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The Ottoman Crimea in the Sixteenth Century

ALAN FISHER

In the last century a great deal has been written about the Crimea, the
Crimean Khanate, and the Tatars who lived there. Especially since their
deportation in 1944 and the subsequent assignment of the Crimean penin-
sula to the Ukrainian SSR, the number of publications related to the
Crimea and the Tatars has increased.! Quantity in this case, however, has
not brought about improved quality, and our knowledge about the
Crimea has not markedly gained.

For Soviet writers (and some Western scholars) the Tatar population
of the Crimea has been eliminated in all but a very negative sense. Until
the Crimea’s annexation, they tell us, the peninsula harbored only ban-
dits, slave traders, and northern Ottoman Turkish outposts against the
Slavic states on its borders. After the beginning of the nineteenth century,
the “rightful” owners of Crimean lands regained control. Eventually, in
1944, the last of the “bandits” were removed.2

During the three centuries before its annexation in 1783, the Crimean
peninsula harbored the Crimean Tatar Khanate, a “pre-feudal” state in-
corporating holdovers from the Tatar-Mongol hordes. The khanate was
an instrument of Ottoman Turkish aggression against Slavic populations
in Poland, the Ukraine, and Muscovite Russia. It was a place where
Polish, Ukrainian, and Muscovite captives were sold as slaves. The city of
Kefe (Kaffa) is represented in the same way that M. Litvin described it in
the sixteenth century, as “the monster which drinks our blood.”?

Such generalizations, and the revulsion towards a people that resulted
from them, have led scholars to avoid asking some important questions

I For a bibliography of works on these subjects, see A. W. Fisher, The Crimean
Tatars (Stanford, 1978), pp. 231-55.

2 See, for example, P. N. Nadinskii, Ocherki po istorii Kryma, vol. 1 (Symferopil’,
1951), and vol. 2 (Symferopil’, 1957); 1. Chirva, Ocherki po istorii Kryma; vol. 3 (Sym-
feropil’, 1964), and vol. 4 (Symferopil’, 1967); and V. Al'tman, “Sessiia po istorii
Kryma,” Voprosy istorii, 1948, no. 2, pp. 179-84, for expositions of these views.

3 “Jzvlechenie iz sochineniia Mikhaila Litvina, 1550 g.,” in Memuary otnosiashchiesia
k istorii Iuzhnoi Rusi, vol. 1 (Kiev, 1890), pp. 4-38.
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about this region. Yet answering these questions could well yield impor-
tant new information not only about the Crimea, but also about East
European history in general. For example, we know very little about the
khanate itself, its relations with the Ottomans, its degree of sovereignty,
or the internal functioning of its society or government.?

The following questions must be answered to understand the history of
the Crimea: (1) What was the role of the Ottoman government there and
how was it established? (2) What lands did the Ottomans control and
what relationship did these lands have to those controlled by the Tatars?
(3) What was the nature of the Crimean economy in both its Ottoman and
Tatar portions, and what were the connections between the two? (4) In its
“special relationship” with the Giray dynasty, how did the Ottoman gov-
ernment view its own portion of the Crimean peninsula, that belonging to
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 relations between the Ottomans and Poland, Muscovy, and the
Ukraine involve the Crimea?

Since none of these questions has been answered satisfactorily, and
most have not even been posed in historical literature, factual knowledge
about the Crimean peninsula and its Tatar and Ottoman districts is at a
very primitive stage. In fact, we do not know for certain where the
boundary between the two districts lay, nor how it was established and
changed over time. An enormous confusion exists about the Ottoman
“control” of the Crimea and the khanate. Kefe is often spoken of as a
Tatar rather than Ottoman city; the slave markets are usually considered
part of the Crimean Tatar rather than Ottoman economy. Indeed, at
some times the Tatars are described as vassals and at others, as subjects of
the Ottoman sultans: which description more closely approximates reality?
Were the Tatars Ottoman subjects, or did they possess the city of Kefe?$

The actual conquest of the southern shores of the Crimea by Sultan
Mehmed II Fatih in 1475, and the subsequent establishment of relations
between the Ottomans and the Crimean Tatar Girays (1475-1478) were

4 B. Kellner-Heinkele, Aus den Aufzeichnungen des Said Giray Sultan (Freiburg,
1975), gives valuable information about the inner structure of the ruling dynasty in the
mid-eighteenth century. The recent publication of documents from Topkapi Sarayi on
Ottoman-Tatar relations is an important contribution to this subject: A. Bennigsen et
al., Le Khanat de Crimée dans les Archives du Musée du Palais de Topkapi (Paris and
The Hague, 1978).

5 The introduction to Bennigsen, Le Khanat, is the best introduction to these rela-
tions in print.
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well sorted out and presented by Halil Inalcik some time ago.¢ But the
Ottomans’ organization of the Crimea as an administrative unit and the
steps taken to establish Ottoman sovereignty in the realms of administra-
tion, law, finance, and the military are still undetermined. A good deal
more research in Ottoman archives is required before such problems can
be resolved.

Certain preliminary steps, however, may be taken now. In a study in
progress (of which this essay is a part) I try to discern the social and eco-
nomic nature of the Ottoman portion of the Crimea during the middle of
the sixteenth century, that is, during the reign of Sultan Suleyman I. This
is a prerequisite, I believe, to ascertaining the role of the Ottomans in the
Crimea, their relations with the Tatars, and the functions of the Ottoman
Crimea within Eastern Europe and the steppe in general.

Such a study requires the use of new and different historical sources, for
those used by historians to date have been inadequate in both number and
kind. For instance, almost no valuable information on the Crimea can be
found in the Polish or Muscovite chronicies. More surprising is that Otto-
man and Crimean chronicles give few hints about Ottoman rule in the
Crimea from either an administrative or economic perspective, although
they do contain some data on military activities.” But none of the chron-
icles give any information about the Crimea’s actual role—political,
economiic, or even military—in larger Ottoman policies.

Relations between the Ottoman government and the Crimean Khanate
will surely be studied in the coming years, most likely by the team of
scholars headed by A. Bennigsen. A fairly thorough analysis of these rela-
tions can, it seems, be done from the documents that survive; however, the
khanate’s own archives, last studied by F. Lashkov at the end of the nine-
teenth century, are completely out of circulation somewhere in the USSR
or have disappeared.8

6 H. Inalcik, “Yeni Vesikalara Gore Kirnm Hanliginin Osmanli Tabiligine Girmesi ve
Ahidname Meselesi,” Belleren 8 [31] (1944): 185-229.

7 See, for example, V. D. Smirnov, Krymskoe khanstvo pod verkhovenstvom Oto-
manskoi porty do nachala XVIII veka (St. Petersburg, 1887), who thoroughly mined
both Ottoman and Tatar chronicles. Published editions of some of the Tatar chronicles
include: A. Zajaczkowski, ed., La chronique des steppes kiptchak: Tevarih-i Dest-i
Qiplak (Warsaw, 1966); O. Gorka and Z. Wojcik, eds., Kirimli Haci Mehmed Senai,
Historia Chana Islam Gereja 111 (Warsaw, 1971); Seiid Mukhammed Riza, Asseb o
Sseiiar’ili Sem’ Planet’ (Kazan, 1832); and O. Gokbilgin, ed., Tarih-i Sahib Giray Han
(Ankara, 1973).

8 F. F. Lashkov, “Arkhivnyie dannyie o beilikakh v Krymskom khanstve,” Arkheo-
logicheskii s’ezd: Trudy 6, no. 4 (1889): 96-110; idem, Pamiatniki diplomaticheskikh
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Fortunately for the study of the Ottoman Crimea, thousands of large
registers and individual documents have been preserved in the archives of
Istanbul. In addition to those registers dealing with Ottoman policy in
general (the Miihimme defters, or minutes of the Imperial Council), there
are more than 700 registers containing information about financial and
administrative affairs in the Crimea. These include registers of endowed
pious foundations; registers listing tax liabilities, payments, and arrears;
registers containing copies of orders, patents, privileges, and ordinances
sent to various officials in Kefe province; lists of tax farms and revenues
anticipated from them; bookkeeping accounts and day-books of current
financial transactions; records of military expenses, etc.? The registers
contain information crucial to an understanding of the Ottoman role in
the Crimea, and their study should culminate in a rewriting of the region’s
history.

The most valuable Ottoman sources on the Crimea for this period,
however, are two censuses taken of the Ottoman province in the first half
of the sixteenth century. The first, from ca. 1529, is a “detailed” census,
listing all heads of household grouped according to quarters in a city or by
villages in the various districts. It also details the tax liabilities for each
group according to goods produced or services performed.!® 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 censuses contain local “law codes” (kanun names) specifying tax

snoshenii Krymskogo khanstva s moskovskim gosudarstvom v XVIi XVII vv. (Sym-
feropil’, 1891); idem, “Sbornik dokumentov po istorii krymsko-tatarskogo zemlev-
ladeniia,” Jzvestiia Tavricheskoi uchennoi arkhivnoi kommissii 26 (1897): 24-154.
% 1 have published a guide to those registers dealing with the Crimea in “Ottoman
Sources for a Study of Kefe Vilayet: The Maliyeden Miidevver Fond in the Bagbakan-
Lik Arsivi in Istanbul,” Cahiers du monde russe et soviétique 19, no. 1/2 (1978):
191-205.

10 Istanbul, Bagbakanlik Arsivi, Tapu ve Tahrir (hereafter T. ve T.) defter no. 370.
Two recent studies examine some aspects of Ottoman administration in the Crimea.
Mihnea Berindei and Gilles Veinstein, “La présence ottomane au sud de la Crimée et en
Mer d’Azov dans la premiére moitié du XVIe siécle,” Cahiers du monde russe et
soviétique 20, no. 3/4 (1979): 389-465; and I. Beldiceanu-Steinherr, M. Berindei,
G. Veinstein, “La Crimée ottomane et Pinstitution du timar,” Annali 39 (1979): 523-
562. A third study has just appeared: G. Veinstein, “La population du sud de la Crimée
au debut de la domination ottomane,” in Mélanges en honneur de O. L. Barkan (Aix-
en-Provence, 1980).

11 Istanbul, Bagbakanlik Arsivi, T. ve T. defter no. 214.
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rates applicable in the province of Kefe for the period of the census.!2

In both censuses, following normal Ottoman practice, the religious
communities to which individuals belonged are identified, and in the
“detailed” census, the marital status of the heads of household is also
given, i.e., married, bachelor, and, for the non-Muslims, widowed. It is
thus possible, once a decision about the “average™ size of households is
made, to estimate the total population of each quarter and village, the
total population of Muslims and non-Muslims, and the direction of any
population change.

The “law codes” for the province provide us with much information
about the economic life of Kefe and the towns dependent upon it. We see
that, far from depending solely upon the slave trade, the province of Kefe
enjoyed a relatively normal economic life for the time. All sorts of agri-
cultural produce, fish and meat, small artisan industries, as well as slave
trading, constituted the major portion of the Kefe economy. Also, the
economy of the region was closely dependent on neighboring lands to the
north and the Ottoman center in the south.!3

But the Kanun names give only economic expectations from tax rates
levied on various types of activity. In order to make sense of this data, one
needs to know how much production actually took place. The censuses
themselves provide this information. First, they give the taxes (in akges)
levied on the province as a whole (see appendix 1, p. 143). One notes that
the tax on the purchase and sale of slaves amounts to 650,000 akges for the
year, or about 24 percent of the total of 2,759,499 akges levied on the
province for all activities. Other port-related activities (exports and
imports) account for 1,365,000 akges, or 50 percent.

All of these taxes were levied primarily on commerce and were distin-
guished from the taxes on the individual population. The census for ca.
1529 indicates that the taxes on the population of the city of Kefe
amounted to 71,111 akges, the bulk of which was the 52,000 akges of the
capitation tax levied on non-Muslim heads of households (ispence).

12 The Kanun name from T. ve T. no. 214 is published and analyzed by M. Berindei
and G. Veinstein, “Réglements de Siileyman 1¢f concernant le liva de Kefe,” Cahiers du
monde russe et soviétique 16 (1975): 57-104.

13 Excellent descriptions of the economy, as evidenced in the Kanun names, are pro-
vided in Berindei and Veinstein, “Réglements,” and in M. Berindei and G. Veinstein,
“La Tana-Azaq de la présence Italienne & I'emprise Ottomane (fin X1I1¢-milieu XVI¢
siécle),” Turcica 8, no. 2 (1976): 110-201.
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Tithes on the production of various grains constituted the primary source
of revenue from all of the other Crimean cities and towns in both censuses.
It is interesting to note that the tithe on grape juice production (for both
sorbet and wine) in the city of Sogudak was more than 50 percent of the
taxes on that city. These data show that all of the Crimean towns partici-
pated in the very diverse economy, producing all sorts of agricultural
goods.

A final type of information contained in the censuses, and perhaps the
most interesting, is that of the size and shape of the province’s population.
In addition, from their data one can identify with relative certainty the
boundaries between the Ottoman province and the Tatar khanate. It is
unusual to find two Ottoman censuses from periods of time so close
together; normally they were conducted only every thirty years. Perhaps
Ottoman officials had noted a change in the population which effected
tax revenues, and the censuses were held to determine what new human
resources could be taxed.

For our purposes, five points about the population data in the censuses
are relevant. First, between 1529 and 1545 the total population of the
province grew by approximately 11 percent. This rise was in line with that
experienced elsewhere in the Ottoman Empire, and with a general popu-
lation increase in the entire Mediterranean world in the first half of the
sixteenth century.!4 Not all sections of the province experienced this
increase, however. The city of Kefe, which grew by 12 percent, accounted
for more than half of the total increase. The cities to the west of Kefe all
declined: Sogudak by 15 percent, Mankup by 45 percent, Baliklagu by 13
percent, and Inkirman by 6 percent. Villages in the district of Sogudak, on
the other hand, increased by 5 percent, whereas villages in Mankup dis-
trict declined by 9 percent (see appendix 2, pp. 146-67). One can thus
assume that the population was moving gradually eastward, towards the
province’s capital and into the capital itself.

Secondly, it is clear that there was a very large increase in the popula-
tion of the districts to the east of Kefe: Kers (Kerch) grew by 86 percent,
Taman’ by 732 percent, and Azak by 70 percent. The province had been
conquered only sixty years before the first of these censuses was con-
ducted, and it seems apparent that the three eastern districts were late in
being populated by the Ottomans. Kers and Taman’ had been only small

14 See F. Braudel, The Mediterranean and the Mediterranean World, 2 vols. (New
York, 1973), for evidence of the general rise.
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villages prior to the conquest, while Azak gained importance when it
became the northeastern outpost of Ottoman rule against Muscovy.

Thirdly, as the population grew its religious makeup changed. The
rapid rise in Muslims (+89 percent), along with declines in Greek Ortho-
dox Christians (-6 percent), Armenian Christians (-21 percent), and
Jews (—11 percent), raises interesting questions about Ottoman religious
policy. In the first years after the Ottoman conquest there is evidence of a
conscious Ottoman policy of population administration—encouragement
of Muslim movement to the Crimea and the transport of Crimean Chris-
tians southward and particularly to Istanbul-—but in the second quarter
of the sixteenth century this was no longer true. All the available evidence
indicates that the Muslim population was rising at a much faster rate than
that of the non-Muslims during the entire sixteenth century and through-
out the empire.

Many Ottoman historians now believe that this change occurred through
a policy of religious conversion, not actual movement of population. An
excellent study of the city of Trabzon for the same period shows how the
process of conversion to Islam worked.! As there is no indication of a
policy of forced conversion (in fact, in the sixteenth century the Ottomans
found conversion to Islam an inconvenience because Muslims paid fewer
and lighter taxes than did non-Muslims), one can presume that economic
and social pressures combined to make conversion attractive.

Fourth, the Ottoman censuses identify the Ukrainian inhabitants (called
Rusyan in Ottoman) that were subject to the sultan, and thus subject to
Ottoman taxation. In 1529, approximately 170 Ukrainians lived in Kefe
and 105 in Azak. By 1545 these numbers dropped to approximately 147 in
Kefe and none in Azak. Since none of the Ukrainians are identified by
place of origin in the censuses, it is likely that they were all from families
living in Kefe and Azak at the time of the Ottoman conquest in the late
fifteenth century. (Those Jews who recently emigrated into the province
from outside the empire are identified—as Efrenciyan, from Western
Europe, or as Cerkess, from Circassia.)

Finally, in the “detailed” census of 1529, slaves owned by non-Muslims
are listed under each quarter and village. Their numbers were not large,
but of interest is that all three major non-Muslim categories owned slaves,
most of them residing in Sogudak and Kefe. Slaves owned by Muslims

15 Heath Lowry, “The Ottoman Tahrir Defters as a Source for Urban Demographic
History: The Case Study of Trabzon (ca. 1486-1583)” (Ph.D. diss,, University of
California at Los Angeles, 1977).
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were not included in the census because they were not taxable. About half
of the slaves are identified as Rus’ (Ukrainian) or Moskoflu (Russian),
and the other half as Circassian.'

The censuses show that the Ottoman Crimea was administered as a
normal Ottoman province. While the slave trade was important and did
provide substantial revenue for the Ottomans, other forms of economic
activity appear to have been more significant from a tax perspective. The
province was larger than has been suspected, and included towns and vil-
lages well north of the coastal mountains, particularly in the west. Indeed,
as the map shows, Ottomans administered villages very close to the Tatar
capital of Bahgesaray (Bax¢ysaraj). The population was heavily non-
Muslim, except in Kefe city. But during the periods of the two censuses,
Muslims gained considerable ground, so that by mid-century they consti-
tuted approximately 35 percent of the total population (in ca. 1529 they
made up only 20 percent).

Before a more detailed picture of Kefe province can be presented, many
more of the Ottoman registers for the province need to be examined. For
example, the nature of the Ottoman administration there, the officials
and their responsibilities, remains obscure. Relations with the Tatars
north of the frontier are also unclear; for the investigation of this subject,
one can only hope that the khanate’s archives will reappear. What is clear
already, however, is that our overly simplistic notions of the nature of the
Crimea either as a Tatar “nest” or as simply an Ottoman military outpost
must be revised.

Michigan State University

16 This is in line with the origin of most slaves sold in Kefe. See my article, “The Sale
of Slaves in the Ottoman Empire: Markets and State Taxes on Slave Sales, Some
Preliminary Considerations,” Bogazi¢i Universitesi Dergisi 6 (1978): 149-74.
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APPENDIX |
Tax Assessments

1. From the Census of 1529 (T. ve T. 370)

akces
A. Taxes levied on the entire province and let out as tax farms
(mukataa)
1. fines, bride tax, fees for muhtesib* of markets and guilds,
miscellaneous taxes 58,000
2. bride tax (on the quarter of the city of Kefe called
kale-i hakk) 24,000
3. customs tax at the port of Kefe city 620,000
4. import tax on wine (in Kefe and Kers cities) 280,000
5. fees levied in the grand bazaar in Kefe 300,000
6. tax on slave purchases and sales 650,000
7. taxes on guilds, miscellaneous fines and fees, tax on
bazaar shops 100,000
8. tax on imports through the “Tatar Gate” 150,000
9. tax on market sales of beef in the Kefe bazaar 10,000
10. tax on ¢akma (beaten metai?) in Kefe 7,000
11. tax on sale of cloth in Kefe (Tuta-i hamr?) 100,000
12. tax on measuring and weighing cloth in the market in Kefe 10,000
13. taxes and fees for the public scales in Kefe 5,000
14. taxes and fees on the “Bashane,” market for the sale of
sheep heads 17,000
15. tax on the fees of hawkers in the Kefe markets 40,000
16. fees for the market inspectors of Kefe 60,000
17. tax farm on non-Muslim head tax for Kefe 7,000
18. tax on wine entering port of Kefe 15,000
19. confiscation of testamentary estates without heirs, and
taxes on escaped slaves 50,000
20. tax from rents of shops in Kefe 120,000
21. income from fees of market hawkers 4,000
22. miscellaneous fees 5,000
23. tax farm on rentals of government property in Kefe 1,500
24. tax farm on head tax 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 road use 2,999
Totals 2,759,499

* superintendent of police who has charge of examining weights, measures, provi-
sions, etc.
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B. Taxes on the population of the city of Kefe

1. head tax on non-Muslims 52,775
2. police fees (ihtisab) 5,450
3. tithes (on various grains) 3,600
4. vineyards (in Muslim hands) 600
5. vegetable gardens and orchards 270
6. tax on sheep 3,377
7. mills 1,292
8. fines, inheritance fees, etc. 2,412
9. fees collected by kadi, kethuda, aga-i azeb 1,405
Totals 71,111
C. Taxes on the population of the city of Sogudak

1. head tax on non-Muslims 7,725
2. police fees 275
3. tithes (on various grains) 31,878
4. vegetable gardens and 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 occasional taxes
(bad-i hava) 3,500
9. vineyards (in Muslim lands) 3,798
10. market dues 1,000
11. tax on falcon nests and wasteland 600
Totals 55,346

D. Taxes on the population of the city of Mankup

1. head tax on non-Muslims 3,375
2. taxes on fermented beverages 1,110
3. tithes (on various grains) 1,200
4. tax on flax, hives, hay, fruit, etc. 950
5. market dues and vegetable garden tax 270
6. tax on wine 150
7. sheep tax 25
8. vineyards (in Muslim hands) 7
9. fines, bride tax 768
10. taxes on bathhouses _ 120
Totals 7,975

E. Taxes on the population of the city of Baliklagu
1. head tax on non-Muslims 3,925
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. tithes on grains

. taxes on fermented beverages
. tax on flax, fruit, etc.

sheep tax

. fines, bride tax

. market dues and taxes

. vineyards (in Muslim hands)

F. Taxes on the population of the city of Inkirman

1. head tax on non-Muslims

. tithes on grains

. tax on fermented beverages

. vineyards (in Muslim hands)

tax on flax, hives, vegetable gardens
sheep tax

tax on open fields

market dues

fines, bride tax

VPN ;AW

Taxes on the city and district of Kerg
Taxes on the city and district of Taman

Income from the state fish monopoly in Azak

Totals

Totals

G.
H.
I. Taxes on the city and district of Azak (inns and shops)
J.
K.

Taxes on imports and exports in Azak

H. From the Census of 1545 (T. ve T. 214)

A. Taxes on the population of the city of Sogudak

1. head tax on non-Muslims
. tithe on wheat

tithe on barley

tithe on grape juice
vineyards (in non-Muslim hands)
orchards

tax on hives

. tax on swine

9. tax on flax

10. tax on hillsides

11. sheep tax

12. tax on mills

PN LA LN

145

460
2,700
315
1,000
1,250
1,000
388

11,038

5,325
10,755
8,400
666
2,106
2,240
50
500
1,564

31,606

70,000
95,000
23,155
250,000
80,000

akges

7,725
. 600
80
23,960
50
458
190
175
1,900
900
1,900
812
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13. vineyards (in Muslim hands)
14. tax on open fields

B. Taxes from villages in the district of Sogudak

village 79 81 82 83
head tax 220 375 1000 175
wheat 49 60 300 150
barley 12 3 24 40
grape juice 49 230 240
vegetables 32 2
hives 2 2 1M
¢cift—tax on Mus-
lim farmers 20
mills 32
vineyards
(Muslim) 240 89
landless 25 114 120 50
sheep 37 2240 450 360
orchards 6 12 30
vineyards
(non-Muslim) 73
flax 50 91
swine
hillsides 11
open fields
APPENDIX 2
Population
1. From the Census of 1529 (T. ve T. 370)
A. City and district of Kefe (Muslims)  Hane
a. section of city of Kefe called
Frenk Hisar
1. quarter of small mosque of
Bozuca Reis 10
2. quarter of small mosque of
Hace Canak 20
3. quarter of small mosque of
Hace Sa’ban 3
4, quarter of small mosque of
Mevzala 12

84

450
349
49
780
50
53

24

32

64
509

382
91

Totals

85 86
300 1750
177 324
20 52
267 1790
4 3
367 64
49

21
50 160
290 152
853
1 63
2 12

727
5 4

27

Miic. Bive

4 .
10 —
2 .

87

850
259
40
2577

24
11

260
191

141

17
78
39
25

3,990
291

43,031

88

1825
262
20
1405
62

64

251
357
743

49

50
32

506

Total

50

100

60
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w

. quarter of small mosque of
Eymeni Mehmed 26 2 — 130

6. quarter of small mosque of

Haci Giiver 23 6 — 115
7. quarter of small mosque of

Milat — — — —
8. quarter of small mosque of

Cineli 35 7 — 175
9. quarter of small mosque of

Mercan Aga 61 2 — 305
10. quarter of the large mosque

of Haci Yani - — — —
. section of city of Kefe called
Kale-i Birun
11. quarter of small mosque of

Halil Bekgi 23 12 — 115
12. quarter of small mosque

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

of Hace Hasan 31 7 — 155
14. quarter of small mosque

of Sinan Aga 31 2 — 155
15. quarter of the large

mosque (cami-i kebir) 24 8 — 120
16. quarter of the new

mosque “Golbagt” 29 7 — 145

17. quarter of the small
mosque Hatuniye-i
merhum Miiftii Veli
der merhum serif

Sultan Mehmed 55 11 — 270
18. quarter of small mosque

of Seyyid Yalgin 15 1 — 75
19. quarter of small mosque

of Hace Vahi 34 6 — 170
20. quarter of small mosque

of Mehmed Serdar 32 2 — 160
21. quarter of small mosque

of Ferhad Aga 39 4 — 195
22. quarter of small mosque

of Akbast 28 3 — 140

23. quarter of small mosque
of Seyyid Sirvani 22 1 — 110
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24. quarter of small mosque
of Cat Cat, formerly
called Ayos Bekgibi

25. quarter of small mosque
of Hoca Hasan

28. quarter of small mosque
Hayreddin

c. section of city of Kefe called

Kale-i Hakk

32. quarter of small mosque
of Ahmed

33. quarter of small mosque
of Hayak Aga

34. quarter of small mosque
of Mengli Hafiz

36. quarter of small mosque
Kahya Sinan Fakir

37. quarter of large mosque
of Bosna

38. quarter of small mosque
of Haci Idris

40. quarter of the Circassians
residing in village of
Baybuga near Kefe

41. quarter of Tatars residing at
San Giil near Kefe

42. quarter of small mosque of ?

43. quarter of small mosque
of Seyyid llyas

50. quarter of small mosque
of Ahmed Efendi

15

5

28

51

12

13

10

B. City and district of Kefe (non-Muslims)

51. quarter of St. Thoros
(Greek)

52. quarter of St. Thoros
(Armenian)

53. quarter of St. Sarkis (Greek)

54. quarter of St. Sarkis
(Armenian)

55. quarter of St. Minkinar
(Greek)

56. quarter of St. Minkinar
(Armenian)

57. quarter of St. Iskender
(Greek)

67

95
51

73

157

34

25

12

20

10

25

18

75

75

80

95

100

85

140

255

60

35
65

10

50

359

539
283

465

857

190

133
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58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.
66.

67.
68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.
75.

77.

78.

quarter of St. Iskender
(Armenian)

quarter of St. Karapet
(Greek)

quarter of St. Karapet
(Armenian)

quarter of Tas Taban
(Greek)

quarter of Tag Taban
(Armenian)

quarter of Giircii Kabak
(Armenian)

quarter of St. loanna
(Armenian)

quarter of As Beg (Greek)

quarter of As Beg
(Armenian)

quarter of Balik¢1 (Greek)

quarter of Balik¢i
(Armenian)

community of Gayri ylizbasi
in the Frenk Hisar (Jew)

quarter of St. Kirikor
(Armenian)

quarter of St. Kagot
(Armenian)

quarter of St. Hrestakapet
(Armenian)

community of Circassians
“penah”

community of Rusyan

community of Ishak
yiizbagi (Jewish)

community of Jews
“Efrenciyan”

community of Circassians
residing at Otuzlu

C. Villages in the district of Sogudak

79.

80.

Kutlak
Muslim
Greek

Taslu
Muslim
Greek

108

28

94

22

84

120

115
20

134
61

69

58

134

176

102

34

81

11

11

~

21

21

12

31

18
19

22

22

(F%)

149

588

152

554

130

488

724

627
112

742
381

369

326

758

968

538

170

450

55

59

35

117
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81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

107.

108.

109.

110.

111

112,

Tokluk
Muslim
Greek

Aya Yudin (?)
Muslim
Greek

Arpadi
Muslim
Greek

Kozlu
Muslim
Greek

Suma
Muslim
Greek

Kopsel
Muslim
Greek

Vorin
Muslim
Greek

Kapsikhor
Muslim
Greek

Uskut
Muslim
Greek

Monastir
Muslim
Greek

Kuru Ozen
Muslim
Greek

Ulu Ozen
Muslim
Greek

Demirci
Muslim
Greek

Korbaklu
Muslim
Greek

Kiiciik Ozen
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17

25

10

N
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~

93

166

54

10

68

132

10
271

10

119

292

292

226

408

24]

30
320

10
175
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Muslim — — — -

Greek 9 — — 45
113. Alusta

Muslim 9 3 — 45

Greek 128 — 13 692

Jew 20 — 2 108

D. City of Sogudak

90. Muslims living in quarter of

small mosque of Sinan 23 9 — 115
91. quarter of St. Dayalaya

(Greek) 6 — — 30
92. quarter of St. Mihail (Greek) 5 3 — 25
93. quarter of St. Agap (Greek) 9 — — 45
94. quarter of St. Filiban (Greek) 2 1 — 10
95. quarter of St. Todor (Greek) 10 — — 50
96. quarter of St. Nikovla

(Greek) 20 2 - 100
97. quarter of St. ? (Greek) 25 — — 125
98. quarter of St. Yakos (Greek) 36 6 — 180
99. quarter of St. Danos (Greek) 15 4 — 75
100. quarter of St. Nike (Greek) 33 12 — 165
101. quarter of St. Nikola (Greek) 11 — 2 63
102. quarter of St. Andre (Greek) 27 — 1 139
103. quarter of Fodola Beg

(Greek) 33 - — 165
104. quarter of Kostandin (Greek) 31 — 3 167
105. quarter of St. Yorgi (Greek) 15 — 3 87
106. community of Armenians

in Sogudak 27 — - 135
106a. community of Jews in

Sogudak 2 — — 10

E. City of Mankup

116. quarter of the camii-i serif

(Muslim) 10 7 — 50
117. quarter of small mosque of

kacanma (Muslim) 11 2 — 55
118. quarter of small mosque of

Hace Seyyid (Muslim) 7 2 - 35
119. community of Jews in

Mankup 48 — 3 252
126. community of Greeks in

Mankup 80 — 15 460

127. community of Armenians
in Mankup . 8 — — 40
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F. City of Bahklagu

154,

156.

157.

158.
159.
160.
161.
162.

quarter of mosque outside
the fort (Muslim)

quarter of St. Minkuban
(Greek)

quarter of St. Mitineris
(Greek)

quarter of St. Nikola (Greek)

quarter of St. Yani (Greek)

quarter of St. Mihail (Greek)

community of Armenians

community of Jews

G. City of Inkirman

176.

177.
178.
179.
180.
181.

182.
183.

quarter of small mosque of
the fort in the suburb
(Muslim)

quarter of St. Filiban (Greek)

quarter of St. Fidari (Greek)

quarter of St. ? (Greek)

quarter of St. ? (Greek)

quarter of St. Agliyanis
(Greek)

quarter of St. Mihail (Greek)

community of Armenians

H. Villages in the district of Mankup

120.

121.

122.

123.

124.

125.

Albati
Muslim
Greek

Atim Cagragi
Muslim
Greek

Kirmancik
Muslim
Greek

Gavri
Muslim
Greek

Siiren
Muslim
Greek

Uge
Muslim
Greek

24

54

30
19
10
11
14
15

35
38

17
32

23
48

W= N bAoA
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120

310

168
107
54
63
82
79

175
190
45
85
160

131
240
45

79

23

40

95

310

93
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134. Markuri
Muslim
Greek

135. Yancu
Muslim
Greek

136. Kuklus
Muslim
Greek

137. Bagan (formerly Comlekgi)

Muslim
Greek

138. Kugiitk Muskomiye

Muslim
Greek
138a. Sotira
Muslim
Greek
140. Kilinzi
Muslim
Greek
141. Kamire
Muslim
Greek
142. Hayto
Muslim
Greek
143. Gevher
Muslim
Greek
144. Tas Iskele
Muslim
Greek
145. Savatika
Muslim
Greek
146. Miskhor
Muslim
Greek
147. Has Petri
Muslim
Greek
148. Foros

30

16
38

22

28

—

33

w

—

[ (8]

w

153

170

15

25

50

20

76

195

35

79

73

142

255

84

198

113

20

140

320

165
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149.

150.

151.

163.

165.

166.

167.

168.

169.

170.

171.

184.

185.

Muslim
Greek
Kirano
Muslim
Greek
Biiyiik Hisar
Muslim
Greek
Baydar
Muslim
Greek
Cerkeskirman
Muslim
Greek

. Bahadur

Muslim
Greek
Ugri Kusta
Muslim
Greek
Tuli
Muslim
Greek
Corgana
Muslim
Greek

Bityitk Muskomia

Muslim
Greek
Limona
Muslim
Greek
Sembos
Muslim
Greek
Sikite
Muslim
Greek
Koca Salasi
Muslim
Greek
Vikne
Muslim
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37

25

14

17

65

65

46

27

25

43

22

30

38

82

N
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193

20

133

82

89

353

10

337

234

151

30

153

215

10

130

150

202

454
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186.
187.
188.
189.
190.
191.
192.
193.

194,

Greek
Kipia
Muslim
Greek
Yalta
Muslim
Greek
Dere
Muslim
Greek
Avitka
Muslim
Greek
Marsanda
Muslim
Greek
Gurzuf
Muslim
Greek
Partenit (kirkkullat)
Muslim
Greek
Lambat (Kiigiik ve bilylik)
Muslim
Greek
Keknos
Muslim
Greek

. City of Kerg

198.

quarter of the large mosque
“Serif”

Muslim

200a. non-Muslim community
. Villages in the district of Kers

203.

204.

20s.

Boguk
Muslim
Greek

Hafiz Ilyas
Muslim
Greek

Cankaziya
Muslim
Greek

48

37

48

41

73

24

20

(=

6
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w
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~J

N

o]

155

264

185

256

217

170

103

758

598

373

133

230
365
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K. District of Taman

207.

218.

219.

Muslim community in town
of Taman: quarter of small
mosque of Kasim Pasa

community of Circassians
(Christian)

community of Greeks

L. District of Azak

220.
221.
222.
223
225.

226.

227.
229.

230.

II. From the Census of 1545 (T. ve T. 21‘4)

district of the Venetian fort
(Muslim)

district of the Genoese fort
(Muslim)

community of ? in the kale-i
hakk (Muslim)

community of ? in the kale-i
hakk (Muslim)

community of Rus’ in the
Venetian fort

community of Jani Circassians
in the Genoese fort
(Orthodox)

community of fisherman
and netters of Azak (Greek)

mustahfizan of the Genoese
fort (Muslim)

mustahfizan of the Venetian
fort (Muslim)

A. City and district of Kefe (Muslims)
a. section of city of Kefe called
Frenk Hisar

I.

quarter of small mosque of
Bozuca Reis

quarter of small mosque of
Hace Canak

. quarter of small mosque of

Hace Sa’ban

. quarter of small mosque of

Mevzala

. quarter of small mosque of

Eymeni Mehmed

25

35

17

89

22

21

17

59

66

69

Hane

17

22

27

Miic.

13

Bive

125

45

15

175

85

445

110

105

93

295

330

343

Total

85

110

15

70

135
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6. quarter of small mosque of

Haci Giiver 25 6 — 125
7. quarter of small mosque of

Milat 3 — — 15
8. quarter of small mosque of

Cineli 63 21 — 315
9. quarter of small mosque of

Mercan Aga 38 8 — 190
10. quarter of large mosque of

Haci Yani 8 — — 40

. section of city of Kefe called
Kale-1 Birun
11. quarter of small mosque of

Halil Bekgi 62 16 — 310
12. quarter of small mosque of

Vaiz Sinan 21 4 — 105
13. quarter of small mosque of

Hace Hasan 49 5 — 245
14. quarter of small mosque of

Sinan Aga 28 5 — 140
15. quarter of large mosque

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

“Golbag1” 44 29 — 220

17. quarter of the small mosque
Hatuniye-i merhum Miifti
Veli der merhum Serif

Sultan Mehmed 75 26 — 375
18. quarter of small mosque of

Seyyid Yalgin 34 5 — 170
19. quarter of small mosque of

Hace Vahi 55 17 — 275
20. quarter of small mosque of

Mehmed Serdar 66 22 — 330
21. quarter of small mosque of

Ferhad Aga 72 23 — 360
22. quarter of small mosque of

Akbasi 37 9 — 185
23. quarter of small mosque of

Seyyid Sirvani 41 9 — 210

24. quarter of small mosque of
Cat Cat, formerly called
Ayos Bekgibi 30 4 — 150
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25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31

ALAN FISHER

quarter of small mosque of
Hoca Hasan

community of the famous
Mehmed al Din Hisari

households of small mosque
of the above

quarter of small mosque
Hayreddin

quarter of small mosque of
Hizir Zaviye

quarter of large mosque of
Kasim Pasa

quarter of Demirciyan
(formerly Seyyid Mehmed)

c. section of city of Kefe called
Kale-i Hakk

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

44,

quarter of small mosque of
Ahmed

quarter of small mosque of
Hayak Aga

quarter of small mosque of
Mengli Hafiz

quarter of small mosque of
Ebu Kemal

quarter of small mosque of
Kahya Sinan Fakir

quarter of large mosque of
Bosna

quarter of small mosque of
Haci Idris

quarter of small mosque of
the fort’s gate

quarter of Circassians
residing in village of
Baybuga near Kefe

quarter of Tatars residing
at Sarn Giil near Kefe

quarter of retainers of
Sultan Siileyman

34

51

80

36

23

74

32

40

80

30

18

16

B. City and district of Kefe (non-Muslims)

51
52.

53.

quarter of St. Thoros (Greek)

quarter of St. Thoros
(Armenian)

quarter of St. Sarkis (Greek)

76

77
31

24

24

14

16

170

255

400

75

180

220

115

370

160

200

400

25

150

90

80

404

449
155
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54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.
62.

63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.

73.

74.
75.

76.
71.

quarter of St. Sarkis
(Armenian)

quarter of St. Minkinar
(Greek)

quarter of St. Minkinar
(Armenian)

quarter of St. Iskender
(Greek)

quarter of St. Iskender
(Armenian)

quarter of St. Karapet
(Greek)

quarter of St. Karapet
(Armenian)

quarter of Tag Taban (Greek)

quarter of Tas Taban
(Armenian)

quarter of Giircii Kabak
(Armenian)

quarter of St. loanna
(Armenian)

quarter of As Beg (Greek)

quarter of As Beg (Armenian)

quarter of Balikgi (Greek)

quarter of Balik¢1 (Armenian)

community of Gayri yiizbasg!
in the Frenk Hisar (Jewish)

quarter of St. Kirikor
(Armenian)

quarter of St. Kasot
(Armenian)

quarter of St. Hrestakapet
(Armenian)

community of Circassians
“penah”

community of Rusyan

community of Ishak yiizbasi
(Jewish)

community of Circassian Jews

community of Jews
“Efrenciyan”

C. Villages in the district of Sogudak

79.

Kutlak
Muslim

54

121

28

15

84

25

64
12

46
87
68
24
129
38
52
42
127
146

112

64
27

11

25

10

14

10

21

10

20

43

—

27

40

31

159

306

629

164

75

484

145

364
68

266
451
376
155
681
254
296
270
699
786

600

320
147

465
15

64

20
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80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

107.

108.

109.

110.

Greek
Taslu
Muslim
Greek
Tokluk
Muslim
Greek
Aya Yudin (?)
Muslim
Greek
Arpadi
Muslim
Greek
Kozlu
Muslim
Greek
Suma
Muslim
Greek
Kopsel
Muslim
Greek
Vorin
Muslim
Greek
Kapsikhor
Muslim
Greek
Uskut
Muslim
Greek
Monastir
Muslim
Greek
Kuru Ozen
Muslim
Greek
Ulu Ozen
Muslim
Greek
Demirci
Muslim
Greek
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111. Korbaklu
Muslim
Greek
112. Kiigiik Ozen
Muslim
Greek
113. Alusta
Muslim
Greek
Jew
D. City of Sogudak
90. Muslims living in quarter of
small mosque of Sinan
91. quarter of St. Dayalaya
(Greek)
92. quarter of St. Mihail (Greek)
93. quarter of St. Agap (Greek)
94. quarter of St. Filiban (Greek)
95. quarter of St. Todor (Greek)
96. quarter of St. Nikovla (Greek)
97. quarter of St. ? (Greek)
98. quarter of St. Yakos (Greek)
99. quarter of St. Danog (Greek)
100. quarter of St. Nike (Greek)
101. quarter of St. Nikola (Greek)
102. quarter of St. Andre (Greek)
103. quarter of Fodola Beg
(Greek)
104. quarter of Kostandin (Greek)
105. quarter of St. Yorgi (Greek)
106. community of Armenians in
Sogudak
106a. community of Jews in
Sogudak
E. City of Mankup
116. quarter of the camii-i serif
(Muslim)
117. quarter of small mosque of
Kaganma (Muslim)
118. quarter of small mosque of
Hace Seyyid (Muslim)
119. community of Jews in
Mankup

25

33
12

111
18

10

NN

20
16
13
25
17
46
29
12

14

18

10

35

16

16
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25
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60
595
90
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25
25
10
34
93
112
96
7
157
19
105

270
177
68

74

90

50

40

175



162

126.

127.
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community of Greeks in
Mankup

community of Armenians in
Mankup

F. City of Baliklagu

152.

153.

155.
156.

157.

158.
159.
160.
161.
162.

quarter of the large mosque
(Muslim)

quarter of small Friday
mosque (Muslim)

community of Tatars

quarter of St. Minkuban
(Greek)

quarter of St. Mitineris
(Greek)

quarter of St. Nikola (Greek)

quarter of St. Yani (Greek)

quarter of St. Mihail (Greek)

community of Armenians

community of Jews

G. City of Inkirman

174.

175.

177.
178.
179.
180.
181.

182.
183.

quarter of Gayri Yani
(Muslim)
quarter of small mosque
of 7 (Muslim)
quarter of St. Filiban (Greek)
quarter of St. Fidari (Greek)
quarter of St. ? (Greek)
quarter of St. ? (Greek)
quarter of St. Asliyanis
(Greek)
quarter of St. Mihail (Greek)
community of Armenians

H. Villages in the district of Mankup

120.

121.

122.

Apara
Muslim
Greek

Atim Cagbagi
Muslim
Greek

Kirmancik
Muslim
Greek

13

45

19
12

13

18

11

19

21

34

27

20
47

—_—

w

—\D

NN‘

71

40

30

95
30

249

103
68
45
65
98
55

95

105
160
25
40
155

112
247
49

25
40
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123.

124,

125.

134.

135.

136.

137.

138.

140.

141.

142.

143.

145.

Gavri
Muslim
Greek

Siiren
Muslim
Greek

Uge
Muslim
Greek

Markuri
Muslim
Greek

Yancu
Muslim
Greek

Kuklus
Muslim
Greek

Bagan (formerly Comlekgi)
Muslim
Greek

Kiigiik Muskomiye
Muslim
Greek

Kilinzi
Muslim
Greek

Kamire
Muslim
Greek

Hayto
Muslim
Greek

Gevher
Muslim
Greek

. Tag Iskele

Muslim
Greek
Savatika
Muslim

Greek

oo

26
13

—

W

(9%

o

—

163

40
9

185

27

20
59

15

15

55

15
92

15
196

!

20

161

264

376

148

103

15
69
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146.

147.

148.

149.

151.

163.

164.

165.

166.

167.

168.

169.

170.

171.

Miskhor
Muslim
Greek

Has Petri
Muslim
Greek

Foros
Muslim
Greek

Kirano
Muslim
Greek

Baydar
Muslim
Greek

Cerkeskirman
Muslim
Greek

Bahadur
Muslim
Greek

Ugri Kusta
Muslim
Greek

Tuli
Muslim
Greek

Corgana
Muslim
Greek

Biiyiik Muskomia

Muslim
Greek
Limona
Muslim
Greek
Sembos
Muslim
Greek
Sikite
Muslim
Greek
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121

25

220
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172.

184.

185.

186.

187.

188.

189.

190.

191.

192.

193.

194.

Kiigiik Sikite
Muslim
Greek

Koca Salas:
Muslim
Greek

Vikne
Muslim
Greek

Kipia
Muslim
Greek

Yalta
Muslim
Greek

Dere
Muslim
Greek

Avitka
Muslim
Greek

Marsanda
Muslim
Greek

Gurzuf
Muslim
Greek

Partenit (Kirkkullat)
Muslim
Greek

Lambat (Kiigiik ve Biiytik)
Muslim
Greek

Keknos
Muslim
Greek

I. City of Kers

196.

197.

quarter of the large mosque
of Sultan Bayezit Veli
(Muslim)

quarter of the large mosque
of Hace Sinan (Muslim)

50

72

35

60

39

33

50

72

24

O

wn

W

w

6!

40

34

N

| 8}

[\9)

18

£

O

165

40

35
274

400

195

308

203

173

70

20
622

30
451

15
336

20
182

254

364
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200a. non-Muslim community

. Villages in the district of Kerg

202. Kamis Burun
Muslim
Greek

203. Boguk
Muslim
Greek

204. Hafiz llyas
Muslim
Greek

205. Cankaziya
Muslim
Greek

206. ?

Muslim
Greek

. District of Taman

207. Muslim community in town
of Taman; quarter of small
mosque of Kasim Pasa

208. community of servitors
(hizmetkar) of the fort of
Taman (Muslim)

209. community of Muslims in
fort of Temruk

210. community of mustahfizan
of fort of Taman

211. community of cavalry in
Taman (Muslim)

212. community of Greeks in
Taman

213. community of Greeks in
Temruk

214. community of cavalry in
Temruk

215. community of Christian
retainers of the forts of
Taman and Temruk

District of Azak

220. district of the Venetian
fort (Muslim)

47

19
28

45

18
11

16

69

11

103

80

118

238

95

20

225

90

55

40

80

345

80

85

55

515

25

20

400

590
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221. district of the Genoese fort
(Muslim)

224. community of Tatars in the
kale-i hakk (Muslim)

227. community of fishermen and

netters of Azak (Greek)

228. community of Greeks in the
kale-i hakk

228a. community of Circassians
in the kale-i hakk
(Orthodox)

229. mustahfizan of the Genoese
fort (Muslim)

229a. mustahfizan of the kale-i
hakk (Muslim)

230. mustahfizan of the Venetian
fort (Muslim)

230a. community of shopkeepers
in the Venetian fort
(Muslim)

231. ?in Azak

78 —

170 —

105 —

10 —

18 —

31 —

15 —
25 —

The Twenty Largest Towns in 1529 and in 1545

1529
Kefe 15,461
Azak 1,983
Sogudak 1,702
Inkirman 1,074
Baliklagu 987
Mankup 913
Alugta 845
. Gurzuf 758
. Partenit 598
. Kers 585
. Koca Salasi 459
. Kuru Ozen 413
. Lambat 383
. Cerkeskirman 353
. Demirci 350
. Bahadur 347
. Miskhor 325

I O

1545

Kefe
Azak
Sogudak

. Inkirman

Baliklagu
Kers

. Alusta

. Gurzuf

. Gevher

. Mankup

. Kuru Ozen
. Partenit

. Uskut

. Vikne

. Kopsel

. Lambat

. Koca Salasi

167

390

850

525

50

235

90

155

75
125

17,302
3,370
1,455
1,010

856
845
745
642
524
505
505
481
422
410
390
351
309
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18. Siiren 310 18. Yalta 308
19. Kapsikhor 292 19. Ulu Ozen 269
20. Uskut 292 20. Foros 264
1V. Biggest Percentage Changes in Population, 1529-1545
Increase (+) Decrease (-)
I. Kamis Burun — 1. Biiyiik Hisar 100%
2. Boguk 1533% 2. Sotira 100%
3. Kiigiik Ozen 356% 3. Atim Cagragi 82%
4. Kuzlak 979% 4, Uce 67%
5. Gevher 86% 5. Kirmancik 63%
6. Azak 70% 6. Has Petri 57%
7. Vikne 559% 7. Markuri 549,
8. Keknos 52% 8. Cankaziya 50%
9. Uskut 45% 9. Savatika 489,
10. Kers 449, 10. Mankup 45%
11. Kopsel 37% 11. Suma 42%
12. Baydar 36% 12. Siiren 40%
13. Foros 329% 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. Biggest Changes in Population, in Absolute Numbers

Increase Decrease
1. Kefe 1,841 I. Mankup 408
2. Azak 1,387 2. Sogudak 247
3. Kerg 260 3. Koca Salasi 150
4. Gevher 242 4. Baliklagu 131
5. Kamis Burnu 235 5. Siiren 125
6. Boguk 230 6. Bahadur 122
7. Kiiciik 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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VL. Population Changes in the Vilayet, 1529-45 (includes added Muslim 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. Kers
1529 585 220 365 — — —
1545 845 610 235 — — —
J. Kers
villages
1529 275 40 235 — — —
1545 755 295 460 — — —

*  Since households headed by Muslim widows were not taxed, these were not
counted in either census. Households headed by non-Muslim widows were counted,
and | have used the multiplier of 4x—a normal household of 5 less 1 —for these. To
make the figures for Muslim and non-Muslim populations comparable, on this chart 1
have added households headed by Muslim widows at the same proportion as that for
the non-Muslim communities.
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K. Taman
1529
1545

L. Azak
1529
1545

Totals
1529
1545

185
1,540

1,983
3,370

35,986
39,820

ALAN FISHER

125
600

1,490
2,435

7,373
13,918

15
940

295
700

19,038
17,883

7,832
6.183

1,271
1,134

472
702



Three Perspectives on the Cossack Past:
Gogol’, Sevtenko, Kuli$

GEORGE G. GRABOWICZ

There is little doubt that the Cossack past animates Ukrainian Romanti-
cism and provides its most productive theme. Indeed, its impact is also
strongly felt beyond the bounds of Ukrainian literature, for it becomes
one of the strongest and most ramified common themes of Polish and
Russian Romanticism.! Beginning with the pre-Romantics, various writ-
ers—in Polish literature the so-called Ukrainian School, the Cossaco-
philes, the conservatives of the “St. Petersburg Coterie,” and finally
Stowacki, and in Russian literature the Decembrists (above all Ryleev),
Puskin, and Gogol’ himself —have turned to the events of the Ukrainian
Cossack past not only to find a fascinating and colorful subject matter,
but also to illustrate the turbulence of history, and, in fact, to better
understand their own respective national past. This, of course, is all the
more applicable to Ukrainian literature. Here the broad phenomenon of
Cossackdom was the subject of purely literary and imaginative concerns,
beginning with Metlyns’kyj and Kostomarov, of ethnographic interests
(e.g., of Sreznevskij and Maksymovy¢), and finally of concerted histori-
cal and historiographic work, primarily by Kuli§ and Kostomarov. Ulti-
mately, in a complex evolution and synthesis of these various modalities,
an understanding and conceptualization of the Cossack past provided the ‘
basis for a new Ukrainian national consciousness.

The central role played by Gogol’, Seveenko, and Kuli§ in this process,
in modern Ukrainian literature, and in Slavic Romanticism as a whole is
also unquestionable. All three are preeminent literary artists whose influ-
ence, each in its own way, is visible to this day. They all share a common
Ukrainian cultural heritage; at the same time, they all leave a profoimd
mark, especially in the case of Gogol’, on the broader Russian imperial

1 Anextended treatment of this subject, some of the highlights of whichare presented
in this article, appears in my forthcoming book, The Ukraine as Myth: A Study of
Polish, Russian and Ukrainian Romantic Literature.
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context. They are, to some extent at least, contemporaries, and, in
varying degree, they share a common Romantic poetics. Most obviously,
each turns, with an almost obsessive fascination, to the same past. And
yet, itis the profound differences in their expression of this central interest
and in their formulation of a vision of Cossackdom that are the most
instructive for the literary critic—and, I would submit, for the student of
modern Ukrainian national consciousness.?

The differences in “perspective” to which our attention is here directed
exist on a deep level, i.e., in the very mode of apprehending and express-
ing the subject. The level of events, of certain characterizations, of various
formal devices, etc., may be common to all three writers, but this is a
surface level which, for our purposes, is of secondary importance. Rather
than dwelling, as is done so frequently (and superficially), on the given
writer’s evocation of Cossack heroism and patriotism or his literary and
historical sources, 1 will focus on what I take to be more fundamental,
that is, the basic nature of his code. For it is only by knowing the code that
we can begin to understand the encoded contents.

In terms of such a code, the differences between them are indeed
crucial. In the critical tradition, the writings of Gogol’, Sevéenko, and
Kuli§ have at various times been called historical, and all three authors’
depictions of the Cossack past have been variously considered examples
of historical fiction.? | submit, however, that in Gogol’ and Sevéenko

2 The fact that Gogol’wrote in Russian and is generally considered a Russian writer is
not, to my mind, an instance of just such a basic difference. This, as I have argued
elsewhere (“Toward a History of Ukrainian Literature,” Harvard Ukrainian Studies 1,
no. 4 [December 1977]:520-23 and passim), does not in and of itself divorce Gogol’
from Ukrainian literature. In various periods of its history, Ukrainian literature has
been bilingual (relying also on Polish and Russian), and in the first half of the
nineteenth century, virtually all Ukrainian writers, including Sevéenko and Kulig,
wrote as much, or even more, in Russian as they did in Ukrainian; this does not make
these writings, or these writers, any less a part of Ukrainian literature. At the same
time, 1 am not arguing that the very fact of being born Ukrainian makes Gogol’ a
Ukrainian writer. The issue is rather that literature—any literature—is a reflection and
an emanation of a culture; in Gogol’’s case, his writings, especially his “Ukrainian
stories, Vedera na xutore bliz Dikan’ki and Mirgorod, are profoundly rooted in
Ukrainian culture and its various traditions (and indeed, as critical practice has tended
to show, are rather incomprehensible outside that context) and for that reason he
should be considered—at the very least in his early writings—a Russian and a
Ukrainian writer. On the other hand, the given writer’s conscious formulation of his
national identity—in Gogol’’s case, his claim of having both a Ukrainian and a
Russian soul, his dvoedusie —is important, but that is a separate subject.

3 On Gogol', cf., for example, A. Karpenko, Narodnye istoki épiceskogo stilja istori-
Ceskix povestej N. V. Gogolja (Cernivci, 1961), or S. Masinskij, Istoriteskaja povest’
Gogolja (Moscow, 1940); on Sevéenko, see M. Mar&enko, Istoryéne mynule ukrajin-
skoho narodu v tvoréosti T. H. Sevéenka (Kiev, 1957), Ju. Margolis, Istoriceskie
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what has been called history is fully and quintessentially myth; their
structures of conceptualization and narrative composition, and the cog-
nitive values they impart, are mythical, not rational-historical. Kuli3, in
contrast, was indeed a writer of historical fiction, and, for that matter,
also a historian in the strict or academic sense. But this, too, must be
qualified, for the actual, determining feature of his perspective on the
Cossack past is not “merely” historical, but a historicist debunking of
myth, specifically of Sevenko’s myth. Rather than confining himself to
an objectivist stance, or to the correction of errors and “sins” against
historical truth, Kuli§ constructs nothing short of a program which is not
only rationalistic, but militantly anti-mythical. In intrinsic terms, the
difference between Gogol’and Sevéenko, on the one hand, and Kuli§, on
the other, is the difference between symbolic and rational thought.

As I use it here, myth is not only a narrative that tells a “sacred,” deep,
and abiding—and intrinsically unverifiable—*truth,” but also a com-
plete, closed, symbolic system. A myth is always telling us something
essential about the cultural reality; its purpose may be explanatory or
normative, i.e., as a prescription for, or a reinforcement of, existing social
structures; in either case, it is an attempt to grasp the rotality of a given set
of phenomena by non-rational, symbolic means. In this reliance on the
symbolic and the affective also lies the great power of myth. In its basic
functioning myth moves, as Lévi-Strauss has argued, from structure to
event, that is, a basic relationship or “truth” may generate any number of
plot lines, events, or characters.* The structure in question is both psycho-
logical (personal) and collective (universal), which is to say that the myth
articulated by an individual writer is a mediation between personal and
collective thought. (Anonymous, i.e., primitive or classical myth, on the
other hand, is purged of the personal element in the retelling; it becomes
worn down and polished, like a pebble by the waves of the sea, so that

only the essence of collective thinking remains.)

*
* *

Gogol’, as we know, tried his hand at writing a history of the Ukraine, but

vzgliady T. G. Sevéenka (Leningrad, 1964), or Istoryéni pohljady T. H. Sevienka, ed.
1. O. Hur#j et al. (Kiev, 1964). In the case of Kuli§ the question seems self-evident; cf.
B. Nejman, “Kuli§ i Val'ter Skott,” Pantelejmon Kulis: Ukrajins'ka akademija nauk,
Zbirnyk istoryéno-filolohiénoho viddilu, vol. 53 (Kiev, 1927), pp. 127-56.

4 See Claude Lévi-Strauss, “The Structural Study of Myth,”in Myth: A Symposium,
ed. Thomas A. Sebeok (Bloomington, 1972), pp. 81-106; and idem, The Savage Mind
(Chicago, 1966).
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he quickly abandoned the project, suggesting that the reason lay in his
disappointment with the available chronicles.’ But it is clear that history
—whether written or taught—was quite uncongenial to him. Its very
nature required a reasoned exposition of events, causes, dates, etc.,
whereas Gogol’ passionately wanted to convey the rotality of the past,
with all its emotional states and experiences. In fact, he wished to make
the past contemporaneous, timeless—and this can be done only in the
symbolic system of a myth.

Such a myth, encompassing both the past and the present, is given in
Gogol’’s Ukrainian stories of Dikan’ka and Mirgorod. No one story gives
a full statement of the myth, but when they are superimposed and
ordered, a coherent world results, i.e., a world which, despite its comedy
and exuberant activity, is in decline and moving toward decrepitude. Itis
a world, as we see from the story “Zakoldovanoe mesto,” that is sus-
pended in an abnormal state, where almost everything is ultimately “ne
tak.” Taking the stories cumulatively, it is a world that is “cursed” or,
more precisely, in the process of transition.® That world’s full meaning
—especially with reference to the past and to Cossackdom-—can best be
seen by looking more closely at the longest story 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 a work that is almost universally
misunderstood. In the pre-Revolutionary and Soviet periods, it was read
—and indeed still is today—as a sublime statement of patriotism, sacri-
fice for the fatherland, bravery, friendship, and genuine democratic hero-
ism. At the same time, it is taken as historically true, in fact, as a higher
synthesis of history. In short, the story is perceived precisely as a myth
—as something that is both ideal and true. What is most striking, how-
ever, is that such perceptions have become established not only in the
popular, but also in the Soviet scholarly opinion. There, of course, it is
called “history,” not “myth,” as we see in this statement from a representa-
tive study:

The power of Gogol’’s novel lies not in the creation of a concrete historical event
or figure, etc., butin the fact that it could include highly important features typical

5 See his letter to Sreznevskij of 6 March 1834, in N. V. Gogol’, Polnoe sobranie
socinenij (hereafter PSS), vol. 10 (Moscow, 1952), pp. 298-99. See also George S. N.
Luckyj, Between Gogol’ and Sevéenko (Munich, 1971), p. 111 and passim.

¢ Abnormality, suspension of the normal laws of existence, or, metaphorically
speaking, the quality of being “cursed,” are precisely the defining features of what
Victor Turner, and Van Gennep before him, call “liminality,” i.e., the central phase of
an individual’s or a group’s rite of passage; cf. below.
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of the life of the whole epoch of the National Liberation struggle of the Ukrainian
people against the “Polish Yoke.” Nalyvajko and Pavljuk, Taras Trjasylo and
Ostrjanycja could recognize themselves in Taras Bul’ba. ... And in this lies the
greatest triumph of the realistic historicism of the artist.”

The classical features of myth, its totality and yet factual indefiniteness,
are taken as aspects of “realistic historicism.” (This tendency to blend the
real and the “ought to be,” one might add, is characteristic of the pre-
secularized nature of official Soviet thought in general, not only of its
literary criticism.)

To state it most succinctly, the myth in Taras Bul’ba presents the
flowering of Cossack strength, the emergence of conflict, and the passing
of the Cossack “spirit” into immortality and a new sphere. Asin Gogol’’s
other Ukrainian works, the basic structure here is founded on dualism
and constitutes a rite of passage in the form of initiation.8

The most basic dichotomy for Gogol’ is between man and woman, and
upon it he builds the further distinction between the settled and the
Cossack way of life.® These are presented at the very beginning, as soon as
Taras Bul’ba’s sons come home from Kiev. The difference between the
male and the female world is immediately signalled on a level close to
Gogol’’s heart—in the choice of food. Thus, as they prepare to welcome
their children, Taras tells his wife: “Ne nuZno pampusek, medovikov,
makovnikov i drugix pundikov; ta§¢i nam vsego barana, kozu davaj,
medy sorokaletye! Da gorelki pobol’se, ne s vydumkami gorelki, s izju-
mom i vsjakimi vytreben’kami, a Cistoj, pennoj gorelki . . .” (p. 43).10
(The contrast, one might add, with the gamut of confitures and recherche
brandies of the old-world landowners, the Tovstogubs, could not be
greater.) The dichotomy extends to other habits, as well: thus while the
women (and the peasants) sleep in their houses, Taras and his sons sleep
outside under the stars. The issue is fully dramatized when Taras Bul’ba
feels the call of the male, Cossack world:

Kaxoro npsiBona MHe 3aeck xaath? UTo6 # cTan rpeukoceeM, JTOMOBOIOM,

IIAAETh 32 OBLAMM Ja 3a CBUHBAMHU Aa 6aburthcd ¢ xeHoit? Jla mponaau oHa: s
KoO3aK, He xouy! (p. 45)

7 Masinskij, Istori¢eskaja povest’ Gogolja, p. 137. )

8 This is true of various mythical treatments of the Ukraine, e.g., Rzewuski’s Zaporo-
Zec or, especially, Stowacki’s Sen srebrny Salomei; cf. The Ukraine as Myth.

9 Cf. his “Vzgljad na sostavlenie Malorossii,” published in the Arabesques, with the
subtitle “A Fragment from the History of the Ukraine. Volume I, Book I, Chapter 1.”
This is all that ever appeared of Gogol’’s planned work in “six small or four large
volumes.”

10 PSS, vol. 2 (1948), pp. 43. All subsequent page references in the text are to this
edition.
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And this, in turn, becomes a general call to arms in the words of an
archetypal esaul; significantly, that call asserts the Cossack life and
negates the settled world:

DH Bbl, NMBHUKHA, OpOBapHHMKM! NMOJHO BaM MHUBO BapHThb, Aa BaJATHLCA IO
3aneybsiM, 4a KOPMHTb CBOMM XHMpPHbIM TejioM Myx! Crynaiite ciaBbl peluap-
ckoit ¥ uectn mobusatbesa! Bel, mimyrapu, rpedkoceu, osrenachl, 6a60sr06b1!
TMOJIHO BaM 3a IUTYTOM XO[UTh, [Ja NAYKATh B 3eMJIE CBOM XKeJIThie 4eBOThl, Aa
noabupaThes K XHHKaM U ryGuTh cuiy peiuapekyio! [lopa mocrasats ko3aukoi
cnassl! (p. 47)

And we are told that just as Taras breaks up the pots and pans and bottles
in his house (and this, we remember, was precisely the universe of Afa-
nasij Ivanovi¢ and Pulxerija Ivanovna Tovstogub), so the Cossacks, too,
break the tools of their trade and heed the call.

The Zaporozhian Sich at which they arrive is the epitome of the
Cossack world. It is characterized by revelry and violence (e.g., the attack
on the Jews), by the liberating ritual of the dance, by self-sufficiency (e.g.,
the vignette of the Cossack darning his own shirt)—and by the absence of
women. Moreover, it is a world unencumbered by possessions. In contrast
to Ivan Ivanovi¢ Perepenko, the character in “The Two Ivans” who has
everything, all the Cossacks’ belongings are communal; in contrast to the
distant relative of the Tovstogubs who goes to market to compare prices
and never spends more than a ruble, we are told that the Zaporozhians
“nikogda ne ljubili torgovat’sja, a skol’ko ruka vynula iz karmana deneg,
stol’ko i platili” (p. 66).

The distinction betwen the Cossack world and that of the settled toilers
is only the first of the dichotomies, and, as we see, the principle of
opposition extends to the Cossacks themselves. Although dispute and
bickering accompanied the election of the kosevoyj, this was but a tempor-
ary friction, not a basic division. Such a division occurs when one half of
the Cossacks decides to fight the Turks and the other half votes to go
against the Poles, and it is given symbolic importance: “I vse stali pere-
xodit’, kto na pravuju, kto na levuju storonu” (p. 126). This, however, is
but a foreshadowing of a much more ominous division. Later in the story,
a number of Cossacks want to make peace with the Poles, but for Taras
Bul’ba this is a betrayal of a sacred cause: “Ej, getman i polkovniki!” he
shouts, tearing his tuft of hair, “ne sdelajte takogo bab’ego dela! ne verte
ljaxam: prodadut psjajuxi! ” (emphasis mine; p. 167). When Taras breaks
his sword in anger and frustration, his act symbolizes the division that has
entered into the Cossack world.

The arena for the full dramatization of division, however, is the micro-
cosm of the family. Taras’s son Andrij betrays the faith and the fatherland
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for the love of a Polish woman. But the love itself is a functional,
“manipulative” element: as such it corresponds to various tried plot
devices (such as, for example, the Scottian device of lovers separated by a
siege).!! On the deeper level, Andrij’s rejection of the Cossack cause is a
movement toward the world of women, “family,” and personal values; it
is treason on all levels, as Andrij himself says:

Kro cka3as, uro most oTynsHa Ykpaiina? Kto gan mue ee B oTunsHbl? OTuH3Ha
€CTh TO, YETO UILET Ayllla Halla, YTO MIJIce IJIA Hee Beero. OTuM3HA MOA— Thi!
Bot mos oTtun3na! M noHecy s OTUM3HY CHIO B ceplue MoeM, TOHECY €€, MoKa
CTAHET MOETO BE€KY, H INOCMOTPIO, NYCTh KTO*HPI6y11b M3 KO3aKOB BBIPDBET €€
orryna! H ece, umo Hu ecmv, npooam, omoam, nozy6.aio 3a maxyo omuuiHy!
(emphasis mine; p. 106)

The second major plane of the myth in Taras Bul’ba is that of initia-
tion, and its success and failure, respectively, in Ostap and Andrij. As in
so many works on the Cossack theme, the Sich is the place of initiation
here. One’s very departure for it is the first step in the passage from
boyhood to manhood, as we see in the eloquent conclusion of chapter I:
“Pros¢ajte 1 detstvo, 1igry, i vs€, i vsé!” (p. 52). It is there that the boys
learn the martial arts. The initiation itself, the ordeal, consists of the
“tasks” that are presented on the field of battle, and it is here that Andrij’s
transition to the world of full manhood is reversed: he returns (with a
woman—the Tartar servant girl) through a tunnel (!) to a woman. There
he embraces his beloved and a life totally different from that of the
Cossacks. His initiation is cut short, and this must inevitably lead to his
death. Gogol’ presents this quite clearly in his depiction of the fatal kiss:
IMomnHbIil He Ha 3eMJle BKYIIAEMBbIX YYBCTB, AHIAPHI [I0LIEJIOBaJl B CHH 61ar0BOH-
HbIC YCTa, NPUJIBHYBIINE K LICKE €TI0, U HCGCI‘!OTBCPTHBI ObLTH GJ1aTOBOHHEIE yCTa.
OHH OTO3BAJINCh TEM XKE, U B CEM OGOI'OIIHOCIIPIHHHOM noueJiye olyTUI0Ch TO,

YTO OOHH TOJILKO Pa3 B XH3HU JAETCA YyBCTBOBATb YEJIOBEKY.
H noru6 xo3ax! IIponan nns Bcero xo3ankoro peinapcrsa! (p. 107)

That Andrij does not become a man is evident in his final moments, when
he confronts his father on the field of the battle: “Pokorno, kak rebénok,
slez on s konja i ostanovilsja ni Ziv, ni mertv pered Tarasom”; and the
images of his death, with utter consistency, are those of the agricultural,
settled mode: “Kak xlebnyj kolos, podrezannyj serpom, kak molodoj
barasek, pocujavsij pod serdcem smertel’noe zelezo, povis on golovoj i
povalilsja na travu, ne skazavsi ni odnogo slova” (p. 144).

Ostap, on the other hand, proceeds through his initiation to a different
destiny. After becoming an ataman (otaman), he is captured and exe-

' Cf. V. Gippius, Gogo!’ (Leningrad, 1924; reprint, Providence, 1966), p. 73.
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cuted in a cruel ordeal. The images of his death intentionally evoke
association with Christ’s passion on the cross, particularly in his last cry
to his father. His ordeal is fully meaningful, however, because he becomes
a martyr for the cause; in him, as subsequently in Taras Bul’ba himself,
the Cossack cause will see its highest ideals, and the Orthodox faith its
true defender. Like the Resurrected Christ, they will live on in memory
and tradition.

Through their sacrifice (paradigmatically, that of Ostap and Taras
Bul’ba), the Cossacks and the Ukraine they represent pass on to a new,
higher, and mature state. This state is more implied than elaborated, but
as we see from the conclusion of the second redaction of Taras Bul’ba and
from the psychological movement of the Ukrainian stories, it generally
equals integration into the all-Russian imperial context. The rite of
passage in Taras Bul’ba can thus be seen as a synecdoche for the entire
myth: the Ukraine and the Cossacks in fundamental transition, passing
through the “curse,” through abnormality and “death,” into a different
mode of existence.

*
% *

Sevéenko’s perspective on the Cossack past is also mythical, indeed, more
intensely so than Gogol’s. His so-called historical poems (as 1 have
argued in detail elsewhere, and can only assert here)!2 are eminently
mythical: all the facts of history—chronology, historical figures and
events, causes, and processes—are subordinated to a symbolic code. A
moment from a duma can thus be as important as a fact from a historical
source; indeed it is more important because it reveals the “holy truth” with
which Sevienko as myth-carrier and myth-maker is concerned. As in the
case of Gogol’, Sevéenko’s vision of the Ukraine’s past and present is
couched in fundamental oppositions, and he, too, shows the Ukraine
moving through its liminal “cursed” state into a higher reality, subsumed
under a millenarian vision of the future. Sevéenko’s oppositions differ
from Gogol’’s, however. Rather than being that of Cossack and non-
Cossack, male and female, they are the opposition of communitas and
structure.

The concept of communitas and structure (i.e., society as a structured
body) were developed by Victor Turner while discussing the rites of

12 See especially chapter 2 of my forthcoming book, The Poet as M| vth-Maker and
Mpyth-Carrier: A Study of Symbolic Meaning in Sevéenko. The discussion of Sevéen-
ko which follows is excerpted from this study.
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passage that he takes to be a central moment in the study of culture and
society. Turner observes

two major “models” for human interrelatedness, juxtaposed and alternating. The
first is of society as a structured, differentiated, and often hierarchical system of
politico-legal-economic positions with many types of evaluation, separating men
in terms of “more” or “less.” The second, [communitas] is of society as an unstruc-
tured or rudimentarily structured and relatively undifferentiated comitatus, com-
munity, or even communion of equal individuals. . . 3

Thus, two ideal and ideally opposite models of society are posited: on the
one hand, the poor, the weak, the disenfranchised, the margins of society;
on the other, the rich and the powerful, the world of rank and authority.

The opposition of communitas and structure clearly models Sevéenko’s
concept of the Ukraine of his day. His metaphoric formulation of the
Ukraine in many poems is precisely that of a weeping widow, indeed a
blind cripple, abandoned and mistreated by her sons. But because his
vision is essentially synchronic, not historical, mythic, not causal, the past
is also modeled by this opposition, and the Ukrainian body politic,
specifically Cossackdom itself, is split, like the Ukraine of the present,
between communitas and structure. The task of the poet as myth-carrier
is to resolve the opposition, first by divining and expounding the deep
meaning of this conflict and then by mediating it.

For Sevéenko, therefore, the Cossacks are both communitas and struc-
ture; paradoxically, to him they exemplify both the “native” values of
freedom, equality, and emotional spontaneity, and the “foreign” features
of authority, hierarchy, and power. In one sense, as Soviet critics are
quick to point out, this opposition is a function of class stratification—of
the tension between the poor rank and file, or sirjaky, and the propertied
Cossack upper classes, or stzar§yna and karmazyny —as well as of Sevéen-
ko’s clear identification, as Kuli§ was perhaps the first to observe, with the
former.!4 Mythical thought, however, is not reducible to rational, socio-

13 Victor Turner, The Ritual Process (Chicago, 1969), p. 96.
14 In an unsigned autobiographical article (“Zizw’ Kulisa,” Pravda, 1868, no. 24)
Kuli§ describes his first meeting with Sevéenko in this manner:

Kulig did not quite like Sevéenko for his cynicism; he put up with his eccentrici-
ties for the sake of his talent. Sevéenko, on the other hand, did not like Kuli’s
aristocratism. . . . Kulig loved cleanliness around his tidy person; he loved order in
things and time; his ear was like that of a maiden, nobody ever heard him use foul
language. It would be possible to say that this was a meeting between the lowland
Cossack from the Sich and a rich city Cossack. Indeed they were representatives
of both parts of Cossackdom. Sevéenko represented the Right-Bank Cossacks
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political distinctions: the very fact that Cossackdom, which for Sevéenko
was a single object of emotional apprehension, contained so profound a
contradiction demanded that its resolution be posited on an emotional,
i.e., symbolic, and not merely intellectual plane.

In their “purest” (i.e., both “holiest” and least ambivalent) form the
Cossacks are a nameless, undifferentiated collective. This is projected
consistently and in various contexts: in their fusion into a single agent in
scenes of battle, e.g., Hamalija or Hajdamaky; in overt statements of
unanimity of purpose and opinion, as in the election of a Hetman (“. . . 1
odnohlasne, odnostajne/ Hromada vybrala hetmana,” “U nedilen’ku u
svjatuju”); in the common bond of suffering (e.g., “Son [Komedija]” or
“IrZavec’”); and, above all, in the ultimate equality, anonymity, and
indeed freedom of the common grave. More than any other, the image of
the mohyla, the burial mound “tightly packed” with the dead, serves as
Sevéenko’s key metaphor for the Cossacks and the past in general. Thus
in “Poslanije,” the poet counters the self-congratulatory claims of the
more vapid enthusiasts of the Ukrainian past by saying that the Cossack
glory and freedom that to their mind overshadows the glories of the
Roman heroes, the Brutuses and Coccleses, in fact slept on heaps of “free”
and looted Cossack corpses:

Kpor’ro BoHa yMHUBaJiacs,
A cnana Ha Kynax,

Ha ko3allbKHX BOJIbHHX TpyMax,
Oxpagenux Tpynax!

(lines 145-48)

In “Za bajrakom bajrak” (to which we shall return), the three hundred
Cossacks in the common grave are called “pure as glass.” But the most
explicit presentation of the Cossack common grave as a holy sepulchre,
virtually a temple of the ideal of communitas, occurs in “Buvaje v nevoli
inodi zhadaju,” where the poet’s persona, in the guise of a child, is
instructed by the Cossack who steps out of the mohyla and takes him in
his arms:

who after the treaty of Andrusovo were left without leadership and, finding
themselves under Polish domination, fled to the Sich and from there returned to
their landlords’ estates as rebellious hajdamaky . . . anxious to smash the land-
lords completely. Kuli§ was a descendant of the Cossacks who sat in council with
the tsar’s boyars, formed for Tsar Peter the Little Russian Collegium, helped
Tsarina Catherine to write her Code and to introduce schools in place of old
seminaries.

Cited in Luckyj, Between Gogol’ and Sevéenko, p. 146.
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— IpBucs, AUTHHO, OlE KO3aKH

(Hi6u meHi xaxe), Ha BCill YxpaiHi
Bucoki morunu. JIuBucs, AUTHHO,

Vci Ti Mormng, yci oTaki.

HauuHeRi Hal¥M OJIArOPOJHHM TPYIIOM,
Havuuseni tyro. Oue BoJisi CIIMTB!

JIsrsia BOHA CJIABHO, JISrJ1a BOHA BKYII
3 Hamu, Ko3akamMu! bauuin, SK JIEXHUTb—
Henaue criosura! . . TyT maHa Hemae,
Vi Mu ogHaKo Ha BOJ KumH!
VYc¢i MM 0JHAKO 3a BOJIIO JIAIJIH,
Vi MH i BcTaHeM, Ta bGor #oro 3Hae,
Konu-to te Oyae.

(lines 24-36)

Anonymity, however, is not absolutely essential, and there are numer-
ous instances where Cossacks are named. But these are without exception
either legendary heroes, such as Ivan Pidkova, or the entirely fictional
Hamalija, or the leaders of Cossack uprisings—Taras Trjasylo, Loboda,
Nalyvajko, Ostrjanycja, and Palij—or, finally, leaders of Hajdamak
uprisings— Honta, Zaliznjak, Svatka. All of them are rebels against
authority, defenders of the poor and oppressed, “holy avengers,” in short,
the very incarnation of the ideal of communitas.!s Significantly, those
Cossack leaders who are clearly representatives of structure, rather than
rebels or avengers, and yet are presented favorably are perceived positive-
ly by virtue of being opponents and victims of Russian imperial designs —
most clearly, Hetman Polubotok in “Son,” and Dorosenko in“Zastupyla
torna xmara” (where he is called a “Zaporozhian brother”), and implicit-
ly, the colonel Cegel” in “Velykyj I'ox” and the Zaporozhian otaman
Hordienko in “Irzavec’.” Finally, the very fact of seeking to continue
Cossack institutions, i.e., A. Holovatyj’s formation of the Black Sea
Cossack army (cf. “Slipyj”/“Nevol'nyk™), suffices to give a figure a
positive cast.!6

But Cossackdom as a structured system, specifically its figures of

15 Thus, too, the Cossack raids on Turkey (“Hamalija” and “Ivan Pidkova”) are
portrayed here, as in the dumy, as motivated by the desire to free captive fellow
Cossacks rather than to obtain booty.

16 An oblique reference to Sahajda¢nyj in “Hamalija” also focuses only on his
legendary military prowess and the (erroneous) belief that at the end of his life he
entered a monastery; both moments, again, characterize Sahajdacnyj as one with the
elemental Cossack ethos and not as a representative of structure. A passing reference
to Sahajdaényj in Hajdamaky (line 1121) refers not to the man, but to his time.
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power and authority, presents an entirely different picture. Apart from
Polubotok and Dorosenko, who for Sevéenko become victims of stronger
external forces and martyrs for the common cause—thus expiating by
misfortune their high status and, in a word, suffering status reversal—the
Cossack hetmans are invariably depicted in dark colors.!” By far the most
attention is given to Bohdan Xmel’nyc’kyj, who for Sevéenko (as for so
many of his contemporaries) symbolizes the Cossack state. The poet’s
attitude toward Xmel’'nyc’kyj ranges from invective and derision in such
poems as “Jakby to ty Bohdane p”janyj” and “Za $¢o my ljubymo
Bohdana” to bitter reproaches for foolishly accepting Muscovite sover-
eignty over the Ukraine. In “Rozryta mohyla” Mother Ukraine herself
calls him a foolish son and reproaches herself for not killing him when he
was still an infant. In “Slipyj” his very memory is reviled in Cossack
songs (the real-life equivalent of the pathetic personification of “Rozryta
mohyla”), songs that contrast eloquently with the piety with which Hon-
ta and Zaliznjak are remembered:

I cniBanu yaBox co6i

IIpo Yanoro Casy,

ITpo Borgana Hemomyapa,

Jlenauoro cuua,

I npo ToHTY MyueHuKa,
M cnaBHoro Maxcuma.

(lines 655-60)

In “Velykyj 'ox” even songs about the hetman carry a curse, for the three
minstrels are thrashed by the Russian authorities for singing about the
“swindler” Bohdan. Finally, in the sequel to this poem, in “Stojit’ v seli
Subotovi,” the poet offers Xmel’nyc’kyj partial forgiveness, but at the
same time elaborates on what precisely his “sin” was: above all, betraying-
deceiving the Ukraine (“Zanapastyv jesy vbohu/Syrotu Ukrajnu™). Here,
Xmel’nyc’kyj’s role is one with many of Sevéenko’s male characters, who
seduce and abandon or generally victimize their women; the structure of
the relationship precisely recapitulates the pattern of inequality and vic-

17 A partial exception is Mazepa, toward whom Sevé&enko is reticent and somewhat
ambivalent (there is only one passing reference to him in the poetry, in“Irfavec’). On
the manifest level, Mazepa is depicted neither positively nor negatively, but simply
shown as fleeing with the Swedes after the battle of Poltava. Although clearly sym-
pathizing with the Cossacks’ cause against Peter 1, Sevéenko does not make the
hetman an incarnation of that anti-imperial cause (as he does Polubotok and Dorosen-
ko), but implicitly charges him with factionalism and self-interest (cf. “Irfavec’,” lines
9-12).
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timization found earlier in Sevéenko’s depiction of the family. As so
many of his pokrytky, the Ukraine is not only used and abandoned, but
indeed left to suffer for the sins of the false husband-father. The words the
poet speaks to the title characters of “Knjazna”—*“Ty $¢e budes pokutovat’/
Hrixy na sim sviti,/ Hrixy bat’kovi . . .”—can equally characterize the fate
of the Ukraine after Xmel’nyc’kyj, popularly called “bat’ko Xmel’nyc’kyj.”
The second aspect of the hetman’s sin reflects just as directly the essential
nature of structured authority as it appears in Sevéenko’s mythic thought:
it is destructive of the national ethos (the metaphorical “nen’ka-Ukrajina™)
because it is basically alien to it. Ultimately structured authority is a form
of existential absurdity, or, in Sevéenko’s earthier idiom, folly. His address
to Xmel’nyc’kyj brings this out most clearly:

Ortaxke-To, 3iHOBIlO,

Onexciis apyxe!

Twu Bce OoadaB NpHUATEIISIM.

A im i Gaiimyxe

KaxyTsb, Oauuil, 1110 BCE TO TE

Takwu # 6yno Haie,

lo BoHM TijIbKO HaHMaJH

Tarapam Ha namy—

Ta nonskam . . .

(lines 29-37)

The wages of friendship with someone so alien as the Muscovite despot is
becoming his and history’s fool, and the fate of following generations will
be to become a laughing stock of nations: “Tak smijutsja z Ukrajiny/
Storonniji ljudy!” _

The refrain of Xmel’nyc’kyj’s folly runs through Sevéenko’s depictions
of the hetman,!8 but it must be seen as part of a much broader dialectical
set of Wisdom/ Folly (or True Wisdom/ False Wisdom) that constitutes
the metaphysical essence, as it were, of the communitas/structure opposi-
tion. For it is the nature of structure, of the representatives of hierarchy
and authority—be they the Russian tsar and the imperial apologists, or
the biblical Saul, or Xmel’nyc’kyj with his plans, or indeed Sevéenko’s

18 Thus, for example, the four-line poem “Za §¢o my ljubymo Bohdana” (which,
along with “Jakby to ty Bohdane p”janyj,” is usually omitted in the popular Soviet
editions of Sevéenko):

3a wo Mu mobumo boraana?
3a Te, WO Mockani Horo 3abynu,
Y nypHi HiMudkH 06ysaH
BesiukomMyIporo reTbMaHa.
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fellow Ukrainians, the gentlemen-fanciers of German Idealism and other
fashionable theories!'—to place their faith in reason and power and the
existing order. But in the true, transcendent order of things this is mere
folly. In fact, it is the apparent folly of the Holy Fool (the jurodyvyj) and
the prophet (indeed the 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 most fervent expression of this occurs when the
poet, echoing Isaiah and Jeremiah, exhorts his noble countrymen to
“Stop and become human”:

CxameHiTbes! 6yabTe JIFOaH,
Bo nuxo Bam 6yne.

Ymuiitecs! obpa3 Goxuit
barHom He CKBepHiTe.

He nypite niteit Bammux,

lo BoHM Ha cBiTi

Ha re Tinbko, o6 nanysats . . .
Bo HeBueHe oko

3arnsse iM B caMy ayuiy
I'muboko! riudoko!
HosHaroTbes HeGOXkaTa,
Uus Ha Bac UIKypa,

Ta #i 3acsaayTh, i IpeMyapux
Hemynpi onyparts!

(“Poslanije,” lines 63-64 and 79-90)

As with Xmel'nyc’kyj, the hierarchy of Cossackdom, over the course of
history, is depicted as both foolish and destructive. Hetman Samojlovyé
is simply called “stupid,” and Kyrylo Rozumovs’kyj, with his Council of
Elders, are powdered lackeys, dogs licking the slippers of Catherine II;
Ivan Skoropads’kyj is called a “stupid hetman” merely in passing, in the
course of Sevéenko’s excoriation of one of his “degenerate” descendants. 20

19 Cf. “Poslanije,” lines 91-99:

Ax6u BH BYUMIIHCH TaK, K Tpeba,

To # mynpoctb 6M Oyna cBo.

A TO 3anizere Ha Hebo:

«I My He MH, i 1 He 1,

I Bce Te GauuB, i Bce 3HalO,

Hewma Hi nekna, aHi paro,

Hemace it 6ora, Tinbko s!

Ta xyuuit HiMeus y3nopaTwii,

A 6inbw Hikoro! . .»
% Cf. “Zastupyla ¢orna xmara”: “Iz-za Dnipra napyraje—/ Durnyj Samojlovy&”
(lines 7-8); or in “Slipyj”: “Kyrylo z star§ynamy/Pudrom osypalys’/1 v caryci, mov
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The judgments on Cossack structure as a collective entity are somewhat
more developed, but no less categorical. To be sure, in the first of these, in
the opening lines of “Svjato v Cyhyryni”in Hajdamaky, the tone is one of
lament at the passing of Cossack glory rather than of condemnation of
any agent of this decline. In “Poslanije,” however, this condemnation
becomes articulated in the sharpest invective that modern Ukrainian
literature had yet seen:
... 0Ch IO
Bawi cnasHi bpyTu:
Pabu, noaHoXKH, rpsa3s Mocksy,

BapuiaBcbke cMIiTTA-—Ballli NAHH,
SICHOBENBLMOXHIiI reThbMaHH.,

(lines 159-63)

Or, again, in one of the last poems, “Buvaly vojny i vijs’koviji svary,” he
enumerates the famous names of the Cossack upper class in the plural, as
so much worthless “stuff”:

ByBanu Boiinu it BificbkoBii cBapu:

Tanaranu, i Kuceni, i KouyGei-Harai—

Byno no6pa Toro uumarno.

Munyno Bce, Ta He npomnao,

OcTtanuce maesn

(lines 1-5)

The reason for Sevéenko’s judgment is clear: after the dissolution of
Cossackdom, most of its elite, the star§yna, became incorporated into the
Russian imperial serf-owning nobility, while the rank and file Cossack
—their former brothers—became their serfs. Outrage at this obscene
dissolution and perversion of the original ideal order, of the “golden age,”
which invariably is postulated in mythical thought—with Sevéenko’s
thought no exception—is expressed in a great number of his poems, both
in conscious, polemical-ideological excoriations of the existing system
(cf., for example, “Poslanie” or “P.S.”) and in various symbelic construc-
tions. As stark as it is, however, this inversion of the Cossack ideal, from
freedom and equality to total power for some and slavery for others, is for
Sevéenko only the narrower case of a universal curse hanging over
mankind, which is man’s unbridled drive to control and oppress his fellow
man, to establish structure over communitas. Thus, “Saul,” the poem that
traces the origins of structure and authority (which, nota bene, is shown

sobaky, / Patynky lyzaly” (lines 625-28); or in “P.S.”: “S&yryj pan, / Potomok het'ma-~
na durnoho, /I prezavzjatyj patriot” (lines 12-14).



186 GEORGE G. GRABOWICZ

as coming from Satan himself: “AZ os’ lyxyj carja nese/Z zakonamy, z
medem, z katamy, Z knjazjamy, temnymy rabamy . . .”), ends with
apparent bleak pessimism: '
... Fope! T'ope!
HpiGHiroTsb Jr0AE Ha 3eMIIi,
PoctyTb i BHCATBCA LIapi!
(lines 110-12)

The most pointed expression of this conflict in the Cossack world, i.e.,
in the Ukrainian past as such, is the sin of fratricide, which stands as 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 given in “Son” (Hory moji vysokiji):
“Upyvalys’ i &uzoji/i svojeji krovi” ([and they, the Cossacks] were drunk
with foreign/and their own blood). There is, however, a more extensive
elaboration, remarkable for both its power and explicitness. In the prison
cycle poem “Za bajrakom bajrak” (1847), Sevéenko presents an old
Cossack rising at night from the burial-mound to walk the steppe and sing
a sorrowful song, and then, at the cock’s third crow, to sink back into his
grave. Its setting, the direct communion with the mohyla, is already an
unfailing sign of the utmost seriousness of its message, and the Cossack’s
“song,” the heart of the poem, is indeed a central statement:

—Hanocunu 3emui,

Ta it nogomy milumm,

I HixTO HE 3rajae.

Hac Tyt TpHcTa, sk cKio!
Tosapuctsa ngrio!

I 3emi1a He npuiiMae.

Slx 3anpojas rereMaH

V ApMO XpHCTHSH,

Hac nocnaB noraHsTH.

o cBoiii no 3emni

CBOIO KpOB PO3JIHIIH

1 3apizanm 6paTa.

Kposi 6pata BNuIuch

I oTyT monsriu

VY morwuni 3aknaTii. —

(lines 8-22)

In consequence of the sin of spilling their brothers’ blood, the Cossacks
are cursed by the very earth’s refusing to accept them and, even more, by
the fact that they will not live on in collective memory, that “no one
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remembers.” The tension, the contradiction, in the Cossack phenomenon
is again evoked in the paradox that despite their sin and the apparent
consequent curse, they are still called “pure as glass.” One the one hand,
this recapitulates the conflict of communitas and structure on the mani-
fest social level, for it is the hetman himself who orders them to this deed;
the poem re-evokes the social conflict in the past, the “sinful” flaw in the
social order, and as such parallels Sevéenko’s rational and “ideological”
imperative, stated in so many earlier poems (particularly of the “Try lita”
period), to ponder and discern the true meaning of the nation’s past. But
the poem also has a deeper symbolic level, for it is at the same time an
claboration of the Cossacks’ relationship to death, or, more specifically,
to their existential status on the borderline of life and death.
Throughout Sevéenko’s poetry the image of the Cossack is almost

invariably linked with the image of the grave, the mohyla. Most obviously
and generally, this signifies that the Cossacks are now dead and in the
past, as we see in the oft-cited opening lines of “lvan Pidkova™:

Byno xonuchb—B YkpaiHi

Pesinu rapmaTi;

Byno konuch—3anoposmi

Bwminu nanoBaTH.

Manosanu, no6ysau

I cnagy, i BomHO;

MuHyocs—ocTaaucs

Moruiu Ha noJii.

(lines 1-8)

Moreover, as the examples noted above show, the common grave of the
mohyla exemplifies communitas and hence, for Sevéenko, the sacredness
inherent in Cossackdom. But beyond this lies the question of mythical
function. As various references in the corpus indicate, and the poems “Za
bajrakom bajrak” and “Buvaje v nevoli inodi zhadaju” make eminently
clear, the Cossacks and the Cossack grave (mohyla) constitute one mythic-
semantic unit, a unit whose primary function is that of ritual revitaliza-
tion. This is the ritual of the graves that is found in practically all cultures,
but which is particularly stressed in moments of deprivation and crisis, as
in various millenarian movements; it is a turning to the past to find the
collective (or “national”) strength for continued existence, a turning to
the dead to insure life, in a word, the vitalization of the future through the
past. The Cossacks thus function as a remarkably resonant mediator
between the past and the future, between life and death. Like all mythical
mediations between opposing categories, they assume a preternatural
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existence.?! They are the living-dead. The demonic aspect of this mode is
amply reflected in various folkloric versions of Cossacks as sorcerers
(xarakternyky) who traffic with dark forces.?2 But in Sevéenko—unlike
in Gogol’, whose Cossack and non-Cossack Ukrainian worlds are shown
in radical opposition, with each seeing the other as demonic—the Cos-
sacks’ demonic side is largely muted. In Hajdamaky, the demonic features
of Honta are on the one hand attributable to surface (Byronic) conven-
tion, and on the other clearly counterbalanced by his designation as a holy
martyr. The unquestionably demonic Mykyta in “Tytarivna™ is given a
blurred identity as he becomes a Cossack-pany¢.2> And only once, in
“Xustyna,” is a Cossack actually identified as a xarakternyk. In fact, for
Seveenko the Cossacks serve a different function. They are, above all,
carriers of a profound truth, which is that of anideal—i.e., free, equal and
harmonious—earlier existence of the Ukraine. Indeed, in a manner char-
acteristic of mythical thought, the carrier is the message itself: the Cos-
sacks—as the Cossack communitas, of course—are the Ukrainian past,
and the Ukrainian past is the Cossacks. The two categories are made
equal and co-extensive and no other “historical” Ukrainian past is posited
by Sevéenko. (This is also appropriate in another, very concrete sense: the
Cossacks are the only ones to have a past, for the peasant world —the
other aspect of Ukrainian communitas—is timeless, in effect the world of
nature, an eternal vegetative cycle. And this is brought out most clearly in
the short lyric “Oj ¢oho ty pocornilo . . . .”) Het’'manséyna, the Cossack
period (not the territory), is consistently depicted not as a state, a political
or social order, the rule of any given hetman, but as a form of ideal
existence; in “Son” (Hory moji vysokiji) this is made explicit as the old
man (a clear projection of the poet himself) speaks of it in one breath as
“God’s paradise” (boZzyj raj). Unquestionably, Sevéenko sees the Ukraine
of the past as an ideal and as an existential, not political, category.

2 “*Mediation’ (in this sense) is always achieved by introducing a third category
which is ‘abnormal’ or ‘anomalous’in terms of ‘rational’ categories. Thus myths are full
of fabulous monsters, incarnate gods, virgin mothers. This middle ground is abnormal,
non-natural, holy. It is typically the focus of all taboo and ritual observance.” Edmund
R. Leach, “Genesis as Myth,” in Myth and Cosmos (Garden City, 1967), p. 4.

22 Living-dead heroes are the subject of P. Revjakin’s “SbliZenija i sledy. Entriickte
Helden, Lycari nevmyraky,” Osnova, January 1862.

2 Mykyta is the quintessential demon-lover. He departs for a long journey, and the
phrase used here (*V daleku dorohu/Piov sobi™) is also an idiomatic reference to
death. His behavior when he returns is demonic in the conventional sense: he seduces a
girl, kills his bastard child, and puts the blame on the unfortunate mother, who is then
killed by the community. At the end—a compleat vampire— he is fated to live on
forever as a Satan-man and to seduce girls.
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Similarly, for him the Cossacks are a mythical, not a historical phenome-
non. Not only are they not presented historically, their reason for being is
not simply to embody the past and its glory, but to reveal the innermost
truths about Ukrainian existence and to serve as a touchstone on which to
base an ideal future. As we see with great clarity in “Buvaje v nevoli,” they
appear from beyond the grave embodying the sacred revelation of what
the Ukraine was and what it can be. In the fallen and ignoble present, the
full meaning of this message—the secret of the “great vault” (velykyj
V’ox) that is the Ukraine and the mohyly that are Cossackdom —is known
only to the poet. His prophetictask is to pass it on, to inculcate it upon the
hearts of his countrymen. In this task lies the function of the myth-carrier.

*
* *

In sharp contrast to Gogol’ and Sevéenko, Kuli§ fundamentally challenges
the mythical perspective on the Cossack past. Both Gogol’and Sevéenko
show the Cossack past through mythical oppositions: for Gogol’, the
opposition was between the Cossack and the non-Cossack (male and
female) aspects of Ukrainian society, and for Sevéenko, it was between
communitas and structure. The resolutions of their oppositions, while
quite different, are also mythical. For Gogol’ resolution occurs, on the
one hand, in the final decrepitude and collapse of the Cossack Ukraine
that we see in such stories as the “Two Ivans” and “The Old-World
Landowners” and also in the author-narrator’s flight to Petersburg, to
Russia; on the other, it happens with the transition of the old Ukraine into
a new imperial Russian framework, where the Cossacks—as we see at the
end of Taras Bul’ba—become a foreshadowing of imperial Russian Or-
thodox power. For Sevéenko the resolution is contained in a millenarian
vision of a new, holy, and just order: “I na onovlenij zemli/ Vraha ne bude,
supostata/A bude syn i bude maty/I budut’ ljudy na zemli.” Kulis,
however, does not allow himself such visions. Instead, he proposes an
entirely different, rationalistic, and ultimately positivistic program.

To be sure, in his earliest phase Kuli§, like his contemporaries, is still
quite enthralled by ethnographic-folkloristic models and their implicit
metaphoric, affective, and, of course, collective thinking. His first work in
this mode, Ukrajina (published in 1843), is an attempt to reconstruct an
epic poem covering Ukrainian history from its beginnings to the time of
Xmel'nyc’kyj. Consciously invoking the Homeric epos as an ideal type
and model (and perhaps also the model of Ossian), Kuli§ uses various
dumy that he had heard and collected, elaborates on them, and fills in
gaps with his own dumy. This co-creation, blending the individual and
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collective, is quite in keeping with Romantic poetics, but already has one
significant departure: his emphasis in the preface on historical complete-
ness. Where Gogol’ and Sevéenko work with the structure of oppositions
to symbolically convey the deep, concealed essence of the Ukrainian
condition, the “holy truth” about its terrible “sin” or “curse,” where all of
Sevéenko’s so-called historical poems are always at most metahistory
(i.., not a statement of what happened, but what it all meant), Kuli§ is
here already concerned with recapturing the past in a plenitude of causal
sequences of events. :

Kuli§’s next period of creativity culminated with the publication in
1857 of Corna rada, his major artistic work and the first Ukrainian
historical novel. During this time he was guided, on the one hand, by his
interest in the historical novel as modeled by Sir Walter Scott, and on
the other, even more decisively, by his immersion (largely under the
influence of the Polish literary critic and writer Michal Grabowski) in
archival and antiquarian research. Corna rada could not stand in sharper
contrast to the vision of the Cossack past of either Sevéenko or Gogol’,
specifically the latter’s Taras Bul’ba, against which Kuli§ consciously
measures himself. The novel does indeed try, and quite successfully, to
capture the color, the spirit, and the turmoil of the Cossack Ukraine, but it
does so not through symbolic and mythical constructs, but through an
artistic equivalent of rational, historical analysis. His focus is above all on
the delineation of social forces, on the dynamics, values, and aspirations
of social groups; in this respect Viktor Petrov is quite correct in calling it
the first Ukrainian social novel.24 It is certainly the first Ukrainian work to
see the Cossack past as history, for it perceives the past not in terms of
emotionally charged absolutes, not as “holy truth” (as Sevéenko did), but
as a complex and rationally knowable process. Although it is very much a
product of Romantic poetics, especially as regards the concern for local
color, family history, and above all the utilization of the patterns and
devices of the Scottian novel, Corna rada already points to a post-
Romantic stance. At the core of this new system of values is a belief in the
primacy of reason directed at social and cultural analysis. It is most
indicative that the novel’s epilogue is a calm, balanced, and extremely
insightful inquiry into the interrelation of Russian and Ukrainian litera-
ture.

In the years following the appearance of Corna rada, Kuli§ comes out

2 Viktor Petrov, “Corna rada, jak roman socijal’nyj,”in Literatura, Zbirnyk persvj
(Kiev, 1928), pp. 29-37.
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with a number of important historical studies, ranging from the short to
the voluminous.?5 His guiding principle is to reevaluate all misconcep-
tions (“myths” in the popular sense) that have accreted to his fellow
countrymen’s understanding of their past. The central issue is balance
and perspective, as he says in an opening passage of his projected but not
completed overall history of the Ukraine:
As 1 begin writing a history of the Ukraine I must [try to] please my fellow
countrymen, who love and respect their homeland. But what if they do not find
here what they have become accustomed to in their books? We have become used
to looking at the history of the Ukraine through our Cossackdom and to turn all
our historical writing around the Cossacks. But meanwhile, Cossackdom itself
was only a rich flower and sometimes a prickly thistle in the midst of our wild
steppe. Apart from the Cossacks, many other things grew on our home ground,
and all that which grew, bloomed, died and was born again in another guise, all
that constitutes the history of our Ukraine. Thus I have to consider equally each
force which battled other forces, and especially care for what was done in the past
to affect the present, and what came down to us. We must not look at the past
through Cossackdom, but from the distant past to the more recent past, and in
that to also study the Cossacks.2¢

In time these views became sharply polemical. Kuli§ came to see the
Cossacks (and even more so the hajdamaky) as an unequivocally destruc-
tive, anarchic force, creators of the “Great Ruin” that the Ukraine became
at the end of the seventeenth century. Concurrently, in his poetry, which
he resumed writing only after the death of Sevéenko, Kuli§ engaged ina
twofold program that is both an elaboration and an exorcism of Sevéen-
ko’s legacy. His first concern, dating back to his earlier contacts with
Sevéenko, and the help and advice that he offered him, was with con-
tinuing and expanding Sev&enko’s essential message, which proclaimed
the reborn dignity, power, and creative potential of a nation. His second
concern, even while conceived by Kuli§ as complementary, came to be
seen by many as nothing less than a treacherous and scurrilous attack on
Sevéenko. For what Kuli§ does, especially in the collections Xurorna
poezija and Dzvin, is to charge Sevéenko with becoming a spokesman
and an apologist for destruction and ruin; in Kuli§’s view, the Bard
became enthralled to a blind and bloodthirsty muse, as he has Sevéenko
himself admit in the poem “Z toho svitu” (Dzvin):

25 For example, Xmel'nyéévna and Vyvhovsévna in 1861, and especially Istorija
vossoedinenija Rusi (1874 and 1877)and Otpadenie Malorossii ot Pol’§i (1888-89 and
1890).

26 “Istorija Ukrajiny od najdavnij§yx Casiv,™ in Tvory Pantelejmona Kulisa, vol. 6
(Lviv, 1910), p. 7.
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51 6yB cobi nauiil, a 6aba Tananaiika
Be3kocTuM #3UKOM CBOIM MeHe Opouuiia,
1 ronoBy Meni, novyasum 3 Hanusaiika,
BucokocnaBHUMH reposiMd Habuia.

I moBena MeHe aXX OO HOXIB ChBAYEHHX,

Ho Toutu, w6 niteii nopizap kaTeHKis,

Ho npaBocnaBHoi Pyinu nin ckaxeHux,

16 HUMH NUHAMMOCHE IPOMIX 3EMHHUX A3UKIB.

(lines 1-8)

Kuli§’s personal attitude toward Sevéenko is more sorrowful than angry,
but his condemnation of Sevéenko’s heroes, his common Cossacks and
hajdamaky, and with it his belief in their “holy cause,” is implacably
severe. As he says in a poem directed to Sevéenko, “the last Cossack
minstrel” (“Ostan’n’omu kobzarevi kozac’komu”; also in Dzvin):

He nossxe, kaxeu, ciasa . . .
Hi, xo63apto, 6pate!

IMpoxnsia cBoe KO3aLTBO
Vxpaina matu.

3apo6iTkoM po30HUIIANBKUM
Topaysatu crana,

I moemu raiimamMaibki
bpexnsmu Ha3Bana.

Bce-x 60 B Hux Gyja omMaHa:
Bouis, yecTs, THLIAPCTBO,

3a 1O CbBITOM KOJIOTHJIO
be3 nyrs xo3anTrso.

Bos1ss—HHUIUMTL 3€MJTIO NAHCHKY,
Yectr—nmroaeit JypuTH

A MMIAPCTBO—XPHCTIAHCEKY
KpoB piukamu autu.

(lines 29-44)

The only other thing that can draw so much of his scorn are the glorifiers
of the “Ruin,” the apologists of bloodshed and vengeance whom Kuli§
collectively addresses as “hajdamak scribblers.”\Perhaps their greatest
sin, in his eyes, is their total distortion of Sevéenko’s legacy:

B ims i#ioro coBaTe,
Ha copom Vkpainy,
Bu GpexHi nierere
ITpo 6naronats Pyinu.
Ha riym Tapacosi,
XKankyroTs Baci BueHi,
Ilfo He nopizanu
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IlaHiB HOXi ChBSYEHI,—
Illo ToHTa i 3anizHAK
He cTanu TaM KHA3AMU.
e nmpaBuB MoHOMax
3 CHHAMH-BHTA3SAMM.
(“Pys’makam hajdamakam,” Dzvin; lines 45-56)

*
* *

We cannot examine here the full range and detail of Kuli§’s historical
views. It is clear, at any rate, that his views were often highly emotional
and bitter. But it is utterly fallacious to claim, as Jefremov once did,?” that
they were vacillatory and without a unifying central perspective. On the
contrary, it is evident that for most of his mature life, Kuli§ came to
articulate an understanding of the Cossack past that was in direct opposi-
tion to the mythical vision so deeply inscribed on the collective Ukrainian
consciousness by Sevéenko. For where Sevéenko apotheizes communi-
tas, Kuli$ offers the model, prospects, and demands of structured society.
It is precisely with these desiderata of enlightenment, of law and order, of
normal cultural and social development in mind that he feels obliged to
search, almost desperately, for a model in neighboring states—gentry
Poland, imperial Russia, Mohammedan Turkey—for the Cossack world
itself can offer only a styxija, the anti-structure of communitas. Thus
Peter I and Catherine 11, who for Sevéenko are the very incarnation of
evil, are seen by Kuli§ as carriers of enlightenment, who conquer the
“barbarism” of anarchy, who come to rule the Ukraine with “the eternal
sceptre of science and culture” (“Dvoje predkiv”).28

Now, one can take strong issue with this interpretation of the past.
Kuli§’s historico-political reasoning may be shown to be entirely one-
sided, but it would be highly unfair to accuse him of condoning despo-
tism. In fact, his opposition to official Russian (or Polish) chauvinism, to
oppression of Ukrainian national rights, etc., is manifest, continuous, and
vociferous. The crux of the matter, however, is that he sees the only real
prospects for the development of the Ukrainian nation in its acceptance
not of myth and symbolic thinking, but of the “universal standard” of
rational thought and of concrete, constructive action.

Ultimately, Kuli§’s debunking of the mythical sense of the Cossack past
is not only historicist, but positivist. His own life can be seen as exemplify-

27 “Bez syntezu,” Zapysky istorvéno-filolohicnoho viddilu, Akademiia nauk URSR,
vol. 4 (Kiev, 1924).
2 (Cf., also, “Petro i Kateryna” and “Vin i vona” (Dzvin).
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ing the “organic” effort of fostering culture and social betterment. It was
none other than Kuli§ who was the spiritual father of the Prosvita move-
ment; it was he who at the first anniversary of Sevéenko’s death suggested
that the best monument to him was not a resplendent mausoleum or sweet
praise, but the teaching of trades to village children.?® In this Kuli§
signals the end of Romantic ideology and the birth of an entirely new
understanding of the Ukrainian situation and the continuum of Ukrainian
history. As much as the myth is still with us, his antithesis has also left its
indelible mark on our sense of the Ukrainian past.

Harvard University

2 [“Nauka remesla i pracja narodna po selax™], Tvory Pantelejmona Kulisa, 6:
560-64.



The Stefanyk Library of the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences:
A Treasury of Manuscript Collections in Lviv*

PATRICIA KENNEDY GRIMSTED

The Stefanyk Library of the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences, with its hold-
ings of over five million volumes, ranks today as one of the largest libraries
in the Soviet Union. Its manuscript holdings of over 100,000 units, now
grouped into approximately 200 fonds, are the second richest in libraries of
the Soviet Ukraine. As the principal library and manuscript repository for
the Western Ukraine, the Stefanyk Library stands heir to most of the major
manuscript collections that have developed over the centuries in the Lviv
area.'

The library itself was officially founded by a decree of 2 January 1940,

* The present article is based on data gathered for my forthcoming directory, Ar-
chives and Manuscript Repositories in the USSR: Ukraine and Moldavia, to be
published by Princeton University Press. Research is being supported by the National
Endowment for the Humanities, the Ford Foundation, and the Ukrainian Studies
Fund. Research in the Soviet Union and Poland was conducted under the academic
exchange programs administered by the International Research and Exchanges Board.
1 appreciate the assistance of the Academies of Sciences of the USSR and of the
Ukrainian SSR, under whose auspices my work was conducted at the Stefanyk
Library in Lviv. The staffs of the manuscript divisions of the National Library in
Warsaw and the Ossolineum Library in Wroclaw assisted with information relating to
their holdings.

Researchers should note that most of the descriptive publications mentioned in the

footnotes of this article will soon be available in microfiche editions through the Inter
Documentation Company (IDC) of Zug, Switzerland. More complete and extensive
bibliographic references will be provided in my forthcoming directory.
I For a survey of major manuscript collections in Lviv prior to 1939, see my related
articte, ‘‘Lviv Manuscript Collections and Their Fate,”” in Eucharisterion: Essays in
Honor of Omeljan Pritsak on the Occasion of his Sixtieth Birthday, Harvard Ukrain-
ian Studies 3/4 (1979—80): 348—75. Footnotes in that article provide bibliographical
references to the relevant earlier catalogues and descriptive publications. Only the
most important will be repeated here, and then only if they are still useful descrip-
tions of the manuscripts.
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several months after the establishment of Soviet rule in the Western
Ukraine. As a branch of the Library of the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences
in Kiev, the library brought together under a single administrative umbrella
most of the major previously existing libraries in the Lviv area, together
with their rich manuscript holdings.?2  Among the largest collections that the
library took over are the holdings of the Library of the Shevchenko Scien-
tific Society (Biblioteka Naukovoho tovarystva im. Shevchenka), the
Library of the Lviv National Home (Biblioteka Narodnoho domu), the Cen-
tral Library of the Basilian Order (Tsentral’na Vasyliians’ka biblioteka /
Biblioteka Chyna Sviatoho Vasyliia Velykoho), the Baworowski Library
(Biblioteka im. Baworowskich), the Ossolineum (Biblioteka Zaktadu Naro-
dowego im. Ossolifiskich), the Library of the Lviv Theological Academy
(Biblioteka Bohoslovs’koi akademii u L’vovi), and the Lviv Jewish Com-
munity Library (Biblioteka Gminy Izraelickiej). Many private libraries and
manuscript collections, as well as the personal papers of many political,
religious, and cultural leaders from the area, were also acquired. Indeed, the
Lviv branch of the Ukrainian Academy Library consolidated the holdings of
some eighty different libraries and separate manuscript collections in the
area.

The administrative center of the library was organized in the building
occupied by the Ossolineum, which still remains the library’s home. Many
of the component collections initially remained in their original or traditional
location, and even today some parts of the library occupy the buildings of
earlier libraries. The consolidation of the Academy Library was inter-
rupted—and indeed reversed— during the German occupation (June 1941 —
July 1944), when the preexisting libraries were reorganized as parts of a cen-
tralized State Library (Staatsbibliothek) network.

Following the reestablishment of Soviet rule in the Western Ukraine in
1944, the library was reorganized again as the Lviv Library of the Academy
of Sciences of the Ukrainian SSR (L’vivs’ka bibliotcka AN URSR, with the
acronym LBAN), along lines similar to those initiated in the 1940-41]
period. In 1963 the library was transferred to the administration of the Min-
istry of Culture of the Ukrainian SSR and renamed the Lviv State Scientific
Library (L’vivs’ka derzhavna naukova biblioteka). It was returned to the
jurisdiction of the Academy of Sciences in 1969 as the Lviv Scientific

2 The official decree, **Pro orhanizatsiiu naukovykh ustanov u zakhidnykh oblas-

tiakh URSR,”’ is reprinted in the collection, Kul’ turne budivnytstvo v Ukrains’ kii
RSR: Zbirnyk dokumentiv, 2 vols. (Kiev, 1959), 1: 794; but the decree gives no spe-
cific data about the library organization.
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Library (L’vivska naukova biblioteka AN URSR), and took its present name
honoring the Ukrainian writer Vasyl’ Stefanyk in 1971 (L’vivs’ka naukova
biblioteka im. V. Stefanyka AN URSR}).}

In the course of the four decades since the library brought together most of
the major library and private manuscript collections in the Lviv area, the
holdings have been subject to considerable rearrangement. Following stan-
dardized Soviet practice, all of the manuscript holdings have been divided
into fonds, that is to say into integral archival groups bearing a direct rela-
tionship to the provenance, nature, and/or collector of the materials
involved. In the case of materials that came from major cultural establish-
ments, institutional records per se were separated from the library collec-
tions of manuscripts and personal papers. Institutional records, such as those
of the Shevchenko Scientific Society and the Lviv National Home, were
transferred to the jurisdiction of what is today the Central State Historical
Archive of the Ukrainian SSR in Lviv (Tsentral’nyi derzhavnyi istorychnyi
arkhiv URSR u m. L’vovi, or TsDIA-L). Records from smaller, local insti-
tutions were transferred to the Lviv Oblast State Archive (L’vivs’kyi oblas-
nyi derzhavnyi arkhiv, or LODA).*

Personal papers usually remained with the library manuscript collections
and were deposited in the Academy Library. However, the state archives
sometimes acquired many major groups of personal papers and miscellane-
ous documentary materials along with institutional records because a clear-
cut distinction had not been made between them. Also, the papers of some
important or politically sensitive individuals tended to be shifted to state
archival jurisdiction. The net result, as will be seen below, has often been a
split in the disposition of some personal papers and institutional records
between the Academy Library and the state archives in Lviv.

Aside from the fonds within the manuscript division, there are no major

3 A brief sketch of the history of the library and outline of its present organization

and all categories of holdings is provided in the brief popularized guide, L’vivs'ka
naukova biblioteka im. V. Stefanyka AN URSR: Putivnyk (Kiev, 1979). The only
earlier description was the scant prefatory article in Skarbnytsia znan’ : Tematychnyi
zbirnyk naukovykh prats’, ed. M. P. Humenijuk et al. (Lviv, 1972), pp. 4—8. Such
historical data have been supplemented by my own findings. The article devoted to
the library in Radians’ka entsyklopediia istorii Ukrainy 3 (1971): 51, cites 1939 as
the date of formation, but all other