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INFLUENCE OF USURIOUS RELATIONS ON THE DEVELOPMENT OF KIEVAN RUS

Today, there is a need for a deeper study of this
phenomenon with the development of the credit sys-
tem of Ukraine. In Soviet times, the study of this is-
sue was complicated due to ideological obstacles.

Blind borrowing of legislation to regulate credit
relations from abroad with no taking into account
national peculiarities will lead to the formation of
legal nihilism. Therefore, there is a need to study the
origin and development of usury in Kievan Rus, as
the initial stage of their formation.

No market economy in the world can actively
develop without a developed credit system. An ad-
ditional finances engagement under commitments
is one of the necessary factors for economic devel-
opment. The funds are borrowed by both individu-
als and legal entities. Even the state borrows money
from other states or international organizations.
Just as Ukraine rejected the market economy before
1991, the crediting is the new one for it and, for
some of our citizens, it is a shameful one. We need to
change this situation by changing the financial cul-
ture of the population.

To do this, it is necessary to investigate the first
manifestations of the emergence of credit relations,
which were called ‘moneylanding’in the Kievan Rus.

The state of the study of the historical and legal
aspects of the credit system in Ukraine is not suffi-
cient. In the Soviet Union, in view of the censorship
barriers the usury was viewed from ideological point
of view. Such prominent researchers of this period
as B.D. Grekov, B.0. Rybakov, P.P. Tolochko and
other Soviet scientists considered the usury as the
way of exploiting the people by the rich and saw a
class confrontation in it. We believe that today we
need to pay more attention to the study of this issue,
excluding the class approach.

The purpose of our work is to investigate the de-
velopment of usury relations in Kievan Rus. To do
this, we will analyze historical events related to bor-
rowing money including princely power, the state of
legal regulation of usury relations, and its impact on
the state policy of Kievan Rus.

From the Russo-Byzantine treaties we can see
that trade relations were actively developing in
Kievan Rus [1, p. 64-65, 6—10, 30—35]. The search
for new markets for their goods indicated an in-
crease in export trade. The cities were transformed
from tribal fortresses into administrative shopping
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centers. In turn, it indicates the active development
of domestic trade.

The rapid economical development of the medie-
val city needed opportunities to lend to the under-
takings of the Russes. This led to the emergence of
usurious relations. We learn about usury in Kievan
Rus from the uprising in Kiev that led to the legal
regulation of these relations.

The uprising began shortly after the death of
Grand Duke Svyatopolk Igorevich in 1113. The vic-
tims of the insurgency were the Jews, who were killed
and plundered by the people of Kiev. The reason for
such outrages was the fact that the Jews received
too much power and wealth during the rule of Svy-
atopolk. They overthrew merchants and artisans,
taking away their craft from Christians. They were
also accused of deceiving Christians in their faith.
But first of all, we are interested in the economic
aspects of this uprising. To solve this problem, the
Kiev boyars treated to Vladimir Monomakh, who as-
sembled a princely congress in Vydubychi. The con-
gress decision was to deport all Jews together with
their property from Kievan Rus[2, p. 146-147].

The Russes believed that it was the Jews who used
the money to ravage the people of Kiev. The fact that
the Jews did usury in Kievan Rus is not surprising,
because the church condemned usurious relations, be-
lieving that a Christian has no right to borrow interest
from another Christian. That is why it was the Jews
who were engaged in thisbusiness, since they were Jew-
ish, so they could give money at interest to Christians.

ButMonomakhdidnotprohibitusuryexpellingthe
Jews, but only facilitated the conditions for debt col-
lection. In turn, it means that the Russes were also en-
gaged in usury. Consequently, the church was unable
toinfluence the princely power by prohibiting usury.

Issues of usury were regulated by the Russ truth
[1, p. 126-128].

Art. 47 regulated the issue of debt repayment.
The witnesses who had to confirm the borrowing of
money play an important role in the return of mon-
ey. In addition, the money should be returned with a
supplement of three hryvnia.

Art. 48 regulated the lending of money to mer-
chants for wholesale and retail trade. This case reg-
ulates the case when for some reason there were no
witnesses in the contract. In this regard, the borrow-
er proves the validity of the contract by his own oath.
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Art. 49 settled the issue of letting the property
to be preserved and returned. This article describes
cases where a dispute arises as to the amount of
property that has been leased. The dispute is also re-
solved by oath.

Art. 50 contained provisions on interest rates on
usurious transactions.

Subsequent Article 51 regulated the monthly in-
terest rate and Article 52 concerned debt repayment.

Art. 53 regulated interest rates already under the
charter of Vladimir Vsevolodovich (Monomakh).

Art. 54 and 55 also solved the issue of debt repay-
ment [1, p. 127-128].

Rybakov B.A. researched this issue and so in-
terpreted the regulation of usury relations. If one
borrowed six hryvnias, he would have to pay three
percent of the hryvnia every year. Therefore, he
had to pay fifty percent of the loan per each year
until he paid the debt. And if the debtor could not
pay off the debt besides the interest, then the terms
of payment of the interest until repayment of the
debt were not limited.

Due to the amendments to the legislation,
Vladimir Monomakh set a deadline. For example,
six hryvnia debt was paid over three years at three
hryvnia percent. During this time, the debtor had
to pay an additional 3 hryvnias, ie 6 hryvnia of debt
and 3 hryvnias of “growth”. This innovation pro-
tected the debtors from “eternal debt” [3. P. 195].

So, it seems that Monomakh has decided to pro-
tect the underprivileged population of Kyiv from
moneylenders. This can be interpreted as the pop-
ulist actions of Volodymyr Monomakh, who fol-
lowed these steps to gain support in Kyiv among its
debt-stricken residents and thus to end the uprising.

But this situation can be considered in another
way. To do this, we need to find out why Yaropolk
allowed the Jews to lead and give them trade privi-
leges? What happened during this period in Kievan
Rus? Itis possible to analyze the events that preceded
the uprising and give us an answer to our question.

As soon as the Grand Duke of Svyatopolk began
to rule in 1093, the Polovtsian invasion took place.
It ended with the defeat of Svyatopolk Izyaslavovich,
Vladimir Vsevolodovich and the death of his brother
Rostislav. It should be noted that Svyatopolk was bro-
ken twice this year. The Polovtsians plundered many
villages, reached almost Kiev and took Torzhok.
Thus, in Kiev land, the prince lost the battle twice in
one year, which led to the destruction of the surround-
ing villages and the capture of Torzhok [4, p. 6-7].

In 1094, Oleg Svyatoslavovich expelled Vladimir
from Chernihiv, and his allies Polovtsians destroyed
the Chernihiv land. In the same year locusts came to
the n land and ate crops, which was not yet on such
scales, according to annals[5, p. 182-183; 2, p. 107].

In 1095 the Polovtsian khans Itlar and Kitan came
to Pereyaslav to demand a tribute from Vladimir.

As a result of the negotiations, the Russes cunning-
ly killed Itlar and Kiyat at the suggestion of Slavat,
who was a representative of Prince Svyatopolk. Then
Vladimir and Svyatopolk defeated the Polovtsians.
This year the Korsuns attacked and robbed Russian
ships. Therefore, the Russes organized a hike to Kor-
sun and won. At the same time, there was an attack
by the Polovtsians on Yuriev, whose inhabitants fled
to Kiev. And the Polovtsians devastated everything
there [4, p. 8-9].

Let’s look at the chronology of events by years.

1096. Svyatopolk and Vladimir’s war against
Oleg Svyatoslavovich. This conflict has led to the
destruction of many cities and villages. Izyaslav
Vladimirovich was killed. Prince Bonak of Polovt-
sians came and ruined the outskirts of Kiev. Even Pe-
cherskiyMonastery wasburneddown[2,p.110-112].

1097. Due to Vasylko’s blindness, Svyatopolk be-
comes in dispute with Vladimir Monomakh, David
and Oleg Svyatoslavovich [4, p. 12-14].

1098. Svyatopolk is at war with David for Cher-
ven Cities. This year Svyatopolk also fought with
Rostislavoviches, where he was defeated.

1099. The Russes defeated the Hungarians
thanks to the support of the Polovtsians.

1100. An earthquake occurred in Kievan Rus
[2, p.129-135].

1101. Yaroslav Yaropolchych who was Izyaslav’s
grandson, fought with his uncle Svyatopolk.

1103. There was a great march of Russes led by
Svyatopolk on Polovtsians. In this war, the Polovt-
sians lost twenty princes. The same year there was
a war with Mordva. Again locusts arrived in Russia
[4, p.19-20],[2, p. 137-139].

1104. The troops of Svyatopolk go to Glib Vse-
slavovich the Minsk [2, p. 139].

In the winter of 1105 Bonak, Prince of Polovt-
sians, came to Rus. In 1106 it was defeated by the
troops of Svyatopolk.

1107 Bonak came to Rus again. But Russes de-
feated him again.

1108. Floods occurred in the Dnieper, Desna and
Pripyat.

1109, 1110, 1111. There were hikes of the Rus-
sians to the Polovtsians. As a result of the military
campaign, the Polovtsians suffered considerable
losses [2, p. 140-142], [6, p. 1-2].

1112. The son of Svyatopolk marched the troops
against the Yotvingians[7, p. 4].

Thus, all the rule of Svyatopolk consisted of con-
stant wars with their relatives, repelling the raids
of the Polovtsians and organizing their actions of
revenge. In addition, the wars with neighbors con-
tinued. During this period, besides the military
losses, Rus suffered from natural disasters that
were detrimental to its economy. In fact, every year
the princely administration was forced to address
important issues, such as wars or the threat of fam-
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ine from the destruction of fields by Polovtsians and
locusts. It is clear that this required huge financial
resources. And, probably, Svyatopolk borrowed
money from the Jews, which is why he brought them
closer to himself and gave them preferences to settle
with them or delay the repayment period.

So, the prince of Kiev got into debt. His death
was not a reason for them not to be paid by his suc-
cessor. That is why Vladimir Monomakh was prob-
ably interested in holding Ostracism against them.
In fact, the expulsion of Jews from Rus is Vladimir
Monomakh’s refusal to pay them debts. He simply
drove them outside the state.

Quite interesting circumstances about lending
money by Russes to their prince took place during
the struggle for the princely table of Yaroslav and
Svyatopolk Vladimirovich.

Yaroslav expelled his brother Svyatopolk from
Kiev in 1016. The victory was not definitive and in
1018 Svyatopolk Vladimirovich, having received
support from his father-in-law Boleslaw together
with the Poles defeated Yaroslav. After the defeat,
Yaroslav retreated to Novgorod, which supported
the prince in his struggle for power, and decided to
flee to the Scandinavians.

The Novgorod people, fearing reprisals from Svy-
atopolk because they supported Yaroslav, decided to
fight further. To this end, they damaged the ships
on which the prince wanted to flee and forbade him
to flee. Novgorod people demanded the continuation
of the war from Yaroslav. The prince was motivat-
ed by the inability to wage war without his means.
The Novgorod people themselves raised funds from
different segments of the Novgorod population and
hired Scandinavians [4, p. 62].

According to Tatishchev, in 1018 the following
funds were raised. From the peasant were raised
four kunas, from the headman — 5 hryvnias, from
the boyars — 18 hryvnias[2, p. 71].

According to the Laurentian Chronicle, 4 kunas
were collected from the lord in 1018, 10 hryvnias —
from the headman and 18 hryvnias — from boyars
[8, p. 62].

Let’s find out the hryvnia value course by con-
verting it into kunas, nogats, rezans, veveritses.

The hryvnia, consisting of an appropriate num-
ber of coins, was called the hryvnia kun. The hryvnia
kun consisted of (50 g silver), it equals 25 kunas =
20 nogats = 50 rezans = 150 veveritses. The hryvnia
of silver had a weight of 204 grams and was equal to
almost four hryvnias kun [9, p. 52-53].

In our study, we aim to find out whether this mon-
ey was a gift, an interest-free loan, or yet an inter-
est-bearing loan. We have reason to believe that not
all the money was donated to the prince, but a loan
was made in his favor. According to the Laurentian
Chronicle, it is not stated that the prince was given
a loan, since it has no information that the prince re-

paid this money. This indicates that the money was
donated to the prince. But Tatishchev has data on
their return.

In 1019, Yaroslav went to Kiev and took his par-
ents table and became to reward soldiers after win-
ning. He gave the chief elders 50 hryvnias to the
chief elders, 1 hryvna to simple soldiers, and also
gifted Novgorod people[2, p. 72].

We believe that giving the prince money is not a
gift, but a return of debt. But not only Tatishchev
pointed it out, there are also the chronicles did.

The Nikon Chronicle indicates the following
information. In 1020 Yaroslav gave to the elders
10 hryvnas, to smerds — 2 hryvnas, to Novgorod
people — 10 hryvnas[10, p. 77].

According to the information received, the prince
took the money from Novgorod people, and later
gave it. So it’s not a gift, it’s a loan. Now let’s find
outifit was an interest-bearing or interest-free loan.

It is probable that the peasants indicated by Tat-
ishchev are smerds, which according to him, re-
ceived 1 hryvna. So, they gave 4 kunas and received
1 hryvnia (25 kunas). The prince knew 6.25 times
more than he took. But the Nikonov Chronicle indi-
cates that the smerds received 2 hryvnas (50) kunas,
which is 12.5 times more. Why are two different val-
ues given?

The answer is simple, it’s a year of giving out
money. In the first case, the money was given a year
later, namely in 1019 [2, C. 72]. And in the second
case, two years after the loan, in 1020 [10, p. 77].
So, if the percentage was the same, then you should
double the amount: 6.25 + 6.25 = 12.5. So we got the
amount we needed.

We assume that Yaroslav borrowed money but
could not give it in one year. Therefore, in 1019 he
returned one hryvnia for four kunas, and in the sec-
ond year in 1020 for the same four kunas he returned
two hryvnas. In one year the amount increased from
the borrowed 6.25 times. We consider the war as the
reason of the prince’s inability to pay the debt. As a
result of the war Svyatopolk took away all the money
that wasin the treasury, while escaping[8, p. 62-63].
Therefore, Yaroslav needed time to fill up the treas-
ury and repay the debt.

According to the Chronicle of Nikon, the prince
took ten hrivnas from the elders and returned them
ten hryvnas. So we have an interest-free loan. And
according to Tatishchev, the elders were given
5 hryvnas and received 50 hryvnas, which indicates
that they receive ten times more profit than they
borrowed. But Tatishchev pointed out the chief el-
ders. And these may not be exactly the elders who
gave b hryvnas. As for Novgorod people and bo-
yars, it does not indicate how much Novgorod peo-
ple paid and how much they returned to the boyars
[10, p. 76-77], [2, p. 71-72]. Therefore, we do not
take them into account in our study. We conclude
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that there was an interest loan of four kunas and an
interest loan of 10 hrynvas.

Why were the elders not given an interest loan?
They may have been one of those who advocated the
continuation of the war and initiated this process to-
gether with the boyars, and therefore did not have
the opportunity to take a percentage, since they were
interested in the victory of Prince Yaroslav. And the
boyars in general could give the prince their money,
as the most interested and wealthy population.

Let’s judge ourselves: Svyatopolk came to Novgo-
rod. Who would suffer the most? The elders and bo-
yars who would be released would suffer by putting
ones that are more faithful. In general, they could be
killed to take their property. It follows the principle
of justice, which is expressed in the one who suffers
more, pays more.

This example shows that the prince could bor-
row money from the inhabitants of his land. But is
this case isolated? Who else could the Prince borrow
money from? We find interesting the events of the
confrontation between Vladimir Svyatoslavovich
and his brother Yaropolk Svyatoslavovich.

In 972, the Russian prince Svyatopolk was killed
by Khan Kurya [11, p. 27]. Rus remained with his
three sons. Yaropolk, the eldest son, started reign-
ing by his father in Kyiv. Oleg was sent to reign in
the land of Drevlyan. And bastard Vladimir was sent
to Novgorod.

After the death of his father, as early as 975, a
conflict arose between his legitimate sons. The rea-
son for the confrontation was the murder of Lut, son
of Sveneld by Prince of Drevlian Oleg. The war ended
with the death of Oleg, who died in 977 [12, p. 22].
After Oleg’s death, Vladimir was scared for his life
and fled to the Varangians. Yaropolk sent his squad-
ron to Novgorod [13, p. 34].

In 980, Vladimir returned to Kievan Rus with the
Varangians and expelled Yaronpolk from the town of
Novgorod and declared war on him. Vladimir stated
that the cause of the war was his revenge to Yaropolk
for the death of his brother Oleg and for his own in-
sults[12, p. 22].

When Vladimir came under the walls of Kiev with
his numerous army, the faithful people of the Grand
Duke advised Yaropolk not to demand his army to be
idle outside the city walls, but to go out into the field
and open battle to defeat Vladimir. But the trai-
tor Blut from the immediate vicinity of Yaropolk
convinced the prince to sit behind the walls[2, p. 43].

Then Blut began to persuade Yaropolk that the
people of Kiev wanted to betray him and that he
should flee the city [11, p. 28].

According to chronicles, Yaropolk succumbed
to the provocation of Blut and left the city after re-
treating to the town of Rodnya. The people of Kiev,
who left without a prince, let Vladimir come into the
city. In Rodnya, at the negotiations which Blut of-

fered to conduct, on the orders of Vladimir Svyato-
slavovich, two Varangians were treacherously killed
Prince Yaropolk [12, p. 22; 14, p. 187-188].

This story is quite amazing. The exile prince
recruits the Varangians, gathers troops and cap-
tures Polotsk and Kiev, defeating Rogwold and
Yaropolk. Particularly interesting is the situation
in Kiev. The immediate surroundings betray Ya-
ropolk. We don’t think Blut was alone. Traitors
persuade the prince not to gather an army against
Vladimir, showing complete passivity in the at-
tack of the enemy. Thanks to their activities, the
army sieges and does not go out to fight in the field.
Later, the prince was taken out of Kiev. And as soon
as the prince leaves it, the Kiev people let the troops
of Vladimir comeintothecity, whichislike conspira-
cy andbetrayal. Prince Yaropolk’s treacherous mur-
derinthenegotiationsisthelogical end of thisstory.

War is not only the confrontation of warriors, but
also the confrontation of money. Where did Vladimir
get the money to hire Varangians and collect troops?
After all, for this purpose large funds were needed
to confront Rogwald and Yaropolk. The campaign
against Kyiv was won by the fifth column, I mean
by treason. What guided chief traitor Blut and
his associates? Perhaps the situation with the new
prince. But it is clear from the chronicles that Blut
enjoyed the incredible confidence of Yaropolk. Ana-
lyze Blut’s actions and the prince’s reaction. Blut
advises the prince not to gather troops. He argues
that his troops will move to the side of the Grand
Duke themselves, since Vladimir does not seem to be
using their support. And what really happened? The
enemy surrounds Kiev and does not intend to move
to the side of Yaropolk. Thus, the advice of Blut has
had catastrophic consequences. And what did the
prince punish him for, or possibly remove him from?
No, he listened to his next “genius” advice, namely:
to sit in Kiev on the walls without giving a general
fight to Vladimir. This, in turn, led to the loss of au-
thority in Yaropolk and the belief in his victory due
to inaction. Perhaps the prince would now at least
remove the advisor? No, he followed his advice: to
leave the capital. It worthed Kiev to Yaropolk. May-
be after that he ordered to execute Blut, or at least
drive away this advisor from himself? No, he obeyed
him and went to the negotiations. And it already
worthed the prince his life.

From this we can conclude that Blut enjoyed in-
credible, even irrational trust in Prince Yaropolk.
So, what exactly has Blut betrayed his prince in the
hope that he would have a similar place to Vladimir?
But who will trust a man who has so treacherously
betrayed his prince in their right mind?

Perhaps Blut betrayed the prince because he did
notbelieve in Yaropolk’s victory in the confrontation
with Vladimir. But if Blut did not do the blasting,
then Yaropolk would have more chances to emerge
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victorious than Vladimir. Only the actions of Blut
enabled Vladimir to emerge victorious from this war.

Why did Blut betray? We think he was bribed.
That is, Vladimir bribed his opponents and they be-
trayed their prince, but it is clear that the money
for this had to be very large. One thing is clear from
it. Vladimir had incredible financial resources and
these resources could not be his own ones. In gener-
al, no land could allocate such money. After all, the
richest was Kiev, where Yaropolk also was. Who did
Vladimir borrow this money from?

The answer to this question can be found in the
work of Nastyuk AA He assumed in his studies that
it was pagan priests of the Magi who sponsored
Prince Vladimir. The argument is that Yaropolk
was probably a Christian, since he was raised by a
Christian grandmother, Princess Olga. It is clear
that since the reign of Olga the Christianity has be-
come increasingly important in Kievan Rus. The de-
feat and death of the pagan Svyatoslav continued to
weaken the position of the pagans. That’s why they
borrowed money from Vladimir to fight Christiani-
ty. As soon as Vladimir took power in Rus, he began
to carry out religious pagan reform. This reform led
to a struggle among the Gentiles themselves, as only
a portion of the pagan gods were favored. And later
the prince Christianized the country. And he began
to persecute the pagans of the Magi [15, p. 34-37].
Perhaps the reason for the Christianization of was
the reluctance to repay the prince’s debts to the pa-
gans. From this it follows that the princes borrowed
money and in religious organizations.

Historically, money has been borrowed by both
ordinary powers and princes. In order to fight for
power, money was needed, and the princes borrowed
this money from those who were ready to give it. But
even when the prince came to power and took control
in his own hands, it was not a guarantee of his finan-
cial stability. The constant attacks of nomads and the
destruction of large territories, the war with foreign
powers, internecine strife, and even the common lo-
cust, devastated princely resources with incredible
power. In order to stabilize their financial situation,
the princes were forced to borrow money from those
who could provide them: religious organizations,
land assembly meetings, foreign minorities. Money
was taken by both princes and simple movements,
committing themselves to their return as a percent-
age. Useless relations were so widespread in Kievan
Rus that they were governed by Russian truth.

Debtors may not always be able to pay their cred-
itors money, so sometimes they go for the trick.
It could even lead to a change in religion to outlaw
the religious organization to which the money was
to be donated. The goals of the uprising were for
one purpose: to expel creditors from the country so
that they would not be paid anything. Incidentally,
the same was true in France, when King Philip VI

of the Valois Dynasty expelled the Lombards from
the country and refused to pay them back.

People’s dissatisfaction with moneylenders led
to changes in the regulation of usurious relations
in the n truth. These changes have more rigorously
controlled by the state these relations, not allowing
the moneylenders to abuse their position and receive
extra profits. Cash limits were set — how much could
be taken off the debtor. Extraordinary majestic cir-
cumstances were introduced that could enable the
debtor to repay the debt gradually.

In the paper, we calculated the interest rates paid
by Prince Yaroslav when borrowing from Novgorod.

In our study, we pointed out that not only the
common people but even the Grand Duke could have
a problem with debt repayment. And that the au-
thorities, too, could cover themselves with religious
reforms, the support of ordinary people of commerce
from strangers to usurers, aiming not so much to
help the people as not to pay their debts. As the case
with the Novgorod council shows, the princes paid
the debts only to those who needed support.

Thus, in Rus actively developed usurious rela-
tions. Even the princes borrowed as a percentage of
the money. The activity of development of usurious
relations is confirmed by the fact that they were
regulated by the Russian truth. But in 1113 many
borrowers collapsed due to harsh conditions, which
led to the uprising. It cannot be said that Jews were
the main problem of usury. After all, even when they
were expelled from Rus, the usurious relations did
not end. Only the debt relief has softened. This, in
turn, indicates that the economy of Russia was so
developed that a complete cessation of usury oper-
ations was no longer possible without grave conse-
quences for the economy of the state. The uprising is
more reminiscent of trying to ruin competitors than
ethnic conflict.
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Summary

Nastuyk A. A. Influence of usurious relations on the
development of Kievan Rus. — Article.

The purpose of our work is to study usury relations
and their impact on the development of Kievan Rus.

The source legal basis shows that in Kievan Rus the
usury was governed by princely legislation. Russian-Byz-
antine treaties emphasize the interest of the princely pow-
er in stable trade relations. In our opinion, namely, the
stimulation and support from the state to the traders ex-
plain the intensive development of trade relations in the
state, which, in turn, develop usurious relations, since
the creation of a credit system is a necessary element of
increasing trade operations.

We have analyzed the chronicles and found that the
foreigners (Jews), indigenous peoples (Russes), religious
organizations and councils were the borrowers. Our study
found that not only ordinary people, but also princely
power were credited.

In the paper, we considered the reasons for ensuring
the legal regulation of usurious relations through the in-
troduction of new articles in the Russian truth during the
reign of Vladimir Monomakh in Kiev.

During the study, we concluded that the subjects of
usurious relations were not only ordinary people and bo-
yars who took money out at interest, but also princes did.

We found that the princes borrowed money from reli-
gious organizations, congregations, and Jews. We found
out that owing to debts, the princes were forced to make
concessions to creditors. This led to a change of policy in
the state. Our study found that the princes did not always
want to be responsible for their debt obligations. The
princes’ reluctance to repay debts prompted them to break
and violate credit conditions, even to amend legislation.

The victims of usurious relations were not only
the princes but also the people of Kiev. The uprising of
1113 was the result of harsh conditions for repayment of
debt interest rates. The expulsion of the Jews is a clear
indication that the authorities in Kievan Rus fought not
with usury, but with foreign residents who could inter-
fere with the internal affairs of Kievan Rus through their
debts. The influence of the prince administration on the
personal system in the interests of his social group caused
a revolt, as it happened after the death of Svyatopolk II.
If the purpose of power was to fight against usury, in Rus-

sian truth it would be forbidden. After the expulsion of
the Jews, the authorities softened the conditions for bor-
rowing money. In turn, it indicates that not only Jews but
also Russes were engaged in usury. Thus, the expulsion
of the Jews was a factor in the competition for usurious
cash flows.

We concluded that the level of economic development
of Kievan Rus was closely linked to usurious relations.

Key words: Kievan Rus, moneylenders, Council,
kunas, nogats, rezanas, maguses.

AHoranis

Hacmiox A. A. B 1MXBapchKHX BiTHOCHH Ha po3-
BuToK Kniscobkoi Pyci. — Crarrs.

Meroro Haimoi pobOTH € AOCHiMKEHHS IUXBAPChKUX
BiZiHOCHH Ta iX BILIUB Ha po3BuTOK KuiBchkoi Pyci.

I:xepesbHa 3aKOHOJaBUYa 0asa BKa3ye Ha Te, IO JIH-
xBapctBo B KwuiBcbKili Pyci peryniioBamoch KHSKHM
3aKOHOJABCTBOM. PyChbKO-Bi3aHTiMCBbKi JOTOBOpPH aKIleH-
TYIOTh YBary Ha 3alliKaBJeHOCTI KHABIBCHKOI BIALU ¥ CTA-
0impHMX TOpriBesbHHX 3B a3Kax. CaMe CTHMYyIANid Ta
TigTpUMEKa 3 OOKY JepiKaBy TOPriBIIiB, HA HAIIY AYMKY, i
MTOSAICHIOE iIHTEHCUBHUYU PO3BUTOK TOPIiBEJbHUX BiHOCHH
y Iep:KaBi, AKi CBOEIO UePI'ol0 PO3BUBAIOTh INXBAPCHKI Bifl-
HOCHHU, OCK1IbKY CTBOPEHHSA CUCTEMU KPEAUTYBAHb € HE00-
XiTHUM eJleMeHTOM 30iMbITeHHA TOPTiBeJbHUX OIepalriii.

Mu mpoanajisyBaau JiTONMHCHI A:Kepesa i BUABUIM,
III0 TO3UYATBHUKAMY KOINTiB Oyau iHo3eMmIii (eBpei), Ko-
pimHi sureni (pycu), pemiriiini opraunisamnii ta Biue. Harre
JOCTiIPKeHHS BUABUJIO Te, 110 KPEAUTYBAMUCA HE TiIbKU
TIPOCTi pycH, aie it KHA3iBChbKa BJIaja.

¥ po6oTi MU POSTVIAHYJIN MPUYUHY 3a6e3MeUeHH IIpa-
BOBOI peryJdAIlii JUXBapChbKMUX BiTHOCHH Yepe3 BHECEHHS
HOBUX cTaTTei y PycbKy mpaBay mij uac npapiinasa B Kue-
Bi Bonozumupa Monomaxa.

Ilixg wac mocmimKeHHA MU TIHILIN JYMKH, IO Cy0 €K-
TaMH JMXBAapChKUX BiIHOCHH OyJIu He TLIBKU IPOCTi pycu
ta 60ApH, AKi Opau rpoi mif BifCOTOK, aje i KHA3i.

Mu BUABMIN, 110 KHA31 MO3MYAIN I'POIIIi B peIiriiHuX
opramisaiisx, BiueBux 3i0paHHaxX Ta y €BpeiB. Mu 3’sicyBa-
JIM, 1170 Yepe3 60pru KHA31 0yJIu 3My1IeH] HTH Ha TOCTYIKI
KpenuropaM. Ile mpusBoAMIO IO 3MiHM TMOMITUKHU B A€p-
skaBi. Hame qocaimxeHHA BUABMIIO, 10 He 3aBKIU KHABL
XOTLIM HECTH BiAHOBiJAJIBHICTD IIOZ0 CBOIX OOPTOBUX 30-
0oB’s13aHb. Hebaxxauusa KHABIB BiggaBaTy 60PIH CIIOHYKA-
JI0 iX 10 POBipBaHHS Ta MOPYIIEHHS YMOB KPeAUTYBaHHA,
HaBiTh 710 BHECEHHS 3MiH V 3aKOHOIAaBCTBO.

HKeprBaMu TMXBapCbKUX BiMHOCHH CTABaJId HE Tilb-
KM KHaA31 ame Tako:x i kuanu. [loBcramua 1113 pory
CTaJ0 PE3YJIBTATOM JKOPCTKMX YMOB IOAO IIOTAIIEHHSA
MIPOIIEHTHUX CTABOK Oopry. Buruanus eBpeis € AcKpaBUM
cBiqueHHAM TOrO, 110 Baaka B Kuiscekiit Pyci Goponacs
He 3 JUXBAapCTBOM, a 3 iHO3eMHUMM Pe3uAeHTaMu, AKi
3aBIAKY 6OpraM MOTJIY BTPYUYATHCh Y BHYTPIIIHI cIIpaBu
Kuiscbkoi Pyci. Bt Ha KagpoBy cucTeMy agMiHicTpa-
il KHA3A B iHTepecax CBOei couLiasbHOI I'PYIU CIPUYU-
HaB OYHT, 4K 1ie cTajocsd mo cMepTi Cearomoaka II. Axbu
mijio Biaau OyJa 6oporsba i3 TUXBAPCTBOM, TO B Pych-
Kiit mpaBai BoHO 6yJio 6 3a6oponere. Ilicia BurHaHusA €B-
peiB BiIajga mom’AKIINWIA YMOBY OTPHMAHHS B 0OPT T'po-
meit. Ile cBO€0 Uepromo BKas3ye Ha Te, IO JUXBAPCTBOM
3afiMaJich He TiIBKHU €Bpel, aje i i pycu. OT:Ke, BUTHAH-
HS €BpeiB 0yJ10 (aKTOPOM KOHKYPEHTHOI 00pOTHOH 3a JIK-
XBapChKi IPOIIOBI TOTOKH.

Mu piffimnnuy [yMKH, 0 PiBeHb €eKOHOMIYHOTO PO3BUT-
ry Kuiscskoi Pyci 6yB TicHO 0B’ S3aHMi 3 TUXBAPCHKUMUI
BigHOCHMHAMMU.

Kawuosi crosa: Kuiscbka Pych, muxBapi, Biue, KyHH,
HOTATH, Pe3aHu, BOJIXBH.



