat Buzanovsky's course

"Congeries praeceptorum rhetoricorum...," delivered at the academy in

172931 underlying the famous drama "Mylost Bozhiia...,"

dating from 1728, is expressed in its full title; "MnAocTb BokIh, yKpaiHy

OT Hey4o6HOCHMHX o6h4 AH4CbKHX Mpea Bor4aHa SinoBia XMeAHHijbKoro,

npecAaBHoro BOHCbK aanoposbKHx reTbMana, cBo6o4HBiiiaa...."^^ At around

the same time, Samiilo Velychko completed his chronicle, in which he

glorified Khmelnytsky7^ Thus, the period between 1710 and 1729 was

indeed the formative one in the creation of a new image of Khmelnytsky.

Why did the numerous panegyrics of the period glorify Khmel-

nytsky? There were primarily three matters for which he was praised in

1710-1720: (1) the subordination of Ukraine to the Muscovite tsar; (2) the

liberation of Ukraine from the Polish yoke; (3) the protection of the

Orthodox church. There is no doubt that the cult of Bohdan Khmelnytsky

reemerged as an anti-Mazepa cult. Hetman Ivan Mazepa, mention of

whose very name was proscribed after he went over to the Swedes, was

described in the decrees of Peter I as a traitor of the tsar, an ally of the

Poles, and an enemy of Orthodoxy, who wanted to invite the Poles into

Ukraine and to introduce the church union.^"^ The characteristics ascribed

to Bohdan Khmelnytsky by Hryhorii Hrabianka in the foreword to his

chronicle may better reveal the meaning of the Khmelnytsky myth for

post-Poltava Ukrainians than other writings of the period. Hrabianka

characterized Khmelnytsky as a faithful son "of Russia," who liberated

Ukraine from the Polish yoke and brought it under the rule of the

"Russian" monarch: "...oGiijoio B036yjK4eHiH noAbsoio cy4Hx i cero

BipHifimoro pociHCbKoro cuna bAaropaayMHoro boxc4b Bor4aHa XMeAHMijbKoro,

MaAyio Pociio ot TaacMaMmoro ira Aa4CbKoro KoaaybKHM MyacecTBOM
CBo6o4HBUJoro i pociftcbKOMy Monapci is cTOAbHHMH rpa4H b nepBobnTHOCTb
npHBe4moro...." ^

Thus, the Khmelnytsky cult, which began to reemerge under the

hetmancy of Mazepa as part of the growing self-awareness of the Cossack

elites and the glorification of Cossack leaders (Ivan Pidkova, too, received

high priase), was transformed into an anti-Mazepa cult, the cult of the

hetman faithful to the tsar. The Khmelnytsky myth was created by

Ukrainians themselves and, from that vantage point, reflected their own
aspirations. In glorifying Khmelnytsky, the Cossack elites not only

wanted to rehabilitate themselves in the eyes of the monarchy, but also

to secure for themselves the privileges and rights once granted by the tsar

to Hetman Bohdan Khmelnytsky.

Securing the Cossack rights once granted to Khmelnytsky became
extremely important for the Ukrainian elites after the first abolition of the
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hetmancy and the introduction of rule by the first Little Russian College

in Ukraine in 1721. The restoration of the hetman's office under the new
tsar, Peter II, in 1727 created a new wave in the glorification of Khmel-

nytsky. The tsar decreed that "there be a hetman and officers in Little

Russia and that they be maintained in accordance with the treaty of

Hetman Bohdan Khmelnytsky."^^ The election of a new hetman, Danylo

Apostol, on 1 October 1727 was accompanied by festivities organized not

only by Cossack officers, but also by city officials in Kiev. In 1728, the

newly elected hetman came to St. Petersburg to participate in the

coronation of the new tsar. The main goal of Danylo Apostol' s journey

to St. Petersburg was "the restitution of ancient Ukrainian rights and

liberties according to the treaty concluded with Hetman Bohdan

Khmelnytsky."^^ His mission was a resounding success, in that he

received from the Russian government the so-called Confirmed Articles

that restored many of the Cossack rights taken away by Peter That

same year the author of the drama "Mylost Bozhiia.
.

glorifying Bohdan

Khmelnytsky and praising the new Russian tsar, called Danylo Apostol

the second Khmelnytsky.^^ Clearly the mood of the whole Cossack

society, as reflected in the writings of intellectuals from the Kievan

Mohyla Academy, was to apotheosize the memory of Bohdan Khmelnyts-

ky.

The reestablishment of the hetmancy and the new glorification of

Khmelnytsky in years 1727-1728 had a serious impact on the portraiture

of Bohdan Khmelnytsky. Apparently, W. Hondius's famous woodcut por-

trait of the hetman, dated 1651, was rediscovered in Ukraine only around

this time. Well-known in Western Europe, the portrait was almost

unknown in Ukraine until the first decades of the eighteenth century.

Indeed, no Ukrainian copy of Hondius's woodcut dates to that period.

The author of the famous portrait of Khmelnytsky in Velychko's

chronicle, if he knew of Hondius's work at all, must have disregarded it.

He, presumably, based his own portrait of Khmelnytsky on a portrait of

Hetman Ivan Samoilovych.^® (See figs. 2a and 2b.)

The first evidence we have of the rediscovery of Hondius's woodcut

dates to 1728, an important year for this study. That same year, a portrait

of Bohdan Khmelnytsky was painted on the wall of the Dormition

cathedral in the Kievan Caves Monastery. Although it was covered with

paint in 1834, an extant copy shows that the original was based on

Hondius's 1651 portrait of the hetman.^^ (See figs. 3a and 3b.) The

Khmelnytsky portrait in the Caves Monastery must have become the best
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known of all of the hetman's portraits, for thousands of Ukrainians made
pilgrimages to the monastery. It served as a model for many popular

paintings of Khmelnytsky, including the painting called "Bohdan with

Regiments," which was preserved until the 1880s in the village of

Subotiv, the family estate of Khmelnytsky. As numerous scholars, from

Hnat Khotkevych to Pavlo Zholtovsky, have proved, the painting is an

illustration of "Mylost Bozhiia.'"*^ What scholars did not notice was that

the painting definitely relied on the wall portrait of Bohdan Khmelnytsky

in the Kievan Caves Monastery, which dates to the same year (1728) as

the drama.

The years 1727-1728 unquestionably played an important role in the

creation of the Khmelnytsky myth and the establishment of his

iconography. It was around this time or, possibly, somewhat later that the

Pokrova icon of Deshky must have been painted. There is no evidence

that the portrait of Khmelnytsky contained therein was based on the

Khmelnytsky portrait in the Caves Monastery, but it is clear that the

iconographer made use of Hondius's woodcut or one of its later copies.

The icon from Deshky is one of the best reflections of the Khmel-

nytsky cult in eighteenth-century iconography. The cult, as it reemerged

in the eighteenth century, symbolized the new unity of the secular and

church elites of the Hetmanate. The verbal attacks of the clergy on

Cossack officers that occurred in the 1660s-70s and the 1710s (after

Mazepa's defeat) came to a halt in the 1720s. The development of

Pokrova iconography, which allowed Cossack hetmans and officers to be

depicted on icons side by side with church hierarchs, reflected the new
unity of these elites.

The Khmelnytsky cult was an important part of the Little Russian

ideology and reflected one of the most crucial ideas in its development.

Restructured after the Poltava defeat, the cult symbolized the final victory

of "Little Russianism" over the idea of Ukrainian independence, which

had begun to develop in Ukraine under Hetman Ivan Mazepa and was
expressed in the writings of his General Chancellor, Pylyp Orlyk. The

Khmelnytsky cult had to reflect the loyalty of the Cossack elites to the

tsars as well as their desire to preserve the office of hetman and the

Cossack privileges once granted to them by the tsars.

The development of the Khmelnytsky cult should be viewed in the

context not only of the legacy of Poltava, but also in that of a new
Ukrainian identity in which the cult of the hero had an important place.

Despite the criticism directed against "Little Russianism" in the nine-

teenth and twentieth centuries, the Little Russian ideology was a most

important step in the development of modern Ukrainian national

consciousness and identity. In contrast to the "Ruthenianism" of the pre-



184 Serhii Plokhy

Khmelnytsky elites—who did not perceive themselves along modern
national (Ukrainian and Belarusian) lines, but, instead, shared a common
"Ruthenian" consciousness—the Little Russian ideology was the first to

provide a foundation for modern Ukrainian self-awareness and self-

consciousness.
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