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"'whé was the first to make
'Ukrainian‘histbry

interesting for me
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Abstract )
Nikolai ‘Ivanovithn4Kostomarov fg1a17-1eas>; Ukr#inian
historian and political thinkef;has.been called "on; of the
‘chief theoreticians of the Ukrainian national renais;anqe."

He eséenti;ily originated \the‘ practice of historical
scholarship in Ukraine. This tﬁesis wiil investigate how“
Kostomarov. developed a‘ylew of Ukraxnxan hzstory whxch was
in tuné with ‘the nat;onal awakenlng h of .the time.
Kostomaro? 's claim: thét democracy and federal1sm are
'1nherent Ukra1n1an national character1st1cs and that K1evan
}Rus' ‘was 2 Ukralq}an—centred democratic ﬁeder§t1on and thus
 Ukraine's -- not Russia‘y” -- medievgi ancestor will .be

critically analyzed within -the ,qonteit of its role as
‘_:nationai'vmyth.' Although he §$w himsélf as explaining
’ his£orical phenomena in a scbblarly and objective way, 1tm“
will beA'shown that he was instead 1dea1121ng them -~
creaiing an "organic tie of history with politics and

journalism”" ---and in doing so laying the . 1n1t1a1

theoretical groundwork for the Ukrainian national movement .

[

+

The first chaptef looks at Kostomarov ‘as :an East
Eurépean. ~historiogragher.. It compares him to another
historian bf’note, the Czech Frantisek Palack?, who iéayed a
role very_similar to. Kostomarov's in his country“slﬁéﬁional
awak;ning.'-lt includes a short ;cédemic) biography of

Kosﬁdmarov, -a look at the ﬁsefuiheSS‘of medieval history 1in
'thé‘Europeananational movements of the nineteénth century in

general, and an assessment of Kostomarov as both mythmaker



and historian; The'éééénd chapter analyies Késtomarov's view
of democracy in’ medxeval Rus' and Jnotes the problems in his
notlon_,of the knlaz’-vache relationship during the Kievan

%friggg The third chapter 1nvest1gates the: extent of :he
"federat1ve pdﬁ4¥1ple in Kievan Rus' and observes that

.Kostomarov was correct in labell1ng the pollt1c=b_

of the time a "seminal federation.” The:{
synthesxzes the flndlngs cin chapters two and - v ‘ and
’ exam1nes the role of the dem%cratlc and federat1ve elements
in Kostomarov's conception of the Ukraxnxan nqt1ona11ty. The
final 'chapte; summatizes thg thesis and offerSvcomment on’
kostomaro&fs place‘in both histofiography and history.
It is hoped that this work will-éreéte, fn its own
small way, an 1nterest in this neglected but cruc1al figure

in East:European intellectual history.

)

vi .
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' Preface B .

The nineteenth century in .Easeern Europe was not a
per1od of what might be called "b1g events." However, it was
perhaps the absence of cataclysms which engendered national
revival . in this part of the world. This was an ‘era of
unparalleled cultdral'and intellectuallgronth, without which .
the political restructurlng kof this area in the twentieth"
century would be incomprehen51b1e. Many. of the Smeerged
nat1ons, Ukraine among them, began at this time to acqu1re a

natlonal consciousness, due in no small part to the efforts

, of the1r literati.

N1kola1 {vanovich Kostomarov (1817-1885) was one of the
most 1mportant Ukrainian writers in th1s regard. In studying
his contribution to the development .0f Ukrainian national
consciousness, it is the interplay of history as aj
discipline (for . Kostomarov was ihdeed a professional
historian), of history as an objective_vie&_of the past, andw
of history as a popular understanding of the Apast (i.e.,
history as - "myth") whleh is'moig interesting. By examining
the role of myth in the process by which the Ukrainians
appropriated and came- to under stand their' past, it is
p0551ble to learn a great deal about the foundations of

nationalism in general. Studying the methodology and views

vof th1s cruc1al flgure in Ukrainian intellectual history

'\"'_¢.

invites the drawing- of comparlsons to similar methods and

views among the intellectuals of other submerged East

European nations, such as the Czechs, and allows us—to

_ vii



. U w
understand \how the formulation of a particular idea of ‘.
history croatgs part Va: the iofrastructure of our own.

- perceptions of. historical contznuity \\
Kostomarov, 1n compariaon to some of h}s Central and

East European counterpartd, has been neglected in the study

- ——

of historiography. It is hoped that this thesis will open

ing figure. This thesis- is not meant

the door just a litt e go,c;eat1ngqa general interest iqo;bo
ideas oflth}s fascir

to be exhaustive: Kogtomarov left'far too much ofy a legacy

for a work of this naturo\to do him justice.. ﬁoweven, by

(“ 1

concentrating on only on% aspect of his thought, that of the .

frole "of‘ the democratic-federative element__in Ukra1n1an

history, ' it wfii hopefully ehoougpge other scholars\to pick

upuwhere it leaves off and begin to pay deserved 'Pttentioﬁ

to this man . of >groat higtoriographical aod historical

significonce.w' ‘: : - ,
. X . ) antan ]

The transliteration 4bsed in thig'work is the sééndard
lerary of Congress system. It uses the Russian, as ‘opposed
‘to the Ukrainian, transliteration for most terqs, both
because Kostomaoov wrote in that language and because. the
world around hinm, oxcept for tho Ukrainian coﬂntryside,'was
very much a'Rusajan world. Thus, for example, "vecﬁé; is
'USed' instead of "Viche; and Kostomarov's- own name is
rendered as "ﬁikolaiilvanovich*‘ instead of the kaainian
‘"Mykola Ivanovych." The only exceptions are geographic:

~terms: they are transliterated according to the political

unit in ‘which they are found today (é.g., Kharkiv is in

o wviii




7
: T R LT T R LR .\ e @W’i&m&.i‘ e LA T L I R AR TR L L T R T I 4‘~ [RCS "'..,L,'",f.,?: NSRRI AN
0 ) v :

4

Ukraine and s chereforc not rondorod as "Kharkov").
1 wish to express my" sincero and profound thanks :o thc
tollowing people for their gracxous aasiltance in helping mc

. to prapqre this work: to my superviaor, Dr. John-Paul ﬂ‘mka, .
wvhose own enthusiasm about the subject was contagious and
whose guidance vas invaluable; 50 my colleague, Michael
Wwatson, for hfs'*kind' suégeétiqps and criticisms and for
helbtng to make thg,_univéfpit;,‘ot‘ Alberta Department ' of
~ History ‘an exciting place to be. Finally, a special thanks
to my wife, Deb, and dapghter; Karah,.who offeréd the sort
of ébral support and encouréggment without yhich this effort
would have been impossible. All are ent;tled to share iﬁ the
credit for any ba}ue:thi§ work may poss;ss, but its errors

and shortcomings are mine alone. ' °
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I .~ 1. Introduction -

t

our  [Czech] literature, like-that of any oppressed
natiop, has a great 'social and - political
significance. That is .not to say that it preaches
politics. But @ people-who have neither their own
government nor their own parliament tend to pack all o
their thoughts and feelings of . jfreedom. into . theit— -«
literature....Literature" is ™ our parliament,
‘government, and state.' RS '

&

All  human . groups 'like to 'be flattered. Historians
~ are therefore under perpetual temptation to conform
to  expectation by portraying the people about whom
they write as they wish to be. A mingling of truth
and . falsehood, blending history with ideolog¥,

: réSults...;rn “human., societyi§.belief matters
mOSt..Z» . } : . . .
. ST , Lo -
. \
o o , < A~ -
JA. Prologue

P

Purpose

TR Col o o 2, ST ~
Nikolai Ivanovich Kostomarov, Ukrainian historian and

political thinker,f'has béén called “Qnef»of the chief

' . . . Ll PN . e - .
'theoreticians..of”the~Ukrainian national renaissance."® When
he began his: academic- career, #Ukrainian history. was ,an’

entirely new . field.” What little'histotioéraphy the:evwas[
“was based on' poor scholarship ahdffaﬁtqstic presuppbsitiohs

and ®as generally in chaos.* -Relying almost entirely on

- - —. - - — " -

. ' T.G. Masaryk in Draga B. Shillinglaw, The LectRes of
Professor T.G. Masaryk at the University of Chicago,. Summer
1902 (Lewisburg: Bucknell University Press, 1978), 113.
" * William H. McNeill, ‘Mythistory and Other Essays (Chigago:
Uhiversity of Chicago Press, 1986), 12, 28. RERE R
*"Dennis Papazian®, "Nicholas Ivanovich Kostomarov: Russian
Historian, Ukrainian Nationalist, Slavic Federalist" (Ph.D.
dissertation, University of Michigan, 1966), 5. - , :
"¢ F.D. Nikolaichik et al., "Pamiati N.I. Kostbmaro@a,"
Kievskaia staninai Vol. XII (May, 1885): xxx. :

-t | 1 |
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’

orlg1nal soyrces, Kostomarov or1g1nated ﬁhe practice' of
| . o
\J}hlstorlcal fscho]arshlp in Ukralne, though it should'be

noted he made 51gn1f1cant contrlbutlons to purely Rhssian

‘ l

and Pollsh/h1storlography ‘as welll‘ He is r1ght1y recogn1zed

as one df , Ukraine' s - most 1mportant hlstorlans and as a
pioneer in'the development of East Slavic "thought as a

W'hOlé o J a o ' N

J . o G e——

.

Kostomarov £ wfitings, polemical and"publicistic as .
2 \ .

J
well as scholarly, are diverse and volumlnous and no single

nwork of thls nature could ever hope to. analyze all of them,
This-thes1s, for its part, w111 1nvestlgate howf Kostomarbv
.developed\a view of Ukralnlan hlstory which was in’ tune w1thl:‘
the natlonal awakenlng Kostomarov s claim ° that democﬂacy
“and, fedarallsm - are 1nherent , pkfainian ‘nathnal
characteristias and that Kievan Rus' was a:Ukrainianfcentred/
democfatic. ﬁederatlon and thus Ukraine's -- not Russ1a s f
medieval ancestor will be . crltlpally analyzed w1th1n the
context' of itsd role as natianalu‘myth : It WIll bé/ome

%, \

1ncrea51ngly clear that whlle he saw h1mself as explalnlng

/

thstor1cal phenomena in a schola ly and object1ve way, ‘he
. \

was instead idealizing them--— creatfng an "organic tie of
history w1th pOllthS and journallsm"' - and ifi" the process

—-——————-—-.,———_.._-—

* Dmytro Dorqshenko, "a Survey of Ukrainian Hlstorlography,

- The Annals of the Ukrainian Academy of Arts and Sciences in’
the U. S., V, No. & (1957) 145, '

- Papa21an, 357 f
" A, Markevich, "Kostomarov, Nikolai Ivanov1ch " ‘Russki i
biograf icheskii slovar’, Vol. IX (St. Petersburg, 1903)

T M.A. Rubach "Federallstlchesk1e teorii v 1stor11 R05511,

:,Russkala lstorlcheskala Ilteratura v Kklassovom osveshchenlf
Vol, II (Moscow,” 1930), : o
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\

v ﬁ
\

dlstrlct. In addition to learnlng the art of sold\

-‘lay1ng the initial theoretical \groundwork for Ukrainian.

unity and future national statehood . : o oy

Vs

Academic Biography S - \ T,
; S ‘ .
‘ Kostomarov was born 1n Iurasovka v1llage, Ostrogozhsk

d1str1ct, Voronezh prov1nce, on May 14 ‘ 1817 (o S. ) to -a

" \

lanGOWning famlly. . At the age of\ten, he was . sent to ae

a

boarding school in Moscow but he returned to Voronezh to

‘\\\‘ ' - R ) 3 »f .

graduate from the gymna51um '(h1gh 'schooh) there. J’ Atye

n1neteen, Kostomarov . entered the military in’

sggnt ‘a great deal of ‘time examlnzng heelg

regiment's archives. 'He téok to this: task
. ’ >

-obligations and, as a result, he was released outrlght‘ from

the 'service and declared "unfit for m1l1tary duty. "\Thls

turntof‘events.is said to have "sent ~h1m ‘on the road to.

—— - N ‘

scholarly act1v1ty. , ' '\

i

In 1838, Kostomarov graduated with a Bachelor S. degree

from the- Unlver51ty of Kharkxv. In 1842, he submltted for

approval his. first Master s thes1s, entltled "0 . znachen11

- Unii v Zapadno1 Rossii [On the 51gn1f1cance of the Church

Union in Western Ru551a] " The thes1s was rejected by the

Minister of Educatlon, Count Uvarov, because of strong

’ Dereshenko, 132.

- '* A, Kostomarova, "Nikolai Ivanovich Kostomarov:
biograficheskii ocherk,” Sobranie sochrnenil N.I.

Kostomarova [SS1, Book I, v.
v N1kola1ch1k et al., iii,

intensity and enthusiasm that he neglected hlsvhdthergsﬁ,ﬁ



,"

opposiﬁioﬁwto it from the loéal clergy. In 1844, ,Kbstomarov
submitted another the51s, F this,‘ one  entitled "Ob
istoricheskom znachen11 ‘russkoi narodnoi poezii [On the 
h15tor1cal szgn1f1cance of Russ‘an foik’poetry] " Bcth”its
uq';ug'subject matter (as non- statlst h1stor1ography) and
its novel research’ mqthodology (Kostomarov frequented
country taverﬁﬁﬁto collect his sohgs and poems) raised the
eyebrégs of his conservative examination bommittee,'but/the
thesfs was evéntually apprdvgd and Kostomarov finally'
rece1ved his Master's degree that year. )

In the Imperial Russian academlc circles of the
nineteenth centurf,’Kostomarovfs "novelty and o:iginaliﬁy,"
as exhibited in.his*two‘thesés; wqfé iméediments rather than
pfofessors thought him strange" and, at: fzrst he obta1ned
only the relatively minor positioh of a teaching post at the
gymnaéiﬁm in Rivne (this was when Kostomarov aétually
- . learned to speak kaainian).“ It was not until 1846 that he
became an adjunct professor of ‘history at St. v1adimirds
Universit§ in Kiev. Then,.disaster;struck:kkostomafov was’
implicated in the activities of the panf81aVic ahd éemocr$t4
vié—éederative 'Cyrixlo—Methqdian Society.'® He was arreﬁged

Y
1o

- —— - = — . - - -

*2 poroshenko, 132-133. See also V.I. Semevskii, N I,
Kostomarov, 1817-1885," Russkaia starina, -Vol. 49 (January,
1886): 182ff., and Kostomarova, vi.

'3 Nikolaichik et al., iv.

.14 Semevskii, 186. .

's See P.A. ZaionchKovskii, KIPIIlo-Mefodlevskoe
obshchestvo, 1846-1847 (Moscow: lzdatel'stvo Moskovskogo L
universiteta, 1959), and M.S. Vozniak, Kyrylo~Metodllvs ke '
bratstvo (L'viv: Fond ”Uchxte51a braty moi"™, 1921), '

Aﬁﬂq:f
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and deported to Saratov but academ1cally th1s\mas not time

wasted As secrqtary of the local Stat1st1cal Commlttee, he

gathered songs, studied . town archives, acquaxnted hlmself :

with the region, and g erally prepared mater1als for his
subsequent scholarly endeavours. -Upon release by the new

tsar,.Alexander II, in 1856 his new ireedom "did not “catch

"Kostomaro? 'unaware, _andw~‘n 1857, - a whole series 'of

larly writings began to appear, the first - be1ng ‘a
monograph of the Ukralnlan hetman, Bohdan Khmel' nyts kyl.

That same year, Kostomarov travelled much of Europe ﬁut

still dld not obtain an’ academfc.p051tlon. He returned‘ﬁh

hxs homeland and, because of the good reputatlon gained’ from'

his early post exile works, he was 1nv1ted\to\teach Russian

S \
history at St.- Petersburg Un1vers1ty. Here, he came nto his

\

own as a hlstorlan.,He was. a glfted orator and his lectures

were exceptionally well attended In 1862, the university

\\,

¥

was closed for a long time because of student,unrest,‘

causing Kostomarov to qu1t‘teaching entirely. He received -an

honourary doctorate in 1864 '? but from then on he occupied -

I"’

himself exclus1vely with prlyate study,_ remaining

‘academically productive until his death in 1885."*

o~

'¢ Nikolaichik et al., v- Vl. ‘ -
'* Ibid., xxvi, _
'* Ibid., v-vi, and Kostomarova, ix-xiii. = =

—
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A Common Hxstorzcal Heritage

~and aspirations. ‘Under such 1n£1u3nces as the French

'independen

B. Medieval History as a Basis for Legitimacy e

Events and c1rcumstances in the M1ddle Ages have often

been used by peoples to 1eg1t1mxze modern polxt1cal claims

2

Revolution and the writings of ‘Johann ‘Gottfried Herder, '’
- the submerged-“hatidnaiities‘ Qj,Central‘and Eastern Eugope

began to turn to their own past} to ‘appropriate their

medieval heritage, so to speak, in order to "use. it as a

'ba51s for dtawlng up a plan for the Euture.f’° The Poles in

R

the,hn;net§enth .century clalmed for 1nstance, ‘that any new

territories of"medieval .Poland, including many which vere

Polish state  should ehcompass“;ail the

not ethnically Polish such a$ Belorussia and western.

~Ukraine. Claims of this nature have not, in fact, ceased to

this day in some Polish circles. Demands for Czech unity in

s

the. last century. were also based on the existence of

Bohemian and Moravian kingdoms in the Middle_Ages{ There 1is =

also the more directly.relevant'exambie of Kievan Rus' being -

used as the foundation for claims of both an independent

' Ukraine 'énd a Russian Empire controliing all of East

Slavdom, 1ncludlng Ukralne (proving that ‘imperial-=powers.

were JuSt -as w1111ng to tailor and use med1eval hlstory as'”

were the nationalities =they.‘ruled) There are countless

- - - - ——— - - - .- : ’ ' .

'’ See below, Chapter Iv, 79-81. . ’
29 John F.N. Bradley, Czech Nationallsm in the Nineteenth
Century (Boulder, CO: East European Monographs, 1984), 1-3.



" other examples of peoples, be they the rulers or the ruled,

appropriating gome - aspect, real or imagiped, of their
medieval” padt ,as grounds for contemporary actions. or

beliefs.*' L

A people's feeling that it possesses a  common

historical heritage is fundamental to the developmént of
ori , h

. nhational consciousness. A nationally conscious people

. considers itself

N
T
N

. & .

. ...a brotherhood born among those who have grown and
suffered together, of individuals who can pool their
memories under a succession of common historidﬁh-
experiences. ...the "alien" elements that debase and
denaturalize men are defined as everything that does
not spring directly from the consciousness and will
of the subjected community.?®? ' '

s - -

- - More importantly, 4s@ph - a feeling of "cohesion and

" distinctiveness™ among a people "must have acquired at least

:The Czechs - S : -

a minimum of importance in the‘liyes of individuals."??

L4
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This sense of onenéés, especially in its inéluéioﬁ of
the Middle Ages, did not of cdurse ar;se on its bwﬁ.
Literature in 'éeneral and ;historiographj.”iﬁ ‘pquiculaf
played key roles in formulating a nationalist ideolbgf émong

the submergea peoplés of Central and Eaétern - Europe.
FrantiSek Palacky's (1798-1876) monumehtal "The History of

1 See Ludvik Neméc, "The Pattern .in the Historical Roots of
Church-State Relationship in Central and Eastern Europe,” '

- East European Quarterly, Vol. XX, 'No. 1 (spring, 1986): 4-5.

12 Anthony D. Smith, Theories of Nat iohal ism (New York:

Harper and Row, 1971), 23.

3 Karl W. Deutsch, Nationalismcand Social Communication}

; 2nd ed. (Cambridge:. M.1.T. Press, 1966), 173-174.

o
TN



the Czech Nation in Bohemia and Moravia, the first vdl’um? of
which faﬁpeéred‘ in 1836, is among.the most noteworthy and
weli-known”ofisuch historiography. ‘According to one ~author, . -
it "pfo§edﬂ.to be the final act in the process by which the
‘Czechs redkscoveredvtheir natioqal identity."** Anoﬁher goes
evéh further, saying -that "whiie in.”—most cabntries
historical study 'accompaniéd the revival- of nationai
feeling,  in Bohemia it created it."" Histories such as
éélack?'s had ihe viggl ability to  permeate mass
‘consciousness ~and c¢reate a feeling of national solidarity
transcending class divisions: -
“even the most abstract and academic
hlstorlographlcal ideas do trickle down to the'level
.of .. the commonplace, if they fit 'both what a people
want to hear and what a people need to know well
epough to be useful.?* ' '

N\ That Palacky was a scholar of the first rank is beyond
guestion. Nonetheless, he/was quite awarebthat. whétéyer he
‘wrote had to have 'popular appeal . sufficient both to
captiQQte éhd to enlighten all the é;ech people. . As aﬁ
- adherent to the Rghanticf stream of Céech nationalism,
‘Palacki, thougﬁ "[tempgrgd] by a tolerant humanism," spent a
gréat deal of his éreativg "energy giorifying national
history aﬁd folklore.?’ In other wofds, Palacky wrote with‘a
’ definité practical purpbse in mind and his work, schqlariy
as it wgg, was a perfect example 6f’“blending ‘history with

24 AH. Hermann, A Hlstory of the Czechs (London: Allen
Lane, 1975), 94.

1% G.P. Gooch quoted in Br?dley, S. ‘

2¢ McNeill, 22, ' . . : “
7 Hermann, 93.



ideblogy;" He wrote hiStory which did not in the first.

instance conce;n itself with éeekinguperfect objectivity but

rather which made the Czech people feel good about

themselves as a nationality.

fifteenth century, providing his. audience with a sense that
‘this was their Goldén Agé -- a ?odel on which to base their
unity and their plans for an independent national state. For .

Lhe Czechs as for others, the Golden Age vas absolutely

Palacky idealized the Czech Reformation of the

fundamental to.acquiring a national conscipusness:‘

——

L 4

P

; L .
%. "'0'-‘7)\;' ¥

"Of

pot

\ and

.medieval past-and using this idealization, this myth, as a

social cement and subsequently as a fount for future

S~

~ independent national ‘statehcod,

...natiopalism mdy be described as the myth of the

historical renovation. Rediscoverihg* im, the depths
of the communal past a pristine gtate of true
collective individuality, the nationalit strives to

realize in strange and oppressive-conditions the

spirit and values of that distant Golden Age.*® -

3

replicate the Colden.Age but will recapture its spirit

set man free to be himself,"?®

It is on this basis, idealizing some aspect of the

nation's history.

-

1s gmith, 22.
22 Ibid., 23.

5

.course',” Smith adds, "the community of the. future qéll

that‘~Palack§ wrote his

o .
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C. Kostomarov as Mythmaker .

~ Ukraine's Palacky

The process . by which each of the

A
ot e
nationalities of Central and Egstern Europe
"national consciousness was remarkably similar:

In examining the developments in the first A
the nineteenth century, it will-be found ‘sfit
andJcbove the natural diversity of the realf.”
sitJdations in "each part of Europe, the'te”
convergent lines in the manner in which the nations
concerned went about attaining their objective,
viz.: the formation - of national states of their
own,? ’ ' o

- —

For this feason, it ’is possible to consider Kostomarov's
‘role in awakening the national consciousness- of his people
as very s1m1lar to Palacky s, though it should be noted that
the latter actuallx_glayed an act1ye political, as well as
scholarly, role iln his country's march towards independence.
Kostomarov is less well known than his Czech coﬁnterpaft but
his respective contribution is no less significant,’ﬁe, too,
attempted- to- captivate and enlighten his Ukrainian audience
with his ‘many writings. He painted a poqitive»picture of
Ukrainians (and'a correspondingly negative one of Great
Russians), encouraging them to take pride in theiﬁ democrat-
ic-fedéra;ivg heritage and  in their national mission of
~ preserving it. He ﬁearke;ed back to the Ukrainian Goldén Age
- Kievan Rus' -- and left no doubt that a future Russia

3 Dinu C. Giurescu,\"Lahdmarks in the Building of European
National States in the First Half of the Nineteenth -
Century," East European Quarterly, Vol. XX, No. 1 (Spring,
1986): 5.
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would do well to emulate such a shining examplei of political

attitude and organization. All in all, each historian in a

sense appropriated his respective cduntry's history.

Kostomarov's task was perhaé_kégre difficult in this regard

because Russia had élréady‘claimed KievanARugf as her own,

" but each provided his peoplg‘ with a sense that their

collective existence had a long} proud' history and that

henceforth pride in this heritaée'-won;d'be a force with

A

which to be reckoned.

—

1deology S . ’

3

Kostomarov's conception of history in general and of

Kievan Rus' in pértitular'may be understood only within the

context of his poiiticalvideology. He saw Rus' as We wanted

to see it, idealistically, the,way it would have had to have

been to suit his democratic-federative and nationalist
' . i o .

ideology.’' | | : \\\‘.k

This ideology can be discerned in the Cyrillo-Methoéian
Society's proéram, the Khyhy buttia ukrains’koho naqoduf
al;o known asethe Zakon Bozhyi, which Kostomarov is strongly
suspected of having written. It ﬁdvocated the fegeration of‘
all Slavig~5eoples.in a democratic state.>? " This . democrat-

ic-federative position was based on two psychological

’' Rubach, 24. R

'3 For a detailed analysis of the Society's program, see

Georges Luciani, Le livre de la genése du pegzle‘ukrainfen

(Paris: Institut d'études slaves de, 1'Université de Paris,

1956). For a discussion of the Societ ;?)membership.and an
’

Egglish translation of the Zakon Bo see Papazian,
r13ff. '
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motivations. One . was. his optimistic view of‘human‘naturc.
koktom&iov envisioned people living in brotherhood;'this is
wvhy he loved the Cossack period, especiaL;y tg: Zapo;iéhian
, Cossacks, with their communal_sxistence ané their cmphésis
on szocraqically chés;n leaders.*® This is also why he had
no :tduble s;eing Rus' the way he did, with its own supposed.
depocratic—federatibe ;lgment;‘ Eg wanted io believeVShaf
people could and did. ‘live this way.’* The- seéond
psychological motivation vas ”ethnocentrﬂﬁﬁ; which’
necessarily "limited his optimism. The ‘boundaries of his
vision = of brotherhood, as it appearea in the
Cyrillo-Methodians' ‘program, wvere cotermiqous with those.of
Slavdo&. Ko;to;éfov was not an internationalist;®' he was a
pan-Slavist with many beliefs simiiar to those of the Gfeat
Russian Slavophiles, the future historiaal mission of the
Slavs and espgdially of tbe JEast"Slavs being amoﬁg Ehg most
prominen£ of these.’* Itl should be noted, however, that
\bbecause of. his federalist theories and his Ukrainian

particularism, Slavophile$ certainly did not cpnsider him

one of their number.?®’’ "

fie

-— - - - W w- . . -

33 pDoroshenko, 143, \

34 Markevich, 316. . : . : ,

33 It should be noted that Palacky was an internationalist
who called for a "federation of Austrian nations." He saw
the multinationality of Austria as a microcosm of the world
and in that sense, hoped for a future democratic federation
of all peoples, based not on "historical kingdoms but rather
[on] nations as ethnographic wholes."” See Shillinglaw,
102-104. o

3¢ Markevich, 313. - -

27 This is evident in Kostomarov's correspondence with K,
Aksakov, for example. Ibid., 317. -
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ethnocentrism was based on the SLavs>ak a

“"Rostomarov's

. -

‘whoie, but on Uk:ainiaha i particular, ,cqpccially in ﬂthci
latter's role, as he saw&if, Asﬁirﬁdtees of the Slavic demo-
cratic-tederative tradition., Seeing the Slavs and ‘the
Ukrain?ans this ;way gave Kostomerov's pbliqical idgolqu a
historical basis and ensured that hé did not lhave to invoke
Wester® ideas in calling fdr the libe}QIization‘of Rdésian~
politicdl life, including Ukrainian national(autonomy." He
approached all his work "fggm the 'point of view of a
republican and a democrat,"*"® andnbeing a,typiéal pfhduct of
the Romantic Age,'hé had nonttoleg seeking, and finéing,u a
- Golden Aée of democracy ahd federalism, this bging the’

Kievan period.*® = |

a

‘,Kostdmprov denied that his dé:ire to see the Rdssian _
Empére reconstituted along Qemocratic-féderatiVe lines had
ény effect on his_objectivftyl‘f»ﬂe COnsidered himself ﬁoibe
a spiritual disciple .of. the e}g@teénth cehtury gu§siah'
ﬁistorian(m V.F.‘-@iiler, who said that the hygtqkian has no

allégiances -- "no fatherland, no faith, no sovereign" --
o _ | v

-

- .- o e o de oo’ e -

3+ Kostomarov was critical of the Great Russian Slavophiles,
saying that the idea of freeing the serfs did not come from
~within Russia or the Orthodox Church, but from the West,
especially France. See N.I. Kostomarov, "po povodu knigi

M.O. Koialovicha: 'Istoriia russkogo samosotnaniia po
istoricheskim pamiatnikam i nauchnym sochineniiam,' 1884

g.." Naukovo-publ Itsystychni | polemichni pysannia [NPPP], -
ed. M. Hrushevs'kyi (Kiev: Derzhavne vydavnytstvo Ukrainy, -
1928), 309. See also L.K. Polukhin, Formuvannia . istorychnykh -
pohliadiv M.I. Kostomarova (Kiev: Akademiia nauk URSR, -
1959), 59-62. - -

_ 3’ Doroshenko, 142-143. : S

¢* papazian, 309, 407. . : ’

- ¢+ N.I. Kostomarov, "Zamechanie.g. Lokhvitskomu," NP?g,_zez. *%
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and that his only task is to ‘search for historical truth.’

Nonetheless, his work was iMbgedfwith.en obvious'longingrtcf,

“the principles. of medieval veche deriocracy . and: apanage
federaliam,'which he felt reappeared in a somewhat different
form in the Cossack state: '

In the spirit of the pglitical ideas of the |
Cyrillo-Methodian Brotherhood, which had as ite
ideal a future Slavic state of a federapl-republican
structure, Kostomarov emphasxzed these propensities "
for = popula* sovereignty “[narodoviastial ' and
federalism in the Ukrainian peofile's past and sav
them in full bloom in the life of Kievan Rus', in
the entire pre-Mongol perxod, and later among the
*Cossacks." : - -’

v
»

tAS outrlght p011t1ca1 activity was not an option open to.
Kostomarov,‘xt 1s not surprlsxn&rthat he took to academia,ﬂ

th1s belng the only safe way he could have espoused hxs-

1deolog1ca1 pos1txon.

-y

Kostomarov s polltxcal ideology was very much a form of

oppos1t1on to the tsarist government._ It' advocated

democratlzatlon and federalization of the Russiap Empire,

' but it was not socio-= p011t1cally based as was, . for example,

Alexander Herzen s.“' See1ng his ideals.as 1nherent in the |

.submerged Ukrainian people, Kostomarov ‘S work if not always
\ J

accepted as sc1ent1f1cally sound by h1s contemporarxes, had

the potent1al of‘lendlng an. air of scholarly legxtxmacy vtO/

42 "po povodu knigi M.O. Koxalovxcha,“ 308.

*3 Mykhailo Hrushevs'kyi, "Ukrains'ka istoriografiia i

Mykola Kostomarov," Literaturno-naukovy | v!stnyk Book v,..

.Vol. L (May, . 1910)' 220. .

44 Rubach, 23-24.

+3 See Martin Malia, Alexander Herzen and the Blrth of :

_ Russian Socjalism (New York: Grosset and Dunlap, 1965) vii,
3, 399 402.°

&



the Great Ru551an. His opp051tzon “was thus natlonally

‘hased ‘¢ He cons1dered h1mself p011t1cally harmless in

b4

scoff1n§ at off1c1a1" 1nterpretat1ons of Russ1an ,hlstory,
Er g

i;;e.,‘ those focu551ng on the rlse of the Ru551an state, but
< his pwn p051t1on could ,concelvably elevate Ukralnlanﬂ

';national consc1ousness, : based' on  a .pollt1cal scheme

\

ant1thet1cal 'to the gus51an ystem ‘ existing ‘in the

n1neteenth century. Natlonal opp051t1on was not polltlcally .

‘harmless, as the ;sar1st adm1n1stratlon was well aware' it

o

a.was dangerous - the Pollsh upr1s1ng of 1830 31 was clear

¢ N.L. Rubinshtain, Russkala rstorlograflla (Moscow-
. 'Gospolitizdat, 1941), 423. el
- 47 Mykhailo Hrushevs'kyi, "Kostomarov i nov1tﬁia Ukralﬂa,;

N - w

evadence of that. It was w1th good reason, as Hrushevs kyi

”notes, that the government acted as it d@d towards him,*? -

I
bl

Higtoriobraphical Method : ; o ' .
| L T e e N
'Kostomarov's early-formed‘ interest in ethnography, as

well as hlS optlmlstlc view of human nature, lay at the

_ba51s of all hlS work. '-In response to Russian and Pollsh

fv’

statist hlstorlography and w1th1n th@ conte%t : -the

‘homantic “focus on Volksgelst ‘and "the people,"‘Kostomarov

) - . ’ ,,
uwas among~tﬁé first of East Slav1c hlstorlans to assert that

studylng nat1ona11t1es was equally valid to studying states.

Hlstory was noth1ng if it was not an attempt to understand

>

_._—a...__——..,.._.—....;—.._

' Ukralna, Book III (1925): 5.
.. ™' AN, Pypin, Istoriia russkoi. etnografll, Vol., III:
-;.Etnograflla malorusskaia (St. Petersburg, 1891), 158-159.

B
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the "psychology of the people, o and“ﬁn this sense, sSaid
’ AKostomarov, ethnography should generally go . hand‘nn hand

A

with h1story "s° This de empha51s of stat1st &hastorlography
" was well*sulted to the Ukrainian 51tuat1on"1n that,the
Ukraihlﬁ‘s, l1ke the Czechs and others, pﬁssessed :no . state

~ of their own. It was only natu l that nat1onally conscloﬁs
"historians of the subm‘;ged na ionalities would 'turn to

‘their own‘people;as a focus of study an® idealization. "\sv°
B s s ") B
g

.51mply had no other choice.

Most historical 'quest1ons broached by Kostomarov ~ate
decided within the context of ethnographic determlnlsm..t In
other - words, he tried to explain every h15tor1ca1 phenomenon
by saylng that it was the result of the natlonalltzes of the
"peoples involved. This approach served him partlcularly well
in comparlng the Ukrainians to the Great Russxans. The

latter, ‘he said, were predisposed- to monocracy and

autocracy, the former, to voluntary aSSOC1at10n and personal |

freedom.sz ThlS is not to say that Kostomarov necessarlly
considered one/ natlonallty morally superlor to the other.
Each ha%'its role,y‘o. play in Slavdom, its mission to
" accomplish, 'so tg speak: The Russians built a powerful_statel
~while the Ukrainians were tohretain and pass-on the ’ancient.n\
» Markevich, 313, o S o
'se N.I, Kostomarov, "Ob. otnoshenii russkoi -istorii k
- geografii i etnografii,"™ SS, Book I, Vol. III, 724.

' Rubinshtain, 429.

2 GSee S.M. Stan1slavska1a,'“Istor1chesk1e wvzgliady N.I.
Kostomarova," Ocherki istorii istoricheskoi nauki v SSSR 11,

ed. M.V. Nechkina et al. (Moscow: Akademiia nauk SSSR,
11960), _}32—135 146. ¢ o '
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Slauic characteristics =~ of democracy and federalism.
Kostomarov even praised the former s achievements and noted
ijthat the 1nd1v1dualist1c Ukrainians were likely to remain
forever stateless if they did not join (1 e., federalize on
'the\basis of equal to. equal) with a- more disc1plined
nationality -such as the Great Russian,-By outlining the
; propen51t1es and contributions of each 'nationality in its
own right, 1rrespect1ve of ‘whether it possessed a state,
'Kostom;rov placed them on an ~ equivalent footing and ‘thus
_justified his claim that the Ukrainians were as ‘worthy of-
scholarly con51deration as were the Great Ru551ans. |
O This ethnographic framework had many weaknesses. In

his effort to flatter and 1dealize the common people, he
~ conveniently ovegiooked how passive theirr.role in .history
really wasi He liked to think that they were'responsible for
vmaking history but his conclu51ons were‘de01dedly otherwise.
.Thef best example' of this is his explanation of how the
- Mongol invasion affeoted the rise of Russian- autocracy.st
- Simply _put, - if national‘ propensities are inherent in a
people, this should be sufficient to explain why the - Great
Russians developed -autocracy: it was in their nature to-do
755,, But ;his claims - to _the contrary notwithstanding,
Kostomarov ‘knew' this' was not enough to explain its rise.
This was why he turned to the Mongol dnvasion as a scapegoat

- ———— . f—n . ——— o =

'3 Kostomarov's methodological problems will be discussed

- here only insofar as they affected his task of legitimizing
the Ukrainian nationality. For a more complete analysis, see

;Rubinshtain, 428-431, and Papa21an, 336ff.

¢ Phis problem is discussed in greater detail in Chapter 4,
See also Rubach, 35-43.
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for the difference.between democracy and autocracy, between

federaIiSn and monccracy, and most importantly between the

Ukrainian-ce
. ..,_,,ln.v - .- -n"-'q-,

this was précisely the sort of statlst explanat1on for

1h15tor1cal causatlon wh1ch Kostomarov ‘had set out tQ . debun\

in . the f1rst place. He knew the "people" had played l1tt e :

part in transformlng ancient freedom to modern despotism an ‘

"he was forced to look to ‘external elements to buttresg his

position.®** Clearly, even in hlS own m1nd the ethnographic.

'

plan was found to -be sorely lacking.

r

value -in explaining certain historical phenomena, it came at

’

the expense of all other'forms~of analysis, eSpecially the

Y

social and economic. Such omissiofi 'is not surprising since

Kostomarov was far more concerned“with conveying a positive

'-impression of..Ukrainians,é to both themselves and others,

thin " he . was with giving an objectlvely correct

interpretation of * the past Looklng at the effect of class

dlfferences in medleval 1nst1tut10ns, for instance, made for

a more complete h1stor1cal pxcture béﬁgempha51zed division «

—

1nstead of unity among a people. It . lacked | the. 1deallzed
flattery necessary to "awaken the 1nterest of the reader,
which was, according to Kostomarov, an essentlal part of the

historian's task.®*

The timeliness of Kostomarov's approach is not to be

underestimated'
________________ “

*: papazian, 34g' and Rub1nshta1n, 430-431.
5¢ papazian, 407.-

!

past and the Rus51an centred present. ~Yet

While ethnegraphic detérninism~may»have had ‘a limited .

<



| | e
'Groups struggling--towards self-consciousness...are |
likely to demand (and get) vivid, simplified |
portralts of their admzrable v1rtues and undeserved
sufferlngs 8 : ! o
'After all, Kostomafov felt, what use were dfy‘facts, true as
they may .be, if no one read them orlworse'yet'if no one
believed them??Moreovef, if no one. belxeved them, how could
. ,
they  be expected@ to serve any pract1ca1 purposé“
1nculcat1ng national consciousness or in spurrlng the people
on to any sort of unified stand or actlon’

Kostomarov wrote what Carl L. Becker has called "living

"+ history" -- history wrztten with the idea of‘enhanc1ng a
certain popular understanding of the past, of mythologizing"
'1ts useful aspects, rather _than of contr1but1ng to ah.'

e . ‘ 3 ' s ’ . - . . - R w@
.objective Unde:standlng of it.®** This is clearly evident

_Keetomarov'sistatemenéz "If‘a certain historical fact - did

t _iake‘vplace,’buu there exists.the belief and convlction
thatvit did, then for me li£> remains"as an ‘important
historical éact;“” This summarizes well his approach to
seeking. ‘af Golden Age of democracy and federalism in
‘Ukraine's past ‘a time when "the Rus' people.lived according

e

to their own or191nal prlnc1ples of life..."*? 1f Ukraiﬁians

‘as: a group believed that this was their medieval heritage -

and were made to feel proud that it was, this ‘would cement

social relations ''and "lay the emotional foundation for any

—_a-————_—_——_———-—

p0551ble future collective polltlcal action. The perception

87 McNe111 13,

s Papazlan, 414,

*» G.F. Karpov quoting Kostomarov 1n Ibid., 405;
s° Markevich, 313.

9
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was"sufficienf to serve the idéblogy. and since _truth and
1deology do not alwqys make compatxble bed%elldws,]

Grubby deta1ls indicating that the group fell. short
of its ideals can be skated over or omitted
entirely. The result is mythical: the past as [a

group wants]: ‘to be, safely simplified into a
contest between good guys and bad . gquys, "us" and .-

"them nsq.; L | N ‘ B

As McNe111 adds, Y...we cannot afford to '}eject collective
self-flattery as 5111y contemptlble error. Myths are, after

all, self-validating." - | IR

D. Kostomarov'as.ﬁistoriap
.Kostomarovfs‘primary task of mythologizing Ukraine'é
médieyal hériiagg_ naturally lleftl him vuIne;able to
‘accusations, made by both ‘conteméoréfigs and’_latter-day
analfsts, - that he was weak as a‘pure'scholar.‘ﬂe‘has been

'cgﬁticiséd for the "slipshod generalizations and outright
. : : . . . ’ T ' . :‘:5 . 4. . . ) -
‘errors one is ‘able to find in his wyorks," providing "grounds

for considering=*his writings superficial."‘? S.M. Solov'ev.

spoke of the "subjectivity" of detomarov's.method,‘?' whiie

P. Polevoi was much more harsh in stating that he had no
respect for Kostomarov as a "historian-researcher” or as a

o

"histOriah—critit" and  that Kostomarov had absoluteiY‘nq
insight into human nature.‘* The Soviets have, of -course,

concentrated on - Kostomarov's lack:. of class-bafed ;
__________________ o ,
McNeill, 12-13. -

‘2 anatole G.. Mazour, Modern Russian Histoniography. rev.

ed. (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1975), 171-172.
¢3 Rubinshtain,. 439.

¢4 p, Polevoi, "Istorik- 1deallst,? Istonlcheskif vestn!k
Vol. 43 (1891) 507 :

- N : E



analysis.** Others have been more generous, regogn?zing his
scholarly shortcomings, but complimenting him for his
excek\ence of style," hls " abilities as = a

"h1stor1an artist,"** and h1s or1g1nal contr1but10n to East

Slavic torxography." S S .

‘ f'_'Ko§:§Warov claimed to be scholarly and object1ve in his
approach it is trge, and while it is easy to prove that he
did not 1live up to hie pronouncements, it is reasonable to
think that he saw hiﬁeeif'that way. I1f seeking historical
'objectzvzty were simply a matter of tell1ng the whole: truth
‘then he may well have sa1d “that by focu551ng on  the
heretofore 1gnored Ukra1n1an nat1onal1ty he was contrlbutlng :

to a greater objective understand1ng of Ru551a as a whole.

St111 his method was weak because he belleved a pPloPi what

- .'

he had not yet proven. Pleter Geyl's criticism of Albert
.Sorel is germane‘here:'

The thes1s SO dear to the writer, so often repeated
and’ explained  from different, angles, has certainly
not been proven. His work doe indeed prov1de us
with a striking. example of the historian who
approaches history with his opinions already made
and who seeks only those facts necessary to. support
them ¢ :

’

Kostomarov used an "abundance of documentary ev1dence in his

writings" but he ﬁused them in 'a . literary, psycholog1cal

N

subjective  way, not with a 'concern for scientific

- - W -

‘® See, for instante, Rubach, 65-67, Stanislavskaia, 129ff.,
. and Polukhin, 98-99. :

-¢¢ pypin, 159-162.

¢? Rubinshtain, 433.

«¢+ pieter Geyl, Napoleon: For and Agalnst (Harmondsworth'
Penguin Books, 1949), 244, - _

~
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exactitude."‘® The .result was a "romanticised narrative of
: : {

the past that must disclaim any ~pretense to scientific

research."’® It was deficient, "not in value,. to be sure,

but in solidity."™'
Ultimately,. however, -Kostomarov must be'judged as a
hzstorxan 1n terms of his own stated purpose, which was to

%,

awaken his readers ‘and add’ a new dimension to the study-pES;

~history in Russia. In this he succeeded, undoubtedly far A

more than he had ever hoped. He was indeed a trailblazer at
a time when trailblazing . was important to historical
scholarship. Even if they disagreed with him vehemently,’

other h1stor1ans were forced at least to answer Kestomarov's

assertlons and henceforth to con51der, whether positively or

negat;vely, .the so-called "federallsthschool"” of Ru551an
h1storlography-' |

...his voluminous writings stlrred deep interest in
a field of history that had been formerly
de- empha51zed if not entirely neglected by Great
Russian writers who generally included the Ukraine
‘as a mere annex of Moscow.’

That the Ukrainian national movement ever took place and

‘that the Ukrainians are today considered to be a nationality

»in their own right must be attributed. in no small part to

the early foundations la1d by Kostomarov s contribotions,
both to historical 'scholarsh1p and, as a result, to the

Ukrainian national myth.

—— . ————— - - =

¢* Papazian, 404.
e Mazour, 172,

e Raymond Guyot and Plerre Muret on Sorel in Geyl, 244.
"2 Mazour's term. :
73 Mazour, 171-172,



I1. Democracy

‘A, Introduction

According to Kostomarov, “\the democratic piingiple is
inherent in all Slavic peoples. Like all other national
characteristics, 1t formed very early in h1story as a result
of geograpHy and "living historical circumstances,” i,e.,
interaction with other. peoples. Slavs’ did not tolerate
absolutism; were not very gééa at bu1ldlng states, and were

‘@nerdinate "natural" Iovers of freedom. At flrst, all Slavs
lived in small communes Or republlcs and it was only because
of dissension that they allowed themselves to be subjugated

by other peoples.?® The East Slavic t:ipes knew no tsars or
lords, but from the Germanic‘peoplee (nemtsi) they accepted
kingship, iordship, and subjeétion, and cpnsequehtly fell
_under the suzerainty of their neigibours:. Thosel remainihg_
indegendent were Poland (with its large nupbe; of
Ukréigf;ns), Lithuania (with an absolute majority of
Ukrainians“and Belorussians), and Muscovy. Among these
peoples, only the Ukrainians kept the "old true Slavic
order" in its'purity, ;leaneing and 'enliphtening it with
Christianity, and preserving its legacy‘through the ages.*

' N.I. Rostomarov, "Dve russkiia narodnosti," SS, Book I,
vol. I, 33.

1 N.I. Kostomarov, "Nachalo edinoderghaviia v drevne1 Rusi,"
S§S, Book V, Vol. XIII (St. Petersburg, 1904), 5.

? See Hrushevs kyi, "Kostomarov i nov1tn1a Ukralna,_ 6.

+ Ibid., 6, 11, '

23
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Every East Slavic branch could'not similarly preserQe
thi? democratic tendency.  :Invasions, foreign tribal
influences, and othér historical cirdﬁmstances caused it to
die among certain of them, 'notably the Great .Russi;ns, and
gave them another“;ole in history -- that of building a
strong, centralized étate.'This fundamental dichotomy of the .

Ukrainian democratic-federative nation versus the Great

Russian monocratic-autocratic state, being two forces i

Ay

constant opposition to each other, was the bagis of
Kostomarov's view of East Slavic Thistory.® Based on this
'dichotomy, he ‘divided this history into pwo‘periods, ﬁeéch
) differemtbgfom theoothe: in political and social structurg*:
the first was apanage-veche Rus', which interestingly .
incfuded thev entire pre-Mongol period;. the second was
monocraflc Rus', which began with Ehe Mongol onsiaught and
continued in Russia to Kostomarov's own day.* The former had
its centre in South Rus', i.e., Ukrainian lands, while the
latfer was based in the north-east, i.e., in Great gussian
lands. The Mongol invasion proviéed é convenient dividing
lihe between‘the-Ukrainian-baséd past, tﬁé. Golden Age of
freedom and democracy, and Kostomarov's own prééénElF- the
Great Russiah-baseé age of oppression and autocracy.

In the'apanage-ve¢he period, he said,.democracy was "at
the basis oﬁ'poiitical_life" in Rus'.’ Each vLand (Zemliaf,
8 Rubach, 27. '
¢ N.I. Kostomarov, "O znachenii Velikago Novgoroda v russkoi
istorii," SS, Book I, Vol. I, 199. -

" Hrushevs'kyi, "Ukrains'ka istoriografiia i Mykola
Kostomarov," 221, )



'oi region, had royal leaders, kniaz’la, but these were not
gsovereigns. The people of a Land were sovereign, and they
met in a-ldosely-organized, open-aif' assembly known as a
veche to manifest their sovereign authority by electing

‘ L% : .

their kniaz’la and by making other political decisions:
- Where there was a Land, there was a veche, and where
there was a veche, there certainly vas a knfaz’: the
veche had elected him. The Land was an authority

unto itself; the veche waé%the expression of this
authority, and the knlaz’ -—— its organ.’

Both the veche and the knjaz’ wtiiabé“ixamined in turn.

a

B. Elements of Democtaéy

The‘VeCHe‘

gy "

It is important to note _that Kostomarov defined
democracy in its political sense: popular participation in .
matters of state. The ‘extentb to which-the broad masses
participated in the royal. ‘aﬁthority's éecfsioq;making
process is the extent to which Kostomarov asserted thaL
democracy existgd in Rus‘{ fhe vehicle of such participation
was the veche.

Kostomarov claimed that the veche had existed from time
immémoriaf. Wheﬁ tﬁe Varangiahs were "invited" to make order

in  Rus' lands,’ they did not try to destroy this

" fundamental manifestation of Slavic-Rus' life," but

* "Nachalo edinoderzhaviia," 26.

' Kostomarov accepts this legendary "invitation" vy
uncriggcally. See N.I. Kostomarov, "Tysiacheleti
128-1 . - - . . ‘
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concentrated instead on collecting tribute. The Varanéians

did not interfere in the day-to-day affairs of the Rusi
people..ngb, combined with the civilizing influence of
Christianity, enabléd. the~ veche principle eventually to

become predominant."

7

Aithough the veche was equally important throughout

"Rus', Kostomarov said, it was never the same in any two

.

places. This vas supposedly because Slavs did not like
‘»"eiact forms."'' Phe veche “~was not of a precise and

legalistic nature; it was simply d‘semi-formal gathering for

-

people to voice their opinions on mattets of: the day.'®
There were no recorded votes, no fixed number of delegates,
. :

nor any of the other paraphernalia normally associated ‘with

v . S
modern-day legislative assemblies. ?
The "eternal rule” of the veche principle was: mogt\
‘ ) '

evident in Novgorod and Pskov, which Kostomarov called the
"north-Rus' democracies” (severnorusski a narodopravstva) ,
and to which an entire volume of his collected works is
devoted.'?® Nqgvgorod, whose inhabitants Koﬁtomarov éonsidered
td be far closer ethnically to the Ukrainians | than to the

 Great oRussians,“' represented ~ the .Character of the
: 1

apanage-veche structure "more clearly and.fully" than ény

—————— - - — - — - ot

‘% "Nachalo edinoderzhaviia," 17.
. 't Ibid., 20. ©o L .
%, '* Ibid., 37-38. : | L
- 13 Note that with an eye on the censor, according to
Hrushevs'kyi. H#ostomarov called them "democracies” instead ‘
of "republics."” See N.I. Kostomarov, "Severnorusskiia o
' narodopravstva vo vremena udel'no vechevogo uklada,"” SS,
Book III, Vols, VII and VIII (St. Petersburg, 1904). -
'+ "Dve russkiia narodnosti," 43. g
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other Rus' land.'® Kbstémafov denied that.proximity to, and
trade with, Germanic peoﬁies.bréhght Novgorod any closer to
the West, "morally” or otherwise,'* but beéausetit wvas never
occupied 6r ihv;ged' by the iudhgbls (though’it was under
Moﬁgol suzerafnty),‘it gained the time and the isolation to
develop - into a free 'city-state*vwith its ownﬁindigenous
« politighl system, comparable to contemporary thiFe .and
Genoa. All Novgorod's autonomy, Kostomaroy said; relied upon
the vedhe. Here, as everywhere in Rus', this vbody did not
begiﬁ és something "distinctive ahd legalistic," but for the
reasons given above., it eventually did evolve into a
"legally - .recogniied [ pravosoznatel ' noe) popular
assembly.""-The Novgorodian veche was mﬁch; more of an
official gathering than that of any other Rus' land.
. Nonetheless;

Anyone could summon the veche. Doing  sol
meant...placing a matter before the judgement of the
people and therefore everyone who considered himself

within his rights to speak before-the people could
summon the veche.'® ’

\
The Novgorod_veche'ﬁas suﬁmonéd by'finging a gpecial bell in
the town squa}e. Significant;y, the Muscovite grand_ duke;

Ivan 111 the Great, finally subjuqatéﬁ Novgofqd to Moscow{s
centralized‘autho;ity in the fifteenth;centurj by_,~ arms, to
" be sure, but also symbolicglly, by removing this bell. In

fact, Kostomarov commented, "...when the monocratic order -
15. "0 znachenii Velikago Novgoroda," 202.

1« See Ibid., 212, ' ' .

17 n"geyernorusskiia narodopravstva," SS, Book III, Vol.
VIII, 252-253. '
v Ibid., 253.



began to gain ascendancy, the notiqn of the veche becamc &
notion of treason..."'’ '

" Kostomarov wrote a great deal about the Novgorodian
Veche ‘because he had more information on it than on any
other vqche' in Rus', Its functions includ;d maéing
administrative decisions, ccnfirming agreements nith foreiSC

povers ma&e~by’¥Eq knlaz’, dnclar:ng var, concluding peac

electing knfaz’la, appointing archbishops, superV1s1ng the

assembly of troops and generally oversee1ng«the‘ defence_ of‘

the: country (strahy), owning land, assigning canmercial

rights, and4passing other laws and reéulations. It was a

lawmaking authority, but it presented itself as a juridical

authbricy as well, especially in "matters pertaining to' the
-infringement of commuhity laws [obshchestvennykh pravl."®

In thequ, all had the r1ght to participate ;n the veche:
\ f

All cxtzzens, the rich and the poor, the boiaPe and

the broad masses [chernye ]iudi], had the right to

be at the veche as active members. Qua11£1catxons

did not exist.?®' ' 4

_Although Kostomarov claimed there were no legal‘estatés or

class distinctions (sosloviia) in_ Novgorod,*® he . admitted ’

the inevitable influence of the wealthy on the city-state's
- social and. political affairs‘ and,. therefore, on veche

proceedings, He was also aware that, practlcally speaklng,

g

only the inhabitants of Novgorod proper participated in the

"1 Ibid. | L
2o TIbid., 254. : .
11 Ibid. '

22 Kostomarov made a series of his own class d1st1nct1ons
for Novgorod. See Ibid., 244-252.
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Novgorod' Land s veéhe: the“bell was only s0 loud'

; effectlvely d1senfranch151ng a 51gn1f1cant number of rural

| c1t1zens. Nonetheles#’ he emphasized his belief that all
~ clédsses could and- did take part in veche affalrs. "As far as
',¢:%hvbroad masses :are' concerned,‘ the1r part1c1patlon is
= b%yond doubt..."? ", o | , |
'v As, mentloned above, the veche 1tsel£ was not sovereign
;c’ the ;eoble were; the veche was but ‘an expre551onspf the’
people s sogirelgntx, said Kostomarov. This dlStlﬂCthn is.
(nomgarable .to the dlfference between the modern Brltlsh and
.: Amerlcan theorles of government In the former, Parllament,»
composed of the Commons, the Lords, and the. Crown, is 1tself‘
' ‘soverelgn. Although ;the Commons are elected, authorlty ‘
theoretlcally flows downward from Parllament to the people.’
Lné latter, based on the French moderlyris‘ ; 'republ1c,‘inl,
‘wh1ch the natlonal representative body, the Congress, is not
soverelgn' it 1s merely a man1festatlon of the}'sover:1gnty
of thf‘ whole people, from whom all authorlty theoretlcally
der1ves and flows upward tq' the governnent. Kostomarov S
‘conceptlon jof- soverelgnty in K1evan Rus' closely resembled
vithe French American model and reflected his father 'S
'1n51stence that he . read the French phllosophes, espec1ally
'i:Rousseau, and become a free th1nken along those lines,?* The
veche‘represented the leglslatlve manlfestatlon of popular
sovereigntwi : le the kniaz‘, the‘Veéheﬂs ?organ,".embodied.

“theﬂsuereme executive power. Especially ‘ih“Novgorod,, but

a3 Ipid., 254. - . , | ]
14 Markevich, 305?-n ‘ o - ' ‘ /
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throughout all Ru$ ~according to Kostomarov,

With the word veche was connected the mechanism of
independence and civic freedom. The veche was an
indication of " the existence of a Land conscious of -
its autonomy...”‘

~This demOCratie view of 50vereignty*and of the veohe“s role

in apanage veche Rus was well- su1ted 1ndeed to Kostomarov s

. ¥ .

mpolltlcal 1deology

The Kniaz’ .

The“rpopular’ Qill-'of the_veche went hand invhandjﬁith
’thatJof the royal;power,ﬂvtﬁe kniaz/ Just as. there 'had
suppoSedly always been vecha in Rus' there had always been
kniaz’ Ia, too-. Kostomarov was not certaln about the ‘genesis
of this princely+author1ty: in one place, he postulated;that
the knlaz ja may have been elected from time 1mmemor1al
but . elsewhere he doubted this?? and sa1d thelr prototypes
were probaoly« clan patriarchs.** Eventually, they somehow
(it ls"hot'clea; how) came under the cohtrol“and scrutiny of

‘theif respective vecha.

;Kostomarov; as noted above, said the Varangians'lwere
"ihvitedﬁ toirule over Rus' because of the lack of “ordex in
the realm.?*’ '?he.Riurikovfchi -- the scions of Riurik;vthe'
'legeﬁdary'foundet of the Rus' royal dynasty - thereupoﬁg“'

— e o =

2s "0 znachenii Velikago Novgoroda," 202.
2¢ "Nachalo edinoderzhaviia," 7. ‘

" M.I. Kostomarov, Istoryia Ukrainy v zhytlepySIakh
vyznachnllshykh jei dilachiv, trans. O. Barvins'kyi (L'viv:
Knyharnia Naukovoho tovarystva im. Shevchenka, 1918), 40.
21 "Nachalo edinoderzhaviia," 7.
v Ibid., . 26. ’
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.gained the right to be recognized as kniaz’ia in the.various

Lands.?°® Kostomarov was inconsistent in discussing the

LI

relationship between kniaz’ and’ veche Thevehtwo were
interdependent but it is not always clear wh1ch he thought
had greater relatlve authorlty and freedom ‘of ‘action.
Sometimes, vKostoméroQ was characteristically ideelistic, :

such as khen.he claimed,'"THe Wirl of the living people,' as.

in everything, stood higher than any law [pravol and even

‘higher than any custom a1 In Novgorod, the kniaz’' was

especially subject “to veche authorlty, he said. The kniaz’
was "an arbitrator, not a part of the community but

ues;gnated by it, he could not act 1ndependently of the w111

SRRy

and"’* part1c1pat1onlv of the veche naz At_.other t1mes,
Kostomafov was»ﬁmuch more the *pplitical scientist,‘vmore
detached and realistic:

C..as to the kniaz’ia, the, people of Rusl felt that
there existed two rights [prava] -- the ‘right of
ancestry and the right of electlon, but * both these
rights . were thrown into disorder _and lost
significance in South Rus' Kniaz’ia, by family
seniority, acqulred pr1ncely thrones, and election
ceased to be a unanimous ‘selection Qy ‘all the~
people. It depended [instead] on military support --.
‘on the princely retinue, so that thege .actually
remained ~only one#4 r1ght Cthe right of the
Riurikovichi to rule Rus'. But®™as : to. which kniaz’
was. supposed to rule where -~ for ‘thi’s, there was no
other r1ght except ‘strength and success.?

P

It was. particularly'diffiCUIt é?e said, for people te assert

o ——_— -~ ————— - -

their will in the face of kniaz’ia who received support and

,?° Ibid., 28. - . : .
"N.1. Kostomarov, "Cherty;narogﬁoi iuzhnorusskoi istorii,”
SS, Book I, Vol. I, 108. '
: ”‘"Severnorussklla narodopravstva," SS Vol. VII 93.
2 Istoryia Ukrainy, 78. : @,g



- assistance from foreign powersf“‘ _ »
~The kniaz’'s _authority included ell . aspects of
leadershib. 'He was considered indispensable in the
pre-Mongol period 'especialﬂy in his capacity as military
¢0mmander.v Wheh Kostomarov wfote of‘thevkniaz’ being the
"organ" of the pebple ] sovere1gnty, he meant he: wae the
people's - representative in al@eforelgn reiations. Although
fthe veche was supposed to heve‘gﬁnal §3yv in most military.
mattefe;' Kostomarov recogn1zed that this Qould have been
1mpract1cal and noted that it was the kn:az and his retinue
who were actually charged wzth negotlatlng peace, organlz1ng'
troops, and generally defend1ng terrltorlal s;cur1ty s It
may be noted that Kostomarov s Kniaz’ had many of the powers
‘end' prerogatlves held by the modern Ameri hsup:eme
executive power, ‘the pre51dent. W Unllke the ‘hmerican
ptesident, however, the Rus' kniaé w;s a "foreign figure
who entered theh-Noéﬁorodiah [or Galieipn or VKievan;
'aecording‘ to Kostomer0v] family under certain conditions

ewhich the family [felt it] had the right:to put forth."*}

" The khiaz"was manager,'judge, ‘keeper of order, and
‘defender of the Land, who could theoretically be dismissed
by the' people if he did not Iivevupfto expectatidns;’
Kostomarov cited several chroniclers who wrote of the people
. ridding themselves of unde51rable knlaz ia: Polotsk in 1128

3¢ "Cherty narodn01 iuzhnorusskoi 1stor11," 113,

35 "gevernorusskiia narodopravstva,” §S, vol. vii, 92,
3¢ The pres1dent S powers are dellneated in the Amerlcan
Constitution, Article I1I, Section 2(11)

37 "gevernorusskiia narodopravstva SS, Vvol. VII,_93.
3% "pve russkiia narodnosti," 41. -

.-



and 1159, Dﬁptsg in 1159, and Smolensk&in 1175 and agelh ivf
1230. The kniaz’, as noted above, did not always accept his*\'
deposition’ willingly; he . eften ‘retaliated by seeking
militpty ’51& from relat1ves in ‘other Rus' lands, ahd'
| soméggses even from fore1gn powers, sﬁch as Poland. This wasv
p0551ble, Kostomarov said, because of ‘a "lack of binainge:
federative t1es among the Lands, . cau ”hg "the right effthe
'people unwillingly [to g1ve] way to the rlght ,ofv‘might."”.
whﬁhere"i ' even a celebrated instance of the Kievan people,‘
whose kniaz’ was considered pnimus inter pares among Rus'
royalty,‘_° overthrow1ng the1r leader. In 1068, Iziaslav' 1

- proved himself 1ncapable -6f organizing resistance against
the Cumans. He‘Qas-replaced in favpu;‘of'Vseslav of Polotsk,

" but recalled wheh«,;he latter also proved inept.*' ‘This
‘action;_ in its severlﬁy, was unique in Riev,lbut accordgng
tevxostomabdv, Ehe:Véche carefully evaluated the leadership
of every'Kievan;knjéé’." | )

In Gallcia;‘ the powersb‘of the kniaz’-were severely
restricted, more  so than. anywhere else in Rusl except
Novgorod and Pskov. The"Galician veche, said Kostomarov,
'judged'its kniaz’'s activlfies; both political and domestic,
harshly."'Kniaz’.laroslav, for‘ekample; weslmede to give up
‘his mistress, and .ferced to take back and live with his

3% "Nachalo ed1noderzhav11a, 32, 34.

‘0 Ibid., 26. ‘ ‘ :
¢* "Cherty narodnoi 1uzhnorussk01 istorii,™ 113. See also
George ‘Vernadsky, A History of Russia, VOl- I Kievan Russia
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1948), 179.

¢2 "Nachalo edinoderzhaviia,"” 31. R

¢3 "Cherty narodnoi iuzhnorusskoi 1stor11." 145, and
Istoryfa Ukrainy, 127- 128. o -

P



. léga; wife and estranged legal son.‘* By contrast, in
Rostoy-Suzaalf, under the fémous‘Kniaéf Andrei Bogoliubskii,
the veche was weak and subjugated; giving Kniaz’ Andrei . a
feiatively free hand in pursuing his adventurous politicél
goél of shifting thngus' political‘centre-from‘phe'south to
the - nOrth—éast.'v Subséquently,"lsaid  Kbstoﬁgrov,  Rus'
mbnbdracy (edprdehzhavle) vas born in this pfincfgality.
‘The Evolut:on of Democraéy
Kostomarov observed that in the pre Mongol period thé
»Qeche had control over the kniaz’ and that a rudimentary
democracy generally prevailed in Rus' .political; life.. The
- kniaz' did not possess. a fully'deVefoped idea ofhrulership
' (tsarstvennost ), whlle the people had no prec1se concept of
1the1r relatlonshlp to the royal author1t1es.“ No‘ one _even
thqught-there shoplnge_a 51ngle_soverelgn over all of Rus':
i£ Qas neither necesgéry nor feasible to eliminate the right
of the individual Lands to decide ‘fheir own fétes.‘* The
knfééfa Vladimir the Great and laroslav the Wise were not
sovere1gns (gosudarl) of all Rus' ‘said. Kostomarov =-- how
‘copldv they be 1f sovere1gnty resided within the péople7 --
they were merely lords or, masters (gospodini).*’ W1thgn
‘Rus', there were no Kniazhestva (sélf-contained states with
a sovereign kniaz’)c only kniazheniia (princely rule with

" 44 "Nachalo edinoderzhaviia," 31.

45 "Cherty narodnoi iuzhnorusskoi istorii,” 89.
~4¢ "Nachalo edinoderzhaviia,” 40.

< Ibid., 27.

. . 3
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the knlaz” as the supreme executive power).*‘' There was no
concept of Rus' és a state, but only as a system of lands
paying nominal tribute to the Kievan “kniaz’.*® . Most

%

importantly, said Kostomarov,  the apénagehveché}kniaz’ia

weréiﬁlected to gover%, to lead, to defend, but they did not
own ‘the land over which 'they.ruléd: "They are mistaken,
‘thoée'uho have imagined that the- anciént' kniaz’ia were
hereditéf§;'pbssessbrs [votchinniki] or owners [vladel’tsi]“
of thei:-6rincipaliﬁies[.."‘9 The‘principalities belonged to
their inhabitants, ‘he insisted, not to ény.kniaZ’ia,’;ﬂﬁgg
were simply managers or leaders.®® B | |
When the Mongols enslaved Rus', the vecha, ' except for |
Novgdrod'é, were destroyed. Tﬁe Mongoi ‘khan.,became; in
‘reality, the sovereign head of state of all Rus'. The kﬁfaZ’
now_'had to COmé to the kha@ instead of to the péople to ask
for the priQilege of ruling his principality’. Upon recéi?iﬁg
. this -privilege,.said‘Kostomarov; the kniaz’ did hot have to
move f;om placé ﬁo place; and as he settled Himself in his
principality, he began ﬁo see his holding as his own
'patrimony fvotchina),lhis to dispose of as ‘he pleased. As

the kniaz’ became more tied to the land, so, too, did the

+*“N,I. Kostomarov, "Lektsii g. Koialovicha po istorii
Zapadnoi Rosii," NPPP, 208. See also Kostomarov's 'Rech o
tom chto prichinoiu bezporiadkov i razstroistva Rusi v

udel'nyi period nashei istorii,' in Volodymyr Miiakovs'kyi, -
"Kostomarov u Rivnomu," Ukraina, Book III (1925): 38.

+* "Nachalo edjnoderzhaviia," 14.

s Ibid., 25, 27. _ :

s* "0 znachenii Velikago Novgoroda," 208.

'*2 "Cherty narodnoi iuzhnorusskoi istorii," 135.

.
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people over whom he ruled.*® This was the point in. Rus'

) p ‘ g ! ’ . . ' ]
history where the line between public domain and private

property became virtually non-e;istent.“ The idea of a
str&ng prince, supposedly initiated by Andrei Bogoliubskii,
evolved to where 'if enabled tpg Bpssians-to cast off.fhe
Mongol yoke,®® but only aftér Rus' had come to be subjected
to the authority bf a new,;ahd»this’time, in contrast to
Kiev, a trﬁlf political centre, namely Moscow.*®* The
Muscovite - velikii kniaz’ (usually rendered as "grand duke")
began to see himself, not only as ruler-owner of his own
principality, but, because of his special relationship with
the Mongol khan, ruler-owner of all the Rus' Lands within

his grasp. In  Kostomarov's mind, the Mongol invasion'was
\ .

decisive in eradicating the'apanage—veChe system in Rus' and.
with it, all vestiges of democracy:

From the Mongol invasion came the following: the

- apanage Kkniaz”ia were...not owners, but leaders of
the Lands and tities...[;] now the Kkniaz’ija truly
became ‘proprietors, or rather landlords, for they
received their lands from the khans....[T]he -grand
kniaz’, for his part, became the khan's trusted

' representat?ve in matters pertaining to the Rus'
world -[mir] and as a result he became, in the end,
its owner-proprietor...%’ o

—————— - - .

52 "pve russkiia narodnosti," 0. See'also Hrushevs'kyi,
"Kostomarov i novitnia Ukraina," 17. _ :

s+ For an excellent discussion of this mixing of imperijum

 and dominium, see Richard. Pipes, Russia Under the 01d Regime
(New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1974), esp. 27-8%.

55 Recognizing that a strong, centralized authority was
needed to rid Rus'.of its occupiers, Kostomarov himself saw
veche election of the kniaz’ as a weakness at this point,
See Istoryia Ukrainy, 80 , o ‘

¢ Moscow.became the new centre cf the old Rostov-Suzdal' -
principality.

87T "0 znachenii‘VelikagQ Novgoroda,™ 200-201.

P
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It -s significant that this new centre had moved from South
to North-East Rus i.e., from Ukrainian .to Gfeet Rbssian
lands, and that the new, central1zed realm dzd not include
the vast majority of ethnlcally Ukra1n1ah territory, wh1oh
had been absorbed by Poland and L1thuan1a. The people of
‘this territory were supposedly to retain their democrat1c
propensfty through the ages while the Great Russians had
other work to do.°®

The ‘apanage-vephe system fell because of the Mongol
invasion, said Kostomarov, but it was ripe for conquest for
a number of internal»reasons. It is generally accepteq‘that
the subdivision of Rus', with the concomitant lack of unity
and consequential ‘inability to face internal and e#ternal
foes with a singularity of pUrbose,-is chief among these.®’
‘Kostdmarov thought‘ this was o?ly partly true: "...the
apanage system by 1tse1f was not the source of dlsorder...
-Thevreason is to be found, not in the idea ~itself, but in
its incompleteness.”*°® To survive and serve as a source’mof
strength, rather’ than weakness, the apaque-veche system
would have had to institutionalize itself. Kostomarov
narrowed the -problem down to two .points: 1) commonly
fecognizing a superior knjaZ' for all of Rus;, including
accepting pr{mogehiture as the only legitimate means of
succession, and 2) establishing a }egal forum in which the
various kniaz’ia _ could ‘discuss their concerns in an
s See Rubinshtain, 429 429,

31 See, for instance, Vernadsky, 215-217.
6o Kostomarov s speech in Miiakovs' ky1, 39.
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organized, structured way, i.e., a princely diet, It is
interesting that he.did not wish to institutionalize the
veche, ‘even as’ a .consultative body to the kniaz’.
Recognizing it es a disruﬁtive'force when wunity - was badly
needed, Kostomarov relegated the veche to .the stetus of a
’luXUry to be used only when circumstances permitted Tit.
Almost in passing, he cited!£ome other internal'causes of

decay, such as people from foreign tribes living in Rus' (he
is ﬁdt'lclear oﬁfwhy this contributed) and the rise of the
ar{stocracy is eefgain areas, e.g. Galicia, but these
prdbiems could have been managed, he said, if only a system

of succession and. a - priscely " diet  had both  been

instituted.*'
C. Analysis ,

The Genesis of the Veche
KostOmanv assumed anad wlshed for much more thaﬁ he
proved in his assessment of fhe‘ knlaz -veche relatlonshxp

ﬂAsnoted above, the extent to which the veche exercised .

‘-

control over tlte kniaz’}‘is the extent to. which it 1is
possible "to 'speak of iimited and rudimentary democracy
existing in Kievan Rus', One* aspect of ~£he kniaz’-veche
question is Kostomarov S ;clalm that the veche had existed

and checked princely authofi;y in East Slavic lands from
¢+ Ibid., 41, and "Tys1achelet1e," 130. He mentions that
autocratic 1deas from Byzantium also played a part in the
apanage-veche system s decline and fall. See also Polukhin,
114,

‘\‘.'

@
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time immeﬁorial. This, is evident iq his accepting the theory
th&t the Varangians were "invited" to rule in‘East Slavic
ylands. In#itiné a power to rule meant there had to Sé
someone empowefed to speak“on B;half of the people té issue
the invitation and, in Kostomarov's mind, this’ was precisely
the veche's role.*? He was not alone in”this;‘°'but there is
simply no evidenck to support this position. According to
the chronicles, the veche .appearéd.fdr the first time in

Rus' political 1life ,in Belgored in 997.¢¢ It of course’

‘playedwa major role in the Kievaﬁguprising.of 1068, but it

did not begin to’become a- tfue political force in Rus' u;tif

at least a half century later.*® -
The reasons qhy.the veche gained ascendancy after the.

turn of the twelfth century are pafticulaf to that.period

&
and therefore necessarily undercut any notion that it was a

do&inaht. force before that time, though this is not tb say
that public gatheriﬁgs had no history whatsoever . on Rus'
soil. The simple explanation for the veche's ascendancy is
that it filled a power vacuum created by a weakening of the

¢1 Gee A.D. Gradovskii, "Gosudarstvennyi stroi drevnei
Rossii (po povodu knigi V.I. Sergeevicha, 'Veche i
~-kniaz'')," Sobranie sochinenii, Vol. I (St. Petersburg,
1899), 346, where he criticizes Sergeevich for falling into
a trap similar to Kostomarov's. : —
*s For instance, V.I. Sergeevich, Veche i kniaz’ o
(unavailable to me). R

¢4 Vv,T. Pashuto, "Cherty politicheskogo stroia v drevnei
Rusi," Drevnerusskoe gosudarstvo | e mezhdunarodnoe
znachenie (Moscow: Akademiia nauk SSSR, 1965), esp. 24-51.
** According to B.D. Grekov, the velikii kniaz’ of Kievan
Rus', before it dismembered, was sufficiently strong and
independent not to have to enter into any specific
agreements withs "the people." See B.D. Grekov, Kievskaia

" Rus’ (Moscow: Akademiia nauk SSSR, 1944), 235-236.
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royal duthprity due to the "continuai shifting of ruler~£rom
throne to throne and the many quarrels ‘yRich accompanied
that movement."*¢* In other words, the Rus' people realized
that there was no institutional coﬁtinuity and decided to
take more power into their own hands "to ensure  that this
continuity,.wOUIdJ_exist so that they would“be governed in
‘ theif own best interest. A more complete explanation must
include thefgrowth of the monied and landed classes in Rus’
the veche being the means by s¢hich these classes expressed
» their growing polltxcal relevance and power. Seen in this
light, the veche may be considered to have been a symptoﬁ of
decline in Rus',*‘’ because it manifested opposition to aﬁy
effective central. authorlty in the realm. ‘. i o
These c1rcumstances, coupled with the. veché's' being
- mentioned often in the chronicles frpm this‘point onward,
indicate that the popu;ar assembly gained ascendancy after
the death of Iaroslav the Wise in 1054, It is probable -that
t ' had "prehistoric origins," but certainly not éf a
full-fledged people's> essembly; The term "veche" may have
refefred to any council, conferenée, or official
discussion,** though it more likely began as meaning a

district or village tribal gathering which had no legal

" status and.which did not see itself as making a contribution
)

‘¢ v.0. Kluchevsky (K11uchevsk11) A History of Russia, Vol.

1, trans. C.J. Hogarth (New York: E.P. Dutton and Company,

1911), 115.

¢’ See Pipes, 31, and Vernadsky, 215-217.

¢+ §,M., Solov'ev, Istoriia Rossii s drevneishikh vremen,

Book II, Vol. 111 (Moscow: Izdatel'stvo °

- sotsial'no-ekonomicheskoi literatury, 1960), 28.
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to state affalrs. In the ninth and tenth centuries, vhen

Kostomarov. would have had his readers bel1eve that the veche

was already a highly deyeloped‘ politiéil organism, it

 entered a trahsié}onal stagg; reflecting the growth of

commerce and of the towns. It changed from a tribal assembly

*.into a town assembly:

[T]o decide matters, the "better" people of the

whole land/ gather[ed) in the senior town and, -
deliberate[d] questions in the presence of the/_ .
citizens of that town.*® '

¥
»

1\‘,’

AffefH1054, the veche achieved‘jté "full‘ manifestation" as
an indebendent citizen's assembly with cémpletely developéd
rights.”* Kosﬁomarov vas correct about the veche'§ ancient
origﬁns but he did not consider -that its history was
organxc, developing§ in 'response to changxng social and '
economxc circumstances. Ignorxng the reasonsuxor the veche s

rise enabled him to assign it much more authority in its

early period than it actually had. Because it &id not see

itself as an organ of state and because the kniaz’ did not
need its support to rule before 1054, it is unlikely that
the veche “played so dominant a role early in East Slavic

o

history.

. ’ & . . ﬂj&
The Universality of the Veche » A

‘Another problematic aspect of the kniaz’-veche qguestion

" is the veche's unlversallty 1n Rus . .Because of abundant

‘' See M.F. Vlad1m1rsk11 Budanov's t ory of the veche's
genesis as it is outlined in A.E. Presniakov, Kniazhoe pPaVO
v d;egnei Rusi (St. Petersburg, 1909) 163.

Te bd ’ ' ’ . . » .
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“exfant sources, Kostomarov easily asserted ;ﬂe the "eternal

‘rule" of the véche principle, i.e., of weche control over
the knfaz¢, in Novgorod and its "younger brothér,"fpskov.
Historians concur that these were the two ceh;res in Rus'

where the veche gained: almost ,coﬁplete control of the

political process. Vernadsky explains that a different

~branch of the House of Riurik established itself in ever} o

‘Rus' principality except Novgorod, where "the prince was
i ‘ * ‘

elected from the members of : the princely family at

large."’' Gradovskii c;aimé tha he contract or convqntion

(riada) made betwgeb the
significance in Novgorod:

In Novgorod, the veche d broad legislative
powers....The Novgorodian "contract" wasd actually
meant to limit the activity and.authority of the
kniaz’; it was intended to unite this authority with
the freedom and interests of the community.’?!

There has been a consensus among historians on Novgorod's

strong democratic propensity. Kostomarov's works on Novgorod

agreed with this consensus - but erroneously clainfed that -

Novgorod was'the norm, rather than the exception, in Rus'.

»,

His evidence is flimsy: tHe words of a Suzdalien chronicler

who, _ iﬁ 1176, spoke of "Novgorodians,...Kievans,
Polotskians, and all the districts [j vsi viastil}" holding

wvecha. "This shows clearly," Kostomarov said,. "that the
_ : y .

custom of veche deliberation was, to the same degree,

univerSal in all Rus' Langs."" There was‘alsé the popular
"' Vernadsky, 175. — -
2 Gradovskii, 360.

. 73 "Nachalo edinoder%zhaviia,” 20: -0

and the veche had real

-



uprisxng ‘of 1068 in"E?Ev{ here, the veche unquestionably
placed th}.candldate of its ch01ce on the princely hrone;'
.That the" veche ‘prlnc1ple was always strong in South Rus"

. (1 e, Ukralne) ‘is affirmed, Kostomarov argued, by two w\
po1nts. Onerls that the term was used st1ll in the 51xteenth

century, "in the sense of a popular assembly, :even though

& th1s was. a’ t1me when~other condltlons of p011t1cal llfe had

W

‘ already superseded most ancJth concept1ons and had made a

. A

v new' 1mpre551on popular customs. ‘" The other 1s that
! . .

Ukralnlans were supposedly -very close ethnlcally to the
: Novgorodlans and if democratlc propen51t1es gpre 1nherent.1n

e the latter, the same must have been true for the former.’
had Th1s belng the bulk of his ev1dence, Kostomarov lamented hov"
llttle the chronlclers said about the veche and the 1nternal
£ffairs‘of Rus’ 1n‘general s yet he was sat1sf1ed that th1s
‘popular asﬁembly’ 'y as v1tal and 51gn151cant everywhere:ﬁ
;" aelse in Rus' as it was 1n Novgorod and Pskov. i

5 | - L M1ght not the} reason for the chronlclers omitting

1nformat10n abﬁut the veche be that it 51mply wasgrnot the

yf’

domrnant, powerful 1nst1tut10n throughout Rus' he wanted LQ\y

bel1eve 1t was? And if the chronlclers say SO - llttle about,“

¥

~_the veche how did Kostomarov purport to know s0 much about
g}lt’ Other hlstorlans are conv1nced that veche autHorltﬁn was't

dlfferent everywhere.,Gradovsk11 says. . : ;gtg‘

L In Kiev, the veche had - less. s;gn1f1cance than in

o S Novgorod, in Suzdal' i and Rostov, less. than in =

7/1\‘~>a§K1ev....The need for a knlaz ~was : felt everywhere,',ﬂ
Coebid. o |
‘:" Ibld., ﬁ7 18 SR L St e

Lo : o T .
N, it . £ : o B . " - d : !
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~ but not everywhere-t9/the same degree...'*

5 .
Gl

&% VYernadsky eancu;s when he msays that the degree of veche .
nauthorlty "varied in variows cities. mr -
‘Examining the reasons why Novgorod developed ‘5 strong
‘democrati¢v tendency shows why 1t stood in sharp contrast to
‘the rest of Rus’. Geographlcally"govgorod was far. removed
'dfrom ‘the grinélpal arena of squabbles among Rus' K princes.
This ﬁrelieved:Novggrod from vanQ‘ direct pressure at the
hands of thdse‘pqinces," and ailowed it :elative freedom of‘

L

development There was also an absence of an agrigultural -
g _— 4 '

'basefnihf‘the"Nongfod land, making commerce the dominant

iy ‘"popular 1ndustry“ v1rtually by default That " Novgorod lay

to{ allf the ma1n ‘waterways'of Rus', the Volgau;the

“estern Dv1na, and the Volkhov contributed to

created a powerful mdhl d class 1n Novgorod wh1ch had the

‘wherewlthal td{ set the terms”of prlncely rule, eSQec1ally'
. iy ;

?whem#bh 'prlncely family was weakened by feuds. When the

~anaZ’ was weak the_veche'was strong,’’ an opportunlty of

£

_ which the wealthy, of Novgorod "took every p0551ble
advantage."*®®
qutqharov failed to take into aécount these anique

reasons - for, the relatively high level of ‘demaagaglf§m
Lo Gradovskii, 360-364. Y T
77 Vernadtky, 186. _ R R
.+ % 7% Kluchevsky, 323- 324 . and Solov'ev, 28-29. « .
.77 Gradovskii, 366. . B
- *° Kluchevsky, 324.
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Novgorod‘ political life. It had the insularity, the trade

, N
opportun1t1es, and the social structure which Kiev,

Perelaslav, and Rostov Suzdal' respectlvely lacked and, in

LA

‘the absence of conform1ng cauSal conditions, , it is

- ,reasonable to assume that the effects would probably vary as

L well,

A

[~

[ . . - :
/pa:tigipation in daily political affairs, even when it had

¢ Apart from Novgcxod, ‘thg extent of the Veche's

©

gained ascendancy in various of the principalities, was

probably 11n1ted to accept1ng or-rejectlng a given kniaz’.

‘That - it d1d S0 part1c1pate is- accepted by Kostomarov (and

Sergeevich) to be sure, but it is-also ,accepted by those

. who downplay ube veche's role' in Rus' politics, such as

v

L
. Presniakov

Gradovsk11 and Presnlakov. Accordlng to Gradqukii, (the

veche would” havek been unable to achieve self- government'

even if it had wanted to, though\he did concede that it kwas

. an 1mportant commun1ty 1nst1t§t19n. It "did hot exist on any

a
a

solid basis.™ This resulted in -a

. lack of clarlﬁy about the relationship between the
“Kniaz’ and the people; [and] about the rights of the
;veche and the matters within {ts competence. .. .The
‘veche .as - g.. forfa’ of commungty contribution - into

matters of Mtate, g xcept ¥o¥ its summening princes
was actudlly”® ‘secohdary s1gn1f1cance._ (emphasis
added) ' % R » . :

-~ o ) e

0

agrees, but qualifies his observation with an

" ‘ . o e

T 3 . o a .
important proviso. Popular»affirmation and. the, making of a

contract betweemn kniaz’ and veche, Presn1aﬁ§§3 says, were

est lishing themselves as facts of 11fe in Rus

—— N - - -

' Gradovskii, 348, 359. ,‘f
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“

...the populat1on of every capital city was well
within its r1ghts in summoning and making . contracts
with kniaz’ia if, indeed, it had the strength‘to
actualize its right...'(emphasis added)*?*

The veche's Semi—érganized' structure"—-‘ it was not a
. b
representative .body" andylt rquared unanimous agreement on

afy

St wf:"’l-\w"'.w,
all its decisions -“c gt

d its deliberating any

compllcated question or leglslatfen. Leglslatlve initiative
/ i

“by the veche would have been:impossible, even in Novgorod,
where the veche's sense of itself as a lawmaking ' authority
was greater than anywhere else.,A "plain yea or nay" on a

s
P
Sh

f . . '
‘question,. the aff1rmat10n of the knlaz’ 1ncluded was

bly the ‘most ,that any qpmmon veche part1c1pant could

N
expected £o offer the Rus' polxt1cal‘gnocess;
) . . . . N * B l . .

atrxmon1a11sm-Proprxetorsh1p ‘
A th1rd aspect fofﬂ the kniaz’-Vechef preblem is the’

- qqestion opratrimonialjem'fg wheh it began, hoz, and by
ﬂwhomt Kostomérov, as ‘noted vjabove," believed - that

patrlmonlallsm, the ‘blending of publ1c tuleb with' private
ownershlp, and the related development of monocracy, all
‘resulted from the Mongol invasion. The iatter orlglnated in
Rostov-Suzdal's, he sa;d,-xwhen “Andrei BOgOllUbSkll ruledv
".there in the twelfth century, but this: wae because
'Bogollubskll bas:. a ' Great Ruésiah wes‘ intrinsically
pred1sposed to state bu11d1ng whereas the more demecratic

%2 presnigkov, 69 o ‘ -
*3 Kluchevsky, 337, Vernadsky, 178-179, 186, Gradovskii,

- 360, and Mykhailo Hrushevs'ky1, Istoriia UkPainy-Rusy, VOl

11 (New ‘York: >Knyhosp11ka 1954), 294- 295
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Novgorodians, Belorussians, and Ukratnians were = not.

Patrimonialism did not develop fully until the Rus' princes

~had to go'to the Be'facto Rus' head of state, the Mongol

khan, Eb ask for their lands. Granted as pleces of personal

......

pr1nces.  ; | | S

.'"t ; !

This is a complex question, unresolved in Russian and

Ukra1n1an h1storlography. Koséomarov was aware that Kievan
Rus' under the early kniaz’ ia d1d hot become ‘a sovereign
state. The kniaz’ in K1ev:d%§,not have the'mqus to exercise
de facto control. over all*the regions-of Rus'vand‘the realm
therefore oould‘ not and dld not develop the  infrastructure
to ope:ate» as such. »As' destomarov cor:ectly noted,

primogeniture ‘as an aspect of rulership had not developed
- - - .

‘ . . . N . b .
yet elthgég/Iaroslav the Wise was determ1nedi€§ prevent the
o

squabbles
ascension to it** and, as a. result,f he formalized and

codified the rota sYstem of succession. He definitively

ss;gned each of his helrs a region of Rus' to rule: the'
- more . senlor 'the helr,' the richer and more product1Ve the

s prov1nce 3551gned to him. Klev, as . sp1r1tual and‘ polit1cal

~cehtre of Rus', was always supposed to go to the eldest son

while the others, ing'order of . seniority, occup1ed the

‘remaining thrones in orde: of their respect;ve weaith and

importance.*®®

——---————-——————h'—‘

t+ See Vernadsky, 74-79..
'3 For a complete explanation, of the rota system, see

.Kluchevsky, 94-106.

wver . the Kievan throne which had marked his own

;ﬁ\‘
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' This complicated system depended far too much on the

good will of the Iaroslavichi and ﬁheir descendants ‘and, as
might be expected, laroslav's good intentions' gave way to
intefnecine sffife. The"reSult,«was' that each branch of.
laroslav's family heldibnAto~what land it could, thereby
- diminishing Kievfs role as the ultimate plateaﬁ of‘prinéely
‘sﬁécéésion' and ‘terfitorialiiing itself complétely.“u
Kluchevsk§ e&plains: |

@ft was only-later that difficulties arose -- that
genealogical relations began to grow more complex
and the princes took to disregarding such relations

. when it was-a guestdion of whether a son, or whether
some other near relative, should succeed to a given
province. The result of it all was that each branch
became more and more identified with, and confined
to, a particular province, and that each particular
province began to be more and more looked upon -as:
the spécial [patrimony] of its own branch,*’

Instéad _of every prince asgiring to rulé-err a uqited Rus'
realm, each settléd into his own principality, his to rule
“and bequeath to his descendants. Thé conference of kniaz’ia
in Liubech in TOS?‘iéfsaid to have been the first expression

of interprincely relations which recognized this patrimonial

-

principle.®?®
The ecﬁhomic and cultural reasons for the relatively

‘easy individualization of Rus' territories are important\in

;. s Ibid., 114. . : N ,

.1 Ibjd., 107. See also Vernadsky, 175, and Presniakov, 154.

ss presniakov, 67, 107, and Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriia '

Ukrainy-Rusy, 108-109. Presniakov calls the apanage period

. the "apanage-patrimonial” period, "as it is usually called,”
* he says. Significantly, Kostomarov (though his definition
‘encompasses the entire Kievan Rus' period) and, -
interestingly, Gradovskii call it the "apanage-veche"
period. o : . oo
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: undetstand{ng this process. ‘Tpe first is that each?ias a
self -contained" geographic. entity, i.e., a river basin. This
in itself fac1l1tated the subd1v1s1on of lands.®’ The second
s that (perhaps partly as a result of . geography) the -
"economy-’and culture of each Rus' principality were growing
and: maturlng on their own, apart from a common Rus' ,_culture
, and economy Tbe' interprincely struggles ‘'were but "an
outward express1on of the much deeper rivalry between cities
aﬁd pr;nC1pa11t1es. . Paradox1cally enough, Vernadsky says,
",..the~politica1 weakness of Rus' in this period was partly
‘the result of he@ economic and cultural growth."’® 'iE
Ootright. oroprietorship of principalities, along with
the related developmeﬂt of newly emergea monocracy, s"evolved'
.under Andre1 Bogol1ubsk11 in the newly colonxzed north-east
of Rus'. Bogollubsk11 s personality was 1nstrumental in.
Athi;,‘ He was "ak haughty man obsessed by the monaroblcal
idea." He | | |

attempted to introduce the pr1nc1ple of Byzantlne
absolutism into [Rus'] pol1t1c 1.life by undermining

the institution of the ‘v on the one hand and
[by]. subordinating . all A h r princes to his

suzerainty on. the other.’ P

By sacking Kiev in 1169, Bogol1ubsk i became vellkll kniaz

v\

of Rus', but by remaining in Rostov-Suzdal' (actually in hlS.
favourite city of Vliadimir), he vestgd all the authorlty of
the vel ikii kniaz’ in a particular peggen rather than in a

territorial "thrOne,' as' had heretofore been the case with
- 8 Kluchevsky, 253.

*® Vernadsky, 215 217.

*' Ibid., 220,
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‘Kiev.’? 1In this wvay, RostOVfSuzdalﬂ,acquired the character -

" of being Bogoliubskii's own property:

...it lost its family significance and, acquiring

"the character of personal inalienable property

. belonging to the prince alone, [it] dropped out’ of

the rota of provinces governed in order of prlncely

sen1or1ty 3

b

room or need for a’ veche to _participate in its

administration, -and it 1is at this point that the popular

assembly began ‘to lose significance in Rus' political
affairs except, of course, in the‘northwest democracies.

There is a good example of Bogoliubskii‘s threatening

éone as velikii kniaz’. He had assigned three of his

nephews, Roman, Da’id, and Mstislav to govern Kiev and ' two

of 1ts by-towns. On one occasnoﬁq.they apparently dlsobeyed _

“him in his capac1ty as suzéfaln prince. He responded with
L}

the follow1ng ominous message: "If thou, O Roman, and thy

brethren walk not in my will, of a surety shalt thou depart

P

from Kiev; and David from 'Belgorod, and Mstislav from

V1shgorod Yea, ye shall all of you return to Smolensk,
where ye may gpportlon yourselves as ye will.," Kluchevsky
wryly observes that th;s response, which was supposed to be
in the tghe of a senior adressing his younger kinfolk, was
offered ™in a strain neither paternal nor frigsghal.

Bogoliubskii, being about three centuries ahead of his time,

was assassinated in 1174, probably by those who were not as

—— . ——— - —— S - -

2 presniakov, 107-108.
'3 Kluchevsky, 225.
'+ Ibid., 224.

Needless to say,."personal, inalienable pfoperty" had little

s
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politically déring as he.

Propr1etorsh1p took hold in north-east Rus so easily
because polltlcal authorlty antedated the populatlon there.
Settlement came only on the heels of the prlnces who, on
their own 1n1txet1ve and with the1r own means, built new
cities, cleared the lands, and constructed' waterways.’® -In
the words of Kluchevsky, . |
Colon1zat1on 'of the country usually brought the
first prlnce of an apanage face to face, mot with a
ready made community, but with a desert wild ‘“which
needed settlement and organization before it could
contain .one. Hence,‘the idea of a prince as the
personal owner of his apanage was the juridical

outcome of .is significance as first settler and:’
organizer.’

Under these circumstances, the inhabitants of such a

" territory were not considered to be much more than royal

glaves .or "tenants .at best"; certainly, any thought of

"inherent petsdnel 'rights'" were out of the question.’’ I1f

the kniaz’ could support his ‘' claim, it"would have been
' /

»impossible for the veche to operate and offer any oppos1t10n

under such circumstances. AS the princes of this terrltory
eventually "gathered" as many Rus lands as they couid'and
sub)ected them to their monocratlc, centreiized authority,
the -velikii kniaz’ developed a similar proprietoryfvieﬁ of
all his subjects. t | -

It is possible to observe the patrimonial—propfietory
icea iq.RuS' as having developed in two stages. At first,

*s pipes, 40. N o ' : .
*¢ Kluchevsky, 249-253. -
*? pipes, 40. o -



for about a centdry after the death:of laroslav the Wise,
the various branches of the House of Riurik settled into,
andlbégan to ideq%ify themsélves with, their own particular
te;ritories; Latégy after the mid-twelfth century, the
princes,‘beginningiéitﬁ those in the north-east, started to
develop an outright sense of proprietorship, combined with am
striving for monq;;acy, Wherever the prince was;'strong,
enough to puréue;%is gpals, the:veche's death knell was, of
course, sqpnded.@fhere"was no more to be a clear distinction
,betwegn aipriﬁcefs ruighg over a lqu and his possessing it,
between pUbﬂicfgfustvand private ownership, between fmperiUm
and dominidm. ‘The érgument has béen made that the seeds of
autocracy can“be said to have been sown on Rus'.soil at this
point.!' | |
Kostomarov, for hié@part, did not see the development'
cof patrimonialismfproprietofship in Rus' as the lgngland
complicated process it was. His expianation - of | this
phenomenon was superficiél and ignored important political
‘and social factors. H; ascribed it simply to the Mongol
invasion: this was. the first time that Rus' had ever had a
sovereign mongrch, a single gosudar’, and it was from him,

the khan, that the idea supposedly emanated. Kostomarov

correctdy assessed BogolihbSkii's Qoie in founding monocracy

- —— o —— - — -

*s pipes, esp. 58-59. Alexander Yanov counters this position
and makes a convincing case that it was not until Ivan IV
the Terrible's "revolution from above" in his use of the
oprichnina terror as a means of political control that
autocracy actually‘began +in Russia. See Yanov, The Origins
of Autocracy: Ivan the Terrible in Russian History.
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1982),

~f
o

e
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in Rus', but 'he vas too quick to ascribe this to
Bogol1ubsk11 s Great .Russian nationality -- nothing more.
There was no ment1on of Kiev's declxne as an economic centre'
as the reason for Bogoliubskii movxng to the north-east”
and there was no men;ion of the cogplex interplay of social
factors as enablang Bogoliubskii to pursue his goals, only
that the veche principle never "existed and manifested
itself" 1n the north-east.'®® There was also no mentlon that
authority Qreceded settlement 1in the north-east, allow1ng‘
the- knfaz’ to do virtually as he wished - with hi.s
principality, including not brooking any oppo;ition from an
institution such as the veche.. Much 1is told to us by
Kostom;rdv; but 1little is explained. Here, as elsewhere,
explanation.was not _as, important as finding ‘sources to
supporﬁ his ideological perspective. The explanations for
~the develdpment of patrimonia}ism-proprietorsbip were not
n?w in Kostomarov's éay. ﬁe must have been qyare of their
existence, but his'tendency to ayoid secondary sQurces as a
) basis for his redearch may have caused him tb push these
aside. If he would have considered them, -he mfght have
realiéed that although the Mongol invasion ﬁndoubtedlyA
jntensified the patrimonial-proprietory ideé in ﬁus', it did
not, by itse;f, causevit to.apﬁear, this notion being far

too complex to be instantaneous and monocausal.

** Pipes, 37-38.
1e° "Dve russklla narodnosti," 45.



Social Structure . . o | B

The . fourth and final problem with Kostomarov'#:

conception of democracy.' in Kievan Rusk' ;5 his lack of
attention to the importance of sodial structure in defining§
the role of power relationships. Hé'vrecognized that there
were class distinc&ions“‘ and that thg boiar class did tend'
to éominated the veche's proéeedings. 'as in Galicia.'°®:?
" However, since all céuld theoreticglly take part in the
 gpopular ?ssgmp}y agd class 'distidqtions~were notilebally
recognizgd"‘gs;ates,'°; he+* emphasized ‘these points at the
expense of ény clags-based analysis.'®* o

Novgorod is ﬁhp best ekample of this. In Kostomarov's
mind, Noégonod was the epitome of Kievan Rus' democracy
because the veche exercised‘viftually complete control of
. the knléz’. But who controlled. the veche? According to

S . - .
Kluchevsky, it was a‘small g?oup‘of rich and powerful men

known as the Cbuﬁcil of Magnates. This group possessed

2

legislative initiative and thus formulated questions for the

244-252, and "Nachalo edinoderzhaviia,” 34-37..
'e* "Nachalo edinoderzhaviia," 38. Attention should be
called to the role of the boiar duma, a council composed of .

the trusted members of the princely retinue which advised \

the kniaz’ on both internal and external matters.

- '°3 According to Gregory L. Freeze, legally recognized

estates did not exist in pre-Petrine Russia. See Freeze,
"The Soslovie Paradigm and Russian Social History," The J
" American Historical Review, Vol. 91, No. 1 (February, 1986):
14’. : . N .

to4 Kostomarov undoubtedly knew that according to the Rus'

legal code, the Russkala pravda, the lives of -men of certain

classes were "worth" more than tho#k of others, i.e.,
murdering a noble called for greater punishment than
murdering a commoner, but this did not affect every man's
right to voice his opinion at the veche, and it is on this
that Kostomarov focussed. See Vermadsky, 136. T

- -~ . i

h »
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better, wanted to believe, that mat;ers were actuaI%&;~”ﬂ

decided by - "the people" at the veche. Interest ngly% ﬁe

veche to "debate." It is safe to assume.that if the Council

wanted a matter dec:ded a partxcular way, it an‘ﬁ§1pated
Rousseau's Lawgiver ‘and gave the assemblyv“ information
favourable to only'rha dec1sxon. The veche simply va11dated‘
decisions whichhad“alﬁkady been mad%3 by %hf‘ Council of

Magnetes, and-' as the ~masses were not yet politically.
consg&hua enough to pursue their own 1nterests, they usually
follbwed the lead of the ar1stocracy res FPor this reason,

the Council of Magnates was of far greater
importance in the history of Novgorod's political
life than the. veche, which usually constituted
merely its obedient ‘instrument.’ In shogt, the
Council was the hidden, yet exceedingly ‘active,
spring of Novgorodian administration.'®*

S1gn1f1cantly, Kostomarov never mentionedv the Council of

Magnates per se, though he did adm1t the influence ‘oﬁ»'the

L &

wealthy on the -veche, as noted -above. He belleved qfrirp

“ear

i'éi nf

suggested that Novgorod evenéually fell from prac} 13

democracy when a more authorrtarlan approach

needed to combat Moscow's central1z1ng thrust. B

"did not fall from an overabundance.of freedom,
' &

Markevich,

N

but rather from a. Jlack of it, since 85?}'n
conditions existing there enabled the po 133

~ monied aristocracy or  strong bourge01s 3 )
concentrate power in its-own hands and usurp. j 4 EPr .
- its own personal 1nterests e R !

13 Hrushevs'kyi, Istoﬁiia Ukrainy-Rusy. 291.
¢+ Rluchevsky, 337-338.
t*? Markevich, 315, - =



o
g

*

Gradovskii suggests a theory wh¥ch further 'eluéidatea

the role of the monied classes in Rus'_-politics. He is aware
. ) R :

that it is important to differentiate between those who

could “atténd the veche and those who did, and proposes that:

('gf;l

w»o. ; .
parties of sorss existed. The kniaz’'s position at a given
time depended, not on the will.of the whole people,‘but on
the will of the kniaz’'s own party. In other words, if he

appeased whatever faction: pxeced him on the throne - in the

first place; he would remain erre. De jure, everyone in the

city cpﬁldj attend the veche, but de facto, itgwas ra

¥

gathefing.of ‘well-known partfesw brought— together for a:

‘particular matter.” For this reason, one day's veche could

be radically differentlfrom’the next day's, depending on
A whidh group had an interest in that day's business.'®®

‘Kostomarov's analysis 1gnored -social Sfructure almost

!} ’
entl‘re_ly. He occas1ona11y alluded’ to*i.’ , as in hxs reasons
St e

o for the decl1ne and fall of Rus',. but this was always

¥

lgidental and secondary to ethn1c and ‘political factors.

,'gquxpla1n1ng the soc1al basis of democracy in Kievan Rus is

;;wltal to understandlng much about the whole period, but

Kostomarov, for 1ideoclogical - reasons, consc1ously avoxded<‘

doing this. Significantlg;, although the Cyrillo—Methodian'

Society's program did advdéate social reform through the

abolition of serfdom, it emphasized the restructuring of the

Slavic world based on ethnicity. The social elemeg} was not

. - |
very important to Kostomarow's /political ideology and, as a

TITTITIIIIImeem e U

'e* Gradovskii, 361, and Pashuto, 31.
i | ’ | ' §r
i

s%“‘“
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result,\ He con51dered 1tn.minima11y in  his historical
AL ve\ o
zobservatzp"s. It is d1ff1cult to’ escape the Sov1et verdictﬂ'

,'on Kostomarov when it: speaks of h1s lack of class based

thought (bezklassovost )‘°’ and h1s overestimation'?of),the
'

vecbe structure [compared “to hlS] underest1mat1on of the

"power of the knlaz Jmrre For Koétomarov,_"the magnate,s the.n'

N

,‘@ﬂple who confessed and fought for the Orthodox fakth stpod '

| abreast u’tofs the - | peasant v1lfager,""“‘_ and thls

un1dlmen51ona11ty ' ultlmately , undermlned ‘ KoStomarOV'sv

cre&1b111ty as a scholar and placed him very clearly 1n ther

-~
,cqtegory of polltxcal 1deologue. '
- Ty e AR ‘ -m> ‘ o ' | -
‘D, Conclusxon e R

7’ | ‘ B
Thus,’Kostomarov s\work on democracy in Rus was éf'

4

1deal1st1c 'rere€d1ng of the past rather than a pursult of .

7hlstor1ca1 truth HlS explanatlons served 'and encompassed :

]

only 'the',needs dg his 1deology.»He belleved only what he

"wanted to bel1eve - what he had to belleve, 1n hls' typlcal

' Roﬂkntlc .way, tof g1ve some: basls‘ to hlS hopes for the

. _——_——-—_.——-——————_

future. 1.2 \:Dls -1ncludég§_the unrealxstlc notlons that 1)

popular‘cont ol, of the prlncely authorlty was deeply rooted

o3>

in ant1qu1t9262) such/control was unlversal in Rus' and was

everywhere as strong\and effectlve as it was in- Novgorod 3)3:*f

'patrlmon;al1sm-propr1etorsh1p -was exclu51vely the result of

o i | S

ves pgtukhin, chap. 6, and Stan1slavs 129ff

t15.Jy. A. Pinchuk, Istoricheskie .vz J/a;dy N. I Kostomar*ova e

"(Klev' Naukova dumka, 1984), 22. o
Ve Polukhln, 98 -99. 'See also Rubach 65 67. T‘~ *

“’<Sm1th 23,

Tl
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‘the actions . of out51de forces, ‘and 4) s-;lﬁ

V;factots played a mlnorlrole 1n dec1d1ng B

power relatlonshlps. In a word he concelvedzthat democracy '

P Y

in K1evan Rus was far more advanced than 1@ actually was,

‘1ndeed than it could have been, glven the per1od That such

“a. v1ew of Rus .dId"" "stand to 'Objectlve 'analy51s‘

-~ttered llttle to Kostomarov'"1n the past, he clearly saw '~

the eplrlt of what he desired in’ the future, and if the
. o 'e I :

'facts - did not quite - fit 'the percept1on it was the

perceptlon whxch mattered most nyway



III.~Federalism'

A. Introduction ' o L o
E o . . ‘ @ '

Federalism was no less important to Kostomarov's

political 1deologw ~than. was democracy. ~ Although = his

Y

perCeptionf of federal1sm 1n the 1ater K1evan perlod stands

up. to~objective-analys1s much ‘better than does his view of

'_democracy, seeking the "federatlve pr1nc1ple [federatlvnoe

nachalo]™ in the Golden Age was just as v1tal E% his plans\ -

: for the future. Hlstorlcal federal1sm served as a foundatlon

for 1) a future federatlon of all Slavic peoples based on
” :
the equal part1c1pat1on of each, and 2) the recognition of a

Ukraznran nat1onaP1ty, ethnlcally . distinct, but not

‘;poiitjcal}x Sepatate, from the Great Russian. The idea of

P T

federalism ‘was a conscious, measured response. to the

polltlcal demands and realities® of n1neteenth century

'Eastern Europe.,On thé“one hand, nat10naﬁ§%¥nse1ousness :was

et

‘a ;grow1ng‘ phenomenon, rapldly becomlng a polltﬁcal force-

with which to be reckoned,’as was clearly ev1dent in’ the
S - Y :

Polish and. Hungarian uprisings. On the; other hand the

trad1t10nal emplres, conservat1ve and reactlonary ,as they

were, were certalnly not prepared to cave in to every demand

- for’ change especually ‘when put forward by groups cla1m1ng

!

historical legrtlmacy but hav1ng no known hlstory.fof

'independent sta ehood Federallsm was proposed -as a

-compromiSe between the seemlngly opp051ng forces of natlon

and emp1re, a solut1on wh1ch 1ts proponents hoped could be e



o :
o 60
T

»

offered to each side with a minimum of political risk to
"everyone involved.' .
! . ’ ' 3
B. Kostomarov on Federalism K v S
N R . . . . . ; ,k‘:‘ﬂ oW

The Bipolarity o;”a;st Slavic Histoﬁy L

The blpolar - theme of  indivisibility ~ vs.

decentrallzat1on, of = state versus nation, dominated

. Kostomarov's theory of East SIav1c history. There had always

been an "osc1llat1on ‘between unity and:autonomy, between

- the centrallzat1on of absolutlsm “End the "divers1ty of

démocracy "* The former is a Great Russian tra 7£ormed’ in

- response to the,Mongol invasion. The latter is 'an inherent

$o -

Slavic characterlst;cf Whlch had dled among -the Great

Ru551ans § vbut*" which | predom1nated~ in Kiev-centred

apanage veche Rus ‘and waS‘hencefOrth preserved specifically

in 'the_ Ukralnlan Volksgeist. -This bi“directional pullfﬂfﬁ
xisted- within apanage veche Rus " too, as the realmf

fluctuated "ﬁrom un1f1cat1on »to d1v1s1on, and agaln from s

4 ¥
c)

L

R b T
e oA

d1v151on to un1f1cat10n."J One trend empha51zed the Onenesﬁu“

<

of Rus whlle the otherzempha51zed the vndzvrdualxty of each

e,

land but wlthout breakzng the t;esjﬁmong all of them.

.y

 * Rudolf Sch1e551nger Federallsm in Cent@al and Eastern

Europe (New York: Oxford Un1vers1ty Press, J945), 3. : -1”Q“57i'1

2 N.I. Kostomarov, "Kniaz' Vladimir MOnomdk i kazak Bogdan-

Khmel'nitskii," NPPP, 149, and "Mysli o federatlvnom nachale’
v drevnei Rusi," SS, Book I, Vol. I,”3.

% N.I. Kostomarov, "Mysli ‘ob 1stor11 maloross11," Bibl foteka -
dlta chtenrra, Vol. 78 (1846): 24. .

w
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.This, - then, - wads Kostomarov's definition of the
Qeaerat1ve f’;:u-inr:iple‘" in Rus':f"...the‘independenEe of the
pa%t; and the existence of ties among these parts. which
1nduce all of them together to recogn1ze themselves as a.
51n§ie ent1ty.?"Elsewhere, he elaborated. |

_‘The ideal of apanage-veche life was the 1ndependence*
of the lands of the Rus' world [mirl so that ‘each’
-constxtuted its own whole in the manifestation of
1ts local life wh1le being united with one bond,
common to all. . : : _

: ¢

Rus' stvpve toéggﬁs'féderation, Kostomarov said, and this is
the ,form 1meh1ch 1t began to array itself. “ The terr1tory

was, in ﬁact, a“"natural" federation.’
M
8

Causes o£ Un1ty and stunxty
The ﬂsources of dlsun1tyf in Rus' were, according to

Kostomarov," : geography - and "1iving historical

o -

.c1rcumstances."' Bf contrast, the sources of un1ty were:

o 1) cdmmon ancestry, customs,‘way of 11fe, and language,
&} ’

2) a sxngle royal family,‘and ‘
7"~3) the Chrlstlan Ealth and a- 51ngle Orthodox Church.
: All “Rus’ peOples had a "mutual kinship [vzalmnoe

- ',ﬂ

Podstvolf” Kostomarov acLa1med that all Slavs came from the

" ‘lower Da;ube ‘region  and nigrated  to their  modern

terrltorles. This is proven by the word "DanUbe" appearing

'often in both Ukrainién“énd‘GrEat'Russian folk songs, and.

——-—-—-———-o———-—-—

‘ "Zamechan1e g. Lokhv1tskomu " 202,

"0 znachenii Velikago Novgoroda," 200.

¢ "Mysli o federativnom nachale," 30

' Markevich, 314,

* "Dve russk11a narodnost1," 33- 34 -
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*Le%filiation between the two peoples.’

rituals."'® This was also true for many aspects of community

" of all the tribes.

2

‘without a doubt, he‘said,fthe people of ancient Rus' were

qnite aware of this common heritage: A polianin (a member of °

the tr1be of ‘the poliane) could, for example, be the enemy

' of his nelghbour the derevlianin, but they vere both avare

that they had common ancestors- "...among the enem1es, there
were. the same ancient attachments which brought them closer
together and Lnd1cated to them and everyone else that ‘there
was a mutual kinship." The trad1t10na1 polltioal

relationship_between Nongrod and Kiev was also a case in

';ﬁpoint: Kostomarov attributed it to the close ethnic

i

A

A universality of customs and mores also united the

Eastern Slavs. Even though every tribe, said Kostomarov, had

its own traditions and the laws of its own fathers, these

all had something in. common with those of other  tribes.

: Again' he wused folk' songs as prooi because "even today,.

they have "much that is the same and common to -all." This

form of ev1dence, which he adduced frequently, showed that
"in antiquity, Slavic tribes had, at 'the' basis of their

spiritual life, similar beliefs, customs, and religious

o

life, thé most  notable " being ' the ‘veche. This; popular
assembly was supposedly common to all East Slavs, the proof
being that the.expression "veche" was common to theflanguage
R
B
4§$§$3 .
et - v T gl

* Mysli o federativnom nachale,_.?43;ﬁn B
'e Ibrd.,'14 15.
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Simil&rity‘fof/;language vas 'important in providing a
sense of onqugfr among' thed Rus' peoples, asserted
Kostomarov. A person s1mply felt-more k1nsh1p to someone'

Ji from K’trlbe speak1ng a language closely related to hlS own
than he did to someone speaking a language whlch was very
different. With the acceptance of Chr1st1an1ty, all of Rus'
acguired a single literary language which provided a "new,
stronger‘tie among the Rus' peopies, a more solid bond of
their spiritual‘indissolubility." It became "an instrument,
of both the dlssem1natlon .of the faith and the life of the
state, and - t gave everyone "common ideas and views." No
matter what church "a person entered anywhere in the realm,‘
he heard the same language spoken- religious customs and-
moral guidelines were propagated everywhere by means ‘of the
same tongue. In what schoois there were, the languagé of
’instruction was the common‘ Rus' ;literary: language. 1In ;a
word, "Language  furnished wus with unity;" said Kostomarov o
(his emphasis)." o . | ' 4 o

Qpnguage was -not enough, though; It was sufficient to
he%p prov1de a sense of unity, but not un1ty itself. In the
early"stages " of Rus hlstory, the sxngle Rus" royal fam11y3
did thlS by - meqns of ‘its ramzflcatlon (1. e.,e branchlng
out) and 1ts muftlformlty AsdeCentrallzed 1nfrastructure
necessanly had to co;:\e %ﬂ

&

mult1-tr1ba1 nature of Rus# but 1n Kostomarov s mlnd suCh R
‘ i
a system'"could lgad IRus ] only to gmgaterJ unlty, nov" to

0o RN )

to be1ng because Aof the o ﬁg

fﬁj Ib;d,, 16;215' ,;3§:r’f
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. greater dismemberment."” A given kniaz’ felt much closer to

Rus' as a whole than he possibly could to any fore1gn land.

" am neither a Magyar nor a Pole [Llakh]," he may well have

 said, "my share being ‘in the Rus land " Similarly,

Kostomarovwaﬁ;erted any 1nhap1tant of Rus' could have said

that "he is not a Magyar or-a;eole, [and] that h1s share is
i .

in that broad Rus'' land  where the Slveﬁianin,v the

Rusin- Polianin; the Vothnian, and the Suzdalian are all,4

-conscious of their k1nsh1p.” There may have been 1nternec1ne

o ’J

'strlfe, but it would have been much worse had 1t not. been
1nternee1ne. These were domestlc, not foreign wars. This 1is
proven by govgorod, which fought "furiously" w1th Suzdal' at
the beginning of the ‘thirteenth century, but which soon

re-established ties with the hortheastern principality and

once again accepted kniaz’ia from there. The importance of

‘dynastic ties is also shown when the House of Riurik was

replaced inewestern Rus' by the Lithuanian House of Gedyminf
Communication between eastern and western Rus’ weakened
considerably thereafter and the two parts of Rus' wvirtually
ceased to look‘upon each other as brothers." In sum,

Rus' lands ‘existed each 1ndependently and everyone
together recognized his connection with the whol
.the Rus' state as an 1nd1ssoluble upnion of lands-
accordingly, ' each of the members of the royal house.
~recognized his independence [while] altogether they
‘constituted one governing family, one estate in the
whole of the Rus' state."

S

Py

Kostomatevv was fse ,co%ylnced ~o§w the importance of the

v
- e e = e e e o

: Tbid., 21-25.

. ,a‘nTyslacheletie,7‘129'
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dynastic tie, he even suggested that if primogeniture had
been the recognized principle of succession in laroslav I's
time, Rus' would have fallen apart much'more'quickly than it

did under the apanage order.'' - L ‘

The most important unifying factor in Rus', according

-to Rostomarov, was the Orthodox Christian- faith.

Christ1an1ty gave. the different sectors of - the Rus'

&
population "elements wh1ch represented the hlghest sanctlty

[vySOChafshqu sviatyniu] ‘for all." The. Orthodox falth

cultlvated and, aff1rmed a higher s1ngle nationality,"” and‘

"disseminated the same moral 1deas and rltuals of worship."

3

‘Moreover, the need for enllghtenment arose as a result of
Christianig;, "Wheever was an educated person in those days
either belonged te the éhurch 'or“'haS'familiar with its
circle of ideas."” The masses, tod, ‘understood that the
Church and its significance were not partieular'to any one
lpart of Rus' bet rather that it.was pan-Rus'ian. The divine
liturgy ensured thls, because wherever a person travelled in
Rus', he could attend the same church service, observe the

same rituals, -keep the same fasts, read the same prayers,

and venerate the same saints as he could at home.'

The Orthodox Ch%rch prov1ded Rus' w1th hew, teqporal~

"forms as well. Church laws developed juridical 1dea g?mong

. ;"
the people and "disseminated among all the Rus' %%nds a

single "conviction on the sanctity of laws." Customs became

laws to be cbeyed by all. The clerical h1erarchy£was also a

1 "My511 o federativnom nachale," 23.
1y Ibid., -25-26.

&



“unhﬁying factor in that all ! district. bishops | wvere

SUbordinated to thé same‘"Metropolitan of 811 Rus'" in Kiev,
who in turn was -

0

responsible thj the patriarch in

‘Constantinople. "The clergy," said Kostomarov, "in most of

DR ;" v. TR \:.2?1’."1%#»'"3«5}‘ 34
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.}ts relations with the people, stood higher Than {any] local

b
i

customs and ideaé, and impressed upon the people its moral

strength and, together with the old popular guidelines,

‘ . LT

- introduced new oné@ which were ﬁpiversal and which applied

equally to all parts of the Rus' world." A priest's .primary

responsibility was ‘to the Church, not tﬁ his district. The

clergy, which had. come to..look upon Rus' as a "single

&polg,"‘ urged the kniaz’ia to do the same. In general, its
influence -- ‘"temporal,--moral, and juridical" *- was
pan-Rus'ian: "in ‘_Novgorod, in Polotsk{ in’ Kiev, and

everywhere."'*

These were, in Kostomarov's mind, the ties which bound

Rus' spfrifually; ifvhot politically. "Nature and historical
circumstahces" ensﬁred that éach Rus' iand was to develdp,
%o a éreag'ektent, an independent political 1life and that
all the parts would not easily be moulded into ; single
: ,whble, but these spiritual ties ensured ‘equally that all
sense of onenegssi would pog be lost. On this basis, Rus'
strove towards federation and this is the form in which it

23

began to organize itself.'’

‘¢ Ibid., 26-28.
'* Ibid., 30.



Other Asbec;s of Federalism

For Kostomarov, tribal differences were the foundations
for the differences ambng ‘the East Slavic nationalities.
"Every little Slavic people had its autonomy," he said.'®
Oddly enough, he divided Rus', not into three, as is‘usual,
but into six distinct nationalities: 1) the South Rus'
(Ukrainian), 2) the Severian, 3) the Great Russiah;'45/the
Belorussian, 5) the Pskovian, and 6) the Nodgbrodiéﬁ. These
Qere listed as they appear:he}e, and detomarovfoffered no
further explanatlon of the differences between them or how
the unxqueness of each arose. This is an odd agglomeratlon
and suggests that Kostomarov may have been mixing political

- organization .and geographic location - with ‘\ethn1c

divergence.' : f

Primitive federative structures, based on sources of

-

unity and disunity sucﬁ as those found in Kievan Rus', are
,comm§n throughoﬁt‘.history, said Kostomarov, for whenever
peoéie‘have been free to organize their own states, ;hey
have inevitably tended to form federati9n§:‘° "The
federative principle, even to‘thé smailest degree, may bé
discerned among all peoples,” he claimed. The ancient Greeks
were the perfect example'of tpis: each city-state worshipped
its own demigods, but all Hellenes worshippéd the priﬁcipal‘

T

gods of the onle'tribe. There was also, among the Greeks, a

- - - o -

'* N.I. Kostomarov, "Pravda moskvicham o Rusi," QOsnova, Vol.
X (October, 1861): 8.

** "Mysli o .federativnom nachale,” 3-4, 13, 18-19, See also
Papazian, 341-342. '

e papazian, 276.

&



unfveréality of ‘religious and ,litera;y' language, ‘and a

consciousness of belonging to one tribe, as was the case in

Rus'. Besides ancient Greece, Kostomaroy cited severak other

primitive federatiops: Asia Minor, Italy, Sicily, and the

Finnic tribes, to name but a few.?'

Y

¢ /.
]

The federative principle was appropriaté in‘RUs‘ as it
was iff many other parts of the pre-modern world:

«  The peoples [of Rus'] desired’ a single common
defence, but they wished to forego neither their
independence nor their local democracy,. “even though °
all recognized the essential need for-an authority
‘which would, for its part, Systain the énthusiasm of
the masses,?? ’ ' . . ‘

Aocording to Kostomarov, the famous kniaz’ Vladimir Monomakh
was Jjust such an authority. He was "a defender
[Chélovek—boretsl _of the federative principle in our [i.e.,

the Ukrainian] past.” He established the custom that every

'kniaét! was to have his volost’ and promoted the autonomy.of

the Rus' lands, "not allowing them ﬁo'merge..." On the other

“hand, he leéft a "moral legacy of unity and agreement," as
well as a. “poliﬁical‘ leéécy of reciprocityz and 'the
relationship of .all Rus' iands...", Moreerr,‘ Vladimir
supported "the ancient principie' of Slavic Veche
aemocrgcy..."\ His leadership did not lead to »precise
political éﬂd social forms, but, said Kostomégov,  "Yladimir
éndeévoured, at the end of the élgventh aﬁd the beginning of

3

the twelfth century, to grow thé crop whichbﬁgg;beeh seeded

21 "po povodu knigi M.O. Koialovicha," 304-305.
22 "gniaz' Vladimir Monomakh," 149. ' ‘

A



halfway through the ninth,"?? =
Rus' vas simply too large and diverse to have develoﬁhd
qulckly and eas%ly into a monocracy, or into any form of

sovereign state for that matter.?* "How can we discern the

monocratic pr1nc1ple," Kostomoarov asked, "in a place where N

everything pointed‘towa}ds éreater division, rather than.'

unification of lands’""‘ In the pre-Mongol perxod,,' no
groundvofk was laid for the future Russian monocracy (and
cértainly ncne for the future Russian autocracy). There was

definitely. na conscious striving for such a structure and

the social order of the time could easily have fatilitated a

1

federated stgucturerf some sort.** In fact, .if°' the Rus'
' people had beeé left slone.to develop their own political
'Qay of life, thei undoubtedly would‘eventualli ha&é formed a
federation in the modern sense of the ﬁerm,’“ but the Mohgol
invasion turﬁed federal possibflfties into. - mdnocratic
réalities;“<;/\/

A Limited Federalism
.. Kostomarov was criticized by some nineteenth centqu
commentators, ~“such as Markeviéh Lokhvitskii, ;and

Koxalovxch for exaggeratlng" the extent of federat1ve ties

3 Ibid., 149- 150 '

34 "Mysli o federativnom nachale,” 3.

3% "Nachalo edxnoderzha011a," 40-41.

¢ Ibid., 41. - 7

7 N I.vKostomarov, "Slovechko po povodu zamechan11a o
federativnom nachale v drevnei Rusi," NPPP, 302-303,

31t "pPo povodu knigi M.0. Koialovicha," 305, and "Mysli o
federatzvnom nachale,‘ 30, .

’




_ sy . . PR o . - ‘ FREA E - . N} 70, L
v v N - ‘ v

in ‘%ievan‘ Rus'.?’ Lokhviﬁ%k:i 8 dochg!al' dissertation,

‘\

entxtled "Guberniia," was, in fact, a partial critique of
Kostomarov oOn the fe‘gratlvé principle in Rus uokhvitskii
claimed that: f?’ the. ‘words "federation” ' and "federative
pr1ncip1e are out of'vplace’ when discussing * Rus' ,‘ 2)

. Kostomarov used such words only in view of the possibilxty
. , a : o :
ﬂ “4‘ of "a - future Russia taking on such a structure, and 3)

P R . : , . ¢

,?*‘ nationality is not a val}d concept except for those peopfgg”é

| who  possess -»history of independent political life.

- Kostomarov dlsmlisgd the latter two points out of hend;.
saying reSpe?t1Ve1y ‘that he did not want to re-estéb;ish
Russ$a élong aphnagqnveche lines’ and . that -Lokhvitskii's

- ‘MS#ﬁtlst 1deas cvere? extraordxnar11y one~-sided.”" As to the
Yo . .

‘7fir§t poﬁht Kostomarov took the opportun1ty to elaborate on’

h1s observaflons in "Mysll o federat%vnom nachale v drevnei
Lo T e ;
.Rusu"r He saxd that;L?khv1tsk11 &nderstood "the concept of

g wC"federatrveq prrnc1ple 1n iny 1¢s Western de£1n1t1on. That
: ’“r' !
B the Rus,.deeratxon was nat lxke an eighteenth or nineteenth
. - b
century .iederal :state wasiself ev1dent. ‘Federation en Rus

vy ! ) .

was, ndt jﬁ a cOmplete and structured nature; it was merely

ﬁederalusm 1n a very,gr1m1t1ve ﬁtage. Irrespect;ve of feuds

’

and 1nternec1ne Strzfe no Rus, land ever showed any
ow aa‘ .

Aoutrlghtf 5$eparati§t tendencies. Lokhvitskii, . Kostomarov

o said, could not deny that while Ga11c1a,°for {nstance}; was

*"cognlzant ‘of its autonomy in relatlon to the other parts. of

1

5,Rus ,"»1t "never ceased to consider 1tse1f a Rus', land and

Al

-—— - - - T n w —— w - o ‘ L)

.’ See Markevich, 314.
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‘fthe~rest of Rus' Y Rus was, as much of a,
< .t

i - be-expected for the’ tlme. G

q P ,- . .
8 f . . . .

fzﬁd 1tse£} in pollt1ca1 agreements and soc1al t1es with

\,deratlon as could

< ¥

‘x,

UTE Kostomarov s observatlons are ]udged accord1 g to a

- modern defxn1t1on of fé%eral1snh f.lt could be 'concluded

/‘o‘

“

that he saw’ feda;atlve t:es where none exlsted Howeveri‘hef

was qulte aware that federal1sm‘1n 1ts fullest man1festat10n_

"..was a relatlvely recent hlstorlcal phenomenon. ? The cdncept'

:‘of 'federatlon 'should not vrbe 1nterpreted Yo) narrowly, he

- ¥

L»sa1d~ Agaln, he turned to comparlsons w1th~ forehgn_ statesk

'.;_and p01nted out that federatlon in ancient Greece was
; - © o »

“therevwas no f

l\

certalnly not of a modern form,‘ ﬁBut who 'wowﬁg' say ‘that

\
’veratlve pr1nc1ple there’" He was qu1te clear

1n statlng thmu'among the Rus lands, .there were certaln

'7‘¢);actqrs, of un1ty and dlsunzty wh}ch wouldqhave necessarlly,f

.

e

’-—u—-——--—-——- -y -

N
J’°l"Zamechan1e g Lokggltskomu‘“ 201 202

“underewhich.every"
~‘state organ;zations, and is in ymmedaate ‘contact with both

N

led the Rus' lands to federate 1n some fway had they been_d

left alone to do so. ThlS 1s what he saw -—- nothlng mg;e and |
nothang 1ess"‘f' = o hﬂ l"_h nffﬂ-
IA anclent Rus B! d1d not see~<a completely

,vsconstructed federat;on,. ‘and - mowhere did I .call’
.gpanage-veche Rus' -a federation 1n the sens - of: a
-.'political body,‘wlth congresses or diets, in - the
~-..mould of ‘the United Statés; -spoke - only of. a:.
~ federative prlqplple, amd if T alloweg myself to see
‘in yancient. Rus'. \sometthg oﬁf a federat;on, then
- ‘pergaps a. semlnal federatron

~

c -

i Sch1e551nder d i nes federallsm as . "a polltlcal system
“citizen is subordinated to at ‘least two

~-of; thﬁh;" The mutbal relationship between the two sta
- “organizations, too, bis. supposed to be one of subord1nat1oﬁ

dw'ﬂjSee §chlessxnger,.36 ‘- g
. ¥is"po povodu knigi M. O.:K01alob1cha, 3Q4ﬁ3§5 N
jj’” "Slovechko po povodu zamechanhla, ?02 303..
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5to clar1fy thlS artlcle. ‘It would be £a1r ”to “say that

- C. Analysis‘

f'Gentury,»vRus' had become a system of "slenderly c

v

» ot R

‘KOStomarov used phrases such as "the embryo of federat1on

b

) and sa1d that 1n Rus ; there_was no structured cqnsc;ous,

deftnxte federation of laﬁdsﬁ“" It 'is', evident that(

KoStomarov saw only a very llmlted federalnsm 1% K1evan

Rus", 'a‘ “federatwe pr1nc1ple, as he called 1t, g'nd d*i‘ﬁ not’? r
'*clalm that Rus" had achleved full. federal1sm in the mdﬂgrnaiﬁjﬁ

sense. If/,hls is not clear in "Mysll o federat1vnom nachale
drevne1 Ru51, 1t 1s certalnly so in everythlng he wrote

.Kostomarov s cr1t1cs Were 1ncorfect 1n censurlng h1m in th1s

: "'__ éo A y: - ) ) o -
regardg,,f e : : y

2t

';9‘

. o s
H15tor1ography of Rus' Federalrsm

A ‘sample, of- what other h1stor1ans 4say about the

Kl

fegzrat.ve pr1nc1p1e hav1ng ex1sted in Kievan/,Rus' ig . A

,1nstruct1ve‘ . Kluchevsky dzscusses * RuS'- f8deralism

[ R -
xten51vel%‘ He cla1ms that Klev developed 1nto the.fc§ntre

.‘_ v ‘l "

g

‘of a’ reat fedenatlon.-_ As the growth of patrlmonlal-t,

;lsm proprletorshlp e developed - tberev %as ;aq 1ncre351ng¢

;’d1v151on among the\lands and by ghe "end of thé‘ twelgth;’

I

cted"f

: ‘ CREN
'pr1ncupal1t1es. Latoslav:~the " Wise' s 1rota system‘;.of o
-‘___,_;__k_‘,______._‘___:; FRRTIEE R s
¥4 "Nachalo ed1noderzhav11a ‘7;'25,‘and "0 znécheniie4ﬂ_,f@”*‘ -
: Velikago Novgoro a; f—ZGH ’ . S L e

s Kluchevsky,; 7. T

i ‘ W . s Y .
» } Al " i . X B ; ) E
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. . ’ N 'l“‘:;( . , ’ ) B . ‘
succe551on" contrlbuted to dls1ntegrat1ng the 1ahd but . -

»

‘j ﬂﬂterest1ngly, Kluchevsky says that it paradoxlcally created

a cohsc1ousne55rof common material ties b1nd1ng the  whole

‘country- into< one. : Kluchevsky admits that the;e was no

"Jeffect1ve pol1t1cal power in Klevan Rus but _he, like

“'Kostomarov,? clalms that there were certaih ~ties .whi h't

1neV1tably kept the Rns lands con§c1ous oﬁ thelr essential

‘ gpeness" 1) common needs and asp1rat10ws brought about as

.

a result of the'rota system, 2) the pan terr1tor1a11ty of
" the ‘clergy aﬁd the' arlstocracy, 3) Kiev's p051t10n as

sp1r1tual and nomxnal pollt1cal centre 5%f Rus', and»l4)

[l

‘”homogenelty : of~ forms_‘aqd‘ settings.” These were not -

'pol.ztlcalﬁ,'but"‘ties racial, social," rellglous, ghd

‘ N . S ‘ _ W :
‘eionomic['] there was n0vun1ty of state--- only a unity of - o

vo. R

'5t 1tory and populatlon." He summarlzes.
.. .that a dlm nespon51b111ty towards fatherland had
~ ‘already arisen in Rus' seems evident from the fac;%\gkp////
“'that .at the council held at Liubech in 1097-we find
the princes clinching an-oath which they had gwern

with the' following curse ubon whomsoever should "
break-it: "Upon him be the Holy Cross and the . whole a
i [Rus' ] land'"”] o » N A .
ko Gradovsk11 is no . less convinced that Rus' was a '

. 1
&

}ngerat1on Abf 'sbrté}f There was no narrow, =~ parochial’
3"patr10tlsm, ‘he says; all- poet1cal and polltlcal"‘1deas‘had

fag*.epmmon vnatfdnal\'[obshchenatsional noe]" s1gh%f1cance.j‘

Kiééan*'RU§' did not have polltlcal un1ty but had sp1r1tua1

- "
’»un1ty 1nstead Infthe same way that‘Russla of Gradovsk11 s
' » L : NIRRT o R D e
St hebabeiaadedusiteticat it i ; L » .‘ - : R L , ' w‘) "
»¢« Ibid., 94 106, ¢+ - e T o -:%ﬁéﬁ@
".”,Ibid., 114 127~ S
R O - KEECEEE S g



. ‘time unified around such symbols"as Pushkin, ;Karamzin} and

Lohonosov;nxievan Rus' looked upon Vlad1m1r the Great as its
.® _ E
common sp1r1tua1 focus. "The people used th1s name to

de51gnate, not the spec1a1 kniaz’ of "the Kievan volost’ but -
the ideal kniaz of that Holy Rus' which always ' lxved in
the1r_ consc1ousness ‘ (Gradovsk11 s emphasis). Gradovsk11,

" like Kostomarov, crtes a_ number~ of"poemef and songs to
‘support this view' and sums up hlS perception of the’

u'ﬂ? " ' + ¢ | A
federatlve pr1nc1p1e in Rus. ff_.' R — ey

& “ o

In. splte of theaji~'sun1ty among . volasti ' as
independent centres, fgesenly of” adfinistrative, but
also, in  part, . of p8¥Atical life among the. people:
and among the knlaz fa/ there 11Ved a consciousness
rof a un1ted Rus' In clash€s with foreigners
' fid" was as one. In forelgn

rel; 2 e neither Pereiaslavian kniaz’ia

noy ' Cherpigovian Kniaz’la, but  only Rus ian ,
kniaz’ja.» ! . L _ , ' S -
) ‘4\ SR o . . ? . - . "‘&‘% ;
.4 . S ) : . g L 2

. P " .
Others agree as well. Presnlakov notes‘jthat‘vkniazfia;
B

"1 “

"were. consc1ous of themselves as a whole, broader than the

1nd1alﬂual\volostl, thelr patr1mon1es, and that ‘this. whole

-

wae not merely he sum'_of the separat\\agd 1ndependend§

‘ < e : +
’ volostt pr1nc1pallt1es.ﬁ Ancient Rus cannot - be understood

%35 51mply a un1f1ed soveﬂE1gn state, a federatloi§ Or'a sum
(S o

these, yet

total of soverelgn pr1nc1pa11t1es It wa¥ none ‘of \\ .
o ' ! '
it was:. some of each o&l these.*’ 'Accordlng t\\\mmytro -

iioroshenko, Rus e after the eleventh 7centnryﬁ‘became "a
P . : i , .
federatlon of separate pr1ncedoms )q1ned only by ' common

dynasty and hthv‘,upper Church h1erarchy, under the.more or

. ———_—-.———_——_’——_—_

3% Gradovskii, 372-375. el T e S ) S
“3» presniakov, 66, 154. . E . ’ " ’ SN
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less ,nominal't(depending upon the ihndividual) suzerainty of ®,
the grand prince of'Kiev."‘F Hrushevs'kyi explainSWthat the
centr1fugal forces in Rus' ‘were too powerful What vere once

Qy

actual bonds of state,becamevmere 1deas -- a consc1ousnes5‘

of a def1n1te common polltxcal trad1t1on, a common law, 8

common rellgion, and a common cultufe." There was a npt1on

. Lo
.‘“ >

.

of oneness, bﬂfﬁno real unlty.

George }g:nadsky is ‘perhans{w the 7'mpst convinced

- of tpe jdea “that . Kievan Rus' was‘based on the
federatlve prlné;ple‘ gﬁpkxnd of loéSe federation,“f_as ‘ne
calls 1t.“ Vernadsky atr:fagghtforwardly calls the periieﬁ."
from 1139-4237 the "Russ1an’gederatlon7!?Beal1st1cally, he |
says Rus con51sged of g%veral dlffebent ~states 2t thzs
‘time, . but because of dynastxc and religious t1es, t -e‘wa;‘

v 4

a'"falnt sende of the basic unlty of [Rus'] as such." HeA.’
@ X

7p01nts ~out that Rus c1tlzens, when. 1n a pr1nc1pal1ty not

theiﬁ@ own, - were ~re£erred ‘to, ‘notv 'as - "foreigners' " -

[chuzhezemtsy]" bu;ﬁj as =j"outs1ders“‘[inogorodnye or

. ) \ '
’ lnozemtsy] " There were attempt§ by the knﬁaz’la: to retain
: s, |
at least a mo&;cﬁm of "federat1ve un;tg by hcld1ng prlncely

. S ) ‘, S
cdnrerences,'but after the death of Vlad1m1r quomakh s soQn

oy ! . L.

Mstislav, - the_'KieVan‘ realm broke dowy completely 'as a

R ‘ e &
politiCa1=unit Nonebheless, Rus could still be- designated

v

a.t »that t1me, not 's - "a" mere agglomeratzon oﬁ wholl.y

‘_1ndependent un1ts ,_hptuas a staté in’ the broadest sense of

- o Y = - — =

‘o Dmytro Doroshenko, - "Shcho take Lstor11a skh1dn oi . \
Evropy?" Ukrains’kyi istoryk 1-2 (73-74) (1982): 11. . ¢
‘' Hrushevs'kyi, Istpr'iia Ukrainy—Rusy, 47- 51 129 130.

'~ 4? Vernadsky, 175 o | , .

bl
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‘the term,*? ’ .

4

o

There appeaff to be a broad consensus on a rud1mentary

federative PrlnC1p1e having exm;”k

4 in Klevan Rus'. Like
‘Kostomarov norie of the histoiﬁans éited calls the territory ~§§
a true political federatlon, but each is aware that inAspite -

there were

of the causes of d1sun1tf“~

caus1ng ‘the Rus' people, re?ﬁrdless of

“

| they 1nhab1ted£”‘t&¥ consﬁder the whole

f, native ss§i\“§aimon ﬁhqestty,v

'these p01nts are. ub1qu3tou“'f A hin1fy1ng tendeng*es in,

hlstorlography bn 'the KL-m. R 4. Kostomarovv‘showedl

'.h1 seIVa%lons on: thzs tOplC buﬁ it may be said that he

“r

was more thorough than most in emplalnlng and elaboratlng on

‘them. ' ,‘; o
- | S / e . e
. . JA*,‘ T

Criticism . _ M~ . S

) Kostomarov "was much’ mofe q:oiid‘ o"'the 'fedefétive -
qpr;nc1%}£ 4@$§us than' he wae on democracy, but once agaln,

'1econom1c and soc1al emplanatxonsqfor certa1n phenomena - are
cOn;;1ouous‘ by thelr absence.' Thls 1s A5N1dent. }n hi§f7

CQP51den3}10n of un1ty a%% d1sun1ty As nobed 1ﬁ' the‘ last

chapter,v theo Klevana state ex1sted pr1mar11y to fac111tate‘_'

. "

trade,'ﬁ especf‘I between -the«~—8a4e4cw~;reglon. #_and_wJﬁ

4

By;ﬁntlum.“ Under thlS cond1tlon, Kzev evolved 1nto the
4 Ibid., 210~ 215. : : : ‘ ' i
~+ This is not necessar11y to deny Grekov' s thesxs that Rus
was firstly and foremostly an agrxcultural state, but it-is-

mﬂdlffxcult to go. as far’ as e does in sayxng +hat agrxculturee’ ,

,7._;."?.-.,, 1".,‘, ."

AL T I O
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"central . poxnt of the commerc1al and industrial traffiq of .
the country na Trade vas ogganlzed on a "national §Ea1e
“with "the Dn1eper as its_ main artety,;“ and Klev s
advantageous pos1tlon soon enabled it to become the cap1ta1

of an early type df federat1on" which undoubtedly possessedﬂ:‘:

“a feel1ng :of sp1r1tua1 unlt!h fer the reasons Kostomarov

e i~-enumerated but which had “no¥ de facto s1gnaflcance eas a
P ' ‘ et B
51ngle ﬁnit apart , from the ecbnomic',foundations of its

' ~,
exlstenae. When trade between the Balt1‘”‘q§ the Black_'Sea

‘\

" deoqgned ~and eventually fell becauser,J

W

death blow was the sacklng of Constantlnoﬁle‘@n 1204), ‘Kiey

also declxned and fell as Qa tﬁad1ng centre -- a process
A

cl.early ev1dent t%‘Andru Bogohubskn, -who ;elocﬁﬁ the

“the Crusades (its

realm s|, centre JM} Rostov Suzdaf' 'whichhuiay,J the

¥ -

conflqence of actlve and newly dom1nant trade routes.*

- !;( ?he polltxgal and econom1c ascendancy of Rostov Suzdal‘,

\~yent,‘hand ini hand .qpth sxm1lar but separate €0G »mrowfj“

deveiopment'in‘ other princ1pa{1t1es. Novgorod and Wikov

*}raded abundantly w1th %Jestern . Eufoﬁb,. as did Galicia,

. . @gr :
giving such reg1ons the1r own economlc bases and allov1ng b

tbem to ope:ate 1ndependent1y of any céntral1zed author1ty.

K1ev had lost its 51gn1f1cance whlle Rostov Suzdal hads not!,v‘

__; yet. developed its own. Provxnc1al societies formed the1r own'
~s4f{cont'd) was the malnstay of both soc1ety and state. See :
-~ Grekov; 35, |
’_ s Kluchevsky,,77 Kluchevsky goes a bit far when- %%
A v1rtually denies that agr1qulture played a. vi®al role in the
‘ " economic life of Kievan Rus See Vernadsky, 99~-102, 9
¢ Vernadsk 118 v 2

—.__--—--—-———--——_-m—

¢? "Kluchevs y, 77 v : .
n“‘Vernadsky, 117-121, o : ‘ ;o

v ; ' . S A R R
oo N . ; O -
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L. ” -
o ( ; o ¢
- material: d ethnxc) cultures at the exbense of a common

. o
4 Lo W

#

‘national one.*’ Y | o \N‘wwui«* ,

Trade and meconom1c .reigtiong in generaluccntributed

substantlally to determxn;ng the telative un1ty and disun1ty

 6‘£ Kievan Rusb at a gwen‘tmé :I,‘hls is- not‘to deny ‘the

for, lackxng ﬁaltogether,, such asJ-when he ‘expialned gbat

-'*Mich Kostdmarqv s own observatxons on federa11sm but'

d1d not explore

them 1n depth .The

eastetn and western §us gregﬁapart from eachAother because
o ' o :
each was controlled by a differeﬂl royal house.®® This was

. ’ & L IS . '
' .,not* a cause- of d1sunlty, ‘but its effect, the cause being a

existing elemd

AR

pﬁforl economic (11;t§ry" factors which reinforcetl
such as geography and ethnicity. ﬁhether‘

Rus' would eyentuaily have ‘develdped into a full-fledged

'polltlcal federationlis a question’ to which Kostomarov

,_wresoundlngly answered yes ba ed‘ on the spiritual 'un&ty

. b

Whlqﬁ';the terr1tory undoubtedly possessed but w1thout a
complete assessmént of the: pertinent qunom1c condltlons,
Kostomarov lost what littye right he had, as a hi storian, to-

indulgesin4gq;h‘spegdla'1éns about what might have Rheen.

> Ibid., 216-217. . ¢ LT e

se "Mysli-o federatlvnom nachale," 24,

s+ A divided Rus' could not, for. example; stand up to
* outside aggre551on from/ig}h the“Mongols and L1thuan1a.-

a

.

N
o
»
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[ ]
D. Conclusion o C o ‘ .
( o . "
As - mentioned above, Kostomarov's'observations on the

T

0

federative principle. in Kievan ,Rus’' were ~much less

contentious than than vere his thoughts on demogxacy, ‘even

?quxlty on both counts ‘of 1gnor1ng crucial

‘I LYY
';caél plements. Doing sodgllowed Ko!tomarov to

Lo
th

though he wa
economic ang
{

. see too mudh rheod and “too many reasons why the'k

Eastexﬁ Slav@; k havqﬁdéWeloped the1r common bonds at the

o

" : " ’y@‘ # o : 7 ‘
“J#expense of 1% n1ng why they d1d not. Once  again, the
, l

Mongol 1nvas 4 provided a -convenient scapegoat for ‘a

Jprocess wh\%-gp" ‘

QK conS1dered.4 be-_
! " 'e.,‘w._ ‘_Pa

This. fpddamental cr1t1c1sm a51de, it may be said that

as far";more 'cdﬁplex - than = Kostomarov

-~

Koag S&bﬂ “toffered both h15tor1ca1 ‘schoiarshlp and

\p"h .
nabrgﬁéﬂiiti mythology a - clear, if‘ somewhat 1ncomplete,

X}

"'sumna*'r*%’f M"I‘éder@tlve prmc:.ple 1n Rus szntually,,

7Rus never dgg,lpse*1ts sense of oneness, but this was not,
. L J .

and never would have hee ‘enough to -ensure a*federal future

. % e . , .

for * the t&rritopy, at/ least not “the way KostomarOV

. ) d ’ . . ,
’ env1s1ougd it. .'; SR ‘L-—r’/ﬁ\

-~ .
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. Historically legitinMizing a distinct Ukra1n1an
, e
natibnality iwas Kostomarov's rajson d'étrer as both a
J "
pub11c1stlﬁnd istorian. He authoritatively assegted the

1r1ght of Ukra nlans to be recognized as a sepafate soc1al

whole with their own history, equal in every way to

other nationalities;'f and devoted a great deal of

creative _act1v1ty to substantlatlng his c1a1m. Kostomarov s

between state and peoplef_“the lives of the two must be

consadered separately.? An  observer must dlffergntlate

fe e

all

his

\argUment.was baséd on the view that . in the relatxonshlp

oL

‘between the nationality of the - state (nar@drost

-

state actions .is incomplete without looking at the people

..whom such actions %ffect.*, ; oom

T

©-~-

722.

S ] ,
This embracé of "the people" and theit'naiisn‘ i

folk traditions refleg&ed ‘the formatiQe ;ﬁenCe'

Romanticis ~qn  Kostomarov, especiéIly the teachings
Herdeéfxé;:i;:>ter helped lay the theoretical groundwork
‘_ . . o '. s\ - a . a . '. »
‘the "national rebirth of.peoples" in the late eighteenth
—————————————————— ‘ . N

;{lf gosudarsfvennafa)w. and the natiqnalify of the people

‘(naPOanSt’. massy) saxd and realize fhet Stud&ing‘

for

and

N.I. Kostomarov, "Ukraina," Kolokol No. 61 (January 15,

1860) 502-503. o
* pPapazian, 276. '

3 "0 znachenii Velikago Novgoroda, 213,

* "Ob otnoshen11 ruskoi istorii k geografii i etnograf11,

t

.. | : 80
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. ' ' o

early nineteenth. centuries by urg1ng t§?$ the examples°and

models" for 1ndependent nat1ona1 exlstence be sought in a’

=

¥

' )
—— ! .
L
AY

people's own history and by suggestlng that language was
the "natural vehicle‘%for the expression of a people' s
soul."* Kostomarov ] concern with nationality was typical
Romantic "historical renovation." He, like others'Similarly
influenced, attempted tok legitimize hls nationality by
reallzxng "inf’strange and oppre551ve cond1t1qﬁs the sp1r1t
and véﬁues of,xhat dlsggnt Golden Age."’ Focussing on "the.

people® and on the shistorical del1neat1on between, people and

LY V)

state~was also a legacy of Herder. H1st&ry, for Herder, was

a resultant of the interplay of 'two sets es:
the,, external .forces which, constit man
environment, and an internal force whic be = =
descriped only. as °the spirig%h of man or, more ‘
accura ely, as the spirit of the various peoples;

into Which the. homogeneous human spec1es is broken _,

o

bup‘ * ""‘g‘-b‘ '

This well suited Ukra1n1an hlstory, as Kostomarpov and other
/

'Ukralnlan h1stor1ans after him, such as Hrushevs kYI,‘ vere

quickly given to understand. Since the fourteenth centyry,

the vast majority of Ukra1n1an landa had been under the

~submergedgst

control of .the L1thuan1ans, the . Poles, and the Great

. . . . !
Russians, at vargious t1mes"‘and Ukrainians therefore had
little inde h

n t p011t1cal hlstory of whlch to speak. ThlS

s 'did not, however, 1mply that the . Ukra1n1an ‘

[

v

natxonallty id no *,haVeaa”h1story of its own, no{‘did it
o PolukhlnL.G

¢ McNeill, 56. . . . \
* Ssmith, 22 :

2 W.H. Walsh, AR Intr'oductlon to Philosophy of Histony

London: ‘Hutchinson, 1967) 131, . ‘g;f‘
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discourage Kostomarov from cons1der1ng the Ukraxnian people

as worthy of scholarly 1nvestxgatlon and, obversely, .of

historical idealization.’

Kostomarov's work, ag noted earlier, concentrating as:

it did on "the people" and their nationality, was largely s
respoﬁse to. ;he predpminént Russian pnd Poﬁish étafist
hlstorlography of the perlod ' In his ‘writings, he
constantly sought an underﬁ@and1ng of the "trueé and proper
relatlon %of Ukralnxans to Great Russ1ans and Poles and of

Ukraine to Russia and Poland.'' A great many of his articles’

-

represented this "ethnpgraphic tnend" in nineteehth- century.

Europeah historiography, eﬂ!blzng Doroshenko to iabel

Kostomarbv as one of its ‘hoSt famous representatxves.

g

Articles such as the above- c1ted "Ukrazna,:w written as -'a
3 j
letter to Alexander Herzen s emlgre journal Kolokol "Pravda

‘imosgv1cham o,Ru51,"" and "Pravda polxakam o Rusi"™'* were

among the most naoteworthy of these,\bﬂf‘xt may be‘?aid that

. -] B
) \a’majority of Kostomarov's scholarly activity, and certainly

‘-

’éHl‘ of 'his polemical “and publicistic writings related td‘
R S S | 0

» Ibid., 23. " o t

' Hrushevs'kyi, ains' ka isto 1oggaf11a,“ 222, Others,

such as Zorian Chod kowski, had &dlready set a precedent tor

Kostomarov's approach of talking to peasants and.collecting.-

folk songs.as a legitimate basis of research. Chodakowski

s publlshed ‘his findings in 1818, See\DaV1d B. Saunders,

_"Historians and Concepts of Matioénality in Early Nzoeteenmh
Cent%y- Russia, ™ Slavic and East- European Review, Vql 60,
No. 1 (Jdnuar 82): 44*62 e . :

'* Papazian, §57 T

-

"2 Doroshenko,"A Survey - of'Uﬁra1ﬂian H1stor1ography,“ 118;,{

. i !
' " 82 :
® o
“ ¥

\\A

o

e

'? Psndva, Vol. X (October, 1861): 1-15. See also . Lt

"Dopolnenie k' 'Pravde moskvzcham o Rusi'," Osnova, Vol.,I
. (January, 1862): 58-62. v L
'+ Osnova, Vol. X (October, 1861): 100-112. . .

i

e



‘and "Pravda pol1akam," he ‘attacked the particularism t%wg
great power | chauvinism of the ‘Russians . and Poles,w,y
JfaGMOnxsh1ng ‘the former for thinking it had colonized South ™

5Rus' 1nstead of the other way around,'® and the latter for

_consxder1ng Ukra1n1ans as "a  mass which does not

character7”§BTE/t;:

i

"have...lnd1v1dugllty [or] a Q}stxnctx
'serve only as raw mater1a1 for the Polish nationality..."'*

A . .

_‘B Democracy and Federalism as Inherent Ukra:nxan Nht;dnal ” -
T e S )
Character*m}ACS
Wt L T ‘
L IO L v 4 ' . . B . -
. “ e . . . w :
"Dve russkx;a*narodnostx" : oo f

S 9
By ‘far KoStomarov s clearest ‘and most comprehen51ve

stuio;:Rt of Qppoﬂxt1on to.,ﬁui51an stat1st historiography o
4 L3

vas hls, art1c5$ "Dve russk11a narodnosti."'’ Here, he

thoroughly inf“ftlgated the Ukra1nxan relatxonshxp to Great

T .

‘Russians, draw1ng a var1ety of comparxsons between . the two

fpgoples. ‘The art1c1e, which has beefl called-&pe ngospel of

ﬁUkrainian‘ separatlsm"" and. the’“man1festo of the Ukrahnlan

' , -

o renaissance,"" was 1n‘may ways a syntheszs of Kostomarov s
Q.c‘gf’ R h d . *

1[‘!..fv;ewa on demoékacy .and’ federallsm 1n¢East Slav1c hlstory. Itf,’

'“ﬂ%:”ygﬁiiagx%a- g?e exxstenge of’

v

qre Hix§t}nct Ukraag1an natxonalqty v
RS 7Y | e BRCEN . --" L
‘ ia1m1ng Xthat fq deTocratié ?ederatxve atE;tude ?was

» . ’ { - \\ ’

v s - . \ . N .- : .

‘

-—--—l———a—* ., .« ol “ ‘ -

; fzvda moskv;cham, 8. ST
4*"‘ Pravda'péliajkam,” 112. \ :

7 85, Book I, Vol. 1, 31-6
'* Hrushevs' kyx""Uktazns
** Rubach, 65.°

istoriografiia,"” 223.

~ S
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present from Kievan ﬁimee among Ukraingl‘a but absent %mong

Great Russians. T%? artlcle is "filled, wf%h indicatxonq that

B

S the [Ukraxnxan] people always d1st1nguished thembelves by -

altruistic qualit1es,"’m. while the Gmeat Rugsxans d1d not.
The Ukrainian psychp,‘ as representatxve of the anc1ent
Slavic tradmtlon, was characterlzed by a- love and propens1ty
a!or 1n§;vzdhal freedom,h self*government, and rudxmentary
democracy.. The Great' Russian personalxty as Strong in

"discipline, or an1zat1on, and overnmentel elements.“"
_ P . [ 9

‘Uktainians’had always stressed freedom of 1nd1v1dual action

“,wh1le the Great Russians went ahead aﬁp built‘a state.

Kostomarov used thls arthle to sfate hxs

ﬁgeban Rus' was the "fount and orxgxn 105 Ukra1n1an

history."*? He was  the first historian to stat; .

. . ) [}
unequivocally  that Kievan Rus' was Ukralne s medlev?l

.

.

ancestor, - “hot Great ‘Russia3§il’v He even claxmed that 7he

name."Rus'" was-—a Ukraxnlan product in that.it. was the w%me

° /
Rus' had beeén known 51mply as "Rus'" but when the Mus ovxte
- A
‘state emerged vit,_took the name Rus for atself a d left
South Rus Awithout a name,f,as” it were 24 How/early 1n

-
,

h1story 1t was,_noted Kostomarov,‘that 50uth' Rus' ae; the

— [

geographlc, econom1c, . nd for a whxle, polxtzqal focus of

—.-bq..—-—-—— —r-—_d v l~. o .

q L R -y / . :, o . {

. | R L]
o R | g

\,
A

2t _Papazian,. 315 L
22 Ipjd., 350. See also Markev1ch 316 and Hrushevs kyi,
"~ Istor i'ia Ukralny-Rusy, Vol L; 16.

-, 3% Rubach, 65.

.

24 "Dve russk11e narodnost1," 37, See also N.I. Kostomarov,

"Davno-1li Malaia Rus' stala pxsat sia. Malor0551e1u a Rus
~Rossieiu?" NPPP, 223- 227. | . S
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‘East Slavdom‘.tOOk its own hjsthical direction, diffe;ent‘
from;that.ofﬂthh much yognget north-east. _ 
The Ukrainians - R
Accdrding té Kostomarov, there was»alfeady a semblance

of unity among: the South Rus' ]trihesxgﬁring %%ektihefOE'the

Antes and certalnly by the nlﬁth’ century. "These peoples,

Ibelnq,of a "sinjle mind" and affedted by the same cond1t10ns

and‘éircumstances, moved closer‘together; i.e., they took ‘on

simiiar .psycholdgicel, Zethnographic, and anth:opologicalﬁ
"chaTacteristics.,Significentiy,'these‘beeplee ihcluded the
Novgorodians; whom Kostomarov'always considered cioseﬁethnic
'eteiatiohs to the.Ukraihians.”:Kievén1Rﬁst weil- tepreeented
‘the "old“\éise' Slav1c order"'of kuéimentary democracy’agdi
federallsm to. Kostomarov. There‘was certa1nly an element ~of
‘personal freedqm; and ‘polltlcal >democracy in Rus' as was |
'evidént in the veche electié@eof the_bkniaz’. ‘According to
Kostomarov, all impUlSes{toward freedom inyxieyan Rus; were'
‘tied to the Uktaihian . south.?*’ The same wes' true for
,federalish. Neither did Kiev strive to be the capital of a
gentralized, monocratic realm, net»was any other grduhdwork
4'for'the futute Russian monocracy-autocracy laid in.'this
period.?" Seuth> Rus' and Novgorod both ‘sought some sort of
‘federated state st;htture from_very early on, but because of -
the “Mongol ‘invasion, north-easthus', i.e., Great Russia;

*s "Dve russkiia narodnosti,” 39-40.

.. **¢ Papazian, 334,

27 "pye russkiia harodnostz," 50, and "Mysli o federativnom
vnachale," 30. \ : v R



| elemepts of this order among the Ukra1n1an people.

. ) ' J4

\

,flost‘ ahy‘ ‘of' the tradltlonal Slav1c propens1t1es wfor

democracy and fedérallsm wh1ch it may have ‘had ea;ller ‘and
which were found‘ elsewhere 1n‘Rus . The old true %&i¥1c‘

order"” remained not as a Great Russian, but as fa ‘Ukrainian

‘national 'lhheritance. The Kievan state 1tself did ' not
~

C e cio : ] ' o
contlnue, ‘but there was a. _definite contanNty. of certain.

*
The Cossacks electlng their leaders/{n an essentially

/

unstructured way was, to Kostomarov, undenlable proof that

the Ukralnlan people retained the Klevan and anc1ent Slav1c
7/ .
herltage of veche democracy anad concom1tant vagueness of

form. A tolerance for other cultures amd languages ; as vell .

the absence of legal estates, of class privilege,. and of

/

fthe degradatlon of the "weak ‘and 1n51gn1f1cant" were . .
1,qua11t1es found among both the'péople of K1evin Rus' and the "

- Cossacks.?’ As for ‘the federatxve pr1nc1ple, ,cont1nu1ty is

.

,_,tedent inh Hetman‘ Bohdan Khmel nyts'kyi' s attempt to join
- Cossack Ukraine with tsarlst Ru551a in 1654.°° . This was’
| interpreted by Kostomar@é "s' being an endeavour by the
\lfamous Cossack leader kO‘ re- establlsh 'the proto-federald
4\relatlons wh1ch had clearly ex1sted between the two peoples-
'1n the apanage veche,per1od of East Slavzc hlstory. The

‘dnion was _between two distinct and se arate natlonalltles
\/ P

/o | L

24 Hrushevs ky1,,"Kostomarov i nov1tn1a~Ukra1na," 14,
\"Dve russkiia’ narodnosti," 54, and "Cherty narodn01

juzhnorusskoi istorii," 117.

¢ iThe nagure Of ¢this agreement remains controvers1al to

‘this day. See John Basarab, Pereiaslav 1654: A

Hisforlographical Study (Edmonton- Canadian Instltute of

'Ukr 1n1an Studles, 1982) esp 107—108

\ 4
\



87

‘but it was nonetheless an "internal [vnuTnennaia]" unxon, or

rather reunion, of two tribal brothers.®! Cossackdom 1tse1f

. Was

a form born spec1f1cally in ancient t1mes [which]

searched for this federation in wunification with.

Muscovy, where such:federative bases had ceased to
" exist long ago.’? I :

In a word, Kostoqarov felt that there were more similarities

* )

between Kievan Rus and Cossackdom "than it was possible to i
say," w1th the exceptlon that there Was no 51ng1e rul1ng
family én the latter, though this may have changed had
Khmei‘hytsfkyi'e son'been of a higher‘persona{ quality.’

-

e . -

~

In-Cohtraét: The‘Great Russzans

As Kostoma#ov savw it, the Great Russians did not appear
on the histori&al ecene until the_m1d-twelfth century, w1th
Andrei Bogoliubskii as the "first Muscovite kniaz’.">* As . a
'-,result"of mixin%)with non-Slavic foreign elemehts,-such as

Finnic and Turkic: tribes and later the Mongols, the Great
~ . . % R i q . ) - <
Rpsgjans appeared as a nationality, establishing a new

ethnie\and anthropological type:

...in the north-east, a new Slavic-Rus' nationality
was created ~with its own 'character [and] ~with
different conditions and aspects of life. Its
beglnnlng—&s traced from early years unknown to us;
iny the ‘twelfth century, it evxnced its existence-
with several sal1ent features.?® :

a

K m m m a  m m am  m  m e ——

37 "Kpniaz' Vladimir Monomakh i kazak Bogdan Khmel'nitskii,"
151-153. ' '
’2 "pye russkiia narodnostl," 43-44.
33 Ibld., 44-45,

34 Istoryia Ukrainy, 75.

s "pye russkiia narodnosti," 47.



_traits'

Great Russian national characteristics formed as the exact

antithesis of what Kostomarov saw as inherent Ukrainian

-~

cedine contrast to ‘the predominant [Russzan] view
thdt Ukraine was damaged by Polish.incursions, while
in Muscovy, the Kievan Rus' tradition continued,
. Kostomarov saw the Muscovite order as a fundamental
jpervers1on of the old way of llfe,_fand ‘saw  the
living, organxc continuation of it among the
Ukrainians,®* S C

Because of their ‘gepgraphic and political circumstances, the

) ‘ .
Great Russ1ans developed a pred15p051t10n for .collectivism.

(obshchnost’) in s contrast to the Ukralnlan ‘love for

’1nd1v1dua115m and’ personal freedom (IichnOI SVObodl).‘ This

collect1v1st att1tude enabled them to construct a-monocracy:
What d1fferent1ates the Great Russian people in. 1ts
infancy from the people of "South Rus' and other Rus'

.- lands is this -- the striving to give solidity and

formality to the unity of their lands.?’
B a ; " ) i . ;//

Any such desire fof’ unity among Rus'-Ukrainians was, as,

Kostomarov said, a des1re for federatlve unity. As ment1oned

above, there;was' absolutelgj noth1ng in ‘the Kievan Rus

political “or social stuﬂt;“(, to - suggest that the realm*

would necessarlly have evolved 1nto a monocracy had not* the

centre of Rus' power sb1fted north east and the Mongols

invaded, changing‘ the Great Russian national character

forevér. o . I ' S
There was a var1ety of othex d1fferences between the

Great Russxans and the Ukra1n1ans, said Kostomarov. In art,
s¢ Hrushevs'kyi, "Ukrains'ka istoriografiia,” 222. -

31 "pye russkiia narodnosti,” 40, and “Nachalo
edinoderzhaviia," 40-41. :



89
as 1n soc1a1 and domestic llfe, thé Great Russians were very

mater1a115t1c and pract1ea}—wh11e

e Ukrainians ~exhibited

+an -intense sp1r1tua11sm. -Great'Rnssians did not mUCh care
for nature -- Kostomarov. cited ‘the ‘example of a Great
Russian vfarmer"cgtting :doyn the treeS'around his house to
get a‘better view -- while‘thekarainians showedka 1ove.for;
almost -an’ organic unity with, it. The'UkrainiansT’songs are
filled witn:»refefentes to "grass, ‘trees;“v birds, and
animals;" Also, Great Russian “social'ideas tended toward
greater conform1ty than did the Ukra1n1an. The Russian - mir;
for example, was a communal grganlzat1on to ‘which every‘
peasant had to belong. It alone’ spoke in -the name of "the .
peasants, individually. or collectlver A member .could never”
withdraw gt will and dared not call any mir. possession his
very own. The ﬁkrainian.ﬁromada, on the other,hand,;was~aﬂ“
free association'of ‘the people of -a community. Whoever
wanted to participate in it could do so; whoever did ot was
not forced. The Zaporlzhlan S1ch was best example of
this form of cdmmunlty organlzat1on in Ukra1n1an hlstory,
said Kostomarov. ;In the hromada,. every prndlz}oual was'w
considered an independent, autonomous perSOnalityﬁnho cooldﬁ
speak for himself and make agreements with others in the
interests of personal security, economic well-being, eté,‘

rGeneraily, the Great. Russian element’ oontained 'something

! ? L3

communitarian = (gromadnoe) and creative (sozdatel noe) ,:

well as "a sp1r1t of order, a consc1ousness of un1tyl and

" the predominance vof . practical judgement.f These'qualities;

2 S
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'Were,"according to Kostomarov, almost entirely absent among

. ¢ Lo ;
the Ukrainian people who were guided, he said, by.an almost

© 9 N R e ~

anarchic spirit.’* .

hi
~

Summary

"The contrast between the two nationalities was painted

as str1k1ngly as poss;ﬁle, ﬁhow1ng Ukralnlans to have 'an

[

'1mmemor1a1 hlstory of- tolerance, 1nd1v1duallsm, and love of

freedom, poor at bu11d1ng s;ates .and other matters requ1r1ngi

A r

: collect1ve effort, d1sc1p11ne and prec1se form. The Great
'Russians, on the other hand, were shown to be collectivistic

and “intolerant, "but- quite talented at pulling themselves

(and others) together. fot‘a common purpose. The contrast isﬁ
so sharply 'defined because Kostomarov‘ wanted to claim
full fledged nationality for the Ukrainian .people- and ' %o
place them on an equal footing of legltlmacy with the Great
Russ1ans. He was attemptlng to counteract those who clalmed
that Ukrainians were merely "thtle Russians" and that the

Ukrainian languag - was nothing but a dialect of Great
4]

Russian. Again, neither nat1ona11ty was morally superlor to

the other in Kostomarov s eyes. He - wanted to assert the

~separate .but equal existence of the Ukrainian natxona11ty,.

;;to be sure, but he seemed qu1te pleased that someone, even

e

if 1t was not the Ukralnlans, had had enough dlsc1p11ne and

sense of East Slavic unlty to organize a state structure,
even \if it was monocratic in nature. This is evident in his

Lo . ] . I3

** "Dve russkiia narodnosti," 55-64.
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Seeing the veche as a sign of weakness after the Mongolsghad
~invaded, -
Kostomarov believed -that Ukrainians, because of their
virtually anarchical nature, could never form an independent
sovereign state and that' they inevitably had to join Russia
or Poland. Kostomarov lamented that Great Russia had lost
its democratic, and federative bases, even though these had
never been particularly sirqng there, and wished that it had
accepted Ukraine as an  equal -partner in a reconstituted
federation in 1654, but it was not to be. . He loved and
adm{réd the Ukrainian national'spirit, but he respected, and
was thankful, that the Great Russian people were the way
they were:
In'regard to ‘Ehe§ pracﬁicality of the federative
System, we see that it ,/was only with the Mongol
invasion that the Land was really united., Kostomarov
begins his narrative  as .if with praise for the
‘Ukrainian love for freedom ~and the value of ‘the
federative system, but then he comes to the opposite
~conclusion in’ which he admits the value of an
autocratic organization and the bankruptcy of the:
Ukrainians to maintain a viable state system.’’
—Kostoméroy's view df East Slavic history was true to the
words” of. nineteenth century French historian Mme. de Stael
who said, "C'est 1la liberteé qui est ancienne et c ‘est la
despotisme qui' est moderne,"*° but practically speaking, gh

felt that despotism had its good side, too.

—— e - —— -

30 Papa21an, 320, 351, v
4° Quoted in Mykhallo Drahomanov, "Mykola Ivanovych
‘Kostomariv," §’vit, No. 2 (February 10, 1881)..30

-



C. Analysis
Ethnograph1c Detetmlnzsm
Kostom&?bv set oyt to explain the h15tor1cal process by
£y

means of ethnograph1d%jéeterm1n1sm. In other words, -the

reasons for events " taking place and hxstorlcaledg'_

acting the way shey did were attributable to nationaly
Ukrainians would react to.a problem or situation w1th1n the
framework of their ‘unstructured democratlc federat1ve,:
almost anarchical, ﬁiquet, while Great ‘Russians would be
predisposedrte handling a similar problem lin -a much more
structured and d1sc1p11ned way. when the Ukra1n1ans formed a
system of government early’ in their h1story,_ for example,
they developed the'veché~federa£ive system. By coqtrast, the
Great Ruesians, early in their . own history, were akready
well on the road to monocracy and later to autocracy.‘'
Thug;faccbfding to Kostomarov, a people's fate is determined
bf tittle ‘Sore than "spiritual peculiaritizs," inherent
treits.which "assert their baSic nature" more or less,“
depénding.on the cirghmstances."ml

This - "ethnogrephic plan" was the means by which
Kostomarov sought-to resolve ‘the problem of naeion and
state.*’ As mentioned earlie%, the Ukrainian peeble, since”

the Kievan period, had had virtually no state of their own.

. Kostomarov wanted to show that this did not necessarily mean

** Rubinshtain, 428-429.

‘2 papazian, 313.
¢3 Rubinshtain, 428-429,
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'
Ukrainians had no history-whatever: the Ukrainian people,
« wiéh its 'particylar 'language, fplk traditions, and other
anthropological éharacteristics remained a vital force in
East Slavdom, even when subjected to Polish or Great Rugsian
overlordship. If the Ukra1n1ans had been left alone to build
a state (and Kostomarov was far from certain that they could
ever do so on their own),*zt would inevitably have mxrroxed
their inherent national. propens1ty for democracy and the
federative pr1nc1ple and hence been anfithetichl to :gﬁbu
Ru551an monocracy-autocracy which eventually did develop.
Does the ethnographic plan explain the actual
historical process, though? Is the Great Russian "national
spirit" sufficient feéson th this ~geop1e took ‘tﬁe
hisforicél path it did and accomplished all it accomplished,
while the Ukrainians became butﬁpassgvé agents in the march
of East Slavic statist history? Of course not. If
ethnographic determinism, as —Kostomarov explained it, is
accepted, thi; leaves no room for anything else to alter the
historical process from pre-history onward. The concept of
historical causation loses all significance because every
historical phenomenon.is reducible to the“naﬁionality of the
actors involved: "He actéd the way he did because he is a
Russian."” The study of history becomes nothing_but the study'
of effects -- names, dates, and blaces -- because the cause
alwaYs remains the same. There is no need to search any
deeper. ’Ethnographié deterﬁinism plays the same role as

Divine Providence as the basis for historical explanation;

P
~
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it tan be cited 8 the reason for everythxng being. the way
.4t is. Such a no 1oh is nezther provable or digprovable and
}it requires'a great leap of faith for ‘it tS\ serve its
purpose, While ethnographxc determinism can arguably exp1a1n
"a "certain limited hlstoglcal‘s1tuatlon,"“ 4t has 1little

value as a comprehensive tool for elucidating the historical

L}

. process as a whole. -\

\ - -

“ \\ -
It must be remembered that Kostomarov's purpose as a

\
historian was not to explain, but to idealize, Yand

.
s

ethnographic determ1n15m serve? h1m well in thxs regard. He -
avoided searchang. for answers in such iundamentally -
important areas as social and egonomic relationships,'l
preferring toq think that these plaYed little part in
historical ‘development.‘Thi5<is evident in his judcement on
why Great Russia (i.e., Moscow), as opposed to Lithuania or
Novgorod, | eventually "gathered" (the Rus' lands around.
itself. Kostomarov naturall) ascribed this to the successfu{
nationality's 1nherent monocrat1c propens1ty, though closer
examination reveals a much more - ‘complex _—;ausal
infrastructure. Lithuania (i;e., the ethnically Lithuanian
ruling class) would probably neber»have succeeded in uniting
Rhs' because it was a Catholic island in a sea of East
Slavic Orthodoxy. Novgorod, for its part, was at a
disadvantage because of its "narrow, essentially cohmercial
eutlook."" Moscow was successful, not least of all because

¢ papazian, 336-337.
¢ Pipes, 39.
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“#f its advantageous geographic location.*® Notwithstandxng
its éonquest by the Mongols, it had a great degree of
insularity. It ~was not easily suséeptable to fsteign
invasion,'such as those by the ‘ascendent Tﬁrks. Yet its
insularity did not place Moscowjouts;de major trade rouies.
It lay at the coﬁfluenco of several importint river systems,
givihg it access to é#}tip aqd Caspian, as well as Black
Sea, trade. In addition, Moscow's central position between
V Nog}h and South 'Rus' allowed it to exert a‘signifi;aht
amount of influence and control over both regions in church
mgﬁfers." ‘Andrei Bogoliubskii showed himself to bé the
inteliigent and perceptive kniaz’ he was when he recognized
the political and economic advantages of moving tRe Rus’
centre of power to Rostov-Suzdal' from the deéiining .southz
This indeed made him £he-first true "Muscovite" ruler,*® not
because of his nat{onality, as Kostomarov claimed, but -

because of his measured response to changing political and

economic realities.

Cause and Effect: The-Mongql Invasion and its Impact on East
Slavic History , ' 1 N

If politiéal and economic condifioné encourageé.
Bogoliubskii and his Great Rgfgian successors to act as tpgy {

did, their actions were effedts, not causes. Their inherent 3
e P | ’
¢ Kluchevsky, 277. - :
*’ Solov'ev, Book II, Vol. IV, 453-455, and Kluchevsky,
237-238. ' _
‘+ Istoryia Ukrainy, 75.

o
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national characteristics, supposedly formed in pre;history :

and henceforth unchangeeble, could be moulded in respohse to
contemporary conditions. If national traits could be formed
by guogtaphy and "living hxstor;cal circumstances in
pre-history, why could the same not happen in the historical
epoch?*’

Kostomarov's problem with this whole question of qause

and effect is strikingly obvious in his appraisal of_the

role of the Mongol invasion 'in East Slavic history. He

‘believed that Mongol interaction with the Great Russians
changed the latter's nationai ps}che and forever perverted
the "old true Slavic prder™ of d%mocracy and the federetive
principle among them. Yet thls "old true Slavic, order" was
somehow retaxned by the Ukrainians who, though they were not
under Mongol suzerainty as long as the Great Russians, were
also invaded. Why was the Ukrainian national character not
similarly aiteredqand made predisposed.to monocracy-autocra-
cy? Kostomarov may have answered that the Great ﬁugb%ans
arriued on the historical scene already possessing the

ability to build a strong, centralized state, but this would

necessarily have undercut the decisive natufe of the Mongol

iﬁvasioa in chang;ng the Great Russian nat1onal character -

‘away from the anc1&nt 513v1c archetype.
Kostomarov could not have it both ways. Either the
‘Mongol invasion was the catalyst ‘of change in the Great

Russians' national sharacter -or such traits had always

~ ¢ papazian, 336 337 ! -

\



v 1

inhered in them. If he choso thé torh&r,‘ho wouid”hpvo been
*admitting that national predispoqitionl can and lao Ehanq‘
because of %ontemporary historxcal circumstancea. Th!s is .
logxcally incons:stent with ethnographic determinism and
would have left Kostomarov witH no oxplanat1on oi why Great
Russia developed, among other .things, a mqpocrat{c
_ propensity, as early as the time of Andrei Bogoliubskii, or ,
of héw the ethnically 6reat Rusgiqn Don}éossacks came into
Being if it was the Ukrainians who were supposed to be ihf
post-medieval frontiersmen representing the "old true Slavic,
order."” If he chose the latter, of course, it would not be
clear wgy the yqngol invasioniﬁlgyed any éa;tm at all in

A

fofméng the Great Russian national character. As is quite

often the case with-a broad preconcexved notion,
ethnographlc determinism, it purports ‘to gxglain much, but

in the end. it creates more questions than answers and

inevitably explains very little. L

> ¢

D. Conclusion i

K s£omarov[ having another mission to fulfill, did not
w;nt to search very deeply for histo;}cal causes. He
compietely ignored politics, economics, gnd the §ociaL
structure as factors ;e{nforcing each other and contributing
to the h1stor1ca1 process. Seek1ng such ‘explanations would
have undermlned the ethnographxc plan which. was ultimately

necessary to assert the exxstence of a ' Ukrainian nat1onalxty

having as much rlgng to recognition and 1e91t1macy as did
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. the Greet fRussian,'”irreSpective of 'the , former being
,politically subjected to the: latter. A more thorough
'f h1storlograph1cal method WOuld : perhaps ‘have ellowed‘

“Kostomarov to draw conclu51ons very dlfferent from those he

f d1d but, agaln' hlstorlcal 1mpart1dmﬁty ‘was not - what
. _ . .
motlvated Kostomarov, no matter how much he liked to quote

V F. Mlller. As noted above, the facts had*to flt the plan,

not the other way around, and the plan of informing ‘people

‘;y

about ‘the d15t1nct1veness and legltlmacy of  the Ukralnxan:v

natlonallty'fwas far. more 1mportant ﬁo Kostomarov than any

strlct aaherence to hlstorlcal facts ever could be.

\
-
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V. Conclusion

All key flgurcs 1n h1story have both shaped ~and been -

j

shaped by helr‘\m111eu. Thls was perhaps never truer for

anyone than 1t was for the early historians of the submerged
Central and East European natxonalltles, such as Kostomarov
and Palacky.fBelng products of the French Revolution and 'its
theoretlcal‘ antecedents ‘as well as of . German Romant1c1sm,
these men wrote at a time when thelr audlences were 'becoming
sentient oﬁ themselves as national units and were therefore

susceptible ! to the arguments laid before them and certainly

to _the flattery and 1deallzatlon inherent in such an

i ‘ ‘ : . ' ot o \
approach. ' )‘ - c :

Kostomarov seemed guite ‘cognizant of his role in the

overall development of Ukraznlan natlonal consc1ousness 'or,
at - the very‘ least, he knew how 1mportant hlstorlography
would ,be ‘to this process. :No nation unaware ® of 1ts

collective past of its glor1es and sorrovs, and of all eh?

. that blnds it together and makes it feel that it is’ a<

G

nation, could ever achieve greatness or"carry ‘out’ its

historical' mission, felt Kostomarov, . and it was' the

historianfs* task. to awakeq;'the people to thlS unity. In'

)

'recogniiing{thSSﬂ he showed a keen insight into social

communication ‘as a basis for natlonalism.“ln the case of
the Ukralnlans,.lf they remalned oblivious to the 1mportance

and v1ta11tx of thelr democratlc federatlve propen51t1es,

-

they would be unable to mould the future in their own image”

* Deutsch, 38, 173-174. - o

)
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and best interest including, of course, forming a Ukrainian

S | R ,
national government of some -sort and working towards

reconstituting the .Russian-émpi:e along democratic—federa-'
tive lines. | _

| dkrainian historiography - precedlng Kostomarov was
dec1dedly inappropriate' to the task of focu551ng . the'
nat1onallst tendenc1es of Ehe Ukrainian people. The works of!
Bantysh—Kamenskn2 and the unknown “author of Istorlia,
rusov’ were'precursbts for Kostomarov's rendition ofﬁfthe3u
Ukrainian nat1onal myth and in many ‘ways they were evlk H
bhlhdlng blocks but they, for all the latter S advocac”

the *old, consemvat1ve, Ukra;nlan autonomlsm basedV‘"

JESE e > I

Cossack “order, were far too "Little Ru551an" flnnﬁheifh‘f

[

,omtlook. They hearkened back to a limited Ukraanlan R

independence under the tsarist sceptre such as had- exxsted
in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries; but

they neither focussed on nor 1deallze8 the Ukrainian people”

Ve

to ' the extent necebsary to exc1te and awaken them to their
'full natlonal,potentlal‘at this stage in 'hlstory. What is
‘more, neither workvconcentrated huchfon the medieval period
and gave Ukrainians a sense of historlcal éontinuityvand of
-how long (and proud) their hlstory really was.

vItrwaa not unt;l Kostomarov, w1th_ hlS preconcelved

Romantic_ notions and his democrat1c-federat1ve ideology,
: D, ?' Bantysh-Kamenskii, Istoriia Maloi Rossii (Moscow,
1822 ' o ‘
~? See Istorlla rusiv, ed. and with an intro. by O. Ohloblyn,
trans. by, V. Davydenko (New York: Visnyk Publ1shers, 1956) .

¢ Ibid., Xiv.

: Hrushev§“k¥;,_"Ukra;ns ka 1storlograf11a," 216.

Cw
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began writing that the Ukra1n1an people undertook to see'.
themselves as“a\nationt Here was’ a prominent fxgure, a

. A ’ .
professional hxstor1an no lese, telling Ukrainians exactly*"
what they wanted and needed to hear about themselves at thek

timei““that they' were a leglt1mate social unit worthy of

K
-

consideration and scholarly'recogn1t10n, equal in every way -
Ato all other‘natlonalltles (1nclud1ng, espec1a11y, the Great"
Rueéian) and with -their own history and historical destin§
te fﬁ&fill. That he drew his conclusions from flimsy
evidence and that he stated facts which he had not proven.
“was irrelevant, botﬁ to Kostomarov and to his non-acadenmic .
reeders; his historiography was not important for thel‘truth
it contained but for the practlcal purpose ‘it served. '

Kostomarov presented a very 1deal1zed rereaélng oféEast
Slavic history, based on h1s‘democratlc-federatlve,1deology
as it.appeared alread§ in the - Cyrillo-Methodian "Society's
program. Kostomarov chose the ‘academic. path to pub11c1ze his
views both because this was safer than outright. polltrcal//
activity -(as 5e was only too well aware) and because thlﬁf
attached a_scholerly legitimacy to his ideology ghich /{t
 would otherwise have lacked. Kostomarov, as a Slavophile,
did not wish to turn to Western conceptidns of democracy and
federalism as bases for his'call to reconstitute the Russian
Empire:ehe wantedvtorbelieve that the Eastern Slavs “were
'capable of building on their own past.

In lookihg for a way to ,justif? indigenously his

support for the democratization of the Empire, Kostomarov
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was fortunate in being able to poiat to the aooient veche as
a symbol of democracy in Ukrainian-centrea Kievan Rus', So
" little was known for 'certain about é%is medieval popularf

assembly that it was easy for Kostomarov to assert outright .

'that it  was as 1mmemor1a1 and universal as he said it WES“—‘“
I1f others dzsagreed then the onus fell on them to prove him
twrong, but meanwhzle his own views would already have left
an 1mpress1on on the popular consc1ousness. Kostoma:ov
pa1nted the veche in the most appeal1ng colours poss1ble and

it must have sounded 1nv1t1ng 1ndeed to hear - that all 5
classes of. people could part1c1pate in that assembly s ;:i”
: proceedlngs and, moreover, that the \agsegbly exerc1sed a -
significant amount of control over the\roya} power, the_
knfaz;,_everywhere throughout the realm. What‘\Rostomarov

~

omitted in his assessment of democracy in,Kievan.RUE*,
however, was more important than what he included. He
ignored vital social and economic ‘factors whrch,;gad he
taken them ‘into account, would have shown tﬁe Rus'ian
‘democratic element to be far less*extant than he claimed it __
to be. He 51mply did not 1nclude any evidence whlch wouid

have thrown his 1deologlcally based assertions into doubt
'or,'worse’yet, d151ntereste3 his audlence.

Kostomarov's tracts on the vfederative‘ principle in
Kievan Rus' were; as mggtioned, much more soiid ‘than -his
works on,‘democracy but no less motivated by, and vitai'to,
his ideologyr‘ As Schlessinger says, "Only ‘a’ federal

organization...could reconcile the traditional units [of
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Russia and Austria] with the sp;rlt of natxonalxsm‘"‘ and
for Kostomarov this- meant onceptuallz1ng and explalnlng
Kievan Rus' in terms of a £ederatlon of nat1onal1t1es. S1nce Q

Rus' was a loose assoc1atlon of 'pr1nc1pa11t1es vunder the
e ‘) '}' P

: 4nom1na1 suzeralnty of the K1eva‘_knlaz Kostomarov may be
’ considered as hav1ng been essentlally correct. in 1abe111ng:.

this a“semlnql federat}oh""or,.;n-qther words, as much "of

a federation as could be expected for the period.<Hevé’
again, though Kostomarov avo1ded delving very deeply into_‘

the nature of his claim, preferr1ng 1nstead to 1deallze what

he saw as the factors of un1£1cat1on- 1) common ancestry and
language, ’2) comman church and rel1glon and 3) a s1ng;e '
royal dynésty It is significant that these were the

.

hallmarks of the Romantlc conception of nat1ona11ty and thatf’

3

as a result Kostomarov empha51zed these bpnds of splrltual;.v7
unity at the expense of explaining the-sdcial, economic, and"
political reasons for the disunity‘ which did eventually
occur. Disunity would have made'poor_copy and would have
given his‘:eaders little reason to think that this was their
Golden Age, an era to fill them with pride aboufhtheir past.;
. Dwelling on the reasons for dlsunlty would never have aided

el

in cementing social relations,’neither among the Ukrainians

o

themselves nor among the rest of the Slav1c world and it 1is
only with thlS goal in mind that Kostomarov env1saged Rus'
the way he did. | |

—— - - - ——— - — - ——

- ¢ Schlessinger, 3.
7 "glovechko po povodu zamechan11a," 303.



104

Kostomarov's idealized intefp;etatio \of the democrat-
ic;Téderative element in Kievan Rus' pigxéd an immense role
1n the format1oﬁ of Ukrainian. national consc1ousness. By :
- "blending history with ideology" it portrayed only those
aspects of Ukraine's medieval heritage™ thUh“made—ﬁkrarnianSf"~—f

feel .good about themselves as ,a people. Thiélis why his

method 'and ‘conclusion are so problematic: all  "grubby

————

details* about their past were nskated over or omitted
entlrely by Kostomarov -and this gave his. readers, his
peoples— the fee11ng that they were worthy of respect gﬁd
“F'con51derat1on as a nation. This is also why he drew‘ such a
stark E confrast betweoo ‘the Ukrainians and the ‘Great
Russxans- comparlng the Ukrainians as a nationality to the
Great Russians and a551gn1ng them a separate but’ equally}
1mportant destiny in East Slavic h1§tory, that of preserving
the ancxent‘ Slav1ce_ characterrstlcs of democracy and
'{ederal1sm, legitimized thelr gcollectlve existence  and

. 1ﬂhowed them to unite, organize, and move on to other

thlngs, as it were. And move on®they did -- in llterature,

in h1stor1ography, and espeC1ally in pol1t1cal thought and

. 0
activity.
(> 7 The Ukrainian Revolution taking its own course apart
» - ‘

S

from the Russian as well as the Ukrainians forming their own

independent nation-state in 1918 would have been

.

inconceivable without the foundations laid by ~Kostomarov's:

contribution to historiography and the national myth, On his

own terms, the terms of awakening a people and appropriating
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for them a history, he was a success. Irrespective of his

o ' ' . . .
many sbortcbmings as a pure scholar, this success alone is
enough to earn him a place of recognition and respect in

both East European historiography and Ukrainian history.

%




> Bibliography

v

A. Works by N.I. Kostomarov -

"Cherty narodnoi iuzhnorusskoi istorii.” Sobranie sochinenii
N.I. HKostomarova [SS]; Book 1I;* Vol. -I. St. Petersburg,
1903-04, 67-158. ' .

"pavno-1i Malaia Rus' stala pisat'sia Malorossieiu, a Rus’

-- Rossieiu?" Naukovo-publ itsystychni | polemichni pysannia

. Kostomarova [NPPP). Edited by M.S. Hrushevs'kyi. Kiev:
Derzhavne vydavnytstvo Ukrainy, 1928, 223-227. '

"Dopolnenie k - ‘*Pravde moskvicham o Rusi'." OSnova; Vol. 1
(January, 1862)% 58-62. , . ‘

1

,"Dve russkiia narodnosti." SS, Book 1, Vél. I;%51—65.
e7 ¥ ’ . ‘" ‘
“$I§¢ony1a Ukrainy v  zhytiepysiakh  vyznachniishykh iei
. dPrachiv. Translated by O. Barvins'kyi. L'viv: Knyharnia
Naukovoho tovarystva im. Shevchenka, 1918. ' , -

"Kniaz" Vladfmir Monomakh 1 kazak Bogdankael'nitskii?ﬂ
NPPP, 149-155,

nLektsii Koialovicha po istorii Zapadnoi Rossii." NPPP,

204-208. : ' :
Lektsif po russkoi istorii. Vol. 1: Istochniki russkoi
istorii. Assembled according to the lecture notes of P.
Gaideburov. St. Petersburg, 1861.

- "Mysli o federativnom nachale v drevnei Rusi." SS, Book I,
Vol,., I, 1-30.

"Mysli ob istorii ‘Malorossii.” ’belioteka dlia chtenilia,
Vol., 78 (1846): 21-42. . '

"Nachalo edinoderzhaviia v drevnei Rusi." SS,.Book V, Vol.
XI1I, 3-91. '

"0 znachenii Velikago Novgoroda v russkoi istorii." SS, Book
I' VOl. I, 197-2140 . N ) ’

"Ob otnoshenii russkoi istorii k Qeografii i etnografii.”
SS, Book I,:Vol., III, 717-731. ‘

Pis‘mo k izdatel iu "Kolokola". Foreword by M. Drahomanov.

106



\ T o S 107 ..

Geneva: Hromada Publishers, 1885.

"Po povodu knigi M,0. Koialovicha: 'Istofiia russkogo ‘|
samosoznaniia  po istoricheskim pamiatnikam 1i' nauchnym ;
sochineniiam,' 1884 g." NPPP, 304-312, . '
"Pravda moskvicham o Ruei." Osnova, Vol. X (October, 186%):. §
1-150 i ’ ' o

"pravda poliakam o Rusi." Osnova, Vol. X (October, 186.1) OB
100-112, . ] 1 . .

: 4
"Severnorussk11a narodopravstva vo vremena udel'no- ver,
uklada." SS, Book III, Vols. VII.and VIIIl. -

"Slovechko po povodu zamechaniia o federafivnom ;:c$a1e v
drevnei Rusi." NPPP, 302-303.

. "Tysiacheletie.™ NPPP, 125-130.
"Ukraina." Kolokol, No. 61 (January 15, 1860): 499-503.
"Zamechanie g. Lokhvitskomu," NPPP, 201-203,

©

B. Secondary Sources ' - i

Bantysh-Kamenskii, D.N. _ -
Istoriia Mgloi Rossii. Moscow, 1822.

Basarab, John.
Pereiaslav 1654: A Historiographical Study. Edmonton:
Canadian Institute of Ukrainian Studies, 1982.

Bradley, “John F.N.
Czech - Nat ionalism in the Nineteenth Centur'y Boulder,
CO: East European Monographs, 1984.

Deutsch, Karl W.
Nat ional ism and Social Communication. Second edition.
Cambridge: The M.I.T. Press, 1966.

Doroshenko, Dmytro.

"A Survey of Ukrainian Historiography." The Annals Of
the Ukrainian Academy of Arts and Sciences in the U.S.
V, No. 4 (1957): 11-304.

"Shché take . istoriia Skhidn'oi Evropy?" Ukrains’'kyl
istoryk 1-2 (73-74) (1982): 5-21.

Drahomanov, Mykhailo. ' '
"Mykola Ivanovych Kostomariv." S’vit, No. 2__(February



‘0'8‘- .

10, 1881): 29-31. , , '

" Freeze, Gregory'L. : ’
"rhe Soslovie Paradigm and Russian Social History." The
Amer:can Historical Review, Vol. 91, No. 1 (February,
1986): 11-36. :

Geyl, Pieter. ‘ o . ‘
Napoleon: For and Against. Harmondsworth: P;}guig)Books,
1949. AR g

; o

Giurescu, Dinu C. i
’ "Landmarks in the Building of Europeanﬁhational States
in the First Half of the Nineteenth |Century.” East
European Quarterly, Vol. XX, No. 1  (Spring, 1986):
17-40. . _ 1 :
Gradovskii, A.D. ' \
"Gosudarstvennyi stroi drevnei Rossii (pa povodu knigi
V.1, Sergeevicha, 'Veche i- kniaz''." Sobranie
sochinenil, Vol. 1. St. Petersburg, 1899,  339-381.
# . . ‘
Grekov, B.D.
Kievskala Rus’. Moscow: Akademiia nauk SSSR, 1944.

i

- Hermann, A.H. , ' oo
A History of the Czechs. London: Allen Lane, 1975.

Hrushevs'kyi, Mykhailo S.

Istoriia Ukrainy-Rusy, Vols\ I aqd' II. New York:
Knyhospilka, 1954.

1Kostoma;6v i novitnia Ukraina." Ukralna, Book 111
(1925): 3-20. . :

"

~®The Traditional Scheme of 'Russian' History and the
Problem of a Rational Organization of the History of the ’
Eastern Slavs." The Annals of the Ukrainian Academy of
Arts and Sciences in the U.S., 1, No. 4 (1952):
355-364. :

—vUkrains'ka istoriografiia i Mykola Kostomarov."
. L iteraturno-naukovyi vistnyk, Book V, Vol. L (May,
1910): 209-225.

(author unknown). _ t! o
’ Istoriila rusiv. Edited and with an introduction by O.
'Ohloblyn. Translated by V.cbavydgnko: New York: Visnyk
Publishers, 1956. o )

Kluchevsky (Kliuchevskii), V.O.



o

109

A History of Russia, Vol. 1. Translated by C.J. Hogarth.
New York: E.P. Dutton and Company, 1911,

Kostomarova, A. : .
"Nikolai Ivanovxch Kostomarov: b1ogra£1chesk11 . ocherk."
SS, Book I, i-xiv. :
Lucxanl, eorges.

Le Ivre de la geﬁése du peuple ykrainien. Paris:
Institut d'études slaves de l'Universite de Paris, 1956.

\‘alla Martin.
Alexander Herzen and the Bjrth of Russlan Sociallsm New
York: Grosset and Dunlap,'1965. S

Markevich, A. : v ’ . ’
"Rostomarov, N.I1." Russkli biogragicheskii slovar’, Vol.
IX. St. Petersburg, 1903, 305- 319

Mazour, Anatole G.
Modern Russian Hlstoriognaphy. Revised edition.
Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1975. ‘

McNeill, William H. 4
Mythistony and Other . Essays. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1966.: /

Miiakovs'kyi, Volodymyr.
"Kostomarov u Rivnomu." Ukraina, Book 111*41925) 28-65.

Nemec, Ludvik.
"The Pattern in the Historical Roots of Church-State
Relationship in Central and Eastern Europe." East
European. Quarterly, Vol. XX, No. 1 (Spring, 1986): 3-16.

‘Nikolaichik, F.D., et al.
"pPamiati N.I. Kostomarova." Klevskala starina, Vol XII
(May, 1885): i-1.

Papazian, Dennis. .
"Nicholas = Ivanovich Kostomarov: Russian Historian,
Ukrainian Nationalist, Slavic Federalist." Ph.D.r
 dissertation: University of Michigan (1966).

Pashuto, V.T.
"Cherty politicheskogo stroia drevnei Rusi.”
Drevnerusskoe  gosudarstvo i €ego mezhdunarodnoe
znachenie. Moscow: Akademiia nauk SSSR, 1965, 21-51.

Pinchuk, Iu. A.
Istonicheskre vzgl iady N I. Kostomarova. Kiev: Naukova
dumka, 1984. .

Pipes,_Richatd.



. "0

SLRBETRA A z e . . B :
. B

Russ|a under the O0ld Reoime. New York: Charles
Scribner ‘s Sons, 1974.

Polevoi, P. . |
"Istorik 1dealist. Istoricheskii wvestnik, Vol. 43
(1891): 501-520.

" Polukhin, L.K.
Formuvannla I[storychnykh pohliadiv M.I. Kostomarova.
Kiev: Akademiia nauk URSR, 1959.

Presniakov, A.E. '
Knlazhoe pravo v drevnel Rusi. St. Petersburg, 1909.

pypln, A.NO ) o .
Istorila russko! etnografii. Vol. 111: Etnografiia
malorusskafa. St. Petersburg;, 1891, .

Rubach M.A. ' ‘ ‘ N
"Federallstlchesk1e teorii v istorii Rossii." Russkala
‘istoricheskala | Iteratura v klassovom osveshchenii, Vol.
I1. Moscow, 1930, 3-123,

Rubinshtain, \
- Russkaia Istbﬁiografila. Moscow: Gospol1tzzdat 1941,

Rybakov, B. A.: .
"Kievskaia Rus'." Istoriia SSSR, Series 1, Vol. I.
Moscow: Nauka, 1966, 476-572.

Saunders, David B. , o _
"Hxstorzans and Concepts of Nationality in  Early
Nineteenth Century Russia." Slavonic gnd East European
Revlew, Vol. 60, No. 1 (January, 1982): 44 62. ,

Schlessxnger, Rudolf-
Federalism in Cen\i'al and Eastern Europe New York:
Oxford University Press, 1945,

Semevskxl, V.I.
"N.I. Kostomarov, 1817-1885." Russkaia starina (January,
. 1886): 181-212, C _

Sergeevich, V.I. ,
Veche | kniaz’ (unavailable to me) .

Shillinglaw, Draga B.
The Lectures of Pr'ofessor T.G. Masaryk at the Univers:ty
of Chicago, Summer 1902. Lewisburg: Bucknell University
Press, 1978.

Smlth Anthony D.
Theories of Nationalism. New York: Harper and Row, 1871,

. \‘/“
13

©



B e

Solov'ev, S.M, ] N\

Istorila - Ross!| & drevneishikh vremen, Book 11, Vols.
117 and Iv. Moscow: Izdatel’ntvo
. sotsial'no- -ekonomicheskoi lxteratury, 1960.
Stanislavskaia, A.M. nl .
"Igtoricheskie vzgliady N.I. Kostomarova. Ocherkl
“Istorli istorichesko! nauk! v SSSR, 11, Edited by . M.V.
Nechkina et al. Moscow: Akademiia nauk SSSR, 1960,
129-146.
Vernadsky, George, /
A History of Russia. Vol. I1: Kievan Russla. New Havem
Yale Unlver51ty ‘Press, 1948.

VOznxak, M.S.

g
3

braty moi", 1921,

Walsh, W.H.

An Introduction to Phllosophy of Hlstoﬂy. London:
~ Hutchinson, 1967. _ )

Zaionchkovskii, P.A.

Kirillo-Mefodievskoe obshchestffo, 1846-1847. Moscow:
‘1zdatel'stvo Moskovskogo univer§iteta, 1959.

A 11

Kyrylo—Metodlivs’ke bratstvo. L'viv: Fond "Uchitesia



