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LOEV CAMPAIGN OF UKRAINIAN ARMY IN 1649:
DEBATING POINTS AND OPEN QUESTIONS

One of the significant events of Ukraine's struggle for independence during
the first period of the National Revolution (1648 - June 1652) was Loev
campaign of its troops, which despite the defeat and hetman S.M. Krychevsky’s
death nevertheless prevented the Lithuanians invasion. Though for the first
time in historiography V. Lypynskyi proved convincingly in his monographic
study the falsity of neglecting its role in the Ukrainian-Polish military-political
confrontation in the summer of 1649, as well as the works of subsequent
scholars (including modern ones) did. But up to now Lithuanian theater of
hostilities has been considered traditionally as an event with a minor effect.
However this is far from the case! For example although it was not decisive
in 1649 and 1651, it is by no means possible to interpret as something
insignificant. It is firstly. Secondly, except for confessions ("confession”) of
captured Ukrainian soldiers and rebels, the lack of Ukrainian origin sources
(no one letter, universal, report, diary, message or the story of the battle
participant have been saved) is still a major obstacle for the reconstruction by
the researchers of more or less a complete picture of the Ukrainian army’s Loev
campaign. They only managed to reproduce the most important events in very
general / contour features and even then through the prism of information
material from Lithuanian and Polish sources. Instead, its course with the
Lithuanian units’ participation is depicted scrupulously thanks to the efforts of
Polish authors. However in general due to the schematic presentation of the
Ukrainian command strategic plan, the steps taken for its implementation, the
factors that significantly changed the course of the battle and determined its
results, the overall panorama of the event looks somewhat simplified, devoid of
internal dynamics and drama and in some ways with the spraying of
popularity while imaging the infallibility of the Lithuanian polny hetman
J. Radziwill decisions and actions. In order to outline the ways to correct
shortcomings and fill scientific gaps the author’s research focus is on identi-
fying a number of actual problems of the Ukrainian army’s Loev campaign.
Having analyzed heritage and discovered source base, the author considers
those actual problems need rethinking, finding new ways to solve them, further
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discussions or even starting their study. They included the following ones: to
clarify the essence of B. Khmelnytsky's strategic plan, developed in May-June,
regarding the place and role of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania (GDL) in the
forthcoming campaign against the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth; to find
out the time and place of the Acting Hetman S. Krychevsky departure to the
Lithuanian theater of hostilities and the route of its promotion; to specify the
number of soldiers who took part in the battle on both sides; to find out the
essence of S. Krychevsky’s activity since his appearance in Chernobyl (about
July, 8) till the capture of Kholmech (July, 29); to determine the nature of his
relations with colonel S. Pobodailo, who defended the crossing of the Dnieper
opposite Loev; to coverage the action plan of the latter, the reasons for their
passivity and inconsistency with the attack of the Acting Hetman on the
Lithuanian camp in the morning of July, 31, etc. The author is aware that
hoping for their full clarification will be a fiction until the sources which had
been created by Ukrainians, the participants of the campaign are found.
Nevertheless, the painstaking work of researchers in archives and manuscripts
departments of scientific libraries in Ukraine, Poland, Belarus, Lithuania and
other countries will undoubtedly enrich the existing source base as a whole and
contribute, albeit slightly, to enrich knowledge in the study of this problem.

Keywords: Loev, campaign, historiography, problem, sources, Acting
Hetman, Lithuanians, Ukrainians, B. Khmelnytsky, S.M. Krychevsky, ]. Radzivill,
S. Pobodailo.
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JIOEBChKA KAMITAHIA YKPATHCHKOIO BIMCBEKA
1649 POKY: JUCKYCIVHI TA HE3’ICOBAHI IPOBJIEMH

OdHieto 3i 3Hauywjux nodiil 6opomvbbu YKkpainu 3a HezasexcHicmb nid yac
nepwozo nepiody HayioHanwvHoi pesoatoyii (1648 - uepsens 1652 pp.), cmaaa
Jloescbka kamnauis ii eilicbka, ujo xoua 3aeepwiuaacsi nopaskow i cmepmio
Haka3zHozo zembmaHa C. M. Kpuuescbkozo, 8ce ¢ 3anobiz/na 8mop2HeHHI0 Ju-
mosyis. Ha jxcanw, He3sadxcarovu Ha MoHozpagiuHe docaidxicenHsa B. /lunux-
cbKo2o, Kompull ynepwe 8 icmopiozpadii nepekoHAU80 A08i8 XUGHICMb Hex-
My8aHHs il posl 8 YKpAaiHCbKO-piYNoCnoAUMCbKOMY MIAIMAPHO-NOAIMUYHOMY
npomucmosiHHi eaimky 1649 p,, a makosx dopobok HacmynHux Haykosyie
(ekatouaroyu iU cyvacHux), i HUHi mpaduyiliHo 1umMo8scbKUll meamp 80€EHHUX
dili s6avaemuvcsi nobiuHum. O0Hak, ye daseko He mak! Hanpukaad, y 1649 i
1651 pp. siH, xoua 1 He 6Y8 BU3HAUANLHUM, 8CE HC ANC HISIK He MOMNCHA MPaK-
myeamu i020 SKUMOCb MA/108AXCHUM. Lle — no-nepue.

Ilo-dpyze, gidcymHicmb dxcepes yKpaiHCbko20 noxodxceHHs1 (He 36epee-
/10Cs1 #O0OHO020 Jucma, yHigepcasy, 0OHeceHHs], WoOJeHHUKA, N08i00OMAeHHs YU
po3noeidi yuacHuka 6umeu), 3a BUHIMKOM 3i3HaHb ("KoH@pecam") nosoHeHUX
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YKpaiHCbKUX 80s1Ki8 i noecmayis, npodosicye 3aauwamucs 20,108HO0 nepe-
WK0Jo 048 pekoHcmpykyii docaidHukamu 6inbw-mMeHW NOBHOI KapmuHu
J10€8CbKOI KamnaHii ykpaiHcbkozo eilicbka. Chpomoaaucss miabku Ha 8idmeo-
peHHs1 8 dydce 3a2anbHUX/KOHMYPHUX pUCax 20/408HiwuX noditl i mo 4epes
npusmy iHgopmMayitiHo2o mamepiany AUMOBCLKUX i NOAbCbKUX dXcepedl.

Hamomicmb ii nepebiz 3 60Ky AUMOBCbKUX hidpo3dinie, 0siKyrYU 3yCu-
JISIM NO/bCLKUX a8mopis, 306pasceHo ckpyny/1b03Ho. [Ipome 8 yinomy, sHac-
JI00K cxeMamu4HO20 Nokasy cmpameziuHo2o 3adyMy yKpaiHCbko20 KOMAHAY-
BAHHS, 8liCUMUX KpOKI8 014 020 peaaizayii, 4UHHUKI8, SKi Cymmego 3MiHUAU
nepebiz 6umeu U eusHauuau ii pesysbmamu, 3azanbHa naHopama nooii
su2/1a0a€ dewjo cnpoujeHor, n036as/eHo eHympiwHboi duHamiku U dpama-
musmy, a 6 4oMycb [ 3 HaNUAKBAHHAM JAYO60YHOCMI y 306paxceHHi Heno-
epiwHocmi yxeas i 0itl AUMo8cbK020 NoAbHO20 2embMaHa A. Padsuginia.

IlJo6 no moxcausocmi okpecaumu wasxu do eunpas/ieHHs ozpixie U 3a-
NOBHEHHS HAYKOBUX JIAKYH, A8MOP Memor 00CAi0HeHHS 06pas 8UOKPeMaeH-
Hsl, Ha OCHO8I aHai3y icmopioepagiuHoi cnadwjuHu i eusieneHoi dxcepeabHoi
6a3u, HU3KU aKmya/ibHUX npobsiem N10€8CbKOI kamnaHii ykpaiHcbkozo silicbka,
Wo nompebyoms nepeocMuc/aeHHs, NOWYKy HOBUX W/sXi8 iX po38’s3aHHS,
nodaabwux JUckyciti, a mo i 83aza/i 3ano4amky8aHHs 8020 UBYEHHSI.

Ao Hux 8KAOYUAU HACMYNHI: 8USCHEHHS CYMHOCMI cmpamez2i4Ho20 nada-
Hy b. XmMenvHUYbKO20, p03p06.1€H020 Yy MpABHI-Yep8HI, CMOCO8HO Micys i poai
Beaukozo kHsziecmea Jlumoscvkozo (BKJI) y maii6ymniill kamnaHii cynpomu
Peui [Tocnoaumoi; 3’sicysanHs wacy i micys eionpas/ieHHs HAKA3HO20 2embMa-
Ha C. Kpuuescbko2o Ha a1umoscbKuli meamp eoeHHux diti ma mapwpymy Uo-
20 NPOCY8AHHS; YMOHYHEHHS 4uceqbHOCcmi 80s5Ki8 3 060X CMOpIH, Wo 83a1uU
yuacmv y 6umsi; 3’scysanus amicmy disiibHocmi C. Kpuueacbkozo gid uacy
nosisu y YopHobusi (64. 8 aunus) do 3axonseHHs Xoameua (29 AunHs);
BU3HA4eHHA Xapakmepy {020 gidHocuH 3 noakosHukom C. [To6odaiinom, kom-
pull 3axuwas nepenpasy 4epes /JHinpo Haenpomu Jloesa; 8uceimaeHHs naaHy
0ill ocmaHHb020, Npu4uH ix nacusHocmi U Hey32odxiceHocmi 3 AMAaKo HAKA3-
HO20 2embMaHa JUMOBCbK020 mabopy y nepwiii nosnosuHi dHs 31 Aunua
moujo. Aemop cgidomuti mozo, wo cnodieamucsi Ha iX NPOSICHEHHS1 Y NOGHILl
Mipi - ye 3aedaHHs 3i cdpepu panHmacmuku do vacy eidHatideHHs dxceped,
8UMBOPEHUX YKPAIHYAMU — YYACHUKAMU KamnaHii. 1 ece y konimka npays
docaidHukie & apxisocxosuujax i pykonucHux eiddinax Haykosux 6i6aiomek
Ykpainu, Ioavwi, Biaopyci, /lumeu i iHwux kpaiH 6e3cymHigHo, 36azauysa-
mume icHytouy dixcepesnbHy 6a3y 8 yinomy U cnpusmume, Hexall N0 Kpuxmi,
36azayeHHI0 3HAHB Y 8UBUEHHI daHOI npobaemu.

Kamwowuosi caosa: Jloes, kamnaHis, icmopioepadghis, npobaema, dxcepena,
Hakas3Hull eemvMaH, aumosyi, ykpainyi, b. Xxmeavnuyvkuti, C. M. Kpuuescobkulj,
A. Padsusina, C. [Tobodatino.

At first glance we have reason to assert that the preconditions, course
and consequences of the campaign are quite well covered. In Ukrainian
historiography V. Lypynskyi launched its thorough research. In the mono-
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graph which he devoted to elucidation of the Ukrainian gentry role in the
struggle for independence in the middle of 17th century, he chose its
display as the central plot through the prism of the participation in it the
head of the Ukrainian army Acting Hetman S. M. Krychevsky.

The author for the first time, attracting many sources to scientific
circulation, reconstructed his operations before and during the battle on
July, 31 and convincingly proved its considerable importance in the sum-
mer campaign in 1649 It was he who developed his own Ukrainian concept
of interpretation of this event, the core positions of which became do-
minant in the works of researchers (with the exception of M. Hrushevskyi,
1995: 184). At the same time the lack in some cases of critical analysis of
sources' information, as well as the idealization of both S.M. Krychevsky
and Chernihiv (Zadniprianskyi) colonel S. Pobodailo actions did not allow
him to notice either the existence of a whole complex of discussion or un-
resolved partially or even fully investigated issues, nor the miscalculation
of Ukrainian units heads (Lypynskyi, 1980: 341-544). In a short mono-
graph by 0. Pereiaslavskyi (1935), written under the strong influence of
the theoretical principles of V. Lypynskyi, these aspects of Loev campaign
(Pereiaslavskyi, 1935) are also silently bypassed. Unfortunately, up to now,
it has no longer become the subject of a monographic study for Ukrainian
authors who were limited to either writing individual articles (Mytsyk,
2009: 150-158; Stepankov, 2009: 257-258), or touched on it brief cove-
rage in works devoted to clarifying other problems (Gavryliuk, 2019: 158-
165; Hrushevskyi, 1995: 182-185; Krypiakevych, Hnatovych & Stefaniv,
1992: 574-578; Mytsyk, 2009: 148-149, 202-204; Smolii, Stepankov,
2009: 232, 239-241; Stepankov, 1998: 185-192; Storozhenko, 1996: 218-
222). Although V. Stepankov and I. Storozhenko drew attention to some
miscalculations of M. S. Krychevsky and S. Pobodailo, but they also bypas-
sed the problems that needed their coverage (Stepankov, 1998: 189;
Storozhenko, 1996: 220-221).

In Polish historiography E. Kottubaj began studying the battle in the
middle of the 19th century. He submitted its course exclusively through the
prism of Lithuanians' actions (Kottubaj, 2016: 103-107). Many new things
have been introduced in the development of the Polish concept of inter-
preting the events by the works of Y. Komuda (Komuda, 2002: 115-129),
M. Nagielski (Nagielski, 2012: 371-388), V. A. Serczyk (Serczyk, 1999: 221-
228), H. Wisner (Wisner, 2000: 117-123) and others. Undoubtedly the
most important work in it is the monograph of W. Biernacki "Khmelnytsky
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Uprising. Military Actions in Lithuania in 1648-1649", which is almost
central to the coverage of Loev campaign. His successful attempt for the
first time in historiography (both Polish and Ukrainian), considering the
sequence of phases of its development, to show the actions in each of both
sides deserves every approval. In principle it was objectively certainly
not without sympathy for the actions of ]J. Radzywill and Lithuanian army.
However, he did not touch on the circle of discussion and attention-focus
aspects of the problem either (Biernacki, 2006: 137-229).

Therefore, the proposed topic of the article is noted for relevance. The
purpose of its research is to outline the main issues that remain (mainly
due to the lack of sources) unexplained. In our opinion the article may
contribute to the orientation of their study by scientists, as a result they
will be lucky to clarify a number of statements and fill the existing lacuna in
the created picture of the prerequisites and the course of the battle. Thus,
one of the important problems awaiting a solution is the clarification of
the place and role of Lithuanian theater hostilities in the implementation
of B. Khmelnytsky strategic plans developed in April-May 1649. And they
have already provided, unlike in 1648, defeat of the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth and the creation of an independent Ukrainian / Rus state
(Hrushevskyi, 1997: 1493-1494; Smolii, Stepankov, 2009: 219, 225-226,
231; Smoliy, Stepankov, 2009 a: 106-107, 247-249). According to one of
the sources, he sought to achieve the creation of the "single Principality of
Rus" (Michatowski, 1864: 397). In this regard, the question arises: if the
hetman in the upcoming campaign assigned to the Cossack units, which to-
gether with detachments of local insurgents, since April had fought against
Lithuanians for control over the Ukrainian-Lithuanian border (JIHHB. BP,
¢. 5, crp. 225/11: 229-230; Dzherela z istorii, 2012: 213-214, 240-245;
Biernacki, 2006: 110-111; Michatowski, 1864: 387) the role of the "shield"
for Ukraine from the invasion of the enemy or the "sword" for conducting
an offensive operation to defeat the troops of the GDL? In historiography
the first thought traditionally prevails which by the way is based on the
analysis of information of captured Cossacks and insurgents. However, the
data from J. Radziwill's "Office Diary" suggest that in early June the hetman
sent Acting Hetman I. Golota to Lithuanian front and ordered to defeat the
enemy army in cooperation with the colonels who were on the border, to
create an army from the local population, to occupy Vilno and, "having
crossed Lithuania, to join Khmelnytsky over the Vistula" (AGAD, zespol
354, dz. VI, sygn. 36, p. 27, 74, 106; sygn. Pudlo 36 i 37/1: 2, 42-44).
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Therefore, ]. Komuda and Y. Mytsyk expressed their views on the existence
of B. Khmelnytsky's plans to defeat the Grand Duchy of Lithuania (Komuda,
2002: 118-119; Mytsyk, 2009: 160-163). Therefore there is a need for
special research of this topic.

No less important remains the need to clarify a number of issues
related to the appointment of hetman S. M. Krychevsky as Kyiv colonel and
the head of the corps sent to Chernobyl area; the corps number, the task
received, as well as the time and place of the campaign, the route of pro-
motion, etc. In historiography it is almost generally accepted the provisions
that in the spring S. M. Krychevsky was Kyiv colonel. He went on a cam-
paign from Starokostiantyniv in late June - early in July with ten thousand
cavalry of Kyiv regiment, having chosen shorter route through dense
forests and swamps of Volyn and Kyiv Polissia. However, not all of this
looks so unambiguous. Firstly, it was not possible to identify sources that
would certify the fact S.M. Krychevsky was Kyiv colonel in spring and early
in summer: they state the embrace of this position by S. Beletsky,
G. Gandzha and Pushko (Dzherela z istorii, 2012: 261, 265; Mytsyk, 2018:
134). However, M. Hrushevskyi also drew attention to the doubtful infor-
mation (by the way, the only one among the sources) of G. Kunakov, Mos-
cow messenger to Warsaw, about the mentioned victory of S.M. Krychev-
sky (Vossoedinenie Ukrainy, 1953: 300; Hrushevskyi, 1995: 182, 184). And
indeed either this battle or the victory in it of the Acting Hetman did not
exist at all!

Undoubtedly, the impetus for his sending to Lithuanian theater of
hostilities was the information received by B. Khmelnytsky about the
defeat of I. Holota near Zahallia (Zhagallia) at night on June, 17. If the
messengers rushed to him with reports of a tragedy that day, even having
traveled a distance of about 350-400 km in 8 days, they could appear at his
camp on June, 23. At that time he could not be either under Pyliavtsi or
near Starokostiantyniv, but most likely he was somewhere between Stary
Pykov and Khmilnyk. Therefore he sent obviously the next day from the
outskirts of Khmilnyk S. M. Krychevsky led not by 10 thousands of riders
from Kyiv regiment (this is fantastic data because none of Cossack
regiment could count so many cavalrymen), and about 4-6 thousand corps,
formed of experienced soldiers from different regiments with an order to
attack J. Radziwill’s troops, W. Biernacki submits a probable number of
Ukrainian soldiers in 5 thousand people (Biernacki, 2006: 222). Moreover
most of them were not actually riders but "Ukrainian dragoons" - "horse
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infantry" according to the proper observation of I. Storozhenko (Storo-
zhenko, 1996: 222).

We doubt that the Acting Hetman had an urgent need to move in an
unexplored way through "Polissia dense forests and swamps", where it
was impossible to get food for soldiers and forage for horses. Therefore
most likely he went on the traditional road to Berdychiv and Zhytomyr,
and from there holding the right bank of the Teteriv river, through Ko-
rostyshiv, Radomyshl to Hornostaypole located 35 km to the south of
Chernobyl. We also do not exclude his possible route from Zhytomyr
directly to the north through Korosten to Ovruch. From there he went to
the east of Chernobyl (about 100 km) having joined the local regiment.
S. Lypynskyi without referring to the source claimed that S. M. Krychevsky
got to Chernobyl approx. July, 8 (Lypynskyi, 1980: 387). And this date has
become a textbook for Ukrainian and Polish scientists. And for some
reason, no one paid attention to its further blatant discrepancy in the
chronology of his contacts with B. Khmelnytsky, who had begun the siege
of Poles in Zbarazh since July, 10. Thus the author rightly notices that the
Acting Hetman, having studied the situation, realized that it is extremely
risky to attack the enemy with available forces, so he sent a letter asking
for help. But it took time to establish this fact at least in a few days, and
therefore he could send it no earlier than July, 11-12. Contrary to this he
gives probable information from one of the sources that Ukrainian hetman
answered him on July, 14 (Lypynskyi, 1980: 387-389). However under no
circumstances they could simply bring the letter to the addressee in 3-4
days. The version offered by us solves this contradiction. Having gone on
the road on June, 24 S. M. Krychevsky could get to Chernobyl in 9-10 days
(July 2-3), and on July, 5-6 send the mentioned letter to the hetman and
receive a response from him somewhere on July, 21 with the promise to
send tatars to help and the order to advance "courageously” so that "G.D.
Lithuanian [Lithuania] would not rejoice, as well as the Crown", and he
surrounded Poles (in Zbarazh) that "they will not fly out like a bird" and
"after this fourth time Poland will be made an end and lachy will be
demolished" (Lypynskyi, 1980: 584).

Due to the lack of sources, we know almost nothing about the activities
of the Acting Hetman from July, 8 to July, 23 (the beginning of the advance
against Lithuanians) with the exception of joining Ovruch, Chernobyl
regiments as well as the regiment of I. Holota (Brahynsky (?)) his corps and
sending universals to the local people in order to "rebel against Polish-
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Lithuanian Commonwealth" (Lypynskyi, 1980: 391; Biernacki, 2006: 160,
237). It is necessary to search them in the archives of Belarus, Lithuania
and Poland. For the same reason the nature of his relationship with colonel
S. Pobodailo, who had been appointed an Acting Hetman by B. Khmel-
nytsky before and ordered to defend Loev crossing over the Dnieper,
remains a mystery. Therefore from the first half of June he began to send
local colonels (in particular Chernobyl) orders to go "to him for the defense
of crossings.." (Mytsyk, 2009: 202-203; Mytsyk, 2018: 130, 135-140;
Biernacki, 2006: 144-145). It is unknown whether he had to subordinate
to S. M. Krychevsky or not? I. Storozhenko had already drawn attention to a
certain inconsistency of actions between them (Storozhenko, 1996: 221).
The problem of assessing the measures taken by S. Pobodailo to strengthen
the crossing in Loev area is out of the historians’ focus. It was found out
that during the battle of Zahal he held Loev, an important strategic point
for defending Ukraine from Lithuanian invasion. And instead of fortifying
the castle, the town and its environs to protect the crossing and the
fortified convoy located on the left bank of the Dnieper near the mouth of
the Sozh river and the defensive positions built on its right side, he ordered
to burn the castle and settlements having learned about I. Golota defeat in
late June (Lypynskyi, 1980: 393; Mytsyk, 2009: 202-203; Biernacki, 2006:
144-145, 150). We consider this step of the Acting Hetman to be a big
mistake, because after conquering Loev ]. Radziwill was able not only to
fire at Ukrainian positions with cannons (Mytsyk, 2018: 135), but he also
got a profitable springboard for the advance in Ukraine. Finding new
sources will allow either to confirm this opinion or to refute it. The number
of Ukrainian troops on the eve of the battle also requires its clarification
since the discrepancy in numbers is huge. It has already been pointed out
in historiography (Gawryliuk, 2019: 160-161). The most plausible is the
version of W.Biernacki who submitted it in 12.5 thousand soldiers
(Biernacki, 2006: 160). The number of Lithuanian army was obviously
about 6 thousands of soldiers excluding servants and carriage servants
(Biernacki, 2006: 155; Gawryliuk, 2019: 161; Komuda, 2002: 120), and
with them, in our opinion, it was 12-13 thousands of persons. Further
study of this issue can make certain adjustments to these figures.

The range of issues related to the coordination of actions in the future
battle of S. M. Krychevsky and S. Pobodailo and the passivity of the latter
during its first phase, which became one of the main reasons for the defeat
of Ukrainians, remains very important but not clarified.
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And finally, it is worth finding out the following: on August, 1 the units
of Ukrainian army in an organized manner left the camp at night and by
S. Krychevsky’s order left him on the battlefield or fled abandoning the
Acting Hetman to the mercy of fate.

The study of these problems will certainly provide a more complete
and objective picture of Ukrainian army’s Loev campaign than it exists
today.
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