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The Ottoman Crimea in the Sixteenth Century

ALAN FISHER

In the lastcenturya greatdeal hasbeenwritten about the Crimea,the
CrimeanKhanate,andthe Tatarswho lived there.Especiallysincetheir
deportationin 1944andthesubsequentassignmentof theCrimeanpenin
sula to the Ukrainian SSR, the numberof publicationsrelatedto the
Crimeaand theTatarshasincreased.’Quantity in this case,however,has
not brought about improved quality, and our knowledge about the
Crimea hasnot markedlygained.

For Sovietwriters andsome Westernscholarsthe Tatar population
of the Crimeahasbeeneliminatedin all but a very negativesense.Until
the Crimea’s annexation,they tell us, the peninsulaharboredonly ban
dits, slave traders,and northernOttomanTurkish outpostsagainstthe
Slavic stateson its borders.After thebeginningof the nineteenthcentury,
the "rightful" ownersof Crimeanlands regainedcontrol. Eventually, in
1944, the last of the "bandits" were removed.2

During the threecenturiesbefore its annexationin 1783, the Crimean
peninsulaharboredthe CrimeanTatar Khanate,a "pre-feudal"statein
corporatingholdoversfrom the Tatar-Mongolhordes.The khanatewas
aninstrumentof OttomanTurkish aggressionagainstSlavic populations
in Poland, the Ukraine, and Muscovite Russia. It wasa place where
Polish, Ukrainian,andMuscovitecaptivesweresold asslaves.The city of
Kefe Kaffa is representedin thesamewaythat M. Litvin describedit in
the sixteenthcentury, as "the monsterwhich drinks our blood."3

Suchgeneralizations,andtherevulsiontowardsa peoplethat resulted
from them,haveled scholarsto avoid asking someimportantquestions

I For a bibliographyof works on thesesubjects, see A. W. Fisher, The Crimean
Tatars Stanford, 1978, pp. 231-55.

2 See, for example,P. N. Nadinskii, Ocherkipoistorii Krvma, vol. 1 Symferopil’,
1951,and vol. 2Symferopil’, 1957;1. Chirva,Ocherkipoistorii Krvmavol. 3Sym-
feropil’, 1964, and vol. 4 Symferopil’, 1967; and V. Al’tman, "Sessiia p0 istorii
Kryma," Voprosv istorii, 1948, no. 2, pp. 179-84,for expositionsof these views.

"Izvlechenieiz sochineniiaMikhaila Litvina, 1550g.," in Memuaryotnosiashchiesia
k istorii Iuzhnoi Rusi, vol. 1 Kiev, 1890, pp. 4-38.
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aboutthis region. Yet answeringthesequestionscould well yield impor
tant new information not only about the Crimea,but also about East
Europeanhistory in general.For example,we know very little aboutthe
khanateitself, its relationswith the Ottomans,its degreeof sovereignty,
or the internal functioning of its society or government.4

Thefollowing questionsmust be answeredto understandthe historyof
the Crimea: 1 What wasthe role of the Ottomangovernmentthereand
how was it established?2 What lands did the Ottomanscontrol and
what relationshipdid theselandshaveto thosecontrolled by the Tatars?
3 What wasthenatureof theCrimeaneconomyin bothits Ottomanand
Tatarportions,andwhatwerethe connectionsbetweenthetwo?4 In its
"specialrelationship"with the Giraydynasty,how did the Ottomangov
ernmentview its own portionof the Crimeanpeninsula,thatbelongingto
the Tatars,and the Crimea as a whole?5 What officials did the Otto
mans maintain in the Crimea,and what were their responsibilities?6
How did relationsbetweentheOttomansandPoland,Muscovy,and the
Ukraine involve the Crimea?

Since none of thesequestionshas been answeredsatisfactorily,and
mosthavenot evenbeenposedin historicalliterature,factual knowledge
aboutthe Crimeanpeninsulaandits TatarandOttoman districts is at a
very primitive stage. In fact, we do not know for certain where the
boundarybetweenthe two districts lay, nor how it wasestablishedand
changedover time. An enormousconfusionexists about the Ottoman
"control" of the Crimea and the khanate.Kefe is often spokenof as a
TatarratherthanOttomancity; the slavemarketsare usuallyconsidered
part of the CrimeanTatar ratherthan Ottoman economy. Indeed, at
sometimes theTatarsaredescribedasvassalsandat others,assubjectsof
theOttomansultans:whichdescriptionmore closelyapproximatesreality?
Werethe TatarsOttomansubjects,or did they possessthe city of Kefe?5

The actual conquestof the southernshoresof the Crimeaby Sultan

MehmedII Fatih in 1475,and the subsequentestablishmentof relations
betweenthe Ottomansand the CrimeanTatarGirays 1475-1478were

B. Keilner-Heinkele,Aus den AufzeichnungendesSaidGiray Sultan Freiburg,
1975, givesvaluableinformation aboutthe innerstructureof theruling dynastyin the
mid-eighteenthcentury.Therecentpublicationof documentsfrom TopkapiSarayion
Ottoman-Tatarrelationsis an importantcontribution to this subject:A. Bennigsenet
al., Le Khanatde C,iméedanslesArchivesdu Muséedu Palais de TopkapiParisand
The Hague, 1978.

The introduction to Bennigsen,Le Khanat, is the bestintroduction to theserela
tions in print.
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well sortedout and presentedby Halil Inalcik some time ago.6But the
Ottomans’organizationof the Crimeaas an administrativeunit and the
stepstakento establishOttomansovereigntyin the realmsof administra
tion, law, finance,and the military are still undetermined.A good deal
moreresearchin Ottomanarchivesis requiredbeforesuchproblemscan
be resolved.

Certain preliminarysteps,however,may be takennow. In a studyin
progressof which this essayis apart I try to discernthesocial andeco
nomicnatureof theOttomanportionof the Crimeaduring themiddleof
the sixteenthcentury,that is, during thereign of Sultan SuleymanI. This
is a prerequisite,I believe,to ascertainingthe role of the Ottomansin the
Crimea,their relationswith theTatars,andthefunctions of theOttoman
Crimeawithin EasternEuropeand the steppein general.

Suchastudyrequirestheuseof newanddifferent historicalsources,for
thoseusedby historiansto datehavebeeninadequatein bothnumberand

kind. For instance,almostno valuableinformation on the Crimeacanbe
found in the Polishor Muscovitechronicles.Moresurprisingis thatOtto
man and Crimeanchroniclesgive few hints aboutOttoman rule in the
Crimeafrom eitheran administrativeor economicperspective,although
they do containsomedataon military activities.7But noneof thechron
icles give any information about the Crimea’s actual role-political,
economic,or evenmilitary-in largerOttoman policies.

Relationsbetweenthe Ottomangovernmentand theCrimeanKhanate
will surely be studiedin the coming years, most likely by the team of
scholarsheadedby A. Bennigsen.A fairly thoroughanalysisof theserela
tionscan, it seems,bedonefromthedocumentsthatsurvive; however,the
khanate’sown archives,last studiedby F. Lashkovat theendof thenine
teenthcentury,arecompletelyout of circulationsomewherein theUSSR
or havedisappeared.8

6 H. Inalcik, "Yeni VesikalaraGoreKirim Hanliginin OsmanliTabiligineGirmesi ye
AhidnameMeselesi,"Belleten 8 [31] 1944: 185-229.

See,for example,V. D. Smirnov, Krvmskoekhanstvopod verkhovenstvomOto
manskoiportydo nachalaXVIII veka St. Petersburg,1887, who thoroughlymined
both Ottomanand Tatarchronicles.Publishededitionsof someof theTatarchronicles
include: A. Zajczkowski, ed., La chroniquedessteppeskiptchak: Tevarih-i Des’t-i
Qipéak Warsaw,1966; 0. Górka andZ. Wójcik, eds.,Kirimli Haci MehmedSenai,
Hisloria Chana Islam Gereja III Warsaw, 1971; SeiidMukhammedRiza, Assebo
Sseiiar’ili Sem’Planet’Kazan, 1832; and0. Gokbilgin, ed., Tarih-i Sahib GiravHan
Ankara, 1973.
8 F. F. Lashkov, "Arkhivnyie dannyieo beilikakhv Krymskom khanstve,"Arkheo
logicheskiis’ezd:Trudy 6, no. 41889: 96-110;idem, Pamiatnikidiplomaticheskikh
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Fortunatelyfor the studyof the Ottoman Crimea,thousandsof large
registersandindividual documentshavebeenpreservedin thearchivesof
Istanbul. In additionto thoseregistersdealingwith Ottoman policy in
generalthe Muhimmedefters,or minutesof theImperialCouncil,there
are morethan 700 registerscontaininginformation aboutfinancialand
administrativeaffairs in the Crimea.Theseinclude registersof endowed
piousfoundations;registerslisting tax liabilities, payments,andarrears;
registerscontainingcopiesof orders,patents,privileges,andordinances
sent to various officials in Kefe province; lists of tax farmsandrevenues
anticipatedfrom them; bookkeepingaccountsandday-booksof current
financial transactions;recordsof military expenses,etc.9 The registers
contain information crucial to an understandingof the Ottomanrole in
the Crimea,andtheirstudyshouldculminatein arewritingof the region’s
history.

The mostvaluable Ottoman sourceson the Crimea for this period,
however,aretwo censusestakenof the Ottomanprovincein thefirst half
of the sixteenthcentury.The first, from ca. 1529, is a "detailed"census,
listing all headsof householdgroupedaccordingto quartersin a city or by
villages in the various districts. It also details the tax liabilities for each
groupaccordingto goodsproducedor servicesperformed.’°The second
census, from ca. 1545, is a "summary" census,listing only totals of
heads of households,without individual names, for each quarter or
village. Their tax liabilities are given as totals, without itemization.’’
Both censusescontain local "law codes"kanun namesspecifying tax

snosheniiKrymskogokhanstvas moskovskimgosudarstvomv XVI i XVII vv. Sym
feropil’, 1891; idem, "Sbornik dokumentovp0 istorii krymsko-tatarskogozemlev
ladeniia," Izvestiia Tavricheskoiuchennoiarkhivnoi kommissii 26 1897: 24-154.

I have publisheda guide to thoseregistersdealingwith the Crimea in "Ottoman
Sourcesfor a Study of Kefe Vilayet: The MaliyedenMüdevverFondin theBabakan
lik Arivi in Istanbul," Cahiers du monde russe et soviétique 19, no. 1/2 1978:
191-205.
10 Istanbul, BabakanlikArivi, Tapu ye Tahrir hereafterT. ye T. defterno. 370.
Two recentstudies examinesomeaspectsof Ottomanadministrationin the Crimea.
MihneaBerindeiand Gilles Veinstein,"La presenceottomaneausudde Ia Criméeet en
Mer d’Azov dans Ia premiere moitié du XVIe siècle," Cahiers du monde russeet
soviétique 20, no. 3/4 1979: 389-465; and I. Beldiceanu-Steinherr,M. Berindei,
G. Veinstein,"La Criméeottomaneet l’institution du timar," Anna/i 39 1979: 523-
562. A third study hasjust appeared:G. Veinstein,"La populationdu suddelaCrimée
au debutde Ia dominationottomane,"in Mélangesenhonneurde O. L. Barkan Aix
en-Provence,1980.

Istanbul, BabakanlikArivi, T. ye I. defter no. 214.
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ratesapplicablein theprovinceof Kefe for the period of thecensus.’2

In both censuses,following normal Ottoman practice, the religious

communitiesto which individuals belongedare identified, and in the
"detailed" census,the marital statusof the headsof householdis also
given, i.e., married,bachelor,and, for the non-Muslims,widowed. It is
thus possible,oncea decisionaboutthe "average"size of householdsis
made, to estimatethe total populationof eachquarterand village, the
total populationof Muslims andnon-Muslims,and the directionof any
populationchange.

The "law codes"for the provinceprovide us with much information
about theeconomiclife of Kefe andthetownsdependentupon it. Wesee
that, far from dependingsolelyuponthe slavetrade,theprovinceof Kefe
enjoyed a relativelynormaleconomiclife for the time. All sortsof agri
cultural produce,fish andmeat,small artisanindustries,as well as slave
trading, constitutedthe major portion of the Kefe economy.Also, the
economyof the regionwascloselydependenton neighboringlandsto the
north and the Ottoman centerin the south.’3

But the Kanunnamesgive only economicexpectationsfrom tax rates
levied on varioustypesof activity. In ordertomakesenseof thisdata,one
needsto know how much productionactually took place.The censuses
themselvesprovide this information. First, they give the taxesin akces
levied on theprovinceas a whole seeappendix1, p. 143.Onenotesthat
the tax on thepurchaseandsaleof slavesamountsto 650,000akcesfor the
year, or about 24 percentof the total of 2,759,499akceslevied on the
province for all activities. Other port-relatedactivities exports and
imports accountfor 1,365,000akces,or 50 percent.

All of thesetaxeswerelevied primarily on commerceandweredistin
guishedfrom the taxeson the individual population.The censusfor ca.
1529 indicates that the taxes on the population of the city of Kefe
amountedto 71,111 akces,thebulk of whichwasthe52,000akcesof the
capitation tax levied on non-Muslim headsof householdsispence.

2 The Kanun name from T. ye T. no. 214is publishedandanalyzedby M. Berindei
and G. Veinstein,"Règlementsde Suleyman concernantle liva de Kefe," Cahiersdu
monderusseet soviétique 16 1975: 57-104.

3 Excellentdescriptionsof theeconomy,asevidencedin the Kanunnames,arepro
vided in Berindeiand Veinstein,"Règlements,"and in M. Berindeiand G. Veinstein,
"La Tana-Azaqde la presenceItaliennea l’emprise Ottomanefin XIIle_milieu XVIC
siècle," Turcica 8, no. 2 1976: 110-201.
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Tithes on the productionof variousgrainsconstitutedtheprimarysource
of revenuefrom all of the otherCrimeancities and townsinbothcensuses.
It is interestingto note that the tithe on grapejuice productionfor both
orbet andwine in the city of Sogudakwas morethan 50 percentof the
taxeson that city. Thesedatashow thatall of theCrimeantownspartici

pated in the very diverseeconomy, producingall sorts of agricultural

goods.
A final type of information containedin the censuses,andperhapsthe

most interesting,is thatof thesizeandshapeof the province’spopulation.
In addition, from their dataonecan identify with relative certaintythe
boundariesbetweenthe Ottoman provinceand the Tatar khanate.It is
unusual to find two Ottoman censusesfrom periods of time so close
together;normally they were conductedonly every thirty years.Perhaps

Ottoman officials had noteda changein the populationwhich effected
tax revenues,and the censuseswereheld to determinewhat new human
resourcescould be taxed.

Forour purposes,five pointsaboutthe populationdatain thecensuses
are relevant. First, between1529 and 1545 the total populationof the
provincegrewby approximately11 percent.Thisrise was in line withthat
experiencedelsewherein the OttomanEmpire, andwith a generalpopu
lation increasein the entire Mediterraneanworld in the first half of the
sixteenth century.4 Not all sections of the provinceexperiencedthis
increase,however.The city of Kefe, which grew by 12 percent,accounted
for morethanhalf of the total increase.The cities to the west of Kefe all
declined:Soudakby 15 percent,Mankupby 45 percent,Baliklaguby 13
percent,and Inkirman by 6 percent.Villagesin thedistrict of Sogudak,on
the other hand,increasedby 5 percent,whereasvillages in Mankupdis
trict declinedby 9 percent seeappendix2, pp. 146-67.Onecanthus
assumethat the populationwasmovinggraduallyeastward,towardsthe
province’s capital and into the capital itself.

Secondly,it is clear that therewasa very large increasein thepopula
tion of the districts to the eastof Kefe: Ker Kerch grew by 86 percent,
Taman’ by 732 percent,andAzak by 70 percent.The provincehadbeen
conqueredonly sixty years before the first of thesecensuseswascon
ducted,andit seemsapparentthat the threeeasterndistrictswere late in
being populatedby the Ottomans.Ker andTaman’ hadbeenonly small

14 See F. Braudel, The Mediterraneanand the Mediterranean World, 2 vols. New
York, 1973, for evidenceof the generalrise.
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villages prior to the conquest,while Azak gained importancewhen it
becamethe northeasternoutpostof Ottoman rule againstMuscovy.

Thirdly, as the populationgrew its religious makeupchanged.The
rapid rise in Muslims+89percent,alongwith declinesin GreekOrtho
dox Christians-6 percent,ArmenianChristians-21 percent,and
Jews-11 percent,raisesinterestingquestionsaboutOttomanreligious
policy. In thefirst yearsafterthe Ottomanconquestthereis evidenceof a
consciousOttomanpolicy of populationadministration-encouragement
of Muslim movementto the Crimeaand the transportof CrimeanChris
tianssouthwardandparticularly to Istanbul-butin the secondquarter
of thesixteenthcenturythis wasno longertrue. All theavailableevidence
indicatesthat the Muslim populationwas risingat a muchfasterratethan
thatof thenon-Muslimsduringtheentiresixteenthcenturyand through
out the empire.

Many Ottomanhistoriansnow believethatthis changeoccurredthrough
a policy of religious conversion,notactualmovementof population.An
excellentstudyof the city of Trabzonfor thesameperiodshowshow the
processof conversionto Islam worked.’5As there is no indication of a
policy of forcedconversionin fact, in thesixteenthcenturytheOttomans
found conversionto Islam aninconveniencebecauseMuslims paidfewer
and lighter taxesthandid non-Muslims,onecanpresumethateconomic
and social pressurescombinedto makeconversionattractive.

Fourth, theOttomancensusesidentify theUkrainianinhabitantscalled
Rusyan in Ottomanthat were subjectto the sultan,andthussubject to
Ottoman taxation. In 1529,approximately170 Ukrainianslived in Kefe
and 105 in Azak. By 1545 thesenumbersdroppedto approximately147 in
Kefe and none in Azak. Since none of the Ukrainiansare identified by
placeof origin in thecensuses,it is likely that theywere all from families
living in Kefe and Azak at the time of the Ottoman conquestin the late
fifteenthcentury. ThoseJewswho recentlyemigratedinto theprovince
from outsidethe empire are identified-as Efrenciyan, from Western
Europe,or as cerkess,from Circassia.

Finally, in the"detailed"censusof 1529,slavesownedby non-Muslims
are listed undereachquarterand village. Their numberswere not large,
but of interestis thatall threemajornon-Muslimcategoriesownedslaves,
most of them residing in Soudakand Kefe. Slaves ownedby Muslims

15 HeathLowry, "The Ottoman Tahrir Deftersas aSourcefor UrbanDemographic
History: The Case Study of Trabzonca. 1486-1583"Ph.D. diss., University of
California at Los Angeles,1977.
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werenot includedin thecensusbecausetheywerenottaxable.About half

of the slavesare identified as Rus’ Ukrainian or Moskoflu Russian,

andthe other half as Circassian.’6

The censusesshow that the Ottoman Crimea wasadministeredas a
normalOttomanprovince.While the slavetradewas importantanddid
provide substantialrevenuefor the Ottomans,otherforms of economic
activity appearto havebeenmoresignificant from a tax perspective.The
provincewas largerthanhasbeensuspected,and includedtownsandvil
lageswell north of thecoastalmountains,particularlyin thewest.Indeed,
as the map shows,Ottomansadministeredvillagesvery closeto theTatar
capital of BahcesarayBaxysaraj. The populationwas heavily non-
Muslim, exceptin Kefe city. But during the periodsof the two censuses,
Muslimsgainedconsiderableground,sothat by mid-centurytheyconsti
tuted approximately35 percentof the total populationin Ca. 1529 they
madeup only 20 percent.

Beforea moredetailedpictureof Kefeprovincecanbepresented,many
moreof theOttomanregistersfor the provinceneedto be examined.For
example, the natureof the Ottoman administrationthere,the officials
and their responsibilities,remains obscure.Relationswith the Tatars
north of the frontierarealso unclear;for the investigationof this subject,
onecanonly hopethat thekhanate’sarchiveswill reappear.Whatis clear
already,however,is thatour overly simplisticnotionsof thenatureof the
CrimeaeitherasaTatar"nest" or as simply anOttomanmilitary outpost
mustbe revised.

Michigan State University

6 This is in line with theorigin of mostslavessold in Kefe. Seemy article, "The Sale
of Slavesin the Ottoman Empire: Markets and State Taxes on Slave Sales,Some
PreliminaryConsiderations,"BoEazici UniversitesiDergisi 6 1978: 149-74.
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I. From the Censusof 1529 T. ye T. 370

A. Taxeslevied on theentire provinceand let out as tax farms
mukataa

I. fines, bride tax, fees for muhtesib*of marketsand guilds,
miscellaneoustaxes

2. bride tax on thequarter of the city of Kefe called
kale-ihakk

3. customstax at the port of Kefe city
4. import tax on wine in Kefe and Ker cities
5. fees levied in thegrand bazaarin Kefe
6. tax on slavepurchasesand sales
7. taxeson guilds, miscellaneousfines and fees,tax on

bazaarshops
8. tax on importsthroughthe "Tatar Gate"
9. tax on marketsalesof beefin the Kefe bazaar

10. tax on cakma beatenmetal?in Kefe
11. tax on saleof cloth in Kefe Tuta-i hamr?
12. tax on measuringandweighingcloth in themarketin Kefe
13. taxes andfees for the public scalesin Kefe
14. taxes andfees on the"Bahane,"marketfor the saleof

sheepheads
15. tax on the fees of hawkersin the Kefe markets
16. fees for the marketinspectorsof Kefe
17. tax farm on non-Muslimheadtax for Kefe
18. tax on wine entering port of Kefe
19. confiscationof testamentaryestateswithout heirs, and

taxes on escapedslaves
20. tax from rentsof shopsin Kefe
21. income from fees of markethawkers
22. miscellaneousfees
23. tax farm on rentalsof governmentpropertyin Kefe
24. tax farm on headtax levied on Christian Circassians

living in Otuzlu 3,000
25. tax farm on the kale-i hakk 20,000
26. tax farm on fishermen 100,000
27. taxes on roaduse 2,999

Totals 2,759,499

* superintendentof police who haschargeof examiningweights, measures,provi
sions, etc.

APPENDIX 1

Tax Assessments

akces

58,000

24,000
620,000
280,000
300,000
650,000

100,000
150,000
10,000
7,000

100,000
10,000
5,000

17,000
40,000

60,000
7,000

15,000

50,000
120,000

4,000
5,000
1,500
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B. Taxes on the populationof the city of Kefe

1. headtax on non-Muslims 52,775
2. police fees ihtisab 5,450
3. tithes on various grains 3,600
4. vineyardsin Muslim hands 600
5. vegetablegardensand orchards 270
6. tax on sheep 3,377
7. mills 1,292
8. fines, inheritancefees,etc. 2,412
9. fees collectedby kadi, kethuda,aga-iazeb 1,405

Totals 71,111

C. Taxeson the population of the city of Sogudak

1. headtax on non-Muslims 7,725
2. policefees 275
3. tithes on various grains 31,878
4. vegetablegardensand orchards 825
5. tax on sheep 2,190
6. tax on swine,hay,and flax 3,043
7. mills . 512
8. taxes on marriages,firewood and occasionaltaxes

bad-i hava 3,500
9. vineyardsin Muslim lands 3,798

10. marketdues 1,000
11. tax on falcon nestsandwasteland 600

Totals 55,346

D. Taxeson the populationof the city of Mankup
1. headtax on non-Muslims 3,375
2. taxeson fermentedbeverages 1,110
3. titheson variousgrains 1,200
4. tax on flax, hives, hay, fruit, etc. 950
5. marketdues andvegetablegardentax 270
6. tax on wine 150
7. sheeptax 25
8. vineyardsin Muslim hands 7
9. fines, bride tax 768

10. taxeson bathhouses 120

Totals 7,975

E. Taxeson the populationof the city of Baliklagu
I. headtax on non-Muslims 3,925
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2. tithes on grains 460
3. taxes on fermentedbeverages 2,700
4. tax on flax, fruit, etc. 315
5. sheeptax 1,000
6. fines, bride tax 1,250
7. marketduesandtaxes 1,000
8. vineyardsin Muslim hands 388

Totals 11,038

F. Taxeson thepopulation of the city of Inkirman
I. headtax on non-Muslims 5,325
2. tithes on grains 10,755
3. tax on fermentedbeverages 8,400
4. vineyardsin Muslim hands 666
5. tax on flax, hives, vegetablegardens 2,106
6. sheeptax 2,240
7. tax on openfields 50
8. marketdues 500
9. fines, bride tax 1,564

Totals 31,606

G. Taxeson the city anddistrict of Ker 70,000
H. Taxeson the city anddistrict of Taman 95,000
I. Taxes on thecity and district of Azak inns and shops 23,155

J. Income from the statefish monopoly in Azak 250,000
K. Taxeson importsandexportsin Azak 80,000

II. From the Censusof 1545 T. ye T. 214
akces

A. Taxes on the populationof the city of Sogudak
I. headtax on non-Muslims 7,725
2. tithe on wheat 600
3. tithe on barley 80
4. tithe on grapejuice 23,960
5. vineyardsin non-Muslim hands 50
6. orchards 458
7. tax on hives 190
8. tax on swine 175
9. tax on flax 1,900

10. tax on hillsides 900
11. sheeptax 1,900
12. tax on mills 812
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13. vineyardsin Muslim hands 3,990
14. tax on openfields 291

Totals 43,031

B. Taxesfrom villages in the district of Sogudak

village 79 80 81 82 83 84 85 86 87 88

headtax 220 550 375 1000 175 450 300 1750 850 1825

wheat 49 29 60 300 150 349 177 324 259 262
barley 12 3 3 24 40 49 20 52 40 20
grapejuice 49 126 230 240 780 267 1790 2577 1405
vegetables 32 2 50 4 3 62
hives 2 2 177 53 367 64
çjfi-tax on Mus

lim farmers 20 24 49 24
mills 32 21 11 64
vineyards

Muslim 240 89 32 50 160 260 251
landless 25 114 120 50 64 290 152 191 357
sheep 37 2240 450 360 509 853 743
orchards 6 12 30 3 1 63 141 49

vineyards
non-Muslim 73 5 2 12 17 50

flax 50 91 382 727 78 32
swine 91 5 4 39 9
hillsides 11 25 506
openfields 4 27

APPENDIX 2
Population

I. From the Censusof 1529 T. ye T. 370
A. City anddistrictof Kefe Muslims Hane MOc. Bive Total

a. section of city of Kefe called
FrenkHisar

1. quarterof small mosqueof
BozucaReis 10 4 50

2. quarterof small mosqueof
Hace canak 20 10 - 100

3. quarterof small mosqueof
Hace a’ban 3 - - 15

4. quarterof small mosqueof
Mevzala 12 2 - 60
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5. quarter of small mosqueof
Eymeni Mehmed 26 2 - 130

6. quarterof small mosqueof
HaciGtiver 23 6 - 115

7. quarter of small mosqueof
Milat

8. quarterof small mosqueof
cineli 35 7 - 175

9. quarter of small mosqueof
Mercan Aga 61 2 - 305

10. quarterof the largemosque

of Haci Yani
b. section of city of Kefe called

Kale-i Birun
11. quarter of small mosqueof

Halil Bekci 23 12 - 115
12. quarterof small mosque

of Vaiz Sinan 16 6 - 80
13. quarter of small mosque

of Hace Hasan 31 7 - 155

14. quarterof small mosque
ofSinanAga 31 2 - 155

15. quarter of the large
mosquecami-i kebir 24 8 - 120

16. quarterof the new
mosque"GOlba," 29 7 - 145

17. quarter of the small
mosqueHatuniye-i
merhumMüftU Veli
der merhumerif
Sultan Mehmed 55 11 -- 270

18. quarter of small mosque
of Seyyid Yalcin 15 1 - 75

19. quarter of small mosque
of HaceVahi 34 6 -- 170

20. quarter of small mosque
of MehmedSerdar 32 2 - 160

21. quarterof small mosque
of FerhadAga 39 4 - 195

22. quarter of small mosque
of Akba, 28 3 - 140

23. quarterof small mosque
of Seyyid Slrvani 22 1 - 110
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24. quarterof small mosque
of cat cat, formerly
called Ayos Bekcibi 15 2 - 75

25. quarterof small mosque
of Hoca Hasan 3 1 - 15

28. quarterof small mosque
Hayreddin 15 2 - 75

c. sectionof city of Kefe called
Kale-i Hakk
32. quarterof small mosque

of Ahmed 16 1 - 80
33. quarterof small mosque

of Hayak Aga 19 12 - 95
34. quarterof small mosque

of Mengli Hafiz 20 4 - 100
36. quarterof small mosque

Kahya SinanFakir 17 2 - 85
37. quarterof largemosque

of Bosna 28 8 - 140
38. quarter of small mosque

of Haci Idris 51 3 - 255

40. quarterof the Circassians
residingin village of
BaybuganearKefe 12 2 - 60

41. quarter of Tatarsresidingat
Sari GUl near Kefe 7 1 - 35

42. quarterof small mosqueof? 13 - - 65
43. quarterof small mosque

of Seyyid Ilyas 2 - - 10
50. quarter of small mosque

of Ahmed Efendi 10 20 - 50
B. City and district of Kefe non-Muslims

51. quarter of St. Thoros
Greek 67 10 6 359

52. quarterof St. Thoros
Armenian 95 7 16 539

53. quarterof St. SarkisGreek 51 - 7 283
54. quarterof St. Sarkis

Armenian 73 3 25 465
55. quarter of St. Minkinar

Greek 157 3 18 857
56. quarter of St. Minkinar

Armenian 34 4 5 190
57. quarter of St. Iskender

Greek 25 3 2 133
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58. quarter of St. Iskender
Armenian 108 3 12 588

59. quarter of St. Karapet
Greek 28 1 3 152

60. quarter of St. Karapet
Armenian 94 7 21 554

61. quarter of Ta Taban
Greek 22 2 4 130

62. quarter of Ta Taban
Armenian 84 5 12 488

63. quarter of GUrcU Kabak
Armenian 120 7 31 724

64. quarter of St. loanna
Armenian 115 5 13 627

65. quarter of A Beg Greek 20 4 3 112
66. quarter of A Beg

Armenian 134 9 18 742
67. quarter of Balikci Greek 61 - 19 381
68. quarter of Bal,kci

Armenian 69 3 6 369
69. community of Gayri yUzbai

in the Frenk Hisar Jew 58 4 9 326
70. quarter of St. Kirikor

Armenian 134 9 22 758
71. quarter of St. Kaot

Armenian 176 9 22 968
72. quarter of St. Hretakapet

Armenian 102 3 7 538

73. community of Circassians
"penah" - - --- -

74. community of Rusyan 34 1 - 170
75. community of Ishak

yuzbai Jewish 81 1 9 450
77. community of Jews

"Efrenciyan" II - - 55
78. community of Circassians

residingat Otuzlu 11 - 1 59

C. Villages in the district of Sogudak
79. Kutlak

Muslim - - - -

Greek 7 - - 35

80. Talu
Muslim - - - -

Greek 21 - 3 117
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81. Tokluk
Muslim - - - -

Greek 17 - 2 93
82. Aya Yudin ?

Muslim - - - -

Greek 25 - 4 166
83. Arpadi

Muslim - - - -

Greek 10 - 1 54
84. Kozlu

Muslim 2 - - 10
Greek 12 - 2 68

85. Suma
Muslim 1 - - 5
Greek 24 - 3 132

86. Kopsel
Muslim 2 - - 10
Greek SI - 4 271

87. Vorin
Muslim 2 - - 10
Greek 23 - 1 119

88. Kapsikhor
Muslim - -- - -

Greek 56 - 3 292
89. Uskut

Muslim - - -

-

Greek 56 - 3 292
107. Monastir

Muslim - - - -

Greek 42 - 4 226
108. Kuru Ozen

Muslim I - - 5
Greek 76 - 7 408

109. Ulu Ozen
Muslim - - - -

Greek 45 - 4 241
110. Demirci

Muslim 6 - - 30
Greek 56 - 10 320

Ill. Korbaklu
Muslim 2 - - 10
Greek 31 - 5 175

112. KOcUk Ozen
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Muslim
Greek

113. Aluta
Muslim
Greek
Jew

D. City of Sogudak
90. Muslims living in quarter of

small mosqueof Sinan
91. quarter of St. Dayalaya

Greek
92. quarter of St. Mihail Greek
93. quarter of St. Agap Greek
94. quarterof St. Filiban Greek
95. quarterof St. TodorGreek
96. quarter of St. Nikovla

Greek
97. quarter of St. ? Greek
98. quarter of St. Yako Greek
99. quarter of St. Dano Greek

100. quarter of St. Nike Greek
101. quarterof St. Nikola Greek
102. quarter of St. Andre Greek
103. quarter of Fodola Beg

Greek
104. quarterof KostandinGreek
105. quarter of St. Yorgi Greek
106. community of Armenians

in Sogudak
106a. community of Jewsin

Sogudak
E. City of Mankup

116. quarter of the camii-i serif

Muslim
117. quarter of small mosqueof

kacanmaMuslim
118. quarter of small mosqueof

HaceSeyyid Muslim
119. community of Jews in

Mankup
126. community of Greeksin

Mankup
127. community of Armenians

in Mankup

23 9 - 115

- 30
- 25
- 45

- 10
- 50

33 - - 165
31 - 3 167
15 - 3 87

27 - - 135

2 - - 10

10 7 - 50

9 - - 45

9 3
128 -

20 -

- 45
13 692
2 108

6 -

5 3
9 -

2 1
10 -

20 2
25 -

36 6
15 4
33 12
11 -

27 -

- 100
- 125
- 180
- 75

- 165
2 63
1 139

11 2 - 55

7 2 - 35

48 - 3 252

80 - 15 460

8 - - 40
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F. City of Baliklagu
154. quarterof mosqueoutside

the fort Muslim
156. quarterof St. Minkuban

Greek
157. quarter of St. Mitineris

Greek
158. quarter of St. Nikola Greek
159. quarterof St. Yani Greek
160. quarterof St. Mihail Greek
161. community of Armenians
162. community of Jews

G. City of Inkirman
176. quarterof small mosqueof

the fort in the suburb
Muslim

177. quarter of St. FilibanGreek
178. quarter of St. Fidari Greek
179. quarterof St. ? Greek
180. quarter of St. ? Greek
181. quarter of St. Aliyanis

Greek
182. quarter of St. Mihail Greek
183. community of Armenians

H. Villages in the district of Mankup
120. Albati

Muslim
Greek

121. Atim çagragi
Muslim
Greek

122. Kirmancik
Muslim
Greek

123. Gavri

Muslim
Greek

24 4 - 120

54 - 10 310

- 2 168
- 3 107
- 1 54
- 2 63
- 3 82
- 1 79

- 4 131
- - 240
- - 45

30
19
10
11
14
15

35 4
38 4

9 2
17
32 3

- 175
- 190
- 45

- 85
- 160

23
48

9

15 - I 79

I I
3 -

- 5
2 23

Muslim
Greek

124. SUren

8 - -- 40

19 - - 95

58 - 5 310
125. Jçe

Muslim
Greek 17

-
- 5

- 2 93
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134. Markuri
Muslim - - - -

Greek 30 - 5 170

135. Yancu
Muslim 3 - - 15

Greek 5 - - 25

136. Kuklus
Muslim - - - -

Greek 10 1 - 50

137. Baganformerly Comlekci
Muslim 4 1 - 20
Greek 12 - 4 76

138. Kucuk Muskomiye
Muslim 1 1 - 5

Greek 39 - - 195
I38a. Sotira

Muslim 7 - - 35
Greek 15 - 1 79

140. K,l,nz,
Muslim - - - -

Greek 13 - 2 73
141. Kamire

Muslim 1 1 - 5
Greek 26 - 3 142

142. Hayto
Muslim - - - -

Greek 51 - - 255

143. Gevher
Muslim 16 4 - 84
Greek 38 - 2 198

144. Ta Iskele
Muslim - - - -

Greek 22 3 - 113
145. Savatika

Muslim 4 2 - 20
Greek 28 1 - 140

146. Miskhor
Muslim 1 1 *- 5

Greek 64 3 *- 320
147. Has Petri

Muslim - - - -

Greek 33 - - 165
148. Foros
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Muslim 1 - - 5
Greek 37 - 2 193

149. Kirano
Muslim 4 1 - 20
Greek 25 - 2 133

150. BUyUk Hisar
Muslim - - - -

Greek 14 - 3 82
151. Baydar

Muslim - - - -

Greek 17 - I 89
163. cerkeskirman

Muslim - - - -

Greek 65 - 7 353
164. Bahadur

Muslim 2 - - 10
Greek 65 - 3 337

165. Ugri Kusta
Muslim 1 - - 5
Greek 46 - - 234

166. Tuli
Muslim - - - -

Greek 27 - 4 151
167. corgana

Muslim 6 - - 30
Greek 25 - 7 153

168. Buyuk Muskomia
Muslim - - - -

Greek 43 - - 215
169. Limona

Muslim 2 1 - 10
Greek 22 - 4 130

170. Sembos
Muslim - - - -

Greek 30 - - 150
171. Sikite

Muslim - - - -

Greek 38 - 3 202
184. Koca Salasi

Muslim 1 - - 5
Greek 82 - II 454

185. Vikne
Muslim
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Greek 48 - 6 264
186. Kipia

Muslim - - - -

Greek 37 6 - 185
187. Yalta

Muslim - - - -

Greek 48 - 4 256
188. Dere

Muslim - - - -

Greek 41 - 3 217
189. Avitka

Muslim - - - -

Greek 34 - - 170
190. Marsanda

Muslim - - - -

Greek 19 - 2 103
191. Gurzuf

Muslim - - - -

Greek 150 - 2 758
192. Partenitkirkkullat

Muslim - - - -

Greek 114 - 7 598
193. Lambat KucUk ye buyuk

Muslim 2 - - 10
Greek 73 - 2 373

194. Keknos
Muslim - - - -

Greek 25 - 2 133
I. City of Ker

198. quarterof the largemosque

"Serif"
Muslim 44 3 - 230

200a. non-Muslim community 73 - - 365
J. Villages in the district of Ker

203. Boguk
Muslim - - - -

Greek 3 - - 15
204. Hafiz Ilyas

Muslim 8 - - 40
Greek 24 1 - 120

205. cankaz,ya
Muslim - - - -

Greek 20 - - 100
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K. District of Taman
207. Muslim community in town

of Taman:quarter of small
mosqueof Kasim Paa 25 3 - 125

218. community of Circassians
Christian 9 5 - 45

219. community of Greeks 3 - - 15
L. District of Azak

220. district of the Venetianfort
Muslim 35 10 - 175

221. district of the Genoesefort
Muslim 17 1 - 85

222. communityof? in the kale-i

hakk Muslim 89 4 - 445
223. communityof? in the kale-i

hakk Muslim 22 2 - 110
225. community of Rus’ in the

Venetian fort 21 - - 105
226. community of JaniCircassians

in the Genoesefort
Orthodox 17 - 2 93

227. community of fisherman
and nettersof Azak Greek 59 - - 295

229. mustahfizanof the Genoese
fort Muslim 66 - - 330

230. mustahfizanof the Venetian
fort Muslim 69 - - 343

II. From the Censusof 1545 T. ye T. 214
A. City anddistrict of Kefe Muslims Hane Mu . Bive Total

a. section of city of Kefe called
FrenkHisar

1. quarter of small mosqueof
BozucaReis 17 2 - 85

2. quarter of small mosqueof
Hace canak 22 6 - 110

3. quarter of small mosqueof
Hace Sa’ban 3 - - 15

4. quarter of small mosqueof
Mevzala 14 4 - 70

5. quarter of small mosqueof
Eymeni Mehmed 27 13 - 135
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6. quarterof small mosqueof
Haci Guver 25 6 - 125

7. quarterof small mosqueof
Milat 3 - - 15

8. quarterof small mosqueof

cinch 63 21 - 315
9. quarter of small mosqueof

Mercan Aga 38 8 - 190
10. quarterof largemosqueof

Haci Yani 8 - - 40
b. section of city of Kefe called

Kale-i Birun
11. quarterof small mosqueof

Hahil Bekçi 62 16 - 310
12. quarterof small mosqueof

Vaiz Sinan 21 4 - 105
13. quarter of small mosqueof

Hace Hasan 49 5 - 245
14. quarter of small mosqueof

SinanAga 28 5 - 140
15. quarter of largemosque

cami-i kebir 49 - --- 245
16. quarter of the new mosque

"Golba," 44 29 -- 220
17. quarter of the small mosque

Hatuniye-i merhumMUftu
Vehi der merhum5erif
Sultan Mehmed 75 26 - 375

18. quarter of small mosqueof
Seyyid Yalçin 34 5 - 170

19. quarter of small mosqueof
Hace Vahi 55 17 - 275

20. quarter of small mosqueof
MehmedSerdar 66 22 - 330

21. quarter of small mosqueof
FerhadAga 72 23 - 360

22. quarter of small mosqueof
Akbai 37 9 --- 185

23. quarter of small mosqueof
Seyyid 5,rvani 41 9 - 210

24. quarter of small mosqueof
cat cat, formerly called
Ayos Bekcibi 30 4 - 150
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25. quarterof small mosqueof
Hoca Hasan 4 1 - 20

26. communityof the famous
Mehmedal Din Hisari - 3 - 3

27. householdsof small mosque
oftheabove 1 2 - 5

28. quarterof small mosque
Hayreddin 34 8 - 170

29. quarter of small mosqueof
Hizir Zaviye 51 6 - 255

30. quarterof largemosqueof
Kasim Paa 80 24 - 400

31. quarter of Demirciyan
formerly Seyyid Mehmed 15 - - 75

c. section of city of Kefe called
Kale-i Hakk
32. quarterof small mosqueof

Ahmed 36 24 - 180
33. quarter of small mosqueof

Hayak Aga 44 7 - 220
34. quarter of small mosqueof

Menghi Hafiz 23 1 - 115
35. quarterof small mosqueof

Ebu Kemal 74 3 - 370
36. quarter of small mosqueof

Kahya Sinan Fakir 32 6 - 160
37. quarter of largemosqueof

Bosna 40 14 - 200
38. quarterof small mosqueof

Haci Idris 80 16 - 400
39. quarterof small mosqueof

the fort’s gate 5 - - 25
40. quarterof Circassians

residing in village of
Baybuganear Kefe 30 3 - 150

41. quarterof Tatarsresiding

at Sari GuI near Kefe 18 3 - 90
44. quarterof retainersof

Sultan Suleyman 16 - - 80
B. City anddistrict of Kefe non-Muslims

51. quarterof St. ThorosGreek 76 13 6 404
52. quarterof St. Thoros

Armenian 77 16 16 449
53. quarterof St. Sarkis Greek 31 - - 155
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54. quarterof St. Sarkis
Armenian

55. quarterof St. Minkinar
Greek

56. quarterof St. Minkinar
Armenian

57. quarter of St. Iskender
Greek

58. quarterof St. Iskender
Armenian

59. quarterof St. Karapet
Greek

60. quarterof St. Karapet
Armenian

61. quarterof Ta TabanGreek
62. quarter of Ta Taban

Armenian
63. quarter of GUrcü Kabak

Armenian
64. quarter of St. loanna

Armenian
65. quarter of A Beg Greek
66. quarterof A BegArmenian
67. quarter of Balikci Greek
68. quarterof BahkciArmenian
69. community of Gayri yUzbai

in theFrenk Hisar Jewish
70. quarterof St. Kirikor

Armenian
71. quarterof St. Kaot

Armenian
72. quarterof St. Hretakapet

Armenian
73. community of Circassians

"penah"
74. community of Rusyan
75. community of Ishak yUzbai

Jewish
76. community of CircassianJews
77. community of Jews

"Efrenciyan"
C. Villages in the district of Sogudak

79. Kutlak
Muslim

25 4 5 145

64 18 Il 364
12 1 2 68

46 10 9 266

87 14 4 451

10 9 376
5 9 155

21 9 681
9 16 254

10 9 296

42 9 15 270

127 20 16 699

54 11 9 306

121 25 31 629

28 2 6 164

15 2 - 75

84 26 16 484

68
24

129
38
52

146 43 14 786

112 18 10 600

64 - - 320
27 1 3 147

81 27 15 465
3 - - 15

8 40 6 64

4 - - 20
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Greek 9 - 1 49
80. Talu

Muslim - - - -

Greek 19 3 3 107
81. Tokluk

Muslim - - - -

Greek 13 2 1 69
82. Aya Yudin ?

Muslim - - - -

Greek 37 3 3 197
83. Arpadi

Muslim - - - -

Greek 7 - - 35
84. Kozlu

Muslim 2 - - 10
Greek 9 9 - 45

85. 5uma
Muslim I - - 5
Greek 15 9 - 75

86. Kopsel
Muslim 3 - - 15
Greek 67 6 10 375

87. Vorin
Muslim 5 - - 25
Greek 20 14 4 116

88. Kapsikhor
Muslim - - - -

Greek 38 22 6 214
89. Uskut

Muslim - - - -

Greek 82 10 3 422
107. Monastir

Muslim - - - -

Greek 43 25 2 223
108. Kuru Ozen

Muslim 1 - - 5
Greek 92 25 10 500

109. Ulu Ozen
Muslim - - - -

Greek 53 5 1 269
110. Demirci

Muslim 5 - - 25
Greek 44 20 2 230
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111. Korbaklu
Muslim
Greek

112. KUcuk Ozen
Muslim
Greek

113. Aluta

D. City of Sogudak
90. Muslims living in quarterof

small mosqueof Sinan
91. quarter of St. Dayalaya

Greek
92. quarterof St. Mihail Greek
93. quarter of St. Agap Greek
94. quarterof St. FilibanGreek
95. quarter of St. TodorGreek

96. quarterof St. NikovlaGreek

97. quarter of St. ?Greek

98. quarter of St. Yako Greek

99. quarter of St. Dano Greek

100. quarter of St. Nike Greek

101. quarterof St. Nikola Greek
102. quarter of St. Andre Greek

103. quarter of Fodola Beg
Greek

104. quarterof KostandinGreek
105. quarter of St. Yorgi Greek
106. community of Armeniansin

Sogudak
lO6a. communityof Jews in

Sogudak
E. City of Mankup

116. quarter of the camii-i erif
Muslim;

117. quarter of small mosqueof
KacanmaMuslim

118. quarter of small mosqueof
Hace Seyyid Muslim

119. community of Jewsin
Mankup

10 3 - 50

1 54
2 - 25

- - 25
- - 10
- 1 34

4 2 93
5 3 112
3 4 96
3 3 77

22 8 157
3 1 19
8 5 105

46 4 10 270
29 9 8 177
12 2 2 68

14 6 1 74

5 - - 25
25 16 4 141

33 16 10 205

Muslim
Greek
Jew

12 9

111 63
18 3

- 60
10 595
- 90

10
5

5

2
6

17
20
16
13
25

3
17

18 - - 90

10 - - 50

8 - - 40

35 3 - 175
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126. community of Greeks in
Mankup

127. community of Armeniansin
Mankup

F. City of Baliklagu
152. quarter of the largemosque

Muslim
153. quarterof small Friday

mosqueMuslim
155. community of Tatars
156. quarterof St. Minkuban

Greek
157. quarter of St. Mitineris

Greek
158. quarterof St. Nikola Greek
159. quarterof St. Yani Greek
160. quarterof St. Mihail Greek
161. community of Armenians
162. community of Jews

G. City of Inkirman
174. quarter of Gayri Yani

Muslim
175. quarterof small mosque

of? Muslim
177. quarterof St. FilibanGreek
178. quarterof St. Fidari Greek
179. quarterof St. ? Greek
180. quarter of St. ? Greek
181. quarter of St. Aliyanis

Greek
182. quarter of St. Mihail Greek
183. community of Armenians

H. Villages in the district of Mankup
120. Apara

Muslim
Greek

121. Atim cagbagi
Muslim
Greek

122. Kirmancik
Muslim
Greek

13 6 3 77

8 - - 40

6 3 - 30

19 - - 95
6 - - 30

45 14 6 249

19 9 2 103
12 1 2 68
9 - - 45

13 2 - 65
18 2 2 98
11 - - 55

19 4 - 95

- - 105
4 - 160

- - 25
- - 40

2 5 155

20 - 3 112
47 - 3 247

9 - 1 49

5 - - 25
8 5 - 40

1 - - 5

21
34

5
8

27

3 - - 15
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123. Gavri
Muslim 8 - - 40

Greek 15 8 1 79

124. SUren
Muslim - - - -

Greek 33 - 5 185

125. Uce
Muslim 1 - - 5

Greek 3 - 3 27

134. Markuri
Muslim 4 - - 20

Greek 11 11 1 59

135. Yancu
Muslim 3 3 - 15

Greek 3 - - 15

136. Kuklus
Muslim - - - -

Greek 11 5 - 55

137. Baganformerly COmlekci
Muslim 3 - - 15

Greek 16 14 3 92

138. KucUk Muskomiye
Muslim 3 - - 15

Greek 32 4 9 196

140. Kihnzi
Muslim - - - -

Greek 12 - 1 64

141. Kamire
Muslim 4 3 - 20

Greek 22 19 8 161

142. Hayto
Muslim - - - -

Greek 47 9 5 264

143. Gevher
Muslim 70 26 - 376

Greek 27 13 - 148

144. Ta Iskele
Muslim 1 2 - 7

Greek 18 9 1 103

145. Savatika
Muslim 3 1 - 15

Greek 13 4 1 69
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146. Miskhor
Muslim 5 2 - 10
Greek 46 24 4 246

147. Has Petri
Muslim - - - -

Greek 11 12 4 71
148. Foros

Muslim 9 - - 45
Greek 41 6 3 217

149. Kirano
Muslim 7 - - 35
Greek 16 Il 1 84

151. Baydar
Muslim - - - -

Greek 21 5 4 121
163. cerkeskirman

Muslim 5 3 - 25
Greek 44 9 - 220

164. Bahadur
Muslim - - - -

Greek 25 25 4 225
165. Ugri Kusta

Muslim 6 - - 30
Greek 45 4 1 229

166. Tuli
Muslim 1 - - 5
Greek 29 16 1 149

167. corgana
Muslim 8 4 - 40
Greek 25 6 5 145

168. Buyuk Muskomia
Muslim I - - 5
Greek 30 6 6 174

169. Limona
Muslim 6 1 - 30
Greek 13 2 2 73

170. Sembos
Muslim - - - -

Greek 31 4 1 159
171. Sikite

Muslim - - - -

Greek 49 3 1 249
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172. Kucuk Sikite
Muslim 8 - - 40
Greek - - - -

184. Koca Salasi
Muslim 7 8 - 35
Greek 50 24 6 274

185. Vikne
Muslim 2 - - 10
Greek 72 9 10 400

186. Kipia
Muslim - - - -

Greek 35 12 5 195
187. Yalta

Muslim I - - -

Greek 60 4 2 308
188. Dere

Muslim - - -

Greek 39 5 2 203
189. Avitka

Muslim - - - -

Greek 33 5 2 173
190. Marsanda

Muslim - - - -

Greek 14 3 - 70
191. Gurzuf

Muslim 4 - - 20
Greek 110 61 18 622

192. PartenitKirkkullat
Muslim 6 3 - 30
Greek 87 40 4 451

193. Lambat KucUk ye BuyUk
Muslim 3 - - 15
Greek 60 34 9 336

194. Keknos
Muslim 4 1 - 20
Greek 34 4 3 182

I. City of Ker
196. quarter of the largemosque

of Sultan Bayezit Veli
Muslim 50 4 - 254

197. quarter of the largemosque
of Hace SinanMuslim 72 9 - 364
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200a. non-Muslimcommunity 47 3 - 238
J. Villages in thedistrict of Ker

202. Kami Burun
Muslim 19 - - 95
Greek 28 - - 140

203. Boguk
Muslim 4 - - 20
Greek 45 - - 225

204. Hafiz Ilyas
Muslim 18 - - 90
Greek 11 - - 55

205. cankaziya
Muslim 2 - - 10
Greek 8 - - 40

206. ?
Muslim 16 - - 80
Greek - - - -

K. District of Taman
207. Muslim community in town

of Taman;quarter of small
mosqueof Kasim Paa 69 - - 345

208. community of servitors
hizmetkarof the fort of
TamanMuslim 16 - - 80

209. community of Muslims in
fort of Temruk 17 - - 85

210. community of mustahfizan
of fort of Taman 3 - - 15

211. community of cavalry in
TamanMuslim 11 - - 55

212. community of Greeksin
Taman 103 - 515

213. community of Greeks in
Temruk 5 - - 25

214. community of cavalry in
Temruk 4 - - 20

215. community of Christian
retainersof the forts of
TamanandTemruk 80 - - 400

L. District of Azak
220. district of the Venetian

fort Muslim 118 - - 590
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221. district of the Genoesefort
Muslim 78 - - 390

224. community of Tatarsin the
kale-i hakk Muslim 170 - - 850

227. community of fishermenand
nettersof Azak Greek 105 - - 525

228. community of Greeks in the
kale-i hakk 10 - - 50

228a. community of Circassians
in the kale-i hakk
Orthodox 47 - - 235

229. mustahfizanof the Genoese

fort Muslim 32 - - 160
229a. mustahfizanof the kale-i

hakk Muslim 18 - - 90
230. mustahfizanof the Venetian

fort Muslim 31 - - 155
230a. community of shopkeepers

in theVenetianfort
Muslim 15 - - 75

231. ? in Azak 25 - - 125

III. The Twenty LargestTowns in 1529 and in 1545

1529 1545

1. Kefe 15,461 1. Kefe 17,302
2. Azak 1,983 2. Azak 3,370
3. Sogudak 1,702 3. Soudak 1,455
4. Inkirman 1,074 4. Inkirman 1,010
5. Baliklau 987 5. Baliklagu 856
6. Mankup 913 6. Ker 845
7. Aluta 845 7. Aluta 745
8. Gurzuf 758 8. Gurzuf 642
9. Partenit 598 9. Gevher 524

10. Ker 585 10. Mankup 505
11. Koca Salasi 459 11. Kuru Ozen 505
12. Kuru Ozen 413 12. Partenit 481
13. Lambat 383 13. Uskut 422
14. cerkeskirman 353 14. Vikne 410
15. Demirci 350 15. Kopsel 390
16. Bahadur 347 16. Lambat 351
17. Miskhor 325 17. Koca Salasi 309
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18. SUren 310 18. Yalta 308
19. Kapsikhor 292 19. Ulu Ozen 269
20. Uskut 292 20. Foros 264

IV. Biggest PercentageChangesin Population,1529-1545

Increase+ Decrease-
I. Kami Burun - 1. BUyUk Hisar 100%
2. Boguk 1533% 2. Sotira 100%
3. Kuctik Ozen 356% 3. Atim cagragi 82%
4. Kuzlak 97% 4. Uce 67%
5. Gevher 86% 5. Kirmancik 63%
6. Azak 70% 6. HasPetri 57%
7. Vikne 55% 7. Markuri 54%
8. Keknos 52% 8. cankaziya 50%
9. Uskut 45% 9. Savatika 48%

10. Ker 44% 10. Mankup 45%
11. Kopsel 37% 11. 5uma 42%
12. Baydar 36% 12. SUren 40%
13. Foros 32% 13. Arpadi 35%
14. Gavri 25% 14. Bahadur 35%
15. Sikite 23% 15. Koca Salasi 33%
16. Kamire 23% 16. Marsanda 32%
17. Yalta 20% 17. cerkeskirman 31%

18. Kozlu 29%
19. Demirci 27%
20. Kapsikhor 26%

V. BiggestChangesin Population,in AbsoluteNumbers

Increase Decrease

1. Kefe 1,841 1. Mankup 408
2. Azak 1,387 2. Sogudak 247
3. Ker 260 3. Koca Salasi 150
4. Gevher 242 4. Baliklagu 131
5. Kami Burnu 235 5. SUren 125
6. Boguk 230 6. Bahadur 122
7. Kucuk Ozen 160 7. Partenit 117
8. Vikne 146 8. Gurzuf 116
9. Uskut 130 9. Sotira 114

10. Kopsel 109 10. cerkeskirman 108
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VI. PopulationChangesin theVilayet, 1529-45includesaddedMuslim widows*

District Total Muslim Greek Armenian Jew Other

A. & B. Kefe
1529 15,461 4,477 2,403 7,530 822 229

1545 17,302 8,113 1,986 5,922 814 467

C. Sogudak
villages

1529 3,954 125 3,720 - 108

1545 4,145 190 3,865 - 90
D. Sogudak

1529 1,702 119 1,438 135 10

1545 1,455 59 1,322 74 -
E. Mankup

1529 913 161 460 40 252 -

1545 505 213 77 40 175 -

F. Baliklagu
1529 987 134 692 82 79
1545 856 173 530 98 55

G. Inkirman
1529 1,074 178 851 45
1545 1,010 212 749 49

H. Mankup
villages

1529 8,867 304 8,563
1545 8,037 1,018 7,019

I. Ker
1529 585 220 365

1545 84,5 610 235

J. Ker
villages

1529 275 40 235
1545 755 295 460

* Since householdsheaded by Muslim widows were not taxed, these were not
countedin either census.Householdsheadedby non-Muslimwidows werecounted,
and I haveusedthe multiplier of 4x-a normal householdof 5 less 1-for these.To
makethefiguresfor Muslim andnon-Muslimpopulationscomparable,on this chartI
have addedhouseholdsheadedby Muslim widowsat thesameproportionas that for
the non-Muslimcommunities.
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K. Taman
1529 185 125 15 -

1545 1,540 600 940 -

L. Azak
1529 1,983 1,490 295 -

1545 3,370 2,435 700 -

Totals
1529 35,986 7,373 19,038 7,832 1,271 472
1545 39,820 13,918 17,883 6.183 1,134 702



Three Perspectiveson the CossackPast:
Gogol’, Sevëenko,Ku1i

GEORGEG. GRABOWICZ

There is little doubtthat the CossackpastanimatesUkrainianRomanti
cism and providesits most productivetheme.Indeed,its impact is also
strongly felt beyondthe boundsof Ukrainian literature,for it becomes
one of the strongestand most ramified commonthemesof Polish and
RussianRomanticism.’ Beginningwith the pre-Romantics,variouswrit
ers-in Polish literature the so-calledUkrainian School, the Cossaco
philes, the conservativesof the "St. PetersburgCoterie," and finally
Slowacki, and in Russianliteraturethe Decembristsaboveall Ryleev,
Pukin, andGogol’ himself-haveturned to the eventsof theUkrainian
Cossackpastnot only to find a fascinatingand colorful subjectmatter,
but also to illustrate the turbulenceof history, and, in fact, to better
understandtheir own respectivenationalpast.This, of course,is all the
moreapplicableto Ukrainianliterature.Here the broadphenomenonof
Cossackdomwas thesubjectof purelyliterary andimaginativeconcerns,
beginningwith Metlyns’kyj and Kostomarov,of ethnographicinterests
e.g., of Sreznevskijand Maksymovyê,andfinally of concertedhistori

cal andhistoriographicwork, primarily by Kuli andKostomarov.Ulti

mately,in acomplexevolutionandsynthesisof thesevariousmodalities,
an understandingandconceptualizationof theCossackpastprovidedthe
basis for a new Ukrainian national consciousness.

The centralrole playedby Gogol’, evenko,andKuli in this process,
in modernUkrainianliterature,andin SlavicRomanticismas a wholeis
alsounquestionable.All threearepreeminentliteraryartistswhoseinflu
ence,eachin its own way, is visible to this day. They all sharea common
Ukrainian cultural heritage;at the sametime, they all leavea profound
mark, especiallyin the caseof Gogol’, on the broaderRussianimperial

I An extendedtreatmentof thissubject,someofthehighlights of whicharepresented
in this article, appearsin my forthcomingbook, The Ukraine as Myth: A Studyof
Polish, Russianand Ukrainian RomanticLiterature.
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context. They are, to some extent at least, contemporaries,and, in
varyingdegree,theysharea commonRomanticpoetics.Mostobviously,
eachturns, with an almostobsessivefascination,to the samepast.And
yet, it is theprofounddifferencesin theirexpressionof this centralinterest
and in their formulation of a vision of Cossackdomthat are the most
instructivefor the literarycritic-and, I would submit, for thestudentof
modernUkrainian nationalconsciousness.2

The differencesin "perspective"to which our attentionis heredirected
exist on a deeplevel, i.e., in the very modeof apprehendingandexpress
ing thesubject.The level of events,of certaincharacterizations,of various
formal devices, etc., may be common to all three writers, but this is a
surface level which, for ourpurposes,is of secondaryimportance.Rather
than dwelling, as is done so frequentlyand superficially, on the given
writer’s evocationof Cossackheroismandpatriotismor his literaryand
historical sources,I will focuson what I take to be morefundamental,
that is, the basicnatureof hiscode.Forit is only by knowingthecodethat
we can begin to understandthe encodedcontents.

In terms of such a code, the differencesbetween them are indeed
crucial. In the critical tradition, the writings of Gogol’, Sevenko,and
Ku1i haveat varioustimes beencalledhistorical,andall threeauthors’
depictionsof the Cossackpast havebeenvariouslyconsideredexamples
of historical fiction.3 I submit, however, that in Gogol’ and Sevenko

2 Thefact thatGogol’wrote in Russianandis generallyconsideredaRussianwriter is
not, to my mind, an instanceof just such a basic difference.This, as I haveargued
elsewhere"TowardaHistory of UkrainianLiterature,"HarvardUkrainianStudies 1,
no. 4 [December19771:520-23andpassim,doesnot in andof itself divorceGogol’
from Ukrainian literature. In variousperiodsof its history, Ukrainianliteraturehas
been bilingual relying also on Polish and Russian,and in the first half of the
nineteenthcentury, virtually all Ukrainian writers, including ev.enko and Kulil,
wrote as much, or evenmore,in Russianasthey did in Ukrainian;this doesnot make
thesewritings, or thesewriters, any less a part of Ukrainianliterature. At the same
time, I am not arguing that the very fact of beingborn UkrainianmakesGogol’ a
Ukrainianwriter. Theissueis ratherthat literature-anyliterature-isareflectionand
an emanationof a culture; in Gogol’ ‘s case,his writings, especiallyhis "Ukrainian
stories, Veéera na xutore b/iz Dikan‘ki and Mirgorod, are profoundly rooted in
Ukrainiancultureandits varioustraditionsandindeed,ascriticalpracticehastended
to show, are ratherincomprehensibleoutside that context and for that reasonhe
should be considered-atthe very least in his early writings-a Russianand a
Ukrainianwriter. Onthe other hand,thegiven writer’s consciousformulationof his
national identity-in Gogol"s case, his claim of having both a Ukrainian and a
Russiansoul, his dvoedusie-isimportant,but that is a separatesubject.

OnGogol’, cf., for example,A. Karpenko,Narodnyeistoki èpiieskogostilfa istori
leskixpovestejN. V. Gogolia ternivci, 1961,or S. Maiinskij, Istoriéeskajapovest’
Gogo/jaMoscow, 1940; on Sevenko,seeM. Marëenko,Istori’cnemvnu/eukrajin
s ‘koho narodu v tvorcosti T. H. .evienka Kiev, 1957, Ju. Margolis, Istoriéeskie
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what hasbeen called history is fully and quintessentiallymyth; their

structuresof conceptualizationandnarrativecomposition,andthecog

nitive valuesthey impart, aremythical, not rational-historical. Kuli, in

contrast,was indeeda writer of historical fiction, and, for that matter,
also a historian in the strict or academicsense.But this, too, must be

qualified, for the actual, determining featureof his perspectiveon the

Cossackpast is not "merely" historical, but a historicist debunkingof

myth, specifically of Sevenko’smyth. Ratherthan confining himself to

an objectivist stance,or to the correction of errors and "sins" against

historical truth, Kuli constructsnothing shortof aprogramwhich is not

only rationalistic, but militantly anti-mythical. In intrinsic terms, the

differencebetweenGogol’ andevenko, on theonehand,andKulii, on
the other, is the differencebetweensymbolicand rational thought.

As I use it here,myth is not only a narrativethat tellsa "sacred,"deep,
and abiding-and intrinsically unverifiable-"truth," but also a com
plete, closed,symbolic system.A myth is always telling us something
essentialabout the cultural reality; its purposemay be explanatoryor
normative,i.e., as a prescriptionfor, orareinforcementof, existingsocial
structures;in eithercase,it is anattemptto graspthe totality of a givenset
of phenomenaby non-rational,symbolic means.In this relianceon the
symbolicand the affectivealso lies the greatpowerof myth. In its basic
functioning myth moves,as Levi-Strausshasargued,from structureto

event,that is, a basicrelationshipor "truth" may generateanynumberof
plot lines, events,orcharacters.4Thestructurein questionis bothpsycho
logical personalandcollectiveuniversal,which is to say thatthe myth
articulated by an individual writer is a mediation betweenpersonaland
collectivethought.Anonymous,i.e., primitive or classicalmyth, on the
other hand,is purgedof thepersonalelementin the retelling; it becomes

worn down and polished,like a pebbleby the wavesof the sea,so that
only theessenceof collective thinking remains.

*
* *

Gogol’, as we know, tried his handat writing ahistory of theUkraine, but

vzg/jadyT G. evëenkaLeningrad,1964,or Istory&iipohljady T. H. 5evlrenka,ed.
I. 0. Hurij et al. Kiev, 1964. In thecaseof Kulil thequestionseemsself-evident;cf.
B. Nejman,"Kulii i Val’ter Skott," PantelejmonKuli: Ukrajins’ka akademijanauk.
Zbirnyk istorpéno-filolohiénohoviddilu, vol. 53 Kiev, 1927, pp. 127-56.

SeeClaudeLevi-Strauss,"TheStructuralStudyof Myth," in Myth: A Symposium.
ed. ThomasA. SebeokBloomington,1972,pp. 81-106;andidem, TheSavageMind
Chicago,1966.
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he quickly abandonedthe project, suggestingthat the reasonlay in his
disappointmentwith the availablechronicles.5But it is clear thathistory
-whether written or taught-wasquite uncongenialto him. Its very
nature required a reasonedexposition of events, causes,dates, etc.,
whereasGogol’ passionatelywantedto convey the totality of the past,

with all its emotionalstatesandexperiences.In fact, he wishedto make
the past contemporaneous,timeless-andthis can be done only in the
symbolic systemof a myth.

Sucha myth, encompassingboth thepastandthe present,is given in

Gogol’ ‘s Ukrainianstoriesof Dikan ‘ka andMirgorod. No onestory gives
a full statement of the myth, but when they are superimposedand

ordered,a coherentworld results,i.e.,a world which,despiteits comedy
andexuberantactivity, is in declineandmovingtowarddecrepitude.It is

a world, as we seefrom the story "Zakoldovanoemesto," that is sus
pendedin an abnormalstate,wherealmosteverythingis ultimately "ne
tak." Taking the storiescumulatively, it is a world that is "cursed"or,
more precisely,in the processof transition.6That world’s full meaning

-especiallywith referenceto thepastandto Cossackdom-canbestbe

seenby looking more closelyat thelongeststory of the two cycles,Taras

Bul’ba.

In many respects Taras Bul’ba is the most revealing exposition of

Gogol"s myth of the Ukraine; it is also awork that is almost universally

misunderstood.In the pre-RevolutionaryandSovietperiods,it was read
-and indeedstill is today-asa sublimestatementof patriotism,sacri
fice for thefatherland,bravery,friendship,andgenuinedemocratichero
ism. At the sametime, it is takenas historically true, in fact, as a higher
synthesisof history. In short, thestory is perceivedpreciselyas a myth
-as somethingthat is both ideal andtrue. What is moststriking, how
ever, is that such perceptionshave becomeestablishednot only in the
popular, but also in theSoviet scholarly opinion. There, of course,it is
called "history," not"myth," as we seein this statementfrom arepresenta
tive study:

The powerof Gogol"s novel lies not in thecreationof a concretehistorical event
or figure, etc.,butin thefact that it couldinclude highly importantfeaturestypical

See his letter to Sreznevskijof 6 March 1834, in N. V. Gogol’, Polnoesobranie
soéineni hereafterPSS,vol. 10 Moscow, 1952, pp. 298-99.Seealso GeorgeS. N.
Luckyj, &tween Gogol’and evi’enko Munich, 1971, p. 111 and passim.
6 Abnormality, suspensionof the normal laws of existence,or, metaphorically
speaking,the quality of being "cursed," areprecisely the definingfeaturesof what
Victor Turner,andVanGennepbeforehim, call"liminality," i.e., thecentralphaseof
an individual’s or agroup’s rite of passage;cf. below.
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of thelife of the whole epochof theNationalLiberationstruggleof theUkrainian
peopleagainstthe "Pcllish Yoke." Nalyvajko and Pavljuk, TarasTrjasylo and
Ostrjanycjacould recognizethemselvesin Taras Bul’ba And in this lies the
greatesttriumph of the realistic historicism of the artist.7

The classicalfeaturesof myth, its totality and yet factualindefiniteness,

are takenas aspectsof "realistichistoricism."This tendencyto blendthe

real and the "ought to be," one might add, is characteristicof the pre
secularizednatureof official Soviet thought in general,not only of its
literary criticism.

To state it most succinctly, the myth in Taras Bul’ba presentsthe
flowering of Cossackstrength,theemergenceof conflict, andthepassing

of theCossack"spirit" into immortality and anewsphere.As in Gogol"s

other Ukrainian works, the basic structurehereis foundedon dualism
and constitutesa rite of passagein the form of initiation.8

The mostbasicdichotomyfor Gogol’ is betweenman andwoman,and
upon it he builds the further distinction betweenthe settled and the
Cossackway of life.9 Thesearepresentedat theverybeginning,as soonas
TarasBul’ba’s sonscome homefrom Kiev. The difference betweenthe

male and the female world is immediately signalledon a level closeto

Gogol"s heart-in thechoiceof food. Thus, asthey prepareto welcome

their children, Taras tells his wife: "Ne nuno pampuek,medovikov,
makovnikov i drugix pundikov; taëi nam vsego barana,kozu davaj,
medysorokaletye! Da gorelki pobol’e, ne s vydumkami gorelki, s izju

mom i vsjakimi vytreben’kami,a istoj, pennoj gorelki . . ." p. 43.i0

The contrast,onemight add, with thegamutof confituresandrecherche

brandies of the old-world landowners,the Tovstogubs,could not be
greater.The dichotomyextendsto other habits,aswell: thus while the

women andthe peasantssleepin their houses,Tarasandhis sonssleep
outsideunderthe stars.The issue is fully dramatizedwhenTarasBul’ba
feels thecall of themale, Cossackworld:

Kaoro hsiBoJ1a MHe 3ecb KaTb? 4ro6 si casi rpeMKoceeM, OMOBOOM,
rJIsIeTb 3a OBUMH a 3a CBHHhSIMH a 6a6nmcsi c KeHoii? Ja nponaii oHa: si

Ko3alc, He xoy! p. 45

Maiinskij, IstorMeskajapovest’ Gogolja, p. 137.
8 This is true of variousmythical treatmentsoftheUkraine,e.g.,Rzewuski’sZaporo
±ec or, especially,Slowacki’sSensrebrny Salomei;cf. The Ukraine as Myth.

Cf. his "Vzgljad na sostavlenieMalorossii,"publishedin the Arabesques,with the
subtitle"A Fragmentfrom the History of the Ukraine.VolumeI, Book I, Chapter1."
This is all that ever appearedof Gogol’ ‘s planned work in "six small or four large
volumes."
10 PSS,vol. 2 1948, I’P. 43. All subsequentpagereferencesin thetext areto this
edition.
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And this, in turn, becomesa generalcall to arms in the words of an
archetypalesaul; significantly, that call assertsthe Cossacklife and
negatesthe settled world:

311 Bbl, IIHBHHKH, 6pOBapHHKH! noJrno BaM 1IHBO BapHTb, a BasuimcSi no
3aneqbSiM, a KOMHTb CBOHM KHHbiM ‘resIoM Myx! CTyna11Te c.rIaBbI pblqap
cKo11 H ecn o6HaamcSi! Bbi, risiyrapll, rpeKocen, oBqenacbi, 6a6o.ruo6bI!
rIoJIHo BaM 3a niyro XOHTb, a HKTb B 3MJ1 CBOH KeJimIe ‘ie6omi, a
rio6HpaTbcSi K IU4HKaM H ry6HTb cHMy pbiuapcxyi-o! Hopa ocraaaT Ko3aIUo11
c.r!aabi! p. 47

And we aretold that just as Tarasbreaksup thepotsandpansandbottles

in his houseand this, we remember, waspreciselytheuniverseof Afa

nasij Ivanovi andPulxerija IvanovnaTovstogub,so theCossacks,too,

breakthe tools of their tradeand heedthe call.

The Zaporozhian Sich at which they arrive is the epitome of the

Cossackworld. It is characterizedby revelryandviolencee.g.,theattack

on theJews,by theliberatingritual of thedance,by self-sufficiencye.g.,

thevignetteof the Cossackdarninghisown shirt-and by theabsenceof
women. Moreover, it is a world unencumberedby possessions.In contrast

to Ivan lvanovi Perepenko,the characterin "TheTwo Ivans" who has
everything,all the Cossacks’belongingsarecommunal;in contrastto the
distantrelativeof the Tovstogubswho goesto marketto compareprices

andnever spendsmorethan a ruble, we are told that the Zaporozhians
"nikogda ne ljubili torgovat’sja,a skol’ko rukavynulaiz karmanadeneg,
stol’ko i platili" p. 66.

The distinctionbetwentheCossackworld and thatof thesettledtoilers
is only the first of the dichotomies,and, as we see, the principle of
opposition extendsto the Cossacksthemselves.Although disputeand
bickering accompanied theelectionof theko.evo/, this wasbut atempor

ary friction, not a basicdivision. Suchadivision occurswhenonehalf of

the Cossacksdecidesto fight the Turks andthe other half votes to go
againstthe Poles,and it is given symbolicimportance:"I vse stali pere
xodit’, kto na pravuju,kto na levuju storonu" p. 126. This, however, is

buta foreshadowingof a muchmoreominousdivision. Later in thestory,
a numberof Cossackswant to makepeacewith the Poles,but for Taras
Bul’ba this is a betrayalof a sacredcause:"Ej, getmani polkovniki! " he
shouts,tearinghis tuft of hair, "ne sde/qjtetakogobab‘ego dela! ne verte

ljaxam: prodadutpsjajuxi! "emphasismine; p. 167. WhenTarasbreaks
hissword in angerand frustration,his act symbolizesthedivision thathas
enteredinto the Cossackworld.

The arenafor thefull dramatization of division, however, is the micro

cosmof thefamily. Taras’ssonAndrij betraysthefaith and thefatherland
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for the love of a Polish woman. But the love itself is a functional,

"manipulative" element: as such it correspondsto various tried plot
devicessuchas,for example,the Scottiandeviceof loversseparatedby a
siege." On the deeperlevel, Andrij’s rejectionof the Cossackcauseis a
movementtowardtheworld of women,"family," andpersonalvalues;it
is treasonon al/levels, as Andrij himself says:

KT0 cKa3aJi, ‘ITO MOSi OT’IH3Ha YIcpaiiHa? KT0 MH eeB 0TqH3HbI?OT’Iwrna
ecTb TO, qeroHII.eT yma Hama,‘iTO MH.IIee JiB aeeBcero.OT4WSHaMog-Thi!
BOT MOS1 0TMH3Ha! H nol-lecy $1 OTH3H cnio B cepueMOeM, noaecyee, nova
THT MOFO BeKy, H 1IOcMOTp}O, flCTb KTO-HH6yLtb 143 KO3IOB BbiBT ee
orrya! H ece, timo lw ecmb, npoôaM,omaaM,noy6iuo3a maiyio omqu3Hy!
emphasismine; p. 106

The secondmajor plane of the myth in Taras Bu/’ba is that of initia

tion, andits successandfailure, respectively,in OstapandAndrij. As in

so many works on the Cossacktheme,the Sich is the placeof initiation

here. One’s very departurefor it is the first step in the passagefrom

boyhood to manhood,as we seein the eloquentconclusionof chapter1:
"Proajte i detstvo, i igry, i vsë, i vsë!" p. 52. It is therethat the boys
learn the martial arts. The initiation itself, the ordeal,consistsof the
"tasks" thatarepresentedon thefield of battle,andit is herethatAndrij’s
transition to the world of full manhoodis reversed:he returnswith a
woman-the Tartar servantgirl throughatunnel ! to a woman.There
he embraceshis beloved and a life totally different from that of the
Cossacks.His initiation is cut short,andthis must inevitably leadto his
death. Gogol’ presentsthis quite clearly in his depictionof thefatal kiss:

HoJinbIll He H 3eM.TIe ymaeix ‘IyBcTB, AHpH11noqeioaa.riB cHLI 6JiaroBoH-
HbIe ycTa, IHJThHBII1HC K iuee ei’o, H He6e3OTBepTHbI6bu1146.uaroBoHHbleycTa.
01414 oTo3BaJIHcbTeM K, H B ceM o6olOHOcJIHfiHHOM uoLeJIyeOILtYTHJ1OCB TO,
‘ITO OHH TOJibKo B KM3HH aeTcSi ‘IYBCTBOBTb qejIoseicy.

H norH6 icosaic! flponaii cero KO3aLKorO phu3apcTBa! p. 107

That Andrij doesnot becomeaman is evidentin his final moments,when
he confronts his fatheron thefield of the battle: "Pokorno,kak rebënok,

slez on s konja i ostanovilsja ni iv, ni mertv peredTarasom";and the
imagesof his death,with utter consistency,arethoseof theagricultural,

settled mode: "Kak xlebnyj kolos, podrezannyjserpom,kak molodoj
baraek, poëujavij pod serdcemsmertel’noezelezo, povis on golovoj i

povalilsja na travu, ne skazavini odnogo slova" p. 144.
Ostap,on theother hand,proceedsthroughhis initiation to adifferent

destiny. After becomingan ataman otaman, he is capturedand exe

II Cf. V. Gippius, Gogol’ Leningrad, 1924; reprint, Providence,1966, p. 73.
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cuted in a cruel ordeal. The images of his death intentionally evoke
associationwith Christ’s passionon the cross,particularly in his last cry
to his father.His ordealis fully meaningful,however,becausehebecomes
a martyr for the cause;in him, as subsequentlyin TarasBul’ba himself,
the Cossackcausewill see its highestideals,andthe Orthodox faith its
true defender.Like the ResurrectedChrist, they will live on in memory
andtradition.

Through their sacrifice paradigmatically,that of Ostap and Taras
Bul’ba, the Cossacksand the Ukraine they representpasson to a new,
higher,andmaturestate.This stateis moreimplied thanelaborated,but
as we seefrom theconclusionof thesecondredactionof TarasBul’ba and
from the psychologicalmovementof the Ukrainianstories,it generally
equals integration into the all-Russian imperial context. The rite of
passagein Taras Bul’ba canthusbe seenas a synecdochefor the entire
myth: the Ukraineand theCossacksin fundamentaltransition, passing
throughthe "curse,"through abnormalityand"death," into a different
mode of existence.

*
* *

evenko’sperspectiveon theCossackpast is alsomythical,indeed,more
intensely so than Gogol"s. His so-called historical poems as I have
argued in detail elsewhere,and can only assertherei2 are eminently
mythical: all the facts of history-chronology, historical figures and
events,causes,andprocesses-aresubordinatedto a symboliccode. A
momentfrom a duma canthusbe as importantas a factfrom ahistorical
source;indeedit is moreimportantbecauseit revealsthe"holy truth"with
which evenko as myth-carrierandmyth-makeris concerned.As in the
case of Gogol’, evenko’s vision of the Ukraine’s past and presentis
couchedin fundamentaloppositions,and he, too, shows the Ukraine
moving throughits liminal "cursed"stateinto a higherreality, subsumed
undera millenarian vision of the future. evenko’s oppositionsdiffer
from Gogol"s, however.Ratherthan being that of Cossackand non-
Cossack,male andfemale,they are the oppositionof communitasand
structure.

The conceptof communitasandstructurei.e., societyasa structured
body were developedby Victor Turner while discussingthe rites of

2 Seeespeciallychapter2 of my forthcoming book, The Poet as Myth-Makerand
Myth-Carrier: A Studyof SymbolicMeaningin evéenko.Thediscussionof even
ko which follows is excerptedfrom this study.
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passagethat he takesto be a centralmomentin the studyof cultureand
society.Turner observes

two major"models"for humaninterrelatedness,juxtaposedandalternating.The
first is of societyasa structured,differentiated,andoften hierarchicalsystemof
politico-legal-economicpositionswith manytypesof evaluation,separatingmen
in termsof "more"or"less."Thesecond,[communitas]is of societyas anunstruc
turedor rudimentarilystructuredandrelativelyundifferentiatedcomitatus,com
munity, or even communion of equal individuals.

Thus,two idealandideally oppositemodelsof societyare posited:on the
onehand,the poor, theweak,thedisenfranchised,themarginsof society;
on the other, the rich andthe powerful, theworld of rankandauthority.

The oppositionof communitasandstructureclearly modelsSevenko’s
conceptof the Ukraine of his day. His metaphoricformulation of the
Ukraine in many poemsis preciselythat of a weepingwidow, indeeda
blind cripple, abandonedand mistreatedby her sons. But becausehis
vision is essentiallysynchronic,nothistorical,mythic, notcausal,the past
is also modeled by this opposition, and the Ukrainian body politic,
specifically Cossackdomitself, is split, like the Ukraine of the present,
betweencommunitasandstructure.The task of thepoet as myth-carrier
is to resolvethe opposition,first by divining andexpoundingthe deep
meaningof this conflict and then by mediating it.

For Sevenko,therefore,theCossacksarebothcommunitasandstruc
ture; paradoxically,to him they exemplify both the "native" valuesof
freedom,equality,andemotionalspontaneity,and the"foreign" features
of authority, hierarchy,and power. ln one sense,as Soviet critics are
quick to point out, this oppositionis afunctionof classstratification-of
the tensionbetweenthepoor rankand file, or sirjaky,andthepropertied
Cossackupperclasses,or star.fynaandkarmazyny-as well as of Seven
ko’s clear identification,as Kuli wasperhapsthefirst to observe,with the
former.14 Mythical thought,however,is not reducibleto rational,socio

13 Victor Turner, The Ritual ProcessChicago, 1969, p. 96.
" In an unsignedautobiographicalarticle "izn’ Kulita," Pravda. 1868, no. 24
Kulii describeshis first meetingwith Sevenkoin this manner:

Kulit did not quite like Sevëenkofor hiscynicism; he putup with hiseccentrici
ties for the sakeof his talent. evenko,on the other hand,did not like Kulil’s
aristocratism.... Kulii lovedcleanlinessaroundhistidy person;he lovedorderin
thingsandtime; his earwaslike that of amaiden,nobodyeverheardhim usefoul
language.It would be possibleto saythat thiswasameetingbetweenthelowland
Cossackfrom the Sich andarich city Cossack.Indeedthey wererepresentatives
of both partsof Cossackdom.evenko representedthe Right-Bank Cossacks
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political distinctions:thevery factthat Cossackdom,which forevenko
wasa singleobject of emotionalapprehension,containedsoprofounda
contradiction demandedthat its resolutionbe positedon an emotional,
i.e., symbolic, and not merelyintellectual plane.

In their "purest"i.e., both "holiest" andleast ambivalentform the
Cossacksare a nameless,undifferentiatedcollective. This is projected
consistentlyandin various contexts:in their fusion into a singleagentin
scenesof battle, e.g., Hama/ija or Hajdamaky; in overt statementsof
unanimityof purposeandopinion, as in theelectionof a Hetman". . . I
odnohlasne,odnostajne/Hromadavybrala hetmana,""U nedilen’ku u

svjatuju"; in the common bond of suffering e.g.,"Son [Komedija]"or
"lravec"; and, above all, in the ultimate equality, anonymity, and

indeedfreedomof thecommongrave.More thanany other, the imageof
the mohyla, the burial mound"tightly packed"with the dead,servesas
evéenko’skey metaphorfor the Cossacksand the past in general.Thus
in "Poslanije," the poet countersthe self-congratulatoryclaims of the
morevapid enthusiastsof the Ukrainianpast by sayingthat the Cossack
glory and freedomthat to their mind overshadowsthe glories of the
Romanheroes,the BrutusesandCoccleses,in factslepton heapsof "free"
andlooted Cossackcorpses:

KpoB’so BoHa yMHBaJIacb,
A cnaiaHa Kynax,
Ha KO3UbKHX BOJThHHX Tpynax,
OicpateHHx Tpynax!

lines 145-48

In "Za bajrakombajrak" to which we shall return, the threehundred
Cossacksin the common graveare called"pureas glass."But the most
explicit presentationof the Cossackcommon graveasa holy sepulchre,
virtually a templeof the ideal of communitas,occursin "Buvajev nevoli
inodi zhadaju," where the poet’s persona,in the guise of a child, is
instructedby the Cossackwho stepsout of the mohylaandtakeshim in
his arms:

who after the treaty of Andrusovowere left without leadershipand, finding
themselvesunderPolish domination,fled to theSich andfrom therereturnedto
their landlords’ estatesas rebellioushajdamakv. . . anxiousto smashthe land
lords completely.Kulit was a descendantof theCossackswho satin councilwith
the tsar’s boyars,formed for Tsar Peterthe Little RussianCollegium, helped
TsarinaCatherineto write her Code and to introduceschoolsin place of old
seminaries.

Cited in Luckyj, BetweenGogol’and evcenko,p. 146.
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-4HBHcsi, HTHHO, olte KO3KH
Hi611 MeHi icaice, Ha BCi11 YKpaIHi

BBcoKi MOrHJIH. ,LHBHCB, HTHHO, -
Yci Ti MorMJlH, yci oTaici.

HaMHHeHi HaWHM 6Jia1OpOHHM TpyrloM,

HaqnHeHi Tyro. Oie BOJISI cnwrb!

JIaria BOHa cJIaRHo, .rir.na BOHR BKyfli
3 naMI4, K03aKaMH! EaqHul, 81K JlexHm-
HeHa’ie cnoBllTa! . . TyT nasa HeMac,
Yci MB OHKO Ha BOJU KHJIH!

Yci Mit OHaKO 3a BOJISO jisirjui,
Yci MB BcTaHeM, Ta 6or 11oro 3Hac,
KoJIB-To Te 6yte.

lines 24-36

Anonymity, however,is notabsolutelyessential,and therearenumer
ousinstanceswhereCossacksarenamed.But thesearewithoutexception
either legendaryheroes,such as Ivan Pidkova, or theentirely fictional
Hamalija, or the leadersof Cossackuprisings-TarasTrjasylo, Loboda,
Nalyvajko, Ostrjanycja, and Palij-or, finally, leaders of Hajdamak
uprisings-Honta,Zaliznjak, vaka. All of them are rebels against
authority,defendersof the poorandoppressed,"holy avengers,"in short,
the very incarnation of the ideal of communitas.’5Significantly, those
Cossackleaderswho are clearly representativesof structure,ratherthan
rebelsor avengers,andyet arepresentedfavorablyare perceivedpositive
ly by virtue of beingopponentsandvictims of Russianimperialdesigns-

mostclearly,HetmanPolubotokin "Son,"andDoroienkoin "Zastupyla
orna xmara" wherehe is calleda "Zaporozhianbrother", andimplicit

ly, the colonel Ceel’ in "Velykyj l’ox" and the Zaporozhianotaman
Hordienko in "Ir.avec’." Finally, the very fact of seekingto continue
Cossackinstitutions, i.e., A. Holovatyj’s formation of the Black Sea
Cossackarmy cf. "Slipyj"/ "Nevol’nyk", suffices to give a figure a
positivecast.’6

But Cossackdomas a structured system, specifically its figures of

5 Thus, too, the Cossackraids on Turkey "Hamalija" and"Ivan Pidkova" are
portrayed here, as in the dumy, as motivated by the desireto free captivefellow
Cossacksratherthan to obtain booty.
16 An oblique reference to Sahajdanyjin "Hamalija" also focusesonly on his
legendarymilitary prowessand the erroneousbelief that at the endof his life he
entereda monastery;both moments,again,characterizeSahajdaCnyjasonewith the
elementalCossackethosandnot as a representativeof structure.A passingreference
to Sahajdanyjin Hajdamakv line 1121refersnot to the man, but to his time.
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powerand authority, presentsan entirely different picture. Apart from
PolubotokandDoroenko,who for evenko becomevictims of stronger
external forces and martyrs for thecommon cause-thusexpiating by
misfortunetheir high statusand, in aword, suffering statusreversal-the

Cossackhetmansareinvariably depictedin darkcolors.’7 By far themost

attention is given to BohdanXmel’nyc’kyj, who for evêenkoas for so
many of his contemporariessymbolizesthe Cossackstate. The poet’s
attitudetowardXmel’nyc’kyj rangesfrom invective andderisionin such
poems as "Jakby to ty Bohdane p"janyj" and "Za ëo my ljubymo
Bohdana"to bitter reproachesfor foolishly acceptingMuscovitesover
eignty over the Ukraine. In "Rozryta mohyla" Mother Ukraine herself

calls him afoolish son andreproachesherselffor notkilling him whenhe
was still an infant. In "Slipyj" his very memory is reviled in Cossack

songsthe real-life equivalentof thepatheticpersonificationof"Rozryta

mohyla", songsthatcontrasteloquentlywith thepiety with which Hon
ta and Zaliznjak areremembered:

I cniBaJin yaox co6i
ilpo 4aJioroCaay,
Hpo boraHaHeOMytpa,
JIetaqorocHHa,
I npo foHTy MyqeHilica,

cJlaBHoroMaKcHMa.

lines 655-60

In "Velykyj l’ox" evensongsaboutthehetmancarryacurse,for thethree

minstrelsare thrashedby the Russianauthorities for singing aboutthe

"swindler" Bohdan. Finally, in the sequelto this poem,in "Stojit’ v seli
Subotovi," the poet offers Xmel’nyc’kyj partial forgiveness,but at the

sametime elaborateson whatpreciselyhis "sin" was:aboveall, betraying-

deceivingtheUkraine"Zanapastyvjesyvbohu/SyrotuUkrajnu". Here,

Xmel’nyc’kyj’s role is onewith manyof evêenko’smalecharacters,who

seduceandabandonor generallyvictimize their women; thestructureof

the relationship preciselyrecapitulatesthepatternof inequality and vic

7 A partialexceptionis Mazepa,towardwhomSevenkois reticentandsomewhat
ambivalentthereis only onepassingreferenceto him in thepoetry,in"Iravec". On
the manifest level, Mazepais depictedneither positivelynor negatively,but simply
shown as fleeing with the Swedesafter the battleof Poltava.Although clearlysym
pathizing with the Cossacks’causeagainstPeter 1, evCenko does not make the
hetmananincarnationof thatanti-imperialcauseashe doesPolubotokandDoroten
ko, but implicitly chargeshim with factionalismandself-interestcf. "Iravec’," lines
9-12.
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timization found earlier in evenko’s depiction of the family. As so
many of his pokrytky, the Ukraine is not only usedandabandoned,but

indeedleft to suffer for the sinsof thefalsehusband-father.Thewords the
poetspeaksto thetitle charactersof"Knjana"-"Ty e budepokutovat’/

Hrixy na sim sviti,/ Hrixy bat’kovi ... "-canequallycharacterizethefate
of the UkraineafterXmel’nyc’kyj, popularlycalled"bat’ko Xmel’nyc’kyj."
The secondaspectof the hetman’ssin reflectsjust as directly theessential
natureof structuredauthority asit appearsin Sevenko’smythic thought:

it is destructiveof thenationalethosthemetaphorical"nen’ka-Ukrajina"

becauseit is basicallyaliento it. Ultimately structuredauthority is aform

of existentialabsurdity,or, in evenko’searthieridiom, folly. His address
to Xmel’nyc’kyj brings this out most clearly:

OTaice-To,3iHoBiio,
OJieKciIB pyice!
Tit Bce OtB npHSiTeJniM.
A 1M i 6aiiyMce
KayTh, 6aqHm, 1JO BC TO TC
Taicit 11 6yno Baffle,
1lo BOHH TiJIbKO l-IailMaJu1
TaTapaM Ha nauiy-
Ta nojisucaM.

lines 29-37

The wagesof friendshipwith someoneso alienas theMuscovitedespotis

becominghis andhistory’s fool, andthe fateof following generationswill

be to becomea laughingstock of nations: "Tak smijutsjaz Ukrajiny/

Storonniji ljudy!"

The refrainof Xmel’nyc’kyj’s folly runs throughSevenko’sdepictions

of the hetman,’8but it mustbe seenas part of amuchbroaderdialectical
set of Wisdom/Folly or TrueWisdom!FalseWisdomthat constitutes

themetaphysicalessence,asit were,of thecommunitas/structureopposi
tion. For it is the nature of structure,of the representativesof hierarchy

and authority-be they the Russiantsarandthe imperial apologists,or
the biblical Saul, or Xmel’nyc’kyj with his plans, or indeed Sevenko’s

18 Thus, for example,the four-line poem"Za iéo my Ijubymo Bohdana"which,
alongwith "Jakby to ty Bohdanep"janyj," is usually omitted in the popularSoviet
editions of evenko:

3a 1130 Mit Jno6iIMo Boraita?
3a Te, tuo MocKaJfl iloro sa6yrn,
Y jypHi HiMqHKH o6yrnt
BeJiHicoMytporo remMaHa.
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fellow Ukrainians,thegentlemen-fanciersof GermanIdealismand other
fashionabletheories’9-toplacetheir faith in reasonandpowerand the
existing order. But in the true, transcendentorderof things this is mere
folly. In fact, it is the apparentfolly of the Holy Fool the/urodyvyj and
the prophet indeedthe kobzar, as well, and the untutored heart of the
common man---in a word, the truth of communitas-that will ulti

mately be vindicated.The mostfervent expressionof this occurswhenthe

poet, echoing Isaiah and Jeremiah,exhorts his noble countrymen to
"Stop and becomehuman":

CxaMeHimcsi! 6ybTe JIIOU4,
Bo .JIHxo BM 6ye.

YMHI1TCC$1! o6pas6oKH11
BarHOM He cKBepHiTe.
He ypiTe iTeil BaIm4x,

IUo BOHH i-ia CBiTi
Ha e TiJibicO, iio6 flaHyBaTh.
Bo eqee 01
3arsisIHe1M B cay ymy
fjiit6oxo! rs1H6oKo!
O3H}OTbCSi He6oIcaTa,
4H51 Ha Bac micypa,
Ta ii 3acs1ym, i npeypx
HeMypi oyp81Tb!

"Poslanije,"lines 63-64and 79-90

As with Xmel’nyc’kyj, the hierarchyof Cossackdom,overthecourseof

history, is depictedas both foolish anddestructive.HetmanSamojlovy
is simply called "stupid," and Kyrylo Rozumovs’kyj, with his Council of
Elders, are powderedlackeys, dogs licking the slippers of CatherineII;
Ivan Skoropads’kyj is called a "stupid hetman"merely in passing,in the
courseof evenko’s excoriationof oneof his "degenerate"descendants.2°

19 Cf. "Poslanije,"lines 91-99:
51ic6u Bit B4HJIHCh raic, BK rpe6a,
To n MYJIPOCTb 614 öyna CR081.
A TO 3aJIi3eTeHa He6o:
<<1 MB H MM, i B H Si,

I acee 6aqHB, i Bce iaio,
HeMa Hi neiuia, aHi palo,
HeMac Il 6ora, TiJmKO B!

Ta yitit HiMel3l y3JloBaTHii,
A 6ini,ui HiKoro! . .8>

20 Cf. "Zastupyla orna xmara": "Iz-za Dnipra napyraje-/Durnyj Samojlovy"
lines 7-8; or in "Slipyj": "Kyrylo z starlynamy/Pudromosypalys’/I v caryci, mov
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Thejudgmentson Cossackstructureas a collective entity aresomewhat

more developed,but no lesscategorical.To be sure,in thefirst of these,in

the openinglines of"Svjatov Cyhyryni"in Hajdamaky,thetoneis oneof
lamentat the passingof Cossackglory ratherthan of condemnationof

any agentof this decline. In "Poslanije," however, this condemnation

becomesarticulated in the sharpestinvective that modern Ukrainian
literature had yet seen:

OCh 1130
Baud c.rLaBHi BpyTH:

Pa6it, flOHOKKH, FSI3b MOCKBH,
BapmaBcbKecMITTS1-Bauji fláHH,

$lcHoBeJmMoKHil reThMaHH.

lines 159-63

Or, again, in oneof the last poems,"Buvaly vojny i vijs’koviji svary,"he
enumeratesthe famousnamesof the Cossackupperclassin theplural, as

so much worthless"stuff":

BYBaJ1H BO1IHH ii BiilcbKOBii cBapu:
fajiaraHu, i Kucejii, i Ko’iy6ei-Harai-
B’y.rio o6pa Toro ‘nlMaJlo.
MBHyJio BC, Ta H npOllaJlO,
OcTasIHcbmame.rn

lines 1-5

The reasonfor evenko’s judgment is clear: after thedissolutionof

Cossackdom,mostof its elite,thestaryna,becameincorporatedinto the
Russianimperial serf-owning nobility, while the rank andfile Cossack

-their former brothers-becametheir serfs. Outrageat this obscene
dissolutionandperversionof theoriginal idealorder, of the "goldenage,"

which invariably is postulatedin mythical thought-with evenko’s

thoughtno exception-isexpressedin agreatnumberof his poems,both
in conscious,polemical-ideologicalexcoriationsof the existing system
cf., for example,"Poslanie"or"P.S." andin varioussymbolicconstruc

tions. As stark as it is, however,this inversionof theCossackideal,from

freedomandequality to total powerfor someandslaveryfor others,is for

evenko only the narrower case of a universal curse hanging over

mankind,which is man’sunbridleddrive to controlandoppresshis fellow
man,to establishstructureovercommunitas.Thus, "Saul,"thepoemthat

tracestheorigins of structureandauthority which, nota bene, is shown

sobaky,/ Patynkylyzaly" lines625-28;or in "P.S.":"yryj pan, / Potomokhet’ma
nadurnoho,/Iprezavzjatyjpatriot" lines 12-14.
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as coming from Satanhimself: "M os’ lyxyj carja nese/Zzakonamy,z

meem, z katamy, Z knjazjamy, temnymy rabamy . . .", ends with
apparentbleak pessimism:

fope! fope!
pi6HimTb Ji}O Ha 3eMJli,
PocTym i BHCBTbCB qapi!

lines 110-12

The mostpointed expressionof this conflict in theCossackworld, i.e.,

in the Ukrainian past as such, is the sin of fratricide, which standsas a

direct parallel to the "crimes against nature"-parricide, infanticide,

incest-that occur, with much insistence,within the timeframe of the

present.The first intimation of this is givenin "Son" Hory moji vysokiji:

"Upyvalys’ i uoji/i svojeji krovi" [and they, theCossacks]weredrunk
with foreign/andtheir own blood. Thereis, however,a moreextensive
elaboration,remarkablefor both its powerandexplicitness.In theprison
cycle poem "Za bajrakom bajrak" 1847, evenko presentsan old
Cossackrising at night from theburial-moundto walk thesteppeandsing
a sorrowfulsong,andthen,at thecock’sthird crow, to sink backinto his
grave. Its setting, thedirect communion with themohyla, is alreadyan
unfailing sign of the utmostseriousnessof its message,andtheCossack’s
"song," the heartof thepoem, is indeeda central statement:

-HaH0cBJ1H3eMJn,

Ta ii OOM niuIJiH,
I HixTO He 3F3C.
Hac TT TpHcTa, BK cicjio!
ToBapMcTBaJBrJIO!

I 3eMJTIS1He npHuMac.
51K anpoa remMall
Y SiMO xp14cTHsIH,
Hac nocjia noraHBTH.

Ho CBO1i1 HO 3eMJli

CBOIO K0B O3S1HJ1I4

I 3api3aJIH6paTa.
KpoBi 6paraBHHJHlCb

I OTT nOJISirJIH
Y oriuii 3aKJlBTiiL-

lines 8-22

In consequenceof thesin of spilling their brothers’blood, the Cossacks
arecursedby theveryearth’s refusingto acceptthem and,evenmore,by
the fact that they will not live on in collective memory, that "no one
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remembers."The tension,thecontradiction,in theCossackphenomenon
is againevoked in the paradoxthat despitetheir sin and the apparent

consequentcurse,they arestill called "pure as glass."Onetheonehand,

this recapitulatesthe conflict of communitasandstructureon the mani
festsociallevel, for it is thehetmanhimselfwho ordersthem to this deed;

the poemre-evokesthe social conflict in the past,the "sinful" flaw in the
social order,and as suchparallels evëenko’s rationaland"ideological"

imperative,statedin so many earlierpoemsparticularly of the"Try lita"
period, to ponderanddiscernthetrue meaningof the nation’s past.But
the poemalso hasa deepersymboliclevel, for it is at the sametime an
elaborationof the Cossacks’relationshipto death,or, morespecifically,
to their existential statuson the borderline of life anddeath.

Throughout Sevenko’s poetry the image of the Cossackis almost

invariablylinked with the imageof thegrave,themohyla.Most obviously

andgenerally, this signifies that theCossacksare now deadand in the
past, as we see in the oft-cited openinglines of "Ivan Pidkova":

]Byno KOJmcb-B YicpaiHi
PeBiJiII rapMaTfl;
Byno K0Jmcb-sanoposUi
BMiJm HaHOBaTH.
flaHoBaJin, to6yaaJiii
I cJiaay,i B0JIo;
MIIHynocsi-ocTasrncsi
Moriuni Ha norn.

lines 1-8

Moreover,as the examplesnotedaboveshow,the commongraveof the
mohyla exemplifiescommunitasand hence,for evenko,thesacredness
inherentin Cossackdom.But beyondthis lies the questionof mythical

function.As variousreferencesin thecorpusindicate,andthe poems"Za
bajrakombajrak" and "Buvaje v nevoli inodi zhadaju"makeeminently
clear,theCossacksandtheCossackgravemohyla constituteonemythic-

semanticunit, a unit whoseprimary function is that of ritual revitaliza

tion. This is theritual of thegravesthat is foundin practicallyall cultures,
butwhich is particularlystressedin momentsof deprivationandcrisis, as
in various millenarianmovements;it is a turning to thepastto find the
collective or "national" strengthfor continuedexistence,a turning to
thedeadto insure Life, in aword, thevitalization of thefuture throughthe

past. The Cossacksthus function as a remarkably resonantmediator

betweenthepastandthefuture, betweenlife anddeath.Like all mythical

mediationsbetweenopposingcategories, they assumea preternatural



188 GEORGE G. GRABOWICZ

existence.2’They arethe living-dead.The demonicaspectof this modeis
amply reflected in various folkloric versionsof Cossacksas sorcerers
xarakternyky who traffic with dark forces.22But in Sevëenko-unlike
in Gogol’,whoseCossackandnon-CossackUkrainian worlds areshown
in radical opposition,with eachseeingthe otherasdemonic-theCos
sacks’demonicsideis largelymuted.In Hqjdamaky,thedemonicfeatures
of Hontaare on the onehand attributableto surfaceByronic conven
tion, andon theotherclearlycounterbalancedby hisdesignationas a holy
martyr. The unquestionablydemonicMykyta in "Tytarivna" is given a
blurred identity as he becomesa Cossack-panyé.23 And only once, in
"Xustyna,"is a Cossackactually identified as a xarakternyk.In fact, for
evenko the Cossacksserve a different function. They are, aboveall,
carriersof aprofoundtruth,which is thatof anideal-i.e., free,equaland
harmonious-earlierexistenceof the Ukraine.Indeed,in a mannerchar
acteristicof mythical thought, the carrier is the messageitself: the Cos
sacks-asthe Cossackcommunitas,of course-arethe Ukrainianpast,
and the Ukrainian past is the Cossacks.The two categoriesare made
equalandco-extensiveandno other"historical" Ukrainianpastis posited
by Sevenko.This is alsoappropriatein another,veryconcretesense:the
Cossacksare the only ones to havea past, for the peasantworld-the
otheraspectof Ukrainiancommunitas-istimeless,in effecttheworld of
nature,an eternalvegetativecycle. And this is broughtout mostclearly in
the short lyric "Oj oho ty poornilo Het’man.ft’vna,the Cossack
periodnot theterritory, is consistentlydepictednot as astate,apolitical

or social order, the rule of any given hetman,but as a form of ideal
existence;in "Son" Hory moji vysokiji this is madeexplicit as the old
man a clearprojection of the poet himself speaksof it in onebreathas
"God’s paradise"boJv/ rq/. Unquestionably,evëenkoseestheUkraine
of the past as an ideal and as an existential, not political, category.

21 "Mediation’ in this senseis always achievedby introducing a third category
which is ‘abnormal’or ‘anomalous’in termsof ‘rational’ categories.Thus mythsarefull
of fabulousmonsters,incarnategods,virgin mothers.Thismiddle groundis abnormal,
non-natural,holy. It is typically thefocusofall tabooandritual observance."Edmund
R. Leach,"Genesisas Myth," in Myth and CosmosGardenCity, 1967, p. 4.
22 Living-deadheroesarethe subjectof P. Revjakin’s"Sblienija i sledy. Entruckte
Helden, Lycari nevmyraky,"Osnova,January1862.
23 Mykyta is the quintessentialdemon-lover.He departsfor a long journey,andthe
phraseused here "V dalekudorohu/Pilovsobi" is also an idiomatic referenceto
death.His behaviorwhenhe returnsis demonicin the conventionalsense:he seducesa
girl, kills his bastardchild, andputs the blameon theunfortunatemother,who is then
killed by the community. At the end-acompleatvampire- he is fatedto live on
foreveras a Satan-manand to seducegirls.
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Similarly, for him the Cossacksarea mythical,nota historicalphenome
non. Not only are theynot presentedhistorically,their reasonforbeingis
not simply to embodythe pastand its glory, butto revealthe innermost
truthsaboutUkrainianexistenceand to serveas atouchstoneon whichto
basean idealfuture. As we seewithgreatclarity in "Buvajev nevoli,"they
appearfrom beyondthe graveembodyingthe sacredrevelationof what
the Ukraine was and whatit canbe. In the fallenand ignoble present,the
full meaning of this message-thesecretof the "great vault" velvkvj

/‘ox that is the Ukraine andthemohyly thatareCossackdom-isknown
only to thepoet.His prophetictaskis to passit on, to inculcateit uponthe
heartsof his countrymen.In this tasklies thefunctionof themyth-carrier.

*
* *

In sharpcontrastto Gogol’ andevenko,Kuli fundamentallychallenges
the mythical perspectiveon theCossackpast. BothGogol’andevenko
show the Cossackpast through mythical oppositions: for Gogol’, the

opposition was betweenthe Cossackand the non-Cossackmale and
femaleaspectsof Ukrainian society,and for evenko, it was between
communitasand structure.The resolutionsof their oppositions,while
quite different, are also mythical. For Gogol’ resolution occurs,on the
one hand, in the final decrepitudeand collapseof theCossackUkraine

that we see in such storiesas the "Two Ivans" and "The Old-World

Landowners" and also in the author-narrator’sflight to Petersburg,to
Russia;on theother, it happenswith thetransitionof theold Ukraineinto
a newimperial Russianframework,wherethe Cossacks-aswe seeat the
endof Taras Bul’ba-becomea foreshadowingof imperial RussianOr
thodoxpower. For evenkothe resolutionis containedin a millenarian
vision of anew, holy,, andjust order:"I naonovlenij zemli/ Vrahanebude,

supostata/A bude syn i bude maty/I budut’ ljudy na zemli." Kuli,
however, doesnot allow himself such visions. Instead,he proposesan

entirely different, rationalistic,and ultimately positivistic program.
To be sure, in his earliestphaseKuli, like his contemporaries,is still

quite enthralledby ethnographic-folkloristicmodelsand their implicit
metaphoric,affective,and,of course,collectivethinking. His first work in
this mode, Ukrajina published in 1843, is an attemptto reconstructan
epic poemcoveringUkrainianhistory from its beginningsto thetime of

Xmel’nyc’kyj. Consciouslyinvoking the Homeric eposas an ideal type

and model and perhapsalso the model of Ossian,Kuli usesvarious
dumy that he had heardand collected,elaborateson them, and fills in

gapswith his own dumy. This co-creation,blendingthe individual and
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collective, is quite in keepingwith Romanticpoetics,butalreadyhasone
significant departure:his emphasisin theprefaceon historicalcomplete
ness.WhereGogol’andevenko work with thestructureof oppositions
to symbolically convey the deep, concealedessenceof the Ukrainian
condition, the"holy truth" aboutits terrible"sin" or "curse,"whereall of
evêenko’sso-called historical poemsare alwaysat most metahistory
i.e., not a statementof what happened,but what it all meant,Kuli is
herealreadyconcernedwith recapturingthe past in a plenitudeof causal
sequencesof events. -

Kuli’s next period of creativity culminated with the publication in

1857 of Coma rada, his major artistic work and the first Ukrainian

historical novel. During this time hewas guided,on theone hand,by his
interest in the historical novel as modeledby Sir Walter Scott, and on

the other, even more decisively, by his immersion largely under the
influence of the Polish literary critic andwriter Michal Grabowskiin
archivaland antiquarianresearch.Comarada couldnot standin sharper

contrast to the vision of the Cossackpast of either evenko or Gogol’,
specifically the latter’s Taras Bul’ba, against which Ku1i consciously

measureshimself. The novel does indeedtry, andquite successfully,to
capturethecolor, thespirit, andtheturmoil of the CossackUkraine,but it
doessonot through symbolic and mythical constructs,but throughan
artisticequivalentof rational,historicalanalysis.His focus is aboveall on
the delineationof social forces,on thedynamics,values,andaspirations
of social groups; in this respectViktor Petrovis quite correctin calling it
thefirst Ukrainiansocialnovel.24It is certainlythefirst Ukrainianwork to
seethe Cossackpastas history, for it perceivesthe pastnot in termsof
emotionallychargedabsolutes,not as"holy truth"asevëenkodid, but
as a complexandrationally knowableprocess.Althoughit is verymucha
product of Romanticpoetics,especiallyas regardsthe concernfor local
color, family history, andabove all the utilization of the patternsand
devices of the Scottian novel, Coma rada already points to a post-

Romanticstance.At thecore of this newsystemof valuesis a beliefin the
primacy of reason directedat social and cultural analysis.It is most
indicative that the novel’s epilogue is a calm, balanced,andextremely
insightful inquiry into the interrelation of Russian and Ukrainianlitera

ture.

In the yearsfollowing the appearanceof Comarada, Kuli comesout

24 Viktor Petrov."coma rada, jak romansocijal’nyj," in Literatura, Zbirnykper3i/
Kiev, 1928. pp. 29-37.
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with a numberof important historical studies,rangingfrom theshort to
the voluminous.25His guiding principle is to reevaluateall misconcep
tions "myths" in the popular sensethat haveaccretedto his fellow
countrymen’sunderstandingof their past. The centralissue is balance
andperspective,as he saysin anopeningpassageof his projectedbutnot
completedoverall history of the Ukraine:

As I begin writing a history of the Ukraine I must [try to] pleasemy fellow
countrymen,who love andrespecttheir homeland.But what if they do not find
herewhattheyhavebecomeaccustomedto in their books?Wehavebecomeused
to looking at thehistory of the Ukrainethroughour Cossackdomandto turn all
our historical writing aroundthe Cossacks.But meanwhile,Cossackdomitself
wasonly a rich flower and sometimesa prickly thistle in the midst of our wild
steppe.Apart from theCossacks,manyother things grew on our homeground,
andall that which grew, bloomed,died andwas bornagain in anotherguise, all
that constitutesthe history of our Ukraine. Thus I haveto considerequallyeach
force whichbattledother forces,andespeciallycarefor whatwasdonein thepast
to affect the present,andwhat camedown to us. We must not look at the past
throughCossackdom,but from thedistant past to themore recentpast,andin
that to also study the Cossacks.26

In time theseviews becamesharply polemical.Kuli cameto see the

Cossacksandevenmoresothehajdamakyas anunequivocallydestruc

tive, anarchicforce,creatorsof the"GreatRuin" that theUkraine became
at the endof the seventeenthcentury.Concurrently,in his poetry, which
he resumedwriting only after the deathof Sevenko,Kuli engagedin a
twofold programthat is both anelaborationand anexorcismof evëen

ko’s legacy. His first concern, dating back to his earlier contacts with
evëenko,and the help and advicethat he offered him, was with con

tinuing andexpandingevenko’s essentialmessage,which proclaimed
the reborn dignity, power,andcreativepotentialof a nation. His second
concern,even while conceivedby Kuli as complementary,cameto be
seenby manyas nothing lessthanatreacherousandscurrilousattackon

Sevenko. For what Kuli does, especially in the collectionsXutomna

poezija and Dzvin, is to chargeevenko with becominga spokesman

and an apologist for destructionand ruin; in Kuli’s view, the Bard

becameenthralledto a blind and bloodthirstymuse,as he hasevenko

himself admit in the poem"Z toho svitu" Dzvin:

25 For example,Xmel’nvc?vna and Vyhovscvna in 1861, and especiallyIstorija
vossoedinenijaRusi 1874and 1877and OtpadenieMalorossiiot Pol ‘i 1888-89and
1890.
26 "Istorija Ukrajiny od najdavnijtyx asiv," in Tvor Pantele/monaKuIia, vol. 6
Lviv, 1910, p. 7.
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SI 6yB co6i USiHilil, a 6a6aTajiaMailKa
Be3KocTHM B3HKOM cRoiM MeHe 3poMHJia,

I roJioBy MeHI, 1IOqaBmH 3 Ha.JniBaiica,
BHcOKOCJiaBHHMH 0SiMH Ha6H.na.

I oaesia MeHe a1 O HO?KiB cbBsIqeHux,
,Io I’OHTH, 11tó 1Teil nopi3aa KaTeJifiKia,

,Lo npaBociaBHoï Py1HH Ii cicaKeHHx,
lUó HHMI4 HH3HM0b npoMiK 3eMHHx B3HKiB.

lines 1-8

Kulii’s personalattitudetowardSevenkois moresorrowfulthanangry,
but his condemnationof Sevenko’sheroes,his commonCossacksand
hajdamaky,and with it his belief in their "holy cause," is implacably
severe. As he says in a poem directed to evenko, "the last Cossack
minstrel" "Ostan’n’omukobzarevi kozac’komu"; also in Dzvin:

He noixe, Kaicem, c.riaBa.
Hi, Ko63apio, 6paTe!

HpoKMsLla cBoc K031tTB0
YKpaIHa MaTH.

3apoôiTKoM po36itulaitbKHM
fopyBaTH craJia,

I noeMil rai&raMaItbKi
BpeXHBMH Ha3BasIa.

Bce-K 6o B ffiX 6ysia oMaHa:
BOJISI, ‘IecTb, JHI3apcTBO,

3a 1130 cbBiToM KOJIOTHJIO
Be3 flT$1 Ko3ai3TBo.

BOJIB-HHII3HTB 3MJI}0 naHcbKy,

4ecm-Jnoteil YPMTH
A J1HI3CTBO -xpHcTislHcbIcy

KpoB piMKaMH JIHTH.

lines 29-44

The only otherthing thatcan drawso much of his scorn are theglorifiers

of the "Ruin," the apologistsof bloodshedandvengeancewhom Kuli
collectively addressesas "hajdamakscribblers." Perhapstheir greatest
sin, in his eyes, is their total distortion of Sevenko’s legacy:

B 1MB ioro caBTe,
Ha copo YKpa1HH,
BH Gpexiti nieTeTe
ilpo 6naroaTh Py1HH.
Ha riy TapacoBi,
KanKymTb Baci B’{eHi,
I1o He opi3ait
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ilaHiB 14010 chagMeHi,-

IUo F’oHTa ii 3a.r1131481K

He cTaJIl4TM KHH3HMH.
e npaitB MoHoMax
3 cHHaMH-BHTB3BMH.

"Pys’makam hajdamakam," Dzvin; lines 45-56
*

* *

We cannotexamineherethe full rangeand detail of Kuli’s historical
views. It is clear,at any rate, that his views wereoften highly emotional
and bitter. But it is utterlyfallaciousto claim, asJefremovoncedid,2 that
they were vacillatoryandwithouta unifying centralperspective.On the
contrary, it is evident that for most of his maturelife, Kuli came to
articulatean understandingof theCossackpastthatwasin directopposi
tion to themythicalvision sodeeplyinscribedon thecollectiveUkrainian
consciousnessby ev&nko. For where Sev&nko apotheizescommuni
tas, Kuli offersthe model,prospects,anddemandsof structuredsociety.
It is preciselywith thesedesiderataof enlightenment,of law andorder,of
normalcultural andsocial developmentin mind that he feelsobliged to
search,almost desperately,for a model in neighboringstates-gentry

Poland,imperial Russia,MohammedanTurkey-for the Cossackworld
itself can offer only a styxja, the anti-structureof communitas.Thus
PeterI and CatherineII, who for ev&nko are the very incarnationof
evil, are seenby Kuli as carriers of enlightenment,who conquerthe
"barbarism"of anarchy,who come to rule the Ukraine with "the eternal

sceptreof scienceand culture" "Dvoje predkiv" 28

Now, one can take strong issue with this interpretation of the past.
Kuli’s historico-poliitical reasoningmay be shown to be entirely one-
sided,but it would be highly unfair to accusehim of condoningdespo
tism. In fact, hisoppositionto official Russianor Polishchauvinism,to
oppressionof Ukrainiannationalrights,etc., is manifest,continuous,and
vociferous. The crux of the matter,however,is that he seestheonly real

prospectsfor the developmentof the Ukrainian nation in its acceptance
not of myth andsymbolicthinking, but of the "universalstandard"of
rational thought andof concrete,constructiveaction.

Ultimately, Kuli’s debunkingof the mythicalsenseof theCossackpast
is not only historicist,but positivist. His own life canbeseenasexemplify

27 "Bez syntezu,"Zaps’:iki istom,’cno-fIlolohMnohoviddilu, AkademiianaukURSR,
vol. 4 Kiev, 1924.
2> Cf., also,"Petro i Kateryna"and"Vin i vona" Dzvin.
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ing the "organic" effort of fosteringcultureandsocial betterment.It was
noneother than Kuli who wasthespiritual fatherof theProsvitamove

ment;it washe who atthefirst anniversaryof Sevenko’sdeathsuggested

that the bestmonumentto him wasnota resplendentmausoleumor sweet
praise, but the teaching of trades to village children.29 In this Kuli

signalsthe end of Romanticideology and the birth of an entirely new
understandingof the Ukrainiansituationandthecontinuumof Ukrainian
history. As much as the myth is still with us, his antithesishasalso left its
indelible mark on our senseof the Ukrainianpast.

Harvard University

29 ["Nauka remesla i pracjanarodna0 selax"], Tvor,’ Pantele/monaKuli.ia, 6:
560-64.



The Stefanyk Library oftheUkrainian Academyof Sciences:
A Treasury of Manuscript Collections in Lviv*

PATRICIA KENNEDY GRIMSTED

The StefanykLibrary of theUkrainianAcademyof Sciences,with its hold
ings of over five million volumes, rankstoday as one of the largestlibraries
in the Soviet Union. Its manuscriptholdings of over 100,000 units, now
groupedinto approximately200 fonds,are the secondrichestin libraries of
the Soviet Ukraine. As the principal library and manuscriptrepositoryfor
the WesternUkraine, the StefanykLibrary standsheir to most of the major
manuscriptcollections that havedevelopedover the centuriesin the Lviv
area.’

The library itself was officially foundedby a decreeof 2 January 1940,

* The presentarticle is basedon datagatheredfor my forthcomingdirectory,Ar
chivesand Manuscript Repositoriesin the USSR: Ukraine and Moldavia, to be
publishedby PrincetonUniversity Press.Researchis beingsupportedby theNational
Endowmentfor the Humanities,the Ford Foundation,and the Ukrainian Studies
Fund. Researchin the Soviet Union andPolandwas conductedunderthe academic
exchangeprogramsadministeredby theInternationalResearchandExchangesBoard.
I appreciatethe assistanceof the Academiesof Sciencesof the USSR and of the
Ukrainian SSR, underwhose auspicesmy work was conductedat the Stefanyk
Library in Lviv. The staffs of the manuscriptdivisions of the National Library in
WarsawandtheOssolineumLibrary in Wroclaw assistedwith informationrelatingto
their holdings.

Researchersshouldnote that mostof the descriptivepublicationsmentionedin the
footnotesof this article will soonbe available in microficheeditionsthroughthe Inter
Documentation Company IDC of Zug, Switzerland.More completeandextensive
bibliographicreferenceswill be providedin my forthcomingdirectory.

Forasurveyof majormanuscriptcollectionsin Lviv prior to 1939, seemy related
article, "Lviv ManuscriptCollectionsandTheir Fate," in Eucharisterion:Essaysin
Honor of OmeljanPritsak on theOccasionof his SixtiethBirthday, HarvardUkrain
ian Studies3/41979-80:348-75.Footnotesin that article provide bibliographical
referencesto the relevantearlier cataloguesanddescriptive publications.Only the
most important will be repeatedhere, andthen only if they are still usefuldescrip
tions of the manuscripts.
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several months after the establishmentof Soviet rule in the Western
Ukraine. As a branchof the Library of the UkrainianAcademyof Sciences
in Kiev, the library brought togetherundera singleadministrativeumbrella
most of the major previously existing libraries in the Lviv area, together
with theirrich manuscriptholdings.2 Among the largestcollectionsthat the
library took over aretheholdings of the Library of the ShevchenkoScien

tific Society Biblioteka Naukovoho tovarystva im. Shevchenka,the
Library of the Lviv National HomeBiblioteka Narodnohodomu, the Cen
tral Library of the Basilian Order Tsentral’na Vasyliians’kabiblioteka /
Biblioteka Chyna Sviatoho Vasyliia Velykoho, the Baworowski Library
Biblioteka im. Baworowskich,the OssolineumBiblioteka Zakiadu Naro
dowego im. Ossoliñskich,the Library of the Lviv TheologicalAcademy
Biblioteka Bohoslovs’koi akademii u L’vovi, and the Lviv Jewish Com
munity Library Biblioteka Gminy Izraelickiej. Many privatelibrariesand

manuscript collections, as well as the personalpapersof many political,
religious,andcultural leadersfrom the area,were alsoacquired.Indeed,the

Lviv branchof the UkrainianAcademyLibrary consolidatedthe holdingsof
some eighty different libraries and separatemanuscriptcollections in the
area.

The administrative centerof the library was organized in the building
occupied by theOssolineum,which still remainsthe library’s home.Many
of thecomponentcollectionsinitially remainedin their original or traditional
location, and eventoday someparts of the library occupy the buildings of
earlier libraries. The consolidation of the Academy Library was inter
rupted - and indeedreversed-during the GermanoccupationJune 1941-
July 1944,when the preexistinglibrarieswere reorganizedas partsof a cen
tralized State Library Staatsbibliotheknetwork.

Following the reestablishmentof Soviet rule in the Western Ukraine in
1944, the library wasreorganizedagainas the Lviv Library of the Academy
of Sciencesof the UkrainianSSRL’vivs’ka biblioteka AN URSR,with the
acronym LBAN, along lines similar to those initiated in the 1940-41

period. In 1963 the library wastransferredto the administrationof the Min

istry of Culture of the UkrainianSSRandrenamedthe Lviv State Scientific
Library L’vivs’ka derzhavnanaukovabiblioteka. It was returned to the

jurisdiction of the Academy of Sciencesin 1969 as the Lviv Scientific

2 Theofficial decree,"Pm orhanizatsiiunaukovykhustanovu zakhidnykhoblas
tiakh URSR," is reprinted in the collection,Kul’turne budivnytstvov Ukrains’kii
RSR:Zbirnykdokumentiv,2 vols. Kiev, 1959, 1: 794; but thedecreegivesno spe
cific dataabout the library organization.
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LibraryL’vivska naukovabibliotekaAN URSR,and took its presentname
honoring the Ukrainian writer Vasyl’ Stefanyk in 1971 L’vivs’ka naukova
biblioteka im. V. StefanykaAN URSR.3

In the courseof the four decadessincethe library broughttogethermostof
the major library and private manuscriptcollections in the Lviv area, the
holdingshavebeensubjectto considerablerearrangement.Following stan
dardizedSoviet practice, all of the manuscriptholdings havebeendivided
into fonds, that is to say into integralarchival groupsbearinga direct rela
tionship to the provenance,nature, and/or collector of the materials
involved. In the caseof materialsthat came from major cultural establish
ments, institutional recordsper se were separatedfrom the library collec

tions of manuscriptsandpersonalpapers.Institutional records,suchasthose
of the ShevchenkoScientific Society and the Lviv National Home, were
transferredto the jurisdiction of what is today the Central State Historical
Archive of the Ukrainian SSR in Lviv Tsentral’nyiderzhavnyiistorychnyi
arkhiv URSRu m. L’vovi, or T5DIA-L. Recordsfrom smaller,local insti
tutions were transferredto the Lviv OblastState Archive L’vivs’kyi oblas
nyi derzhavnyiarkhiv, or LODA.4

Personalpapersusuallyremainedwith the library manuscriptcollections
and were depositedin the Academy Library. However, the state archives
sometimesacquiredmany major groupsof personalpapersand miscellane

ousdocumentarymaterialsalong with institutionalrecordsbecausea clear-

cut distinction had not beenmadebetweenthem. Also, the papersof some
importantor politically sensitive individuals tended to be shifted to state

archivaljurisdiction. The net result, as will be seenbelow,has often beena

split in the dispositionof some personalpapers and institutional records
betweenthe Academy Library and the state archivesin Lviv.

Aside from the fonds within the manuscriptdivision, thereare no major

A brief sketchof the historyof the library andoutlineof its presentorganization
and all categoriesof holdings is providedin the brief popularizedguide,L’vivs’ka
naukovabiblioteka im. V. StefanykaAN URSR:Putivnyk Kiev, 1979. The only
earlierdescriptionwas the scantprefatoryarticle in Skarbnytsiaznan’: Tematychnyi

zbirnyknaukovykhprats’, ed. M. P. Humeniuk et al. Lviv, 1972, pp. 4-8. Such
historical datahavebeensupplementedby my own findings. The article devotedto
the library in Radians’ka entsyklopediiaistorii Ukrainy 3 1971: 51, cites 1939 as
the date of formation, but all other sourcesgive 1940, including the articlespub
lished in 1965 to celebratethe library’s 25th anniversary.

There is no publishedguide to the holdings in TsDIA-L; most of those in the
oblastarchiveLODA arebriefly surveyedin the publishedguide,L’vivs’kyi oblas
nyi derzhavnyiarkhiv: Putivnyk, comp. V. I. Kotel’nikova et al. Lviv, 1965.
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groupingsor strict subject-matterdivisions. Although they do not constitute

formal groupingsand are not apparentin the assignmentof fond numbers,
threemajor typesof fonds can be distinguished:1 major institutionalcol
lections,including that of themanuscriptdivision itself; 2 minor groupsof
institutional records;and 3 personalpapers,many of which also include
collected manuscriptsand estaterecords.

Somemajor institutionalcollectionshavebeenretainedin their previous
arrangementwithin individual fonds; a notable instanceis the Ossolineum
collection, in which many of the units had alreadybeenbound and cata
logued. In such cases,one can use earlierpublishedor unpublishedcata
logues and the traditional codenumbers.However, many collectionshave
been completely reorganized following standardizedSoviet guidelines.
Someof the largeinstitutionalcollectionsremainingin the library havebeen
broken down and separatefonds establishedfor individual groupsof per
sonal papersand/orsubsidiarycollections that had earlierbeenconsidered
part of the larger collections. This processis still underway, so further

changesand reclassificationcanbe anticipated.
Unfortunately,cataloguingand descriptivepublicationshaveproceeded

veryslowly. No generalguideor historyof the manuscriptdivision hasbeen
prepared,and no majorcatalogueserieshas beeninitiated. No overall sur
vey of the manuscriptholdings has appeared,other than a one-pagesum
mary in the 1979 generalguide to the library and a few lines in a 1972 article
about the library as a whole.5What few descriptivepublicationsand cata
loguesdo exist havebeenpublishedin limited rotaprynt editionswhich are
virtually unobtainableoutside major libraries in the USSR. The meager
productsof the post-World War II Sovietperiod standin sharpcontrastto
the laudabletradition of detailedlibrary manuscriptcataloguesthat evolved
in Lviv in the late nineteenthandearlytwentiethcenturies.Thiscontrastwill
be increasinglyapparentin the discussionbelow.6

SeeLNB AN: Putivnyk, pp. 28-30, and the prefatory article in Skarbnytsia
znan’, p. 7. The bibliography of publicationsby the library during the first quarter
century of its existence,0. P. Kushch,comp., L’vivs’ka derzhavnanaukovabibli
oteka za 25 rokiv, 1940-1965 rr.: Bibliohrafichnyi pokazhchyk Lviv, 1965,
demonstratesthe nearlytotal neglectin termsof descriptionsof manuscriptholdings.
Seealso the additional bibliography of LNB AN publicationsby Kushch in Skarb
nytsiaznan’, pp. 122-54.
6 Most notableare the admirablydetailedcatalogueslisting individual manuscripts
in theOssolineumin Lviv preparedbeforeandafter theFirst World War seefns. 43
and44 andthosecoveringmanuscriptsin the library of theNationalHomeseefns.
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Most important among thesesparsepublicationsis the 1977 directory of
personalpapers,Osobystiamkhivnifondy viddilu rukopysiv. This volume is
an essentialstarting point for researcherstrying to identify the tremendous
wealthand variety of extantmaterials. It provides a brief descriptionof the
personalpapersof 176 individuals or families held by the manuscriptdivi
sion, as either individual fonds or parts of major institutional collections.7

The directory is not complete, however,and thereare no explanationsfor
theomissions,someof which will be mentionedhere.But despiteits inade
quacies,this is clearly the most substantialpublication by and about the
division to appearin the forty yearssincethe library wasfounded.Similar in
orientationand format to guides to personalpapersissuedby severalMos
cow libraries, it is of increasedimportancebecausepersonalpapersin the
StefanykLibrary are not listed in the generaldirectory of personalpapersin
Soviet repositories.8

Anotherrecentlimited-edition subject-orientedcataloguecovers Ukrain
ian and Russianautographliterary manuscriptsand letters, in which the
division is extremelyrich.9 No comparablecoveragehasyet beenprovided
for otherautographs,although a brief survey hasbeenmade of Czech and

Slovak autographs.’° The library also has many autographs of other

nationalor linguistic origins, including lettersof Victor Hugo and Napoleon
Bonaparte.However, most autographsare not now groupedas a separate

26 and 27. The cataloguingtradition of the Ossolineumhas beencontinued in
Wroclaw, as will be discussedbelow see the Wroclaw cataloguesmentioned in
fn. 48.

Osobystiarkhivni fondy viddilu rukopysiv: Anotovanyipokazhchyk,comp. le.
M. Humeniuk,P. H. Babiak,and0. 0. Dz’oban Lviv, 1977;tirazh-500copies.
Although the papersof manyPolish leadersare includedin the listings, original or
alternate-languageforms areneverprovidedfor personalnamesandonly rarely for
institutions andpublications.
8 It is puzzlingthat only one fond of personalpapersfrom LNB AN is listed in the
otherwisehelpful directory,Lichnyearkhivnyefondyv khranilishchakhSSSR:Uka
zatel’, 3 vols. Moscow, 1962-63, 1980. LNB AN datahadreportedlybeenpre
paredfor the third volume issuedin 1980,butnot a single listing for the library is
included.

Avtohrafy ukrains’kykh i rosiis’kykh pys’mennykiv:Anotovanyi pokazhchyk,
comp. P. H. Babiak, ed. le. le. KravchenkoLviv, 1976.
‘° P. H. Bab"iak,, "Avtohrafy prohresyvnykh ches’kykh i slovats’kykh
pys’mennykiv i vchenykh,"Bibliotekoznavstvoi bibliohrafiia no sluzhbi nauky
Lviv, 1979,pp. 122-29.
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fond-or collection-in the division, except those traditionally grouped

togetherwithin the Ossolineumcollection.

More recentis the 1979 cataloguelisting 164 manuscriptmusical scores

dating from the sixteenththrougheighteenthcenturies.Thesescoresare dis

persedamongvariouscollectionsin the division, and somehavebeenlisted
in earlier catalogues."Only two other rotaprynt subject-orientedcata
logueshaveappearedunderthe library’s imprint-oneof documentsrelat
ing to the revolutionaryeventsof 1848 in Galicia, and a secondof docu
mentsfrom 1648-54relating to the Khmel’nyts’kyi uprising.’2

A series of collective volumes issued by the library-six appeared
between1972 and 1979-include severalarticlesbriefly surveying certain

groupsof documentsor materialson othe specialsubjects.’3A numberof
survey articles by outside specialistshavealso appearedin otherjournals.

To date, noneof the descriptivepublications survey themajor institutional

collectionsheld by the division, or correlatethem with previouslypublished
catalogues.Hence, we needto pay particular attention to these holdings
here.Thesemajorcollectionswill, accordingly,be surveyedfirst-in order
of their assignedfond numbers,along with the individual personalor family
papersthat cameto the library with thoselarger institutionalcollections.

The first numberedfond in the ManuscriptDivision comprisesthe rich
institutional collections of the former Shevchenko Scientific Society
NTSh, which from its establishmentin 1873 until 1939 played a central
role in Ukrainiancultural and intellectuallife in Lviv. The society assumed
the role of an UkrainianAcademyof Sciencesbefore the First World War,

and subsequentlyfor the WesternUkraine until 1939. In this connection,the
library of the NTShamassedthe largestsystematiccollectionof Ukrainica in
the nineteenthand early twentieth centuries. By 1939, the library had

" Notoliniini rukopysyXVI-XVI! st.: Kataloh, comp. Ia. P. Iasynovs’kyi and
0. 0. Dz’oban, ed. Ia. N. ShchapotLviv, 1979.

2 1848 rik v Halychyni: Anotovanyipokazhchykrukopysnykhmaterialiv bib/jo
teky, comp. V. F. BanduraandT.Iu. Kozachuketal.,ed. I. S. MillerLviv, 1953;
Vyzvol’naviina ukrains’kohonaroduv 1648-1654 rr. za vozz’‘iednaniia Ukrainy z
Rosiieiu: Anotovanyipokazhchykrukopysnykhmaterialiv biblioteky, comp. T. lu.
Kozachuket al., ed. 0. P. KushchLviv, 1954.
‘ Skarbnytsiaznan’ 1972; Bibliotekata informatsiia 1973; Knyha i znannia
1974; Biblioteka i naukovo-tekhnichnyiprohres 1975; Knyha i biblioteka na
sluzhbi nauky 1978; and Bibliotekoznavstvoi bibliohrafiia na sluzhbi nauky
1979. All bear the series subtitle, Tematychnyizbirnyk naukovykh prats’, are
editedby M. P. Humeniuket al., andwere issuedin Lviv by LNB AN.
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brought togetherthe archivesof many West Ukrainiansocieties,organiza
tions, institutions, editorial offices, and even the records of the "Sich
Riflemen" and the Galician Ukrainian armed forces. Major libraries of
Ukrainian scholarsand literary figures such as Mykhailo Hrushevs’kyiand
Ivan Frankowere bequeathedto theNTSh library, as werethe privatemanu
script collectionsand personal papersof many distinguishedUkrainians,

both from Galiciaand the EasternUkraine. Unfortunately,a publishedcata
logue wasneverpreparedfor the NTShcollection, and only an abbreviated

card catalogueis available in the library itself. Many of the manuscript
acquisitions were, however, mentioned in publishedpamphlets,and in
annual reportsor othernoticesprinted over the yearsin the NTSh newslet
ter. ‘

Along with the NTSh library, the AcademyLibrary holds a majorpart of
the documentarylegacyof the NTSh, althoughsomeparts havebeentrans
ferred elsewhere. A portion of the society’s archival legacy, however,
including most of its own institutionalrecords,is now held by the historical
archivein Lviv TsDIA-L, as aresomeof the personalpapersof prominent

Ukrainiansassociatedwith the NTSh. The recordsof the ethnographicdivi
sion of the NTSh, alongwith someof its most interestingethnographiccol

lections, were transferredto the Institute of Art, Folklore, and Ethnography

in Kiev, and are now retainedthere.’5 Many personalpapersof important

writers bequeathedto the NTSh, including those of Ivan Franko, Lesia

Ukrainka, and Vasyl’ Stefanyk, were transferredto the Institute of Litera

Khronika Naukovohotovarystva imeni Shevchenkau L’vovi, 74 nos. Lviv,
1900-14; 1919-38, passim; thelongerreport in no. 69/70,pp. 7-24, servesas a
general review andsurveysacquisitionsfor the years1926-30. Seealso the list of
major manuscript holdings in the 1936 pamphlet by Volodymyr Doroshenko,
Ukrains’ka natsional’nabiblioteka BibliotekaNaukohotovarystva im. Shevchenka
u L’ vovi Lviv, 1936, pp. 8- II. Additional retrospectivedetailsaboutthe library
are provided in Domshenko’slater article, "Biblioteka Naukovohotovarystvaim.
Shevchenkau L’vovi," ZapyskyNTSh 171 1961: 7-58, and in the pamphlet
Ohnyshcheukrains’koi nauky: NaukovetovarystvoimeniT. ShevchenkaNew York
and Philadelphia,1951.
‘ The completerecordsof the NTSh EthnographicDivision andrelated records
now held in the manuscriptdivision of the Ryl’s’kyi Institute of Art, Folklore, and
Ethnographyof theUkrainianAcademyof Sciencesin Kiev arelisted andsurveyed,
alongwith otherprivatepapersandethnographiccollections, in thecomprehensive
typescriptguide in the institute. Two versionsof this guide were preparedfor publi
cationdated 1958and 1971, but unfortunately,this basic referencework hasstill
not appearedin print.



202 PATRICIA KENNEDY GRIMSTED

ture of the Academy of Sciencesin Kiev, and are held in the manuscript

division there.’6
The basic NTSh collection remaining in the Stefanyk Library is now

arrangedas fond I in the manuscriptdivision. Particularlyimportantamong

these materials are the nearly threehundredearly manuscriptbooks that

camefrom the NTSh library. The earliestis the ChurchSlavonic parchment

gospel known since the nineteenthcentury as "Apostolus Bybliensis"; it

dates from the first half of the fourteenth century.’7 Three manuscript
books are from the fifteenth century, but most date from the sixteenth
through the nineteenthcenturies.Included in the collection are religious
manuscriptsand theologicalcodices,historical and literarymanuscripts,and

othermiscellaneousdocumentarymaterials.

The Academy Library holdsthe personalpapersand collectionsof many

cultural and political leaderswho were associatedwith the NTSh. These

materialswere acquiredwith the society’slibrary in 1940,although,as men

tioned above,someof them were transferredelsewhere.Many of thesehave

since been-orare in the processof being-rearrangedin the manuscript

division and groupedas separatefonds. Most are describedbriefly in the

publishedguide to personalpapersin the library.’8
Of particularnote among the papersof the bibliographerand newspaper

editor Ivan 0. Levyts’kyi 1850-1913 are the materials for his never-

completedbiographicaldirectory of Galicia. The preliminary manuscript

6 Most of Franko’slibrary as well as his papersweretransferredto Kiev, although
a few scattered materials remain in LNB AN and in the Franko Memorial
House-Museumin Lviv. Themain body of paperswas describedatthe time of their
transferin the mimeographedjournal of the UkrainianAcademyLibrary by Ia. R.
Dashkevych,"Arkhiv Ivana Franka,"Zhurnal Biblioteky Akademiinauk URSR,
1947, no. I 3, pp. 83-86. For the Stefanyk papersin Kiev see K. Siekaneva,
"Arkhiv Vasylia Stefanyka," Radians’ke literaturoznavstvo, 1973, no. 4, pp.
80-83. For the papersof Lesia Ukrainka pseudonymof Larysa Kosach-Kvitkasee
A. M. Polotai, "Rukoiu poetesy Do lOO-richchia vid dnia narodzhennia Lesi
Ukrainky," Nauka i suspil’stvo, 1971, no. 2, pp. 17-21.I do not havea list of all
other writers’ paperstransferredfrom Lviv to the Institute of Literature in Kiev.
There is no comprehensiveguide to the manuscriptholdings of the institute, but a
surveyand bibliography of descriptivearticles will be included in my forthcoming
directory of Ukrainianarchivesand manuscriptcollections.
‘ Seethe study by PeterKopko, "ApostolusBybliensis saecXIV: Grammatisch
kritisch analysiert," Denkschriftender KaiserlichenAkademieder Wissenschaften
in Wien,Philosophische-HistorischeKlasse 55 1912: 1 - 103.

8 Seethe listings for all of the following groupsof papers from the NTSh in Oso
bysti arkhivni fondy.
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volumesarearrangedin alphabeticalorderandcan be consultedin thedivi
sion office.’9 Also held in the division are the materialsLevyts’kyi col
lectedfor his comprehensiveGalician-Ukrainianbibliography,including the
unpublishedpartspreparedin the I 890s.2°

Otherpersonalpapersor collectionsstill classifiedas part of the NTSh
library collection include those of the composer Denys Sichyns’kyi
1865_1909.21Many of the papersof the musician Evhen lakubovych
d. ca. 1928,who emigratedto America,were returnedto Lviv from Phila
delphiain the 1920s;they includemanyUkrainianmusicalautographs.Also
included are some papers of the opera singer Modest Mentsins’kyi
1876-1935, thecomposerandpoet PetroNishchyns’kyipseudonymPetro
Baida; 1832-96,theantiquarianlosyf Davydovych1864-1926, the liter
ary historianandeducatorIaroslavHordyns’kyi 1882- 1939, thejurist and
translatorlulian Sel’s’kyi 1849-1926, thepoliticiansandpublicistsHeorh
Ostermanb. 1808 and OstapTerlets’kyi pseudonymsB. Kistka and Ivan
Zanevych; 1850-1902,the religious leaderand regional specialistof Sta
nyslavivnow Ivano-Frankivs’kVasyl’ Fatsiievych1847- 1921, and the
historian and cultural leaderVasyl’ Chemets’kyi 1837-1900.

The extensivepapersof the Barvins’kyi family were originally organized
by thehistorianBohdanBarvins’kyi 1880-1958. A largepartof thecollec

tion, including the papersof OleksandrBarvins’kyi 1847-1926, cameto

the library from the NTSh, but someremainedas a separatefamily collec
tion and were receivedonly later. Theserich holdings, dating from the
period 1801 to 1947, havenow beengroupedtogetheras fond II, but are

not listed in the publishedguideto personalpapersin LNB AN. Of special

note are the multivolume memoirs of OleksandrBarvins’kyi, which have
neverbeenpublished.The Barvins’kyi collection includesrecordsof several

‘ Seethe descriptionby Ia. R. Dashkevych,"Materialy I. 0. Levyts’koho iak
dzherelodlia bibliohrafichnohoslovnyka," Istorychnidzherelata ikh vykorystannia
2 1966: 35-53. TheLevyts’kyipapersarestill classifiedas partof theNTShcollec
tion fond 1, and therearea few relatedpapersin the National Homecollection
fond 2.
20 Levyts’kyi’s bibliographicalcontributionshavebeenexaminedrecentlyby Paul
R. Magocsi, "NationalismandNationalBibliography: IvanE. Levyts’kyi andNine
teenth-CenturyGalicia," Harvard Library Bulletin 28, no. 1 1980: 81-109.
Magocsi’s study would havebeenmuchmore revealinghadhe beenableto utilize
the Levyts’kyi papers in LNB AN.
21 The comprehensivebibliography,DenysSichyns’kyi:Materialy do bio-biblio
hrafii diiachivukrains’koikul’tury, comp. S. P. Kostiuk andP. K. MedvedykLviv,
1966, includesalist of Sichyns’kyi manuscriptsheld aspartof the NTShcollection.
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small Ukrainiannewspapersandjournalseditedby OleksandrBarvins’kyi in

the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.22For example, a few

scatteredfiles remainfrom thejournalsPravda 1867-78, 1889-98,Zoria

1880-97, andMeta 1863-65, and from the newspapersDuo 1880-

1939 andRuslan1897- 1914. Therearealsosomescatteredrecordsdating

from the late nineteenthcentury which relate to the series "Rus’ka isto
rychna biblioteka."

Among other importantgroups of paperscoming from the NTSh library
but now classifiedas separatefonds are thoseof the lawyer,publicist, and
folklorist Meliton Buchyns’kyi 1847-1903 fond 17, and the
ethnographersVolodymyr Hnatiuk 1871-1926 fond 34,23 Mytrofan

Dykarev pseudonymM. Kramarenko; 1854-99 fond 151 ,24 and Sydir
Hlyns’kyi 1860-1931fond 159, of thelinguist, ethnographer,andeditor
OmelianPartyts’kyi 1840-95 fond 154, andof thehistorianandeducator

Omelian Terlets’kyi 1873-1958 fond 115; someparts of the fond were
received after his death. The collection from the Zaklyns’kyi family

1818-1974 fond 48; some parts of the fond were also receivedlater
includespapersof notedcultural figures and educators.A largeportion of

the papers of the radical publicist and political activist Mykhailo Pavlyk
1853-1915cameto theAcademyLibrary from theNTSh library, but some

came with other collections; now groupedtogetherfond 160, they have
beendescribedin two articles.25OtherPavlyk papersare held in the histor
ical archive TsDIA-L.

The AcademyLibrary holdsthe vast majority of manuscriptand docu
mentarymaterials from the library of the former Lviv "National Home,"
the importantUkrainiancultural institution foundedin Lviv in 1849. The

22 The Barvins’kyi family papersarenotmentionedin Osobystiarkhivnifondy, but
are coveredby the card catalogueavailable in the manuscriptdivision.
23 A largerportionof the Hnatiukpapersfrom the NTSharenow held by the histor
ical archiveTsDIA-L; thosein LNB AN arementionedin Osobystiarkhivnifondy,

pp. 28-30.
24 Regarding the Dykarev papers, see the prefatory note by Ivan Franko in
PosmertnipysanniaMytrofanaDykarevazpolia fol’ kl’oru i mito/’ohii Lviv, 1909;
"Zbirnyk filolohichnoi sektsii NTSh," vol. 6, pp. v-xii.
25 Seethe articleby le. le. Kravchenko,"U borot’bi proty ukrains’kohoburzhuaz
noho natsionalizmuZ arkhivnoi spadshchynyM. Pavlyka," in Knyha i znannia,
pp. 64-86,and the more recentarticle by Ie. M. Humeniuk, "Arkhiv M. Pavlyka,"
Bibliotekoznavstvoi bibliohrafiia na sluzhbinauky, pp. 129-46.Pavlyk papers in
TsDIA-L are to be found in fond 663. SomePavlykcorrespondenceis integratedinto
the papersof Ivan Frankoin Kiev, while otherpaperstherearearrangedin fond 101.
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basic National Home collection constitutesfond 2 in the manuscriptdivi

sion. Most of its impressivecollection of early manuscriptbooks, dating
from the fifteenththroughthe nineteenthcenturies,were describedin earlier
cataloguesand remain intact today.26

The rich collectionof Antin Petrushevych1821- 1913,totaling over 550
manuscriptsfrom the thirteenth throughthe nineteenthcenturies,originally
formed a special division in the National Home; some were catalogued
beforethe First World War. Thiscollection hasnow beenrearrangedas part
of the separatePetrushevychfond fond 77, togetherwith the personal
papersand othermaterialsin the Petrushevychlegacy27

Many otherdocumentarymaterialscameto thedivision from theNational
Home, along with part of its institutional archive. However, most of the
actualinstitutionalrecordsof the National Home arenow held by TsDIA-L.
The papersof a numberof importantWestUkrainiancultural leadersalso
remainpart of the National Home collection. Many representnineteenth-
century leadersof a conservative"Old Ruthenian" orientation, such as
OleksandrDukhnovych1803-65,Mykhailo Kachkovs’kyi 1802-72,and
Ivan Naumovych1826-91. Notable individuals whosepapersremain in
this collection include the writers Bohdan Didyts’kyi 1827-1909,who
editedpublicationsfor the National Home and the related society,Galician

RuthenianMatytsia Halyts’ ko-rus’ka matytsia, and Mykhailo Klemerto
vych 1836-1903, who also workedon National Homepublications; the

editor and journalist Osyp Monchalovs’kyi 1858-1906; the writers and

26 Seethe two cataloguespreparedby I. S. Svientsits’kyi,Tserkovno-i russko-sla
vianskierukopisi Publichnoi biblioteki Narodnogo domav L’vove St. Petersburg,
1904, originally published in !zvestiia Otdeleniia russkogo iazyka i slovesnosti
Imperatorskoiakademiinauk9 1904, no. 3: 350-414;andOpisanieinoiazychnykh
i noveishikh karpatorusskikhrukopisei biblioteki "Narodnogo doma" v L’ vove
Lviv, 1905, originally publishedinNauchno-literaturnyisbornik ‘Galitsko-russkoi
matitsy"31904,no. 4: 81-104;41905,no. I: 108-49.Sincesomeof themanu
scriptscoveredby the secondcataloguehavebeenrearranged,it is more difficult to
correlate them with current holdings.
27 I. S. Svientsits’kyi,Opys rukopysivNarodnoho domuz kolektsiiA. Petrushe
vycha, 3 vols. Lviv, 1906-Il; "Ukrains’ko-rus’kyi arkhiv," vols. 1, 6, and 7;
"Rukopysy L’vivs’kykh zbirok," pts. 1-3; see also 0. A. Markov, "Opisanie
rukopisei XIX v. sobraniiaA. S. Petrushevichav biblioteke Narodnogodoma v
L’ vove," Vestnik Narodnogo doma 30 8 1912, no. 1, pp. 6-11; no. 2, pp.
26-32; no. 3, pp. 34-40. Themanuscriptscoveredareall held in fond77, albeitwith
different code numbers. Some of the Petrushevychpapers are now located in
TsDIA-L, andapart of his manuscriptcollectionis in the Library of theAcademyof
SciencesBAN SSSRin Leningrad.
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newspapereditorsOsypMarkov 1849- 1909 andVolodymyr Shashkevych

1838-85; thejournalist andphilologist Henryk Polians’kyi 1847-1935;
the philologist and professorof Ukrainian literature Hnat Onyshkevych

1847-83; the literary critic and cultural leader Vasyl’ Koval’s’kyi
1826- 1911; thewriter andcultural leaderMykola Ustiianovych1811-85
and his son Kornylo 1839- 1903, a writer andartist; the educatorOleksii
Torons’kyi 1838-99; and the Slavicist and director of the National Home
Library, Pylyp Svystun1844-1916. Also well representedarethe personal

papersof Izydor Sharanevych1829-1901, historian, archaeologist,and

leader of the Stauropegial Institute; losyf Komarnyts’kyi 1852-1920,
professorof theology and rectorof Lviv University; and SpyrydonLytvyno
vych 18 10-69, metropolitan of Galicia. Some of the papersof Ilarion

Svientsits’kyi 1876-1956,Slavicist and for many years director of the
Ukrainian National Museum now the Museumof Ukrainian Art in Lviv,
are part of the National Home collection, but others remain in family cus
tody or among the institutional recordsof the museumitself.28

Many of thepersonalpapersthat camefrom the library of the National

Home havesince beenclassifiedas separatefonds in the manuscriptdivi

sion. Of particularnote are the papersof the "RuthenianTriad"-the poet
Markiian Shashkevych1811-43 fond 142, thepoetandphilologist Iakiv

Holovats’kyi 18 14-88 fond 36, and the historian and ethnographerIvan
Vahylevych 1811-66 fond l9.29 In the caseof Shashkevych,a detailed
cataloguerecently issuedby the library describes81 of his literary manu

scripts held by the division.30 Other important leaderswhose papershad

beendepositedin the National Home include the writer and political activist
Rudol’f Mokh 1816-91 fond 68,’ the educatorand political leader

28 All of thesegroupsof personalpapersaredescribedbriefly in Osobystiarkhivni
fondy.
29 Seethe survey of thesepapersby 0. 0. Dz’oban, "Arkhiv M. Shashkevycha,
I. Vahylevychata Ia. Holovats’koho,"Bibliotekoznavstvoi bibliohrafiia na sluzhbi
nauky,pp. 146-56.Additional Holovats’kyi papersare to be found in Kiev-a large
group in the Instituteof Literature fond 104 and others in the Central Scientific
Library T5NB of the Academyof Sciences.
30 Rukopysyarkhivu M. S. Shashkevycha:Opys, comp. 0. 0. Dz’oban,ed. le. le.
KravchenkoLviv, 1979; [LNB AN]. Six of the manuscriptslistedcamefromother
fonds in the division.
‘ See the survey by 0. 0. Dz’oban, "Arkhiv Rudol’fa Mokha," Arkhivy
Ukrainy, 1967, no. 6 86, pp. 75-77.
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Teofil’ Pavlykiv 1821- 1905 fond 75, and the social and political activist
Iustyn Zhelekhovs’kyi 1821-1900fond 4732

The most importantcollection from Ukrainian religious institutionsin the
Lviv areacamefrom the library of the Basilianmonastery.Acquired by the
Academy Library in 1940 and now groupedin the division as fond 3, the
collection contains972 early Slavic manuscriptbooks dating from the fif
teenththroughthe nineteenthcenturies.Theseinclude the collection of the
former St. Onufrius Monastery, along with those from other Basilian
churchesand monasteriesin the area.Thesematerialswere broughttogether
after the First World War, underthe auspicesof the Central Archive of the
Orderof St. Basil theGreatTsentral’nyivasyliians’kyi arkhiv. A surveyof
the manuscriptcollection by losafatSkruten’ waspublishedin 1928, and a
catalogueof more detailedmanuscriptdescriptionsby IaroslavHordyns’kyi
was published only in part before I939. However, the institutional

32 Seethereportby P. I. Svystunon thesepapers,"Iz rukopisnogonaslediiap0 bl.
p. lustine Zhelekhovskom,"VestnikNarodnogodoma, 1909, no. 1, pp. 9-17; no.
2, pp. 23-31; no. 3, pp. 44-51; no. 4, pp. 65-97; no. 6, pp. 97-104;no. 7/8, pp.
128-44;no.9,pp.158.-64;no.IO,pp. l66-71;no. ll,pp. 193-200;no.l2,pp.
205-I0;l910,no.l,pp.8-l6;no.2,pp.25-28;no.3,pp.40-46;no.4,pp.54-59;
no. 5, pp. 68-72; no. 6, pp. 82-88; no. 7/8, pp. 82-88; no. 9, pp. 127-34;no. 10,
pp. 142-48;no. 11/12,pp. 160-63;1912,no. 4,pp. 53-66; no. 5,pp. 70-75; no.6,
pp. 86-93; no. 7/8, pp. 109-14;and no. 9/10, pp. 121-22.

Seethe surveydescriptionby I. Skruten’, "Biblioteka l’vivs’kykh Vasyliian,"
Analecta Ordinis Sancti Basilii Magni/ Zapysky Chyna sv. Vasyliia Velykoho I
1924: 161 -76; 3 1928: 65-73. The first volume of the more detailedcatalogue,
comp. by Iaroslav Hordyns’kyi, RukopysyBiblioteky Monaslyria sv. Onufriia
ChSWu L’vovi Zhovkva[now Nestorov], 1927,wasoriginally publishedserially
in the samejournal; vol. 2 wasonly publishedserially, in ibid., 3, pt. 1-2 1928:
40-64; 3, pt. 3-4 1930: 345-76. The publishedpart of the cataloguecovers69
manuscriptsdating from thefifteenththrougheighteenthcenturies,but the systemof
numerationdoesnot correspondto currentcodenumbers,so correlationswith pres
ent holdings aredifficult. The completedmanuscriptof Hordyns’kyi’s catalogueis
now held in the manuscriptdivision amonghis papersas notedin Osobystiarkhivni
fondy, p. 36, but unfortunatelyremains unpublished.A sketchycardcatalogueof
the Basiliancollectionis alsoavailablein themanuscriptdivision. An earlysurveyof
the pre-nineteenth-centuryholdings by Iakiv Holovats’kyi pseudonymIaroslav
Hotovats’kyi, "Korotka vidomost’ o rukopysakhslavianskykhi ruskykh nakho
diashchykhsia v knyzhnytsi monastyriaSv. Vasyliia Vel. u L’vovi," in Rusalka
dnistrovaia Buda, 1837; fasc.ed.,Kiev, 1972, pp. 122-29,listed 24 manuscripts,
butdueto imprecisedescriptions,it hasnot beenpossibleto correlatethesewith later
catalogues.
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archive of the St. Onufrius Monastery and other Basilian monasteries,

including someof their manuscriptbooks,is held in thehistorical archivein

Lviv TsDIA-L.

Theformer library of CountWiktor Baworowski1826-94,lateropento

the public as the BaworowskiLibrary, hadoneof the richestmanuscriptcol

lectionsin Lviv before 1939. It wastakenover by the Academy Library in

1940. In addition to the original collection of Wiktor Baworowski, the

library hadacquiredmanyimportantlibrary and manuscriptcollectionsfrom

the Lviv region, comprisingpersonalpapers,parchmentdocuments,draw

ings, and autographs,as well as many valuableearly Slavic manuscript

books and collections of historical documents.Although a detailed cata

logue of manuscriptsin the BaworowskiLibrary was prepared,it has never
beenpublished; it remainsin manuscriptin the Lviv library.34 Someof the

most valuableearlymanuscriptsandindividual parchmentswereamongthe

materialsevacuatedby the Germansin 1944 andlater recoveredin Silesia.

In fact 136 manuscriptsfrom this collection, dating from the thirteenth
through the twentieth centuries, including a copy of the First Lithuanian
Statute,are now held by the National Library in Warsaw,where they were

depositedafter recovery in 1945. An additional 31 historical manuscripts

evacuatedin 1944 from the Baworowski Library dating from the years

1436-1848are now held by the Main Archive of Early Acts in Warsaw,

where they arelisted in a manuscriptinventory.36The vast majority of the

collection, totaling 1,581 units, remainsin the Academy Library in Lviv,

Severaldescriptionsof the library in its earlierconfigurationappearedin more
generalreferencevolumes in the I 920s. The most extensiveearly descriptionwas
that by Wojciech Ktrzytiski, Biblioteka Wiktora hr. Baworowskiegowe Lwowie
Lviv, 1892; originally published in TekaKonserwatorska[vol. I].

These Baworowskimanuscriptsare listed in the typescriptinventory,"Wykaz
rkopisów Biblioteki Baworowskich"Warsaw,n.d., availablein the manuscript
readingroom of the Biblioteka Narodowa;they arealso included in the card cata
logueof manuscriptdivision accessionswith temporaryaccessionnumbers. Micro
film mastershavebeenpreparedfrom which copiesmay be orderedfrom the Bibli
otekaNarodowa.
36 This collection is noted by Barbara Smoleñska and Teresa ZieliiSska,
"Archiwalia prywatnew Archiwum Glownym Akt Dawnychw WarszawieDrobnei
szcztkowezespolyi zbiory," Archeion391963: 104-105.A separateinventory
originally compiledby S. Szacherskain 1952, "InwentarzBiblioteki Baworowskich
z lat 1436-1848"Warsaw,1974,is available in the reading room in AGAD; it lists
31 items nos.246-78 with crossreferencesto the original Lviv codenumbers.
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where it now constitutesfond 4 in the manuscriptdivision. The collection
still incorporatesa variety of manuscriptmaterials, including groupsof per
sonalpapersand historical manuscriptcollectionsof important individuals
from the WesternUkraine.37

Many of the earlySlavic and someothermanuscriptbooksin the former
Baworowski Library came from the collection of the early nineteenth-
century Ukrainian historian Denys Zubryts’kyi Zubrzycki; 1777-I 862,
which was given to the Baworowski Library after Zubryts’kyi’s death.
Includedis a valuablecollection of historical documentarymaterialsorigi
nalsas well as copiesof sourcesdatingfrom the sixteenththroughthe early
nineteenthcenturies.Much of Zubryts’kyi’s correspondenceand otherper
sonalpaperswere acquiredwith his manuscriptbook and documentarycol
lectionand are now heldas partof the BaworowskiLibrary collection; some
of the Zubiyts’kyi papers,however,cameto the manuscriptdivision aspart
of the library of NTSh fond 1, theNational Home fond 2, and asindivid
ual acquisitionsof the division fond 938

Among othernotablecollections receivedby the Baworowski Library in
its earlyyearswas part of the Stadnickifamily collection, acquiredin 1855
by the brothersAleksander1806-61 and Kazimierz1808-86 Stadnicki.
The following year, 120 manuscriptswere received from the historian
Ambroy Grabowski 1782- 1868 of Cracow and 130 manuscriptsfrom
Kazimierz Stronczyiski 1809-96 of Warsaw.39 Additional collections
were acquiredfrom Leon Dembowski1789-1878 and from JózefKaro
patnicki 1766- 1832 of Lipinek.

Severalothergroupsof papersof cultural leaderscameto the library and
remainwith the Baworowskicollection.Theseinclude the papersof the his

The manuscriptcataloguepreparedbefore 1939 is still usedas the basic finding
aid in the division.
38 Zubryts’kyi’s archeographicactivities andsome of the manuscriptshe collected
arediscussedby Ia. D. Isaievych,"D. I. Zubryts’kyi i ioho diial’nist’ v haluzi spe
tsial’ nykh dystsyplin," Naukovo-informatsiinyibiuleten’ Arkhivnoho upravlinnia

URSR, 1963, no. I, pp. 48-53.A largegroup of Zubryts’kyi papersare locatedin
TsDIA-L.

A catalogue of the manuscripts received from Grabowski, pre
paredin 1855, is now held in the Ossolineumin Wroctaw MS 12151, alongwith
cataloguesof printed booksin theGrabowski Library MS I 2150, andalist of illus
trations, drawings, andalbumsMS 12152. The Ossolineumalso retainsa manu
script list of the manuscriptsin the Stronczyñskicollection preparedin 1848 MS
2 Il 8. Individual manuscriptsin these collectionshavesubsequentlybeenlisted in
Ossolineumcatalogues.
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torian, philologist, and archivist Walenty Majewski or SkorochOd
Majewski; 1764-1835,the historian Ignacy Chodynicki1786-1847, the
educatorand literarycritic BolesbwBaranowski1844-1916,and the poet
and geographerWincentyPol 1807-72. Also remainingtherearethe very
extensivepapersand manuscriptcollectionof the historian,philologist, and
theologianBishop Alojzy Osiñski1770-1842,who taught for many years
in Kremianets’ before serving as the last rector of the RomanCatholic
EcclesiasticalAcademy in Vilnius 1833-39."°Many maps and drawings
came to the library as part of the collection of AleksanderBatowski
1799-1862,butmost of theseare now housedin the graphicart division of
the AcademyLibrary.4’

Among the richestgroupsof manuscriptmaterialsin the AcademyLibrary
are thosethat camefrom the Ossolineum,the largestlibrary in Lviv before

1939 and, since its founding in 1817, the major centerof Polishculture in

Galicia.42 A detailed scholarly catalogue of the first 1 ,504 manuscript
units was preparedby the historianWojciechKtrzyiski, the director of the
library in the late nineteenthand early twentieth century.43 A summary

inventory listing additionalunits from nos. 1505 to 6000 was issued in the
mid 1 930s, but only in a limited mimeographededition.4° Also, survey

descriptionsfor a numberof othercomponentcollectionsin the Ossolineum
were published,and therewere regularreportsof manuscriptacquisitionsin

the "kronika" sectionof the prominenthistorical journalKwartalnik Histo

ryczny, publishedin Lviv until l939.

° These groupsof papersareall mentionedbriefly in therecentguide, Osobysti
arkhivni fondy, and are listed as part of the Baworowski collectionfond 4.
j" Seethe cartographicmaterialscited in fn. 106.
42 Seethe surveyhistory by JanTrzynadlowski,issuedin both Polish andFrench
editions: Zaklad Narodowy imienia Ossoli,iskich, 1817-1967: Zarys dziejów
Wroclaw, 1967, and Institut national Ossolinski, 1817-1967:Précis d’histoire
Wroclaw, 1967.
‘ WojciechKçtrzynski,Katalog rkopisówBiblioteki ZakiaduNar[odowego] im.
Ossoli,iskich, 3 vols. Lviv, 1881-98.

Inwentarz rkopisów Biblioteki Zakladu Narodowegoim. Ossoliñskich we
Lwowie, 2 vols. Lviv, 1926-34.
‘° Prewardescriptivepublicationsareall listed in the comprehensivebibliography
by Marian Górkiewicz, "Bibliografia dotyczca Zakladu Narodowego im.
Ossoliñskich do r. 1939," Rocznik Zakladu Narodowegoim. Ossoliñskich4
1953: 293-327.Seethe helpful surveyof the holdings as of 1926 in the directory
by EdwardChwalewik,Zbiorypolskie,2 vols. WarsawandCracow, 1926-27, 1:
413-21.
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After theestablishmentof Soviet rule in the WesternUkrainein 1939, the

Ossolineumlibrary was abolishedas a separateinstitution January1940

and its collectionsamalgamatedin the newly establishedLviv branchof the

Library of the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences.Revived under the Nazi

regime, the Ossolineumwas again abolished with the reestablishmentof

Soviet rule in Lviv in 1944, andincorporatedin theLibrary of theUkrainian

Academy of Sciences.In connectionwith postwarnational, political, and

territorial changes,the Ossolineumas an institution was reestablishedin

Wrocbw, under the auspicesof the Polish Academy of Sciences, and

approximatelyhalf of its manuscriptsremaining in Lviv were transferredto

Wroclaw in 1946 and 1947.46 Another 1,451 manuscriptsand 325 docu

mentsfrom theoriginalOssolineumcollections,evacuatedfrom Lviv in the

spring of 1944 andrecoveredin Poland, were transferredto Wroclaw from

the National Library in Warsaw.47The Ossolineummanuscriptsbrought

to Wrocaw haveall beenthoroughlycatalogued,including thosepreviously

included in the summary inventories of the l920s and 1930s.48Similar

catalogues,however, havenot beenforthcoming for manuscriptsremaining

in Lviv; not evensurveys,summaryinventories,or correlationtablesarein

print to adviseresearchersaboutcontiguousmanuscriptsfrom the collection

that remainin the AcademyLibrary there. Hence, on the basis of informa

tion verified in Lviv andWroclaw, abrief surveyof the holdings thatremain

in Lviv follows, with notesabout collections now split betweenthe two

libraries.

Approximately 2,250 manuscriptvolumes from the original catalogued

portion of theOssolineumcollection remainin Lviv, alongwith 609 sepa

rate documentschartersanddiplomasfrom theyears1421-1930,including

manyon parchmentandmore than 2,500 autographsdating from theeight

eenththrough earlytwentieth centuries.Many additional materialsacquired

46 The proportionatefigure cannotbe establishedprecisely becausemanyof the
Ossolineummanuscriptshadnot beencataloguedin Lviv andothercollectionshad
beenaccessionedby theOssolineumin 1939-41atthetime it wasbeingtransformed
into the AcademyLibrary in Lviv.
" Thesefigurescomefrom official documentsregardingthetransferfrom Warsaw
in the institutional archiveof the OssolineumLibrary in Wroclaw.
48 Inwentarz rkopisów Biblioteki Zakladu Narodowegoim. Ossolüiskichwe
Wroc!awiu, 6 vols. andindex vol. Wroclaw, 1948-79;thefirst two volumes,edited
by JadwigaTurskatogetherwith a separateindex volume, cover the manuscripts
transferredfrom Lviv; the secondvolume includesa reedition of the Gçbarowicz
catalogueof thePawlikowski library seefn. 64. Numbersfor manuscriptsremain
ing in Lviv areomittedfrom the Wroclaw catalogues.
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by the Ossolineumduring its final yearsin Lviv which had notyet beencata
logued also remainin Lviv. Unfortunately,the partitioningof manuscripts
betweenLviv and Wroclaw was undertakenin tremendoushaste,with little
regard for the integrity of earlier collections. The official agreement
betweenthe SovietUnion and Polandprovidedthat manuscriptsspecifically
relating to Ukrainian history and culture, and particularly those relating to
the areaof Lviv, in whateverlanguage,were to be retainedin Lviv. As a
result, many of the earlier integral Ossolineumcollectionshavebeensplit,
making it difficult to use many of the materialsconcerned.Also, therehave
beenno systematicprovisionsfor exchangesof microfilms of the remaining
manuscripts,althoughmany of the Ossolineummanuscriptsin Wrocbw are
available for public order through the microfilm sales program of the
National Library in Warsaw.49

All of the manuscriptsfrom the Ossolineumstill in Lviv that had beencat
aloguedbefore 1939 remainclassifiedas an integratedinstitutionalcollec
tion fond 5. The many othercollectionsand groupsof personaland estate
papersfrom the Ossolineumthat remainedin Lviv, but were not assigned
cataloguenumbersbefore the war, havenow beenseparatedoutas distinc
tive fonds; many of these will be noted below. The original Ossolineum
manuscriptshad beenassignedcodenumbers,clearly markedon their bind
ings, by which they were listed in earlier publishedcataloguesand in the
internalfinding aidsin the library; theseoriginal numbershavebeenretained
in presentinternalcataloguingwithin the Ossolineumfond the highestcata
logue number in fond 5 in Lviv is 8093.°The sameoriginal numbering
systemis also still in use in Wrocaw; hencethe numbersfor manuscripts
remainingin Lviv-and a few that were lost during the war-are simply
absentfrom the Wrocaw catalogues.Since no new catalogueshavebeen
preparedin Lviv, Ossolineummanuscriptsin Lviv canbe identified only by
referenceto sequentialnumbersmissing in the Wrocaw catalogues.Once
numbers missing from the Wroclaw catalogue have been determined,
detaileddescriptionsof manuscriptsnumberedbetween I and I 504 can be

" The publishedcataloguesof microfilms available from the National Library,
Katalog mikrofilmów [Biblioteka Narodowa,Dzial zbiorów mikrofilmowych], vols.
3-6/7 Warsaw,1954-58,list a totalof 1,921 Ossolineummanuscriptsavailableon
microfilm. Many additional microfilms havebeenpreparedandare coveredby card
cataloguesin the microfilm division of the National Library in Warsaw.
° Obviously, the codenumbersfor the Ossolineumfond in Lviv are no longer
sequential,since therearenow only 2,250manuscriptunits in fond 5; items whose
manuscriptnumbers are missing from the Lviv collection are now located in
Wroclaw.



THE STEFANYK LIBRARY 213

found in Ktrzyñski’s three-volumeLviv catalogueapproximately20 per
cent of them are now in Lviv. The titles of those manuscriptsnumbered
between 1505 and 6000 that are still held in Lviv approximately30 per

cent, are listed in the two-volume mimeographed1926-34 Lviv inven
tory. Copiesof theseearlier catalogueskept in the readingroom in Lviv

havebeenmarkedto indicate manuscriptlocations.
Among manuscriptsin Lviv that appearin thesepublishedcataloguesare

scatteredpersonalpapersandpartsof manuscriptcollectionsof thehistorian

and librarian Stanisiaw Przylçcki 1805-66, the Polish-Ukrainianpoet
Tymko Padura1801 -71, the orientalist and writer Waclaw Rzewuski
pseudonym Emir Tad el-Faher; 1785-1831, the medieval historian

StoslawLaguna1833-1900, the historian Ludwik Kubala1838-1918,

the historian and director of the Ossolineumlibrary August Bielowski

1806-76, and the politician andjurist Henryk Bogdai’iski I 804-87.’

The Wroclaw cataloguesshow, however, that other parts of the personal

papersor collectionsof theseindividuals are to be found in Wrockw.

In the case of the writer Wiktor Gomulicki pseudonym Fantazy;

1848-1919, almost all of his papersoncedescribedin Lviv are now in

Wroclaw; only a few scatteredmanuscriptsremain in Lviv.52 The sameis

true of the papersof Bronislaw Trentowski1808-69,includedin adescrip

tion of 1926; the papersthemselveshavebeentransferredto Wroclaw, but

the autographcollection remainsin Lviv.53
Most of the papers of membersof the Mniszech family are now in

5! Citations to the original Ossolineumnumbersare given in Osobystiarkhivni
fondy. However, completedescriptionsof individual manuscriptvolumesi.e., nos.

- 1504 can be found in the earlierKQtrzyñski cataloguesseefn. 43; thosenum
bered1505-6000were only listed briefly by title in the inventoriescited in fn. 44.
Obviously theseearliercataloguesremainessentialas referencetools along with the
1977 survey guide.
52 The well-indexed Wroclaw catalogueslist the contiguous manuscriptsnow
located there. See the earlier description of the Gomulicki collection nos.
5267-5434by KazimierzTyszkowski,"Zbiór rkopisów Wiktora Gomulickiegow
BiblioteceNarodowegoZakiaduim. Ossolidskichwe Lwowie," Kwartalnik Histo
ryczny39 1925: 317-21.As is apparentin the Wroctawcatalogue,vol. I, a few of
the manuscriptsremain in Lviv 5268, 5271, 5273, 5277-79, 5323, 5347-49,
5355-56,5370, 5388, 5397,5406, 5409-14,5416-17, althoughtheyarenot listed
in Osobysti arkhivniforidy.

Of themanuscriptsdescribedby TadeuszLutman"Rkopisy BronislawaTren
towskiegow Zak!adzieNarodowymim. Ossoliñskichwe Lwowie," RuchLiteracki,
1926, no. 6, pp. 178-80 nos. 3265, 4745, and4908 arenow in Wroclaw, as are
autographs2699-2701;however, autograph2743 remainsin LNB AN.
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Wroclawnos. 2617-2708,3550-82,3928-73,5642-51,and 8041-44,
although a few apparently remain in Lviv. Some of the earliestpapers,
including the correspondenceof JózefMniszech 1670-1747, were pur
chasedby the Ossolineumin 1854 and surveyedin an article publishedin
I 878. A recentsurvey hasmentionedsomepapersof the Ossoliñski fam
ily 1515-1791,the Stadnickifamily 1580-1791,and AleksanderCetner
d. 1688 that are held in Lviv othershavebeentransferredto Wroclaw.55
Although not coveredby the pre-1939Lviv inventory, many of the manu
scripts in the Chrzanowskicollection had beenlisted in a description pub
lished in the I 920sand assignedcataloguenumbersin the Ossolineumin
Lviv. Most of this collection nos. 6137-6190,basedprincipally on the
nineteenth-centurycollection of Edward Chrzanowski1843-1922,was
transferredintact to Wrocawa few items remainin LNB AN 56

Approximately halfof the rich Lubomirski family archive,with documen
tation from 1781 to 1869, remainsin Lviv scatterednos. between6001 and
6057; partof it was describedin a cataloguepreparedby StefanInglot. The
otherhalf of the papersincluding scatteredadditionalmanuscriptsto 6106
are listedin thenew Wrocawcatalogue.SomeadditionalLubomirski manu
scripts from the Kruszyna estateare also listed in the Wroclaw catalogue
betweennos. 8077 and 8091;others from the Kruszynacollection remain

SeeKlemensKantecki, "Z archiwumMniszchów,"Ateneum:PismoNaukowe
iLiterackie412, no.2November1878: 259-90;no.3December1878:529-92
later published in Szkicei opowiadania [Poznañ, 1883], pp. 292-356.Numbers
missingfrom thefirst volumeof theWroclawcatalogue-andhencein Lviv-include
nos.2657, 3931, 3937-40,3942-47,and3950-70,but thereis no listing for the
Mniszechpapersin Osobystiarkhivni fondy. OtherMniszechpapersare locatedin
the Central StateHistorical Archive of the UkrainianSSRin Kiev.

Michal Wsowicz, "Materialy do dziejów Polski w Centralnych Historycznych
Archiwach Pañstwowychwe Lwowie i Kijowie," Archeion33 1960: 117. How
ever, someof the cataloguenumberscited by Wsowicz do not coincide with the
publishedcatalogues.In the caseof the Cetnerpapersnos. 3642-46 are indeedin
Lviv, while the contiguousmanuscriptsnos. 3647-49are listed in the Wroclaw
catalogue.
56 Kazimierz Tyszkowski, Biblioteka Chrzanowskich w Moroczynie Cracow,
1925,pp. 15-20,lists 44 manuscriptsin the collection. In the sequenceof numbers
in the Woclawcatalogue,nos. 6145, 6149, and6155 aremissing, andhencepresu
mably remain in Lviv. Partsof Tyszkowski’saccount were originally publishedin
Si/va Rerum, 1925, no. 4, pp. 4-8, and inPrzewodnikBibliograflczny,1925, no. 2,
pp. 78-79.
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in Lviv nos. 8083-85,8089, and 8093. The Academy Library in Lviv

retainsmost of the papersfrom the KossowaestatenearWadowiceof the
family of AleksanderWybranowski,including somepapersof the 2ydowski

family nos. 6556-82. Thesehadbeendescribedbriefly in 1874,when they
were still held on the family estate.58

The Ossolineumhadacquireda largepartof therich archiveandlibrary of

the Lviv Armenian cathedralchapterin 1866. The collection, which had
been describedearlier, included a large group of parchmentdocuments

along with many manuscriptbooks.59Approximately one-third of the col
lection as describedin 1835, alongwith later Lviv Armenian manuscripts,

was transferredto Viennain the late nineteenthcentury, whereit is still held
by the MechitaristLibrary. Of the two-thirds of the collection depositedin

the Ossolineum,approximatelyhalf was transferredto Wrockw afterWorld

War II. Thus only one-thirdof the original collection now remainsin Lviv.

The haphazardapportionmentof this collection of Lviv provenanceand per
tinencewell illustratesthe lackof logic - and for researchers,the frustrating
consequences-ofthe division of the original Ossolineumholdings in
Lviv 60

The perplexingproblemsarising from groups of materialsbeing divided

The Inglot catalogue, Inwentarz Archiwum XX. Lubomirskich: Linia

Dqbrowie,iskaWarsaw,1937,covers the original Ossolineumnumbers6001-19.
SeetheWroclawcataloguevol. 1 for additionallistings to 6106. Thoseremainingin
Lviv are numbers6001, 6031-33,6035, 6036, 6039-49,and 6052-57.For the
Kruszynamanuscripts,seethe Wroclaw catalogue,vol. 2, nos. 8077-91.
58 AleksanderWybranowski, "Archiwum kossowskie,"PrzewodnikNaukowy i
Literacki 2 1874, no. 2: 168-71,272-78.However, this collection is not men
tioned in Osobysti arkhivnifondy.

Seethe early descriptionof the Armenian collection by Sadok Barcz, "0
rkopisachkapituly ormiañskiejlwowskiej," DziennikLiteracki, 1835, nos.34-37,
39-40.
60 Seethe listings by Fr6déric Macler, "Rapportsur un mission scientifiqueen
Galicieeten Bukovine juillet-aoüt 1925,"Revuedesetudesarméniennes8 1927:
79-94. Forthefate of Lviv ArmenianmanuscriptsbeforeWorld WarII, seethetwo
articles by TadeuszMañkowski, "Archiwum lwowskiej katedry ormiañskiej,"
Archeion 10 1932: I - ii, and"Sztukaormian lwowskich,"PraceKomisii Historii
SztukiWydawnictwoPolskiej Akademii Umiejtnoci 6, pt. 11934: 136-60.For
the Wroctawholdings seethescattered,but well-indexedreferencesin vol. I of the
newWroclawcatalogue.Although MS 7081 is listed asZaleski papersvols. III- VI,
vols. III, IV, andVI areindicatedas missing;probablyoneor moreof thesevolumes
also remains in Lviv, which may accountfor its listing in the Lviv survey.
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betweenLviv and Wroclaw are alsoevidentwith groupsof family or per

sonalpapersaccessionedin Lviv before 1939 but not then coveredby pub
lisheddescriptions.In Lviv remainsignificantportionsof the papersof the
Zaleski family 1806-1929nos.7079-7137passimand theRepninfamily
1764- 1911nos. 6682-84,6688-6703passim,while the restof thecon

tiguous manuscriptsare in Wrockw. The Ossolineumcollection in Lviv
includesmanyof the papersof the geologistandpublicist Michal Lempicki

1855-1930 nos. 6871-6920passimand of the historian and philologist
Antoni Malecki 1821 - 1913 nos. 6301 - 15, aswell as mostof the papers

of the historian and ethnographerEdward Rulikowski 1809-1900 nos.
7352-7446. Also in Lviv arescatteredpapersof theeconomistand banker

Jan Rozwadowski1872-1935nos. 8014-19, althoughthe bulk of the
Rozwadowskifamily archive is in Wroclaw nos. 7916-8021passim; the

economistand publicist TadeuszRomanowicz1843-1904 nos. 4574,

6822-27passim;theearlynineteenth-centuryPolish officer JulianHohen

dorf nos. 7284-87; the Darowski family, including MieczyslawDarowski

1810-89; the historianAleksanderDarowski1815-74 nos. 6794-6809

passim; and the director of the Lviv municipal theaterLudwik Heller

1865-1926 nos. 6817-19.

All of these groups of papers are mentioned in the recentLviv survey
guide, which at theendof the listing provides the orginal Ossolineumnum
bers for the items remaining in Lviv.6’ By contrast, the more complete
Wroclaw catalogues provide volume-by-volume listings, with concise
descriptionsof manuscriptcontents.Hencethe researchershould be advised

to turn to the Wroclawcataloguefor more information aboutcollectionsthat
havebeensplit. For example,for the Zaleski papersthe Lviv guide starts

with thenumbers7079-84;since number7081 is identified in the Wroclaw
catalogueasZaleski papers,vols. III- VI, onecanpresumethatvols. I andII

arein Lviv, asarevols. VII-XI sincetheWroclawcataloguepicks up again

with no. 7085 [vol. XII]. Sincenos. 7095 and 7096 arethe next numbers

listed in Lviv and missing from Wroclaw, one can presumethat vols.
XXXI V-XXXIX arein Lviv, for theWroclawcataloguepicksup againwith
7097 Zaleski papers,vol. XL. The samepatterncontinuesthroughthe rest

of the collection,the bulk of which is in Lviv nos. 7098-99, 7101, 7103,

7105, 7111, 7115-34,and7 136-37;the interveningcataloguenumbersof
the Zaleski papers,andthe interveningvolumenumberspreviouslyassigned

to them, are all listed with their contentsin the Wroclaw catalogue.62

61 Osobystiarkhivni fondy, passim.
62 Osobystiarkhivni fondy, pp. 54-56; Inwentarzrkopisów Biblioteki ZNIO we
Wroclawiu, 1: 532-36.
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Someothermajor groupsof materialsacquiredby theOssolineumbefore
1939 and assignedcataloguenumbersin Lviv, but not included in the Lviv

publishedinventories,havebeentransferredalmostin full to Wrodaw. As

mentionedabove, the bulk of the archiveof the Rozwadowskifamily nos.

7916-8021is in Wrocaw, asarepracticallyall of thepapersof OswaldBal

zer1858-1933 nos. 7659-7801. The sameis true of the papersof the

Polish Society of Friends of the Arts Towarzystwo Przyjaciól Sztuk
Piknych we Lwowie nos. 7447_7617.63The 361 manuscriptunits of

the Wodzicki family archive from Kocielniki Archiwum Wodzickich z

Kocielnik nos. 11570-11930,purchasedby the Ossolineumjust before

the war, were transferredintact to Wrocaw.

Severalgroupsof major family andestatepapersalso remaining in Lviv,

acquiredby theOssolineumbefore 1939 but not includedin its sequentially

numberedpublishedcatalogues,havenow beenclassifiedas separatefonds

in the Academy Library. The Gwalbert Pawlikowski library, formerly
housedin the Ossolineum,hadbeencataloguedas a separatecollection and

describedby Mieczyslaw Gbarowiczbefore the war. From this collection

235 manuscriptbooksand many parchmentswere transferredto Wrocaw,

where relevant parts of the earlier cataloguecovering them havebeenre

issued. The remaining55 manuscriptsstill in Lviv coveredby the earlier

catalogue,togetherwith otherpartsof the Pawlikowskicollection,now con
stitute a separatefond fond 76.64

From the extensive manuscriptcollection of the historian Aleksander
Czoowski1865- 1944, 2,500manuscriptvolumeswere presentedto the
Ossolineumin Lviv in 1936andan additional 25 volumesin 1939; however,

thesewere not integratedinto the Ossolineumcatalogueor numberingsys

tem there. The collection consistedof a wide variety of historical docu
ments-both originals and copies, including those from civic, juridical,
ecclesiasticaland privatesources-relatingto thehistory of Galiciafrom the
sixteenththroughthe nineteenthcenturies65Of this collection I ,062 man-

63 None of these collectionsarementionedin Osobysti arkhivnifondy, although
scatteredmanuscriptvolumes aremissing from the coveragein the Wroclaw cata
logue, vol. 2.
64 TheGbarowiczcatalogue,Katalog rkopisówBiblioteki im. GwalbertaPaw/i
kowskiegoLviv, 1929., hasbeenreissuedas part of the generalWroclaw Ossoli
neum catalogue,vol. 2, omitting the coverageof the 55 manuscriptsremaining in
Lviv. Someof theearly documentsin the Pawlikowski collection were listed in the
Pohoreckicataloguecited in fn. 84.
65 The2,525 manuscriptspresentedto the Ossolineumin 1936 and 1939 are listed
in the typewritten"Inwentarzrkopisów dyr. draAleksandraCzolowskiegoofiaro
wanychdo ZakiaduNarodowegoimieniaOssoliñskich"Lviv, 1936, 1939; 120pp.,
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uscript units,dating from the seventeenththrough the nineteenthcenturies,

remainin Lviv, wherethey havebeenclassifiedas fond 141. Another 266

manuscriptunits from the Czolowskicollectionarenow in theOssolineumin

Wroclaw, where they are covered by the new catalogue nos.

9501-9766. The collection in Lviv is particularly rich in feudal invento

ries from estatesin the former Polish palatinatesof Rutheniaand Podo

ha.67 Most of Czolowski’s personalpapersand partsof his manuscriptcol

lection from Lviv remainedin his possessionuntil his deathin 1944. During

the SecondWorld War they were evacuatedfrom Lviv to the abbeyof

Tyniec nearCracow. Laterthey were presentedby his family to the National

Library in Warsaw,wherethey arenow listedin severalvolumesof thepub

lished catalogues.68The more valuablearchival part of the Czoowski col

lection in Warsaw, including documentationfrom as early as the fifteenth

century, with some valuableparchments,was subsequentlytransferredto

the Main Archive of Early Acts AGAD, where it remainstoday.69

availablein the NationalLibrary in WarsawMS 5543. A manuscriptcardfile cov
ering 399manuscriptsMS 5542 is also heldthere. Numberscorrelatingwith those
in the typewrittenlist appearon the backof each card. These catalogueshave not
beencorrelatedwith partsof the collection listed in later inventories, including the
ones publishedin Wroclaw.
66 TheWroclawcatalogue,2: 146-85,liststheCzolowskimanuscripts,butdoesnot
correlatethem with the 1936/39Czolowski typescriptcataloguepreparedin Lviv. For
thoseitems in Wroclaw it is apparentthat the arrangement,including division into
manuscriptunits, differs from that in the 1936/39inventory; this would accountfor
the discrepancybetweenthe 2,525 Czolowski manuscriptsin Lviv in 1939 andthe
totals listed todayof I ,062 in Lviv and266 in Wroclaw. Insofarascanbe determined,
none of the Czolowski manuscriptspresentedto the Ossolineumin Lviv in 1936/39
are now in Warsaw.
67 Nopublisheddescriptionis availableof theCzolowski collection in Lviv andit is
not evenmentionedin Osobystiarkhivnifondy. Although presumablyover one-half
of thecollection remainsin Lviv, its generalcontentscan be determinedby reference
to thetypescript cataloguein the NationalLibrary in Warsaw,omitting thoseitems
listed in the published Wroclaw catalogue.This collection hadnot beenassigned
Ossolineumnumbersin Lviv beforethe SecondWorld War; hence,it is not possible
to determinecodenumbersfor thematerialsremainingin Lviv, sinceno numbersare
missing in the numericalsequencein the Wroclawcatalogue.Although verification
hasnot beenpossible,it would appearthat the numberingsystemfrom the 1936/39
inventory in Warsawis still usedfor the Czolowski collection in LNB AN.
68 TheCzolowski papersandrelatedmanuscriptcollectionaredescribedin detailin
Katalog rçkopisówBiblioteki Narodowej, vols. 4-7 Warsaw, 1955-69,passim.
69 Seethe brief descriptionof the Czolowski collection in AGAD by Barbara
SmoletlskaandTeresaZieliñska, "Archiwalia prywatne w AGAD," Archeion 39
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In contrastto thosecollectionswhich were transferredwholly or in part
to Wroclaw, severalother importantgroupsof family and estatematerials
remainrelatively completein Lviv. All of the rich archive from the Kra

siczyn estatenearPrzemyl of the Sapiehafamily, with materialsdating

from the sixteenththroughthe nineteenthcenturies,presentedto the Ossoli
neumin 1910but neverdescribedin print, is now a separatefond fond 103

in the Academy Library 70 A large archive from the Jabonowski family

estatein BurshtynPol. Bursztyn, now in Ivano-Frankivs’koblast hadbeen

acquiredby the Ossolineumin the earlytwentiethcentury, butagainhad not

beenincluded in the publishedcatalogue.A separatemanuscriptinventory
of this archive-andseveralrelatedfamily collections-is now availablein

the manuscriptdivision of the National Library in Warsaw,buta published
descriptionhas never appeared.71Many other Jablonowski family papers

havebeencataloguedas part of the Ossolineumcollection, but the major
portion havenow beengroupedseparatelyas fond 145. Anotherpartof the

1963: 102-103. A typewritten summary inventory prepared in 1949 by Piotr
Bañkowski is availablein the readingroom in AGAD: "Spis archiwaliówze zbioru
Al. CzolowskiegoprzekazanychprzezBibliotek Narodowwydzialowi Archiwów
Pañstwowych"Warsaw,1949. Of the 191 items listed with cross-referencesto the
original numbersall in the 3000s,six arenow marked as missing,andthe parch
mentsfrom thecollectionhavebeentransferredto the separateparchmentsectionin
AGAD. A more detailedinventory of the collection is now in preparationin AGAD,
but the new codenumbersassignedare still only provisional.
70 Thereis no publisheddescriptionof the Sapiehacollection as presentlyconsti
tuted in LNB AN, nor is it mentionedin Osobystiarkhivni fondy. Of somehelp to
researchers,however, is the unpublishedinventory of the collection of Wladyslaw
Sapiehafrom the family estatein Krasiczyn as it waswhen it waspresentedto the
Ossolineum:"Spisprzedmiotów,znalezionychw piciu skrzyniach,wywiezonychz
Przemyfia, a oddanychw depozyt Zakkadowi Narodowemuim. Ossoliñskich we
Lwowie, jako wlasnoiéksicia Wladyslawa Sapiehy, wlaciciela zamku w Kra
siczynie." The inventory is availableamongthe Czolowski papersin the National
Library in Warsaw MS 5540, pt. I, folios 213-22.
7! An undatedtypescript inventoryof theJablonowskifamily archive from Bursh
tyn is held as part of the Czolowski collection in the NationalLibrary in Warsaw:
"InwentarztymczasowyArchiwum XX. Jablonowskichz Bursztyna" 5540, pt. I,
folios 55-78. In addiition to the Jablonowskiarchive itself, which is listed as the
fourth section, the inventory includescoverageof the archivesof PawelBenoed.
1755, the Skarbekfamily, andJuliananée SkarbekandFranciszekRzewuski. It
hasnot beenpossibleto correlatethis inventory with thecorrectarrangementof hold
ings in LNB AN.
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Jablonowskifamily andestatearchivesis now held by the historical archive

in Lviv TsDIA-L.
Threeother largefamily and estatecollectionshavebeenat least partially

surveyedin print. A largepart of the rich archiveof the Borch family from

Varaklãni P01. Warklany; near Rëzekne, now in the Latvian SSR,
which was surveyedbriefly in 1930, now constitutesfond 13 in LNB AN.

An additional part of that archive is now held by AGAD in Warsaw.72The

archive from the BerehestatenearDubno in Volhynia, now Rovno oblast
of the Luba-Radzimiñskifamily had beenacquiredby the Ossolineumafter
the First World War. Although never included in the Ossolineum’spub

lishedcatalogues,the collectionhad beendescribedearlier in an article by
PrzemyslawDbkowski.73A supplementalinventory of the collection was
later preparedin Lviv; a carbon of that typescript is now available in the
Czoowski collection in AGAD in Warsaw.74 The archive, broug ht
together by the Polish historian Zygmunt Radzimiñski 1843-1928,

remainsalmostentirely in Lviv, including a collectionof originals, copies,

and summariesof important historical documentsfrom Volhynia. Someof
these materials were recently described by the historian M. P.

Koval’s’kyi.75

72 TadeuszLutman, "Archiwum Borchów z Warklan," Archeion 6/7 1930:
64-66. Someof thesematerialshadbeenevacuatedto Russiaduringthe First World
War and revindicated, then later depositedin Lviv after the war. The part of the
estatearchivenow in AGAD is mentionedby SmoleñskaandZiehiñska, "Archiwalia
prywatnew AGAD," Archeion391963:98; it is coveredin thetypewritteninven
tory in AGAD preparedby JolantaDobrucka,"InwentarzArchiwum dóbrWarklany
z hat 1777-1915"Warsaw,1970,which includesa brief introductionregardingthe
history of the collection.

Seethe early general descriptionof the archive by PrzemyslawDbkowski,
Archiwum berehskieLuba-Radzimiáskichobecniewe Lwowie opis konserwator
sko-archiwa/nyLviv, 1919, originally published in PrzewodnikNaukowyi Lite
racki, 1918, pp. 1119-51. Most of the37 parchmentslisted Archiwum, pp. 22-28
areheldwith the restof the fond in Lviv.

"Inwentarz prowizoryczny archiwum berehskie Luba-Radzimiñskich w
ZakladzieNarodowymim. Ossoliñskichwe Lwowie" AGAD, Zbiór Czolowskiego,
415 [3233]; 59 pp.. Theinventory providescross-referencesto materialscoveredby
the Dbkowski article.

The article by M. P. Koval’s’kyi N. P. Koval’skii, "Dokumental’nyekol
lektsii Radzimin’skogoi Ossolin’skogokak istochniki 0 istorii Volyni XV- XVIII
vv.," in Nekotoryeproblemy otechestvennoiistoriografli i istochnikovedeniia:
Sborniknauchnykhtrudov Dnipropetrovs’k, 1978, pp. 25-34, lists someof the
copiesfrom early court recordsavailablein the collection,alongwith relateddocu
ments in the Ossolineumfond.
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Another important groupof historical materialscameto the Ossolineum

with the collectionof Wlodzimierz Kozlowski1858- 1917,the notedGali
cian political leader. Along with Kozlowski’s personalpaperswereover480

notebookscontainingmaterials relating to the history of Galicia from the
seventeenthto theearly twentieth century. This collection now constitutes

fond 59, which also includesmanyof Kozowski’s personalpapers.76

Many of the revealingnotebooksof the nineteenth-centuryhistorian and

geographerAntoni Schneider1825-80 wereacquiredby the Ossolineum,

without beingincludedin its publishedcatalogues.The Schneidernotebooks

are particularly important sourcesfor the local history of Galicia, as is

apparentin a recent surveyof the materialsremaining in LNB AN fond
l44. An inventory of 222 Schneidernotebooksheld by the Ossolineum

before 1939 is available in the National Library in Warsaw.78 An even
largergroup of Schneidernotebooksareto be found in the State Provincial

Archive in Cracow,79 and an additional notebook has been identified in

AGAD in Warsaw.81

The rich library of theDzieduszyckifamily estatewasmovedfrom Poto

rytsia Pol. Poturzyca, now in Lviv oblast to Lviv in 1857.8! Usually

knownas the PotorytsiaLibrary BibhiotekaPoturzycka,it remaineda sepa

76 The extensiveKozlowski collection is describedbriefly in Osobystiarkhivni
fondy, pp. 72-76 the figure of 200,000 units reportedmust be a typographical
error, but no more detailedcoveragehasappeared.

The Schneidernotebooksin LNB AN havebeendescribedby Ia. R. Dashkevych
pseudonymS. Piskovyi, "L’vivs’ki ‘teky’ A. Schneideraiak istoryko-kraieznav
chedzherelo,"Arkhivv Ukrainy, 1965, no. 4, pp. 73-76.
78 The inventoryof the Schneidercollectioncameto theNationalLibrary as partof
theCzolowski collection: "Teki Antoniego Schneidraw ZakladzieNarodowymim.
Ossoliñskichwe Lwowie" MS 5540, pt. 2, folios 223-30. It is obvious from the
Dashkevycharticle that the collection now in LNB AN is still organizedas it was
when that inventory wasprepared.

Thecollection of Schneidernotebooks,including 282 archivalunits, in Cracow
Wojewódzkie Archiwum Pañstwowew Krakowie is covered in a typewritten
inventory, "Spis Tek Antoniego Schneidera." See additional data about the
Schneidercollection in a review of the Dashkevycharticle by Adam Kamiñski in
Archeion 45 1966: 238-40.
80 The Schneidernotebookin AGAD, entitled "Kocioly ze Zolkieczmaterialyi
notaty," is held as part of the Czolowski collection Zbiór Czolowskiego,364
[3168].
8! A list of manuscriptsfrom thePotorytsiaLibrary nearthetown of Sakol, now in
Lviv oblastpreparedaround 1850, beforeits transferto Lviv, is now held in the
Ossolineumin Wroclaw MS 1839.
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rate library open to the public in Lviv and continuedto be enlarged.It was
acquired by the Ossolineumin 1939, together with the family archive.

Although neverassignedOssolineumcataloguenumbersin Lviv, its hold
ings were integratedwith the Ossolineumcollectionsduring the 1940-41
period and then laterdivided. A large partof this collection was transferred
to Wroclawas partof theOssolineumandhassincebeenincludedin thecata

logue therenos. 9767-9924.82 Some 185 items from the Dzieduszycki
collection remainin the Academy Library in Lviv fond 45, but without a
description in print. Nineteenmanuscriptsfrom this collection that were

removedby the Germansin 1944 and retrievedin Polandin 1945 arenow

held by the National Library in Warsaw.83Large parts of the Dzieduszycki

estatearchivesare now held by TsDIA-L.
Original parchmentand paper documentscharters, diplomas,etc. had

beencataloguedseparatelyfrom other manuscriptholdings in the Ossohi
neum, and numbered2,215 units by 1939. Most of thosepredating1506,

which hadbeencarefully describedin the 1937 cataloguepreparedby Felix

Pohorecki,were transferredto Wroclaw, eitherdirectly after the war or ear
lier throughthe Germanevacuationin spring 1944. Only a very few of these
early documents from the original Ossolineum collection remain in

Lviv.84 Additional catalogueshave been preparedin Wroclaw covering

post-1506documentsup to 1939, including 1,498 which were transferred

from Lviv with inventory numbersto 2304.85 Unfortunately there is no

published catalogue of the 609 documents dating from the years

142 1-1930 remainingin the Ossolineumcollection in Lviv.
The extensiveautographcollection of the Ossolineumwas also main

tainedin a separatelynumberedcataloguesystem,althougha cataloguewas

82 For the Wroclaw holdings, see vol. 2 of the cataloguepublishedthere.
83 These nineteenmanuscriptsare listed in the typescript inventory, "Wykaz
rçkopisówBiblioteki PoturzyckiejDzieduszyckich"Warsaw,nd., availablein the
manuscriptreadingroom of the NationalLibrary.
84 Of the 287 documentscovered by the prewarcatalogue-FelixPohorecki,
Catalogusdip/omatumBibliothecaeInstituti Ossolinianinecnon Bib/iothecaePaw
/ikowianaeinde ab anno 1227usqueadannum1506Lviv, 1937-onlyfive Poho
recki nos. 69, 218, 226, 243, and273remainin Lviv. The supplementto this cata
logue,preparedin Wroclaw by AdamFastnacht,CatalogusdiplomatumBibliothecae
Instituti Osso/iniani: Supp/ementum1. Inde ab anno 1279 usquead annum 1506
Wroclaw, 1951, includesonly eleven documentsthat camefrom Lviv.
85 Adam Fastnacht,Katalog dokumentówBiblioteki Zakladu Narodowegoim.
Ossoli,iskich, 2 vols. Wroclaw, 1953-69.
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neverpublished.86Autographsin this collection numbered5,289 by 1925,

and the numberwas significantly largerby 1939. This collection hasalso

beensplit betweenLviv and Wroclaw.

Apart from theOssolineummanuscriptcollectionsremainingin LNB AN,

the library retains the rich institutional recordsof the Ossolineumitself in
Lviv from before 1940. Theserecordsnaturally constitute a fundamental

sourcefor cultural history in the Lviv area,andespeciallyfor the Polishcul

ture flourishing in Gahicia.This major body of recordsis not now partof the

Ossolineumcollection fond 5, but ratheris partof the institutionalarchive

of LNB AN. The manuscriptdivision of the LNB AN hasa separatefond for

manyof the files of the Ossolineumpublishing housein Lviv, dating from

the years1919-39,Thesefiles arecoveredby acard cataloguein themanu

script division readingroom.

Whenthe AcademyLibrary in Lviv took over the library of the Theologi
cal Academy in 1940, it acquiredanother important collection of Greek
CatholicUkrainian/RuthenianUniate manuscripts.Theseholdings,num
bering only 173 manuscripts,arenot as significant as thoseof the Basilian
collection, but neverthelessinclude manyimportant religious materialsdat
ing from the sixteenththroughnineteenthcenturies.They arenow grouped

asfond 6 in themanuscriptdivision, but haveneverbeendescribedin a pub

lishedcatalogue.

Many of the RomanCatholic monastic library collections from the Lviv
areahavebeendispersed.However,part of the manuscriptcollection of the

Bernardinemonasteryin Lviv remainsin the Academy Library as fond 8,
without ever having beendescribedin a published account.87Other Ber

nardinemanuscriptsfrom Lviv were transferredto Polandandarenow held

in the archive of the BernardineOrder in Cracow.88
For manyyearssince 1940, the library hasgroupedits own miscellaneous

86 Seethenineteenth-centurysurveyby KlemensKantecki, "Z autografówZakladu
Nar. im. Ossoliñskich,"in Szkicei opowiadaniaPoznañ,1883, pp. 373-411.
87 The directory by E. Chwalewik, Zbiorypo/skie, 1: 384, indicatessomeof the
prewarmanuscriptrichesof theBernardinemonastery,but it hasnot beenpossibleto
verify the currentholdings in LNB AN.
88 See the listings of materials from Lviv in the cataloguepreparedby H. E.
Wyczawski, "Katalog Archiwum Prowincji 00. Bernardynow w Krakowie,"
Archiwa, BibliotekiiMuzeaKokielne 3, pt. 1/2 1961: 25-102;41962: 23-225;
and 5 1962: 13-210.
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manuscript acquisitions in a special collection Okremi nadkhodzhen
nia -ON fond 9, which is now one of the largestandrichestcollectionsin

thedivision, with a wide variety of documentarymaterials.Recently,some

groupsof personalpapershavebeenseparatedout from this collection and

assignedseparatefond numbers. As of 1978 the collection numberedover

2,000 units.

In addition to those already mentioned,the division has acquiredother
lessergroupsof institutional records.Of specialnote is the archive of the
Polish Galician Agricultural Society Galicyjskie TowarzystwoGospodar
skie; 1849-1909,which now constitutesfond 125, with nearlya thousand
units. There is also a small group of papersand illustrative materialsfrom
the agencydevotedto the preservationof antiquitiesin EasternGaliciaKoo
C. K. KonserwatorówZabytków StaroytnychGalicji Wschodniej; 1866-
1939.89

Some library-type materials dating from the 1920s and 1930s were

acquired from Lviv University, most notably a collection of manuscript

theses.Othermanuscriptmaterialsfrom the university remainin the manu
script division of the University Library in Lviv, whereasthe archival

recordsof theuniversity and relatedmanuscriptsare heldby the Lviv Oblast
State Archive LODA.60

The AcademyLibrary hasafew scatteredrecordsof interestfrom publish
ing housesin Lviv, in addition to the files of the Ossolineumpressmen

tioned above.The editorial recordsof the PolishnewspaperSygnayfrom the

1930s were acquired by the manuscript division, but apparentlyare no

longeravailablethere. Somematerialsrelating to newspapersand journals
in Lviv are among the personal papersof publicists and cultural leaders
associatedwith the publications,suchas the Barvins’kyi papersmentioned
earlier.9’ However,most of the institutionalrecordsof publishinghouses,

89 Thesearecoveredin a card file in the manuscriptdivision catalogueroom. Some
otherpapersfrom this societyare to be found amongthe Czolowskicollectionin the
National Library in Warsaw;seeKatalog rkopisów Bib/ioteki Narodowej, vol. 5,
passim.
90 There is no published descriptionof manuscriptholdings in the University
Library, but these will be surveyedin my forthcoming directory. For coverageof
materialsfrom theuniversity archives,seetheguide, LODA: Putivayk, pp. 113-32,
and the earlier inventory by Ludwik Finkel, Inwentarz Archiwum Universytetu
Lwowskiego Lviv, 1917; "Materialy do historii Uniwersytetul.wowskiego,"
vol. 1.
‘ Seefn. 22.
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newspapers,andjournals in Lviv arenow held by the stateoblastarchiveor
the historical archive TsDIA-L ,92

A numberof estatearchivesof earlyaristocraticfamilies in Galicia remain
in the division. Among the most importantnot yet mentionedhere is the
archive of the Potocki estatesfrom Lancutand elsewherein Galicia fond
84, with materials dating from the years 1853-l939. The estate
archivesof theJablonowski,Luba-Radzimiñski,Dzieduszycki,and Sapieha
families were mentionedabovebecausethesearchiveswere originally held
by the Ossolineumbefore 1940.Now thesearchiveshavebeenclassifiedas
separatefonds of the manuscriptdivision; they all await detailedpublished
descriptions.

The estatearchiveof the GalicianUniate metropoliaTsentral’nakantse
liariia stolovykh maietkiv halyts’koi mytropolii is only partially preserved
in the Academy Library fond 113. Its materialsdatefrom 1781 to 1939,
but documentationis especiallyextensivefor the early nineteenthcentury,
particularly for the tenure of Metropolitan Mykhailo Cardinal Levyts’kyi
1774-1858;metropolitan 18 15-58. The largerpart of the archiveis now
housed in TsDIA-L, although twentieth-centuryholdings predominate
there.94

The manuscriptdivision now holds the personalpapers-orsignificant
portions thereof-of well over two hundred individuals. As discussed
above, many are still part of the institutional collectionswith which they
were acquiredand previouslycatalogued,or in the collection of miscellane
ousacquisitionsfond 9. Brief descriptionsof 176 groups of personaland
family papersare includedin the recentlypublishedguideto personalpapers
in the division, but unfortunately, a numberof others,particularly those
associatedwith large estatearchives,are not.95

92 SeeLODA: Putivnyk, passim,which lists recordsavailable there. Most of the
relatively small files in LNB AN arecoveredby the cardcataloguesin the manuscript
division. Someof thesepublication recordscameto LNB AN as part of the manu
script collectionsfrom the Ossolineum,the National Home, and the NTSh, but are
now classifiedas separatefonds.

E. M. Humeniuk, "Arkhiv Potots’kykh," Naukovo-informatsiinyibiuleten’
Arkhivnohoupravlinnia URSR, 1963, no. 4, pp. 57-65.

E. M. Humeniuk, "Arkhiv stolovykh maietkiv halyts’koi mytropohii,"Arkhivy
Ukrainy, 1970, no. 1, pp. 68-72.The fond in TsDIA-L contains 1,600units dating
from the years1656-1942.

Osobystiarkhivni fondy. Obviously,only a fraction of thoselisted canbe men
tioned in the presentsu:rvey.Many of the 176 groupsmentionedabovedo notconsti
tute separatefonds, but form partof institutional collections.
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Many of the most importantgroups of papersof Polish leadersin Lviv
came to LNB AN from the Ossohineumand the Baworowski Library, but
others with different provenancemerit attention. Among the archives of
Polish scholarsmainlyhistorianswho specializedin Ukrainianor Galician
subjectsare thoseof FranciszekBujak 1875-1953fond 18; Lucja Cha
rewiczowa1876-1943 fond 136; Adam Lutman 1908-42 fond 65;
TadeuszLutman 1903-45 still groupedwith the manuscriptdivision col:

lection, fond 9; Antoni Prochaska1852-1930fond 87; and Kazimierz
Tyszkowski 1894-1940 fond 11696

Extensivedocumentarymaterialsdating back to the seventeenthcentury
are among the papersof the architectLeopold Rais1889-1944fond 92
and the literary critic and editor Ludwik Zieliñski 1808-1873 fond
52. The papers of Józef Tomasik 1860-ca. 1938 and his son fond
118; fond 9 include a large collectionof autographsand manuscripts,as
well as personalpapersrelating to the Tomasikantiquarianbook and manu
script tradein Lviv. Also of note are the papersof the Polishjournalistand
literarycritic OstapOrtwin 1876-1942 pseudonymof OskarKatzenellen
bogenfond 73.

One should mentionthe family archivesof some importantPolish Gali
cianpoliticiansduring the periodof Austrianrule, suchas the Goh.ichowski
fond 37, Pilat fond 78, and Smolkapart of fond 9 families. Also nota
ble are thepapersof GeneralJózefDwemicki 1779-1857fond 43, and of
the political leaderand law professorLeon Piniñski 1857-1938 fond
79.98 The papersof the Polish Galician socialist leaderHerman Diamand
1860-1931fond 44 havebeendescribedseparately.99

Among the legaciesof Ukrainiancultural leadersnot mentionedabovein
connectionwith the NTShand the NationalHome are thepapersof thecom
posersMykola Lysenko 1842-1912, Zynovii Lys’ko 1895-1976, and

96 Theseareall listed in Osobystiarkhivnifondy.The Charewiczowacollectionis
describedin more detail by StanislawFranciszek Gajerski, "ródla do dziejów
poludniowowschnodniejPolski w bibhiotekachi archiwachLwowa," Studia Histo
ryczne 20 1977, no. 2 [77]: 298-300.

TheZielii%ski collectionwasdescribedbriefly by WiadyslawZiehislski, "Zbiory
archiwalne p. Ludwika Zieliiskiego we Lwowie," Wiadomoki Bib/jograficzne
Warszawskie,1882, pp. 68-70, 104-105;at the time of that description,the materi
als were still in the custodyof the family. The22parchments1234-1633listedthen
are no longer held as part of the collection in LNB AN.
98 Brief mention of theseholdings also appear in Osobystiarkhivnifondy.

Tadeusz Sierocki, "Archiwum HermanaDiamandaw Lwowskiej Bibliotece
Publicznej,"Z Pola Wa/ki 7, no. 3 1964: 245-51.
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Kyrylo Stetsenko1882-1922,all found in fond 9 as partof thegeneralcol
lection of LNB AN. The papersof the philologist, literary historian, and
academicianMykhailo Vozniak1881- 1954 fond 29 are mostly of more
recentacquisition.’°°

Rich bibliographicalcollectionsare held in the division togetherwith the
personalpapersof the bibliographerIvan Kalynovych 1885-1927fond
57 and thehistorianMyron Korduba1876-1947 fond 61. However,part
of the Kalynovychpapersare now held by the Lviv Oblast State Archive
LODA, andmostof Korduba’simpressivebibliographicalfiles remain in
the custodyof the Institute of Social Sciencesin Lviv.’°’

Other importantmaterialsare the papersof the noted feminist leaderand
writer NataliaKobryns’ka 1855-1920fond 161, the progressiveactivist
Oleksii Kapnist 1797-1869in fond 9, and the more abundantpapersof
such local Galician activists as the Hrushkevych family fond 41

1861-1962. Parts of someof thesefonds camewith institutionalcollec

tions, but otherparts were addedlater.
Finally, new fonds havebeenestablishedfor leaderswho becameimpor

tant after 1939, such as the military leader Vitalii Chaikin 1895-1976
fond 138, the political activist Mykola Hnydiuk 1918-76 fond 35, the
publicist Ivan Prokopiv 1901-73 fond 86, the classicalphilologist Iurii

Mushak1904-73 fond 69, and the educatorFedir Naumenkob. 1901
fond l48.b02

To supplementits own holdings, the manuscriptdivision of LNB AN has
a largefile of microfilmsfrom otherSoviet andforeignrepositories.Its large
numberof microfilms from Polandincludecopiesof many manuscriptsnow

heldby theOssohineumin Wroclawthatwere originallyhousedin Lviv.’°3

‘°° These are all listed andbriefly describedin Osobystiarkhivni fondy.
‘°‘ RegardingtheKordubacollection,with emphasison thebibliographicfiles, see
the surveyanalysisby Ia. R. DashkevychpseudonymS. Piskovyi, "M. M. Kor
duba ta ioho ‘Bibhiohrafiia istorii Ukrainy," Naukovo-informatsiinyibiu/eten’
Arkhivnohoupravlinnia URSR, 1963, no. 2, pp. 62-64. Seemore details aboutthe
life andunpublishedworksof Kordubain the introductionto the reprinteditionof his
bibliography,La /ittérature historiquesovietique: Compte-rendu1917-1931,ed.
OmeljanPritsaket al. Munich, 1972; "HarvardSeriesin UkrainianStudies,"vol.
10.
102 These areall listed in Osobystiarkhivnifondy.
103 The division has a cardfile covering availablemicrofilms. For referenceto the
catalogueof availablemicrofilms from the Biblioteka Narodowain Warsaw,includ
ing thosefrom the Ossohineumin Wroclaw, seethe citation in fn. 49.
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Apart from the manuscriptdivision itself, other divisions in the Academy

Library in Lviv retainmaterialsof an archival nature.Specialnote shouldbe
madeof the division of graphicart Viddil mystetstva,with its variedcol

lections of drawings, prints, and other illustrative materials.Its interesting

groups of revolutionaryand wartimeposters havebeendescribedin pub
lished accounts.’60 This division also boastsa collection of over 35,000
photographs,many of which are unique.They havecometo the library as
part of earliercollections in the Lviv area, includingthe extensiveone of the
Library of the National Home.’°5

The library boastsan extremelyrich collection of earlymaps,including
someearly manuscriptmaps,plansand atlases,as well as more numerous
engravings.No catalogueis availableof the cartographicholdings,unfortu
nately; only a brief survey descriptionhas beenpublished,togetherwith a
more specializedsurvey of the sixteenth-centurymaterials°6

Thissurveyhasgiven only the barestoutlineof the manuscriptrichesnow
held by the Stefanyk Scientific Library of the UkrainianAcademy of Sci
encesin Lviv. Much more detailedanalysisof many of the collections is
needed,and many inventories,catalogues,and manuscriptdescriptionsare
requiredto inform prospectiveresearchersabout the library’s tremendous

manuscriptwealth. Only suchproductioncanrectify the unfortunatesitua
tion today, whereby one of the major library collections in EasternEurope
remainsone of the least known and least accessibleto researchersin the

104 The postersfrom the SecondWorld War are listed in a publishedcatalogue
compiledby N. P. IvanovaandIa. V. lanchak,PlakatyperiodaVe/ikoiotechestven
noi voiny Soverskogosoiuza 1941 -1945 gg.: Katalog, ed. by Kh. I. Sanotskaia
Lviv, 1976. See also the surveys of I. P. Ivanova, "Dokumenty revohiutsii:
Kolektsiiaradians’kykhplakativ 1918-1921rr. u viddili mystetstva,"in Bib/ioteka

ta informatsiia, pp. 120-26;and"Kollektsiia plakatovperiodaVelikoi otechestven
noi voiny 1941-1945gg.," inBibliotekainaukovo-tekhnichnyiprohres,pp. 8 1-90.
os Seethebrief surveyby Ia. V. lanchak,"Zbirka fotohrafii viddilu mystetstva,"
inSkarbnytsiaznan’,pp. 87-91.
106 The surveyby V. M. Kabusanand S. A. Lukonin, "Materialyz istorychnoi
heohrafii Zakhidnoi Ukrainy v kartohrafichnii zbirtsi," in Skarbnytsiaznan’, pp.
83-86,gives a bare outline of the extentandvariety of the cartographicholdings.
Thesixteenth-centurymaterialsare surveyedby M. H. Vavryshyn,"Materialydo
istorii kartohrafii Ukrainy XVI st. u fondakhLNB AN URSR," in Bib/ioteka i nau
kovo-tekhnichnyiprohres, pp. 101- 109.
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Slavic and EasternEuropeanfields. The presentoutline servesonly as an
interim account,which, one hopes,will stimulate the productionof more

detailedfinding aids.

Harvard University



BIBLIOGRAPHIC STUDIES

Two Contributions to the Bibliography of
Meletij Smotryc’kyj

ROBERTMATHIESEN

Meletij Smotryc’kyj ca. 1578-1633was without questionone of the
mosthighly educatedandtalentedUkrainianwritersandscholarsof the
early seventeenthcentury. Although he devotedthe greaterpart of his

laborto the extremelysensitivereligious andpolitical issuesof his time,
andpublisheda numberof influential tractateson themfor themostpart
in Polish, he is now rememberedas a consummateverbal artist, as a
theorist of verse,and,especially,as the authorof a notablegrammarof
the ChurchSlavoniclanguage,HrammatykySlavénskyjaprdvylnoeSjn

lagma A Compendiumof the Rulesof SlavonicGrammar,first pub

lishedby theOrthodoxBrotherhoodof Vilnius on their pressesat Vevis in

1618-1619.It is this grammarwhich is the subjectof the presentstudy.

In retrospect,Smotryc’kyj’s grammarwasby far the mostcomprehen

sive and sophisticatedof all the early printed grammarsof Church
Slavonic,andstoodon the level of thecontemporaryEuropeangrammars
of Greek and Latin.’ It was greatly esteemednot only by its author’s
contemporaries,but also by many later generationsof scholars,for it
quickly supplantedeventhebestof the previouslypublishedgrammarsof
Church Slavonic,Lavrentij Zizanij’s HrammalykaslovenskaSlavonic
Grammarof 1596,andwasrepublishedfour timesandepitomizedtwice
during the centuryanda halffollowing its original publication.2As lateas

Referencesappear in full on pp. 241-44.See0. Horbaë’smonographandedition
Horbatsch1964, 1974, wherethe earlieranalysesarereviewed.
2 Zizanij’s grammar,unlike Smotryc’kyj’s, was neitherrepublishednorepitomized;
yetevennow copiesof it seemto be more commonthan copiesof thefirst edition of
Smotryc’kyj’s grammar.Not until the veryendof the eighteenthcentury did there
againappeargrammarsof ChurchSlavonicwhich weremorethanmererepublications
or epitomes of the grammarof Smotryc’kyj cf. Mathiesen1972, pp. 175-205.
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theearlynineteenthcenturythe eminentslavistJ.Dobrovsk9couldwrite
of Smotryc’kyj as a grammarianthat "ejus praeceptaab omnibussemper
aestimatafuere [his preceptshavealwaysbeenvaluedby all]," andit was

only Dobrovsk9’sown grammarof ChurchSlavonic,publishedin 1822,
which finally supplantedSmotryc’kyj’s grammar.3

A further measureof the esteemin which Smotryc’kyj’s grammarwas
longheld is the greatrarity of its first edition, the only editionpublished
during theauthor’slifetime and presumablyunderhis supervisionand
thus the only one that can bear independentwitnessto its author’stext
and thought. It seemsthat most copies of the first edition were, so to
speak,readandstudiedto pieces.The rarity as well as theimportanceof
the relatively few copiesof the first edition that havesurvivedwarrants
publishinga censusof them.4

The presentstudy attempts1 to takea preliminary census-based
entirely on secondarysources-oftheknown copiesof thefirst editionof
Smotryc’kyj’s grammar,and 2 to establishan accuratelist of its pub
lished editions by laying to rest two bibliographical"ghosts"which too
long havehauntedworks on Smotryc’kyj andhis grammar.

I

During the nineteenthcentury V. M. Undol’skij and I. P. Karataev
specified wherea numberof copiesof the first edition of Smotryc’kyj’s
grammarwere located.5A carefulexaminationof their somewhatvague
remarksrevealsthat theyknewof theexistenceof at leastsixteencopiesof
that edition. More recently H. Ja. Haljanéënkacited four additional
copies which had been noticed by twentieth-centurybibliographers.6
However, I havebeenableto ascertain,entirely from secondarysources,

Dobrovsk’ 1822, p. LVIII.
Of all the seventeenth-centuryeditionsandepitomes,only that of 1647/48is now

very common.No more than eight or nine copies of the epitomeof 1638 havebeen
recorded:in additionto thesevencited by Dietze 1974,p. 364,andHorbatsch1977,pp.
I, XIII-XIV, thereare the privatecopy examinedby Alter 1799,pp. 115-16no. III,
and perhapsthe copy in the collection of theSolovki Monasterycitedby Undol’skij
1871, colI. 55-56no. 444. Cf. also Karataev1883, pp. 466-67no. 474,Svéncyckyj
1908, p. 152no. 562,andMaksymenko1975, p. 92 no. 627. Perhapsas few as two
or threecopiesof the edition of 1697 havesurvived:Kurdinovskij 1907, pp. 39 1-94,
Bianu, Hodo & Simonescu1903-1944,I, pp. 351-54no. 109.

Undol’skij 1848, p. 102 no. 102, Karataev 1861,p. 31 no. 206, Undol’skij 1871,
coll. 32-33 nos.222, 225,226, Karataev 1883,pp. 348-50no.247 andtwo unnum
beredentriescite five copiesfromno. 8-13,16, two copiesfromnos. 17-21,andcopies
no. 23-27, 33-35 of the presentcensus.
6 Golenenko1961, p. 61 no. 194addscopiesno. 6, 14, 15, 22 of thepresentcensus.
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that at leasttwenty-nineand perhapsas manyasthirty-five copiesof the
first edition of Smotryc’kyj’s grammarhavesurvivedto the presentday.
The following censuslists thesecopiesaccordingto the cities in which
they are heldor, in four cases,thecities in which they aremostprobably
held; the one copy which cannotbe tracedafter the deathof its owner
D. V. Piskarevandthe saleof hiscollectionin 1868is givenat theendof
the census,as is the copy formerly in the Library of the St. Petersburg
Theological Academy,but-contraryto expectations-notnow in the
Saltykov-edrin State Public Library at Leningrad.

BERLIN ?

1. DeutscheStaatsbibliothek.
Baumann1956/57,pp. 65, 66.

CAMBRIDGE

2. CambridgeUniversity Library.
Tyrrell & Simmons 1959/63,p. 391 no. 14.

CRACOW

3. Biblioteka Jagielloñska.
Horbatsch1974, pp. I, XV.

GOR’KIJ

4. Oblastnajabiblioteka im. V. I. Lenina C 22021.
Privalova 1956, p. 498

JENA

5. UniversitätsbibliothekJena8. Gl. XI, 18.
Baumann1956/57, 1958.

KIEV

6. Central’na naukovabiblioteka Akademiji nauk Ukrajins’koji RSRKyr.
729.
Petrov, Birjuk & Zolotar’ 1958, pp. 37-38 no. 70; Solom 1958, p. 45.

LENINGRAD

7. Biblioteka Akademii nauk SSSR.
Baumann1956/57, 1958; Gurevi & Kopanev 1965, p. 287.°

8. Gos.publinaja biblioteka im. M. E. Saltykova-edrinahereafterGPB
1.8.26.

This copy, internedafterWorld War II, mayhavebeenreturnedto the Deutsche
Staatsbibliotheksince Baumann’sinquiry.

AlthoughBaumann1956/57, 1958 refersto asingle copy, thestatementof Gurevi
& Kopanev 1965 might imply that this library holds more than onecopy of thefirst
edition.
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Karataev1861, p. 31 no. 206; Luk’janenko 1973-75, II, pp. 75-79no.
63.

9. GPBI.8.27a.
Stroev 1829, pp. 155-156no. 65; Luk’janenko 1973-75, II, pp. 75-79
no. 63.10

10. GPB1.8.276.

Luk’janenko1973-75, II, pp. 75-79no. 63."
11. GPB I.8.27v.

Luk’janenko 1973-75, II, pp. 75-79no. 63."
12. GPB I.8.27.

Luk’janenko1973-75, II, pp. 75-79no. 6312
13. GPB XVII.14.7.

Luk’janenko 1973-75, II, pp. 75-79no. 63."

LVIV ?

14. Der.avnyj muzej ukrajins’kohomystectvahereafterDMUM.
Svèncyckyj 1908, p. 152 no. 561/426.’3

15. DMUM.
Svëncyckyj1908, p. 152 no. 561/427.’3

MOSCOW

16. Gos. biblioteka SSSRim V. I. Lenina hereafterGBL no. 3128.
Undol’skij 1871, col. 32 no. 222; Karataev 1883, p. 348; olom 1958,
p. 45l4

17. GBL no. 3130.
olom 1958, p. 45,15

18. GBL no. 5187.
olom 1958, p. 4515

19. GBL no. 6266.
olom 1958, p. 4515

This copy was formerly in the privatecollection of I. P. Karataev.
10 This copy, as may be inferred fromthedescriptionof it by Luk’janenko1973-75,
was formerly in the privatecollection of F. A. Tolstoj.
11 Two of thesethree copies,in all likelihood,wereformerlyin theprivatecollections
of A. N. KasterinUndol’skij 1848, p. 102 [no. 102] and I. T. JakovlevUndol’skij
1871,coll. 32-33 [no. 225].
12 This copy was formerly in the private collection of M. P. PogodinUndol’skij
1871, coll. 32-33 [no. 225].
‘ Thesetwo copiesare not recordedby Maksymenko1975,but this bibliographer’s
recordsof theholdingsof this museumarequite problematic.Neitherdoeshe list, for
example,the primer printed by SpirydonSobal’ at Kuceina in 1631 cf. Svncyckyj
1908,pp. 153-154[no. 569], althoughas recently as two years earlier its presencein
the museumhad beenconfirmed by Botvinnik 1973, p. 149.
‘ This copy was formerly in the private collection of V. M. Undol’skij.
IS Two of thesefive copies,in all likelihood,were formerly in theprivatecollectionof
N. P. Rumjancevand in the Library of the MoscowTheologicalAcademyUndol’skij
1871,coll. 32-33 [no. 225].
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20. GBL no. 6267.
Solom 1958, p. 4515

21. GBL no. 6311.
olom 1958, p. 4515

22. Gos. publiênajaistorieskajabiblioteka.
Radenko1957, p. 598 no. 197;Cernyeva1972, p. 28 no. 472.

23. Gos. istorieskij muzej hereafterGIM SobranieP. V. apova.
Sepkina& Protas’eva1958, p. 76.

24. GIM SobranieA. I. Xludova.
Popov 1872 [secondpagination], p. 7 no. 67.16

25. GIM SobranieI. N. Carskogo.
Stroev 1836, pp. 73-74 no. 58; Seepkina& Protas’eva1958, p. 79.

26. GIM SobranieA. D. Certkova.
éepkina& Protas’eva1958, p. 83.

27. Central’nyjgos. arxiv drevnixaktov,fond 125: Staropeatnyeknigi Biblio
teki Moskovskoj sinodal’noj tipografii.
Bogojavlenskij& Jakovlev1946-47, II, p. l43.,6a

28. Privatecollection of A. I. Markuevi.
Malylev 1965, p. 387.

OXFORD

29. BodleianLibrary 8° Rl8 Art. BS.
Barnicot & Simmons1951, p. 114.

PETROZAVODSK?

30. Gos. arxiv Karel’skoj ASSR.’7

PRAGUE

31. NarodnI knihovna UK.8.I.23.
Horbatsch1974, pp. I, XV.

VIENNA

32. OsterreichischeNationalbibliothek.
Alter 1799, pp. 116-119 no. IV; Horbatsch 1974, pp. I, XV.

VILNIUS

33. Lietuvos TSR Moksli,s akademijosCentrinë biblioteka.
Milovidov l908b, pp. 34-35 no. 26; Ivakeviius 1959, p. 17, plate 15.

16 This copy was acquiredby Xludov from the privatecollection of A. I. Ozerskij
Undol’skij 1871,coll. 32-33[no. 225]. It is not specificallycited in thebrief noticeof
Xludov’s collection given by epkina& Protas’eva1958, p. 77.
6’ Note the remark in Katalog 1908, p. 11 no. 29, that this copy is the one from

which the edition of 1647/48was printed,andthat it still bearsthecorrectionsmade
for that revisededition.
‘ In all likelihood this is the presentlocationof the copy formerly in the Library of
theVygoleksaMonasteryBarsov1872/75,p.78[no. I], sincethebulk of that library
is now held there Malylev 1947, p. 149.
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LOCATION UNKNOWN

34. Formerly ownedby D. V. Piskarev.
Undol’skij 1871, col. 33 no. 226; Karataev 1883, p. 350.18

35. Formerly held by the Biblioteka S.-Petersburgskojduxovnojakademii.
Rodosskij 1891-94,I, p. 107 no. 64.

The abovecensus,drawnentirelyfrom secondarysources,doubtlessis
neitherentirely completenor entirely accurate.The authorrequeststhat
additionsand correctionsbe sent to him Departmentof Slavic Lan
guages,Brown University, Providence,Rhode Island02912, USA.’8’

II

As alreadystated,Smotryc’kyj’s grammarwas publishedin five editions
and two epitomesduring the seventeenthand eighteenthcenturies,as
follows:

1. First edition:
Vevis, 1618-1619;octavo, [4+248]ff.’9

‘° This copy seemsnot to havebeenamongthe smallnumberof earlyCyrillic im
prints which the Moskovskij publinyj i Rumjancevskijmuzeiacquiredat thesaleof
Piskarev’s collection Viktorov 1871, pp. 22-23.
8’ After this article had beensubmitted,my colleagueEdward Kasineccalled my
attention to the existenceof yet anothercopy, formerly in the private library of
ProfessorA. E. Senn, who donatedhis books to the University of Wisconsinat
Madison in 1974.
9 This edition seemsto havecirculatedin three originalstates,as follows:
a 248ff.

_______

1618 Title + Text,
copiesno. 16, 35 at least;

b 252 ff. = 1619 Title + Preface + 1618 Title + Text,
copiesno. 5, 9, 19, 33 at least;

c 251 ff. = 1619 Title + Preface

______+

Text,
copies no. 3, 6, 10, 13, 22, 32 at least.

Thesedifferentstatesof theedition aswell asavarietyof defectivecopies,thedouble
title pagewith two differentdates,and the obscurityof the placeof printing Vevis,
mentionedonly on the 1619 title pagein comparisonwith the city in which the
publisherwas situatedVilnius, mentionedprominentlyon eachtitle pageconfused
earlierbibliographersto theextentthat they weresometimesat a lossabouthow many
editions wererepresentedby the copiesat their disposal.Thus, Undol’skij 1871,coIl.
32-33, registeredthreeeditions: Vevis, 1618 no. 222; Vevis, 1619 no. 225; Vilnius,
1619 no. 226. Thefirst two of thesewerealso registeredby Milovidov, l908a, p. 12
nos.164, 165. Thetruth, however,was alreadylatent in Milovidov’s notein his other
bibliography of the sameyear l908b,pp. 34-35[no. 26], and wasmadepatentto all
by Baumann1958.Cf. also olom 1958,p. 45,andAnulkin 1972,pp. 80-85; the latter
givesa photographof each title pagefor comparison.
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2. First epitomeanonymous:
Krem"janec’, 1638; octavo, [l04]ff.2°

3. Secondedition, revisedfrom the first:
Moscow, 7156 [=1647/48]; quarto, "388" [recte 378]ff.21

4. Third edition, reprintedfrom the first:
Snagov,1697; octavo,4+246ff.22

5. Fourthedition, revised from the first and second:
Moscow, 7229I721; octavo, [3] +5+283+ [l]ff.23

6. SecondepitomeFeodorMaksimov:
St. Petersburg,1723; octavo, [4J+8+2l2+[24]pp.24

7. Fifth edition, reprintedfrom the fourth:
Rimnic, 1755; small octavo,8+288ff.25

In additionto thesesevenwell-attestedpublications,bibliographersand
scholars occasionallycite two others, that is, the putativeeditions at
Vilnius in 1629 andat Moscowin 1651 both in quarto.26However, all
nineteenth-and twentieth-centuryreferencesto these editions are at
secondhand,andhavebeentakenfrom sourcesof theeighteenthcentury.

The putativeeditionof 1651 wasthefirst to makeits appearance,being
cited by J. L. Frisch in his Historiam LinguaeSclavonicaecontinuat

20 Cf. fn. 4 above.
21 Karataev 1883, p. 531 no. 637; Zernova 1958, p. 67 no. 206. In the United
States,copiesareheld by the Library of CongressasBasilNadragaof thatinstitution
haskindly informedme,the ColumbiaUniversityLibrary, andtheNewberryLibrary
at Chicago.Concerningthis last copy seefn. 32 below.
22 Cf. fn. 4 above.
23 Bykova & Gurevi 1958,pp. 221-23no. 135; Zernova& Kameneva1968,p. 56
no. 142. In the United Statesacopyis held by theNewberryLibraryCollins 1894,p.
653[no. 12,510],and a microfilm ofthat copyby the University of CaliforniaLibrary
at Berkeley. In the National Union Catalogueof Pre-1956Imprintsthis microfilm is
wrongly identified as havingbeenmadefrom the edition of 1647/48.
24 Bykova& Gurevi 1958,pp. 261-264no. 194;Zernova& Kameneva1968,p. 475
no. 1356;Bykova 1971,pp. 52-53no. 40. In the UnitedStatesa copyisheld by the
ColumbiaUniversity Library.
25 Bianu, Hodo& Simonescu1903-44,II, p. 132 no. 295; Mihailovié 1964, p. 44
no. 31. In the United Statescopiesare held by the ColumbiaUniversity Libraryand
the HarvardUniversity Library.
26 Most recently, Maxnovec’ 1960, p. 549,and Prokolina1966, p. 106. Note that the
prefaceand the appendixin the edition of 1647/48both addedby theeditorsof that
edition were separatelyreprintedat Moscowin 1782 underthe titles Predislovieko
grammatikéslavenskojand BesëdovanieMaksimaGreka o po/’zegrammatiki: see
Kacprak et al. 1962-67,I, pp. 96-97no.534, II, p.468no.5626.Thesereprintsare
the sourceof the somewhatgarbledentriesin Maxnovec’1960,ibid., for anedition of
1782 and a reprint of the prefacein 1788.
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Quatuorcapilibus. . . Berlin, 1727.27All subsequentreferencesto this

edition, includingthosemadeby V. K. Trediakovskijin his Razgovor

ob ortografii starinno/i novofSt. Petersburg,1748andby D. Semenov

Rudnev in his manuscriptBiblioteka rossjskaja, iii svëdënie‘0 V5X

knigaxv Rossiis naëala tipografli na svëtvyfed.fix ca. 1785,deriveat
least the datefrom Frisch’scitation.28During thelate eighteenthand the
earlynineteenthcenturya small controversyaroseoverthe existenceof
this edition, or-more precisely-whetherreferencesto it werenot in fact

mistakenreferencesto the editionof 1647/48.29As a result of thiscontro
versytheputativeeditionof 1651 wasexcludedfrom themostcompetent

bibliographiesof thenineteenthcentury.3°Nevertheless,it wasdecisively
settled only in the last decadeof that century, when P. Nikolaevskij’s
examinationof the well-preservedrecordsof the MoscowPrinting Yard
Peatnyj dvor duringthepatriarchateof Iosifl642-l652 showedthat
althoughtherehadbeeneighteenpublicationswhich Karataevhadover
looked in his final bibliography of 1883, no grammarother than the
edition of 1647/48had beenpublishedat Moscow during those eleven
years. The fullness of the recordsexaminedby Nikolaevskij makesit
certainthat the putativeedition of Smotryc’kyj’s grammarin quartoat
Moscow in 1651 neverexisted.3’

Fromwhatsource,then,did Frisch derivehisinformation?Still extant
is a copy of a Church Slavonic grammar in quarto, formerly in the
Library of Louis-Lucien Bonaparte and now held by the Newberry
Library at Chicago,which hasnointernalindicationof theplaceanddate
of its publication, but which on the spine of its seventeenth-century
binding bearsthe half-obliteratedinscription in ink "GrammaticaMos
covitica" Muscovite Grammar,and which has stampedover that in
scriptionin lettersof theseventeenthcenturyor archaicizinglettersof the
eighteenthcentury the later inscription"GrammaticaSclavonicaMos
coviae. 1651"SlavonicGrammar.At Moscow,1651.A comparisonof
selectedpages,however,shows that this volume is actuallya copyof the
1647/48editionof S,notryc’kyj’sgrammar,which lacksthe lasttwo folia

27 I havenot seen this publication, but know of the citation in it from the later
literature cited below arid from Eichler 1967, p. 35.
28 Cf. Trediakovskij 1849, III, p. 63, and Semenov-Rudnev1881, p. 64.
29 Cf. Alter 1799, p. 122 no. VII; Dobrovsk1822, pp. LIX-LXI, 706-720.
3° Karataev 1861, pp. 81-83; Undol’skij 1871, coil. 76-77,333; Karataev 1883, pp. 541-
47. Note that in his revision of Semenov-Rudnev’sbibliographyUndol’skij 1891,
secondpagination,p. 30 [no. 108] silently corrected the date 1651 to 1648.
‘ Nikolaevskij 1890-91,III, pp. 147-48.
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containingthe long colophon.This copy,which clearly cameto West
ern Europevery early, may havebeenthe very copy from which Frisch
derivedhis mistakenreference.32

The existenceof this copy, however,only pushesthe problem of the
mistakendate one step further into the past. How did its early West
Europeanownercometo supposethat it hadbeenprinted in 1651?If he
did not simply guess,or simply blunder in convertingthe printer’sdate
A.M. 7156 into the Christian era, he may have been confusedby the
elaboratesyntax of the colophonon the last two folia which may still
have been presentwhen he owned the book. This colophon,rightly
interpreted,statesthat theprintingof thebookbeganon6 DecemberA.M.

7156 i.e., on 6 DecemberA.D. 1647 and endedon February2 "of the
sameyear" 1ogóze1&a, "in the third year" v trétie Ilto of the reign of
Aleksej Mixajlovi andin the sixthyear of the patriarchateof losif i.e.,
on 2 FebruaryA.D. 1648.A WesternEuropean,morefamiliarwith Latin
syntaxthanwith Slavonic,might haveinterpretedthephrase"of thesame
year" in an ablativesenseas"from the sameyear" andtakenit together
with thefollowing phrase"in the third year,"therebymistakenlysuppos
ing that the colophonstatedthat the printing of the book beganin A.M.
7156 andendedthreeyears later, in A.M. 7159 or A.D. l651.

The putativeedition of 1629seemsfirst to haveappearedaboutsixty
years later, in D. Semenov-Rudnev’sinchoatebibliography ca. 1785:
MonaxaMeletija SmotrickagoSlavenskajaGrammatika,vtorago izda
nija, v Vil’né 1629goda, v 4; v akad.bib!. Monk Meletij Smotrickij’s
SlavonicGrammar,the secondedition, at Vilnius in 1629, in quarto;in
the Academy Library.34 From other referencesit is clear that the
"Academy Library" is the Library of the Academy of Sciencesat St.
Petersburg.All subsequentreferences,including thoseby Karataev,
Undol’skij, and Milovidov, derivewholly from Semenov-Rudnev’scita
tion; no later bibliographeror scholarhas ever succeededin finding a
copy of suchan edition,andit is notnow in theLibrary of theAcademyof
Sciences.35

32 Cf. Collins 1894,p. 653no. 12,511.I am very muchobliged to Arthur A. Prieditis
of the Newberry Library, who sent me photocopiesof the first and lastpagesof the
volume and of the inscriptions on its spine.

So perhapsevenDobrovsky1822, p. LIX, who speaksof the Moscowedition in
quartoas "coeptae 1648,finitae 1651 [begun in 1648, endedin 1651]."

Semenov-Rudnev1881, p. 43.
Karataev1861,p. 42 no. 291; Undol’skij 1871, col. 43 no.319; Karataev 1883,

p. 413 no.348; Milovidov 1908a,p. 8 no. 76; Golenenko1961,p. 49 no. 146. Cf.
Jagid1910, p. 28; Gurevi & Kopanev 1965, p. 287.
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Theentryarousesdoubtin andof itself, apartfromthefactthatno later
bibliographerhas ever beenable to verify Semenov-Rudnev’sentry. It
statesthat the edition was in quarto, but the attestedfirst editionwas in
octavo and the supposition that any of them might have printed a
grammarin quarto at Vilnius or Vevis in 1629contradictsthe known
practicesof the publishersin question.36Moreover,the title cited is not
theonewhich Smotryc’kyj gaveto his grammar,andtheauthor’snameis
given in its laterform Smotrickij insteadof Smotriskij; it is spelledwiths,
not c, on thetitle pagesof thefirst edition. All this showsthatSemenov
Rudnev’sentry is not a straightforwarddevisu descriptionof onecopy,
but is to some extent basedeither on secondhandinformation or on
inference.Such entriesare not at all rare in his bibliography;other
exampleswould be his entry for the putativeedition of 1651,discussed
above,andevenhis entryfor the first editionof Smotryc’kyj’s grammar,
wherethe author’snameandthe title of the work are alteredin the same
way: Meletija SmotrickagoGrammatikaSlavenskaja,v Vil’në 1619, v 8
d. iv. Moskvë1721 v akad.bib!. ipatriar.fej [Meletij Smotrickij’s Slavonic
Grammar,at Vilnius in 1619, in octavo, and at Moscowin 1721; in the
AcademyLibrary andin the PatriarchalLibrary].37 The fact that both
entriesare distorted in the sameway and that both cite the "Academy
Library" as the first location may indicatethat bothentrieswere drawn
from oneof the earlierpublishedsurveysof the holdingsof theLibrary of
the Academy’of Sciences.Unfortunately,noneof theseearliersurveysis
availableto me at present,so the conjecturemust remainunverified for
now.38 Of course,evenif the conjectureis true, the original causeof the
error will still remain to be found. If it did not arise from a simple
misreadingof the title pagewith the date1619in thefirst edition,or from
a simple slip of the pen, it mayhavearisenfrom confusionwith a certain

36 In 1586the Mamonii at Vilnius issuedaquartoedition,with no title page andwith
a colophon at the end,of a brief medievaltract on ChurchSlavonic grammar;this
archaicformat,still employedat Moscow in the middleof the seventeenthcenturyand
even later,had beengiven up in favor of a moremodernformat in octavo or smaller,
with title pageand no final colophonat Vilnius by the end of the sixteenthcentury,
e.g., in Zizanij’s grammarof 1596. On the publicationof 1586 seeKarataev 1883,pp.
232-33no. 113; Zernova 1959,pp. 184-87;GoIen.enko1961,p. 13 no. 18;Luk’ja
nenko1973-75, I, pp. 67-69 no. 15. In addition to the two defectivecopiescited by
thesebibliographers,therewas formerly a more completecopy in the Library of the
Byzantine-RiteCatholicUniateChapterat Peremyl’; this copy may now be with
the bulk of that library in the Biblioteka Narodowaat Warsaw. All threecopiesare
cited by Xarlampovi 1900, pp. 211-12.

Semenov-Rudnev1881, p. 33.
38 Theseearlierpublicationshavebeenlisted by Bel’ikov, Begunov & Rodestven
skij 1963, pp. 71-72 nos.557-59.
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primer printed at Vilnius in 1621 underthe somewhatmisleadingtitle
HrammatikaGrammar.39The existenceof two title pages,dated1618
and 1619, respectively,in thefirst editionof Smotryc’kyj’s grammar,and
the improbability of a secondedition’s havingbeenpublishedonly one
year after the publication of the first edition, would only increasethe
opportunitiesfor confusion.In any case,the claim that the putative
secondedition of 1629 was in quarto surelyowes somethingto the fact
that the true secondedition of 1647/48wasactually in quarto.4°

Whateverthe cause,we may concludewith Dobrovsk’ 1822, p. LX
that the putative edition of 1629 "vix exstet [hardly exists]" for yet
anotherreason:if it had existed, we would haveto believe that three
dozen copies of an edition in octavo survived whereasall copies of a
secondeditionprintedin quartoonlytenyearslaterweredestroyed.Until
suchtimeas the sourcesof information on which Semenov-Rudnevdrew
andthe causesof the manyerrors which he madeare betterknown, this
last considerationmay suffice to lay to rest the "ghost" of an edition of
Smotryc’kyj’s grammarprintedat Vilnius in l629.’

*
* *

Not only the bibliographerbut also the historianof linguistics andthe
historical linguist should be concernedwith such mattersas havebeen
discussedhere.Old grammars,dictionaries,primers,andthe like are in
themselvesdatafor the historianof linguisticthought, andaresourcesof
datafor the historianof the languagewhichtheytreator in which theyare
written. Such textbooksare particularly importantwhentheytreatstan
dard or literary languages,for languagesof this sort are in largepart
createdandshapedby textbooks.

All too often,however,thebibliographicallynaive linguist is contentto
use any edition of such a textbook which comes to hand,and evena
linguist who is somewhatmoresophisticatedin bibliographicalmatters
maybecontentto useanycopyof the mostappropriateedition. Yet under

Stroev 1829, p. 162 no. 68; Karataev 1883, pp. 365-66no. 269; Luk’janenko
1973-75,II, pp. 83-86 no. 66. This primer is in octavo. Note also the editions-or
variants of the sameedition-of the sameprimer in 1618, describedby Barnicot&
Simmons 1951, p. 111 nos. 13-14.
4° To forestall anargumentthat the formatin quartoof the real secondedition 1647/
48 might reflect the format in quarto of an edition no longerextant,it must be
emphasizedthat the edition of 1647/48was printed from a copy of the edition of
1618-1619in octavo which is still extant, that is, fromcopy no. 27 in theabovecensus.
4 A similar argumentmight havebeenmadefor the non-existenceof the putative
edition of 1651, had it beennecessaryto do so in that case.



BIBLIOGRAPHY OF MELETIJ SMOTRYC’KYJ 241

theconditions of early printing, singlecopiesof thesameedition could

have textual variantsjust as significant as thoseexhibited by different
editions,and the linguist who is blind to this possibilityis in realdangerof
wasting his labor. R. C. Alston 1966 has adducedtelling examplesof
just such situations from recent work on early printed textbooksof
English. Indeed,whenthe work is sufficiently importantasSmotryc’kyj’s
grammaris for specialistsin LateChurch Slavonic or in the historyof
many modernSlavic standardlanguages,the linguist shouldbe readyto
devoteas much bibliographicaleffort towardsestablishingits authorial
text as literary scholarshavelongbeenaccustomedto spendon the more
eminentwriters-an exampleis the vast amountof highly sophisticated
bibliographicalstudydevotedto theplays of Shakespeareand his con
temporaries.The presentstudy, obviously, is only a small step,and not
thefirst, in thisdirectioncf. Horbatsch1964,butevenmodestbeginnings
are better than no beginningsat all.42

Brown University
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A Contemporary’s Account of the Causes
of the Khmel’nyts’kyi Uprising

FRANK E. SYSYN

In the spring of 1648, the commandersandmostof the standingarmyof
the Kingdom of Polandfell into the handsof Cossackrebelsandtheir
Tatarallies. By the summerof that year,the swelling rebelarmy routed
the government’sforces, and Warsaw lay virtually undefendedas the
Commonwealthgrappledwith the slowprocedureof electinga newking.
Violent social conflict andxenophobiagrippedthe Ukraine as peasants
joined the Cossacksin wreakingbloodyvengeanceon all whomtheyper
ceived to be their oppressors-landlords,wealthy burghers, Catholic
clergymen,and Jews. In someinstances,religious grievancesor discon
tent with the old order inspired nobles and burghersto side with the
rebels.By autumn,therebels’position wassostrongthat thepromiseof a
peacefulsettlementcarriedthe day for JohnCasimir’scandidacyto the
vacantthrone. HetmanBohdanKhmel’nyts’kyi soughtto win him over
with proposalsto alter the Commonwealth’sconstitutionsothenewking
could rule as othermonarchsdid.’ At Christmas,Khmel’nyts’kyi entered
Kiev to the acclaim of Orthodox clerics andstudentsof the Kiev Col
legium, who hailed him as "well-namedBohdan,given by God"and"a
liberatorof the peoplefrom Polish servitude."2

After 1648, the revolt becamean internationalconflict as Ottomans,
Moldavians, Muscovites,Transylvanians,and Swedeswere drawninto
the duel betweenthe rebelsandthe Commonwealth.Eachnew roundof

Khmel’nyts’kyi to JohnCasimir,15 November1648,DokumentyBohdanaKhme/’.
nvts’koho, ed. I. Kryp"iakevych and I. Butych Kiev, 1961, p. 80.
2 "Dyaryusz podrózy do Pereaslawiai traktowania tamtejszegoz Chmielnickim
panówkomissarzówpolskich,przezWojciechaMiaskowskiegopodkomorzegolwow
skiegospisanyod 1 styczniado 7 marca1649," [JakubaMichalowskiegowojskiego
lubelskiegoa pozniej kasztelanabieckiego]KsigapamitniczaCracow,1864 = Za
bytki z Dziejów, Owiaty i Sztuk PieknychwydawanestaraniemC. K. Towarzystwa
NaukowegoKrakowskiego,2, p. 377.
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war andnegotiationschangedthe goalsandthecompositionof the rebel
camp. Continuitywas provided by thewily Cossackhetman,who forged
a new polity anda new order in the Ukrainianlands.But evenKhmel’
nyts’kyi’s death in 1657 did not bring an end to what was by then a
strugglethroughoutEasternEurope.As lateas the l670s,it wasuncertain

what form the young CossackHetmanatewould take and what power
would benefitultimately from the conflict initiated by Khmel’nyts’kyi’s
revolt.

By the 1670sevenan assiduousobserverwould havebeenhardput to
describethe original causesandsubsequentevolution of the revolt. The
very territorial baseof the rebelshad shifted, and new conditionshad
alteredthe political culture, social structure,andpatternsof thoughtof
the principals.But evenat Christmas1648 it musthavebeendifficult to
recallwhatthe Ukrainianlandsand their peoplehadbeenlike tenmonths
earlier.

The momentouseventsof 1648 andsubsequentyearsinspiredcontem

porarydescriptionsalmost immediately.Thosewritten ataremove,both

geographicallyand emotionally, were more likely to be attempts at

balancedaccounts,albeit on thebasis of limited information.3Closerto
the storm,descriptionstendedto beundigestedreportsof events,propa
gandatractsby the opposingsides,or eyewitnessaccountsby traumatized
victims of the first, bloody stage of the revolt.4 Almost all of these
accountsaddressed,to some degree,the problem of the causesof the
revolt.

While researchingthe Khmel’nyts’kyi periodin themanuscriptcollec
tion of the CzartoryskiLibrary in Cracow, I cameupon a discussionof
the revolt that, to my knowledge,hasneverbeenmentionedin theschol
arly literature. Copied in a small hand on folios 323 and 324 of the
seventeenth-centurymanuscriptnumbered1657, the "Discourseon the
PresentCossackor PeasantWar" belongsto thediscussionswritten in the
midst of the revolt in an attemptto affectits outcome.In theseventeenth-

For foreign historiesof the Khmel’nyts’kyi revolt, seeD. S. Nalyvaiko, "Zakhid
noevropeis’ki istoryko-literaturnidzherelapro vyzvol’nu viinu ukrains’kohonarodu
1648-1654rr.," Ukrains’kyi istonychnylzhurnal,1969,no. 8, pp. 137-44;no.9,pp. 137-
43; no. 10, pp. 134-45; no. 11, pp. 131-36; no. 12, pp. 128-32.

The best discussionof sourceson the Khmel’nyts’kyi revolt remains the biblio
graphic note, "Dzherela do istorii Khmel’nychchynyi istorychnatradytsiia ii," in
Mykhailo Hrushevs’kyi, !stoniia Ukrainy-Rusy,10 vols. reprintedNew York, 1954-
58, 8, pt. 2: 199-2Il. For a discussionof Jewishsources,seeBernardD. Weinryb,
‘The Hebrew Chronicleson BohdanKhmel’nyts’kyi andthe Cossack-PolishWar,"
Harvard Ukrainian Studies 1, no. 2 June1977: 153-77.
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centuryCommonwealth,political opinionswere oftenexpressedin pub
lishedor unpublishedstatementsentitled "Dyskurs,""Sententia,""Zda
nie,"etc. Theyservedto influencepublic opinionandto conductdebates.
Proponentsof a particular policy soughtsupportfrom the king, mag

nates, and middle and petty nobles by explaining contemporaryissues

andproposinghow theymight bestbe handled.The statementswerefre

quentlyanonymous,which allowed greaterfreedomof expression,since

individualsandfactions did not have to commit themselvesto a policy

publicly or to revealtheir intentionsfully to their adversaries.Of course,
contemporarieswere often awareof who stoodbehinda particularwork.

In contrastto the many suchdiscoursesof theseventeenthcenturythat
explainedprogramscarefully andcalmly, the "Discourseon the Present
Cossackor PeasantWar" is a highly emotional accountof eventsand
plan for action.5In many ways, it is similar in tone and intent to the
partisanpolitical poetry of the Khmel’nyts’kyi years, in particularthe
exhortatory clarions to arms.6Although the author is unknown, his
sympathiesareapparent:heespousesa fight to theendagainstthe rebels
and propagatesa fanatically intolerant Catholic position toward the
Orthodox.Theseviews are appropriateto the manuscriptin which the
"Discourse"is found,a silva rerum, or copy book, presumedto belongto
Mikolaj Kaluszowski,a retainerand a biographerof PrinceJeremiWig
niowiecki laremaVyshnevets’kyi,theenergeticexponentof unrelenting
war againstthe rebels.7Forthe present,the identity of the authormust

remain the subjectof speculationand further research.

The"Discourse"dividesessentiallyinto four parts.First, variousmani

festationsand causesof hatredandconflict in the Ukrainianlands are
discussed.Next theOrthodox and theschismaredesignatedthe funda

mentalcauseof the revolt. Then thereaderis remindedof thebarbarous

actionscommitted by the rebels.Finally, thewordsof Winiowiecki are
quotedto convincethereaderthat concessionsto the rebelsareunthink

ableandthatonly total suppressionof therevolt andthedestructionof its
root causesareacceptableresolutionsof theconflict.

For examplesof seventeenth-centurypolitical literature,see JanCzubek,Pisma
po/itycznez czasówrokoszuZebrzydowskiego1606-1608.3 vols. Cracow,1916-18.
6 See Ivan Franko, "Khmel’nychchyna 1648-1649rokiv v suchasnykhvirshakh,"
ZapyskyNaukovohotovarystvaim. Shevchenka23 1898: 1-114.

WiadyslawTomkiewicz, JeremiWilniowiecki1612-1651Warsaw,1933 = Roz
prawy HistoryczneTowarzystwaNaukowegoWarszawskiego,12, p. xiii. For a de
scription of the manuscript,which is extremely rich in materials for seventeenth
centuryUkrainianhistory, see StanislausKutrzeba,CatalogusCodicumManuScrip
torum MuseiPnincipumCzartoryski Cracoviensis,vol. 2 Cracow, 1908-1913,pp.
324-335.
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Althoughthe authortitles his work a "Discourseon the PresentCossack
or PeasantWar," he begins with a discussionof the history of Polish
Ruthenianrelations.He assertsthat from ancienttimes the Ruthenians
harboredahatredof thePoles,or"Lachs,"sodeepthat theywould prefer
to endurethe yoke of the Turk or someothertyrant ratherthan to live
happily andtranquilly in the free Commonwealth:however, hequalifies

the secondpart of thechargeby limiting it to the Ruthenianlowerclasses.

Historicalaccountsshow, hesays,that theRuthenianshad no regardfor

Christianblood, for oathsandtruces,or for [their rulers’-F.S.]kinship

with the kingsof Poland.Instead,theyhadusedeveryopportunitytogain
pagansupportfor visiting Polandwith fire andsword,althoughthePoles
hadalwaysbeenableto beatoff theseattacksandsubsequentlyto occupy
the Ruthenians’lands.He seesthe contemporarysituation as onemore
instanceof the Ruthenians’enmity towardthe Lachs.

Ponderingthe reasonsfor suchinveterateandmortalhatredbetween
two Christianpeoplesof commonlanguageanddescent,theauthorturns
first to the influencesof the Greekson the Ruthenians.The Ruthenians
assumedficklenessandinconstancyof characterat the timetheyreceived
the faith, rites,andblood[throughintermarriage-F. S.]from theGreeks
of Constantinople.Theseweaknessesareat theroot of the presentdiscord

andviolence. Whenthe prince of Kiev, Volodimer,whoseancestorshad
fought frequentlywith the rulers of Constantinople,marrieda sisterof
theemperor,he convertedto Catholicism,albeitwith theceremoniesand
rites of the Greek church,which at that time was still in concordwith
Rome.A largenumberof Greeksfollowedtheir lady to takeadvantageof
Kiev’s excellentlocation for commerce,andtheruinsof thecity’s churches
andwalls bearwitnessto thefactthat it hadoncebeena secondConstan
tinople. Initially the authorof the "Discourse"associatesthe Ruthenian
characterwith Greek influences,but later he limits theseinfluencesto
Ruthenianswho descendfrom Greeks.

The author next proposesthat the Ruthenians’hatredagainst the
Lachsoriginatesin the Ruthenians’low culturallevel. This stateis mani
fest in their neglectof learning,exceptreadingandwriting in Ruthenian,
a neglectprevailingparticularlyin "deeper"Rus’[presumablythe Dnieper
Basin-F.S.], whither come all rebellions,barbarity,andcontemptfor
authority. Chargingthat the Ruthenianpriestsfail to exhorttheir flocks
to live in accordancewith theLord’s commandments,he emphasizestheir
basesocial origin "from the field andploughpeasants"andtheir lack of
learning. This accusationis extendedto includemonks, to whom the
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author merely concedesrigor in fasting. As a result of this cultural

inferiority, the authormaintains,the Lachs’ faith hastakenroot in Rus’
andis thriving, whereastheRuthenianfaith is dying outandsurvivesonly

amongthe peasants.As evidenceof this situation,he assertsthat thereare
no longer any princesor great lords of the Ruthenianfaith. He admits
that thereare distinguishednoblesof the Greekreligion in a numberof
counties,but insists that his referenceis to senatorsandgreatofficials.

Another reasonfor the Ruthenians’hatredof the Lachs is that the
Lachssettledin the Ruthenianterritoriesin largenumbers,prospereddue
to their industriousness,andassumedall noble,includingsenatorial,and
burgher offices. This is attributableto the Lachs’ superiorabilities in
learningandcompetence.Yet theRutheniansview thesituationwith jeal
ousy, and,painedby their own inabilities, wish to drive the Lachsfrom
their land.

The author next takesup problemsbetweenlandlordsandpeasants.
He admits that abusesoccur in the form of excessivefinancialandlabor
obligations,which are frequently the work of leasees,tax farmers,and
estatestewards.This injusticeengendersthe peasants’presentcrueland
barbarousactionsagainsttheir masters.

At this point the authoraddressestheproblemof ascertainingthereal,
deepercausesof the Cossack-peasantwar. The explanationsusuallyput
forward do not representthe actualstateof affairs, he warns. Whenthe
Cossacksareaskedwhatdrovethemto actsof suchbraveryanddespera
tion, they recite a long list of the injusticesperpetratedby the govern
ment’s administratorsof the ZaporozhianHostand by other powerful
officials. Theseare not the realcausesof the revolt, however,says the
author, becausethe Cossackscould obtain ameliorationof their griev
anceswithout resortingto arms.

The primary causeof therevolt, saystheauthor,is the"schism"of the
Ruthenians.The Orthodoxbishopsandclergymenare"a broodof vipers,
enemiesof theFatherland,destroyersof theCommonwealth,command

ersof bandits,hatersof thePolishpeople."Becausetheclergy do not sit in

the Senateand dietines,they bribe "factious and loquacious"men to
promotethe Orthodoxcauseat the Diets anddietines.The bribedrepre
sentativesrefuse to passany law until the demandsof the "schismatics"
are met. These"desertersfrom the truefaith" aremotivatedby thedesire
to win the populace’sapprovaland to participatein the Diet without
expendingtheir own funds.By threateningthe Commonwealthwith the
Cossackmenace,they andthe clergyattemptto gain by force whatthey
could not prove by reason.
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The authoraccusestheclergy andtheproponentsof Orthodoxy in the

Diets and dietinesof being the instigators and leadersof the Cossack

revolts. God is punishingthe Commonwealth,he says,for having at
temptedto keepthe peaceby grantingexcessiveconcessionsto the"schis
matics,"includingthe metropolitanseeof Kiev, bishoprics,and theKiev
Monasteryof the Caves.As repayment,theclergyandthe bribedcham
pionsof "schism"have frequentlyset the Cossacksagainstthe Kingdom
of Poland.Now the Cossacks,who realize that they are not theequalof
the Polesin spirit, audacity,nobility of character,or bravery, andthat,
being rabble, they cannothopeto defeat their lords, are recruiting the
Tatarsagainstthe Commonwealth’sarmy.

Therefollows a longlist of therebels’barbarousacts,which,according

to the author,sopermanentlybesmirchthe nameof Polethatnoamount

of plebeianblood canatone.The ultimateindignity of the revolt is that
the candidatesfor the Polish throne are currying the rebels’ favor and

recruiting them as troops.He attacksthe peaceparty in the Common

wealth,chargingthatany attemptto cometo anaccommodationwith the

rebelsbrings ruin to the Commonwealthandthat anyonewho espouses

such a policy is an enemyof the Fatherland.He gives authority to his

opinionsby quotingfrom aletterof PrinceJeremiWiniowiecki to Adam
Kysil Adam Kisiel, palatineof Bratslav[a leaderof the peacepartyand
negotiatorwith Khmel’nyts’kyi-F.S.].t Winiowiecki wrote that only
the destructionof the rebelscouldbring realpeace,andthat a negotiated
compromisewould only inspirenewrevolts,resultingin the oppressionof
the nobility. Furthermore,he insistedthat the rebelswereunworthy of
being "incorporatedinto the Fatherland"or of receivingany rewards.

The author says that Winiowiecki has madetwo telling points. A
negotiatedpeacewith socialinferiorswould indeedbring dishonorto the
Polish Crown, which surroundingpeoplesandthe Cossacksthemselves
had often beseechedfor peace.Winiowiecki is also correctin predicting
that sucha peacewould onlyencouragetherebelsto furtheractsagainst
the nobility, the Commonwealth,and theSenate.Inspiredby their ancient
hatredof the Lachsand their recent victories, they would mount new
rebellions, massacrethe nobles,and recruit the Tatarswith promisesof
Polish military captives.The authorinsists thata negotiatedpeacewould
only encouragetheCossacksto breakawayfrom thePolish Crownandto
form a newCossackCommonwealthor a RuthenianPrincipality, adding

8 The full text of this letterof 21 June 1648 is published in [Michalowski] Ksiçga
pamiçtnicza.pp. 55-56.
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the intriguing aside,"which apparentlysomeoneis attemptingto bring
about."

As Winiowiecki demanded,the very name"ZaporozhianCossack"
mustbe obliterated. The depopulatedlands that would result could be
resettled,the authorinsists, with nobles from Masovia,Podlachia,and
other regions,who could serve as a military force in the borderlands.
Regardless,it would bebetterfor the "Ukraine" [in seventeenth-century
usage,essentiallythe Kievanpalatinate-F.S.]to revertto a wilderness
than for the Commonwealthto endureinsolence,the sheddingof blood,
and the profanationof churches.Still, surely theownersof theextensive
land tractsin the regionwould find willing settlersfor the cities andthe
villages. Since the Ruthenianclergymenhad led the Cossacksto rebel,
which had beenrevealedby recentconfessionsandby the priests’leader
ship in the taking of cities, these"authorsof disturbanceandenemiesof
theCatholicfaith" andtheir churchesmust bedestroyedwherevertreach
ery had occurredin the Ukraine and Podillia. Only Lachsshouldbe
allowed to live in the cities in the RuthenianlandsnearerPoland.Once
the Cossacksare destroyed,the authorconcludes,Rus’will neveragain
raisea hand againstthe Polish Crown.

The significanceof the "Discourse"in influencing the eventsof 1648 is
difficult to determine.We cannotknow how widely it circulated.Public
letters and political works of the time usually survived in severaland
sometimesin scoresof copies. The compilersof si!vaererum wereatten
tive to documentsof import or interest,andmorethan one published
work has survived only becausethey choseto copy it into their sturdy
inscription books.Yet, thecirculationor popularity of a work cannotbe
presumedon the uncertainfactor of thenumberof extantcopies.Hence,
althoughthe "Discourse"is known in only onecopy,it may havecircu
latedwidely.

Regardlessof its circulation,however,the "Discourse"is of great im
portanceto the studyof the Khmel’nyts’kyi uprising. It is a very early
discussionof the revolt, probably written in the autumn of 1648 and
certainlybetweenthe endof Juneand theendof Novemberof thatyear.9
The text reflects the views of proponentsof the pro-war party in the
Commonwealth.In contrastto the peaceparty led by JerzyOssoliñski,

Winiowiecki’s letterwaswritten on June21 seefn. 8. Theelectionof John Casi
mir wason 17 November1648.SincetheauthoroftheDiscoursecriticizestheactivities
of candidatesfor the kingship, it must havebeenwritten prior to or soon after the
election.
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grandchancellorof theKingdomof Poland,andAdam Kysil, thepro-war
party left relativelyfew detailedexpositionsof theirviewsduringtheearly
partof the conflict, althoughtheyareknownto havehadawide following
amongthe nobility. Finally, theaccountis remarkablywide-rangingin its
discussionof the conflicts and tensionsin the Ukrainianlands,and thus
provides a contemporary’sdetailed view of the political institutions,
socialgroupings,andculturesof thetimeastheyrelatedto therevolt. In a

forthcomingarticle in Harvard Ukrainian Studies, I shall examinethe
"Discourse"asa sourceto thepolitical, socialandculturalattitudesin the
Commonwealthduring the revolt.

Harvard University

TEXT OF DOCUMENT

BibliotekaCzartoryskichMS 1657,folios 323-24r.
[former numeration,pp. 405-407]

Dyskurso teraniejszejwojnie kozackiejalbo chi’opskiej’

Z dawnanarOdruski zawzi1immortaleodiumprzeciwkoLachomalboPolakom
i w nim azdo tego czasupersuccessionemuporczywietrwa i corazzanajmniejsz
okazj zarzy sic I umacniatak dalece,ze wolalaby Ru mówiç o chlopstwie,
quibus nulla ab alto sanguine,educationeetartibusingenuitaset polities iugum
pati Turcarumalboinnegotyrananieli in tamlibera Republicatranquilleetbeate
vivere. Dowodównato niepotrzeba,gdy± dosyéobficie i dostateczniekrojnikarz
naszpolski opisal,jako Rusnacydawniejszemiczasy,zacigajc rónychpogañ
skich narodów-Tatarów,Woloszy i tych, co nad Dunajemle-w wielkiej
liczbie Polskc nawiedzajc,ogniem i mieczem pustoszyli i niszczyli, adnego

10 wzglçdu nie majc na krewchrzecijañsk,na przysiçgiuczynionei przymierza,
na spowinowaceniez królami polskimi-acznie bezpomstyuchodzilo im takie
okrucieñstwo,albowiem Polacy, skupiwszy sic naprçdce,zawsze ich gromili,
korzyci odbierali, a potym z wiçkszym wojskiem ziemiç ich najechawszy,one
osiadali.

Takiegozajtrzeniaprzeciwkonam, Lachomi terazdoznawamyet resest sub
oculis, manusnostraeoculataesunt, mówi starykomediantPlautus,credunt,
quod vident. Przyczynygruntownej,tak inveteratiet capitalisodii miçdzydwiema

I This text hasbeenpreparedfor publication in accordancewith the guidelinesfor
seventeenth-centuryhistorical documentsin K. Lepszy,ed., Ins!rukcja wydawnicza
dia zrcidethistorvcznvchodXVI dopotowyXIXwiekuWroclaw, 1953. 1 amgrate
ful to my colleagueDr. BohdanStruminskyfor his help in preparingthedocumentfor
publication.
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narodamichrzekijañskiemijednegojçzyka, tycheprzodkówz trudnaznaleé,
atoll tych dochodzç.Naprzódlevitaset inconstantiaquamsimulcum religioneet
ritu a podobnoetiamsanguinea GraecisConstantinopolitanisRusnacytraxerunt, 20
ex qua levitate pochodzdissensiones,rixae, dissidiadomestica,conspirationes,
tandemcaedesalienaa nobis sentientiumaut credentium.Greckazasiçreligia
weszla do Rusi za czasu W!odzimierza,ksiçcia kijowskiego, który p0 wielu woj
nachprzodków swoich z cesarzmikonstantynopolskiemi,jako historycywiad
cz, wzi! w malzeñstwosiostrçrodzonBazyliuszacesarzaa z ni jako w posagu
drogi skarb wiary prawdziwej katolickiej, rzymskiej, jednak z ceremoniamiI
obrzçdamigreckiegokociola,który natenczasby! w zgodzieijednociz kocio!em
rzymskim i najwyzszymjego pasterzemalbo papieem;zaczym za now pani
nasz!osic wiele Greków do Kijowa, którzywidzc blisko morzea miastobarzo
wczesnead mercesexportandas,tam sicosadzili,zacigajci powinnychswoichz 30
Konstantynopola,skd Kijów za czasemin tantammagnitudinem,opesimmen
saset luxum crevit, iz by! jako drugi Konstantynopol,co znai terazp0 ruinachI
kocio!ach,którew ziemiznajduj,p0 cerkwiach,pieczarachi wysokichtroistych
walach.Lecz ta przyczynatym tylko osobliwies!uy,którzy id4 persuccessionem
ex Graecis.

Przyjdzietedy nienawiéRusi przeciwLachomzwalié na ich bellicinam,fero
ciamimmanitatemet barbariem,któregrubiañstwoi dzikoéexneglectuculturae
et artium ingenuarumpochodzi. Humanitaszasiç et omnis polities ex literis
emanat.Uznawa to pogañskipoeta,gdy mówi: Adde, quod ingenuasdidicisse

fideliterartes/ Emollit viresnecsinit esseferos. W Rusi tedy, eniemaszzdawna 40
nauk albo barzomialkie, w czytaniutylko samymI w pisaniuruszczyzny,zatym
tez musi bye w glçbszej Rusi, skd wszytkiebunty i rebeliewychodz,grubiañ
stwo, okrucieñstwo,wzgardazwierzchnoci,wszytkiezbrodniei lotrostwa.Po
powie te, którzyby ich mieli nauczaCw cerkwiachprzykazaniaPañskiegoi do
bojaThi Boej, do cnót chrzecijañskichnapominaC,s proci, hrubi, nieukowie,
od roll i radla ch!opi. Toz mote mówiC o bazylitach albo czerñcachruskich,
ktorzy lubo to czasempostnicybywaj, jednak I ci prostacy,a musi, literarum
expertessylvicolaea Lachomw g!ow nieprzyjacieleprzeto iz wiaralackakrzewi
sic na Rusi i wszcdziema przodek,a onychciemniejei ganie I w samychtylko
chiopachzostaje,gdy zadnegojuz niemaszksiaçciaaniwielmoznego,który by 50
by! ruskiej wiary. Jestwprawdziep0 rónych powiatachzacnejszlachtyreligiej
greckiej, lecz sic tu mOwi o wysokich dygnitarzachi senatorach.

Jestjeszczei ta przyczynanienawici, ze Lachowiebarzogçsto osiedli ruskie
kraje I rozkrzewili sic po wsiachI miastach,a gospodarstwoczule i pracowicie
prowadzc,zyj dostatniei nadobnie,wszytkie tezurzçdy, tak szlacheckiejako
miejskiedladzielnoci,swojej nauki,bieg!oci I osobliwychobyczajówodprawuj,
senatorskiei trybunalskie krzesla zasiadajw powiatach ruskich, na Co Ru
patrzczazdrociwymokiem a na wzgardçswojç, raczejbyniesposobnoC,bole
jc, radzi by Lachów z swojej ziemi zbyli, gdy im s zawszetanquamsudesin
oculo. 60
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Musi i to przyznaC, ze wielk nienawié zniecaj I arz podatku wielkie
egzakcje,roboty niezwyczajne,powo!owszczyznyczçste,arendy,monopolia,ro
gowe, kopytowe, szafoweI tym podobneciçary, które nad nimi wymylaj

panowie urzçdnicy,arendarze,jurgieltnicy, ekonomowie,chcc sobie panom
swym przyczynieniemintraty na laskç I fawor pañski zarobiC. Pokazalosic to
dowodnieteraz,gdy chiopi w!asnychpanówokrutniemczyli, katowali,zabijali,
wyrzucajc im na oczy I wymawiajc krzywdy, zniewagi i przykroki, które od
nich ponosili i od ich urzçdnikow.

To namieniwszyw pospolitoci,spytasic kto, co tezza przyczynateraniejszej
70 wojny kozackiej, chtopskiej.Nie chcçja tu scrutariarcanaconsilia, altissimas

cogitationeset intima veritatispenetrareadyta,gdy veritasin Democriti puteo
demersalatet, a wiele te ludzie suasolentiaat ingenii ferocitatedomylaj sic,
czegonigdy nie bylo, chybaimaginesquaedamet simul / acra/ futurorum. Spy
tamy sic samychkozakOw,co ich na tak odwagç,mia!oC,desperacji szaleñ
stwo wsadzi!o, rozumiem,ze wszyscywielki regestrpodadzkrzywd, nies!usz
nych podatków I kontemptów,które cierzpieli od komisarzówswoich I inszych
dzier.awcówmonych.Jednaklubo to pewna,ze takie gravaminazachodzily,
mogli inakszymsposobemdochodziCtegoapudRempublicamacztych czasówi
to trudna, ze nie rzekç-niepodobna,a nie zarazad tumultus et cruentaarma

80 descendere.
Z dalekatedy potrzebazasigaCprzyczynyjako primum principium et origi

nem, omnium praeteritorumtumultuumet rebellionis.
Nie szerzcsic, principium primum albo przyczyna najpierwszatumultów

codziennychI wojny teraniejszejest schismaalbo odszczepieñstwoRusi przy
ambicjej,a to z tej miary,poniewawiadykowieschizmatycy,takepopi i czerñcy,
genimina viperarum,hostespatriae,perditoresReipublicae,antesignanilatro
num, osoresPolonaegentis,nie mogsamiprzezsic promovereschisma,gdy nie
zasiadajw senacie,ani nasejmikachglos maj,desertoresgenuinaefidel, przeto
przybieraj sobie et largitionibuszacigaj viros loquentesfactiosos,abyoni na

90 sejmikach, sejmachlibertate oris sul et innatagarriendi libidine promowowali
schizmç I dO adnej rzeczyw poselskiej izbie pertinaciternie przystçpowali,az
artykuljakiwymierzproschismate;co oni strenueetfideliter obeunt,wiedzc,ze
przezjakie contradictionesapudrudempopulumclarescunt,aco najwiçksza,e
std wielki jurgielt percontrlbutionesmaj I ±e ich sejmnic niekosztuje,boalieno
sumptuet opibus,loquentiaillorum et dicendiproterviasustentati.A zeuznawaj
to yin isti loquentesfactiosi, qui vocemsuamet operamin quaestumlocarunt,
wespó! z swemi duchownemi,ze fakcjami nie mogliby swegoprzewieC,przeto
RzeczpospolitzamieszaniemRusi, rebeli, a mianowicie kozackimwojskiem,
którego zawszebywal numerosusexercitus,jako niedwiedzi skór strasz,I

100 czegonie mog dokazaCrationibus,ha vi et armis volunt expugnare.
Naszychczasówjako czçstobywalawojna z kozaki, quis titulus belli? Quis

ductoret autor?Kto przywódc?Popi-odszczepieñcy,w!adykowie,czerñcy,owl
yin loquentesfactiosi, pecuniaconductiet largitionibus,promotoreset patroni
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schismatis.Czegoz wielkim alemzaywajc Rzeczpospolitaa niechcc,abysic
lala krewchrzecijañska,pozwolila az nazbytschizmatykomo co P.Bógkarze
znaczniei bçdziekara!, oddawajccerkwieI w!adyctwap0 katolikach-w!adykach
schizmatykomI wieo archimandriçkijowsk I metropolic, wszytko in spem
padset altissimarumcogitationum,o których, patrzajsam,w licie swoimjeden
elusdemofficinae figulus et omnium secretorumet arcanorum,jako sic przech
wala,satisthrasoniceconscius,quo successu?Widzi ojczyznaet altumingemisdit. 110
I dla tych ci faworówet conniventiampernitiosamReipublicaezbezpieczniawszy,
popowie,czerñcyet alil, multo aereempti,promotorowieI patronischizmatykow
wsadzali zawszeI terazextreme wsadzili kozakOw na Koronc Polsk, którzy
znajc to dobrze, gdy nieraz dowiadczyli, ze imparessunt animo, audacia,
generositate,viribus Polakom I ze nie mog, bywszy ch!opstwem,mancipia,a
naturaservi, z panami wiasnemiaequoMarteduellare,novo exemploet nostra
aetateinusitato I ktOre ju pójdzie in praeiudicatumna potomnelata, zacignli
Tatarówna wojsko nasze.

I czegocieurgentibusfatis dokazali?Jakoaeternammaculamet labem,nullo
unquamsanguineignobili plebeio,rusticodolendam[delendam?],nomini Polo- 120
noadsperserunt,jako sacraomniaviolarunt,caedibuset cruorefoedarunt,wiad
cz kocio!y, o!tarze,groby,cymboriaspustoszoneI sprofanowane.Wstyd dalej I
mówiC. Miasta I pola, ulice I rynki, zamki I pokoje pelnekrwie I trupówszlachec
kich. W tej jadowitoci swojej, nienawici I zazdrocibcdzie sic pomnaaloto
ch!opstwo,biorc I std mia!oC na KoronçPolsk,zekandydatowienakrólest
wo faworu ich I wojska zacigaj,co i terazsicju dzieje,je±eli temuRzeczpospo
lita nie zabieya, odwaywszysic raz, pokój sobie wieczny nie uczyni.

Jakoobviarehuic malo et furoreminsanientisplebiscompescere?Praetendere
ramumolivae? Pacemsupplicespostulare?Ac cementsuperi indignum Polono
sanguineconsilium. Hostis est patriae qui sic consulit. Peniresatisquamadeo 130
infami notainustumvivere. Mdrze i uwanieodpisa!KsiacJeremiWiniewiecki,
którego mi!oC przeciwkoojczyThie, acz zawsze,jednak temi czasy icie, bo na
krwawym placu inter armaet classica,pokazalasic. Mdrze,mowic, i wysokim
pañskimksiccymsercemodpisalJ.M.P. Kisielowi, wojewodziebrac!awskiemu
temi slowy: "Nie mogçja konsyliaw tej mierze ganiC,tylko aequissimaarbitrari i
one chwaliC, albo /wiem/ sapientisest servire tempori,ale aby takowy z nimi
traktamentmiala RzeczpospolitapacyfikowaC,adnegow tej mierze fundam
/entu/, /tylko/ zewiecznain hocservili pectorehaerebitdodalszegoswowoleñst
wa I rebeliejodwaga,corazgorszaambicjaet ordinisequestrisustawicznaoppres
sio. Jeeli tedy Rzeczpospolitatak enormia vulneraod tych zdrajców sobie 140
zadaneI w pamicci podobnonie zagojionetwardym snempokryjea za4 okazj
na karkachz ostatnim wyniszczeniemnie zawrze traktatówwiecznych,certum
est, ze nic inszego sobie obiecywad nie moze, tylko extremumpraedipitium I
zgubç.Któz bowiemin patriamóg! wiçkszwywrzeChostilitatem,jako ci, którzy
siju poganinowizaprzedaj,którzy krewszlacheck4zwod prawie temperujI
custodesgranickoronnychznoszc?Zaczymjeli takowi godnibyC inkorporowani
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in patriamI jeli godnijej vesci beneficiis?Subsitto nie tylko stanówwszytkich,
ale i W.M.M. Panaludiclo, który ze te swojezawzictepracedotakiegoprzywodziC
raczyszrzodku, eby rozlan4bracienaszejkrewcompensariI honorpatriaeresti

150 tul mógl, pewienemtego."2
To te slowa godnepamiçdi niemiertelnejksicdia J.M. Winiewieckiego albo

raczej mym zdaniemuwane,potç±ne I niezbite racje, któremi ignominiosam
pacem zbija I odradza. Pierwszaracja, ze cum servis, mandipiis, rustidis, cum
faece, plebepokój przez traktatyzawieraC, to jest pokoju od nich I mi!osierdzia
±ebraCestnovaignominiaet infamiaKoronie Polskiej,u której postronnenarody
pokoju prosily i samikozacytak czçsto.Drugaracja: Jeeli z nimi pokójjaki taki
stanie,wiecznain hocservili pectorehaerebitdo dalszegoswowoleñstwaI rebeliej
odwaga,corazgorszaambitio et equestrisordinis ustawicznaoppresslo,Reipub
licae et Senatusvilipensioet contemptusza najmniejszokazj, o któr buntow

160 nikom I grubemuch!opstwunie trudno.Zwlaszczamajcinveteratumodiumna
Lachów et animumrecenti victoria elatum, podniosznowu rebeli,skupi sic,
szladhtcwycinaj, nazniesienienaszegowojskaTatarów,jakoniedawno,zadig
n, obiecujc im zap!atç-hetmanówI olnierzów pojmanych. Do tego zaden
szlachcicnie zedhcemieszkaCw Ukrainie, widzc, ze dostatki ich i zdrowie w
ostatnima pewnymzawszeniebezpieczeñstwie.Kozady tym bezpieczniejszy,zuch
walszybcdc,zupelniewybij sic z poddañstwaKorony Polskiej, a sobie Rzecz
pospoli4 now kozack albo Ksiçstwo Ruskie którego snadkto afektuje
za!oz.

Jakizprzedsicsposóbtego pokojumabye, podajego w licieju pomienionym
170 Ksiaç J.M. Winiewiecki, na który kady mdry a honor ojczyzny milujcy

przypadnie:aby nakarkachkozackichz ostatnimich wyniszczeniemzawartebyly
wiecznetraktaty, tojesteby KoronaPolskaznios!a,wyniszczyla,wyg!adzi!ado
szczçtukozaków,abyjuwicej nieslychaCbylo imienia kozakówzaporoskich.A
jezeli komu idzie o spustoszenietamtychkrajów,jestwiele szlachtybraciej naszej
na Podlaszu,w MazowszuI innych powiatach.Tym rozdaCgrunty, pola I futory,
aby z ich yjc, powinnoCI us!ugç czynili Rzeczypospolitejw kadejwojennej
ekspedycjej.Nadto lepiej, ze pustkami bcdzie Ukraina,jako przedlaty byla,jeli
ma Rzeczpospolitatakieszkody,zniewagi,krwie szlacheckiejrozlania,kociolów
sprofanowanieustawicznieponosiC. Acz znajd panowie,którzy tam w!oci I

180 dzierthwyszerokiemaj, jako I kim miastaswoje I wsi osadzaC.
Wiçc epopi, czerñcytake, ruscyduchownidotych buntów i rebeliejkozaków

prowadz, CO z ró2nych konfesat wiadomo I pokazalo sic terazw odebranlu
niektórychmiast,ze popiprzywódcamibyli, przetotychjako autorestumultuum,
hostesreligionis catholidaep0 wszytkiej Ukrainie i Podolu,gdzietylko zdradaI
prodycja ukazalasic, wespól z cerkwiami perpetuistemponibuspoznosiC. W

2 For a full text of this letter, see [Michalowski] Ksiçgapamiçtnicza,pp. 55-56.
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miasteczkachte, któres blisze<Ru>3Polszcze,aby,ile motebyC, samitylko
Lachowiebyli, a p0 wsiach Ru.

To gdy uczyniRzeczpospolita,majctak wielkie wojsko, zekozakówwyniszczy
I samoimic ich zagubi,pewienemtego, iz Ru wszytka,któraterazw kozakidufa,
kozakamigrozi, trzymaC 1c bcdzie w powinnoci swojej, ani wiccej rcki na 190
Koronc Polsk podniesie.

Fiat.

This sentenceis distorted. It seemslikely that the copyist insertedthe word Ru
unnecessarilybeforePo/szczein an anticipatoryerror.



REVIEW ARTICLES

The Book in Pre-Mongol Rus’

EDWARD KASINEC

KNIGA v Rossii V xi-xm vv. By B. V. Sapunov.Edited by S. P.
Luppov. Leningrad:"Nauka,"1978. 229 pp. 1 ruble.

KNIGA DREvNEJ Rusi. By N. N. Rozov.Moscow: "Kniga," 1977.
167 pp. 80 kopecks.

In the last dozenyears, Soviet scholarshaveestablishedan enviable recordof
achievementin the study of what they term "book culture"-elsewherecalled
codicology-onthe East Slavic territories. Their researchhasdelved into the
manuscriptbook’s preparation,distribution, preservation,and readership.The
resultshavebeenpublishedin periodicals,miscellanies,homagevolumes,mono
graphs,facsimileeditions,and bibliographicalcatalogues.Most of thesepublica
tions bear the imprint of Moscow or Leningrad,butsomehaveappearedin the
Ukraineand in such distant parts of the USSRas Vologda and Novosibirsk.

Even a cursoryreadingof this literatureindicatesthat studyof thebook has
developed into a discipline requiring the combinedskills of a paleographer,
historian,and literaryscholar.At themostrudimentarylevel, the inventoriesand
cataloguesthat are being compiled inform other scholarsof the holdings in
variouscollections;on another,the resultsof Sovietbook studiesyield important
information about the cultural history of all the East Slays.

Thetwo monographsunderreview heredealwith thefirst threecenturiesof the
book in old Rus’. Both books representthe fullest statementof the respective
author’s views on the book in pre-Mongol Rus’, and both are the productsof
many yearsof research.

Sapunov’swork is part of a multivolume seriesdealingwith thebook amongthe
East Slays. His thesis, statedat the outsetand conclusionof the study, is that
becausethe book preservedand spreadinformation, its appearancein the mid
eleventhcenturyproduceda cultural"leap"skaCok.Theauthorjustifies-tohis
own satisfaction,at least-useof the term"Rossiia"in his title on thegrounds



THE BOOK IN PRE-MONGOLRUS’ 259

that in additionto Kiev, hedealswith northernareassuchasNovgorod. In his
openingchapter,recountingfactorsthat led tothedestructionof Old Rus’manu
script culture, Sapunovlists fire and consciousdestructionas"objective"factors
and includesreligious censorshipamong "subjective"ones.

Becauseof his experiencein dealingwith thematerialcultureof Old Rus’at the
Hermitage, Sapunovsays, he is not surprisedthat so few manuscriptswere
preserved,for only a small numberof artifactsswords,helmets,icons,jewelry
from the period havesurvived.Since extant materialscanprovide only a frag
mentarypicture, Sapunovproposesa new methodfor establishingthenumberof
booksin pre-Mongol Rus’.

Beforethe revolution,notesSapunov,the questionof the book wealthof Old
Rus’was studiedby P. K. Simoni,N. K. Nikol’skii, and especiallyN. V. Volkov.
Volkov calculatedthat 15,000booksand manuscriptsexisted in Rus’beforethe
Mongol invasion: his figures were based on the number of manuscriptsand
churchesthatwerepreserved,multipliedby thenumberof citiesin Rus’. In 1965,a
cataloguepublishedin ArxeografiCeskieegodnikpostulatedthat of the 1,296
parchmentmanuscriptsknownto haveexistedbeforetheMongol invasion,only
190 14.7percenthavesurvivedasCataloguingunits in Soviet repositories;these
include Old Slavonic,Rus’, Bulgarian,Serbian,andothermanuscripts.Although

Volkov’s work wascompiledin thepreviouscentury, it listed items thatwerenot

mentionedin the 1965 catalogue,including manuscriptsin private handsthat
havesincedisappearedp. 35. But Sapunovfinds Volkov’s estimatesunaccept

able. He maintainsthat Volkov underestimatedthenumberof city churchesand
took no accountof village churches.Sapunovhimself calculatesthat between

130,000and 140,000codicesin severalhundredtitles existedin Old Rus’p.82.
Basedon demographicstudiesby Soviet scholars,Sapunovestimatesthat in

A.D. 1200 the populationof Old Rus’numbered6,990,000.He further postulates
that before the Mongol invasionapproximately1,300 to 1,500 parishchurches
were built in cities pp. 53-55 and that the number of village churcheswas
between8,000and 9,000.Correlatingthenumberof churcheswith the size of the
population, Sapunovestimated that each city parish had approximately500
membersp. 54. In addition to the city and village churches,there existed
approximately1,000privatechapelson theestatesof thewealthy,aswell as300 to
500 churchesin monastic institutionsp. 63. In sum,Sapunovspeculatesthere
were 10,000churchesof varioustypes.Havinganalyzedthe typologyof Old Rus’
liturgical books, Sapunovstatesflatly that at least 8 titles were necessaryfor
parish and domesticuse, whereas26 were neededin monasticand cathedral
churchesp. 79. Thus, bothminimal and optimal estimatescanbe made of the
numberof booksavailablein Old Rus’. Sapunovcalculatestheminimal estimate
p. 82 as follows: in 54 cities, therewere 264 churches,actually occupying340
buildings; in 44 cities, there were 143 monasteries.Since eachparishrequired8
booksandeachmonastery26, onemustmultiply 8 x 340churchbuildings 2,720
and 26x 143 monasteries= 3,718 andaddthetwo sums 6,438for thenumber
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of booksavailable in Old Rus’. Theproportion of liturgical to edificatory and
seculartexts, Sapunovsays, was 24: 11: 1, or 10,500. But becausethechronicles
mention only the one-thirdof Old Rus’churchesthat were built of stone,there
were actually threetimes that numberof churches,or 31,500!Obviously, Sapu
nov’s premisesare highly questionable,sothereadermustview his argumentwith
extremecaution,if not skepticism.

Parchmentwas inexpensivein Rus’, says Sapunov,and the averagerateof
writing was four and a half leavesperdayp. 103,at thedaily wageof one rezana.
By the year 1100 secularpersonsbeganto work as scribes,which reflected the
overall growth in literacy andthe demandfor manuscripts.After discussingthe
centersof manuscriptbook culturepp. 120-38,Sapunovturnsto monasticand
church libraries, princely holdings, privatelibraries, and noteworthybookmen.
He also surveysthe cultural centersof Old Rus’, amongthem Kiev, Novgorod,
and Pskov,and relatesthe literarycontactsof Old Rus’withByzantium,Bulgaria,
the West Bohemia,England,Scandinavia,and with Hebrewand Armenian
book culture.

Sapunovdefinesthe literatepersonas one who couldwrite aswell asonewho
could only read, and distinguishesbetweenthe two categoriesp. 196. On the
basisof birch barkdocumentsandthechronicles,Sapunovmaintainsthat at least
5 percentof the entirepopulationof Kievan Rus’and 10 percentof Novgorod’s
adult populationwereliterate.Tojustify this surprisinglyhighrate,Sapunovcites
thepre-Christianhistory of the West Slays, theneedsof thegoverningelite, the
absenceof slavery, dvoevenieand civil strife, and a subsequentdemandfor
"Orthodox" books.

Rozov’s short study Kniga Drevne/Rusi is divided into two parts. Part one
surveystwo typical Old Rus’books: the translatedIzborniki of 1073 and 1076,
and the "original" Slovoon law and grace.In analyzingthesetwo texts, Rozov
notesthat thescript of themanuscriptbook was tied to its function, forexample,
the size of lettersoftendependedon whetherthebook wasto beread aloud.After
careful study of the notationsto the Ostromir Gospel and the two Izborniki,
Rozovconcludesthat the scribeof the Izbonnikof 1073 was thecompilerof the
1076 text p. 13-a conclusionwith which this reviewerfinds it difficult toagree.
Partoneconcludeswith a discussionof theartistic influenceson theGospelsand
Cet ‘i miscellanies.

In part two, Rozovdealswith the numberof booksavailable,readersandscribes,
and geo-bibliography.Rozov distinguishesbetweentwo types of booksin Old
Rus’-servicebooksand Cet’i-noting, reasonablyenough,that the function of
a text boreupon its preservationpp. 86-88, and that the surviving textsdo
providea representativepictureof servicebooks.In addition,Rozovdiscussesthe
Cet’i, patristicliterature,and hagiographicand historiographicwritings.

Accordingto Rozov,during the tenth to thirteenthcenturysecularpeopleand
the white clergywere more important in Rus’ book culturethan monks. In the
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next century, however,the importanceof monasticscribesincreased,whereas
secularscribes becamemore professionalcf. chartson pp. 154-57. Scribes’
concluding notationson the manuscriptsthey producedgive important data
abouttheevolutionof formularies,thestructureof thework, andthedifferentia
tions in themanuscripttraditionof cities like Novgorod. Rozovhasmanyshort
studieson the geo-bibliographyof the Old Rus’ manuscript,a field of studyhe
definesasdeterminingonthebasisof rnarginaliahow booksweremovedfrom the
place wherethey were written.

The monographsof Sapunovand Rozov differ greatly in methodologyand
achievement.Sapunovhasproduceda compendiumof factsaboutthe book in
Old Rus’. Rozov,on theotherhand,hasnotonly masteredtheavailabledata,but
has given us a thoughtful, well-written, and interpretative history. Although
Rozoy’swork appearedmorethana yearbeforehis own, Sapunovcitesonly one
article publishedin 1947 by his colleague.Rozov, on the other hand,gives a
thoroughcritiqueof Sapunov’smethodologyandfindingsin earlierpublications.
He properly chides Sapunovp. 79 for basinghis estimateof the numberof
churcheson the fragmentaryevidenceof the chronicles. Disputing Sapunov’s
statementthat trebniki and sluJebnikieuchologiaor ritual bookswerepartof
the holdings of every church, Rozov points out that they were more often the
possessionof the individual priest p. 80. WhereasSapunov’sunderstandingof
the physicalnatureof the book in Old Rus’ is faulty, Rozov properlyconsiders
onlya full codexor a fragmentof at leasteight leavesto bea "book"p. 84,and
multivolume works suchas Mine]a to beone title. Rozovalso providessobering
correctivesto Sapunov’shyperbolicfigures.

Sapunovdoesnotgive substantiverepliesto hiscritics,choosingonly to dismiss
themwith sarcasmpp.74, 149 or simply ignorethem.Someof his arguments,as
well as his calculations,leave the readerskeptical, for example, his analogy
betweenthepreservationof objectsof materialcultureand books.Becausebooks
wereoften usedin religious ceremonies,they wereprotectedand preservedin a
way that helmetsand armamçntscertainlywerenot. Nor canonereadilyaccept
Sapunov’sargumentfor a highdegreeof literacyonthebasisof birch barks: tobe
sure, the discoveryof the birch barkswas sensational,but it does not justify
assumptionsabout the general level of literacy in Old Rus’.

Sapunov’swork hasan evenmore seriousshortcoming:Kniga v Rossiigives
the readerno senseof the growth and diversificationof Old Rus’book culture
from the tenthto thefourteenthcentury.In theabsenceof extensivedatafor this
period, Sapunovhasfallen into the trapof arguingby analogyto a laterperiod
p. 101, or, even worse, of drawingon information from sixteenth-and seven
teenth-centuryregisterspp. 69, 76. Passageswhere SapunovdescribesWest
Europeanmanuscriptcultureareespeciallyweakbecausethelack of accessto the
relevantscholarlyliteratureis painfully clear: for instance,hecites hiscorrespon
dence with theprominentBelgiancodicologistKarl Wittek for evidenceon West
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Europeanbook pricesp. 109. All in all, Sapunovstrives toohardto convinceus
that Old Rus’ enjoyeda level of book culture comparableto that of Western
Europepp. 148, 153. Regrettably,his book is also marred by a numberof
typographicaland factual errors: for instance,Stephenof Novgorodtraveledto
the ByzantineEmpire in 1349, not in 1386 as Sapunovwrites.

Universityof Cal jfonnia, Berkeley



Polish Problems in the Works of Mykhailo Drahomanov

IVAN L. RUDNYTSKY

PROBLEMY POLSKIE W rwORczoSclMICHALA DRAHOMANOWA.

By Elzbiera Hornowa. PraceOpolskiegoTowarzystwaPrzyjació!
Nauk,Wydzial NaukHistoryczno-Spolecznych.Wroclaw-Warsaw
Cracow-Gdañsk:ZakiadNarodowyImienia Ossoliñskich,Wydaw
nictwo Polskiej Akademli Nauk, 1978. 195 pp.

ElThietaHornowa’s Polish Problemsin the Worksof Mykhai/oDrahomanovis
a comprehensivesurveyof the ideason PolandandPolish-Ukrainianrelationsof
theUkrainianscholarand political thinkerMykhailo Drahomanov1841-95;it
also containsan accountof Drahomanov’sdealingswith Polesand of Polish
reactionsto him. Theauthoris uniquelyqualified to undertakethis study,for she
is probablythe foremostDrahomanovscholarin theworld today.Dr. Hornowa
alreadyhasto hercredit two booksand a seriesof articleson Drahomanov,some
of which servedas preliminary studiesfor thepresentmonographfor a biblio
graphy of her publications,seethe appendix,pp. 268-69.Hornowa is known
for an unmatchedmasteryof theDrahomanovcorpus,andthis book confirmsher
reputation.

Study of Drahomanovis impededby the scatterednatureof his voluminous
writings-scholarly,journalistic,memoiristic,andepistolary-andthe lack of a
collectededitionof them.Thebook underreview is basedon anexhaustiveuseof
thesesources,someof which musthavebeendifficult to find e.g.,anonymousor
cryptonymousarticlesin obscurenineteenth-centuryRussian,Polish, andUkrain
ian periodicals.In addition, Hornowahasdrawnon Polishand Sovietarchival
materials,such as unpublishedletters to and from Drahomanovand Austrian
police reports.

Drahomanov’sideas on the Polish problem are known to anyonewho has
takenan interestin him as a political thinker.Theseideaswereformulatedin one
of Drahomanov’sprincipalworks, IstonicheskaiaPolsha i velikorusskaiademo
kratiia, originally publishedin thejournal Vo/noes/ovo Geneva,1881,of which
he was editor. A book edition appearedthe next year Geneva,1882, and the
work was reprintedin volume 1 of the SobraniepoliticheskikhsochineniiM. P.
Dragomanova2 vols., Paris, 1905-1906,edited by B. Kistiakovs’kyi. Also,
severalotheressaysby Drahomanovaredevoted,wholly or in part, to Polandand
Polish-Ukrainianrelations.A legitimatequestion,then,is whatnewcontribution
doesHornowa’smonographmaketo Drahomanovstudies?
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Simply providing a handyand reliabledigestof Drahomanov’sknown ideas
would have beencommendableand welcome, particularly for Polish readers
whosefirsthandacquaintancewith Ukrainianscholarlyand political literatureis
very oftenslight. But, in fact, thebookhasmoreto offer. By herjudicioususeof a
large body of sourcematerials, Hornowa has filled in the known contoursof
Drahomanov’sthoughtwith rich details.Shehasdemonstratedthat Drahoma
nov’s ideasaboutPolandandPolish-Ukrainianrelationswerefar morecomplex

and sophisticatedthan even a relatively well-informed student might haveas

sumed.Moreover,the chapter"Drahomanovin Switzerland"containsvaluable

newbiographicaldata.Previousresearchersof Drahomanov’slife havestudiedit,
naturallyenough,within a UkrainianandRussiancontext.By depictingDraho

manov’sPolish connectionsduring his years in Geneva1876-1889,Hornowa
hasgiven his biography a new dimensionandshed new light on the life of the

Slavic Russian-Polish-Ukrainianémigrécommunityin Switzerlandduring that

time.
Hornowa’smonographis arrangedchronologically,notby stagesin Drahoma

nov’s life, butby epochsin thehistoryof PolandandtheUkraine.Thus, individual
chapterstreatDrahomanov’sviewsaboutPolandandPolish-Ukrainianrelations
from theMiddle Ages to the partitions of Polandin the lateeighteenthcentury,
from the partitions throughthe 1863 Polish uprising,andfrom theaftermathof
the last insurrectionuntil Drahomanov’sdeath thirty years later. The initial
chapterscontainretrospectivereflectionsof Drahomanovashistorianandphilo
sophicalpublicist. The final two chaptersdeal with Drahomanov’sstandson
contemporaryissues,hispersonalinvolvementswith PolesandPolishaffairs, and
his practicalattemptsto influencecontemporaryPolish-Ukrainianrelations.There
is no discontinuity,however,betweentheearlierandthelaterchapters,becausein
Drahomanovthe thinker andthe activist werefused. His vision of history was
basedon theprinciplesof his democratic-federalistpolitical philosophy,whereas
his political activities were rootedin his conceptof the history of the Ukraine,
EasternEurope,and the world at large.

Onedrawbackof Hornowa’smethodis that in the retrospectivechaptersshe
joins statementsandobiter dicta by Drahomanovthat were often separatedby
yearsor evendecades.However, this procedureis legitimized by theremarkable
constancyandcoherenceof Drahomanov’sthought.Apparently,his ideasdid not
changein anybasicrespect;throughtime, in responseto changingcircumstances,
he simply providednew variationson the samethemes.

Hornowaemphasizesthat although Drahomanovlooked at Polish problems
from a Ukrainian perspective,he strove to be objective and balancedin his
historical and political judgments.In discussingPolish-Ukrainianrelations, he
did not fault only the Poles.While he wascritical of thelatePolish-Lithuanian
Commonwealthand its policy toward the Ukraine, he did not gloss over the
mistakesof Ukrainian leadersespeciallythe Ruthenianaristocracyof theCom
monwealthand later the stratum of the Cossackofficers. Drahomanovsym
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pathized with the struggle of the Ukrainian Cossacksfor social and national
emancipation,but hedid not idealize Cossackand peasantrevolts of the seven
teenthandeighteenthcenturies.He readilyadmittedthat despitetheCommon
wealth’s ultimate failure, political union with Poland-Lithuaniadid havesome
benefitsfor theUkrainianpeople,for PolandwasthechannelthroughwhichWest
Europeanculturalvaluesof the Renaissanceand Reformationweretransmitted
to the Ukraine.

DrahomanovrecognizedPoland’sright to independence,but only-a most
importantqualification-withinethnicboundaries.He thought,however,thatan
independentPolish state was likely to reappearonly in the event of a major
Europeanwar. In thecontemporaryinternationalcircumstances,heconsidereda
Polish policy of separatismunrealistic. Therefore,in Drahomanov’sview, the
Polesshould strive insteadto improvetheirnation’sstatuswithin theframework
of the three partitioning powers. Becausethe majority of Poles lived under
Russiandomination,theirfuturewastied to theRussianEmpire.ThePoleswould
do well, then,to ally themselveswith thelibertarianstrivingsof theotherpeoples
of Russia,insteadof cultivatinganattitudeof isolationism.Owing to their human
resourcesandtraditionaloppositionto autocracy,thePolescould makea great
contribution to thecauseof commonfreedom,whereasPolandas a nationwas
sure to benefit from the transformationof the Russianimperial statealong
democraticandfederalist lines.

DrahomanovcondemnedunequivocallytheRussificationimplementedin "Con
gress"Polandafter themid-1860s.He maintainedthatby suchoppressivemeasures
the tsaristgovernmentwasactually playing into the handsof Prussian-German
imperialism,whichpotentiallythreatenedall Slavicpeoples.Drahomanovopenly
voiced his criticism of tsaristpoliciestowardPolandwhenhe himself wasstill a
Russiansubject.Thesepronouncementson behalfof the Poles,alongwith other
non-conformistwritings andactivities,broughtaboutDrahomanov’sdismissal
from his teachingpost at Kiev University and his subsequentexile. Hornowa
comments:"The sharp criticism advancedby Drahomanovof the repressive
measureswhich thetsaristgovernmentapplied[in Poland]afterthe suppression
of the 1863 insurrection,andhis attemptsto bringabouta changein this stateof
affairs, areundoubtedly among the finest and noblest pagesin his life work"
p. 106.

In discussingPolish-Ukrainianrelationsin the Right-Bank Ukrainethe prov
inces of Kiev, Volhynia, andPodolia,Drahomanovshowedgreatinterestin the
Ukrainophiletendencieswhich, in variousforms, wereendemicamongthePolish
minority of that area. He assumedthat "the further developmentof that trend
could, in fact, lead its supportersto an abdicationof Polish nationalityandtheir
merger with the Ukrainianpeople"p. 69, asevidencedby theevolution of the
groupcalled khlopomany"peasantlovers" of thelate 1850sand early l860s.
Drahomanovdid not, however, advocatea forced Ukrainization of the Polish
minority. Quiteto thecontrary,he insistedthatnationalminorities in theUkraine,
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including thePoles,oughtto maintaintheir distinct identitiesand,afterthedefeat
of autocracy,should beendowedwith culturalautonomy.Obversely,membersof
the Polishandother minoritiesmustsupporttheUkrainianpeople’sstrugglefor
socialandnationalemancipation.In Galicia, underthe Austro-HungarianEm
pire, DrahomanovadvocatedcooperationbetweenUkrainianand Polishdemo
cratic forcesagainsttheprovince’saristocratic-clericalestablishment;theseideas
were adoptedby his Galician disciples, who in 1890 formed the Ruthenian
UkrainianRadicalParty.At thesametime, Drahomanovdeprecatedanyaccom
modationwith Galicia’s ruling Polish landlord class,and his attitudetowardthe
so-calledNew Era a short-lived attemptat Polish-Ukrainiancompromisein
Galicia, initiated under conservativeauspicesin 1890 waswholly negative.

It may appearincongruousthat themanyproofsof Drahomanov’sgood will
towardthe Polesmet little favor. Even socialistandpopulist Polishcircles were
suspiciousof Drahomanov.He was frequently attackedin the Polish socialist
press, and his personalrelationswith Polishexiles in Switzerlandweregenerally
strained.The explanationlies in Drahomanov’suncompromisingrejection of
Polish "historical" patriotism. He relentlesslycombatedany overt or covert
Polish claims to lands of the former Commonwealthwhere the majority of
inhabitantswasnon-Polish.Yet nineteenth-centuryPolish political thoughtwas
weddedto theconceptof historicallegitimism,and evendemocraticandsocialist
groupsfound it difficult to setasidethis ideology.Left-wing Poleswereannoyed
with Drahomanov’sexposureof their more or less unconscious"greatpower"
complex. Also, his insistentstandon the questionof frontiers,at a time when
neitherPolandnor the Ukrainepossessedstateindependence,appearedidiosyn
cratic andnugatory.

The event in the history of Polish-Ukrainianrelationsthat still casta strong
shadow during the l870s and l880s was the uprising of 1863. Drahomanov
respectedtheheroismof thePolishinsurgents,but hecastigatedtheir policies. In
his judgment,the uprising wasnot only ill-timed, but also vitiated by its aim to
restorethe Commonwealthto its pre-1772frontiers.Drahomanovnevertired of
pointing out thatattemptsto extendtheuprisingto theRight-BankUkrainewere
foredoomedbecauseof the profoundhostility of the Ukrainianmassesto any
thing smackingof Polish rule, which they identified with serfdom.Drahoma
nov’s stricturesirritated his Polish contemporaries,to whom the memoriesof
1863 weresacredas an instanceof their country’sglorious strugglefor freedom.

Drahomanov’scritical commentsaboutthe1863 uprising,written nearlytwenty
yearsaftertheevent,hadmorethan historicalsignificance:they touchedacrucial
and perennial problem in the triangle of Polish-Ukrainian-Russianrelations.
Drahomanov’sthesis,brilliantly formulatedin Historical PolandandGreatRus
sian Democracy,went as follows: Polish "historical"patriotism,i.e., theclaimto
dominationover Lithuania, Belorussia,andhalf of the Ukraine, washarmful to
the interestsof both the Ukrainian and, in the long run, the Polish peoples.It
createdobstaclesto theUkrainian liberationmovementwhile delayingtheeman
cipationof the Polish peoplein their homeland;it engenderedmutually destruc
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tive conflicts betweenthe Poles andtheir immediateeasternneighbors;and it

provokeda pro-Russianreactionamong the Ukrainians.The only party that

profited from these conflicts was Russianautocracy. In turn, the system of

centralizationand oppressionthat the tsarist regime imposedon the empire’s
Ukrainian, Polish,and other borderlandspreventedthe liberalizationof Russia
itself. "GreatRussiandemocracy"a termDrahomanovusedfor Russianradicals
and radical groups,from Herzen, Bakunin, andChernyshevskiito thecontem
poraryrevolutionarypopulistssharedwith Polish"historical"patriotsonecom
mon characteristic:a disregardfor the rights of the "non-historical"peasant
nationalitieslocatedbetweenethnic Russia and ethnic Poland.Russiansocial
revolutionariesandPolishnationalrevolutionariesdealtwith eachotheroverthe
headsof Ukrainiansas though the latter had no voice in the shapingof their
destiny.The Russiandemocrats’centralisticanddictatorial"Jacobin"proclivities
designatedthem, said Drahomanov,the ideological heirs of the very imperial
autocracyagainstwhich they revolted.This Polish-Ukrainian-Russianentangle
mentconstitutedthegreatestthreatto theprospectsof liberty in EasternEurope,
as shownby theunfortunateconsequencesof the 1863 uprising-repressionand
Russification in Polandproper,increasedrepressionof the Ukrainian national
movementthe so-calledValuevukazof 1863,andthestrengtheningof reaction
in Russiaandtheabandonmentof theliberal reformsinitiatedaftertheCrimean
War.

The rejectionof Drahomanov’sincisivecritique of the 1863 uprising by Polish
spokesmenprovedthat Polish public opinionhadnotdigestedthelessonof 1863,
and that it had not cast off the anachronisticCommonwealthtradition. This
presagedill for thefuturecourseof Polish-Ukrainianrelations.Also, theRussian
revolutionarymovementretainedin its later Marxist phasethe centralisticbias
which Drahomanovhaddiscernedin the Russianpopulists.This outlook found
striking expressionin Lenin’s attackon Drahomanov,in connectionwith the
latter’s critical remarksaboutthe 1863 insurrection.Lenin called Drahomanov
"a Ukrainianpetty bourgeois"a termof supremeinsult to Leninwho "expressed
theviews of a peasant,so ignorantandsluggish,andso attachedto his dungheap,
that the legitimate hatred of the Polish gentry blinded him to thesignificance
which their strugglehad for all-Russiandemocracy""The Right of Nationsto
Self-Determination"[1914], in V. I. Lenin, SelectedWorksin Three Volumes
[New York, 1967], 1:634, fn.. This statement,written in Lenin’s characteristic
polemicalstyle, Hornowamentionsonly in passingp. 7; it is ritualistically cited
in all referencesto Drahomanovin Soviet literature.

Marxist theorystatesthat people’spolitical behavioris motivatedprimarilyby
their economicclassinterests.And yet theMarxist, Lenin, abusedtheUkrainian
peasantryandtheir advocate,Drahomanovbecausethey showedno desireto
sacrificetheir tangibleclassintereston thealtarof "all-Russiandemocracy."It is
also clear that Lenin’s retrospectiveendorsementof the 1863 uprising wasnot
motivatedby any inherentregardfor Poland’sdesirefor nationalindependence.

He viewedthe Polishstruggleexclusivelyfrom theperspectiveof its significance
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to "all-Russiandemocracy."Tobolsterhis position, Leninappealedto theauthori
ty of Marx and Chernyshevskii,who had given their blessings to the Polish
insurrectionbecausethey expectedit to triggerarevolutionaryexplosionin Russia.
Lenin should also havementionedBakunin who, in 1863, evenattemptedto
intervenein supportof the Polish uprising. His omissionof Bakunin’snamewas
hardly accidental,however; Lenin did not wish to say anythingcomplimentary
aboutthe man who was Marx’s rival within theinternationallabor movement.
Marx andChernyshevskiierred in their prognosis,of course. Quite to thecon
trary, the Polish challengecompromisedthe Russianreform movementof the
early 1 860s,andIt consolidatedthereactionaryforcesof Russiansociety.Marx

and Chernyshevskiican be excusedfor their wishful thinking, for they spoke

aboutcurrentandopen-endeddevelopments.It is moredifficult to excuseLenin,
who from the hindsight of fifty yearsclungto the samedoctrinaireposition.

Drahomanovdefendedan unpopularconceptthat rancounterto thethinking

of both the Polish patriots and the Russianrevolutionaries.Yet, it is incontro
vertible that the 1863 uprising endedin utter failure, and that it hadnefarious
resultsfor Poland,theUkraine, andRussiandemocracy,aswell. With respectto
Polish-Ukrainian-Russianrelations,Drahomanov’shistoricaljudgmentwasmore
sound than that of Marx, Lenin, or Chernyshevskii.Drahomanovwas also
convinced that the inflated territorialpretensionsof the Poles,on theonehand,
andtheJacobincharacterof the Russianrevolutionarymovement,on theother,
presenteda threatto his own nation,the Ukraine, andto the future chancesof
liberty in EasternEuropeas a whole. Whetherhis forebodingswerejustified by
later eventsthe readerhimself can judge.

Hornowadoes not delve into theseramifications.Indeed,sheshowsa certain
reluctanceto confront thecontroversialaspectsof her topic, particularlywhen
ever treatmentof Polish-Ukrainianrelations impinges on Russia.The factual
information Hornowagives, however,is unimpeachableat every point. Herwork
is distinguishedby soundscholarshipand, for themostpart, intellectualcandor;
thelatter quality, especially,is sorelymissingin treatmentsof Drahomanovfound
in Soviet literature. Hornowa’smonographis unquestionablya lastingcontribu
tion to Drahomanovstudies,to Ukrainian intellectualhistory,andto thestudyof
Polish-Ukrainianrelations.

University of Alberta

APPENDIX: A Bibliography of Elbieta Hornowa’s Publications

Ocenadzialalnoci Michata Dragomanowaw historiogra.fli ukraitiskiej, rosy]

skiejipolskiej. ZapiskiNaukoweWv±szejSzkolyPedagogicznejw Opoluhere

after ZNWSPO,ser.B: Studia I monografie,no. 16. Opole: 1967. 117 pp.
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Ukraiñski obózpostpowyijego wspótpracazpolskglewicqspotecznqw Galicji
18 76-1895. PraceOpolskiegoTowarzystwaPrzyjaciól Nauk, WydzialNauk
Historyczno-Spo!ecznych.Wroclaw-Warsaw-Cracow:Zakiad Narodowyim.
Ossoliñskich,1968. 162 pp.

"Problemzydowskiw twórczoci Dragomanowa."Biuletyn 2ydowskiegoInsty
tutu HistorycznegoWarsaw, 1966, no. 57, pp. 3-37.

"Gios Michala Dragomanowaprzeciw rusyfikacji szkó! poiskich p0 upadku
powstaniastyczniowego."ZNWSPO,Pedagogika4 1966:5-23.

"Sylwetka nauczycielapolskiego na Ukrainie w polowie ubieglegostulecia."
ZNWSPO,Pedagogika5 1967:69-75.

"Stosunkipolsko-ukraiñskiew Galicji w latach1871-1875wowietleniuMichala
Dragomanowa."In SprawozdaniaWydzialuI OpolskiegoTowarystwaPrzy
jaciót Nauk Wroclaw-Warsaw-Cracow-Gdañsk,1969, pp. 73-92.

"0 interpretacji dzialalnoci I pogldOw Michala Dragomanowa."Kwartalnik
Historyczny77, no. 11970: 109-113.

"Ukraiñskie ugrupowaniapolityczne w iwietle dziel Michala Dragomanowa."
In OpoiskieTowarzystwoPrzyjaciólNauk, WydzialI, Sprawozdaniaz 1967-
1968 Wroclaw-Warsaw-Cracow,1970, pp. 31-41.

"Przeladowaniaukraiñskiejkultury przezrzd carskizapanowaniaAleksandra
II." ZNWSPO,Filologia rosyjska9 1972: 113-30.

"Stosunkipolsko-ukraiñskiew Galicji w latach1867-1870wwietledziel Michala
Drahomanowa."ZNWSPO,Historia 10 1972:41-63.

"Udzial Polakóww ArcheologicznyamZjedziew Kijowie w 1874 roku." Slavia
Onientalis 22, no. 3 1973:345-55.

"Pog4dy Michala Drahomanowana istotç stosunkówpolsko-ukraiñskichod
czasów najdawniejszychdo unii lubelskiej." ZNWSPO,Historia 12 1973:
5-18.

"Stosunki polsko-ukraiñskieod unli lubelskiej do unii perejaslawskiejw owiet
leniu Michala Dragomanowa."In SprawozdaniaWydzialuI OpolskiegoTo
warzvstwaPrzyjaciót Nauk Wroclaw-Warsaw-Cracow-Gdañsk,1974, pp.
37-42.

"PolskaI Polacyw federacyjnychplanachDrahomanowa."Slavia Onientalis23,
no. 4 1974:437-42.

Note: In Polish transliterationHornowauseseither"Dragomanow"or "Draho
manow."
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HANDBUCH zuR NESTORCHRONIK.Edited by LudoifMuller. Vol
ume I: DIENESTORCHRONIK...;viii,577columns+[2]pp.; DM

78. Volume 2: TEXTKRITISCHER APPARAT ZUR NESTORCHRONIK,

comp. LeonoreScheffler;xix, 878 pp.; DM 168. Volume 3: VOLL
STANDIGES WORTERVERZEICHNIS ZUR NESTORCHRONIK, comp.
BarbaraGröber and LudoifMuller; part1 -xxv, 1-240pp.;part2

-pp. 241-497; DM 36 each. Forum Slavicum,vols. 48, 49, 50.
Munich: Wilhelm Fink Verlag, 1977-1979.

Two volumesand two parts of the third volume of this projectedfive-volume
referenceon the Povest’ vremennykhlet P VL havebeenpublished to date.
While critiqueof thethird volumei.e., thelexiconshould awaitpublicationof its
last part, someevaluationcan be madeof thefirst two volumesandwhat they
indicateaboutthe publication.

The first volume 48 in the Forum Slavicum seriesis a reprint of the 1926
edition of the PVL by the Belorussianlinguist E. F. Karski. Muller gives no
reasonsfor reprinting an alreadypublishedversion,or for selectingKarski’s edi
tion. Onecouldquibblewith thereprintingontwo points:1 it is aneasywayout,
that is, MUller andcompanydid not haveto makeanydifficult decisionsconcern
ing copy text, betterreadings,formal presentationof text, etc.;and 2 it lends
legitimacyto a publishedversionasa textusreceptus,whichcanbehazardousfor
reevaluatingreadings.However, in orderto presenttheevidencethat volume 2
contains, theeditor hadto start with someaccessibletext. And if a published
versionwasto be used,then Karski’s wasclearly the bestchoice,for the simple
reasonthat he presentedtheLaurentianChronicleas the copy text moreaccu
rately than anyother PVL editor.

The secondvolume 49 in the seriesis a critical apparatus,compiled by
LeonoreScheffler,whichattemptsto provideeveryvariantwith somequalifica
tionsthataredescribedin detail in theintroduction,pp. ix-xviii in theothermain
witnesses.Theseinclude the Radziwiii, Academy,Hypatian, and Khlebnikov
chronicles,as well as thosevariantsfrom the Pogodincopy that arenot main
tainedin its exemplar,theKhlebnikov. VariantsfromtheextinctTrinity Chronicle
to theyear907 aregivenaccordingto thenotesof volumeoneof thefirst editionof
Polnoesobranie russkikh letopisei PSRL. Onewonders, however, why the
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variantsfrom TPr, that is, M. D. Priselkov’sreconstructionof Trinity, end in
themiddle of theyear912,althoughPriselkov’sreconstructioncontinuesbeyond
that. Why, indeed, arethefew variantsfrom TPr given at all, sincePriselkov’s
reconstructionis hypothetical?Questionable,too, is theneedto be so thoroughin
pointing out scribal accidentals:for example,the numerouscaseswhere the
Khlebnikov copyreplacesfinal b with b area paleographicpeculiarity thatneeds
to be mentionedonly once.More importantthan thesefew minor imperfections,
however,is the convenienceof havinga singlevolume thatcontainsall theinfor
mation oneneedsto makedetailedtextualcomparisonsof themain witnessesto
the PVL

The compilerof the secondvolume usesan exclamationpoint ! to mark off
thosevariantsthat were not reportedor reportedinaccuratelyin volumesone
and two of PSRL. The critical apparatuscontains,by conservativeestimate,
about10,000suchexclamationpoints, manyof whichconcernsubstantiveread
ings. In explainingthe high number,it hasbeenarguedthat prior editionshad
other principlesof selection. If so, their principleswerenowhereclearly stated,
nor can their principlesbe extrapolatedwith anyconsistencyfrom thevariants
reported.This fact aloneindictsall previouseditionsof the PVL asunsatisfactory
andunreliable.Concomitantly,onemustcommendthehigh degreeof accuracyof
the Schefflerapparatus,and its detailedprinciplesof selection.Somemistakes
andtypographicalerrorsdo occur:for example,variant47, 4 on page131 should
include"Ip: Tulbovb"; invariant47, 24 onpage133 thereadingfor Ip is givenas
svjakenie,when it should be sëenie; andthe first line of page227 should be
marked"om. X," that is, "omitted fromtheKhlebnikovChronicle."But theinfre
quencyandinsignificanceof sucherrorsshowthat this apparatusis by far the
mostreliable in thereportingof both substantivereadingsandaccidentals.One
wishesonly thatthecompilerhadchosento providethevariantsin Cyrillic rather
than in Latin characters.

The editor’s foreword is disappointingin that It dealsonly with thesuperficial
aspectsof the manuscripts.For example,MUller presentsa stemmafor themain
witnesses,but does not discuss its implications. Nor does he characterizethe
peculiaritiesof thecopiesor sayon what basisthestemmawasdrawn.Onehopes
that thesedeficiencieswill be remediedin the fifth volume,whichis to containthe
commentary.

While nota newedition, thispublication is a significantadvanceon all previous
editions,andit clearlydemonstratestheneedfor a newcritical edition of thePVL.

DonaldOstrowski
Harvard University
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FEOFAN PR0KOPOVYC:FIL0S0FS’KI TVORY v TR’OX TOMAX: PERE

KLAD z LATYNS’KOJI. Volume 1: PRO RYTORYCNE MYSTECTVO...

RIZNI SENTENCIJI.Translatedand editedby V. I. ynkaruk, V. M.
Niéyk, M. D. Rohovyë,Ju. F. Muak, V. P. Masljuk et al. Kiev:
"Naukovadumka," 1979. 511 pp. 33 krb. 10,000copies.

Thisfirst volumeof a projectedthree-volumeSovietUkrainianeditionof"philo
sophical" writings attributed to FeofanProkopovyl681?-1725is not the
definitive nor eventhe authoritativework that we had a right to expect.Thebulk
of thevolumeconsistsof a Ukrainiantranslationof a manuscriptDearterhetorica

traditionallyascribedto ProkopovyC,who is supposedto havegiven it asa course
of lecturesat theKiev Academyin 1706-1707.TheRiznisentencijiof thevolume’s
title referto the Sententiaevariae appendedto themanuscriptin questionDe
partment of Manuscripts,Central Scientific Library, Ukrainian Academy of
Sciences,Kiev: pressmark-lettersin Cyrillic-DA/ P. 418, 150 leaves,which
arealsoprinted herein Ukrainiantranslationand aresimilarly ascribedto Proko
povy,apparentlywithout reservationp. 479. But theattributionof theseworks
to ProkopovyChasnever,in fact,beenproved:certainlynot in accordancewith
thecriteria of a "scientific attribution"setdown by P. N. Berkov,for oneseehis
"Ob ustanovleniiavtorstvaanonimnyxI psevdonimnyxproizvedeniiXVIII veka,"
Russkajaliteratura, 1958, no.2, pp. 180-89.Thisproblemis notevenalludedto
in thepresentvolume.Nor do its compilersanywherereferto the five othermanu
script copiesof this De arte rhetorica knowntoexistin Sovietrepositories;nor do
they take the troubleeitherto dateor to discussthe provenanceof themanuscript
they usedthereis someevidencethat it datestonotbefore1731,andthat,assuch,
it is nottheearliestnor possiblyeventhebest of thesix knownmanuscriptsof the
work. Nor is the Latin original providedof the Ukrainiantexts that areprinted
here,anomissionwhich, of course,makesIt impossibletojudge thequalityof the
translation. In this as in other respects,the volume under review is in distinct
contrast to the edition of a De arte poetica attributed to ProkopovyCalso
without proof that was preparedunder the direction of the late I. P. Jer’omin
Jer’omin/Erëmin,ed., FeofanProkopovU’:Soéinenja,Moscowand Leningrad,
1961,wherebotha Russiantranslationandtheoriginal Latin of thework froma
1786 printed edition areprovided.

In their brief prefaceto this volume it is intended,evidently,also to be the
prefaceto thesucceedingvolumesof theproject,theeditorshaveonlythis to say
about the proceduresthat werefollowed in establishingtheir textspp. 8-9:

At the Kiev Mohyla Academy,as at other higher educationalinstitutions,lec
tureson rhetoric,philosophy,andtheologyweregiven in Latin. Noteszapysyof
the lecturesmadeby studentsareexact reproductions[sic] of whatwassaidby the
professorsas they dictatedtheir courses.Manuscriptcopiesof the lecturecourses
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given by F. ProkopovyCareno exceptiontothis [rule]. At the sametime, clearly,
in suchcircumstancescertainmistakeswerealways likely [to be made]:omis
sions,alterationsof individual words,misspellings.Studentsoften hadrecourse
to abbreviation,[or] abridgmentwriting down [only] the first andlastlettersof a
word.

Bearingthesefeaturesof a manuscriptin mind, preparationof its original[text]
for publicationhasproceededin four basicstages.First, photocopiesweremade
of thenoteszapysyof F. ProkopovyC’slecturecourses[referenceis to coursesin
other subjectsaswell asin rhetoric].Thenthe translators,havingdecipheredthe
Latin text, translatedit into Ukrainian,at which point the remainingabbrevia
tions werestandardizedand notesto thetext drawnup.This translationanother
specialistin classicalphilology comparedwith thedecipheredLatin textandwith
the photocopy[of theoriginal notes]and,whennecessary,correctedinaccuracies
or mistakeswhile completinga specialphilological [or linguistic] revisionspecial’
nu movnuredakcju.Thenthe textsunderwentanalysisand interpretationfrom
a philosophicalpoint of view.

It should be noted, further, that in the lengthy introductionto this volume
which, again, is evidently intendedto serve as the introductionto the entire
project, variousworks whoseattribution to ProkopovyChasbeenquestioned,if
not actually disproved,are ascribedsolely and unreservedlyto him: e.g., the
History of Emperor Peter the Great first publishedat St. Petersburgin 1773

p. 92 andtheprefaceto theNavalStatuteof 1720 p. 94. I might addthat! have
recentlyhad occasionto doubtProkopovyC’sauthorship-or,at a minimum,his
sole authorship-ofsuchmajorworksastheDuxovnyjreglamentof 1721 or the
Pravda voli monarle] of 1722,asis explainedin a forthcomingissueof theSlavic
Review1981. Thesedoubts, in part basedon newly discovereddocumentary
evidence, would seemto rendertheproblemsof attribution with respectto the
ProkopovyCbibliography all the more needfulof discussionand proper resolu
tion. Equally, it shouldbe noted that themanuscriptdescribedhere in passingas
an "autographwork of FeofanProkopovyC"p. 463was in fact printed in its
entirety more than a century ago Ctenjja v Imperatorskomob.fëestveistorii i
drevnostejrossijskixpri Moskovskomuniversitete, 1863, no. 2, v. [Smes], pp.
1-16;andthat, if this manuscriptis indeedin ProkopovyC’shand,it isone of only
two autographmanuscriptsof a work of anysubstanceby him that is knownto
survive.

Apart from the very seriouseditorial omissionsand shortcomingsnoted,we
must observe,finally, that nowherein thepresentvolumeis an attemptmadeto
situatethis De arterhetorica in its historicalcontext.Othersuchworksproduced
at the Kiev Academy;thedevelopmentof rhetoricin Europemoregenerally;this
work’s likely secondarysourcesoneor more of the standardtextbooksof rhetoric
in usein contemporaryEurope:noneof thesemattersis addressedhere-notin
thegeneral introduction,whichinsteaddiscussesa largely spurious"philosophi
cal" aspectof variousworksattributedto Prokopovye,andnotin thehundredsof
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editorial notesto theworks beingpresented,which simply identify namesmen
tioned in thetext.Theimplication is thatwe arebeingofferedanentirelyoriginal,
even unique,Rhetorica by an authority unrivalled in his times.

The preparationand publication of this seriesof academicworks ascribedto
FeofanProkopovyCby such a largeteamof specialistsfifteen arenamedin the
prefaceenjoying readyaccessto all relevantmanuscriptswould appearto be a
goldenopportunityforestablishingwith all possiblecertaintyboththe textsof the
works in questionandthe identity of their authoror authors.Wecanonlyhope
that this opportunityfor renderingsuch serviceto the study of early modern
Ukrainianand Russianliterary culturewill not be completelymissed.

JamesCracraft
Universityof Illinois, Chicago

THE IMAGE OF PETER THE GREAT IN RUSSIAN FICTION. By Xenia
Gasiorowska.Madison,Wisconsin:The University of Wisconsin
Press,1979. 199 pp. $27.50.

Historical novelsandshort storiesin whichPetertheGreatis acharacterarethe
subjectof this study by XeniaGasiorowska.Thebook is a revisionof herdoctoral
thesis, "Peter the Great in Russian Historical Novel" by Xenia Zytomirska
Grzebienowska,University of California, 1949,a factwhich, for somereason,is
nowherementioned.Gasiorowska’sfield of inquiry is not as large as that of
E. Shmurlo’s"Petr Velikil v russkoiliterature,"publishedin theZhurnal minister
stvanarodnogoprosveshcheniiafor July andAugust 1889,which treatssermons,
poems,polemics,and historiesfrom thePetrineerathroughtheSlavophiles.An
updated,expandedand more critical versionof Shmurlo’swork was providedby
JurgenHansRoetter,"RussianAttitudes towardPetertheGreatandhis Reforms
between1725 and 1910," Ph.D. diss.,University of Wisconsin,1951.Although
Gasiorowskamentionsnonfictional characterizationsof Peter,sheis interestedin
themprimarily as sourcesfor his fictional portraits.Sheperceptivelynoteswhich
aspectsof thehistoricalaccountsfiction writersgravitatetowardsandwhichthey
avoid. For example,sheobservesthat thefictional worksgenerallydealwith the
periodup to theBattle of Poltava,say little aboutPeter’sostensiblethrift which
memoirists made much of, and steerclear of anecdotesabout his amorous
adventures.The fictional imageof Peter, she demonstrates,is majestic and
monumental,evenwhen less than flattering.

The first chapter,"On Genre," presentsthe rules for historical fiction: the
authormust convince the readerthat his work is accurate,andso he must not
contradictwell-known facts; also,hemust provide sufficient detailto lendanair
of authenticityto his narrative.It is useful to be remindedof theconventionsof
the form, yet one is puzzledby Gasiorowska’snormative tone. Surely, not all
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modernreadersare takenin by historical fiction; consequently,it is difficult to
agreewith her statementthat "the artists’ overall purposemust be that of the
Moscow Art Theater:creatingon stagea perfectimageof reality p. 8. One
canenjoyand appreciateWalter Scott’s fictions, for instance,withoutaccepting
themas true, probable,or evenpossible.Must we assumethat authorsof histori
cal fiction were preoccupiedwith mirroring thepast,and shouldwe thenjudge
themprimarily by that criterion?Probablynot, I submit.Thus it is impossibleto
secondGasiorowska’sassertionthat"the resemblancetypical fictionalcharacters
bearto their historical prototypesvariesandis in directproportionto theartistic
skill of their creators"p. 42.

These laws of historical fiction were evidently intendedby Gasiorowskato
apply to works of variouseras.No concertedattemptis madeto distinguishthe
methodof Soviet writers from that of the followers of Scott in the l830s and
l840s, for example.A few featuresof Soviet literaturearementioned;thefat rosy
baby, theprolific mothers,andthe negativeimagesof foreignersin someSoviet
historical fiction arenoted.But theorganizationof Gasiorowska’sbook makesit
difficult for thereaderto perceivesuchpatterns.Thebook is orderedaroundthe
standardelementsIn the Petrineportrait: Peter’spersonality,appearance,and
activities,his entourage,wives andmistresses,children,andenvironment.Each
novel is placedinto thesecategories,so that it is difficult to geta senseof how
Tynianov’s total picture differs from Merezhkovskii’s,for example.There is a
certainGogolianquality in the mannerin which Gasiorowskabreaksup Peter’s
imageinto its componentpartsandthenexaminesthefictional representationof
each:his earlyrising,his fearof cockroaches,hishabit ofjotting everythingdown,
etc. Oneis remindedof sectionsof "Nevskii prospekt"in whichonly partsof the
humanbody areseenparadingdown thestreet.An attemptto pull togetherthe
disparatestrings is madewhen Gasiorowskawrites, "Pilnyak dislikes Peterasa
personality;Shildkret andKostylyov, asanautocrat;Polezhaevis primarily sorry
for Alexis; in theeyesof Eustaphieve,Petercould do no wrong pp. 165-66.
However, one feelsthe lackof any more extensivesummation.

This is abook whichbringsto mind interestingtopics: acomparisonof thefic
tional characterizationsof Peterthe First and Ivan the Terrible; the extentto
which paintingsand sculpturesof Peterservedasa modelfor verbalrepresenta
tions of him; the impressionwhich Pilniak and Tynianov had of eighteenth
centurylanguage;theliterary influenceof Scott, Hugo, and Dumason Russian
historical fiction. One wishesthat Gasiorowska’sbibliographyweremore com
plete,so asto facilitatetheexplorationof suchthemes.Also,abetterunderstand
ing of how nineteenth-centurywriters andour Soviet contemporariesview the
Petrineeracan makeus more awareof ourownuseof clichés.For instance,when
Gasiorowskaconcludesthat Peter’samusementswere"bothcoarseandchildish,"
she is, perhapsunwittingly, extendingthe tradition of feeling superiorto the
eighteenthcentury.Therearecertainstockphrasesandcharactertypeswhichstill
predominatein conceptionsof theera. Gasiorowskanamessome:theold-fashioned
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boyar, his enlightenedson, the cynical and opportunisticclergymanwho sides
with Peter,the crookedand greedy bureaucrat.An analysisof thesehighly con
ventionalizedimagessuch as the oneofferedby Gasiorowskacan help us move
beyondthem.

Karen Rosenberg
Williams College

POLAND AND UKRAINE: PAST AND PRESENT. Edited by Peter J.
Potichnyj. Edmontonand Toronto: The CanadianInstitute of
UkrainianStudies,1980. xiv, 365 pp. $14.95cloth; $9.95 paper.

Sincethe first military clash betweenPolandand KievanRus’ a thousandyears
ago, Polish-Ukrainianrelationshavebeenin a stateof almostconstantturmoil.
Thepresentvolume discussesvariousaspectsof that relationshipwith scholarly
detachmentand objectivity. It consistsof seventeenpaperspresentedwith one
exceptionat theconferenceheld in October 1977, on the campusof McMaster
University in Hamilton, Ontario,sponsoredjointly by theCanadianInstituteof
UkrainianStudiesat the University of Alberta andthe InterdepartmentalCom
mittee on Communistand EastEuropeanAffairs of McMasterUniversity. The
chief objective of the conferencewas to provide a generalsurvey of Polish-
Ukrainianrelations, ratherthan to takean analyticalapproachto this manifold
andcontroversialsubject.

In the introduction, the editor, PeterJ. Potichnyj,briefly outlines the main
themesand summarizesindividual contributions.The proceedingsof thecon
ferencehavebeensubdividedinto five sections:HistoricalLegacy,CulturalRela
tions, Economic Ties and Communications,World War Two and After, and
Political Problems.Obviously thesearbitraryand vaguedivisions overlapcon
siderably.Generally,emphasisis on therelatedfields of historyandpolitics,and
the best papers arethosewith a synthetic approach.Especially masterfulare
Ivan L. Rudnytsky’s"Polish-UkrainianRelations:TheBurdenof History,"and
GeorgeG. Grabowicz’s"History of Polish-UkrainianLiterary Relations:A Liter
ary and Cultural Perspective";both combinesubstancewith interpretationin a
form readily accessibleto the non-specialist.

Thesectionon HistoricalLegacyincludesAndrzej Kamiñski’s discourseon the
Polish-LithuanianCommonwealthandits citizenry,whichdealsspecificallywith
thesupernationalstructure’srelation to theCossacksandRuthenians,andFrank
E. Sysyn’sanalysisof the role of nationalconsciousnessandnationalconflict in
theKhmel’nyts’kyi movement.Both contributionspresentoriginal, sophisticated
judgmentslucidly, asdoesOrestSubtelny’sstudyof MazepistsandStanislawists,
thefirst UkrainianandPolishémigrés.Ontheotherhand,JózefLobodowski’s"A
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PolishView on Polish-UkrainianInfluences"poorly translatedfromtheoriginal
Polish canonly be termedfragile and superficial.

Most of the other papersare on a high professionallevel-notably,Vasyl
Markus’sdiscussionof the religious situationof the Ukrainiansin contemporary
Polandand of the Poles in the Soviet Ukraine, GeorgesMond’s commentson
Polish-UkrainianrelationsasseenthroughPolisheyes,Borys Lewytzkyj’s analysis
of thepolitical and cultural links betweenPolandandthe Soviet Ukrainein the
1970s, and RomanSzporluk’s surveyof the role of thepressin Polish-Ukrainian
relations.Ontheother hand,somepapersparticularlyVolodymyr N. Bandera’s
treatiseon the structureof economicinteractionamongneighboringnationsin
EasternEuropeareperhapstoo narrowlyfocusedon specialresearchintereststo
appealto the generalreader.

The sectiondevotedto theSecondWorld War andits aftermathcontainstwo
usefulandcomprehensivesurveysby JózefLewandowskiandJohnBasarabof
Polish historical andpolitical writings aboutPolish-Ukrainianrelationsduring
that period. They arefollowed by YevhenShtendera’saccountbasedin part on
his personalexperiencesof the cooperationbetweenthe Polishand Ukrainian
undergroundmovementsfrom the springof 1945 until the summerof 1947.

The final sectionof thebook considersthehistoricaland political perspectives
facing Polandandthe Ukraine. It openswith Hugh Seton-Watson’sbriefdiscus
sion of whatheterms"the three-corneredrelationshipbetweenPoles,Ukrainians,

andRussians"p. 297.This problem-theinescapablerealityof Russia’spresence

in the destiniesof both Poland andtheUkraine-is treatedat somelength by

JaroslawPelenski.Theconcludingessay,by AdamBromke, presentsan original,
if controversialview on PolandandtheUkrainein aninterdependentEurope.His
paper-especiallythe suggestionthat underpropitioushistorical conditions,the
Polesandthe Ukrainians"ultimately.. . might haveformeda single nation"p.

328-shouldspark lively debate.
While thevolumehasbeen,on thewhole,carefullyedited,someannoyingtypo

graphicalerrors haveoccurred:e.g., thesurnameof Antoni B. Szczeniakco
author of the frequently quoted Droga do nikqd andthe word województwo
areconsistentlymisspelled.Occasionallythereareerrorsof fact: for example,the
tsarinawho "did not want to destroyher father’s work" mentionedin Hryhor
Orlyk’s memorialwritten in 1742p. 93 wasobviouslyEmpressElizabethEliza
vetaPetrovna,who accededin 1741, ratherthan Anna Ivanovna,who died in
1740.

In spite of theseminor flaws and, as theeditor himself readilyadmits,"some
whatuneven"contentp. v, this isausefulandvaluablepublication.An especially
commendablefeatureis its refreshingcandor.Most of theauthorsaskimportant
questionsandattemptto answerthemfrankly; at thesametime, nonetries,to use

Andrzej Kamiñski’s apt phrase,to "light the usual conventionalcandlein the
shrineof fine-soundingclichésandbanalities"p. 52. This volume testifiesnot
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only to thequality of thepaperspresentedat McMasterUniversity,but alsoto the
value of the contactsand exchangeof ideas that such gatheringsengender.

BohdanBudurowycz
Universityof Toronto

THE SOVIETIZATION OF UKRAINE, 19 17-1923:THE COMMUNIST Doc
TRINE AND PRACTICE OF NATIONAL SELF-DETERMINATION. By Jurij
Borys. Revised edition. Edmonton: The CanadianInstitute of
UkrainianStudies, 1980. 488 pp. $19.95cloth; $12.95 paper.

Twentyyearsaretime enoughto evaluatea book’s importance.Originally pub
lishedin Stockholmin 1960underthetitle TheRussianCommunistPartyandthe
Sovietizationof Ukraine, Jurij Borys’s work continuesto behighlyvaluedin the
West evenin Japan.It has becomeone of the most important works on this
periodof Ukrainianhistory,alongsidethoseof Dmytryshyn,Luckyj,andSullivant.

Since1960, manyworks ontherevolutionaryperiodhavebeenpublishedin the
Soviet Union andthe West.Some-suchasthoseof M. I. KulichenkoandI. P.
Kuras in theSoviet Unionandthoseof P. BorowskyandF. Silnitski in theWest-
aremore detailedandmoresuccessfulin someaspectsthanBorys’swork. Still, his
book hasretained its value, and the publication of this revisededition wasa
judicious undertaking.

Themorethestudyof Stalinismprogresses,themoreimportantthestudyof the
Leninist period becomes,regardlessof whethercontinuity betweenthe two
periodsis sought.Oneof thestrengthsof Borys’sbook is itsextensivedocumenta
tion from both Soviet andnon-Sovietsources,which providesa comprehensive
backgroundto this complexperiod in Ukrainian history.

Borys’s originality lies in his emphasison sociologicalandeconomicelements.
His descriptionof thesocioeconomicenvironmentof theUkrainein chapter2, as
well asthesectionon "Soviet PowerandtheUkrainianPeasantry,"areexcellent.
In 1917 to 1923,nationality problemsin theUkraineweretied with thepeasantry.
Borys successfullydealswith the combinedpeasant-nationalityproblem,andhe
discussesagrarianpolicy in detail. Oneomission,however,is anyreferenceto the
faminethat swepttheUkrainianlandsin 1921-1922.The extremefood shortage
wascausedlargelyby thepoliciesof theSoviets,so it, like thefamineof 1933,was
"artificial"-the result of a confrontation betweenthe Soviet stateand the
Ukrainian peasantry.As such, it deservedsomemention.

Thesecondedition doesnot differ greatlyfrom thefirst, althoughthework has
beenrevisedstylistically and chaptershavebeenreorganized.The section on
political partiesin theUkraineis said to havebeenupdatedby theauthor’smore
recentstudy, but it showsno major change.
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Although it is very gratifying to seethe secondedition of his pioneeringand
uniquestudy in print, it would bemore gratifying to seea newbook by Borys.Let
us hopethatanotherwork by this scholarof Ukrainianhistory will appearsoon.

Kazuo Nakai
Universityof Tokyo

SPRAWA UKRAITSKA w DRUGIEJ RZECZYPOSPOLITEJ,1922-1926.
By Mirostawa Papierzyñska-Turek. Cracow:WydawnictwoLite
rackie, 1979. 390 pp. 70 zi., paper.

Thetitle of this book promisesmuchmore thantheauthordelivers.Whereasone
would expectan analysisof theentireUkrainiansprawa in 1922-1926,M. Papier
zyñska-Tureklargely confines her study to treating-veryably, however-the
Ukrainian questionwithin theconfines of the battleswagedin theSejm during
thoseyears.Thefirst third of thebook detailstheeconomic,social,political, and
religious backgroundwith an admirableregardfor accuracy.The remainderof
thestudydealswith theSejmandits positionsregardingtheUkrainianminority,
and with the Ukrainianparliamentaryrepresentationand its political evolution.

Althoughthis Sejm-orientedconceptualschemeallows for focusingon particu
lar policy issues,overall it resultsin a skewedpicture of theUkrainianproblem.
First, the authorhasfar too little to sayaboutthe Ukrainianquestionprior to
1922, sincetheelectionsto theSejmwerefirst held in Novemberof thatyear.This
results,for example,in her devotingmuchspaceto theUkrainianboycott of the
1922 elections,but ignoring theequally important boycott of the 1921 census.
Second,sincethe EasternGaliciansboycottedthe parliamentaryelectionsand
werethereforeunrepresentedin theSejm,Papierzyñska-Turekdevotesalmostthe
entire study to the Volhynian Ukrainiandelegates.While their political impor
tancemustnot be underestimated,It neverthelessremainstrue that thepolitical
and culturalcenterof interwarUkrainianlife in PolandwasLviv in particularand
EasternGalicia in general.An outgrowthof this imbalanceis thatthe Ukrainian
OrthodoxChurch receivesfar moreattentionthana studyof the Ukrainian,and
not Volhynian, question merits. Finally and most importantly, Papierzyñska
Turek’s analysisof inter-Ukrainian politics tendsto be mechanicalandperfunc
tory, largely becauseherconceptualschemeforcesstrictly Ukrainianaffairsto be
a backdropto theworkings of the Sejm.

More annoyingthan suchmethodologicallyinduceddifficulties is theauthor’s
tendencyto belittle the "bourgeoisnationalist"partiesandgroupings,andpar
ticularly the West Ukrainian "government"quotation markshersof Ievhen
Petrushevych.Also severelyshortchangedis theUkrainianMilitary Organization
UVO, coverageof which is confinedmore or less to two footnotes.Thereverse
of this shortchangingof the Ukrainian nationalistsis a disproportionatelylarge
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emphasisontheUkrainianCommunists,whomtheauthorclearly identifiesasthe

heroesof her narrative.
Lastly, therearetheoccasionalfactualmistakes:for example,DmytroDontsov

wasnot the"founder, leader,andprimaryideologue"of theUkrainian Partyof
NationalWork-in fact, he wasnot evena member.levhenKonovaletsdid not
"arrive" in EasternGalicia in theautumnof 1922-rather,he left it then. One
major curiosity standsout hereaswell as in R. Torzecki’s Kwestiaukraiñskaw
polityce III Rzeszy:on the basisof documentsfrom thePolish Ministry of Inter
nal Affairs, the two authorsclaim that an organizationby the nameof "Volia"
precededthe UVO. Either all UVO memoirists haveexperienceda collective
memory block, or theministry simply got thestory wrong-anot unlikely possi
bility, given the high degreeof factualerror encounteredin English andGerman
secret-policedocumentsconcerningthe Ukrainiannationalists.

In spite of theseshortcomings,Papierzyñska-Turekhaswritten a very fine
study of no small value for understandinga particularaspectof the Ukrainian
problem in interwar Poland. One hopesthat her next book will attempt to
examinethe Ukrainian questionin its entirety.

Alexander J. Motyl
Columbia University
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