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Preface to the English Edition

The contents of this English-language monograph differ in a few respects from
the Polish edition published in 2010 by the Publishing House of the John Paul II
Catholic University of Lublin. Some changes were necessary to adapt the text to
the requirements of the English language, some are due to errors in the Polish
edition detected in the course of translation. The geographical and substantive
scope of the work made it necessary to adopt homogeneous linguistic rules when
translating proper names and terminology.

There is no single way of rendering into English the names of localities and
regions of Central and Eastern Europe that would be satisfactory to everyone
and at the same time completely consistent. Therefore, most proper names used
in this translation remain the same as in the original Polish text. Only the names
of present-day state capital cities are in English (Warsaw, Minsk, Kiev, Vilnius or
Vienna). The names of those localities that in the eighteenth century were situ-
ated outside the borders of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth and which do
not have a neutral English-language equivalent are offered in a language corre-
sponding with the cultural and state realities of the epoch (Konigsberg, Breslau).
Offered in English are also the names of such regions as Podolia, Ruthenia, Volhy-
nia, or Silesia that in the eighteenth century were situated outside the Wielkopol-
ska and Malopolska proper, as well as the names of the palatinates located there
at the time. Some regions such as Pomerania or Prussia were divided between
the Crown and the Kingdom of Prussia in the eighteenth century. In respect to
the former, its Polish name of Pomorze (Eng. Pomerania) is used, whereas in the
case of the latter — Prussia (Pol. Prusy). Sometimes the name of the same local-
ity is provided in Polish, where the context is historical: archdiocese of Lwow in
1772, or in English, where it is contemporary: Central State Historical Archive in
Lviv. Otherwise, when a city or region is first referred to, its English or German
names are offered in the brackets, e.g., Malopolska (Little Poland), Wielkopolska
(Great Poland), Mazowsze (Mazovia), Podlasie (Podlachia), Warmia (Ermland),
or Lebork (Lauenburg).

The monograph follows homogeneous terminology referring to various types
of state and church administration units. In respect to state administration the
following are used consistently: a palatinate instead of voivodeship (Pol. woje-
wédztwo) and powiat in lieu of poviat, districtus (Pol. powiat). Consistent ter-
minology is also followed with regard to the units of religious administration
of the Latin and Uniate Churches - accordingly, at the same level of the church
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organization there is the Latin diocese (Pol. diecezja) and Uniate eparchy (Pol.
eparchia); the Latin archdeaconry (Pol. archidiakonat), deaconry (Pol. dziekania)
and provostship (Pol. prepozytura) and the corresponding Uniate officialate (Pol.
oficjalat); the Latin deanery (pol. dekanat) and the Uniate governorship (Pol.
namiestnictwo) and protopopy (Pol. protopopia).

The second volume of this publication contains an extensive Annex with a list
of all places of worship in the territory of the Crown circa 1772 including sources
of information about each of them. The description of each place of worship is
schematic, comprising many abbreviations which have not been translated into
English and are in the form offered in the Polish version. There is a list of ab-
breviations explaining the meaning of each of them in English. The Annex if
offered by the publisher on-line: http://dx.doi.org/10.3726/b16032 (unlocking
code: PL19Dx27V).

The author of this book is most grateful to Professor Richard Butterwick-
Pawlikowski for his proofreading work and substantive consultations regarding
names and terminology.


http://dx.doi.org/10.3726/b16032

Introduction

1. Subject Matter and Purpose

At the XVI General Congress of Historians in Wroctaw held on 16 September
1999, during a session devoted to the Transformations of the Historical Land-
scape Stanistaw Litak delivered a paper titled “The Map of Religions in the Com-
monwealth circa 1772 (Religions — Denominations — Churches - Method of
Study)”! Without going into specifics on the subject of the importance of that
project — which subject may be examined based on the publications quoted
herein - it is worth focusing on its main objectives and ensuing methodologi-
cal premises. The author assumed that such study would provide “possibly the
most accurate picture of relations between the religions in Poland and in the
Grand Duchy of Lithuania preceding the First Partition”*> Most disputable are
two aspects of the above approach. The first one is of a methodological nature
and pertains to the fact that the historical contents of the proposed map have
not been sufficiently defined. Litak interchangeably uses such terms as “religious
group” and “religious community” when in fact he refers to a place of worship as
a religious centre of such community and its regional structures which arranged
and organized its functioning. The second question is whether it is correct and
legitimate to claim that the structure and distribution of places of worship and
organizational units of religions and denominations reflect the actual relations
between religions and adequately demonstrate the quantitative proportions be-
tween individual denominations. The above approach stands in contrast with

1 S.Litak, “Mapa wyznaniowa Rzeczypospolitej okoto 1772 roku (Religie - Wyznania -
Koscioly - Metoda opracowania)’, in: Jezuicka ars historica. Prace ofiarowane Ksiedzu
Profesorowi Ludwikowi Grzebieniowi SJ, ed. M. Inglot, S. Obirek, Krakéw 2001, pp.
345-354. Also see: Idem, “The Atlas of Religious and Ethnic Relations in the Polish-
Lithuanian Commonwealth in the Second Half of the 18" Century”, in: Churches,
States, Nations in the Enlightenment and in nineteenth century. Eglises, états, nations
a lépoque des Lumiéres et au XIX siécle, ed. M. Filipowicz, Lublin 2000, pp. 54-59;
B. Szady, “Z badan nad mapa wyznan i religii Rzeczypospolitej przed pierwszym roz-
biorem Polski”, in: Rzeczpospolita wielokulturowa — dobrodziejstwo czy obcigzenie, ed.
J. Kloczowski, Warszawa 2009, pp. 21-27.

2 S.Litak, “Mapa wyznaniowa Rzeczypospolite;j”, p. 354.
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works in which the study of religious and ethnic relations is based on demo-
graphic statistics, as represented mainly by Zdzistaw Budzynski.?

Both these reservations are related to the premises of this dissertation. Its
main and direct objective is to present the territorial organization of religions
and denominations in the Crown part of the Commonwealth before the First
Partition. However, one cannot avoid a more general problem and a question
about the actual quantitative (statistical) and spatial (geographical) relations be-
tween the adherents of individual religions, denominations and rites who lived
in the Crown. Such a more general approach makes it necessary to carry out
the analysis along two lines. The first one, which may be referred to as the main
one, will focus on a group of issues related to the distribution of places of wor-
ship and territorial units of religions and churches in which they functioned be-
fore the First Partition. The second one, of more methodological nature, will
be an attempt to critique the adopted method. The results of the analysis of the
distribution of places of worship and territorial administration structures will
be selectively compared to demographic data. That should allow us to answer
the question of to what degree the distribution of sacral facilities and units of
religious administration reflects the actual demographic relations between the
adherents of individual denominations. It is an important question in so far as
the work covers the period preceding the Partitions, that is, the so-called pre-
statistical era for which there are no surviving general and homogeneous popu-
lation census data covering the analysed area or its major parts. It is therefore
impossible to examine the situation of religions based on demographic data.

The term “territorial organization” or “territorial structure” places the scope
of the subject matter in the category of historical geography rather than strictly
legal and institutional studies.* The analysis covers the territory of the Crown
of the Kingdom of Poland in its administrative borders from the second half
of the eighteenth century, before the territorial changes resulting from the First
Partition of Poland in 1772/73. It is quite problematic to determine in formal
and legal terms the status of the areas held in pledge or as fiefs. That applies to
the starosty of Spisz (Zips, Spis), which was mortgaged to the Commonwealth
by the Kingdom of Hungary, the Duchy of Siewierz, which was the property

3 Z.Budzynski, Ludnos¢ pogranicza polsko-ruskiego w drugiej potowie XVIII wieku, vol.
1-2, Przemy$l-Rzeszow 1993; Idem, Kresy potudniowo-wschodnie w drugiej potowie
XVIII wieku, vol. 1-3, Przemysl-Rzeszéw 2006-2008.

4 On Polish post-war geographical and historical tradition, see: H. Szulc, “Geografia
historyczna osadnictwa wiejskiego w Polsce — kierunki i metody badan oraz perspek-
tywy”, Przeglad Geograficzny, 75 (2003), 3, pp. 335-350.
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of the bishops of Krakéw, the starosty of Drahim (Draheim) and the lands of
Lebork (Lauenburg) and Bytéw (Biitow) which were mortgaged to the King in
Prussia by the Commonwealth. Since both the sources and studies ascribe dif-
ferent administrative affiliation to the above-mentioned areas, they were treated
separately in consolidated statistics, that is, they were not included in any of the
Crown’s 23 palatinates.

The analysis excludes only the Episcopal Duchy of Siewierz which remained
a separate legal and administrative entity and was incorporated by the Crown
as late as 1790. There were also problems with the treatment of the Episcopal
Duchy of Warmia (Ermeland) either as an independent unit inside the Crown
or as a part of the Malbork (Marienburg) palatinate. Due to the duchy’s high
degree of independence (even though in formal terms it did not enjoy the status
of duchy) and due to a completely different confessional situation, it was treated
as a separate unit of Royal Prussia.

The area covered by the study totals 424 358 km?, of which:

« the Malopolska (Little Poland) province — 304 390 km?
- Malopolska - 57 656 km?
(of which the starosty of Spisz - 679 km?)
- Crown Ruthenia (Ru$ Koronna) - 235 227 km?
- Podlasie (Podlachia) - 11 507 km?
o the Wielkopolska (Great Poland) province — 119 968 km?
- Wielkopolska - 59 842 km?
(of which the land of Drahim (Draheim) - 651 km?)
- Royal Prussia (Prusy Krélewskie) — 26 452 km?
(of which the land of Lebork (Lauenburg) and Bytow (Biitow) — 1857 km?
and Warmia (Ermland) - 4316 km?)
— Mazowsze (Mazovia) — 33 674 km?.

It is also necessary to specify the chronological scope of the study referred to in
the title. The “second half of the eighteenth century” refers to the period which
was the focus of the basic source query. In order to arrive at the most homogene-
ous picture possible, in terms of time, of the structure of religions and denomi-
nations in the territory of the Crown an attempt has been made to indicate the
situation closest to the First Partition of the Commonwealth, in full awareness
of the changes that were occurring in the second half of the eighteenth century
in respect to the organizational development of individual denominations. It
was particularly dynamic, especially in the 1760s and 1770s, in the border areas
of the Bractaw and Kiev (Kijéw) palatinates where the Orthodox and Uniate
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Churches predominated. The main intention behind the choice and selection
of source information was to feature the situation of religious structures in the
last decade of the Commonwealth’s existence in its borders prior to the First
Partition. If there is a clear discrepancy between the information coming from
1765 and from the 1780s or 90s, the more valuable for the entire picture is the
former one. This has not ruled out the use of data from after 1772 in the absence
of earlier information.

When it comes to the sacral facilities covered by the analysis, they included
places of worship and territorial administration units of all religions, denomi-
nations and rites which existed in the area of the Crown and which developed
organizational structures that could be identified in the sources. The group of
Christian places of worship included the Catholic churches of three rites (Latin,
Greek and Armenian), Orthodox, Lutheran (Evangelical Augsburg), Men-
nonite, Calvinist (Evangelical Reformed) and Bohemian Brethren (in spite of
a strong tendency to unify with the Calvinists, the Bohemian Brethren were
treated separately®). Given the formal criterion formulated above, namely that
the analysis covered those denominations which had their churches in the ter-
ritory of the Crown in the second half of the eighteenth century, this work does
not cover the communities of Old Believers. Their major centre in the lands of
the old Commonwealth was at Wietka situated in the powiat of Rzeczyca in
the Minsk (Minsk) palatinate in the Grand Duchy of Lithuania. There was an
Orthodox church of Popovtsy dedicated to Virgin Mary (Pokrowy). But there
is no information available about the churches of Old Believers who settled in
the palatinates of Kiev, Volhynia (Wotyn) and Podolia (Podole).* When it comes
to non-Christian religions the work is mainly focused on Jewish synagogues.
There were few Muslim mosques and Karaite places of worship (kenesas) in the
Crown.

5 H. Gmiterek, Bracia czescy a kalwini w Rzeczypospolitej. Potowa XVI - pofowa XVII.
Studium poréwnawcze, Lublin 1987, p. 141; W. Kriegseisen, Ewangelicy polscy i litewscy
w epoce saskiej (1696-1763), Warszawa 1996, p. 79.

6  Their first significant community in the Crown was established at Czarnobyl (Cherno-
byl) in the second half of the 1770s owing to the patronage of Jan Mikotaj Chodkiewicz,
E. Iwaniec, Z dziejow staroobrzedowcow na ziemiach polskich XVII-XX w., Warszawa
1977, pp. 50-54, 59-60. On the contacts and migrations of Old Believers from Wietka
and Starodubie, see: 0. Bonomus, PoskonvHuypki cno6oou Ha mepumopii ITisHiunot
Temomanwgunu y XVIII cm. (icmopuxo-demozpagiunuii acnexm), Ilonrasa 2005, pp.
88-90.
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2. Sources and Studies

In this Introduction the research and sources are discussed together due to the
fact that many studies, especially in the form of lists and inventories, will serve in
this work as the basis of both geographical and statistical analysis. If the conclu-
sions of this work are to be assessed adequately, it is necessary to take into ac-
count that the sources used herein are highly diverse both in terms of the period
of their origin, typology and information value. No new or unknown materials
of particular importance have been discovered. This work is based on the materi-
als which have been used on various occasions and which provide systematized
information about the structures and distribution of sacral buildings of religions
and denominations in the territory of the Crown. It should be emphasized that
when it comes to the compilation of data the main effort did not consist so much
in the systematic research into the sources, which had been done earlier as part
of the work on the structure of individual denominations, but in supplementing
and verifying the data they included. It took much work to prepare cartographic
information and materials in the case of those religions for which they did not
exist (for example, a map of synagogues), or which were outdated (for example,
the map of Protestant churches).

The main difficulty, which resulted in quite “unbalanced” information about
individual denominations, presented itself when it was necessary to select and
use a different source base in respect of each of them. Moreover, not all reli-
gious institutions left behind equally homogeneous and comprehensive inven-
tories and lists coming from the second half of the eighteenth century. This was
due to the destruction and tragic history of Polish archive collections as well as
the fact that not all religious groups produced such sources. The knowledge of
the centralized and well-supervised Latin rite of the Catholic Church is by far
most complete, mainly owing to the surviving protocols of canonical visitations,
lists of benefices or any other inventories necessary to administer the church
properly. Quite well documented are Protestant communities which were regu-
larly describing their organizational status, shrinking as they were in the eight-
eenth century. A little less is known about the organization of Eastern churches,
though in this area a key role is played by the exploration of sources. The third
most numerous religious group - the Jews — either did not produce regular regis-
ters of their properties or they are unknown. This is due to a completely different
organizational structure of those communities which were much more central-
ized than the Christian ones. The first complete census of Jewish organizations
in the Crown and in Lithuania was a result of a project launched by the state in



14 Introduction

the second half of the eighteenth century to change the tax system covering this
group of people.

The basic studies of the organization of the Latin Church in the Common-
wealth in the second half of the eighteenth century were carried out by Litak
over many decades. His work was crowned with three basic synthetic descrip-
tions of its structure: Territorial Structure of the Latin Church in Poland in 1772
(Lublin 1980), The Latin Church in the Commonwealth circa 1772. Administrative
Structures (Lublin 1996) and Atlas of the Latin Church in the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth in the 18" Century (Lublin 2006). Apart from the data about the
administrative affiliation and character of the localities where parish and filial
churches were situated, the author of these studies offered information about
their dedication, building materials and patronage. Each index item included
the source base. The main task in respect to LitaK’s findings was to sort out the
relations between parish, filial and monastery churches.” But on the whole only
minor corrections of his conclusions were necessary and they mainly regarded
specific information, such as the type of patronage over some churches and their
dedication, or administrative affiliation of individual localities.®

The discussion of the boundaries and development of the Latin Church’s
organization in the territory of the Crown was based on both studies of syn-

7 In the works mentioned above monasteries and monastery churches were combined,
and the list of parish and filial churches again included those places of worship which
performed a pastoral function. In the last study (S. Litak, Atlas Kosciota facitiskiego
w Rzeczypospolitej Obojga Narodéw w XVIII wieku, Lublin 2006) there are interesting
symbols in the maps which allow to differentiate the monasteries involved in pastoral
work from those without “cura animarum”. This, however, does not solve the problem
completely because some monasteries did not have their own churches and used dioc-
esan churches or, in the case of female orders, the churches of male orders (M. Borkow-
ska, “Zakony zenskie w Polsce w okresie potrydenckim’, in: Zakony i klasztory w Europie
Srodkowowschodniej. X-XX, ed. H. Gapski, J. Kloczowski, Lublin 1999, p. 232). This is
exemplified by the missionaries at Krasnystaw who were running a seminary and used
the cathedral church (Litak, Atlas Kosciola taciriskiego, pp. 139, 331, 416).

8 Based on, i.a., a recently published inventory of localities by Franciszek Czajkowski
(“Regestr diecezjow” Franciszka Czaykowskiego czyli wlasciciele ziemscy w Koronie
1783-1784, ed. K. Chtapowski, S. Gorzynski, Warszawa 2006) and recently discovered
1783-1787 inventories of the Krakéw diocese, B. Kumor, “Nieznana “Ksiega uposazen”
diecezji krakowskiej z 1786 roku’”, Roczniki Teologiczne, 43 (1996), fasc. 1, pp. 185-191.
The sources and similar surveys found in the Archive of the Metropolitan Chapter in
Krakéw were the basis of a research project on “The Church and Society of Malopolska
in the Second Half of the 18" Century” (J. Szczepaniak, B. Szady).
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thetic nature, where the work by Bolestaw Kumor on the boundaries of Polish
metropolitan provinces and dioceses® continues to play a fundamental role, and
a number of monographs on dioceses' or smaller units of church administra-
tion."" Due to the medieval origins of most of the territorial administration units
it was necessary to invoke a number of classic works on the shaping of the Latin
Church system and organization in Poland.'? Equally helpful were the consecu-

9

10

11

12

B. Kumor, “Granice metropolii i diecezji polskich (966-1939)”, Archiwa, Biblioteki i Mu-
zea Koscielne, 18-24 (1969-1973).

Inter alia, J. Nowacki, Dzieje archidiecezji poznariskiej, vol. 1-2, Poznan 1964; W. Miiller,
“Organizacja terytorialna diecezji ptockiej w XVI-XVIII w., Roczniki Humanistyczne,
15 (1967), f. 2, pp. 129-174; J. Mucha, “Organizacja diecezji kamienieckiej do roku
1795, Roczniki Teologiczno-Kanoniczne, 30 (1983), £. 4, pp. 63-284; L. Krolik, Organi-
zacja diecezji tuckiej i brzeskiej od XVI do XVIII wieku, Lublin 1983; A. Kopiczko, Ustrdj
i organizacja diecezji warmiriskiej w latach 1525-1772, Olsztyn 1993; J. Kretosz, Organi-
zacja archidiecezji Iwowskiej obrzgdku taciriskiego od XV w. do 1772 r., Lublin 1986; 1O.
binoycos, Kuiscvko-2Kumomupcoka pumo-kamonuupka enapxis: Icmopuunuii Hapuc,
JKutomup 2000; H. Borcz, “Archidiecezja przemyska. Zarys dziejow i organizacji’,
Archiwa, Biblioteki i Muzea Koscielne, 79 (2003), pp. 33-119; B. Kumor, Dzieje diecezji
krakowskiej, vol. 1-4, Krakow 1998-2002.

E.g., E. Wisniowski, Prepozytura wislicka do schytku XVIII wieku. Materialy do struk-
tury organizacyjnej, Lublin 1976; B. Kumor, “Archidiakonat sadecki. Opracowanie
materiatéw zrédtowych do Atlasu Historycznego Kosciota w Polsce”, Archiwa, Bi-
blioteki i Muzea Koscielne, 8-9 (1964-1965), pp. 271-304, 93-286; Idem, “Prepozytura
tarnowska. Opracowanie materialéw Zrédtowych do Atlasu Historycznego Koéciota
w Polsce”, Archiwa, Biblioteki i Muzea Koscielne, 12 (1966), pp. 207-288. Published
in the last decade were, i.a.: A. Mietz, Archidiakonat kamienski archidiecezji gniez-
nieniskiej: struktura terytorialna i stan kosciotow w czasach staropolskich 1512-1772,
Wrtoctawek 2005; J. Chachaj, “Stan i odbudowa sieci koscielnej w lacinskiej diecezji
kijowskiej w drugiej potowie XVII i w XVIII wieku”, Archiwa, Biblioteki i Muzea
Koscielne, 87 (2007), pp. 5-62.

W. Abraham, Organizacja Kosciota w Polsce do potowy XII wieku, Lwéw 1890; Idem,
Powstanie organizacyi Kosciola tacifiskiego na Rusi, vol. 1, Lwéw 1904; J. Fijalek, “Bi-
skupstwa wolynskie Polski i Litwy w swoich poczatkach (w XIV/XV)”, Sprawozdania
z Czynnosci i Posiedzeti Akademii Umiejetnosci w Krakowie, 16 (1911), no. 4, pp. 9-21;
S. Kujot, Kto zalozyt parafie w dzisiejszej dyecezyi chelminskiej?: studium historyczne,
Torun 1902-1905; J. Szymanski, “Biskupstwa polskie w wiekach $§rednich. Organizacja
i funkcje’, in: Kosciét w Polsce, ed. ]. Kloczowski, vol. 1, Krakéw 1966, pp. 125-233;
S. Litak, Parafie w Rzeczypospolitej w XVI-XVIII wieku. Struktura, funkcje spoteczno
-religijne i edukacyjne, Lublin 2004; E. Wisniowski, Parafie w sredniowiecznej Polsce.
Struktura i funkcje spoteczne, Lublin 2004.
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tive volumes of the Historical Atlas of Poland, where its authors regularly dwelt
on issues of the Latin Church’s territorial administration."

Owing to the studies on the structures of the Uniate Church conducted in the

last two decades, especially by Ukrainian researchers, it was possible to supple-
ment and verify the findings presented by Witold Kotbuk in two works including
the lists of the Uniate churches at the time of the First Partition of the Common-
wealth." Equally important are the works by historians from Lviv'®, Rzeszow ',

13

14

15

16

Wojewddztwo lubelskie w drugiej potowie XVI wieku, ed. S. Wojciechowski, Warszawa
1966; Wojewddztwo sandomierskie w drugiej potowie XVI wieku, ed. W. Patucki, War-
szawa 1993; Wojewddztwo sieradzkie i wojewddztwo leczyckie w drugiej potowie XVI
wieku, ed. H. Rutkowski, Warszawa 1998; Wojewddztwo krakowskie w drugiej potowie
XVI wieku, ed. H. Rutkowski, Warszawa 2008.

W. Kotbuk, Koscioty wschodnie na ziemiach dawnej Rzeczypospolitej (1772-1914), Lub-
lin 1992; Idem, Koscioly wschodnie w Rzeczypospolitej okoto 1772 r., Lublin 1998.
Noteworthy are a number of works by I. Skoczylas with a repertoire of the visi-
tations of the Uniate Church in the Lwéw province, I. Ckounnsc, IenepanvHi
sisumauii Kuiscoxoi ynitinoi mumpononii XYII-XYIII cmonime: /Iveiscoko-lanuypko-
Kam’aneyvra enapxis, 1. 2: IlpoTokonu renepanbHux Bisuranii, JIpsis 2004. I also
used the same author’s list of the Uniate churches in the Lwow archdiocese in the
second half of the eighteenth century and the following inventories: Consignatio
reperibilium in diaecesi Ritus Graeca Catholici Leopoliensi, Haliciensi et Camene-
censi ex parte Austriaca beneficiorum, ecclesiarum et capellarum, confraternitatum,
monasteriorum et residentiarum conventualium, National Museum in Lviv (here-
inafter: MNL.), Rkl-788, ff. 2-41; Dyspartyment katedradyku poszczegélnych parafii
dekanatow eparchii lwowskiej 1758-1759, Central State Historical Archive of Ukraine
in Lviv (hereinafter: CPAHU.), set 201, op. 1a, MS no. 5, ff. 1-25; Taryffa generalna
dekanatéw cerkwiej y kaplanow officjalstwa barskiego z roku 1778 utozona, CPAHU.
set 201, op. 1la, MS no. 18, ff. 1-8v.

Z.Budzynski, Ludnos¢ pogranicza polsko-ruskiego w drugiej potowie XVIII wieku, vol.
1-2, Przemy$l-Rzeszow 1993; Idem, Kresy potudniowo-wschodnie w drugiej potowie
XVIII wieku, vol. 1-3, Przemy$l-Rzeszow 2006-2008; Idem, “Struktura terytorialna
eparchii lwowskiej w $wietle wizytacji ks. Mikotaja Szadurskiego (1758-1765), in:
Religie — edukacja - kultura. Ksiega pamigtkowa dedykowana Profesorowi Stanistawowi
Litakowi, ed. M. Surdacki, Lublin 2002, pp. 127-142; J. Pét¢wiartek, “Parafie grecko-
katolickie diecezji przemyskiej w XVIII w. Stan organizacyjny, pozycja gospodarcza
i spoleczna’, in: Polska — Ukraina. 1000 lat sgsiedztwa, vol. 3, Przemysl 1996, pp.
91-99; S. Nabywaniec, Unicka archidiecezja kijowska w okresie rzgdéw arcybiskupa
metropolity Felicjana Filipa Wolodkowicza 1762-1778, Rzeszow 1998; Idem, “Diecezja
przemyska greckokatolicka w latach 1772-1795 Premislia Christiana, 5 (1992/1993),
pp- 9-294.
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Lublin'” and Siedlce.'® Systematic exploration of the archives opened access to
new sources which had been partly published,'” and thus it was possible to correct
the data on the number of the administrative units of the Uniate Church in the
Crown and their boundaries, included in a monograph by Ludomir Bienkowski,
and the enclosed map of the “Latin Catholic and Uniate Church Dioceses in Po-
land circa 17727%° By far most acute are the shortages of data regarding Volhynia
in respect of which it was not possible to find sources allowing to reproduce the
affiliation of individual Uniate churches with protopopies (governorships), apart
from a list of Uniate churches and deaneries in 1791-1792 in a part of the Luck-
Ostrég diocese published by Jurij Kondratiuk.”

The problem of the Uniate Church structures in the Crown has to be discussed
together with the history of the Orthodox Church administration. This mainly
applies to the Braclaw, Kiev and Podolia palatinates where the hierarchies of the
Orthodox and Uniate Churches competed in the second half of the eighteenth
century. The conflict produced lists, inventories and reports which were intend-
ed to consolidate the supremacy of both administrations over their churches.”

17 A. Gil, Chetmska diecezja unicka 1596-1810. Dzieje i organizacja, Lublin 2005.

18 D. Wereda, Unicka diecezja brzeska w latach 1720-1795, Lublin 2000 (doctoral thesis,
Katolicki Uniwersytet Lubelski); eadem, “Apminicrparussi crpykrypu bepecreiicbko-
ro o¢iuisnary Bonogumupcpko-bepecreiicbkoi yHiitHOI enapxii y XVIII ct’, Kosuee,
5 (2007), pp. 150-166.

19 Socjografia kosciota greckokatolickiego na bractawszczyznie i kijowszczyZnie w 1782
r., ed. M. Radwan, Lublin 2004; Wizytacje generalne parafii unickich w wojewédztwie
kijowskim i bractawskim po 1782 roku, ed. M. Radwan, Lublin 2004. New potential
sources were pointed out by B. Jlocs, “Kopmyc nepkoBHux xepern 3 icropii [peko-
yHiaTcbKkoi ilepkBu Ha ITpaBo6epesxHiit Ykpaini ki XVIII - nepioi momosyuxy XIX
cT.: knacudikanis Ta indopmaniitai MoxBocti’, Bibniomeunuii sichux, 6 (2007), pp.
11-16.

20 L. Biertkowski, “Organizacja Kosciota wschodniego w Polsce”, in: Koscidt w Polsce, ed.
J. Kloczowski, vol. 2, Krakow 1969, pp. 779-1049.

21 PIO. KouppaTtiok, “II>keperna 3 icTopii YHIaTCbKOI LIepKBY MiBJEHHO-CXigHOI BommHi
npyroi nonosunu XVIII c1?, Apxisu Yxpainu, 4-5, 2001, pp. 98-110.

22 The basic body of sources regarding the history of the Orthodox Church in right
bank Ukraine, especially in the context of relationships with the Uniate Church, may
be found in two volumes of the series Apxuss FOzo3anaonoii Pocciu usdasaemuviil
BPEMEHHOI0 KOMMUCCieo 071 pas3bopa OpesHuxs akmoss, 4. 1, T. 2-3: MaTepuarsl s
ucTopum nnpaBocnabuA B 3anagnoit Ykpanne B XVIII c1. Apxumanziput Menxucenex
3nauko-IBopckuii, 1759-1771 r., Kiesp 1864. Much information is offered by the
reports from the 1770s addressed to the Perejastaw consistory, see: “Matepuansr s
MCTOpUY KueBcKoil enapxun’, Kuesckue Enapxuanvivie Bedomocmu, 1892, 1894.
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But they have not as yet been subject to detailed analysis which would allow to
establish administrative affiliation of individual churches in the 1760s and 1770s.
Both earlier studies® and the more recent ones* confine themselves to a general
number of protopopies and parishes of the Perejastaw-Boryspol diocese which
established its supremacy over the Orthodox churches of the Crown. The only
specific list of the Orthodox churches in the Crown is still the inventory pub-
lished by Kotbuk who features the situation from the beginning of the 1760s,
before the haidamak rebellion (Koliyivshchyna).”

Owing to the relatively thorough literature on the subject and in view of the
small number of churches there were no major problems with the collection of
statistical and geographical material on the structures of the Armenian Catholic
Church. A review of the state of research on the history of Armenians, including
the works by Polish historians but, first and foremost, the most important studies
by Armenian authors, was published in 1983 by Juliusz Bardach.*® Apart from
a general history of the Armenian Church before and after its union with Rome,
the works offer information about all or some Armenian communities in the ter-
ritory of the Crown. They cover both the studies published in the nineteenth and
the first half of the twentieth century (Tadeusz Gromnicki,”” Czestaw Lechicki®),
and present-day historiography (Mirostawa Dubasowa-Zakrzewska,” Wartan

23 B.TIlapxomenko, Ouepx ucmopuu Ilepescnascko-bopucnonvckoii enapxuu (1733-1785
22.) 8 C85A3U ¢ 00ULUM XOOOM MAROPOCCULICKOLL Heu3Hu mozo spemeniu, Ilonrasa 1908;
E. Sakowicz, Kosciot prawostawny w Polsce w epoce Sejmu Wielkiego, Warszawa 1935.

24 A. Mironowicz, Kosciét prawostawny w dziejach Rzeczypospolitej, Biatystok 2001;
Idem, “Organizacja Kosciota prawostawnego w Rzeczypospolitej do konca XVIII w.,
in: Europa Orientalis. Polska i jej wschodni sgsiedzi od Sredniowiecza po wspotczesnosé.
Studia i materialy ofiarowane profesorowi Stanistawowi Alexandrowiczowi w 65 rocznice
urodzin, ed. Z. Karpus, T. Kempa, D. Michaluk, Torun 1996, pp. 211-218; B.B. JTac-
TOBCbKMIA, [Ipasocnasna yepksa y cychinvro-nonimuunomy scummi Ypainu XVIII cm.
(Ilepesicnascvko-Bopucninvcoka enapxis), Yepkacu 2002; Idem, Mix cycninocmeom
i depacasoro. IlpasocnasHa uepkea 6 Ykpaini nanpuxinyi XVII- y XVIII cm. 6 icmopii
ma icmopioepadii, Kuis 2008.

25 Kolbuk, Koscioly wschodnie, pp. 337-342.

26 J.Bardach, “Ormianie na ziemiach dawnej Polski”, Kwartalnik Historyczny, 90 (1983),
1, pp. 109-118.

27 T. Gromnicki, Ormianie w Polsce, ich historia, prawa i przywileje, Warszawa 1889.

28 Cz. Lechicki, Kosciét ormiariski w Polsce, Warszawa 1928.

29 M. Dubasowa-Zakrzewska, Ormianie w dawnej Polsce, Lublin 1980.
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Grigorjan,* Grzegorz Petrowicz,* Jurij Smirnow??). Apart from the list included
in Kotbuk’s* study, the main body of information about individual communities
which was used when the index was prepared is offered by Sadok Bargcz** and
Krzysztof Stopka®.

The state of research and source base regarding the geography of Protes-
tantism in the Crown in the second half of the eighteenth century falls clearly into
two, mainly territorially determined, groups: the Wielkopolska and the Pomorze
(Pomerania) ones. Of great significance in both cases were the Latin Church
visitations which regularly collected information about religious dissenters. In
respect to the Lutherans of Wielkopolska, visitations in the Poznan diocese were
conducted in 1778-1779% and in the Gniezno diocese in 1760-1790.* This has
largely allowed us to supplement the data included on the basic, though a little
obsolete, map of the Old Poland from the Point of View of the Evangelical Church
and the accompanying list of the churches prepared by Henryk Merczyng.*
Of significance to the determination of the network of Lutheran churches was
a work written in the middle of the eighteenth century by the Lutheran pastor
and general senijor, Christian Siegmund Thomas, which, apart from a descrip-
tion of the organization of the Lutheran Church, also offers a list and short his-
tories of individual churches.” That information was verified based on the list
published by Albert Werner,* but fundamental to a more complex presentation

30 B.P. IpuropsHs, Mcmopus apmanckux xkonouuti Yxpaunot u Honvuwu (Apmsne 6 Ilooo-
nuu), Epesan 1980.

31 G. Petrowicz, La Chiesa Armena in Polonia (1686-1954), Roma 1988.

32 J. Smirnow, Katedra ormiariska we Lwowie. Dzieje archidiecezji ormiariskiej lwowskiej,
Lwow 2002.

33 Kobtuk, Koscioly wschodnie, p. 342.

34 S.Baracz, Rys dziejow ormiatiskich, Tarnopol 1869.

35 K. Stopka, Ormianie w Polsce dawnej i dzisiejszej, Krakow 2000.

36 Archdiocesan Archive in Poznan (hereinafter: AAP.), MS no. AV31, AV32, AV33,
AV34,

37 Archdiocesan Archive w Gniezno (hereinafter: AAGn.), MS no. CE18, CE42; Diocesan
Archive in Wtoctawek (hereinafter: ADWL.), MS no. GAV55, GAV62, GAV86.

38 H. Merczyng, “Zbory i senatorowie protestanccy w dawnej Polsce”, in: W. Krasinski,
Zarys dziejow powstania i upadku reformacji w Polsce, Warszawa 1905, pp. 125-263.

39 Ch.S. Thomas, Altes und Neues vom Zustande der Evangelisch-Lutherischen Kirchen im
Konigreiche Polen, b.m. 1754. On the life and work of Ch.S. Thomas, see: G. Smend,
Christian Siegmund Thomas. Eine 200 Jahr-Erinnerung fuer die evangelische Kirche in
Polen, Posen 1937.

40 A. Werner, Geschichte der evangelischen Parochien in der Provinz Posen, Lissa 1904.
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of the territorial structures and organization of the Church were the monographs
by Arthur Rhode*! and Wojciech Kriegseisen.*

In respect to the churches located in Royal Prussia, apart from the visitations
by the Pomorze archdeaconry and Chelmno (Kulm) diocese conducted between
1766-1795,* the most important source was their inventory made in the first half
of the nineteenth century by an Evangelical pastor and university professor at
Konigsberg (Krdlewiec, now Kaliningrad) Ludwik Rhesa.* In the ample literature
on the subject both in German and Polish especially useful, mainly due to spe-
cific information about individual churches, have been the lists of church books,*
monographs of the history of Lutheranism in Prussia by Ernst Miiller and Alek-
sander Klemp,* and also the so-called Mortensens’ map with the attached list of
churches included in the Historical-Geographical Atlas of Prussian Lands.”

The number and geographical range of the structures of other Protestant
denominations was definitely more modest. For obvious reasons most studies
focused on the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, stressing the gradual organi-
zational decline of the groups of Calvinists and Bohemian Brethren. The situ-
ation of Mennonite communities was different, because their importance was
rising owing to the Dutch and German settlement (Oledrzy) mainly in Royal
Prussia and Wielkopolska. Due to the significant dispersal of the communities of
Calvinists and Bohemian Brethren it was necessary to use diverse sources. Apart
from the above-mentioned ones regarding Lutheranism, including information
about other Protestant denominations, I also used, inter alia, the visitations of the

41 A.Rhode, Geschichte der Evangelischen Kirche im Posener Lande, Wiirzburg 1956.

42 'W. Kriegseisen, Ewangelicy polscy i litewscy w epoce saskiej (1696-1763), Warszawa 1996.

43 Diocesan Archive in Pelplin (hereinafter: ADPel.), MS no. G61, G63a G63b, G69, G70,
G71, G72, C67, C68.

44 L. Rhesa, Kurzgefasste Nachrichten von allen seit der Reformation an den evangelischen
Kirchen in Westpreussen angestellen Predigern, Konigsberg 1834.

45 M. Bir, Die Kirchenbiicher der Provinz Westpreussen, Danzig 1908; R. Rose, Die Kir-
chenbiicher der evangelischen Kirchen Ost- und West-Preussen: nebst einem Verzeichnis
der Militir-Kirchenbiicher der Provinz West- Preussen und der katolischen Kirchenbii-
cher der Diozese Ermland, 1909; M. Wehrmann, “Die Kirchenbiicher in Pommern”,
Baltische Studien, 42 (1892), pp. 201-280.

46 E. Miiller, Die Evangelischen Geistlichen Pommerns von der Reformation bis zur Gegen-
wart, vol. 2, Stettin 1912; A. Klemp, Protestanci w dobrach prywatnych w Prusach Krélews-
kich od drugiej potowy XVII do drugiej potowy XVIII wieku, Gdansk-Wroclaw 1994.

47 “Die kirchliche Organisation um 1785”, bearb. R. Ruprecht, B. Jahnig, in: Historisch-
Geographischer Atlas des Preussenlandes, hrsg. H. Mortensen, G. Mortensen, R. Wens-
kus, Lieferung 2, Wiesbaden 1969.
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Latin dioceses in Krakow,** Wloctawek (Pomorze archdeaconry), Gniezno and
Poznan,® but also the lists of Evangelical communities located in the Bohemian
Brethren collection at the State Archive in Poznan.*® The data on the structure of
communities and churches are also included in monographs, of which particu-
larly noteworthy are the work by Kriegseisen mentioned above and a study on
Bohemian Brethren in Wielkopolska by Jolanta Dworzaczkowa.”' There is also
extensive literature on the subject, mainly in German, about Mennonites.** It
was frequently published by members of that religious group. Since the presence
of Mennonites in Poland was connected with a specific type of settlement, that
subject matter was also covered by social and economic histories of the early
modern period.” The most important work by Polish historians is by Edmund
Kizik** which offers a summary of the knowledge on the subject. Systemized in-
formation about the history of Mennonite communities is also provided on the
Internet, especially by the Global Anabaptist Mennonite Encyclopedia Online re-
lated to The Mennonite Encyclopedia published in 1955-1959, and the Catalogue
of Mennonite Prayer Houses in Poland by Maciej Warchol, available on the site
devoted to Olgder architecture which is run by Jerzy Szalygin.>®

48 Archive of the Metropolitan Curia in Krakéw (hereinafter: AKMK.), MS no. AV29,
AV 40, AV46; Archdiocesan Archive in Lublin (hereinafter: AAL.), MS no. Rep60 A103,
Rep60 A105.

49 Ta.,, AAP AV31; AAP. AV33; AAP. AV34; ADPel. G72; ADWL GAV59; ADWL GAV63.

50 State Archive in Poznan (hereinafter: APP.), Akta braci czeskich, MS no. 1700, 1701,
1702, 1703.

51 J. Dworzaczkowa, Bracia czescy w Wielkopolsce w XVI-XVII wieku, Warszawa 1997.

52 H. Wiebe, Das Siedlungswerk Niederlindischer Mennoniten im Weichseltal zwischen
Fordon und Weissenberg bis zum Ausgang des 18. Jahrh., Marburg/Lahn 1952; E.L.
Ratzlaff, Im Weichselbogen. Mennonitensiedlungen in Zentralpolen, Winnipeg 1971;
H. Penner, Die ost- und westpreussischen Mennoniten in ihrer religiosen und sozialen
Leben, in ihrer kulturellen und wirtschaftlichen Leistungen, vol. 1, Weierhof/Pfalz 1978.

53 1. Baranowski, “Wsie holenderskie na ziemiach polskich’, Przeglgd Historyczny, 19
(1915), pp. 64-82; Z. Ludkiewicz, Osady holenderskie na nizinie sartawicko-nowskiej,
Torun 1934; W. Rusinski, Osady tzw. “Oledréw” w dawnym wojewddztwie poznati-
skim, Poznan-Krakow 1937-1947; K. Ciesielska, “Osadnictwo “olederskie” w Prusach
Krolewskich i na Kujawach w swietle kontraktow osadniczych’, Studia i Materialy do
Dziejow Wielkopolski i Pomorza, 4 (1958), 2, pp. 217-256.

54 E. Kizik, Mennonici w Gdatisku, Elblggu i na Zulawach Wislanych w 11 potowie XVII
i w XVIII wieku, Gdansk 1994.

55 Katalog zabytkéw osadnictwa holenderskiego w Polsce (access: http://holland.org.pl,
2.07.2010) Also see: J. Szalygin, Katalog zabytkéw osadnictwa holenderskiego na ziemi
teczyckiej, Warszawa 2008.
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Among non-Christian religions most attention, due to the number of popu-
lation and places of worship, was devoted to Judaism. Research on the territo-
rial organization of the Jews in the eighteenth century was mainly based on tax
censuses and registers, including the most important ones coming from 1764-
1765.% The censuses were conducted at the time when the Jewish autonomy was
abolished in the Crown, that is, when the kahals were arranged according to
the administrative structure of the state (falling into palatinates, powiats [Latin:
districtus]). They are the main source of information about the kahal network in
the Crown apart from various documents and privileges granted to individual
communities.”” They have been used in the studies covering the entire Crown,*®
and in the analysis of its individual parts.® Systematic research on the history

56 “Liczba gtow zydowskich w Koronie z taryf roku 1765, ed. J. Kleczynski, F. Kulczycki,
Archiwum Komisji Historycznej, 8 (1898), pp. 388-407; “Spis zydow wojewoddztwa kra-
kowskiego z roku 1765”, ed. A. Czuczynski, Archiwum Komisji Historycznej, 8 (1898),
pp. 408-427; “Zydzi ziemi Iwowskiej i powiatu zydaczowskiego w r. 1765 ed. F. Bostel,
Archiwum Komisji Historycznej, 6 (1891), pp. 357-378; “Spis Zydéw i Karaitéw ziemi
halickiej i powiatéw trembowelskiego i kolomyjskiego w roku 1765, ed. M. Balaban,
Archiwum Komisji Historycznej, 11 (1909-1913), pp. 11-32; Apxuew FO0z03anadroii Poc-
ciu u30asaemvlii BpPeMEHHOI0 KOMMUCCIelo O pasbopa OpesHUXD aKkmoss, 4. 5, T. 2:
Iepenucu eBpeiickoro Hacenenus B IOro-3amagaom kpae B 1765-1791 rr., Kiesn 1890.

57 Dyplomataryusz dotyczgcy Zydéw w dawnej Polsce, na zrédlach archiwalnych osnuty
(1388-1782), ed. M. Bersohn, Warszawa 1910; Regesty dokumentow i ekscerpty z me-
tryki koronnej do historii Zydéw w Polsce (1697-1795), vol. 1-2, ed. M. Horn, Wroclaw
1984-1988; Jewish Privileges in the Polish Commonwealth, vol. 1-3, ed. ]. Goldberg,
Jerusalem 1985-2001; Acta Congressus Generalis Judeorum Regni Poloniae (1580-1764),
ed. I. Halperin, Jerozolima 1945.

58 R. Mahler, Zydzi w dawnej Polsce w swietle cyfr. Struktura demograficzna i socjalno-
ekonomiczna Zydéw w Koronie w XVIII wieku, Warszawa 1958; Z dziejow ludnosci
zydowskiej w Polsce w XVIII i XIX w., Warszawa 1983 (especially pp. 11-25); J. Kalik,
“Between the Census and the Poll-Tax: the Jewish Population of Crown Poland during
the XVIIIth Century”, The Journal of European Economic History, 36 (2001), no. 1, pp.
101-123.

59 La., M. Horn, Zydzi na Rusi Czerwonej w XIV and pierwszej potowie XVII wieku, War-
szawa 1975; Z. Guldon, K. Krzystanek, Zydzi w miastach lewobrzeznej czgsci wojewddz-
twa sandomierskiego w XVI-XVIII wieku. Studium osadniczo-demograficzne, Kielce
1990; P. Fijatkowski, Zydzi w wojewddztwach teczyckim i rawskim w XV-XVIII wieku,
Warszawa, 1999; A. Leszczyniski, Zydzi ziemi bielskiej od potowy XVII wieku do 1795,
Wroctaw-Warszawa-Krakow-Gdansk 1980; Idem, “Zarys organizacji gminnej (kahal-
nej) wojewddztwa sandomierskiego od XV wieku do 1764 r7, in: Ludno$¢ zydowska
w regionie Swigtokrzyskim. Materialy z sesji naukowej w Starachowicach, 17 X 1987 r.,
ed. Z. Guldon, Kielce 1989, pp. 39-67; ]. Muszynska, Zydzi w miastach wojewddztwa
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of Jewish communities is conducted by Yad Vashem in Jerusalem and the Mu-
seum of the History of the Polish Jews in Warsaw. It has produced, inter alia,
an eight-volume encyclopedia of Jewish communities in Poland® and a recently
published Atlas of the History of Polish Jews which includes Jacek Wijaczka’s map
of Jewish Communities in the Crown (1765).°! Also used to feature a network
of synagogues were the works on synagogue architecture and building, with the
major two-volume work by Maria and Kazimierz Piechotka® about wooden and
brick synagogues.

Regarding synthetic works which focus on the subject of settlement and or-
ganization of the Jews, including the geographic aspect of their presence in the
Crown, still topical are the classical studies by Salo Baron,** Majer Balaban,* Ig-

sandomierskiego i lubelskiego w XVIII w. Studium osadnicze, Kielce 1998; Z. Guldon,
“Ludno$¢ zydowska w miastach wojewddztwa sandomierskiego w II potowie XVIII
wieku”, Biuletyn Zydowskiego Instytutu Historycznego, 1982, no. 3-4, pp. 17-30; Idem,
“Zydzi w miastach kujawskich w XVI-XVIII wieku”, Ziemia Kujawska, 9 (1993), pp.
99-108; Z. Guldon, K. Krzystanek, “Ludnoé¢ zydowska w miastach powiatu wislickiego
w koncu XVIII wieku”, Studia Kieleckie, 1983, no. 3/39, pp. 23-36; Z. Guldon, J. Wijacz-
ka, “Zydzi wéréd chrzeécijan w miastach wielkopolskich w okresie przedrozbiorowym’,
Nasza Przesztosé, 79 (1993), pp. 149-197; W. Cwik, “Ludno$¢ zydowska w miastach
krélewskich Lubelszczyzny w drugiej potowie XVIII w.”, Biuletyn Zydowskiego Insty-
tutu Historycznego, 1966, no. 59, pp. 29-62; J. Krochmal, “Zydzi w miastach ziemi
przemyskiej i sanockiej w XVI-XVIII wieku”, in: Sgsiedztwo: osadnictwo na pograniczu
etnicznym polsko-ukrairiskim, ed. J. Pél¢wiartek, Rzeszow 1997, pp. 55-67.

60 Pinkas hakehillot Polin, Jerusalem, 1976-2005 (in Hebrew). Used were the descriptions
of individual kahals published by JewishGen website (access: Encyclopedia of Jewish
Communities in Poland, http://www. jewishgen.org/Yizkor/, 8.02.2007, hereinafter:
EJCP) and its abbreviated 3-volume version in English: The Encyclopedia of Jewish Life
before and during the Holocaust, vol. 1-3, ed. S. Spector, G. Wigoder, New York 2001
(hereinafter EJL).

61 Atlas historii Zydéw polskich, ed. W. Sienkiewicz, Warszawa 2010, p. 132. The Museum
of the History of Polish Jews POLIN coordinates actions aimed at compiling historical
information on all communities of the ancient Commonwealth, running Virtual Shtetl
website (access: http://www.sztetl.org.pl/, 10 July 2010).

62 M. Piechotka, K. Piechotka, Bramy Nieba. Boznice drewniane na ziemiach dawnej Rze-
czypospolitej, Warszawa 1996; M. Piechotka, K. Piechotka, Bramy Nieba. Boznice muro-
wane na ziemiach dawnej Rzeczypospolitej, Warszawa 1999; also “Cunarorn Yxpaitn’,
Bicuux incmumymy Yxpsaxionpoexmpecmaspauii, 9 (1998).

63 S.W. Baron, A Social and Religious History of the Jews, New York-London 1976.

64 M. Bana6an, “EBpeiickuii ceitm B [Tosblie v Baax KOpoHBI, 1 CefiMMUKM, MM Baaibl
oKpyros’, in: Mcmopus espeiickozo Hapoda, T. 11: Vicropus eBpees B ITonbie u JIutse,
Mocksa 1914, pp. 161-180.
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nacy Schipper® and Mojzesz Schorr.*®® The tradition of systemic and legal studies
of the Polish Jews was recently followed by Anna Michatowska in her work on
the communities in Poznan and Swarzedz.” An attempt to clarify complicated
relations of subordination and hierarchy of the Crown Jews may be found in
the work on the Jewish council by Anatol Leszczynski® and in many articles
published in such collective studies as the Jews in Ancient Commonwealth® and
the Jews and Judaism in Modern Polish Research.”” More modest knowledge of
the organization of the Jews in Royal Prussia included in the Polish historical
literature has been partially supplemented by the works of German authors.”

Most of the representatives of the remaining two monotheistic religions, the
Muslims and Karaites, lived in the Grand Duchy of Lithuania. In the territory
of the Crown there were no more than a few Karaite synagogues (kenesas) and
mosques. The Crown and Lithuanian Karaites have recently become the subject
of a comprehensive study by Stefan Gasiorowski where one may find a summary
of the research on that subject.”> A list of Tatar “parishes” may be found in the
work published by Stanistaw Kryczynski” before World War II and a synthetic
study by Jan Tyszkiewicz.”

As this work falls within the scope of studies on the geographical history of
religions and denominations, it is necessary to present separately the sources as
well as dictionary and cartographic studies which allowed us to identify and situ-

65 1. Schipper, “Wewnetrzna organizacja Zydéw w dawnej Rzeczypospolitej’, in: Zydzi
w Polsce Odrodzonej, Warszawa 1933, vol. 1, pp. 81-110.

66 M. Schorr, “Organizacya Zydéw w Polsce od najdawniejszych czasow az do r. 17727,
Kwartalnik Historyczny, 13 (1899), pp. 482-520, 734-775.

67 A.Michatowska, Miedzy demokracjq a oligarchig. Wladze gmin zZydowskich w Poznaniu
i Swarzedzu, Warszawa 2000.

68 A. Leszczynski, Sejm Zydoéw Korony 1623-1764, Warszawa 1994.

69 Zydzi w dawnej Rzeczypospolitej, ed. A. Link-Lenczowski, T. Polaniski, Wroclaw-War-
szawa-Krakow 1991.

70 Zydzi i judaizm we wspélczesnych badaniach polskich, vol. 1-4, Krakéw 1997-2008.

71 M. Aschkewitz, Zur Geschichte der Juden in Westpreussen, Marburg 1967; Idem, “Die
Juden in Westpreussen am Ende der polnischen Herrschaft (1772), Zeitschrift fiir
Ostforschung, 6 (1957), pp. 557-572; S. Echt, Die Geschichte der Juden in Danzig, Leer/
Ostfriesland 1972; A. Heppner, 1. Herzberg, Aus Vergangenheit und Gegenwart der
Juden und der judischen Gemeinden in den Posener Landen, Koschmin 1904.

72 S. Gasiorowski, Karaimi w Koronie i na Litwie w XV-XVIII w., Krakoéw-Budapeszt 2008.

73 S.Kryczynski, Tatarzy litewscy: préba monografii historyczno-etnograficznej, Warszawa
1938.

74 J. Tyszkiewicz, Tatarzy na Litwie i w Polsce, Warszawa 1989.
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ate the localities in which sacral facilities existed. The oldest sources of this type,
which also show the borders of state administration, include the maps by Karol
Perthées” and the map by Jozef Jablonowski and Giovanni Zannoni.”® Of the
nineteenth-century cartographic works most useful was the Topographic Map of
the Kingdom of Poland (the so-called Quartermaster’s Map) developed in 1822-
43 (1:126 000) and a work by Wojciech Chrzanowski” of special importance to
the Crown Ruthenia. Invaluable in the search of minor localities and hamlets
have been the maps of the Military Geographical Institute (of 1:100 000 scale).
Apart from the above-mentioned maps by Litak (the Latin-rite Catholic
Church), Budzynski (Polish-Ruthenian border regions), Merczyng (Evangeli-
cal churches), Israel Halperin and Wijaczka (Jews), an important place among
cartographic works is taken by the Historical Atlas of Poland, beginning with
a pre-war work on the Ruthenian lands by Aleksander Jabtonowski’ and the
Krakéw palatinate during the Four Years’ Diet,” and so far ending with a recent-
ly published volume also devoted to the Krakéw palatinate, but in the sixteenth
century.®* The search for the places of worship in Royal Prussia is much easier
owing to a map of church organization in 1785 authored by Ronald Ruprecht
and Bernhart Jdhnig®. In order to establish the administrative affiliation of a lo-
cality in the eighteenth century, it also proved necessary to use, apart from the
above-mentioned maps, studies on territorial divisions of the Crown in the early

75 Karol de Perthées, Polonia secundum legitimas projectionis stereographicae regulas et
iuxta recentissimas observa- tiones adhibitis, 1770 (1:934 000) and a series of the so-
called detailed maps of 1:225 000 scale of individual Crown palatinates.

76 Jozef Aleksander Jablonowski, Giovanni Antonio Rizzi Zannoni, Carte de la Pologne,
1772 (1:692 000).

77 Karta dawnej Polski z przylegtymi okolicami krajéw sgsiednich, ed. W. Chrzanowski,
Paryz 1859.

78 Ziemie Ruskie Rzeczypospolitej: epoka z przetomu wieku XVI-go na XVII-sty, ed. A. Ja-
blonowski, Warszawa-Wieden 1889-1904 (Atlas historyczny Rzeczypospolitej Polskiej.
Dziat 2).

79 Mapa wojewddztwa krakowskiego z doby Sejmu Czteroletniego (1788-1792), ed. S. Bu-
czek, Krakow 1930 along with the accompanying work published a little later: Mate-
rialy do stownika historyczno-geograficznego wojewddztwa krakowskiego w dobie Sejmu
Czteroletniego (1788-1792), ed. W. Semkowicz, fasc. 1-2, Wroclaw-Warszawa-Krakow
1960.

80 See footnote 13.

81 See footnote 47.
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modern times.® Of the geographical inventories and indices the most important
were the following: the Geographical Dictionary of the Kingdom of Poland and
Other Slavic Countries,* the Dictionary of Geographical Names in Western and
Northern Poland by Stanistaw Rospond® and the Index of the Localities of the
Commonwealth by Tadeusz Bystrzycki.*®

3. Method and Structure

In order to conduct the geographical analysis of religious and denominational
structures it was necessary to work out homogeneous criteria, a kind of typology
of religious administrative units and sacral facilities located within their limits
which had been referred to by the sources. That is why I decided to do without
some criteria mentioned above (“religious community”, “religious group”) which
were quite ambiguous and frequently hard to verify through historical sources.
It was impossible to determine the formal and legal status of such numerous
groups of people. Therefore it was necessary to look for an organizational fac-
tor common to all religions and denominations present in the territory of early
modern Commonwealth. Since all those confessions, both Christian and non-
Christian, had separate places of religious cult where their religious life con-
centrated, places of worship were chosen as the main element of geographical
analysis.

82 La., M. KpukyH, Aominicmpamuero-mepumopianvruii ycmpiii ITpasobepescHor
Ypainu 6 XV-XVIII cm.: Kopdoru eoesodocma y ceimi dxcepen, Kuis 1993; Idem,
“TlositoBuit moxin IToxinbcpkoro BoeBoacTBa B ocraHHiin yBepti XVI-XVIII c1)
Bicnuxk JTvsiscvkoeo yHisepcumemy. Cepisi icmopuuna, 32 (1997), pp. 43-53; Idem,
“Tpannui i mosiToBuit moxin bparyaBcpkoro BoeBoscTBa B 16-18 ¢t Icmopuuni
oocnioncenns. Bimuusnana icmopis, 8 (1982), pp. 88-99; S. Arnold, “Podziaty admini-
stracyjne wojewddztwa sandomierskiego do korica XVIII wieku’, in: Pamigtnik Swigto-
krzyski, ed. A. Patkowski, Kielce 1931, pp. 56-63; K. Przybos, “Granice ziemi lwowskiej
(wraz z powiatem zydaczowskim)”, Rocznik Przemyski, 35 (1999), fasc. 4: Historia,
pp- 3-13; Idem, “Granice ziemi przemyskiej w czasach nowozytnych XVI-XVIII w?,
Rocznik Przemyski, 29-30 (1993-1994), fasc. 1-10, pp. 189-200; Idem, “Granice ziemi
sanockiej w czasach nowozytnych’, Rocznik Przemyski, 32 (1996), fasc. 1, pp. 21-30.

83 Stownik geograficzny Krolestwa Polskiego i innych krajow stowiariskich, ed. F. Sulimier-
ski, B. Chlebowski, W. Waleski, vol. 1-15, Warszawa 1880-1914 (hereinafter SGKP.).

84 S.Rospond, Sfownik nazw geograficznych Polski zachodniej i pétnocnej, vol. 1-2, War-
szawa 1951.

85 Skorowidz miejscowosci Rzeczypospolitej Polskiej z oznaczeniem terytorialnie im wiasci-
wych urzedow oraz urzgdzer komunikacyjnych, ed. T. Bystrzycki, Przemysl-Warszawa
[1933].
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The above-mentioned notions of “religious community” and “religious group”
are used in the work but only in the context of sacral buildings which were the
centres of such communities’ life. It should be remembered, however, that the
activity of an early modern religious community is not necessarily tantamount to
the existence of a separate place of worship. From time to time one comes across
situations where, for example, two Protestant communities would use one build-
ing, or when a community would function without a place of worship for many
years, availing itself only of private prayer houses. Religious groups (for example,
Jewish, Armenian or Karaite) need to be analysed in the context of social system,
or urban local government, and not only in the religious context.* This does not
change the fact that the building of a separate place of religious cult was one of
the fundamental tasks facing a fully-fledged religious community. This is why in
cases where there is no direct information about a place of worship, any refer-
ence to a religious community has been treated as a hint that there could have
been a sacral building in its locality. And vice versa - the existence of a place of
worship was one of the tokens indicating the existence of a religious community.

However, any conclusions that a synagogue existed in some place solely based
on the fact that a kahal was mentioned by the sources turned out to be highly
disputable. Although historians tend to accept unequivocally that any item of the
poll-tax census conducted over 1764-1765 is tantamount to the existence of a ka-
hal, other sources and studies devoted to individual communities or synagogues
recommend a more prudent approach to the data included in that source.*”

86 Kriegseisen, Ewangelicy polscy i litewscy, p. 75; G.D. Hundert, “Kahat i samorzad miej-
ski w miastach prywatnych w XVII i XVIII w’; in: Zydzi w dawnej Rzeczypospolitej,
ed. A. Link-Lenczowski, T. Polaniski, Wroctaw-Warszawa-Krakéw 1991, pp. 66-74;
T. Wyszomirski, “Z przeszloéci zboru protestanckiego w Wegrowie w XVII i XVIII
w., Odrodzenie i Reformacja w Polsce, 4 (1959), pp. 137-155. In his work devoted to
Protestant churches in Wielkopolska A. Klemp makes a distinction between an Evan-
gelical community and parish. The former was to rest on religious rather than territorial
bonds as in the case of a parish. He also assumed that in parishes there was some kind
of patronage, while religious communities were independent and free to choose their
minister, and the principles of their internal operation, Klemp, Protestanci w dobrach
prywatnych w Prusach Krélewskich, pp. 144-146.

87 For example, a comparison of the data in the 1765 poll-tax census (“Liczba gtow”, p. 395)
and the regulation of 1767 passed by the Commission of the Crown Treasury (Acta
Congressus Generalis, p. LXXIX) about 22 kahals in the Pomorze palatinate with men-
tions of seven synagogues in Royal Prussia made by Roscius based on the very first
Prussian censuses, Roscius, Westpreussen von 1772 bis 1827 als Nachtrag zu den statis-
tischen Ubersichten in den Ortsverzeichnissen der Marien- werderschen und Danziger
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When working on the distribution of synagogues an attempt was made to verify
information included in the above-mentioned poll-tax census. This, however,
was not always possible. In respect to Judaism the sources allowing to study its
organization and structures are not as systematic as, for example, in the case of
the Latin or Uniate Church. Frequently, a mention of a kahal is the only token
that a synagogue could have functioned in a specific location. In the absence of
sources regarding the eighteenth century or in view of the difficulties in access-
ing to them, the issue of Hassidim temples (shtiebel and klaus) was omitted.®
The term “sacral buildings”, frequently used in this work, stands for churches,
temples and public sacral facilities of all religions and denominations. All private
places of religious cult located at manor houses (private chapels, oratories), in
houses and inns (private prayer houses) have been disregarded, as the sources
are very imprecise in their regard. Private prayer houses certainly indicate the
existence of a sort of religious community or group, however, their organization-
al status is hard to define. The sources indicate that a clear distinction was made
in the eighteenth century between a private and public place of cult.* The sec-
ond criterion (apart from the public nature of the facility) that qualified a place
of worship to become the subject of this analysis was the architectural criterion
stemming from the very definition of a place of worship as a building where
religious cult could be practised. The adoption of those two interrelated factors
may seem quite artificial. One should remember, however, that the main objec-

Regierungsbezirke, p. 248. Based on the Prussian cadastre, G. Dabbinus mentions only
four rabbinical schools, G. Dabinnus, Die ldndische Bevilkerung Pommerellens im Jahre
1772 mit Einschluss der Danziger Landgebites im Jahre 1793, Marburg/Lahn 1953, p. 16.
Cf.: Aschkewitz, “Die Juden in Westpreussen’, pp. 569-570.

88 Ch. Shmeruk, “Chasydyzm i kahal”, in: Zydzi w dawnej Rzeczypospolitej. Materialy
z konferencji “Autonomia Zydéw w Rzeczypospolitej szlacheckiej”, Migdzywydziatowy
Zaklad Historii i Kultury Zydéw w Polsce Uniwersytet Jagielloriski 22- 26.1X.1986, ed.
A. Link-Lenczowski, T. Polanski, Wroctaw-Warszawa-Krakow 1991, pp. 60-61.

89 Synagoga iudaeorum non est publica, sed est pro festis eorum privata in domo aren-
datorio, AAL. Rep60 A103, k. 156v (Puchaczéw, Lublin palatinate).Similar informa-
tion on the Jews may be found, i.a., in Gérzno (AAL. Rep60 A104, p. 94), Kazandw
(AKMK. AV44, p. 32), Maciejowice (AAL. Rep60 A104, p. 70), Stezyca (AAL. Rep60
A104, p. 2). Also descriptions of Protestant oratoria include information if they were
private or public: Bukowiec, Poznan palatinate (AAP. AV31, p. 650, 1778 - “oratorium
publicum”), Bnin, Kalisz palatinate (AAP. AV31, pp. 312, 1777 - “oratorium publi-
cum’), Jezierzyce, Poznan palatinate (AAP. AV32, pp. 1042-1043, 1778 - “oratorium
privatum”), Opatéwko, Gniezno palatinate (AAP. AV31, p. 123, 1777 - “oratorium
privatum”).
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tive of this work is to make geographical analysis of the structures, that is, the
formal side of the operation of religions and denominations, whose indirect aim
is to produce a certain picture of the distribution of the followers of individual
religions.

The fact that the analysis was to cover both Christian and non-Christian con-
fessions made it necessary to compare completely different organizational orders.
It was not possible to adopt the distinction between parish and filial churches so
frequently introduced in the analysis of Christian churches. It was much more
convenient to adopt such terms as the “main place of worship” and “auxiliary
place of worship”. The former refers to sacral facilities which are a centre of the
basic territorial unit of every religion or denomination - in the case of Christian
churches it would be a parish, in the case of Judaism or the Karaite confession -
a kahal (kahal district), in the case of Muslims - a mosque (dzemiat). The other
places of worship most frequently encountered in the Latin Church which do
not have the parish status (for example, run by monasteries), or as in the case of
Judaism - smaller synagogues in some cities (Lublin, Kazimierz), were covered
by a common term of auxiliary places of worship. In the absence of clear-cut cri-
teria defining mutual subordination of Jewish communities, resulting from the
existence of kahals and branch kahals, I abandoned the idea to present the syna-
gogues in consolidated statistics according to their hierarchy.” That problem was
only indicated whenever the situation in individual palatinates was analysed.

As in the case of sacral facilities I have adopted a special system of generali-
zation and the ensuing deliberate simplification of notions or classifications to
facilitate the comparison or listing of frequently completely different structures
of territorial organization of various religions or denominations. Hence the al-
ternate use of such notions as the diocese and eparchy or deanery and governor-
ship. As demonstrated by the tables that do not fully reflect the entire complexity
of a structure, for sometimes in respect to the same denomination or rite it might
have looked slightly different depending on the area. Accordingly, some table

90 Most frequently found in the literature is a three-tier hierarchy of Jewish communities,
Schorr, “Organizacya Zydéw w Polsce”, p. 500 (local, zemstvo and palatinate rabbis);
J. Krochmal, Krzyz i menora. Zydzi i chrzescijanie w Przemyslu w latach 1559-1772,
Przemy$l 1996, p. 500 (community, district and zemstvo rabbis), A. Leszczynski, “Na-
zewnictwo organéw samorzadu zydowskiego w dawnej Rzeczypospolitej do 1764 17,
in: Zydzi w dawnej Rzeczypospolitej, ed. A. Link-Lenczowski, T. Polaiski, Wroctaw-
Warszawa-Krakow 1991, p. 26 (like S. Dubnow and I. Halperin he divided commu-
nities into three categories: I — main kahals and zemstvo kahals, IT - medium kahals,
III - branch/minor kahals).
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headings offer next to “deanery” such terms as “protopopy” or “governorship”
which refer to the Uniate Church. The notion of “archdeaconry” also stands for
“provostship” as a unit of the territorial administration of the Latin Church, as
well as the “officialate” or “general governorship” in eastern rites. A three-tier di-
vision of territorial administration was introduced in the tables only with regard
to the Latin and Uniate Churches. The statistical approach to synagogues inside
individual zemstvo or district was abandoned as their exact number as well as
territorial range are unknown. An additional difficulty presents itself due to the
formal abolition of the Jewish autonomy, and of its territorial and local govern-
ment units, in 1764. The additional interpretation of that problem would only
result in further obscuring the issue.” The issue of the territorial organization of
Judaism in the eighteenth century calls for a separate monograph.

In respect to some issues regarding terminology it should be noted that the
following terms were used interchangeably, mainly to avoid repetition, but with
full awareness of their slightly different meanings: “Uniate”, “Greek-Catholic” or
“Catholic of the eastern rite”. The same applies to the term “Calvinist” and “Evan-
gelical Reformed Church” or “Lutheran” and the “Evangelical Augsburg Church”.

The analysis of the distribution of the places of worship of all religions and
denominations in a vast territory (of more than 400 000 km?) and their high
regional diversification made it necessary to introduce an internal division facili-
tating the presentation of this phenomenon. A narration according to individual
religions would not have allowed the full use of the comparative method. On
the other hand, it was not justified to adopt as a criterion the distribution of the
structures of the Latin Church covering the entire territory of the Common-
wealth due to the fact that in Crown Ruthenia a much greater role was played
by the Greek-Catholic Church. Moreover, it could have resulted in an uninten-
tional comparison of other denominations to the Latin Church. In view of the
foregoing it was concluded that it would be best to adopt the division of state
administration into provinces and palatinates, within the framework of which
a quantitative, structural and geographical analysis of individual denominations
was carried out. The proposed territorial division of the Commonwealth, and
the corresponding two chapters (Chapter I. The Malopolska Province, Chapter
II. The Wielkopolska Province), could be a subject of a separate historiographic
discussion. It was not, however, the author’s intention to introduce an additional

91 The existing interpretations and approaches to the territorial organization of the Jews
in the Crown in the second half of the eighteenth century were discussed in Chapter
II1.2: Density of sacral facilities.
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element extending the text, but only to create a legible and clear geographical
framework for geographical and religious analysis. There is certain downside to
that approach in that the description is repetitive and schematic, slightly in the
vein of Gloger’s method of presentation. Nonetheless, it allowed the definition of
the main features and the most important phenomena related to the shaping of
the religious picture of the Crown at the end of its existence.

Chapter III of the work (Religious regionalization in the Crown) is an attempt
to “isolate” from detailed territorial analysis the identifying and characteristic
features of the religious and ethnic space of both provinces. It falls into three
parts. Part one covers issues connected with the territorial range of all religions
and denominations. Part two includes an analysis of the density of sacral facili-
ties and religious administration units. The last part is an attempt to identify and
characterize areas which were homogeneous or mixed in terms of religion. It
includes most of the consolidated tables and maps.

The entire work ends with an Annex including short descriptions of all sacral
facilities taken into account in the work. It is arranged in an alphabetical order
of localities which are identified as either towns or villages with their adminis-
trative affiliation (palatinate). In each locality the sacral facilities were arranged
according to religions and denominations. In the case of the Latin Church, the
Uniate Church, the Catholic Church of the Armenian rite and the Orthodox
Church their affiliation with corresponding units of religious territorial admin-
istration has been provided. The description of sacral buildings includes the type
of place of worship (main, auxiliary) and building material, and in the case of
Christian denominations - also its dedication, patronage and church type (for
example, monastery, hospital). The name of a religious order is offered in the
case of their own churches or those serviced by them. The description of each
place of worship ends with information about the source

In formulating the main conclusions an important role has been played by
methods of geostatistical analysis. Used in the work were both spatio-temporal
databases and geoinformation software (Geographic Information Systems -
GIS), as a set of tools to conduct the spatial analysis of compiled data. Both the
method and its application tools create an opportunity to make a step forward
compared to the existing classical cartographic presentation methods now used
in historical geography. Nevertheless, the latter have also been used in this work.

The application of geostatistical analysis alongside the classical cartographic
methods has much greater methodological consequences than it may seem. The
main objective of the classical cartographic presentation methods was to present
a phenomenon in the most accurate and diligent way, most frequently in the
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form of a cartogram or cartodiagram. The method of squares may serve here
as an example which has also been used in this work. It allows to calculate, for
example, a number of places of worship in a specific area or an average space per
sacral facility within the identified square. The geostatistical analysis offers more
advanced methods of analysis of such discrete phenomena as the sacral facilities
in this case. Most significant is the density analysis (or kernel density estimation
- KDE). Its purpose is not only to determine precisely the density — in our case:
of sacral facilities — but also to calculate the probability that a place of worship
will be located in that particular spot. The result is presented on the generated
density map. That procedure is interesting in that it is not a mere presentation,
for example, of the density of temples, but that it allows to move from the pres-
entation stage of a spatial phenomenon to cartographic modelling of the picture
of the past. Its additional asset is that it allows to introduce various statistical and
geographical parameters which determine the result of the analysis. Combining
of cartographic and geostatistical methods allowed this work to incorporate the
notions and methods used in present-day social and political studies, such as, for
example, religious fractionalization.”

In the work on this book invaluable was the assistance offered by many people
to whom I wish to express my gratitude. I would like to thank, first of all, the
departed Professor Stanistaw Litak for his valuable comments and substantive
help. The final concept of the work greatly benefited from the meetings and con-
sultations with Professor Wiestaw Miiller, Professor Janusz Drob, Professor Hu-
bert Laszkiewicz, Professor Cezary Tarach and Dr Arkadiusz Stasiak at the Chair
of the History of the Sixteenth-Eighteenth Centuries of the Catholic University
of Lublin when they offered important suggestions of both methodological and
substantive nature.

I also wish to express my gratitude to Zofia Zuchowska, MA, for her partici-
pation in the development of maps, as well as Jacek Gawrysiak, MA and Bar-
bara Gawrysiak, MA for vector drawing. I am especially grateful to Wojciech
Piasecki, MSc. for his assistance in the process of geo-referencing of maps. I had
regular IT support in Geographical Information Systems owing to Przemystaw
Gradzki, MSc. (the Chair of IT Basics of the Catholic University of Lublin), Ma-
ciej Sztampke, MSc., (ESRI Polska) and Grzegorz Myrda, MSc., (Institute of Spa-
tial and Cadastral Systems in Gliwice).

I express my cordial gratitude to Professor Henryk Gapski and the employees
of the Institute of Historical Geography of the Church in Poland of the Catho-

92 More on the subject of geostatistical methods and the parameters they use in Chapter III.
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projects related to the subject matter of this book, and Associate Professor An-
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Institute of Church Archives, Libraries and Museums of that University.
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Chapter I
Malopolska Province

As a province of state administration Maltopolska was much bigger than the ter-
ritory referred to by that name. Initially it extended as far as “the upper Wistoka
River in the east, in the vicinity of Rzeszéw; north east of Nisko its border tra-
versed the San River to continue more or less north from Bilgoraj”! In the four-
teenth, fifteenth and sixteenth centuries the borders of the Malopolska province
were considerably enlarged after the annexation of Red Ruthenia (Ru$ Czerwo-
na), Volhynia, Podolia and Ukraine by the Kingdom of Poland. In the aftermath
of those developments in early modern times Malopolska as a province com-
prised 11 palatinates: Belz, Bractaw, Czernichéw — nominal,? Kiev, Krakéw, Lub-
lin, Podlasie, Podolia, Ruthenia, Sandomierz and Volhynia.’

Karol Buczek claims that “historical regions, provided they are of any historical
value, should reproduce an objective historical reality, that is they should overlap with
the units of state territorial organization that existed in the examined period”* As an ad-
ministrative province Malopolska comprised two historical regions: Malopolska (the
so-called Matopolska proper) and Crown Ruthenia. Malopolska proper, hereinafter re-
ferred to as Matopolska, included three palatinates: Krakéw, Sandomierz and Lublin.®

1 S. Arnold, Geografia historyczna Polski, Warszawa 1951, p. 105.

2 The Czernichow palatinate established after the peace of Polanowo pursuant to the
Diet resolution of 1635, was divided into two powiats: Czernichéw and Nowogrod. The
Commonwealth lost those lands after the 1667 truce of Andruszowo, afterwards cor-
roborated by the peace treaty of 1686, often named after its Polish negotiator, Krzysztof
Grzymultowski. The palatiné’s title and land offices continued to function until the end
of the Commonwealth. The last palatine of Czernichéw was Ludwik Wilga, Z. Gloger,
Geografia historyczna Polski, Krakéw 1903, pp. 269-270.

3 That division of Malopolska was offered by, i.a., primate Wladystaw Lubienski in his
work Swiat we wszystkich swoich czesciach wigkszych y mnieyszych, Wroctaw 1740,
p. 408. Also see: A. Podraza, “Malopolska jako region historyczny (rozwazania na tle
zainteresowan historig regionalna)”, Mafopolska, 1 (1999), pp. 27-28.

4 K. Buczek, “O regionach historycznych’, Matopolskie Studia Historyczne, 6 (1964),
p. 147. According to J. Topolski “a historical region is the territory which as a certain
entity may prove that it had its own history”, J. Topolski, “Pojecie regionu historyc-
znego. Cechy odrebnosci historycznej Wielkopolski”, in: Dzieje Wielkopolski, vol. 1:
until 1793, ed. J. Topolski, Poznan 1969, p. 24.

5 This is how Malopolska was treated in, i.a., the historical description of Poland by
A. Cellarius in 1659. (Regni Poloniae, Magnique Ducatus Lituaniae. Omniumgque re-
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Before analysing the religious make-up of Matopolska it is necessary to spec-
ify its geographical range, especially with regard to the affiliation of the Duchy
of Siewierz and the land of Spisz. The cartographic and descriptive sources
frequently included those territories in the Commonwealth.® The connections
between those lands, the Commonwealth and its church structures are indisput-
able. But as the entire work is based on the administrative and legal division of
the old Commonwealth, it also necessary to adopt a formal criterion.

The bishop’s Duchy of Siewierz enjoyed territorial and juridical independence
of the Crown. From the fifteenth century until 1790, until it was officially incor-
porated into the Commonwealth, it was the property of the bishops of Krakow.”
It had its own army, treasury and economy. That complete independence is un-
derscored in Liber ecclesiarum of the Krakow diocese of 1787:

“Decanatus foranei extra Regnum positi [by the author] ad suffraganeatum tamen Cra-
coviensem pertinentes. Decanatus Severiensis cuius longitudo ad 4., latitudo ad 3. mil-
liaria cum dimidio iuxta limites sui Ducatus et Baronatus Koziegtoviensis protenditur”?

A little more complex was the history of the land of Spisz (Spis). In 1412 six-
teen Spisz towns were handed over to the Polish king, Wladystaw Jagietlo, as
a pledge. The pledge did not cover the villages (located in that area) which were
the property of the clergy and nobility. It was unique that it was part of two
states at the same time (dependence by virtue of pledge). It should be born in
mind, however, that the starosty of Spisz was not a compact territory, but that
it consisted of four clusters of royal localities. Without going into strictly legal
issues related to limited material rights, it is possible to assume that the starosty
of Spisz was independent of Matopolska. It should also be added that in spite of
the papal court’s verdict passed in Wroctaw in 1490 that had vested Poland with
a perpetual pledge of that territory, throughout modern times Hungary contin-

gionum juri Polonico Subjectorum. Novissima descriptio, urbium potissimarum icones
elegantissimas et delinitionem hujus regni geographicam oculis subjiciens studio, Ams-
telodami 1659, pp. 134-135).

6 “The Krakow palatinate comprises three duchies of Oswiecim, Zator and Siewierz,
which are part of Silesia, and starosty of Spisz which is part of Hungary and covers
thirteen cities of which most important is Lubowla with its fortified castle and sentries
constantly on guard’, S. Starowolski, Polska albo opisanie potozenia Krélestwa Polskiego,
Krakéw 1976, p. 70.

7 A. Nowakowski, Dzieje ustroju i prawa Ksiestwa Siewierskiego, Warszawa 1993, p. 7;
Z.Noga, Stownik miejscowosci Ksigstwa Siewierskiego, Katowice 1994, p. 5.

8 Liber ecclesiarum, beneficiorum, parochialium, monasteriorum dioecesis Cracoviensis
in tres partes divisus — anno Domini 1787, AKapMK. MS no. Reg. C. 14, p. 56.
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ued its diplomatic efforts to recover that area. In 1769 the castles of Spisz were
occupied by Austria. The situation of religions in Spisz will be discussed briefly
because formally the starosty separated from the Commonwealth as late as 1772,
at the time of the First Partition of Poland, after Maria Theresa had decided that
it should be incorporated into Hungary.’

1. Malopolska

Established by King Kazimierz Jagiellonczyk in 1474 after its detachment from the
Sandomierz palatinate,'” in the eighteenth century the Lublin palatinate covered the
area of 10 346 km? and consisted of three powiats: Lublin, Lukéw and Urzedéw.!! In
modern times its church structure was part of the Latin diocese of Krakéw (the met-
ropolitan province of Gniezno). Its borders generally overlapped with those of the
Lublin archdeaconry and the Urzedéw deanery, which was part of the Zawichost
archdeaconry. The Lublin archdeaconry was one of the oldest units of that type in
the Commonwealth. Przemystaw Szafran moved its origins in time to the first half
of the twelfth century even though it was first mentioned in 1198."2 The area of the
archdeaconry that we know from the second half of the eighteenth century had
finally formed in the sixteenth century. The last important change by which it was

9  S.Kura$, “Spisz a Polska - od $redniowiecza do I rozbioru Polski”, Almanach Nowotar-
ski. Rocznik Spoteczno-Kulturalny, 2 (1997), p. 22; J. Kurtyka, “Starostwo spiskie (1412-
1769/70)”, in: Terra Scepusiensis. Stan badan nad dziejami Spiszu, Levoca-Wroclaw
2003, pp. 504-505, 514.

10 W. Cwik, J. Reder, Lubelszczyzna. Dzieje rozwoju terytorialnego, podziatéw administra-
cyjnych i ustroju wtadz, Lublin 1977, pp. 33-34.

11 Wojewédztwo lubelskie w drugiej potowie XVI wieku, pp. 22, 26. In the introduction to
the list of officials of the Lublin palatinate in the 16™-18" centuries A. Gasiorowski claims
that the powiat of Urzgdoéw was formally abolished in 1565, Urzednicy wojewddztwa
lubelskiego XVI-XVIII wieku. Spisy, ed. W. Klaczewski, W. Urban, Kérnik 1991, p. 5.
Other studies and maps register three powiats in the Lublin palatinate, M. Stankowa,
“Powiat urzedowski w Polsce przedrozbiorowej pod wzgledem ustrojowo-prawnym’,
in: Z dziejéw powiatu krasnickiego. Materialy sesji naukowej, ed. K. Myslinski, J. Szaflik,
Lublin 1964, p. 49; L. Miillerowa, “Stan ostadnictwa i stosunki wlasno$ciowe w powie-
cie urzgdowskim w ostatnich latach dawnej Rzeczypospolitej”, in: Z dziejow powiatu
krasnickiego. Materialy sesji naukowej, ed. K. Myslinski, J. Szaflik, Lublin 1964, p. 181.

12 On the Lublin archdeaconry in the Middle Ages, see: T. Silnicki, Organizacja archi-
diakonatu w Polsce, Lwow 1927, pp. 64, 112-113; P. Szafran, Rozwdj Sredniowiecznej
sieci parafialnej w Lubelskiem, Lublin 1958, pp. 34-36, 103; A. Rozwalka, Sie¢ osadni-
cza w archidiakonacie lubelskim w Sredniowieczu. Studium archeologiczno-historyczne,
Lublin 1999, pp. 21-23.
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affected was the detachment of the land of Lukéw from the Radom archdeaconry
and incorporation into the Lublin archdeaconry. In Stanistaw Litak's opinion that
occurred in 1577-1595.7 The incorporation of the land of Lukéw into the Lublin
archdeaconry may be interpreted as a consequence of the century-earlier establish-
ment of the Lublin palatinate which covered the land of Lukéw.

An opinion is propounded in historiography that archdeaconries located in
eastern border regions of the Krakéw diocese, including that of Zawichost, were
established at the same time (before 1171) by Bishop Gedko. At the beginning of
the seventeenth century the Zawichost archdeaconry was divided into the three
deaneries of Zawichost, Opatéw and Urzeddw, of which the initial two were situ-
ated in the Sandomierz palatinate, and the last of them in the Lublin palatinate.'*

Two Latin parishes located in the south-eastern part of the Lublin palatinate
belonged to the Chelm diocese (Turobin deanery). They were Bilgoraj and Sél
(Puszcza Solska).”® A question arises about the origins of that affiliation. There
was a discussion at the Department of Historical Atlas at the Institute of History
(Polish Academy of Sciences) on the border between the Ruthenian and Lub-
lin palatinates in the sixteenth century. Initially, that is in 1966, Stefan Wojcie-
chowski assumed that the border of the Lublin palatinate running along the land
of Przemysl changed in the second half of the sixteenth century. In his opinion
the area around Bifgoraj was initially part of the Ruthenian palatinate, and later
on, in 1578, when the town was granted its city status, it was incorporated into
the Lublin palatinate.'® That view was upheld by Jerzy Reder in his work devoted
to the administration of the Lublin region."” In his discussion of the map of the

13 S. Litak, “Formowanie sieci parafialnej w Lukowskiem do konca XVI wieku. Studium
geograficzno-historyczne”, Roczniki Humanistyczne, 12 (1964), fasc. 2, p. 26; S. Litak,
“Sie¢ parafialna archidiakonatu radomskiego w okresie przedrozbiorowym”, Sprawo-
zdania Towarzystawa Naukowego KUL, 9 (1958), pp. 102-107. Other, minor changes
included the transfer of the parishes in Kock and Czemierniki from the Radom arch-
deaconry (Kielce deaconry) to the Lublin archdeaconry pursuant to a decree issued by
bishop Piotr Tomicki in 1531, and later on, in the eighteenth century, of the parishes
of Eysobyki, Jaroszyn and Regdw situated in the Sandomierz palatinate, Kumor, Dzieje
diecezji krakowskiej, vol. 4, p. 63.

14 Kumor, Dzieje diecezji krakowskiej, vol. 4, p. 54.

15 The parish at Bilgoraj was at first affiliated with the Turobin deanery in the Chetm
diocese since 1624, Synody diecezji chetmskiej obrzgdku taciriskiego z XVI-XVIII w.
i ich statuty, ed. J. Sawicki, Lublin 1957 (Concilia Poloniae, vol. 9), p. 175; AAL. Rep60
A109, f. 70 (list of churches in 1640).

16 Wojewddztwo lubelskie w drugiej potowie XVI wieku, p. 25.

17 Cwik, Reder, Lubelszczyzna, p. 37.
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Sandomierz palatinate in the sixteenth century Wladystaw Patucki revised that
opinion claiming that the area around Bifgoraj was part of the Lublin palatinate
as early as the fifteenth century.'® He argued that the sources did not mention that
the border between the Lublin and Ruthenian palatinates had been relocated in
the sixteenth century. The affiliation of Sol (Puszcza Solska) and Bilgoraj with
the Chelm diocese may, however, indicate historical ties of those areas with the
Ruthenian palatinate which, indirectly, corroborate Wojciechowski’s proposition.

Among 167 Catholic churches located in the area of the Lublin palatinate
there was one collegiate church (of St. Michael in Lublin), 31 monastery churches
(four parish and 27 filial churches) and four parishes serviced by religious orders
(Puchaczéw and Wawolnica by the Benedictines, Zakrzdéwek by the Cistercians
and Dys by the Missionaries). The filial churches included 13 hospital churches.

Table 1: The number of places of worship in the Lublin palatinate circa 1772

Religions and | Diocese/ | Archdeaconry/ | Deanery/ Main Auxiliary
denominations | Eparchy | Officialate Protopopy/ | placesof | places of
Governorship | worship | worship
Calvinist 2 -
Uniate (Greek | Chelm Chelm Lublin 10 -
Catholic) Szczebrzeszyn 5 -
15 -
Latin (Roman | Chelm - Turobin 2 -
Catholic) Krakéw | Lublin Chodel 21 30
Kazimierz 11 9
Lukow 12 10
Parczew 21 10
65 59
Zawichost Urzedéw 20 21
85 80
87 80
Lutheran 1 -
Jewish 34 5
Total 139 85

18 Wojewddztwo sandomierskie w drugiej potowie XVI wieku, p. 39
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The Jews prevailed among religious minorities of the Lublin palatinate (inter alia,
their communities in Lublin, Parczew, Lukow or Kock). We owe a list of all Jewish
communities in the Lublin palatinate and the analysis of their development in
modern times to Jadwiga Muszynska. Most of the communities registered in the
second half of the eighteenth century had been established in early modern times,
mainly in the sixteenth century. The oldest Jewish communities in the Lublin
region lived in Lublin, Kazimierz Dolny and Leczna. According to Muszynska in
1765 there were 36 Jewish communities in the Lublin palatinate (in the Lublin
powiat — 19, Lukow powiat - 5, Urzedow powiat — 12)."°

The list of Jewish communities was compiled mainly based on the works
by Rafal Mahler as well as Zenon Guldon and Lech Stepkowski who relied,
first of all, on the Number of Jewish Heads in the Crown Based on the 1765 Tax
Registers.”® However, after more in depth analysis it turns out that the source
does not always offer completely precise information. Not all localities listed
there should be unequivocally identified as Jewish communities (kahals) with
synagogues. For instance, Zbuczyn located in the Lukéw land. According to all
the above-mentioned authors in the eighteenth century there was an organized
Jewish community.! There certainly was a Jewish community there, which ac-
cording to a 1748 visitation was populated by 106 people (20 houses),”” ac-
cording to a 1765 poll tax register — 122 people,” and according to the 1787
population census in the Krakow diocese — 78 people.?* However, there is no
other information either about a synagogue or the community at the eight-
eenth-century Zbuczyn. Had there been either a synagogue or a prayer house
it certainly would have been mentioned after the visitations of 1748 and 1781,

19 Muszynska, Zydzi w miastach wojewddztwa sandomierskiego i lubelskiego, pp. 116, 125,
128,138, 199-201. One of the oldest registers of Jewish settlements in the Commonwe-
alth was discussed by M. Horn, “Najstarszy rejestr osiedli Zzydowskich w Polsce z 1507
17, Biuletyn Zydowskiego Instytutu Historycznego, 3 (91), 1974, pp. 11-15.

20 Z. Guldon, L. Stepkowski, “Spis ludnosci zydowskiej z 1790 17, Biuletyn Zydowskiego
Instytutu Historycznego, 1986, fasc. 3-4, pp. 126-130; “Liczba glow”, pp. 388-407; Also
see: S. Jop, “Taryffa gléw zydowskich w wojewddztwie lubelskim z 1778 roku’, in: Re-
ligie - edukacja - kultura. Ksigga pamigtkowa dedykowana Profesorowi Stanistawowi
Litakowi, ed. M. Surdacki, pp. 143-153.

21 “Liczba gtéw”, p. 399; Muszyniska, Zydzi w miastach, p. 127.

22 AKMK. AV4l, f. 47.

23 “Liczba gléw”, p. 399.

24 Spis ludnosci diecezji krakowskiej prymasa M.]. Poniatowskiego z 1787 r., ed. B. Kumor,
Lublin 1977-1979 (offprint from Archiwa, Biblioteki i Muzea Koscielne, vols 35-39),
p. 150.
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very much like in the case of Siedlce,” Lukdéw,*® and Radzyn.”” Equally doubt-
ful is the existence of an independent community with a synagogue in the town
of Wysokie near Krasnystaw.” There is no doubt that there was a prayer house
there, but according to the encyclopaedia of Jewish communities in Poland
there was never a synagogue or an independent community in that locality.”
The same applies to Urzedéw and Puchaczéw in the second half of the eight-
eenth century.”

Apart from 34 kahal synagogues — not including the communities at Zbuczyn
and Wysokie added to the list of Jewish communities in the Lublin palatinate
compiled by Muszynska - the sources mention minor synagogues of auxiliary
nature located in the Jewish communities of Lublin and Krasnik. These are four
synagogues in Lublin®' and the so-called small synagogue at Krasnik.*

25 AKMK. AV41, f. 26; AAL. Rep60 A104, p. 296; AAL. Rep60 A179, f. 186v; Liczba glow,
p- 398; EJL. 111, pp. 1176-1178; see: E. Kopowka, Zydzi siedleccy, Siedlce 2001, p. 10.

26 AKMK. AV4I, f. 9v; “Liczba gtéw”, p. 398; AAL. Rep60 A104, p. 233 (wooden syna-
gogue); EJL. II, pp. 765-766.

27 ADS. D136, ff. 32v-33, 43v; AKK. AV41, f. 19v; “Liczba gtow”, p. 398; AAL. Rep60
A104, p. 253; EJCP. VII, pp. 543-547.

28 Muszynska, Zydzi w miastach, p. 133.

29 “There was never an independent Jewish community in Wysokie, which came under
that of Krasnystaw, in whose cemetery Jews from Wysokie were also interred. Nor was
there a synagogue in Wysokie, and on the Sabbath and Holydays the congregation
gathered in a private house”, “Wysokie”, in: EJCP. VII, pp. 169-170.

30 AKK. AV45, f. 87, 1748; AAL. Rep60 A103, f. 156v, 1748 (“Synagoga iudaeorum non
est publica, sed est pro festis eorum privata in domo arendatorio”). A list of Jewish
communities in the Lublin palatinate was extended in the recently published Atlas
historii Zydéw polskich (J. Wijaczka, “Od potowy XVII po schytek XVIII w’, in: Atlas
historii Zydéw polskich, ed. W. Sienkiewicz, Warszawa 2010, pp. 132-134), but it does
not offer the sources. It includes the communities at: Tuchowicz, Michéw, Firlejow,
Rudno, Kamionka, Wawolnica, Kluczkowice, Chodel, Prawno and Radomygl. The
branch kahals at Michéw and Wawolnica are also mentioned by S. Jop (Taryffa gtow
zydowskich, p. 144), without any sources, however.

31 Synagogues: Kotler (Hirsch Doktorowicz), Goncow “Leifer” (Saul Wahl), Parnes (Abraham
Heilpern), Maharama (Meir ben Gedalia), R. Kuwalek, Lubelskie synagogi (dostep: http://
www.tnn.lublin.pl, 3.04.2007); EJCP. VII, pp. 13-38; M. Balaban. Zydowskie miasto w Lub-
linie, Lublin 1991, pp. 109-116; Also see: S. Wojciechowski, “Gmina zydowska w Lublinie
w XVI W, Biuletyn Zydowskiego Instytutu Historycznego, 1952, no. 2, pp. 204-230.

32 A. Michalowska, Szlakiem najstarszych synagog w Polsce: Podlasie i Lubelszczyzna (ac-
cess: http://www.mowiawieki. pl/, 4.04.2007). Also see: T. Opas, “Sytuacja ludnosci
zydowskiej w miastach szlacheckich wojewodztwa lubelskiego”, Biuletyn Zydowskiego
Instytutu Historycznego, 1968, no. 67, pp. 3-37; Cwik, “Ludnos¢ zydowska’, pp. 29-62;


http://www.tnn.lublin.pl
http://www.tnn.lublin.pl
http://www.mowiawieki.pl/
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In the east of the Lukéw and Lublin powiats there were Uniate churches which
were part of the Uniate Chelm diocese (in the Kiev-Vilnius metropolitan prov-
ince) and belonged to two deaneries of Lublin and Szczebrzeszyn.* In all there
were 15 parish churches, including one run by a monastery. The church of the
Transfiguration of the Lord in Lublin, which was administered by the Basilian
Monks, was the westernmost place of worship of the Uniate Church in that area.
It was also the only brick Uniate church in the Lublin palatinate; the other ones
were wooden. The presence of the Uniate Church in a few localities of the Lublin
palatinate is a part of the problem with the range of that Church in the entire
Commonwealth. Those areas may be recognized as the territory marking the
western limit of the Uniate Church in that region of the Commonwealth in the
second half of the eighteenth century. Its boundary ran along such rivers as, inter
alia, Ty$mienica and Piwonia.

In the second half of the eighteenth century there were also a few organ-
ized Protestant communities in the Lublin palatinate. They were the remnants
of a strong reformist movement described by Aleksander Kossowski** before
World War II. The strongest Protestant centre, and also a centre of religious life
of the Evangelicals from Lublin, was located at Piaski — sometimes referred to as
Lutheran Piaski. There were two churches there: those of the Augsburg and the
Reformed confessions.” There was also a community of Reformed Evangelicals
at Belzyce.’

In the Lublin palatinate (10 346 km?) there was one place of worship per circa
46 km? In that area the structures of the Latin Catholic Church clearly prevailed
— there was one church per 62 km? one parish church per 119 km?, and one filial
church per 129 km?. The places of worship of the Uniate Church were rare and
far apart and they were mostly located in the eastern regions of the palatinate.

J. Morgenstern, “Z dziejéow Zydéw w Krasniku do potowy XVII wieku”, Biuletyn Zy-
dowskiego Instytutu Historycznego, 1960, no. 34, pp. 81-82.

33 Gil, Chetmska diecezja unicka, map: Chelmska diecezja unicka w 1772 r.; S. Jop, Za-
siedlenie pojezierza w rejonie Ostrowa Lubelskiego (XIII-XVIII w.), Lublin 1998, p. 124.

34 A. Kossowski, Protestantyzm w Lublinie i w Lubelskiem w XVI i XVII wieku, Lublin
1933, pp. 221-224.

35 AAL. Rep60 A103, f. 177, 1748; AAL. Rep60 A104, p. 597, 1781; Merczyng, “Zbory
i senatorowie”, pp. 192-193; Kriegseisen, Ewangelicy polscy i litewscy, p. 65; K. Bem,
“Zarys dziejow zboru ewangelicko-reformowanego w Piaskach Luterskich (Wielkich)
koto Lublina 1563-1649-1849”, Odrodzenie i Reformacja w Polsce, 43 (1999), p. 94.

36 AAL.Rep60 A103, f. 213; AAL. Rep60 A105, p. 243; Merczyng, “Zbory i senatorowie’,
pp. 170-171; Kriegseisen, Ewangelicy polscy i litewscy, p. 60.
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The domination of the Uniate Church began a few dozen kilometres east of Lub-
lin, in the Chelm land and diocese. Dispersed around the entire palatinate were
Jewish kahals (one kahal per 304 km?). The life of Protestants concentrated at
Piaski and Belzyce near Lublin. In Lublin the Protestant structures were recon-
structed as late as the first half of the nineteenth century.

Most sacral buildings of the Lublin palatinate were located in towns (134 out
of 224, or circa 59.8 percent). In Lublin alone (excluding Wieniawa, Piaski and
Kalinowszczyzna) there were 26 of them - 20 of the Latin Church, one of the
Uniate Church and six synagogues. There were, naturally, differences among
individual denominations. Most Latin parish churches were located in villages,
and the filial ones - in towns. Which was partly due to the fact that as many as
23 Latin filial churches, including those run by monks, were located in Lublin
alone.” Kahals had their synagogues in towns which was a characteristic feature
of the entire Jewish settlement in the old Commonwealth. Only at Wlostowice,
because Kalinowszczyzna and Piaski Zydowskie should be treated as the suburbs
of Lublin, a synagogue was located in the village.® As written above the Uniate
churches were scarce - six of them were located in towns and nine in villages.

The nature of the patronage over Catholic and other places of worship was
determined by the settlement structure and it allows to identify actors account-
able for the build of church facilities in an area. Christian churches located in the
Lublin palatinate — the Latin, Uniate and Protestant ones — were mainly under
the patronage of the nobility.* The predominance of noble proprietorship in the
Lublin region was demonstrated by Wojciechowski when he was working on the
map of the Lublin palatinate. He counted that in the second half of the sixteenth
century circa 83 percent of all settlements of that palatinate were the property of
the nobility.* The research on the Lukéw powiat conducted by Litak* showed
a close correlation between the development of settlement network and the pro-
cess of the shaping of church organization.

37 In the Lublin palatinate there were 37 town parishes and 51 village parishes; 55 filial
churches were located in towns and 24 in villages.

38 AKMK. AV43, f. 6; 1, p. 399.

39 Out of 104 Latin churches whose patronage is known, 22 were under the patronage of
the clergy, 11 - of the king, 63 - of nobility, 3 - of burghers, and 5 had mixed patronage.
Out of 15 Uniate churches 8 were under the noble and 6 under the royal patronage
(the patronage of one of them is unknown). The Protestant churches were in the care
of noble families.

40 Wojewddztwo lubelskie w drugiej polfowie XVI wieku, p. 32.

41 Litak, “Formowanie sieci parafialnej’, p. 127.
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The Sandomierz palatinate emerged from a former medieval duchy. Ac-
cording to Zygmunt Gloger the origins of the duchy that united the lands of
Sandomierz and Lublin began during King Wtadystaw Lokietek’s reign. In the
fifteenth century it comprised nine powiats. Two of them, those of Tarnéw and
Szydtéw, were annexed by neighbouring powiats in the second half of the fif-
teenth century in the aftermath of the reform of land courts. In the early modern
period the palatinate consisted of seven powiats: Sandomierz, Wislica, Checiny,
Opoczno, Radom, Stezyca and Pilzno.*? In the second half of the eighteenth cen-
tury it had an area of 26 144 km**

All Roman-Catholic churches of the Sandomierz palatinate,** apart from
two,” were part of the Krakéw and Gniezno dioceses. Most of the palatinate
belonged to the Krakéw diocese (the powiats of Sandomierz, Wiélica, Pilzno,
the land of Stezyca and parts of the Radom and Checiny powiats). The north-

42 Gloger, Geografia historyczna, pp. 187-188; Urzednicy wojewédztwa sandomierskiego
XVI-XVIII wieku. Spisy, ed. K. Chlapowski, A. Falniowska-Gradowska, Kérnik 1993,
p. 5; Arnold, “Podzialy administracyjne wojewoddztwa sandomierskiego’, pp. 61-62.

43 Cf. Wojewddztwo sandomierskie w drugiej potowie XVI w., pp. 45, 48, 75.

44 The history of the Latin Church in the Sandomierz palatinate is quite well known
mainly owing to the studies by A. Dunin-Wasowicz (“Granice administracji koscielnej’,
in: Wojewddztwo sandomierskie w drugiej potowie XVI wieku, pp. 50-64), E. Wisniowski
(Prepozytura wislicka do schytku XVIIT wieku), B. Kumor (“Prepozytura tarnowska’;
“Archidiakonat sadecki”), S. Litak (“Sie¢ parafialna archidiakonatu radomskiego”),
W. Kowalski (Uposazenie parafii archidiakonatu sandomierskiego w XV-XVIII wieku,
Kielce 1998), S. Jopa (“Sie¢ parafialna archidiakonatu sandomierskiego do konca XVI
wieku”, Sprawozdania Towarzystwa Naukowego KUL, 1953-1956, pp. 154-158). One
cannot overlook the works by J. Wisniewski partly devoted to the area of the Sando-
mierz palatinate (i.a., Historyczny opis koscioléw, miast, zabytkow i pamigtek w pin-
czowskiem, sklabmierskiem i wislickiem, Marjowka 1927; Historyczny opis kosciotow,
miast, zabytkow i pamigtek w powiecie wloszczowskim, Marjowka Opoczyniska 1932).

45 The parish church at Laskarzew belonged to the Garwolin deanery of the Poznan
diocese, and the church of the Franciscan order at Smardzewice — to the Wolbérz
deanery of the Wloctawek diocese. Initially situated in the Krakéw diocese, Laskarzew
was the property of the Poznan bishopric. It was incorporated into the Poznan diocese
after the city had been granted its city rights in 1418 by the bishop of Poznan, Andrzej
Laskarz of Gostawice. According to B. Kumor it was incorporated into the Poznan
diocese between 1470 and 1621, Kumor, Granice metropolii i diecezji polskich, p. 61.
J. Nowacki is of a different opinion and argues that the city became part of the Poznan
diocese in 1420-1424, Nowacki, Dzieje archidiecezji poznatiskiej, vol. 2, p. 545. The same
happened with Smardzewice which was part of the Wtoclawek diocese as the property
of the bishops of Kujawy, Regestr diecezjow, p. 864.
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western part of the palatinate, that is the Opoczno powiat and the western areas
of the Radom and Checiny powiats, was in the Gniezno archdiocese.*® According
to Karol Potkanski, in this region the border between the Krakéw and Gniezno
archdioceses ran along ancient tribal divisions.”

As for the Krakéw diocese, the territory of the Sandomierz palatinate con-
tained the entire Kielce deaconry and provostship,”® Tarnéw provostship,* and
Sandomierz archdeaconry.

Apart from three parishes of the Sokolin deanery (Dzialoszyce, Sancygniow
and Skalbmierz) which were located in the Krakéw palatinate,* the Sandomierz
palatinate also covered all other churches of the Wislica provostship. These were
the church administration units excluded from the area of the Krakéw archdea-
conry between the twelfth and fifteenth centuries. Established earliest of all were
the Sandomierz and Radom archdeaconries (Kielce deaconry) and the Wislica
as well as the Kielce provostships whose establishment is attributed to Bishop
Gedko (before 1171).°! The Tarnéw provostship was organized at the begin-
ning of the fifteenth century as a result of a policy pursued by the Tarnowski
family.”* The other church units - the archdeaconries of Krakéw, Lublin, Sacz,
Wojnica and Zawichost — were part of both the Sandomierz and neighbouring
palatinates, such as Lublin or Krakéw, and they will be briefly discussed when
the other palatinates of Malopolska are analysed.

46 Dunin-Wasowicz, “Granice administracji koscielnej”, pp. 63-64.

47 K. Potkanski, Granice biskupstwa krakowskiego, Krakow 1900, p. 22. Also see: S. Arnold,
“Terytorja plemienne w ustroju administracyjnym Polski piastowskiej (w XII-XIII),
in: Prace Komisji dla Atlasu Historycznego Polski, fasc. 2, Krakéw 1927, pp. 91-92.

48 Only the parish of Glowaczdéw, relocated from Lezenice (the Zwolen deanery) circa
the mid-fifteenth century, belonged to the Mazowsze palatinate, Litak, “Sie¢ parafialna
archidiakonatu radomskiego”, p. 106.

49 The parish at Ryglice initially belonged to the Krakéw archdeaconry. In 1616 Bishop
Piotr Tylicki incorporated it along with six other parishes into the Tarnéw provostship,
Kumor, Dzieje diecezji krakowskiej, vol. 4, p. 27. Although on his map of Polonia Karol
de Perthées included Ryglice in the Sandomierz palatinate, this is not corroborated by
seventeenth century sources, Z. Guldon, L. Stepkowski, Z. Trawicka, “Rejestr poborowy
powiatu pilznenskiego z 1629 17, Kieleckie Studia Historyczne, 2 (1977), pp. 211-283;
Rejestr poborowy wojewédztwa krakowskiego z roku 1629, ed. W. Domin et al., Wroctaw
1956, p. 258; Rejestr poborowy wojewddztwa krakowskiego z roku 1680, ed. E. Trzyna,
S. Zyga, Wroclaw 1959, p. 283.

50 Regestr diecezjow, pp. 350, 352-353.

51 Kumor, Dzieje diecezji krakowskiej, vol. 4, pp. 45, 76, 81.

52 Kumor, “Prepozytura tarnowska’, pp. 10-11.



46 Matopolska Province

Situated in the territory of the Sandomierz palatinate was nearly entire
Kurzeléw archdeaconry of the Gniezno archdiocese.” Established before 1306, it
was to become part of the Gniezno archdiocese as a compensation for the losses
due to the establishment of the Wloctawek diocese in the twelfth century.* The
Sandomierz palatinate also covered a parish church serviced by the Order of the
Holy Sepulchre at Legonice which was under the Rawa deanery in the Gniezno
archdiocese. This might have been due to the fact that it had been established by
Primate Mikotaj Traba in 1421 and then its administration was handed over to
the Order of the Holy Sepulchre at Miechéw. Located on the other bank of the
Pilica River was Legonice Duze with its own parish church, also belonging to the
Rawa Mazowiecka deanery.”

It should be emphasized that the number of church administration units -
deaneries and archdeaconries — was by far higher in the Sandomierz palatinate
than in the Lublin palatinate, even though the area of the former was larger by one
third. In the second half of the eighteenth century there were 650 Latin places of
worship in the Sandomierz palatinate. The percentage of parish churches in the
total number of sacral facilities was also higher (61.2 percent) than in the Lublin
palatinate (52.1 percent), which demonstrates that the network of parishes was
better organized in the Sandomierz region.”® Of 398 parish churches ten were
run by monasteries (including a collegiate church in Sandomierz dedicated to
the Visitation of Virgin Mary, which was also a place of worship of the Apostolic
Union of Secular Priests) and 11 were serviced by religious orders. Of 252 filial
churches, 43 belonged to monasteries and three were serviced by monks. In the
Sandomierz palatinate there were 48 hospital churches.

53 The parishes at Cierno and Kuczkéw were part of the Krakéw palatinate, at Jasionna,
Wysmierzyce, Stromiec, Bialobrzegi (deanery of Przytyk) - of the Mazowsze palatinate,
at Maluszyn, Chetmo, Koniecpol, Wielgomlyny, Niedo$pielin (deanery of Kurzelow)
- of the Sieradz palatinate, see the Annex.

54 Abraham, Organizacja Kosciota w Polsce, p. 64; Kumor, Granice metropolii i diecezji
polskich, pp. 33-34; B. Kumor, “Gnieznienska archidiecezja. Archidiakonaty i oficjalaty’,
in: Encyklopedia katolicka, vol. 5, ed. L. Bieikkowski i in., Lublin 1989, col. 1181.

55 Legonice was the property of the Gniezno archbishops as early as 1136. In 1420, on the
right bank of the Pilica River Mikotaj Traba established a town under the Magdeburg
law. Since then there are a village of Legonice, the so-called Legonice of Rawa, and the
city of Legonice, the so-called Legonice of Opoczno, J. Wisniewski, Dekanat opoczyriski,
Radom 1913, pp. 92-93.

56 Litak, Kosciot taciriski, p. 69.
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The Jews were the most prominent religious minority in the Sandomierz pa-
latinate.”” In her study devoted to Jewish communities in Matopolska, Muszyniska
divided the Sandomierz palatinate in two parts. The first one covers that area of
the palatinate which remained in the Commonwealth after the First Partition
(the powiats of Radom, Checiny, Opoczno, Stezyca and a major part of Sando-
mierz and Wislica), and the second one, referred to as the interfluvial zone situ-
ated between the Vistula and San Rivers - the lands of which the Commonwealth
was deprived after 1772 (the powiats of Pilzno and a part of the Sandomierz and
Wislica powiats). Her decision was dictated by different source bases regarding
the two parts.”® The table below features a list of communities mentioned in that
study. It does not include the communities at Osiek and Zawichost as they were
first mentioned by the sources in 1787-1790%.

In major Jewish centres, which undoubtedly included Nowy Korczyn and
Pinczéw,® apart from the kahal synagogue there were also other synagogues.
For example, at Pinczéw, apart from the main brick synagogue built according
to various authors either in the sixteenth (circa 1557)°' or seventeenth® century,
in the eighteenth century there were two more places of worship: a brick and

57 Guldon, “Ludno$¢ zydowska w miastach wojewddztwa sandomierskiego’, pp. 17-29;
Guldon, Krzystanek, “Ludno$¢ zydowska w miastach powiatu wislickiego”, pp. 23-36.

58 Muszynska, Zydzi w miastach, p. 19.

59 Ibid, pp. 71-72.

60 Nowy Korczyn and Pinczéw were the largest centres of Jewish population in the San-
domierz palatinate. As evidenced by the number of people registered both by “Liczba
glow zydowskich w Koronie in 1765” and Spis ludnosci diecezji krakowskiej from 1787.
In the middle of the eighteenth century the number of the Jews at Pinczéw was higher
than the number of Catholics, and was said to be of nearly 5000 people, Wisniowski,
Prepozytura wislicka, p. 66. Which number seems to be overstated. According to Spis
ludnosci diecezji krakowskiej commissioned by bishop Poniatowski in 1787 the town
was inhabited by 1877 Jews, i.e., they accounted for 60.1 percent of the total population.
The data regarding the number of the Jews at Nowy Korczyn are inconsistent. Accord-
ing to the 1765 “Liczba gtéw zydowskich w Koronie” (p. 394) there were 1536 Jews in
the Korczyn kahal. According to the visitation of 1783 the city was inhabited by 2500
Jews and 1975 Catholics (Wisniowski, Prepozytura wislicka, pp. 185, 188), and the 1787
Spis ludnosci diecezji krakowskiej (pp. 21, 96) mentions only 499 Jews and 1030 Catho-
lics. See: Z. Guldon, J. Wijaczka, “Ludno$¢ Piniczowa w XVI-XVIII wieku”, in: Ludnos¢
zydowska w regionie Swigtokrzyskim. Materialy z sesji naukowej w Starachowicach, 17
X1987 1., ed. Z. Guldon, Kielce 1989, pp. 53, 59.

61 Pinczéw (access: http://www.izrael.badacz.org/zydzi_w_polsce/katalog_swietokrzysk-
ie_pinczow.html, 22.06.2007).

62 EJL.1I, p. 990.


http://www.izrael.badacz.org/zydzi_w_polsce/katalog_swietokrzyskie_pinczow.html
http://www.izrael.badacz.org/zydzi_w_polsce/katalog_swietokrzyskie_pinczow.html
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Table 2: The number of places of worship in the Sandomierz palatinate circa 1772

Religions and | Diocese/ | Archdeaconry/ | Deanery/ Main Auxiliary
denominations |Eparchy | Officialate Protopopy/ places of | places of
Governorship | worship | worship
Calvinist 5 -
Uniate (Greek | Przemys]l |- Dukla 6
Catholic)
Latin (Roman Gniezno | Kurzeléw Kurzelow 11 9
Catholic) Malogoszcz 15 7
Opoczno 13 6
Przytyk 10 2
Skrzynno 13 13
Zarnow 11 5
73 42
Lowicz Rawa 1 -
Mazowiecka
74 42
Krakéw | Kielce Radom 14 10
Deaconry Stezyca 18
Zwolen 15
47 21
Kielce Bodzentyn 22 20
Provostship Kunéw 16 13
38 33
Krakéw Jedrzejow 2 1
Opatowiec 21 11
23 12
Lublin Kazimierz
Lukow
Parczew 1 -
Solec 10 10
16 14
Nowy Sacz Mielec 13 12
Pilzno 15 12
Ropczyce 13 6
Strzyzow 10 11

51
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Latin (Roman | Krakéw Sandomierz Koprzywnica 13 12
Catholic) Miechocin 12

Potaniec 13 6

Rudnik 12 10

50 31

Tarnéw Tarnéw 19 20

Widlica Kije 22 13

Pacanéw 14 11

Sokolina 13 4

49 28

Wojnicz Jasto 2 1

Wojnicz 1

5 2

Zawichost Opatéw 11 4
Urzedéw 1

Zawichost 13 3

25 7

323 209

Poznan Warszawa Garwolin 1 -

Wioclawek | Wloctawek Wolborz - 1

398 252

Lutheran 1 -

Jewish 64 4

Total 474 256

a wooden synagogue. At Nowy Korczyn there were three synagogues in 1783,
the oldest of which was built in 1659 and reconstructed in 1724.% In smaller
towns of the Sandomierz palatinate there were also prayer houses apart from

63 Wisniowski, Prepozytura wislicka, pp. 66, 188.
64 Nowy Korczyn (access: http://www.izrael.badacz.org/zydzi_w_polsce/katalog_swie-
tokrzyskie_nkorczyn.html, 22.06.2007).


http://www.izrael.badacz.org/zydzi_w_polsce/katalog_swietokrzyskie_nkorczyn.html
http://www.izrael.badacz.org/zydzi_w_polsce/katalog_swietokrzyskie_nkorczyn.html
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synagogues. They were at Pierzchnica, where the Jews gathered in a private
house after two synagogues had been demolished,* at Maciejowice,* Gérzno,”
Kazanéw® and Stezyca.® The oldest Jewish communities in the Sandomierz pa-
latinate lived in Sandomierz and Szydtéw.”

Table 3: The number of Jewish communities in the Sandomierz palatinate in 1765

Powiat No. of communities
Sandomierz 16

Wislica 10

Radom 13
Checiny 5

Stezyca

Opoczno

Pilzno 15

Total 64

Source: Muszyniska, Zydzi w miastach, pp. 150-152, 189"

Like in the eastern part of the Lublin palatinate, there were Uniate churches in
the south eastern part of the Sandomierz palatinate. The character of the Latin
parishes at Konieczkowa and Lutcza resembles that of the churches near Radzyn
Podlaski and Ostréow Lubelski. In those areas the dominance of the Roman Catho-

lic

Church gives way to the growing significance of the Uniates. In the Pilzno

powiat of the Sandomierz palatinate, close to the border with the Ruthenian pa-
latinate, there were six Greek Catholic parishes belonging to the Dukla deanery

65
66
67
68
69
70

71

Wisniowski, Prepozytura wislicka, p. 62.

AAL. Rep6o A104, p. 70.

AAL. Rep60 A104, p. 94.

AKMK. AV44, p. 32.

AAL. Rep60 A104, p. 2.

Leszczynski, “Zarys organizacji gminnej’, p. 70; W. Kowalski, “Ludno$¢ zydowska a du-
chowienstwo archidiakonatu sandomierskiego w XVII-XVIII wieku”, Studia Judaica,
1 (1998), no. 2, p. 178; Guldon, Krzystanek, Zydzi w miastach lewobrzeznej czesci wo-
jewddztwa sandomierskiego, pp. 10, 18.

The list of Jewish communities in the Sandomierz palatinate has recently been supple-
mented by J. Wijaczka (“Od potowy XVII po schylek XVIII w; pp. 132-134) who added
the community at Serokomla on his map. But he omitted the community at Rakéw.
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of the Uniate diocese in Przemysl.”> Before the Union of Brze$¢, three of them at
Bonaréwka, Krasna (Krosna) and Opardéwka were subordinated to the Ortho-
dox Church and they were featured on the map of the Sandomierz palatinate in
the sixteenth century.”” The other Orthodox churches were established between
the sixteenth and eighteenth centuries. The Dukla deanery was divided between
three palatinates (Krakow, Sandomierz and Ruthenia) and overlapped with ethno-
graphic divisions. The northern regions of the deanery were marked by compact
Lembko settlement (in the Krakow palatinate), and the highlands were situated in
the area inhabited by the so-called Zamieszancy, a separate group of Lemkos (in
the palatinates of Sandomierz and Ruthenia).”

Of 97 Protestant churches operating in the Sandomierz palatinate in the sec-
ond half of the sixteenth century the eighteenth-century sources registered only
five Calvinist churches and one Lutheran church.” It should be emphasized that
the percentage of Protestants in that palatinate was very low. In the areas where
the Lutherans or Calvinists used to live it was never higher than ten percent. The
only exception was Kolonia Dzika Wola in the Radom powiat (parish of Brzéza)
where Protestants accounted for half of its inhabitants in 1787.7

In the eighteenth century Sielec and Tursko Wielkie situated in the Sando-
mierz palatinate were the venues where the Protestant nobility used to convene.”

72 Budzynski, Ludno$¢ pogranicza polsko-ruskiego, vol. 2, pp. 82, 85, 151, 199, 270, 319;
Kotbuk, Koscioly wschodnie, p. 246 (he included those localities in the Ruthenian pa-
latinate).

73 Wojewébdztwo sandomierskie w drugiej potowie XVI wieku, p. 66 (map).

74 The 1581 foundation act of the church at Rzepnik, Gmina Wojaszéwka (access: http://
www.wojaszowka.pl/miejscowosci. html, 22.06.2007); M. Kaznowski, “Beneficja uni-
ckiego dekanatu dukielskiego oraz ich uzytkownicy w latach 1761-1780”, Nasza Prze-
szlosé, 100 (2003), p. 259.

75 In H. Merczyng’s work the church at Sieczkéw is equated with that at the village of
Grzymala. In the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries both Sieczkéw and Grzymata
were the property of the Calvinist Karwicki family who had built churches in both
villages. Both of them survived, though not in the best condition, until the end of the
eighteenth century. According to the 1787 population census in the second half of the
eighteenth century the Evangelical community at Sieczkéw was in decline. The Calvin-
ist church and population continued to exist at the village of Grzymata, Spis ludnosci
diecezji krakowskiej, p. 95; Merczyng, “Zbory i senatorowie’, p. 197; Wiéniowski, Pre-
pozytura wislicka, p. 121; Kriegseisen, Ewangelicy polscy i litewscy, p. 60; Tuczepy.
Historia  (access: http://www.tuczepy.pl/asp/starvol.asp?page=pl_historia&f=f_
historia&tytul=Historia, 23.06.2007).

76 Spis ludnosci diecezji krakowskiej, p. 138.

77 Kriegseisen, Ewangelicy polscy i litewscy, p. 58.


http://www.wojaszowka.pl/miejscowosci.html
http://www.wojaszowka.pl/miejscowosci.html
http://www.tuczepy.pl/asp/starvol.asp?page=pl_historia&f=f_historia&tytul=Historia
http://www.tuczepy.pl/asp/starvol.asp?page=pl_historia&f=f_historia&tytul=Historia
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In a wooden church at Sielec services were also administered for Evangelical
burghers living at Staszéw, 45 of them according to the 1787 Population Census
of the Krakéw Diocese, as well as for local residents. According to the visitation
report of 1783 there were two Protestant churches in the village: an old wooden
one and a new brick one which was still unfinished at the time of the visita-
tion. One was intended for the Calvinists, the other - for the Lutherans.” Until
the first half of the nineteenth century there was also a Calvinist place of wor-
ship at Szczepanowice in the Pilzno powiat which was built and overseen by the
Chrzastowski family.”

In the second half of the eighteenth century there were 730 sacral facilities in
the Sandomierz palatinate, one per approximately 36 km?. Like the Lublin pa-
latinate discussed earlier it was an area where the structures of the Latin Church
predominated. Compared to the Lublin palatinate the density of churches was
much higher here - one Latin church per circa 40 km?. That difference was main-
ly due to the better developed parish structure — one parish church per 66 km?,
twice as many as in the Lublin palatinate, and one filial church per circa 104 km?.

The south-eastern part of the Sandomierz palatinate was a mixed area in reli-
gious and ethnic terms. Apart from the dominant Roman Catholic Church there
were sporadic Uniate churches close to the border with the Ruthenian palatinate
and a significant concentration of synagogues and prayer houses. Several dozen
kilometres farther east there was a complete mix of religions and cultures. That
area was marked by the nearly parallel presence of three major religious commu-
nities of the Commonwealth: the adherents of the Catholic and Uniate Churches,
and the Jews. In the Sandomierz palatinate there was one kahal synagogue per
circa 408 km? more than in the Lublin palatinate. It follows from geographi-
cal analysis that the density of synagogues was much higher in the eastern and
southern powiats of the Sandomierz palatinate: Pilzno, Wislica and Sandomierz.

An interesting difference between the Lublin and Sandomierz palatinates
emerges from the analysis of the localities in which the places of worship were
situated. Like the higher density of churches, that aspect also indicates that in the
Sandomierz region the pattern of settlement was older and more advanced, re-
sulting in a better developed network of parishes. The majority of sacral facilities
of the Sandomierz palatinate were located in villages (54.5 percent), whereas in
the Lublin palatinate there were 42 percent of them. A formal and legal criterion

78 Wisniowski, Prepozytura wislicka, p. 121.

79 Kumor, “Prepozytura tarnowska’, p. 230 (referred to as Lutherans by mistake); Krieg-
seisen, Ewangelicy polscy i litewscy, pp. 60-61; Merczyng, “Zbory i senatorowie’, pp.
200-201.
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was adopted to identify the urban status of a settlement, that is if it enjoyed the
town status. The discussion of the rural nature of many medium and small towns
of the ancient Commonwealth is a separate issue.

The first reason why churches were more frequently located in villages was the
absence in the Sandomierz palatinate of an urban centre as big as Lublin. In the
second half of the eighteenth century Sandomierz had 11 Latin churches and a ka-
hal synagogue, whereas in Lublin there were 20 Latin churches, one Uniate church
and five synagogues. The second factor that determined more “rural” nature of the
Sandomierz Church was the type of settlement and the fact that church structures
were built there earlier than in the Lublin palatinate. It was typical of the entire
Commonwealth that in the areas where settlement developed later and on a small-
er scale, or with a mix of religions where the followers of the Catholic Church
were in the minority, the churches were located mainly in towns. Where the parish
network was well developed, as in the case of the Sandomierz palatinate,*” more
churches were situated in villages.** That did not, of course, apply to the Jewish
minority whose religious life concentrated in towns. All kahal synagogues in the
Sandomierz palatinate were located in urban centres. The only village in respect of
which a prayer house is mentioned was Gérzno in the Stezyca powiat.®

The structure of patronage over Christian churches in the Sandomierz palati-
nate indicates that it was an area where they were predominantly the nobility’s
property. According to a list offered in the Historical Atlas of Poland regarding
the Sandomierz palatinate in the second half of the sixteenth century the nobil-
ity owned 62.1 percent (in terms of the area) or 73 percent (in terms of their
number) of churches, the clergy 16 percent (number) or 18.3 percent (area), and
the king 11 percent (number) or 19.6 percent (area) respectively.** As not all
filial churches had their patrons, due to the absence of benefices they funded, the
structure of patronage is better reflected by parish churches. In 386 Latin par-
ishes of the Sandomierz palatinate (in 12 there is no information about the type
of patronage) the patronage of nobility clearly prevailed — 249 (64.5 percent).
There were 85 (22 percent) parishes where patrons were members of the clergy
and 44 (11.4 percent) with royal patronage. The remaining eight parishes, that is
about 2.1 percent, were under mixed patronage.

80 S. Arnold described the Sandomierz Upland as the second, after the valley of Nida,
oldest settlement stump of Malopolska, Arnold, Geografia historyczna, p. 107.

81 Cf. Litak, Koscidt taciriski, p. 69.

82 AAL. Rep6o A104, p. 94.

83 Wojewddztwo sandomierskie w drugiej potowie XVI wieku, pp. 88, 94, 110.
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Although the nobility’s patronage clearly predominated in the entire palatinate,
there were some regions with a different structure. The deaneries of Bodzentyn
and Kundw are exceptional in that there was a concentration of the properties of
the bishops of Krakéw. In those two deaneries the patronage of the clergy pre-
dominated (72.7 and 75 percent respectively). The Protestant and Uniate Churches
located in the Sandomierz palatinate were all in the charge of the nobility. The sole
exception was the Uniate church of the Nativity of Mary at Oparéwka which was
in the custody of the Latin Church clergy, the Cistercian abbot at Koprzywnica.®

The borders of the Krakéw palatinate were close to those of the medieval
duchy of Krakéw.® When describing the Krakow palatinate Michat Balinski di-
vided it in the following way:

“With a white eagle in golden crown against a red background and with a golden strip
on its wings in its coat of arms the palatinate comprises eight powiats of Krakéw, Sacz,

Biecz, Proszowice, Ksigz, Czchow, Lelow, and Szczyrzyc; and within its borders there are

the duchies of O$wigcim, Zator, Siewierz and the starosty or the land of Spisz”*

The status of the Spisz land and the Duchy of Siewierz independent of the
Krakow palatinate was discussed at the beginning of this chapter. The duchies of
Oswiecim and Zator officially became part of the Krakéw palatinate in 1564 as
the so-called Silesia (Slask) powiat. From then on they were an integral part of
the Krakow palatinate, although they continued to be referred to as the “Duchy
of Os$wiecim” and the “Duchy of Zator” also in the following centuries. In formal
terms in the eighteenth century the Krakéw palatinate may be divided into eight
powiats: Krakéw, Proszéw, Ksiaz, Lelow, Bieck, Sacz-Czchéw, Szczyrzyce and Si-
lesia. Two separate powiats of Sacz and Czchéw were viewed as one administra-
tive entity in the works by Balinski and Gloger.*” The land of Spisz and the Duchy

84 Kaznowski, “Beneficja unickiego dekanatu dukielskiego”, p. 303.

85 Gloger, Geografia historyczna, p. 174.

86 M. Balinski, T. Lipinski, Starozytna Polska pod wzgledem historycznym, jeograficznym
i statystycznym, Warszawa 1885, vol. 2, p. 36.

87 Podraza, “Malopolska’, p. 26. In the sixteenth century tax registers reference is made
to seven administrative powiats: Krakéw and Proszowice, Ksiaz, Lelow, Biecz, Sacz,
Szczyrzyc and Silesia (the duchies of O§wigcim and Zator). For unknown reasons the
work by S. Arnold (Geografia historyczna, p. 109) overlooked the powiat of Sacz. At
the beginning of the seventeenth century a separate powiat of Krakéw was established,
and the final administrative division became consolidated in the mid seventeenth
century, Urzednicy wojewddztwa krakowskiego XVI-XVIII wieku. Spisy, ed. S. Cynar-
ski, A. Falniowska-Gradowska, Kérnik 1990, pp. 5-6. A. Pawinski offers information
about the division of the powiat of Sacz in the seventeenth century into the powiats of
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of Siewierz,* in spite of their obvious links with Matopolska and subordination
to the Krakow diocese, were the administrative units independent of the Krakéw
palatinate. The area of the Krakow palatinate within its borders described above,
namely excluding Spisz and the Duchy of Siewierz, totalled 20 487 km**

The Krakow palatinate is the only palatinate in the ancient Commonwealth
that has a complete and valuable map of settlements and of state as well as church
administration structures in the second half of the eighteenth century. It is the
Map of the Krakéw Palatinate in the Times of the Four Years’ Diet 1788-1792 de-
veloped by Buczek in Krakow in 1929. The sources related to the map, by which
itis also elaborated and supplemented, were published in two volumes titled Ma-
terials to the Historical-Geographical Dictionary of the Krakéw Palatinate (1788-
1792).°° It should be remembered that the work covers the Krakow palatinate in
its borders after the First Partition of the Commonwealth, without its southern
regions including the powiats of Biecz, Sacz-Czchow, Szczyrzyc and Silesia.

Other than a few exceptions, practically all Catholic churches of the Krakéw
palatinate were under the jurisdiction of the Krakéw diocese. Minor variations
were due to the way the Church borders were shaped later on vis-a-vis the state
borders and to the correlation between the territorial organization of the com-
plexes of landed property owned by the Church.” Kuczkéw, which was part of
the Leléw powiat and Kurzeléw deanery in the Gniezno archdiocese, was es-

Sacz and Czchéw (Polska XVI wieku pod wzgledem geograficzno-statystycznym, vol. 3:
Matopolska, ed. A. Pawiniski, Warszawa 1886 [Zrodla dziejowe, vol. 14], p. 14), which
information is hard to verify. On the 1772 map titled Carte de la Pologne by Jozef Ale-
ksander Jablonowski and Giovanni Antonio Rizzi (scale of 1 : 692 000) one may only
find the powiat of Sacz which also covered Czchdw, Rejestr poborowy wojewddztwa
krakowskiego z roku 1680, pp. XXI-XXII.

88 That independent status of the Duchy of Siewierz is corroborated by Regestr diecezjow
(pp- 337-343) of 1783. When listing the deaneries the author only identified parish af-
filiation with the Duchy of Siewierz. In respect to other powiats of the Krakéw palatinate
he offered the affiliation of individual localities both with the palatinate and powiat.

89 Polska XVI wieku pod wzgledem geograficzno-statystycznym, vol.3: Matopolska, p. 8.

90 Materialy do stownika historyczno-geograficznego wojewédztwa krakowskiego w dobie
Sejmu Czteroletniego (1788-1792), ed. W. Semkowicz, vol. 1-2, Wroclaw-Warszawa-
Krakow 1960.

91 One may invoke here J. Szymanski’s opinion (“It was a meaningful feature of the ter-
ritorial organization of Polish bishoprics, which is also evident to some extent in the
divisions inside dioceses, that they overlapped with earlier divisions of state adminis-
tration or the areas demarcated by ownership complexes or economic and geographical
regions”), Szymanski, “Biskupstwa polskie w wiekach $rednich”, p. 222.
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tablished from scratch by Jan Bodzanta, the archbishop of Gniezno, which may
explain the connections between that parish and the Gniezno archbishopric.”* In
the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries the church and the parish of Cierno, located
in the powiat of Ksigz, were the object of many disputes between the Krakéw and
Gniezno bishoprics. Laski included that parish in the Kurzeléw archdeaconry,
subordinated to the Gniezno diocese, but according to Dlugosz it was a part of
the Krakow diocese.” In that region the Nida River was a natural border between
the Krakéw and Sandomierz palatinates. The capital of the deanery and the par-
ish of Krzepice, belonging to the powiat of Leléw, were also connected with the
Gniezno archdiocese.” In 1357, after Krzepice had been granted city status, King
Kazimierz the Great founded a parish church in there and delineated new par-
ish borders inside the Klobuck parish situated within the limits of the Krakéw
diocese. He turned to the bishop of Krakéw, Bodzanta, to endow the parish with
the tithes the bishop had been paid. The bishop refused and the parish was en-
dowed with the tithes by the archbishop of Gniezno, Jarostaw, who thus extended
Gniezno’s jurisdiction over Krzepice.”

The Brzeznica deanery in the Gniezno archdiocese had two monastery
churches of the Lateran Canons Regular: a parish church at Mstéw and its filial
church at Redziny. In early modern times the affiliation of the church at Mstéw
was quite complicated. Although the city was part of the Krakow palatinate, in
view of its location north of the Warta River the monastery of the Canons Regu-
lar was a bone of contention between the archbishop of Gniezno and the bishop

92 Regestr diecezjow, p. 66; Materialy do stownika historyczno-geograficznego wojewddztwa
krakowskiego, p. 153; Osadnictwo Ksiestwa Lowickiego (access: http://ksiestwolowickie.
za.pl/osad.htm, 27.06.2007); ]. Warezak, Stownik historyczno-geograficzny Ksiestwa Lo-
wickiego, p. 2, fasc. 1, £6dz 1967, pp. 163-165; Idem, Rozwdj uposazenia arcybiskupstwa
gnieznieniskiego w Sredniowieczu z uwzglednieniem stosunkow gospodarczych w XIV
i XV w., Lwéw 1929, p. 76.

93 Regestr diecezjow, p. 104; Materialy do stownika historyczno-geograficznego wojewédz-
twa krakowskiego, p. 34; ]. Dtugosz, Liber beneficiorum dioecesis Cracoviensis, vol. 3, ed.
A. Przezdziecki, Krakoéw 1864 (Opera omnia, vol. 9), p. 369; J. Laski, Liber beneficiorum
archidioecesis Gnesnensis, ed. J. bukowski, vol. 1, Gniezno 1880, p. 575.

94 The border of the Krakéw palatinate ran along the Liczwarta River, see: Mapa wo-
jewddztwa krakowskiego w dobie Sejmu Czteroletniego 1788-1792; Laski, Liber bene-
ficiorum, vol. 2, p. 117; Regestr diecezjow, p. 62; Materialy do stownika historyczno-
geograficznego wojewddztwa krakowskiego, pp. 148-149.

95 Kumor, Granice metropolii i diecezji polskich, p. 325; ]. Zwiazek, “Przynaleznos¢ kos-
cielna pogranicza Wielko- i Malopolski ze Slaskiem”, Prace Naukowe Wyzszej Szkoly
Pedagogicznej w Czestochowie. Zeszyty Historyczne, 1994, fasc. 2, pp. 81-82.
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of Krakéw. In 1220, the bishop of Krakéw endowed the monastery at Mstoéw
with the tithes paid by the localities of that area and that is why he was convinced
that the monastery was subordinated to the Krakéw diocese. In 1444, Cardinal
Bishop Zbigniew Olesnicki incorporated the monastic church which discharged
the function of a parish church after the decline of the church located at the
southern end of the town, into his diocese. This gave rise to a dispute with the
archbishop of Gniezno in whose opinion the area north of the Warta River was
under his jurisdiction. In 1456 a verdict was passed in Plock pursuant to which
the monastery of the Canons Regular and the parish villages located north of
the Warta River were to be subordinated to the see of Gniezno, and the town as
well as the area outside the city walls located on the southern river bank - to the
bishop of Krakéw. In its decrees the Council of Trent (sess. 14, cap. 9) made it
clear that the same parish could not be under the jurisdiction of two dioceses.
According to Jan Zwigzek this was tantamount to the permanent subordination
of Mst6éw and its parish district to the Gniezno archdiocese. In his work devoted
to the structures of the Latin Church of the Commonwealth in the second half of
the eighteenth century Litak divided the Mstéw parish between the dioceses of
Gniezno (the monastery and the parish church) and Krakéw (St. Stanislaus’ and
St. Adelbert’s filial churches). It is worth emphasizing that the filial churches at
Mstow were also recognized by some sources as part of the Gniezno archdiocese.
This issue must have not been regulated until the end of the eighteenth century
because the 1787 register of benefices of the Krakow diocese mentions the par-
ish church of St. Stanislaus at Mstéw and includes in its area of jurisdiction the
towns and villages located north of the Warta River.”® It cannot be ruled out that
there were two parish churches at Mstéw — dedicated respectively to the Virgin
Mary, run by the monastery (Sieradz palatinate, Gniezno archdiocese) and to St.
Stanislaus (Krakéw palatinate and diocese).

In the second half of the eighteenth century the bishops of Krakéw agreed
to the transfer of the parish at Jasliska, situated in the Krakéw palatinate, to the
jurisdiction of the bishops of Przemysl. As early as 1434 King Wtadystaw Jagielto
handed over the town and the surrounding area to the Przemys$l bishopric. The fi-
nal allocation of the Jadliska parish to the Przemysl diocese was made in the mid-
eighteenth century after consent had been granted in 1758 by Bishop Andrzej
Zatuski, and then upheld in 1759 by Kajetan Ignacy Soltyk and the cathedral
chapter in Krakéw. In 1762 Pope Clement XIII approved the above-mentioned

96 AKapMK. MS no. Reg. C. 14, pp. 52, 106; SGKP. VI, p. 779, IX, p. 636; Zwiazek, “Przy-
nalezno$¢ koscielna pogranicza’, pp. 83-84; Litak, Kosciét taciriski, pp. 199, 246.
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transfer of the Jadliska parish which was effected the following year by the arch-
bishop of Lwow, Wactaw Sierakowski.”

Apart from the above exceptions, all Latin churches in the Krakdw palatinate
were part of the Krakéw diocese. They were subordinated to the archdeaconries
of Krakow, Nowy Sacz, Pilica and Wojnicz and provostships of Pilica and Wislica.
The parish of Ryglice was in the Tarnéw provostship.”® Both the archdeaconries
and deaneries of that part of the Krakéw diocese were the oldest units of church
administration in the Commonwealth. According to an interesting theory by
Jacek Chachaj, the establishment of deaneries in the Krakéw archdeaconry may
be attributed to Bishop Gedko in the second half of the seventeenth century.”
The area of the Krakéw archdeaconry, which initially covered the entire dio-
cese, was gradually curtailed in the process of establishing further archdeacon-
ries and district provostships. After the establishment of the above-mentioned
border region archdeaconries of Zawichost, Lublin, Sandomierz and Radom
(Kielce deaconry), as well as the Wislica and Kielce provostships in the twelfth
century, in 1448 Zbigniew Olesnicki instituted the Sacz archdeaconry set apart
from the Krakéw archdeaconry and Wislica provostship.'® Set up latest of all
were the archdeaconry and provostship at Pilica (1612), covering the deaneries
at Wolbrom and Leléw'"! and the archdeaconry at Wojnicz, which included two
deaneries of the Krakéw archdeaconry (Lipnica and Wojnicz, 1751) and four of
the Sacz archdeaconry (Zmigréd Nowy, Jasto, Biecz and Bobowa, 1765).12

In the second half of the eighteenth century there were 822 Latin churches in
the Krakow palatinate. The percentage of parish churches in the total number of
places of worship in the Krakéw palatinate (52.8 percent) was almost identical
with that in Lublin (52.1 percent), but lower than in Sandomierz (61.2 percent).
That by no means should be attributed to a denser network of parish churches
in the Sandomierz palatinate, as one parish in the Krakéw palatinate covered on

97  Kumor, Granice metropolii i diecezji polskich, p. 63; Budzynski, Ludnos¢ pogranicza
polsko-ruskiego, vol. 2, p. 176.

98  See footnote 49.

99  J. Chachaj, “Powstanie dekanatéw w archidiakonacie krakowskim”, Rocznik Muzeum
w Gliwicach, 11/12 (1997), pp. 17-18.

100 Kumor, “Archidiakonat sagdecki’, pp. 13-14.

101 Kumor, Dzieje diecezji krakowskiej, vol. 4, pp. 69, 94.

102 J. Szymanski, “Dekanat wojnicki w $wietle niektorych uwag o organizacji dekanalnej
diecezji krakowskiej w XIII-XVI wieku”, Roczniki Teologiczno-Kanoniczne, 8 (1961),
fasc. 1, pp. 75-95; Idem, “Powstanie archidiakonatu wojnickiego i jego organizacja’,
Roczniki Teologiczno-Kanoniczne, 5 (1959), fasc. 4, pp. 83-102.
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average 47 km? (against 66 km? in the Sandomierz palatinate). A high percent-
age of filial churches was due to a significant number of monastery and auxiliary
churches both in Krakéw (in seven parishes in Krakéw there were as many as
34 monastery and filial churches) and in its vicinity. All in all, among 434 par-
ish churches in the entire Krakéw palatinate there was one cathedral in Krakow,
eight collegiate churches (two in Krakéw - St. Anne’s and All Saints, and one each
in Kleparz, Nowy Sacz, Bobowa, Pilica, Skalbmierz and Wojnicz), 14 monastery
churches and nine serviced by religious orders. Among 388 auxiliary churches
there were two collegiate churches in Krakow (St. Michaels, St. George’s), 72 mon-
astery churches, and 11 serviced by religious orders. The Krakéw palatinate had
a total of 43 hospital churches, including two run in Krakéw by the nuns and
monks (the Discalced Carmelites and the Order of the Holy Spirit of Saxia).

Table 4: The number of places of worship in the Krakéw palatinate circa 1772

Religions and | Diocese/ | Archdeaconry/ Deanery/ Main places | Auxiliary

denominations | Eparchy | Officialate Protopopy/ | of worship | places of

Governorship worship

Calvinist 2 -

Uniate (Greek | Przemysl | - Biecz 36 4
Catholic) Dukla 18
Muszyna 37
91

Latin (Roman | Gniezno |Kurzeléw Kurzeléw 1 -

Catholic) Malogoszcz 1 -

2 _

Wielun Krzepice 1 2

Uniejow Brzeznica 1 1

4 3

Krakow | Krakow Bytom 3 2

Dobczyce 25 16

Jedrzejow 20 5

Krakéw 12 57

Ksigz Wielki 16 4

Nowa Géra 27 25

Oswigcim 15 10

Proszowice 18 9

Pszczyna 1 1
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Latin (Roman | Krakow | Krakéw Skata 29 14
Catholic) Skawina 16 17
Wieliczka 11
Witéw 15
Zator 25 17
Zywiec 10 16
243 210
Nowy Sacz Nowy Sacz 27 25
Nowy Targ 12 27
Pilzno 2 -
41 52
Pilica Wolbrom 12 10
Pilica Leléw 32 39
Tarnow Tarnow 1 -
Wilica Sokolina 3 4
Wojnicz Biecz 21 18
Bobowa 17
Jasto 15
Lipnica 23 23
Murowana
‘Wojnicz 14 8
Zmigréd Nowy 8 7
98 70
430 385
434 388
Jewish 21 6
Total 548 403

In the eastern area of the Krakow palatinate there were also churches which belonged to
the Uniate Church diocese of Przemysl which in organizational terms were a follow-up
of the Orthodox Church eparchy. There is a generally accepted opinion in the literature
on the subject that the Latin Church structures of the Lwow metropolitan province were
established based on the territorial division of the Orthodox Churchin place earlier on.'®

103 Budzynski, Ludnos¢ pogranicza polsko-ruskiego, vol. 1, p. 52; A. Janeczek, Osadnictwo
pogranicza polsko-ruskiego. Wojewdodztwo belskie od schytku XIV do poczgtku XVII
wieku, Warszawa 1993, p. 37; Kumor, Granice metropolii i diecezji polskich, p. 254.
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However, there was an apparent difference between the borders of the Przemysl
dioceses of the Latin and the Uniate Churches in that region.'® This must have
been due to the origins of the Latin Przemysl diocese which could not extend its
jurisdiction over the areas that were then administered by the bishop of Krakéw.
This is why its western border ran further to the east than that of the Orthodox
Church diocese already existing there. The changes affecting the territorial network
of the Przemyg¢] eparchy in early modern times described by Zdzistaw Budzynski
evolved in two directions: in the central zone (along the San River) the border
moved westward following the process of colonization from the west, and along the
Carpathian Mountains it turned far west along with the development of the Vlach
settlement.'® Overall, in the eastern part of the Krakdw palatinate in the territory
of three deaneries (of Biecz, Dukla and Muszyna)'® there were 100 Uniate churches
(91 parish and nine filial ones).

In some areas of the Przemysl diocese located in the Krakéw palatinate, the
jurisdiction of the Uniate Church structures covered the Lemko community liv-
ing slightly in isolation and off the beaten track. It was the westernmost commu-
nity of the Eastern Church.!”” Without going into the discussion of the origins
and shaping of the Polish-Ruthenian border in the Carpathian Mountains,'*® suf-
fice it to say that the Lemkos lived, inter alia, in the area under the jurisdiction
of the Uniate Biecz deanery most probably established in the second half of the
seventeenth century'®.

104 That difference is well illustrated by the map by L. Biertkowski and W. Miiller, “Die-
cezje katolickie taciniskie i unickie w Polsce okoto 1772 17 (Kosciét w Polsce, vol. 2).

105 Z.Budzynski, “Pogranicze polsko-ruskie (ukrainskie) do konica XVIII wieku. Teryto-
rium - dynamika i specyfika zmian’, in: Dwa pogranicza. Galicja Wschodnia i Gérny
Slgsk. Historia — Problemy - Odniesienia, ed. Z. Budzynski, J. Kaminska-Kwak, Rze-
sz6w 2003, p. 35.

106  On the map of the Latin and Uniate dioceses made by L. Bienkowski and W. Miiller in
1968 (Kosciét w Polsce, vol. 2) included in the Krakéw palatinate was also the Uniate
deanery of Jasto. The authors must have meant Jasliska located south-east of Dukla. On
the development of the parish network of the Uniate deanery of Biecz, see: B. Kumor,
“Osadnictwo temkowskie i sie¢ parafialna w unickim dekanacie bieckim w $wietle
wizytacji z r. 17777, Lemkowie i Lemkoznawstwo w Polsce, 5 (1997), pp. 125-133.

107 'W. Kolbuk, “Koéciot unicki na Lemkowszczyznie w wieku XVIII: problem odrebno-
$ci”, Lemkowie i Lemkoznawstwo w Polsce, 5 (1997), pp. 116-117.

108 One may invoke here a synopsis by A. Zigba, “bemkowie i Lemkowszczyzna w hi-
storiografii polskiej”, Lemkowie i Lemkoznawstwo w Polsce, 5 (1997), pp. 31-43.

109 Kumor, “Osadnictwo lemkowskie”, p. 125.
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Unlike the Uniate churches that were located only in the south eastern part of
the Krakoéw palatinate, the Jewish communities were spaced quite evenly over
its entire area. They were quite precisely registered by the 1765 Census of the
Jews of the Krakéw palatinate published at the end of the nineteenth century by
Aleksander Czuczynski."® It follows from that register as well as other sources,
including the Latin Church visitations, that in the second half of the eighteenth
century there were 21 Jewish communities''! with 27 synagogues. The Zatuski’s
visitation of 1748 also took note of a private prayer house at Kromoléw which
was under the jurisdiction of the Leléw kahal.'"* The largest kahals existed in Ka-
zimierz near Krakow, with seven synagogues and 3500 to 4000 Jewish residents,'
Wisnicz Nowy with 2385 people!* and Zmigréd Nowy with 1926 Jews.''* In the
Zarki kahal inhabited by 952 Jews,''® apart from the kahal synagogue there was
also a smaller private synagogue."” The 1748 visitation also reported two syna-
gogues in Nowy Sacz which had been built without the permission of church
authorities.'®

Apart from the sacral buildings of the Catholics, Uniates and Jews, in the
Krakéw palatinate there were two Calvinist churches that remained after the
Reformation and continued to function through the end of the eighteenth cen-
tury. They were situated at Wiatowice and Wielkanoc. The church at Wielkanoc
was built in 1613 and continued the activity of the Calvinist churches in Krakéw
and Aleksandrow.'” That Reformation centre in Matopolska is also remembered
because of the marriage of Maurycy Beniowski, a picturesque person and author
of famous diaries as well as a character of Juliusz Stowacki’s poem. Although the

110  Spis Zydéw, pp. 408-427.

111 The list of Jewish communities in the Krakéw palatinate was supplemented by J.
Wijaczka (“Od potowy XVII po schytek XVIII w., pp. 132-134) who also added to
his map a community at Przyréw in the powiat of Lelow.

112 AKMK. AV32, p. 320; Materiaty do stownika historyczno-geograficznego wojewédztwa
krakowskiego, p. 146 (the Jews lived in the Leléw kahal).

113 AKMK. AV28, p. 156 (ca 4 thousand people); Spis Zydéw, p. 413 (3877 people);
“Liczba gléw”, p. 393 (3710 people). Also see: M. Bataban, Dzieje Zydéw w Krakowie
i na Kazimierzu (1304-1868), Krakow 1913.

114  Spis zydow, p. 424; “Liczba glow”, p. 393.

115 “Liczba gtow”, p. 393; Spis zydow, p. 426.

116  Spis zydéw, p. 418, 1765 1.

117 AKMK. AV32, p. 343.

118 Kumor, ,Archidiakonat sadecki’, p. 122.

119 AKMK. AV29, f. 59; Merczyng, Zbory i senatorowie, p. 203; Kriegseisen, Ewangelicy
polscy i litewscy, p. 60.
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church at Wiatowice was ruined during the Swedish invasion, it was quickly re-
built and continued to exist until the end of the nineteenth century.'*

In the second half of the eighteenth century there were 951 places of worship
in the Krakéw palatinate — one church per circa 22 km?* Nearly 90 percent of
them were Latin churches and their density was much higher than in the other
palatinates of Matopolska - one church per circa 25 km? (one parish per circa
47 km?, one filial church per circa 53 km?). Another distinctive feature of the
Krakéw palatinate compared to other palatinates of Matopolska was the very
low density of kahals and much higher significance of the Uniate communities
than in the palatinates of Sandomierz and Lublin. They lived along the upper and
middle Wistoka River (near Biecz, Dukla and Muszyna). In the Krakéw palati-
nate there was one Uniate church per circa 205 km?, and one synagogue per 759
km? (against 408 km? in the Sandomierz palatinate and 304 km? in the Lublin
palatinate).

Most places of worship of the Krakéw palatinate were situated in the country-
side (67.7 percent). If Krakéw, Kazimierz and Kleparz are excluded, the percent-
age rises to 74.7 percent. The fact that there were so many rural churches was by
no means tantamount to low urbanization of that region, but to the higher den-
sity and older settlement as well as the earlier development of church structures
in that area. They covered not only towns. More frequently than in northern and
central Malopolska, churches were located in villages, even in sparsely populated
areas such as Zabieniec near Lelow.'?!

Patronage over the Christian churches in the Krakéw palatinate depended,
as elsewhere, on the pattern of landholding. If the church was located on noble
land, the noble in question tended to have the rights of patronage. There is in-
formation on the type of patronage in respect to 620 places of worship in the
Krakéw palatinate (527 Latin churches, 92 Uniate and one Calvinist church).
The right to present in nearly half of them (308, or 49.7 percent) belonged to the
nobility, 27.3 percent (or 169) to the clergy and 15 percent (or 93) to the king.
Other churches were in the custody of the cities, the University of Krakéw or
under mixed patronage. A slightly lower percentage of noble patronage in the
Krakéw palatinate compared to the Lublin and Sandomierz ones must be attrib-
uted to a stronger involvement of Krakéw University and the city of Krakéw in

120 AKMK. AV40, pp. 173-174; Merczyng, “Zbory i senatorowie”, p. 202; Kriegseisen,
Ewangelicy polscy i litewscy, p. 60.
121  Materialy do stownika historyczno-geograficznego wojewédztwa krakowskiego, p. 359.
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the patronage over churches. That kind of patronage either did not exist or was
rare outside the Krakéw palatinate.

The problem of the administrative autonomy of the Spisz land in Matopolska
was discussed earlier. The subject of the relations between the religions in Spisz
was recently raised by Peter Soltés who wrote a history of the Uniate Church in
the eighteenth century. He emphasized that Spisz was the westernmost strong-
hold of the Byzantine-Slavic rite in Central Europe.'**

In the second half of the eighteenth century within the limits of the Spisz
starosty there were 13 churches: six Latin parishes and three filial churches
(including one monastery church), and five Uniate churches with six filial
churches. Latin parishes were subordinated to the Krakéw diocese, and the
Uniate Church parishes inhabited mainly by Lemkos - to the Przemy$l diocese.
The Muszyna deanery, to which the Uniate churches of Spisz belonged, recog-
nized the Union of Brze$¢ from its very beginning, most probably under the
influence of the bishops of Krakéw. In the Middle Ages the district of Lubowla,
being a border area, was disputed by the Krakéw diocese and archbishopric
in Esztergom. The papal decisions granting the parishes in that region to the
Krakéw bishop (1332, 1342) were finally implemented at the beginning of the
seventeenth century. The deanery of Spisz was established by Bishop Gembicki
during the 1643 synod.'*

According to Bolestaw Kumor the area of Spisz was first Christianized by the
Latin Church - from Esztergom in the south and Krakéw in the north. The set-
tlement of Lemkos began as late as the sixteenth century, bringing the Orthodox
religion. The earliest registered Eastern church in Spisz (1420) was located at
Pora¢ on the Hungarian side of the border.’* On the Polish side of the border the
oldest Eastern church was built in 1571 at Litmanowa.'® It should be emphasized
that all places of worship in Spisz, apart from the filial church at Druzbaki Gérne,
were under the royal patronage.'*

122 P Soltés, “Spis v dejinéch gréckokatolickej cirkvi v 18. storoci’, in: Terra Scepusiensis.
Stan badan nad dziejami Spiszu, Levoc¢a-Wroclaw 2003, p. 615.

123 B.Kumor, “Chrystianizacja doliny Popradu do konca XVI wieku”, Almanach Sgdecki,
no. 22 (access: http://www. nsi.pl/almanach/art-wydarzenia/chrystianizacja_doli-
ny_popradu.htm, 5.02.2008).

124 Soltés, “Spis v dejinach’, p. 615.

125 Kumor, “Chrystianizacja doliny Popradu”.

126 B. Szady, Prawo patronatu w Rzeczypospolitej w czasach nowozytnych, Lublin 2002,
p- 92.


http://www. nsi.pl/almanach/art-wydarzenia/chrystianizacja_doliny_popradu.htm
http://www. nsi.pl/almanach/art-wydarzenia/chrystianizacja_doliny_popradu.htm
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Table 5: The number of places of worship in the land of Spisz (the part under the Polish
jurisdiction) circa 1772.

Religions and | Diocese/ | Archdeaconry/ | Deanery/ Main Auxiliary
denominations | Eparchy | Officialate Protopopy/ | placesof | places of
Governorship | worship worship

Uniate (Greek | Przemyd] | - Muszyna 5 6
Catholic)
Latin (Roman | Krakéw | Nowy Sacz Spisz 6 3
Catholic)
Total 11 9

Summary. Malopolska was an area of the definite domination of the Latin
Church. Of 1925 places of worship of various denominations which existed in
the palatinates of Lublin, Sandomierz, Krakéw and the land of Spisz, 1648, or 85.6
percent, were Roman Catholic. Much more modest compared to the Latin Church
structure was the number of the Uniate churches (132 churches, or 6.9 percent)
and Jewish places of worship (134 synagogues, or 7 percent). Apart from them in
Malopolska there were 11 Protestant churches (two Lutheran and nine Calvinist).

Table 6: The number and percentage of places of worship in Matopolska circa 1772.

Palatinate Number and percentage of places of worship
Latin Uniate Lutheran Calvinist Jewish

(Roman (Greek

Catholic) Catholic)
Lublin 74.6 % 6.7 % 0.4 % 0.9 % 174 %
10 346 km? 167 15 1 2 39
Sandomierz 89.0 % 0.8 % 0.2 % 0.7 % 9.3 %
26 144 km? 650 6 1 5 68
Krakow 86.5 % 10.5 % - 0.2 % 2.8 %
20 487 km? 822 100 2 27
Land of Spisz 45.0 % 55.0 % - - -
679 km? 9 11
Total 85.6 % 6.9 % 0.1 % 0.5 % 7.0 %
57 656 km? 1648 132 2 9 134

The number of religious communities and their distribution closely corresponded
with the density of population. However, as many scholars have emphasized, it
is very difficult to compile precise statistics in that regard. In order to illustrate
the problem let us have a look at the summary of the demographic and religious
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situation in the old Krakéw diocese based on the 1787 population census in that
diocese. A certain problem arises, however, due to the underestimated number
of the Jewish population in the cities and the fact that the followers of the Uniate
religion might have been overlooked.'”” It should be remembered that the 1787
population census did not cover the part of Matopolska across the Vistula River
which had been annexed by Austria in 1772. According to the 1787 Summary
of the Number of Souls in the Krakéw Diocese Malopolska was inhabited by 831
730 people, of whom 771 932 (92.8 percent) were Catholics, 58 856 (7.1 percent)
- Jews, and 942 (0.1 percent) — dissidents.'”® As the census did not identify the
Uniates, in order for the comparison to be accurate it is necessary to put together
the places of worship of the Uniate and Catholic Church. It follows from that
comparison that the percentage of the followers of individual denominations
determined according to the number of places of worship and the number of
population are nearly identical.

Eugeniusz Wisniowski and Stanistaw Litak, who conducted their research on
the medieval and early modern parish network, observed a strong correlation
between a gradual development of the parish network and settlement processes
which were strongly affected by the natural environment, and especially the
quality of soil.

“The regions with better developed parish network were marked by older and better

developed settlements”.'?

“The development of the parish network was strongly determined by the settlement

situation” !>

When the data from individual palatinates of Matopolska are taken into consid-
eration, one can see that the path along which the structures of the Latin Church
developed clearly ran from Krakéw in northward direction. This is best illustrated
by a comparison of the above statistical data and the Tadeusz Ladogdrski’s map
titled Population Density in Polish Territories in the mid Fourteenth Century.”'

127 Jop, Zasiedlenie pojezierza, p. 130.

128  Spis ludnosci diecezji krakowskiej, pp. 34-35.

129 S. Litak, “Organizacja Ko$ciola tacinskiego w Rzeczypospolitej w XVI-XVIII wieku
ze szczegélnym uwzglednieniem diecezji krakowskiej”, in: Kosciot katolicki w Mato-
polsce w Sredniowieczu i we wezesnym okresie nowozytnym, Kielce-Gdansk 2001, pp.
32-33.

130 Wisniowski, Parafie w Sredniowiecznej Polsce, p. 30.

131 T. Ladenberger, Zaludnienie Polski na poczgtku panowania Kazimierza Wielkiego,
Lwéw 1930, map.



68 Matopolska Province

Table 7: Density of population and places of worship in the Krakéw palatinate'

Population density in the fourteenth Density of Catholic churches in the
century according to T. Eadogdrski second half of the eighteenth century
(no. people/ km?) (no. churches/ km?)
Lublin archdeaconry Lublin palatinate
0.6/ 1 km? 1/ circa 62 km?
Sandomierz archdeaconry and Kielce Sandomierz palatinate
provostship 1/ circa 40 km?
4.9/ 1km?
Krakoéw archdeaconry Krakoéw palatinate
7.0/ 1 km? 1/ circa 25 km?

The distribution of synagogues was inversely proportional to the density of Latin
churches. The rise in their number was an outcome of the strong demographic growth
of the Jewish population in the entire Commonwealth. That population growth caused
anxiety in the Catholic Church as reflected by the bishops’ “ad limina” reports.'** In the
sixteenth century the Jews accounted for 25 percent of the population of Matopolska,
and they lived in almost half (47 percent) of royal cities and in one noble town out
of four (23 percent). They did not inhabit the cities owned by the Catholic church."**
There was an apparent asymmetry in the percentage of Jewish population in rural and
urban parishes. In the mid-eighteenth century more than ten percent of the Jews in
Matopolska lived in 59 urban parishes and in only five rural ones.'*

The early modern era was marked by the intensive demographic growth and
settlement of the Jewish Diaspora in Malopolska, with its highest intensity in the
seventeenth and the first half of the eighteenth century rather than the second.’*
According to Andrzej Wyrobisz those demographic processes were due to “a set-
back to the growth of the Christian population as a result of a stalemate in the
urban economy and the fact that small towns were overrun by the Jewish element,

132 Ibid, pp. 33, 61-73.

133 W. Miiller, “Zydzi w relacjach ad limina biskupéw polskich z XVII i XVIIT wieku”,
in: Religie - edukacja - kultura. Ksigga pamigtkowa dedykowana Profesorowi Stani-
stawowi Litakowi, Lublin 2002, ed. M. Surdacki, p. 83.

134 E Kiryk, F. Le$niak, “Skupiska zydowskie w miastach matopolskich do konca XVI
wieku”, in: Zydzi w Malopolsce. Studia z dziejéw osadnictwa i Zycia spolecznego, ed.
E Kiryk, Przemys¢l 1991, p. 17.

135 M. Surdacki, “Ludno$¢ Matopolski w potowie XVIII wieku”, Roczniki Humanistyczne,
32 (1984), fasc. 2, p. 175.

136 Kowalski, “Ludno$¢ zydowska a duchowienstwo”, pp. 178-186.
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mainly poor people, for whom a small town and the protection of its owner were
the only chance to survive”."*” In the aftermath of those changes in the second half
of the eighteenth century the Jews inhabited 158 out of 174 towns (90.1 percent)
of the Krakéw, Sandomierz and Lublin palatinates.’*® From the sixteenth century
the residents of royal towns were moving to eastern regions of the Commonwealth
where they were settling down in private towns. The same process could also be
observed in the Lublin palatinate where only seven (Kazimierz Dolny, Kalinowszc-
zyzna, Lublin, Lukéw, Ostrow, Parczew, Piaski) out of 34 Jewish communities were
in royal domains, and the Sandomierz palatinate where 14 out of 64 communities
were in royal towns. A more balanced situation existed in the Krakow palatinate,
where 12 out of 21 kahals were situated in private and nine in royal towns.'*

It follows from the statistical data regarding individual palatinates that where
the Catholic Church had the most developed structures (in the Krakéw palati-
nate) the density of synagogues and prayer houses was lowest. And vice versa —
in the Lublin palatinate, where the Latin parish network was less developed, the
density of Jewish places of worship was probably highest. Feliks Kiryk and Fran-
ciszek Le$niak pointed out a higher degree of “Judaization” of the Lublin palati-
nate compared to the rest of Malopolska. In their opinion that greater density of
Jewish communities did not mean that the Lublin palatinate was inhabited by the
highest number of Jews. That region was simply less and much later urbanized.'*’

It is worth verifying the above statement regarding the situation in the eight-
eenth century based on the available demographic data on the number of Jews
living in Malopolska. There are two systemized registers of the number of Jews
in the palatinates of Malopolska in the second half of the eighteenth century.'"!
According to Zenon Guldon and Karol Krzystanek the 1787 church census is
a reliable source of demographic data. It provided more credible figures than

137 A. Wyrobisz, “Ludnos¢ zydowska w Tarlowie (od potowy XVT do konca XVIII wie-
ku)”, Biuletyn Zydowskiego Instytutu Historycznego, 1 (89), 1974, p. 8.

138 Muszyniska, Zydzi w miastach, p. 139. There is a discrepancy in the number of the
Malopolska towns in the work by E Kiryk and E. Le$niak and that by J. Muszyniska.
J. Muszynska estimates that in the second half of the sixteenth century there were 151
urban centres (Zydzi w miastach, p. 266), whereas according to E. Kiryk and F. Le$niak
there were 223 of them (“Skupiska zZydowskie w miastach matopolskich”, p. 18).

139 It is estimated that in the eighteenth century 50 to 75 percent of Jews lived in private
towns, A. Kazimierczyk, Zydzi w dobrach prywatnych w swietle sgdowniczej i administra-
cyjnej praktyki débr magnackich w wiekach XVI-XVIII, Krakow 2002, p. 7; G.D. Hundert,
Zydzi w Rzeczypospolitej Obojga Narodéw w XVIII wieku, Warszawa 2006, p. 69.

140 Kiryk, Lesniak, “Skupiska zydowskie”, p. 16.

141 See footnotes 20 and 24.
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the state-run censuses carried out between 1789 and 1810. In their opinion the
best statistical data regarding the Jewish population are offered by the census
of 1764-1765 which registered much more Jews than the following ones.'** The
table below demonstrates that their opinion is not well-founded as the Jewish
population rose slightly in 1787 compared to 1765.

Table 8: The number of the Jews in Matopolska in the second half of the eighteenth century

Palatinate | Number of the Jews according to | Number of the Jews according to
the so-called 1787 Poniatowski’s Number of Jewish Heads in 1765
census®
number number per km? number number per km?
Lublin 25288 2.4 20107 1.9
Sandomierz 43728 1.7 43673 1.7
Krakow 20193 1.0 16 814 0.8 {0.9}
{19 315}°

Total 89 209¢ 1.6 80 594 14

 The 1787 Poniatowski’s population census was supplemented with the data from the 1765
Census of the Jews in the Krakéw Palatinate regarding the areas annexed after the First
Partition (the so-called Zawidlaniska Part) and the Number of Jewish Heads in the Crown in
the 1765 Poll Tax Registers regarding parts of the Lublin and Sandomierz palatinates located
outside of the Krakow diocese (inter alia, Kurzelow archdeaconry) that had not been covered
by the above-mentioned Poniatowski’s census.

® There are two sources regarding the Krakow palatinate: Number of Jewish Heads in the
Crown in the 1765 Poll Tax Registers, p. 393 and the 1765 Census of the Jews in the Krakow
Palatinate. On statistical discrepancies between both censuses, see: “Spis Zydéw wojewddztwa
krakowskiego z roku 1765”, pp. 409-410.

¢J. Muszynska estimates the number of the Jews in Matopolska proper circa 1765 at 50 036
(Zydzi w miastach, pp. 139-140).

It follows from the above table that the proposition put forward by Kiryk and Le$niak
regarding the degree of “Judaization of the Lublin palatinate” in the sixteenth century
does not apply to the second half of the eighteenth century. The density of the Jewish
population was proportional to the number of synagogues and prayer houses - it was
highest in the Lublin palatinate, and lowest in the Krakéw palatinate. At this point it
is worth recalling Marian Surdacki’s research on the population of Matopolska based
on the church sources from the mid-eighteenth century. According to Surdacki in
this period the Jewish population accounted for 5.34 percent of the entire population
of the Krakéw diocese. Most Malopolska Jews lived in the eastern part of the diocese,

142 Guldon, Krzystanek, “Ludnos¢ zydowska w miastach powiatu wislickiego”, p. 33.
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that is in the Lublin palatinate and in the eastern part of the Sandomierz palatinate.
The deaneries located in the Lublin palatinate were marked by the highest percent-
age of the Jewish population in the entire Malopolska: the deanery of Chodel - 15.05
percent, Urzedoéw — 10.74 percent, Kazimierz — 9.02 percent, Parczew — 7.17 percent,
and Lukéw — 6.74 percent. These figures are in contrast with the data on the deaner-
ies of the Krakéw palatinate: the deanery of Bytom — 1.69 percent, Pszczyna — 0.70
percent, Nowa Gora — 1.55 percent, Skata — 0.97 percent, Proszowice — 0.99 percent,
Wieliczka - 0.98 percent, and Witdéw — 1.38 percent.'*

Due to the scarcity of sources it is hard to track the development of Jew-
ish communities in Malopolska. According to historiography there had been
a Jewish community in Krakéw even before it was granted the city rights, like
in Wroctaw, Kalisz, Przemysl and Plock. By the end of the fifteenth century the
sources record the presence of the Jews in Krakéw-Kazimierz, Sandomierz, Lu-
blin, Bochnia, Olkusz, Nowy Sacz, Tarnéw, Zator, Wislica, Szydtéw and Solec.'**

Following the territorial division of kahal organization adopted by Ana-
tol Leszczynski, in eighteenth-century Malopolska there were: the Malopolska
zemstvo, the Lublin district (separated from the Matopolska zemstvo in the mid
sixteenth century) and two kahals with zemstvo status in Krakéw and Lublin.
Eventually, the Krakéw-Sandomierz zemstvo was established pursuant to the
1717 diet resolution where it had been decided that its affairs would be handled
by the Piiczéw kahal.'*® The Malopolska zemstvo covered the communities of
the Krakéw and Sandomierz palatinates (excluding the powiat of Radom), a part
of Kujawy, and a few cities of the Belz and Ruthenian palatinates.'*® The Lublin

143 Surdacki, “Ludnos$¢ Matopolski”, pp. 172-173. The maps enclosed with the work are
a good illustration of the problem.

144 Kiryk, Lesniak, “Skupiska zydowskie”, pp. 14-15.

145 Leszczynski, “Zarys organizacji gminnej”, pp. 70-71.

146 On L. Halperin's map enclosed with Acta Congressus Generalis Judeorum Regni Polo-
niage (1580-1764), Jerozolima 1945, the Malopolska zemstvo included the following
communities of the Krakéw and Sandomierz palatinates: Chrzanéw, Dukla, Dziato-
szyce, Janow, Kazimierz (principal community), Leléw, Nowy Sacz, Olkusz (principal
community), O$wigcim, Pilica, Wisnicz Nowy, Wodzistaw (principal community),
Zmigréd Nowy, Checiny Stare (principal community), Chmielnik, Dgbrowa, Debica,
Klimontéw, Kolbuszowa, Mielec, Nowy Korczyn, Opatéw (principal community),
Opoczno, Ostrowiec, Pinczéw (principal community), Potaniec, Rakéw, Ropczyce,
Sandomierz (principal community), Staszéw, Stopnica, Strzyzow, Szydtéw (principal
community), Tarnéw, Ulanéw. The list of kahals of the Malopolska zemstvo may be
supplemented with a dozen or so Jewish centres mentioned in the poll tax register
of 1765 and overlooked on that map, such as Bedzin, Bobowa, Naklo, Szczekociny,
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district covered the Jews living in the Lublin palatinate, part of the Rawa palati-
nate and ten communities in the Radom powiat.!” The Krakéw kahal became
independent of the Matopolska zemstvo in 1692 in the aftermath of property
disputes with subordinated branch communities. In 1762 the Council of the
Crown Jews agreed to the direct subordination of the Lublin community to it.
Both Krakéw and Lublin ranked as first-category communities located in princi-
pal cities and exercising jurisdiction over branch kahals."® In the case of Lublin
the communities were established at Kalinowszczyzna and Wieniawa.'*

It follows from the analysis of individual palatinates of Malopolska that
its eastern borders were the limit of the range of the Greek Catholic Church.

Wolbrom, Zator, Zarki, Zarnowiec, Baranéw, Bogorja, Czudec, Drzewica, Dzikéw,
Frysztak, Glogow, Iwaniska, Kurozweki, Olesnica, Ozaréw, Pacanow, Przectaw, Przed-
bérz, Radomysl Wielki, Rozwadéw, Rudnik, Rzochéw, Secemin, Sedziszéw, Sobkéw,
Tarlow, Wielopole, Wiglica, Wloszczowa, and Zabno, see: Annex. There are doubts
about the functioning of a kahal at Ksiaz Wielki which is included on the map. It is not
mentioned in any poll tax register of 1765. According to the 1783 visitation by Bishop
Poniatowski in the town there was a school and cemetery, but the Jews were under the
jurisdiction of the Pificzéw kahal, AKMK. AV54, p. 306; M. Balaban, Historia Zydéw
w Krakowie i na Kazimierzu (1304-1868), vol. 1-2, Krakow 1931, 1936, pp. 258-260.

147 1. Halperin's map (Acta Congressus Generalis) includes the following communities
in the Lublin district: Betzyce, Bychawa, J6zeféw, Kazimierz, Kock, Kraénik, Kuréw,
Lubartéw, Lublin (principal community), Leczna, Lukéw, Opole, Parczew, Radzyn
and Siedlce. It should be noted that I. Halperin included the southern kahals of
the Urzedoéw powiat (Bitgoraj, Frampol, Modliborzyce) in the district of “nine ka-
hals”, i.e., the Chelm-Belz district. He did not set apart the district of the Zamoyski
Family Entail established in 1669 with the communities at Lukow, Szczebrzeszyn,
Tarnogrdd, Turobin, Zamos¢, Laszczéw, Bitgoraj, Frampol, Krasnobréd, Ulanéw,
Z6tkiew and Modliborzyce, Leszczynski, Sejm Zydéw Korony, p. 73. The kahals fea-
tured on I. Halperin’s map have to be supplemented with the following locations:
Annopol, Goraj, Janow, Zaklikéw (Chelm-Belz district), Baranéw, Biskupice, Cze-
mierniki, Glusk, Kalinowszczyzna, Koniskowola, Markuszéw, Ostréw, Piaski (near
Lublin), Piaski (near Biskupice), Wieniawa, Wlostowice (Lublin district), see: Annex.

148 A slightly different division of kahals was proposed by Jewish historians M. Balaban
and L. Schipper before the Second World War. The former established that out of four
zemstvos 11 “kahal administration units” emerged, including two Malopolska dis-
tricts: the Krakéw-Sandomierz and the Lublin ones. Whereas according to I. Schip-
per in 1764 there were 15 districts in the Crown (including the Krakéw-Sandomierz
and the Lublin ones), and also three district kahals (i.a., in Lublin) and 4 independent
communities, Leszczynski, Sejm Zydéw Korony, pp. 67-75, 92.

149 1Ibid, p. 75; J. Muszynska, “Zydzi w Lublinie w 1774 r, in: Zydzi w Lublinie, vol. 2, ed.
T. Radzik, Lublin 1998, pp. 118-119.
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The process of Christianization and the activities of the Roman and Orthodox
Churches until the fifteenth century were decisive about the shaping of the re-
ligious border between the Latin and Eastern churches. The political expansion
of the Polish state in the fourteenth century changed the political borders of the
state which from then onwards no longer overlapped with religious boundaries.

Unlike the Protestants or the Jews who lived in practically the whole of
Malopolska, the Uniate population inhabited two regions bordering Ruthenia
- five deaneries in the Lublin palatinate (Lukéw, Parczew, Kazimierz, Solec,
and Urzedéw) and four southern deaneries in the Krakéw palatinate (Zmigréd,
Nowy Sacz, Spisz and Biecz). The highest percentage of Uniates lived in the area
of Parczew and Ostréw Lubelski (the Latin deanery of Parczew), which ade-
quately reflects the density of the Uniate churches in those areas.'*

There is ample literature on the subject of the territorial range of the Ortho-
dox and the Uniate Churches as well as the boundaries between religions in that
area. The southern part of the Polish-Ruthenian border region, comprising the
south-eastern part of the Krakéw palatinate, the land of Sanok and most of the
land of Przemy$l as well as the Belz palatinate, was described by Budzynski.'!
A good deal of space was also devoted to that issue by Andrzej Gil in his mono-
graphs on the Orthodox and Uniate dioceses in Chelm. One has to agree with
his opinion that “the state and the church were instrumental in the evolution of
a clear-cut Polish-Ruthenian border in the area of the Lublin Uplands and even
more so later on in the area of the entire borderland”."**

The analysis of the course of the borders in that region allow us to draw
a more general conclusion about the correspondence between the state and
church boundaries. It is necessary to modify slightly an opinion propounded in
literature that they overlapped. It may be accepted only in respect to the borders
of the Polish state and the Latin Church. This is understandable because the ac-
tivities of the Catholic Church in that area were closely connected with political
expansion. But it is hard to notice a close correlation between the borders of the
Orthodox and Uniate Church dioceses and those of border region palatinates.'*

150 Surdacki, “Ludnos¢ Malopolski”, pp. 184-185.

151 Z.Budzynski, “Stan badan nad ludnoscig pogranicza polsko-ukrainskiego w czasach
nowozytnych’, in: Sgsiedztwo: osadnictwo na pograniczu etnicznym polsko-ukraiti-
skim, ed. J. Pol¢wiartek, Rzeszow 1997, p. 71; Idem, Ludno$¢ pogranicza polsko-ru-
skiego, passim.

152 Gil, Prawostawna eparchia chetmska, p. 44.

153 M. Bendza, Prawostawna diecezja przemyska w latach 1596-1681. Studium historycz-
no-kanoniczne, Warszawa 1982, p. 98.
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The border between Latin and Greek influence in the north-eastern part of
Malopolska may be roughly drawn along the Bystrzyca, Ty$mienica, Piwonia and
the middle Wieprz Rivers. It then turned south-west, running close to Bilgoraj
(in the Lublin palatinate) and along the Tanew River, heading towards the San
River. Then it ran along the San, to turn south at the point of its left tributary, the
Wislok River, as well as Jasiolka and Ropa Rivers. The Uniate parishes located in
Malopolska were under the jurisdiction of the dioceses of Chetm (in the Lublin
palatinate) and Przemysl (in the palatinates of Sandomierz and Krakéw).

The borders of the Uniate dioceses of Chetm and Przemysl ran further to the
east than their Latin Church counterparts. Thus the Latin parish of Tylicz be-
longed to the Krakéw deanery, and the Uniate parish - to the Przemysl diocese.
Located further to the north the Latin parishes at Leczna, Lublin, Milejéw, Os-
trow Lubelski and Parczew were under the jurisdiction of the Krakéw diocese,
whereas the Uniate parishes — of the Chelm diocese. This was a result of the way
the border had been shaped and the consequent changes in ethnically mixed
areas, in this case of the Latin Krakow diocese, and of the Chetm and Przemysl
dioceses of the Eastern Church. In respect to the Lublin Upland, initially the
Orthodox Church (the Wlodzimierz and then the Chelm eparchy) stretched
further west compared to the eighteenth-century borders of the Uniate Chelm
diocese."™* Established in the fourteenth century, the Latin Chelm diocese could
not cover an area identical with that of the earlier Orthodox Church eparchy as
it would have to “cut off” a part of the Latin Krakow diocese. The same situa-
tion occurred in the southern part of Maltopolska. Established in 1375, the Latin
Przemysl diocese could not cover an area identical with that covered by the Or-
thodox Przemysl eparchy, as that would have been tantamount to curtailing the
Krakéw diocese.

The Reformation developing in Malopolska in the sixteenth century left be-
hind only a few traces of organized communities that were predominantly pri-
vate (rural).’” Most of them were situated in the Sandomierz palatinate. The
decline of Protestant communities in Malopolska mainly took place in the sev-

154  Gil, Prawostawna eparchia chetmska, pp. 99-102.

155 A report by Bishop Andrzej Stanistaw Zaluski from 1751 reads: “Dantur autem et
aliqui dissidentes in religione praecipue ex nobilibus, pauci autem ex civitatensibus
Lutheri et Calvini erroribus infectis, qui fana pro suis devotionibus intra fines dioe-
cesis habent quinque ex antiqua tolerantia cum suis ministris, qui tamen intra fines
modestiae per me continentur’, Relacje o stanie diecezji krakowskiej 1615-1765, ed.
W. Miiller, Lublin 1978, p. 144; A report by Bishop Kajetan Soltyk from 1765: “Ex
antiqua tollerantia in hac dioecesi dissidentes habent fana pro suis devotionibus
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enteenth century. The last general synod of the Reformed Evangelicals in the
Commonwealth was held in 1676."%

Based on Catholic Church sources, mainly the tables made by Bishop Zatuski
in 1748, one may try to estimate the number of Evangelicals in Mafopolska. At
the end of the first half of the eighteenth century there were approximately four
thousand of them - among 4244 enumerated Evangelicals there were 2470 Lu-
therans, 720 Reformed Evangelicals and 1054 people of unknown confession.'’

The population census conducted by Bishop Poniatowski in 1787 reckoned the
number of Protestants in the Krakéw diocese, whose borders nearly overlapped
with those of Malopolska, at 1224 people.”® The largest, in absolute numbers,
Protestant centres were at Goraj (235 or 255 people), Lublin (167), Krakéw (81),
Staszow (45) and Siedlce (39)."*° Although the Krakéw bishops informed Rome
about many conversions,'® it is hard to assess objectively the extent to which they
reduced the number of Protestants compared to the mid - eighteenth century. It
should be remembered that Poniatowski’s 1787 population census did not take
into account the “Zawislanska” area annexed by Austria in 1772. It follows from
Surdacki’s calculations that in the eighteenth century most of the Protestant popu-
lation of the Krakéw diocese lived in the borderlands of Silesia and Matopolska
— in the deaneries of Bytom, Pszczyna (Silesia) as well as O$wiecim and Zywiec
(Malopolska). There was one of the largest Protestant centres in the village of Lip-
nik in the Zywiec deanery.'s' The Matopolska Unity (Jednota Matopolska) was the

exercendis octo’, Ibid, p. 180. As the bishops did not mention the locations of the
churches, it is hard to criticize the figures offered in their reports.

156 Kriegseisen, Ewangelicy polscy i litewscy, p. 57.

157 Surdacki, “Ludno$¢ Malopolski”, p. 180; Idem, “Stosunki wyznaniowe w diecezji
krakowskiej w polowie XVIII wieku na podstawie “Wizytacji” i “Tabel” biskupa
A. S. Zaluskiego”, Roczniki Nauk Spotecznych, 11 (1983), fasc. 2, p. 134.

158 Minus the Protestants living at CzeladZ and Siemonia located in the Duchy of Sie-
wierz. The figure is a sum of the Protestants in individual parishes. The consolidated
figures of Poniatowski’s population census show 952 dissidents, Spis ludnosci diecezji
krakowskiej, pp. 34-35, 53, passim.

159  Spis ludnosci diecezji krakowskiej, pp. 53-54, 94, 149, 159-160, 166; AKapMK. MS
no. Reg. C. 14, pp. 81, 92, 102, 116, 118. Liber ecclesiarum (AKapMK. MS no. Reg.
C. 14, p. 85) also offers a figure of 356 dissidents in the Batorz parish, but it is not
very credible.

160 “Ex his tamen dissidentibus quolibet ferme anno aliqui praecipue ex nobilitate con-
vertuntur ad gremium Santae Matris Ecclesiae, abiurando sectas calvinistas vel lu-
theranas”, Relacje o stanie diecezji krakowskiej, p. 160.

161 Surdacki, “Ludnos¢ Malopolski”, pp. 180-181.
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weakest Evangelical Church in the entire Commonwealth both in terms of the
number of churches and worshipers. The loose structure of congregations, in which
the nobility predominated, did not fulfil its role and brought about the decline of
that community in Matopolska at the beginning of the nineteenth century.'®

2. Crown Ruthenia

Although in administrative terms it was part of the Matopolska province, a sepa-
rate treatment of Crown Ruthenia is justified mainly by its ethnic and religious
distinctness. The notion of Crown Ruthenia refers to the eastern borderlands of
the old Commonwealth. Szymon Starowolski identified Crown Ruthenia with
Red Ruthenia, distinguishing it from White Ruthenia which was part of the
Grand Duchy of Lithuania.'®® A different approach was taken by Marcin Kromer
as well as Michat Balinski who was describing the geography of ancient Poland
in a critical way. They limited the area of Red Ruthenia to the Ruthenian and
Belz palatinates. Kromer introduced the term “Podolia’, and Balinski referred
to “Ukraine” to identify those parts of the former Malopolska province which
extended furthest to the south-east.'** It is also worth recalling that in the Polish
and Ukrainian historiographies there are serious differences as to the geographi-
cal range of the area referred to as “Ukraine”'®

Without going into a detailed discussion of the regions of Crown Ruthenia and
its internal divisions one may assume that it comprised six palatinates: Ruthenia,
Belz, Volhynia, Podolia, Kiev and Bractaw. The most important works on the his-
tory of the administration and settlement placed Crown Ruthenia within the bor-
ders of those palatinates. That was done by Aleksander Jablonowski in his multiple
sheet map published at the beginning of the twentieth century titled The Ruthenian
Lands of the Commonwealth: a Breakthrough Era at the Turn of the Sixteenth Centu-
ry.1% That subject matter was similarly understood by Mykola Krykun, the author

162 Kriegseisen, Ewangelicy polscy i litewscy, p. 67.

163 Starowolski, Polska albo opisanie potozenia, p. 89.

164 M. Kromer, Polska czyli o potozeniu, ludnosci, obyczajach, urzedach i sprawach pub-
licznych Krélestwa Polskiego ksiggi dwie, Olsztyn 1977, p. 25; Balinski, Lipinski, Sta-
rozytna Polska, vol. 2, pp. 33, 650.

165 In the Ukrainian historiography the term “Ukraine-Ruthenia” covers the entire area
of Crown Ruthenia, whereas Polish historiography would rather limit that term to
the palatinates incorporated into the Crown in 1569 (of Kiev, Bractaw, Volhynia and
Czernichéw), U. Augustyniak, Historia Polski 1572-1795, Warszawa 2009, pp. 44-45.

166 A.Jablonowski’s work (Ziemie Ruskie Rzeczypospolitej) was an initiative that is con-
tinued to date as the Historical Atlas of Poland. The maps published in 1889-1904
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of the most important contemporary work on administrative divisions of Ukraine.
His analysis covered four palatinates of the right-bank Ukraine: Podolia, Bractaw,
Volhynia and Kiev. He emphasized at the same time that “to right-bank Ukraine
also belongs the region of the palatinates of Ruthenia and Betz”!¢

The absence of accurate maps featurning the palatinate borders in Crown Ru-
thenia in the second half of the eighteenth century is a very significant problem
whenever analysis is based on administrative divisions. An unequivocal attribu-
tion of some localities to a palatinate is at times very difficult or even completely
impossible. The two foregoing works were crucial to the determination of palati-
nate borders. Owing to the recent growth of interest in the Borderlands (Kresy)
and cultural frontiers, more and more studies have raised problems related to the
historical geography of those areas. This has sometimes allowed us to enrich and
supplement Jablonowski’s propositions made more than one hundred years ago,
which were not always accurate — mainly due to the weak cartographic aspects of
Krykun’s work. Of the most recent synthetic approaches to the history of the bor-
derlands and the Polish-Ruthenian frontier, the works by Budzynski'®® should be
mentioned at this point.

The second difficulty, which is different than in the case of Malopolska, pre-
sented itself in relation to the condition of the studies and sources on the history
of religious communities. In the case of the three Crown palatinates of Malopolska
proper, one can speak of a long established historiographical tradition regarding
both the geographical as well as the social and religious aspects. The eastern pa-
latinates have a distinctly weaker source base which sometimes has not even been
identified. Independent of any political pressure, scientific studies of the settlement
and religious situation in those areas have a relatively short, though quite powerful,

based on the 1859 atlas by W. Chrzanowski (Karta dawnej Polski) are today the basic
work on the settlement and borders of Crown Ruthenia. Jablonowski’s map extends
eastwards much beyond the Commonwealth’s borders in the second half of the eight-
eenth century. It also covers Ukraine on the left bank of the Dnieper River which
was detached from the Polish-Lithuanian state in the second half of the seventeenth
century, see: W. Semkowicz, “Atlas historyczny Polski (Program wydawnictwa)’,
Prace Komisji dla Atlasu Historycznego Polski, 1 (1922), p. 1.

167 He updated a major part of A. Jablonowski’s findings regarding the borders of the
four palatinates until the end of the eighteenth century. The maps enclosed with
the study offer a general idea about the borders of the palatinates. Their small size
(attachment maps) ruled out their greater accuracy, Kpuxys, Aominicmpamuseto-
mepumopianvHuil ycmpiit, p. 3.

168 Budzynski, Ludnos¢ pogranicza polsko-ruskiego, passim; idem, Kresy potudniowo-
wschodnie, passim.
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tradition. In the foreground there are the works of the Lviv research community at
the Institute of the History of the Orthodox Church.

Due to its geographical location and slightly different political vicissitudes,
Crown Ruthenia may be divided into two parts: the western part situated par-
tially within the territory of today’s Poland, and the eastern one which is now
entirely part of the territory of Ukraine. The western part, which is sometimes
referred to as Red Ruthenia,'® comprised the palatinates of Ruthenia, Belz and
Podolia incorporated into the Commonwealth over the fourteenth and at the
beginning of the fifteenth centuries. The other palatinates of Crown Ruthenia,
referred to as Ukraine (of Volhynia, Bractaw and Kiev), were incorporated into
the Malopolska province in 1569 pursuant to the Union of Lublin.

The Ruthenian palatinate was one of the largest palatinates (60 507 km?)
in the entire Commonwealth, and one of the most diversified in religious and
ethnic terms. It was earlier part of the Principality of Halicz and Wlodzimierz,
and was incorporated into the Crown in the second half of the fourteenth cen-
tury. The four lands of the Ruthenian palatinate: Halicz, Lwow, Przemy$l and Sa-
nok were earlier part of that palatinate, whereas the land of Chetm was formerly
part of the Principality of Volhynia. Perhaps for that reason the land of Chetm
stood apart in the Ruthenian palatinate, which was apparent even in modern
times. Balinski, as well as Gloger following in his footsteps, seek the origins of
the Ruthenian palatinate in the Przemysl palatinate that had existed earlier on.
At the end of King Wladystaw Jagietto’s reign the palatines of Przemysl are said
to have been renamed as palatines of Ruthenia.'”

The foundations of the territorial structure of the Ruthenian lands were laid
down in the fourteenth century before the incorporation of those areas into the
Crown. Andrzej Janeczek argues that this happened before 1340."” It clearly fol-
lows from the studies of Przemystaw Dabkowski, Andrzej Janeczek and Kazi-
mierz Przybo$ that in Ruthenian lands the origins of powiats should be sought

169 In historiography the notion of Red Ruthenia gives rise to many associations and is
ambiguous. Apart from the traditional, quite narrow, geographical range that one
may come across, e.g., in A. Jablonowski’s work, (the palatinates of Belz and Ruthe-
nia), sometimes that term also used to cover Volhynia, T. Waga, Wycigg z geografii
polskiej, Poznan 1856, p. 34, whereas according to Sz. Starowolski it covers the whole
of Crown Ruthenia (the palatinates of Ruthenia, Podolia, Bractaw, Kiev, Volhynia
and Belz), Polska albo opisanie, pp. 90-100.

170 Balinski, Lipinski, Starozytna Polska, vol. 2, p. 651; Gloger, Geografia historyczna,
pp. 213-214.

171 Janeczek, Osadnictwo pogranicza, p. 22.
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in old Ruthenian local administration units (old Ruthenian volosts). The struc-
ture of local settlement districts (volosts) established by the Ruthenian state was
adopted without any major modifications at the moment those lands were in-
corporated into the Crown. “Volosts” were referred to as “districtus” (powiat)'”
which term was increasingly more frequently adopted in Polish lands. The “old
Ruthenian volosts” were fragmented to a high degree, as adequately demon-
strated by Dabkowski in his analysis of the territorial structure of the Ruthenian
and Belz palatinates. The incorporation of those areas into the Crown was fol-
lowed by the centralization process as evidenced by the fact that smaller units
(the former volosts) were consolidated into larger powiats.'”

After the consolidation, out of 25 powiats existing in the fifteenth century'”*
only eight (excluding the land of Chetm) survived until the eighteenth century.
In the second half of the eighteenth century the Ruthenian palatinate was di-
vided into five lands: Lwéw (Lwoéw and Zydaczéw powiats), Przemysl (Przemysl
and Przeworsk powiats), Sanok, Halicz (Halicz, Trembowola and Kolomyja
powiats) and Chetm (Chelm and Krasnystaw powiats). Studies of administrative
changes and settlement in the Ruthenian palatinate were recently conducted by,
inter alia, Wlodzimierz Czarnecki - in respect of the Chetm land,'”” and Kazi-
mierz Przybo$ - in respect of the Przemysl, Halicz and Sanok lands.'”

The external borders of the Ruthenian palatinate were demarcated based on
a number of studies in historical geography and administrative divisions. The most

172 Polska XVI wieku pod wzgledem geograficzno-statystycznym, vol. 7, part 2: Ziemie
ruskie. Ru$ Czerwona, ed. A. Jablonowski, Warszawa 1903, p. 17 (Zrédta dziejowe,
vol. 18, part 2); Janeczek, Osadnictwo pogranicza, p. 24. Also see: J. Bardach, “Powiat
w Polsce pdznosredniowiecznej”, Czasopismo Prawno-Historyczne, 19 (1967), fasc.
2, pp. 145-147 (on the differences between “volost” and “powiat”).

173  P. Dabkowski, Podziat administracyjny wojewddztwa ruskiego i betskiego w XV wie-
ku, Lwéw 1939, pp. 311-326; Idem, Zaginione ksiggi sgdowe wojewddztwa ruskiego
i betskiego, Lwow 1921, pp. 4-5.

174 Dabkowski, Podziat administracyjny, p. 189.

175 W. Czarnecki, Przemiany osadnictwa ziemi chetmskiej od potowy XIV do kovica XVI
wieku, Lublin 1997 (Doctoral Thesis, Maria Curie-Sktodowska University in Lublin);
Idem, “Sie¢ osadnicza ziemi chelmskiej od polowy XIV do potowy XV wieku”, Rocz-
nik Chetmski, 3 (1997), pp. 9-63; Idem, “Rozwdj sieci osadniczej ziemi chelmskiej
w latach 1451-1510%, Rocznik Chetmski, 5 (1999), pp. 9-59; Idem, “Przemiany sieci
osadniczej w ziemi chelmskiej od 1511 roku do konca XVI wieku”, Rocznik Chelmski,
6 (2000) pp. 7-54.

176 Przybo$, “Granice ziemi Iwowskiej”, passim; Idem, “Granice ziemi sanockiej”, passim;
Idem, “Granice ziemi przemyskiej”, passim.
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important of them was the above-mentioned work by Jablonowski. Also of great sig-
nificance was a study on Eastern churches by Witold Kotbuk who attributed each de-
scribed location to a specific palatinate.””” It was most dificult to determine the exact
border between the palatinates of Ruthenia and Belz. Here the maps enclosed with
JaneczeK’s work and the studies by Budzynski'’® were most helpful. The latter offers
slightly different information than Kotbuk on the course of the border between the
Ruthenian and Sandomierz as well as the Krakéw palatinates in the Uniate deanery
at Dukla.'”” The borders between the Ruthenian palatinate and the Podolian, Volhy-
nian and Brzes¢ Litewski palatinates were drawn based on Jablonowski’s work and
the corrections of his findings recently made by Krykun and Budzynski.'"® The bor-
der with the Lublin palatinate was discussed in the previous section.

Absolutely the highest number of communities in the Ruthenian palatinate be-
longed to the Uniate Church. The palatinate included nearly the entire Przemysl
eparchy with 1109 parish and 25 filial churches, and the majority of the Lwow
eparchy churches located in its western part (officialates of Brzezany, Halicz,
Lwoéw) with 1663 parish and 37 filial churches. Apart from Kotbuk, the lists of re-
ligious communities in those two eparchies were compiled by Budzynski in many
of his works.'!

The range and structure of the Uniate Church eparchy in Przemy$l were in-
herited from the Orthodox Church eparchy that had existed before the Union of

7

Brze$¢.'® From the moment of accession to the Union with the Catholic Church

177 Kolbuk, Koscioly wschodnie, passim.

178 The correction mainly applied to the localities in the Uniate deaneries of Horodto
and Hrubieszéw (Chelm diocese), Oleszyce and Jaworéw (Przemysl diocese) and
Z6tkiew and Bialy Kamieri (Lwéw diocese), Janeczek, Osadnictwo pogranicza, pas-
sim; Budzynski, Ludnos¢ pogranicza polsko-ruskiego, vol. 2, passim.

179  Budzynski, Ludnos¢ pogranicza polsko-ruskiego, vol. 2, p. 73 passim; Kotbuk, Koscioly
wschodnie, p. 246. Also see Wojewddztwo sandomierskie w II potowie XVI wieku, maps.

180 Jablonowski, Ziemie Ruskie Rzeczypospolitej, passim; Kpukyn, Aominicmpamusto-
mepumopianvHutl ycmpiti, passim; Budzynski, Ludnos¢ pogranicza polsko-ruskiego,
vol. 2, passim; Idem, Kresy potudniowo-wschodnie, passim.

181 Budzynski, Ludnos¢ pogranicza polsko-ruskiego, passim; Kotbuk, Koscioly wschod-
nie, passim; Budzynski, Kresy potudniowo-wschodnie, vol. 1-2, passim; Idem, “Sie¢
parafialna prawostawnej diecezji przemyskiej na przelomie XV-XVI w. Proba re-
konstrukcji na podstawie rejestrow podatkowych ziemi przemyskiej i sanockiej’, in:
Polska - Ukraina. 1000 lat sgsiedztwa, vol. 1, Przemy$l 1990, pp. 135-155; Bendza,
Prawostawna diecezja przemyska, passim.

182 Tt follows from the maps enclosed with the work by A. Poppe (Paristwo i Kosciét
na Rusi w XI wieku, Warszawa 1968, pp. 179, 200-201) that the area of the Ortho-
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until the First Partition of the Commonwealth its borders were not modified.'*
It had an area of 22 222 km? and covered part of the Ruthenian (the Przemysl
and Sanok lands and western fringes of the Lwow land) and Belz palatinates.
The Belz palatinate, that will be discussed in greater detail further on in this
chapter, covered nearly entire Lubaczéw governorship (apart from the parishes
at Mlyny and Bukowina'®*), a major part (14 parishes) of the Oleszyce governor-
ship and four parishes of the Jaworéw governorship (Kochanéwka, Nahaczow,
Swidnica, and Troécianiec). The affiliation of the parishes of the Belz palatinate
with the Przemys$l eparchy was due to the fact that they had once been situated
in the Lubaczéw powiat that was part of the Duchy of Przemysl, and in the Or-
thodox eparchy of Przemysl in the Middle Ages, before the Belz palatinate was
established'®. The parts of the Przemy$l eparchy belonging to the Krakéw (the
powiats of Sacz and Biecz) and Sandomierz (the powiat of Pilzno) palatinates,
and the land of Spisz were discussed in the previous section of this chapter.'®
The governorships, or protopopies, as deaneries were referred to in the East-
ern Churches, were established in the Przemysl eparchy in the second half of
the sixteenth century.'” Their final number (31) was reached at the end of the
seventeenth century and with some modifications, such as, for example, the liq-
uidation of the Lezajsk governorship and the establishment of the Nizankowice

dox Przemysl diocese was initially within the limits of the region’s oldest diocese in
Wtodzimierz Wolynski. On the problems and conflicts raised by the accession to
the Union of Brzes$¢ in the Przemysl diocese, see: E. Piwowar, “Prawostawna diecezja
przemyska w XVII wJ, Rocznik Historyczno-Archiwalny, 5 (1988), pp. 49-63.

183  W. Kolbuk, “Granice i sie¢ parafialna greckokatolickiej diecezji przemyskiej na prze-
fomie XVIIT i XIX wieku”, in: Polska - Ukraina. 1000 lat sgsiedztwa, vol. 3, Przemysl
1996, p. 101.

184 The Uniate church of the Protection of Our Lady in the village of Bukowina was not
until now included in various lists. It was mentioned by the 1761 visitation, APPrz.
ABGK 33,p.7.

185 Dabkowski, Podziat administracyjny, p. 325; Janeczek, Osadnictwo pogranicza, pp.
30, 56. It was naturally a mistake that A. Fenczak and S. Stepien located Lubaczéw
and its vicinity in the Przemy$l land, allegedly following A. Jablonowski’s map.

186 R.Czupryk, “Eparchia przemyska na pograniczu polsko-ruskim (XIV-XVIII w.). Rys
historyczny”, Prace Historyczno-Archiwalne, 11 (2002), p. 90; Bishop A. Szeptycki
wrote in 1772 that it also covered the powiat of Zydaczéw in the Lwow land, which
must be viewed as a mistake, Relacja o stanie diecezji przemyskiej biskupa A. Szep-
tyckiego z 1772 r. quoted by: S. Nabywaniec, “Diecezja przemyska greckokatolicka
w latach 1772-1795”, Premislia Christiana, 5 (1992/1993), p. 31.

187 Budzynski, Ludnos¢ pogranicza polsko-ruskiego, p. 75.
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governorship, continued to exist until 1772."% Ludomir Bientkowski claims that
the “territorial structure of the local church administration was most probably
shaped in keeping with the existing divisions of the state administration”'® Ow-
ing to works by Bienkowski, Budzynski and Kotbuk it has been possible to iden-
tify quite well the parish network of the Uniate Church in the Przemysl eparchy
in modern times. Based on the findings of the foregoing authors one may assume
that it continued to develop until the end of the Commonwealth.'® In Tadeusz

188

189

190

Czupryk, “Eparchia przemyska’, p. 91. Invoking some sources from 1764-1783, S. Na-
bywaniec, supplemented the number of deaneries in the Przemysl diocese with the
deanery of Komarno, Nabywaniec, “Diecezja przemyska’, pp. 96, 106. Other authors
also offer the number of 31 deaneries: Bienkowski, “Organizacja Kosciota wschod-
niego’, p. 1048; Kotbuk, Koscioly wschodnie, p. 44; Budzynski, Ludnos¢ pogranicza
polsko-ruskiego, vol. 2, p. 76; T. Sliwa, “Przemyska diecezja greckokatolicka w XVIII
w. (do 1772 1.)”, in: Polska — Ukraina. 1000 lat sgsiedztwa, vol. 3: Studia z dziejow gre-
ckokatolickiej diecezji przemyskiej, ed. S. Stepien, Przemys] 1996, p. 88. On the devel-
opment of the deanery network in the Przemys¢l diocese, see: Bendza, Prawostawna
diecezja przemyska, pp. 102-107.

Bienkowski, “Organizacja Koéciota wschodniego”, p. 810. According to R. Czupryk
the borders of the Przemysl diocese overlapped with the political borders: in the
west, the border of the ancient Piast state and also of settlement in Ruthenia, in the
north - the former border between the Duchy of Chelm-Belz and Red Ruthenia, in
the south - the state border with Hungary. Only the eastern border did not clearly
evolve from the boundaries of state administration.

L. Bienkowski (“Organizacja Ko$ciola wschodniego’, pp. 931, 1048) estimated the
number of Uniate churches in the Przemy$l diocese at 1120 in 1693 and 1253 in
1772. W. Kolbuk (Koscioly wschodnie, p. 47) offers the figure of 1252 Uniate parish
churches and 23 public chapels existing circa 1772 in the Przemys$l diocese (the
number of Uniate parish churches in the Przemy$l diocese located in the Ruthenian
palatinate offered on p. 49 is wrong - it should be 1107 instead of 1707). Z. Budzynski
(“Sie¢ parafialna’, p. 139) supplemented those statistics with a number of Orthodox
churches before the Union of Brzes¢ - 700-750. It follows from my research that the
number of Uniate parish churches in the Przemysl diocese may be raised to 1270
(including 5 parishes run by Basilian monks), and the number of filial churches to
42 (of which six were the Basilian churches). Also see: Z. Budzynski, “Sie¢ cerkiew-
na ziemi przemyskiej w $wietle rejestru poborowego z 1658 17, Rocznik Przemyski,
37 (2001), pp. 81-90; Idem, “Sie¢ cerkiewna ziemi sanockiej w $wietle rejestréw
poborowych z 1640 i 1655 1, Rocznik Przemyski, 34 (1998), fasc. 4, pp. 49-55; Idem,
“Sie¢ cerkiewna ziemi przemyskiej w $wietle rejestru poborowego z 1628 17, Rocznik
Przemyski, 32 (1996), fasc. 1, pp. 109-124.
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Sliwa’s opinion, also held by Jozef Pél¢wiartek, the Uniate Church’s densest par-
ish network lay in the Przemysl diocese.'**

In recent years, mainly owing to the findings of Thor Skoczylas'”> and Zdzistaw
Budzynski,'” there has been an improvement in what we know about the Uniate
eparchy of Lwow.”* They conducted a fundamental verification of what had
been determined by Kotbuk,* mainly in respect of intermediate units of church
administration (officialates and governorships-deaneries). As in the case of the
Przemysl eparchy and other Uniate eparchies, the division into officialates and
governorships was a vestige of earlier divisions of the Orthodox Church."® The
1772 division of the Lwéw diocese into three “dioceses” of Lwow, Kamieniec and
Halicz - which was also adopted by Kotbuk'” - was replaced by the recently
proposed division into five officialates in: Bar (nine governorships), Brzezany (15
governorships), Halicz (16 governorships), Kamieniec Podolski (14 governor-
ships), and Lwéw (16 governorships).”*® At the time the Union of Brzes¢ was an-

192

191 Pokéwiartek, “Parafie greckokatolickie diecezji przemyskiej”, p. 93.

192 Cxounmnsc, Ienepanvhi sisumauii, passim; Idem, Aominicmpamuero-mepumopiano-
Hutl yempiil /Iveiscokoi enapxii, pp. 149-169.

193  Budzynski, Kresy potudniowo-wschodnie, passim; Idem, “Struktura terytorialna epar-
chii Iwowskiej”, pp. 127-142.

194 At the Ivan Franko University in Lviv a doctoral thesis has been written on the
history of the Lwéw eparchy in the 16™ and 17" centuries: B. ®. Kmets, /Ivgiscoka
enapxiss y XVI - na nouamxy XVII cmonimms. The author published part of his
findings in Koguee. Haykosuii 36ipHux i3 yepxosHoi icmopit, 3 (2001), pp. 131-155:
“IOpucauKLiHUit CTaTyC Ta opraHisaniiina cTpykrypa lammipkol (JIbBiBCbKOI)
enapxii XIV-XVI cromits”

195 Kotbuk, Koscioty wschodnie, pp. 170-239.

196 Gil, Prawostawna eparchia, p. 137.

197  Bienkowski, “Organizacja Kosciota wschodniego”, p. 1042; Kotbuk, Koscioty wschod-
nie, pp. 170-239.

198 Due to the absence of an unequivocal source for the entire Uniate diocese of Lwow
in the second half of the eighteenth century there are quite serious difficulties when
establishing the borders and the number of parishes in individual governorships. The
unclear picture of the borders and equivocal source references made it necessary to
merge the deaneries of Stanistawéw and TySmienica as well as those of Wojnitéw and
Katusz. The deaneries of Stanistawéw and Ty$mienica were treated as separate enti-
ties by the visitations in 1740 and 1755 (Ckounsc, I¢ eHepanvti sisumauii, pp. 142-
145, 217-221; Budzynski, Kresy potudniowo-wschodnie, vol. 2, map 47), but jointly
by the census of 1782 (O. Duh, A. Pawlyszyn, Spis parafii eparchii Iwowskiej z 1782
1., a manuscript held by the author, p. 45). The deaneries of Wojnitéw and Katusz are
referred to as separate units by the visitations of 1746-1748 (Cxounnsc, lenepanvri
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nounced, the Orthodox diocese of Lwéw comprised three general governorships
(or officialates) with their seats in Halicz, Kamieniec Podolski and Lwow. At the
beginning of the eighteenth century it split up into four officialates: Braclaw,
Podolia, Lwéw and Halicz.'” In the visitation reports of 1738-1744 an additional
officialate at Brzezany is referred to, which was set apart from those of Lwow
and Halicz, and in 1745-1748 the Bar officialate was separated from Podolia.?®
In 1754-1756 the Braclaw officialate was transferred to the jurisdiction of the
metropolitan diocese of Kiev pursuant to a decision by the Warsaw nunciature.*”'

The Lwéw eparchy of 47 743 thousand km* was almost entirely located in
the palatinates of Ruthenia and Podolia. Only 59 out of 2735 Uniate churches
subordinated to the Lwow eparchy were situated outside those palatinates. The
governorship of Bialy Kamien (in the Lwow officialate) was divided between the
Busk powiat of the Belz palatinate (11 parishes) and the land of Lwdéw in the
Ruthenian palatinate (11 parishes). Similarly, the governorship of Zétkiew was
divided between the palatinates of Betz (nine parishes) and Ruthenia (23 par-
ishes). It may have been a trace of the former subordination of the Busk powiat to
the Lwow land*” and the Halicz eparchy established in the twelfth century.”” The
jurisdiction of the Bractaw palatinate extended over 15 churches from the Bar
officialate, most of which were situated in the Podolian palatinate. It could have

eisumauit, pp. 176-178, 183; Budzynski, Kresy potudniowo-wschodnie, vol. 2, map 47),
and jointly by the visitation of 1755 (Ckounrtsc, [enepanvri sisumauii, pp. 197-201).
The 1782 inventory of the parishes of the Lwow eparchy referred to the Wojnitéw
deanery, whereas Kalusz was part of the Perehifisko deanery along with Rozniatéw
(Duh, Pawlyszyn, Spis parafii, p. 39).

199 Cxounsic, “AIMiHICTpaTUBHO-TepUTOpiaIbHUIL YCTPIlL, pp. 153-154.

200 Idem, Ienepanvri isumauit, p. clxiv, clxviii.

201 Ibid, pp. cxcviii-ceviii; Budzynski, Kresy potudniowo-wschodnie, vol. 2, map 41. On
the reorganization of the Lwéw diocese in the first half of the seventeenth century,
see: CKoumsac, “AIMiHICTPaTNBHO-TePUTOPiaTbHMIT YCTPiir, passim.

202 Dabkowski, Podziat administracyjny, p. 326.

203 Janeczek, Osadnictwo pogranicza, p. 57. There are also doubts about the border be-
tween the Ruthenian and Belz palatinates near Kamionka Strumitowa. According to
K. Przybo$ (“Granice ziemi lwowskiej”, p. 6, map), like on the map by A. Jablonowski
(Ziemie Ruskie Rzeczypospolitej, map 2), the villages of Jasionka Polska and Jasi-
enica Ruska were classified as part of the Belz palatinate. But Z. Budzynski (Kresy
potudniowo-wschodnie, map 23) included Jasienica (Jasionka) Polska in the Ruthe-
nian palatinate. The same holds for the village of Bojaniec which was included by
the above-mentioned authors in the Belz palatinate, while A. Janeczek, author of
a monograph on the Belz palatinate, included it in the Ruthenian palatinate (Janec-
zek, Osadnictwo pogranicza, map 10).
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been a vestige of the earlier subordination to the Lwéw diocese of “all Ukrainian
Orthodox churches of the Bractaw and even the Kiev palatinates”?* Kotbuk’s
findings regarding the border area of the Lwéw and Luck eparchies were sig-
nificantly corrected by Budzynski and Skoczylas. Parts of the governorships of
Zboréw (six parishes) and Tarnopol (16 parishes) in the Brzezany officialate of
the Lwéw eparchy were then subordinated to the Krzemieniec powiat in the Vol-
hynian palatinate.”® The Ruthenian palatinate exercised its jurisdiction over 69
parishes of the Luck eparchy and 190 parishes of the Chelm eparchy. The Luck
eparchy will be further discussed in connection with the discussion of the Vol-
hynian palatinate, and the Chelm eparchy - in the context of the Belz palatinate.

The above examples of the structure of the Uniate eparchies situated within
the borders of the Ruthenian palatinate suggest that one should be more cautious
than ever when claiming that the state and church divisions overlapped.?® It is
necessary to remember that church structures established in the Middle Ages
were more permanent than the state borders which were sometimes subject to
serious fluctuations. For example, a border between the Duchy of Lithuania and
the Crown stabilized as late as the sixteenth century (the description of 1546),%
much later than the existing church divisions. It should be remembered that the
changes of state borders did not always result in the modifications of church
borders. One should also take into account a correspondence between church
borders, especially of deaneries and parishes, and the limits of private, royal and
church estates.*®

It is difficult to estimate precisely the rise in the number of Uniate churches in
the Ruthenian palatinate that occurred in modern times. According to the last
estimate made by Wasyl Kmet’ in his work on the Lwow eparchy in the 1560s-
1580s, there were 1043 parishes. Should that figure be accepted as plausible, their
number would have risen by nearly threefold over 200 years.*”. The rise in the

204 Cxoummsac, “AIMiHICTpaTUBHO-TepUTOPianbHMit yCTpiir, p. 152.

205 Kotbuk, Koscioly wschodnie, pp. 192-193, 197-198; Budzynski, Kresy potudniowo-
wschodnie, map 26.

206 Bienkowski, “Organizacja Koéciota wschodniego”, p. 796; Gil, Prawostawna eparchia
chetmska, p. 99.

207 A precise description of that border may be found in volume 1 of Apxeozpagpuueckuii
cboprux doxkymenmos, omuocsusuxcs k ucmopuu Cegepro-3anadroii Pycu, Buibaa
1867, pp. 46-126.

208 Ckoumssc, “AfMiHiCTpaTUBHO-TepUTOpiaIbHUIT yCTpiit’, pp. 157-158.

209 B.®.Kwmerts, Tvsiscvoka enapxis y XVI - na nouamxy XVII cmonimms (the proposi-
tions and main conclusions of the work have been posted at http://www.lib.ua-ru.net/
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number of Uniate churches in the Przemysl eparchy was definitely more modest.
Budzynski estimates that soon before the Union of Brzes¢ there were approxi-
mately 700-750 of them.?'® Over the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries their
number increased by nearly twofold, to 1312 churches.

Before the First Partition nearly all Uniate churches in the Ruthenian palati-
nate were parish churches. Only 72 (or 2.3 percent) of all of them, were filial
churches including monastery churches run by the Basilian monks that did not
discharge parish functions. All in all in the Ruthenian palatinate there were 59
places of worship administered by the Basilian monks or nuns, most of them
located in the Lwow eparchy. In 14 monasteries (25 percent) there were also par-
ish churches.

The Latin Church religious communities in the Ruthenian palatinate, like
those of the Uniate Church, mainly lived in the dioceses of Lwow, Przemysl
and Chetm.*"" Which was a result of the way the initial diocese structures had
evolved in that palatinate. That process was comprehensively described in the
literature on the subject. Still topical in this regard are the works by Wtadystaw
Abraham. More recent publications usually discuss the propositions he had put
forward. Abraham sought the origins of the organization of the Latin Church
in Ruthenia in the Przemysl land. In his opinion the boundaries of the Latin
dioceses, although not defined in the bull of 1375 establishing the Halicz metro-
politan province and appointing its suffragan, were overlapping with those of the
Orthodox Church dioceses.*'?

Almost entire Latin Przemys¢l diocese was located in the Ruthenian palati-
nate (170 parish and 124 filial churches). Its initial borders may have overlapped
with those of the Orthodox diocese.?”* Outside its borders there were only seven
churches. The deaneries of Tarnogréd and Mosciska had under their jurisdiction

inode/16503.html, 31.01.2009). A significant, though much more modest increase
in the number of churches in modern times was proposed by L. Bienkowski, “Or-
ganizacja Ko$ciota wschodniego”, pp. 820823, 930-931.

210 Budzynski, “Sie¢ parafialna’, p. 139.

211  Although most churches of the Chelm diocese were located in the Chelm land of the
Ruthenian palatinate (66 churches), the structure of the diocese will be discussed
when the Belz palatinate is described (47 churches), like that of the Uniate diocese.

212 Abraham, Powstanie organizacyi, pp. 238-239, 299. On the origins of the Latin bish-
opric in Przemys$l, see also: Z. Sutowski, “Diecezja przemyska w $redniowieczu”, Na-
sza Przesztosé, 46 (1976), pp. 26-28; J. Kwolek, “Poczatki biskupstwa przemyskiego’,
Roczniki Teologiczno-Kanoniczne, 3 (1956), fasc. 2, pp. 146-147.

213 Kumor, Granice metropolii i diecezji polskich, Lublin 1969, p. 149.
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the churches in the vicinity of Lubaczéw situated in the Belz palatinate.”** Usual-
ly allocated to the Krakéw palatinate was the parish of Jasliska, incorporated into
the Przemy$l diocese in 1763 by the Lwow archbishop Waclaw Sierakowski.**

According to Henryk Borcz the Przemysl diocese was vested the original
deanery organization at the end of the fourteenth century. It was fundamentally
reorganized twice: in 1594 and 1746. In the aftermath of the restructuring con-
ducted by bishop Wactaw Hieronim Sierakowski in 1746, the number of deaner-
ies rose to twelve.?’® In 1751 the same bishop introduced the division into three
archdeaconries, and included four deaneries into each of them.””” In modern
times the number of parishes in the Przemysl diocese was rising at a slower pace
than, for example, in the fifteenth century, but that increase was systematic, apart
from a temporary interception of more than a dozen churches by the Protestants
during the Reformation.*®

214 St Stanislaus parish at Lubaczéw, the Dominican church and parish at Cieszanow,
the Franciscan church and parish at Horyniec, the parish at Oleszyce and its branch
at Stary Dzikow, the parish at Lukawiec. In the Mosciska deanery there was the
Dominican parish at Wielkie Oczy, see: Annex. The affiliation with the Przemy$l
diocese of the churches in the vicinity of Lubaczéw should be attributed to the fact
that earlier that area was part of the Duchy of Przemysl.

215 The administrative affiliation of the town of Jasliska in modern times is quite prob-
lematic. Some authors, e.g., B. Kumor (Granice metropolii i diecezji polskich, p. 149),
allocate it to the Ruthenian palatinate, while others, e.g., S. Litak (Koscié? taciriski,
p. 396; Idem, Atlas Kosciola taciriskiego, p. 349), to the Krakéw palatinate. That
problem was discussed in greater detail by K. Przybo$ (“Granice ziemi sanockiej’,
pp. 25-26).

216 In 1594 bishop Wawrzyniec Goslicki divided the Przemysl diocese into seven deaner-
ies of: Dynéw, Jarostaw, Krosno, Przemysl, Rzeszow, Sambor and Sanok. In 1603 the
Sokoléw deanery was established which was renamed the Lezajsk deanery in 1630.
In 1641 bishop Wawrzyniec Goélicki demarcated the Mo$ciska deanery out of the
Przemysl deanery. In 1764 bishop Sierakowski established four additional deaneries
of: Brzozéw, Nowe Miasto, Prochnik and Tarnogréd, thus abolishing the Przemysl
deanery. The development of the Przemysl diocese organization was discussed by
Borcz, “Archidiecezja przemyska’, pp. 66-81.

217 Ibid, p. 71; see: W. Miiller, “Organizacja terytorialna diecezji przemyskiej w okresie
przedrozbiorowym 1375-1772”, Nasza Przeszlos¢, 46 (1976), p. 43.

218 At the turn of the fifteenth century there were circa 130 parishes in the diocese, in
1641 - 153, in 1742 - 162, in 1772 — 176 and 123 filial churches, Kumor, Granice
metropolii, p. 256; Borcz, “Archidiecezja przemyska’, p. 74.
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Table 9: The number of places of worship in the Ruthenian palatinate circa 1772

Malopolska Province

Religions and | Diocese/ | Archdeaconry/| Deanery/ Main | Auxiliary
denominations | Eparchy Officialate Protopopy/ | placesof | places of
Governorship | worship | worship
Uniate (Greek | Chetm Belz Tomaszow 2 -
Catholic) Chelm Chelm 44 3
Horodlo 5 -
Hrubieszéw 17 -
Krasnystaw 22 1
Lublin 12 2
Luboml 30 -
Ratno 28 2
Szczebrzeszyn 21 -
Tyszowce 1 -
Zamos¢ 8 1
188 9
190 9
Lwow Brzezany Brzezany 39 1
Buczacz 52 4
Czortkéw 21 1
Dunajow 22 -
Grzymatéw 23
Janow 27 -
Koztéw 37 -
Pomorzany 25 1
Rohatyn 31 1
Skalat 29 -
Tarnopol 26 -
Trembowla 40 1
Zarwanica 46 -
Zawalow 20 1
Zboréw 35 -
473 10
Halicz Bohorodczany 39 -
Bursztyn 31 -
Halicz 40 1
Horodenka 71 -
Katusz 60 2
Kolomyja 38 1
Koséw 39 1




Uniate (Greek
Catholic)
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Lwow Halicz Ottynia 44 1
Rozniatéw 27 1
Stanistawow 60 2

Sniatyn 28
Tlumacz 46 -
Uscie Zielone 30 1
Zablotow 22 -
Zukow 43 -
618 10
Kamieniec Husiatyn 11 -
Podolski Jagielnica 5 -
Satanow 6 -
22 -
Lwow Bialy Kamien 11 -
Bolechéw 37 1
Bdbrka 37 -
Dolina 43 -
Gliniany 25 1
Gotogory 30 2
Kamionka 24 2

Strumitowa

Kulikéw 30 -
Lwow 74 3
Rozdét 53 -

Strzeliska Nowe 38
Szczerzec 41 2
Zloczow 34 2
Zbltkiew 23 4
Zurawno 26 -
Zydaczéw 24 -
550 17
1663 37
Luck - - 69 1
Przemys$l |- Baligrod 40 1
Bircza 47 2
Dobromil 48 1
Drohobycz 64 3
Dukla 4 -
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Uniate (Greek | Przemysl Grédek 51
Catholic) Jagiellonski
Jarostaw 44 1
Jasliska 20 3
Jaworow 36 2
Krosno 19 -
Lesko 26 -
Lubaczéw 2 -
Mokrzany 46 4
Mosciska 40 -
Nizankowice 35 3
Oleszyce 6 -
Pruchnik 33 -
Przemysl 78 1
Sambor 42 -
Sanok 36 -
Sadowa Wisz- 47 -
nia
Skole 38 1
Stara Sol 54 1
Stary Sambor 51 1
Stryj 54 1
Tarnogrod 16 -
Wysocko 54 -
Zatwarnica 42 -
Zukotyn 36 -
1109 25
3031 72
Latin (Roman Bakow - - 2 1
Catholic) Chelm - Chelm 12 2
Grabowiec 1 -
Hrubieszéw 2 2
Krasnystaw 9 3
Luboml 6 2
Turobin 5 4
Zamos¢ 8 10
43 23
Kamieniec |- Satanow 1

Podolski
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Latin (Roman Lwow Halicz Halicz 12 6
Catholic) Kotomyja 10 2
Zydaczéw 11 2
33 10
Lwow Buczacz 10 1
Dunajéw 12 3
Konkolniki 8 5
Lwow 18 38
Rohatyn 12 4
Trembowla 11 3
71 54
Zotkiew Busk 9 1
Grodek 13 5
Jagielloniski
Janow 9 6
31 12
135 76
Luck Luck Krzemieniec 5 3
Przemy$l | Brzozéw Brzozéw 12 7
Dynéw 13 9
Krosno 17 9
Sanok 18 12
60 37
Jarostaw Jarostaw 16 19
Lezajsk 13 13
Rzeszow 18 15
Tarnogrod 7 8
54 55
Przemydl Moféciska 14 5
Nowe Miasto 15 -
Pruchnik 14 15
Sambor 13 12
56 32
170 124
356 227
Armenian Lwow - - 13 -
Catholic
Orthodox Kiev - - - 1
Karaite 2 -
Jewish 157 8
Total 3559 308
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Located within the borders of the Ruthenian palatinate was nearly the entire
Latin Lwow archdiocese. Its organization in modern times is the subject matter of
a monograph by Jozef Kretosz.?? The boundaries of the Latin Lwow archdiocese
(referred to as Halicz until 1412) were not defined in its foundation documents.
Abraham and other historians following in his footsteps argue that its borders
were overlapping with the boundaries of the Orthodox Halicz archdiocese that
had been reinstated in 1371.%° Outside of the Ruthenian palatinate the Lwow
archdiocese covered a Dominican parish and church at Busk and a filial church
at Lopatyn (parish of Busk). They were affiliated with the Busk powiat (Belz pa-
latinate) which was the remnant of its former affiliation with the Lwow land and
the Orthodox Halicz eparchy.?! According to Litak, the Busk powiat also covered
the village of Toporéw and its parish church, but it seems that it should be rather
allocated to the Ruthenian palatinate.?? The diocese boundaries departed from
the borders of the state administration also in the vicinity of Niemiréw which
belonged to the Belz palatinate, whereas its parish was part of the Lwow archdio-
cese. Which could have been a vestige of the relations of that area with the former
Grédek powiat in the Lwéw land.”” In the Volhynian palatinate there was a filial
church at the village of Kolodno which was part of the Tarnopol parish (deanery
of Trembowla).

The Lwéw archdiocese was one of the last that were divided into local arch-
deaconries in modern times. It happened during the second session of the 1765
council convoked by archbishop Wactaw Sierakowski. Apart from the archdea-
conry situated in the capital city the archdeaconries in Halicz and Zétkiew were

219 Kretosz, Organizacja archidiecezji Iwowskiej (especially Chapter 3: Organizacja tery-
torialna archidiecezji).

220 'W. Abraham, Poczgtki arcybiskupstwa taciriskiego we Lwowie, Lwow 1909.

221 Dabkowski, Podzial administracyjny, p. 326.

222 Litak, Atlas Kosciola taciriskiego, p. 340. The problem was similarly perceived by
other historians most probably relying on A. Jablonowski’s map (Ziemie Ruskie Rze-
czypospolitej, map 2) — Przybo$, “Granice ziemi lwowskiej”, p. 7; S. Tylus, Fundacje
kosciotow parafialnych w sredniowiecznej archidiecezji Iwowskiej, Lublin 1999, p. 257
(map); Budzynski, Kresy potudniowo-wschodnie, vol. 2, map 22 (though with some
reservations). It should be remembered that A. Jablonowski’s map - provided the
author was not mistaken - reflected the settlement in the second half of the six-
teenth century, whereas Toporéw was granted city rights as late as 1603 and the
relevant document clearly stated that it was in the Lwow land, SGKP. vol. 12, p. 400.
In that context much more reliable seem to be the findings of A. Janeczek who places
Toporéw in the Ruthenian palatinate (Osadnictwo pogranicza, map 10).

223 See the map in: Dabkowski, Podziat administracyjny.
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established.”* Which was an outcome of a new division of the archdiocese into
deaneries. The original division into deaneries in the Lwow archdiocese was laid
down in 1589 when 127 parishes were allocated to seven deaneries. That divi-
sion was changed in 1765 when archbishop Sierakowski increased the number
of deaneries to 12, initially allocating them to three archdeaconries.?”® In 1772
there were 137 parish churches and 80 auxiliary churches in the Lwéw archdio-
cese. Like in the Przemysl diocese, the growth of the parish network was most
intensive in the fifteenth century. Later on, the increment of the number of par-
ishes was low, modest even compared to the growth reported in the Przemysl
diocese.”

Contrary to the Uniate Church, the Latin Church had a significantly higher
percentage of auxiliary churches. Out of 583 Latin churches in this palatinate
227 (38.9 percent) were filial churches. In respect to the part of Malopolska be-
longing to the Crown a higher role was played by monasteries — 41 parishes and
106 filial churches in the Ruthenian palatinate either belonged to monasteries
or were serviced by them (25.2 percent of all churches). In Matopolska proper
they accounted for circa 12.7 percent (209 out of 1648 churches). All collegiate
churches in the Ruthenian palatinate (Zamos¢ in the Chelm diocese, Brzozéw
and Jarostaw in the Przemy$l diocese, Lwow, Stanistawdw, Zotkiew — the Lwow
archdiocese) discharged the function of parish churches. Among filial churches
27 had a status of hospital provostships.

Situated in the Ruthenian palatinate was the capital as well as the majority of
the churches of the third, next to the Latin and Greek, rite. In the Middle Ages,
apart from Kamieniec Podolski, Lwow was the most important centre of Arme-
nian settlement. The exact date when the bishopric of the Armenian Church
was established in Lwéw is unknown. It follows from a document appointing
bishop Gregory in 1364 that he was not the first priest to hold that position.
That is why Krzysztof Stopka concluded, contrary to Bolestaw Kumor claiming
that the Armenian bishopric was established in 1361, that until the privilege of
1364 the capital of the bishopric could have been situated either in Luck or in

224 Kretosz, Organizacja archidiecezji lIwowskiej, p. 168.

225 Tbid, p. 172.

226 Ibid, p. 184. On the development of the parish network in the Lwow archdiocese,
see: S. Tylus, “Sie¢ parafialna tacinskiej archidiecezji halickiej w $redniowieczu”, in:
Sredniowieczny Kosciét Polski. Z dziejow duszpasterstwa i organizacji koscielnej, ed.
M. Zahajkiewicz, S. Tylus, Lublin 1999, pp. 151-171; Idem, Fundacje kosciotéow pa-
rafialnych, p. 47.
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Wtodzimierz Wotynski.?” In formal and legal terms the Armenian archbishop

in Lwow was subordinated to the Catholicos (a counterpart of the Orthodox
Church patriarch) in Eczmiadzyn (Etchmiadzin,Vagharshapat). After Mikotaj
Torosowicz, the Armenian archbishop, had made a Catholic confession in 1630
and 1635, a Catholic archdiocese of Armenian rite was established in Lwow
which was an ongoing bone of contention between the supporters of the Union
backed by the Latin Church and the king, and their opponents supported by the
Catholicos in Eczmiadzyn. It was the support of the king and the Latin Church
as well as the activity of the Theatines in Lwéw, who were running a seminary for
Armenian priests, that brought about a gradual Latinization of the rite and the
Union’s success in the eighteenth century.?

Basic information about the structure of the Armenian Church in the eight-
eenth century is offered in the works by Tadeusz Gromnicki,* Sadok Baracz,*°
Czestaw Lechicki®! and Grzegorz Petrowicz.”* It was the basis of Kotbuk’s list
of Armenian churches in the Lwow archdiocese circa 1772.2% Which is of great
significance for the cartographic approach to organized Armenian communities.
Some data have been supplemented by the above-mentioned works by Krzysztof
Stopka and Jurij Smirnow, but only as regards the dedications of churches and
what they were built of.

Before the First Partition there was a total of 14 Catholic parishes of Arme-
nian rite in the Ruthenian palatinate.** Until the end of modern times the main
centre of that Church was in Lwow, where apart from a cathedral and affiliated
convent of Armenian St. Benedict nuns there were three parish churches - of St.
Jacob, St. Ann (administered in 1784 by one parish priest) and Holy Cross.”*> As

227 Smirnow, Katedra ormiatiska we Lwowie, pp. 7-8.

228 Stopka, Ormianie w Polsce, pp. 68-69, 137 (Grzegorz Adzam, a parish priest at Kuty,
accepted the Union as late as 1718).

229 Gromnicki, Ormianie w Polsce, passim.

230 Baracz, Rys dziejéw ormiariskich, passim.

231 Lechicki, Kosciét ormiatiski w Polsce, passim.

232 Petrowicz, La Chiesa Armena in Polonia (1686-1954), passim.

233  Kotbuk, Koscioly wschodnie, p. 345.

234 The statistical data overlook a community at Brody which was abandoned by most
Armenians after the fire of 1749, Budzynski, Kresy potudniowo-wschodnie, pp. 24-
25, map 51. S. Baracz claims that the Armenians left Brody after 1700 and moved to
Lwow. In the eighteenth century a minority that was left there was in the custody of
the Brody Dominicans, Bargcz, Rys dziejow ormiatiskich, p. 77.

235 In his study W. Kotbuk mentions St. Ann and St. Jacob’s church (Kotbuk, Koscioty
wschodnie, p. 345), but according to other works there were two churches, Smirnow,
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early as the sixteenth century there was an Armenian parish at Ztoczéw (most
probably founded by the Gérka family),” but the Potocki family takes by far the
greatest credit for the development of Armenian settlement and the growth of
religious communities. Their foundation financed Armenian parishes at Horo-
denka, Kuty, Lysiec, Stanistawéw, Sniatyn (in their capacity as royal starosts)
and Ty$mienica.?” All Armenian churches in the Ruthenian palatinate were lo-
cated east and south-east of Lwow. In the westernmost parish of Zamos¢ the
Armenians began to settle down in 1585 owing to the efforts made by chancellor
Jan Zamoyski.?*® It is also worth mentioning the following locations where Ar-
menian communities lived in the eighteenth century, but where there were no
churches or organized ministry, such as Dubno, Krakéw, Lublin and Warez.?**

In his classic work on the history of the Jews in Przemy$l Mojzesz Schorr
writes that the sixteenth century marked the beginning of a larger scale Jewish
settlement in Red Ruthenia. He mentions Lwéw, the main commercial centre of
that land, as their first destination. The oldest mention of the Jews in Przemysl
dates from 1466, and the Jewish community - even though that fact was not di-
rectly corroborated - could have been established there at the end of the fifteenth
century.** Apart from Lwéw and Przemysl, there were equally early centres of
Jewish settlement at Luboml, Drohobycz, Podhajce and Halicz. In the second
half of the fifteenth century the Jewish settlement in the towns of Red Ruthenia
was very intensive."!

Along with the Podolian and Braclaw palatinates, the Ruthenian palatinate
was part of the Ruthenian zemstvo, one of the four that had their representa-

Katedra ormiatiska, p. 51; E Wasyl, “Ormianski spis status animarum parafii Horo-
denka z 1808 1, Prace Historyczno-Archiwalne, 19 (2007), p. 193; Budzynski, Kresy
potudniowo-wschodnie, p. 381.

236 Stopka, Ormianie w Polsce, pp. 133, 136.

237 1bid, pp. 22, 128, 131, 134, 136.

238 Ibid, p. 125.

239 Baracz, Rys dziejéw ormianskich, pp. 84, 99, 175-176.

240 M. Schorr, Zydzi w Przemyslu do kotica XVIII wieku, Jerozolima 1991, pp. 2-4. A. Fen-
czak, invoking the study by I. Schipper, assumes that a Jewish community in Przemysl
existed in the first half of the fourteenth century, A. Fenczak, “’Kamien ten stoi na
grobie Racheli po dzi§ dzief, czyli o przeszto$ci przemyskich Zydéw i o ich ocalatych
nagrobkacly’, Studia Przemyskie, 2 (2004), p. 10.

241 The analysis of the development of the Jewish settlement in the towns of Red Ruthe-
nia was carried out by Horn, Zydzi na Rusi Czerwonej, pp. 14-29; Idem, “Zydowski
ruch osadniczy w miastach Rusi Czerwonej do 1648 7, Biuletyn Zydowskiego Insty-
tutu Historycznego w Polsce, 1974, no. 2 (90), pp. 3-24.
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tives in the Crown’s Four Lands Council. In the seventeenth century set apart
from the Ruthenian zemstvo was the district of Przemy$l, and then of Rzeszéw
from Przemysl. The area of the Przemys] district did not overlap with the area
of the Przemysl diocese or the Ruthenian palatinate. It included, for example,
a community at Wielkie Oczy (Belz palatinate), but the southern and western
part of the Latin Przemys$l diocese overlapped with the Ruthenian zemstvo (Dro-
hobycz, Stryj, Skole, Lesko).*** In 1763 the Rzeszoéw kahal exercised its jurisdic-
tion over such branch kahals, among others, as Frysztak, Ropczyce, Sedziszow,
Strzyzéw (Krakow diocese) and Tyczyn (Przemy$l diocese). In the first half of
the eighteenth century major communities began to go independent and sepa-
rated from districts, thus becoming separate units. Przemysl, Lwow, Rzeszéw
and Sambor obtained kahal status with the zemstvo rights. The kahals of the first
category also included Brody and Zétkiew.>* In his study on the state of research
in the history of Jewish communities in the Lwow land Stefan Gasiorowski un-
derscored that in the eighteenth century the Lwow kahal lost its major position
first in favour of the community at Zétkiew, and then at Brody.>** That process
is reflected by population figures offered in the 1765 census - the kahal in Lwow
had 6378 heads whereas in Brody there were 6877 heads.**

It is noteworthy that the map of the territorial organization of the Jews in
the Commonwealth authored by Israel Halperin overlooks the above-mentioned
districts and kahals exercising zemstvo rights. He included the entire Ruthenian
palatinate, apart from the land of Chetm and a few communities located north
of the lands of Lwéw (Stanistawczyk, Toporéw) and Przemys$l (Sieniawa, Tar-
nogréd, Krzeszéw) in the Ruthenian zemstvo.**® Located in the northern part
of the Ruthenian palatinate was the Betz-Chetm-Ruthenia district whose range
overlapped with that of the ancient lands of Chelm and Belz (Belz palatinate) and
which separated from the Lublin zemstvo in the seventeenth century. The first
ranking kahals had their seats at Belz and Chelm. The district of the Zamoyski
Family Entail - also overlooked by Halperin — which covered the kahals not only
in the Ruthenian (Szczebrzeszyn, Tarnogréd, Turobin, Zamo$¢, Krasnobrod,

242 Krochmal, Krzyz i menora, p. 27.

243 Idem, “Zydzi w miastach ziemi przemyskiej i sanockiej”, pp. 57-58; Leszczyniski, Sejm
Zydéw Korony, pp. 70, 74-75.

244 Schipper, “Wewnetrzna organizacja Zydow”, p. 99; S. Gasiorowski, “Stan badan nad
dziejami gmin zydowskich na ziemi Iwowskiej w XVII i XVIII wieku’, in: Zydzi i ju-
daizm we wspélczesnych badaniach polskich, ed. K. Pilarczyk, Krakoéw 1997, pp. 192.

245 “Liczba gléw”, p. 396.

246  Acta Congressus Generalis, map.
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Z6tkiew), but also in Belz (Laszczéw), Lublin (Bitgoraj, Frampol, Eukéw, Modli-
borzyce) or Sandomierz palatinates (Ulanéw)**’ — became independent in 1669.

It follows from the analysis of the geographical range of the Jewish admin-
istration units in that region that one cannot always say that each of them was
a compact entity in territorial terms. For it is difficult to delineate the boundaries
of the district of the Zamoyski Family Entail which comprised a kahal at Lukéw
situated far away north of the Chelm-Belz-Ruthenia district. The second rea-
son why it was impossible to demarcate the boundaries of Jewish districts and
zemstvos was an unclear and inaccurate affiliation of many of them resulting in
numerous disputes and conflicts between kahals.***

The list of the Jewish communities in the Ruthenian palatinate in the second
half of the eighteenth century was mainly based on a poll tax register of 1765
verified and supplemented by the sources of church provenance — mainly the vis-
itation protocols. The 1765 census overlooked some communities, for example
at Jozefow which was part of the Zamoyski Family Entail, where Jakub Horowitz
(‘the Seeing from Lublin’) was born,** and at Wojstawice (in the Chetm land).*°

Some mentions of the synagogues are hard to interpret unequivocally. They
do not corroborate irrefutably that a community existed in that locality in the
second half of the eighteenth century. It applies both to a situation when infor-
mation comes from the seventeenth or the first half of the eighteenth century,”!
and when there is a single reference and thus it does not clearly indicate that

247  Leszczynski, Sejm Zydéw Korony, p. 73.

248 “The administration was defective also for that reason that the boundaries of jurisdic-
tion of each main kahal had not been determined, and specifically it was not defined
precisely over which branch kahals and properties its jurisdiction extended, and in
effect the kahals were constantly in conflict with one another”, Schorr, “Organizacya
Zydéw w Polsce”, pp. 739-740.

249 At the end of the seventeenth century there was a well-organized community at
Jozeféw. The synagogue was built in 1735 (according to the 1750 visitation - in
1744), AAL. Rep60 A157, pp. 713-714 (1750); EJCP. VII, pp. 256-258; EJL. I, p. 578.
According to R. Kuwalek, J. Horowitz was born at Jozeféw upon the Vistula River
(Kim byt Widzgcy z Lublina, access: http://www.jews-lublin.net/index.php/Kim_
by%C5%82_Widz%C4%85cy_z_Lublina_..., 23.04.2009); Also see: A. Michalowska,
Szlakiem najstarszych synagog w Polsce: Podlasie i Lubelszczyzna (access: http://www.
mowiawieki.pl/artykulhtmRid_artykul158, 24.04.2009).

250 AAL. Rep60 A161, f. 448v, 1761 r.; EJL. III, pp. 1456-1457.

251 E.g., the visitation of Chelm by Bishop Krzysztof Jan Szembek in 1714 which men-
tions a synagogue at Pilaszkowice allegedly built in 1686. There was a dispute between
the parish priest at Gorzkéw and the Jews about it (Chelm diocese), AAL. Rep60


http://www.jews-lublin.net/index.php/Kim_by%C5%82_Widz%C4%85cy_z_Lublina_..
http://www.jews-lublin.net/index.php/Kim_by%C5%82_Widz%C4%85cy_z_Lublina_..
http://www.mowiawieki.pl/artykul.htmRid_artykul158
http://www.mowiawieki.pl/artykul.htmRid_artykul158
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a community really existed.”®* The statistical data and their tables include only
the localities which give rise to no major doubts.

Thanks to church sources it has been possible to supplement the list of syna-
gogues in large communities. This applies to, inter alia, the second synagogue
in Rzeszéw,** Brody,”* Drohobycz,?* Jarostaw,** and Stary Sambor.”” The situ-
ation in Lwéw was exceptional because in early modern times two Jewish com-
munities lived in the city and its suburbs. Both of them had all kahal institutions:
the synagogue, bath, kahal (in the sense of the community authorities), courts,
offices, and operated independently. Majer Balaban devoted a separate study to
them.>®

Nearly all the communities mentioned in the poll tax registers of 1765 have
been corroborated by other sources and studies. Only in 23 cases did the query
of sources and literature not produce any positive results.*® Apart from such sac-

A152,£.311. There is also a single mention of a Jewish temple (“fanum”) at the village
of Kostarowce (near Brzozéw) in 1721, AAPrz. AV156, p. 1517.

252 Two single mentions about a wooden synagogue at Tyrawa Woloska (the land of
Sanok) dating from 1721 and 1745 in the absence of any further information cannot
be viewed as corroborating the fact that a kahal existed in there in the second half of
the eighteenth century, AAPrz. AV156,s. 1212 (1721); AAPrz. AV172, f. 84v (1745);
see: J. Krochmal, “Boznice i cmentarze zydowskie na terenie rzymskokatolickiej
diecezji przemyskiej w polowie XVIII wieku”, Studia Przemyskie, 2 (2004), p. 33. It
is equally hard to conclude that there were communities at Rudki and Woloszcza
(near Grodek Jagiellonski) where a ‘schola judeorum’ was reported by the visiting
priest, AALw. AV4, ff. 10, 13v (1763), or at Bukowsko (‘schola seu synagoga’), AAPrz,
AV172, f1. 129, 135v (1745).

253  AAPrz. AV159, pp. 90-91 (1720); AAPrz. AV160, f. 239 (1727); AAPrz. AV174, ff. 5,
6v, 12-12v, 34, 39v (1745); AAPrz. AV181, ff. 50v-51, 56 (1754); Also see: ]. Peckowski,
Dzieje miasta Rzeszowa do kotica XVIII w., Rzeszéw 1913, pp. 366, 379-380; Zydowski
Akropol’. Dawna dzielnica Rzeszowa, ed. A. Szela, Rzeszow 1994, pp. 7-8, 14.

254 ADS. D155, ff. 195v-196 (1742) (‘private synagogue vulgo Przyszkétki’).

255 AAPrz. AV157, pp. 1348-1349 (1722).

256 AAPrz. AV168, pp. 25, 58, 83-84, 138 (1743).

257 The 1743 visitation reported a brick synagogue in a converted private house and the
second one, which could also be treated as a prayer house, in the house owned by
Ustrzycki, AAPrz. AV164, ff. 36v, 48-48v.

258 M. Balaban, Dzielnica zydowska: jej dzieje i kultura, Lwéw 1909.

259 “Liczba gléw”, passim; “Zydzi ziemi Iwowskiej i powiatu zydaczowskiego”, pp. 357-
378; “Spis Zydoéw i Karaitéw ziemi halickiej”, pp. 11-32.

260 Meant are the kahals at Dunajow, Janéw, Jezupol, Kamionka Wielka, Knihynicze,
Kozowa, Kutaczkowce, Mariampol, Martynéw Nowy, Monasterzyska, Nawarja, Pi-
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ral facilities as synagogues, which may serve as an evidence that a Jewish com-
munity lived in a locality, the church sources frequently mention prayer houses
in the Ruthenian palatinate. They were not always separate venues of religious
cult as happened in the case of kahal synagogues. In the sources one may come
across references to “a private prayer house™" or “the Jews gathered at the inn-
keeper” which proves that private quarters, breweries, taverns, etc. were used
as places of worship.?® Prayer houses may have existed along with synagogues
in large Jewish centres,*” but most of them were located in villages and were of

261

262

263

styn, Siedliszcze, Skatat, Sokotdw, Sokotdwka, Strzeliska Nowe, Wiszenka Wielka,
Zatozce, Zawaléw, Zboréw, and Zuréw. Although it has been mentioned in many
works by, i.a., Z. Budzynski, there are doubts as to the existence of a kahal at Dunajow.
It should be added that all those localities were put on the map of Jewish communities
by J. Wijaczka (Od potowy XVII po schytek XVIII w., pp. 132, 134). The list of com-
munities included in the Atlas of the History of the Polish Jews may be supplemented
with the following Jewish centres: Siedliszcze (near Chelm), Zamo$¢, Wojstawice,
Jozefow, Zolynia, Bukowsko, Rudki, Wotoszcza, Swirz, Sokotéwka, and Kutaczkowce.
The said map also includes the community at Felsztyn which was one administrative
unit with Laszki Murowane according to the 1765 poll tax register.

For example, a prayer house in a private house at Hussakow (Przemy$l land) that
had operated there before a synagogue was built in the second half of the eighteenth
century, AAPrz. AV165, ff. 6, 15v-16 (a prayer house in a private house, the Jews were
granted permission to build a synagogue in 1743); AAPrz. AV178, ff. 4v, 12v (1753,
the synagogue under construction); CPAHU, no. 132.1.526, f. 1 (1760); “Liczba glow’,
p- 396 (kahal, 1765).

At Domaradz the services for local Jews were held at a brewery, AAPrz. AV187, pp.
14, 17 (1756). Likewise in the Sanok land at Grabdéwka, AAPrz. AV175, . 165-165,
180 (1745), at the village of Hoczew, AAPrz. AV172, ff. 105, 119v (1745), at Jablonka
where the Jews from Dydnia and the vicinity used to gather, AAPrz. AV175, f. 353
(1745), at Ja¢mierz, AAPrz. AV175, ff. 120, 143 (1745), AAPrz. AV187, ff. 64-64v
(1756) and at the village of Laka in the land of Przemysl, AAPrz. AV174, ff. 175, 183
(1744), Rakszawa, AAPrz. AV180, f. 38 (1754). At Medyka in the land of Przemysl
a prayer house was in a tavern, AAPrz. AV178, ff. 49v, 56v (1753). At Sagdowa Wisznia
a prayer house was in a building owned by a brewer, AAPrz. AV178, f. 110v (1754),
AAPrz. AV165, ft. 124, 143v-144 (1744 r.), at Wyszatyce it was near a brewery, AAPrz.
AV 166, f. 29v, 40-40v (1744).

The 1753 visitation report mentions two prayer houses apart from the synagogues
at Drohobycz, AAPrz. AV176, ff. 69, 71-71v, 74v, 84. The 1745 visitation reports on
a prayer house at J6zef Rafalowicz’s house that existed apart from a brick synagogue
at Rymandw in the Sanok land, AAPrz. AV172, ff. 62v, 158, 166v-167, 170v, 183. At
Sambor, apart from a synagogue ‘na Blechu’ there was also an unspecified number of
prayer houses, CPAHU, no. 43.1.56, ff. 1-5, no. 856.1.24 (1732). At Tarnogrdd, apart
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informal nature. Their establishment and disappearance were subject to change
which must have been more dynamic than in the case of synagogues.**

Before the First Partition there was a total of 157 kahal synagogues and eight
filial synagogues in the Ruthenian palatinate. Those figures depart from the ones
offered in the studies conducted by Budzynski in his last work titled South East-
ern Borderlands in the Second Half of the Eighteenth Century.* The author based
his data mainly on the above-mentioned tax sources, placing an equals sign be-
tween a parish and a religious community, and between a deanery in Christian
structures and a kahal in Jewish administration. This contradicts the earlier ap-
proaches to kahal and parish identification that in my opinion are more legiti-
mate. In an introduction to a tax census of the Jews in the Lwéw land Ferdynand
Bostel wrote:

“Because the Jews were divided into parishes; in major cities and small towns there were
the seats of kahals headed by a rabbi, and several or more than a dozen or even dozens of
villages located within the boundaries of the kahal constituted their parish”¢

Due to the fact that Budzynski treated every locality listed in the 1765 censuses
as the seat of a “Jewish parish’, on the maps featuring the administrative struc-
tures of individual religions there were more Jewish than Greek or Roman Cath-
olic reference points.

It follows from the foregoing data that the Ruthenian palatinate was marked
by a high density of units of religious administration. They mainly belonged to
the Uniate Church as the dominant one in that area and the Jewish diaspora
whose kahal network was highly developed. The mosaic of the Ruthenian palati-
nate is supplemented by two Karaite kenesas at Halicz and Kukizéw (the Karaites
were brought to Troki by King Jan III Sobieski),*” and the Orthodox monastery
at Skit Maniawski.?s®

from a synagogue, there was a prayer house in widow Majorkowa’s house, AAPrz.
AV179, ff. 112-113, 116, 126 (1754).

264 Single mentions of prayer houses in the Ruthenian palatinate: Brzéza Krélewska,
AAPrz. AV180, p. 38 (1754), Dothe Podbuskie, AAPrz. AV176, f. 84 (1753), Handz-
léwka, AAPrz, AV182, p. 122 (1755), Jawornik, AAPrz. AV173, ff. 100, 105 (1745),
Krukienice, AAPrz. AV178, f. 33 (1753), Medenice, AAPrz. AV176, ff. 38v-39, 44
(1753), Ulucz, AAPrz. AV186, f. 29 (1755).

265 Budzynski, Kresy potudniowo-wschodnie, passim.

266 “Zydzi ziemi lwowskiej”, p. 5.

267 S. Gasiorowski, “Karaimi w Kukizowie”, in: Zydzi i judaizm we wspétczesnych bada-
niach polskich, vol. 2, ed. K. Pilarczyk, S. Gasiorowski, Krakow 2000, pp. 73-81.

268 Mironowicz, Kosciot prawostawny, p. 235.
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The Ruthenian palatinate was marked by a very dense and highly developed
network of religious institutions. In its area (60 507 km?) there was one place of
worship per circa 15.6 km?, which is a higher factor than in Malopolska proper. It
was an area where the Catholic population of Greek rite predominated (one church
per 19.5 km?). The density of Latin churches (one per 103.8 km?), whose structures
were much more developed in western powiats of the Ruthenian palatinate, was
significantly lower compared to the palatinates of Malopolska proper. Accordingly,
there was on average one Roman Catholic church per 5.3 Uniate churches. The
density of synagogues — one per 366 km?* — was similar to that in the Sandomierz
and Lublin palatinates, but lower compared to the Krakéw palatinate.

In the summary of the organization of religions and denominations in the
Ruthenian palatinate it is necessary to invoke the conclusion of Budzynski’s work
on the population of the Polish-Ruthenian border area in the third volume of
his work South Eastern Borderlands in the Second Half of the Eighteenth Cen-
tury. The territorial range of his work may not fully overlap with the limits of
the Ruthenian palatinate,” but the information offered by him corroborates the
assumption made initially that the distribution and geography of places of wor-
ship reflected to a high extent the actual ethnic structure of the examined area
(see map 2). The conclusions regarding the location of sacral buildings in towns
and villages also allow to highlight the specificity of the religious structure of
both urban and rural population. More importantly, the distribution of places of
worship may help identify the demographic proportions between the urban and
rural areas in a specific territory.?”

Based on the location of sacral buildings in the Ruthenian palatinate it may
be concluded that ethnic and religious diversity was different in urban and ru-
ral areas. It was high in towns, whereas the countryside in that area, across the
entire palatinate, continued to be almost completely Greek Catholic and Ruthe-

269 The territorial range of Z. Budzynski’s work covers the lands annexed by Austria dur-
ing the First Partition, so outside the area of the analysis is the northern part of the
Chelm land in the Ruthenian palatinate. Taken into account was the southern part
of the Belz palatinate and parts of the Krakéw and Sandomierz palatinates located
on the right bank of the Vistula River, Budzynski, Kresy potudniowo-wschodnie, vol.
1-2, passim.

270 According to Z. Budzynski circa 15 percent of the population living along the frontier
and 25 percent living in eastern borderlands inhabited cities and towns (Budzynski,
Ludnos¢ pogranicza polsko-ruskiego, vol. 1, p. 323; Idem, Kresy potudniowo-wschodnie,
vol. 3, p. 142). Similar proportions of places of worship existed in the Ruthenian
palatinates — 965 in towns and and 2902 in villages.
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nian.””! The Polish or Jewish element enriched solely the Ruthenian towns. Out
of 2902 places of worship located in the countryside only 228 (7.9 percent) were
in the hands of the Latin Church. The villages of eastern borderlands were — as
Budzynski puts it - “ruthenized en masse”. The same applied, though to a slightly
lower degree, to the Przemysl, Sanok or Chelm lands, and to a definitely higher
degree - to the Lwow or Halicz lands.”? A real melting pot of religions and eth-
nic groups existed in the towns located along the frontier and in the eastern
borderlands. But the degree of that diversity was not equaly high across the en-
tire palatinate.””® The situation in individual towns was more interesting. Out of
213 towns located in the Ruthenian palatinate around 1772 only 24 had a sac-
ral building or place of worship representing one religion. The majority of the
cities had organized communities of two (61 towns) or three confessions (122
towns). Among the former, the towns with a Latin and Uniate church predomi-
nated (37 towns). Definitely less frequent were the towns with a Latin church
and a synagogue (13) or a Uniate church and a synagogue (11). As for the towns
with the places of worship of three religions, apart from Lysiec and Kukizéw,
they had Latin and Uniate churches and synagogues. Most diversified in terms
of organized religious communities were such towns as Zamo$¢, Ztoczow, Kuty,

271 According to J. Motylewicz ‘the highest ethnic mix existed in a broad band running
along the upper Dniester River, across the region of the upper and middle basin of
the San It follows from his figures regarding the Przemy$l and Sanok lands that until
the seventeenth century the Polish Roman Catholic population (ca 55-60 percent)
dominated over the Ruthenian Greek Catholics (ca 30 percent). In the aftermath of
a gradual migration of the Jews to towns and suburban areas, especially intensive
since the turn of the fifteenth century, in the second half of the eighteenth century
the Jewish population began to exceed the number of Greek Catholics in the towns
of the Ruthenian palatinate. It should be emphasized that the statistics offered by
J. Motylewicz applied only to towns, J. Motylewicz, “Spolecznosci etniczne w mia-
stach wojewddztwa ruskiego w XVI-XVIII wieku”, Studia Przemyskie, 2 (2004), pp.
14-15. J. Potwiartek is also of the opinion that the ‘band of the borderlands’ was
marked by a greater mosaic in towns (Poles, Germans, Ruthenians, Jews, Armenians)
than in the countryside which was virtually Polish-Ruthenian with a domination of
the latter nationality in specific areas, J. Pol¢wiartek, “Nacje i religie na pograniczu
etnicznym polsko-ukrainskim czaséw nowozytnych. Préba bilansu’”, in: Sgsiedztwo:
osadnictwo na pograniczu etnicznym polsko-ukrainiskim, ed. J. P6l¢wiartek, Rzeszéw
1997, p. 34.

272 Budzynski, Kresy potudniowo-wschodnie, vol. 3, p. 143.

273  Of965 places of worship located in the towns 434 (45 percent) were Greek Catholic,
355 (36.8 percent) belonged to the Latin Church, 161 (16.7 percent) - to the Jews,
13 (1.3 percent) — to Armenian Catholics and two (0.2 percent) - to Karaites.
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Halicz, Horodenka, Ty$mienica, Brzezany, Stanistawéw, Obertyn, Sniatyn and,
naturally, Lwow.

When the distribution of places of worship is compared with the demographic
data regarding the Ruthenian palatinate, a few significant regional specificities
emerge. In that regard the map featuring the Place of Eastern Borderlands in the
Territorial Structure of the Polish-Ruthenian Borderland”* is interesting. Due to
the vast area of the Ruthenian palatinate, there are differences between its north-
ern and southern, as well as western and eastern parts. The highest percentage of
the followers of the Latin Church lived in the northern and central parts of the
palatinate (the lands of Chetm, Lwéw, Przemy$l and Sanok), and a much lower
proportion in the Halicz land.”* In the south-east one may observe the decreas-
ing share of the Roman Catholic population and a rising number of the Greek
Catholics and the Jews.

At this point it is worth discussing the nature of the patronage over Christian
churches in the Ruthenian palatinate which was closely connected with the own-
ership structure in that region. Information on the nature of patronage over 3400
places of worship in the palatinate indicates that the nobility predominated (2390
- 70.3 percent). Royal (749 places of worship, 22 percent) and ecclesiastical (232,
6.8 percent) patronage was in minority. Based on the patronage figures, and in
consequence — the ownership structure — a question may be asked about the
relations, or impact that the proprietors might have had on ethnic and religious
diversity of urban areas. Although the right to extend patronage over places of
worship did not always correspond with the nature of ownership, in the majority
of cases it was exercised by the owner of a town or village (real patronage).”® It
is a widespread view propounded in the literature on the subject that the policy
pursued by the magnates and richer nobility of eastern bordelands accounted for
the emergence of multi-religious private towns to a higher degree than in royal
towns where a city council would play a greater role. The owner had a double role
to play: he regulated the relations in the town by means of legal decisions and
actual measures, and influenced the overall make-up of the town by bringing

274 Budzynski, Kresy potudniowo-wschodnie, vol. 3, p. 14.

275 1Ibid, vol. 2, map 77, 87; vol. 3, p. 142: “only in the Halicz officialate covering the
central and eastern Podkarpacie the percentage of the Latin rite followers was twice
lower than the average, and the percentage of the Greek Catholics was highest in the
entire territory and exceeded 82 percent”.

276  Szady, Prawo patronatu, p. 31.
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new groups of people, sometimes of different religions and ethnic background
(Zamosé, Zotkiew).2”

The works dealing with the history or administrative divisions of Crown Ru-
thenia frequently highlight similarities, if not an identical socio-religious situation
in the Ruthenian and Belz palatinates. That approach is mainly due to the specific
geographical location of the Belz palatinate that “wedged” itself between the north-
eastern part of the Ruthenian palatinate and the Chetm land. A study of the origins
and development of this palatinate through the 1630s was written by Janeczek who
quite significantly corrected its boundaries delineated by Jablonowski, especially
their most complicated, “ragged” part near the so-called Kryléw and Hrubieszéw
domains as well as the enclave surrounding the town of Dub.?”®

There are no major controversies over the division of the Belz palatinate into
powiats. After its final incorporation into the Crown in 1462, the number of
powiats of the former Belz land significantly decreased, as had happened with
the Ruthenian palatinate. Small powiats (the former volosts) merged with each
other - the Lopatyn powiat became part of the Busk powiat, the Sokal powiat
was incorporated by the Belz powiat.?”” Not only Teodor Waga, the author of
a geography and history textbook published in 1767, but also Gloger, mention
five powiats of this palatinate (those of Belz, Grabowiec, Horodlo, Lubaczéw and
Busk).2

The Uniate Church that was the heir to the institutions and structures of the
Orthodox Church had 413 places of worship in the Belz palatinate (402 parish
and only 11 filial churches). They comprised ten monastery churches, including
four parishes run by the Basilian monks. Most churches (329) were located in
the Uniate Chetm-Belz diocese. This consisted of the Chelm part, covered by the
Ruthenian palatinate, and the Belz part, within the borders of the Belz palatinate.
The areas of the Belz palatinate under the jurisdiction of the Uniate Przemysl and
Lwow dioceses were discussed above.

277  S. Ggsiorowski, Chrzescijanie i Zydzi w Z6tkwi w XVII i XVIII wieku, Krakéw 2001,
p. 226.

278 Janeczek, Osadnictwo pogranicza, pp. 22-34; Urzednicy wojewddztwa belskiego i ziemi
chetmskiej XIV-XVIII wieku. Spisy, ed. H. Gmiterek, R. Szczygiet, Kornik 1992, p. 7.

279 Janeczek, Osadnictwo pogranicza, pp. 33-34.

280 Waga, Wycigg z geografii polskiej, p. 37; Gloger, Geografia historyczna, p. 226. After
its incorporation into the Belz powiat in the sixteenth century the Lubaczéw powiat
(Gil, Prawostawna eparchia, p. 177; Janeczek, Osadnictwo pogranicza, p. 34) was
reinstated in the eighteenth century, Urzednicy wojewddztwa belskiego, p. 12.
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Both the Orthodox and the Uniate dioceses of Chelm were discussed in the
monographs by Gil that feature their political and social history as well as organi-
zational development.?®! Strongly propounded by historiography is a proposition
about the original Christianization of those areas by the Orthodox Church (the
Byzantine-Bulgarian tradition), and the opinion that the presence of the Latin
Church in those lands was a consequence of the political expansion and settle-
ment initiated in the fourteenth century.?®* At the end of the sixteenth century
and at the beginning of the seventeenth century, in the aftermath of the accept-
ance of the Union of Brzes¢ by a part of the Orthodox clergy, a double organiza-
tional structure emerged in the Chelm diocese — a Uniate and an Orthodox one.
This division was best exemplified by a decision of 1636 conferring the church
of the Assumption of Virgin Mary in Chelm on the followers of the Orthodox
religion, and the remaining three churches - the cathedral, of St. Nicolas and
St. Praxedes — on the Uniates.?® The double hierarchy was eventually abolished
after the Cossack Risings and after bishop Jakub Susza had become the head of
the diocese.?®

Apart from a wide array of visitation reports and inventories of churches
and benefices, a virtually unknown hand-made map of the southern part of the
diocese, commissioned by a bishop of Chetm, Maksymilian Rytto, and made in
1782, is an interesting source to study the organization of the Uniate Church in
the Chelm diocese in the second half of the eighteenth century. Its origins may
be traced in the reorganization of church structures after the First Partition - the
map features the southern part of the diocese annexed by Austria in 1772. Apart
from the boundaries of the state and church administration it shows nearly all
Uniate churches in that area and the localities under their jurisdiction.”

Chelm was the region’s most westerly Uniate diocese and for that reason its
range covered just a very few Uniate churches situated outside the borders of
the Ruthenian and Belz palatinates, and specifically those located in the Lublin

281 Gil, Prawostawna eparchia chelmska, passim; Idem, Chetmska diecezja unicka, passim.

282 Idem, Prawostawna eparchia chelmska, p. 53; Janeczek, Osadnictwo pogranicza, p. 35.

283  Axmut usdasaemvle Bunenckoio komuccuero 0714 pazbopa OpesHUX akmos, T. 23: AKTbI
X0JIMCKOT0 I'pOfICKOro cyza, Bumbaa 1896, p. 122; B. Szady, “Wspolnoty wyznaniowe
w Chelmie do konica XVIII wieku’, in: Chetm nieznany. Ludzie - Miejsca - Wydarze-
nia, ed. M. Karwatowska, Chetm 2009, p. 294.

284 Gil, Chetmska diecezja unicka, pp. 77-88.

285 B. Szady, “Mapa unickiej diecezji chelmskiej z 1782 r. jako przyktad kartografii wy-
znaniowej’, in: Dawna mapa Zrodlem wiedzy o $wiecie, ed. S. Alexandrowicz, R. Skry-
cki, Szczecin 2008, p. 299.
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palatinate (the deaneries of Lublin and Szczebrzeszyn). Due to the overlapping
of the Orthodox and Uniate networks in the seventeenth century, and the regu-
lation of the last Orthodox dioceses after the accession to the Union (Przemysl,
Luck and Lwo6w) at the beginning of the eighteenth century, the Kaszogrod dean-
ery in the Volhynian palatinate remained within the boundaries of the Chelm
diocese.”®

The borders of the Church (officialates and governorships) and the state
(powiats and palatinates) did not at all overlap in this area and it was very diffi-
cult to find convergent points that could indicate mutual interdependences. The
palatinate’s border divided the Uniate deaneries of Chetm, Horodlo, Hrubieszéw,
Tyszowce and Zamo$¢. This was due to a complex, “double tier” structure that
had impact on the shaping of the territory of the Belz land and its internal divi-
sions.?®” Secondly, its system of officialates and protopopies was established late
and in quite obscure circumstances.”® The division into the two officialates of
Chelm and Belz was reported already in the first half of the seventeenth century,
but their borders did not correspond with the division into the Chetm land and
Belz palatinate, with a significant number of churches (87) of the Chelm official-
ate belonging to the Belz palatinate.

Apart from an unstable number of deaneries and their complicated boundaries
it should also be noted that the external borders of the diocese tended to fluctuate,
especially their intersection with the Wlodzimierz diocese. That situation persisted
until the 1730s when the “Chetm diocese achieved certain stability in its spatial
organization”*’ At the time of the First Partition the Chetm diocese, covering 20
924 km?, had 543 parish and 18 filial churches located in 22 protopopies-deaneries
(11 in the officialates of Chetm and Belz respectively). But this figure should be
treated with a degree of caution, because it follows from more in-depth studies that
the information included in the so-called Garampi questionnaire of 1772 about
the number of churches in the Chetm diocese should be approached with reserva-
tions. It was titled Ecclesiarum parochialium et filialium in dioecesibus Chelmensi et

286 Bienkowski, “Organizacja Kosciota wschodniego”, p. 861; Gil, Chetmska diecezja
unicka, pp. 148-149; P. Sygowski, “Dekanat kaszogrodzki unickiejdiecezji chetmskiej’,
in : Zamojszczyzna i Woly# w minionym tysigcleciu. Historia, kultura, sztuka, ed.
J. Feduszka, Zamos¢ 2000, p. 120.

287 Janeczek, Osadnictwo pogranicza, p. 34.

288 Gil, Prawostawna eparchia chetmska, p. 160.

289 Ibid, p. 149.
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llustration 1: The title and fragment of the map of the Uniate Chetm diocese from 1782
(in the collection of the Library of the Catholic University in Lublin)

Belzensi sitarum ex libris visitationum desumptus...* For that reason it may be as-
sumed that it does not quite reflect the condition of the dioceses in 1772, but rather
provides information about the Uniate churches compiled in the visitation records
coming from the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.*”

290 It was one of the main sources used by L. Bienkowski and W. Kotbuk to feature
the structures of the Greek Catholic Church in the Chelm diocese, Bienkowski,
“Organizacja Ko$ciota wschodniego”, p. 1039; Kotbuk, Koscioly wschodnie, p. 20.

291 There are doubts as to whether, e.g., some churches really existed in Chelm, Szady,
“Wspolnoty wyznaniowe w Chelmie’, p. 295.
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In view of the changing external borders, the dynamics of internal territo-
rial divisions and the temporary existence of a double (Orthodox and Uniate)
network of parishes, it is quite hard to estimate whether in the early modern
era the number of churches in the Chelm diocese was rising or falling. When
analysing the rate of growth of the number of parishes in the diocese of Chelm,
Bientkowski claims that it was more than 60 percent from the Union of Brzes§¢
through 1772. This means that in the Chelm diocese the rate of growth of the
Uniate parish network was slower than in the dioceses of Przemy$l and Lwéw
discussed above. That difference may be explained by the geographical location
of the Chetm land and Belz palatinate, being the most westerly areas, and thus
subject to a stronger influence of the Latin Church.*? Bienkowski emphasized
that the development of the Uniate parish network was particularly dynamic
in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, and much less intensive after the
Synod of Zamo$¢, when the Greek Catholic bishops tried to impose higher
financial requirements to be met by new foundations.?” Janeczek is even more
sceptical about the growth of the network of Uniate churches in the Chetm
diocese in modern times. He established that in the first half of the seventeenth
century the number of Uniate churches in the Belz palatinate was equal to
circa 300-340 “in the order of magnitude approaching the number of churches
well known from the eighteenth century, which allows one to assume that the
number of the local units of the Orthodox Church stabilized (in the aftermath
of possible structural transformations, for instance, as a result of parish mov-
ing), at least from the turn of the sixteenth until the turn of the eighteenth cen-
tury, apart from the areas where the rate of population growth was intensive”.**

The presence of the Latin Church in the Belz palatinate corresponds with
its political vicissitudes, and the development of its genuine territorial struc-
tures began in fact half a century after the Latin Chelm diocese had been es-
tablished in 1375. In the second half of the eighteenth century there were 69
Latin churches (46 parish and 23 filial churches) in the Belz palatinate. The
parish churches comprised three monastery churches and one church serv-
iced by a religious order, and among filial churches there were 12 monastic
churches and one hospital church in Belz. Nearly all (57 out of 69, or 82.6 per-
cent) Latin churches in the Belz palatinate were part of the Chetm diocese in

292 'That proposition is corroborated by the research conducted by W. Bondyra,
“Greckokatolickie fundacje szlacheckie na Rusi Czerwonej w czasach saskich”, Res
Historica, 17 (2004), pp. 65-66.

293 Bienkowski, “Organizacja Ko$ciotéw wschodnich’, pp. 927-928.

294  Janeczek, Osadnictwo pogranicza, p. 60.
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1772. Its boundaries reflect the process of the shaping of the diocese’s territory
in the second half of the fourteenth century (the final period of the Duchy of
Chelm-Belz). They were demarcated according to, on the one hand, political
territorial structures, and on the other hand, the limits of the exisisting Ortho-
dox diocese. It should be remembered that the border between the Chetm land
and the Belz palatinate was shaped in approximately the same period as the
boundaries of the Latin Chelm diocese - in the second half of the fourteenth
and at the beginning of the fifteenth century.”® The Lubaczéw powiat and the
Busk domain were incorporated into the Belz palatinate later on, whereas the
churches remained part of their former structures, that is in the Przemysl dio-
cese and Lwow archdiocese. *°

The Latin diocese of Chelm is one of a few that have not been a subject of
a contemporary study of the history of its territorial and organizational develop-
ment. Valuable and almost complete information about the organization and de-
velopment of the Chelm diocese was compiled by Jan Ambrozy Wadowski in his
unpublished manuscript Materials for the History of the Chetm Diocese.” Owing
to the works by Bienkowski, Janeczek and Czarnecki the organizational changes
affecting the diocese until the mid-seventeenth century are quite well known.>*
Its boundaries in modern times were not subject to any major change apart from
the incorporation of the Lopatyn (Lopacin) parish into the archdiocese of Lwow.
This took place after that parish had come under the jursidiction of the college of
missionaries in Busk (in the Lwow archdiocese) in 1576.*° Incorporated into the
Chelm diocese were also the parishes of Kamien Koszyrski and Bilgoraj, estab-
lished in the seventeenth or eighteenth century, which belonged to neigbouring

295 A.Janeczek seeks the very first origins of the Belz palatinate in Jerzy Narymutowicz’s
Duchy of Belz and in the shape of the Belz fief granted to Ziemowit IV, the Duke of
Mazowsze, in 1388, Ibid, p. 31.

296 Janeczek, Osadnictwo pogranicza, pp. 37-38, map 6: Rozwdj sieci terytorialnej
Kosciota lacinskiego w wojewoddztwie betskim do 1630 r.

297 J.A. Wadowski, Dzieje dawnej diecezji chelmskiej i jej kosciotow, BPANKTr. rkps 2372.

298 L. Bienkowski, “Dzialalno$¢ organizacyjna biskupa Jana Biskupca w diecezji chetm-
skiej (1417-1452)”, Roczniki Humanistyczne, 7 (1958), fasc. 2, pp. 187-256; Janeczek,
Osadnictwo pogranicza, pp. 35-56; W. Czarnecki, “Rozwdj sieci parafialnej Kosciola
facinskiego w ziemi chelmskiej do poczatku XVII wieku”, Roczniki Humanistyczne,
48 (2000), fasc. 2, pp. 29-89.

299 AAL. Rep60 A150, f. 89. The 1694 inventory of parishes of the Chelm diocese does
not include Lopatyn, Wadowski, Dzieje dawnej diecezji chelmskiej, pp. 14-15.
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palatinates.* This happened because earlier both the vicinity of Bilgoraj and the
area around Kamien Koszyrski had temporarily belonged to the Chetm land.*”

The organizational development of the Latin Chetm diocese may be divided
into three periods. The most intensive growth in the number of churches was
due to the activities of Bishop Jan Biskupiec (1417-1452). In his days more than
20 parish churches were established and thus their number doubled.’” In the
second half of the fifteenth and in the sixteenth century fewer churches were
founded and the renewal of the diocesan structures in the seventeenth century
was to a high extent an outcome of recovering churches from the Protestants.
The geography of the parish network development was closely correlated with
the “degree of land development, settlement intensity, but first and foremost, di-
verse forms of land ownership”*®

In the second half of the eighteenth century the Latin diocese of Chelm com-
prised a total of 84 parish churches and 43 filial churches, of which 23 were mo-
nastic churches. This is important because in major localities — such as Chelm,
Krasnystaw or Zamo$¢ - there were more monastic churches than those run by
secular clergy. The Chelm diocese was not divided into archdeaconries, and it was
split into deaneries relatively late, at the synod convened by Bishop Jerzy Zamoyski
in 1604. The number of deaneries, then set at ten, did not change until 1772. The
affiliation of individual parishes with deaneries did not overlap with secular ter-

300 The first reference to the parish church at Kamien Koszyrski which was part of the
Volhynian palatinate is in the 1624 statute, where it is described as a new church
belonging to the Luboml deanery, Synody diecezji chetmskiej obrzgdku taciriskiego
z XVI-XVII w., p. 175. It was founded on March 4, 1640 by Adam Aleksander San-
guszko, voievode of Volhynia and heir to Kamien, and his wife Katarzyna Uchanska,
AAL. Rep60 Al111, ff. 511v-526v. The Chelm diocese (the deanery of Turobin) also
included the parish at Bilgoraj whose origins are quite unclear. According to J. Mar-
kiewicz, after the Rej family had converted to Catholicism, in the second half of the
seventeenth century a Catholic parish was established there that initially operated in
already existing chapel (J. Markiewicz, R. Szczygiel, W. Sladkowski, Dzieje Bifgoraja,
Lublin 1985, p. 65). Information about a new church at Bilgoraj is included already
in the statute of the 1624 synod (Synody diecezji chetmskiej obrzgdku tacirnskiego
z XVI-XVIII w., p. 175) and on the list of churches of 1640 (AAL. Rep60 A109, f. 70).

301 A.Gil, “Laczno$¢ terytorialna Wolynia i Lubelszczyzny na przyktadzie rozwoju prze-
strzennego chetmskiej eparchii prawostawnej od XIII do XVI wieku”, in: Zamojszczy-
zna i Woly#i w minionym tysigcleciu. Historia, kultura i sztuka, ed. J. Feduszka i in.,
Zamo$¢ 2000, p. 70; Also see Chapter I.1.

302 Bienkowski, “Dziatalnos¢ organizacyjna’, p. 222.

303 Janeczek, Osadnictwo pogranicza, p. 48.
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ritorial divisions. It is likely that the synod delineated the boundaries of deaneries
by picking up major parish centres usually located in royal towns*** and by attrib-
uting local churches to them. In consequence, the border between the Ruthenian
and Belz palatinates ran through the deaneries of Hrubieszéw and Zamos¢. The
Luboml deanery was divided among three palatinates: those of Belz (the parishes
of Dubienka, Korytnica), Ruthenia (the parishes of Luboml, Maciejéw, Opalin,
Ostrowki, Przewaly and Ratno) and Volhynia (the parish of Kamien Koszyrski).
In the organization of kahals one may also find traces of the connection be-
tween the Chelm land and the Belz palatinate stemming from the older divi-
sion into feudal duchies. According to Leszczynski, the Jewish communities of
the Belz palatinate belonged to the Belz-Chelm-Ruthenia district, apart from
Laszczéw which was incorporated into the district of the Zamoyski Family En-
tail in 1669.° A slightly different opinion is put forward by Halperin, quoted
above, who included some of the kahals located in the south of the Belz pa-
latinate in the Ruthenian zemstvo (Magieréw, Busk, Cholojow).**® Based on the
poll tax register of 1765, supplemented by the visitations of the Latin diocese of
Chetm, it is possible to corroborate that in the second half of the eighteenth cen-
tury there were 34 Jewish communities in the Belz palatinate.’”” The major ones,
with the population of more than one thousand people, were the towns of Sokal
and Rawa Ruska.?*® But they were by no means the oldest communities. The Jews
began to settle in Sokal during the migration from the palatinate’s capital, which
was one of the earliest Jewish settlements in Poland,**” and in Rawa Ruska after it
had been granted city rights at the beginning of the seventeenth century.’'
Maurycy Horn is of the opinion that in the mid-seventeenth century the Belz
palatinate had the highest proportion of towns inhabited by the Jews in the entire
Commonwealth (90 percent). Initially, they settled in royal towns where they
found more convenient conditions of development, but in the sixteenth and sev-
enteenth centuries “the percentage of private towns where the Jewish population

304 Only Turobin and Zamo$¢ were situated in private estates.

305 Leszczynski, Sejm Zydéw Korony, p. 73.

306 Acta Congressus Generalis, map.

307 Onhis map of Jewish communities circa 1765 J. Wijaczka located also Lubomierz, Potylicz,
but omitted Uhnéw (Wijaczka, “Od polowy XVII po schylek XVIII w2, pp. 132, 134).

308 “Liczba glow”, pp. 401-402.

309 EJL.IIL p. 1211; Horn, Zydzi na Rusi Czerwonej, p. 15.

310 According to the encyclopedia of Jewish communities in Poland until the end of
the eighteenth century the kahal in Rawa Ruska was subordinated to a centre in an
unidentified town called “Julke”, EJCP. IL, pp. 498-503.
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Table 10: The number of places of worship in the Belz palatinate circa 1772

Religions and | Diocese | Archdeaconry/ | Deanery/ Main Auxiliary
denominations | /Eparchy |  Officialate Protopopy/ | placesof | places of
Governorship | worship | worship
Uniate (Greek | Chetm Belz Belz 28 -
Catholic) Busk 1 1
Potylicz 30 1
Sokal 21 -
Stojanow 25 1
Strzemilcze 9 -
Szczurowice 12 2
Tartakow 9 -
Tomaszoéw 24 -
Uhnow 30 1
Warez 27 -
236 6
Chelm Chelm 6 -
Horodto 17 2
Hrubieszow 12 -
Tyszowce 37 -
Zamo$¢ 12 1
84 3
320 9
Lwow Lwow Bialy Kamien 11 -
Gotogéry 1 -
Kamionka 2 -
Strumitowa
Z6tkiew 8 -
22 -
Luck - - 1 -
Przemysl | - Jaworédw 4 -
Lubaczow 41 2
Oleszyce 14 -
59 2
402 11
Latin (Roman | Chelm - Belz 7 3
Catholic) Grabowiec 8 -
Hrubieszow 3 1
Luboml 2 -
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Latin (Roman | Chelm Potylicz 9 7
Catholic) Sokal 7 7
Zamo$¢ 2 1

38 19

Lwow Z6tkiew Busk 1 3

Janow 1 -

2 3

Luck Luck Krzemieniec 1 -

Przemysél | Jarostaw Tarnogrod 4 1

Przemys$l Mosciska 1 -

5 1

46 23

Jewish 34 -
Total 482 34

settled down significantly increased”’'! In early modern times Jewish minori-
ties were a very important element of the majority of private towns established
in the Belz palatinate. A synagogue — next to a town hall, an Orthodox church
and a Latin parish church - was a significant component of a town’s initial ar-
chitectural plan. This was exemplified by the activity of the Sieniawski family
who founded the town of Oleszyce in 1578, or the Zamoyski family who invited
Sephardic Jews to their recently established city of Zamo$¢.?2

Like the Ruthenian palatinate, the Belz palatinate was an area where the
Uniate population predominated. In the palatinate of Betz (9068 km?) there
was one place of worship per 17.6 km?, a ratio slightly higher than in the Ru-
thenian palatinate, but lower than in Matopolska proper. In the Belz palatinate
there was one Uniate church per 22 km?, and one Roman Catholic church per
131.4 km? It may be said about that palatinate that it was an area with a strong-
er domination of the Uniate Church (six Uniate places of worship per Latin
church) compared to the Ruthenian palatinate (5.3 churches per Latin church).
The above data indirectly corroborate what Janeczek claims that in the early
modern period “the organizational expansion of Catholicism was not tanta-
mount to the retreat of Eastern Christianity” in the Belz palatinate. The demo-

311 Horn, Zydzi na Rusi Czerwonej, pp. 25, 27.

312 Janeczek, Osadnictwo pogranicza, pp. 263-264. On social topography of religions in
Red Ruthenia, see: S. Krawcow, “Topografia wspolnot wyznaniowych w miastach
Rusi Czerwonej’, Kwartalnik Historii Kultury Materialnej, 43 (1995), no. 1, pp. 77-79.
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graphic data offered by Budzynski corroborate the above proportions between
the Greek and Latin rites of the Catholic Church.** It comes as a surprise that
the “Ruthenian” administration was much more developed than the “Latin”
one in view of the afore-mentioned weak development of the Uniate Church
in the early modern era. This may suggest that the structures of both Catholic
rites established in that region in the sixteenth century continued to exist with
minor changes for two centuries.

Agglomerated in urban centres, in 1630 the Jews accounted for about five per-
cent of the entire population of that area,’* and in the second half of the eighteenth
century - for circa 7.5-10 percent.’"” Before the First Partition of the Common-
wealth, in the Belz palatinate there was one synagogue per 266.7 km? The slightly
higher density of synagogues in this part of Red Ruthenia corroborates Horn’s
opinion that the “Jews were more inclined to settle down in the lands crossed by
major commercial routes, especially water routes, and with developed craft and

313 Inthe final 25 years of the eighteenth century 11 governorships of the Belz part of the
Chelm eparchy were inhabited by a total of 137 469 people, of whom 15 percent were
the adherents to the Latin rite, 76.6 percent — the Greek Catholics and 7.7 percent
— the Jews, while the remaining groups accounted for 0.7 percent, Budzynski, Kresy
potudniowo-wschodnie, p. 469.

314 Horn, Zydzi na Rusi Czerwonej, p. 74.

315 Z.Budzynski calculated the population of the major part of the Belz palatinate lo-
cated in the southern part of the Greek Catholic Chetm diocese in the second half
of the eighteenth century. According to the statistics compiled by the governorships
of the Greek Catholic Church, the Jews accounted for 7.7 percent. A slightly higher
figure (ca 10 percent) is derived based on kahal districts — the kahals of Belz (total:
11 689, the Jews: 646, 5.5 percent), Busk (total: 4884, the Jews: 581, 11.9 percent),
Cholojow (total: 2895, the Jews: 284, 9.8 percent), Krystynopol (total: 8825, the Jews:
1044, 11.8 percent), Lipsko (total: 447, the Jews: 219, 49 percent), Lubycza (total:
905, the Jews: 330, 36.5 percent), Magieréw (total: 1597, the Jews: 462, 28.9 percent),
Mosty Wielkie (total: 1972, the Jews: 251, 12.7 percent), Narol (total: 497, the Jews:
287, 57.8 percent), Potylicz (total: 18 324, the Jews: 445, 2.4 percent), Radziechow
(total: 4043, the Jews: 345, 8.5 percent), Rawa Ruska (total: 2855, the Jews: 1241,43.5
percent), Sokal (total: 8736, the Jews: 1283, 14.7 percent), Stojanéw (total: 4918, the
Jews: 209, 4.3 percent), Strzemilcze (total: 2306, the Jews: 80, 3.5 percent), Szczuro-
wice (total: 3200, the Jews: 290, 9.1 percent), Tartakow (total: 5750, the Jews: 484, 8.4
percent), Tomaszow (total: 1609, the Jews: 36, 2.2 percent), Uhnoéw (total: 12 500, the
Jews: 985, 7.9 percent), Warez (total: 8449, the Jews: 580, 6.9 percent), Witkéw Nowy
(total: 857, the Jews: 440, 51.3 percent), Budzynski, Kresy potudniowo-wschodnie, vol.
3, pp. 469, 498-501.



Crown Ruthenia 115

commercial centres, namely in the Chelm and Belz lands where the towns with
the Jewish population accounted for two thirds up to three quarters of all cities”**¢

The above statistical data regarding the percentage of individual denomina-
tions in the entire palatinate should be supplemented with the information about
the situation in local dimension. Like in the entire Polish-Ruthenian border re-
gion there is an apparent difference between towns and rural areas. Out of 42
towns in the Belz palatinate only three (7.1 percent) had a place of worship of
one religion.’’” As many as 27 (64.3 percent) towns were the centres with the
places of worship of three confessions (Uniate, Roman Catholic and Judaism),
and 12 (28.6 percent) of them - of two confessions.”® In rural areas the Uniate
Church clearly dominated - in only 20 (5.6 percent) out of 354 villages were
there Latin churches. The relations between denominations in the towns and vil-
lages of the Belz palatinate were aptly described by frequently quoted Janeczek:
“In the fifteenth century the Polish manor, the Ruthenian village, the Ruthenian-
Polish-Jewish towns were a product of the confluence of demographic, settle-
ment and political factors in the Belz land”**

The religious communities of the Belz palatinate could initially develop owing
to the support lent by the dukes and kings (especially Kings Wtadystaw Jagietto
and Kazimierz Jagielloniczyk), but also by the nobility that had moved to that
area, mainly from the Mazowsze region. Out of 45 Latin parishes 28 (62.2 per-
cent) were under the patronage of the nobility, 12 (26.7 percent) - the king, and
five (11.1 percent) — the clergy. In the Belz palatinate the percentage of Uniate
churches under the patronage of the nobility was even higher — of 397 parishes
in which their patronage is known 288 (72.5 percent) were the property of the
nobility, 98 (24.7 percent) - of the king, and 11 (2.8 percent) - the clergy. Like in
the entire border region frequently a Latin nobleman was a custodian and formal
founder (“ktitor”) of a local Uniate church.

316 Horn, Zydzi na Rusi Czerwonej, p. 23.

317 At Laszczowka there was the parish of Saints Peter and Paul administered by the
Trinitarians (Litak, Koscidt tacinski, p. 530), Belzec near Tomaszéw had the Greek
Catholic church of St. Basil (Kotbuk, Koscioty wschodnie, p. 309). There was only one
church in the hard to locate town of Potoki (“Liczba gléw”, p. 402), which might have
been Potoki near Lubycza Krolewska, Janeczek, Osadnictwo pogranicza, p. 157.

318 Five towns had a Greek Catholic church and a synagogue, six — a Roman Catholic
and Greek Catholic church, and one - a Roman Catholic church and a synagogue.

319 Janeczek, Osadnictwo pogranicza, p. 303.
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Waga, the author of a geography textbook published in 1767, also included
the Volhynian palatinate in Red Ruthenia.**® But more frequently Volhynia
is treated as a separate historical and geographical area covering the Volhynian
palatinate, but also parts of the palatinates of Kiev, Bractaw and Podolia. As em-
phasized by Jablonowski in the introduction to the nineteenth volume of his
Historical Sources: “The Volhynian palatinate emerged from the Volhynian land
after the Braclaw region of Ukraine had been detached from it”**' Initially that
area belonged to Kievan Rus, then it was part of the Kingdom of Rus, to become
a bone of contention between the Crown of the Polish Kingdom and the Grand
Duchy of Lithuania in the fifteenth century. After its incorporation into the
Crown in 1569, it was divided into three large powiats of Luck, Wiodzimierz and
Krzemieniec (41 521 km?). In modern times both the external and powiat bor-
ders of the Volhynian palatinate were quite accurately described by Krykun,**
also based on Jablonowski’s earlier findings.

Major corrections to the information provided on Jabtonowski’s map and also
in Kotbuk’s study devoted to the Eastern Churches were introduced by Krykun
in respect of the course of the border between the Volhynian and Kiev palati-
nates. Most probably following the maps by Karol Perthées and Jablonowski-
Zannoni,*”? Kotbuk attributed the majority of Uniate churches in the deaneries
of Barasze* and Cudndéw,*” part of the Kiev-Vilnius metropolitan diocese, to
the Volhynian palatinate. Thus moving the borders of the Volhynian palatinate
eastward. The foregoing maps by Jablonowski and Krykun, as well as a list of
Uniate churches in the Kiev and Braclaw palatinates recently published by Ma-

320 Waga, Wycigg z geografii polskiej, p. 34.

321 Polska XVI wieku pod wzgledem geograficzno-statystycznym, vol. 9: Ziemie ruskie.
Wolyti i Podole, ed. A. Jablonowski, Warszawa 1889 (Zrédta dziejowe, vol. 19), p. 10.

322 But he offered a slightly smaller area of the Volhynian palatinate — 38 786 km?*
(Kpuxyn, AominicmpamueHo-mepumopianvHuil ycmpiil, p. 66).

323 The palatinate borders delineated by Perthées and Zannoni on their maps were
seriously criticized by J. Madej (“Polonia... 1770” Karola de Perthéesa na tle
osiemnastowiecznej kartografii polskiej i krajow osciennych, Warszawa 1987, p. 300,
regarding the border between the Volhynian and Kiev palatinates).

324  Such localities as: Cwila Wielka, Htumcza Wielka, Holysze, Horodnica, Kisarycze,
Lopatycze, Olewsk, Podluby, Rokitno, Snowidowicze, Sobiczyn, Zadkowka, Kolbuk,
Koscioly wschodnie, pp. 101, 107, 108, 113, 121, 127, 131, 134, 138, 150.

325 Suchlocalities as: Buldyczdéw, Czartoria Nowa, Kotodezna, Korostki, Miropol Nowy,
Miropol Stary, Ulcha, Zaborzyce, Kotbuk, Koscioly wschodnie, pp. 99, 102, 114, 115,
284, 293, 296.
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rian Radwan, include those areas in the Kiev palatinate.**® The allocation of some
churches of the Lubar deanery (in the Kiev-Vilnius metropolitan diocese) to the
Volhynian palatinate by Kotbuk may be due to a temporary affiliation of that part
of Cudnéw domain with that palatinate in the sixteenth century, as reflected by
Jabtonowski’s map.*?” It follows from available information that the Uniate dean-
ery of Lubar was divided among three palatinates: Volhynia, Podolia and Kiev.??®
It should be emphasized that major difficulties are faced when delineating the
exact borders between the Volhynia, Podolian and Kiev palatinates, and many
localities in that region cannot be unequivocally attributed.

The Volhynian palatinate was an area where the structures of the Uniate
Church clearly dominated over those of other religions. Situated within its
borders was nearly the entire Uniate Luck-Ostrog diocese and the southern
(Wlodzimierz) part of the Wlodzimierz-Brzes¢ diocese. More than a dozen
Uniate places of worship were located in the dioceses of Chelm (deanery of
Kaszogrod) and Lwow (part of the deaneries of Tarnopol and Zboréw). Overall,
there were 1316 parish churches in the Volhynian palatinate, of which 18 were

326 The deanery of Barasz belonged to the Owrucz powiat in the Kiev palatinate, and the
deanery of Cudnéw - to the Zytomierz powiat, Socjografia kosciota greckokatolickie-
20, pp. 97-99, 113-115; KpukyH, AominicmpamuéHo-mepumopianvHuii ycmpiii, maps
of the Volhynian and Kiev palatinates; Jablonowski, Ziemie Ruskie Rzeczypospolitej,
maps 5 and 6.

327 Jablonowski, Ziemie Ruskie Rzeczypospolitej, map 6; Kpukys, Aominicmpamuseto-
mepumopianvrutl ycmpitl, p. 64.

328 The palatinate borders in the area of Lubar and the Stucz River are very unclear.
The maps by Perthées from 1770 (Karol de Perthées, Polonia secundum legitimas
projectionis stereographicae regulas et iuxta recentissimas observationes adhibitis, 1770
[1:934 000]), as well as those by Jablonowski-Zannoni from 1772 (Jézef Aleksander
Jabtonowski, Giovanni Antonio Rizzi Zannoni, Carte de la Pologne, 1772 [1:692 000])
move the boundary of the Volhynian palatinate far east of the Stucz River and the
town of Lubar to the Hnylopiat River (Gnitopiaty), thus including the entire Cudnéw
domain into the Volhynian palatinate. Historical maps placed it closer to the Stucz
River (J. Babirecki, Polska w roku 1771, Krakow 1905; Jabtonowski, Ziemie Ruskie
Rzeczypospolitej, map 6). M. Krykun moved the border most to the west, arguing
that the localities situated east of Lubar and Ostropol, across the River Stucz and
its tributary flowing across the village of Ladyhy, belonged to the Kiev palatinate
(Kpuxys, AominicmpamueHo-mepumopianvrutl ycmpiii, p. 64, map of the Volhynian
and Kiev palatinates). Thus the town of Lubar, the capital of the deanery, belonged to
the Volhynian palatinate, the villages of Biczowa, Cymbaldwka, Lepiatyn, Mazepince,
Salnica and Smiala - to the Podolian palatinate, and the remaining localities - to the
Kiev palatinate.
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connected with the Basilian monks. The map of the Uniate places of worship of
that palatinate is supplemented by seven Basilian churches which did not dis-
charge parish functions.

In terms of church administration, the Uniate diocese of Luck is one of the
least documented regions of the old Commonwealth. It was virtually impossible
to find any specificities that would go beyond what Kolbuk had established. It
is noteworthy that the diocese, and particularly Bishop Dionizy Zabokrzycki,
was the last to accede to the union with the Roman Church (1702). The diocese
covered an area of circa 35 234 km*** and extended only slightly beyond the
boundaries of the Volhynian palatinate. Apart from a few churches located on
the right bank of the Stucz River near the towns of Ostropol and Berezno (in the
Kiev palatinate),” the Luck diocese included dozens of churches situated in the
Ruthenian and Podolian palatinates. The Ozohowce deanery was divided be-
tween the palatinates of Volhynia and Podolia.*** The Ruthenian palatinate also
included 69 parishes of the Uniate Luck diocese located near the towns of Bro-
dy, Olesko, Podkamien, Sokoléwka, Stanistawczyk, Toporéw and Zalozce that
“leaned towards” - as Budzynski put it - Zbaraz.** That “leaning towards” was
a reminder of the former relations between the lands of Ruthenia and Volhynia
that resulted in border conflicts in the fifteenth century and regulatory com-
missions in the first half of the sixteenth century. The ultimate border between

329 Analmostidentical total area of the Luck diocese is offered by L. Bienkowski (“Orga-
nizacja Kosciota wschodniego”, p. 864) According to W. Kotbuk it covered a slightly
smaller area of 34 600 km?.

330 They were in the villages of Jézeféwka, Ladyhy, Michrzynce (Ostropol deanery)
and Bialoszowka, Chotyn, Hubkéw, Kamienne (Berezno deanery). It follows
from the map of the Volhynian palatinate enclosed with Krykun’s work that it ap-
plied to the areas of doubtful palatinate affiliation, Kpukyn, Aominicmpamuero-
mepumopianvtuil ycmpiti, map of the Volhynian palatinate.

331 Some churches of the Ozohowce deanery in the Luck diocese (Kongparioxk, “Ixe-
pena 3 icropii”) were included by W. Kolbuk in the Halicz part of the Lwow diocese
(Bokijowka, Broniéwka, Bubnéwka Wielka, Dzielificze, Jochimowce, Krzywaczynce,
Lapkowce, Milaszkowce, Sarnéw, Tretelniki, Widawa, Wodyczki, Zawalijki), Kotbuk,
Koscioly wschodnie, pp. 221, 223, 225, 227, 228, 229, 233, 236, 237, 238. An exact
border between the Volhynian and Podolian palatinates, based on the 1546 descrip-
tion of borders, is offered by Kpukyn, Aominicmpamusro-mepumopianvruil ycmpiii,
p. 16. It is very close to what was featured by Jablonowski on his map, Ziemie Ruskie
Rzeczypospolitej, map 7.

332 Budzynski, Kresy potudniowo-wschodnie, p. 179; Cxounnsac, “AxMiHicTpaTnBHO-
TepuTOpiabHuUil ycTpiint; p. 151.
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the Volhynian and Ruthenian palatinates must have been shaped much later
compared to that of the church administration of both the Orthodox (later on
Uniate) and Latin Churches. In the eighteenth volume of his Historical Sources
Jablonowski made it absolutely clear: “submerged in it [the powiat of Lwow —
B.S.] is the Olesko powiat — in time cut off from Volhynia (1439-1443) - which
continues to be part of the Luck diocese”***

The available sources make it impossible to reconstruct the deanery structure
in the entire diocese. It follows from Nuncio Garampi’s general questionnaire
from 1772 that before the First Partition it comprised 45 deaneries. In the ab-
sence of ample sources which could have provided the division of the Luck dio-
cese into deaneries in the second half of the eighteenth century, Kotbuk based
his list of the diocese churches mainly on the five-volume work on the history of
the Orthodox Volhynian diocese by Nikotaj Teodorowicz.*** This, however, does
not offer any data on the administrative affiliation of individual churches. But the
information about the deanery structure (along with the list of churches) in the
south-eastern part of the Luck-Ostrog diocese is provided on the list of churches
and deaneries in 1791-1792 published by Jurij Kondratiuk which is held by the
State Archive in Zhytomyr. It offers descriptions of 371 churches (349 in the
Volhynian palatinate, six in the Kiev palatinate and 16 in the Podolian palati-
nate) divided into 14 deaneries (Berezno, Hoszcza, Horyngrod, Zastaw, Klewan,
Korzec, Krasitow, Labun, Ozohowce, Ostropol, Potonne, Stepan, Teofilpol and
Jampol).** In the absence of a similar division in the rest of the diocese, the table
offers only a general number of parish and filial churches in the entire diocese.

The number of parishes in the Luck diocese offered in Garampi’s question-
naire of 1772 (1236)*¢ is slightly higher than the one established based on the
detailed list (1167). It is likely that due to a poor source base it was not possible
to corroborate the functioning of a small number of parishes of that diocese in
the second half of the eighteenth century.

333  Polska XVI wieku pod wzgledem geograficzno-statystycznym, vol. 7, part 2: Ziemie
ruskie. Ru$ Czerwona, p. 18.

334 H.J. Teopmoposuy, Vcmopuko-cmamucmuueckoe onucanue yepkeei u npuxo0os
Bonwvinckoti enapxuu, 1. 1-V, Ilouaes 1888-1903.

335 Koupgpartiok, “Ikeperna 3 icTopii”. Interesting but requiring further studies is a re-
frence to the deaneries of Horyngréd and Ostropol, which were overlooked in
Garampi’s questionnaire, and also on L. Bielkowski’s list, “Organizacja Koéciota
wschodniego’, pp. 1044-1045.

336 Bienkowski, “Organizacja Ko$ciota wschodniego’, pp. 1044-1045.
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Like the structures of the diocese of Luck, those of the Wlodzimierz part of
the Wtodzimierz-Brze$¢ diocese, located in the Volhynian palatinate, are poorly
documented in the second half of the eighteenth century. Owing mainly to the
works of Dorota Wereda, a more complete picture is available for the Brzes¢
part of that diocese which was located in the Grand Duchy of Lithuania.*” The
regulations of the 1715 Wlodzimierz synod, published by Skoczylas, shed very
important light on the organizational structure of the Wlodzimierz part of that
diocese. The division into deaneries and the number of churches are almost iden-
tical with the statistical data for that diocese compiled in respect of the second
half of the eighteenth century by Bienkowski. However, there are very signifi-
cant disparities, not with regard to the number of churches but their location.**

337 La., Wereda, Unicka diecezja brzeska, passim; JI. Bepena, “AgminicTpaTuBHi CTpyKTy-
pu Bepecteiicpkoro odinisnary Bomogumupcpko-BbepecTeiicbkol yHiiTHOI emapxii y
XVIII ct2, Kosuee, 5 (2007), pp. 150-166; D. Wereda, “Bazylianie w unickiej diecezji
brzeskiej w XVIII wieku”, Biatoruskie Zeszyty Historyczne, 19 (2003), pp. 110-125.

338 The Uniate churches referred to in the above-mentioned council regulations (I. Cxo-
YnAc, Penieisi ma kynomypa 3axionoi Bonuwi na nouamxy XVIII cm. 3a mamepis-
namu Bonodumupcvkoeo cobopy 1715 p., JIpis 2008, pp. 54-68), but missing in the
list provided by W. Kolbuk (Koscioly wschodnie, pp. 319-323) were in the deaneries
of Wtodzimierz: Wlodzimierz - St. Procopius, Wlodzimierz — St. Onuphrius, Wto-
dzimierz - St. Elijah’s, Wlodzimierz - St. Salvator’s, Wlodzimierz — St. Apostles,
Wrtodzimierz - St. John Baptist’s, Wiodzimierz - St. John Evangelist, Wlodzimierz
- St. Theodor, Wlodzimierz — Presentation of Mary’s, Wlodzimierz — St. Michael’s,
Kohilno (Kolno), Swojczéw, Zamlicze, Czerczyce, Meczyce, Litowiz — St. Praxeda’s,
Litowiz — Presentation of Mary’s, Chobultéw, Rohozany, Budziatycze, Suchodoly,
Woszczatyn, Blazenik, Mohilno, Katuséw; deanery of Kowel: Somin (Sumin), Sie-
kun (in Kotbuk’s list as the Orthodox church), Chocieszéw (the second church with
doubtful location), Niesuchojeze (suburban church); deanery of Poryck: Radowicze,
Kolonna; deanery of Lokacze: Lokacze (suburban parish), Markowicze, Swiniarzyn,
Cewielicze, Jakowicze, Wazyn (‘parochus wazynensis, unidentified locality); deanery
of Kamien Koszyrski: Karasin; deanery of Kisielin: Osmigowicze (‘parochus osnu-
howicensis, doubtful locality identification), Berezolupy, Radowicze, Makowicze,
Witoniz, Rajmiasto, Trysten, Twerdyn, Woronczyn, Hubin, Ozdziutycze, Cholope-
cze, Lityn; deanery of Torczyn: Uhrynoéw, Szklin, Biskupicze, Pustomyty, Korytnica,
Okorsk, Serniczki, Bubnéw, Zukowiec. The 1715 council statutes omitted the fol-
lowing churches listed by W. Kotbuk: Beresko, Bereznica, Bogoluby, Bortnéw, Bu-
cyn, Buzanka, Byten, Cerkéwka, Chorochoryn, Czeremoszna, Czewel, Dorotyszcze,
Drozdnie, Gonczy Brod, Hajki, Hrywiatki, Hulewicze, Jajno, Jezierce, Kamienska
Huta, Klewieck, Kolpytow, Korszoéw, Kruchenicze, Krymno, Kulczyn, Kutréw, Les-
niaki, Liczyny, Mielce (Basilians), Mielce, Mielnica, Miryn, Niskienicze (Basilians),
Olble Lackie, Ossa, Perkowicze, Pinski Most, Podlesie, Podryze, Popowicze, Porsk
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It follows from the information in the above-mentioned Garampi’s questionnaire
of 1772 that in the Wlodzimierz part there were 207 or 205 parishes divided
into eight deaneries.”® Very similar statistics are offered by Kotbuk (204 parish
churches).*® According to the statutes of the 1715 council there were 243 par-
ishes divided into ten deaneries, but after the two deaneries incorporated into
the Chetm diocese in the 1720s (Sokal and Tartakdéw) are excluded, their number
decreases to 208.**!

In the second half of the eighteenth century there were 121 Latin churches
(79 parish and 42 filial churches) in the Volhynian palatinate. A very important
role in respect of pastoral care was played by religious orders — out of 79 par-
ish churches 17 were also monastic churches, and among 42 places of worship
classified as filial churches, 31 were situated in monasteries and two in hospi-
tals. All of them - apart from four - belonged to the Roman Catholic diocese of
Luck.** Initially the boundaries of the diocese established in 1375 went beyond

Maly, Porsk Wielki, Porska Wolka, Poworsk, Radoszyn, Radoszyniska Wolka, Rako-
wy Las, Ruda, Siedliszcze, Siedmiarki, Stawki, Szczurzyn, Tupaly, Turopin, Werchy
(Basilians), Wiczynie, Wlodzimierz — St. Pantaleon’s), Wlodzimierz - the Nativity,
Wlodzimierz - Elijah’s the Prophet, Wlodzimierz - Jozafat Kuncewicz’s (Basilians),
Wrtodzimierz (Basilian nuns), Zahoréw Stary, Zalazie, Zarzecze, Zimno (Basilians).
About the Wlodzimierz places of worship, see: W. Petrowycz, “Prawostawne i gre-
ckokatolickie cerkwie Wlodzimierza Wolynskiego XV-XVIII stulecia’, in: Do pigkna
nadprzyrodzonego. Sesja naukowa na temat rozwoju sztuki sakralnej od X do XX wieku
na terenie dawnych diecezji chetmskich Kosciola rzymskokatolickiego, prawostawnego,
greckokatolickiego, vol. 1: Referaty, Chetm 2003, pp. 98-109.

339 Bienkowski, “Organizacja Koéciola wschodniego”, pp. 1048-1049.

340 Kolbuk, Koscioty wschodnie, pp. 319-323. A minor correction of L. Bienkowski’s map
(“Monastery unickie i prawostawne w Polsce w 1772 17, in: Kosciét w Polsce, ed. J.
Kloczowski, vol. 2, Krakéw 1969) involves the location of the Basilian monastery at
Tumin (Tuman) that was situated circa eight km north-east of Czetwertnia in the
Euck-Ostrog diocese and not in the Wlodzimierz-Brze$¢ diocese near Wlodzimierz.

341 Ckounrsc, Penizis ma kynmomypa, p. 17. The 1715 council statutes, apart from the
deaneries of Wlodzimierz, Kamient Koszyrski, Kisielin, Kowel, Lokacze, Poryck,
Torczyn and Turzysk, also mention the deaneries of Sokal and Tartakéw within the
boundaries of the Wlodzimierz diocese. A. Gil's research corroborated that those
two deaneries remained within the limits of the Wlodzimierz diocese until the 1720s
(1725-1728), and then they were incorporated into the Chelm diocese, Gil, Chetmska
diecezja unicka, pp. 146-149.

342 The parish and hospital churches in Kamien Koszyrski (Chelm diocese), the parish
run by the Dominicans in Lubar (Zytomierz deanery of the Kiev diocese) and a filial
church in Kotodno (Trembowla deanery, Lwow diocese).
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Table 11: The number of places of worship in the Volhynian palatinate circa 1772

Religionsand | Diocese/ |Archdeaconry/| Deanery/ Main | Auxiliary
denominations | Eparchy Officialate Protopopy/ | placesof | places of
Governorship | worship | worship
Uniate (Greek | Chetm Belz Strzemilcze 3 -
Catholic) Tartakéw _
4 _
Chetm Kaszogréd 14 -
18 -
Kiev-Vilnius | Kiev Lubar 6 -
Lwow Brzezany Tarnopol 16 -
Zborow 6 -
22 -
Tuck - - 1068 5
Wilodzimierz | Wlodzimierz | - 202 2
1316 7
Latin (Roman | Chelm - Luboml 1 1
Catholic) Kiev - Zytomierz 1 -
Lwow Lwow Trembowla - 1
Luck Luck Dubno 19
Krzemieniec 9
Wilodzimierz 25 15
Zastaw 13 11
Zbaraz 11 1
77 40
79 42
Armenian Lwow - - 1 -
Catholic
Orthodox Kiev - - 3 -
Karaite 1 -
Jewish 87 -
Muslim 1 -
Total 1488 49
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the area known in the eighteenth century and they also encompassed Podolia,
the Braclaw and Podlasie regions. When the Kamieniec diocese was founded (in
1379-1384), the Luck diocese was deprived of its entire south-eastern part. Only
the Bractaw deanery remained within its borders, but had no direct connection
with the main part of the diocese.’® In terms of its area the Luck diocese was
one of the largest in the Commonwealth (115 294 km?), second only to the dio-
cese of Vilnius. It was mainly located in the four palatinates of Volhynia, Brzes¢
Litewski, Podlasie and Bractaw.

All churches in the Volhynian palatinate were part of the Luck archdeaconry.
The boundaries of archdeaconries in the Latin diocese of Luck must have been
shaped following those of the state administration. The Luck archdeaconry in-
cluded the churches in the Volhynian and Bractaw palatinates,*** whereas the
Brze$¢ archdeaconry - those in the Brzes¢ Litewski and Podlasie palatinates. The
origins of the Luck archdeaconry date back to the sixteenth century (the earliest
reference comes from 1543). In Ludwik Krolik's opinion it was the only arch-
deaconry in the Luck diocese until 1721, when the second archdeaconry was
established in Brzes¢.** The territorial division of the Latin diocese of Luck into
the Brzes¢ and Luck parts may be traced back much earlier, in the separate dio-
cesan synods in both parts.** Initially, however, the diocese was clearly divided
according to secular provinces.*”” The diocese’s division into two parts and the

343 Krolik, Organizacja diecezji tuckiej i brzeskiej, p. 95.

344 The Luck archdeaconry (Krzemieniec deanery) also included a parish at Szczurowice
established at the beginning of the seventeenth century which was part of the Belz
palatinate, and the parishes located in the former Olesko powiat which was trans-
ferred to the Ruthenian palatinate in the mid-fifteenth century, whereas the churches
remained in the Luck diocese (Brody, Olesko, Zalozce, Podkamien, Stanistawczyk).
The border area parishes of the Luck and Lwéw dioceses were contested by bishops
at the beginning of the seventeenth century, Kumor, Granice metropolii i diecezji
polskich, p. 350. Founded in 1681, the parish of the Piarists at Dagbrowica located in
the Brzes¢ Litewski palatinate was incorporated into the Dubno deanery, and the
Franciscan parish at Lisianka (Kiev palatinate) into the Bractaw deanery.

345 Krolik, Organizacja diecezji tuckiej, p. 243.

346 Inhisreport of 1613 on the condition of the diocese, Bishop P. Wotucki mentioned two
separate synods in the Volhynia-Bractaw and Podlasie-Brzes¢ parts, Relationes status
dioecesium in Magno Ducatu Lituaniae, vol. 2, ed. P. Rabikauskas, Roma 1978, p. 23.

347 'The 1613 report reads about the division of the diocese into four provinces of Braclaw,
Volhynia, Podlasie and Brze$¢. The 1630 report features the diocese dividing it into
Podlasie, the deanery of Pinsk (Brze$¢ Litewski palatinate), Volhynia, and Braclaw
palatinate, Ibid, pp. 23, 41-42.



124 Matopolska Province

subordination of individual deaneries to Luck (Volhynia) and Brze$¢ (Podlasie)
may be found in episcopal reports since 1658.7

The division of the Luck diocese into deaneries was not a one-oft act. In the
sixteenth century the Podlasie part of the diocese comprised three deaneries
(Janéw, Mielnik and Sarnaki). Pursuant to bishop Bernard Maciejowski’s deci-
sion and in the aftermath of the 1589 diocesan synod their number rose to seven
(Mielnik, Kuczyn, Plonka, Janéw, Brzes¢, Losice, and Miedzyles). The reorgani-
zation of the deaneries of the Luck diocese may be viewed as a consequence of
the Trent decrees and the provincial synod in 1561. According to Krolik in those
days the Volhynian part of the diocese comprised four deaneries.** Fundamental
reforms of the deanery’s structure were carried out by the 1604 synod that intro-
duced 14 deaneries - eight in the Podlasie-Brze$¢ part and six in the Volhynia-
Bractaw part.**°

Based on the information reported by the Luck bishops to the Holy See** sup-
plemented by the related findings of Krolik,** one may try to feature in statistical
terms the development of the Latin parish network in the Volhynian palatinate
during the early modern period. Adopted as a starting point may be 1604, the
year when the division into deaneries was consolidated.** It follows from the fol-
lowing table (Table 12) that the increment of the number of places of worship in
that area was quite significant (over 200 years the number of parishes rose by ap-
proximately 60 percent, and of filial churches by 100 percent). However, that in-
crease was not even. It was most pronounced in the western part of the palatinate
(the Wlodzimierz, Dubno and Krzemieniec deaneries), and definitely lower in its
eastern and southern parts (the Zbaraz and Zastaw deaneries). Which must have
been due to the different intensities of settlement and power of the Polish (Latin)
element in eastern and western Volhynia. When characterizing the diocese in his

348 The 1658 report divides the deaneries of the Luck diocese between Podlasie (deaneries
of Janéw, Losice, Drohiczyn, Wegréw, Bielsk, Kamieniec, Bransk, Szereszéw) and
Volhynia (deaneries of Wlodzimierz, Olyka, Zastaw, Zbaraz, Krzemieniec, Braclaw).
The 1666 report as well as the subsequent ones maintain that division referring to both
parts with such terms as “dioceses”, “officialates”, “districts”, Ibid, pp. 57-61, 68-90, 96-
101, 122-124. The term ‘archdeaconries’ may be found in the 1749 report, Ibid, p. 151.

349 L. Krdlik, Organizacja dekanalna diecezji tuckiej i brzeskiej w XVII i XVIII wieku,
Lublin 1981, pp. 10-12.

350 Ibid, pp. 14-17.

351 Relationes status dioecesium, passim.

352 Krolik, Organizacja diecezji tuckiej i brzeskiej, pp. 15-16.

353 ADS. D18, f. 109; Krolik, Organizacja diecezji tuckiej i brzeskiej, pp. 262-270.
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report sent to Rome in 1630, Bishop A. Grochowski pointed to evident differ-
ences between its Podlasie and Volhynian parts.***

Table 12. The number of churches in the deaneries of the Luck diocese situated in the Volhy-
nian palatinate

Palatinate Number of churches in 1604 Number of churches in 1772
parish filial parish filial

Wilodzimierz 12 12 27 14
Olyka /Dubno 11 6 20

Krzemieniec 10 0 15

Zbaraz 10 0 11

Zastaw 10 3 13 11
Total 53 21 86 42

Sources regarding1604: ADS. D18, k. 109; Krélik, Organizacja diecezji tuckiej i brzeskiej, pp.
262-270.

The list of Christian communities in the Volhynian palatinate in the second half
of the eighteenth century ends with an Armenian church in Luck and three Or-
thodox places of worship (two parishes at Hrycowo and a church in the village of
Siekun). It clearly follows from the map enclosed with the work by Petrowicz that
the Volhynian palatinate was the northernmost border region of Armenian settle-
ment within the boundaries of the Commonwealth.** The earliest centre of Arme-
nian settlement was also Wiodzimierz Wolynski, but the fate of that community
in early modern times is not well known.** The Orthodox churches at Hrycow
and Siekun were the westernmost Orthodox centres in the Commonwealth.

The available sources make it hard to represent accurately the geography of
the Jewish population’s migration into Volhynia. The oldest Jewish communities
were established in Wlodzimierz Wotynski and Luck. In the sixteenth century
there were four principal communities in Volhynia along with those in Ostrég®”
and Krzemieniec. The Jewish settlement was most intensive in that area dur-

354 Relationes status dioecesium, vol. 2, p. 42.

355 Petrowicz, La Chiesa Armena in Polonia. Parte prima 1350-1624, p. 187.

356 1Ibid, p. 9; Stopka, Ormianie w Polsce, p. 36; idem, “Ko$ciot ormianski na Rusi”, Nasza
Przesztosé, 62 (1984), p. 41.

357 On the Ostrog kahal in the eighteenth century, see: A. Kazmierczyk, “Podzial kahatu
ostrogskiego w pierwszej potowie XVIII wieku”, Kwartalnik Historii Zydéw, 2001, no.
4, pp. 535-548.
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ing the eight decades between the Union of Lublin (1569) and the Chmielnicki
rising (1648).*% In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries the kahals of the
Volhynian palatinate formed a separate zemstvo. In 1739-1753 there was an in-
dependent kahal at Miedzyrzec Korecki (including Potonne and Réwne) with
the zemstvo status which had been set apart from the Volhynian palatinate. The
so-called independent communities also comprised a kahal at Otyka.** It follows
from the Jewish poll tax register of 1765 that most populous Jewish communi-
ties of Volhynia lived at Dubno (2492 people), Ostrog (2429), Zastaw (2047) and
Luck (1845). The other communities with more than one thousand Jews were
at Starokonstantynow, Wlodzimierz, Kowel, Roéwne, Stepan, Krzemieniec and
Horochéw.*® Unfortunately there is a shortage of sources of a survey nature that
would allow the carrying out of a systematic verification of the list of commu-
nities included in the 1765 poll tax register. One may only rely on those from
1778-1790.%" That it is necessary to use complete statistical data regarding the
1765 Jewish poll tax is demonstrated by the fact that the kahal at Mizocz in the
Volhynian palatinate, reported in the 1765 census,’** was omitted in its summary
publication.*** Residual information offered in visitation reports by the Latin and
Uniate Churches or in studies does not allow us to conclude unequivocally if
a synagogue existed or not. As exemplified by the reference to Jewish tombs in
a town of Lisznidéwka (the Uniate Church deanery of Kaszogréd) from 1793.%¢
The Volhynian palatinate was an area of greater domination of the Uniate
Church over other religions than the Ruthenian and Belz palatinates. But the
total density of sacral facilities was slightly lower than in the latter palatinates:
one place of worship per 27 km? In terms of quantity, in Volhynia there were
more Uniate than Latin and Jewish places of worship than in Red Ruthenia. This

358 “Volhynia’, in: Encyclopaedia Judaica, ed. C. Roth, Jerusalem 1972, vol. 16, col. 206-208.

359 Leszczynski, Sejm Zydéw Korony, pp. 71, 75.

360 “Liczba gléw”, pp. 399-400; Apxuss FOz03anadnoti Pocciu uzdasaemoiii 6pemerHo0
Kommuccieto 0717 pazbopa OpesHuUxs axkmoss, part 5, vol. 2: Ilepenucn eBpeiickoro
Hacerteny B I0ro-3amagnoM Kpae B 1765-1791 rr., Kiesn 1890, pp. 64-110.

361 Apxuewn F0z03anadnoii Pocciu, part 5, vol. 2, p. 342, passim.

362 Ibid, p. 90.

363 “Liczba gtéw”, pp. 399-400.

364 APL. Ch801, pp. 156, 1793. This information, even though confirmed by the infor-
mation about the community’s origins in the seventeenth or eighteenth century, but
without any reference to sources, offered on the website of the International Jewish
Cemetery Project (IJCP) launched by the International Association of Jewish Ge-
nealogical Societes, (IAJGS), does not allow us to establish unequivocally that the
community really existed in the second half of the eighteenth century.
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clearly transpires from both percentages and absolute numbers (Tables 11 and
19). One Uniate church per 31.4 km?, as opposed to one Latin church per 343.1
km? (one parish per 525.6 km?), which translate into one Latin church per 11
Uniate churches (one Latin parish against 17 Uniate parishes). Less developed
than in Red Ruthenia was also the kahal organization (one synagogue per 477.2
km?), most probably due to the well less developed urban network.**

Similarly to other parts of the Commonwealth, it was the towns of Volhynia
which were the most diversified in religious terms. Standing out among them
was Luck, the capital city of two bishoprics: the Latin and the Uniate ones, that
was also inhabited by Armenians, Jews and Karaites. Out of 113 towns of the
Volhynian palatinate only 23 were the centres of one religion, with only one
Uniate parish in most of them.**® The other cities had places of worship of two
(30 towns) or three religions (59 towns). Compared to the Belz or Ruthenian
palatinates, the Latin element was weak in Volhynia which may also be inferred
from the fact that there was a Latin place of worship in only seven out of the 30
towns with two religions. The rest were inhabited by the Uniates and Jews — only
at Kaszowka there was a synagogue next to a Latin filial church. For the sake
of comparison it should be added that in 61 towns of the Ruthenian palatinate
with the places of worship of two religions as many as 50 had a Latin church,
and in the Belz palatinate in 12 towns of that kind - there was a Roman Catholic
church in seven of them. The domination of the Uniate Church was even more
pronounced in the countryside: out of 1120 villages with places of worship of one
religion as many as 1113 had a Uniate church and only seven - a Latin church. In
the villages with places of worship of two religions only in 23 was there a Roman
Catholic church, that is in two percent of all villages with sacral buildings.

365 Based on a table featuring the character of localities where sacral facilities were
situated, one may definitely conclude that nearly all towns had a place of worship -
in the palatinate of Ruthenia there was one town per 277 km?, in the palatinate of
Belz - per 216 km?, in the palatinate of Volhynia - per 367 km?. The table Density
of urban network in the Crown, 1789/90 enclosed with the work by M. Bogucka and
H. Samsonowicz (Dzieje miast i mieszczanistwa w Polsce przedrozbiorowej, Wroclaw
1986, p. 350) corroborates that figure in respect to Volhynia (372.2 km?), but in the
case of Red Ruthenia offers a higher value (one city per 363.8 km?).

366 The localities referred to only in the 1765 poll tax register included the following
towns: Horynka (south of Krzemieniec), Milatyn and Ozdziutycze. At Kazimirka
(Kazimierska) near Réwne there was only a Latin parish incorporated into the Otyka
collegiate.
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The nature of patronage over Uniate churches and the small number of Catho-
lic churches in Volhynia is an evidence that the main burden of developing and
maintaining the church structure was borne by the nobility. Out of 1146 places
of worship in respect of which it was possible to identify their patronage, as many
as 1073 (93.6 percent) were the property of noblemen. The domination of the no-
ble patronage was due to the fact that the structure of patronage over the Uniate
Church was fundamentally different than in the Latin Church. In Crown Ruthenia
large landed estates prevailed. It follows from the structure of patronage that in
Volhynia this domination was most pronounced in the entire Commonwealth.

The organization and structure of religions in P o d o1 a is better documented
than in the case of Volhynia. Podolia — or the former Podolian land which was
a historical region - is an older term than the palatinate and it initially covered
approximately the area of the Podolian and Bractaw palatinates. After the Bractaw
region (East Podolia) had been cut off at the end of the fourteenth century and
incorporated into the Grand Duchy of Lithuania,*” the term Podolia began to refer
only to the palatinate of Podolia,**® which was officially established in 1434.

According to Jabtonowski the origins of powiats in the Podolian palatinate
were different than in Volhynia where they had evolved from the former feu-
dal duchies. In Podolia the powiats were established around royal castles, and
after some of them had fallen into decline, the powiats began to consolidate.
Their shape must have also been affected by the division of that area under the
Tatar rule in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries. An opinion prevails in geo-
graphical historiography that the early modern palatinate of Podolia was divided
into three powiats: Czerwonogrod, Kamieniec and Latyczdw, although it follows
from recent studies that since 1581 through the end of the eighteenth century
there were only two powiats — Kamieniec and Latyczéw.>®

367 J. Natanson-Leski, Dzieje granicy wschodniej Rzeczypospolitej, Lwow-Warszawa 1922,
p- 23.

368 Kpukyn, Adminicmpamusno-mepumopianvruii ycmpii, p. 7.

369 Waga, Wycigg z geografii polskiej, p. 39; Lubieniski, Swiat we wszystkich swoich czgsciach,
p- 431; Jablonowski, Polska XVI wieku pod wzgledem geograficzno-statystycznym, vol. 9:
Ziemie ruskie. Wolyn i Podole, p. 11; Gloger, Geografia historyczna, pp. 240-241. The
map enclosed with M. Krykun’s work slightly complicates that picture. It features the
palatinate divided in the fifteenth century into eight powiats (Czerwonogrdd, Skata,
Smotrycz, Kamieniec Podolski, Bakota, Réw [Bar], Latyczéw and Chmielnik), and in the
second quarter of the sixteenth century - into six powiats (Czerwonogrod [Jazlowiec],
Kamieniec Podolski, Bar [Zinkéw], Miedzyboz, Latyczéw and Chmielnik). Since 1581
(the border was demarcated in 1612) the Podolian palatinate was divided into two powi-
ats of Kamieniec and Latyczéw. In keeping with a new territorial division adopted on
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The area of the Podolian palatinate overlapped almost exactly with the eastern
part of the Greek Catholic diocese of Lwéw. On Kotbukss list it was the so-called
“Kamieniec diocese’, and in the light of more recent studies by Skoczylas, as well as
Budzynski - the officialate of Kamieniec Podolski and the officialate of Bar*”° that
had been separated from the latter in 1745-1748. There were 1026 places of wor-
ship in the Podolian palatinate. All of them, apart from the monastery church at
Holowczynce, were parish churches. Nine of them were run by the Basilian monks.

Minor discrepancies between palatinate boundaries and the above-men-
tioned officialates should be attributed to the fact that the deanery borders were
shaped later than those of the state administration. The deanery borders were
determined both by the organization of powiats and by the boundaries of noble,
royal and church estates (church patrons). In Skoczylas’s opinion the borders of
the Podolian deaneries in the Lwéw diocese were shaped in the mid-fifteenth
century when the political situation and the administration of the area were sta-
bilizing. The consolidation of powiats did not, however, result in the mergers
of deaneries which remained within their original boundaries until the begin-
ning of the eighteenth century. This century was marked by an intensive growth
of parish and deanery networks in the Podolian and Bractaw regions.””! Due to
the development of parish network and allocation of new churches according
to ownership, rather than the criterion of powiat or palatinate, the borders of
palatinates and deaneries diverged. Examples are the allocation of the Uniate
deaneries of Husiatyn, Jagielnica and Satanéw to the Ruthenian and Podolian
palatinates.’”* As for the Bar officialate, all deaneries (governorships) belonged

2 November 1791 during the Great Diet, the Podolian palatinate was to comprise the
powiats of Kamieniec, Czerwonogrod, Latyczéw and Row [Bar]. M. Krykun's map cor-
roborates what K. Niesiecki wrote in his work Korona Polska about the division of the
Podolian palatinate into powiats and opposes its generally adopted division into three
powiats, Kprkyn, Aominicmpamusno-mepumopianvtuii yempiii, map of the Podolian
palatinate; KpuxyH, “TTositoBuit mozin ITofinbcpkoro BoeBopcTBa’, pp. 43, 49-50.

370 Budzynski, Kresy potudniowo-wschodnie, vol. 3, pp. 219-223.

371 Ckouwric, “AfMiHICTPaTUBHO-TEPUTOPia/IbHMIT yCTpiit JIbBiBCbKOI €mapxii’, pp.
158-159; Also see: idem, “SI3noBenbke HamicHuLTBO Ha 3axifgHoMy Iomimm y XVII
— nepuritt monosuHi XVIII cTomiTs: TepuTopianbumit “poroBin” Ta mapadisibHa Me-
pexa (icropuko-reorpadiunmit actiekr)’, Ykpaincokuii apxeozpagivHuii uopivHux.
Hoea cepis, 10-11 (2006), pp. 222-239.

372 The churches of the Husiatyn deanery that belonged to the Ruthenian palatinate
are mentioned by visitation reports as late as 1758-1765, Cxounnsc, IenepanvHi
sizumauii, pp. 262-264.
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to the Podolian palatinate, apart from Szarogrod which was divided between the
Bractaw and Podolian palatinates.

Owing to a repertory of the visitations of the Uniate Lwow diocese published
by Skoczylas®”? as well as the sources kept by the Central State Historical Archive
in Lviv and the National Museum in Lviv;*’* it was possible to refine Kotbuk’s
earlier findings regarding the Kamieniec part of the old Lwow diocese that were
mainly based on historical descriptions of Orthodox parishes published in the
nineteenth and at the beginning of the twentieth century.*”® In the second half
of the eighteenth century the two above-mentioned officialates comprised 23
deaneries — nine in the Bar officialate and 14 in the Kamieniec Podolski official-
ate. A list of the Uniate churches in the Podolian palatinate is supplemented by
36 places of worship of the metropolitan Kiev-Vilnius diocese and 16 places of
worship in the Luck diocese that belonged to their borderland deaneries. They
may have been incorporated into the Podolian palatinate in the aftermath of
changes of the political borders (between states), and after 1569 - as a result of
the border corrections between the Podolia, Bractaw, Kiev and Volhynian palati-
nates. It should be underscored that until 1569 the north-eastern section of the
border of the Podolian palatinate was the frontier between the Commonwealth
and the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, and it was subject to numerous fluctuations.
A key role in this regard was played by the border commission of 1546, and
frontier demarcations that took place in 1570 and 1680.*¢ Although there are
relatively good sources regarding the eastern regions of the Commonwealth,
it is sometimes difficult to unequivocally attribute a locality to a palatinate or

373 CkoumiAc, lenepanvui 8isumauii, passim.

374 Mainly unpublished descriptions of parishes in the Lwéw archdiocese which were
copied by I. Skoczylas, O. Duch and A. Pawlyszyn (Consignatio reperibilium in diaecesi
Ritus Graeca Catholici Leopoliensi, Haliciensi et Camenecensi ex parte Austriaca benefi-
ciorum, ecclesiarum et capellarum, confraternitatum, monasteriorum et residentiarum
conventualium, National Museum in Lviv [hereinafter: MNL.], Rkl-788, . 2-41; Dys-
partyment katedradyku poszczegolnych parafii dekanatow eparchii Iwowskiej 1758-1759,
Central State Historical Archive in Lviv [hereinafter: CPAHU.], set 201, op. 1a, MS no.
5, ff. 1-25; Taryffa generalna dekanatow cerkwiej y kaptanow officjalstwa barskiego z roku
1778 utozona, CPAHU. set 201, op. la, MS no. 18, ff. 1-8v).

375 IIpuxoodvt u yepxéu ITodonvckoii enapxuu. Tpyov ITodonvcko2o enapxuansHozo uc-
MOpUKO-CMamucmuueckoeo komumema, Buiyck 9, pen. E. Cerpunckuit, Kamenen-
Iomonbckuit 1901; Tpyoot komumema 075 UCHOPUKO-CIMAMUCIMUYECK020 ONUCAHUS
ITodonvckoii Enapxuu, Boiyck 4, Kamenerj-Ilogonbcknit 1889.

376 A detailed description of those commissions may be found in: Kpuxys, Aominicmpa-
mueHo-mepumopianvruil ycmpiti, pp. 11-33.
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a parish church to a deanery. Which is partly due to the fact that contradictory
information is offered by those sources. For example, according to the visitations
of 1730-1731 and the 1782 list of parishes the Dupliska parish belonged to the
deanery of Bilcze, but according to the 1759 visitation it was under the jurisdic-
tion of the Czerwonogrdd deanery.””

As there are quite comprehensive statistical data it is possible to describe the
growth of the parish network in the Podolian part of the Uniate Lwéw diocese.
The first relatively complete list of churches with their allocation to deaneries
comes from 1730-1733 (general visitation). Although by the end of the eight-
eenth century the deanery network was affected by serious changes (inter alia,
the decline of the deaneries of Jaztowiec, Deraznia, Koroléwka and emergence
of the deanery of Snitkdw), one may try to compare the number of parishes. An
apparent rise in the number of Uniate parishes in the Podolian palatinate may
be seen in all deaneries other than Sokolec. Incomplete statistical data (missing
are, for example, the 1730-1733 data on the deanery of Czarny Ostréw) indicate
that the number of Uniate churches in the Podolian palatinate increased by two
thirds in only 50 years (Table 13).

The boundaries of the Podolian palatinate overlapped exactly with those of the
Latin Kamieniec diocese. It is perhaps the only case in the entire Commonwealth
when the boundaries of the state and church administration corresponded with
each other to such an extent. It must have been due to the fact that the borders of
both the palatinate and the diocese were shaped quite late. Minor corrections of
diocesan limits, such as the transfer of the parishes of Kopyczynce or Jaztowiec
to the administration of the archbishop of Lwow, indicate attempts to adjust the
borders of church administration to those of the state.’”

The origins of the Kamieniec diocese have been discussed quite accurately by
Tadeusz Trajdos,” and its early modern history is the subject of a monograph by
Jan Mucha.*® Due to the sparse network of Latin parish churches in the Kami-
eniec diocese, the division into archdeaconries did not develop, and the division
into deaneries took place very late, in the first half of the eighteenth century. It
follows from the 1749 report on the condition of the diocese that its division into
four deaneries (Dunajow, Jaztowiec, Miedzyboz and Satanéw) was replaced by

377  Cxouwsic, Adminicmpamugno-mepumopianvruii ycmpiii /Ivgiscokoi enapxii, pp. 49,
276; MNL. Rk1-788, f. 38.

378 Kumor, Granice metropolii i diecezji polskich, pp. 341-342.

379 T. Trajdos, Kosciét Katolicki na ziemiach ruskich Korony i Litwy za panowania
Wiadystawa II Jagielty (1386-1434), Wroclaw-Warszawa 1983, pp. 116-168.

380 Mucha, “Organizacja diecezji kamienieckiej’, pp. 63-284.
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Table 13. Development of parish network in the Podolian part of the Uniate Lwéw diocese
in the eighteenth century.

Name of deanery Number of Uniate churches per year:
1730-1733 1747 circa 1772

Bar 22 60 101
Deraznia (in 1772 in the Bar deanery) 22 28 -
Bilcze 22 20 34
Koroléwka (in 1772 in the Bilcze deanery) 17 19 -
Groédek 26 24 33
Husiatyn 22 37 42
Zinkéw 31 34 36
Kamieniec Podolski 44 91 98
Kamieniec Podolski - officialate 41
(in 1747 and circa 1772 in the Kamieniec
Podolski deanery)
Kitajgrod 27 31 37
Kopajgrod 26 28 35
Latyczow ? 32 37
Miedzyboz 23 29 34
Mohylow 27 38 45
Pilawa 8 24 36
Proskurow 22 23 32
Satanow 30 29 33
Skata 48 49 67
Smotrycz 24 28 43
Sokolec 26 40 35
Sotodkowce 25 27 38
Czerwonogrod 18 39 47
Jazlowiec (in 1747 and circa 1772 in the 25
Czerwonogrdd deanery)
Czarny Ostréow ? 35 41
Szarogrod 35 28 41
Jagielnica 28 27 33
Snitkow - - 33
TOTAL 639 820 1011

Source of the 1730-1733 and 1747 data: Cxouniac, “AfMiHICTpaTBHO-TEPUTOPia/IbHII
yeTpiit’, pp. 154-156.
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the division into six deaneries (the deaneries of Szarogréd and Czarnokozinice
were added) on the occasion of the diocesan visitation in 1741.%%' Both sources,
namely, the 1741 visitation conducted by Bishop Wactaw Hieronim Sierakowski
and the 1749 report sent to Rome by his successor, Mikotaj Dembowski, provide
basic information about Latin communities in Podolia.

Given the size of the Kamieniec diocese, the increment of Latin parishes in mod-
ern times should be viewed as rather weak. This was to a high degree due to the
near-complete destruction of churches in 1672-1699 (only 13 churches out of 42 sur-
vived). Owing to Bishop Stefan Rupniewski it was possible to reinstate the number of
parishes that had existed in the mid-seventeenth century. In 1724 the diocese com-
prised 39 parishes, and by the end of the eighteenth century their number increased
to 58.%82 Most filial churches (14 out of 21) belonged to monasteries.

Mainly due to the problems involved in pastoral work in an area almost
completely dominated by Orthodox communities, from the beginning of the
Kamieniec diocese an important role was played by monasteries, particularly
of the Dominican order (Sidoréw, Smotrycz, Sokolec, Sotodkowce, Latyczéw,
Szarawka). They usually ran parishes in their monasteries, but sometimes they
also extended their service to parishes under the royal or noble patronage. This
was mainly due to the shortage of secular clergy. Of 58 parishes in the second
half of the eighteenth century eight (13.8 percent) were run by monks. This cor-
roborates Jerzy Flaga’s opinion that “the establishment of monastic parishes in
eastern regions was motivated by local pastoral needs”*** Out of 21 auxiliary
churches as many as 14 were run by monks, and one of them (Kamieniec Podol-
ski) had a hospital provostship.

The third Catholic rite present in early modern Podolia was the Armenian
rite. Apart from the Ruthenian palatinate, this was the region marked by most
intensive Armenian settlement. One of the most comprehensive monographs
on the history of the Podolian Armenians (next to the works by Petrowicz and
Stopka) was written by Wardan Grigorjan who described the vicissitudes of their
main centres in Podolia.*®* In the second half of the eighteenth century there
were six Armenian places of worship, with two of them located in Kamieniec

381 Relacja o stanie diecezji kamienieckiej z 1749 r., Archive of the Council Congregation: the
Kamieniec diocese file, pp. 17-25; Mucha, “Organizacja diecezji kamienieckiej’, p. 180.

382  Mucha, “Organizacja diecezji kamienieckiej”, pp. 186-189.

383 . Flaga, Zakony meskie w Polsce w 1772 roku. Duszpasterstwo, Lublin 1991, p. 16.

384 B.P.Ipuropsn, Mcmopus apmanckux kononuil Yxpaunot u Ilonvuwiu (Apmsne 6 ITodo-
nuu), EpeBan 1980. Apart from localities inhabited by religious communities he also
mentions those without any places of worship, or where the Armenian communities
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Table 14: The number of places of worship in the Podolian palatinate circa 1772.

Religions and | Diocese/ | Archdeaconry/ Deanery/ Main | Auxiliary
denominations | Eparchy Officialate Protopopy/ | placesof | places of
Governorship | worship | worship
Uniate (Greek | Kiev- Brahitéw 2 -
Catholic) Vilnius Jaruga 14 -
Lubar 6 -
Pikow 14 -
36 -
Lwow Bar Bar 101 -
Kopajgrod 33 -
Latyczéw 36 -
Miedzyboz 33 1
Mohyléw 45 -
Pilawa 36 -
Snitkow 33 -
Sokolec 35 -
Szarogrod 29 -
381 1
Kamieniec Bilcze 34 -
Podolski Czarny Ostrow 41 -
Czerwonogrod 47 -
Grédek 33 -
Husiatyn 31 -
Jagielnica 28 -
Kamieniec 98 -
Podolski
Kitajgrod 37 -
Proskurow 32 -
Satanow 27 -
Skata 67 -
Smotrycz 43 -
Solodkowce 38 -
Zinkéw 36 -
592 -
973 1
Luck - - 16 -
1025 1
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Latin (Roman | Kamieniec Czarnokozince 9 8

Catholic) Podolski Dunajowce 12 2

Jaztowiec 8 1

Miedzyboz 10 3

Satanow 8 3

Szarogrod 10 4

57 21

Armenian Lwow - - 6 -
Catholic

Orthodox Kiev - - 1 -

Jewish 77 -

Total 1166 22

Podolski (the churches of St. Nicolaus and the Annunciation).*> In Abraham’s
opinion, corroborated by Petrowicz, Kamieniec Podolski was an important stage
on the migration route of the Armenians from Kaffa to Lwow.**¢ Next to Lwow,
it was also the most significant centre of Armenian settlement in the old Com-
monwealth.

The palatinate of Podolia, next to Bractaw and Kiev palatinates to be discussed
below, was one of the few areas in the Commonwealth where the number of
synagogues was equal to that of the Latin churches. Before presenting the statis-
tical data on the number of Jewish communities and analysing their distribution
in the Podolian palatinate, it is necessary to dwell on an intriguing issue of the
absence of a Jewish community in its capital city, Kamieniec Podolski. At a quite
early stage it assumed from Smotrycz the function of the principality’s capital,
later on to continue to be the capital city of the Podolian palatinate. After it had
been granted city rights in 1374, it became an important centre of commerce
and crafts.*®’ In spite of this it was ignored in the 1765 poll tax register. From
its foundation Kamieniec imposed a very strict ban, reiterated many times, on

fell in decline in the seventeenth century: Kubaczowce, Dubrowica, Bar, Human,
Buczacz, Podhajce and Satanow.

385 J. Chrzaszczewski (Ormiatiskie swigtynie na Podolu, Krakéw 1998, pp. 29-30) also
mentions the church of the Assumption of Mary demolished in 1672 and of St.
Gregory the Enlightener whose ruins were sold in 1807.

386 Petrowicz, La Chiesa Armena in Polonia. Parte prima 1350-1624, p. 13.

387 Trajdos, Kosciot Katolicki, p. 123.
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the settlement of Jews, contrary to the royal policy pursued in respect of Bar or
Miedzyboz.** The ban must have been due to economic competition between
the Armenian community, whose position in the city and its authorities was well
established, and a group of Jewish merchants trying to “access” the city.** It was
only in the second half of the eighteenth century that the Jews were allowed to
settle in the city, wherupon they quickly seized the initiative in trade.’°

The 1765 Jewish poll tax register mentions 77 towns and cities with Jewish commu-
nities. The only questionable locality is “Katukéw Grodecki”*' It must have been the
town of “Grddek’; situated at the mouth of the Seret River where it entered the Dniester
River, which is mentioned in the Uniate deanery of Bilcza in 1730-1731%* and in the
Latin deanery of Jaztowiec in 1749.%* Although the above-mentioned poll tax register
was the main source to localize the Jewish communities in Podolia, its information was
partly verified based on a later census of 1784*** and the 1741 visitation of the Latin
Kamieniec diocese. The bishops complained, inter alia, about the situation at Husiatyn
where the synagogue was located close to the parish church and that the town's owners,
the Potocki family, maintained close contacts with the Jewish community.**

Until the mid seventeenth century Podolia, along with the palatinates of
Ruthenia and Bractaw, was part of the Ruthenian zemstvo. After the peace of
Karlowice and the return of those lands to the Commonwealth, a separate dis-
trict was established.*® The most populous Jewish communities lived in such

388 Baron, A Social and Religious History of the Jews, pp. 181, 186-188.

389 The presence of Armenians in Kamieniec Podolski dates back to the twelfth and
thriteenth centuries, Petrowicz, La Chiesa Armena in Polonia. Parte prima 1350-
1624, p. 9. On Armenian-Jewish relations, see: K. Matwijowski, “Zydzi i Ormianie
w Rzeczypospolitej Obojga Narodéw (wiek XVI do XVIII)”, in: Zydzi w dawnej Rze-
czypospolitej, ed. A. Link-Lenczowski, T. Polanski, Wroclaw-Warszawa-Krakow 1991,

pp- 162-169.
390 F Kiryk, “Z dziejéw Zydéw kamienieckich’, Studia Judaica, 5-6 (2002-2003), pp.
31-36.

391 “Liczba glow”, p. 401.

392 Cxoumnsc, lenepanvui isumauii, p. 49.

393 Relacja o stanie diecezji kamienieckiej z 1749 r., p. 18. The maps show two towns:
Grodek and Kulakowce.

394 Apxuew FOzozanadnoii Pocciu, part 5, vol. 2, pp. 428-456. It lists, i.a, the kahal at
Pilawa absent from the 1765 census (p. 451).

395 BPANKr. MS no. 2002, pp. 1004, 1010-1013.

396 Leszczynski, Sejm Zydéw Korony, p. 70. 1. Halperin's map does not distinguish that
district and includes all communities in the Ruthenian zemstvo (Acta Congressus
Generalis, map).
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towns as Szarogréd (2219 Jews in the kahal) and Miedzyboz (2039 Jews in
the kahal). The communities with more than one thousand Jews included Sa-
tanow (1625), Dunajowce (1598), Zwaniec (1568), Bar (1477), Husiatyn (1435),
Chmielnik (1417) and Mikotajow (1087).%”

If the number of places of worship were to be treated as an indicator of the
presence of the Polish element in a territory, then for the Podolian palatinate it
would be extremely low. When the growth of the Latin and Uniate parishes is
compared, it is hard to speak of any success, or of the rising influence of Western
Catholicism in that area. Latin churches were like scattered urban islands, in
which the Ruthenian, Armenian and Jewish elements predominated. In the ter-
ritory of the Podolian palatinate with an area of 19 832 km?** there was a total of
1188 sacral buildings - one per 16.7 km? It was the highest density in the Com-
monwealth, comparable to that of the Ruthenian palatinate. This was mainly
due to the prevalence of the Uniate Church in that area. The establishment of
a Uniate parish was not subject to as many formal preconditions as in the case
of a Latin church. There was one Uniate church per more than 19.3 km?, which
means that the parish network was more developed in here than in Volhynia and
comparable to that of the Ruthenian palatinate. The prevalence of the Uniate
Church over the Latin Church was even more pronounced here than in other
palatinates of Crown Ruthenia - there was one Latin church per 254 km?* and
per 13 Uniate churches (one Latin parish per 348 km? and per 18 parishes of the
Greek Catholic rite). The highly developed kahal network comes as a surprise. In
Podolia there was one kahal per 258 km? - fewer, however, than in the Ruthenian
and Belz palatinates — which makes Podolia a region with one of the highest
densities of Jewish communities in the Commonwealth.

In the Podolian palatinate, the most diversified town in religious terms was
Mohyléw. It had strong Christian and Jewish communities. The city was inhab-
ited by Catholics of all rites, and members of the Latin community were permit-
ted by their bishop to attend the Armenian place of worship - it follows from
the 1749 report by the bishop of Kamieniec that the Latin parish was ruined at
the time.* In the second half of the eighteenth century there were also Uniate

397 “Liczba gléw”, p. 401.

398 It follows from M. Krykun’s calculations that the area of the palatinate was of 18 963
km?, Kpukyn, Adminicmpamuero-mepumopianvruii ycmpiii, p. 35

399 Relacja o stanie diecezji kamienieckiej z 1749 r., p. 18. On W. Kotbukss list there is one
Armenian place of worship in Mohyléw Podolski - of St. Gregory the Illuminator,
Kotbuk, Koscioly wschodnie, p. 345. It follows from Stownik geograficzny Krélestwa
Polskiego (vol. 6, p. 613) and the work ITpuxodu: u yepxeu ITodonvckoii enapxuu (vol.
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churches (of St. Nicolaus - in the city, of the Transfiguration of the Lord - “na
Derle”, and of St. Praxeda - in the suburbs called Stoboda Nemija**) and an Or-
thodox church (dedicated to St. George).

Other centres that were highly diversified in terms of ethnicity included
Jaztowiec and Zwaniec, where Armenians lived side by side with the Latin,
Uniate and Jewish communities. In all the towns of Podolia, excluding the Jewish
Frampol or the hard to identify town called Podole, there were Uniate churches.
In half of the towns (48 out of 94) there were also Jewish and Latin places of wor-
ship. Moreover, in 23 towns there was a Jewish community apart from the Uniate
one, and in four towns there was a Latin next to the Uniate church.

The structure of patronage over churches in Podolia indicates that royal own-
ership played greater role here than in Volhynia, where there were practically no
places of worship under the royal patronage. In Volhynia only 1.1 percent of plac-
es of worship (with no Latin churches) were under the royal patronage, whereas
in Podolia it was extended over 23.7 percent of Uniate and 15.4 percent of Latin
churches. The reasons behind the significantly high proportion of royal patron-
age rights in Podolia have been discussed in depth by, inter alia, Jabtonowski.*!
It seems that the structure of the patronage over Uniate and Latin churches cor-
roborates his conclusions. In consequence, the patronage of the nobility over the
Uniate Church, which was so predominant in the Commonwealth, especially in
neighbouring Volhynia where it accounted for more than 95.7 percent, did not
prevail so evidently in Podolia where it accounted for 71.8 percent. In the Latin
Church male religious orders played a more important role than in the Greek
Catholic Church, acting both as patrons and ministers.

The Braclaw palatinate, originally referred to as East Podolia, was formal-
ly established after its incorporation into the Commonwealth pursuant to the
1569 Union, when it became part of the Malopolska province. Prior to that, still
within the borders of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, it was part of the Volhynian
land. The boundaries of the Bractaw palatinate were shaped in two stages: before

9, pp- 682-689) that in Mohylew there was also another Armenian church of the
Visitation of the Virgin Mary built between 1772 and 1791, M.I. JKapkux, Xpamu
ITodinns (access: http://www.myslenedrevo.com.ua/studies/xramypo- d/45mohyliv.
html, 30.07.2009).

400 Ckounnsc, lenepanvhi sizumauii, pp. 49, 347; M. Zarkich (Xpamu Iodinns) also
mentions a brick church of the Protection of Our Lady built in 1771 which, however,
is not confirmed by other sources.

401 Polska XVI wieku pod wzgledem geograficzno-statystycznym, vol. 9: Ziemie ruskie.
Wolyn i Podole, pp. 97-103.


http://www.myslenedrevo.com.ua/studies/xramypo-d/45mohyliv.html
http://www.myslenedrevo.com.ua/studies/xramypo-d/45mohyliv.html
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1566 (its western, south-western and north-western borders) and after its incor-
poration into the Commonwealth (its eastern, north-eastern and south-eastern
borders).** Until the eighteenth century their course, especially with the Kiev
palatinate, was the subject of disputes and decisions by border commissions. In
1755 the last of these corroborated the course of the northern border with the
Kiev palatinate along the so-called black trail whose exact route is not known
precisely. It is even more difficult to establish the eastern border of the Braclaw
palatinate due to the discrepancies in the sources. The so-called Zarosie (3apo-
cbe), an area situated south of the Ros and west of the Dnieper Rivers, was dis-
puted. Until the end of the eighteenth century the final border of the palatinate
in that area was not demarcated. Because the discussion on the subject of that
border has continued for many years, Krykun’s latest proposition in this regard
has been accepted as the conclusive one.*”

It was the liquidity and instability of the border between the Braclaw and Kiev
palatinates that determined the allocation to both of them of the Uniate deaneries
of the Kiev part of the metropolitan diocese situated close to the so-called black
trail, comprising Berdyczéw, Biatotéwka (Bityléwka), Lubar and Pohrebyszcze.
The disputes about Zarosie brought about the split of the deaneries of Wolodarka
and Sokotéwka. Of the highest significance to the shaping of the border with the
Podolian palatinate was the demarcation document of 1570. The borders of the
Uniate metropolitan diocese and the Lwéw diocese must have been agreed upon
at that time, if in the eighteenth century the parishes in border area deaneries of
both dioceses were part of both the Bractaw and the Podolian palatinates (the
Lwow diocese - the deaneries of Szarogréd, Kopajgrod, Latyczéw, the metropoli-
tan diocese - the deaneries of Pikéw and Jaruga).

Apart from the sections of the above-mentioned deaneries of the Lwow
diocese (15 parishes) the entire Braclaw palatinate (the Bractaw and Winnica
powiats) was located in the Uniate metropolitan Kiev-Vilnius diocese. In the
Braclaw palatinate there were 1159 parish churches and seven filial churches, of
which two were run by monasteries (in Human and Granéw). The most valuable
sources that may shed light on that part of the Kiev-Vilnius metropolitan prov-
ince in the second half of the eighteenth century have recently been discovered

402 KpukyH, Aominicmpamusro-mepumopianvhuii yempiii, p. 87.

403 Ibid, pp. 87-120, maps of the Kiev and Bractaw palatinates; Also see: Jablonowski,
Ziemie Ruskie Rzeczypospolitej, maps; S. Krzyzanowski, Skorowidz miejscowosci
bytego wojewddztwa bractawskiego, Krakow 1869 (especially the map); M. KpukyH,
“Ipannui i mosiToBmit oA BpawmaBcbkoro BoeBoacTa B 16-18 1, Iemopuuni
docnionenHs. Bimuusnana icmopis, 8 (1982), p. 97.
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by Radwan in the Ukrainian and Russian archives. They include the 1782-1794
visitation protocols of 33 Uniate deaneries of the former Kiev and Bractaw pa-
latinates. Radwan published their fragments regarding the Bractaw and Przytuka
deaneries*™ and a summary list of all parishes in 1782 commissioned by Met-
ropolitan Jason Smogorzewski who was preparing that visitation.*” Owing to
those publications one may realize the enormous amount of work ahead of his-
torians if they are to shed more light on the history of that vast territory. They
provide more specific data about the organization of the metropolitan diocese
than that earlier previously published by Witold Kotbuk and Stanistaw Naby-
waniec.* However, it follows from the analysis of the two deaneries of Przytuka
and Bractaw that, apart from the information on individual church affiliation
with deaneries, the existing data base was only slightly modified. Accordingly,
only three churches were added to the list of 38 in the deanery of Bractaw re-
ferred to in the sources used by Kotbuk:*” those of St. Nicholas in the suburb of
Tulczyn, of St. Demetrius in the village of Odaja (built over 1778-1779)* and
of St. Michael at Annopol. In the deanery of Przytuka of 39 churches listed by
Kolbuk eliminated were two Uniate churches: of St. Luke at Czerniatyn Maty*®
and at Konstantynéwka,"'? and added the churches at: Armianka (Ormianka) -
of St. Nicholas,*"! Hordyjowka (Hordziejowka),"* Lipowiec — of Holy Trinity,*"

404 Wizytacje generalne, passim. About the visitations of the metropolitan diocese also see:
I. Cxounnsc, “TeHepasbHi BisuTanii B ykpaiHcbKo-6inopycbkux enapxisx KuiBcbkoi
yHiarcpkoi Mutpomnonii. 1596-1720 poxn’, 3anucku Haykosoeo mosapucmea imeHi
Ilesuenka. Ilpayi Icmopuuno-pinocodcoroi cexyii, 238 (1999), pp. 46-94.

405  Socjografia kosciota greckokatolickiego, passim.

406 Kolbuk, Koscioly wschodnie, pp. 95-151; Nabywaniec, Unicka archidiecezja kijowska,
passim.

407 The statistical data disregard a chapel in Strutéw (Struséw, parish of Ulanica) which
was mentioned in the 1795 visitation because it was built after 1782, Wizytacje ge-
neralne, p. 529.

408 Ibid, pp. 462-466, 473-477, 447-451; Socjografia kosciota greckokatolickiego, pp. 22-24.

409 'The Uniate church was built in 1794, JI. [loxunesu4, CkazaHus 0 HACENEHHBIX
mecmnocmsx Kuesckoii eybepruu, Kues 1864, p. 294.

410 That church is omitted on the 1782 list and in the visitation report from the begin-
ning of the 1890s published by M. Radwan. W. Kolbuk included it on his list because
L. Pochilewicz wrote that the church in that village was built in 1852 to replace the
older one, IToxunesuy, Ckazaxus o0 HaceneHHbIX MeCHHOCIAX, p- 298.

411 Socjografia kosciota greckokatolickiego, p. 68; Wizytacje generalne, pp. 794-798.

412 Socjografia kosciola greckokatolickiego, p. 67 (Hordziejowka); Wizytacje generalne,
pp. 699-702.

413 Wizytacje generalne, pp. 734-740.
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Przyluki - of the Protection of Our Lady, *** Siwakowce - of Nativity*"® and
a chapel of St. Luke at Strutynka, affiliated to the Kamionka parish.*'¢

Most of the metropolitan Uniate churches (77 percent) of the Kiev-Vilnius
diocese were located in the Bractaw and Kiev palatinates. Owing to the above
sources discovered by Radwan it was possible to add 218 places of worship,
mainly located in the Bractaw and Kiev palatinates, to 2716 Uniate churches of
that diocese. A very pronounced increase in the number of the Uniate parishes
in the eighteenth century, which in Bielkowski’s opinion is comparable only to
that in the Podolian and Kiev regions,*"” resulted in a significant development of
the deanery network in the Braclaw palatinate.*® It culminated in the deanery
reorganization in 1781-1782. It may be concluded from the comparison of the
number of parishes in individual deaneries offered by Bienkowski*"® with the
compiled source materials for individual Uniate churches that both the census
of 1782 and the visitation in 1782-1795 reflect the new division into deaneries.
Bienkowski and Nabywaniec ignore the affiliation of deaneries with palatinates,
discussed above, allocating each deanery to one palatinate.**

In the Braclaw palatinate there were 21 whole deaneries of the Uniate met-
ropolitan diocese. It also covered most of the area of the following deaneries:
Brahitéw (with the exception of the parishes of Kurytowce and Ossolinka located
in the Podolian palatinate*?'), Jaruga (divided by the basin of the Murafa River
between the palatinates of Bractaw and Podolia**?), Pikéw (part of which was sit-

414 Socjografia kosciota greckokatolickiego, p. 68; Wizytacje generalne, pp. 832-839.

415  Socjografia kosciota greckokatolickiego, p. 68 (Siewakowce); Wizytacje generalne, pp.
844-848; SGKP. X, p. 631.

416 Wizytacje generalne, pp. 860-862.

417 Bienkowski, “Organizacja Kosciota wschodniego’, p. 932.

418 Nabywaniec, Unicka archidiecezja kijowska, p. 218.

419 Bienkowski, “Organizacja Kosciota wschodniego’, pp. 1037-1038; Onucanue doxy-
MeHmos apxuea 3anadHo-Pycckux yHuamckux mumpononumos (1700-1893), t. 2,
cocrt. C. PynkeBuy, Cankt-Iletep6ypr 1907, pp. 471-472.

420 Bienkowski, “Organizacja Ko$ciota wschodniego”, pp. 1037-1038; Nabywaniec,
Unicka archidiecezja kijowska, pp. 218-223.

421 Tadopted M. Krykun’s approach that the border between the Podolian and Bractaw
palatinates did not change in that area from the sixteenth through the eighteenth
century, Kpukys, Aominicmpamugno-mepumopianvHuti yempiti, p. 33.

422 See the maps: Jablonowski, Ziemie Ruskie Rzeczypospolitej, no. 10 and in the work
by M. Krykun (KpukyH, Aominicmpamuero-mepumopianvHuti ycmpiii, maps of the
Podolian and Bractaw palatinates).
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uated in the palatinates of Podolia and Kiev)** and Pohrebyszcze (part of which
was situated in the palatinate of Kiev). It is noteworthy that deanery borders
in the Bractaw palatinate were irregular, like in the palatinates of Ruthenia and
Podolia discussed above. It must have been due to the instability and change-
ability of administrative divisions in the metropolitan diocese and the doubtful
affiliation of many churches. Accordingly, on the map of the administrative divi-
sions of the Uniate Church there are many enclaves including one, sometimes
several parishes, which had no territorial connection with the main part of the
deanery they were subordinated to. The deanery enclaves in Raszkéw, Worono-
wica or Teplik may serve as an example.

The presence of the Latin Church in the Bractaw palatinate is closely con-
nected with the political history of Podolia. In the opinion of Trajdos this area —
like the whole of Podolia - was initially part of the Kamieniec diocese established
in the 1380s. After East Podolia (the Bractaw palatinate) had been incorporated
into the Grand Duchy of Lithuania in 1436, jurisdiction over the Bractaw region
was taken over by the bishop of Luck.*?* This does not explain a certain territorial
anomaly which consists in the absence of communication between the Bractaw
palatinate (deanery) and the northern part of the Luck diocese. Instead, it may
indicate the original affiliation of the Bractaw palatinate and Podolia with the
Luck diocese, and that the Kamieniec diocese (West Podolia) was established
later on and thus wedged itself into the Luck diocese, disconnecting the Bractaw
region from the main body of the Luck diocese.*”

It follows from cartographic analysis that the boundaries of the Latin deanery
of Bractaw (in the Luck diocese) overlap almost completely with those of the
Bractaw palatinate, with the exceptions of the parish of the Friars Minor Con-
ventual at Lisianka, incorporated into the deanery of Braclaw which belonged

423 The affiliation as well as the formal and legal status of Pikow in the second half of the
eighteenth century are quite unclear. It is hard to say if the town should be treated
as one (Pikéw) or two settlements (Pikow Stary and Pikéw Nowy). According to M.
Krykun, pursuant to the 1722 decision, Pikow Nowy was to be part of the Podolian
palatinate and Pikow Stary - of the Braclaw palatinate (Kpukyn, Aominicmpamuero-
mepumopianvHuti ycmpiti, p. 33). A similar division may be found in the 1765 Jewish
poll tax register (“Liczba gtow”, pp. 401-402). Sfownik geograficzny Krélestwa Pol-
skiego (SGKP. VIIL, p. 125) treats that locality as one entity. Likewise, the available
historical maps (cf. Krzyzanowski, Skorowidz miejscowosci, map).

424 T.Trajdos, “Parafie katolickie na $redniowiecznym Podolu”, Ykpaina 6 Lienmpanvro-
Cxioniii €sponi, 3 (2003), pp. 101-102.

425 'This opinion is shared in their studies by B. Kumor (Granice metropolii i diecezji pol-
skich, pp. 347-351) and L. Krolik (Organizacja diecezji tuckiej i brzeskiej, pp. 95-96).
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to the Kiev palatinate, and the parishes in the town of Pohrebyszcze which were
part of the Kiev diocese. In the Bractaw palatinate there were 22 parish churches
(six run by monasteries) and five auxiliary places of worship (four run by reli-
gious orders).

The early modern history of the Church in the Bractaw palatinate, including
the Latin Church, may be divided into two stages. The parish network develop-
ing since the fifteenth century was almost completely destroyed during wars or
under the Turkish rule of those lands after 1672. Out of 11 parishes and seven
chapels mentioned at the diocesan synod in 1604, only the Jesuits at Winnica
survived. The other churches were destroyed.*® The scale of that devastation is
accurately described in the reports written by bishops in the second half of the
seventeenth century. Bishop Mikolaj Prazmowski reported after the 1664 visita-
tion of the deanery: “sed tantum rudera et cineres dolens conspexi’.*”” After the
peace of Kartowice in 1699, the reconstruction of the churches began, and in
the second half of the eighteenth century more than a dozen new churches were
founded. In effect, in 1777 the Bractaw deanery comprised the three deaneries of
Bractaw, Granéw and Winnica.**®

The Braclaw palatinate was exceptional in the Commonwealth in that the
number of synagogues was higher than that of Latin churches. The palatinate’s
multi-religious nature is reflected in the reports by Roman Catholic bishops, and
especially in the 1727 report by Bishop Stefan Rupniewski. When referring to the
high number of synagogues situated in his diocese Rupniewski estimated their
number at 108 (five brick and 103 wooden ones), but failed to mention their lo-
cation. It may be concluded from the list provided in the Number of Jewish Heads
from 1765 that the number of synagogues in the Braclaw palatinate was much
higher than in the northern part of the Luck diocese. It follows from the infor-
mation provided by Bishop Rupniewski in 1727 and the statistical data compiled
based on the 1764-1765 poll tax register that the increase of Jewish population
in the Bractaw palatinate was very sharp. The number of kahals was twice that of
the Latin churches which indicates that the organization of kahals was reinstated
in the Braclaw palatinate after its destruction by the Cossacks and under Turkish
rule. In the second half of the eighteenth century there were 48 Jewish communi-
ties. The largest of them, each with more than one thousand Jews, were located in
the towns of Pohrebyszcze and Granéw. The Jewish communities of the Braclaw

426 Krolik, Organizacja dekanalna, p. 25.

427  Relationes, vol. 2, p. 69. Similar information was provided by T. Lezenski in 1671,
Ibid, p. 96,

428 Krolik, Organizacja diecezji tuckiej i brzeskiej, pp. 267-268.
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palatinate were not as populous as in Podolia or Volhynia. The 1765 Number of
Jewish Heads does not mention a single town with more than two thousand Jews.
This was due to the depopulation and devastation brought about by the Cossack
period and the wars with Turkey.

The Braclaw palatinate was initially part of the Ruthenian zemstvo. After the
wars and the Turkish rule that ended with the peace of Kartowice, Podolia and
the Bractaw region returned to the Crown and a separate kahal district was es-
tablished. Only a few kahals in the north of the palatinate, inter alia, at Pikow,
Janéw, Lipowiec, Lipnica and Zywotéw, were part of the Volhynian zemstvo.*?
It should be emphasized that the modest source base regarding that area does
not allow us to carry out an overall verification of the information included in
the poll tax register.”*® There are, however, studies devoted to, inter alia, brick
synagogues from the sixteenth to eighteenth centuries located in Ukraine and
Belarus.**

The figures on sacral buildings of the Bractaw palatinate include two Arme-
nian places of worship at Balta and Raszkéw. Their presence in both towns may
be connected with the Dniester trade route leading from the Black Sea through
Kamieniec Podolski to the Commonwealth (the so-called Tatar road). They were
in the custody of the Lubomirski family.*** In the village of Krutenkie near Balta
there was also an Orthodox church of St. John the Apostle,*** and in the town of
Niemiréw the only Tatar mosque in the Bractaw region.***

It may be concluded from the statistical data included in Table 15 that the
Bractaw palatinate was nearly homogeneous in terms of nationalities and eth-

429 Leszczynski, Sejm Zydéw Korony, pp. 70-71 (the author refers to a locality of Zytéw,
which is most probably Zywotéw, but Lipnica was not located - it may have been
mistaken for Winnica). In his conclusions A. Leszczynski relied mainly on the map
by I. Halperin (Acta Congressus Generalis) according to which the towns of Ko-
chanéwka, Przyluka, Dziunkow, Strzyzawka and Miedziakéw (Kolumnoéw), although
not featured on the map, were nevertheless part of the Volhynian zemstvo.

430 Apart from a summary of the poll tax register published by J. Kleczynski and E. Klu-
czycki (“Liczba gtow”, pp. 402-403) the list of Jewish communities in the Bractaw
palatinate was based on the complete publication of the series Apxuss F0z03anadnoii
Pocciu (part 5, vol. 2, pp. 175-199).

431 A. Sokolova, V. Dymshits, Stone Synagogues of the Sixteenth-Eighteenth Century in
the Ukraine and Byelorussia (access: http://judaica.spb.ru/artcl/a6/archsyn_e.shtml,
25.08.2009).

432 Stopka, Ormianie w Polsce, p. 139.

433 Kolbuk, Koscioly wschodnie, p. 339.

434 Kryczynski, Tatarzy litewscy, p. 185.
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nic minorities. The palatinate that covered 35 346 km?*** had a total of 1245
places of worship (one per 28.4 km?). The fact that they were few and far between
compared with Podolia proper or Red Ruthenia (nearly by half) was due to less
developed settlement in this area. Nearly 94 percent of all churches and places of
worship were Uniate. There was one Uniate parish per circa 30.5 km?.

It is likely that less intensive settlement in that area created conditions condu-
cive to the peaceful development of the Jewish diaspora. It may only be guessed
that were it not for the losses incurred during the Cossack and Turkish wars,
the presence of the Jewish population would have been even more pronounced.
After the devastation in the second half of the seventeenth century, the Jewish
communities were reconstructed in half of the palatinate’s towns. There was one
kahal per circa 736 km?, which was a very poor ratio compared to western Podo-
lia. Even weaker was the presence of the Latin Church in the Bractaw palatinate
— there was one Latin parish per 1607 km? and per 53 Uniate churches.

Due to the fact that Jewish communities and Latin churches were situated
only in urban centres - the only synagogue in the countryside was located at
Cekinowka - only towns were marked by religious and ethnic diversity. In only
20 out of the 100 towns of the palatinate was there a Latin, a Greek Catholic and
a Jewish community, and in two cases (Raszkow and Balta) there was an Arme-
nian place of worship next to a synagogue and a Uniate church. Of the towns
with two religious communities 23 had a Uniate church and a synagogue and
four - a Uniate and a Latin church.

The border areas of the Commonwealth had a distinctly higher percentage of
royal estates than the rest of its territory. This derived from the reluctance to set-
tle in places exposed to external threats. On the other hand, it is noteworthy that
the Braclaw region, a turbulent territory exposed to constant raids, had a very
high percentage of churches under the nobility’s patronage (94.7 percent) due
to land bestowals before the Union of Lublin. Among Latin churches only St.
Ignatius’s church in Braclaw was under royal care. In these territories, where the
going was so difficult for Latin Catholicism, a very important role was played by
religious orders that discharged pastoral functions - six parishes out of 22 were
in their custody. In the Uniate Church, noble patronage predominated, mainly
due to the pattern of land ownership (95.3 percent). Only 48 churches (4.2 per-
cent) were under royal patronage.

435 The deviation from M. Krykun’s computations (34 943 km?) was small (KpukyH,
AominicmpamusHo-mepumopianvHuii ycmpiti, p. 122)
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Table 15: The number of places of worship in the Braclaw palatinate circa 1772

Malopolska Province

Religions and | Diocese/ | Archdeaconry/ | Deanery/ Main Auxiliary
denomination | Eparchy Officialate Protopopy/ placesof | places of
Governorship | worship worship

Uniate (Greek | Kiev- - Balta 49 -

Catholic) Vilnius Berdzyczow 7 -

Berszada 46 -

Bialoléwka 5 -

Braclaw 41 -

Brahitéw 44 -

Czeczelnik 43 -

Granow 41 1

Hajsyn 38 -

Holowanieskie 60 -

Human 42 1

Jampol 44 -

Jaruga 29 -

Kalnik 43 1

Komargrod 43 -

Krasne 44 -

Niemirow 42 -

Pikow 25 -

Pohrebyszcze 27 -

Przyluka 42 1

Raszkow 54 -

Sokoléwka 43 -

Targowica 69 -

Teplik 44 -

Tetyjow 46 2

Winnica 44 -

Wotodarka 3 1

‘Woronowica 43 -

Zywotow 43 -

1144 7

Lwow Bar Kopajgrod 2 -

Latyczéw 1 -

Szarogrod 12 -

15 -

1159 7
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Latin (Roman | Kiev - Chwastow 1 -
Catholic)
Luck Luck Bractaw 21 5
22 5
Armenian Lwow - - 2 -
Catholic
Orthodox Kiev - - 1 -
Jewish 48 -
Muslim 1 -
Total 1233 12

Located furthest to the east, the Kiev palatinate, formally part of the Malopolska
province, was established in 1471 and incorporated into the Commonwealth in
1569. In the eighteenth century its area, significantly curtailed in the seventeenth
century as a result of the wars with Muscovy/Russia and the Treaty of Perpetual
Peace (Grzymultowski Treaty) of 1686, was of 68 953 km.**** Under Lithuanian
rule it comprised nine powiats which were consolidated after the Union of Lub-
lin into three: of Kiev, Zytomierz and Owrucz.*’

The borders of the Kiev palatinate were disputed in many places, and prac-
tically until the end of the First Commonwealth attempts were made to regu-
late them. Particularly difficult to determine were its southern border with the
Bractaw palatinate and eastern border with the Volhynian palatinate, which were
discussed earlier. The northern border of the Kiev palatinate was also the border
between the Crown and the Grand Duchy of Lithuania (the palatinates of Minsk
and Brze$¢ Litewski). It was significantly modified in the seventeenth century
when the Kiev palatinate was separated from the powiat of Mozyrz that had been
part of the Minsk palatinate since the administrative reform in the 1560s.*** The
regulations of 1622-1626 and 1646-1667 resulted in the allocation of the Uniate
deanery of Czarnobyl to two palatinates and two provinces of the Common-
wealth (the Crown and Lithuania).***

436 M. Krykun (Kpuxys, AominicmpamusHno-mepumopianvHuii ycmpiti, p. 167) esti-
mates that in the eighteenth century, after the corrections in the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries, the area of the palatinate was of 59 979 km?.

437  Gloger, Geografia historyczna, p. 254.

438 KpukyH, AominicmpamusHo-mepumopianvruii ycmpiti, pp. 139-141.

439 The border between the Mozyrz powiat of the Minsk palatinate and the Owrucz
powiat of the Kiev palatinate was moved several dozen kilometers southward pur-
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Nearly the entire Kiev palatinate was in the Kiev part of the Uniate Kiev-Viln-
ius metropolitan diocese. Alas, it has not been possible to determine the division
of the whole palatinate into deaneries. The manuscript published by Radwan fea-
turing the deanery structure in the Kiev palatinate in 1782 ignored the four east-
ernmost deaneries which became independent of the Uniate Church in 1764
(158 parish churches).* In the final years of the Commonwealth there was
a conflict between the Orthodox and Catholic Churches that affected mainly
the Kiev and Bractaw palatinates and culminated in the haydamak rebellion of
1768. It is likely that the number of the Uniate churches offered in surveys com-
missioned by Metropolitans Felicjan Filip Wotodkiewicz (1762-1778) and Jason
Smogorzewski (1780-1788) does not accurately reflect the situation in Ukraine.
In 1764-1775 the number of Uniate and Orthodox churches was subject to
constant fluctuations, mainly due to the activities of Hegumen Melchizedek
Znaczko-Jaworski, which were actively supported by the Russian Tsaritsa and
the bishop of Mohylew, Jerzy Konisski.**!

The situation of religious communities and the administrative affiliation of
some churches in the Kiev and Braclaw regions becomes unclear during the
events of 1768-1769. The available sources make it impossible to establish un-
equivocally which Uniate church was taken over by the Orthodox hierarchy, and
when, or how long it remained under its jurisdiction. Nabywaniec estimates that
between 1764 and 1775 the Orthodox Church took over 1300 out of 1900 Uniate

suant to the 1622 decision by the border commission endorsed by the king in 1626.
Incorporated into the Minsk palatinate were the localities situated east of the up-
per Plotnica River and its tributory Czerwonka, as well as those situated north of
the Staweczna River. The Minsk palatinate covered Lojow, Staweczna, Narowla and
Jurewicze, Ibid, pp. 144-145, map of the Kiev palatinate. Also see: I'icnapoiutiol
amnac benapyci. l'icmaporunsr amnac benapyci. beaapyce ca cmapaxcolmuvLx 4acoy
0a kanya XVIII cm., pex. M. Cuipbionay, B. Mikanaesiy, I1. Kasanauki, Bapiasa-
Minck 2008, pp. 94-95.

440 Tt follows from the consolidated statistics that in 1782 there were 147 parishes (So-
cjografia kosciota greckokatolickiego, p. 8), but more detailed data indicate that their
number was slightly higher.

441 E. Likowski, Dzieje Kosciota unickiego na Litwie i Rusi w XVIII i XIX wieku, vol. 1,
Warszawa 1906, pp. 128-130; L. Cwikta, Polityka wtadz paristwowych wobec Kosciota
prawostawnego i ludnosci prawostawnej w Krélestwie Polskim, Wielkim Ksigstwie
Litewskim oraz Rzeczypospolitej Obojga Narodow w latach 1344-1795, Lublin 2006,
pp- 295-296.
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churches located in Ukraine.**? This number seems to be overestimated com-
pared with the data offered by other sources and studies.* It is also difficult to
determine what exactly the situation was immediately before the First Partition
because the take-overs of Uniate churches were most intensive in 1771-1774. On
top of that the same places of worship were incorporated into their structures
by the hierarchies of both the Uniate and Orthodox Churches. This is apparent
from a preliminary comparison of the reports addressed to the Orthodox consis-
tory in Perejastaw with the list of Uniate churches drawn up by the congregation
of deans held in Radomyg¢l in 1782. It shows that the borders of the Orthodox
and Uniate protopopies did not overlap.***

442  Similar data - 1902 churches - are included in a request for support addressed in
1772 by three heads of the governorships in the right-bank Ukraine to the Holy
Council, H. BanTtbiu-KameHckuii, Hcmopuueckoe ussecmue o sosnuxuieti 8 Ionvuie
yHuu, Mocksa 1805, pp. 394-395.

443  M.O. Kostnoud, Vcmopus 60ccoeduneHus 3anadHopycckux yHuamos, Munck 1998
(reprint of the 1873 publication), pp. 20-30. In a certificate issued in 1771 for Hegu-
men Melchizedek Znaczko-Jaworski, administering the Orthodox churches in the
right-bank Ukraine, there is reference to 530 churches under his juridiction, Apxus®s
F0z03anadnoii Pocciu usdasaembiil pemeHHO0 KOMMUCCiero 071 pazbopa OpesHUXD
axmoes, 4acTb 1, Tom III: Marepuabl I UCTOpUU TIPABOCIABUA B 3alajIHON
Ykpaune B XVIII ct. Apxumanaput Menxucenex 3Hauko-ABopckuii, 1759-1771,
Kiedp 1864, p. 862. W. Parchomienko wrote that in 1769 there were 650 churches
in that part of the Perejastaw-Boryspol Orthodox diocese, ITapxomenko, Ouepx
ucmopuu Ilepescnascko-Bopucnonvckoti enapxuu, p. 16.

444  The churches of the Orthodox Kalnik protopopy in 1775, recognized as those of the
Uniate Church by the congregation of deans at Radomy$l in 1782: Rososze, Tiahun,
Dabrowince, Kalnik, Jastrubinice, Kupczynice, Daszéw - St. Onuphrius, Daszéw —
St.Michael’s, Karbowka (on the list of Uniate churches located in the Hejsyn deanery),
Jurkéwka (Jurkowce, on the list of Uniate churches located in the Niemiréw deanery),
Parchomoéwka, Parijowka, Ilince - the Nativity of Mary (Lince), Lipowiec - the Res-
urrection, Lipowiec — Pentecost (the sources do not refer to that church at Lipowiec,
but only to the one of the Holy Trinity), Lipowiec — the Protection of Our Lady (sub-
urb of Hejsyn), Zozéw (Przytuka deanery), Mieklince (on the list of Uniate churches
located in the Hajsyn deanery), Socjografia kosciota greckokatolickiego, pp. 35, 52-54,
61, 69; “Marepuarsl A1 UCTOPUM KMeBCKoI erapxun’, Kuesckue EnapxuanvHoie
Bedomocmu, 1894, no. 5, pp. 115-118. The churches of the Orthodox protopopy of
Moszny, recognized by the congregation of deans in Radomy$l in 1782 as those of
the Uniate Church: Moszny - the Assumption of Mary, Moszny - the Transfiguration
of the Lord, Moszny - St. Nicholas, Berezniaki, Szelepucha, Tubolce, Chreszczatyk,
Michajlowka, Piekary, Worobijéwka (on the list of Uniate churches located in the
Korsun deanery), Irzawiec (Rzanie¢, Rzawiec Wielki, Polstwin), Martynéwka (on
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The church of the Resurrection at Lipowiec is a good example of the dou-
ble jurisdiction of the Orthodox and Uniate Churches. According to a report of
1775 for the Orthodox Perejastaw consistory, its parish priest (swiaszczennik),
Iwan Horuzenko (Moanun Xopyxenko), was ordained by the Perejastaw bishop
in 1773.* But according to the Uniate Church visitation of that parish in 1791
the duties of the parish priest (paroch) were discharged by Adam Kowalski “or-
dained on 24 June, 1772 in Lwéw by the late honorable Leon Szeptycki, coadju-
tor bishop of the [Uniate] metropolitan province in Kiev”*¢ A slightly brighter
picture presents itself in the parish of Zozéw. According to a 1775 report for the
Orthodox Church consistory it was run by Stefan Hryhorowicz (Credan Ipuro-
posuub). It is likely that he was a son of Andrzej Hryhorowicz, for many years
the Uniate paroch of that parish, mentioned in the context of the 1791 visitation.
He was ordained by the Uniate metropolitan Felicjan Wolodkiewicz in March
1771 and then converted to the Orthodox religion on 5 April 1773. At that time
Marcin Grocholski, a Winnica standard-bearer (“chorazy”), the owner of Zozéw
and patron of the local church, proposed Jan Lubinski, the Bractaw judicial vicar,
for that position (on 25 March 1772). The latter must have not assumed his du-
ties at the Zozéw church right away, because in 1791 the inspector made it clear
that “he was peacefully holding that position for 11 years”* Thus it is likely that
he assumed his duties after the Orthodox priest had been ousted from the parish
around 1780.

Since the purpose of this study is to present the distribution of religions in
the Commonwealth before the First Partition, the quite stable situation at the
beginning of the reign of King Stanistaw August Poniatowski has been assumed
to be representative. The take-over of Uniate places of worship by the Ortho-
dox Church was closely related to international politics and was the prelude to
the nearly complete elimination of the Uniate Church from this territory in the

the list of Uniate churches located in the Korsun deanery), Berkozéwka (on the list
of Uniate churches located in the Korsun deanery), Tahancza (on the list of Uniate
churches located in the Korsun), Mielniki (on the list of Uniate churches located in
the Korsun deanery), Holaki (on the list of Uniate churches located in the Korsun),
Socjografia kosciota greckokatolickiego, pp. 130-131, 139; “MaTepuasl i1 UCTOPUU
KueBckoit emapxun’, Kuesckue Enapxuanvrvie Bedomocmu, 1894, no. 2, pp. 30-37.

445 “MaTepnaribl /1 UICTOPUM KIEBCKOIL ertapxun’, Kuesckue Enapxuanvtole Bedomoc-
mu, 1894, no. 5, p. 118.

446 Wizytacje generalne, p. 755.

447 “Matepuaisl i UCTOPUM KMeBCKoil ertapxun’, Kuesckue Enapxuanvivie Bedomoc-
mu, 1894, no. 5, p. 118; Wizytacje generalne, pp. 891-896.
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years to come. In the table featuring the number of places of worship in the Kiev
palatinate, the Uniate Church comprises most of the churches situated in the
regions of Czehryn and Smita which were taken over by the Orthodox Church
in the following years. The range of the activities pursued by the latter Church in
the Kiev palatinate after 1764 is well reflected by the 1782 list of churches. Miss-
ing are four border area deaneries, the easternmost ones (Czehryn, Turia, Smita,
Szpota), and in the deanery of Korsun - 28 churches referred to as Uniate, and
11 in the process of “apostasy”***

It is therefore possible to speak about an absolute prevalence of the Uniate
structures in the Kiev palatinate until the 1760s.** This was a result of the sys-
tematic take-over of Orthodox churches by the Uniate administration, especially
after the loss of left-bank Ruthenia with the capital of the metropolitan province
in the second half of the seventeenth century. In the first half of the eighteenth
century the Union acquired nearly all Orthodox parishes in the Bractaw and Kiev
palatinates.**® In the latter there were 1106 churches in 29 deaneries of the Kiev-
Vilnius metropolitan diocese (after the organizational reform of 1781-1782).%!
Moreover, in the Kiev palatinate there were seven churches in the deanery of
Berezno in the Luck diocese located close to Hubkéw (Biatoszéwka, Chotyn,
Kamienne). Although from the formal point of view these localities belonged to
the Owrucz powiat, in early modern times they were strongly connected with
Volhynia. Like several other localities in the vicinity of the towns of Lubar and
Ostropol (the so-called Cudnoéw estate) that were formally part of the Kiev pa-
latinate, but were strongly connected with Volhynia and perhaps for that reason
the churches at Jozeféwka, Ladyhy and Micherzynce belonged to the deanery of

448 Socjografia kosciota greckokatolickiego, pp. 130-132.

449 There is very little information about earlier development of the parish network in
the Kiev palatinate. More regular references may be found in the second half of the
eighteenth century. L. Bientkowski reckons that “the eastern Ruthenian palatinates
of the Crown (Bractaw and Kiev) located in the southern part of the metropolitan
diocese whose colonization became more intensive as late as the second half of the
sixteenth century had even scarcer networks of parishes than the Volhynian or Podo-
lian palatinates”, Biekowski, “Organizacja Ko$ciola wschodniego”, p. 817.

450 Mironowicz, Koscidt prawostawny, p. 244.

451 In the Kiev palatinate there were 21 whole deaneries of the metropolitan diocese,
and the jurisdiction of five other deaneries extended over most churches (Berdyczow,
Bialoléwka, Czarnobyl, Lubar and Wolodarka). The deaneries of Pikow, Pohrebyszcze
and Sokolowka that were situated almost entirely in the Bractaw palatinate had only
small fragments of the Kiev palatinate under their jurisdiction.
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Ostropol in the Luck diocese.*** The Kiev palatinate also covered a filial church at
Kozuszki that was under the jurisdiction of the Petrykéw deanery of the Turéw-
Pinsk diocese, even though it was located on the right bank of the Prype¢ River.
Among 1084 parish and 30 filial churches in the Kiev palatinate six were con-
nected with the Basilian monks (four parish and two auxiliary churches).

The publication by Radwan of the visitation protocols regarding the Zytomierz
and Cudnoéw deaneries of the Kiev-Vilnius diocese allows us to verify to some
extent the picture previously established by Kotbuk mainly based on parish
descriptions included in the first volume of Teodorowicz’s work from 1888.%>
Kotbuk enumerated 83 churches located in the deaneries of Zytomierz and Cud-
néw.** The visitation of 1783-1785 corroborates that nearly all those places of
worship existed. Only the churches at Korowinice Mate and the Exaltation of
the Holy Cross church in Zytomierz did not exist at this time.** Three churches
(at Berezéwka, Korostki and Monastyrek-Jasnogréd) were classified as parish
churches, but the 1785 visitation referred to them as filial churches.*® More-
over, the 1783 parish survey and the 1785 visitation supplemented the list of the
Zytomierz and Cudnéw deaneries with ten parish and one filial church: Cudnéw
- dedicated to Bishop Nicholas, Czechy, Czerwona - the Exaltation of the Holy
Cross (in the New Town), Denesze, Kamionka, Kodnia - Holy Trinity (in the
suburb of Zakusiléwka), Lewkéw — the Assumption of Mary, Miropol Nowy -
the Protection of Our Lady (in the New Town), Stobodyszcze —the Archangel
Michael (in the Old Town), Wertykijowka and a chapel at Kozarka Mata (Ro-
mandw parish).*” Parish churches also included a church of Basilian monks in
the village of Tryhorie.**

There were hardly any other Christian denominations in the Kiev palatinate
than the Uniate. Owing to the latest works and findings by Jacek Chachaj and Jurij

452 KpukyH, AominicmpamueHo-mepumopianvruil ycmpiii, pp. 62-64, map of the Vol-
hynian palatinate.

453 Teomoposuy, Mcmopuxo-cmamucmuyeckoe onucatue, vol. 1.

454 Kolbuk, Koscioty wschodnie, pp. 95-151.

455 Korowince Male were referred to as a village with 42 houses which belonged to
Tatarczynéwka parish, and in Zytomierz the visitation protocol mentioned only the
churches of the Nativity of Mary and the Dormition of the Mother of God, Wizytacje
generalne, pp. 207-216, 265.

456  Kotbuk, Koscioty wschodnie, pp. 96, 115, 125; Wizytacje generalne, pp. 231-232, 393, 420.

457  Socjografia kosciota greckokatolickiego, pp. 113-114, 159-161; Wizytacje generalne,
pp- 73, 83, 129, 138, 170, 217, 233, 284-285, 331, 339, 378.

458 Kolbuk, Koscioly wschodnie, p. 352 (as a monastery church); Socjografia kosciota
greckokatolickiego, p. 161; Wizytacje generalne, p. 238.
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Bilousow it was possible to verify the lists compiled by Litak regarding the Latin
diocese of Kiev.*” The Chmielnicki Rising marked a turning point in the develop-
ment of the Latin Church structures. When it broke out there were approximately
70 Latin churches in the Kiev diocese. These Church structures were reconstructed
mainly in the eighteenth century. The Jesuit and Dominican orders were especially
active in the area of the Kiev diocese.*” The lower number of churches before the
First Partition of the Commonwealth (31 parish churches, including 12 monastery
and 11 filial churches, of which six were run by religious orders) was mainly due to
the fact that the area of the Kiev diocese was curtailed in the aftermath of the Trea-
ty of Perpetual Peace in 1686.%" Similarly to Greek Catholic churches, it is hard to
establish the exact number of parishes functioning in 1772 due to a meagre source
base, on the one hand, and significant dynamics of change, on the other hand. But
in the final days of the Commonwealth the parish network was developing quite
intensively in that area. In order to remain within the scope of this study I decided
to ignore the parishes established in the 1780s, inter alia, at Brusiléw, Bohustaw,
Bialotéwka, Leszczyn, Malin or Kotelnia.***

Nearly all of the above-mentioned churches of the Latin Kiev diocese that was
part of the Lwow metropolitan province since 1412 were in the Kiev palatinate.
With the exception of the Pohrebyszcze parish located in the Braclaw palatinate,
Jurewicze - in the Minsk palatinate and Lubar - in the Volhynian palatinate. It is
not known exactly when the deaneries in the Kiev diocese were established. The
lists of places of worship from the eighteenth century made by the judicial vicar
M. Patucki (for 1715-1723) and Archdeacon K. Orlowski (1748) allocated them
to the three deaneries of Cudnéw, Koden and Wieledniki. The 1764 council stat-
utes also mention three deaneries but with different seats — Chwastéw, Owrucz

459 Chachaj, “Rozwdj sieci $wiatyn katolickich”, pp. 85-104; Idem, “Stan i odbudowa
sieci ko$cielnej”, pp. 5-62; binoycos, Kuiscoko-Kumomupcoka pumo-kamonuupka
enapxis, passim.

460 Chachaj, “Rozwdj sieci swigtyn katolickich”, p. 104. The evangelization role played
by the Jesuits (Owrucz, Zytomierz, Bialcerkiew, Jurewicze), the Dominicans (Lu-
bar, Byszow, Chodorkéw, Owrucz, Czarnobyl) and Franciscans (Pohrebyszcze) was
strongly emphasized by bishop Kajetan Soltyk in his 1751 report, Relacja o stanie
diecezji kijowskiej z 1751 r., Archive of the Council Congregation in Rome: the Kiev
diocese file, no pagination.

461 It is reference to the loss of more than a dozen Catholic churches located on the
right bank of the Dnieper River before the Cossack Rising, i.a., in Kiev, Nowogrod
Siewierski, Czernichéw, Niezyn, Perejastaw, Bubnowka, Lubnie, Lochwica, Prykuly,
Moszny and Baturyn.

462 Chachaj, “Stan i odbudowa sieci koscielnej”, pp. 41, 48, 52-53.
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and Zytomierz. This was most probably due to the fact that these centres grew in
importance during the eighteenth century.*®*

Similarly to the Bractaw palatinate, the number of synagogues in the Kiev
palatinate exceeded that of the Latin churches. Intensive Jewish settlement in
that palatinate was, however, clearly impeded in 1648. Salo Baron estimates that
during the eight decades between the incorporation of the Kiev palatinate into
the Crown and its demise in the middle of the seventeenth century there were 32
organized Jewish communities which disappeared during the Cossack risings.
One can hardly agree with his claim that it was not possible to reconstruct those
structures completely in the second half of the seventeenth and in the eighteenth
century.** The poll tax census of 1764 lists 64 communities and in view of the
fact that the area of the palatinate was curtailed in 1686, it is clear that the Jew-
ish settlement in the Kiev palatinate was very intensive in the second half of the
seventeenth and in the eighteenth centuries. This was emphasized by the reports
of the bishops of Kiev.**

According to Leszczynski, in early modern times the kahals of the Kiev pa-
latinate belonged to the Volhynian zemstvo. The most populous communities (of
more than one thousand people) were at Bialacerkiew, Berdzyczéw, Cudnéw and
Pawolocz. Their relatively small size shows considerably more analogies with the
Bractaw palatinate than with the palatinates of Volhynia or Podolia. The late
settlement and destruction in the mid-seventeenth century accounted for the
weakness of urban centres in Ukraine where most of the Jewish population lived.
The above number of Jewish communities in the Kiev palatinate includes dubi-
ous ones with less than 100 people that were mentioned by the 1765 poll tax reg-
ister, but were not corroborated by other sources than tax registers: Rzyszczow,
Krytéw, Medweddwka, Czehryn, Buzyn and Borowica.** It is also noteworthy
that all those towns were located in the south-eastern part of the palatinate (in
the powiat of Kiev), directly bordering Zaporizhia (Zaporoze). Moreover, the
1770s were marked by further development of the organization of kahals in the
Kiev palatinate. As demonstrated by the 1778 tax register that included the com-
munities at Dymir and Hornostajpol. Three years earlier these towns were men-
tioned in the kahal district of Borodzianka.*s”

463 Kumor, Granice metropolii i diecezji polskich, p. 346.

464 Baron, A Social and Religious History of the Jews, pp. 182-183.

465 “Gens Iudaica paradisum hic sibi invenit’, Relacja o stanie diecezji kijowskiej z 1751 r.,
Archive of the Council Congregation in Rome: the Kiev diocese file, no pagination.

466 “Liczba gtow”, p. 57.

467 Apxuew FOeozanadwoti Pocciu, part 5, vol. 2, pp. 204, 305.
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In the eighteenth century the Kiev palatinate was an area of a persisting and dy-
namic conflict between the Uniate hierarchy supported by the Polish-Lithuanian
state and the Orthodox hierarchy assisted by the Russian Empire. The position of
the Orthodox Church and the religious issue became the focus of international
policy and Russo-Polish relations. The Treaty of Perpetual Peace (Art. IX) be-
tween Muscovy and the Commonwealth was a milestone in the shaping of the
Orthodox Church’s position vesting the jurisdiction over the Orthodox Church
in the Commonwealth in the metropolitan of Kiev - who was now a Musco-
vite subject. In June 1686 the council of Orthodox bishops approved the consent
granted by Patriarch Dionysius IV of Constantinople for the Kiev metropolitan
province to come under the jurisdiction of the Patriarch of Muscovy. Thus the
Kiev metropolitan bishops, usually in the person of the Perejastaw bishop, could
interfere in the internal affairs of the Orthodox Church in the Commonwealth.
This, however, had no major repercussions until the Convocation Diet of 1764.
The aim of the state’s policy was to completely eliminate the structures of the
Orthodox Church. It was in the final years of the Commonwealth that the dis-
senters became the main problem of its internal and external politics.*

From the formal point of view, jurisdiction over the Orthodox churches of the
Kiev palatinate was exercised by the heads of the Perejastaw-Boryspol diocese.
This was established in 1733 based on the coadjutorship of the bishopric of Kiev
and continued to exist until 1785. It covered the churches located on both banks
of the Dnieper River, both in the territory of Russia and the Commonwealth.
It was initially divided into four protopopies, then into five, which were situ-
ated in the left-bank diocese (Perejastaw, Boryspol, Zolotonosza, Baryszéwka
and Basan). In the right-bank part of the diocese the organizational situation
was highly unstable. It depended on both the activity of the Orthodox bishops,
and the social and political situation in the Commonwealth. Major changes, also
in respect to the number of churches under the supervision of the bishop of
Perejastaw, took place in the 1760s. Wolodymyr Parchomienko estimates that
in 1762 the number of Orthodox churches situated in the right-bank part of the
Perejastaw-Boryspol diocese could have totaled about 30 or 40. Based on their
detailed list it was possible to identify and locate 26 Orthodox churches (in-
cluding 14 connected with monasteries*®) that functioned in the Kiev palatinate

468 Mironowicz, Koscidt prawostawny, pp. 228-229, 246.

469 In the Kiev palatinate Lebiedyn with two monasteries (male and female) and three
Orthodox churches dedicated St. Barbara, St. George and St. Nicholas was an impor-
tant Orthodox centre, [Toxmnesuy, Cxa3anus o HAceneHHbIX MECIHOCTIAX, pp- 714-
715.
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before the 1768 haydamak rebellion (Table 16).*° As the confessional affiliation
of individual churches was subject to frequent changes, the above figures should
be approached with reserve and prudence. The places of worship at the villages
of Lukianowka,*! Husakowa,"”? and Krasitowka*”> exemplify the difficulties with
their unequivocal attribution to a specific religion.

Like the Bractaw palatinate, the Kiev palatinate was marked by the nearly
complete domination of the Uniate structures (the Kiev-Vilnius metropolitan
diocese). It did however feature a more pronounced representation of Orthodox
churches and a slightly higher percentage of Jewish communities. In the Kiev
palatinate (reduced to 68 953 km? after the 1686 Treaty of Perpetual Peace) there
was on average one place of worship per 55.4 km? The ratio was lower by nearly
twofold compared to the Bractaw palatinate and threefold compared to Podolia,
so the density of places of worship was closely correlated with the lowest set-
tlement rate in Crown Ruthenia. This may be mainly explained by the political
vicissitudes of those territories that never experienced longer spells of peace and
were ravaged by wars practically throughout the early modern era.*’*

470 A higher number of churches offered by W. Parchomienko in his work was due to
the fact that the Perejastaw-Boryspol diocese also covered the Bractaw palatinate. As
indicated by the deanery division made in the period of the most intensive organi-
zational development of the right-bank dioceses, i.e., at the time of the haydamak
rebellion. In 1769 there were 11 monasteries and 650 churches affiliated with ten
protopopies: Czehryn, Moszny, Smila, Bohustaw, Lisianka, Human, Tetyjow, Konela,
Biatacerkiew, Kaniow, ITapxomenko, Ouepk ucmopuu Ilepesicnascko-bopucnonvckoti
enapxuu, pp. 15-17. The number of 650 Orthodox churches offered in 1769 and
of 530 in 1771 (Apxusw FOzo3anadwoii Pocciu, 4actb 1, ToM 3, p. 862) fell to 161-
162 in the 1770s and 1780s (Sakowicz, Kosciét prawostawny w Polsce, p. 4). Re-
cently a monograph of the Orthodox Perejastaw-Boryspol diocese was published by
W. Lastowskij, B.B. J/lactoscekuit, [IpasocnasHa yepkea y cycninbHo-nonimuuHomy
scummi Yipainu XVIII cm. (Ilepesicnascvko-bopucninocoka enapxis), Yepkacu 2002.

471  Socjografia kosciota greckokatolickiego, p. 154 (Lukijanoéwka — a Uniate church in
the Stawiszcze deanery); Kotbuk, Koscioly wschodnie, p. 339; Tloxunesud, Ckasanus
0 HaceneHHbIX MecmHocmsx, p. 422 (in 1768-1775 - an Orthodox church).

472 Kolbuk, Koscioly wschodnie, p. 338 (classified as the Orthodox church); Socjo-
grafia kosciota greckokatolickiego, p. 133 (Husakowka); IToxuneswuy, Crasanus
0 HACe/leHHbIX MeCmHocmx, p. 393.

473 Socjografia kosciota greckokatolickiego, p. 154; Kotbuk, Koscioly wschodnie, p. 339
(described as the Orthodox church); SGKP. IV, p. 615.

474 N. Jakowenko, Historia Ukrainy do kotica XVIII w., Lublin 2000, p. 307.
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The lower density of places of worship is also evident when individual reli-
gions are analysed. There was one Uniate parish per 64 km?. An average Roman
Catholic parish had an area of 2378 km?, and there were 37 Uniate parishes in
its area. There was one Orthodox parish per 5749 km?, but their density in the
eastern part of the Kiev palatinate was much higher. Similarly to Christian con-
fessions, the Jewish communities were scarcer and less populous compared to
the Podolian and the Bractaw palatinates (one kahal per 1077 km?).

In the Kiev palatinate confessions other than the Uniate were like islands.
The Latin and Jewish communities were present mainly in towns** and their
exact number is hard to establish.*”® An obvious conclusion may be drawn from
the foregoing that in Ukraine only towns were inhabited by people of various
religions and ethnic backgrounds. Standing out among the urban centres of the
Kiev palatinate were Berdyczow, Moszny and Rzyszéw where Latin, Uniate and
Orthodox communities all lived next to the Jewish ones. In 21 towns Uniate,
Latin and Jewish places of worship existed side by side. In four towns (Czehryn,
Czerkasy, Korsun and Medweddwka) only an organized Latin congregation was
missing, while the Jews, the Orthodox and the Uniate communities coexisted. Of
30 towns with places of worship of two religions those with the Uniate churches
and synagogues predominated (26). Only at Borszczahéwka, Iwankéw and Os-
trohlady was there a Latin church next to the Uniate church, and at Zabotyn
- next to the Orthodox church. It is characteristic that all urban centres in the
Kiev palatinate had “a stable population with a prevailing Ruthenian element”.*””

The absolute domination of large landed estates in the Kiev palatinate de-
termined the structure of patronage over Christian churches. Noble patronage
predominated in respect to Uniate (84.3 percent) and Orthodox churches (80
percent). The situation in the Latin Church was different. In Litak’s survey re-
garding the Kiev diocese there is a very high percentage of clerical patronage
(56.7 percent) due to the ministry and parish administration by religious orders,
mainly the Jesuits and Dominicans. This does not challenge the fact that in the
second half of the eighteenth-century monasteries and their churches greatly

475 Of 40 Latin churches as many as 32 (80 percent) were located in towns. A similar
percentage of synagogues were situated in urban centres (84.4 percent).

476 In his 1781 report the Kiev bishop informed Rome about 73 towns located in his
diocese, Relacja o stanie diecezji kijowskiej z 1781 r., Archive of the Council Con-
gregation in Rome: the Kiev diocese file, no pagination. It seems that those data are
understated given the established number of 120 towns where sacral facilities were
located circa 1772.

477 Jakowenko, Historia Ukrainy, p. 138.
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Table 16: The number of places of worship in the Kiev palatinate circa 1772.

Religions and | Diocese/ | Archdeaconry/ | Deanery/ Main Auxiliary
denominations | Eparchy Officialate Protopopy/ | placesof | places of
Governorship | worship | worship
Uniate (Greek | Kiev- - Barasze 43 1
Catholic) Vilnius Berdzyczéw 38 _
Biatacerkiew 44 -
Biatotéwka 40 -
Bohustaw 41 -
Chodorkéw 45 -
Chwastow 43 -
Cudnéw 42 2
Czarnobyl 33 11
Czerniachéw 36 -
Dymir 39 -
Kaniow 43 1
Korsun 41 -
Lisianka 52 1
Lubar 34 -
Moszny 26 -
Owrucz 46 3
Pawolocz 44 -
Pikéw 2 -
Pohrebyszcze 14 -
Radomysl 40 6
Sokotéwka 1 -
Stawiszcze 42 1
Wolodarka 44 1
Zytomierz 46 1
[without spe- 158 1
cific deanery
affiliation:
former deaner-
ies of Szpola,
Smila, Turia
and Czehryn]
1077 29
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Uniate (Greek | fuck - - 7 -
Catholic) Pinisk _ B _ 1
1084 30

Latin (Roman | Kiev - Chwastow 10 5
Catholic) Owrucz 9 1
Zytomierz 9 5

28 11

Luck | Luck | Bractaw 1 -

29 11

Orthodox Kiev | - | - 12 14
Jewish 64 -
Total 1189 55

depended on great Ukrainian magnates, inter alia, the Discalced Carmelites in
Berdyczow were dependent on the Radziwills, and the Dominicans in Czarnobyl
on the Chodkiewicz family.

Conclusions. In modern times the religious and ethnic situation in Crown
Ruthenia was by far more dynamic than in Matopolska proper. Such political and
social factors as the wars of the Commonwealth with Turkey or Muscovy, the Cos-
sack rising, and so on had a direct impact on the demographic and religious situa-
tion in these lands. They also affected the administrative and territorial structure
of individual religions. Additionally, there were serious fluctuations resulting from
the rivalry between the Orthodox and Uniate Churches. The parallel existence of
the parish networks of both religions over many decades and their overlapping
should be viewed as an important factor determining the borders of the Uniate
Church dioceses in the eighteenth century (apart from the traditional borders of
the Orthodox dioceses and of the state administration).*’® The situation of the
Latin Church in those lands was determined by the development of settlement
and migration of nobility from central Poland, mainly Malopolska proper and
Mazowsze. Wealthy landed estates were a product of either inheritance and mar-
riages (in Volhynia and the central part of the palatinate of Kiev), or assumption
of offices in the administration following the death of local dukes (in the Bractaw
region and Transnistria)."”

478 Bienkowski, “Organizacja Kosciota wschodniego”, p. 861; Ckounnsc, “Apminicrpa-
TUBHO-TEPUTOpPianbHMit ycTpiit’, pp. 151, 153.
479 Jakowenko, Historia Ukrainy, p. 181.
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A proper appraisal of the religious and ethnic situation in Crown Ruthenia
makes it necessary to answer the question of the extent to which the number
of places of worship reflects the actual relations between religions and ethnic
groups in that area. In the light of available sources, it is hard to compile exact
demographic summaries regarding the entirety of Crown Ruthenia, but it is pos-
sible to try to do so by making comparisons inside individual palatinates with
a view to formulating more general conclusions.

The documents on the Uniate parish organization in the Kiev and Bractaw pa-
latinates compiled by Radwan also provide demographic information. It follows
from the 1782 data that the Braclaw palatinate was inhabited by 618 393 people
(459 921 adults and 158 472 minors), and the Kiev palatinate — by 525 863 people
(406 415 adults and 119 448 minors) of the Uniate confession.”®® In the Bractaw
palatinate one Uniate parish had an average of 534 believers, while in the Kiev pa-
latinate there were 485 of them. The average density of the Greek Catholic popula-
tion per square kilometer was circa 17 people in the Bractaw palatinate, and circa
eight people in the Kiev palatinate. Alas, there is a shortage of similar and reliable
sources to allow to establish the number of the followers of the Latin Church in
that area. A report sent in 1781 by the bishop of Kiev, Franciszek Ossolinski, on
the condition of his diocese informed Rome of 40 506 Catholics under his juris-
diction.”" However, much more credible is the number of 27 459 Catholics offered
by Dmitry Tolstoy based on the 1777 visitation report by Bishop Ossolinski (981
people per parish, and 704 people per church, if monastic churches that did not
discharge any parish functions and public chapels are included).**? The 1659 report

480  Socjografia kosciota greckokatolickiego, pp. 162-163; Wizytacje generalne, pp. 31-437. The
statistical data compiled by bishop Jason Smogorzewskis curia significantly depart from
the information gathered during the visitations of the Kiev diocese over 1783-1785. E.g.,
it may be said that according to the 1782 census the Cudnéw deanery (41 parishes ) was
inhabited by 7898 adults and 2826 minors, but according to the 1785 visitation report — by
11 979 adults and 4847 minors. According to the census of 1782 the Zytomierz deanery
was inhabited by 18 353 adults and 7485 minors, whereas according to the 1783-1785
visitation (excluding the parishes of Denesze and Solotwin) there were 16 266 adults and
5547 minors. As the statistical data seem to be quite accurate (classification according
to men, women, adults and minors), it is necessary to take into account quite intensive
migrations in that region at the beginning of the 1780s.

481 Relacja o stanie diecezji kijowskiej z 1781 r., Archive of the Council Congregation in
Rome: the Kiev diocese file, no pagination.

482 'The statistical data take into account the Latin churches of the Kiev diocese includ-
ing a few churches outside its borders, Kumor, Granice metropolii i diecezji, p. 346;
“Kijowskie biskupstwo’, in: Encyklopedia koscielna, ed. M. Nowodworski, vol. 10,
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on the status of the Kiev diocese informed that in 1659 the Kiev diocese was in-
habited by about 13 000 Catholics.** This was tantamount to a rise in the number
of Latin population in the Kiev palatinate by at least twofold over 100 years (1659-
1777 [1781]). According to the data summary drawn up by Mahler based on the
poll tax register of 1764-1765, the Kiev palatinate was inhabited by 22 352 people
professing Judaism.*** After the correction of the attribution of some localities to
individual palatinates their number decreases to 20 968. In both cases the Jews
were less numerous than the Catholics, even if the figure of 27 459 people offered

Table 17: The religious structure of the population in the Kiev palatinate in 1772-1785

Catholics of Latin | Uniates (Catholics Jews
rite of Greek rite)
Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent
Number of sacral facilities 40 3.2 1115 89.4 64 5.1
(main and auxiliary)
Demographic data 24 632 43| 525863 91.8| 22352 3.9

Source of demographic data: Tolstoy, Le catholicisme Romaine en Russie, p. 478; Socjografia
kosciota greckokatolickiego, pp. 162-163; Mahler, Zydzi w dawnej Polsce, p. 159.

p-332; D. Tolstoy, Le catholicisme Romaine en Russie, vol. 1, Paris 1863, pp. 295, 299,
478. The number of believers offered by the sources and studies should be treated
with caution. Exact estimates are difficult because of the political and social situation,
i.e., constant wars and destruction of that area — according to M. Patucki’s report
from 1782 in Chwastéw 700 Catholics of Latin rite died during the Cossack raid in
1768, see: Chachaj, “Stan i odbudowa sieci koscielnej”, pp. 28-29. It is necessary to
remember that diocesan statistics did not cover all believers scattered all over vast
parishes, but only those who would visit the parish church now and then and who
received sacraments. In 1751 Bishop Sottyk wrote: “Tota haec dioecesis ritui graeco
devota, et in quantitate hominum ritus graeci praedominatur ritui nostro, nam in
una quaque villa, ubi reperiuntur ducentae animae ruthenorum, vix una, tres, sex, ad
maximum decem animae ritus latini inveniuntur’, Relacja o stanie diecezji kijowskiej
z 1751 r., Archive of the Council Congregation in Rome: the Kiev diocese file, no
pagination. As the parishes covered vast territories, monastery churches and manor
chapels must have been important venues of worship, cf. Wolyniak [J.M. Gizycki],
“Zniesione koscioly i klasztory rzymsko-katolickie przez rzad rosyjski w wieku XIX-
tym w diecezji tuckiej, zytomierskiej i kamienieckiej (gub. wotynskiej, kijowskiej
i podolskiej)”, Nova Polonia Sacra, vol. 1, Krakow 1928, pp. 1-312.

483 H. D. Wojtyska, “Nieznana relacja o rzymskokatolickiej diecezji kijowskiej z roku
1659”, Roczniki Teologiczne, 43 (1996), fasc. 4, p. 279.

484 Mahler, Zydzi w dawnej Polsce, p. 159.



162 Matopolska Province

by Bishop Ossoliniski in the 1777 visitation report were to be reduced by the Latin
Catholics living in the two parishes located outside the Kiev diocese (Pohrebyszcze
- 1157 people, Lubar - 1670 people.*®)

Owing to a precise summary of the demographic data by Budzynski it is pos-
sible to carry out similar analysis in respect to the western part of Crown Ruthe-
nia (in the Austrian partition). According to his calculations in the second half
of the eighteenth century in the Przemysl diocese*® there were 533 984 Uniate
believers.*” The same area was then inhabited by 183 798 Roman Catholics and
43 550 people professing Judaism.*® The Greek Catholic diocese of Lwow (ex-
cluding the officialate of Bar and part of the officialate of Kamieniec), southern
part of the Chelm eparchy and small parts of the Luck eparchy were inhabited by
a total of 1 354 000 people (in 1777-1800). The Latin population accounted for
18.7 percent (252 373 people), the Greek Catholics — 72.2 percent (977 776 peo-
ple), and the Jews — 8.5 percent (115 202 people). The other ethnic and linguistic
groups accounted for 0.6 percent (8 520 people).*¥

It follows from the above tables and map no. 2** that the distribution of sacral
buildings appropriately represents the overall proportions between major confes-
sions in Crown Ruthenia. A more pronounced domination of the Uniates, in terms
of places of worship, stems from an easier and less formal procedure of establish-
ing parishes and churches in the Orthodox Church, and later on in the Uniate
Church, than in the Latin Church.*' The benefices of Eastern churches were much

485 Tolstoy, Le catholicisme romain, p. 478 (no data for the Jurewicze parish in the Minsk
palatinate are available).

486 'The statistical data do not cover 31 deaneries of the diocese referred to in that sum-
mary. Omitted were the the so-called fringe areas (Biecz-Jasto, Sacz-Grybéw, Du-
biecko enclave and Nadwistocze), Budzynski, Ludnos¢ pogranicza polsko-ruskiego,
pp- 310-311.

487 An approximate number of 535 000 is offered by W. Kotbuk (“Granice i sie¢ para-
fialna’, p. 102). It follows from W. KolbuK’s calculations that in the second half of
the eighteenth century in the Przemy¢l diocese the statistically average Uniate parish
contained 427 belivers and covered 19 km? Kolbuk, “Granice i sie¢ parafialna’, p. 102.
According to T. Sliwa in the same diocese predominant were parishes where 100-300
people were able to receive sacraments, Sliwa, “Przemyska diecezja greckokatolicka’,
p- 88.

488 Budzynski, Ludnos¢ pogranicza polsko-ruskiego, pp. 310-311.

489 Idem, Kresy potudniowo-wschodnie, vol. 3, p. 142.

490 More on the subject of information basis of the enclosed map, see: Chapter II1.3

491 Quite a significant disparity with the percentage of Roman Catholics calculated based
on the demographic data and the number of sacral buildings in the Greek Catholic
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Table 18: The religious structure of the population in the First Austrian Partition between

1772 and 1785°
Area Catholics Uniates (Catho- Jews
of Latin rite lics of Greek
rite)
S o ' [
28| £ | 8| 2|8
E 5| 5 | 5| §E |5
Z &~ Z A~ Z A
Latin Przemys] Number 299 | 20.65 1099 | 75.90 50| 3.45
diocese of sacral
buildings
(main and
auxiliary)
Demographic 183798 | 24.14| 533984 | 70.14| 43550|5.72
data
Uniate diocese of Number 204| 7.85 2253 | 86.72 141|543
Lwow (excluding the | of sacral
officialate of Bar and | buildings
part of the officialate | (main, that
of Kamieniec), part | is parishes
of the Chelm eparchy |and kahal
and a fragment of the | synagogues)
Luck eparchy Demographic | 252373 | 18.76 | 977776 | 72.68 | 115202 8.56
data

* For the sake of greater specificity the comparison of the Orthodox and Uniate places of
worship was made within the limits of the Latin Przemy$l diocese, that is without those
Uniate deaneries which were situated outside the boundaries of the Latin diocese, namely
Biecz, Jasto, Dukla, Muszyna (Latin diocese of Krakéw), Jaworéw and Grodek (Latin Lwow

diocese).

Source of demographic data: Budzynski, Ludnosé¢ pogranicza polsko-ruskiego, pp. 310-311;
Idem, Kresy poludniowo-wschodnie, vol. 1, p. 142.

diocese of Lwéw (excluding the Bar officialate and part of the Kamieniec Podolski
officialate), southern part of the Chelm diocese and a fragment of the Luck diocese
stems from the fact that Budzynski’s summary included parishes which were territo-
rial units and omitted filial places of worship more of which were Latin rather than
Greek Catholic. If the Roman Catholic filial churches, including the monastery ones,
were to be taken into consideration, the result would be closer to the data calculated
based on the number of population.
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smaller*”? which resulted, on the one hand, in their higher density, and on the other
hand, their strong dependence on the proprietors. Also the status of land in the
Uniate Church was different than in the Latin Church where even though it was
handed over to a parish priest, along with the church it continued to be a source
of the manor’s additional income.*’ The situation in the Orthodox Church was
a remnant of the position of the ktitor (provider of funds) which was definitely
stronger than that of a patron in respect to the benefices in the Latin Church.*
Apparently, the number of places of worship in Crown Ruthenia makes the actual
demographic proportions between the Uniate and Latin population much sharper.

The foregoing analysis of the six palatinates of Ruthenia, Betz, Volhynia,
Podolia, Bractaw and Kiev confirms that it was correct to set Crown Ruthenia
apart from the Malopolska province as a part of the Commonwealth that differed
sharply in religious and ethnic terms. Suffice it to say that out of 9597 places of
worship registered in the second half of the eighteenth century 8145 (84.9 per-
cent) were Uniate, and 918 (or 9.6 percent) - Roman Catholic. This proportion
was opposite to that in Malopolska proper. The percentage of synagogues and
prayer houses (4.9 percent) was slightly lower in Crown Ruthenia than in the Lu-
blin, Krakéw and Sandomierz palatinates. This was mainly due to a higher den-
sity of Uniate churches which predominated in the Ruthenian lands (one church
per 25.7 km?), compared to the Roman Catholic churches that predominated in
Malopolska proper (one church per 34.8 km?). Moreover, in Crown Ruthenia
there were religious groups that were not recorded in indigenous Polish lands in
the eighteenth century, like the Catholics of Armenian rite or the Karaites.

492  Lower incomes earned by Uniate parishes are frequently emphasized in the literature
on the subject. In the second half of the eighteenth century a parish priest in the
Przemysl diocese usually had from half to one tan of land. Therefore, the perform-
ances by the believers and the so called wolnizny (exemption for up to 20 years from
all rents, fees, and taxes) played a greater role, Sliwa, “Przemyska diecezja grecko-
katolicka”, p. 89. Even greater difference in the sources of income between Greek
Catholic and Latin parishes was pointed out by J. Pél¢wiartek. It follows from his
calculations regarding the northern part of the Przemy$l diocese that the average
land endowment of a Uniate parish was five times smaller than of the Latin parish in
the same area, Pot¢wiartek, “Parafie greckokatolickie diecezji przemyskiej”, s. 95. On
the subject of the Uniate parish benefices in the Przemy$l diocese, see: Kaznowski,
“Beneficja unickiego dekanatu dukielskiego”, pp. 257-326.

493  Pol¢wiartek, “Parafie greckokatolickie diecezji przemyskiej”, p. 95.

494 K. Chodynicki, Koscié? prawostawny a Rzeczpospolita Polska. Zarys historyczny 1370-
1632, Warszawa 1934, pp. 111-119.
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Table 19: The number and percentage of places of worship in Crown Ruthenia circa 1772.

Palatinate The number and percentage of places of worship:
Latin Uniate | Armenian | Orthodox | Karaite | Muslim | Jewish

(Roman | (Greek | Catholic

Catholic) | Catholic)
Ruthenia 15.08% | 80.24 % 0.34 % 0.03% | 0.05% -1 427 %
60 507 km? 583 3103 13 1 2 165
Belz 13.37% | 80.04 % - - - - 6.59%
9 068 km? 69 413 34
Volhynia 7.87 % | 86.08 % 0.07 % 020% | 0.07%| 0.07%| 5.66 %
41521 km? 121 1323 1 3 1 1 87
Podolia 6.57% | 86.36% 0.51 % 0.08 % - -| 6.48%
19 8 32 km? 78 1026 6 1 77
Bracltaw 217 % | 93.65% 0.16 % 0.08 % -| 0.08%| 3.86 %
35 346 km? 27 1166 2 1 1 48
Kiev 322% | 89.55% - 2.09 % - - 5.14%
68 953 km? 40 1114 26 64
TOTAL 9.57% | 84.87% 0.23 % 033%| 0.03%| 0.02%| 4.95%
235227 918 8145 22 32 3 2 475
kInZ

Within the borders of Crown Ruthenia it is possible to distinguish quite clearly
three regions with different characteristics. The first one included the palatinates
of Ruthenia and Belz, the second one - Volhynia and Podolia, and the third one
— Bractaw and Kiev. The main factor underlying the above regionalization was the
percentage of sacral buildings of individual religions. It should be remembered
at the same time that the density of places of worship was closely related to the
development of settlement, and according to that criterion Crown Ruthenia may
be divided into a zone of high (the palatinates of Belz and Ruthenia), medium
(the palatinates of Volhynia and Podolia) and weak (the palatinates of Braclaw
and Kiev) degrees of settlement.** The foregoing division of Crown Ruthenia into
three parts is made relative to the weakening share of the Latin Church structures
as one moves eastwards and the correspondingly greater relative importance of
the Uniate Church. The change in proportions is quite evident.

The change in proportions is particularly apparent in the religious structure
of towns (Table 20). In the Ruthenian and Belz palatinates nearly all towns were
multireligious and multiethnic, and in more than 80 percent of them there was

495 W.A. Serczyk, Koliszczyzna, Krakow 1968, p. 26.
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a Latin church community. The percentage of towns with the places of worship
of two or more religions, including a Roman Catholic church, is lower in central
palatinates of Crown Ruthenia (Volhynia and Podolia), and in the two eastern
palatinates the share of towns with a Latin place of worship drops below 25 per-
cent. “Contrary to the colourful, multiethnic towns of Halicz Ruthenia, urban
settlements in the Volhynian and Kiev palatinates usually had a stable popula-
tion with a strong domination of the Ruthenian element”**

Table 20: The percentage of towns with the places of worship of many religions in Crown
Ruthenia circa 1772.

Palatinate Percentage
towns with places towns with a Latin towns with a Uniate
of worship of many church church
religions

Ruthenia 89.0 % 88.5 % 89.4 %
Belz 92.9 % 83.3 % 92.9 %
Volhynia 79.6 % 59.3 % 95.6 %
Podolia 85.1 % 59.6 % 96.8 %
Bractaw 50.0 % 25.0 % 100.0 %
Kiev 48.3 % 22.5% 100.0 %

It follows from the above table that the phenomenon of multireligiousness and
the ensuing ethnic diversity marked Crown Ruthenia with different intensity. This
applies to both the geographic (east-west), and social (town-village) aspects. The
statistical data also corroborate the opinion formulated earlier with regard to the
western corners of the Ruthenian and Belz palatinates, and the eastern borders of
the palatinates in Malopolska proper were a sort of a buffer where the influence
of western and eastern Christianity intersected.

The borders of state administration and palatinates clearly overlapped with
the penetration limits of the Latin (Malopolska proper) and Byzantine (Crown
Ruthenia) Christianization delineated in the Middle Ages. There is an appar-
ent correlation between the settlement and religious situation of the Ruthenian
lands in the Commonwealth of the first half of the eighteenth century and the
geography and chronology of the Crown’s expansion eastwards. The regions
with highest density of sacral buildings, and with well developed settlement,
were incorporated into the borders of King Kazimierz the Great’s state as early

496 Jakowenko, Historia Ukrainy, p. 138.
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as the second half of the fourteenth century (the palatinates of Ruthenia, Belz
and Podolia). This area was also marked by higher influence of the Latin Church
compared to the rest of the Ruthenian land incorporated after 1569, especially
in towns. An interesting conclusion may be drawn when the density of sacral
buildings in the Podolian and Volhynian palatinates is compared, which natural-
ly calls for further research. The Podolian palatinate, though smaller by twofold
and with an almost identical density of villages and towns in the second half of
the eighteenth century,*” had the network of sacral buildings twice as dense as
the Volhynian palatinate. Differences of this sort may be most probably attrib-
uted to the ownership structures in these palatinates.

In the context of the complete religious, linguistic and ethnic distinctness of
the Ruthenian lands a question arises about the administrative reasons behind
their incorporation into the Matopolska province after 1569. Maybe there was
a plan for the gradual Latinization of those lands. The establishment of the Latin
metropolitan province in Halicz in 1375 could have been the first and very im-
portant stage of that process, and the second one - the Union of Brzes¢ of 1596.
From the point of view of the shaping of religious relations in that region it is
essential to ask a question about the methods adopted when establishing the
Latin Church structures in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. The question
arises of whether Latin communities were set up from scratch [in cruda radice],
based on new endowments when new churches were built, or if - as individual
cases might indicate — by the appropriation of the endowments of Orthodox
churches.*® Abraham describes the policy pursued by the Catholic Church as
marked by tolerance and not aimed at the destruction of the Ruthenian Church,
with “much moderation, reason and tact”. A similar opinion about the “policy
of prudent tolerance” was expressed by Trajdos.*” They seem to contradict the
text of the 1375 Papal bull which ousted Orthodox bishops from their capitals.”
Natalia Jakowenko noticed a discrepancy in the “Ruthenian policy” of modern
times pursued by the king and nobility as well as higher ranking clergy and the
Holy See. In her opinion the clergy’s intention was the straightforward and direct
Latinization of Ruthenian lands by establishing the structures and hierarchy of
the Roman Church. In her opinion much greater realism and understanding of

497  Serczyk, Koliszczyzna, s. 26.

498 It is worth mentioning at this point the case of a Latin parish at Grabowiec (Belz
palatinate) founded in 1394 by Ziemowit, the duke of Mazowsze, who used an Or-
thodox church to that end, Bientkowski, “Dziatalno$¢ organizacyjna’, p. 231.

499 Trajdos, Kosciél Katolicki na ziemiach ruskich, p. 27.

500 Abraham, Powstanie organizacyi, pp. 231-233, 297-298.
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the religious situation marked the rulers and secular elites.” That greater ration-
alism of Polish noblemen and magnates could be attributed to their actual pres-
ence there, namely, the ownership of properties in Ruthenian lands.

Crown Ruthenia had the highest percentage of the population professing
Judaism in the entire Commonwealth, and also of Armenians who had their
diocese there. As in the entire Commonwealth, the distribution of Jewish popu-
lation in Crown Ruthenia was determined by the centres of trade and crafts. The
Jews were most inclined to settle in the areas crossed by the main commercial
routes.’®? It follows from the statistical data on Jewish communities that com-
pared to Red Ruthenia, Volhynia or Podolia their percentage in the towns of
the Ukrainian palatinates was much lower. In the palatinates of Ruthenia, Belz,
Podolia and Volhynia Jewish communities existed in 70-80 percent of urban
centres, whereas in those of Braclaw and Kiev there were kahals in less than half
of the towns. In few cities, mainly of the palatinates of Ruthenia, Podolia and
Braclaw, the Armenian minority competed with the Jews. Armenians focused
on the trade with the Black Sea region and this is why they mainly settled in the
south, along the so-called Tatar road. It follows from a survey of Armenian par-
ishes that Armenians did not live in regions of the Commonwealth other than
Crown Ruthenia.

3. Podlasie

The inclusion of Podlasie in the Matopolska province was mainly dictated by its
formal and legal situation, because in studies by historians and geographers Pod-
lasie is treated not only as part of Mazowsze, but also of Lithuania or Malopolska.
Stanistaw Alexandrowicz referred to that area as an “artificial administrative
formation established from the scraps of ethnic Polish-Ruthenian-Yotvingian

501 Jakowenko, Historia Ukrainy, pp. 113-114. Abraham, Powstanie organizacyi, pp. 231-
233 (“The intentions of King Kazimierz were different for he tried to strengthen
the Catholic element in the country as much as he could, to have it organized like
a Latin Church and to open a path ahead of it to the propaganda of peace, and thus
to influence Ruthenia with the power of western civilization”).

502 In his analysis of the distribution of the Jews in Red Ruthenia M. Horn demonstrated
that they were more willing to settle down in the lands of Chelm and Belz where
the towns inhabited by the Jews accounted from 2/3 to 3/4 of all towns, and in the
Przemysl land where nearly half of towns had Jewish population. The lowest number
of the Jews settled down at that time in the highlands and mountain areas of the
Halicz, Sanok and part of the Lwow lands where rural type of towns predominated,
Horn, Zydzi na Rusi, p. 23.
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border areas”™ As part of Mazowsze, it was described by, inter alia, Andreas
Cellarius who emphasized in 1659: “Podlachiae palatinatus, sive Podlachia inter
Lituaniam, Poloniam Minorem et Masoviam interposita”>* When describing
the Commonwealth at the beginning of the seventeenth century Szymon Staro-
wolski also perceived Podlasie as part of Mazowsze.*®

As a state administration unit the palatinate of Podlasie was established at
the time when these lands were part of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania. Facing
problems with the administration of a significant part of the Troki palatinate, in
1513 King Zygmunt I appointed Jan Sapieha as palatine of Podlasie .** Initially
the Podlasie palatinate covered a much bigger area.”” In the aftermath of the
administrative reform of 1566 it had been deprived of Brze§¢, Kamieniec and
Kobryn which along with the medieval duchy of Turéw and Pinsk formed the
Brzes$¢ Litewski palatinate.”® From its incorporation into the Crown in 1569 un-
til 1772 the Podlasie palatinate comprised the three lands of Drohiczyn, Mielnik
and Bielsk (the powiats of Bransk, Tykocin and Suraz)*® and covered an area of
11 507 km? >

The borders of the Podlasie palatinate had been taking shape since the be-
ginning of the seventeenth century. After Podlasie had been incorporated into
the Crown a dispute arose about the border between the powiats of Mielnik
(Podlasie palatinate) and Brze$¢ (Brzes¢ Litewski palatinate). The efforts made

503 S. Alexandrowicz, “Powstanie i rozwdj miast wojewddztwa podlaskiego (XV-XVIIw.)”,
Acta Baltico-Slavica, 1 (1964), p. 137. The borderland character of the palatinate is also
reflected by its name’s etymology as the land under the rule of the Lendians (Lachy).

504 A. Cellarius, Regni Poloniae, Magnique Ducatus Lituaniae, omniumgque regionum juri
polonico subjectorum novissima descriptio, Amstelodami 1659, p. 601. The situation
was perceived in a similar way by Sz. Starowolski in 1632: “The last palatinate of the
Mazowsze province is Podlasie”, Starowolski, Polska albo opisanie, p. 115.

505 Starowolski, Polska albo opisanie, p. 112.

506 Different opinions about the date when the Podlasie palatinate was established were
compiled by W. Jarmolik, “Powstanie wojewoddztwa podlaskiego”, Bialostocczyzna,
no. 4 (16) 1989, p. 6.

507 A document of 1520 referred to the Podlasie palatinate as “territoria”: of Drohiczyn,
Brzes¢, Bielsk, Kamieniec, Mielnik and Kobryn, Urzednicy podlascy w XIV-XVIII
wieku. Spisy, ed. E. Dubas-Urwanowicz et al., Kérnik 1994, pp. 13-14.

508 A.Wawrzynczyk, Rozwdj wielkiej wlasnosci na Podlasiu w XV i XVI wieku, Wroctaw
1951, pp. 13-14.

509 Waga, Wycigg z geografii polskiej, pp. 32-33.

510 According to the authors of inventories of officials it covered a slightly larger area of
12 525 km?, Urzednicy podlascy w XIV-XVIII wieku, p. 15.
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by Kasper Dembinski to ensure that the Wohyn-Lomazy route ran through the
Podlasie palatinate and the Crown turned into a fiasco. They also resulted in the
breaking-off of the territorial connection between the Rossosz estates and the
main body of the palatinate creating a small territorial enclave of Podlasie within
the Brzes¢ Litewski palatinate (Rossosz, Horodyszcze, Jabton, Ges).*!!

The colonization of Podlasie that proceeded in two stages — the Polish (Ma-
zowsze) and Ruthenian ones - shaped the religious and ethnic character of the
border region.’'? Stretching longitudinally, the palatinate was marked by quite
an even distribution of the Latin and Uniate population. Relations between reli-
gions are best reflected by a higher density of the Uniate churches in the eastern
part of the palatinate and of the Roman Catholic churches in the areas bordering
Mazowsze from which the colonization of the area by petty nobility had pro-
ceeded in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. This religious balance is best
reflected by the almost identical number of the Latin and Uniate parishes - 91
and 87 respectively.

Due to the fact that the borders of the palatinate were shaped quite late, there
was a significant disparity between the borders of the state and church admin-
istration.”” The former links between Podlasie and Lithuania resulted from the
palatinate’s affiliation with the Roman Catholic dioceses of Luck and Vilnius.
The latter diocese (the Augustéw deanery and part of the Knyszyn deanery')
covered the northern part of the palatinate. The southern border of the Vilnius

511 D. Michaluk, Ziemia mielnicka wojewédztwa podlaskiego w XVI-XVII wieku, Torun
2002, pp. 48-52.

512 J. Wisniewski, “Rozwdj osadnictwa na pograniczu polsko-rusko-litewskim od konca
XIV do polowy XVII wieku”, Acta Baltico-Slavica, 1 (1964), p. 130. On the coloniza-
tion of Podlasie, see: A. Kotodziejczyk, “Z dziejow kolonizacji puszcz na Podlasiu
w XV-XVIwieku”, in: Szkice z dziejow kolonizacji Podlasia i Grodzietiszczyzny od XIV
do XVI wieku, Olsztyn 2002, pp. 29-93.

513 A.Laszuk, Zascianki i krolewszczyzny. Struktura wlasnosci ziemskiej w wojewddztwie
podlaskim w drugiej potowie XVII wieku, Warszawa 1998, p. 15.

514 The Knyszyn deanery is referred to in a 1635 report by Bishop Abraham Wojna, but it
may be assumed that it was one of 12 “tractus seu decanatus” mentioned in the 1609
report (Relationes status dioecesium, vol. 1, pp. 40, 67), and the Augustéw deanery,
the smallest one in the entire diocese of Vilnius, is first mentioned in the files of the
Vilnan diocesan synod of 1669, J. Kurczewski, Biskupstwo wileriskie, Wilno 1912,
p- 469. The descriptions of parishes of the diocese published by W. Wernerowa reflect
the following division of the deanery of Knyszyn: Podlasie palatinate — Biatystok,
Juchnowiec, Kalindwka, Knyszyn, Niewodnica, Turo$n, Troki palatinate - Chodo-
réwka, Choroszcz, Janéw, Korycin, Wasilkéw, Zabtudow, Rekopismienne opisy parafii
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diocese in Podlasie took shape over a long time.”"® According to Jablonowski,
the area of the Podlasie palatinate was originally subordinated to the bishops
of Vilnius, and in the first half of the fifteenth century, under the rule of Grand
Duke Witold (Vytautas), its southern part was handed over to the bishops of
Luck.>¢ In the second half of the eighteenth century it included five deaneries of
the Brze$¢ archdeaconry of the Luck diocese (Bielsk, Bransk, Drohiczyn, Losice
and Wegréw) and five parishes in the south of the Mielnik powiat that were sub-
ordinated to the Janéw deanery located in the palatinate of Brze$¢ Litewski.”"”
After the Union of Brze$¢ and border changes in the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries, the deanery of Janéw was divided between the Crown and the Grand
Duchy of Lithuania. This part of the Latin diocese of Luck had always been one
of the best managed ones, and in the best financial standing. Its parish network
was more developed than that of the Luck and Bractaw parts of the diocese.”'®
The main organizational framework of the Latin Church organization in Pod-
lasie was laid down by the end of the sixteenth century. Stanistaw Olczak calcu-
lated that in 1550 in the Podlasian part of the diocese of Vilnius there were 13
parishes.”” Which means that by 1772 only two parishes were established. Also
in the “bLuck” part of Podlasie the parish network established in 1604 was subject
to virtually no changes in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.” It mostly

litewskich z 1784 r. Dekanat knyszyniski i dekanat augustowski, ed. W. Wernerowa,
Warszawa 1996, pp. 17-129.

515 T.Krahel, “Zarys dziejow (archi)diecezji wilenskiej”, Studia Teologiczne, 5-6 (1987-
1988), p. 14.

516 Polska XVI wieku pod wzgledem geograficzno-statystycznym, vol. 6, part 2: Podlasie,
ed. A. Jablonowski, Warszawa 1909 (Zrédta dziejowe, vol. 17), p. 32.

517 Inhis report of 1658 Bishop Jan Wydzga mentioned the following deaneries in Pod-
lasie: Janow, Losice, Drohiczyn, Wegréw, Bielsk, Kamieniec, Bransk and Szereszow,
Relationes status dioecesium, vol. 2, pp. 57-59. This might have been due to the as-
sociation of Podlasie with the Brze$¢ archdeaconry (Ibid, p. 77). Bishop Stefan Rup-
niewski was more precise: “Subdividitur in decanatus octo, quorum tres, nimirum
Camenecensis, Szereszoviensis et in parte Janoviensis Polesiam alias palatinatum
Brestianensem, reliqui quinque: Vegroviensis scilicet, Bielscensis, Drohiciensis, Bran-
scensis et Losicensis tres terras Podlachiamque totam occupant” (Ibid, p. 125).

518 Relationes status dioecesium, vol. 2, pp. 41, 109-110.

519 S. Olczak, “Rozwdj sieci parafialnej w diecezji wilenskiej do II pot. XVIII w,
Studia Teologiczne, 5-6 (1987-1988), p. 111; J. Ochmanski, Biskupstwo wileriskie
w Sredniowieczu, Poznan 1972, p. 78.

520 Alist of the parish network in individual deaneries was made by L. Krélik, Organiza-
cja dekanalna, pp. 28-35. It follows from it that of 16 parishes that existed in the Bielsk
deanery in 1772, only one at the village of Strabla was established after 1604 (1629),
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developed at the time of the most intensive settlement (from the fourteenth to
the mid-seventeenth century).”” In the second half of the eighteenth century
in the Podlasie palatinate there were 91 Latin parishes, including seven run by
religious orders, and 31 auxiliary places of worship (ten of religious orders and
five hospital churches).

Situated in the Podlasie palatinate were the westernmost Uniate and Ortho-
dox churches in the midsection of the Commonwealth. As in the Latin Church,
the Uniate administration divided Podlasie into two parts: the Kiev-Vilnius dio-
cese in the north and the Wlodzimierz diocese in the south. At the current stage
of research it has not been possible to determine the precise division into deaner-
ies of the northern part of the Kiev-Vilnius diocese, so it may only be assumed
that churches located north of the Narew River were the property of the Uniate
Knyszyn deanery (in Podlasie).”** In the palatinate of Podlasie there were also
three deaneries (Bielsk,** Drohiczyn, Mielnik***), belonging to the Brzes¢ part of
the Wtodzimierz diocese.

Most of the Uniate churches in Podlasie had earlier been the property of the
Orthodox Church. It follows from the studies conducted by Antoni Mirono-
wicz** and Dorota Wereda that out of 87 Uniate parish churches recorded before

in the Bransk powiat no new parish was created, of 11 parishes of the Drohiczyn
deanery only the parish of Niemiréw was established after 1604 (1620), in the Losice
deanery the only parish of 13 existing in 1772 and established after 1604 was in the
village of Huszlew (1666), Krolik, Organizacja diecezji tuckiej i brzeskiej, p. 287.

521 Wiéniewski, “Rozwoj osadnictwa’, p. 115.

522 Such a conclusion may follow from the analysis of the geographical distribution
of the deaneries of the Kiev-Vilnius diocese. The deaneries enumerated on the
1746 list include the Podlasie deanery, Bienkowski, “Organizacja Ko$ciola wschod-
niego’, p. 1035. Displayed on the map of Catholic and Uniate dioceses prepared by
L. Bienkowski and W. Muller is its seat located at Knyszyn (Koscié? w Polsce, vol. 2,
map: Diecezje katolickie tacinskie i unickie w Polsce okolo 1772 1.). Also see: the map
of the Uniate Church in Podlasie in 1795 in ]. Maroszek, Dziedzictwo unii koscielnej
w krajobrazie kulturowym Podlasia 1596-1996, Bialystok 1996.

523 The parish at Dmitrowicze, included in the Podlasie palatinate by W. Kotbuk
(Koscioty wschodnie, p. 313), was in the Brze$¢ Litewski palatinate, M.®. Cnupudotos,
“Benapycv 6 konye XVI 67, in: Idem, 3axpenowsenue kpecmvancmea Benapycu (XV-
XVI 66.), MuHck 1993 (map); Laszuk, Zascianki i krélewszczyzny, map.

524 The parishes at Krynki and Ponikwy were in the Brze$¢ Litewski palatinate, Micha-
luk, Ziemia mielnicka, map no. 7; Laszuk, Wojewddztwo podlaskie w II potowie XVII
wieku, map.

525 A.Mironowicz has written the most important work on the Orthodox Church struc-
tures in Podlasie until the end of the sixteenth century, Podlaskie osrodki i organizacje
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the First Partition of the Commonwealth as many as 63 (72.4 percent) had earlier
been the property of the Orthodox Church.** This means that the basic admin-
istrative structures of eastern Christianity in Podlasie were created by the end of
the sixteenth century. The process of church takeover by the Uniate Church was
along one, and gave rise to numerous controversies.””’ It was, inter alia, because
of these disputes that in 1676 the Diet set up a commission to analyse the rights
and privileges of individual Churches in the Drohiczyn land.**

In the context of the relations between the Greek-Catholic and Orthodox
Churches the situation in the towns of Drohiczyn and Bielsk was noteworthy.
Out of the six Orthodox churches that existed in the seventeenth century at
Drohiczyn, only those dedicated to St. Spas (the Transfiguration of the Lord)
and the Holy Trinity were not taken over by the Uniates.*” The dispute between
the Catholics of Latin and Greek rite and the Orthodox Church about the right
of ownership of individual church buildings lasted the entire century.>** In Bielsk
a royal commission divided the places of worship between the Uniate and the
Orthodox Churches in 1636. The latter received three churches, of which one
was run by a religious order (those dedicated to the Resurrection, the Epiphany
and St. Nicholas), and the former - two (dedicated to the Trinity and the Nativity
of Mary). This, however, did not end the dispute and a few years later the Uniates
took over the churches of the Resurrection and the Epiphany. Only the monas-
tery and St. Nicholass church remained with the Orthodox Church.*

According to the visitations of the Uniate and Latin churches in the eight-
eenth century there were also Protestant communities in the Podlasie palatinate.
The largest community of Protestants lived at Wegréw where there had been

prawostawne w XVI-XVII wieku, Bialystok 1991. Also cf: J. Kuligowski, “Koscidt
Wschodni na Ziemi Chetmskiej i poludniowym Podlasiu od chrystianizacji do konca
XVT wieku’, Rocznik Mazowiecki, 12 (2000), p. 55.

526 Wereda, Diecezja wlodzimiersko-brzeska, pp. 27-28.

527 Laszuk, Zascianki i krélewszczyzny, pp. 21-22; Wereda, Diecezja wlodzimiersko-
brzeska, pp. 27-28.

528 Volumina Legum, vol. 5, ed. J. Ohryzko, Petersburg 1860, p. 177.

529 H. Siemianczuk, “Prawoslawne monastery Podlasia w latach 1786-1789”, Biatoruskie
Zeszyty Historyczne, 11 (1999), p. 213.

530 A. Mironowicz, “Monastery prawostawne na terenie diecezji chelmsko-belskiej”,
in: Zakony i klasztory w Europie Srodkowo-Wschodniej. X-XX, ed. H. Gapski,
J. Kloczowski, Lublin 1999, pp. 342-343, 361; Laszuk, Zascianki i krélewszczyzny,
pp- 21-22; J. Hawryluk, Z dziejéw cerkwi prawostawnej na Podlasiu w X-XVII wieku,
Bielsk Podlaski 1993, p. 194.

531 Laszuk, Zascianki i krélewszczyzny, p. 22.
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a Calvinist church since 1558. In the 1740s the town was also inhabited by sev-

eral dozen Lutherans.

Table 21: The number of places of worship in the Podlasie palatinate circa 1772

532

Religionsand | Diocese/ | Archdeaconry/| Deanery/ Main | Auxiliary
denominations | Eparchy Officialate Protopopy/ | places of | places of
Governorship | worship | worship
Calvinist 1 -
Uniate (Greek | Kiev-Vilnius | - - 9 -
Catholic) Wiodzimierz | Brzes¢ Bielsk Podlaski 31 -
Drohiczyn 24 1
Mielnik 23 -
78 1
87 1
Latin (Roman | buck Brzesé Bielsk Podlaski 16 6
Catholic) Brarisk 14 2
Drohiczyn 11 5
Janéw Podlaski 5 1
Losice 13 2
Wegrow 17 9
76 25
Vilnius - Augustow 2
Knyszyn
15
91 32
Lutheran 1 -
Orthodox Kiev - - - 3
Jewish 23 3
Total 203 39
Percentage of places of worship:
Latin Uniate Orthodox Calvinist Lutheran | Jewish
50.8 % 36.4 % 1.2% 0.4 % 0.4 % 10.7 %
123 88 3 1 1 26

532 ADS. D156, ff. 358v, 363.
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Since 1650 they had the right to administer their services at the Calvinist church.**
The second most important centre of Protestantism in Podlasie was situated at
Orla, where until the mid-eighteenth century there was a Calvinist church.** In
Henryk Merczyng’s opinion it operated until 1770, but this opinion is not cor-
roborated by the sources.’*

The growth of urban centres in the sixteenth century attracted Jews to Pod-
lasie. Tomasz Wisniewski claims that the population of the Podlasie towns was
predominantly Polish. The Ruthenians usually lived in old Ruthenian towns and
north of the Narew River. Leszczynski established that the oldest synagogues
(dating from the sixteenth century) were built at Bielsk, Bo¢ki, Orla and Tyko-
cin. Until the second half of the eighteenth century those towns were important
centres of Jewish settlement that culminated in the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries (after the truce of of Andruszowo).>*

Initially the Jews settled in towns, only sporadically in villages. This situa-
tion must have changed in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, because it
follows from the register of the kahal population made on the occasion of the
1765 poll tax register that a considerable number of Jews lived in villages situated
close to small towns that were seats of kahal authorities. Wegréw was an excep-
tional example, as the number of the Jews living in villages subordinated to the
kahal was higher by several fold than those dwelling in the town. In the second
half of the eighteenth century there were also major Jewish centres at Tykocin,
Siemiatycze, Ciechanowiec, Sokotéw, Orla and Miedzyrzec. All in all, there were
23 kahals and branch kahals in the palatinate.

The territorial organization of the Jews in Podlasie and the related problem
of dependence on the kahal is an interesting problem. It may by concluded from
the analysis of the poll tax register that the Podlasie kahals also exercised their
authority in parts of Mazowsze (in the lands of Wizna, Lomza and Nur). Un-
like in the other palatinates and provinces of the Commonwealth, the Jews in

533 T. Wyszomirski, “Z przeszlosci zboru protestanckiego w Wegrowie w XVII i XVI-
II w2, Odrodzenie i Reformacja,vol. 4, 1959, pp. 152-153.

534 APL. Ch780, f. 119 (in 1727 - a “Lutheran church”, but it must be a mistake); SGKP.
VIIL, pp. 582-583; Merczyng, “Zbory i senatorowie’, p. 217.

535 Merczyng, “Zbory i senatorowie’, p. 217; Kriegseisen, Ewangelicy polscy i litewscy,
p. 101.

536 Leszczynski, Zydzi ziemi bielskiej, pp. 112-113; Also see: T. Wisniewski, Béznice
Bialostocczyzny Zydzi w Europie Wschodniej do roku 1939, Bialystok 1992.

537  A.Laszuk, Ludnosé wojewddztwa podlaskiego w drugiej potowie XVII wieku, Warszawa
1999, p. 89.
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Table 22: The number of Jews in selected kahals of Podlasie according to the 1765 census.

Kahal’s seat Number of Jews
in towns in villages total

Mokobody 148 15 163
Bo¢ki (1750) 157 56 213
Mordy 219 135 354
Sokotéw 587 792 1467
Ciechanowiec 920 498 1577
Siemiatycze 1015 880 1895
Wegréw (1740) 31 1225 1256
Wegrow 581 3042 3623

Source: “Liczba glow”, p. 404; ADS. D156, £. 358y, after 1740; ADS. D134, . 174, 1750.

the Podlasie palatinate and their communities in Mazowsze were divided in the
1765 poll tax register into the kahals and branch kahals. Moreover, the use of
the term “parish” (parafia) in various contexts is confusing. A complex network
of dependencies between individual communities was an outcome of the fact
that in the second half of the eighteenth century and at the beginning of the
nineteenth century they were becoming independent. According to Leszczynski,
the author of a study on the organization of the Podlasie Jews, the palatinate was
divided into two districts of Tykocin and Wegréw, with two independent ka-
hals at Ciechanowiec and Miedzyrzec. Leszczynski divided Jewish communities
into three categories, with the third one comprising branch kahals referred to in
the 1765 poll tax register. After separating from the Grodno kahal, the Tykocin
district comprised the communities in Biatystok,® Bocki, Orla, Augustow,**

538 Described in “Liczba glow” (p. 404) as a “branch kahal seu kachat of Biatystok”.
A dispute about the supremacy over the Bialystok community was under way be-
tween the Tykocin and Grodno kahals. In 1745 the community became independent
of Tykocin, EJL. I, p. 138, I11, p. 1352; Bialystok (access: http://www.jewishinstitute.
org.pl, 28.09.2009). According to other sources it went independent as late as 1777,
Bialystok (access: http://www.sztetl.org.pl, 28.09.2009).

539 Described in “Liczba gléw” (p. 404) as a “branch kahal”. According to various sources
and studies an independent community was established in 1674 or at the end of the
eighteenth century, Augustéw (access: http://www.jewishinstitute.org.pl, 28.09.2009);
Augustow (access: http://www.sztetl.org.pl, 28.09.2009).


http://www.jewishinstitute.org.pl
http://www.jewishinstitute.org.pl
http://www.jewishinstitute.org.pl
http://www.sztetl.org.pl
http://www.sztetl.org.pl

Jasionowka,** Goniadz,**' Rajgréd,**? Konstantynéw, Losice,** Niemirdw
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544 an d

Rossosz.>* The district also included a community at Siemiatycze that exercised
its jurisdiction over the kahal at Sarnaki.**® The list of the Jewish communities in

the Tykocin district may be supplemented with Sokoty’

7 and Wyszonki** con-

nected with Tykocin and Drohiczyn dependent on the kahal at Siemiatycze.>*

540

541

542

543

544

545

546
547

548

549

Described in “Liczba gtow” (p. 404) as a “branch kahal”. A wooden synagogue was
built in the mid-seventeenth century. There was a brick synagogue at the end of the
eighteenth century. The community became independent in the nieneteenth century,
Wiéniewski, Boznice Bialostocczyzny, pp. 158-159; Jasiondwka (access: http://www.
kirkuty.xip.pl, 28.09.2009).

Described in “Liczba gléw” (p. 404) as a “branch kahal” Information about the syna-
gogue and the cemetery is mutually exclusive: the Jewish Historical Institute estab-
lished that they were built in the eighteenth century, Gonigdz (access: http://www.
jewishinstitute. org.pl, 28.09.2009), but according to the Museum of the History of
the Polish Jews it was at the beginning of the twentieth century, Gonigdz (access:
http://www. sztetl.org.pl, 28.09.2009).

The exact date when a community at Rajgrod became independent is not known.
In the eighteenth century it was a point of contention between the burial society at
Tykocin and the authorities of the branch kahal at Rajgrod, Leszezynski, Sejm Zydow
Korony, pp. 71-72; EJL. 11, s. 1055.

Described in “Liczba glow” (p. 404) as a “branch kahal”. In the eighteenth century
Losice had their own cemetery and synagogue. A. Sredziniska, Zycie codzienne mia-
steczka Losice w XVII i XVIII wieku, Biatystok 2005 (MS in the Archive of Bialystok
University), p. 76.

Described in “Liczba gtow” (p. 404) as a “branch kahal”. The visitation of the Latin
parish at Niemiréw reported that in 1762 a Jewish synagogue was renovated, ADS.
D139, . 79.

Described in “Liczba gtéw” (p. 404) as “the town of Rosocza with villages”. In the
seventeenth century the Rossosz Jews were subordinated to the kahal at Tykocin,
and from 1778 to the community at Miedzyrzec Podlaski, Leszczynski, Sejm Zydow
Korony, p. 71; Rossosz (access: http://www.jewishinstitute.org.pl, 28.09.2009).
Leszczynski, Sejm Zydéw Korony, p. 71.

Described in “Liczba gléw” (p. 404) as a “branch kahal”. Sokoly (access: http://
www.kirkuty.xip.pl, 28.09.2009); Sokofy (access: http://www.jewishinstitute.org.pl,
28.09.2009).

“Przykahatek Wiszynski” (“Liczba gtow”, s. 404). It is most probably the village of
Wyszonki, because the visitation of 1750 reported 130 Jews living in the Wyszonki
parish, ADS. D134, f. 24; Leszczynski, Zydzi ziemi bielskiej, p. 112.

ADS. D130, f. 59v; “Liczba glow”, p. 404. The reorganization of the Tykocin kahal is
presented a little differently by A. Leszczynski, in his “Organizacja i ustréj gminny
Zydéw ziemi bielskiej w XVIII wieku” (p. 112), where he divides the kahals into


http://www.kirkuty.xip.pl
http://www.kirkuty.xip.pl
http://www. sztetl.org.pl
http://www.jewishinstitute.org.pl
http://www.jewishinstitute.org.pl
http://www.jewishinstitute.org.pl
http://www.kirkuty.xip.pl
http://www.kirkuty.xip.pl
http://www.jewishinstitute.org.pl
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In the aftermath of tax disputes a kahal district with its seat at Wegrow, ex-
ercising jurisdiction over five communities in the Drohiczyn land (Kosow**,
Mokobody, Mordy and Sokoléw™') and the Mazowsze communities (in the
lands of Liw and Nur)**? became independent in the seventeenth century. Con-
nected with the kahal at Ciechanowiec were the communities at Wysokie Mazo-
wieckie and Jabtonka.** It was not possible to corroborate that in the second
half of the eighteenth century there was an organized community in the town
of Sterdyn subordinated to the kahal at Sokoléw and two communities existing
in the first half of the eighteenth century at Nieciecz, Narew* and Knyszyn.*

The studies devoted to the history of settlement in Podlasie also dwell on the
subject of the Muslim community in that area.”” It was, however, less populous
than the Jewish one. Its main centres were in the villages of Tatary Zalesie and
Kruszyno situated north of Tykocin. Those settlements lost their Tatar character
in the seventeenth century. A new Tatar colonization covered the areas border-
ing Podlasie in the east™® and was connected with King Jan III Sobieski’s or-

three groups: category 1: Tykocin, category 2: Orla, Bo¢ki and Bialystok, category 3:
Goniadz, Rajgrod, Augustéw, Jasionéwka, Knyszyn, Olszewo, Sokoly, and Wyszonki.
But he did not specify the interdependencies between them.

550 Described in “Liczba gléw” (p. 404) as a “branch kahal”. See: EJCP. VI, pp. 474-475.

551 The community at Sokotéw Podlaski was established in the seventeenth century,
EJCP. VII, pp. 339-342. Its dependence on the Wegréw kahal is disputable. In “Liczba
gltow” (p. 404) it is referred to as a “kahal” and not a “branch kahal” It also covered
a little town of Sterdyn.

552  Leszczynski, Sejm Zydéw Korony, p. 71.

553 “Liczba gtéw”, p. 404; Verbin, Wooden synagogues, p. 8 (a wooden synagogue from
the beginning of the seventeenth century).

554 ADS. D134, f. 63; “Liczba gléw’, p. 405.

555 ADS. D133, f. 247v; ADS. D130, f. 233v.

556 The 1765 poll tax register overlooked Knyszyn as the seat of the Jewish community.
According to A. Leszczynski and T. Wisniewski (following in his footsteps) the com-
munity and the synagogue were built in 1705, EJL. II, p. 638; Leszczynski, Zydzi
ziemi bielskiej, p. 112 (in his opinion the Jews of the Knyszyn branch kahal were
incorporated into the Tykocin community); Wisniewski, Béznice Bialostocczyzny,
p. 162 (“Ca 1700 a Jewish community was established”); Knyszyn (access: http://
www.jewishinstitute.org. pl, 28.09.2009).

557  See,ia., H. Mierzwinski, “Osadnictwo tatarskie na Podlasiu za Jana III Sobieskiego”, Pod-
laski Kwartalnik Kulturalny, 1997, no. 2, pp. 40-49; J. Wisniewski, “Osadnictwo tatarskie
w Sokdlskiem i na pétnocnym Podlasiu’, Rocznik Biatostocki, 16 (1989), pp. 325-405.

558 Laszuk, Ludnos¢ wojewddztwa podlaskiego, pp. 92-93; Wisniewski, “Rozwdj osad-
nictwa’, p. 132.


http://www.jewishinstitute.org.
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der for the Tatars to settle in the vicinity of Biata Radziwillowska (Podlaska).
He bestowed on them a few villages in the Brze$¢ and Kobryn royal demesne.
They mainly settled at the village of Studzianka (Brzes¢ Litewski palatinate) with
a mosque built after 1679.%>°

As an ethnically and linguistically mixed area with a relative balance between
the Polish and Ruthenian element, Podlasie became a subject of an animated
historical debate about the nature of the original setlement. The two-way coloni-
zation of Podlasie since the fourteenth century shaped the ethnic and religious
make-up of those lands for many centuries to come.”® Predominant in the west-
ern part of the palatinate was the Roman Catholic petty nobility migrating from
Mazowsze, whereas in the east Ruthenian peasants came from Lithuania and
Crown Ruthenia.*®' The entire palatinate was a border territory mixed in terms
of religion and ethnicity. On average, there was one place of worship per 47.5
km? which is evidence of the rather undeveloped settlement network of Podla-
sie. It was comparable to the easternmost palatinate of the Crown - Kiev. In the
eighteenth century Podlasie continued to be an area of forests and agriculture
without strong urban centres.

On the basis of the available sources it is difficult to appraise the demographic
proportions between the Polish and Ruthenian population in Podlasie. However,
this has been done for the eastern powiats of the palatinate by Anna Laszuk,
using the tax register of 1673. The statistical data corroborate the quite clear
domination of the Polish ethnic element. In the seventeenth century there was
an exchange of families in Podlasie whereby old Lithuanian families were re-
placed by those coming from the Crown.**? This process was accompanied by an
intensive development of the Latin Church structures. In the second half of the
eighteenth century there was, on average, one Latin parish per 126.4 km®. The
Latin Church network was therefore slightly more developed than in the Ruthe-
nian palatinate (one parish per 170 km?) and its density was similar to that in

559 A. Kolodziejczyk, Rozprawy i studia z dziejéw Tatarow litewsko-polskich i islamu
w Polsce w XVII-XX wieku, Siedlce 1997, p. 114; L. Weda, “Parafia muzutmanska
w Studziance - zarys dziejow 1679-1915", Radzy#niski Rocznik Humanistyczny, 5
(2007), p. 19.

560 G. Sosna, “Chrystianizacja Podlasia’, in: Kosciét prawostawny w dziejach Rzeczypo-
spolitej i krajow sgsiednich, ed. P. Chomik, Biatystok 2000, p. 122.

561 Wisniewski, “Rozwoj osadnictwa’, p. 135; Laszuk, Ludnos¢ wojewddztwa podlaskiego,
p- 99.

562 Laszuk, Ludnosé¢ wojewddztwa podlaskiego, pp. 95, 172; Michaluk, Ziemia mielnicka,
pp. 145-146.
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the Lublin palatinate (one parish per 119 km?). The network of Uniate churches
(one parish church per 132.3 km?) connected with the Ruthenian settlement in
Podlasie was the poorest in the entire Commonwealth, and similar to that in
the Lublin and Sandomierz palatinates. Apparently, Podlasie differed from the
Crown and Lithuania not only in terms of ownership structure and settlement,
but also of ethnicity and religion.>*

Still unclear to date are the directions from which the Jewish population mi-
grated to Podlasie. The fact that the community of Tykocin became independ-
ent of the Brze$¢ kahal and the affiliation of the Jews living in Podlasie with the
Lithuanian Vaad before 1629 may serve as some pointers. In view of the weakly
developed urban network, there were fewer Jewish communities in Podlasie
compared with Crown Ruthenia and Malopolska, and they were smaller in size.
There was one synagogue per 443 km?, which demonstrates that the density of
communities was lower than in the Ruthenian and Lublin palatinates. It should
be emphasized that Jews mainly settled in private towns and villages.>**

As in other areas the phenomenon of multi-ethnicity in the Podlasie palati-
nate mainly applied to towns. The villages of Ostrozany, Konstantyndw, Jablonka
Ko$cielna and Wyszonki Koscielne were the only exceptions. Among the towns
prevailing were those with a synagogue, a Uniate and a Latin church: Au-
gustow, Bocki, Ciechanowiec, Losice, Miedzyrzec, Mordy, Siemiatycze, Sokotow,
Tykocin and Wysokie Mazowieckie. The most diversified in religious terms was
Drohiczyn which also had an Orthodox community in the second half of the
eighteenth century. It should be noted that nearly all towns in Podlasie (apart
from Orla and Horodyszcze) had Roman Catholic places of worship - in six of
them there was also a Uniate church, and in ten - a Jewish synagogue. This stems
from the fact that the Uniate parishes were “dispersed more unevenly and they
did not create as regular a network as the Catholic one”**

The legal structure of patronage adequately reflects the correlation between
the ownership and ethnic-religious situation in the Podlasie palatinate. Noble
patronage predominated in respect to the Latin and the Uniate churches, though
its intensity varied. Royal patronage over the places of worship of Eastern Chris-
tianity (37.3 percent) was nearly twice as high as over Latin churches (16.7 per-
cent). This was due to the concentration of royal properties in the eastern part of
the palatinate which was mainly populated by Ruthenians.**

563 Laszuk, Zascianki i krélewszczyzny, pp. 97-98.

564 Idem, Ludnos¢ wojewédztwa podlaskiego, p. 89.

565 Idem, Zascianki i krdlewszczyzny, p. 20.

566 Ibid, p. 101; Sosna, “Chrystianizacja Podlasia”, p. 122.



Chapter I1
Wielkopolska Province

Similarly to Malopolska, the colloquial understanding of the term Wielkopol-
ska was different than the one adopted by the administration and in geography.
Most controversial was the formal and legal inclusion of Mazowsze and Po-
morze into this province,'as was pointed out by Stanistaw Arnold in his classic
monograph:
“But in that broader meaning Wielkopolska comprised lands that had never been re-
ferred to as Wielkopolska, such as, for example, Mazowsze or Pomorze (Royal Prussia)”.

Only the three palatinates of Poznan, Kalisz and Gniezno (the latter was sep-
arated from Kalisz in 1768) are recognized as Wielkopolska proper.? Whereas
Kujawy, the land of Leczyca and Sieradz, Mazowsze, Pomorze and Prussia are
considered to be separate parts of the Wielkopolska province.’ Earlier, a similar
approach was taken by Aleksander Jablonowski:

“Owing to two vast palatinates Wielkopolska proper dominates over a number of other
areas that were part of that land called the Wielkopolska province in a broader sense of
the word in the mid-fifteenth and the following centuries”™*

In order to organize the narrative about the confessional situation in Wielkopol-
ska I have adopted its division proposed by Zygmunt Gloger. He distinguished
between Wielkopolska that may be labelled as proper (including the palatinates
of Poznan, Gniezno, Kalisz, Sieradz, Leczyca, Brze$¢ Kujawski, and Inowroctaw),
Mazowsze (the palatinates of Rawa, Plock, and Mazowsze palatinates) and Prus-
sia (the palatinates of Chetmno, Malbork and Pomorze).®

Before proceeding with the discussion of the religious situation in individual
palatinates it is worthwhile to dwell on the controversial affiliation of some of
Wielkopolska’s territories. These include, first and foremost, the Drahim (Dra-

1 Starowolski, Polska albo opisanie, p. 62; Waga, Wycigg z geografii polskiej, p. 1; Lubienski,
Swiat we wszystkich swoich czesciach, p. 378.

2 A similar approach to Wielkopolska is taken by J. Topolski, “Cechy odrebnosci histo-
rycznej Wielkopolski’, in: Dzieje Wielkopolski, ed. J. Topolski, Poznan 1969, p. 29.

3 Arnold, Geografia historyczna, pp. 93-103.

4 Polska XVI wieku pod wzgledem geograficzno-statystycznym, vol. 1: Wielkopolska, ed.
A. Pawinski, Warszawa 1883 (Zrodia dziejowe, vol. 12), p. 55.

5 Gloger, Geografia historyczna, pp. 81-169.
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heim) starosty that pursuant to the Welawa-Bydgoszcz Treaty (Treaty of Bromb-
erg) of 1657 had been mortgaged to the Elector of Brandenburg. This is a little
reminiscent of the situation of Spisz described in the context of Matopolska. The
question should therefore be asked who was the formal and legal owner of the
Drahim starosty in the second half of the eighteenth century. Even in cartogra-
phy there are different opinions on this subject. On his map of 1770 (Polonia),
Karol Perthées included the area of the Drahim starosty in Pomorze. But on the
Rizzi-Jablonowski map of 1772 (Carte de la Pologne) it is clearly situated in the
Poznan palatinate and the Walcz powiat. There can be no doubt that the actual
power over that territory was exercised first by the electors of Brandenburg and
then in the eighteenth century - by the kings of (or to be precise - in) Prussia.
None of the above contests the fact that Poland’s proprietary right to that terri-
tory under the pledge did not expire. That problem was discussed in a compre-
hensive monograph by Christoph Motsch who pointed out the lasting nature of
Polandss title to buy back those lands that was eventually waived at the time of
the First Partition.®

1. Wielkopolska

The origins of the P 0 z n a 11 palatinate should be sought in the division of
Wielkopolska into the feudal duchies of Poznan and Gniezno-Kalisz that took
place in the thirteenth century after King Mieszko III Stary had died.” The last
important change in the geographical range of the Poznan palatinate occurred
after the incorporation of the Wschowa land that had been detached from the
Duchy of Zagan by King Kazimierz the Great in 1343. Powiats, understood as
territorial judicial and administrative units, were established in this area in the
fourteenth century.® Apart from Wschowa, the capitals of powiats were located

6 Ch. Motsch, Grenzgesellschaft und friihmoderner Staat. Die Starostei Draheim. Zwischen
Hinterpommern, der Neumark und Grosspolen (1575-1805), Géttingen 2001, pp. 87-88;
A. Nowakowski, “Status Drahimia w przedrozbiorowej Polsce”, Przeglad Zachodniopo-
morski, 35 (1991), fasc. 3, pp. 16-18.

7 Topolski, “Pojecie regionu historycznego’, p. 33. Z. Gloger writes that “the Poznan
land used to have separate palatines as early as the reign of king Bolestaw Chrobry”
(Geografia historyczna, p. 87).

8 On the origins of the powiat organization in Wielkopolska, see: A. Gasiorowski, Powiat
w Wielkopolsce XIV-XVI wiek, Poznan 1965 (especially the conclusions on pp. 95-99)
and J. Bardach’s polemics (“Powiat w Polsce poznosredniowiecznej”, passim).
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in Poznan, Ko$cian and Walcz.” Owing to ample cartographic sources' and tax
as well as church inventories'! there are no major problems with determining the
boundaries of the Poznan palatinate. It covered an area of 16 243 km?."?

In respect of the religious structures in the second half of the eighteenth cen-
tury, the palatinate of Poznan was marked by the clear domination of the Latin
Church. It was there that the see of the oldest Polish Latin diocese was located.
Within the limits of the Poznan palatinate there were only four parishes situ-
ated outside the Poznan diocese, those of Konradowo and Siedlnica and the filial
churches at Zamystow and Kowalewo that were situated in the Stawa deanery of
the Breslau diocese. This incompliance between the boundaries of the state and
lay administration was due to the expansionism of Silesian dukes aspiring to
recover the Wschowa land in the fifteenth century and the Holy Roman Empire’s
policy of reinstating Catholicism in some parishes in the seventeenth century.”
Similar circumstances, namely changes of political borders and the progress of
the Reformation, as well as the ensuing resentments of the bishops of Breslau
resulted in the eventual loss of the area surrounding Swiebodzin by the Poznan
diocese." The bishop of Poznan was left with only a monastery and a parish
at Jordan run by the Cistercians, connected with the Cistercian monastery at
Paradyz (Goscikowo) situated in the Poznan palatinate. Those minor differences

9 A. Gasiorowski proposed a little different status of the Wschowa and Walcz lands
compared with the proper powiats of Poznan and Ko$cian, A. Gasiorowski, “Podziaty
terytorialne i zarzad wewnetrzny’, in: Dzieje Wielkopolski, vol. 1: Do 1793 roku, ed. J.
Topolski, Poznan 1969, p. 36. Two fundamental eighteenth-century geographical works
distinguish four powiats (Lubieniski, Swiat we wszystkich swoich czesciach, p. 379; Waga,
Wycigg z geografii polskiej, p. 1).

10 On Prussian cartography regarding Wielkopolska, see: K. Buczek, “Prace kartograféw
pruskich w Polsce za czasoéw krola Stanistawa Augusta na tle wspofczesnej kartografii
polskiej”, Prace Komisji Atlasu Historycznego Polski, Krakow 1935, fasc. 3, pp. 115-321.
The topographic value of maps has recently been underscored by B. Medynska-Gulij
and D. Lorek, “Pruskie mapy topograficzne dla Wielkopolski do 1803 roku”, Badania
Fizjograficzne nad Polskg Zachodnig. Seria A. Geografia Fizyczna, 59 (2008), pp. 29-42.

11 At this point it is worth recalling recently published Regestr diecezjéw that registered
parishes and localities situated in the Poznan diocese (excluding its northern part, i.e.,
the deanery of Czarnkéw, which was detached during the First Partition).

12 A very similar area of 16 167 km? was calculated by A. Pawinski (Polska XVI wieku pod
wzgledem geograficzno-statystycznym, vol. 1: Wielkopolska, p. 50)

13 Nowacki, Dzieje archidiecezji poznariskiej, vol. 2, pp. 29-30.

14 Kumor, Granice metropolii i diecezji, pp. 79-80.
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corroborate, however, a proposition put forward by Ignacy Zakrzewski,'* and up-
held by Wtadystaw Semkowicz,'¢ Stanistaw Arnold"” and Antoni Gasiorowski,'
that the “the greater part of the western and southern border of the Poznan dio-
cese overlapped with that of the state and the feudal duchy”. A discussion on the
original limits of the Poznan diocese is currently under way among scholars. Es-
pecially interesting in this context is the affiliation of the archdeaconry of Czersk
(Warsaw) with this diocese to be discussed further on (under Mazowsze).

The organizational and territorial development of the Poznan diocese has
been of interest to the above-mentioned historians interested in lay administra-
tion (Zakrzewski, Arnold, Gasiorowski), but also to those studying the history
of the Poznan church in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Most impor-
tant among monographs are the works by Jozef Lukaszewicz' (1858-1863) and
Jozef Nowacki®® (1959-1964). Without going into an in-depth discussion of the
origins of the church organization in this area based on the literature on the
subject, suffice it to say that the Poznan diocese entered the early modern era
with a fully developed territorial and organizational structure. Its basic division
into archdeaconries dates back to the thirteenth century, and the document of
1298 issued by Bishop Andrzej Zaremba played a major role in this regard. From
the thirteenth century until the time when Wielkopolska was incorporated into
the Hohenzollern Kingdom of Prussia, the Poznan diocese was divided into the
archdeaconries of Poznan, Pszczew, Srem and Czersk (Warsaw — located in Ma-
zowsze). The plans to establish an archdeaconry in the territory located north
of the Note¢ River (in the Walcz land) announced in 1298 did not materialize.?!
After the eventual annexation of the Walcz powiat (1364) it became part of the

15 Kodeks Dyplomatyczny Wielkopolski, ed. 1. Zakrzewski, vol. 4: Suplement, Poznan 1881,
p. 352, passim.

16 W.Semkowicz, “R6éd Patukéw”, Rozprawy Akademii Umiejetnosci. Wydziat Historyczno-
Filozoficzny, 49 (1907), p. 175.

17 Arnold, “Terytorja plemienne’, p. 17.

18 Gasiorowski, “Podzial terytorialny i wewnetrzny”, p. 37.

19 J. Lukaszewicz, Krdtki opis historyczny kosciotow parochialnych, kosciétkow, kaplic,
klasztoréw, szkétek parochialnych, szpitali i innych zaktadéw dobroczynnych w dawnej
dyecezyi poznatiskiej, vol. 1-3, Poznan 1858-1863.

20 Nowacki, Dzieje archidiecezji poznariskiej, vol. 1-2, passim.

21 The document divided the diocese into three archdeaconries of Poznan (the largest),
Srem (medium) and Pszczew (small). Which suggests that there were plans to establish
the fourth archdeaconry north of the Note¢ River, Kodeks Dyplomatyczny Wielkopol-
ski, vol. 4, doc. 770 (“quod se ultra Notes fluvium non extendat, quia illam partem
archidiaconatui quarto reservamus”). The project to establish an archdeaconry for the



Wielkopolska 187

Poznan archdeaconry. In his analysis of archdeaconry borders Nowacki did not
notice that they had overlapped in any way with the existing administrative divi-
sions of the state (other than the section along the Warta River).?

According to Wtadystaw Abraham, who was followed in this regard by
Stanistaw Arnold, although the original division into deaneries emerged at the
end of the thirteenth century, it is possible to demarcate deanery boundaries in
the Poznan diocese as late as the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.” The first
complete inventory of deaneries was made in 1471,** and a list allotting indi-
vidual churches to deaneries and archdeaconries is included in the 1510 register
of benefices.” As the parish network grew, a number of new deaneries supple-
mented the twelve existing in the Wielkopolska part of the diocese at the end
of the fifteenth century. This happened only in the eastern area of the Poznan
diocese: in the Srem archdeaconry - the deaneries of Borek, Krobia, Kozmin
and Smigiel, in the Poznan archdeaconry - the deaneries of Kostrzyn, Sroda
and Rogozno. After the area surrounding Swiebodzin had been lost to Silesia,
the deanery of Miedzyrzecz declined in importance. In the aftermath of the in-
corporation of the Walcz land the deanery of Czarnkéw was established.?® Those
two events may be evidence that attempts were made to adjust, at least in general
terms, the Church’s administrative borders to those of the state. In Arnold’s opin-
ion the lack of correspondence between the borders of powiats and deaneries
stems from the fact that the latter were shaped later and they “were still subject
to major territorial changes” in the fifteenth century. %

lands located north of the Note¢ was launched in the 1380s after that area had fallen
for a while in the hands of duke Przemyst II.

22 Nowacki, Dzieje archidiecezji poznanskiej, vol. 2, p. 291.

23 Abraham, Organizacja Kosciota, p. 158; Arnold, “Terytorja plemienne”, p. 17.
J. Lukaszewicz (Krotki opis historyczny, vol. 1, p. IX) attributed the original division
into deaneries to the second half of the fifteenth century.

24 Nowacki, Dzieje archidiecezji poznatiskiej, vol. 2, p. 324.

25 Ksigga uposazenia diecezji poznatiskiej z roku 1510, ed. J. Nowacki, Poznan 1950.

26 Nowacki, Dzieje archidiecezji poznanskiej, vol. 2, p. 325.

27 Arnold, “Terytorja plemienne’, p. 17, footnote 6. The border between the Poznan and
Gniezno palatinates ran across the deaneries of Czarnkéw and Rogozno, and the bor-
der between the Poznan and Kalisz palatinates divided the deaneries of Sroda, Nowe
Miasto, Kozmin and Krobia. The Kostrzyn deanery was split between the Poznan,
Gniezno and Kalisz palatinates. That division was to a high degree due to the 1364
agreement between the bishop of Poznan and archbishop of Gniezno, Nowacki, Dzieje
archidiecezji poznatiskiej, pp. 33-34.
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The majority of the parish and filial (including the monastic) churches of the
diocese of Poznan were located in the palatinate of Poznan. The deaneries lo-
cated in its western part (in the Pszczew archdeaconry) covered the largest area
and had the highest number of parishes. This was a border region with a higher
number of Protestants than in the central and eastern parts of the diocese. The
particularly high number of filial churches in the deaneries of Czarnkéw and
Zbaszyn was also an outcome of the confessional situation.?® Most churches of
this area discharging parish functions before the Reformation no longer did so
because Protestantism continued to play an important role here.” The high per-
centage of filial churches in the Poznan deanery was the result of the activity of
a dozen or so male and female religious orders in the city of Poznan. Poznan was
also the only city in Poland other than Krakéw with a few collegiate churches. In
the second half of the eighteenth century there were 233 parish churches in the
Poznan palatinate. There were also 250 auxiliary churches. In the pastoral activ-
ity of monasteries (17 parishes) an important role was played by the churches
serviced by the Cistercians and Benedictines. The auxiliary churches included 36
monastery churches and six serviced by religious orders. In the Poznan palati-
nate there were also 22 hospital provostships.

The palatinate of Poznan stood out in Wielkopolska in terms of the range and
duration of the consequences of the Reformation movements. In her analysis of
the map featuring the distribution of dissenters’ churches Jolanta Dworzaczkowa
highlighted the “areas of quite compact Protestant settlement in the western and
northern border regions”* The stability of that compact settlement is clearly re-
flected in the second half of the eighteenth century by the population census
of the Poznan diocese (1765).*" In this area the Evangelical Church maintained
its most developed structures through the end of the eighteenth century. The
basic information needed to study them is offered in the works by Christian
Siegmund Thomas (1750)* and Albert Werner (1904),* as well as on the list

28 That correlation was noticed by, inter alia, S. Litak (Kosciét taciriski, p. 59).

29 Nowacki, Dzieje archidiecezji poznanskiej, vol. 2, p. 554.

30 J. Dworzaczkowa, “Reformacja w Wielkopolsce”, in: Dzieje Wielkopolski, vol. 1: Do
1793 roku, ed. J. Topolski, Poznan 1969, p. 558.

31 M. Kedelski, “Przedrozbiorowy spis ludnoséci diecezji poznanskiej (1765-1769)”,
Przeszlos¢ Demograficzna Polski, 17 (1986), pp. 227-235.

32 Thomas, Altes und Neues, passim.

33 Werner, Geschichte der evangelischen Parochien, passim.
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compiled by Henryk Merczyng* that is to a high degree based on those works.
More recent studies containing information on the territorial organization of all
Protestant denominations include Wojciech Kriegseisens work.”® More recent
attempts, though promising, have not gone beyond the facts offered in those
older studies.”®

According to Werner, at the 1565 synod in Gostyn, Wielkopolska was di-
vided into three church districts headed by district seniors. Jurisdiction over
the entire province was exercised by the provincial senior (superintendent).”
But a somewhat different arrangement follows from the contents of the council
resolutions. In Part 2. Art. 2 reference is made to two seniors (superintendents)
elected by the entire Church. According to Thomas there were two functioning
superintendents until the beginning of the seventeenth century, and afterwards
it became customary to elect a superintendent and two seniors (co-seniores).*
In the inventories of Lutheran churches from the beginning of the eighteenth
century there is no trace of the division into provinces (Superintendenturen) or
districts. Churches functioned within the state administration units (palatinates
and powiats).*® Only in the south of the palatinate, in the disputed area along
the border with Silesia near Wschowa, the influence of the Silesian Evangelicals
manifested itself by the incorporation of the churches at Szlichtyngowa (Schlich-

34 Merczyng, “Zbory i senatorowie protestanccy”, pp. 125-263. It should be emphasized
that Merczyng omitted some churches, especially the filial ones.

35 Kriegseisen, Ewangelicy polscy i litewscy.

36 They include the unpublished doctoral thesis by B. Kopaczynski, Protestantyzm na
pograniczu Slgsko-wielkopolskim od potowy XVI wieku do 1939 roku, Uniwersytet
Wroctawski, 2007, and the study project conducted at the Institute of History (Uni-
versity of Warsaw) Zestawienie zborow protestanckich w Rzeczypospolitej czynnych
w XVI-XVIII (access: http://www.ihuw.pl//content/view/109/70/lang,pl/, 7.10.2009).

37 Werner, Geschichte der evangelischen Parochien, p. V.

38 Erazm Gliczner and Johannes Caper (Jan Kozielski) were most probably the two
superintendents in the initial period of the Reformation in Wielkopolska. H. Bary-
cz established that Gliczner replaced Caper in the position of the superintendent.
J. Dworzaczkowa, Reformacja i kontrreformacja w Wielkopolsce, Poznan 1995, p. 21. In
the mid-eighteenth century Ch.S. Thomas claimed that Gliczner and Caper discharged
the superintendent function at the same time. After the ousting of Caper at the Poznan
council in 1566 he was replaced by Martinus Grossius. Then, after the 1607 synod at
Milostaw there was only one superintendent, Thomas, Altes und Neues, pp. 14-15, 41-
43; see: Rhode, Geschichte der evangelischen Kirche, p. 34.

39 APP. Akta braci czeskich, MS no. 1700, 1701, 1702, 1703 (the eighteenth-century in-
ventories of churches).
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tinsheim) and Drzewce (Driebitz) into the consistory in Glogéw.* The internal
division of the Wielkopolska province into 11 districts (Senioraten) existed from
1737.4* However, it is not reflected in the inventories of religious communities
made by Thomas in 1750 and 1754.* Since the precise affiliation of the churches
with individual districts in the second half of the eighteenth century is not
known, I decided not to present their internal territorial structure either in the
Annex or on the maps included in this study.” When analysing the development
of Protestant communities in Wielkopolska one has to be particularly cautious
because many of them were not functioning for some time in the eighteenth
century. Hypothetical references coming from 1630 and 1777 do not mean that
a Lutheran community still existed before the First Partition of Poland. After the
proclamation of the Tolerance Edict (the so-called Warsaw Treaty) in 1768, and
the annexation of a major part of Wielkopolska by the Kingdom of Prussia, the
importance of Protestantism rose in the entire province and there was a mass-
scale revival of Protestant communities.* This is exemplified by Bnin where the
information included in the 1777 visitation report that the Lutherans had had
a public oratory reflects the post-Partition reality.* The organized Lutheran
community had been revived there two years earlier.* A similar situation existed
at Jutrosin in respect of which the information about a church and a minister
included in the 1778 visitation reflects its condition after its revival in 1776."” But

40 S.J. Ehrhardt, Presbyterologie des evangelischen Schlesiens, vol. 3, part 1, Liegnitz 1783, pp.
242-243, 249; Werner, Geschichte der evangelischen Parochien, pp. 55-57, 341-346; Mer-
czyng, “Zbory i senatorowie protestanccy’, p. 149 (wrongly referred to as Drobnino), 164.

41 Rhode, Geschichte der evangelischen Kirche, p. 111; Die Synoden der Kirche Augsbur-
gischer Konfession in Grosspolen im 16., 17. und 18. Jahrhundert, ed. G. Smend, Posen
1930, p. 34.

42 Thomas, Altes und Neues, pp. 54-125, 136-137.

43 Maps enclosed with the work by A. Rhode reflect the division into districts at the time
of the partitions (Kreisgrenzen), Geschichte der evangelischen Kirche, enclosed maps.

44 The phenomenon of the rise in the number of the Lutheran communities in Wielko-
polska after the First Partition is well reflected by the map enclosed with the work by
A. Rhode (Geschichte der evangelischen Kirche, map: Evangelische Kirchengemeinden
d. Posener Landes 1772 u. 1806).

45 AAP. AV31,p. 312.

46 Werner, Geschichte der evangelischen Parochien, pp. 19-20.

47 1In 1719 a Lutheran owner of a part of Jutrosin coming from the Ebers family was ac-
cused of the church profanation, lost his assets and had to flee to Silesia. The church
and the community declined and were revived in 1776, AAP. AV33, f. 564v, Werner,
Geschichte der evangelischen Parochien, pp. 132-133; Merczyng, “Zbory i senatorowie
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it is necessary to interpret otherwise a similar information from the 1778 visita-
tion of the Latin parish at Bojanowo where the Lutheran community continued
to exist from the seventeenth century.* It is best to verify that information based
on the 1750 inventory by Thomas who identified the communities existing unin-
terruptedly and those that declined during the Counter-Reformation.

In the Poznan palatinate (excluding the Drahim land) there was a total of 85
Lutheran churches (51 parish and 34 filial ones). There were also four churches
run by the Bohemian Brethren. Sometimes it is quite difficult to unequivocally
attribute a church to a specific denomination because two different religious
communities used the same church.®” After Jedrzychowice and its church had
been taken over by the Bohemian Brethren, the Lutheran services were still ad-
ministered.”® At Waszkowo an agreement was concluded between the Lutheran

protestanccy’, p. 151. Similar situations occurred at Kozmin (AAP. AV33, f. 273, 1778
- “oratorium — ministrum suae religionis fovent’, Werner, Geschichte der evangelischen
Parochien, pp. 155-158) and Krotoszyn (ADWL. GAV86, p. 77, 1790; Werner, Geschichte
der evangelischen Parochien, pp. 168-169; Merczyng, “Zbory i senatorowie protestanc-
cy’s p. 153). Where it has not been corroborated that an organized Protestant com-
munity existed before 1772, the list does not include later mentions of prayer houses
at Bialezyn (AAP. AV31, p. 796, 1778), Brody (AAP. AV31, p. 1339, 1781), Goraj (AAP.
AV34, f. 442v, 1779), Jezierzyce (AAP. AV32, pp. 1042-1043, 1778), Kakolewo (AAP.
AV34,1.128,1777), Krosno (AAP. AV31, p. 1656, 1784; AAP. AV32, pp. 195, 204, 206,
214,1777; AAP. AV31, p. 1561, 1783), Krzemieniewo (AAP. AV33, f. 434, 1778), Ksigz
(AAP. AV32, pp. 987, 1001, 1777), Lewice (AAP. AV34, f. 4v, 1781), Lutol Suchy (AAP.
AV34, ff. 340v-341, 1779), Lwoéwek (AAP. AV34, ff. 4v, 486v, 1786), Michorzewo (AAP.
AV34, f. 134, 1777), Mosina (AAP. AV32, pp. 195, 204, 1777), Nietagszkowo (AAP.
AV33,£.37v,1777), Piaski (AAP. AV32, pp. 143, 174, 1777), Pniewy (AAP. AV34, £. 501,
1776), Przyborowo (AAP. AV31, p. 1031, 1778), Roznowo (AAP. AV31, p. 872, 1781),
Rydzyna (AAP. AV33, f. 355, 1778), Skorzewo (AAP. AV31, p. 1281, 1779), Sowinki
(AAP. AV32, p. 1019, 1777), Suchy Las (AAP. AV31, p. 998, 1778), Wytomysl (AAP.
AV34, f. 452v, 1786) and Zabno (AAP. AV32, pp. 195, 204, 1777).

48 AAP. AV33,£.477; Merczyng, “Zbory i senatorowie protestanccy’, pp. 146-147; Werner,
Geschichte der evangelischen Parochien, pp. 20-27.

49 As the number of those churches was insignificant, they were attributed to one of the
denominations in the table, and the Annex mentions that they were shared. Even though
the introduction of the additional religious category (mixed) could be correct from the
substantive point of view, it would complicate the summary tables. It was impossible to
attribute the same church to both denominations because in cartography the number of
sacral buildings reflects the functioning of a religious community in formal terms.

50 Thomas, Altes und Neues, pp. 136-137; Werner, Geschichte der evangelischen Parochien,
pp. 119-123; Merczyng, “Zbory i senatorowie protestanccy’, p. 151.
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community and the Bohemian Brethren that the church would be shared and
the Sunday service would be alternately held in the morning and afternoon.*
The church of the Bohemian Brethren in Leszno (Joanniskirche) was shared by
the Polish and German community.”® As already pointed out by Kriegseisen,
church sharing was due to the fact that there were communities without their
own places of worship whose services were administered irregularly by visiting
pastors.” The statistics offered in this study do not cover such informal groups
because their situation was subject to change and it is difficult to determine their
status unequivocally.

The Protestant churches were not evenly distributed across the Poznan palati-
nate. This is clearly reflected by the structure of the province’s divisions in 1737.
Most capitals of the Lutheran districts were situated in the southern (Leszno,
Wschowa, Bojanowo), western (Miedzyrzecz, Kargowa, Miedzychdd) and
northern (Walcz, Wielen, Nakto) border regions of the palatinate, that is along
the frontiers with Brandenburg and Silesia. Only Poznan and Obrzycko were
located in its centre. The churches of the Bohemian Brethren, that experienced
their greatest growth in the seventeenth century, were mainly situated in the
Wschowa land, and in the border region with Silesia - in Leszno, Jedrzychowice,
Lasocice, Waszkowo (where the church was shared with the Lutherans). In
Leszno there was a permanent seat of the authorities of the Wielkopolska Unity
(Jednota) of the Bohemian Brethren.

Before the First Partition, apart from the representatives of Christian denomi-
nations, the Poznan palatinate was also inhabited by Jews. The history of the Jew-
ish communities was of quite high interest to Prussian historians dealing with
the relations between nations and ethnic groups in the nineteenth and at the
beginning of the twentieth centuries. The most significant works on the subject
include the study by Aron Heppner and Isaak Herzberg from 1904** that, how-
ever, did not avail itself of the Polish sources, inter alia, the poll tax register of
1764/1765. For this reason, the origins of many kahals were (mis)attributed to
the end of the eighteenth or the beginning of the nineteenth century.

The first Jewish community corroborated by the sources was established in
the capital city of the palatinate. Its cemetery was first mentioned in 1438 and its
synagogue — in 1449.% The fifteenth century brought the emergence of the Jewish

51 Werner, Geschichte der evangelischen Parochien, pp. 300-302, 404-406.

52 Ibid, pp. 183-194; Merczyng, “Zbory i senatorowie protestanccy’, p. 154.
53 Kriegseisen, Ewangelicy polscy i litewscy, p. 73.

54 Heppner, Herzberg, Aus Vergangenheit und Gegenwart der Juden, passim.
55 Michatowska, Miedzy demokracjq a oligarchig, p. 11.
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Table 23: The number of places of worship in the Poznan palatinate circa 1772 (excluding

the Drahim starosty)

Religions and | Diocese/ | Archdeaconry/ | Deanery/ Main Auxiliary
denominations | Eparchy | Officialate Protopopy/ | placesof | placesof
Governorship | worship worship

Bohemian 4 -

Brethren

Latin (Roman |Poznan | Poznan Sroda 2 -

Catholic) Buk 16 12

Czarnkéw 16 56

Kostrzyn 5 3

Oborniki 20 12

Poznan 28

Rogozno 9

76 120

Pszczew Grodzisk 23 18

Lwowek 23 9

Zbaszyn 18 33

64 60

Srem Koscian 15 8

Kozmin 1 -

Krobia 22 13

Nowe Miasto 6 2

Smigiel 13 10

Srem 16 22

Wschowa 18 13

91 68

231 248

Breslau | Glogow Wielki | Stawa 2 2

233 250

Lutheran 51 34

Jewish 39 -

Total 327 284

communities at Oborniki and Szamotuly. In the late Middle Ages, the Jews must
have also lived in other cities of Wielkopolska and the Poznan palatinate, but the
existence of organized religious communities cannot be confirmed unequivo-



194 Wielkopolska Province

cally. In the sixteenth century the Jews had their synagogues at Wronki, Srem,
Miedzyrzecz, Skwierzyna and Pila.*® In the seventeenth century there are refer-
ences to the communities at Swarzedz and Wielen.”” In the sixteenth century the
kahals of the Poznan palatinate became part of the Wielkopolska zemstvo where
a major role was played by the communities in Poznan, Leszno and Kalisz (in
the Kalisz palatinate) that were fighting with one another for precedence and
hegemony over the zemstvo in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. That
rivalry is best reflected by the number of the Jewish population in individual
cities. While in the seventeenth century Poznan was the largest centre of Jew-
ish population,™ after 1751 the leading role was played by Leszno to which 36
“branch kahals” were subordinated.”® The city had the highest number of Jew-
ish residents in the entire palatinate. According to the 1765 register Leszno was
inhabited by 4743 Jews. Distinctly fewer followers of Judaism - 1951 - lived in
Poznan.*® Most communities listed in the 1765 poll tax register were confirmed
by other sources coming from the second half of the eighteenth century. In the
1765 poll tax register, and also in the studies devoted to the Wielkopolska Jews,
Jutrosin (in the Kalisz palatinate) is erroneously located in the Poznan palatinate.
It is also disputable if Rostarzewo and Steszew subordinated to Rawicz and Srem
were the seats of the authorities of religious communities.®' The poll tax register
omitted a community at Piaski (Piaseczna Goéra) organized in the 1770s.% Most
probably in the same period, communities were established in the towns of Ry-

56 Guldon, Wijaczka, “Zydzi wéréd chrze$cijan w miastach wielkopolskich”, pp. 150-154.

57 1Ibid, p. 159; Heppner, Herzberg, Aus Vergangenheit und Gegenwart, p. 382. The statis-
tical data on Jewish centres in the Poznan and Kalisz palatinates in the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries are offered by Z. Guldon, J. Wijaczka, “Osadnictwo zydowskie
w wojewddztwach poznanskim i kaliskim w XVI-XVII”, Biuletyn Zydowskiego Instytutu
Historycznego, 1992, no. 2-3, pp. 63-77.

58 Z.Guldon, J. Wijaczka, “Ludno$¢ zydowska w Wielkopolsce w drugiej potowie XVII
w., in: Zydzi w Wielkopolsce na przestrzeni dziejéw, ed. J. Topolski, K. Modelski, Poznati
1995, p. 31.

59 Leszczynski, Sejm Zydéw Korony, p. 69.

60 “Liczba gléw”, p. 391.

61 Guldon, Wijaczka, “Zydzi wérdd chrzescijan w miastach wielkopolskich’, p. 190 (they
also failed to include a community at Szamotuly).

62 AAP. AV32, pp. 316, 333 (1777: “in eodem oppido suam synagogam et coemetrium
circum septum a tribus annis habent”); Heppner, Herzberg, Aus Vergangenheit und
Gegenwart, p. 382.
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dzyna® and Smigiel.* Around 1772 there was a total of 39 Jewish communities
in the Poznan palatinate. It should be emphasized that the Jews lived mainly in
urban centres. In Wielkopolska the percentage of the Jews living in countryside
was significantly lower than in Ruthenia and Malopolska.®®

The percentages of places of worship of individual denominations in the total
number of sacral buildings demonstrate that the structures of the Latin Church
(79.1 percent) clearly predominated in the palatinate of Poznan. Protestant
communities played a greater role in the towns located close to the border with
Brandenburg and Silesia. Half of the towns of the Poznan palatinate were also
inhabited by organized Jewish communities. Bearing in mind the area of the
Poznan palatinate (16 243 km?) there was one place of worship per 26.6 km?. This
figure is comparable with the data for the Krakéw palatinate and some of the
Ruthenian palatinates — Bractaw, Volhynia or Belz. There was one Latin church
per 33.6 km? (one parish per 69.7 km?, and one filial church per 65.5 km?). This
means that the structures of the Latin church in the Poznan palatinate were as
developed as in Malopolska. A similar density of synagogues was recorded in the
second half of the eighteenth century — one community per 416.5 km?

The location of the Poznan palatinate close to the border of the Common-
wealth accounted for the emergence of more than a dozen towns that were
mixed in religious and ethnic terms. In the towns of the Ruthenian part of the
Malopolska province most frequently the Latin, Greek Catholic and Jewish com-
munities coexisted side by side. In the border region towns of the Poznan palati-
nate there was a mix of Polish (Latin-rite Catholic), German (Protestant) and
Jewish elements. The number of ethnically and confessionally mixed cities in
Wielkopolska was, however, much lower than in the vast areas of the Crown Ru-
thenia. Also the character of those cities was completely different. Most interest-
ing in terms of its religious and ethnic makeup was the city of Leszno with three
Christian communities (Roman Catholic, Lutheran, and Bohemian Brethren)
and a Jewish community living side by side. Of 41 cities with churches of more
than one religion (55.4 percent of all urban centres in the palatinate) predomi-
nant were those with a Latin church and a synagogue (19), or with a Latin church,

63 AAP. AV33, f. 355 (1778: “habent suam synagogam iam ab aliquot annis”).

64 In the visitation of 1777 reference is made to a Jewish school located close to a Latin
church. Because there is no reference to a cemetery, this may indicate that it was not
an independent kahal, AAP. AV33, . 370. Based on unknown sources J. Pawicki claims
that there was a synagogue already in the seventeenth century, J. Pawicki, Z dziejéw
Smigla (access: http://www. ck.smigiel.pl, 10.02.2006).

65 Guldon, Wijaczka, “Zydzi wéréd chrzescijan w miastach wielkopolskich”, p. 171.
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synagogue and a Lutheran church (15). At Brojce, Rakoniewice and Rostarzewo
lived Catholic and Protestant communities, and at Kargowa, Mirostawiec and
Szlichtyngowa — Protestant and Jewish communities. Sacral buildings of two de-
nominations were rare in the villages of the Poznan palatinate - among 355 of
them there were only eight villages of that kind (2.2 percent).*

It follows from the analysis of Werner’s study devoted to the Protestant com-
munities in the Poznan palatinate that landowners played a major role in the
shaping of the religious picture of that area. They decided if a church would be
built or created appropriate conditions for the growth of Jewish communities.
Their attitude decided about the recovery of churches by the Roman Catholic
Church. It was owing to their friendly attitude towards Lutheranism that its
churches continued to exist in many towns of Wielkopolska until the eighteenth
century. It should be remembered that in the Poznan palatinate the nobility ex-
tended its patronage over the majority of churches (64.7 percent). The patronage
of the clergy covered 22.7 percent, of the king - 5.9 percent, and of burghers - 5.6
percent of churches. The remaining churches (1 percent) had mixed patronage.

The incorporation of the Drahim starosty (Draheim crown territory) into
Brandenburg in 1668 brought about the almost complete conversion of that area
to Protestantism® and occurred after its intense Polonization at the turn of the
sixteenth century. The presence of the Latin structures in the Drahim starosty
in the second half of the eighteenth century was a consequence of the provi-
sions of the Bromberg Treaty whereby the Catholic religion could be professed
in the starosty, the Polish king had a right to exercise his patronage over the local
churches and the bishops of Poznan could exercise their jurisdiction over that
area.® In the second half of the eighteenth century in the area of the Drahim star-
osty connected with the Poznan diocese there were only two parishes: a Catholic
one at Czaplinek (Tempelbork) (in the Czarnkéw deanery) and a Lutheran one
at Siemczyno (Heinrichsdorf) - a property of the Lutheran von Goltz family.
The Latin parish at Czaplinek had ten filial churches, and the Lutheran parish
only two auxiliary churches. It is a fact that for a long time Protestant residents
went to the services in the Latin church, and the Catholics lived in a diaspora
surrounded by the Protestant population of the Drahim starosty.®

66 Insix cases it was a Latin and Lutheran church. At Jedrzychowice, apart from a church of
the Bohemian Brethren there was a Lutheran church, and at Lasocice - a Latin church.

67 Motsch, Grenzgesellschaft und friihmoderner Staat, p. 214.

68 Nowakowski, “Status Drahimia’, pp. 13-15.

69 In 1700 there were only eight Catholic families at Czaplinek, and one living in a nearby
village, Motsch, Grenzgesellschaft und friihmoderner Staat, p. 214.
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To proceed with the discussion of the situation in the Kalisz and Gniezno parts
of Wielkopolska, it is necessary to point out certain similarities of the religious
structures in those palatinates that until 1768 were one administrative entity — the
palatinate of Kalisz. In the literature on the subject this area is unanimously in-
cluded in Wielkopolska proper. Before the Gniezno part became an independ-
ent entity the Kalisz palatinate had comprised six powiats: Kalisz, Konin, Pyzdry,
Gniezno, Kcynia and Naklo - of which the latter three were incorporated into the
new Gniezno palatinate in 1768. The basic borders of the Kalisz-Gniezno part
of Wielkopolska were shaped in the days of the feudal duchies.” The loss of the
Wielun land and its incorporation into the Sieradz palatinate was a major factor
that determined the territorial range of the Kalisz palatinate in later periods.”

The area of the Kalisz palatinate was almost entirely dominated by the struc-
tures of the Latin Church. Located within its borders were the two oldest Polish
dioceses - that of Poznan covering the western part of the palatinate (part of the
Poznan and Srem archdeaconries) and the archdiocese of Gniezno in its east-
ern part (Kalisz archdeaconry and part of the Gniezno archdeaconry). The sole
exception was the Krotoszyn enclave situated in the south-western part of the
palatinate and belonging to the Gniezno archdiocese. It was a remnant of the
original affiliation of the entire Czestram castellany with the Gniezno archdio-
cese.”? As in the Poznan palatinate it is hard to detect correspondence between
the borders of the lay and church administrations due to the fact that the pa-
latinate and powiat boundaries evolved later on. Situated in the palatinate were
the entire deaneries of Borek, Srem” (in the Srem archdeaconry of the Poznan
diocese), Pyzdry, Sroda’™ (in the Poznan archdeaconry of the Poznan diocese),

70 On the origins of the Kalisz region based on the archeological and written sources, see:
S. Trawkowski, Opuscula medievistica. Studia nad historig spoteczng Polski wczesno-
piastowskiej, Warszawa 2005, pp. 153-198 (“Geneza regionu kaliskiego”). The process
of the emergence of the palatinate’s borders was described by I. Zakrzewski (Kodeks
Dyplomatyczny Wielkopolski, vol. 4, p. 352 and the following), and an exact analysis
of the range of individual powiats is offered by S. Arnold (“Terytorja plemienne”, pp.
18-55).

71 Arnold, Geografia historyczna, pp. 94-95.

72 Idem, “Terytorja plemienne’, pp. 44-45.

73 Excluding the village of Jezewo that was split between the Poznan and Kalisz palati-
nates, Regestr diecezjow, p. 746.

74 Excluding the parishes at Splawie and Rogalinek, Litak, Koscié? faciriski, p. 286. Regestr
diecezjow (pp. 816-817) includes Splawie in the Poznan palatinate, and Rogalinek in
the Kalisz palatinate.
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Kalisz,” Krotoszyn, Pleszew and Stawiszyn (in the Kalisz archdeaconry of the
Gniezno diocese) and most of the area of the deaneries of Konin, Stupca, Som-
polno (in the Gniezno archdeaconry of the Gniezno diocese), Nowe Miasto (in
the Srem archdeaconry of the Poznan diocese) and Staw (in the Kalisz archdea-
conry of the Gniezno diocese). The Kalisz palatinate also covered a parish and
hospital church at Kleczew (in the Gniezno deanery), and a few parishes in the
deaneries of Kostrzyn (in the Poznan archdeaconry of the Poznan diocese) and
Krobia (in the Srem archdeaconry of the Poznan diocese).

As a more in-depth discussion of the organization of the Poznan and Gniezno
dioceses has been included in the presentation of the Poznan and Gniezno pa-
latinates, at this point only general statistical data on parish and filial churches
will be offered. Unlike the Poznan palatinate, in the Kalisz palatinate the number
of Latin parish churches (215) was nearly twice that of the filial churches (121).
This was partly due to the absence of as big an urban centre as Poznan with many
monastic churches that are classified in statistics as filial ones. However, the main
reason behind that situation should be sought in the geography of the Reforma-
tion. In the central areas of Wielkopolska “small churches were dispersed among
active Catholic parishes’,’® and in effect the network of Latin parishes that had
developed in the Middle Ages did not suffer as much as in such lands of the
Poznan palatinate as Walcz, Miedzyrzecz or Wschowa. In the Kalisz palatinate
a special role was played by collegiate churches in Sroda, Kalisz (parish churches)
and Chocz (non-parish). In the pastoral work of monasteries (six monastic par-
ishes and six parishes serviced by religious orders) the most important role was
played by the Cistercians from Lad and Koprzywnica. The auxiliary churches
included 20 monastic churches and 19 hospital churches.

The smaller range of the Reformation in the Kalisz palatinate is also evidenced
by the number of Protestant churches that continued to exist until the end of the
Commonwealth. On the Map of the Dissenter Church Distribution in Wielkopol-
ska circa 1650 authored by E. Jarmuszkiewiczéwna and T. Kowalski there are no
more than ten Protestant churches in the powiats of Pyzdry, Konin and Kalisz.””

75 With the exception of a filial church at Kraszewice (Gizyce parish) belonging to the
Ostrzeszéw powiat in the Sieradz palatinate. The Regestr diecezjéw from 1783-1784
refers to the church at Kraszewice as a parish one, Regestr diecezjéw, p. 40.

76 Dworzaczkowa, Reformacja i kontrreformacja w Wielkopolsce, p. 29.

77 “Mapa X. Rozmieszczenie zboréw réznowierczych w Wielkopolsce okolo 1650 17, ed.
E. Jarmuszkiewiczéwna, T. Kowalski, in: Dzieje Wielkopolski, vol. 1: Do roku 1793, ed.
J. Topolski, Poznan 1969, after p. 576.
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I have managed to corroborate the existence of only four centres™ with organized
(that is with a place of worship) Protestant communities in the second half of the
eighteenth century (before 1772). At Kobylin and Zduny, along the border with
Silesia, there were Lutheran churches. In the vicinity of Konin, at Zychlin and
Wola Laszczowa there were two organized communities of Bohemian Brethren
that were part of the Wielkopolska Unity.

In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries the Jewish communities in the
Kalisz palatinate, like in those of Poznan and Gniezno, belonged to the Wielko-
polska zemstvo. Kalisz aspired to the role of the most important zemstvo kahal,
but it lost in competition with the Poznan and Leszno communities.” The old-
est Jewish centres in that palatinate also included those in Konin and Pyzdry.*
In view of the very low number of Jews mentioned in the poll tax register it is
doubtful if in the second half of the eighteenth century there were any communi-
ties at Raszkéw and Odolanéw.®

The most populous kahals were at Krotoszyn (1524 people) and Kalisz (702).
Both of them were the first category communities.®> With the exception of
Karmin all communities referred to in the 1765 poll tax register lived in towns.

To summarize briefly the confessional situation in the Kalisz palatinate it
should be emphasized that the area was exceptionally homogeneous with the
Latin church dominant (91.3 percent). Granted the total area of the Kalisz pa-
latinate (8566 km?®), there was one Latin church per 25.5 km? (one parish per
39.8 km? and one filial church per 70.8 km?). It is evident that the parish network
was nearly twice denser than in the Poznan palatinate. Twelve out of 215 parish

78 'The sources do not corroborate strongly the existence of prayer houses (“oratoria”): the
Calvinist in the village of Koscielec near Kalisz (1761: ADWL GAV56, p. 494) and the
Lutheran ones in the villages of Przespolew Koscielny (1761: ADWL. GAV56, p. 688)
and Szemborowo (1766: AAGn. CE17, p. 385) as well as the town of Stawiszyn (1761:
ADWL. GAV56, p. 537).

79 Leszczynski, Sejm Zydéw Korony, p. 69.

80 Guldon, Wijaczka, Zydzi wsrdd chrzescijan w miastach wielkopolskich, p. 150.

81 Itis certain that there were synagogues in the first half of the nineteenth century, Hep-
pner, Herzberg, Aus Vergangenheit und Gegenwart, pp. 291, 887.

82 Leszczynski, Sejm Zydéw Korony, p. 69.

83 The size of the powiats of Kalisz, Konin and Pyzdry was estimated by A. Gasiorowski
at circa 8600 km? Gasiorowski, “Podzialy terytorialne i zarzad wewnetrzny”, p. 36.
A slightly lower figure, especially in respect of the Pyzdry powiat, was offered by
A. Pawinski for the sixteenth century — he estimated the area of those three powiats
to be of 8254 km?, Polska XVI wieku pod wzgledem geograficzno-statystycznym, vol. 1:
Wielkopolska, p. 50.
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Table 24: The number of places of worship in the Kalisz palatinate circa 1772

Religions and | Diocese/ | Archdeaconry/ | Deanery/ Main Auxiliary
denominations | Eparchy Officialate Protopopy/ | placesof | placesof
Governorship | worship worship
Bohemian 2 -
Brethren
Latin (Roman | Gniezno |Gniezno Gniezno - St. 1 1
Catholic) Michael’s
Konin 24 10
Stupca 18 10
Sompolno 14 9
57 30
Kalisz Kalisz 18 17
Krotoszyn 7 10
Pleszew 21 5
Staw 12 12
Stawiszyn 20 6
78 50
135 80
Poznan |Poznan Sroda 15 9
Kostrzyn 7 -
Pyzdry 16 10
38 19
Srem Borek 1
Kozmin 22
Krobia 2
Nowe Miasto 17 8
42 22
80 41
215 121
Lutheran 2 -
Jewish 28 -
Total 247 121

churches (5.6 percent) were the monastic churches or those serviced by religious
orders, and there were 20 monastery churches (16.5 percent) among 121 filial
churches. In this area the most significant role was played by the Cistercians at
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Lad and Koprzywnica, Bernardines and Friars Minor Conventual (Conventual
Franciscans). There were also 19 hospital churches and three collegiate churches
(Kalisz, Sroda and Chocz).

Few as they were, the Protestant communities living along the border with Si-
lesia and near Konin had little impact on the religious structure of the palatinate.
But town landscapes were affected by the presence of Jewish communities that had
experienced revival and development after the wars with Sweden. There were ka-
hal seats in 28 out of 49 towns of the palatinate (one kahal per 306 km?). The most
ethnically diversified cities of the Kalisz palatinate included Kobylin and Zduny
where Lutheran communities lived next to the Latin and Jewish ones. There seems
to be no direct interdependence between the confessional situation and the char-
acter of patronage over Christian churches that - like in the Poznan palatinate -
was noble in 65.7 percent. The other types of patronage, corresponding with the
ownership structure in the region, were of minor significance: ecclesiastical — 19
percent, royal — 8.5 percent, burgher — 4.8 percent and mixed - 2 percent.

In 1768, following a decision of the diet in Warsaw, the northern powiats were
set apart from the Kalisz palatinate: the Gniezno, Kcynia and Naklo powiats
formed the separate palatinate of Gniezno.** In terms of religious and ethnic
relations one may speak of a certain homogeneity of both these palatinates which
were part of Wielkopolska proper. The Gniezno palatinate continued to function
through 1793, that is until its incorporation into the Kingdom of Prussia.

Situated in the Gniezno palatinate was a part of the Latin Gniezno archdio-
cese (part of the Gniezno and Kamien archdeaconry) and a few parishes of the
Poznan diocese (part of the Poznan archdeaconry). In effect of the fragmenta-
tion of feudal duchies, which later on translated into the division into palati-
nates, the Gniezno archdiocese established in 1000 included churches located in
11 palatinates: Brzes¢ Kujawski, Gniezno, Inowroctaw, Kalisz, Krakéw, Leczyca,
Mazowsze, Pomorze, Rawa, Sandomierz and Sieradz. The initial range of the
Gniezno archdiocese must have been significantly curtailed, inter alia, in the
aftermath of the establishment of the dioceses in Kujawy and Mazowsze in the
eleventh century. The development of the diocesan borders in the Middle Ages
and early modern era was analysed in depth by Bolestaw Kumor and Jan Ko-
rytkowski:

“No matter who looks at the map of the Gniezno archdiocese as misshaped as it was

from the fifteenth century until the First Partition of Poland, he must admit that the bor-

84 Volumina Legum, vol. 7, ed. ]. Ohryzko, Petersburg 1860, p. 348; Gloger, Geografia
historyczna, p. 96.
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ders of that archdiocese must have been demarcated and changed over several centuries,

not only after new bishoprics had been added but also in the aftermath of the growing

area of the state and political upheavals”®

The last important change of the Gniezno archdiocese’s borders took place after
the area surrounding Wolborz, where the bishops of Wloctawek had held their
benefices from the thirteenth century, had been transferred to the Wloctawek
diocese in return for a more than a dozen parishes located along the border be-
tween both dioceses. In spite of the resistance on the part of the Gniezno chapter
the change was approved by the Pope in 1764.%

Historians agree that the original division of the Gniezno archdiocese into
archdeaconries occurred under archbishop Henryk Kietlicz at the turn of the
twelfth century. It was in his days that the archdeaconries were established at
Leczyca, Gniezno, Kalisz and Wielun. Further divisions were to take place dur-
ing the office of Archbishop Jakub Swinka (1283-1314) who established the
archdeaconries of Uniejow, Pomorze (Stupsk) and Kurzeléw. At the beginning
of the fourteenth century, after Pomorze Zachodnie (Western Pomerania) had
been lost, the archdiocese was deprived of the Stupsk archdeaconry. In 1512
Archbishop Laski had separated the northern (Pomorze) part of the Gniezno
archdeaconry and established the Kamien archdeaconry. In the Leczyca arch-
deaconry he separated the deaneries of Rawa and Bedlno thus establishing the
Lowicz archdeaconry.*” It did not undergo any fundamental changes until the
end of the eighteenth century. In those days the Gniezno archdiocese com-
prised eight archdeaconries (including the territory of Wielun as a separate
archdeaconry) and 41 deaneries. Situated in the Gniezno palatinate were all the
Gniezno deaneries (of St. Michael, St. Peter and Paul, and the Holy Trinity®)
and the entire deaneries of Lekno (in the Gniezno archdeaconry of the Gniezno

85 Kumor, Granice metropolii i diecezji, pp. 321-328; J. Korytkowski, Arcybiskupi
gnieznienscy, prymasowie i metropolici polscy od roku 1000 az do roku 1821, vol. 1,
Poznan 1888, pp. 29-36. “Mapa archidiecezji gnieznienskiej” enclosed with the publica-
tion of Liber beneficiorum by Jan Laski, vol. 2.

86 Kumor, Granice metropolii i diecezji, p. 328.

87 Korytkowski, Arcybiskupi gnieznieriscy, vol. 1, p. 30; Szymanski, “Biskupstwa polskie
w wiekach $rednich’, p. 228; M. Rdzanski, “Sie¢ parafialna w archidiakonacie teczyckim
w okresie staropolskim’, Colloquia Theologica Adalbertina. Biblica, Patristica et His-
torica, 5 (2004), pp. 53-54.

88 Apart from the parishes of Siedlimowo and Wojcin belonging to the Brzes$¢ Kujawski
palatinate and the parish and filial churches at Kleczew which were in the Kalisz pa-
latinate, Litak, Koscié? taciniski, p. 167.
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diocese), Lobzenica and Naklo (in the Kamien archdeaconry of the Gniezno
diocese). It also covered most of the parishes in the deaneries of Znin (in the
Gniezno archdeaconry of the Gniezno diocese) and small parts of the deaneries
of Czarnkow, Kostrzyn, Rogozno (in the Poznan archdeaconry of the Poznan
diocese), Cztuchéw, Wiecbork (in the Kamien archdeaconry of the Gniezno dio-
cese), Konin and Stupca (in the Gniezno archdeaconry of the Gniezno diocese).

In the second half of the eighteenth century there were 137 parish church-
es and 83 filial churches in the Gniezno palatinate. Parish churches included
Gniezno cathedral, the collegiate church in Kamien Krajenski, six parishes run
by the Canons Regular of the Lateran from the Trzemeszno congregation and
four parishes serviced by the Cistercians from Wagrowiec and the Benedictines
from Mogilno. Among auxiliary churches one should mention St. George’s col-
legiate church in Gniezno, 11 monastic churches of which one filial church was
serviced by the Benedictines (at Wojcin), and also 13 hospital provostships.

What distinguishes the religious structures of the Kalisz (southern) and Gniezno
(northern) parts of Wielkopolska proper is a higher number of Lutheran churches
in the Gniezno palatinate. The list compiled by Merczyng in 1905 includes many in-
accuracies regarding the northern part of the Poznan and Gniezno palatinates. He
omitted, inter alia, very important Protestant centres in the Naklo powiat: a parish
in the village of Stare Gronowo (Grunau) and filial churches at Batorowo (Battrow)
and Mysligoszcz (Marienfelde), at the village of Trudna near Lobzenica,® in the
town of Frydlad Pruski (Debrzno) on the border with Pomorze,” in the town of
Ztotéw near Lobzenica,” in the villages of Radzicz near Wyrzysk,”” Grabéwno near
Miasteczko,” Ostrowo,” Juricewo and Zerniki near Znin,” in the town of Krajenka
and villages of Piecewo, Tarnéwka, Oséwka and Zeleznica near Lobzenica.®® But
it is difficult to interpret unequivocally any mentions of Lutheran prayer houses in
the visitation reports of the Latin Gniezno archdiocese.

Where there was no additional information available - sometimes it was un-
known whether they were in alocality that was a parish or in one of parish villages,

89 AAGn. CE42, pp. 540-542.

90 Rhesa, Kurzgefasste Nachrichten von allen seit der Reformation, pp. 19, 173.

91 AAGn. CE42, pp. 506-508, 510; Rhesa, Kurzgefasste Nachrichten von allen seit der
Reformation, p. 172 (the church founded by Palatine Zygmunt Grudzinski in 1642).

92 AAGn. CE42, pp. 29-30, 95-96.

93 AAGn. CE42, pp. 201-202.

94 AAGn. CE42, pp. 776-777, 780.

95 ADWL GAV55, pp. 41, 43.

96 AAGn. CE42, pp. 394-396.
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Table 25: The number of places of worship in the Gniezno palatinate circa 1772.

Religions and | Diocese/ | Archdeaconry/ | Deanery/ Main Auxiliary
denominations | Eparchy | Officialate Protopopy/ | placesof | placesof
Governorship | worship worship
Bohemian 1 -
Brethren
Latin (Roman | Gniezno | Gniezno Gniezno - St. 13 7
Catholic) Michael’s
Gniezno - St. 15 10
Peter and
Paul’s
Gniezno - 23 17
Holy Trinity’s
Lekno 20 11
Stupca 5 2
Znin 25 10
101 57
Kamien Czluchéw 1 -
Lobzenica 12 16
Nakto 11 4
Wiecbork 3
27 23
128 80
Poznan | Poznan Czarnkéw 3 3
Kostrzyn 1 -
Rogozno 5 -
9 3
137 83
Lutheran 14 5
Jewish 22 -
Total 174 88

or if they were churches or special rooms in cabins referred to as oratories or
prayer houses — such churches have not been included in the statistics.” The

97 Such localities (or parishes) as: Borowo (prayer house, Lat. p. of Chojna), AAGn. CE18,
p. 553 (1767), Chometowo, AAGn. CE18, p. 660 (1767), Czerniejewo, AAGn. CE50,
p- 13 (1767), Debionek (Lat. p. of Debowo), AAGn. CE42, pp. 73-74 (1766), Dzwierszno,
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Table 26: The Lutheran population based on the visitation reports of the Roman Catholic
parishes in the Gniezno archdiocese in the second half of the eighteenth century (exceeding

500 people)
Locality Population Source
Krajenka 1649 AAGn. CE42, pp. 394-396, 1766
Ztotow 1001 AAGn. CE42, pp. 506-508, 510, 1766
Radawnica 967 AAGn. CE42, pp. 585, 590-592, 595, 1766
Lobzenica 863 AAGn. CE42, pp. 287-288, 1766
Smitowo 846 AAGn. CE42, p. 156, 1766
Buczek Wielki 841 AAGn. CE42, pp. 540-542, 1766
Wysoka 711 AAGn. CE42, pp. 123-124, 1766
Dzwierszno 657 AAGn. CE42, pp. 633-634, 1766
Kotata 600 AAGn. CE18, p. 815, 1766
Glubczyn 592 AAGn. CE42, pp. 355-356, 1766
Prusce 572 AAP AV31,p.491,1778
Tarnowka 568 AAGn. CE42, pp. 394-396, 1766
Zakrzewo 533 AAGn. CE42, pp. 452-454, 1766
Miasteczko 533 AAGn. CE42, pp. 201-202, 1766
Trlag 501 AAGn. CE39, 1. 44, 1775

largest groups of Lutheran population lived in the localities situated along the bor-
der with Pomorze, in the Naklo powiat (Krajenka, Zlotéw, Radawnica, Lobzenica,
Smitowo, Buczek Wielki, Wysoka, Glubczyn, Tarndéwka, Zakrzewo), and west of
Gniezno, in a region bordering the Poznan palatinate (Kotata, Prusce).

AAGn. CE42, pp. 633-634 (1766), Golancz, AAGn. CE18, p. 546 (1767), Grylewo, AAGn.
CE18, p. 535 (1767), Imielno, AAGn. CE18, p. 844, AAGn. CE50, p. 6 (1767), Jaktorowo,
ADWL. GAV32, p. 30 (1760), Jarzabkowo, AAGn. CE50, p. 22 (1767), Kcynia, AAGn.
CE18, p. 582 (1767), Kruchowo, AAGn. CE21, p. 25 (1781), Linowiec, AAGn. CE21, p. 63
(1781), Mirkowice, Thomas, Altes und Neues, p. 113 (1750), Niechanowo, AAGn. CE50,
p. 31 (1767), Opatéwko, AAGn. CE50, p. 31 (1767), Parlin, ADWL. GAV55, p. 23 (1760),
Pawlowo, AAGn. CE50, p. 9 (1767), Pobiedziska, AAGn. CE18, pp. 820-821 (1766),
Radawnica, AAGn. CE42, pp. 585, 590-592, 595 (1766), Rogowo, ADWL. GAV55, p. 32
(1760), Rynarzewo, AAGn. CE18, p. 605 (1767), Samokleski, AAGn. CE18, p. 600 (1767),
Stupy, AAGn. CE18, p. 594 (1767), Smogulec, AAGn. CE18, p. 564 (1767), Szczepanowo,
AAGn. CE18, p. 676 (1767), Witkowo, AAGn. CE50, p. 27 (1767), Wronczyn, AAGn.
CE18, p. 815 (1766), Wysoka, AAGn. CE42, pp. 123-124 (1766), Zakrzewo, AAGn. CE42,
Pp. 452-454 (1766), Zelice (Lat. p. of Potulice), AAP. AV31, p. 643 (1778).
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It follows from the 1765 poll tax register that in three powiats of the Kalisz
palatinate, which were later incorporated into the Gniezno palatinate, there were
22 Jewish communities.”® The tax register included the town of Labiszyn in the
Kcynia powiat, and the towns of Mrocza, Ledzyczek and Sepdlno in the Nakto
powiat. According to other sources, first of all the cartographic ones, those lo-
calities were in the neighbouring palatinates: Mrocza, Labiszyn and Se¢pdlno in
the Inowroclaw palatinate, and Ledyczek in the Pomorze palatinate. Included
in the Konin powiat was Wilczyn that belonged to the Gniezno palatinate after
1768. Although Zenon Guldon and Jacek Wijaczka treated each entity referred
to in the 1765 register as a separate Jewish community, it cannot be ruled out
that some of them, especially those inhabited by a few Jews, did not function
as separate entities in the second half of the eighteenth century. In the Gniezno
palatinate there are doubts about Czerniejewo, Zydowo and Gozdanin.” But it
is possible to add Miescisko, where according to the 1782 visitation there was
a synagogue'”, and Wyrzysk'" to the Jewish communities in the Gniezno pa-
latinate.

In the eighteenth century all Jewish communities of the Gniezno palatinate
were part of the Wielkopolska zemstvo.!”? They developed a little later than
those in the Poznan or Kalisz parts of Wielkopolska. The oldest of them was in
Gniezno, where the earliest mention of the Jews comes from 1478, and at Kcy-
nia, Labiszyn and Naklo that are referred to in the registers of Jewish population
of 1507.' According to the poll tax register of 1765 only at Zlotéw lived more
than one thousand Jews. There were also larger Jewish communities at Chodziez,
Lobzenica, Wrze$nia, Skoki and Kcynia.

It transpires from the data on sacral buildings in the Gniezno palatinate that
it shared more similarities with the palatinate of Poznan rather than that of Ka-
lisz from which the Gniezno palatinate had been detached. This was due to the

98  “Liczba gtéw”, p. 392; Guldon, Wijaczka, “Zydzi wérod chrzescijan w miastach wielko-
polskich’, pp. 191-192 (Table 6: Jewish communities in the Kalisz palatinate in 1765).

99  The poll tax register attributed the Jews from Gozdanin to the Inowroctaw palatinate,
“Liczba gléow”, p. 395.

100 AAGn. CE23, p. 140.

101 AAGn. CE42, p. 253 (the 1766 reference to a school); US Commission No.
POCE000424 (the community was established in the eighteenth century).

102 Halperin, Acta Congressus Generalis, map.

103 M. Horn, “Najstarszy rejestr osiedli zydowskich w Polsce z 1507 t) Biuletyn Zydow-
skiego Instytutu Historycznego, 1974, no. 93, p. 13; Guldon, Wijaczka, “Osadnictwo
zydowskie w wojewddztwach poznanskim i kaliskim w XVI-XVII w, p. 71.
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stronger influence of the Protestantism in the northern part of Wielkopolska
compared with the areas situated along its border with Silesia. The domination
of the Latin Church was decidedly more pronounced in the Gniezno and Kcynia
parts, and weaker in the Naklo powiat where the majority of Lutheran church-
es and prayer houses covered by statistics were located. In the entire palatinate
(7987 km?'%*), there was one Latin church per 36.3 km? (one parish per 58.3 km?
and one filial church per 96.2 km?). The network of kahals was developed to the
same degree as in the Poznan and Kalisz palatinates — one Jewish community
per circa 363 km?.

From the point of view of the geography of sacral buildings, the most diver-
sified in terms of religion and ethnicity was the town of Skoki located close to
the border with the Poznan palatinate. Situated there was the only church of the
Bohemian Brethren functioning in the Gniezno palatinate in the second half of
the eighteenth century. It was also inhabited by communities of Lutherans, Jews
and Roman Catholics. At Krajenka, Lobzenica and Ztotéw there were Lutheran
places of worship as well as those of the Latin and Jewish communities. Located
in the Naklto powiat was the highest number of most religiously diversified cen-
tres with more than a dozen towns in which the Latin and Lutheran communi-
ties lived side by side, and sporadically also a Jewish community. The structure
of the patronage over Christian churches reflects the proprietary relations in
Wielkopolska and does not differ from the situation in the Poznan and Kalisz
palatinates (62.3 percent of noble, 28.3 percent of ecclesiastical, 6.3 percent of
royal, 1.3 percent of burgher and 1.9 percent of mixed patronage).

As mentioned at the beginning of this chapter in historiography the geo-
graphical range of Wielkopolska was most frequently associated with the palati-
nates of Poznan, Kalisz and Gniezno. Such approach may be found in A History
of Wielkopolska edited by Jerzy Topolski and published in 1969. However, its
authors also emphasized that the term had a broader meaning and covered such
central Polish lands as Leczyca, Sieradz and Kujawy.'”

The duchies of Leczyca and Sieradz became politically and territorially in-
dependent in the thirteenth century. Analysing the medieval borders of cas-
tellanies that later became part of the Leczyca and Sieradz palatinates Arnold
often emphasized that they corresponded with the church borders demarcated

104 According to A. Pawinski three powiats which formed the Gniezno palatinate in the
eighteenth century covered an area of 8270 km? in the second half of the sixteenth
century. Polska XVI wieku pod wzgledem geograficzno-statystycznym, vol. 1: Wielko-
polska, p. 50.

105 J. Topolski, “Pojecie regionu historycznego’, p. 29.
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by the 1136 bull.'® In formal terms it was the Sieradz palatinate (comprising the
powiats of Sieradz, Szadkéw, Piotrkéw and Radomsko) which in early modern
times also included the Wielun land that had earlier been referred to as the Ruda
land (composed of Wielu and Ostrzeszéw).!"” It was strategically located on the
border with Malopolska, Wielkopolska and Silesia.'® In that area the border be-
tween the Gniezno archdiocese and the Breslau diocese was subject to constant
changes throughout the seventeenth century.'”

In the eighteenth century a part of the Latin Breslau diocese was located in
the Sieradz palatinate. It comprised the deaneries of Ostrzeszéw and Opatéw. In
Arnold’s opinion in the twelfth century the territory of Ostrzeszow was viewed
as part of Silesia, hence its affiliation with the Breslau diocese. In the thirteenth
century it was incorporated into the Kalisz land and at the end of the fourteenth
century - into the Wielun land,""° but it continued to be part of the Breslau dio-
cese. The rest of the Sieradz palatinate was part of the Gniezno archdiocese, but
the parishes of Czarnocin, Nagorzyce and Wolborz were handed over to the
Wrhoclawek diocese in 1764. The majority of parishes and filial churches in the
Sieradz palatinate belonged to the Uniejéw and Wielun archdeaconries of the
Gniezno archdiocese. The Uniejéw archdeaconry was one of the oldest in the
archdiocese, and the territory of Wielun had been set apart from the Kalisz arch-
deaconry at the beginning of the sixteenth century.""! Only small sections of the
palatinate extended beyond the boundaries of the archdeaconries of Gniezno
(the Konin deanery), Kalisz (the deaneries of Kalisz and Staw), Kurzeléw (the
Kurzeléw deanery) and Leczyca (the Tuszyn deanery).

The sources corroborate that in the second half of the eighteenth century there
were 199 parishes and 173 auxiliary churches in the palatinate of Sieradz. It is note-
worthy that among the parishes there were many collegiate churches in such lo-
calities as Wolborz, Wielun, Uniejow, Sieradz and Lask. Religious orders ran and
serviced eight parish churches, and the Pauline Fathers played the most important
role. Auxiliary churches comprised 28 monastic churches and 20 hospital provost-

106 S. Arnold, “Terytorja plemienne’, pp. 50-55.

107 Idem, Geografia historyczna, p. 97; E. Callier, Powiat ostrzeszowski w XVI wieku. Szkic
geograficzno-historyczny, Poznan 1888, p. 3. On the independence of the Wielun land
from the Sieradz palatinate see K. BuczeK’s introduction to the Historical-Geographical
Dictionary of the Wielur Land in the Middle Ages, ed. R. Rosin, Warszawa 1963, p. 36.

108 Zwiazek, “Przynaleznos¢ koscielna’, p. 66.

109  Kumor, Granice metropolii i diecezji, pp. 102-103.

110 Arnold, “Terytorja plemienne”, pp. 35-37.

111  Kortykowski, Arcybiskupi gnieznieriscy, vol. 1, pp. 34-35.
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ships. The parish network in the Wielun land was better developed and denser than
in the rest of the Sieradz palatinate due to a slightly different process of settlement."
Notable is a significant number of filial churches, much higher than in the Kalisz and
Gniezno palatinates, nearly equal to the number of parish churches. In Stanistaw
Litak’s view this was an outcome of the progress of the Reformation and the fact that
the Wielun land and the Uniejéw archdeaconry were located along the border with
Silesia.'” In theory that process should have been accompanied by a significantly
high number of still active Protestant churches, like in the case of the Walcz powiat
in the Poznan palatinate or Naklo powiat in the Gniezno palatinate. However, it
follows from the visitations of the deaneries of Staw (1759),''* Wielun (1763),'
Uniejow (1789)"'¢ and Warta (1790),"” which had quite regularly informed that the
number of Protestants was not high in this area. The highest number of “dissenters”
(78) lived in the parish of Wielenin in the Uniejow deanery.''® Based on compiled
source data it has been possible to confirm that in the second half of the eighteenth
century there were only two Protestant prayer houses in the Sieradz palatinate — at
Blaszki (inhabited by ten Lutheran families) the Lutherans had their oratory,'* and
at Walichnowy there was an unspecified church in the charge of the Mieszkowskis
from Katy Walichnowskie'?” who professed Calvinism.

Jewish settlement in the Sieradz palatinate began quite late (in the fifteenth
century). Guldon established that in 1563-1565 the poll tax was paid only by
the Jews living in two towns — Warta and Wielun.'?! In spite of numerous de non
tolerandis Judaeis decrees passed in respect to the towns of the Sieradz palatinate
in the seventeenth and the first half of the eighteenth century a few new organ-
ized Jewish communities were established. The 1765 poll tax register mentions
ten synagogues in the Sieradz palatinate, including three (Dzialoszyn, Kepno,
Bolestawiec) in the Wielun land. The largest Jewish centres with more than one

112 S.Litak, “Struktura i funkcje parafii w Polsce’, in: Koscié? w Polsce, ed. J. Ktoczowski,
vol. 2, Krakow 1968, pp. 282-284.

113 Idem, Parafie w Rzeczypospolitej, pp. 49-50.

114 ADWL GAV45.

115 ADWL GAV59.

116 ADWL GAVSS.

117 ADWL GAV89.

118 ADWL GAVSS, f. 10.

119 The oratory was not included in the summary table because its nature is not known
and it is not clear how long it operated, ADWt. GAV45, p. 18; AAGn. CE22b, p. 838.

120 ADWL GAV59, p. 1567.

121  Guldon, Wijaczka, “Zydzi wéréd chrzescijan w miastach wielkopolskich”, p. 174.
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Table 27: The number of places of worship in the Sieradz palatinate circa 1772

Religions and | Diocese/ | Archdeaconry/| Deanery/ Main | Auxiliary

denominations | Eparchy Officialate Protopopy/ | places of | places of
Governorship | worship | worship

Calvinist 1 -
Latin (Roman | Gniezno Gniezno Konin 3 3
Catholic) Kalisz Kalisz - 1
Staw 8 2

8 3

Kurzelow Kurzelow 5 2

Leczyca Tuszyn 18 17

Wielun Krzepice 8 8

Ruda 18 14

Wieruszéw 13 15

39 37

Uniejow Brzeznica 16 14

Lutomiersk 11 8

Radomsko 16 18

Szadek 25 22

Uniejow 12 8

Warta 22 18

102 88

175 150

Wioclawek | Wioctawek Wolbérz 3 6

Breslau Opole Olesno 1 -

Breslau Opatow 9 6

Ostrzeszow 11 11

20 17

21 17

199 173

Jewish 11 -
Total 211 173

thousand people professing Judaism existed in Dziatoszyn (1956 people in the
kahal), Lask (1588) and Piotrkéw (1107). The Sieradz kahals did not, however,
play an important role in the authorities of the Wielkopolska zemstvo. It follows



Wielkopolska 211

from Israel Halperin’s map that only the kahal at Koniecpol, in the south of the
Sieradz palatinate, belonged to the Malopolska zemstvo.'*

As there was only one Calvinist church and 11 Jewish kahals in the Sieradz pa-
latinate, this area may be viewed as almost homogeneous in religious and ethnic
terms. The confessional structure of this territory was influenced by neighbour-
ing Silesia only to a small degree — Roman-Catholic churches accounted for 97
percent of all sacral buildings. In the area of the Sieradz palatinate (12 220 km?
123) there was one parish per 61.4 km?, and one filial church per 70.6 km?. The
density of kahals was definitely lower than in the palatinates of Wielkopolska
proper discussed above — one kahal per 1111 km?. Relatively weaker develop-
ment of the Jewish settlement in the Sieradz palatinate may have been due to the
ownership and legal structure of the towns half of which were the property of the
king and half - of the clergy. The legal structure of the patronage over Christian
churches was very close to other palatinates of Wielkopolska: noble patronage
accounted for 63.1 percent, clergy — 23.8 percent, royal - 9 percent, burgher - 1.6
percent, academic - 0.4 percent, mixed - 2 percent.

Located north of the Sieradz palatinate the Leczyca palatinate covered an area
that was only half as large (4282 km?'**). In early modern times it comprised the
three powiats of Leczyca, Orléw and Brzeziny.'” The entire area of the Leczyca
palatinate was within the boundaries of the Gniezno archdiocese, forming the core
of the Leczyca archdeaconry.'” In 1764 a few parishes located in the deanery of
Wolbérz were swapped with the bishops of Wioclawek.'?” Located in the area of
the Leczyca palatinate was also part of the deanery of Rawa Mazowiecka (in the

122 Halperin, Acta Congressus Generalis, map.

123 According to A. Pawinski four powiats which were part of the Sieradz palatinate in
the eighteenth century covered an area of 8913 km? in the second half of the sixteenth
century. If 2777 km? of the Wielun land are added then the sum is close to our es-
timates — 11 690 km?, Polska XVI wieku pod wzgledem geograficzno-statystycznym,
vol. 1: Wielkopolska, p. 50.

124 A. Pawinski estimated that the area of three powiats that were part of the Leczyca
palatinate in the eighteenth century totaled 4378 km? in the second half of the six-
teenth century, Polska XVI wieku pod wzgledem geograficzno-statystycznym, vol. 1:
Wielkopolska, p. 50.

125 Gloger, Geografia historyczna, p. 106; Arnold, “Terytorja plemienne’, pp. 54-55.

126  On the borders and parish network in the Leczyca archdeaconry, see: Rozanski,
“Sie¢ parafialna w archidiakonacie teczyckim’, passim; P. Staniszewski, “Terytorium
archidiakonatow: leczyckiego i fowickiego w okresie przedrozbiorowym’, Studia
Loviciensia, 3 (2001), pp. 255-266.

127 Roézanski, “Sie¢ parafialna w archidiakonacie feczyckim?, pp. 54-56.



212 Wielkopolska Province

Lowicz archdeaconry). This was due to the fact that the areas located south of the
Lowicz castellany were dependent on Leczyca. This question was analysed in depth
by Arnold who concluded that the borders of the Gniezno archdiocese had been
moved westward, to the disadvantage of the bishopric of Poznan (the deaneries of
Yowicz, Skierniewice, Rawa Mazowiecka). He associated it with a “similar event on
the western border of the Gniezno diocese, namely that it had been dislocated (to
the advantage of the Poznan bishopric) in the area of the Czestram castellany”'?
The affiliation with the Uniejéw deanery of the filial church at Chodéw explains
its dependence on the Wartkowice parish located on the left bank of the Ner River
(Sieradz palatinate). In the Leczyca palatinate there was only one parish of the
Sompolno deanery (Gniezno archdeaconry). Which may have been due to the fact
that in the sixteenth century Grzegorzew belonged to the Lad castellany along with
the nearby villages of Kielczew, Boguszyniec, Skobielice and Rzuchow.'*

Of the total of 117 Roman-Catholic churches in the Leczyca palatinate al-
most one third, 31 percent, were filial churches. Six of the parish churches (7.5
percent) were also monastic churches, and in one case - at Laznéw - the parish
was serviced by monks, the Cistercians from Sulejow. Eight filial churches (21.6
percent) discharged the function of hospital churches, and seven (18.9 percent)
belonged to monasteries (six male and one female order - the Norbertines from
Leczyca). A collegiate church in Tum near Leczyca that was also a filial church is
also worth mentioning.

In the second half of the eighteenth century there were Jewish communities in
11 out of 25 towns with sacral buildings of the Leczyca palatinate.” Jewish set-
tlement began there quite late, like in the Sieradz land. Migration of the Jews to
the Wielkopolska-Mazowsze border areas may be attributed to migrations inside
the Kingdom of Poland, but also emigration from western Europe. In the second
half of the sixteenth century there were Jewish communities only in Leczyca and
Kroséniewice."” In the seventeenth century they could be found in other towns.'**
Until the end of the eighteenth century the most important centre of Jewish set-
tlement existed in Leczyca.'*

128 Arnold, “Terytorja plemienne’, p. 71.

129 Ibid, p. 33.

130 The 1765 poll tax register wrongly classified Zychlin as belonging to the Gostyr land
in the Rawa palatinate, “Liczba gtéw”, p. 406. See: Regestr diecezjéw, p. 82; Litak,
Kosciot tacinski, p. 192.

131 Fijatkowski, Zydzi w wojewddztwach teczyckim i rawskim, pp. 32-34.

132 Guldon, Wijaczka, “Zydzi wéréd chrzedcijan w miastach wielkopolskich”, pp. 171-173.

133 “Liczba gltéw”, p. 406 (1067 Jews).
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Table 28: The number of places of worship in the Leczyca palatinate circa 1772.
Religions and | Diocese/ | Archdeaconry/ | Deanery/ Main | Auxiliary
denominations | Eparchy Officialate Protopopy/ | placesof | places of
Governorship | worship | worship
Latin (Roman | Gniezno Gniezno Sompolno 1
Catholic) Leczyca Klodawa 18 7
Kutno 18 1
Leczyca 15 11
Tuszyn 2 1
Zgierz 16 11
69 31
Lowicz Rawa 5 4
Mazowiecka
Uniejow Uniejow - 1
75 37
Wrhoctawek | Wloctawek Wolbérz 5 -
80 37
Jewish | 11 -
Total 91 37

All the towns of the Leczyca palatinate referred to in the 1765 poll tax register
have been recognized in the statistics as independent Jewish communities."** But
that approach may give rise to certain doubts due to the way those records had
been made. According to that source Leczyca was the only kahal city (“the kahal
city of Leczyca”). In respect to other towns the entry reads “the town of Sobota
with leaseholders of the same... 243”. “Of the same” may mean that residents were
members of the kahal in the town of Sobota, but also that the town belonged to
the kahal in Leczyca. The latter interpretation is corroborated by an entry regard-
ing the town of Pigtek: “In the town of Pigtek Pokrzywna street with leaseholders

of the same kahal of Leczyca... 13972 Which would mean that all the commu-

134 Due to the fact that the status of the Leczyca community and other communities of
the Leczyca palatinate was not identified on the map of communities in 1667-1764,
Acta Congressus Generalis, map; Also see: Guldon, Wijaczka, Zydzi wsréd chrzescijan
w miastach wielkopolskich, p. 193.

135 “Liczba gtéw”, p. 406.
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nities in the Leczyca palatinate were in fact branches of the Leczyca kahal."* It
cannot be ruled out that in the second half of the eighteenth century and at the
beginning of the nineteenth century the kahals subordinated to the Leczyca cen-
tre were going independent in the Leczyca land. Pawet Fijatkowski is of the opin-
ion that around 1780 the Jewish communities at Parzeczew, Strykéw and Zychlin
became independent of the Leczyca centre. The other communities continued to
operate as branch kahals."” A similar situation occurred in the distant Przemysl
land in the palatinate of Ruthenia. It should be added that on Halperin’s map the
kahals of the Leczyca palatinate, including the Leczyca kahal, were marked with
the same symbol and included in the Wielkopolska zemstvo.'*

The network of Latin parish and filial churches in the Leczyca palatinate was
developed to the same degree as in other palatinates of Wielkopolska proper.
The structure of patronage was also similar to that in the western palatinates of
Wielkopolska. Due to the ownership structure private patronage predominated
(58 percent was under the nobility’s patronage). There was one Latin church per
36.6 km?, one parish church per 53.5 km? and one filial church per 115.7 km?
Noteworthy is that the density of kahals was almost twice as high as in the Si-
eradz palatinate — one kahal per 389 km?, and complete absence of Protestant
communities. As the Jewish communities were located only in urban centres,
which was characteristic of the whole of Wielkopolska proper, multiple religious
communities could be found only in the cities. The phenomenon of Jewish lease-
holding, so typical of the Ruthenian countryside, was almost completely absent
in the western palatinates of the Crown.'*

Apart from the Sieradz-Leczyca land, Wielkopolska proper, in a little broader
sense of that term, also included Kujawy.' Initially, the region was part of the
feudal duchy of Mazowsze ruled by Bolestaw Kedzierzawy (the Curly). Further

136 Thisis how the issue is presented by P. Fijatkowski, Zydzi w wojewdédztwach teczyckim
i rawskim w XV-XVIII wieku, p. 63.

137 1Ibid, p. 66.

138 Halperin, Acta Congressus Generalis, map (he made a mistake attributing Gtowno,
which is considered to be part of the Rawa palatinate, to the Leczyca palatinate,
“Liczba glow”, p. 406; Regestr diecezjéw, p. 100).

139 J. Topolski, “Uwagi o strukturze gospodarczo-spotecznej Wielkopolski w XVIII wieku,
czyli dlaczego na jej terenie nie byto zydowskich karczmarzy”, in: Zydzi w Wielkopolsce
na przestrzeni dziejow, ed. J. Topolski, K. Modelski, Poznan 1995, pp. 71-72.

140 Gloger, Geografia historyczna Polski, p. 82 (“Wielkopolska without Mazowsze and
Prussia, i.e., comprising the palatinates of Poznan with the Wschowa land, of Kalisz
with Gniezno, of Sieradz with the Wielun land, of Inowroctaw with the Dobrzyn
land, of Brzes¢ Kujawski and of Leczyca, covered the area of 1052 square miles”).
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land divisions and allocations to dukes, especially in the thirteenth and four-
teenth centuries, were how the palatinates of Brze$¢ Kujawski and Inowroclaw,
that also included the Dobrzyn land, had evolved. The Brze$¢ Kujawski palati-
nate was one of the smallest in the Commonwealth. With an area of 3413 km?,'*!
it was divided into the five powiats of Brzes¢, Radziejow, Przedecz, Kowal and
Kruszwica. Its high fragmentation into powiats is attributed by Gloger to the
significant population density of the Brzes¢ palatinate in the sixteenth century.'*

Together with the Pomorze and Inowroclaw palatinates the Brzes¢ Kujaw-
ski palatinate was the main part of the Latin diocese of Wloctawek. Owing to
the studies and publication of sources by Stanistaw Chodynski and Stanistaw
Librowski, recently continued by Witold Kujawski and Stanistaw Olczak, the
organizational development of the diocese is quite well known."** Diverse opin-
ions on the origins of the diocese and the parallel existence of two bishoprics
in Kruszwica and Wtoclawek have been compiled by Kumor in a study on the
borders of Polish dioceses.*** The initial internal divisions of the Wloctawek dio-
cese date back to a period soon after its establishment in the twelfth century,
and by the end of the eighteenth century it continued to be divided into three

141 The Brzes¢ Kujawski palatinate covered a similar area in the second half of the six-
teenth century (3277 km?), Polska XVI wieku pod wzgledem geograficzno-statystycz-
nym, vol. 1: Wielkopolska, p. 50.

142 Arnold, Geografia historyczna, pp. 95-96; Gloger, Geografia historyczna, pp. 110-
111. The origins of the Brze$¢ palatinate’s division into powiats were discussed by
S. Arnold (“Terytorja plemienne’, pp. 55-58: Kruszwica and Radziejéw powiats, pp.
61-64: Brze$¢ Kujawski, Kowal and Przedecz powiats).

143 The most important studies include a multi-volume Monumenta historica dioeceseos
Wiadislaviensisis, vol. 1-25, Wladislaviae 1881-1912; S. Chodynski, “Wloclawska
diecezja’, in: Encyklopedia koscielna, ed. M. Nowodworski, vol. 32, Wloclawek 1913,
pp. 55-80; S. Librowski, Kapituta katedralna wloctawska, Warszawa 1949; S. Librowski,
“Wizytacje diecezji wloctawskiej’, part 1: Wizytacje diecezji kujawsko-pomorskiej,
vol. 1. Opracowanie archiwalno-zrédloznawcze, fasc. 1-2, Archiwa, Biblioteki i Muzea
Koscielne, 8 (1964), pp. 5-186; 10 (1965), pp. 35-206; W. Kujawski, “Repetytorium
ksigg wizytacyjnych diecezji kujawsko-pomorskiej przechowywanych w Archiwum
Diecezjalnym we Wloclawku”, Archiwa, Biblioteki i Muzea Koscielne, 68 (1997), pp.
27-160; 71 (1999), pp. 141-252; 73 (2000), pp. 277-397; 74 (2000), pp. 263-413; 76
(2001), pp. 101-228; 80 (2003), pp. 65-152; Idem, “Repertorium ksiag wizytacyjnych
diecezji kujawsko-pomorskiej przechowywanych w Archiwum Archidiecezjalnym
w Gnieznie’, Archiwa, Biblioteki i Muzea Koscielne, 77 (2002), pp. 149-268; S. Olczak,
Koscioly parafialne w archidiakonacie wloctawskim XVI-XVIII w., Lublin 2004.

144 Kumor, Granice metropolii i diecezji polskich, pp. 89-92.
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archdeaconries of Wtoctawek, Kruszwica and Pomorze.'** The importance of
archdeaconries diminished after district officialates had been established but as
a territorial administration unit comprising several deaneries the archdeaconry
continued to operate in the Wloclawek diocese throughout modern times. The
oldest inventory of deaneries dates from 1325, but it is incomplete.’*¢ The divi-
sion of the Wioctawek diocese into archdeaconries and deaneries introduced in
the fifteenth century did not change much until the end of the Commonwealth.
Before the First Partition the Wloctawek diocese comprised 22 deaneries - ten
in the Pomorze archdeaconry, four in the Kruszwica archdeaconry and eight in
the Wloctawek archdeaconry.'"

In the Brze$¢ Kujawski palatinate there were most parishes of the Wloctawek
archdeaconry (the deaneries of Brzes¢ Kujawski, Izbica, Kowal excluding the
parish of Lanieta, Radziejow and Stuzewo apart from the parish of Ostrowas
and Stuzewo, as well as part of the Nieszawa deanery), and also fragments of the
Kruszwica archdeaconry (the Kruszwica deanery). The palatinate’s borders ex-
tended slightly beyond the boundaries of the Wloctawek diocese. The affiliation
of the Duninéw parish with the Plock diocese was due to the fact that the village
was the property of the Plock chapter.'*® The affiliation of a few parishes of the
Gniezno archdiocese (the deaneries of Sompolno, Znin, Gniezno — St. Michael’s)
located in the very south of the Brzes¢ Kujawski palatinate was due to the above-
mentioned exchange made in 1764. This reflected the process of earlier shaping
of political than church administration borders.'*

Parish churches predominated in the Brze$¢ Kujawski palatinate (68, 67.3
percent). The most important ones included the cathedral of the Assumption of
Mary in Wloclawek and a collegiate church of St. Peter and Paul in Kruszwica.
The monastic churches comprised five parish and seven filial churches, including
the one in Dobiegniewo serviced by the Friars Minor Conventual in Dobrzyn.
In Kowal, Brze$¢ Kujawski and Wloctawek there were also hospital provostships.

The visitations of the Latin diocese of Wloctawek in the second half of the
eighteenth century quite frequently reported on dissenters living in individu-
al parishes. But they were not numerous and usually did not exceed a few or
a dozen or so people. The presence of dissenters in Kujawy was mainly an out-

145 Abraham, Organizacja Kosciola, pp. 156-157.

146  Chodynski, “Wloctawska diecezja’, p. 59.

147  Litak, Kosciét tacitiski, pp. 334-346.

148 SGKP.II, p. 226 (“The village of Duninéw belonged to the Ptock chapter and along
with the parish was under the jurisdiction of the Plock bishopric”).

149 Arnold, “Terytorja plemienne’, p. 33.
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come of Dutch (Mennonite) settlement, predominantly in Pomorze and Zulawy
(Werder). They settled in such localities as Wilkostowo (the parish of Grabie),"*
Kamieniec (the parish of Koneck)"! and the villages of Wistka Szlachecka and
Dab (the parish of Wloclawek) situated on the Vistula bank. The latter were the
most important centres of Protestant population in the Brzes¢ Kujawski palati-
nate. The 1766 visitation reported on a Lutheran chapel and school in the Wistka
Szlachecka parish inhabited by 309 Lutherans (270 adults and 39 children).'*
Larger groups of Protestants also lived in the parishes of Izbica Kujawska,'>*
Zglowiaczka,'™ Siniarzewo,” Sadlno,'®® Przedecz,"”” Piotrkéw Kujawski,'*®
Orle,'” Broniszewo'®, the above-mentioned Koneck'¢! and Grabie.'**

The Jews of the Brze$¢ Kujawski palatinate were under the jurisdiction of the
Wielkopolska zemstvo. Present in very few local kahals, their number was much
lower than in the other provinces of the Commonwealth. Suffice it to say that
according to the 1765 poll tax register, the most populous was the community of
260 people in the town of Kowal.'®® The kahals at Lubraniec, Izbica, or Przedecz
were of similar size, but less populous ones were located in the oldest centres of
the region at Brze$¢ Kujawski and Piotrkéw Kujawski. According to the poll tax
register there were six Jewish communities in the Brzes¢ Kujawski palatinate.'®*
As with the Leczyca palatinate, the register offers diverse figures on individual
communities of the Brzes¢ Kujawski palatinate. Accordingly, Brzes¢ Kujawski

150 ADWL AV4l, f. 34av; ADWL. AV26, p. 140.
151 ADWL AV26, p. 158.
ADWL. AV27, pp. 23, 24.

152 ADWL AV27, pp. 23, 24.

153 ADWL. AV40, f. 174a; ADWL. AV25, p. 192.

154 ADWL AV37, p. 44a.

155 ADWL AV26, p. 127.

156 ADWL. AVA40, f. 233a.

157 ADWL. AV58, f. 43v.

158 ADWL. AV39, ff. 229, 230a.

159 ADWL. AVA40, f. 202a.

160 ADWL GAVS7, p. 79.

161 ADWL AV4l, £ 43av.

162 ADWL. AV26, p. 140.

163 “Liczba gléw”, p. 394.

164 Ibid; Guldon, Wijaczka, “Zydzi wérdd chrzeécijan w miastach wielkopolskich”, pp.
178-195. For unknown reasons the map of Jewish communities in 1667-1764 over-
looks the communities in Piotrkéw Kujawski, but attributes Wilczyn to the Brzes¢
Kujawski palatinate (Acta Congressus Generalis, map).
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was the main kahal. As for the other towns, there are entries of the sort “the syna-
gogues of Przedecz 210” which may reflect an unspecified degree of dependence
on Brze$¢ Kujawski and make it necessary to classify the other centres as branch
kahals.'*® The formal and legal standing of individual communities both in the
Leczyca and Brze$¢ Kujawski palatinates calls for more in-depth source studies.

The degree of the Latin Church’s domination in the Brzes¢ Kujawski palatinate
is comparable to other palatinates of Wielkopolska (93.5 percent). There was one
Latin church per 33.8 km? (one parish per 50.2 km?, and one filial church per 103.4
km?). These figures are very close to the Leczyca palatinate, however, there were
fewer filial churches compared to the Sieradz palatinate. As for the kahal organiza-
tion, there were Jewish communities in one out of three urban centres of the Brze$¢
Kujawski palatinate (on average one community per 569 km?). Characteristic are
also clear traces of the Dutch settlers, especially in the palatinate’s area situated
along the Vistula River. They formed isolated enclaves among the Kujawy villages
that were predominantly Latin. The Brzes¢ Kujawski palatinate was marked by
a very high percentage of churches under the patronage of the clergy that was al-
most equal to that of the nobility (31 churches each, that is, 42.5 percent). This was
due to sizable properties of religious orders, the Wioclawek chapter and the bishop
in this part of the Wloctawek diocese.'® The other categories of patronage played
a minor role (for example the royal patronage — 11 percent).

In the days of the subdivisions of feudal duchies, besides the Brzes¢ Kujaw-
ski part, two other duchies of Inowroctaw and Dobrzyn had emerged that after
their incorporation into the Kingdom of Poland created one administrative area
referred to as the Inowroctaw palatinate.'” A distinct character of the Dobrzyn
land (the powiats of Dobrzyn, Rypin and Lipno) stemmed not only from its ear-
lier relations with Mazowsze, but first and foremost, from its geographical loca-
tion on the right bank of the Vistula River that separated the Dobrzyn land from
the rest of the Inowroctaw palatinate (the powiats of Inowroctaw and Bydgoszcz).
It should also be added that in 1717 the Dobrzyn land was formally incorporated
into the Brzes¢ Kujawski palatinate, and then into the Inowroctaw palatinate.'®®

The former links between the Dobrzyn land and Mazowsze transpire from the
affiliation of a part of the Inowroctaw palatinate with the Plock diocese. In the
fourteenth, fifteenth and seventeenth centuries there were disputes between the
dioceses of Wloctawek and Plock about the parishes located in the Dobrzyn land.

165 “Liczba glow”, p. 394.

166 Szady, Prawo patronatu, p. 95.

167 Arnold, Geografia historyczna, p. 96.
168 Gloger, Geografia historyczna, p. 117.
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Table 29: The number of places of worship in the Brzes¢ Kujawski palatinate circa 1772

Religions and | Diocese/ | Archdeaconry/ Deanery/ Main | Auxiliary

denominations | Eparchy Officialate Protopopy/ | places of | places of

Governorship | worship | worship

Latin (Roman Gniezno Gniezno Gniezno - 2 -
Catholic) St. Michael’s

Sompolno 4 4

Znin 1 -

7 4

Plock Plock Gostynin 1 -

Wioctawek | Kruszwica Kruszwica 6 4

Wrhoctawek Brze$¢ Kujawski 13 12

Izbica Kujawska 7 1

Kowal 11 7

Nieszawa 2 1

Radziejow 14 3

Stuzewo 7 1

54 25

60 29

68 33

Lutheran - 1

Jewish 6 -

Total 74 34

Pursuant to the church court verdicts of 1321, 1445 and 1639 the Wloctawek
diocese was vested with more than a dozen parishes located on the right bank of
the Vistula River,'® with the majority of the Dobrzyn powiats remaining in the
Plock diocese (deaneries of Dobrzyn, Rypin, Lipno and individual parishes in
the deaneries of Biezun, Sierpc and Gérzno). In the Inowroctaw palatinate was
also located the majority of parishes in the Wigcbork deanery and a few parishes
of the deanery subordinated to the Gniezno archdiocese. The main area of the
Inowroctaw palatinate, including its capital city, was located in the Wloctawek
diocese, in the Kruszwica and Wtoclawek archdeaconries.

The Gniezno part of the Inowroctaw palatinate (the Kamient archdeaconry)
had the highest percentage of filial churches. In this area confessional relations

169 B. Kumor, “Granice diecezji plockiej”, Studia Plockie, 3 (1975), pp. 46-47.
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were similar to those in the northern part of the Gniezno palatinate with a strong
impact of Protestantism radiating from Pomorze (19 places of worship out of 30
were filial churches). In the other parts of the palatinate filial churches account-
ed for 27.3 percent, and in the entire palatinate — 34.2 percent. Among 54 filial
churches 14 belonged to religious orders and nine were hospital provostships.
Most parishes in the charge of religious orders were run by the Order of the Holy
Sepulchre and the Cistercians from Koronowo. The monks offered their pastoral
services in the total of eight parish churches.

The population of the above-mentioned Kamienn deanery in the Gniezno
archdiocese was marked by a quite high percentage of Protestants. One of the
largest Lutheran communities lived in Sepdlno Krajenskie where apart from a re-
constructed church there were also private prayer houses in the second half of
the eighteenth century."”® There were also Lutheran churches in the villages of
Peperzyn,'”* Gliszcz, Michalki,'”? and Mrocza, and in nearby Kosowo there was
a cemetery.'” In the Inowroctaw palatinate the village of Watdowo was an impor-
tant place on the map of Protestantism that in 1767 was inhabited by more Luther-
ans than Catholics, but in spite of that there is no information about a Lutheran
church functioning there in the second half of the eighteenth century.'” Like in the
northern region of the Gniezno palatinate, there are doubts as to the character and
lasting nature of a few other oratories and prayer houses mentioned in the visita-
tions of the Gniezno archdiocese and the Wioclawek diocese.'”

The Vistula River strip was an area where the Dutch settlement had developed.
Its nature in the second half of the eighteenth century evades more precise defi-
nition. The historians dealing with Mennonites (Oleders) claim that in time their
settlement lost its ethnic and religious character and, similarly to the German
law, it was regulated by a special type of settlement contracts that are referred

170 AAGn. CE42, pp. 907-910, 913.

171 AAGn. CE42, pp. 686-688.

172 Materialy do dziejow ziemi plockiej, vol. 10, ed. M.M. Grzybowski, Ptock 1999, pp.
127, 315.

173 AAGn. CE42, pp. 747-748, 756. Werner dates the beginning of the Evangelical parish
after the First Partition of Poland, Werner, Geschichte der evangelischen Parochien,
pp. 221-222.

174 A cemetery shared with the Catholics, AAGn. CE42, pp. 885-886; SGKP. XII, p. 926.

175 The summary table does not include, inter alia, the oratories and prayer houses in such
localities or parishes as Sitno, Ro$cimin and Czarmun (Latin parish Zabartowo), AAGn.
CE42, pp. 714-715, 717 (1767), Dabréwka Nowa, AAGn. CE16, p. 475 (1763), Tonin,
Skoraczewo and Sosno (Latin parish Wawelno), AAGn. CE42, pp. 804-805 (1767).
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to as the Oleder contracts.'” This does not change the fact that the visitations of
Latin parishes regularly took note of the “Oleder” communities in the northern
parts of Kujawy in the 1760s and 1770s."”” The picture is further complicated by
the fact that Mennonites were sometimes referred to by the sources as dissenters
and sometimes as Lutherans. In the second half of the eighteenth century there
was an Oleder settlement in the village of Bogpomoz (in the Bobrowniki parish)
with a chapel.'”® Alas, it has not been possible to confirm, based on the sources,
that prior to 1772 there had been a Mennonite church near Nieszawka Mala,
Nieszawka Wielka or Podgérz Torunski.'”. Likewise, numerous communities
living near the town of Fordon'® near Bydgoszcz and in Bydgoszcz did not have
their own places of worship. The visitation of 1763 mentions 1114 Lutherans in
Bydgoszcz, referring in fact to Mennonites and parish villages because in the
city there were practically no Lutherans until 1772."! On the right bank of the
Vistula River (in the Dobrzyn land) one should mention a significant number
of “dissenters”, most probably Oleders, in the Lipno deanery (Osiek, Wola par-
ishes). A dissenter oratory at the village of Wtoki, north of Bydgoszcz, may also
be connected with Oleder settlement along the Vistula River.'®*

The capital of the Inowroctaw palatinate was the largest centre of the popula-
tion professing Judaism and also the oldest Jewish community in Kujawy."®® The
Jewish settlements established in Kujawy since the sixteenth century suffered
major losses at the time of the Swedish deluge (such as, inter alia, the decline
of the community at Pako$¢).'® The map of Jewish communities in 1667-1765
made by Halperin'® features only five communities in the Inowroctaw palatinate

176 ~ W. Rusinski, Osady tzw. “Oledrow” w dawnym wojewddztwie poznarskim, Poznan
1939-Krakéw 1947, pp. 9, 27-34.

177 A detailed list of the communities of Mennonites in Royal Prussia and Kujawy was
compiled by K. Ciesielska (“Osadnictwo ‘olederskie’ w Prusach Krélewskich i na
Kujawach’, pp. 221-225).

178 ADWL AV26, p. 189; SGKP. I, p. 279.

179 ADWL AV4l, f. 114av.

180 ADWL AV43, . 439, 442v, 443.

181 Werner, Geschichte der evangelischen Parochien, p. 37 (he writes about two Lutheran
families before 1772).

182 Due to the dubious nature of the place of worship it was not included in the summary
table, ADWL. AV43, f. 469v.

183  Guldon, “Zydzi w miastach kujawskich”, p. 100.

184 Guldon, Wijaczka, “Zydzi wérod chrzedcijan w miastach wielkopolskich”, pp. 179-181.

185 Acta Congressus Generalis, map.
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Table 30: The number of places of worship in the Inowroctaw palatinate circa 1772.

Religions and | Diocese/ | Archdeaconry/| Deanery/ Main | Auxiliary
denomonations | Eparchy Officialate Protopopy/ | placeof | place of
Governorship | worship | worship

Latin (Roman Gniezno Gniezno Znin 3 2
Catholic) Kamien Wiecbork 11 19
14 21

Plock Dobrzyn Dobrzyn 11 3

Goérzno 7 3

Lipno 9 5

Rypin 9 6

36 17

Plock Biezun 2 -

Sierpc 3 1

5 1

41 18

Wrhoclawek | Kruszwica Fordon 7 4

Gniewkowo 14

Inowroctaw 12 4

Kruszwica 3 -

36 11

Whoctawek Bobrowniki 8 2

Nieszawa 3 2

Stuzewo 2 -

13 4

49 15

104 54

Lutheran 5 -
Mennonite 1 1
Jewish 11 -

Total 121 55
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that were part of the Wielkopolska zemstvo: Dobrzyn,'® Fordon, Inowroctaw,
Kikot®” and Lipno.'®® The author omitted the communities at Radziki Wielkie,
Labiszyn, Mrocza and Sepolno Krajenskie. The 1765 Jewish poll tax register also
refers to a community at Zotedowo (13 Jews).'® The 1767 visitation mentions
a synagogue at Pruszcz near Wiecbork." It is, however, hard to find other con-
firmations that the kahals existed in those localities in the second half of the
eighteenth century.

Owing to the fact that the Inowroctaw palatinate was geographically “elongated”
northwards it was in direct contact with Pomorze and exposed to the influence of
Protestantism and Mennonite settlement. That is why the predominance of Latin
structures there is a little less conspicuous (89.8 percent) than in the palatinates
of Sieradz, Leczyca, Kalisz and Brze$¢ Kujawski located further to the south. The
Latin Church structures were the least developed in the whole of Wielkopolska.
In terms of the size of the palatinate (6480 km?), there was one church per 41 km?
(one parish per 62.3 km?, and one filial church per 120 km?). There were kahals
in one out of three towns of the Inowroctaw palatinate. One community per 589
km?, with a reservation that the existence of some of them in the second half of
the eighteenth century is not certain. The Protestant settlement (German) concen-
trated in the north-western part of the palatinate, and that of the Oleders (Men-
nonites) north and south of Bydgoszcz along the Vistula River.

Conclusions. The domination of the Latin church structures in Wielkopolska
stems from the nature of the initial Christianization of those lands in the Middle
Ages. The presence of other than Roman Catholic denominations and religions
was an outcome of the Reformation that had got the upper hand in the areas
bordering Wielkopolska to the west, north and south. Late medieval and early
modern Jewish settlement and then the demographic growth of the Jewish com-

186 It was wrongly marked as Dobrzyn on the Drweca on the map, whereas the com-
munity lived in Dobrzyn on the Vistula, Guldon, Wijaczka, “Zydzi wéréd chrzescijan
w miastach wielkopolskich’, p. 195.

187 The 1781 visitation mentions that in the village of Kiko! the Jews had “built a school
with a chimney absque scitu officii”, and their cemetery is at Lipno, Materialy do
dziejow ziemi plockiej, vol. 10, p. 213.

188 The 1781 visitation mentions that it was subordinated to the Dobrzyn kahal: “a house
with a chimney where they perform their services and refer to it as a synagogue —
belongs to the Dobrzyn synagogue”, Ibid, p. 227.

189 “Liczba gtéw”, pp. 392, 396.

190 AAGn. CE42, p. 856.
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munities accounted for the fact that people professing Judaism became the third
largest ethnic and religious group in Wielkopolska. It should be underscored that
the Protestant population, granted varying degree of its settlement intensity, was
dispersed and lived both in towns and in the countryside, mainly of the Poznan,
Gniezno and parts of the Inowroctaw palatinates. The Jews lived almost predomi-
nantly in urban centres and the phenomenon of leaseholding or inn-keeping by
the Jews in the countryside existed in Wielkopolska only on a very limited scale.

Before proceeding with the summary of relations between the religions in the
seven palatinates of Wielkopolska, it is worth having a closer look at the correlation
between the number of sacral buildings of individual denominations and the size
of the population. It is an element of a critical approach adopted in the premises
underlying the method of confessional situation analysis based on the distribution
of the places of worship. In the absence of regular demographic censuses for the
entire Wielkopolska one has to avail of the data regarding those regions where the
sources allow to determine the religious structure of the population.

Of assistance, inter alia, is the Census of the Poznan Diocese (1765-1769) Before
Partions published by Mieczystaw Kedelski."! It covers Catholics and dissenters
(Protestants). The author of the published sources deliberately omitted the Jews
because of the existence of a separate poll tax census of 1764-1765 conducted
across the Commonwealth."> Although the census did not go beyond the bor-
ders of the Poznan diocese, the comparative analysis applicable to all denomina-
tions will be confined to the area of the palatinate as an administrative unit.

It follows from the foregoing table that in the entire Poznan palatinate the
number of places of worship reflects only roughly the proportions between indi-
vidual religious groups (map 3). The domination of the Catholic population in the
Poznan palatinate was not as pronounced as one may conclude from the number
of places of worship. This may be attributed to two circumstances. The first was
the outcome of the formal and legal status of Protestant denominations that were
not able to develop freely and organize as religious communities in the Common-
wealth after 1717. The second could have been due to the fact that religious mi-
norities living in smaller groups were frequently dispersed and unable to create
a community strong enough to organize a religious community and build their
own church. There is also the third reason, perhaps even more important - the at-
titude of landowners who had the final say about the building and maintenance of
churches on their estates. This is best demonstrated by the analysis of the develop-

191 Kedelski, Przedrozbiorowy spis ludnosci, pp. 227-235.
192 Ibid, p. 224.
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Table 31: The religious composition of the population in the Pozna# palatinate in 1765-1772

Roman Catholics Dissenters Jews
(Protestants)

Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent
Number of sacral 233 71.3 55 16.8 39 11.9
buildings (main and
auxiliary)
Number of sacral 483 79.0 89 14.6 39 6.4
buildings (main, that
is parish churches and
kahal synagogues)
Demographic data 178 319 59.8| 99757 335| 19913 6.7

Source of the demographic data: Kedelski, “Przedrozbiorowy spis ludnosci’, pp. 227-235;
Mabhler, Zydzi w dawnej Polsce, p. 159.

ment and disappearance of Protestant communities conducted by Werner."* The
attitudes of landowners to their tenants professing religions other than their own is
a very interesting issue that calls for in-depth local studies.

Information on the religious structure of the eastern borderlands of Wielko-
polska, mainly the Dobrzyn land, are verifiable owing to the descriptions of par-
ishes in the Ptock diocese commissioned by Bishop Michal Jerzy Poniatowski
in 1776 and published in 1785 in the fourth volume of Orders and Pastoral Let-
ters.!”* According to the census the population of the Dobrzyn land totaled 31
553 people, of whom 5687 children less than seven years old had not been tak-
en into account in the statistics of the denominations. Of 25 866 adults 21 545
were Catholics (83.3 percent), 3096 were dissenters (12 percent) and 1225 were
Jews (4.7 percent). It is noteworthy that the Protestant population of 12 percent
in the Dobrzyn land is practically not reflected by the statistics of sacral build-
ings. Most conspicuous was the cluster of Protestants along the border with the
Chetmno land, but no mentions of their churches may be found in any of the
parishes of the Rypin, Lipno or Gérzno deaneries (apart from Michatki near
Rypin and the village of Bégpomoz near Bobrowniki) in the second half of the
eighteenth century.

193  Werner, Geschichte der evangelischen Parochien, passim.

194 Rozporzgdzenia y pisma pasterskie za rzqdéw [...] Michata Jerzego Poniatowskiego
biskupa plockiego etc. etc. do dyecezyi plockiey wydane. Dla wygody teyze dyecezyi
zebrane, i do druku podane, vol. 4, Warszawa 1785, pp. 413-469; see: Kumor, Spis
ludnosci diecezji krakowskiej, p. 7.
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Map 3a: Percentage of Lutheran churches
in the Latin diocese of Poznan circa 1772
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Mapa 3b: Percentage of Protestant population
in the Latin Poznan diocese in 1765
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A tangible proof of the “Oleder” settlement™* in the Dobrzyn land may be found
in the Latin Church visitations which refer to the so-called on-the-side schools
(szkoly pokgtne), labelling them as Lutheran schools, and cemeteries. They existed
in the villages of Kretki, Oborki, Jeziorki (the Osiek Wielki parish), Kierz Potwieski
(the Radziki Duze parish), Grzeby (the Swiedziebnia parish), Strzygi, Lakie (the
Karnkowo parish), Grodzen (the Kikét parish), Komorowo and Biatowiezyn (the
Lipno parish), Lek (the Osiek upon Vistula parish).'® The visitation report of the
Wola parish mentions that at Makowiska “the heretics have their school in a house
where they go every Sunday for service”. Ordinary cabins were also used as places
of prayer, as it was the case at the villages of Retwiny and Gaj (the Radomin parish),
Bocheniec (the Plonne parish), Zbdjenko and Wojnowo (the Réze parish).'” The
description of parishes in Mazowsze is interesting from the point of view of the
classification of the buildings acting as places of worship. There were two types of
Protestant oratories. The residents of Morgi Swietostawskie had a building with two
rooms — one served as the teacher’s accommodation, and in the second one with
benches members of the congregation gathered to pray. In the village of Niedzwiedz
its residents did not have a separate building and services were administered in
various houses. As the above-mentioned houses were not separate churches and
they were not used as regular places of worship, they were not taken into account in
the statistics of sacral buildings. However, due to a social and religious role played
by both on-the-side schools, temporary places of prayer and cemeteries, it will be
necessary to develop a method in the future that would allow the inclusion of these
facilities in the study of the geography of denominations and religions.

In the second half of the eighteenth century there were places of worship of
five Christian denominations (Roman Catholics, Lutherans, Calvinists, Bohe-
mian Brethren and Mennonites) and of Judaism in Wielkopolska. There was an
evident prevalence of the Latin Church in all seven palatinates (1798 out of 2051
sacral buildings, or 87.7 percent, were Roman Catholic). Its domination was
even more pronounced in the south-eastern part of Wielkopolska — more than
90 percent in the palatinates of Kalisz, Leczyca, Sieradz and Brzes¢ Kujawski
than in the north western parts - the palatinates of Poznan with Drahim land,

195 Apart from the term “Oleder” or “Oleders” the Mennonite settlements were fre-
quently referred to in the sources “na rumunkach”

196 Materialy do dziejow ziemi plockiej, vol. 10, pp. 83, 104 (“in a residential house”),
118 (“in a house built for a teacher (szulmajster)”), 203, 213 (“a private house with
a chimney where a teacher lives and where they gather for their services”), 227
(schools for services), 254.

197 Ibid, pp. 93, 111, 273, 300.
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Table 32: The number and percentage of places of worship in Wielkopolska circa 1772.

Palatinate Number and percent of places of worship
Latin Lutheran | Bohemian | Calvinist | Mennonite | Jewish
(Roman Brethren
Catholic)

Poznan 79.1% 13.9% 0.7% - - 6.4%
16 243 km? 483 85 4 39
Drahim land 78.6% 21.4% - - - -
651 km? 11 3

Kalisz 91.3% 0.5% 0.5% - - 7.6%
8 566 km? 336 2 2 28
Gniezno 84% 7.3% 0.4% - - 8.4%
7 987 km? 220 19 1 22
Sieradz 96.9% - - 0.3% - 2.9%
12 220 km? 372 1 11
Leczyca 91.4% - - - - 8.6%
4282 km? 117 11
Brzes¢ 93.5% 0.9% - - - 5.6%
Kujawski 101 1 6
3413 km?

Inowroctaw 89.8% 2.8% - - 1.1% 6.3%
6 480 km? 158 5 2 11
Total 87.66% 5.61% 0.34% 0.05% 0.10% 6.24%
59 842 km? 1798 115 7 1 2 128

Gniezno and Inowroctaw. The Latin dioceses situated in Wielkopolska consti-
tuted, along with the Krakéw diocese, the main core of the Latin Church organi-
zation in the Commonwealth. The percentage of Latin churches in Malopolska
proper (85.6 percent) and Wielkopolska proper (87.7 percent) was very simi-
lar. As for the density of sacral buildings, determined mainly by the intensity
of settlement and degree of parish structure development in the Middle Ages,
their network in Wielkopolska was developed to a nearly identical degree as in
Malopolska proper. In the palatinates of Lublin, Krakéw and Sandomierz there
was one sacral building per 29.9 km? whereas in Wielkopolska it was one per
29.2 km?, while there was one Latin church per 34.8 km? in Malopolska and
one per 33.3 km?in Wielkopolska. The domination of the Latin Church in both
provinces was weaker in their border regions: in Malopolska - in its southern
and eastern parts where the Greek Catholic Church had grown in importance,
and in Wielkopolska - in its northern and western parts with a higher number
of Protestant worshippers. In that context it seems that most “Roman Catholic”
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was the border area between Malopolska and Wielkopolska, the palatinates of
Krakéw and Sandomierz with the palatinates of Sieradz and Leczyca.

As for the density of Latin churches there were slightly more of them in the pa-
latinates situated more to the south and east (of Kalisz and Sieradz) which formed
one strip with the Krakéw palatinate in Malopolska province. It follows from the
geography of denominations in Wielkopolska as represented by the way sacral
buildings are distributed that there was a higher number of Protestants along the
border with Brandenburg and Pomorze than in the southern part of Wielkopol-
ska bordering Silesia. It was there that the churches of Bohemian Brethren were
situated (seven in total in the whole of Wielkopolska), the remnants of the former
Wielkopolska Unity. Lutheran churches (115) predominated in the western and
northern parts of the Poznan palatinate, and also in the northern areas of the
Gniezno and Inowroclaw palatinates. The distribution of Protestant communities
in Wielkopolska was connected with both the first (medieval), and the secondary
(early modern) German colonization.'* In the second half of the eighteenth centu-
ry the southern border of Oleder (Mennonite) settlement ran through the Kujawy
and Dobrzyn parts of Wielkopolska (two public churches and circa 20 schools and
places of worship). Based on the statistics of sacral buildings it is possible to say
that the Protestant population in the analysed area accounted for more than the
six percent suggested by the number of churches. The distribution of Protestant
churches only reflects the largest communities of that population. The sources sel-
dom and irregularly mention the existence of smaller groups dispersed among the
Catholic population. The Jewish population (124 kahals) was quite evenly distrib-
uted across all of Wielkopolska. Compared to Christian worshippers there were
least Jewish communities in the Sieradz palatinate.

2. Royal Prussia

A separate treatment of Royal Prussia in the Wielkopolska province is justified
by both the political and socio-religious history of this area. The term Royal
Prussia refers to the western part of the former Teutonic state in Prussia that
after the Peace of Torun (Thorn) in 1466 was handed over to the jurisdiction of
the Polish state.'”” From the point of view of historical geography, two areas may
be distinguished in the territory of Royal Prussia: Prussia and Pomorze (Pomera-

198  S. Inglot, Kolonizacja wewnetrzna a naptyw Niemcow do Polski od XVI do XVIII w.,
Krakow 1945, p. 21.

199 M. Biskup, “Prusy Krélewskie i Krzyzackie (1466-1526), in: Historia Pomorza, vol.
2, part 1, ed. G. Labuda, Poznan 1976, p. 42.
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nia), although the original border between the Prussians and Pomeranians was
situated slightly east of the Vistula River.”® In the German literature on the sub-
jectitis customary to refer to Ducal Prussia as East Prussia (Ostpreussen), Royal
Prussia as West Prussia (Westpreussen), and Pomorze Zachodnie as Pommern.

The actual unification between Royal Prussia and the Crown began in 1526
when the first dietines had been established in individual palatinates and after
a parliamentary union had been created at the diet held in Lublin in 1569. How-
ever, some differences continued to exist, especially in the legal and judicial as
well as parliamentary systems. What significantly distinguished Royal Prussia
from the lands of the Crown was the strong influence of German culture and
Protestantism that persisted until the end of the Commonwealth. The remnants
of the Teutonic state also survived in the territorial organization of Royal Prus-
sia. The former commanderies in Ducal Prussia were replaced by ducal star-
osties, and in Royal Prussia by powiats. The unification with the Crown and
Wielkopolska resulted in the division of incorporated lands into palatinates.?”*

From the sixteenth century Royal Prussia comprised three palatinates of Po-
morze, Chelmno (Kulm) oraz Malbork (Marienburg) that also included the do-
minium of the bishops of Warmia (Ermland) that was quite distinct and enjoyed
significant autonomy. The administrative affiliation of the lands of Lebork (Lau-
enburg) and Bytéw (Biitow) handed over to Brandenburg as a fief pursuant to
the Treaty of Bromberg in 1657 is a controversial question, like that of Drahim
starosty. In formal and legal terms the Lebork and Bytéw lands, like the Drahim
starosty, should be viewed as part of the Commonwealth (in the Pomorze palati-
nate) until the First Partition.?”

200 Arnold, Geografia historyczna Polski, p. 100.

201 J. Maltek, “Dwie cze$ci Prus — nowsze spojrzenie’, in: Prusy Ksigzece i Prusy Krélew-
skie w XVI-XVIII wieku, red. J. Wijaczka, Kielce 1997, pp. 9-13.

202 On the Rizzi-Jablonowski map of 1772 and on Karol Perthées’ Polonia of 1770 those
lands were included in Brandenburg. On historical maps the districts of Lebork and
Bytow are featured as part of the Commonwealth, but as an area independent of the
Pomorze palatinate, Litak, Atlas Kosciota taciriskiego, p. 120 (as separated from the
Pomorze palatinate); Klemp, Protestanci w dobrach prywatnych, maps. In his descrip-
tion of the Commonwealth’s administration published in 1767 T. Waga enumerates
the Lebork and Bytéw powiats in the context of the Pomorze palatinate, but with the
following comment: “The powiats of Lebork and Bytéw were under the jurisdiction
of the king of Prussia since 1657” (p. 19). On the legal aspects of the subordination
of Lebork and Bytow, see: W. Kostu$, Wiladztwo Polski nad Leborkiem i Bytowem.
Studium historyczno-prawne, Wroctaw 1954 (especially Chapter 9: Lenno Le¢bork
i Bytow w rekach elektora brandenburskiego w latach 1658-1772, pp. 105-122) and
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As an area where the Lutheran Church dominated, the Lebork and
Bytéw lands are important from the point of view of the geography of religions.
The map of its churches enclosed within Aleksander Klemp’s work (Protestant
Churches in Royal Prussia and in the Districts of Lebork and Bytéw from the Sec-
ond Half of the Seventeenth Through the Second Half of the Eighteenth Century)**
shows a much higher density of these places of worship compared to the central
areas of the Pomorze palatinate. Their confessional situation was an outcome of
political history that in turn determined the socio-religious situation. The actual
affiliation of those lands with the Duchy of West Pomerania was an important
factor at the onset of the Reformation. Over a short period of the actual Polish
rule (1637-1657) it was possible to conduct a partial recatholicization of those
two starosties, but only in organizational as well as formal and legal terms.**
The importance of Protestantism rose even more after the lands of Lebork and
Bytéw were handed over to the Elector of Brandenburg in 1657. In the second
half of eighteenth century there were only three Latin Church parishes (Lebork,
Bytéw and Ugoszcz) and 12 filial parishes in the Pomorze archdeaconry of the
Wrhoctawek diocese. In the same period in the Bytéw land there were five Lu-
theran parishes and two filial churches, and in the Lebork land 12 parishes and
four filial places of worship.””” From 1677 the reformed preachers were working
at Zwartowo, and at Charbrowo, but for a short time (1671-1736).2%

A. Kaminska-Linderska, Miedzy Polskg a Brandenburgig. Sprawa lenna leborsko-
bytowskiego w drugiej potowie XVII w., Wroctaw-Warszawa-Krakéw 1966.

203  Theauthor overlooked some churches, for example in the village of Sominy in the Bytow
land (ADPel. G63b, f. 96; ADPel. G69, £. 24; Materialien zur Bevilkerungskunde Kreis
Biitow in Pommern Altere Zeit, hrsg. K.D. Kreplin, p. 173 [access: http://www.buetow-
pommern.info/materialien/DOWNLOAD/VEROEFF0.PDE, 24.06.2010]). It was not,
however, possible to corroborate in the sources a church in the village of Roztazino - it
is not featured, inter alia, on the map of the church organization in Prussia in 1785 (“Die
kirchliche Organisation um 1785”). In a description of the Dziecielec parish E. Miiller
informs that in the seventeenth century there was an Evangelical church at Rozlazin
which was taken over by the Catholics and that is why the parish was moved to the village
of Dzigcielec in 1641, Miiller, Die Evangelischen Geistlichen Pommerns, vol. 2, p. 241.

204 A.Maczak, “Prusy w dobie rozkwitu gospodarczego i w okresie walk o zjednoczenie
z Korong’, in: Historia Pomorza, vol. 2, part 1, ed. G. Labuda, Poznan 1976, p. 404.

205 The basic information on the organizational development of Protestant denomina-
tions in the lands of Lebork and Bytéw is included in, i.a., vol. 2 of the above quoted
E. Miiller’s work, Die Evangelischen Geistlichen Pommerns, passim.

206 According to W. Kriegseisen after the death of the last Evangelical pastor, Dawid Behr,
the church at Zwartowo was taken over by the Lutherans, Kriegseisen, Ewangelicy


http://www.buetowpommern.info/materialien/DOWNLOAD/VEROEFF0.PDF
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East and south of the Lebork and Bytéw lands the importance of Protestant-
ism was clearly smaller. The Pomorze palatinate covering a part of Royal
Prussia situated on the left bank of the Vistula River and an area of 13 110 km?
was divided in 1764 (after the reform of the administration system) into the ten
powiats of Gdansk, Puck, Ko$cierzyna, Tczew, Skarszewy, Nowe, Swiecie, Tu-
chola, Cztuchéw and Mirachowo.”” According to Marceli Kosman the small
number of Protestant religious communities in the eighteenth century is evi-
dence of the victory of the Counterreformation and the Catholic Church in this
area. Lutheranism was more influential in major urban centres and the areas
surrounding them, as evidenced by Gdansk (Danzig) in and around which there
was a concentration of Lutheran churches.”®

The entire Pomorze palatinate was located in the Pomorze archdeaconry of
the Wloctawek diocese and the Kamien archdeaconry (deaneries of Czluchéw
and Tuchola) of the Latin archdiocese of Gniezno. The Pomorze archdeaconry
comprised - apart from the Pomorze palatinate — only the starosties of Lebork
and Bytow referred to above. The loss of Pomorze Gdanskie (Eastern Pomera-
nia) in favour of the Teutonic Knights in the fourteenth century did not deprive
the Wloctawek bishops of their jurisdiction, but through 1466 the bishops of
Pomezania (Pomesanien) lodged claims to the ecclesiastical jurisdiction over
that area. There were also attempts on the part of the Teutonic Knights to estab-
lish a Pomorze diocese independent of Gniezno. The return of those lands within
the political borders of the Kingdom of Poland consolidated the position of the
Catholic Church that continued to have a regular parish and deanery organiza-
tion in that area. The Wtoctawek bishops were very well aware of the differences
that existed between the Kruszwica-Wloctawek and Pomorze parts of their dio-

polscy i litewscy, p. 85. But according to E. Miiller (Die Evangelischen Geistlichen
Pommerns, pp. 549-552) both Dawid Behr and his successor Pawel Gottfried Cas-
sius ministered at the church in Zwartowo from the nearby Lebork where they lived
(the vicarage at Zwartowo was on the verge of collapse). After Cassius had died the
community was taken over by Gotthilf Peter Criiger, a pastor from Stolpie, and then
by pastor Samuel Hartmann from Krokowa in 1781. The situation at Charbrowo was
different because after the last reformed pastor Johannes Onias had passed away, the
church was handed over to the Lutherans.

207 Waga, Wycigg z geografii polskiej, p. 19; Gloger, Geografia historyczna, p. 166. Earlier
the Pomorze palatinate had been divided into eight powiats of Gdansk, Puck, Tczew,
Nowe, Swiecie, Tuchola, Cztuchéw and Mirachowo, Arnold, Geografia historyczna,
pp. 102-103.

208 M. Kosman, “Prusy Krolewskie — stosunki wyznaniowe”, in: Historia Pomorza, vol.
2, part 2, ed. G. Labuda, Poznan 1984, pp. 404.
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cese. Of particular significance was the role played by the Lutherans in the capital
city of the archdeaconry — Gdansk.”” The supremacy of the Gniezno archdiocese
over the south-western corner of the Pomorze palatinate (Kamien archdeaconry)
was a remnant of the archbishop’s jurisdiction over the Stupsk land exercised at
the beginning of the fourteenth century.?'? In that area, similarly to the northern
part of the Gniezno palatinate, there were strong centres of Lutheranism radiat-
ing from Brandenburg in the second half of the eighteenth century.

The entire Pomorze palatinate is marked by a significant percentage of filial
churches against the number of active parishes (53.4 percent). There is a clear
correlation between the number of Latin filial churches in individual deaner-
ies and the number of Lutheran churches. According to the sources the highest
percentage of filial churches was in the deaneries of Cztuchéw (Kamien arch-
deaconry, Gniezno diocese) oraz Gdansk (Pomorze archdeaconry, Wloctawek
diocese). The filial churches included 19 (16.1 percent) monastery churches. In
the Pomorze parishes a significant role was also played by religious orders (12
parishes, 11.6 percent), mainly the Cistercians from Pelplin, Oliwa and Lad who
ran nine parishes in total.

The geography of Lutheranism in the Pomorze palatinate was a result of the
impact it had on society, on the one hand, and the neighbouring areas with strong
Lutheran influences (Brandenburg, Pomezania), on the other. During the Coun-
terreformation in the seventeenth century there was a large-scale vindication of
Catholic churches in the nobility’s estates of Royal Prussia. But in towns and in
urban properties the Evangelical Augsburg denomination had gained a lasting
and deeply rooted position which it managed to maintain until the second half
of the eighteenth century. The Catholic and Protestant communities frequently
struggled over control, there were conflicts and even religious unrest between
them. Most Lutheran churches that operated in the eighteenth century concen-
trated around Cztuchéw (the towns of Chojnice, Bialy Bor, Czarne), but first and
foremost in Gdansk and its vicinity.

The list of Lutheran places of worship in the Pomorze palatinate that is offered
by the basic studies on the subject®'' may be extended based on the analysis of the

209 Ibid, p. 247.

210 Kumor, Granice metropolii i diecezji polskich, pp. 35-36.

211 Rhesa, Kurzgefasste Nachrichten von allen seit der Reformation, passim. The above-
mentioned Mortensens’ map of 1785 (“Die kirchliche Organisation um 1785”) is
frequently quoted and used because it lists Lutheran places of worship in Prus-
sia. A list of Protestant places of religious cult in the Kamien archdeaconry based
on ample sources was compiled by A. Mietz, Archidiakonat kamietiski archidiecezji
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visitations of the Wloctawek diocese and the Gniezno archdiocese in the 1770s
and 1780s. This especially applies to smaller communities that gathered in the
so-called oratories, sometimes also referred to as schools or places of worship.
Sometimes the visitations are imprecise and do not provide the exact location of
a Protestant oratory, informing only that it existed in a parish.’* Sometimes the
inspector was more precise and provided the location of on-the-side schools or
private oratories.”"” It is hard to determine based on one mention in a visitation
report when and how long such oratory functioned. It cannot be ruled out that,
like in the case of the Mennonites, the term “oratory” referred to a separate room
intended for prayer in one of the village houses. In its absence the Lutherans
gathered in a special part of the cemetery as it happened at Wysin.?'* The visita-
tions seldom refer to public oratories.?"®

In the sources and literature one may come across the term “Bethaus” refer-
ring sometimes to Lutheran churches and more frequently to the Mennonite

gnieznienskiej: struktura terytorialna i stan kosciotow w czasach staropolskich 1512-
1772, Wloctawek 2005, pp. 90-108.

212 “Quia tamen intra Parochiam sunt acatholici plurimi hi igitur habent sua oratoria
privata sive scholas ac etiam caemeteria in campis’, ADWL. AV43, £. 29 (Polskie Laki).
“Acatholici in loco ecclesiae et intra parochiam reperiuntur habentque privata oratoria
seu scholas”, ADWL. AV43, f. 148v (Swiekatowo). Similarly to the parishes of Drzycim,
ADWL. AV43, f. 315, Jezewo, ADWL. AV43, f. 349v, Wtoki, ADWL AV43, f. 469v, Li-
pusz, ADPel. G69, ff. 131v, 132v, 138, Wejherowo, ADPel. G63a, p. 21, Sliwice, ADWL.
AV43, ff. 249, 250v, Mierzeszyn, ADPel. G72, ff. 218v-219, 226, Suleczyno, ADPel.
Go69, ft. 54v, 55, 61v, Stezyca, ADPel. G69, ff. 144v, 145, Parchowo, ADPel. G69, ff. 40v,
41, 48v, Matarnia, ADPel. G72, ff. 299v-300, 304, Wysin, ADPel. G70, ff. 133v, 135v,
Nieswiecin, ADWL. AV43, ff. 86, 87v, Klodawa, ADPel. G72, ff. 174v, 175v, 185v, Go-
styczyn, AAGn. CE42, pp. 944-945, Goreczyno, ADPel. G69, ff. 227v-228, 235v-236,
Stara Kiszewa, ADPel. G61, pp. 136-137; ADPel. G70, ff. 402v, 404v, 414v.

213 “Acatholici profitentes religionem augustanam in Plochocinko et Krzywin un unam
domum conveniunt et devotiones suas absolvunt”, ADPel. G71, f. 313v (parish of
Plochocin). Other information on such oratories: Kosowo, Dworzysko, Malocie-
chowo, Bagniewo, Wieckowo, ADWL. AV43, f. 51v (parish of Gruczno), Bukowiec,
ADWH1. AV43 (90), f. 3v (parish of Przysiersk), Waldowo and Mroczyn, ADWL. AV43,
f. 87v (parish of Niewie$cin), Brzeziny, ADWL. AV43, f. 278 (parish of Osie), Pysz-
czyn, ADWL AV43, f. 420v (local parish), Topolinko, ADW1. AV43, f. 403 (parish of
Topolno), Bielsk, ADPel. G71, f. 132 (parish of Piaseczno), Plochocinek and Krzewin,
ADPel. G71, f. 313v (parish of Plochocin).

214 ADPel. G70, f. 135v.

215 For example, Jasieniec - Zamek, ADWL AV43 (90), f. 120v (parish of Serock), Gniew,
ADPel. G71, f. 85, Nowe (the town hall), ADPel. G71, f. 252v.
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places of worship. It does not exactly stand for a church but only a kind of church
building. Whenever a lease contract included a provision prohibiting the build-
ing of a church,?® such buildings (“Bethaus-Schule”) frequently replaced places
of worship. They differed from a typical church in that they had no towers or
bell towers, and they rather looked like a farm outbuilding. It should be empha-
sized that running a school was an inseparable element of religious life.”"” That
a house performed a religious function was evidenced by a wooden cross on the
roof and the furniture inside.?”® Buildings of this type were characteristic of the
Mennonites who lived in Pomorze and Zutawy Wislane (Werder - the alluvial
delta of the Vistula River).?" In the area of the Pomorze palatinate situated along
the Vistula a very important role was played by the Mennonite communities.
It is worth stressing that the second half of the eighteenth century was marked
by a strong growth of the Mennonite communities in Zutawy, in the vicinity
of Gdansk and Elblag (Elbing). Listed in Table 33 are only those communities
that became independent before 1772, disregarding those that built their places
of worship in the second half of 1770s and in 1780s, such as Adamowo (1783),
Blotnica-Gleboczek (1778-1787) or Markusy (1791).%°

Owing to a study by Edmund Kizik who availed himself of the most impor-
tant works on the history of the Mennonites in Prussia,””' we are familiar with
a list of the Mennonite communities in Royal Prussia prior to the First Parti-
tion of the Commonwealth. From the beginning the Mennonites living in Royal
Prussia comprised two groups: the Flemish and the Frisian.””> There are, how-
ever, controversies over whether he as well as the historical-geographical atlas of
Prussian lands were right to classify a village of Dziewie¢ W16k near Gdansk as

216  “With the landlord’s proviso that other than Catholic churches cannot be built” (from
the 1603 contract entered between the Dybow starosty head, Wojciech Padniewski,
and Oleders from the villages of Rudak and Kosorzyn), Ciesielska, “Osadnictwo
olederskie’ w Prusach Krdlewskich”, p. 247.

217 H. Wiebe, Das Siedlungswerk Niederldindischer Mennoniten im Weichseltal zwischen
Fordon und Weissenberg bis zum Ausgang des 18. Jahrh., Marburg/Lahn 1952, p. 11.

218 R. Heuer, “Die Holldnderdorfer in der Weischelniederung um Thorn”, Mitteilungen
des Coppernicus-Vereins Thorn, 42 (1934), pp. 152-153.

219  Kizik, Mennonici w Gdarisku, Elblggu i na Zulawach, p. 125.

220 Mennonite Encyclopaedia, vol. 1, pp. 416-417, vol. 2, pp. 176-177, vol. 3, pp. 490-491,
844-845 (access: http://www.gameo.org/encyclopaedia, 24.06.2010).

221 Of the most important studies it is worth mentioning the one by H. Penner, Die
ost— und westpreussischen Mennoniten, passim, and H. Wiebe, Das Siedlungswerk
Niederldndischer Mennoniten, passim.

222 Kizik, Mennonici w Gdasisku, Elblggu i na Zutawach, p. 121.
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a Flemish community.?”® The Mennonite communities in the Pomorze palatinate
mentioned by Kizik should be supplemented with a Flemish community living
in the village of Przechéwko near Swiecie and the related community in the vil-
lage of Jeziorki which may be viewed as a filial one.”* As for the distribution of
the Mennonite communities in the Pomorze palatinate, there was one cluster
of them in the north near Gdansk (Gdansk-Zaroslak, Nowe Ogrody, Orfowskie
Pole), and the second one in the south-east in the area of the so-called Sartowice-
Nowe Plane (Gérna Grupa, Jeziorki, Matawy, Przech6wko).?” The list of Protes-
tant communities in the Pomorze palatinate is supplemented by two churches of
the Bohemian Brethren at Mokry Dwor and Krokowa, and a Calvinist place of
worship in Gdansk.?

The very strong position of burghers standing in defence of their interests in
major cities, especially in Gdansk, restricted the extent of Jewish settlement.?’
There are no traces of the presence of the Jews in Pomorze Gdanskie at the time
it was in the hands of the Teutonic Knights. It was after its incorporation into
the Commonwealth and, quite surprisingly, owing to a friendly attitude of the
nobility and the bishops of Wloclawek that the Jewish communities could be es-
tablished and develop in the noble and ecclesiastical estates (of the bishops of
Wioctawek).”® During the Four Years’ Diet (1788-1792) the Pomorze palatinate

223 1Ibid, p. 122; “Die kirchliche Organisation um 1785” (Bethaus). It is a common knowl-
edge that the first Mennonite church was built there as late as 1844, and its residents
were members of the Gdansk community, Mennonite Encyclopedia, vol. 2, pp. 9-11.

224  Mennonite Encyclopedia, vol. 4, pp. 225-226, vol. 3, p. 110.

225 Ludkiewicz, Osady holenderskie na nizinie sartawicko-nowskiej, pp. 27, 31.

226 The situation of the Protestant church at Krokowa was quite volatile in the second
half of the eighteenth century. After the death of pastor Jan Samuel Jung (1762), the
church’s patron Jan Kacper Krokowski hired a Lutheran pastor, Franciszek Meyer for
a few years, and after he had left for Dzierzgon, he was replaced by Piotr Zwonkowski.
It was after his retirement in 1781 that the church returned to the Reformed Evan-
gelicals, Kriegseisen, Ewangelicy polscy i litewscy, p. 85; Klemp, Protestanci w dobrach
prywatnych, pp. 212, 222-223.

227 H. Domanska, Kamienne drzewo placzu. Gminy zydowskie wojewddztwa gdariskie-
go, ich dzieje i zabytki, Gdansk 1991, p. 6; Z.H. Nowak, “Dzieje Zydéw w Prusach
Krélewskich do roku 1772. Charakterystyka’, in: Zydzi w dawnej Rzeczypospolitej.
Materialy z konferencji “Autonomia Zydéw w Rzeczypospolitej szlacheckiej”. Migdzy-
wydziatowy Zaktad Historii i Kultury Zydéw w Polsce, Uniwersytet Jagielloriski, 22-26
IX 1986, ed. A. Link-Lenczowski, T. Polanski, Wroctaw-Warszawa-Krakéw 1991, pp.
137-138. On the subject of the Gdansk Jews in the period preceding the Partitions,
see: Echt, Die Geschichte der Juden in Danzig, pp. 13-20.

228 Nowak, “Dzieje Zydow w Prusach Krélewskich’, p. 142.
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was part of the Wielkopolska zemstvo.”” On Halperin’s map of Jewish communi-
ties (1667-1764) marked are only three centres in the Pomorze palatinate: Gdansk
as a city where the Jews were prohibited from settling, and two communities in
the south of the palatinate: Sepdlno Krajenskie (belonging to the Inowroctaw pa-
latinate, but wrongly featured in the Pomorze palatinate) and Cztuchéw.*® The
ban on settling in the towns of Pomorze made the Jewish communities move
to the suburbs. The poll tax register of 1765 recorded 22 communities most of
which had been located in the suburbs or villages situated close to towns: Kolincz-
Owidz-Barchnowy, Mosty-Klonéwka (near Starogard), the suburb of Czltuchéw,
Chmielniki, Winnica, Wrzeszcz (near Gdansk), Podzamcze Koscierzynskie, Pod-
zamcze Hamersztynskie (Czarne), or Bolszewo near Wejherowo.

It is necessary to add the kahal at Stare Szkoty*' to the list compiled based
on the 1765 poll tax register* and the 1767 list.** It is doubtful if in the second
half of the eighteenth century there were communities in the villages of Wojtal
and Odra,”* particularly in the light of a mention in the 1780 visitation of the
parish at Wiele reading “Iudaei in parochia nulli”** A small number of the Jews
and the absence of any references in the sources are the grounds to question the
existence of communities at Zarzecze near Cztuchdw, in the village of Malachin
near Czersk, at Podzamcze Tucholskie, in the villages of Belno and Grupa near
Swiecie, Bochlin near Nowe, Krokowa near Puck and in the town of Ledyczek.>*
It is necessary to emphasize that apart from the 1764 one they are absent from the
eighteenth-century poll tax registers.””” It is very unlikely that there was a com-
munity at Osieczna, if according to the 1765 register it was inhabited by five Jews,
and this is why it was not included in the summary table. The kahal organization
developed in the Pomorze palatinate after the First Partition. The 1780s may have
seen the emergence of the communities in Tczew and Skarszewy.”® At the time

229  Leszczynski, Sejm Zydéw Korony, p. 69.

230 Acta Congressus Generalis, map.

231 “Liczba gtéw’, p. 395.

232 EJCP. VI, pp. 33-42; Domanska, Kamienne drzewo placzu, p. 22.

233 Acta Congressus Generalis, p. LXXIX.

234 “Liczba gtéw”, p. 395.

235 ADPel. G69, f. 68.

236 “Liczba gléw”, pp. 392 (in the poll tax register Ledyczek was included in the Kalisz
palatinate), 395.

237 Kalik, “Between the Census and the Poll-Tax”, p. 110.

238 ADPel. G70, ff. 11v, 198, 217v. The communities established in the 1780s and 1790s
also included two urban communities in Gdansk, Domanska, Kamienne drzewo
placzu, pp. 24-26.
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the Pomorze palatinate was incorporated into Prussia there were 23 Jewish com-
munities there, but in respect to as many as 11 of them it is difficult to corrobo-
rate unequivocally in the sources that they existed.?*

Table 33: The number of places of worship in the Pomorze palatinate circa 1772 (excluding
the lands of Lebork and Bytéw)

Religions and | Diocese/ | Archdeaconry/ | Deanery/ Main | Auxiliary
denominations | Eparchy Officialate Protopopy/ | placesof | places of
Governorship | worship | worship

Bohemian 2 -

Brethren

Calvinist 1 -

Latin (Roman | Gniezno Kamien Cztuchow 12 38

Catholic) Tuchola 8 10

Wiecbork - 2

20 50

Wioctawek | Gdansk Bytow 4 2

Gdansk 10 19

Gniew 10 8

Mirachowo 5

Nowe 5

Puck 9

Starogard 6

Swiecie 14 7

Tezew 10 7

83 68

103 118

Lutheran 67 12

Mennonite 4 2

Jewish 23 -

Total 200 132

239 M. Aschkewitz’s study (“Die Juden in Westpreussen”, pp. 569-570) only refers to the
Gdansk communities at Stare Szkoty, Winnica, and Wrzeszcz. One can hardly agree
with the author’s opinion who claims, following in the footsteps of R. Frydrychowicz
(Geschichte der Stadt, der Komturei und Starostei Tuchel, Berlin 1879, p. 83), that over
1770-1780 a community was developing in Chojnice.
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In the second half of the eighteenth century the palatinate of Pomorze, situated
along the north-western border of the old Commonwealth, had an interesting and
diversified ethnic and religious structure. In its territory there were 332 places of
worship belonging to five Christian denominations (Roman Catholics, Lutherans,
Calvinists, Bohemian Brethren and Mennonites) and the Jews. Given the territorial
range of the Pomorze palatinate (13 110 km?, excluding the lands of Lebork and
Bytéw), there was one sacral facility per 39.5 km?, a network that was much scarcer
than in Matopolska and Wielkopolska proper. This was a natural consequence of less
developed settlement in the area where woods and virgin forests predominated, the
climate was harsher and the soil not very fertile.* It follows from the statistical data
on sacral buildings and related confessional structures in the Pomorze palatinate
that the Catholics predominated, although the prevalence of their churches (66.6
percent) was not as conspicuous as in Wielkopolska proper. It was most similar to
the Gniezno palatinate which it bordered. Less developed settlement and fewer
Catholics in Pomorze resulted in less developed structures of the Latin Church -
there was one parish per 127.3 km? This may be contrasted to one Lutheran parish
per 195.7 km?, with a less even distribution of compared to the Latin parishes. The
socio-political history of Prussia determined a very peculiar proprietary structure
where - unlike in the other regions of the Wielkopolska province — royal owner-
ship (land acquired from the Teutonic Knights) predominated. That affected the
structure of patronage over Christian churches — as many as 53.6 percent of them
were under the royal patronage. The percentage of churches owned by the clergy
(23.7 percent) and nobility (21.6 percent) was much lower.

Unlike in the other parts of the Commonwealth the Jewish population in Po-
morze had limited prospects of settling in towns. This is why nearly all commu-
nities were located in villages and in suburbs, or in small private towns.*! It was
in the nineteenth century and under the Prussian rule that the Jewish communi-
ties could establish themselves and build urban synagogues. But owing to the le-
gal restrictions imposed on the growth of urban communities the number of the
Jews in Pomorze was relatively low. The largest kahal at Stare Szkoty near Gdansk
numbered 504 Jews in 1764. In the Pomorze palatinate there were the most im-
portant, apart from the Malbork palatinate, centres of the Mennonite population
resulting from the Dutch (Oleder) settlement. Similarly to the Lutherans they
lived in small groups scattered among the followers of the Latin Church and they

240 Arnold, Geografia historyczna Polski, p. 103.
241 Aschkewitz, “Die Juden in Westpreussen’, pp. 558-559.
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were not able to create more permanent organizational structures. This is why
only in larger centres were separate places of worship (“Bethaus”) built.

Because the Jews had settled in the suburbs and in villages, in most of 17
towns of the Pomorze palatinate there were only Catholic and Lutheran commu-
nities (Bialy B6r, Chojnice, Gniew, Nowe, Puck, Skarszewy, Starogard, Swiecie
and Tczew). The most diversified centres included Gdansk with organized Cath-
olic, Lutheran, Calvinist and Mennonite communities, as well as kahals in its
suburbs, and the towns of Czarne, Koscierzyna and Ledyczek.**

The main centres of Mennonite settlement were in the Malbork palatinate that
was earlier referred to as the palatinate of Elblag. The Malbork palatinate was
administratively connected with Warmia,** although its legal, proprietary and
confessional situation was completely different.”** Warmia enjoyed considerable
autonomy both in Royal Prussia and in the entire Commonwealth. Although the
title of dukes bestowed on the Warmia bishops gave rise to many controversies,
the situation of Warmia was in many respects similar to that of the ducal bisho-
prics of the German Reich. The bishops and chapter of Warmia emphasized their
independence in many regards: direct subordination of the bishop to the Holy
See, the limited right of royal patronage in respect to nominations within the
Warmia bishopric, the territorial sovereignty (Landesherrschaft) of the bishop
and chapter, a separate dietine, and also maybe its own currency.?*

The peculiarity of Warmia vis a vis other parts of Royal Prussia is clearly evident
also in respect to the confessional situation. The territorial range of the Warmia
diocese established in 1243 is disputable. In formal and legal terms the jurisdiction
of the Warmia bishops in modern times also covered Protestant Sambia (Sam-
land), a part of the former Warmia diocese that remained within the borders of
Ducal Prussia following the Second Peace of Torun (Thorn). It is worth recalling
that the bishops of Warmia also held the title of bishops of Sambia. Their rights had
been recognized both by the Holy See (1616) and the Prussian king (1726).%¢ In

242 See: P. Koécielak, “Wolno$¢ wyznaniowa w Gdansku w XVI-XVIII wieku’, in: Prote-
stantyzm i protestanci na Pomorzu, ed. J. Iluk, D. Marianiska, Gdansk-Koszalin 1997,
pp. 95-132.

243 “The Malbork palatinate included Warmia which was a separate duchy under an
absolute rule of the duke-bishop of Warmia”, Gloger, Geografia historyczna, p. 161.

244 W. Odyniec, Dzieje Prus Krolewskich, Warszawa 1972, p. 29.

245 On the place of Warmia in Royal Prussia and differences in political systems, see:
recently D. Bogdan, “Warmia w XVI-XVIII w2, in: Prusy Ksigzece i Prusy Krolewskie
w XVI-XVIII wieku, ed. ]. Wijaczka, Kielce 1997, pp. 59-77.

246 Kumor, Granice metropolii i diecezji polskich, p. 277.
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the area belonging to Ducal Prussia and subordinated to the bishops of Warmia,
three Latin parishes were established in Konigsberg (Krdlewiec), Tilsit (Tylza) and
Heiligelinde (Swigta Lipka).>” All of them were run by the Jesuits. Located in the
territory of the Warmia diocese was also the city of Elblag and the area surround-
ing it which in the aftermath of a new administrative division carried out after their
incorporation into the Commonwealth in the fifteenth century became part of the
Malbork palatinate. That part of the Warmia diocese, located outside the dominion
of the bishops of Warmia (the archpresbyterate of Elblag and part of the archpres-
byterate of Frombork) was marked by strong Lutheran influences.

Covering 4316 km?, Warmia was a homogeneously Catholic area. This was
mainly due to the above-mentioned dominion powers of the bishops and chap-
ter of Warmia who decided about the religious makeup of the lands under their
jurisdiction. Their impact is best reflected in the structure of patronage - circa
1772 as many as 93.2 percent of churches were under the patronage of the clergy.
A territorial change that most affected the Warmia Church had been the division
of the diocese into the Polish and Teutonic parts in 1466, and then - after 1525
— the expansion of Protestantism in its area that had remained in Ducal Prus-
sia. After 1525 no major changes affected the parish networks of the Churches.
Only the number of auxiliary places of worship increased.”® In the second half
of the eighteenth century there were 124 churches, of which 75 were parish and
49 filial ones (one church per 34.8 km?, one parish per 57.6 km?). Warmia was
characterized by an insignificant percentage of monastic churches (just five), and
it should be emphasized that the religious orders were not involved in pastoral
work.?* The diocese’s capital city of Lidzbark (the chapter’s seat was located in
Frombork) was initially divided into 14 archpresbyterates (deaneries), but after
part of its territory had been lost their number dropped to ten.®® The deanery
network corresponded with the administrative division of Warmia into districts:
three of them (Pieni¢zno, Frombork and Olsztyn) belonged to the chapter and
the rest of them to the bishops.”' The parish churches included a fourteenth-
century collegiate church at Dobre Miasto.

247 Kopiczko, Ustrdj i organizacja diecezji warminskiej, p. 17.

248 1Ibid, p. 172.

249 It was pointed out by M. Kosman, “Prusy Kroélewskie - stosunki wyznaniowe”, p. 237.

250 The initial division into archpresbyterates and deaneries was most probably effected
in the fourteenth century, but the first complete list of churches with their adminis-
trative affiliation comes from 1487-1528, Kopiczko, Ustrdj i organizacja, p. 163.

251 Biskup, “Prusy Krdlewskie i Krzyzackie (1466-1526)”, p. 45.



Royal Prussia 243

The confessional situation in the small Malbork palatinate bordering Warmia
to the west (2231 km?*)*** was completely different. The Malbork palatinate cov-
ered Wielkie Zutawy and Male Zutawy and the right bank of Powisle, which had
earlier belonged to Teutonic commandries of Malbork, Elblag and Dzierzgon.”*
In the second half of the eighteenth century it had the highest density of Lutheran
churches in the whole of Royal Prussia. The reports by the bishops of Chetmno
frequently underscored that in the Pomezania part of their diocese the number
of Protestants exceeded that of Catholics by several fold.** But that domination
is not corroborated by the number of Catholic and Protestant churches operating
in that area before the First Partition.

In the Middle Ages, apart from its eastern part with Elblag, most of the Mal-
bork palatinate was part of the Latin diocese of Pomezania, one of the four
established in Prussia in 1243. In 1466, after the Peace of Torun, a part of the
Pomezania diocese was incorporated into the Commonwealth, but its capi-
tal and most of its territory remained in Ducal Prussia. The friendly attitude
of the bishops of Pomezania to the Lutherans, and then the secularization of
the diocese in 1525, resulted in the expansion of Protestantism in the Malbork
palatinate. After the fall of the Protestant diocese of Pomezania in 1587 its part
situated in the territory of the Commonwealth came under the jurisdiction of
the bishops of Chetmno (approved by the Pope in 1601). A separate officialate
and archdeaconry with the seat in Malbork were established for five deaneries
and 70 parishes.”

Quite surprising is a relatively low number of filial churches in the Malbork
part of the Chelmno diocese (43.6 percent). In an area with such a domination of
the Lutheran population one might expect a much higher percentage of auxiliary
churches, similarly to some parts of the Poznan, Gniezno or Pomorze palati-
nates. This indicates that the bishops of Chetmno (Piotr Kostka and Piotr Tyli-
cki) succeeded in the reconstruction of the Latin Church structures at the turn
of the sixteenth century. Only in bigger cities, mainly in Elblag, were the losses
more serious and permanent. Among filial churches a minor role was played by
monastic churches - out of 27 filial churches just three belonged to monasteries

252 M. Biskup estimated the size of the Malbork palatinate at 2096 km?, Biskup, “Prusy
Krolewskie i Krzyzackie (1466-1526)”, p. 44.

253 Ibid, p. 44.

254 Relacja o stanie diecezji z 1773 roku, Archive of the Council Congregation in Rome:
the Chelmno diocese file, no pagination; see: Kosman, “Prusy Krdlewskie — stosunki
wyznaniowe’, p. 256.

255 Kumor, Granice metropolii i diecezji polskich, pp. 164-165.
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(the Reformed Franciscans at Dzierzgon, the Jesuits in Malbork and the Bernar-
dines at Kadyny).

Owing to the 1834 description by Pastor Ludwik Rhesa, a rector of Konings-
berg University, the history of Lutheran religious communities in Prussia is well
known.** His work was used by, inter alia, Ronald Ruprecht and Bernhart Jah-
nig, when they were developing a map of the church organization in Prussia
in 1785. The Protestant churches of the Malbork palatinate were then organ-
ized into three inspections of Elblag, Nowy Staw and Malbork.>*” The Evangeli-
cal parishes were distributed quite evenly over the entire palatinate and they
intertwined with the Latin parish network. It may be concluded from the lists of
pastors compiled by Rhesa that the majority of Lutheran communities had six-
teenth-century origins, while the rest of them - seventeenth-century roots. Unlike
in the Latin Church, a definite majority of Lutheran places of worship were parish
churches (in the Malbork palatinate there were only four Lutheran filial churches).
In view of the foregoing observations by the bishop of Chelmno on the prevalence
of the Protestant population in the Malbork archdeaconry and the almost similar
number of Catholic and Lutheran parishes, it should be assumed that the latter
were more populous.”® In the Malbork palatinate Elblag was the most important
and the largest centre of Lutheranism where apart from the Latin parish of St. Ni-
cholas there were five Lutheran parishes and a Flemish community of Mennonites.
That confessional situation was an outcome of the 1616 agreement according to
which the bishop of Warmia agreed to hand over to the Lutherans all churches in
Elblag apart from St. Nicholas’s.?®® The importance of the Reformed Evangelicals in
Malbork due to the high material status of the Calvinists decreased at the begin-
ning of the seventeenth century. This was an outcome of both internal conflicts
among Protestants and the activities pursued by the Jesuits.**

From the middle of the sixteenth century Elblag and its vicinity experienced
an intense expansion of Mennonite (Oleder) settlement. Kizik is of the opinion

256 Rhesa, Kurzgefasste Nachrichten, passim.

257 “Die kirchliche Organisation um 1785

258 Kosman, “Prusy Krolewskie — stosunki wyznaniowe”, p. 257.

259 M. Pawlak, Reformacja i kontrreformacja w Elblggu w XVI-XVIII wieku, Bydgoszcz
1994, pp. 41-42, 50-52.

260 Kosman, “Prusy Krélewskie - stosunki wyznaniowe’, p. 262. In the second half of
the eighteenth century Calvinist services were held at a private house in Elblag,
A. Harnoch, Chronik und Statistik der evanglischen Kirche, Neidenburg 1890, pp. 559-
560; Rhesa, Kurzgefasste Nachrichten, p. 169; Pawlak, Reformacja i kontrreformacja
w Elblggu, pp. 75-78.
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that in the second half of the eighteenth century approximately 90 percent of the
“Polish” Mennonites lived in the villages of Zutawy and in the lower Vistula River
basin.*! In the Malbork palatinate it is possible to identify four major Mennonite
centres. Initially, that is in the middle of the sixteenth century, the Mennonites
began to settle on rural estates around Elblag. They were restricted from settling
in the town, although the preconditions of their settlement were more favourable
than in Gdansk where no urban Mennonite community was established until
the nineteenth century. Their second major cluster lived in the so-called Wielkie
Zulawy (near Nowy Dwor Gdarniski), where there initially was one community
at Tujce (Cyganka) which was divided in 1735 into four communities (Tujce,?
Niedzwiedzica, Lubieszewo, Suchowo). The Mennonites living in Malbork were
not covered by the municipal law and this is why they were not numerous there.
North west of the town, at Stogi, there was the largest rural Mennonite com-
munity in Prussia until 1728. The Mennonite community located furthest to the
south in the Malbork palatinate lived at Barcice with which the residents of the
area surrounding Sztum were affiliated.”®®

Judging by the number of communities and the surviving references on the
number of population, the presence of the Jewish population in the Malbork pa-
latinate in the second half of the eighteenth century may be said to be vestigial.
The 1765 poll tax register mentions only “a village of Brodzent in the Kiszpork
(Dzierzgon - the author’s note) starosty”, where the tax was paid by 86 Jews.**
This was probably the village of Brudzedy (Brodzenty) located close to the bor-
der with Ducal Prussia. The reluctance of the Jews to settle in the Malbork pa-
latinate must have obviously stemmed from an intolerant policy initially pursued
by the Teutonic Knights, and then by the Prussian towns and dietines. Anyway,
the Jews were more interested in Torun and Gdansk than in Elblag or Malbork.?*

The Malbork palatinate contained a total of 119 sacral facilities, most of which
were Catholic (52.1 percent) and Lutheran (39.5 percent). Granted that its area
equalled 2231 km?, there was one sacral building per 18.7 km? which means that
the density of the places of worship was one of the highest in the entire Com-
monwealth. There was one Latin parish per 63.7 km?, and one Lutheran per 51.9

261 Kizik, Mennonici w Gdaisku, Elblggu i na Zutawach, p. 61.

262 Tujce are viewed as the first Mennonite settlement in Royal Prussia, J. Szatygin, Katalog
zabytkow osadnictwa holenderskiego na ziemi teczyckiej, Warszawa 2004, p. 18.

263 Mennonite Encyclopedia, vol. 1, pp. 240-241; vol. 2, pp. 176-177, 730-735; vol. 3,
p. 267; vol. 4, pp. 360-361, 710-711, 721-722, 741-742.

264 “Liczba gléw”, p. 395.

265 Nowak, Dzieje Zydéw w Prusach Krélewskich, pp. 138-139.
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km?. The third largest religious group in the Malbork palatinate were the Men-
nonites, but in the localities where they lived they did not account for more than
a few percent.”*® The distribution of Latin and Lutheran parishes indicates quite
clearly that the palatinate was divided into two parts. They were separated by
the Nogat River. Left of the river, in the estuary of the Vistula River, the number
of sacral facilities that was strongly connected with the process of settlement
was much higher. The Malbork palatinate differed from Warmia not only in the
structure of religions but also in the proprietary structure as royal patronage
(81.6 percent) predominated.

Table 34. Places of worship in the Malbork palatinate circa 1772 (excluding Warmia)

Religions and | Diocese/ | Archdeaconry/ | Deanery/ Main Auxiliary
denominations | Eparchy | Officialate Protopopy/ | placesof | places of
Governorship | worship worship

Calvinist - 1
Latin (Roman | Chelmno | Malbork Dzierzgon 9 3
Catholic) Malbork 6 7
Nowy Staw 6 4

Sztum 5 4

Zutawki 6 6

32 24

Warmia |- Elblag 1 -

Frombork 2 3

3

35 27

Lutheran 43 4
Mennonite 9 -
Total 87 32

Located in the most southerly part of Royal Prussia was the palatinate of
Chelmno that covered Teutonic commanderies established in the former
Chelmno and Lubawa lands. Since 1560 it was divided into the two powiats of

266 According to Kizik in 1818 the Mennonites accounted for 5.7 percent of the popula-
tion of the entire Elblag powiat, but in the places of their residence they accounted
for 7.3 percent in 1820, Kizik, Mennonici w Gdarisku, Elblggu i na Zutawach, p. 59.
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Chelmno and Michatowo.”” After the administrative reform of 1764 seven powiats
were established: in the Chelmno land, the powiats of Chelmno, Torun, Grudzigdz,
Radzyn and Kowalewo, and in the Michatowo land, the powiats of Brodnica and
Nowe Miasto.”® The Chelmno palatinate covered an area of 4938 km?.

Initially the lands of Chelmno and Lubawa were under the jurisdiction of
the bishop of Plock. The establishment of the Latin diocese of Chelmno was an
outcome of the missionary activities of the Church in Prussia. It was the old-
est of the Prussian dioceses, and the bishop of Chetmno was initially referred
to as the “bishop of Prussia” (1218). The situation changed after the Teutonic
Knights had been brought to the Chelmno land, when the Pope decided in 1243
to divide Prussia into four dioceses subordinated to the metropolitan archbishop
of Riga. Due to the changes of the political borders and then the crushing vic-
tory of the Reformation in Ducal Prussia, the Riga metropolitan province and its
two dioceses of Sambia and Pomezania ceased to exist. The demise of the Riga
metropolitanate in 1566 resulted in the transfer, or actually the return, of the
Chelmno diocese to the jurisdiction of the Gniezno metropolitan archbishops.?
Part of the Pomezania diocese located within the territory of the Commonwealth
was subordinated to the bishop of Chelmno at the beginning of the seventeenth
century, and thus created a separate Malbork archdeaconry which was not con-
nected with the main part of the diocese.

The borders of the Chelmno palatinate overlapped almost exactly with the
Chetmno archdeaconry (in the south of the diocese). The exceptions were three
parishes which were classed in the second half of the eighteenth century as part
of the Chelmno diocese and of Ducal Prussia, and where it had been possi-
ble to reinstate Catholicism (Leck Wielki, Turowo and the filial church at Maty
Przefek)”® in the seventeenth century. In the Chelmno palatinate there were
also a few parishes belonging to the Plock diocese. This situation was due to
a conflict between the Chelmno and Plock dioceses about the affiliation of the
Michatowo land.””* Like the majority of the Polish dioceses the Chelmno dio-

267 Biskup, “Prusy Krolewskie i Krzyzackie (1466-1526)”, pp. 42-43.

268 Gloger, Geografia historyczna, p. 152.

269 T.Glemma, Diecezja chetmitiska: zarys historyczno-statystyczny, Pelplin 1928, pp. 29-
30. The history of the Chelmno diocese, mainly from the point of view of the activi-
ties of its bishops, was discussed by A. Liedtke, “Zarys dziejow diecezji chelminskiej”,
Nasza Przeszlos¢, 34 (1971), pp. 59-116 (Modern Times: pp. 79-96).

270 Kumor, Granice metropolii i diecezji polskich, p. 333.

271 In 1325 the Teutonic Knights returned the parish of Jastrzgbie back to the Plock
bishopric. The Szczuka parish (along with it two filial churches at Brodnica and
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cese was originally divided into deaneries in the fourteenth century, but the first
information about their number comes from the files of the diocesan synod
in 1438.2 From the sixteenth through the eighteenth century the diocese was
divided into 12 deaneries (archpresbyterates) in the Chelmno part and five in
the Malbork part.

It transpires from the research by Waldemar Rozynkowski that the parish
network in the Chelmno diocese was expanded during its affiliation with the
Riga metropolitan province and the Teutonic Knights. Most churches were
founded from the end of the thirteenth through the middle of the fourteenth
century. The organizational development of parishes was determined by the
political situation (war activities) and the progress of settlement.?”? The main
founding burden was borne by the Teutonic Knights,””* as reflected by the
structure of patronage over parishes in early modern times. For it was royal
patronage that predominated in the Chelmno palatinate (40.3 percent) due to
the conversion of monastic properties into royal estates, as well as the eccle-
siastical — 33.6 percent (presentations by the bishops of Ptock and Chetmno,
as well as monasteries).”’”” The number of Latin parishes established at the be-
ginning of the fifteenth century (117)”® was reduced in the aftermath of the
events brought about by the Reformation in Royal Prussia. Puzzling is a higher
number of parish churches enumerated by the bishops in their reports sent

Cieleta) belonging to the Michalowo land, in spite of being part of the Teutonic state,
continued to be affiliated with the Plock diocese, Glemma, Diecezja chetmiriska, pp.
135-136; Litak, Atlas Kosciola tacitiskiego, p. 272. The border between the palati-
nates also ran across the parish of Osiek Wielki, dividing it into the Dobrzyn and
Michatowo parts (filial church at Gorczenica), Materialy do dziejow ziemi plockiej,
vol. 10, p. 78. The affiliation of the parish in the village of Brzozie Polskie with the
Plock diocese (Brodnica powiat) may be due to the fact that the locality was the
property of the bishops of Plock, Glemma, Diecezja chetmiriska, p. 487.

272 B. Kumor, “Chelminska diecezja’, in: Encyklopedia katolicka, vol. 3, col. 118; W. Ro-
zynkowski, “Uwagi o poczatkach organizacji archiprezbiteralnej (dekanalnej) na
terenie diecezji chetminskiej”, Studia Pelpliiskie, 27 (1998), pp. 315-320.

273  W.Rozynkowski, Powstanie i rozwdj sieci parafialnej w diecezji chetmiriskiej w czasach
panowania zakonu krzyzackiego, Torun 2000, pp. 135-136.

274 Idem, “Patronat nad parafiami w §redniowiecznej diecezji chelminskiej”, Roczniki
Humanistyczne, 49 (2001), fasc. 2, p. 144. On the development of parish network in
the medieval Chelmno diocese, see also: P. Kujot, Kto zatozyt parafie w dzisiejszej
dyecezyi chelmiriskiej?: studium historyczne, Torun 1902-1905.

275  Szady, Prawo patronatu, p. 94.

276 Rozynkowski, Powstanie i rozwdj sieci parafialnej, p. 136.
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to Rome compared with the visitation reports or council minutes. It follows
from the bishops’ reports that in 1635 the Chelmno archdeaconry comprised
111 parishes, in 1642 - 125, in 1702 and 1743 - 120. These figures seem to be
significantly inflated as they also cover non-active churches and those turned
into filial churches due to various upheavals in the days of the Reformation.
It was pointed out by the 1641 council that in the Chelmno part of the dio-
cese there were 128 parish churches of which 15 did not function and 21 had
their status downgraded to filial churches.””” It has been established that in the
second half of the eighteenth century there were 90 parishes and 58 auxiliary
churches in the Chelmno archdeaconry. In spite of the fact that some parishes
were transformed into filial ones, auxiliary churches accounted for 39.7 per-
cent which was the lowest percentage among the Prussian palatinates. They
also included monastic churches that were mainly located in larger towns:
Brodnica, Chelmno, Chelmza, Grudzigdz, Lubawa, and Torun.

In terms of its confessional structure, the palatinate of Chelmno was the most
homogeneous in Royal Prussia apart from Warmia. As aptly pointed out by Kos-
man: “The bishops of Chelmno had no major problems with dissenters in their
diocese — apart from urban centres, of course”*® It was also emphasized by An-
toni Maczak®” that the Chelmno palatinate was different, mainly due to a stronger
Polish element among the nobility compared with Pomorze and Zutawy. This
is also corroborated by the maps of the dissenter places of worship authored by
Klemp, or Ruprecht and Jahnig,?** which feature only three major Lutheran centres
functioning in the second half of the eighteenth century in the Chelmno palati-
nate: Grudzigdz, Brodnica and Torun. The number of localities where the Prot-
estants had private oratories or places of worship is higher, but like in the case
of the Pomorze palatinate, it is hard to establish unequivocally the character and
stability of many of them. In the vicinity of Brodnica they included such centres as
Bobrowo and Lembarg, where a pastor from Brodnica used to come," as well as
Chojno.?® There is also no strong corroboration of the stability of dissident orato-

277  Relacje o stanie diecezji z 1635, 1642, 1702, 1743 roku, Archive of the Council Con-
gregation in Rome, Chelmno diocese file, no pagination.

278 Kosman, “Prusy Krélewskie — stosunki wyznaniowe”, p. 255.

279 Maczak, “Prusy w dobie rozkwitu”, pp. 406-407.

280 Klemp, Protestanci w dobrach prywatnych, map; “Die kirchliche Organisation um
1785”.

281 ADPel. C69, ff. 31v, 42.

282 ADPel. C69, f. 15v.
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ries in a Latin parish of Lipinki (deanery of Nowe Miasto),?® or Radoszki (deanery

of Lidzbark), in a village of Rozgarty or in the parishes of Wabcz and Czyste
(deanery of Chelmno).?® In the border area with Prussia there was an oratory in
Lidzbark visited by a pastor from Plosnica located in Ducal Prussia.”*®

The information on the Lutheran churches and prayer houses offered by the
visitations of the Chelmno diocese in the 1780s has been verified based on what
had been established by Rhesa, but also the information offered in the studies by
Ruprecht and Jahnig, as well as Klemp. Of 11 registered Lutheran churches oper-
ating in the second half of the eighteenth century in the Chelmno palatinate two
were auxiliary churches — at Lubicz and Rogowo (Lutheran parish of Grebocin).
Those villages belonged to the estates of the city of Torun that was the strongest
Protestant centre in the palatinate. According to Tadeusz Glemma, the success
of the Reformation and the domination of Protestantism in this city were due
to the ethnic composition of the city that was dominated by German speaking
residents, but also to the passive attitude of the bishops of Chelmno.?®” After the
bishops and Jesuits had become more active, and also because of the very high
position of the Protestant city council members, a very strong religious conflict
flared up in the city which culminated in the so-called Tumult of Torun in 1724.
In the city there was also a community of the Bohemian Brethren that was part
of the Wielkopolska Unity operating according to a privilege granted by King Jan
III Sobieski in 1677.%%%

The lands located along the Vistula River in the Chelmno palatinate were an
important area of Oleder settlement in the Commonwealth.” It should be em-
phasized, however, that it concentrated rather on the left bank of the river, that is
in Sartowice-Nowe Plane.?® On the right bank only at Sosnéwka (located between
Chelmno and Grudzigdz) was there an organized Flemish-Frisian community
living among the hamlets of the Grudzigdz, Brodnica and Chelmno starosties.”"

283 ADPel. C69, f. 26.

284 ADPel. C68, £. 16v.

285 ADPel. C69, ff. 70, 78.

286 ADPel. C68, f. 28.

287 T. Glemma, “Dzieje stosunkéw koécielnych w Toruniu’, in: Dzieje Torunia, ed. K. Ty-
mieniecki, Torun 1933, pp. 266-268.

288 Kriegseisen, Ewangelicy polscy i litewscy, p. 85.

289 Ciesielska, “Osadnictwo ,olederskie’ w Prusach Krolewskich”, pp. 222-224.

290 Ludkiewicz, Osady holenderskie na Nizinie Sartowicko-Nowskiej, pp. 29-32.

291 Inthe sixteenth and seventeenth centuries at Sosndéwka lived two separate communi-
ties, a Frisian and Flemish one, each with its own prayer house. After some Flemish
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The lack of prayer houses in other localities may be viewed as an evidence that the
Oleders lived in rather dispersed settlements in the Chelmno palatinate, mostly in
groups of a few or more than a dozen people.”

Like the whole of Royal Prussia the Chelmno palatinate had a small Jewish
minority. On the map of Jewish communities enclosed with Haplerin’s study
only Torun is highlighted, and moreover, as a city where the Jews were not al-
lowed to settle.?”® The 1765 poll tax register mentions a synagogue at Ostromecko
and eight other Jewish centres referred to as “parishes”. It is hard to interpret
these mentions unequivocally in the absence of additional source information.
It is only known that there was a sort of organized Jewish community in Torun
before 1766 because a regulation commanding them to leave the city also refers
to the closing of the school.** The localities mentioned in the poll tax register,
and also in King Frederick II’s Land Survey, look like the major Jewish centres,
for example according to the poll tax register Pokrzywno (Engelsburg) was in-
habited by 43 Jews, and according to the Frederician Land Survey - 78 Jews and
191 Christians, whereas Szembruk (Gross Schonbriick) had 93 Jewish residents
according to the poll tax register, but according to Frederick’s Land Survey - 73
Jewish and 353 Christian residents.? It is also characteristic that only a few Jews
lived in other localities referred to in the Frederician Land Survey; for example
in a village of Gorczeniczka near Brodnica there were only eight Jews, which
may indicate that the “parishes” mentioned in the poll tax register should be
treated as the seats of small or branch kahals.

Mennonites had moved out there was one common prayer house from 1730, and
the community acquired a Flemish-Frisian character, Mennonite Encyclopedia, vol.
4, pp. 475-476.

292  E. Kizik and A. Klemp have established that the Mennonites living outside Zulawy
accounted for only 10 percent of the entire Mennonite population living in the Com-
monwealth, Kizik, Mennonici w Gdansku, Elblggu i na Zutawach, p. 61.

293  Acta Congressus Generalis, map.

294 A.Semrau, “Thorn in den Jahren 1770-1793”, Mitteilungen des Coppernicus-Vereins
fiir Wissenschaft und Kunst zu Thorn, 8 (1893), p. 38.

295 Other localities: Plowez (Klein Plowenz) — in the poll tax register: 80, in Frederick’s
Land Survey: 128 Jews, Fitow (Fittowo) — in the poll tax register: 172, in FredericKs
Land Survey: 176 Jews, Bratian (Brattian) - in the poll tax register: 52, in FredericK’s
Land Survey: 50 Jews, Wlewsk - in the poll tax register: 34, in FredericK’s Land Survey:
11 Jews, Cibérz (Ciborz) - in the poll tax register: 21, in FredericK’s Land Survey: 14
Jews, “Liczba glow”, p. 395; Aschkewitz, “Die Juden in Westpreussen”, pp. 565-567.

296 Aschkewitz, “Die Juden in Westpreussen’, p. 565.
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Table 35: The number of places of worship in the Chetmno palatinate circa 1772.

Religions and | Diocese/ | Archdeaconry/ | Deanery/ Main | Auxiliary
denominations | Eparchy Officialate Protopopy/ | placesof | places of
Governorship | worship | worship

Bohemian 1 -

Brethren

Latin (Roman | Chelmno | Chelmno Brodnica 7
Catholic) Chelmno 8 7
Chelmza 11 7

Golub 4 4

Grudziadz 3 5

Lidzbark 5 3

Lubawa 9 5

Lasin 5 3

Nowemiasto 9 4

Radzyn 8 2

Torun 10 6

Wabrzezno 8 4

88 57

Plock Dobrzyn Goérzno 3 3

91 60

Lutheran 9 2
Mennonite -
Jewish 9 -

Total 111 62

It follows from the foregoing that in terms of religions the Chelmno palatinate
resembled the northern palatinates of Wielkopolska (Inowroctaw, Gniezno) rather
than Royal Prussia. The percentage of Protestant churches was much lower here
than in the Malbork or Pomorze palatinates. This was due to the geographical
location and the related strong presence of the Polish and Roman Catholic ele-
ment, naturally apart from larger cities where the Lutherans had continued to hold
a strong position since the Reformation. There was a total of 173 sacral facilities,
of which as many as 151 (87.3 percent) belonged to the Latin Church. There was
one Latin church per 32.7 km? (one parish per 54.3 km?, one filial church per
82.3 km?). Most numerous among religious minorities in the Chetmno palatinate
were the Lutherans, mainly living in major cities, and the Jews concentrated in
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the suburbs. But it should also be underscored that the Lutherans and the Jews,
apart from cities like Torun or Grudzigdz, did not create populous communities
but were rather dispersed among the Roman Catholic majority. This is evidenced
both by the figures offered in the visitation reports by the bishops of Chetmno,
and in the initial Prussian censuses.

Conclusions. According to the classification proposed by Heinz Schilling, in
Royal Prussia a mixed (multiconfessional) identity prevailed.*” Maria Bogucka
haslabelled that region as “a large ethnic and religious melting pot”*® The excep-
tion was the bishopric of Warmia where the Catholic-Tridentine identity pre-
dominated. In other words no religious cult other than Catholicism could be
professed there. It continues to be an open question, however, to what degree
Royal Prussia was diversified in religious terms and what were the differences
between individual regions of this area totalling 25 759 km?.

Table 36: The number and percentage of places of worship of individual denominations and
religions in Royal Prussia circa 1772.

Palatinate Number and percentage of places of worship
Latin Lutheran | Calvinist | Bohemian | Mennonite Jewish

(Roman Brethren

Catholic)
Pomorze 66.6% 23.8% 0.3% 0.6% 1.8% 6.9%
13110 km? 221 79 1 2 6 23
Lands of 38.5% 59% 2.5% - - -
Lebork and
Bytow
1 857 km? 15 23 1
Malbork 52.1% 39.5% 0.8% - 7.6% -
2231 km? 62 47 1 9
Warmia 100% - - - - -
4316 km? 124
Chetmno 87.3% 6.3% - 0.6% 0.6% 5.2%
4938 km? 151 11 1 1 9
Total 72.8% 20.3% 0.4% 0.4% 2.0% 4.1%
26 452 km? 573 160 3 3 16 32

297 Mallek, “Dwie czgéci Prus”, pp. 11-12.
298 M. Bogucka, “Spoteczenstwo i kultura Prus Krolewskich”, in: Prusy Ksigzece i Prusy
Krélewskie w XVI-XVIII wieku, ed. J. Wijaczka, Kielce 1997, p. 24.
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Table 36 demonstrates quite considerable disparities between the palatinates of
Royal Prussia, much more pronounced than those observed between the palati-
nates of Wielkopolska proper. The confessional situation was largely determined
by the legal status and political history of the areas that were part of Royal Prussia.
They decided whether there was development or stagnation of German coloniza-
tion in those lands. And they must have translated into the religious structure of
the population at the onset of the Reformation. Political authorities, both via their
administrative and proprietary powers (the right of patronage in royal estates),
influenced the organization of individual denominations and religions. Hence
such a high disparity between the percentage of Latin and Lutheran churches in
Warmia and the lands of Lebork and Bytow. It may be said that the situation in the
Pomorze and Malbork palatinates (excluding Warmia) was the most representa-
tive for Royal Prussia as a whole. From the point of view of the religious structure,
the Chelmno palatinate was most similar to Wielkopolska proper.

As in the earlier parts of this work the question should be asked of the ex-
tent to which the proportions between the number of places of worship of in-
dividual confessions reflect the actual demographic relations in Royal Prussia
between the Catholics, Lutherans, Calvinists, Bohemian Brethren, Mennonites
and Jews. One may try to answer it based both on the sources coming from
before the Partitions and the very first censuses conducted by the Prussian au-
thorities immediately after the First Partition. The most comprehensive statisti-
cal demographic data for the Pomorze palatinate before 17