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Foreword

The Peter Jacyk Centre for Ukrainian Historical Research was established at the Canadian
Institute of Ukrainian Studies, University of Alberta, in 1989. The Centre was endowed by Peter
Jacyk of Toronto, who requested that the Centre undertake the translation of Mykhailo
Hrushevsky’s Istoriia Ukrainy-Rusy (History of Ukraine-Rus'). Mr. Jacyk and the Petro Jacyk
Educational Foundation have remained enthusiastic and dedicated supporters of the Hrushevsky
Translation Project. The Project has also received support from the Canadian Foundation for
Ukrainian Studies and the National Endowment for the Humanities, Washington, D.C. Individual
benefactors have undertaken the sponsorship of particular volumes. Numerous individuals have
also contributed to the funding of the Hrushevsky Translation Project.
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Editorial Preface to the
Hrushevsky Translation Project

The Hrushevsky Translation Project has set out to publish an English translation of all ten

volumes (in eleven books) of Mykhailo Hrushevsky’s Istoriia Ukrainy-Rusy. Our goal is to

produce a translation—the History of Ukraine-Rus'—that is accurate, complete, and readable.

Given the enormous amount of detailed information that the work contains, the prolific speed

with which Hrushevsky worked, and his complex literary style, that goal is a challenge to both

the translators and the editors of the volumes.

The edition used for the translation is that reprinted in New York by Knyho-Spilka from
1954 to 1958. The reprint was of the third revised edition of volume 1 (published in 1913); the
second editions of volumes 2 (1905), 3 (1905), and 4 (1907); the first editions of volumes 5
(1905), 6 (1907), and 7 (1909); the second edition of volume 8 (1922); the first editions of
volume 9, book 1 (1928), and volume 9, book 2 (1931); and the first edition of volume 10
(1936).

We have undertaken to translate Hrushevsky’s text and references in full. The introduction
to the English translation by Frank E. Sysyn, published in volume 1, discusses the place of the
History in Ukrainian and European scholarship both when it was originally published and today.
The introduction to each volume by its scholarly editor places Hrushevsky’s work in the context
of modern historical studies of particular periods and topics.

The English translation retains the views held and scholarly usages preferred by Hrushevsky.
In evidence here, therefore, is a preference for modern Ukrainian forms for names and terms
(e.g., Yolodymyr, not Vladimir or Volodimer; horodyshche, not gorodisc¢e). In some instances,
alternate forms of names and places are provided on first occurrence as a help to the reader.

The translation in general follows the practices established by the five-volume Encyclopedia
of Ukraine (University of Toronto Press, 1984-93) and the norms for scholarly publications
recommended by The Chicago Manual of Style, 14th ed. (University of Chicago Press, 1993).
Specific editorial decisions and practices include the following.

1. Geographic names. Ukrainian forms are used for places on Ukrainian ethnic territory as
defined by V. Kubijovy¢'s map in the Encyclopedia of Ukraine. For places outside Ukrainian
ethnic territory, names are usually given according to the form of the country in which they
are now located (e.g., Wroctaw, not Breslau; Gdarsk, not Danzig; Vitsebsk, not Vitebsk).
Places with commonly accepted English forms (e.g., Warsaw, Moscow, Vienna) are given
in these forms. Names of rivers flowing through Ukrainian territory are given in their
Ukrainian forms; names of rivers flowing through several countries are given in their
accepted English form or in the language of the country in which they are predominantly
located.

2. Personal names. In general, names of historical persons are given in accordance with the
forms and spelling of the cultural traditions with which they are associated. For the Old
Rus' period, modern Ukrainian forms are usually applied. Non-Ukrainian rulers whose names
have well-established English forms (e.g., Constantine the Great) are given in these forms.
Rulers for whom no commonly accepted English name exists are usually given in the form
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currently used in their respective national historiographies; descriptive appellations, however,
are translated (e.g., Bolestaw I the Brave). Names of clergymen of Old Rus' and later periods
are given in their modern Ukrainian forms (Ilarion; Petro Mohyla). Popes of Rome are given
according to English usage. Patriarchs of Constantinople are usually given in the Gree
forms used in English. '
Transliteration. In the text, the modified Library of Congress system of transliteration is
applied in rendering Ukrainian, Belarusian, and Russian personal names and place-names.
The strict Library of Congress system (ligatures omitted) is used in transliterating Ukrainian,
Belarusian, and Russian terms and in bibliographic citations. In discussions of linguistic
issues and in transliterating Old Rus' and Old Church Slavonic terms and texts, the
International Scholarly (Linguistic) System is used. In rendering Arabic, Persian, and
Turkish, the system of the International Journal of Middle Eastern Studies is applied (for
Arabic, diacritics appear only in the Bibliography).
Quoted excerpts. Where Hrushevsky cites a source in his own Ukrainian translation from
the original, the citation is usually given only in English translation. Where Hrushevsky cites
a passage in a language other than Ukrainian as well as in Ukrainian translation, the citation
appears both in the original language and in English translation. Where the original text,
whether in Ukrainian or another language, is essential for understanding Hrushevsky’s
arguments, particularly on linguistic issues, the original has been retained, followed by an
English translation.

In text, titles of literary works are given in translation, followed on the work’s first
mention by the title used by Hrushevsky.

. Editorial emendations. In general, material appearing in brackets in the text is an insertion

by the translator or editors. Exceptions are Hrushevsky’s interpolations in his citations,
marked with the initials ‘M. H.” Material in parentheses corresponds to the original text.
In places the translator and/or editors provide corrections (e.g., of misprints in the original)
to Hrushvesky’s text or additional information. These appear in brackets within the text or
as editorial footnotes.
Notes and Bibliography. The editors have identified all works cited by Hrushevsky and,
whenever possible, have provided full bibliographic information in the appended Bibliogra-
phy. In the footnotes, bibliographic references are given in abbreviated form (author or
author and short title) sufficient for the reader to locate the complete bibliographic
information in the appended Bibliography. A list of abbreviations used in the Notes and
Bibliography is provided. Place of publication is given in the form used in this translation
(see item 2, above); when the form on the title page differs markedly, it is also given (e.g.,
Agram [Zagreb]; Breslau [Wroctaw]). The orthography of Ukrainian, Russian, and Polish
titles published after 1800 is, in general, modernized.

. Index. The index to each volume includes proper names of persons mentioned in

Hrushevsky’s text, footnotes, Excursuses, and Notes (including authors cited); geographical
terms; and names of peoples. Also included are the titles of literary and historical works.
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Encompassing a period longer than that of all the other volumes of the History of Ukraine-Rus'
combined, volume 1 demonstrates the breadth of Hrushevsky’s scholarship and his mastery of
numerous fields. These very qualities taxed the talents, ingenuity, and perseverance of the
volume’s translator, editors, and scholarly consultants as they endeavored to render it in an
accurate and readable English translation and to make the full gamut of Hrushevsky’s arguments
and utilization of sources and secondary literature accessible to the modern English reader. The
result of our efforts is now before the reader.

This translation is of the third edition of volume 1 of Hrushevsky’s Istoriia Ukrainy-Rusy,
first published in Lviv in 1913. The second edition, published in Lviv in 1904, has been
consulted, particularly in correcting typographical errors. Two maps published in the second
edition have been redrawn for the English edition.

Hrushevsky’s use of paragraphs and sentences has been retained in the translation to the
extent that English style permits. The translation of Hrushevsky’s detailed table of contents
gives page numbers for the numerous topics dealt with in the volume. The index provides the
locations of personal names, place-names, and ethnonyms. Titles of literary and historical works
(e.g., the Tale of Ihor’s Campaign) have been indexed, except for the ubiquitous Primary Chronicle.

English terms that convey the essential meaning of the Ukrainian original have been
employed whenever possible. In some cases, Ukrainian words with a particular meaning not
readily conveyed in English (e.g., horodyshche, dvoryshche) have been retained (in italics). A
glossary lists certain important Ukrainian terms and the English equivalents that appear in the
translation, as well as the limited number of Ukrainian and other foreign terms that have been
retained. Fortunately, Hrushevsky provides ample discussion of the meaning and context of such
terms.

Exact equivalents occur very rarely, so that most translated terms are approximations.' For
example, the term ‘chiliarch,” used in reference to Greek and Byzantine armies, is used here for
the military leader of the thousand (tysiats'kyi), in part because it is standard in the literature on
Old Rus'. In contrast, sots'kyi is rendered as ‘head of a hundred’ rather than as ‘centurion,’
which appears in some of the literature, because ‘centurion’ is too closely associated with the
Roman army.

In some instances the meanings of terms vary or are in dispute, and the process of translation
became one of interpretation. This was particularly the case for excerpts from the chronicles and
other sources. For instance, in Hrushevsky’s discussion of the various interpretations and
meanings of the word rid (rods), we have rendered this term variously, as ‘clan,” ‘kin,” or
‘stock.’” The term horod (grads) is used in the historical sources to mean fortified strongholds

1. Special attention has been paid to the translation of terms in George Vernadsky, The Origins of Russia (Oxford,
1959) and Kievan Russia (New Haven, 1973), because they have become widely accepted in the English-language
literature.



Xviii Editorial Preface to Volume 1

in early times. These fortresses often developed into the core of the towns and cities of Old Rus'
and thereby came to designate these towns themselves. The term ‘burg’ has been used for the
early strongholds and in Hrushevsky’s discussion of the evolution of the horod. In translating
Old Rus' sources, the term is usually rendered as ‘fortified town,” albeit in some instances the
emphasis should be on fortified and in others on town.

In keeping with Hrushevsky’s preference for modern Ukrainian place-names and personal
names, rather than the forms used in the Church Slavonic or Old Rus' sources (e.g., Hlib, not
GIéb; Volodymyr, not Vladimir or Volodimer; Chernihiv, not Chernigov), we have used the
modern Ukrainian variants, in modified Library of Congress transliteration. The names of the
churchmen of Old Rus’ have also been given in Ukrainian, even though many were Greeks who
lived among their Rus' flocks. The appearance of Ukrainian names may not be usual for
specialists in the medieval period, but these will be familiar to the general reader of Ukrainian
history. The usage also allows for continuity among the volumes, and it circumvents the
complex issue of how to transliterate names in medieval and early modern texts. For those
accustomed to Russian versions, reading Ukrainian names will enhance seeing the period from
Hrushevsky’s perspective.

Rendering in English the name of the land, people, state, culture, and church that bear
variants of the name Rus' is a special problem. ‘Rus” is accepted in English-—at least in the
specialized literature—as a geographic designation and as the name of the polity centered in
Kyiv in the tenth century. By contrast, in forming an adjective or a noun for the polity’s
inhabitants, scholars still tend to use ‘Russian’ and ‘Russians,” perhaps because ‘Rus'ian’ and
‘Rus'ians’ are often perceived as typographical errors. Here we use ‘Rus” both as an adjective
(e.g., the Rus' language, the Rus' Church, Rus' society) and as a collective noun for the people
(the Rus'), following the precedent established in Harvard Ukrainian Studies and the Harvard
Library of Early Ukrainian Literature, recently adopted in Simon Franklin and Jonathan Shepard,
The Emergence of Rus', 750-1200 (London and New York, 1996). In general, velykorosiis'kyi
and velykorosiiany have been rendered as ‘Russian’ and ‘Russians,’ rather than ‘Great Russian’
and ‘Great Russians.’

The principle for geographic names is stated in the editorial preface to the Hrushevsky
Translation Project as a whole. The historical period and circumstances under discussion also
helped determine the choice of some names. For instance, in this volume the place-names
‘Cherson,’ rather than ‘Korsun,” and ‘Theodosia,’ rather than ‘Teodosiia’ or ‘Feodosiia,” appear.
Classical and other historical names of seas and rivers, however, were usually set aside in favor
of modern ones. Hence we have the Black Sea and the Dnipro, rather than the Pontus Euxinus
and the Borysthenes.

Hrushevsky’s frequent quotations are from a number of languages, both from the originals
and from translations (e.g., Arabic sources in French or Russian translation). Whenever possible,
the original sources have been checked de visu in preparing the English translation. When
standard English translations are available and appropriate, they have been consulted and
adapted. The Harvard Library of Early Ukrainian Literature has been used whenever possible.
A list of translations consulted appears at the end of the volume. Professor Horace Lunt kindly
made the draft of his translation of the Primary Chronicle available to the translator and editors,
and it proved most valuable in the translation of Chronicle accounts. Quotations from Rus',
Greek, and Latin sources have been compared with more recent editions, although the latter
have not been added to the Bibliography, for in many cases the texts of primary sources
employed by Hrushevsky are still in scholarly use today (e.g., the Bibliotheca Teubneriana
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series). Texts are cited in their original language only when Hrushevsky included a citation both
in the original and in translation or when the original is needed to follow Hrushevsky’s
discussion.

Names of literary and historical works are usually given in English (e.g., the Rus’' Law, the
Encomium and Memorial for Prince Volodymyr); the Ukrainian name provided by Hrushevsky
is given on the work’s first mention. Hrushevsky’s references to the Povist’ vremennykh lit have
been rendered as ‘Primary Chronicle,” except in Excursus 1, in which Hrushevsky discusses
theories of the components and sources of the Primary Chronicle, including his view of the Tale
of Bygone Years proper. When capitalized, ‘Chronicle’ refers to the Primary Chronicle, although
at times it is difficult to ascertain the exact meaning of Hrushevsky’s references, that is, whether
they are to the entire Primary Chronicle, to a part of it, or to a hypothetical earlier source.

For Ukrainian, Belarusian, and Russian personal names and place-names, the volume uses
the modified form of Library of Congress transliteration in the text (e.g., ‘Hrushevsky’). In the
footnotes, Notes, and Bibliography, the Library of Congress system is used in referring to
authors and in citing scholarly literature (e.g., ‘Hrushevs'kyi’). Modern Ukrainian, Belarusian,
and Russian terms are also rendered in this system. When linguistic issues are dealt with or
medieval Rus' texts and terms are given in the original, the International Scholarly (Linguistic)
System of transliteration is employed (particularly in chapter 5).

The English translation preserves in full the scholarly apparatus that documents Hrushevsky’s
account of Ukrainian history. In the footnotes, Notes, and Bibliography, authors’ names in
citations are usually rendered in the language of the published work; in some cases, particularly
for ancient and medieval authors, the form of the author’s name generally used in English is
given (e.g., Herodotus, Pliny). Byzantine authors (e.g., Constantine Porphyrogennetos) are given
in the form appearing in The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, 3 vols. (New York and Oxford,
1991). References have been corrected and made more precise; obvious errors, arising primarily
from misprints (particularly of Arabic and, more often, Roman numerals), have been rectified.
In the footnotes, sources and secondary literature have been identified by author (e.g., Leo the
Deacon) or author and short title, with sufficient additional information (e.g., volume and page
numbers) to locate the reference by consulting the Bibliography. Numbers separated by a colon
denote volume and page numbers. The numbers of books, chapters, and lines in the works of
classical and medieval authors are separated by periods (e.g., Strabo 7.4.3). Through the use of
abbreviations, a list of which precedes the Bibliography, references in the footnotes have been
rendered more concisely. Somewhat fuller information, including dates of publication, is
provided in Hrushevsky’s Notes and Excursuses.

The appended Bibliography, newly compiled and divided into primary sources and secondary
literature, reconstructs and presents Hrushevsky’s research apparatus. Division into primary
sources and secondary literature sometimes posed a difficult decision for the compilers, since
some texts were published as appendixes to scholarly works or used by Hrushevsky primarily
for their scholarly apparatus. We have attempted de visu verification of every scholarly work
cited by Hrushevsky, and have achieved it for about 95 percent of the material.

An effort has been made to establish the editions used by Hrushevsky, but in a few instances
it has proved impossible to verify them with complete certainty. In the third edition of the first
volume, Hrushevsky himself replaced existing notes with references to new editions of the same
work or of a historical source. The alphabetized Bibliography makes it easier for the reader to
orient himself among Hrushevsky’s sources and to grasp the scope of his research. Whenever
Hrushevsky refers to a work that appeared as a separate publication as well as in a historical
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series, we have cited both versions if they could be identified de visu. This makes it easier
to gain access to the works cited, for in the nineteenth century many monographs were
printed in toto or serialized in periodicals published by universities, institutions, and scholarly
associations.

We have been unable to check a small number of Hrushevsky’s citations de visu, although
bibliographic verification confirms their existence. It has proved impossible, however, to locate
a copy of, or a bibliographic reference to, Aleksandr Pogodin’s article entitled ‘Lingvisticheskie
i istoricheskie zametki o bogakh Vladimira Velikogo’ (‘Linguistic and historical observations
on the gods of Volodymyr the Great’; cited on pp. 241, 244), which Hrushevsky identifies as
a work published in 1910 in a collection of essays in honor of Aleksei Sobolevsky. Extensive
research in various libraries, including such fundamental depositories of Russica as the Saltykov-
Shchedrin Public Library in St. Petersburg and the Lenin Library in Moscow, proved fruitless.
No article by Pogodin bearing this title or a related one is to be found in any festschrift
dedicated to a Russian scholar published before 1913. Nor have we been able to identify any
such article in the relevant literature published before or after 1913.> We did locate a short
Russian-language treatise by Pogodin entitled ‘An attempt to restore paganism in Volodymyr’s
time,” whose theme corresponds exactly to that of the article cited by Hrushevsky. This work,
written years later, after the author emigrated, cannot be the one to which Hrushevsky referred.’
Yet the article he cites must have existed, and it doubtlessly served as the basis of the treatise
published in 1923. This example, interesting in its own right, has been recounted in some detail
in order to show that reconstructing the bibliography of the first volume of the History of
Ukraine-Rus' has proved a challenging undertaking even when our research has borne fruit. At
the same time, it has amply confirmed our initial convictions about Hrushevsky’s extraordinarily
detailed knowledge of his sources and the thorough competence of his research.

The Notes and the historiographic discussions appended to Hrushevsky’s volume as Excursus
1 and Excursus 2 have been amplified by concise outlines of the current state of research,
including appropriate bibliographic citations. Recent bibliographic references concerning all the
themes discussed in the first volume are not provided. A list of titles would be misleading and
superfluous, particularly given the existence of such bibliographic aids as Sovetskaia
arkheologicheskaia literatura (published since 1965), which offers a competent guide to the
literature since 1918, or the bibliographic section of Russia Mediaevalis (volume 1, for 1973,
and following), which covers all publications on the medieval history of the Ukrainians,
Russians, and Belarusians that have appeared since 1970. One should also mention the Polish
encyclopedia of Slavic antiquity and the German and American encyclopedias of the Middle
Ages.* The multivolume encyclopedic work by Henryk Lowmiariski, related in many respects

2. Two works on Slavic mythology show that Pogodin was interested in this subject at the time. See A. Pogodin,
‘Neskol'ko dannykh dlia russkoi mifologii v XV veke,” Zhivaia starina 20 (1911), no. 3/4: 425-28; idem, ‘Mifologiia,’
Entsiklopedicheskii slovar’ ‘Granat,” Tth ed., vol. 29 (Moscow, 1916), pp. 139-45.

3. A. Pogodin, ‘Opyt iazycheskoi restavratsii pri Vladimire,” Trudy russkikh uchenykh za-granitsei: Sbornik
Akademicheskoi gruppy v Berline, vol. 2 (Berlin, 1923), pp. 149-57. In his first footnote, Pogodin states that, having
no access to editions of the Primary Chronicle, he is making use of Shakhmatov’s reconstruction (1928). Internal
evidence shows, nevertheless, that this article is based on the paper ‘Linguistic and historical observations on the gods
of Volodymyr,” which Hrushevsky had in hand (possibly in manuscript).

4. Stownik Starozytnosci Stowiariskich (Lexicon Antiquitatum Slavicarum), an encyclopedic outline of Slavic culture
from the earliest times to the late twelfth century, 8 vols. (Wroctaw, 1961-91); Lexikon des Mittelalters, vols. 1-7 (A-S)
(Munich, 1977-95), and the more popular Dictionary of the Middle Ages (New York, 1982-89).
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to Hrushevsky’s work and source base, offers a broad treatment of the prehistory and early
history of all the Slavic peoples. It also affords ready access to subsequent research on themes
developed in the first volume of the History of Ukraine-Rus'. Unfortunately, this Polish-language
work cannot always be used easily by Western scholars.” A concise critical survey of research
on the early history of the East Slavs has recently appeared in German.®

* % %

The translator, Marta Skorupsky, has taken a difficult text and rendered it in fluent English. Her
effort has been as much a research project as a work of translation. Without her wide
intellectual interests and, we dare say, pedantry, it is impossible to conceive how passages on
archaeology, linguistics, anthropology, and the classical world could have been rendered so
precisely. The consulting editor for the volume, Andzej Poppe, has written an introduction that
places Hrushevsky’s work in the context of contemporary historical scholarship in the field and
has provided editor’s additions to the Notes and Excursuses. Professor Poppe expended every
effort to ensure that Hrushevsky’s scholarship would be conveyed accurately. He edited the full
text with particular attention to the rendering of terms and the accuracy of the translation of
source materials. He also identified all the sources and scholarly works mentioned in
Hrushevsky’s scholarly apparatus. Frank E. Sysyn, editor-in-chief of the Hrushevsky Translation
Project, supervised every aspect of the volume’s preparation. He also wrote the introduction to
the entire History that appears in volume 1. Paul Hollingsworth and Bohdan Struminski read
the entire translation, checking accuracy and helping to resolve problems with Church Slavonic,
Old Rus', Greek, and Latin texts, and to establish names of persons, places, peoples, and
institutions. Uliana Pasicznyk edited the full translation for accuracy and language usage and
coordinated the editorial revisions. Myroslav Yurkevich read the final text, edited the
Bibliography, and translated Professor Poppe’s introduction and editor’s additions. Dushan
Bednarsky also provided editorial assistance, particularly in standardizing terms. Simon Franklin
read the text and advised on the fluency of the translation and the rendering of terms. Bohdan
Strumiriski and Andrij Hornjatkevy¢ advised on linguistic terminology and transliterations.
Barbara Voytek, Adrian Mandzy, and Volodymyr Mezentsev read the sections on anthropology
and archaeology. Maria Subtelny read the text, provided translations of Arabic sources, and
checked the accuracy of transliterations from Arabic, Turkic, and Persian. Andrds Riedlmayer
advised on Arabic, Turkic, Persian, and Hungarian names and terms. Ihor Sev&enko provided
advice on Greek texts, Byzantine topics, and the source section of the Bibliography. Martin
Dimnik read and commented on the translation of the volume’s last three chapters.

Andrzej Poppe, with the assistance of Andrzej Janeczek and Hieronim Grala, compiled a full
bibliography of the works cited by Hrushevsky in the volume. Serhii Plokhy assisted in editing
the Notes and Bibliography. Dushan Bednarsky entered editorial corrections. Andrij
Hornjatkevy¢, Serhii Plokhy, and Marko Stech compiled the index. Inge Wilson expertly drew
the maps. Nancy Misener assisted in entering corrections.

5. H. Lowmianski, Poczatki Polski, 6 vols. (Warsaw, 1963-85).
6. C. Goehrke, Friihzeit des Ostslaventums (Darmstadt, 1992).
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The History of Ukraine-Rus' constitutes the most comprehensive account of the ancient,
medieval, and early modern history of the Ukrainian people. Written by Ukraine’s greatest
modern historian, Mykhailo Hrushevsky, the History remains unsurpassed in its use of sources
and literature, even though its last volume was written sixty years ago. In the development of
the Ukrainian national movement, it constitutes the scholarly proof that Ukrainians are a people
with its own historical process. For Ukrainians the work is comparable in significance to
FrantiSek Palacky’s History of Bohemia for the Czechs. This great work of Czech national
historiography was published in the early nineteenth century, but its Ukrainian counterpart did
not appear until the turn of the twentieth. To a considerable degree, the delay reflects the
difficulties Ukrainians faced in demonstrating that they were not a subgroup of the Russians or
of the Poles, and that they had their own history.

By the end of the nineteenth century, the histories of Russia and Poland had already received
academic treatment. The twenty-nine volumes of Sergei Solov'ev and the four volumes of
Michat Bobrzynski were the culmination of a series of efforts that stretched back into the
eighteenth century. Nevertheless, each of these two ‘national’ historiographies had considerable
difficulty in integrating the Ukrainians and the Ukrainian lands into its account.'

In the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, Russian history was defined as the
development over nine hundred years of a Russian state and a Russian nation. The historians
Vasilii Tatishchev (1686-1750) and Nikolai Karamzin (1766-1826) established the view that
the polity and culture that emerged around Kyiv in the tenth century was the beginning of
Russia and downplayed the discontinuities between Kyivan Rus', the Vladimir-Suzdal
Principality, Muscovy, and the Russian Empire. In the nineteenth century Russian
historiography evolved without delineating clearly the distinction between the Russian state and
the ‘Russian’ nation. Russia’s link to Kyivan Rus' was primarily dynastic: the ruling house of
Riuryk and the state that emerged under its Muscovite descendants were the central theme of
Russian history. Yet for centuries the dynasty (and its successors) and the state did not control
the core area of the old Kyivan polity and did not hold sway over the millions of Ukrainians
and Belarusians who were clearly heirs of Kyivan Rus'. Modern Russian historians considered
these people Russians, but until the Second Partition of Poland (1793), the majority lived
outside the Russian state. Even in the nineteenth century, the Habsburgs, not the Romanovs,
held the allegiance of the descendants of the ancient Rus' Principality of Halych. To include
these purported ‘Russians’ in the rubric of Russian history meant to expand Russian history
to encompass the histories of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, the Kingdom of Poland, the
Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, the Principality of Moldavia, the Cossack Hetmanate, the

1. For Russian and Polish writings on Ukrainian history, including an extensive bibliography, see Stephen
Velychenko, National History as Cultural Process: A Survey of the Interpretations of Ukraine’s Past in Polish, Russian,
and Ukrainian Historical Writing from the Earliest Times to 1914 (Edmonton, 1992).
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Zaporozhian Sich, and the Habsburg domains. It required including institutions and events of
no significance to the development of the Muscovite state and the Russian Empire. It also
posed the question of how to treat the ‘non-Russians’—the Poles, the Jews, the Armenians,
the Hungarians—of these ‘Russian’ lands.

Historians such as Sergei Solov'ev (1820-79) and Vasilii Kliuchevsky (1841-1911)
sporadically included events from the Ukrainian and Belarusian past in what was essentially
a combination of the history of the Russian state and of an ‘all-Russian’ people with the ‘Great
Russians’ at the core. Ukrainians challenged these views throughout the nineteenth century.
Indeed, the debate over the legacy of Kyivan Rus' between the Russian historian Mikhail
Pogodin (1800-1875) and the Ukrainian historian Mykhailo Maksymovych (1804—73) in the
1850s even caused Pogodin to put forth the ultimately untenable thesis that the ‘Great
Russians’ had originally inhabited the Kyiv region and that only after they had moved
northeast in the eleventh and twelfth centuries did the Ukrainians (‘Little Russians’) migrate
into the area. In general, however, Russian historians could ignore Ukrainian viewpoints, in
part because the government’s political persecution muted expression of the Ukrainian
historical perspective.

The quandary faced by those writing Polish history was more obvious, because no Polish
state existed in the nineteenth century. Therefore historians of ‘Poland’ wrote the history of the
‘Polish lands,’ usually defined as the pre-1772 Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. They also
wrestled increasingly with the question of who the ‘Poles’ were, both in the present and in the
past. While the question in the present was complicated by changing and multiple identities
(‘Polish’ Jews became ‘Russian’ Jews) and emerging national consciousness (peasants in Silesia
became Poles just as nobles in Samogitia decided that being Lithuanian excluded being Polish),
there were also problems in identifying the Polish national past. Having accepted the
Commonwealth of 1772 as the outer territorial limit of Polish history, historians had to decide
how they would treat these territories before 1569, when the Commonwealth was formed, or
before 1386, when the Grand Duchy of Lithuania and the Kingdom of Poland entered into a
dynastic union. They had to determine whether the history of the Grand Duchy was ‘Polish’
history in the same sense as the history of the Kingdom of Poland. They also had to define
Polish history from the tenth to the fourteenth centuries, when the Piast domain fractured and
reassembled in an altered geopolitical space.

In any account of the Polish lands, the Ukrainians (or Ruthenians) and the Ukrainian
territories posed special problems. The annexation of the Halych Principality in the fourteenth
century had changed the composition of the Polish state. Polish historians had to decide to
what extent the pre—fourteenth-century history of Western Ukraine was Polish history and to
what degree Ruthenian culture and Eastern Orthodoxy were Polish. The transfer of the central
and eastern Ukrainian lands from the Grand Duchy of Lithuania to the Kingdom of Poland in
1569 further complicated the issue. The most difficult questions were the Khmelnytsky revolt
and the formation of the polities of the Cossack Hetmanate and the Zaporozhian Sich. Were
Kyiv and Poltava to be considered part of Polish history in 1610, when they were in the
Commonwealth, but not in 1690, when they were not? If Polish history were confined to the
1772 borders, the history of the Ukrainians would be divided along the Dnipro, even though
the close relations of Chyhyryn and Pereiaslav as late as 1700 were obvious. The insistence
that Ruthenians were a mere branch of the Polish nation could prevail only if one accepted the
late seventeenth-century demarcation line of the Dnipro as somehow definitive in the long
perspective of history.
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The Russian and Polish interpretations of the Ukrainian past clashed in the nineteenth
century, and each pointed to the other’s inconsistencies. That these interpretations could be
maintained so long was due in part to the political and cultural situation that retarded the
emergence of a Ukrainian historical interpretation of the past. The quite auspicious beginnings
of Ukrainian historiography in the eighteenth and early nineteenth century did not develop into
an academic synthesis of Ukrainian history during the second half of the century. The eighteenth
century had produced the Cossack chronicles and the tracts on the rights of ‘Little Russia’ that
posited a claim for a Ukrainian historical process centered on, but not limited to, the Hetmanate.
The political ramifications of this vision of the past were most forcefully expressed in Istoriia
Rusov (History of the Rus'), which circulated in numerous early nineteenth-century manuscripts
and found its way into print in 1846. If late eighteenth-century texts concentrated on the
political entity of ‘Little Russia’ (the Left-Bank Hetmanate), the early nineteenth-century
histories by Dmytro Bantysh-Kamensky (1788-1850) and Mykola Markevych (1804-60)
provided accounts of ‘Little Russia’ in the broader Ukrainian sense, in part because the narrower
‘Little Russian fatherland’ no longer existed. From the 1830s, Mykhailo Maksymovych claimed
a Ukrainian history before the Cossack period and underlined the Ukrainian character of Kyivan
Rus'. By the mid-nineteenth century, the Cyrillo-Methodians, above all Mykola Kostomarov,
conceived of Ukraine as a unique cultural entity with its own historical past and its own political
future.>

The clash of historical vision with contemporary politics, along with a language prohibition,
arrested the development of Ukrainian historical studies. As the Russian authorities declared
Ukrainian activities politically seditious, they censored historical writings and discouraged
historians from undertaking general works that might have developed into academic syntheses.
Indeed, because the very word ‘Ukraine’ was banned, scholars had to cloak their discussions
in such terms as ‘South-Western Russia’ or ‘Little Russia’ so as to avoid charges of disloyalty.
Consequently, historians could most easily make contributions by dealing with regional topics
or fields such as numismatics and archaeology, or by publishing documents. Since writing in
Ukrainian was banned by the Valuev decree (1863) and the Ems ukase (1876), historians could
not even develop Ukrainian as a scholarly language.

In this environment, Kostomarov’s Bogdan Khmelnitskii (first edition, 1857), which dealt
with mid-seventeenth-century Ukraine rather than with the person of the hetman, stood out as
one of the few synthesizing works. Most historians, including those grouped around the
excellent journal Kievskaia starina (Kyivan antiquity; 1882-1907), collected a mass of
information on specific people and incidents, albeit not equally on all periods and fields of
history. Volodymyr Antonovych (1834-1908), the leading specialist in Ukrainian history at Kyiv
University and founder of the documentary school, wrote outstanding studies on questions of
demographic, social, and religious history. The ‘documentary school’ emphasized the collection
and publication of sources, an activity invaluable for Ukrainian historical studies that was also
a strategy to demonstrate the existence of the Ukrainian people in the past without openly
challenging the imperial authorities. The only general work by Antonovych to appear was an
outline of his private lectures, which was published in Ukrainian, but in Habsburg Bukovyna,
without his express permission.

2. On Ukrainian historiography, with some attention to Polish and Russian writings, see the special issue of The
Annals of the Ukrainian Academy of Arts and Sciences in the U.S., vols. 5-6 (1957), including Dmytro Doroshenko,
‘A Survey of Ukrainian Historiography,” and Olexander Ohloblyn, ‘Ukrainian Historiography, 1917-56."
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By the 1890s, Ukrainians had still not produced a work comparable to Palacky’s History of
Bohemia, which had established Czech history as an academic discipline and furthered the
Czech national movement. While the impetus behind the writing of the History of Bohemia was
to provide the Czech nation with a past, the subject of the work was the history of the
Bohemian polity, which Palacky brought down only to 1526, when its integration into the
Habsburg domains began. The writer of Ukrainian history faced the problem that the unity of
the Kyiv-based polity had collapsed in the twelfth century, and independent political entities had
disappeared in the fourteenth century. More comparable to the Ukrainian experience was the
formation of Czech culture, which developed in resistance to the dominant Germans and the
Catholic Church in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, and the Hussite movement and wars,
which Palacky saw as the quintessence of the Czech spirit. The revival of the Eastern Church
in the sixteenth century, the resistance to the Union of Brest, and the Cossack revolts that cul-
minated in the Khmelnytsky movement could be seen as having a similar function in Ukraine.

Ukraine found its Palacky in the person of Mykhailo Hrushevsky.> From 1894 to 1934,
Hrushevsky not only wrote the magnum opus of Ukrainian historiography, but also organized
and led the two most productive schools of Ukrainian historical studies in modern times, the
Shevchenko Scientific Society of Lviv, from 1894 to 1914, and the Institute of History of the
All-Ukrainian Academy of Sciences, from 1924 to 1930. Hrushevsky’s more than 2,000 works
in history, literary history, and other fields were matched in accomplishment by his inspiration
of scores of younger scholars and his leadership of the Ukrainian national movement. But while
the individuals he trained and the institutions he nurtured were destroyed in the vortex of
Stalinism, his History of Ukraine-Rus'—except for the lost volume ten, part two, left in
manuscript—survived. It weathered the Soviet assault on Ukrainian culture because no collective
of specialists commanded by Soviet bureaucrats was able to produce a comparable work.*

Born in 1866 to the family of an educator, the descendant of Right-Bank clerics, Hrushevsky
spent most of his formative years outside Ukraine, in the Caucasus.’ Financially secure because
of the success of his father’s textbook of the Church Slavonic language, Hrushevsky was able
to follow the career of his choosing. Living in an environment so varied in culture, religion, and
national traditions, and so different from the Ukraine of his parents’ reminiscences and of his
own observations during visits to relatives, Hrushevsky soon saw the national issue as a
fundamental question of his age. As a young gymnasium student in Tbilisi, he was strongly
impressed by the classic works of Ukrainian ethnography, history, and literature. This
impression was reinforced by the appearance in 1882 of the journal Kievskaia starina, which
contained an abundance of material on Ukrainian affairs. After initial attempts to work in
Ukrainian literature, the young Hrushevsky decided to go to Kyiv, the center of Ukrainophile
activities, to study history.

3. This comparison was made in a review of Hrushevsky’s Istoriia Ukrainy-Rusi by Dr. Karel Kadlec. Sbornik Véd
Prdvnich a Stdinich (henceforth SVPS), 9 (1909): 298.

4. On Hrushevsky’s life and political career, see Thomas M. Prymak, Mykhailo Hrushevsky: The Politics of National
Culture (Toronto-Buffalo-London, 1987), as well as the concise account by L. Wynar and O. Ohloblyn in Encyclopedia
of Ukraine 2: 250-53. For his activities as a historian, see Liubomyr Vynar (Wynar), Naivydatnishyi istoryk Ukrainy
Mykhailo Hrushevs'kyi (1866—1934) (n.p., 1985). On Hrushevsky and his works, see the bibliographies by Lubomyr
Wynar, Mykhailo Hrushevs'kyi, 1866—1934. Bibliographic Sources (New York, 1985) and Mychajlo Hrusevs'kyj:
Biobibliographische Quelle, 1866—1934 (Munich, 1984), and the extensive bibliography in Prymak’s book.

5. Information on Hrushevsky’s early life comes largely from an autobiography that he wrote in 1906 and revised
in 1926. Both of these texts are reprinted in Velykyi ukrainets’ (Kyiv, 1992), pp. 197-213 and 220-40.
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The elder Hrushevsky agreed to his son’s decision on condition that he refrain from student
political activities. In the age of Alexander III, all student organizations were under suspicion,
and manifest Ukrainian sympathies could call forth police surveillance. The Ukrainian
movement, organized in the Kyiv Hromada, was still reeling from the Ems ukase and the
banishment of Mykhailo Drahomanov (1841-95), the leading Ukrainian intellectual of his
generation. Although from abroad Drahomanov served as a spokesman for the Ukrainian
movement and kept up a stream of criticism of the oppressive policies of the Russian
government, the Hromada and Ukrainian leaders in Kyiv were withdrawing from political
activities. Their goal became the mere survival of the Ukrainian movement. Professor
Volodymyr Antonovych typified the trend with his decision that continuing to research and
teach would be of more long-term significance than any hopeless political protest. His student
Hrushevsky would prove to be the vindication of that decision.

Under Antonovych’s supervision, Hrushevsky received a firm grounding in the examination
of extensive sources in order to describe Ukrainian social and economic institutions of the past.
Antonovych’s work concentrated on the vast sources for the history of Right-Bank Ukraine in
the sixteenth to eighteenth centuries, a time when, significantly, the area had not been part of
a Russian state. Hrushevsky followed his mentor’s lead in brilliant studies of the medieval
history of the Kyiv region and of the early modern nobility and society of the Bar region. He
might have been expected to follow Antonovych in making an academic career in the difficult
political situation of Imperial Russia, but developments in the neighboring Habsburg Empire
were to provide him with a much more conducive environment for furthering Ukrainian
historical studies.

In 1890 the dominant Poles of Austrian Galicia showed a willingness to reach an
accommodation with the growing Ukrainian national movement in the province. In the 1880s,
partly under the influence of Drahomanov and other Eastern Ukrainian intellectuals, the populist
or Ukrainian movement had demonstrated new dynamism among the Ruthenians of Galicia.
Challenging the more conservative Old Ruthenian movement, which had a pro-Russian wing,
the populists thought in all-Ukrainian terms and were open to the liberal and radical political
ideas of the Ukrainophiles in the Russian Empire. The Ukrainian leaders in the Russian Empire
found the growing Ukrainian-Polish conflict in Galicia regrettable, both because Polish-
Ukrainian relations were relatively better in tsarist Russia and because they saw the dispute as
weakening resistance to Russian pressure. Antonovych and other Eastern Ukrainian leaders
played a role in Polish-Ukrainian negotiations that resulted in the New Era of 1890, a brief lull
in the Polish-Ukrainian struggle in Galicia. Although the Polish-Ukrainian accommodation
proved abortive, it did yield some concessions to the Ukrainians, the most important of which
was the establishment of a chair intended to be in Ukrainian history, with Ukrainian as the
language of instruction. The Austrian Minister of Education, Otto von Gauch, did not permit
use of the words ‘Ukrainian History’ in the name of the chair, because, he asserted, ‘Ruthenian
history is not a concrete scholarly field.” Nonetheless, the Chair in Universal History with
specialization in Eastern Europe was de facto in Ukrainian history. Professor Antonovych was
called to the chair, but declined and proposed that his student Mykhailo Hrushevsky be
appointed instead. )

Hrushevsky’s arrival in Lviv was the culmination of the process whereby the Ukrainian
intelligentsia in the Russian Empire circumvented the imperial authorities’ restrictions on
Ukrainian activities by transferring them to the Habsburg Empire. Drahomanov, the most
prominent political émigré, had greatly advanced this process by becoming a mentor to the more
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radical Galician populists, albeit from Switzerland. The symbiosis that emerged among the
Ukrainian intellectuals furthered the formation of an all-Ukrainian perspective. Galicia offered
the advantages of a territory where publishing could take place in Ukrainian, ideas could be
expressed relatively freely, and political movements could be organized. Competition with the
nationally minded Poles and the example of national movements throughout the Habsburg
Empire stimulated interest in national issues. Galician Ukrainian society was in general more
European than Ukrainian society in the Russian Empire, though its Europeanness was of a
conservative, Central European, and Catholic kind. The Ukrainians of the province also
possessed a religious structure, the Greek Catholic or Uniate Church, which differentiated them
from the Poles and could be used in disseminating the national movement.

Galicia benefited from its contacts with the Ukrainians of the Russian Empire in other ways.
Galicia was an economic and, in some ways, a cultural backwater of the Habsburg lands.
Ukrainians in the province were disadvantaged, comprising a peasantry and a small group of
clergy and professionals. By contrast, Eastern Ukraine included areas and cities of considerable
economic dynamism. Although primary education lagged behind that in Austrian Galicia, higher
education and intellectual life in Eastern Ukraine, often closely connected with that in St.
Petersburg and Moscow, was more advanced in many fields. While most Ukrainians in the
Russian Empire were peasants, significant groups of nobles and urbanites, especially in the
territories of the former Hetmanate, were ethnically Ukrainian. Ukrainians also had greater
opportunities for social advancement than in Galicia. This explains why modern Ukrainian
culture developed first in Eastern Ukraine and why a greater number of intellectuals of stature
emerged there than in Galicia.

The Russian imperial authorities prevented the emergence of a broad-based Ukrainian
movement in the Russian Empire, but in so doing they forced Ukrainian activists to direct their
attention to the Ruthenians of Galicia. These activists provided a great deal of the intellectual
and cultural substance of the Ukrainian movement in Galicia, which became a mass
phenomenon in Galicia before the First World War.

The young Hrushevsky’s inaugural lecture at Lviv University in 1894 reflected the cultural
and intellectual issues of the region.® Since the proclamation of Galician autonomy in 1868, the
dominant Poles of Galicia had turned the university into a Polish institution not only in language
of instruction, but also in political attitudes. The Ukrainian students, primarily in theology, had
become increasingly alienated from the university. Yet if Hrushevsky represented a field whose
academic credibility was questioned and a language and people whose position was subordinate
in the city and province, he also had reasons to be confident. He came from a historical school
in Kyiv that had accomplishments equal or even superior to those of the Polish historians of
Lviv.” For all the organizational accomplishments of the Ukrainian leaders and clergymen
gathered in the auditorium to hear him, they realized that no local scholar was the equal of
Professor Antonovych’s student. Most important, Hrushevsky was confident of his broad and
modern vision of history. '

In his inaugural lecture, Hrushevsky sketched an image of Ukrainian history as the evolution
of the Ukrainian people from ancient times to the present. He called for the application of
methods and data from all scholarly fields, from anthropology to archaeography, to that

6. For the inaugural lecture, see Zapysky Naukovoho tovarystva im. Shevchenka 4 (1894): 140-50.
7. Indeed, whereas the excellent scholarly journal Kievskaia starina, devoted primarily to Ukrainian history, had been
issued in Kyiv since 1882, the Polish historical journal in Lviv, Kwartalnik Historyczny, was founded only in 1886.



XX viii Frank E. Sysyn

endeavor. Addressing the audience in Ukrainian, he demonstrated that a scholarly language
appropriate to both sides of the Zbruch River could be forged.® In practice, Hrushevsky was
initiating his life’s project, the writing of a history of Ukraine. He was to use his lectures at
Lviv University to compose this work. He attracted students to seminars where research papers
filled the gaps in the project. He reshaped the Shevchenko Scientific Society into a scholarly
academy with a library and a source publication program that provided materials for his history.
By 1898 he had published the first volume of the History of Ukraine-Rus', which went up only
to the end of the tenth century rather than to the end of the Kyivan Rus' period, as he had
originally planned. The last of the published volumes would appear, posthumously, in 1937,
bringing the project up only to the 1650s.

The very title of Hrushevsky’s work was a programmatic statement. A history of Ukraine-
Rus' emphasized the continuity between Kyivan Rus' and modern Ukraine. Written at a time
when most Western Ukrainians still called themselves Rusyny (Ruthenians), the title served to
ease the transition to the new name, Ukraine. In selecting a geographic name, Hrushevsky was
defining the categories to be used by his contemporaries. Ukraine was not an administrative
entity at that time. In Russia the term was forbidden, and even the accepted ‘Little Russia’ often
did not encompass all the territories inhabited by Ukrainian majorities. To Galician Ukrainians,
Ukraine often meant the territories in the Russian Empire. The term ‘Great Ukraine,” applied
by Galicians to these territories, implied in some way that the Habsburg Ukrainian lands were
‘Little Ukraine.” Hrushevsky defined the borders of his Ukraine as the lands in which
Ukrainians had traditionally constituted the majority of the population, the object of the striving
of the Ukrainian national movement. Most importantly, his use of the term Rus' and the
emphasis on continuity with Kyivan Rus' also challenged the monopoly that Russians had on
that name and tradition in scholarship and popular opinion.

The subject of Hrushevsky’s history was the Ukrainian people and their evolution, both in
periods when they possessed states and polities and when they did not. Hrushevsky rejected the
view that history should deal only with states and rulers. Deeply imbued with the populist
ideology of the Ukrainian national movement, he saw simple people as having their own worth
and history. This meant that elites in Ukrainian society, which had often assimilated to other
peoples, were of little interest to him. He sought to write the history of the narod, and in his
conceptualization it was relatively easy to conflate its dual meanings of populace and nation.
This conflation has always made it very difficult for commentators to identify his orientation
as either left- or right-wing on national or social issues.

In addition to his populist sentiments, Hrushevsky relied on his Kyiv training in the
documentary school. He sought out all sources and perused masses of literature. His notes were
replete with the latest Western works on archaeology, linguistics, and anthropology. He weighed
and dissected sources in reaching a conclusion on any issue. His reader was drawn into the
kitchen of scholarship and shown the full array of ingredients and utensils.

Between 1898 and 1901, Hrushevsky published three large volumes. The first was issued
in the year that Galician Ukrainian society celebrated the 100th anniversary of the first work
of modern Ukrainian literature, Ivan Kotliarevsky’s Eneida (the travestied Aeneid).’

8. This did not mean that Hrushevsky was a good stylist in Ukrainian. Ivan Franko called Hrushevsky’s prose ‘cold’
and full of abstractions. He pointed out that there were frequent jumps and lapses in presentation, as well as russicisms
and polonisms. Ivan Franko, ‘Prychynky do istorii Ukrainy-Rusi,” in Zibrannia tvoriv u p’iatdesiaty tomakh, vol. 47
(Kyiv, 1986), pp. 417-55, especially 453-55.

9. The 50th anniversary of the abolition of serfdom in Galicia, the 25th anniversary of the literary activity of Ivan
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Hrushevsky, fully recognizing the significance of the occasion, wrote in the preface to volume
one: ‘I am gratified that the appearance of this book coincides with the centennial of our
national rebirth. Let it be a greeting to that event.” Having taken three large volumes to cover
Ukrainian history just up to the time of the Galician-Volhynian Principality, Hrushevsky
realized that his initial plan to encompass Ukrainian history in five to six volumes would have
to be revised. In 1901 Hrushevsky wrote volume four, dealing with the political situation in
the Ukrainian lands under Lithuanian and Polish rule from the fourteenth to the sixteenth
century. He began work on the fifth volume in 1902, but the remarkable tempo of publication
slowed, in part because Hrushevsky was seeking additional ways to disseminate his research.
His works could not be distributed in Russian-ruled Ukraine because they were in the
Ukrainian language, and they could not be read by most Western scholars, who did not know
Ukrainian. In 1900 Hrushevsky began to search for a German-language publisher in order to
circumvent the Russian ban (German was not proscribed) and to increase the resonance of his
work in the West. In early 1903 he found a way to improve the dissemination of his views:
he accepted an invitation to lecture at the Russian school in Paris. Although he found Russian
students little interested in the Ukrainian question, he used the opportunity to prepare a
Russian-language outline of his lectures. He also traveled to London, Berlin, and Leipzig,
where he became more familiar with Western scholarship and arranged for the publication of
volume one in German. He immediately embarked on a substantial revision of that volume,
incorporating recent scholarship for a new Ukrainian edition that would serve as the text for
the German version. Even before the German version appeared, Hrushevsky began the revision
of volumes two and three. In 1904 he had been informed that the Russian minister Petr
Sviatopolk-Mirsky had reacted to his protests and given permission to import the History into
the Russian Empire. Volumes two and three were out of print, so Hrushevsky revised them.
Volume four had appeared in 1903. Deciding that he could not finish volume five under
prevailing circumstances, Hrushevsky issued its first part in early 1905, followed by the new
versions of volumes two and three.

Political changes further slowed the pace of writing the History of Ukraine-Rus'. The 1905
revolution in the Russian Empire improved the situation for the Ukrainian movement and for
scholarship on Ukraine. Following the lapse in the ban on publishing in Ukrainian, these events
offered an opportunity to repeat the Galician advances in the lands where most Ukrainians lived.
During the revolutionary events Hrushevsky took an active role as a publicist. His Russian-
language outline was reissued with a summary of more recent events. Hrushevsky began to
transfer Ukrainian cultural and scholarly activities to Kyiv. The journal Literaturno-naukovyi
vistnyk (Literary-scientific herald) made the move, and Hrushevsky established a scholarly
society in Kyiv. Ultimately the political reaction in the Russian Empire after 1907 and the
relatively less favourable conditions for the Ukrainian movement there than in Galicia—above
all, the ban on Ukrainian in schools—undermined some of these initiatives. One indication of
the continued opposition to the Ukrainian movement was the refusal to give Hrushevsky the
chair at Kyiv University for which he applied in 1908. Beginning in the late 1890s, Russian
nationalist circles had begun to see Hrushevsky as the architect of ‘Mazepist separatism,’ and
his manifest scholarly achievements infuriated them. They succeeded in denying him the chair.

Franko, and the 250th anniversary of the Khmelnytsky uprising were all marked in the same year. Each event was
testimony to the growth of national consciousness and the mobilization of the national movement.
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Taking advantage of whatever opportunities were available to him, Hrushevsky divided his
energies between Kyiv and Lviv (and, to a degree, St. Petersburg) and turned his attention to
writing popular histories of Ukraine.

Hrushevsky did not, however, abandon his major scholarly work. In 1905 he published the
second part of volume five, followed by volume six in 1907, thereby completing his account
of the Polish and Lithuanian period. Next Hrushevsky began his discussion of what he saw as
the third period of Ukrainian history, publishing volume seven under the title of a subseries,
“The History of the Ukrainian Cossacks,” in 1909. This volume, which covered events to 1625,
was followed in 1913 by the first part of volume eight, dealing with the years 1625 to 1638.
The increasing source base, due in part to Hrushevsky’s vigorous archaeographic activities, was
overwhelming him. In addition, mindful of the importance of public opinion for the acceptance
of his ideas and interpretations in the Russian Empire, Hrushevsky issued part of volume one
in Russian translation in 1910; in the course of doing so, he revised the work and put out a third
Ukrainian edition of that volume in 1913. In 1913-14, Russian translations of volume seven and
the first part of volume eight also appeared.

The outbreak of World War I found Hrushevsky, a Russian citizen, vacationing in the
Ukrainian Carpathians of Austrian Galicia. Realizing that his presence abroad would provide
propaganda for reactionary Russian forces, who had already begun a campaign against the
Ukrainian movement before the war, Hrushevsky decided to return to Kyiv. He was immediately
arrested. The intervention of highly placed friends changed his place of exile from Siberia to
Simbirsk. Later he was permitted to take up residence in the university city of Kazan. In 1916
the intervention of the Russian Academy of Sciences succeeded in gaining permission for him
to live in Moscow under police surveillance.

Before the war Hrushevsky had written a draft of his history up until the Zboriv Agreement
of 1649. In Simbirsk he was unable to continue research on the primary sources needed for the
History, so he had turned his attention to writing a world history in Ukrainian. In Kazan,
however, he had returned to his major project, revising and publishing volume eight, part two,
for the years 1638 to 1648. With access to the archives and libraries of Moscow, Hrushevsky
continued to expand his draft to cover the period up to the spring of 1650 and prepared it for
publication. Volume eight, part three, was printed, but the copies were destroyed during the
revolutionary events in Moscow and the book reached the public only in 1922, when it was
reprinted in Vienna from a single preserved copy.

The Russian Revolution of February 1917 gave Hrushevsky his political freedom. It also
resulted in his becoming the president of the first independent Ukrainian state, which took him
away from scholarship. During 1917 he headed the Ukrainian Central Rada, which developed
into the autonomous and then independent government of Ukraine. In taking the city of Kyiv
in early 1918, the Bolshevik artillery specifically targeted Hrushevsky’s house, thereby
destroying his library, priceless manuscripts, and museum, as well as the materials he had
prepared for the History of Ukraine-Rus'. On 29 April 1918, he was elected president of the
Ukrainian People’s Republic (UNR), which evolved out of the Central Rada, but the German
military authorities, whom he called in to protect Ukraine from the Bolsheviks, supported a coup
by General Pavlo Skoropadsky to depose Hrushevsky and the UNR and to establish the
monarchist Hetmanate. The fall of the Central Rada at the end of April removed Hrushevsky
from power and the subsequent loss of Kyiv by its successor, the UNR Directory, in January
1919, made him a political refugee. He then served as the foreign representative of the
Ukrainian Party of Socialist Revolutionaries, which he had supported since 1917. After
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extensive travels through Western Europe, he settled near Vienna, the initial center of the
Ukrainian political emigration. He had lost considerable political authority among the tens of
thousands of Ukrainian political émigrés, in part because of his failure to back the UNR fully
and because of his political move to the left. He was, however, looked upon as the greatest
Ukrainian scholar and was expected to organize Ukrainian scholarly and intellectual life.

Initially Hrushevsky fulfilled these expectations. He organized the Ukrainian Sociological
Institute and published a French version of his general history, a discussion of early social
organization, and an account of the development of religious thought in Ukraine. In 1922 he
turned his attention to his second monumental work, Istoriia ukrains'koi literatury (History of

" Ukrainian literature), and published the first three volumes in Lviv. Nevertheless, Hrushevsky
was increasingly out of tune with the major trends in Ukrainian historical studies outside Soviet
Ukraine. Already in the decade before World War I, the younger generation of Hrushevsky’s
students in Galicia had departed from their teacher’s populist convictions. They instead saw
political formations and elites as playing positive roles in historical development, and they
studied these phenomena in the Ukrainian past. Thus, while Western Ukraine under Polish rule
was open to Hrushevsky’s activity, he was increasingly alienated from the dominant historical
views. In any event, Lviv under Polish authorities hostile to Ukrainian aspirations, where
academics had been forced to establish an underground university and members of Ukrainian
armies were denied civil rights, including the right to study, was a far cry from Habsburg Lviv.
It was Prague, then rapidly becoming the center of Ukrainian political and scholarly life, that
would have seemed the likely place of residence for Hrushevsky. There the Ukrainian Free
University, transferred from Vienna in 1922, was developing rapidly with support from Thomas
Masaryk and the Czech government.

Hrushevsky’s attention, however, was already directed to events in Soviet Ukraine.
Although the Ukrainian movement had failed to maintain an independent state, it had
succeeded in institutionalizing its view that Ukraine should be a distinct administrative entity
and that the Ukrainian nation had its own language and culture. While the Bolsheviks had
accepted these tenets, they remained a group with relatively few ethnic Ukrainians in their
leadership and even fewer followers versed in Ukrainian culture. When the Soviet leadership
adopted a policy of indigenization, accompanied by a reversal of its more radical ideological
and social policies, the government in Kyiv sorely needed cadres who would be perceived as
legitimately Ukrainian.

In 1923 Hrushevsky began seriously to consider returning to Kyiv. Rumors to that effect
caused consternation in Ukrainian political circles, which saw such an action by the first
president of the Ukrainian state as a major blow to the cause of Ukrainian independence.
Hrushevsky was offered a professorship at the Ukrainian Free University and a number of
other posts in the hope that he would abandon his plans. In 1924, however, he decided that
he would go to Kyiv instead of Prague. The reasons for his decision have been debated to the
present day. Certainly his assertion that he planned to bring his History of Ukraine-Rus' up to
1917 and could only do so with access to libraries and archives in Ukraine weighed heavily
in his decision."

10.  See the account by Matvii Stakhiv of his mission in 1923 to dissuade Hrushevsky from returning to Ukraine.
Matvii Stakhiv, ‘Chomu M. Hrushevs'kyi povernuvsia v 1924 rotsi do Kyieva? (Zhmut faktiv i uryvok zi spohadiv),’
in Mykhailo Hrushevsky u 110 rokovyny narodzhennia 1876 [sic]-1976 (New York-Paris-Sydney-Toronto, 1978)
(=ZNTSh, vol. 197), pp. 109-47, especially 133.
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Accepting an offer by the Kharkiv government, Hrushevsky returned to Kyiv to take up a
position at the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences. He showed his customary energy in organizing
scholarship. Reinvigorating the academy’s Zapysky (Annals), Hrushevsky also revived the
journal Ukraina (Ukraine). He gathered a talented group of co-workers and launched a number
of new series, including Za sto lit (In one hundred years), a publication devoted to the
nineteenth century. New journals specializing in unearthing and studying sources, such as
Ukrains'kyi arkheografichnyi zbirnyk (Ukrainian archaeographic collection) and Ukrains'kyi
arkhiv (Ukrainian archive), were launched.!" He also continued his work on the History of
Ukrainian Literature, publishing volumes four and five. Returning to his magnum opus, he
prepared volume nine on the period 1650 to 1658, publishing it in two separate massive parts
in 1928 and 1931. Hrushevsky’s research on the History was indeed stimulated by his return
to the academic environment and archives of Kyiv, but the city did not long provide a
conducive environment for his work.

The very sweep of Hrushevsky’s activities threatened the communist leadership. They had
sought legitimacy by inviting Hrushevsky to return, but then found his revitalization of non-
Marxist Ukrainian historiography dangerous, particularly at a time when the Ukrainization policy
presented opportunities for the old Ukrainian intelligentsia to reach the masses. Attempts to
undermine Hrushevsky by promoting the newly developing Marxist cadres led by Matvii
Iavorsky did not have the desired effect. Ultimately the communist authorities in Kharkiv did
not decide the fate of Hrushevsky’s historical school, for the rising tide of centralization
accompanying the ascent of Joseph Stalin engulfed them, too. Ukrainian national communism
was judged to be as dangerous as more traditional Ukrainian nationalism in a Soviet state that
was increasingly becoming a successor to the Russian Empire. Beginning in 1928, Hrushevsky
came under mounting attack by party officials. As arrests and trials of the Ukrainian
intelligentsia proceeded, Hrushevsky became an isolated figure.'? After an all-out attack by V.
P. Zatonsky, Hrushevsky was warned to leave for Moscow. Departing in early March 1931, he
was arrested in Moscow and sent back to Kyiv, but then returned to Moscow. As Hrushevsky
was exiled to Russia, the Institute of History was dismantled and its scholarly programs halted.
Deprived of his Ukrainian context, Hrushevsky nevertheless continued his scholarly work,
publishing in Russian journals and completing volume ten of his history. Illness overtook him
during a trip to Kislovodsk in 1934, and he died under somewhat mysterious circumstances, as
the result of an operation. The best testimony of the power of his name was that he was
accorded a state funeral in a Ukraine devastated by famine and terror. His daughter Kateryna
even succeeded in printing the first part of volume ten of his History, dealing with the years
1658-60, before she herself was arrested in the new terror. The second part, sometimes called
volume eleven, which covered the period to 1676, remained in manuscript in Kyiv until the
1970s, when it disappeared.

Hrushevsky did not complete his history, but he had written more than 6,000 pages outlining
his vision of the Ukrainian past."’ His shorter histories allow us to see how he would have

1. On Hrushevsky’s archaeographic achievements, see B. Krupnyckyj, ‘Die Archiographische Titigkeit M.
Hrusevskyjs,” Jahrbiicher fiir Kultur und Geschichte der Slaven, n.s. 11 (1935): 610-21.

12.  On the destruction of Ukrainian scholarship, see Mariia Ovcharenko, ed., Zbirnyk na poshanu ukrains'kykh
uchenykh znyshchenykh bol'shevyts'koiu Moskvoiu (Paris and Chicago, 1962) (=ZNTS, vol. 173), in particular N.
Polons'ka-Vasylenko, ‘Istorychna nauka v Ukraini za soviets'’koi doby ta dolia istorykiv,” pp. 7-111.

13.  On Hrushevsky’s historical thought, see Leo Bilas, ‘Geschichtsphilosophische und ideologische Voraussetzungen
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treated subsequent periods. He viewed the Ukrainian past as a process in which a people had
evolved on a given territory under differing political rulers. Although he discussed the territory
from the most ancient times, he dated the origins of the Ukrainian people to the fifth century,
to the Antae, whom he viewed as Slavs. His goal was to use all available evidence to study
periods of the Ukrainian past for which written evidence was sparse. Just as the nineteenth-
century historians had turned to ethnography and folklore to understand the past of the common
folk who had left few written records, so Hrushevsky turned to the rapidly developing
disciplines of historical linguistics, archaeology, anthropology, and sociology to penetrate the
distant past of the entire Ukrainian people.

Hrushevsky considered the study of the people, rather than of rulers and states, to be the
major advance of nineteenth-century historiography. He was rooted in the nineteenth-century
populist tradition that saw Ukrainian history as, above all, an examination of the dispossessed.
Indeed, populists considered Ukrainians to be doubly dispossessed. As a primarily peasant and
initially serf population, Ukrainians and their history were seen as essentially a populist subject.
As a people who had frequently lacked a state of their own and who had been ruled by
neighbors, they were excluded from the usual historical discussions. Historians such as
Kostomarov, Antonovych, and Lazarevsky had even taken great pride in this dispossession and
argued that Ukrainians would not, by nature, form repressive states and elites. This view
influenced the study of periods when Ukrainians had possessed political entities and elites, so
that they were described in a negative light. The populist tradition viewed its defense of
Ukrainian nationality as intrinsically democratic and progressive, but spent little time examining
the phenomenon of nation per se—how Ukrainians had evolved as a national community—or
analyzing whether the traits it held as endemic to Ukrainians could provide the basis for a
modern nation. The backward political and economic life of the Russian Empire and the
persecution of Ukrainian activities partially explain how this rather idealized version of
Ukrainian identity was maintained. Even the increasing tempo of urbanization and industrializ-
ation at the end of the century did not have as great an impact as might be expected in changing
these views, because Ukrainian peasants played a relatively limited role in that process.

The political and social conditions of the Russian Empire explain in part Hrushevsky’s link
to this rather antiquated Ukrainian political tradition, but the connection also stemmed from his
own intellectual formation. In general, radical political movements, including revolutionary
populism and, by the 1890s, Marxism influenced his generation. By contrast, the Ukrainophile
literature of the early nineteenth century and the Ukrainian populism of the 1860s formed
Hrushevsky. The organic-work culturalism that typified the Kyiv Hromada of the 1880s and the
journal Kievskaia starina strengthened this link. These traditions remained vital even as
Hrushevsky set out to accomplish the ‘nationalist’ enterprise of writing a national history.
Undoubtedly the move to Galicia reaffirmed Hrushevsky in the enterprise, since it placed him
in an intellectual context where national issues were considered basic and where an increasingly
awakened peasantry played an active role in political and cultural life. After all, Hrushevsky’s
close collaborator in Lviv was the literary titan of peasant stock, Ivan Franko. Yet this situation
probably postponed any examination of where the populist ended and the national began. For,

der geschichtlichen und politischen Konzeption M. HruSevskyjs. Zum 90. Geburtstag des ukrainischen Historikers (29
September 1956),” Jahrbiicher fiir Geschichte Osteuropas, n.s. 4 (1956-57): 262-92; Illia Vytanovych, ‘Uvahy do
metodolohii i istoriosofii Mykhaila Hrushevs'koho’; Omelian Pritsak, ‘Istoriosofiia Mykhaila Hrushevs'koho,’ in
Mykhailo Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriia Ukrainy-Rusy, vol. 1 (reprint: Kyiv, 1991), pp. XL-LXXIII.
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in practice, it was primarily national history that Hrushevsky wrote. In doing so, he did not see
the Ukrainian nation as a constant throughout the ages. Indeed, in contrast to his peers among
Russian historians, who largely disregarded the question in writing Russian history, Hrushevsky
discussed the development of nationality in historical context. He saw the Ukrainian nationality
as emerging late and under difficult historical circumstances. The vision of a long process
comprising leaps forward and setbacks, but with the Ukrainian people at its core, was essential
to his view of history."

Hrushevsky also brought a Hegelian structure to his vision of the Ukrainian past. He
conceived of Ukrainian history as a thesis, antithesis, and synthesis. He saw Kyivan Rus' as the
Ukrainian people’s first historical creation, their thesis. He viewed the Cossack period as an
antithesis. Both thesis and antithesis contained an element of instability. In the Kyivan Rus'
period he saw the tension between the princes and their retinue and communal institutions as
unresolved. In the antithesis he saw the Cossacks as embodying elements of national-cultural
renewal and social justice. They had led the Ukrainian people in a great upsurge during the
Khmelnytsky revolt, but ultimately these vital forces had dissipated. In the History of Ukraine-
Rus' he did not reach the decline, in the mid-eighteenth century, of Cossack Ukraine. Nor did
he deal with what he saw as the synthesis, the modern national revival.

Around the time of his trip to Paris (1903), Hrushevsky also became interested in social
theory, above all that of Durkheim."” This interest in the newly developing discipline of
sociology grew, so that in the period after the failure of Ukrainian state-building Hrushevsky
devoted considerable attention to establishing a Ukrainian school of sociology, even encouraging
his daughter Kateryna to work in that field. He began to refer to himself as a ‘historian-
sociologist.” Certainly the field gave him an opportunity to examine primitive societies, and he
could feel that he had a better tool for understanding the popular masses, as well as the earliest
societies on Ukrainian territory. This new interest helped him in the redrafting of volume one
and may have provided an underpinning for his discussion of the Ukrainian Cossacks.
Durkheim’s method of describing matters in great detail and avoiding synthesis may have
influenced Hrushevsky’s presentation in volumes nine and ten.'®

In launching his history, Hrushevsky sought to challenge the accepted view of the origin of
the Ukrainian and Russian peoples. Inherent in his work and broached in a number of reviews
that he wrote at the turn of the century, Hrushevsky’s new scheme for the study of Rus' history,
or East Slavic history (a term he popularized), was most comprehensively presented in an article
published in St. Petersburg in 1904. This short piece, perhaps the best known of all his writings,
argued that the current, accepted framework for studying ‘Russian’ history was illogical."

14, For Hrushevsky, the concept of a nation or nationality as a collective of individuals united by common
characteristics in the. present, a communality in the past, and a common set of tasks and aspirations in the future,
independent of territorial, political, or confessional divides, was a nineteenth-century phenomenon. He saw earlier
concepts of nationality or people as often related to political, religious, and cultural unity. He believed these criteria had
often worked against the emergence of the Ukrainian nation (narod). For his views, see his ‘Razvitie ukrainskikh
izuchenii v XIX v. i raskrytie v nikh osnovnykh voprosov ukrainovedeniia,” in Ukrainskii narod v ego proshlom i
nastoiashchem, vol. 1 (St. Petersburg, 1914), pp. 1-36, especially pp. 1-2.

15.  Illia Vytanovych asserts that Hrushevsky became aware of Durkheim’s work through contacts with Maksym
Kovalevsky and directly, during his trip to Paris, but his misdating of the trip to 1905 casts doubt on his assertion.
‘Uvahy,’ p. 51.

16.  This is suggested by Illia Vytanovych in ‘Uvahy,” p. 51.

17.  ‘Zvychaina skhema “russkoi” istorii i sprava ratsional'noho ukladu istorii skhidnoho Slov’ianstva,” in Star'i po
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Based on the claims of Muscovite bookmen, it accepted the theory of dynastic descent from
Kyivan Rus' to Vladimir to Moscow to St. Petersburg as an appropriate framework for historical
study. Hrushevsky maintained that while this approach may have had some applicability for the
history of states, it was totally inadequate for the study of peoples and cultures. After the early
period, it dealt with the Belarusians and Ukrainians episodically. It also did not permit
examination of the Russians and their origins. Hrushevsky maintained that by appropriating
Kyivan Rus'—which properly belonged to Ukrainian history—into Russian history, the
traditional scheme did damage to Russian historical studies. Without denying that a collective
history of all the East Slavic peoples could be written, Hrushevsky emphasized the need to
reexamine each people’s history. He declared that he was in the process of doing so for the
Ukrainians, and that a similar project was needed for the Belarusians. He stated that the Russian
historical past had generally been studied and that once the issue of the Russians’ origins was
reexamined, a proper national history could emerge. In issuing the third edition of volume one
in 1913, Hrushevsky commented on how much acceptance his vision of Ukrainian history had
gained since he had begun his project.

Hrushevsky’s schema was as controversial as his opinion on the great debate over the role
of the Varangians in the formation of the early Rus' state. Deeply committed to the view that
rulers had only superficial influence and that Rus' society had developed organically out of
ancient roots that went all the way back to the Antae, Hrushevsky almost inevitably chose the
anti-Normanist side.

The History of Ukraine-Rus' contains relatively few great men or heroes. Even Volodymyr
and Danylo do not stand out for heroic deeds. The most troublesome figure for Hrushevsky was
Hetman Bohdan Khmelnytsky. In some of his popular writings, he expressed rather favorable
opinions of the hetman’s accomplishments. In the History of Ukraine-Rus', however, Hrushevsky
seemed to develop an aversion to the hetman as his lengthy account of Khmelnytsky’s age
progressed. In this he diverged from the centuries-old Ukrainian tradition that viewed
Khmelnytsky as the father of the nation. He also polemicized with contemporaries who belonged
to the statist school of Ukrainian historiography, in particular Viacheslav Lypynsky. This
younger generation saw Ukrainian elites and polities as positive and considered Khmelnytsky
a great statesman. Hrushevsky angrily replied that for him the Ukrainian masses were the only
heroes of the Khmelnytsky revolt.

Hrushevsky did, however, accept the traditional Ukrainian attitude toward the Cossacks. He
began his subseries on the history of the Ukrainian Cossacks with a document that had just been
published by the church historian Platon Zhukovich. In the document, a protest from the early
1620s, Metropolitan Iov Boretsky described the Cossacks as descendants of the warriors of the
tenth-century prince Oleh, who had campaigned in their boats on the Black Sea. The
metropolitan cast them as heroes of Christendom and defenders of the Rus' Orthodox Church.
With this epigraph, Hrushevsky affirmed a national role for the Cossacks and justified his
labeling of the entire age as Cossack.

The initial reaction to the History of Ukraine-Rus' differed greatly between Ukrainian
historians and activists, on the one hand, and foreign scholars, on the other. When
Hrushevsky’s colleagues and students celebrated his fortieth birthday in 1906, they were
fulsome in their praise of his accomplishments. The editorial board, including Volodymyr

slavianovedeniiu, pt. 1, ed. V. 1. Lamanskii (St. Petersburg, 1904).
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Hnatiuk, Denys Korenets, Ivan Krevetsky, Stefan Tomashivsky, and Ivan Franko, went so far
as to call the History ‘that great basis of Ukrainian historical scholarship and inexhaustible
source of national-political and social-political self-understanding and consciousness, which for
the first time truly brings us into the family of European peoples....”®

Hrushevsky had unequivocally become the foremost Ukrainian historian. In Western Ukraine
his schema was soon universally accepted. In Russian-ruled Ukraine, the History’s influence was
also great. In 1916, Mykola Vasylenko asserted that despite the ill will with which Russian
nationalists such as Timofei Florinsky had greeted the work, all had to come to terms with
Hrushevsky’s erudition, as well as his success in what many had viewed as the questionable
enterprise of writing Ukrainian history.” Some of the most convincing testimonies to the
work’s significance came from the attempts of the opponents of Hrushevsky and the Ukrainian
movement to discredit it. The Russian nationalists in Kyiv who plotted to deny Hrushevsky a
chair at the university in 1908 argued that his work could not be evaluated because it was
written in an incomprehensible jargon. A fellow student of Antonovych, Linnychenko, wrote
a brochure in 1917 against Ukrainian autonomy in which he devoted considerable attention to
refuting Hrushevsky’s History. Arguing as a loyal ‘Little Russian,” he maintained that Ukrainian
history could be seen only as part of all-Russian history, in particular because, lacking a state,
the Ukrainians had neither a history nor culture of their own.”” These were largely reactions
against the political and cultural successes of the Ukrainian movement, but they testified to what
degree Hrushevsky’s History had served as an underpinning.

Hrushevsky commented that initially Russian and Polish historians had met his work with
silence. Perhaps the linguistic medium he had chosen explains this, for the Ukrainian language
obviously made his History less accessible to most other historians. Therefore Hrushevsky’s
strategy of arranging a German translation was well justified, even though it was initially
devised as much to promote access to his work in Eastern Ukraine, where Ukrainian-language
books were banned, as to reach Western scholars. The publication in German of volume one
seemed to have the desired effect: a major Polish scholar reviewed the work. Aleksander
Briickner gave eloquent testimony to Hrushevsky’s erudition and phenomenal mastery of
literature. He paid Hrushevsky a great compliment: ‘Regrettably, we cannot take pride in a
similarly voluminous, fundamental, and intelligent work about Polish history. Would that its
example might influence our historians, so that in this field they do not remain behind Rus'.’*!
He criticized Hrushevsky’s linguistic observations, however, and lamented his adherence to anti-
Normanism. He did not mention the issue of the origin of the Ukrainian people. Favorable
notice of Hrushevsky’s work also appeared in the Czech publications of Karel Kadlec.”? On

18.  ‘Peredmova’ (Introduction) to Naukovyi zbirnyk prys'viachenyi profesorovy Mykhailovy Hrushevs'komu ucheny-
kamy i prykhyl'nykamy z nahody loho desiatylitn’oi naukovoi pratsi v Halychyni (1894-1904) (Lviv, 1906), p. VIL.
19. See the evaluation of Hrushevsky’s historical work by Mykola Vasylenko in 1916, in which he discusses
Florinsky’s reaction and compares Hrushevsky's accomplishment to Solov'ev’s, but points out that Hrushevsky had to
search more widely for archival sources and discusses a much greater body of secondary literature. N. Vasilenko, ‘M.
S. Grushevskii kak istorik,” Ukrainskaia zhizn', 1916, p. 43.

20. See O. P. Tolochko, ‘Dvi ne zovsim akademichni dyskusii (I. A. Linnychenko, D. I. Bahalii, M. S. Hrushevs'kyi),’
Ukrains'kyi arkheohrafichnyi shchorichnyk, n.s. 2 (1993): 97-103.

21.  A. Briickner, ‘Dogmat normanski,” Kwartalnik Historyczny 20 (1906): 679 (the review appears on pp. 664-79).
22.  See Kadlec’s review in SVPS, pp. 298-305, in which he states: ‘Professor Hrushevsky’s work is written with such
unusual erudition, and is based on such a large literature and such a wealth of sources, that it belongs to the most
distinguished products of Slavic literature of the past decade,” (pp. 301-2). Also see his article ‘Mychajlo HruSevskyj,’
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the other hand, although the Kwartalnik Historyczny had published a positive review of
Hrushevsky’s inaugural lecture, Polish scholars came to see Hrushevsky’s historical vision, as
well as his political activities, in a negative light.? Still, Ludwik Kolankowski’s negative
assessment, which focused on volumes four to six, testified to the increasing attention being
paid to the History.”* Certainly the Russian translations of three volumes of the history
increased its currency in Russian historical circles, and its influence was apparent in the work
of Sergei Platonov, Vasilii Storozhev, and Matvei Liubavsky.25 In 1929, Aleksandr Presniakov
even took up Hrushevsky’s proposal to write the history of the origin of the Russian state and
nation.?

By the 1920s, the reception of the History of Ukraine-Rus' had changed considerably. The
publication of eight volumes had added to the History’s authority, in particular since they were
usually the most extensive and bibliographically up-to-date studies yet published on a broad
array of topics and questions dating up to the mid-seventeenth century. In addition, the manifest
rise of the Ukrainian movement and the attempt to establish a Ukrainian state had transformed
the Ukrainian question from an obscure problem to a widely recognized issue. Finally,
Hrushevsky’s importance in the Central Rada had turned the historian into an internationally
known figure. In 1922, the Ukrainian historians of Lviv issued another celebratory volume for
Hrushevsky. His former student Vasyl Herasymchuk wrote a laudatory evaluation of Hrushevsky
as a historian; indeed, the schema worked out by Hrushevsky and the data presented in his
History were considered fundamental by all Western Ukrainian historians.”” Yet, in attitude and
approach, Ukrainian historians in Western Ukraine and in the emigration were increasingly
alienated from Hrushevsky’s populist views and negative attitudes toward Ukrainian leaders.
Similar views were also held by some of the historians who gathered around Hrushevsky after
his return to Kyiv in 1924.

The success of the Bolsheviks raised the prestige of Marxist thought, either because
historians were influenced by the triumph of the revolution or because they were subjected to
pressure. Initially the Marxists did not feel secure enough to criticize Hrushevsky directly,
though Matvii Iavorsky produced his own, albeit popular, history of Ukraine. The most
authorative critical evaluation came, instead, from Dmytro Bahalii, a student of Antonovych,
senior to Hrushevsky and formerly a professor at Kharkiv University.”® Bahalii described the
History as the culmination of prerevolutionary Ukrainian historiography and predicted that all
future advances would come from the Marxists. More substantively, he disputed whether Kyivan
Rus' belonged to Ukrainian history alone. He questioned whether there was a Cossack age in
Ukrainian history. Bahalii also disputed some of Hrushevsky’s statements about the context in

Slovansky Prehled 11 (1909): 163-67.

23.  See the review of A. Lewicki in Kwartalnik Historyczny 9 (1893): 565-67.

24. Kwartalnik Historyczny 27 (1913): 349-65.

25. Hans Koch, ‘Dem Andenken Mychajlo HruSevskyj’s (29. September 1866-25. November 1934),” Jahrbiicher fiir
Kultur und Geschichte der Slaven n.s. 11 (1935): 3-10.

26. A. E. Presniakov, The Formation of the Great Russian State: A Study of Russian History in the Thirteenth to
Fifteenth Centuries, trans. A. E. Moorhouse (Chicago, n.d.), pp. 6-9. Also see Viktor Novyts'kyi, ‘Istorychna pratsia
prof. O. le. Priesniakova i rozmezhuvannia velykorus'koi ta ukrains'koi istoriohrafii,” Ukraina 40 (March-April 1930):
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27. Vasyl' Herasymchuk, ‘Mykhailo Hrushevs'kyi iak istoriograf Ukrainy,” ZNTS 133 (1922): 1-26.
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narys),” Chervonyi shliakh, 1927, no. 1, pp. 160-217.
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which the History was written. He maintained that the professors of Kyiv University must have
had a more positive influence than Hrushevsky ascribed to them. He asserted that the Kyiv
circle had understood the need for a general history and had initiated a competition in 1895 that
Aleksandra Efimenko had won. In the end, Bahalii did not complete the history he himself was
working on. His prediction that Marxist historiography would become dominant proved all too
true, although its accomplishments have been of questionable value.

Communist forces had always seen accommodation with Hrushevsky as tactical. In 1925,
the Soviet political police (GPU) in Moscow had sent out a secret circular describing the
History of Ukraine-Rus' as ‘falsely scientific history, dangerous, and harmful to Soviet rule’ and
calling on local police units to identify all those who showed interest in the work or distributed
it By 1926, when Bahalii published his evaluation, the campaign against non-Marxist
scholarship had already begun. Led initially by Iavorsky, it gained increasing intensity in 1928
when Communist Party members were forced on the Ukrainian Academy. Simultaneously, pre-
revolutionary historical views were reemerging in the Moscow center, as could be seen from
the publication of Aleksei Tolstoy’s novel on Peter I and Boris Grekov’s work on Kyivan Rus'.
That development and the drive for ideological purity explains the campaign against Iavorsky
and his school of Kharkiv Marxists. Iavorsky publicly recanted his views in early 1930. The
campaign against him included charges of failing to act vigorously enough against Hrushevsky’s
influence.

The Marxist attack on Hrushevsky and his historical work attained great momentum in 1930.
In articles published in Moscow and in Ukraine, Mykhailo Rubach pressed charges that would
later evolve into the standard Soviet interpretation of Hrushevsky.* As one might have
expected, Hrushevsky was attacked for failing to use Marxist periodization. To this was added
the charge that he propagated the concept of the classlessness of the Ukrainian nation—a twisted
interpretation of his populist sympathies and his statements to the effect that Ukrainians had
frequently lacked upper classes and in modern times had a weakly developed bourgeoisie and
proletariat. Rubach also charged Hrushevsky with attempting to sow discord between the
Russian and Ukrainian peoples by overemphasizing the historical differences between them. He
maintained that Hrushevsky had paid excessive attention to European influences in the Ukrainian
past. By 1932, the destruction of historical studies and the atmosphere of terror had gone so far
that such charges did not even need a semblance of veracity. Lev Okinshevych insisted that
Hrushevsky had been fixated on the issue of Ukrainian statehood and the upper classes, and that
there was no substantive difference between the views of Lypynsky and Hrushevsky.’' The
Soviet process of demonizing Ukrainian ‘nationalism’ as if it were a unified camp had begun.
As Hrushevsky’s works were removed from library shelves in Ukraine, and copies of the
posthumous volume that, paradoxically, was published in 1937 were almost entirely destroyed,
the public could only know Hrushevsky through these attacks.

29.  Prymak, Mykhailo Hrushevsky, p. 215.

30. See M. A. Rubach, ‘Burzhuazno-kurkul's'ka natsionalistychna ideolohiia pid mashkaroiu demokratii “trudovoho
narodu” (Sotsiial'no-politychni pohliady M. S. Hrushevs'koho),” Chervonyi shliakh, 1932, nos. 5-6, pp. 115-35; 1932,
nos. 7-8, pp. 118-26; 1932, nos. 11-12, pp. 127-36. Rubach later wrote the entry on Hrushevsky in the Soviet historical
encyclopedia: M. A. Rubach, ‘Grushevskii, Mikhail Sergeevich,” Sovetskaia istoricheskaia éntsiklopediia 4 (Moscow,
1963): 857-59.

31. L. Okinshevych, ‘Natsional-demokratychna kontsepsiia istorii Ukrainy v pratsiakh akad. Hrushevs'koho,” Ukraina,
1932, nos. 1-2 (January-June), pp. 93-109.
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Abroad, the reputation of Hrushevsky and his History had grown greatly. In his obituary
André Mazon expressed a widely held sentiment in stating ‘L’ Ukraine a perdu son historien.’*?
Otto Hoetzsch described Hrushevsky’s influence on him as a friend and historian. Calling the
History ‘a great achievement,” Hoetzsch maintained that it was ‘the first to present the
Muscovite and the Ukrainian historical process as separate. It worked out the first schema, the
first truly scholarly synthesis of Ukrainian history...’* In a warm personal obituary, Hans
Koch called the work an ‘enormous synthesis of an abundance of details that are not overlooked
despite their microscopic size and are masterfully turned to account. Everything available in
printed sources and contributions to the literature, including the most recondite gymnasium and
provincial reports of every language and culture, including Turkic and Arabic sources, and the
collected data of archaeology, palacontology, linguistics, even ethnology and theology, is here
united and brought up to date with astonishing industry.’**

In the New World, George Vernadsky wrote admiringly of Hrushevsky’s work in an
introduction to an English translation of his popular history: ‘It is the work of a great scholar,
based upon exhaustive research, pervaded by the spirit of keen criticism, and displaying a
wealth of information with regard not only to the Ukrainian people, but to the general history
of the period, as well.’* Appropriate praise was rendered by Ukrainian scholars outside Soviet
Ukraine, such as Ivan Krypiakevych and Myron Korduba, even though they now belonged to
a different historical school and had not agreed with Hrushevsky’s political accommodation with
the Left.* World War II destroyed the historical centers in Central and Eastern Europe where
Hrushevsky had made his greatest impact, and the Soviet victory and absorption of Western
Ukraine decreased interest in Ukraine’s history. Still, as soon as Stalinism receded, Polish
scholars began citing Hrushevsky with admiration and Russian historians began including him
in footnotes. In Ukraine, however, his works could not be cited and his name appeared only as
an object of political vituperation.

The outcome of World War II also resulted in a large emigration of Ukrainian historians and
intellectuals from pre-war Western Ukraine and Soviet Ukraine to the West. Many eventually
went on to North America, where there were well-established Ukrainian communities. Most of
these historians worked in an émigré environment. They.usually found Hrushevsky’s historical
views lacking in statist perspective. But they carried on his general schema and the tradition of
his national historiography. One of the achievements of the Ukrainian diaspora in the 1950s was
the reprinting of the History, which made it widely available in Western research libraries.
Borys Krupnytsky wrote an introduction explaining the importance of Hrushevsky and his work,
but also presenting the statist school’s divergence from his views.”” In the 1960s, the Ukrainian
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pPp. I-XXX.
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Historical Association and contributors to its journal, Ukrains'’kyi istoryk (The Ukrainian
historian), in particular Lubomyr Wynar, began publishing large numbers of source materials
and bibliographies as well as studies on Hrushevsky. In 1968, the Ukrainian community funded
a chair in history at Harvard University named in Hrushevsky’s honor. The Shevchenko
Scientific Society, reestablished in the West after its abolition following the Soviet annexation
of Western Ukraine, announced a project to translate the History and commissioned a number
of translations, but it lacked the resources to carry out the enormous undertaking.

In Ukraine, Hrushevsky and his works remained taboo. This taboo served as a symbol of the
provincial, colonial nature of Ukrainian culture. In the period of de-Stalinization and the
subsequent Thaw, Russian scholars republished the histories of the ‘reactionary’ Solov'ev and
Kliuchevsky, but Ukrainian historians could not even discuss the contributions of the ‘leftist’
Hrushevsky. In Moscow historians could cite Hrushevsky in scholarly discourse, while in
Ukraine his name appeared only as a vehicle for denunciations of Ukrainian bourgeois
nationalism. This did not stop a select circle of historians from using his History in writing their
works, and, in the degraded environment of Soviet scholarship, they felt free to appropriate his
notes without attribution. At the end of the cultural thaw of the late 1950s and 1960s, Fedir
Shevchenko attempted to return Hrushevsky’s name to historical discussion, but that effort was
soon suppressed.” After the pogrom of Ukrainian culture in 1972, Russian centralizing trends
strengthened, suppressing Hrushevsky and his ideas even more. It was during the 1970s that the
manuscript of volume ten, part two, of the History disappeared from the Ukrainian archives. By
the mid-1980s, the state of Ukrainian historical studies was so lamentable that historians, in
contrast to writers and literary specialists, were slow to react to glasnost’, which in any event
came later to Ukraine than to other parts of the Soviet Union.

In the late 1980s Hrushevsky’s name returned to public discussion in an increasingly free press,
largely under the prompting of activists such as Serhii Bilokin and Zynoviia Franko, who had
attempted secretly to preserve Hrushevsky’s legacy.” By 1989 Ukrainian literary and cultural
journals began publishing Hrushevsky’s works: the journal Vitchyzna (Native land) printed volume
seven and part of volume eight of the History in installments, and Kyiv similarly began printing
volume one.” In February 1989, the Academy of Sciences supported a decision of a meeting of
Ukrainian archaeographers to publish a photo-offset edition of the History. The first volume
appeared in 1991, in an edition of 100,000 copies.*' Plans were made to conclude the reprint with
a volume of indexes and bibliographic information. To date six volumes have appeared.

The preface to the new Ukrainian edition emphasized the cooperation of Ukrainian specialists in
the West in the project. The Ukrainian Research Institute of Harvard University and the newly
established Peter Jacyk Centre for Ukrainian Historical Research at the Canadian Institute of Ukrainian
Studies, University of Alberta, joined as sponsors of the edition. The preface also announced that the
Peter Jacyk Centre had undertaken to produce an English translation of the entire History.

38. F.P. Shevchenko, ‘Chomu Mykhailo Hrushevs'kyi povemuvsia na radians'’ku Ukrainu?’ Ukrains'kyi istorychnyi
zhurnal, 1966, no. 2, pp. 13-30.

39.  Establishment historians such as V. Sarbei and R. Symonenko opposed ‘rehabilitation.” See Bohdan W. Klid, ‘The
Struggle over Mykhailo Hrushevs'kyi: Recent Soviet Polemics,” Canadian Slavonic Papers 33, no. 1 (March 1991):
32-45.

40. Vitchyzna, 1989, nos. 1-12, and 1990, nos. 1-8; Kyiv, 1989, no. 12, and 1990, nos. 1-10.

41. The reprint is also important for the process of integrating Hrushevsky’s legacy into post-Soviet Ukrainian
historiography. See the introduction by V. A. Smolii and P. S. Sokhan', ‘Vydatnyi istoryk Ukrainy,” pp. VII-XXXIX.
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The translation of Hrushevsky’s magnum opus into an international scholarly language is
being realized ninety years after the historian sought to arrange the German translation. In
issuing a work begun nearly a century ago by a scholar who died more than six decades ago,
one must consider whether the work continues to have relevance and whether there is a need
for a version other than the Ukrainian original. New archaeological finds have been made, new
and better editions of sources have been published, new literature has appeared, and new
theories and methods have emerged.

Hrushevsky’s Istoriia Ukrainy-Rusy is the major statement of a historian of genius. In breadth
and erudition it still has no equal in Ukrainian historiography, and its examination of many
historical questions remains unsurpassed. In some ways this is due to the unfortunate history of
Ukraine, above all to the Soviet policies that not only imposed official dogmas, but also
discouraged study of pre-modern Ukrainian history and the publication of sources. This policy,
as well as the relative neglect of Ukrainian history in surrounding lands and in the West, have
made new source discoveries and expansion of information more limited than might have been
expected. The tragic fate of Ukrainian archives in the twentieth century—above all, the losses
occasioned by wars and revolutions—frequently means that Hrushevsky’s discussions and
citations are the only information extant. The reprinting of the History in Ukraine demonstrates
to what degree Hrushevsky’s work is the starting point for rebuilding historical studies there.
Indeed, in the period after the proclamation of Ukrainian independence in 1991, a Hrushevsky
cult emerged in Ukraine, as could be seen in the luxuriously published collection of Hrushevsky’s
essays and materials about him entitled Velykyi ukrainets’ (A great Ukrainian). Leonid Kravchuk,
Ukraine’s president, wrote the introduction.” For most, the History of Ukraine-Rus' will be the
basis for understanding the period up until the seventeenth century, but others will use it as a tool
to examine the thought of the Ukrainian national revival and the views of one of its greatest leaders.

The unfavorable situation of the Ukrainian language in the twentieth century also reinforces
the need for a translation. Although for most of this century Ukrainian has been the second most
widely spoken language within one of the major linguistic groups in Europe, it has not received
the currency one might assume is its due. In Ukraine itself it has been under siege, so that large
numbers of Ukrainians have lost it as a native tongue. In the last decades of Soviet rule,
Ukraine became a country in which all postgraduate theses had to be written in Russian and
most scholarship appeared in Russian. In essence Ukrainian was returning to the status it had
had in the Russian Empire, with the additional disadvantage that Galicia had been annexed to
this reconstituted empire. Thus, even in the lands neighboring Ukraine, there was little need to
pay attention to the Ukrainian language. In Western Europe and North America, university
Slavic departments have given Ukrainian very low priority in their programs, and graduate
students in Russian and Eastern European history have rarely developed even a reading
knowledge of it. The modern-day scholar who does undertake the challenge of reading the
Ukrainian original must cope with many quotations in Slavonic, middle Ukrainian, Muscovite
chancery language, Polish, and the classical languages. Students of Western and Central
European history, Middle Eastern history, and Eastern European history have generally not had
access to this major account of the history of Ukraine. Yet the reassertion of Ukrainian
independence has increased general interest in Ukrainian history and in the work of Hrushevsky.

42.  Fedir Shevchenko, who had attempted to secure Hrushevsky’s rehabilitation in the 1960s, wrote the afterword
(pp. 486-89).
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The publication of Istoriia Ukrainy-Rusy in Ukraine has given the lie to the twisted
representation of the work in Soviet discussions. The appearance of the English translation now
permits a wider scholarly community, which has often only known of Hrushevsky as a
‘nationalist’ historian, to examine the type of national history that this great scholar wrote. In
Ukrainian historical circles in the West, Hrushevsky is often called a populist, with little attempt
to determine whether the actual text of the History reflects that self-description by its author.*
Some have questioned the advisability of translating the History because it is out of date, which
usually means that it does not reflect the statist school now dominant in the Ukrainian diaspora.
Fortunately, the possibility of pursuing pluralistic approaches in Ukraine and the development
of Ukrainian historiography in the West beyond the Ukrainian diaspora among a wider group
of historians and students of varied descent are bound to break down the ideological nature of
the field. For all, Hrushevsky’s work will be a first point of reference.

In preparing the English edition, the issue of obsolescence had to be addressed and decisions
had to be made about correcting ‘errors,” providing information on current views of scholarly
questions, and updating information on subsequent literature and source publications. It was
decided to render the text as Hrushevsky presented it, and to ask specialists to place his work
in the context of the field in their introductions to each volume. The English version has one
advantage over the Ukrainian original: bibliographies with complete bibliographic information
are appended to each volume. These bibliographies permit closer analysis of the scholarly
context of the History. ‘

The need to continue Hrushevsky’s work has frequently been broached. For those who would
see such a continuation as one individual picking up where Hrushevsky left off, the example
of Palacky would seem instructive: attempts to find a successor to carry on the Czech historian’s
work failed. A genius and titan of industriousness like Hrushevsky is a rare phenomenon among
us. Then, too, the methods and style of writing history have changed, so that the grand national
history based on examination of massive sources is rare. The collective history, practiced so
poorly in the Soviet period, offers one possibility for a voluminous continuation, but it will
always lack the spirit of one person’s work. It is more likely that monographs and survey
histories will prove to be the continuation of Hrushevsky’s History. These works will
undoubtedly devote considerable attention to the scholarly legacy of Hrushevsky in dealing with
the period from the mid-seventeenth to the mid-nineteenth century, and they will go on to
document and assess the legacy of the political and national leader Mykhailo Hrushevsky in the
late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.

43.  For adiscussion asserting that the populist label is an oversimplification, see Liubomyr Vynar (Wynar), ‘Mykhailo
Hrushevs'kyi i derzhavnyts'’kyi napriam v ukrains’kii istoriohrafii,” in his Naivydatnishyi istoryk, pp. 33-54.
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The first volume of Mykhailo Hrushevsky’s History of Ukraine-Rus' is the account of an epoch
embracing five centuries. The epoch begins with the first Slavic settlement on the East European
Plain during the great migration of peoples, continues through the establishment of the Rus' state
centered in Kyiv, and culminates in the adoption of ‘Christianity toward the end of the tenth
century. The central theme is amplified by a detailed outline of the prehistory of the lands that
became the territory of settlement of the proto-Ukrainian East Slavic tribes, a pattern that helps
to define the borders of present-day Ukraine.

In order to comprehend the fate of a people that has now, in the late twentieth century,
finally won independence after centuries of struggle—against threats external and, perhaps more
ruinous, internal—it is necessary not only to know what transpired during the millennium now
coming to a close, but also to delve deeply into the centuries that preceded it. Those centuries
have left few traces, and those few are often ambiguous, readily lending themselves to
freewheeling speculation and unreliable hypotheses. The epoch is invariably regarded as one
dominated by the clash of arms (even that aspect is hard to describe in specific terms), and its
intellectual achievements remain elusive. Yet the role of those achievements must have been
decisive, for the framework of eastern Europe was established during the period. As the epoch
comes into sharper focus, thanks to the accumulation of historical evidence, the continuity of
fundamental structures becomes apparent, even against the background of ineluctable change.
Between the eighth and tenth centuries A.D., eastern Europe was not yet a melting pot like the
West, capable of fusing a mixture of ethnic ingredients into the progenitors of future nations.
Yet there is no doubt that taking shape on its territory were political and territorial associations
among various Slavic tribes, however distinct the dialects they spoke. When the Scandinavians
arrived, they encountered not a chaotic agglomeration of various elements, but rather a number
of highly differentiated ethnopolitical associations with elites of their own. Allying themselves
with some of those Slavic elites against others, the Scandinavians initiated changes, decisively
altering local trends that were leading to the formation of state structures similar to those that
had arisen among the West and South Slavs. These changes led to the development of an
extensive state structure.

Kyivan Rus', which in many respects resembled the Frankish kingdom of the Carolingians,
made its appearance on the European stage in the tenth century. There is no better evidence of
that debut than the words attributed by the Byzantine historian Leo the Deacon to Prince
Sviatoslav of Rus', conqueror of Bulgaria, who is said to have told the Byzantines ‘immediately
to leave Europe, to which they have no right, and move to Asia’ (Leo the Deacon, Historia 6.10).
To be sure, the Kyivan state was only an episode in the history of the Ukrainians and other East
Slavs, but it was pregnant with lasting consequences. Like the Carolingian Empire, undermined
from within by new structures of state and society, the Kyivan state began to disintegrate into
territories and princedoms that steadily became politically independent. This process, slowed
down by dynastic and familial ties among the elite, as well as by the religious and ecclesiastical
unity of Kyivan Rus' society, was made more complex by the Mongol-Tatar invasion.
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The disintegration of Kyivan Rus' did not lead to a revival of the structures and political
divisions that had existed prior to the tenth century. The developments of the tenth and eleventh
centuries had been too far-reaching for that to happen. Individual territories, whatever their
particular—and variable—feelings of unity, tended to foster separate traditions that found
expression in the political and economic spheres, as well as in differences in the vernacular
language and in pronunciation that made themselves apparent despite the common use of literary
Church Slavonic.' With varying intensity, these processes led to a more profound differentiation
of the ancestors of the Ukrainians, Belarusians, and Russians, who were exposed to distinct
historical influences. The specific character of each of these peoples emerged even more clearly
in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. Between Poland and Muscovy-Russia, which functioned
alternately as hammer and anvil, the consciousness of the Ukrainian people continued to
develop, but even as late as the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, the instruments of
official compulsion were pressed into service to deny the very existence of the Ukrainian nation
and language. In the drive to assert the national unity of the ‘Great Russians’ with the ‘Little
Russians,” as Ukrainians were then called, the differences between them were obscured by
comparing them with the differences that divided the Great and Little Poles or the Saxons and
Bavarians. In fact, such comparisons are not helpful, for every people possesses its own
particular consciousness of ethnic and historical distinctiveness.

Hrushevsky’s History of Ukraine-Rus' was of prime importance to the maturation of the
Ukrainian identity. The measure of its significance is the fate that it suffered in 1930s, when
the Ukrainian people found themselves threatened with extermination. Starving millions of
Ukrainian peasants to death in 1932-33 was not only a ruthless method of breaking opposition
to collectivization, but also Stalin’s cynical attempt to ‘solve’ the national question in Ukraine.
In carrying out the crime, Stalin knew that the intellectual elite could be russified more easily
than the peasantry, while members of it who refused to become watchdogs over their own
people could be shot or worked to death in forced-labor camps. The Ukrainian peasantry,
however, was an inexhaustible source—as history has shown—of the revival of the national
spirit and of its continuing vitality. The peasants, therefore, had to be decimated physically,
deprived of their rights, and destroyed in spirit. Stalin’s criminal intentions were not fully
carried out, but his campaign of extermination was so devastating that its results will continue
to have a deleterious influence on Ukraine’s national revival for a long time to come.
Hrushevsky’s work, dedicated to Ukrainian national history, necessarily fell victim to the
campaign of destruction. The writings of the ‘bourgeois nationalist’ historian were placed on
the index of forbidden materials and became inaccessible in libraries; mere possession of them
became grounds for imprisonment and internal exile. Even after the Stalinist terror receded, the
History of Ukraine-Rus' could not be cited or mentioned in Ukraine. In that downtrodden,
demoralized society, the unattributed borrowings from Hrushevsky’s works appearing in Soviet
historiography—damnable as plagiarism in any normal context—must be regarded as efforts to
overcome fear.

If there were only one reason to publish the History in English translation, this would
suffice: to show the world what kind of literature struck fear into that inhuman system, which
so thoroughly pervaded the lives of its subjects. In fact, there are many good reasons to revive

1. See the works cited in my editor’s addition to Note 6, pp. 426-27; see also G. A. Khaburgaev, Etnonimiia
‘Povesti vremennykh let’ v sviazi s zadachami rekonstruktsii vostochnoslavianskogo glottogeneza (Moscow, 1979), pp.
226-29.
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this scholarly work of the early decades of our century. Hrushevsky’s masterly command of the
historian’s craft, his vast erudition, and his extraordinary intuitive powers combine to make his
work not only a model and a highly instructive example of the ars historica, but also a
repository of knowledge that remains vital even today, when further research has been
accumulating for almost a century.

In introducing this volume, I begin by drawing attention to its well-considered structure: the
lucid account of historical events in the text is accompanied by extensive documentation in the
notes, amplified by short excursuses and polemical statements explaining the author’s position
on controversial questions. In Ukrainian historiography there was no existing model on which
Hrushevsky could base his work. The eminent Russian historian Vasilii Kliuchevsky
(1841-1911), a fine university lecturer with an exceptional gift for synthesis, had at his disposal
two superbly documented works—Mikhail Karamzin’s History of the Russian State and Sergei
Solov'ev’s History of Russia—when he was preparing his own Lectures on Russian History.
Hrushevsky, on the other hand, was writing the history of a people whose identity, generally
unacknowledged and reduced to that of a branch of the ‘all-Russian’ nation, was termed ‘Little
Russian.” The Ukrainian language was treated as a dialect, although it manifested closer links,
even in its lexical stratum, with the language of Kyivan Rus' than did Russian. Hrushevsky the
historian was well aware that under these circumstances, he would have to document the
account of his people’s history with the utmost care. That is why half of the first volume is
taken up by a scholarly apparatus consisting of footnotes, notes, and excursuses. The German
school of medieval studies, which required the author to present a readable discussion of his
research base as well as a critical analysis of sources, served as a model for Hrushevsky’s work.

Clarity and objectivity of presentation; critical interpretation of sources; the ability to pose
and respond to questions about the fate, spiritual and material culture of the people, and their
daily life, viewed in the broad context of general developments; stress on the history of the
people, not of the state; attention to geographic, social and economic conditions—all this
endows Hrushevsky’s account of Ukrainian history with a continuing relevance, one not
confined to its broad outlines despite the general progress of research. And these are not the
only reasons why Hrushevsky’s work is still not out of date. The corpus of written sources has
remained unchanged, but it has been subject to various analyses and interpretations that can
often be traced back to a priori conceptions. A strong heuristic sense and capacity for critical
reflection led Hrushevsky to make interpretative choices that have, in general, stood the test of
time. His use of linguistic data and the findings of linguistic research demonstrated similar
qualities of moderation and intuition.

Archaeological discoveries have vastly increased the amount of evidence available to the
historian. Although they have certainly broadened the scope of research, such discoveries have
also provided ample opportunities for the hasty construction of a multitude of new hypotheses
and for the oversimplification of archaeological evidence interpreted with reference to written
records. Hrushevsky was one of the first historians to make use of archaeological sources. While
acknowledging their importance, he remained well aware of their limitations.



xlvi Andrzej Poppe

Hrushevsky’s method—innovative in his time but now generally accepted—was that of
attempting, in the spirit of German historicism, to penetrate to the roots of the phenomena he
was describing. Accordingly, his account of Ukrainian history proper, beginning toward the
middle of the first millennium with the earliest East Slavic settlements, is preceded by a detailed
outline of the prehistory of the Ukrainian lands from the Stone Age to late antiquity (pp.
17-121).2 Hrushevsky made the original observation that despite the constant migration of
peoples, the successive waves of acculturation and assimilation took place against the
background of an older substratum of population that ensured cultural continuity and the
sublimation of psycho-physical and anthropological characteristics. The formation of the Indo-
Europeans on the forest-steppe border zone of eastern Europe became a stabilizing factor,
fostering the eventual development of a pre-Slavic language through the assimilation of many
peoples speaking a variety of languages. As evidence that the original homeland of the Indo-
Europeans was located in eastern Europe, Hrushevsky pointed to their stable linguistic ties with
the Finnish language and the lack of such ties with the Semitic languages. The influence of the
latter would certainly have been apparent if Asia had been the cradle of the Indo-European
peoples. Thus the ancestors of the Slavs did not occupy an unpopulated region, but merged with
a long settled population. In this way, a significant number of the later East Slavic tribes that
would be the basis for the formation of the Ukrainian people inhabited the autochthonous
~ territory of the pre-Slavic language community.

Breaking with the tradition of commencing his account with the earliest written records,
Hrushevsky turned to auxiliary historical disciplines: prehistoric archaeology, archaeological
ethnology, sociology, and comparative linguistics. In drawing on the achievements of these new
disciplines, as in his analysis of written sources, he was guided by an amazing intuition in the
selection of interpretations and hypotheses formulated by older scholars and by his own
contemporaries. We are in a position to appreciate his abilities from the perspective of the
current state of research. Hrushevsky also made excellent use of his professional grounding in
Slavic philology, archaeology, ethnology, and in Greek and Latin. He did not necessarily abide
by received opinion, but changed his mind if the progress of research or his own reconsideration
of a problem warranted it. For example, in the third edition of the first volume of his History,
which is translated here, Hrushevsky introduced major revisions and expanded the text to
include new developments in ethnogenetic, ethnogeographic, ethnological, and linguistic
research. In the first edition, Hrushevsky accepted the scheme of development of Paleolithic
cultures proposed by Gabriel and Adrien de Mortillet (3d ed.; 1900);? in the third edition, under
the influence of Moritz Hoernes (1909), he expressed considerable skepticism about applying
a chronology determined by Alpine glaciation to the territory of southeastern Europe. Since
research on Bronze-Age Ukraine was still in its infancy, Hrushevsky was unable to appreciate
the importance of that period, but he accurately indicated the sources from which bronze had
been acquired, as well as the lasting division of Ukraine into a southeastern steppe belt
penetrated by pastoral settlers and a belt on the Right Bank of the Dnipro with an agricultural
and stock-raising economy.* Drawing attention to changes in decorative style from the Thracian

2. My assessment of Hrushevsky’s outline on prehistory is based primarily on the penetrating analysis of my
colleague Jerzy Okulicz-Kazarin, which was undertaken in conjunction with this translation project.

3. Complete bibliographic data for works cited here by author and year of publication in parentheses can be found
in the volume’s Bibliography, under the appropriate author’s surname.

4. Cf. the collection of essays Mezhplemennye sviazi époki bronzy na territorii Ukrainy (Kyiv, 1987).
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Hallstatt culture through the Scytho-Sarmatian animal style to the so-called Gothic style of the
first centuries A.D., Hrushevsky hypothesized that the type of culture attributed to the Iranian
or Germanic peoples had in fact been adopted by all the ethnic groups of the Black Sea littoral
and represented their common achievement. This sound observation fitted well with
Hrushevsky’s basic thesis concerning the integral development of the population inhabiting
Ukrainian territory, whatever ethnic changes it may have undergone.

Hrushevsky’s critical maturity and scholarly caution placed him well ahead of the prevailing
standards of his time. On questions of anthropology, he was closer to the views of Rudolf
Virchow (1883), then a lonely defender of racial mixing, than to the search of Gustaf Kossina
(1902) for a ‘pure race’ corresponding to a single type of archaeological culture.’ Although he
had great expectations for archaeological research, Hrushevsky, unlike many later scholars,
understood that archaeological regions in themselves can tell us nothing about ethnicity.’ As
for the influence of racial mixing on linguistic assimilation, he shared the views of such scholars
as Isaac Taylor (1889) and Jan Baudouin de Courtenay (1901).

Hrushevsky’s account of the history of Greek colonization of the northern Black Sea littoral
has not lost its relevance, although subsequent archaeological and epigraphic discoveries allow
for the correction and amplification of his work.” Hrushevsky’s treatment of Scythia more as
a geographic than an ethnic entity was innovative for his time and diverges even today from
standard historiographic practice. Despite the accumulation of new archaeological evidence,
Hrushevsky’s characterization of ethnic relations along the tributaries of the middle Dnister and
in eastern Subcarpathia remains useful, thanks to his excellent grasp of the relevant problems
and identification of particularly sound hypotheses.?

Attempting to establish the continuity of Slavic settlement along the middle Dnipro since the
earliest times, Hrushevsky regarded the Antae, whose presence on the lands between the Dnipro
and Dnister Rivers could be demonstrated from the sixth century on, as the southern group of
East Slavs that in time ‘comprised that ethnic entity known today as the Ukrainian people’ (p.
133). Their boundaries of settlement as defined by Hrushevsky correspond to the archaeological
region of what is now known as the Penkivka culture. The thesis that the Antac were Slavs is
now generally accepted, although there is a growing body of evidence to suggest their Alano-

S. One should recall here the opinion of R. Virchow. Speaking at an anthropological congress in Halle, he ironically
remarked: ‘I personally have failed to distinguish which is a Slavic skull and which is a Germanic one.” See R.
Virchow, ‘Uber das Auftreten der Slaven in Deutschland,” Correspondenzblatt der Deutschen Anthropologischen
Gesellschaft (Munich, 1900), p. 112. :

6. This point of view is typical for the majority of contemporary scholars. More certain identifications are possible
only for times with their own written records. See M. Wendowski, Archdologische Kultur und ethnische Einheit.
Moglichkeiten und Grenzen der Identifikation (Frankfurt, New York, and Paris, 1995), 83 pp.

7. Cf. my editor’s addition to Note 1, pp. 412-13. For a more detailed account, see M. Rostovtzeff, Iranians and
Greeks in South Russia (Oxford, 1922), as well as the thorough review of research and basic bibliography in H.
Fowmiaiiski, ‘Scytia,” in Stownik Starozytnosci Stowiariskich (henceforth SSS), 5 (1975): 101-19. Cf. also I. V. Kuklina,
Etnografiia Skifii po antichnym istochnikam (Leningrad, 1985).

8. Cf. S. Pachkova and M. A. Romanovskaia, ‘Pamiatniki karpato-dnestrovskogo regiona kontsa I tys. do n.é.,” in
Slaviane na Dnestre i Dunae (Kyiv, 1983), pp. 48-56; E. A. Rikman, Etnicheskaia istoriia naseleniia Podnestrov'ia
i prilegaiushchego Podunav'ia (Moscow, 1975); L. V. Vakulenko, Pam’iatky pidhir’ia Karpat pershoi polovyny |
tysiacholittia n.e. (Kyiv, 1977); O. M. Prikhodniuk, ‘Ranneslavianskie poseleniia v srednem Podnestrov'e,’” in
Rannesrednevekovye vostochnoslavianskie drevnosti (Leningrad, 1974), pp. 216-26; B. O. Tymoshchuk, Slov’iany
pivnichnoi Bukovyny V-IX st. (Kyiv, 1976); idem, Davn'orus'ka Bukovyna (Kyiv, 1982); cf. also my editor’s addition
to Note 7, pp. 429-30.
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Iranian origins. To be sure, that does not exclude the possibility that their contacts with the
Slavs led to gradual assimilation with the latter.’

L

Hrushevsky’s extraordinary sense of his sources, as well as his reluctance to base his own
interpretations on dubious historical tradition, is superbly illustrated by his reticence concerning
the report of the Arab historian al-Mas'udi about the Slavic tribe of the ‘Valinana’ and its king,
Majak. Basing himself on the interpretation of this account by the Arabist J. Marquart,
Kliuchevsky hypothesized the existence of the first East Slavic state between the sixth and
eighth centuries, to wit, an intertribal association of the Volhynians and Dulibians led by their
ruler, Majak.' In the twentieth century, this hypothesis has gained broad acceptance. Although
it fitted well with Hrushevsky’s conviction about the early (pre-ninth century) appearance of
political formations on East Slavic territory, the doubts that the Arabic narrative aroused in his
mind led him to conclude that there was no compelling evidence of significant political
organization in the Ukrainian lands before the rise of Kyiv and its local dynasts (pp. 288-89).
Subsequent hermeneutic research undermined the credibility of the details of al-Mas'udi’s
account, and there was controversy about the correct reading of ‘Valinana.” The correction of
this name to ‘Velitaba’ allows one to identify them with Einhard’s ‘Velatabi’ or with the West
Slavic Veleti."

Another instance of Hrushevsky’s sound intuition about his sources is his opinion of the
narrative known as Toparcha Gothicus, published in three fragments by the Hellenist C. B. Hase
as an appendix to his edition of Leo the Deacon (1819). Many eminent researchers attempted
to establish the time and place of its composition. In an extensive footnote (pp. 352-53, fn. 72),
Hrushevsky discussed the extant opinions and eschewed use of the work, guided by a conviction
that proved him a born researcher: a text that cannot be placed or dated can by no means be
regarded as a historical source. Toparcha Gothicus (also known as the Hase Anonymous)
remained in scholarly circulation until a methodologically exemplary analytical study—doubtless
inspired by the (perhaps subconscious) impulse of the great historian’s skepticism—written by
a preeminent contemporary Byzantinist presented overwhelming evidence to show that Hase had
published a forgery of his own creation as a way of mocking history and historians."?

9. Cf. my editor’s addition to Note 4, p. 420, as well as Khaburgaev, Etnonimiia, pp. 99-103, who represents a
viewpoint similar to Hrushevsky’s.

10.  J. Marquart (1903), pp. 101-2, 146-47; V. Kliuchevskii (1904), lecture 7, new edition; idem, Sochineniia, vol.
1 (Moscow, 1952), pp. 109-11 (1987 ed., pp. 122-24). Among those who adopted this interpretation were P. Tret'iakov,
Vostochnoslavianskie plemena (Moscow, 1953), pp. 297--99; 1. Froianov, Kievskaia Rus' (Leningrad, 1980), pp. 14-15;
and H. Paszkiewicz, The Making of the Russian Nation (London, 1963), p. 200.

11.  Cf. H. bowmianski, Poczatki Polski, vol. 2 (Warsaw, 1966), pp. 354-58; T. Lewicki, SSS, 6 (1977): 300; cf. A.
M. H. Shboul, Al-Masudi and His World: A Muslim Humanist and His Interest in Non-Muslims (London, 1979), pp.
181-82, 219-20.

12. 1 Sev&enko, ‘The Date and Author of the So-Called Fragments of Toparcha Gothicus,” Dumbarton Oaks Papers
25 (1971): 115-88, reprinted in idem, Byzantium and the Slavs (Cambridge, Mass., and Naples, 1991), pp. 353-478.
The author observed that many scholars ‘have devoted studies to Hase’s discovery; and few, if any, shared the
philosophical resignation of the Ukrainian historian HruSevs'kyj, who declared in 1913 that he would “dwell upon the
Fragments no more,” in view of their “utter obscurity” (p. 366). I. Bozhilov’s attempt to defend the authenticity of the
‘Fragments’ in his article, ‘Hase’s Anonyme and Ihor Sevéenko’s Hypothesis,” Byzantino-Bulgarica (Sofia), 5 (1978):
245-59, is fatally flawed by the author’s inadequate knowledge of the relevant sources.
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In tracing the beginnings of Kyivan statehood to the period before the arrival of the Northmen in
Rus', whose development he considered both indigenous and early, Hrushevsky did not question
the role of the Varangians and the Riuryk dynasty in the building up of the Kyivan state. Yet
Hrushevsky ascribed to the Northmen functions that might be termed auxiliary, readily apparent
only by the eleventh century. This somewhat anti-Normanist stand was a reaction against the
primitive view that associated the whole complex of developments leading to the establishment of
Slavic statehood with the arrival and activities of the Northmen."* Hrushevsky’s retrospection into
the deep past was also intended to counter assertions to the effect that Ukrainian society did not
constitute a true nation, or, in any event, not a people capable of establishing its own state. The
soundness of Hrushevsky’s views on the indigenous origins of statehood among the East Slavs,
predating the arrival of the Varangians, has been confirmed by research conducted in our own
century.' This research also shows that polemical fervor has prevented an impartial assessment
of the role of the Scandinavian Vikings, despite obvious analogies in ninth- and tenth-century
Western Europe.'® Still, if in the Carolingian state and Anglo-Saxon Britain the presence of the
Vikings is perfectly obvious in light of the available written sources, in eastern Europe one is faced
with an almost complete lack of evidence except for a late chronicle tradition. This has given rise
to a welter of speculation and interpretation. Moreover, during the eighteenth century interest in
the origins of Rus' statehood fed the ambitions of tsarist bureaucrats, predominantly German in
origin. Wishing to see themselves as builders of the mighty Russian Empire, these bureaucrats
came to regard the Germanic Northmen as their predecessors.

13.  For the current state of research, see my editor’s note to Excursus 2: ‘The Normanist Theory,” pp. 491-92. The
thesis of the local, southern origins of the name ‘Rus',” which Hrushevsky supported, has been most thoroughly
substantiated by H. Lowmianski. That view is supported by A. V. Nazarenko, who accepts the dating of the
‘Geographus Bavarus,” in which the ‘Ruzzi’ are mentioned at the very beginning of the ninth century. Cf. A. V.
Nazarenko, ‘Ob imeni Rus' v nemetskikh istochnikakh IX-XI vv.,” Voprosy iazykoznaniia, 1980, no. 5, pp. 46-57. It
appears much more likely, however, that the first portion of this monument dates from the 840s (see SSS 2 [1964]:
93-94), while the remainder of the text, which mentions the ‘Ruzzi,” was composed in the latter half of the ninth
century. Cf. W. H. Fritze, ‘Geographus Bavarus,” Lexikon des Mittelalters 4 (1989): col. 1270.

14.  For the next continuation of Hrushevsky’s thesis, see the French resumé by H. Lowmiaiiski, ‘La genéese de I’Etat
ruthene—Résultat d’un process interne,” in his Les Slaves et leurs voisins dans I’antiquité et au Moyen-Age (Wroctaw,
1993), pp. 113-33.

15. Cf. H. Zettel, Das Bild der Normannen und der Normanneneinfiille in westfrinkischen, ostfrinkischen und
angelsdchsischen Quellen des 8. bis 11. Jahrhunderts (Munich, 1977). D. Walker, The Normans in Britain (Oxford,
1994); Scandinavian Settlements in Northern Britain, ed. B. E. Crawford (Leicester, 1995). Archaeological evidence
compensates only in part for the lack of written sources for the East Slavs between the eighth and tenth centuries. See
A. Stalsberg, ‘Scandinavian Relations with Northwestern Russia during the Viking Age: The Archeological Evidence,’ .
Journal of Baltic Studies 13 (1982): 267-95; O. Motsia, ‘Pytannia etnichnoho skladu naselennia davn'oho Kyieva (za
materialamy nekropoliv),” Arkheolohiia 31 (1979): 28-36 (includes the Scandinavians); idem, Naselennia pivdenno-
rus'kykh zemel' IX-XIII st. (za materialamy nekrolohiv) (Kyiv, 1993), pp. 103—40. Toponymy offers limited insights:
for an interesting attempt to interpret such evidence, see G. Schramm, ‘Normannische Stiitzpunkte in Nordwestrusland:
Etappen einer Reichsbildung im Spiegel der Namen,” Beitrdge zur Namenforschung, n.s. 17 (1982): 273-90; idem,
‘Altruslands Anfange und die Nordhifen des Schwarzen Meeres: Historische Aufschliisse aus Ortsnamenentlehnungen,’
Russia Mediaevalis 6, pt. 1 (1987): 7-29; idem, ‘Die normannischen Namen fiir Kiev und Novgorod,” Russia
Mediaevalis 5, pt. 1 (1984): 76-102. It should be noted that the origin of the name ‘Rus” itself, as well as the origin
of the people (i.e., the ethnos) or of the state employing that name, constitute separate, autonomous research problems.
Not infrequently, one encounters a tendency to equate the origin of the name with the social or political phenomena
denoted by that name.
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Toward the end of the nineteenth century, two opposing principles clashed in the Ukrainian-
Russian contest over the legacy of Kyivan Rus": Ukrainians stressed the history of the people,
while Russians emphasized the history of the state. Rejecting the scheme that envisioned
Russian history as that of a state ruled successively from Kyiv, Moscow, and St. Petersburg,
Hrushevsky denied that the Russians shared directly in the legacy of Kyivan Rus'. In his view,
that legacy belonged to the people who still inhabited the core of the Kyivan state, i.e., the
middle Dnipro region. It did not belong to the inhabitants of the multiethnic periphery, where
the process of assimilation to Slavdom had proceeded with varying intensity. He saw the
twelfth-century Vladimir-Suzdal Principality and its population as the beginning of the
Muscovite and Russian state tradition. Hrushevsky’s view, according to which only the
Ukrainian people and, to a limited extent, the Belarusians inherited fully the legacy of Kyivan
Rus', is not accepted by most Western and Russian historians today. Yet even those who do not
accept it can understand its significance as a protest against the ultra-nationalist, great-power
chauvinist Russian view that ascribed the entire legacy of Kyivan Rus' to Moscow alone.'®

Hrushevsky showed convincingly what subsequent research has confirmed: the invalidity of
the notion that activity and settlement on the Dnipro territories around Kyiv declined as a result
of mass migration to the northeast in the wake of the Mongol invasion and that the territory was
not resettled until the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.!” Continuity of settlement on the
territories from the Dnipro to the Buh and Sian Rivers, which became part of the Grand Duchy
of Lithuania—or the Lithuanian-Rus' state'®—and of Poland, has been established beyond
reasonable doubt by onomastic research, the vocabulary of everyday life, and the differentiation
of the inhabitants of those lands (Rus', Rutheni, Russi, Rusini) from those of the Muscovite state
(Muscovia, Muscovitae) by their western neighbors, most notably the Poles. The ties of this
population with the Kyivan Rus' legacy are self-evident. It is another matter that over the course
of centuries consciousness of this tie became weaker, while ruling elites in the Muscovite state
cultivated such memories, the better to lay claim to any and all lands that had ever been ruled
by princes of the Riurykide dynasty. The ‘Great Russian’ people, now constituted as a Russian
nation as a result of assimilative processes that intermingled East Slavs with the Finno-Ugric
population, saw their origins in Kyivan Rus'. Indeed, in Imperial Russia, Kyivan Rus' was seen
as exclusively a Russian heritage. During the Soviet period, the constant refrain of the ‘common
cradle’ and ‘brotherhood’ amounted in practice to the obligatory acknowledgement, on pain of
punishment for treason, of common statehood and hierarchical brotherhood. In this arrangement,
Belarusians and Ukrainians were relegated to the status of younger brothers. Ukraine’s recovery
of its independence and the consequent change in attitude of all its neighbors, without exception,

16. Cf. J. Pelenski, ‘The Origins of the Official Muscovite Claims to the Kievan Inheritance,” Harvard Ukrainian
Studies (henceforth HUS), 1 (1977): 29-52; and idem, ‘The Origins of the Muscovite Ecclesiastical Claims to the
Kievan Inheritance (Early Fourteenth Century to 1458/61),” in Christianity of the Eastern Slavs, California Slavic
Studies 16, pt. 1 (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1993), pp. 102-15.

17. See O. Dovzhenok, ‘Srednee Podneprov'e posle tataro-mongol'skogo nashestviia,’” in Drevniaia Rus’ i slaviane
(Moscow, 1978), pp. 76-82; G. Ivakin, Kiev v XIII-XIV vekakh (Kyiv, 1982), pp. 12-23, 57-65, 82-102; S. A. Beliaeva,
Iuzhnorusskie zemli vo vtoroi polovine XIII-XIV v. (po materialam arkheologicheskikh issledovanii) (Kyiv, 1982). See
also the papers in the collection Zemli luzhnoi Rusi v IX-XIV vv. (Kyiv, 1985). On the basis of his analysis of dialects,
I. Matviias posits a wave of settlers who came to the territories along the Dnipro from Volhynia and Podilia. See his
‘Sumizhni hovory tr'okh ukrains'’kykh narich,” in Strukturni rivni ukrains'kykh hovoriv (Kyiv, 1985), pp. 3-22.

18.  Cf. F. M. Shabul'do, ‘Pro pochatok pryiednannia Velykym Kniazivstvom Lytovs'’kym zemel' pivdenno-zakhidnoi
Rusi,” Ukrains'kyi istorychnyi zhurnal (henceforth UIZh), 1984, no. 6, pp. 39-40.
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will surely lead to a thorough discussion of origins and traditions. The republication of
Hrushevsky’s works in Ukraine will undoubtedly play a major role in the discussion.

It is also worth noting that the instrumental use of history for wholly contemporary ends has
not been limited to the Russian-Ukrainian conflict over the legacy of Kyivan Rus'. It is
reminiscent of the intensely bitter polemics over the Merovingian and Carolingian legacy carried
on in the past and not yet completely extinguished in French and German historiography. That
dispute also entailed a search for roots and national traditions and featured an attempt to
distinguish the roles of the Gallic and Germanic elements."

Mykhailo Hrushevsky’s great synthesis of Ukrainian history is a work of lasting value in
historiography.? It is amazing that the work of a single scholar—and here, given my own area
of competence, I shall limit myself to an assessment of the first three volumes, which take the
account to the year 1340—is more relevant and better attuned to the current state of research
than the multivolume histories of the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic that squandered the
efforts of many historians and archaeologists. What was required of them, however, was not so
much the professional accomplishment of their tasks as the capacity to follow instructions.
These histories, written by many authors working at various levels of competence and deserving
of a nuanced assessment, were churned out to the rhythm of successive congresses and plenums
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union.*'

As an example, let us take the first volume (published in 1981) of the representative ten-
volume Russian-language history of the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic.”? The entire
‘scholarly apparatus’ consists of references to the classics of Marxism, Lenin, and Brezhnev,
together with Communist Party resolutions up to and including the year 1981, when the
thirteenth volume of the resolutions of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union was published.
There are no bibliographic notes, not even a general list at the end of the volume. References
to a limited number of authors prominently mentioned in the text are not accompanied by more
complete bibliographic information about the works discussed or noted in passing. The
periodization is adjusted to that of Russian history: breaking off the account in the mid-
thirteenth century deliberately removes Galician-Volhynian Rus' from the first volume in order
to blur the obvious continuity of Kyivan statehood despite the Mongol invasion. This continuity
is more apparent in the western lands of Rus' than in the northeast, in Vladimir-Suzdal Rus',
which was more severely burdened by the Tatar yoke and where, as early as the beginning of
the fourteenth century, there were indications of the rise of the Muscovite state.”® For the

19. The opposing historical arguments receive a scholarly assessment in the studies of K. F. Wemer, Vom
Frankenreich zur Entfaltung Deutschlands und Frankenreichs (Sigmaringen, 1984). See also his comments on the
Frankish and Gallic myths in Les Origines: Avant I’an mil, Histoire de France (Paris, 1984), pp. 19—46.

20.  An apt assessment of the historiosophic and historiographic foundations of Hrushevsky’s work was given by O.
Pritsak in Istoriosofiia ta istoriohrafiia Mykhaila Hrushevs'koho (Kyiv and Cambridge, Mass., 1991), pp. 5-59.

21.  Several multivolume histories of the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic were published in Russian and Ukrainian
during the last half-century. The only English version available is the encyclopedic work entitled Soviet Ukraine (Kyiv,
1969).

22.  Istoriia Ukrainskoi SSR v desiati tomakh, vol. 1: Pervobytnyi stroi i zarozhdenie klassovogo obshchestva:
Kievskaia Rus' (do vtoroi poloviny XIII veka) (Kyiv, 1981), 495 pp.

23.  J. L. 1. Fennell, The Crisis of Medieval Russia, 1200-1304 (London, 1983); idem, The Emergence of Moscow,
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Ukrainian lands, a more fundamental break occurred ca. 1340, when the fall of Galician-
Volhynian Rus' initiated the period of the Lithuanian-Rus' state and of Polish sovereignty.

It is instructive to compare the treatment of Kyiv’s origins in the History of Ukraine-Rus'
(1913) with that in the History of the Ukrainian SSR (1981). Hrushevsky, who had no access
to the rich archaeological evidence unearthed by subsequent excavations, nevertheless opted for
an early date for the founding of Kyiv (p. 302). As he searches for Kyiv’s origins as a political
or trading center, Hrushevsky explains his line of reasoning to the reader, whether he is
attempting to establish the existence of Kyiv by the ninth century or proposing the hypothesis
that it might have been functioning as a trade center under Khazar control as early as the second
half of the seventh (p. 302). Hrushevsky clearly notes that the latter hypothesis is based on the
shaky foundations of oral tradition. Modern archaeological research confirms the presence of
a few rural settlements on the hills of Kyiv, but associates the city’s functioning as an economic
and political center only with the last decades of the ninth century and with the tenth century.?
Certain resemblances between the settlement pattern of Kyiv and some Khazar towns allow one
to posit the influence of Khazar dominion on its development, as Hrushevsky assumed, but do
not confirm an early date for its founding. The History of the Ukrainian SSR, on the other hand,
dates the origins of Kyiv to the end of the fifth century (p. 326) and sends its founder, Kyi, to
Constantinople for negotiations with the Byzantine emperor. The author of the passage in
question—all too conscious, perhaps, of the ludicrousness of this fable—invokes the authority
of ‘scholars’ and of B. Rybakov. The latter is indeed the originator of the notion of the *1500th
anniversary of Kyiv,” created at the behest of the Central Committee of the Communist Party
of the Soviet Union in order to divert attention from the millennium of Christianity in Rus',
which was then approaching.”® The fabricated anniversary is not worthy of mention except to
point out the authorities’ utter contempt for their subjects and their thoroughly cynical
manipulation of historical facts. Abandonment of civic responsibility and obedience to those in
power were the price that many scholars, like many of their fellow citizens, paid in order to
survive in the Soviet system.

The list of examples of authorial unreliability could, unfortunately, be extended. Among the
most irritating is the thoroughly servile attitude to the writings of B. Rybakov, although it is
well known that this archaeologist, whose work invariably overflows with conjectures, rarely
takes account of the results of research or the exigencies of scholarly method. It is, at the very
least, an impropriety to identify him as the originator of the thesis, ‘best corresponding to the
standards of current scholarship’ (ibid., p. 257), of the original homeland of the Slavs between
the Dnipro and the Oder, for that idea has a long history and numerous proponents.” The

1304-1359 (London, 1968); H. Paszkiewicz, The Rise of Moscow’s Power (New York, 1984).

24. See V. Mezentsev, ‘The Emergence of the Podil and the Genesis of the City of Kiev: Problems of Dating,” HUS
10 (1986): 48-70. E. Miihle’s ‘Die Anfinge Kiews (bis zum 980) in archeologischer Sicht: Ein Forschungsbericht,’
Jahrbiicher fiir Geschichte Osteuropas 35 (1987): 86-101, includes an exhaustive bibliography on this subject. See also
J. Callmer, ‘The Archeology of Kiev to the End of the Earliest Urban Phase,” HUS 11 (1987): 323-64.

25. The intentions of the Soviet authorities in promoting this pseudo-commemoration were correctly divined by O.
Pritsak, even though the specifics were unknown to him, in his article, ‘Za kulisamy proholoshennia 1500-littia Kyieva,’
Suchasnist’, 1981, no. 9, pp. 46-54.

26.  Perhaps the first to formulate the hypothesis extending the ‘proto-homeland’ of the Slavs from the Dnipro to the
Oder was A. Pogodin (1901). The idea had many subsequent champions. In his History (vol. 1, 3d ed., pp. 69-77 of
the Ukrainian original; pp. 50-56 of this volume), Hrushevsky himself, in referring to the literature on this subject,
defined that homeland as extending from the Dnipro to the Carpathians and the Vistula. Later the linguist F. 1. Filin
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assertion is accompanied by a rehearsal (ibid., pp. 255-57) of Rybakov’s utterly fantastic
interpretation of the well-known description of Scythia by the Greek geographer and historian
Herodotus (fifth century B.C.). Rybakov treated Herodotus’s excursus as a brainteaser,
introducing the Proto-Slavs into the Greek historian’s account (he was not the first to do so) and
thus shifting their origins to the middle of the second millennium B.C., that is to say, two
thousand years before the first documented traces indicating the presence of the Slavs.”’ It does
not seem to have occurred to him that, over such a long period, the ethnic situation must have
changed many times. Giving free rein to his imagination, Rybakov traced Herodotus’s precise
Scythian itinerary on the map, although, while he was working on his book, another researcher
expressed well-founded doubt that Herodotus had ever visited the northern shores of the Black
Sea.”® Such fantasizing proved too much even for the normally submissive. A very cautious,
delicately worded criticism of the merits of Rybakov’s work was all that could be ventured at
the time,” and that in itself was an act of courage. Only after the collapse of the Soviet Union
did it become possible to publish the judicious conclusion that Rybakov had presented a
fantastic and wholly undocumented interpretation of Herodotus’s visit to Scythia.*® How
superior in quality, then, are Hrushevsky’s own observations on Herodotus’s Scythian passage!

It is not my intention to belittle the rich and painstaking contributions of archaeologists,
historians, and scholars from other disciplines to the study of the East Slavs during the Middle
Ages. Nevertheless, it must be admitted that the development of scholarly and auxiliary

did so as well (in Obrazovanie iazyka vostochnykh slavian [1962], pp. 147-51), but he extended it farther north, to the
Nemunas (Neman) River and the Valdai Hills, as did J. Werner, ‘Bemerkungen zum nordwestlichen Siedlungsgebiet
der Slawen im 4-6 Jahrhundent,” in Beitrige zur Ur- und Friihgeschichte, vol. 1 (Berlin, 1981), pp. 695-701. For
tendencies in research, see K. Jazdzewski, ‘Praojczyzna Stowian,” SSS, 4 (1970): 301-3; V. Sedov, Proiskhozhdenie
i ranniaia istoriia slavian (Moscow, 1979); and two collections of papers, Problemy étnogenezy slavian (Kyiv, 1978)
and Slaviane: Emogenez i éticheskaia istoriia (Leningrad, 1989); K. W. Struve, ‘Die Ethnogenese der Slaven aus der
Sicht der Vor- und Friihgeschichte,” in Ethno-genese europdischer Volker, ed. B. Kandel-Pélsson (Stuttgart and New
York, 1986), pp. 297-321. For a good survey of the current state of research, see C. Goehrke, Friihzeit des
Ostslaventums (Darmstadt, 1992), pp. 48-102.

27. B. Rybakov, Gerodotova Skifiia: Istoriko-geograficheskii analiz (Moscow, 1979), pp. 195-238, on the ‘Proto-
Slavs.” Rybakov discerns their presence in the middle of the second millennium B.C. and shifts the formation of the East
Slavic tribes to the Scythian period of the ninth to third centuries B.C. (Cf. his bold conjectures in Istoriia SSSR, 1981,
no. 1, pp. 55-75, and UIZh, 1981, no. 10, pp. 39-53.) Like S. P. Dunn, who reviewed another of Rybakov’s works
(Slavic Review 42 [1983]: 683-84), one can comment that this book, too, is ‘confusing and annoying.” Goehrke
(Friihzeit, p. 64) aptly notes that Rybakov ‘verges on the ludicrous’ at this point. For the sake of precision, it should
be noted that neither here nor in his other works does Rybakov claim to have originated the thesis of the proto-
homeland of the Slavs from the Dnipro to the Oder, although he gives it his own distinct coloration. Istoriia Ukrains'kot
SSR (1: 256-57) exhibits particularly odious sycophancy toward this favorite of Soviet power, its trusted servant and
plenipotentiary on the ‘historical front.” Much depended on him, but there were scholars who maintained their self-
respect and did not lose their positions (at the price of silence, to be sure). In the volume under discussion, Rybakov
is mentioned seventeen times, while there is no mention at all of Mykhailo Hrushevsky, who established the foundations
of Ukrainian historical scholarship. The heaping of inordinate praise on every successive publication by the ‘eminent
authority’ contributed to the loss of a healthy critical attitude on the part of this able researcher toward his own work.
Consequently, Rybakov began to fictionalize it with conjectures that departed increasingly from the principles of
scholarly method.

28. See A. O. Kimball Armayor, ‘Did Herodotus Ever Go to the Black Sea?,” Harvard Studies in Classical Philology
82 (1978): 45-62.

29.  A. A. Neikhardt, Skifskii rasskaz Gerodota v otechestvennoi istoriografii (Leningrad, 1982), pp. 96, 129-30, 139,
153-62, 227, 230.

30. A. Rusianova, ‘Do pytannia pro podorozh Herodota v Skifiiu,” Arkheolohiia (Kyiv), 1993, no. 4, pp. 14-23.
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institutions led to the hiring of unmotivated, poorly educated, and, in some instances, thoroughly
incompetent people. There is no need to name names: in the cases of those who have published,
their works stand as testimony. A special case was the preparation of collective works of various
types: synthetic overviews, compendia, and textbooks. Teams of authors, carefully overseen by
party ‘guardian angels,” were put together for such projects. It is no accident that collective
works of this kind contain the greatest number of irrelevancies, imprecise formulations, and
inaccuracies, not excluding outright falsifications.” Prejudice has not guided the choice of one
particular synthesis of Ukrainian history as the source of the several examples cited here, for
in fact this History of the Ukrainian SSR is one of the better works of its kind, containing well-
documented, objective explanations of particular questions. Still, a random glance at any such
work suffices to identify passages that show the genre at its worst. For all the prolific and
detailed research conducted during the Soviet period, no genuine, reliable synthesis of Ukrainian
history was produced.*

Hrushevsky’s work remains indispensable. If in certain details it presents a picture that is
not completely up-to-date, it is still generally accurate, clearly written and, most importantly,
reliable and solidly documented, a product of the most rigorous research methods applied by
a professional medievalist. The History of Ukraine-Rus' is not only the best available synthesis
as regards quality of exposition, but also the starting point for the verification and continuation
of research in Ukrainian history. Hrushevsky’s work should find its way onto the bookshelf of
every Ukrainian who wishes to obtain an undistorted version of the history of his homeland. It
must become an integral component of the research base and a cardinal point of comparison for
a new synthesis of Ukrainian history.”

I strongly commend Hrushevsky’s work to the international community, which is beginning
to take note of the new state with more than 50 million inhabitants on the map of Europe.
Hrushevsky’s History will be useful to those who wish to understand this country and its
people—a nation that has finally become sovereign in its own state, and upon whose will the
fortunes of that state depend.

31.  On p. 450 of the same first volume of the History of the Ukrainian SSR, the reader is told that the principal
church of the Kyivan Monastery of the Caves, originally built in the years 1073-89, was ‘destroyed by the German
fascist occupiers in 1941." Yet it is no secret that the mining and demolition of the church were the work of the Soviets.
Nor is this the only sanctuary whose destruction has been mendaciously attributed to the Nazis. Accusing the Nazis of
actions they did not commit serves to diminish their actual barbarism and criminality by calling the facts into question.
32. In his brief article ‘Zvidky pokhodyt' Rus'ka zemlia’ (‘Whence comes the Rus' land’—Nauka i suspil'stvo, 1985,
no. 6, pp. 32-33), Rybakov exhorts his readers to struggle against the falsifiers of their history, beginning with the
eleventh-century chronicler Nestor. Would it not be appropriate to start by debunking the falsifications of our own
times? It turned out to be fortunate that after 1934 it was forbidden in Soviet Ukraine to cite Hrushevsky and his works,
for this prevented them from being disfigured and made to conform to the resolutions and immediate needs of the party
of Lenin and Stalin. Since Lenin himself termed Hrushevsky ‘a bearer of anti-scientific bourgeois-nationalist theories,’
his works were not cited even in bibliographies. (Cf. the synthetic overview of Ukrainian history in Sovetskaia
istoricheskaia éntsiklopediia, vol. 14 [Moscow, 1973], pp. 721-77, esp. 774, where Hrushevsky receives a single
mention as the particular ‘bearer’ of these ‘anti-scientific’ ideas.)

33. The recently published work by P. Tolochko (and others), entitled Davnia istoriia Ukrainy, 2 vols. (Kyiv, 1995;
240 pp. and 224 pp.), bears the marked influence of Hrushevsky’s scholarly legacy.



Glossary

baba (kamiana baba)—an anthropomorphic
stone statue found in the steppe zone of
Europe and Asia

bohatyr—hero, epic hero

boiar—boyar, member of ruling stratum in
Old Rus'

chervinets'—gold coin; dinar

chervonyi—gold piece

dan'—tribute; donation; gift

desiatnia—a ten

desiats'kyi—head of a ten

druzhyna—retinue

dvir—court, residence

horod—fortified settlement or town; burg

horodok—a small horod

horodyshche—site of a fortified settlement;
a burg or fortified town

hryvnia—a monetary unit or a unit of
weight in Old Rus’

kurhan—>barrow

mohyla—tomb, burial mound, grave; barrow

namisnyk—Ilieutenant

pidruchnyk—subordinate

poliudie—expedition to collect circuit tribute

pomianyk—commemoration register

posadnyk—Ilieutenant

pravlinnia—government, administration

pryhorody—by-towns, dependent towns

rid—clan; kin; stock

sotnia—a hundred

sotnyi, sots'kyi—head of a hundred

stanytsia (Russian stanitsa)—Cossack settle-
ment

strategos (pl. strategoi)—military com-
mander

terem—stone tower, princely residence

tochky—platforms, earthen elevations

tysiacha—a thousand

tysiats'kyi—chiliarch; head of a thousand

tyvun—steward

ukhody—refuge; hunting or fishing grounds

viche—popular assembly

vira—wergild, bloodwite

voievoda—voivode, military commander

volost'—domain; district

zadruga—type of extended family among
the Slavs, especially the Serbs

zemlia—land, terra












Explanatory Note to Maps

to illustrate information given by ancient sources about the colonization of Ukrainian

territory. Generally speaking, the map presents two chronological strata—the
geography of Herodotus and the information given by Strabo and Ptolemy; in order to
distinguish between them, the ethnonyms in Herodotus are underlined. The locations of peoples
on the map are obviously approximate, especially in the case of the Scythian tribes of
Herodotus.

The second map, ‘East Slavic Colonization during the Formation of the Rus' State,” gives
the settlement of the East Slavic and neighboring tribes on the basis of the Primary Chronicle
and other sources of the ninth and tenth centuries, preceding the disturbances in the colonization
of the Black Sea region brought about by the Pecheneg movement. The shaded portion of the
map indicates the territory occupied, as may be surmised, by the Ukrainian-Rus' tribes (the
southern group of the East Slavic branch) during the period of their broadest diffusion,
preceding later losses of areas of settlement. In some instances, to be sure, this denotation is
only probable and hypothetical; the horizontal lines mark dubious locations and mixed border
regions or sparsely populated lands. The towns indicated are either those cited in the sources
or those that certainly existed in the tenth century.

Uncertain but probable places of settlement are followed by question marks.

QOj-‘.l:e first map, ‘Colonization of Eastern Europe before the Third Century A.D.,” serves
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Preface to the Third Edition

his book appears considerably revised in its new edition. It contains a great deal of
new material as compared with its predecessors, and some older sections have been
rewritten for this edition. On the formal side, material from the endnotes has been
transferred to footnotes. The maps have been omitted, since they now appear in the popular
edition.” More recent literature has been consulted, but references to less important earlier
works have been dropped in order to prevent the excessive expansion of the work. The larger
format has also generally accommodated the volume’s expansion, hence the number of pages
has increased rather insignificantly in relation to the augmentation of the contents.
The book has been in press for a long time, which accounts for a degree of inconsistency
in the use of more recent literature. The early chapters were printed in 1910, while in drafting
the later ones I was able to benefit from scholarly publications that appeared in 1911.

M. H.
August 1912

*  [The maps are included in this volume—Eds.]



Preface to the First Edition

e do not yet possess a scholarly history of the Ukrainian-Rus' people encompassing

the entire period of its historical existence. Thus my work, whatever its inad-

equacies, should prove useful. Its general outline is given in the introductory
chapter below, and the appearance of further volumes will depend on the circumstances
attending my work. I hope to produce at least the next several volumes in short order.

My original intention was to produce a more popular book accessible to the broadest circles
of our society. On further reflection, I changed my purpose: at the present state of development
of our historiography, it seemed to me far more important to produce a strictly scholarly course
that would afford an introduction to the discipline and acquaint the reader with the current state
of research on the problems of our history. That has been my purpose. At the same time,
without compromising the scholarly character of my work, I have sought to make it as
accessible as possible to a broader public. To that end, I have relegated all specialized material
to notes at the end of the volume, limiting the footnotes to strictly explanatory references. I have
also reserved the end of the volume for the detailed treatment of two problems—our earliest
chronicle and the Normanist theory of the origins of Rus'.

My Vyimky z zherel do istorii Ukrainy-Rusy (Excerpts from sources for the history of
Ukraine-Rus', 1895), which collects the major texts of foreign sources for this period, may serve
as an aid to the reading of the present volume. I would ask the reader to begin by correcting
the errors noted at the end of this volume, as some of them affect the text.

I am gratified that the appearance of this book coincides with the centennial of our national
rebirth. Let it be a greeting to that event. Our history presents us with a generally unhappy
image, more somber in some respects than other histories, but a society that believes in itself
must also have the courage to confront the unvarnished truth about its past in order to draw
strength, not discouragement, from it. ‘Ye shall know the truth, and the truth shall make you
free’—even after fifty years we may repeat this motto of the activists of our national
renaissance, adding only ‘liberty’ and ‘labor’ as the indispensable concomitants of knowledge
in our progress toward winning a better future for our people.

M. H.
The Hrushevsky estate
August 1898






Introductory Remarks

his work seeks to trace the historical development of the life of the Ukrainian people

or of those ethnopolitical groups that form what we think of today as the Ukrainian

people (narod), known also as the ‘Little Rus” (malorus'kyi), ‘South Rus” (pivdenno-
rus'kyi), simply ‘Rus” (rus'kyi),’ or ‘Ruthenian’ (rusyns'kyi) people. The diversity of
designations is of no particular significance, because the entity to which all these names refer
is unambiguous. The existence of more than one name is of interest only insofar as it reveals
the vicissitudes of fortune that characterize the history of the Ukrainian people. During the
period of this people’s political and cultural decline, its ancient historical names—Rus' [people
and country], Rusyn [person], rus'kyi [adjective]—were appropriated by the Russian people,”™
whose cultural and political life evolved out of the traditions of the Old Rus' state. Russian
political entities—the Grand Principality of Vladimir and, later, that of Moscow—considered
themselves the heirs and successors of this Old Rus' (Kyivan) state, primarily because of their
dynastic links with the ruling dynasty of Kyiv. As early as the fourteenth century, by which
time political predominance had passed to the Russians and Ukrainian political life was centered
in western Ukraine, in the Galician-Volhynian state, the name ‘Little Rus” (Mala Rus’) was
attached to that latter state. Thus, in a charter issued in 1335, Iurii-Bolestaw, the ruler of
Galicia-Volhynia, used the title ‘duke of all Little Rus"” (dux tocius Russie Mynoris).! In the
fourteenth century, more frequent use of this designation is found in charters issued by the
Byzantine Patriarchate, where the name (1) Miwkpax 'Pwoic) is employed to distinguish the
Galician-Volhynian eparchies from the northern, Muscovite lands.? It is possible that in using
the name ‘Little Rus” Iurii-Bolestaw was influenced by Byzantine ecclesiastical terminology.
The name later fell into disuse and reappeared only in the seventeenth century, after the
Ukrainians had been incorporated into the Muscovite state and the need arose to distinguish
them from the Muscovites. It was then that the terms ‘Little Russian’ (malorossiiskii) and ‘Little
Russia’ (Malorossiia) were adopted as official designations, remaining such in Russia to the
present day. The effect of this official terminology has been to supplant the earlier names of the
Ukrainian people and their territory in literary usage in Russia and in western Europe (thus we
now find kleinrussisch in German, petit-russe in French, etc.). Among the Ukrainians, however,
the name ‘Little Russia’ did not take hold; instead, the names ‘Ukraine’ (Ukraina) and
‘Ukrainian’ (ukrains'kyi) gradually came into widespread use. In the sixteenth century this

* [The adjectival form rus'kyi, often translated as ‘Russian,’ is rendered as ‘Rus"” throughout this text.—Eds.]

** [In Hrushevsky's original the adjective is velykorosiis'kyi (‘Great Russian’), a term he often uses as a synonym for rosiis'kyi
(‘Russian’). Here both these terms, as well as velykorus'kyi (often used as a synonym for velykorosiis'kyi), are translated as ‘Russian.’
The terms ‘Great Russian’ and ‘Great Russians’ appear only when there is a specific terminological reason to use them.—Eds.]

1. Facsimile published in the collection of materials and studies of the St. Petersburg Academy: Boleslav-lurii I,
table 9.

2. Thus in a charter issued by Emperor John Kantakouzenos in 1347: RIB, vol. 6, supp. 3; also in later charters.
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ancient term, which during the Old Rus' period had meant ‘borderland,”” was applied
exclusively to the middle Dnipro [Dnieper] region, which by the end of the fifteenth century had
become a very dangerous borderland indeed, subject to repeated attacks by the Tatars. The name
‘Ukraine’ assumed particular significance in the seventeenth century, when this region of eastern
Ukraine became the center and symbol of the Ukrainian revival, and, in harsh antithesis to the
sociopolitical and national order of the Polish state, concentrated in itself the aspirations,
dreams, and hopes of modern Ukraine. The name ‘Ukraine’ became indissolubly linked with
these aspirations and hopes, with this exuberant outburst of Ukrainian national life, which
became for later generations a luminous torch and inexhaustible source of national and
sociopolitical consciousness and of hope for the possibility of rebirth and growth. During the
literary renaissance of the nineteenth century, the name ‘Ukraine’ became a symbol of Ukrainian
national life. As awareness of the continuity and uninterruptedness of ethnonational Ukrainian
life grew, the Ukrainian name gradually came to encompass the entire history of the Ukrainian
people. In order to underscore the link between modern Ukrainian life and its ancient traditions,
the name was also employed (during the final quarter of the last century) in the compound
forms ‘Ukraine-Rus” and ‘Ukrainian-Rus” (ukrains'ko-rus'kyi [adjective, also translated as
‘Ukrainian-Ruthenian’]), wherein the old traditional name was combined with the new term
representing national rebirth and the national movement. Recently, however, the single
appellations ‘Ukraine’ and ‘Ukrainian’ are becoming increasingly common in Ukrainian and
other literatures, replacing other designations. In our study, we shall use both this new term and
the old designations ‘Rus'/Ruthenian’ (rus'kyi) and ‘Old Rus” (starorus'kyi), as well as the
compound adjective ‘Ukrainian-Rus',” as they apply to the period and concept under discussion,
even though all these names are identical and refer to the entity that we know today as the
Ukrainian people: its territory and history, both present and past, and those ethnopolitical
groups, organizations, and forms from which modern Ukrainian life has emerged. To denote the
whole complex of East Slavic groups that contemporary philologists usually call ‘Russian’
(russisch, russe), we shall use the name ‘East Slavic’ to avoid any confusion with the historical
meaning of the terms ‘Rus” and ‘Rus'/Ruthenian’ (rus'kyi) that remain in use in western
Ukraine—in Galicia, Bukovyna, and Hungarian Ukraine [Transcarpathia]—as designations for
the southern, namely, Ukrainian, group of the East Slavic branch. We shall call the northwestern
group ‘Belarusian’ and the northeastern group ‘Russian.’

The existence of such terminological confusion is in itself a reflection of the unpropitious
historical lot of the Ukrainian people. Unfavorable historical conditions have deprived the
Ukrainians of any significant role in modern cultural and political life, even though numerically
they are one of the largest peoples in Europe, inhabit a large and attractive territory in a compact
group, and, as eloquently evidenced by their history and spiritual attainments, possess notable
cultural attributes, an abundance of talents, and numerous achievements produced in the course
of their long historical life. Having destroyed the Ukrainian people’s political existence and
brought it to economic, cultural, and, thereby, national decline, adverse historical circumstances
have obscured the bright and glorious moments in the life of this people, bedimmed its
manifestations of vitality and its creative energy, and abandoned it for long centuries at the cross-
roads of political life as a defenseless and vulnerable prey to the avaricious appetites of its neigh-
bors, as an ethnic mass lacking a national physiognomy, lacking traditions, lacking even a name.

3. Hyp., pp. 439, 447, 490, 586.
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True, the decline of Ukrainian national life is now largely behind us. Each year we see
significant progress in this respect. National consciousness and social activism are reviving, and
traditions are being reborn. The perception of Ukrainian history as a single continuous and
uninterrupted whole that takes rise in the beginnings—or even before the beginnings—of
historical time and proceeds through all the vicissitudes of historical development until our own
time is becoming ever more deeply embedded in the national consciousness and ceasing to
appear strange and heretical even to foreigners, as it did a decade ago, when this work began
to appear in print.

In accordance with the traditions of Muscovite historiography, which were passed on to its
subsequent Russian counterpart, events in Ukrainian history were customarily treated as episodes
in the traditional scheme of eastern European or, as it was usually called, ‘Russian history.’
Thus, ‘Russian history’ began with the prehistory of eastern Europe (usually with the non-Slavic
colonization of this territory), proceeded through a survey of the Slavic settlement of this region
and a narration of the history of the Kyivan state, which in this scheme ended at the close of
the twelfth century, and moved on from there to the period of the Grand Principality of
Vladimir, the Grand Principality of Moscow, the history of the Muscovite state, and, finally, that
of the Russian Empire. Episodically, in order to clarify certain moments in the political
evolution of the Muscovite-Russian state, this historical scheme occasionally included as
incidental occurrences accounts of the state ruled by Danylo, the incorporation of Belarusian and
Ukrainian territories into the Grand Duchy of Lithuania and its union with Poland, the church
union with Rome, the Cossack uprisings, and the wars of Khmelnytsky. Consequently, the initial
stages of the historical life of the Ukrainian people were submerged in this version of ‘Russian
history,” the middle period (fourteenth to sixteenth centuries) was buried in the history of the
Grand Duchy of Lithuania and the history of Poland, while that which was usually regarded as
Ukrainian history was reduced to the period of the ‘split with Poland’ and ‘union with
Russia’—that is, to the history of the Ukrainian Cossack state, which terminated irrevocably
with the end of the Hetmanate or continued ad libitum as the history of the Ukrainian revival.
The first attempts to link into an organic whole the earlier periods of the historical development
of the Ukrainian people with what were generally recognized as ‘Ukrainian times’ were met
with distrust or even indignation as a ridiculous whim, as a display of hidden bias, as the
influence of politics on scholarship, or as a manifestation of Ukrainian separatism. But I daresay
that less than a decade from now, the concept of Ukrainian history as an organic whole ranging
from the beginnings of the historical life of the Rus' tribes to our own times will appear just as
normal to everyone as the interpolation of Ukrainian episodes into the traditional scheme of the
history of the ‘Russian state’* seemed ten years ago (and still seems, to people who have not
had the opportunity to ponder the matter).

As Ukrainian national life continues to evolve and grow, disputes about the national
distinctiveness of the Ukrainian people—once so passionate and vociferous—are becoming less
vehement and arouse much less attention. Although the question of a separate Ukrainian history
was an integral part of this dispute, the battle was waged primarily on philological grounds, and
the most controversial and critical issue always centered on whether Ukrainian is a separate
language or merely a dialect of a ‘Russian’ language ( ‘russkii’ iazyk), the second ‘dialect’ of
which is ‘Great Russian’ along with the Belarusian ‘subdialect.” A number of highly noted and

4. On this subject, see my article ‘Zvychaina skhema “russkoi” istorii.’
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impartial philologists have recognized Ukrainian as a separate language, although even now
there is no shortage of philologists who maintain that it is only a dialect. The Ukrainians’
linguistic proximity to their neighbors, the Russians and the Poles, has often served as grounds
for denying the existence of the Ukrainians as a separate people and their right to independent
cultural and political development. Such opinions were once quite common in Polish and
Russian circles, and there are those in these circles who still cling to this view. That camp has
always portrayed the Ukrainian people as no more than a provincial branch of the Polish or
Russian nationality and has chosen to regard it as merely an ethnic mass meant to serve as
building material for the Polish or Russian nation. Of course, such views are rooted in purely
political considerations. They are motivated by the national egoism of peoples who, having
gained control over certain parts of the Ukrainian territory, want to keep the Ukrainian people
in a subservient role forever. These political goals are frequently masked under the guise of
scholarship, mainly under that of linguistics, especially in Russia, where the question of the
Ukrainian language remains a touchy issue. The representatives of such views insist that the
Ukrainian language is merely a dialect of Russian and should not develop as a literary and
cultural language. Instead, Ukrainians should retain the ‘common-Russian’ (obshcherusskii), that
is, Russian, literary language. Here, however, we see an obvious substitution of concepts,
inasmuch as the Russian language, both spoken and literary, is not a ‘common Russian’
language, but, like Ukrainian, only a ‘dialect’ of that ideal ‘Russian,” or East Slavic, language
that in reality does not exist and has never existed.” Furthermore, the terms ‘language’ and
‘dialect’ are wholly conventional; they merely represent a certain gradation in linguistic
differentiation, the relationship of genus to species. In absolute terms, however, it is scarcely
possible to put forward the precise criteria that a language must meet to qualify as such. For
this reason, Ukrainian, too, is defined by some as a language and by others as a dialect.® Yet
the cultural significance of a language does not depend on linguistic definitions, but rather on
the consequences of historical circumstances and on the vital cultural forces of the people
speaking that language. There can be no doubt that the past decade’s attainments in Ukrainian
national life have done a great deal more than any number of scholarly arguments to produce
a shift in favor of viewing Ukrainians as possessing cultural and national equality, and that the
trend will continue as further gains are made.

Whether one regards Ukrainian as a language or as a ‘dialect,” one must accept the fact that
the various Ukrainian dialects constitute a certain linguistic whole. Though Ukraine’s borderland
dialects are admittedly close to such adjacent Slavic languages as Slovak, Belarusian, Russian,
and Polish, the dialects that comprise the dominant and most characteristic body of the
Ukrainian language differ markedly in very essential ways from the neighboring and most
closely related Slavic languages in a whole series of phonetic, morphological, and syntactical
features. Similarly, the Ukrainian population differs from its closest neighbors both in
anthropological characteristics—i.e., in body build—and in psychophysical features: in

5. This was explained clearly in a memorandum of the St. Petersburg Academy issued in connection with the debate
on abolishing the ban on the Ukrainian language: Imperatorskaia Akademiia nauk, Ob otmene stesnenii malorusskogo
pechatnogo slova, 1905, and the new edition of 1910. (The Ukrainian edition is entitled Peterburs'ka akademiia nauk
u spravi znesennia zaboron ukrains'koho slova.)

6. Some sense of this philological controversy can be derived from the battle over the Ukrainian language occasioned
by the ban on reading papers in Ukrainian at the Kyiv Archaeological Congress of 1899—e.g., the article by
Mikhal'chuk, ‘Chto takoe malorusskaia (iuzhno-russkaia) rech'?,” which also includes additional literature on the subject,
as well as the same author’s recently published Otkrytoe pis'mo k A. N. Pypinu.
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individual temperament, family and social relationships, way of life, and in material and spiritual
culture. These psychophysical and cultural characteristics, some of which emerged earlier than
others, are all the result of a lengthy process of evolution and quite clearly unify the individual
groups of the Ukrainian people into a distinct national entity that differs from other such
national entities and possesses an unmistakable and vital national personality—that is, comprises
a separate people with a long history of development.

The present status of the Ukrainian people is as follows. As a compact mass (that is, discounting
Ukrainian enclaves within alien, non-Ukrainian populations), this people inhabits a territory that
extends approximately between 45° and 53° north latitude and 21°60" and 44°60 east longitude”
in a wide belt along the north shore of the Black Sea. In the west, the Ukrainian territory forms
a sharp wedge that penetrates deep into the Carpathian mountain system, reaching almost as far
as the Dunajec River, a right-bank tributary of the Vistula [Wista] River. This territory’s
northern boundary lies more or less along the Prypiat [Pripet] River, but juts out northward
beyond this line in two regions separated by a Belarusian wedge—along the Buh [Zakhidnyi
Buh, Western Bug] River and between the Sozh and Desna Rivers. The lands populated by
Ukrainians in the east encompass the entire basin of the Donets River, with the exception of the
region along the river’s lower course, and reach well into the middle Don basin. Bounded by
the Black Sea in the south, Ukrainian ethnic territory in the southeast extends a considerable
distance into the Caucasus, taking in large portions of the Kuban, Kuma, and Manych River
basins and projecting in places into the mountain regions of the Caucasus and into the Caspian
steppes. The area around the lower course of the Don is populated mainly by Russians, and that
of the lower Danube by Romanians (Volokhy), while the Crimea remains unclaimed from the
standpoint of ethnic composition.” The total Ukrainian territory currently measures approximate-
ly 850,000 square kilometers, or 15,000 square miles™ (discounting ethnic enclaves), and has
a total population of more than 40 million.

Politically this territory is partitioned among three states: Russia, Austria, and Hungary.

Within Russia are the Kharkiv, Poltava, Katerynoslav, Kherson, Kyiv, Volhynia, and Podilia
gubernias, as well as portions of the Chernihiv, Kursk, Voronezh, Don, Kuban, Tavriia,
Bessarabia, Lublin, Hrodna, Siedlce, and Minsk gubernias.

Within Austria are eastern Galicia, the foothill belt of western Galicia, and the northern part
of Bukovyna.

In Hungary are variously sized parts of the Szépes [Spis, Spish], Saros [Sari§, Sharysh],
Zemplén [Zemplin, Zemplyn], Uzh [UZ, Ung], Berehovo [Bereg], Maramaros [Maramures,
Maramorosh], and Ugocsa [Uhocha] komitats.

On these territories the Ukrainian population lives in a compact mass without any significant
foreign enclaves in its midst. In the western regions, the ethnically alien admixture of Poles,

* [In the Ukrainian original Hrushevsky gives the longitudes as 39° and 62°, according to the Ferro meridian. The figures given
above are calculated according to the Greenwich meridian.—Eds.}
7. See Velychko, Narodnopysna karta ukrains'ko-rus'koho narodu; Koshovyi, ‘Natsional'no-terytoriial'ni mezhi

Ukrainy’; Rudnyts'kyi, Korotka geografiia Ukrainy. Ethnic boundaries will be discussed in greater detail below.
**  [The reference is to Austrian miles. Up to 1875, one square mile equaled 57.546 square kilometers in Lower Austrian
miles.—Eds.)
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Jews, and Hungarians does not exceed 30 percent, although here, too, we find areas with a
homogeneous Ukrainian population, as, for instance, in the mountainous regions of Galicia and
Hungarian Ruthenia, where even official statistics estimate that Ukrainians constitute up to 90
percent of the total population. The Ukrainian population of the Black Sea region and the
eastern borderlands, which were colonized jointly by Ukrainians, Russians, and other
nationalities, is quite mixed, but here official figures also show the existence of enclaves in
which Ukrainians make up from 80 to 90 percent of the inhabitants. The Ukrainian population
is especially homogeneous in the country’s central regions, where it comprises between 80 and
98 percent even according to the government census. The total number of Ukrainians on the
territory described is now estimated at approximately 33 million (it is impossible to determine
the exact figure, inasmuch as official census counts always enumerate Ukrainians more or less
to their disadvantage).?

The historical life of the Ukrainian people begins with their settlement of the territory now
inhabited by Ukrainians. As the East Slavic tribes—the ancestors of the Ukrainian people—were
colonizing this territory, the southeastern, or Ukrainian, group began separating from its close
relatives. The physical features of this territory and the cultural influences to which it exposed
its inhabitants led these tribes to form into a separate ethnic and cultural entity that we know
today as the Ukrainian people.

From the linguistic point of view, the Ukrainians are considered to be part of the East
Slavic branch of the Indo-European language family. But that linguistic commonality
represents only one aspect of this people’s ethnic physiognomy. Linguistic commonality
covers a rather variegated conglomerate, which over the course of millennia, under various
influences—most of which remain unknown to us—developed into the ethnic group from
which the Ukrainian people ultimately emerged. The physical type is mixed, like that of any
other European nation, and indicates or, more precisely, hints at a lengthy process of
mestization, the mixing of different races, which resulted in the modern ethnic type. Even
now we can clearly distinguish two distinct physical types among Ukrainians—dark and fair.
Although the short-headed (brachycephalic) type now predominates, ancient archaeological
finds from the first centuries following settlement reveal, as we shall see later, the clearly
distinguishable presence of the long-headed (dolichocephalic) type along with the short-
headed. Even at the time of its settlement, the Ukrainian ethnic group was already the product
of a lengthy process of the mixing of peoples and races. A common culture, and, above all,
a common language, linking the descendants of various groups and tribes to the Indo-
European family, had already united them to some degree and formed them into a single
ethnic type in their Indo-European or Proto-Slavic homeland. Further separation on a new
territory and the shared experience of various geographical, political, and cultural influences,
phenomena, and events advanced the process of unifying the various generations and
individual tribes into a homogeneous ethnic mass. A shared way of life and a common

8. The 1897 census in Russia gave the population of the Ukrainian ethnic territory as 21,400,000, but this figure
was substantially lower than the actual one; today Ukrainians on this territory number around 28 million.

In Galicia, the government census of 1900 counted about 3,075,000 Ruthenians (Rusyny); in reality, they now
number 3.5 million. In Bukovyna, this same census reported close to 298,000 Ukrainians.

In Hungary, official statistics show some 429,000 Ruthenians, whereas there are nearly 500,000.

See: laroshevich, ‘Malorossy po perepisi 1897 g.”; Okhrymovych, Z polia natsional'noi statystyky; Tomashivs'kyi,
‘Uhors’ki Rusyny.’ Statistical surveys of the Ukrainian territory by Rusov, Okhrymovych, and Tomashivs'kyi are
expected to appear soon in Ukrainskii narod.
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cultural and historical environment gradually eradicated ancient ethnic differences and
replaced the old anthropological and ethnic heterogeneity with a national homogeneity.

The two major creative forces in the life of every people, nationality and territory, combined
at the threshold of the historical life of the Ukrainian people to produce the original foundation
for their further growth and development. Even in the later stages of a people’s life, and
especially so in the initial phases of national formation, both these elements—territory as much
as nationality—act as vital shaping forces. It is not only a territory’s physical features, but also
the political and cultural influences acting upon it, relations with neighbors, and the cultural
contributions of the land’s previous inhabitants and those still remaining who are absorbed by
the new colonizers that function as the very important means by which a territory affects the
subsequent history of a people.

Let us begin by recalling the principal physical features of the Ukrainian territory. Its orographic
skeleton is made up of the Carpathian Mountains and a series of uplands that extend from the
Carpathians along the Black Sea to the Caspian Lowland. In the west, this territory is cut by
the Carpathian bow, which is narrow and relatively passable in its middle portion but developed
into whole systems of mountain ranges and uplands at its western and southern extremes. South
of the central section of the Carpathian bow and directly adjoining it lies the Tisza [Tysa]-
Danube Lowland. In the north, the Galician-Volhynian Upland leads into the Prypiat-Desna
Lowland. East of the Carpathians stretches the Podilian Upland, a plateau so dissected by
ravines that it resembles mountainous terrain in places. This upland slopes downward as a
granite ridge in a southeasterly direction toward the Dnipro River. Along the way it bisects the
channels of the Dnister [Dniester] and Dnipro Rivers with rapids. East of the Dnipro, this ridge
rises once again as the Donets Upland and meets the southern spur of the East European
Upland. It then disappears beyond the Don River into the Caspian Lowland.

To the south of this belt of uplands, along the coast of the Black Sea and ranging eastward
(beyond the Dnipro) to encompass the southern elevation, stretch grassy steppes—a high plateau
crisscrossed by ravines and river valleys (balky) and covered by a thick layer of humus
(chernozem). This steppe zone is a direct continuation of the Central Asian steppes, which
become gradually less wild as they extend westward. The Central Asian steppe enters Europe
from Asia in a wedge that stretches from the northeast to the southwest, encompassing the
central and lower Don regions and the lower Dnipro and Dnister regions. This belt is joined to
Asia both topographically and by climate and is subject to easterly winds. The lands of the
central Dnipro and Dnister regions, on the other hand, fall into the western climatic zone.

The northern portions of the Ukrainian territory lie in a forest zone with sandy soils that are
low in productivity. For the most part, even today the forest line borders on the sandy zone. The
forest zone stretches from the northeast to the southwest, across the Desna River basin, the
basins of the Irpin and Teteriv Rivers, the middle courses of the Horyn and Sluch Rivers, the
Buh basin, and the marshy Prypiat Lowland. Despite centuries of deforestation, vast portions
of this area are still covered by forests. Poorly suited to agriculture, this region has long been
the site of various forest-related industries.

Between the forest and steppe zones lies a transitional zone called the forest-steppe—a
region with a rolling topography, dissected by rivers and streams, with fertile soils and abundant
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forests and water. It is bisected through the middle by the wide Dnipro valley.” From the right
bank of the Dnipro™ rise the slopes of the western upland, while its left bank forms the slopes
of the central plateau that extends to the region between the Desna and Don Rivers.

The main change wrought on this land by centuries of human habitation has been the
shrinkage of forests. This has been accompanied by a decrease in the moisture content of the
soil and the diminution of rivers—primarily as a result of the natural phenomenon of the soil
continuing to dry, but accelerated by such manifestations of human ‘culture’ as the intense
clearing of forests. Over the last hundred years, since the last general land survey in Russia
(1774-78), forest acreage in some central forested gubernias of Russia has decreased 20 to 30
percent. A similar decrease must also have occurred in the Ukrainian forest zone. Proportionally
even more forests have disappeared in the transitional zone between the forest and steppe zones
since the beginning of human settlement of this region. Historical records from only three or
four centuries ago make mention of large forested areas here that no longer exist. This decrease
of forests contributed to the drying of the soil and shrinkage of bodies of water. The remains
of large. boats or ships in various smaller Ukrainian rivers, which are no longer navigable,
indicate that these rivers were once much more abundant in water. Some rivers, like the historic
Lybid in Kyiv, have decreased within historical memory. There has been considerable debate
on whether the steppe zone has always been steppe or whether human habitation led to its
deforestation. Research has shown, however, that this region bears no trace of large forests but
rather of individual forest islands, and that the steppe chernozem formed from grasslands.

The Galician-Volhynian Upland plays an important role in the distribution of the water
resources of the Ukrainian territory: this upland and its extensions separate the basins of the
Dnipro and the Buh from the basins of the Dnister and the Danube (the Prut and the Seret). In
antiquity just as today, the Dnister River, with its countless turns and poorly developed system
of tributaries, did not play an important role as a communications route, especially in its upper
reaches, where its left-bank tributaries lie very near to the systems of the Sian, Buh, Prypiat,
and Boh [Pivdennyi Buh, Southern Bug] Rivers. Yet its right-bank tributaries were important
colonizing routes in the Carpathian mountain zone and served as a direct link between the
Dnister region and the regions along the Tisza and Danube Rivers. There is a huge water system
on the other, northeastern, side of the Galician-Volhynian Upland. The principal artery here is
the Dnipro, which collects the waters from the large expanse between the Galician-Volhynian
Upland and the central East European Upland and has served as the most important trade route
in this region since ancient times. The most important tributaries of the Dnipro—the Prypiat and
the Desna—together with a number of lesser tributaries of their own and those of the Dnipro
(we must remember that in antiquity many more of these rivers were navigable) intersect this
territory with a dense network of waterways and link it with neighboring river systems. The
system of the upper Dnipro is closely linked with the systems of the upper Volga, the Daugava
[Dzvina, Western Dvina], and the northern lakes. The Prypiat system is linked with the system
of the Nemunas [Neman, Nieman] and the Buh and Vistula; the Desna system with that of the
Oka, the middle Volga region, and the upper portion of the Don region. The Seim region and
the middle tributaries of the Dnipro—the Vorskla and Samara Rivers—are closely connected
with the Donets system. Consequently, we have a vast network of water routes, the main arteries

* [The original has ‘Dnister,’ a typographical error.—Eds.]
**  [The original has ‘Dnister,’ a typographical error.—Eds.]
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of which come together in the middle Dnipro region and its natural center, ancient Kyiv, which
arose here at the dawn of human habitation on the Dnipro hills, attracting trade caravans from
all the principal Dnipro tributaries.

As we shall see, there is every reason to regard the middle Dnipro region as the ancestral
homeland of the Ukrainian people. At the time of the great Slavic migration, the East Slavic
tribes, which made up our people, occupied almost the entire ethnic territory that Ukrainians
now inhabit. True, this first colonization did not immediately become permanently established
on the territory it settled. Large portions of Ukraine were colonized a second, a third, and
a fourth time, but each time they were colonized by the same ethnic group or one in which
that population clearly predominated. To be sure, one theory holds that the eastern portion
of the Ukrainian territory was colonized by the Russian group, which later left, and its place
was taken by Ukrainian colonizers from Volhynia and Galicia. These conjectures will be
discussed later in this volume; for the time being, I shall merely point out that this theory is
not based on any concrete evidence and in many respects contradicts known facts. From the
outset of the Slavic dispersion, the history of the territory of present-day Ukraine is the
history of the Ukrainian people. The Ukrainian colonization suffered losses primarily in the
west—along its frontiers with the Poles, Slovaks, Hungarians, and Romanians, to the
advantage of them all. At one time, the territory populated by Ukrainians in this region was
not limited to a narrow mountain belt. In the north and-in the south, territories with a mixed
population stretched far beyond the mountains, very possibly extending into the Transylvanian
Upland and the Danubian lands (on the left bank of the Danube). But over the centuries, the
Ukrainian population migrated from west to east, weakening its western borders and allowing
its western neighbors to expand at its expense. On the other hand, it made certain gains in
the east. This is certainly true in the case of the Caucasian coast and the Crimea (colonized
most recently).

The perturbations of colonization were closely linked with the physical features of the
territory, which in this and in other respects exerted a major influence on the economic, cultural,
and political history of the Ukrainian people and even on this people’s ethnic evolution. I shall
discuss only the principal issues here.

The Carpathian mountain zone in the west and the forest zone in the north, with its
impenetrable forests and marshlands, were both poorly suited to human habitation and to the
development of lively contacts. They were thus the most conservative parts of the Ukrainian
territory and the lands in which the greatest number of remnants of the past have been
preserved. These regions never played a significant role in political and cultural life, but were
important in that they provided the haven to which the inhabitants of less well-defended areas
retreated in times of danger.

The steppe zone in the south served as a wide route from Asia to Europe, along which
various nomadic hordes roved endlessly in their voluntary and involuntary march from east to
west. The sedentary Slavic population ruled the steppe only intermittently and was unable to
retain full control over it until quite recently (eighteenth to nineteenth centuries). Consequently,
the steppe did not play as important a role in the country’s cultural development during this
time as it had earlier or as it could play today owing to its geographic location—as a territory
bordering on a sea and as a convenient land bridge from southwestern Asia to southern and
western Europe. Instead, the steppe became a dangerous and menacing neighbor to adjacent
regions, and the transitional forest-steppe lands also often remained uninhabited because of their
hazardous proximity to the steppe.
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Owing to their accessibility and to their various economic features, the territories lying
between the steppe and the ‘forest lands’—that is, Galicia, southern Volhynia, the middle
Dnipro region, and the Don region—were designed by nature itself to play a key role in the
cultural and social evolution of the Ukrainian people. But as they stretch eastward, closer to
Asia, the boundaries of the threatening steppe and forest-steppe regions extend farther north.
Consequently, these splendid territories were also too unsafe for the sedentary population. The
colonization of the Don basin was no more stable than that of the steppes along the Black Sea.
Life in the middle Dnipro lands was dangerous, and the region periodically experienced severe
colonizational upheavals and catastrophes. Its principal cultural centers stood near the forest
zone, and it was here, along the boundary between the safety of the forests and the bountiful
lands of the forest-steppe, that Ukrainian cultural and political life was strongest and most
stable. Kyiv itself is located in the forest zone, on its southern edge, but this foremost citadel
of Ukrainian cultural life was also overrun and sometimes inundated by waves from the steppes.

The more westerly territories of Galicia and Volhynia were safer, because they were farther
removed from Asia and from the steppe and were located between the forests and the
mountains. Thus the cultural and sociopolitical traditions of Ukrainian life could be maintained
without interruption in this part of the country. Yet the conditions in which these traditions
could develop on a grand scale were lacking in this region. Whenever the Dnipro lands fell
under the pressure of adverse circumstances, Volhynia and Galicia salvaged and sustained
Ukrainian life until the advent of better times. However, only in the Dnipro region, the natural
center of the Ukrainian territory, did this life truly flourish and explode with brilliance.

The repeated devastation by nomadic invaders of the greater part of the Ukrainian
territory—the very territory that is most generously endowed by nature—had a major impact
on Ukrainian colonization as a whole. It caused great movements of Ukrainian population,
which were induced and intensified by other specific social and political conditions as well.
Whenever the southeastern steppe zone of the Ukrainian territory was overrun by Asian hordes
and the sedentary population inhabiting the adjacent forest-steppe became the target of the
nomads’ ruinous raids, that population moved to regions farther north and northwest, which
were better protected by forests, mountains, and marshlands. However, as soon as pressure from
Turkic groups eased or passed, the descendants of those who had fled and masses of others
from the northern and northwestern lands moved into the empty and dangerous but bountiful
southern regions, reclaimed them for settlement, and life flourished here anew. History has
recorded several such major population outflows and inflows of different magnitudes from the
steppe and forest-steppe: the exodus of Ukrainian inhabitants under pressure from the Pechenegs
[Patzinaks] in the tenth century followed by a reverse movement into the steppes in the middle
of the eleventh century, when the Pecheneg horde had grown weak; another mass withdrawal
under the onslaught of the Cumans [Polovtsians] at the end of the eleventh century, succeeded
by another influx into the steppe zone in the twelfth century after the power and savagery of
the Cumans had declined; the Tatar storm in the thirteenth century, which brought terrible
destruction to the entire Dnipro region, followed by the successful resettlement of these lands
during the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, when the Tatar horde, fraught by internal strife and
disintegrating, had lost its strength; the devastation waged from the Crimea at the end of the
fifteenth and during the first half of the sixteenth centuries, which transformed the entire
Ukrainian forest-steppe region into a wasteland, and the new colonization movement into the
ravaged lands at the end of the sixteenth and during the seventeenth century, enabled by the
emergence of Ukrainian military power (the Cossacks).
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In the second half of the sixteenth century, pressure from the Turkic hordes began to
weaken, but social, political, and national factors caused powerful new upheavals among the
Ukrainian population. The rise of manorial estates and the deterioration of peasant living
conditions produced a mass movement of peasants from the northern and western parts of
Ukraine into its eastern and southern regions during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, a
process repeated in the eighteenth and even in the nineteenth centuries, when fleeing Ukrainian
peasants populated vast areas along the Black Sea (Novorossiia), Bessarabia, and the Caucasus.
Ukrainian social and national movements and the wars fought by Ukraine and those fought over
Ukraine provoked mass migrations of Ukrainians eastward, where they colonized lands in the
Dnipro and Don watershed and the Donets basin (seventeenth century). In the second half of
the seventeenth century, these movements and wars brought about the abandonment of large
areas on the right bank of the Dnipro and in the Boh basin, which were not resettled until the
eighteenth century. The destruction of the Zaporozhian Sich led to the colonization by
Ukrainians of the Black Sea coast of the Caucasus, and so forth.

All these upheavals, all these waves and fluctuations of colonization, made a tremendous
impact upon the Ukrainian ethnos, leaving a deep imprint on the physiognomy of the Ukrainian
people. Over the course of centuries, this series of disturbances steadily intermingled the
Ukrainian population, refashioning it into a more homogeneous body. This is best reflected in
the language: ancient archaic dialects have survived only in the borderland regions, which were
least affected by the waves of colonization. We encounter such archaisms in the western,
mountain, and northern regions, i.e., in the forest zone. While all other Ukrainian dialects
exhibit later influences and differ very little among themselves, the old dialects of the
borderlands differ significantly both from those of the central regions and among themselves.
About four-fifths of the Ukrainian people now speak the newer dialects, which shape the
distinctive character of the language and form the basis of standard Ukrainian. They are the
result of the mixing of the Ukrainian population, a process that few other nations have
experienced on as large a scale.

The same processes that affected the language also affected the anthropological features,
material culture, and spiritual attainments of the Ukrainian people. Various features were
mingled, crossed, and modified by one another and in their altered form were diffused
throughout the extensive territory colonized by Ukrainians. This, of course, did not produce
complete uniformity, but it did result in great similarities, which even now characterize the
Ukrainian ethnic type on the greater part of Ukrainian territory. Such ethnic similarity across
such a large stretch of territory and within so sizable a population is also quite rare. The mass
movements produced a result that otherwise could not have been attained in the absence of a
uniform political organization and given the weakness of internal relations and the geographic
isolation of substantial portions of the ethnic territory. These movements undoubtedly
contributed to the retention by the Ukrainian population of a sense of ethnic unity, of oneness,
and a sense of national awareness in general, despite all the unfavorable conditions in which this
people evolved.

In this we see the positive side of the upheavals to which the Ukrainian people were exposed
as a result of their geographic location. In general, however, the upheavals caused great harm
to the Ukrainian people, even though in their struggle to master the steppe they were destined
to play the honorable role of defenders of European civilization against the Asian hordes.

The terrible devastation wrought by the Asian nomads resulted in great losses of life and
property. Only when the inhabitants were brought to total ruin and the edge of despair did they
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leave their settlements and flee to the impoverished and inhospitable forest or mountain regions,
become servants and hirelings on the estates of others, or attempt to find a place among them
and start a new life. Such changes carried with them enormous expenditures of energy and
material losses. Later, when the colonization processes were reversed, the economic means and
strength of the people were strained and dissipated in economic extension; huge amounts of
energy and wealth had to be invested to reclaim regions that had gone wild in order to return
them to their former level of culture. Vast numbers of human lives were lost in these upheavals.
For centuries, a large proportion of the population was unable to rise above the primitive
concerns involved in the struggle for survival and in creating the most rudimentary foundations
of economic life. The nation as a whole was unable to accumulate the strength and wealth
needed to support higher cultural needs.

The centuries-long struggle with the steppe sapped the energies of the people, its upper
strata, and its rulers. The upheavals in colonization and in the economy prevented both social
and political relations from maturing. Facing a dangerous enemy along their entire southeastern
frontier, Ukrainian political organizations were unable to hold their own when stronger political
entities formed in their rear, along their northwestern or northern border. They therefore fell
prey to these better defended and better situated neighbors. The ensuing political decline brought
with it the ultimate division and appropriation by foreign social strata of all national resources.
In the end, the higher and more educated strata and the cultural attainments they had
accumulated, along with capital and real estate, the country’s natural resources and advanced
economic institutions, all passed into the hands of foreign masters and rulers of the land, while
only the popular masses, enslaved, deprived of all economic and cultural resources and of all
political and civil rights, remained Ukrainian. There followed centuries of total stagnation and
decline of Ukrainian national life. Ultimately, the popular masses responded with a mass
reaction, with civil wars against this regime of oppression and exploitation. For several centuries
more, these wars sapped all the strength and vigor of the people. But despite the enormous
energy, heroism, and creative organizational ability that were invested in this struggle, no lasting
improvements in the life of the people were achieved. And the enfeebled popular masses fell
into apathy and gave up the struggle for a long period of time.

The open and bountiful territory with which the Ukrainian people have been blessed, this
land of milk and honey that is the envy of their neighbors, this ‘quiet paradise’ of Ukrainian
natural surroundings eulogized by poets, has not brought Ukraine good fortune. The geographic
features of the land and resultant relations with neighboring peoples have loomed fatefully over
the destiny of the Ukrainian people and disastrously affected their cultural and national life. The
geographic location of the Ukrainian territory is much to blame for the historical legacy—so
rich in sacred, noble, at times even magnificent aspirations, yet so somber in its real
content—that a millennium of history has passed on to the present generation.

Such unfavorable conditions permitted the Ukrainian people to attain an independent political
existence and to live a full national life only intermittently, and even then not on the whole of
Ukrainian territory but only on parts of it.

The Ukrainian people enjoyed an advanced, powerful, and intensive political life during the
first centuries of their historical existence. The political organization they established served as
a creative nucleus for all of eastern Europe, laying the foundations and building the political,
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social, and cultural life of this region for many centuries. The foundations laid by the Kyivan
state remain at the core of life in eastern Europe to this day. Because of its profound and far-
reaching impact, the process by which this political state organism was created and developed
is of significant historical interest and deserves closer analysis. However, this state organism
deteriorated rapidly and its political significance declined. Subsequently, it was the social and
cultural processes that developed on the political basis of that organism, by virtue of the impulse
that it had once provided, that carried weight and were of interest. In time, these processes lost
their national character and assumed an increasingly local aspect. State life continued with
relative intensity only in western Ukraine, in the Galician-Volhynian state. Thereafter, from the
middle of the fourteenth century onward, the Ukrainian people became part of other states, at
times constituting a passive subject of foreign rule and of foreign law formed on foreign
foundations, at other times offering a greater or lesser degree of resistance to that foreign rule
and foreign law. Even during the period of Ukraine’s independent political life, when political
power usually resided in the hands of a ruling minority, which often governed the people against
their will, neither the higher nor the lower strata of Ukrainian society exercised any influence
on political life. The political circumstances of these times therefore interest us only to the
degree that they directly affected the national, economic, and cultural status of the Ukrainian
population. The socioeconomic and cultural history of the Ukrainian people of these times was
this people’s only history. A political movement and later armed struggle—a series of uprisings
of the Ukrainian people under the leadership of Cossack leaders in the first half of the
seventeenth century—enabled a portion of Ukraine to throw off foreign rule and to attain
statehood, though not full sovereignty, for a hundred years. Nonetheless, even that period of
political revival was dominated by social and cultural processes, and once the period ended,
these processes again became the only Ukrainian history.

Thus, social and cultural processes constitute the leitmotif that leads us through all the
fluctuations of political life, through all the stages of its rise and decline, and unifies into a
single whole the history of Ukrainian life, regardless of the various upheavals, even
catastrophes, that it experienced. Historians have usually taken the opposite approach. Tracing
the history of political organizations, they tacked on parts of the history of the Ukrainian people
to that of the Polish or of the Russian state, so that this history disintegrated into a series of
disjointed episodes lacking all connection and continuity. When, however, Ukraine’s social and
cultural processes are viewed as the foundation, that history becomes an organic whole, a whole
in which continuity has never been broken and in which even the most dramatic changes
occurred on an ancient and stable foundation, which changed very slowly under their impact.
These processes thus lay a path from our own time to the earliest historical period and even to
prehistoric times, to the extent that that period is now becoming the subject of study.

Until recently, the history of a people began with the first references to it in written historical
records. Today new scholarly disciplines—prehistoric archaeology or archaeological ethnology
with anthropology and comparative sociology, on the one hand, and comparative linguistics
(glottology) and the study of folklore, on the other—have broadened scholarly horizons far
beyond the frontiers of written records.

Admittedly, in their present state, both these directions offer more by way of intriguing
potential than of positive content. All these disciplines are still in the initial stages of
development, and it is very difficult—without falling into excessive skepticism or into
gullibility—to extract from them that which should be included in the history of the Ukrainian
(or any other) people in order to illuminate its beginnings. Glottology, for example, has not yet
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completely worked out its methodology, and serious doubts about some areas of its research
remain. Anthropology and archaeology, especially as they relate to eastern Europe, are still at
the stage of collecting materials. This material has often been collected in an unscientific
manner, thereby necessitating care in the use of its findings. Moreover, every major find
introduces significant changes into the sum of our information.’ Philology and archaeology have
not yet worked out a common terminology on which they agree. Archaeologists and
anthropologists often exhibit very contemptuous attitudes to the conclusions of glottology; even
the possibility of obtaining useful results from linguists is rejected. Linguists are often equally
skeptical about the conclusions of anthropologists and archaeologists. In reality, of course,
everything depends on the methods of preparing and studying the material at hand. Linguists
and archaeologists arrive at equally fantastical theories when they stray from the path of strict
methodological research, but they offer very similar observations when they submit their
material to rigorous and methodical study. The point of departure for the former is the cultural
evolution of a given people as expressed in its language; for the latter, it is the cultural history
of a given territory as embodied in the material remains of its civilization. As they follow their
own paths and verify each other’s findings, these two disciplines can very often help each other
by their observations. All that is required is a rigorous scientific method and the widest possible
scope of investigation. Regardless of the difficulties involved, a historian certainly cannot afford
to ignore the achievements of these disciplines when dealing with very remote and otherwise
inaccessible areas in the history of a people or its territory. Even now, despite its still rather
primitive state, archaeology has rendered important service to the cultural history of the
Ukrainian territory. It has revealed to us the heritage that the Ukrainian tribes carried with them
as they dispersed and the cultural sphere into which these tribes entered when they settled on
their new territory. Glottology provides important guideposts to the cultural history of our
people in prehistoric times, and it helps to reveal the cultural physiognomy of the Ukrainian
tribes during the period of their settlement. Anthropology opens before us the physical evolution
of our population, concealed under the mantle of cultural unity. Comparative sociology and
folklore offer new and fruitful perspectives on the spiritual and social evolution that left its
imprint in the petrified remains of the ancient way of life in modern customs.

‘The fourth century of the Christian Era can be regarded as the threshold of the historical life
of the Ukrainian people, because our first knowledge of it as a separate entity dates to that
period. Before that time we can speak of the Ukrainian people only as part of the Slavic group;
we cannot trace the evolution of its life and have at our disposal only the cultural remains of
long ages of prehistoric life. Comparative linguistics seeks out these remnants in the lexical
store, while historical and archaeological data from later periods help to verify the conclusions
of linguistic research and to supplement it in a number of areas. The first part of this first
volume is devoted to these matters.

The colonization of Ukrainian territory by the Ukrainian-Rus' tribes coincided with the
beginning of the historical life of the Ukrainian people. The centuries immediately following
this colonization set the stage for the organization of the Rus' state, the dominant event of the
first period of Ukrainian history. The ruling dynasty of Kyiv and its retinue (druzhyna) unified
all the branches of the Ukrainian people into a single political body—albeit not for long—and

9. How much has changed in this field in just a few years can be seen by comparing the chapter devoted to
information offered by archaeology about the Ukrainian-Rus’ territory in this edition with that in earlier editions of this
volume.
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this political unity is reflected in the common characteristics that mark this people’s culture and
social life. Most important among these was the introduction of Christianity, which, as it slowly
spread among the people, exerted a significant influence on their life. The acceptance of
Christianity ushered in closer ties with the culture of the Byzantine world. This was followed
by the spread of Kyivan law and its sociopolitical order. The socioeconomic evolution of this
age is characterized by such features as the dichotomy between the populace at large and the
princely retinue, the emergence of a merchant-boyar capitalistic-landowning stratum, the
vigorous growth (and later decline) of trade and industries, etc. The second half of the first
volume and the second and third volumes of this History are devoted to this period.

The second, transitional, period in our history begins in the middle of the fourteenth century.
Ukrainian lands at this time became part of two neighboring states—the Grand Duchy of
Lithuania and the Kingdom of Poland. In the cultural sphere, Byzantine influences gave way
to those of the West. In the economic sphere, a privileged higher stratum began to form at a
rapidly increasing pace, and this stratum enslaved the common folk economically and politically.
At the same time, that privileged stratum became increasingly separated from the people in
terms of culture and nationality. Forms of social and cultural life developed over centuries of
independent political existence were drastically altered under the influence of Polish law and
the Roman and German elements that had been incorporated into it. Those forms in part
disappeared and in part seeped down to the lower strata of the population, into the sphere of
peasant mores and of common law, retreating before new concepts and forms that were
perceived as aspects of a higher, privileged order. The antagonism of the masses toward the
ruling and privileged minority, which had begun to emerge even earlier, became more marked
as it was exacerbated by national and religious hostilities. The awakening of resistance and of
national self-defense before the threat of impending national death, complete economic ruin, and
enslavement was initially manifested in the cultural and religious national movement, but it
opened the way to political and armed conflict, which began in the Dnipro region toward the
end of the sixteenth century as a result of the colonization of southeastern Ukraine. This
transitional Lithuanian-Polish period is discussed in volumes 4, 5, and 6 of this History.

The third period is comprised of the history of popular struggle aimed at toppling a hostile
socioeconomic order and reforming social relations to conform to the national ideals of justice.
During this period, sociopolitical struggle was combined with religious and national struggle,
thereby encompassing an uncommonly broad sphere of interests and affecting all social strata.
The arena of this struggle was at all times eastern Ukraine. Here the socioeconomic and political
system underwent a transformation rarely seen in history. A magnificent attempt was made to
build a new social and political order on the ruins of the class system that had been established
by the Polish nobility and abolished by the Cossack sword. Simultaneously, national
consciousness reached an unprecedented degree of intensity, as did religious life. Meanwhile,
according to the law of action and reaction, an earlier form of sociocultural evolution [that
which existed prior to the Cossack uprising] progressed at an accelerated pace in western
Ukraine. But the struggle was ultimately lost in eastern Ukraine as well: the swell of popular
energy ebbed, sapped by insurmountable obstacles. The old culture of the class system and
Lithuanian-Polish law relentlessly broke through the weak foundation of the new sociopolitical
order and broke down and destroyed the new order’s basis. The last echoes of a mighty
movement of political and social rebirth quietly died out in the face of widespread reaction,
completing the process of full decline. This brief but very important era of the Ukrainian
people’s most dynamic expression as a nation, which involved activism by the broadest masses,
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this great tragedy of Ukrainian national life, which is not without grandeur and beauty even in
its sad conclusion, will be the subject of volumes 7, 8, 9, and perhaps 10 of this History.

If we were to apply the old historiosophic terminology, the two periods in which Ukrainian
political life flourished—the ancient princely era and the more recent populist (Cossack)
age—could be regarded as the thesis and the antithesis, which reach their synthesis in the
century of Ukrainian rebirth. Popular aspirations are reemerging and becoming enlightened by
progressive European thought, and they are being adopted by the new intelligentsia that has
emerged on this ground under the impact of progressive ideas. Cultural components have
combined with the national and sociopolitical aspirations of the preceding turbulent period, and,
instead of armed warfare, a cultural struggle is being waged to attain the ideals that fuse the
popular masses into a single organism with the new intelligentsia. Si datur venia, a survey of
this period should bring this History to a conclusion.



II

From the Depths of Prehistory

he history of the Ukrainian territory as a large landmass begins only in the most

recent geological periods. What for history is the remote past is for geology part of

the present. Human life and animal life in general are no more than fresh moss on the
age-old rocks of the earth’s ancient geological formations, and even the continents as we know
them today are a relatively recent phenomenon. In its present form as a large body of land
bounded by seas and mountain ranges and intersected by river valleys, the Ukrainian territory
emerged in the Tertiary period, one of the most recent periods (perhaps even the most recent,
since later formations can be regarded as upper strata of the Tertiary formation). The Tertiary
period is characterized in our region by the slow regression of the sea southward and the
gradual formation of the existent mainland with its present-day orographic and hydrographic
features. At the beginning of the Tertiary (in the so-called Eocene epoch), most of the southern
portion of the East European Plain was covered by water. Here and there, parts of this region
rose as ‘islands’ in an eastern European sea. Later the middle Dnipro region and the present-day
Donets Ridge emerged as dry land. In the more recent epochs of the Tertiary (the Pliocene), the
sea extended very little beyond today’s northern coasts of the Black and Azov Seas, which
together with the Caspian Sea then still constituted a single large body of water. Subsequently,
the regression of the sea proceeded even farther, so that in the Diluvial [Pleistocene] epoch, the
coastlines of the Black and Azov Seas lay significantly farther south; they assumed their present
configuration only at a later stage.'

Thus it was during the Tertiary period—its middle and latter half, as well as the Diluvial
epoch—that over hundreds of thousands of years the territory of Ukraine formed and assumed
its present appearance. The tectonic processes that occurred during the second half of the
Tertiary created its mountain ranges. Other changes in the earth’s crust brought this territory
significantly closer to its present-day aspect at the beginning of the Diluvial epoch. But it still

1. Let us review the geological terminology that we will be using for those unfamiliar with it. The upper layers of
land are called the alluvium, or deposits of diluvial waters. These layers were formed at a time when the physical
conditions of the earth’s surface and life upon it did not differ significantly from our own. Beneath the alluvial layers
lie diluvial strata (i.e., those produced by a flood—this name, derived from the biblical description of the great flood
and life before the flood, in fact corresponds to the great flooding caused by the melting of the gigantic glaciers of the
time). These layers bear the traces of great climatic changes: a radical drop in temperature resulting from the expansion
of an ice sheet over central Europe, and in its wake, drastic changes in the flora and fauna of these lands. The alluvial
and diluvial strata together comprise the so-called Quaternary formation. Beneath it lie layers of the Tertiary formation,
whose lowest (oldest) portion is called the Eocene, the next above it, Oligocene, the third, Miocene, and the uppermost,
the Pliocene. Because the diluvial layers do not differ radically from the upper Tertiary formations, the Diluvial epoch
is often included in the Tertiary period as the highest and latest of its epochs (the Pleistocene), especially as in
chronological terms, the Quaternary period is no more than a short epilogue to the much longer Tertiary period, just
as the Tertiary itself lasted a much shorter time than the Cretaceous and Jurassic periods that came before it. [The terms
‘Diluvial’ and “Alluvial’ are not used in current geological chronologies. The Diluvial corresponds to the Pleistocene, the epoch of
successive glaciations, which is the first epoch of the Quaternary period, and the Alluvial corresponds to the Holocene, also known
as the Recent epoch, which follows the Last Glaciation.—Eds.)
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had to experience a radical metamorphosis, which left a strong imprint on its surface and on all
its organic life. This was the Great Ice Age in the middle of the Diluvial [Pleistocene] epoch.

The Tertiary period was characterized by a gradual cooling. The early Tertiary, the Eocene
epoch, was marked by high temperatures and humidity, luxuriant vegetation, and an
unprecedented evolution of animal life. It was the epoch in which the higher orders of animals
evolved, appearing in great numbers and in a large variety of species. The animal worlds of
later periods, including our own, have been comprised only of those enduring remnants that
were able to adapt to the harsh conditions that followed. In the Eocene epoch Europe had a
tropical climate and a corresponding flora and fauna. Then, in the middle of the Tertiary period,
the climate cooled. This, along with orographic activity that created the mountain systems of
central Europe, made the environment of northeastern Europe less hospitable and impoverished
the region’s plant and animal life. Still, even during the final epochs of the Tertiary, the climate
of the Ukrainian territory was milder and more favorable than it is today. The flora and fauna
were more diverse, consisting of both modern species and of representatives native to warmer
climes. Life in this form continued into the Diluvial epoch, which at the beginning did not differ
significantly from the Tertiary period. In time, however, the climate changed radically. As a
result of still unexplained causes, the temperature of northern Europe fell, precipitation
increased, and the humidity level rose.> A vast ice sheet covered northern Europe. As the
masses of ice and snow grew, they expanded to cover ever larger areas of central and eastern
Europe. Most of eastern and a large portion of central Europe were covered by the immense
Fennoscandian ice sheet; it attained vast proportions in the Fennoscandian territory and from
there moved southward and to the southwest. At the time of its greatest expansion, it
encompassed the entire basins of the Vistula, Nemunas, and Prypiat Rivers, and the middle

_Dnipro region. This glaciation left moraines, huge boulders of northern rocks, and other masses
of rock debris carried by the ice. These remains lead scientists to believe that at the point of its
greatest expansion, the ice sheet extended almost as far as the Dnipro rapids, jutting in a wide
wedge into the Dnipro valley and in a second such wedge into the Don basin, while leaving the
Volhynian-Podilian Upland (almost all of Galicia and the southern part of Volhynia) free of
ice.’ It is possible, however, that the traces of glaciation identified in the Dnipro and Don
valleys are actually traces of the melting of the ice sheet (so-called glaciofluvial deposits) and
that, in fact, the ice sheet did not reach this far south in the Dnipro region.*

It is not clear how long this period of extensive glaciation lasted. As temperatures rose and
other climatic changes occurred, the size and boundaries of the ice sheet undoubtedly changed.
Periods of melting alternated with periods of glaciation. As melting began, the ice sheet
retreated northward, leaving behind moraines and deposits of rock, sand, and clay. As the snow

2. The change was usually attributed to the drop in temperature, but now scientists no longer believe that this factor
alone explains the phenomenon and are seeking various meteorological and even tectonic (i.e., related to changes in the
earth’s surface) causes. In any event, this was not a new phenomenon, since traces of glaciation, similar to the Ice Age
of the Diluvial period, have been identified in earlier geological epochs as well. The most recent works on the Diluvial
Ice Age include: Penck and Briickner, Die Alpen im Eiszeitalter; Hess, Die Gletscher; Geinitz, Die Eiszeit; Wohnschaffe,
Die Oberflichengestaltung des norddeutschen Flachlandes; also Kayser, Lehrbuch der Geologie.

3. On the basis of materials collected by Nikitin (‘Predely rasprostraneniia’), the boundaries of the ice sheet have
been described as follows: from the headwaters of the Vistula to Ovruch, thence to Uman or Zvenyhorodka and to
Kreémenchuk, then north from Poltava to Kozelsk and Likhvin and south again to Ostrogozhsk and Rozdorskaia Stanitsa
on the Don.

4. This assumption was put forward by Rudnyts'’kyi, Korotka geografiia Ukrainy, p. 72.
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fields grew and new ice formed, the sheet moved southward once again, forming new moraines
and strewing rock debris along its old path. Such layers of deposits left by the glacier as it
alternated between advances and recessions have led scientists to assume the existence of
interglacial periods of varying duration. During these periods, the territory of eastern and central
Europe was free of glaciation and organic life flourished. Different parts of Europe had a
different number of such interglacial periods. Thus central Europe experienced four periods of
glaciation and three interglacial periods; England, five periods of glaciation and four interglacial
periods; Scandinavia, six glaciation periods. So far, however, attempts to determine the number
of glacial and interglacial periods have produced only hypotheses.® Recently there has been
some skepticism regarding the high number of ice ages and the length of their duration. Some
scientists believe that there was only one period of glaciation, though they cannot agree on the
areas it covered and when expansion and shrinkage of the ice sheet occurred. In the final
analysis, the size of the territories free of glaciation during various interglacial periods and the
length of these intervals still requires intensive and detailed study. Moreover, separate studies
need to be conducted for each country. We know it as a fact that at the time of its greatest
expansion the ice sheet extended into a significant portion of the Ukrainian territory (during the
Second Glaciation in western Europe, according to the generally accepted scheme). What we
do not know is whether, after its retreat, it ever again covered Ukrainian territory during its
subsequent expansion southward.

As elsewhere, the arrival of this enormous glacier on the ter