
159 

 930 (477) 
. .17 

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2589-6061 
https://doi.org/10.33577/2313-5603.37.2022.159-173 

 
?   

 1648  
 

 1648  
,  

. ,  
, ,  « »  

. , ,  
. ,  

,  
1648 .  -

,  
. 

: , , , . 
 

.  
 1648 . , -

 « ». -
, -

, . 
,  

 
, . -

, . 
,  

, ,  
 – .  

-
,  .   

 
,  –  

.  
.  

 1648  
, .  ( , 2008), .  

, 2014), .  ( , 1897, 1898, 
1908). 

                                                             
, -

, . . 
© . ., 2022 



160 

 
,  

,  
.  

.  ( , 2008), .  
, 1996) . 

 
.  (Kubala, 1925), 

.  (Kucharski, 2015), .  (Podhorodecki, 
1987, 1993) .  (Pta nik, 1925), -

 1648 . 
-

 1648 .  
, 2021). ,  

. 
. , -

 1648-
1651 ., -

 
, 2018, 2019,2020).  

.  
, , 

 
,  

 
. .  

. . -
 

. (Kubala, 1925: 36). ,  
 1648 .  

.  – 
, .  

 
. -

.  
 « -

,  
.  (1648)»  « ,  

 



161 

.  
, , ,  
» ( , 52 – 1 – 398). 

,  
 

 1648 .  
. -

, , 
,  

.  
.  

-
, -

 (Pta nik, 1925: 6). -
,  -

,  
 (Podhorodecki, 1987: 7). ,  

,  
.  

,  
 

 (Podhorodecki, 1987: 7-9). 
,  

 
, , .  

,   
 (Kucharski, 2015: 87).  

-
: «…  

, » (Podhorodecki, 1987: 
10). ,  

, » (Kucharski, 
2015: 87).  

, . 
 

.   28  .  -
, -

 (AGAD, Dzia  Tatarski – 84 - A 24521).  
5 ,  

, ,  



162 

,  ,  ,  
 

(Podhorodecki, 1987: 12). 
 

-
: « ,  

,  5  
, ,  

 –  
,  

.   (  –  .),   
 50 » 

(AGAD, Dzial Kozacki - 42 – 4 - 32563) (AGAD, Dzial Kozacki - 42 – 
4 - 32563), «  – , 

. -
,  

» (AGAD, Dzial Kozacki - 42 – 4 - 32563).  
, , -
,  900 . ,  – 

 4 .  ( , 1999: 112). 
 200 ,  

,  50  
, 124 ,  1500  

,  52  (Kucharski, 
2015: 89). , ,  

, -
. 
 

(Kucharski, 2015: 90), . 
-
-

. .  
,  

, ,  
 – . ,  

, , 
.  ,   

-
,  

. 



163 

. , -
 5  1648 .  

,  -
 

 ( , 1986: 78). -
,  « ,  [ ] 

» ( , 1898: 95).  
. 

,  – -
.  

. 6  
 (Podhorodecki, 1987: 9). , . 

,  15 , 
 (AGAD,  Dzia  Tatarski  –  84  -  A  

24521),  
.  ,   

,  
 ( , 1898: 93).  

,  
, ,  

, -
 (Podhorodecki, 1987: 7-8). 

, ,  
. -

,  
.  

,  
, 1986: 79). ,   -

. ,  
-

 ( , 1898: 79-97). 
 8  

1648 . –  ( , 1986: 79), -
 

.   
: , 

, 
.  (Podhorodecki, 

1987: 174). ,  



164 

, ,  
.  

: «…  
, -

» (Podhorodecki, 
1987: 175-176). 

 
,  
.  

 – 
 

,  (  , 
2013: 197).  

, . , 
 

. 
 4- , 

. 
9  -

, , 
 

, . 
.  ( . 

 « »),  
, , .  

. . . ),  30 
, , . ,  

,  
 « » ( , 1908: 99).  

.  ,   
,  

 « » ( , 
1908: 97).  

, ,  «  
, » ( , 1971: 181).  

,  «  
, » ( , 1908: 99). 

 
,  54  ( , 1971: 181), .  



165 

,  
,  

, 52 – 2 – 60 – 1573).  
 

) ,  
,  

, -
 ( , 2010: 29). ,  

: . 
,  

-
. 

,  9 ,  
,  
. -

,  
 ( , 52 – 2 – 60 – 1574 - 1576). 

,  
, 2018: 34) -

 
,  

. 
10  

 ( , 1986: 80),  
 

.  ,   «Religyi  
graeckiej», , 

.  
 

,  « », 
 ( , 1908: 99).  

11  
.  ( , 

52 – 2 – 60 – 1570). . ,  
, ,  

 ( , 1908: 100). -
 

, . -
 



166 

, . .  ( , 2018: 118).  
, , -

. , 
 

,  
, ,  

, -
 ( , 2018: 119 – 120). 15  

.  
, ,  « -

, » ( , 1908: 104).  
, -

,   ( ,  52  –  2  –  60  –  
1576). 

 
. ,  

 1648 .,  
. , , 

, 
,  

, -
.  

 6 , ,  
 30 . .  

,  
.   « …» ( , 

52 – 2 – 60 – 1572),  
 

.  
,  

 12 .  
 «wszystkich 

nedobitków» ( , 1908: 100).  
 « »,  13 , -

, , ,  
 ( ,  1908:  101).   

 ( , 52 – 2 – 60 – 
1577).    

 



167 

200 000 ,  
 ( ,  52  –  2  –  60  –  

1578) ( ,  
 

.  
, . 

, ,  
 « »). 

,  
,   6  460 «  

» ( , 1908: 103). 
,   ( .  Gleit  –  .  

) ,  
, , ,  

»,  ( , 52 – 2 – 
60 – 1578). :  – 

,  – , 
 – ,  – 

,  –  
 40  ( , 52 – 1 – 398 – 7),  

 « »  
, 1908: 101). 

, ,  
 ( , 1908: 102).  

, ,   
, , -

 ( , 52 – 1 – 398 – 111). 
, ,  

,  
 1655  .  ,   

,  
 1648 . ( , 1908: 121).  

:   
.   

, , .  
, , -

. 
 544 969  ( , 52 – 1 – 398 – 7), 

, , 



168 

 
 ( , 1908: 122). -

 544 969 , , : 
1)  (250 ,  

),  ,  -
.  20 081 ; 

2)  24 000 . -
 50 000 , ; 

3)  84 000 
 ( , ); 

4)   
: 

  (13 ); 
  (22 , 

); 
  (26 , . .  

); 
  (  «Ritus graeci»); 

5) : 
  – 293 367 .; 
  –  102 265,27 .; 
  (  5% -

) – 87 873 . ( , 1908: 108 - 122). 
 

 –  
 ( , 52 – 2 – 60 – 1577).  

23 ,  
,  

 ( , 52 – 2 – 60 – 1569-1578).  
: 

1)  ( , .) – 528 544,6 .; 
2)  – 9 000 .; 
3)  – 7050 .; 
4)  – 375 . ( , 1908: 108). 

,  
,  

, . . -
 ( , 52 – 2 – 60 – 1569 – 1578).  

, 



169 

 25  ( , 52 – 2 – 60 – 
1571). , 

:  « » 
,  

. 
, ,  

.   –   
 200  .  

 ( , 1999: 137),  
 1655 .  60 . 

 ( , 1999: 192).  
.  

.  
, ,  

,  1648 .  
.  

.   
, -

,  
.  

.  
,  ,   

.  – ,  
,  

, . 
 – . ,  

,  
 

. 
-

,  – «  
»,   –  « ».   

, .  
, , 

,  
:  

 
, , -

.  



170 

. -
, , .  

, -
 « » , -

,  
. , 

. 
,  

, 
. 

-
. 

, , 
. ,  

.  
.  –  

 
, ,  

. 
, -

, ,  
. 

-
,   6  ,  

 
,   

.  
,  ,  -

,  -
,  

,  
,  

,  
. 
 

),  
, . 

,  
,  



171 

,  
,  

. 
 

: 
 

. 1971. :  
 /  .  .  .  .   ;  .  .  2- .  

 : ,  199 . 
. 1991. , -8.  : , 856 . 
. 2018.  1649 . 

 « » .  : -
. . 31-44. 

. 2019.  
 // :  

 / . . . – . 28. – .:  
, – . 189-196. 

. 2020. -
 1651 . (  

)// :  
 / . . . – . 29. – :  

,  – . 183-190. 
: . 

1986. .: . , . , . , .  , . , 
. , . , . . . .: .  ( . .), . ,  
. , . , . , .  ( . . .), . . 

. ; -
. ; . .:  

,   424 . 
.,  .,  .,  .,  .,  .  

2012.  1648–
1658 . – . 1: (1648–1649 .). : -

. . . ;  
), 680 . 

. 2018.  -
 1648  / .  //  

.  : , , . - 2018. - . 23. - . 116-121. 
. 2004. : . -

: , 843 . 
. 2008. . :  

. . . , 452 . 
. 1993.  

V- . . : -
, 184 . 



172 

. .  70- . . -
: 2013. [ ] / [ . . , . ]. – . 

. ,  568 . 
. 2010.  ( )  

XII–XVIII . : . – -741. 35 . 
., . 2014.  XVII .. -

. :  
, 194 . 

. 2008.  (1648-1657 .). 
, 254 . 

. 1996.  
 XVII .: :  1648-1652 .: 

: , 320 . 
. 1908. . . . . 1649-

1651. – .: . . .   – 417 . 
. 1898.  1648 . «  

. . . », . 23–24, – 138 . 
. 1897 ,  

. « . . . », . 15, -  24 . 
.  XVII . // «  

. . . », . 19,11 – 14 . 
. 1898. « »  

. . . ", . 23-24, – 9 . 
, . .  5  1 

 141 (  1648 – 1649 .). 
, . .   52,  2, 

 60. ( . ) 
, . .   52,  2, 

 398. ( . ) 
. 2021. Wysoczan rebelis, Cosacis, Labori. -

 1648 – 
1649 . // . –  35. – : , – . 58-70. 

AGAD, Archiwum Koronne Warszawskie, Dzia  Tatarski, sygn. 84, mikrofilm    
A 24521. 

AGAD, Archiwum Koronne Warszawskie. Dzial Kozacki. Sygn. 42 nr. 4. 
microfilm 32563 

Kubala L. 1925. Obl enie Lwowa w roku 1648. - Wyd. 3. Krakow. – Druk W. 
L. Anczyca I Spolky. 36 s. 

Kucharski W. 2015. Rozbicie armii koronnej w dailaniach wojenych 1648 r. // 
„Studia z Dziejów Wojskowo ci”, t. IV,– 57 – 99 s. 

Podhorodecki L. 1987. Chanat Krymski i jego stosunki z Polska w XV–XVIII w. – 
Warszawa,– 358 s. 

Pta nik J. 1925. Wilkierz lwowski z roku 1648 o uchod cach i jego losy // Ksi ga 
pami tkowa ku czci Oswalda Balzera. –. Lwów,– 16 s. 

 
 



173 

Chikalin R. 
DID THE CITY SURVIVE? DESCRIPTION OF THE CONTRIBUTION 

OF LVIV TO B. KHMELNYTSKY IN 1648 
 
The siege of the Lviv by Cossack and Tatar troops under the leadership of 

Hetman  B.  Khmelnytsky  in  1648  is  a  still  a  topic  that  has  a  list  of  inaccuracies  and  
myths. It is often considered in the broad context of the history of Ukraine in the 17-th 
century or the history of 1648 - 1657 or military history, thus losing important details. 
Hetman Bohdan Khmelnytsky is also often portrayed as trying to "liberate" Lviv and the 
entire Russ voivodeship, and the local population of «Ritus graeci» shows as loyal to the 
Cossack-Tatar army and the hetman. The issue of paying Lviv tribute to the Cossacks 
and Tatars, despite the availability of documents still remains open for discussion. Using 
published and unpublished sources, the author shows a systematic description of the 
siege of Lviv, based on the memories of Lviv eyewitnesses. 

In fact, after two weeks of the siege, Lviv military and civilians people remained 
safe only in a small area within the defensive walls, deprived of water, food and 
weapons. The Cossacks of Khmelnytsky and the Crimean Tatars were free to move 
around the city and collect tribute, the Cossack artillery dominated under Lviv, and the 
High Castle, as a defensive fortress, lost its significance forever after 1648. Considering 
the  described  facts,  should  we  assume  that  the  city  survived  before  Khmelnytsky  -  a  
historical fact or a political interpretation of the Lviv residents themselves, who survived 
the siege?  

Lviv has paid dearly for the siege and for Khmelnytsky to leave. A lot of resources 
and money were lost. Many citizens died. Leaving the Cossacks and Tatars did not 
guarantee safe for the locals and for a long time there was no peace in Lviv. And the 
hetman himself only strengthened his advantages before the siege: fear of him and a 
sense of impunity for those who were loyal to him.  

Is the hetman really saw Lviv as a city that was supposed to be part of the Cossacks 
in 1648 or whether he only saw this city as another obstacle on his way to his own goals 
or did the storming and destruction of the High Castle matter when Lviv went to 
negotiations and was ready to pay tribute to the Cossacks and Tatars - in this article the 
author tries to answer this question. 

Keywords:siege, High Castle, Khmelnytsky. 


