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The Mariupol Greeks: Tsarist Treatment of
an Ethnic Minority ca. 1778-1859

VYRON KARIDIS

THE COMMANDING IMPORTANCE OF MIGRATION in modern Greek
history has been generally recognized. It is not an exaggeration to sug-
gest that the Greeks who during the period of Ottoman rule in
Southeastern Europe set forth from their lands and homes to other
countries and continents decisively changed the probable course of
Greece as a modern national state. Each of them is the true subject
in the history of the Greek Diaspora, for behind the historic ‘causes’
or ‘factors’ or ‘forces,” was a family or a person who had to make an
individual choice to move, and then carry it through to the ultimate
destination.' This article is a contribution in that saga of movement
and deals with a land where many thousands of Greeks came to seek
their fortunes.

About twenty-five years ago Greeks in the Soviet Union numbered
310,000 of whom 42% regarded Greek as their mother tongue. They
were divided into two distinct groups; firstly 94,000 living mostly along
the north and northeastern shores of the Sea of Azov, especially in and

This article originated from a paper which I gave in the ninth International Symposium
organized by the Modern Greek Studies Association of America (Colombus, Ohio, 7-10
November 1985).

"There exists a vast literature on the diaspora Greek communities during the Turko-
kratia, For detailed references, maps of migration patterns, routes and settlements, as
well as for a thorough bibliography see Apostolos Vakalopoulos, Tatopia 06 Néov
Eldnvicuon (Thessaloniki, 1964) 2, pp. 466-86, and vol. 4, (Thessaloniki, 1973),
Pp. 157-236, 457-63, 586-90, 736-37; for a brief overview of the subject see D. A. Zakythi-
n0s, The Making of Modern Greece, trans. K. H. Johnstone (Oxford, 1976), pp. 115-39;
for a marxist interpretation seec Nikos Psyroukis, To Neoelinvixe Hapomiard dave-
ﬂE\fO’ (Athens, 1974); and the excellent analysis by Konstantinos Tsoukalas, ‘Eédptnon
ki “Avarapaywysi (Athens, 1976), pp. 269-371.
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around the town of 7Zhdanov — formerly Mariupol — of whom 89%;3
used Russian as their everyday languages; and secondly 150,000 1iVin
in Transcaucasia and some parts of the Northern Caucasus, many of
whom were Turkish speaking as most were descendant from the Gleek
emigrants who came from Asiatic Turkey (Pontic Greeks).”
But except for statistical investigation the story of the Greek com.
munities in Russia has not received the attention it merits.’ The'
valuable work of sociologists and economists has been handicapped:
by the lack of historic perspective which they rightfully expect of thgi .
historian. This article attempts to provide a comprehensive analysis fo |
the policies of the Russian Imperial government in relation to the Gregk "

settlement in Mariupol.* It is primarily an account of the formulation
and implementation of government policy. If the treatment suggests
a ‘school’ it is that of the American historian Marcus Lee Hansen w

conceived the immigrant as a person who exchanged societies and h
to synthesize two cultures in so doing. My debt to Hansen is de

although he has not supplied a single citation.’

The area with which this article is principally concerned is that part
of South Russia called by contemporaries New Russia. Catherine the
Great (1762-96) was not only responsible for initiating the rapid ex
pansion of Russian possessions along the Black Sea but also for
establishing their administration. In 1764 she created the new provings
Novorusskaia gubernilia; Novorossiiskai ]

or gubernilia of New Russia (
gubernilia after 1796).° It was located along what was the then Turkish

R——— =
2g. v, Utechin, Everyman ss Concise Encyclop
1961), p. 210; see also V. Kubijovyd, ed., Ukraine: A Concise [Encyclopaedia (Toronto, 19
1, p. 233. Conquest claims that the Greek population of the USSR was 285,000 in 19
Robert Conquest, The Nation Killers: The Soviet Deportation of Nationalities (London, 191
p. 111 According to the Soviet census of the year 1970, Greeks in the Soviet Union numbe
336, 869; see Tsentral 'noe statisticheskoe upravlenie pri sovete ministrov SSSR. Ttogi v
noi perepisi naseleniia 1970 goda (Moscow, 1973) 4, p.
3The works of D Metaxas — Laskaratos, EAAnvikal Hapoikiol Pwaoaiag kol Povpd
(Braila, 1900); Th. Panagiotidis, ‘O &v Pwaaia EARVIGUOS (Athens, 1919); E. Pavli
‘O EALVIGUOS TAG Pwaoaiag kai T pIavTaTPi ypdvia 100 £V ‘Abrivaic owpaTEDY
2k Pwoaiag EAAfvwv (Athens, 1953) are useful; on the Greek emigration moveme
Russia see G. L.Arsh, “Greches-Kaia emigratsiia v Rossii v Kontse XVIII — nachale A

v.”! Sovetskaia Ethnografilia, 3 (1963) 85-95.

40n the Greek community in Mariupol see F. A. Braun, «Mariupol’ ski greki,
Starina, 1 (1890) 78-92; and 1. I. Sokolov, “Mariupol ' skie greki,” Trydy instituid
vianovedeniia AN SSSP, 1 (1932) pp- 297-317; see also Anonymous, “[Tept 1@V EMIE
Tiic peonupPpviis Pwooioe” Mavéwpa, 4, (1853-54) pp- 80-2, 100-07; ibid 16 (1866) 5334
SMarcus L. Hansen, The Atlantic Migration 1607-1800 (Cambridge, Mass., 1940).

85ee the decrees in Polnoe Sobranie Zakonov Rossiiskoi Irmperii (first series), hereaftet v
as PSZ, 16, 29799, no. 11861; 657-67, no. 12099; 795-99, no. 12180; sec also N
Polonska—Vasylenko, The Settlement of the Southern Ukraine, 1750-75 (New York, 1%

pp. 183-90.

aedia on Russia (London and New Yorl,
6
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frontier, about 180 miles south- :

Thc?reafter unde'r e dBle direcltli sss(t) foé Elgi)v[ ;rrl’i tthf,- ]_)nieper river.
policy of the I:apld development of the newly acquireSTklg (1775-91) a
taken. Early in 1775 he journeyed to New Russia to d"’}n s was under-
the economic transfgrmation of the area.” In June t ]irect personally
General of Ne?v Russia — for such was Potemkin’s new f’ ?Overnor e
Eﬁoilzgogfé}g;r; i‘:fh on the Don to be disbanded "i“thz_Se(::llrldei;d

ckdom,” w = " , the

given for its seryices to the ?{Sutszi(;r? s?a;tr;l lilrlltztl;i fr?eg:se s
war ,(1";68_'74); its land was included within the j TlltdBU_SSO-Turkish
Russia. Slmultanegusly a vast building progfammjuns iction of New
s vere csabished on previowly empty elghu: ks, Haban
B he new ? lg?)l:]j;rrlllg‘tfdtin‘: nt:le foulglltilation of the BIac;k Sera ?‘122:

— Elizavet ;
r?;:gl?eg:r?i ﬁlf;;aélgro;sk and Konstantinograd g—r z:rléreEllgizScril (i)ril?}r’

By oric w Russia on the old steppe frontier, but th :

) nted southward along the ri ’ R ks
estazllslllec_l ports of Kherson, Nikolaev and odzls‘;zrsg of the
until gc?(t:;:iy; ta?;e()gdﬂumstraﬁon for the new lands was not achieved

(1801-25), New i{ussia’ when by an wukaz or decree of Alexanderel
B rnoslav. Nikol was permanently divided into three provinces:
e e K}Elle\’ (latﬁJr Kherson) and Taurida, formed mai elS ;
B o e Rana.te. _It should be noted however, that afrtley
P erritorial di ussia did not correspond to any OEficiall '
A ei;nsmn of the Russian Empire, although the Ifarrrf :
by the Treaty of Bucg;sed by contemporaries. Bessarabia acquirecei
P administrati Fs.t May 18_’ 1812), was an oblast (district
This office was als ve o ficial of which was a namestnik (vi iy

B o filled by th (vice-gerent).
official title was, for exaym TGOVernopGeneraL ML 5. Vorontsow's

Bessarabskoi oblasti." Becagsz’ Cf?ene.m] Gubernator i Namestnik

of this administrative association,

Tnewly

TTh.Adamczuk Fiirst G. A. Potemk
g T 1936’ . A. Potemkin. Untersuchungen i
SEE’, Organizatsi)i;ppzép?rig ; :#20 (;3 Potemkin’s role in I%ewzgussesli’:ae:eg?efggsm&icme
onomi L £ OVorossii j | e
spszrzgchjegksasm politika Potemkina v No;oigsiilzootggf;nel 9gg)dessa' e S
: , 93-35, no. 14251; 190-93, no. 14 : ,
: , N0. 14354; see also Adamc
5 zuk, pp. 72-78; H. Auer-

bach, Die Besiedel
i) u Yo . .
R ng der Siidukraine in der Jahren 1774-78 (Wiesbaden 1965) 5
% » PP. 5-62;

e gworth, Th
Soviet schol e Cossacks (London, 1969), pp. 228-29,

arship has i

o p produced important k
2 in parti E T N it works on the develo, :

b};lhesame o I Druzhinina, Severnoe prichernomoror ‘e, I775—1pme(th sAlkangy .
0 , Tuzhnaia Ukraniia i * 806 (Moscow, 1959);
“PSZ, 27, 27 v period Krizisa feodalizma, o 1959); and
(5% 27, 27290, no. 20449, » 1625-1860 (Moscow, 1981).

E. 1. Indc va, KFe aistvo v hale XTX otch
740 , K epostnoe KhOZ' s nacnale T 4 nogo
laist I
vekapo materialiam i g
s fchi

arkhi
hiva Vorontsovykh (Moscow, 1955), p. 34
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Bessarabia too came to be considered as part of New Russia.

The salient physical feature of the New Russian steppes was size
and emptiness. They amounted to about 93,400 square miles — roughly
the size of England, Wales and Scotland.'? New Russia wag
characterized also by a very low ratio of population to available lands,
As late as 1789 there were still less than 100,000 Christians and about
100,000 Tatars living in the whole of the New Russian lands.®
Therefore, during the second half of the eighteenth and early years of
the nineteenth centuries the successive Russian governments is an at-
tempt to fill and exploit uninhabited territory, mainly in the south pro-
vinces of the empire, introduced the deliberate settlement of foreigy
immigrants in the border areas of European Russia."

The systematic settlement of foreigners — the creation of nashj
kolonii (our colonies) — began with Catherine’s manifestos of:
December 4, 1762, and of July 22, 1763, which set the stage for masg:
immigration into Russia during her reign.'” Far more important was
the legislation governing the settlement of Russian subjects and in-
dividual foreigners in the southern areas of the empire. In the decree
of March 22, 1764, including the ‘Plan’ concerning the distribution of
state lands in the New Russian Province for their settlement,’ the general
principles were enuciated which, with alterations, were later supplied

2y Olberg, ed., Statistische Tabelle (Berlin, 1859), p. 37. The size and emptiness of
the New Russian Steppes impressed most of the contemporaries. As the German traveller
J. G. Kohl put it: ‘On crossing the Dnieper we soon became sensible that we had entered
a new country, as indeed, a traveller mostly does after crossing a large river. Nothing
like a wood of the least extent was any longer to be seen, but only here and there on
the distant horizon groups of small trees, and after passing Yelisabethgrod (sic) the com-
plete naked steppe lay spread out before us in all its dreariness and desolation. . Siscdl
1. G. Kohl, Russia, St. Petersburg, Moscow, Kharkoff, Riga, Odessa, the German Pro-
vinces on the Baltic, the Steppes, and the Interior of the Empire (London, 1842), p. 406,

Byue de Richelieu, ‘Memoire sur la Nouvelle Russie,’ Shornick Imperatorskage:a“

Russkago Istoricheskago Obshchestva (hereafter cited as SIRIO), 54, 290; idem, “Mémoire'i‘:
sur Odessa,” SIRIO, 54, 369. According to another observer, in the year 1793, when
a census was taken throughout the Russian empire, there were in the whole district of
Taurida, no more than 85,805 males and 71,328 females, together 157,133 persons, in-
cluding all ages; see P. S. Pallas, Travels through the Southern Provinces of the Russiar
Empire in the Years 1793 and 1794 (London, 1812) 2, p. 343.

1491 the colonization policy of New Russia see the excellent study of Roger P. Barlelly
Human Capital. The Settlement of Foreigners in Russia, 1762-1804 (Cambridge, 1979,J
see also D. 1. Bagaley, ‘Kolonizatsiia Novorossiiskogo Kraia i pervye shagi eg0 p@ put
kul’ tury, Kievskaia Starina, 25-26 (April, 1889) 27-55; (May-June 1889) 438-85; (Julf
1889) 110-48; and V. M. Kabuzan, Zaselenie Novorossii (Ekaterinoslavskoi i Kherso:
skoi gubernii v XVIII — pervoi polovine XIX v.) (Moscow, 1979).

15psZ. 16, 126-27, no. 11720; 313-16, no. 11880; see a summary of 1763 manifestd:
in W. Tooke, View of the Russian Empire (London, 1799), 2, pp. 243 ff.
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to the vast areas of virtually unpopulated land in South Russia.'®
Chapter 6 of the Plan on commerce and industry took full sia.
of New Russw.t’s border position and military character. Tr daccount
be fostereq W}th the Crimea and with Turkey. 1\/1‘3rcha'm5511 fz:l was to
smen were invited to settle in the main cities and towns of th n C}'aft-
Skilled tradf:smen 'and entrepreneurs opening workshops rece;p?wm?&
privi]e-gefl, including in some cases the right to acquire se lf §1I:Jec1al
establishing workshops and factories that would serve the nr Z ?ose
armfad forces on which represented infant industries, had t;e 5_0 the
rec‘elve lands and in some cases state loans at 6% per, annume }r:lght‘ to
B a1 could ?ISO claim help in equiping themselves, de e;ld'()relgn
the value of their craft to the community. The most extel’lsivle) T l}llg on
howev.er, went to those who set up silk farms, vineyard privileges,
factories.'” ’ yards, and tobacco
Several factor§ determined the new policy. Firstly, the eigh
century was a period of ‘populationism.” Political thigoE an:ig eenth
ment practice placed great emphasis on the principle th);t h govern-
and st.rength of state depend upon the size of its po ? “fealtlté
Catherine was a confirmed adherent of ‘populationist’ vil?ewpu at(;on.
aware of their applicability to Russia.'® In Article 265 of h s a}n well
tion to the Legislative Commission of 1767-68 she declarezr. nstruc-

E;sls;:n 15 Illjot Onli greatly deficient in the number of her In
§; but at the same Time, extend ini .
; s her Dominion i
mense Tracts of land; which i s
: are neither peopled i
3 ‘ _ pled nor improved.
nd therefore, in a Country so circumstanced, too much En-

couragement can never be gi :
Species. 2 e given to the Propagation of the human

A secon ifi i i
cond more specific consideration for encouraging immigration was

16
PSZ, 16, 657-7 . ;
0 i e | e II, Potemkin, S5t i i
Rlil_IsSia, Russian Review, 28 (January, 1969) 23?2211 4 Colouization Poicy iiSouittiecn

Bartlett, pp. 114-15 :

B T first principle wh

o3 inciple which presents i y ;
Political Test. : presents itself,” wrote Frederic the G SR
Bene., t:scznms?;g ‘gflt"n;fj;l‘thgb most general and the most true, is rtiztt (L)lgeprrel-:lssrgrt htl;
B ke in £ umber of its subjects’; quoted in E. N. Williams, The jn-

. ope. Government and Society i i
Ol;l‘, e Toraits, 1ot o A ciety in the Major States 1648-1789 (Lon-

No price in modern times ha

S ever 3 9
cern of government as the late e made the subject of population so intimate a con-

mpress,’ claimed Willi :
s iam Tooke; see Tooke, 2, p. 241.
. ]\:f!;!;fr,uef_., Documen_rs of Catherine the Great. The Correspond, : i
ction of 1767 in the English Text of 1768 (Cambridgepl 33 19)nce ‘;‘5!2'}2
s » P- .
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the huge extend of underdeveloped land in the empire awaiting exploita.
tion — Catherine’s belief in the importance of agricultural coloniza- =
tion was strengthened by her acceptance of physiocratic economic doc-
trines emphasizing agriculture as the source of wealth. In Article 294
of her Instruction she wrote: “There can be neither skilful Handicraft-
smen, nor a firmly-established Commerce, where Agriculture is
neglected or carried with Supineness and Negligence.” She stressed that
cultivation of the lands was more important economically than livestock
raising because ‘they furnish development for a much greater Number
of People.” Very critical of the heavy exactions of the landlords and
of the government, she pointed out that her empire ‘will, in length of
Time, be deserted by Its Inhabitants,’” because the people ‘can with ut-
most Difficulty find means for procuring a bare subsistance.” When
depopulation resulted ‘from some internal Defect in the Constitution,
and a bad Administration’ she felt that a policy must be urgently pur-
sued in settling farmers on those lands left fallow and uncultivated
In the early nineteenth century some of the advocates of the new im- |
migration policy saw in immigration primarily a means to bring into
Russia new skills and techniques. Emperor Alexander could on the ong
hand appeal to the manifestos of Catherine and on the other hand learn

much from previous experience. His manifesto of February 20, 1804,

contained fundamental additions and changes. The most important was

the settlement of empty lands by a limited number of immigrants which
could serve as models for agricultural occupations and handicrafts.”
The lawgiver was therefore, less concerned with the quantity than the

quality of the immigrants; he was not interested in a large number, but

in capable settlers. European immigration continued until 1819, when
1833 the govern:

it was severely restricted by a ‘temporary’ suspension; in
ment decided that it should be finally discontinued.” Non-European
settlers, principally from the Balkans, were unaffected by this legisla:
tion. Some considerable immigration took place later in the century, bf
it had a basis somewhat different from that created by Catherine II.°

¥
i
L
|
!

211 dem, pp. 258-60; concerning Catherine’s economic ideas see B. Dmytryshyn,
Economic Content of the 1767 Nakaz of Catherine 2,” ASEER 19 (1960) 1-9.

2pgz. 28, 13740, no. 21163; see also the instructions received by the ministers 4
the foreign Courts in K. Stumpp, The German Russians. Two Centuries of Pioneer

(Bonn and New York, 1967), p. 11.

Bpsz. 36. 325, no. 27912; PSZ (Second Serics), 8, 396-97, no. 6298. ‘_
as merchants and as producers and workers for the S
ed horticulturists; and Greeks from Turkey as co-religion
and as victims of Turkish oppression. For a brief sketch see Bartlett’s introduction t0 ¢
1972 reprint of A. A. Klaus, Nashi Kolonii. Opyty | materialy po istorii i statistike inoste
noy Kolonizatsii v Rossii, vypusk 1 (St. Petersburg 1869, reprinted Cambridge 1972).

2 A rmenians were valued both
Bulgarians were welcomed as skill
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The colonists who responded AN
menti‘:l were of varied origin . :1(; ;lz)enl;l\iftl;e'lt}l?li c::z ;11]1; Tsarist govern-
and_tt Zr f;‘sp(i.ns'e large, as not only those attracted by eco‘j]ere o
tunity bu religious qnnorlties and political fugitives fr e e
revolution came mainly to South Russia as colonist ;)Sm the French
European settlers came from Germany, the heen I A Most of the
all .coloma] powers. The emigration movement funtmg ground of
Rhmelarllds to the \_/olga territory during the yea rlom Hessen and
frightening propolrtxons.26 One of the most irnportaiilt 763-68 assumed
G;{'melm g/fenr_lonlt.es_. Long established in West Prusgsri(z)illps TRIBIA
::1 !ns;. and, bthls religious sect, which acquired that its menilgd Lok
. elihlew;;gt v f':l%]nculture and agriculture only, faced a shorta - ;‘n ade
er}lrligratingetoelsgog:}inltzh cc;:ntzliry. From 1783 onwards, thegye gtaling
B o s well = Iusﬁla. Thert? were Frenchmen and Italiens s
B ih ,Ukraine ZSSItahans, Spanish, Maltese, Swedes and Swiss L
ty groups were c01'1nt I(lic0mm0n RI.JSSian usage most of those minorl'rl
 ihan Colonies’ € tOgethCI: with the Germans, so that the ter .
o L large:flirrifni?g ies;ggr;ztsp?ﬂ I?“]il{ropean settlements. m
B s princi : ng likewise received
& ominl; r;?gﬁ?;g%r;;tlm?m body the Bulgarians. These se:tthe:;l ;I;?n;e
B ey Turk lesli] side of _the Danube, were called Zadunaytsy ar;g
P s Gaca -speaking, but Christian, people from Bulgari P]
gauzy. As early as 1790 a considerable number of Buigif-iirgifll

families wer
¢ moved to the Bug.” Five years later the government

25
The most famous of
' these was th i i
B o e Duc de Richelieu wh
& Rr'che!ieu( ot 1}4{ 14)f prom?ted the region’s economic grgw?ﬁ'as GOVeI'.nor-Genera] of
o ussie (Paris, 1882) ; see L. Pingaud, Le Duc
PD, p. 12; Bartlett 57
. » Pp. 57 ff. For further informatio: i
. Efn gg;;oc;f jA A. Klaus, Nashi Kolonii (St. ];]e?;rstt}algr(}erlmn S
n.d. [1672] soe af rom Ge{'many to Russia in the Y B i and k.
also an extensive biblio Sp i e,

Deutschtum i . graphy in K. .
um in Russland. Eine Bibliograph iey (Tii binsgt:nm;n;},?m schrifttum tiber das

2
A. vo
R Lonz OHnw;rshscgusen, The Russian Empire. Its People
i s oo 1859) L pp. 421 . The fistcharter o the ]
nz1g Mennonites left for Russia in that year; see A. Ehrt, Das M
; . Ehrt, Das Men-

nonitentum in Ryss/,
All-E ; sland (Langeusalza, 1
o vangelische Mennonitische Briid, 932), chaps 1 and 2; see also P. M. Frie: :
On all th . erschaft in Russland, 178 sen, Die
€se colonists see G. G. Pis , 1789-1910 (Halbastadt, 1911).

oY e XTI V. arevsky, Iz istorii Koloni

5 . : ol ji i

IPml_ierl_JOmOrfe, op. élswolsscgo-\gé 1909) pp. 221 ff; see alsgml‘iz)ile;ﬁv 'ROSS” e o

m_Russ1a see W. Kil’chr;cr “E[;l_164-§6, 193; for further details on thenslﬁ;s Se}’ernoe
: 4 s igration t o9 ! colonists
- A. Skal’ kovskii, Bolgarskii © Russia,” AHR, 55 (April, 1950) 552-66.

1848 : Kolonii iars
)2 PP 6 ff; sce also Pisarevsky, popn113;£§§arabll i Novorossiiskom Krae (Odessa

Institutf'ons and Resources (2
Mennonites was issued in 1788



64 Vyron Karidis

for a Greek settlement just outside Odessa.* In 1807 very considerable
sums of money were expended by the authorities in establishing Balkap
colonists in New Russia. Greeks, Bulgarians, Serbs, Albanians, Molda.
vians and Wallachians, and even Turks, were brought into groups ang
at government expense, given large tracts of land, furnished with
necessary materials and supplies, granted extensive political, religioyg
and legal privileges, and given exemption from certain taxes and military
obligations.” !
The active colonization policy adopted in the South Russian lands
from 1762-63 onwards with the regard to foreign immigration enjoyeq
a certain measure of success. The case of Etanerinoslav, which was the
province that Mariupol belonged, may serve as an example for the whols
of New Russia. In the mid 1770’s the total population of the area had |
been estimated at approximately 262,920 individuals. In 1787 the figures
of a special census totalled 724,678; an increase in thirteen years of |
461,758 persons. In 1793 the population had increased by another 95,053
for a total accession in approximately twenty years of more than:
555,000.%% So effective were the various policies permitting and en.-
couraging migration that by 1813 the population of New Russia ip. |
creased to 1,600,000 and ten years later it was over 2,000,000,%
The Greek emigration to New Russia, which followed the Russo-
Turkish war of 1768-74,> coincided with the emigration of the Cri-
mean Greeks to the northern shores of the Sea of Azov.* Unfor
tunately we know very little about the origin of the Crimean Greeks,
It is well known that there were Greek colonies on the northern shores
of the Black Sea since the seventh century B.C. Tyras on the mouth®
of the Dniester, Olbia in the estuary of the Bug, Chersonesus, Theodosia*
and Panticapaeum in the Crimea, Tanais at the mouth of the Don and

30ps7, 23, 686-88, no. 17320; see also V. Karidis, ‘A Greeck Mercantile Paroikit:
Odessa 1794-1829," in Richard Clogg, ed., Balkan Society in the Age of Greek I
dependence (London, 1981), pp. 111-28.
3ch. Sicard, “Notice sure onze années de la vie du duc de Richelieu a Odessa pour
servir a I’ histoire de sa vie,”” SIRIO, 54, 226.
32Druzhinina, Severnoe Prichernomor’e, pp. 69, 199-200; see also V. M. Kabuzan,
Narodonaselenie Rossii v XVIIT Pervoi Polovine XX Veka (Moscow, 1963), p. 164
PHaxthausen, 2, pp. 319-20.

Arsh, ““Grecheskaia emigratsiia,”” pp. 85-87. |

30n the migration of the Crimean Greeks to Russia see A. Gavriil, “Pe:eselep_}
grekov iz Kryma v Azovskaia guberniia,” Zapiski Odesskogo Obshchestva Istorii i DI'E‘ ‘;
nostei (hereafter cited as ZOOID), 1 (1844) 197-204; N. Murzakevich, ““Otvod zemh
grekam v 1780 g. pereseliavshimsia iz Kpyma K azovskomu moriu,” ZOOID, 4 (186
159-63; and S. Serafimov, Krymskie Khristiaune (Greki) na severnykh beregakh Azor
skago Moria (Cherson, 1862). !

dans la Mer Nojre au XTIre
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Phanagoria by the estuary of Kuban, played a major role in the
gconomic and cultural history of the ancient world.* By the end of the
antiquity most of these North Pontic cities had gradually fallen befor
invaders a.md lost their importance. Two of them, however Chersonesu:
and Panticapaeum, survived into the medieval period. A’s early as the
fourth century A.D. three Christian bishoprics were established in th
Crimea; the sees of Cherson, Bosporus and Gothia.”” By the secong
half of the eighth century the Greek Orthodox church of Sougdaia w
a bishopric as well.*® In the ninth century the Byzantines created tl':1 :
Theme of _Cherson.” During the thirteenth century, as Byzantium’s i :
ternal institutions had fallen into rapid decay and her sea o“tn-
dwindled, the Genoese and to a lesser extent, other Italian cityztatzr
founded or developed their own colonies around the Black Sea.® B ,
1475 all the Christian colonies of the Crimea were absorbed b ;Fat d
and Tl.lrkish conquests.* For a period of about three hundreé eailr

the Crnpean peninsula was to be under the rule of the Ciray dynsa;st S

During the Tatar-Ottoman rule, as in the rest of the Ottoman En{
pire, the Orthodox hierarchy had a considerable power over the O -

thodox _Christians of the Crimean Khanate. In July 1678, the bisho o

of Gotlu_a was united with that of Caffa (Kefe). In 1680 thé Metro olFtrlc

of Gothia was Neophytos and in 1707 Makarios. From 1710 tg 173111

tl.le Metropolitan of Gothia and Caffa was Parthenios. This title of th

hierarchs of Gothia survived down to the end of their' eparchy. F :

}725 tq 1779 the Metropolitan of Gothia was Gedeon, whose ze:at fm

in Manan:tpol, a suburb of Bahcesaray, the residence’ of the Crime i

Khans. H{s' rule was interrupted in 1750, when for some reason o

bably political, he was exiled by Patriarch Cyril V to the Val,‘l:;?r;

36
1. B

., (Ezﬁilgzn,l ;;hse Greeks Overseas: The Archaeology of Their Early Colonies and

e ’yrhiaa;spclr}r; ;Zg;s:kslﬂ(cg fu{)tl}er reading see the fundamental studies of

and Greeks in Souih Russia (Oxford, ?9[.‘212;.1dge, 1913), and M. SRt Jranians

3
oA b ) p
33M 2 \I;amtl;ev, The Goths in the Crimea (Cambridge, Mass., 1936), pp. 4 ff,
i 'tOIJ" ; E?‘r’saizjov%?-ﬂg;’;ﬁlgfﬁv er:? gv,?lmﬁ xsrpaovriacp néAIg Zovydaia dné o5 I
Ngr{au = el e pi; 82.1} aTopiay tod Meoarwvikod EAAnviouod TH¢

A. Petrusi ] 7
%50, 1882 ‘rslgs':,D ?d(.),bgi‘grrlz:gnr;;o Porfrro_genifo de Thematibus (Vaticano, 1952), pp.
@5ion, 1571, g 175-76_, e Byzantine Commonwealth, Eastern Europe, 500-1453

40
M. G. Nystazopoulou,

"'-"'ﬂWEmam,’i(lQ?O)IS-Sl; Venice et la Mer Noire du XI® au XVe siecle,”

see also G. T. Bratianu, Recherches sur I A
siecle (Paris, 1929), pp. 197 ff. - commerce genols
maudaie, Histoire dy commerce de
mee (Paris, 1848), pp. 198

1} E d 1 Tl
- L. de la Pri
la Mer Noire et des colonies

-204; W. Heyd, Histoire du commer
, ce du
1923) 2, pp. 365ff; see also Vasilieu, pp. 235 ff.
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but after ten years of exile, in 1760,

he returned to the Crimea and again became Metropolitan of Gothia,
In 1759 a special firman (decree) was issued by the Sultan Mustafa IIf
in which he commands that Gedeon shall rule as Metropolitan ‘over
the Christians dwelling in Caffa, Mankup, Balaclava, and Azov, ac.
cording to former example, old customs, and their law.’®
It is likely that the Christians had adopted all but the faith of Cri-
mean Muslim culture. According to M. de Peysonnel, the French con-
sul in the Crimea, there were eight Christian churches in Caffa in
1756;% the same observer found that Orthodox Greeks were concens
trated with the non-Muslim population of the Khanate, mainly in the
southern part of the peninsula.* By that time, according to W. Eton,
a contemporary writer and for many years resident in Turkey and in

Russia:

monastery of Meteora in Thessaly;

The Christians and Jews paid a capitation tax as in Turkey, to

the beys of mursas; but they w
Turkey, enjoyed more protection, an
solence and indignity.

d were treated with less in-

As in the rest of the Eastern Mediterranean world Armenians and
Greeks operated most of the productive industry and commerce of the
Khanate and it seems that together with the Karaim Jews they main-
tained their own law courts on the basis of their traditional law.®

By the late 1770s the Russians, probably
the theoretically independent Crimean Kh
of its non-Muslim population (Christian Armen
and Crimean Greeks) to emigrate to the steppe

dication of the Russian intention is in a repor
skii to Potemkin in January
proval of the idea because he felt
in the Crimea if and when it was annexed to Russia.
1I also had not yet come to the conclu

as the immigration of the Christians was in her interests and ordere

425 A. Khartakhai, Khristianstvo v Krymu (Symferopol, 1864), pp. 37-8; V

279.
0. de Peysonnel, Traité sure la commerce de lar

p. 322.

#1hid, 1, pp. 12 ff.
45w . Eton, A Survey of the Turkish Empire (L

45p  de Tott, Memoires du Baron de Tott sur les
dam, 1784) 2, p. 129.

ondon, 1799), p. 328. _
Turcs et les Tartares (4 vols. Amst

ere infinitely less vexed thanin

|

asiliey, D

Mer Noire (2 vols. Paris, 1787)1

|
4

in an attempt to weaken-}
anate, encouraged a great par_t:x‘
ians, Georgians, Vlach'ﬁ]
s of Azov. The firstin-
t from General Prozorov:

1778. Prozorovskii expressed his disap:
that these Christians would be needed

i

Empress Catherine
sion that such a drastic action
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Prozorovskii to protect the Cri isti
General Paul Rumiantsev, hoﬂze\lfrelrf:horéztrlgg?nféog(}qzatar rep_ffsals_-”
approva.l', and w?thout prior orders from St Petersbur IOY(EVSkU re.
zorovskii to begin “‘to persuade the Christians, who %\;c:nlsdrgaed .
protected 'by the evacuating Russian soldiers t,o leave i h e
to resettle in one of Russia’s southern province,s.’ At this Wlt_ o a'nd
agreed to the idea and asked Rumiantsev and Potemki P
way for the exodus.® in to prepare the
In June 1778, Ignatios, the last M i i
prese‘nted a formal petition to Runﬂai:;)elzfoallgl?ilzlgflggtma e (?af'fa’
for his flock to settle in Russia.” There is good reasonstan = <podiclil
this was pot a spon_taneous and enthusiastic request fr0 SUS}I:ECt s
of the Fjrlmean Cljlrlstians, but one written solely by th Ic\)/lm o W_hOIG
Archbllshop Gavriel indicates that although the idea oef mfgi(;p()lfltan-
?hzd;s;glgsﬁi tt? ;n g)rthodox_cpristian one was an importan?‘(t]-{acrt(c))lrn
el reaim Rthe (.",‘hrlstla.n emigration was the activity of [
o ,Ch e m abbi Azar’ia Iliia suggests that a good porti g
e Christians ‘dld not feel themselves threatened by th I\}IJ ms
il:,{rlt }‘:V?lrg not z;lnxmus to leave their homes for a strangye pface 1;1511:11115
e de, : tven tfe Khan I}lmself, Sflhm Giray fought vigorously a. I;' ;
e ]ta a;e;lr; od the Christians. His main argument was that the (gihﬁ:t
g wou?d Z 1:111)1 ;u;llé aclf;ﬁz percentage of the Khan’s income that
Nevertheless, Catherine persiste?lnir%i;znilgéznéft o Vlrt_ual COUaPSE_-SZ
tians from the Crimea. removing the Chris
The exodus started in July 1778. To Al
g . ! 1 exander Suvorov’
Gggrg]iaallissre;n da Vllzadln’g part in the Christian emigratior(:V fcriipolzt,
gia : chs,’ left from 68 various parts of th - e
sula ‘with tears in their eyes because they had tosl(e)ave ihcr'm'lean vable
eir immovable

47
N. F. Dubrovin i J
o , ed., Prisoedinenie Kr i
doneseniia (4 vols., St. Petersburg, 1885-8;)’7120 ngg;S:ﬁdreng;pty, RPRS iR

48
Idem, 2, pp. 296 and
» 2, DP. 317-18; see al
2 ; see also B, Nold ! i j
(4;%115‘ o A e e, La Formation de I’ Empire Russe
¢ Metropolitan’s presentation i
M is partly t.
L . . 19}; y translated by Nolde, 2, pp. 143-44,

51
Karaim Rabbi Azari’ia Ilii
. zari’ia [liia, ““Sobytiia Sluchivshiiasi
: . Vremennik Im iasia v Krymu u tsartvovanie Shagi
HQyct Rossiiskikh, 24 (1854) 15’;?5 atorskago Moskovskago Obshchestva Istor;'r": i Df:ifl3

52
Nolde, 2 p. 14 i W]
» 2, p. 142; A, i ini Y ¥
Fisher is of the opinion that the real reason why Sahin Gi
Ta

Was against the mag
5 movement of hi — ;
&roup upon who 1s Christian subjects was t P
Russian annexa;:':)l he could count as loyal subjects of himself ”}.lat they were “the only
n of the Crimea 1772-1783 (Cambridge 197,0§ee Al(}?l/ PEHieE: e
’ s P 2
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4.’ By September 1778, a total of about
31,000 males, at an initial cost of 130,000 rubles had set out for the
Azov province, some with high hopes and many with serious misgiy-
54 1t is likely that the whole operation was very ill organized. Op
d from Tatar reprisals and in Azov their
h. W. Eton describes the event as follows;

families (ancestors) behin

ings.
the way the migrants suffere
lot was largely misery and deat

P

While I was in the quarantine at the Russian frontier, in September
1778, there passed 75,000 Christians obliged by the Russians tp
emigrate from Crimea (35,769 males) . . . These people were sent
to inhabit the country abandoned by the Nogai Tatars near the
west coast of the sea of Azof (Palus Maeotis) but the winter com.
ing on before the houses built for them were ready, a great part
of them had no other shelter from the cold than what was af-
forted (sic) them by holes dug in the ground, covered with what
they could procure: they were people who all came from comfor.
table houses, and the greater part perished; seven thousand only

were alive a few years ago.”

1779, due mainly to Ignatios’ efforts, the immigrants

Finally in May
leges, including exemption from all taxes ‘

were given considerable privi

53gee “Pis'ma Suvorova K Kniaziu Potemkinu’ in Arkhiv Kniazia Vorontsova, 24
(1880) 291; and K. P. M. (Kalogeras), ““Tlepi MopLevoLnToAEas,” Tavddpa, 16 (1865-66)
534-35. In 1783, according to Metropolitan Ignatios, the Crimean Greeks emigrated from
the following towns and villages of the Crimean perinsula: towns Bakhchisarai, Balaklava,
Kozlov, Karasu, lalta (Yalta), Eski-Krym; Kafa (Caffa); villages Marium, Ulakly,
Mangush, Beshev, Stilia, Laka, Kermenchik, Kubush, Ulusala, Biiasala, Usypy, Kaskaliia,
Laspa, Alsu, Kamara, Korsan’, Inkerman, Belbektoi, Cherkeskermen’, Marmara,
Bogatyr ', Albat’ skoi, Argii-Karakuba, Cherdakly, Barnykoi, Karakuba, Bilsus, Mali
Enisol’, (Elisalo), Sartana, Chermalyk, Aslama, Diurpmen, Uluni, Chilarkoi, Aian, Salgir
bashi, Enisala, Demerzhi, Kuruuzen', Uluuzen’, Kuchuk-Uzen’, Nuzhniaia Autka,
Verkhiaia Autka, Marsanda, Magarach, Nikita, Urzuf, Kizie'tash, Dekremenskoi,
Bol’ shaia Lampada, Malaia Lampada, Alushta, Imeret, Khukoi, Ortalan, Tarsan: se6
T. N. Chernysheva, Novogrecheskii govor sel primorskogo (Ursufa) i Ialty, pervomaiskogo.
raiona, Stalinskoi oblasti. [Istorieheskii ocherk i morfologiia glagola (Kiev, 1958), p. 2%
54Nolde claims that the Crimean Greeks numbered about 18,000 persons, the rest w
Armenians; see Nolde, 2, p. 148. Only 288 Crimean Christians remained behind; se
+pis’ma Suvorova,”’ p. 294. 1
5Eton, A. Survey, p. 337. The traveller E. D. Clarke gives us this picture of the Chris:
tian emigration: ‘“At that time [1778], the most opulent Armenian mechanics and me
chants, upon whence the whole of the productive industry and commerce of the penin la
depended, left the Crimea late in the Autumnal season. The Empress ordered propd
buildings and accommodations to be prepared for their reception upon the Don; but 1
Russian commissaries took special care to convey into their own pockets the money allo
to complete the work according to the intentions of their Sovereign. When the Armenid
colony arrived, they found nothing but a parcel of miserable huts, constructed in the
expeditious and wretched manmner’’; see E. D. Clarke, Travels in Various Countriesd
Europe, Asia and Africa — Part I Russia, Tartary and T1 urkey (Cambridge, 1810), p: i

The Mariupol Greeks 69

for ten years, freedom from conscripti :
government.” By that time the Arrrf;gE;iI; 1?23 g?t:lbﬁsgll:tdﬁ i
banks otj the Don, ?n the heart of the country of Cossack tCh on the
of Nakhlche_van. Simultaneously the Crimean Greeks foui;d :1: e
named Mariupol and about 23 colonial villages most of th o O i
panks of the river Kalmius and almost every one of them ﬁn; on the
old‘names of the settlements formerly established in the (('j‘z: “ bgg the
natios, the real founder of Mariupol, established his seat Hone i
his new country continued to bear the title of Metropolitan el’fe émd in
and Caffa. After his death in February 1786, the eparch 0f oth}a
and Caffa ceased to exist. The community of ’Crimean eni;g?‘alis? t\frl;a
s

ascribed to the ““Slavonic” eparch i
y of that i
name of Ekaterinoslav.*® timsts; uch later ook e

The basis for the Tsarist poli i
provid-ec.l by Catherine’s ukazl;f &};;C;\T?Egiéhix:;lipol_ s
by additional decrees in the following years. Th’e conditioalS Hrt{pl;mented
scttlemegt were stated with great precision and the lrlllzsi‘o : e'Greek
grc:atest 1r.np0rtance for the subsequent history of the Greellil e O'f
ty in Mariupol were: freedom from military and civil servi C'Omfmum-
iﬁssa?grazmsst.uglin;ited possibilities for land purchase; r(e:fl;i(s)sii;)erz ?E
. eriod of ten years; self administration’ ,
{,m;?(;gl in thc? sphere of religion. All these privileges wsrrtledgrcefl)rllltlé)ciett ;
0 e immigrants and their descendants, while free exit f ;
::lcla;ltntt;y was guarantee_d to them at any time, on the condition hrorn o
ey woulc_i be obliged to pay to the Treasury a i ol
they had acquired in Russia.* SRR Cioascte
A :
decre;c;frclsl;r;% :Eet?e map appr(?ved by Catherine and attached to the
e }?ta! lan_d which was granted to the Crimean Greeks
b Initiall ; time it was estimated to be more than 1,200,000
- 12,(}60 Y ;ft itn ;:S Gar:e(l:cg :Iilml\(/)liriup?l received 30 desiatinas e’ach,
o astu
desiatinas for their fishing trade. The rl::mai;?ﬁz vzlz(tis;a(f: E)tti'l fzirng’\?rgg

*PSZ, 20, 821, no. 14,879; Catherine’s d

Kal i A erine’s decree is t i

( 57 ‘:ri:?)}’l Cl(l}rysovoulon Aikaterinis,’ Pandoriz lSl Tr??;éaét%{;)li;l}r;;k BB
ishop Gavriil enumerat Al B =S

Kamm_a’ Bo ; \ ates the fO“Ong villages: Kerme i) 2 %

Stilia, Igﬂatg'i?lza' I}é‘;‘;fltanev ’tmfpoll' (Constantinople), Zhindren ’I]C]éllll(er.rnsaa\lllyg;(r' -Egsal:'l,

Mangush, Urzuf" . » Laspi, Karakoba, Sarta | el
] : X . Y04, na, Cherdakly, M -Eni

(_\.’o[novakha); - Ga::‘:’ii?tm‘PYel;EW;Ii _Novyi-Kermenchik ', Novm'a—lgara, ;l;aaEﬁﬁtﬁs :

Mapmvomrdxgmq,s B, 534. selenie grekov’, p. 201 and KPM (Kalogeras’) ‘Hep!{

‘Gauriil, * i
% uriil, “‘Pereselenie grekov,” p. 203.

PSZ, 20, 821
» 0. 14, 879; see also Gavriil, ‘Pereselenie grekov’, pp. 198-200
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reserved on the map because it was not yet known how many Greeks
would be able to settle in Southeastern Russia.®’ For sure the Russiang
expected more immigrants to arrive and they felt it necessary to assign
as much land as possible. Clearly the authorities supervising the col-
onization of the New Russian lands did not want the lack of spacetg
prevent the resettlement of the Crimean Greeks.
However, in the case of Mariupol they were wrong in their expec.
tations. The town and its surroundings developed slowly. In 1793, when
the German naturalist Peter Pallas visited the place only 881 males and ;
884 females lived in the town itself. It consisted of two churches, a good
market place and of 305 dwelling houses chiefly built of free-stone, |
As for the colonial villages around Mariupol they ammounted to 2,526
houses inhabited by 6,456 males and 5,647 females.5! Twenty years
later the prosperity of the town had by no means kept pace with that \||
of its sister colony in Nakhichevan. According to Robert Walpole, '
another traveller, it seemed to have declined even more since the visit
of professor Pallas. The houses resembled those of Nakhichevan but
they were dirty and in bad repair. The wooden bazar was ruinous angd
deserted.®
Furthermore, by that time, the period of privileges and facilities
granted to the first Greek settlers had expired.” In 1816 two Greek
deputies arrived in St. Petersburg and complained to the Tsar Alex-
ander I that the rights granted to their community were violated by tak-"
ing away their surplus land and by increasing their taxes. The two
deputies underlined the fact that according to the decree of 1779 the
land was granted to the Greek settlers in Mariupol or a permanent basis,
They stated that if the remaining surplus land was taken away, the
danger would be so great, that the whole community would become
impoverished. Their churches and other important buildings would have:
to be transferred; their live-stock might suffer; or even brought to ruiftji
and eventually they would have to accept the settlement of foreign
elements in their community. All these arguments were in support of
their demand that the spare land should be left untouched and that they
should be released from the payment of additional taxes.* " !

80gee the report of the Minister of Finance in PSZ, 34, 308 f, no. 26, 863.
S1pallas, 1, pp. 512-14.

62p Walpole, Travels in various countries of the East (2 vols. London, 1820) 2, p. Mﬁ%‘l
63The Greeks of Kerch, for instance, in 1805, lost their privileges given to them il s
years earlier. They were sub-divided into 12 merchants and 453 artisans and pedlqg
the latter, who belonged to the lower middle class, according to the laws of the Russil
Empire, were liable to be conscripted; see Arsh, «“Grecheskaia emigratsiia,”” D

®4psz, 33, 904, no. 26,319. ‘
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Alexander after receiving a report i
the req'uests of the Mariupol Greellc)s, hafll;gfarcli ﬁllz vTv;e;iurily ,tnegatl"e .
sideration to the Governor of Taganrog Major-General P: t]‘:r o © his
rel?oﬁ to C01.1nt Arz‘akcheyev, who was responsible for the 111)1il(i)tV ey
onies in Russia, M.E].J or-General Papkov suggested to leave to th a(r}y o
the I'am?l they received in 1779 and to dispose the surplus I c{: b oy
ing 1t e1ther‘t0 Greek settlers or to anybody else wilI;in tan i
money obtafned could be used for the restoration of Petir ?hpa()}(. T}ie
port 1n tht? city of Taganrog, thus relieving the inhabitants of v r.eat ]
from paying any additional taxes.® e
Aral‘whe)fev was sceptical and suggested to the Emperor
3 committee in order to examine in detail the case of Maﬁ lto ey
Indeed Ale.xa‘mder asked the Minister of Finance and th '-(leIJO k.
Taganrog _]‘omtly tg appoint a committee at the Ministrc ofogf e e
mains. Invited tc_> s_1t in the committee were the State Cofm ill e
skoy and Opochinin, deputies from Mariupol, and most i s
the Greeks., the Secretary of State John Kap’odistrias ‘f’ﬁlmportam or
; By April 1817, the members of the newly appointed .comm't
mitted to Ale)fapder their memorandum. The Councillors of ’ ;ﬁe ol
wer'e of the opinion that the taxes paid by the Greeks in Maii?l (t)l ehsmte
b}:, increased in order Fo b.ring them to parity with the tax; Z'cclmlid
tfe 1;:(sttof_ theI: populatlon in New Russia. At the time in the ga?b;miiz
%reasuai;lzr;(; 0s;lv f11:hw_as expected that merchants should pay to the
e rusles (] gr Il;l eir annual profits, shopkeepers, artisans and craft-
. asp i fuseholq and the peasantry 8 rubles as quit-rent
o —— epr Ch— ax. During the same period the Mariupol Greeks
e n.lbles aclllts 4.5% of their profits, urban shopkeepers and
e fan hthe peasants only 1 ruble and 68 kopecks per
o de:giaﬁmsor Ct e su'rplus land which was estimated to be about
it should be taker; b; 21;‘;11;(;1‘;5&5;;51;03&aﬂ(lidODOChinin e
en | : nd sold in a public auction,®
¥ t.:lc;tir; Hll(:iz?rclhsltrlas had a different opinion. He proposeciua?nc;nce
o thg and to b.e sold to the highest bidder on the conditi
_ e buyer will undertake t ize i i en
B Al s e to colonize it only with Greek
L fytheeS]’lv?;crleta.r]y of State suggested that it was to
- plus al}d was to be sold to the settlers
pol at a very 1
y low price. In that case the community

65
See the proposal
0 s of the Governor of Ta i
: ganrog in PSZ, -
ﬂg; PSZ 33, 904, no. 26,319; PSZ, 34, 307-08, no. 26 8624’ _——
e Z, 311, no. 26, 863. T
Ibid. p. 310.
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e obligation in a given period of time to in.
he area. In order to aid the new colonists :
hould be formed out of the money
ared to pay for the surplus land.®

Indeed the deputies of the Greek community in Mariupol declared

to the committee in writing that the Greek colonists were prepared tg
buy all the land which the Treasury proposed to take over as state pro-
perty. Their offer was 500,000 rubles paid in ten yearly instalments of
50,000 rubles each.

At this point the Minister of Finance observed that by the decree
of 1779 it was not assumed that the land should be given to the Greeks '
unconditionally and without regard to the size of their population. He
rightly noticed that nearly thirty years after the establishment of the |
Crimean Greeks on the west coast of the Sea of Azov there werein
the region of Mariupol only 10,000 colonists and the available land was
more than 1,200,000 desiatinas. This theoretically meant 120 desiatinas
per each Greek settler at a time when Russian natives possessed only

15 desiatinas.”

Alexander, having examined the committee’s memorandum, by his
ukaz of May, 1817, granted 30 desiatinas of land to each peasant
household established on the banks of the Kalmius. In addition 12,00@
desiatinas as pasture land and 6,000 as fisheries were assigned to the
urban settlers of Mariupol. All this land was to be allocated according
to the plan submitted by the Governor of Taganrog. Out of the remain-

ing surplus land 150,000 desiatinas Were left to the Greek community.

This land was to be divided into allotments for the benefit of new Greek
o be let to the newcomers at an an-

settlers. Eventually all of it was t
nual guit-rent five kopecks per desiatina. The rest of the surplus land

was to be taken away by the Ministry of State Domains. As state pro-
perty this land was to be sold by the Ministry of Finance and the
Mariupol Greeks were given the opportunity, if they wished, to buy
part or even all of it. Regarding tax concessions the request of the
Mariupol deputies for a tax reduction was not accepted.”

The policy adopted in the west coast of the sea of Azov with regard
to the Greek immigration enjoyed very little success. Mariupol as a cork
mercial port it was slow to develop. Its population which was less that
7,000 in 1856 remained largely Greek but in numerical terms was insig-

was going to enter upon th
vite new Greek settlers in t
Kapodistrias suggested that a fund s
that the Mariupol Greeks were prep

*1bid. p. 308.
Ibid. p. 309-10.
bid. p. 307-8.
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nificant.™ In relation to the gener
tic‘)n e mass e et Niw Rl?:;aergl[:;oTizgsct:l;zrl?ster of coloniza-
misconceived. The- contribution of the Mariupol Greeks}'( W-;S somewha‘lt
sphere was more important than their number, but st'llrllt e economic
factor in the overall picture, although they playe,d a ver e
in some areas o.f industry and commerce or in such s heg important Fc_)le
of Russo-Turkish relations.” And even when they i,e © ?S the IJOhtu‘Ts
ty, Greek colonists cost the state far more than did 1:;:-) good quay_
terms both of cash and of administration, and they wer 1ve settlers, in
to adaptf thems'elves to local conditions. Realizatio eﬂ;ually slower
!Jecame mc.reasmgly widespread and in the case of t}i1 %, these facts
in the Marlu_pol their expression in the new rules of ?85;62,1{5 found
; o5 that time the autonomy which the Mariupol G ks o]
wgthm the l?oundarles of the Russian Empire was lost fre; s enjoyed
WItl:lBSS. a vigorous policy of Russification which : 'l ereaft.er we
beginning of the twentieth century.” In the ISGOSIJW‘;ll oo the
Pr_mleges originally granted to the Greeks from ?1111 18'705 o
:wtfl'lclltr‘:a;;vn. 111}1 1869 it was announced that the Mariu;o?grrl:f]l( “}’lere
;haltl n:.e;js ltosf; I:Ftﬂ? f the p (.)pwation, their zemstvo responsibifiti:sd
B heir traditi eir privilege to conduct their own affairs '
g to their traditional law and more taxes to the Crown Fivea;:er;

later, in 1874, they were made liable for milit
: ) ary service.”® Wi
gfikt:;rlllﬁginoie an .unequlvalen't racial commitment tlfe N‘IZi'tigmoli
. Cl'iterionaleOUSly to their language and culture as their oﬁl
| o porale identity. Linguistic “Russificati 4
ariupol Greeks was an almost complete failure.” cation

Wh i i
en the Soviets came in power about 250,000 Greeks were living

A g J

., Patterns of urban rowth in the RHSS a Efﬂpﬂ
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The Allied Opponent: France Versus Greece
in Asia Minor

VICTORIA SOLOMONIDIS

DURING THE COURSE OF THE GREAT WAR F rance proved to be the
strongest exponent of Greek participation in the Entente. Political ex-
pediency of the day dictated the unconditional backing of Venizelos
and his liberal party to the extent of creating a national schism and
an undeclared civil war in Greece. With the creation of the Venizelist
provisional government in Thessaloniki, the French legitimized the
presence of their military forces on the Macedonian front and par-
ticipated in the Allied breakthrough which resulted in the capitulation
of Bulgaria and Austria — Hungary in September 1918, With the pro-
mise of assistance in the vindication of Greek claims in Asia Minor at
the forthcoming Peace Conference, French President Clemenceau con-
vinced Venizelos to contribute Greek forces for the ill-fated Ukraine
expedition of December 191 8, resulting not only in the compromise of
Greek interests but, what was more, in the uprooting of the long-
established Greek communities of the Black Sea.

Despite French promises to assist with the realization of the Megali
Idea once the Great War was at an end, French opposition to nearly
all the Greek claims from the time of September 1922, seemed only
second to that of the Turkish nationalists. Although France — together
with Italy, the U. S. and Great Britain — had formally requested Greece
t0 land troops at Smyrna to reestablish law and order, a consistently
unfriendly policy was implemented not only by the Quai d’ Orsay but
also by the press, the military and the financiers. The pressure exercis-
Ed by the latter in conjuction with the unfavorable military situation
1 Turkey after the conclusion of the Mudros Armistice, seemed to con-
Stlf%lte the dominant factors in determining the policy of the successive
Erench governments with regard to Greece’s presence in Asia Minor.,
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