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Russia and the Ukraine: 

The Difference that Peter I Made 

By OREST SUBTELNY 

The Petrine reforms brought about basic changes in the relationship 
between Russia and the Ukraine. Historians have often acknowledged 
and stressed this point. Yet, not one major work has been devoted to 
this important topic and a few scattered articles have only dealt with 
isolated aspects of the reforms.1 It is the purpose of this study to ex- 
amine more closely the nature of Peter I's reforms in the Ukraine and 
to assess their impact on the ties between Russia and the Ukraine. 

Before doing so, however, it is necessary to establish the character 
of this relationship prior to the reign of Peter I. Not surprisingly, there 
has always been a sharp difference of opinion between Russian and 
Ukrainian historians on this question. The latter, in general, viewed the 
bonds between the Muscovite Tsars and the Zaporozhian Host or the 
Hetmanate (as the political organization of the Ukrainian Cossacks in 
Left-Bank Ukraine was called) in terms of a state-to-state relationship. 
Obviously, the Hetmanate could not be considered a sovereign state- 
it did, after all, recognize the suzerainty of the Tsar. But that the Het- 
manate was a self-governing, state-like organization which was linked 
to Russia only by means of a common sovereign, of this Ukrainian his- 
torians had no doubt2 

Most Russian and Soviet historians, on the other hand, argued that 
the Ukraine had been incorporated into the Russian state in 1654 when 

1 See I. Dzhydzhora, "Ekonomichna polityka rosiiskoho pravytelstva suproty 
Ukrainy v 1710-1730 rr.," pp. 1-96, and his "Reformy malorosiiskoi kolegii na 
Ukraini v 1722-1723 rr.," pp. 96-109, in his collection of articles entitled Ukraina 
v pershyi polovyni XVIII viku (Kiev, 1930). Also see V. Rudniv, "Finansovyi stan 
I-Ietmanshchyny za Petra I," Naukovyi Zbirnyk Vseukrainskoi Akademii Nauk 20 
(1926): 137-166. 

2 These views are especially evident in the works of such leading Ukrainian 
historians as V. Lypynsky, Ukraina na perelomi (New York, 1954), D. Doroshenko, 
Narys istorii Ukrainy (Warsaw, 1932-1933), N. Polonska-Vasylenko, Istoriia 
Ukrainy, vol. 2 (Munich, 1976) and 0. Ohloblyn, Hetman Ivan Mazepa i ioho 
doba (New York-Paris-Toronto, 1960). This view is shared also by the leading 
Soviet Ukrainian specialist of this period, see V. A. Diadychenko, Narysy suspilno- 
politychnoho ustroiu livoberezhnoi Ukrainy kintsia XVII-pochatku XVIII st. (Kiev, 
1959). One of the few Russian historians who considered the Hetmanate to be a 
state was S. V. Iushkov. See his Istoriia gosudarstva i prava SSSR, vol. 1, 3rd. ed. 
(Moscow, 1950). 
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Bohdan Khmelnytsky and Aleksei Mikhailovich concluded the Treaty 
of Pereiaslav. Admittedly, the Ukrainians were granted at that time a 
certain degree of autonomy in the form of characteristically Cossack 
types of self-administration. But these were hardly enough to warrant 
the use of the term "state." Employing ex post facto reasoning, many 
of these scholars implied that it was simply a matter of time before the 
Ukraine would be totally integrated into the Russian state.3 

There was one point, however, on which both sides agreed: it was 
Peter I who effectively undermined Ukrainian autonomy. Of course, 
the context in which this event occurred was perceived differently. The 
Ukrainians considered the Petrine innovations to be the result of an 
inter-state struggle in which the Russian state succeeded in imposing 
its control over the autonomous Ukrainian Cossack state, while Russian 
and many Soviet historians usually interpreted the reforms as an intra- 
state development in which the Russian center tightened its control 
over the Ukrainian periphery. 

In the attempts to assess the significance of Peter I's reforms in the 
Ukraine, it appears that much confusion has been caused by the hap- 
hazard use of the word "state." In general, a state is understood to be 
an institution which possesses sovereign authority over a well-defined 
territory. In its historical development, this institution has rested on 
two main pillars: a standing army and a specialized bureaucracy. More- 
over, a well-defined conception of statehood has always drawn a dis- 
tinction between the institution of the state and the person of the ruler. 
With this in mind, the question arises whether such statist, that is, in- 

stitutionally-oriented thinking, formed the framework of the tsars' re- 

lationship with the Hetmanate prior to the watershed year of 1708. 
Clearly the Hetmanate did not possess all the general attributes of 

statehood. Ideally, the Zaporozhian Host saw itself as a military frater- 
nity in which every fighting man was an equal. In reality, it was a hier- 
archically organized military estate whose leadership-the starshyna- 
was in the process of becoming a hereditaxy territorial elite.4 In govern- 

3 For example, see S. M. Solov'ev, Istoriia Rossii s drevneishikh vremen, vol. 8 
(Moscow, 1962), p. 208ff. and V. 0. Kliuchevsky, A Course in Russian History: 
The Seventeenth Century (Chicago, 1968), p. 127ff. For Soviet views on the topic 
see L. Tillet, The Great Friendship: Soviet Historians on Non-Russian Nationalities 
(Chapel Hill, 1969), passim. 

4 The formation of this new Cossack elite has been studied by L. Okinshevych, 
Znachne viiskove tovarystvo v Ukraini-Hetmanshchyni XVII-XVIII v. (vol. 157 of 
Zapysky Naukovoho Tovarystva im. Shevchenka [hereafter ZNTSh], Munich, 
1948). Also see D. Miller, "Ocherki iz istorii i iuridicheskogo byta staroi Malorossii: 
Prevrashchenie malorusskoi starshiny v dvorianstvo," Kievskaia Starina, 1897, no, 
1, pp. 1-31. In the early 18th century there were an estimated 900-1000 starshyna 
families. In 1724 there was a total of 68,415 Cossack households in the 10 districts 
or regiments that made up the Hetmanate or Left-Bank Ukraine. Cf. I. K. Kirilov, 
Tsvetushchee sostoianie vserossiiskogo gosudarstva (Moscow, 1977), p. 402. The 
total population of the Left-Bank Ukraine was approximately 1.8 million. 
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ing the Ukraine, the starshyna's level of specialization was low. While 
it performed a combination of military, administrative and judicial 
functions, the starshyna did not specialize in any of these areas. And 
despite a tendency, evident especially during Mazepa's hetmancy, to- 
ward the development of a standing Ukrainian Cossack army (the cre- 
ation of serdiuk regiments) and a bureaucracy (from among the chan- 
cellery officials of the Host), these attempts never reached a significant 
level and the Hetmanate failed to develop separate military and bur- 
eaucratic establishments.5 Finally, sovereign authority rested in the 
'person of the Tsar and not in the Hetman or the Host. 

The Tsardom of Muscovy came much closer to fulfilling the general 
criteria of statehood. Particularly in its ability to concentrate political 
power, the Tsardom resembled the rising absolutist monarchies of 
Western Europe. But the concentration of political power is not ipso 
facto proof of the existence of a fully developed state. Muscovite patri- 
monialism-and patrimonial views are by definition personal rather 
than institutional-did not distinguish between the state and the per- 
son of the Tsar. Indeed, it has been convincingly argued that the con- 
ception of statehood was still foreign to Muscovites as the 17th century 
came to a close.6 

Peter I's predecessors did attempt to create a regular military force. 
However, even after Western-style regiments were included in the 
Tsar's army during the 17th century, the streltsy militia and the levee 
of the dvoriane continued to constitute the bulk of the Muscovite forces 
prior to the Northern War.7 And although several hundred diaks and 
scribes, lost in a sea of about 11 million people, did manage to keep the 
Tsar's records and accounts, this handful of men can hardly be called a 
full-fledged bureaucracy. Thus, even though 17th century Muscovy 
was well on its way to achieving institutionally-based statehood, it had 
not as yet reached this point as the reign of Peter I began. 

It would appear, then, that to view the first half-century of Russian- 
Ukrainian relations in statist terms cannot be very fruitful. But to argue 
this point convincingly a more rigorous proof is needed than the gen- 
eral statements above can provide. Therefore, a functionalist approach, 
one which tests for the presence of statist functions in a political organ- 
ism, might prove to be most useful in this case. If one were to examine 
the basic functions of the absolutist state (and this was the only form of 
statehood possible in 17th century Muscovy), they could be classified as 

r Cf. Okinshevych, Znachne viiskove tovarystvo, passim. 
6 See G. Stockl, "Die Wurzeln des modernen Staates in Osteuropa," Jahrbiicher 

fir Geschichte Osteuropas, 1953, no. 3, pp. 255-269. Also see R. Pipes, Russia 
under the Old Regime (New York, 1974), p. 128. 

7 Despite the efforts made throughout the 17th century to modernize the Mus- 
covite forces, Kliuchevskii believed that they still could not be called a standing 
army. Cf. Kliuchevsky, The Seventeenth Century, p. 232. 
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follows: 1) coordinative-the ability of the state to impose uniform poli- 
cies and to eliminate centrifugal forces in the lands under its control, 
2) coercive-the ability of a state to enforce the ruler's directives and 
3) extractive-the capacity of the state to extract a relatively high pro- 
portion of its subjects' resources for its own needs. From this typology, 
the following hypothesis can be drawn: the extent to which these vital 
functions of absolutist statehood play a role in the relationship between 
peoples or lands is the extent to which these peoples or lands are part 
of one and the same state. Or, to put it more precisely, by evaluating 
the tsars' capacity to carry out these three functions in the Ukraine one 
can gauge the degree to which the Ukraine was part of a Russian state. 

Coordination 
How were the Ukraine and Russia linked after the Treaty of Pereia- 

slav of 1654? By what means did the tsars transmit their directives to 
their new subjects and how did they know whether these orders were 
obeyed in distant Ukraine? Because these questions touch upon func- 
tions which might best be defined as coordinative, we may begin the 
functional analysis of the Russian-Ukrainian relationship by examining 
the tsars' coordinative capacities in the Ukraine prior to the reign of 
Peter I. 

The agency which maintained contact between the Tsar and the 
Hetmanate was the Malorossiiskii Prikaz (hereafter: MP).8 An integral 
part of the Muscovite prikaz system, it operated as a subsection of the 
Posolskii Prikaz, that is, of that agency which dealt with the foreign 
affairs of the tsar. Established in 1663 (up to that time it was the Posol- 
skii Prikaz itself that maintained ties with the Ukraine), the MP existed 
until 1717. Throughout this period, the prikaz was staffed, on the aver- 
age, by about twenty diaks, scribes, translators and guards. These men 
were based exclusively in Moscow where they were housed in a sep- 
arate building along with the Hetman's representatives who happened 
to be in the city. 

In its dealings with the Ukraine, the MP carried out three basic types 
of activity: 1) Communication and information gathering. It was the 
MP which drafted and transmitted the tsars' wishes to the hetmans and 
passed on the latters' requests and reports to the tsars. The prikaz also 
dispatched the tsars' confirmations of Cossack elections and of decisions 
reached in Cossack councils. Gathering intelligence was another im- 

8 Cf. K. A. Sofronenko, Malorossiiskii prikaz russkogo gosudarstva vtoroi poloviny 
XVII i nachala XVIII veka (Moscow, 1960). It is striking to see how limited were 
the prerogatives of the MP as compared to those of the prikaz of Kazan. See M. 
Rywvkin, "The Prikaz of the Kazan Court: First Russian Colonial Office," Canadian 
Slavonic Papers, 1976, no. 3, pp. 293-300. 
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portant and difficult part of the MP's duties. The prikaz attempted to 
gather information about all aspects of Ukrainian life from Muscovite 
envoys returning from the land, from voevodas stationed there, from 
Russian and Ukrainian merchants, and from Ukrainian delegations. But 
these efforts did not always provide an accurate picture of the actual 
situation in the south. By the terms of the Pereiaslav Treaty, Muscovite 
officials had access only to several Ukrainian towns, while the rest of 
the land was off-limits to them. As a result, they had to depend on 
Ukrainians for much of their information. And the hetmans tended to 
be very selective in the type of information they forwarded to Moscow. 
For this reason Moscow was very frequently surprised by developments 
in the Ukraine. 2) Supervision and supply of Russian garrisons. The MP 
was responsible for the provisioning, replacement and general be- 
havior of the Russian garrisons which were stationed in several Ukrain- 
ian towns. Because conflicts often arose between these garrisons and 
the Cossacks, one of the MP's most delicate and time-consuming tasks 
was the adjudication and mitigation of these conflicts. 3) "Consular" 
activities. Finally, the MP looked after the interests of Russian mer- 
chants in the Ukraine, issued permits for travel between the two lands, 
apprehended and returned to the Hetmanate those Ukrainians who 
were in Russia illegally, and settled juirisdictional disputes. 

In addition to the MP, the Ukrainians had their own means of main- 
taining contact with the tsar. In 1669, after a series of violent anti- 
Russian uprisings in the Hetmanate, the Cossack starshyna obtained 
the right to maintain one of its members in Moscow as its permanent 
representative. Among the most important of this official's duties was 
the transmission to the tsar of complaints about the behavior of Russian 
garrisons in the Ukraine. The tsar's rescript in this matter stated that 
this official "whom the Hetman, the starshyna and the entire Host in 
Left-Bank Ukraine are to elect, is to live permanently in Moscow in a 
special residence, along with five or six other men, so that the Hetman 
can write to the one elected about various matters and about his com- 
plaints against the voevody and the troops. And the one elected will 
take these letters to the prikaz people and they will pass them on to 
the Tsar."9 Thus, the Ukrainians obtained a means of voicing their dis- 
satisfaction about Russian behavior in their land. 

After taking into account the functions of the MP, one might wonder 
about the extent to which such an agency was capable of carrying out 
the centralizing, amalgamating policies of a Russian state in the 
Ukraine. The reply must be that, by and large, the MP was incapable 

9 TsGADA, Knigi Malorossiskogo prikaza, no. 65, fol. 112 as quoted by Diady- 
chenko, Narysy, p. 103. 
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of performing such functions. By the nature of its duties, it is evident 
that the prikaz was meant to serve primarily as a link between two 
different political bodies; it was not meant to be the means for the 
assimilation of one by the other. Indeed, the very existence of the MP 
recognized and maintained the distinction between the Hetmanate and 
the Tsardom. Perhaps the best way for modern minds to visualize the 
MP's role is to view it as an agency which dealt with a satellite or vassal 
land, not one which was an integral part of a Russian state. 

Coercion 
At first glance, it would appear that the tsars had a direct and effec- 

tive coercive capacity in the Ukraine. According to the Periaslav Treaty, 
Russian voevody and garrisons could be stationed in certain Ukrainian 
towns. Initially, it was agreed that Kiev and Chernihiv were to have 
the garrisons. However, neither Khmelnvtsky nor his successor, Ivan 
Vyhovsky, ever allowed a voevoda in any town except Kiev. Later, un- 
der weaker hetmans, the number of towns with voevody was enlarged 
to five-Kiev, Chernihiv, Pereiaslav, Nizhyn and Oster. The total num- 
ber of troops in these garrisons fluctuated greatly during the latter part 
of the 17th century. In the mid 1660's it reached a high of about 12,000 
men but later it fell to as low as 1,900 men.?0 

For the most part, the Ukrainian Cossacks did not find the voevody 
and garrisons to be especially intimidating. Khmelnytsky agreed to 
their presence because he believed that the tsar, as the Ukraine's sover- 
eign, ought to participate in the defence of the land. But neither he nor 
his immediate successors would allow these garrisons to interfere in 
Ukrainian internal affairs. And while the voevody and garrisons did 
strengthen the tsars' authority in the Hetmanate, they by no means as- 
sured Moscow that its wishes would be obeyed there. 

The coercive impact of these garrisons was limited by their relatively 
low numbers. Even at peak strength, their ratio to combat-ready 
Ukrainian Cossacks was 1:4, and at times this ratio sank to 1:20. Thus, 
since the discipline and military technology of the Ukrainian and 
Russian troops was roughly equal in the 17th century, the tsars and 
their voevody could not count on force to impose their policies. For 
example, when Hetman Vyhovsky rejected the tsar's suzerainty in 1658 
and Aleksei Mikhailovich raised a levee of 150,000 men to crush the 
Hetman, the Cossacks and their Tatar allies decimated a greater part 
of the Russian force at Konotop in June, 1659. The traditional Musco- 

10 See P. Miliukov, Gosudarstvennoe khoziaistvo Rossii v pervoi chetverti XVIII 
stoletiia i reforma Petra Velikogo, 2nd. ed. (St. Peterburg, 1905), p. 96. 
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vite cavalry formations never recovered from this blow.l And the weak- 
ness of the Russian garrisons in the Ukraine was convincingly demon- 
strated in 1668 when Ukrainian Cossacks and townsmen, angered by 
the growing number of voevody and their exactions, attacked and ex- 
pelled the Russians from the Ukrainian towns with relative ease. There- 
after, the voevody were again limited to five towns and the number of 
their troops decreased drastically. It was not military power per se, but 
rather the ability of Moscow to play off various Ukrainian factions 
against each other which accounted for much of the tsars' influence in 
the Ukraine. 

Extraction 
In seventeenth-eighteenth century Europe, the extent of "stateness"9 

or "statehood" was directly related to the amount of wealth that a ruler 
could extract from his lands. What were the fiscal benefits that the tsars 
realized in the Ukraine? Kotoshikhin put it most succinctly when he 
stated that from the Ukraine "dokhodov ne byvaet' nichevo."l2 Accord- 
ing to the Pereiaslav Treaty, the Ukrainian Cossacks did not have to 
make any payments to the tsars. The Treaty did stipulate that the 
Ukrainian townsmen were to pay a tribute (dan'), but Khmelnytsky in- 
sisted, and Aleksei Mikhailovich agreed, that the collections were to 
be carried out by the representatives of the townsmen and of the het- 
mans, not by the voevody. As might be expected, the sums which were 
collected tended to be minimal. For example, in the early 1660s, when 
Moscow was especially insistent that regular collections be carried out, 
the five largest towns in the Hetmanate yielded only about 2,000 
rubles.l3 And this money was spent only in the Ukraine. (It was con- 
siderations such as these, as well as the intractability of the Ukrainians, 
which led A. Ordyn-Nashchokin to advise Aleksei Mikhailovich to give 
the Ukraine back to the Poles.)14 

Disappointed by the deficits which it had incurred in the Hetmanate, 
Moscow attempted in the 1660s, during the tenure of the servile and 

"1 The Tsar would never again be able to raise such a huge levee of his dvoriane. 
Upon learning of the outcome of the battle Alexei Mikhailovich appeared in mourn- 
ing and Muscovites panicked for fear of an impending invasion by the Ukrainian 
Cossacks and their Tatar allies. See Solov'ev, Istoriia Rossii vol. 6, pp. 49-51. 

12 As quoted in Miliukov, Gosudarstvennoe khoziaistvo, p. 96. According to 
Miliukov, the expenses of the tsarist government in the Ukraine in 1701 were about 
15,000 rubles. At the same time the government spent about 41,000 rubles in 
Smolensk and about 80,000 rubles in Kazan' (p. 145). 

13 Cf. V. A. Romanovskii, Perepis' naseleniia levoberezhnoi Ukrainy 1660 goda 
(Stavropol', 1967), p. 45. 

14 See C. B. O'Brien, Muscovy and the Ukraine: From the Pereiaslavl Agreement 
to the Truce of Andrusovo, 1654-1667 (Berkeley, 1963), p. 113. 
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pro-Russian Hetman Ivan Briukhovetsky, to conduct a census, increase 
the number of its voevodas and collect tribute in the Ukraine by means 
of its own men. But these measures led to the defection of Briukhovet- 
sky and to the anti-Russian uprisings of 1668. Realizing that its at- 
tempts to raise revenue among the Ukrainians were counter-productive, 
after 1668 Moscow tried to keep its expenses in the Hetmanate as low 
as possible. Hence the reduction in the number of voevody and gar- 
risons. Even as late as 1709, Peter would declare in a manifesto to the 
Ukrainians that: 

We can boastl without shame that there is no people under the sun which 
can boast of such liberties, privileges and ease as can, by the grace of 
Our Tsarist Majesty, the Little Russians since we do not allow one penny 
to be collected for our treasury in the Little Russian land.15 

After examining the links-the MP, tle voevody, the garrisons-which 
existed between the tsars and the Hetmanate in the pre-Petrine period, 
it is evident that they did not and could not fulfill the basic functions 
of the absolutist state. It follows, then, that the state as such did not 
constitute the framework for the relationship between Russia and the 
Ukraine. But if the institution of the state did not bind the two lands 
together in the 17th century, what did? 

In early modern Europe, the means by which unions between dif- 
ferent lands could be established were limited. In cases where the state 
was still insufficiently developed to provide a common framework, the 
only other way by which two different lands could be linked was by 
some form of vassalage.'6 It is well known that vassalage was a set of 
mutually binding obligations wherein the overlord obtained the service 
and obedience of new subjects in return for his commitment to protect 
-them from their enemies and to respect their customs and traditions. 
Simply and ideally, it was a trade-off: the suzerain extended his nom- 
inal authority, increased his prestige, obtained the financial and mili- 
tary support of his new subjects, while the latter benefited from the 
security of having a mighty protector who, it was understood, would not 
interfere in their internal affairs. It should also be stressed that vassal 
relationships were essentially personal in nature. The subjects or their 

15 "Manifest Gosudaria Petra I-go vsemu malorossiskomu narodu," 9 November 
1708 in Istochniki malorossiiskoi istorii (hereafter: Istochniki), edited by D. N. 
Bantysh-Kamenskii in Chteniia v imperatorskom obshchestve istorii i drevnostei 
rossiiskikh, 1859, no. 1, p. 192. 

16See W. Naf, "Herrschaftsvertrige und Lehre vom Herrschaftsvertrag," 
Schweizer Beitrige zur Allgemeinen Geschichte 7 (1949): 26-52. 
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leadership swore allegiance to their new overlord; they did not, how- 
ever, identify or merge with his other lands. Theoretically, and often 
practically, all that such newly-linked lands had in common was the 
person of their overlord. With some modifications, we would propose 
that such was the initial character of the Ukrainian-Russian union oft 
1654.17 

In view of the remarkably persistent and generally successful efforts 
of the tsars to monopolize power, the notion that they would tolerate 
vassalage's inherent limitations on a sovereign's prerogatives might 
seem incongruous. But the growth of the tsars' power was not without 
its setbacks and its pauses. There were times when the bark of the 
Muscovite autocracy was worse than its bite, when the tsars had to 
bargain and compromise with their subjects in order to maintain or 
obtain authority over them. In such situations what sometimes emerged 
was a relationship between sovereign and subject which was based-in 
effect and for a limited time-on reciprocal commitments. A case in 
point was the agreement reached between Hetman Khmelnytsky and 
Tsar Aleksei Mikhailovich. 

The Pereiaslav Agreement was, in essence, a compromise between the, 
Hetman and the Tsar. Both sides were in a position to bargain. Be- 
cause it was the Ukrainians who first appealed to Moscow for aid and 
protection, the Tsar enjoyed an advantage. But Khmelnytsky's position 
was not without its strong points. He made it very clear to the Musco- 
vites that should they not respond to his requests for aid and protection 
against the Poles, then he would turn to the Ottoman Sultan. And this 
would bring the Ottomans to Moscow's doorstep. In fact, as Aleksei; 
Mikhailovich and his advisors procrastinated, Khmelnytsky demonstra- 
tively intensified his already close contacts with the Porte. Moreover, 
with hundreds of thousands of rebellious peasants and about 50,000 
well-armed and experienced Cossacks at his command, the Hetman 
represented an impressive military power. Finally, because the Ukrain- 
ians offered to accept the Tsar's suzerainty voluntarily, Khmelnytsky 
felt that he could expect to receive favorable terms from the Tsar. 

What emerged from the protracted negotiations of 1653-1654 was 
an agreement which, on the one hand, satisfied the forms and principles' 
of Muscovite autocracy and, on the other hand, gave the Ukrainians 
almost all the terms vassals normally received. The Tsar, for example, 
refused Khmelnytsky's repeated requests that he swear to uphold 

17 For an objective overview of the controversy surrounding the Pereiaslav Treaty 
see 0. E. Gunther, "Der Vertrag von Pereiaslav im Widerstreit der Meinungen,"' 
Jahrbiicher fuiir Geschichte Osteuropas, 1954, no. 2, pp. 232-257. I discuss the 
nature of the Perieaslav Treaty in my article, "Mazepa, Peter I and the Question of 
Treason," Harvard Ukrainian Studies, Winter, 1978. 
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Ukrainian rights and privileges; instead, the Tsar "granted" these rights 
and he insisted that his new subjects recognize his title as the autocrat 
of Malorossia. Meanwhile, the Ukrainians received all the rights which 
they requested. Besides agreeing to respect the rights and traditions 
of the land, the Tsar, among other concessions, allowed the Zaporozhian 
Host to elect its own officials, to permit Ukrainians to judge themselves 
according to their own laws without interference from the Tsar's rep- 
resentatives, and to allow the hetmans to receive foreign envoys except 
those from enemy powers such as Poland and the Ottoman Porte. In 
this manner, the Pereiaslav Treaty emerged as an unusual combination 
of Eastern autocracy and Western vassalage.l8 Thus it was the bonds 
of vassalage, not the institutions of statehood, that linked the Ukrain- 
ians to the tsars throughout the 17th century. 

* * * 

Turning now to Peter I's Ukrainian reforms, let us examine how they 
-in all their haphazard, ad hoc and arbitrary conception and imple- 
mentation-related to the basic functions of the absolutist state. Be- 
cause coercion was that aspect of state absolutism which the Ukrainians 
experienced initially, it will be discussed first. 

Coercion 
The earliest innovation in this area was introduced immediately after 

Mazepa's defection on October 24, 1708. In addition to the town gar- 
risons, ten Russian dragoon regiments were stationed permanently in 
the Ukraine. These new troops were quartered among the Cossacks in 
rural areas. Under the pretext of searching out sedition and treason, 
their commanders were given the unprecedented right to interfere in 
local affairs and to bypass Cossack authorities. Interestingly, as the 
troops were being stationed, Peter I noted that Ukrainians should no 
longer stress that they served the Tsar because he respected their rights, 
but rather because he provided for their defense. Such wording not 
only provided a rationale for the continued presence of the troops in 
the Ukraine, but it also made it easier for them to ignore Ukrainian 
rights.'9 Soon after the Battle of Poltava, on July 29, 1709, a permanent 

18 An interesting and characteristic reflection of this synthesis was the fact that 
while the Ukrainians respectfully acknowledged the unlimited powers of the 
Muscovite autocrats, the tsars, Peter I included, regularly reiterated their respect 
for the "dogovor" which had been concluded between Aleksei Mikhailovich and 
his Ukrainian subjects. For an example of Peter I's oftrepeated pledges to respect 
the "treaty" see Istochniki, pp. 192, 221 and 317. 

19 Peter I's elaborate rationalizations for the quartering of the troops in the 
Ukraine may be found in "Reshitelnoi ukaz Velikogo Gosudaria," 31 July 1709, 
Istochniki, pp. 233-234, 264, 279. Also see 0. Hrushevsky, "Rozkvartyrovannie 
rosiiskykh polkiv na Ukraini," ZNTSh 78 (1907) * 5-25. 
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Russian resident (initially he was called a minister in order to give him 
greater authority in dealing with the Hetman) was assigned to the Het- 
man's court. The first such official, the stolnik, A. Izmailov, was accom- 
panied by a small staff and one, sometimes two, dragoon regiments. 

Izmailov brought along two sets of instructions, one formal and the 
other secret.20 In the former set of instructions, the resident was or- 
dered to be at the side of Ivan Skoropadsky, Mazepa's successor as 
Hetman, "for the sake of the Great Gosudar's affairs and counsels ... 
and, together with the Gospodin Hetman ... to see to it that the entire 
Little Russian land remains calm and loyal to the Great Gosudar'."21 

Furthermore, Izmailov was told to observe all of the Hetman's foreign 
contacts, to receive with the Hetman, all messengers and letters from 
abroad, to send copies of these letters to the Tsar, and under no cir- 
cumstances to allow the Hetman to reply to these letters without the 
Tsar's orders. Meanwhile, in his secret instructions, the resident was 
enjoined to "observe most carefully that neither the Hetman nor the 
starshyna and the polkovnyky evince any inclination to treason or agi- 
tation of the masses."22 In case of need, Izmailov was informed that he 
could use the Russian regiments in the Ukraine at his own discretion. 

Within weeks of their arrival in the Ukraine, the Russian regimental 
commanders initiated a reign of terror in the land. Confiscations of 
property, interrogations, executions, and exile were the fate of anyone 
not only slightly associated with Mazepa's "izmena," but even suspected 
of uttering an uncomplimentary remark about the Tsar. Real or sus- 
pected Mazepists were brought to the town of Lebedyn where they 
were first interrogated by the officials of the Field Chancellery and 
then by those of the Posolskaia Kantselariia. Also collected at Lebedyn 
and eventually exiled to Moscow were the extended families of all 
known Mazepists. In order to encourage denunciations, the Tsar re- 
warded those who made them by granting them the lands of rebels 
who had fled or had been arrested. Within months of Mazepa's defec- 
tion, Ukrainian society was effectively terrorized into complete sub- 
mission.23 Never again would a Hetman and his starshyna dare to rise 
against the tsar. 

Coordination 
The largest number of Peter's reforms in the Ukraine may be de- 

scribed as performing a coordinative function, that is, they were geared 
specifically towards imposing centralized, bureaucratic control over the 

20 Cf. "Stat'i Gosudaria Petra I iavnie i tainie Blizhnemu Stol'niku Andreiu 
Izmailovl," 18, 27, 30 July 1709, Istochniki, pp. 228-231. 

21 Ibid., p. 228. 
22 Ibid., p. 230. 
23 For a study of the systematic repressions conducted against actual or suspected 

Mazepists see 0. Hrushevsky, "Hlukhiv i Lebydyn," ZNTSh 92 (1909): 21-65. 
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Ukraine so that, as the Tsar put it "no differences would remain."24 As 
noted above, the resident's role was meant to be coordinative as well 
as coercive. Peter I ordered Skoropadsky to consult with Izmailov in 
all matters and to decide nothing of importance without the resident's 
participation and approval. In effect, a system of dual rule was intro- 
duced in the land. And it was no secret that this dualism was seen by 
the Tsar as a transitional stage which was to lead to the eventual abo- 
lition of the Hetmanate. 

After the victorious conclusion of the Northern War in 1721, coordi- 
nation was pushed further. In April 29, 1722, the office of resident was 
replaced by the Malorossiiskaia Kollegiia.25 Unlike the Malorossiiskii 
Prikaz, which was abolished in 1717, the Kollegiia was based in the 
Ukraine, at the court of the Hetman. It consisted of six Russian officers 
selected from the dragoon regiments, one of whom was appointed 
president. The Kollegiia's first president was Brigadier S. Veliaminov. 
The new institution's powers were extremely broad: although initially 
it could deal with the Ukrainians only through the intermediary of the 
Military Chancellery of the Zaporozhian Host, the Kollegiia was soon 
allowed to bypass Ukrainian authorities and to intervene at all levels 
of the local administration. No order could be issued by the Hetman 
or his staff without being countersigned by the Kollegiia. The staff of 
the new institution consisted of 44 officials and scribes who were sta- 
tioned in Hlukhiv and 10 others who were sent into the field to aid in 
the collection of taxes. Moreover, 34 Russian bureaucrats were based 
in Kiev with the Russian commander of the garrison. Thus, the Rus- 
sian bureaucratic presence in the Ukraine rose from less than a dozen 
to close to 90 men. The Kollegiia could also act as the highest court of 
appeals in the land, overturning, if it wished, the Hetman's decisions. 
This was not merely dual government; to a large extent it was the 
Malorossiiskaia Kollegiia which now ruled the Ukraine. It was at this 

point that the Pereiaslav Treaty was, in effect, abrogated by the Tsar. 
If the establishment of the Kollegiia was a radical step towards the 

abolition of Ukrainian self-rule, the rationale which Peter I gave it was 
well within the tsars' traditional policy of divide et impera. In a mani- 
festo issued to the populace, Peter I declared that, "It (the Kollegiia) 
has been created for no other purpose than to protect the Little Russian 
people from the unfairness of their courts and from the oppression of 

24 In carrying out these measures Peter I referred to similar steps taken by Eng- 
land in Scotland and Ireland. Cf. N. Riasanovsky, A History of Russia (New York, 
1977), p. 257. 

25 Cf. "Ukaz Gosudaria Petra I-go k Hetmanu Skoropadskomu o prichinakh 
uchrezhdeniia v Hlukhove Malorossiiskoi Kollegii," 29 April 1722, Istochniki, 
pp. 315-317. For a more elaborate version of the ukaz, see pp. 321-325. 
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the starshyna."26 By claiming to alleviate the indisputably difficult 
plight of the masses, the Tsar pushed his centralizing measures in the 
Ukraine. The Tsar's most audacious claim concerning the Kollegiia was 
that it did not really contradict the terms of Khmelnytsky's treaty and 
that, in fact, the treaty allowed for the creation of such an institution.27 
Interestingly, while the Tsar completely subverted the Pereiaslav Treaty 
he was not yet ready to ignore it completely. But perhaps what was 
most revealing of Peter I's views on the Kollegiia's function was not 
what he said about it but rather the place which he assigned for it in 
his new bureaucratic system. In contrast to the Malorossiiskii Prikaz 
which, as part of the Posolskii Prikaz, implied Ukrainian separateness, 
the Malorossiiskaia Kollegiia was subordinated to the Senate, i.e., to 
that body which dealt with internal affairs.28 This was an explicit in- 
dication that the Tsar now considered the Ukraine to be an integral 
part of the Russian imperial state. 

Coordination extended to all levels and all aspects of Ukrainian so- 
ciety. The Hetman's residence was moved from Baturyn to Hlukhiv 
which was much closer to Russia. Previously, the Cossacks had oper- 
ated as an autonomous army; after Poltava, they were placed under a 
Russian commander-in-chief. As early as 1715, the practice of electing 
Cossack officers was altered. Regiments and companies were allowed 
to elect two or three candidates, all of whom had to be acceptable to 
the resident. One of these was then appointed, in close consultation 
withl Russian officials, to the vacancy by the Hetman. Whenever vacan- 
cies appeared in the all-important offices of polkovnyk, the Kollegiia 
saw to it that foreigners were appointed. For instance, M. Miloradovich, 
a Serb, was appointed commander of the Hadiach regiment, and Rus- 
sians were installed as commanders of the Starodub, Chernihiv and 
Nizhyn regiments. Moreover, a large part of the lands of the Mazepists 
were distributed to Russian notables. Most assiduous in obtaining these 
lands and peasants was A. Menshikov. In 1704, for example, he con- 
trolled 1,261 peasants in the Hetmanate; in 1709, the figure skyrocketed 
to 28,035, and by 1725 it was 55,176.29 Anxious to take advantage of 

26 Ibid., p. 321. While it was true that the starshyna was increasingly exploiting 
the peasants and rank-and-file Cossacks, this became even easier to do once Rus- 
sian centralism increased in the Ukraine. The last vestiges of Ukrainian autonomy 
were liquidated in 1783, the same year that serfdom was formally introduced in 
the Ukraine. 

27 Ibid., p. 315. 
28 Four years earlier Skoropadsky had expressly requested the Tsar to have the 

Foreign Affairs Kollegiia deal with Ukrainian matters. Cf. "Proshenie Hetmana 
Skoropadskoho," 1718, ibid., p. 282. 

29 Cf. N. I. Pavlenko, et. al., eds., Rossiia v period reform Petra I (Moscow, 
1973), pp. 218-219. Menshikov's and his colleagues' ability to aggrandize vast 
Ukrainian lands stands in sharp contrast with Moscow's pre-Petrine policy of dis- 

13 

This content downloaded from 128.235.251.160 on Fri, 6 Feb 2015 05:36:55 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

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


The Russian Review 

such opportunities, B. Sheremetev, G. Golovkin, G. Dolgorukii and P. 
Shafirov also obtained vast properties in the south. The Tsar's govern- 
ment also encouraged Serbs, Moldavians, Montenegrins and Greeks to 
settle in the Ukraine, especially in the south where not only was land 
more available, but where the Ukrainian population had proven itself 
to be the most inconstant in its loyalty to Moscow. 

Nor did the social and cultural life of the land escape the attention 
of the Tsar. The starshyna was discouraged from marrying Poles and 
Lithuanians and was urged instead to marry into Russian families.30 
The measures taken in the field of culture had a disturbingly modern 

ring to them. Regarding the printing of books in the Ukraine, as early 
as 1720 the Senate ordered that: 

No new books except old religious texts are to be published. And before 
these old church books are published, they should be brought into com- 
plete accordance with the Great Russian church books so that the 
[Ukrainian] books do not reflect any differences or separate dialect. As 
to non-religious books, neither old nor new texts are to be published with- 
out first informing the Dukhovnaia Kollegiia and receiving its permis- 
sion. This is in order that these books may not contradict the Eastern 
Church and disagree with Great Russian publications.31 

It was clear, as one of the Tsar's close associates admiringly recalled in 

1726, that Peter I "meant to take Little Russia in hand." 

Extraction 
Every monarch involved in building a state, in the modern sense of 

the word, was always in desperate need of money. Because Peter I's 

projects were so vast and the means at his disposal relatively meager, 
his need for money was unusually pressing. It was no doubt galling for 
him to know that the Ukrainians, who constituted nearly 12 percent of 
his subjects, contributed practically nothing to his treasury. Up to the 

couraging its voevody from acquiring lands in the Ukraine. Cf. B. A. Romanovsky, 
"Osnovnye problemy istorii feodalizma na levoberezhnoi Ukraini," in Ezhegodnik 
po agrarnoi istorii vostochnoi Evropy 1961 (Riga, 1963), pp. 189-190. It is inter- 
esting to note that when Menshikov came to exercise almost complete power in 
1726, he forbade other Russians from acquiring Ukrainian lands, "So that no harm 
might come to the Little Russian people." More probably, Menshikov simply wanted 
to keep out Russian competitors from the Ukraine. See Minutes of the Supreme 
Secret Council, 28 March 1726, Sbornik Inperatorskogo russkogo istoricheskogo 
obshchestva, LV, doc. 26, p. 60. 

30 See Dzhydzhora, Ukraina, p. 144. The question of intermarriage between 
Russians and Ukrainians was a sensitive one. Prior to his defection, Mazepa was 
accused of not allowing the starshyna to associate with and marry into Russian 
families. Cf. "Donoshenie Kochubeia Gosudariu," April, 1708, Istochniki, p. 106. 

31 The order was issued by the Senate on 5 October 1720. Cited by B. Krup- 
nytsky, Hetman Danylo Apostol i ioho doba, (Augsburg, 1948), p. 28. 
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Battle of Poltava, little was done to alter this state of affairs. But after 
the battle, as the Tsar initiated his first great wave of reforms, con- 
certed effort was made to tap the resources of the Ukraine. 

Between 1709 and 1722, an indirect approach to extracting wealth 
from the Hetmanate was taken. Ukrainians were ordered to support 
the newly-arrived regiments because, as the Tsar put it, they should 
now consider these forces as their own. It has been estimated that the 
annual cost of maintaining these ten regiments came to about 147,000 
rubles.32 A regiment of Serbs and Kalmyk cavalry was also kept at the, 
Hetman's expense. Moreover, Cossacks were used to provide free labor 
for the Tsar's many construction projects. In 1716, 10,000 Ukrainian 
Cossacks were sent to work on the Don-Volga Canal. Two years later, 
the same number was dispatched to build fortifications in the Caucasus. 
And in 1721 and 1722, two parties of 10,000 each were ordered to work 
on the Ladoga Canal. Because of poor provisioning and disease, the 
death rate among these men averaged 30%; in some regiments it reached 
as high as 50%.33 

Peter I's policies had a disastrous effect on Ukrainian trade. Former- 
ly, Ukrainian merchants were free to trade wherever they wished anld 
many of them developed extensive contacts in the Baltic region and in 
Western Europe. In 1714, they were suddenly ordered to shift their 
business, regardless of the losses this entailed, to Russian or Russian- 
controlled ports such as Arkhangel'sk, Riga and finally, St. Petersburg. 
In 1719, the export of Ukrainian wheat to the West was forbidden. This 
allowed the Russian government to buy up the wheat for its own use 
at a very low price. Simultaneously, an elaborate and stringent system 
of import duties was set up on the Ukraine's western borders. It was 
designed to prevent the import of finished products which might com- 
pete with Russia's fledgling industry. Finally, Russian merchants were 
given preferential treatment in the export of their goods to the Het- 
manate, while Ukrainians had to pay duties of 10-37 percent for the 
goods they sent to the north.34 Taking advantage of the situation, such 
men as Menshikov and the Stroganovs became heavily involved in 
Ukrainian trade, forcing many local merchants out of business. 

But the greatest financial shock for the Ukrainians came in 1722. That 

:32 Dzhydzhora, Ukraina, p. 3. 
33 See E. Radakova, "Ukrainski kozaky na ladozhskim kanalu," ZNTSh (1896): 

14. Ukrainian Cossacks, as well as Russian troops, also suffered tremendous losses 
on the Persian front. In 1725 M. Myloradovych, polkovnyk of the Hadiach regi- 
ment, reported that of the 10,000 men he took on campaign, 6790 reached the 
fortress of the Holy Cross. Tatar raiders and epidemics killed 5183 of these. Of 
the remainder, 961 were sick and only 646 Cossacks, "barefoot and poorly 
equipped" were fit for active duty. Cf. O. Ohloblyn, Ukraina za chasiv Skoropadc 
skoho i Polubotka (Kiev, 1941), p. 222. 

34 Dzhydzhora, Ukraina, p. 38. 
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year, the Malorossiiskaia Kollegiia introduced direct taxation in the 
Hetmanate. This was not an easy matter for the Kollegiia to implement. 
Veliaminov had no precedents, no data and absolutely no cooperation 
from the starshyna. Before initiating the taxation, the perplexed pres- 
ident traveled to St. Petersburg to the Tsar with a long list of questions 
and problems (foremost among these was the passive resistence of the 
starshyna). But no helpful advice was forthcoming. And so, upon his 
return, Veliaminov began to collect taxes wherever and however he 
could. Initially, the payment of taxes in the Ukraine was, to say the 
least, uneven. For example, in 1724, the Bolkan company of the Star- 
odub regiment paid 7 rubles in taxes while the Korop company of the 
Chernihiv regiment, roughly equal in size, paid 227 rubles. Even more 
striking was the disparity between the 8 rubles which the Poltava com- 
pany of the Poltava regiment paid and the 2,276 rubles taken from the 
Kremencts company of the Myrhorod regiment.35 

Despite the unevenness in the collection of taxes, Veliaminov pushed 
on doggedly, introducing innovations which would increase the amount 
collected. Besides initiating the regular collection of taxes, the Kol- 
legiia's most important innovation was to include the starshyna and 
the higher clergy among the taxpayers. Since these two groups pos- 
sessed the most wealth in the land, substantial amounts of money could 
not be collected without their inclusion. To make sure that the star- 
shyna paid its allocated sums, Russian subalterns were assigned to su- 
pervise the collections. In order to further facilitate collection, Ukrain- 
ians were expected to pay in cash rather than in kind, as had been the 
case with the hetman's tax collectors. The results of the Kollegiia's 
efforts were impressive: in 1722, the amount collected was about 45,000 
rubles in cash and 17,000 in kind; in 1723, it was 86,000 rubles in cash 
and 27,000 in kind; and in 1724, it was 141,000 rubles in cash and 40,000 
in kind.36 Only now did the Ukrainians begin to contribute directly to 
the maintenance of the Russian state. Indeed, only now did they be- 
come a part of it.37 

* * *. 

35 Ibid., p. 101. 
36 Cf. Rudniv, "Finansovyi stan," p. 153. 
37 This is not to say that Ukrainian autonomy was abolished during the reign of 

Peter I but rather that crucial precedents were set during the period. In fact, in 
1726 it was the Malorossiiskaia Kollegia which was abolished. This was done partly, 
in view of rising tensions with the Ottoman empire, to assuage rising discontent in 
the Ukraine and partly, because it dared to tax the landholdings of the all-powerful 
Menshikov. Ukrainian autonomy lasted until the establishment of the second Malo- 
rossiiskaia Kollegia in 1764 and its last vestiges were removed in 1783. 
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In summary, the essence of Peter I's innovations in the Ukraine lay 
in his transformation of the Ukrainian-Russian relationship from one 
which rested essentially on the logic of vassalage to one which was 
based on the logic of the state. In the former context, the relationship 
was ambiguous, limited and loose. The Pereiaslav Treaty acknowledged 
the tsars' unlimited authority, but it also recognized the "ancient rights 
and privileges" of the Ukrainians which, in effect, limited the tsars' 
authority. But, besides a common sovereign and a common faith, the 
Ukraine and Russia shared little else in the way of common institu- 
tions. Moreover, the weakness of the tsars' representatives in the Het- 
manate led every hetman prior to and including Mazepa to consider or 
actually attempt to break off the relationship with the tsars. In such a 
situation, the prime objective of the tsars could only be to maintain 
their overlordship in the Ukraine, while that of the Ukrainians, that is, 
of the Ukrainian political elite, was to preserve their traditional order. 
At the outset of Peter I's reign and Mazepa's tenure, it seemed that 
both goals could be satisfied. 

For Peter I, however, overlordship was not enough. The Northern 
War forced him to develop his capacity to coordinate the services of 
his Ukrainian subjects, to coerce them if necessary and to extract their 
resources. To do so most effectively, Peter I had to introduce institu- 
tions and norms which would be common to both the Ukraine and 
Russia. As a result, no longer would personal, special arrangements, 
such as that epitomized by the Pereiaslav Treaty, but rather, the un- 
compromising and homogenizing demands of common institutions de- 
fine Russian-Ukrainian relations. Thus, in the process of transforming 
overlordship into direct control in the Ukraine, Peter I, for the first 
time, introduced the institutions of statehood and, henceforth, it was 
the demands of these institutions that defined the nature of the relation- 
ship between Ukrainians and Russians. 
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