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Mazepa's Ukraine: Understanding Cossack 
Territorial Vistas 

Zenon E. Kohuť 

According to Pylyp Orlyk, Hetmán Ivan Mazepa offered this explanation 
when he switched his allegiance from Peter I to Charles XII of Sweden: 

And because this [matter] could no longer be hidden from you I attest 
before God, for Whom there are no secrets, and swear that I want to do 
this with God's help not for my own benefit, not for greater privileges, not 
for greater enrichment, and not for any other desires, but for the sake of 
all of you, who remain under my authority and leadership, for your wives 
and children, for the common good of our mother my fatherland poor 
Ukraine, for all of the Zaporozhian Host and the Little Rossian nation, 
for the elevation and expansion of the Host's rights and privileges, I want 
to do this with God's help so that you, with [your] wives and children and 
the Fatherland with the Zaporozhian Host, would not perish because of 
the Swedish or Muscovite side.1 

The justification for altering the hetman's political course contains references 
to "poor" mother Ukraine, the fatherland, the Zaporozhian Host, and the 
"Little Rossian" nation- concepts that by the time of Ivan Mazepa had become 
an integral part of Ukrainian political thought. But what vision did Mazepa 
evoke when he referred to Ukraine, the fatherland, the Little Rossian nation, 
and the Zaporozhian Host? What territories were envisioned by these terms? 
Even though various aspects of Ukrainian political culture have been studied, 
the territorial dimension has been poorly understood. This study attempts to 
establish how a territorial vision of Ukraine evolved from the establishment 
of the Hetmanate in 1649 by Hetmán Bohdan Khmel'nyts'kyi to the end of 
the rule of Hetmán Ivan Samoilovych and the assumption of the hetmancy by 
Ivan Mazepa in 1687. 

This content downloaded from 80.7.236.84 on Sun, 1 Jun 2014 01:47:42 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


2 KOHUŤ 

i. Ruthenian Regionalism and Identity 
Prior to Bohdan Khmel'nyts'kyi 

Concepts of a Ukrainian territorial entity and of a Ruthenian nation had been 
well established long before the 1648 revolt. They began to evolve soon after the 
Union of Lublin (1569). At that time, three Ruthenian palatinates- Volhynia, 
Bratslav, and Kyiv- were transferred from the Grand Duchy of Lithuania to 
the Kingdom of Poland. By the 1580s a regional Ruthenian political identity 
began to emerge, based on the three newly incorporated palatinates and the 
Rus' (Galicia) and Podillia palatinates that had long been part of Poland. For 
example, King Stephen Báthory addressed the "lords and knights residing in the 
Rus', Kyiv, Bratslav, and Volhynian Ukraine."2 Toward the end of the sixteenth 
century an evolving genealogical program for the Princes Ostroz'kyi attempted 
to link them with the "princes of Old Rus'" and the "land of Rus'." This land 
proved to be the Ruthenian territories of the Kingdom of Poland: Galician Rus', 
Volhynia, the Kyiv region, and Podillia.3 

By the seventeenth century this growing political territorial identity was 
accompanied by the articulation of the concept of a Ruthenian nation ( naroď) 
as an equal partner of the Polish and Lithuanian nations.4 This argument was 
also based on the alleged rights guaranteed at the time of their incorporation 
into Poland. For example, in the Justification of Innocence (1623; attributed to 
Meletii Smotryts'kyi), the author argues: 

For those above-mentioned honorable deeds and audacious acts of 
courage that the noble Ruthenian nation rendered to the Grand Dukes, 
their Lords, [and] Their Majesties the Kings of Poland, it has been given 
the freedom by them to sit in senatorial dignity equally with the two, 
Polish and Lithuanian, nations, to give counsel concerning the good 
of their states and their own fatherland, and to enjoy all the dignities, 
prerogatives, the call to offices, freedoms, rights, and liberties of the 
Kingdom of Poland. This was given to it as equal to equal and free [nation] 
to free Polish nation, united and incorporated in joint honor and unity of 
corporate body: to princes and nobles, the nobility and knighthood, the 
clerical and lay estates. At the same time, the people of urban condition 
of that nation were also immediately given their rights and liberties [in 
return] for their faithful submission and true benevolence.5 

The issue of territorial identity and territorial-national rights based on the 
1569 incorporation is well illustrated by Adam Kysil's presentation of the nobil- 
ity's grievances at the Sejm (Diet) of 1641. Kysil' equated the four palatinates 
of Volhynia, Bratslav, Kyiv, and Chernihiv as Rus', considering them as a single 
territorial unit with rights and privileges stemming from their incorporation 
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MAZEPA'S UKRAINE 3 

into the Kingdom of Poland (the Chernihiv palatinate was created in 1635 from 
lands won from Muscovy, and was given the same status as the territories 
that were incorporated in 1569).6 Kysil's vision, therefore, does not include 
the non-incorporated Rus' (Galicia), Beiz, and Podillia palatinates. Neverthe- 
less, the persecution of the Orthodox Church and population anywhere in 
the Commonwealth was considered a violation of the rights of the Orthodox 
nobility in the incorporated territories.7 Similarly, the violation of the rights of 
the non-noble strata of the "Ruthenian nation" was a violation of the rights of 
the Orthodox nobility of the incorporated territories. Thus, Kysil' viewed the 
"Ruthenian nation" as a community composed of a number of orders. 

2. Cossack Ukraine and the Ruthenian Nation 

These concepts were very much present during the great Cossack revolt in 
the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. As a result of the uprising, Hetmán 
Bohdan Khmelnyts'kyi cleared much of Ukraine of Polish rule, and by late 
1648 he had reached the Polish-Ukrainian ethnic border and stopped there. 
The hetmán returned to Kyiv where he arranged a triumphal entry for himself 
into the city. Khmelnyts'kyi was greeted by the Patriarch of Jerusalem, Paisios, 
and the Kyivan metropolitan, Syl'vestr Kosiv, with the honorific title "Most 
Illustrious Ruler," or illustrissimus princeps . The Kyivan academy called Hetmán 
Khmelnyts'kyi "Moses, savior, redeemer, and liberator of the Ruthenian nation 
from the slavery of the Liakhs [Poles]."8 

Soon Khmelnyts'kyi himself began to reiterate the idea of complete Ruthe- 
nian liberation. In discussions with Polish envoys in February of 1649 he defined 
which territories he had in mind: 

I shall fight to free the whole Ruthenian nation from bondage! ...I will not 
cross the border to wage war! I will not raise my sword against the Turks 
and Tatars! I have enough now in Ukraine [Kyiv palatinate], Podillia, and 
Volhynia- there is now enough time, wealth, and provisions in my land 
and principality - all the way to Lviv, Kholm, and Galicia. And when I 
stand on the Vistula, I shall say to the Liakhs beyond it: sit still and be 
quiet, Liakhs!9 

What was Hetmán Bohdan Khmel'nyts'kyi's vision of the territorial extent of 
his political entity and the Ruthenian nation? It was limited to the Ruthenian 
palatinates of the Kingdom of Poland. In 1649 Khmelnyts'kyi pursued his 
Ruthenian project with great enthusiasm. In February he told the senior Ortho- 
dox nobleman negotiating on behalf of Poland, Adam Kysil', and his family to 
"renounce the Liakhs and join the Cossacks, for the Liakh land will perish, 
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4 KOHUŤ 

but all the Rus' will rule - this very year, very soon"10 However, as the result of 
betrayal by his Tatar allies, only six months later Khmelnyts'kyi had to settle 
for far less than "all the Rus'." According to the Zbořiv Agreement between the 
Cossacks and the Commonwealth, the Cossack lands (i.e., accepted into the 
Cossack register) included the Kyiv, Chernihiv, and Bratslav palatinates, but 
not Volhynia and certainly not Galicia- a modified version of the territories 
that were incorporated in 1569. The boundaries were defined as follows: 

Beginning from the Dnieper on this side [the Right Bank of the Dnieper- 
ZK] in Dymer, Hornostaipil, Korostyshiv, Pavoloch, Pohrebyshche, 
Pryluka [Stara Pryluka], Vinnytsia, and Bratslav, and from Bratslav 
to Iampil as far as the Dnister, and from the Dnister to the Dnieper... 
and on the other side [the Left Bank of the Dnieper- ZK] in Oster, 
Chernihiv, Romen, and Nizhen, all the way to the Muscovite border and 
the Dnieper.11 

Since the Zbořiv Agreement defined the Cossack lands within the Polish- 
Lithuanian Commonwealth, the eastern border of the Cossack lands was the 
official boundary between Muscovy and the Polish-Lithuanian Common- 
wealth. It had been established by the Treaties of Deulino (1618) and Polianovka 
(1634), and the actual demarcation process had just been concluded by the 
mid-i640S.12 Unlike the western borders that were frequently modified because 
of war and political expediency, the eastern borders remained stable even after 
the new Cossack political entity came under the protection of the Muscovite 
tsar. In fact, most subsequent Ukrainian hetmans serving under Muscovy 
referred to the same eastern borders: Iurii Khmelnyts'kyi (1659-60), Ivan 
Briukhovets'kyi (1663-68), Dem'ian Mnohohrishnyi (1669-72) and up to Ivan 
Mazepa (1687-1709).13 

The Zbořiv Agreement did not establish a principality of the Ruthenian 
nation, but rather a legally defined territory of the Zaporozhian Host. This 
territory was divided into sixteen regimental units that administered the area. 
This regimental system was "laid out more or less equally on both banks of the 
Dnieper": on the Right Bank there were nine regiments (Chyhyryn, Cherkasy, 
Kaniv, Korsun, Bila Tserkva, Uman, Bratslav, Kalnyk, and Kyiv), while on the 
Left Bank there were seven (Pereiaslav, Kropyvne, Myrhorod, Poltava and 
Pryluka, representing the present-day Poltava region, as well as the regiments 
of Nizhen and Chernihiv).14 lhe regiments were subsequently adjusted, but 
the regimental system of administration persisted throughout the existence 
of the Hetmanate. 

The main points of the Treaty of Zbořiv dealt with Cossack immunities, 
the right to recruit Cossacks within these territories up to an army of 40,000, 
royal pardons, and Cossack rights to distill alcohol (but not to sell). In addition 
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MAZEPA'S UKRAINE 5 

to meeting Cossack demands, the liberties of the Ruthenian nation were not 
forgotten: special privileges were accorded only to adherents of the "Greek 
religion," special prerogatives were granted to the Kyivan metropolitan, and 
Ruthenian schools and royal offices were limited to Orthodox Ruthenians. 
Thus, on the territory of the Zaporozhian Host there was indeed a fusion of the 
Host with the Ruthenian nation into a single political and social structure- the 
Hetmanate. With respect to the Ruthenian nation now located outside the 
Hetmanate, the Zbořiv Agreement contained only a very muddled point that 
hints at the possibility of considering the abolition of the Church Union in 
both the Kingdom of Poland and the Grand Duchy of Lithuania. This provision 
echoes the constitutional theory developed previously, according to which the 
Orthodox nobility in the incorporated areas had the right to speak on behalf 
of the Orthodox population in the entire Commonwealth, except that the 
nobility's role was now assumed by the Cossacks. 

With its confirmation by the Sejm, the Zbořiv Agreement was the first legal 
act that established the administrative division and borders of the Cossack- 
controlled lands. While Khmel'nyts'kyi considered the Zbořiv Agreement 
as simply a humiliating truce forced upon him through the mediation of the 
Crimean khan, the agreement subsequently was considered a foundational 
document of the Cossack state. In fact, these territories were regarded as 
the possession of the Zaporozhian Host, irrespective of what ruler was the 
Host's protector. Consequently, Khmel'nyts'kyi was forced to sign an even 
more humiliating agreement restricting his polity only to the Kyiv palatinate 
(the Treaty of Bila Tserkva, 1651). Nevertheless, the Cossacks looked at Zbořiv 
as granting them permanent possession. In this respect the Zbořiv Agree- 
ment had to be a starting point and constant point of reference in the future, 
whenever the issue of the Hetmanate's borders was brought up. According to 
the Ukrainian scholar Oleksandr Hurzhii, the Cossack-controlled lands were 
roughly equivalent to the later Kyiv, Chernihiv, and Poltava gubernias with an 
estimated territory of 180,000 square kilometers.15 

It was this Cossack polity that was placed under the protection of the Mus- 
covite tsar by the Pereiaslav Agreement of 1654. In the articles of the Muscovite 
tsar's treaty with the Cossacks (13 March 1654) and the tsar's manifesto to 
Bohdan Khmel'nyts'kyi (27 March 1654) there is no reference to specific bound- 
aries or territories (except for those awarded to the hetmán for his service to 
the tsar), but rather references to "the hetmán," "Little Rus'," "Cherkassian 
[Cherkasskie] towns" and "the Host" being under the Muscovite monarch's 
scepter.16 In essence, the western borders were no more than military demarca- 
tion lines. Drawing from contemporaneous sources, Ivan Kryp'iakevych made 
an attempt to define the borders of the Cossack-controlled territory in 1653-54. 
The border with Poland was established along the line: Iaruha-Chernivtsi- 
Murakhva-Krasne-Vinnytsia-Pryluka (Podillia)-Sambil-Karpilivka, while the 
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6 KOHUŤ 

borders with the Muscovite state and the Khanate of Crimea ("Dyke Pole") 
remained unchanged.17 

In establishing the Cossack Hetmanate, Bohdan Khmel'nyts'kyi never 
abandoned his Ruthenian project- to bring all the Ruthenian areas of the 

Kingdom of Poland under his rule.18 The military operations that took place 
between the time of the Zbořiv Agreement and the Pereiaslav Agreement were 
attempts at gaining some of these lands. Following his alliance with Muscovy, 
Khmel'nyts'kyi made preparations for a large-scale Galician campaign.19 He 
was prevented from carrying it out because Muscovy made the conquest of 
the Grand Duchy of Lithuania and the northern lands its priority. During 
the incursion into the Grand Duchy, the Cossack commanders organized a 
Belarusian Cossack regiment and established a protectorate over the Slutsk 
principality, Stary Bykhaü, Pinsk, Mazyr, and Turaú.20 These actions generated 
considerable conflict between the two allies, Muscovy and the Hetmanate. 

Khmel'nyts'kyi's activities in southern Belarus raise questions as to the 
nature of his Ruthenian project. Up until this time Khmel'nyts'kyi had claimed 
only the Ruthenian territories of the Kingdom of Poland. Did he have a larger 
Ruthenian project that would include the Grand Duchy? Serhii Plokhy believes 
that Khmel'nyts'kyi did have such a project and that his failure to announce 
such intentions was largely tactical: to secure the neutrality of the Grand Duchy 
while he pursued his Polish policies.21 However, even during the Cossack incur- 
sion into southern Belarus there was no call for the liberation of the Ruthenians 
in the Grand Duchy. It is my conclusion that the claims to southern Belarus 
were not based on any Ruthenian project but on the rights of the Zaporozhian 
Host. The territory was conquered and organized into a Cossack structure and 
subsequently treated as a possession of the Zaporozhian Host. 

Since Muscovy was less interested in pursuing a campaign against the King- 
dom of Poland and was in fact negotiating a truce with the Commonwealth 
(Vilnius, 1656), Khmel'nyts'kyi began negotiating the partition of the Common- 
wealth among Transylvania, Sweden, and the Hetmanate. The sticking point 
was the fate of Galicia and Podillia (the Rus' and Belz palatinates). The Swedish 
envoy reported to the king that the Cossacks were refusing to negotiate until 
"Your Royal Highness recognizes their right to the entire old Ukraine, or Rok- 
solaniia, [the territory] where there exists the Greek faith and their language [is 
spoken] up to the Vistula."22 Sweden's refusal to concede the western Ukrainian 
territories to Khmel'nyts'kyi caused the breakdown of Ukrainian-Swedish 
negotiations. It forced the king to dispatch a new mission to Khmel'nyts'kyi in 
1657 with more favorable terms.23 Khmel'nyts'kyi, however, was already on his 
deathbed, but the treaty signed by his successor, Ivan Vyhovs'kyi, recognized 
not only the western Ukrainian territories but also the Brest and Navahrudak 
palatinates in the Grand Duchy as part of the Hetmanate.24 Thus, by the time 
Khmel'nyts'kyi died the ideal territorial vistas of the Ruthenian-Cossack pol- 
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MAZEPA'S UKRAINE 7 

ity and nation were clear: they encompassed the Ruthenian territories of the 
Kingdom of Poland and the Cossack possessions. 

3. Cossack Ukraine, the Ruthenian Nation, and a 
Ruthenian-Ukrainian Polity 

Increasing dissatisfaction with Muscovite interference led Hetmán Ivan 
Vyhovs'kyi to break with Muscovy and return to the suzerainty of the Polish 
king under the Union of Hadiach (1658). In negotiating this union, the Cos- 
sack Council suggested the formation of a Grand Principality of Rus' that 
would be in a tripartite Commonwealth with the Kingdom of Poland and the 
Grand Duchy of Lithuania. The Grand Principality of Rus' was to include all 
the Ruthenian palatinates of the Kingdom of Poland (Belz, Bratslav, Volhynia, 
Kyiv, Podillia, Ruthenia (Galicia), and Chernihiv) and the Pinsk and Mstyslaů 
areas of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania. Such a territorial expanse would com- 
pletely encompass the Ruthenian nation and polity as envisioned by Bohdan 
Khmel'nyts'kyi.25 

These proposals were not accepted by the Polish side, and the actual treaty 
limited the "Grand Principality of Rus'" within the borders of the palatinates 
of Bratslav, Kyiv, and Chernihiv - in essence confining the principality to the 
borders of the Zbořiv Agreement.26 The new status of Ukraine and the Cossack 
Host, as reflected in the hetman's new title, was established as "the hetmán of 
Rus' and the first senator of the palatinates of Kyiv, Bratslav, and Chernihiv."27 
There was no detailed description of Ukraine's border (towns, rivers, etc.). 
However, it is clear from the articles that those three palatinates constituted 
"Ukraine," "Little Rus'," and the "Grand Principality of Rus'-Ukraine" as is 
evidenced by the hetman's title, "hetmán of the Grand Ruthenian-Ukrainian 
Principality."28 The Zaporozhian Cossack Host was to have 60,000 registered 
Cossacks (the actual figure dropped to 30,000), plus 10,000 hired troops, 
financed from the taxation, as approved by the Sejm, from the palatinates of 
Kyiv, Bratslav, and Chernihiv.29 

There was another attempt to enlarge the territory of the Principality of Rus'. 
The members of the large Cossack delegation (almost 300 people) attending 
the ratification procedures in the Sejm brought with them a document entitled 
"Provisions for the Implementation of the Treaty Statutes," which again sug- 
gested "that the Volhynia, Rus' [Galicia], and Podillia palatinates be united to 
the Grand Principality of Rus'," thus reaffirming the idea of a larger political 
entity consisting of the Hetmanate and the Ruthenian areas of the Kingdom of 
Poland.30 The Sejm did not consider such a proposition, and the Principality of 
Rus' was limited primarily to the territory of the Zbořiv Agreement. In fact, all 
Cossack formations outside of the Principality were to be dismantled. Thus, the 
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Hetmanate of the Zbořiv Agreement was confirmed by the Hadiach agreement 
as a polity of the Cossack Host and the Ruthenian nation. 

The Union of Hadiach did recognize certain prerogatives of the Ruthenian 
nation and Orthodox faith living outside this polity. Some demands (e.g., free- 
dom of religion, church property (Eastern-rite and Roman, etc.) were included 
in a much wider territory: the three palatinates mentioned above, the palatinate 
of Volhynia, and the palatinate of Podillia, as well as other subjects of the 
"reestablished" Commonwealth (the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, Belarus, and 
the Siversk region).31 This again echoes the claims made for the Union of Lublin, 
namely, that the violation of certain religious and cultural rights anywhere in 
the Commonwealth was a violation of the rights of the Ruthenian nation in 
the privileged area - now the Grand Principality of Rus'. 

The Union of Hadiach had very little chance of success. It was not acceptable 
to Muscovy, the Polish szlachta , or many rank and file Cossacks. Although 
Vyhovs'kyi decisively defeated the Muscovite forces at the Battle of Konotop, 
a revolt against him on the Left Bank of the Dnieper River resulted in the 
election of another pro-Muscovite hetmán. In essence, the Cossack-Ruthenian 
polity - the Hetmanate - was divided along the Dnieper, each bank with its 
own hetmán, army, and administration. The Right-Bank polity recognized the 
Polish king, while Left-Bank Ukraine recognized the Muscovite tsar.32 

4. The Emergence of a Ukrainian Fatherland 

The Union of Hadiach helped shape a new concept: that of a Ukrainian father- 
land. The agreement anticipated a triune Commonwealth sharing a common 
fatherland. The text of the agreement (6 September 1658) affirmed the creation 
of a "common fatherland," in which its three components were to enjoy equal 
rights.33 The "Cossack version" of this treaty included the following formula: 
"In the common state there will be common privileges and benefits to both 
confessions."34 It emphasized "the return" of the Cossacks to "their common 
fatherland," stating that the Cossack hetmán, together with the entire Host of 
Zaporozhian Cossacks, who had been separated from the Commonwealth, 
was returning under the power of His Majesty the King while renouncing the 
protection of all other rulers.35 

While the pro-Polish Right-Bank hetmans had to utilize the terminol- 
ogy of a common fatherland, the pro-Muscovite Left-Bank hetmán, Ivan 
Briukhovets'kyi, countered this concept with the idea of a "Little Rossian/ 
Ukrainian fatherland." For example, in July- August 1663 he issued a manifesto 
to the populace of Right-Bank Ukraine (under Hetmán Teteria's rule): 

Ivan Briukhovets'kyi, hetmán of the Zaporozhian Host, faithful to His 
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MAZEPA'S UKRAINE 9 

Majesty, the tsar. Wishing the good health and brotherly union with us 
in the name of Our Lord to all faithful Orthodox Rossian people/nation 
of both lay and clerical status, all officers and commoners... our beloved 
brothers, who reside on the other bank of Dnieper's towns and villages, 
we would like to inform you about the following. While observing with 
the knights of our Zaporozhian Host that our beloved fatherland, Little 
Rossia, because of domestic disputes and frequent Muslim, Polish, and 
other foreign troops' [invasions], and discord among the [Cossack] 
leaders is drawing near the abyss... we... single-heartedly and with one 
brotherly thought and love, seek to achieve... good order in our suffering 
fatherland.36 

What was this Ukrainian/Little Rossian fatherland? It was the Hetmanate, the 
Ruthenian-Cossack polity of the Zbořiv Agreement and the ratified version 
of the Union of Hadiach. It was this Ukrainian fatherland that was split by 
the armistice between Muscovy and the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth 
(Andrusovo, January 1667). The third paragraph of the armistice agreement 
stipulated that the Commonwealth ceded the entire Siversk region with 
Chernihiv and the Palatinate of Chernihiv; all of Left-Bank Ukraine; the city 
and area of Kyiv (the latter were to be returned to the king on 15 April 1669) 
(paragraph 7); the Zaporozhian Sich Cossacks remained under the joint author- 
ity of the king and the tsar (paragraph 5). As the most noted authority on the 
agreement, Professor Zbigniew Wójcik, put it, the truce was nothing less than 
an agreement about the partition of Ukraine.37 It was a partitioning that was 
not acceptable to the Cossack elite. In breaking with Muscovy, the Left-Bank 
hetmán, Ivan Briukhovets'kyi, explained: 

It was not only because of our own decision, but after the advice, taken 
from the Cossack officers of the Zaporozhian Host, that we broke the 
allegiance and friendship with Moscow. There were good reasons for 
doing so: ...the Muscovite envoys and the Polish commissars negotiated 
peace between them, and swore to plunder and depredate our beloved 
fatherland, Ukraine, from both sides, Polish and Muscovite.38 

5. Uniting the Fatherland: Petro Doroshenko 

As Briukhovets'kyi changed his pro-Muscovite orientation, he attempted to 
lead an uprising on the Left Bank in 1668. He entered into talks with Petro 
Doroshenko, hetmán of Right-Bank Ukraine, who had accepted Ottoman 
protection, and sent a delegation to Istanbul. By June 1668 Briukhovets'kyi's 
armies had driven the Muscovite garrisons from a number of Ukrainian towns. 
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As the Right-Bank regiments commanded by Doroshenko entered Left-Bank 
Ukraine, the Left-Bank Cossacks rebelled against Briukhovets'kyi, killed him, 
and elected Doroshenko hetmán of a united Hetmanate.39 

For Doroshenko, the June 1668 election to a united hetmancy was the apex 
of his career. For a brief moment, and in defiance of both major powers, Doro- 
shenko achieved the single overriding purpose of his hetmancy: uniting both 
banks of the Dnieper under one rule. Doroshenko describes this event in a 
proclamation issued to the Baturyn Convent: 

Because upon the death of the late Briukhovets'kyi both sides of the 
Dnieper due to God's intercession came together as they once used to 
be, and that all of the Zaporozhian Host unanimously agreed upon this 
and handed to me the office of hetmán of the Zaporozhian Host, then I 
have to fulfill the duties of my office so that nobody suffers the slightest 
indignity or a single infraction of one's rights.40 

Throughout his strenuous tenure as hetmán (1665-76), Petro Doroshenko 
never wavered from the goal of uniting the Zaporozhian Host within the ter- 
ritory that was rightfully its own- the territory of the Zbořiv Agreement. 
However, he also consistently made claims on behalf of the Orthodox faith 
and the Ruthenian nation residing in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. 
The hetmán also had ambitions of carving out a specific Ruthenian/Ukrainian 
political entity that would include a united Hetmanate and all the Ruthenian 
areas of the Polish Crown. This vision was similar to Bohdan Khmelnyts'kyi's 
original Ruthenian project and the Cossack proposals for Hadiach (see map 
at right). 

The first two policies were clearly enunciated in Doroshenko's numerous 
and constant negotiations with the Poles. In all the discussions and treaty 
proposals there were two basic elements: the Zaporozhian Host and the Ruthe- 
nian/Ukrainian people/nation. The Zaporozhian Host was to have control 
over the territories of Zbořiv as a minimum, and as a maximum- control 
over additional territories in Podillia and the Belarusian regiment that had 
existed at the time of Bohdan Khmel nyts'kyi. Of course, neither the Com- 
monwealth nor Doroshenko controlled all of these territories, because some 
of them were under the control of his opponent, the pro-Muscovite Left-Bank 
hetmán. Thus, the Host's territorial demands were at times adjusted in the 
negotiations to reflect reality. Beyond the basic territory of the Host, every 
negotiation included extensive provisions for the Ruthenian/Ukrainian nation 
(people) living not only in the territory controlled by the Host but by the entire 
Commonwealth. These included the abolition of the Church Union, the rights 
of Orthodox clergy, printing presses, schools, the Ruthenian language, and 
other pressing matters. 
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The Cossack- Polish negotiations, which continued on and off from 1669 
to the mid-i670s, reaching their pinnacle during the work of the so-called 
Ostřih Commission (10 May-22 December 1670) provide a good example. Even 
though the negotiations ultimately failed, the twenty-four articles concluded by 
the members of both the Ukrainian and the Polish delegations contain invalu- 
able information regarding Hetmán Doroshenko's political outlook. Article 
10 indicates Doroshenko's consistency in upholding the political borders of 
Cossack Ukraine on the basis of the provisions of the Treaty of Zbořiv, rul- 
ing that the Zaporozhian Cossack Host with all its members were to remain 
within the boundaries of the Kyiv, Chernihiv, and Bratslav palatinates and 
to continue living freely on those lands as well as on the lands owned by the 
crown, magnates, gentry, clergy, towns, and villages without any infringement 
of the Cossacks' rights.41 

In addition, Hetmán Doroshenko continued upholding the rights of the 
Orthodox Church and the Ruthenian nation within the borders of the Polish- 
Lithuanian Commonwealth. Article 1 of the document states: "The ancient 
Greek Ruthenian Faith and ancient Rus' itself joined the Polish Crown in order 
to retain their liberties and the free use of their language as far as the language 
of the Ruthenian nation is heard in all cities, towns, and villages of the Polish 
Crown as well as in the Grand Duchy of Lithuania."42 Article 2 ruled: "That 
Greek Faith [Church] is to possess property, freedom of expanding old and 
building new churches and monasteries as well as freedom of repairing them," 
stipulating that no ancient Orthodox churches can be transferred to the fol- 
lowers of the Union.43 Article 21 demanded that the metropolitan of Kyiv be 
elected freely by the Orthodox clergy and laity of the Ruthenian/Ukrainian 
nation, the hetmán, and the Zaporozhian Cossack Host. No intrusion in the 
election was to be permitted; no hierarch living outside the Ukrainian lands 
was to take the title of metropolitan of Kyiv.44 

Issues of education and native language were addressed in three articles. 
Article 5 noted that an academy was to be established in Kyiv and that it had 
to function freely, teaching the Ruthenian nation in the Greek, Latin, and 
Ruthenian languages; and it was to enjoy rights and privileges similar to the 
ones of the Cracow Academy.45 Article 6 ruled that another academy was to 
be established either in Mahilioú, the Belarusian lands, or "here" in Ukraine, 
if a suitable place were found. The academy was to enjoy the same rights and 
privileges as the Kyivan one.46 Article 7 specified that both schools and print- 
ing houses were to be established and to function freely.47 Clearly, this was 
a very comprehensive program for the Ruthenian/Ukrainian nation of the 
Commonwealth. 

Even at the end of his career the embattled Hetmán Doroshenko was nego- 
tiating with the Poles on the basis of the Zbořiv Agreement and the Union of 
Hadiach. In February 1675 he sent to King Jan III Sobieski of Poland "articles" 
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based upon the Zbořiv and Hadiach conditions. Article 3 of the document 
demanded that the Zaporozhian Cossack Host was to receive its own territory 
within the borders of the palatinates of Kyiv, Chernihiv, and Bratslav, as well as 
an additional regiment in Belarus and the city of Mahilioů. Polish troops were 
not to be stationed there, and Polish landlords and officials were forbidden to 
enter those territories.48 As for the "religious issue," the document went even 
farther than Doroshenko s previous demands: as stated in Article 1, considering 
the fact that the Church Union had become deeply rooted and could not be 
undone entirely, the Uniate Church had to unite completely with the Roman 
Catholic Church, while all ancient Orthodox monasteries and churches in the 
Crown and the Grand Duchy of Lithuania must be taken away from the Uni- 
ates and given back to the Orthodox according to the privileges of Wfedyslaw 
IV (1632) as well as the conditions of the Zbořiv Agreement and the Union of 
Hadiach.49 

Doroshenko's vision of a specific Ruthenian/Ukrainian polity that would 
extend beyond the Hetmanate could hardly be made part of Polish negotia- 
tions, since such a polity was to be carved out of the Polish Crown. Neverthe- 
less, the Polish authorities were aware of Doroshenko's expansive territorial 
view and were leery of dealing with him. In the "Relacja" compiled by the 
Polish negotiators (commissars), special attention was paid to Doroshenko's 
wish to "secure for himself the title of a duke or a prince and upon subjugating 
the Cossacks to rule over Ukraine," with its border along the border of the 
Commonwealth running from "Cracow, at the confluence of the river Wislok 
to Vistula, that is from this side of the Vistula directly to Kazimierz; then from 
Kazimierz through Lithuania to Belarus up to Samogitia and Smolensk along 
this bank of the Dnieper."50 During his speech to the Sejm in 1672 the Crown 
hetmán, Jan Sobieski, noted Doroshenko's wish to "push the border of Rus' up 
to Lublin and Cracow reaching as far as the name [of Rus'] and the Church of 
Rus' are to be found."51 

The vision of a polity consisting not only of the Hetmanate but also the 
Ruthenian lands of the Kingdom of Poland was revealed in Doroshenko's deal- 
ings with the Muscovites. In December 1667 a resident of Novhorod-Siversk, 
Fedir Chekalovs'kyi, was sent by the Muscovite boyar, Petr Sheremetev, to 
learn Doroshenko's views and plans.52 Chekalovs'kyi returned to Kyiv on 25 
December 1667 (Julian calendar) and submitted his report to the boyar: 

Petro Doroshenko was saying those words to me, Fedir Chekalovs'kyi, 
in Chyhyryn: ...I have genuine trust in the Lord and the Holy Theotokos, 
that for the glory of His Tsarist Majesty and through my effort not only 
this side of Ukraine, where we live, will be placed under the high hand 
of His Tsarist Majesty, but [also] all of the country, which is to belong to 
us, that is, the Principality of Rus' within the limits: Przemyšl, Iaroslav, 
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Lviv, Galicia, Volodymyr, all those chief cities of the Principality of Rus', I 
place hope in the Lord and want to serve His Majesty faithfully [adding] 
that territory to the Principality of Rus's ancient capital of Kyiv, placing it 
under His Majesty's high hand.53 

This prospect was offered to the Muscovites only months after the ratification 
of the Treaty of Andrusovo, which not only negated Doroshenko's claims to 
the Ruthenian lands of the Kingdom of Poland, but split the Hetmanate itself. 
The adamant position of the two major powers (Poland and Muscovy) made 
negotiations with the Muscovites pointless. This situation changed somewhat 
after the Turks forced a humiliating treaty on the Poles. In the Buchach (Bucz- 
acz) Peace Treaty of 1672, Poland renounced all claims to Cossack Ukraine. 
Such a renunciation seemed to preempt point 4 of the Treaty of Andrusovo, 
which had left the Right Bank to Poland. The Muscovite official who had taken 
over the Little Russian Department, Artamon Matveev, was prepared to test 
the limits of the armistice.54 As a result, there began protracted negotiations 
between Muscovy and Doroshenko. The chief sticking point in the negotiations 
was Doroshenko's insistence that there be one Hetmanate on both sides of 
the Dnieper, with himself as hetmán.55 The tsar, showing loyalty to the Left- 
Bank pro-Muscovite hetmán Ivan Samoilovych, was only willing to recognize 
Doroshenko as hetmán of the Right Bank.56 On one occasion, in late June 
1673, Doroshenko stated that "on both banks of the Dnieper there must be 
one hetmán and I am ready to give up my office if there is one who is better 
than me, who would not let down His Majesty the tsar and would not allow 
perishing both himself and Ukraine.... [As of now] Our Lord has bestowed the 
hetman's office onto me for my [own] heavy sins for I have no peace and calm 
whatsoever... [and] always have to think how not to lose myself or this corner 
of Ukraine."57 Thus, the unity of the Hetmanate was of paramount importance 
to Doroshenko, who considered the territory he controlled only a corner of 
Ukraine. 

Doroshenko's vision of the territorial extent of Ukraine can also be seen from 
his dealings with the Ottomans. On 10 (20) August 1668 Hetmán Doroshenko 
completed a draft treaty with the sultan. As expected in such a document, 
Doroshenko acts on behalf of the "Cossack host" ("bomcko Ka3aijKoe") and 
"Ruthenian nation" ("PycKiw HapoAt")-58 Article 6 of the treaty makes refer- 
ence to the Cossack "fatherland," forbidding the Ottoman allies to persecute 
the Christian faith and plunder the Rus' churches in "the fatherland and in 
their lands and towns."59 This was a reference to the fatherland of the Host- 
the Hetmanate of both banks of the Dnieper. However, the draft treaty also 
contains a much broader idea of a Ruthenian nation: 

The Ruthenian nation is now divided into different countries (lands), 
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but shares the common faith with the Greeks, and not only among 
themselves in those countries, but also in the borderlands, first, from 
the country where Przemyšl, Sambir, and the city of Kyiv are located and 
then twenty miles to the second country, from the river Vistula, and from 
the third one, i.e., Memn [Nemunas], and from the fourth country, where 
Sevsk and Putyvl are, all of them are Cossacks, we hope that they will join 
us in our decision and will be in agreement with us... and will be freed 
from their bondage... [for they are currently] subjects of the Poles and the 
Muscovites, and are enslaved by their rulers with persuasions and, even 
more, with punishments.60 

Thus, in addition to the Hetmanate, the Cossack core, Doroshenko was propos- 
ing to carve out a principality from the Kingdom of Poland (Przemyšl, Sambir, 
the lands east of the Vistula) and Nemunas (the Cossack part of Belarus), and the 
Muscovite state (Sevsk and Putyvl). In essence, the hetmán was making the tra- 
ditional claim for the Ruthenian lands of the Polish Crown and the Hetmanate, 
including the Belarusian Cossack lands. In this vision, however, Doroshenko 
pushes the very stable boundary of the Hetmanate with Muscovy further east 
(Sevsk and Putyvl). 

6. Uniting the Fatherland: Ivan Samoilovych 

Hetmán Doroshenko's archrival, Ivan Samoilovych, was elected as the hetmán 
of Left-Bank Ukraine in 1672. Unlike Doroshenko, who had been elected het- 
mán of the Right Bank without Polish approval and acted independently of 
the Poles, Samoilovych was completely controlled by his Muscovite overlords. 
The election treaty points with Moscow even acknowledged the partition of 
Ukraine. According to Article 5 (of the Hlukhiv Articles), "places [towns] 
beyond [the river] Sozh were to be transferred to the Polish side in accordance 
with the Treaty of Andrusovo."61 

Although he was loyal to the tsar and acknowledged the limitations of the 
Treaty of Andrusovo, Samoilovych de facto subverted that policy and believed 
as fervently as Doroshenko in a united Ukrainian Hetmanate. Samoilovych, 
of course, would like to have been the hetmán of such a united country and 
greatly feared losing his hetmancy to Doroshenko. Samoilovych subverted 
the Muscovite negotiations with Doroshenko and constantly urged the tsar 
to defeat Doroshenko militarily. 

In January 1674 Hetmán Samoilovych got his wish and, together with Prince 
Grigorii Romodanovskii and 80,000 poorly provisioned troops, crossed the 
Dnieper River. Doroshenko immediately asked for help from his Tatar and 
Ottoman allies. Faced with such a large army, Doroshenko quickly lost control 
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over most of the Right Bank and was forced to retreat to his well-fortified capi- 
tal, Chyhyryn. Muscovite and Ukrainian forces besieged the city but repeatedly 
failed to take it. On 15 March 1674, in Pereiaslav, a Council of Colonels of 

Right-Bank Ukraine, in the presence of Muscovite diplomats, elected Ivan 
Samoilovych "hetmán of both banks of the Dnieper."62 

The fates of war negated this attempt at incorporating Right-Bank Ukraine 
as a Muscovite protectorate. Doroshenko was able to hold onto his capital 
until the arrival of his Tatar allies. Romodanovskii and Samoilovych quickly 
lifted the siege and retreated. But Samoilovych would never give up his claim 
and title of "hetmán of both banks." In the following year, while he was again 
besieging Doroshenko's capital, Chyhyryn, on 6 November 1675 Samoilovych 
issued a manifesto to the residents of the town, encouraging them to convince 
Doroshenko that he had to surrender to Samoilovych: 

And we desire that Doroshenko arrive in Baturyn and submit an oath of 
allegiance to us... for not only he, but all of you know that two years ago 
in Pereiaslav, I, with God's grace and the grace of His Tsarist Majesty, 
was elected hetmán, on my part unwillingly and unexpectedly, owing to 
the consent of the officers on both sides of the Dnieper and people of 
lower ranks, and was invested in this office by His Majesty's decree. In 
view of this... we persuade you to advise [Doroshenko] that... if he wants 
our fatherland Ukraine to enjoy peace without bloodshed and calamities, 
then he must come to us... with an announcement of his allegiance to His 
Majesty and to us.63 

Samoilovych viewed Doroshenko's surrender to him as a final vindication of 
his claim of being hetmán of "both banks." In his correspondence he never 
tired of declaring that "to us, the Zaporozhian Host belongs to the other side 
of the Dnieper."64 In a letter to Colonel Illia Novyts'kyi (8 September 1676) 
Samoilovych declared that he "brings our fatherland, torn apart Ukraine, under 
one monarch and regiment [that is, the hetman's rule- ZK] in unity."65 

Assuming and retaining the title of "hetmán of both banks" were a far easier 
task than controlling them. In fact, Samoilovych's policy of reuniting both 
banks under his authority was opposed by all major powers. Both the Com- 
monwealth and the Ottoman Porte (based on Doroshenko's submission to their 
authority) had claims to Right-Bank Ukraine, while Muscovy was not willing 
to risk abrogating completely its very tenuous truce with the Commonwealth. 
Samoilovych devoted considerable effort to subverting or, at least, modify- 
ing the Muscovite position in the on-and-off negotiations between the tsar's 
envoys and the king. For example, in 1677, along with a petition prepared by 
his officer's council, Samoilovych sent a personal message to the tsar, advising 
that the Muscovites should not even discuss with the Poles the surrender of 
Right-Bank Ukraine, particularly Kyiv and Chyhyryn.66 
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In addition to these diplomatic maneuvers, Samoilovych made an extremely 
bold move. In the late 1670s, as part of the anti-Ottoman campaign, Sam- 
oilovych occupied the Right Bank. In his efforts to deny support to the 
Ottomans (who were promoting their puppet hetmán, Iurii Khmel'nyts'kyi, 
as Doroshenko's replacement) as well as to the Poles, Samoilovych pursued 
probably his most controversial policy: the forced resettlement of population 
from Right-Bank Ukraine to the Left Bank. In two waves, one in 1678 and 
another in 1679, he forced not only the Right Bank regiments to cross over but 
also the entire population, burning towns and village homesteads. It was this 
population transfer policy that completed the devastation of the Right Bank, 
turning it into a wasteland.67 

Having deprived both the Ottomans and the Poles of the human and physical 
resources on the Right Bank, Samoilovych favored a Muscovite settlement with 
the Ottoman Porte rather than the "Eternal Peace" with the Commonwealth. 
Samoilovych's efforts in that direction were so intensive that the Ukrainian 
scholar V'iacheslav Stanislavs'kyi considers Hetmán Ivan Samoilovych a major 
contributor to the conclusion of the Peace of Bakhchisarai (1681), which was 

signed by the tsar and the sultan.68 Apparently, Samoilovych expected to be 
rewarded with those territories on the Right Bank. He was bitterly disappointed 
when the Peace of Bakhchisarai assigned the "barren territories" to the Otto- 
man Porte. In his letter to the tsar (August 1682), Samoilovych wrote that 
the concluded treaty was not in the best interests either of Muscovy or the 
Hetmanate and requested that the "barren territories," ceded to the Ottomans, 
should be granted to him, the hetmán, for his faithful and perpetual service 
and also in order to reverse the loss of honor; for, even though he was hetmán 
of both sides of the Dnieper, part of that honor was transferred to the sultan. 
In the hetman's words, "the tsar should order that the entire nation be united 
under his, the hetman's, authority and mace."69 

Not only did Samoilovych fail to establish his authority over the "barren 
areas," but Muscovy and the Commonwealth were inching toward signing a 

comprehensive "Eternal Peace" and forging an anti-Ottoman alliance. Attempt- 
ing to intervene in those negotiations, Samoilovych continued to plead three 
issues before the Muscovite monarch: the Right Bank, the position of Orthodox 
Ruthenians in the Commonwealth, and the small Belarusian territory beyond 
the Sozh River still held by the Cossacks despite earlier accords between the 
Muscovites and the Poles.70 In this respect, Samoilovych's requests very much 
reflected the traditional views of hetmán- from Bohdan Khmel'nyts'kyi to 
Petro Doroshenko, who had consistently defended the rights of the Ruthenian 
faith and nation in the Commonwealth and the territorial integrity of the 
Hetmanate. 

Samoilovych attempted one more adjustment to the boundaries of the 
Hetmanate, shifting his attention to the Cossack state's eastern border. Some 
of the population from the Right Bank had settled on territory belonging to 
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Muscovy - Sloboda Ukraine. On that basis, Samoilovych initiated a project to 
incorporate the Cossacks of Sloboda Ukraine into the Hetmanate under his 
authority. It was an attempt to shift the territory of the Ukrainian fatherland 
eastward. In late 1680 and early 1681 Samoilovych sent Ivan Mazepa to Moscow 
to conduct negotiations on this matter.71 Muscovy had no intention of transfer- 
ring the Cossacks of Sloboda Ukraine to the jurisdiction of the Hetmanate, 
and the project became moribund. 

Samoilovych's continued attempts to secure the Right Bank also ended in 
failure. The "Eternal Peace" was finally signed in Moscow in April 1686. It did 
indeed permanently split the Hetmanate between Muscovy and the Common- 
wealth more or less along the Dnieper River.72 It assigned to the Polish king the 
lands beyond the Sozh River (the small area around today's border between 
Ukraine and Belarus), still being held by the Cossacks as part of the Hetmanate. 
Samoilovych's desiderata did have some impact on the peace agreement: the 
city of Kyiv and a considerable chunk of surrounding territory on the Right 
Bank were granted in perpetuity to the tsar; the Zaporozhian Sich Cossacks 
were assigned solely to the domain of the tsar, and the treaty contained provi- 
sions whereby "His Majesty the King would not force the Roman Catholic 
faith and the Union upon the Lord's Greek-Rus' [Orthodox] faith, churches, 
and bishoprics: [the bishoprics of] Lutsk, Galicia, Przemyšl, and Belarus."73 
Hetmán Samoilovych's greatest impact on the agreement was the following 
provision: 

Regarding those desolate towns and places, from the town of Staiky, 
downstream the Dnieper, along the river Tiasmyn, namely: Rzyshchiv, 
Trakhtemyriv, Kaniv, Liushny, Sokolnia, Cherkasy, Borovytsia, Buzhyn, 
Voronkiv, Kryliv, and Chyhyryn... those envoys and boyars agreed upon 
and ruled that those towns must remain empty [desolate] as they are 
now.74 

Thus, although these areas were recognized as the domain of the king, he was 
denied any use of them. 

Such tactical victories were insufficient to assuage Samoilovych. He was 
allegedly "very sad" upon the signing of the "Eternal Peace."75 The members of 
the hetman's family described Samoilovych's attitude as follows: "Our Ivan is 
very angry and blames Moscow profoundly; but he will not act the way [the 
late] Ivan Briukhovets'kyi did."76 

While Samoilovych did not break his lifelong allegiance to the tsar, neither 
did he accept the "Eternal Peace." In a memorandum to the Polish king, Sam- 
oilovych states that 

on the Chyhyryn side of the Dnieper those lands and beyond belonged 
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to the mace of the Zaporozhian Host from the first hetmans and were 
from time immemorial our strength; however, according to the current 
peace agreement, which was allowed by our sovereigns, these lands were 
passed to the king's side, which we have implemented without complaint, 
but these lands were really subordinate and belong to us.77 

The hetmán continues petitioning, claiming that "these lands should remain 
with us for although they are now barren, they still belong to us and should 
be ours"78 

These actions, words, and activities of Ivan Samoilovych contributed to 
his ouster and arrest in 1687. Among the chief proofs of the hetman's alleged 
treason was that "he spoke fiercely about the lands on the other side of the 
Dnieper: it will not be as the Muscovites and the Poles have determined in 
their treaties. We will act in accordance to our [own] needs."79 

It is clear that Hetmán Samoilovych had a precise vision of the territorial 
extent of the Cossack Ukrainian Hetmanate. In fact, he attempted to enlarge 
it by incorporating such Muscovite territories as Sloboda Ukraine. Moreover, 
he also held onto the concept of the hetmán as a protector of the Ruthenian 
faith and nation in the entire Commonwealth. However, did Samoilovych 
have a concept of a Ruthenian/Ukrainian polity that would extend beyond 
the Hetmanate? 

As the hetmán of Left-Bank Ukraine and as the result of the official truce 
between the Commonwealth and Muscovy, Samoilovych had no basis or occa- 
sion to discuss the fate of Lviv or Volhynia. In practice, he was totally preoc- 
cupied with reconstructing the Hetmanate of both banks. Nonetheless, he 
was well aware that the Hetmanate was part of a much larger Ukraine, and he 
tried to make that clear to the Muscovite government, which was negotiating 
an "Eternal Peace" with the Commonwealth. In early 1685 Samoilovych sent 
a petition to Moscow, in which he recommended that the Commonwealth 
return all lands inhabited by Ukrainians, because 

all that side of the Dnieper, and Podillia, Volhynia, Pidliashshia, Pidhir'ia 
and all of Chervona Rus' with the glorious cities of Galicia, Lviv, Przemysl, 
Iaroslav, Lublin, Lutsk, Volodymyr, Ostřih, Zaslavl, Korets, and other 
ones, from the beginning of the existence of our peoples to [the time] of 
the Rus' monarchs [had been in our possession] and only some hundred 
years ago the Polish kingdom took hold of them.80 

Thus, Hetmán Ivan Samoilovych also had a concept of a "Greater Ukraine" 
that would include the Hetmanate and the Ruthenian lands of the Kingdom 
of Poland. 
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7. The Ukrainian Fatherland and the Sich Cossacks 

Any study of early modern territorial visions of Ukraine would be incom- 
plete without considering the role of the Lower Zaporozhian Host, or the 
Sich Cossacks. These Cossacks, who provided Bohdan Khmel'nyts'kyi with 
military backing for the 1648 uprising, continued to exist as a separate entity 
beyond (below) the Dnieper rapids; hence the Lower Zaporozhian Host. As 
such, the Sich Cossacks were part of the political entity created by Hetmán 
Khmel'nyts'kyi, and the hetmán was able to exert his authority over them. 
Subsequent hetmans were not able to maintain their control over the Sich 
Cossacks, and under the leadership of an elected chieftain (koshovyi), they 
became important, independent political and military players in the southern 
steppe. Thus, the Sich Cossacks de facto were not within the boundaries of 
the Hetmanate. 

Nevertheless, the Sich Cossacks continued to be inherently intertwined with 
the Hetmanate. Most hetmans attempted to assert their authority over the Sich. 
At times they were successful. For example, Bohdan Khmel'nyts'kyis successor, 
Ivan Vyhovs'kyi (1657-59) received assurances from the Sich Cossacks that they 
recognized the hetman's authority and did not "harbor any disobedience," but 
were "obeying [their] lordship's will."81 

The Sich Cossacks were also a focal point for uprisings against the hetmán 
and were used as a power base by those aspiring to the hetmancy. For example, 
Hetmán Ivan Briukhovets'kyi (1663-68) first established himself at the Sich 
and then used his position to capture the hetmancy on the Left Bank. However, 
once he was in control of both the Left Bank and the Sich, Briukhovets'kyi 
moved immediately to curb the power of the Sich Cossacks, breaking up their 
settlements into smaller units and forbidding them to deal directly with the 
Muscovites. In his note to Moscow Briukhovets'kyi insisted that the Sich Cos- 
sacks were to "report to the hetmán regarding all matters and not deal with 
Moscow without the hetman's consent," just as it used to be during the time 
of Hetmán Vyhovs'kyi.82 

The relationship of the Sich Cossacks with the Hetmanate was, of course, 
greatly complicated by the partitioning of Ukraine and the emergence of com- 
peting Right- and Left-Bank hetmans with their opposing protectors and alli- 
ance systems. This gave the Sich Cossacks greater opportunities for independent 
action. For example, the chieftain, Ivan Sirko, maneuvered between hetmans 
Doroshenko and Samoilovych. In the mid-i66os he supported Doroshenko's 
attempt to throw off Polish protection on the Right Bank and to unify Ukraine. 
However, Sirko was an opponent of Doroshenko's 1668 Ottoman treaty, and 
with his attacks on the Tatars he dealt a death blow to Doroshenko's efforts. 
Sirko favored a pro-Muscovite course. Despite his opposition to Doroshenko, 
Sirko maintained a relationship with him. He was even godfather to one of 
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Doroshenko's children,83 and when Doroshenko was forced to capitulate, he 
insisted that he would do this only in front of Sirko rather than the hated 
Samoilovych.84 

Sirko's relations with Hetmán Samoilovych were strained. Nevertheless, 
he endorsed Samoilovych's consistent pro-Muscovite stance and recognized 
his authority as hetmán. In a letter dated 14 December 1677 Sirko assures 
Samoilovych: "We all do not separate ourselves from you, for this would do 
great harm to our beloved fatherland, but rather seek unity and your guid- 
ance, which under the present circumstances we find necessary for the entire 
Zaporozhian Host, and to this we truly vouch.85 Sirko also recognized that 
the Sich Cossacks were linked to a Ukrainian fatherland. In July 1677 Sirko 
wrote to Samoilovych, informing him that "it is well known to your lordship 
that we are waging war, our only craft, where it is necessary for the protection 
and unity of our bewailed fatherland Ukraine."86 He did not hesitate to express 
similar views either to the tsar or to Muscovite officials. In one of his letters 
to Prince Grigorii Romodanovskii, Sirko writes: "Beseeching Your Princely 
lordship, our benevolent patron and His Majesty, I am asking for your kind- 
ness to our fatherland, Little Rus', and to us, the Zaporozhian Host."87 On 14 
December 1677 Sirko wrote a letter to the Muscovite tsar, saying: "Even though 
we concluded this truce during the infidels' attack on Ukraine, our fatherland, 
we believe that we have done no harm to anyone by taking this step, for it was 
a necessary one."88 

Although the Lower Zaporozhian Host was defending the Ukrainian father- 
land, it remains an open question whether it considered itself part of that 
fatherland. In analyzing the eighteenth-century Cossack chronicles, Frank 
Sysyn has shown that the Lower Zaporozhian Host Cossacks considered 
themselves as originating from the fatherland but having emigrated beyond 
its borders. Thus, they could have been defenders of the fatherland without 
being part of that fatherland.89 

Nevertheless, from the time of Bohdan Khmel'nyts'kyi to Ivan Samoilovych, 
the Lower Zaporozhian Host Cossacks were very much part of the territorial 
vision of Cossack Ukraine, as an autonomous appendage connected to the 
Hetmanate. 

Conclusions 

In the four decades since the 1648 revolt, the territorial vistas of the Ukrainian 
Cossacks were remarkably consistent. At its core were the possessions of the 
Zaporozhian Host that included the areas covered by the Zbořiv Agreement, a 
small part of conquered Belarus, and the semi-independent Lower Zaporozhian 
Host (Sich Cossacks). These territories were united as a single political entity 

This content downloaded from 80.7.236.84 on Sun, 1 Jun 2014 01:47:42 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


22 KOHUŤ 

under Hetmán Bohdan Khmel'nyts'kyi, but subsequently were fragmented into 
a Right-Bank Hetmanate, a Left-Bank Hetmanate, and the Sich Cossacks. It 
was this Hetmanate that was viewed as the fatherland- a fatherland that was 
torn asunder by the Muscovite-Commonwealth accords of 1667 and 1686. 

The second territorial delineation was that of "Greater Ukraine" combining 
Cossack Ukraine with the Ruthenian lands of the Kingdom of Poland. It was 
vigorously pursued as a political project by Hetmán Bohdan Khmel'nyts'kyi, 
was included in the proposals for the Union of Hadiach, and held by both 
Hetmán Petro Doroshenko and Hetmán Ivan Samoilovych. The "Greater 
Ukraine" idea predates the Cossack revolution and was already present in the 
late sixteenth century. The consistency of this territorial delineation for over a 
century is, in my opinion, indicative of the development of a specific Ukrainian 
political-territorial identification that separated Ukraine from Belarus. 

These two territorial delineations were linked to a specific constitutional 
interpretation. The original incorporation of the Ruthenian lands into the 
Kingdom of Poland in 1569 guaranteed certain prerogatives to the Ruthe- 
nian nation. While these rights were supposedly guaranteed to the Ruthenian 
nation (the Orthodox nobility) of the incorporated lands, their violation any- 
where in the Commonwealth was considered a violation of the rights of the 
nobility (and, later, of the Cossacks) in the incorporated territories. Thus, the 
Orthodox nobles and, subsequently, Cossack hetmans acted as protectors of 
Ruthenian religious and cultural institutions in the entire Commonwealth. 
The responsibility for the Orthodox Ruthenian faith and culture throughout 
the Commonwealth delineated the third most expansive territorial vista of 
the Cossacks, encompassing the entire Kyivan metropolitan see (see map on 
p. 11, above). It is in exercising this responsibility that Doroshenko defended 
the use of the Ruthenian language within the entire Commonwealth, or Sam- 
oilovych pressed so hard to have some guarantees for the Orthodox of the 
Commonwealth incorporated into the "Eternal Peace" between Muscovy and 
the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. 

These were the territorial vistas of the Cossack administration when Ivan 
Mazepa became hetmán in 1687. Was he aware of them? Mazepa almost cer- 
tainly was. He had served both hetmans, Doroshenko and Samoilovych, and 
would have been aware of Doroshenko's negotiation points with the Poles. 
In addition, as chief negotiator with the Tatars, he would have known of the 
1668 treaty with the Ottomans, in which Doroshenko's territorial vistas were 
outlined.90 Moreover, while in the service of Hetmán Samoilovych, Mazepa 
traveled to Moscow with proposals to expand the hetmans authority to Sloboda 
Ukraine, and he was also involved in Samoilovych's negotiations to alter the 
"Eternal Peace" of 1686.91 

This content downloaded from 80.7.236.84 on Sun, 1 Jun 2014 01:47:42 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


MAZEPA'S UKRAINE 23 

Notes 

1. Orest Subtel'nyi, Mazepyntsi : Ukrainskyi separatyzm na pochatku XVIII 
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Thus, in some instances the meaning of narod is clear: e.g., Orthodox 
people, not nation. However, whenever narod is preceded by an adjectival 
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Noble Quest: From True Nobility to Enlightened Society in the Polish- 
Lithuanian Commonwealth, 1550-1830," 2 vols. (Ph.D. diss., University of 
Michigan, 2000; rev. for DMA Printing and Publishing, 2001), 1:152-217; 
and Frank Sysyn, "Concepts of Nationhood in Ukrainian History Writing, 
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517. 
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11. Ibid., 593; Dmitrii Bantysh-Kamenskii, Istochniki malorossiiskoi istorii 
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into the Commonwealth. 
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