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When and Where was Ol’ga Baptized?!

OMELJAN PRITSAK

The question of when and where the Rus’ queen Ol’ga was baptized
has puzzled scholars up to the present day. As recently as 1979 to
1984, four scholars—one French, one British, one Russian, and one
American—have attempted to provide a definitive answer. They
have not succeeded: indeed, they have arrived at mutually
exclusive conclusions.2 The root of all this difficulty is that the
relevant sources contain ambiguous and contradictory statements.

1 This paper was presented at the III World Congress for Slavic and East European
Studies (Washington, D.C.), at session 12: “The Christianization of Rus’,”” which
was sponsored by the Shevchenko Scientific Society and was held on 3 November
1985.

2 Jean-Pierre Arrignon, “Les relations internationales de la Russie Kiévienne au
milieu du X°®siécle et le baptéme de la princesse Olga,” Occident et Orient au X si¢-
cle. Actes du IX® Congres de la Société des Historiens Médiévistes des I’Enseignement
Supérieur Public, Dijon, 2—4 juin 1978, Publications de ’Université de Dijon, 57
(Paris, 1979), pp. 167-84; the Russian version is: Z.-P. Arin’on, ‘“Me¥dunarodnye
otnosenija Kievskoj Rusi X v. i kre§enie knjagini Ol'gi,”” Vizantjskjj vremennik
(Moscow), 41 (1980):113-24; cf. also idem, *“Les relations diplomatiques entre
Byzance et la Russie de 860 a 1043, Revue des études slaves (Paris), 55, no. 1
(1983):129-37.

According to the author, Ol'ga visited Constantinople in 957 on commercial
matters and at that time was granted two receptions by the emperor. Arrignon
maintains, however, that she was baptized in Kiev at the end of 959.

Dimitri Obolensky, ‘‘Russia and Byzantium in the Mid-Tenth Century: The
Problem of the Baptism of Princess Olga,”” Greek Orthodox Theological Review 28, no.
2 (1983):157-71. According to Obolensky, both of Ol’ga’s receptions in Constan-
tinople took place in 957, while she was still a pagan. Her political and commercial
mission there was a failure, and therefore ‘‘the question of the time and place of
Ol’ga’s baptism remains an open one” (p. 171).

Gennadij Georgievit Litavrin, ‘‘PuteSestvie russkoj knjagini Ol’gi v Konstantino-
pol. Problema isto¥nikov,” Vizantjiskij vremennik 42 (1981):35-48; idem, “O
datirovke posol’stva knjagini OI’gi v Konstantinopol’,”” Istorjia SSSR, 1981, no. 5,
pp. 173-83. Litavrin, who dates Olga’s two audiences to 946 (see fn. 24), was
unable to make up his mind about the year and the place of O’ga’s baptism.

See also the chapter ‘‘Diplomatija knjagini Ol'gi,”’ in A. N. Saxarov, Diplomatija
Drevnej Rusi IX~- pervaja polovina X v, (Moscow, 1980), pp. 259-98.

In this country, Professor Ellen Hurwitz of Lafayette College is working on
Ol’ga’s biography. In her presentation at the Seminar in Ukrainian Studies at Har-
vard University on 10 May 1984, she tentatively set Constantinople and the year 959
as the place and date, respectively, of Ol’ga’s baptism.




6 WHEN AND WHERE WAS OL’GA BAPTIZED?

Three groups of sources have come down to us. The first group
comprises two Byzantine sources, one contemporary with the event
and the other later in date but generally considered reliable. The
second group consists of the contemporary Lothringian (Lorraine)
Chronicle, and the third, of two later Rus’ sources.

The most detailed account is that found in the second book of
De cerimoniis aulae Byzantinae. That second book was written under
the auspices of the learned Byzantine emperor Constantine VII Por-
phyrogenitus (944-959). It describes ceremonies held during the
two visits of the Rus’ queen Ol’ga/Helga/Helen to Constantinople.
The first reception, which took place on Wednesday, September 9,
is described in full detail. The second, occurring on Sunday,
October 18, is dealt with briefly.3

Although the relevant texts of the De cerimoniis specified  the
exact day of the month and even the day of the week, they failed to
provide the information most important to us, namely, in what
year, or years, Ol’ga’s two visits took place.

During the reign of Constantine VII—i.e., between 16 December
944 and 9 November 959 —September 9 fell on a Wednesday and
October 18 fell on a Sunday only twice: in 946, and again in 957.4

Ioannes Skylitzes, a high military officer, wrote his history of the
Byzantine emperors (encompassing the years 811 to 1057) most
probably in the last quarter of the eleventh century. He is credited
by modern scholars as careful and trustworthy in his reference to
earlier sources. Skylitzes writes: 3

§6.Kai v Tob more kari §6. The wife of the archont of the
‘Pouaiwr ékmheboavros Rus’ [Igor’] who at some previous
apxovros T@v ‘Pas past had sailed against the
yauer), *EAya Tobvoua, Romans (Byzantines), Helga

70U &vdpos avris by name, after her husband
&mofavovTos TapeyEveTo passed away, arrived in

év Kovoravrwovmore.. Kol Constantinople. Having been
BawTigleloa kai Tpoaipeaw baptized and having shown
elhixpivods emdetkvuuérn resolve for the true

mioreas, déiws TiumBetaa faith, she was honored

3 Ed. Johannes Jacob Reiske, vol. 1 (Bonn, 1829), pp. 594-98.

4 Cf. Litavrin in Istorjja SSSR, 1981, no. 5, p. 174.

5 loannis Scylitzae Synopsis historiarum, Editio princeps, ed. Johannes Thurn (Ber-
lin, 1973), p. 240.
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ThS TpoaLPETEWS €T’ in a manner worthy of that
olrov &védpaue. resolve and returned home.

Skylitzes often gathered data from various sources and retold it in
abridged form. Hence, this excerpt from his account, which con-
sists of two separate sentences, could have combined data from two
different records, each of which referred to one specific visit of
Ol'ga/Helga to Constantinople.

In presenting his history of individual emperors—in this case, of
Constantine VII—Skylitzes organized his material topically, devot-
ing two or more paragraphs to each subject. Each topic he treated,
insofar as possible, chronologically. Helga’s visit (§6) is mentioned
just after the visits of two Hungarian leaders: Bovlo-
oovdfia/Bovht{obs (Bulcst; ca. 948) and I'uhas (Gyula; ca. 952)
(§5). The remainder of the two paragraphs following the account
deal with barbarian visitors who eventually embraced Christianity.

One can speculate that the first sentence in Skylitzes (§6) refers
to a visit by the pagan Ol’ga/Helga shortly after the death of her
husband Igor’ (ca. 945), when his naval expedition of 941 would
still have been well remembered in Constantinople (that memory
would hardly have been vivid sixteen years later, in 957). The
second sentence, on the other hand, could have been taken from
an account of Ol’ga’s baptism.

The Lothringian Chronicle was composed by the continuator of
Abbot Regino of Priim, who is generally identified as Adalbert of
Trier. Adalbert himself took part in the Rus’ mission of 961 -962,
before becoming archbishop of Magdeburg. A cycle of information
about that Rus’ mission exists, for the years 959, 960, 961, and
962.6

The data from the entry under the year 959 are crucial for us
here. The relevant text reads:

959. . .Legati Helenae reginae  959. . .The envoys of Helen, the

Rugorum, quae sub Romano Queen of the Rugi’ who was
imperatore Constantinopolitano  baptized in Constantinople under
Constantinopoli baptisata est, Romanos, Emperor of Constantinople,

6 <« Adalberts Fortsetzung der Chronik Reginos,”” ed. Albert Bauer and Reinhold
Rau, in Quellen zur Geschichte der suchsischen Kaiserzeit (Darmstadt, 1971), pp.
214-19.

7 1 discuss the (Ripuar Frankish) form of the Rus’ name Rug- in the article “The
Origin of the Name Ris/Rus’,”’ forthcoming in the Festschrift Bennigsen (Paris).




8 WHEN AND WHERE WAS OL’GA BAPTIZED?

ficte, ut post claruit, ad having come to the king [Otto I],
regem venientes episcopum et requested, spuriously, as it turned
presbiteros eidem genti out later, to ordain a bishop and
ordinari petebant.? priests for their people (gens).

By the end of the same year, Otto I had responded positively to
Ol’ga’s request, by ordering that Libutius be consecrated the first
missionary-bishop of the Rus’. This occurred in 960 (entry for that
year). Libutius, however, was for unknown reasons detained, and
then died suddenly, on 15 February 961. Adalbert of the Benedic-
tine St. Maximin Monastery at Trier was selected to become the
second missionary-bishop for the Rus’ (entry for 961). Adalbert
did go to Rus’, but after a short stay there was obliged to return
home empty-handed (entry for 962).

The last entry in the chronicle of Regino’s continuator Adalbert
is for the year 967. In 966, after his Rus’ adventure, Adalbert
became abbot of the Weissenburg Monastery in neighboring
Alsace-Lorraine. Then, having been entrusted with the archdiocese
of Magdeburg (Otto I intended for Magdeburg to become the base
for German missionary activity to the pagan Slavs),® Adalbert left
Alsace-Lorraine for the imperial east. His chronicle entry for 959
was written not in that year, but later, after the failure of the Rus’
mission: this is clear from the text’s ficte, ut post claruit ‘spuriously,
as it turned out later’. The story about the Rus’ mission must have
been edited no earlier than the second half of 962 (the year of
Adalbert’s return from Rus’). It is remarkable that in Adalbert’s
presentation Romanus II, who died on 15 March 963,10 is referred
to as the current Byzantine ruler. 1!

8  Adalbert, “Continuatio Reginonis,”” in Albert Bauer and Reinhold Rau, Quellen
zur Geschichte der sachsischen Kaiserzeit, p. 214.

9 On Otto I and his missionary activity, see Ernst Dummler, Kaiser Otto der Grosse
(Leipzig, 1876; 2nd ed. 1962); R. Holtzmann, Otto der Grosse (Berlin, 1936); P.
Kehr, Das Erzbistum Magdeburg und die erste Organisation der christlichen Kirche in
Polen (Berlin, 1920); A. Brackmann, Magdeburg als Hauptstadt des deutschen Ostens
im frithen Mittelalter (Leipzig, 1937); John J. Gallager, Church and State in Germany
under Otto the Great, 936—973 (Washington, D.C., 1938); W. Schlesinger, Kir
chengeschichte Sachsens im Mittelalter (Cologne and Graz, 1962); L. Santifaller, Zur
Geschichte des Ottonisch-Salischen Kirchensystems (Vienna, 1964).

10 About the chronological data mentioned here and in the next two paragraphs,
see V. Grumel, Traité d'études byzantines, vol. 1: La chronologie (Paris, 1958), p. 358.
11 Not surprisingly, several late Old Rus’ texts—the first known to me being the
““Russkij xronograf’’ edited in the year 1512, and another, the ‘‘Xronograf of the
year 1617 (“‘the second Russian redaction’’)—name Ol’ga’s host, the Byzantine
emperor, as “‘Romanus™: “Pri sem’ cari Roman® v 1&to 6463 krestisja Ol'ga.”
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Since Adalbert himself visited Rus’ in 961 -962 and surely met
with Ol’ga/Helga there, two pieces of his information must be
accepted as fact: first, that the Rus’ queen was baptized in Con-
stantinople, and second, that Ol’ga’s baptismal name was Helen,
which was also the name of the then ruling empress, the wife of
Constantine VII. But Adalbert’s naming of the Byzantine ruler who
witnessed Ol’ga’s conversion demands explanation. Had Ol’ga been
baptized during the sole rule of Romanus II, her baptismal name
would have been not Helen, but Theophano, the name of Romanus
II’s wife. Simple chronology also refutes any such possibility.
Romanus II succeeded his father, who died on 9 November 959,
and became emperor on 10 November 959. It would have been
impossible for Ol’ga/Helga to arrive in Constantinople, be baptized
there, return home, and send her envoys to Otto so that they
arrived there still in 959.

An explanation for Adalbert’s phrasing can be proposed, how-
ever. Romanus II was crowned already on 6 April 945, and held
the title of basileus from that time, during the remaining years of
his father’s reign. Therefore it is feasible that Constantine VII,
occupied with his literary work, delegated Romanus II, his son and
co-emperor, to represent him at the ceremony of Ol’ga’s baptism
by the patriarch. Adalbert’s information would then be not only
correct, but also based on an insider’s knowledge, as a prelate who
was a close collaborator of Otto I, the friend of Constantine VII
(see pp. 20-21, below).

The Rus’ primary chronicle, the Povést vremennyx &’ (= PVL),
has as the date of Ol’ga’s visit to Constantinople the year A.M. 6463
= A.D. 954-95512 But this information was not original: it was
simply borrowed from Pamyjat’ i poxvala knjazju ruskomu Volodimeru,
by Jakov Mnix (the Monk) of Al’ta.

See Andrej Popov, Obzor xronografov russkaj redakcii, vol. 1 (Moscow, 1866), p. 176,
and vol. 2 (Moscow, 1869), pp. 259, 271.

As a curiosity one can add that the name ‘‘Romanus’’ was also in the ‘‘Spaso-
Jaroslavskij xronograf”’® (lost in 1812), part of a miscellany which also included the
famous Igor’ Tale. See G. N. Moiseeva, Spaso-Jaroslavskij xronograf i Slovo o polku
Igoreve, 2nd ed. (Leningrad, 1984), pp. 40-41,

The name ‘‘Romanus” also appears in the Mazurinskij letopisec (see fn. 31
below).

12 PVL, ed. Lixatev, vol. 1 (Moscow and Leningrad, 1950), pp. 44-46.
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Jakov ca. 1070 completed a chronology of the saintly rulers of
Rus’. 13 He established the first exact date in the history of the Rus’
dynasty: 11 July AM. 6477 = AD. 969, the date of Ol’ga’s death.
Jakov also corroborates the information by Adalbert—a source cer-
tainly unknown to him—that the Rus’ queen was baptized in Con-
stantinople and that her baptismal name was Olena (Helen). He
also made a chronological statement concerning the date of the bap-
tism, although there he used the ‘‘round number’ 15: he stated
that Ol’ga lived as a Christian for ‘15 years.”” The editors of the
PVL took this piece of information literally: counting backwards
(subtracting 15 from 6477) they arrived at the year AM. 6463 =
AD. 955 as the date of Ol’ga’s conversion in Constantinople (6477,
6476, 6475, 6474, 6473, 6472, 6471, 6470, 6469, 6468, 6467, 6466,
6465, 6464, 6463). In short, the year AM. 6463 = A.D.955 as the
date of OlI’ga’s journey to Constantinople and conversion there was
computed artificially and hence has no validity.

We should keep in mind that apart from the two dates taken
from Jakov—one exact (AM. 6477 = AD. 969) and one deduced
(AM. 6463 = A.D. 955)—the editors of the PVL knew very little
about Ol’ga’s rule. The usual, artificial triad of years after Igor’s
treaty (and his presumed death)—that is, the years A.D. 945
through 947 (AM. 6453-6455)—is marked by Ol’ga’s epic
revenges and legal reforms, but the remaining sixteen years of her
rule, from A.D. 948 to 964 (AM. 6456-6472) are ‘‘empty years” (V
18to 6456, V 1&to 6457, V 1&to 6458, V 1&to 6459, V 1&o 6460,
etc.), with the single exception of the entry under discussion, for
AD. 955 (A.M. 6463). 14

Just as there were two Olegs in the Rus’ chronicle tradition (esp.
the PVL)—Oleg, the historical king of Rus’, and Oleg the Seer, the
epic hero 1’ —so there were also two Ol’gas: Ol’ga/Helen (Olena),
the historical queen of Rus’, and Ol’ga/Vol’ga the Wise, the cun-
ning and vindictive epic heroine. Hence, we must distinguish the
deeds of the two personages, that is, we must separate the histori-
cally valid oral traditions from the epic stories and legends.

13 The text is given by Evgenij Golubinskij in his Istoriia russkoj cerkvi, vol. 1:1,
2nd ed. (Moscow, 1901), pp. 238-45; the passages dealing with Ol'ga are on pp.
241-42. Cf. A. A. Zimin, *“Pamjat’ i poxvala [akova Mnixa i Zitie knjazja Viadimira
po drevnejSemu spisku,”’ Kratkie soob¥tenjja Instituta slavianovedenjja, vol. 37 (Mos-
cow, 1963), pp. 66-75, especially p. 70.

14 pYL ed. Lixatev (see fn. 12), pp. 40-49.
15 0. Pritsak, The Origin of Rus’, vol. 1 (Cambridge, Mass., 1981), pp. 142-53,
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The Actions of Ol’ga the Queen

1. After Igor’s violent death, his
queen reorganizes the state’s
administrative affairs and system
of taxation (s.a. AM. 6454 and
the end of 6455);

2. Ol’ga travels to Constantinople,
to be baptized by the patriarch
(s.a. AM. 6463);

3. Ol’ga receives the baptismal
name of Helen (< Olena;
s.a. AM. 6463).

The Deeds of Helga the Wise

1. Stories about Ol’ga’s three

(or four, depending on what version
of the chronicle is read)

revenges for her husband

Igor”’s death, embellished with a set
of anecdotes based on the Varangian
war stratagems (s.a. A.M. 6453 -6454);
2. Story about an unnamed
Byzantine emperor as both Ol’ga’s
baptizer and suitor, and the

ways Ol’ga the Wise outwitted him
(s.a. AM. 6463);

3. Story about an unnamed
Byzantine emperor sending envoys
with gifts to Ol’ga and her
humiliation of them in

revenge for her alleged

mistreatment in Constantinople

(s.a. AM. 6463).

4. In conversation with the patriarch,
Ol'ga expresses fear of the reaction
to her conversion of her pagan son
and people (*“ljud’e moi pagani i
syn’’ moj, daby mja bog”’ s’ bljul”’
ot vsjakogo zla’’; s.a. AM. 6463).16

We should add a third set of factors: that of hagiographic elements
elaborated in the chronicle’s entry for A.M. 6465:

1. Ol’ga’s baptismal name, Helen, was adopted after that of the
wife of Constantine I, the first Christian Roman emperor (s.a. AM.
6463).

2. Ol’ga came to Constantinople seeking divine wisdom, and in
doing so she surpassed the Old Testament’s Queen of Ethiopia
(Sheba), who set out to test the wisdom of King Solomon (s.a. A.M.
6463).

3. Ol’ga was a precursor of Volodimer’s baptism of Rus’ (s.a.
AM. 6495).17

16 pyL, ed. Lixatev (see fn. 12), p. 44.
17 “Agte by lix” zakon™ gret’skij, to ne by baba tvoja prijala, Ol'ga, jae b8
mudrgj§i vs&x telovEk™,” PVL, ed. Lixatev (see fn. 12), p. 75.
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In evaluating the data of the Rus’ tradition scholars did not pay
sufficient attention to one very important piece of information con-
tained in the PVL: namely, that Ol’ga’s baptismal voyage to Con-
stantinople was directed not to the person of the emperor, but to
that of the patriarch. Scholars have wondered why Constantine VII
described the ceremonial aspects of the two visits of Ol’ga/Helga
without mentioning her conversion or her Christian name Helen.
The answer is very simple: Ol’ga arranged her personal religious
act not with the emperor, but with the patriarch of Constantinople.

I

As mentioned above, Constantine VII describes Ol’'ga’s two visits
to Constantinople, one of which took place on Wednesday, the 9th
of September, and the other on Sunday, the 18th of October.
There are several discrepancies in his descriptions of Ol’ga’s two
receptions. First, there is a difference in the numbers of Ol’ga’s
entourage on the two occasions:!8

Entourage September 9th October 18th
Envoys (&moxpiotapior) 20 22
Merchants (mpayuarevral) 43 44
Ladies-in-waiting ({8co¢) 6 16

Although on both occasions Ol’ga was accompanied by her
husband’s nephew (apparently named Igor’, styled in the treaty of
A.D.944 as: [Igor’] net’ Igorev’’),1° only for the first visit is there a
mention of envoys of Svjatoslav, her minor son and the official
ruler of Rus’ (oi dvfpwmor 700 LpevdoadaBov).

Apparently OP’ga did not have official business with the emperor
on her second visit, on October 18, since her official translator (6
épumveds Tis apxovrioams), named on the occasion of the visit on
September 9, when the Rus’ archontissa is said to have conferred
with the Byzantine ruler, was absent on October 18.

Chapter 15 of the second book of De cerimoniis, the conclusion
of which contains information about the ceremonies conducted dur-
ing the two receptions for ““Ol’ga the Rhoseng’’ (Soxm s “Eryas

18 De cerimoniis, ed. J. J. Reiske, vol. 1 (see fn. 3); reception on September 9 (pp.
594-98) and on October 18 (p. 598).
19 See PVL, ed. Lixatev (see fn. 12), p. 34.
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s ‘Pwaérns) 2 was either written down or edited by Constantine
VII himself2! The chapter, which consists of an introduction and
five subchapters, each describing the ceremonies performed to
honor the non-Christian visitors, has recently been analyzed by G.
G. Litavrin. 22

The royal author wrote his account as a detailed description of
the ceremonies, not as a discussion of state matters. The central
setting for his descriptions was the Great Palace with its many
magnificent halls, in the first instance the Magnaura with its throne
of Solomon, artificial singing birds and roaring lions, the Triclinium
of Justinian (II), and the Chrysotriclinium. The date of chapter 15
is organized more or less chronologically, by days of the year.

In describing one series of ceremonies, Constantine twice inserts
digressions about similar events on the occasion of another recep-
tion, namely, that of the Omeiyad Spanish envoys. The result is
that his account is mingled with the story of the ceremonies con-
ducted upon the arrival of envoys from Muslim Tarsus in northern
Syria.

I suggest that the short description of the second reception of the
Rus’ queen, on October 18, was appended to the longer description
of the events of her first visit on September 9 only because the
important part of the second visit took place in the Chrysotri-
clinium, as did the finale of the ceremonies during the first visit.

The events of September 9 and October 18 did not, however,
take place in the same year. Since during the reign of Constantine
VII, only two years—946 and 957 —matched the textual day, week,
and month (Sunday, October 18, and Wednesday, September 9) of
his descriptions, the first reception must have taken place in the
year 946, and the second in the year 957.

Having conducted a precise analysis of the dates and events as
they are presented in De cerimoniis, G. G. Litavrin proved that
Ol’ga’s main visit to Constantinople, on September 9, a Wednes-
day, must have taken place in the year 946 (during the fourth

20 See the table of contents to Constantine’s De cerimoniis, ed. J. J. Reiske, vol. 2
(Bonn, 1830), pp. 510-11.

21 See Gyula Moravesik, Byzantinoturcica, vol. 1, 2nd ed. (Berlin, 1958), pp.
380-81.

2 Litavrin, “Putefestvie. . .Ol'gi,”” pp. 42-44,
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indiction). 2 This means that Ol’ga’s second visit to Constantinople,
that on October 18, a Sunday, took place in 957.2¢

Further confirmation of the year 946 as that of Ol’ga’s first jour-
ney to Constantinople is the statement of Skylitzes that Helga
(Or’ga) of Rus’ arrived in Constantinople following the death of
her husband (700 &vdpds aivrhs dmobavévros),? Igor’, who was
killed in ca. 945. At that time it was politically necessary for the
Rus’ queen to renew ties with Constantinople. Igor’, the first
member of the Rus’ dynasty to go south and conquer Kiev, had the
primary goal of gaining control over the recently established trade
route ‘“‘from the Varangians to the Greeks (Constantinople).”
Shortly before his violent death at the hands of his adversaries,
Igor’ concluded an important trade treaty with the Byzantine
emperors. Since in the Middle Ages all treaties were valid only as
long as the signatories themselves were alive, on Igor’s death the
Rus’ polity badly needed the renewal of that vital contract.

Ol’ga’s request, directed to Otto I, that he send a bishop and
clergymen to Rus’ is dated to the summer of 959. There is no rea-
son to doubt this chronology. The request must have been made
after Ol’ga’s conversion, but not long after it. The two acts must
have been part of one and the same plan. From this perspective,
October 18 (957) as the date of Ol’ga/Helga’s conversion best fits
the requisite time sequence.

Sailing from Constantinople to Kiev took ca. 35—-45 days.26 Ol’ga
should have returned home by the end of November 957. During
958 Ol’ga must have discussed with her advisors and with the lead-
ing men of Rus’ (especially the retinue) the introduction of a
church organization in Rus’. The result was that already in the
autumn of the same year, Ol’ga dispatched her envoys to

B Litavrin, “PuteSestvie. . .Ol’gi,” pp. 46-48; idem, ‘O datirovke,” pp. 179-83.
M4 G. G. Litavrin (see fn. 2) insists that Ol'ga traveled to Constantinople only
once, and that both receptions (that of September 9 and that of October 18) took
place in the same year, namely, 946.

25 See fn. 5. Cf. also Johannes Zonaras (the first half of the twelfth century), Ep:
tomae historiarum libri XVIII, ed. by Mauricius Pinder (Bonn, 1897), p. 485:

3\ (3 ~ e r 3 1A € ~ \ ~ ’ 3 ~
Kai 7 Tov kata ‘Pouaiov ékmhevaavros ‘Pas yauern "Elya, Tob fvvevvérov alris
TehevTnoavTos, wpoanihle o Paoihel kai Bamriocleioa Tiunleiad Te, ds Exphy éme-
véaToev.

On the value of his data, see Moravcsik, Byzantinoturcica, 1:344-45,

26 See N. N. Voronin, “Sredstva i puti soob§®enija,”” in B. D. Grekov and M. L
Artamonov, eds., Istorjja kul'tury drevnej Rusi, vol. 1 (Moscow and Leningrad, 1951),
p. 286.
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Frankfurt-am-Main; they arrived there in the early summer of 959.

i

All Old Rus’ Chronicles and other texts, except for one, give the
“‘canonical” date of AM. 6463 (A.D. 955) for Ol’ga’s baptism. The
source of that dating was—as shown above—the approximate com-
putation done by Jakov Mnix (ca. 1070). The exception is a
Novgorodian abbreviated chronicle from the second half of the six-
teenth century, quoted by F. Giljarov, where the year AM. 6466
(AD. 957-958) occurs instead: ‘V 1&to 6466 ide Olga v
Car’grad” i krestisja ot”’ patriarxa i ot”” carja, a car’ bo xotjaie za
sebe, i naretena byst’ vo svjatom’ kre$enii Elena.”” 27

If one takes into consideration that in Novgorod—beginning with
the thirteenth century —the system of ultra-March dating was in use
(see N. G. BereZkov, Xronologiia russkogo letopisanija (Moscow,
1963], pp. 27, 37, 39), one can explain AM. 6466 as the ultra-
March version of the March-year AM. 6465 (A.D.956-957). Since
in Kievan chronicle writing the ultra-March-system was unknown
until the 1150s, and only the March-system was in use (BereZkov,
op. cit., pp. 38, 55), the older source must have had the date AM.
6465.

This is precisely the date for Ol’'ga’s baptism at which I arrived
above, on the basis of an analysis of the data of Constantine
Porphyrogenitus’s work: October A.D.957.

Cesare Baronio (Baronius, d. 1607) has in his Annales Ecclesias-
tici (see the appendix, pp. 22-23) the year A.D. 958 as the date of
Ol’ga’s baptism. This puzzling year which has never been under-
stood, now has a plausible explanation: Baronio was also using a
source with the ultra-March system of dating, where October A.M.
6466 in fact corresponded to October A.D. 958. (Cf. also the appen-
dix, the concluding paragraph, p. 24.)

An indirect corroboration for the year 957 as the date of Ol’ga’s
second visit to Constantinople and that of her conversion is found
in the Hustyn Chronicle. Unfortunately, the text of the original
Hustyn Chronicle has not come down to us. What has survived are
two (reworked?) redactions from the seventeenth century. One of

21 F. Giljarov, Predanija russkoj natal’noj letopisi (Moscow, 1878), p. 260a. Con-
cerning the Novgorodian abbreviated chronicle (‘‘Novgorodskaja V letopis’*’) see
Aleksej A. Saxmatov, Obozrenie russkix letopisnyx svodov XIV—-XVI w. (Moscow and
Leningrad, 1938), p. 196.
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these, made in 1670, was published; the editor was the heiromonk
Myxajlo Losyc’kyj of the Hustyn Monastery, located near Pryluky
in the Cernihiv polk—hence the text’s “‘learned” name. 28 The text
retells the story of Ol’ga outwitting the Byzantine emperor, as
related in the Kievan Primary Chronicle of the Hypatian type (the
emperor is named Konstantin syn Leonov). 1t also contains two
extraordinary additions:?

LY

(1) i kresti ju sam’’ patriarxa Polievkt” ‘and she was baptized by

the patriarch Polyeuctus in person’;

(2) Zonaras” glagolet”, jako togda Theofylakt”’ b&é patriarx”
‘Zonaras [Ioannes, the Byzantine chronicler of the first half of the
twelfth century]l says that at that time Theophylactus was
patriarch’.30

28 <Gustinskaja 1&topis’,”” in Polnoe sobranie russkix letopisej (hereafter PSRL), vol.
2, pt. 3 (St. Petersburg, 1843). On the Hustyn Chronicle, see Myxajlo Martenko,
“Hustyns’kyj litopys,”’ in Radjans’ka encyklopedija istoriji Ukrajiny, vol. 1 (Kiev,
1969), pp. 494-95, and Olena Apanovy®, Rukopisnaja svetskaja kniga XVIII v. na
Ukraine. Istoriteskie sborniki (Kiev, 1983), pp. 66—77.

2 See the appendix, pp. 22-24.

30 Zonaras was certainly right (see fn. 25), as was Baronio, since in 955 (the date
of OPga’s baptism taken by the Hustyn Chronicle from the P¥L) the name of the
patriarch of Constantinople was in fact Theophylactus. It is clear, then, that the
Hustyn Chronicle took its information from two sources: the year of Ol’ga’s bap-
tism from one source, the PVL; and the name of the patriarch who baptized Ol’ga
from another, which remains uncertain.

There is also confusion in the Old Rus’ chronicles about the name of the Byzan-
tine emperor whom Ol’ga visited. While chronicles of the Hypatian type correctly
give the name of Constantine Porphyrogenitus, the Laurentian text of the PVL
names, anachronistically, John 1 Tzimisces (969-976): ‘‘cr’ imjanem’ C&m’skii.”
See PSRL, vol. 1, 3rd ed., by E. F. Karskij (Leningrad, 1926-28), col. 60. There is
a logical explanation: the Laurentian Chronicle replaced the emperor Constantine
Porphyrogenitus in the story of Ol’ga’s visit by John Tzimisces (b. 924), who
became emperor in the year of OP'ga’s death (969). The Byzantine ruler, with
whom the crafty Ol'ga had dealings, must have been, in the view of the Old Rus’
literati, her equal, as was the robust soldier John Tzimisces, the later pacifier of
Svjatoslav. The weak Constantine seemed to them. unworthy of acceptance as
Ol’ga’s partner. On the name ‘‘Romanus,” see fn. 11.

Marcin Kromer (see the appendix, pp. 23-24) repeats the Laurentian data
(Tzimisces), and the author of the Hustyn Chronicle—who apparently did not have
access to a chronicle of the Laurentian type—found it necessary to add this informa-
tion at the end of his presentation: ‘‘Kromer” hlaholet”, jako za carstvo Ioanna
Zamosky Olha krestysja>> (PSRL, vol. 2, p. 244).
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We do not know where the original author of the Hustyn Chron-
icle got his information; 3! one possible source was the fragmented
collection of manuscripts held in the Cave Monastery in Kiev. But
since the author undertook to polemicize with Zonaras, who puts
Ol’ga’s baptism before the death of Theophylactus, he must have
had some basis for his assertion, which disagrees with the dating of
the Primary Chronicle.

The editors of the first edition of the Hypatian Chronicle, who in
1843 appended the Hustyn Chronicle to volume 2 of the Polnoe
sobranie russkix letopisej, found it necessary to add after the Hustyn
Chronicle’s “‘Polievkt’”’ the following comment: “In almost all
the Rus’ chronicles the year of Ol’ga’s baptism is given as AM.
6463, or AD.955; in that case the patriarch Polyeuctus, who was
consecrated on 3 April 956. . ., could not have been her baptizer,

31 The earliest Polish chroniclers, the so-called Gallus Anonymus (fl. 1112-1116)
and Magister Vincentius (‘‘Kadiubek,” d. 1223), have no data for the history of
Rus’ in the tenth century.

Jan Diugosz (1415-1480) was the first Polish chronicler to include early Kievan
history, in the chapter ‘“‘Polonorum origines fabulosae’’ of his annals of the Polish
kingdom. There he says: ‘“Olha Constantinopolim, imperante aput Grecos Czemi-
sky [<PVL of the Laurentian tradition], a patriarcha Constantinopolitano in fide
Christiana edocta, supersticione gentilium relicta, baptisma accepit barbaroque nom-
ine mutato, pro Olha Helena appellatur”’; the year is not given (Annales seu Cronicae
incliti Regni Polonige, ed. Jan Dgbrowski, vols. 1-2 [Warsaw, 1964], p. 122).

Like Dlugosz, Maciej Stryjkowski (1547, d. after 1582), the Polish historian most
popular among Ukrainian literati of the seventeenth century, presents an account of
Ol’ga’s baptism on the basis of the PVL of the Laurentian type. He names the
emperor as ‘‘Jan Zemiski,”’ and gives the baptism’s date as AM. 6463 = AD. 955
(Kronika Polska, Litewska, Zmodzka i wszystkiéi Rusi, 2nd ed., by Mikolaj Mali-
nowski, vol. 1 [Warsaw, 1846}, p. 120).

Interestingly enough, Zaxarija Kopystens’kyj (d. 1627), who has been proposed
as the author of the Hustyn Chronicle by several scholars (especially A. JerSov),
gives in his Palinodija (ca. 1620-1622) completely different data concerning the
“fourth> baptism, i.e., that of O’'ga: “Potom’ okolo roku 935, za carja Konstan-
tyna Osmoho y za patriarxy Theofylakta, jak’’ Hreckij ystoryk’ Ioann’ Zonaras™ v’
tretem’® tomi pySet”, a druhij zas’, beruly to z”’ Roskyx litopyscov’ —za carja
Ioanna Cemysky a za patriarxy Vasylija Skamandrena, okolo roku 970 povidajut” y
pySut’’, y2”’ caryca Olha. . .priixala do Konstantynopolja do carja loanna Cemysky,
kotoruju patriarxa z”° mnohymy bojar§ okrestyl”’, Helenoju nazval”’ ”’ [on the mar-
gin of one source is noted: Zonaras”, lyst”> 116]. Here the year *935,” which
occurs in both the edition by P. A. Gil’tebrant published in the Russkaja istoriteskaja
biblioteka, vol. 4 (St. Petersburg, 1878), col. 972, and the ‘Pomorian MS” presently
held in the library of the University of Michigan (p. 405), is apparently a clerical
error in which a 3 was substituted for the first 5 in 955 (cf. the appendix, p. 23).
The year ‘970" relates to John Tzimisces, who ruled 969-976.




18 WHEN AND WHERE WAS OL’GA BAPTIZED?

as it is said in G.M. and A. [acronyms for the then known
manuscripts of the Hustyn Chronicle].’” 32

32 PSRL, vol. 2, 1st ed. (St. Petersburg, 1843), p. 244. Only two other texts
known to me mention Patriarch Polyeuctus in connection with Ol’'ga’s baptism.
These are the Kievan Sinopsis (the first extant edition: Kiev, 1674), and the Mazu-
rinskij letopisec (last quarter of the seventeenth century):

Sinopsis Mazurinskij letopisec

AM. 6463 - AD. 955. . .Velykaja AM. 6463. . .Togo Ze godu velikaja
knjahynja knjaginja

Kievskaja, y vseja Rossiy i vsea Rusii Ol’ga s velikim imeniem
Olha, z velykym’’ yminiem” v** stroy vstroi narotitom karable i poide k
naro&ytom’’ korablmy pdjde k*’ Cary- Carjugradu, i priSed s ruskimi bojary i

hradu y pry$édsy s>> Raskymy boljary y  dvorjany v Car’grad. Pri greCeskix
dvorjany pred lycé Késara Hréteskaho, carex [sic] pri Romane

po Strijk6vskoho svidytel’stvu, Ioanna krestisja vo imja otca i syna
Zemysky, yly Cymysxija, a po Litopisaniju i svjatago duxa

prepodobnaho Néstora Petérskaho

{a chronicle of the Hypatian typel, Kon-

stantyna Lednova syna. . .

Tohda Patriarx Caryhradskij Poliévkt, ot patriarxa Poluexta,

a po svidytel’stvu Litopysca Zondar§,

Theofilakt’’. . .dano jej ymja Eléna. . . i naretennaja byst’ Elena. . .

(Sinopsis. Kiev 1681. Facsimile mit einer (Letopiscy poslednej tetverti XVII v.
Einleitung von Hans Rothe [Koln, 1983],  PSRL, vol. 31 [Moscow, 1968}, p. 39).
p. 178 (19b) —179 (20a).

The beginning of both texts with the phrases vseid Réssii/ vsea Rusii and the
designation of the ruling elite as bo(l)jary i dvorjany indicate that both made use of
“Nestor,” which was apparently a “‘xronograf”’ of the sixteenth (or even the final
half of the seventeenth) century.

The Mazurinskjj letopisec (i.e., from the collection of F. Mazurin) is a very pecu-
liar “‘northern’’ compilation dating from the last quarter of the seventeenth century
that made use of earlier Novgorodian sources. On the one hand, it contains—
especially in its opening passages—many fictitious and obviously invented stories.
But on the other hand, it also includes items ‘‘which deserve our attention,” as
noted by Mixail N. Tixomirov with regard to some data concerning the thirteenth
century (Kratkie zametki o letopisnyx proizvedenijax v rukopisnyx sobranijax Moskvy
[Moscow, 19671, p. 52).

One may speculate that the common source of the Sinopsis and the Mazurinskif
letopisec named more than one emperor (Mazurinskij letopisec: *‘pri gredeskix
carex’’). In fact, we know that between the spring of 948 and 9 November 959,
there were two emperors in Constantinople: Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus, and
his son and co-ruler Romanus II (see p. 9, above, and Grumel, La chronologie, p.
358). If that hypothetical source was also a source of the Hustyn Chronicle, then its
compiler chose to name a different emperor, that is, Constantine. This explains why
the emperor who was contemporaneous with the patriarch Polyeuctus is named as
“Constantine’’ in two instances (the Hustyn Chronicle and the Sinopsis), and as
“Romanus’’ in another (the Mazurinskij letopisec). The compiler of the Hustyn
Chronicle must have purposely opted for ‘‘Constantine,”’ since Baronio, whom he
explicitly quoted, had ‘““Romanus’’ (<Reginonis Continuator).
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In light of the arguments presented in the present study, how-
ever, just the reverse is the case: The only patriarch who could
have baptized Ol’ga in Constantinople on 18 October 957 was
Polyeuctus, who occupied that see from 3 April 956 to 5 February
970.33

We know that the date for Ol’ga’s conversion as given in the
PVL was taken from the pamphlet by Jakov Mnix known as Pamjat’
i poxvala Viadimiru. Jakov had investigated remnants of the Kiev
oral tradition about Ol’ga and Volodimer ca. 1070. Jakov Mnix
provided no exact date for Ol’ga’s conversion, however. As shown
above, the year AM. 6463 /A.D. 955 was arrived at by the chronicler
by subtracting fifteen years from the exact date of Ol’ga’s death
established by Jakov Mnix; the calculation was due to Mnix’s
remark that Ol’ga lived as a Christian for 15 years; apparently Jakov
used here the ‘“‘round”’ number of 15 instead of the correct ‘“‘odd”’
one of 13.

There is one more reliable Old Rus’ source corroborating that
Ol’ga received baptism in Constantinople. One of the first Kievan
metropolitans, Ilarion the Rusin, in his sermon “‘Slovo o zakoné&

. 1 o blagodati’’ delivered at the Cathedral of St. Sophia in
Kiev ca. 1050, stated the following: ‘On’’ Ze s’ materiju svoeju
Elenoju krest’ ot lerusalima prines$a, i po vsemu miru svoemu
razslav8a, véru utverdi§ja: ty Ze s’’ baboju tvojeju Ol’goju prinesie
krest”” ot” Novago lerusalima, ot” Konstjantina grada, i sego, na
zemli svoej postaviv”’, utverdista V&ru’,”’3 ie., “‘He [Constantine
I, emperor A.D. 306-337], together with his mother Helen [St.
Helena, b. ca. AD. 248, d. ca. AD. 328], had fetched the [Holy]
Cross from Jerusalem, and sent it [the Cross] throughout his entire
Pax, [and in doing so] they strengthened the Faith: in the same
way you, with your grandmother Ol’ga, brought the [Holy] Cross
from the New Jerusalem, from Constantinople, and, having it, [the
Cross] put in your land you both strengthened the Faith.”

The parallelism in the passage—Constantine and Volodimer
versus Helen and Ol’ga—makes it clear that the true activists were
the two ladies, Constantine’s mother Helen and Volodimer’s grand-
mother Ol’ga. In fact, Helen was credited already in early Church
history (first mention in Ambrose’s panegyric on Theodosius the

33 See Grumel, La Chronologie, p. 436.
34 Des Metropoliten Ilarion Lobrede auf Viadimir den Heiligen und Glaubensbekenntnis,
ed. Ludolf Miuller (Wiesbaden, 1962), pp. 118-19.
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Great in A.D. 395) with the discovery of Christ’s cross during her
travels to Jerusalem. 3’ Since Helen (and not Constantine) went to
Jerusalem, it was also Ol’ga (and not Volodimer) who is credited in
the passage with having travelled to Constantinople in order to
bring the Christian faith to Rus’.

v

Ol’ga’s embassy to Otto I in 959, shortly after her visit to Constan-
tinople, has been regarded as a parallel to that made by the Bul-
garian ruler Boris one hundred years earlier. Before making his
final arrangements with the Church of Constantinople, Boris, too,
had tested the possibilities of Rome. Although at first glance the
similarities between the two instances may be striking, an analysis
and comparison of the international situation in the Christian
church in the 860s with that in the 950-960s points to differences.
The Bulgars of Asparuch who entered Moesia, a Roman province,
were recognized in a treaty of 681 as federati of the empire. Popes
Agapitus II (946-955) and John XII (955-964) were no match for
Nicholas I (858-867) or John VIII (872-882), and the pious
Patriarch Polyeuctus had none of the personality of the rigorous
theoretician Photius, patriarch in 858-867 and 877-886. Besides,
Ol’ga sent her embassy not to the pope in Rome, but to King Otto
I in Frankfurt. Also, by the middle of the tenth century, Byzan-
tium was no longer interested in religious proselytism, especially
beyond the frontiers of the Imperium Romanum; there was also no
schism between Rome and Constantinople after the official reunion
in 920.36

Constantine VII was a great admirer of Otto I, whom he called
“‘the Great” in his De administrando imperio.>’ He betrothed his son
(and co-regent) Romanus II to Bertha/Eudocia, a Frankish princess
closely related to Otto I;3® Constantine became fond of his

35 See H. Thurston and D. Attwater, eds., Butler’s Lives of the Saints, vol. 3 (Lon-
don, 1956), pp. 346-48. _

36  Concerning the Peace of the Church proclaimed in June 920, see Henri Gré-
goire, in The Byzantine Empire, pt. 1 (= The Cambridge Medieval History, vol. 4), ed.
J. M. Hussey (Cambridge, 1966), pp. 137-38.

37 De administrando imperio, ed. Gyula Moravcsik, Eng. trans. R. J. H. Jenkins
(Budapest, 1949), p. 142.

38 Bertha (the daughter of Hugh of Arles, King of Italy, 926 -947) was the sister-
in-law of Adelheide of Burgundy (b. 931, d. 999), daughter of King Rudolf II of
Burgundy (912-937); in 951 Adelheide became by a second marriage the wife of
Otto I. See Chris Wickham, Early Medieval Italy: Central Power and Local Society,
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daughter-in-law and mourned her premature death in 949.
Liutprand of Cremona, the Western ambassador who conducted
diplomatic missions to Constantinople in 949 and 968, refers to
Constantine VII in very warm terms3?

Otto I, during the greater part of his rule as king, and especially
in the 950s and 960s, after his decisive victory over the Hunga-
rians, displayed intense missionary activity and contributed to the
establishment of church organizations in Eastern Europe, particu-
larly among the Danes (‘‘Varangians’’) and the Slavs. Clearly, Otto
was the authority O’ga needed. It is reasonable to suggest that it
was Emperor Constantine VII (or Romanus II, since he is named in
Adalbert’s chronicle) who—after Patriarch Polyeuctus baptized
Ol’ga—advised her to request missionaries and a church organiza-
tion from his friend Otto I, at that time the only active proponent
of missionary activity in Eastern Europe.

The Rus’ queen Ol’ga was baptized in October 957 in Constan-
tinople by Patriarch Polyeuctus. This was a personal, private
conversion. When Ol’ga later wanted to baptize her entire realm,
she turned to the professional missionaries of Otto I, following the
advice of the Byzantine emperor Constantine VII.

Harvard University

400- 1000 (Totowa, N.J., 1981), p. 226, and pp. 177-83.
3% “Ljutprands von Cremona Werke,”” ed. A. Bauer and R. Rau, in Quellen zur
Geschichte der sachsischen Kaiserzeit (see fn. 6), pp. 252, 254, 330.
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APPENDIX

The Sources of the Hustyn Chronicle’s Account of Ol’ga’s Baptism

The Hustyn Chronicle (HC) mentions Ol’ga’s baptism twice: first, chro-
nologically within its main text (A); and second, in its discourse about the
five Rus’ baptisms, the fifth and last being that of Volodimer in 988, with
Ol’ga’s baptism referred to as the fourth (B). The discourse is sandwiched
between the years 986 and 987. Here are the relevant texts:

A, B.

V”’ lito 6463 (955). Pojde Olha vo  Cetvertoe Ye krestysja Rus’ ot”
Hreky k* Caryhradu, ydiZe so Hrekov”’ za Olhy knjahyni. . .
Cestiju prijata byst’ y Sija Olha xody vo Caryhrad”’
ljubezni ot’’ carja Konstantyna, navykaty

syna Leonova. . .

Y kresty ju sam’’ patriarxa Polievkt’’ viry ko patriarxu Polievktu, po

y nareCe ej ymja Elena. . . smerty Theofylakta patriarxy, pry

. cary Hreteskom’” Konstantyni

sedmom’’, v’* Iito 955, jako na§”’
Ruskij litopysca hlaholet’’, a vedluh”
Baroniusa lito 958; ydiZe patriarx”’
naudy ju viry y kresty ju, y narete
ymja ej Elena. . .

Zonaras” hlaholet”, jako tohda Zonar” hlaholet”, jako tohda

Theofylakt bi patriarx™, . . Theofylakt™ bi
patriarxa.?

Kromer”’ hlaholet”, jako za carstvo

Ioanna Zamosky Olha krestysja.!

The HC includes either in the text or along its margins six sources; two of
these, the PVL of the Laurentian type and Zonaras, have already been dis-
cussed. The others are the following:

Bar. 958 = Annales Ecclesiastici (1588-1607) by Cardinal Cesare Baronio
(Ruthenian: Baroniug), b. 1538, d. 1607. The work contains a passage
concerning Ol’ga’s baptism under the year 958, as rightly quoted by the
HC. Information was taken from two sets of sources, one Byzantine and
the other German. The passage reads:

1 p. 244; contains the following marginal notes: Bar. 958./ Mar. Bil. kn. 1, 54./
Krom. kn. 3, 43 y 46, v” lito 950./ Gvagn. o Moskvi 22, v” lito 942./ Zon. tom. 3./
Krom. kn. 3, 46.

2 p. 253; contains the following marginal notes: Mart. Bil. 54./Zonar” tom’’ 3./Bar.
958.” Zonar™ tom”’ 3.
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AD. 958. . .[Byzantine sources] “Et ea, quae fuerat uxor ducis Rhos, qui {Igor’]
contra Romanos classem adduxerat, Elga nomine, mortuo ipso viro, Constantinopo-
lim se contulit, et baptisata cum sincerae Fidei cultum se suscipere instituisse osten-
diset, et pro sui propositi dignitate ornata domum rediit.”

[German sources] ‘‘Die ista est mentio apud Reginonem anno sequenti, quem
nominat Helenam his verbis: legati Reginae Rugorum, sive Russorum [sic], quae
sub Romano Imperat. Constantinopoli baptisata est, ficte (ut postea claruit) ad
Regem Ottonem venientes Episcopos, et presbyteros eidem genti petebant” (vol. 16
[Luca, 1744], p. 101).
Baronio deals with Ol’'ga’s embassy to Otto I again under the year 959.
There he bases his information on the annals compiled by the continuator
of Regino, i.e., Adalbert, in particular on the items for the years 959-62:
the case of Libutius, and Adalbert’s unsuccessful mission to Rus’ (ibid., p.
104).

Adalbert’s name, as ‘“Rugorum ordinatus Episcopus,”” reappears in
Baronio’s work in connection with his advancement in the year 971 (ibid.,
p. 210).

b

Mart. Bil,, kn. 1, 54 = Marcin [and Joachim] Bielski (b. ca. 1495, d.
1575), Kronika Polska. Nowo przez syna iego wydana (Cracow, 1597). The
relevant passage (p. 54) reads: ‘“Ta Olha iezdzila do Konstantynopola
wiary chrze$cianskiej wykna¢ y tam sie okrz¢ifa a imie iey dano Helena.
Gdy iechala z Carzygroda blogostawil iey Patryarcha. . . .”

There is no mention of any date nor of the names of the patriarch or
emperor.

In Bielski’s earlier work, Kronika tho iesth Historya Swiata (Cracow,
1564), however, on fol. 427 b (Book 9: ‘‘O Ksiestwie Moskiewskim™’),
one finds the following relevant passage: ““Olha. . .okrzéila sie Greckim
obyczaiem iechawszy do Grecyey tha napierwsza krze$Cijanska pania byla v
Rusi: bylo temu lat od stworzenia $wiata, 6463. za Cesarza Jana Konstan-
tynopolskiego” (date and emperor’s name after the PVL of the Laurentian
type).

Krom. kn. 3, 43 y 46, v’ Iito 950 = Marcin Kromer (d. 1589), De origine
et rebus gestis Polonorum libri XXX (Basilea, 1584), Liber tertius, pp.
45-46.

The number ‘3’ (in ‘43’) was an error, substituting for ‘5’. Here is the
text:

Aliquanto post Russi, imperantibus apud Graecos Basilio et Constantino fratribus,
loannis Zemiscae filiis [sic] post nongentesimum octogesimum [sic] annum a
Christo nato, hoc est, 6497 ab orbe condito, ut ipsorum annales habent publice ad
eandem religionem accesserunt cum Volodimirus dux eorum. . .. Tametsi Olga
siue Helena Volodimiri huius auia aliquanto ante, post Igori mariti sui mortem pro-
fecta Constantinopolim Zemisce imperante Christiana facta erat. Lambertus
Saffnaburgensis [Lampert of Hersfeld, d. ca. 1080] qui ante quingentos fere annos
Chronicon rerum Germanicarum annotavit, scribit, anno Christi nati 960, Rusciae
gentis legationem ad regem Ottonem primum venisse. . .(< Adalbert). Marginal
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notations: “‘Russi. loannes Zemisces imp. Constantinop. 980 ann. [an error; actu-
ally 988-989] 6497 mundi annus secundum Russos. Russi Graecorum sectam
amplectuntur. Olga. / Lamb. Saffnaburgensis, error. 960.

The year ‘950 in the HC is certainly an error for Kromer’s ““960.”

Gvagn. o Moskvi 22, v”’ lito 942 = Alexander Guagnini (Polish Gwagnin,
b. 1534, d. 1614), Sarmatiae Europeae descriptio, pt. 5. ‘“‘Moschoviae
descriptio.”” Here I quote the first edition [Cracow], 1578), which was not
used by the author of the HC: ‘‘Rutheni omnes postquam semel fidem
Christianam Graecorum ritu Anno restitutae per Christum salutis 942.
susceperunt, sub Olha Ducisa and Wolodimiro filio. eius [sicl. . . (fol.
171).

Guagnini’s date of 942 as the year of Ol’ga’s baptism is due to an error
in his conversion of dates from the AM. era (in which the year began in
March) and/or from the indiction to the Christian era (with the year
beginning in January). The same type of error (of 12-13 years) often
occurs in the work of medieval Western chroniclers writing about Eastern
Europe. For instance, Jan Dlugosz in his history of Poland gave the year
A.D. 1212 for the Kalky battle based on a Rus’ source apparently citing the
dateAM. 6463 (= A.D. 1224/25). Similarly, A.D. 942 in Guagnini resulted
from an erroneous conversion of AM. 6463.

None of the sources quoted by the HC, including the PVL and Zonaras,
had any information that it was the patriarch Polyeuctus who baptized
Ol’ga.

See also the erroneous dating in M. Kromer’s work (cited above),
where AM. 6497 is wrongly explained as A.D. 980, instead of the correct
AD. 988-989. Here, as often in the Annales of J. Dlugosz, the error is
eight years.

An addition: the exact date of Volodimer’s baptism was AM.6496 (A.D.
988; see PVL); the number AM. 6497 is due to the (Novgorodian?) ultra-
March re-dating.



Meletij Smotryc’kyj
and the Ruthenian Language Question

DAVID A. FRICK

1. This article investigates the position of Meletij Smotryc’kyj (ca.
1577-1633) in the linguistic debates that took place among the
Orthodox populace of the Polish Commonwealth in the age of the
Counter-Reformation. It deals not with the internal development
of the linguistic media in question, but with Smotryc’kyj’s opinions
about them: their relative authority, their acceptable range of use,
their proper form. Consequently, I draw my arguments from the
explicit statements on language and culture which are to be found
scattered throughout all of Smotryc’kyj’s work, not only grammati-
cal, but also polemical and homiletic.! I also look to the nature of
his general cultural activities for corroboration or further elucida-
tion of the statements.

The use of the term ‘‘language question’ implies the adaptation
of concepts elaborated in the language controversies known as the
Questione della lingua that took place in Italy during the fourteenth
to the sixteenth century. I organize much of my discussion around
the concepts of dignitas and norm that can be traced to the model
provided by the Italian Cinquecento.? Dignitas referred to the cul-
tural acceptability of a linguistic medium, its ability to serve as a
language for church, society, or literature. Once the dignitas of a
language had been established, the debate centered on its norm,
that is, which parts of the linguistic patrimony were to be accepted in
the cultural language and on what basis the selection was to be made.

1" For a discussion of Smotryc’kyj’s corpus of works, see David A. Frick, ‘‘Meletius
Smotricky and the Ruthenian Question in the Age of the Counter-Reformation”
(Ph.D. diss., Yale University, 1983), pp. 19-37.

2 On the Italian Questione della lingua, see Thérése Labande-Jeanroy, La question de
la langue en Iwlie (Paris, 1975); Robert A. Hall, The Italian Questione Della Lingua:
An Interpretative Essay (Chapel Hill, N.C., 1942); Maurizio Vitale, La questione della
lingua, 2nd ed. (Palermo, 1962); Maria P. Simonelli, ‘“‘Aspects of the Language
Question in Italy,”” Aquila: Chestnut Hill Studies in Modern Languages and Literatures,
3 (1976):174 -84,
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Although the Italian humanists provided an authoritative
codification of these concepts, they were not the first to discuss
such problems in such terms. Indeed, the Italian debates represent,
in one sense, an adaptation of the models provided by the linguistic
controversies of classical antiquity and the early Church.?® The
Ruthenian language question, as one of the many debates over
“‘national”’ linguistic media during the Reformation and Counter-
Reformation, certainly shows, albeit indirectly, the imprint of
Italian Renaissance Humanism. It is also, however, a stage in the
older discussion over languages intended for sacral versus mission-
ary purposes carried on in both the Eastern and Western churches.

My use of the term ‘‘language question’’ is also connected with
research on Slavic language controversies recently conducted under
the direction of Riccardo Picchio, in Italy and at Yale University.
This work has produced, among other things, two collections of
papers devoted to the many Slavic language controversies dating
from the time of the Cyrillo-Methodian mission up to the twentieth
century.* The present study falls within that continuing research.

2. Five languages with varying levels of dignitas played roles in the
Ruthenian debates of the late sixteenth and early seventeenth cen-
tury. They were Greek, Latin, Slavonic (‘“‘stowien-
ski’’/“‘slavenskij’’), Polish, and Ruthenian (‘‘ruski’’/‘‘ruskij’’).’

3 See Arno Borst, Der Turmbau von Babel, Geschichte der Meinungen tiber Ursprung
und Vielfalt der Sprachen und Voiker (Stuttgart, 1957 -63); Gustave Bardy, La question
des languages dans I'église ancienne, vol. 1 (Paris, 1948).

4 Riccardo Picchio, ed., Studi sulla Questione della lingua presso gli Slavi (Rome,
1972); Riccardo Picchio and Harvey Goldblatt, eds., Aspects of the Slavic Language
Question (hereafter Aspects), 2 vols. (New Haven, 1984). For an overview of the
language question among the Slavs, see Picchio’s ‘‘Guidelines for a Comparative
Study of the Language Question among the Slavs,” in the above-cited Aspects,
1:1-42, as well as Goldblatt’s ‘“The Language Question and the Emergence of
Slavic National Languages,”” in Aldo Scaglione, ed., The Emergence of National
Languages (Ravenna, 1984), pp. 119-73.

5 On the language controversies in the Ruthenian lands in the late sixteenth and
early seventeenth centuries, see P. 1. Ziteckij, Oterk literaturnagj istorii malorusskogo
naretija v XVII i XVIII w., vol. 1. Oterk literaturnoj istorii malorusskogo naretjja v
XVII veke (Kiev, 1889), and the Ukrainian translation, edited by L. A. Bulaxovs’kyj,
Narys literaturngji istoriji ukrains’koji movy v XVII vici (Lviv, 1941); Milo$ Weingart,
“Dobrovského Institutiones: Cast I  Cirkevnéslovanské mluvnice pred:
Dobrovskym,> Sbornik filosofické fakulty University Komenského v Bratislav® 1
(1923):637-95; Antoine Martel, La langue polonaise dans les pays Ruthenes: Ukraine
et Russie blanche, 1569-1657 (Lille, 1938); N. I. Tolstoj, ‘‘Vzaimootno$enie
lokal’nyx tipov drevneslavijanskogo literaturnogo jazyka pozdnego perioda (vtoraja
polovina XVI-XVIIv.),” in Slavianskoe jazykoznanie: Doklady Sovetskoj delegacii,
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Central to the Ruthenian language question was a discussion of two
Orthodox linguistic media. On the one hand, the Ruthenian
language question can be seen as the third in the series of debates
over the Church Slavonic language, which had long been used as
the sacred and literary language of the entire community of Ortho-
dox Slavs. On the other hand, it can be seen as the first attempt to
establish the dignitas, however limited, of a local ‘‘vulgar tongue”’
to be used for certain well-defined, non-sacral—i.e., ‘‘apostolic”—
purposes.

In articulating its policy toward the use of various languages, the
Church employed the concepts of sacred and apostolic languages.
In simplest terms, the Church encouraged the use of apostolic
languages to spread the Word among the nations and to instruct the
common people. The Latin church insisted that a sacral language
be employed in celebrating the solemn portions of the Mass.

Recent scholarship by Picchio has shown that Church doctrine
on the use of sacred and apostolic language provided the terms of
discussion for the first Slavic language question, which grew out of
the Cyrillo-Methodian mission in the ninth century. According to
Picchio, we should distinguish between at least two stages in the
earliest controversies: (1) the affirmation of the legitimacy of
Church Slavonic as an apostolic language in Moravia under the
Latin church, and (2) a defense of Church Slavonic as a sacral
language alongside Hebrew, Latin, and Greek in the First Bulgarian
Empire.®

Subsequent Slavic language debates made use of the same con-
cepts. In the Explanatory Treatise on the Letters, our prime source
for a study of the linguistic controversies in the Balkans in the four-
teenth century, Constantine Kostenetki reaffirmed the dignity of
Slavonic as a ‘‘supranational’ sacred language and rejected attempts

V. MeZdunarodnyj s’'ezd slavistov (Moscow, 1963), pp. 230-72; Robert C. Mathiesen,
“The Inflectional Morphology of the Synodal Church Slavonic Verb>” (Ph.D. diss.,
Columbia University, 1972), pp. 50-63; Riccardo Picchio, ‘““‘Church Slavonic,” in
Alexander M. Schenker and Edward Stankiewicz, eds., The Slavic Literary Languages:
Formation and Development (New Haven, 1980), pp. 28-32; Bohdan Struminsky,
“The Language Question in the Ukrainian Lands before the Nineteenth Century,”
in Aspects, 2:9-47.

6 Riccardo Picchio, ““Mjastoto na starata bilgarska literatura v kulturata na sredno-
vekovna Evropa,” Literaturna misal 25, no. 8 (1981):19-36.
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to substitute local, ‘‘national’’ variants.” The concept of sacred and
apostolic languages also played an important role in the Ruthenian
debates of the late sixteenth and early seventeenth century. We
can speak of two major aspects of the Ruthenian language question:
a defense of the use of Slavonic as a sacred language, and an
attempt to regulate the use of a new apostolic language, the
Ruthenian ‘‘vulgar tongue.”

3. The Ruthenian language question grew out of the intense confes-
sional competition that took place throughout the Polish Com-
monwealth, but especially in the Grand Duchy and the Ruthenian
lands, during the Counter-Reformation. The heterodox were the
first to see the eastern territories as a field for missionary activity,
and they added devotional works in the Lithuanian and Ruthenian
vulgar tongues to their arsenal of Polish confessional literature.8
The Catholics responded in kind and soon produced catechisms,
lives of the saints, and postils of their own in Polish, Lithuanian,
and Ruthenian. ® The militant spirit of the post-Tridentine church in
Poland is evident in the statement of the Polish Jesuit, Piotr
Skarga: ‘“We would not need the East and West Indies; Lithuania
and the north are a true India.”’10

7 Harvey Goldblatt, “Orthography and Orthodoxy: Constantine Kostenetki’s
Treatise on the Letters” (Ph.D. diss., Yale University, 1977); idem, *“The Church
Slavonic Language Question in the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Centuries: Constan-
tine Kostenetki’s Skazdnie izvjavijénno o pismenex,”’ Aspects, 1:67-98; idem, ‘“The
Language Question and Emergence of Slavic National Languages,” pp. 131 -39,

In tracing the spread of confessional propaganda, we can cite, for example, the
publication of Jan Seklucjan’s Katechizmu tekst prosty dla prostego ludu (Konigsberg,
1545), M. MaZvydas’s Lithuanian Catechismusa prasty szadei (Konigsberg, 1547), and
Szymon Budny’s Ruthenian Katixisis (Nesv&%, 1562).

For example, Jakub Wujek published his Postilla catholica in Cracow in 1573 in
order to compete with Mikolaj Rej’s Calvinist S'wigzych stow a spraw Panskich . . .
kronika albo postylla, polskim jezykiem a prostym wyktadem tez dla prostakow krétce uczy-
niona (Cracow, 1557); Mykolas Dauk%a published a Lithuanian catechism in Vilnius
in 1595 and a translation of Wujek’s Postilla mniejsza in 1599; finally, a Catholic
Katixisis, translated from Latin into Ruthenian, was published in Vilnius in 1585 to
compete with Budny’s work. See Marceli Kosman, Reformacia i kontrreformacia w
Wielkim Ksigstwie Litewskim w $wietle propagandy wyznaniowej (Wroctaw, 1973), pp.
3-20, for bibliography on Reformation and Counter-Reformation printings of devo-
tional works in the Grand Duchy. See Martel, La langue polonaise, pp. 203 -258, for
material on Protestant and Catholic propaganda among the Ruthenians.

8. Cited according to Kosman, Reformacia i kontrreformagia, p. 113: “Non
requiramus Indias Orientis et Occidentis; est vera India Lituania et Septentrio.”
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The beginnings of the discussion on the use of the Ruthenian
vulgar tongue can be traced to the Protestant and Catholic printings
of devotional works for the ‘‘simple people” of the eastern lands of
the Polish Commonwealth. Yet it is a polemical work by Skarga
that constitutes the explicit point of departure for many, if not all,
aspects of the Ruthenian language question. As part of his agita-
tion for a church union of the Othodox Ruthenians with Rome,
Skarga published a pamphlet entitled On the Unity of the Church of
God under One Shepherd and on the Greek Apostasy from that Unity
(Vilnius, 1577; revised version, Cracow, 1590).1! In it he expressed
opinions on the use of both the Church Slavonic language and the
Ruthenian vulgar tongue. In his view, Church Slavonic lacked the
dignitas to fulfill elevated cultural functions; without a fixed gram-
matical and lexical norm, the language was unsuited for scholarly
purposes. According to Skarga, only Latin and, at least theoreti-
cally, Greek, with their well-established traditions and fixed norms,
had the full dignitas of cultural languages:

Furthermore, the Greeks greatly cheated you, O Ruthenian nation, that in
giving you the holy faith, they did not give you their Greek language.
Rather, they ordered you to stay by this Slavonic language, so that you
might never attain true understanding and learning. For only these two,
Greek and Latin, are languages by means of which the holy faith has been
propagated and disseminated throughout the whole world, without which no
one can attain complete competence in any field of learning, least of all in
the spiritual doctrine of the holy faith. Not only because other languages
change continuously and are unable to be stable within their framework of
human usage (for they do not have their grammars and lexicons; only those
two are always the same and never change), but also because only in those
two languages have learned disciplines been established, and those discip-
lines cannot be translated adequately into other languages. And there has
not been in this world, nor will there ever be any academy or college where
theology, philosophy, and other liberal arts could be studied and understood
in any other language. No one can ever become learned through the Sla-
vonic tongue. 12

11 Ppiotr Skarga, O jednosci Kosciota Bozego pod jednym Pasterzem i o greckim od tej
Jednosci odstgpieniu (Vilnius, 1577).

12 Cited according to Petr Gil’tebrandt, Pamjatniki polemiteskoj literatury v zapadnoj
Rusi, vol. 2 (= Russkaja istoriteskaja biblioteka, 7) (St. Petersburg, 1882), cols.
485-86: ‘‘Ktemu wielce ci¢ oszukali Grekowie, narodzie Ruski, iz ci, wiarg §. podai-
ac, igzyka¢ swego Greckiego nie podali. Ale¢ na tym Slowiefskim przesta¢ kazali,
aby$ nigdy do prawego rozumienia y nauki nie przyszedl. Bo tylo ty dwa sa igzyki,
Grecki a Lacinski, ktorymi wiara §. po wszem $wiecie rozszerzona y szczepiona iest,
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In Skarga’s view, Church Slavonic lacked not only the qualities
which would lend it full dignitas, but also the requisite for use in less
dignified, propagandistic modes of expression—namely, intelligibility:

And now hardly anyone understands it [Church Slavonic] perfectly. For
there is not a nation on earth which speaks it the way it is found in the
books. And it does not have its rules, grammars, and lexicons for the pur-
pose of interpretation, nor can it anymore. Wherefore, when your priests
(popi) wish to understand something in Slavonic, they must have recourse
to Polish for interpretation. 3

Skarga did, however, recognize the benefits of a well-defined use
of the Ruthenian vulgar tongue alongside Polish, and saw one of the
failures of Jesuit activities in the Ruthenian lands precisely in the
unwillingness to make use of Ruthenian for propagandistic purposes:

Had we been alert, we could long ago have had Ruthenian schools and have
looked through all the Ruthenian writings and have had our Catholics
trained in their Slavonic tongue. We should also have translated into Polish
or Ruthenian works for the Ruthenian people which serve that they might
more quickly see the truth. It would also have been good to send scholars
to the leading noblemen of the Ruthenian rite and indicate to them their
errors and their peril.!4

Skarga referred to Polish and Ruthenian, as languages suitable for
missionary activities, on more or less equal terms. His statements
on the Ruthenian language question are in accord with his views on

okrom ktorych, nikt w zadney nauce, a zwlaszcza w duchowney, wiary S§.
doskonalym by¢ nie moze. Nie tylo przeto iz inne igzyki vstawicznie si¢ mieniaig a
w swey klubie viywania ludzkiego sta¢ nie mogg (bo swych grammatyk y kalepinow
nie maig, ty dwa tylo zawzdy iednakie sa, a nigdy si¢ nic mienia), ale tez przeto, iz
w tych tylo dwu nauki vfundowane sa a przelozy¢ sie na inne i¢zyki dostatecznie nie
mogg. Y nie bylo ieszcze na swiecie, ani bgdzie zadney akademiey, ani kollegium,
gdzie by theologia, philozophia y inne wyzwolone nauki inszym si¢ igzykiem vczyly
y rozumie¢ mogly. Z Slowienskiego igzyka nigdy zaden vczonym by¢ nie moze.”

13 Loc. cit: ““A juz go teraz prawie nikt doskonale nie rozumie. Bo tey na §wiecie
nacyey nie masz, ktora by im tak, iako w ksiggach iest, mowila; a swych tez regut,
grammatyk y kalepinow do wykladu nie ma, ani iusz mie¢ moze. Y stad popi waszy,
gdy co w Stowienskim chcg rozumiet, do Polskiego si¢ vda¢ po ttumactwo musza.”
14 Op. cit., col. 499: “Bysmy byli czuyni, moglismy dawno szkoly Ruskie mie¢ a
wszytkie pisma Ruskie przeyrze¢, y w Slowiefiskim ich iezyku mie¢ swoie katoliki
¢wiczone. Trzeba bylo y na Polski, abo na Ruski igzyk przektada¢ Ruskim narodom
rzeczy, ku temu stuzace, Zeby rychley prawde obaczyli. Dobrze by y do przed-
nieyszych Ruskiego nabozefistwa panow vczone posyla¢, a onym ich bledy y
niebespieczenstwo vkazowac.”
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the Polish language.l> For him, only Greek and Latin had sufficient
dignitas to be used for sacred and scholarly purposes. Other
languages, such as Church Slavonic, Polish, and Ruthenian, lacked a
fixed norm and could not be used for elevated purposes. Skarga
advocated the use of Polish and Ruthenian as ‘‘apostolic’’ languages.
Church Slavonic, it would seem, in its lack of both dignitas and intel-
ligibility, was unsuited for any cultural use.

Skarga’s charges that Church Slavonic lacked dignitas due to the
absence of a well-established grammatical and rhetorical norm were
answered in two ways. One point of view is represented by Ivan
Vy3ens’kyj (ca. 1550-ca. 1620), a Ruthenian monk who was active
at Mt. Athos. He argued that Church Slavonic was ‘‘more honored
before God than Greek or Latin precisely because it lacked the
‘‘pagan deceits’’ of grammar and rhetoric. For him, as for partici-
pants in earlier discussions on the Slavonic language, the divine ori-
gin of the Slavonic language had established its dignitas.

For 1 will tell you a great secret, that the devil is so envious of the Slavonic
language that he is barely alive for his anger. He would gladly destroy it
completely and has directed his entire struggie to this end, to make it the

15 On the Polish language question and, among other things, Skarga’s place in the
discussions, see: Claude Backvis, Quelques remarques sur le bilinguisme latino-polonais
dans la Pologne du seizieme siecle (Brussels, 1958) (also published in Polish under the
title “‘Uwagi o dwujezycznosci lacinsko-polskiej w XVI wieku w Polsce,”” in Claude
Backvis, Szkice o kulturze staro-polskiego [Warsaw, 1975], pp. 528 -624); Maria
Renata Mayenowa, ed., Walka o jezyk w Zyciu i literaturze staropolskiei (Warsaw,
1955); Tadeusz Ulewicz, ‘“W sprawie walki o jezyk polski w pierwszej polowie XVI
w. (paralele czeskie, problem przedméw drukarskich),” Jezyk Polski 36
(1956):81-97, Irena Mamczarz, ‘“‘Alcuni aspetti della Questione delia lingua in
Polonia nel Cinquecento,” 'in Studi sulla Questione della lingua presso gli Slavi, pp.
279-325; Maria Renata Mayenowa, ‘‘Aspects of the Language Question in Poland
from the Middle of the Fifteenth Century to the Third Decade of the Nineteenth
Century,” in Aspects, 1:337-76.

According to Mamczarz (pp. 294-95), Skarga defended the use of Latin in the
liturgy on account of its grammatical stability, and contrasted Latin with the mutabil-
ity of the vulgar tongues (see Piotr Skarga, Kazania o siedmiu sakramentach [Cracow,
16001, p. 94). Similar terms occur in the argument against translating the Bible from
Latin into the vulgar tongues in the anonymous preface to Jakub Wujek’s Polish
Bible translation published posthumously in Cracow in 1599: ‘‘Naostatek, poniewaz
sie te igzyki nasze coraz odmieniaia, iako to zna¢ po onym katechismie Woyciecha S.
Bogarodzica, w ktérym sila sléw iest staropolskich ktorych teraz nie viywamy:
tobySmy tez musieli kazdg razg Bibliz odmieniaé, zkadby sie trzeba obawiaC wiele
bledow w tak czestym ttumaczeniu. Dla tych y inszych przyczyn iasna rzecz iest, iz
dosy¢ iest do zachowania wiary, mie¢ pismo §. igzykiem powszechnym, iaki v nas
iest Lacinski” (f. ***1),
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object of disgust and hatred. . . . And it is for this reason that the devil
wages this battle against the Slavonic language: because it is more fructi-
ferous than all languages and more beloved of God, since it leads to God
through simple, diligent reading, without any sort of guile, without pagan
deceits and handbooks, i.e., grammars, rhetorics, dialectics, and other
vainglorious perfidies, proper to the devil; it builds simplicity and humility .

.Know, thus, that the Slavonic language is more honored before God
than Greek or Latin. 6

Nonetheless, in his defense of Slavonic Vy$ens’kyj shared certain
ideas with his less conservative compatriots. For example, he, too,
sought to establish the dignitas of Slavonic by comparing it with
Greek and Latin. Moreover, in another passage, he seems to have
contradicted himself by establishing grammar and rhetoric as a part
of an Orthodox program of study.!7

Other Ruthenian scholars, many educated in Catholic and hetero-
dox schools, were able to respond to Skarga’s challenge on its own
terms. In general, the Ruthenian language question was character-
ized by an attempt to defend the dignitas of Slavonic by virtue of its
grammaticality. Skarga’s charges were soon answered by a series of
Slavonic grammatical and lexical works and by the founding of
Orthodox schools. Among the grammars and lexicons produced by
this new cultural activity were a Khramatyka slovenv ska jazyka, con-
taining a reprint of the work Osomo Zestii slova (Vilnius, 1586); Adek
photes. Hrammatika dobrohlaholivaho ellinoslovenskaho jazyka (Lviv,
1591); Lavrentij Zyzanij’s Leksis and Hrammatika Slovenska (Vilnius,
1596); Smotryc’kyj’s own Hrammatiky Slavénskyja pravylnoe Syntagma
(Vevis, 1619); and Pamvo Berynda’s Leksikons slavenorosskij i imens

16 Cited according to Ivan ViSenskij (Vy$ens’kyj), Sotinenjja, ed. I.P. Eremin
(Moscow and Leningrad, 1955), pp. 23~24: “‘Skazuju bo vam tajnu velikuju: jak
dijavol tolikuju zavist imaet na slovenskij jazyk, Ze ledve Ziv ot hn&va; rad by eho
do 3tety pohubil i vsju borbu svoju na toe dvihnul, da eho obmerzit i vo ohidu i
nenavist privedet. . . . Ato dlja toho diavol na slovenskij jazyk borbu tuju maet,
zane % est plodonosn&j§ij ot vs&x jazykov i bohu ljubim$ij: poneZ bez pohanskix
xitrostej i rukovodstv, se ¥ est khramatik, rytoryk, dialektik i prolix kovarstv
titeslavnyx, diavola ven&stnyx, prostym prilelnym &itaniem, bez vsjakoho
uxi$¢renija, k bohu privodit, prostotu i smirenie buduet. . . .Tako da znaete, jak
slovenskij jazyk pred bohom &estné&jsij est i ot ellinskaho i latinskaho.”

17" Visenskij, Sotinenja, pp. 175-76. On VySens’kyj’s pedagogical program, see
P.K. Jaremenko, Ivan Vy¥ens'kyj (Kiev, 1982), pp. 84-102, and Frick, ‘‘Meletius
Smotricky and the Ruthenian Question in the Age of the Counter-Reformation,”
pp. 172-76.
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Tl kovanie (Kiev, 1627).1% The pace of Ruthenian philological
activity in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth century was
matched by the establishment of Orthodox schools and ‘‘academies”
in Ostrih, Lviv, Vilnius, Kiev, and elsewhere. °

4. Smotryc’kyj’s participation in the Ruthenian language question can
be seen as part of his general concern for the ‘‘spiritual good”
(bonum spirituale/ dobro duchowne) of the Ruthenian nation; it was
closely linked to his activities in pedagogy and book production.?®
Smotryc’kyj sought to provide the Ruthenian nation with the proper
cultural equipment to compete more successfully with the other
nations of the Polish Commonwealth. Essential to the nation’s spiri-
tual well-being, in his view, were a flourishing noble class, schools,
monasteries, printing presses, teachers, and preachers, as well as
well-edited books for use in the liturgy and in personal devotion.

Smotryc’kyj’s Hrammatiky Slavénskyja pravylnoe Syntagma (Vevis,
1619) can serve as a point of departure for a study of his opinions on
the language question. It contains his most explicit and direct
response to Skarga’s charges. There Smotryc’kyj assigned to Sla-
vonic a level of dignitas equal to that of Greek and Latin by claiming
(and then providing) for it the same sort of fixed grammatical norm
possessed by the classical languages:

It will depend on your dutiful zeal, diligent teachers, that the benefit of
grammar, which, in the Greek and Latin languages, has been shown
through experience itself to be clearly significant, be felt in the Slavonic
language as well, and, in time, through a similar experience, be proved
significant. For you who have studied the art of Greek or Latin grammar

18 See Weingart, ‘‘Cirkevn&slovanske mluvnice,” pp. 650-88, and Mathiesen,
“‘Inflectional Morphology,”” pp. 50-63.

On the establishment of schools among the Orthodox Ruthenians, see K. Xar-

lampovit, Zapadnorusskie pravoslavnye 3koly XVI i natala XVII v. (Kazan’, 1898); V. L
Askolenskij, Kiev s drevnejSim ego utiliStem akademieju (Kiev, 1856; photomechanical
reprint, Leipzig, 1976); A. Jablonowski, Akademia Kijowsko-Mohilanska (Cracow,
1899-1900); E.N. Medynskij, Bratskie 3koly Ukrainy i Belorussii v XVI-XVII wv. i ix
rol’ v vossoedinenii Ukrainy s Rossiei (Moscow, 1954); Zoja Xy¥njak, Kyjevo-
Mohyljan’ska akademija, 1st ed. (Kiev, 1970), 2nd ed. (Kiev, 1981); and the special
issue of Harvard Ukrainian Studies (vol. 8, no. 1/2 [June 1984]) devoted to the Kiev
Mohyla Academy.
2 On Smotryc’kyj’s cultural program for the Ruthenian nation, see Frick, ‘““Smo-
tricky and the Ruthenian Question,”” pp. 106152, and Frick, ‘‘Meletij Smotryc’kyj
and the Ruthenian Question in the Early Seventeenth Century,” Harvard Ukrainian
Studies 8, no. 3/4 (December 1984):351 -375.
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know what it brings to an understanding of the purity of the language, as
well as of the correct and fine spelling, writing, and understanding of written
works according to the characteristics of the languages. Every benefit that
the grammars of the above-mentioned languages commonly bring, the Sla-
vonic grammar is surely capable of bringing in its Slavonic language. 2!

In the rest of the preface Smotryc’kyj sought to answer Skarga’s
second main point, i.e., the notion that Church Slavonic is unsuit-
able for scholarly pursuits. The grammar itself was conceived as a
school textbook and Smotryc’kyj addressed himself in the preface to
the ‘“‘school teachers.”’?? To justify the study of Church Slavonic,
Smotryc’kyj first placed it on a level with the two sacred and classical
languages of humanistic Europe. He then provided a curriculum for
the young students of the Ruthenian schools. Studies were to begin
with the use of a bukvare based on the grammar, so students would
become accustomed to the Slavonic forms in their earliest years. In
the next stage, students would read the horologion and then the
Psalter before beginning their actual study of the grammar. Addi-
tional readings might be drawn from the Proverbs of Solomon, or
from the Wisdom of Solomon, or the Wisdom of Sirach, ‘‘or some-
thing else translated from the Greek into the pure Slavonic
language.”?

Further investigation may yet wuncover parallels between
Smotryc’kyj’s ratio studiorum and the programs of study in Protestant
and Jesuit schools of the Latin West. For now, we note a functional
equivalence between, on the one hand, the roles of Latin and the
given local vulgar tongue in Western schools and, on the other hand,
the roles of Church Slavonic and Ruthenian in Smotryc’kyj’s pro-
gram. Smotryc’kyj and his Ruthenian contemporaries viewed the

21 Meletij Smotryc’kyj, Hrammatiky Slavénskyja pravylnoe Syntagma (Vevis, 1619),

facsimile edition, ed. V. V. Nim¢uk (Kiev, 1979), pp. II"": ‘‘PoZitoks grammatiki v
jazyku greckom i Latinskom samym dosv&denem okazale zna¢nyj/ aby i v Slaven-
skom doznans/ a zatasom podobnyms dosv&d¥enem i znatne okazans byl/ na
povinnoj vaSej Ljubot3atelnyi Utitele pilnosti zaleZati budets. V&daete abovEms/
kotoryistesja greckoi/ ljubs Latinskoi Grammatiki xudozstvu u&ili/ $to ona ests ku
ponjatju jak jazyka Cistosti/ taks i pravoho a sofinnoho/ vedluhs vlasnosti dialek-
tovs i movenja/ i pisanja, i pisme vyrozumenja. V3eljakij poZitoks/ kotoryj kolveks
preretonyxs jazykove Grammatiki &niti zvykly, bez vontpenja i Slavenskaja v
svoems jazycE Slavenskomr uliniti moZets.”’

2 On Smotryc’kyj and pedagogy, see M.V. Kravlenko, ‘V&ennja M.
Smotryc’koho pro osnovni pryncypy vykladannja hramatyky,”” in V.V. Nim&uk et
al., ed., Sxidno-siov’’jans’ki hramatyky XVI- XVII st. (Kiev, 1982), pp. 128-29.

2 Smotryc’kyj, Hrammatiky, pp. III*~V.
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Slavonic language as the supranational language of the church and
the church books common to all Orthodox Slavs. According to
Smotryc’kyj’s directions, lessons were to be read in Slavonic ‘‘in the
usual manner of the schools and interpreted in Ruthenian.”” The
Slavonic language was to be ‘‘maintained among the students in
everyday school discourse by threat of punishment.’’?*

More details of Smotryc’kyj’s opinions on the Ruthenian language
question can be found in his polemical and homiletic works. Like
Skarga, Smotryc’kyj discussed the use of five languages with varying
levels of dignitas:- Greek, Latin, Slavonic, Polish, and Ruthenian.
These were to be subjects of study at Ruthenian schools,?® and they
are the languages in which he cited the Bible. He made explicit com-
ments concerning the use of each, and wrote original works in all but
Greek.

Smotryc’kyj established a clear hierarchy among these languages.
For him, Greek, Latin, and Slavonic had full dignitas and formed a
sort of trinity of sacral languages.?® The most explicit statement on
the composition of this trinity is to be found in the preface to the
grammar, where Greek, Latin, and Slavonic are grouped as the
languages that possess a fixed grammatical norm. Ruthenian and, as
we shall see, Polish were to be used in interpretation and explanation
for the benefit of the less learned.

Precisely this conceptual hierarchy of languages can be inferred
from the fictitious translation history which Smotryc’kyj provided for
his Polish polemical work entitled Threnos, That Is, the Lament of the
One Holy, Universal, Apostolic Eastern Church . . . Translated First

24 Smotryc’kyj, Hrammatiky, p. III': “‘¢itany buduts zvyklyms $kols sposobom
Slavenskii Lekcii/ i na Ruskij jazyks perekladany . . . Dialekts v zvykloj $kolnoj
rozmové Slavenskij/ meZi t8atelmi pod karanem® zaxovans.”

% In a polemical work entitled Exgthesis abo Expostviatia (Lviv, 1629) Smotryc’kyj
responded to charges that the Uniates had neglected education, stating: ‘‘Szkaly dla
¢wiczenia dziatek w igzyku graeckim, lacifiskim, slowiefskim, ruskim y polskim sa
nam sporzadzone” (p. 28Y).

26 The inscription which Pilate ordered placed over Christ’s cross in Hebrew,
Greek, and Latin (cf. John 19:19-22) provided the scriptural model for subsequent
trinities of sacred languages. Throughout the Orthodox Slavic tradition we find vari-
ous such trinities, each reflecting a particular view of languages and culture. In the
Bulgarian discussions of the tenth century and the Serbian discussions of the four-
teenth century, trinities of sacred languages were posited which included Slavonic
but often lacked Latin (e.g., Hebrew, Greek, and Slavonic). Such trinities often
reflected a negative attitude toward the Latin language and Latinity. Smotryc’kyj’s
Ruthenian trinity of Greek, Latin, and Slavonic marks the return of Latin to a posi-
tion of importance in the culture of the Orthodox Slavs.
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from Greek into Slavonic, and Now from Slavonic into Polish .
(Vilnius, 1610).27 It is generally agreed that there was no Greek ori-
ginal or Slavonic translation, and that Smotryc’kyj wrote the work in
its extant Polish form. In order to give the work greater authority,
Smotryc’kyj claimed that it had been written originally in Greek and
then translated into Church Slavonic—in other words, into a
language of equal dignitas. Subsequently it was translated into the
less dignified Polish language so that it might be understood by the
widest group of people. According to Smotryc’kyj’s view of the rela-
tive dignitates of these three languages, Church Slavonic possessed
the expressive capabilities necessary to render adequately the theo-
logical concepts found in the Greek ‘“‘original,”” whereas Polish did
not:

Therefore, many Latin words have been used (especially in the main
chapter on the procession of the Holy and life-giving Spirit) for the explana-
tion of the terms used by theologians, which could not be translated prop-
erly from Slavonic into Polish. 28

Thus Greek, Slavonic, and Latin, as languages of roughly equal dig
nitas, are all able to render theological subtleties. Polish, though it
lacks the dignity of a cultural ianguage, nonetheless possesses the
quality which makes it suitable for polemical purposes—intelligibility:
we read in the preface that Threnos had been translated into Polish
“for the easier understanding of all people.”’ 2 Of particular interest
here is Smotryc’kyj’s use of this linguistic hierarchy in a fictional
account, the purpose of which was, perhaps, to render more
genuinely ‘‘Orthodox’’ a work written in Polish with passages in
Latin.

A similar translation history, but one apparently intended as a true
account, is found in the preface to Smotryc’kyj’s Homiletic Gospel or
Sermons for Each Sunday and Holy Days, Written Two Hundred Years
Ago in Greek by Our Holy Father Callistos, Archbishop of Constantino-
ple and Ecumenical Patriarch, and Now Translated Anew from the Greek

27 Meletij Smotryc’kyj, Threnos To iest Lament iedyney $. Powszechney Apostolskiey
Wschodniey Cerkwie . . . Pierwey z Graeckiego na Stowiehski, a teraz z Stowiehskiego
na Polski przetozony. . . (Vilnius, 1610).

2 Smotryc’kyj, Threnos, p. XV": “Dla czego tez y do obiaénienia terminow Theo-
logom przyzwoitych/ ktore sie z Stowienskiego na Polski wtaénie przelozy¢ nie mog-
ly/ sila sie stow Lacinskich (zwlaszcza w owym glownym O Pochodzeniu $wigtego y
2ywot daigcego Ducha/ Artykule) zazywa.”

2 Smotryc’kyj, Threnos, p. VI': “‘dla snadnieyszego wszech ludzi poigcia.”
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and Slavonic Languages into Ruthenian (Vevis, 1616) .30 This Evanhelie
utitelnoe, or Homiletic Gospel, came to serve as something of a postil
among the Orthodox Ruthenians in the seventeenth century. The
particular work in question consists of sermons based on Gospel
themes and arranged according to the church calendar. It was tradi-
tionally attributed to Callistos, patriarch of Constantinople from 1355
to 1363. There were at least two printed editions of the work in
Church Slavonic: (1) the edition published in Zabludov in 1569 at
the behest of Alexander Xodkevy¢, and (2) the reprint by Gedeon
Balaban, Archbishop of Lviv, which was issued at Krylos in 1606.
Smotryc’kyj’s edition published in 1616 in Vevis was the first transla-
tion of the work into Ruthenian; it was the basis for Peter Mohyla’s
“newly translated” version which appeared in Kiev in 1637.31

The edition of 1616 seems to have been printed with one of at
least five different prefaces containing dedications of the work to:
(1) the Solomerec’kyj family; (2) the Ogins’kyj and Volovy¢ fami-
lies; (3) the Volovy¢ family; (4) Anna Xodkevy&ivna; and (5) Fedor
Masal’s’kyj.32 Smotryc’kyj placed his name after the preface dedi-
cated to the Solomerec’kyj family alone. This preface said that the
translation was the work of Smotryc’kyj and was offered to the
Solomerec’kyj family as an ‘‘antipelargesis,’”’ that is, as repayment
for the opportunity to study in German centers of learning that the

30 Evhlie utiteinoe albo Kazanja, na ko¥duju nedlju i Svjata urotistyi, preze Stho Otca
naSeho Kalista, Arxiepskopa Konstantinopolskoho, i Vselenskoho Patriarxu, pred dvéma
sty &t Po khrecku napisanyi, a tepere novo z Khreckoho i Slovenskoho jazyka na Ruskij
pereloZenyi.
31 The title page to Mohyla’s edition bears much the same wording as
Smotryc’kyj’s, but with the addition of the word povtore: ‘‘a teper povtore novo z
Greckoho i Slovenskoho jazyka na Ruskij pereloZenoe.”” In a preface dedicated to
Bohdan Stetkevy? Ljubavyc’kyj, Mohyla stated that the first edition had been pub-
lished by the Orthodox Brotherhood in Vilnius; all reference to Smotryc’kyj as
translator was omitted. It is possible that knowledge of the transiator’s identity had
been lost by this time; it is also possible that Smotryc’kyj’s name was suppressed
due to his famous conversion to the Uniate church. It should be noted that
Mohyla’s ‘‘newly translated” edition differs from Smotryc’kyj’s' work primarily in a
few orthographic matters.

The title page and three of Mohyla’s prefaces to the Homiletic Gospel of 1637 may
be found in Xv. Titov, Materjjaly djja istoriji knyinoji spravy na Vkrajini v XVI- XVIII
w. Vsezbirka peredmov do ukrajins'kyx starodrukiv (Kiev, 1924), pp. 321-41.
32 For a discussion of the various prefaces to Smotryc’kyj’s Evhlie utitelnoe, see
Frick, ‘“‘Smotricky and the Ruthenian Question,” pp. 20-23. I have seen prefaces
1, 2, and 3; prefaces 4 and 5 are discussed by V. V. Nim&uk in a study accompanying
his facsimile edition of Smotryc’kyj’s grammar (V.V. Nim&uk, Hramatka M.
Smotryc’koho—Perlyna davn’oho movoznavstva [Kiev, 19791, pp. 14-15).
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family had given him.33 All other prefaces were signed in the name
of the Holy Spirit Monastery of the Orthodox Brotherhood of Vil-
nius.

Several of the prefaces (though not the one signed by
Smotryc’kyj) discuss the reason for undertaking the translation.
Here Smotryc’kyj says that the collection of sermons had been writ-
ten by Patriarch Callistos in Greek and then translated into Church
Slavonic ‘‘during the more learned era of our forefathers”:

Now, although he [Callistos] became of little use and little benefit to many,
through the ignorance and inability of many in the Slavonic language,
through his translation anew into our vulgar Ruthenian tongue, he has been
as if resurrected, and, through the edition in print, sent to all the wide
corners of the glorious and ancient Ruthenian nation. Now he has
instructed everyone, for all time, however simple and unable to read the
Slavonic language, who therefore used to have recourse to the infectious
pastures of heretical teaching (put in words and published in writing). And
so, he who in these times, though he use the nobler, the more beautiful,
the more concise, the subtler and richer Slavonic language, due to the ina-
bility of the listeners was of use to few; now, though he use the baser and
more vulgar tongue, he could be necessary and beneficial to many, or
rather, to all of the Ruthenian tongue, whatever their abilities.™

Within the hierarchy of three sacred languages with full dignitas,
separated from the two vulgar tongues, Smotryc’kyj accorded an
absolute authority to the Greek language and to Greek texts.
Indeed, the authority of the Greek language derived directly from

33 Smotryc’kyj’s biographer, Jakiv Susa (Jakub Susza), writes that Smotryc’kyj
visited Breslau, Leipzig, Nuremberg, and ‘‘other cities and academies of Protestant

Germany’® (Jakub Susza, Saulus et Paulus Ruthenae unionis . . . Sive Meletius Smo-
triscius . . . [Rome, 16661, p. 16). Smotryc’kyj went on this trip as a tutor to
Bohdan Solomerec’ky;j.

34 Smotryc’kyj, Evhlie utitelnoe (cited according to the edition bearing a preface
dedicated to the Ogins’kyj and Volovy¢ families), p. IV¥: “Teper zass (pre neznae-
mosts i neum&etnosts jazyka Slovenskoho mnohix) mnohim malo potreben i nepo-
Zitolen stavdisja, znovu pereloZenems eho na jazyk na$ prostyj Ruskij, jakoby z
mertvyx vskreSon, a vydanem z druku na vs& $irokii slavnoho i staroZitnoho narodu
Rosijskoho krainy rozoslan bududi, vs&€émi potomnymi v&ki, vs&xs, a ile prost&jsix, a
jazyka Slovenskoho ne umé&judix, i dlja toho pod®as do zarazlivyx eretiteskoi (slovy
podanoi i $kriptom vydanoi) nauki pastvisk udavatisia zvyklyx, ulil. A zatym tot
kotoryj tyx fasov xot v zacn&jSom, penkn&j§om, zvjazn&jSom, supteln&jSom i dosta-
tondjSom jazyku Slovenskom, pre nesposobnosts sluxatov, nemnohim poZitoten
byl: teper xot v podi&Som i prost¥jSom jazyku, mnohim, albo ratej i vsém Ruskoho
jazyka, jakokolvek umé&etnym, potreben i poZitoton byti mohls.”
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the Greek texts of the Bible and the Church Fathers. Smotryc’kyj’s
“critical use” of biblical citations provides direct evidence of his
respect for the Greek tradition.3 Throughout all of his work, gram-
matical, polemical, and homiletic, he ‘‘corrected”” many of his
Church Slavonic, Polish, and Ruthenian biblical sources by providing
a more adequate translation of a text belonging to the authoritative
Greek tradition. Many passages occur within the polemic with the
Latin church, in which Smotryc’kyj sought to demonstrate that Latin
was unable to render completely the subtlety of Greek theological
terms. Such an argument is to be found, for example, in the follow-
ing passage from Threnos:

. is it not proper for the Greeks to interpret the Greek writings, since
you cannot deny that the Greeks know their common language better by
their birth than other nations through study? Since, then, the Apostle was
writing in Greek, certainly none of the Latins could understand this passage
more properly and interpret it more appropriately than St. Chrysostom.
Therefore, it is more correct to acquiesce in the opinion of those who are
more, than in the opinion of the Latin doctors, who made such an interpre-
tation either through the insufficiency of the Latin language in the expres-
sion of the properties of Greek words, or else in opposing a greater evil,
gave way to a lesser.¢

In his polemical refutation of Threnos, entitled Na Treny y Lament
Theophila Orthologa (Cracow, 1610), Skarga responded to this and
other passages by asserting that it was the Greek text of the Bible
that had been corrupted by Greek heretics.3” Smotryc’kyj and Skarga
agreed on the lack of dignity of Polish and Ruthenian, and on the
use of these languages for homiletic, catechetical, and propagandistic

35 See David A. Frick, “Meletius Smotricky’s Critical Use of Biblical Citations,” in
R. Picchio and H. Goldblatt, eds., Composition and Meaning in Early Slavic Literature,
forthcoming.

36  Smotryc’kyj, Threnos, pp. 158'—-159% “Teéli sluszna rzecz iest/ aby Graeckie
pisma Graekowie wykladali/ gdyZ przeciw temu nie masz ‘co rzec/ iz Graekowie
lepiey pospolity swoy iezyk vmieig z przyrodzenia/ aniz ludzie inszey nacyey z
nauki/ poniewaz tedy to po Graecku Apostol pisal/ nikt zaiste z Lacinnikow tego
mieysca wladniey wyrozumie¢ y przystoyniey wylozy¢ niemogl nad Chryzostoma
$wietego/ dla czego stuszniey na owych/ ktorych iest wigcey/ sententig przyzwoli¢/ a
nizli na Lacifskich Doktorow zdanie/ ktorzy taki wyklad vczynili/ albo prze niedos-
tatok igzyka Lacinskiego w wyrazeniu wlasnosci stow Graeckich/ albo sie tez
wietszemu zlemu opponuigc/ mnieyszemu zfemu mieysce podali.”

37 Piotr Skarga, Na Treny y Lament Theophila Orthologa, Do Rusi Greckiego Nabozen-
stwa, Przestroga (Cracow, 1610), p. 53.
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purposes. Skarga gave full dignitas to Greek and Latin, though in
practical terms this meant that Latin was the highest authority, since
it was the eternal and catholic language employed by the Roman
church. For Smotryc’kyj, conversely, Greek, Latin, and Slavonic
possessed full dignitas, while Greek, as the language of the Eastern
church, was the final authority.

Central to the Ruthenian language question was the discussion on
the proper use of the Slavonic language and of the Ruthenian vulgar
tongue, and the relationship between the two. Smotryc’kyj argued
for the use of Ruthenian under certain circumstances where intelligi-
bility was the main concern. The terms of Smotryc’kyj’s argument
were taken from the Reformation and Counter-Reformation discus-
sion on the admissable use of the vulgar tongue. Certain Reformers
argued for a wider use of an “‘intelligible’’ tongue and often cited
passages from the Pauline letters, especially 1 Corinthians 14:13-19,
in support of their position:

Wherefore let him that speaketh in an unknown tongue pray that he may
interpret. For if 1 pray in an unknown tongue, my spirit prayeth, but my
understanding is unfruitful. What is it then? I will pray with the spirit, and
1 will pray with the understanding also: I will sing with the spirit, and I will
sing with the understanding also. Else when thou shalt bless with the spirit,
how shall he that occupieth the room of the unlearned say Amen at thy giv-
ing of thanks, seeing he understandeth not what thou sayest? For thou
verily givest thanks well, but the other is not edified. I thank my God, I
speak with tongues more than ye all: Yet in the church I had rather speak
five words with my understanding, that by my voice I might teach others
also, than ten thousand words in an unknown tongue.

For the Protestants, the prime importance of the Mass lay in its
function as instruction for the faithful. Therefore, the Reformers
argued, the Mass shouid be celebrated in a language which the entire
community of believers could understand. Luther was hesitant to
demand the exclusive use of the vernacular. Nonetheless, in Article
III (De missa) of the Confessio Augustana, we find a blurring of the
old distinction between the solemn portions of the Mass, which had
to be celebrated in a sacral language, and the homily, which, for the
sake of explanation, might be read in the vulgar tongue:

Our churches are wrongfully accused to have abolished the Mass. For
the Mass is retained still among us, and celebrated with great reverence;
yea, and almost all the ceremonies that are in use, saving that with the
things sung in Latin we mingle certain things sung in German at various
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parts of the service, which are added for the people’s instruction. For
therefore alone we have need of ceremonies, that they may teach the
unlearned.

This is not only commanded by St. Paul, to use a tongue that the people
understand (1 Cor. xiv. 9), but man’s law hath also appointed it.3

Other Protestant groups (cf. the Confessio Tetrapolitana of Bucer and
Capito) called for the celebration of the entire Mass in the vulgar
tongue.3?

The Council of Trent responded to, among other things, the Pro-
testant statements on the language of the Mass. As Arno Borst has
noted, ‘‘the third session in 1562-1563 drew the dividing line again
between the language of liturgy and that of the sermon, between the
language of culture and the vernacular, which had grown unclear
since the Reformation.””¥ Nonetheless, in the period after the Coun-
cil of Trent, the Catholics, too, made use of works of confessional
propaganda in the vulgar tongue, especially in areas of intense com-
petition with the Protestants, such as the eastern lands of the Polish
Commonwealth.

Smotryc’kyj received his education at the end of the sixteenth and
beginning of the seventeenth century, in the Orthodox center of
Ostrih, the Jesuit Academy of Vilnius, and in several academies and
universities of Protestant Germany. Thus, he certainly came into
contact with these discussions in a variety of contexts. Without
implying any direct influence on Smotryc’kyj’s thought, it is worth
noting that the Pauline argument in favor of the use of the vulgar
tongue was employed by many confessional propagandists, both
Catholic and Protestant, who were active in the Polish Com-
monwealth. The Calvinist Mikolaj Rej, for example, drew on 1
Corinthians 14 in defending the use of Polish in his Postylla
(Cracow, 1577):

38 English translation and Latin text cited according to Philip Schaff, The Creeds of
Christendom, vol. 3 (Grand Rapids, Mich., 1969), p. 34: “Falso accusantur Ecclesiae
nostrae, quod Missam aboleant; retinetur enim Missa apud nos, et summa reveren-
tia celebratur. Servantur et usitatae ceremoniae fere omnes, praeterquam quod
Latinis cantionibus (neben lateinischem Gesang) admiscentur alicubi Germanicae,
quae additae sunt ad docendum populum. Nam ad hoc unum opus est ceremoniis,
ut doceant imperitos. Et non modo Paulus praecipit (1 Cor. xiv. 9) uti lingua intel-
lecta populo in ecclesia, sed etiam ita constitutum est humano jure.”

3% See H.P.A. Schmidt, Liturgie et langue vulgaire (Rome, 1950), pp. 39-77.

40 Borst, Der Turmbau von Babel, 3, pt. 1:1173.
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Since St. Paul admonishes us strongly to speak that language in God’s
Church which everyone understands, saying, that it is of greater benefit to
say five words in the language which people understand, than five thousand
in that which they do not understand. And I also bring this to mind: how
can a Christian say amen, even if I were to say the good words, if he does
not understand what I speak?*]

Similar lines of reasoning were also used by Catholics in their
arguments in favor of the propagandistic use of the vulgar tongue.
For example, in the Polish preface to his Lithuanian transiation of
Jakub Wujek’s Postylla mniejsza, Mykolas Dauk3a drew on the Pau-
line argument, referring here to Romans 10: 14-15:

But I do not say this with the intent of condemning fluency and knowledge
in foreign languages (which has always had and has its praise and value
among all peoples), especially of the Polish language, which, through the
dear union of our Grand Duchy with the glorious Polish Crown, is almost
native to us. Rather, I only condemn the neglect of, disgust for, and almost
rejection of our own Lithuanian language. God grant that we come to our
senses, and that we sometime arise from this lethargy. Do we not see how
many corners of our Grand Duchy perish through ignorance of the things
which belong to the faith and to the salvation of souls? How many even
until today live in simple-mindedness, in crude sins, in pagan superstitions?
Do we not hear how many of them die after an evil and unchristian life and
go to eternal perdition? Whence does this come? Only from the abandon-
ment of the mother tongue, from the neglect of the native language. For
how can the simple people understand the things that are good and bring
salvation, if he who is to teach does not know their language or is disgusted
by it? How will they hear and believe, says St. Paul, if they do not have a
preacher? How will they act, if they do not understand the teacher?#?

41 Cited according to Taszycki, ObroAcy Jezyka poiskiego, p. 70: ““Gdy2 éw. Pawel
nas srodze z tego upomina, abySmy w Cerkwi bozej tym jezykiem mowili, ktéremu
by wszytcy rozumieli, powiedajac, iz jest wietszy pozytek powiedzie¢ pig¢ stéw tym
jezykiem, ktéremu by ludzie zrozumieli, nizli pig¢ tysiecy, ktéremu by nie zrozu-
mieli. Przypominajgc tez to, iz jako moze rzec krzeScijafiski cztowiek: amen, choci-
abych ta dobre stowa méwil, gdyz nie zrozumie, co ja bedg mowil.””

The same Pauline argument is found in the anonymous introduction to the Pol-
ish translation of Stanistaw Orzechowski’s De bello adversus Turcas suscipiendo . . .
ad equites Polonos oratio (Cracow, 1543); see Taszycki, ibid., p. 88.

42 Cited according to M. Dauk$a, “‘Postilla Catholica’ Jakuba Vujka v litovskom pere-
vode Nikolgja Dauk$i, ed. E. A. Vol’ter (St. Petersburg, 1904), pp. 2-3: “‘Lecz to nie
tym vmystem mowi¢, abym mial gani¢ bieglo$¢ y vmieigtnoé¢ postronnych iezykow,
(ktora v wszystkich ludzi chwalg y cene zawsze swoi¢ ma y miata) zwlaszcza Pol-
skiego, ktory nam przez ono milte ziednoczenie W.X. naszego s stawna Korong
Polska, niemal przyrodzony iest. Ale tylko gani¢ zaniedbanie, a zbrzydzenie y



THE RUTHENIAN LANGUAGE QUESTION 43

Nonetheless, for the Catholics, the strict distinction between the
language of the liturgy and the language of the homily had to be
maintained; here again St. Paul provided the scriptural justification
for a linguistic policy. Jakub Wujek, for example, made the follow-
ing annotation to 1 Corinthians 14:39 (‘“Wherefore, brethren, covet
to prophesy, and forbid not to speak with tongues™) in his New Tes-
tament of 1593:

Therefore, why do the apostates forbid that the Mass be held and other
prayers and church hymns be performed in Latin, as it has always been
maintained since the beginning in the Christian Church? And especially
since the Latin language is not new, nor foreign, nor unknown, but usual
and known to all Christian nations. And it suffices, according to the Apos-
tle, that one prophesy, i.e., that the sermon be given and the Writ
explained, in the common language.

Smotryc’kyj’s arguments for the use of the Ruthenian vulgar
tongue must be understood in the context of both the Reformation
argument for ‘‘inteiligibility’’ and the Counter-Reformation concerns
about determining the limits for the permissable use of the ‘‘com-
mon tongue.”’ Smotryc’kyj’s translation of the Homiletic Gospel from
the sacred Greek and Slavonic languages into Ruthenian should be
viewed as a response to the editors of an earlier Slavonic version of
the work. In the preface to the Church Slavonic edition published in
Zabludov in 1569, the following statement had been made by (or at
least in the name of) Alexander Xodkevy¢:

niemal odrzucenie i¢zyka naszego wlasnie Litewskiego. O Boze day ZebySmy sie
obaczyli, y z tego veternu kiedyz tedyz powstali. Jzali nie widziemy iako wiele kg-
tow W.X, naszego nieznaiomos$cig rzeczy do wiary y zbawienia dusznego nalezacych
ginie? iak wiele w prostocie, w grubych grzechach, zabobonach poganskich, y po
dzi§ dzien zyie? Jzali nie styszemy iak ich wiele vmiera w ztym y nie Krzeéciafiskim
Zywocie? a na zatracenie wieczne idzie. To skgd? iedno .z opuszczenia igzyka
_oyczystego, z zaniedbania przyrodzoney mowy. Jako bowiem prostota zrozumie
rzeczy dobre y zbawienne? kiedy ten ktory vezyé ma, albo i¢zyka iego niezna albo
si¢ im brzydzi, iako bedg stysze¢, y wierzy¢ mowi Pawel S. iefli nie maig Przepowia-
dacza? iako czyni€? ie§li nie zrozumieia nauczyciela?”’

43 Jakub Wujek, trans., Nowy Testament (Cracow, 1593), p. 616: “Czemuz tedy
odszczepiency zabraniaig/ aby iezykiem Lacifskiem Msz¢ miewano/ y insze
modlitwy y $piewania koscielne odprawowano: iako sie zawsze od poczgtku w kos-
ciele Chrzeécijanskim zachowato? A zwlaszcza iz igzyk Lacinski nie iest nowy/ ani
obcy/ ani nieznaiomy: ale wszytkim narodom ChrzeScijanskim zwyczayny y wia-
domy. A dosy¢ iest/ wedlug Apostola/ zeby iezykiem pospolitym prorokowano/ to
iest kazanie miewano y pisma wykladano.”
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I had given thought to translating this book into the vulgar tongue for the
sake of its being understood by the simple people, and I was very concerned
about this. And wise men, learned in this writing, informed me that no
small error is caused by the translation from the old expressions to the new.
Such errors are to be found today in the books of the new translation.
Therefore, I ordered this book to be printed as it was written long ago. It is
not hidden to anyone, nor is it difficult to understand. And its reading is
beneficial, especially to those who diligently and carefully strive to find that
which they seek. And they will find it.4

Smotryc’kyj claimed that the older Slavonic versions of the
Homiletic Gospel had become of little use in instructing the faithful,
due to the unintelligibility of the language. Therefore, he had
undertaken the Ruthenian translation of the work:

Since it is the duty of every Christian preacher not to compose discourses
on the unintelligible secrets of the mysteries of faith, but to teach simple
and ignorant people God’s will and commandments. The alert and wise
preacher should seek not glory among his listeners on account of the quick-
ness of his wit, but only the benefit of their salvation. He should further
remember that saying of God’s chosen vessel, that it is a more useful thing
to speak five words in an intelligible tongue, than ten thousand in an un-
known tongue (especially in instruction for the people). For although even
the most costly jewel, which has been buried in the ground, moves one to
try to find it, nonetheless, through its secret hiddenness, it does not yield
any benefit. So the most costly and sure jewel that had been buried through
the secretiveness of the Slavonic language in the Homiletic Gospel now
(through God’s grace and help) has been unearthed through the intelligibil-
ity of the Ruthenian tongue and returned and submitted to its first benefit
and use; and having appeared under the title of Your Grace’s noble name,
it will not cease to spread and declare the glory of Your Grace’s most glori-
ous house on all sides and for all times.*

44 Cited according to I. Karataev, Opisanie slaviano-russkix knig napetatannyx kirik
lovskimi bukvami, vol. 1: S 1591 po 1652, Sbornik Otdelenija russkogo jazyka i slo-
vesnosti Imperatorskoj Akademii nauk, 34, no. 2 (1883): 165: ‘“Pomyslils e byls
esmi i se, iZe by siju knihu, vyrazumé&nija radi prostyx ljudej, preloZiti na prostuju
molvu, i im&ly esmi o tom popelenie velikoe. I sove§ta8a mi ljudi mdrye, vtom
pism& ulenye, ife prekladaniems zdavnyxs poslovics na novye, pomylka Cinitsja
nemalaja. JakoZe i nn& obr&taetsja vknihaxs novaho perevodu. Toho radi siju
knihu jako zdavna pisanuju, veléls esmi ee vydrukovati, kotoraja koZdomu ne ests
zakryta, i kvyrazum®niju netrudna, i kb &itaniju polezna. A naipale t€mm kotorye
ss prileZaniems, i so vnimaniems iskomoe obr&sti vosxos&juts, i obrjastuts.”’

45 Smotryc’kyj, Evhlie utitelnoe, p. IV': “KhdyZ to ests kaZdoho Xristianskoho
Kaznod&i povinnost, ne di§kursy o neponjatyx v€ry taemnic skrytostjax stroiti, ale
voli i prikazanjam Bozskim prostyx i neukix ljudej utiti. BaZnyj i mudryj Kaznod&ja
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Though Smotryc’kyj’s works contain none of the explicit prohibi-
tions against the use of Ruthenian for sacral and other elevated pur-
poses of the sort found in the works of Ivan Vy%ens’kyj and Josafat
Kuncevy®&,® it is clear that he adhered to the distinction between
sacred and apostolic languages. Much in the way Polish Jesuits such
as Wuyjek or Skarga felt compelled to provide postils and lives of the
saints in Polish in order to offset Protestant propaganda, Smotryc’kyj
had recourse to the ‘‘baser and more vulgar tongue’’ in order to pro-
vide the Orthodox faithful with texts for personal devotion to replace
the heterodox and Catholic works which they had read up to that
point.

Smotryc’kyj was not alone among the Orthodox in adapting ele-
ments of both the Protestant and the post-Tridentine Catholic
linguistic programs. Of particular interest in this regard is Pamvo
Berynda’s postscript to Tarasij Levony¢ Zemka’s Ruthenian transla-
tion of the Triode postnaja (Kiev, 1627). Berynda first cited the Pro-
testant interpretation of 1 Carinthians 14:19 in justifying the use of
the vulgar tongue in place of the usual sacred language:

You will not contradict this, Great Russians, Bulgarians, and Serbs, and
others similar to us in Orthodoxy. This was done through the zeal and
desire of the nobility, townspeople, and other people of other estates of our
nation of Little Rus’ia who have studied the profound Slavonic language
which has understanding and wisdom, just as Greek and other writings fixed

ne slavy z bystrosti dovi€pu svoeho u sluxatov, ale samoho, v zbavenju ix, poZitku
$ukati, i na onuju, vybranoho natinja Bzho, pové&st, iZ pjat slov vyrozum&nym, an&Z
tmami neponjatym jazykom (v nauce zvla¥a do naroda) moviti poZitetn&j$aja red
estb, pomné&ti povinen. I najko$tovn&j§ij abovEém v zemlju zakopanyj klejnot, xot
starane do najdenja sebe poruSaet poZitku odnak Zadnoho, utaennoju skritostju
svoeju ne Cinit. Toj koStovnyj a pevnyj v Evhlii Utitelnom Slovenskoho jazyka skri-
tostju zakopanyj klejnot, teper (za laskoju i pomo&ju BZeju) Ruskoho jazyka pon-
jatem otkopanyj, i do per§oho poZitku i uZivanja privernenyj i podanyj, pod titulom
zacnoho imeni Vms, na svét vySed§i, slavy vysoce slavhoho domu Vms, po vséxs
storonax, na vs& potomnyi fasy, roznositi i holositi ne perestanet.”

4 Thus, in the matter of retaining the distinction between sacred and apostolic
languages, major figures from both sides of the confessional divide were in general
agreement. VySens’kyj forbade the use of the vulgar tongue in reading scripture
during the liturgy, but urged that the reading be explained simply (‘“‘po prostu’)
after the liturgy for the sake of people’s understanding (‘‘dlja zrozumenija
ljudskoho™’; see ViSenskij, Sodinenjja, p. 23). In similar terms, the Uniate archbishop
of Vitebsk, Josaphat Kuncevy¢, forbade the explanation of the Slavonic words in
Ruthenian when reading the Gospel, or some prayer or ectene aloud. The use of the
vulgar tongue was permitted in the interpretation of the Gospel, after it had been
read, so that the simple people might understand (see Martel, La langue polonaise, p.
99).
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by grammar . . . And with this in view, having done this for the use and
benefit of our brethren, we trust in the Lord that we have not erred. . . .
We have obeyed the Apostle who said: “‘In the church I would rather speak
five words with my understanding that I might teach others, than ten
thousand words in a tongue.”’%’

Berynda sought, however, to distance himself from advocacy of the
exclusive use of the vulgar tongue; he called on the Catholic under-
standing of 1 Corinthians 14:39 in permitting the reading of the
work in Slavonic as well:

Please, taking the Slavonic Synaxaria, read those which you can more easily
obtain. Then, we bless you with the Apostle, saying: ‘‘Covet ta prophesy,
and do not forbid to speak in tongues.”*#

Here Berynda makes use of the interpretative framework provided by
Wujek’s annotation (cf. fn. 43). Church Slavonic has taken the place
of Latin as the ‘‘tongue” in which one is not to be forbidden to
speak.

5. Smotryc’kyj’s views on the relative authority of the language
under discussion also shaped his approach to the problem of the
norm of Slavonic and Ruthenian. While Smotryc’kyj looked to
Greek sources in his programmatic statements, it was Latin humanis-
tic grammar which provided him with much of his information on
the structure of a grammar, including some of the Hellenisms which
appear in his discussion.4’ The imitation of Greek and Latin gram-
mar played a crucial role in his efforts to provide a fixed norm for
Church Slavonic. References to classical grammar abound in
Smotryc’kyj’s work, though in the sections ‘‘On Orthography”’ and

47 Cited according to Titov, Materijaly, p. 178: “Protivo semu a ne prer&kuete

velikorossi, bolhari, i srebi i protii podobnii nams v pravoslavii: sstvorisja se rev-
nostiju i Zeléniems roda naSeho Maloj Rossii blhorodnyxs, hraZdanskixs, i proix
razlinaho pritta ljudej nautiviixssja slovenskaho jazyka hlubokorazumnaho, im&jus-
Caho razumms i mdrosts, jakoZe hrefeskaa i profaa hrammatiteska pisania .
T&mmnZe i my smotreniem se swvtvorSe, radi polzy i priobrétenia Bratii svoei upovaem
o H& jako ne pohr&Sixom . . . povinuxomsja Apslu hljustu: vs crkvi xo8tu pjat
slovess umom moim hlati, da iny polzuju neZeli tmy slovess jazykoms.”

48 Cited according to Titov, Materjjaly, p. 179: “‘Izvoljaaj %e, vzem Sinaksaria Slo-
venskaja proditavaj seb&, jaZe udobnde im&ti vezmoZe$i. TaZe, c&luems vass Sw
Apsloms. Revnuete Ze Prrofestvovati, a eZe hlati jazyki ne vezbranjajte.”

49 See Ostap Kociuba, ‘“The Grammatical Sources of Meletij Smotryc’kyj’s Church
Slavonic Grammar of 1619** (Ph.D. diss., Columbia University, 1975), p. 16.
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“On Etymology’’ he was concerned most with simply regulating the
extent to which Greek and Latin (and occasionally Hebrew) orthog-
raphy and morphology should be retained in words borrowed from
those languages in Church Slavonic.’® Here classical grammar
influenced Smotryc’kyj on a more fundamental level, in the idea that
adverbs in -no were to be used as Slavonic equivalents to the Greek
verbal adjective in -eon and the Latin gerundive in -dum expressing
necessity, e.g., lektéon, legendum, Citatelno (138V-1397).

Greek grammar and the Greek text of the Bible were more
influential in Smotryc’kyj’s formulation of the rules governing Sla-
vonic syntax. The many explicit comparisons of Greek and Latin
syntax with Slavonic betray a desire to provide Slavonic with an
expressive richness like that of the classical languages.’! The fact that
Smotryc’kyj did not simply cite the Ostrih Bible in his discussion of
syntax, but provided a reading which more closely rendered the
Greek source, provides implicit evidence for the great role held by
Greek authorities in his grammatical thought.52

Without question Greek and Latin models are most evident in
Smotryc’kyj’s discussion of a Church Slavonic prosody. Indeed, he
has long been accused of slavishly adapting an essentially alien pro-
sodic system to Slavonic. Looking at the matter from a somewhat
different perspective, we can say that Smotryc’kyj’s respect for the
dignitas of the Greek and Latin languages and literary traditions also
informed his view of Slavonic prosody. The importance which he
attached to classical models is apparent in the defense of Slavonic
prosody with which he prefaced the final section of his grammar:
Smotryc’kyj judged it possible to write poetry in Slavonic on the
grounds that Ovid, in his exile among the ‘‘Sarmatian nations,”’ had
learned their language perfectly and had written poetry (“‘stixi ili v&r-
5i”) in the Slavonic dialect.3

Little can be said about Smotryc’kyj’s views on the norm of
Ruthenian, since explicit information is limited to a few comments
in the grammar. Nonetheless, some data can be elicited from his
practice. For example, it may be possible to determine to what

56 See Smotryc’kyj, Hrammatiky, pp. 5%, T, 9%, 24Y, 25Y, 29V, 35, 4T, 50, 50V, 517,
52%, 53V, 57°, 58V, 597, 607, 627, 63", 66, 67".

51 Smotryc’kyj, Grammatiki, pp. 192¥, 1947, 1977, 200F, 200%, 2027, 202", 216°-217",
2187, 2197, 219V, 222V, 22§, 227Y, 228, 231F, 232Y, 237" -238".

52 See Frick, ‘“‘Meletius Smotricky’s Critical Use of Biblical Citations,”” and
“Meletius Smotricky and the Ruthenian Question,”” pp. 117-137.

53 Smotryc’kyj, Grammatiki, p. 234",
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extent the Church Slavonic norm served as a ‘‘classical’’ model for
Ruthenian3* I call attention here to one orthographic feature com-
mon to Smotryc’kyj’s Church Slavonic and Ruthenian usage. In the
grammar Smotryc’kyj made consistent use of antistoecha to distin-
guish between otherwise ambiguous singular and plural forms.
Robert Mathiesen has described the antistoechum as:

a set of homophonous spellings, the use of which is regulated, as for exam-
ple miir'no ‘pertaining to ointment’ (from mird ‘ointment’) and mir’no
‘peaceful’ (from miro ‘peace’), ezpke (Greek ethnos) and jezpke (Greek
glossa), oblake (o in the singular) and dblaci (w in the plural) . . . .5

Mathiesen notes that the concept is of Greek origin, was first
adapted to Church Slavonic in the fourteenth century, and remained
a feature of most later forms of the language, including the “‘old”’
orthographies of Russian and Bulgarian.

Smotryc’kyj made use of two sets of antistoecha: ¢ /e (=e/€) and
o/w (= o/0). For example, we find the forms proroks (n. sg.) and
proroke (gen. pl.); prorokoms (instr. sg.) and prorokoms (dat. pl.);
orests (n. sg.) and orests (gen. pl.); serdcems (instr. sg.) and serd-
ceme (dat. pl.). Indeed, 0 is used as a marker of the plural in
Smotryc’kyj’s orthography even where no confusion of forms is pos-
sible. Thus there appear pairs of forms such as voevoda (n. sg.) and
voevods (gen. pl.) or doms (n. sg.) and domove or doms(gen. pl.).

Both antistoecha are found in Smotryc’kyj’s Ruthenian texts, as
well. Due to the generalization of the -6v ending for the gentive
plural of masculines and the -am ending for the dative plural, the
number of ambiguous cases in Ruthenian had been greatly reduced.
The instrumental singular and dative plural of masculine and neuter
soft stem nouns would seem to provide the only such ambiguities
possible. On page IV' of the Ruthenian preface to the grammar we
find the instrumental singular staranems and the dative plural u&:
telems. In the unambiguous cases Smotryc’Kyj still used the ‘‘big”’
letter to mark the plural. For example, on page IIV of the same
preface we find both the nominative singular slovo and the genitive
plural slovs, or on page IV' the genitive singular 3koly and on III' the

54 See Tolstoj, ‘‘VzaimootnoZenie,”” pp. 262-63.

55 On the use of antistoecha in the Orthodox tradition before Smotryc’kyj, see
Mathiesen, ‘“‘Inflectional Morphology,” pp. 35-36, and Harvey Goldblatt, ‘‘The
Church Slavonic Language Question in the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Centuries:
Constantine Kostenetki’s Skazdanie izejavijénno o pismenex,” in Aspects, 1:75-77.
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genitive plural 3kok. A more thorough study should determine
whether and to what extent Church Slavonic usage and Smotryc’kyj’s
grammar (especially the section devoted to orthography) played a
normative role in the use of Ruthenian by Smotryc’kyj and others.

Other sections of the grammar were clearly not thought to apply
to Ruthenian. For example, the system of versification found in the
grammar and based on the classical system of vowel length was
apparently intended for use in Church Slavonic only. 1 base my
assumption on the fact that Smotryc’kyj’s own efforts to write
Ruthenian verse followed the Polish syllabic model then in
acceptance. 36

It seems likely that Smotryc’kyj thought of the Ruthenian vulgar
tongue as bearing the imprint, to varying degrees, of each of the
other four languages discussed as a part of the Ruthenian language
question. The Greek influence is evident primarily in the attempts
to translate biblical texts into Ruthenian. The mark of Slavonic is
perhaps clearest in Ruthenian orthography. Smotryc’kyj noted,
moreover, that a certain orthographic feature not found in Slavonic
had ‘“‘gotten into the Ruthenian expressions from the Polish and
Latin languages.”’%’

It would seem that Smotryc’kyj and others conceived of
Ruthenian as a mixed language which belonged to the same general
system of linguistic conventions as Church Slavonic. Thus, in order
to make up for Ruthenian’s limited expressive capabilities, varying
amounts of Slavonic could be added. An explicit reference to this
practice is found in the preface to Kyrylo Trankvilion-Stavrovec’kyj’s
Zercalo bohoslovjja (Kiev, 1618). The author states that ‘‘both the
vulgar tongue and Slavonic have been used in this book rather than
the vulgar tongue throughout.”” This was because Slavonic had been
introduced in order to cite Holy Scripture and to render theological
subtleties. 8

% For example, the verse preceding the version of the preface to the Homiletic
Gospel dedicated to the Ogins’kyj and Volovy&¢ families comprises fourteen lines of
thirteen syllables in rhymed couplets, with a caesura after the seventh syllable:

Dvojakii, pod helmoms ednakim, klejnoty,
Znamenityi, jasne, vyraZajuts cnoty
Dvoxs prezacnyxs Familij, v odine doms zlu€onyxs,
V slavé, a%s pod samoe nebo, vyvySonyxs. . . .
5T Smotryc’kyj, Grammatiki, pp. 7.
58 See Tolstoj, ‘‘Vzaimootno$enie,”” p. 253, and Struminsky, ‘‘Language Question
in the Ukrainian Lands,”’ pp. 30-31.
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I have found no discussion of this problem in Smotryc’kyj’s work.
Nonetheless, it may be inferred from his practice that he used vary-
ing amounts of Slavonic in Ruthenian works for stylistic effect. Let
us compare, for example, the Homiletic Gospel (Vevis, 1616) with the
Kazan’e (Vilnius, 1620) on the death of Leontij KarpovyZ. In the
first work, intended for the instruction of ‘‘simple and ignorant peo-
ple,”’ all biblical citations were given in a Ruthenian translation. In
the Kazan’e, on the other hand, a work which seems to have been
addressed to a more sophisticated audience, the Bible is cited in Sla-
vonic, thus lending the funeral oration greater stylistic variety.5?

6. This study has dealt with theories and opinions about language
and culture. In the Ruthenian lands at the end of the sixteenth and
the beginning of the seventeenth century, five linguistic media of
varying levels of dignitas were in competition. One possible solution
to the Ruthenian language question might have entailed the adoption
of the language in use throughout the rest of the Polish
Commonwealth—i.e., Latin—alongside the local vulgar tongue. It is
likely that this was Skarga’s preferred solution. Another response
might have limited Orthodox usage to Slavonic and Ruthenian. This
appears to have been the preference of Ivan VySens’kyj. Smotryc’kyj
and many of his contemporaries sought to establish the dignitas and
codify the norm of an Orthodox cultural language, Church Slavonic,
and to introduce the limited use of the related local vulgar tongue,
Ruthenian, without rejecting the benefit to be derived for the Ortho-
dox Ruthenians from a use of Latin and Polish. In theoretical
terms, Smotryc’kyj and others saw a functional equivalence between
Latin and Church Slavonic, on the one hand, and between Polish
and Ruthenian, on the other. Both Latin and Slavonic as suprana-
tional languages of church and culture could in some ways serve as
“‘classical” models for the Polish and Ruthenian vulgar tongues. It
is certainly possible that Smotryc’kyj made some use of the terms of
the Polish linguistic debates of the sixteenth century in discussing
the relationship between Slavonic and Ruthenian.

Certain aspects of these theoretical pronouncements seemed to
have had less significance in practice. For example, Smotryc’kyj
assigned highest authority to Greek, which, of the five languages in
question, was certainly the least well known and the least often used

59 See David A. Frick, *‘Kazanie Melecjusza Smotryckiego z lat 1620/21: Wersje
ruska i polska,’’ in Studia z filologii polskiej i stowianskiej 23 (1985):153-61.



THE RUTHENIAN LANGUAGE QUESTION 51

by Ruthenian scholars. Second, although he attempted to provide
rules allowing the use of Church Slavonic alongside Latin as a
language for all elevated literary purposes, in practice Slavonic was
used almost exclusively for liturgical purposes. Finally, many of
Smotryc’kyj’s statements concerning Ruthenian were in the form of
desiderata calling for the publication of certain types of works: a
catechism, lives of the saints, a postil.

One result of the Ruthenian linguistic controversies of the age of
the Counter-Reformation would seem to be a general agreement that
the new Ruthenian culture should be a symbiosis of Orthodox tradi-
tions with Latin learning. Many aspects of the debates of the 1610s
and 1620s were put into practice by the next generation. The gen-
eral outlines of Smotryc’kyj’s cultural program for the Ruthenian
nation are recognizable in the curriculum of the Kiev Mohyla
Academy and in the types of books published in Kiev in the 1630s
and 1640s.

The Ruthenian language question, moreover, was by no means of
local interest only. Smotryc’kyj had envisaged a leading role for the
Ruthenian nation in a cultural and spiritual revival of the other
Orthodox Slavic nations. Although the Ruthenian culture elaborated
in the debates of the early seventeenth century did not develop in
the way the participants in the discussions might have envisaged or
wished, it is certainly likely that some aspects of the Ruthenian
debates provided models for other nations. Several studies have
documented the immense influence exerted throughout the seven-
teenth and eighteenth centuries by Smotryc’kyj’s grammar of Church
Slavonic, and by the authority of Ruthenian scholars and books in
general, among the Romanians and the Slavs of the Slavonic rite,
including Uniates, Croatian glagolja¥i, and all the Orthodox Slavs.50
Perhaps future research will be able to determine to what extent the
Ruthenian model for the relationship between Church Slavonic and

60 On the wider influence of Smotryc’kyj’s grammar, see 1. Zasadkevit, Meletjj
Smotrickij kak filolog (Odessa, 1883); Meletij Smotryc’kyj, Hrammatiki Slavenskija
Pravilnoe Syntagma, ed. Olexa Horbatsch (Frankfurt am Main, 1974); Nim&uk,
Hramatyka Smotryc’koho, pp. 90-111.
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the vulgar tongue influenced the establishment of such mixed norms
as Slavo-Serbian or Slavo-Bulgarian.!

University of California, Berkeley

61 On the seventeenth- and eighteenth-century debates over the use of the vulgar
tonguz among the South Slavs, see: Micaela S. Iovine, ‘“The ‘Illyrian Language’
and the Language Question among the Southern Slavs in the Seventeenth and
Eighteenth Centuries,”” in Aspects, 1:101-156; N.I. Tolstoj, ‘‘Literaturnyj jazyk u
serbov v XVIII veke,” in Slavianskoe i balkanskoe jazykoznanie (Moscow, 1979), pp.
154-97; V.P. Gudkov, ‘‘Bor’ba koncepcij ‘slavenskogo’ i ‘prostogo’ jazyka v istorii
literaturnogo jazyka u serbov,” in Slavianskoe i balkanskoe jazykoznanie, pp.
198-211; Lionello Costantini, ‘‘Note sulla questione della lingua presso i Serbi tra il
XVIII e il XIX secolo,” in Studi sulla questione della lingua presso gli Slavi, pp.
163-224; Lionello Costantini, Slavo ecclesiastico e volgare nella Grammatika Italian-
skaja di Vikentije Ljultina (Florence, 1976); Riccardo Picchio, “‘Lo slavobuigaro di
Paisij,”” Ricerche Slavistiche 14 (1966):77-112; Giuseppe Dell’Agata, “The Bulgarian
Language Question from the Sixteenth to the Nineteenth Century,” in Aspects,
1:157-88.



The Ruthenian Language of Meletij Smotryc’kyj:
Phonology

STEFAN M. PUGH

1. In historical studies of the Ukrainian and Belorussian languages,
the term ‘‘Middle” is often used to describe the stage of develop-
ment encompassing the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, much
as it is used in studies of ‘‘Middle Russian.”” While it seems practi-
cal to speak of ‘“‘Middle Ukrainian”’ or ‘‘Middle Belorussian’ as a
distinct phase in the history of these languages, such a label implies
the existence of Ukrainian and Belorussian as distinct literary
languages at this time. In fact, written texts of this period require
special labels. During the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries the
language of non-Russian East Slavic literature underwent substan-
tial changes: intense interaction with Polish and the revival of
Church Slavonic for literary purposes served to obscure the
development of regional features in the spoken languages. Conse-
quently it is rarely possible to describe a document from this period
as simply ‘‘Ukrainian’’ or ‘‘Belorussian,” and a more general name
is needed: here we will use ‘‘Ruthenian” in reference to the writ-
ten language of the non-Russian East Slavic lands. In addition,
however, texts from this period may reflect features more specific
of either modern Ukrainian or modern Belorussian. Textual
analysis often enables us to characterize more accurately the
language of individual writers as either ‘‘Ukrainian-Ruthenian” or
‘““Belorussian-Ruthenian’’; these terms emphasize the general
Ruthenian nature of a person’s language, while at the same time
indicating the presence of Ukrainian or Belorussian elements.
Although we may still not be able to call the language analyzed
““Ukrainian™ or ‘‘Belorussian,” it now becomes possible to treat it
more precisely as part of the Ukrainian or the Belorussian linguistic
tradition!

1 Studies on the differentiation of early Ukrainian and Belorussian texts are cited
by George Y. Shevelov in his Historical Phonology of the Ukrainian Language (Heidel-
berg, 1979), p. 406.
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2. Meletij Smotryc’kyj (ca. 1578-1633) was a scholar and polemi-
cist best known for a grammar of the Church Slavonic language
entitled Hrammatiky Slavénskyja pravylnoe Syntagma (1619). He
was born in the town of Smotry€, Podolia, today in the Ukraine,
but spent much of his later life in Belorussian linguistic territory
(Vilnius and Minsk). In current scholarship, therefore, Smotryc’kyj
and his written language are identified by some as ‘‘Ukrainian’’ and
by others as ‘“‘Belorussian.’’? The present study analyzes his
Ruthenian writings, in an attempt to characterize his language, if
possible, as ‘“‘Ukrainian-Ruthenian’ or ‘‘Belorussian-Ruthenian.”’

I will not treat Smotryc’kyj’s polemical treatises, written in Pol-
ish, or the Slavonic text of his grammar. My study is based on two
texts written in Ruthenian: the short preface to Smotryc’kyj’s
grammar, and Kazan’e na Zestnyj pohreb o. Leontjja Karpovita, a ser-
mon delivered in 1620 in honor of L. Karpovi¢, deceased archiman-
drite of the Monastery of the Holy Spirit in Vilnius. The language
of these texts is typical of sixteenth- and seventeenth-century
Ruthenian, sometimes referred to as prosta mova;? its lexical and
morphological components comprise East Slavic, Polish, and
Church Slavonic elements, while its phonological component may
be generally described as Ruthenian, because most features are
common to Ukrainian and Belorussian. My analysis is devoted to
the identification of Ruthenian phonological elements in
Smotryc’kyj’s language; the features found in Kazan'e and the pre-
face to his grammar are classified according to their occurrence in
modern Ukrainian and modern Belorussian.

3. The native Ukrainian/Belorussian phonological features in
Smotryc’kyj’s texts are partly hidden by his traditional orthography:

2 Smotryc’kyj is considered Ukrainian by such Ukrainian scholars as Dmytro
Cy%evs’kyj (History of Russian Literature [The Hague, 19601, p. 359) and V. V. Nim-
tuk (Meletjj Smotryc'kyj, Hramawka [Kiev, 19791, p. 7). Yet even CyZevs’kyj once
described him as ‘“White Russian” (Comparative History of Slavic Literatures [Vander-
bilt University Press, 19711, p. 93). Belorussian scholars generally claim him as
Belorussian; thus we find he is included in Istorjia belorusskoj dooktjabr’skaj literatury,
V. V. Borisenko et al., eds. (Minsk, 1977), which, interestingly enough, does not
mention Kazan'e among Smotryc’kyj’s works; this text is, however, cited as a source
for Histarytny slownik belaruskaj movy (Minsk, 1982-) and Histary®naja marfalohija
belaruskaj movy, A. M. Bulyka et al. (Minsk, 1979).

3 For a discussion of prosta mova, see, e.g., Boris A. Uspenskij, “‘Diglossija i dvuja-
zytie v istorii russkogo literaturnogo jazyka,”’ International Journal of Slavic Linguis-
tics and Poetics 27 (1983):94.
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as a grammarian of Church Slavonic he wrote in accordance with
the “‘correct’ orthographic norms of that language. Nevertheless,
several Ruthenian characteristics can be identified.*

A listing of the phonological features of Smotryc’kyj’s language
follows. Of them, (a) through (c) are common to the majority of
modern Ukrainian dialects (except those in the extreme north),
while (d) through (f) are limited to the southwestern dialects; (g)
is characteristic of south Ukrainian in general, with the exception of
the Carpathian dialects in the extreme southwest.

(@ Common Slavic *¢ > [i]: The letter ‘jat’” (%) is used
etymologically in Church Slavonic and Ruthenian lexemes, and pro-
vides no evidence of the change *& > [il or [i&]. It is clear, how-
ever, that this letter does in fact have the value [i] in Smotryc’kyj’s
language: jat’ appears in place of the Latin letter i in many Polish
lexemes. In words of Polish origin the writer was not constrained
by traditional Cyrillic orthographic norms, and was able to represent
phonetic [i] by means of the symbol which had this value in his
system. Thus we find: an® (183,9)° < ani ‘and not, nor’;
(a) bovem (e.g., 9a,14) < (a)bowim;® dovedpu (22,14) < dowcip
‘keenness, intelligence’, in modern Polish ‘joke, wit’; musélyby
(20a,12) < musi¢, now musie¢ ‘to have to’;? neziétonyi (28,17) <
niezliczony ‘innumerable’; négdy (18a,18) < nigdy ‘never’; ném
(17,2) < nim, ‘before, by the time’; n¥¥i (e.g., 6,9) < nizli
‘before then, than’; ustav®¥nyi (e.g., 17a,13) < ustawiczny

4 Such features have been identified in his grammar as well; Olexa Horbatsch cites
the following: coalescence of *iand *y, *& and *e (north Ukrainian), unstressed *¢
and *e (north Ukrainian), as well as the hardening of *r’ > r (east Podolian-
Volhynian-Polissian), palatalized ¥’ in the sequence %a/#'a (west Polissian), and the
confusion of xv-£ Some of the above are not identified in the language of
Smotryc’kyj’s preface or Kazan'e (see O. Horbatsch, ed., Hrammatiki Slavenskija Pra-
vilnoe  Syntagma.  Jevie 1619.  Kirchenslavische Grammatik [ Erstausgbe]
[Frankfurt/Main, 1974], p. vii).

5 Arabic-numeral page and line references follow S. Maslov’s edition of Kazan’e in
Ctenie v istoriteskom ob¥lestve Nestora-letopisca, vol. 20 (Kiev, 1907), pp. 121-55.
Roman-numeral citations refer to the preface to Smotryc’kyj’s grammar, following
O. Horbatsch’s pagination (see fn. 4, above). Arabic-numeral references to the text
of the grammar also follow Horbatsch. All forms cited from the preface have been
checked against the facsimile edition of Smotryc’kyj’s grammar (V. V. Nim&uk,
Kiev, 1979); those cited from Kazan’e have been verified by referring to the
manuscript (a microfilm of which I obtained for this purpose).

6 (A4) bowiem also occurs in Old Polish.

7 Both forms are cited in-Stownik Staropolski, while S. Reczek cites only musié in his
Podregczny Stownik Dawnej Polszczyzny (Wroctaw-Warsaw-Cracow, 1968).
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‘constant’; vénluet (2,11) < winszowa¢ ‘to wish’; v&xrjaloj (24a,5)
< wichrzy¢ ‘to trouble, foment trouble’; vnévet (11,9) < wniwecz
‘nothing’; vylé¢ati (22,17) < wylicza¢ ‘to enumerate’.

(b) Coalescence of Common Slavic *y and *i Although etymo-
logical spelling is the rule, this change is apparent in a few cases:
dosit’ (8a,7) ‘enough’, next to dosyt’ (17a,15; 20,11) < *y; pitaju-
tujusia (11a,4) ‘asking’, next to neispytani (2a,3) ‘inscrutable’ and
zapytanyi (21a,9) ‘asked” < *-pyt-; tigiaa (27a,20) ‘1000’ < *y;8
vilivaly (19a, 4) ‘flowed out’ < *vyliv-,

Although examples with r are not conclusive, when etymological
*y is involved, the spelling -ri- is not necessarily explained by the
hardening of *r’ (whereas the converse, -ry- < *ri, might be so
explained). We may therefore cite the spelling rixi (22a,13)
‘more quickly’ (< *y) as another possible reflection of the coales-
cence of *y and *i; compare etymological ryx@Zoho (17,13) ‘earli-
est, most prompt’.

(c) Common Slavic *o and *e > [il in closed syllables: This
change is not generally reflected in Ruthenian texts until the mid-
seventeenth century; however, in the Middle Ruthenian period the
intermediate stage [u] is evident. In Smotryc’kyj’s texts the letter u
is never found in place of original o or e, but Greek omega w is
used in such a way as to suggest that it has a phonetic value that
differs from [o], possibly a tense vowel [o], or even [ul, represent-
ing an intermediate stage in the development *o > [i].? Primarily
written in place of *o, the omega is found in the genitive and dative
plural desinences of old o-stem feminines in the genitive plural
before the #-desinence, where modern standard Ukrainian regu-
larly has i: jazykwv (IIb,1) ‘languages’, sudwm (6a,10) ‘judg-
ments’, skov (e.g., 8,2) ‘words’, ¥kw! (III,3) ‘schools’, and many
others. Compare examples from *e: roditwv (e.g., 15a,18)
‘parents’, of¥tepencwv (24a,11) ‘apostates’.

It should not be surprising that these spellings appear to be lim-
ited to specific morphological categories, since it is precisely in such
environments that the Ukrainian development of *o and *e is most
evident. The fact that the desinences -wv and -wm were generalized

8 Although the variant with / is also attested in early documents; see I. L.
Sreznevskij, Materialy dlja slovarja drevne-russkogo jazyka, 3 vols. (St. Petersburg,
1893-1912), 3:1073.

9 Smotryc’kyj himself describes the omega as a long vowel; see p. 2b of the gram-
mar.
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in Smotryc’kyj’s language must not necessarily prevent us from
interpreting w as a vowel differing in quality from [0]. The develo-
ment of *-ov > [uv] > modern Ukrainian -iv is well documented.
The generalization of -am for the dative plural was not finally com-
pleted until the early eighteenth century, and reflexes of *-om/-em
are still found in some modern dialects (including Podolian);!0 it is
therefore possible that -wm in Smotryc’kyj’s language represents a
reflex of *-om, differing phonetically from [om].!1

(d) On the basis of our study it may be possible to infer that
Smotryc’kyj’s language was characterized by incomplete hardening
of *r'12 Word-finally the letter r is often followed by the front jer
letter (e.g., alfavitar’ [Illb, 7] ‘alphabet’, vnutr’ [lla, 2] ‘inside’, 3ir’
[28,9] ‘expand!’). Soft r’ also occurs before a: pastyr’ (20a,6)
‘shepherd’, pastyria (26a,9), pastyriami (27a,3), morja (17,18)
‘sea’, a.o0.

In preconsonantal position *r’ hardened very early in East Slavic;
as expected, the front jer letter does not appear in this environment
in the texts studied. Frequently, however, a superscript grapheme
representing a back jer (7) is written above a hardened precon-
sonantal r (e.g., navér.’nw‘u ‘certain’), indicating a possible awareness
on the part of the author that a jer letter had earlier been written in
this position.

(e) There is no evidence of gemination of consonants in the
Common Slavic sequence ‘“‘consonant + front jer + j>° (*-Cej-);
this is not unusual, since spellings containing doubled consonants
are not widely found until the early- to mid-seventeenth century.
More significantly, some modern southwest Ukrainian dialects near
the region of Meletij’s birth (e.g., west Podolian dialects) are
characterized by the lack of such consonant gemination (whether
this reflects its loss or the original ungeminated consonant); we
may therefore be justified in positing ungeminated consonants in
Smotryc’kyj’s language.

10 s, P. Bevzenko, A. P. Hry3tenko et al., Istorjjia ukrajins’koji movy (Kiev, 1978),
pp. 106-107.

11 The question of the phonetic value of the Greek omega in Middle Ruthenian
deserves more attention; I will examine it more closely in another, separate study.

12 Modern Podolian no longer has palatal ’, since some of the neighboring Dnies-
ter (Naddnistrjans’ki) dialects still do, it is not inconceivable that west Podolian had
not yet hardened *r’ completely by 1600. On the modern dialect situation, see F. T.
Zylko, Narysy z dialektolohiji ukrajins’koji movy (Kiev, 1966), p. 198.
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(f) The genitive plural desinence in old i-stem nouns and the
old n-stem noun den’ ‘day’ are without exception spelled -jj (writ-
ten w2 in the manuscripts) from Common Slavic *-vjo, €.g., dnjj
(13,21) ‘days’, Jjudjj (15,11) ‘people’.

Since the north and southeast Ukrainian desinence in these
stems is -¢j, as it is in the other East Slavic languages, the spelling
-ij could be interpreted as Church Slavonic; in Smotryc’kyj’s texts,
however, grammatical morphemes that are identifiable as purely
Church Slavonic are confined to the Church Slavonic lexicon. The
fact that the occurrence of the desinence -jj is not so limited allows
us to interpret it as -yj (<*-jj), a feature of southwest Ukrainian.
In addition, Smotryc’kyj uses this desinence in words of Polish ori-
gin (where Polish has -i not -j), e.g., okoli¢nostij (14a,15) ‘occa-
sions’; since he regularly uses Ruthenian grammatical desinences
with Polish lexemes, this provides further confirmation that -jjis a
native Ruthenian rather than a Slavonic form.

() The following spellings in Smotryc’kyj’s texts indicate the
possible retention of voiced consonants before voiceless
consonants:!3  blo)homerzkoi (4,3) ‘God-hating’, cf. modern
Ukrainian bohomerz’kyj;, rozstatisia (24,6) ‘to part with’, cf.
Ukrainian rozstatysia; do¥tem (22a,2) ‘rain’;!4 xudozstva (IV,3)
‘art’; bozsk- (e.g., 2,15) ‘of God’; bli¥ymi (21a,4) ‘closest’; nan-
i#$oho (19a, 5) ‘lowest’.

4. Three phonological features are present that are characteristic of
both modern Ukrainian and modern Belorussian. Other features
common to both languages are not attested because of
Smotryc’kyj’s traditional orthography.

(a) Hardening of *c *¥ *% *¢ *3 The affricate ¢ is evidently
hard in Smotryc’kyj’s language, since the spellings -¢gja-, -¢ju-, and
final -c» do not occur; the vowel-letter @, which may represent je-

13 Although we use the traditional terms “‘voiced’’ and “‘voiceless” here, Henning
Andersen has shown that tenseness rather than voice is distinctive in Ukrainian; cf.
his article ‘Indo-European Voicing Sandhi in Ukrainian,”” Scando-Slavica
(Copenhagen), 15 (1969):157-69.
14 Shevelov states that this spelling, current in the ‘“Middle Ukrainian™ period,
reflects phonetic [2d%] (4 Historical Phonology of the Ukrainian Language, p. 483). It
is not inconceivable, however, that [2¢] is indicated; in view of modern Ukrainian
_ do¥t, it is possible that the form cited in our study represents an intermediate stage
in the development *doZd% > dost.
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initially,!3 only serves to differentiate plural and singular noun para-
digms and most likely does not indicate palatalization in a preceding
¢, e.g., mladenciem (IV,3) °‘child’ dative plural, vs. mladencem
instrumental singular (see p. 5b of the grammar for other exam-
ples). The letters §, 2, & and 3¢ also do not occur with a front jer
letter (soft sign), and a jotized vowel-letter (ju) is only in evidence
after ¥ and &: Zjupelom (13a,16) ‘sulfur’, and ka%ju (23a,19) ‘say,
command’ are Church Slavonicisms, the former occurring in a bibl-
ical passage (Apoc 21:8), the latter following Smotryc’kyj’s Church
Slavonic verbal paradigms (cf. p. 172b of the grammar); & + ju is
found in all forms of the verb Zuti ‘to hear, feel’ (e.g., &ujet [13,7]
‘hears’) and once in duZo- (18,7) ‘foreign’. It is unclear whether
the spelling &- indicates that the affricate is still palatal or if it is
merely attributable to orthographic tradition; since Zylko and
Zilyns’kyj have shown that there are Ukrainian dialects retaining
palatal &, the former cannot be ruled out as a possibility.!¢ The fre-
quent use of the letter y in place of i after all the palatals (including
¢) leads one to believe that & was not generally palatal, but if at all
only before -u: Zivutym (19a,3) ‘living’, cf. bliZ¥ymi (21a,4)
‘closest’, a.o.

(b) By Smotryc’kyj’s time, *g had been spirantized in
Ruthenian, as is evident from the texts analyzed: the letters - / and
I' (introduced by Smotryc’kyj himself)!? represent the foreign
voiced velar stop [gl, in place of the old digraph KI'. Cf. the form
hojnosti (22a,5) ‘generosity’ < Polish hojnos¢ ‘generosity’, written
with Cyrillic I' (= Ukrainian [h]). The new graphemes are used in
words of Polish, Latin, and Greek origin: cf. srogim (11, 14) ‘strict,
severe’, argumenta (Illa,11) ‘arguments’, grammatika (IV,1)
‘grammar’ (but compare hrammatiki [I1, 3], written with I').

(c) Both Ukrainian and Belorussian experienced the loss of ini-
tial *j» -, a change reflected in Smotryc’kyj’s language. The preposi-
tion z < *izand *s» occurs 71x, while iz"’ is not found. The prefix
iz-, on the other hand, is attested 23x in Church Slavonic lexemes,

15 Smotryc’kyj states that this grapheme may have the value ““ie”; pp. 2-3b of
the grammar.

16 Zylko, Narysy z dialektolohjji ukrajins’koji movy, pp. 61-63, 192. 1. Zilyns’kyj, 4
Phonetic Description of the Ukrainian Language (Cambridge, Mass., 1979), p. 116.

17 V. V. Nim&uk, Meletjj Smotryc’kyj. Hramatyka (Kiev, 1979), p. 34. V. V. Ani-
tenka, ‘“‘Vyvulenne mjascovaj raznavidnasci kniZnaslavjanskaj movy w hramatycy
M. Smatryckaha,” in Sxidno-slov’’jans’ki hramatyky XVI-XVII st. Materialy sympo-
ziumu (Kiev, 1982), pp. 122-27.
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while the Ruthenian prefix z- occurs only 7x. Loss of i- in the
verb mét, maju ‘have’ is found 50x (e.g., majut” [IIb,8], m&l”’
[7a,7], once in steznet”” (24a,12) ‘disappear’. Retention of i- is
found only in the verb ‘to have’ in Slavonic passages, e.g., imate
(10a, 20), imam” (24,3).

Initial i- alternates with j- in Ukrainian and Belorussian when fol-
lowing a vowel, evidence of this alternation is found once in the
spelling of the conjunction i ‘and’ as j (written u): . . . shuZbu

. dbale j ostoroine obxodil”. . . (21,7-8) ‘. . .he celebrated
the liturgy mindfully and carefully. . .’

5. Smotryc’kyj’s texts do not reflect any phonological features that
are common only to south Belorussian and north Ukrainian
(akan’e, diphthongization of *e and *o in closed syllables, realiza-
tion of unstressed *¢ as [el), or that are identifiable as Belorussian
alone (cekanne/dzekanne).

In light of the results of this analysis, then, we may be justified
in labelling the phonological component of Smotryc’kyj’s language
as ‘‘Ukrainian-Ruthenian”; the only ‘‘Belorussian’ phonological
features occurring in his texts are also characteristic of Ukrainian.

Future studies dealing with the morphological, lexical, and syn-
tactic components will allow the formulation of more general con-
clusions about Meletij Smotryc’kyj’s language.

Duke University



The 1652 Beauplan Maps of the Ukraine

A. B. PERNAL and D. F. ESSAR

Guillaume Le Vasseur, sieur de Beauplan, a Huguenot French
noble from Normandy, was a talented writer, a skilled military
engineer, and a renowned cartographer. During his lifetime he
served four monarchs: Louis XIII (1610-1643) and Louis XIV
(1643-1715) of France, and Zygmunt III (1587-1632) and W{a-
dystaw IV (1632-1648) of Poland.!

I The following publications provide valuable information for a biography of Beau-

plan: A. Anthiaume, ‘‘Le Dieppois Guillaume Le Vasseur, sieur de Beauplan,
ingénieur du roi au XVII® siécle,”” Comité des travaux historiques et scientifiques. Buk
letin de la section de géographie 41 (1926):209-219; I’ko Borshchak, ‘‘Boplaniana,”
Litopys polityky, pys'menstva i mystetstva, no. 17, 2 (1924):258, and “‘Giiom Levasser
de Boplan 1672~6.XI1.-1923. (Z nahody 250 rokiv iocho smerty) [sicl,” ibid., no.
1, 1 (1923):8-10; Karol Buczek, ‘“‘Beauplan Wilhelm Le Vasseur de,” Polski
Stownik Biograficzny 1 (1935):384-86; idem, ‘‘Beauplaniana,” Wiadomosci Stuz by
Geograficznej 8 (1934):1-35; idem, ““Ze studiéw nad mapami Beauplana,” ibid., 7
(1923):20-53; idem, Dzieje kartografii poiskiei od XV do XVIII wieku: Zarys
analityczno-syntentyczny (Wroctaw, 1963), and the expanded English translation, The
History of Polish Cartography from the 15th to the 18th Century, trans. Andrzej Potocki
(Wrodlaw, 1966); Czestaw Chowaniec, ‘‘Une carte militaire polonaise au XVII® gje-
cle (Les origines de la carte de I'Ukraine dressée par Guillaume le Vasseur de Beau-
plan),”” Revue internationale d’histoire militaire 3 (1952): 546 -62; Mikalaj Dzikowski,
“Zbior kartograficzny Uniwersyteckiej Bibljoteki Publicznej w Wilnie,”” Ateneum
Wilenskie 8 (1931-1932):286-321; D. F. Essar and A. B. Pernal, ‘‘Beauplan’s
Description d'Ukranie: A Bibliography of Editions and Translations,” Harvard
Ukrainian Studies 6, no. 4 (1982):485-99; Augustin Galitzin’s introduction to a
reedition of the 1660 edition of Beaupian’s Description d’Ukranie (Paris, 1861); Stan-
istaw Herbst, ‘‘Prace kartograficzne Beauplana-Hondiusa z roku 1652,”’ Przeglgd His-
toryczny 43 (1952):[125-128]; R. Hervé, ‘‘Levasseur de Beauplan’s Maps of Nor-
mandy and Brittany,” Imago Mundi 17 (1956):73-75; R. Jacyk, ‘‘Analiza mapy
Ukrainy Beauplana,” Polski Przeglgd Kartograficzny, 9 (1931):66-89; V. A. Kordt,
Materialy po istorii russkoi kartografii 2 pts. (Kiev, 1899-1910); V. T.
Liaskoronskii’s introduction in Gil’'om’ Levasser-de-Boplan’ i ego istoriko-
geograficheskie trudy otnositel’no Iuzhnoi Rossii, a Russian translation of the 1660 edi-
tion of Beauplan’s Description d'Ukranie (Kiev, 1901); Bolestaw Olszewicz,
“Kartografia polska XVII wieku,” Polski Przeglgd Kartograficzny 9 (1931):109-138;
A. B. Pernal and D. F. Essar, “The 1673 Variant of Beauplan’s General Map of
Ukraine,” Cartographica 20 (1983):92-98; M. H. Vavrychyn, ‘‘Karty ukrains’kykh
zemel H. Boplana v bibliotekakh i arkhivakh SRSR,”’ Bibliohrafichna informatsiia i
suchasnist’. Zbirnyk naukovykh prats’ (Kiev, 1981), pp. 116-27; and Zbigniew
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The son of a respected hydrographer also named Guillaume Le
Vasseur (d. 1643), Beauplan was born most probably in Dieppe in
1600. Enlisting in the army at an early age, he chose to specialize
in military engineering, and at the same time gained experience in
the related areas of artillery and cartography. In 1616, serving
under the command of Marshal Concino Concini, Marquis d’Ancre,
he already held the rank of lieutenant.

Political turbulence and religious intolerance in his homeland
were two important factors, among others, that influenced the
young French officer to accept an offer to continue his military
career in the faraway Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. Arriving
there at the close of 1630, he was posted in the Ukraine, to an artil-
lery unit of the Crown army, which was commanded by Crown
Grand Hetman Stanistaw Koniecpolski and then, after
Koniecpolski’s death in 1646, by Mikolaj Potocki. In 1637 he was
appointed courtier of Wiladyslaw IV and, probably shortly
thereafter, he could list the following title and rank after his name:
Sacrae Regiae Maiestatis architectus militaris et capitaneus artilleriae.
Beauplan participated in the quelling of the 1637 and 1638 Cossack
rebellions, as well as in the very difficult campaign against the
Tatars in the winter of 1646—1647. For reasons that are not clear,
Potocki released him from military service in the Crown army on
29 March 1647.

Before departing to France, Beauplan spent some time in
Gdansk. There he corrected, revised, and completed certain maps
and illustrations which were being engraved by Willem Hondius (b.
after 1597, d. 1652), who was well-known in the publishing and
cartographic fields and held the official title Sacrae Regiae Maiestatis
chalcographus privilegiatus.? Beauplan would reappear in Gdansk, for
the same purpose, in 1650.

On his return to France, Beauplan resided in Dieppe; in 1650 he
purchased property in Rouen and moved there permanently. Once
again his homeland’s political climate, shaped by the Fronde and
other developments, failed to offer the security he desired. Thus,
for a second time Beauplan decided to depart from France—this

Wojcik’s introduction in Eryka Lassoty i Wilhelma Beauplana opisy Ukrainy, a Polish
translation of the 1660 edition of Beauplan’s Description d’Ukranie (Warsaw, 1972).

2 For a biography of Hondius, see J. C. Block, Das Kupferstick-Werk des Wilhelm
Hondius (Gdansk, 1891); and the more recent studies of Irena Fabiani-Madeyska,
“Hondius (Hondt) Wilhelm,”” Polski Stownik Biograficzny 9 (1961):605-606, and
““Kilka dat z zycia Hondiusza,”” Rocznik Gdanski13 (1954):133-38.
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time to the West Indies. Little is known about Beauplan’s tour of
duty overseas, where he once again served in a military capacity for
some part of the 1650s. One accomplishment is known, however;
he is credited with drafting a plan of the port city of Cartagena
(located in present-day Colombia).?

Some time after his return to France, Beauplan was given an
appointment in the royal army as military engineer. He began to
serve under the command of a rising genius in the arts of
fortification, trench warfare, and siege named Sébastien Le Prestre,
sieur de Vauban. By 1665 Beauplan was already an ingénieur ordk
naire of Louis XIV, specializing in cartography. He received sub-
stantial sums of money from Jean-Baptiste Colbert, controleur gén-
éral des Finances, for preparing maps of Normandy and Brittany.*

The father of several children, Beauplan married twice: his first
wife was Marie Doquet; his second, Elisabeth Boivin. He died in
1673.

Beauplan described his experiences in the Ukraine, or the
southeastern palatinates of the Commonwealth, in his book Descrip-
tion des contrées du royaume de Pologne (Rouen, 1651). Only about
one hundred copies were printed, but the volume proved popular
enough to warrant a second, larger edition, with an expanded text
and a new title: Description d’Ukranie (Rouen, 1660; reissues
Rouen-Paris, 1661, and Rouen, 1673).5 The text of the 1651 edi-
tion appeared in various languages in Blaeu’s atlases published in
the 1660s.6 Beauplan is also the author of the short reference book
Table des déclinaisons du soleil (Rouen, 1662), and another work
which, as far as can be determined, was never published.” Some
authorities also attribute to Beauplan the following titles: Traité de
la sphére et de ses parties (Rouen, 1631; Rouen, 1651); L’Usage de

3 This plan of the port and its environs is held in the Bibliothéque nationale
(Paris). A manuscript, measuring 45x67 cm., it bears the date 1650, but in a
different ink than that used for the plan.

4 Carte générale de Normandie, comprising twelve sheets and measuring 123 x213
cm., printed at Rouen in 1667. Carte générale de Bretagne, on a parchment sheet
measuring 67 x89 cm., finished in 1666. See Hervé, ‘‘Maps of Normandy and Brit-
tany,”” pp. 73-75.

5 Apparently there is also a 1662 edition, which we have been unable to examine.
See Essar and Pernal, ‘“‘Beauplan’s Description d’Ukranie,”’ p. 488, fn. 5.

6 Essar and Pernal, “‘Beauplan’s Description d’Ukranie,”” pp. 489-92.

7 See Beauplan’s remarks, ‘“‘Au Lecteur,” in Table des déclinaisons, p. [iiil.
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la sphére plate universelle (Rouen, 1631; Rouen, 1651; Le Havre,
1673); and Les Principes de la géométrie militaire (Rouen, 1662).8

As a military engineer, Beauplan erected new fortresses and
fortifications, improved existing ones, and rebuilt those that had
been damaged or destroyed. The following are his main accom-
plishments in this field from 1631 to 1646: Palatinate of Podolia—
structures at Bar, Kam’’ianets, and Novohrod (Verkhiv); Palatinate
of Ruthenia—at Brody and Pidhirtsi; Palatinate of Kiev—at
Kremenchuk and a campsite on the Starets; Palatinate of
Bratslav—at Novyi Konets’pol (Savran); and Zaporozhe—at Kodak.
He also contributed to the settlement of the wvast, sparsely-
populated steppes of the Ukraine: ‘‘I laid out foundations,” he
relates, “‘for more than fifty sfobody, very much like so many
colonies, which in a space of but a few years have grown to more
than a thousand villages by the expansion of the new settlement.””?

The cartographic endeavors of Beauplan must be regarded as
among the leading contributions to this ficld in the second half of
the seventeenth century. In particular, his work in the Ukrainian
region, which he began to map soon after his arrival, is of immense
importance. That can best be appreciated through an examination
of the four separate groups of his maps of that area.

A. The “General” Maps of the Ukraine (1639-1673)

1. TABULA GEOGRAPHICA UKRAINSKA: first edition;
manuscript; scale 1:1,550,000; prepared ca. 1639; south-oriented;
measuring 44.5x62.5 cm. This is the fourteenth map contained in a
manuscript atlas of Friedrich Getkant, located in Kungliga Krigsar-
khivet, Stockholm. It is entitted TOPOGRAPHICA PRACTICA

.CONSCRIPTA ET RECOGNITA PER FRIDERICUM GET-
KANT MECHANICUM. ANNO 1638. The title page had been
prepared before all the maps had been drawn and assembled, as can
be seen by the plan of Malbork dated 1639. Although the map of
the Ukraine is unsigned, various authorities agree that it is the work
of Beauplan, copied by Getkant and included in his atlas. Beauplan
took part in an expedition by boat on the Dnieper in 1639, and thus
had the opportunity to map the course of the river and its environs

8 Stylistic evidence and the initial publication date of the first two texts lead us to

believe that they are not the work of Beauplan. We have been unable to examine
the third.

9 Beauplan’s dedication to King Jan Kazimierz in Description d’Ukranie (Rouen,
1660), p. [iv].
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at that time. The earliest date that can be assigned for the comple-
tion of the map, then, is 1639.

Delineatio Generalis CAMPORUM DESERTORUM vulgo
UKRAINA. Cum adjacentibus Provinciis. Bono publico erecta per
Guilhelmum le Vasseur de Beauplan. S. R. Mtis. Architectum mili-
tarem et Capitaneum: second edition; first variant; printed; scale
1:1,800,000; engraved and printed in 1648 in Gdahsk by Willem
Hondius; south-oriented; measuring 42 x54.5 cm. Under ‘‘Severiae
Ducatus” there is an inscription in French, while below the legend
there is another in Latin.

Delineatio Generalis CAMPORUM DESERTORUM vulgo
UKRAINA. Cum adjacentibus Provinciis. Bono publico erecta per
Guilhelmum le Vasseur de Beauplan. S. R. Mtis. Architectum mili-
tarem et Capitaneum: second edition; second variant; other charac-
teristics as for map 2, above. In 1651 or later, part of the west side
was redrawn and corrected; an inset with additional towns is
included. There are inscriptions in Latin on the side of Lojewogrod
and below Berestetzko.

Carte d’Vkranie Contenant plusieurs Prouinces comprises entre les
Confins de Moscouie et les Limittes de Transiluanie Dressez par
G.L.V. sieur de Beauplan Ingenieur et Capitaine de I’Artillerie du
serenissime Roy de Pologne: third edition; first variant; scale
1:1,800,000; engraved and printed in 1660 in Rouen by Jacques
Cailloué; south-oriented; measuring 42x54.5 cm. This map is
included in every copy of Description d’Ukranie (1660). The engrav-
ing is of a poorer quality than that of Hondius. Certain place-names
have been omitted in the south; however, an inset has been glued
on to complete the Crimean peninsula.

Carte d’Vkranie Contenant plusieurs Prouinces comprises entre les
Confins de Moscouie et les Limittes de Transiluanie Dressez par
G.L.V. sieur de Beauplan Ingenieur et Capitaine de I’Artillerie du
serenissime Roy de Pologne: third edition; second variant; printed
in 1661; other details as for map 4, above. This map is included in
every copy of Description d'Ukranie (1661). It has been printed from
the same plate as map 4; however, additional place-names have been
added along the shores of the Black Sea. If a 1662 edition of
Description d’Ukranie does in fact exist, it may well contain the same
map.

Carte d’Vkranie Contenant plusieurs Prouinces comprises entre les
Confins de Moscouie et les Limittes de Transiluanie Dressez par
G.L.V. sieur de Beauplan Ingenieur et Capitaine de I’Artillerie du
serenissime Roy de Pologne: third edition; third variant; printed in
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1673; other details as for map 5, above. This map is included in
Description d’Ukranie (1673). It contains the inscription “Ce Ven-
dent a Paris chez Iollain St. Jaque a la ville de Cologne.”” This map
was printed from the same plate as map S, and differs from it only
by the absence of the inset of Crimea and the inclusion of the above
inscription.1®

B. The “‘Special’’ Maps of the Ukraine (1650-1651)

Beauplan had begun to compile additional topographic materials for
the special map of the Ukraine, but was slow to bring his work into
publishable condition. He explained his tardiness as follows: ‘““The
great tasks that occupied me during the war in these lands [i.e., the
Ukraine] left me little leisure, and obliged me to devote at least
eight years to bringing this work to perfection, since I was able to
work at it only occasionally.”’!! Early in 1645 he finished the first
draft of the map, and on 10 March 1645 he received a privilege
from King Wiadyslaw to publish it.12 For reasons that are not evi-
dent (Beauplan himself having remained silent on the matter), the
general map was printed before the special.

The privilege clearly refers to the special map, since it contains
the statement ‘‘tabula geographica ditionum regni nostri a regno
Hungaria usque ad fines Moschoviae sitarum.”!3 Yet, curiously, its
publication was delayed until some time after the general map had
appeared. The reason for this apparent anomaly can be found by
examining the ambitious plans of Wiadystaw IV. The king had
endeavored to send a seventeenth-century crusade against the
Turks. When this undertaking was frustrated by the Diet of 1646,
he set into motion another plan, under the guise of defensive
action against the Tatars.!* Since familiarity with the terrain,
fortifications, bodies of water and rivers in the lower regions of the
Dnieper, the Crimea, and the northwestern shores of the Black Sea
was a prerequisite for any successful military undertaking against

10 For additional details see Pernal and Essar, <“The 1673 Variant,” pp. 92-98.

11 Beauplan’s “‘Notice to Readers,” in Description d’Ukranie (Rouen, 1660), p.
[viil. Translations from the French are our own.

12 Privilege, Warsaw, 10 March 1645: Teodor Wierzbowski, ed., Materialy do
dziejow Pismiennictwa Polskiego i Biografii Pisarzow Polskich, vol. 2 (Warsaw, 1904),
pp. 73-74 (hereafter “‘Privilege”).

13 «Privilege,” p. 73.

14 Wiktor Czermak, Plany wojny tureckiej Wiadystawa IV (Cracow, 1895); Bohdan
Baranowski, Stosunki polsko-tatarskie w fatach 1632— 1648 (L6d%, 1949); and Ludwik
Kubala, Jerzy Ossolinski, 2nd ed. (Warsaw, 1924), pp. 173-265.
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the Muslim world, a map containing such information—such as
Beauplan’s general map—was much more important than one which
did not—such as the special one. Therefore, Beauplan must have
been instructed to complete the general map as quickly as possible.
He accomplished this task, as we have seen, retaining the one-sheet
format and the original south orientation, both of which made the
map very practical for military purposes. Hondius engraved the
map and published it in 1648. In that year the war plans came to
naught, due to the death of Wladystaw and the Cossack uprising in
the Ukraine. Thus, in 1650, the special map of the Ukraine,
comprising eight sheets, was finally readied for publication. This
map has three variants.!’

1. DELINEATIO SPECIALIS ET ACCURATA UKRAINAE. CUM
SUIS PALATINATIBUS, AC DISTRICTIB., PROVINCYSQ. ADI-
ACENTIBUS BONO PUBLICO ERECTA PER GUILHELMUM LE
VASSEUR DE BEAUPLAN S.R. MTIS POLONIAE ET SUECIAE
ARCHITECTUM MILITAREM ET CAPITANEUM AERI VERO
INCISA OPERA ET STUDIO WILHELMI HONDY S.R. MTIS
POLONIAE ET SUECIAE CHALCOGRAPHI PRIVILEGATL
GEDANI ANNO DOMINI M.C.D.L. [sic]: first edition; first vari-
ant; scale 1:1,450,000; comprising eight sheets, each 41.5x45 cm.
(dimensions of full map 216x83 cm.); title prepared separately,
composed of 4 strips; engraved and printed in 1650 in Gdahsk by
Willem Hondius; south-oriented. Inscriptions at the bottom of sheet
7: “Guilhelmus le Vasseur de Beauplan S.R. Mtis. Architectus Mili-
taris et Capitaneus mensuravit et delineavit. Wilhelmus Hondius
S.R. Mtis Chalcographus sculpsit Cum privilegio S.R. Mtis. in tri-
genta Annos. Gedani Ano. M.D.C.L.”

2. DELINEATIO SPECIALIS ET ACCURATA UKRAINAE. CUM
SUIS PALATINATIBUS, AC DISTRICTIB., PROVINCYSQ. ADI-
ACENTIBUS BONO PUBLICO ERECTA PER GUILHELMUM LE
VASSEUR DE BEAUPLAN S.R. MTIS POLONIAE ET SUECIAE
ARCHITECTUM MILITAREM ET CAPITANEUM AERI VERO
INCISA OPERA ET STUDIO WILHELMI HONDY S.R. MTIS
POLONIAE ET SUECIAE CHALCOGRAPHI PRIVILEGATI.
GEDANI ANNO DOMINI M.C.D.L. [sicl: first edition; second
variant, other details as for map 1, above. The individual sheets
were revised either in late 1650 or early in 1651. The most notable
addition is the inset of the lower Dnieper River on sheet 1.

15 Dzikowski, “Zbior kartograficzny,” pp. 316—21; and Jacyk, ‘‘Analiza mapy,”
pp. 70-89.
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3.  DELINEATIO SPECIALIS ET ACCURATA UKRAINAE. CUM
SUIS PALATINATIBUS, AC DISTRICTIB., PROVINCYSQ. ADI-
ACENTIBUS BONO PUBLICO ERECTA PER GUILHELMUM LE
VASSEUR DE BEAUPLAN S.R. MTIS POLONIAE ET SUECIAE
ARCHITECTUM MILITAREM ET CAPITANEUM AER! VERO
INCISA OPERA ET STUDIO WILHELMI HONDY S.R. MTIS
POLONIAE ET SUECIAE CHALCOGRAPHI PRIVILEGATI
GEDANI ANNO DOMINI M.C.D.L. Isid: first edition, third vari-
ant; other details as for map 2, above. Sheet 8 contains the follow-
ing inscription: ‘‘Circa Berestetzium ubi haec nota + reperitur
IOANNES CASIMIRUS REX POL. cecidit et fugam vertit 300000
Tartaros et rebelles Cosacos Ano. 1651 die 30 Junij.’’1%

C. The Maps of the Dnieper River (1662)

These maps comprise three sheets: the first two measure 55x42.5
cm., and the third, 54x45 cm. The scale of the first two is
1:232,000; of the third, 1:463,000. Each sheet, divided into two
sections, bears a different title.

Sheet 1: TRACTUS BORYSTHENIS Vulgo DNIEPR et NIEPR
dicti, a KIOVIA usque ad BOUZIN.,

Sheet 2: TRACTUS BORYSTHENIS Vulgo DNIEPR et NIEPR
dicti, a BOUZIN usque ad CHORTYCA OSTROW,

Sheet 3: TRACTUS BORYSTHENIS Vulgo DNIEPR et NIEPR
dicti, a CHORTIKA OSTRO ad urbem Oczakow ubi in
PONTUM EUXINUM se exonerat. ’

Sheets 1-3 were first published in volume 2 of Joan Blaeu’s Latin
ATLAS MAIOR, SIVE COSMOGRAPHIA BLAVIANA, QUA
SOLUM, SALUM, COELUM, ACCURATISSIME DESCRIBUN-
TUR (Amsterdam, 1662). They were republished between 1663
and 1672 in Latin, with texts in Spanish, French, and Dutch.!” The
bottom left corner of sheet 1, section 2, bears the inscription
“Amstelaedami, Excud. I. BLAEU.”” Although Beauplan’s name
does not appear on these maps, authorities agree that he must be
considered their author. For example, Buczek states: ‘“Though the
author’s name is nowhere stated on these maps, there can be no

16 We do not agree with the conclusion of Teresa Patko and Wojciech Trzebifski
that there existed another variant of this map, comprising sheets 1, 2, 5, and 6, and
bearing the same title as that prepared for sheets 1-8. See Centralny katalog zbiorow
kartograficznych w Polsce [no. 5: Wielkoarkuszowe mapy topograficzne ziem polskich,
1576- 1870, pt. 1: Tekst] (Wroctaw, 1983), p. 5, item 7.

17 Essar and Pernal, “Beauplan’s Description d’Ukranie,” pp. 489-92.
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doubt whatever that they were the work of Beauplan, who prepared
them for print very carefully so that the spelling of place names was
here better than on the special map of the Ukraine and on the inset
showing the lower Dniepr added to the more complete version of
the special map.’’18

D. The Regional Maps of the Ukraine
and Other Lands (1652)

Background

On 19 June 1652, King Jan Kazimierz of Poland (1648-1668)
commanded the Gdansk city council to sequester the possessions at
the workshop of the recently-deceased engraver Willem Hondius.
Claiming that “‘our affairs and certain causes’’ required him to take
such a step, and emphasizing that special attention should be paid
to Hondius’s * Theatrum Poloniae and the secretal® belonging to it,”
the king instructed the council to prepare for him an inventory of
the late engraver’s belongings and to keep them, until further ord-
ers, under seal, 20

After receiving the inventory from Gdansk and familiarizing
himself with it, Jan Kazimierz concluded that the unfinished labors
of Hondius should be completed. Moreover, the king must have
become convinced that it would be possible, by making certain
additions, to publish an atlas of the Polish-Lithuanian Com-
monwealth. On 16 April 1654, he commissioned the Gdansk book-
seller and publisher Georg Forster?! and the historian-publicist

18 Buczek, History, trans. Potocki, p. 65, fn. 223.

19 Jan Kazimierz must have suspected that among the possessions of Hondius—
“Schriften, Sachen, Landtafeln’’ —there were documents that should be kept secret.
Beauplan, who prepared the maps which were engraved by Hondius, was partially
responsible for the king’s thinking. In the preface to his book, which he had dedi-
cated to Jan Kazimierz, Beauplan made the following comment: *‘I would say much
more on this subject, were it not that I see that it is wiser to remain silent than to
speak out, for fear that in presuming to offer you helpful advice, I might supply to
your enemies instruction that would be as useful to them as it would be injurious to
you.”” See Description des contrées du royaume de Pologne (Rouen, 1651), p. [vil.

20 Jan Kazimierz to the Gdansk city council, Warsaw, 19 June 1652: Fabiani-
Madeyska, ‘‘Kilka dat,” p. 137.

21 On the publishing and book-selling activities of Forster, see 1. Heitjan, ‘‘Kaspar
und Georg Forster, Buchhiindler und Verleger zu Danzig im 17. Jahrhundert. Ihre
Geschiftsverbindung mit Antwerpen und Bibliografie ihrer Verlagswerke,”” Archiv
Sur Geschichte des Buchwesens 15 (1975):389-428; A. Jedrzejowska and M. Pel-
czarowa, “‘Polskie pi$émiennictwo w gdanskich oficynach drukarskich (XVI-XVIII
w.),” in Szkice z dziejow Pomorza, ed. G. Labuda and S. Hoszowski, vol. 2 (Warsaw,
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Joachim Pastorius?? to complete the engraving of the plates, to
print the maps, to prepare the necessary illustrations, and to pro-
vide the descriptions of the particular ‘‘provinces and domains of
our Kingdom.””23 Prior to the date of the commission he must have
negotiated with Hondius’s widow and reached some sort of settle-
ment, since, on 16 May 1654, the 1652 sequestration order was
lifted at his command.?* '

The work of Forster and Pastorius was interrupted by the Swed-
ish invasion of the Commonwealth in 1655. It was only after the
Peace of Oliwa (1660) ended the Northern War?® that a climate
favorable for the continuation of their project returned. However,
by that time two important events had occurred, both of which
further postponed the undertaking: the deaths of Forster and of
Hondius’s widow. With the demise of the Ilatter, the late
engraver’s property passed into the hands of a goldsmith named
Poleman. According to the diary of the Gdansk city councillor
Georg Schroder, Poleman’s inheritance consisted of 20 maps from
the Atlante Polonicus, which a Frenchman named Beauplan had
begun to design,”” plates of a plan of the siege of Smolensk,26 a

1959), pp. 123-35; and Z. Nowak, ‘‘Zarys dziejow dawnego ksi¢garstwa w Gdansku
XV-XVIIl w.),” Ksiggarz 21 (1977):25-30.

22 On the scholarly activities of Pastorius, see A. Birch-Hirschfeld, ‘‘Autobiografia
Joachima Pastoriusa,”” Reformacja w Poisce 9-10 (1937-39):470-77, K. Kubik,
Joachim Pastorius, gdafski pedagog XVII w. (Gdafisk, 1970); and idem, “‘Zycie nau-
kowe w Gdansku w XVII i XVII wieku,”” Gdanskie Zeszyty Humanistyczne 4
(1963):44-49; and Lech Mokrzecki, ‘‘Pastorius ab Hirtenberg (Hirten, Hirtemius,
Hirthemius) Joachim,” Polski Stownik Biograficzny 25 (1980): 261 -65.

B Privilege of Jan Kazimierz to Férster and Pastorius, Warsaw, 16 May 1654: Fr.
Giedroy¢, ed., Zrodta biograficzno-bibliograficzne do dziejow medycyny w dawnej Polsce
(Warsaw, 1911), p. 588.

24 Jan Kazimierz to the Gdansk city council, 16 April 1654: Fabiani-Madeyska,
“*Kilka dat,” p. 138.

25 On the Northern War, see Polska w okresie drugiej wojny potnocnej 1655— 1660,
ed. Kazimierz Lepszy et al., 2 vols. (Warsaw, 1957). '

2 The plan, depicting the siege of Smolensk and its lifting (1632-34), was drafted
by J. Pleitner in 1634 and engraved by W. Hondius in 1636. Comprising 16 sheets
(12 large and 4 small) and measuring 218 x154.7 cm., it is entitled: SMOLEN-
SCIUM VRBS. OPE DIVINA VLADISLAI IV. POL. SVECI£LZQUE REGIS INVIC-
TISSIMI PRINCIPIS. VIRTUTE LIBERATUM. OBSESSI OBSESSORES
MOSCOVITA ET AUXILIARIL VICTI ARMIS HOSTES FORTITUDINE. VITA
DONATI CLEMENTIA INUSITATA. ANN. M.IDC.XXXIV.
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map of the Ukraine,?” and some other materials,?® most likely
illustrations.?®

Through the early 1660s the work of Hondius remained
unfinished. The lack of activity was perhaps due to Jan Kazimierz’s
preoccupation with the pressing internal and external affairs of the
Commonwealth, and to his failure to provide a subsidy for the pub-
lication of the planned atlas. For whatever reason, it is clear that
Poleman was obliged to act on his own. Surely he approached the
Gdansk publishers about this matter; however, they must have
been either unwilling or unable to pay the price he demanded for
the plates, or to guarantee him a satisfactory percentage of profits
from the sale of the atlas. Eventually the goldsmith decided to try
his luck in the competitive but lucrative Dutch cartographic market.
The time was ripe to make good gains, for Beauplan’s Description
d'Ukranie, published in 1660 and reissued in 1661,30 had been very
well received by readers in Western Europe. This being the case,
Poleman resolved to turn either to Pastorius or to “‘abbot” Lipski3!

27 It is unclear whether this was the ‘‘general” or the “‘special” map of the
Ukraine.

28 The pertinent statement is not clear: . . . und auch [Karten—here meaning
drawings] von der Tarantula, weiche der Orter gefunden tiber die Stadt Kyow mit
ihren Cryptis, in welchen die alten Christen ihren Aufenthalt gehabt.”” Karol
Buczek suggests the following interpretation: ‘‘Perhaps when mentioning ‘Taran-
tula’ and ‘Cryptis’ Schroder was referring to Daniel Zwicker’s map [of Polissia,
which was engraved by Hondius in 1650] . . . on which were inscribed notes about
the dye plant Porphyrophora polonica L. and about the Christians’ Cave near Kijow
[Kievl. But he could be referring to some drawings and descriptions by Zwicker.”
See History, trans. Potocki, p. 68, fn. 237.

Of course, the reference could aiso be to illustrations by Beauplan. On the 1648
general map of the Ukraine Hondius mentioned that he had received some sort of
“instructions’ from Beauplan, including drawings of the ‘‘rarities found in these
regions.”” Moreover, Beauplan was fascinated by the caves of Kiev. In his Descrip-
tion (Rouen, 1651), p. 11, he writes: ‘At the foot of the mountain close to this
monastery [i.e., the Pechers’ka lavral there are a large number of caves, similar to
mines, filled with very many [human] bodies, resembling Egyptian mummies,
preserved there for more than 1,500 [sic] years. It is believed that the first Chris-
tian hermits hewed out these underground quarters, in order to be able to serve
God in secret in these places, living peacefully in these caverns during the time of
pagan persecution.”

2 Diary of Georg Schroder, Gdansk, 1668: Fabiani-Madeyska, ‘‘Kilka dat,” p.
138.

30 See fn. S above.

31 This is undoubtedly a reference to Stanistaw Lipski, regent of the royal chancery
and canon of Cracow. See Karolina Targosz, Uczony dwor Ludwiki Marii Gonzagi
(1646~ 1667): Z dziejow polsko-francuskich stosunkéw naukowych (Wroclaw, 1975), p.
156.
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for the preparation of the necessary descriptions of the particular
regions of the Commonwealth. By 1668, however, for reasons that
are not clear, the commissioned descriptions had still not been
completed 3?

More light on this whole matter is shed by Pierre Des Noyers,
former secretary and treasurer of Queen Ludwika Maria. In one of
his letters, written from Gdansk, he reported the following:

I have learned the whereabouts of the plates of the maps of Poland*® by
Le Vasseur de Beauplan. They are in the possession of a man of this city
named Poleman, who is hiding them and who is very hesitant to show
them. The ones of the salt mines* are there as well, and there are in all
19 or 20 plates, for which this man is asking [the price of] one thousand
rix-dollars, [a price] which made me laugh with scorn. The [copperplatel
prints [of these maps] are only of the size of the square [sic] I am marking
for you here,* but they appear to me to be very exact.36

In another letter from Warsaw, Des Noyers described the ‘‘gen-
eral” map of the Commonwealth in detail. There can be no doubt
that he had examined and was referring to the map entitled Nova
totius Regni Poloniae. He also mentioned that the “‘other [maps]
are of particular regions, and of the twenty [copperplate] prints,
there are four [plans] of the salt mines.; Finally, Des Noyers added
that ‘‘a goldsmith named Poleman has these [maps and plans], but
he does not want to give up a single printed copy of them, because
he says they would be counterfeited, and he would no longer be
able to sell them.”¥’

Des Noyers returned to this topic some fifteen years later. He
then informed his correspondent that

32 Diary of Georg Schroder, Gdansk, 1668: Fabiani-Madeyska, ‘‘Kilka dat,” p.
138.

33 By ‘“‘Poland” Des Noyers meant the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, not the
Kingdom of Poland.

34 These plans have four parts: three represent the salt mines; and one, the town
of Wieliczka. They were prepared for Adam Kazanowski, court marshal of Wtady-
staw IV, having been drafted by M. German in 1638 and engraved by Hondius in
1645.

35 Des Noyers marked a rectangle measuring 15x18.5 cm. over the text of his
letter.

36 Pierre Des Noyers to Ismasl Boulliau, Gdansk, 19 September 1671: Archives du
Ministére des Affaires Etrangéres (Paris), MS Correspondance politique, Pologne,
1670-1673, fol. 192v.

37 Pierre Des Noyers to Ismagl Boulliau, Warsaw, 30 October 1671: ibid., fol. 200.
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Le Vasseur [de Beauplan] prepared a map of Poland in 22 [small]l maps3®
the size of this sheet,®. . . and a very large map of the Ukraine. . . .At
Gdansk there are 22 plates of the particular maps of Poland. The person
who possesses them does not want to give up the prints, and is asking [the
price of] one thousand rix-dollars for these 22 plates. 4

He also provided certain information about Beauplan, saying that
he had been “a captain in Poland . . . during the time of [King]
Wiadystaw [IV],’4! and that, ‘“‘not seeing himself treated according
to his merit in that country, [he]l went to the [West] Indies, where
he died.”’#?

These sources yield the following information: (1) the terms
Theatrum Poloniae and Atlante Polonicus were used by contem-
poraries to indicate, for the sake of convenience, a collection of
plates and prints of plans and maps; (2) of the materials in this col-
lection, four were the plans of the Wieliczka salt mines, one was
the plan of the fortifications of Zbarazh, 4> one was the map of the
entire Commonwealth, and the rest were maps of the various
regional and administrative divisions of the Commonwealth, includ-
ing her fiefs and dependencies; (3) the engraving of the plates was
undertaken by Willem Hondius, who, since he died in mid-1652,
was unable to finish many of them. Except for the plans of Wiel-
iczka and Zbarazh, Beauplan drafted all the maps.

38 “Le Vasseur a fait la Pologne en 22 cartes.” This statement must be interpreted
as follows: Beauplan prepared 22 maps which covered the entire area of the Com-
monwealth; however, they were in various scales. Thus, it would not be possible to
join them to make one large map of the country. For this reason it is difficult to
accept the claim of Fabiani-Madeyska that Hondius was working ‘‘on a large map of
Poland,”” which had been drafted by Beauplan. See her “*Kilka dat,” p. 135.

3% His letter page measures 17.5x22.5 cm.

4 Pierre Des Noyers to Ismaél Boulliau, Warsaw, 10 January 1687: Bibliothéque
nationale (Paris), Fonds francais MS 13022, fol. 236v.

41 Pierre Des Noyers to Ismagl Boulliau, Warsaw, 22 November 1686: ibid., fol.
226r.

42 Ppierre Des Noyers to Ismagl Boulliau, Warsaw, 10 January 1687: ibid., fol. 236v.
The information about Beauplan’s death in the West Indies is incorrect. He died in
France in 1673.

43 The plan of the fortifications of Zbarazh during the 1649 siege by the Cossacks
and Tatars, together with the other eleven copperplate prints (see below), is held in
Biblioteka Gdanska Polskiej Akademii Nauk (Gdansk). Des Noyers did not men-
tion it.
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The 1652 Maps

Two Polish cartographic collections, of the Biblioteka Czartoryskich
(Cracow) and of the Biblioteka Gdanska Polskiej Akademii Nauk
(Gdansk), contain twelve small copperplate map prints of the so-
called Theatrum Poloniae or Atlante Polonicus, most of which are
unfinished. The completed maps bear the date 1652. It is clear
that these maps were designed to be included in Beauplan’s Descrip-
tion. In this book, we are told, he wanted ‘‘to add a map of the
whole of Poland, and illustrations both of the people and wild
animals, as well as of plants and other interesting rarities seen in
that country.”’** Each map is drawn book-size, measuring approxi-
mately 15x19 cm. The scale of the map of the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth is approximately 1:1,800,000. Additional charac-
teristics of the maps are outlined below.

The following system of data is used in describing each map: (a)
title, (b) area covered, (c) inscriptions pertaining to the draftsman
and the engraver, (d) present location of prints, (e) reproductions,
and (f) additional information.

1.  (a) Nova totius / REGNI POLONLE / Magniq. Ducatus / LITHUANLE
/ cum suis / PALATINATIBUS / ac Confiniis / exacta Delineatio / per
G. le Vasseur de Beauplan / S. R. MYS Architectum militarf / et
Capitaneum.

(b) This map portrays the entire Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth
and large portions of the neighboring countries. The name
“UKRAINA”’ is marked within the boundaries of the Palatinate of
Kiev.

(0 GS. Hondis, S. R. M. Chalcographus / sculpt. Cum privil®. S.
R. MS. in tri- / genta Annos. Gedani MDCLII.

(d) Biblioteka Czartoryskich (Cracow).

(e) Buczek, ‘““Ze studiéw,” after p. 32; Buczek, Dzieje kartografii, pl.
xxx; and Buczek, History, trans. Potocki, fig. 37.

(f) Completed.

2. (a) No title. The frame, prepared for it, contains the following
hand-written note, in ink: Volhynia / Utraque.
(b) This map shows almost the entire southern part of the Polish-
Lithuanian Commonwealth. In the north all of the Prypiat River is
included; in the south, the whole Crimean Peninsula; in the west,

44 These are remarks made by the publisher, Jacques Cailloué, in Description
d’Ukranie (Rouen, 1660), p. [viiil.
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the middle course of the Vistula River; in the east, almost all of the
Sea of Azov.

(c) None.

(d) Biblioteka Gdanska Polskiej Akademii Nauk (Gdansk).

(e) A reproduction of this map appears on p. 79.

(f) This map is almost finished.

(a) No title.

(b) This map covers largely the southeastern area of the Polish-
Lithuanian Commonwealth. In the north, it reaches the point where
the Desna River joins the Dnieper; in the south, it shows the entire
Crimean Peninsula and a large part of the Black Sea (to approxi-
mately 44°N); in the west, it covers the territory from the source of
the Dniester River; and in the east, it includes almost all of the Sea
of Azov.

(c) None.

(d) Biblioteka Gdanska Polskiej Akademii Nauk (Gdansk).

(e) A reproduction of this map appears on p. 80.

(f) This is the most incomplete of all the twelve 1652 maps. It
shows, without giving any names, the main rivers of the region (the
Dnieper, Dniester, and Boh) and their tributaries. Place-names, too,
are not marked.

(a) No title.

(b) This map includes the area of the entire Palatinate of Bratslav,
and shows a small portion of the Palatinate of Podolia in the west
and a large part of the Palatinate of Kiev in the east.

(c) None.

(d) Biblioteka Gdanska Polskiej Akademii Nauk (Gdansk).

(e) A reproduction of this map appears on p. 81.

(f) This map is almost finished.

(a) No title.

(b) This map covers the area of the Palatinate of Kiev. It also
shows, in the west, large portions of the Palatinates of Bratslav and
Volhynia; and in the north, almost all of Chernihiv.

(c) None.

(d) Biblioteka Gdanska Polskiej Akademii Nauk (Gdansk).

(e) A reproduction of this map appears on p. 82.

(f) This map is about half-finished. Most place-names appear on the
left bank of the Dnieper River.

(a) Palatinatus / P ODOLIENSIS.

(b) This map comprises the entire area of the Palatinate of Podolia,
the bordering portions of the Palatinates of Ruthenia (west),
Bratslav (east), and Volhynia (north), and a northern fragment of
Moldavia.
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(c) None.

(d) Biblioteka Gdanska Polskiej Akademii Nauk (Gdanisk).

(e) A reproduction of this map appears on p. 83.

(f) This map is almost finished; however, very few place-names are
marked on it.

(a) No title.

(b) This map shows the southeastern region of the Palatinate of
Ruthenia, or Pokutia, marked ‘‘Pokutie’’ on the map.

(c) None.

(d) Biblioteka Gdanska Polskiej Akademii Nauk (Gdansk).

(e) A reproduction of this map appears on p. 84.

(f) The greater part of this map is completed.

(a) BORYSTHENIS FLUVI) PARs / i Fortalitio KUDAK usq. ad / Insul.
Chortyca cum suis / XIII. Cataractis scopulosis / vulgo Porohy
(latine Limina) dictis.

(b) This map shows the course of the Dnieper River from its tribu-
tary Samara, in the north, to the Khortsytsia Island, in the south.
The various tributaries and thirteen cataracts of the Dnieper, as well
as other physical features, are clearly marked.

(0) [G.] le Vasseur de Beauplan S. R. MS. Architect. Milit. et Capit.
delin. / [G.] Hond®. Chal. sculp. cum privil. Gedani An°. CIDIOCLIL.
[MDCLII]

(d) Biblioteka Gdanska Polskiej Akademii Nauk (Gdansk).

(e) Herbst, “Prace,” p. [124].

(f) The upper right-hand quarter of the map, which contains a plan
of Kodak, has the following title: Delineatio / Fortality / KUDAK ad
pri / mam Cataractam / seu Limen Bory / sth: extructum / per
VLADISL / AUM IV. REG. / POL / INVICTISS. / AN® / 1635. The
whole map is oriented to the southwest.

(a) BORYSTHENIS FLUVII / P ARS ULTRALIMINARIS / vulgo ZAPOROZE
(unde Cossaccl / ZAPOROHSCy dicuntur) / ab Insula Chortyca usq.
ad / PONTIUM BUXINUM.

(b) This map shows the lower course of the Dnieper River, from
approximately the ninth cataract in the north, to its mouth at the
Black Sea in the south.

(c) G. le Vasseur de Beauplan S. R. M®. Architeci. militaf. et Capi-
tafi. delineavit. / G. Hondius S. R. MS. Chalcographus sculpS. Cum
privil. Gedani An®. CIDIDCLIL. [MDCLII]

(d) Biblioteka Gdanska Polskiej Akademii Nauk (Gdansk).

(e) Herbst, ““Prace,” p. {125]; and Buczek, History, trans. Potocki,
fig. 34a.

(f) This map is almost finished.



THE 1652 BEAUPLAN MAPS OF THE UKRAINE 77

10. (a) Delineatio / Provinciee Turcicae, / admodum desertae, / DZIAR-
CRIMENDA / dictae.
(b) This map covers the area along the northwestern shore of the
Black Sea between the rivers Dnieper (north) and Dniester (south).
(d) Biblioteka Gdanska Polskiej Akademii Nauk (Gdansk).
(e) Herbst, “Prace,” p. [127]; and Buczek, History, trans. Potocki,
fig. 34d.
(f) This map is almost finished.

11. (a) Delineatio / Provinciae Turcicae, / BUDZIAK / dictae. / In qui
avnun variarum feri- / naeq. ut et amaenissimarum / silvarum
magna est abundantia.

(b) This map comprises the area along the northwestern shore of the
Black Sea between the mouths of the Dniester (north) and the
Danube (south).

(c) None.

(d) Biblioteka Gdanska Polskiej Akademii Nauk (Gdansk).

(e) Herbst, ““Prace,” p. [126]; and Buczek, History, trans. Potocki,
fig. 34c.

(f) This map is almost finished.

12, (a) Delineatio Provinciae / Tartarorum nunc / CRIM. / Antiquitus
verd / TAURICA CHERSONESUS / dictae.
(b) This map displays the entire Crimean Peninsula.
(c) G. le V. de Beauplan del. / G. Hond. scul. cum priv.
(d) Biblioteka Gdanska Polskiej Akademii Nauk (Gdansk).
(e) Herbst, “Prace,”” p. [128]; and Buczek, History, trans. Potocki,
fig. 34b.
(f) This map lacks only the date.

The Missing Maps

It is impossible to ascertain the exact number of the small 1652
Beaupian-Hondius maps and plans. The diary of Georg Shroder
and the letters of Pierre Des Noyers indicate that there were a
minimum of nineteen, and a maximum of twenty-two. We have
decided to accept the total listed by Des Noyers in his letter of 30
October 1671, since of our four sources listed he appears to be the
most reliable. Thus, according to Des Noyers, the twenty-one cop-
perplate prints comprised seventeen maps and four plans. We
believe that he mistakenly identified one plan as a map; therefore,
this collection actually consisted of sixteen maps and five plans, or
one map of the entire Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, fifteen
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maps of particular regions, four plans of Wieliczka and its salt
mines, and one plan of Zbarazh.

Since twelve maps have been identified, only four have to be
accounted for. It is our view that the missing maps portray the fol-
lowing provinces, fiefs, and dependencies of the Commonwealth:

13. Great Poland: Great Poland proper and Cuiavia (Palatinates of
Poznan, Kalisz, Legczyca, Sieradz, Brze$c-Kujawski, and Inowro-
claw); Mazovia (Palatinates of Mazovia, Plock, and Rawa); Pala-
tinate of Podlachia; Royal Prussia (Palatinate of Pomerania); and
Ducal Prussia.

14. Little Poland: Palatinates of Cracow, Sandomierz, Lublin, Belz,
Ruthenia, and Volhynia; and Spisz District.

15. Grand Duchy of Lithuania.

16. Kurland, Semigallia, and Livonia. +*

Brandon University

45 Cf. Buczek, History, trans. Potocki, p. 72.
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The Reality of the Narrator:
Typological Features of Sev&enko’s Prose

VLADIMIR GITIN

THE DOMINANT FEATURE OF SEVCENKO’S PROSE

Taras Sevtenko’s prose is generally considered the weakest part of
his literary legacy. This opinion, which was common even among
his earliest readers (Lazarevskij, Kuli§, Aksakov), has remained
substantially unchanged to the present day. Sevienko’s prose, as a
rule, has been examined either against the background of his own
poetry or as a part of contemporary prose. In the first case,
Sevtenko’s poetic genius provides an inappropriate standard of
comparison for his experiments in prose. In the second,
Sevtenko’s tales were already hopelessly outdated by the time of
their appearance, given the rapid development of contemporary
prose, from which he was isolated. His prose was directed against
the literature of the 1820s and 1830s. Little more can be said than
to point out the range of influences on him, which can be reduced
basically to Gogol’, Kvitka, Marlinskij, Polevoj, and a number of
second-rate authors. Later scholars of Sevenko’s prose have
attempted to find a place for it in the history of literature post fac-
tum, proposing that his prose prepared the reader for ‘‘the prose of
Gogol’” (cf. M. Saginjan),! thus anachronistically placing it in the
pre-Gogolian period.

L. Kodac’ka, who has dedicated an entire book to this theme,
defends the “‘artistry>’ and the aesthetic value of this prose. Her
arguments are oriented against the statement of the first Russian
critic of Sevtenko’s tales, A. Pypin, that these tales are, in essence,
“outlines of personal recollections.””? For Pypin such a definition
excluded the possibility of judging Sevenko’s prose by aesthetic

1 «Xota za tasom Sevienkova proza stvorena piznise vid Hoholja, ale stylistytno
vona nade v&yt’ nas rozumity Hoholja, pidvodyt’ do njogo, pereduje jomu.”” M. Sa-
ginjan, Taras Sevtenko (Kiev, 1970), p. 79.

A. Pypin, “Russkie sotinenija Sevienka,”’ Vestnik Evropy (St. Petersburg), 2,
bk. 3 (1888):273.
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standards, since it is oriented not toward artistic tasks but toward
generalizing phenomena witnessed by the author. Kodac’ka’s argu-
ments do not cross the boundaries of traditional examinations of
Sevienko’s tales in the context of previous and even contemporary
literature, examinations which are basically on the level of thematic
echoing. Her book is much more interesting when she attempts to
define the generic character of the tales, formulating her conclusion
about the nature of Sevienko’s prose as follows:

.it is difficult to place the prose of Sevtenko under any established
classification of genre. Difficult because it combines in itself generic indi-
cations of tales and memoirs, of journal notes and of diary notes. In
almost every prose creation of the poet can be seen as a matter of fact
traces of several genres: memoirs, diaries, autobiographies,
correspondence—which have potential to be used in fictional works as well
as in historical-documentary prose.’

This conclusion is correct but not definitive. Kodac’ka’s point of
departure is to consider the prose of Sevtenko as intentionally
fictional. But this assumption should have led her to recognize that
an artistic text cannot be an accidental or amorphous combination
of different genres. Tynjanov once wrote about exactly this prob-
lem: different elements of the text do not simply coexist but rather
depend on a dominating element which reorganizes these elements
in relation to each other. In fact, Baxtin has in mind the same
principle when he uses the example of the novel to show how the
generic and ideological orientation of the ‘‘dominanta’ within the
unity of the novel reworks elements of various genres, which
become a part of that unity.* Thus we are concerned with finding
the dominant, the underlying structural principle of Sevtenko’s
prose, which would explain its multilayeredness and fragmentation
within the framework of the whole.

The unusual position of the narrator relative to the narrative can
be seen as such a dominant. Namely, the narrative is oriented
towards the narrator. In this respect the author’s intention—the
creation of an ‘‘artistic”’ text—is not relevant, since whether cons-
ciously or unconsciously this intention is subordinate to the domi-
nance of the narrator.

3 L. Kodac’ka, XudoZna proza T. H. Sewtenka (Kiev, 1972).
4 M. Baxtin, “Epos i roman,” in his Voprosy literatury i éstetiki (Moscow, 1975).
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I do not intend to examine Sevenko’s text as an opposition of
the genres: memoirs vs. fiction. Each of these genres, analyzed
with regard to each other, has different artistic concerns, and conse-
quently different ways of constructing the role of the narrator.
Usually, however, Sevtenko’s prose is discussed precisely on this
level: whether Sevienko’s orientation is fictional or memoiristic.
This question serves as the basic concept of his prose. In fact, in
Sevtenko’s text we see the collision of two orientations. The narra-
tive is directed towards a fictional orientation, while the narrator is
directed towards a memoiristic one. These two do not coexist, but
remain estranged in the actual text, although it seems that on the
plane of conscious creation they tend towards reconciliation. In this
estrangement the fictional orientation is usually destroyed, subordi-
nated to the stance of the narrator, which becomes the dominant in
the text.

I will refer to the stance of the narrator (and to the dominant
orientation in Sev¥enko’s prose texts) as diaristic. This is primarily
because we find in Sevienko’s own diary a similar stance (that is,
the orientation of the narrator is memoiristic by the definition of
the genre, although that of the narrative is noticeably inclined
towards the fictional), with the simple difference that in the Diary
these two orientations are not estranged, since the boundaries of
the genre of the diary are vague, allowing the combination of any
material within the author’s field of vision. The dominance of the
narrator does not destroy the intended unity of the text; on the
contrary, it creates the natural conditions for this unity.

THE ARTISTIC ORIENTATION OF THE DIARY

In the very beginning of the Diary, we find something of an intro-
duction to its poetics and an explanation of the reasons which
prompted the author to keep a diary:5

A TIOKa COBepUIEHHO Hedero 3ammcaTh. A NHCaTh OXOTa CTpalnHasa. U mepbs
€CTh OuMHeHHBle. [lo MWJIOCTH DOTHOTO IHcCapsi fi eille He YyBCTBYIO CBOeit
yTpaTel. A THCaTh BCe-TakKH He O 4eM. A caTaHa TaK M LIeNYeT Ha yXO:
“IIMIIM 9TO HM IIOHAJO, BPH CKOALKO Aymie yrogHo. Kro Tebs cTaHeT
nposepsats.”’ (V, 12)

5 The edition referred to throughout this article is Taras Sevenko, Povne zibrannja
tvoriv, 6 vols. (Kiev, 1963), vols. 3, 4, and 5 (hereafter these volumes are cited by
roman numerals).
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‘“Satan’ here appears in the role of a peculiar muse—the muse of
the lie. The lie is understood in the aesthetic plane as invention or
fantasy. Here prose and diary are hardly differentiated. It is not
that Sevenko vacillates between lying to embellish the flow of time
or writing down everything as it is, that is, a monotonous mundan-
ity without events or characters. The essential question is the
fictional framework of the narrative in the Diary.

Sevienko refrained from making up events; rather, he used a
variety of substitutes for them: social journalism and descriptions
of everyday life in the spirit of the ‘‘naturalist school,”” memoiristic
excursions into the past in the guise of small novellas of character,
stylization in the plot of prosaic details and occurrences of his
everyday life in exile, and ornamental digressions, often oriented
towards the very genre of such digressions in the literary tradition,
particularly in Gogol’. In this light Sev&enko’s orientation towards
the creation of prose in his Diary becomes obvious.®

Sevienko’s tales themselves contain discussions of the interrela-
tionships between diary and prose. In Bliznecy (‘“Twins’’) the nar-
rator comments in detail on the diary-like letters of Savvatij Sokira.

““‘Openbyprckast Myxa'' HCOpaBHO ABIAUIach Ha XYTOp Kaxayio Hegemro. M uem
nanee, TeM oaHooOpa3Hee. HakoHel, OO TOro IOLLIO, YTO BCe AHM HemeIH
GLUTH TOXOXH TOYb-B-TO4h Ha MoHemembHuk. . . . IV, 96)

Into the ‘“‘boredom and monotony” of the factual, diaristic reality
the author introduces the fictional orientation:

6 It is generally accepted that Sevienko did not intend his Diary to be read. The
numerous entries in which he cites the desire to snatch a few hours from boredom
as his purpose in writing a diary seem quite convincing (V, 15, 44-45, 62-63).
Nonetheless as early as the second entry he quotes the following lines of Kol’cov
while trying to explain that he is not writing for publication:

IIuiny He AJIs MTHOBEHHOM CJIaBbl,

Jnsa pa3miedeHbs, A 3abaBbl,

J1ns MWIBIX MCKPEHHHX Apy3ei,

Hnsa namstn Munysuax guen. (V, 12)

The fact that the Diary was not written for publication does not necessarily indicate
that it was not intended for readers; moreover, a strong orientation toward the
reader is evident in it. This orientation takes different forms: as an epigraph to an
entry (V, 26), an account of an event presented as a story (V, 26-27), or multiple
paraphrasing which Sevtenko immediately deciphers (‘‘vertepa merzostej, to est’
ukreplenija,”” V, 56). The decoding of such texts reveals Sevienko’s latent orienta-
tion towards the reader most directly: -

M 3ToT "enoBexk MedTall ellie paBHATLCA ¢ KapnoM BemukuM! (Tak 0GbIKHOBEHHO Ha3blBajl
Bproosa B. A. JKykonckwuit). (V, 59)
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O Kak XMBOIHMCHO OIMCAJl OH 3TO alpe/IbCKOe YTPO B CBOEM IHEBHHMKe!
OH xuBO M300pa3WI B HEM M He BHIAaHHYI MM KHPTrH3CKYIO CTeNb, ymomolnsas
ee Caxape, M [aTpHapxaJbHYI0 XU3Hb ee oOOWTaTeleil, M OGapaHTy, H
noxmieHusa. CyoBoM, Bce, uTO OpUI0 MM mnpoymTaHo: or “‘TI(erpa)

N(BaHoBHMYa) Beokmruna'’ gaxe no ‘“YeTnlpex cTpaH cBeTa’', PELIMTENBHO BCe
npunomamt.  (IV, 89-99)

“Progulka” (““The Excursion’’) provides an example of a “‘factual”’
artistic orientation in a diary. For the sake of experiment the narra-
tor asks his servant Troxim to keep a travel diary. This becomes
the subject of a demonstration in prose, an object of comparison
with prosaic narration based on ‘‘fact” and its fictional reproduc-
tion:

MaHycKpHIIT HaYMHAJICA TaK:

““ITo cBeTa paHO Bhlexald MH M3 KueBa M Ha [ecATOM BepcTe Iepen
Ye3OQHBIM TPAKTHPOM OCTaHOBWIMCH, CIIDOCHIH Y r0p6aToro TPaKTHUPILIIHKA
PIOMKY JUMOHOBKH, Kycovyek OyOnuka M noexajd JajbIe.

Toro xe AHA N 4acCa, CTaHIUA Bura. Iloka 3anpArajJi KOHH, A CHIOET Ha
9€MOJiaHe, a OHU—T. €. A—CHICJIM Ha PYHOYKY, ITWIH CIIUBAHKY U C KYpPYaBOIO
XHIOBKOIO XKapTOBaJIM’'.

~—TH CIMIIKOM B TOAPOGHOCTHM Baeillbcsl, —CKasadl A eMy, OTAaBas
terpanky. (IV, 278)

In terms of content these details of Troxim’s ““diary’’ are somewhat
compromising—Troxim and the narrator have written about
different things in different ways. The narrator’s ironic comment
relates to this discrepancy. We, however, are most concerned with
the juxtaposition of two narrative forms, diary and prose, based on
the same facts and events. The ‘‘diary” as a text with a predeter-
mined mode of reproduction of reality becomes the subject of nar-
ration. I would say that the ‘‘diary”’ here can be seen not as an
incidental inclusion of the diaristic genre but as a recurring plot
motif, which can be examined within the framework of narration as
metalanguage.

One of the attempts to see Sevtenko’s Diary in terms of its
““artistic’” models was V. DerZavyn’s article “‘Lyricism and Humor
in Sevtenko’s Diary,”’” where the author undertakes the analysis of
stylistic elements of the text and finds evidence of deliberately
introduced artistic devices. The basic conclusions of the article,
however, are unconvincing. DerZavyn, probably under the
influence of B. Eichenbaum’s The Young Tolstoy, uses the main

7 V. Der2avyn, ‘“‘Liryka i humor v Sevtenkivs’kim ‘Zurnali,”’—"" Sewtenko. Ritnyk
per¥yj (Kharkiv, 1928).
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concept of this work, namely, that the diary of a writer can be seen
as the experimental laboratory of his artistic prose.® In regard to
Tolstoj this concept is chronologically convincing, but in Sevenko’s
case the chronology is reversed. Sevtenko’s prose did not grow
from experiments in diary form simply because the former pre-
ceded the latter. In this connection it is curious that we have
examples of similar entries in the Diary and in prose, although the
entries in prose predate those of the Diary.?

DerZavyn suggests considering the Diary as a laboratory for the
elaboration of writing skills and devices using the material of every-
day reality.10 It seems to me that precisely in this respect DerZzavyn
is mistaken in his approach, not only to the Diary but to Sevienko’s
prose. Such an understanding renders the connection between
them uninteresting and purely superficial, besides making impossi-
ble any explanation of Sevenko’s prose through his Diary. If the
latter is merely a collection of exercises on the themes of the future
prose, this interpretation can at best provide useful comments on
the Diary, but the prose itself (as the artistic realization of these
exercises) no longer has need of the Diary. Thus the potentially
fruitful idea of the certain connection between Sevienko’s prose
and his Diary—i.e., that the Diary is a part of the body of his prose
works—loses the greater part of its significance.

The ‘‘artistic’’ orientation of the Diary realizes the stance of the
narrator utilizing a variety of genres: the memoir, the ‘‘physiologi-
cal sketch,”” the letter, the literary review, the chronicle, etc.
Sometimes the stylistic transition from one genre to another occurs
within one entry. For instance, a passage about Kuxarenko (V, 14)
starts in the epistolary style and then continues in the style of a
mEemoir.

Often one may speak not only about different genres as functions
of an artistic orientation, but about different stylistic models, the
appearance of which is determined by literary associations. These
connect a word or object with the literary context where this word

8 B. Ejxenbaum (Eichenbaum), Molodoj Tolstoj (Petrograd, 1922).

9 Compare similar passages in his prose and in the Diary, III, 253-54, and V, 59;
IV, 114 and V, 71-72.

10 He shares here the opinion of AjzenStok, who sees the very raison d’etre of the
Diary as a “test of the pen,” and extends this interpretation to Sevienko’s prose in
its entirety: ‘. . .to write a diary means not only to collect the plot material for
future function, but also to exercise the prosaic style on the material of everyday
impressions®’ (DerZavyn, “‘Liryka i humor,” p. 39).
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or object was memorable for Sevienko. I call this phenomenon in
Sevienko’s Diary associative stylization. Associative stylization can
be connected to characteristics either of a genre or of a style.

The entry from 16 June 1857 can serve as an example of the
former case. It gives an account of the incident with the officer,
Carc, preceded by Sevtenko’s comment:

U3 3TOit MCTOPHM MOXHO 6Ll BLIKPOHTL BOAEBWIb, Pa3yMeeTCs, BONEBWIbL IJis
sgemHedt my6auku.  Haspate ero Moxuo ‘‘CBame6GHbIl MOOapoK, MM
Hegownras xopra'’. (V, 18)

The story itself follows. Sevienko stylizes the situation in the
literary and generic construction of ‘‘vaudeville.”” The incident
itself takes on the character of retold vaudeville. The stylistic dep-
iction of the incident is constructed with this genre in mind: (a) the
use of role designations instead of names (‘“‘fiancée,” ‘‘bride,”
“father-in-law”’); (b) melodramatic exclamation-repetition with an
obvious ironic coloration (‘“‘But alas!”” “Poor dog!”’ ‘‘Wretched
fiancé!”); (c) ironic periphrasis (‘‘sends his loyal slave Gregory,”
“in the ardor of indignation,” ‘‘noble brow” etc.); (d) use of
repetition as a compositional device, constructing periods (‘‘Fine”’
““but alas!”).

The entry for June 17, in which stylization is based on the word,
serves as an example of stylization with regard to a particular
literary style:

C HexOoTOoporo BpeMEHHM, C TeX MOp KaK MHe I[I03BOJIEHO YeIMHATHCA, A
Ype3BhIYAMHO NOMIOWT yeawHeHHe. Mmwioe yenuHeHuwe. Huvero He MOXeT
OBIT, B XH3HH Clallle, O4apoBaTellbHee YeTMHEHMsA, OCOOCHHO Iepeld JIMIIOM
yneibarolieics, UpeTylel kpacaBuubl Matepu-Ilpuponsl. Ilox ee crmagxum
BOJIIIEOHBIM OGasiHMEM dYelTOBeK HEBOJIBHO IOIpyXaeTcsi caM B ceOsli M BUIUT
Gora Ha 3eMie, Kak ropoput most. (V, 19)

Sevenko departs from the understanding of the word in its actual
(biographical) plane. But at the same time this word is being
recalled as significant in a certain literary system—sentimentalism.
The juxtaposition of these two words—‘‘uedinjat’sja” (to seclude
oneself) and ‘‘uedinenie” (seclusion) —gives the impression of
being a play on words, because each is affiliated with a different
literary code. By this association the very style of the description is
oriented towards the literary and becomes a ‘‘digression’’ from bio-
graphic detail. An everyday word, used to name a concrete situa-
tion, can be understood as peculiar to literature. One such instance
is the “‘story’’ about Afanas’ev-CuZbinskij, which is introduced into
the Diary through association (V, 44-45): in connection with a
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““diaristic” object-motif (samovar-tajnik). The ‘‘story” itself is
given as a symmetrical parallel to the biographical situation:

Cajnik samovar
(biographical situation) (the “‘story”)
Teneps xe, egpa ycriero HaJIuTh Ho koria s paccMoTpes1 npusaTes
B CTakaH 4ail, KaK IIepo caMo TOGMIKE, TO OKA3alI0ch, 4TO OH
npocutcs B pyky. (V, 45) cOGCTBEHHO He caMoBap Bellel
[0/1aBaTh, a BeJeNl M0JaBaTh
proxHoserue. . . . (V, 45)

The ironic interpretation of this ‘‘spring of inspiration”™ through the
““story’’ injects self-irony into the diary-motif. This irony does not
undermine, but rather emphasizes, the direct, serious, and
apparently significant biographical confession of Sevtenko himself.
The ironic interpretation of the ‘‘diaristic I’ by means of extrane-
ous material, constitutes an important factor in creating a model of
this “I.”> The model is something ambivalent, being both serious
and ironic, for example, when it comes to such things as prose-
writing. This example can be supported with reference to one other
instance in the Diary connected with the motif of writing:

He 3Hato, H0Aro JIM MpPOIJIATCA 3TOT mucaTenbekuit xap? Kak 6Bl He cria3uTh.
Ecnu npasay cka3aTh, A He BHXY GOJbIION HaZOOGHOCTH B 3TOH MyHKTyaJbHOM
aKKypaTHOCTH. A Tak—OT Heuero gemaTh. Ha Ge3genbm M 3TO pykozeiibe.
3anucHOMY JIMTEpaTOpPy HJIH KaKOMY-HHOYIb NOCTaBIHMKY (ejIbeTOHa, TOMY
HeoOx0JMMa 9Ta Oe3dyllHas aKKypaTHOCTb KakK yIpaXxHeHHe, KakK ero
HacyliHbI# xie6. Kax HMHCTpYMEHT BHMPTYO3y, Kak KHCThb J>XHBOIMCIY, TakK
JUTepaTOopy HeODXOOMMO €XeJHEBHOE VyIpaXKHeHHWe Ilepa. Tak JelaloT M
reHuaJbHble IHCATETH TMOTOMY, YTO 5TO MX INPHU3BaHUE. A MavYKyHHI HMOTOMY,
YTO OHM MHaye ceGs M He BOOOpaXalor, Kak FeHHaJbHBIMH IMHCATEIIMH. A TO
6b1 OHM M Tiepa B pyku He 6pamm. (V, 15)

The cited entry is an example of ambivalent construction with its
two extremes: ‘‘genial’nyj pisatel’”’ (‘“‘writer of genius’) and
“patkun’ (“‘hack’’). Usually this entry is quoted in order to prove
that the Diary was for Sevtenko a kind of exercise in writing, thus
reducing the meaning to the neutral pattern: a writer needs exer-
cise. But in fact SevEenko constructs the model differently: both
its poles play a role in the self-realization of the “I.”” The moment
of ambivalence reflects the lack of self-confidence, often exhibited
by Sevienko, resulting from his exclusion from the sphere of
creative activity, and ruptured connections with contemporary
processes in art and literature. This is borne out by many examples
relating to all fields of Sevtenko’s creative activity. He writes of
himself as a painter:
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IlecATHL JIeT HeyIpa)XkeHUSA B COCTOSTHUY CHelaTh M U3 BEJIMKOTO BUPTY03a CaMOTO
OOBIKHOBEHHOTO KaballlHOro OanaiaewHuka. ClieIoBaTeLHO, O XHBOIKUCH MHe
u ayMathb Heuero, (V, 32)

He also expresses doubts about his talent as a prose writer:

HyxHo 6yneT npouuTaTh eile 3T0 pyKodembe, 4To M3 Hero Beitger? Kak
npumert ero C. T. Akcakos? (V, 201)

Even with regard to his new poetry he is uncertain of his skill:

Kak-To mpHMYT 3eMIISIKE MOH MO0 HeBomsHMueckyto Mysy? (V, 209)

Within the framework of such a pattern certain doubts about the
measure of his own poetic gift can be born:

B snwmiore k ‘“YepHoit page’’ II. A. Kymuu, rosopsa o Torone, Keutke 1 o MHe
TPeiiHOM, YKa3biBaeT HA MEHS, Kak Ha BeJHMKOro caMoOOLITHOTO 11o3ta. He u3
apyx6sl i 310? (V, 156)

Such an understanding determines the features of ‘‘prose’” in the
Diary1

DISCREPANCIES BETWEEN THE NARRATOR
AND THE NARRATIVE

Returning to the question of the relationship between Sevienko’s
Diary and his prose, it must be pointed out that the variety of
genres and styles of the former, in which all the material is com-
bined within the self-description of ‘‘narrator,” is also noticeable in
Sevienko’s prose. But in the prose, fragments of various genres
and styles fall under different textual rules. Therefore the disin-
tegration of the text into fragments of various character which is so
natural in the Diary (it suffices to note that entries made by
different people are interpolated into the text without disturbing the
genre) destroys the ““artistic’’ orientation of the prose.

The aesthetic fragmentation of the prose cannot be discussed
only on the plane of ‘‘artistic’’ tasks. If it is, we are left with no
alternative but to say that Sevtenko’s prose is weak, and desist
from further analysis.

' The arrival of the battalion commander at Novopetrovsk (V, 24) can serve as
an example. The whole plot is built as a series of paraphrases derived from the
word for ‘‘thunderstorm™ (‘‘groza’), stylized in a plot-picture. The stylization
refers to the ‘“‘Homeric” literary style (the tradition of translation by Gnedi¢ and
Zukovskij). The satirical coloration of Sevienko’s depiction reflects the ‘‘burlesque”
realization of this style in the tradition of Kotljarevs’kyj.
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One thing declared again and again by the author is the separa-
tion of his prose from established models:

CoBOM, Bce €CTh, YTO HYXHO IJI1 CaMOM MOJHON POMaHHUYeCKON KapTHHBI,
pa3zyMeeTcs, Mo IepoM Kakoro-HuOyap Ckorra Banbrepa wiM eMy momoGHOro
CIIMcaTe/Is TPUPOAbl. A s IO NPHYHMHE HHIETH Moero BooOpaxeHHs (OTKpo-
BEHHO rOBOpsA) He Oepycs 3a Takoe HeJlo, Ja Y MeHs, IpM3HAThCA, M pedyb He K

frolmy umer. (I, 209)

.y3e1 ONMCHIBAEMOTO MHOIO TIPOMCIIECTBHS 3aBA3AICA MMEHHO B ITY
JOCTONAMSATHYIO Houb. ToNBKO He Ha I0YTOBOM CTAaHLMH, KAaK 3TO GONbIIEIO
yacTuio ciydaercsa. . . . (IV, 248)

It is interesting to compare declarations of the narrator with their
realization or non-realization in the narrative itself:

Tonb3ysace cMM yAOOHBIM cliyvaeM, s1 MOr Obl OMHMCaTh BaM OeIOLEPKOBCKHIA
KHMIOBCKMH TpPaxTHpP CO BCEMH €ro IPA3BHBIMH NOJPOOHOCTSAMH, HO
(aMaHICKas XHUBOMUCH MHe He jaflach, a 3Jech oHa Heo6xomuma. (IV, 250)

3mech Obio Obl OYeHbL KCTaTH OMMCAaTh CO BCEBO3MOXHBIMHU TIOAPOOHOCTAME
nmocTOUIBI ABOP;, HO Tak Kak »To tableau de genre omuchbiBanu yxke MHOTHE,
He TOKMO IIpO3010, HO Jaxe M CTHXaMH, TO S M He Jep3alo CONEPHHYATh HH C
KeEM M3 J3TUX JOCYXHX CIHCaTeled, HH HaXe C caMbiM TOMEPHYECKUM
ONKMCaHHEM B CTHXaxX IIOCTOUIOrO OBOpa, HANEeYaTaHHOTO, He MOMHIO, B
KaKOM-TO XypHane, e M CpaBHMBaeTcs 3To omucaHme ¢ ‘Mmmamoro’’. (III,

348)

The position of the narrator on the level of declaration, with refer-
ence to literary tradition is defined as a repudiation of the ‘‘Flem-
ish>> model of depiction of reality. This does not mean, however,
that we will not find this model in the narration. Here is an exam-
ple of this type:

TloTroM mOCTal OrHA, 3aXel CBedy, Jielr Ha KpOBaThb M, CTpPaHHOE [e/I0, MBICIIU
MOH BIpPYT HEPElLINd OT IO3IMBI B MOe COGCTBEHHOE MpOLLIoe. MHe IpeACTaBH-
mach KOMHaTa B 9-i JTuHMHM, B goMe OynouHmka JoHepOepra; KOMHaTa co
BCEMH ee MOAPOCHOCTAMM, HE IOBOpPO—C MeGebio: 3T0 ObUla Obl HellpaBIa.
Boonbr mepenHedt CTeHbl HaX paGOYMM CTONIOM BHMCAT ABE IIOJKH; BEPXHAA
ycTaBieHa CTaTy3TKaMM W JiomagkamMu OapoHa KionTa, a HHXHAA B
Gecriopsioke 3aBajieHa KHMramMu. CTeHa, TNPOTHBOIIOIOKHAS TIONY3aKPHITOMY
eIMHCTBEHHOMY OKHy, yBelllaHa a/leGacTpOBBIMH CJIENIKaMH CIIEIKOB H pPydek, a
MOCpe WX Kpacyercss Macka JIaOKoOoHa M MacKa 3HaMEHMTOM HaTypIIMIIbI
dopryHaThl. HemoHsATHOe yxpalueHHne He a1 xymoxHuka. (IV, 293)

This sort of description is not rare in Sev®enko; moreover, its
source can be found in the literary tradition known to him. For
instance, in spite of its autobiographical authenticity the description
given above undoubtedly goes back to the Gogolian description of
the studio in ‘“Nevskij prospekt.”” The literary examples to which
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Sevienko refers in his prose (mostly taken from Gogol’) were
themselves full of ‘‘Flemish’’ descriptions.!?

It is very difficult to explain the gap between declaration on the
level of the narrator and its realization in the text itself if we
remain within the traditional literary framework. We can clarify the
picture by assuming that we have not a contradiction within the
boundaries of one system, but rather two separate systems, each of
which provides a reason for bringing in fragments of different types
to correspond to different tasks.

One can find a model of description ‘“‘with details,”” which the
narrator rejects on the level of declaration, in the following passage:

B oxHy U3 TakMX NPOTYJIOK Sl HEYasiHHO IIONA/l Ha COBEPILIEHHO P HOMCAAJIEBCKOE
6onoro (M3BecTHasi KapTHMHa B DpMHUTaxe), Oaxe MepBbIi [UIaH KapTHHHI C
MeJlbYaWITUMHE NOAPOOHOCTAMM TOT Xe caMblif, 4To M y Promcmansa. S mpo-
CHOeN OKOJIO GONOTa HECKOJBLKO YacOB CPSIAY M CAENal J0BOJILHO OKOHYEHHBIHA
pucyHOK ¢ ¢namanackoro geonnuka. (IV, 303)

It should be noted that the key word here is Flemish. The whole
passage, as often happens in Sevienko, has no direct relation to the
plot construction of the tale, but appears to be in the nature of an
interpretation, related to the biographical level of the narrator. It is
even more obvious if we remember that the passage is preceded by
a memoiristic description of a landscape (‘‘. . .the panorama,
which lay before me, reminded me vividly of the artistic drawing of
my unforgettable Sternberg, drawn from nature somewhere in
Bagkiria’’), which by its construction is motivated by something
other than the demands of the narration. Besides this, the quoted
passage ends with a phrase which, by virtue of its intonational and
syntactic characteristics, may be described as appertaining to the
context of the diary (particularly to Sev¥enko’s Diary, where such
constructions often appear): ‘It would be interesting to collate it
with the famous picture.”” All that we have mentioned compels us,
first, to note the ‘‘diaristic’’ construction of the quoted passage;
second, to connect the introduction of the ‘‘Flemish” model (in
spite of the narrator’s declaration at the beginning of ‘‘Progulka’)

12 The nature of romantic prose does not necessarily exclude *‘Flemish” traits.

For romantic prose, ‘‘Flemish’ features were not forbidden because ‘‘romantic’
was understood as a free, non-traditional aesthetic. It was not a literary taboo which
created this aesthetic, but rather, modes of interpretation (cf., for example, the
second ‘‘Flemish™ chapter in Marlinskij’s typically romantic tale ‘‘Ispytanie’’).
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with the sources which lie outside the aesthetic structure of the nar-
rative and do not conform to the declarations within the latter.!3

THE NARRATOR AS OBSERVER

In this regard it may prove interesting to trace the character and
function of one constant motif-declaration of the narrator, in its
relation to the ‘‘plausibility’’ of described objects and events. Here
is an example:

He onuchiBato BaM HH BeJIHKONENHBIX AyGOB, HacaKOEHHbIX NpadelaMH,
COCTARNSIOUMX JieC, OCBEIEHHBIHl 3aXOAALIMM CONMHIEM, CPEAH KOTOPOIrO
BBICHTCS GeNbBe/iep ¢ KYIOJIOM OTPOMHOIO GapcKOro A0Ma; HM TOH LIMPOKOH H
BE/IMYECTBEHHOM NPOCEKH WIH alUled, BeAyilell K JOMy; HHM OTPOMHOIO ceia,
3arpOMOKIEHHOTO SKHNaXaMM, JOMAAbMH, JaKeAMH M KydepaMH, —He
ONKCHIBAIO TIOTOMY, YTO Hac BCTpeTHIa, Iepel CaMBIM BLe3JOM B alUIEo,
GecKOHeuHasi KaBalbKafa aMa3OHOK M AMa30HOB M COBEPILIEHHO COMIa MeHS C
tonky. (III, 214)

The text is constructed ambivalently: on the one hand, we have
the declaration of the narrator, on the other, the description given
in the narrative, which contradicts the declaration. This declaration
(““I am not describing”) is constructed on the principle of *‘plausi-
bility>: I cannot do two things at once (cf. Sevtenko’s entry that
he does not believe in the plausibility of the stories about Caesar,
who, according to descriptions, could dictate letters simultaneously
to several different people). Thus for the narrator, the introduction
for description in the text should be motivated by the principle of
“‘plausibility.”’

The function of plausibility in different systems of genres varies.
In memoirs, plausibility is the central orientation of the author
toward truthfulness, so that the latter can be identified by readers
with plausibility. In the artistic text, if it is not composed as a type
of a memoir text, the orientation toward plausibility could be
marked only in cases of its deliberate violation. The very distinc-
tion between the plausible and the implausible is undesirable. For
this distinction will disturb the aesthetic integrity of the text. The
author can refer to plausibility as one of the characteristics of his

13 Another example:

U LIEPKOBbL, U C€JI0, U IIOJIyHAarue 3aKOM4YEHHBIE OE€TH —CJIOBOM, BCE HABIACT M3 cebs BHI
BEChbMa XMBONUCHLIA. COBepLIeHHO BO BKyce BaH-OcTala HalllWX MOJAFOMIMX HAaZEXIHI
tableaugenr’ ucros. (I, 286)



THE REALITY OF THE NARRATOR 97

poetics, but it would mean that what is brought to the fore is a
problem of perception of reality by the narrator and confidence in
such perception, rather than introduction of reality by the narrator.

Sevienko insists on the plausible (actual) perspective as a
definite orientation of his prose, using the generic of memoirs—the
accurate rendering of ‘‘facts.”” Furthermore, this orientation is
related to features which belong exclusively to the plane of the
narrator:

He ommchiBalo BAM HH XO3S#KM, HM XO3fiMHa, TOTOMY 4YTO BO BpeMs Halei
ayAMEHCHMM Ha [OBOpe OBLIO IIO9TH TEMHO, CleOBAaTeNLHO HOAPOGHOCTeI!
paccMoTpeTh Ghiio Heposmoxao. (111, 215)

[a3a OH NOCTOAHHO OMYCKal W HpSTall [OX YePHBIMM [UTMHHBIMA DeCHHULAMH,
a TOTOMY 00 HMX IOJIOXMTEIbHO CKa3aTh HHMYEro Helb3f, KAK M O BEpXHEH
ry6e, KOTOpOM KOHTYp HpSTalcs TOX YCaMM, a HMKHAA ObUla MpPEKPacHoO
ouepueHa, TONLKO HeMHoro Toinctosata. (IV, 307 -308)

CnpsaTaics s 3a KaKOro-To IUIeYHCTOrO MYXKHMKa M BHIDIANBIBAIO, KaK MBIIIbL H3
napsa. OOpsan yxe Hadajuca, ¥ Oe3pykuii MOiM Kapajlep-He3HaKOMELl IEPXHT
BeHell HaJ rojoBoil HesecThl. COOKy BMXy, 4TO HeBecTa KpacaBHla, a HOCMO-
TpeTh B uno Hemp3a. Mocagmo. (IV, 310)

As one can see from these examples, of which there are a multi-
tude in Sevienko, the plausibility of descriptions is first of all con-
nected with the transposition into a literary model of principles of
depiction on canvas: what is described is what is visible to the eye.
Thus literary conditions of description are opposed to pictorial con-
ditions. But because the principles of painting cannot be simply
transposed into the aesthetics of literary construction, we face
rather the problem of attaching these principles to the figure of the
narrator-painter (cf. the constant juxtaposition of observed reality
with pictorial subjects, a feature peculiar to the narrative style of
Sevtenko). Therefore narrative text is composed as reality
described in a diary, where veristic perspective and boundaries of
the described are guaranteed by the possibilities of the observer
(“transcriber’’ as Sevienko as narrator calls himself). The follow-
ing passage from ‘‘Kapitan3a” (Captain’s wife) can serve as an
example of a ‘‘diaristic’’ narrator in moments of descriptive nar-
ration:

B r. KpoMbl MBI NpUGLLIM HOUBIO M OO PacCBETa BHIEXallM; CJIENOBATENLHO, O
ropoge Kpomax MHe Toxe Hevero ckazaTh. . . . (III, 348)

My last example is very revealing. It refers to the narrator’s
acquaintance with the characters in the story he presents. He had
been at their estate, quite by chance, long before the time of the
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present narrative, not knowing that he would later write about
them:

O, ecnu 6 s 3HaJ TOrga, YTO KOrda-To NPHAETCA MHe NHCaTh MCTOPHIO OOHTAa-
Teleit 3TOr0 POCKOLIHOTO yeauHeHWsi! S Obl TOrma He OrpaHMYMICH OTHMM
TIOBEPXHOCTHBIM B3ITIAAOM, a MocTapajci Obl IPOHHKHYTbL U B XOPOMBI, H
BCIOOY, Kyda TOJMBKO MOXHO NMPOHHKHYTh, BCIKQIY Obl 3aIJISHYN, U MOXET OBITh,
Torga Mo HcTopus Obula OBl M monHee, M Kpyriee. Ho mpouutoro He
BOpOTHILb. OrpaHAYMMCs TeM, uTo Temepb umeeM. (111, 287)

We have here a refusal on the narrator’s part to describe details and
histories of his characters’ lives, a refusal motivated by a lack of
personal acquaintance with subjects whom the narrator did not then
see as future material for a story. The ‘‘diaristic’’ motivation of
this passage is indisputable.

In terms of literary tradition this device appears to be a rejection
of the omnipotent narrator, a rejection which in itself determines
the narrator’s characteristic features. In this connection it should
be mentioned that SevEenko is exceptionally consistent in maintain-
ing distance between the narrator and characters in the story: the
narrator almost never ‘‘recounts’’ the consciousness of the charac-
ter. In other words, narrative models like ‘‘he thought’ or ‘‘he
felt”> with respect to other characters are extremely rare in
Sevienko’s prose. Every time they occur it is as if they were
modeled by the skaz-narrator. This is even more unusual if we
keep in mind that Gogol’, for instance, whose patterns Sevienko
very often follows, uses such models quite often even within the
structure of skaz, where they contradict the conventions of the
form.

A full description of the inner world of a character occurs in
Sevenko only in the presence of a first-person narrator, i.e., the
narrator himself or his character-narrators (particularly in ‘“Muzy-
kant” and ‘‘XudoZnik’’), who in essence are doubles of the narra-
tor.

This peculiarity of Sevienko’s prose bears witness to the
narrator’s position of observer of described reality. I would say that
the diaristic nature of the narrator manifests itself in this relation-
ship. In his prose Sevtenko creates a system similar to the system
of a diary: reality is described from the outside, without its own
position and voice, revealing itself in the aspect of its description.
The world of the narrator, on the other hand, is furnished with
reflection, inner voice, and position. As a result, reality, in this
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alignment, represents the material for the formation and revelation
of the narrator’s world.

THE NARRATOR’S PERSONA
AND ITS REALIZATION IN THE SKAZ

The examples given above are not only relevant to particular cri-
teria for the description of a reality which we call diaristic. Because
they are numerous, consistent, and characteristic for the whole
corpus of Sevenko’s prose, they can be used as evidence of the
creation of a stable system of motifs on the level of the narrator.
As motifs I here understand the repetition of facts, events, names,
images, etc., in various narrative contexts. In this fashion a super-
structure is created independent of the actual plot. The plot, in
turn, can be viewed as the application of the super structure. By
definition, then, this structure is attached not to the narrative,
which often cannot explain the appearance of this or that motif, but
to the narrator, who is its only source.

If we consider all Sev¥enko’s novellas as one text, we find that
they have one narrator, who is not bound by geographical or tem-
poral characteristics. It is important to realize that we speak not of
the narrator as a system of authorial opinions, but of a narrator who
has actual biographical and plot characteristics. This feature is
peculiar to the model of the narrator-character in the cycle (for
instance, in Turgenev’s Zapiski oxotnika (Sketches of a Huntsman),
but Sevienko did not conceive his novellas as a cycle, at least in
terms of narrative. On the other hand, the typology of the narrator
does not depend on the degree to which a given tale is ‘‘biographi-
cal.” Researchers have pointed out that the body of Sevienko’s
tales is not homogeneous in terms of its adherence to a biographical
plot. For instance, there is ‘“Najmy¢ka’’ (“The Servant”), the tale
furthest removed from such a plot; in contrast, we have
“XudoZnik’ (‘““The Artist”’), the nearest to biographical narration.
Nevertheless, in the first case as well as in the second, the
narrator’s features remain unchanged.

First of all, the narrator is Ukrainian, a feature which is marked
in the structure of the narrator. This feature has two aspects. The
first is exclusively biographical, with a special connotation. The
narrator always uses the word ‘‘countryman’ when addressing
other characters, as well as in making generalizations. This word
appears not only in stories which take place, for example, in the
Urals, but also in the Ukraine. Thus the recurring motif of
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geographical separation from one’s homeland appears in the bio-
graphical aspect of the narrator. This, in turn, is connected with
the other aspect: the national-biographical.

The narrator in Sevienko always takes the role of an ‘‘eye-
witness.”” The usual model is that in: ‘‘Circumstances once com-
pelled me to visit. . .” (III, 140). This role of the narrator is
poorly differentiated from the narrator as ‘‘researcher,” i.e., the
“antiquarian’’ or ‘‘collector of folk songs’> (IV, 26). The narrator,
ironically, identifies these two faces:

S npmzagymainicsa. A 9TO B CaMOM Jejle, HE MaXHYTh JIX IO IIpaBy pa3biCKa-
TeJA OpPEBHOCTER NONI0GOBaTLCA Ha CeIbCKHE HMIPOBH3HpOBaHHbie 3a6aBbl’?
(11, 210-11)

This lack of demarcation between two images of the narrator is
created by the common stance of the narrator as a biographical per-
sonage. The identification of these two images reveals the common
historical and national world of the narrative. Through the
““stories,” i.e., the impressions of the ‘‘eyewitness,”’ national his-
tory is depicted as it appears through monuments and legend, and
in the present day. The “‘stories” and ‘‘history’’ are an indivisible
text, united by the structure of the narrator. For example, in the
introduction to ‘‘Najmycka,”’ where national legend and historical
fact about Romodanov’s road, even though it has no relation to the
plot (‘‘we started to talk about it only because the event which is
described here takes place alongside it’’; III, 63) are connected
through the narrator (“‘po dolgu opisatelja’) to the plot of the
story, giving the latter a broader national context. Or, in the intro-
duction to ‘“‘Knjaginja” (‘‘The Princess’’), the history of the village
is introduced strictly through the biographical world of the narrator,
who is at the same time the main character of the story.

In the national-biographical aspect, the attitude of the narrator
towards the narrative is of the kind usually referred to as skaz. The
features of skaz are scattered throughout the narration: ‘. . .one
could stop by the tavern in Mytnyci [village] and wait till the rain
was over. . .” (IV, 248). Specifications of this kind (which are
even singled out grammatically as specifications) have the aim of
drawing the skaz reality for the reader, who is not acquainted with
the geography of the tales. Here the skaz is oriented towards the
Russian reader from the interior of the Ukrainian world. This nar-
ration is realizing itself as a narration in Russian. This is especially
noticeable in the comments of the narrator on cultural or material
realia (lavy, ili skamejki ‘the branches,” na cvyntari, ili na pogoste ‘in
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the churchyard’~III, 351, 401; na ganok, te. na kryl’co ‘on the
porch’~IV, 9). In most cases the skaz quality is condensed in the
introduction to the tales. Here the literary sources of skaz are more
clear, as, for instance, at the beginning of ‘‘Muzykant’’:

Ecnu BbI, OIaroCKIOHHBIM YHMTATeNb, JHOOWTEIL OTEUECTBEHHOM CTapHHBI, TO,
npoesxkasa ropox IIpwiyku II(omrasckoi) r(yGepHuM), CcoBETYIO BaM
OCTaHOBHUTLCS Ha CYTKHM B 3TOM TOpPOIE, a €CJM 3TO CIYYMTCA He OCEHBIO M He
3UMOI0, TO MOXHO OCTAaThCA M Ha JBOe CYTOK. U, BO-IIepBHIX, MO3HAKOMBLTECSH C
OTIIOM TmpoToHepeeM Wiuero BoasAHCKHMM, a BO-BTODBIX, NOCETHTE C HHUM Xe,
orioM Hiuero, noypa3pylleHHBIH MOHACTHIPh ['YCTBIHIO, 110 TY CTOPOHY peKH
Vnas, Bepcrax B Tpex ot r. Mpwiyku. (111, 209)

Sevienko’s dependence on Gogol’s introduction to the ““‘Vedera” is
apparent. But in Gogol’, this “‘local color” serves as the function
of skaz, creating the geographically crowded world of the narrator,
who motivates the character of the narration. In Sev&enko we have
a different twist: the quoted passage is connected to the biographi-
cal features of the narrator (‘‘per procurationem of the Kiev
Archeographical Commission’’), which are not part of the skaz
mask. Skaz structure creates a biographical world rather than a skaz
world in this case. Skaz and the “‘I’’-narration constitute two
modes which are indivisible within the narrative. Therefore literary
influences (Gogol’, Kvitka) with regard to the narrator recede into
the background; the author’s inner task is more important. He
must render a biographical and diaristic structure within the inten-
tion of traditional artistic models.

In Sevienko skaz is the favored type of description by a *‘per-
son,”” by the “‘1.”” It gives to this “‘I”’ the independent character of
living expression. It is firmly connected to the diaristic quality of
narration and in most cases cannot remain in the form of skaz as an
“‘illusion,” but turns into strict diary form. The form of skaz also
has a national orientation, where the skaznarrator is not only a
““person’’ but a ‘‘national person.”” Skaz identifies the national
with the personal.!4 These two principles are constantly linked in

14 As an example one can compare frames in ““Najmytka” and “‘Knjaginja.”” The
very pattern of frame can show an invariant of compositional beginning in the tales
(only “‘Progulka” constitutes an exception). The fact that this pattern does not
entirely belong to the plot is emphasized by the narrator’s constant return from the
frame to the plot:

DTH pacCyXOEeHUs BedyT TOMLKO K TOMY, WTO OTHAJAOT OT UHTATels INpeaMer,
KOTOpBIit fi' HaMepeH eMy TpelcTaBuTh Kak Ha magoru. (IV, 140)

. .da y MeHS, OpH3HATECS, H pedb He K [olmy mmer. (II, 209)
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the narration (cf. for instance the historical and biographical medi-
tations of the narrator in “‘Progulka’—IV, 273). The beginning of
“Progulka’’ can serve as an example of the national and biographi-
cal theme, which is stressed in this respect.

B3agymamock MHe B IPOLIIOM IOy BCTPETUTh Hallly NpPeKpacHYH YKpauH-
CKYIO BECHY TAe-HMOYOb IOJajblllieé OT ropoga. XOTA M B TaKOM Tropoje, Kak
caJaMM YKPBITHIA Halll 37aTorjIaBblit Kues, OHa He TepsAeT cBOei MHpelecTH, HO
BCe XKe—TOpOd, a MHe 3aX0TeloCh YeIWHEHHOro THXOro yrojlka. JTa
Mo3THYEeCKasd MEBICIb IPHIIJIa MHE B TOJIOBY B Havajle WIH B TIOJIOBHHE aripelis,
He INOMHIO XopouieHbKO. ITOMHIO TONBKO, YTO 3TO CIAYYHIOCH B CaMBIil pa3Ball
Halell 3HaMEHHTOM MaJIOpOCCHIMCKONM TIps3H. MoXHO OB H IOJOXIATh
HEMHOI0, —BECHOIO IPA3b GbIcTPO coxHeT. Ho yXk ecid 4TO MHe pa3 NPHILIO B
ronoBy, XoTsA OBl caMoe HecOBITOMHOE, TaK XOTH poaH, a mojaBail. Ha stom
NYHKTe 51 MMEK OOJIbIIOE CXOJACTBO C MOHMMM HENOJATIMBLIMH 3E€MIIAKaMH.

(v, 247)1

This reality, expressed by the skaz mode and colored with national
features, constantly oversteps the boundaries of generic expecta-
tions and enters the realm of strict narrative structure, with a
morality which bears the open, diaristic character:

['oe y Hac B PoccuH Ta BEJHKAas axaleMHs, KOTOpasi oGpasOBLIBAET TaKMX
Ge3ayiuHslx apTomMaTo. . . (IV, 337)

At the same time, on the level of literary tradition we are again
faced with “‘epic’’ Gogolian models. This becomes especially obvi-
ous in instances where the object of meditation is a Ukrainian:

TIpaBza, 9TO peKo BCTPEYa FOTCA B PYCCKOM HeJIOBEKE JBE 3TH A06poleTeNH, T.
e. M MacTepCTBO M Tpe3BOCTb, OJHAKO X BTPEdalOTCA, M BOT BaM
noxasaTenscTeo—Tyman. (111, 375)

The point here is not even that the quoted passage goes back typo-
logically to Gogol’ (cf. the statment ‘‘Ivan Jakovlevi&, like every

S onHadve BO 3710 ymoTpeGisiio TeprieHHe MOMX GMarOCKJIOHHBIX CaylIaTeeit: pasHoO-
CHJCA ¢ cBOMM PoMomaHOM, Kak JyPeHb C IHCAHOK TOPGOM, HATOBOPWII, YTO TBOSA I€peK-
ynka ¢ Gy6IHKaMH, a 0 CaMOM-TO Jefie He ckasa eme Hu ciosa. (III, 64)

Thus the frame by itself is a compositional narrative device connected to a narrator.
It is, so to speak, his domestic realm which appears to be a source for the condensed
skaz-quality in a frame. At the same time it is an area of the greatest biographical
density. Skaz and biographical elements are easily identified in the fext of
Sevienko’s tale on the basis of the structural pattern in a frame. If in the beginning
of “Knjaginja”’ the skaz-pattern is built on the biographical material, the beginning
of ““Najmytka’” presents the same pattern on folkloric and ethnographic levels.

15" In the first draft Sevienko had ‘“‘na%u prekrasnuju vesnu’’ in the first sentence
of the passage quoted (IV, 249).
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decent Russian workman, was a terrible drunkard,” in ‘““Nos’’), but
that the very usage of the word Russian here is also from Gogol’,
from the second version of Taras Bulba in which the original
Ukrainian was changed to Russian despite the historical and geo-
graphical absurdity of such a change. Within the system of
““mythological” history in Gogol’ these renamings bring principle to
the forefront, heediess of realia. To Sev¥enko the whole is also
important: in his case the moralistic whole, which in his prose is
based on elements of personal, biographic experience. The moral-
istic picture requires broad generalizations as an essential charac-
teristic of the model. In this regard one may note the similarities
between the prosaic and diaristic structures in constituting such
models. Thus Sevienko’s following Gogolian patterns in the artis-
tic plane is of secondary importance. The starting point here is the
tendency of Sevenko’s prose to realize diaristic models.

NARRATIVE MOTIFS

One of the essential features in Sevéenko’s tales is the recurrence
of narrative motifs. This principle of text construction is primarily
used in poetry and in Sevtenko’s poetry in particular. We can find
traces of this manner of introducing motifs in ‘‘Najmytka,”” where
the narrator develops a meditation on the possible fate of the main
character. The whole meditation is based on the motif of the ‘‘pok-
rytka,” or fallen woman, as it appears in the poetry of Sevienko
himself or in the prose of, for instance, Kvitka (cf. ‘‘Serdena
Oksana,” to which Sevienko refers). It is interesting that
Sevtenko takes all poetical interpolations in the tale not from his
poem of the same name and plot, but from ‘‘Kateryna,”” which
represents and underlines the stable motif rather than the similarity
of plot lines.1¢

Sevienko’s motifs, however, are not always literary. In the same
tale (‘“‘Najmytka’’) there is the narrative motif of the aged Jakim:

16 1t could be compared with the narrative meditation concerning this motif in

‘“Bliznecy’’:

M s He HaMepeH YTPYXIaTh Bac IIOBTOPEHMEM TLICS4YM H ONHOMH, K HeCYaCTHIO, He
BBIMBILITIEHHOM, TOBECTH HIIH [OMbl B 3TOM ILIA9€BHOM poze, HauHHadA ¢ ‘s’ bapa-
ThIHCKOro ® koH4uas ‘‘Kartepuno#’’ Ill(eBuenka) W ‘‘Cepneunoyt OxcaHoit’'
OcHopbsiHeHka. (IV, 74)



104 VLADIMIR GITIN

.BHIHY/ TM4el M3 morpeba, pacCTABWI HX KaK CleyeT [0 [achKe, B3I
Edpema CupuHa 1 noceawics Ha Bce nero B macuke. (111, 134)

Seveenko also says about him:

OH mpuuIen B CBOe HOPMaJbHOE MOJIOXEHUe, I0fYac Hempodb ObUT MOCHYIHNAT,
xak oTer] Hun urpaeT Ha TyclAX W Kak OTell AMAKOH MoeT ‘‘BcsakoMy ropony
HpaB M mpaBa’’.

We find elements of these motifs in different combinations in other
tales. For example, in ‘““Twins,”’ old Nikifor Sokira, a beekeeper,
spends all his time at the beehives.

A B [eHb aHrefla OTHa ['pHropHs, mocie yXMHa, K BEJIMKOMY BOCTODIY
rocTei, CHeJld OHH, ¢ aKKOMIIAHMMAHOM Ha TYCIIAX, CaTHPHYECKYIO IECHIO
CxoBOpOIbl, KOTOpasi HAYHHAETCH TakK:

BcsikoMy ropoay Hpas ¥ mpaBa,. . . (IV, 18)

Yepe3 HeckonbkO AHed CremaH MapTBIHOBMY CHMOE]T Ha CBOEH MacHKe M
MBITAJICA [HaitTu] y Edpema CupHHa, OT4ero  BBIIILIA  Takas
[IPOTHBYIIONIOKHOCTh MEXIY PONHbIME GpaThsamu. . . (IV, 121)

Psaltery is given elaboration:

KpoMe OGubnnoTeKH, OTKa3ajl OH €My €Ille JOPOryr0 CKPHUIIKY M CBOHM JIHOOM