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LA PORTE OTTOMANE FACE AUX
COSAQUESZAPOROGUES

1600-1637

MIHNEA BERINDEI

En novembre1606 prenait fin, a Sitvatorok, la guerre qui opposait
Ottomanset Impériaux depuis 1594. Quelques mois plus tard, en
juillet 1607, le sultanratiflait le nouveautraité de paix avecla Pologne.
Désormais,la Porte estima avoir retrouvé le calme en Europe. Elle
concentrasesefforts sur l’Anatolie pour y vaincreles rebelles,assurant
ainsi sesarrièresen vue de la campagnecontreles Persans.

Pourtant,au long des frontièrespolonaises,la situation était loin
d’être calme. L’ingérence des nobles des marches méridionalesdu
royaumedans les affaires moldaveset les incursions réitéréeset de
plus en plus audacieusesdes Cosaquesdans les territoires sous la
suZerainetédu sultan, créaientune tension permanentequi degénera
a plusieursreprisesen conflit ouvert. Cependant,il ne faut pas con
fondre ces deux actions qui avaientdes buts différents, méme si les
Cosaquesparticipèrentactivementaux expeditionsdesnobles polonais.
Ces derniers tentaientd’imposer en Moldavie, pour s’assurerle con
trôle politique du pays, des voIévodesdu parti des boyardspro-polo
nais - la famille des Movilã ukr. Mohyla surtout, avec laquelle
ils étaientd’ailleurssouventapparentés.Leursagissementsmanquaient
d’envergureet n’inquiétaient pas trop la Porte, d’autant plus qu’ha
bituellementle roi et le Sénatles désavouaient.

Les razziasdes Cosaques,mal coordonnéeset apparemmentsans
autresmotifs que des rapines,n’alarrnèrentpas la Porte tant qu’elles
ne furent que des réponsesaux incursions tatares. Mais dans les
dernièresdécenniesdu XVI siècle, les Zaporoguescommencent a
s’attaquer aux villes ottomanes des embouchuresdu Dniepr, du
Dniestr et du Danube.’ La route commercialepassantpar Aqkirman

1 On peut citer, d’après N. lorga, Studii istorice asupra Chiliei ci Cetãfii A/be
Etudeshisforiques concernant Chilia [Kili] et Cetatea A/ba [Aqkirman] cite infra:
Studii istorice, Bucarest, 1899, p. 200-215, parmi les expeditions cosaquesimpor
tantesa partir de 1574:
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roum. CetateaAlbã, ukr. Bilhorod-Dnistrovs’kyj et OzU Oakiv
devint peusure. L’elevagedesmoutons,principaleressourcedessteppes
pontiques,fut durementéprouvé.2

Dans la premiere moitié du XVII siècle, les actions des Cosaques
prennentune autretournure.Leurs expeditionsremontentle Danube,
frappent un peu partout sur les bords de la mer Noire et arrivent
jusqu’au Bosphore.Le commercedanubienet pontique dont dépen
dait, dansune largemesure,l’approvisionnementd’Istanbul, se désor
ganise. Sans étre directement menacée,la Porte voit son autorité
atteinte.Commetoute force <nomade>>qui s’attaquea un état séden
taire, les Cosaquesessayentde <<couper les routes>> du commerce.
Les Ottomansse trouvent donc confrontés a un adversaireimpré
visible et insaisissable,disposantd’un champde manuvretrès large
et capablede se déroberfacilement.

Dans l’histoire encore peu exploréedes CosaquesZaporogues,le
problème des incursions contre l’Empire ottoman, aux XVIXVIIe
siècles,est l’un desmieux connusgraceaux nombreusesetudesd’his
toriens comme DI. Javornyc’kyj, Istorja zaporoskixkazakov,Saint
Pétersbourg,t. I-Il, 1892, 1895; M. Hruevs’kyj, Istor/a Ukrajiny
Rusy, t. I-X, 1898-1937; V.J. Holubuc’kyj, Zaporoskoekaza’estvo,
Kiev, 1957.

On a moms souventenvisagele même sujet sous l’angle ottoman.
La présenteet breveétudese fixe un but modeste:l’analysedu méca
nismede la riposteottomane.Elle est fondéesurtoutsur les rapports
diplomatiquescontemporainsainsi que sur les documentsottomans
édités ou inédits qui sont particuliérement nombreux pour cette
période.3

1574 25 .iayqaattaquentAqkirman.
1576 35 Sayqa ravagentAqkirman; desunites cosaquesattaquentles regionsde Bender

GankirmanCt Ozti.
1578 Islam-kirman estdétruite.
1583 expeditionscontreBender et Aqkirman.
1587 raid contreOzu; ravagesa Bender et a Aqkirman.
1588 quatrevillages du sanaqde Bender sont razziés.
1593 saccagesdansIa regiond’Orhei en Moldavi et a Bender.
1594 Yassi, en Moldavie,est pillée.
1594 et 1595 incursionsen Buaq.
2 lorga, Studii istorice, p. 201-203.

Z. Abrahamowicz,Kata/og dokumentówtureckich Catalogue des documentsturcs,
Varsovie,1959 = Katalog; M. Guboglu, Cata/oguldocumentelorturcecti Cataloguedes
documentsturc5, Bucarest, 1965, II = Catalogul. J’ai utilisé un certain nombre de
documents provenant des registres de Mühimme Defterleri registres des Affaires
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Parmi les projetsde ligue anti-ottomaneconçus au debut du XVIIe
siècle, l’un nous semble particulièrementintéressant, celui élaboré
par le duc de Zbara. Ii prévoyait que la participation polonaise
<<porroit estre facile et de grandequantitè d’hommes>> qui seraient
recrutès surtout parmi les Cosaques.Ii pensait également que la
meilleure tactique a adopterserait celle des Zaporogues:descendre
le Dniepr en barques et remonterensuite le Danube oü ils feraient
la jonction avec le reste de l’armée chrètienneen un endroit convenu
d’avance. Ce mouvementprésentaitdeux intérétsmajeurs. Ii éviterait
d’abord les pillages en Pologne et en Moldavie, dus au fait que les
Cosaquesn’avaient ni provisions ni chevaux, pas plus que l’argent
nécessairea leur achat;de méme,il empécheraitla rupturede la paix
entre la Porte et la Pologne, inevitable au cas oü cette dernière
aurait permisle passagedes Cosaques.4

Cette campagnen’a pas dèpassèle stadede projet, mais ce projet
n’en reste pas moms une bonne analysede la situation. Zbaraski
ètait conscient de la volontè du roi et de la majorité de la Diète
polonaisede garder de bons rapports avec les Ottomans.En méme
temps, il appréciaitles Cosaquesa leur juste valeur; les barquesleur
assurantune grande mobilité, ils ètaient toujours disponibles et
prompts a passera l’action. Le pillage représentaitpour eux une
necessite.

Vraisemblablement,les Cosaquesn’eurent jamaisconnaissancede
ce projet mais, indépendammentde toute idée de croisadeanti-otto
mane, nous les verrons, des le debut du XVIIC siècle, attaquersans
relâcheles territoiresplacessousla suzerainetédu sultan.

En 1601, les Cosaquesravagentla region moldavede Sorocasur le
Au printemps1602, ils mettenten fuite une flotille ottomane

près de Kili roum. Chilia, ukr. Kilija et capturenta Aqkirman un

Importantes cite infra: MD, notamment les volumes: 76 1604-1610, 77 1604-
1605, 78 1609, 79 1610-1611, 81 1615-1616,82 1617-1618, 83 1626-1628, 87
1636-1638.Je tiens a cette occasiona exprimerma reconnaissanceenversM. Midhat
Sertoglu, directeur general des Archives de Bal-Vekalet d’Istanbul, qui a trés gra
cieusementautorisé Ic ProfesseurAlexandre Bennigsen et Mme Chantal Lemercier
Quelquejay, chef de travaux a E.H.E.S.S., a microfilmer ces documents.Je desire
égalementremercier chaleureusementMM. Pertev Boratav, maître de recherchesau
C.N.R.S.,Mihail Guboglu, professeura l’université de Bucarest, et Zygmunt Abra
hamowicz,des Archives de Cracovie, pour les précieusesindications qu’ils ont bien
voulu mefournir.

N. lorga, Acte ci fragmente cu privire Ia istoria Románi/or Actes et fragments
re/atfs a /‘histoire desRoumains,Bucarest,1895, I, p. 48-50.

lorga, Studii istorice, p. 217.
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bateaumarchandvenu de Kefe Kafa-Feodosia.Les quatre galeres
envoyéesa leur rencontrearrivent trop tard.6 En septembre,le palatin
de Lublin, depécheau secoursdu voIévode de Moldavie, rapporte
au roi que le pays est dévastépar les mercenairespolonaisde retour
de Valachie, auxquels s’étaient joints 2000 Zaporogues.7En 1603,
Ismail et IsaqëaIsacceasur le Danubefurent incendièes.8

Dans une lettre adresséeau chancelierZamoyski le 23 mai 1604,
le volévodede Moldavie leremiaMovilã exprime sescraintesdevantles
concentrationsde <<Cosaquesd’Ukraine>>. Ii lui fait savoirquele sultan
a ordonnéausside bâtir d’urgencele chateau-fortd’Oczakov [OzU] et a conflé
la surveillance des travaux au khan et a Saban-pachaqui ètait sur Ia mer
Noire.9
En septembre1605, le sangaqbegd’Aqkirman recevait l’ordre de se
tenir prêt, lui et seshommes,pour intervenirau cas oü le volévodede
Moldavie lui demanderaitson soutien contre les Cosaques.’°Mais
en 1606 une expedition cosaquequi aurait réuni 6 a 7000 hommes
passepar la Moldavie et ravageles villes de Benderroum. Tighina et
d’Aqkirman. Le Grand-Vizir se plaint auprès de l’agent du roi de
Pologneet fait desremontrancesa celui du voIèvodemoldave."

L’ambassadeurde Francea Istanbul fait état de preparatifsdécidés
par la Porte au printemps 1607. aban Paa doit partir avec sept
galéres contre les Cosaques<<qui font beaucoupde dommages>.’2
Les mercenairesfrançais qui servaient le sultan sont embarquesa
destination de <<l’embouchure du Danube en la mer Noire pour
s’opposeraux maux que les Cosaquesfont en ces quartiers-la>>. On
leur avait accordé trois mois de solde et promis d’en toucher six
autresdes qu’ils arriveraientsur place.’3 Le sultan considéraitque
ces mesures,auxquellesvenait de s’ajouter le traité de paix avec la
Pologne’4étaientsuffisantes.Fin 1607, nousvoyons le begde Silistre,

lorga, Studii istorice, p. 219.
Cdldtori strdini despre jdrile romdne Voyageursétrangers dans /es pays roumains,

ouvragecollectif dirigé par M. Holban, Bucarest, 1972, IV, p. 250.
8 lorga, Studii istorice, p. 217.

Documenteprivitoare Ia istoria romdnilor culesede Eudoxiu de Hurmuzaki Docu
mentsconcernant I’histoire des Roumainsrecueillis par Eudoxiu de Hurmuzaki cite
infra: Hurmuzaki,Bucarest, 1895, suppl. II, vol. II, p. 335-336,doe. CLX VII.
10 MD, 77, hükum491, du 20 Rebi 111014.

Hurmuzaki, 1884, IV, 2, p. 288, doe. CCLXXIX, rapport du baile Ottaviano
Bon, du 26juillet 1606.
12 Hurmuzaki, 1886, suppl. I, vol. I, p. 126-127,doe. CXCI, du 29 mars 1607.
13 Hurmuzaki, suppl. I, vol. I, p. 127-128,doe. CXCII, du 12-30 mai 1607.
14 J. von Hammer, Histoire de l’Empire ottoman, Paris, 1837, vol. VIII, p. 407-413:
uTraduction textuelle du traité de paix avec Ia Pologne en 1016>> 1607. Nous
remarquonsque, dans cc traité, il n’est fait mention des Cosaquesqu’accessoirement.
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accompagnéde Tatarsde Dobroudjavolontaires,en Anatolie oü ils
prirent part a la bataille qui arrêta l’avance du gelali Kalender-o1u.’5

En 1608, la Porte acceptela designationde Constantin Movilã,
impose sur le trône de Moldavie par ses beaux-fréresPotocki et
Winiowiecki. Pourtant, selon le baile vénitien Ottaviano Bon, des
rivaux de Constantinauraientprévenu Istanbul qu’un volévode trop
favorableaux Polonaispermettraitle passagedes Cosaquesqui, une
fois installés a Bender et a Kili seraient difficiles a deloger.’6 Le
sultan avait pris ses precautions.Des le mois de février, le beg et les
qã1I d’Aqkirman et de Kili reçoiventla mission d’armer des barques
pour la flottille placée sous le commandementd’Iskender, beg de
Babada.Ils doivent conjuguerleurs efforts avec ceux de Husrev,
commandantdes galères,pour assurerla defensedes côtes et de Ia
region d’Ozü contre les <<Cosaquesbrigands>>. L’affaire est jugèe
<importante>>.’7 Fin avril, on annonce a Abmed Paa, beglerbeg

d’Aqkirman et de Bender, l’arrivee prochainedu beglerbegde Kefe
envoyé pour l’epauler au cas oü des attaquescosaquesse produi
raient.’8 Quelquesjours plus tard, Abmed Paaest nommé comman
dant en chef de l’ensemble des forces de la region; ii devait pouvoir
s’opposerefficacementaux eventuellesincursionsdes Zaporoguesdans
les territoiresottomansou en Moldavie.’9 Enfin, en juin, le beglerbeg
a l’ordre de commencerimmédiatementla reparationde Ia forteresse
d’Aqkirman.2°

Le 28 mai 1609, le sultan enjoignait au voIévode de Moldavie de
surveillerattentivementles mouvementsdesCosaqueset d’envoyerdes
espions sürs pour découvrir leurs intentions.2’ Les canons, hors
d’usage,de Benderétaientremplacèsen 1610.22

La situation des bords de Ia mer Noire et des rives du Danube,
dévastéspar les Cosaquescontinue a inquiéter la Porte. En fèvrier

15 von Hammer,Histoire, vol. VIII, p. 123-124.
16 Hurmuzaki,IV, 2, p. 295, doe. CCLXL, du 4 mars 1608.
‘ MD, 76, hükiim 381, sans date, probablementdu I Zi’l-qade 1016 17 février
1608.
18 MD. 76, hüküm 65, sans date, probablementdu 8 Mubarrem 1017 24 avril
1608.
19 MD, 76, hüküm 32, sans date, probablementdu 14 Mubarrem 1017 30 avril
1608.
20 MD, 81, hüküm407, sansdate, probablementdu 24 Sefer1017 9 juin 1608.
21 MD, 78, hükO,n 770, du 23 Sefer1018 29 mai 1609.
22 MD, 79, hüküm 110, au sanaqbegde Bender, du 19 Muharrem 1019 13 avril
1610.
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1609, le qãdi askerde Rumeli est alerté23et le sangaqbegde Babadag
est reconduit au poste de <<commandanten chef bag ye but des
barques .s’ayqa destinéesa la poursuite et a la mise en fuite des
Cosaquesbrigands>>.24Cependant,cettemême année,30 ayqa atta
quent la region de Varna. Les qãdi de Pravadi Provadija,de Yeni
Bazar, de umni umen et de Bazargiq Tolbuxin qui avaient
organiséla defenseréussissenta repousserles Cosaquesmais Varna
est saccagée.Le qã/i envoyéen inspectionpar la Porte au printemps
1610 doit preparer, par tous les moyens possibles, la resistancede
la ville a une nouvelle incursion.25Néanmoins, en 1612, 60 Jayqa
cosaquesattaquentBabadaet devastentensuite les bords de la mer
Noire jusqu’a Varna.26

En fèvrier 1614, de Harlay-Sancy,l’ambassadeurde France, rap-
porte que les Cosaques<<sont descenduza la costede la mer Noire
par deca le Danubeet faict dommagessi signalezque la Porte en ait
trés offensée>>.Le Grand-Vizir avait ordonnéaux voIevodesde Vala
chie et de Moldavie de se joindre sanstarderau sangaqbegde Silistre
et, ensemble,de <<passeren Podolie pour y exterminer les dits Cosa
ques>>. Tous les bateaux du Danube et d’Aqkirman furent requisi
tionnés et les deux volévodesdevaient en construire d’autres. Une
grandesommed’argent,dont les tributs des deux pays roumains,fut
attribuéeau qapudan-paapour la construction des galéres.27Le sul
tan depechaun óavu.au roi de Pologne.Ii lui demandaitde mettre
fin aux attaquescosaquesdans les territoires ottomans, conforme
ment au traité en vigueur entreleurs pays. En échange il interdirait
aux Tatars de razzier le royaume polonais. La reponse du roi, le
19 mars 1614, fut, comme toujours, evasive. Ces Cosaques,dit-il,
incommodentautantson royaumeet, a plusieursreprises,sesgénèraux
les ont mis en fuite. Mais ils se sont retranchéssur le Dniepr et il
est difficile de les dètruire. Ii y a parmi eux des gens de partout, de
Moscou, de Valachie, de Hongrie et même des regionsde l’Empire
ottoman. Leur nombre s’accroIt, surtout a la suite des incursions
tataresqui obligent les gens a se réfugier parmi eux. Néanmoins,il
fera dorénavanttout son possible pour les empêcherd’endommager

23 MD, 81, hüküm 358, sansdate, probablementdu 24 Zi’l-qade 1017 29 février
1609.
24 MD, 81, hüküm363, sansdate, probablementmémedate que Ic precedent.
25 MD, 76, hüküm92, du 24 Zi’l-hie 1018 20 mars 1610.
26 lorga, Stud/i istorice, p. 217.
27 Hurmuzaki,suppl. I, vol. I, p. 164, doc. CCLIII.
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les terres du sultan. Tout dependnaturellementdes Tatars qui ont
agi jusqu’a present,il en est convaincu,contrairementa la volonté
de la Porte.28

En juin-juillet, la concentrationottomanecontinuait sous la direc
tion du beglerbegde Rumeli. Le campfut établi au-deladu Dniestr.29
Ii s’y trouvait encore en septembre.3°Le khan avait égalementras
sembléses troupesmaisil dut faire face a la révoltede ãhin Giray.3’

Entretemps,profitant de l’absence de la flotte ottomanedans la
mer Noire, les sayqacosaquesapparaissentbrusquementdevantTrab
zon Trébizondeøü ils détruisent les navires ancrés dans le port.32
Ils se rabattentensuitesur Sinopqui est mise a sac et incendiée.Les
Cosaquesseretirentchargesdecaptifsetde butin.33 La flottille envoyee
a leur poursuiteles rattrapea l’embouchuredu Don oü les Ottomans,
épauléspar les Tatars, réussissenta reprendreune partie du butin.
Quaranteprisonniersfurent envoyés a Istanbul.34 De son côté, le
beglerbegde Rumeli recevaitl’ordre de bâtir d’urgencedeux forteresses
sur le Boh Bug, turk. Aq-Supour barrerla routeaux Cosaques;mais
le manquede matèriauxde constructionet la saisonavancéel’obligent
a y renoncer.35Le saccagede Sinop est le premier chocd’importance
ressentiepar les Ottomans.A notre connaissance,cette incursion est
la premiere de ce genre enregistréepar les chroniqueursottomans.
Trois ans plus tard, dans un rapport concernant les Zaporogues,
l’ambassadeurde Francementionnait encore l’expedition de Sinop.
Ii aurait pourtantpu fournir des exemplesplus proches.36

28 Hurmuzaki,IV, 1, 1882, p. 549-550, doe. CCCCLXVI.
29 Hurmuzaki,suppl. II, vol. II, 1895, p. 385-387, doe. CXCVII; A. Veress, Docu
mentepriviloare Ia istoria Ardealului, Moldovei i Tarii RománetiDocumentsconcernant
l’histoire de Ia Transylvanie, de la Moldavie et de la Valachie, Bucarest, 1937, IX
= Documente1937, p. 14-19, does.16, 18, 20.
30 Hurmuzaki,suppl. II, vol. II, p. 388-390,doe. CXCIX.
31 Veress,Documente1937, p. 10-12, 15-16, 22-24, does. 12, 17, 24.
32 Cf. Bisaccioni, dans F. Sansovino, Historia universale deIl’origine, guerre, et
imperio de Turchi... Accresciutain questaultima impressionedi vane materie notabili,
con Ie vile di tutti glimperatori Ottomanni f/no al/i nostri tempi, c/al conte Maiolino
Bisaccioni,Venise, 1654, p. 261.

Sansovino, Historia universale, p. 261, Kãtib Celebi, Fez/eke-i tar/hi, Istanbul,
1286-1287H. 1869-1870,I, p. 358; Hurmuzaki,VIII, 1880, p. 364-365,doe. DXXXIV;
von Hammer,Histoire, vol. VIII, p. 206.

Sur l’itinéraire des Sayqa eosaquespar la mer d’Azov, puis par des riviéres et
fmnalement transportéespar terre jusqu’à la Samarapar laquelle dIes rejoignaient Ic
Dniepr, voir deBeauplan,Descriptiond’Ukrainie qui sontp/usieursprovincesdu royaume
dePologne...,Rouen,1660, p. 60.

Kãtib Celcbi,Fez/eke,I, p. 358.
Hurmuzaki, suppl. I, vol. I, p. 175-176, doe. CCLXVI, rapport de de Sancy au

roi du 25 mars 1617.
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Debut 1616, Ia Porte doit de nouveauprendredes mesurespour
defendreles villes danubiennes.Les Cosaquess’etaientinfiltres assezen
amontsur le fleuve car, selonle rapportdu qãçli de Nigbolu Nicopolis,
ils s’attaquaient<<aux naviresmarchandset autresdans les paragesde
Nigbolu et de Silistre>>. Ils avaient provoque la panique dans ces
regions en tuant, ranconnantet pillant les biens des habitants. On
enjoignait au voIevode de Valachie de <<mettre en fuite les Cosaques
malfaisants ... sans délai ni retard>> et <<par tous les moyens pos
sibles>>.37 HasanAa, muteferriqa de la cour, résidant a Nigbolu,
etait charge de defendre, avec ses hommes, le bord du Danube,de
RusCuqRusea Fetb-i Islam Kladova.38On craignait donc que les
&ayqa cosaquesne montentencoreplus haut.

Les Zaporoguesparticipèrentègalementa l’expedition dèclenchée
fin 1615 en Moldavie par Winiowiecki et Korecki pour installer un
autreMovilã, Alexandre.39Mais, commeon tardait a leur verser les
soldespromises,ils s’en allèrentbientôtaprèsavoir ruinè deux districts
moldaves4° et continuèrent leurs devastationsen Podolie, provo
quantainsi l’indignation du palatin Lanckoroñski.4’ Cette interven
tion des nobles polonais en Moldavie suscita une reaction de Ia
Porte.Au debutd’aoflt 1616, IskenderPaa,beglerbegdeBosnaBosnie,
inflige unedéfaitetotale aux Polonais;Korecki et Alexandresont fait
prisonniers.Le trônede Moldavie est alors accordéa Radu Mihnea,
ancien volévode de Valachie qui avait prouve sa loyauté envers le
sultan.

La concentrationdes troupesottomanessur le Danuben’avait pas
empecheles Cosaquesde frapper une nouvelle fois. D’ailleurs, des
le 30 avril, de Harlay-Sancyle communiquaitau roi de France:
Outre Ic ravagesusnommé des Polonois en Moldavie, leurs eosaquesen ont
faict un autre tres grand a la coste de la mer noire, ou ilz ont pille et
bruslé les villes Balehi-Carnami, Seura [Baliq, Varna, Mésemvrie], Constangia
[Kostenge,roum. Constanta],toutesvilles grandes,belleset riches. On a envoyé

MD, 81, hüküm 349, sans date, probablement du 27 Muharrem 1025 15 février
1616.
38 MD, 81, hüküm 350, sans date, probablement même date que le prCeédent.

Dc Sancy rapportait Ic 12 déeembre 1615 que, dans les rangs des troupes eomman
décs par lesdeux dues,il y avait aussides Cosaquesnqui sont advanturiers sans qu’il y ait
parmi eux auleun officer du roi de Pologneu, cf. Hurmuzaki, suppl. I, vol. I, p. 165-
166, doe. CCLVI.
40 Hurmuzaki, suppl. II, vol. II, p. 391-394, doe. CC, rapport de Tarnowski,
châtelain de Sandomir, du 16 février 1616.
41 Hurmuzaki, suppi. II, vol. II, p. 396-397, doe. CCIII, rapport du 28 février 1616.
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d’icy contr’eux quelques galleres et galliotes, mais outre qu’elles aillent plustost
pour estre prises que pour prendre, et pour servir de proys que pour Ia faire.
Les lieux ou se retirent les diets Cosaquessont marécageux et de peu de fondz,
de sorte qu’ilz ne les y scauroient aborder ni les y combatre. Et semble que
cestedepesehedesdites gallereset galliotessoit plustosr pour trompetIc Grand
Seigneurque pour faire aucuneffet.
Le 28 mai, l’ambassadeurprécisaitque la flotte dépêchéeen mer Noire
sous le commandementde igala-Zade comprenait dix galères et
quarante<<fusiles>>. Quandaux Cosaques:
apres estre allez y desehargerIc butin par eulx gagné aux villes qu’ils ont
pillées Ic long de Ia coste, sont retourner plus fortz que devant pour refaire
nouveaupillage.42

Ii sembleque les previsionsde de Sancysur la futilitè de l’expédition
de la flotte ottomanes’avèrèrentexactes. Piaseckinous apprendque
les Cosaquesavaientreussi a piller Trabzon et a vaincre igala qui
fut du restecapture.43Le chroniqueurmoldave Miron Costin 1633-
1691 reprend les informations fournies par Piasecki et ajoute qu’à
cette date - fin 1616 - les Cosaquesetaient les vrais maItres de la
mer Noire qu’ils avaientpratiquement<<fermée>>."

Si les incursionscosaquesde 1614 avaientamenela Porte a prendre
conscienced’un dangerreel, celles de 1616 lui avaientdemontreque
lesmesuresprisesjusqu’alorsetaientinsuffisantes.

Les Ottomansavaientessayed’organiser la defensedes territoires
menacesen fortifiant les villes, en renforcant leurs garnisons et en
tenant en alerte les troupes des sanaq frontaliers dont les chefs
respectifs recevaientdes ordres dans ce sens presque chaque prin
temps1604, 1605, 1607, 1608, 1609, 1610, 1614, 1616. Pour seconder
les galeres,on s’était efforcè de former une flottille de ayqa selon
le modélecosaque.

Mais l’existence de forteressesn’avait pas empêché les Cosaques
d’incendier les villes et de ravagerles campagnesenvironnantes.Les
unites ottomaneslocales, tant terrestresque navalesétaient insuffi
santeset se deplacaienttrop lentement. De plus, la discipline laissait
souventa desirer.En 1605 on enjoignaitau beg et au qãçli d’Aqkirman
de sevir panni les habitantsdesvillages du vaqf et des villages tatars
qui ne répondaientpas aux appelsqui leur étaientadressésafin qu’ils
se présententen arme devant les Cosaques.Par contre ils s’étaient

42 Hurmuzaki, suppl. I, vol. I, p. 172-175, doe. CCLXV.
Cf. Chronicon gestorumin Europa singularium, Cracovie, 1648, p. 297.
Cf. Letopiseul car/i Moldovei... Anna/es de Moldavie..., Cd. PP. Panaitescu,

Buearest, 1965, p. 32.
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joints aux Tatarsde Crimée et aux Nogay pour razzier la Valachie
et la Moldavie.45 Le beg de Babadaetait tenu pour responsablede
la discipline de ses hommes, tant a bord de ses embarcationsque
dans les villes et villages oü ils accostaient.46

A plusieursreprisesles galères furent envoyéescroisera la hauteur
de Kili, d’Aqkirman et d’Ozü. Mais elles étaient trop lourdes face
aux ayqa qui pouvaientse derober facilement et qui n’engageaient
le combatque lorsqu’ellesétaienten positionde force.47

L’expedition organiséecontre les Cosaquesen 1614 avait échoué
de par la lenteurde la concentrationottomaneet faute d’un soutien
prompt des Tatarsde Crimèe. Elle servit plutôt d’avertissementa la
Pologne.

Pour faire pression sur cette derniere, le sultan avait toujours la
possibilité de faire appel aux Tatars afin qu’ils répondentpar la
pareille aux incursions cosaques.Néanmoins,il ne faut pas perdre
de vue qu’à cette époque, la Crimée avait une politique propre, en
particulier a l’egard de la Pologneet des Impériaux. En effet, par le
traité de Tutora Cecora, 1594, 1.iãzi Giray <<Bora>> s’engageait,en
echanged’un <<cadeau>>annuel, a s’abstenirde toute hostilité envers
les Polonais.48Son successeur,SelãmetGiray 1608-1610garde lui
aussidebonsrapportsavecla Pologne.49C’est seulementavecclanibeg
Giray 1610-1623,khan beaucoupplus docile que ses prédecesseurs
enversle sultan, que des raids tatarsd’importancerecommencenten
Pologne.5°Ces raids présentaientcependantdeux inconvénientspour

MD, 77, hüküm 381, sans date, probablementdu 20 Muharrem 1014 7 juin
1605.

MD, 81, hüküm363, deja cite.
Dc Beauplan,Description d’Ukrainie, p. 24, 55-61, décrit les Sayqa ct la taetique

employeeface auxgaléres.Voir aussi DI. Evarnickij Javornye’kyj, Istorija zaporozskix
Kazakov, I, p. 454-456. Sur Ia similitude entre les Sayqa zaporogueset Ics monoxyla
de l’Etat de Kiev, ainsi que sur les routesempruntéesef. G. Vernadsky,Kievan Russia,
New-Haven- London, 1973, p. 28-30.
48 Le tribut consistait en 10000 pieces d’or et en fourrures de prix, cf. Ibrãhim
Peevi, Tãr/?z, in M. Guboglu et M. Mehmed, Cronici turceutiprivind jarile nomâne-

ExtraseChroniques turques concernantles paysroumains - Extraits, Bucarest, 1966,
I, p. 521.

Le 20 janvier 1609, le voiCvode de Moldavie, ConstantinMovilã, éerivait au chan
cclier de Pologne pour Ic prCvenir de l’arrivCe proehaine d’un éavu./ de Selamet
Giray, <<en route pour se rendre chez sa Majesté Royale, afin de consolider l’amitié
entre sa MajestéRoyale et Ic Khan des Tartaresa,ef. Hurmuzaki, suppl. II, vol. II,
p. 354-355,doe. CLXXX.
° C’était d’ailleurs l’avis de ólkiewski en 1617, ef. Hurmuzaki, suppl. II, vol. II,
p. 438-444,doe. CCXV.
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la Porte. D’une part, ils n’étaient pas diriges contre les Zaporogues,
les Tatars cherchantavant tout des captifs et du butin qu’ils trou
vaient plutôt en Podolie que sur les rapidesdu Dniepr; d’autre part,
ces razziasfournissaientau roi de Pologneun trés bon prétexte pour
decliner, commeil le fit en 1614, toute responsabilitédans les actes
des Cosaques.

Pour sa part, le sultan aurait prefereéviter tout conflit direct avec
la Pologne.La Porte n’était d’ailleurs pas en mesurede porter la
guerre sur deux fronts. La paix conclue avec les Persansa la fin de
1612, fut compromisepar la campagneque le chahmenaa l’automne
1614, en Georgie, rallumant amnsi le conflit. Les efforts fournis par
les Ottomansen 1615-1616pour soutenircette guerre expliquent en
grandepartie le fait qu’ils n’aient pas donné suite immédiatementa
l’expédition entrepriseen 1614 contreles Cosaques.

De même,l’opinion generalepolonaiseétait favorable au maintien
de la politique traditionnellede paix avecla Porte.Dans son discours,
prononcédevantla Diète le 27 avril 1616, le chancelierKryski expri
mait ses craintes devant la recrudescencedes incursions cosaques
auxquelless’ajoutait l’intervention des nobles des marchesdu sud en
Moldavie. Pour prévenir la riposte ottomaneet tatare il fallait, selon
lui, arrêter les Cosaquesa tout prix.5’ Fin 1616, l’ambassadeur
Kochañskiarrivait a Istanbul pour désavouerl’entreprise des nobles
en Moldavie et nier tout rapportentre le royaumeet les Cosaques.
Ii rejetait la responsabilitedes actions de ces dernierssur les Tatars.

Mais le sultan ne pouvait plus se contenterde ces explications,
d’autantplus que les Zaporoguesse manifestèrentde nouveau.Selon
un rapportenvoyéde Cracoviea Venise le 4 février 1617, les Cosaques
avaient attaquedeux villes, saccageplusieursvillages <<alle boucche
del Mar Negro>> et détruit par la méme occasion onze navires
galereset .ayqaottomans.52

*
* *

Ainsi, au cours de l’année 1617, on assistea une nouvelle phase de
la lutte engagéepar la Porte contre les Cosaques.Dans la réponse
adresséeau roi de Pologneen janvier, le sultan lui proposeune expe
dition communecontre les Zaporogues.Ii lui assureque le khan de
51 Hurmuzaki,suppl. II, vol. II, p. 399-414,doe. CCV.
52 A. Mesrobeanu,eNuovi contributi sul vaivoda Gaspare Graziani e la guerra
turco-polaccadel 1621 >>, DiplomataniumItalicum, documentiraccolti neg/i archivi italiani,
III, 1934 = oNuovi eontributia,p. 169, doe. IX.



284 MIHNEA BERINDEI

Crimée cesseratoute action hostile des qu’il recevra les <<cadeaux>>
dus aux termesdesconventionsantérieures.53

Au mois d’avril, les voIévodesde Valachie, Moldavie et Transyl
vanierecevaientl’ordre de se tenir prêts a participer,a la tête de leurs
troupes, a la campagnedécidée contre les Cosaques.Le khan avait
égalementété invite a concentrerses forces. Une flotte de 60 a 70
navires se tenait prête a appareiller.54En juin, Iskender Paa se
trouvait deja en Valachie.55 Ii avait installé son camp près de la
ville de Buzãu d’oü il faisait savoir au roi de Pologne qu’il avait
été nommécommandanten chefdes troupesde Budun Buda,Bosna,
TemevarTimivara et autressangaqde Rumeli. Ii avait également
sous ses ordres les sangaqbegde Silistre, de Vidin, de Qirq-Kilise
et de Cirmen, tous les aqingi des rives du Danube, 12000 fusilliers
deBosnaet 40000Tatars.L’expéditionétaitdirigéecontrelesCosaques,
et le beglerbegesperaitque les Polonaisallaient prendredes mesures
en consequence.56

Mais l’avance ottomanefut beaucoupplus lente que ne le sous
entendaitla lettre du beglerbeg.Cela permit aux Polonaisqui étaient
par ailleurs en guerre contre la Moscovie, de reunir une arméesous
ladirection du hetmanZólkiewski. Les Ottomansoccupérentet demo
lirent le fort de Rakov sur le Dniestr. Pourtant, des deux cotes,
on étaitplutôt dispose a traiter qu’a combattre. Iskenderrappelaau
hetmanleur correspondanceantérieure,alors qu’il se trouvait encore
en Bosna.A cetteepoque-la,Zólkiewski aurait proposeune collabora
tion avecl’armée ottomanecontreles Cosaques.D’autre part, le sultan
avait beaucoupappreciela position que le hetmanavait prise, l’annee
précédente,enversles noblesintervenusen Moldavie. Des lors, le paa
l’incite en ces termes:
il faut que. . .vous mainteniez fermement votre resolution et que vous vous
efforciez, d’accord avec nous d’esprit et de ceur, de détruire Ia susdite bande
debrigands Cosaques.57

Dans sa rèponse,Zólkiewski reprend l’explication fournie en 1614:
En cc qui concerneles Cosaques,nous ne nions pas qu’il y en a beaucoup
qui demeurentdansles Etats desa MajestéRoyale;dans le Nyz, sur le Dniepr,
il y a eu des Cosaquesdepuis des temps anciens; tantôt il y en avait moms,

Hurmuzaki, suppl. II, vol. II, p. 419-425, doe. CCVIII, du debut Janvier 1617.
Mesrobeanu,oNuovi contributiu, p. 170-171,doe. XVI.
Mesrobeanu,eNuovicontributia, p. 171-172,doe. XIX.

56 Abrahamowicz,Katalog, p. 239-240, doe. 249; Guboglu, Catalogu/, p. 68, doe. 206
mêmedocument.

Hurmuzaki, suppl. II, vol. II, p. 433-437,doe. CCXIII.
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tantôt plus; mais ils n’appartiennentpas tous a notre pays; ces brigands se
recrutentaussi parmi d’autresnations...[mais si leur nombres’accroit}, la faute
en est aux Tartaresqui ont fait des dommagesa tant de gens,en incendiant
et en pillant leurs fortunes; n’ayant pas de quoi se nourrir, ces gens se sont
adressésa ces brigands de Cosaques,en cherchanta se nourrir par des bri
gandages.

Le hetmanétait du reste d’accord pour anéantir les Cosaques<<qui
sont des ennemiscommunsa vous et a nous, et même, commedes
brigands, ceux de toutes les nations>>; il se chargerait de ceux se
trouvant dans les états du roi, non de ceux du <<Ni>> car <<l’accés
par des chemins escarpésest impossible>> a l’armée polonaise.Les
Ottomanspar contre, pourraient les atteindre plus facilement le
hetman faisait probablementallusion a l’accés possible par l’embou
chure du Dniepr. En même temps, Zólkiewski insistait sur le fait
qu’il lui était difficile d’empêcherles Zaporoguesde faire des sorties
en mer Noire, ceux-ci ayantla possibilitéde passera travers<<le pays
Moscovite par le Don>> pour gagner la mer d’Azov. Ii estimeque les
Ottomansdevraientmieux surveiller le passaged’Azaq.58

Le 22 septembre,accompagnédesvolévodesdestrois paysroumains,
Iskendersignait avec Zólkiewski la conventionde Jaruga.Pour l’es
sentiel les deux parties tombèrentd’accord et décidèrentde mettre
Im aux attaquescosaqueset tatares.Ces derniers devaient recevoir,
des l’année suivante<des cadeauxon impôts habituels>> que Gabriel
Bethlen, volévodede Transylvaniechiffrait a 15000 ducats.La con
vention ne devait entrer en vigueur qu’aprèsavoir été ratifiée par le
roi et par le sultan, et nécessitaitdonc un echanged’ambassadeurs.59

Entre-temps,pendantl’étè 1617, les Cosaquesavaient inflige une
grave défaite a la flotte envoyéeen mer Noire - la nouvelle était
connuea Venisele 29 juiliet eta Romele 5 aoflt -60 bateauxauraient
ete mis hors de combat et l’amiral oblige de s’enfuir.6° Le 11 sep
tembre, en plein pourparlers,Iskendereut connaissancedes ravages
provoquèsa OzU par 80 .ayqacosaques.Ii ne put que le reprocher
a Zólkiewski.6’

Toutefois, on peut estimerqu’en 1617, les Ottomansavaientréussi
a marquerun premierpoint dansla lutte engagéecontreles Cosaques.
A Jaruga,ils avaientobtenudes Polonaisle principe d’une collabo

58 Hurmuzaki,suppl. II, vol. II, p. 438-446, does.CCXV, CCXVI.
Hurmuzaki,suppl. II, vol. II, p. 429-433, doe. CCXII; Hurmuzaki, XV, 2, 1943,

p. 871-872, doe. MDCCXXXVI; Veress,Documente1937, p. 153-157, doe. 128.
60 Mesrobcanu,oNuovi eontributia,p. 174-175,does. XXVIII, XXXI.
61 Hurmuzaki, suppl. II, vol. II, p. 426-427, doe. CCX.
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ration. La Porte, conscienteque les résultatsde cette convention se
feraient attendre,était décidéea poursuivre parallèlementles opéra
tions. En octobre, IskenderPaa,nommé vizir, était confirmé a son
postede commandanten chefdesforcesdestinéesa l’expedition contre
les <<brigandsCosaques>> 62 Il était encoresur le Danube au mois de
novembreet écrivaitde Rusuq,au roi de Pologne,pour lui rappeler
que le sultan attendaitson ambassadeur.63

En 1618, on s’efforca surtoutde menera bien le projet de construc
tion de fortifications a l’embouchure du Dniepr afin d’entraver la
sortie des barquescosaques.64Pour prévenir la riposte polonaise,
Iskenderinsiste pour que la Porte acceptela nomination de Gavril
Movilã, protégéde Zólkiewski, comme volévode, sinon sur le trône
de Moldavie, du moms sur celui de Valachie.65Gavril aurait prétendu
pouvoir obtenir des Polonaisl’arrêt de <<la descentedes Cosaquesen
ces mers>>; de Harlay-Sancyremarquea juste titre que c’est <<une
grandeet difficile promesseet qui pouroit bien tost donné suiect de
le priver de son estat>>.66 La situation troubléede la Valachie retarda
l’expédition. Cen’est qu’enseptembrequ’elle put arriver sur le Dniestr
oü 2ólkiewski l’attendait a la tête des troupesqu’il avait réussi a
rassembler.A la fin de ce mêmemois, les Polonaislivrérent quelques
combats contre les Tatars mais l’affrontement fut évité; les deux
commandantsentendaientcontinuerla politique amorcéel’année pré
cédente.Le 22 septembre,le sultan enjoignait de nouveaua Iskender
de s’occuperde la forteresseprévuesur le Dniepr, mais en fait la

62 MD, 82, hüküm 249, sans date, probablementdu 15 evval 1026 16 octobre
1617.

63 Abrahamowicz, Katalog, p. 240-241, doe. 250, du 8 Zi’l-qade 1026 8 novembre
1617.
64 Hurmuzaki,suppl. I, vol. I, p. 176-177, does. CCLXVIII, CCLXIX, rapports de
de Sancy, du 27 janvier et du 24 fCvrier 1618. Les 6 Ct 8 juillet, de Sancy faisait
égalementétat d’ordres envoyCs aux voIévodes de Valachie et de Moldavie afin qu’ils
fournissentrespectivement2000 et 4000 chariots. Cette forteresse sur Ic Dniestr devait
eouper <<Ic ehemin aux Cosaquesde pouvoir descendre en Ia Mer Noire>>, cf. Hur
muzaki, suppl. I, vol. I, p. 180-181, does. CCLXXIV, CCLXXV. Le qali et Ic dizdãr
de Silistre devaientdCtacherune partie deshommesde garnisonet les envoycr a Ozü,
cf. MD, 82, hükum 140, du 17 lumãdã I 1027 12 mai 1618. Pour pouvoir aller
avec sonarméea Ozü, le volevodede ValachieCtait exemptde contribuera la reparation
de la forteressede Yerkökü Giurgiu. Cf. MD, 82, hüküm 148, aux qãii de Yerkökü
et de Rusuq, et au dizddr de Yerköku, sans date, probablement du 6-7 lumada II
1027 31 mai - 1 juin 1618.
65 Hurmuzaki,suppl. I, vol. I, doe. CCLVIII, déjà cite.
66 Hurmuzaki,suppl. I, vol. I, p. 179-180,doc. CCLXXIII, du 22juin 1618.
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saison était trop avancéepour cela.67 Un informateur du pape a
Istanbul remarquaiten novembrequ’en raison de la faiblessede la
flotte en mer Noire, la constructionavait égalementété retardepar
le manquede matériaux.68

Durant l’été 1618, la Porte dut aussi se préoccuperde la defense
du Danube. Les Cosaquesavaient réussi a créer de petites bases
d’attaquedans le delta, oü les roseaux leur assuraientune cachette
sUre et oU les madraguespouvaient poürvoir a leur nourriture. Le
beglerbegd’Ozü, assistédu nã±ir du Danubeet du qãçli de Babadag,
avait recu mission de détruire les madragueset d’interdire aux rala,
dont certains servaientde guide aux Cosaques,d’en construired’au
tres.69 On ordonna aussi la réfaction des forteresses de Yerkökü
Giurgiu, Kili, Benderet Aqkirman.7°

Enfin, ladernièremesureprise par la Porteen 1618 fut, en novembre,
la nomination d’Iskender Paa au poste de beglerbeg de Silistre,
Benderet Aqkirman.7’ Les forces des sanaqdu bas-Danubeet du
Bugaq se trouvaient ainsi réunies sous un seul et même comman
dement.

Pendantles années 1619-1620, les Cosaquescontinuent leurs atta
ques commeauparavant.En mai-juin 1619, ils font une sortieen mer
Noire; 60 ayqa apparaissentdevantTrabzonoU ils capturentplusieurs
bateaux.72Debut 1620, on craignait mêmel’arrivée desbarquesCosa
ques Istanbul.73 En avril, celles-ci avaient déjà fait une descente
en Criméeet, selon IskenderPaa,les Zaporoguesdisposaienta cette
date de quelques300 barquesnavicula.74

67 Hurmuzaki,suppl. I, vol. I, p. 182, doe. CCLXXVII, rapport dede Sancy.
68 Mesrobeanu, <<Nuovi contributiu, p. 189, doe. LXXXV.
69 MD, 82, hüküm63, sans date, probablement du gürre Ramaän 1027 22 aoüt
1618.
‘° MD, 82, hüküm 62, du urre Ramazãn 1027 22 aoüt 1618, au volévode de
Moldavie pour qu’il se procure Ic bois de construction et Ia chaux néeessairesa Ia
reparation des forteresses de Bender, de Kili et d’Aqkirman; ibid., hüküm 148, déjà
cite, eoncernant la réfection de YerkökU.
71 Hurmazaki,suppl. I, vol. I, p. 182-183, doe. CCLXXIX, rapport de de Sancy du
20 novembre1618; Mesrobeanu,eNuovi contributi>>, p. 189, doe. LXXXV, rapport
d’Istanbul du 17 novembre 1618.
72 Mesrobeanu,eNuovi eontributiu, p. 192-193,does. XCVI, XCVII, XCIX, rapports
d’Istanbul 22 juin 1619 et de Venise 6 juillet et 3 aoiit 1619.
" N. lorga, Studii vi documentecu privire la istoria Románilor Etudeset documents
concernantl’histoire des Roumains cite mfra: Studii i documente,Bucarest, 1902,
IV, preface,p. CXLI.

Hurmuzaki,suppl. II, vol. II, p. 472-473, doe. CCXXV, lettre envoyCe d’Istanbul
parOtwmowski, Ic 6 avril 1620.
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Ces incursions font échouer les negociationsentreprisespar l’in
termédiairedu voIévodede Moldavie, Graziani, et des ambassadeurs
Kochañski et Otwinowski a Istanbul.75 Pourtant, des deux côtés,
il existait une réelle volonté d’aboutir a une reglementation.En dé
cembre 1619, au moment oU l’envoyé du sultan arrivait a Cracovie
pourla confirmationdu traité, une nouvelle,vraisemblablementfausse
maisexprimantnéanmoinsun ëertainétatd’esprit, circulait a Venise.
Selon cette rumeur; le roi était dispose a verser aux Cosaquesune
sommeannuellede 40000 forms afin qu’ils mettentun terme a leurs
sortiesen merNoire.76 A la mêmeépoque,le roi consentaita envoyer,
par l’intermédiaire d’un ëavu. de la Porte, le <<cadeau>> exigé par
le khan de Crimée.77

En aoUt-septembre1620, Zólkiewski s’était laisséentrainerdansune
aventureen Moldavie oU il intervint pour soutenir le voIévodeGra
ziani, démispar le sultan. Iskender,fortementsoutenupar les Tatars,
anéantitl’armée polonaisea Tutora. Zólkiewski y laisse la vie; son
fils et le hetmandu camp, Koniecpolski, sont faits prisonniers. Les
Ottomansn’auraientprobablementpas donné suite a cetteentreprise,
comme en 1612 et en 1616, si, au mois de décembre,les Cosaques
- un rapport de Varsovie parle, avec beaucoupd’exagérationde
50000 hommes - n’avaient ruiné les villes d’Aqkirman et de Kili
et leurs alentours. Ils auraient tue tous les habitants ottomans et
tatarset libéré un certain nombre de captifs polonais.78 Dans ces
conditions,le sultanne pouvaitplus tergiverseret la guerrefut décidée.
Malgré cela, il y avait encore en Pologne des partisans de la négo
ciation, tel le châtelainde Cracovie,G. Zbaraski,qui s’y était rallié
devant l’insistance du nouveau volévode de Moldavie, Alexandre
Ilia.79 Le 29 mai 1621, il proposaitpour la fonction d’ambassadcur,
l’italien Felici Bastia qui connaissaitpersonnellementle Grand-Vizir.
Mais il faisait dependrela réussitedes discussionsde l’attitude des
Cosaques:
Puis,je cramsque, si mêmeles négociationsde paix marchentle mieux possible,
elles ne soient rompuespar les Cosaquesde Zaporogé;il faut doneque Votre
MajestéRoyale daigneordonnersans retard a Monsieur Ic Voièvodede Vilna

" lorga, Studii i documente,preface,p. CXXXvii-CxXXviii CXLI-CXLII; Mesrobeanu,
<<Nuovi contributi>, introduction, p. 145-148,150.
76 Mesrobeanu,<cNuovi contributiu, p. 194-195,doe. CVI.

Guboglu, Catalogul, p. 68-69, doe. 207, du Grand-Vizir au voiévode de
Transylvanie,sansdate,probablementfévrier-novembre1619.
78 Veress,Documente1937, p. 229, doe. 182.
‘ Mesrobeanu, eNuovi contributia, introduction, p. 155-156.
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d’envoyeraux Cosaquesles ordres les plus sévèresde retournersur le Dniepr,
d’y veiller s cc quc les Tatars ne passentplus cc fleuve et de ne faire aucune
expedition sur mer ayantpour but de molester les Tures, que lorsqu’il les en
auraavisès;il est certainqu’enprocédantautrement,il ne les arrêterapas.8°

Sigismond III, qui croyait l’affrontement inevitable, avait déjà fait
appelaux Zaporogues.8’Ceux-ei envahirentla Moldavie au mois de
mars,provoquantainsi le mécontementdu roi qui redoutaitle <<mauvais
effet>> dc cette invasion.82Ii aurait préféréune attaquemassivedes
Cosaques,par mer, et directementsur le territoire ottoman afin de
paralyserles actesdu sultan.83Les Ottomans,qui s’attendaienta ces
incursions,avaientarmé toutes les embarcationsdisponiblesen mer
Noire et sur le Danube.84Pourtant,ils ne purentpasempêcherAhioli
Pomoried’êtresaccagéeetincendiéeenjuin.85De mêmeenseptembre,
cc fut l’attaque du pont sur le Danube oU les 40 galéres du qapudan
pa.a ne réussirentè. repousserles 80 ayqa cosaquesqu’aprés deux
heures de combat.86 On comprendmieux ainsi l’acharnementavec
lequel le sultan fit mcttre a mort, a IsaqCa, les quelques Cosaques
capturespar les galéres.87

A HotinXotyn, lesOttomanspurentenfin eombattrelesZaporogues,
presentsen grand nombre. Le 22 septembrc,Jacob Sobieskiécrivait,
a leur sujet,au duedeZbara : <<ils rendentdegrandsservicesa l’armée,
sanseux il nous serait très difficile... [de resister]>>88 A cette date,
il sembleque le roi avait réussia s’assurerun certaincontrôle sur les
Cosaques.Le hetmanP. Sahajdanyj,qui les dirigeait a Hotin, était

° Hurmuzaki, suppl. II, vol. II, p. 509-515,doe. CCXXXII.
81 Mesrobcanu,nNuovi contributi>>, introduction, p. 156-157.
82 Mesrobeanu,<<Nuovi eontributi>>, p. 204, doe. CXXXIV, rapport du nonce
Francesco Diotalleni, du 16 avril 1621.
83 Mesrobeanu,nNuovi contributiu, p. 204, doe. CXXXIV déjà cite; pour les
rumeurs qui circulaient a Venise et a Istanbul, cf. Mesrobeanu,oNuovi contributi>>,

p. 207-208,does. CXLI, CXLIII, CXLIV.
Mesrobeanu,<<Nuovi contributi>>, p. 207, 213, does. CXLIII, CLVIII; lorga,

Studii ci documente,preface, p. CXLV.
85 Katib elebi, Fez/eke,vol. I, p. 404.
86 Mesrobeanu,<<Nuovi contributiu, p. 217-218,doe. CLXV.

Qara Celebi Zãde, Rav?ãt ill ebrãr, in Guboglu et Mehmcd, Cronici tunceti,
p. 556; Mesrobeanu,eNuovi contributiu, p. 215, doe. CLXI; l’un des mercenaires
francaisqui accompagnaitIc sultan rapportc a de CCsy que lorsquc ‘Olman II arriva
a Ia riviére Prut <<cc jour Ia il Iuy fut presentecinquante Cosaquesque les galeres
avoient pris, dans les barquesdesquelzen la presencede sa Hautessel’on feit un
sacrifice qu’Ilz appellent Corban et quatrejours durant la mesmechose tant que ces
pauvres miserables ont dune>>, cf. Hurmuzaki, suppl. I, vol. I, p. 189-191, doe.
CCXCIII.
88 Hurmuzaki,suppl. II, vol. II, p. 515-522,doe. CCXXXIII.
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un noblede Galicie qui, avantde devenirleur chefen aoUt 1621, avait
rempli la chargede colonel de Kiev.89

La campagnede Hotin se terminapar l’épuisementdes deux camps,
sanssuccèspredominantd’un côté ni de l’autre. Le traité de paix établi
n’apportait aucun élémentnouveaupar rapporta la convention de
Jaruga;c’était un échecpour la Porte.Après cinq ansdegrandsefforts,
tantmilitaires que diplomatiques,le problèmecosaqueen était toujours
au même point.

*
* *

Cependant,entreles mois d’octobre 1621 et d’aoUt 1623, nousn’avons
relevé qu’une seuleattaquedes Zaporogues,celle du printemps 1622,
a la suite de laquelleplusieursvilles d’Anatolie furent mises a sac.9°
On serait d’abord tenté de chercher l’explication de cette brusque
retombéede l’activité desCosaquesdansl’ambassadedu duc Krzysztof
Zbaraskia Istanbul. Celui-ci y arriveen effet en novembre1622 et n’en
repart que fin février 1623.’ Ii a des rapports trés difficiles avec le
Grand-Vizir iUri MebmedPaaet, pour arriver a un résultat, il le
menaced’uneexpeditionde<<mille barques>>cosaquescontreIstanbul.92
Pourtant,lapresenced’ambassadeurspolonaisa Istanbuln’avait jamais
empéchéles Zaporoguesd’attaquer.Pour sa part, la Porte avait peu
confiancedans les négociations.Elle prit donc des mesurescontre de
probables incursions cosaqueset ordonna que des <<frégates>> du
Danubeet desbords de la mer Noire se joignent aux galères parties
d’Istanbul.93

Au mois de juillet, on savaita Istanbul que les Cosaquess’étaient
révoltéscontre les Polonais.La nouvellefut bientôt confinnéepar un
envoyépolonais.LesCosaquesorthodoxesavaienteffectivementpris les

89 Cf. E. Borschak, La légendehistorique de l’Uknaine: Istonija Rusov, Paris, 1949,
p. 104-105.
90 Hurmuzaki, suppl. II, vol. II, p. 522-524,doe. CCXXXIV, lettre du volévode de
Moldavie au roi de Pologne,du l4juin 1622.
91 von Hammer, Histoine, vol. VIII, p. 339-341; Hurmuzaki, suppl. I, vol. I, p. 191-
193, 203-204, does. CCXCIV, CCCIII, rapports de de Césy du 13 novembre et du
5 mars 1623.
92 Hurmuzaki, suppl. I, vol. I, p. 195-196, 200-202, does. CCXCVII, CCCI, lettrcs de
de Césy du 11 décembre1622 et du 23 janvier 1623.

Hurmuzaki,suppl. I, vol. I, p. 203-205, 207,does.CCCIII, déjà cite, CCCIV, CCCVI,
de CCsy au roi, le 19 mars et Ic 30 avril 1623.
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armespour défendreleur foi contre les évéquesuniates.94Mais cette
révolte,depeud’ampleur,neconcernaitque lesCosaques<<enregistrés>>
etnon les Zaporogues,encorepeu sensiblesaux problémesreligieux.95

Nouspensonsquelaraisonprincipaledel’affaiblissementdesactivités
cosaquesse trouve ailleurs. Pendantla campagnede Hotin, ‘Osmãn II
avait accordé le poste de beglerbegde Silistre, Bender-Aqkirmanet
OzU, a un mêmepersonnage,Kantemir-Mirzã,chefdu clan nogaydes
Mansur.96Ce dernier,devenuainsiKantemir-Paa,réunissaitsousson
commandementtout le territoire s’étendantdel’embouchuredu Dniepr
a celle du Danube, avec en outre le sangaqde Silistre. Il s’agissait
donc des regions les plus fréquemmentattaquéespar les Cosaques.
Mais l’importancede cettenominationresidesurtoutdansle fait, qu’en
dehors des troupes ottomaneslocales, il était le chefdes Nogays et
avait trouvé sur placeun grand nombrede Tatarsqui s’étaient rallies
a ses hommes.97

Dans les steppespontiquesla Porte avait ainsi réussi,plus ou moms
consciemment,a renverserlerapportdesforcesensafaveur.Jusqu’alors,
elle ne pouvait opposer,commeriposte adequateaux Cosaques,que
les Tatars de Crimée. Maintenantelle disposaitaussi des Nogays de
Kantemir. Celui-ci s’erigeimmédiatementen défenseurdes intérêtsdu
sultan et pretendrompretout lien de vassalitéavec le khan.98 Nous
avonsvu que la Polognepouvait traitcr directementavec le khan de
Crimée, ce qui lui était impossibleavecKantemir.

Hurmuzaki, suppl. I, vol. I, p. 211-212, 214, does. CCCXI, CCCIV, rapports de
de Césy des9 et 23 juillet 1623.

Cf. Borsehak,La légendeh/st. de l’Ukraine, p. 83-84, 95-96.
96 von Hammer, Histoire, vol. VIII, p. 280; V.D. Smirnov, Krymskoe xanstvo
pod venxovenstvomOtomanskojPorty do naëala XVIII v. Le khanat de Cnimée sous
Ia suzerainetéde la Porte ottomaneavant le debut du XVIIP siècle, Saint-Peters
bourg, 1887, p. 490-492;A.A. Novosel’skij, Bor’ba moskovskogogosudarstvas Tatarami
v XVII veke Lutte de l’état de Moscou contre les Tatars au XVIIP siècle = Bor’ba,
Moseou-LCningrad,1949, p. 101.
‘ L’arrivée des Tatarsen Buaq en Dobroudjaest bien antérieureau XVII’ siécle.
Les Ottomans avaicnt toujours essayede les contrôler et de les eneadrervoir des
exemplesdans cc sens,pour Ia secondcmoitié du XVI’ siéele, dans mon article sur
<<Le problème des ‘Cosaques’ dans la seconde moitié du XVI’ siéclc>>, Cahiers du
monderusseet soviétique,1972, XIII, 3, p. 339-345. Sur les Tatarsd’Aqkirman, voir
aussi Novosel’skij, Bor’ba, p. 101. Dc Sancy rapportait en mai 1618, l’installation
réeentc de nquinze milles Tatars>> entre les embouchuresdu Dnicpr et du Dniestr,
cf. Hurmuzaki,suppl. I, vol. I, p. 178-179,doe. CCLXXII.
98 Sur Kantemir voir: lorga, Studii istorice, p. 222-227; Novoscl’skij, Bor’ba,
p. 93, 100-101, 110, 114, 119-120, 134-137, 182-189,242-249.
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Les Polonaisavaientapprisa connaltreKantemir depuisun certain
tempsdéjà. C’est lui qui, en 1618, avait attaqué,sansattendrel’ordre
d’Iskender, le camp de Zólkiewski; il lui avait porte quinze assauts
successifsavant l’arrivéc du qalga et des renforts.99Son intervention
a Tutora, en 1620, fut decisive.100 Sa brillante participation a la
campagnede Hotin lui avait amenéles faveursdu sultan.’°1

Tout de suiteaprèssa nomination, il commencea razziersystémati
quementles tcrritoires polonais.102C’est pourquoi, pendantson am
bassade,Zbaraskiposeavecinsistaneecommecondition préliminairea
toutenégociation,Ia depositionde Kantemirainsi que son éloignement,
etcelui deseshommes,deregionssi prochesdu royaume.’°3Le Grand
Vizir iurgi MebmedPaarefused’engagertoute discussiona ce sujet;
mais son successeur,Mere Hüseyn Paa,est partisand’une reglemen
tation diplomatique.Ii craint queles incursionsincessantesde Kantemir
ne compromettentla conclusionde la paix. En mars 1623, le Grand
Vizir est mêmesur le point d’ordonner la pendaisondu courrier qui
lui avait apportéla nouvelle d’une razzia tatare en Pologne.’°4 Le
nouveaukhan,MehmedGirày, qui quitte Istanbul fin avril-débutmai,
avee une flotte de galèresqui devait l’accompagncr a Kefe Kafa,
al’instruction expressed’empécherdorénavantKantemird’effectuer la
moindre <<course>>en territoire polonais.105Les abandonsde la Porte
vont encoreplus loin. Dc Césy rapportele 31 juillet au roi de France
que:
demain doit partir un ehaoux qui va enPolognedesavouerles coursesdu Tartare
Cam Thcmire et porter aux Polonois unc permission d’cntrcr dans lc pais du
Grand Seigncur ou reside Cam Themir pour Ic defaire s’ils peuvent, avee un
eommandemcnt aux princes de Moldavie et de Valachie de se joindrc pour cet
cifet avee les Polonnois.106

Hurmuzaki, suppl. II, vol. II, p. 451-463, doe. CCXIX, description de cette
bataillefaite par Tarnowski qui y prit part.
100 Hurmuzaki, suppl. II, vol. II, p. 490-509, doe. CCXXXI, description faite par
un témojn anonyme. M. Na’imã, Tarjh, ed. Z. Daniman, Istanbul, 1968, p. 727-732.
101 Na’imä, Tarih, d. Danilman, p. 749-755.
102 Hurmuzaki, suppl. I, vol. I, p. 194-195, does. CCXCV, CCXCVI, rapports de
de Césy du 27 novembre 1622; Hurmuzaki, IV, 2, p. 398-399, does. CCCCXLIV,
CCCCXLV, rapports vénitiens des 10 et 23 décembre 1622.
103 Voir les documentsdéjà cites, note 102.
104 Hurmuzaki, suppl. I, vol. I, doe. CCCIV, déjà cite.
105 Hurmuzaki, suppl. I, vol. I, p. 208-209, 210, does. CCCVII, CCCIX, Iettresde
de CCsy du 4 mai et du 23 juin 1623.
106 Hurmuzaki, suppl. I, vol. I, p. 215, doe. CCCXV.
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Entretemps,a peine arrivé en CriméeMehmed Giray était deja parti

en campagnepour rappeler a l’ordre le chef nogay. Ii rencontre
probablementquelquerésistancecar il n’estde retourqu’en septembre
octobre. Mais Kantemir et seshommesl’accompagnaient.’°7

Ii est surprenantde voir la promptitudeaveclaquelle les incursions
cosaquesrecommencent.Ainsi, des le mois d’aoUt, quelques 800

Zaporogues,a bord dequinzeayqa saccagentSamsun.’°8Le nouveau
sultan,Murãd IV, envisageun momentla possibilitéde refaire appela
Kantemir. De Césy écrivait le 15 octobre:
Cantemir a esté restabli ces jours cy dans son gouvernementde Silistre et
costesde la mer noire, vers les embouchuresdu Danube;de manière,Sire, qu’il
n’y a encoreny paix n’y gucrre entrecc Seigneuret les Polognois.’°9

Informéedesconcentrationsdetroupespolonaisesa Ia frontiére,la Porte
se ravise. En décembre,il est demandéau khan d’installer quelqu’un
d’autrea la placede Kantemir.’1° Le court délai entre la nomination
et la revocationde ce dernier rend trés improbable sa presenceef
fective a Silistrea l’automne1623.D’ailleurs, enconnaissantla méfiance
de MebmedGiray enversle chef nogay, on peut estimer que l’ordre
envoyéen octobreavait peude chanced’être appliqué.

En juin-juillet 1624, une ambassadepolonaisearrive a Istanbul avec
la ratification du traité établi l’année precédente.Un mois plus tard,
avait lieu la premiere attaquedes s’ayqa cosaquessur les bords du
Bosphore.

*
* *

Durant les années1624-1628,le problemecosaquese confonden partie
avecun autre,beaucoupplus gravepour la Porte,celui de sesrapports
avec le khanatde Crimée. Au coursde l’année 1624, le sultannomme
de nouveauOanibegGiray khan de Crimée. Mais Mebmed Girãy et
son frére, le qalga ahin Giray, s’opposcnt au désir de la Porte.
Après avoir gravement vaincu Ic corps expéditionnaireottoman, ils
s’emparentde Kefe. Reeb,le qapudanpa.sa, réussita leur faire rendre
la villc et les prisonniersottomans;en échange,il dut les reconduire

107 Novosel’skij, Bon’ba, p. 110.
108 Hurmuzaki, suppl. I, vol. I, p. 218-219, doe. CCCXIX, rapport du 3 sep
tembre 1623.
109 Hurmuzaki,suppl. I, vol. I, p. 226, doe. CCCXXVI.
110 Hurmuzaki, IV, 2, p. 403, doe. CCCCL, rapport du baile du 23 oetobre 1623.
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dans leurs fonetionsau nom du sultan.’1’ En fait, les deux frères
avaientainsi affirmé leur indépendanceenversla Porte.

Parmi lcs forces réuniespar Mebmedet ãhin Girãy, il existaitune
unite cosaque,peu nombreuse,mais arméede fusils."2 Fin juillet,
alors que les galéres de la mer Noire sont immobiliséesa Kefe, les
Zaporoguesattaquentlesbordsdu BosphoreoU ils ravagentetincendient
BüyUkdereetYeniköy. Ils se retirentensuitechargesde butin, sansétre
nullement inquiétéspar les embarcationsarméesen hate, pas plus que
par les troupessorties d’Istanbul.’1’ Pendantce temps,Kantemir qui
avait comptéparmi les quelquespartisansde GanibegGirãy, réussita
s’enfuir de Crimée.114 Il prend immédiatementl’initiative juin-juillet
d’écrire au roi de Pologne une sorte d’ultimatum dans lequel il le
sommede faire en sorte que les Cosaquescessentleurs sorties en mer
Noire. Pour appuyercetteexigence,il declareque lui et ses hommes
sont capables,au cas oU ils n’obtiendraientpas satisfaction,de mener
uneexpeditionjusqu’à la mer Baltique, et cela même sansl’accord du
sultan et du Grand-Vizir.1’5 Kantemir n’eut pas le loisir de mettre
sesmenacesa executioncar ãhin Giray étaita sa poursuite.

En septembre-octobre,le qala razziela Moldavie et la Valachie,de
même que des villes et des villages ottomans du Bugaq et de la
Dobroudja.1’6Simultanément,lesCosaquessaccagentIsmã’il et Ibrã’il
Bräila sur le Danube."7Pourtant,cc n’est qu’en janvier-février 1625
queKantemir estvaincu présd’Aqkirman. Ii est oblige de suivreãhin
Girãy en CriméeoU il seraretenujusqu’en1627.’ 18 Pourcettenouvelle
expedition, le qalga avaitdemandéle soutiendes Zaporogueset, a cette
fin, 11 leur avait envoyédes presentsmoutons,bovins, yin et blé."9

von Hammer, Histoire, vol. IX, 1837, p. 46-54; Smirnov, Krymskoe xanstvo,
p. 483-490; Novosel’skij, Bor’ba, p. 111-114.
112 Novosel’skij, Bor’ba, p. 112.
113 Kãtib Celebi, Fez/eke, II, p. 61; Na’ima, Tanih, d. Danilman, p. 900;
von Hammer,Histoire, vol. IX, p. 28, 54-56.
114 Novosel’skij, Bor’ba, p. 114.

Abrahamowicz,Katalog, p. 255-256, doe. 263, sans date, probablementjuin
juillet 1624.
116 lorga, Stud/i si documente, preface, p. CLI-CLIII; p. 184, 185, does. XXXIV,
XXXVI, rapports hollandais d’Istanbul, du 30 septembre et du 10 novembre 1624;
Hurmuzaki, suppl. II, vol. II, p. 527-528, doe. CCXXXVIII, Iettre du voiévode de
Moldavie au roi de Pologne, du 13 septembre 1624; Hurmuzaki, IV, 2, p. 404, does.
CCCCLII, CCCCLIII, rapports du baile des 1 et 15 octobre 1624.
117 lorga, Stud/i ci documente, preface, p. culI; p. 185, doe. XXXV, rapport
hollandais du 15 octobre 1624.
118 Hurmuzaki, IV, 2, p. 406-407, doe. CCCCLVIII, rapport du baile vénitien
du 5 janvier 1625; Novosel’skij,Bor’ba, p. 114.
119 Novosel’skij, Bor’ba, p. 114.
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S’agit-il d’une veritable<alliance>>, d’un plan communselon lequel
Tatars de Crimée et Zaporoguesauraient collaboréen 1624 et les
annéessuivantes?1 20 Le fait que Mebmed et Sãhin Giray aient fait
appelaux Cosaquesprouveseulementqu’a cetteépoqueles questions
religieuseset nationalesavaientencorepeudepoids.Le khanet le qalga,
décidésa affronter la puissanceottomaneavaient donc cherché un
soutien l oU ils pouvaientle trouver.

En septembre-octobre1624, un qapugi-bai du sultan porte a
Mehmed Giray les insignes dc sa confirmation. Le khan prétextc
que les Tatars sont entrés en Moldavie et en Valachie a son insu et
promet leur retrait immédiat.’2’ En mars 1625, un envoyé de ãhin
Giray arrivea la Portepour expliquerque la dernièreincursionn’ètait
dcstinéequ’àobliger Kantemira regagnerla Crimée. Le qalgaproteste
aussi de son dévouement<<ferme et constantenversla Maison otto-
mane>>. 122 Le baile vénitien avait rapportéau mois de novembrede
l’annéeprécedenteetenjanvier 1625, quelesOttomansredoutaientune
ententedu khan, et surtout du qalga, avee les Persans,les Polonais
et lesCosaques.’23C’est probablementcettecraintequi determine,dans
une certainemesure,l’attitude conciliante de la Porte. Du debut de
l’année 1625 jusqu’à la fin de 1627, nous verronsMehmed et ãhin
Girãy se comporter,non sansméfiance,en allies du sultan.

Ii est evident que les événementsde 1624 en Crimée ont favorisé
les incursionscosaques.Au printemps 1625, deux flottilles de ayqa
font une sortie en mer Noire.’24 Selon Katib elebi, une grande
bataille navale avait eu lieu en novembre dans les eaux de Qara
FjarmanVadu, au largedela Dobroudja. Profitant du calmeplat qui
handicapaitles galéres,les sayqa les avaientattaquéeset ce n’est que
graceau vent qui s’était brusquementlevé, quele qapudan-paaRegeb
put vaincre ses assaillants.’25Les actions des Cosaquesprovoquent
l’inquietude de la Pologne. La chatelain de Cracovie, Zbaraski,
ayant eu eonnaissanced’une entrevueentre le beg de Silistre et le
khan, et redoutantla misc sur pied d’une expedition, communique
cettenouvelleau roi en septembre.Ii est peu rassurécar, dit-il,

120 Novosel’skij, Bor’ba, p. 113-114.
121 Hurmuzaki, IV, 2, p. 405, doe. CCCCLIV, rapport du baile du 24 octobre
1624.
122 Hurmuzaki,IV, 2, p. 408, doe. CCCCLX, rapport du baile du 23 mars 1625.
123 Hurmuzaki, IV, 2, p. 406-407, does.CCCCLVI, CCCCLVIII.
124 Novosel’skij, Bor’ba, p. 114.
125 Kãtib Celebi,Fe?leke, vol. II, p. 72-74.
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on ne sait pas encorecc que, dansun avenir proeham,les Cosaquespeuvent
faire sur mer; contre eux, il ne suffit pasd’agir par des commissions,mams par
Ic sabre, parccque toutes ccscommissions... n’ont pour résultatquc d’augmenter
l’insolencc desCosaques>>

Au printemps 1626, une razzia tatarea effectivementlieu en Podolie,
maisle khanestrepousséet subitdespertessévéres.Ii prévient la Porte
d’une sortie prochainedes <<400 ayqa>> cosaques.’27Diak Mehmed
Paa,beg de Silmstre, corroboraitlui aussi cette nouvelle.128

En décembre,de grandspréparatifssont entrepris a Istanbul afin
d’armerla fotte.’29 On projetait,pour l’annéesuivante,uneexpedition
dirigée par le qapudan-pa.s’a. Des janvier 1627, on savait que les
voIévodesde Moldavie et de Valachieet ãhinGiräy devaienty parti
ciper.’3° Pourtenter d’enrayer cc projet, un envoyépolonaisarrive au
printempsa Istanbul. Ii est porteur d’une lettre adresséeau sultan,
dans laquelle,Sigismond III lui rapelleque <<depuis quaranteans, il
a fermementmaintenul’amitié>> avee la Porte.La meilleure preuveen
serait l’expédition effectuéel’année précédentecontre les Cosaques.
Ceux-ciauraientété détruits, leurs barquesincendiéeset les survivants
auraient<<juré qu’il n’iraient plusjamaisdansla mer Noire.>> Le sultan
refutecesargumentscar, selon lui, cc ne fut qu’aprésla victoire rem
portée par son qapudan-paasur les .ayqa cosaquesil s’agit vrai
semblementde la bataille de Qara Fjarmanque, l’armée polonaise
est intervenue contre les <<fuyards>>. D’autrc part, ml montre que:
tout réccmment, contrairement a notre traité, ces mémes brigands sont sortis
du Dniepr dans Ia mer Noire sur soixantenacelleset ont fait inopinémentde
grands dommagesdans nos états situés sur Ics bords de Ia mer et aux marchands
qui y naviguaient. Lorsquc nos oreilles impériales l’eurent entendu, nous avons
envoyé l’armée de mer dont Ia Porte disposait alors, composéede quarante
galéres,pour extermincrees maudits brigands. Avec l’aide de Dieu, une quin
zaine ou une vingtainc dc nacclles sont tombéesentre nos mains; les autres
se sont disperséessur la mer ct ont échappé;jusqu’a present, ils ne ccssent
de faire desdommagcsaux marchandset aux citoyensde la contréc.
C’est pourquoi, des lettres impériales ont été envoyéesa Melmed et
a ãhin Giray afin qu’ils se chargentde ripostcr. Pourtant ic sultan,

126 Hurmuzaki,suppl. II, vol. II, p. 530-531, doe. CCXL, de septembre 1625.
127 Hurmuzaki, IV, 2, p. 414, doe. CCCCLXVII, rapport du baile vénitien du
5 avril 1626.
128 Hurmuzaki, IV, 2, p. 415-416, doe. CCCCLXIX, rapport du baile du 19 avril
1626.
129 Hurmuzaki, IV, 2, p. 416-417,doe. CCCCLXXI, rapport du baile du 29 déeembre
1626.
130 Hurmuzaki, IV, 2, p. 417, doe. CCCCLXXII, rapport du baile du 28 janvier 1627.
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pour <<montrer la sincérité de [son] amitié>> répond au message
du roi:
A la reception de cette lcttrc, ml faut quc Votre Honneurdonnea la Sublime
Porte de Notre Puissancedespreuvesde sa sincéritéet de son obéissance,afm
de maintenir la paix établie par les traités, et cc en empéchanteffieaccment
ccs brigands de Cosaques de faire des incursions sur Ia Mer Noire et d’y
causerdes dommages.Dc notre part, lorsque vous ne contrcviendrez plus
aux traités, lorsque les Cosaquesneferont plus dedommagesdansnos châteaux,
dansnos villageset dansnos provinceset Iorsqueles eadeauxen usagedcpuis
Iongtcmpsserontremis au khan des Tartares, la populace tartare n’aura plus
aucun prétexteet l’amitié et Ia paix scront eonsolidéeset ne pourrontplus être
lésécsen rien; au contraire, avec l’aide dc Dieu, I’amitié de Notre Puissance
a I’égard de Votre Honneur augmenteradc jour en jour et vous apporterades
bienstoujoursplus grandset inespérés.’3’

En consequence,l’envoyé polonaisdoit regagnerson paysety chercher
auprésdu roi une proposition <<suffisante et definitive>>. Le sultan
enjoint au beglerbegd’Ozü et au volevode de Moldavie d’empêcher
toute incursion en territoire polonais jusqu’au retour de l’ambassa
deur.1’2

Dc la lettre impériale envoyée a Sigismond III, ressortegalement
le fait que le sultan est conscient du role joué par Kantemir et les
Nogaysdansla lutte contreles Cosaques.Ii rappelleau roi qu’il avait
lui-mêmedemandéau khande<<détruire>>Kantemiretde <<transporter>>
en Crimée les Tatars du Buaq. A cette epoque-la, il avait estimé
qu’en retour, les incursions cosaquesdevraientêtre arrêtées.Mais il
fait remarquerau roi que:
Contretoute attente,c’est le contraire qui est arrivé. Aprés Ia défaite de Can
timir, les Cosaques,dont Ia puissance a augmenté, sont entrés dans Ia Mer
Noire aveeun grandnombrede nacelleset ont fait desdommages considérables
aux sujets de nos Etats.133

Le projet d’cxpédition qui devait aboutir a la constructionde forti
fications a l’embouchure du Dniepr, n’en fut pas abandonnépour
autant.En juin 1627, des unites des sangaqde Nigbolu, Vidin, Qirq
Kilise, Silistre, SelanikThessaloniquereçoiventl’instruction de partir
pour OzU oü elles devront se mettre aux ordres de Hasan qapudan
pas’a.’34Les qãçli d’Ibrã’il et d’Aqkirman ont la mission de transporter

131 Hurmuzaki, suppl. II, vol. II, p. 577-583, doe. CCLXI, lettre impériale du
sultan au roi de Pologne,probablementde mai 1627.
132 Hurmuzaki, suppl. II, vol. II, p. 537-538, doe. CCLIII, ordre au voiCvode de
Moldavie, de mai 1627 copie adresséeaubeglerbegd’özU.
133 Hurmuzaki,suppl. II, vol. II, doe. CCLXI, déjà cite.
134 MD, 83, hüküm 2, aux qdcii de Nigbolu, Silistre et Qirq-Kilise, du 22 Rama
an 1036 6 juin 1627; hüküm 3, aux qãdi de Silistre, Nigbolu et Vidin, sans date,
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a Ozu du bois de constructionprovenantde Moldavie,’35 et le dizdãr

de Kili celle de se procurer de la poudre a canon, des cordeset des
outils.’36

Le 4 juillet, Miron Barnovschi Movilã, le voIévode de Moldavie,
est a Benderd’oU il écrit a Chmielecki, colonel du roi en Ukraine,
que le qapudan-pa.ase trouve a Kili.’37 Arrivé a Ozü, le volévode
prévient, le 11 juillet, son correspondant,que Hasan Paaest déjà
en possessionde forces suffisantes pour mettre sa mission a exé
cution.’38 Le mouvementse precise au milieu du mois. Selon Bar
novschi, HasanPaadisposait d’une flotte composéede dix galeres,
250 <<nacelles>> et de quelques300 autres <<nacelles>> dèpêchéesde la
mer Mèditerranée.Les voIévodesde Valachie et de Moldavie se sont
joints aux <<nombreuses>>troupesottomaneset on attendmaintenant
que le khan traversele Dniestr pour se mettre en marche. Mais le
plus grave pour les Polonais est que: <Kantymir-pachaest passé
avec toute sa famille aux Budiaks[BuaqJet a commencea réunir des
troupes>>. 139 Devant les concentrationspolonaises,le qapudan-pa.sa
modifie le plan initial selon lequel il devait bâtir uric forteressea

Dogan-Geidiet commencedes fortifications a Ozü. Par l’intermé
diaire du volévodede Moldavie, des pourparlerssont engageset, vers
le 25juillet, l’envoyé du roi arrive pour commencerles négociations.’4°
A cette date, il est ordonné aux qãçli d’Aqkirman et de Kili de
s’opposera toute incursionen territoire polonais.14’

Deux mois plus tard, on aboutit a un nouveaucompromis. Les
Polonaisobtiennentl’abandondu projet de constructionde fortifica
tions sur le Dniepr ailleurs qu’à zU. Une trêve d’un an est alors
décidéeafin de permettreaux deux partiesde résoudreleurs différents
par voie diplomatique. Les Ottomanspromettent,pour cc laps de

probablemcntdu 2 Sevvãl 1036 16 juin 1627; hüküm26, au muteferniqade geduklu
des sanSaqde Silistre, Nigbolu et Vidin, du 5 evval 1036 19 juin 1627; hüküm 27,
aux qadi de Selanik, Silistre et Vidin, mCme date; hüküm 28, aux qad de Silistre,
Vidin et Nigbolu, du 6 Sevval 1037 20 juin 1627; hüküm 44, au qãdi d’Isma’il,
sansdate, vraisemblablementdu 12 evval 1036 26 juin 1627.
135 MD, 83, huküm 29, du 12 evvãI 1036 26 juin 1627; hüküm 40, sans date,
vraisemblablementmémedate.
136 MD, 83, hüküm 47, du 14 evvãI 1036 28 juin 1627.
137 Hurmuzaki, suppl. II, vol. II, p. 539-540, doe. CCXLIV.
138 Hurmuzaki, suppl. II, vol. II, p. 540-541, doe. CCXLV.
139 Hurmuzaki, suppl. II, vol. II, p. 543-546,does. CCXLVII, CCXLVIII, du l7juillet
1627.
140 Hurmuzaki, suppl. II, vol. II, p. 546-553, does.CCXLIX-CCLII, du 23 juillet 1627.
141 MD, 83, hüküm 8.
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temps, l’arrêt des incursions tatares, a condition qu’il en aille de
même pour les Cosaqucs.Dans le but d’interdire tout mouvement
aux Tatars, le qapudan-pa.salaisse a Ozü, a Kili et a Aqkirman des
forces importantes.’42 Les Polonais doivent pourtant accepter Ia
réinstallationde Kantemirprèsde leurs frontières.En aoUt, cc dernicr
s’était renduauprèsdu sultan a Istanbul.143Sansobtenir des fonctions
similairesa cclles qu’il avait en 1621, il rccut tout de mêmc l’auto
risation de rentrer dans le Bugaq avec ses Nogays. Les Ottomans
avaientde nouveauun moyende pressionefficace contre la Pologne.

Mais les troupes ottomanes rcstéessur place et les Nogays de
Kantemir pouvaient éventuellemcntse retourner contre la Crimée.
ahinGirãy, qui veutécartcrcctte menace,cntreprcnden février 1628
une expedition contre le chef nogay. Aprés avoir essuyéun revers,
Kantemir, soutenupar les Ottomans,réussit a le vaincre. Fin avril

les roles sont inverseset cc sont les Nogays qui prennentl’initiative
d’attaquerla Crirnée. Le khan et le qalga sont assiégésa Bahc Sarãy
au mois de mai; les quelques milliers de Cosaqucsqui vidnnent a
leur secourssont battus et leur hetmanest tue. Mais cctte diversion
avait permisaux erkesde rejoindreMchmedet ãhinGiray. Devant
la supériorité de ses adversaires,Kantemir doit se refugier a Kefe.’44
C’est égalemcnta Kefc qu’arrivc, a la fin du mois de juin, la flotte
ottomaneavcc Oanibcget Devlet Girãy respectivementnomméskhan
et qalga par la Porte.’45 C’est alors quc les clans tatarsabandonnent.
Mehmedet ãhin Giray qui sont obligesde s’cnfuir. Avec l’aide des

142 Hurmuzaki, suppl. II, vol. II, p. 559-566, does. CCLIV, CCLV, lettre de Bar
novschia Chmieleeki,du 14 septembre1627; rapportsur sa mission auprésde Ilasan
Pala,par Choeimirski, du 24 septembre1627. Ibrahim Paia, ancien beglerbegd’OzU,
reçoit le eommandementdes troupes laisséesdans Ic sangaq d’Aqkinnan, ef. MD,
83, hükum 84, du 10 Muharrem 1037 21 septembre1627; hüküm 106, sans date,
probablementdu 18 Muliarrem 1037 29 septembre1627; MehmedPala, beglerbeg
d’Ozü, doit assurerIa defense de la region avec les troupes et Ia flotte resteessur
place, cf. MD, 83, hüküm 109, sans date, probablementmCme date. Les qadi de
Feth i-Islam, Hirlova HIrova et Tula Tulceaont l’ordre d’envoyerdes layqa pour
Ia flottile d’Ozü, ef. MD, 83, huküm 110, mCme date.
143 MD, 83, hüküm 13, aux qãdi qui se trouvent sur la route d’OzU a Istanbul,
du 26 Zi’l-qa’de 1036 8 aoüt 1627.
144 Novosel’skij, Bor’ba, p. 119-120.
145 Novosel’skij, Bor’ba, p. 120; MD, 83, hiJküm 88, ordre au qapudan-pala
Hasan,du eväsit Sevval 1037 13-22juin 1628; hüküm 120, lettre impériale adresséc
aux beget aux mirzä nogays,du 27 evvãl 1.037 1 juillet 1628; buküm 121 et 122,
lettres impériales adressCes a Melimed et a AhIn Giray pour leur apprendreleur
deposition, du 28 evvãl 1037 2 juillet 1628.
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Cosaquesqui avaientl’accord tacite de la Polognc,’46 les deux frères
essayent,a l’automne 1628 et au printemps1629, d’oceuperla Crimée.
Ils sont cependantrepoussésa chaque fois par le nouveau khan et
par Kantemir.’47

En imposant cIanibcgGiray comme khan, la Porte consolidait sa
position en Criméc. Elle pouvait maintenantcombattreplus aisément
les Cosaques.

*
* *

Ainsi qu’il était facilementprévisible, la conventionde septembre1627
n’a pasmis fin aux incursionscosaques.Des le 15 octobre,le volévode
de Moldavie, qui étaiten quelquesortegarantde cet accord,protestait
auprèsdu châtelainde Sieradzetdu roi contrelasortiede <<86 nacelles>>
cosaquesen mer Noire et contre les <<patrouilles> envoyéespar les
<<fermiersdesconfins>>qui, <<sousprétextede prendredes informations
...prennentle bétail et les troupeauxdes Turcs et des Tatars>.’48

146 Novosel’skij, Bor’ba, p. 134; Abrahamowiez, Katalog, p. 262-263, does. 270,
271, lettre impCriale au roi de Pologne,du evdsi Zi’I-qade 1037 13-22 juin 1628, et
lettre de Reeb Pata au roi, sansdate, probablementmême date. Hurmuzaki, suppl.
II, vol. II, p. 554-559, doe. CCLIII, lcttre de Zbaraski au ehaneelierZadzik, du
9 septembre1627 [vraisemblablcmcntde septembre1628], qui est eoncluante sur
l’accord des Polonaisa l’intervention des Cosaquespour soutenir Mehmed et ahin
Girãy. Nous citons: <<. . . il faut prendre toutes les precautionspossibles pour que les
Tures ne puissentavoir contrenous aucunepreuvequ’on avait ordonneaux Cosaques
d’aider Szahin-Gherey; . . .Aux envoyés Cosaquesegalement,il ne faut donner aucun
ordre par écrit mais seulementcommuniquerverbalementa tous les envoyésou a l’un
d’eux cc qu’on aura a leur recommander.Je vois qu’ils y sont, eux-mémesbien
disposesainsi que la copie de la lettre a Sa MajestC Royale Ic prouve; a moi aussi,
ils m’ont écrit qu’il faut retablir Szahin-Ghereysur Ic trône et porter Ic trouble
parmi les Tartares; Ic moment y est opportum et ees simples paysansdonnentun si
bon conseilque feu Jules Césarlui-mCme n’aurait pu en donncr de meilleur; seulement,
il faut l’exécuter Ic plus tot possible... Mais dans cette affaire, il ne faut se servir
que des Cosaques;j’insiste sur cc point, pareequ’ils y suffiront; ils se réuniront en
masse,carmaintenenantbeaucoupdegensd’Ukraine se rendenten ZaporogC; ils iront
en tabor, bien armés de fusils, ayant dc bons canons;les Tartaresne pourront leur
faire aucun mal; qu’ils y guerroientIc plus possible et tout cela tournera a notre
profit; parceque,méme s’ils rétablissentSzahin-Ghereysur le trône, cc seraa notre
avantage,Ic nouveauKhan étant force de se souvenir du bienfait qu’on Iui aura fait,
puisque en eas d’aeeident, il n’aura d’autre refuge que chez nous; il est trés hostile
aux Turcs et la eonfianceréciproquene se rétabliraentre eux jamais; dansle cas oü
les Cosaquesne réussiraient pas immédiatementa rétablir Ic pouvoir de Szahin
Gherey, l’affaire ne pourrait se passer<<sine summo cruore>> et sans de grandes
pertes pour les Tartares, cc qui nous assurcrait une plus grandetranquillite de cc
cOté là; si méme une grandequantité de Cosaquesdevait y périr, cc serait encore a
notre profit, carplus d’une fois nous avonsetC alarmésde leur part>>.
147 Novosel’skij, Bor’ba, p. 134-137.
148 Hurmuzaki, suppl. II, vol. II, p. 566-572, does.CCLVI, CCLVII.
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Au printemps 1628, la Porte decide de poursuivre la campagnede
l’année précédenteet le 6 mai le commandementest de nouveau
aceordéau vizir Hasan,qapudan-pas’a.’49Plusieursordressont émis
en vue de concentrerdes troupes a Ozü.’° Le qapudan-paa, qui
devait faire, a Aqkirman, lajonction avecles troupesde Murtazapaa,
ancienbeglerbegde Buda, prévient le hetmanKoniecpolskique l’ex
pédition n’cst organiséequc eontre les Cosaques’5’Les événements
de Criméc changentle cours des operations,mais on continuenéan
moms a se préoccupcrde la defensedu Bugaq. Le qã1id’Aqkirman a
mission de bâtir des fortins a oprUe Ciubãrciu? et le voIévodc
dc Moldavic recoit l’ordre d’envoycrdes artisansa Benderpour réparer
les crossesde fusils endommagées.’52

L’intervention des Cosaquespour soutenirMelimed et ãhin Giray
et lcs ravagesdes s’ayqa en mer Noire ne pouvaientpas restersans
réponse.Le 28 scptembre1629, le volévode de Moldavie écrit a son
homologue de Transylvanie que, quatre jours plus tOt, le qalga et
Kantemir sont entrés en Polognes avec <<80000 Tatars>> 154 Mais,
ayantsubi despertesconsidérablcs,ils doivent battreen rctraitedevant
l’armée polonaise;ils réussissentpourtant a dévasterla Podolie.’55
Ii semblequ’à lasuitedecetteexpedition,Kantemirne soit pasretourné
en Crimeemaissoit restéa Aqkirman.’56

Après la razzia tatareen Pologne,on eraignait au printemps 1630,
a Istanbul, une recrudescencedes raids cosaques.’57Debut mai, le

149 MD, 83, hüküm78 du urne Ramazãn1037.
MD, 83, huküm 79, 80, au beglerbegd’Ozu, du gurre Ramazãn 1037 6 mai

1628; hüküm81 au ket/iüdade Silistre, sansdate,probablementmCme date;hüküm89,
ausan.aqbeg,qãdi et muteferniqade Nigbolu, du 9 evvãl 1037 13 juin 1628.

Abrahamowicz, Katalog, p. 260-261, doe. 269, sans date, probablemcntmai
juillet 1628.
152 MD, 83, hüküm 138, 140, sans date, probablementdu 11 juillet 1628. On se
préoccupeegalementde la defensede Sinop eontreles <<Cosaquesbrigands>>, Ic 25 juin
on ordonneIa fabricationdecanonspour Ia forteresse,cf. hükum118, du 21 cvvãl 1037.
153 Veress,Documente1937, p. 292-294,doe. 234.
154 Vercss,Documente1937, p. 292-294,doe. 234.
155 Hurmuzaki, suppl. II, vol. II, p. 588-590, doe. CCLXVI, lettre de Barnovschi
au vicc-ehaneelierde Pologne,du 29 octobre1629; Hurmuzaki,XV, 2, 1943, p. 973-974,
976-977, does. MDCCCLXII, MDCCCLXV, rapports transylvainsdes 30 octobre et
10 novembre 1629; Veress, Documente 1937, p. 300-301, doe. 238, lettre adressée
au voIevode de Transylvanie, du 26 octobre 1629; lorga, Studii i documente,
p. 191-192,doe. XLI, rapporthollandais,automne1629.
156 lorga, Stud/i ,yi documente,p. 186-187;Novosel’skij, Bor’ba, p. 183.
157 Hurmuzaki, IV, 2, p. 439-440, doe. D, rapport du baile vénitien du 3 mars
1630.
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qapudan-paaètait prêt a partir pour la mer Noire.’58 En même
temps, Moise Movilã, nouveauvoIévode de Moldavic, recevait des
instructions afm de reprendreles négociationsavec lcs Polonais.’59
En juin-juillct Murtc?ãPaaet Hasanqapudan-pa.saarrivcnt a Aqkir
man oü ils ont un échangcde correspondanceavec Koniecpolski.’6°
Le hetmanpretendavoir vaincu les Cosaques,mais ceux-ci attaquent
a OzU, alors même qu’on y poursuivait la constructiondes fortifica
tions. Le 30 juillet, le qapudan-paapeut avertir Koniecpolski de la
nominationde Kantcmir au postede beglerbegdes sangaqde Bender
et de Cirmen.’6’ Les négociationstournent désormaisautour d’un
mêmc leitmotiv: si le roi empêchcles sortiesdes Cosaques,le sultan
interdira aux Tatars du Bugaq dc razzier la Polognc. C’est sur cc
principe que le traité est finalement établi fin aoUt-débutseptembre.
Les dcux parties s’cngageaicnt,en outrc, a sc dédommagerrécipro
qucmcnt au cas oii Cosaqucsou Tatars enfreindraientces conven
tions.162

Par le rétablissementde Kantemir aux bouches du Danube, la
Porteréussitdc nouveaua arrêterles Cosaques.La craintedesNogays
oblige les Polonaisa prcndrc des mesures.Un rapport francais dc
1631 définit ainsi la situation:
Le roi. . . donneordre pour retenir les Cosaques,dont il descendpeu de barques,
lequel fait pour obliger le GrandScigneur retenir les Tatars...163

En effet, cc n’est qu’au debut de l’été 1633, alors que les Polonais
sont engagesdansune guerrc contre les Moscovites,que des incur

sions cosaquesimportantcs rccommcncent. Un boyard moldave, dc
rctour de la cour du sultan, fait état a ses correspondantsde Bistrita,
en Transylvanic, de <<grands ravages>>causespar les s’ayqa cosaqucs
qui sont arrivées jusqu’à <<une journée de route d’Istanbul>>. Le
sultan aurait enfin donné suite aux insistanecsdes cnvoyésmoscovites
et décidé la campagnccontre la Pologne.Les voIévodesde Valachie
ct de Moldavic étaientmobiliséset lc khan etait arrivé aux frontièrcs
dc la Moldavie.’64Le 2 aoUt, le baile Foscariniavait deja connaissancc

158 lorga, Stud/i yi documente, p. 193, doe. XLIII, rapport hollandais d’Istanbul
du 4 mai 1630.
" Hurmuzaki, suppl. I, vol. I, p. 231, does. CCCXXXVI, CCCXXXVII, rapports
de de CCsy,des 14 et 30 juillet 1630.
160 Abrahamowicz,Katalog, p. 269-271, does.279-281.
161 Abrahamowiez,Katalog, p. 272-273,doe. 282.
162 Abrahamowiez,Katalog, p. 274-278,does. 284-287.
163 lorga, Acteifragmente,p. 70.
164 Hurmuzaki,XV, 2, p. 991-993, doe. MDCCCLXXXIV, du 3Ojuin 1633.
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d’une razzia effectuée en Pologne par l’un des fils de Kantemir.’65
Au milieu du mois d’octobre, l’arméc ottomanc, dirigee cette fois-ci
par AbazaPaa,fait lc siege de la villc de Kamjanec’ mais n’obticnt
que quelqucs succèslimités. Parallèlemcnt,des discussionssont enta
mécs par l’intermédiaire des voIévodes roumains et finalement un
envoyé polonais arrive a la Porte.’66 En novembre,Kantemir ct ses
fils sont de retour dansle Buaq ct AbazaPaase trouve a Ibrã’il.’67
L’annéesuivante,en avril, Trebiñski,l’envoye polonais, quitte Istanbul
en emportantavec lui les conditions de paix de la Porte. En fait,
celles-cine different desclausesdu traité de 1630 que par la demande
de destructiondes quelqucsfortins dc la frontiérc qui auraicntabrité
des Cosaques.’68Le sultan part en eampagnemais ne dépassepas
AndrinopleEdirne. Murtaã Paa,de nouveaucommandanten chef,
traversele Danubeet s’arréteen Valachic.’69 Au mois dc mai, les ayqa
cosaquespillaient et incendiaient des villages de la region de Ben
der.’7° Cependant,en juillet, lc roi pouvait annonccrau sultan sa
victoire contre les Moscoviteset réaffirmait sa volonté de maintenir
de bonsrapportsavecl’Empire ottoman.’7’

A la Porte, on était d’ailleurs dispose a faire des concessions.Les
lettres envoyéespar MurtazãPaa,par le qapudan-pafaa’fer et par
le qaymmeqamBayram Paaau roi, au chancelieret au hetmandc
Pologne,en font foi. Ils acceptaientde traiter sur de nouvellesbases:
Kantemii et ses Nogays scraicntretires du Buaq a condition que les
incursionscosaquess’arrêtentvéritablement.Le traité fut conclu dans
ecs mêmcs termes en octobre 1634.172 Debut novembre,de Césy

165 Hurmuzaki,IV, 2, p. 469-470,doe. DXXXIV.
166 Hurmuzaki,IV, 2, p. 472-473, does. DXXXVIII, DXXXIX, rapportsdu baile du
28 novembreet du 11 dCcembre1633; Hurmuzaki, suppl. II, vol. II, p. 603-605, doe.
CCLXXII, instructions donnéesa Grotowski envoyé ehez Ic volévode de Moldavie,
Ic 21 octobre 1633; Abrahamowiez, Katalog, p. 282-286, does. 293-297, rapports
ottomansde Kamjanec’du 19-20Rcbi 111043 23-24 octobrc 1633.
167 Hurmuzaki, IV, 2, p. 998-1000, does. MDCCCXCII, MDCCCXCIV, rapports
moldavcsdu 11 novcmbreet du 7 decembre1633.
168 Abrahamowiez, Katalog, p. 286-288, doe. 298, lettre impCriale adressée au
roi de Pologne, du 9 evval 1043 8 avril 1634.
169 von Hammer, Histoire, vol. IX, p. 232-239; Iorga, Stud/i ci documente,
preface, p. CLxxv-cLxxvi; lorga, Acte oifragmente,p. 77.
170 Hurmuzaki, XV, 2, p. 1005-1006, doe. MDCCCC, rapport moldave, fin mai
1634.
171 Hurmuzaki, suppl. II, vol. II, p. 608-610, doe. CCLXXV, lettre du 24 juillct
1634.
172 Abrahamowicz,Katalog, p. 289-299, does.301-310.
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rapporte au roi dc France que le sultan a deja ordonné le depart

de Kantemir du Bugaq.’73 A la même époque, le khan ècrit au roi
de Polognequ’il a rccu le tribut. Il lui prometen échangedc respecter
la paix et de faire en sorte que les Tatars d’Aqkirman et lcs frères

de Kantemir reviennenten Criméc. Quanta cc dcrnier, il seraenvoyé

ailleurs par le sultan.174Pourtant.iãnibe Giray n’eut pas la possi
bilité de mettre son planen applicationcar, quelquesmois plus tard

mars-avril 1635, il était remplacépar ‘Inãyet Giray.’75
En février 1635, Murtazä Paafait savoir au roi dc Pologne que

Kantemir doit quitter le Bugaq avec ses frères et ses hommespour
s’établir en Criméc.’76 En juin, c’est Bayram Paaqui apprend au
roi que le chef nogay, se trouvant toujours dans les environs de
Kili, a l’ordre de participcra l’expedition du sultancontreles Persans.
En même temps, le qaymmeqamattire l’attention du roi sur le fait
que les Cosaques,contrairementau traité, ont saccagéles bords de
la mer Noire.’77

Kantemir ne se rendit pas a la campagnecontre les Persanscar
des différcnds avec le khan le font rctourner a Aqkirman fin aoflt
debut septcmbre.’78Ii y recoit, en janvicr-février 1636, l’cnvoye du
voIèvodedc Transylvanie.’79En avril, ‘Inayct Giray refuse de fournir
au sultan des troupes tatarespour combattre les Persans’80c’était
rompreavee la Porte. Pendantles annécs1636-1637,nous voyons se
répèteren Criméc, la même situation quc du temps de Melmcd et
dc ahin Girây. ‘Inayet Giray fait égalcment appel aux Zaporogues
et obtient leur soutien en echanged’une solde et apres leur avoir
envoyéplusicurs mirzã nogays en otage.’8’ Kantemir lui-même pré
vient le sultande ccttc entente.’82Dans ces conditions ml ne peutplus

173 Hurmuzaki,suppl. I, vol. I, p. 234,doe. CCCXLI, du 5 novembre1634.
174 v Veljaminov-Zernov,MatenialydljaistoniiKrymskogoxanstvaizv/eëennye...iz Mos
kovskogoglavnogo arxiva Min/sterstva inostrannyxdel Matériaux pour servir a l’his
to/re du Khanat de Crimée extraits... des Archivescentrales du ministèredes aJjaires
etrangeresa Moscou,Saint-Petersbourg,1864, p. 113-117, doe. 25.
175 Novosel’skij, Bor’ba, p. 189, 244.
176 Abrahamowiez,Katalog, p. 305-306,doe. 317.
177 Abrahamowiez,Katalog, p. 307-308,doe. 319.
178 Novoscl’skij, Bor’ba, p. 246.
179 Veress,Documente1937, p. 360-361,doe. 278, du 17 février 1636.
180 Novosel’skij, Bor’ba, p. 246-248.
181 Novoscl’skij, Bor’ba, p. 246-248; Hurmuzaki, IV, 2, p. 488, doe. DLXIX,
rapport du baile du 8 mars 1636.
182 Archives du MusCe du Palais de Topkapi, doe. E. 1096, sans date, probable
ment debut 1636.
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être question dc retirer le chef nogay du Bugaq ct I’ambassadeur
polonaisqui ètait arrivé enmai 1636 a la Portepour exiger son eloigne
ment n’obticnt aucun résultat. Selon de Césy, il dut quitter Istanbul
en aoüt avecla promesscqu’on tcnterait de <<faire s’il est possibleque
le Cantémir empcsehequc sesTartares ne fasscnt plus d’incursions

dans la Pologne>>. L’ambassadeurajoutait qu’il était fort improbable
que le chefNogay soit <<osté des embouchcuresdu Danube>>car le
sultan:

pretenddeI’oppozer et au Roy de Tartarie ennemyparticulierdu diet CantCmir,
et au Polonnois,encas dequelque mouvcmcntsde cc costélà.’83

A la fin de l’annèc, Kantemir recoit l’ordrc de faire comprendrea ses
mirzã et aux <<autrcsTatars>>:
qu’ils ne fassent plus dorénavantde razzias en Pologne Ct qu’ils ne contre
viennentplus a la paix et a l’entent en capturantet emmenantdes prisonniers,
qu’ils craignentet se gardentde commettre des actescontraires a ma volonté
impériale.184

Mais entrctcmps, du cOté du khan, la menacese précisait. Quand,
fin octobre 1636, KenänPaadoit intervenir en Transylvanie,Kan
tcmir qui redoutait les Cosaqucs,nc lui envoie quc 300 hommes.185
L’attaque du khan qui, en plusdes auxiliaireszaporogucs,avait réussi
a entralncr aveclui les Nogays des plaines d’Azaq, a lieu en fèvrier
mars 1637.186 Kantemir n’est pas en mesurede soutenircette offen
sive et doit cherchcrrefuge auprèsdu sultan.’87 Apparcmment,scs
frères se soumettentau khan et acceptentde se laisser emmeneren
Crimée par lc qalga et le nüreddin. Cependant,au mois dc mai, alors
qu’ils traversent le Dniepr, ils rèussissent les surprendre ct les
tuent.’88 Ayant perdu ses frères, ‘Inayct Giray n’a pas les moyens
de resister aux Ottomans.A l’arrivée du nouveaukhan, il se rend
a la Porte oü, après l’avoir confronté avecKantemir, le sultan le fait
ètrangler.

183 Hurmuzaki,suppl. I, vol. I, p. 235, doe. CCCXLIV, du 30 aoflt 1636.
184 MD, 87, hüküm 18, sans date, vraisemblablementdes mois de novembre
déccmbre1636.
185 Hurmuzaki, XV, 2, p. 1027-1028,doe. MDCCCCXXXVI, rapport de Valachie
du 24 oetobre1636.
186 Novosel’skij, Bor’ba, p. 246-248; Hurmuzaki, VIII, p. 455-457, does. DCXLIX,
DCL, rapportsdu baile du 8 marset du 3 avril 1637.
187 Hurmuzaki, VIII, p.457,doe. DCLI, rapportdu baile du 30 avril 1637; Hunnuzaki,
suppl. I, vol. I, p. 237, doe. CCCXLVII, rapportde de Césy du 1 mai 1637.
188 Novosel’skij, Bor ‘ba, p. 249; Hurmuzaki, VIII, p. 459-460, doe. DCLIV, rapport
du bailc du 5 juillet 1637.
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C’était la premiere fois qu’un khan était tue par les Ottomanset le
sultan, en partie pour donnersatisfactionaux clans tatars de Crimèe
dont il craignait probablementla reaction, fit mettre a mort Kante
mir.’89 Ii pensait egalemcntavoir ainsi résolu ses différends avec les
Polonais.

En aoüt, l’ancicn Grand-Vizir Mehmcd Paa recoit l’ordrc dc
détruire les Nogays du Bugaq.’9° En octobre, alors qu’il est en
train d’accomplir sa mission, il recoit, scion le bailc Contarini, les
remerciementsdu général polonais probablementKoniecpolski.’9’
Lc 7 janvicr 1638, de Césy rapporteque Mcbmed Paa,bien qu’ayant
étérassurépar le hetmanKoniecpoiski, s’inquiètait des concentrations
cosaques’92Ce dernier avait d’ailleurs envoyé une lettre a la Porte,
pour lui exprimer sa satisfaction de la mort de Kantemir et du
bannissemcntde ses Nogays. Ii promettait d’agir de la même facon
avec les Cosaqucs.’93En effet, entre le mois de déecmbre1637 et
le mois d’octobre 1638, plusicursexpeditionspolonaisessont dirigées
contre les Zaporogues.Ils sont d’aiilcurs vaincus a piusicurs reprises
par Potocki, le volévode de Braclav, et par lc hetmanKoniecpoiski;
leurs chefssont tuès.Pours’assurerle contrOledu Dniepr, les Polonais
bâtisscntunc fortcressea Kudak Kodak, en amont des rapidcs du
fleuve. Dc 1638 a 1648, périodedite de la <<paix dorée>>, les Zaporo
gues restentsousla tutelle polonaise.

*
* *

Les incursions zaporogucscontrc l’Empire ottoman se poursuivront
bien au-delàdes annécs1637-1638.On peut néanmoinsestimerque la
premiere étapede la lutte engagéepar la Porte contre les Cosaques
prend fin a cettedate. Tout au long des annécs1600-1637,et surtout
apartir de 1614, les Zaporogucssont les principaux cnnemisdesOtto
mansen Europe,ennemisd’autantplus redoutablesqu’il estimpossible
de lcur opposerdes méthodes <<classiqucs>. La Porte doit done
innover,mais elle nc le fera qu’avecune grandeméfiance.

Les Ottomanss’efforcent d’abord de mettre en place un dispositif
lcur permettantde rcpousscrles attaquescosaques.Les mesuresprises

189 Hurmuzaki,VIII, doe.DCLIV, déjàcite;Na’imã, Tar/h,éd.Danilman, p. 1363-1366.
190 Hurmuzaki, IV, 2, p. 492, doe. DLXV, rapport du baile du 14 aoüt 1637;
Hurmuzaki, XV, 2, p. 1035-1036, doe. MDCCCCXLVIII, lettre de Moldavie du
8 aoüt 1637.
191 Hurmuzaki, VIII, p. 465, doe. DCLXI, du 17 oetobrc 1637.
192 Hurmuzaki,suppl. I, vol. I, p. 237-238,doe. CCCXLVIII.
193 Hurmuzaki, IV, 2, p. 495-496,doe. DLXXI, rapport du baile du 9 janvier 1638.
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ont surtoutun caractéredéfensif: rèfeetionet armementdesfortercsses,
rcnforcemcntdes garnisons,organisationdes forces des regionsmena
eées,constructiondefortificationsnouveliesetconcentrationde troupes
aux bouchesdu Danube. Un effort particulier cst aecompli en vuc
d’améliorcr la flotte: constructiondc galèreset armementdes .s’ayqa.

A piusieurs reprises,la Porte organisedes expeditionscontre les
Cosaqucs1614, 1617, 1618, 1621, 1627, 1630, 1633, 1634. La plu
part d’entrc elles s’arrêtent en cours de route. Eilcs ne sont en fait
dcstinécsqu’à impressionnerles Polonaisct aboutisscnttoutes a la
reprise des tractations.

Les négociationsavec la Pologncrestentsansdoute la solution que
préfère la Porte. Pour le sultan, les Zaporoguessont sujets du roi de
Pologne,et ii entendrégier cetteaffaire de souveraina souverain.Les
Cosaquesne sont a aucunmoment des interlocutcurspossiblespour
les Ottomans,us ne le deviendrontqu’à partir de 1648.

La Portene disposequc d’un seul moyende riposteappropriéeaux
incursions cosaques:les razzias tatares.Mais ics khans de Crimée
sont des allies capricicux, ils ont leur politique propre qui, parfois,
commependantles régnesde Mehmed et d"Inayet Girãy, se trouve
mêmc êtrc contraireaux intérêtsottomans.Dc plus, us peuventtraiter
directementavec la Polognc.Les Ottomansfont alors appel a unc
force nouveile, encore plus <<barbare>> quc les Tatars de Crimée ou
les Zaporogucs,lcs Nogaysde Kantemir. C’était la tactiqucemployee
jadis par les Romains et lcs Byzantins,elle fait de nouveaula preuve
dc son cfficacité.

Pourtantla creation d’une force de type nomade,difficilement con
trôlable, était en contradiction avec la politique de l’Empire otto
man. On peutd’ailleurs se demandersi la Porte aurait jamais permis
i’installation de Kantemir dans le Buaq, si elle n’avait été en butte
aux incursionscosaques.

Nous avons vu que, tant les Polonais quc lcs Ottomans avaient
consciencede l’importancc que donnait aux Cosaqueset aux Nogays
l’éventualitéd’un conflit lcs opposant.La soumissiontcmporairc des
Zaporogucset la destructiondu noyau Nogaydu Bugaq apparaissent
ainsi commel’affirmation de la politique traditionnelled’ententeentre
la Porte et la Pologne. Cependant,dans la mcsurc øü lcs Nogays,
eommc lcs Zaporogues,sont les heritiers des Empires des steppes,les
événcmentsde 1637-1638ne sont que l’expressionde la reactiondes
étatssédentairesface aux nomades.

Paris



THE UKRAINIAN
POPULAR RELIGIOUS STAGE OF

THE SEVENTEENTH AND EIGHTEENTH
CENTURIES ON THE TERRITORY OF

THE POLISH COMMONWEALTH

PAULINA LEWIN

In the seventeenthand eighteenth centuries Ukrainian religious
stage plays were createdand performedby membersof semi-profes
sionalwanderingcompanies.Their existenceandforms of organization
arc attestedby extant documentsand literary texts. The membersof
these ever-changing,seasonalcompanieswere primarily students or
graduatesof the Orthodox Brotherhoodschools or the Kiev Mohyla
Academy, although some were Ukrainian alumni of Polish schools.
The students wanderedwith their companiesduring their holiday
vacations or so-called epetycji, i.e., work leaves or sabbaticals. The
leader of a companywas the starsyj djak. Various other djaks, also
belonging to the company, were popularly called mandrovannidjaky,
latynnyky,psalternyky,or pyvorizy for they apparentlynever let the
chanceto take a drink pass by. They lived on contributionssolicited
from their audiencesthrough specialformulas;theseaskedfor holiday
foods, alcoholic beverages,and money.

The students created their own distinctive dramatic and other
literature,exemplarsverseparodiesand travesties,for the most part
of which have come down to us in several manuscript archives
found in various locations in the Ukraine. The essentialfeature of
this writing was a fusion of literary and folk elementswith immediate
observationsof everydaylife. Its creatorsandperformersknew various
religious and seculargenres,including the Holy Scriptures, liturgical
and theological works, and also some foreign literature classical,
Polish, and Western. In addition, they were familiar with many

wandering motifs and, especially, with literary craftsmanship, on
which the schools placed strong emphasis in courses on poetics.
Their travels provided exposure to the life of the common people
and some acquaintancewith folk literature. While drawing on folk
culture, the membersof the wandering companiesalso enriched it
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with new values.Their performances,consequently,were well received
by the massaudiences.’

One of the creative principles held by the authors of the stage
repertoireof these seasonalcompanieswas the compilation of motifs
or of whole sections from known works. Their view of the creative
processresulted from an attitude-similar to that in folklore-that
regarded verbal art as shared property, or, in effect, as being
anonymous.Dependingupon the talent of the author or, rather, the
tcxtmaker, the outcome was the production of works more or less
coherentin plot and functionally scenic.

The popular Ukrainian stage of town and village that was serviced
by these companieswas an occasional one. The relatively small
numberof extant texts leads us to the conclusionthat for the period
and territory in question, stage plays performed outside the school
were generally connectedwith feast days on the church calendar.
Thesedramasdid not fit the Aristotelian premisesof composition
andgenre;rather, they were associatedwith the mystery play. Indeed,
mostextantworks of the Ukrainian popular repertoireon the territory
of the Polish Commonwealthrelate to Holy Week. Thesetexts may
have been preservedmerely by chance, but there is also reasonto
believe that Holy Week was the time of peakactivity for the plebian
theateron the Commonwealth’sUkrainian lands. This hypothesisis
supportedby the existenceof a similar quantitative pattern among
monumentsof Ukrainian school dramaand declamations.2

*
* *

The most interesting and dramatically most mature play of the
Ukrainian non-school theater of the seventeenthcentury on this
territory is surely Slovo o zburenju pekia, known from several later
copies.3 One of my studies published elsewhereis devoted to an
examination of the scenic structure of this play; here I wish to
consideronly the conclusionsof that investigation.

The structure of the play is not normalizednor symmetrical, yet
it is logical, coherent, functional, and dramatically effective. The

Cf. P. iteckij, "Stranstvujuiieikol’niki v starinnoj Malorossii," Kievskajastar/na
36, no. 2 February1892: 189-205; also, Mysli o narodnyxmalorusskixdumaxKiev,
1893, pp. 39-56.
2 Cf. VI. Rjezanov,Drama ukrajins’ka, 6 vols. Kiev, 1925-29,especiallyvols. 3 and 4;
and P. Lewin, "Ruskie formy parateatralneXVI-XVIII w. na dawnych ziemiach
Rzeezypospolitej,"Slav/a Oriental/s 3 1973.

For a discussion and the text of the play see Rjezanov, Drama ukrajins’ka, 1
141-63.
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work’s vis drammatica hinges on the conflict between two powers
-those of Heaven and Hell. Dramatic tension builds not from the
audience’sexpectation of a resolution to the conflict, for this is
already well known from the Holy Scriptures and Apocrypha, but
through the use and organization of dramatic means. The two
opposingsides are presentedin no uncertain terms-thegood and
righteousversus the evil and vindictive, or that which savesmankind
versus that which doomsit. The power of the former is depictedin
such a way that the time onstage allotted its representativesand
their speechesis inversely proportional to its significance. Thus, the
conviction that victory belongs to an incommensurablepower, one
needingno words, is establishedin the minds of the audience. This
power-faith-is contrastedwith verbose reason.The basic dramatic
device is an increaseand decreasein the tempo of presentation,
whereasthe stylistic meansevoking tensionin the spectatorare literal
and synonymical repetitions of the same words and argumentsused
by the dramatispersonae-Lucyperand the King of Hell Ad.

The play may be divided into three scenic parts. Each builds in
tension to a point of maximalization, followed by the tension’s
decline. The most static, virtually expository, and longest 286 lines
of a total 519 part is the first, which begins with the news that
Christ, the Son of God, will destroy Hell. The news is told to
Lucyper by Johnthe Baptist; he, in turn, passesit on to the King
of Hell. The first part’s opening dramatic situation does not develop
but is only elaboratedas the King of Hell argues with Lucyper, his
first vassal and the scenic protagonist. Only after line 286 does the
tempo of the play increase: action occurs onstage, while offstage,
the scenicpersonaetell us, eventsare also taking place.The increasing
tempo of eventsis presentedthrough the accountsof threemessengers
in one narrative sequence,i.e., lines 287-96, 297-302, and 303-11 as
they appear in Hell before Lucyper and the King of Hell. Each
messengerinterrupts his predecessor’sstory of Christ’s passion, thus
giving the masterand servants of Hell a foretaste of victory. This
moment may be consideredthe part’s high point, a view supported
by the exchangebetweenLucyper and the King of Hell during which
Lucyper briefly summarizesthe accounts and credits himself with
the suffering of Mary’s Son. The dialogue keeps the audience in
suspenseuntil tensionis releasedwith the fourth messenger’saccount
of Christ’s resurrectionandhis setting out for Hell. Here a difference
in perception becomesclear: for the stage personae, the decrease
of tension is due to a decreasein the feeling of triumph; for the
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Christian audience, the decreaseof tension marks the beginning of
the resolution given in the Holy Scriptures.

In the third part of the play after line 400, the tempo of present
ation increasescontinuouslyas the players’ lines becomemuch shorter
and the number of personson stagegrows: events happenonstage,
and the spectatorsbecomewitnessesto dramaticaction as the verbal
presentationsare interruptedaccordingto the didascalieswith move
ments and pantomimesin which Christ appears. His three short
speechesare solemn and sublime exhortations, variants of verses
seven through ten of Psalm 23, each shorter and more expressive
than the last in describing the destruction of the Gates of Hell in
God’s name. With this action the tension of the third part and of
the whole play subsides: subsequentscenic events show the defeat
of the powers of Hell and the victory of the powersof Heaven.

The critical literature has proposedthe thesis that this Ukrainian
play is basedon the Historia o chwalebnymzmartwychwstaniuPañskim
of Mikolaj of Wilkowiecko. Scholars have been influenced by the
similarities between the part of Slovo o zburenju pekia in which
Christ destroys Hell and the beginning of part 4 of the Polish
Historia.4 Theseare rather slight evidencefor drawing such a con
clusion. All that one may justly assumeis some secondaryadaptation
of the verbal formulas or, perhaps,scenicfragmentsthat were current
in the anonymousmystery theater,probably derived from such basic
sourcesas the Holy Scriptures and the Apocrypha. On the other
hand,a dependenceon both the Polish Historia o chwalebnymzmart
wychwstaniuPañskimand-perhapsto an evengreaterdegree-onthe
Ukrainian Slovo o zburenju pekia is clearly evident in a dramatized
fragmentof a Ukrainian sermonpreservedin a manuscriptcollection
of sermons from the TranscarpathianUkraine.5 An analysis of the
languageandcontentof thesesermons,dated to the I 730s, convinced
scholars that they originated in Ukrainian territories once belonging
to Poland. In publishing the dialogic fragments of the sermon,
M. Voznjak attemptedto divide them into versesbecause,he main
tained,"the versified languageis self-evident."His footnotes pointed
out parallels with Historia o chwalebnym zmartwychwstaniuin the
Polish original.

See the texts in Rjezanov, Dramaukrajins‘ka, 1: 159-60;andDramaty Staropoiskie:
Antologia, ed. Julian Lewañski, vol.2 Warsaw, 1959, pp. 311-15.

Published by M. Voznjak in "Znadibky do ukrajins’koji velykodn’oji dramy,"
ZapyskyNaukovohotovarystva imeni Sevëenka146 1927: 119-41.
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It is with such a dramatizedfragment that the Eastersermon of
the play begins.6After a lengthy title-[Pouëeniena Voskresenielysus
Xrystovo pry zaxodi solncnoma pobIdi Ada pekelnaho,o razruinI
pek"la, jak stalasjaalosty radostu pekelnyx mukaxon5’m vjaznom,
ot vIka sidjaéym otcem svjatm, stalasja radost, y Xrystos, syn
bolj, yz mertvx vstal, bo znaly ony vjaznI, otceve svjatiy, y
Xrystos p0 nI prijde]-comesa rhymed tetrastichwhich is syntactically
connectedwith the non-versifiedtext:

A hd5’ Xrystos, sn boIj, yz mcrtvyx mal ustaty, do pekla dano znaty.
Hd svjataho loana Krestytclja Irod pojmal y hlavu emu utjal,
tedy pool svjatyj loan do pekcln5ix otxIan’j y povidil tam otcom svjat5lm,
kotoriy ot vika sidIly, at Adama aa do v"skresenijaXrystova.

The remainderof the fragment published by Voznjak is similar in
form. However, its stageelementsare presentnot only in the rhymed
sequencesnoted by Voznjak. They predominatein the forms of
expressiongenerally used in the didascaliesof stageworks and in the
speechesof the actors. This is shown in the beginning section of the
dramatized part of the sermon, throughout which the pattern in
questionis maintained:

A hds< poal movyty hetmanpekel"n9j Xava: ‘as b nam tu Krysta zapro
vadyty, ab tu sja nam pokoryl ...‘. Y rek Ad krol do hetmanaXav’: ‘Ktoà
takij yde mocn5j y moanj s tamtoho svita? ‘ Rcëe hetman: ‘Krolju Ade,
pamjataj moe slovo, àe naia moe pod cho moe pryjde ...‘. Poëal movyty
druhyj, Syraxuz: ‘tom pomyiljaei u sobI troskot"lyviy rIéy, brate hctmane,
om boyija pryjaty do pekla lysus Xrysta Nazarjanyna9‘ Reóe znovu
hetmanSyraxuz: ‘...,‘ etc.

The stageprovenanceof the given fragmentseemsunquestionable,
although the form in which it is preservedcannot be a basis for an
analysis of its theatrical structure. In order to attain the greatest
possible expressivenessand suggestiveness,the unknown preacher
proceededto relateplays he had seenor in which he had participated.
In accordancewith the conventionsof popular literature, including
sermons for the masses,he proceededto compile and expropriate
without much concern for the sources. It is also possible that the

6 In all citations the following transliteration was used: b = 1, w = 9, ü = j, u =
x = x, b = omitted as final letter, otherwiserenderedas "; = renderedas

In the citations from the Easter sermon the actors’ speechesare designated by
quotation marks. The remaining text is treatedas didascalies. Voznjak’s division of
the text into rhymed sectionsis set aside in favor of the form in the manuscript.
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given preacherimitated various personagesby intonation. However,
his sermondoesnot have scenic form: at most, it is a theatricalized
narrative, albeit one that shows a reliance on stage sources. Thus,
the first fragmentof the sermonin questionmay be treatedprovision
ally as a presentationof three compositionally loose, scenic parts
or acts, each of which comprisesa thematic whole and occurs at
a different location.

In the first part, the preacherrelates the scenic events in Hell,
to which Johnthe Baptist broughtthe newsof the coming resurrection
of Christ. The dramaticforms of this account the players’ lines and
the stage directions were preservedin the sermon as dialogues of
"unclean spirits"-i.e., the King of Hell and his generalshetmany,
Xava and Syraxuz. In this part, analoguesto the Slovo o zburenju
pekia are apparent.

The part of the sermon which we can view as a portion from the
following scenic part or act presentsChrist’s resurrection.This is
the inseenationof the words of the Gospel Matthew 28:2-4 that
are cited both by the Polish author of the dramaof the Lord’s
glorious resurrectionand by the Ukrainian preacher. It is in this
part that Voznjak finds most of the elementshe considersborrowings
from the Polish Historia.

The third partof the preacher’sversion shows,"through the charac
ters themselves,"Christ’s approachto Hell and his victory. Here the
only representativesof Hell are Lucyper and Cerber. Xava and
Syraxuz,who appearedin the first part, are not mentioned.Elements
correspondingto this third part can be found in both the Polish
andthe Ukrainian dramasmentionedabove. As Voznjak notes, this
dramatic fragment "takes up pp. 71-81 of the manuscript; this is
followed by the continuing text of the sermon which, on pp. 83v-86,
is interruptedby yet anotherdramatic fragment that also once be
longed to an Easterdrama." This fragment does not reveal a closer

analogueto any extant Polish or Ukrainian scenic works. However,
it is connectedwith the dramatization from the sermon discussed
above not only thematically, but also by a further developmentof
the scenic motif of Lucyper, chained to a post in the center of Hell
by ArchangelMichael. This seconddramaticfragmentof the Ukrain
ian sermon begins with words bearingsimilarity to stage directions:

A hd9 ju to peklo zostalo pusto, Lucyper zvjazan posredku pekla u stolpa
stoyt u velykoj alosty, revne plae, horko aaluc za earstvom svoym y za
stadom Xrystov5m, onyx sokolov y uhodnykov Xrysta pana, kotoryx vyder
emu s paiéeky pohanskoy.
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The preacher’saccount allows us to assumethat the bound Lucyper,
the "hellish king," wasoncethe focus of scenic action in a stage play
unknown to us but most probably seen by the author. To Lucyper
there "fly up," in sequence,the "hetman staryj Cerber, potlajuëy
pana svocho u pekli"; "druhy hetman, dijavol Asmodej"; "tretyj
hetman, dijavol, paskuda, zaljutnyk"; "eetvert’j hetman dijavol na
ymja Rohalec." Also presentis the same motif that appearsat the
end of Slovo o zburenju pekia, where Christ consolesthe King of
Hell by saying that his kingdom will be replenished-aclear warning
to mankind, which has just been savedby Christ’s passion. In the
sermon fragment this same moral, occurring in the devils’ speeches,
loses some of its religious solemnity and assumesmore expressiveness
by being couchedin the everyday life and beliefs of the people. The
main paraenetic device is an insistent, repetitive recitation by the
servantsof Lucyper who "fly up" one after the other, recounting
the enticementsthey will use to bring sinnersto Hell to avengetheir
defeatand "nahorodyty sobi u troc." Cerber, for example,promises
that

U korimax budemo vadyty pjanyei, kartoinyky, u dvorax pan5<, mIany,
sluàaliy, ryccrI; ium, svad9,koloInja; do bytvy zaahuserdce,edyn druhoho
zab"e:t9m sja utIlymo.

Rohalec, too, recommendshimself to Lucyper:

Ja Rohalec, slinoy urody, èarovnyk, ja zav’ic na oàozI syàu, zavle sja
mee babm9 bav"Iju, bo ja y tromaxlopamy ne spravlju, Ito ednoju baboju,
ja babunauéuvoly svoey, zIlja pokaàubabI y nauëucy voli svoey, ab9 ikodu
uóynyla meae korovamy u nabIlI, ab edna druhu podsypala,éaramy dos
konala, to ja nauéu, hoj ... EIée nauéu babu v"li svocy, nauky svoey, Iob9
zIlja pyla, a dity tratyla, y bolie deezlosty prylou svocy babam,to naIl budut
tovarylky, a sja usi kuty tvoy y s"piarni y tcmnycI pekcln9y napolnjat, Ito
yx Xrystos vyporoànyl, uzjal hvaltom

Thanking his faithful generals,Lucyper promisesthem that he will
make them "elders" stari in the reconstructedHell, and that he
will give them power "ab5’ste vICnx muk zavdavaly." He asks only
that they watch over the sinners, particularly the merchants,"zeal
ously":

Ito pyvo ne dosypujut y pozad ne mIlajut y fallyvoju mIroju mIrjajut. A do
toho, Ito fallyvymy lok"tjamy mirjajut, a ljudiom prodajut, a do toho, Ito
fallyvymy funtamy vaaat, a prodajut. Ted9 tyx usytkyx pylnujtc, podpravljajtc
na rozmaytiy rICy, na vsI zl9y postupky, prez kotoryy by riCy mohly nam sja
dostaty do naloho tletvornahocarstvapekel"naho.
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This description of the fragments from the Ukrainian sermon
publishedby Voznjak leaveslittle doubt that it is a monumentof
predicant, rather than theatrical, art. Yet, the sermon’s dominant
structural elementsare exempla of scenic provenance that clearly
support its basic themeand enliven the imagination of the audience.
Thus, this text should not be ignored in efforts to reconstructthe
theater on the cultural territory in question. For the text is striking
evidenceof the range of influence of the mystery-playstage, which
establishesin the consciousnessof the audiencea canon of vivid
charactersand images. This stage allows the preacher,in directing
himself to the Ukrainian public, to effectively manipulate a con
glomerateof generally known or viewed fragmentsof Ukrainian
as well as Polish stage plays.

*
* *

A manuscriptdated 1607, 1655, and 1670, found by Ivan Franko
in the church library of the village of Smerekovoin the L’viv region,
contains a Dialogus de passione Christi.8 According to Franko,
the work was staged-possiblyalso written-in a larger city or
monastery,perhaps in L’viv, but most probably in 2ovkwa, at the
court of the Sobieskis around the year 1660, when the custom of
festiveEastercelebrationswas introduced.The work’s uniquefeatures,
characteristicof that age’s ethnic and cultural milieu, are its language
and alphabet.The prologueis written in correct Polish in the Latin
alphabet,and among other announcementscontains the following:
"Tak my tragedi wyslawim p0 Panic,/ A to si wszystko ruskim
dialektcm stanic" pp. 37-38. The text following the prologue is in
Cyrillic. Ukrainian scholars believe, however, that the work is not
written in a real Ukrainian dialect, but in a "macaronic" language
with an enormousnumberof Polish words and forms.

There is no scholarly concensusas to the scenic and generic cate
gorization of the Dialog. Perhapsmost valid is the suppositionthat
the work was written in a Ukrainian burgher, rather than school,
settingandwasthereforenot intendedfor a school audience.However,
its author as well as its performerswere educated,most likely in an
Orthodox school patterned on the Jesuit model. For this reason
Rjczanovincludes the Dialog from the village of Smerekovo"in the

8 For the text see Miron [I. Franko], "Misterija strastejXristovyx," Kievskajastar/na,
1891, no. 4; reprinted in Rjezanov, Drama ukrajins‘ka, I : 183-200. Citations are from
the reprint.
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sphere of influencesof the Jesuit theater on Ukrainian drama-in
fluences which penetrated,above all, through Polish mediation, and
were particularly strongly reflectedin the Ukrainian school drama."9

The plot stratum of the Dialog comes from the Gospels as well
as from church passion songs; the work itself consistsof a prologue
and five scenes.The preservedtext is distinguishedby both its literary
polish andscenicimpoverishment.The scenicstructureis far removed
from the imitation of any real sequenceof events "real," that is,
for the authors and viewers, as well as from the developmentof
action. Its five scenes are basically five dialogues, very simple in
constructionand reminiscent of school declamations.’0The author
succeededin linking four of them by the rudimentary device of a
"chain system,"as it were. In eachsceneonly two charactersappear:
in the first, an Angel and the Blessed Virgin; in the second, the
Angel and Christ; in the third, the Blessed Virgin and Christ; in
the fourth, the Heart of the Blessed Mother of God and Cruelty.
Continuity of action is simulatedby the disappearanceoffstage of
one characterat the end of each scene, while the other proceeds
on his or her journey onstage, meeting the next interlocutor. The
fifth scene seems to be divorced from this action: it takes place
after the crucifixion. In its four monologues,which follow one another,
four new charactersappear:Love, Faith, Hope and the Church.This
is the most static scene,bearing the weight of theological morality-
i.e., Christian teachingson the spiritual triumph of the crucified
Christ. Thus, it servesas the Dialog’s pathetic finale.

The movementsand gesticulationsof this performanceare indicated
in the prologue lines 1-40:

Wydzie Anyol z kielichem Chrystusa szukakc ... a gdy zehodziC zeehee,
Panna mu drog zaydzic ... Anyol przydzie, a potym Chrystusa w ogroycu
obaezycic... I po krótkiem IpiewaniuztteyàeIewej strony pokaesic z kieliehem
y Anyol z zapony ... Wydzie Chrystus z kieliehem, ale tu znienackapokaze
sic w àalolci Jego wicta Matka ... Pod tene krzy z nim oraz s theatrum
zstpuje ... potym Cerkiew nowa iako oblubienicawydzie Chrystusowa.

The prologue describesthe first scene as a dialogue between the
Angel and the Blessed Virgin. At its end, however,after the Angel’s
departure,we are told: "A tak, kiedy Anyola iu.àe nic uprosi,/ Wielki
zal swóy szcroccprzedwami [i.e., the audience]oglosi." In the second
scene, the Angel "bçdzie kielich podawal z zalem Chrystusowi,/A

Rjezanov,Drama ukrajins‘ka, 1: 54.
10 Cf. Lewin, "Ruskie formy parateatralne."



THE UKRAINIAN POPULAR RELIGIOUS STAGE 317

Chrystusmu na wszystko szeroceodmowi./ Iednake obaczywszyw
odchlani zamknionych/ ... / Wemie kielich ... ." In the fourth scene,
Cruelty "srogie Okrucieñstwo" will plunge an "ostry miecz" into
the heartof the BlessedVirgin. In the fifth scene the Church "wnet
Chrystusowipoklon znaczny

uczyni

Thesestagedirectionsto the actors can be amplified by the play’s
particular Ukrainian text. The pathos of the style and the forms of
addressallow us to reconstructthe accompanyinggests and to see
where they are directed. Nearly all the developedmonologues-that
of the BlessedVirgin in the third scene,the Heart of the Mother of
God in the fourth, the Church in the last-have several addressees,
that is, they are separatedby gests that designatea change in the
direction of the address.The scenes in which the main prop-the
chalice-hada role mustcertainly havebeenenlivenedby the simplest
of gests,for it was passed,rejected,and accepted.In the fourth scene
the chalice is replacedby anotherprop, the sword, which Cruelty
hands to the Heart of the Mother of God not hilt first-that is,
not so she could defendher Son-but blade first, so as to "wound"
her, which it in fact does. Other movementswere probably confined
to figures traversingor lingering on the stage.

The preservedtext also gives us some idea of the scenographyof
the play. A curtain zapona was provided; the scenic characters
appearedfrom around its "left side." The stage teatrum was pro
bably separatedfrom the audienceby height, becauseone "stepped
off" it. A "hellish pit" was provided on stage for the sinners. It
appearsthat the fourth scene and, almost certainly, the fifth took
place against the background of a huge crucifix, for Love says to
the Church:

A to vydyl, jakie nieznosn9jeran9,
Na preCystoctilo eho sut’ zadan9!
Vydyl, jak est’ sromotnena krest podvyennyj,
A na vyliot ostrymy hvozdmy probodennyj!

lines 417-20

The Church could kneel before the crucifix as Love said:

A ty, Xryste, moj pane, na kresti raspjatyj,
cs’ mja smertju svoeju raCyl zbudovaty,
Preto nyzko kolina svoy preklanjaju

lines 51 1-13

In this stageplay, however,scenicforms of expressionare second
ary. The main dramatic instruments are words-languageformed
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according to school poetics and rhetoric. Here we find elements
widely used in school literature, such as repetitions, rhetorical ques

tions and exclamations,antithetic formulas, symbolization ascribing
concreteform to abstractconceptthe chalice of suffering, the wounds
of the heart and allegorization.We also find two refrains: in scenes
1, 2, and 3, by voices from hell; in scene 5, by the characterof the
Church, in his final monologuegiving thanks to Christ. The refrain
in the first three scenes,

Bud’ mylostyv, Hospody,zmylujsja nad namy!
Pokay myloserdic tvoe nad vjaznjamy,
Snyjdy s nebesy, tvoree, v9bav nasz nevoll,
UCyny, o Hospody, dost’ otcevskoj voly!

lines 121-4, 263-6, 329-32

marks the points of highest tension and the turning points of the
drama. In the first scenethe sinners’ prayer determinesthe Angel’s
subsequentactions. The latter painfully and reluctantly takes the
chalice to Christ, even though he was on the point of succumbing
to the pleas of the Blessed Virgin. In the secondscene,the refrain-
prayer of the sinners follows the Angel’s reply to Christ, who does
not want to acceptthe chalice. The reply endswith the words: "Esly
ted ne pryjmeI/Io y ja adaju/, //Ja sja nazad z kelyxom zaraz
povertaju." After the refrain, however, Christ’s monologue begins
with the words: "Stoj, Anhcle, poCekaj, daj my Casu v ruky! //
Jue t sja otvau na vsI t5e muky." In the third scene the pleas
from hell’s abyss strengthenChrist in his decision and steadfastness
as he faces his Mother’s entreaties.The refrain comes at the very
end of the scene followed by the speechof Christ and another by
the Blessed Virgin. These provide a resolution, as it were, of the
whole first part of the play-that is, of the "action surrounding
the chalice." It concludeswith Christ departing for his passion,and
the Blessed Virgin following him as witness.

The second refrain is compositionally a part of the culminating
monologue given by the Church, or, more precisely, of the mono
logue’s last and longest part lines 511-64, which is directed to the
crucified Christ. The distich

Ukryàovan9j pane, dobr9j Cs’ zayste,
Codroblyvyj pred smertju y pry smerty Xrystc

Thus in verses 526, 538 and 564; in verse 516, "dobrotlyv5’j." Moreover, in
verse 564 "po smerty," ratherthan "pry smerty," appears.
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is repeatedfour times: after the first fur versesdirected to Christ,
after the following eight, then after ten, and finally after the next
twenty-four-that is, at the end of the play. The verses between
the refrain amplify ever more broadly the fundamentalassertionthat
Christ’s passion has become the foundation for the new church.
This refrain, in turn, functions as a melodic leitmotif that gives the
finale the tone of sublime, prayerful thanksgiving. Here the poetics
that characterizethe whole work attain their high point. The elevated
style of the Dialog is createdby amplification through rhetorical
devices, passionateor dolorous intonation projected by the syntax,
and elevated diction. Elements organizing the stylistic construction
are exclamationsax, o, ef, modal particles nexaj, nexaje, the
accumulationof imperative forms e.g., "Ax, Anhcle, poCekaj, stuj,
stuj, ne spiysja," all in one line and of interrogatory particles at
the beginning of successivelines, and inflected forms of the same
pronoun. The literary correctnessof the work is supported by a
regular thirteen-syllablemeterwith paired rhymes.

*
* *

Among the early representationsof the Ukrainian stage connected
with the ceremoniesof Holy Week, scholarsinclude two scenicfrag
mentswith the annotation"Antyprolioh" before the first preserved
in a L’viv manuscript in the collection of A. Petrulevyè.’2 Various
speculationshave been made as to the provenance,interdependence
and scenicaffiliation of thesefragments. For, indeed, they themselves
do not providea basis for determiningeither the genealogyor contents
of the lost work. Yet, their presencein this manuscript collection
most probably intendedto satisfy the needsof the generalaudience,
their unsophisticated,conciseform of scenic and verbal presentation
atypical of literature for the educatedclasses,and their conclusion
a note in Ukrainian, in Latin transcription-"intermcdiawychodyt"
associatethis work with the non-school, non-professional,occasional
popular stage, which was surely urban and whose textmakcrs and
performerswere probably students.

Both fragmentscan be describedas closed sequences.The first is
a short and animateddialogue between three figures: Adam; Eve,
12 The manuscript no. 102 is now in the library of the Ukrainian Academy of
Sciencesin L’viv formerly the Ossolineum.For the text see I. Franko, "Novi materi
jaly do istoriji ukrajins’koho vertepa,"ZapyskyNaukovohotovarystvaimeni Sevéenka
821908;V. Peretc,"K istorii pol’skogo i russkogonarodnogoteatra," IzvestIa ORJaS,
vol. 14, no. 1 1909, reprinted in Rjezanov, Drama ukrajins’ka, 1: 165-70. Citations
are from thelatter.
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who has succeededin persuadingAdam to eat of the forbidden
fruit; and the Angel, who makes both aware of the magnitude of
their sin. This sequenceis closed by the combined monologue of
Adam and Eve, accompaniedby the note, "Adam z Evoju dumae."
This note, as well as the change in the versification the dialogue is
written in an irregular syllabic meter of ten to fifteen syllables, while
the monologue is in a regular, seven-syllable meter, allows us to
presumethat Adam and Eve expresstheir grief over paradiselost in
a recitative similar to a dumka.

The secondfragment is somewhatdifferent in structure,consisting
of four successivespeecheswith the notes "Anhel do Adama movyt,"
"Adam z pekla do Raju," "Davyd prorok," "Samuyl prorok." The
speechesby David and Samuelseem to be monologuesinforming us
of the freeing of the patriarchsfrom hell by the resurrectedChrist.
The fragment allows us to conceive the simplified presentationof
the lost whole. In thirty-four lines of verse,it has a content equivalent
to Slovo o zburenjupekia and other developed scenic works based,
as we canjudge from the preservedmonuments,on the motif most
popular in the early Ukrainian theater,derived from the apocryphal
Gospelof Nikodem.

*
* *

One of the most interesting monumentsof the Ukrainian theater
on the territory of the Commonwealth is that found by Jaroslav
Hordyns’kyj in the village Dernovo, in the L’viv district. It is a
volume of manuscriptscontaining a stage repertoire from the turn
of the eighteenthcentury. The volume is, in fact, a copy belonging
to the stagedirector of a semi-professionalcompany.All the Ukrainian
dramatic texts it contains have a clear scenic character,with many
accuratedidascalics. They indicate that the company was attuned
to a generalpublic, whoseattention it mobilized by direct contact.’3
It is hardly disputable that the Dernov manuscriptproves the exis
tence,on the territory in question,of professionallytrained Ukrainian
stage companies.These companieshad experienceddirectors, text-
makers, and actors who were well acquaintedwith the Ukrainian
and Polish school theater and other forms of the Polish theater.
I usethe term "textmaker" insteadof "author" preciselybecauseone

13 Fora furtherdiscussion,seeP. Lewin, Intermediawschodnioslow/añsk/eXVI-XVIII w.
Wroclaw, 1967,and"Intermediawsehodnioslowiahskieaintermediapolskie," in 0 wza
jemnychpowiqzaniach 1/terackich polsko-rosyjskichWroelaw, 1969. See also Lewin,
"Ruskie formy parateatralne."
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of the featuresof the repertoireof the mass theateris-as indicated
by the Dernov manuscriptand as noted abovehere-its compilatory
nature. This, like the concern for the participation of the audience
in creating the scenic fiction, stems from its association with folk
creativity.

Thesedistinguishing featuresare also found in a work that most
closely correspondsto what the critical literature calls the mystery
play. This is an Easterplay whose title notedescribes it as "Dyjaloh
vo krateI sobrannij na person sedm, na dvi Casty raspoloennij.Vo
perloj Casty persontry budet:Adam, Evva, Anhel vyjdet. Na poCatok
Krasomov"ca sam p0 nyx vyjdet."4 The play commenceswith a
prologue by the "Krasomov"ca." Through such expressionsas "slu
xaCu, zacnostytvoja" and "aktorove ... tut prezen"tovatybudut sja
yam sluxaCe v scenaxrozmaytyx y v akeyjax vcselyx," he announces
the three scenesthat comprise the holiday play.

The Dernov repertoirebook does not give the text of the first of
the announcedscenes,which introduce "xlopjata maliy sja stavjat

aktom svoym ne dolho zabavjat, yz mertvyx vostanij budut
povidaty." However, its scenic form is indicated by the note at the
end of the prologue: "tut ICo xor zasplvaet,a potom xlopjata eden
p0 druhomvlrlI budutpovIdaty, a potom Co znovu xor

perespI

It would seemthat this was a declamationthe "xlopjata" hadbrought
from school and the director of the company had approved,un
changed,as a paratheatricalintroduction-without, however,making
it part of the play itself. This explains why scenes two and three,
announcedin the prologue, are subsequentlytreated, in accordance
with the title note, as the first and second part of the dialogue
amongsevenpersons.Accordingto the announcementin the prologue,
Adam and Eve appearin the secondscene along with an Angel who
brings them news of the Saviour. The end of this part is marked by
the note: "Y otydut vsI troe a xor Co zaspIvaet,potym vyjdet sam
tylko Krasomov"cay movyt." The "Krasomov"ea" delivers the epi
logue; when he goes offstage"pojdet za zaslonu" the chorussings
its piece "xor Co zaspIvaet". Thus, there is no contradiction in
the fact that the third scene,as designatedby the prologue, is pre
ceded by the note, "Druhaja Cast, v kotoroj try vydut persony:
Xrystos, Luka y Kleopa. Pere vyjdut Apostoly, a potym do nyx

14 For text and commentarysee J. Hordyns’kyj, "Z ukrajins’koji dramatyènoji lite
ratury XVII-XVIII St.," in Pam’jatky ukrajins’koj/ movy / literatury, vyd. Arxeo
grafi/’noji komisejiNaukovohotovarystva /meni .evëenkaL’viv, 1930.
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Xrystos vyjdct." For this is the text of the Gospel of St. Luke,
expandedto the full measureof its dramatic possibility.

In Hordyns’kyj’s opinion, the close dependenceon the words of
the Gospel and the resultant rigorous avoidanceof comic elements
distinguish the Ukrainian Emmaus drama from similar dramas in
other literatures. For Hordyns’kyj, the drama’s closest similarity is
to the sixth sceneof the Polish Historia o chwalebnymzmartwychwstaniu
Pañskim of Mikolaj of Wilkowiecko, although the latter does tend
to introducecomic elements.The Galician andnon-schoolprovenance
of this Ukrainian Emmaus play which is also part of the Polish
tradition is indicated by the scenic presence of Christ, because
Orthodox circles always scrupulously refrained from showing the
simple folk a concretefigure of Christ "in his own person,"preferring
to replacehim with an allegorical figure.

The text in questiongives us certaininformation aboutthe theatrical
aspectsof the play. As we seefrom the noteabove, the theaterof the
Dernovcompanyuseda screenbehindwhich the "Krasomov"ca"retired
after delivering the epilogue.How did this screenfunction? If it was
a curtain, then the prologue,declamationof the "boys," and epilogue
of the first part were all "delivered" from the proscenium.Yet the
action of the play itself did not require changesin scenery: it could
easily unfold in the samescenicspace-thatis, onstage.The "Kraso
mov"ca" andthe "boys" appearedandthenretired behindthe screen,
which hid the other players and the props from the viewers. In the
secondscene the action takes place in the spacebetween the Gates
of Hell, from which Christ has releasedAdam and Eve, andthe Gates
of Paradise,to which they are lcd by the Angel. Thesetwo sets of
gates could have been representedby decorations,although this was
not essential.The third scene takes place on the road to Emmaus.
Neither the actor’s text nor the didascaliessuggestthat decorations
were required here, although they do allow us to reconstruct the
movementsof the play. After a rather animated dialogue between
Luka and Kleopacomesthe note: "Tu apostolypustjatsjaIv dorohu],
a Xrystos javytsja ym na puty y budet pryblyatysja ko nym, pyta
tysja yx, movjaCy do nyx." The next note occurs before the action’s
culmination: "Tu posidajut na tryatrum y reCet Xrystos." The next
fragment is the most dramatic, indeed, semi-pantomimic:after only
four versestwo by Christ and two by Luke, we read, "Y [Luka]
vyjmct xlib, a peredXrysta poloyt. Xrystos te pcrekrestyv"Iy pere
lomyt xllb y podastmovjaCy:
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Y vy druzy tojde xlIb pryjmIte,
A v"kupI so mnoju jadite

Tu podav"y ym xlIb ncvydymo ot nyx otydet, a ony z soboju Eho
ne obaCyv"Iy poznajuttoj Cas, e to Xrystos byl yz namy. Y budut
movyty do scbe[two versesof dialogue] Tut sja porvut y v"stanut."
Fromthesubsequentdialogueit appearsthat the Apostleswere looking
about and that only Luke, fully convinced of the identity of the
companionwho hasjust disappeared,decidesthat they should imme
diately return to Jerusalemand console their "smut"nyx druhov,"
with the resulting "I otydut a xor zaspIvactICo."

Following the prologue, declamation,second scene,epilogue and
third scene,the chorus appears.Where was it located-onstageor
in the space separatingthe stage from the audience?Was it there
during the entire performance,or did it enter only at that moment?
As yet, we do not know. However, we can be fairly certain that
the role of the "Krasomov"ca" was played by the director of the
company-themost educatedand distinguishedof the actors-for
his monologues,as Hordyns’kyj notes,are markedby an elevatedstyle.

Thus we see that the feast-day play presentedby the Dernov
companywas based on conscious compilations of pathetic mono
logues on the meaningof Christ’s resurrectionfor mankind these
also announcedand concluded the function-i.e., served as prologue
and epilogue, school declamations,and two acts from a mystery
play, which couldalso be playedseparatelyand in other combinations.
Here,we might note that in contrastto the considerablenumber of
preservedmonumentsrelating to Holy Week, the Ukrainian non-
school dramafrom the territory of the Commonwealthis remarkably
modestin regard to other feastdays on the Church calendar.

A few scenic fragmentswere also preservedin a L’viv manuscript
from the mid-seventeenthcentury. It contains as one continuous
unit three "scenesor exits" "seena ... albo ysxodenye"-thefifth,
sixth andseventh.Separately,there are also a Prolog na Bo±e Narod
zenie and an Epilog na Bo±e Narodzenie.’5 The fifth scene differs
fundamentally from the other two, which are similar in plot and
style: it is a typical product of the school theater and Baroque
poetics. Three allegorical figures-the sinful Soul, the sinful Flesh,

For the text see V. Perete, "K istorii pol’skogo i russkogonarodnogo teatra,"
Izvestija ORJaS,vol. 12, no. 4 1908; reprinted in Rjezanov, Drama ukrajtns’ka, 1:
171-81. Citations are from the reprint.
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and God’s Mercy-appear and speak in an emphatic style, replete
with rhetorical questions and exclamations, exaggeratedattributes
e.g., "smutku moj neznosnyj,alju oplakannyj"; "alju moj velykyj";
"svitlosty veselaja"; "Boe tvorCe, skarbemoj"; "hrIxom ztem"nllaja
dula," etc., and numerous repetitions the most frequently used
word is zmylujsja. Their gesticulation is also characterizedby em
phasis. Thus, the introductory note announcesthat "Duin hrThnaja
vyxodyt z TIlom hrIlnyka." The Soul accusesthe Flesh of sin, where
upon the latter justifies itself by accusingthe world that deceivedit
and declaresthat one must beg God for forgiveness. Then comes
the note: "Tu Dua prypavyna kolIna yz TIlom hrInym, obernuvly
oCy do neba, volajut." The title note over Mercy’s speech informs
us that it entered "yz svlCoju zapalennoju"and that it brought the
news that "Oto nynI Boh v till sam z panny sja rodyt." Speaking
for itself andthe Flesh, the Soul thanks the Creator and "Tut poklo
nyvlysja Myloserdiju boomu Dula y Tilo otxodjat vosvojasy z My
loserdiem boym."

By Contrast,scenessix and seven,although differing in length,share
the apocryphal features of the mystery play characteristic of the
mass,non-school theater in the cultural sphere in question. In my
opinion, the sixth sceneshould be seenas a developedact consisting
of four scenes which are clearly distinguishableby the title notes
that summarizethe content the so-called arguments, i.e. : 1 "Za
xaryja naperedvyjdct svjatytel y usjadet sobI na ok [...],16 a potem
loakym yz An"noju ertvu vyncsut"; 2 "Anhel Boyj blahovIstyt
Anni, e mIet porodyty PresvjatujuPannu,kotorajastanetsja matkoju
Xrystovoju"; 3 "Tut zasplvajut ‘o Marie y devyce preCystaja[...j a
P0 splvannjuvyxodyt Ioakym y pryvodjat do [...]

" preCystujuPannu,
vedluh pysm, v trox jako by lltcx"; 4 "Tut prcCystajaBohurodyca
budet melkaty v cerkvi Solomonovoj, a Zaxaryja pryzyvact losyfa
do sebe, xotjaCy emu zleeyty u opeku preCystujuPannu." The action
throughouttakes place in the same setting, "in Solomon’s church,"
but the actor’s text shows that the events of the third scene are
separatedfrom the precedingtwo by a period of about four years,
and from those in the fourth by another several years. As we sec
from the arguments,only specific figures appear,whosedialogue is
quite animatedand rapid: there is a predominanceof two-, four-,

16 Illegible in the manuscript.
17 [...]-obliterated in the manuscript.



THE UKRAINIAN POPULAR RELIGIOUS STAGE 325

and six-line speechesin irregular syllabic meter. The languageis not
as ornate as in the fifth scene,but it is not without an elevatedtone,
imparted by the rhetorical questionsand exclamationsdirected to
God. A lyrical clement is provided by diminutives Joachim brings
God an "ovCatko" and Anna asks God for progeny, since by His
grace all creatures give birth to "ditoCky", and by referencesto
simple human concernsas well as sublimely religious ones. Zachary
hesitatesbefore accepting the three-year-old Mary in the church,
from ordinary concern for the child: "Ednak e malaja dICer, ab5’
ne tuyla, // 2e pry matery svojej malo Co poyla." Joachim begs
God for children so as not to be shamedbefore people, and then
departsto live out his last years in the desertwith his flocks. Joseph,
an improverishedcraftsman,is afraid to acceptMary, for he often
"Castokrot"must leave hometo work, when someonecould lead the
girl astray; he fears both God’s curse and shame in his declining
years. The sixth scene ends with this note, which follows Joseph’s
lastspeech:"Tut Zaxaryjaodxodyt, a preCystajaPannastojaCypsaltyr
Cytaty, a xor budet spIvaty: ‘Blahovistvuj, zemle, radostvelyju, pojte,
nebesa,Boyju slavu."

The seventhsceneunfolds in the same sequenceof plot andevents,
prefacedby the note: "Budct Havryyl blahovIstyty preCystoj panni
rodestvo Boha-Slova,a prynesetpreCystoj kvit vmIsto nebesnaho
upomynku." The dialogue betweenthe Archangel and Mary is con
nectedwith the last sequencein the sixth sceneby the silent presence
of Joseph,mentionedin the last note: "Y otxodyt Anhel, tak"e y
PreCystajaz losyfom." The manuscriptends with "Konec scenam
povanym vsIm."

Critical opinion is divided as to during which church feast these

dramatic fragments were presented, as well as to the form of the
whole performance.Pereteand Petrovbelievedthat these threescenes
are the remaining fragment of a mystery play stagedfor the Annun

ciation.’8 Rjezanov,however,consideredall thesemanuscripttexts to
be fragmentsof a larger play for Christmas.The texts themselvesdo
not support either of these opinions unequivocally. It seemsmost
likely that they are remnantsfrom the repertoireof semi-professional
seasonalcompanies representinga popular, occasionaltheater. The
original repertoire used fragments from school works directly or
adaptedfor a general audience; these drew on the authors’ imagi
18 SeeN. Petrov, "Oëerki iz istorii ukrainskoj literatury XVII-XVIII vv.," in Kievskaja
iskusstvennajaliteratura XVII-XVIII vv., preimulëestvennodramatiêeskajaKiev, 1911.
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nation andcapabilities,as well as on folk andschool traditions.These
componentswere assembledin varying, not always equally coherent
combinations. Each component could have multiple applications,
making it suitable for various occasions. In the given case, the
prologue and epilogue were permanently tied to the celebration of
Christmas, while the three scenes described above could be used
either together or separately, in mystery play combination, for the
feast of the Annunciation or for Christmas.

*
* *

The same manuscriptpreserving such fragmentaryrepresentations
of the Ukrainiannon-schooltheateron the territory of the Common
wealth as the declamationViry na voskresenyeXrystovoandtwo copies
of the ribald intermcdium Baba, Dziad i Diabel also contains two
fragmentsof a play about Lazarusand the Rich Man. The theme
is a parablepopular in many national dramascf. the Polish Tragedia
o Bogaczui Lazarzu, from Gdañsk, based on the sixteenthchapter
of the Gospelaccording to St. Luke. The schemaof the Ukrainian
play, basically that of a morality play, can be reconstructedfrom
the preserved fragments.’9 It is a scenic presentation of the
consequencesof the choiceswhich man,constantlybesetby the powers
of good and evil, must make in daily life. Here we find only one
speechby Lazarus,which comesat the beginningof the first fragment.

Lazarusasks God to punish the malice "zlosty" of the one who
did not show him mercy "kotrij ne pokazal ... mylosty", i.e., the
Rich Man, andto granthim, in His mercy,eternal restand acceptance

by Christ.Appearingon stagewith Lazarusare two angels,a Musician,
the Rich Man, the Brother of the Rich Man, and probably the Rich
Man’s servantsand companions.After the speech by Lazarus, the

First Angel turns to the Rich Man, who is making merry and be
grudges even a moment’s attention. The sequenceof events leads

one to presume that this scene and the following ones were staged

against a banquetin the Rich Man’s house. The Angel not only
accusesthe Rich Man of lacking pity, but also predicts his swift
punishment"v vICnoy temnosty,"wherehe will be tormented"z Lucy
perom," while "on nylCij"-i.c., Lazarus-will "u Avraama po
karm mIty" and will not respondto the Rich Man’s pleas for help.
19 For the text see Franko, "Novi materialy," and Peretc, "K istorii pol’skogo i
russkogonarodnogoteatra," pp. 153-58.Citationsare from the latter.
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After this speechfollow the note "Lazara poneset"and the speech
of the secondAngel, directedfirst to Lazarusincipit: "Pojdy, Lazar
nyCij, na Avraamovo lono" and then after eight versesto another
addresseeperhaps the Rich Man’s servants or companions:

Y yam rozkazuju, byste tIlo vzjaly,
Vedluh zvyCaju xrystijanskahopoxovaly.
Toho bohaCav9 ne sluxaytejak yvo,
Bo y v9 z nym budete v pekll maty nyvo.

The Rich Man doubts the divinity of the newcomers and the
predictionof Lazarus’ fate after deathincipit: "Ja tomu ne viru, eb5’
ony ot Boha bly, 7/ eb5 tuju trudovatu dulu do neba vzjaly".
Yet, the Brother of the Rich Man announceshis decision to follow
the leper and subsequentlyreport to the Rich Man whether he has
seen"pravdu Cy kryvdu." The Musician also departsafter Lazarus,
renouncing his craft and discarding "skrypku svoju"; he desires
"nyCoho v5iprovaaty," so that Lazarus will intercede with God
for him, "nenzn5’m."

The fragmentof the play in which all those presentat the banquet
leave theRich Man oneby one?is missing, for following the Musi
cian’s speechthe manuscript contains a speech by the Rich Man

without beginning or title expressingsurpriseand fear of loneliness
incipit: "Cosja za Cuda takic staly, /7 Ze my sja vsi pootrikaly".
The Rich Man complains that "ne tylko sluhy moja ... 1cC y corka"
left him for Lazarus. This, however, does not break his pride, and
he preparesto luxuriate alone.

Just as the pleas of the humiliated and tormented Lazarus-the

bearerof a rightly perceivedtruth-arc answeredby the appearance
of an Angel come to take him to heaven for the ultimate reward,
so also the ultimate expressionof undauntedself-confidence,heedless

of all warnings-thebearer of wrongly perceived truth-calls forth
a punishing power. All this is in accordancewith the schemaof a
morality play. The note "Smert’ v9xodyt y movyt do bohaCa" marks
the beginning of the next scene,one in which the First Devil and the
SecondDevil also participate.Although they undoubtedly appeared
onstagesimultaneouslywith Death, they enterinto the action only
after the exchangeof statementsby the major speakers.The actor’s
text for the Rich Man requiresthe performerto show submissiveness
towardjustjudgmentand punishmentand to acknowledgethe vanity
of earthly riches. The role of the Rich Man culminateswith a moral
and a farewell to the audience:
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Pryjateli, ju toho svlta odxoaju,
A yam Cynyty tak ne pozvaljaju.
V9 mylost9nju nyiCym y ubohim davajtc
A z dvorov svoyx ne vp9xajtc.
Ju sja teper, druhy, ehnaju,
Na tamtom svIti vas oCykyvaju.

It is possible that the Rich Man’s departurefor hell was accom
panied by a scuffle with the Devils, for the First Devil says:

Ja ju tvoju ponesu do pekla dulu,
A svoyx tovarylov p0 tvoe tIlo zaprolu.

But the SecondDevil intervenes:

Stuj, brate, poCckaj,
A menl tuju dulu v ruky daj,
A ja predsvoym starlym flex poxvaljusja
Y na vyliiy honor voznesusja.

The note "ort bohaCaberut" indicatesthat togetherthe two Devils
carry the Rich Man off to hell.

Another part of this manuscriptcontainsa fragment of a later act
from the same play. A dialogue between the Soul of the Rich Man
andthetwo angelsoccurring,perhaps,on the way to hell takesplace
in the next world. The Soul repentsthat it did nothing but gratify
the body; the First Angel, moreover, accusesit of scorningLazarus.
The Soul expressesthe hope that the resurrectedChrist will save it
along with the others,but the First Angel deprivesit of this hope,
calling the "sluhy pekelne" to take the Soul of the Rich Man "v
mlsta temn5e."The SecondAngel repeatsthe accusationsandjustifies
the Rich Man’s terrible punishment.The main function of this part,
which doesnot develop the action, seemsto be to reiteratethe main
premise of the play-that is, the consequencesof evil. The basic
device is the repetition of the same message,by every characterin
eachspeech,with a gradualamplification of the form of the statement
and an accumulationof details about the tormentsof hell designed
to stimulate the imagination of the audience. Here one might note
that the school origin of plays performedby the mass theater may
be indicatedby the consistentlength of the speechesin the preserved
fragments. In this play’s banquetscene, for example, Lazarus, the
First Angel, and the Second Angel speak twelve lines each; sub
sequently,the Rich Man, his Brother and the Musician speakfour
lines each.
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The Ukrainian religious drama of the seventeenthand eighteenth
centuries, as part of the repertoire of the popular theater on the
territory of the Commonwealth,developedon the boundary between
written and folk literature. Its anonymousauthors were tied both
by origin and in Weltanschauungto the town intelligentsia, the
Orthodoxburghers,andthe peasantry.The occasionalreligious stage
they serviced-asseen from the texts discussedhere-appearsto
have been a professionaltheaterwith much dramatic efficacy. This
drama and stage undoubtedly occupy an important place in the
popular culture of the Ukraine, particularly of its western lands.
Testifying to its importanceare the richnessof this theater’sdramatic
andscenicdevices,and the extent of its religious and ethical content.
In reconstructingthe history of the Ukraine’s drama and theater,
the Ukrainian religious dramaof the seventeenthand eighteenthcen
turies must, therefore,be taken into account.

University of Ill/no/s at Urbana-Champaign
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THE IMPERIAL INVITATION TO THE COSSACKS
TO PARTICIPATE IN THE THIRTY YEARS’ WAR

1632

ALEXANDER BARAN

Recentresearchin Viennesearchiveshasdisclosednew sourcematerial
on the Ukrainian Cossacksduring the time of the Thirty Years’
War. The documentsof this find that are most interesting depict the
diplomatic struggle to secure the Cossacks’military support.Not all
the materialsof this diplomatic game can be given here. Presented,
however, are five of the most important documentsconcerning the
official invitation to the Cossacksin 1632 to participate in the war
on the sideof theHoly RomanEmpire. In approachingthesedocuments
let us briefly summarizethe overall situation of the empire and the
imperial struggles in the Swedish phase of the Thirty Years’ War.

After the end of the Danish phaseof the Thirty Years’ War 1628
it appearedthat the emperorFerdinandII had won the war andthat
the Holy RomanEmpire would be constitutionallyrenewedunder his
leadership.On 6 March 1629,however,Ferdinandissuedhisunfortunate
Edict of Restitution, which bannedCalvinism, forbadeProtestantsto
buy church estates,and invalidated the previous court decisionson
the matter of church possessions,thereby subjecting them to the
emperor’sexclusiveownership.Theimplementationof theseresolutions
was assignedto special commissionersagainst whom the regional
diets could not protest.’ With this edict, therefore, Ferdinand
turned the constitutionalbattle of the empire onto the battlefield of
religion. But in order to carry out thesemeasureshe had to reinforce
his military strength,which rested on Wallenstein’s army. Conscious
of his importance, Wallensteinbegan to reinforce his army by re
cruiting new mercenaries-moreas a confirmation of his authority
thanas a strict enactmentof the edict. This frightened the membersof

1 C. V. Wedgwood,The Thirty Years’ War New York, 1961, p. 235.
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the Catholic League, particularly Maximilian of Bavaria. Together
with the neutralistelectorsfrom Saxony andBrandenburg,Maximilian
beganto demanda new supremecommander.2

Meanwhile, a new enemyhadappearedfrom the north-the Swedes.
The Swedishking, GustavusAdolphus,who endedhiswar with Poland
on 26 September1629 with the Treaty of Altmark, was contemplating
an invasion of Germany in order to champion the cause of the
Protestantsagainstthe supportersof the Edict of Restitution.Ignoring
the Swedishdanger,the emperorsummoneda council of electorsto
Rcgensburgin an effort to resolvethe constitutionalproblems of the
empire. At this council, held in July 1630, the Catholic electors
demandedthe removal of Wallenstein,while the Protestantsargued
for the repealof the Edict of Restitution.To securevotes,Ferdinand
dismissed Wallenstein, but would not agree to the repeal of the
edict. This was a fatal mistake, since GustavusAdolphus, backed
by Frenchfinancial aid, had alreadybegunto invade Germany,thus
forcing the Protestantelectors of Saxony-Brandcnburgto join his
coalition againstthe emperor.3

Wallensteinretreatedto Bohemiawith his privateforces,leaving the
empire’sdefenseto the exhaustedarmy of the Catholic League,led
by GeneralTilly and the light cavalry of Pappenheim.These forces
clashedwith the Swedisharmy on 18 September1631 at Breitenfeld,
nearLeipzig. In this battle Tilly’s army wastotally defeated,andTilly
himselfwas seriouslywounded;the army was saved from total anni
hilation only throughthe heroismof Pappenhcim’scavalry.4

After this victory, GustavusAdolphus marched as far as Bavaria
with his Swedish and German armies, while the Saxon armies of
GeneralArnim marchedto northernBohemia.Aware of the emperor’s
critical situation, GustavusAdolphus wanted to administer a final
blow by openinga secondfront. On the adviceof Cardinal Richelieu,
he began to negotiatewith the Transylvanians,the Turks, and the
Tatars about undertakingmilitary action against the Hapsburgsof
Hungary.5 At this point, the emperor hastenedto remember his
former friends-Wallensteinand the Ukrainian Cossacks.He needed
Wallensteinto defeatGustavusAdolphusand the Ukrainian Cossacks

2 Wedgwood,Thirty Years’ War, pp. 236-238.
A. W. Ward, "GustavusAdolphus," CambridgeModern History, vol. 4 London,

1907, pp. 198-200.
Wedgwood, Thirty Years’ War, pp. 287-291.
Does. 1 and2.
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to forestall a possible Turkish-Tatar attack on Hungary. The em
peror’s agents began negotiationswith Wallenstein at the end of
1631.6 On 20 February1632 the emperor instructedhis ambassador
in Warsaw, Matthias Arnoldini of Klarstein, to procure military
support for the Zaporozhian Sich with Polish agreement. In his
instructions the emperor mentioned that Arnoldini could also turn
for help to the Ruthenianvoievoda,StanislawLubomirski.7

In compliancewith this instruction, Arnoldini deliveredan impas
sionedspeechin thePolishDiet on March22 beforeKing WladyslawIV
and nearly all the senatorsof the kingdom.8 In his pleas Arnoldini
briefly describedthe military failures of the Hapsburgdynasty and
the critical position of the empire causedby the invasion of Gustavus
Adolphus.He announcedthat the enemywas even instigatingthe Turk
andTatar non-believersto attack the Austrian ruler andthe Christian
princesof the empire. For this reason,the emperorwas sending his
envoys to all Christian kings, asking them to defend the "Christian
cause."He especiallydependedupon Poland, with whom the empire
and individual Habsburgkingdoms had long-establishedties and a
treaty signed by Ferdinandhimself in l62l. On the basis of this
treaty, the emperorhad already used Polish help against insurgency
in the empire.’° The emperor now called upon Poland’s support,
especially since their common enemy was involved. He asked the
Polish king and Diet to enlist the might of the ZaporozhianCossacks
against the pending invasion of the Turks and Tatars since the
Cossackscould beststop the attacking"barbarians."

The official reply came on April 7 through Ives Lipski, the repre
sentive of the Polish king. Lipski acknowledgedArnoldini’s request
on behalfof the king and the Polish Diet. However, he said, due to
the difficult situationin Polandandthe dangerof war with Muscovy,
he could only promise that the Cossackswould engagethe Turkish
Tatar armies if they should march on the emperor’s dominions
through Polish territory. If thesearmiescrossedby way of Moldavia,
Wallachia, or Transylvania, however, the Polish king expected the

6 Wedgwood,Thirty Years’ War, pp. 304-309.
Doe. 1.

8 Doe. 2.
G. Gajecky and A. Baran, The Cossacksin the Thirty Years’ War, vol. 1 Rome,

1969,pp. 35-37, 60-63.
10 GajeekyandBaran,Cossacks,pp. 31-88.

Doe. 2.
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emperor to have had enough time to establish a defense for his
dominionswithout Cossackassistance.12

Arnoldini could not accept this diplomatic refusal On the em
peror’s orders, he turned to Stanislaw Lubomirski, asking him to
intercedewith the ZaporozhianCossacksdirectly.’3 Arnoldini even
planneda personalvisit to Zaporozhe to persuadethe Cossacksto
take active part in the war.’4 However,Lubomirski did not live up to
Arnoldini’s hopes.Since he was not on good terms with the Cossacks
at the time, Lubomirski tried to discredit them before Arnoldini.’5
Also, he refusedto beginany negotiationswithout the expressapproval
of Wiadyslaw IV and the Polish Diet. Using these argumentshe
wrote two letters to Arnoldini, dissuading him from any contact
with the Zaporozhians.’6Yet, Arnoldini’s attemps to involve the
Cossacksin the Thirty Years’ War were not in vain: upon receiving
word of the emperor’splans, the Cossacksbegancontactingthe com
manderson their own and enlisting in his mercenaryarmy without
the knowledgeof the Poles.Thus, in 1632-1633more than 6,000 Cos
sacks were fighting in the emperor’s armies under the leadership
of ColonelVirus’kyi.’7

Universityof Manitoba

Document1
Vienna, 20.2.1632

The emperor’s letter to his ambassadorin Warsaw, Matihias Arnold/ni, instructing him:
1 to securethe helpof the ZaporozhianCossacksagainst thepossible Turkish-Tataror
Transylvanianattack: 2 to consult and discuss all the plans connectedwith the matter
of Transylvaniawith the Ruthen/anvoievoda,StanislawLubomirsk/.

Haus-Hof-StaatsArchiv, Polen I, Karton 55, Konv. Febr.1632, fol. 27-35.

Fcrdinandusetc.
Instructio pro honorabilenostroet Sacri Imperii fideli, dilectoMatthia
Arnoldino a Clarstein Equite Aurato, consiliario nostro Imperiali

12 Doe. 3.
13 Doe. 4.
14 Does. 4 and 5.
15 Does. 4 and 5.
16 Does. 4 and 5.
17 M. Dzieduszycki,KrOtki rys dziejôw / spraw Lisowczykdw,vol. 2 L’viv, 1843-44,
pp. 475-479.
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Aulico et SecretarioArcano, quid nostro nomine apud Scrcnissimum
Poloniaeac SveciaeRegemnec non eiusdemRegni PoloniacProceres
agereet negociaridebeat.

Agitur de renovandispactisfoederibusqueImperium inter
et Regnum

Poloniac

f. 33v Quibusaddetdeinde,cum copertumsit idque Serenitatem
Suam et Inclytos Regni Ordinesminime omnium lateat, quibus pro
missis et per quos ministroset commissariossuos saepedictushostis
foster undiqueatqueadeoab ipsa Porta Ottomanicaet populo Tar
tarorumaliisque Nobis vel ipsimetRegnoPoloniac infensis aut infidis
nationibus auxilia in Nos solicitare non dubitet. Id vero omnino
providendumvideri qua via conatibuseiusdëmhostiset cum Tarta
rorum, ut fertur, iam mcditatae irruptioni, vel Ragoczii, si is cx
Transylvania, Ut dicitur, aliquid tentare vcllet, molitioni occurratur
scire Nos quas copiasCosacchorumSaporowskiorumadversumbar
barorum impetus ad manum semper habeant,has easdem,ut iam
cum numerosi is essetminor quam pro periculo, tum caeterisrebus
confirmaresimulquesub stipendiiset signis f. 34 suis advcrsushunc
hostemoppositastencrcvelint. Quod cur ita petamusdominusCon
siliarius noster,rationes,quasipse optimenovit, explicabit.

Et ad evitandasTransylvani insidias cum nobis Palatini Lubemi
riensis Waivoda Rusky opera, cx causis saepememoratoConsiliario
nostro cognitis haud parum opportunavideatur pro sua prudentia
occulte et apud quos videbitur explorabit, an et qua ratione vel
via is ad colligendam ac alendam suo sumptu popularium manum
induci possit; scire Nos dicet, quo loco ipse apud omnessit quidve
inter suos possit, quantumapud militem gratia et auctoritatcvaleat,
itaquc, Si velit, non dubitareNos, quin Nobis in hac partc gratificari
possit,et devoluntate,quo minusdubitemus,aequemultasNoscausas
haberc; ita inprimis de virtute ipsius sentire, ut eum Rcipublicae
causanon minusvelle quam posseexistimcmusf. 34v non passurum
illum suamopem a Sacro Romano Imperio, cuius ipse Comitis titulo
gaudcat,hoc tcmpore desiderari, expertosNos idem in aliis rebus;
Nolle autem nec posseNos desiderare,ut quantum satis sit contra
illum metum ipse suis impensis cogat, alatur, cupereNos submittere
et submissurosduas Lcgioncs pcditum Germanorumcum bis mule
equitibuset aliis mille selopetariis,quosDraconesvocant, ad pugnam
equo vel pede incundam habilibus. His eopiis confidere Nos, non
modo Ragochii conatus reprimi, sed alibi quoque Si nihil moveat,
utiles diversioneseieri posse.Etsi, quod omnino speremushis armis
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successussit, non defore, unde vel in Transylvania vel cx bonis
ipsiusmet Ragochii vel aliunde cx Provinciis occupatis; eidern pro
impensis, cx modo liberalitatis nostrae cumulate satisfiat, de quo
dubitarenon debcatf. 35

Porro in his omnibus dextre proponendisDominus Consiliarius
noster solita fide et prudentiasua, turn ipsiusrnetRegis consilio ute
tur, dabitquc operam,ut tota hac ncgociationesua quam rnaximc cx
voto perfungatur,sitque, cur Eidemde gratia nostraCaesarea,qua in
illurn iam ante propendemus,magis magisquetestari velimus. Datum
Viennaedie 20 Februarii, Anno Dornini 1632.

Document2
Warsaw,22.3.1632

The speechthat the imperial ambassador,Arnoldini, delivered to the Polish Diet. After
describing the critical State of the empire and pointing to the imminent danger of
a Turkish-Tatar attack,hebegsassurancethat theZaporozhian Cossackswill bepermitted
to intercede,since theyalone can block thepassageof the Turkish-Tatararmies.

Haus-Hof-StaatsArehiv, Polen I, Karton 55, Konv. Martz 1632, fol. 119-122.

Sacratissime,Potentissime,atqueInvictissimeRex, Domine
Benignissime. Reverendissimiitidem, atque Illustrissimi,
Illustresac GenerosiDomini Senatores,Magnatesac Pro
ceres Inclyti Poloniac Regni, Domini pariter Observan
dissimi.

SacraCaesarcaac HungariaeBohemiacqucRegiaMacstas Dominus
meus Clementissirnus,SerenissimaeRegiaeMacstatiVestrae,Domino
Affini, Amico, Vicino ac Fratri suoCharissimo,a Deo SalutisAuthore
salutemplurimam, valetudinemfirmarn ac constantem,nec non diu
turni regiminis sui prosperoseosqueexoptatissimossuccessuslongae
vamquefaclicitatem, nec non Vietorias contra suos Rcgnorumqueac
Provinciarumsuarumhosteset insidiatorescx animo precatur.Vestris
etiam Rcverendissirnisatque Illustrissimis Celsitudinibusac Paterni
tatibus, Illustris itidem ac Magnificis DominationibusVestris gratiam
ac benevolentiamsuam Caesareamperbenignedcfert et quemadmo
dum illarum crga se suamqueDomum observantiamct singulare
studium magni scmperfccit, ita non dubitat ad petitiones suas per
mc proponendasessefaciles et promptasexhibituras,atquesuffragiis
suis, ut necessitatespublicaeexigunt, secundaturasesse.
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Antequam vero ad ipsa principia causasqueablegationis meac
veniam, operac pretium, necessariumqucesseduxi, ut litteris pracli
batae SacraeMaestatisCaesareaeDomini mci ClementissimiRegiae
MaestatiVestraeSenatuiqueamplissimoanteomnia exhibeam,quibus
prioribus binis fides et autoritashuic legationi meae tribuitur, pos
terioribus vcro de origine et causis tam praeteritorum,quam eorum,
quibus etiam nunc hodie in Imperio concutimur,motuum, uti bre
vissima, ita verissimarationeredditur. Causamharum scribendarum
SacraeMacstatiCaesareaeprcbuerecalumniacmalevolorumhorninum,
qui si falsam de Consiliis et aetionibuset sinceraintentione ac mente
Sacrae Macstatis simpliciori vulgo, et ad credendumfaeiliori plebi
obtrudantet f. 119v persuadeant,magnumsese fulcrum seu firma
mentum iniustae et iniquae causac comparassearbitrantur. Atque
idcirco cumeademMaestascodemplaneargumentolitterasad diversos
Reges, Principes, Communitates et Status miserit, easdem etiam
Maestati Vestrac Regiac melioris salutem ac sanioris informationis
causaper me adferri et offerri voluit.

Caeterum,quamvispraeeipuumhuiuslegationismeaecaputet ratio
sit cum MacstateVestra Regiaatqueinclyti huius Regni Senatoribus
et Magnatibusde paeresentirerum statu, nec non de periculis, quac
Imperio, Regniset ProvinciisSacraeMacstatishaereditariisatquehuic
amplissimo Regno communia sunt, confidenter conferre, nec non
quibus mediis et modis iisdem obviandumsit, uberius communicare.

Nullatcnus tamen dubitare velim SaeraeMaestati Vestrac Regiae
omnibusquein hoc celeberrimo consessucongregatisProceribus et
Optimatibus iam antea compertum esse, qualis et quam miserabilis
hoctcmporcGermaniacnostraetot annorumbellis alias ante exhaustac
et defcssaemoderna sit conditio, ac proinde fusa ad nauscam et
molestiamMaestatisVestrac Regiac uti narrationcminime opus esse
existimo. Quotusquisqueenim ignorat hostemillurn acremet violen
turn ab ipsis Mans Baltici Insulis exitum, cum totius Pomeraniaeet
MegapoleosDucatum, tum Elcctoratum Branderburgicumad obse
quium coegisset.Albis fluviis ripis sine impedimentosupcratis co
niunctisquecum Electoris Saxoniacviribus maiorem partemExercitus
Caesareiquippe turn copiis imparem ad Lipsiarn infaelici pugnaftc
gisse,et hinc victoria partaarmisqueprolatis, quicquid Catholicorum
Ordinum et StatuumSaxonico,Westphalieo,Rhenensiet Franconico
circulis continebatur,uno scilicet atquealtero ad Rhenum post se
relicto fortalitio usque ad ipsarn Argcntinam Urbem Galliac limi
taneamsub potcStatcmet contributioncssuascompulisse;Ex altera
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vero parte,praefatumSaxonemirruptionein RegnumBoherniae facta
Pragamipsam Regni Metropolirn ac Regiam sedern nullo resistente
adortamcx improviso occupasse,illamque etiamnum f. 120 adhuc
infestis armis tenere. Ad haee novas atquemaiores copias quotidic
ubiqueconscribi, novos indies apparatusfieri.

Rebus itaquetaliter in Imperioet RegnoBohemiaesesehabcntibus,
cumRexFranciaeSvecoconfaederatusetiamvalido exercitusuecinctus
absqueulla legitirna causairno contra Pacificationis Ratisboniensis
expressissirnapacta ct leges Austrasiae fines occupasset,atque ita
Germanicum,quamdiustetit Imperiurn nunquarna tot adeoquepo
tentibustam externisquarn internis hostibus, insidiis etiarn et dissidiis
divisum afflietumque impeti quassariquecerneretur.

Maestassua Caesareaquo tot undiquc ingruentibus periculis obvia

retur, nihil neque diligentiae, neque laboris aut curarum ornisit, sed
cum in Irnperio subsidia pleraque iarn succisavideret Regnis et
Provinciis suis ingentescontributioneset simul totum fere tanti bclli
onusirnposuit.

Practereacum inimicus pro iniquitate causac praetensionurnquc
suarurn tuenda et stabilicnda etiarn infideles, Turcas et Tartaros
contraDornumAustriacamet fidelescidem adhucadhacrentesImperii
Principesconcitare et in auxilium suurn vocare non dubitarit, etiam
ipsa Maestas Caesareade conservationeet salute merito perquarn
sollicita statuitad externos,sed ChristianosRegeset Principestantum
Oratoreset Legatossuosdecernereatquead dcfensionemrei Chris
tianae benigne et peramanterinvitare. Et sane, nerno facile negabit
cam Rornani Imperii dignitatern et excellentiam fuisse sempcr, ut
veluti reliqua sidera a solo sole lumen suum, ita ab eodem Irnperio
caeteraChristianaregnasplendoremsuurn habeant,atqueita vel hac
sola de causaomnes Christiani Regeset Principes ad defensionem
ciusdernImperii cxcitari debeant.

Hane cnirn illarurn Monarchiarurn sive Principatuumunicarn ac
solan supercsse,de qua in Sacris litteris tam varia eaquemultiplicia
extantVaticinia, ut quastantcreliquaRegnaet Principatussuperesse,
immotastareposse,ita hac intereuntecaetcraquoqueregnainteritura
omninocrcdendumsit. f. 120v.

Huius Irnperii potentia Ut veterum monumentatestanturquam
paucissimishactenuset quidem non nisi certissirnisct gravissimis dc
causisgravis ct onerosafuit; ab codemautcrn auxilium et praesidium
omnibusaequesubmissumsubministraturnquesemperfuisse constat,
sive quis hostis externusvel barbarusarnicorum aut vicina Regna
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invaderet,reprimendo,sive si ipsi Christiani Rcgesvel Principesinter
se quandoquedissiderent,discordiaseorundemac dissensionestern
perando.

Itaquc ab us, quibus comrnodo vires Imperii aliquando fuerunt,
nuncquandoipsumcorum opc indigct minime deserendumesseet hac
unica potissimum occasione toti rnundo constabit, quo quisque in
Rempublicamanimosit, et qualiter ad pracsentestotius Christianitatis
necessitatesmoveatur.

Practerhas verorationes,quaeacquead omnespertinent,peculiarcs
perfecto causae sunt, quae inter utrarnque Maestatcm Cacsaream
et Regiamnec non utriusqueRegnaet Provinciasintcrcedunt,ob quas
Vcstra Macstas universumquePoloniaeRegnum piissimo Imperatori
Ct quidemsignanterhacreditariisciusdcmProvinciishoc temporeadeo
periclitantibussuccurrcrecoprimisdebeat.

EtcnimUt caeteranecessitudinumcognationis,affinitatis et Viciniac
tot tamquemultiplicia vincula taveanturFacderaiam antiquitus inter
Regeset PrincipesHungariae,Bohemiaeet Austriae nec non Poten
tissimosPoloniaeRegesfirmataextant,quibusut Paxet Unio utrinque
quam arctisSimesancita, ita inter alia in us hoc expressecautum
est,nc alter alteri contra inimicossuosconsilio vel opeunquamdeesse
debeat.

Horum faederumlcges nostramemoriaet quidem adhucanno 1621
ab utraqucMacstatenon solum confirmatac, sed ctiam inter utrius
queMaiorcs hactenusreligiosesempercustoditaeet observataefuerunt.

Ex huiustampraeclaraeconiunctioniset facderisobservantiaf. 121
quantumin utramqucpartemcomrnodorumsaepeprofectumsit, nos
tris etiam ternporibusipsaexperientiatestis edocuit, quando in primiS
SacraCaesareaMacstas vel ad debellandosrcbelles egregia et fideli
Polonorumoperamultis occasionibususaest, et candemvicem Co
piae CaesareanacMacstati Vestrac et Regno superiori bello Svecico
fortiter rependerunt.

Quare,cumet hic ipse, quem modo in Germaniahabemushostern,
inter caeteras,quaspraetenditinvadendi Imperii causaS,hancpotiSsi
mam alleget rationern, quod bello Polono Svecico cx parte Sacrac
CaesareaeMaestatiscontra ipsum Irnperiales Aquilae in Borussiam
illatae sint, hinc est quod S. Macstas et S. Imperium certam hoc
tempore contraeundemhoStem subsidii Polonici implorandi causam
et impetrandi fiduciam habeat, cum praescrtim eiusdem Regni et
Ordinum aequeac RomaniImperii hic res agatur, nec minus ab illo
nobis in Imperio quam ipsimet Regno Poloniaepericulum irnminere
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videatur,ideoqueut causa,ita et hostishic utrique communiscenseri
debeat.

Non equidemignoramus,quacindutiacet quibusillac conditionibus
superioribusannis cum eodem pactaesint, quoties autem ab eodem
violatac pariter fuerint, ipsi Status huius Regni non semel experti
sunt, quando ipsorummet fidem et constantiam Regi suo iuratam
tcmerario ausu Legati sui tentare, et milites subditosqueRegni ad
seditionemet defectionem,turn per Legatos,turn Legatorum litteras
permoverehucusquenon intermittit.

Ast ea pactaetiamsiab eo violata on essent,antiquioribus tamen
faedcrum conventionibus inter utriusque Maestatis Regna et Pro
vincias iam pridcm existentibuset stabilitis minirne derogassecensenda
sunt, quandoquidernturn temporis, quando ca conclusa fuerunt,
incertushic casusfuit, atqueita in conventionemvenisseminime prae
sumendurnest.

His itaque aliisque plurimis de causis quasomnes recenscrernihi
perquam difficile aliisquc molcstum foret, saepemernorataf. 121v
MaestasS. CaesareaDominus meus Clementissimusinprirnis Maes
tatem VestrarnRegiamamplissirnosqueRegni Ordines ac Statuspera
manter et benignissirne requirit ct adhortatur, ut praeallegatorum
pactorumantiquorum,nec non responsiet promissionisRegiae Uni
versique Regni mihi internuncioCaesareo30 Martii anno 1626 dati
memores, de Gerrnaniaenostraepericuloso statu hostiumquepro
gressu,evcntuquercrum incertiSsima jam dum tempus est mature
deliberarenec sese a communi defensioniscausascparare,verum de
auxiliis cx mutuaprornissioneet obligationesperandis,adhucduran
tibus Comitiis certi aliquid statucreet ordinarevelint, ut eis Maestas
Sua Cacsareapro necessitateet libitu suo adhuc hoc anno contra
hostemutriquc Macstaticornmunemutiliter uti fruiquequeat.

Praevideantet considerentiam pericula quachoc Regnumet Res
publicarn ohm haud dubie incurrere possit, si quando hic hostis
quod Deus avertat supprcssis in Irnperio Catholicis Statibus et
fractis discipatisqucSercnissimaeDomusAustriacaeviribus triumpha
turus esset;perpendantet quidem scrio perpendant,an turn etiam
armis eiusdemtot accessibusadauctis Regnum Poloniaeet Magnus
Ducatus Lithuaniae ad resistendumpar viribus essequcat, hoc vero
unicum saltcmpro certo sibi persuasumhabeant,satiuset melius esse,
jam in temporedefuturis malisavertcndissollicitum esse,sibiqueprae
sidiurn unacurnDomo Austriaca, quo in hostcm suo temporeutantur,
Regnurnqucac Provinciassuasamplissirnassecurasreddant,proinde
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comparare,quam essespectatoresnostrae ruinae, Ct maiori postea
eiusdernhostisadeo potentis et maximameditantiscrudelitate obru
antur.

Ad hace, cum hostisSerenissimacDomusAustriacaeper Ministros
ac Legatos suos ubique terrarum ac gentium atquc adco ab ipsa
portaOtthornanicaet populoTartarorum,inclyti huius Regni abiuratis
et infestissimis Nationibus auxilia, eruptiones,et incursus in vicina
Regna Christiana continuo et indesinentersollicitare non desistat
f. 122 ideoque S. Macstas non immerito pertimescat, ne Tartan
adhucproxima aestatevel per Walachiamvel Moldaviam aut certe
rninorem Poloniarnimpetu in Hungariamvel Moraviam facto exerci
turn Caesareumab intentione sua alio divertat, et cogat,Ut, dum ci
a fronte cum hoste pugnandumerit, hoe uno eodernqueternpore
a tergo de Christianorum Regnorum et Ditionum haercditariarum
magis necessariadefensioncsimul occupari et paratusesse debeat.

Itaque perquarnsollicita S. Maestas MaestatemVestram Regiam
RegniqueOrdinespro suo affectu et solita fiduciarnaioremin modum
requirit et hortatur, ut in hoc praesertirnpericulo toti Christianitati
irnminenti inprimis et quam impensecurent, ut, siquidemhoctempore
maioresquam unquamCosaccorumZaporoviensiurncopias ad repri
mendos horum Barbarorum impetus et cohibendas,quas timemus
invasiones, ad manum paratissimasteneant, per Generalem suum
Campiductoremdiligenter providere et ordinare velint, ut horum
Cosaccorumsaepiusexercitataet probataFortitudine a finibus Chris
tianorum longerepcllantur.

Et si forsarn CopiaeCosaccorurnad vim hanceruptionernqueTar
tarorum praecavendamfortasse numero impares non sufficiant, eas
suo sumptu aliis copiis, prout tarnen necessitateshoc postulaverint,
tempestiveadaugerevelint.

Quo ipso profecto hane imrnortalem praeclari norninis gloriam
merebuntur,et hoc insigne decus ad posteroS transrnittcnt, Germa
nicum videlicct Imperium, quod ultra octingentos annos stetit et
floruit, Ct potentissimisBarbarorurnRegibussemperterrori fuit, iam
ab hostibusundique impetiturn dissensionibusquedolis et fraudibus
in se divisum et oppressurnfere, virtute tandem Polonicac Nationis
a praesentissimointeritu vendicatumct pracscrvaturnfuisse.

Macstas SuaCaesarcanon committet, ut ipsos Regni Statushuius
quodmodo speratnec aliorumci saepefortitcr praestitorurnofficiorum
paeniteat.

Et hace fere erantquaeetc...
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f. 122v Propositio22 Martii 1632
in Comitiis Warsaviensibus

A.

Document3
Warsaw,7.4.1632

The reply of the Polish king and Diet to Arnold/ni’s speech,as written by the royal
representative,Ives Lipski. He confirms the existence of friendly ties and official pacts
between the empire and the Polish kingdom and acknowledgesthe need for common
action against a common enemy. However, due to the uncertainty of treaties with
Prussia, the dangerof war with Muscovy,and the constantTurkish conflict, he promises
Cossackaid only f the Tatar-Turkisharm/esmarchon the empireacrossPolish territory.

Haus-Hof-StaatsArchiv, Polen I, Karton 56, Konv. 1632 s.d.B, fol. 128-130v.

ResponsumSacraeRegiac Maestatiset Arnplissirnorum Regni Polo
niaeet Magni Ducatus Lithuaniac Ordinum, Magnifico ac Generoso
Matthiaea ClerenstainArnoldino SacracCaesareaeMaestatisNuncio
et intimo consiliario cx Cornitiis GeneralibusVarsaviensibus.Datum
die VII MensisAprilis Anno Domini MDCXXXII.

Quarn grata ac iucunda fuerit Sacrae Regiac Maestati Domino
Nostro Clemcntissirnoct Amplissimis Regni, et Magni Ducatus Li
thuaniaeOrdinibus praesensSerenissimiRomanorumImperatorisLe
gatio, sicut Magnificus ct GencrosusSuac CaesareaeMacstatis Nun
cius coramcx rcsponsonornineRegiaeMaestatis,Ordinurnquepublice
dato perspicerepotuit ita cadcm Maestas Regia, OrdinesqueRegni
optassentid luculentiori argumento,et non verbis tantum, sed re
etiam ipsa, pronoque ad vota Sacrae CaesareaeMaestatis officio
testari. Ex caenirn legationctam SacracRegiacMacstati, quam inclitis

Reipublicae Ordinibus egregie constitit, quo loco SerenissimusIm
perator amicitiam Regiae Maestatisac Reipublicac ponat, et quan
topcrchoc rerumsuarumstatuCognatoPrineipi et Amico, vicinoque
Regno fidat, ct pracscntcm f. 128v suarn Augustae Dornus suac
fortunam iniqua bclli sorte aliquanturn nutantem in Sinurn corum
deponat,subnixamqueopibus ac viribus Reipublicaecupiat, in socie
tatem bclli contra communemhostern gerendicam vocando,et con
sortemgloriae, victoriacquesuacquatandembonamcausamtriunpha
turam omnesboni vovent, sperantquehaberecupiendo. Insigne hoc
est sinceri affectusargurnentum,quod non solanccessitas,vel adversus
extorquetcasus,cui causaet fortuna tanti, tamqueReligiosi Principis
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nunquamsuperisfaventibussuccumbet,sed eurn necessitateconiuncta
optirni, propensiqueanimi voluntas; per quam ita opern a Coniunc
tissimo Rege Regnoqueimplorat, ut non suarntanturn, sed nostrarn
etiarn causarn agcre, et commune periculurn comrnunibus viribus
depellere,nec sibi tantum, sed nobis etiarn vincere velle videatur.
QuemSuae Macstatis affectum, et si eo SacraRcgia Maestas Ordi
nesqueRegni prosequunturstudio, nihil magis in votis habeant,quam
illi paribusstudiis,ac officiis respondere;tamentanto rnagisarguntur,
erripi sibi in praesentiahancMaestatiSuae gratificandi facultatem,
quanto lucul entius perspiciuntf. 129 nihil vel ad existimationem
gloriosus, vel ad securitatemReipublicac salubrius esse, quarn cum
tanto Principe in cornmuni causa,ac periculo arrna sociare. Eripiunt
enim Reipublicac tam illustrium votorum, tarnquc praeclaraeocca
sionis fricturn PactaPrutenicacum co hoste ante biennium saneita;
erripit irnrninens belli Moscovitici moles, et male fida cum Turcis,
Tartarisqucpax, quos boni isti Religionis assertoresin exitium Chris
tianorumRegnorumdonis, ac Legationibussollicitant. Equidemquod
pacta attinet, corum fidern, sanctitatemquetanti Respublicafacit, ut
illam omnibusrei gerendacoccasionibuspraeferat,et non minus causa,
armisque,quam fide, ac Religione faederurnhostemsuperarestudiat.
Quod si ille non pan cum Republica fide agat, quamdiu tamen
apertavi abstinet,rnalumusvideri iniuriarn, quam fidern post habere.
DeindeMoscus quantamole in bellum incumbat,quantosapparatus
faciat, quam sinistre Induciis integrum annumdetrahat, cx Nuncio
suo illuc ablegato,ubi reddierit, SacraCaesareaMaestascognoscet,
etminime integrum,tuturnqucRcipublicaesit, hocrcrum statupluribus
bellis implicari; Turcis praesertim, Tartarisque in occasionemrei
gerendacintentis, et dudum ab hostibus impia f. 129v pactione
ad inferendum Rcipublicac bellurn adstrictis, ubi illam bcllo Ger
rnanicoirnplicatamviderint. QuamobrernSacraCacsareaMaestaspro
sua pietate, ac prudentia, acqui boniquc consulet, si Sacra Regia
Maestas Dominus Noster Clernentissimus,ac Respublicavoto, ac
desiderio ipius, imo et uo respondereca in parte nequeat,nec in
praesentiaid praestare,quod paucis ante annis lubens praestiterat,
submississuaeMacstatisauxiliis, quaeternporum,atqueReipublicae
rationespatiebantur.Dcbcri id Maestati Suac, nec Regia Maestas,
necRespublicadiffitetur, cuma mutuaaffinitatis, amicitiae, pactorum,
vicinitatis iura; eurn ob illustria officia, quaecum alias saepius,turn
bello Prutcnico auxiliis Suae Maestatis subnixo enituerunt. Verum
Maestas Sua non tantum expendetquid facere debeamus,sed quid
etiam possimus, et non minus sua aequitate,ac prudentia, quam
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nostrafacultate,fideique publicaenecessitateaffectum SacracRegiac
Macstatis,acReipublicaernetietur. Porroceterisin rebus,quibus fides

publica nullurn ponit obicern, nec praesensRegni status renittitur,
prompto studio SacraRegiaMaestas,ac Respublicade SacraCaesa
rca Macstate inclitaque Domo ipsius, atque adco communi causa
mereri adnitetur.Ac irnprirnis ornni consilio, et conatu f. 130 earn
in rem incumbet,ne Tartarorumcopiis transitusper Ditiones Regni
in Moraviarn Silesiarnque pateat, admoto ad fines eorurn valido
Cosacorurnexercitu, locisque transitu oportunis pracsidiario milite,
quem ea de causain praesentibusComitiis Respublicaauxit, firmatis.
Sedquod longe latequeca pateant,et verendurnsit, ne per Moldaviam,
et Valachiam, ac dernurn per Transilvaniamca colluvies in Ditiones
SerenissimiIrnperatorisseseeffundat, matureomnespraecludipassus
CacsareaMaestasmandabit.CeterumSacraRegiaMacstasDominus
Noster Clementissimus,amplissimiquc Rcipublicae Ordines, in quo
facultateScrenissimoImperatori, ac Imperio gratificandi, commodan
dique in pracsentiadestituuntur,id votis supplent, Deurn Surnmum
optimumquepacisac belli moderatoremprecati,ut armasuaeMaestatis,
quibus causam,honoremqueipsius tuetur, vitricia reddat,et Imperium
Maestatis Suac novis triumphis in Augustissima Domo Austriaca
stabilia. Insuper eademRegia Maestas,et incliti Ordines Magnifico
ac GencrosoNuncio f. 1 30v gratiam, ac benevolentiamsuambenigne
et arnicedeferunt, et felicem ad SerenissimurnImperatoremredditum
cx animoprecantur.

Ex commissione
L.S. SuaeMaestatispropria.

Ives Lipski
Reff. Regni.

Document4
Cracow,14.5.1632

Lubomirski’s reply to Arnold/ni, telling him that the Cossackshave no military value
for Western wars and that they wouldnot beof anyserviceto the emperor.

Haus-Hof-StaatsArehiv, Polen I, Karton 55, Konv, Maius 1632, fol, 52-52v.

IllustrissimeDomine Amice observande.
Et nos iam, amicorum compellationibusoccupatissimi, ct Illustritas
Vestraitineri quod Deus prosperurnfaxit intenta, non permittit, Ut,

de quibusdamparticularibusde quibus inter nos habitus est sermo,
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a nobis informari possit; mittetur res a nobis propere;homo noster,
qui IllustritaternVestrarncirca rneridiemconsequetur,et nostrasliteras
cx quibus, quac scire ipsius interest, plenius instructur, ipsi perferet.
NuncpostulatumIllustrissimi vigiliarurn praefectibreviter expediernus.
Intellexit cx serrnonenostro indolern et geniurn Kosakorum Zapo
riensium, quac si memoriaemandavit Illustritas Vestra, certe statuat
eos expeditionibusSacrac CaesareaeMacstati prorsus inutiles esse;
argurnentovel hoc sit, quod sub difficillima belli nostri curn Gustavo
tempora, nullum nobis cx us aecessit subsidium quod, maioribus
iudicibus, quibus belli causa incubuit, minus habiles ad id genus
belli haberentur.Sedquarnviscorurnususaliquis esset,aliquem corum
numerurn,puta tria vel quatuormilia, e toto illorum corporedctrahi,
non tanturndifficile sed irnpossibileest, et nec Rex si essetsuperstes,
nec solio vacante,ullus tantumsibi authoritatisusurparepotest.Exuri
autem universamcorurn colluviem, cx tantis distitis locis, nec nos,
qui in omnibus nostrarn devotionem f. 52v quarn probatissimarn
Sacrac CacsareaeMacstati essevolumus, salva regni nostri indem
nitate, permittere possernus.In ipso enirn itinere homines feroceset
praedis cx bonis Turcicis aucti non possent a maleficiis deterreri,
plusque haud dubio cladis patriae quam praesidii imperio, corurn
commeatu, adferretur. Sed et Gorskovius qui eorum regimen sibi
deposcit,quis est? Miles gregarius,non tanturn tantac rnolis regirnini
irnpar, sed vix unius cohortis ductui habilis. Spectato,observo,quos
hominesad tanta muneraaseiscatis,suspectoshaberecos qui se ipsi
nullis parti rnilitaris decoristestimoniis ingerunt,et qui non honcsturn,
non gloriam, sedpraedarnquerunt. Ad extremum,illud nostracinge
nuitati et generosocandori laedat, pracstitisse,veteres istos qui iam
stipcndiamerebant,kosakosretinuisse,quam hos novos, cx ultimis
Tartarorum limitibus non tanturn quacSivisse,sed cogitasse. Has a
nobis IllustritasVestraplenioresexpectat,Quarnbenevalereet feliciter
cacpturniter exequivovernus.Cracoviaedie 14 Maii 1632.

Illustrissirnac DorninationisVestrac Amicus studiosissimus

paratus
StanislausComesin Visniov Lubomirski
PalatinusRussiac,Sendomiricnsis,Scepusiensis,
Zaboriensis,Cirkasiensis,Griboniensis,Doboticensis
SupremusGubernator,etc., m.p.

F. 53v Illustrissimo Dornino Mathiae Arnoldino a Clarstein,
S.C.M. Consiliariointimo, Domino Amico Observantissimo.
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Document5
Cracow, 15.5.1632

So that Arnold/ni will not hire Cossacksfor the emperor, Lubom/rski totally discredits
them as warriors. Moreover, he adds that their leaving would be harmful to Poland
becauseof a Polish agreementwith Transylvaniaand the Turks.

Haus-Hof-StaatsArchiv, Polen I, Karton 55, Konv. Maius 1632, fol. 54-56.

Illustrissime Dornine, Amice Observantissime.
Perlegimuscum eura literas nobis ab Illustritate Vestra transmissas,
easqueattentiusexpendentes,nihil aliud us urgeri, quarn Kosakorum
ZaporiensiumsubmittendasubsidiaSacraeCaesareaeMaestatiin quos
cumquebelli ususidoneaesse possent,sed maxirne ad reprimendos,
si qui oborirentur, a Transilvano motus, abunde intelleximus. Quis
noster sit, de istis expetitis kosakorumcopiis sensus,quarnvis eum

coramIllustritati Vestrae,prolixe aperuerimus,tarnenet nunc, breviter
eum exponemus.Quare primum ita statuatet pro compertohabeat
Illustritas vestra, inanernprorsuset irritam spem eorum omniumesse,
qui aliquod auxiliurn cx hac colluvie expectant.Cum enim ornniseorum
fiducia, omnis potentia, sit in unito et sociatocactu, ut distrahantur
et dissocientur,nulla arte induci poterunt. Cum enim, ca multitudo
sit moribus barbara, in suspicioneprona, omnia tuta timens, armis
quam consilio validior, si passioeorum evocaretur,ad enervandaset
distorpendascorum vires, atqueadeo fraenandamferociarn insidiose
excogitatuma Reipublicaeproccribusesse,firrniter crederent.Ad haec,
curn nullarn inter se cminentiamferant, sed omnespan ct aequabili
iure et immunitate fruantur, nullum rectorem, qui nobili et amplo
generesit, et aliqua generisaut splcndoris praerogativasupracacteros
referat, f. 54v ferre possunt,suum sibi ducern cx suo cactu creant,
qui quam primurn in fastidium vencrit, hoc demoto,altcrum comrnu
nibus suffragiis in cius locum substituunt. Imo, quotics ipsa Respu
blica, eorumopera ct servitia indiget, non externus, sed suus, eadem
diseiplina et institutis imbutus, a Rege ipsis praeficitur. Si quis Ut
sacpeaceideresolet proscriptusaut infamia notatus,in earumtribus,
nomendet suum, quarnvisnobilis sit, non nisi exuto gentili cogno
mine et aSsurnptonovo, quod ipsi vel casus vel sociorurn libido
imposucrit,nitor ab cis toleratur.Tantaest apudeosomniscxcellentiae
fuga et paritatis amor. Totarn deinde corum turbam excire, eique
per Reipublicae ditiones commeaturnpermittere, extremi cxitii res
esset.Nihil enim illis rapacius,immaniusest, nihil officii et boni moris
negligentius. Ducem tam diu patiuntur, quoad cius non paenitet;
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ubicumquevestigiurn ponunt, solitudinemet vastitatempost se relin
quunt. Tartaris, cum quibus saepeconfligunt, nihilo rnitiores, forte
ferocioressunt, quare etiam gravissimis causis urgentibus,nunquam
in Regni viscera admittuntur. Si has ab illis cladespatria meruit, quit
externacregionessperarepossunt.Verum, Ut possintSine Reipublicac
detrimentoeduci, faederatamencum Transilvaniset Turcis sancitaid
prohibent,quaerescindiet violari, publica religio et bonusmos vetat.
Tum ne quis vos blandaspecircumveniat,pauci inter eosequitessunt;
tota sodalitas pedibus stipendia meret; et illi equites, qui sunt, a
vestris equitibus sclopetariis quos dragonasappellatis nihil plane
differunt. Haeca nobis ipsis f. 56 candideet cx vero memorata,pro
irrefragabili veritate habcat, nec cuiquam, qui alia ascrat, fidem
commodet.Horninesegentes,nullo rei militaris usu, inter quoset iste
Gorskoviuscenseri potest, qui nunquamgregarii militis modum cx
cessit, rnulta vobiset Speciosaprornittere audebant,Ut tantum, com
pendii sui occasionemhabeant;sed nos, cum SacraCaesareaMacs
tate et cum Illustrissirno et CelsissimoPrincipe Megapolitanoagimus
ingenue et de us, quae in damnum eorum vergere possunt, sincere

et libere pracmonernus.Hisce Illustritatem Vestrambencvalere eupi
mus et officia nostraprompte deferimus. Cracoviacdie 15 Maii 1632.

Illustritatis VestracStudiosissimusamicuset servitorparatus

StanislausCornesin Visniov Lubornirski
PalatinusRussiac,Scndomiricnsis,Scepusiensis,
Bialocerkesensis,Zatoriensis,Dobrotiensis,
SupremusGubernator,etc., rn.p.



THREE OTTOMAN DOCUMENTS
CONCERNINGBOHDAN XMEL’NYC’KYJ

CHANTAL LEMERCIER-QUELQUEJAY

The three documentsthat are publishedhere figure in the Archive
of the Topkapi PalaceMuseum Topkapi Müzesi Arcivi under N° E
= Evrãk 3005/2, 3005/4,2237. Although undated,they clearly belong
to a crucial period in the history of the Cossack-PolishWar-that is,
the springthrough autumn of 1649. Also, althoughnoneis signednor
mentionsthenameof its sender,their authorscan readily be established.

The first letter E-3005/2 is addressedto the Ottoman sultan;
according to its context, the sendercan only be the Crimean khan
Islam Giray III. The secondE-3005/4is obviously addressedto the
grand vizir, apparently by the same Islam Giray. The last letter
E-2237, also addressedto the grandvizir, was sent by the khan or
by an important Ottoman commander,perhaps the beylerbey of
Kafa, who in the summer and autumn of 1649 was Mutafa Paa.

The letter of the khan to the sultan is the earliest of the three
documents. It mainly concerns the Tatar-Zaporozhianexpeditions
against the Don Cossacks,which as the last documentshows had
alreadybeenabandonedby the autumn of 1649. It also mentionsthe
beginning of the joint Tatar-Cossackexpedition that began May 31
and led to the victory at Zboriv 5-6 August 1649.

The khan’s letter to the grand vizir describing the victory at
Zboriv and explaining, briefly and vaguely, the reasonsthe peace
was granted to the king of Poland may be dated to the early
autumn of 1649.

The last letteris of specialinterestbecauseit showsthat the Ottomans
definitely hoped to use Bohdan Xmel’nyc’kyj, the "Hetman of Ozü
Dnieper," as a counterbalanceagainst the Don Cossacks,whose
pirate fleets were particularly active at the time. In the summer of
1649, while IslAm Giray was leading his army against the Poles,
a fleet of Don .ayka made a sortie in the Black Sea and devastated
the Crimean shore near Balaklava. Returning to the Crimea in
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September,Islam Giray began to preparean expedition against the
Don Cossacks,counting on Xmel’nyc’kyj’s support. We know that
concurrentlyXrnel’nyc’kyj was complainingabout the activities of the
Don Cossacksto the MuscoviteenvoyGrigorij Neronov, andwas even
threateningto intervenein thesemilitarily. Yet, Xmel’nyc’kyj refused-
however politely and indirectly-to actively support the Khanate
againstits arch-enemies,the Don Cossacks.One can justifiably con
clude that Xmel’nyc’kyj’s refusal was one factor dampening the
short-lived friendshipof the Tatarsand Cossacksafter their common
victory at Zboriv.

University of Paris

Document1
p. 349

Evrak 3005/2

TRANSCRIPTION

1. Dcvletlü ye ‘azametlü ye evketlü ye mehAbctlü ye kerAmetlil
hünkArIm baretleriniñ pAye-i serir-i a’lAlarlna ‘arz-I bende-i
sadakatkarlaribu dur ki.

2. ‘InAyet ye irsAl buyurilan nAme-i hi.imayun ye ‘aiyye-i behiyye-i
Iehri yarllcri eymen-i cvlãt-l sa’adet-larinde Siileyman Aa
bendcleriyle vArid ye vãil olup telrifht-l Iãhinlãhi

3. i’zAz ye ikrãmla istilbAl olunup Adãb-l tã’at ye ‘ubudiyetleri mer’i
ye mU’eddãkllindikdan soñrazimmetimizefarz ye mUtehattimolan
du’ã-i bekã-idcvletleri tekrAr ye tczkãr

4. lillnmiIdlr. FirnAba’d IazAk bamAnl ‘atebe-i ‘aliye-i Iehriyariye
‘arz-l ‘ubUdiyet cdiip istimdAd etmekie imdãd ye i’anetlerine
eriilmek bãblnda bu kullarIna fcrmãn olunmul hidemat-l ?
hümãytinlarl

5. kendimizesermaye-idevlet bilup dA’irnA ta1i1-i riA-i hi.imAyunlarl
zikr ye fikrinde olduumuzaHUdã-i miitc’Al taniIlmlzdlr. MUte
vekkilen ‘ala’llah balA birãderimiz Murad Giray Sultan uIlariñ

6. serdArcdUp bir mildãr‘asker ile gonderilUpbu lullari dabitedArik
lerimiz görUp baberlerineintizardayuzdur.InIAllAh-u ta’AlA din-i
mUbin ye uur-l hUmayUnlarinda
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7. malçdUrumuzdiri olunmak ihtimAli yoldur. Umidir ki zamAn-I
devletlerinde nige yUz 4lIllar ye Ummct-i MubammedemUfid
ye nafi’ bidmetleryUUdagelUp e’ãdi-i duzabmckindenmurAd-I ?

8. ahaneleri üzere intikAm alInm4 mUyesser ola. Ve nehr-i Ten
lazãlu Uzerine ise 1iI olup ton olmayInavarIlm4 hiC bir vcghle
lãbil ye mUmkUn olmadIIndanOzU hatmanInIn?

9. ademlerivaruptenbih ye tabvifverilmek bAbInda Ademimiz IullarI
gonderilmildir. Bundan soñradabi ‘mad cdup deryayaCIkarlarsa
inlãllãh-u ta’alã devlet-i Iehriyaride?

10. del-i maarratlarindabezl-i makdUrolunur. HemAn hUsn-ü nazar
ye hayIr du’AlarI mergudur. Baki emr-ü fermAn der-i ma’delet
‘unvAnlarIniñdir.

TRANSLATION

Undated; probably written in the spring-summerof 1649. From Khan Islam Giray to
Sultan MehmedIV.

My Lord, [this] is the report of Your most faithful servant, laid at the foot of the
Sublime Throne of the Blissful, Almighty, Revered, Dreadful .and Generous
PAdilah.

Your imperialmessageandmagnificent presentwere brought by the servants
of SuleymanAga at themostauspiciousmomentof all times andwe greetedthem
with the appropriateceremony,reverence,and respect.

Having complied with the prescribed ceremoniesof obedienceand submission
we offered prayersfor Your happiness.

This letter advised us that the Cossack Hetman offered his submission at
theSupremeThresholdof Your Majesty,that hepresenteda petition for assistance
and that in consequenceof this Your Majesty orders Your servant to rush to his
help.

Your Majesty’s service is the stuff of our happiness and the Highest God is
our Witnessthat our thoughts are perpetually occupied by our concern to satisfy
Your Majesty.

Trusting in God, we appointedas commander-in-chiefserdãr our brother
MurãdGiraySultanandwe senthim in advancewith a certainnumberof warriors.
I, myself, Your servant,am preparing[to take to the field] and I am awaiting
newsfrom him. If such is theWill of God theHighest,we will spareno efforts to
serve our religion and Your Majesty. May acts of eminence,honor and use to
the peopleof Muhammadbe achievedduring Your reign.

For our part, in conformity with the wishes of Your Majesty, we hope to
take revengeon our enemies,may God dispatchthem to hell,

As it is not possible to march against the Don Cossacks before winter
andfrost [set in], we sentmessagesto theHetmanof özUDnieperaskinghim to
sendmen to theDon Cossacksto frighten them and prevent them from committing
subversiveacts.
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If after those measuresthey persistin undertakinga naval campaign,we will,
with God’s help, accomplish whatever is necessaryto prevent them from
doing so.

All thatwe nowawait is Your blessing.Thecommandbelongsto the Porte Whose
nameis Justice.

Document2
p. 352

EvrAk 3005/4

TRANSCRIPTION

1. Mevkif-i refi’-i ‘Ali-Ul ian vezãretye fermanraniye mabfil-i meni’-i
muieyyid-Ul erkAn adAret ye kAmrãni lazale mU’ebbedenbi ‘avn
ir rabbAni savb-Idevlet erebine‘aradait-I muhlis-i bali-Ul bãlleri
bu dur ki,

2. derya-i keremleri mevgeviz olup diyar-I kalil-Ul i’tibarImIzdan
tafabbus-ukerimãnelerierzãni buyurulursabibarndi ‘llah-i ta’alA
cmn-ü ãmAn Uzere olup devãm-I dcvlet-i pãdiiãhi ad’iyyesine
mudavemet

3. Uzere olduklarI ‘ilm-i ierif-I Alem-ãrAlarina bafi ye nihãn buyurul
maya. FimAba’d bilutf-i ‘allah-i ta’ãla Lëh taburuna bu ladar
lIlIC urulup, altI yedi toplarI alInup bei altI binden mutegaviz
kAfir ta’me-i iimiir olunup,

4. bu mertebe yUz aklIk olmui iken bikmet-i bAn gcride olan
‘askerimizdenbir UrkUntUluk peyda olup ‘avdet etdigimizdeOzu
hatmãnIyanInaher ordudanbirer mUntehabmirzA ile bir mikdãr
‘asker

5. loyup IIrIm’a dAijul oldugumuz gibi muhãfazaiCUn lçalan tinC
‘asker ile FerrAi Aga bendeleri gonderilup varup ötede kalan
‘askerile bir ycre geldikdcnsoñradevlet-i iehriyaridcLëh taburuna
alã göz

6. aCdIrmayupzaireye ye odun otlal ye suya CikanlarIn Tatar ye
Nogay dört yanIndan alup ‘akibet nãCAr olup hendek kazup
kapanupOzU taburudai Uzerinevarup bir tarafdan

7. ‘asker-i Tatarye bir tarafdanOzU kazagi top ye tUfenklc gOz aCdIr
mayupdevlet-i pãdiiãhide‘askenimiziñ hUgUmlarI gitdukCe ziyãde
olmagla,ãmAn isteyUp elCileri CIkdukdaãmãnvenilup,

8. bu mulisleri kIral-I bedlavli kapatdIgImIzdactdukleri’ahidlcri
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üzere mugeddeden‘ahd-u yemin edUp taburdur ötcye gitmii.
Bizim ‘askenimizdahibiiUmAr gana’imile ‘avdetedup,I.IrIm’a dail
olup,

9. Ozü hatmanundandai mcktUb ye Ademleni gelUp, el-amdu li
‘llãhi ta’AlA devlet-i ichriyanide murãdImIza nA’il oldul. Bundan
soUra taraf-I pAdiiahidcn ye sizifl tarafiflIzdan her ne idrnetiñiz
dUicrsehazIr ye AmadeyUzdUr"

10. deyU yazmIilardIr. EserzA-i laa-i yezdan ile alga I.IrIm GirAy
SultAn mublileni seray-i fhniden beA-i gavidaniye rilet edup,
vãIl-I ramet-i aret-i ratimanolup, NUreddin Sultan

11. ogullarI kardailanimIz iindc bir dilaver yigit olup her veghle
lalgalIl ijidmetine layil gorulup lalganasbolunmuidur.Iniãllãh-u
ta’alã her veghle ijidemAt-I padiiahiyelayIl ogullarIdIr.

12. Benim sa’AdetlU birAderim bu muli-i ali-ul bAlleri leyl-u nihãr
fikr-U zikr ye hemdemesA’i-i mevftiremizdin-i mUbin ye pãdiiAh-I
rUy-i zemin baretleriniñ ugur-u humayUnlanindaeslAfimizdan
efzUn

13. hidmetetmekdir. Eltaf-i’Aliyye-i ‘AlemiümullarIndanmergudurki,
mesami’-i ‘aliyye-i udavendigariyeadAlat ye ‘ubUdiyetimiz ‘arz
ye illA buyurmalabu abergUylarInmemnUnbuyuralar.01 devlet-i
‘Aliyyede melge-umesnedimgenab-i

14. ‘Alidenidir. Umidir ki üzerimizdcn na.?ar-I kimyaeserleri ding
buyurulmaya. Ziyãde ne lAzimdir ki ‘ilm-i AlemAralarIna nihAn
ola. Bãki eyyAm-I adAret-i’umã ye vezAret-i kUbrA mU’ebbed
badrabbUl’ibAd.

TRANSLATION

Undated; probably written in the summer of 1649. From Khan Islam Giray to the
grand vizir.

Herewith is that which Your loyal-hearted friend deposits at the feet of
Your Very High Vizirate, WhoseGlory is Sublime, Holder of Power, Inaccessible,
Blissful; restingon unshakeablecolumns, may It last eternally.

If the seaof Your generositywill allow us to give Your Majesty news of our
insignificant country [I will tell you that] thanks to the Almighty Lord, this
is not bad. The country enjoys safety and security and its inhabitants are
busy praying ceaselesslythat the fortune of the Pädiiäh may last eternally.
May this not be hidden from Your knowledge, Adornment of the Universe.

This being so, with the help of the Almighty God, we attackedwith sidearms
the entrenchedcamptabur andwe foughtso well that we took from them six to
sevencannonsand cut down with sabresfive or six thousandinfidels.
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Such wasour success;but by Divine decree,the rear guardtroops experienced
a moment of despair. We thereforeleft with the Hetman of Ozu Dnieper a
certainnumberof soldiersandreturnedto the Crimea[with most of the army].
Your servant FerrAi Aa was placed at the head of the fresh troops which
were left in the Crimea.

Thanksto YourMajesty,our [reinforced]troopsleft no opportunityto the Polish
camp to causedamage.Encircled on four sides by Tatars and Noghays, the
Polescouldnotmakeasally [from theircamp]to restockin food supplies,in fodder,
andin water. At last, reducedto helplessness,they started to dig trenchesand
enclosedthemselvesin their camp.

Then thetroopsof theHetmanoftheDniepermarchedagainstthem[the Poles].
Attacked by cannonsand musketstitfenk, pressedon one side by the Tatars
andon theotherby theDnieperCossaeks,they hadnot time to breatheandwhen
the attacks of our troops reachedthe highest degreeof intensity, they asked
for mercyãmãn.

When their envoys came out of their camp, mercy was given them.
Their faithless king [who had been entrenched in the camp] renewed his
oath and gavehis promiseto keepthe engagementformerly undertakenby him.

[After this] their army withdrew still further, whereas our troops returned
to theCrimeawith countlessspoils. Now theyhave arrived on Crimeanterritory.

TheHetman of theDniepersentus carriersof a messagein which it wassaid:
"Thanks be given to God and also to Your Majesty; we attainedour goal and
from now on we are ready to render any service that will be required of us
either by thePAdiAh or by you [the khan]."

By the decreeof the Eternal God Who ordains all destinies,the kala KInim
GirAy Sultan, Your loyal servant, left the palaceof this ephemeralworld for the
eternaloneandenjoysnow themercy of Merciful God.TheNüreddin Sultan, who
is one of my brothers, a young and brave warrior, had been found worthy
from every point of view to be entrustedwith thesefunctions and had been
appointedas kalga.

If such be the pleasureof God the Highest, he will be Your son, deserving
to serveHis Majesty.

Oh, My Blissful Brother,nightanddaythethoughtsandthewordsof Your loyal-
heartedfriend andall his efforts areconstantlyat the serviceof His Majesty, the
Pãdiiãhof the Universe.Here now is whatwe hopefrom Your high bounty, so
abundantthat it embracesthe world: crown the bliss of Your servant by
bringing to the augusthearingof the PãdiiAh a testimonyof our submissionand
faithfulness,

Your Lordship is my refuge and my support in the residenceof the PAduiAh
and my wish is that Your benevolentgaze [endowed] with alehemical virtues
should not avoid me.

Whatmore can be said thatwould not be known to Your Wisdom, Ornament
of the Universe?Except to wish in the name of the Lord of all Creaturesthat
the daysof Your Vizirate shouldlast eternally.
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Document3
p. 356

EvrAk 2237

TRANSCRIPTION

1. Mevkif-i refi’i ‘All-ill iAn vezAret ye fcrmAnrAni ye mafil-i meni’-i
iamib-Uleyvãnadaretye gihanbanilAzãle rnü’ebbedenbi-t-te’yidat
tin rabbAni savb-Ideviet ercbinekemAl-i ta’zim ye teknimle da’vãt-I
aliat-I ‘amberbAr

2. isAnIndan soflragam-i gihannumadanenver ye Aftãb-i AlemtAbdan
ziyade iyAgüster olan fehm-i Af ye tab’-I muiikãflarIna rUien ye
htiveydabuyurulaki ganib-i deylctguylarInairsAl buyurulankitAb
Ul’an nisAblarI ?

3. eymcn-ievlãt-I sa’adetkanindeyanid ye vãIl olup bulasa-yI‘izzct
meihUnumabeyindemün’altid olan muabbet-iekideyi mU’iir ye
ibliat-I At-I ugeste-ifAtlarIn mubir idUgUnden fu’Ad-I mihr
i’tiyadImIza bin mertebekesb-i

4. stirtir-u neiãt ye tahsil-i safä ye hubflr-u inbisat hAsIl olmuidur
ki lãbil-i ta’bir ye mUmkUn-ütavir degildir. Me’mUldur ki dã’irnA
akl-i uuvvct meri ye ni’Ayet buyurulupbu malUlc dilntivãzãne
usn-u mu’Amcle ile

5. teliye-i dil ye tafiye-i rU ye geb-i bavAtIr buyurulm4dan
DAli olmayalar.FimAba’d benim sa’adetlübirAdcnim, bihamdi‘llah-i
ta’AlA devlet-i ichriyanide bu scradlcr iirndiki a1de ãsUdcãl
Uzeredir. Ve Azãk tarafindanise

6. dA’imã ademimizvarupgelmedenball olmayup düimãnganibinden
elemleni yoldur. Nihayet zahã’ir ye ultifeleni Iia lalup tahmil
olunan gemileni geltip eIlmadIgIndanmu±ayalçalarIkemAlindedir.
Ba’deza nchr-i Ten’de

7. vaki’ kazAk-I ‘Ak tizerine ‘asker gonderUptaasunetdikleni kila-i
mcrgUseleri?ibrak ye barabolunm4 bAbIndaiiArct buyurulmui.
Husfls-umezbflrc bu muhlislcniniñ ye ahAli-i KirIm’lñ

8. dilahi olup bu idmete damen der-miyan olup nehr-i OzU
batmAnIndantop ye ttifenkle kifayet mikdãni ‘asker talebi ile ãdem
gondenilmii idi. zU kazagInlñLëh kIralIndanitminan-I

9. kalblarI olmadIgIndanbu kïi ‘asker ëIararnayupkendi tarafindan
Moskov kIralIna ye nchr-i Ten azagIna elëi nAmi ile Adem
gonderup,"KIrim AnI bu kIi nehr-i Ten tizcrine atlanmak iUn

10. bizden‘askertalebedtip Ademleni geldi. ilatinIñiz itin niga edUpbu
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kIillk fenagat etdiler. Bundan soñna nehr-i Ten eikiyAslnl rUy-i
deryAya lkmadanmen’ ye abt edesin.

11. Egermenolunmayupbin dai deryAya lkup memalik-i pãdiiAhiye
maannatlarlolunsaIlrlm ‘askeniye ‘umUmenOzUkazAl’ askeniyle
Uzerine varllmak mukarrerdin"deyti babergonderdikleninden

12. anlandai bin dabi ruy-i deryayalmamayanehn-iOzU batmanlna
i’timAd verdUkleri abenin bu ganibe bildunUp bu sebeb ile bu
kiilIk kallnmlidin. KAfine i’timãd da ga’iz olanlardandegildir.

13. ‘Ahidlerinde karAn edtip bin dalji denyayalkmazlan ise ne guzel.
Eger bununla olmayup yine álkarlansa devlet-i pAdiiahide bi
lutfi’llah-i ta’AlA bin vakti ile intikam alinin. FimAba’d bu muhlis-i
hAlis-til bãllenine

14. bin kaba-l rnuraa’ hangerihdã buyunulmui. Hak ta’ala rAi
ola. Baki hemlie eyyam-i sadanet-i ‘umã ye vezãret-i kübnã
mU’ebbcdUlAyczal badbinabbi’l-’ibAdfe hüve ‘l-munad.

Marginal note
1. Benim binadenim,Ismã’il geidi tevliyeti ijidmeti Ademimiz
2. MemedbendeleniiUn arz, ye StileymanAga’danniga’ olundulda,

batln-l muhlisi münasib?
3. gontilUp, tevgih ve’arini daiji venmiilen idi. Hã1A aga hanetleni

Ahara ventip,
4. bu adargaicy iün nigamlz gemcdi. Bin mAna ki aka ile ola

ye valfa ±anArl olmaya.
5. Ve re’aya fikanasI dai Memed bendelenin isteytip, anlarlñ

verdUkleniAdemden iikayet ?
6. nige def’a ‘anz ye mahangondendiler,ye den-i devletedai iikayete

yanmlilan. Bundansoflra dahi
7. ol Ademe imayet layi degildi. KcmAl-i kenemlenindenmergudun

ki, aabanctleninetanaf-l ienifleninden
8. tenbih buyunulup, ±abtl itin ternessUkAt ye ernr-i ienif ian

buyunulmakniga’ oluna.

TRANSLATION

Undated;probably written in the autumn of 1649.
From an anonymousauthor Islam Giray? to the grand vizir.

My Blissful Brother! Thanks be to God the Highest, the borderline regions
where we are enjoy at the presentmomenta stateof calm underthe beneficent
reign of our Pãdiiãh. As to the territories of AzAk Azov, our men go there and
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come back constantlyand arenot harmedin any way by the enemy. But as the
dispatchof victuals and pay ulufe of our men has beendelayedin winter and
the ladenshipshavenot yet arrived,our men are in the greatesthardship.

Your Majesty hassuggestedto us that we undertakean expedition againstthe
insolentCossaeksestablishedon the river Ten Don with the object of burning
down and destroying the wretched fortresses in which they are entrenched.
This object correspondsalso to the ardent desire of Your devoted servant
and of the peopleof the Crimea.Being preparedto accomplishthis mission, I
have sent messengersasking for the cannons,muskets, and troops to be sent
to me in sufficient quantitiesfrom the regionsof theDnieperandTaman.But the
Cossacksof theDnieper, not feelingsafe in connectionwith the King of Poland,
declared to us that they will not be able to detach troops this winter to
put them at our disposal.They sent messengersto the King KraI of Moscow
and to theCossacksof the Don and badethem say the following:

"The Khan of the Crimea asked us through his messengersfor troops to
launcha cavalry expeditionon the Don. To pleaseyou we askedhim to forego
this project and he gave it up for this winter. Henceforth, prevent the pirates
of the Don from indulging in acts of piracy on the Black Sea. If you do not
preventthem, if they comedown to the Black Seaand ransackthe territoriesof
the Padiiah, it is certain that the troops of the Crimea and all the military
forces of the Cossacksof the Dnieperwill marchagainst you."

Thereuponthey [the Don Cossacks]assuredthe Hetman of the Dnieper that
they will undertakeno more expeditionsin the Black Sea.The Cossacksof the
Dnieperhaving informed us of this fact, we renounced[making] an expedition
this winter. However, one mustnot trust thepromisesof miscreants.If they keep
their promise and abstain from making raids in the Black Sea,all the better;
if, on the contrary, they renew their misdeeds,we will [for the sake] of the
beneficent reign of our PadiiAh and with the help of the Highest God,
inflict upon themthe deservedpunishmentat the auspiciousmoment.

Furthermore, it was Your goodwill to offer to Your devotedloyal-hearted
servanta dagger with hilt encrustedwith precious stones. May the Almighty
God besatisfied.

Thereremainsfor me but to wish that Your days in theOffice of GrandVizir
should be by the Will of God perpetuatedwithout decline. This is my fondest
wish.
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Few eventsin Ukrainianhistory havebeensubjectto suchcontroversy
as the haidamak rnovernentand the 1768 Koliivshchyna Kohl up
riSing. Describedbriefly, the haidamakmovementconsistedof yirtually
continuousspontaneousrevolts by the Ukrainian Orthodox peasants
and Cossacksagainst the Polish Catholic landlords and their Jewish
clients, as well as against the Roman Catholic and Uniate clergy.
Themovementwasconcentratedon the Right-BankUkraine, thenpant
of the Polish-LithuanianCommonwealth,and spannedmost of the
eighteenthcentury. On three occasions-in1734, 1750, and 1768-a
major uprising occurred which proved to be too taxing for the
moribundPolish-Lithuanianstate. In responseto Polish requestsfor
assistance,all three were finally suppressedby the Russianmilitary.
The lastuprising, in 1768, becarneknown as the Kohiivshchyna,a name
probablyderived from the pikes on lanceskiT with which the rebels,
on Kolii, were armed.1 Particularly bloody, the Koliivshchyna had
such a traumaticeffect on both Ukrainian and Polish society that it
subsequentlybecamethe symbolof Ukrainian-Polishenmity.

The first works dealing with the Koliivshchyna were memoirs
written by opponentsof the uprising which depicted the rebels as
bandits, disobedient serfs, and Orthodox fanatics who were incited
by agents of the Russian tsar. Strident in tone and historically
unreliable,the memoir literature was of prime importancein creating
the Polish haidamakmyth.2

Interest in the haidamakmovement was further kindled by the
Polish Romanticists,for whom its massviolence, uncivilized frontier,
andheroicfiguresprovidedrich literary material. SewerynGoszczyñski
1801-1876utilized the 1768 revolt primarily as background for an
exotic love stony Zamek kaniowski, 1828. The CossacophilcMichal
Czajkowski 1804-1886attempted to explain the 1768 uprising as
primarily a Russian intrigue, for he depicted Catherine II’s agents
and fanatic Orthodox clergymen inciting the populace with false
promisesandthe liberaldispensationof vodka Wernyhora,1848.In his
works Czajkowski hankenedback to the old Ukraine, that is, to the
Polish-LithuanianCommonwealthof the fifteenth and early sixteenth
centuries,whenPolesand Ukrainiansallegedly lived in harmony. For

1 v Shcherbynaand W. Serczyk offer a different explanation of the term. See
Serezyk,Koliszczyzna,p. 7.
2 For a brief analysisof the memoir literature, see H. I. Khraban, "Memuary iak
istoriohrafichnedzherelovyvchennianarodno-vyzvol’nohopovstannia1768 r.," Koliiv

shchyna1768, pp. 134-46.
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him, as well as for Juliusz Slowacki 1809-1849,especially in his
"Sen snebnnySalomei" 1843, the haidamakmovementwas a great
tragedy, becauseit destroyedthe last remnantsof the harmonious,
pre-Khmel’nyts’kyi Ukraine.3

Thus, before any attempts at scholarly analysis were made, the
haidamakmovementand the Koliivshchyna had already become the
subjectof a well-developedmythwhosemain tenetswere the following:
1 the haidamakswere primarily bandits, disobedientpeasants,and
Cossacks;2 Russianintrigueanddemagogycombinedwith Orthodox
religious fanaticism were responsiblefor the major uprisings. Class
antagonism,occasionally touched upon in memoirs and romantic
literature, was not treatedas a major factor.

The Polish haidamak myth, formed in memoir and Romantic
literature, was incorporatedinto Polish histoniognaphy.In his history
of Poland, Teodon Morawski 1797-1879propoundedthe view that
"Moscow unleashedthe haidamaks."4TadeuszKonzon 1839-1918,
who discussedthe Koliivshchyna in severalworks, blamed its occur
renceon the fanaticismof the monk Mel’khisedekZnaehko-Iavons’kyi,
who incited the uneducatedmasses.5Similarly, Józef Rolle Dr. An-
toni J., 1830-1894listed the causesof the Koliivshchyna as being the
uncnlightenedfanaticismof the Orthodoxclergy in Russian Ukraine,
local religious fanaticism, and the excessive"freedom" in the border
lands.6

Increased Ukrainian-Polish friction contributed to the uncritical
incorporation of the Polish haidamakmyth into Polish historical
scholarship. In such an atmosphereFnanciszekRawita-Gawnoñski
1846-1930producedboth the most thorough and most chauvinistic
Polish study of the haidamakmovement.Rawita-Gawroñskireduced
the whole haidamak movement to a single cause-thedegenerate
characterof the Ukrainian people. According to him the Ukrainians
were the product of racial intermingling betweenMongol tribes and
Slays and as such had acquired the worst characteristicsof the

S. Goszczyhski,Zamek kaniowski Warsaw, 1905; Wernyhora, wieszczukraiñski:
Pisma Michala Czajkowskiego,vol. 1 Leipzig, 1868; J. Slowacki, Beniowski: Dziela,
vol. 3 Wroelaw, 1949.

T. Morawski, Dziejenarodupoiskiego,vol. 5 Poznab,1877.
T. Korzon, Wewn’trznedzieje Poiski za Stanislawa Augusta, 1764-1794, vol. 1

CracowandWarsaw,1897, p. 200.
6 Dr. Antoni J. [Rolle], Wybórpism, vol. 1 Cracow,1966, p. 37.
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nomads: love of violence and a proclivity for crime, bloodletting,
andanarchy.7

In certain respectsthe Polish "scholarly" study of the haidamak
movement was a step backward from the Romanticist view. The
Romantic writers did not hesitate to portray the haidamaks as
cutthroats, but they did, on occasion,create tragic on even heroic
haidamakcharacters.Moreover, the UkrainianpeasantsandCossacks
were presented as simple folk who were duped into staging the
uprisingsby Russianagentsor Orthodoxclerics.Such a view, although
simplistic and unscholanly,was at least not inherently racist. Until
recently, however, Rawita-Gawnoñski’smore racist book remained
the standardPolish work on the haidamakmovement.

Initially, Russianand Ukrainian historiansof Imperial Russia,like
their counterparts in Poland, were critical and negative in their
assessmentof the haidamakmovement. Their views were colored by
theavailablePolish literatureandthe official imperial position.Despite
the haidamaks’defenseof Orthodoxy, CatherineII issued an ukase
labeling them robbers and murderers. Such an interpretation was
acceptedby the well-known historian of the ZaporozhianCossacks,
Apollon Skal’kovs’kyi 1808-1899,who minimized the role of the
ZaponozhianCossacksso that the acts of "a few animals" would not
tarnishtheir good name.8Twenty-five yearslater 1870 Danylo Mor
dovets’ 1830-1905 described the haidamak movement as "mass
crime." Although Mordovets’ acknowledgedthe difficult socioeco
nomic conditions, religious fanaticism, and national hatredsof the
period as possiblecausesof some of the haidamaks’bloody deeds,he
neverthelessbelieved the movement to be a blemish on Ukrainian
history.

The Polish haidamakmyth and the official imperial interpretation
were challenged by a third tradition, found in Ukrainian oral
literature.MykhailoMaksymovych1804-1873,the prominentcollector
of oral literature, discoveredthat historical songsand oral accounts
depictedthe haidamaksin a favorablelight. In 1839 Maksymovych
attemptedto presentthis point of view, but his article was suppressed

F. Rawita-Gawroñski,Historya ruchdw hajdamackichw. XVIII, vol. 1 Brody, 1913,
p. vi.
8 A. Skal’kovskii, Naezdy gaidamak na Zapadnuiu Ukrainu v XVIII St., 1 733-1768
Odessa,1845.

D. L. Mordovtsev,Gaidamatchinaiii Koliivshchina:Razboinichiobshchiny, 1730-1768
St. Petersburg,1884, pp. i-viii, 1-12.
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by Russiancensorship,remaining unpublisheduntil 1875.10 Never
theless, Maksymovych did publish a polemical article in Moscow
in which he accusedSkal’kovs’kyi of belaboring the dark, violent
aspectsof the haidamakmovementwithout consideringits socioeco
nomic base.1’ Maksymovychassociatedthe haidamakmovementwith
previousseventeenth-centuryuprisings,specifically the Khemel’nyts’kyi
Revolution. In response to Skal’kovs’kyi’s attempt to clean the
Zaporozhians’bad name for having participatedin the movement,
Maksymovych contendedthat the Zaporozhiansrequiredthe services
not of a lawyer, but of an objectivescholar.

In the 1840sthe "Ukrainian" myth was articulated not by scholars,
but by the Ukraine’s greatest poet, Tanas Shevchenko1814-1861.
In his Haidamaky Shevchenkopresented the rebels as struggling
against national and social oppression. Although Shevchenkowas
probably aware of the memoir literature and was familiar with the
Polish haidamakmyth, his primary sourceswere folk traditions and
eyewitnessaccounts,probably becausehis grandfatherwasa haidamak
and as a boy Shevchenkohad heard various stories about the 1768
uprisings.’2 The poet totally rejectedthe ideathat the haidamakswere
robbersand bandits. In anotherof his poems, written immediately
after the publicationof Skal’kovs’kyi’s work, Shevchenkoretorts:

And, what is more, the idle loafer
Scornsandsneersat Honta!
"The Haidamakywere no warriors,
Thievesthey were, and robbers,
A blot upon our history."
Thou liest, peoplestarver
For freedomandthe holy truth
A robberdoes not rise up.
Nor doeshe set free a people
Who, dark, unlightened
Are bound into your chains.’3

10 M. A. Maksimovich, "Skazanie o Koliivshchine," Russkii arkhiv, 1875, no. 5,
pp. 5-27.

"Izvestiia o gaidamakakh,"Moskvitianin, 1845, no. 5, pt. 3, pp. 46-68.
‘ For a good accountof Shevehenko’sviewson the haidamakssee M. I. Marchenko,
Istorychne mynule ukrains’koho narodu v tvorchosti T. H. Shevchenka Kiev, 1957,
pp. 80-118.
13 Songout of Darkness:Shevchenko‘s Poems,trans.by Vera Rich London, 1961,p. 81.
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Although Shevchenko’syiews were rejected by PanteleimonKulish
1819-1897,his compatriotin the Cyril and Methodius Society, they
were later acceptedby other Ukrainian historians.In a careful study
of the then availablearchival material, Volodymyr Antonovych 1834-
1909 concludedthat the haidamakmovementunderwentthreeevolu
tionary phases: from 1710-1730 it was hardly distinguishablefrom
banditry; from the 1730s to the 1 760s it progressivelyacquired the
characteristicsof a peasantuprising; andby the 1 760sit had assumed
the aspectof a nationaluprising.14In a monographabout a major
figure in the 1768 uprising, Ivan Honta, Antonovych expressedan
evenmore pronouncedpro-haidamakattitude: he found Honta to be
an honest and brave individual who acted out of a senseof duty
towardshis faith andpeopleand consciouslysacrificedhis careenand
social position for a lofty cause.’5

The positions of the Ukrainian historianswere buttressedby their
discovery of additional documentaryevidence.Iakiv Shul’hyn 1851-
1909 discovered the Polish trial records of the participants in the
Koliivshchyna. Armed with this new evidence Shul’hyn openly
challengedthe Polishhistorian TadcuszKorzon andin bitten polemics
refuted the robber theory, at least in its application to the Koliiv
shchyna.’6Shul’hyn pointed to three factors which differentiatedthe
Koliivshchyna from criminal acts or a mindless jacquenie: 1 the
uprising was not self-serving, but emanated from a deep senseof
injusticeShul’hyn wasparticularly impressedwith the rebels’ insistence
on the righteousnessof their causeand refusal to recant,even under
torture; 2 the rebels had a specific plan of action, i.e., first to
liberate the Kiev province and then other provinces; 3 the rebels
had specific visions for the future: the liquidation of serfdom,
private land ownership, Orthodoxy, the Cossack system of govern
ment-in sum, the ideal of freedom summarized in the phrase
"without Poleon landlord."

14 v, Antonovich, Issledova,nieo gaidamachestvepa aktam 1700-1768gg. Kiev, 1876,
pp. 1-5.
15 V. Antonovych, Umans‘kyi sotnyk Ivan Gonta Vol. 19: Rus‘ka istorychna
bibliotekaL’viv, 1897.
16 For the polemic see Ia. Shul’gin, Ocherk Koliivshchiny pa neizdannymi izdannym
dokumentam1768 i blizhaishikh godov Kiev, 1890; T. Korzon’s attack on Shul’hyn’s
book, "Nowa ksikao koliwszczyznie,"KwartalnikHistoryczny, 1892, no. 3, pp. 527-40;
Shul’hyn’s reply, "Pravdao Koliivshchine pol’skogo istorika g. Korzona," Kievskaia
starina, 1893, no. 1, pp. 126-60.
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In the 1920s, the Ukrainian historian of Jewish origin Osyp
Henmaize 1892-? discovered the Russian trial records of several
major figures in the 1768 uprising. Well aware of the slaughter
of Jews during the Koliivshchyna, Henmaizewas somewhatreserved
in his interpretation.’7 He believed that the uprising drew support
primarily from the steppe riffraff divorced from agriculture and
dependentupon huntingandfishing for their livelihood. Yet Henmaize
recognized three elements unifying the rebels: 1 hatred of the
szlachtasocial order; 2 adherenceto Orthodoxy as the prime deter
minant of friend on foe; 3 belief that the Russiangovernmentwould
assistin their struggle againstthe Poles.

After Hermaize’s work little was added to existing materials on
interpretations.Surprisingly,the topic wasvirtually ignored by Soviet
historians, despite its clear elements of social struggle. The few
pamphlets that did appear were popular in nature and recounted
only what was already known.’8 However, the two-hundredthanni
versary of the Koliivshchyna 1968 provided the spank for new
studiesin the Soviet Ukraine, Poland, and the West. For the first
time since 1928-1930,the haidamakmovementand the Koliivshchyna
becamethe subjectof scholarly reappraisal.

The Soviet jubilee celebrationbeganwith a pre-anniversarypublica
tion, Oleksandr Lola’s Haidaniats’kyi rukh na Ukraini 20-60 rr.
XVIII St. Based on archival materials as well as published sources,
Lola’s book gave the first official Soviet overview of the haidamak
movement.Unfortunately, the work cannot be consideredan authori
tative studythat replacespreviousscholarship.It is mannedby numerous
factual errors,a cumbersomeand misleadingsystemof citations, and
insufficient utilization of archival Moreover, Lola often
resorts to simplistic clichés. For example,the peasantsare shown to
be uniformly and continously oppressed.To a certain extent this
portrayal is historically correct, but their oppressionwas certainly
not constant in degree. In the early eighteenthcentury, when the

0. Hermaize, "Koliivshchyna v svitli novoznaidenykhmateriialiv," Ukraina, 1924,
no. 1-2; Kodens’kaknyha sudovykhspray = Vol. 2: Ukrainskyi arkhiv Kiev, 1931.
The latter collection of the Polish trial records was published without mention of
Hermaize,although he was its editor.
18 A. Dmitriev, Koliivshchina Moscow, 1934; A. Dmitriev, GaidamachinaMoscow,
1939; Kost’ Huslystyi, KoliivshchynaKiev, 1947; V. A. Golobutskii, Maksim Zhelez
niak Moscow, 1960.
19 Thesedeficienceshave been pointed out in an extensive review by W. Serezyk in
Kwartalnik Historyczny73, no. 4 1966: 968-72.
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Polish magnateswere attemptingto recolonize the devastatedRight-
Bank Ukraine, they grantedthe peasantsexemption from the corvée
and offered them various incentivesfor settling. The position of the
peasantryin the 1720s was thereforenot as bleak as Lola presents,
although by the 1 760s it hadbecomeconsiderablyworse.

In addition to Lola’s monograph, the Soviet jubilee celebration
resultedin the publicationof severalarticlesin Ukrains‘kyi istorychnyi
zhurnal, the documentarycollection Haidamatskyirukh na Ukraini v
XVIII St., and a book entitled Kohiivshchyna. Haidamats‘kyi rukh
contains317 documents,including 243 previously unpublished;20 thus
the volume can be expectedto expandthe basefor the study of the
haidamakmovement.Koliivshchynais a collectionof articlescelebrating
the two-hundredthanniversaryof the uprising. In the usual style of
Soviet anniversaryeditions, it includesspeechesby the vice-chairman
of the Council of Ministers of the Ukrainian SSR and various
panty officials. The book also contains sections dealing with the
Koliivshchyna theme in contemporarydrama, music, and cinema.
Among this chaff there are, however, ten articles of some interest
to the historian.2’

TherecentSoviethistoricalworks presentadramaticnew reevaluation
of the haidamak movement and the Koliivshchyna. While Soviet
historiansdiffer in emphasis,their basic interpretation is uniform.
Its principal tenets,fan from consistent,are the following:

1 The haidamakmovementwas a class struggle by the peasants
andthe lower Cossacksagainstthe feudal order;

2 The haidamakmovementwas also a struggle for national liber
ation andfor "reunion" with Russia;

3 The haidamakmovementspannedvirtually all of the Ukraine,
including the Left-Bank, Sloboda,andWesternUkraine;
20 For a thorough review of Haidamats’kyi rukh na Ukraini v XVIII st. by
A. Sorokowski, seeRecenzj,ia4, no. 2 Spring-Summer1974: 42-53.
21 D. I. Myshko, "Borot’ba trudiashchykhmas PravoberezhnoiUkrainy na peredodni
Koliivshchyny za svoie vyzvolenniaI vozz"iednanniaz Rosiieiu30-50-ti roky XVIII St.,"

pp. 45-55; V. 0. Markina, "Sotsial’no-ekonomichniperedumovyKoliivshchyny," pp. 56-
65; K. I. Stetsiuk,"Koliivshchyna-.-velykenarodno-vyzvol’neantyfeodal’nepovstannia
na Ukraini XVIII St.," pp. 66-80; V.V. Hrabovets’kyi, "Haidamats’ki rukhy i op
ryshkivstvo,"Pp. 8 1-90; I. H. Shul’ha, "Vidhomin Koliivshchyny v Karpatakh," pp. 91-
96; OS. Kompan, "Vplyv Koliivshehyny na antyfeodal’nu borot’bu v Rosii,
Pol’shchi i Bilorusii," pp. 97-107; I. L. Butych, "Arkhivni dzherelapro Koliivshchynu,"
pp. 108-17; H.Ia. Serhiienko, "Istoriohraf’iia Koliivshchyny," pp. 118-33; H.Iu.
K hraban, "Memuary iak istoriohrafichne dzherelo vyvchennia narodno-vyzvol’noho
povstannia 1768 r.," pp. 134-46; 0.1. Dei, "Koliivshchyna v narodnii tvorchosti,"
pp. 147-57.
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4 The haidamaksweremultinational-includingUkrainians, Mol
davians,Serbs,Russians,and evenPoles. By implication, the exploiters
were also multinational-Polishszlachta, Russian "tsarism," and the
Ukrainian starshynaofficer class. If proved, this hypothesiswould
bolster the conceptof internationalclass struggle.

Soviet historianshavegreat difficulty in balancingthe concept of
an anti-feudal class war with that of a national-religiousstruggle.
Lola, who acceptedthe primacy of the classstruggle, still gaveprom
inence to the national aspect, especially the persecution of the
Ukrainian Orthodox population on the Right Bank. Subsequently,
Soviet historianshave emphasizedthe class aspectof the haidamak
movement much more strongly. For example, Ivan Hurzhii and
V. Kulakovs’kyi deny that the hegumen Mel’khisedek Znachko
Iavons’kyi had any influence in the 1768 uprising. According to
them, sinceZnachko-Iavons’kyibelongedto the upperOrthodoxclergy
who favored class exploitation, he could not have had any role in
preparationsfor the uprising.22While Znachko-Iavons’kyiwas indeed
absentfrom the Right Bank at the uprising’s outbreak, his militant
defense of Orthodoxyduring the precedingyears did much to create
the atmospherefor the uprising. Also, the position of the higherclergy
was not at all clear. While they were certainly not proponentsof
social revolutionandwere usuallywithin legal boundsin their struggle
for Orthodoxy, the clergy did, in some instances, cooperatewith
the haidamaks. The Motronyn Monastery, for example, was the
centerof the Kolii uprising. Moreover, documentspublishedby the
Soviets themselvesindicate that Orthodox monasteries,especiallythe
CavesMonastery at Kiev, were frequenthiding places for haidamak
regiments.23

ThesecondSoviet claim is that the haidamakmovementextendedto
virtually all areas of the Ukraine. Lola points out instances of
haidamak attacks in the lands of the Zaponozhian Cossacks,the
Left-Bank and Sloboda Ukraine, as well as the Polish Right Bank.
He even connects the haidamak movement with Galicia and the
opryshky robbers in the Carpathian regions who occasionallydistni

22 I. 0. Hurzhii and V. M. Kulakovs’kyi, "Vyznachna podiia v istorii ukrains’koho
narodu: Do 200-richchiaKoliivshchyny," Ukrains’kyi istorychnyi zhurnal, 1968, no. 6,
p. 61.
23 Haidamats’kyi rukh na Ukraini v XVIII st., doe. 6, p. 4; doe. 47, p. 121;
doe, 111, p.227;doe. 116, p. 234; doe. 126, p. 246; doe. 132; p. 251; doe. 134, p. 254.
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buted their booty to the poor.24 All subsequentSoviet works have
followed this interpretation.

The claim that the haidamaksoperatedin the Left-Bank, Sloboda,
and Western Ukraine deviates considerably from previously held
views. Although earlierhistorianshadrecognizedthat the Zaporozhian
Cossacksfrequentlyled haidamakdetachmentsandthatthe haidamaks
went backandforth acrossthePolish-Russianbonder,they regardedthe
haidamakmovementas occurringprimarily in the Right-BankUkraine,
an area under Polish control. On first considerationthe new Soviet
position seemswell takenwhenapplied to the Left-Bank and Sloboda
Ukraine: at least,one can establishwith certainty that haidamakunits
were present there. The crucial question, however, is whether the
haidamaksacted in the same manner on the Left Bank as on the
Right Bank. Based on Lola’s work and the Soviet documentary
collection, mosthaidamakunits on the Left Bank appearto havebeen
transitory, concernedonly with taking provisions or hiding. Occa
sionally, the haidamaksdid attack homesteads,murder landlords, on
burn records. But, on the whole, the haidamaksdid not engage
in the same kind of guenilla warfare as on the Right Bank.25 The
Soviets have thus far failed to prove that the haidamakmovement
was organically connectedwith the Left-Bank and SlobodaUkraine.
They have shown, however, that these territories were use4 as
recruiting and training areasfor raids into the Right Bank and as
hiding places to avoid capture. In this respect, the Left-Bank,
SlobodaUkraine, and especially, the Zaponozhianlands were crucial
to the haidamaks, but the movement itself was a Right-Bank
phenomenon.

In discussingthe territorial extent of the haidamakmovement, one
must keepin mind that the Left-Bank, Sloboda,andWesternUkraine
were the scene of social struggle. There were major uprisings of
Cossacksandpeasantsin the towns of Klishchyntsi 1767 andTurbai
1789-93.Peasantson occasionattackedtheir landlordsand burned
records.But thesewere independentoccurrenceswith local root causes,
havingonly superficial similaritieswith the haidamakmovement.

24 Lola, Haidamats’kyi rukh, pp. 93-107, 120-22.
25 SeeHaidamats’kyi rukh na Ukraini v XVIII St., doe. 79, p. 182; doe. 82, p. 185;
doe. 84,p. l87;doc. 85, p. 189;doe.88,p. 191 ;doc. 106, p. 221 ;doc. 108, p. 224;doc. 112,
p. 228; doe. 113, p. 230; doe. 114, p. 231; doe. 138, p. 258; doe. 154, p. 274; doe. 157,
p. 276; doe. 177, p. 319; doe. 185, p. 329; doe. 186, p. 330; doe. 189, p. 334.
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While there is some evidence for claiming that the haidamak
movement extendedto the Left Bank, its link with the Western
Ukraine is more tenuous.The allegedconnectionwith the Western
Ukrainementionedby all Soviethistorianshasbeenmostsystematically
developed by the specialist of the opryshky movement and West
Ukrainian peasantry,Volodymyr Hrabovets’kyi, who unabashedly
identifies the haidamakywith the opryshky. Hrabovets’kyi totally
ignoredthe basic differencebetweenthe two groups-namely,that the
the opnyshky lacked any national or religious motivation. At best,
their attackscan be interpretedas part of a social struggle, and, at
worst, as merelycriminal acts. The similarities betweenthe haidamaks
and opryshky that Hnabovets’kyi emphasizesare wholly superficial:
both were partisan movementshaying similar methodsof operation
and a comparablesocial composition.26If one were to apply only
these criteria, the raids of the Mexican rebel, Pancho Villa, could
readily be subsumed under the haidamak movement! As fan as
evidenceis concerned,Hrabovets’kyi and the documentarycollection
provide only one example of an opryshok becoming a haidamak.27

Hrabovets’kyi attemptsto buttress his thesis through the identifi
cation of "West Ukrainian" surnames among the haidamaks.28
Given the constant migration of population and the difficulties in
positively detemining West Ukrainian names, any proof on the
basis of name alone is surely questionable. Even if the procedure
were fully acceptable,the only conclusion one could derive is that
some of the rebels were originally from the Western Ukraine,
not that the haidamak movementexisted in the Western Ukraine.
On the whole, the Sovietshave shown that haidamakswere present
in the Left-Bank and Sloboda Ukraine, but have failed to prove
that the haidamakmovementwas linked with the Western Ukraine
on the Carpathianopnyshky.

The fourth Soviet thesisis that the haidamakmovementwas multi
national in composition. According to the Soviets, the progressive
forces-peasants,Cossacks, and the downtrodden in general-of
several nationalities joined in the struggle against the class enemies,

26 v V. Hrabovets’kyi, "Haidamats’ki rukhy i opryshkivstvo," Koliivshchyna 1768,

pp. 81-91; I. H. Shul’ha,"Vidhomin Koliivshchyny v Karpatakh," Koliivshchyna 1768,
pp. 91-97.
27 Hrabovets’kyi, "Haidamats’ki rukhy i opryshkivstvo," P. 90; Haidamats‘kyi rukh
na Ukraini v XVIII St., doe. 161, pp. 294-96.
28 Hrabovets’kyi, "Haidamats’ki rukhy i opryshkivstvo," p. 90. See also his
Antyfeodal’na borot’ba karpats’kohoopryshkivstvaXVI-XIX St. L’viv, 1966.
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i.e., the Polishszlachta,Russiantsanism,and the Ukrainian starshyna.
Ivan Hurzhii and V. Kulakovs’kyi state this hypothesisas if it were
fact,29 whereasKateryna Stetsiuk and Fedin Shevehenkoattempt to
provide documentationfor such an assertion.They cite various official
reportswhich mention Moldavians, Russians,Serbs and others who
hadjoined the haidamakmovement.3°While thesereportsgive some
idea of the geographicalextent of the movement, they cannot be
usedas indicatorsof ethnicity. Ukrainianslived underPolish, Russian,
Turkish and even Serbian administration in Nova-Senbiia, and
official reports gave an individual’s allegiance, not his ethnic back
ground.For example,in checkingthe recordscitedby Fedir Shevchenko,
onediscoversthata "Vlach" haidamakwas called Ihnat Mantynenko.3’
While Mantynenko’s Ukrainian-soundingname does not positively
disprove the possibility of his being a "Vlach," it certainly puts the
claim into question. Thus, whereverpossible, all available evidence
name, allegiance, area of origin, etc. should have been corro
boratedbefore any assumptionsas to ethnicity were made.

The Soviets’ rash conclusionson ethnicity are compoundedby the
questionableuse of sourcematerials. For example, on the basis of
the Kodnia Polishtrial records,Fedin Shevchenkoclaims that at least
fifty Russians,as well as numerousSerbs, Vlachs, and other non-
Ukrainiansparticipatedin the haidarnakmovement.In checking his
citations,however, one discoversthat mostof the Russiansmentioned
were either suing Poles for non-paymentof debts on had deserted
from the Russian army.32 Since the Kodnia record book is a
mechanicalcompilation of military trials that were held at various
places in the Right Bank, it includes proceedingsinvolving Poles,
Russians,Vlachsand Jewsthat havenothing to do with the haidamak
movement. Shevchenkononethelessuses these cases as "proof" of
non-Ukrainianparticipationin the haidamakmovement.

Similarly, in checkingStetsiuk’s extensivecitation of documentary
sources,onefinds corroborationfor only one case-thatof a possible

29 1.0. Hurzhii and V. M. Kulakovs’kyi, "Vyznachna podiia v istorii ukrains’koho
narodu: Do 200-richchia Koliivshchyny," p. 67.
30 K. I. Stetsiuk,"Koliivshehyna-velykenarodno-vyzvol’neantyfeodal’nepovstannia
na Ukraini XVIII st.," Koliivshchyna1768, p. 69; F.P. Shevchenko,"Pro mizhnarodne
znachennia povStannia 1768 r. na PravoberezhniiUkraini," Ukrains‘kyi istorychnyi
zhurnal, 1968, no. 9, pp. 13-14.
31 Ukrains’kyiarkhiv 21931: 4.
32 F. P. Shevehenko "Pro mizhnarodne znaehennia," p. 13 cites Ukrains’kyi
arkhiv 2 1931: 126-27,131-52,262, 364-68.
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"Serb," Mykolaevych, helping the haidamaks.33Her other citations
possibly due to printing errors also have nothing to do with the
haidamakmovement.34In all fairness to Shevchenkoand Stetsiuk,
one should add that they note several instancesof a Vlach on Serb
aiding the haidamaks.Moreover, Shevchenkoalso cites unpublished
archiveswhich cannot be verified by this reviewer. It is possiblethat
these contain new information. But the evidence presented by
Soviet scholars to date is meagerand unconvincing,and the metho
dology is, at best, slipshodand,at worst, dishonest.

Not only havethe Soviet historiansfailed to documenttheir views,
but their interpretationstendto obscuresome well-known facts about
the haidamaky. For example,a person having accessto only recent
Soviet publications would have no knowledge of the haidamaks’
slaughterof Jews, for the Soviets treat them as part of the faceless
classenemythat waschallengedby the progressiveinternationallower
class.Insteadof increasedunderstandingof the haidamakmovement,
Soviet historianshavedeveloped,in fact, a new mythology.

In contrast to the Soviet scholars, Polish historian W. Senczyk
has carefully intertwined the social, national, and religious factors
to presenta balancedaccount of the haidamakmovementand the
Koliivshchyna. His publications are an article on Mel’khisedek
Znachko-Iavors’kyi, a monographon the 1768 Kolii uprising, and
a popularbook on the haidamakmovement.35Theseworks represent
a revolution in Polish histoniography,for Serczyk completely rejects
the old standard works by Rawita-Gawnoñski,regarding them as
"one-sided, blind and tendentious"Koliszczyzna,p. 12. In effect,
Serezykhasdestroyedthe few remainingtracesof the haidamakmyth
that hadlingered so long in Polish histoniognaphy.

Senczyk’s major contribution to the history of the Koliivshchyna is
a careful analysis of the activities of the hegumen Mel’khisedek
Znachko-Iavors’kyi andthe role that the Matnonyn and Mezhyhir’ia
monasteriesplayed in organizing the revolt. On the basis of Soviet

and Polish archival sources,Senczykconvincingly disproves the old

K. I. Stetsiuk"Koliivshchyna," p. 69 Cites Ukrains’kyi arkhiv 2 1931: 246, 250,
252.

Stetsiuk, "Koliivshchyna," p. 69, citing Arkhiv Iugo-Zapadnoi Rossii, pt. 3,
vol. 2, pp. 67, 70, 71, 74, 75, 93, 172, 176.
" W. A. Serezyk, "Melehizedek Znaezko-Jaworski i klasztor motreninski przed
wybuehem koliszczyzny," Studia Historyczne, no. 3 1968, pp. 297-322; Koliszczyzna
Craeow,1968; HajdamacyCracow, 1972.
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myth that the hegumenof the Matnonyn monastery, Mel’khisedek
Znachko-Iavons’kyi,initiated the uprising and blessedthe knives of
the rebels. Indeed, Senczyk proves that Znachko-Iavors’kyi was not
presentin the Right-Bank Ukraine when the uprising occurred. Yet,
though Znachko-Iavons’kyidid not participate in the Koliivshchyna
directly, he did contributeto its outbreak,as Senczykshowsby tracing
how the two Right-Bank monasteriesbecamethe centerfor Orthodox
proselytizing in that region. For the first time, the complex inter
relationships between the Right-Bank monasteries, the hegumen
Mel’khisedek, the bishop of Peneiaslavin the Left-Bank Ukraine,
and the attemptsof the Orthodox clergy to obtain the support of
the Russian authorities have been unraveled. While there is no
evidencethat the Russianauthoritieswere in any way responsiblefor
provoking the uprising, Senczyk shows how the religious struggle
createda charged atmospherewhich needed only a spank to ignite.

Another innovation in Serczyk’s work is the attempt to ascertain
the social compositionof the Kolii rebels. On the basis of extensive
documentation,Serezykconcludesthat therewere threemajor groups
that madethe uprising possible:Cossacksfrom the ZaporozhianSich
who provided the military expertise,the peasantsof the Right Bank,
andthe Cossackswho servedin the private armies of various Polish
magnateson the Right-Bank. While Senezyk does not deny the
possibility of non-Ukrainiansjoining the rebels, he indicates that the
vast majority wasUkrainian.

Serczyk does not hesitate to describethe brutality perpetratedby
both sides. Unlike the Soviets who avoid this topic, Serczyk shows
that although the two principal leaders, Zalizniak and Honta,
attemptedto control the rebels and prevent the slaughterat Uman’,
their efforts were in vain. According to official reports, the rebels
slaughtered 12,000 people 7,000 Poles and 5,000 Jews-a figure
which is pnobably exaggerated.36Senczykalso describes the brutal
repressionafter the uprising had been quelled. Not only were all
the rebels tortured on executed by impalements,quantenings,etc.,
but thousandsof peasantswho had nothing to do with the uprising
werekilled.

Senczykrecognizesthe importanceof the haidamaksin the establish
ment of a modern Ukrainian identity-a fact often overlooked in

36 Koliszcyzna, p. 99. H. lu. Khraban in "Memuary lak istoriohrafichne dzherelo
vyvehennia narodno-vyzvol’noho povstannia 1768 r.," Koliivshchyna 1768, p. 145,
disputesthis figure. He believesthat the numberkilled wasapproximately 2,000.
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recenthistoniography.For Serczyk, the haidamakmovementand the
Kolii uprising were the ultimate rejection of Polish rule. Their occur
rence contributed to the common heritage,national myth, and the
feeling of ethnic unity of Ukrainians on both sides of the Russian-
Polish border.

Although Serczyk’s monographis a refreshingly balancedwork of
original research,a few of his conclusionsare subject to question.
Along with nineteenth-centuryscholarsand modernSoviet historians,
Serezykbelievesthat the rebels strove for union with Russia. Such a
view needselaboration,especially in light of the Soviets’ attribution
to the Ukrainians of a virtually pathologicalobsessionfor "reunion
with Russia."It is true that the rebelsmadeuse of a forged manifesto
allegedly issued by Catherine and fully expectedthe assistanceor
at least neutrality of the Russianforces. They wished to renew the
Cossack system that was functioning just across the border under
Russianprotection. Moreover,actual Russianintervention on behalf
of the Orthodox and the Russophile leanings of the higher clergy
did much to create a pro-Russian atmosphere. But there is no
evidencethat any rebel called for a union with Russia. Based on the
factorsmentionedabove,one can, at best, infer such an aim. It would
probably be more correct to supposethat the rebels hoped to obtain
"Russian protection" rather than to believe that they sought any
sort of "reunion."

Another dubious asention made by Serczyk is that the Russian
armiesremainedneutraluntil the rebelsattackedthe Turkish border
town of Balta, thus involving Russia in a possible wan with the
Ottoman Empire Koliszczyzna,p. 104. Although there was some
confusionamong local Russianarmy commanderson the course of
action that should be taken-especiallyin light of the rebels’ claim
that they were acting on behalf of Catherine II-Serczyk himself
provides evidencethat Russianauthorities had decided to suppress
the uprisingevenprior to the Balta incident Kohiszczyzna,pp. 116-20.
However, these are minor criticisms of a monograph that will prob
ably, and appropriately,become the standardwork on the Koliiv
uprising.

From the scholarly viewpoint, Senczyk’s Hajdamacy is the least
satisfactoryof his works. Written for popular consumption,it lacks a
scholarly apparatus and it is written in the "blood and guts"
style. In portrayingthe exotic frontier Serezyktreatsas authenticdata
suchapocryphaltextsas the Zaporozhianletterto the sultanpp. 17-18.
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Nevertheless,the book does contain probably the best popular
description yet written of the social and political situation on the
Right Bank, of eighteenth-centurydaily life, and of the complexities
of the religious struggle among the Orthodox, Uniates, and Roman
Catholics. The book also includes the results of Serczyk’s original
researchthat are presentedin detail in his other, more scholarlyworks.

In contrast to the many works on the haidamaks that have
appearedin the Ukraine and Poland, only one monographon the
Kolii uprising has been published in the West-Petno Minchuk’s
Koliivshchyna: Haidamats’ke povstannia 1768 r. 1973. Since the
author, a well-known émigré publicist and political activist, had no
accessto archival material, the work doesnot contain any new data.
Minchuk, nevertheless,offers a bold new interpretationof the Koliiv
uprising. Consideringthe topic from the viewpoint of "Ukrainian
statetraditions"p. 148 Mirchuk comesto threeprincipal conclusions:

1 The Kolii uprising was not an isolated rebellion, but rather a
part of the whole haidamakmovement.The latter was a continuous
organicstruggle againstPolish occupation;

2 Religious and social oppression was only a secondary cause
of the haidamakmovement.The main causewas national strife-the
age-oldenmity betweenUkrainianand Polish spirituality, culture, and
social systems. This was manifestedby the Ukrainians’ constant
striving for separationfrom Polandandreestablishmentof a Ukrainian
state;

3 The Kolii uprising had cleanly defined goals-the liberation of
the entire Ukraine from Poland and the renewal of an independent
Ukrainianstateheadedby a hetmanpp. 180-81.

Minchuk’s first and, to some extent, second conclusions have
considerablebasis, especially if the national struggle is interpreted
within a broad religious and cultural context. His emphasis on
Ukrainian attemptsto separatefrom Poland, however, is somewhat
misplaced.For it wasnot primarily the desireto separatefrom Poland,
but to maintain a native social, religious, cultural, and political
system that triggered the seventeenth-centuryrebellions and the
eighteenth-centuryhaidamakmovement. Perhaps,in the context of
Polish-Lithuanianpolitics, thesedid ultimately lead to separation,but
the rebelsdid not start out with this goal in mind.

While Mirchuk’s first two conclusionsare,with certain reservations,
acceptable,his third hypothesis-that the Kolii rebels sought an
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independentUkrainian state and the renewal of the Hetmanate-is
not. The reestablishmentof the Hetmanate and the election of
M. Zalizniak as hetmanhave been attestedto only in the memoir
literature.37 While Mirchuk readily rejects the memoir literature
when discussingmostotherdebatablepoints,on this issuehe not only
accepts Zalizniak’s hetmancy as fact, but further embellishes this
hypothesis.He assignsZalizniak’s subordinatesvarious appropriate
Cossackranks-noneof which are verifiable in any source.38

There is relatively little indisputabledata on Zalizniak’s position.
When he and his Cossackscame to the Motnenyn Monastery,he was
elected a colonel ,pobkovnyk.In all subsequentknown documents
Zalizniak titled himself such. In the trials of the rebels there is not
onecasein which someonereferredto Zalizniak as "hetman." Indeed,
one of the chargesleveledagainstZalizniak by the Russianauthorities
was that he proclaimedhimself "polkovnyk."39 Moreover, a decree
issued by Zalizniak after the date when Mirchuk says he assumed
the hetmancy is signed "polkovnyk."4° Thus, until some direct
evidenceis found, Zalizniak’s becoming hetmanremainsonly a spe
culation.

Minchuk’s arguments that the Koliivshchyna rebels created an
independentUkrainian state nests on the suppositionthat Zalizniak
was elected hetman, as well as on deductive reasoning:since the
rebels controlled a fairly large territory inhabited by the Ukrainian
populaceunder an establishedUkrainian authority hetman and a
few other offices, a Ukrainian state came into being pp. 275-78.
That this "state" existed for approximatelythree weeks from the
timeof Zalizniak’s allegedassumptionof the hetmaneyto the crushing
of the revolt and that it was not recognizedby any power is incon
sequentialto Minchuk. Yet, on thesegroundsalone,mostjuristswould
dismissany claim to statehood.An unsuccessfulrevolt, even if it has
the clean objective of establishingan independentstate, is still con

sidered by most historians as merely a failed attempt. For the

" Khraban, "Memuary," P. 143.
38 He assigns the rank of "polkovnyk" to Ivan Honta, Semen Nezhyvyi, Mykyta
Shvachka,Andrii Zhurba, andIvan BondarenkoPp. 227-57.

Khraban, "Memuary," p. 143; Haidamats’kyi rukh na Ukraini v XVIII St.,

doe. 207, pp. 359-62; doe. 216, pp. 379-80; doe. 227, pp. 396-98; doe. 243, pp. 420-21;
doe. 244, pp. 427-29.
40 Haidamats‘kyi rukh, doe. 200, p. 351; the decree was issued on 13/24 June 1768
in Uman’. Mirchuk claims that Zalizniak was proclaimed hetman on 11/22 June
1768 in Uman’.
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Koliivshchyna there is no evidencethat the rebels even intended to
establishsucha state.

Even if Zalizniak’s election as hetmanwere acceptedas fact, this
still cannot be construed as a wish for independence.Minehuk
presumesthat "sovereigntylies with the people,who having deposed
foreign rule then created their own state"-a theory well-suited to
moderntimes but unrecognizedin eighteenth-centuryEasternEurope.
Sovereignty derived from a "sovereign," and Cossackdomwas a
subsystemundersuch a ruler. Ukrainian hetmansderivedtheir legiti
macy not only from election by their fellow Cossacks,but also from
their recognitionby a sovereign.Zalizniak’s greatestproblem was to
gain legitimacy for wielding some kind of authority. Thus he forged
ukases by Catherine II and signed some of his own decrees as
Catherine’strustedpolkovnyk.41This does not necessarilymean that
Zalizniak yearnedfor union with Russia, as claimed by the Soviet
historians, non does it indicate that he could imagine becoming the
ruler of an independentUkraine. If he thought in such political terms
at all, he probably wished to secure the kind of Russianprotection
enjoyedby the ZaponozhianCossacksor the Hetmanate.The creation
of an independentUkrainian state, however, went beyond the con
ceptualpossibilitiesof Zalizniakandhis fellow haidamaks.

The discussion of Zalizniak’s alleged hetmancy and Ukrainian
independencereveal the major problem in Minchuk’s work: it
containsa set of a priori conclusions,most of which are based on
twentieth-century political considerations.For Minchuk, the Kolii
rebelshad the samespirit andaspirationsas did the twentieth-century
Ukrainian partisan bands that fought various occupying regimes
Polish, German, Soviet.42 Such a parallel may be legitimate, but
in assigning twentieth-century political goals to eighteenth-century
figures,Mirchuk completelyloseshistorical perspectiveandobjectivity.

In light of these various and conflicting interpretations, this
reviewer wishes to conclude by expressing his own views on the
haidamakmovement and Koliiv uprising, based not on original
researchbut on a critical assessmentof the scholarly literature on the
topic.

41 Haidamats’kyirukh, doe. 198, pp. 347-49.
42 OccasionallyMirchuk makesdirect comparisons with themodern partisan movement;
seeP. 185.
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The haidamakmovementwas organically connectedwith a certain
territory-the Right-Bank Ukraine. Other regions-thelands of the
ZaporozhianCossacks,the Left-Bank UkraineandSlobodaUkraine-
althoughproviding someleadersandcadresand servingas convenient
stagingandhiding areasfor thehaidamaks,werenot the primarytheater
of operations.However, theseareaswere of greatimportancein pro
viding an exampleof Ukrainian self-rule andthe Cossackway of life.

The haidamakmovement had not only national-religiousaspects
but social ones, all of which intertwined and reinforced each other.
In the most simplistic terms, the Polish Roman Catholic magnates
exploited the Ukrainian Orthodoxor nominally Uniate peasantryand
Cossacks for economic gain. This was frequently done through
Jewishintermediaries,who were stewardsof landedestatesand could
purchasethe right to dispensealcoholic beveragesand other mono
polies otherwise enjoyed exclusively by the Polish szlachta. At the
same time, the Orthodox Church and, to a large extent, Ukrainian
culturewas persecuted.

These were the perennial conditions of conflict on the Ukrainian
borderlandsof the Polish-LithuanianCommonwealth. In the seven
teenthcentury they spankedthe Khmel’nyts’kyi Revolution that ulti
mately severedthe greatenpant of the Ukraine from Poland. In the
eighteenthcenturythey gaverise to the haidamakmovement.As in the
Khmel’nyts’kyi Revolution, the haidamaksslaughteredthe szlachta
and the Jews alike. But the eighteenth-centuryrebels had neither
a man of genius to lead the revolt, non an establishedUkrainian
elite who could man a new state structure, non the might of the
Zaporozhian Army, now muzzled by the Russian authorities. So
insteadof stagingthe massive revolts of the previous century, small
haidamakbandsroamedthe Right Bank, attacking Polish landlords,
Jewishstewardsand innkeepers,and Roman Catholic churches and
monasteries.

On threeoccasions,the haidamakssparkedmajor uprisings. In each
case, the rebels attemptedto reconstitutethe Cossack political and
social structure. The haidamaksmay well have struggledagainst the
feudal order, as Soviet scholars claim, but the haidamakmovement
wasbasicallyconservative,if not reactionary,in character,for it sought
to restorethe previousCossacksystem. Unlike the opryshky robbers
in the Canpathianregions, the haidamaksfollowed certain traditions
and had particular visions: a land freed from Poles, Jews, and
landlords;the abolition of serfdom,personalfreedom,and ownership
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of land; free exercise of the Orthodox faith; and the Cossackway
of life. In the end, however, the haidamakslacked the leadership
andarticulatenessto transformtheir aspirationsinto acoherentpolitical
program.

The haidamakmovementand the Koliivshchyna will undoubtedly
remainthe subjectof controversy.Recentscholarship-mostlySoviet-
has added new materials and broken new ground in interpretation.
The old myths, challengedthrough a century of scholarship, have
finally been dispelled. In this respect,the thoroughly researchedand
balancedaccountsof Wladyslaw Serczyk are especiallynoteworthy.
But such positive developmentshave been manned by Soviet and
émigréinsistenceon fitting the haidamakmovementinto a Procrustean
bed of ideological preconceptions. Such "scholarship" serves to
obfuscaterather than to clarify the events of the eighteenthcentury.
While the old mythshave finally died, new ones havebeen createdto
take their place.

Harvard University



CHRONICLE

DMYTRO YEVS’KYJ, IN MEMORIAM

23 MARCH 1894- 18 APRIL 1977

Dmytro yevs’kyj Tsehiewskij, one of the last universal Slavic
scholarsand the leading authority on Ukrainian literature and philo
logy, passedaway in Heidelberg, Germany, on 18 April 1977. For
severaldecadeshis towering personalityhaddominatedall the major
aspectsof Slavic studies, especiallyin Germany,his adoptedcountry.

I

Dmytro yevs’kyj was born on 23 March 1894, in the southern
Ukrainian town of OleksandrijaKirovohnadoblast’, once the Zapo
nozhianwinter-quartersof Usivka. His was a new Ukrainian Cossack
gentry family. Its founder, Petno Lazarevy yevs’kyj, of humble
origin, possessedthe gift of a fine tenor voice. Along with other
musicallytalentedyoung Ukrainianse.g., the Rozum-Rozumovs’kyjs,
he was drafted into the Imperial choir in St. Petersburgduring the
relaxed reign of Elizabeth Petrovna1741-1762.Petno soon became
a renownedcount singer pridvornyj tenorist, and in 1743 was re
warded with hereditary nobility.

During the nineteenthand twentieth centuriesthe yevs’kyj family
had two branches-thePoltava andthe Oleksandnija.The most inter
esting representativeof the former was Pavlo Ivanovy yevs’kyj

1860-1925,a follower of Myxajlo Dnahomanov1841-1895and an
uncle of Dmytno yevs’kyj. Togetherwith his fellow studentVolo
dymyn Vennads’kyj 1863-1945,who becamethe world famous scien
tist and philosopher, first president of the Ukrainian Academy of
Ants and Sciencesin Kiev, and father of the historian GeorgeVer
nadsky1887-1973,Pavlo helpedto smuggleillegal publicationsfrom
Genevainto the Ukraine. Pavlo yevs’kyj was elected to the First
Duma1906 from the PoltavaGovernment,andorganizedits Ukrain
ian faction. He was active during the Ukrainian Revolution, and in
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1919 headedthe Ukrainian trade mission to Switzerland, where he
had once studied. His theoreticalwork Osnovyukrajins’koji dedav
nosty was published in Vienna in 1921.

Dmytno’s father, Ivan Kostjantynovy yevs’kyj, was born into
the Oleksandnijabranchof the family. In 1887, during the reactionary
regime of AlexanderIII 1881-1894, Ivan’s liberal views led to his
arrest and a two-year imprisonment.Afterwards he was deportedto
northern Russia and, subsequently,confined to his estatesin Olek
sandnija. Like other noble families of the Ukraine, the yevs’kyjs of
the Oleksandnijabranchspent the "social season"in St. Petersburg.
There Ivan yevs’kyj had met the Ukrainian noblewoman and
painter Manija Jenova,whom he married after his return from exile.
Their son, Dmytro, was born on his father’s estates.

Dmytno yevs’kyj was fond of saying that he inherited an interest
in scienceand politics from his father and a love of literature, ant,
and music from his mother. Most of the unusually gifted boy’s
educationtook place at home, although he did attend the local
primary school and, from 1904 to 1911, the classicalgymnasiumin
Oleksandnija,which offered instruction in Latin and Greek. Dmytno
later recalled that his teachersat the gymnasium did not stimulate
his interests; instead, he relied extensively on his parents’ library,
which was rich in books on science,philosophy and literature.

The young boy was growing up during an exciting tithe-that of
the first Russian Revolution 1905 and the aborted attempt to
establish a constitutional regime in the empire. His father again
becameinvolved in politics, now as a memberof the RussianConsti
tutional Democrat Kadet Party, and was elected mayor of Olek
sandnija. Dmytno’s own developing political interests led him to
organize literary and political circles, legal and illegal, among his
schoolmates.In 1912, accordingto his colleague, later the historian
PanasFedenkob. 1893,Dmytno headeda successfulintrigue against
a Russifying priest.

* * *

In the spring of 1911 Dmytno cyevs’kyj passedhis final school
examinationsattestatzrelosti with distinction. That fall he entered
the university at St. Petersburg,where for the next two years 1911-
1913 he studied mathematics,astronomy and, secondarily, philo
sophy. In 1912 he published the first of his scholarly articles on
astronomyin the new journal Izvestija Russkogoob.séestvaljubitelej
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mirovedenja. The young student’s strongest interest, however, was
capturedby the lectureson metaphysicsof his professorof philosophy,
Nikolaj Onufnievi Losskij 1870-1965.

Having become convinced that although mathematics "knows,"
it is philology slovesnist which really propels human life,’ y

evs’kyj decided that philosophy combinedwith literature should be
his field of endeavor. Subsequently,he left St. Petersburgfor Kiev,
where the university was then one of the best in the empire. Here the
eageryoung studentcould satisfy his manifold scholarly interests.He
studied at Kiev University from 1913 until 1917, devoting himself
mainlyto philosophyand"Russianphilology," andsecondarilyto Indo
Europeanlinguistics and Slavic philology.

In Kiev, two teachersof philosophy had a great influence on
Dmytro. The first was Vasyl’ Vasyl’ovyë Zin’kivs’kyj [Zen’kovskij,
Zenkovsky] 1881-1962,a young docentwith a Gogolian-like divided
soul Russianand Ukrainian who was to remainyevs’kyj’s friend
for life.2 When they met Zin’kivs’kyj had just published his first
major work, The Problemof PsychicalCausality,in which he, contrary
to Dunkheim and Freud, stressedthe independenceof religious ex
perience. A follower of "the philosophy of heart" developed by the
Ukrainian philosopherat Moscow University, Pamfil Danylovy Jur
kevyé 1827-1874,Zin’kivs’kyj introducedDmytno yevs’kyj to the
work of Jurkevyé, as well to that of Hnyhonij Skovonoda1722-
1794, Mykola Hohol’/Nikolaj Gogol’ 1809-1852,and Taras ev
ëenko1814-1861.The secondphilosopherto influence Dmytro was
Oleksij Nykytyë Hiljarov [Giljarov] 1856-1938,the scholar of Plato
andFechnenwho developeda specialsophiologicalsystemof synechi
ology.

Heonhij Ivanovy celpanov1862-1936,psychologist, logician and
author of the remarkableBrain and Psyche, taught at Kiev from
1892 until 1907, when he left for Moscow University. Although he
did not work with him, Dmytno yevs’kyj neverthelessregarded
himself as elpanov’s student and maintained an interest in logic

See the reminiscencesof R. Pletner in Novyj lurnal New York, 1977, no. l8,
p. 268.
2 In 1918 Zin’kivs’kyj served as minister of religious affairs in the cabinet of
F. Lyzohubduring the Hetmanateof Pavlo Skoropads’kyj. Later he becameprofessor
and rector of the Orthodox Theological Institute in Paris. Among his works was a
standard, two-volume history of Russian philosophy Eng. trans., New York and
London, 1953.
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throughouthis life. During his studentyears in Kiev, Dmytro also
studied the work of Hegel intensively and later becameintrigued
by the new current in West Europeanphilosophical thought, the
phenomenologyof Husserl.

In the field of "Russian"i.e., Middle Russianand Middle Ukrain
ian literature and philology, Kiev was then the empire’s leading
center. In the years 1903-1914,the relevant chain at Kiev University
was held by Volodymyr Mykolajevyé Peretc1870-1935,who in 1907
began conductinghis famous literary seminar.Unfortunatelyfor the
avid young scholar who had just begun to study under him, by
1914Penetchadalreadybeenelectedmemberof the Imperial Academy
and left for St. Petersburg.But five of his former studentsdivided
the field of their mentor and carried on his tradition. One of them,
Oleksandn Adnijanovyë Nazarevs’kyj b. 1887, wrote a monograph
on Pukin and Goethewhich apparentlyled Dmytro yevs’kyj to
investigatethe influence of Fniednich Schiller on Russianliterature.

The popularityof West Europeanliterary topics in Kiev was largely
due to the scholar of comparativeGerman and Romance literature
Mykola PavlovyëDakevy 1852-1908, who taught in Kiev from
1877 to 1908. Slavic literature as a scholarly discipline was established
there by two leading scholarsin the field-OleksandrOleksandrovy
Kotljarevs’kyj 1837-1881, from 1875, and Tymofij Dmytrovyè Flo
nyns’kyj [Florinskij] 1854-1919,from 1882. Slavic philology was the
domain of Mykola Kuz’my Hruns’kyj 1872-1951,who becamea
professorof the field in 1910. ComparativeIndo-Eunopeanlinguistics
was taught by the SansknitistFedin Ivanovyè Knauer 1849-1918.

* * *

Dmytno yevs’kyj passedhis general examinationsin Kiev in 1918.
His candidate’s dissertation on the philosophical development of
Schiller was written in 1919; one section was later published in
GermanZeitschr?ftfür slavischePhilologie, 1929, no. 6, pp. 1-42.

* * *

During his studentyears Dmytro yevs’kyj took active part in the
revolutionary movement. Like many young noblemen,he becamea
Marxist. His work in organizing workers and membershipin the
RussianSocial Democratic Party Mensheviksled to imprisonment
by the regime in 1916. He served his sentenceuntil the March
revolution of 1917, and for a year thereafter edited a Menshevik
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newspaper.In 1919 he married a fellow panty member, Lidija Isna
elovna Manak [Manshak] of Kiev, who later becamea physician.3
During the Ukrainian Revolution he was a member of the Russian
faction of the Central Rada’s governingboard Mala Rada. As one
of its four "minority" representatives,he madehistory, on 22 January
1918, by voting against the proclamationof the independenceof the
Ukrainian National Republic.4

Dmytno yevs’kyj’s political affiliation with the Russian Social
Democrats and, from 1921, with the German Social Democrats
continued until 1924. In 1926 tyevs’kyj set aside his commitment
to politics for an involvement in the German Christian ecumenical
movement,which continued to the end of his life.

* * *

In 1920, the faculty of Mme. ekulina’s private women’s institute
in Kiev electedDmytno yevs’kyj docent in general linguistics. The
following year his alma mater, Kiev University, which had just
becomethe Kiev PedagogicalInstitute, invited him to becomedocent
in philosophy. Before he could deliver his first lecture, however,
yevs’kyj was arrestedandsent to a detention camp. Miraculously,
he escaped,in circumstancesdescribedby his first German student
of philosophy, Dr. Wolfgang Benkefeld, in the Festschnift Orbis
Scriptus Munich [1966], p. 30. Having illegally crossedthe Polish-
Soviet bonder,he arrived in Heidelbergon 13 May 1921.

In leaving his country Dmytno yevs’kyj opted for Germanyfor
reasonswe will note later. The University of Heidelberg itself was
not his choice as an academicafiliation: he went there only because
it was the home of his brother-in-law, the sociologistJacob Manshak
1899-1977,who had studiedwith Max Weber 1864-1920and was
later to work in the United States.yevs’kyj remainedin Heidelberg
only two semestersspring 1921 -fall 1921/22,attendingthe lectures
of the philosopher,psychologist, and founder of existentialism Karl
Jaspens1883-1969.His intent, however, was to go to Freibung im
Bneisgauand study under EdmundHusserl 1859-1938,the founder
of phenomenologywhose philosophy had intrigued him as a student
in Kiev. The plan was put into action in the spring of 1922:

The yevs’kyjs hada daughter, Tatjana, raised by her mother, who is presently
professor of Slavic languagesat Wayne State University.

It has not been establishedwhether the action was based on his own decision or
party directives.
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yevs’kyj went to Freibung and remainedthereuntil the winter of
1923-24.

During that time the little university town in southernGermany
hada uniqueintellectualatmosphere,due to the leading philosophers
and talentedstudentswho had flocked there to work with Husserl.
In Freiburgcyevs’kyj could studywith not only Husserl,but Martin
Heideggen 1889-1976, founder of the philosophy of the "meaning
of being" who in 1928 becameHusserl’s successor;Jonas Cohn
1869-1947,representativeof neo-Kantianperceptive-criticalidealism
and renownedauthority on aesthetics;Richard Knonen 1884-1974,
the neo-Hegelianwho developeda new approachto Germanphilo
sophyfrom Kant to Hegel;andJuliusEbbinghausb. 1885,a Hegelian
who becamea strict Kantian. Among yevs’kyj’s fellow students
were the German-Russianphilosopher Fedon Stepun 1884-1965,
who becamehis lifelong friend, and the Polish phenomenologistand
theoreticianof literature, RomanInganden 1893-1970.

Four semestersof philosophizing in the illustrious circle headed
by Husserl was as much as the refugee could afford: yevs’kyj
was then obliged to look for gainful employment.His doctoral thesis
on Hegel in Russia, begun under the direction of Kronen in 1924,
was not completed and defendeduntil 5 July 1933, in Halle. His
official new Doktor-Vater became ProfessorAdhémar Gelb 1887-
1936, the Moscow-born Gestaltpsychologeof the Berlin School.5
Cyevs’kyj’s three obligatory fields of concentrationwere philosophy,
Indo-Eunopeanlinguistics, and church history. He completed his
studiessummacum laude.

* * *

In the early 1920s, Ukrainian political émigrés who had settled in
Prague established,with financial support from the Czechoslovak
government,several private institutions of higher learning, among
them the Ukrainian Free University 1920 and the Myxajlo Dna
homanovHigher PedagogicalInstitute 1923. The institute required
a specialist in philosophyand, in 1924, invited Dmytro yevs’kyj

The secondreaderof thedissertationwas the professorof philosophyPaul Menzer
b. 1873. In the official vita added to his dissertation. yevs’kyj emphasized
the help he received from Emil Utitz 1883-1956, the philosopher of culture who
studied with F. Brentano and taught in Halle from 1925-1934.Another local scholar
with whom Cyevs’kyj was in close academicand personalcontact was Julius Stenzel
1883-1935,the eminent specialist on Plato.
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to join the school’s faculty. He did so as lecturer, soon becoming
docent1925 and professor1926. Thereafteryevs’kyj completed
his habilitation dissertation,"Hegel i fnancuz’ka nevoljucija" [Hegel
and the French Revolution], defending it at the Ukrainian Free
University in 1929. This gave him the status of a "Pnivat-Dozent"
at the university, with the night to teach without salary. In 1932
the university granted him a rank equivalent to associateprofessor.

In the intenwar years Prague was intellectually an exciting city.
As the capital of a newly establishedcountry-culturally the most
advancedof Slavic nationsandgeographicallyin the heartof Europe,
with a democraticgovernmentunder the leadershipof the scholar-
philosopherT. G. Masaryk 1850-1937-Praguebecamea haven for
political refugeesfrom EasternEurope.To its two existing universities,
Czech and German, were added many other schools, including the
Ukrainian Free University and the RussianPopulist University. The
Ukrainian Historical-Philological Society and the Russian Philo
sophical Society were also active at the time. Dmytro Cyevs’kyj
joined these societies,and his associationstimulated him to write a
history and a histoniographyof Ukrainian philosophy.6

In 1926 the PragueLinguistic Circle was created.The new society
initiated original developments in information theory, especially in
linguistics structuralismandliteratureformalism. Among its found
ers and activistswere Vilém Mathesius1892-1945,Jan Mukarovsk
1891-1975,Prince Nikolaj Sergeevi Trubetzkoy 1890-1938 and
Roman Jakobsonb. 1896. The circle proved to be an excellent
forum for mutual intellectual enrichment.The correspondenceof its
leaden, Prince N. Trubetzkoy, shows that yevs’kyj was considered
an authority in logic and the psychologyof language.7For his part,
yevs’kyj later declaredthat he learnedmuch about linguistics and
the theory of literature from fellow membersPrince N. Tnubetzkoy,
R. Jakobson,andJ. Mukaiovsk’.

* * *

6 Cyevs’kyj maintainedclose ties with the Russianintellectualswho had emigrated
to Prague, Paris, and Belgrade.Among them were such eminent figures as Fr. Sergei
Nikolaevië Bulgakov 1871-1944, philosopher and dogmatist who had studied with
Vladimir Solov’ev; Pëtr Berngardovi Struve 1871-1944, philosopherwho became
a brilliant political theorist; and Simon Ljudvigoviè Frank 1877-1950, founder
of the most profound philosophical systemin Russianthought.

N. S. Trubetzkoy‘s Letters and Notes, ed. by Roman Jakobsonet al. The Hague,
1975, pp. 153, 158, 213, 311, 401.
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While working in Prague,Dmytro yevs’kyj maintainedhis ties with
scholarly institutions and societies in Germany. He was elected
member of two prestigious philosophical associations-theHegel
bund and the Kant Gesellschaft. He also became corresponding
fellow, upon its establishmentin 1926, of the Ukrainian Research
Institute in Berlin. In 1927 yevs’kyj began contributing to the
leadingSlavicjournal Zeitschrftfür slavischePhilologie; subsequently,
hardly an issue appearedwithout his work. A close fellowship
developed between yevs’kyj and Max Vasmen 1886-1962, the
journal’s editor-in-chief. yevs’kyj later saidthat he benefitedgreatly
from the erudition of this eminent philologist and Slavicist. Un
doubtedly, this fellowship, along with his involvement in the Prague
Linguistic Circle and subsequentlectureshipin Russian,helpeddirect
yevs’kyj’s interestsfrom philosophy to Slavic philology.

It was the deteriorating economic situation of émigré scholarly
institutions which promptedyevs’kyj to acceptan invitation from
the University of Halle a. d. Saale to become lecturer in Russian.
He returnedto Germanyin 1932. Within a year,however, his chances
for advancementin that country were cut short as Hitler came to
power. For yevs’kyj was not only a foreigner in Germany,but one
married to a Jew judisch versippt. Until the end of the Second
World Wan, yevs’kyj remaineda non-tenuredlecturer who could
be dismissedon a day’s notice. From August 1941 to 1945 he was
forbiddento leave the city of Halle without special permissionfrom
the Germanpolitical police.

Nevertheless,by the war’s end yevs’kyj had establishedhimself
as the leadingSlavicist at Halle and at Jena,where he taught without
stipend from 1935 to 1938. His coursesencompassedall aspectsof
Slavic studies-languages,philology, literature, intellectual history,
churchhistory. Even though he lacked the status of a Germanordi
narius full professor,yevs’kyj attractedgifted students interested
in these fields. For their intellectual benefit he instituted two private
circles, one of philosophy,active until 1941, and the other of Slavic
studies,8which producedseveralleading Slavicists, including Dietnich
Gerhardt and Ludolf Muller. Until 1939 yevs’kyj was able to
continue his ties in Prague, with the German Charles University,
as correspondingfellow of the DeutscheGesellsehaftfür slavistische
Forschungfrom 1931, and with the Czech Charles University, as

The latter is vividly describedby Wolfgang Berkefeld in Orbis Scriptus, pp. 27-33.
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fellow of the Slovansk’ tilstav from 1932. In 1934 the Ukrainian
Scientific Institute at the University of Warsawpublishedyevs’kyj’s
monograph,FilosojIja H. S. Skovorody. Two years later, the work
resulted in yevs’kyj’s election as fellow of the most prestigious
Ukrainian scholarly institution of the time-the Naukove tovanystvo
im. evèenkain L’viv.

* * *

Events at the war’s end forced Dmytro yevs’kyj to leave Halle,
where he had collected an enormous specialized library. His desti
nation was Manburg/Lahn,where his friend Ernst Benz taught the
history of Eastern churches. In November 1945, yevs’kyj was
appointedLehrbeauftragterfor Slavic philology and acting director
of the newly establishedSlavic Seminar at the University of Mar-
burg.9 The hoped-for invitation to the university’s chain of Slavic
studiesdid not materialize, so in 1949 yevs’kyj acceptedan offer
from Harvardto be visiting lecturer in that university’s Slavic depart
ment. He remainedat Harvard until 1956, teachingSlavic including
Ukrainiansubjectsandassociatingwith old colleagues,suchasRoman
Jakobson, Archpriest George Flonovsky b. 1893, and Alexander
Gershenkron,and new ones, such as Horace G. Lunt, Wikton Wein
traub, and George Y. Shevelov.

Dmytro cyevs’kyj was much too rooted in the German scholarly
tradition, however,to adapt readily to the American milieu. In 1956
he returnedto Germanyto acceptthe Slavic chain at the University
of Heidelberg,his first Germanalma mater. Six years later, in 1962,
he was electedfellow of the HeidelbergAcademyof Arts andSciences
and, some time later, fellow of the CroatianAcademy in Zagreb.

It was cyevs’kyj’s tragic fate never to hold a position which
carriedfinancial security. Between 1938 and 1941, his candidacywas
seriously consideredby the universities of Brno, Vienna and Brati
slava, but his political statusforeclosed such opportunities. In 1939
ColumbiaUniversity invited him to becomea visiting professor, but

After 1945, yevs’kyj renewedhis associationwith Ukrainianscholarly andeduca
tional institutions in the diaspora, some of which had been transferred from Prague
to Munich and others of which were createdin Munieh-Augsburg. He again became
professorof philosophyat the Ukrainian Free University 1945-1949 and 1956-1963,
and was appointed professorof philosophyand logic at the PedagogicalAcademy of
the UkrainianAutocephalousOrthodoxChurch1946-1949.In 1945 yevs’kyj became
a foundingmemberof the Ukrainian Free Academy of Arts and Sciencesin Augsburg.
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the war intervened.After 1945, yevs’kyj was againthe top candi
date for chains of Slavic studies at several German universities.
Through misunderstandingsand happenstance,however, he missed
his chanceat all of them, including the ManburgChain of Slavistics.’°

Unfortunately, at the time he joined the Heidelbergfaculty 1956
Cyevs’kyj had already passedthe age of 60, which precluded his
appointmentas full professor.His statusremainedthat of a visiting
professor,not entitled to retirementpay. As a result, after his retire
ment in 1964 until his death, financial need required yevs’kyj to
accepttemporary,pant-time teachingappointmentsat the universities
of Colognefrom 1968 andHeidelberg,as well as editorial obligations
with the Wilhelm Fink Verlag of Munich."

II

In respondingto the toast of his friend, Fedor Stepun, at the cele
bration of his seventieth birthday, Dmytno Cyevs’kyj observed:
"When, on 13 May 1921, I first arrived in Heidelberg, I compiled
a list of pnoectsfor my future work. Since then, nearly each project
on the list has appearedin print, with one exception: a work on
Sehillen in Russia, of which I could publish only fragments ... the
reason for this is the lack of the necessarysources in European
libraries" Orbis Scriptus, p. 25. This personal statement reveals
yevs’kyj to be what he was-a tirelessscholarwho worked accord
ing to a precise scheduleand maintainedexacting discipline. Indeed,
one would expect no less from the trained logician he had become.

In his lifetime, yevs’kyj’s colleaguesoften marveled oven the
unusualbreadth of his interests and the encyclopaediccharacterof
his scholarship.The obituaryof yevs’kyj by JohnFizen went so fan
as to characterizehim as a "renaissanceman in a non-renaissance

0 These circumstancesdid not, however, preventyevs’kyj from attendingscores
of internationaland national German,Czech,Polish, American conferencesof philo
sophers,Slavicists, linguists and churchhistorians, where he usually presentedstimu
lating papersand took active part in discussions.
‘‘ From 1957 Cyevs’kyj was editor-in-chief or co-editor of several series in Slavic
studies: MusagetesContributions to the History of Slavic Literatures and Culture
The Hague, Mouton; Apophoreta Slavica The Hague, Mouton; Heidelberger
Slavisehe Texte Wiesbaden, Harrassowitz; Slavistische Studienbucher Wiesbaden,
Harrassowitz;SlavischePropylaen:Texte in Neu- und NachdruckenMunich, Fink;
Forum Slavicum Munich, Fink.
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age."12 Yet, onecan questionsuch a view, especiallyif one examines
the underlying structureof yevs’kyj’s work.

As a young man, Cyevs’kyj’s major aim was to understandthe
contemporaryintellectual milieu in his own state,the RussianEmpire,
and amonghis own people, the Ukrainians. The milieu reflected the
secular thought which began to penetrateEastern Europe in the
sixteenthto eighteenthcentury, but took root only at the beginning
of the nineteenthcentury, after the establishmentof Western-type
universitiesin the empire. Study of this secular civilization required
knowledge of the material world astronomyand other sciencesas
well as of theoreticalconceptsphilosophyand theology, instruments
of thought logic and language,and the intellectual production of
Western Europe, beginning with the Renaissance.

yevs’kyj devoted his first scholarly efforts to astronomy and
mathematics1912-1914and then turned to philosophy, especially
Greek andGerman transcendentalidealism, and philology. From his
early studentyears yevs’kyj was an exceptionalygifted bibliophile
and bibliographer. Although he wrote several studies in theoretical
fields such as logic, ethics, philosophy of language, philosophy of
history and psychologyof language-whichled his teacher, V. Zin’
kivs’kyj, to "sense" a system in these wnitings-yevs’kyj did not
believe it necessaryto develop his own philosophical system. For he
consideredthe study of philosophy to be merely a prelude to his
real areaof endeavor,the Geistesgeschichteof EasternEurope.

In yevs’kyj ‘s view, the intellectualmake-upof the Ukraine and
the RussianEmpire had two basic roots, both German in origin:
the German transcendentalidealistic philosophy of the eighteenth
to nineteenthcentury, and the German mysticism and pietism of the
sixteenthto eighteenthcentury.Frenchnationalismandthe Enlighten
ment, especiallyCartesianismas representedby Nicholas de Male
branche1638-1715, played only a secondaryrole. Therefore, in
1921, when cyevs’kyj had the opportunity to go to Paris France
was then the haven of émigrés from Imperial Russia, and the home
of his mother-in-law,he opted instead for Germany,the sourceof
his country’s intellectual roots.

These roots, German idealistic philosophy and German Roman
ticism, were typified by their respectiveexponents,figureswho greatly

i2 The Annals of the Ukrainian Academy of Arts and Sciences in the U.S 13
1977: 370.
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influenced intellectual thought in the RussianEmpire in the nine
teenth and twentieth centuries. They were the poet, dramatist and
thinker Fniednich von Schiller 1759-1805, and the founder of the
phenomenologyof mind George Wilhelm Fniedrich Hegel 1770-
1831. The work of Hegel and, to a lessen degree, Schiller was to
occupy cyevs’kyj throughouthis scholarly career. The philosophy
of Schiller, as we alreadyknow, was the topic of his first candidate’s
dissertation,and that of Hegel, of his other two academicdissen
tations-habilitationandDr. Phil. The revisionof the latter, published
under the title Hegel in Russland/Gegelv Rossii [Hegel in Russia],
becamethe magnumopus of yevs’kyj’s scholarly production.

During yevs’kyj’s Lehrjahre the most attractive philosophical
theory in Germanywas the phenomenologyof Husserl. yevs’kyj
had become interestedin the theory while still a student in Kiev.
However, after going to Fneiburg, he chose as his academicadviser
not Husserl, but RichardKroner, an authority on German idealistic
philosophy, particularly the theoriesof Hegel.

Another major immediateclaimant to the Kantian successionwas
Fniednich Wilhelm Joseph von Schelling 1775-1854,whose Natur
philosophieenjoyed great popularity in the RussianEmpire during
the first half of the nineteenthcentury, especiallyin the Ukraine, at
the University of Xarkiv. Severalstudies by yevs’kyj dealt specifi
cally with Schelling’s influence. Moreover, the influence of German
Romanticismon Pukin, Tjutëev, Gogol’ and Dostoevskij were time
and again the subjectsof his studies and notes Lesefruchte,which
appearedperiodically in the ZfslPh.

Prior to the nineteenth century, the only great figure in East
Europeanphilosophy was a Ukrainian, Hnyhonij Skovoroda1722-
1794,whose philosophicalsystemwas disguisedas literature. Skovo
noda’s writings, composedin the Baroquestyle, were permeatedwith
the ideas of German mysticism and pietism. These same ideas were
the major sourceof German idealistic philosophy.

German Protestant mysticism was the first form of mysticism
knownto UkrainiansandRussians.yevs’kyj discoveredthat Skovo
roda was familiar with the work of the German mystic poets of the
sixteenth and seventeenthcenturies,such as Valentin Weigel 1533-
1588, Johann Anndt 1555-1621, Jakob Bähme 1575-1624 and
Angelus Silesius 1624-1677,as well as with that of the German
pietists of the seventeenthand eighteenthcenturies,especiallyGott
fried Arnold 1666-1714and Fniednich Oetingen 1702-1782.Two
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factorsaccountedfor the appealof Germanmysticismto the Orthodox
of EasternEurope. First, it was, at least externally, Protestant,not
Catholic, in character. Secondly,and what is of greatenimportance
here, it retained the presecularcharacterof its sources:on the one
hand,GermanmedievalCatholic mysticism,as representedby Meister
Eckhart c. 1260-1328, Johann Taulen c. 1300-1328 and Heinnich
Seusec. 1296-1366;and, on the other, neoplatonism.

WhereasGermanmysticism reachedMuscovy through the Ukrain
ian literatureof Skovonoda,German pietism found its way to both
the Ukraine and Muscovy independently.The pietists began jour
neying to Moscow in the mid-seventeenthcentury. Although such
visits often endedtragically e.g., Quininus Kuhlmann [b. 1651] was
killed in Moscow in 1689, the pietists neverthelesssucceededin
establishingthe first intellectual contactsbetween Muscovy and the
West. The pietist educator August Hermann Fnancke 1663-1727
madehis "rugged school" in Halle the centerof pietist activities for
the Slavic countries. Fortunately, the school, officially called "die
FrankescheStiftungen," maintained extensive archives and a rich
library.

When, in 1931-1932, he had the option to be a lecturer at either
Bonn or Halle, yevs’kyj opted for Halle becausehe wanted to do
research in the pietists’ archives. There his systematic work was
rewardedwith the greatestdiscovery of his life: in 1935 he happened
upon the manuscript,lost one hundredand fifty years earlier, of the
major opus of the Czecheducationalreformer, theologianand poet
Jan Amos Komensk’ Comenius, 1592-1670, who had stayed in
Halle during his wanderings in religious exile. Called De rerum
humanarumemendationeconsultatiocatholica in abbreviationreferred
to as Panaugia the work comprised three huge volumes. Together
they presenta compendium of philosophy which argues for the
establishmentof central places of learning devoted to all fields of
knowledge.

In 1926,yevs’kyj’s original plan-to studyUkrainian and Russian
philosophy and Geistesgeschichte-wasenlarged to encompassthe
history of philosophy among all other Slavic peoples, particularly
the Czechs,Slovaks, and Cnoats.

Study of the sourcesof German idealism, analysis of the work of
Skovonoda,andinvestigationof the work of Comeniustied cyevs’kyj
to the literary Baroque. His stay in Prague,especially the continuous
creativedialogue on the theory of literature and on the stylistic and
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linguistic analysis of literature among members of the PragueLin
guistic Circle, prompted yevs’kyj to shift his work from philo
sophical analysis to literary criticism. The shift gave birth to his
conceptof Slavic comparativeliterature.

In 1952, as a visiting lecturer at Harvard, yevs’kyj formulated
the principal tasks of comparativeliterary history as follows: "a To
show the course of development, that is, the changesof literary
style and in the content of literary works which occur from time
to time; along with this, to divide literary history into the separate
divisions, epochs, periods, that relate to it; these have a relatively
uniform characterand can be set off through common traits. b To
characterizethe intellectual history and the style, linguistic as well
as literary, of these epochs:that is, to indicate the traits which are
common to all the works and writers of the given period; these, if
they are not all-inclusive, will be at least typical or representative
of the epoch."’3

Contrary to RomanJakobson,yevs’kyj was very sceptical about
the role of folklore, both in the literary developmentof the given
pre-RomanticSlavic literature and as the common repository of a
supposed"common-Slavic"pre-litenanytradition. Actually, yevs’kyj
had made a startling discovery which reinforced his scepticism:
although parallel texts in the Slavic languagesshow that 75 to 80
percent of their lexical units have the same etymological roots, less
than 20 percent of such common roots have the same meaningin
all these languages.The result is that the lexical units which show
the greatestdegreeof correspondenceare not derivatives, but loan-
words.

Although yevs’kyj becamea leading scholar of literary history,
he did not developany particular theory for that scholarly discipline.
To him, literaturewasjust a province of Geistesgeschichte.In general,
yevs’kyj’s views coincidedwith the theoriesof the formalist school
of German literature, as developed by Karl Vosslen 1872-1949in
Munich, OscarWalzel 1864-1944in Bonn, and Fritz Stnich 1882-
1963 in Zurich. These maintainedthat the work of literature is
primarily a work of ant; hence,styles of literature must correspond
to styles of ant. As a literary historian, then, yevs’kyj concentrated
on the stylistic analysisof individual works andwriters, which resulted
in his normativeapproachto literature. For him, this conceptualiza

13 Dmitry ievsky, Outline of ComparativeSlavic Literatures Boston, 1952, p. 3.
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tion explained the unity of not only Slavic literary history, but of
literary developmentthroughout Europe. cyevs’kyj also believed
that the literary historian’s duty was to examine how philosophical
currentsinfluence literary works andfind expressionin them, and to
do formal analysis of literary work, especially lexicology, in order
to study poetic languageand formal devices tropoi.

Almost from its inception, the study of Slavic philosophy was
paired with the study of church history, especially of the spiritual
currentsin the OrthodoxChurch andof the relationsbetweenEastern
and Western Christianity. yevs’kyj believed that his own contri
bution to that field becamedated after the appearanceof Anchpniest
G. Flonovsky’s Pull russkogobogoslovjaParis, 1931.

In his literary analyses,yevs’kyj paid special attention to lexi
cology. From theoretical questions he went on to treat specific
problems,such as Slavic terminology in philosophyand mysticism.
Other topics of interest to him were the coining of new ideological
terms,the enrichmentof vocabularythroughsemantictransformations,
and,following the ideasof Mukanovsk,the poeticlanguageof a given
epochand of specific poets.

Lexicological researchled yevs’kyj to study linguistic theory,
especiallythe dialecticsof languagephonologyand psychology,and
structural questions,such as aspect, the casesystem, and the like.
In this fashion he came full-circle to his scholarly starting point,
that is, to the study of theoreticalphilosophy.

III

yevs’kyj worked quickly and producedconstantly. Five personal
characteristicscontributed to his successas an author and scholar:
first, unusualmemory he often complainedof an inability to forget
the numbersof streetcartickets; second,excellent knowledgeof the
cultural developmentand literary monumentsof both Easternand
Western Europe he had a special interest in bibliography and old
prints; third, the capacity to orient himself immediately upon enter
ing a library for the first time; fourth, an incredible capacity for
work; and fifth, the keepingof a logically organizedand continuously
expanding filing system. Normally he slept only four or five hours
a day. His pocketsalways bulgedwith blank cards,which he was apt
to fill with notes on all occasions,even when talking to a visitor.
There were, however, three kinds of circumstancesin which the
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totally devotedand no-nonsensescholar displayed warm friendship
and a brilliant senseof humor: while preparing some exotic culinary
dish; when browsing through local bookshopsaccompaniedby col
leaguesor students;and, especially, over food and drink at the
evening gatherings which took place religiously after the weekly
meetingsof his seminarin the tradition of Germanuniversity Gemüt
lichkeit.

Although he was an intellectual and a philosopher,yevs’kyj,
like Gogol’, seriously believedin the devil, whom he oncerecognized
in the personof a cab-driven.He also had a specialaffection for cats,
both domesticatedand homeless, liking to "converse" with them
at length and to remark that they were better companions than
humanswere. Such were the brilliant man’s idiosyncracies.

* * *

The three bibliographies of yevs’kyj’s work which have been
publishedcontain his scholarlyproduction for the years 19l2-1965.’
A bibliography of publicationsfor the years 1965-1977 and of un
publishedmanuscriptshas yet to be compiled. The projected total
is impressive,including no less than a thousanditems.

Structurally, yevs’kyj’s work can be divided into five groups:
monographs,reviews, Lesefruchte,textbooks, and introductions and
epilogues.From the scholarlyviewpoint, yevs’kyj’s most important
contributions were his monographs,which appeared as books on
lengthy articles in scholarly journals and collections. These always
encompassednew theoretical findings and a wealth of new inform
ation. Deserving of special mention were his reviews, which were
unvariably to the point, although often merciless.

Wheneverhecameacrosssomethingof interest,yevs’kyj hastened
to publicize his finding immediately, without any interposition, al
though he was always ready to make addendaand corrigenda.An
ideal medium for such speedypublicationwas his famousLiterarische
Lesefrüchte,of which therewere three series: two were published in
ZfslPh 1931-1955; nos. 1-105, and nos. 1-36 and the third in Die

14 A Bibliography of the Publications of Dr. Dmitry ievsky in the Fields of Literature,
Language, Philosophyand Culture Cambridge, Mass., 1952; D. Gerhardt, "Schriften
verzeichnis von D. I. yevs’kyj 1912-1954," in Festschrft für Dmytro yzevs’kyj
zum 60. Geburtstag Berlin, 1954, pp. 1-34; Hans-JUrgen zum Winkel, "Schriften
verzeichnis von D. I. Tschilewskij 1954-1965," in Orbis Scriptus Munich, 1966,
pp. 35-48.
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Welt der Slavenfrom 1968. When a fellow researcher,André Mazon
of Paris, accused him of merely publishing his files, yevs’kyj
replied that working in uncertain conditions had required him to
pass along important data, however unrefined, to other scholars
without delay.

yevs’kyj’s textbooksand his introductionsand epiloguesto re
prints and collectionsare of a mixed quality andnature. Some-e.g.,
those on philosophy in the Ukraine-areoriginal and of pioneering
value, whereasothers were written simply for financial reasons.As
yevs’kyj himself openly stated in the 1964 Festschnift, "that I
publishedso much is hardly any merit. Rather, I was forced to do
so, sincemy financial meanswas never secure"Orbis Scriptus,p. 25.
In the same Festschrift, yevs’kyj evaluated his contribution to
scholarship in the following way: "When I look back upon my
accomplishments,I believe that my works will retain interest longest
amongthe Czechs:first, the discovery of the ComeniusManuscripts,
thenthe studieson the Church Slavonic literatureproducedon Czech
soil, perhapsthe interpretationof Middle Czechsongs, andmy work
on CzechBaroque literature. My Ukrainian countrymen,with a few
exceptions,haveno understandingfor my work, so that I felt myself
forced during the pastyear to resign from several Ukrainian cultural
organizations.As far as my studies on Russianand Slovakian poets
and thinkers are concerned,they are, becausefar removed from
Manxian ideology, ignored, at best, in both countries"Orbis Scriptus,
p. 26.

IV

Although yevs’kyj had reason to question the willingness and
capacityof his Ukrainian countrymento appreciatehis work, he will
undoubtedlyberememberedas one of the greatestUkrainianscholars.
In two fields of vital importanceto Ukrainianscholarship-theintel
lectual history of the RussianEmpire, and the rea for which he
himself coined the name "Slavo-Genmanica"-yevs’kyjholds a
place secondto no one. The contributionsof Dmytro yevs’kyj to
Ukrainian studies were manifold and innovative. This is true of his
books on generaltopics, suchas Fil ‘osofija na Ukrajini Prague1929,
Narysy z istorUi JIlosofiji na Ukrajini Prague, 1931, and Istorya
ukrajins‘koji literatury vid pot’atkiv do doby realizmu New York,
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1956;’ and on specializedones such as Filosofija H. S. Skovorody
Warsaw,1934,’6 and Ukrajins‘kyj literaturnyj barok: Narysy,3 vol
umesPrague,1941-1944.

There is hardly a field in Ukrainian intellectual or cultural history
to which yevs’kyj did not contribute an essentialarticle or note.
The numberand variety of his topics were remarkable.They included
the characterof the Ukrainian people, the elements of Ukrainian
culture, the literary and cultural problems of Kievan Rus’ texts
such as Povést’ vremennyxlet, Izbornik Svjatoslava1076, the Igor’
Tale, the Galician-Volhynian Chronicle, the Sermonsof Cyril of Turov,
the Patericon of the Caves Monastery,and topics such as Plato in
Old Rus’, mysticism in Old Rus’, the stylistic devices of literary
monuments, etc., Ivan Vyens’kyj, Socinianism in the Ukraine,
Ukrainian physiciansin the eighteenthcentury,Old Ukrainian prints,
the poeticsof T. evéenko,Ukrainian rhyme patterns,M. Hnuevs’kyj
as literary historian, the philosophies of P. Junkevy and V. Ven
nads’kyj. Standingabove all these are his numenousmonographsand
studies dealing with Gogol’; surely, of all such studies, the most
penetratingare those by Dmytro yevs’kyj.

Although his junior by eighty-five years,Dmytno yevs’kyj, like
Gogol’, was a productof the Ukrainian genius which first appeared
during the CossackBaroque and then reappeared,essentially un
changed,among the Ukrainian gentry, the so-called Maloross/skoe
dvorjanstvo, during the late eighteenthand the nineteenthcentury.
Both Gogol’ andyevs’kyj were men of tragic conflicts and para
doxes, "longing for movement, for change, for wandering, for ad
venture, for a tragic tension, indeed for catastrophe,for delight in
clever combinationsand unstable equilibrium ... [seeking] to excite
man, thus to disquiet him, to shockhim."7

yevs’kyj’s mercilessanddevastatinganalysisof the philosophical
work and literary criticism of Vissanion Belinskij 1811-1848was
nothing less than a "terrible vengeance"in the Gogolian style. In
his Gegel’ v Rossii-a book published in Russian,by Russians,and
for the edification of Russians-yevs’kyjstrippedthe idol of the
Russian intelligentsia of his glory. Step by step, he documented

An English translationhasappearedunder the editorship of GeorgeS. N. Luekyj:
A History of Ukrainian Literature Littleton, Colorado, 1976.
16 Its last edition was published in Germanas volume 17 of the Harvard Series in
Ukrainian StudiesMunich, 1973.
17 Cievsky, Outline of ComparativeSlavic Literature, p. 58.
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Belinskij ‘s dependenceon incomplete and inaccurate secondhand
information. This was, to yevs’kyj, just retribution for Belinskij’s
scorn for the Ukrainian languageand literature-thatliterary critic
had once even urged Tanas evenko to better himself by writing
in Russian.

In Dmytro yevs’kyj, contrary to Gogol’, the Ukrainian soul
emergedvictorious, despite his Baroque grotesque. Nonetheless,in
stancesof a Baroque, antitheticworldview were plentiful in his life.
He was one of the few people to work before 1917 for a clear-cut
division in Ukrainian versus Russiancultural relations,and he was
also a social-democrat;yet, on 12 January 1918, as a descendent
of the Imperial gentry, he voted against Ukrainian political inde
pendence.In Germanyhe becamea typically systematicscholarwho
felt comfortable only in that country; yet he would not accept
German citizenship, preferring to remain statelessafter the loss of
his Imperial citizenship,evenat the risk of losing a retirementpension.
Soon after leaving the Ukraine he separatedfrom his wife; yet he
would not divorce her, even though under the Hitler regime this
relationship blocked his university career. Cyevs’kyj was a great
formalist and aesthete;yet he was fascinatedby the works of totally
inept graphomaniacs,which he not only collected but exchangedwith
other "collectors" of the genre,such as Oswald Bunghandt[Jurij Klen]
1891-1947.

His final changing of the German transcription of his surname,
to "Tschiewskij," exemplifies the Baroque style in its calculation
to be unexpectedand paradoxical. In it the phonem // is rendered
as tsch, following the Germanorthography,but the secondaffnicate,
//, is written accordingto the international Slavic transcription. For
the vowel /y/ yevs’kyj usedthe sign i, althoughthe /y/ :/i/ opposition
is a typical differential between Ukrainian and Russian. Instead of
placing v on, for that matter,J in postvocalicposition as one would
expect in a Russian sound pattern he opted for the Middle and
Modern Ukrainian w. In this fashion he createda form of his sur
namewhich he believed to be early middle Ukrainian,just to irritate
both his Ukrainian and Russiannon-Baroque-mindedcontemporaries.

Omeljan Pritsak
Ihor evenko

Harvard University
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ADDENDUM

ProfessorTatjana Cifevska,daughterofthe late Dmytro yevs‘kyj, has kindly

provided us with the following autobiographical material by her father. The
undatedtext was evidently written in the fall of 1945, shortly after yfrvs ‘kyj
arrived in Marburg to seeka university position. The author’s statementon his
scholarly achievementup to that time is rich in detail, containingdata which supple
ment our knowledgeof the great scholar and provide a commenton his times.
It is publishedherewithout change.

The Editors

[I] Lebenslauf

Ich, Dmitrij Tschiewskij, bin als Sohn eines Edelmanns, Ivan Tsch. und
seinerEhefrau Mania, geb. Ersehow,am 23/Ill. 1894 in Alexandria Ukraine
geboren. Ich absolvierte das klassiseheGymnasium in meiner Vaterstadt 1911
und studierte an der Univ. St. Petersburg 1911-13Mathematik und Astronomie
auf diesemGebiet habeich einigeArbeiten veröffentlieht, dann an den Uni
versität Kiev 1913-19 Philosophie und russisehe Philologie. Im Herbst 1919
habe ich die abschliessendeStaatsprüfung abgelegt und das Diplom "ersten
Grades" erhalten; meine Kandidatenarbeit die ungefähr dendeutsehenDokton
dissertationentsprichtbehandeltedie philosophischeEntwieklung Schillers em
Teil diesen Arbeit ist deutschersehienen.1920 wurde ich zum Dozentender
allgemeinen Sprachwissenschaftan der Fnauenhochsehuleekulins in Kiev
gewahlt, 1921 -zum Dozentender Philosophiean dem ,,PädagogisehenInstitut"
in Kiev, zu welehem die frühere Univensität umgewandelt wunde. Ich habe
allendings meine Vorlesungenan diesen beiden Sehulen nicht aufgenommen,
sondernwandente 1921 nachDeutsehiandaus, wo ich zunäehtstin Heidelberg
SS. 1921 -WS. 1921-2 und Freibung i.Br. SS. 1922-WS.1923-4 Philosophie
studiert habe. Meine Lehrer in Deutsehlandwaren: Prof. Husserl, Jaspers,
Rickent, R. Knonen, J. Ebbinghaus, J. Cohn, M. Heideggen. Das deutsche Dok
torat habe ich nachtnaglich 1933 in Halle a.d.S. gemaeht, meine Doktor
dissertationbehandelte,,Hegelin Russland,"Ergebnisder Prufungwar ,,summa
cum laude." Im SS. 1924 wunde ich Lektor, 1925 Dozent, 1926 Prof. der
Philosophie an dem Ukrainischen Pädagogischen Institut in Pnag, 1929 habe
ich mich an den Ukr. Universität in Pragmit einer Arbeit über ,,Hegel und die
französischeRevolution" habilitient, wunde an dieser Hoehsehule 1932 ao. Prof.
1931 wurde ich gleiehzeitig zum Lekton den Slavistik an den Universitäten
Bonn und Halle vorgeschlagen, kam im SS. 1932 nach Halle, wo ich seitdem
tätig war. 1935-8 habe ich ausserdem aushilfsweise slavisehe Spnachen an den
Univ. Jena gelesen.-Meinen beabsichtigten Habilitation und meinem weiteren
Fontkommen stand damalsdie jüdische Abstammungmeiner Frau im Wege.
So blieb es auch ohne Ergebnis, dass ich 1939 von den Phil. Fakultät den
Univ. Wien als Kandidat auf den Lehrstuhl den Slavistik aufgestellt wurde.
Ebenso,dassich 1942 von den Philos. Fakultät den Univ. PressburgSlovakei
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auf den Lehnstuhl den Philosophie gewählt wunde. Auch die Venhandlungen
mit den Columbia University in New York wegen Ubennahme einen Gast
professun1939 kamenwegendemKriegsausbnuchnieht zum Abschluss.

Ich konntejedochin Halle mit Enlaubnisden Fakultätnebenmeinen Sprach
kursen aussenRussisch habe ich auch Ukrainisch, aben auch Tsehechisch,
Slovakischund Polnisch für Anffinger vorgetnagenVonlesungenüber mehnere
Gebieteden Slavistik haltenneben den EinfUhnung in das Studium den slavi
schen Sprachen,las ich auch dasKirchenslavisehe,die vengleichendeGrammatik
den slav. Sprachen, die russisehe, tsehechischeund ukrainisehe Litenatun
geschichte,sowie die allgemeine slav. Litenaturgeschichte,ebensoVorlesungen
Uben einzelne Peniodenund Dichten, russiseheund polnisehe Kulturgeschichte,
ostslaviseheVolkskunde, russisehe Geistes- und Philosophiegeschichte,Von
lesungen über die slavisehe Mystik, Uber die Geschiehtedes Protestantismus
bei den Slaven,übendie Geschiehteder russ. Theologie usf., Seminarübungen
abhalten im Seminar behandelteich unt. and, die altnussischenChroniken,
die altrussischenHeiligenlegenden,die tschechischeund polnische Dichtung
des Mittelalters, der Renaissance,der Baroekzeit und der Romantik, sowie
die Dichter der Gegenwantund Doktordissertationenannehmen,die ich z.T.
als ersten, z.T. als zweiter Rezensentbegutachtendurfte. Im Laufe der Zeit
sind in Halle 6 slavistiseheDoktondissertationenentstanden,von welehen4 im
Druek ensehienensind 3 in Buchform. Ausserdemhaben mehrere Sehüler
von mir etwa 20 wissenschaftlicheArbeiten venöffentlicht, die meist in den
,,Zeitschrift f. slav. Philologie" und ,,Kynios" ersehienensind und die fast
ausschliessliehin meinem Seminarentstandensind.

Ich habeselbst 1921-45 450 wissenschaftl.Arbeiten und Bespreehungenyen
öffentlicht, von denen die wiehtigsten die beiliegende Liste aufzählt. Drei
Bücher und mehnerekleinere Anbeiten wurden wähnend den Besatzungszeit
von den deutschenZensur in Prag nieht zum Druck zugelassenund werden
z.T. dort jetzt erseheinenkönnen.

[II] Enganzungzu A. Personenbeschreibung-Promotion,
Habilitation, Ausbildung

Ich studierte an dem klassischenGymnasium in Alexandria Russland,
dannan den Univ. St. Petersburg1911-13Mathematik und Astronomie,zum
Teil auch Philosophic, dann an der Univ. Kiev 1913-17 Philosophic und
russisehePhilologie, ebenfalls Indogenmanistikund slav. Phiologie. 1919 habe
ich die russ. StaatsprUfungabgelegt,die ungeffihn dem deutschenDoktorat
entspnieht Fächer: Philosophie und russ. Philologie. 1920 wurde ich zum
Dozenten den allgemeinen Spnaehwissenschaftan einen Frauenhochschulein
Kiev Hochschulevon A. ekulina, 1921 zum Dozenten der Philosophiean
dem PadagogischenInstitut in Kiev in welchesdie frühene Univensität urn
gewandeltwurde. 1921 neiste ich ins Ausland und studierte Philosophic in
Heidelberg1921-2 und Freibungi.Bn. 1922-4. 1924 ging ich als Dozentden
Philosophic nach Prag, an das Ukrainisehe PädagogischeInstitut. In Pnag
habeich mich 1929 an den UkrainischenUnivensität für Philosophichabilitiert.
1932 ging ich als Lekton den Slavistik nach Halle und da es wilnschenswert
schien, em deutsehesDoktorat zu enwerben,habe ieh 1933 bei dem später
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entlassenen,,jüdischen" Professor A. Gelb an der Univ. Halle promoviert
Dr. phil., Fächer:Philosophic, Indogermanistikund Kirchengeschiehte.

Lebensbeschreibung

Ich bin in einer kleinen Stadt, Alexandria, in den Ukraine am 23.3.1894
als Sohn einesfnüherenOffiziens und Gutsbesitzens,den aber 1887 wegen semen
libenalen Gesinnungverhaftet wurde, 2 Jahne lang in den Festung gefangen
gehaltenwurde, dann naehNondrusslandverbannt wurde und später auf scm
Gut ausgewiesen,und semen Frau, die cine Künstlenin war, geboren. Die
geistigen Intenessenmeiner Eltern haben von vorn herein meine eigene Em
stellungbestimmt.Die Schuledagegen1904-1911hattein meiner Entwicklung
nur eine nebensächlicheBedeutung,höchstensnun insofern, inwiefern ich zum
Onganisatorden in Russlandillegalen Bildungsveneineunter meinen Schul
karnaradenwar, die sich meist mit Literatungeschichte,späterauehmit Politik
befassten. Mein Vater konnte nach den ensten russisehen Revolution 1905
politisch tätig sein er gehönteden russ.libenalenPartei,den ,,Konstitutionalisten
Demokraten" an, was auch auf meine Interessen nicht ohne Einfluss ge
blieben ist: in meinen Studienjahrenan den Universität fand ich Zeit neben
meinen wissensehaftlichenStudien ich habeschon seit 1912 wissenschaftliehe
Studien, zunächstauf dem Gebiete der Astronomic, venöffentlieht Anschluss
an die politisehe Studenten-und Anbeiter-Bewegungzu finden; ich war Sozial
demokratund wunde sehliesslich 1916 von den zanistischenPolizei venhaftet.
Die Revolution 1917 hat mich befreit. Die ensten Monate den Revolution
arbeiteteich sehn viel an den Arbeiterorganisationenin Kiev, kehrte aber 1918
und in den folgendenJahren zu meiner wissensehaftliehenTatigkeit zunUck,
ohne die Venbindung mit den Arbeitenbewegungzu lösen. Die Politik der
Kommunisten,die zu einer Diktatur den Partei Uben dem russischenVolk
gefuhrt hat, hat mich sehn enttäusehtund ich entsehlossrnich, meine Studien
zunäehstim Auslandefortzusetzen.Schon in Russlandhabe ich mich für die
sog. ,,Phanomenologie"Husserlsund seiner Sehule besondensbegeistent, so
ging ich naeh Deutschland,wo ich bald 1922 ein SchUler Hussenlswenden
durfte. Meine Ausbildung schloss ich 1924 ab und begann meine Laufbahn
als Dozent. Von den rein philosophiegeschiehtlichenStudien wurde ich aber
zu etwas weitenen ,,geistesgesehichtliehen"Themen getniebenund zwan dann,
als ich mieh mit der Philosophiegesehiehteder slavischenVölken zu beschaftigen
begann. Sehon damals entsehlossich mich etwa 1926 mein Leben einem
Werk Uber die Geschiehteden Philosophic auf dem slavisehen Boden zu
widmen,-diesen Plan wunde dunch einen weiteren Plan einer vergleichenden
Literaturgesehichteden slavisehenLiteratunen engänzt.Meine gesarntewissen
schaftlicheArbeit 1923-1945Uben 100 Bücher und Aufsätze, abgesehenvon
350 zum Teil gnOsserenBesprechungenist eine Verwirklichung dieser beiden
Plane.

Die wichtigste Rolle in meiner geistigen Entwicklung spielten neben dem
Elternhause venschiedeneKreise den Freunde, die ich mm an venschiedenen
weehselndenStätten rneinenWirksamkeitgeschaffenhabe:zunäehstwarendas
meine zu den BildungsvereinenzusammengeschlossenenSchulkamanadenund
Kamanadmnnen,dann die Kollegen an den Univ. Kiev, die zurn grossenTeil
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auch meine politisehenAnsichten teilten, spätenmeine Dozentenan den Univ.
Fneiburg von denen für mich persOnlich neben Hussenl einige weitere eine
entscheidendeRolle gespielthabenund einekleinercGnuppemeinerKamenaden
an dieserUniversitat, eine Gruppe, die bis jetzt besteht keiner der Mitglieder
diesenGruppe ist Nationalsozialistgeworden,vielmehr haben rnchrere einen
entschiedencnKampfgegendenNazismusseit semenEntstehunggefUhnt,spater
cm engenerKneis russischerPhilosophenin Prag und eineGruppetseheehiseher
Sprachwissenschaftlerin derselbenStadt, die als ,,PragerlinguistiseherZinkel"
in den Entwicklung den eunopäischenWissensehafteine bedeutendeRolle ge
spielt hat und noch spielt vom PragerZinkel abhängigeGnuppengibt es jetzt
in Gcnf, Kopenhagenund anderswo,cinen den leitenden Köpfe den Gnuppe,
mein Freund,Roman Jakobson,ist Prof. an den Columbia University in New
York, in Halle wanen das vor allem zwei kleinere Kreise, die ich geleitet
habc,-einphilosophiseherund em slavistiseher,und em kleincr Kneis anti
fasehistisehenIntellektueller, mit dem ich seit 1938 in enger Beziehung ge
standenhabe. Die Freundsehaftenden letzten Jahnehabenmich zun Erkenntnis
gefUhrt, dasseiner denwichtigsten Kultunfaktoreneine pensönlicheVerbindung
denMenschen- von allem Ubcr die Grenzenden in Europaso engen Nationen
hinaus ist. Die kultunellen Verbindungen den Völken halte ich für noeh
wichtiger als die politisehenund meine Absicht ist es, den Pflege dieser inter
nationalenkulturellen Beziehungenmeine Krafte in den Zukunft zu widmen,
ganz egal, wclche Lebensstellungich einnehmenwerde.

Damit ist meine pensonlicheEntwieklung bis jctzt abgeschlossen.Politisch
war ich ausserhalbRusslandsnicht mehn tatig, wenn ich einige Jahre auch
noch weiten zun sozialdemokratischenrussisehen,spätendeutschenOngani
sation gehönt habe bis 1924. Dagegen trat ich seit 1926 in eine nähene
Beziehung zun Kinche-und zwan nicht nun zu meiner eigenen gniechisch
onthodoxenKinche, sondennzu den beidengrossenKonfessionendes Westens,
indem ich meine wissenschaftliche,schniftstellenischeund padagogischeAnbeit
zum Teil religiösen Fragen widmete. Zu den grossen Pensönlichkeitendes
kirchlichenLebensgehönenauchdie ,,geschichtlichenPersönlichkeiten,"die für
mich die gnösstenLeuchtenden Menschheitgewesensind, wie manchenussi
schen Heiligen, den hlg. Franziscus, den Bischof den tsehechischenKinche
J.A. Comenius 17. Jht. und andene.

Von den im FnagebogenangedeutetenFaktonen, spielten in meiner Ent
wicklung das Heen ich habe nie gedient, die Zeitungen obwohl ich selbst
1917-18 in Kiev an der Redigierung cinen sozialdemoknatischenZeitung be
teiligt war, Rundfunk und Kino keine Rolle. Dagegenbedeutetenfür mich
Theaterund besondersMusik immer sehr viel, ohne dass ihre Einflüsse in
meiner LebensarbeitingendwelchenennenswenteRolle gespielt haben.

Zun Zeit enwante ich eine Moglichkeit, meine Kräfte den Aufgaben zu
widmen,die mir als meine persönlichenAufgaben erscheinen- dem Abschluss
meineswissenschaftlichenLebenswerkesund dem Dienst den Annaherun en
europäischenVölker untereinander.

Meine literanische Produktion mst schon deshalb reeht unbensiehtlieh,da
ich meine Arbeiten in aeht verschicdenenSprachenvcröffentlicht habe von
den Buchern und Aufsatzen sind 88 deutschgeschrieben,darunter 4 gnössere
Bücher,2 französisch,22 russisch, 19 ukrainiseh russisch-1 Buch, ukr.-7,
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15 tschechisch,5 slovakisch,darunter 1 Buch, 1 kroatisch, 1 polnisch. Aussen
dem muss ich zugeben,dass ich vielfach Arbeiten, die noch nicht ganz abge
schlossenwaren, herausgebraehthabe den franz. Slavist Mazon hat mm in
einer Besprechungvorgeworfen, dass ich den Leser mit dem Inhalt meiner
Kartothekbekanntmache,- das erklart sich allerdings ausden Bedingungen,
in wclchen ich geanbeitetund veröffentlicht habe: ich wan in Prag in einer
sehlechtbezahltcnStellung, die immer aufgehobenwcndcn konnte, in Halle
bin ieh nach den ersten8 Monaten ins ,,dnitte Reich" geraten,wo ich 11 Jahne
lang meine Absetzungwegen den ,,jUdischenVersippung" bzw. Verhaftung
dunchGestapoenwantethabe. So mussteich die Arbeiten im Zustandeheraus
bningen,den die Venoffentlichungzuliess;mein Schicksalin den letztcn Woehen
hat mm, wie es scheint,neeht gegeben-denVerlust cines Teils meiner unver
öffentliehten Anbeiten wane viel sehwenen,hätte ich nicht den gnOssten Teil
meinenArbeiten schon in ,,nicht ganzfentigen" Form henausgebnacht.Ausser
dem habe ich doch im Laufe den Jahre mehnerc gnossereThemen ganz
absehliessendbearbeitet:Geschichteden ukr. Philosophic, Hegel in Russland,
die philos.Ansiehtendes ukr. Mystikers Skovoroda,des slovakisehenHcgelianens
L’. tür, die Weltansehauungdes tscheehisehenRomantikensK. I. Macha, die
ukr. Banockdiehtung,die altrussiseheLiteratun des 11-13 Jhts.

Die mannigfaltigenAnbeiten, die ich vcröffcntlieht habc, behandeln keine
zuIálligcn ‘Themen, vielmehn liegt fast allen em gewisserPlan zugrunde. Ich
will meine Hauptthemenhier nennen:

1. Mein cnstesgrossesThema,an dessenBeanbeitungich nachdem Abschluss
meiner philosophisehenStudien herangetnetenbin, wan Geschichteder Philo
sophiebei den slav. Völkern als cm dncibandigcsWerk für das Vasmen-Traut
mannschc,,Handbueh den slav. Philologie". Völlig fertig ist die Gesehichte
den Phil. bei den OstslavenRussenund Uknainen, weit fontgeschnittenist die
Vonbeneitungden Teile Uber die Tseheehcnund die Slovaken. Eine Reihe
Speziellarbeitensind z.T. verOffcntlicht, z.T. dnuekfentig ich ncnnc bcsondens
Comenius; hien gelang mm seine phmlosophischeHauptschnift in den Hand
schnift auszufinden,die ich zum Druek vonbeneitethabe, ausserdemetwa 10
unbekannteSchniften und Drueke von ihm, den ukn. Mystiker des 18. Jhts.,
Skovoroda,den RussenStnachov,Jurkevi, Dostojevskij die alle den gleichen
Zeit angehonenund miteinanden z.T. auch genetisch verbundensind, den
deutsehenIdealismusin Russland,die Geschiehteden ukn. Philosophic, einige
Bcitnäge zur Geschiehteden Philosophic bei den Slovaken im 19. Jht. - das
Buch Uben Stun ist ensehienen,eine gnosseneArbeit üben Kcllncr-Hostinsk’ ist
in Vonbercitung hier habe ich auch den handsehniftlichenNachlass beider
durchgearbcitet.Vonbereitet ist cine Arbeit üben den Knoaten Boskovié 18.
Jht..

2. In Venbindungmit dem ensten Themasteht daszweitc, das ieh im Laufe
den Zeit ebenfalls bearbeitethabe- die vergleichendeslav. Literaturgeschichte,
die mich zunachstdureh den philos. Gehaltder slavisehenliteranischenWerke
henangezogenhat, nachher aben auch dunch ihre dichtenischeEigenschaften
mich zur Bearbeitungden stilistisehen,kunstwissensehaftlichcnund litcranischen
ProblemegefUhrt hat. Em Gerüstden vengleichendenslav. Litcratungeschiehte
ist schonfentig Vonlesungendarüberhabcich schon2 Mal gehalten.Einzelne
Teilthcmcn sind auch schonvöllig fertig,- darunter : Gesehichteden altruss.
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Literatur1 1.-13. Jht..Ukn. Litenaturgesehiehtc16. Jht. - 1860,kinchenslavischc
Litenatun aufdem tschcchoslovakischenBodcn 9.-il. Jht., Litcraturgesehichte
des tsehechischenMittelaltcrs, tseheehisehcBarockliteratur, einzelne Dichter:
Russen-Puikin,Gogol’, Tjutev, Dostojevskij, Leskov, Andrej Belyj, Maja
kovskij, Tseheehen- Bridel, Comenius 17. Jht., Macha 19. Jht., K. apek
20. Jht., Banoek in den slavischenLiteraturen ist mit Benutzung der hand
schniftlichcn Matenialien und mehrerenvon mir aufgefundencntschechischcn
unbekanntenDnucke bearbeitet,vonbereitctist eine Arbeit über die siavisehen
Dichter als Zciehner und Maler.

Die beiden Themen bilden einc wesentlicheEinhcit, indem die Gcsamthcit
den sic behandelndcnArbeiten einen Ubcnbliek Ubcr mehnenewesentlicheGe
biete den slavisehenGeistesgesehiehtebietenwird. Damit sind auch die metho
dologisehen EigcntUmliehkeitcn meinen Arbeit verbunden,- in den die Ge
schichteden Philosophic betneffendenArbeiten behandeleich nebcn den Fach
philosophcnauch Diehtcr, Politikcn und Theologen, in den litcnaturgeschicht
lichen sind die ideologisehenMotive nebenden wichtigen aesthctischen,denn
ich habc sehn viel bci den russisehen,,Formalisten"und den ,,PragerSchule"
den ,,strukturclicnLinguistik" gclerntbcsonderscingehend behandelt.

3. Aus den Beschäftigungmit dicscn bcidcn Fragenkomplexenist im Laufe
der Zeit eine Gnupemeiner Anbeiten crmporgewaehscn,die ich als ,,germano
slavische" bezeichnenkann. Es handelt sich urn die deutsehenEinflUsse im
slavisehenGeistesleben.Leiden musste ich die Veröffentlichung den Arbeiten
zu den genmanoslavisehenFnagcnim ,,drittcn Rciche"einstellen,da den deutsche
Einfluss als Begnündungderpolitischen Anspruchcdes Hitler-Deutsehlandgait.

Gcrmanoslavieaunten meinen Arbeiten betreffen u.a.-die deutscheMystik
bei den Slaven u.a. Skovoroda, Comenius,den Pietismus bei den Slaven
hien habeich zahlreiehehandschriftlieheQucllen im Archiv des Franekesehen
Waisenhausescntdeckt und bcanbcitct, die die Verbindung des Franckesehen
Kneisesmit den Ostslaven,Tsehechcn,Polen, Slovcncn, Wenden bclcuchten,
die deutscheRomantikbci den Slaven Arbeiten Ubcr Puikin, Tjutev, Gogol’,
Hoffmann und Dostojevskij in Vonbeneitung. Zusammenfassendhabe ich
den Einfluss Hcgcls in Russland bchandclt, die zwcitc Ausgabe den em
sehlagigcnArbeit ncuenussiseheBearbeitung,behandeltncbcn dem Einfluss
Hcgelsauchdie Einflüssc desdeutschcnIdealismusüberhaupt,in Vonbeneitung
befinden sich weitencArbeiten Uber die deutschePhilosophic bei den Slovaken
an Hand des handschriftlichen Materials, als Buch ist die Anbeit übcn die
Philosophic L’. Stuns erschienen.

4. In Verbindung mit den Gcistesgesehichtestehennun z.T. vcnöffcntlichte
Arbeiten über die slavisehe Lexik: zunachsthandelt es sieh um die philo
sophiseheund mystiseheTerminologicSkovoroda,dannurn denweltanschau
lichen Wortschatz und seine Bereicherungdunch eine neuc Sinngebung dcr
aiten Wönten. Ich bchandcltckunz manchcFragender altnussischcnLexik das
Igoniicd,die Kompositain den russ.Litcnaturspraehe,die UknainismenGogol’s,
die romantiseheSprache Puikin, Lcnmontov, Tjutev, die philosophische
Terminologicder russ. HegelsehenSchule, die neueSinngcbungden alten Worte
Puikin, die theonetischenProbiemeder Lexik an den Beispielen Leskovs und
And. Belyjs-unvcroffentlicht.Gesondertsteht einc Arbeit üben die deutsche
phil. Terminologie ,,Ubermensch,",,übermcnsehlieh".
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5. In Verbindungmit den Mitarbeit an den Prager sprachwissenschaftlichen
Schulesteheneinige Arbeiten,die sich mir den Philosophicder Sprachebefassen.
Es handelt sich hier urn die BegrUndung den Phonologic ,,Phonologieund
Psychologie",urn einige Refenate im Prager linguistischen Zirkel und urn
eine mit RomanJakobson,cinem den Begrunderund Leiter der PragcnSchule,
vonbereiteteArbeit Uber ,,Dialektik den Sprache."

BesondeneAufmerksamkcitwidmete ich dcm slav. Zeitwont in Vorbencitung
eine Anbeit Uber die Aktionsanten, der Deklination im Druck in ,,Acta
linguistica" eine Arbeit übcr das ukr. Kasus-System.Aus den Arbeit an den
Thconie den Uebensetzungist u.a. eine HalliseheDr. DissertationUber A. Mejs
Uebersctzungencntstandcn.Von Muka’rovsk9 sind meine Arbciten Uben die
dichtenischeSpnachebecinflusstAlliterationen in denNestorchnonik,die dichten
isehe SpracheSkovorodas,die Entwicklung des ukr. Reimes bei Skovonoda,
in der ukr. Barockdichtungund bci cvcnko.

6. Reiner Philosophic sind wenige Arbeiten von mm gcwidmet, neben einen
Vonlesung über Logik, handelt es sich urn die Geschichte den Philosophic
Hegcl und seine Schule, Hegel und Nietzsche, romantisehePhilosophic-
,,Naehtproblernin den Rornantik"-rncine Arbeiten über Tjutev und cmne
DissertationmeincsSchUlers, St. GrzonkaUbcr dasNachtpnoblernin den polni
schen Romantik, weit fortgeschnittenist ein Buch Uber den Fonrnalismusin
den Ethik, als Vorstudienzu welchernauchcinigc meiner Dostojcvskij-Aufsätze
zu bctnachtensind.

7. EinzelneArbeiten und zahlreieheBespreehungenbetneffen auch Kirchen
geschichte:die deutscheMystik, Pnotcstantisrnusbei den Slaven Vonlesung,
Gcschichtcder russischcnTheologic Vorlesung, die Veroffentlichungenrneincn
Anbeitcn sind nach dern Erscheincndes bctreffendcn Buches von Flonovskij
entbehrlichgcworden,die russ. HeiligenlegendenVorlesung, einzclneBeitnäge
zun russ. und deutschenKinchengeschichte,vielfach an handden Handschniften
rnancheAnbeiten betneffcn die Hallische Lokalgeschichte.

8. Die slavischeKulturgeschichtewan zum Teil Gegenstandmeiner Beschafti
gung: eine Vonlesung über die polnische Kultungcschichtehabe ich wieder
holt gehalten,zur ukn. Kulturgcsehichtehabe ich umfangreichenStoff ge
sammelt.

Ohnc die Bedeutungrneiner Arbeiten zu übersehätzen,muss ich feststellen,
dass es mm gelungenist auf verschiedenenGebietenmanchesNeues zu sagcn,
was irn Einzelnenvon den Knitik und Forschunganerkannt ist z.B. von den
Tschechenhabenmeineeinzelne Einsiehtendie ,,Formalisten"- Mukarovsk’
und Vilikovsk9, die Katholiken- Vaiica, Kalista, Králik, die Positivisten-

Hendnich- angenornmen.* Danebenmuss ich rncine Benichtenstattunghen-

* Z.B. Entdeckungder Quellen-etwader altukr. Kirchenlieder, der Epigrammen
der ukr. Dichters des XVII. Jhts. Velykovs’kyj J. Owen, die Beziehungen zwischen
der Romantik und Tjuthev, der Einfluss Schillers auf Dostojevskij eine diesbezUgliche
Arbeit des sovjet-russ.Forschers Glebov ist nur em Plagiat aus meinem Aufsatz,
der Einfluss der Mystik auf Skovoroda, die Quelle der Legende des hlg. Isaakij
in der Legendevon Valens, die Quelle der philosophischenAnsichten Dostojevskijs
in den Schriften N. N. Strachovs,die Quellen des Labyrinths der Welt des Comenius;
ich hoffe, dassdie Veroffentlichungder von mir aufgefundenenComenius-Handschriften
weitere konkreteEntdeckungenbringen wird, usf.
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vonheben,z.B. übcr die neucstctseheehiseheFonschung,Ubcr die Sovjet-Russ.
Literatungeschiehtc,-diesc BeriehtenstattungBcniehtc und Besprechungen
zeichnct sich-was von viclen Seiten anerkanntwurde-dunch cine gewisse
Objektivität und bningt nach meinernbestenWissen gewisse Bcreicherungdes
Stoffes, von dem ich zu benichtcn habe. Ich muss aueh betonen, dass ich
schon cinige Sehüler ausgebildethabe, die eine selbstandigc Stelle in den

Slavistik dunch ihrc zahireicheVerOffentlichungen sich erwcrbcn konnten, so
bcsondersDr. D. Gerhardtund Dr. A. Mictzschke.

[III] Antwort auf die Frage

B.3. WelcheGebiete Ihrcs FacheshabenSic scit 1930 gelescn
Einführung in die slavische Philologie, vergleichendeGrammatik der sla

vischen Spnaehen,Sprachkunscin Russiseh,Ukrainisch, Polniseh,Tsehechiseh,
Slovakisch, Russische,Ukrainische und TschcchisehcLiteratungesehichte,Pol
nische Kulturgeschiehte,Protestantismusbci den Slaven; im Seminardiesciben
Gebiete behandelt.

B.4. BeschreibenSic Ihre akadcrnische,bzw. arntliche Laufbahn seit 1930:
Bis April 1932 habeich an dern UkrainischenPadagogischenInstitut in Prag

und an der Ukn. Universitat dortselbst Vonlesungen aus dern Gebiete den
Philosophic abgehaltenals Prof. den Philosophic.Endc 1931 wunde ich gleich
zeitig zum Lcktor den slav. Sprachenin Bonn und Halle gewahltund von dem
darnalsnoch dernokratischenMinistcnium in Berlin nach Halle benufen, wo
meineHabilitation dcmnaehstbevorstand,als die Nationalsozialistendie Macht
ergniffen und ich mit meinerEntlassungrechnenrnusstewcgen den ,,jUdischen4
Abstammungmcincn Frau. Doch hat den Hallische Kurator mich weiter im
Dicnst behaltcn, da ich als Nicht-Deutscher kein Beamter, sondern nun An
gestellterwan.

Vom 1935-8 habc ich ohne Gehalt ventrctungsweiseslavische Sprachen
auch in Jenagelesen.

1938 wan rnir eine Benufung nach Bnno Tscheehoslovakeiin Aussicht
gcstellt, die aber nicht zustandekam; 1939 habe ich Verhandlungenmit dcr
Columbia University New York, Prof. Heuserwegcn den Uebennahmeeiner
GastprofessurgefUhrt; etwas spatenstand ich auf den Kandidatenliste dcr
Wiener Universität; 1940-i wurde ich zum Prof. den Phil. an der Univ.
PnessbungSlovakci vongeschlagen.Ich konnte aber natürlich in den von den
Nationalsozialismus beherrschten Ländern auf kein Fontkommen nechnen.

B.5. Die Liste rnciner wichtigsten Vcröffentlichungen seit 1930 licgt bei.
B.7. Sind Sic gegenden Nationalsozialismustatig gewesen?In welehen Art

und Weise?NennenSic zweiZeugendafur.
Seit 1935 bis 1941 habe ich in Halle eincn Kneis von jüngeren Dozenten,

Assistentenund besserenStudentengcleitet, den sich mit Philosophic befasste
und in welehem gelegentliehauchpolitische Fragenzur Sprachekamen,-dass
ich dabei immenden ganzenWidersinnden nationalsozialistischenWcltansehau
ung dargelegthabc, können die Teilnehmer des Kreises bestätigcnz.B. Prof.
Dr. H. Kleinknccht, Prof. an den Univ. Rostock, z. Zt. Ellwangen/WUrttem
berg, bei Herzog; Buchhändler H. Hoffmann, Halle a.d.S., Buehhandlung
Lippert-Niemeyer-der letztere vcrbraehte9 Monatc irn Nazi-Gefängnis;die



406 Chronicle

Lcktonin M. L. Gicbelhauscnan der Univ. Grcifswald.- Fast gcnau so offen
spnachich rncine Ansiehten in meincm slavistisehenKneis aus, den ich seit
1935 leitcte und an welehem Ubrigens mchrcne ,,uncnwünschte"Ausländer,
von allem Tsehechcnund zwei ,,HalbjUdincn" tcilgenommcn haben,bestatigen
können das die Mitglieder des Kreiscs Pfarner K. H. Anbau, Pctensbcngbei
Halle adS., Pfanrhaus,Frau Prof. S. Windisch, Halle a.d.S., Mühlweg, 11.-
Dass ich auch in Kneisen meinen Bckannten in eincr ahnliehen Weise und
noehoffencr wirktc, könncnweitereZeugenbestatigen,z.B. Dr. W. Henncmann,
Halle adS.,Mozartstn.20, Peter Bruckner, Halle a.d.S., Fuchsbcrgstn.5 uff. -

Falls die Zeugenin Halle sehwercrreichbar sind, rnöchteich meinc Sehweizer
Kollegen nennen:Prof. Dr. Fritz Lieb, Univ. Basel; Lcktor an den Univ.
Bascl, Dr. Paul Zumthon.- Ich darf vielleieht auch rncine matcriellc Hilfe
einigen tschcehoslovakischenJudenZeugin dafUr FrI. T. Hovsijeva, Prag. II,
Hopfenitokova,4, den die Zwangsanbeitin DeutschlandausübcndenTschechcn
Zeuge Prof. Dr. J. Valica, Praha. XIX, ul. Nánodni Obrany, 21, Polen
Zcugc Prof. .Dr. S. Hesscn, Wanszawa, Wszechniea Polska, Franzoscn
Zeuge Prof. Dr. D. Stncmooukhoff, Stnasboung,Université als cine anti
nationalsozialistischcTatigkeit bezeichnen.Durch cinen Dresdner Kneis habe
ich versehiedcne Gegenständeund Büchcr an die russisehen und polni
sehenKnicgsgefangcnengeliefert ZeugeProf. Dr. F. Stepun,z. Zt. Obcrbayenn,
Tegernsee,,,Sonncnhof".Gelegentlichhabe ich auch die illcgale antinazional
sozialistischeLitcnatun verbncitct etwa kommunistische- Zeuge- Baumeister
Erich Kaestncr, Halle.

Ich möchte diese Tätigkciten kcinesfalls als einen bcsondencnVendienstvon
iiir bezeichnen, ich will aber die Frage den Militärregienung eingehend be
antworten.

B.9. Sind Sic seit 1930 in andcncnHinsicht wegenIhner politisehenGesinnung
bcnachtciligt wonden?Bcvonzugt wondcn?

Dass ich vielfach nicht fontkomrnen.konnte habc ich sehon crwahnt. Seit
August 1941 dunfte ich das Stadtgebiet von Halle nicht venlassennun cine
einzige zwcitagigeReisewegen cinesVortnags an der Lutherhalle in Wittenbeng
wurde rnin enlaubt. Einige Anbeiten tsehechischeund ukrainische von mir
wurdenvon der deutsehenZensur in Prag Tschechoslovakeizum Druek nieht
zugelassenZeuge Prof. Dr. J. Vaica, Praha.XIX. ul. NánodnIObrany,21.




