HARVARD
UKRAINIAN STUDIES

Volume VI Number 3 September 1982

Ukrainian Research Institute
Harvar d University
Cambridge, Massachusetts



A generous subsidy toward the publication of this issue has been provided by
Jarema S. Kurdydyk, benefactor of the Ukrainian Studies Fund, Inc.

The editors assume no responsibility for
statements of fact or opinion made by contributors.

Copyright 1982, by the President and Fellows of Harvard College
All rights reserved
ISSN 0363-5570

Published by the Ukrainian Research Institute of Harvard University,
Cambridge, Massachusetts, U.S.A.

Printed by the Harvard University Printing Office
Typography by Brevis Press, Cheshire, Conn.



CONTENTS

ARTICLES

What Is and What Was the Lithuanian Metrica? The Contents,
History, and Organization of the Chancery Archives of the
Grand Duchy of Lithuania
PATRICIA KENNEDY GRIMSTED

269

All The World’s a Vertep: The Persomfication/Depersonifica-
tion Complex in Gogol’s Sorocinskaja jarmarka
DANIEL RANCOUR-LAFERRIERE

339

DOCUMENTS

The Contribution of Zaporozhian Cossacks to Ottoman
Military Reform: Documents and Notes
AVIGDOR LEVY

372

REVIEWS

Daniel H. Kaiser, The Growth of the Law in Medieval Russia
(Daniel Rowland)

Orest Subtelny, The Mazepists: Ukrainian Separatism in the
Early Eighteenth Century (Marc Raeff)

W. Bruce Lincoln, Nicholas I: Emperor and Autocrat of All the
Russias (Robert L. Nichols)

Barbara A. Anderson, Internal Migration during Moderniza-
tion in Late Nineteenth-Century Russia (Ihor Stebelsky)

Stephan M. Horak, ed., Guide to the Study of the Soviet
Nationalities: Non-Russian Peoples of the USSR (James E.
Mace)

Taras Bul’ba Borovets’, Armiia bez derzhavy: Slava i trahediia
ukrains’koho povstans’koho rukhu. Spohady (John A.
Armstrong)

Note from the Editors

414

415

417

421

423

424
427




CONTRIBUTORS

Patricia Kennedy Grimsted is a research associate at the Ukrainian Research
Institute and the Russian Research Center of Harvard University.
Daniel Rancour-Laferriere is associate professor of Russian at the University

of California, Davis.
Avigdor Levy is associate professor of Near Eastern and Judaic studies at
Brandeis University.



What Is and What Was the Lithuanian Metrica?
The Contents, History, and Organization of
the Chancery Archives of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania*

PATRICIA KENNEDY GRIMSTED

The “Lithuanian Metrica,”! as the term is often used loosely, refers to
a miscellaneous collection of state records of the Grand Duchy of
Lithuania from the fifteenth through the end of the eighteenth century
and other documentation from the state archives of the Polish-
Lithuanian Commonwealth. There are well over six hundred large
volumes, now divided between the major historical archives in Mos-
cow and Warsaw, as well as some material in other collections that in
one way or another are viewed as part of the Metrica complex.
Together the volumes have had as stormy a history as the lands in
which they were produced and have traditionally aroused the interest
of scholars and educated laymen alike.

*  An earlier version (in French) of this paper was presented at the Institute of
History of the Polish Academy of Sciences in Warsaw, 10 November and 3 Decem-
ber 1981. This study owes much to the continuing advice and assistance of Irena
Sutkowska-Kurasiowa, with whom 1 have been collaborating for several years in
the study of the Lithuanian Metrica. I am also grateful to Professors Zbigniew
Woéijcik, Tadeusz Wasilewski, and Aleksander Gieysztor for their comments and
advice. My research has been supported by grants from the National Endowment
for the Humanities, with additional funds from the Ukrainian Studies Fund.
Research in the Soviet Union and in Poland has been made possible by the
academic exchange program of IREX, together with the support and cooperation
of my host institutions and of archives and scholars in both countries. I thank
especially the staff of both the Central State Archive of Early Acts (TsGADA) in
Moscow and the Main Archive of Early Acts (AGAD) in Warsaw for their
assistance and cooperation in the preparation of this study. I regret that it was
impossible for me to return to Moscow to verify details in the final text. Expanded
versions of parts of this study are soon to appear in Polish translation as two
separate articles, one in Kwartalnik Historyczny and the other in Archeion.

' Russian, Litovskaia metrika; Polish, Metryka Litewska. “Metrica,” although not
usually found in English, is being anglicized from the Latin form for use in this
article. Since, as explained below, the term has acquired so many different usages,
it is important to retain a word close to the original, because in English different
usages would have to be translated with different words, there being no single
English equivalent.
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Historians have long recognized the importance of the Lithuanian
Metrica for the study of the Lithuanian, Latvian, Belorussian, and
Ukrainian lands. Since most of the area to which the documentation
relates was annexed by the Russian Empire in the partitions of Poland,
this unique body of sources is also important for Russian history — so
much so, in fact, that most of the extant volumes are now closely
guarded in Moscow. And since most of the area, long part of the
Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, has had strong Polish ethnic, cul-
tural, and religious ties, the collection has equal importance for Polish
history. It must be applauded, then, that early in 1979, the Academies
of Sciences of the Soviet Union and Poland jointly launched a publica-
tion project to produce a complete edition of the extensive and varied
sources encompassed by the collection.?

A thorough, scholarly analysis of the history and organization of the
Lithuanian Metrica complex has never been undertaken. There is no
complete inventory that describes the manuscripts and identifies the
provenance and content of the materials involved. Indeed, consider-
able confusion reigns today over what constitutes the body of sources
slated for publication under the title “Lithuanian Metrica.” No one has
ever stopped to ask, “What is this group of archival materials we now
call the Lithuanian Metrica? Where did the volumes come from
originally? When and how did they come together? How were they
passed down to us over the centuries? Do all of the materials remain-
ing under the title today actually constitute contiguous records, and
what other extant sources belong with them? How should these
materials be arranged in an ideal archival inventory, and how should
they be organized for publication?” Complicated questions these are,

> A protocol by representatives of the Institute of History of the USSR of the
Academy of Sciences of the USSR, and of the Institute of History of the Polish
Academy of Sciences was signed in Moscow in February 1979, at the close of an
initial planning session. Newspapers have reported on the plan: R. Kiersnowski,
“Wielkie wydarzenie edytorskie,” Zycie Warszawy, 1979, no. 83 (April 11), p. 9;
and P. Lossowski, “Dokumenty naszych walk narodowowyzwolenczych,” Per-
spektywy, 1979, no. 45(532) (November 9), pp. 39—40. See the additional reports
about editorial plans and about the Soviet-Polish historical colloquium on the
Lithuanian Metrica held in Warsaw, 15-17 December 1980: “Prace nad wydaniem
Metryki Litewskiej — Polsko-radziecka umowa,” Zycie Warszawy, 1980, no. 303
(December 27-28), p. 2, and “Metryka Litewska,” Perspektywy, 1981, no. 2
(January 9), p. 6. There is also a longer report by V. T. Pashuto and A. L.
Khoroshkevich, “Sovmestnaia publikatsiia sovetskikh i pol’skikh istorikov,” Vo-
prosy istorii, 1981, no. 2, pp. 158-60, and a report by Tadeusz Wasilewski,
“Polsko-radzieckie prace nad wydaniem Metryki Litewskiej,” Kwartalnik Histo-
ryczny 88, no. 4 (1981): 1169-71.
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but they demand answers before a scholarly publication project pro-
ceeds.

In its most technical sense the term “Lithuanian Metrica” signifies
the chancery registers of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, wherein were
inscribed as permanent records copies of the most important, predomi-
nantly outgoing, chancery documentation from the fifteenth through
the end of the eighteenth century. However, the term also has been
and still is used loosely to refer to a specific, but often varying complex
of archival materials from the Grand Duchy that were kept together
over the centuries. The alternate, overlapping, and sometimes simul-
taneous use of both these meanings has wrought considerable confu-
sion and historical misunderstanding about the archival records of the
Grand Duchy of Lithuania.

To use these materials as historical sources, it is naturally important
to understand the circumstances, purpose, and order of their creation
in the chanceries of the Grand Duchy. But because of the overlapping
meanings of the term and the record-keeping practices involved, it is
also important to understand the general organization and the radical
changes in arrangement that the Lithuanian Metrica — in the sense of
the complex of records that were retained together — has undergone.
The two problems are intricately related in the contents and arrange-
ment of the extant documentation.

Today the bulk of the extant Lithuanian chancery registers remain in
Moscow in the archival record group usually referred to as the “Fond
of the Lithuanian Metrica” (fond 389) in the Central State Archive of
Early Acts — TsGADA (Tsentral'nyi gosudarstvennyi arkhiv drev-
nikh aktov). However, many of the volumes in that fond are not actual
Lithuanian chancery registers, and a number of chancery registers are
now located elsewhere, including an important group in Warsaw in the
Main Archive of Early Acts — AGAD (Archiwum Giéwne Akt
Dawnych). Most of the Lithuanian Metrica volumes in these two
archives are still identified by a sketchy inventory published in 1887,
which was prepared by the Polish historian Stanistaw Ptaszycki (1853—
1933). Ptaszycki’s inventory is based on the nineteenth-century
organization of the Lithuanian Metrica, when it was held in St. Peters-
burg as part of a much larger collection of archival materials from the
former Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth.?

3 For an overview and summary inventory of the current organization of the

Lithuanian Metrica complex, see The «Lithuanian Metrica” in Moscow and War-
saw: An Annotated Edition of the 1887 Ptaszycki Inventory, edited with an



272 PATRICIA KENNEDY GRIMSTED

An ideal, scholarly inventory of all extant parts of the Lithuanian
Metrica is urgently needed. Such an inventory must try to reconstruct
the order of the Lithuanian chancery registers as they were being
created. It must also reconstruct the codicological and organizational
history of the collections of which they are and have been part, and
provide descriptions of the component manuscript units. For it is
essential to determine the correlation between the Lithuanian Metrica
complex such as it exists today and the original registers as they were
being created and stored as part of different archival collections. Then
it will be important to prepare detailed inventories of other basic
groups of institutional records from the Grand Duchy and to establish
their correlation with parts of the present Lithuanian Metrica complex.

This essay sets forth some of the underlying problems involved in
establishing such an inventory for the Lithuanian Metrica. We will first
consider the various meanings of the term “Lithuanian Metrica” and
then the interrelated problems of the changing organization and con-
tents of the Metrica corpus over the centuries. Finally, we will return
to the sequence and groups or series among the Lithuanian chancery
registers as they were originally composed and arranged in the chan-
ceries of the Grand Duchy. Together these considerations should
clarify questions about the Metrica corpus and its history and hence
facilitate its use as a historical source and the preparation of an ideal
inventory.

1. PROBLEMS OF IDENTITY AND ORIGINAL CONTENTS

Before turning to the history, provenance, and overall organization of
the Metrica complex, we must consider the term “Lithuanian Metrica”
itself. For indeed, over the centuries the term has been used in
different contexts to signify various groups of materials. Historically it
has been used most often to refer to a limited but constantly growing
body of materials that were passed on from chancellor to chancellor

introduction by Patricia Kennedy Grimsted, with the collaboration of Irena Sul-
kowska-Kurasiowa (Newtonville, Mass.: Oriental Research Partners, forthcom-
ing). The volume provides an augmented, revised edition of the last published
inventory of the Lithuanian Metrica, prepared by Stanistaw Ptaszycki (S. L.
Prashitskii), Opisanie knig i aktov Litovskoi Metriki (St. Petersburg, 1887). Margi-
nal annotations in the new edition indicate the current code numbers of the
materials remaining in TsGADA; also given are the numbers in AGAD for the
approximately half of the materials of Polish provenance listed by Ptaszycki that
were subsequently revindicated to Warsaw. More information about this inventory
is given below.
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and that thus constituted the official chancery records of the Grand
Duchy. These were usually kept together and presided over by an
officially appointed keeper, the “Metricant.”

In its most circumscribed historical and archival usage, with reference
to pre-partition Poland and Lithuania, “metrica” usually refers specifi-
cally to a record book or register containing officially inscribed copies of
documents.* Inscriptions were usually made when the document was
prepared or issued, but sometimes they were added later, from drafts or
other copies. Thus metrica books were not always consecutive records
with a strict time sequence of entries or subject-matter divisions. When
metrica books were bound, they were not always bound in their original
sequence and loose documents or fragmentary books were sometimes
bound with them. Since many such metrica books were later recopied
and rebound, it is very difficult to determine what constituted an
original metrica book or the original sequence of such books. But
regardless of their subsequent fate, “metrica” technically referred to the
books themselves, as opposed to, and exclusive of, the original outgoing
documents or other original incoming documents that may have been
received by the chancery involved.

By extension, the term “Lithuanian Metrica” has been used techni-
cally — and by all means should continue to be used specifically — to
refer to the formal chancery register books of the Grand Duchy that
were kept as permanent records of various documents issued by the
grand ducal chancery (Latin, Metrica maior) and vice chancery (Latin,
Metrica minor) from the fifteenth century to the partitions of the
Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. This usage has developed in contra-
distinction to the parallel group of royal chancery registers of the
Kingdom of Poland, the Crown Metrica (Metryka Koronna or, Latin,
Metrica Regni Poloniae).?

4 The authoritative Polski Stownik Archiwalny, compiled by T. Grygier et al.,
edited by Wanda Maciejewska (Warsaw, 1974), defines “metrica” first of all as “a
book of inscriptions in the royal chanceries of early Poland and Lithuania” (p. 52),
without mentioning use in the more general sense of “archive.” The same usage as
chancery register is given in Stownik Staropolski, 4 (1963): 182, with an early
example quoted from a judicial register dated 1490. For the medieval Roman
Catholic church the equivalent would be the regester, or register of copies of
outgoing documents.

The second and third usages of the term “metrica” cited by the Polish archival
glossary are irrelevant to our present inquiry: the second is as an entry in a
registration book, such as a school or university matriculation register; the third is
as an entry in a book or register of vital statistics, such as a parish register of births,
baptisms, marriages, and deaths.

5 The term “Crown” (Polish, Koronna) is used in Polish — and hence here — to
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Although the King of Poland and the Grand Duke of Lithuania were
one and the same person for most of the period, the chanceries of the
Crown and the Grand Duchy were always separate. After the marriage
of the Lithuanian grand duke Jagielto (in Lithuanian, Jogaila) with
Jadwiga in 1386 and Jagietto’s assumption of the Polish crown (1386
1434), chancery practices and the administrative and legal system in
the Grand Duchy came under more direct Polish influence. The
existence of an educated — and predominantly Polish — administra-
tive elite in the Lithuanian chancery contributed to developments in
record keeping along the Polish model. The process started under the
reign of Vytautas (in Polish, Witold), grand duke from 1392 to 1430.

We have good evidence that the Lithuanian Metrica was from its
beginning modelled after the Crown Metrica and adopted many of its
forms. It is not known when the practice of keeping chancery registers
for outgoing documentation was started in the Grand Duchy, but the
first mention of a metrica register for the Polish Crown chancery dates
from 1407." The first firm evidence of the practice in the Lithuanian
chancery comes from the year 1431, during the short reign (1430-1432)
of Grand Duke SwidrygieHo (in Lithuanian, Svitrigaila).® By the
mid-fifteenth century registers were apparently being kept systemati-
cally for outgoing chancery documentation and judicial decisions.
However, extant registers with entries from the fifteenth century are
fragmentary and now exist only in late sixteenth-century copies.

As might be expected, chancery practices developed similarly for
the Crown and the Grand Duchy, particularly after the creation of the
Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth by the Union of Lublin in 1569.

refer to the Kingdom of Poland, in contradistinction to “Lithuanian,” which refers
to the Grand Duchy of Lithuania. )}

¢ See Marceli Kosman, “Kancelaria wielkiego ksiecia Witolda,” Studia Zréd-
foznawcze 14 (1969): 91-119, and Kosman’s earlier article, “Archiwum Wielkiego
Ksigcia Witolda,” Archeion 46 (1967): 129-38.

7 See the discussion of early Crown chancery record-keeping practices by Irena
Sutkowska-Kurasiowa, Dokumenty krélewskie i ich funkcja w panstwie polskim za
Andegawendw i pierwszych Jagiellonéw, 1370-1444 (Warsaw, 1977), especially
pp. 82-84. For more details about the Crown Metrica and an inventory of the
extant volumes in AGAD, sec Inwentarz Metryki Koronnej: Ksiggi wpiséw i
dekretéw polskiej kancelarii krolewskiej z lat 14471795, compiled by Irena
Sutkowska-Kurasiowa and Maria Wozniakowa (Warsaw, 1975).

¢ The first reference to a Lithuanian Metrica register occurs in a document dated
21 May 1431, held in the Provincial State Archive in Cracow (Wojewé6dzkie
Archiwum Pafistwowe w Krakowie), Rusiecki Collection, parchment no. 121.
See the full citation and further notes about the history of the Lithuanian Metrica
in the helpful article by Irena Sutkowska-Kurasiowa, “Metryka Litewska — cha-
rakterystyka i dzieje,” Archeion 65 (1977): 91-118.
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Hence there are many formal similarities between the Crown Metrica
and the Lithuanian Metrica. Obviously, some state documents of the
Commonwealth were issued in the name of both the king and the
grand duke, and hence would have been inscribed in the registers of
both chanceries. Also, because of the overlap in chancery business and
personnel, some documents relating to the Grand Duchy appear in the
registers of the Crown Metrica. Occasionally, a few stray volumes,
either erroneously or by specific intent, became lodged with the wrong
group. Nevertheless, the two groups of chancery books were always
maintained separately.

The fact that the two groups of high chancery records were always
stored separately before the eighteenth century led to some major
differences in their organization and sequencing. The differences were
not always recognized, particularly — as will be seen later — after the
partitions of the Commonwealth, when both groups of records were
brought to St. Petersburg and inventoried together. Nonetheless,
despite variations in organization and storage, distinctly recognizable
types of metrica registers were kept for the Grand Duchy, similar to
those kept by the Crown chancery.

Most important and varied of the different types were the “books of
inscriptions,” which contained copies of grants of land, nobility, or
other privileges; royal letters and other official documents prepared or
issued by the chancery or vice-chancery; other charters or acts issued
in the name of the Grand Duke or the Sejm; and international treaties
and other documents issued in the name of the Commonwealth.

In both Crown and Lithuanian chanceries, inscriptions were usually
made in the language in which the documents were issued. Through
the sixteenth century, Belorussian in its late medieval form (often
called Ruthenian)® was the predominant chancery language in the
Grand Duchy, although Latin was used in some areas, as it was
throughout the Crown lands. Some documents appeared in Latin in
the Grand Duchy as late as the seventeenth century. Polish began to

9 Linguists differ over a designation for the East Slavic written language used in
the Grand Duchy of Lithuania from the late fourteenth through the seventeenth
century, which became the chancery language. Though clearly divergent from
Muscovite Russian, the language is scarcely distinguishable from the written form
used in the Ukraine. In English it is sometimes called “Ruthenian” (Ruski in
Polish). Linguists increasingly classify it as an early form of Belorussian, frequently
with the designation “Middle Belorussian.” See the article by George Shevelov,
«Belorussian versus Ukrainian: Delineation of Texts before A.p. 1568,” Journal of
Byelorussian Studies 3, no. 2 (1974): 145-56.
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appear in registers during the sixteenth century, became dominant in
both Crown and Grand Ducal chanceries during the seventeenth, and
continued to be so through the eighteenth century.!

Through the early sixteenth century, the main inscription books
sometimes contained copies of legal decrees, protocols, and other
judicial documents issued by the chancery, but these were recorded in
separate books as record-keeping practices became more refined.
Usually, these books formed separate series for judicial proceedings in
the higher, predominantly appellate, courts presided over by the
chancellor or vice-chancellor. Copies were also kept — frequently as
separate books — of records and related documents from foreign
legations of the Grand Duchy, although after 1569 the duchy’s only
legations were to Moscow, since all other foreign relations were
handled by the Crown.

Separate books were also kept in the chancery for land surveys of
royal estates or boundaries elsewhere in the Grand Duchy, although
these were not necessarily produced in the chancery itself. Some
financial transactions are also documented in chancery records, par-
ticularly in the early years before separate treasury records were kept.
A number of additional miscellaneous volumes were held in the
chanceries, some to record specific chancery functions, others to serve
as chancery aids, and still others quite by happenstance. We will return
to these problems in later discussion of the types of register books
produced and stored in the chancery at different times.

Ideally, the term “Lithuanian Metrica” should be used only with
reference to the formal Lithuanian chancery registers. But we must
also be cognizant of the looser historical usages of the term. All too
often it has referred to the entire varying corpus of materials that was
stored, and later moved about with, the actual Lithuanian chancery
registers. Realistically, then, it is impossible to avoid this broader
usage entirely, because it has been perpetrated in written descriptions
and inventories. What is most important, however, is to distinguish the
differing complex of materials encompassed by the term at different
times, and to recognize the precise and varying provenance of the
materials involved.

Confusion is increased because the term “Lithuanian Metrica” was
sometimes used historically, and occasionally still is today, to encom-

' The preeminence of Polish explains the need for the Latin-alphabet transcrip-
tions and summaries of many earlier Cyrillic registers that were prepared after they
were brought to Warsaw in the 1740s (see below).
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pass other top-level records of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, along
with the chancery registers themselves. It was also used to refer to
various parts of those archives, such as groups of records from other
institutions. Indeed, “metrica” was sometimes used as a general syno-
nym for, or in lieu of, the term “archive” with reference to various
groups of institutional records within the Grand Duchy.

In its extended usage covering high-level chancery archives, at some
times the term “Lithuanian Metrica” may also have encompassed
original charters and other original incoming documents, as well as the
actual chancery registers. This could have occurred because many
earlier, completed metrica registers were stored in the treasury of the
castle in Vilnius along with the vaults or treasure chests of original
documents. To add to the confusion, two of the register books tradi-
tionally kept with the Lithuanian Metrica are actually inventories of
the original documents dating from 1386 to 1491 that were kept in the
Vilnius castle treasury with the Metrica in the late sixteenth century."
Only a few of the original documents they list survive today, and none
of them are still kept with the Lithuanian Metrica complex.

Original charters, treaties, and other incoming documents were
obviously an integral part of the archives of the Grand Duchy of
Lithuania, but from an archival standpoint, it makes sense to distin-
guish them clearly from the chancery metrica registers and hence not
to consider them part of the Lithuanian Metrica. Such a distinction
makes sense, because original documents from the Grand Ducal
archives were usually separated from the chancery registers and had a
quite different fate. For example, in the sixteenth and early seven-
teenth centuries, many parchment documents were removed by the
Radziwilt chancellors and stored in their own family estate archive in
Nesvizh (Polish, Nieswiez), where for the most part they remained
until after the First World War.!? Those still extant have since been

1 TsGADA, fond 389, no. 1 and no. 2 (a second copy of the same inventory).
This inventory was published in Opisanie dokumentov i bumag khraniashchikhsia v
Moskovskom arkhive Ministerstva iustitsii, vol. 21 (Moscow, 1921), pp. 323-472.
Two eighteenth-century manuscript copies remain in AGAD in Warsaw, one in the
Potocki Public Archive (APP 15) and the other with the Metrica transcriptions
(ML 191A). An eighteenth-century index remains in the Czartoryski Library, in
Cracow, MS 821.

12 See the article by Jan Jakubowski, “Archiwum panstwowe W. X. Litewskiego
i jego losy,” Archeion 9 (1931): 1-18. The Radziwilt family claimed that the
privilege of storing state documents was given to them by Sigismund Augustus in
1551, but the charter of privilege cited has proved to be a forgery. See Irena
Sutkowska-Kurasiowa, “Archiwum dokumentowe Wielkiego Ksigstwa Litewskie-
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deposited in the Main Archive of Early Acts (AGAD) in Warsaw. A
group of seventy-one parchments dating from 1401 to 1687, originally
from the Lithuanian state archive, are now extant in AGAD, but none
of these were ever inventoried as part of the Lithuanian Metrica."

In eighteenth-century Warsaw, inventories of the Lithuanian Metri-
ca never included original parchment documents and, like the parallel
case of the Crown Metrica, the term was never used so broadly.
However, the broader use of the term was current in Warsaw in the
nineteenth century.” In nineteenth-century St. Petersburg and Mos-
cow, the concept of the Lithuanian Metrica frequently embraced
collections of documents as well as chancery registers. Indeed, the
noted Russian historian, N. G. Berezhkov, who became one of the
chief authorities on the Lithuanian Metrica, in a prerevolutionary
statement specifically defined the Lithuanian Metrica as “the state
archive of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania,” and further explained that
it accordingly includes both chancery registers and original acts or
documents.”” However, in his 1946 monograph regarding the Lithuan-
ian Metrica, Berezhkov more precisely limits his opening definition to
encompass only “the books of the state chancery of the Grand Duchy
of Lithuania.”'®

Since the Lithuanian Metrica registers were maintained as the
official office or registry copy of documents issued by the chancery,
they usually did not contain correspondence, drafts of documents,
other miscellaneous office papers, or personal correspondence and
other papers of individual chancellors. From time to time, however,
such papers became lodged with the Metrica complex. When Metrica
registers were later bound, such miscellaneous papers were occasion-

go,” in Archiwum Giéwne Akt Dawnych w Warszawie: Przewodnik po zespotach,
pt. 1: Archiwa dawnej Rzeczypospolitej, 2nd ed., by Jadwiga Karwasiriska (War-
saw, 1975), pp. 49-50.

" This collection is identified in the guide AGAD: Przewodnik, pp. 49-50. A
typewritten inventory of these parchments is available to researchers in AGAD.
¥ A blatant example of the broadest use of the term “metrica” is to be found in
the mid-nineteenth-century manuscript essay by Andrzej Gulisiski, “Historya
Metryki Koronnej i Litewskiej” (Warsaw, 1853), AGAD, Nabytki no. 305.

5 Berezhkov, unsigned preface to the volume of inventories prepared before the
Revolution, Opisanie dokumentov i bumag MAMIu, 21: xi. He failed to mention,
however, that the original documents held with the Lithuanian Metrica then in
Moscow had their provenance in the Cracow Crown Treasury Archive, and that
they had not been stored anywhere near the Lithuanian Metrica before both were
brought to St. Petersburg at the end of the eighteenth century.

® N. G. Berezhkov, Litovskaia metrika kak istoricheskii istochnik, pt. 1: O
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ally bound into the same volume, or in a separate volume and retained
with the official Metrica registers themselves. Such volumes were often
removed by individual chancellors or other high officials as part of
their own personal papers. Hence it is not surprising to discover them
in personal archives, sometimes with fragments or copies of Metrica
books or even entire volumes of chancery registers. Obviously, it is
important to distinguish groups of chancery papers from the official
Metrica registers, although they, too, have prime value as historical
sources and should be carefully identified in a full inventory of extant
records from the Grand Duchy.

As mentioned earlier, the Lithuanian Metrica technically included
only those documentary registers produced in or for the chancellor or
vice-chancellor. Thus it encompassed only the highest level of docu-
mentation issued in the Grand Duchy. Records from other high-level
state offices, such as the treasury, the military commandant (hetman,
and later voiskaia komissia), or higher courts not presided over by the
grand duke, e.g., the Lithuanian High Tribunal (Glavnii litovskii
tribunal), were always maintained separately. They should remain
carefully distinguished from the actual registers of the Lithuanian
Metrica."

pervonachal’nom sostave knig Litovskoi metriki po 1522 god (Moscow and Lenin-
grad, 1946), p. 3.

7 Most other high state records from the Grand Duchy had remained stored in
Vilnius and were brought together in the nineteenth century into what after 1852
was the Vilnius Archive of Early Register Books. During Polish rule, from 1921 to
1938, they were held in the successor State Archive in Vilnius. Under Soviet rule
they have all been consolidated in the Central State Historical Archive of the
Lithuanian SSR in Vilnius. There is no up-to-date inventory of records from the
Grand Duchy of Lithuania, or even a basic guide to the Historical Archive in
Vilnius, but many of the holdings are well described in the nineteenth- and early
twentieth-century inventories by N. 1. Gorbachevskii, Katalog drevnim aktovym
knigam gubernii: Vilenskoi, Grodnenskoi, Minskoi i Kovenskoi, takzhe knigam
nekotorykh sudov gubernii Mogilevskoi i Smolenskoi, khraniashchimsia nyne v
Tsentral'nom arkhive v Vil'ne (Vilnius, 1872), pp. 143-66, and I. L. Sprogis,
Inwentarz b. Wileriskiego Archiwum Centralnego, pt. 1: Nr 1-11794 (Vilnius,
1929; “Wydawnictwa Archiwéw Pardstwowych,” 6), pp. 158-76. For details
about these records, the Vilnius archives, and the published descriptions available,
see my recently published directory, Archives and Manuscript Repositories in the
USSR: Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Belorussia (Princeton, 1981), especially
pp. 290-91, 298-302, and 365-78. See also my article, “The Archival Legacy of the
Grand Duchy of Lithuania: The Fate of Historical Archives in Vilnius,” Slavic and
East European Review 57 (October 1979): 552-71. The best earlier outline of
archival records from the Grand Duchy is the report by Ryszard Mienicki, “Ar-
chiwa Wielkiego Ksigstwa Litewskiego,” in Pamietnik VI Powszechnego zjazdu
historykéw polskich w Wilnie, 17-20 wrzesnia 1935 r., 2 vols. (Lviv, 1935-36),
1: 403-413, 2: 187-91.
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Invariably, stray volumes representing other high state functions,
fragments of other records, or copies of important documents from
other offices were needed by the chancery or were taken into custody
by chancellors for various reasons, perhaps even by chance. As a result
a number of such miscellaneous books have remained with the Metrica
complex, and were even recopied and inventoried with the chancery
records themselves. In using the Metrica complex as sources and in
analyzing its components, it becomes very important to identify the
exact provenance of these various extraneous components and to
relate them to contingent records extant elsewhere.

Records of lower courts and administrative offices throughout the
Grand Duchy were also always distinguished from the Lithuanian
Metrica. Occasionally, however, the term “metrica” itself was used
loosely with reference to their records. Such usage is understandable,
because similar types of metrica register books were used throughout
the Grand Duchy for the records of lower courts as were used for the
courts presided over by the chancellor or the Grand Duke. Be that as it
may, records of different local courts — such as the castle court
(grodskii sud/ sqd grodzki) and land court (zemskii sud/ sqd ziemski)
in each district (povet/ powiar) of each palatinate (voievostvo/ woje-
wodziwo) — were maintained separately, usually in the office where
the sessions of the court took place.'® These lower court registers were
usually simply called “books” (knigi/ ksiggi), and only rarely does the
term “metrica” occur officially with reference to these court records in
the Grand Duchy.

These local court records were never officially considered part of the
Lithuanian Metrica, nor should they ever be so considered. Later in
the nineteenth century, when the areas of the former Grand Duchy of
Lithuania had all become part of the Russian Empire, these local court
records were consolidated in Vilnius, Vitebsk, and Kiev, in special
archives designated for their custody.'” Now under Soviet archival

' See the mention of these courts in my Archives, especially pp. 288-90. It
contains full citations to more detailed literature on the subject.

" Similar archives were established by imperial authorities in these three centers
in the mid-nineteenth century. The one in Vitebsk lasted only to 1891, when all of
its holdings were transferred to the Vilnius archive. The local court records that
had been gathered in Vilnius in the nineteenth century were inventoried in 1872 by
Gorbachevskii, Katalog, and later before the First World War by Sprogis, Inwen-
tarz. In the case of the Sprogis inventory, more complete coverage, including
holdings from additional Belorussian areas, is found in the few prewar, Russian-
titled proof copies now available of that inventory, which has since been reissued in
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administration, they have been divided between the Central State
Historical Archives of the union republics of Lithuania, Latvia, Belo-
russia, and the Ukraine, according to their actual local provenance and
the present location or configuration of the previous administrative-
territorial entities they served.”

In a few instances, however, particularly in the early sixteenth
century, some registers from several local courts became mingled with
the metrica registers from the Grand Ducal chancery. This usually
happened when the chancellor had previously, or perhaps even simul-
taneously, served in a top local administrative or judicial capacity.
Such overlap of personnel and functions helps explain the presence in
the Lithuanian Metrica complex of stray volumes of local court
records.? In entry form, such volumes appear quite similar to other
high chancery registers with judicial inscriptions. However, in actual
contents and provenance, they should be carefully distinguished.

Thus, while stray volumes of non-chancery records became part of
the Lithuanian Metrica complex from time to time, the obverse also
happened. Chancellors or other high court officials sometimes re-
moved Metrica registers, which then came to be stored with their own
personal or family papers. Sometimes they had metrica books or parts
thereof copied for their own personal or other official use, which later
might also have survived in their personal archives. It is not surprising,
then, to find today official Metrica registers or contemporary copies
thereof in the private archives of leading magnate families who served
as the ruling elite in the Grand Duchy.” Since such volumes were
never stored with the rest of the completed Metrica registers, they
were never formally considered part of the Lithuanian Metrica and
never appeared in earlier inventories.

The fact that the Lithuanian Metrica corpus has been moved around

a microfiche edition. See Grimsted, Archives, pp. 37277, for more details (the
Sprogis inventory is cited as K-74 and K-75).

% Unfortunately, no up-to-date inventories listing and correlating these records
with their current archival locations are available. The published guides to the
historical archives in Minsk and Kiev provide only the briefest mention, and the list
of holdings in Lithuanian state archives does not even list the relevant fonds. For a
basic orientation, see the chart of local administrative-territorial divisions in the
Grand Duchy of Lithuania and the present disposition of court records in appen-
dix 4 of Grimsted, Archives, pp. 626-29. See also the chart in Mienicki,
“Archiwa,” 1. 408-413.

% See below, fns. 183-186, for examples of local court records among the vol-
umes of judicial proceedings in the Metrica complex.

2 §ee below, fns. 85, 106, 136, 178, and 179, for examples of such stray Metrica
volumes.
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and reorganized so many times, and that parts of it have been recopied
and rebound on several occasions, grossly complicates the problems of
its exact definition and contents at different times, and of the prove-
nance of its component parts. It is thus crucial to recognize the radical
changes in content, general organization, and specific arrangement to
which the Lithuanian Metrica complex has been subjected over the
centuries.

2. STAGES IN THE HISTORY AND ORGANIZATION OF THE
LITHUANIAN METRICA COMPLEX

The present organization of the Lithuanian Metrica in Moscow, with
auxiliary materials in Warsaw, should be recognized as its fourth major
arrangement and the fourth different complex of materials of which
the Lithuanian chancery registers have formed part during the five
centuries since their inception. Although gradual developments and
often significant changes took place within each stage, three major
earlier stages can be identified as follows: the first, in Vilnjus from the
early sixteenth century to the 1740s; the second, in Warsaw from the
1740s to 1795; and the third, in St. Petersburg from 1796 until 1887.

An analysis of the inventories prepared during each of these stages
can help us reconstruct the changes in the Metrica complex at different
times and expose the varying provenance of the materials included.?
We will then be in a better position to reconstruct the original organi-
zation of the actual Lithuanian chancery registers.

a. The Lithuanian Metrica in Vilnius before the 1740s

We must recognize at the outset that the Lithuanian Metrica — in the
extended sense of the entire complex of Metrica volumes — is a
product of both chancery record-keeping procedures and of archival
practices in the Grand Duchy. These usages were not always the same,
and indeed, could vary under different chancellors and in different
periods. Indeed the vague and imprecise term Lithuanian Metrica
developed over the centuries as a result of the relatively informal
archival practices of the Grand Duchy. These facts are important for
assessing the arrangement of Metrica volumes as well as the content of
the Lithuanian Metrica complex.

3 A detailed list of known inventories and summaries of the Lithuanian Metrica is
presented in The “Lithuanian Metrica” in Moscow and Warsaw, appendix 3. A
Polish version of this list, together with my analysis of the inventories, is in
preparation for Studia Zrédloznawcze.
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Until the early sixteenth century, Lithuanian chancery registers and
related documents were retired for safekeeping from the capital in
Vilnius to a special storage vault in the castle at Trakai (Polish, Troki),
the ancient capital of Lithuania.* By 1511, the Metrica registers were
usually kept in the treasury of the castle in Vilnius. In 1594, Chancellor
Lew Sapieha ordered the early volumes to be recopied, and the
process continued until 1607.” Some of the stray volumes from other
institutions then housed with the official chancery registers were also
copied, but a few were retained in the original. Only a few of the
original chancery registers from before that period survive. The Met-
rica continued to be kept in Vilnius during most of the seventeenth
century, primarily at the castle, but some records were also stored in
another building near the city marketplace.

Some Metrica registers were reportedly taken from the Vilnius
castle during the Russian seige of Vilnius in 1655. Apparently these
were never recovered.” Some historians have written that parts of the
Lithuanian Metrica were taken to Stockholm at the time of the
Swedish invasion of the Commonwealth (which would also have been
in 1655).7 1t is clear from the available evidence, however, that only
the Crown Metrica was taken from Poland to Sweden: indeed, the
Swedish forces did not even reach Vilnius. Except for those that may
have been removed at the time of the Russian siege, the Lithuanian
Metrica registers remained in Vilnius.”

% There is no adequate study of the early history of the Lithuanian Metrica, and
further research is needed on the subject. Many details presented in Ptaszycki’s
introduction (Opisanie, pp. 3-61) lack precision and tend to confuse the history of
the Lithuanian Metrica with that of the Crown Metrica. See also Sulkowska-
Kurasiowa, “Metryka Litewska,” especially pp. 92-97.

% The completion of this process is reported in a resolution of the Sejm, Volu-
mina Legum, 2: 1631.

% Contemporary reports of these developments are found in resolutions of the
Sejm (Volumina Legum, 4: 994 and 5: 155-56), but it has not been possible to find
other corroborative evidence.

7 Ptaszycki, Opisanie, p. 11. Ptaszycki also makes the same claim in his unsigned
booklet, Cesarska Biblioteka Publiczna i Metryka Litewska w Petersburgu (Cra-
cow, 1884), originally published as an article in Przeglgd Literacki i Artystyczny,
1884, no. 4/5, p. 23. The notion of the Swedish transfer is erroneously repeated by
Sutkowska-Kurasiowa, “Metryka Litewska,” p. 92. I, too, have been misled by
Ptaszycki’s account (see Grimsted, “The Archival Legacy,” p. 555).

2 Ptaszycki cites an inventory covering those volumes of the Metrica returned
from Sweden. That inventory, prepared by the Crown Metricant, Stefan Kazimierz
Hankiewicz, in 1673, was held in the Imperial Public Library in St. Petersburg
(Pol.I1.F.61) before World War I, was returned to Warsaw in the 1920s, and then
was lost during World War II. From the detailed description of the inventory by
J6zef Korzeniowski, Zapiski z rekopisow Cesarskiej Biblioteki Publicznej w
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In the Lithuanian chanceries of the sixteenth and seventeenth cen-
turies, the actual registers were apparently not kept in strict or coher-
ent order in the office storage closets or armoires where they were
usually housed. It also appears that the books themselves had no series
designations or numbers — indeed, unlike the Crown Metrica, there is
no indication of a system of numeration for the Lithuanian Metrica
registers before they were brought to Warsaw in the 1740s.%

A recently rediscovered list of the books of the Lithuanian Metrica
compiled in 1623 provides our best evidence about the contents and
organization of the Metrica volumes when they were in Vilnius in the
early seventeenth century. The list is actually an official document
transmitting the Lithuanian Metrica registers from the outgoing chan-
cellor, Lew Sapieha, to the incoming chancellor, Albrecht Stanistaw
Radziwilt.* The complete text of the inventory is being prepared for
separate publication, since it is the earliest Metrica inventory and the
only such list known from before the eighteenth century.’! The inven-
tory lists 190 volumes from the main chancery then considered part of
the Lithuanian Metrica complex. Because descriptions are highly

Petersburgu i innych bibliotek Petersburgskich (Cracow, 1910; Archiwum do
Dziejéw Literatury i Oswiaty w Polsce, vol. 11), pp. 202-204, it is obviously
identical in coverage (with slight variations in the order of sections) to the
Hankiewicz inventory of the Crown Metrica now held in the Manuscript Division
of the Ossolineum Library in Wroctaw (MS 137), “Inwentarz Ksiag w Metrice
Koronney oboiey . . .” (a photocopy is held in AGAD in Warsaw). No books of
the Lithuanian Metrica are included among those returned from Sweden.

® We cannot be sure about the early storage practices, however, because of the
lack of inventories and because the books of the Lithuanian Metrica were all
reorganized and rebound after they were brought to Warsaw in the 1740s. For the
contrasting inventory of the Crown Metrica in the seventeenth century, see fn. 36.
% “Regestr xiag Metryki W. X. L. ode mnie Leona Sapiehi wojewody wilen-
skiego, oswieconemu xigzeciu Olbrychtowi Stanistawowi Radziwilowi na Otyce y
Niewsiezu canclerzowi W. X. L. w roku teraznieyszym tysigc szeset dwudziestym
trzecim msa marca jedynastego dnie oddanych.” The original document is now part
of a bound volume in the Dubrowski autograph collection, no. 124, fols. 98-116,
held in the Manuscript Division of the Saltykov-Shchedrin State Public Library
(GPB) in Leningrad. This inventory had been appropriately described by Korze-
niowski, Zapiski z rgkopiséw, p. 366 (autograph no. 474); however, it has not
been cited in previous scholarship regarding the Lithuanian Metrica. My analysis of
this list has been undertaken in collaboration with Irena Sutkowska-Kurasiowa at
the Institute of History of the Polish Academy of Sciences in Warsaw, where a
typescript copy is now available, presumably from the Leningrad original. Unfor-
tunately, it has not yet been possible for us to verify this copy with the one in
Leningrad.

' An additional, although presumably inferior, copy of this inventory has been
located in Minsk. An analysis and portions of the text have been reportedly
published there recently, but I have as yet been unable to obtain either a copy or
exact bibliogrophical data.
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abbreviated and inclusive dates are not furnished for every volume, it
is difficult to correlate all of the listings with the volumes as they are
known today, but a preliminary analysis has been completed.”

From this 1623 list it is clear that the books of the Lithuanian
Metrica were not kept or arranged in series according to contents or
subject matter, nor were they even arranged in chronological order.
For the most part they were grouped in subsections under the name of
the sovereign during whose reign they had been produced. Although
in the list the books are numbered within these groups, there is no
indication that these numbers were affixed to the volumes themselves.
Although most of the books are not arranged in any apparent order,
their descriptions do designate specific types of content, such as books
of privileges, judicial books, books of legations, books of descriptions
or inventories of estates and boundaries, etc. In many cases several
subjects are mentioned for a single book, indicating their highly mixed
contents. Also, volumes are often cited by the plural, ksiggi (“books”).
Apparently no consistent distinction in the use of the singular versus
the plural form of the Polish word for book is known at that time, but
the use of the plural could suggest that many volumes were formed
from initially separate parts.

In addition to groupings by individual sovereigns, there are also
several sections listing books under specific regional headings. These
sections suggest that there were a few recognizable, separate groups
within the Metrica complex at that time. For example, one section lists
most of the books of local judicial proceedings (ksiggi wojewddz-
kie),® which were housed with the Metrica complex although they are
not actual chancery registers. Judicial books relating to Podlachia
(Polish, Podlasie) are also listed in a separate group.* Another group
lists books relating to Livonia, starting with the year 1561, when that

%2 With the aid of subsequent inventories and summaries, Irena Sutkowska-
Kurasiowa and I have established preliminary correlation for all but a handful of
volumes, and have determined that almost all of the volumes extant at that time
can be identified in subsequent inventories. Our preliminary correlation of the
volumes in this list with those in later inventories is included in The “Lithuanian
Metrica” in Moscow and Warsaw, appendix 6.

»  «Regestr xigg Metryki W. X. L.,” fols. 103v-104v. 24 volumes are listed in this
section, mostly from the Vilnius castle court. See below, fns. 183-186.

M “Regestr xiagg Metryki W. X. L.,” fol. 102. Seven volumes are listed for
Podlachia for the years 1540-1558. See further discussion of this group below,
fns. 187-193.
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region became more directly linked to the Grand Duchy and the Polish
Crown.*

Apart from these few separate groups, the 1623 list suggests that
there were no strict series of subject-oriented chancery books in the
Lithuanian Metrica as they were being stored and passed from one
chancellor to the next, at least in the period up to the first quarter of
the seventeenth century. By contrast, the earliest extant inventory for
the Crown Metrica, prepared in 1674-1676, after it was returned from
Sweden, by the Crown Metricant Stefan Kazimierz Hankiewicz, dem-
onstrates a clear series distinction and numbering and lettering system
within specified series, for Crown inscription books, legation books,
books of judicial decrees, protocols, and inventories of royal estates.>
Unfortunately, no other lists or inventories are available for the
Lithuanian Metrica during the period it remained in Vilnius. There is
no extant evidence of series divisions there, although there were
apparently several attempts to reorganize the Metrica archive in the
seventeenth century.

b. The Lithuanian Metrica in Warsaw (1740s to 1795)

In the mid-1740s, the entire complex of extant volumes of the Lithuan-
ian Metrica that had hitherto been kept together in Vilnius was
transferred to Warsaw. There, by order of the grand ducal chancellor,
Jan Fryderyk Sapieha, and vice-chancellor, Michal Czartoryski, a
commission was established “for the revision and reordering of the
metrica archive.”” Along with the previously bound volumes, many
loose documents and fragmentary materials were brought together and
bound into volumes without adequate sorting or arrangement.*® All of

% “Regestr xiag Metryki W. X. L.,” fol. 105. Five volumes are listed in that
section for Livonia (Inflanty), but there are several others scattered in other
sections of the inventory.

* Hankiewicz, “Inwentarz Ksigg w Metrice Koronney ...,” Ossolineum
Library, Wroclaw, MS 137. Although the title page of the inventory mentions
1664, the year that the books were returned from Sweden, listings continue for
books with entries through the year 1676. Most of the Crown Metrica books
covered by the Hankiewicz inventory had been transported to Sweden in 1655, and
may well have been reorganized and numbered in Stockholm before their return in
1664. More study is needed to determine exactly when and where the system of
numbers and letters designating volumes of the Crown Metrica was introduced.
¥ J. Jakubowski, “Wiadomosci o $wiezo odzyskanym z Rosji sumarjuszu
Metryki Litewskiej z lat 1747-51,” Ateneum Wileriskie 8 (1933): 215-16.

% See Ptaszycki’s annotations to this effect: for example, Opisanie, p- 133
(I1.A.172), p. 134 (I1.A.181), p. 139 (I1.A.241 ff.). See also fn. 195.
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the volumes were then completely reorganized and numbered accord-
ing to a strictly rational plan.

An inventory following the new arrangement was prepared in 1747
by Jan Chrapowicki and Jan Szadurski.* They also prepared, between
1747 and 1751, a series of summaries in Latin-alphabet transcription of
most of these volumes, based on the original summaries found in most
books.*

According to this rational Warsaw system, the Metrica collection
was divided strictly between the books of the main chancery (Metrica
maior) and the minor chancery (Metrica minor). Books from the main
chancery were assigned consecutive numbers, from 1 through 436.
The first 297 books are arranged in relatively strict chronological
order, ending with a volume for the years 1740-1745. Other groups of
miscellaneous volumes then retained with the Metrica collection were
listed subsequently, but not strictly in chronological order (Warsaw
nos. 298-436). Many of the later numbers contain fragmentary parts of
volumes and miscellaneous legal protocols and other chancery docu-
ments that had been brought to Warsaw with the Metrica collection
and bound together, often indiscriminately.*

At this time the volumes clearly identified as originating in the office
of the vice-chancellor (starting in 1579) were arranged separately in

% See the description of this inventory by Stanistaw Ptaszycki, “Sumarjusz i
inwentarz metryki Litewskiej,” Archeion 8 (1930): 38-40. The only known copy of
the inventory was destroyed in Warsaw during the uprising of 1944. However, the
order of the inventory can easily be reconstructed, because the numbers assigned
to individual volumes remained affixed to the volumes themselves, and because the
same numbers were used in the summaries prepared at the same time.

# See Ptaszycki, “Sumarjusz,” pp. 31-36, and Jakubowski, “Wiadomosci,”
pp. 215-18. These initial Warsaw summaries stayed with the Lithuanian Metrica
complex until a new set was prepared in St. Petersburg in the early nineteenth
century. Later, they were housed separately in the Library of the General Staff in
St. Petersburg. Returned to Warsaw in 1930, they are now held in AGAD,
SumML 1-15. At least two other sets of summaries of the Lithuanian Metrica were
prepared in Warsaw in the eighteenth century, some of the details of which are
mentioned by Ptaszycki and Jakubowski in the articles cited, and by Sutkowska-
Kurasiowa in “Metryka Litewska.” Those remaining in AGAD are held as part of
the Radziwitt Archive (AR I1.69/13 and 11.69/8) and the Potocki Public Archive
(APP 15-30; no. 16 is lacking). A table correlating all extant Warsaw summaries
with current TSGADA or AGAD numbers for the Metrica volumes covered will be
found in The “Lithuanian Metrica” in Moscow and Warsaw, appendix 4. Actually
the summaries, completed several years later, include a few more volumes than the
earlier inventory.

4 An adequate inventory has never been prepared, so to this day it is impossible
to identify their contents with any exactness. The summaries extend through
volume number 358, but do not cover many of the additional miscellaneous
volumes.



288 ) PATRICIA KENNEDY GRIMSTED

strict chronological order and assigned letters rather than numbers, so
as to distinguish them clearly from the chancellor’s books.> Once in
Warsaw, the official Lithuanian Metrica complex was kept in a spe-
cially designated room in the Royal Castle. Thereafter, other groups of
completed Metrica registers were periodically transferred to this offi-
cial depository from the grand ducal chanceries, and assigned consecu-
tively higher numbers or letters.

Although the initial Warsaw numbers and letters have stayed with
the individual volumes for the most part, a second series of numbers
were assigned in Warsaw later in the eighteenth century — which
explains why to this day many volumes bear two Warsaw numbers.
The second numeration apparently was assigned in the years 1784 to
1787, when almost all of the volumes of the Lithuanian Metrica were
rebound under the direction of the Polish court historian Adam
Naruszewicz (1733-1796).* Most of the volumes retain these elaborate
royal bindings today, along with the distinctive bookplate of Stanislaus
Augustus Poniatowski, the last Polish king and grand duke of Lithu-
ania. At approximately the same time, under the direction of Narusze-
wicz Latin-alphabet transcriptions were prepared of the 62 earliest
volumes of the Lithuanian Metrica, resulting in a group of 29 volumes
which are preserved today in AGAD in Warsaw.*

“ These letters were also assigned to the volumes consecutively in four alphabeti-
cal series starting with single letters “A”-“Z,” continuing through double and triple
series, etc., and finally through quadruple letters to “UUUU.” Within this system
there were apparently a few errors in distinction between major and minor
chancery books, since in some cases bound volumes contained entries from both
chanceries or miscellaneous fragments that did not properly belong in either
category. Also, there were some earlier books apparently from the vice-chancellor
that were listed with the main chancery books. See betow for further discussion of
the distinction between chancery and vice-chancery books.

*  The new numbers were affixed to the spine after rebinding, but indication of
the earlier Warsaw numbers was retained. In many instances, both Warsaw
numbers are indicated in Ptaszycki’s Opisanie, although some mistakes appear
there. The second system of Warsaw numeration affects only those volumes from
the main chancery with the numbers 242 and above. The new series of unique
numbers was apparently needed, since some of the volumes were rebound in more
than one volume: in some cases more than one earlier volume had been assigned a
single number, and a few of the miscellaneous volumes after number 272 were
rearranged. The letters initially assigned to the vice-chancery books were not
changed, but additional consecutive letters were assigned for eighteenth-century
books. Hence, by 1787 there were five alphabetical series through “LLLLL.”

“  The transcriptions cover volumes with the Warsaw numbers 1-66 (omitting
nos. 54, 60, and 64) and are now grouped together in AGAD under the num-
bers ML 191A — ML 219. Code numbers for copies of individual volumes avail-
able in AGAD are listed in the margin of the reedited Ptaszycki inventory, The
“Lithuanian Metrica” in Moscow and Warsaw, and a full table correlating them
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The organization imposed on the Lithuanian Metrica complex in
Warsaw during the eighteenth century was, in many ways and for
many parts of the collection, a highly artificial system of organization.
For the most part, it fails to take into account the natural order of the
volumes both as they were originally created and as they were origi-
nally stored in the chanceries of the Grand Duchy. It disregards
natural series groupings, and it makes no attempt to distinguish
between actual chancery registers and other miscellaneous volumes
brought to Warsaw as part of the Metrica complex. Nevertheless, to
understand the evolution of the Metrica complex and to identify
properly individual volumes in a new inventory, the exact correlations
of the Warsaw numbers for each and every volume must be estab-
lished. A Polish inventory of the Lithuanian Metrica prepared in
Warsaw in 1787, a copy of which is now held in Leningrad, could
undoubtedly provide verification of the final system of Warsaw ar-
rangement and numeration for the Lithuanian Metrica, before it was
transported to St. Petersburg in 1796.*

¢. The Lithuanian Metrica in St. Petersburg (1796 to 1887)

Following the final partition of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth
in 1795, most of its highest-level archives were transported to the
Russian capital.* The materials brought to St. Petersburg included

with the Warsaw numbers and summaries is included there as appendixes 4 and 5.
See also the notes about these copies and the charts correlating their entries with
the Warsaw numbers in Sulkowska-Kurasiowa, “Metryka Litewska,” pp. 93,
102-118.

% “Inwentarz ksiag Metryk W. X. Litewskich na nowo opprawionych, ulozonych
y pomnozonych, tak wigkszej iako y mniejszej pieczeci, przez J. M. P. Grzegorza
Kaczanowskiego Metrykanta W. X. L. y Sekretarza J. K. M. w r. 1787 sporzg-
dzony” (in-folio, 50 pages) (Odzial I, no. 7). The inventory is so identified in a
1934 typewritten inventory of the Onacewicz collection, “Katalog r¢kopiséw,
dokumentéw i map, ktére znajdowaly si¢ w bibliotece Zegoty Onacewicza w
Petersburgu,” Jagellonian Library, Cracow, MS 6767. A supplemental three-page
list of volumes added up to 1794 is also held in the same collection. See the
published mention by Feliks Pohorecki, “Teki i zbiory Zegoty Onacewicza (Proba
rekonstrukcji),” in Pamigtnik VI Powszechnego zjazdu historykéw polskich w
Wilnie, 17-20 wrzesnia 1935 r., 2 vols. (Lviv, 1935-36), 1: 421. The Onacewicz
collection is now held in the Manuscript Division of the Institute of Russian
Literature (Pushkinskii dom) in Leningrad, but it has not yet been possible to
examine or to obtain a copy of this manuscript.

% Ptaszycki covers some of the details of the transfer to St. Petersburg in his own
introduction (Opisanie, pp. 12-15). See also the report of N. V. Repnin to Em-
press Catherine I1 (14/27 December 1794) describing the dispatch of materials
from Vilnius in the custody of the Lithuanian Metricant, Kaczanowski, in Sbornik
Imperatorskogo Russkogo istoricheskogo obshchestva (hereafter SIRIO), 16
(1875): 73. For further details about the Metrica complex in St. Petersburg, see
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most of the known registers of both the Lithuanian Metrica and the
Crown Metrica, a large number of original documents from the Polish
Crown Treasury Archive in Cracow, the remains of other groups of
high-level state records, and miscellaneous royal papers (many of
which were simply stuffed in trunks without sorting). These materials
were subsequently divided, rearranged, and moved about several
times, all of which makes it exceedingly difficult to trace their fate.

The Lithuanian Metrica complex that had been held together in
Warsaw was completely reorganized as part of a much larger collection
of Polish-Lithuanian archival materials that also included most of the
Crown Metrica. In the process of rearrangement, the entire collection
was subdivided between those volumes principally relating to foreign
affairs and those concerning domestic matters. Nine or ten books from
the Warsaw Lithuanian Metrica complex were separated out and
turned over to the Collegium (after 1802, Ministry) of Foreign Affairs
in 1798, and then transferred to the Moscow Main Archive of the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Moskovskii glavnyi arkhiv Ministerstva
inostrannykh del —MGAMID) in 1828. '

The rest of the Warsaw Lithuanian Metrica complex, together with
the Crown Metrica, came under the jurisdiction of the Governing
Senate (Pravitel’stvuiushchii senat). It was inventoried in its radical
new organization in 1798 by Igor Kirshbaum. In terms of the overall
organization of the Metrica complex, the Kirshbaum inventory main-
tains a sharp distinction between the Lithuanian Metrica, the Crown
Metrica, and other records of Warsaw origin, with separate sections
for each.”” Following minor revisions in 1817, the inventory was
published in 1843, along with a detailed description of seven books
from the Lithuanian Metrica complex that were then held by the
Foreign Ministry.*

the introductory remarks by N. G. Berezhkov in Opisanie dokumentov i bumag
MAMIu, 21: xi—xix.

47 The inventory was divided into section A for the Crown Metrica and section B
for the Lithuanian Metrica; a separate section C covered other recent materials of
Warsaw origin, and section D covered some additional judicial materials, including
published volumes of laws and statutes, etc. The original manuscript inventory was
transferred to Poland in 1923, and is now held in AGAD (TzwML VIIL.37):
“Rospisanie del Metriki pol’skoi i litovskoi do vnutrenniago pravleniia nadlezha-
lishchikh, naznachennykh po vse Vysochaishchemy Ego Imperatorskago Veli-
chestva ot 1-go maiia 1798-go goda ukazu k dostavleniiu v Pravitel’stvuiushchii
Senat” (83 fols.).

% Kniga posol’skaia Metriki Velikogo kniazhestva Litovskogo, soderzhashchaia v
sebe diplomaticheskie snosheniia Litvy v gosudarstvovanie korolia Sigismunda-
Avgusta (s 1545 po 1572 god), ed. 1. N. Danilowicz (Danilovich) and M. A.
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Kirshbaum’s inventory is very important for the study of the Metrica
complex, because it reflects the reorganization and arrangement that
had taken place in St. Petersburg. The system established there affects
the arrangement in all subsequent inventories. The listings of individ-
ual items help us to trace the future disposition of specific volumes
which do not appear in later St. Petersburg inventories.

For the Lithuanian Metrica itself, the 1798 inventory represents the
basic rearrangement of the extant volumes into five distinct series,
mirroring the pattern in which the Polish Crown chancery books had
traditionally been organized — Books of Inscriptions (Knigi zapisei/
Libri inscriptionum, section B-1), Judicial Affairs and Protocols
(Sudnye dela i protokoly, section B-2), Books of Royal Sealings
(Sigillata, section B-3), Books of Revisions, or Land Survey Books
(Knigi perepisei i mezhevaniia, section B—4), and Books of Public
Affairs (Knigi publichnykh del i obshchestvennykh, section B-5).
Within each series extant volumes were organized in basic chronologi-
cal order, but many of the volumes are placed in the wrong series, or
simply grouped haphazardly without regard for their provenance. The
distinction between books from the main chancery and those from the
vice-chancery, as they had been divided in Warsaw, was dropped, but
earlier Warsaw numbers or letters are indicated for all volumes. The
inventory does helpfully group the volumes under the appropriate
reigning monarch, with indications of many subgroups containing
similar types of materials, although such groups were dropped later in
the nineteenth century. Hence the St. Petersburg order of the Lithu-
anian Metrica represents a complete reorganization, resulting in a
new, artificial pattern of arrangement directly contrary to its original
organization in Vilnius and Warsaw.

In 1799, a large part of the Metrica complex under the jurisdiction of
the Governing Senate was transferred to Prussia. Since Prussia then
occupied most of the former Crown lands, including Warsaw, the
move principally involved the Crown Metrica. Accordingly, a large
portion of the Crown Metrica was given over to Prussia, and even-
tually, after the Treaty of Tilsit in 1807, that portion was returned to
Warsaw and deposited in the newly organized General Provincial

Obolenskii, 2 vols. (Moscow, 1843), 1: 327-418, as revised by Bazyli Anastasie-
wicz (in 1817). The legation books are described on pp. 437-39, but not all the
books from the Lithuanian Metrica then in MGAMID were included (see fn. 91
and fn. 162). The related inventory for the Crown Metrica was also printed. The
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Archive (Archiwum Ogdlne Krajowe; after 1815, Gléwne Archi-
wum Krolestwa Polskiego). The move also involved some of the more
recent Warsaw records.”

From the Lithuanian Metrica complex included in the 1798 inven-
tory, six volumes were transferred to Warsaw,* along with four
volumes from the Grand Duchy that had earlier been listed with the
Crown Metrica.”! Also transferred were the 29 volumes of the Latin-
alphabet transcriptions of the earliest 62 volumes of the Lithuanian
Metrica that had been copied in the eighteenth century.”? The mater-
ials returned to Warsaw were all listed in the inventory prepared by
Felix Bentkowski in 1835.%

The Polish-Lithuanian materials that remained in St. Petersburg
under the administration of the Governing Senate — that is, most of
the Lithuanian Metrica, remaining parts of the Crown Metrica, and
some other related groups of records and individual documents —
were kept together under the collective title, the Metrica of the
Annexed Provinces (Metrika prisoedinnenykh provintsii).** In 1803,

rest of the published volumes provides the text of two of the Lithuanian legation
books. See below, fn. 166.

“ A complete inventory of the materials being transferred was prepared at the
time, the original manuscript of which is now in AGAD (TzwML VIII.38) —
“Opisi dielam metricheskim i drugim, otdannym v 1799 g. iz Pravitel’stvu Senatu
Prusskom Pravitel’stvu i vypisiam i vydelam iz etikh knig.” There are actually two
separate inventories with slightly different coverage, the largest entitled — “Opis’
vypisiam dlia Senatskago arkhiva spisannym iz knig i del prezhde byvshei Pol’skoi
Koronnoi i Litovskoi Metriki otnosiashchimsia k oblastiam dostavshimsia Koroliu
Pruskomu iz Senatskago arkhiva Korolievsko-Pruskomu Komisaru Iakshteinu
vydannykh” (106 pages). See Tadeusz Mencel, “Archiwum Ogélne Krajowe w
Warszawie 1808-1813,” in Ksigga pamigtkowa 150-lecia Archiwum Gléwnego
Akt Dawnych w Warszawie (Warsaw, 1958), pp. 3-6, 10-12.

®  These include five volumes of judicial decrees relating to Podlachia (B-2,
nos. 13-16 and 32 — see fn. 189), one volume inventorying boundaries between
the Grand Duchy and the Polish Crown (B-4.2 — see fn. 80), and one volume
listing privileges issued during the years 1775-1792 (B-5.28 — see fn. 79). One
additional volume of Podlachia decrees was transferred in 1827 (see fn. 193).

*' Four contingent volumes of judicial decrees relating to Podlachia had tradition-
ally been housed with the Crown Metrica (A-2, nos. 10, 13, 17, and 21) (see
fn. 192).

2 (See fn.44). These were listed in the 1798 inventory in section B-1,
nos. 191-219.

% See Felix Bentkowski, Spis akt dawnych w Gtéwnym Archiwum Krélestwa
Polskiego w Warszawie znajdujqcych sig 1835 (Warsaw, 1840). See also the earlier
coverage in the report by Adam Powstadiski, “Wiadomo$é o Archiwum Kra-
jowem Kroélestwa Polskiego . . . ,” Rocznik Towarzystwa Naukowego z Uniwer-
sytetem Krakowskiem potgczonego 9 (1824): 285-423. The Lithuanian Metrica is
specifically mentioned on pp. 362-64.

% The official decree establishing the Metrica office was dated 9 June 1803
(Polnoe sobranie zakonov, ser. 1, vol. 27, no. 20,790). See also the follow-up
decree of 1805 (PSZ, ser. 1, vol. 28, no. 21,881). Ptaszycki mentions some of these
details in his introduction, Opisanie, pp. 15-19.
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a new set of summaries was prepared for the Lithuanian Metrica
registers to replace the earlier Warsaw summaries.” In 1808 some of
the original documents from the Cracow Crown Treasury Archive that
had been held with the Metrica complex were transferred to the
Imperial Public Library in St. Petersburg.®

The combined Metrica corpus, along with other records from the
former Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, came under scrutiny in
nineteenth-century St. Petersburg. Families jockeying for social and
political position within the rigid social structure of Imperial Russia
were quick to turn to earlier documents as proof — even if sometimes
falsified — of their claims to noble status and landholding rights.
Government supervision became necessary to safeguard the documen-
tation and prevent falsification attempts.”’ In any case, people looking
to the documents with such reasons tended to overlook the fact that
these records had been recopied, reorganized, and rebound several

5 See fn. 40. Jakubowski mentions that the recopying was done by the official
metricant in charge of the collection in St. Petersburg, Stefan Koziello (“Wiado-
mosci o sumarjuszu,” p. 218). Berezhkov describes the summaries under the title
General’naia opis’, but suggests they were modeled after the Warsaw summaries
prepared in the 1780s that were bound into the front of most of the volumes
(introduction to Opisanie dokumentov i bumag MAMIu, 21: xv). Ptaszycki, in his
1887 inventory introduction (p. 60), speaks of 13 volumes of a pokazovaia opis’,
prepared by KozieHo, as still being housed with the Metrica, along with two other
volumes covering other parts of the Metrica (which he does not attribute to
Koziefto). Presumably this set of summaries remained in Moscow, but it is not now
listed as part of the fond of the Lithuanian Metrica (f. 389) in TSGADA. It would
be important to compare them to the earlier summaries in AGAD, particularly in
the event of any discrepancies in books covered and in the mention of earlier
Warsaw numbers.

% An inventory of the documents intended for transfer was prepared by P. Du-
browski. The original manuscript is now in AGAD (TzwML VI11.28) —“Opis’
delam v kartonakh khraniashchimsia, sostavlennaia 1808-go goda, po starym
varshavskim registram, s otmietkami, kakie piesy po slichenii s temizhe registrami
neokazalis’, kakaia ostaleny v Metriki i kakaia vydany v Imperatorskuiu Biblioteku
po rospisku Kollezhskago Sov. Dubrovskago” (300 folios). Many of the documents
listed in this inventory in fact remained with the Senate and were not transferred to
the public library; notations tg that effect are given in the manuscript copy. Those
remaining were later listed as part of the Lithuanian Metrica by Ptaszycki, Opi-
sanie, section X. Parts of the inventory were published in an appendix to Kniga
posol’skaia Metriki VKL, 1: 461-67 (A-9 under the Crown Metrica). The listings
are difficult to correlate in some cases (for example, the compiler was apparently
unable to date papal bulls correctly), but almost all the documents covered have
since been returned to Warsaw and are held in AGAD in the collection of
parchments there.

57 Examples of falsification of documentation in connection with the socio-politi-
cal struggles in the period are cited by N. N. Ulashchik, Predposylki krest'ianskoi
reformy 1861 g. v Litve i Zapadnoi Belorussii (Moscow: Izd-vo “Nauka,” 1965),
pp. 91-99. Local court records from these areas were involved as well as the
Metrica corpus, so that the period saw a series of imperial commissions involved in
trying to locate and consolidate many local records.
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times in the course of centuries, in the process of which they had been
significantly transformed. Where the records had come from or how
they were organized were much less important than their accessibility
and the separate documents or personal data they contained.

In 1835 a commission was formed to reanalyze and more definitively
rearrange the Metrica collection that remained under the administra-
tion of the Governing Senate.” The organization of the Metrica corpus
that the commission established was based on the earlier section
divisions and series assigned in 1798. However, the three major groups
of materials that had been distinct in the 1798 inventory were inte-
grated into a single collection. Most significantly, the earlier third
group that had consisted of loose papers and miscellaneous state
records, mostly from the reign of Stanislaus Augustus Poniatowski
(1764-1795), were bound (albeit without careful sorting and labelling).
They were assigned numbers within the Metrica complex, although
they belonged neither to the Lithuanian nor to the Crown Metrica. In
fact, there were only a few Lithuanian-related records in these ma-
terials.” As concerns the Lithuanian Metrica itself, there were only a
few changes in internal arrangement and numbering of individual
items within the previously assigned sections.%

A new inventory of the entire Metrica collection was prepared,
reflecting the reorganization and numbering of some sections.®! Never-

8 Ptaszycki summarized the provisions: Opisanie, pp. 19-20. See also the de-
scription of the work of the commission by Berezhkov, Opisanie dokumentov i
bumag MAMIu, 21: xii—xiii and xvi.

% These materials are now ail in Warsaw. They constitute sections VII and IX of
the Ptaszycki inventory. Their jumbled condition has made it difficult to establish a
more detailed inventory.
% The changes principally reflected the elimination of materials transferred to
Prussia and subsequently held in Warsaw. Thus the first 190 numbers for Inscrip-
tion Books were retained, in contrast to the earlier 223. The same numbers 1-308
were retained for the judicial books, with the omission of numbers 13-16 and 32,
which were transferred. In the section for Books of Revisions, 24 instead of
25 numbers were listed, but many of these were rearranged in a different order.
The so-called Books of Public Affairs still numbered 1-37 in the same order, but
item 28 had been changed.

¢ During my last visit in 1979, archivists in TSGADA were unable to locate the
inventory prepared by the 1835 commission. One hopes further efforts have been
made to find it. N. G. Berezhkov identified and described it in his introduction to
Opisanie dokumentov i bumag MAMIu, 21: xiii and xvi, and Ptaszycki mentioned
it (Opisanie, p. 21 and passim) as the basis for his later inventory. I have hence
been able to study the 1835 arrangement only on the basis of an 1839 inventory, a
copy of which is available in AGAD, but it is doubtful that it reflects the final 1836
arrangement. There were two identical copies of the 1839 inventory (see Ptaszycki,
“Sumarjusz,” p. 40), both of which ended up in Warsaw in the 1930s, but one was
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theless, the title of that inventory — at least on the copies made in
1839 in Warsaw — still designated both the Lithuanian Metrica and
the Crown Metrica as distinct components, and separate sections with
Roman numerals were assigned for each. Although a few minor
changes were made subsequently, the work of the 1835 commission
established the definitive St. Petersburg organization for the entire
Metrica complex. It became the basis for the inventory published in
St. Petersburg in 1887, which was compiled by the Polish historian
Stanistaw Ptaszycki (1853-1933).%

The title of Ptaszycki’s inventory, Opisanie knig i aktov Litovskoi
metriki (Description of Books and Acts of the Lithuanian Metrica), is
very misleading because it uses the term “Lithuanian Metrica” to
encompass not only the Lithuanian Metrica registers but also all of the
much larger collection of archival materials from the Polish Crown
lands as well as the Grand Duchy then held in St. Petersburg under the
jurisdiction of the Governing Senate. In fact, less than half the items
covered by the Ptaszycki inventory are actually registers from the
Lithuanian chancery, or had earlier been considered part of the
Lithuanian Metrica.

In its organization and section divisions, the Ptaszycki inventory for
the most part clearly designates which materials were of Crown origin
and which were from the Grand Duchy. However, the distinction is
further obscured in comparison with the 1839 inventory, because
“Lithuanian” and “Crown” series are reduced to subsections of the
general subject matter sections.” The first four sections, in Roman

destroyed in World War II. The remaining extant copy, held in AGAD as part of
the Crown Metrica (MK 413), bears both Polish and Russian titles, with the Polish
cited first — “Spis akt dawnej Metryki Koronnej i Litewskiej w Archiwum 3-go
Departamentu Rzadzacego Senatu w Petersburgu zlozonych . . . Glownemu
Archiwum Krolestwa do uzytku przestany.” There are enough differences in
organization and internal arrangement of items within sections to ascertain that this
was not the inventory from which Ptaszycki prepared his later one. In a 1930
article, he claimed not to have seen this inventory previously, yet he also claimed
that his inventory is based precisely on the 1836 arrangement.

2 Regarding Ptaszycki, see the obituary and series of articies in Archeion 12
(1934), including the short biography by Wincenty Lopacifiski, “Rys zycia Stani-
stawa Ptaszyckiego” (pp. 28-44), the articles by Stanistaw Ketrzyniski, “Rola
Stanistawa Ptaszyckiego w Petersburgu” (pp. 45-52), and Jan Jakubowski, “Stani-
staw Ptaszycki jako badacz Metryki Litewskiej” (pp. 53-57), and the bibliography
of Ptaszycki’s publications compiled by Halina Bachulska (pp. 58-76).

$  As mentioned above (see fn. 61) it is not possible to determine if the 1839
inventory now in Warsaw accurately reflects the 1835-1836 St. Petersburg arrange-
ment of the Metrica complex. There are major discrepancies both in the overall
organization of sections and the internal arrangement of items. To resolve this
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numerals, follow the 1798 St. Petersburg pattern, with separate head-
ings for the Books of Inscriptions (I — Knigi zapisei), Books of Legal
Proceedings (II — Knigi sudnykh del), Books of Public Affairs (11
— Knigi publichnykh del), and Books of Revisions, or Land Survey
Books (IV — Knigi perepisei). Each of these sections has separate
subsections for Lithuanian records (A — Litovskaia) and those from
the Polish Crown lands (B — Koronnaia). The fifth section (V —
Knigi vypisei) included seven volumes of extracts from the Crown
Metrica. The sixth (VI — Sigillata) listed two registers of royal seal-
ings from the Lithuanian minor chancery. The seventh and ninth
sections listed the miscellaneous office papers and recent records,
mostly from the late eighteenth century, which had been bound at the
time of the 1835 commission (VII — Knigi Nepremennogo soveta i
dela noveishogo proizvodstva, and IX — Novye knigi). However,
some miscellaneous registers from earlier periods are also scattered in
the ninth section, and several volumes in these sections contain records
from the Grand Duchy. The eighth section lists inventories of different
archival documentation relating to the Crown lands (VIII — Inventari
[Knigi registrov]). The tenth section lists 387 original parchment docu-
ments (X — Drevnie akty) from the Cracow Treasury Archive that
remained with the Metrica complex under the Governing Senate. The
eleventh section lists S0 Polish genealogical registers (XI — Rodoslov-
naia), and the twelfth lists 11 estate maps (XII — Mezhevye karty).

The fact that materials of such varied types and provenance were all
listed together under the collective title “Lithuanian Metrica” has left
considerable confusion about the use and definition of the term.
Furthermore, since the Ptaszycki inventory has perpetrated the arti-
ficial St. Petersburg organization and arrangement of the hybrid col-
lection, it has increased the difficulty of sorting out its component
parts. Ptaszycki’s own introduction to his inventory exposes some of
the problems involved and recognizes the need for a more exact
inventory of the materials covered. Nevertheless, in his historical
survey Ptaszycki himself failed to distinguish adequately between the
Crown Metrica and the Lithuanian Metrica, and the imprecision with
which he presents many of his facts has added to the confusion about

matter, it is crucial to locate the 1836 inventory and compare it with the 1839 one.
Archival records relating to the Metrica collection under the Governing Senate in
St. Petersburg may show whether other changes were introduced and provide
information about Ptaszycki’s process of compilation. It is probable that Ptaszycki
simply recorded groups of records as he found them.
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the earlier evolution of the collection. The fact that the actual Lithuan-
ian chancery registers became enmeshed in this much larger collection
has made it more difficult to identify them and establish their natural
arrangement. These problems became intensified and more compli-
cated, because the collection of materials covered by the Ptaszycki
inventory did not long remain together. The third stage in the organi-
zation and arrangement of the Lithuanian Metrica was gradually to be
superseded by a fourth.

d. The “Lithuanian Metrica” in Moscow and Warsaw in Its
Current Organization

During the half century following 1887, the archival collection de-
scribed in Ptaszycki’s inventory and misleadingly labelled the “Lithu-
anian Metrica” there became divided in two and virtually ceased to
exist as a hybrid collection. Since the Second World War its contents
have been reorganzied and rearranged in two major national historical
archives, one in Moscow — the Central State Archive of Early Acts
(TsGADA — Tsentral’nyi gosudarstvennyi arkhiv drevnikh aktov),
and the other in Warsaw — the Main Archive of Early Acts (AGAD
— Archiwum Gitéwne Akt Dawnych).

Most striking is that despite the division of the collection it covers,
the Ptaszycki inventory itself has remained in use in both archives and
today still serves as the basic finding aid for many of the materials
involved. Because of the continuing importance of this inventory, an
expanded reedition is now being issued, with marginal indications of
the current code numbers of the individual items in Moscow
(TsGADA) and Warsaw (AGAD) and further explanatory data.* The
reorganization took place gradually, in several stages.

Later in 1887, the year in which Ptaszycki’s inventory appeared, the
entire Metrica collection hitherto held by the Governing Senate in
St. Petersburg was moved to Moscow and deposited in the Moscow
Archive of the Ministry of Justice (MAMIu — Moskovskii arkhiv
Ministerstva iustitsii) as an integral collection entitled “Lithuanian
Metrica.”% However, the collection did not long remain there intact.

The next year, 351 of the 389 original parchment documents listed in

% See The “Lithuanian Metrica” in Moscow and Warsaw (more details are given
in fn. 3).

% See the listing of the Lithuanian Metrica in the 1890 guide to MAMIu,
Pamiatnaia knizhka Moskovsogo arkhiva Ministerstva iustitsii (Moscow, 1890),
pp. 140-42.
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Ptaszycki’s tenth section were transferred to the Moscow Main Ar-
chive of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MGAMID).® Subsequently,
in 1923, all of the 389 parchments were returned to Poland. In the
years 1895-1898, 44 volumes identified as part of the Crown Metrica
in the Ptaszycki inventory were transferred to Warsaw,” where they
were deposited with other volumes of the Crown Metrica that had
been returned earlier in the nineteenth century.%®

With the emergence of the independent Polish Republic after the
First World War, the Treaty of Riga (1921) provided for the revindi-
cation of many more of the Polish archival and library materials that
had been taken to Russia after the partitions of Poland. Most of the
registers from the Ptaszycki inventory that could be identified as
technically part of the Crown Metrica were returned to Warsaw.®

Most of the materials listed in the Ptaszycki inventory that were
returned to Warsaw were not chancery registers of the Grand Duchy
of Lithuania, nor had they ever been inventoried as part of the
Lithuanian Metrica before 1835. Once back in Warsaw, many of
them were reintegrated into their appropriate archival groups on the
basis of provenance and/or their listings in earlier extant inventories.
Precise data regarding all the materials revindicated and their subse-
quent arrangement in AGAD are provided in an extremely helpful
article by Jadwiga Jankowska published in 1960.7

Most of the register books from the Polish Crown chancery in
Ptaszycki’s first three sections are now interfiled in AGAD in ap-
propriate series of the Crown Metrica, which, to be sure, do not
always correspond to the series in which Ptaszycki had listed them.
These have all since been described in a scholarly inventory of the
% See Opisanie dokumentov i bumag MAMIu, 21: xiv.
¢ QOpisanie dokumentov i bumag MAMIu, 21: xiv. Data about these transfers
were verified by archivists in TSGADA in their own records and, with minor
exceptions, coincide with data in AGAD.
% See above, fns. 49-53. The Crown Metrica materials already in Warsaw as well
as those returned in the 1890s were included in the updated inventory of the
Warsaw Main Archive, Opisanie del khraniashchikhsia v Varshavskom glavnom
arkhive drevnikh aktov/Manuscriptorum quae in Chartophylacio Maximo Varso-
viensi asservantur tabulae analyticae, vol. 1, comp. Teodor Wierzbowski (Warsaw,
1912; lIuridicheskie pamiatniki/Monumenta iuris, vol. 1).
¥ Regarding the revindication agreements, see the article by Jézef Siemieriski,
“Rewindykacja archiwéw koronnych. Przygotowanie naukowe i wyniki,” Ar-
cheion 1 (1927): 31-60, and the later articie by Piotr Barikowski, “Rekopisy
rewindykowane na podstawie Traktatu Ryskiego jako warsztat pracy naukowej
przed wojna,” Przeglgd Biblioteczny 16, no. 1/2 (1948): 101-118.

™ Jadwiga Jankowska, “O Tak zwanej Metryce Litewskiej,” Archeion 32
(1960): 31-56.
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Crown Metrica, along with the register books returned to Warsaw
earlier.”

The inventories and revisions of royal estates listed in Ptaszycki’s
section IV.B still retain Ptaszycki’s numbers in AGAD, and were not
included in the published 1975 inventory of the Crown Metrica.
However, many of them should be integrated and reinventoried with
the contingent volumes from the basic Crown Metrica series as listed in
earlier inventories (Ksiggi lustracji i rewizji doébr krélewskich).
Other miscellaneous volumes in this section require separate descrip-
tions, including one volume with original documentation from the
Lithuanian chancery.”

The original parchment charters and other documents that had been
listed in Ptaszycki’s section X are in AGAD as part of the special
Collection of Parchment Documents (Zbiér Dokumentéw Pergami-
nowych). These had never been considered part of the Lithuanian
Metrica before their transport to St. Petersburg.” The maps in Ptaszy-
cki’s section XII have been added to the cartographic collection in
AGAD, but the genealogical registers in section XI remain within the
Ptaszycki framework. The inventory numbers assigned by Ptaszycki
are also still used for the jumbled, late eighteenth-century materials
covered in his sections VII and IX, which had been bound in St. Pe-

™ See Inwentarz Metryki Koronnej. The books returned are now included in three
different Crown Metrica series: Books of Inscriptions (Ksiggi Wpiséw), Books of
the Chancellor or Books of Public Affairs (Ksiegi Spraw Publicznych — Kancler-
skie), and Books of the Courts of the Assessors, the Senators, and the Diet (Ksiggi
Sadow: Asesorskiego, Relacyjnego i Sejmowego).

7 Many of the books in Ptaszycki’s section had been listed as part of the Crown
Metrica in the earliest extant inventory, dating from the period 1673-1676 (Han-
kiewicz, “Inwentarz Ksigg w Metrice Koronney,” fols. 23-24). With the intermedi-
ary of the 1798 St. Petersburg inventory (see the 1843 published version in Kniga
posol’stva VKL, 1: 367-70), and the 1839 manuscript inventory in AGAD (“Spis
akt dawnej Metryki Koronnej i Litewskiej . . . ,” AGAD, MK 413), it is now
possible to establish the prepartition code numbers of many. Contiguous volumes
are listed in the 1912 Warsaw inventory (see Wierzbowski, Opisanie del, pp. 86~
91). However, some miscellaneous volumes added to the Ptaszycki section IV.B in
St. Petersburg are obviously not estate inventories, and do not belong to the
Crown Metrica. There are even a few bound volumes of original documents and
correspondence among the group, which require appropriate description. These
include a volume with some original sixteenth-century documentation from the
Lithuanian chancery (AGAD, TzwML 1V.B.24), the other part of which is in
Moscow (TsGADA, fond 386, no. 583); the materials involved would appear to be
personal papers of the Lithuanian chancellor, rather than a technical Metrica
register.

3 They were initially restored to their proper position and reinventoried as part of
the former Cracow Crown Treasury Archive (Archiwum Skarbu Koronnego), but
later also classified in the parchment collection.
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tersburg in the mid-1830s. Interspersed with these materials are some
miscellaneous volumes dating from the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries and a few from the eighteenth century of various prove-
nance.” The miscellaneous collection of inventories, mostly covering
Polish archival materials, that had been listed by Ptaszycki as sec-
tion VIII also retain their Ptaszycki numbers.”

The Ptaszycki inventory, with the original St. Petersburg inventory
numbers, is still used in AGAD for all of the materials that have not
been integrated into their original archival record groups. The title
given the miscellaneous collection in AGAD, the “So-Called Lithuan-
ian Metrica” (Tak zwana Metryka Litewska), appropriately suggests
the remaining ambiguities and confusions.

Along with the predominantly Polish materials returned to Warsaw
at various points, there remain a few scattered volumes which either
originated in the Lithuanian chancery, had earlier been inventoried as
part of the Lithuanian Metrica, or which contain copies or summaries
of parts of actual Lithuanian chancery registers. A detailed list of these
materials is published elsewhere.”® Of particular importance is the
group of 29 volumes of eighteenth-century, Latin-alphabet copies of
the earliest 62 volumes of the Lithuanian Metrica, as then consti-
tuted.”’

Ten volumes of appellate judicial decrees for the Podlachia area in
the years 1538-1571 from the Lithuanian chancery were held in War-
saw before the Second World War, five housed with the Lithuanian
Metrica and five with the Crown Metrica. Only one remains in the
original in AGAD today, but there are eighteenth-century copies of

7 There is no adequate inventory of these materials in AGAD, apart from their
brief listing in the Ptaszycki inventory. Further study is needed to determine their
provenance and placement in other existing record groups.

5 Added to this section in AGAD are three important additional inventories
prepared in St. Petersburg that had not been listed by Ptaszycki, but that had been
retained with the Metrica collection in Moscow. These were mentioned above —
AGAD, TzwML VII1.28 (see fn. 56); TzwML VIIL.37 (see fn. 47) and VIII.38
(see fn. 49). Information is needed regarding the intervening St. Petersburg num-
bers VII1.29—VIII.36 (not listed by Ptaszycki), presumably assigned to inventories
remaining in Moscow.

7  See The “Lithuanian Metrica” in Moscow and Warsaw, appendixes 2 and 4. A
Polish version of this list, prepared in collaboration with Irena Sulkowska-
Kurasiowa, is planned for publication as an appendix to my forthcoming article in
Kwartalnik Historyczny.

7 See fn. 44.
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four others and summaries of two more, while another two original
volumes remain in Moscow.”

Two other volumes legitimately part of the Lithuanian Metrica were
returned to Warsaw in the early nineteenth century. Still extant in
AGAD is a miscellaneous volume of Lithuanian vice-chancery inscrip-
tions from the years 1775-1792.” An inventory of boundaries between
the Grand Duchy and the Crown prepared in 1546 was destroyed in
1944, but an eighteenth-century copy remains in AGAD.*

Three other volumes from the sixteenth century that had at various
times been considered part of the Lithuanian Metrica were revindi-
cated to Warsaw in 1923, but their provenance and history requires
further study. The volume of legal decrees — entirely in Latin —from
the years 1526-1535 pertains predominantly to areas then part of the
Crown, and should presumably be considered part of the Crown
Metrica. Since its final entries were made in Vilnius, it was apparently
left there and hence stored with the Lithuanian Metrica.* The volume
of Latin inscriptions from the years 1541-1548, pertaining to Podolia
and Ruthenia, including Chelm, would also appear to be of Crown
provenance, although traditionally it had been retained with the
Lithuanian Metrica.®? A third volume, predominantly with inscriptions

" See below, especially fns. 187-193, for details about this special series of the
Lithuanian Metrica. Two contiguous volumes that form part of the series remain in
Moscow.

® AGAD, ML 220. This item appeared in the Lithuanian section “Books of
Public Affairs” in the 1798 St. Petersburg inventory (B—5.28). But after its dispatch
to Prussia, a replacement number 28 appeared in the corresponding section in the
1839 inventory and in the Ptaszycki inventory (see fn. 83).

% The inventory of boundaries between the Grand Duchy and the Crown (the
missing item IV.A.2 in Ptaszycki’s inventory with the eighteenth-century Warsaw
number 49), cannot be located in nineteenth- or earlier twentieth-century Warsaw
inventories, but was probably considered part of the “varia” section, much of
which was destroyed in-1944. it had been listed as B—4.2 in the 1798 St. Petersburg
inventory (see fn. 50). An eighteenth-century Latin-alphabet copy is held in
AGAD (ML 212, pp. 593-738). Some earlier references incorrectly mention it as a
description of boundaries between the Grand Duchy and Prussia. The correspond-
ing inventory of boundaries between the Grand Duchy and the Crown, prepared in
the same year from the point of view of the Crown, remains in AGAD
(TzwML IV.B.2).

8t AGAD, TzwML IL.A.5 (Ptaszycki II.A.5). It can be identified among the
Lithuanian chancery registers in the 1623 list and appears in the eighteenth-century
Warsaw inventories of the Lithuanian Metrica (no. 18). See Inwentarz Metryki
Koronnej, pp. 274-75.

# AGAD, TzwML 1.A.26 (Ptaszycki I.A.26); it bore the eighteenth-century
Warsaw number 40 in the Lithuanian Metrica complex as then organized. There is
no trace of its having been listed with the Crown Metrica in earlier inventories,
although it undoubtedly should have been. Again, many its latest entries were
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from the reign of Queen Bona but actually with entries dating from the
years 1509-1544, is clearly of Lithuanian chancery provenance, al-
though it was not considered part of the Lithuanian Metrica before the
early nineteenth-century reorganization in St. Petersburg.®

Also in AGAD, and of considerable importance for the study of the
history and organization of the Lithuanian Metrica complex, are the
sixteen volumes of summaries prepared in Warsaw in the years 1747—
1751, and the additional summaries prepared slightly later in the
eighteenth century.®

A few relatively contemporary copies of other volumes from the
Lithuanian chancery have recently been identified in other collections
in AGAD, especially in the Radziwilt Archive. These include two
relatively complete books of Lithuanian chancery inscriptions from the
years 1511-1518, the second of which, with entries for the years
1516-1518, is apparently a unique chancery register hitherto not
known as part of the Metrica complex.* The books were not among

made in Vilnius, which may explain why the volume was left there and remained
with the Lithuanian Metrica complex.

® AGAD, TzwML II1.A.28. This item had apparently been stored in the Cracow
Crown Treasury Archive before the end of the eighteenth century. It was added to
the Lithuanian Metrica in St. Petersburg, among “Books of Public Affairs,”
although it is clearly a Book of Inscriptions (see fn. 150). It replaced item no. 28 in
that section of the 1798 inventory, since the earlier no. 28 was returned to Warsaw
(see fn. 79).

¥ See above, fn. 40. See especially Ptaszycki, “Sumarjusz,” pp. 31-44, Jaku-
bowski, “Wiadomosci,” pp. 215-21, and Sulkowska-Kurasiowa, “Metryka Litew-
ska,” pp. 91-119. A complete correlation table for all of the Warsaw summaries
appears in The “Lithuanian Metrica” in Moscow and Warsaw, appendixes 4 and 5.
Unfortunately, it has not been possible to compare these eighteenth-century
summaries with the versions prepared in St. Petersburg after 1803 by Stepan
Kozielto. Presumably the Kozielo versions remain in either Moscow or Leningrad,
but their present location has not been verified.

% AGAD, ARIL69/10. See the informative analysis by Irena Sutkowska-
Kurasiowa, “Nieznane egzemplarze ksigg Metryki Litewskiej z lat 1440-1518,”
Kwartalnik Historyczny, forthcoming. The first book (pp. 1-304), with inscriptions
from the years 1511-1516, is a contemporary copy similar to one held in TsGADA
(fond 389, no. 9), which had been listed by Ptaszycki as I.A.9 (Warsaw no. 11),
with an eighteenth-century transcription in AGAD (ML 195, pp. 771-1173). A
lengthy summary was published in Opisanie dokumentov i bumag MAMIu, 21:
193-233 (see also Berezhkov, Litovskaia Metrika, pp. 29, 66-70, 129-35, and
141-43). The Radziwilt copy is more complete and legible than the one now in
Moscow, but likewise is not actually an original. The second book (AR 11.69/10,
pp. 305-448) does not appear in any previous inventories of the Lithuanian
Metrica, including the 1623 list. Although it was thus not previously held with the
Metrica corpus, it is definitively a chancery book of inscriptions, which continues
the earlier one.
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the materials transported to St. Petersburg, but rather had been taken
into private custody by the Radziwitt family at various points.* In
addition, there are a number of Lithuanian Metrica registers in other
archives in Poland, some in the original and some in later copies,
which had their origin in the Lithuanian chancery. Undoubtedly most
significant are the five recently identified seventeenth-century legation
books from the Lithuanian chancery now held in the collection of
Cyprian Pawet Brzostowski in the Czartoryski Library in Cracow.¥ A
detailed survey of these additional volumes in Poland is in prepara-
tion.®®

Of the collection of Polish-Lithuanian archival materials held to-
gether by the Governing Senate in St. Petersburg and listed in the
Ptaszycki inventory under the unfortunate title “Lithuanian Metrica,”
approximately one-half is now held in Warsaw. However, in terms of
actual Lithuanian chancery registers, relatively few volumes, as we
have seen, can be identified in Poland, since most of the materials
originating in the chanceries of the Grand Duchy are now held in
Moscow.

To make matters even more confusing, the body of materials from
the Ptaszycki inventory that remains in Moscow — about half of the
whole collection — is also still referred to as the “Lithuanian
Metrica.” This usage is technically incorrect with reference to all
materials remaining in Moscow, but it is similar to usage in Warsaw in
the eighteenth century before the entire collection was brought to-
gether in St. Petersburg. The usage, nonetheless, is fraught with
problems. An additional complication is that over eighty items pre-
viously held in the Moscow Foreign Ministry Archive were added to
the collection of materials covered by Ptaszycki.

% Several eighteenth-century volumes from the Radziwilt archive in AGAD,
containing sigillata from the Lithuanian Metrica, have been analyzed by Andrzej
Rachuba, “Ksiegi Sigillat Metryki Litewskiej,” Przeglgd Historyczny 72, no. 1
(1981): 95-110, but there are others there that require further study. See below,
fn. 136.

8 (Czartoryski Library, Cracow, MS nos. 2101, 2103, 2104, 2112, and 2113. I am
grateful to B. N. Floria of the Institute of Slavic and Balkan Studies of the
Academy of Sciences of the USSR in Moscow for first calling my attention to one
of these volumes, which led to my identification of the others with the assistance of
Irena Sutkowska-Kurasiowa. See below (pp. 68-73) for further discussion of the
Lithuanian legation books. Several contingent legation books previously held in
the Krasifiski Library in Warsaw were destroyed during World War II (see
fn. 179).

% See the preliminary list in The “Lithuanian Metrica” in Moscow and Warsaw,
appendix 2.
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Over six hundred and sixty units — and if additional documents are
counted, probably well over seven hundred units — are now held in
fond 389 of the Central State Archive of Early Acts (TsGADA) in
Moscow. Usually referred to as the “Fond of the Lithuanian Metrica,”
technically the group should be described as a collection, because it is
not a cohesive body of institutional records. The materials are not
arranged as a true archival fond, with respect to their provenance and
natural order. Indeed, their very jumbled order and artificial organiza-
tion reflect their complex history as part of the Polish-Lithuanian
archival materials brought from Warsaw to St. Petersburg after the
Third Partition of Poland.

Among these materials are approximately five hundred volumes of
Lithuanian chancery registers which should be identified as the Lithu-
anian Metrica. Many, however, have been recopied and bound out of
their original natural order. And there are related records and miscel-
laneous volumes of varying provenance that have traditionally been
stored with the chancery registers, copied with them, and earlier
inventoried with them. On the other hand, as has already been noted,
actual Lithuanian chancery registers are extant elsewhere, in archives
and manuscript collections in Poland and elsewhere in the Soviet
Union.

The so-called Fond of the Lithuanian Metrica in TSGADA has not
been reorganized since the time of the Ptaszycki inventory, although
half of the materials covered by that inventory were returned to
Poland. In fact, the Ptaszycki inventory is still used as the basic
internal finding aid in the archive, with pencilled consecutive numbers
added in the left-hand margin. The remaining 585 storage units (Rus-
sian, edinitsa khraneniia) — all bound register volumes — have been
renumbered consecutively from 1 to 586, without changing their order
in the Ptaszycki inventory.®

These 585 units (nos. 1-25, 27-586) in the renumbered Ptaszycki
inventory now officially constitute the first inventory (opis’ 1) of the
fond of the Lithuanian Metrica (fond 389) in TsGADA. That fond
now also contains supplemental documentation from the Polish-

¥ This analysis is based on the examination of the working copy of the Ptaszycki
inventory in TsGADA and on consultations with the archival staff. Number 26 is
missing in the TSGADA code sequence because the item with the original Ptaszy-
cki number 1.A.26 was among those returned to Poland — a fact apparently not
taken into account in the renumbering. For the present code numbers, see the
augmented reedition of the Ptaszycki inventory, The “Lithuanian Metrica” in
Moscow and Warsaw (see fn. 3).
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Lithuanian Commonwealth, grouped in two separate “inventories”
(opisi).” The first, now counted as the second inventory (opis’ 2), with
units numbered sequentially from 587 through 665, itself has two parts.
The first part (nos. 587-601), integrated into the fond in TsGADA after
the Second World War, is described in a brief typewritten inventory
entitled “Legation Registers of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania (from the
Moscow Archive of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs).””" Not all the
fifteen volumes listed are actual Lithuanian legation books, however.
Apparently only ten or eleven of them had been housed with the
Lithuanian Metrica before it came to St. Petersburg. Study and schol-
arly description of all these volumes is needed, but it is immediately
apparent that at least four are definitely not of Lithuanian chancery
origin.” One is apparently not even related to foreign affairs.”

The second part of the second inventory (opis’ 2, nos. 602-665),
with documentation starting in the 1550s, now has only the briefest
summary inventory. Many of the materials listed there appear to be
original documents, copies of documents, correspondence, and other
fragments, some of which were apparently earlier bound together.
Further study will be required to determine whether or not these
fragments were originally an actual Lithuanian legation book.”

Even more puzzling is the so-called third inventory (opis’ 3) in this
fond, which reportedly includes individual charters and other frag-
ments presumed to be part of, or associated with, the Lithuanian
Metrica.” We must await the results of inventory and descriptive work

% In Soviet archival practices, all materials in an archive are organized into fonds
(Russian plural fondy), which constitute an integral group of records or collection
of archival materials. Fonds, in turn, are frequently divided into different “inven-
tories” (Russian plural opisi). Thus once an initial inventory for a given fond has
been completed, a second or third inventory will be begun as necessary to
accommodate materials added later.

% The working inventory bears the Russian title, “Posol’skaia metrika Velikogo
kniazhestva Litovskogo (iz Moskovskogo arkhiva Ministerstva inostrannykh del).”
See the correlation of these registers with current TSGADA code numbers as well
as earlier Warsaw code numbers in Appendix 1 of the augmented edition of
Ptaszycki’s inventory, The “Lithuanian Metrica” in Moscow and Warsaw.

% See below, especially fns. 162-64.

% TsGADA, fond 389, opis’ 2, no. 601. It is described as a volume of protocols in
Polish of meetings of an administrative commission in Warsaw (1774-1776).

% The sketchy inventory available in TsGADA is insufficient to determine the
provenance of these documents, or their earlier archival designations.

% Although described to me by archivists in TSGADA during my last visit in
1979, no such inventory was available. Also unavailable were any indications about
the previous institutional location or provenance of these documents, so I have
been unable to determine why they are assigned to the fond of the Lithuanian
Metrica.
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reportedly being undertaken in TsGADA to appraise their actual
relationship to the Lithuanian Metrica.

The vast majority of materials from the Ptaszycki inventory now in
the TSGADA fond are actual chancery registers from the Grand
Duchy of Lithuania or related groups of materials traditionally stored
with the Metrica complex in Vilnius and then in Warsaw after the
1740s. As for the many materials not technically part of the Metrica
that have been kept together with it for so many centuries, it will be
virtually impossible to remove them. What researchers need is a
scholarly inventory that will identify and describe each volume, so that
a clear distinction can be made between those that are actual chancery
registers and those of alternate provenance.

One important group of volumes now stored with the Lithuanian
Metrica in TSGADA must, however, be recognized as not belonging
to the Lithuanian Metrica, and should clearly be distinguished from it
in a new inventory. It has already been noted that most of the Crown
Metrica registers brought to St. Petersburg (including those covered
by Ptaszycki) were returned to Warsaw. However, one group of thirty
registers remained: a sub-series of Crown Metrica registers of Warsaw
provenance pertaining to Ukrainian lands from 1569 to 1673 — the
so-called Ruthenian, or Volhynian, Metrica.” From the standpoint of
provenance and previous inventories, this series must be considered
part of the Crown Metrica. Even in the Ptaszycki inventory these
volumes are listed separately as Crown inscription books (in sec-
tion I.B: Knigi zapisei — Koronnaia).” The lands to which these
registers pertained — the Crown palatinates of Kiev, Volhynia, Bra-
tslav, and (after 1635) Chernihiv — had been part of the Grand Duchy

% TsGADA, fond 389, nos. 191-219. See the introductory notes in Inwentarz
Metryki Koronnej, pp. 229-30. The Ruthenian series is described on pp. 230-40,
under the numbers MK 304-332, My more detailed discussion of this series is
planned for a forthcoming issue of Harvard Ukrainian Studies.

7 See the Ptaszycki reprint, pp. 108-111 (I.B nos 1-30, 32). The original Warsaw
Crown Metrica code numbers have been added (MK nos. 304-332), except for
Ptaszycki no. 23 (TsGADA no. 213), which was not assigned a Crown Metrica
number and hence not listed in Inwentarz Metryki Koronnej, pp. 230~40. Note that
Ptaszycki, sec. I.B, no. 31, was transferred to Warsaw where in AGAD it is now
held as TzwML 1.B.31, although it has also been listed with the Crown Metrica as
MK 81 (see below, fn. 191). In his recent analysis of the Lithuanian Metrica in
relation to the Ukrainian lands, the historian Mykola Koval’s’kyi (N. P. Koval'’-
skii) does not discuss this series, although in a chart showing the structure of the
Lithuanian Metrica fond in TSGADA, he lists these volumes as books of inscrip-
tions of the Lithuanian Metrica: Istochniki po istorii Ukrainy XVI — pervoi polo-
viny XVII v. v Litovskoi metrike i fondakh prikazov TsGADA (Dnipropetrovs’k,
1979), pp. 3-33 (chart, pp. 6-7).
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of Lithuania before 1569. But under the terms of the Union of Lublin,
they came under the direct jurisdiction of the Polish Crown; separate
inscription books were then kept for these areas by the Crown chan-
cery until the 1670s. One additional volume in this series, with inscrip-
tions from the years 1609-1612, is extant today in the Koérnik Library
of the Polish Academy of Sciences.”

A register containing summaries of the most important documents
in these registers was prepared in 1673 by the Crown Metricant, Stefan
Kazimierz Hankiewicz.” Two copies of this inventory were listed by
Ptaszycki, one of which was returned to Poland in the 1920s and is now
held in AGAD.'® Because of the prime importance of these records
for Ukrainian history, an edition of this inventory is now being
prepared for publication by the Ukrainian Research Institute at Har-
vard University. ‘

The other 555 volumes of Lithuanian provenance listed in the

% Kérnik MS 323 (61 folios). The volume has not been listed in previous
inventories of the Crown Metrica, but fills a gap in the existing TsSGADA series.
The formal title page is missing, but there is an added title: “Xiegi spraw Ruskich
K. I. M. Zigmunta III za J. W. Szczesnego Kriskiego podkanclerzego kor. p.
przes Jana Marcinkiewicza, 1609-1612.” Contingent volumes of the Crown Metrica
Ruthenian series have a gap for those years. MK 321 (TsGADA no. 218) includes
inscriptions for the years 1605-1609, while MK 322 (TsGADA no. 205) covers
1611-1613.

The seventeenth-century Hankiewicz inventory of the Crown Metrica, in its
section for the Ruthenian series, also lacks this volume. That inventory indicated
the original letter designations for sequential volumes as well as its own numbers,
and there the letter ‘P’ is missing in the sequence, which would fit exactly for these
years of the Kérnik manuscript.

»  “Index actorum publicorum, albo regestr xigg y w nich spraw, przywileiow,
dekretow krolewskich do woiewodztw czterech: Kijowskiego, Wolyiniskiego,
Bractawskiego y Czerniechowskiego, ferowanych y wydanych z kancelariey koron-
ney od roku 1569 do 1673 inclusive za staraniem, pracg y kosztem wiasnym Stefana
Kazimierza Hankiewicza anno 1673.” The Koérnik volume is missing from this
inventory, as well.

10 AGAD, TzwML VIII.1. The second copy listed by Ptaszycki (VIII.2) was not
returned to Warsaw, but it is reportedly missing from TsGADA. It might remain
with materials from the prerevolutionary Moscow Main Archive of the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs (MGAMID), to which it was transferred in 1888 (according to the
introduction in Opisanie dokumentov i bumag MAMIu, 21: xiv). Obviously it will
be important to locate and compare it with the Warsaw copy now being prepared
for publication. A similar copy was listed in a prerevolutionary catalogue of Polish
manuscripts in the Imperial Public Library in St. Petersburg (Pol. F.I1.76); that
copy was revindicated to Warsaw in the 1920s and perished in 1944, However, it is
doubtful that this now destroyed St. Petersburg copy was the missing inventory
listed by Ptaszycki (VIIL.2), because it was verified as having been held in the
St. Petersburg library in a catalogue prepared in 1859 (now held in the Jagellonian
Library, Cracow, MS 5554), whereas the Ptaszycki second copy had also been
listed with the Metrica corpus in the inventories of 1798 and 1839. An additional,
less complete copy, dating from the eighteenth century, is also available in AGAD
(Archiwum Kameralne I11.320), but it was never in St. Petersburg.
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sketchy Ptaszycki inventory are grouped in the Lithuanian sections
under five distinct headings: I.A — Books of Inscriptions, II.A —
Books of Judicial Affairs, III.A — Books of Public Affairs, IV.A —
Books of Revisions, or Land Survey Books, and VI — Books of
Sealings. Except for a few scattered volumes, the Polish materials
covered by the remaining seven sections of the Ptaszycki inventory are
now in Warsaw.

Thus, archival arrangement has not changed at all since the publica-
tion of Ptaszycki’s inventory for the materials of Lithuanian origin (the
exceptions are the materials from the Foreign Ministry Archive that
were never included), although the larger collection with which they
had been housed has been reduced by at least half. Yet confusion
occurs, because all of the code numbers of individual items have been
altered. Hence in referring to the volumes as they exist today, it is also
important to keep in mind their correlation with the Ptaszycki code
numbers. Accordingly, problems of the general organization and
specific arrangement perpetrated by the Ptaszycki inventory persist.

The section divisions in the Ptaszycki inventory, as we shall see in
more detail below, are not wholly wrong in respect to the types of
books produced at certain times in the Lithuanian chancery. However,
many volumes are not placed in the appropriate section (indeed,
because of mixed content, some could not have been appropriately
placed); many volumes are not appropriately grouped within these
sections; and many volumes interspersed in the collection are techni-
cally not chancery registers of the Grand Duchy at all.

A close examination of the Ptaszycki inventory reveals a multitude
of such problems in the arrangement of the Lithuanian Metrica com-
plex. Ptaszycki himself recognized some problems and mentioned
them in passing in his introduction.’®" He foresaw the need for a full
scholarly inventory, although his own simply repeated the arrange-
ment then current in St. Petersburg.

The important question remaining before us is how the sections and
the arrangement of volumes within sections in the Ptaszycki inventory
correspond to the original order of metrica books as they were created
and stored in the grand ducal chanceries. To answer that question we
must turn to a consideration of the order in which the Metrica registers
was composed and of the series which should be identified within the
Lithuanian Metrica complex.

101 Pptaszycki, Opisanie, pp. 21-58.
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3. PROBLEMS OF SEQUENCE AND SERIES GROUPINGS
WITHIN THE LITHUANIAN METRICA

The many changes in organization imposed on the Lithuanian Metrica
complex over the centuries has made it very difficult to reconstruct the
sequence in which volumes were created and the natural series or
groupings in which they should be arranged in a scholarly inventory.
Too frequently scholars have been wedded to the artificial organiza-
tion imposed on the Lithuanian Metrica after it was brought to
St. Petersburg and the often erroneous arrangement of series perpe-
trated by the Ptaszycki inventory.

The only surviving inventory from the seventeenth century (1623)
makes it appear that when the Metrica was initially stored in Vilnius, it
was not arranged in strict series, as the Crown Metrica was in the
corresponding inventory from the 1670s. Yet regardless of how the
volumes may have been stored at the time and how they were errone-
ously rearranged later, we should recognize certain natural groups of
chancery registers and delineate between specific chancery functions as
recorded in different groups of registers.

Some controversy legitimately remains about how early delineations
were made between types of registers and how strictly they were
observed in chancery practice. It is clear, nevertheless, that such
distinctions did develop during the sixteenth century. Historians who
made extensive prerevolutionary studies of the early books of the
Lithuanian Metrica, such as M. K. Liubavskii and I. I. Lappo, re-
ferred to the disparate and disorganized character of entries in the
Metrica registers.'”? They have been strongly criticized by the later
historian, N. G. Berezhkov, who tried to prove that the Metrica books
had a strict order and subject-oriented rationale from the outset.
Berezhkov’s analysis, based on the most detailed study of the Metrica
to date and published in 1946, deals only with the books through the
year 1522, and hence does not broach the problem for the entire
Metrica complex.'®

12 M. K. Liubavskii, Litovsko-russkii seim: Opyt po istorii uchrezhdeniia v sviazi
s vnutrennim stroem i vneshneiu zhizn’iu gosudarstva (Moscow, 1900), especially
pp. 386-88, and 1. 1. Lappo, Velikoe kniazhestvo Litovskoe za vremia ot zakliuche-
niia Liublinskoi unii do smerti Stefana Batoriia (1569-1586): Opyt issledovaniia
politicheskogo i obshchestvennogo stroia (St. Petersburg, 1901), pp. 403-404.

13 Berezhkov, Litovskaia metrika, passim, especially pp. 105-106. Appended to
Berezhkov’s study are detailed tables of the organization and purported subject-
matter divisions for all of the volumes through 1522 (pp. 116-53).
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It is almost impossible to reconstruct definitively the contents and
original organization of the books of this period. Indeed, from the
reigns of Grand Duke Casimir (1440-1492) and Alexander (1492-
1506), only four volumes, in copies made toward the end of the
sixteenth century, are now extant.'™ The book with the earliest
inscriptions includes entries from the years 1440-1506, but since it is
a copy, we cannot verify the original order and gaps in its
inscriptions, whether other books were kept simultaneously in that
period, or whether the extant volume might have been copied as a
compendium of several separate books.'” Another copy of this
particular volume, dating from the second half of the sixteenth
century, has recently been identified in the Czartoryski Library in
Cracow.'®

After a preliminary study of this volume and the three others
from the reigns of Casimir and Alexander, it is hard to agree
completely with Berezhkov that they were all initially fragments of
separate books which from the outset had been kept with a strict
regard for subject matter and type of entries. Composed of
fragments they undoubtedly were, but that does not necessarily
mean that strict subject-matter delineations were observed in
fifteenth-century books.

Berezhkov’s thesis is on much more solid ground for books
starting with the reign of Sigismund I (1506-1548). He had good
reason to insist that clear distinctions were made between several
books of inscriptions and books for judicial affairs (sprav sudovykh)
from the time that Albrecht Gashtol’d became chancellor in July
1522.17 1t is also possible to distinguish several foreign legation

14 TsGADA, fond 389, nos. 3, 4, 5, and 6. The first two and most of the third
are published in Russkaia istoricheskaia biblioteka (hereafter RIB), vol. 27: Litov-
skaia metrika, division 1, pt. 1: Kniga zapisei, vol. 1, ed. 1. I. Lappo (St. Peters-
burg, 1910). A detailed summary of the final part of no. 5 and of no. 6 is published
in Opisanie dokumentov i bumag MAMIu, vol. 21. Copies of all four volumes in
Latin-alphabet transcriptions from 1777 remain in AGAD (ML 191A, 191B,
and 192).

105 TsGADA, fond 389, no. 3. Berezhkov quite appropriately divides the book
into three separate units, none of which appears complete (Litovskaia metrika,
pp- 116-17). See also his earlier discussion of this book (ibid., pp. 71-78, passim).
1% Czartoryski Library, Cracow, MS 2329. See the forthcoming analysis by Sul-
kowska-Kurasiowa, “Nieznane egzemplarze.” Her initial comparison with the
earlier published version reveals that the structure of the Cracow copy is identical,
but that it is much more complete and probably later than the copy extant in
Moscow from which the 1910 published version was prepared.

7 Berezhkov, Litovskaia metrika, p. 27 (notes on p. 157). He cites the title pages
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books dating from the early sixteenth century, and, from later in the
century, separate books for inventories of estates and frontiers.'®

Approximately 170 volumes with entries dating from the sixteenth
century survive, but the exact number of initially separate chancery
books extant is virtually impossible to establish. Many of the volumes
consist of several separate books, and many are not actual chancery
registers from the Grand Duchy. Among the extant chancery registers,
several groups of similar and even consecutive books containing en-
tries on a specific subject or region certainly can be distinguished.
There is no question, however, that many sixteenth-century chancery
registers, particularly before mid-century, are of highly mixed content,
including even reports of foreign legations. Thus Berezhkov’s type of
careful analysis should be pursued for later sixteenth-century volumes,
even if modification of his general thesis may be required.'”

A very similar situation exists for volumes from the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries, although chancery functions became more dif-
ferentiated with time. Still, groups of books were not devoted to the
same subjects or regions for all periods. Types of entries changed with
the needs and record-keeping practices of the chanceries and with the
changes of state institutions and judicial functions over the centuries.

The groupings of books from the Crown Metrica, which have been
better studied and more thoroughly inventoried, can help us consider-
ably by providing analogous forms and models."® However, we must
recognize that the functions of the two chanceries did not always
correlate. Most important, as already explained, we have no evidence
that the Lithuanian Metrica books were stored with series designations
before the eighteenth century. Nonetheless, it seems appropriate to

of TsGADA, fond 389, nos. 12 and 224, both dating from 1522, which demonstrate
the clear intent to delineate entries.

18 Berezhkov, Litovskaia metrika, p. 115 and passim.

19 Berezhkov had intended a subsequent analysis covering the period up to the
Union of Lublin in 1569. See the introduction by N. N. Ulashchik to the posthu-
mously published article by Berezhkov, “Itinerarii Velikikh kniazei litovskikh po
materialam Litovskoi Metriki (1481-1530 gg.),” Arkheograficheskii ezhegodnik za
1961 god, pp. 180-82. Further study of Berezhkov’s papers, now held in the
Manuscript Division of the Lenin Library, might well be helpful, since he devoted
so much time and effort to the analysis of the Lithuanian Metrica.

19 See particularly the Hankiewicz inventory from the 1670s (fn. 36), and the
recent AGAD inventory, Inwentarz Metryki Koronnej (see fn. 7). The 1975
published inventory of the Crown Metrica, it should be noted, covers primarily
those volumes in AGAD, and does not include the many other extant volumes,
such as those in the Kérnik Library of the Polish Academy of Sciences and other
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follow natural groupings and at least rough chronological order in
trying to establish an ideal inventory.

a. Books of Inscriptions

There is no question that the main “Books of Inscriptions” should
constitute the first and most basic list in an ideal inventory of the
Lithuanian Metrica. That practice would follow the usage established
in organizing the similar books of the Crown Metrica.!! Books of
mixed content, with copies of documents relating to judicial proceed-
ings, foreign legations, and other matters, interspersed with basic
chancery inscriptions, should also be grouped together chronologically
with the main Books of Inscriptions. But each volume must be ana-
lyzed individually, to determine whether or not parts of the volumes as
they are bound today actually constitute separate books that should be
listed separately in different series. The detailed lists that Berezhkov
formulated for the Metrica books pre-dating 1522 can serve as a
model, despite some discrepancies, errors, and possibly exaggerated
distinctions. '

Ptaszycki’s inventory serves only to indicate how such volumes were
classified in St. Petersburg in the nineteenth century. In no way should
it be relied upon for correct arrangement. Many of the books Ptaszycki
listed in the section for Books of Inscriptions should not be considered
inscription books at all. For example, the first two volumes in that
section, as mentioned earlier, are two copies of the same inventory of
charters in the Grand Ducal treasury.'” Further on in the same section
are a number of books relating uniquely to judicial affairs."* Even
more aggravating, a number of volumes that should be considered
inscription books are listed in other sections of the Ptaszycki inven-
tory.'”

collections. Berezhkov underplayed the value of the Crown Metrica as a model,
but his appraisal might have profited from more comparative analysis.

11 One should note, however, that some of the books listed in the series of Books
of Inscriptions in the latest (1977) inventory of the Crown Metrica are not
technically inscription books. However, they were included in that list because they
had been assigned numbers in that series in previous inventories. See Inwentarz
Metryki Koronnej, pp. 13-146.

12 Berezhkov, Litovskaia metrika, pp. 116-53.

3 TsGADA, fond 389, nos. 1 and 2. See above, fn. 11. In the prerevolutionary
publication series for the Lithuanian Metrica, that inventory was not published
with the Books of Inscriptions, but in a separate series for archival inventories.
4 For example, 1.A.27 (TsGADA, fond 389, no. 27), 1.A.16 (no. 16) 1.A.34
(no. 34), 1.A.40 (no. 40), and 1.A.68 (no. 68).

15 Ptaszycki himself indicates in his annotations a number of volumes in the
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Once one has isolated all of the books that should be considered
actual inscription books, including those with composite entries,
simple chronological order is undoubtedly the best grouping.''® It
would also be useful to group inscription books under successive
reigning monarchs, as was done in the chancery list from 1623, al-
though a few volumes may overlap reigns.

An ideal inventory should probably list chancery and vice-chancery
books in separate groups, at least for the Books of Inscriptions,
although inevitably some problems would emerge. If separate listings
are not possible in the main inventory, the chancery of origin should be
clearly indicated and a correlated chart and/or appended list should be
provided. A firm distinction with separate inventories for these groups
of registers was established in the eighteenth-century organization of
the Lithuanian Metrica: this is apparent in the 1747-1751 Warsaw
inventories and summaries, as well as those from the 1780s prepared
under Naruszewicz."” However, the distinction was lost completely in
the later St. Petersburg reorganization, as is apparent in the Ptaszycki
inventory."* Inventories of the Crown Metrica have never been ar-
ranged in separate lists, although books of the vice-chancellor and the
chancellor were always maintained separately under the Crown, as was
the case in the Grand Duchy.'”

According to the Warsaw organization of the Lithuanian Metrica,

second section for books of judicial affairs which are actually books of inscrip-
tions. For example, I1.A.241 (fond 389, no. 455), I1.A.44 (no. 258), and 11.A.52
(no. 266).

116 A chronological order based strictly on the dates of entries may sometimes
need modification, to take into account register books that may have been com-
piled retrospectively or that include copies of earlier or later documents. Whenever
possible, the actual dates of inscriptions should determine the chronological
framework, not the miscellaneous documents that might be bound in the same
volume.

7 See above, pp. 288-89.

1% In most cases, however, Ptaszycki indicates the original Warsaw letters for the
vice-chancery books as well as the numbers for the chancery books, so it is still
possible to observe the distinction from the eighteenth-century system. In St.
Petersburg, the earlier Warsaw numbers and letters were kept visible on the spine
of most volumes, but now that new numbers have been added in TsGADA, many
of the earlier codes have been obscured.

19 Ipn the Crown Metrica, the distinction between chancery and vice-chancery
registers was strictly observed since the early fifteenth century. However, the
distinction was rarely observed in the later storage of the records, as evidenced
already by the earliest extant inventory by Hankiewicz dating from the 1670s. In
fact, there is no extant inventory of the Crown Metrica that separates chancery and
vice-chancery books into separate groups, although such distinctions are usually
indicated in the titles.
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the first extant books specifically from the vice-chancery date from
1579, the year when Krzysztof Mikotaj Radziwitt became vice-chancel-
lor." These books and subsequent vice-chancellor books do not
appear in the 1623 list of books from the main chancery, which would
suggest the vice-chancery books were then stored separately. ! How-
ever, the titles of earlier inscription books indicate that they come
from Ostafi Bohdanowicz Wollowicz, the first vice-chancellor of rec-
ord in the Grand Duchy, who held the office from 1566 to 1579.'2 Two
judicial books, one for the years 1561-1566, and one starting in 1563,
are also labeled as belonging to the same vice-chancellor, although he
might have started to maintain these books earlier, while still pisarz.'?
Such problems may make establishing a strict division of books for the
mid-sixteenth century difficult, but later the distinctions are formalized
and clear.’*

Books of Inscriptions devoted to a specific subject should preferably
be grouped together, or at least so indicated in a separate list. For
example, one group of books of inscriptions is devoted to Livonia
(Inflanty), starting with 1588 to the year 1645, when the region was
under the joint sovereignty of the Grand Duchy and the Crown.'? Five

0 TsGADA, fond 389, no. 65 (Warsaw no. “A”), is the earliest extant volume
designated as inscriptions from the minor chancery (1579-1588); three others start
with inscriptions from 1585 (fond 389, nos. 73, 74, and 278; Warsaw nos. “B,”
“C,” and “D”).

21 None of the books in the Warsaw inventories and summaries for the vice-
chancery books appear in the 1623 list. One possible exception is a volume with
inscriptions relating to Livonia from the years 1589-1598 that is labeled from the
vice-chancery (TsGADA, fond 389, no. 80; Warsaw no. “G”). However, the
correlation is not ascertainable, since the 1623 list gives no dates for the third
volume relating to Livonia from the reign of Sigismund III.

12 TsGADA, fond 389, no. 49 (1566-1572), with the Ptaszycki no. I.A.49 and
the Warsaw no. 117; and no. 267 (1566-1572), with the Ptaszycki no. II.A.53 and
the Warsaw no. 116. Both are listed in the 1623 list.

'# TsGADA, fond 389, no.259 (1561-1566) (Warsaw no. 104, Ptaszycki
no. I1.A.45); no. 263 (1563-1570) (Warsaw no. 109, Ptaszycki no. II.A.49); and
no. 271 (Warsaw no. 129, Ptaszycki no. I1.A.57). All are listed in the 1623 list,
with titles indicating their origin in the vice-chancery. According to the authorita-
tive study of Jézef Wolff, Senatorowie i dygnitarze Wielkiego Ksigstwa Litew-
skiego, 1386-1795 (Cracow, 1885), Wollowicz became vice-chancellor on 11 March
1566, although previously he had held several other offices including that of pisarz.
12 Although usually a strict distinction was made in the registers, there was often
considerable overlap in the actual documents inscribed, since in many cases
documents passed through, and were sealed and registered in, both the main and
minor chancery. More study is needed of the actual chancery functions and
processes involved.

% TsGADA, fond 389, nos. 75, 79-82, 87, 90, 98, 105, and 116. Most of these
volumes actually bore a separate title accordingly.
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of these books were grouped together under the heading of Livonia in
the 1623 inventory.””® There are also several books devoted to the
regions of Smolensk and Siveria (Ukrainian, Sivers’k; Polish, Sie-
wierz), with documentation for the years 1620 through 1641, again the
period when those regions were under Grand Ducal sovereignty.'”’
Several of them are even titled accordingly.'” Interestingly enough,
some of these volumes, in both the Livonian and the Smolensk series,
are designated as coming from the vice-chancery and others, as from
the main chancery.

With the eighteenth-century books now listed in the inscription
book series, there may be other distinctions or natural groups not
currently indicated. Furthermore, the unresolved problem of when a
distinction arose in the Lithuanian chancery between the “Books of
Inscriptions” and the so-called “Books of Public Affairs” (or “Chan-
cellor’s Books”) may affect the appropriate grouping in both those
series.'”

For the Lithuanian chancery inscription books an ideal inventory
should include all known volumes or copies currently held in archives
and manuscript collections elsewhere as well as those in the basic
collections in TSGADA and AGAD. Three such inscription books
from the late fifteenth and the early sixteenth century, recently de-
scribed in Polish collections, have already been mentioned.* For the
early seventeenth century, a volume with inscriptions starting with the
year 1633 has been described as part of the Ossolineum collection, and
presumably remains in Lviv.”" Other original volumes or copies are

25 We cannot definitively correlate no. 80 with the 1623 list (see fn. 121), but
there were five books listed in the Livonia section for the reign of Sigismund II1.
Nos. 87 (1596-1603) and 90 (1609-1617) are listed later in the 1623 inventory. The
latest three volumes date from after the inventory: no. 98 (1622-1623; not bound
until 1747), no. 105 (1636-1641), and 116 (1643-1645).

127 TsGADA, fond 389, nos. 97 (1620-1622), 101 (1623-1625), 99, pt. 2 (1623-
1631), 102, pt. 2 (1627-1631), 103, pt. 2 (1630-1631), 108 (1633-1641), and 110
(1633-1635).

18 Gee, for example, no. 101, “Metryka ziemi Siewierskiey za panowania
K. I. M. Zygmunta I1I, w ktorey przywileie, daniny, consensa, konfirmaty, fun-
dusze y inne sprawy za podkanclerzstwa 1. W. Pana Pawla Sapiehi.”

19 Gee the discussion of this separate series below, and particularly indications of
books involved in a possible overlap between the two series (especially fns. 151
and 152).

13 See above fns. 85 and 106. See Sutkowska-Kuriasiowa, “Nieznane egzem-
plarze.”

131 See the detailed description in the catalogue compiled by Wojciech Ketrzysi-
ski, Katalog rekopiséw Biblioteki Zakladu Narodowego im. Ossoliniskich! Cata-
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undoubtedly to be found in other collections, so it is important to supply
appropriate descriptive data.

b. Books of Sealings (Sigillata)

For the Crown Metrica, a separate series of registers contains sum-
maries (rather than fully inscribed copies) of documents bearing royal
seals — the so-called sigillata. For the Lithuanian Metrica, among the
collections now held in Moscow there are only three similar volumes,
two covering documents for five years in the seventeenth century
(1645-1648 and 1650-1651) and one covering four years in the
eighteenth century (1782-1786). All three of these volumes originate in
the vice-chancery. In the Ptaszycki inventory the two books from the
seventeenth century are listed alone in the separate section VI, entitled
“Sigillata.”** Their titles, clearly indicating that they are registers of
documents with seals, do not contain the term “sigillata,”'*® but,
instead, “reestr” (or “regestr” in Polish), signifying that they contain
only lists of documents — in the form of a register — rather than full
copies of the documents,

The late eighteenth-century volume that remains in TsGADA is
listed in Ptaszycki’s section IX, with miscellaneous documents of Polish
provenance. It bears the title “Sigillata.” "> Other lists of sigillata are to
be found among the original documentation bound as annexes to the
protocols of the Permanent Council (Rada Nieustajgca) of the Com-
monwealth, to which they were transmitted regularly during 1773-1795.
These volumes of protocols are now held in AGAD as part of the
materials revindicated to Poland from Ptaszycki’s section VIL.'* Again,

logus codicum manuscriptorum Biblothecae Ossolinianae Leopoliensis, vol. 1
(Lviv, 1881), pp. 571-82.

132 TsGADA, fond 389, no. 584 (Warsaw no. “UU”) and 585 (Warsaw no.
“CCC”).

3 They are listed in the Warsaw eighteenth-century summaries only by title,
since obviously it would have been impossible, and there would have been no need,
to summarize them. Further study is needed to determine the formal relationship
between the documents registered in these volumes and the other contemporary
inscription books.

B TsGADA, fond 389, no. 586. “Sigillata kancellaryi mnieyszey W. X. L.”
Analysis of this volume must determine whether it is a compendium of separate
sigillata lists presented to the Permanent Council (Rada Nieustajgca) or a consecu-
tive register actually kept by the chancery.

15 These “sigillata” lists for the minor chancery form a relatively complete series
in the annexes to the protocols from April 1775 through June 1779 (AGAD,
TzwML IX.70-71, 124, 74, 76-80, 82-84, 86), and from July 1786 through August
1788 (TzwML VII.155, fols. 361-389v). Sigillata lists for the main chancery are
available there only for the period November 1775 through March 1776. A detailed
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they require analysis and comparison with other chancery registers
from the same years.

A young Polish historian, Andrzej Rachuba, has started an impor-
tant study of the Lithuanian sigillata, and has identified some similar
volumes in Polish collections which together form a series covering the
years 1709-1751 and 1764-1767.¢ However, as he himself has recog-
nized, it is difficult to be sure that all of these volumes should be
technically considered chancery books of the Lithuanian Metrica.
Indeed, as he has pointed out, several appear simply to be indexes or,
as he calls them, “proto-summaries” (proto-sumariusz), whereas sev-
eral others are definitely copies and still others are chancery aids which
were prepared as needed from time to time.

I myself am not convinced that a regular, formal series of sigillata
was intended for permanent storage with the Lithuanian Metrica
similar to that for the Crown Metrica begun in 1658."" Certainly such a
series was not maintained at all times, and no other volumes of sigillata
are listed in eighteenth-century inventories. For the seventeenth cen-
tury, we still have only two volumes from the vice-chancery covering
five years, and there is no evidence of earlier lists of sigillata. Further
investigation is necessary, and conclusions cannot be drawn until
detailed descriptions of all of the Metrica volumes remaining in Mos-
cow and in other repositories have been prepared.

Perhaps there was a direct relationship between the initial contem-
porary summaries prepared for each volume and the registers of
sigillata. We know that for most of the extant books of inscriptions —
and also the books of legal decrees — summaries of the most impor-
tant documents were entered in a register at the beginning or end of
each volume, presumably at the time the document was recorded.

inventory is available in AGAD. After initial analysis, it appears that the sigillata
lists are missing from these records for the period 1780-1785, the years which are
covered by volume 586 in TSGADA cited above (fn. 134). Probably an additional
copy of these lists of sigillata would have been retained in the chancery, but unless
volume 586 represents such a list, none have been found from the period.

13 See Rachuba’s first article on this subject, “Ksiegi Sigillat Metryki Litewskiej,”
Przeglad Historyczny 72, no. 1 (1981): 95-110, which includes as an appendix the
edition of a fragment of a volume dating from the years 17091719, found in the
Razdiwilt Archive (AGAD, AR I1.69/11, pp. 1-69). Rachuba has not included the
sigillata lists from the annexes of protocols for the later eighteenth-century, but
further analysis of these may prove important for his study.

157 Regarding the Crown Metrica series, see Irena Sutkowska-Kurasiowa, “Ksiggi
Sigillat Metryki Koronnej (1658-1794),” Archeion 54 (1970): 41-57. See also the
introduction and inventory of extant Crown sigillata, “Ksiggi Piecz¢tne (Sigillata)
Metryki Koronnej, 1658-1794,” in Inwentarz Metryki Koronnej, pp. 165-80.
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These same types of summaries appear in most of the books that were
recopied at the end of the sixteenth century, and were likewise
recopied in the Warsaw transcriptions begun in 1777. An initial or
additional registration of special sealings may have been made in
separate volumes from time to time, as a convenience for the chan-
cery, or lists of such sealings could have been recopied from the
summaries. Some of the summaries in sixteenth-century Metrica vol-
umes note certain entries as “sigillata.” In these cases, the reference is
to inscriptions which register only short summaries of documents, not
to complete copies.'® Further study must determine what types of
documents were so treated and why, and if certain patterns can be
determined in the record-keeping practices in terms of documentary
registration for special types of sealings.

It may also prove revealing to compare those documents registered
in the two extant seventeenth-century registers of “sigillata” with
documents in the inscription books of the vice-chancery from the same
years, and to compare the documents listed in the eighteenth-century
sigillata found in Warsaw with the contents of the contemporaneous
inscription of books and summaries in Moscow.'® Solving the problem
of the existence and character of sigillata registers should prove ex-
tremely important to a better understanding of the pattern of inscrip-
tion books and their composition over the centuries.

c. Books of Public Affairs

A section of the Ptaszycki inventory is devoted to “Books of Public
Affairs,” but one can question the appropriateness of that designation
for most of the volumes listed there. Such a series exists for the Crown

% This pattern can be seen in many of the summaries that appear together with
the early volumes in the eighteenth-century copies in Latin-alphabet transcription
now held in AGAD (ML 191A-219). See, for example, the transcriptions for
Warsaw no. 11 (ML 195). An additional separate copy of many of these summaries
is available in three volumes (MSS 227, 228, and 229} in the Naruszewicz collection
in the Czartoryski Library in Cracow, comprising (with some gaps) copies of
summaries from books through the mid-sixteenth century with the eighteenth-
century Warsaw numbers 3-63. These summaries should be compared with the
Moscow volumes to be sure the term “sigillata” was not simply added in the
eighteenth century to signify documents only mentioned in summary in the origi-
nals.

¥ It would also be helpful to compare the eighteenth-century summaries that had
been prepared in Warsaw with the contemporary summaries at the beginning of the
original volumes now in Moscow (TsGADA), as well as with the Polish summaries
that were added to individual volumes when they were rebound under Naruszewicz
at the end of the eighteenth century.
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Metrica, but starting only in 1735. Books in the Crown Metrica series
include entries for many important affairs of state which earlier would
have been recorded in the inscription books themselves.' We do not
know when or if such a series was started for the Lithuanian Metrica,
but if it was, it could have begun only in the eighteenth century.
Certainly it never existed in the form or content presented in the
Ptaszycki inventory. At least one-half of the books cited in Ptaszycki’s
section IV.A should have formed a section of varia, technically books
of miscellaneous or uncertain grouping. This is especially true of the
sixteenth- and seventeenth-century books listed in the Ptaszycki sec-
tion.

For example, the first book in this section in the Ptaszycki inventory
is a muster roll dating from 1528, which was latéer published in St.
Petersburg under the title “First Book of Public Affairs.”'*! However,
muster rolls of this type were not formal chancery registers, and hence
technically are not part of the Lithuanian Metrica.'” A number of
other Lithuanian muster rolls from the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries were listed among the records of the Lithuanian Military
Commission (Litovskaia voiskovaia komissiia) in the late nineteenth-
century inventories of the Vilnius Central Archive of Early Record
Books. ' Several other such volumes had been identified in the Imper-

140 Regarding the Crown Metrica series, see the analysis by Irena Sutkowska-
Kurasiowa, “Ksiggi kanclerskie (ksiggi spraw publicznych) Metryki Koronnej,”
Archeion 60 (1974): 143-58, as well as the introduction and inventory of extant
Crown volumes in Inwentarz Metryki Koronnej, pp. 181-228.

ul TsGADA, fond 389, no. 523. See the published version in the series edited by
the Imperial Archeographic Commission: Litovskaia Metrika, division 1, pt. 3:
Knigi publichnykh del. Perepisi voiska litovskogo, ed. Stanistaw Ptaszycki (S. L.
Ptashitskii) in RIB, vol. 33 (Petrograd, 1915): “Kniga I-aia publichnykh del,”
no. 1/21 (1528), cols. 1-232.

142 The texts of the two similar sixteenth-century muster rolls were included in the
same St. Petersburg publication: “Reestr popisu voiska Velikogo kniazhestva
litovskogo roku 1565,” RIB, vol. 33, cols. 237-430 (the 1634 manuscript copy was
then held by the Imperial Public Library, F.IV.82, and presumably remains in the
Saltykov-Shchedrin State Public Library in Leningrad); and “Popis’ voiska Veli-
kogo kniazhestva Litovskogo leta 1567,” cols. 431-1378 (the manuscript was then
held in the Radziwill archive in Nesvizh, and is now in AGAD, AR VIIL.83). It
was clearly indicated that these other muster rolls were never housed with the
Metrica, although the 1528 volume (no. 523) had been listed in all extant earlier
inventories, including the 1623 list.

3 Gorbachevskii, Katalog, nos. 41364173 (1771-1794), pp. 128-29. Earlier
ones from the seventeenth century were added in the later inventory by Sprogis,
Inwentarz, nos. 41044181 (1663-1794), pp. 139-41. There are no more recent
guides or published inventories covering these materials, but presumably they still
remain in the Central State Historical Archive of the Lithuanian SSR in Vilnius.
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ial Public Library in St. Petersburg, were returned to Poland in the
1920s, and were subsequently lost in World War II.'#

Ptaszycki himself recognized the miscellaneous contents of the series
designated “Books of Public Affairs,” but he simply repeated the
listings of the St. Petersburg arrangement.*® Obviously none of the
first ten books in the Ptaszycki section belongs in a group of chancery
“Books of Public Affairs.”'* For example, the second volume listed
Ptaszycki himself labeled a foreign legation book relating to Ukrainian
lands, with entries from 1538 to 1542.'*" The third is a register compris-
ing copies and original charters relating to the Riga bishopric and
Livonia, a collection that was brought together sometime after 1561,
when that region came under the sovereignty of the Grand Duchy.!*
The eleventh, a vice-chancery inscription book from the years 1699—
1710, is also obviously out of place.' One stray volume in the
Ptaszycki series (no. 28), containing inscriptions from the years 1509
1544, belongs with the sixteenth-century inscription books of the
Lithuanian Metrica, its return to AGAD notwithstanding.'

Further study must determine which of the remaining late eigh-
teenth-century volumes in that section comprise a separate group that
should be designated “Books of Public Affairs,” and whether other
volumes should be grouped with them. Approximately 18 or 19 vol-

144 Two similar volumes from the eighteenth century (1744) were described by
Korzeniowski, Zapiski z rekopiséw, nos. 289 (F.IV.37) and 296 (F.IV.59); they
were destroyed in 1944, after they had been revindicated to Warsaw.

145 See Ptaszycki’s notes about this series (Opisanie, pp. 35-39). He realized that
some volumes had been placed in this series because they did not fit into others
(p. 39).

46 TsGADA, fond 389, nos. 523-532.

W TsGADA, fond 389, no. 524. The volume is published as Litovskaia metrika,
divisions 1 and 2, pt. 3: Knigi publichnykh del, vol. 1, ed. 1. 1. Lappo, in RIB,
vol. 30, cols. 1-98.

148 TsGADA, fond 389, no. 525. This third book was omitted from the St. Peters-
burg published volume with the texts of other early books in this group, since it was
recognized as not belonging in the series. Litovskaia metrika, divisions 1 and 2,
pt. 3: Knigi publichnykh del, vol. 1, RIB, vol. 30. Other books published were:
TsGADA, fond 389, no. 526 (Ptaszycki III.A.4 — 1544-1559), cols. 89-298;
no. 527 (II.A.5 — 1544-1569), cols. 299-538; no. 528 (IIL.A.6 — 1557-1567),
cols. 539-628; and no. 529 (II1.A.7 — 1559-1563), cols. 620-896.

149 TsGADA, fond 389, no. 533.

%0 AGAD, TzwML III.A.28. Its entries date predominantly from the reign of
Queen Bona, but some inscriptions go back to 1509~1544. It had been listed with
the Crown Metrica in the 1798 inventory (A-~7.118), with indication that it had
come from the Cracow Crown Archive and was brought to Warsaw in 1765. It was
restored to its rightful provenance with the Lithuanian Metrica in St. Petersburg,
although it should have been included in the inscription book series, rather than
with public affairs (see fn. 83).
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umes out of the 37 in the Ptaszycki section (nos. 18-27 and 29-37)
together form a consecutive series of inscriptions of privileges from the
years 1773-1794."! However, the titles of many of these volumes are no
different from many of the eighteenth-century books listed in the earlier
section of books of inscriptions with the dates 1697-1775." The resolu-
tion of this issue could affect some volumes in the series “Books of
Inscriptions,” as well as those now found under “Books of Public Af-
fairs.”
Of the remaining volumes listed as “Books of Public Affairs,” six
appear to be part of the records of the Lithuanian General Confederation
for the years 1764, 1767, and 1773-1775." Several are labeled as court
records and hence might better be grouped with the section for judicial
records.>* Other records listed as pertaining to the General Confedera-
tion and courts under its auspices apparently remain in Vilnius."®
Indeed, many of the books in this section require further analysis of
their provenance, contents, and appropriate series grouping. Itis appar-
ent that many of them are not “Books of Public Affairs” (or “Chancellor’s
Books”) and hence would be better placed elsewhere in a scholarly
inventory of the Lithuanian Metrica. Many are miscellaneous volumes
which should be so designated. Others are really parts of record groups
still held in Vilnius or in other archives, but since they have long been
stored and inventoried as part of the larger Metrica complex, full account
of them will have to be given in a complete inventory.

51 TsGADA, fond 389, nos. 540-549, and 550-558. An additional volume of
miscellaneous Lithuanian vice-chancery inscriptions from the years 1775-1792 is
now in AGAD (ML 220), but had been listed as no. 28 in the section for Lithuan-
ian “Books of Public Affairs” in the 1798 St. Petersburg inventory (see fn. 79).
152 The volumes which from their titles are probably most contingent to those in
the present “Books of Inscriptions” would be TsGADA nos. 148, 155-160, and
162-190, from the years 1697 through 1775. More study is necessary to determine if
there is a distinction between those books entitled “Akta metryki kancellaryi” and
“Xigga metryki kancellaryi.” As it is now, several intervening volumes appear of a
different character. All of the volumes are arranged in rough chronological order
within the inscription series, but there may well be appropriate subseries or other
distinctions, such as those from the main and the vice-chancery, that should be
made.

13 TsGADA, fond 389, nos. 534-539.

154 TsGADA, fond 389, nos. 534, 535, and possibly 536. See the contiguous
volumes for courts of the General Confederation in Ptaszycki’s section for judicial
affairs, and the further discussion of those volumes below.

155 For example, records for the years 1792-1793 are listed in the prerevolutionary
inventories by Gorbachevskii, Katalog, p. 195, and, with more detail, in Sprogis,
Inwentarz, pp. 214-16.
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d. Lithuanian Legation Books

From the beginning of the sixteenth century, we have a series of books
clearly distinguishable as containing copies of reports and proceedings
of foreign legations of the Grand Duchy. Many of the inscription
books from the same period also have entries relating to foreign
legations. Parts of some of the earliest volumes may well have been
separate legation books or fragments thereof at one time, as Berezh-
kov emphasizes, or they may represent merely selected documentation
from legations which was copied into the main inscription books.'* In
any case, as Berezhkov carefully lists, there were already many distinc-
tive reports of the Grand Duchy’s foreign legations in the books prior
to 1522." Most of these legations were to Muscovy or other regions in
the east, such as the Crimea.'® As mentioned earlier, there is also one
small book from a legation to the Ukrainian lands in the years
1538-1542."¥

As we already know, after 1569 foreign legations from the Grand
Duchy went only to Muscovy, because foreign relations with other
countries were handled by the Crown chancery.!®® Copies of docu-
ments relating to foreign relations were then usually kept in separate
registers, although often some were also copied into the main inscrip-
tion books. However, we have no indication of Lithuanian legation
books dating from later than the seventeenth century.

156 See, for example, TsGADA, fond 389, nos. 5, 6, 7, 8, and 223. No. 223
(Ptaszycki II.A.3 — 1510-1534) is definitely an amaigam of several separate
books, several of which contain registers of legations. It is published in Litovskaia
metrika, vol. 1, ed. P. A. Gil'tebrand and [S. A. Bershadskii] in RIB, vol. 20
(St. Petersburg, 1903), cols. 1201-1566. Most of no. 5 is also published in Litov-
skaia metrika, division 1, pt. 1: Kniga zapisei, vol. 1, ed. 1. 1. Lappo, in RIB,
vol. 27, cols. 509-872, along with the previous two inscription books extant in
Moscow (nos. 3 and 4). Detailed summaries of the rest of no. 5 and of nos. 6, 7
and 8 are published in Opisanie dokumentov i bumag MAMIu, vol. 21. Eigh-
teenth-century transcriptions of all of these volumes are available in AGAD. See
Berezhkov’s analysis and charts, in Litovskaia metrika, especially pp. 116-39.

57 See the list of books and fragments relating to foreign relations provided by
Berezhkov, Litovskaia metrika, pp. 146-49. Berezhkov helpfully adds references
to published versions.

18 For references to relations with the Crimean Tartars, see M. D. Dovnar-
Zapol’skii, “Zametka o krymskikh delakh v Metrike litovskoi,” Izvestiia Tavriche-
skoi uchenoi arkhivnoi komissii 26 (1897): 11-23.

% TsGADA, fond 389, no. 524 (see fn. 147).

10 For legation books of the Crown Metrica, see the analysis by Irena Sulkowska-
Kurasiowa and Janina Wejchertowa, “Ksiggi poselskie (Libri Legationum)
Metryki Koronnej,” Archeion 58 (1968): 61-73, and the published inventory of
volumes extant in AGAD, Inwentarz Metryki Koronnej, pp. 147-64. Detailed
indexes for many of these are available in AGAD.
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There are now fifteen volumes in the fond of the Lithuanian
Metrica in TsGADA that were transferred there from the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, where they had been held since the early nineteenth
century.’®" Only seven of them, however, were listed in the 1843
inventory in St. Petersburg.'® Of these seven, three sixteenth-century
volumes are definitely not Lithuanian legation books, but are rather
of Muscovite origin. They are actually envoys’ registers (stateinye
spiski), or extracts from the Ambassadorial Prikaz (Posol’skii pri-
kaz), which were taken as booty during the Polish invasion of
Muscovy in 1612 and subsequently stored with the Lithuanian Met-
rica.'® Their place in the sixteenth-century Muscovite state archive
has been established in a recent reconstruction.'® Of the other four
volumes, the earliest, dating from the years 1506-1507, was published
in 1838.1% Two later sixteenth-century legation books were also
published, for the years 1545-1582 and 1581-1583.1 The last unpub-

161 See above, fn. 48. They were reunited with the rest of the Lithuanian Metrica
books only just before the Second World War, and hence they are not mentioned
in the Ptaszycki inventory. The title of the current inventory covering the fifteen
volumes is cited in fn. 91.

1 See Kniga posol'stva VKL, 1: 437-39 (see fn. 48). The present TsGADA
numbers in fond 389 are followed by designations from the 1843 Obolenskii
published inventory in parentheses: 587 (Ob 1), 588 (Ob II), 590 (Ob III), 591
(Ob 1V), 592 (Ob V), 593 (Ob VI), and 595 (Ob VII).

168 TsGADA, fond 389, nos. 587 (1488-1572), 588 (1517-1533), and 590 (1534~
1538). The first contains contemporary notes from various registers. See Kniga
posol’skaia Metriki VKL, 1: xiii-xiv and 437-39. See also N. B. Shelamanova,
“Sostav dokumentov Posol’skogo prikaza i ikh znachenie dlia istoricheskoi geo-
grafii Rossii XVI veka. (Po materialam fonda Snoshenii Rossii s Pol’shei
TsGADA),” Arkheograficheskii ezhegodnik za 1964 god, p. 52, fn. 40, and p. 55,
fn. 50. Two of the three books were published in the nineteenth century in
Pamiatniki diplomaticheskikh snoshenii drevnei Rossii s derzhavami inostrannymi,
ed. G.F. Karpov, in SIRIO 35 (1882): 500-868 (TsGADA, no. 588), and
SIRIO 59 (1887): 1-143 (TsGADA, no. 590). In the eighteenth-century arrange-
ment of the Lithuanian Metrica, they were mentioned in a miscellaneous group and
had the earlier Warsaw numbers 305 (309), 308(?), and 306 (310). They were not
included in the 1623 inventory.

0 See A. A. Zimin, Gosudarstvennyi arkhiv Rossii XVI stoletiia: Opyt rekon-
strukisii, 3 vols. (Moscow 1978), 1: 134 and 136, and 2: 297.

15 TsGADA, fond 389, no. 595 (1506-1507) was published under the editorship
of M. Obolenskii, Sbornik kniazia Obolenskogo, no. 1 (Moscow, 1838). It had not
been identified with the Lithuanian Metrica complex in the eighteenth-century
Warsaw charts, and had not appeared in the 1623 list. It is listed by Berezhkov,
Litovskaia metrika, pp. 103 and 148 (29).

16 TsGADA, no. 591 (1545-1582) was published under the editorship of I. Dani-
lowicz (I. Danilovich) and M. Obolenskii, Kniga posol'skaia Metriki VKL,
Ve: 1-320. It had the Warsaw no. 57 and is also available in AGAD in an eigh-
teenth-century transcription (ML 215). TsGADA, no. 592 (1581-1583) is included
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lished legation book of the seven has entries for the years 1581-1605.
- The past history and exact provenance of the remaining eight
volumes from the Foreign Ministry Archive is more difficult to estab-
lish, since only two (and, questionably, three others in passing) can be
identified in the Warsaw inventories of the Lithuanian Metrica. In an
article published in 1888, the Polish historian Antoni Prochaska men-
tioned thirteen volumes of foreign legation books from the Lithuanian
Metrica held in the Moscow Foreign Ministry Archive (MGAMID), ¢
Correlations with the MGAMID numbers are possible in the
TsGADA list, but an earlier inventory from MGAMID has not been
found.'® Of the two volumes lacking MGAMID numbers, the one
dating from 1774-1776 definitely does not belong with the Lithuanian
Metrica registers, but is rather of Polish origin.!™
The earliest original Lithuanian volume among the fifteen (in a late
sixteenth-century copy) is not technically a legation book, but rather
an account book recording expenses for presents to the Crimean khan
Mengli-Giray, together with related documents from the years 1502—
1509."" It was not housed with the Lithuanian Metrica in Warsaw, but
it is the type of account register that might have been kept with other
chancery records before separate ones for the treasury were estab-
lished." It resembles similar types of account records kept by the
Crown. One other register dating from the sixteenth century (1585-

in ibid., 2: 2-285. It was listed with the Warsaw no. 147 and was mentioned by title
in the Warsaw summaries.

17 TsGADA, fond 389, no. 593. It bears the Warsaw no. 148 and, like the others
listed in the Warsaw charts, was mentioned by title only in the Warsaw summaries.
'8 Antoni Prochaska, “Archiwum Krélestwa w Moskwie,” Ateneum 3
(1888): 359.

' See The “Lithuanian Metrica” in Moscow and Warsaw, appendix 1. Further
efforts should be made in Moscow to find an earlier inventory from MGAMID
covering these books or more detailed notes that might have been kept in the
MGAMID records about the Lithuanian books held there.

" TsGADA, fond 389, no. 601 (see fn. 93).

" TsGADA, fond 389, no. 589. It was published before the Revolution under
the title of “Skarbovaia kniga,” with an introduction by M. D. Dovnar-Zapol’skii,
“Litovskii upomniki tatarskim ordam,” in [zvestiia Tavricheskoi uchenoi arkhivnoi
komissii 28 (1898): 1-81.

1”2 Berezhkov does not fully describe the manuscript, but affirms that it is a later
copy (Litovskaia metrika, p. 116, p. 146 [no. 20]) and that it had been held in
MGAMID under the number 12; however, he does not list it with other legation
books. Dovnar-Zapol’skii in his introduction, “Litovskii upomniki” (p. 2), de-
scribes the Polish markings on the initial page, which could mean that it had been
kept with account records from Polish Crown legations in the Cracow Treasury
Archive. See his earlier mention of the volume in “Zametka o krymskikh delakh,”
pp. 20-23,
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1600) was listed as a legation book in the eighteenth-century sum-
maries.'”

Three of the volumes dating from the seventeenth century were
counted among miscellaneous volumes in the eighteenth-century War-
saw inventories and were mentioned in passing as containing miscel-
laneous documents of Muscovite origin or relating to Muscovy.'”*
These volumes should be compared with other extant volumes in
Poland from the same period to determine if they are technically
Lithuanian legation books. One volume from 1681 has been described
as a legation book, although it was counted as a volume from the
vice-chancery in the Warsaw summaries.'”> Another volume that was
not counted with the Lithuanian collection in MGAMID remains of
questionable provenance.'’® Other contiguous volumes in TsGADA
from the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries as well as other frag-
ments from that period also require study and precise description.'”

Recently five additional seventeenth-century volumes of Lithuanian
chancery provenance have been identified as belonging to the series of
Lithuanian legation books, although they were always kept separate
from the Metrica complex. They date from the chancery activity of
Cyprian Pawet Brzostowski (d. 1688), and are now held as part of his
family collection in the Czartoryski Library in Cracow. '™ Several other

1 TsGADA, fond 389, no. 594 (MGAMID no. 12). It has also been listed in the
1623 list, but did not appear in the 1843 published Obolenskii inventory.

m  TsGADA, fond 389, no.596 (MGAMID no.9) (1608-1668); no. 597
(MGAMID no. 10) (1644-1645); 598 (MGAMID no. 11) (1637-1657). It is impos-
sible to make an exact correlation with the Warsaw numbers, and I did not have a
chance to examine the bindings to see if any Warsaw numbers remain affixed. The
earliest Warsaw number, 311, may well have applied to all three volumes; in the
subsequent Warsaw numeration, they probably would have had the numbers 315,
316, and 317.

5 TsGADA, fond 389, no. 599 (MGAMID no. 13); Warsaw no. PPP.

6 TsGADA, fond 389, no. 600. In the brief TSGADA inventory it is listed as a
register book with documents from 1688 to 1698, including charters of petition of
Ivan, Peter, and Sofia Alekseevna, and circulars of Hetman Mazepa to the
Zaporozhian host of Ivan Vasylevych Lomykovs’kyi regarding lands, mills, etc. 1
have not been able to examine the book or discuss its provenance with specialists in
Moscow.

17 TsGADA., fond 389, opis’ 2, nos. 602 through 662, mentioned in a separate
list in TsGADA, are reportedly fragments of a previous bound volume with
documents starting in the 1550s, but it has not been possible to examine these
items. From earlier inventory listings, it would appear that some of the contingent
volumes may well be collections of notes and documents, and thus may comprise
miscellaneous “chancery papers” rather than technical legation registers.

8 Czartoryski Library, Cracow, MS nos. 2101, 2103, 2104, 2112, and 2113. (See
above fn. 87). Contingent volumes of chancery papers include MS nos. 386, 387,
2102, 21052111, and 2114. An analysis of this group, and the contiguous nine to
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contiguous volumes originally from the Brzostowski collection now in
other collections in Poland also deserve attention. Several held in the
Krasiski Library, which were described as Lithuanian legation
books from the seventeenth century, were lost during the Second
World War.'”

Further study may help determine exactly how many books extant
today should be considered actual legation books from the Lithuanian
chancery. One of the most important aspects of this work will be to
examine and compare those books recently identified in Poland with
the contiguous books extant in Moscow. What will emerge, too, is the
larger problem of establishing standards and procedures for the identi-
fication of books technically part of the Lithuanian Metrica.'® It will
be important to consider contiguous books of working chancery papers
containing drafts, letters, and original documents. These are obviously
not Metrica registers in the strict sense of official inscription books,
and hence they cannot be considered formal legation books kept by
the Lithuanian chancery. However, because of their historical impor-
tance, their specifications and locations should be noted where pos-
sible in a complete inventory.

e. Books of Judicial Proceedings

As already noted, from the beginning of the sixteenth-century many
separate books were being kept for judicial affairs, as distinct from the
general books of inscriptions. '™ In the course of the sixteenth century,
and especially by the beginning of the seventeenth century, further
distinctions were being made between books for different types of
courts and even within different court records for specific types of

twelve miscellaneous books of related chancery papers that are held as part of the
same collection, will form the basis for a separate study, undertaken in collabora-
tion with Irena Sulkowska-Kurasiowa.

' See Franciszek Pulaski, Opis 815 rekopiséw Biblioteki Ordynacji hr. Kra-
sinskich (Warsaw, 1915), pp. 480-511: nos. 319 (344), 320 (435), 322 (346), and
326 (347), for a detailed description of four volumes considered original legation
books, all of which perished in 1944, Four other volumes containing chancery
papers (including original correspondence, drafts of treaties, etc.) that were
housed with the legation books perished with them — Pulawski nos. 321 (343),323
(280), 324 (3099), and 325 (278).

' Further analysis is required of the nature of entries included in formal metrica
legation registers, as part of an analysis of the chancery practices in regard to the
retention of legation books in the Grand Duchy.

8 See the discussion above. See also Berezhkov’s list of pre-1522 books and
fragments relating specifically to judicial affairs, Litovskaia metrika, pp. 144-45,
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documentation. Thus several natural groupings of judicial registers,
kept according to a particular court or appellate function, can be
distinguished. Only those books that record documentation from
judicial functions or courts actually presided over by the chancellor or
vice-chancellor, or appellate judicial decisions emanating from the
office of the Grand Duke, should be considered technically part of the
Lithuanian Metrica. Of course, over the three centuries covered by the
extant records, courts and legal functions changed considerably, so
that correlation must be made with the judicial institutions and proce-
dures in effect at a particular time.

In mentioning some of these problems, Ptaszycki pointed out certain
groupings of judicial books found among the Lithuanian Metrica
collection in St. Petersburg. In fact, he distinguished twelve different
types of books in the section for specifically Lithuanian judicial regis-
ters (section I1.A)."*

The problems become more complicated because, in the case of
judicial books especially, as Ptaszycki noted, some volumes have no
relation to the chancery of the Grand Duke. For example, at least
27 volumes from the sixteenth century now among the books of the
Lithuanian Metrica have their provenance in courts that were distinct
from the Grand Ducal chancery. Interspersed among the books of
judicial affairs, with a few among the books of inscriptions, are
24 books that form a consecutive series of records from the Vilnius
castle court (grodskii sud), dating from the years 1542 through 1566.'%
The remaining extant records of the Vilnius castle court are now in the
Central State Historical Archive of the Lithuanian SSR in Vilnius, but
registers from those years are missing.' There are also several scat-

82 Ptaszycki, Opisanie, pp. 28-35. Although informative, his notes do not pursue
the matter far enough.

183 Their provenance and original order require further verification. On the basis
of data available now, the series can be identified with the current TsGADA
numbers, in chronological order (1542-1566) — fond 389, nos. 230, 233-34, 235
(part), 237-38, 240-46, 34, 40, 247, 250, 252-53, 255-56, 259-60, and 262. This
court was frequently referred to as the Vilnius zamkovyi sud. Several of these
volumes appear to be from the Vilnius zemskii, rather than grodskii, sud.

18 No up-to-date inventory of the early section of this archive is available in print,
but see the detailed prerevolutionary listings for the former Vilnius Archive of
Early Record Books by Gorbachevskii, Katalog, pp. 14366, and Sprogis, Inwen-
tarz, pp. 158-76. According to data furnished me by the archival administration, a
few scattered sixteenth-century records of this court, starting with the years 1555,
are extant. The fond is not listed, however, in the published list of judicial records
of Lithuanian state archives, Lietuvos TSR valstybiniu archyvu fondu trumpas
#nynas, vol. 7: Justicija (Vilnius, 1978). There the records of the Vilnius court
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tered volumes with records from local courts, in Vitebsk, Polotsk,
Brest, Kobrin, and so forth.'® None of these local court records are
originals, however, since they were copied with the rest of the Lithuan-
ian Metrica at the end of the sixteenth century.

Many of these volumes not originating in the Lithuanian chancery
were grouped in a separate section in the 1623 inventory of the
Lithuanian Metrica, indicating that they were not then considered an
integral part of the chancery records.'® Obviously, these should form a
separate group in any new inventory, with notation of their relation-
ship to contiguous records extant in other archives, most specifically
the historical archives in Vilnius and Minsk.

One natural subgroup of legal registers technically part of the
Lithuanian Metrica should comprise the volumes of appellate judicial
decrees from the Grand Ducal chancery pertaining to the area of
Podlachia (Polish, Podlasie) in the sixteenth century. The region was
then part of the Grand Duchy, although it came under Crown sover-
eignty following the Union of Lublin in 1569, and since 1918 has again
been part of Poland. During the early sixteenth century, courts in the
Podlachia region were conducted in Latin in the Polish tradition, and
hence those record books were retained separately from other appel-
late judicial records of the Grand Duchy, then kept predominantly in
chancery Belorussian. Because jurisdiction over the region shifted,
these appellate court record books have had a complicated migration,
They were apparently never stored, or even subsequently recognized,
as a contiguous series, except for the seven volumes listed in the 1623

(zemskii sud) are identified as fond 946, with holdings starting in the year 1591
(ibid., pp. 29-31).

¥ TsGADA, fond 389, no. 16 (Ptaszycki 1.A.16) for the years 1530-1538 is from
the Vitebsk castle court and also from Polotsk, since Jan Wollowicz was first
voevoda of Vitebsk and then Polotsk. No. 228 (Ptaszycki I1.A.9) is a register from
the Vitebsk castle court for the years 1533-1540. No. 271 (Ptaszycki I1.A.57) is a
court record book covering the years 1569-1579 with entries from the local courts
in Brest and Kobrin, kept by Ostafi WoHowicz, who was then serving as vice-
chancellor. Other extant records of these local courts are now held in the Central
State Historical Archives of the Belorussian SSR in Minsk. A new inventory or
analysis with tables correlating the current arrangement with the records listed by
Gorbachevskii and Sprogis (when the extant records were all in Vilnius) has yet to
be published, but deserves high priority.

1% They were listed in the section entitled ksiggi wojewddzkie (see above,
fn. 33), which included 24 volumes, but the total number of local court records in
the Metrica corpus would now be somewhat higher.
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inventory'® and the five listed by Wierzbowski in 1912."* It is never-
theless possible, and in an ideal inventory becomes necessary, to
recognize a distinct, cohesive, and sequential subgroup of at least
twelve original volumes of appellate court records pertaining to Pod-
lachia during the years 1538 through 1571. After that time, appellate
legal decreees pertaining to the area were reintegrated with records of
other Crown lands, which may explain why to this day some of the
earlier books are stored with the Crown Metrica whereas others are
scattered within the Lithuanian Metrica complex. All are original
volumes from their period, and, unlike the rest of the Lithuanian
Metrica, were not recopied during the years 1598-1607.

Of the twelve known volumes devoted entirely to Podlachia, the full
texts of seven (only three in the original) and the summary of an eighth
are extant today. The four earliest, from the years 1538-1546, were
turned over to Prussia in 1799 and subsequently returned to Warsaw.
It is fortunate that they were transcribed in Warsaw in the 1770s,
because the originals were lost in Warsaw in 1944 along with a fifth
volume returned to Warsaw in 1827."% Two contiguous volumes cover-
ing the years 1546-1550 remain in Moscow with the Lithuanian Met-
rica complex in the TSGADA."’

The volumes from the 1550s and 1560s, with one exception, had
apparently been turned over to the Crown Metrica early on, because in

187 The dates given for the seven volumes in “Regestr xiag Metryki W.X.L.”
(fols. 103v-104v) do not correspond exactly with all the dates covered by the
volumes, but six of them can be matched with those held with the Lithuanian
Metrica in Warsaw in the eighteenth century and in the St. Petersburg inventory of
1798. The seventh book listed (1558) either became attached later to the fourth
volume (1554-1558), or else it could have been the starting date for the subsequent
volume (1558-1562), which later became housed with the Crown Metrica.

188 See fns. 189, 191, and 192.

1 All five were returned to Warsaw from St. Petersburg in the early nineteenth
century, the first four by way of Prussia, the fifth in 1827:

18th c. missing 1912 extant 18th c.
Dates Warsaw nos. Ptaszycki nos. Wierzbowski nos. copiesin AGAD
1538-1541 35 II.A.13 VIIL.1 ML 207
1541-1542 42 II.A.14 VIIL.2 ML 210
1542-1544 55 ILLA.15 VIIL.3 ML 214
1545-1546 58 II.LA.16 VII1.4 ML 216
1555-1558 79 11.A.32 VIIL.S —

For the 1555-1558 volume, there are summaries available in AGAD (SumML 3,
fols. 244-265v; APP 18, pp. 633-80), but no transcription.

1% Ppraszycki’s I1.A.17 (TSGADA no. 232, Warsaw no. 47) for the years 1546-
1547 and 11.A.21 (TsGADA no. 236, Warsaw no. 64) for the years 1547-1550.
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the seventeenth century they were already listed as part of the Crown
registers. The earliest of these (1550-1552) is today erroneously listed
among the Crown inscription books in the published inventory of the
Crown Metrica, apparently because it had been so listed since the
seventeenth-century Hankiewicz inventory.” Four other volumes,
from the years 1552-1554 and 1558-1571, which had been listed as
Crown judicial decree books since the seventeenth century, perished
with many other volumes from that series in 1944."? The intervening
volume (1555-1558), earlier listed with the Lithuanian Metrica but
returned to Warsaw in 1827, also perished, but an eighteenth-century
summary is preserved in AGAD."

Other judicial books in the Metrica complex all need to be studied
much more thoroughly and grouped together according to their ap-
propriate court functions. Several groups of different court records
should be dinstinguished one from another in a way that reflects
changes in functions and competency in different periods. Once again
the analysis will be complicated by the haphazardness with which
volumes were bound at various points and mixed up with other court
records. One major group of court records in the Metrica complex can
serve here as an example of the problems involved.

The most important series of court records in the Crown Metrica are
those of the Assessors’ Court (Sqd Asesorski) and the Senators’ Court
(Sqd Relacyjny), which started at the end of the sixteenth century.’™ A
similar Assessors’ Court functioned in the Grand Duchy, from which
records remain extant beginning in the early seventeenth century.
However, the books themselves have many lacunae and are not now

¥ The volume listed among the Crown inscription books (MK 81) for the years

1550-1552 was also so listed by Ptaszycki (I1.B.31). In the 1670s it was listed in the
section for inscription books by Hankiewicz in “Inwentarz” (ZP 64). It remains in
AGAD as TzwML 1.B.31.

%2 They were listed by Hankiewicz as, respectively, F.6 (1552-1554), 1.9 (1558
1562), N.13 (1563-1568), and R.17 (1568-1571); those code numbers were re-
peated in the 1798 St. Petersburg inventory in section A-2, where they were given
the new numbers 10, 13, 17, and 21. In the 1912 Warsaw inventory by Wierzbow-
ski, they are listed in section V, nos. 10, 13,17, and 21, although Wierzbowski had
a separate section — VIII — for the other five Podlachia volumes returned from
St. Petersburg (see fn. 189).

> Volume 32 was also missing from Ptaszycki’s section for Lithuanian judicial
books [I1.A.32], but it was returned to Warsaw (see fn. 189). Presumably it is the
volume listed in the 1835 Bentkowski inventory (p. 28) in the section for the
Lithuanian Metrica (IV.220B).

1% See the description of this series in Inwentarz Metryki Koronnej, pp. 249-312.
Many of these Crown records were lost during the Second World War.
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arranged in their natural order. For instance, many late seventeenth-
century legal records and groups of protocols from the Assessors’
Court, transported from Vilnius, were bound together indiscriminately
in Warsaw in 1747, along with other judicial documentation. It will
now be extremely difficult to reconstruct the original order of these
records, since no adequate inventories are available.'”

The records of this principal high court of the Grand Duchy were
kept much more systematically in the eighteenth century. Their forms
and initial organization can now be determined from a short inventory
of record books for the period 1746 through 1775-1776 found among
the notebooks of Naruszewicz in the Czartoryski Library in Cracow.
The register was prepared by the pisarz or official in charge of court
records, Jan Jelenski, in 1784, when these court records were pre-
pared for “transfer to the Metrica of the Grand Duchy of Lithu-
ania.”'”’

Jeleniski’s inventory indicates the natural order and careful organi-
zation of the court records for these years in the chancery of the Grand
Duchy. Books were arranged chronologically in distinct groups for
“acts and decrees,” “protocols,” and “court registers,” as well as
several smaller groups of varia. These groups, however, were com-
pletely lost when the court records were amalgamated with the rest of
the Metrica complex in Warsaw. Despite the brevity of the descrip-
tions, it has been possible to correlate most of the volumes listed in

15 For example, TSGADA, fond 389, nos. 385-386, 395, 455466 and 502-522
(Ptaszycki nos. I1.B. 171-172, 181, 241-252, and 288-308). Ptaszycki himself
mentions that these were brought together and bound into volumes in 1747, some
containing booklets, fragments, and miscellaneous documents which apparently
had never been bound before. Some of these volumes — particularly those con-
taining protocols — were not included in the main chronological framework in the
Warsaw inventories of the 1740s. Since they were listed later in a miscellaneous
section, many were also not included in the eighteenth-century summaries. With
more knowledge of court record-keeping procedures for the eighteenth century,
however, efforts should be made to reconstruct the natural order and series for
these records.

196 Teki Naruszewicza, Czartoryski Library, Cracow, MS 857, pp. 5-8.

157 «Regestr oddanych przezemnie Jana Jelefiskiego Pisarza Dekretowego Litto,
sedziego Ziem. Mozyr. wszytkich aktéw sadowych w Kancellaryi Dekretowey
Assessoryi W. X. L. za Pisarstwa nayprzod JWWch Rafata, poZniey Gedeona
Jelenskich kasztellanéw Nowogr. expedyowanych do Metryk W. X. L. W. Feli-
xowi Szubertowi Metrykantowi Lit. w R-u 1784 Maja 7 Dnia na Dwie Rece
sporzadzony, barwiany, z ktérych ieden z Podpisem W. Metrykanta Lit. za$-
wiadczaigcy odebranie mnie wydany, Drugi przytych ze aktach W. Metrykantowi
podpisem Rgki moiey roboruig. Datt w. Warszawie,—.”
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Jeleniski’s inventory with the scrambled listings in the Ptaszycki
inventory,'® and to establish that all of the separate books of “de-
crees” and “protocols” listed by Jeleriski are now extant in the
Metrica complex in Moscow, together with most of the “court regis-
ters” through the year 1762. Later registers (1763-1776) listed by
Jelefiski found their way to the former Vilnius Central Archive of
Early Register Books, according to the prerevolutionary inventory.'
Later books of decrees, protocols, and registers of this court from the
sessions in 1775-1776 to 1795 were also stored in the same archive in
Vilnius, according to the prerevolutionary inventory.

In the Vilnius archive the records retained their natural order, with
separate groups for “decrees,” “protocols,” and “registers” similar to
the groupings in the Jeleriski inventory, in contrast to the helter-
skelter arrangement of the records from this court that were amalga-
mated with the rest of the Lithuanian Metrica complex.

The Vilnius inventory further reveals the highly sophisticated system
of registers, which actually provided separate subject-matter lists for
eight principal types of decrees issued by the Assessors’ Court.’® Lists
of these registers were transmitted periodically to the Permanent
Council of the Commonwealth, so confirmation of these subject-
matter series can be found in the extant annexes to the protocols of the
Permanent Council.?!

Unquestionably all of the records from this court belong officially to
the Lithuanian Metrica, just as the series of corresponding Crown
court records are part of the Crown Metrica. Hence, in an ideal
inventory, the records should be arranged in series according to their

*® The complete text has been prepared by Maria Wozniakowa of AGAD, for
publication as an appendix to my forthcoming article in Archeion, with marginal
correlations to the Ptaszycki inventory. Volumes in the Jeleniski list include those
with the current TsGADA nos. 409-413, 415-22, 4247, 425-27, 429, 430-317,
432-36, 468, 470-73, 475-83, 4887, and 495, although some correlations remain
questionable.

1% See the somewhat more detailed, revised arrangement in Sprogis, Inwentarz,
pp. 79-88. Presumably they are now in the successor Central State Historical
Archive of the Lithuanian SSR in Vilnius in a record group (fond) devoted to
records of that court, but I have been unable to establish precise data about the
present holdings and their current arrangement.

20 See Sprogis, Inwentarz, pp. 82-88.

M1 Lists of these registers in the form of reports have been found recently among
the annexes to the protocols of the Permanent Council. For example, the same
eight registers are listed (with the appropriate number of decrees given in each
case) in a report covering court sessions for the period November 1783 to April
1784 (AGAD, TzwML VIL.95, fols. 224-225v), and for the period November 1786
to April 1787 (AGAD, TzwML VII.100, fols. 84-85v).
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original natural order, with full identification and detailed description
of the contiguous records from the court that now remain in Vilnius.

A similar analysis should be made for groups of records from other
courts now found as part of the Lithuanian Metrica complex. Some of
these should be considered technically part of the Lithuanian Metrica,
but others should not. The resolution of such problems must await
description of individual volumes, further analysis of court functions in
the Grand Duchy, and descriptions of contiguous groups of records
now extant in Vilnius and elsewhere. But from the examples discussed
thus far, for the Vilnius castle court, the Podlachia series, and the
Assessors’ Court, it is evident that much more analysis and descriptive
work lies ahead in the preparation of a scholarly, ideal inventory of the
judicial records from the Grand Duchy.

f. Books of Revisions, or Land Survey Books

The only other section in the Ptaszycki inventory covering parts of the
Lithuanian Metrica is that of Books of Revisions or Land Survey
Books (knigi perepisei), which in earlier inventories were sometimes
called “Books of Inventories of Royal Estates and Frontiers.”*” A
comparable series was maintained in the Crown Metrica from the
seventeenth century. Indeed, of the three of each such land survey
books that were prepared, one was explicitly designated for the
chancery and officially considered part of the Crown Metrica.”” How-
ever, not all the books listed in Ptaszycki’s section IV.B for the Crown
records belong to this series.® Presumably a similar procedure was
followed for the Lithuanian surveys. Although these books are thus
not really registers of chancery documents, a copy of each was tradi-
tionally stored with the Lithuanian Metrica complex, and hence they
should be included in an inventory of the Metrica. Those volumes that
really are surveys or descriptions of royal estates or frontiers, and

2 TsGADA, fond 389, nos. 558-582; Ptaszycki nos. IV.A.1, IV.A.3-24. The
second volume originally in this section, describing boundaries between the Grand
Duchy and the Crown, is missing from this section since it was transferred to
Prussia in 1799, and destroyed in Warsaw during World War II (see fn. 80); an
eighteenth-century copy remains in AGAD (ML 212, pp. 593-738).

23" Gee Jerzy Senkowski, “Lustracje, rewizje oraz inwentarze débr  krélew-
skich,” in AGAD: Przewodnik, pp. 97-102.

24 The volumes listed in the Polish part of this section remain in AGAD today,
exactly according to Ptaszycki’s arrangement (section IV.B) although not all of
them belong to the same series. Other volumes in this series now in AGAD retain
their arrangement according to the 1912 Wierzbowski inventory and other finding
aids. See AGAD: Przewodnik, pp. 97-108. As already mentioned, no such series is
included in the 1975 published inventory of the Crown Metrica (see fn. 72).
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hence are correctly grouped in this category, definitely constitute a
separate series and should be so listed. However, as is the case with the
Crown subsection, not all of the books grouped in section IV.A belong
under the assigned heading.

In regard to the Lithuanian volumes covered by Ptaszycki, several of
the earliest were included in the 1623 inventory and subsequently with
the Lithuanian Metrica in the eighteenth-century Warsaw inventories
and summaries. Since they have long constituted a part of the Metrica
complex, they will need to be accounted for in a complete inventory,
although many of the volumes listed in this section are neither surveys
nor descriptions of estates or frontiers. The latter should be described
in the context of their original provenance and inventoried (or at least
cross-listed) with the groups of records to which they belong.

The diversity of this section is immediately apparent. Several miscel-
laneous volumes do not relate at all to the others in this section. For
example, number 10 is described as a volume of privileges relating to
customs duties and tariffs in the years 1567-1571, and so might belong
in a group of treasury records, or perhaps should be listed among
Books of Inscriptions.”” Number 13 is apparently a book of notes and
excerpts from the judicial records of several Lithuanian towns and also
of the Lithuanian High Tribunal from the years 1656-1688.2% It
certainly does not belong in this series. Number 14 is a composite
codex containing various drafts and papers that should probably be
considered a miscellaneous volume of chancery papers, rather than a
formal Metrica register.”” In the eighteenth-century Warsaw inven-
tories many of these volumes were not listed in the initial basic
chronological sequence of chancery registers, so apparently even then
they were recognized to be of miscellaneous origin. Presumably a
similar treatment for them will be appropriate in a new scholarly
inventory, but first their individual provenance and, where necessary,
codicological history requires careful study.

The preceding survey poses more questions than it answers regarding
the appropriate organization and arrangement of the Lithuanian Met-
rica. Obviously, much more research, descriptive work, and analysis
must be done before an inventory can be completed. It is most
important that the task now begin, with the cooperation and direct

%5 TsGADA, fond 389, no. 567.
%6 TsGADA, fond 389, no. 570.
7 TsGADA, fond 389, no. 571.
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collaboration of interested historians and archivists everywhere, espe-
cially in the Soviet Union and Poland. The joint goal should be to
produce a full scholarly inventory of the Lithuanian Metrica — an
“ideal inventory,” in the definition of the Polish archivist Jozef
Siemieniski.?® It should encompass, on the basis of earlier inven-
tories, all known books and copies of books of the Lithuanian Metrica,
regardless of present location, including those known to have been lost
or destroyed and those not now or previously inventoried with the
Metrica complex.

A first step is the preparation of a detailed list of all known inven-
tories and summaries of the Metrica complex, updating and expanding
the preliminary one recently completed.” Cross references should be
made to inventories already listed with the Crown Metrica complex for
those that also cover parts of the Lithuanian Metrica. It is important
that such a list of inventories be distinct from actual volumes of the
Lithuanian Metrica itself, although this procedure was not always
followed for the Crown Metrica inventories.*"

It would also be helpful to list, perhaps in separate groups, inven-
tories or registers of original documents or other records stored or
otherwise associated with the Metrica complex in different periods.
For example, mention should be made of the first two volumes now
listed with the Lithuanian inscription books, which are actually two
copies of an inventory or register of original charters and other
incoming documents from 1386 to 1491 that were found in the Grand
Ducal treasury in the 1570s.2!! Other archival inventories of this type
were listed in Ptaszycki’s section VIIL, but since they pertained to
Polish materials, all but two were returned to Warsaw in the 1920s.
Another miscellaneous inventory — a register of major Livonian char-
ters, from the years 1263 to 1561 — appears as number 3 in Ptaszycki’s
section II1.A, although that section purportedly lists “Books of Public

M Jszef Siemieniski, Przewodnik po archiwach polskich, pt. 1: Archiwa dawnej
Rzeczypospolitej (Warsaw, 1933), pp. 6-7. Siemieniski’s helpful study was also
published simultaneously in a French edition, Guide des archives de Pologne, pt. 1:
Archives de la Pologne ancienne (Warsaw, 1933).

29 See The “Lithuanian Metrica” in Moscow and Warsaw, appendix 3.

20 A number of the earlier inventories for parts of the Crown Metrica are listed in
the 1975 inventory and numbered intermittently as part of the series of Crown
Inscription Books (e.g., MK 213 and its three supplemental volumes MK 214-16).
21 The two copies of the late sixteenth-century inventory are listed by Ptaszycki as
“knigi zapisei” nos. I.A.1 and 1.A.2, with the current TsGADA nos. 1 and 2 in
fond 389. See details about the published version and other copies in fn. 11, above.
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Affairs.”*'2 The volume was probably prepared as a chancery aid after
1561, when parts of Livonia became joined to the Grand Duchy and
the Polish Crown; it should not be considered a normal inscription
book, however, and it certainly should not be listed with “Books of
Public Affairs.”

As a second step, a table should be created that relates all known
books of the Lithuanian Metrica to their position and number in all
previous inventories. Through careful analysis of the earlier inven-
tories and summaries available in Warsaw, and with the help of a
computer sorting routine at Harvard University, efforts have been
made to correlate the current arrangement of the Lithuanian Metrica
complex in TSGADA with the early seventeenth-century arrangement
in Vilnius as reflected in the 1623 Radziwill list, with the eighteenth-
century Warsaw organization, and with the 1887 Ptaszycki organiza-
tion in St. Petersburg.’” Further research and verification along this
line lie ahead, with efforts to include the reorganization in St. Peters-
burg in 1798 and in the 1830s.2*

As a third step, a technical manuscript description should be pre-
pared for every known volume or copy of the Lithuanian Metrica and
for related volumes in the Metrica complex. The descriptions should,
where appropriate, identify bindings and watermarks (especially for
the earliest books). For composite volumes they should identify sepa-
rate books, fragments, or miscellaneous documents included, together
with their codicological history. Previous foliation counts, code num-
bers, and descriptions from all earlier inventories, summaries, or
known manuscript copies and published versions should be given. At
the same time, the exact provenance of each volume now housed with
the Metrica fond in TSGADA and in AGAD should be identified, with
clear indication of volumes not technically chancery registers of the
Grand Duchy.

A fourth step, partially simultaneous with the third, would involve
regrouping books in series — and, where appropriate, subseries —
according to both provenance and type of entry or chancery function.

2 TsGADA, fond 389, no. 525.

23 Preliminary results are published in The “Lithuanian Metrica” in Moscow and
Warsaw, appendixes 4 and 5. A copy of the 1787 Warsaw inventory (see fn. 45) is
still needed to verify the final Warsaw organization before the Metrica complex was
transferred to St. Petersburg.

24 To complete this study, it will be necessary to compare the data compiled from
extant inventories in Warsaw with other nineteenth-century inventories and sum-
maries presumed to be still extant in Moscow or Leningrad.
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Some such groupings might involve separate charts for precise correla-
tion with existing archival locations or arrangements, because presum-
ably the entire inventorying process cannot involve archival transfers
or major rearrangements.?’

Throughout the entire process the distinction must always be made
between the “Lithuanian Metrica” as the complex of archival materials
that happen to have been held together at various times under that
name, and the “Lithuanian Metrica” as the permanent official register
books for outgoing documentation from the chancery and vice-chan-
cery of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania. Throughout the process, we
must always keep in mind the four major stages in organization and
arrangement that the Lithuanian Metrica complex underwent since its
inception in the mid-fifteenth century. The artificial St. Petersburg
arrangement of the Lithuanian Metrica complex, represented in the
Ptaszycki inventory, must be approached within that context, and its
errors and drawbacks clearly recognized.

Almost a century ago, in 1887, when Ptaszycki prepared his inven-
tory of the Lithuanian Metrica following the system established by the
1835 St. Petersburg commission, he recognized many of the problems
involved in the organization and arrangement of the materials in the
collection. Indeed, he spoke of his inventory as a temporary expedient
to be used only until one more thorough and accurate could be
prepared.” Other prerevolutionary historians involved with the study
and publication of the Metrica volumes recognized the serious prob-
lems raised by the artificial St. Petersburg order. For example, P. A.
Gil'tebrand?"” and 1. I. Lappo®® spoke of the tremendous discrepancy
between it and the original, more natural, seventeenth-century order.
They warned against the scattered, indiscriminate, or partial publica-
tion of Metrica documentation without the reorganization of the
materials and the formulation of comprehensive overall plans. They,
too, recognized the need for a detailed, scholarly inventory.

The current revival of interest in the Lithuanian Metrica and the

25 Since the St. Petersburg order, as perpetrated in the Ptaszycki inventory, has
been used in scholarship and archival practice since the early nineteenth century, it
is probably undesirable and indeed inadvisable to rearrange completely the Met-
rica fond in TsGADA.

26 Praszycki, Opisanie, pp. Vi-Vii.

u7 P, A. Gil'tebrand, RIB, 20: iv-v.

28 1. 1. Lappo, report at the 4/18 May 1906 meeting of the Imperial Archeo-
graphic Commission, Letopis’ zaniatii Imp. arkheograficheskoi komissii, 19: 16~
37.
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plans for a collaborative publication program between the Academies
of Sciences of the Soviet Union and Poland give us hope that a
complete inventory will indeed be produced as an integral part of the
project.””” The preparation of an ideal, scholarly inventory that takes
into account many of the problems raised in this essay should obvi-
ously be given the highest order of priority. The task is complicated
and immense, but it is essential if the rich body of documentary
records and source materials that constitute the Lithuanian Metrica
are to be accessible for study of the fascinating but troubled history of
the Grand Duchy of Lithuania.

Harvard University

2 See particularly the remarks regarding plans for an inventory in the report by

V. T. Pashuto and A. L. Khoroshkevich, “Sovmestnaia publikatsiia sovetskikh i
pol’skikh istorikov,” Voprosy istorii, 1981, no. 2, pp. 158-60.



All the World’s a Vertep:
The Personification/Depersonification Complex in
Gogol’s Soroéinskaja jarmarka*

DANIEL RANCOUR-LAFERRIERE

One of the most successful descriptions of the Ukrainian countryside
in all of Russian literature is the opening of Nikolaj Gogol’s Sorocin-
skaja jarmarka: ‘

Kak yNOMTENleH, KaK POCKOIIEH JICTHHH AEeHb B Manopoccuu! Kak ToMu-
TeNbHO-XaPKH T€ Yachl, KOrfa NojieHs OneweT B THIIMHE M 3HOE, U roiy-
60/, HEM3MEpPHMbIA OKeaH, CIaJOCTPAacTHBIM KYNOJIOM HarHYBILWHACS Hal
3eMJICI0, KaXeTcs, 3aCHYJ, BECh IMOTOHYBIIH B HEre, oOHHMast M CXKHMas
IPEKPACHYIO B BOIYIIHBIX 00bsATHAX cBoMx! Ha HeM Hu o6naka. B nosie Hu
peun. Bcé kak-6yIATO yMEPIIO; BBEPXY TOJIBLKO, B HEOECHOM riyOuHe NpOXHT
aBOPOHOK, ¥ cepeOpsAHbIE MECHH JIETAT 0 BO3AYIIHBIM CTYNIEHSM Ha BJIO-
GIEHHYIO 3€MITIO, [1a M3pelKa KPHMK YaiKd WM 3BOHKHM Trojioc nepemnena
ornaerca B crenu. (PSS I, pp. 111-12)

Scholars have variously described this passage as picturesque, pano-
ramic, cinematographic, painterly, cosmic, mythopoeic, majestic, etc.
What I would like to focus on is how this opening passage, and other
passages in the story, deal with persons and their sexuality. As Hugh
McLean (1958, p. 226) has observed, the opening is a rare example of
how Gogol uses “overtly erotic imagery” without at the same time
suggesting “ominous foreboding or dread of fearful consequences.” As
is well known, Gogol’s more usual tendency in the later works is to
associate (hetero)erotic imagery with what is in some way negative,
absurd, or morbid: “&rotika u Gogolja napitana trupnym jadom,”
says Sinjavskij (1975, p. 505). Xoma Brut dies because of his sado-
masochistic sexual relations with a witch (McLean 1958, p. 236;
Rancour-Laferriere 1978). The artist Piskarev is driven to opium and

* 1 wish to thank Kipley Farr, James Gallant, George Grabowicz, Edward
Kasinec, Paul Magocsi, Barbara Milman, Thomas Winner, and the students in my
Gogol seminars (at Tufts University and the University of California, Davis) for
their constructive criticism and other assistance. The Academy edition of Gogol
(1937-52) is here abbreviated PSS. The standard edition of Freud (1953-65) is
abbreviated SE.
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suicide because of a prostitute. Akakij Akakievi¢ develops a truly
sick sexual relationship with a feminized overcoat and dies when it is
stolen from him (Rancour-Laferriere 1982). But here, on the first page
of Sorocinskaja jarmarka, there is almost no hint of the peculiar, if
not pathological sexuality that will characterize the later Gogol.

I use the Gogolian word “almost,” however, because there is a
catch. The Ukrainian landscape that Gogol portrays is at first devoid of
any human beings, and therefore the apparently healthy, “true eroti-
cism” (Driessen) of the passage takes on a curious impersonality: “it
is . . . no accident that Gogol can allow such an unambiguous sexual
embrace to take place on his pages only when the partners are as
un-human or super-human as mother earth and her celestial consort”
(McLean 1958, p. 226; my empbhasis). In other words, heterosexual
relations are somehow safer if they are cloaked with what psychoana-
lysts would call a defense mechanism of some kind (see Laplanche and
Pontalis 1973, pp. 234-37, for a summary), and the particular mechan-
ism at work here appears to be what Anna Freud (1966[1936]) calis
“reversal.” A sexual embrace between two human beings is defen-
sively represented by reversing the “+ human” entities (a man and a
woman) into “— human” entities (the ocean/sky and the earth).! At
the same time the credibility of the representation, however defensive
it may be, is reinforced by the appropriateness of gender: the man is
represented by the grammatically masculine “okean,” the woman by
the grammatically feminine “zemlja.”

All this is fine, the rhetorician will say, except that it is exactly
backwards. Humans are not converted into non-human entities in
Gogol’s famous passage. Instead nature, which is non-human, is
converted to something human by the standard rhetorical device of
personification (mpoowmnomnotia, fictio personae — see Lausberg, 1960,
pars. 826 ff.). Most Gogol scholars who have discussed the passage
would probably side with a rhetorical rather than a psychoanalytic
view of it. Setchkarev (1965, p. 96) sees the passage as “a good
example of Gogol’s Nature pathos.” Karlinsky (1976, p. 41) cites the
image of the voluptuous, sleeping sky as one example of “how Gogol
personifies the male element in nature.” Samyskina (1979, p. 50)
! An additional defensive process is noted by Karlinsky (though he does not use
the psychoanalytic term “defense”): the male ocean/sky, though it embraces the
female earth, is asleep, and therefore “no actual congress can take place . . .”

(1976, p. 40). This is, in a Gogolian way, only almost true, however, for
“okean . . .kaZetsja, zasnul. . .” is what the narrator says.
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speaks of the “izobraZenie landiafta v duxe romanti¢eskogo odu-
xotvorenija prirody” in Gogol’s story.

The psychoanalyst could retort, however, that the rhetorical device
of personification is just a special case of the general defensive device
of “projection,” where dangerous or unpleasant ideas concerning
one’s self are cast out, as it were, and appear to exist in the external
rather than the internal realm. In this case the narrator’s internal ideas
about how voluptuously pleasant it would be to have heterosexual
intercourse get projected into elements of the external landscape
(cf. Dundes 1980, pp. 33-61, for a readable plea for the study of
projection in folklore).

But no matter what defense mechanisms are at work in the passage
(and the psychoanalysts have yet to get their act together as far as a
workable theory and taxonomy of the defense mechanisms is con-
cerned — Suppes and Warren 1975; Rancour-Laferriere 1980,
pp. 200-201), it may still be said that there is some kind of defect in the
boundary between what is a person and what is not a person in the
story’s opening passage. And this is generally true of Gogol. A
non-person such as an overcoat, for example, is capable of becoming a
person, i.e., a wife or a helpmate. Conversely, a person such as
Cicikov is capable of becoming a thing, such as a church into which
people are squeezed. Objects are personified, persons are depersoni-
fied. At one moment there are persons standing before us and behav-
ing in lively fashion, while at the next moment they have gone dumb,
turned to stone, become, in short, non-persons (see Mann’s excellent
study of the “formula okamenenija” in Gogol — 1978, pp. 354-66).
The categories of person and non-person, or human and non-human,
constitute for Gogol an equivalence class, a “+” where one pole is
always suggestive of the opposite. I call this the personification/deper-
sonification complex in Gogol’s writings (cf. Rancour-Laferriere 1982,
section 33). Personification is tangled in a “complex” with depersonifi-
cation because it is so often difficult to separate the one from the other.
Here, for example, is a description early in Dead Souls:

. . BHM3y GbLIM JTaBOYKH C XOMYTaMH, Bepeskamu 1 Gapankamu. B yrOJbHOH
M3 3THX JIaBOYEK, WM, Ny4lle, B OKHE, IOMEHIAJICs COMTEHIHK C CAMOBapOM
M3 KPacHOM Mely ¥ JIMLOM TaK JKe KPAacHbIM, KaK CaMoBap, Tak YTO M3[alH
MOXHO Obl MOJYMaTh, YTO Ha OKHE CTOSNO JBA CaMmoBapa, ecnu 6 OfMH
caMoBap He GbUT C YEPHOI, KaK CMoJib, Goponorw. (PSS VI, p. 8)

Is the “sbiteni¢ik” depersonified here, or is the samovar personi-
fied? Or is it both? Humans are constantly in danger of becoming
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things, and things are always sliding over into the category of the
human. The personification/depersonification complex is a dynamic,
but also unitary phenomenon which lies behind both the oft-noted
tendency for Gogol’s characters to be lifeless masks, puppets or
automata (cf. Belyj 1934; Bicilli 1947-48; Nabokov 1944; Gukovskij
1939; Vajskopf 1978; Driessen 1965; Erlich 1969; Sinjavskij 1975; and
others) and the tendency for natural and artificial objects to become
animated with human qualities. The personification/depersonification
complex makes dynamic what would otherwise be a merely static
“sootnoSenie ‘priroda-ljudi’” (this term is from Stepanova 1978,
p. 43).

Returning now to the opening passage of Sorodinskaja jarmarka,
let us consider how the complementary processes of personification
and depersonification operate. If the passage is regarded primarily
from the viewpoint of the sexual embrace it depicts, then the fact that
the agents of the embrace are mere objects of nature will tend to have
a depersonifying effect. But if the passage is regarded primarily as a
nature description, then the fact of the sexual embrace will tend to
have a personifying effect. I am not sure that these two combined
effects, like the famous visual illusion of a vase vs. two faces, are
incapable of working simultaneously. No doubt some kind of reader-
perception experiment could be designed. But both the depersonifying
and personifying effects are at least potentially present in the passage,
though most critics seem to have been more sensitive to the personi-
fication than to the depersonification. I would say the personification
in the opening passage is the “major” effect, whereas depersonification
is the “minor” effect.

Just the reverse seems to apply to the famous passage near the end
of Gogol’s story. Golopupenko and his Paraska, contrary to the wishes
of the “evil stepmother” Xivrja, manage to get married and are now
surrounded by an impersonal mass of madly dancing folk:

CTpaHHOE HEM3IBACHMMOE YYBCTBO OBJIANENO Gbl 3pUTETIEM, IPH BHAE, KaK OT
ONHOTO yAapa CMBIYKOM My3bIKaHTa B CEPMSIKHOH CBHTKE, C IJIMHHBIMH
3aKpY4EHHBIMHM ycaMM, BCE OGpaTHIIOCH, BOJICIO M HEBOJCIO, K E€JHHCTBY M
nepeuwio B cornacue. Jlromy, Ha YrprOMBIX IMLAX KOTOPbIX, KAXETCsl, BEK HE
HpOCKaNb3blBaja yabIOKa, MPUTONBIBANIH HOTaMM M B3IPATUBAJIH ILICYAMH.
Bc€ mecnoch. Beé ranuosano. Ho eme crpansee, ewe HepasrajaHHee 4yB-
CTBO NMpoGyanIock 6bl B rIyOUHE NYIIM NPH BIIJIsLE HA CTAPyLIEK, HA BETXHX
JIMLAX KOTOPBIX BESAJIO PaBHOMYIIME MOTHIIbI, TOJNKABUIMXCS MEKAY HOBBIM,
CMEFOLLMMCS, KHMBBIM 4Ye0BeKOM. becneynnie! maxe 6e3 meTcKo# pamoctu,
6€3 MCKpBI COYYBCTBHS, KOTOPBIX ONMH XMeJlb TOJIBKO, KAK MEXAHHK CBOEI'O



ALL THE WORLD’S A VERTEP 343

Ge3KM3IHEHHOTO aBTOMATA, 3aCTABJIAET 1eJNaTh YTO-TO MOJOOHOE YenoBede-
CKOMY, OHM THXO HNOKaYMBaJu OXMENECBIUMMM T'OJIOBaMH, TNOATAHUbIBas 34
BECEJISIILIAMCA HApOJIOM, HE 06pau1asl faxe ria3 Ha MOJOJAYIO 4YETY.

I'pOM, XOXOT, IECHH C/BIIATHACH THIIE ¥ THIIe. CMBIYOK ymupan, cnabes
Tepss HesiCHbIE 3BYKM B MyCTOTe Bo3ayxa. Ellle ClpIlIanocy rae-ro TonaHbe,
YTO-TO MOXO0XKEE Ha ponoT OTOAJICHHOI'O MOpPsA, U CKOpO BCE CTalo nycTo u
rayxo. (PSS 1, pp. 135-36; the final lament of the narrator is not included here
because it has a special significance — see below, p. 366)

Of only “minor” importance here are the personifying effects, such as
the simile which converts the state of tipsiness (“xmel’”) into a
mechanic (“mexanik”). But of “major” significance, that is, what the
critics have tended to notice, is the powerful depersonifying impact of
the puppet-like, mechanical dancers. Thus Fanger (1979, p. 92) speaks
of a “sinister puppeteer” behind what is happening to the supposedly
live people in the scene. Karlinsky (1976, p. 38) refers to the “mechan-
ically dancing senile hags” which undermine a finale that might other-
wise have been joyous. Driessen (1965, p. 69) says the narrator “is
looking at his own puppets.” Bicilli (1947-48, p. 10) observes the
impersonal “stadnost’” of the people dancing in the passage. The
narrator, according to Samyskina (1979, p. 72), “vidit pered soboj ne
Zivyx ljudej, a kukol.” Mann (1978, p. 16) interprets the passage as
an early step “v storonu mexaniCeskoj imitacii Zizni. ...” Cox
(1980, p. 230) says the dancing is “involuntary, puppet—like, dehuman-
ized.” Comments in this vein could be cited ad nauseam, all the way
back to Gogol’s contemporaries. The image of the dancing people as
puppets is both particularly frequent and particularly apt, for, as is well
known to Gogol scholars, the story borrows heavily from the Ukrain-
ian puppet-theater or “vertep.” Thus in the story we have such stock
figures as the “prostoj muzik” (Cerevik), “zlaja macexa” (Xivrja),
“%ernobrovaja krasavica” (Paraska), “para vljublennyx” (Golopu-
penko and Paraska), “projdoxa-cygan,” “d’jak-ljubovnik™ (actually a
“popovi¢” in this tale), “p’janyj zid,” and “smesnoj cort” — see
the following for detailed discussions of what Gippius calls the “ver-
tepno-anekdoti¢eskaja tradicija” behind the Dikan’ka stories: Peretc
1902, pp. 47-55; Cudakov 1906; Luckyj 1971, pp. 104-109 (and
references cited therein); Gippius 1966 (1924), pp. 11-12, 30-31; Gip-
pius 1948; Rozov 1911; Bakhtin 1976 (1972); Driessen 1965, pp. 65 ff.;
Samyskina 1979, p. 75; Lotman 1968, pp. 16 ff.; Ajzendtok 1940. 1
will not go into the often fascinating subtextual questions raised by
these studies, but will note that it is perfectly possible for the reader to
appreciate the depersonified quality of the people dancing at the end
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of Sorocinskaja jarmarka — or more generally to just appreciate
Gogol’s verbal art — while at the same time being largely ignorant of
Gogol’s subtexts (Rancour-Laferriere 1982, fn. 57; 1981).

The following scheme summarizes the way the personification/de-
personification complex works in the quoted opening and penultimate
passages of Sorodinskaja jarmarka:

Device Ukrainian Summer Day Dancing Folk
Personification major minor
Depersonification minor major

Let us now return to the matter of psychological defense mentioned
at the beginning of this essay. If the “minor” depersonifying effect of
the opening passage had a defensive function, then how much more
defensive must be the “major” depersonification of the closing pas-
sage? And what is it that the narrator and/or reader needs to be so
strongly defended against? In my opinion, it is precisely the same thing
that was defended against in the opening passage, namely, the notion
of a heterosexual embrace.

In the first place, what is a wedding if not a legitimization of the
sexual act between the two parties in the marriage? Golopupenko and
Paraska have gone through the motions of flirting with each other,
overcoming some customary obstacles from their elders, and having a
“svad’ba” (though a strangely pagan one, with no clergy in sight). The
motion which follows, and which is as inexorable as the tactful narra-
tor’s failure to mention it, is obvious. It is the motion of heterosexual
intercourse. Cerevik gives the two young people his blessing with the
words “Pust’ ix Zivut, kak venki v’jut” (p. 135). In other words, as the
more explicit folk proverb says: “Obvencali — i et’ poméali” (Carey
1972, p. 76).

I'use the word “motion™ here because (1) it captures the impersonal
puppet-like quality which the narrator wants to give to most of what
happens in the scene (cf. especially the construction “Vsé neslos’.
Vsé tancovalo,” translated by Fanger as “Everything was in motion;
everything was dancing”), and (2) it captures the erotic suggestiveness
of the act of dancing. The Ukrainian folk are in motion — spontane-
ously, harmoniously (“vsé ... pereslo v soglasie”), and compul-
sively (“voleju i nevoleju™). They cannot stop dancing even if they
want to (cf. the instances of compulsive dancing in Zakoldovannoe
mesto, Propavsaja gramota, Vij, Taras Bul’ba, and Strasnaja mest’
— analyzed by Mann 1978, pp. 16-19). And in dancing, the folk are
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by definition in.rhythmical motion (“pritopyvali nogami i vzdragivali
ple¢ami,” “pokacivali oxmelevsimi golovami . ..”). Just as there
is a teleology to compulsive poetic rthythm (see Laferri¢re 1980), so
too there is a goal-orientation in the compulsion to dance. In this case I
would say we are dealing with a specifically erotic telos hidden within a
non-erotic, depersonified disguise. Rhythmical activities such as danc-
ing, says Freud (SE XV, p. 157), can in dreams signify sexual inter-
course (see also Gutheil 1951, pp. 153, 243, 288, 336-37, 361, and
564-65 for clinical examples, and the curious little treatise Tanz und
Erotik by Delius 1926). Havelock Ellis (quoting the Reverend Joseph
Townsend) speaks of the “lascivious pantomime” that dance makes
possible, and devotes some pages of The Dance of Life (1923, pp. 45—
51) to dance’s “intimate association with love.” The ethologist Des-
mond Morris (1977, p. 178) discusses the “stylized Intention Move-
ments” in dance, including “sexual intention movements and mim-
icked copulatory patterns” which help to suggest “patterns of behavior
yet to come” (ibid., p. 246). This last phrase about behavior “yet to
come” seems particularly appropriate to the dancing that takes place
specifically at a wedding (see also Ellis and Abarbanel 1973, pp. 154~
60, 313-25 for more on the sexual aspect of dance, and Sachs 1937,
pp. 70-74, 85-102 on courtship, marriage, and fertility dances).

The erotic significance of dancing can be clearly seen in Russian
folklore. For example:

Myx B mIaHLax, a XeHa B TaHNAX.
(Dal’, 1V, p. 722)

My naueT /miader/, a XeHa IsIIeT/ckaveT/.
(Dal’, 111, p. 336)

Compare the English proverb: “While the cat’s away the mice
will play.” A current Russian “pogovorka” about dancing plays on the
two meanings of “pol” (‘sex’/‘floor’):

TaHIB! — TPEHbE ABYX IIOTIOB O TPETHH.
(Flegon 1973, p. 347)

Here are some unmistakably suggestive entries in Stith Thompson’s
Motif-Index of Folk-Literature (a variety of cultures is represented):

Devils come to a dance-loving maid and play when she bathes (G 303.10.4.2).
Wife’s dance charms husband back (R 152.4).

Witch harnesses man and leads him to dance (G 269.3; cf. Rancour-Laferriere
1978, pp. 221-23).
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Witch rides man to dance (G 269.3.1).

Dancing naked in church punished (Q 222.5.3).

Dancing at wedding (T 136.3.1).

Dead lover dancing at sweetheart’s wedding (E 214.1).

Devil dancing with a maid till she dies (G 303.10.4.1).

Earth made by couple dancing on cloth (A 825).

Girl shows herself naked in return for youth’s dancing hogs (K 1358).
Devil dances with a maid and puts his claws through her hands (G 303.10.4.6).

The dancing® which takes place at the end of Sorodinskaja jarmarka
is of course only a part of the generally festive mood of the folk
(though the narrator’s own mood is different). The wedding scene is an
excellent example of what Baxtin calls “narodnaja smexovaja kul’-
tura,” in which a “distinctive atmosphere of freedom and merriment
takes life out of its usual routine and makes the impossible possible
(including also marriages that were previously impossible)” (Bakhtin
1976 [1972], p. 285; cf. Mann 1978, chap. 1). Unleashed sexuality and
a general emphasis on the “lower parts of the body” have of course
always been associated with Slavic wedding festivities, with Russian
Christmas, Shrovetide, and other festivals involving the “skomoroxi,”
and with such festivals as the Greek Dionysiac rites, the Roman
Saturnalia, Bacchanalia, Liberalia, and Floralia, the ancient Egyptian
festival of Osiris, various carnivals of the Middle Ages and Renais-
sance, fertility cults in a variety of non-Western peoples, etc. (see, for
example: Knight and Wright 1957 [1786/1866]; Olearius 1967 [1647],
pp. 142-46, 164-68; Rancour-Laferriere 1979, p. 67; Stern and Stern
1980, pp. 7-14; Jones 1951, pp. 202 ff.; Rawson 1973, pp. 52-76;
Frazer 1951, pp. 156 ff., 44243, 449, 675 ff.; Warner 1977, p. 71,
pp. 188-89; Baxtin 1965; Vsevolodskij-Gerngross 1929, pp. 132, 149).
The fact that the particular festival which Gogol describes here is not
altogether jolly (as Mann 1978 emphasizes) nonetheless does not
detract from the sexuality of the scene, but rather just makes for

?  Not all dancing, of course, has sexual significance or erotic overtones. Dancing
can, for example, pantomime warfare and hunting. It can honor deities at religious
festivals. It can communicate a great variety of nonverbal messages. A recent,
semiotically oriented study is Hanna 1979. See also: Ellis 1923 and Sachs 1937, for
general treatments; and Morris 1977, pp. 176-78, for the fascinating ethological
background on dancing.
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another example of the deadliness of Gogolian sexuality. The displace-
ment is not only away from the coitus of the young people and toward
the dancing of the old folks, but also away from life and toward death.
Baxtin views the dancing scene as “a very typical image of dancing old
age (virtually dancing death [potti pljasuscej smerti])” (1976,
p- 286). On the faces of the old women, says the narrator, “vejalo
ravnodusie mogily” (p. 135). It would be difficult to believe that
Gogol was completely ignorant of the long and rich European tradition
of the dance of death (“danse macabre”) researched in Rosenfeld’s
Der Mittelalterliche Totentanz (1968; cf. Tuchman 1978, pp. 505 ff.).
On the other hand, the motif “Dead men dance” appears in the
folklores of quite a variety of cultures, and may therefore be quite a
spontaneous idea (see entry E493 in Thompson’s Motif-Index). Also,
there were a number of customs which linked death with marriage,
both within and outside of the Slavic territories (Warner 1977, p. 78).

If the final dancing scene is depersonified and morbid, the dancing
scene just a little earlier in the story is handled in an entirely different
way. Paraska is alone, thinking about a future life with her Golopu-
penko, and about how she will escape the clutches of her evil step-
mother:

«UTo s, B caMoM flene, OYATO OUTS», BCKpHYANa OHa CMeACh: «BOroCh
CTYIIMThL HOTOK». W Havyama MPHTONLIBATH HOTaMH BCE 4YeM Jajiee, CMenee;
HaKOHel| JieBasi pyKa ee ONyCTIWIACk U yIepPNiack B 60K, U OHA MOLLIA TaHUO-
BaTh, NMOGpAKMBas MONKOBAMHM, fepka nepel co0O0 3epkalno M Hamepas
JNIOGHMYIO CBOIO IIECHIO:

3eneHeHbKiA OapBUHOYKY,
Crenucsi HI3EHBKO!

A TBI, MBUTBIHA, Y€PHOODLIBBIN,
[TpucyHbcs GNBI3EHBKO!

3eneHeHbKiH 6apBHHOYKY,
Crenucs we Hbizue!

A TBI, MBLIBIA, YePHOOPLIBBIMN,
MMpucysbes we 6appkye!

YepeBUK 3arisiHy1 B 9TO BPEMSi B IBEPS, U, YBUIA JOUb CBOIO TAHUYIOLICIO
mepen 3epKATOM, OCTaHOBHNCA. JLONro risges OH, CMesCh HEBUARHHOMY
Kanpusy HEBYLIKHM, KOTOpas, 3aiyMaBIUKCh, HE MpHMevana, Kasalock,
HHYEero; HO KOTAa e YCINbIal 3HaKOMbIe 3BYKHM IECHM, — XHJIKH B HEM
3aIeBeJIINCE; TOPHAO MOAGOYEHHBUIMCE, BBICTYIMIL OH BIEPEN H IyCTUICS B
TIPUCSNIKY, M03a0bIB PO BCe Aela CBOU. I'poMKuii XOXOT KyMa 3aCTaBUJl OGOUX
B3IPOTrHYThL. «BOT Xopowo, GaTbka ¢ NOYKOH 3aTesUIH 3[eCh CaMK cBannOy!
Crymaiite xe ckopee: xeHux npumen!» (PSS 1, pp. 134-35)
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The reader would have to be rather insensitive not to notice that the
dancing in this passage is overtly erotic in nature. Just before Paraska
starts her dancing, the narrator reminds us of the frustrated sexual
encounter of the “popovi¢” with Xivrja (Paraska looks into a pocket
mirror’ and sees the ceiling boards from which the “popovi¢” recently
fell). Then, gazing lovingly into her mirror, Paraska dances about and
sings (compare the narcissistic Oksana in No¢ pered RoZdestvom
— Karlinsky 1976, p. 38). Finally, the girl’s father enters and the two
dance alone — a hint at father/daughter incest that is to be compared
with the relationship of Katerina with her father in Strasnaja mest’
(cf. Cox 1980; Ermakov 1923, chap. 2; Rowe 1974, p. 399; Driessen
1965, pp. 103-106).

Having suggested that the dance encounter between father and
daughter has erotic overtones (“Vot xoro$o, bat’ka s do¢koj zatejali
zdes’ sami svad’bu!” — declares the kum who discovers them), I
would like to add that there is something peculiar about the encounter,
something which makes the encounter nearly as strange as the mech-
anical dancing of the folk at the end of the story.

What set Paraska to dancing in the first place was not her father, but
her “evil stepmother.” The dance represents (1) a liberation from the
old hag, and at the same time, (2) an identification with her:

(1) «He nomymaro Ge3 pamocTH», HPONOJKaNa OHA, BBIHUMAs M3 Ma3yXH
MAJICHBKOE 3€pKalo, 00OKJIeEHHOE KpacCHOrO 6yMar010, KYIUIEHHOC €K Ha
ApMapKe, H IISgACh B HEro ¢ TaWHbIM YIOBOJIBCTBUEM: «KaK f BCTPECUYCh
TOrfa rae-HUOynb ¢ Hel0 — A €l HU 3a YTO He MOKJIOHIOCh, XOTh OHa cefe
Tpecan. Her, Mavexa, monHo Konmotute Te6e cBOI mamdepuuy! CKopee

MeCOK B30MIET HA KamHe, M Ny MOTHETCH B BONY, Kak Bepba, HeXenu s
Har"ych nepep tobow!» (p. 134)

(2) «Ta 1 1 no3a6bina . . . Jail APUMEPSTH OYMIIOK, XOTh MAYEXHH, KAK-TO OH
MHe npupeTca!» TyT BcTana oHa, AepXKa B pyKax 3epKajiblie M, HAKJIOHSCh K
HEMY rOJIOBOXO, TPENMETHO UITa MO XaTe, Kak Oyaro 6bl onacasch ymacTh,
BUJIS IO COGOI0, BMECTO MOJY, NOTOIOK C HAKIANEHHBIMU MO HUM HOCKaMH,
€ KOTODPbIX HM3DHHYJICS HEaBHO MOMOBHY, M MOJKH, YCTaBJIEHHbIE TOpLI-
Kamu. (ibid.)

A mirror is, of course, the supreme depersonifier: everything in it
matches the person of the beholder, except there is no real person
there. Like a puppet, the image in a mirror is not a person. How

* Mirrors, both on the level of imagery and in the very structure of narrative, play

an important role in Gogol’s work, as many scholars have noted, e.g.: Senrok
1892-98, 1, p. 269; Lotman 1968, p. 31; Vajskopf 1978, pp. 11 ff.; Smirnov 1979.
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appropriate, then, that Paraska see not exactly herself in the mirror, but
herself depersonified, the non-person she must identify with in order to
awaken sexually, or, in other words, her “evil stepmother.” Who will
she become after marrying Golopupenko, after all, if not another
female who lords it over her mate? Driessen says of the passage:
“Things which are purely one another’s mirror-image, are after all
identical” (1965, p. 67) — only I would not say “identical” here, but
identical minus person.

We are not informed, of course, about just what goes on between
Paraska and Golopupenko after the wedding. But already in the
daughter/father encounter there is a hint that Paraska is going to be the
one who is “on top.” The song she sings (her favorite) is one indication
of this. The personified periwinkle (Vinca minor) in the song is, as any
country boy knows, a low, creeping plant. She orders it (represented
with a masculine noun and masculine adjectives) to spread out low:
“Stelisja nizen’ko!” Another indication is her father’s name, which is
mentioned in the passage: “Cerevik” in Ukrainian means “shoe,” i.e.,
something to clad the very lowest part of the body, and something which
can iconically represent the female genitalia when a phallic woman’s
foot is inserted into it (Paraska’s dancing is represented specifically with
the expressions “stupit’ nogoju,” “nacala pritopyvat’ nogami,” and
“ona posla tancovat’” — see my discussion of the similarly symbolic
name “Basmackin” and of the general tendency toward shoe/boot
fetishism in Gogol —Rancour-Laferriere 1982, section 9). Yet another
indication is the kind of dance which the father performs: “pustilsja v
prisjadku . . . ,” which is to say that he had to be dancing below her, on
a lower level. His dance seems almost to carry out her order sung to the
periwinkle: “Stelisja nizen’ko!” Her dance, furthermore, seems to be
the kind of aggressive, perhaps even sadistic act described by the
“svadebnaja pesnja” which forms the epigraph of the chapter (13):

He 6iiicsi, MaTHHKO, He Giiicd,
B yepBoHble JOOUTKH 06yic,
Tonyu BOpPOrH
IIun HoOTH;
IIo6 TBOM NOAKMBKH
Bpsazuanbl!
IIfo6 TBOM BOpPOTrH
Mosuansi!

(p- 133)
The wording of the Russian narration of her dancing in several

instances repeats the very vocabulary of this Ukrainian song:
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Russian text Ukrainian song

Cto ja . . . bojus’ stupit’ Ne bijsja, matynko, ne
nogoju. bijsja . . .

I nacala pritopyvat’ Topcy vorogy . . .
nogami . . .

... podla tancovat’, S¢ob tvoi podkivky
pobrjakivaja Brjazéaly!
podkovami. . . .

This particular instance of female domination in Gogol thus depends
heavily on a Ukrainian subtextual source.

Much has already been said about “masculinized,” domineering
females and “emasculated” males in Gogol’s works (e.g.: Woodward
1979; Karlinsky 1976; Rancour-Laferriere 1982; Kaus 1912; Driessen
1965; Cox 1980; Ermakov 1923). Not wishing to repeat work that has
already been done, I would like only to indicate that there is a certain
systematicity to imagery representing the male/female opposition in
Sorocinskaja jarmarka. Gogol seems to focus our attention on the
vertical axis of the visual image when dealing with the relationship
between the sexes.

Somewhat earlier in the story than the epigraph just quoted, for
example, is a sexually suggestive situation with a strikingly “vertical”
orientation. Cerevik and his domineering wife have just been scared
out of their wits by the appearance of a demonic pig, and have fallen
senseless to the ground after running away from the devil. Some
Gypsies come upon them:

«Croii; 31ech JIEXAT YTO-TO, CBETH CIOHa!»

TyT npHCTaNO K HEM €lle HECKONBKO YEJIOBEK.

«4rto nexur, Bnac?»

«Tak, kak 6ynTo GblI Ba YenOBEKa: ONMH HaBEpXy, Apyrod HaHW3y; KO-
TOPBIA M3 HHX YOPT, YK€ H HE pacrno3Haliol»

«A KTO HaBepxy?»

«bab6al»

«Hy, BOT, 3T0 X-TO U €CThb 40pT!» Bceo6mmit X0XOT pasbymui NoyTH BCIO
yauny.

«Ba6a B3nesna Ha 4emoBeka; Hy, BepHO, 6a6a 3Ta 3HaeT, KaK e30UTh!»
TOBOPHJI ONHH M3 OKpyXaBuiei Toamsl. (pp. 128-29)

Just as in the passages quoted earlier, the woman here is, from the
viewpoint of the visual imagery employed, “on top,” while the man is
“below.” Furthermore, this vertical relationship of man and woman is
maintained a few lines later when, as Cerevik still lies on the ground
asleep, Xivrja approaches him from above and rudely yanks his arm to
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get him up. Gogol is clearly exploiting what the Soviet semioticians
term the “verx ~ niz” opposition (Ivanov and Toporov 1965, pp. 98-
100; Lotman 1971, pp. 265 ff.; Rancour-Laferriere 1982, fn. 142;
Ioannisjan 1974; see also Snyder 1979 for an interesting study of the
“principle of the vertical axis” in Dead Souls). Note also the role
played by the devil in this “vertical” passage. The passage is perhaps
the best example in the story of the devilish nature of female domina-
tion (Grabowicz 1975, pp. 488-89).

Moving to a still earlier point in the narration, we can discern
another graphic exploitation of the vertical axis of imagery. Xivrja is
talking with her lover, the “popovi¢” who is enjoying her cooking and
is about to enjoy something else (“Cego dobrogo! vy, poZaluj,
zateete esce celovat’sja!”) when, all of a sudden, a crowd appears at
the gate. Xivrja quickly hides the “popovi¢” in a little nook up near
the ceiling among the rafters, admits the crowd of people (including her
husband), and a round of storytelling begins. The story told by Cybulja
is about the devil’s “krasnaja svitka,” a magical, fiery garment the
devil has been trying to put back together for some time and which is
now supposedly missing only its left sleeve. A number of strange
incidents and minor horrors, which I will not recount just yet, are
associated with the devil’s stubborn search for his “svitka.” The form
which the devil takes at one point is “vo vsex oknax . . . svinye ryla.”
But suddenly, in the middle of Cybulja’s story, a pig face (“svinaja
roza”) literally does appear in the window, and pandemonium breaks
loose. One of the men in the crowd, ironically described as a “vysokij
xrabrec” (my emphasis), jumps up and bumps his head against the
rafters. The demonic farce continues as follows:

. . . JOCKH NOCYHYNHCH, ¥ NTOIIOBHUY C TPOMOM H TPECKOM nosemen Ha 3EMA10.
«Aij! ait! ait!» OTHAAHHO 3aKpHYall ONMH, HOBAAUBULUCHL HA AABKY B YXKace U
Gonras Ha Hell pykamu M Horamu. — «Chacafite!» FopiaHun OpYrow,
3aKpBIBIUACH TYAynoM. KyMm, BbIBeICHHBIA M3 CBOETO OKaMEHCHHS BTOPHY-
HBIM HCTIYTOM, nonoa3 6 cydopoeax nod nodot cBOed cynpyru. Buicokuid
xpa6pell no.e3 6 newb, HECMOTPS Ha Y3KOE OTBEPCTHE, U CaM 3a[BUHYIN ce6st
3acnoHKOI0. A YepeBuK, Kak OynTO OOGNHUTBIA FOPAYNM KHIIATKOM, CXBa-
TUBIIIH Ha TOJIOBY rOpIIOK, BMECTO INANKH, 6pOCPUICSl K OBEPSAM H, KaK
NONYYMHBIH, 6€ail N0 yIunaM, He BUIS 3eMJIH 1O cOGOK0; OfiHa YCTalnoCTh
TOJILKO 3acTaBWJia €ro yMEHBIINTH HEMHOTO CKOPOCThb Gera. Cepnue ero
KOJNOTHUIIOCh, KAaK MeEJXbHHYHasl CTyna, MOT JIMJ I'PajgoM. B uzreMoXeHHH
TOTOB YX€ 6bL1 OH ynacmb Ha 3emaro, Kak BAPYr NOCHBIIANOCH EMY, 4qToO
c3agM KTO-TO FOHMTCS 32 HEM. . . Jlyx y Hero 3aHsics . . . «Hopt! yopt!»
KpH4yajl OH be3 naMsiTH, YTPOSA CHIIbL, U 4YpPE3 MHUHYTY be3 YYBCTB 1OBAAUACA
Ha 3emMaio. «‘-IopT! ‘-IOpT!» KpHYaJIO BCJIENR 34 HUM, U OH CJIbIIAJ TOABKO, KaK
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4TO-TO C LIYMOM PUHYAOCH HA Hezo. TYT MaMATh OT HETO yJIeTeNna, ¥ OH, KaK
CTPaLIHBIIi XUNel TECHOro rpo6a, OcTancd HeEM M HEIBHXKHM IIOCPENH IOPOTH.
(pp. 127-28, my emphases)

I think it can be agreed that the general motion of the men in this scene
is distinctly downward, while in two instances the women end up above
the men: the “Kum” (Cybulja) crawls underneath his wife’s skirts, and
Xivrja lands “on top” of her husband in the middle of a road (where
the Gypsies find them and joke about their sexual position — as
discussed above).

Moving still further back toward the beginning of the story, we find
further images of a vertical relationship of the sexes. Golopupenko,
despairing of ever having his Paraska, declares: “Ex, esli by ja byl
carem, ili panom velikim, ja by pervyj perevesal vsex tex durnej,
kotorye pozvoljajut sebja sedlat’ babam” (p. 121, my emphasis). As
Cerevik is coming in to Sorodincy, the narrator asks onlookers to
direct their gaze upward (“podnjat’ glaza nemnogo vverx”) at the two
women sitting high on Cerevik’s wagon (“na vysote voza”). As the
wagon crosses the mirror-like P’sol River, however, the vertical rela-
tionship of Cerevik and his two womenfolk is strikingly inverted:

Bo3 ¢ 3HaKOMBIMM HaM [1acCCaXXUPaMHU B3bEXal B 3TO BPEMs Ha MOCT, M peKa
BO BCEil KpacoTe U BENUYHH, KaK lieIbHOEe CTEeKJO, pacKiHyJach NEpel HUMHU.
He6o, 3enenble 1 cuHMe neca, JIIOQH, BO3bl C TOPIIKAaMH, MEJIbHULbI, — BCE
OINPOKUHYJOCh, CTOSJIO M XORWIO BBEpX HOTaMM, He Mapjas B roaybyio,
npekpacHyto 6e3nny. Kpacasuna Haita 3agymanacsk. . . . (pp. 113-14; cf. Sin-
javskij 1975, p. 140)

This scene clearly anticipates Paraska’s dance with her mirror, which
takes place at the other end of the narration. In both cases the narrator
takes the viewpoint of Paraska (“krasavica”), there is a mirror, and
the possibility of actually falling downward into the mirror (a possibil-
ity that could be interpreted as an icon of psychological regression) is
mentioned. Note that it is at the very moment of mirror inversion over
the river that a vicious verbal fight erupts between Xivrja (high above)
and Golopupenko (on the bridge with his friends). It is as if the
ambiguity caused by the mirroring assists in the signification of this
Gogolian “battle of the sexes,” i.e., graphically emphasizes the prob-
lem of who is going to be “on top” and who “on the bottom.” At the
same time the effect of the mirroring is to depersonify the two fighters,
and thus to make their fight somewhat less threatening.

Moving back, finally, to the very beginning of Sorocinskaja jar-
marka, and re-examining the image of the sky/ocean high above its
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earthly consort, we can now appreciate the fact that the narrator has
been working with an essentially vertical orientation of the sexes right
from the very start (Ioannisjan 1974, p. 304, sees in this image the
typical father-sky/mother-earth union of ancient cosmogonies). But
this initial image of the story has the man “on top,” while almost
everywhere else in the story he is “on the bottom.” Such a positioning
of the sexes (and not only the matter of personification/depersonifica-
tion) correlates directly with whether intercourse is a pleasant and
positive experience (man “on top”) or a frightening, negative experi-
ence (woman “on top”) in the story.

Generally speaking, though, the (male) narrator and various (male)
characters in the story (even Golopupenko at one point) seem resigned
to the idea that heterosexual relationships are negative in some sense
— bad, frightening, exploitative, deadly, exhausting, incomprehen-
sible, etc. Gogol achieves this attitude not only by portraying woman
as a domineering virago and by depersonifying her at strategic places
in the narration (in addition to being a dancing automaton, she is a
corpse embraced by her husband [“vyuCilsja obnimat’ pokojnuju
svoju Xves’ku” — p. 118], she is an oven [“blagoslovennaja pe¢’”
— p- 129],* and she has the face of a drum that is beaten upon by her
husband [“predstavilas’ tvoja roza barabanom” —p. 130]). But he
also personifies some of her more repulsive, mysterious, and terrifying
qualities in the form of a devil:

(1) “A vot vperedi i d’javol sidit!” — says Golopupenko upon seeing Xivrja
sitting up on the wagon (p. 114; cf. Driessen 1965, p. 67).

(2) “Cort! &ort!” — screams Cerevik as his wife Xivrja lands on top of him
(p. 128 — the Gypsies later agree she is a “Cort”).

(3) “V staruxe d’javol sidit!” — declares Cerevik as he blames his wife for
his going back on the deal with Golopupenko (p. 133).

Just as the carouser/devil who hangs around the tavern has “kogti na

4 The image of woman as an oven (also found in Solzhenitsyn’s Odin den’ Ivana
Denisovi¢a) suggests a womb-fantasy. In the passage quoted above the “vysokij
xrabrec” who is frightened by the pig crawls into an oven (“pe¢’”) at the same
moment that Cybulja crawls under his wife’s skirts. In some dialects of Ukrainian
the word for “oven” is “pi¢,” while “vagina” is “pi¢ka” (cf. Russian “pizda”). It
thus appears that one of the ways the narrator represents female domination is by
making males infantile to the point of uterine regression. In English, incidentally, it
is said that “old dough will not rise in a new oven.” For more on the erotic
significance of ovens, see: Dundes 1980, pp. 41-42; SE V, pp. 354, 684; XV,
p. 162.
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lapax” (p. 125) so, too, Xivrja threatens to grab Cerevik’s hair
“supruzeskimi kogtjami” (p. 120). If the devil has a “svinaja roZa”
(p. 127) when he peeks in at the folk gathered in Cerevik’s house,
Xivrja, too, has a “roza” (p. 130) that takes the form of a drum and is
beaten by Cerevik in a dream. The fact that Xivrja is suffering from a
“lixoradka” (p. 124) is yet another indication of her demonic character
(see Maksimov, XVIII, pp. 25 ff., on disease as possession by the
devil in the folkloric imagination). When she finds out that her step-
daughter has managed to catch Golopupenko, Cerevik uses a specifi-
cally demonic vocabulary: “Ne besis’, ne besis’, Zinka!” (p. 135).
Perhaps the most subtle and interesting indication that Xivrja is the
person of the devil resides in her name Xavron’ja Nikiforovna. A
“xavron’ja” is a pig, or more specifically, a sow (Wheeler 1978,
p. 866). But the devil, too, is a pig, for he has a “svinoe rylo” or a
“svinaja li¢ina,” or is described outright as a multiplicity of pigs
(“svin’i na nogax” — p. 126). The phonological similarity of “Xivrja”
to “svin’ja” ties this woman even closer to the pig/devil in the story
(more on this below).

Pigs have long been associated with evil spirits — at least as far back
as the time of Christ. In Luke (VIII: 26 ff.) the evil spirits in a man are
cast out and enter a herd of swine, whereupon the herd runs over a cliff
and into a lake. In Egyptian mythology the pig came to represent Set
or Typhon, the demonic enemy of Osiris (Frazer 1951, p. 550). To this
day Moslems believe that the pig is Satan in disguise. For more on pigs
as representatives of the devil in both Russian folklore and in Gogol’s
works, see: Aksakov 1890, p. 130; Afanas’ev 1865-69, I. 768, 781-82;
Zeldin 1978, p. 8; Holquist 1967. In twentieth-century Russian litera-
ture the pig-devil association is still alive and well, as can be seen in the
flying pig episode in Bulgakov’s Master and Margarita.

Much has been said in the scholarly literature about devils in
Gogol’s works (some of the more interesting studies are by: Mann
1978, pp. 23-28; Holquist 1967; Merezkovskij 1906; Clyman 1975;
Gippius 1966 [1924], especially the chapter “Demonologija i fars,”
pp. 25-39; Stender-Peterson 1920; Emerson-Topornin 1976). In the
Ukrainian tales the connection of the devil with women and marriage
is particularly strong. As Grabowicz (1975, p. 487) observes,
“. .. there is not one married woman in Dikan’ka who is not at some
time, and usually repeatedly, called some variant of ‘¢ort-baba’.” To
be married — from a man’s viewpoint — is to be “saddled” (as Golo-
pupenko says) with the devil. This notion corresponds well with
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Gogol’s own personal belief that the devil was someone who sat astride
him and ordered him around like an obedient horse (cf. Emerson-
Topornin 1976, p. 53).

The devil is not always a domineering woman, though. In Sinel’, for
example, the devil is a man, Petrovi¢ the tailor (“odnoglazyj
Sort” — PSS 111, p. 149), who in turn is himself bedeviled by a rather
weird wife. In Portret and in No¢’ pered RoZdestvom the devil is also
clearly a man. Even within Sorodinskaja jarmarka the devil is
sometimes male. Thus, in Cybulja’s story of the devil who is kicked out
of hell, the form which this devil takes is distinctly masculine: “stal ¢ort
takoj guljaka, kakogo ne sy3¢e§’ mezdu parubkami” (p. 125). At
another point Cerevik raises the possiblity of he himself being the
devil: “Bud’, primerno, ja cort,— ¢ego oboroni boze...”
(p. 130).

Clearly there is some problem as to just what sex the devil is in
Sorocinskaja jarmarka, and the problem is an important part of the
tension that grows as the story progesses. Gogol could have defused the
problem by just making the female variant of personified evil into some
kind of witch (“ved’'ma”)’ whose gender would have been unquestion-
able (cf. Mann 1978, p. 77). Such is the case in Vij, for example, where
the forces of evil divide clearly into two sexes — the male “Vij” and the
female “ved’'ma/pannocka.”

But in Sorodinskaja jarmarka the question of the sex of the demonic
forces remains never quite resolved. Is the devil a “Cort-baba” or is it
the male “lukavyj” (the latter term is used by Paraska when she is
tempted by Golopupenko)? Is it women or men who are in control of
demonic forces?

The problem cannot be separated from the problem of the “battle of
the sexes,” or what Kaus (1912) refers to as the “Kampf” in the
relationship of the sexes in Gogol. To have demonic forces in one’s
control is to win the “battle of the sexes,” to be “on top,” to be the devil.
To lose the “battle of the sexes” is not to be in control of demonic
powers, to be “on the bottom,” to not be the devil. To be married is to
participate in the battle, to be unmarried is to be tempted to participate.

But if the relationship of the sexes is a battle, what is it that the
participants battle over, and why does a bisexual devil have to get mixed
up in it?

5 At one point Golopupenko actually does refer to Xivrja as a “ved’ma,” but this
designation does not play much of a role compared to her demonic designations.
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Psychoanalysis has answers to these questions. Literary history and
literary criticism do not.

In a number of studies psychoanalysts have shown that the devil is a
personification of unacceptable, usually unconscious aspects of mental
life (“die Personifikation des verdringten unbewussten Trieblebens”
says Freud — see: SE IX, p. 174; SE XIX, pp. 72-105; Jones 1951,
p. 154; Ermakov 1923, pp. 23-24; Rancour-Laferriere 1982, sec-
tion 3). The devil gets involved as a third party in the Gogolian
relationship of the sexes because there is something unmentionable
about the relationship, something personally “Cuzoj” (Smirnov’s
term for the demonic — 1979, p. 587), something which can only
emerge in distorted, personified form. There is no room here for the
idea that the devil is a real person, any more than there is room for a
notion that the sky/ocean at the beginning of Sorocinskaja jarmarka
really is a man, or that the earth he embraces really is a woman. In
other words, the devil is a part of the overall personification/depersoni-
fication complex which deceives people and which distorts the real
nature of things (cf. the famous declaration at the end of Nevskij
prospekt). But the mental material which is behind a personification of
nature is generally much less disturbing (less “ego-distonic™) than the
mental currents comprising the devil/person. For example, the per-
sonification of the P’sol River as a “krasavica” baring her shimmering,
silver breasts only thinly disguises the underlying erotic material while
the idea of a demon jumping on someone’s back hides something that
is generally unmentionable.

Just what is the unmentionable something which the devil personi-
fies? Basically, it is the chief thing which in the male-chauvinist Slavic
culture of Gogol’s day distinguished male from female, namely, the
penis. Or more precisely, the devil in the story personifies the typically
repressed and therefore intense emotional concern with the presence
vs. the absence of a penis. The above-discussed ambisexuality or
unresolved tension between the devil’s identity as a man and as a
woman in Sorocinskaja jarmarka can be accounted for by an unre-
solved mental conflict about whether an individual does or does not
possess a penis. The devil in search of his red jacket is that conflict, in
person. Also, the above observation that the sexes do not interact
peaceably but instead battle one another can be explained by the
common unconsctous perception of “coitus as a battle, in which the
prize is a penis” (Brown 1966, p. 63). The devil is involved in Gogolian
coitus because he is the fantasy of coitus as violence, again in person.
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1 do not wish to review here all the psychoanalytic literature on the
castration complex and on the particularly common fantasy that sexual
intercourse is damaging to the genitalia (see: SE IX: 220; Fenichel
1945, pp. 277-78; Klein 1975, pp. 60, 69, 72, 111, 162; Ferenczi 1972,
II: 165; Rancour-Laferriere 1978, p. 223). But I would like to cite the
one example of Freud’s famous Russian patient, known widely as the
“Wolf Man”:

When the patient entered more deeply into the situation of the primal scene
[“Urszene,” i.e., the real or imagined witnessing of sexual intercourse be-
tween the parents], he brought to light the following pieces of self-observation.
He assumed to begin with, he said, that the event of which he was a witness
was an act of violence, but the expression of enjoyment which he saw on his
mother’s face did not fit in with this. . . . (SE XVII, p. 47; my emphasis)

The specific act of violence which the Wolf Man believed was taking
place in the primal scene concerned the presence or absence of the
penis, that is, it was castration. One representation that castration
took in the chain of free associations produced by the Wolf Man was
the idea of a tailless wolf. The Wolf Man had been struck by a story
told by his grandfather in which . . . the tailless wolf asked the other
[wolves] to climb upon him. It was this detail that called up the
recollection of the picture of the primal scene” (ibid., p. 42; emphasis
Freud’s). According to the Wolf Man, the sexual position in the primal
scene was coitus a tergo, more ferarum. The Wolf Man’s phobia of
wolves is interpreted by Freud as follows:

For the proper appreciation of the wolf phobia we will only add that both his
father and mother became wolves. His mother took the part of the castrated
wolf, which let the others climb upon it; his father took the part of the wolf that
climbed. But his fear, as we have heard him assure us, related only to the
standing wolf, that is, to his father. It must further strike us that the fear with
which the dream ended had a model in his grandfather’s story. For in this the
castrated wolf, which had let the others climb upon it, was seized with fear as
soon as it was reminded of the fact of its taillessness. It seems, therefore, as
though he had identified himself with his castrated mother during the dream,
and was now fighting against that fact. (ibid., p. 47; my emphasis)

It is clear that Freud’s Russian patient, just like Gogol’s narrator in
Sorocinskaja jarmarka, is very concerned with who is “on top” and
who is “on the bottom” in sexual relations. The only way to explain
this great concern — for, objectively, intercourse can be accomplished
no matter who is “on top” or “on the bottom” — is to postulate that
something is to be gained or lost, depending on the vertical arrange-
ment. Since psychoanalysts (and psychologists generally) have not
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come up with anything better than the penis as an explanation, that is,
since no one has proposed a viable alternative to the castration
complex as an explanation for why people think it is either terrifying or
funny for the man to be “on the bottom,” then Gogol scholars have
little choice if they wish to explain (not just paraphrase) the way
Gogol’s narrator handles the “verx ~ niz” opposition.

But in borrowing the psychoanalytic explanation, the Gogol scholar
gets an added bonus, namely, an accounting of the famous red coat.
Why is the devil so concerned about his/her “krasnaja svitka”? Up to
now I have refrained from saying anything about this item of clothing,
though it is clearly of major significance and has yet to be adequately
interpreted by the critics. Driessen (1965, p. 66) calls it “the centre of
gravity” and the “demoniac principle” of the story. The story (told by
Cybulja) of how the devil lost it and then tried to regain it constitutes
the key “story within the story,” the embedded supernatural tale which
has a major effect on the surrounding tale — not to mention on the
reader of both tales — even if it does turn out that the antics leading
up to the concluding marriage were only the result of a practical joke
(“rozygry$” — Smirnov°®) played by the Gypsies.

The special properties of the “krasnaja svitka” are what gives the
“story within the story” its supernatural tinge. Put on the devil’s fiery,
glowing coat and it will seem heavy and stifling. Chop it up and the
parts come back together again (unless the one wielding the axe first
makes a sign of the cross). Throw it into the fire and it will not burn.
Clearly this coat is something very special, particularly for the devil,
who wants it back so badly and who plays such terrifying pranks (or so
it seems to the gullible folk and to the believing reader) in order to get
back all its parts.

Yet the interesting thing is that, as several scholars have noticed, the
devil never does get all of his “krasnaja svitka” back. Or at least we do
not see this happen because the story shifts from supernatural to
natural gear just before the remaining left sleeve is found. This
incompleteness is curiously similar to what happens to Xivrja and the
“popovic”: their tryst is never completed because the crowd of folk
interrupt. Indeed, the devil and Xivrja are the only two main charac-

¢ As should be quite clear from the present analysis, I heartily disagree with
Smirnov’s claims that “istorija s ertom . . . stanovitsja irrelevantnoj s to&ki
zrenija razvjazki sjueta” (1979, p. 588; cf. also Lotman 1970, p. 34). Not all of
Gogol’s contemporaries were completely convinced by the “practical joke” expla-
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ters who never satisfy their desires. Golopupenko gets his Paraska.
Paraska gets her Golopupenko. Cerevik sells his mare and his wheat,
in addition to marrying off his daughter. The tall Gypsy, who serves as
a kind of back-up personification for the devil, gets the oxen. Cybulja
gets to finish his story (so do Rudyj Pan’ko and Nikolaj Gogol!). But
the devil himself and Xivrja remain frustrated; thus, there has to be
more than just a belly laugh in the way the narrator constantly equates
these two characters (“. . . vot vperedi . . . d’javol sidit!™).

I suggest that we look at the interruption of the tryst quite literally:
what Xivrja does not get from the “popovi¢” as a result of the
interruption is precisely his phallus. She lacks even the momentary
possession of a phallus afforded by the sexual act. Furthermore, she
either was not getting anything sexually from her husband Cerevik,
or was not satisfied with what she was getting. Otherwise, she would
not have taken on the “popovi¢.” Just as the devil never got enough
of his red coat back, she never got enough sexual gratification. Or, just
as the “svin’ja” never completely regained the “svitka,” so too
“Xivrja” never quite got her “popovi¢” (named “Afanasij Ivano-
vi¢”) and did not get enough of her Cerevik:

CBHHbBS
CBUTKA
XHBPS
[onoBHM4Y
APAHACUN HUBAHOBHY
YEPEBHK

Gogol seems to be reinforcing the close psychological association of
these central lexical elements with a phonological association.

Another way to view Xivrja’s frustration is through the suggestive-
ness of her name. She is “Xavron’ja,” that is to say, a sow, a female,
penisless pig. I have already mentioned the connection of her name
with the “&ort”/“svin’ja” in the story. But the phallic iconicity of pigs
also has to be pointed out, for it strongly reinforces the idea that her
connection with the devil is motivated by a specific concern with
penises. Karlinsky (1976, p. 73) discusses the phallic signification of
pigs in Gogol as follows:

Pigs in Gogol’s work make a regular habit of forcible and violent entry into
human dwellings. In a climactic scene in “The Fair at Sorochintsy,” a pig

nation, and at least a “fantasti¢eskij otsvet” shines on the denouement of the story
(cf. Mann 1978, p. 78).
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breaks a window and shoves its snout through it, terrifying a roomful of
people. In “The Overcoat,” a “normal young pig” rushes out of a private
residence in St. Petersburg and knocks a policeman off his feet. In a later
chapter of “The Two Ivans” and in “Viy,” pigs likewise break through
manmade partitions and barge into enclosed areas occupied by human beings,
actions strongly suggesting that they are associated with both sexuality and
violence in Gogol’s mind. (cf. Ermakov, 1923, p. 111)

One of the “zavetnye skazki” collected by Afanas’ev (Perkov 1980,
p. 140) is about a piglet (“porosenok”) that a stupid young girl thinks
is being inserted into her vagina (when in fact it is something else that
her male friend is inserting). Rice (1976, pp. 361, 365-66) comments
on the role of pigs in erotic Russian folk songs and children’s lore. In
English the word “hog” is a colloquialism for the penis, and “he
porked her” refers to sexual intercourse. The most recent example of
the eroticization of swine in Russian literature is chapter 13 of Vladi-
mir Vojnovi€’s Zizn’ i neobycajnye prikljucenija soldata Ivana
Conkina, where the hero flies into a rage because his girlfriend has
supposedly been sleeping with her pet “Bor’ka” (the theme of bestial-
ity was of course already established in Gogol's Two Ivans).

If it is a phallus that Xivrja fails to get (and that the stepdaughter she
is jealous of does get at the end of the story), and if there are, as we
have seen, abundant parallels between the pig-person Xivrja and the
pig-devil, then might we conclude that the devil’s unsuccessful quest to
regain the coat represents Xivrja’s vain search for a phallus? The fact
that the devil is missing his coat is a kind of defect, much like the
defects typically associated with the devil — he limps, or he has only
one eye, or a limb is deformed, etc. But demonic defects have, as
Ernest Jones argued in his classic On the Nightmare (1951, p. 180; cf.
Rancour-Laferriere 1982), implications of castration. Furthermore,
there is a well-known masculine symbolism to coats, cloaks, jackets,
etc., and therefore their aggravated absence (or their being cut up)
could suggest castration. Here is what Jones says in his paper on the
“mantle symbol”:

A young woman dreamt: “I was sitting on a bench and shivering with cold. My
father came and wrapped me in his mantle. But Alfred (her lover) gently drew
this mantle off and covered me with his warm soft one, which warmed me
through and through” [Jones is quoting a dream reported by Stekel]. This
would seem to be a simple inversion; a soft object enfolding her thrills her with
warmth in place of this result being achieved by her enfolding a hard object,
i.e., receiving and enclosing it. The second dream (also by a young woman)

related by Stekel is confirmatory of this interpretation, for it runs: “My mother
tried to wrap me in her mantle. It is too short and does not warm me.” This is
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evidently a homosexual dream, expressing dissatisfaction with the size and
erotic capacity of the clitoris.

The hint from this last material perhaps gives us a . . . point of connection
between mantle and penis, a contrast association between an enfolding and a
penetrating object. (Jones 1927, pp. 64-65; ¢f. SE V, pp. 355-56; XV, p. 157)
I have elsewhere (1982, section 19) expressed some doubts about
Jones’s interpretation “by inversion,” and have argued that in most
instances a mantle or coat is in fact significant in the feminine rather
than the masculine sense (this is certainly the case in Sinel’, where
Akakij Akakievi¢’s new overcoat is characterized as a wife and a
helpmate). But there are cases where a coat, despite its failure to
qualify as what semioticians would call an icon of a phallus, nonethe-
less has a clear masculine significance. For example, Zeus covers Hera
with a cloak in the ceremony of the sacred wedding. In the biblical
book of Ruth (III: 7-9) the copulation of Booz with Ruth is repre-
sented as Booz covering Ruth with his mantle. In Russian the verb
“kryt’”/“pokryt’ ”/“pokryvat’” refers to the copulation of animals (a
mare is said to be “covered” by a stallion: see 1982, section 19, for a
more detailed discussion).

In Sorocinskaja jarmarka the only person who is actually described
as donning the “krasnaja svitka” is a woman, and the experience is not
a pleasant one:

Ilana o6okpan Ha Hopore Kakod-TO LLITaH M MPOJAJl CBUTKY HEPEKYNKe; Ta
npHBE3Jla €€ CHOBa Ha COpO‘IPIHCKy}O ApPMapkKy, HO C T€X NOp yXKe€ HHKTO
HHUYCro HE CTaJI NOKYNAaTh y HEH. HepeKym(a IUBUJIACH, AUBUJIACHL N1 HAKOHEL
CMCKHYJIa: BEpHO, BHHOIO BCEMY KpacCHas CBHUTKA. HCIIapOM, HajaeBas €€,
4yBCTBOBAJIA, YTO €€ Bcé AaBuT 4TO-TO. (p. 127)

The very first time the “krasnaja svitka” is mentioned is specifically in
the context of an embrace:

«Buepa BONOCTHON AMCAph MPOXONMI MO3MHO BEYEPOM, TOJBKO IVIAb — B
CIIyXOBO€ OKHO BBICTABHJIOCH CBMHO€ DBIIO M XPIOKHYJIO Tak, 4YTO y HEro
MOpO3 nofapaa Mo KOXKE; TOro M XIH, 4YTO ONATH MNOKAXETCA KPACHAA
ceumkal»

«49TO XK 3TO 3a Kpacnas ceumka?»

TyT y Haulero BHMMATEILHOTO CYLIATeNs! BOJIOCK! MOTHAIKCh ALIOOM; €O
CTpaxoM OGOPOTHJ'ICSI OH Ha3al ¥ YBHAECH, YTO AOYKa €ro 1 rlapy6ox CMIOKOHHO

CTOSUIM, OOHSBIUMCh M HameBas OpYyr APYry Kakue-TO JIIOGOBHbIE CKa3KH,
N03a6bIB PO BCe HAXONALUMECS Ha cBeTe cBMTKH. (p. 117)

The transition here is too sudden. Is Cerevik terrified by the “kras-
naja svitka,” or by what his daughter and particularly his future
son-in-law are doing? As he turns around to look at the place (“staryj,
razvaliviijsja saraj”) where the devil’s tricks (“Certovskie $a3ni”)
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are played, he sees instead a sexually suggestive scene and instantly
forgets the devil.” What’s more, he immediately picks up on the
sexuality of the scene by remembering his own loss of virginity, rather
than being concerned about what his daughter is up to:

«Jre, re, re, 3emnsk! ga Thl MacTep, KaKk BHXY, OOHMMaThbca! A s Ha

YETBEPTBIH TONBKO [eHb MOCNE CBafAbOb!I BBHIYYHIICS OGHMMATh MOKOWHYIO
CBOIO XBECBKY, 71a U TO CIIacH60 KyMy: OBIBIIM OpY#KOt0, yKe HamOYMHI».

(p. 118)
Within a very short sequence (21 lines), then, we have the following
chain of narrative associations:

Devil’s trickery

!

Devil’s red coat

l

Embrace of young lovers
Golopupenko’s “mastery” of embracing

Cerevik’s first sexual embrace.

It thus seems clear that the “krasnaja svitka” is tied to the devil’s own
masculine sexuality (note that his “Sa$ni” also has the meaning of
“amorous intrigues,” and that he is no longer a “guljaka” after he
pawns his coat). It is true that our attention is not directly focused on
the devil’s sexuality per se in the passages just quoted, but is instead
suddenly and unaccountably displaced away from the devil’s meto-
nymic red coat and onto the way Golopupenko embraces Paraska, that
is, onto the sexually suggestive behavior of the fellow in the (also
metonymic) white coat.

What I conclude, then, is that the devil’s special red coat, though it
is obviously not a phallic icon (in the Peircean sense), is nonetheless
unavoidably suggestive of masculine sexuality. It is a phallic suggestion
rather than a phallic icon (or “phallic symbol” in the customary
psychoanalytic terminology). The fact that the pig-devil wants it back
so badly seems to be a reflection of the fact that the pig-person Xivrja
either wants to possess a man (be temporarily phallic) or to actually
have a phallus permanently and thus be fully masculine, rather than a
mere virago.

7 It is curious that, whereas in this passage storytelling about the devil is inter-

rupted by a scene of lovemaking (Golopupenko and Paraska), in a later passage
lovemaking (Xivrja and the “popovi¢”) is interrupted by storytelling about the
devil.
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On the other hand, if the devil’s coat is seen from the obvious
viewpoint of its feminine iconicity — it encloses and envelops, it is
represented by a noun of the feminine gender — then the devil’s
search for the coat can be understood as a reflection of a man’s search
for a woman — in this case Golopupenko’s quest for Paraska. “Lu-
kavyj,” it may be recalled, is how Paraska describes Golopupenko’s
approach. It is in this connection that the oft-noted parallelism of the
devil’s “krasnaja svitka” with Golopupenko’s “belaja svitka” is rele-
vant. The devil, through the mediation of the gypsy, does Golopu-
penko’s work. At one level the devil represents Golopupenko. The
misfortune wreaked by the devil results in a wife for Golopupenko,
which in Gogolian terms is to say that the devil’s deeds result in
eventual misfortune for Golopupenko himself. All those antics con-
cerning the red coat ultimately cause Golopupenko to be “saddled” by
a woman. But she is a virgin woman (“nevesta”), and there lies a
possible explanation for some of the coat’s peculiar properties. For
one thing, it resists being cut up: “Sxvatil topor i izrubil ee v kuski;
gljad’ — ilezet odin kusok k drugomu, i opjat’ celaja svitka” (p. 127).
Could this be a reference to the breaking of the maidenhead which
must necessarily follow the marriage of Golopupenko and Paraska?
The phrase “celaja svitka” quoted here is especially suggestive of the
colloquialism “celka” (“hymen,” “virgin” — Drummond and Perkins
1980, p. 72; cf. “slomat’ celku,” i.e., “break the hymen,” ibid.; note
that, just a few lines after the coat is successfully chopped up, the
pig-devil reappears, thrusting its phallic snout through the window of
Xivrja’s house — “Okno brjaknulo s Sumom; stekla, zvenja, vyleteli
von, i stradnaja svinaja roZa vystavilas’ . . . ” [p. 127] — this image
of breaking glass is rather like the iconic glass-breaking or dish-
breaking that occurs in a variety of wedding ceremonies). As for the
bright, glowing red color of the devil’s coat, it is difficult not be
reminded of blood (cf. the colloquialisms “kraski” and “krasnye
gisla,” which refer to menstrual blood [ibid., pp. 32-33], though in
this case the blood would be that of defloration). Finally, there is the
interesting fact that the coat, though hot and the color of fire, will not
burn when thrown into the fire. Perhaps this is a reference to the
common syndrome known in English as “the first time is not the best
time.”

Even if all the iconicities proposed in the foregoing paragraph do not
seem acceptable, it does nonetheless appear that the “krasnaja svitka”
has at least some feminine significance attached to it. Add to this the
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masculine allusion of the coat (discussed above) and it becomes
necessary to conclude that the coat, like the devil him-/herself, is a
bisexual thing. The relationships which the devil and his/her coat help
(defensively) to signify might be diagrammed as follows:

Masculine Feminine
Devil Golopupenko «__ Xivrja
m

Devil’s coat = phallus Paraska
The arrows indicate desire. Thus:

A: Golopupenko desires Paraska
is a legitimate desire, though it involves dangerous ideas having to do
with defloration which are disguised by some of the demonic antics
with the coat. But

B: Xivrja desires a phallus
is illegitimate in at least two ways: she wants to commit adultery, or
she wants to be a man. The latter desire is particularly threatening to
the male ego, and is represented by the most intricately developed
demonism of the story, namely, the scene where the devil’s appear-
ance sends the men all downward, with the “&ort-baba” remaining
“on top” and with the men all in very questionable possession of their
phalli long afterward. In other words, proposition B, more so than
proposition A, raises the specter of coitus as battle, or lovemaking as
castration, and the demonic personification of these ideas is consider-
ably more terrifying than any personification of Golopupenko’s legiti-
mate desire as “lukavyj.” I think it can be agreed, moreover, that the
devil as a personifying device plays a considerably larger role in
Sorocinskaja jarmarka than the other personifications and depersoni-
fications discussed earlier in this essay. As Gogol’s writing develops
this will be less and less the case, for devils will recede in importance
and other kinds of personification/depersonification (noses, overcoats,
dead souls, etc.) will take center stage.

There are some matters related to the personification/depersonifica-
tion complex which ought to be mentioned here, although they cannot
be discussed at length. One is the question: who is the narrator of
Sorocinskaja jarmarka? Is he Rudyj Pan’ko? Is he the “pani¢” in the
pea-green coat? Is he Gogol himself? Driessen (1965, pp. 70-71) gives
an excellent discussion of this problem, and I will only add that the

fuzziness of the boundaries between persons (personification/deper-
sonification complex) has to be related to the typically fuzzy bound-
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aries between narrators in Gogol’s skaz-type narrations. There are
some possibilities for future research here. Also, what might be the
relationship between the personification/depersonification opposition
and other well-known Gogolian oppositions, such as “svoj”/“¢uzoj”
(Smirnov 1979, pp. 587 ff.; Ivanov and Toporov 1965, pp. 156-65;
Lotman 1975 [1969]; Rancour-Laferriere 1982, section 2),% sacred/pro-
fane, and laughter/tears? For example, the famous personified “slado-
strastnyj kupol” in the opening passage seems almost a contradiction
in terms if we realize that “sladostrastnyj” belongs to the realm of the
profane, while “kupol” belongs to the sacred (Mandel’Stam 1902,
p. 175; Samyskina 1979, p. 69). Also, etymologically speaking, “sla-
dostrastnyj” is “svoj,” i.e., composed of native Slavic roots, while
“kupol” is “CuZoj,” since it is a foreign borrowing (cf. German
Kuppel, French coupole, Italian cupola — Fasmer 1964-67, II: 421).
On the other hand, nothing seems to be more “CuZoj” from the
narrator personally than that which is “sladostrastnyj.” Thus the single
image of a “sladostrastnyj kupol” is involved in a complex manner in at
least three sets of oppositions: personification/depersonification,
sacred/profane, and “svoj/“tuzoj.”® Is there a system in the way
such oppositions are related to each other in Gogol's imagery? Do
oppositional poles align themselves in regular ways (e.g., depersonifi-
cation being associated with “¢uZ0j”), or are the alignments random
or dependent on other factors?

Seen in the broadest perspective, the play on the opposition personi-
fication/depersonification is but another example of the pervasive play
with opposites (including reversals or inversions) in Gogol. In con-
stantly reversing the reader’s perception from person to non-person,
or vice-versa, Gogol’s narrator demonstrates what critics have vari-
ously termed Gogol’s “logika obratnosti” (Mann 1978, p. 379), “mys-
lenie protivorecijami” (Ermilov 1959, p. 58), or “reverse vision”
(Rowe 1976). I refer the reader to my book (1982) for a discussion of
the anal and homosexual implications of this general process. Here I
wish only to observe the homoerotic significance of the way Gogol

8 The “svoj”/“Cuzoj” opposition is understood in very diverse ways by different
scholars, and needs considerable study before it can become a really workable
theoretical opposition. The opposition is entangled, moreover, in the morass of
impossible terms, including “grotesque,” “fantastic,” “absurd,” etc. — see
Rancour-Laferriere 1982.

9 Curiously enough, the image of a “kupol” has feminine rather than masculine
overtones — that is, it represents a breast —in some other instances of Gogol’s
work (Gippius 1924, p. 226, fn. 30).
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unexpectedly depersonifies the crowd of dancing folk near the end of
the story.

It was noted above that the description of the dancing puppets was
not quite the end of the story. The real conclusion of the story, which I
believe at least partially motivates the depersonification of the dan-
cers, goes as follows:

He Tak 1 ¥ pafocTh, pekpacHas ¥ HENOCTOSIHHASI TOCThS, YAETAET OT HAC, U
HampacHO OfMHOKHMH 3BYK AyMaeT BbIPa3uTh Becenbe? B cOGCTBEHHOM 3xe
CHBILUIAT YX€ OH TPYCTh M MYCTHIHIO M MUKO BHeMJIET eMy. He Tak jin pe3Bbie
Apyrd GypHOW ¥ BOJNBHOH FOHOCTH, IO ONHHOYKE, OMH 3a IPYTUM, TEPSIOTCS
N0 CBETY M OCTABNIAIOT HAKOHEL, ONHOTO cTapuHHOro Gpara ux? CkyuHO
OCTaBICHHOMY! Wl TSXEJO M IPYCTHO CTAHOBHTCH CEPHUY, H HEYEM NOMOYb
emy. (PSS I, p. 136)

The phrase “Ne tak li” ties this sentimental coda to the immediately
preceding description of the dancing automata. That is, the gradual
fading away of the impersonal dancers is assimilated to the male
narrator’s'® gradual loss of male friends. At the same time the story
Sorocinskaja jarmarka is itself coming to an end, as must all good
things, and we are therefore in an appropriate mood for thinking about
loss. But there is something else hidden in this final paragraph besides
a lonely old man ending his story. While the heterosexually oriented
dancing folk are utterly mechanical and impersonal to the narrator,
both he and his old male friends (“rezvye drugi burnoj i vol'noj
junosti”) are, in contrast, presented as real human beings, as perhaps
the only non-puppets in the entire story. But for whom do these
human and male friends abandon him, if not for women? The “Ne tak
li” paragraph is not just gratuitously tagged on and is not just an
artificially extended simile. Rather, it reflects the profoundly personal
concerns of an essentially homosexual narrator for whom (1) marriage
is unthinkable (one must become an automaton in order to do it), and
(2) marriage means the loss of one’s best (male) friends. Both of these
concerns pervade Gogol’s life and works, as Karlinsky (1976) has
shown (see also Alexander 1981).

Death, too, haunts the closing passage, not only because marriage is
such a frightening and deadly thing to the homosexual mind (cf.
Spon’ka’s dream, or Podkolesin’s leap out of a window), but also

1 The narrator does not explicitly say it is he himself who loses the friends, but
most readers have understood the passage to be the narrator’s description of his
own unhappiness.
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because the narrator’s friends seem to be dying off as well as marrying
off. Thus the story’s “supposedly joyous finale” (Karlinsky) is only
“supposedly joyous” precisely because it is shot through with both
homosexual and morbid implications. Homosexuality and death are
associated with each other elsewhere in Gogol’s works (Rancour-
Laferriere 1982) and in Gogol’s life (e.g., the deaths of Mixail Toma-
rinskij and losif V’el’gorskij — cf. Karlinsky 1976, pp. 188 ff.).
Whether this association was forced upon Gogol by the very structure
of the society he lived in, or by some deep psychological structure
peculiar to Gogol, or by both, is a problem that remains to be solved in
future analyses of Gogol’s homosexuality.

University of California, Davis
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The Contribution of Zaporozhian Cossacks to
Ottoman Military Reform:
Documents and Notes*

AVIGDOR LEVY

When in June 1826 the Ottoman government of Sultan Mahmud II
(reigned 1808-1839) set about to introduce comprehensive military
reforms, one of its chief embarrassments derived from the lack of
sufficient funds. The annual government revenue at the time was
estimated at about 200 million kurug,' equal then to approximately
3.5 million British pounds.” At the same time the annual costs of
salaries and of feeding and clothing a new cavalry regiment of 1,581
officers and men based in Istanbul were expected to amount to over
1.5 million kurug. If one were to add to this figure other necessary
expenses — such as horses, arms, equipment, lodging and training,
costs only partly documented in the available records but costs of
which the government must have been conscious — then the enormity
of anticipated outlays in relation to current government revenues
would loom even greater.”’ Since the Ottoman government was con-

*

A note on transliteration: Ottoman-Turkish names and terms are transliterated
by using present-day Turkish spelling. In words of Arabic origin the final b and d
are preserved (kdtib, not kdtip; Mahmud, not Mahmut).

' Kegecizade Izzet Molla, Ldyiha [A Proposal], MS. K. 337 in the Cevdet
Manuscript Collection, Belediye Library, Istanbul, p. 64. For a discussion of the
relation between military reform and financial constraints, see my article, “Military
Reform and the Problem of Centralization in the Ottoman Empire in the Eigh-
teenth Century,” Middle Eastern Studies 18, no. 3 (July 1982): 227-49, especially
pp- 238-39 and 248, fn. 62.

2 Charles White, Three Years in Constantinople . . ., 3 vols. (London, 1846),
2: 74-76, contains a table of the rates of exchange of the British pound to the
Ottoman kurug, from 1814 to 1843.

* For itemization and sources, see below, Table 2 and notes.
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sidering plans for the establishment of a relatively large new military
force of about 100,000 men,* it was obvious that a measure of economy
was very much in order. Consequently, while the authorities immedi-
ately proceeded to open eight new infantry regiments in Istanbul
alone, and nine additional infantry regiments in a number of provincial
capitals,’ the establishment of the more costly cavalry units was, for
the time being, postponed. It was only in November 1826 that a
decision was adopted to establish the first modern cavalry regiment in
one of the provincial centers, where it was expected that costs could be
appreciably less. The province of Silistra was selected for this purpose,
since, as the Ottoman sources explain, it possessed the following
requisites: first, horses and fodder were readily available in the prov-
ince, thereby making the project economically more feasible; second,
excellent horsemen were found there, especially among the heterogen-
eous population of the Dobrudja; and finally, the province was consid-
ered one of the most sensitive on the empire’s military frontier.® The
Silistra cavalry regiment was to be recruited from three ethnic groups.
The first two were Muslims — Tatar and Turkish tribesmen settled by
the Ottomans in the Dobrudja to strengthen their Danubian frontier.
The third group were the Christian Zaporozhian Cossacks (in Turkish
Potkali Kazaklari).”

In the traditional Ottoman state, service in the regular armed forces
was reserved for Muslims only. The state did, however, employ some
of its non-Muslim subjects in a variety of auxiliary military services.
The most enduring and familiar were those forces known as Marto-
loses, who were recruited from Serbs, Greeks, Orthodox and Catholic
Albanians, and other hardy mountain peoples of the Balkans. These
units performed such services as guard duty along the frontiers,
strategic roads and waterways, and bridges and mountain passes. The
Martoloses and similar units operated in the Ottoman service from the
fifteenth century, and possibly earlier, until well into the nineteenth

¢ Ahmed Lutfi, Tarih-i Lutfi [Lutfi’s History], 8 vols. (Istanbul, 1290-1328/1873-
1910), 1: 131-32, 144,

S Bagbakanilk Arsivi [Prime Minister’s Archives], Istanbul (hereafter BBA),
Tevcihat ve redif ve mevad ve miirettebe ve miihimme-i asikir defterleri [Regis-
ters of military appointments and financial administration] (hereafter TRD),
vol. 26, p. 19 (21 Muharrem 1242).

$  Tarih-i Lutfi, 1: 195.

7 For the identification of the Potkali kazaklarl as Zaporozhian Cossacks and
the etymology of the Turkish term, see Omeljan Pritsak, “Das erste tiirkisch-
ukrainische Biindnis (1648),” Oriens 6, no. 2 (1953): 294, fn. 7.
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century.® The Ottoman navy also relied heavily on the services of
Greek sailors. But the Greeks were primarily engaged in noncom-
batant seafaring duties.’ In the modern era the first non-Muslims to be
officially admitted to the regular Ottoman armed forces were recruited
from the Cossack population of the Dobrudja and the lower Danubian
basin.

From the beginning of the eighteenth century, the sparsely popu-
lated Danube delta and the Dobrudja increasingly served as a haven
for refugees, Cossacks and others, fleeing the expansion and centraliz-
ing policies of the Russian state. Many of these fugitives arrived as
individuals or in small bands. But the organized settlement of two
large groups absorbed the other Russian and Ukrainian elements.
These two Cossack groups lived in close geographical proximity and
were similar in social organization. Hence both will be discussed here.

The first large-scale settlement was that of a group of Don Cossacks,
followers of Ignat Fedorovich Nekrasov. In 1708 several thousand
Nekrasovites, as they became known, settled under Ottoman protec-
tion in the Kuban. In the 1720s they were resettled by the Ottoman
government in the Danube delta around Tulcea (Tulcha). From there
they gradually spread also to the environs of Babadag, Micin
(Machin), Hirgsova, and Silistra.”® The Nekrasovites, who were
schismatic Old Believers, were also known in the Dobrudja as “Rus-
sians,” “Great Russians,” or “Lipovans.” Living primarily on fishing
and agriculture, the numbers of the Nekrasovites were maintained and
even augmented by the continuous arrival of more fugitive Old Be-
lievers. Although divided among themselves on religious issues, they
tended to congregate in a few large villages, which in time became
prosperous. These included Sarichioi (Sarikéy) and Jurilovca on
Lake Razelm (Razim); Slava Rusa (Kizil Hisar) near Babadag;

8 Cf. Halil Inalcik, “Stefan Dusan’dan Osmanli imperatorluguna” [From
Stefan Dusan to Ottoman Empire], in idem, Fatih Devri iizerinde Tetkikler ve
Vesikalar [Studies and documents on the age of the Conqueror] (Ankara, 1954),
pp. 137-84; Robert Anheger, “Martolos,” Isldm Ansiklopedisi (hereafter IA),
12 vols. (Istanbul, 1940-to date) 7: 34144; M. Eugéne Poujade, Chrétiens et
Turcs (Paris, 1859), pp. 76-77; Paul Fesch, Constantinople aux derniers jours
d’Abdul-Hamid (Paris, 1907), pp. 250-56 and ff.

° Hamilton Gibb and Harold Bowen, Islamic Society and the West, vol. 1, pt. 1
(Oxford, 1950), pp. 104-107.

1 St. Romansky, Carte ethnographique de la nouvelle Dobroudja Roumaine
(Sofia, 1915), pp. 27-28; Philip Longworth, The Cossacks (New York, 1970),
p. 164. :
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Caména (Karkali) near Micin; Ghindaresti (Ghizdar) near Hir-
sova; and Tataritsa near Silistra. Nekrasovites also lived in the town
of Tulcea."

The other large group of Cossacks to find shelter in the Dobrudja
were the Zaporozhians. In 1775, after the destruction of the original
Zaporozhian Sich by the Russians, they were allowed by the Ottoman
government to settle in the Danube delta in a number of villages
including Chilia Veche (Eski Kilia) and Caraorman (Kara Orman).
The Zaporozhians established their headquarters or Sich (also known
as the Zadunais’ka Sich) with their traditional 38 kurens in the
Danube delta at Seimeny (Seimenii) until 1806 and then at Dunaiets
(Dunavitu) from 1814 to 1828. No women were allowed at the Sich,
but married Cossacks lived outside the main fort on their allotted
tracts. The Zaporozhians elected their chief, who was called the
koshovyi otaman, and other officers, including a judge, chancellor,
aides-de-camp, flag-bearer, and an otaman for each kuren’. These
Cossacks acted mainly as infantry and riverine fighters, since they had
little artillery and almost no cavalry. They also maintained a monas-
tery at Myrnopoian (Poiana Martlui) near Kimnicu-Sarat in Mol-
davia. Several well-known chiefs were Andrii Liakh, who led the
Zaporozhians to Turkey in 1775 and also Samiilo Kalynybolets'kyi
(1806-1814), Semen Moroz (1817-1818), Ivan Huba (1821-1823),
Vasyl Nezamaivs’kyi (1826-1827), and the last koshovyi otaman,
Ostap Hiadkyi (1827-1828). The Cossacks made a living from fishing,
and many served as mercenaries in the Ottoman army and navy. The
Zaporozhians spread more readily up the river basin and into the
Dobrudja itself. Unlike the Nekrasovites, they were Orthodox and
lived in small communities in a large number of villages together with
other ethnic groups. The Zaporozhians were known also as “Little
Russians,” “Ukrainians,” or simply “Cossacks.” Because they engaged
in the same occupations as the longer established and more prosperous
Nekrasovites and competed with them, an intense hostility, occasion-
ally erupting into major armed conflicts, existed between the two
groups. It ended in 1814, when the Zaporozhian Cossacks expelled the

1 J.J. Nacian, La Dobroudja économique et sociale (Paris, 1886), pp. 50-51;
Eugéne Pittard, La Roumanie (Paris, 1917), pp. 264-68; St. Romansky, “Le
caractére ethnique de la Dobroudja,” in A. Ichirkov et al., La Dobroudja (Sofia,
1918), pp. 190-92; Miistecib Ulkiisal, Dobruca ve Tiirkler [Dobrudja and the
Turks] (Ankara, 1966), p. 33.
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Nekrasovites from Dunaiets’ and established their Sich, which existed
there until 1828.%

Information on the size of the Cossack population is sketchy. An
1837 report by the British ambassador in Istanbul, John Ponsonby,
perhaps referring only to the Nekrasovites, states:

About 150 years ago some Cossacks (Sectarian Christians) passed over to the
south of the Danube abandoning the Russian territories in consequence of
religious difficulties. They remained in faithful submission to the Sultan till the
Russians after the [1828-29] war evacuated the provinces they occupied . . .
and then the largest portion of the said Cossacks retreated with the Russians
leaving only 15,000 souls behind them. . . .

Poujade estimated that in the 1850s there were in the Dobrudja
some 50,000 Zaporozhian Cossacks.' Other sources were more con-
servative. lorga reported that in 1850 a traveler counted in the Do-
brudja villages 747 Nekrasovite and 1,092 Zaporozhian families."> In
1876 the Nekrasovite population was estimated at 18,000 to 20,000
souls and that of the Zaporozhians at 1,000 to 1,200 families.'® The
Treaty of Berlin (1878) ceded to Romania northern Dobrudja, where
most of the Cossack communities were located. In the year 1880, 8,250
Nekrasovites and 4,555 Zaporozhians were counted in this area.!” In
1918, after Romania also acquired southern Dobrudja (1913), the
Cossack population of the entire area was estimated at about 18,500

" Romansky, “Caractére ethnique,” pp. 191-92; Poujade, Chrétiens et Turcs,
pp. 408-409, fn.; Longworth, Cossacks, p. 228; W. E. D. Allen, The Ukraine: A
History (New York, 1963), pp. 229, 259-60. Cf. F. Kondratovich (Fedir Vovk),
“Zadunaiskaia Sech: Po mestnym vospominaniiam i rasskazam,” Kievskaia starina,
1893, no. 1, pp. 27-60; no. 2, pp. 269-300; and no. 4, pp. 728-73; as well as in
A. L. (Olexander Lazarevs'kyi), “Svedeniia o zadunaiskikh zaporozhtsakh,” ibid.,
1891, no. 9, pp. 295-99: P. A. Shafranov, “O vodvoreniiu v Rossiiu zaporozhskikh
kazakov vozvrativshikhsia iz-za Dunaia v 1828 godu,” in Istoricheskie materialy iz
arkhiva Ministerstva gosudarstvennykh imushchestv, vol. 1 (St. Petersburg, 1891),
pp. 208-237; 8. Petliura, “Prychynok do istorii pereselennia turets’kykh zaporozh-
tsiv na Kuban’,” Zapysky Naukovoho tovarystva imeni Shevchenka 65 (1905):
1-11. I am indebted to George Gajecky and Frank Sysyn for providing me with this
valuable information.

'* Foreign Office Papers, Public Record Office, London (hereafter FO), 195/142,
Ponsonby to Palmerston, 8 August 1837.

“  Poujade, Chrétiens et Turcs, p. 260.

¥ N.lorga, “La population de la Dobrogea vers la moitié du xixe siécle
d’aprés un manuscrit récemment découvert,” in N. lorga et al., La Dobrogea
Roumaine (Bucarest, 1919), p. 169; Aurel Decei, “Dobruca,” 1A, 3: 641.

‘¢ Abdolonyme Ubicini and Abel Jean Baptiste Pavet de Courteille, Etar pré-
sent de I'empire Ottoman (Paris, 1876), pp. 34-36.

" N. P. Comnéne, La Dobrogea: essai historique . . . (Paris, 1918), p. 135.
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Nekrasovites and 21,500 Zaporozhians.' It appears that during the
nineteenth century the two groups together made up about ten per
cent of the total population of the Dobrudja."”

The Ottoman authorities allowed the Cossacks to settle in the
Dobrudja on condition that they perform guard duty and that in
wartime they furnish the army with men and animals.” The Cossacks
thus became part of the empire’s irregular auxiliary forces. The Do-
brudja Cossacks fought against the Russians in the war of 1787-92 and
again in that of 1806-12. In the latter conflict, however, about 500 of
them went over to the Russians and founded the Budjak Cossack force
(Budzhats’ke viis’ko).” But it appears that the majority continued to
serve the Ottomans faithfully. In 1817 several hundred of them were
recruited to serve in the reformed Ottoman Danube flotilla and in 1821
Semen Moroz led the Zaporozhian Cossacks against Ypsilanti’s Greek
revolt in Moldavia.?

In addition to the Dobrudja and Danube, Cossack communities
were independently established by the Ottomans also in two locations
in Anatolia. Zaporozhian Cossacks were settled near the mouth of the
Kizil River on the Black Sea coast. They had been followers of Mazepa
who in the wake of the defeat at Poltava (1709) took refuge with him in
Ottoman Bessarabia. They fought under Ottoman colors in the en-
suing Ottoman-Russian War (1710-11), but following the Treaty of the
Pruth (1711), they were resettled by the Ottoman authorities in
Anatolia. In return for the Sultan’s protection, in wartime they used to
provide crews for Ottoman gun boats on the Danube.? A community
of Nekrasovites was first established near Anapa. But after this area
was ceded to Russia by the Treaty of Adrianople (1829), they were
resettled by the Ottomans in western Anatolia near Bursa. Even less is
known about this community, other than that it enjoyed communal
autonomy and had certain military obligations to the Ottoman authori-
ties. In 1876 the combined numbers of the two Anatolian communities

18 Romansky, “Caractére ethnique,” p. 190.

¥ Cf. Comnéne, La Dobrogea, p. 135.

» Nacian, La Dobroudja, pp. 47-50; Douglas Dakin, The Unification of Greece,
1770-1923 (London, 1972), p. 37.

21 Allen, The Ukraine, p. 260; Longworth, The Cossacks, pp. 368-69, fn. 6; P. P.
Korolenko, Kubanskii sbornik, vol. 8 (Katerynoslav, 1902).

2 Mehmed Ataullah Sanizade, Tarih-i §anizade [$anizade’s History], 4 vols.
(Istanbul, 1290-1291/1873-1874), 3: 22-25; Longworth, The Cossacks, pp. 36869,
fn. 6; Kondratovich, “Zadunaiskaia Sech,” pp. 270-81.

B Colonel Rottiers, Itinéraire de Tiflis a Constantinople (Brussels, 1829),
pp. 271-74.
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were estimated at 24,000 to 30,000 persons. The Zaporozhians were
described as “more numerous.”?

The induction of the Dobrudja Cossacks into the regular Ottoman
armed forces was primarily due to the personal experience and efforts
of one Benderli Mehmed Selim Sirri Pasa. Born in Bender at about
1773, Benderli Selim was a military man who gained considerable
renown during the 1806-1812 war. Following the war he carried out a
number of military assignments in support of the centralizing policies
of Sultan Mahmud II. In September 1819 he was rewarded by being
appointed governor of the province of Silistra. He served in that
capacity for five years, until September 1824, when he was summoned
to the capital to assume the highest appointed office in the realm, that
of grand vezir.» As governor of Silistra, and possibly even earlier,
Benderli Selim had come to appreciate the martial qualities of the
Dobrudja Cossacks.

Meanwhile the Greek uprising which had broken out in 1821 cut off
the Ottoman navy from its traditional resources of sailors in the
Acegean islands and coastal districts. To offset these losses as well as to
provide for the modernization and expansion of the navy, in 1824 the
Ottoman government embarked on a massive recruitment of sailors
from other areas. As part of this policy and at the initiative of the
Grand Verzir, five hundred Cossacks from the Dobrudja were enrolled
in the Ottoman navy.” Their numbers included a priest and transla-
tors, and they arrived in Istanbul in February 1825. They were as-
signed good salaries. Their chief and priest received one hundred
kurug each per month. Standardbearers and translators received fifty,
and the men twenty-five kurug each. The Imperial Arsenal issued

#  Ubicini and de Courteille, Etat présent, pp. 34-36. This source estimates the
total number of the Cossack population in the Ottoman empire in 1876 at 30,000 to
35,000. But it excludes from this figure the Nekrasovites of the Dobrudja who are
separately estimated at 18,000 to 20,000 souls (see above). The Zaporozhians of
the Dobrudja are estimated at 1,000 to 1,200 families. If we deduct this last figure
from the total, the estimate for the two Anatolian Cossack communities would be
24,000 to 30,000 persons.

» Mehmed Siireyya, Sicill-i Osmani [Ottoman Biographical Register], 4 vols.
(Istanbul, 1308-1311/1890-1893), 3: 60-61.

% The Ottoman chronicles on which this account is based (see fn. 27) identify
these men only as kazak, or Cossacks. In view, however, of the small size of the
Cossack communities in the Dobrudja, it is unlikely that the Zaporozhians would
have been taxed twice to furnish men for both the navy and the army for a total of
close to 1,000 persons. Since the recruits demanded later for the cavalry were
clearly identified in official documents as Potkall kazaklarl, 1 venture to assume
that these were Nekrasovites.
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each of the men a musket and a saber, a fact suggesting that they were
enlisted as combatants.” Four years later the traveler Adolphus Slade
met sixty of these Cossacks aboard the battleship Selimiye. Among the
other members of the crew, consisting of some one thousand and four
hundred, they were “remarkable by their fair hair and sheep-skin

caps . . . . They were tall, stout, quiet men, and lived apart from the
others . . . , they ate olives, bread, and rice, twice a day with apparent
content . . . only two of them spoke Turkish.”

Thus, when in the fall of 1826, the Ottoman government finally
decided to establish the first modern cavalry regiment in one of the
provinces, it was again at the urging of Grand Vezir Benderli Selim
that Silistra was selected and the Zaporozhian Cossacks were enlisted
to take part in this new venture. The formation of the regiment was to
be carried out by the incumbent governor, Ahmed Paga, who had
served as Benderli Selim’s lieutenant while the latter was governor of
Silistra.” The government first consulted Ahmed Paga on the subject
and a draft of the regulation outlining the organization of the new
cavalry was dispatched to him. Ahmed Paga studied the proposal,
made his own recommendations, and returned the documents to
Istanbul, where they were approved by the Grand Vezir’s council and,
finally, by the Sultan himself, thereby becoming an Imperial Rescript
(Hatt-i Hiimayun). As a result the founding regulation of the first
modern cavalry regiment became law on, or about, 16 November
1826.% The text of the regulation and a full translation are appendixes

Y Mehmed Esad, Tarih-i Esad [Esad’s History], vol. 1 (MS, Sileymaniye
Library, Istanbul, Esad Efendi Collection, Y 2084), pp. 296b-297a; Ahmed Cev-
det, Tarih-i Cevdet [Cevdet’s History], 12 vols. (Istanbul, 1301/1883), 12: 122.

3 Adolphus Slade, Records of Travels in Turkey, Greece . . ., 2 vols. (Philadel-
phia, 1833), 1: 97.

»  Ahmed Paga’s sketchy biography credits him with the suppression of the
Greek uprising in Moldavia in 1821, suggesting thereby another link with the
Cossacks who had participated in that campaign. Following his successful opera-
tion against the Greeks, he was promoted to the rank of mirmiran and became
commandant of Ruscuk and later governor of the province of Silistra. Subse-
quently he seemed to have had a checkered career. In 1828 he was demoted and
dismissed. However in 1245 A.H. (3 July 1829-21 June 1830) he was promoted to
the rank of vezir and appointed governor of Salonica. But in the following year he
was once again demoted and dismissed and no longer held administrative office
(Streyya, Sicill-i Osmani, 1: 290-91).

3 The text of this regulation and related documents are found in BBA, Kanun-
name-i Askeri Defterleri [Registers of military regulations] (hereafter KAD),
vol. 1, pp. 26-36, 71-75; vol. 6, pp. 14b-20a; Maliyeden Miidevver Defterleri
[Registers of financial records) (hereafter MMD), vol. 9002, pp. 41-46; Istanbul
University Library (hereafter JUL), MS no. TY 5824, pp. 26a-38b. Some details
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to this article. The discussion which follows highlights the regulation’s
main points and their significance within the historical context.

In general, the organization of the Silistra cavalry followed closely
the patterns set for the new infantry regiments being then established
at various provincial centers. However there were a number of striking
differences. Unlike the infantry regiments where the officer cadres had
been sent from Istanbul, the officers for the Silistra cavalry regiment
were to be recruited locally. Furthermore, the officers were to be
drawn from the three ethnic groups which constituted the regiment in
proportion, more or less, to the number of men recruited from each
group.

The regiment’s first colonel was Mehmed Emin aga, former not-
able (ayan) of Mangalia, a small town on the Black Sea. The Tatars
made up the right wing of the regiment. The posts of major and
adjutant-major of the right wing were therefore assigned to two of
their chiefs (mirzas). The left wing was made up of Turks and Cossacks
in equal numbers. The ranks of major and adjutant-major of that wing
were occupied by Turks. The troop companies, however, consisted of
only one ethnic group, either Turks or Cossacks. Troop officers up to
the rank of captain were therefore members of their respective groups.
The Turkish troops were assigned imdms and the Cossacks, priests
(rdhibs). But the Cossack companies were also granted a certain
amount of administrative autonomy within the left wing under a
special officer called Chief of Cossacks (Kazak Basi), who himself
was a Muslim. the first to hold this rank was a certain Ali Kog Aga.
One regimental clerk was appointed by joint action of the governor
and the colonel. In addition, matters of financial administration were
supervised by a commissary officer who acted as the agent of the Army
Superintendent in Istanbul and was responsible to him.

In spite of the peculiarities of the Silistra-based unit, its organization
was intended to serve as a model for the establishment of other cavalry
regiments. The regiment’s complement was set at 1,323 officers and
men, of which the Cossacks had to furnish 329 (see Table 1, pp- 381-82,
below). The regiment consisted of two wings of six troops each. Each
troop had a complement of 109 officers and men. In peacetime the
troopers were required to serve on active duty only four months a year

are found also in Tarih-i Lutfi, 1: 196. The date 16 November 1826 was established
here for practical convenience. The regulation itself, following Ottoman adminis-
trative practice, bears the date “the middle decade of the month of Rebiildhir,”
1242 to the Islamic Era, corresponding to 12-21 November 1826.
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Table 1

381

ORGANIZATION OF THE SILISTRA CAVALRY REGIMENT
(TERTIB) BY THE REGULATION OF 16 NOVEMBER 1826

No.
of

Rank Men
Regimental Officers
Colonel (Binbasi) 1
Clerk (Kadtib) 1
Officers & Men of the

Right Wing: Tatars —

Six Troops
Major (Kol Agasi) 1
Adjutant Major (Kol

Agasi Miilazimi) 1
Captain (Yiizbagi) 6
Lieutenant (Yiizbasi

Miildzimi) 12
Standard-bearer (San-

cakdar) 6
Sergeant (Cavus) 12
Corporal (Onbagi) 60
Trooper (Nefer) 540
Imdm 4
Waterbearer (Sakkd) 6
Chief Bugler (Boruzen

Basi) 1
Bugler (Boruzen) 12
Officers & Men of the

Left Wing: Turks —

Three Troops
Major (Kol Agast) 1
Adjutant Major (Kol

Agasi Miildzimi) 1
Captain (Yiizbagi) 3
Lieutenant (Yiizbasi

Miildzimi) 6
Standard-Bearer (San-

cakdar) 3
Sergeant (Cavug) 6

Corporal (Onbasi) 30

Monthly
Salary*

per Person

in kurug

750 (750)
150 (150)

250 (400)

125 (250)
100 (180)

70 (120)

50 (100)
50 (60)
20 (30)
15 (20)
30 (60)
25 (20)

60 (60)
30 (20)

250 (400)

125 (250)
100 (180)

70 (120)
50 (100)

50 (60)
20 (30)

Daily Rations**
per Person
Bread Meat Barley Straw
(loaves) (dirhems) (okkas) (okkas)

8 800 8 16

4 400 6 12

3 100 2 4
3 200 4 8
3 100 2 4
3 100 2 4
3 100 2 4
3 100 2 4
3 100 2 4
3 100 2 4
3 100 2 4

100 2 4

100 2 4

4 400 6 12

3 100 2 4
3 200 4 8
3 100 2 4
3 100 2 4
3 100 2 4
3 100 2 4
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Trooper (Nefer) 270 15 (20) 3 100 2 4
Imam 2 30 (60) 3 100 2 4
Water-Bearer (Sakkd) 3 25 (20) 3 100 2 4
Chief Bugler (Boruzen

Bagt) 1 60 (60) 3 100 2 4
Bugler (Boruzen) 6 30 (20) 3 100 2 4
Cossacks — Three

Troops
Chief of Cossacks

(Kazak Bagiy*** 1 150 (—) 6[?71 200 4 8
Captain (Yiizbasi) 3 100 (180) 3 100 2 4
Lieutenant (Yiizbasi

Miildzimi) 6 70 (120) 3 100 2 4
Standard-Bearer (San-

cakdar) 3 50 (100) 3 100 2 4
Sergeant (Cavus) 6 50 (60) 3 100 2 4
Corporal (Onbasi) 30 20 (30) 3 100 2 4
Trooper (Nefer) 270 15 (20) 3 100 2 4
Water-Bearer (Sakkd) 3 25 (20) 3 100 2 4
Priest (Rahib) 2 25 (—) 3 00 2 4
Bugler (Boruzen) 6 30 (20) 3 100 2 4

* Salary paid to members of the Silistra regiment when on active duty. The

numbers in parentheses indicate the salaries of men serving in regular infantry
regiments and holding equal rank.

** Ration units have been standardized in this table. In the regulation, rations
were generally listed by weight, with the exception of bread. An okka had
400 dirhems. A dirhem was equal to 3.2 grams and thus an okka to 1,280 grams.
Bread rations were sometimes listed in pairs (¢ift) of loaves and sometimes in
okkas. The standard weight of a loaf of bread was said to be 100 dirhems and a
“pair” was equal, therefore, to one-half of an okka.

*** The Chief of Cossacks was the only Muslim in this subdivision.

in rotation, so that at all times there would be present for active duty
at least four cavalry companies. The regulation sought to encourage
troopers to continue to serve on active duty beyond the mandatory
four-month term. When not on duty the trooper was considered to be
on active reserve, ready to respond to a call for arms at a moment’s
notice. In wartime, the regiment had to be completely mobilized for
the duration of the war. Only the Colonel, the two majors, and the
Chief of Cossacks were considered full-time members of the staff and
received military pay and rations throughout the year. All other
officers and men received their full salaries, in general considerably
lower than those of equal rank in the regular infantry, only when on
active duty (see Table 1 above). When they returned to their villages
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they continued to draw half their monthly salaries but no rations.
However, the water-bearers and buglers received higher salaries than
the infantry, presumably because of greater responsibility. Only the
colonel and the majors received full army rations; all other men
received only bread and meat, although, in compensation, their bread
rations were three, instead of the usual two, loaves per day. These
were some of the economy measures intended to keep down the costs
of operating and maintaining the regiment.

The Cossacks received the same salaries as their Muslim equals in
the regiment, except for the priests who were assigned only 25 kurug
per month, as compared to 30 kurug for the Muslim imdms. The
Cossack captains received the same salary, but only half the meat,
barley, and straw rations of their Muslim equals. The Cossacks were
allowed to wear their distinctive headgear, the kalpak, a black sheep-
skin cap, while the Muslim members of the regiment wore the subara,
a round-crowned cap made of blue broadcloth. In addition, a number
of items of the Cossacks’ uniforms, although identical in form to those
of their Muslim equals, were supposed to be of inferior quality. For
example, the breeches of a Muslim captain were to be manufactured of
broadcloth while those of a Cossack captain only of serge. More
significant was the fact that the regulation barred Cossacks from rising
to ranks above that of troop captain and they could not hope to
command mixed formations. Even the post of Chief Bugler in the left
wing was always held by a Muslim.

Among other departures from previous organizational practices,
reflecting again the spirit of economy, was the reduction in the ratio of
clergymen. Hitherto each infantry company was assigned one chap-
lain, but in the Silistra regiment two chaplains were to serve three
companies. Also saddlers and blacksmiths were not assigned to the
regiment on a regular basis. These services were to be rendered by
outside craftsmen and their expenses were to be met by the commis-
sary officer in Silistra.

The men enrolled had to be between the ages of fifteen and thirty,
healthy, fit for milirary service, and unmarried. A special exception
was made in the case of the Tatars, among whom 150 men out of the
total 661 could be married. Each ethnic group was responsible for
maintaining, as a communal obligation, the full complement allotted
as its share in the regiment. Upon the death or retirement of a trooper
the chiefs of the Tatar and Cossack communities were required to find
replacements. The governor was to exercise the same responsibility in
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regard to the Turkish personnel. A fixed assessment of recruits was to
be imposed on each village or community, which also was to supply a
horse and one complete set of riding gear for every man. The Turkish
and Cossack communities were paid by the government 150 kurus for
every horse, complete with saddle set, once only. After that, the
village or community was to be responsible for supplying the same
number of horses and saddles without further compensation. Since in
Istanbul, the price of a saddle set alone — without horse — was
calculated at 125 kurug per unit,” one has some idea about the scope
of the savings which the government expected to realize by establish-
ing the first cavalry regiment in Silistra. Furthermore, the Tatars were
required to furnish their horses and riding gear without any compensa-
tion at all.

While the trooper was on reserve at home, the village was respon-
sible for keeping his horse ready for duty. Every tour of duty had to
take place at Silistra, where special accommodations were built, or in
various guard duties assigned by the governor. Upon completion of
their tours of duty, the men had to return their weapons. Their
uniforms were also to be returned, in clean and good condition. A note
bearing the man’s name was attached to the uniform, and it was to be
kept in a special warehouse for the man’s next tour of duty. But this
last arrangement proved unworkable. Consequently, in June 1827, at
the request of Ahmed Pasa, governor of Silistra, and with the
approval of army headquarters, this practice was changed. Henceforth
the troopers had to return their weapons only, and were allowed to go
home with their uniforms.*” The cavalry’s uniforms were similar to
those of the infantry. The main items consisted of a short jacket, a pair
of oriental breeches, and a sash. The notable exception was the black
leather riding boots equipped with spurs. Since under normal condi-
tions the men of this regiment served only four months a year, they
were to be issued new uniforms only once every other year instead of
once a year, as with the full-time regiments. The troopers were armed
with a carbine, pistols, and a broad crooked falchion.*

The organization of the Silistra regiment was completed within
several months. In November 1827 two hundred troopers were

3 BBA, KAD, 1: 51.

% BBA, KAD, 1: 36.

* In addition to the sources cited above, descriptions of uniforms and arms are
found in: Archives de la Guerre (hereafter AG), Paris, MR 1619, no. 39; Charles
MacFarlane, Constantinople in 1828 (London, 1829), p. 351.
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brought to Istanbul to be instructed in the new cavalry drill, and on the
thirteenth of that month they were reviewed by the sultan at the
Davud Pasa barracks.** Meanwhile, however, early in 1827 the Otto-
man government, discarding earlier considerations, decided to estab-
lish a regular cavalry regiment in Istanbul, and an imperial rescript to
that effect was issued on February 1.* For reasons of economy,
however, this regiment was to have at first only some two hundred
horses, enough for two troops. The establishment of the Istanbul
regiment, with its anticipated expenses calculated and incorporated in
its founding regulation, afford an opportunity to examine — in part, at
least — to what extent the financial considerations leading to the
establishment of the Silistra regiment had been justified. An exact
comparison is not possible since the Istanbul regiment had a larger
complement, due to the addition of artillery elements. Also it was to
serve on a regular, full-time basis, while members of the Silistra
regiment normally served four months a year, although they were
expected to be fully prepared for combat. Still, the comparison below
strongly suggests that by establishing the Silistra regiment, the govern-
ment brought into existence a military force at relatively low cost, at
least from a bookkeeper’s perspective. The figures in Table 2 (p. 386)
for the Istanbul regiment represent anticipated annual costs for the
maintenance of 1,581 officers and men, calculated on or about 1 Feb-
ruary 1827.% The figures for the Silistra regiment represent actual
annual maintenance costs, or a close approximation of these costs,
calculated for 1,321 officers and men on or about 14 April 1828."
Meanwhile in the summer of 1827 the infantry organization had
been further modernized and now the cavalry, too, had to undergo
modifications to conform to the new infantry regulation. These
changes, considered during the winter months when a new war with
¥ BBA, KAD, 1:71; Hizir llyas, Vekdyi-i Letdif-i Enderun [Chronicle of
Pleasantries of the Palace Service] (Istanbul, 1276/1859), p. 419.
3 The text of the founding regulation of the Istanbul cavalry regiment dated
4 Receb 1242/1 February 1827, is found in BBA, KAD, 1: 45-52, and 4: 25a-30a;
MMD, 9002: 59-64; IUL, MS. TY 5824, pp. 50a—62a.
% The actual complement as established by the founding regulation was 1,582
officers and men. However, a clerical error, so common in Ottoman bookkeeping,
resulted in the adoption of the lesser figure.
3 BBA, KAD, 1: 71-73 dated 29 Ramazan 1243/14 April 1828. It will be recalied
that the actual complement of the Silistra regiment called for 1,323 officers and
men, including also a physician and a surgeon. The salaries of the latter two had
not been established, and in effect, at that time most provincial regiments did not

have regular physicians and surgeons on their staffs. The absence of these two
explains the adoption of the smaller figure.
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Table 2
ANNUAL COSTS IN KURUS FOR
MAINTAINING A CAVALRY REGIMENT

Istanbul* Silistra**

Salaries 634,884 315,000
Provisions (for men and animals) 680,126 285,366
Uniforms 268,770 116,481
TOTALS 1,583,780 716,847

* Estimate for 1,581 officers and men. Source: BBA, KAD, 1: 45-52 (4 Receb
1242/1 February 1827).
**  Actual costs for 1,321 officers and men. Source: BBA, KAD, 1: 71-73 (29 Ra-
mazan 1243/14 April 1828.)
Russia seemed increasingly imminent, resulted in plans to raise the
army’s strength in general, including the forces based at Silistra.
Consequently, the regulation which went into effect on 14 April 1828
required that Silistra now provide instead of one regiment of
1,323 officers and men, two cavalry battalions (taburs) of 884 troopers
each. This was to be accomplished by breaking up the original regi-
ment and enrolling some 450 additional men. Apparently there had
been some difficulties in recruiting Tatars, for their ratio in the new
organization was reduced, while that of the Turks increased. The
proportion of Cossacks remained the same, but they now had to
provide more officers and men, 436 instead of 329. One battalion now
consisted of Turks only and was commanded by a Turkish officer. The
other was made up of Tatars and Cossacks in equal numbers and was
commanded by a Tatar.*®

Under the new regulation, the number of Cossack priests was
reduced from two to one. But the marked distinction of the reorgani-
zation was a further gradation of ranks in closer accord with the
contemporary French system (see Table 3 below). Each battalion had
six expanded troops. The salaries and Turkish titles of the two senior
grades remained the same, that is, binbagi and kol agasi. But now
they were understood to be equal to those of the French major and
adjutant-major, respectively. As of 1830, however, following the
western practice, a cavalry battalion (fabur) was redesignated a regi-
ment and referred to in Turkish as alay. Its strength and organization,

% BBA, KAD, 1: 71-73; MMD, 9002: 107.
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however, remained exactly the same as before, 884 officers and men
divided into six troops. But now its commanding officer was raised to
the rank of colonel, renamed in Turkish miralay.”

The Silistra cavalry fought in the 1828-29 war with Russia, but some
of the Cossacks defected to the enemy during the early stages of the
1828 campaign. As a result the Cossack troops were transferred from
the European front to Istanbul and later to Anatolia. Following the
war the two Silistra regiments were placed on a regular full-time
footing and as of June 1830 the salaries and service conditions of their
personnel were improved to equal those of the regular Istanbul cav-
alry. The new regulation, however, no longer lists the posts of Chief of
Cossacks and Priest, as Table 3 (pp. 388-89) shows, possibly suggest-
ing the decline of the Cossack contingent.®

In 1830 the Istanbul-based cavalry was transferred to the Corps of
the Imperial Guards (Asdkir-i Hdssa-yi Sdhane) and its strength
expanded to four regiments. Throughout the 1830s, the two Silistra
regiments served as the principal regular cavalry attached to the
Troops of the Line (Asdkir-i Mansire). The governors of Silistra

¥ BBA, MMD, 9002: 39, 42 fn.; Takvim-i Vekdyi [Calendar of Events; offi-
cial government journal], no. 1 (25 Cemdzielevvel 1247/2 November 1831).

4% BBA, KAD, 1: 74-75, regulation dated 13 Muharrem 1246/4 July 1830, estab-
lishing the new organization as of 1 Muharrem 1246/22 June 1830. Also in MMD,
9002: 39, 160. Cf. Tarih-i Lutfi, 1: 306. Georg Wilhelm von Valentini, Traité sur
la guerre contre les Turcs (tr. L. Blesson; Berlin, 1830), pp. 224-25; Edouard
Engelhardt, La Turquie et le Tanzimat, 2 vols. (Paris, 1882-84), 1: 89. Poujade,
Chrétiens et Turcs, p. 409, states that the Treaty of Adrianople (1829) obligated
the Ottoman Empire to desist from granting the Cossacks a separate administra-
tion and from uniting them in one military contingent. However, an examination of
the text of the treaty and that of the two simultaneous separate acts (Gabriel
Noradounghian, ed., Recueil d'actes internationaux de I'Empire Ottoman, 4 vols.
[Paris, 1897-1903], 2: 166-77; Clive Parry, ed., The Consolidated Treaty Series
[New York, 1969], 88: 84-96), does not confirm Poujade’s statement. However,
article 3 of the treaty transferred all the islands of the Danube delta from Ottoman
to Russian possession. It further stipulated that all the islands were to remain
unpopulated, together with the territory remaining in Ottoman possession on the
right bank of the Saint George branch of the delta up to a “two hour distance” from
the river. This must have had a bearing on the Cossack communities in the delta
region, and by extension on their cavalry contingent. Indeed, an examination of
the regimental officer list included in army rolls specifically prepared for the sultan
(Topkapi Saray Archives, Istanbul no. E-119/12, p. 44b, dated 15 Muharrem
1254/10 April 1838) does not yield one Slavic name among the officers. In addition,
the list indicates that the regiment’s actual strength was 309 men short of its
required complement (the Cossacks had been required to provide 436 officers and
men; see above). While allowances could be made that for the purpose of this list
Cossack officers have adopted, or been assigned, Muslim names, the evidence
appears to suggest that following the 1828-1829 war, the Cossack contingent
declined, although it was still mentioned by later sources.



388 AVIGDOR LEVY

Table 3
ORGANIZATION OF A SILISTRA CAVALRY BATTALION
(TABUR)/REGIMENT (ALAY) BY THE REGULATION OF
16 MARCH 1828

Monthly Salary per Man

Number (in Kurug)

Rank of Men 1828 1830*
Major (Binbagi)/Colonel

(Miralay) 1 750 1200
Adjutant Major (Kol Aga) 2 250 400
Clerk (Kdtib) 2 150 200
Imdam 2 30 75
Standard-Bearer (Sancakdar) 3 50 90
Sergeant of Buglers (Cavus-u

Boru) 1 60 60
Water-Bearer (Sakkd) 3 25 25
Captain (Yiizbagi) 6 100 200
Subcaptain (Yiizbagsi Vekili) 6 85** 150
First Lieutenant (Miildzim-i

Evvel) 6 70 120
Sub First Lieutenant (Miildzim-i

Evvel Vekili) 6 60** 100
Second Lieutenant (Miildzim-i

Sdni) 6 70 120
Sub Second Lieutenant

(Miildzim-i Sani Vekili) 6 60** 100
Sergeant (Cavus) 24 50 50
Sub Sergeant (Cavus Vekili) 24 35 40
Corporal (Onbagt) 48 20 36
Sub Corporal (Onbasi Vekili) 48 17.5** 30
Bugler (Boruzen) 12 30 30
Horseshoe smith (Nalebend) 6 40** 60
Trooper (Nefer) 672 15 24

TOTAL 884

The battalion including Cossack troopers listed also the following:
Chief of Cossacks

(Kazak Bagsi) 1 150 —
Priest (Rdhib) 1 25 —
Each troop had the following organization:
Captain
Sub Captain
First Lieutenant
Sub First Lieutenant

[SOT O TN S Y
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Second Lieutenant

Sub Second Lieutenant
Sergeants

Sub Sergeants
Corporals

Sub Corporals

Buglers

Horseshoe smiths
Troopers

Lol W I Jite oI S S i

—
—
[\S]

TOTAL 145

*

Salary increases by the regulation of 4 July 1830

** New Rank

continued to be responsible for maintaining this force.* In addition,
Ottoman cavalry at that period included twelve regiments of reformed
feudal (timarli) troopers as well as irregular horsemen.*

At some point in the early 1840s, possibly in connection with the
military reorganization of 1843, the Nekrasovites of the Bursa district
were also enrolled in a regular cavalry regiment.* During the Crimean
War the Cossack contingents fought against the Russians on the Asiatic
front.* In addition, according to Poujade, a new Cossack contingent
was formed at the beginning of the Crimean War, at the initiative of
Michat Czajkowski, a Polish noble and literary figure who had come to
Istanbul in 1841 to promote the cause of Poland’s independence. In 1850
he adopted Islam and became known as Sadik Paga. At the outbreak of
the war Czajkowski convinced the Ottoman government to form a
Cossack regiment recruited from the Nekrasovite population of the
Dobrudja. In addition, the unit included volunteer Poles as well as
Bulgarians, and its insignia was said to consist of “a union of a cross and
crescent.” The regiment had a strength of 600 officers and men and saw
action at the Silistra sector of the front under Czajkowski’s command.
Czajkowski continued to command this regiment until 1863.%

4 AG, MR 1619, nos. 58-60; Topkapi Saray Archives, Istanbul no. E-119/12.
2 BBA, MMD, 9002: 117-18, 163-64; Cevdet-Askeri [Cevdet’s military docu-
ments collection], no. 673. .

4 Ubicini and de Courteille, Etat présent, p. 36.

#4 W. E. D. Allen and Paul Muratoff, Caucasian Battlefields (Cambridge, 1953),
p. 95 and fn.

% Poujade, Chrétiens et Turcs, pp. 413-17. In 1873 Czajkowski returned to
Russia and settled in the Ukraine, where he afterwards committed suicide. Wielka
Encyklopedia Powszechna PWN (Pafstwowe Wydawnictwo Naukowe, 1963),
2: 683-84. 1 am grateful to Michael Steinlauf for translating the last source for me.
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In 1876, Ubicini, a generally reliable source, listed among the
regular Ottoman forces two Cossack regiments of four squadrons each
with a total complement of 1,040 officers and men.* These units were
then attached to the First Army Corps (Imperial Guards) with head-
quarters in Istanbul.¥ Although the Cossacks might have lent their
name to those units, a memorandum by Foreign Minister Fuad Pasa
of May 1867 indicates that they actually served in “mixed regi-
ments . . . consisting of Muslims and Christians.”* By the Treaty of
Berlin (1878) the Ottoman empire ceded the Dobrudja to Romania
and Bulgaria. The statistical evidence available (see above) suggests
that the Cossack communities largely remained in their districts,
thereby passing out of the Ottoman orbit. For this, as well as other
reasons, it is likely that the Cossack regiments were disbanded during
the early years of Abdulhamid II’s reign (1876-1909).%

As of the 1840s, small numbers of non-Muslim subjects of the Sultan
were enrolled in the regular Ottoman armed forces. But their admis-
sion differed from that of the Cossacks in two important respects.
First, they were recruited as individuals and not as a group serving in
their own distinctive units under their own officers. Second, with the
exception of the navy, they generally served in non-combatant capaci-
ties, such as army doctors and engineers.” In fact, in the late 1830s,
when the Ottoman government first became concerned that its military
recruitment policies were overtaxing the Muslim population, it seri-
ously considered a number of proposals intended to alleviate the
problem by establishing within the army separate minority units of
Christians, especially Armenians. However, all these projects were
finally rejected,” for considerations of state, one may assume, rather

% Ubicini and de Courteille, Etat présent, p. 179.

7 Ubicini and de Courteille, Etat présent, pp. 180-81.

# “Il existe . . . dans I'armée Ottomane deux régiments de Cosaques mixtes,
c’est-a-dire composés de musulmans et de chrétiens.” Ubicini and de Cour-
teille, Etat présent, p.252. Fuad Pasa mentioned this fact to disprove the
often-repeated claim that Muslim prejudice precluded Ottoman Christians from
military service.

* Captain M. C. P. Ward, Handbook of the Turkish Army, prepared in the
Intelligence Division of the War Office (London, 1900), does not list the Cossack
regiments. Also, Fesch, Constantinople, which has a separate chapter (pp. 247-66)
dedicated to the subject “Les Chrétiens et le service militaire,” does not refer to
Cossack military service during the reign of Abdulhamid.

% In addition to Fesch, a discussion of this question is found in Roderic H.
Davison, Reform in the Ottoman Empire, 1856-1876 (Princeton, N.J., 1963),
pp. 95-96 and ff.

> BBA, Hatt-i Hiimayunlar [Imperial Rescripts collection], nos. 48355, 48371,
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than principle. The experience of the Cossack contingents therefore
remains unique in Ottoman annals. Their contribution to the moderni-
zation of the Ottoman military was considerable and totally dispropor-
tionate to the small size of the Cossack communities.

The Cossack experience and especially the terms of enrollment of
the Zaporozhians, as recorded in the appended document, are instruc-
tive with regard to several aspects of Ottoman statecraft. It is custo-
mary to think of the Ottoman empire of that age as highly bureau-
cratic, traditional, and, therefore, rigid. Yet, the example of the
Silistra regiment, from the moment of the idea’s inception through the
various stages of its implementation, reveals a remarkable measure of
flexibility, certainly at the policy-making level. This is witnessed in the
degree of close cooperation and interaction between the center and a
fairly distant provincial capital and the uninhibited flow of information
and ideas, resulting in the shaping of policies and institutions which,
though unique for that province, bore the unmistakable imprint of the
center. Another striking aspect is the level of pragmatic considerations
allowed to influence policy making. The document demonstrates that
while in theory Ottoman policy was predicated on religious principles,
its actual application was determined by practical considerations of
state interests. In its introductory paragraphs, the Imperial Rescript
dutifully declares the government’s devotion to religious fundamentals
and to the advancement of the cause of Islam. However, if to attain
those ends it would be helpful to enroll infidel soldiers, and, for their
spiritual well-being, also chaplains — so be it! This, apparently, did
not constitute an insurmountable contradiction, not only for the “lay”
members of the army command and civilian bureaucracy, but also for
those religious functionaries who were directly charged with assisting
in the regulation’s implementation.

Brandeis University

48380, 48380 A, 48380 B. Also cf. Helmuth von Moltke, Briefe iiber Zustinde
und Begebenheiten in der Tiirkei aus den Jahren 1835 bis 1839 (Berlin, 1841),
pp. 354-55.
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APPENDIX 1

TRANSLATION OF THE FOUNDING REGULATION OF THE
SILISTRA CAVALRY REGIMENT OF 16 NOVEMBER 1826

Introductory Note: The following translation was prepared from the text found on
pp. 27-36 of volume 1 of the collection known as Registers of Military Regulations
(Kanunname-i Askeri Defterleri; hereafter KAD) located at the Prime Minister’s
Archives (Bagbakanlik Argivi; hereafter BBA) in Istanbul, The Ottoman text is
attached, in fascimile form as Appendix 2, pp. 409-413. This register contains
131 pages of text numbered in sequence, as well as three pages of text which are
not included in the main sequence. Each page measures 32 X 18.2 centimeters.
The KAD collection consists of eight registers and is believed to have been
originally kept in the Bureau of the Imperial Council (Divan-i Humayun Kalemi),
which served as the central chancery office responsible for preparing, and keeping
the records of all decrees, edicts, and regulations, except those concerned with
matters of financial administration.’ Thus the present document formed part of the
official legislative records of the state and must be considered as a most authentic
text. The document itself lists those government offices where authorized copies
were to be maintained, as follows: Bureau of the Imperial Council (the present
text); the Accountancy Department (Bag Muhdsebe);’ office of the General of
the Army (Bdb-i Ser Asker); office of the Army Superintendent (Asdkir-i
Mansire Ndziri).3 In addition, a copy of the regulation was to be sent to the
governor of Silistra, and from that document an official record was to be prepared
and kept in the registers of the Silistra Court of Justice (mahkeme).4

' Midhat Sertoglu, Muhteva Bakimindan Bagvekdlet Arsivi [Directory to

the Prime Minister’s Archives] (Ankara, 1955), p. 14; Atilla Cetin, Bashakanlik
Arsivi Kilavuzu [Guide to the Prime Minister’s Archives] (Istanbul, 1979), p. 58.
On the Bureau of the Imperial Council, see Bernard Lewis, “Diwan-i
humayiin,” Encyclopaedia of Islam, 2nd ed. (1954-to date; hereafter EF),
2: 337-39; Carter V. Findley, Bureaucratic Reform in the Ottoman Empire: The
Sublime Porte, 1789-1922 (Princeton, 1980), pp. 69-86 and ff.

! The Accountancy Department was part of the Finance Office (Mdliye) and
kept records of receipts and expenditures. For details, see Gibb and Bowen,
Islamic Society, 1, pt. 1: 13233 and ff.; Mehmet Zeki Pakalin, Osmanli Tarih
Deyimleri ve Terimleri Sozligi [Dictionary of Ottoman Historical Expressions
and Terms], 3 vols. (Istanbul, 1946-1953), 1: 168.

* The offices of the General of the Army and Army Superintendent were new,
established in July 1826. The two were required to cooperate closely, but were, at
that time, independent of each other, reporting directly to the Grand Vezir. Cf.
Avigdor Levy, “The Officer Corps in Sultan Mahmud II's New Ottoman Army,
1826-1839,” International Journal of Middle East Studies 2 (1971): 21-39; Bernard
Lewis, “Bab-i Ser Askeri,” EP, 1: 838.

* The mahkeme was, of course, an Islamic religious court. However, in addition
to the dispensation of justice, the courts played a central role in the provincial
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I have located other copies of the regulation in BBA, KAD, 4: 14b-20a and in
BBA, Maliyeden Miidevver Defterleri (Registers of Financial Administration),
9002: 41-46. These registers could have been in use in offices of the central
government listed above. In addition, I have located in Istanbul University Library
a magnificently bound and decorated register listed as TY 5824. In 127 folios are
recorded all the regulations concerning the new army issued between 1 Zilhicce
1241 and 12 Saban 1242 (7 July 1826-11 March 1827). This register was acquired
from the Yildiz Palace collection, and is believed to have been prepared for the
personal use of Sultan Mahmud II. The text of the present regulations is found on
pp. 26a-38b.

The Ottoman text is written in one of the “official” scripts used in government
departments and known as rik’a. It was also commonly used by the literate public.5
The lists at the latter part of the document contain accounting terms and symbols in
a script known as siyakat, usually reserved for treasury accounts and documents.®
The text of each page forms an almost perfect rectangle, leaving only narrow
unused margins. This was probably done not only for aesthetic reasons, but also as
a precautionary measure to discourage alterations in the text. At the lower left
corner of every page, where the margin is somewhat wider, the copying clerk
added the word nibigte, “written,” to indicate the limit of the authorized text as an
additional safeguard. The style is a fine example of contemporary official writing
with intricately complex sentences and a generous measure of Arabic and Persian
terms and phrases. However, it is relatively free of ornate expressions.

Acknowledgement: The translation has greatly benefitted from the thoughtful
comments, criticism and advice of Professors Halil Inalcik and Ezel Kural Shaw,
to whom I express my gratitude.

Text of the Imperial Rescript:’

The present organization plan, in order to be implemented in conformity with
God’s Will, let it be appended, in its entirety, to the code of regulations of the
Victory-Granted Army® [located] in the Bureau of our Imperial Council

administration. Among their functions was the maintenance of records of all edicts
and regulations pertaining to their province. Cf. Halil Inalcik, “Mahkeme,”
IA 7: 149-51; Gy. Kaldy-Nagy, “Kadi,” EP, 4: 375.

5 Mahmud Yazir, Eski Yazilary Okuma Anahtari [Reading guide to old
scripts] (hereafter EYOA) (Istanbul, 1942), pp. 140-43; Ali Alparslan, “Khatt,”
EP, 4: 1125-26.

$ Yazir, EYOA, pp. 144-51; Alparslan, “Khatt.”

7 These words appear at the top of the page and are written in almost perpendicu-
lar fashion. They refer to the six lines immediately below them which, in the
original document, had been written either by the Sultan himself or by his personal
secretary. The Sultan’s endorsement transformed the proposed bill into an Im-
perial Rescript (Hatt-f Humayun or also Hatt-I Serif) carrying with it the force
of law. Cf. Cengiz Orhonlu, “Khatt-i Humayén,” EF, 4: 1131.

8 The complete official name of the new army established in 1826 was Muallem
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(Divan-i Hiimayun Kalemi). Let formal information be given to the Ac-
countancy Department (Bay Muhdsebe), the General of the Army (Ser
Asker Paga) and his Superintendent (Ndzir). Whereas a copy is being sent
also to the Governor (Vadli) of Silistra, let it be recorded in the register of the
Silistra Court of Justice (mahkeme) and let the aforementioned Governor, the
Colonel (Binbagi) and [other] officials render continuous attention and
supervision to its execution letter by letter.

[Entry no.] 11°

Aided with God’s Providence, eight regiments of twelve thousand men of
the Trained Muhammadan Victory-Granted Army — whose enrollment and
formation as one army-corps have begun and are proceeding in Istanbul
without delay — at present are about to be completed. In addition, numerous
regiments have been opened without delay also in several localities in Rumeli
and Anatolia and their numbers are increasing day by day. These infantry
troops are at present engaged, at their respective localities, in thoroughly
acquiring the requisites of drill and training, organization and discipline.
Nevertheless, however proficient and numerous they may become, at wartime
it is necessary that an appropriate number of trained cavalry troops be
attached to them. Therefore, it has become necessary to form, henceforth,
with His Providence, also a sufficient number of trained cavalry of the
Victory-Granted Army in suitable localities. For that reason, it is an Imperial
Command that a regiment! of one thousand three hundred and twenty-three
cavalrymen and officers be enrolled, by means of the present Governor of
Silistra, His Excellency El-Hacc Ahmed Pasa, from the Tatar clans and
Turkish young men in the environs of Silistra and from the Zaporozhian
Cossacks (Potkali Kazaklari) in the districts of Babadag, Micin, and

Asdkir-i Mansidre-i Muhammadiye, or the Trained Muhammadan Victory-
Granted Army. Shorter appellations were commonly used. See below.

® Here begins the text of the regulation. Regulations and amendments were
recorded in the present register in the order of their issuance. Each entry was
assigned a serial number.

" The term used here for regiment is fertib. In the early stages of the military
reforms some confusion prevailed with regard to the new formations, ranks, and
terms. At first, in 1826, the basic tactical-administrative unit had been the regi-
ment, tertib, with a complement varying from about 1300 to 1600 men. But in 1827
a reorganization established the smaller battalion as the basic tactical unit with a
strength of about 800 men. The battalion was named tabur in Turkish and no
distinction made between infantry and cavalry. The reorganization also provided
for the grouping of three infantry battalions in one regiment with a strength of
about 2,500 men. This new and larger regiment was known as alay. In 1830,
however, following European practice, a cavalry battalion was redesignated a
regiment and referred to in Turkish as alay, without increasing its strength.
Cf. BBA, KAD, 2: 1a-1b (beginning Muharrem 1243/25 July 1827); Tarih-i Lutfi,
1: 256; Takvim-i vekdyl, no. 1 (25 Cemdzielevvel 1247/2 November 1831).
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Silistra. The former notable (aydn) of Mangalia, Mehmed Emin Aga, is to
be appointed Colonel (Binbasi) over all of them and granted the honorary
title of Imperial Equerry (Hdssa Silahgorluk). Whereas the [Tatar] clans are
to form the military right wing, as is listed below, one of their chiefs (mirza) is
to be selected as major of the right wing (sagkol agasi); another suitable
individual [is to become] adjutant-major (sagkol miildzimi) and others of
their chiefs {are to be appointed] captains (yiizbagi). Others from their race
[are to become] lieutenants (miildzim), chaplains (imdm), standard-bearers
(sancakdar), sergeants (cavug), corporals (onbasi) and buglers (boruzen).
Whereas the Turkish group of young men and the Cossacks are to form
together the left wing, trusted and experienced individuals from the Turkish
young men [are to be appointed] over them as major of the left wing (solkol
agasi) and his adjutant; and similarly, captains, lieutenants, corporals,
chaplains, sergeants, water-bearers, and buglers [are to be appointed]. Over
the Cossack contingent, Ali Kog Aga [is to be appointed] Chief of Cossacks
(Kazak Basi); and from their own race [are to be appointed] captains,
standard-bearers, sergeants, corporals, two priests (rdhib) and bugler-
privates. One clerk [is to be appointed] for the entire regiment. Appointments
are to be made by means of the aforementioned Governor and Colonel
through careful review and in conformity to the order listed below and [thus]
recorded.

The necessary business concerning provisions, uniforms, and other adminis-
trative matters of these [troops] are to be supervised by means of the Agent
(Me’mar) of the Muhammadan Victory-Granted Army, who is at present in
Silistra.

The requirements for the regular organization of cavalry troops intended,
with His Grace, to be established henceforth also in other localities, are to be
taken care of according to the appropriate conditions in each locality. At
present, however, [p. 28] the modes of organization, enrollment, administra-
tion and service of one cavalry regiment consisting of these three groups are
established as follows:

Conforming to the requirement of the Holy Law, the resolve to form this
trained army derives only from the sincere desire to fulfill, as is proper, the
fundamental religious principle of “confronting the enemies of Islam with their
own means”;'! to learn well the details of the art of war through drill and
training; and, when necessary, to be victorious over the enemies of Islam and
exalt the Word of God.

U Mukdbele bi-l-misl — an Islamic legal principle permitting and advocating
reciprocity in retaliation to an enemy. This principle was commonly invoked to
justify western-inspired reforms necessary to defend the community of Islam
against its infidel enemies, Cf. Uriel Heyd, “The Ottoman ‘Ulema and Westerni-
zation in the Time of Selim III and Mahmid I1,” Scripta Hierosolymitana 9
(1961): 63-96, specifically 74-77.
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Whereas at present the required establishment of one thousand three
hundred and twenty-three cavalrymen and officers of the Victory-Granted
Army, enrolled by order from the Tatars, Turkish young men, and Cossack
community in Silistra, has been entrusted in an exclusive capacity to the
aforementioned governor of Silistra; and whereas His Excellency the General
of the Army has unrestricted authority over the Victory-Granted Army in
Istanbul and whatever he commands and prohibits is obeyed and remains in
force; in like manner, whatever the aforementioned Governor commands and
prohibits — whether it concerns the troops, or the Colonel and other offi-
cials — let it be obeyed and remain in force, although the organization plan is
to be observed.

With the exception of the Colonel and Chief of Cossacks, appointed as
recorded above, let all necessary officers and men be registered by means of
the aforementioned Governor, the Colonel, the Agent and the Chief of
Cossacks in the following manner. Those who are to become officers let them
be courageous, brave, and capable of leadership. As for the enlisted men, let
them be of known family stock, their ages from fifteen to, at most, thirty
[years]; young, strong, and unmarried. Let attention and care be rendered not
to enroll, under any circumstances, the base, those of unknown circumstances,
the aged, and the disabled. However, of the six hundred and sixty-one men
who are to be recruited from the Tatar clans, let it be permitted that one
hundred and fifty be married.

In order that these troops [maintain their full complement] of six hundred
and sixty-one men from the Tatar clans, three hundred and thirty-two men
from the Turkish young men, and three hundred and thirty men from the
Cossack community, the Tatar and Cossack troops are to be demanded as an
obligation of their [respective communities] as a whole and [thus] are to be
pressed into service. Whenever one of them dies or retires, or for whatever
reason their number decreases — in their place others are to be immediately
demanded from their [respective communities] and enrolled. Similarly, from
the Turkish young men troops are to be enrolled as state chattel (timur bas),
by means of the Governor, from the districts and villages of Silistra [province],
from each locality according to its capability; for example, from a [given]
village one, or two, or three cavalrymen [are to be enrolled]. The residents of
that village are to provide each man with the necessary horse and a complete
set of riding gear for the horse-price of one hundred and fifty kurug which will
be given this time [by the state]. The village residents are to maintain that
horse when it returns to the village between one tour of duty and the next.
Each man is always to be present and prepared, together with his horse. On
these terms are to be enrolled and formed three hundred and thirty-two men
divided between districts and villages.

The horses of the Tatar soldiers are to be provided at their own expense.
The three hundred and thirty Cossack troops are to be given this time only, out
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of compassion, the horse-price of one hundred and fifty kurug per horse
[p. 29]. Henceforth they themselves are always to maintain, in complete
readiness, that number of horses as state chattel. At any time, whether for
their regular tour of duty or when called upon by official order for an
assignment, as may become necessary, [these troops] are immediately to
mount their horses and assemble. [For that purpose] they are to be bound by
strong bonds of surety (te’ahhud ve kefdlet). With His Grace and by means of
the aforementioned [Governor], one thousand three hundred twenty-three
cavalrymen and officers recruited from these three groups are to be enrolled
and completed in a short time. Following that, they will be divided into three
[teams] arranged for tours of duty of four months [at a time] so that about four
hundred men serving on each tour of duty will stay, together with their
officers, in Silistra in huts (zemlik) which will be constructed by means of the
aforementioned [Governor]. They are to carry out patrol assignments, per-
form guard and sentry duty, and other services according to the orders of the
aforementioned [Governor] in places designated by him. Attention is to be
rendered that on their tours of duty or at other times [the troops] are always to
be governed by respectability and good behavior and busy with drill and
training. Let those who have completed their tour of duty be permitted to
return [to their homes] only after the arrival in Silistra of another contingent
which is to perform its tour of duty in their place.

Since every one hundred troops to be enrolled from the Tatar clans and the
Turkish young men are to be considered as one company (saff), it is necessary
to appoint one chaplain (imdm) to each company. Therefore, by means of the
Kadi of Silistra and the Town Mufti, official chaplains are to be appointed,
through examination and selection, to every company. Let the chaplains, and
all the officers, pay attention that the aforementioned troops always perform
the five daily prayers in congregation and that they be daily instructed in a
portion of the Great Koran as well as in religious questions and doctrinal
principles of faith necessary for the common people.

Let the necessary physician and surgeon be procured and appointed, with
suitable salaries, from local specialists through the judgment and by means of
the aforementioned [Governor]. In order that these [specialists] be present at
all tours of duty, their salary and expenses are to be [paid] by the aforemen-
tioned Agent and recorded in the register of various expenditures (perakende
masdrif defteri) and let [these specialists] be employed. The aforementioned
{Governor], the Colonel and other officers, according to their ranks, are to do
their utmost concerning the proper treatment and care of men and officers who
are on duty and become sick, ill, or accidentally injured. Let them not be
negligent in always taking proper care of [the troops’] well-being and health.

In the aforementioned regiment consisting of these three groups, [the
officers] of every group are to be from their own race. One in every ten men is
to be appointed a corporal. One hundred men are to be considered a com-
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pany. In every company are to be appointed one captain, lieutenants, one
standard-bearer, sergeants, one water-bearer, one chief bugler, and bugler
privates. For the people of Islam imdms are to be appointed and for the
Cossack community two priests (rdhib). The troops of the [Tatar] clans are to
be considered right wing and the Turkish young men together with the Cossack
troops are to be considered left wing. Therefore, the major of the right wing and
his adjutant are to be from the [Tatar] chiefs and the major of the left wing and
his adjutant are to be from the Turkish young men. Only the chief of the
Cossack contingent is to be a Muslim. Other than that, the [Cossack] captains
and their other officers are to be from their own race. The Colonel is [p. 30] to
command all of them. However, the chain of command is {as follows]: the
Colonel commands the majors of the right and left wings; the major of the right
wing commands the captains of the six companies under his charge; the major of
the left wing commands the Chief of Cossacks as well as the captains of the six
companies under his charge; the captains command the corporals of every
company, and the corporals command the nine men who are under their charge.
But it is necessary that orders and prohibitions concerning the Cossack troops
be addressed through the Chief of Cossacks. In this manner every officer is to
take care of the command and administration of those under his charge. It is the
sacred duty of the enlisted men always to obey their officers. When an offence or
some other kind of business of one of the [men] emerges, the corporal is to
report [it] to the captain; the captains to the majors; the Cossack Captains to the
Chief of Cossacks; and they are to report [it] to the Colonel. The Colonel
together with the aforementioned Agent are to take care of it if it is an ordinary
and small matter. Ifit is a matter requiring some other form of punishment and
severity, let it be carried out by means of the aforementioned Governor.

Similarly, if one of the [men] becomes a deserter, in order that he be
immediately found and his punishment not be delayed one minute, let it be
reported to His Excellency the aforementioned Governor within the hour; let
that deserter be captured in any case and the necessary punishment carried out.

In order that not one of the aforementioned troops is ever to be found absent,
either during a tour of duty or when on special assignment, it is necessary that
they be completely accounted for. Therefore every man is to be bound, with
complete attention and care, in bonds of surety. The corporals are to serve as
surety for their men, the captains for the corporals, the majors for the captains,
the Chief of Cossacks for his own contingent and the Colonel for the majors and
the Chief of Cossacks. After having thus bound [the troops] in strong bonds,
whosoever is found to be negligent and deficient, in contravention of regula-
tions, let them be punished immediately.

Let the Colonel and the other officers not employ salaried troops as servants;
also, let not the uniforms of servants who will be employed from outside [the
military] resemble the uniforms of the troops.

Whereas it has been arranged that in peacetime the tour of duty of the
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aforementioned troops would [comprise], for their own convenience, a four-
month [period] at one time; therefore, until the completion of his turn, not one
person is to be absent from [the contingent] of about four hundred men and
officers on duty. For that purpose they are to be present at the place to which
they will be assigned by order of the aforementioned [Govenor]. If [having
completed their mandatory turn] some want to serve two turns, let it be
allowable that they remain in the suite of the aforementioned Governor and
serve. As for the others, permission is to be granted for their sojourn with their
clans, and in their villages and homes, until their next turn. However, with the
exception of the Colonel, the majors of the right and left wings and the Chief
of Cossacks, let the pay and rations of all other officers and men, as listed
below, be paid in full only when they serve on their mandatory tour of duty, or
as long as they serve in the suite of the aforementioned [Governor] performing
assigned duty. [p. 31] Following their tour of duty, when they stay at their
homes, let them be granted only half their pay and their rations stopped. Let
the weapons and government uniforms which they wear be taken away from
them and gathered, clean, by means of the aforementioned Colonel and
officers of every rank. Let [name-] labels be placed on the [uniforms] and let
them be stored in suitable places. Upon the [men’s] arrival for their [next] tour
of duty, let them be clothed again each with their own uniforms.

Those officers and men who having completed their [mandatory] tour of
duty do not return to their homes and having requested, and been granted,
permission to continue to serve in the suite of the aforementioned Governor,
together with another contingent on duty, let their pay and rations be given as
before as long as they serve.

These tours of duty of the aforementioned troops are intended only for
peacetime. During wartime, with the exception of the sick, not one person is
to be absent. It is necessary that they be fully present and ready at their places
of duty at all times. Therefore, if at that time a soldier is missing, let all of the
Colonel, majors, Chief of Cossacks, captains, and corporals be punished
together.

Whereas in this manner all the men and officers are to be always present and
ready, whether on tours of duty or at other times; therefore, as soon as an
imperial order from Istanbul reaches His Excellency the aforementioned
[Governor], let the [troops] immediately rise and set out to whichever destina-
tion they may be assigned. [The troops] are to obey Vezirs, Mirmirans,”

2 The rank of vezir was conferred on the highest state functionaries, military or
civilian. At this period it was held by ministers of the central government as well as
by the most senior provincial governors. At war time vezirs were designated to
command major military contingents, aithough only the Grand Vezir usually
commanded the main contingent known as the Imperial Army (Ordu-yu Hu-
mayun). The rank of mirmiran, sometimes used synonymously with that of beyler-
bey, designated the next highest rank. It was conferred on provincial governors as
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Commandants of Imperial Fortresses (Kild-i Hakaniye Muhdfizi) and any
other [official] to whose suite they may be attached. They are to be fully
present at the places, and in the suites, to which they may be assigned. Let it
be a basic principle of their regulation that they are to exert themselves to the
utmost, in combat, guard, and patrol duty and other assignments, as may be
required.

Henceforth, the promotion order of these cavalry troops is to follow the
principles [established] in the infantry [regiments] of the Muhammadan
Victory-Granted Army. That is to say that at first a person is enrolled as a
cavalry private; then, as he acquires seniority in its proper way, by regulation
let him be appointed corporal, then sergeant, then standard-bearer, lieu-
tenant, captain and [adjutant-] major;" then, if [he has attained the rank of]
adjutant-major let him become a major. When the position of Colonel
becomes vacant, if among the subordinate officers there is one who is worthy
and deserving of the rank of Colonel, let it be granted to him with authoriza-
tion from Istanbul. In case none is found, let another suitable [officer] be
appointed from outside [the regiment], again with an Imperial Decree.

When the office of Chief of Cossacks becomes vacant, let one of the captains
of the left wing be selected by merit. Let attention be paid that officers of every
rank are to be [appointed] from their [men’s] own race.

In matters of promotion and rank, seniority and the indicated line of
promotion must be observed. However, the basis of judgment is to depend on
capability and merit. Therefore, it is always permissible to give precedence to
capable subordinates. But when there is equality in capability, in that case let
seniority be counted as cause for preference.

If one of the officers or men commits some crime, let his punishment be
carried out immediately by means of the aforementioned Governor. But if it
comes to pass — may God forbid! — that the aforementioned Colonel has
committed some crime, or offense, in contravention of the Imperial Will and
Regulation, in order to carry out severe retribution in his case, let the
aforementioned [Governor] report [the case] to Istanbul with verification
[p. 32] and let [that Colonel] be punished according to an Imperial Order
which is to be issued.

The aforementioned Colonel is to be given one set of uniforms only this
time, so that their color and style be known. As they become used let him

well as on military commanders in charge of important fortresses or large troops
contingents. Both vezirs and mirmirans were addressed with the honorific title of
pasa. See above, fn. 28 of the article. Also cf. Pakalin, Osmanli Tarih, 2: 545,
and 3: 590-593; V. L. Ménage, “Beglerbegi,” EF, 1: 1159-60.

3 The word miildzimi is missing in this text. It seems, however, an inadvertent
omission. The document follows closely the text of the founding regulation of the
new army where the order of promotion is clearly established from captain to
adjutant-major and then major.



COSSACKS AND OTTOMAN MILITARY REFORM 401

replace them from his own salary. All other officers and men are to be given at
the time of their enrollment, as explained below, one set of uniforms, a pair of
shoes and a hooded rain cloak; all are to be given a bayonet, a saber, a pair of
cavalry pistols with cases, and a cartridge-box known as latinka [?]. Those
who will continuously serve on active duty and in the suite of the aforemen-
tioned [Governor], let their uniforms be renewed every year. All others who
will serve on [mandatory] tours of duty only four months a year, and the rest of
the time remain at their homes, let their uniforms be renewed once in two
years.

It is evident that the Tatar community itself will provide the horses [which its
members need] for cavalry service. But the Cossack community is poor.
Therefore, this community as well as the Turkish young men who will be
enrolled, let them be given only this time one hundred and fifty kurus each as
horse-money in order that they themselves purchase and acquire the necessary
animals and riding gear. After this, whenever losses occur, let the population
of the villages from which they had been enrolled provide and complete [the
number] of cavalry horses for the Turkish young men; and let the [Cossack]
community provide and complete the cavalry horses for the Cossack troops. In
sum, henceforth, all the animals of the aforementioned troops are to become
state chattel. The feed of these animals is to be provided by the state during
their tour of duty and time of service. At other times it is to be provided by the
villages and clans of their [masters]. Let it be firmly established that the
aforementioned Governor and all the officers are always to pay careful
attention to the matter of feeding and attending to these horses, which are to
be the mounts of the aforementioned troops, that they always be strong.

The required rations — bread, beef, salt, barley, straw and [rations] spe-
cially assigned to officers, as explained below — are to be given, exactly and in
full, to officers and men who serve on their tour of duty or who remain in the
suite of the aforementioned Governor after completing their turn. The items
necessary for rations and uniforms are to be procured and arranged locally by
the aforementioned Agent, with the consultation and by means of the afore-
mentioned Governor. Let attention and care be paid, always, to the obligation
to protect the state [treasury].

Assigned weapons are to be distributed by means of the officers according to
the register. Let everyone always clean his weapons, and let care and concern
be rendered to their maintenance in a clean and polished [manner]. Those who
with the passage of time need repair or replacement [of their weapons], let
their officers come forth and present an explanation to the aforementioned
Colonel and Agent. If [their weapons] need repairs, let them be repaired; if
they need replacement, let them be replaced.

When the services of farriers and saddlers are required for the aforemen-
tioned troops, the aforementioned Agent is to take care of their necessary pay
and expenses, and record them in the register of various expenditures. But let
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him be watchful. In these matters, should he dare, contrary to the Imperial
Will, to follow [the path of] greediness and pilfering, let him surely know that
there will be no other alternative than punishment [p. 33]. Let him be mindful,
therefore, to act with loyalty and righteousness.

The pay assigned to the officers and men of the aforementioned regiment is
to be disbursed as a monthly salary with each month considered as comprising
thirty days. Therefore, every month at its appropriate time, a [pay] register is
to be prepared showing the number of officers and men who are performing
their tour of duty and those who are in the suite [of the Governor]. His
Excellency the aforementioned [Governor] is to forward [this register] to
Istanbul, and accordingly the necessary sums of money are to be sent to that
province. [When the funds arrive] a pay office is to be set up in the presence of
the aforementioned Governor and attended by the aforementioned Colonel
and Agent and the other officers. The pay is then to be distributed in person to
everyone, in accordance with the muster rolls and the regulation and corres-
ponding to the [pay] registers. Let [the officers] take care that of the men on
duty not one is to be absent and that the salaries of those absent are not to be
paid to others.

The aforementioned troops serving in this manner in tours of duty and in the
[Governor’s] suite will be gaining promotion according to the rules of promo-
tion by virtue of their steadfastness and righteousness. However, after the
passing of twelve years from the date of enrollment, should one of [the men]
desire to leave the military and take up farming at his home district, or enter
another occupation, he is to be granted, gratuitously, a [discharge] permit.
{But] let it be totally prohibited before twelve years [have passed].

Those who have the ability and wish to go on the sacred pilgrimage [to
Mecca] — if it is at peacetime, let permission be granted.

Those who in the future should become wounded or disabled during an
assignment and campaign, and [who] following the healing of their wounds
[have] it verified that they are unable to work — if they are officers holding a
salary (ma’ds), let them be granted a retirement appointment with two-
thirds of their salary, or even more, according to their wounds and deserving;
if they are enlisted men (neferdt) receiving a monthly allowance (mdhiye)'
[let them be granted a retirement appointment] with their full allowance, or
even more, according to their wounds and deserving. However, in this matter
let the necessary attention and manner of conduct conform to the principles
established in the Code of Regulations of the Victory-Granted Army.

The injunctions and commands recorded above are to be permanently
followed with vigilance and watchfulness by the aforementioned Colonel,

¥ The terms ma’ds and mdhiye are used sometimes synonymously and at other

times distinctively. When employed distinctively, ma’ds generally signifies the
pay of senior ranks whereas mdhiye indicates that of the lower ranks.
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Agent, and the other officers. Those who in this matter act with uprightness and
loyalty will become the objects of imperial recompense. Similarly, those who
dare to act contrarily, let them know in a decisive manner that they will become
the objects of punishment. Let them take care to perform accordingly.

Salary of Colonel (Binbasi Aga) — 750 kurus per month (hereafter
k.p.m.)
Clerk (Nefer Katibi) — 150 k.p.m.

Salaries of Commander and Men Forming the Right Wing:

Major of the Right Wing (Sagko! Agasi) to be appointed from the [Tatar]
chiefs (Mirza) — 1 man — 250 k.p.m.

Adjutant-major (Kol Agasi Miildzimi) — 1 man — 125 k.p.m.

Captain (Yiizbagi) — 6 men — To each (hereafter ea.) 100 k.p.m. —
600 k.p.m.

Lieutenant (Yiizbasi Muldzimi) — 12 men — ea. 70 k.p.m. — 840 k.p.m.

[p.] 34

Standard-bearer (Sancakdar) — 6 men — ea. 50 k.p.m. — 300 k.p.m.
Sergeants (Cavugdn) — 12 men — ea. 50 k.p.m. — 600 k.p.m.
Corporals (Onbagiyin) — 60 men — ea. 20 k.p.m. — 1200 k.p.m.
Troopers (Neferdt) — 540 men — ea. 15 k.p.m. — 8100 k.p.m.
Chaplains (Imdmdn) — 4 men — ea. 30 k.p.m. — 120 k.p.m.
Water-bearers (Sakkdydn) — 6 men — ea. 25 k.p.m. — 150 k.p.m.
Chief Bugler (Boruzen Basi) — 1 man — 60 k.p.m.

Bugler (Boruzen) — 12 men — ea. 30 k.p.m. — 360 k.p.m.

Total: 661 men — 13,605 k.p.m.

Monthly Salaries of the Troops Forming the Left Wing from the Turkish Young
Men:

Major of the Left Wing (Solko!l Agasi) — 1 man — 250 k.p.m.
Adjutant-Major ([Ko! Agasi] Miildzimi) — 1 man — 125 k.p.m.
Captain (Yiizbasi) — 3 men — ea. 100 k.p.m. — 300 k.p.m.

Lieutenant (Yiizbasi Miildzimi) — 6 men — ea. 70 k.p.m. — 420 k.p.m.
Standard-bearer (Sancakdar) — 3 men — ea. 50 k.p.m. — 150 k.p.m.
Sergeants (Cavusdn) — 6 men — ea. 50 k.p.m. — 300 k.p.m.

Corporals (Onbasiydn) — 30 men — ea. 20 k.p.m. — 600 k.p.m.
Troopers (Neferdt) — 270 men — ea. 15 k.p.m. — 4050 k.p.m.
Chaplains (Imdmdn) -— 2 men — ea. 30 k.p.m. — 60 k.p.m.
Water-bearers (Sakkdydn) — 3 men — ea. 25 k.p.m. — 75 k.p.m.
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Chief Bugler (Boruzen Bagi) — 1 man — 60 k.p.m.
Bugler (Boruzen) — 6 men — ea. 30 k.p.m. — 180 k.p.m.
Total: 332 men — 6570 k.p.m.

Salaries of Officers and Men of the Cossack Community Joined to the Left
Wing whose Organization Has Been Firmly Resolved:

Salary of Chief of Cossacks (Kazak Bagi Aga) — 1 man — 150 k.p.m.
Captain (Yiizbasi) — 3 men — ea. 100 k.p.m. — 300 k.p.m.

Lieutenants (Yiizbagi Miilazimleri) — 6 men — ea. 70 k.p.m. — 420 k.p.m.
Standard-bearer (Bayrakkes) — 3 men — ea. 50 k.p.m. — 150 k.p.m.
Sergeants (Cavugdn) — 6 men — ea. 50 k.p.m. — 300 k.p.m.

Corporals (Onbasiydn) — 30 men — ea. 20 k.p.m. — 600 k.p.m.

Troopers (Neferdt) — 270 men — ea. 15 k.p.m. — 4050 k.p.m.
Water-bearers (Sakkdydn) — 3 men — ea. 25 k.p.m. — 75 k.p.m.

Priest (Rdhib) — 2 men — ea. 25 k.p.m. — 50 k.p.m.

Bugler (Boruzen) — 6 men — ea. 30 k.p.m. — 180 k.p.m.

Total: 330 men — 6275 k.p.m.

Daily Rations of the Colonel: '
Bread 4 pairs [of loaves]

Beef 2 okkas

Rice 1 okka

Oil 100 dirhems

Barley 8 okkas

Straw 16 okkas

Salt 48 dirhems

Rations of the Officers and Men Forming the Right Wing:
Rations of the Major of the Right Wing:

Bread 2 pairs
Beef 1 okka
Rice Y2 okka
Qil 50 dirhems
Barley 6 okkas
Straw 12 okkas

Rations of Captains — 6 men — daily:

Bread 9 pairs
Beef 3 okkas

' For an explanation on weights and measures, see note to Table 1, p. 382.
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Barley 24 okkas
Straw 48 okkas

Rations of Other Officers and Men — 654 men — daily:

Bread — ea. 300 dirhems — 490Y2 okkas
Beef — ea. 100 dirhems — 163Y2 okkas
Barley — ea. 2 okkas — 1308 okkas
Straw — ea. 4 okkas — 2616 okkas

[p.} 35

Rations of Officers and Men Forming the Left Wing:
Rations of the Major of the Left Wing — 1 man — daily:

Bread 2 pairs
Beef 1 okka
Rice Y2 okka
Oil 50 dirhems
Barley 6 okkas
Straw 12 okkas

Rations of Captains — 3 men — daily:

405

Bread 4Y: okkas [should probably be “pairs”; see above rations of captains in

the right wing]
Beef 1Y2 okkas
Barley 12 okkas
Straw 24 okkas

Rations of Other Officers and Men — 328 men — daily:

Bread 246 okkas
Beef 82 okkas

Barley 656 okkas
Straw 1312 okkas

Rations of Chief Cossack — daily:

Bread — 1V okkas [Should it have been “pairs”?]
Beef Y2 okka

Barley 4 okkas

Straw 8 okkas
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Rations of Cossack Officers and Men — 330 men'® — daily:

Bread 247V okkas
Beef 82\ okkas
Barley 660 okkas
Straw 1320 okkas

The Colonel’s Uniform:

Velvet jacket (¢epken) with golden threads arranged crosswise. One piece.
Purple broadcloth breeches (sikma). One piece.

Subara [a round-crowned cap] decorated with a tassel. One piece.

Lahore shawl (sal/). One piece.

Uniforms and weapons of the majors of the right wing and left wing, their
adjutants, the clerk, the Chief of Cossacks and the captains equally
{distributed] to the Tatars and the Turkish young men:

Gallooned subara of blue broadcloth decorated with a pair of tassels. One
piece.

Long Tatar jacket (Tatar cepkeni) [reaching] below the knees of blue broad-
cloth. One piece.

Breeches of blue broadcloth. One piece.

Baghdad shawl — only to majors and clerk. One piece.

Bayonet (siingii) — one piece.

Rain cloak (yagmurluk) with hood — one piece.

Saber (gimgir) — one piece.

Ammunition box (palaska) known as latinka [?] — one piece.

Cavalry pistols with cases — one pair.

Boots (¢izme) — one pair.

Uniforms and Weapons of the Standard-bearers and Sergeants:

Subara of blue broadcloth decorated with a tassel -— one piece.
Jacket of blue broadcloth — one piece.

Breeches of blue broadcloth — one piece.

Saber — one piece.

Ammunition box — one piece.

Cavalry pistols with cases — one pair.

Boots — one pair.

Rain cloak with hood — one piece.

' This figure must be a clerical error. The total number of the Cossack contingent
listed above, including the Chief of Cossacks, is given as 330 men, whereas here
the Chief of Cossacks is listed separately. The correct number should be 329.
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Uniforms and weapons of Troopers:

Subara of blue broadcloth — one piece.
Breeches of blue serge — one piece.
Jacket of blue serge — one piece.

Rain cloak with hood — one piece.
Bayonet — one piece.

Saber — one piece.

Cavalry pistols with cases — one pair.
Boots — one pair.

Uniforms and weapons of the Cossack Captains:

Transylvanian kalpak (Mokan Kalpagi) of the skin of a white lamb — one
piece.

Jacket of blue broadcloth — one piece.

Breeches of blue serge — one piece.

Rain cloak with hood — one piece.

Bayonet — one piece.

Ammunition box — one piece.

Saber — one piece.

Boots — one pair.

Uniforms and weapons of Cossack Troopers:

Transylvanian kalpak of the skin of a black lamb — one piece.
Jacket of blue serge — one piece.

Breeches of white aba — one piece.

Tunic (gomlek) — one piece.

Rain cloak with hood — one piece.

Bayonet — one piece.

Ammunition box — one piece.

Saber — one piece.

Cavalry pistols with cases — one pair.

Boots — one pair.

[p.]36

Whereas the organization plan established in the case of the aforementioned
regiment is to be implemented, with God’s Will, in conformity with the above;
and in order that, henceforth, it be possible, with the issuance of an Imperial
Order, to substitute, alter and add to some of its provisions, according to the
requirements of circumstances and interests; let [this regulation] be appended,
in its entirety, to the Victory-Granted Army Code of Regulations [located] in
[the Bureau of] the Imperial Council. Let formal information be given to the
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Accountancy Department, the General of the Army, and the Superintendent
[of the Army]. Whereas one copy is being dispatched, appended to an
Imperial Command addressed to the aforementioned Governor of Silistra, let
it be recorded also in the register of the Silistra Court of Justice. Let the
aforementioned [Governor], the Colonel, the Agent and the other officers
render continuous care and concern for the [Regulation’s] execution letter-by-
letter. Let abundant care and perseverance be rendered to avoid any kind of
contrary act.

Recorded in the middle decade of the month of Rebiyiilahir in the
year one thousand two hundred and forty-two [to the Hijra/12-21 No-
vember 1826].
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APPENDIX 2: FACSIMILE OF THE REGULATION
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REVIEWS

THE GROWTH OF THE Law IN MEDIEVAL Russia. By Daniel H.
Kaiser. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1980. 308 pp.
$25.00

This study sets for itself the ambitious goal of describing legal change in
northeastern Rus’ from the thirteenth to the fifteenth century. Although the
chief pieces of evidence — legal codes and administrative charters — have
long since been published and have been discussed at length by generations of
legal scholars, in many cases their meaning is still far from clear. Laconic in the
extreme, they contain terms which may never be defined with satisfactory
accuracy. Each legal compilation has its own, often complicated manuscript
tradition, which makes dating of the terms used therein very difficult. Finally,
lack until the fifteenth century of a substantial number of trial records prevents
us from divining day-to-day legal practice from the instructions in codes or
legal manuals. The author threads his way through this perilous territory
carefully and judiciously, and at times even with wit. Although his explicit
geographic focus largely excludes the Ukraine, he says a great deal about both
redactions of the Rus’skaia pravda in particular, and about social and politi-
cal life in Kievan Rus’ in general.

The book is by necessity weak on manuscript study. Faced with a large
number of legal texts, each with its own history, Kaiser never attempts to
provide formal descriptions or to redate individual manuscript copies; instead
he provides an intelligent survey of the often massive secondary literature on a
given text (chapter two). The obvious risks of such a strategy are more than
outweighed by the breadth of perspective that this approach makes possible.
The book’s greatest strength is that it places these East Slavic legal texts in the
context of comparative legal history, drawing heavily on recent scholarship in
legal anthropology and Western (largely English) medieval legal history. The
comparative approach often makes the meaning of individual parts of the texts
clearer, while noting how East Slavic legal experience compared with that of
other societies at a similar stage of growth. The first chapter provides the
overall anthropological framework against which East Slavic evidence is to be
judged: it elucidates the legal consequences of the change from small, “tradi-
tional,” and socially undifferentiated societies to larger, more complex, “mod-
ern” societies in which unwritten norms are no longer sufficient to regulate
conduct. The former have horizontal, dyadic legal structures in which the
plaintiff and defendant essentially work out disputes between themselves,
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while the latter is characterized by a vertical, triadic legal structure in which
the state, through a growing legion of judicial officers and increasingly elabo-
rate procedures, mediates all disputes and punishes deviants. Chapters 3 to 5
discuss East Slavic use of sanctions, judicial personnel, and evidence, and the
final chapter makes explicit the connections between legal and social change.

Kaiser concludes that traditional society and horizontal legal forms persisted
far longer than has generally been supposed. Both were fully intact at the
beginning of the thirteenth century, and in practice were still dominant as late
as the sixteenth century. Meanwhile, largely at the initiative of prince and
church but also in response to new social relations among the small number of
urban dwellers, vertical legal patterns were increasingly prescribed in such
legal codes as the Sudebnik of 1497 and were at least in some cases adhered to.
This conclusion fits in well with the work of Nancy Shields Kollmann, which
suggests that in the fifteenth century kinship was the dominant organizing
principle of Muscovite court politics. Kaiser’s frequent references to English
legal history suggest that similar developments were taking place in Europe in
the Early Middle Ages.

This is a very important point, and it is made carefully and convincingly.
Nevertheless, the changes Kaiser describes are very general and it is often hard
to define or date them precisely. Such conclusions as “whatever changes may
have occurred in medieval society, much remained unchanged in spite of the
best efforts of the clergy” (p. 171) are common. (It is similarly hard to date
parallel developments in Western Europe with any precision.) The difficulty
of dating legal texts or of establishing legal practice (as opposed to theory)
only compound the problem. But these patterns of evidence are again early
medieval in nature, and in their own way buttress Kaiser’s major conclusion.

Daniel Rowland
Harvard University
University of Kentucky

TuE MazEpisTS: UKRAINIAN SEPARATISM IN THE EarLy EIGH-
TEENTH CENTURY. By Orest Subtelny. East European Mono-
graphs. Boulder, Colo.: Distributed by the Columbia University
Press, 1981. viii, 280 pp. $20.00

Hetman Mazepa’s switching of sides on the eve of the battie of Poltava is well
known. Professor Subtelny retells the story with brio, and tries to reconstruct
Mazepa’s motivations, mainly on the basis of the letter of Mazepa’s successor,
Pylyp Orlyk, to Stefan lavors’kyi. The main purpose of this monograph,
however, is to relate in detail the story of Mazepa’s followers — Pylyp Orlyk
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and those of the heneral’na starshyna who shared his exile in the Ottoman
Empire.

We follow step by step the tortuous and ever changing landscape of negotia-
tions and intrigues between Russia, the two Polish kings (August II and
Stanislas Leszczyriski), Sweden, the Porte, and the Crimea, and, of course,
the several groups representing the Ukraine, especially the émigrés led by
Orlyk. Professor Subtelny’s detailed information on Orlyk’s (and his follow-
ers’) policies and attitudes, as well as on the intentions of the great powers, is
based on the heretofore unpublished Diariusz (Diary) of Orlyk kept among
the hetman’s family papers in Dinteville (Haute Marne). From these pages the
exiled leader emerges as a living person, rather than as simply a puppet of
historical forces. It is a pity, however, that the other participants in the story
(except Mazepa) remain shadowy, since we would wish for a tangible sense of
the other Ukrainian leaders, as well.

The complex and frequently contradictory story of intrigues, diplomatic
moves, and countermoves that emerges from Professor Subtelny’s work dem-
onstrates the difficulties an émigré group has in preserving political signifi-
cance and autonomy. Admittedly, the political fate of the Ukraine was
particularly complicated and, in the final analysis, dependent on the interests
and will of its neighbors. It is far from certain that its political independence,
nay even secure autonomy, could have been preserved under the diplomatic
and military conditions obtaining at the time. But in Professor Subtelny’s
chronicle the efforts of the émigré Cossack leadership appear largely as
exercises in futility. And the longer the exile lasted, the more futile these
efforts became, as the émigrés became more and more isolated, psychologi-
cally as well as physically, from their land and natural socio-political context.

The futility of these efforts was compounded by the fact that each power
involved in determining the future of the Ukraine had its own interests, which
it pursued in disregard of warnings and appeals from a group of exiles lacking
freedom of movement and adequate financial and military resources. Unfor-
tunately, Professor Subtelny has defined his brief rather too narrowly, limiting
himself strictly to the Ukrainian and émigré perspectives. While that has
enabled him to write a terse monograph which still provides much detail on the
exiles’ actions and plans, the result is somewhat unsatisfactory, since the
reader is not given enough information about the broader concerns of the
major powers involved. For each of them — even the Crimean Khanate,
whose situation, diplomatically speaking, was the simplest of all — the
Ukrainian problem was but one facet of a rather complex political configura-
tion. The study would have benefited from the inclusion of a comprehensive
fresco of the political map of Europe at the time, something on the model of
Albert Sorel’s introduction to his magisterial studies of eighteenth-century
diplomacy.

Professor Subtelny also argues that the Mazepa and Mazepist episodes fit
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into the broader scheme of more or less contemporary revolts against the
absolute, centralized monarchies. He puts Mazepa and Orlyk (and their
followers) in the same category as Ferenc II Rakéczi and Johann Rheinhold
von Patkul, and connects all of them with such earlier anti-monarchic risings as
the Fronde, the Catalonian revolts, and even the English revolution. I confess
that I remain unconvinced. As recent historical scholarship has shown (and I
note the absence in this work of such names as John Elliott, H. Koenigsber-
ger, R. Mousnier, L. Stone) the relationship between centralizing monarchy
and so-called feudal nobilities was more complex and ambivalent than whig-
gish historiography assumed. Furthermore, the situation in Eastern Europe
differed radically from that in the West — and even within the East European
context I have trouble fitting Mazepa, Patkul, and Rakéczi in the same
category. Patkul may be closest to Mazepa, but in both cases a very complex
relationship between several sovereignties (loyalties?), historico-legal tradi-
tions, and confessional and ethnic peculiarities preclude valid comparison with
the major European revolts of the seventeenth century. Finally, the author is
rather loose and confusing in his use of terminology and vocabulary — e.g.,
resistance and rebellion are not exactly identical (p. 4), and Western medieval
contract theories of government had, to my knowledge, no genuine counter-
part in Eastern Europe (pp. 24-25). The Ukrainian specialist knows that
Cossacks and Zaporozhian Sich Cossacks were clearly distinct social entities,
but for the ordinary reader their differences and distinctive traits should be
made clearer and maintained more firmly throughout the discussion. Reada-
bility and clarity are also impaired by careless editing and proofreading
(especially in foreign words and references).

Marc Raeff
Columbia University

NicHoras I: EMPEROR AND AUTOCRAT OF ALL THE Russias. By
W. Bruce Lincoln. Bloomington and London: Indiana Univer-
sity Press, 1978. 424 pp. $15.95.

“Ivan Fedorovich!” Nicholas I proclaimed in 1850 to Prince Paskevich, the
victorious commander of the Russian troops in Hungary the previous year.
“Thou art the glory of my twenty-five year reign — Thou art the history of the
reign of Nicholas!” Professor W. Bruce Lincoln, in a new biography of the
Russian autocrat, laconically adds: “And so he was. On parade, Paskevich’s
armies were perfect. In the field he moved cautiously, doing everything
according to regulations. But like Nicholas, he now belonged to another and
earlier age” (p. 316). Thus the author sums up his view of Nicholas I, the men
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who served him, and the “system” he created. The characterization of the
emperor and his empire in this beautifully produced book by Indiana Univer-
sity Press should long remain the standard account of Nicholas I (1825-1855)
and his policies.

Professor Lincoln argues that for a quarter of a century Nicholas, a man
psychologically infected by a virulent strain of “familial and proprietary
concepts of Prussian militarism” (p. 50), tried to build the Russian autocracy
into an extreme type or “system” of absolute monarchy. Behaving as if he was
an efficient military commander ultimately responsible for all of Russia’s
problems, the tsar ruled through ministers and councilors who more resembled
(and often were) army adjutants rather than civil servants. The emperor’s
“system” of government, with its extensive and intensive use of police surveil-
lance, gave the era a distinctive stamp. The tsar came to see the empire as
something different from West European states. Yet Nicholas’s endless devo-
tion to duty and his complete confidence in the moral rightness of his policies
were destined to fail from the outset. His reign anachronistically and fatally
attempted to perpetuate and develop an eighteenth-century form of enlight-
ened absolutism in the post-Napoleonic Europe of the Industrial Revolution.
Russia fell behind Western Europe during the period and was finally defeated
in the Crimean War by forces the emperor and his assistants only dimly
understood.

These contentions Professor Lincoln puts forward in ten chapters skillfully
interweaving domestic affairs and foreign policy. Roughly two-thirds of the
book is devoted to the empire’s government, economics, intellectual life, and
military. The remainder deals with Nicholas’s diplomacy and wars. The topics
discussed put the emphasis where it belongs, for they reflect Nicholas’s own
interests and are in keeping with the proper aim of the book to study the
emperor and his policies. The result is not a narrow court biography or a
repetition of past histories which have given disproportionate attention to
foreign affairs, but a restricted examination of the imperial framework Nicho-
las sought to erect and how well or ill it served his purposes. Although the
book is directed to the general reader, specialists will find it an illuminating
and handy guide to new archival research on the development of the Russian
state, especially its bureaucracy.

Professor Lincoln’s psychological portrait of Nicholas begins with the future
autocrat’s early home life, education, and dynastic connections to the Prussian
court in Berlin. These influences instilled well-defined and lifelong attitudes.
He became a “drill master,” relentlessly driving himself and others to do their
“duty.” Still, he possessed warm and open-hearted qualities which he dis-
played in the intimate family circle and to a few trusted friends and councilors.
Readers of the book soon realize that Nicholas lacked the conflicting emotions
ceaselessly at war in the breast of his older brother, Emperor Alexander I,
who preceded him on the throne. If Nicholas’s reign became a tragedy, as
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Professor Lincoln believes, it was not because he had the fatal flaws of a
Hamlet or because his education had not been directed toward forming a
future emperor of Russia. His personal tragedy was of a different sort. He was
a man who wanted to promote the welfare of his subjects and preserve them
from the corrosive spiritual and intellectual influences of the West. Yet his
temperament, mental equipment, and outlook suggested to him an autocratic
role ill-suited to the multifaceted and changing needs of the empire. Nicholas
himself seems to have had some insight into his tragedy when on his deathbed
he told his son, “I wanted to take everything difficult, everything serious, upon
my shoulders and to leave you a peaceful, well-ordered, and happy realm.
Providence decreed otherwise” (p. 350).

According to Professor Lincoln, Nicholas tried to solve the empire’s many
problems, agricultural backwardness, corruption, inefficiency, disease and so
on, by creating the “Nicholas system.” This approach to public policy and
government did not introduce anything new in terms of political theory, but in
practice it meant a systematic adjustment of the empire’s social and political
forces. The emperor avoided attacking directly the aristocracy’s social pre-
eminence. Rather, he constantly sought to develop a bureaucracy socially and
economically independent of the nobility. In this way Nicholas could centralize
governmental process and extend the power of the imperial bureaucracy
widely into the Russian countryside without provoking the gentry’s open
opposition (p. 96). The new social base of support might then give the autoc-
racy a chance to impose limits on the abuses of serfdom and perhaps even-
tually permit the abolition of an institution which Nicholas saw as an evil one.
The “system” also aimed to preserve an international environment that would
protect the empire’s legitimacy and economic well-being. Thus, Nicholas’s
system meant the same thing, order and regularity, at home and abroad.
Gradual reforms from above by Europe’s enlightened monarchs would rem-
edy their domestic ills and prevent revolution from sweeping away the legiti-
mate political order by which Providence delegated kings to govern the
masses. In the final analysis the system failed, or rather developed too slowly
to protect Russia’s autocratic legitimacy. The European revolution of 1848
frightened Nicholas into abandoning a system he now saw as too embryonic to
meet the crisis. As a result, he became truly reactionary. He tried to resurrect
gentry support for the autocracy by recreating the ethos characteristic of the
Russian nobility during its Golden Age under Catherine II in the late eigh-
teenth century. These are important conclusions about Nicholas and his
statecraft and they deserve wide acceptance.

Nonetheless, a problem arises in understanding the place Nicholas’s “sys-
tem” occupied within the larger political experience of the Russian Empire
before the era of the Great Reforms. According to Professor Lincoln, Nicho-
las “sought to create the epitome of an eighteenth-century Western European
police state, an absolute monarchy such as that fashioned in France by
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Louis XIV” (p. 351). The system, moreover, is properly viewed as the “cul-
mination of the Empire’s entire political experience since at least the begin-
ning of the eighteenth century....” (p. 78, italics mine). Yet on closer
examination, one discovers that Professor Lincoln sees Nicholas’s policies as
the culmination only of the period prior to Catherine II. Her reign represents
a different course of development, one which her son and grandsons tried to
alter after her death. Following 1848, when Nicholas abandoned his system in
favor of reliance on the nobility’s political support, “he negated, in an
important sense, nearly a half-century of efforts on the part of the Empire’s
rulers and their reformist advisers to modernize Russian life, for he now
sought firmly to re-establish the ancien régime social and political order
which had emerged in Russia during the late eighteenth century” (pp. 301-
302). Clearly, then, Nicholas’s system has a tangled connection to the
eighteenth century. It might just as well be seen not as the “culmination” but
as a “reaction” to what had come before. Yet, as the last quotation above
suggests, Nicholas’s reign is part of a larger reformist effort associated with
Paul and Alexander I, especially the latter. By insisting on the concept of the
“Nicholas system,” Professor Lincoln raises to the level of first principle an
approach to problems that differed only in degree rather than in kind from
that of his father and brother. The Nicholas era stands out too starkly in
contrast with what came before and makes Russia’s political history too
schematic.

A second problem concerns the economic condition of the empire. On the
whole, despite the tragic debacle during the last years of the reign, Russia
“had embarked upon a period of economic progress and domestic tranquil-
lity” (p. 151). Of course this did not apply to the serfs, whose position
“worsened steadily” (p. 153), even though Nicholas sought ways to improve
their condition. It also apparently does not apply to the nobility, for “there
were few landlords with the necessary capital to finance [agricultural] im-
provements. Landlord indebtedness was a major impediment to agricultural
modernization throughout the first half of the nineteenth century as the
nobility continued to sink further into debt” (p. 276). It does not apply to the
government, which frequently had to postpone reforms, even needed military
improvements, because the state could ill afford the expense (p. 185). So
who was making economic progress?

Readers of Harvard Ukrainian Studies will likely be dissatisfied with
Lincoln’s treatment of Nicholas I, particularly his neglect of the emperor’s
nationality policy. Although the author notes that the Revolution of 1848
revealed the Ukraine to be an area with especially strong revolutionary
sentiments, there is no discussion even in the section of the book dealing with
challenges to the system (pp. 252-272) of why this should be so. Nor is there
much analysis of Nicholas’s attitude toward religion, especially the beliefs of
the national minorities. Consequently no effort is made to examine Nicho-
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las’s ill-considered decision to compel the Uniates in the Ukraine and Belo-
russia to break their ties with Rome and affiliate with the Russian Orthodox
church.

These problems, however, should not obscure the fact that Professor
Lincoln has produced an admirable book written on the basis of a wide feading
in the printed sources and archives. It is an ambitious work which greatly
benefits from his earlier specialized studies of the Russian imperial bureauc-
racy. Also, Professor Lincoln writes in a pleasing and jargon-free style.

Robert L. Nichols
St. Olaf College

INTERNAL MIGRATION DURING MODERNIZATION IN LATE NINE-
TEENTH-CENTURY Russia. By Barbara A. Anderson. Princeton,
N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1980. xxv, 222 pp. $18.00.

Barbara Anderson’s book is a statistical analysis which tests some hypotheses
as to why and where people migrate during periods of modernization. The
author contends (chapter 1) that the key to understanding why and where
people migrate lies in the place of origin of the migrants. It is there that
prospective migrants are affected by their environment and gain a perception
of their possible future home. Both push and pull factors are considered from
the potential migrant’s point of view. Anderson argues that poverty and
overcrowding do not, by themselves, induce people to leave their village and
move to a city. Migration requires a “modern” state of mind, a willingness to
challenge a traditional life-style and to take risks in a wider world: only then
people will migrate, depending on their cultural pre-conditioning and level of
advancement, to a more “modern” destination.

In the Russian Empire, her study area (chapter 2), Anderson identifies an
incremental hierarchy of destinations for lifetime migrations. Least “modern”
of the destinations was the rural frontier in Asiatic Russia; the Urals and the
Donbas mining districts were somewhat more “advanced”; still more “ad-
vanced” were the other cities of European Russia; but the two most “modern”
destinations were St. Petersburg and Moscow. Provinces of European Russia,
except Finland, Poland, and the Northern Caucasus, were chosen as basic
units for the analysis, and the data source was the detailed imperial census of
1897. As the birthplace of migrants, each province was evaluated for socioeco-
nomic variables such as soil fertility (a surrogate for strong agrarian tradition),
natural demographic increase (a measure of population pressure), literacy
(“modernity”), proportion of native workers and servants (a surrogate for
wage labor and hence “modernity”), and distance to specific destinations.
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Unfortunately, ethnic composition of the population was not included among
the socioeconomic variables, making it impossible for the study to compare
migration patterns between, say, Russians and Ukrainians.

Analysis of out-migration to all destinations (chapter 3) revealed a strong
positive relationship with high rates of literacy and a somewhat weaker positive
relationship with the high proportion of population working in secondary
industry. This provided credible support for Anderson’s contention about
“modernity.” By contrast, out-migration showed a strong negative relationship
with natural demographic increase, contradicting the arguments of many pre-
vious researchers that population pressure induces out-migration. Soil fertility
showed a weak negative correlation with worker migrants, but strong positive
correlation with non-worker (farmer) migrants, thus suggesting significant
cultural differences among migrants who chose different destinations.

Migration to the two most modern centers, Moscow and St. Petersburg
(chapter 4), was most closely related to a high rate of literacy. Indeed, more’
literate individuals selected Moscow and St. Petersburg as alternate destina-
tions and found distance a lesser impediment to migration. Rural migrants, on
the other hand, saw better chances for employment in closer industrial centers,
including Moscow.

Migration rates to the agricuitural frontier in Asiatic Russia (chapter 5)
corresponded with proximity to the frontier and lower literacy. A positive
relationship with soil fertility and a negative one with industrial workers were
also significant. By using migration statistics (1885-1909) and by comparing two
periods (1890-1894, 1905-1909), Anderson reveals a westward shift in the
provinces where the migrants to Asiatic Russia originated. Since the shift was
toward more agrarian provinces experiencing greater population pressure (i.e.,
the Ukraine), Anderson suggests that, over time, literacy loses and population
pressure gains importance in the decision to migrate. Unfortunately, the data
presented reveal nothing about the decision-making process or even the diffu-
sion of decisions from innovators to the masses. They only describe the ecologi-
cal characteristics of the provinces from which the migrants came.

Patterns on migration rate maps can, to a knowledgeable eye, hint at
socioeconomic relations for further testing. For example, higher emigration to
Siberia in 1890-1894 (map 5.1) came from provinces where Russian state
peasants, who were individual farmers (former odnodvorcy), were more
numerous; by 1905-1909 (map. 5.2) heavy emigration shifted to Belorussian
and Ukrainian territories where individual land tenure (podvornoje zemlevia-
denije) prevailed and the Stolypin reform proceeded rapidly. Moreover, Belo-
russian and Russian peasants preferred to migrate to the forest zone of Siberia,
whereas Ukrainian peasants, who in 1897 comprised one-fifth of all net migrants
in Asiatic Russia, usually chose the warmer maritime zones or the steppes.
Anderson, however, treated Asiatic Russia as an undifferentiated entity and
thus could not comment on such cultural preferences.
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Migration to destinations of intermediate modernity (chapter 6) was charac-
terized by two distinct groups: those pursuing the grain farming frontier in
southeastern Ukraine and the southern Urals, and those seeking employment
in the mines and smelters of the Donbas and the Urals. A careful cross-cultural
analysis, if attempted here, might have revealed a tendency for Ukrainian
farmers to do the former and Russian peasants to pursue the latter.

Anderson’s analysis of Jewish and Slavic migration to Odessa and Kiev
(chapter 7) is risky, given that the migrants were not identified by language or
religion. Although there was a significant positive correlation between the
rates of migration to Odessa and the percentage of Jewish population in
the source provinces, the real composition of the migrant groups was never
recorded. References to restrictions on Jewish settlement in Kiev are useful,
but data on the changing Jewish population of Odessa and Kiev would have
given more credence to the argument. Moreover, since cities were predomi-
nantly Russian in 1897, an attempt to divide the Slavs into Belorussian,
Ukrainian, and Russian components would have helped detect differences in
urban migration and hence social mobility among the Slavs.

The author’s conclusions about the migrants and their destinations (chap-
ter 8) are made only in terms of the relationship between modernity and its
major indicators — literacy and occupational structure. Cultural aspects of the
population that have a bearing on the choice of destinations are not treated
adequately.

Barbara Anderson has raised a number of important questions about
modernity and migrations, and has found support for her hypotheses in the
1897 census. However, a cross-cultural analysis of migration patterns for the
Russian Empire remains to be devised, described, and tested.

Thor Stebelsky
University of Windsor

GUIDE TO THE STUDY OF THE SOVIET NATIONALITIES: NON-RUSSIAN
PeorLEs oF THE USSR. Edited by Stephan M. Horak. Littleton,
Colorado: Libraries Unlimited, 1982. 265 pp. $30.00.

The publication of this important reference work is a major event in the
coming of age of the study of the 125 million non-Russian inhabitants of the
Soviet Union. While it was beyond the capabilities of those who collaborated
on this volume to provide an exhaustive bibliography, their work should take a
place on the bookshelves of every serious student of the Soviet Union.
With the publication of Professor Horak’s bibliography, those who recog-
nize the importance of the national diversity of the Soviet Union — soon
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Russiars will make up a minority of its inhabitants — have a powerful refer-
ence tool. Now it is possible to quickly locate information on the anthropol-
ogy, arts, economy, education, demography, geography, politics, history,
dissent, language, literature, philosophy, culture, religion, and sociology of
almost all the non-Russian nations of the Soviet empire. Of course, one can
quibble over what has been and should have been included — for instance,
personally I would have liked to see some of the early official party histories
(e.g., by Ravich-Cherkasskii and Popov) in the section of Ukrainian history.
But since only one scholar was assigned to compile a bibliography on all
aspects of a nation’s experience, the compilers must be congratulated on a
Herculean task done, if not perfectly, then exceedingly well. This is particu-
larly true of those whose subjects were most complex: David Crowe on the
Baltic nations, Kenneth Farmer on the Ukrainians, Joseph McCadden on the
non-Islamic peoples of the Caucasus, Isabelle Kreindler and Edward Lazzerini
on the Islamic nations of the USSR, and Marjorie Balzer on the peoples of
Siberia. Other sections deal with the Jews, Moldavians, and Germans. The
volume is introduced by James Heiser’s admirably concise essay on the status
of Soviet nationality studies in North America.

One can only hope that the present effort is the first edition of a work which
will be revised at regular intervals to include new works in this expanding and
vital field of study.

James E. Mace
Harvard University

ARMIIA BEZ DERZHAVY: SLAVA 1 TRAHEDIIA UKRAINS’KOHO POV-
STANS’KOHO RUKHU. SPOHADY. By Taras Bul’ba Borovets’. Win-
nipeg: Volyn’, 1981. 327 pp.

These memoirs, by one of the most important leaders of the Ukrainian
resistance movement in World War 11, have been long in preparation. Indeed,
the unexplained delay between an initial version written in 1952 and the
completion of the present text in 1980, which the author insisted replace the
original version already in press, is one reason that the new book has become a
focus of controversy. A more compelling reason, doubtless, is the bitter
memories and continuing disputes which surround the wartime phase of recent
Ukrainian history. A scholar — especially an outsider — must tread cau-
tiously in appraising so controversial a work. Taras Borovets’, who died in
1981, can no longer speak for himself. Since I talked to him at length in 1952
and 1953, I feel a responsibility to examine his last work attentively and, 1
hope, without bias.
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Like any memoirs written down (at least in part) decades after the events
they describe, the book tends to gloss over certain more painful aspects of the
past. At some points Borovets’ presents accounts which simply cannot be
accepted literally. For example, the lengthy dialogue (pp. 207-211) of Ger-
man officials alarmed at “Bul’bist” guerrilla activity must be considered a
literary device rather than a verbatim record. I suspect, too, that some of the
long programmatic documents he presents cannot be verbatim reproductions
of the originals. Certainly Borovets’ did not even indicate the existence of such
documentation during talks with me. It is conceivable, of course, that he was
saving the documents for his memoirs, which at that time he apparently
intended to publish quickly. On the other hand, every major point in Boro-
vets’s book which can be checked against his much skimpier earlier testimony
remains substantially unchanged.! The factual side of his account also
agrees with information presented in the earliest full-length published ac-
counts by his wartime collaborators of the disputes surrounding the develop-
ment of the resistance movement.”? Let me cite just one example. In
his review in Shliakh peremohy (11 April 1982), laroslav Haivas expresses
doubt about the statement by Borovets’ that Andrii Livyts’kyi directed him to
take armed action against the Germans “after they had crossed the Volga.”
Yet the “Hritsenko” version of Armiia bez derzhavy recounted (as early as
1 January 1951) precisely the same instructions from UNR President
Livyts’kyi. Moreover, Borovets’ himself not only related these instructions to
me (in Munich on 16 November 1952), but explained that Livyts’kyi had
wanted to delay an armed uprising until the German front had moved well
beyond Ukrainian ethnic territory in order to minimize reprisals. Therefore,
whatever one may think of the validity of this decision, Borovets’s account of it
remained consistent for thirty years.

It is hardly surprising that the most heated post-publication controversies
have centered on the account by Borovets’ of his clash with the Banderist
faction of the OUN during the expansion of Ukrainian guerrilla activity during
the summer of 1943. I briefly reconstructed the history of these tragic events in
Ukrainian Nationalism twenty-eight years ago; no materials that either Boro-
vets’ or his recent critics advance alter this essential outline. Probably the
Borovets’ memoirs exaggerate, to some degree, the significance of his guerrilla
force and the clarity of his own policy. On the other hand, his bitterness

! This includes Kredo revoliutsii (1946), “Dva khresty,” published in
Ukrains’ki visti (Christmas 1949), and Zbroina borot’ba Ukrainy (1951), all of
which were published under Borovets’s own name; and especially the series of
articles published in Ukrains’ki visti in 1950-51, nominally by “Oleksander
Hrytsenko,” but bearing the same title (“Armiia bez derzhavy”) as the present
recollections and evidently inspired by Borovets’. To these published accounts, 1
can add my own interview notes.

2 «Q. Shuliak” (apparently a pen-name for Oleh Shtul’), V im’ia pravdy
(1947); Information Section of the OUN (UNR), OUN u viini (April 1946).
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toward the Banderists was just as intense when I knew him in 1952-53 as itisin
his memoirs. His book is dedicated to his wife Anna who, he alleges, was
killed by the Banderists after nearly three months of tormented captivity.
Borovets’ consistently blamed Mykola Lebed’ for this premeditatedly brutal
act; but neither earlier publications by Borovets’ nor his new book presents
concrete evidence for such accusations. Lebed’, on the other hand, denied (in
an interview with me in New York, 14 March 1953) having had anything to do
with this assault on the Borovets’ guerrillas or with mistreatment of the
captives.

Allocation of personal responsibility for the tragic clash is likely to remain a
matter of dispute, although the basic facts are no longer really at issue.
Motives are, of course, less easy to determine. In his memoirs Borovets’
presents a more detailed argument for avoiding “deconspiration” than he had
published earlier, but the essence of his case remains his over-riding insistence
on waiting judiciously for the moment when success against the Germans
could be attained without entailing terrible Ukrainian losses after the Soviet
forces had moved into Volhynia. Two years before I published Ukrainian
Nationalism, Franz Borkenau analyzed (in European Communism) how simi-
lar prudence handicapped all moderate guerrilla forces in occupied Europe in
competing with more ruthless forces, usually represented by Communist
partisans but, in cases like the Ukraine, also by integral nationalist guerrillas.
So Borovets’s overall argument appears to be genuine, whether or not, from
hindsight, one considers his course to have been the wisest.

It is unfortunate that polemics about the positions of rival nationalist
guerrillas will tend to divert the reader’s attention from other important
aspects of the Borovets’ memoirs, which devote relatively little space to
factional strife. Much more prominent and (I think) instructive is his earlier
experience in founding the “Olevsk Republic.” Moreover, whereas the gen-
eral outline of this creation of a nationalist administration and armed force in
the vacuum left by Soviet defeat was already known, Borovets’ provides
numerous valuable details. He outlines the precise chronology and geographi-
cal extent of his Ukrainian militia’s activity. He treats at length the consider-
able opposition carried out by Soviet stragglers and embryonic Red partisan
detachments despite the extreme Soviet demoralization during August-Octo-
ber 1941. Information on his collaboration with the Belorussian nationalist
militia and his arms-length relationship with German military authorities is of
considerable interest. Especially useful, as evidence of what happens when a
totalitarian regime collapses, is Borovets’s account of the reactions of peas-
ants, notably, the liquidation of the kolkhoz system.

For the student of nationalism as myth and personal psychology, the earliest
part of the memoirs is equally valuable. In his youth, for Borovets’ as for many
of his and earlier generations of Ukrainians, the Cossack myth predominated.
The family name itself had, it seems, once been simply “Borets’,” i.e., warrior

-
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or Cossack. His grandfather told him how his own ancestor had served with
Mazepa against the “Muscovites,” and took the young Taras to see a typical
symbol of the heroic past, the grave mound (not far from Sarny) of the
unfortunate hetman’s Swedish allies. Language was also symbolically impor-
tant, separating the Polissians whom Borovets’ led from both Poles and
Russians — but not (as far as his account implies) from their brothers across
the Pryp”iat’ River, even though the latter identified themselves as “Belorus-
sians.” Finally, there is the intensely emotional theme of Orthodoxy, under-
stood both as creed and church organization, to which Borovets’ firmly
adhered — and which separated him from the Uniate Galicians. Despite such
wartime links as collaboration with the Mel’nyk faction of the OUN, Galicians
obviously remained rather alien for Borovets’.

It is impossible for me to know how much this account of Borovets’ as a
youth may have been colored by subsequent events or even, perhaps, by
literary collaborators, for his earlier publications and my tatks with him were
too concerned with wartime events to permit broader reminiscing. On the
whole, these first pages of his memoirs, like the rest, have an air of verisimili-
tude or at least consistency. Because the memoirs of Borovets’ deal with
serious stumbling blocks for Ukrainian unity in addition to providing new
chapters for the saga of resistance to foreign oppression, they will trouble
many readers. But they cannot be overlooked as a human document of
immense significance for understanding what it means to be a Ukrainian.

John A. Armstrong
University of Wisconsin, Madison

Professor Jaroslaw Pelenski has drawn our attention to what he considers to be
inadequacies in the review of the book American and European Revolutions:
Sociopolitical and Ideological Aspects, which appeared under his editorship
and was reviewed in the December 1981 issue. While we believe that the reviewer
should be entitled to his opinions dealing with the substance of the work
reviewed (whether we agree with them or not), we also grant that the closing part
of the review in question, with its reference to NEH funding policy, was
gratuitous. We hope that Professor Pelenski will accept this expression of our
regret in the spirit in which it is given. For a different and more positive
appraisal of the book the reader is directed to the review of this publication that
appeared in the American Historical Review, vol. 87, no. I (February 1982),
pp. 148-149.

The Editors
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