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Intolerance and Foreign Intervention in
Early Eighteenth-Century PoIandLithuania*

L. R. LEWITFER

We need hardly remind ourselvesthat on the political horizon of
northernEuropethe first quarterof the eighteenthcenturysaw the
eclipseof Sweden,the ascentof Russia,andthe continuingdeclineof
Poland-Lithuania.Although the Commonwealthdid not suffer any
territorial losses,it wasweakenedby theravagesof war andreducedto
aconditionof inferiority or vulnerability in relationto all its neighbors.
The delicatebalanceof power and influencebetweenthe Common
wealthandRussiawhich hadbeenadjustedby the treaty of peaceand
alliance of 1686 gave way within a spanof twenty yearsor so to an
unequalpartnershipof the two countriesin the conflict with Sweden.
After the battleof Poltava,PeterI took chargeof the conductof the
war andmadethe Commonwealtha strategicandlogisticbasefor his
operationsin Pomeraniaand North Germanyagainst Sweden.His
assertionof 1720 that AugustusII, king of Polandand, as Frederick
AugustusII, elector of Saxony, was indebtedto him not only for
recoveringthe Polish thronein 1710, but also for mountingit in the
first instance in 1697 whenPeter threatenedto invade the Grand
Duchy of Lithuania if the Saxons’Bourbon rival, the princeof Conti,
wereenthronedis an exaggerationborderingon distortion.Be that as
it may, its boastfulnessexemplifiestheattitudeof superioritywhich the
tsar and autocrat adoptedtowards an elective and constitutional
monarchwhom in the endhe wishedto replacewith an incumbentof
his own choosing,probably Francis II Rákóczi of Transylvania.His
undoubtedcontemptfor the Commonwealth’sform of government
notwithstanding,PeterI took carenot to tamperwith it, preferringto
maintainandmanipulateit to his own advantage.Althoughfrom 1710
he wasmorethanonceluredby Prussiato takepartin someschemeor
otherfor the dismembermentof theCommonwealth,he neveryielded

* This essayis the amendedtext of a paperpresentedat theSeminarin Ukrain
ian Studiesat HarvardUniversity on 2 April 1981.
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to the temptation and claimed credit with its inhabitants for his
abstemiousness.In 1716 he hadthe satisfactionof being invited by the
rebellious nobility to arbitrate betweenthem and their king in the
dispute causedby the quartering of Saxon troops in the Republic,
somethingwhich he himself had done andwas soon to do againwith
his own forces.By mutualagreementtheRussianarmywas to strike at
whicheverpartywas found to be willfully obstructingthe negotiations.
The task of mediationwas carriedout on the tsar’sbehalfwith great
skill by PrinceGrigorii FedorovichDolgorukii, hisenvoyplenipotenti
ary in the Commonwealth,oneof the few Russianswho in this period
succeededin gaining amodicumof popularitywith the Poles- some
of which, however,he lost whenhis master’stroopsreappearedon the
scene.The seriesof measuresembodiedin the agreementconcludedat
the end of 1716 betweenthe plenipotentiariesof the king and the
delegatesof the confederacy- a polite term for a constitutionally
recognizedmovementof protest- was approvedearlyin 1717, with
out debate,by aone-dayDiet convenedfor thepurposeandknownin
history as the "dumb" or speechlessdiet. Its moodof cooperativeness
andself-restraintowed muchto the presencein the offing of sizeable
contingentsof Russiansoldiers.Their task accomplished,the tsar’s
troopsneverthelessremainedon the territory of the Commonwealth,
oncemore eating its inhabitantsout of houseandhome andreadyto
serve their overlord’s undisclosedpolitical intentions.

To the surprise and intense irritation of Tsar Peter, J. H. von
Flemming,AugustusII’s chief ministerin Saxony andright-handman
in the Commonwealth- wherehe commandedthe troopsorganized
on the foreign, that is, western model - succeededin bringing into
beingaleaguebetweenthe emperorandthe kings of GreatBritain and
of Poland, as electors,respectively,of Hanoverand Saxony. One of
the expresspurposesof the alliance was to defend and preserve
Poland-Lithuania,and one of the secretones, to ensure that the
Russianskept the promiseto withdraw their armiesfrom that area.
The tsar,temporarily cornered,movedhis troopsout of the Republic
in the first half of 1719, but they remainedin readinesson the other
sideof the frontier, and until Peter’sdeathin 1725 their return never
ceasedto be a possibility. The Commonwealthremaineda sovereign
state, but onewell within the Russiansphereof influenceandso long
as he lived, in the power of Tsar Peter. His supremacyin Poland
Lithuania from 1710 is, I believe, indisputable.

From the outset one factor constituteda potential threat to the
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balanceof power between Russiaand Poland-Lithuania.This was
article 9 of the treaty of 1686, which obliged the king of Polandto
uphold all the ancient rights andliberties of the Orthodox dioceses,
parishes,communities, and individuals, and to prevent their being
oppressedin any way or compelled to adopt the Roman Catholic
religion or the Uniate rite. This stipulationvirtually castthe ruler of
Russia- whetherregent,co-tsar,or tsar - in the role of guardianof
the Orthodoxcommunityin the Commonwealth,andin practicegave
him the right to makeofficial representationson behalfof his co-reli
gionists there whenever circumstancesdemandedor justified such
action. The concomitant requirement that the handful of Roman
Catholics in Russiashould likewise not be allowed to suffer any
ill-treatment or discrimination and should be free to practice their
religion at homecouldhardly be accounteda reciprocalcondition. The
Greek Catholic church or the Uniate church was from the Russian
point of view a dangerousoffensiveweaponin the handsof the Polish
stateandecclesiasticalhierarchy, sinceit madepossible, in theory at
any rate,a rapid andwholesaleconversionof the Orthodoxpopulation
on bothsides of the border,althoughregardingthe Russianside the
apprehensionsof the Orthodox clergyon the onehand and the rosy
hopesof the papacyon the other werewholly unrealistic. But in the
BelorussianandUkrainianlands underJohnIII Sobieski,the support
receivedby the Uniatechurch from the crown, the RomanCatholic
churchandthe chief dignitariesof the realm who werealsothebiggest
landholderswas of a kind to give rise to protestsfrom acrossthe
border as frequent as they were fruitless, since all conversionswere
assumedto be entirely voluntary.

At this time the Polish ruling classwasapparentlystill obsessedwith
the fear that the Russianswould establishtheir rule in some eastern
partsof the country,as theyhaddonein the past,by making useof the
"schismaticGreeks,"who presumablywould takeup armson behalfof
their faith. JohnIII, havingevidentlycometo the practicalconclusion
that the only way to cut the groundfrom under the Muscoviteswasto
turn his Orthodoxsubjectsinto Uniates,wasfrom a distancelending a
handto the accomplishmentof whatthe papalnunciocalled"this great
task." The king usedhis influencewith the bishops,who in duecourse
were followed into the Uniate fold by the monasteries,the lower
clergy, andtheir flocks. Landowners,especiallythe greatones,exer
cisedtheir authority as patronsof the churcheson their estatesin the
interestsof the Union, and the local Jesuitsused their powers of
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persuasion.Where legal devicesand words failed, physical pressure
was applied. No voicewas raisedin protestagainstforced conversions
to echothe admonitionsof aJanSzczçsnyHerburt 1613 or of aLew
Sapieha1622.1 In view of the tsar’sclaim to therole of guardianand
protectorof the Orthodox population of Poland, the Venetianresi
dent, Girolamo Alberti, consideredthe situation in southeasternPo
land in 1694 to be a dangerousone:the embersglowing beneaththe
ashesmight, he feared,onedayburst into flames. The papalnuncio
reportingto Romeon the samesubjectin 1697 deploredthe readiness
of all sides in the conflict to resort to violence. The changein the
personof the monarchfrom Sobieski,the ardentCatholic andsavior
of Vienna,to AugustusII, who hadgoneover to Romeon the eveof
his electionto the Polish throne,madelittle differenceto this stateof
affairs. Augustus’sconversion,in the wordsof Alberti, hadproduced
"neclux, neccrux," that is, neitherthe light nor the crossdivine there
was not evena crucifix in the king’s apartments,meatwas constantly
being servedat table, no alms were being given to the poor; in the
absenceof hiswife theking did not scruple,in hisown words,to live as
did so manyotherCatholicmonarchs.But thosewho hadinitiated the
policy of what FlorianZnanieckicalls "assimilativeexpansion"contin
uedto prosecuteit with undiminishedvigor. In 1648the "schismatics"2
were still consideredto reign in Lviv, but in 1699,whenthe Orthodox
bishop of that diocese, Josyf Shumlians’kyi Józef Szumlañski,
attemptedto takepossessionof the Orthodoxcathedralat Kamianets’,
the town andfortressnewly recoveredfrom the Turks, he was denied
entry by the civil authoritieson the spot, since the Diet of 1670 had
alreadyexcludedPodolia from Orthodox jurisdiction as well as yet
againprohibiting Jewsfrom settling in Kamianets’ . Facedwith the
prospectof isolation in the midst of a hostile environment,Shum
lians’kyi finally redeemedhis earlier secretpromisesto embracethe
Union.

The degreeof assimilation in the processof expansionwas very

SeeJ. Tazbir, Arianie i katolicy Warsaw,1971, pp. 159-61. Herburt’s"Zda
nie o narodzieruskim" is printed in Dokumentyobiasniaiushchieistoriiu Zapad
no-russkogokraia. . . St. Petersburg,1865, pp. 214-28,andSapieha’s"List do
JWImci Xiçdza JozefataKuncewiczaArchi-EpiskopaPolockiego," in E. Likow
ski, Historia unii kocioIa ruskiegoz kociolem rzymskimPoznad,1875, pp.
237-44;but S. Estreicher,Bibliografia Polska, vol. 27 Cracow,1929, doubtsits
authenticity.
2 In F. Znaniecki, Modern Nationalities: A Sociological StudyUrbana, Ill.,
1952.

The Diet of 1699 forbadepersonsof both categoriesto settle in Kamianets’;
Volumina Legum,vol. 6 St. Petersburg,1860, p. 35.
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limited andthe benefitsreapedby the convertswereproportionately
modest. A conversion from Orthodoxy to Uniate Catholicism,
whetherof bishops, abbots,priestsor ordinary laymen,brought little
morethan relief from persecution;and privilege, political influence,
andfinancial benefitwere still deniedto the inhabitantsof that half
way housebetweenByzantiumand Rome,who for all practicalpur
poseswere no morethan second-classcitizens,lookeddown upon on
both sidesof the border.Tsar Peterwho was to show little patience
with schismaticsin his own countrydespisedthe Uniatechurchmore
than he fearedit as beingneitherone thing nor the other, a double
monstrosity,a religion for the deformed.The conversionof Russiato
the Union was beyondthe boundsof probability, but in 1705 Stefan
Iavors’kyi, the headof the hierarchy,wassaidto havedeclaredthat he
would work for an extensionof the Union if orderedto do so by the
tsar. The Orthodox fared even worse, being not only subject to
discriminationin the filling of any office under the Crown and to
constant harassment,but also to forced conversion. In the Grand
Duchy of Lithuania,accordingto the petition presentedto TsarPeter
by the Tseperskiimonasterynear Slutsk, conditionswere such that
"TartarsandJews weremore respectedas membersof their religions
thanOrthodox Christians."As a socialgroupthis conglomerationof a
diminishing body of szlachta,petty townspeople,minor clergy, and a
mass of peasants,long since desertedby their social superiorsand
erstwhile leaders,the old princely families, did not commandany
considerationin asocietydominatedby asenatorialbody, partsecular
andpart ecclesiastical,of PolishandRomanCatholicnobles.By 1702
the numberof Orthodoxdioceses,all subjectto the jurisdiction of the
metropolitanof Kiev on the othersideof the border,hadfallen from
four in the reign of Sobieski to one, that of Belorussia,headedby
Serapion Polkhovs’kyi, newly nominatedby AugustusII while the
backs of his ecclesiasticaladviserswere turned.

The papalnuncio, in writing to Rome in 1697, drew a comparison
betweenthe "schismatics"and the "heretics." The former have no
assistanceother than that of the Muscovite who, being a rival, is
suspectin the eyesof the Republic, while the latter have the moral
support of the electorof Brandenburgand receivemoneyfrom Hol
land. They want permissionto establishtheir churchesin the towns
andwould like a definite numberof their "sect" to haveseatsin the
senate- a privilege, incidentally, likewise desiredby the Orthodox
and Uniate bishops but denied to them as well. Unlike the fairly
compactandwell definedgroupsof Graeco-Rutheniansasthe Ortho
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dox were also called and Uniates in the eastern regions of the
Republic, the Protestantsweredispersedandsubdivided,the szlachta
beingfor the mostpart Calvinists,the German-speakingtownspeople
generallyLutherans,whereasin GreatPolandtheresurviveda size-
ablecommunityof BohemianBrethren.The rights of the Protestants
were protectedby successive"constitutions" or acts of parliament,
beginning with that of 1573 under which the "dissidentesin religione
Christiana," in other words, the whole body of szlachta, Roman
Catholic and Protestantwith the disputedaddition of the towns in
Royal or Polish Prussia,hadagreedto live togetherin peaceandnot
to shedblood becauseof their religious divergences.A further safe
guardwas containedin the promisemadeby everynewlyelectedking,
including AugustusII, to maintain the peaceamongmenof different
denominations.But by the endof the seventeenthcentury,neitherthe
Orthodoxnor the Protestantswere as relatively securein the practice
of their religion as theyhad beenbeforethe Cossackuprising andthe
Swedishinvasion of the late 1640sandthe 1650s. Popular feeling had
turned againstthe religious minorities,which came to be associated
with the depredationsand outragescommittedby enemytroops and
particularly by the soldiery of the Lutheranpersuasion.Having once
beeninvaded and devastatedby Swedes,Transylvanians,Cossacks,
Muscovites,and Tartars, Poland-Lithuaniacould againbecomethe
prey of non-Catholicassailants.It is a truism that insecurity doesnot
makefor tolerance:it may heightenreligiousfeelingsbut tinges them
with virulence;the non-conformistsbecamesuspect.In the secondhalf
of the seventeenthcenturythe religiousclimatein Polandhadchanged
from exceptionallymild to harshandinimical to exoticgrowthssuchas
Socinianism:the "PolishBrethren"who professedit werebanishedin
1658. In the bracing atmosphereof diminishing tolerance Polish
Catholicism,penetratedin depth by.the Society of Jesus,appearsto
havegainedin vigor anddevelopeda militancy which it displayedin
theserviceof assimilativeexpansionin the eastandof the lastphaseof
the Counter-Reformationin the north and west.

Xenophobia,too, was on the increase.At the turn of the century,
before therewas any inkling of yet anotherSwedish invasion, for
eignersin Warsaw were beingtreatedwith undisguisedhostility. No
sooner had the newly elected AugustusII taken up residencein
Warsaw than the szlachta were voicing their dissatisfactionat the
number of Germans,officials and others,he had brought into the
Republic.The primate,CardinalMichal Radziejowski,only recently
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describedby the nuncioas infirm of purposeandpayinglittle attention
to ecclesiasticalmatters, chose to perceive a dangerto the Roman
Catholic religion in the presenceof so many Lutheransand Jews
amongstalukewarmlaity. Having discoveredto his evidentannoyance
that Lutheranserviceswerebeingheldin a housewhich the concierge
of his own palace had let to a Saxon statecouncillor, Radziejowski
gave instructions for the letting to ceaseat once, for fear that the
Protestantsmightnextseizehold of a churchor build oneof their own.
The leasingof the salt minesat Wieliczka andSambirto some Jewish
enterpreneurscausedfurther indignation.Jewishcontractorswerealso
supplyingthe army, but all Jewswereundernoticeto leavethecapital
at the endof the parliamentarysessionin accordancewith the laws of
the province of Masoviaforbidding the presenceof Jews and "here
tics." In 1701 the bishopof CheimnoCulm, TeodorPotocki,without
consultingtheHoly See,issuedanedictprohibitingmarriagesbetween
RomanCatholicsand "heretics."

The upheavalsof the subsequentten years put the three religious
minority groups- Orthodox,Uniate andProtestant- at the mercy
of rival political interests.At various timesduring mostof that period
vast areas of the Republic were now under Swedish, now under
Russiancontrol. The Russianscontinuedto give their support to the
adherentsof AugustusII, who, in turn, remainedloyal to the Russo-
Polish alliance of 1704; in the sameyear the Swedesengineeredthe
election of a puppetking in the person of Stanislas Leszczynski.
CharlesXII is invariably describedby contemporaryobserversas a
championof Protestantism,4and it seemsfair to say that as many
evangelicalchapelswere reopenedor rebuilt under the protectionof
the Swedishmilitary commandersas Roman Catholic churcheswere
lootedby their rank andfile. Underthe termsof the treaty concluded
in Warsaw in 1705 betweenCharlesXII and Stanislas,the Republic

confirmedthe securityandtranquility enjoyedby the Protestants;their
religion was not to exposethem to loss or injury, they were to be
allowedto hold servicesin theaccustomedandpermittedplacesandto
bring up their children in the faith of their forebears.The religious
rights, privileges, and immunities in the towns of Royal Polish
Prussiawere likewise confirmed. Owing to the refusal of the Polish
sideto agreeto terms that would haveoutragedthe majority of their

On this point see C. von Noorden, EuropaischeGeschichteim achtzehntem
Jahrhundert,vol. 2 Düsseldorf,1874, pp. 578-91.
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fellow countrymen, the Swedesobtainedmuch less than they had
demanded,but even thesemodestconcessionswere brandedby the
leadersof AugustusII’s party as a capitulationto heresy.

On the easternreligiousfront AugustusII and the Republic, from
one side, and PeterI, from the other, hurled accusationsat one
anotheror madeconcessionsas circumstancesand the pressureexer
cised by the religious hierarchyin eachcountry demanded.It must
herebe saidin fairnessto the king that he personallyconstantlytried
to meetthe wishesof the Orthodox aswell as to protect the Protes
tantswhereasPeterI never misseda chanceto repressthe Uniates,
from personal dislike as much as from political motives: a Greek
schism in close and dangerousproximity to Russiawas not to be
tolerated. Even before the outbreak of the Great Northern War
AugustusII had orderedthe restitution to the Orthodox of churches
and monasterieswhich had been seized by the Uniatesduring the
interregnum,the readmission,in Vilnius, of Orthodox townsmento
offices in the town council and to membershipin the craft guilds, of
which theyhadbeendeprived.In 1701 the Churchof the Assumption
in Lviv was handedback to the Orthodox, as was the Tseperskii
monasterynearSlutsk in 1703; in the sameyearthe Orthodoxcharac
ter of anothermonastery,that of Novyi Dvor near Pinsk, was pre
served.Therecan, however,be no certaintyas to the lastingeffective
nessof theseinjunctions.

In 1705 occurred the much publicized incident which weakened
PeterI’s bargainingposition in relationto the Polesandirretrievably
damagedthe reputationwhich, at a time when the pope had to be
preventedfrom recognizingStanislasLeszczyñskias king of Poland,
he hadworkedso hardto acquireby meansof privatehints andpublic
gestures- that is, of a ruler kindly disposedtowards Rome and
perhapsnot averse to entertainingthe possibility of a direct union
betweenthe Russian Orthodox and the Roman churches. In the
Uniatecathedralof St. Sophiain Polotsk,on beinginformedby oneof
the monks from the adjacentmonasteryof the samenamethat the
BlessedJosaphatKuntsevych,in his lifetime the local archbishop,had
beenmartyredby "schismatics"or, in TsarPeter’sown version of the
incident, "your co-religionists, heretics,apostates,and persecutors
like yourselves,"the tsar,who wasin hiscups,reactedviolently: five of
the monkswerekilled, oneof themby Peterhimself.The incidentmay
havecausedhim to makeamends:first, by nowputting hissignatureto
the charterissuedby his chancelleryin 1704,giving permissionfor the
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constructionin stoneof a Roman Catholic church in Moscow; and
second,by guaranteeing,at the endof 1705,to respecttheimmunityof
ecclesiasticalpersonsandestatesof the RomanandUniatechurchesin
Poland. Tarnishedthoughhis reputationmay havebecome,the tsar
did not fail to counterbalancethe first of theseconcessionswith the
demandthat the Republic should respectthe right andlibertiesof its
Orthodoxinhabitantsin accordancewith ancientcustomand formal
treaties,and to complain that in manyplacesin the Commonwealth
personsof the Greek faith were grievously oppressed,being pro
hibited from receivingthe Sacramentin their homesor holdingpublic
funerals,andweresufferingall mannerof abuseandconstraint,mostly
from the Uniates, which was contrary to the law and to Christian
conduct. So no doubt were the breachesof the tsar’s guaranteesof
immunity constantlycommitted by his auxiliary forces in Lithuania,
Belorussia, and the Ukraine. Apart from the looting and brawling
habitually indulged in by troops,Uniate churchesand monasteries
were plunderedand reconvertedto Orthodoxy, monks and priests
driven out, ecclesiasticalestatesoccupied. The Uniate church in
Polotskcastlewas turnedinto an ammunitiondepotandan iconof the
Virgin ornamentedwith jewels was taken away by a commandant
namedOzerov. But the Russianpresencein thatpart of theworld did
have its lighter moments. Marriages between Russianofficers and
daughtersof Polish landowningfamilies were apparentlynot uncom
mon, althoughthe exportationof the brides’ dowriesto Russiacaused
some legal difficulties. But the exchangeof accusations,counter-
accusations,anddenials continuedendlessly.

Next it was TsarPeter’sturn to assertthat it was the Orthodoxwho
weresufferingpersecutionatthe handsof the Uniates,beingdeprived
of their churches,forced under duressto adhereto the Union, pre
ventedfrom going to confessionandfrom receivingCommunion,and
beingscandalizedby actsof desecration.Theremusthavebeenagood
deal of truth in theseandothercharges,or else the SacraCongregatio
de PropagandaFidewould not haveconsideredit necessaryto instruct
the papal nuncio in Poland in emphatic terms not to toleratethe
enticementof Rutheniansinto theLatin rite. Thesituationwas further
complicatedby the dispute over the see of Luts’k. Here Kyrylo
Shumlians’kyiCyryl Szumlañski,newly electedbishopin succession
to Dionisii Zhabokryts’kyi Dionizy Zabokrzycki, who had been
deportedto Russiafor intelligencewith the enemyand had died in
Moscow, chose,no doubt with the moral if not physicalsupportof the
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Russiantroopsin the area, to be consecratedby the Orthodox rather
than by the Uniate metropolitan of Kiev. Only at the end of 1711,
whenthe Russiantroopshadbegunto withdraw from the Common
wealth underthe termsof the peacetreaty recentlyconcludedon the
Pruth betweenRussiaandTurkey,was he oustedfrom the dioceseby
the joint efforts of the dietine of Volhynia and the civil authorities.

For reasonswhich are not entirely clear - from some temporary
abatementin the Polishcrusadingactivities, thetemporaryabsenceof
Russiantroops from the southeasternlands of the Commonwealth
during the nextfive years,thetsar’spreoccupationwith thewaragainst
the Swedesin Pomerania,or from a combination of all threefac
tors - Peter’sactive interestin the fate of the Orthodox on the other
sideof the Russo-Polishfrontier did not extendbeyondarbitratingthe
dispute betweenthe new Orthodox bishop of Mahilëfl, Syl’vester
Chetvertyns’kyiSyiwesterCzetwertyñski,and the monastichouses
in his diocese.

By contrast the Protestantpowers were watching with growing
concernthe deteriorationin the condition of their co-religionistsin
Royal Prussia,GreatPoland,andLittle Poland.The return in 1710 of
AugustusII to Polandandhis restorationto the thronedid nothingto
assuagethe feelings which provided the emotional impetus for a
Roman Catholic counter-offensiveagainst the recent resurgenceof
Protestantism.Its chief strategistsappearto have been Stanislaw
Szembek,the primate, andhis brotherJan,by turns vice-chancellor
andchancellorof the Kingdom of Polandhe was rememberedas the
benefactorof the Carmelitesin Cracowandthe Jesuitsat Lomza and
was laterto be describedby the British envoy,JohnScott,as"proneto
bigotry", and KonstantySzaniawski,who originally was a gray emi
nenceheld in high regard by the tsar and later becamebishop of
Cuiavia andfinally of Cracow.By 1720 Szaniawskihad movedto the
fore, and Scott calls him one of the ablestleadersin Polandand the
mostdangerousenemyof the Protestantsthere.His zeal, accordingto
Scott, proceededfrom hopesof a cardinal’s hat and otheradvantages
he might expect from Rome. The king continued to be favorably
inclined towards the Protestants,but the Roman Catholic zealots,
without any regard for the law of the land or even that of humanity,
seemedto haveno otheraimthanthe destructionandexterminationof
any fellow citizens who differed from them in outlook or religion.
Even allowing for a strong elementof prejudiceon Scott’s part, his
stricturescouldnot havebeenwithout foundation.Themenalludedto
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by Scott and others like them seemeddeterminedto extirpate the
Protestant"heresy," to promotethe bringing through the Uniaterite
of an evengreaterpart of the populationof the Republicinto union
with the Churchof Rome, andto continueseekingthe fullest possible
rights for RomanCatholicsin Russia.They andtheir successorswere
to achievethe first andsecondof theseaims; the third was doomedto
failure from the outset. Polish priests and missionary monks were
never allowed to enterRussiain large numbers,andcould not there
fore effect conversionsor establishrelationswith the local hierarchy.
At the end of the seventeenthcenturythe BohemianJesuitsin Mos
cow hadbeenrequestedby the authoritiesto preachnot in Polishbut
in German,so as not to attracttoo largea congregation.Very few of
the Capuchinson whosebehalfJanSzembekandthe thenMonsignor
Szaniawski had exerted themselvesand who finally arrived in St.
Petersburgin 1720 werePolish. In what circumstancesandfrom what
ulteriormotive Fr. FrancescoArcelli, a Theatinepriest,came in 1722
to be appointedtutor to the Sons of Tsar Peter’senvoy in Warsaw,
PrinceGrigorii FedorovichDolgorukii, in his housein Moscow,is not
clear.

If, as Scottsuggests,the RomanCatholiczealotstookthe view that
the exterminationof Protestantismwas pleasingin the eyesof God,
thenthe Almighty hadgood reasonto be satisfiedwith what was done
in Poland-Lithuaniafrom about 1710. The Protestantcommunitywas
denied the right to establish consistories,call synods, or publish
religious literature; individual Protestantswereaccusedof adheringto
theArian heresyeventhoughsuchchargeswerecontraryto the law de
regestroArianismi of 1685; with the approvalof the courts, churches
were beingseizedor precludedfrom being repaired.The building of
new Protestantchurches,chapels,or schoolswas not allowedin towns
or on private estatesof the szlachta, ownersof such estateswere
preventedfrom inviting ministers of religion to perform rites and
ceremoniesin their manorhousesor to exercisethe right of ecclesiasti
cal patronagein favor of Protestantclergy. The Protestantpowersin
westernEuropewerealarmedattheseblowssustainedby their "inter
est," some - those in England and BrandenburgPrussia- more
than others. Scottcontrasts"the zeal and artifices which the Roman
Catholics seldomfail to use where the interest of their religion is
concerned"with "the sleepyindifferencein mattersof religion of the
mostpart of the ProtestantPrincesandStates."In Polandthe Protes
tants themselveswere looking for assistanceto their co-religionists
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abroad.An early cry for help came from a prominentszlachcic in
northern Poland, BonawenturaKurnatowski, and was addressedto
QueenAnne in person.The queenwas muchexercisedby thediscom
fiture of CharlesXII and the prospectof the electoral prince of
Saxony- the son of AugustusII - being pervertedto "the Roman

superstition."In 1713 in Warsaw the envoysof Prussia,the Nether
lands,andEnglandlodgeda joint protestwith the king at the "hard
ships to which the Protestantshad of late beenexposedand at the
infractionsof their privileges." The Russianresidentin Poland,Alek
sei I. Dashkov,who had beeninvited to join the demarche,excused
himself on the groundsthat he had no instructionsin the matter,nor
did he wish to incur any furtherodium with the Poles. Fromthat time
until the endof the period under consideration,the British envoysin
Warsawwere almost invariably instructedto pleadwith the king and
his ministers for an alleviation in the plight of the Protestants.They
themselvessentemissariesto England,Scotland,andIreland to make
propagandaand raisefunds. In 1715, after a judgmentof the tribunal
or court of supremejudicature,as Scott calls it had deprivedthe
Calvinists of their church in a place called Radziçcin, the electorof
Brandenburgmadea formal protest, assertingthat the decreewas
contraryto the statutesandcardinallaws of the Republic,andthreat
eningreprisalsagainstRomanCatholicchurchesin Brandenburg.The
chancellorof Poland,JanSzembek,retortedby arguingthat whereas
the securityof the Catholicchurchesin Brandenburgwas guaranteed
in the treaties between the two countries, the "meeting houses"
zbory of the Calvinists enjoyedonly "permissive toleration" and
weresubjectto the samelaws andpenaltiesas the restof the country.
Privatelyhe dismissedthe Prussianprotestas being"more flame than
fire" and in an official note ratherextravagantlywarnedof counter-
reprisalswhich could result in the expulsion of non-Catholicsfrom
Elblg, Malbork, and Toruñ Elbing, Marienburg,and Thorn.

In theseandothercitiesof RoyalPrussia,Catholicswere in fact in a
minority, andin Torufl the roleswere reversed.Here,andthereis no
reasonto disbelievetheir tale, the Catholicswere the victims of petty
persecutionand discrimination practicedby the Lutheran majority;
theywereovertaxed,debarredfrom civic office andfrom the merchant
and craft guilds, generallyoppressedanddeprived, anddestinedfor
eventualexpulsion. RomanCatholic churcheswere strippedof their
income throughthe expropriationof their endowments;atunspecified
datesa schoolwas takenaway andplacedunder a Lutheranteacher.
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Hospitalswith their incomesandprovisioningwere transferredto the
Lutherans,Roman Catholic church festivals were studiously disre
gardedandemployeeswere madeto work on thosedays in order to
create as much noise and disturbanceas possible, and so on. In
Grudzüldzin 1724 the mothersuperiorof the Benedictinecommunity
complained of petty harassmentby the local burghers, "proud,
haughty, anddisdainful," who refusedto provide a water supply for
the conventalthoughit hadbeenpaidfor, andhadrecentlytakento
hindering the purchaseof provisions.

It was into alandalreadyimpoverishedby the rapacityof the many
armies,nativeandforeign, repeatedlymarchingandcounter-marching
across its territory, a country pervaded by a mood of mounting
xenophobia and deepening religious prejudice, that AugustusII
movedsomeof his Saxontroops- into Lithuaniaat the end of 1714
and into Great Poland in 1715. The ostensible purposeof these
movementswas to guard the Republic’s northern frontier against a
possibleSwedishincursionfrom Pomerania.The undisciplinedbehav
ior of the Saxontroops, apartfrom driving the Polesto desperation
andutter ruin with the usual exactionsof food andforage,gavegrave
offense to their religious feelings. In one instance men under the
commandof a CaptainForbesweresaidto havebroken,desecrated,
and thrown into a cesspit an effigy of the Virgin. According to
contemporaryaccountsthe Saxonsbroke the rule of law andtherules
of war, pillaging andburningchurchesandmanorhousesandoppres
sing priestsandszlachtawith numerousvexations.In 1715 the szlachta
formed a confederacyin self-defenseagainst theseabusesand de
mandedthe removalof theSaxons.The hostilitiesbetweenthe crown
andthe oppositionwerebroughtto an endin the lastmonthsof 1716
with the mediationof Tsar Peter’splenipotentiary,Grigorii Fedoro
vich Dolgorukii, whosehandwas strengthenedby the reappearanceof
Russian troops in Great Poland and in Volhynia. The agreement
betweenthe two parties, alreadymentioned,includedan article con
cerning religion. According to Scott, the original intention of the
zealotson theking’s sidehadbeento outlawProtestantismaltogether,
but they ran into strong opposition from the confederatesin Great
PolandandLithuania,manyof whom were,as the papalnuncioput it,
"sectarians."At first the objectorsresistedany changewhateverin the
existing status of the dissenters;even the modified proposal was
attackedin a memorandumsigned by a sizeablebody of men of
standingandinfluenceandhotly contestedin a lengthy debatebefore
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being finally acceptedby the two parties. In its final form article 4 of
the Treatyof Warsawembodiesin astatutewhathadhithertobeenno
morethan the policy of the RomanCatholic hierarchywith regardto
the Protestants.It forbadethe restorationof old Protestantchurches
andorderedthe destructionof thoseerectedbetween1704 and 1709.
All worshipin the latter was prohibitedunderpainof a fine in the first
instance,imprisonmentin the second,and banishmentin the last. In
thearmy, asbefore,Protestantofficers werenot to outnumberCatho
lic ones,to the detrimentof the latter.5Dolgorukii in his capacityas
chief mediator approvedthe article only after some moments of
hesitationcausednot by the pleasof the Protestantsto use his influ
enceon their behalfbut by the apprehensionthat the newlaw might
also be applied to the Greek church. Having beenassuredthat this
could not possiblybe the case,he allowed eventsto taketheir course,
perhapsto his regret,since in 1718 the Russianvice-chancellor,P. P.
Shafirov, informed a Polish envoy that he "disliked" the Treaty of
Warsawbecauseit wascontraryto the interestsof the Greekreligion.
This was also the opinion of the anonymousauthorof a brief gloss
dating from the time of the treaty. The questionof the rights of the
Orthodoxcommunity was certainly not regardedas irrelevant to the
purposeof the treaty by its authors,since at one point theycontem
plated the inclusion of an article on "dissentersof the Orthodox
religion." The Prussianenvoy G. F. Loelhoeffel, in pursuit of the
supportof his Russiancolleague,insinuatedthat article4 endangered
the securityalso of the Protestantcommunity, andin 1717 representa
tivesof the Protestantpartythemselvestried to prevail on Dolgorukii
to protestagainst that section of the treaty. The Protestantswere
sparingno effort to makecommon causewith the Orthodox and to
createthe impressionthat the two groupshad joined forces in self-
defense.A synod of representativesof the Protestantcommunitiesin
Poland-Lithuaniaheld in Gdañsk in 1718 confirmed the union with
the Orthodox enteredinto by a similar assemblyheld in 1592. Evi
dently taking its cuefrom this resolutionandfrom currentusage,alist
of grievancesdated 1721, unsigned but clearly emanatingfrom a
Protestantsource,speaksof "Dissidentesin ReligioneChristianatam
GraeciquamutriusqueEvangelicaeConfessionis."The significationof
the term dissidentesin religione Christiana hadshifted from the whole
body of RomanCatholics and Protestantswho had agreedto differ

Volumina Legum, 6: 124-25, 127.
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amongthemselvesto the Protestantsas dissentersfrom the official
churchandthereafter,with increasingfrequency,to all the Christian
non-Catholicsin the Republic.6

A plan of action for a joint Russo-Prussianinterventionon behalfof
the Protestantswas already in existence,thanks principally to the
endeavors of Daniel Ernst Jablonski, grandson of John Amos
Comenius,co-superintendentof the congregationof the Bohemian
Brethrenin GreatPoland,court preacherat Berlin, foundingmember
and later presidentof the Berlin Academy, advocateof Protestant
ChurchUnion, anda swornenemyof the Habsburgmonarchy,which
he identified with the Counter-Reformation.Among his correspond
entswere, at different levels of importanceand distinction, Leibniz,
William Wake,archbishopof Canterbury,andHeinrichvon Huyssen,
oneof Tsar Peter’sminor diplomatic agentsanda propagandiston his
behalf. The publication in 1708 of a tract entitled lura et libertates
dissidentiumin RegnoPoloniaemarks the espousalby Jablonskiof the
causeof the Protestantsin Polandand its associationwith the early
Enlightenmentin Prussia.If the informationcommunicatedin 1718 to
Rome by the nuncio in Warsawis correct, Jablonski’sactivities had
longsincecrossedthe borderlinebetweenreligion andpolitics: as part
of an agreementbetweenthe tsarandthe king of Prussiathey, the king
of Sweden,and other rulers in Germany were to act against the
emperorwith aview to obtainingan improvementin the legalstatusof
the Protestantsin the empire.The tsarand the king of Prussiawere in
touchwith thePolishProtestantsthroughamannamedJablonski,who
in turn was in communicationwith Hungary, where Rákóczi - at
that time in Turkey- would put himself underthe protectionof the
tsar anduse it when the opportunity arose.

The policy of joint action with Russia over the matter of the
dissentersas recommendedby Jablonskiwas strenuouslyfollowed by
the Prussianenvoysin Warsaw,who took everyopportunityto obtain
the supportof their Russiancounterpartsfor their attemptsto induce
the king andhis Polish ministersto bring aboutsomealleviation in the
distressedconditionof the Protestants.But amongthe Polesnational
consciousnesswasgrowing andreligiousfeelingwasrunning high. The

6 The use of theterm dissidentesas earlyas 1632 in the "Punctadissidentiumde
religione" to cover all non-Catholic Christiansseemsto have been exceptional.
See J. Woliñski, Poiska i kosció1 prawoslawny Lviv, 1936, p. 90; Albrycht
StanislawRadziwill, Memoriale rerumgestarumin Polonia, 1632-1656,vol. 1, ed.
A. Przybo and R. Zelewski Wroclaw, 1968, p. 29.
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demandfor the polonization of the army, first voiced in 1710, was

constantly reiterated:the officers shouldbe Catholics and "national
ists" nacjonalisci, as well as beingpropertiedand membersof the
szlachta,anddrill andexercisesshouldbe conductedin Polish. Devo
tion to the interestof the Catholic religion, so the sayingwent, was a
greatPolish virtue, any threatto Catholic orthodoxy was thought to
imperil liberty, and,as Libertasadoratfidem,how, it wasasked,will it
be upheldby thedissenterswho havetrampledunderfootthe precepts
of thechurchanddishonoredthe Mother of God?In 1717themiracle-

working imageof the Virgin at Czçstochowawasadornedwith acrown
to confirm the sovereigntyof the Mother of God over the peopleof

Poland.A similar ceremonywasheldat Trakai, in Lithuania,in 1719.

The notion of "Polak-katolik" seemsto havewon generalacceptance
in this period; it wasasif the ancientlaw RexCatholicusestohadbeen
extendedto all Poles.The law concerningthe king hadbeenstretched
further in the secondhalf of the seventeenthcentury and used to
preventthe appointmentof ProtestantandOrthodoxsenators.In 1718
the principle of RomanCatholicexlusivenessreadinto article 4 of the
Treaty of Warsaw was for the first time formally applied to the
composition of the Diet when, admittedly after a lengthy debate,a
deputywas debarredfrom the housepurelyandsimplybecausehe was
a Calvinist. In the towns, accordingto a speakerin the samesession,
Protestantburghers were "undesirable"becausethey "spoilt" the
credit available to Catholics; the primate in his speechreproved
landownersfor colonizing their depopulatedlandwith non-Catholics.
He had already in a pre-electioncircular letter called for the total
removal of the Jews- "that heapof rubbish," productive of more
harmthangood,prejudicialto the lawsandcustomsof the Church. He
furtherproposedthat the mining of silver be resumedandimproved;
foreignersmightbe engagedfor this purpose,but all shouldbe genuine
Catholics - "let therenot be a single Jew amongthem or God help
us." The applicationof article 4 of theTreatyof Warsawcausedmuch
misery to thoseagainstwhom it was directedand arousedsympathy
even outside strictly Protestantcircles. In 1721 the Frenchenvoy in
Warsaw,althoughin his ownestimationa good Catholic, spokeof "les

SeeSolemnitasCoronationisB. Virginis Mariae in antiquissimaad Praeposita
lem Palatino Trocensis Basilicam . . . gratiis et miraculis Clara icone, ab. Ill.
Excell. ac Rever. D.D. Constantino Casimiro Brzostowski,Episcopo Vilnensi,
celebrataVilnius, 1719,cited in K. Estreicher,Bibliografia Polska, vol. 13 Cra
cow, 1894, under Brzostowski.
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justes griefs des Protestants."Scott, reporting in 1720, writes of
Protestantsbeingbrandedas hereticsand cited beforeRomanCatho
lic consistorieswhich fined heavilythosewho failedto appear,or being
draggedbefore the tribunals which imposedsavage sentences.The
ceremoniesof baptism,marriage,andburial providedsomany oppor
tunities for vexations and insults. The enemies of Protestantism,
clearly impervious to persuasion or pressure, followed but one
maxim - conform or perish.

Poland-Lithuania, formerly the proverbial asylum haereticorum,
waswell on the way to becomingan arenaof Protestantmartyrdom.
So disturbingwas this prospectto beholdfrom England,the Nether
lands, and Prussiathat the Polish counterchargesof discrimination
against Roman Catholics and the silencing of their church bells in
thosecountrieswent unheeded.The GreekOrthodox religion in the
BelorussianandUkrainian lands seemsno longer to havebeencon
sidereda subjectworthy of parliamentarydebate,at a time when it
hadbecomethe religion of only ahandfulof szlachta,the vastmajority
of whom were by now Roman Catholicsor Uniates.

As well as feeling imperiled by the new law, the Orthodoxinhabi
tantsof Belorussiawereagainbeing forcibly convertedandfrom 1718,
in a successionof petitions,theybeggedthe tsar to intercedeon their
behalf. It appearsthat in at least one instance fines were indeed
imposedon an Orthodoxcommunityfor an infringementof article 4 of
theTreatyof Warsaw,despitethe fact that it refersunmistakeablyto
Protestantservicesin churchesor privatehouses.In the new circum
stanceswhich first arosein 1720, when the tsar’s influence over the
countrywas unquestionedandunrivaled, sincethe Republicthen had
no friend other than this dubious ally, the pleas on behalf of the
Orthodox received prompt and on the whole effective attention.
PeterI was nowplaying his full partas defenderof the Orthodoxfaith
in the Commonwealth.In 1720 some Polesfearedthat he might wish
to use this role as a pretext for armedintervention.They little knew
that the treaty concludedearly in the sameyear betweenPeter and
Frederick William I containeda secretarticle in which Russiaand
Prussiapromisedone anotherto protect the rights of the dissenters
andto safeguardthe Republic’spolitical institutions,well knownto be
antiquated.The underlying assumptionthat the want of a strong
governmentwould continue to contributeto the perpetuationof the
religious conflicts in Poland-Lithuaniawas a soundone.

WhetherPeterI ever seriouslycontemplatedthe use of force on
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behalf of the Orthodox community in Poland-Lithuaniamay be

doubted. If the Polesdiscernedin Peterthe masterof the situation in
the Commonwealth,he himself had a shrewdnotion of what outside
influence wassecondonly to his own. In 1722, through an intermedi
ary, he called on the pope to protectthe Commonwealth’sOrthodox
community from further harassmentby using the ecclesiasticaland
secularchannelsopen to him, failing which the freedomof Roman
Catholic worship in Russiawould be withdrawn and the very few
Catholic churchespulled down. This counter-blow,aimedagainstthe
extra-territorial interestsof the Catholic pressuregroup in Poland,
which evidentlyhe consideredto havebeenresponsiblefor the perse
cution of the Orthodox, seemsto be the only form of retaliation to
have been contemplatedby Tsar Peter. The SacraCongregatio de
PropagandaFide agreedthat a letter shouldbe sentto the bishopsin
Polandurging moderationand gentlenessin returning schismaticsto
the bosom of the church and also that appropriaterepresentations
should be madeto AugustusII’s minister in Rome. Whetherany of
this was everdone I havebeenunableto discover.Nor did Peterhave
any intentionof creatingin Poland-LithuaniaaRussianpartyrecruited
from the ranksof the Orthodox; the mistakenassumptionthat this
could be done was to be madelater, by CatherineII.

Any credit he mayhavereceivedfrom his own clergy for prevailing
on the Polesto leavethe Orthodoxin peace,or any favor he may have
gainedwith the king of Prussiafor championingthe Protestantsas well

as his own co-religionists,hadto be weighedagainstPeterI’s position
as sole arbiter in the Commonwealthandhis standingwith the Polish
dignitaries. The latter included the primate until his deathin 1721,
Szaniawski,bishopof Cracowfrom 1720,andthe four hetmans,whose
support, thoughto some extent paid for in pensions,he could not
expect to receiveirrespectiveof what coursehe pursuedin the Com
monwealth.The manwhom in 1722 Tsar Peterappointedas commis
sary for the protection of the interestsof the Orthodox there, the
self-styledCountRudakowski,previouslyemployedas an interpreter
with the Russiandiplomatic mission in Warsawanda nomineeof the
Orthodox community, was neverthelessin suspiciouslyclose contact
with the Prussianenvoyin Warsaw.He displayeda constanttendency
to exceedhis authority both in the field and in Warsaw, where he
pressedDolgorukii8 to join the Prussianenvoyin making representa

Grigorii Fedorovichwas replaced by Sergei Grigorevich in May 1722.
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tions on behalf of the Protestantslong before he finally received
instructions to that effect from the tsar. The affair of Pinsk in 1722
where three Orthodox monasteriesand a large numberof churches
together with 20,000 parishionershad been forced into union with
Rome on the occasionof the marriage on the sameday of two
daughtersof the chancellorof Lithuania, M. S. Winiowiecki, gave
Rudakowski the chanceto show his ability to manipulatethe Polish
legal and constitutional system to the advantageof an oppressed
minority. In a very short time, by orderof the king’s own court, the
monasteriesandchurcheswere restoredto their rightful ownersby a
teamof royal commissioners.This outcomecausedgreatirritation to
the RomanCatholicbishopof Luts’k andBrest,StefanRupniewskiof
Protestantstock,who hadperformedthe doubleweddingceremony
at Pinskandwas alsonotoriousfor the ill-treatmentof Protestantsin
his diocese.The fiery bishopthreatenedto excommunicateall Roman
Catholicswho hadtakenpart in the handingbackof the churches,but
thereis no evidencethat he actually did so. Not all of Rudakowski’s
missionsof rescueor arbitrationwere as completelysuccessfulor ran
into so little opposition;he was rebukedby the tsarfor interferingin
matterswhich did not concernhim andaccusedby S. G. Dolgorukii of
showinga lack of discretion.But in the end,by thetime of his recallin
1726, Rudakowskihad achievedthe reconversionof a total of fifty
churchesand three monasteries,which was about as much as the
Orthodox lost to the Uniates in the first quarterof the century.9

This then,in numericalterms,wasthe sum totalof PeterI’s achieve
ment as defenderof the Orthodox faith in Poland. Of far greater
significancewas the qualified willingnesswhich he showedfrom 1722
to include the Protestantsin his tutelageof the oppressedminorities
and to instruct his envoy to defend their interests on a basis of
reciprocity,thussettingaprecedentfor apolicy of joint interventionto
be pursuedby RussiaandPrussiain the period immediatelypreceding
thefirst partition of Poland.It is hardto saywhetherthis changein the
tsar’s attitude was dictated to any extent by a realization that a
tendencywas developingto treatthe position of the two communities
as a single issue,or whether it was his owncooperationwith Prussiain
this areathat acceleratedthe process.By acting in this way he did not
weaken his power and prestige in the Commonwealth. This was
brought out very clearly in 1724 in the aftermath of the tumult at

Archiwum CzartoryskichCracow, MS IV 754.
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Toruñ, in which a Protestantmob provokedby a pupil at the local
Jesuitcollegebroke into its precinctsanddesecratedthechapel.At the
subsequenttrial by the chancellor’scourt, the twelve principal rioters
as well as the mayor - for losing control of the situation- were
sentencedto deathandall but oneduly executed,to the greatindigna
tion of the Protestantcountriesandthe court of St. Petersburg.Soon
afterwards,when it was thought that retaliatory action from the east
and from the west might follow, the British envoy, Edward Finch,
reportedfrom Dresdenthat AugustusII and his entourage,at any
rate,were convincedthat the interested- i.e., Protestant- powers
would not actin concert,andthat the outcomeof the wholebusiness
would dependon any decision taken by the tsar, who, the writer
facetiouslyadded,was yesterdayanounceddead- which in fact he
was.

The death of PeterI put new heart into the Polish senators.In a
memorandumof September1725 the new primate,TeodorPotocki,
administereda stinging rebuketo the electorof Brandenburgasthe
king of Prussia was still referred to in Poland-Lithuaniafor his
interferencein Polish affairs, complainedof vexations inflicted on
RomanCatholic churchesin Ducal or EastPrussiaand in Elblg,
andthreatenedtheharshestreprisalsagainstthe Protestantsin Poland,
including the sealingof churchesandthe detentionof preachers.The
final paragraphof the diatribe puts forward a stirring proposalfor
calling the szlachtato arms,but at oncelowers its toneto declarethat
the purposeof the mobilization would be no more than to oblige
"foreign powers" to intercedenot by violent andextrememeans,but
by persuasionand friendly overtures.The principle of interferenceif
only by intercessionwas thus concededwhen the raison d’etat de
mandedthat it should be rejected.

The eventsreviewed abovecontain a paradoxwhich in a general
sensemayhavebecomearecurrentthemein Polishhistory: a gradual
diminution in the sovereigntyof the state is seento coincide with an
assimilativeexpansionof Polish-Catholicnationalism. Of this contra
diction the "questionof the dissenters"was born. In allowing it to
arise, the men who governedPoland at the time showed as little
vigilance and foresight as their predecessorshad done in 1686 in
acceptingthe principle of Russiantutelageover the Orthodox com
munity, with the differencethat whereasthe first error of judgment
entaileda concessionto tolerance,the secondwas a deliberatechoice
of exclusiveness.Given the circumstancesof diminishingsovereignty,
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therewas every chancethat the abandonmentof tolerationwould be
used as a pretext for foreign intervention. It fell to CatherineII and
FrederickII to exploit this weakness.
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The Political Reversals of Jurij Nemyryë

JANUSZ TAZBIR

Jurij NemyryC JerzyNiemirycz, the coarchitectif not the initiator of
the HadjaC agreementof 1658, has yet to be the subject of an
objectivebiography.Instead,critical assessmentsof the Antitrinitar
ian magnate’srelationswith the Swedesandthe Cossackshavecolored
evaluationsof him andhis career.The nineteenth-centurysketchesof
NemyryC by Józef Lukaszewicz and 0. Fotyns’kyj, for instance,
were clearly negative, althoughfor different reasons.1On the other
hand, in a study on NemyryC publishedin 1960 to mark the 300th
anniversary of the HadjaC agreement,StanislawKot depicted the
magnatein exclusivelya positivelight, omitting or cursorily summariz
ing any potentially damagingdata.2My own brief assessmentfound
NemyryC’s motives to be debatable:"Whereassome researcherssee
him as merely a careeristandmultiple traitor who was guidedexclu
sively by his own classinterests,otherscastNemyryC as aprecursorof
modernfederalistconceptswhoalwaysgavefirst place to the interests
of his Ukrainian homeland."3This disparity of opinion deservescon
siderationeven before NemyryC is the subjectof the comprehensive
biographywhich he fully merits. Let us investigate,then, why Jurij
NemyryC first supportedthe Swedish king CharlesX Gustavusand
then went over to the Cossackside.

Kot devoted barely three pages to NemyryC’s "illusory hopes
relatingto the Swedes,"andFotyns’kyj was equally laconic.Lukasze
wicz limited his treatmentto extensivequotationsfrom documents.
Recently the history of Polish religious dissenthas beendiscussedat

J. Lukaszewicz,"Jerzy Niemierzyc, podkomorzykijowski, starostaowrucki i
krzemieniecki," Biblioteka Warszawska2 1860: 355-70; 0. Fotinskij, "Jurij
Nemiri: Epizod iz istoni Volyni XVII veka," Volynskij istoriko-arxeologü’eskij
sbornik Zytomyr, 1 1896: 3-29.
2 Stanislaw Kot, Jerzy Niemirycz: W 300-lecie ugody hadziackiej Paris, 1960. A
Frenchtranslationhasalso appeared:GeorgesNiemiryczet la lutte contre l’intolerance
au 17 siècleThe Hague, 1960. Cf. alsoJ. Tazbir, "Prawdziwe obliczeJerzego
Niemirycza," PrzeglqdHistoryczny511960:721-26.

Poiski slownik biograficzny, vol. 22 Wroclaw, 1977, p. 816. Unfortunately,I have
not had accessto Myxajlo Bryk, Jurij Nemyryëna di istoriji Ukrajiny Losser, The
Netherlands,1974.
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length in Polishhistoriography,anda clearpolarizationof opinion has
resulted.Some researchersbelieve that acts of internationalProtes
tantism against the Polish-LithuanianCommonwealthwere taking
place during the consecutiveCossack,Swedish, and Muscovite wars
1648-1660.They are said to have culminatedin dissident activity
during the so-calledDelugewhich aimedagainstthe very existenceof
thePolish-Lithuanianstate.Anothergroupof scholarsarguesthat the
existenceof such a conspiracycannotbe verified, and that because
supportersof the Counter-Reformationcurtailedthe rights of religious
minorities,Polish-LithuanianProtestantswerecompelledto seekhelp
from abroad. A kind of vicious circle resulted:Catholicspersecuted
non-Catholics,who thensoughtagreementwith the Commonwealth’s
enemies,in the hope that if the princeof Transylvaniaor the king of
Swedenascendedto the Polish throne,their situationwould improve
dramatically.4

Suchhopesweresharedby NemyryC, as expressedin his statement
of March 1656: "Either Godwill liberatethe oppresseddissentersby
grantingvictory to His Majesty the Swedishking, or we shall never
haveanotheroccasionto cast off the yoke of slaveryto the papists."5
Obviously, the yoke to which NemyryC referredweigheddifferently
on the Protestantburghers- who fearedreligiouspogromsandlegal
discrimination- than on the dissidentnobility, not to speakof the
magnateelite to whom NemyryC belonged. Professionof a religion
other than Catholicism,even under the rule of the tolerant Wiady
slaw IV, barred entry to the highest offices. A prominent Polish
commander,Grand Crown Hetman Stanislaw Koniecpolski, said
aboutNemyryC that "had religion not stoodin his way, he, of all the
Polish lords, would have beenworthy of the hetman’smace in his
times."6

NemyryC consideredhimself fully able to hold the highestoffices.
Having receivedsome estatesthroughan inheritancedivided with his
brothersStepanandVolodyslav, Jurij addedto themby purchaseso
that he soonbecameoneof the largestlandownersin the Ukraine. On
the eve of the Cossackuprising, in 1648, he owned 14 towns and 50
villages,with a total of 35,000serfs. As the lord of 4,907households,

A discussionof this controversyappearsin J. Tazbir,"Problèmesfaisant l’objet des
recherchessur l’histoire de Ia contre-reformeen Pologne," in Istituzioni, cultura e
società in Italia e in Polonia Galatina, 1979, p. 145 If.

Kot, Jerzy Niemirycz,p. 40 from a letter to Suchodolski.
6 J Tazbir, "Diariusz StanislawaLubienieckiegomtodszego,"Odrodzeniei Refor
macja w Poisce Warsaw, 5 1960: 221.
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he stood second only to JaremaVyshnevets’kyi Jeremi Winio
wiecki, who owned7,603 households,andcertainlyfar aheadof the
other "kinglets" of the easternborderland.Somescholars,especially
Kot, have suggestedthat his estatesacross the Dnieper on the
Vorskla and Orel’ were purchasedwith the intent of spreading
Antitrinitarianism there.7 Wiadyslaw Wielhorski, however, rightly
proposedthat Nemyryé gatheredtogether the vast latifundium pri
marily to obtaina prominentposition in the political life of the state.8
Landholdingwas indeedcoupledwith political influence.The dietine
resolutionspassedby the nobility of the Kiev palatinatereflect the
popularity that Jurij and the whole Nemyryé family enjoyedthere.
Evenin February1665, the dietineof Volodymyr demandedthat the
village of Lopiennik remain in the hands of the NemyryC family,
statingthat "the late Lord Podkomorzy[referring to Jurij Nemyryé]"
hadacquiredrights to it "by his own blood,shed in the defenseof the
Commonwealth."9

But at sessionsof the Diet, Nemyryé was aware that his right to
hold any office, especially that of podkomorzy,1°was alwaysques
tioned. In November1648, after the outbreakof the Cossackrebel
lion, when the solidarity of the noble estatewas essential,Catholic
deputiesrespondingto Protestantobjectionsstatedthat "the office of
podkomorzyof Kiev was given to Lord Nemyryé againstthe privi
leges of the Palatinateof Kiev, becausehe is neither Catholic nor
Orthodoxand becausethey have the law that either a Catholic or an
Orthodox can hold offices of the land."1’ NemyryC had actually
occupiedthat office since 1641, but evenat that time his nomination
had arousedthe vehementprotestsof Catholics.

Nemyryé was so influential that he successfullywithstood an accu
sationof blasphemyin 1641. But in the strugglethat took place in the

‘ Kot, JerzyNiemirycz,p. 27.
See W. Wielhorski’s review of the Polish edition of Kot’s book on Nemyry in

Pamiçtnik kijowski, vol. 2 London, 1963, p. 162.
Arxiv Jugo-ZapadnojRossii hereafterAJZR,Pt. 2, vol. 2 Kiev, 1888, P. 17.

10 Initially the podkomorzy,or subcamerarius,was a subchamberlainin charge of
princely possessions.Later the post becamemore important than that of komorzyand
wasrenamedarchicainerarius.The office evolvedinto aprovincial positionwhoseholder
wasin chargeof determiningtheboundariesbetweenroyal andprivate lands.Selected
by theking from a list of four candidatespresentedby eachdietine, thepodkonorzywas
the highestelectedlocal official in the Kingdom of Poland.
11 [Jakuba Michalowskiego wojskiego lubelskiego a pó±niej kasztelanabieckiego]
Ksiçga pamitnicza Cracow, 1864, p. 330. Also cf. K. Kioda, "Sprawa ariaflska w
czasiebezkrólewia 1648 roku," Odrodzeniei Reformacjaw Polsce22 1977: 179-80.
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Diet, his influencefailed to securereligiousliberty for theAntitrinitar
ians. Only the chaosreigning in the Ukraine preventedthe enforce
ment in 1646 of the Lublin Tribunal’s ruling that the Antitrinitarian
churcheson NemyryC’s estatesbe closed down. The simple solution
of religiousconversionwas proposedto NemyryC manytimes, some
timesin jest, asby thebishopof Kiev, StanislawZaremba,in 1648,but
moreoften in all seriousness.Antitrinitarian documentsshow thatthis
possibility was takeninto accountmore than once. It was with great
relief, then,that KrzysztofLubienieckiwroteto PiotrSieniutain 1636
that the Jesuits’ efforts to woo NemyryC through disputations"for
threeweeksandmore - this is how longthe devil incessantlyhaggled
for his soul" had been in vain. Antitrinitarians also rejoiced that
NemyryC had married a Calvinist Elzbieta Slupecka when the
Catholics had wanted "to entanglehim in papism through a high
marriageinto a princely house,like into a snare."12

Three centurieslater, it is difficult to ascertainwhat guided Jurij
NemyryCto resistthesesolicitations.Surely onefactor was the piety
so evident in his treatise about the duties of a Christian knight
Panoplia, to jest zupelnazbroja czlowiekachryszyjanskiego.Nemy
rye’s religious heritage i.e., his family’s Antitrinitarianism, fervent
becauseit was recent,having been acceptedby Jurij’s father at a
matureageandhis fearof beingaccusedof seekingposition also must
haveplayed some role. Nor can we discountNemyryC’s hope for a
reversion to the complete religious tolerance that had existed in
Poland-Lithuaniain the sixteenthcentury.

NemyryC’s maximalist program for the religious rights of Polish-
Lithuaniandissidentswas setforth in October1655 in theprojectfor a
privilege that he compiled jointly with JanMoskorzowski.The two
Antitrinitariansdemandedthat the Swedishking restoreto Lutherans
and Calvinists, on the one hand, and to Antitrinitarians and the
Orthodox,on the other, their former freedomof conscience,"which
wasguaranteedby ourLords the kings with oathsandby our ancestors
with acts of confederation."Includedin the demandswere freedomof
worship on royal leaseholdsas well as private estates,the right to
found schools,shelters,and churches,and full accessto all govern
ment posts.13Initially NemyryC thought the executorof this program

12 Mi.scellaneaarianica, ed. J. Domaflski andL. Szczucki,Archiwum historii filozofii
i myli spolecznej,vol. 6 Warsaw, 1960, p. 273.

Cf. 1. Tazbir, "Die Sozinianer in der zweiter HalIte des 17. Jahrhunderts,"in
Reformationund Fruhaujlclarung in Polen: Studienflber den Sozinianismusund semen
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would be GeorgeI Rákdczi, prince of Transylvania.As the head of
a delegationof Ukrainian nobility, NemyryC took part in the negotia
tions that were carriedon in 1648 during the interregnumafter the
deathof Wiadyslaw IV, whenGeorgeI was acandidatefor thePolish
throne betweenJanuszRadziwill andthe prince’s envoys.After the
death of GeorgeI, Jurij NemyryC and other representativesof the
Antitrinitarian nobility in the Ukraine askedGeorgeII Rákóczi for
the right to reside in Transylvania"not to propagateour religion or
some kind of innovations, but to saveour property and lives."14 In
June1649,NemyryCmadeapersonalrequestto the prince,askingfor
the allotmentof estateswherehe mightsupporthimself andhis family
and for permissionto sendhis sonsto Transylvania.15

Yet NemyryC’s motives were certainly not only religious. Like
JanuszRadziwill in Lithuania, NemyryC in the Ukraine was con
vinced that the only chancefor keepingthe easternterritorieswithin
the Commonwealthwas to acceptSwedishprotection.The onediffer
encewas that whereasfor Radziwill the greatestdangercamefrom
Muscovy, for NemyryC it came from the Cossacksled by Xmel’
nyc’kyj 16 Initially NemyryC believedthat the Commonwealthwould
be able to suppressXmel’nyc’kyj’s uprising on its own. He recruited
solidersat his own cost, fought againstthe Cossacksat Zboriv 1649,
at the Diet repeatedlycalled for a generalmobilization of the nobles,
arguedfor prompt organizationof recruitment and taxation, and
criticized the administrationof the stateand treasury.Kot described
the situation as one in which "the leadershipof the Commonwealth
was unableeither to preventa catastropheor to protect residentsof
the threatenedprovinces,[andj when the Diet refusedto call up a
generalmobilization in order to suppressthe civil war, the Ukrainian
nobility considereditself entitled to organizea defensewith its own
resources.. . . It planneddesirablechangesin the leadershipof the
Commonwealth.And whenthesefailed, it lookedfor securitythrough
various combinations with neighbors and allies."17 Thus, behind

Einfluss auf das westeuropaischeDenken im 17. Jahrhundert, ed. by P. Wrzecionko
GOttingen, 1977, p. 13.
14 Sándor Szilagyi, ed., Erdély és az északkeleti hdbord: Levelek és okira
tok/Transylvaniaet bellum boreo-orientale:Actaet documenta,vol. 1 Budapest,1890,
p. 45.
15 Kot, JerzyNiemirycz,p. 35.
16 Cf. H. Wisner, "Dysydenci litewscy wobec wybuchu wojny polsko-szwedzkiej
1655-1660,"Odrodzeniei Reformacjaw Polsce 15 1970: 101 if.
17 Kot, JerzyNiemirycz,p. 50.
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NemyryC’saccessionto the Swedeslay despairnot only in the efficacy
of the stateapparatus,but also at the possibility for its improvement.
As early as at the outbreakof the Cossackuprising, NemyryC had
askedthe palatineof Cracow, StanislawLubomirski, how to rescue
landholdings"for which heathentroops are not as terrible as is the
rebellion of our subjects."8Speakingout at the Diet of 1639, he had

argued that even if the Antitrinitarians’ belief was in error, their
religious libertiesmustnot be takenaway,because"we wereborn as
Polish noblesand we are in a free republic of citizens."

NemyryC did not, however, advocatesubstantive reforms of the
political and social structure. His discussion of religious liberties
emphasizedthe rights of nobles,and by so arguingthe issue,he kept
himself at adistancefrom the Protestantburghers.19Also, hiscriticism
of Poland-Lithuania’sinefficient defensesystemat Diets during the
1650sseemsto havestemmedfrom concernabout the landslost to the
Xmel’nyc’kyj uprising, rather than from a wish to reformthe military-
political structure. Otherwise, it is difficult to understandwhy at
HadjaC he acceptedthe constitutionalmodelsof the nobility’s Com
monwealthwithout significant modification.Also, in a famousspeech
beforethe Diet on 23 April 1659, he madea completejustification of
the nobles’"golden liberty." Onecanonly surmisethathe wasbrought
to theSwedishcampby political calculations,ratherthanby any desire
to reform the state.

Not surprisingly, CharlesX sawNemyryC asa valuableally. Nemy
ryC’s expertisein military matterswas well evidentin a treatisehe had
written on war with Muscovy. In addition, his diplomatic talentsand
excellentunderstandingof Cossackaffairs musthaveseemedparticu
larly usefulto theSwedishking afterhis conquestof Poland-Lithuania.
In the secondhalf of October 1655, NemyryC arrived in Cracow,
having escaped"the Cossacksby barely two miles." He hadbrought
the news that "the Cossackswith the Muscovites have taken and
plunderedLublin" the raid tookplaceon October15. Ten dayslater
the Swedishking informedan Antitrinitarian delegationthat he had
alreadyreceived NemyryC. Their meetingprobably occurredaround
October20. During that audience,Stanislaw Lubienecki showered
praiseon his coreligionist "for more than twenty yearshe has been
dealing with the affairs of the Commonwealthand war in a good

18 Cf. Tazbir, "Prawdziwe oblicze," p. 722.
19 w Czapliflski, 0 PolscesiedemnastowiecznejWarsaw,1966, pp. 127 and264.
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cause", to which CharlesX replied, "I, too, like his qualities."20
NemyryC, for his part, was probably less well satisfiedwith the new
ruler. The Swedishking refusedto confirm the privilegefor dissenters
proposedby NemyryC and Moskorzowski, giving only the noncom
mittal response,"we shalllook into your problemsin duetime because
we want, God willing, to satisfy the demandsof all citizens."21
Charles’spostureis understandable:Antitrinitarians constitutedonly
an isolatedhandful of the noble order,and support for them might
have disillusionedthe Catholicnobility who, when the invasion hap
pened,had flocked to the Swedish king with actsof allegiance. On
7 November1655, NemyryC also took an oath of loyalty to the king
and,in exchange,receivedtherankof majorgeneralin the cavalryand
awarrantfor the recruitmentof 3,000to 4,000soldiers.NemyryCalso
providedtheking with good advice:for example,in Cracowhewarned
him - or so NemyryClater claimed- that the regularCrowntroops
would refuse to obey.

Early in December,NemyryC went to Masovia. His letter dated
December19 might havebeenwritten by any Swedishcommander,
for it advised the king to reinforce the military garrisonsat Leczyca
and Inowlód and to fortify or set fire to Rawa "so it would not
succumb to enemies or revolt." It also warned about the Polish
detachmentsandnobility, who might follow the regularCrowntroops
in refusingto fight, andaskedCharlesfor Germaninfantry andoneor
two detachmentsof cavalry, as well as weapons,powder,andmoney.22
NemyryC himself fought with the Swedesat the battle of Golçb
February1656,probably at the headof his detachment.

In April 1656, CharlesX issuedamanifestopromisingthe dissenters
extensiveprivilegesin exchangefor armedsupport.But at the same
time, he dashedthe political hopesof NemyryC. The Swedish king
provedto be in no hurryto beginawar againsttheCossacks- on the
contrary, he enteredinto negotiationswith them.Yet, theAntitrinitar
ian magnateremainedloyal. In April 1656, Transylvaniandiplomats
reported to their ruler that of the most prominent "Poles," only

20 "Diariusz StanislawaLubienieckiego,"p. 221.
21 "Dianusz StanislawaLubienieckiego,"p. 219.
22 Nemyry complainsalso that a royal commissionerexemptedthe estatesof the
archbishopin the Rawa palatinate from contribution and thus seriously diminished
revenuesto the Swedishtreasury:cf. AJZR, pt. 3, vol. 6 "Akty Ivedskogogosudarst
vennogo arxiva, otnosjatiesjak istorii Malorossii [1649-1660gg.]" Kiev, 1908,
pp. 104-106.
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NemyryC still stood with Charles.23 Moreover, NemyryC rendered
greatservicein the diplomaticnegotiationsthe Swedesconductedwith
GeorgeII Rákóczi and Bohdan Xmel’nyc’kyj. Their purpose was
not only to form an alliance,but also to partition the Commonwealth

amongSweden,Transylvania,andthe Cossackstate,as subsequently
becamemanifest in the Treaty of RadnotDecember1656. In ex
changefor his ableservices,CharlesX defendedNemyryC’s interests.
His instructionsspecifically namedBoguslaw Radziwill, Jurij Nemy
ryC, andColonelKrzysztof Korycki, all of whom were in a position to
renderservice to the Cossacks.24

During 1656 and 1657, NemyryC traveledconstantly betweenthe
CossackHetmanate,Transylvania,and the Commonwealthon mis
sions for the Swedes.After GeorgeII Rákóczi’s troops intervened
in the Commonwealth, NemyryC servedchiefly the Transylvanian
ruler, but without committinghimself sincerelyor fully. On 26 March
1657, NemyryC wrote to Boguslaw Radziwill about the rumors that
JohnCasimirhaddied: "If this is true, thenthereis hope in Godthat
Polandwill be calm soon." But he feared that the kingless nobility
would flock to Rákóczi’scamp, lured by his power and the hope of
securing the aid of the Transylvanians,Turks, and Tatars against
Muscovy. If that happened,the accordswith the Swedishking ceding
Great Poland and the NoüharadokNowogrodek palatinate to
PrinceBoguslawwould be void. Even if the Cossackswantedto return
to the Commonwealth"on the samebasisas before" andif then "the
Commonwealthcame together again," the Commonwealthwould
claim theNoUharadokpalatinate.Declaringhimself to be a loyal ally,
NemyryC advised Prince Boguslaw to recruit soldiers especiallyin

France and askedfor authorizationto negotiatein the prince’sname
with the Swedishking.25

In searchingfor new protectors,NemyryC did not renounceservice

to Rákóczi. On 16 April 1657, when the Transylvanian-Cossack
army was approachingKazimierz, intending to attack Lublin and to

take the fortressat Zamoé,NemyryC sent a letter to JanZamoyski
from nearZawichost, where the Swedisharmy led by the king was
encamped,calling for the surrenderof the fortress. Zamo had
been under siege since late February. The invaders hoped that a

23 Szilagyi, Erdely, vol. 2 1890, p. 54.
24 AJZR, pt. 3, vol. 6, pp. 158 and 269.
25 Archiwum GlOwne Akt Dawnych Warsaw, Archiwum Radziwillowskie here
after AGAD AR, section5, file 225, no. 10388’.
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personal appealfrom NemyryC, who knew the commanderof the
fortress,andhis diplomatic skill would be more effectivethancannons
had been. In his letter to Zamoyski,NemyryC emphasizedthe hope
lessnessof the situation:facedwith invasionby "Swedish,Hungarian,
Cossack,Moldavian, and Wallachiantroops," Zamoyskihad no way
out, the moreso sinceJohnCasimiris "outsidethe kingdom,as we are
informed, andthe Polish army daresnot andcannotcampaign,hence
thereis no hopeof aid." A defeatis "sureby God’s disposal,"andthe
adversariespromise gracious terms of surrender: "And both His
Majesty the King, my gracious Lord, and the TransylvanianPrince
keepwhateverpromisestheymake," wrote NemyryC. He must have
realizedthat he was giving falseinformation aboutthe Polish troops
andthe king. The actualsituationwas well knownto Zamoyski.Since
hisfortresswaswell fortified andabundantlystockedwith ammunition
andfood, it is smallwonderthat Zamoyski rejectedthe offersmadeby
NemyryC and by Rákdczi himself. The commanderof Zamosé
replied to NemyryC with contempt, writing that he had expected
nothing different from someonewho stubbornly adheredto the in
vaders.He wonderedonly why NemyryC hadbotheredto makesuch
a proposalto a man whose loyalty to his king and country was so
evident a reference,no doubt, to the duration of the siege of Za
mo. In spite of this, Zamoyski wrote, "you do not fail to try
again" - which may mean that NemyryC had madehim a similar
offer previously.26

NemyryC was more successfulin his negotiationswith the defend
ersof Warsaw.On 16 June 1657, he demandedthat the commander,
EliaszLtcki, andcastellan,JanOborski,surrenderthecity to Transyl
vanian troops. NemyryC tried to convince Ltcki that, lacking an
adequategarrisonandgunpowder,Warsawcouldnot withstandalong
siege, especially since no aid could be expected.Therefore, any
resistancewould be futile, reflecting only "that spirit dueto which all
of Polandhas almost perishedand is perishing." NemyryC repeated
the assurancesgiven to Zamoyski aboutmild termsof surrenderand
considerationfor the lives andproperty of the population,and even
usedthesameexpressionaboutthe troopsallied againstthe Common
wealth. His letter to Oborski was similar in character.Hopes for
foreign relief troops,NemyryC wrote, "are fairy tales . . . with which

26 Lukaszewicz,"Jerzy Niemierzyc," pp. 358-60.Two yearslater, it was Zamoyski
whosesupportandprotectionNemyry was seeking.



POLITICAL REVERSALS OF JURIJ NEMYRYC 315

a few unbalancedpeopleare deludingthe Commonwealth. . . . Much
of Polandhasperishedwhile waiting with theseemptyhopes,whenit
was possibleto behavedifferently and to pacify one’scountry." The
Polish-Lithuanian army NemyryC contemptuously dismissed as
minusculeand composedlargely of plebeians,andforeignersto boot
"therearehardlyany soldiersof the nobleestateleft, mostareTatars,
Serbians,and many other foreigners.

. .". Oborski did not answer
NemyryC at all, but Lcki, out of concernfor the welfare of the
besiegedcity, did. He cited his old friendshipwith NemyryC, referred
to his order from the king to defend Warsaw,expressedhope for
Rákóczi’s grace, and appealed that the capital be left in peace
"following the example of other cities, such as Lviv, Sambir, and
Przemyl."27The castellan’sappealwas a preludeto the capitulation
that NemyryC’s persuasiveletter hadsurely hastened.Warsawlacked
ammunition, food cacheswere mysteriouslyburnt down, and news
about the approachof Swedish troops spread.Thesecircumstances
forcedthe besiegedinto negotiations,and talks beganon June17.

Negotiating on the Transylvanianside were Jurij NemyryC, the
Calvinist Michal Stanislawski, ensign of the Land of HalyC and
colonel in the Transylvanianarmy, and JánosKemeny, commander
of the Transylvaniantroops. NemyryC and Kemeny both signedthe
Warsawcapitulationact. Its ten articlesset stringentconditionson the
besiegedcity, and the formulations were such that the victors could
readily interpret them to their advantage.28

NemyryC’s correspondencewith Zamoyski circulated throughout
the Commonwealth,as evidencedby its many manuscriptcopies.29
The letters not only deepenedhostility toward NemyryC, but also
aroused sentiment against the Antitrinitarians. NemyryC himself
knewthat, contraryto what he hadwritten to Lcki andOborski, the
Swedish-Transylvaniancausewas lost.

In the summerof 1657, NemyryC, who had beenin the Cossack
camp so many times, came as a Swedishemissary to the council at
Korsun’ thatwas aboutto confirmIvan Vyhovs’kyj as hetman.Nemy
ryC’s official purposein coming was to negotiatea Cossack-Swedish
allianceagainstthe CommonwealthandMuscovy.This time, however,

27 Lukaszewicz,"Jerzy Niemierzyc,"pp. 361-64.
28 Cf. J. Wegner, Warszawaw latach Potopu szwedzkiego,1655-1657Wroclaw,
1957, pp. 133-35 and 137.
29 Cf. Tazbir, "Die Sozinianer," p. 23. Kot doesnot mention this correspondenceat
all, nor doeshe seemto know Fotinskij’s work.
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he was to remainwith Vyhovs’kyj. NemyryC knew the new Cossack
hetmanasa UkrainiannoblemanwhoseestateVyhiv, in the countyof
OvruC, bordered on his own. In joining Vyhovs’kyj’s command,
NemyryC brought along the personal retinue with which he had
servedJohn Casimir and then CharlesX.3° On 2 August 1657, the
Swedish diplomat Heinrich Sternbachreportedto his king that Rá
kOczi had beendefeatedand that a portion of the Cossacksled by
NemyryC had left him. On 5 October 1657, Vyhovs’kyj empowered
NemyryC "free baron at Rizany and Vyomyr, subcamerariusof
Kiev, starostaof OvruC and KremenCuk" to negotiate with the
Swedeson his behalf. Accompaniedby Ivan Kovalevs’kyj and Ivan
FedorovyC Bohun, NemyryC signed a Swedish-Ukrainianmilitary
allianceat Korsun’ aimedagainstthe Commonwealthand,eventually,
againstMuscovy.3’ Muscovy, alarmedby NemyryC’s expandingrole
in the Cossackcamp,as evidencedby his nominationas colonel of the
Zaporozhiantroopsand his reacquisitionof his estateson the Left
Bank, repeatedly demandedthat this "German, Lutheran, and
Jew . . . not be kept in the army."32

In spite of someresistanceand externalpressures,NemyryC won
Vyhovs’kyj and some of his officers over to the idea of establishinga
RuthenianGrandDuchy that would be connectedwith Lithuania and
Polandonly through the personof the monarch,a joint Diet, and
foreign policy. The Duchy would havea separatearmy, administra
tion, tribunal, mint, andsystemof schools.Its seculardignitariesand
the Orthodox metropolitan of Kiev, togetherwith three Orthodox
bishops,would be membersof the Senate.In December1658,Vyhov
s’kyj asked Chancellor Mikokaj Prazmowski to appoint NemyryC
chancellorof the newly createdduchy,which in its systemof govern
ment,modeledon the Commonwealth’s,would makehim nearly the
first political authority. As commanderof the mercenarytroops the
only ones on which Vyhovs’kyj could rely, NemyryC also concen
trated military power in his hands. Hence,his signatureappeared
second only to the hetman’s on the HadjaC agreementconcluded
16 September1658.

On 23 April 1659, ChancellorNemyryC madea long speechin the

3° Fotinskij, "Jurij Nemiri," pp. 18-19.
31 AJZR, pt. 3, vol. 6, pp. 323-24and 332-34.
32 Kot, JerzyNiemirycz, pp. 42-43.

Thefriction amongtheCossackofficers causedby that nominationwerediscussedb’
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Diet glorifying what the HadjaC agreementmeantfor the future of
the Ukraineandthe Commonwealth.The speechgainedinternational
renown,thanksto the propagandaof the court e.g.,it was published
threetimesin German.Two monthslater, however,in atalk with the
Austrian envoy Franz de Lisola, NemyryC was sounding out the
possibilityof the Cossacksbecomingallied with the AustrianEmpire if

the Commonwealthcollapsed.34
Hated by Muscovy, NemyryC was also unpopular in the Polish-

Lithuaniancamp, where his political turnaboutswere well remem
bered the oath obligatory for each Cossacknow required that he
"renouncein particular the protectionof Muscovitesandthe Swedish

king".3’ It was generallyallegedthat NemyryC would haveembraced

Catholicism for the price of a cardinal’s hat, andthe proof given was
that he had convertedto Orthodoxy to becomechancellor. Indeed,
NemyryC was obliged to convert becausethe HadjaC agreement

accordedthe right to hold office in the RuthenianGrandDuchy solely
to membersof the Orthodox church, and stipulatedthat dissenters
especiallyAntitrinitarians would have no accessto the territory of

the Duchy.
Regardlessof his conversion,NemyryC was generallysuspectedof

havingremainedacrypto-Antitrinitarian.Bitter accusationsof oppor
tunismfrom his formercoreligionistspromptedNemyryC to publisha
pamphletlater lost in his own defense.Therehe voiced skepticism
aboutbasingfaith on merelylogical premisesasAntitrinitarians did,
describedOrthodoxprinciplesof faith as consistentwith theletter and
the spirit of the Holy Scripture,and,finally, called upon other Polish
Brethrento follow in his footsteps,thus making things evenworse.
Antitrinitarians themselves,however,never believedthat his conver
sion was anything otherthan a calculatedstepin his pursuitof career
and property.

The HadjaC agreementwas modeledon the federal systemsof the
Netherlands and Switzerland that NemyryC had learned about on
travels abroad,but it was built on quicksand.Historically, the agree
ment came at least twenty years too late to win favor among the
commonpeople,who now sawin it only anotherattemptto restorethe
nobles’ rule in the Ukraine. Disordersoccurredevenon NemyryC’s

the leaderof Lithuaniandissenters,JanMierzedski; cf. his letter of 21 April 1659, to
Prince Boguslaw Radziwill, AGAD AR, section5, file 201, pt. 1 1641-1659,p. 188.
‘ Kot, Jerzy Niemirycz,pp. 52-53.
" Kot, JerzyNiemirycz,p. 52.
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privateestates,dueto the ruthlessnessof his overseers.Aware of the
popularantagonism,NemyryC demandedfrom the Diet the right to
recruit 10,000Germansoldiers to defend HetmanVyhovs’kyj, him
self, andthe policy set forth at HadjaC. In the summerof 1659, even
before the recruitmentof mercenarieshad begun,a rebellion broke
out among the Cossacksled by Tymi Cjucjura and Vasyl Zolota
renko,who were forced to call on Muscovite troops for help. Vyhov
s’kyj’s forces were defeated,andhis supportersin towns were slain.
Less than a year after it was signed, the HadjaC agreementwas in
ruins.

NemyryC initially escapedthrough the protectionof a handful of
mercenaries,but sometimeat theendof July or beginning of August,
he was killed by the Cossacks.On 14 October1659, JanMierzeñski
reportedto Hilary Polubiñski,field secretaryof the GrandDuchy of
Lithuania, that "the murderof Lord NemyryC and Jurij Vyhovs’kyj,
the hetman’sbrother,was dueto Cjucjura,colonelof Perejaslav,who
was in collusion with Muscovy."36 Eleven Polish detachmentssta
tioned at ernjaxiv were reportedly butchered on September2.
Rebellionsbroke out everywhere,andefforts were made to capture
yhyryn, but in vain. Mierziñski’s report expressedthe fear that a
period of unrestworsethan that of ten years beforewas forthcoming,
especiallysince Muscovy and Turkeywould not remain neutral.

An accountof NemyryC’s death is containedin a letter by Katar
zyna Lubieniecka,who wrote that he receivedmore than 70 slashes
and before his death called out, "Lord Jesus,help me now!" Like
otherAntitrinitarians, Lubienieckaconsideredhis mannerof deathto
be a punishment from God. In their view NemyryC was "a rebel
against JesusChrist" and "it did not help him that he becamean
Orthodox."37Among Catholics,sentimentswerevaried. Some wrote
about his death with sadness, others like Samuel Twardowski
pointed with vengeful satisfaction at the fate of a "turncoat." In
Moscow there was rejoicing that "peasantsmurderedthe greatest
wrongdoerand heretic, NemyryC, nearBykiv."38

36 AGAD AR, section5, file 201, Pt. 2 1659-1663,pp. 35-37.
Lubienieckawrote the letter in the autumnof 1659 to herexiledson, Stanislaw,an

Antitrinitarian who was a prominent historian andastronomerUniversity Library in
Amsterdam,MS AY 174’. A similarly condemningjudgmentwas madein Historia
ReformationisPolonicae Freistadt,1685; republishedin Warsaw,1971, p. 256,
by thesameLubieniecki: "when, after the end of the Swedishwar, he [Nemyry
sought the highest dignities in the new RuthenianGrandDuchy and joined the
Ruthenianparty, the world, as is usually the case,did him in shamefully."
3° Kot, Jerzy Niemmrycz, p. 54, and Waclaw Lipiñski, "Dwie chwile z dziejów
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The political and religious reversals in Jurij NemyryC’s life are
known, but the motives that guidedhim remainobscure.We do not

knowhow sincerehisconversionto Orthodoxywas,or to what degree
the desireto regainvast landholdingsmotivated him. Werehis only

lodestarsambition and careerism,or, recognizing a desperatesitua

tion, did he createa RuthenianGrandDuchy in the frameworkof the
Polish-LithuanianCommonwealth, against the will of most of its
inhabitants,andthenstrive to saveit at all costs?Thesequestionscan
be consideredat anothertime, but the materials availableto us now
may never provide conclusiveanswers.

Institute of History,
Polish Academyof Sciences

porewolucyjnej Ukrainy," in W. Lipiñski, ed., Z dziejOw Ukrainy Kiev [Cracow],
1912, p. 612. ConsiderableinformationaboutJurij Nemyry,aswell asa reprint of his
addressat theDiet of Warsawin supportof theTreaty of Hadja,canbe found in the
recentlypublishedanthology, The Polish Brethren:Documentationon the History and
Thoughtof Unitarianism in the Polish-LithuanianCommonwealthand in the Diaspora,
1601-1685,edited, translated,and interpretedby GeorgeHuntston Williams, 2 pts.,
Harvard TheologicalStudies,no. 30 Missoula, Montana, 1980, 2: 501-514.



The Staging of Plays at the Kiev Mohyla Academy
in the Seventeenthand Eighteenth Centuries

PAULINA LEWIN

At theturn of theeighteenthcentury,a school theaterflourishedat the
Mohyla Academyin Kiev, which wasthenunderMuscoviterule. The
playwrightsand directorsof this schooltheaterwere professors;their
studentsservedas actors,technicians,and stagehands;the audience
comprisedstudentsand invited guests,mostly Orthodox townsmen,
clergy, and membersof the local gentry.

The Kiev Mohyla Academy was createdin the 1630sprimarily to
combatthe attemptsof the RomanCatholic churchto influencethe
religious,cultural, andpolitical life of the Ukraine,thenunderPolish
rule. The Vatican, on the other hand, placed great hopes on the
Jesuits,who in the time of Counter-Reformationprovedto be excel
lent educatorsandpropagandists.The Jesuit schoolswere amongthe
best in Europe, and the arts they patronized were luminous and
impressive.Their influencewas felt everywherein Europe,including
Poland.For the Orthodox,the bestway to combattheJesuitinfluence
seemedto be,andreally was, to createschoolsof comparablequality.

This meantadopting the Jesuits’ programs to the extent that the
differencesin faith would allow. After the annexationof the Ukraine
by Muscovy, the original motivation for the Kievanschool ceasedto
exist, but the academy soon gained new purposeas it becamea
training ground for intellectualsneededby Muscovy.

This briefestof accountsaboutthe establishmentof the Kiev Acad
emy indicateswherewe canlook for sourcesof - or parallelsto - its
school theater.Finding such clues is importantbecausedirect docu
mentation about this theater’s staging techniquesis almost non
existent.Extant todayareonly someplays which werepublishedfrom
manuscriptsby scholarsof our century,1andwe musthope that these
sufficiently characterizethe repertoire.

Mainly by V. I. Rjezanov: seehis anthology, Drama ukrajins’ka, vols. 1, 3-6
Kiev, 1926-29.



STAGING OF PLAYS AT THE KIEV MOHYLA ACADEMY 321

Many West EuropeanJesuitschool theaterswerewell funded, and

thus could use sophisticatedequipmentand sets like those of the

Italian court theaters- the best at that time. The Kiev Academy

could not afford such luxuries. But by using the available resources,

andapplyingabit of imagination,wecan discoverandreconstructhow
theKiev school theaterfunctionedandwhat it wasableto produce.In
our discussion,let us keepin mind that the Baroquetheaterwas by
naturenot a theaterof intrigue. Rather, it was a theaterof words,
conceptualassociations,and special stage effects, and this is why
stagingwas the focusof the playwright’s and director’s best efforts.

Examinationnot only of the literature on WestEuropeanstagingof
that time or somewhatearlier,but alsoof what the Kievanscouldhave
acquired from Moscow is needed.Somescholarsmay considerthis
approachinappropriate,since the leading role of Kievan scholarsin
Muscovy is generallydatedfrom the late seventeenthto the middle of

the eighteenthcentury. It is unquestionablethat Kievans exertedan
influenceon schools,politics andcourt life during thereignsof Aleksej
MixailoviC and his famous son, Peter. But the oldest extant, dated
Kievan play was performedin honor of Aleksej MixailoviC, in 1673
or 1674, after severalspectacleshadalreadytakenplacein the court
theaterin Moscow. The repertoireof the tsar’s theaterin the years
1673-1674consistedof plays on the biblical subjectsEsther,Tobias,
and Judith, and a ballet called Orpheus; in 1675 it performedplays
about St. George,Adam and Eve, Joseph,David and Goliath. So,
despitethe leadingcultural role of Ukrainiansat the time, it may well
havebeenthe tsar’stheaterthatsuppliedthe Kiev Academywith some

of its stagingequipment.
The first performersat the tsar’s theaterwere Germansunder the

direction of PastorGregory. The latter may have worked with the
school theaterof the Collegium Carolinumin Dresden.2Gregorymost
probably was also familiar with the chaptersdealing with theater
architectureand stagetechniquein JosephFurttenbach’sThe Noble
Mirror of Art, published in 1663. Furttenbach,a Germanarchitect,
soughtto makehis techniqueaccessibleto enterpriseswith limited
means,which manyschool theaterswere.Hebuilt a small theaterin an
orphanasylum,and agymnasiumin Munderkingen,presumablywith

2 See A. A. Mazon. "‘Artakserksovo dejstvo’ I repertuar pastora Gregori," Trudy
Otdela drevnerusskojliteratury 14 1958: 357.
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an auditoriumthat hada stage.3At the Kiev Academy,Furttenbach’s
techniquescould well have become known through intermediaries
other than Gregory.

Documents from the time tell us that Aleksej MixailoviC first
learnedaboutthe "miracles" of the moderntheaterat leastas earlyas
1659,whenhis minister describeda spectaclehe hadseenat the court
of Ferdinand,dukeof Tuscany.The Russianenvoymarveledat thesix
changesof scenery,as well as at how the stagelowered, how the sea
appearedin waves,how therewere fish, andhow peoplewere seated
on the fish. He was awestruckthat above the stageplatformwere the
heavens,with cloudson which mensat,andthat later the mencame
down from the clouds.4

Of course, these techniqueswere probably not as new to the
professorsin Kiev as they were to the Russiantsar. Many of these
Kievanswereeducatedabroad,wheretheyhadhadthe opportunityto
seesuch spectaclesin Italy, Germany,and, of course,Poland.They
knew, at first or secondhand e.g.,from the lectureson poeticsof the
Polish Jesuit M. K. Sarbiewski, delivered in the academicyear
1626-27,aboutthe techniquesexplainedin Furttenbach’sbook and
in similar sources.The Kievansdid not haveto learnfrom the Musco
vites; quite the contrary, they were the Muscovites’ teachers.Still,
documentsfrom Moscowgive us an indication of what equipmentthe
Kiev school theatermight have receivedfrom Moscow.

We know, for example, that at some performancesof Aleksej
MixailoviC’s court theater,a curtain divided the stagehorizontally,
that is, front from back.When thecurtainwaspushedaside,the "large
stage"emerged;otherwise,only the frontal "small stage" was visible
to the audience.Framedand movableperspectivepaintings ramy
perspektivnogopismawere usedfor the coulissesandback drops. In
this theaterangelscould descendfrom the heavens,rocks and trees
could dancewith Orpheus,and youths could be thrown into a fiery
furnaceand savedfrom it. Instructionssurvive of how to enlargea
humane.g., Goliath or allegoricalfigure with woodenarmsandlegs
and a headof glued linen paintedlike a humanface, with hair and
beardof horsehair. Onedirectiveordersthat for a scenein Paradise,

See Bernard Hewitt, ed., The RenaissanceStage: Documentsof Serlio, Sab
battini and Furttenbach, trans. A. Nicoll, J. H. McDowell, G. R. Kernodle Miami,
1958, p. 181.

See Rannjaja russkaja dramaturgija. XVII - pervaja polovina XVIII v. vol. 1:
Pervyep"esyrusskogoteatra Moscow, 1972, p. 47.

See M. K. Sarbiewski, De perfectapoesi. 0 poezji doskonalej, bk. 9 Wroclaw,
1954, pp. 231-34.
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treeswith wax applesandleavesbe madeby affixing coloredcloth to

the brancheswith copperwire. Angels’ wings were madefrom glim
mering satin stretchedover whalebonebaleens,on which gold and
silver paint were applied liberally.6 Animals were sometimesmade
from dough; at other times, huge wooden animals or puppetswere

animatedby wires or strings,7in adaptationof toys popularin Russia
and the Ukraine.

During PeterI’s reign, from 1703-1704on, splendidcelebrationsof

his military victorieswere staged.They were modeledon the West
European tableaux vivants and street theatersfor royal welcomes,
primarily in the Low Countries,8which Peterknew well. These"tri

umphs were in greatpart directedandperformedby professorsand
studentsof the MoscowAcademy,which couldthensimply be calleda

branchof the Kievan school. From at least 1701, Moscow’s school
theateralsoperformedmanyplayspanegyrizingthe tsar’sreignandhis
victories.9 The authors and directors of these plays were usually
professorsfrom the Ukraine,who reproducedthe accomplishmentsof
the Kievan theater.

Whatcanwe learnfrom the descriptionsof Moscow’scelebrationsat
that time? We find, for example, that in 1703, triumphal arches
depicted allegorical figures: Peace,as a maiden vo obraze devy;
Truth, as a blindfoldedmaidenholding aswordandscales;Piety, as a
maidenwith ahalobearinga cornucopiafull of flowers; Comfort, as a
maidenwearing a wreathandcarrying a bouquetof medicinalherbs;
Honesty, as a maidenin a royal crown; and God’s Careholding an
olive wreath.1°We even know the source of these depictions: the
famousillustrated Iconologyby CesareRipa, oneof Peter’sfavorite
books,11which from the endof the sixteenthcenturywas influencing
Europeanpainting, architecture,sculpture, and drawing, as well as
theatrical costumesand the postures, attributes, and attitudes of

6 See Pervyep"esy russkogoteatra, pp. 15-16.
See 0. Noskova, "Moskovskij svetskij teatr na rubele XVII-XVIII vekov," in

Starinnyjspektakl’ v Rossii Leningrad,1928, pp. 285-86.
8 About these,seeGeorgeR. Kernodle,From Art to Theatre:Form and Conventionin
the RenaissanceChicago, 1947, chapter2, 2.

SeeRannjajarusskaja dramaturgija, vol. 3: P"esy skolnyxteatrov MoskvyMoscow,
1974.
° See Russkaja staropeiatnaja literatura XVI-pervaja etvert’ XVIII V.: Panegiri
eskaja literatura petrovskogovremeniMoscow, 1979, pp. 136-37.

See A. Morozov, "Emblematika barokko v literature i iskusstve petrovskogo
vremeni," in Problemy literaturnogorazvitija v Rossiipervoftreti XVIII v. = Sbornik
XVIII vek, vol. 9 Leningrad, 1974, p. 223.
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allegoricalstagecharacters.Professorsat the Kiev andMoscowacade
miesknew othermodernbookson iconology,emblems,andsymbolic
images.12And eventheir studentswere familiar with the nameJacobus
Massenius, whose Speculumimaginum veritatis occultae, exhibens
symbola, emblemata.. . Coloniae, 1650 was referred to in their
poeticsclasses.

Among the most importantUkrainiansto appearin Muscovywas
Dimitrij Tuptalo.A studentat the Kiev schoolfrom 1662 to 1665, in
1702 he becamethe metropolitanof Rostov;therethe devotededuca
tor establishedand promoted a school. The year Tuptalo came to
Rostov or soon after, one of his now missing plays, The Penitent
Kaju5ijsja hreinik, was performed. A memoirist from the late
eighteenthcenturydescribingthis performancewrote that the sinner
appearedin a blackdressboldly inscribedwith the namesof thedeadly
sins. The inscriptions fell off during the performanceand the dress
changedfrom black to white. The allegoricalfigure of Consciencewas
dressedin white, woreaflower wreathin her hair, andhada mirror, a
prop often used in Baroqueart to symbolize the humanneed for
reflection and self-criticism.At the appropriatemoment,the left side
of the stagerevealedthe gates of Hell, shapedlike the headof a
monster the medieval Christian tradition of painting Hell as the
biblical sea monsterLeviathanhad inspired both medieval and Ba
roque stagedirectors.Its monstrousmouth openedandshut, andfire
appeared.Another fire appearedfrom the HeavenswhenConscience,
Hope, and Justicewere ready to crown the prayingpenitent. At the
sametime, the orchestraplayed loudly, the choir sang,clouds came
down from the Heavens,and many singingangelsappeared.As the
penitent died, his soul- a dummy madeof white cotton wool or
plaster- was pulled up into Heaven,where the angelsreceivedit.’3

Werewe to try to stagea Ukrainianplay that was performedat the
Kiev Academy in 1698, we would be obliged to consultall available
sourcesto learnhow to makethe scenery,how to changeit, andhow
to producethe play’s "miraculous" illusions. Let us do this for one
surviving play, TheKingdomofHuman NatureDestroyedby Tempta
tion and Savedby Christ’s Benevolence,14which depictsevents from

12 Morozov, "Emblematikabarokko," pp. 224-26.
13 See Rannjaja russkaja dramaturgija, vol. 2: Russkajadramaturgija poslednejëet
verti XVII i naéalaXVIII v. Moscow, 1972, pp. 336-37.
14 Carstvo Natury Ljudskoj, prelestyju, eju Le smert’ carstvova v nas nepohrélyv
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the Old Testament,the Gospel,andotherChristian religioussources.
The play is a mix, or, rather,a deliberatecombinationof sceneswith

allegorical figures andscenesfrom the Bible with characterssuch as
Moses,Aaron, and Pharaoh,togetherwith angelsand devils.

In accordancewith theoriestaught in classeson poetics, the per
formanceopenedwith a Prologue.Traditionally, this monologuewas
spokenby the professorof poetics or rhetoric whose studentswere
performingor, sometimes,by agraduatestudent.TheProloguebriefly
in 24 linesexplainsthe subjectof the play and,following atraditional
custom,endswith the requestthat the spectatorsbe attentive.As was
usuallythe case,the prologue was recitedfrom the proscenium.

Front stagecurtainswere not commonlyusedin school theatersat
the time, and we have no indication that one was used for this
performance.Usually thesettingsfor the scenesimmediatelyfollowing
the prologuewerevisible to the audiencefrom the outset,but only the
prosceniumwas fully lighted. Stagehandbooksof the time, as well as
later school lectureson poetics,strongly recommendedartificial light
ing. Sarbiewski,for example,wrote:

it is known from experiencethat thesettings, costumes,machines,andscenery
make a better impression when illuminated by artificial lights. . . . On the
otherhand,by artificial lights, somedefectsandinadequaciesof the machinery
can be hidden. In addition, the very kind of unusual lighting inspires the
spectatorswith pious awe. Care mustbe taken to make the shaftsof light fall
on the stagewhere the action takesplace and to hide the sourceof light.1’

Fromextantbills we know that at the time of Aleksej Mixailovi,
tallow candlesin small bast boxesand in woodenand coppercandle
sticks were used. In Peter’s time, candlesplacedin lanternsillumi
natedthe stageand the auditorium.16WestEuropeanschool theaters
usedoil lamps.Furttenbachdescribedtheir placement:

At the front of the stageoil lampsareset 3 [or 2 ½1 feet apart on the floor
behind a ¾ foot board. . . . From this hidden position they sendlight only
over the scene.Behind the side walls of the proscenium,next to the scene
opening oil lampsare placedin iron rings one abovethe other2 feetapartup
to the heavens.Behind theselampsare placedglittering piecesof gold tinsel.

s’ymy razorennoe, blahodatiju e Xrysta Cara slavy, ternovym véncemuvjadennoho,
paky sostavlennoey vén’annoe, smutnym e dEjstvom v kyevskyxAtynax, pod
viastyju presvëtlaho tryvënannaho sulëyx, ot blahorodnyx rosyjskyx mladencov
yzvës?ennoe.Roku vonle Xrystos Car slav9 razoryvyj adovo carstvo 1698. For the
text, see Rjezanov,Drama ukrajins’ka, 3: 109-149.
15 Sarbiewski,De perfectapoesi, p. 231.
16 See Noskova,"Moskovskij svetskij teatr," p. 273.
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Other lamps are placedbehindtheclouds . . . sendingdown a glow like day.
Also, in the rearpit 50 oil lampsshouldbe placed,eachfilled with ¼ poundsof
oil.’7

The limited meansof the Kiev Academyprobablydid not permit all
theseexpensiveitems, but the major instructionscould be followed,
the more so sinceFurttenbachhimself explainedhow economicalthe
lamps were:"In practice,suchan oil lamp hasoftengiven agood light
as long as twelve hours with ¼ pound of. . . oil, for water is con
tinually pouredin to raise the oil and the floating wick until the last
drop of oil is burned and only water is left. This savesconsiderable
trouble and expense."He addedthat "for quite small scenes,to save
costs" he used "no oil lamps but only good clean slowly burning
candles."18To intensify the lights, he recommendedthat a piece of
mica be fastenedbehind the oil lamps or behind the candles. Such
reflectors, as he called them, permitted the direction and concentra
tion of the lights as needed.Earlier, SebastianoSerlio had recom
mendedthat abarber’sbrassbasinbeplacedbehindatorch.19I believe
that the Kiev studentsproducedandusednot only the systemof lamps
or candles,but alsoa moreelaboratestandinglight box. As described
by Furttenbach,this was a lanternof white tin shapedlike a perspec
tive box andcoveredwith markedgold tinsel,8 inches2/3 foot wide at
the front and9 inches¾ foot high. A candlewithin a ring stoodat
thecenter.The lanterncould be placedon atableor on thefloor, but
its principal use, according to Furttenbach,was "at the rear pit at
the innerstage,whereit is hung by a sleeveat the back . . . andwill
serveto light the royal throne or the sea,"2°the sceneryneededfor
The Kingdomof HumanNature in 1698.

The authorsof all bookson stagetechniqueof the time emphasized
the danger of fire. Nicola Sabbattini, for example, cautionedthat
"plenty of watershouldbe ready abovethe beamsor theheavensand

below the stage. "21 Sabbattinidescribedhow to control the lights
on stagewith cylinders of solderedtin open at the top andfixed on
cords: "you adjust eachcylinder over its lamp [whether oil or candle

17 J Furttenbach,"The Noble Mirror of Art," trans.G. R. Kernodle,in Renaissance
Stage,pp. 211-12.
18 Furttenbach,"Noble Mirror," p. 236.
19 SebastianoSerlio, an Italian theoretician1475-1554,authorof SevenBooksof
Architecture.
3° Furttenbach,"Noble Mirror," pp. 237-38.
21 Nicola Sabbattini,"Practicadi FabricarScenee Machinene’ Teatn" 1638, trans.
J. H. McDowell, in RenaissanceStage,p. 98.
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- P.L.] . . . . in such a mannerthat by onemotion at the side of the

stage,the cordswith the cylindersdescendover the lampsanddarken
them. When the cordsare again raised to their placesthe stage is

illuminated."22 Each school, including that at Kiev, had access to
unlimited manpower.Studentswereeagerto takepart in the perform
anceandto work the propsandsimplemachines.Becausethe lighting

systemilluminated some parts of the stagewhile othersremainedin

semidarknessa front curtain was not even needed.Moreover, the
control of light fascinatedthe contemporaryaudienceno less,perhaps
even more, than the content of the play they were seeing.

How was the stageplatform built, and what kind of scenerywas
needed?In Sarbiewski’s lectureson poetics,we learn that the stage
theatrumipsum was quadrilateral.The narrowestsidewas the back
wall, which faced the spectators,and two side walls widened out
towardthe audience.Theplatform not only becamewider but lowered
in the samedirection,andintersectinglines weredrawn on it to show
the actorshow theyshouldmove.23As mentioned,the Russiansources
tell us how inner curtains were used for more containedscenes.
Sometimesshutterspaintedin perspectiveandmovableto thesidesof
the stagewere used instead.The resulting "inner stage" could be an
extensionof the front stage,or could be "discovered" as a place far
away from that beingdepictedon the front stage.The innerstagewas
also often usedas the rearpit. It had a loose floor, and its back wall
was constructedfrom boardswith gaps permitting the operationof
variousmachines.Especiallyimportantfor ourplay were the so-called
cloud andseamachines.The stagecouldhaveone,two, or sometimes
three levels. The highest level - the heavens- was sometimesa
suspendedmobile platform or balcony,but usually it was represented
by hanging clouds.24

The Kiev school theaterused the telari or perjaktoj describedby
Sarbiewskiandothersources,including Muscoviteones.They worked
togetherwith the back or inner shuttersto changethe side scenery.
Usually four-sided but sometimesfive-, three-, or even two-sided
prisms, they had thin frameson which canvaspainted in perspective
was stretched.Affixed pivotsallowed them to be turned. Furttenbach
notedthat theseperjaktoj could be madeby any carpenteror cabinet

22 Sabbatini, "Practica di FabricarScene,"pp. 111-12.
23 See Sarbiewski,De Perfectapoesi, pp. 231-32.
24 See, e.g., Sabbattini,"Practica di FabricarScene,"p. 47. "How the heavensare
made."
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maker.’ In anycase,thepaintingsandpivotscouldbe broughtto Kiev
from Moscow.

The first act of our play required the settings of Paradise,the
Heavens,Hell, andaroadoutsideParadise;sometimesall were in use
simultaneously.The sceneopenswith an argumentbetweenfaithful
andrebelliousangels.During the quarrel,angels,fluttering glimmer
ing wings,26 cross back and forth betweenLucifer and Michael; un
doubtedly,theyrehearsedthe ballet-like movementsby following the
lines drawn on the stagefloor.

Orthodoxdoctrine did not permitGod Almighty and Christ to be
shown"in person,"so the schoolandothertheatersusedicons instead.
WhenLucifer calls out to theangelson stageandthe spectatorsin the
auditorium,"Look, all you, the high mountainabovethe starswhereI
will placemy golden throneside by sidewith Almighty God himself
Uzrite vsi se bo,/ I prestolpozlaennijna horévisocé,/Verx zv&d
postanovljupri samahobocé!Bohasil Savaofa,"we cansupposethat
an icon had been placedamongthe clouds and stars. Thereare no
indicationswhen the angelsdisappeared,or where.The actionof the
first sceneprobablytook placeat the rearof the stage,that is, on the
inner stage; there the scenery- for example, low-hanging wavy
clouds- depicted the lower levels of Heaven,where angels were
believedto have their place.

After the first scene,the inner stagewas shut by half-shuttersor a
curtain, leaving in view theicon andthe highcloudswhichcoveredthe
entire ceiling of the largestage.The nextfour scenesusedthesettings
of ParadiseandHell. Paradise,on the front stagefrom theoutset,had
treeswith wax apples,real branches,dummyor puppetanimals,and
artificial flowers.

Now only thelighting hadto be controlledso as to brightenthe front
stage; the inner shuttersor curtain could then add an appropriate
perspectiveto the whole. We first see- midstage,obviously- a
thronepaintedin goldandcoveredwith rich tapestry.27An allegorical
figure of OmnipotentPower VsemohuajaSyla sits there. In a
prolonged and high-spirited monologue57 thirteen-syllable lines,
she recallsthe sevendays of creationandcalls on HumanNatureto
reign in Eden.An allegorical figure of the latter appears,and action

See Furttenbach,"Noble Mirror," p. 210.
3° See p. 323, above.
27 See the description of a magnificent throne by Furttenbach, "Noble Mirror,"
pp. 23 1-32. In Kiev the thronewas probablymuchmore modest.
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accompaniestheir dialogue: Human Nature shyly approachesthe
throne,encouragedby OmnipotentPower,who risesto takeher hand
andleadher.HumanNatureattendsto andkissesthe feet of Omnipo
tent Power,andis placedon the throne.OmnipotentPowercallsupon
Heavento crown Human Nature,and then, the stagedirectionssay,
"Manus benedicit de coelis" - a hand, symbolizing Providence,
emergesfrom the cloudsand blessesHuman Nature.

Many detaileddescriptionsof the time explainedhow the clouds
were madeandhow the hand could be madeto appear.Close to the
ceiling between the sectionsof the Heaven, thin flowing strips of
white, pink, andpurplish cloth were lowered.Thesecould be formed
into newpatternsby meansof ropes,pulleys, andlevers. In additionto
the usual cloud machine, special deviceswere used to bring down
heavenlybeings,to disclosea figure in a nimbus,or to revealthehand
of Providence.Sarbiewskidescribesonesuchdevicethatcould readily
havebeenusedin Kiev. It was essentiallyapole. Attachedto oneend,
directed toward the stage,was the prop or actor that had to be
lowered; to the other end a weight was fastened.The pole passed
throughgapsin the rearwall andwas tied to arope hangingthrough a
pulley. The part of the rope that was to reach the stagehad to be
hidden,for instance,by a cloud. In our play, the hand of Providence
could haveemergedin this way, to appearin ashaft of light produced
by the lantern. Severalstudentswere usually trained to control the
ropesandthe lanternfrom behindthe shuttersor curtainthat formed
the inner stage.

The appearanceof the hand of Providencewas accompaniedby a
voice from Heaven- a device popular for its ability to awe the
audience.The allegorical figures of Will and Delight appearedon
stage,andin their presenceOmnipotentPower showedher flowering
Kingdom to Human Nature,with awarning aboutthe dangerousfruit
of the Tree of Knowledge.

One part of the stagemust have representedHell. Where was it? I
supposethebestplace for the setwould havebeenin the rear,28where
earlier the angelshadquarreled.If this were the case,the shuttersor
curtain were againdrawn to the sides,letting the spectatorssee the
props representingHell - for instance,the Leviathan’smouth could
havebeenits gates.On this inner stage,the allegorical figuresof the
Malice of Lucifer andher servant,Temptation,plottedmischief. The

3° See Sabbattini,"Practica di Fabricar Scene,"p. 126.
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audiencewatchedthem atthe sametime that theysaw HumanNature
in her ParadiseKingdom on the front stage.

WhenTemptationcrossedthe boundaryof the inner stageto enter
Paradise,the rearshutterscouldclose againbehindher. Temptation’s
first speechin the nextscenesuggeststhat shewalks aroundadmiring
the plants and paying special attention to the fruit on the Tree of
Knowledge. She pretendsnot to see Human Nature on her throne.
Human Naturebeginsa dialogueby asking the intruderher identity.
Presenton stage are Human Nature’s maids of honor - Will and
Delight. At the endof the scene,when theyenterinto the dialogue,
the pantomimeof a game with an apple simultaneouslyshows the
climax of the act of temptation. The scene ends with a voice of
reproachemanatingfrom Heaven.

The nextscene,the so-calledTrial in Paradise,takesplaceagainst
the samescenery.But now specialeffectswere required,for lightning
and thunderwere called forth from the Heavensby the allegorical
figure of the Anger of God. Furttenbach’sbook gave detailedbut
simple directions about "How . . . lightning is made." He wrote:

In the palm of the right hand,in a well shapedpieceof tin to keepthe hand
from being burnedis put a quantity about the size of a hazelnut of colofonio
Greekpitch. This is a fine meallikepowder . . . sifted througha hair sieve.
A lighted waxcandleis heldbetweenthefour fingersof the samehand,so that
the flame is scarcelya half inch from the colofonio.The wholearmis extended
andthe mealis thrown throughthelight. It makesa long bright flame in the air
like lightning. This flame can be usedfrom underthe stageto showHell, or
abovebetweenthe cloudsto representlightning.29

For thunder,Sabbattini like Furttenbachand othersexplained:
it requiresonly a channelmade of ordinary boards long enough to give
durationto the thunderdesired . . . it mustbe firmly placedabovethe heavens
andwithin it somesteps½ a foot high mustbe made. . . . When we want to
imitate thundera man . . . musttaketwo or threeiron or stoneballs . . . and
must releasethem into the [slightly inclined- P.L.] channelone after the
other.

The next scenamuta is a pantomime,accompaniedwith one short
speechby the allegorical figure of Captivity as she puts manacleson
Human Nature. The scenetakes place in Hell, againon the inner
stage.The shuttersare openedagainandthe front lights are dimmed
or stifled. The stagedirectionssaythat Vulcan, the ancient God of
ironworksandfire, is forgingchainsandhandcuffs.Thus,the audience

29 Furttenbach,"Noble Mirror," p. 229.
3° Sabbattini,"Practicadi FabricarScene,"p. 172.



STAGING OF PLAYS AT THE KIEV MOHYLA ACADEMY 331

mustsee a smithy at work andthe gratesof the dark cell on stage,as
Captivity imprisonsHuman Nature.

Next, asecondaryallegory - so to speak- of HumanNature,the
Lamentof HumanNature,roamsa road situatedon the proscenium.
Now, I suppose,the spectatorshadin view the entire largestage,fully
illuminated: Hell in the rear, Paradiseat the front, the road on the
proscenium,and, above, at least two levels of clouds. Thesesettings
transmittedthe main ideas of the play - how much was given to
mankind by the act of creationand where sin has brought it - very

well. The figure of Lamentbemoansher fate, andthe choirof angelsin
Heavenconsolesher with lyrical recitation or song. Visible on the
higherlevel was the icon of God,andsuspendedon the lower, from a
moveableplatform by pulley andropes,or, much simpler, on the
stepsandthe tops of laddershiddenby cloudsandat the back, were
angels.

In the next scene, the speechesby Malice of Lucifer thanking
Temptationsuggestthat the attention of the audienceagainturned
towardHell on the innerstage,backto the road, on the proscenium,
wherethe allegoricalfigures of Despair,Faith, Hope,andLove meet,
perhapsatthe gatesof Paradise,depictedby a typically Baroquestage
arch31deckedwith greenbranches.The last threefiguresdisplaytheir
standardattributes: a cross, an anchor, and an olive branch,with
which theyfight andchaseout Despair.They thenwalk to the rearof
the stage,open the dungeon,and free Human Nature. This happy
finale to actone is accompaniedby a choir of angelssinging in the
Heavens.

Act two, extant in part, provided even better opportunities for
awing the audiencewith special effects. If I were the director of a
performancein Kiev in 1698, I would have liked to see it begin as
follows: On the roadthe proscenium,in full light, Malice of Lucifer
ventsher disappointmentandcalls on Captivity to put HumanNature,
now personifiedas the Jewishpeople, into the handsof cruelPharaoh.
In the meantime,changesare taking place in other parts of the fully
open but dimly lighted stage.As Kernodlestates,"The objectwas to
createa greateffect of wonderin the audiencethatthe scenescouldbe
transformedso suddenlybeforetheir very eyes- or while theywere
momentarily distracted."32To transformParadiseinto Pharaoh’spal

31 SeeKernodle, From Art to Theatre, passim.
32 G. Kernodle, in the introduction to RenaissanceStage,p. 9.
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ace, where the secondand fourth scenestake place, probably the
simplesttwo-sided telari perjaktoj were used,so that the painted
palacecolumnson one sidewereswitched for the paradiselandscape
on the other. The throne remainedwhere it was, but the plants and
dummyor puppetanimalswere removedby the studentstagehands.
Also, somecarpetsand tapestrycould havequickly replacedsome of
the props of Paradise.

For the secondscenethe rearpit or innerstagehadto be shut, so
the shuttersor curtainof act onewere replacedby atransparent,easily
removablescreen.Theuppercloudsandthe iconremainedwherethey
were. At the beginningof this scenethe sleepingPharaohhasa dream
which is explainedto him by an allegoricalfigure of Fortune.Probably
no bedwas used,for it wouldhaveinterferedwith subsequentpartsof
the performance- in fact, to simplify things,Pharaohcouldhavehad
the dreamwhile dozingon his throne.33The dream,appearingbehind
the transparentscreenas so-calledumbraeshadows,a stagedevice
popularatthe time, showeda groupof Jewsbeingled off by Captivity.
WhenFortuneandthe shadowsvanish,attendantsenterandPharaoh
tells them abouthis dreamandFortune’s promise. When they have
discussedthe phenomenon,Captivity comesonstagewith the Jews.A
pantomimeof the Egyptianstying the Jews and leading them away
ends the scene.

At this point theback screenwas removed.At the backof the stage
Mosesappearedin thefamousscenewith the burningbush.The scene
was so popularin schooltheatersthat Furttenbachgaveaverydetailed
descriptionof its quite simple technique:

an Italianparisol [similar to a beachumbrella - P.L.] could be used . . . the
twelve lather sectionsaregilded andpaintedin figured streamslike flamesof
fire issuing from a centralpoint like the rays of the sun. When the knob is
pushedup, theflamesspreadout like a flaring fire that leapsaround.When the
parisol is closedthe fire seemsto be dying down and about to go out. . . a
hole 1 foot squareclosedwith a little door is cut in the wall at the rearof the
inner stageabout4 feet from the floor. Throughthishole is thrust the closed
parisol. A manconcealedbehindthe wall works it continuouslyby pushing
andpulling the knob andsometimesturning it roundfrom side to side.In the
meantimetwo perspectivelanterns . . . are placedin the inner stage in order

Similar stagingwasusedin Dimitrij Tuptalo’sChristmasplay performedin northern
Rostovin 1702. ThereHerod ordershis attendantsto leavehim becausehe wishesto
doze on his throne "Vel’moy i vy, voy! vsvojasy ydète./ Xou malo usnuty,
sedjalyna frone", anda scenedepicting his dreamfollows. See Rjezanov, Drama
ukrajins’ka, 4: 134.
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to maketheopeninggoldenflamesseemlike a strongfire, as if thebushwere
burning without beingconsumed."

The backdropof alandscapepaintedin perspectivecouldbe added,as
well assomedummiesor puppetsof lambspasturedby Moses,andsome
greenery- all alreadyusedfor Paradisein actone. Sinceone of the
requirementsof a deaconor priest in the Orthodoxchurchwasthat he
have a strong low voice, it was not difficult for the Kiev theological
schooltofind someonetosimulateGod’svoicecomingfrom theburning
bush.

Themostspectacularscene,andthemostdifficult toproduce,wasthe
fourth, in which MosesandAaronconfrontPharaoh.Therethestaging
hadto showthetransformationof staffsinto snakes,atleastsomeof the
plagues,thereleaseof theJews,their pursuit,thepartingof thesea,and
the drowning of the Egyptians.How could all this be managedwithin
the limited budgetof the Kiev schooltheater?I believethat in the first
half of the scene,the transparentscreenwas usedagainto show the
transformationof the staffsandMoses’snakedevouringthe Egyptian
ones,done by meansof simple ropesmovedbehindthe screen.

A notein thetext says:"MosesandAaronraisetheir armstoHeaven,
the boysfall dead. From Heavencomelightning, thunder,hail, and
reptiles."Furttenbachagaingives instructionson "how to producerain
andhail. . . dripping [liquid or any othersubstances- P.L.] through
many holes bored through the upper floor."35 In the meantimethe
screenis removedagainandnewsceneryappears.At theverybacklies
the seaandnearerto the front standthe beleagueredJews.Seascenes
wereconsideredthe mostexciting partsof Baroqueperformances,asis
evidenteven in thereport that the Russianenvoyhadsentto thetsar.
The stagemanualsall gavetechnicaladviceabouthow to achievethe
best, most striking effects. Furttenbach,for example, designedfour
machinesto makevariouswavesof the sea.The simplestinstructions
camefrom a sourcevery close to home- Sarbiewski’s lectureson
poetics.Herecommendedthatthe floor boardsof thestageplatformin
ourcase,in the rearpit be loosenedon at leastoneside,so theycould
be slightly raised and lowered. To the bottom of the boardswere
fastenedpiecesof pleatedcloth, supposedlyblueandgray,whichwere
lacedwith goldandsilver threadfor a glittering effect.37The drowning

3° Furttenbach,"Noble Mirror," pp. 233-34.
u Furttenbach,"Noble Mirror," pp. 231.
3° Furttenbach,"Noble Mirror," pp. 239-45.

See Sarbiewski,De perfectapoesi, p. 232.
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Egyptianscouldhideundertheseboards,in the hollow spacebetween
the stageplatform and the auditorium.

The secondact’s fifth sceneandthe extantpartof its sixth sceneare
againallegorical,so they could be performedwithout specialeffects.
On the basis of the Prologue, the title, and many analogues,the
Ukrainian scholarRjezanovassumedthat the two acts were followed
by scenesfrom the New Testament- that is, eventsin Christ’s life,
the Crucifixion, andthe Resurrection.38But since we do not havethe
text in its entirety, our discussionof the stagingof this exampleof the
Kiev school theatermust concludehere.

Harvard University

3° See Rjezanov, Drama ukrajins’ka, 3: 16-17.



DOCUMENTS

Ukrainian Hetmans’ Universaly 1678-1727at the
Lilly Library of Indiana University*

BOHDAN A. STRUMINSKY

Like manyinstitutionsof the UkrainianHetmanatecreatedby Bohdan
Xmel’nyc’kyj, the diplomatics of the new state imitatedthoseof the
Polish-LithuanianCommonwealthfrom which the Hetmanatehad
seceded.The public decreesof the hetmanwere called universaly, as
were the circular lettersissuedby the Polishkings, someofficials, and
the Diet; less frequently, thesedocumentswere also referred to as
pysan’ja.

The form of the universalyis rathersimplewhencomparedwith the
Westernmedievaltradition from which theyultimately stem.The sign
of the crossreplacesthe invocationof God’s name,andis followed by
the intitulation of the hetman.The inscriptio may addressall readers
or listenersas in Xmel’nyc’kyj’s universalof 24 June 1657: vsIm"
vobecy kodomu zosobna1 = Polish wszemwobec i kazdemuz
osobna = Latin universiset singulis, whencecomesthe Polish term
uniwersal, or only a specific circle of people in a certain regiment
polk, companysotnja, town or village as in the caseof the three
documentspublishedhere. Xmel’nyc’kyj ‘s universalysometimesstill
containedthe traditional corroboratione.g., a dIja lIp.oe tverdosty
touju aprobac9ju zapysov" roukoju naeju podpysavJypeat’ voy
skovoujuprylozyt’ rozkazalysmo,‘and having signed with our own

* I owe a debt of gratitude to Edward Kasinec, librarian of the University of
California Berkeley, for having drawnmy attention to the existenceof these
materials and for his organizationalhelp; to Ms. Saundra Taylor, curator of
manuscriptsat the Lilly Library, for hercooperationin obtainingphotocopiesand
information on Allen’s collection; and to OmeljanPritsak andFrank E. Sysyn,
professor and assistant professor of Ukrainian history at Harvard University, as
well as Dr. George Gajecky and Dr. Zenon E. Kohut, specialistsin the history of
the Ukrainian Cossacks,for having critically readthis article before its publica
tion.

Frank E. Sysyn, "Documentsof BohdanXmel’nyc’kyj," Harvard Ukrainian Studies
2, no. 4 December1978: 523.
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hand this approvalof recordsfor better assurance,we haveordered
the military sealaffixed,’ from theuniversalof 24 June1657,but later
universaly dispensedwith it as in our three examplesbelow. The
eschatocolgives thelocationanddate.Xmel’nyc’kyj’s universalyhave
his full signatureandthe formula rouka vlasna= Polish rçkq wlasnq
= Latin manupropria, but the universalyof laterhetmansintroduced
the formula zv9J" menovann9jhetman", ‘the above-mentioned
hetman’2 without repetition of the hetman’s name. The universaly
werealwaysconfirmedby the ZaporozhianHost’sseal,the figure of a
Cossackshoulderinga musket, that varied in size and detail.3

Most of the extantuniversalypertain to privatematterse.g., land
grantswith servicepeasants,special legal protectionfor somedistin
guishedofficers, issueof liquor licenses.Although their numberruns
into thousands,only afew universalyareavailablein scatteredpublica
tions. And only in the case of those issued by Hetman Bohdan
Xmel’nyc’kyj has any effort beenmadeto collect and publish all of
them together.4
2 In publishing four universaly of Ivan Mazepa, I misread this formula: Bohdan
Strumins’kyj, "Mazepiana in theHarvard Manuscript Collection 1691-1709,"Harvard
Library Bulletin 28, no. 1 January 1980: 66, 68, 69, 71, 73, 75, 78. Some other
regrettable errors appeared in that publication. In the first three universaly of
1691-1695,the tsarist title is wrongly given in the singular, for in 1682-1696there were
two tsarsin Moscow; even worse,in the first documentsomeexclusivelytsarist titles
were ascribedto Mazepa. The correct readings are: PresvItlIjlyx y DerlavnIjlyx
Velykyx Hosoudarej Yx" CarskohoPresvItloho VelyCestvaVojska ZaporozkohoHet
man ‘Hetman of the Zaporozhian Host of Their TsaristMost Illustrious Majesties,the
Most Illustrious andStatesmanlyGreat Lords’ p. 66; "of the sameMost Illustrious
TsaristMajesties"pp. 66 and69; "The Seal of the Little Rus’ Zaporozhian Host of
Their Most IllustriousTsaristMajesties"p. 68; "Their TsanstMost IllustriousMajes
ties’ Zaporozhian Host" pp. 69, 73. There is also a minor error in oneword on p. 73: it
should read uMcroBpia.

On the diplomaticsof Bohdan Xmel’nyc’kyj’s universaly, see Ivan Kryp"jakevy,
"Studiji nad derlavoju Xmel’nyc’koho. V. Het’mans’ki universaly,"ZapyskyNauko
voho tovarystva im. evCenka hereafter Zapysky NT. 147 1927: 55-76; and
Dokumenly Bohdana Xmel’nyc’koho, 1648-1657, comp. I. Kryp"jakevy and
I. Buty Kiev, 1961, pp. 16-17; on thoseof the later hetmans, see V. A. Djady
ëenko, Narysy suspil’no-polityCnohoustroju Livoberelnoji Ukrajiny kincja XVII-po
Catku XVIII St. Kiev, 1959, pp. 136-138. On the seals affixed to the hetmans’
documents,see Manja Slabëenko,Materialy p0 malorusskoj sfragistike Odessa,
1912; I. Kryp"jakevyë, "Z kozac’koji sfragistyky," Zapysky NT 123-124 1917:
1-16; E. I. Kamenceva,"Dye ukrainskie peati XVIII v. iz sobranija GIM," Numiz
matika i sfragistika Kiev, 1963, no. 1, pp. 203-205; E. I. Drakoxrust, "K istorii
vojskovyx peatej Levoberelnoj Ukrainy XVII-XVIII vv. Po materialam Otdela
pis’mennyx istonikov i Otdela numizmatiki Gosudarstvennogoistorieskogo mu
zeja," Numizmatiëeskijsbornik, Pt. 4, fasc. 1 Moscow, 1971, Pp. 3-23 andtable 32;
and V. H. Fomenko, "Vijs’kovi peatky zaporolciv," in lstoryCni dlerela ta fix
vykorystannja,vol. 7 Kiev, 1972, pp. 152-160.

Kryp"jakevy and Buty, DokumentyBohdanaXmel’nyc’koho. Before the revo
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The three universaly publishedbelow belongto the collection ac
quiredby the Lilly Library of IndianaUniversity in the springof 1976
from the estateof the late British historian,businessman,anddiplo
mat in Beirut and Ankara, 1943-47,William Edward David Allen
1901-1976.Allen’s main historical interestswere the Caucasus,
Russia,andTurkey,6but he alsowrote abookentitled TheUkraine: A
History Cambridge,1940; NewYork, 1963,which wasdedicated"To
N.M., half Ukrainian,half angel,"mostlikely to NatalijaMaksimovna
Koskovskaja,hisfuture third wife. Thesehistoricalinterestswerealso
reflectedin Allen’s collection of more than20,000books,periodicals,
and manuscripts.Among the manuscriptswere items representing
Georgia, Russia, the Ukraine, Poland, Turkey, and the world of
Islam, aswell as a 1420 manuscriptcopy of the TravelsofMarco Polo.
The collection was brought to Bloomington, Indiana, from Ireland,
where it had been housedat his residence,WhitechurchHouse at
Cappagh,Waterford county, province of Munster.

All threeof the universalyat the Lilly Library bearthe initials iS in
pencil, andthe numbers48, 50, and51, respectively,which suggests
that the decreesconstitutedpart of a separatecollection. All three
documentswereknownto somehistoriansin the Ukraineseebelow,
but theywere not publishedin full or necessarilyfrom the originals.
Now, accessto the originalsallowsus to presentnot only the contents
of the documents,but alsotheir diplomatic and paleographicform.

1.

The earliestuniversal in the Allen collection was issued by Hetman
Ivan Samojlovy on 13 April 1678. It belongs to the category of

lution 25 universaly issued by hetmansfrom 1651 to 1677 were published in Akty,
otnosja’iesja k istorii Junoj i Zapadnoj Rossii hereafterAJZR, vols. 3-4 St.
Petersburg,1861-63, 7-9 1872-77, 11-13 1879-84; 110 dating from 1648 to 1699
appearedin Akty, otnosjaëiesjak istorii Zapadnoj Rossii, vol. 5 St. Petersburg,
1853. An annotatedindexof 374 hetmans’universaly plus somesimilar documentsby
Russianadministratorsof theHetmanatefrom 1648 to 1761, compiledon the basisof
archivesof the Imperial ArchaeographicalCommission,was publishedby M. G. Kur
djumov in Letopis’ zanjatij Imperatorskoj arxeografieskojkommissii za 1904 god,
no. 17 St. Petersburg,1907, pp. 34-95.

A biographicalsketchof Allen canbe found in Thom’s Directory of Irelandfor the
Year 1958 Dublin, 1958, p. 38.
6 w E. D. Allen wrote these books: A History of the Georgian People London,
1932; TheRussianCampaignsin 1941-43New York, 1944; TheRussianCampaignsof
1944-45 New York, 1946; Caucasian Battlefields Cambridge, 1953; Problemsof
Turkish Power in the Sixteenth Century London, 1963; RussianEmbassiesto the
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universaly on military and administrativeaffairs, of which "only an
insignificant portion is now extant."7

The recipient of the universal, Fedir Movan, was a social upstart
in comparisonwith the descendantsof the establishedCossackclans.
He owed his elevation to HetmanPetro Doroenkowho, tired of
anarchictendenciesin theCossackmilitary democracy,hadorganized
regimentsof lower-classmercenaries,subject to military discipline
- oxoëekomonni,‘voluntary cavalrymen,’ or serdenjata, from Turk
ish serdengeëti,‘troops selectedfor a desperateenterprise,’or, liter
ally, ‘[somebody whoj went out of his head.’8 Movan becamea
colonel of onesuchregiment.By 18 August 1675,he hadcrossedover
to the Left Bank of the Dnieperand joined Doroenko’srival, the
hetmanof the Left-Bank Ukraine, Samojlovy.9He renderedSamoj
lovy serviceby talking otherserdenjatainto switchingover to him. 10

He was referredto as "colonelof the voluntarycavalry"polkovnyk"
oxotn9j konn9j in Samojlovy’s army, but lost that position by 27
September1676.11

In 1677 Fedir Movan becamean aide-de-camposaul of the
Pryluky regiment.12When in August of that yearthe Turks besieged
yhyryn, which was garrisonedwith Muscovitesand Samojlovy’s
Cossacks,a counter-offensivemounted by Hetman Samojlovy and
the MuscovitecommanderRomodanovskij forced the Turks to re
treat. The Pryluky regiment,led by Fedir Movan, alsoparticipated
in the successfulcampaign.A laudatoryscroll of TsarFedor Aleksee

vi on 25 November 1678 mentionedMovan specifically "and all
officers and fellows of your regiment" as having "stood firmly and

GeorgianKings, 1589-1605,2 vols. Cambridge,1970, 1972. He also wrote anumber
of articleson Caucasian history.

Djadyenko, Narysy, p. 139.
8 Soon after Movan betrayed Doroenko, the serdenjatawere disbanded together
with other mercenary "voluntary" units. In 1687 "voluntary" troops were reestab
lished, this time in the form of both cavalry kompanijci and infantry serdjuky; the
latter term represented a new quasi-diminutive from serdenjata cf. porosjuky versus
porosjata‘piglets’, etc.. For the differencesbetweenvoluntary units of the seventeenth
and of the eighteenthcentury, see I. Kryp"jakevy, Istorija ukrajins’koho vijs’ka Lviv,
1936, pp. 257-58; 0. P. Apanovy, Zbrojni syly Ukrajiny perloji polovyny XVIII St.

Kiev, 1969, p. 97.
AJZR, 12 1882: 216.

10 V. Antonovi, "Priluckij polkovoj asaulMixajlo Movan i ego zapisnaja kniga,"
Kievskaja starina 11 January1885: 62.
" AJZR, 12 1882: 752.
12 A. Lazarevskij,Priluckijpolk, p. 12, supplement to Kievskajastarina, vol. 26 May
1900.



UKRAINIAN HETMANS’ UNIVERSALY 339

valiantly" againstthe Turks in 167713- althoughthe official colonelof
Pryluky at that time was Ivan Macenko.14AfterwardsHetmanSamoj
lovy persuadedMacenko to resign in favor of Movan,15 and
Movan’s formal appointmentas colonel followed at a time whenthe
Turks werepreparinga new raid on tyhyryn. They besiegedit in July
1678, andconqueredthe symbolicCossackcapital towardsthe endof
August. Movéan participatedin this second,less successful,yhy
ryn campaign,too.’6 In 1679 he resignedfrom his office for unknown
reasons.17

HistorianshavesometimesconfusedanotherFedir Movëan Luki
jan’s son, colonel of Starodub, with our Fedir Movan.18 This
colonel of Starodubwas killed in the secondfyhyryn campaign
sometimesbetween27 July and 30 August 1678.19

Our universalwas known to the Ukrainian historian Volodymyr
Antonovy from a copy inscribedin the notebookof Fedir Movan’s
the ex-mercenarycolonel’s son, Myxajlo, aide-de-campof the Pry
luky Regiment,on leaf 95 verso.In an excerptquotedby Antonovy,
one word is distorted: he gives M3Bei1sic rather thanpercsi.2°
13 Sobraniegosudarstvennyxgramot i dogovorov, vol. 4 Moscow, 1828, no. 113.
Antonovy Antonovië, "Priluckij polkovoj asaul," p. 62 erroneously interpreted
this charteras relating to Movan’s participationin the yhyryn campaignof 1678.
14 George Gajecky, The CossackAdministration of the Hermanate,2 vols. Cam
bridge,Mass., 1978, 1: 251.
‘ Antonovi, "Priluckij polkovoj asaul,"p. 62; cf. Gajecky, CossackAdministration,
1: 251. According to Antonovy this happened"after" Doroenko’s capitulation to
Samojlovy in September1676, but, in fact, Macenko was still colonel in 1677-78.
16 Nikolaj Kostomarov, Istorüteskiemonografli i issledovanija, vol. 15: Ruina St.
Petersburg and Moscow, 1882, p. 574.
17 Antonovi, "Priluckij polkovoj asaul," p. 62.

A. Lazarevskij, Opisanie staroj Malorossii, vol. 1 Kiev, 1888, pp. 19-20, 256;
Vadim L. Modzalevskij, Malorossijskijrodoslovnik, vol. 3 Kiev, 1912, pp. 560-61;
Gajecky, CossackAdministration, 2: 755.
19 Both Movëans, as colonels in charge of different regiments, are mentioned in a
military financial reportof 27 July 1678: Viktor Romanovs’kyj, "Dokument do istoriji
derlavnoho skarbu davn’oji Het’mantyny," Ukrajins’kyj arxeohrafiënyj zbirnyk,
vol. 3 Kiev, 1930, p. 11. This contradictsa document cited at secondhand by
Lazarevskij,Opisanie, p. 20, according to which Fedir Lukijanovy Movan had died
by 26 June 1678. Since the yhyryn campaign endedon 30 August 1678, this date is a
terminus ad quem for Fedir Lukijanovy Movëan’s death.

Another proof of the existence at that time of two colonels named Fedir Movan
comesfrom the tsar’s chancelleries;on the sameday, 25 November1678, when the tsar’s
laudatory scroll addressed Fedir Movan, colonel of Pryluky, as a living person see
fn. 13, Hetman Samojlovy’s envoy presented a report to the tsar stating that the
Fedir Movan who wascolonel of Starodub, "having shedhis blood, ended his life" in
the battle in which cyhyryn was destroyed;in response,the tsar orderedthat Fedir’s
namebe inscribed in a commemorative prayer book sinodik orpomjanik; AJZR, 13
1884: 719.
3° Antonovi, "Priluckij polkovoj asaul," p. 62.
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After Myxajlo Movan’s death, his notebookwas continued by
his grandsonAndrij Mazaraki the surname is that of a Greek
family which joined the UkrainianCossacks,andthen remainedin
the Mazaraki family until Antonovy’s times. Antonovy received
the notebookfrom Arkadij Fedorovy Mazaraki, a landowner in
the Poltava province. In the early twentieth centurythe Mazaraki
family was still flourishing in the Poltava province and southern
Ukraine,whereit hadestates.2’

Since Fedir and Myxajlo Movan did not have male descendants,
the family archives from which our original comes are presumably
those of the Mazarakis, but not the branch from which Arkadij
FedorovyMazarakidescended,becausehe hadonly acopy.

The universalaboutFedir Movan appearsbelow.

TEXT

JS No.48

1678 +

1wa147. CAuono5liV% VGTUHZ. 5O1lC.HOu3

Cro Upcgoro fle.0tTnoro SnveTsa Anopo1u1u

WHoMuGu7. C1IU3 HauIbI.13. flneAHeuz. flaNolul. Woiou, CAt 0

O,coAosn flo,uoEhU.l7., TAIflHO CoTnn,cou CrauoHOu7, VopoAOBblU7

ii Ct,,c,uiu secu CTaPIUOUO 0 u6ti7.tUou OAi

To50fllCF0, TT910 5OtlTO9i7 II HC.’6U noeno,IOTO.l fllOA0U7. STOLI

nOfl1 U0llllaPOYIU5 W IsaTeflous. flooesaz7 I1MiL 1Et17 UUeH=

HO. hIEmbIfl flonHoBtifllll. Euj7, flQnnU9111r. AoEpoEonHe 0KAL

c.a Coosro CrapuibltlscTso., 0 AW1iOe tiO.7 noAI-AHosart1.; C

CrawhIti 551U0V010 flOit91, TT HEaTPt1Ut TOEO.Qbl

CT000I. neE1ihIO7, anosOfl6Heu Hu1lu7 rO4At1Elul1 VoAocou,1

csoiiufl tiTO0 nOflKOBti6lUHlll lç1-1s47 flalia CeAop Uoavojis wr.so=

llII1, II lISA Cese EhINOCAIl: TGAh1 0 UhI Cro flails Uosvsiis

HA-OYbl 0ITI1 EBOIICHO SfloPoH0U scAwoHoro, roAlloro 11

AO AtIIIIOCTCII PhIUeclCKil2cS. CflOCOCIiOVO U10S, 05110 IISTOU CTSc=

mb1H7CTEt. flOTEe19ia0U7. VAO wsçs Ccii Hasis llEeQCS1i7. Cu

noueiieliiIou flui fl0AMOEI4%119OEl1 flQI11lUOU floAssuihi, UtTI1 110

veUl. ii npoHaeus sClI wliou ECC Crsuioe ii uetimoe non

21 Modzalevskij, Malorossijskij rodoslovnik, 3: 268-86; Encyklopedija ukrajinoznav
stva: Slovnykova‘astyna, vol. 4 Munich, 1955, p. 1430.
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nnAu}{oro TOESpbICTEO, tiO,AG10IITOC flOulSNOESHse, Ii 50 ECCU

I1OEOAIIOC I1OCAU16H7,CTEO WTASESA11: lI5I-OybI WTOUs 11114 this

flOklelieHsHll1 Otis floiiKosNFlits RCP-O.140V0 AOEOO, 11 flOCAOIlitIOrO

UIIAOESTO, a cnotistioro II tlenoCAu11IOro noAArs CA1UH0CTl1,

II 5Ctlrb HOHIA0r0 HADSTII UACT7.; IISTOC BASCTh COEELlletls=

ti-O WH0U AO.GUL. EsaTplt1t ri’ COQIIAI-s so11 PoH.

Eh1fflU&HOE5HHtIfl V0TUAII

Pt1ii Snactia

flCfCTh UCIIO1I POCCIII BOHCIcC cro
UCPCHOVO flPCCBSTCOI’O BCAH?CCTSC

CflOPO}tOO

TRANSLATION

JSNo.48 t
1 JoanSamojlovy,Hetmanwith the ZaporozhianHost
2 of His Most Illustrious TsaristMajesty

3 This is what we announceherewith, with our message,to Messieurs
RegimentalQuartermaster,Judge,and Aide-de-Camp22as well as captains,
town and village lieutenants,4 and all senior and junior fellows of the
Pryluky Regimenttogetherwith eldersand all common 5 peoplewho are
citizensand residentsof this regiment: Since Sir Ivan Macenko,your former
Colonel of Pryluky, 6 voluntarily resignedhis officership and thankedus
for it and since the officers of your regimentwho were here, at Baturyn,23
7 with some fellows have acclaimed and raised above themselvesby
unanimousvotes and with our consentFedir Movan to this position of
colonel,8 thereforealso we, knowing him, Sir Movan, as a man of merit
in the ZaporozhianHost, worthy and capableof 9 chivalrousvirtues,fully
confirm him in this officership. While passing to him, the said Sir 10 Colo

nel of Pryluky, this decree of ours, we want and order all senior and junior
fellows of the Pryluky Regiment11 to pay him due respect and dutiful
obediencein everything, knowing that the said 12 Sir Colonel ought to
love all the good and obedientonesand punishthe defiantand disobedient
ones according to justice and merit. 13 For this we give him a complete
authority.At Baturynon April 13, in the year 1678.

22 In 1678, the Pryluky regimental officers wereMyxajlo Nyz’kohljadquartermaster,
Lazar Horlenko judge, andIvan Nis aide-dc-camp;Gajecky, CossackAdministra
tion, 1: 253-54, 257.

Thecapitalof theLeft-BankHetmanatein theyears1669-1708and1750-64,now a
village in the ernihiv oblast of the UkrainianSSR.
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14 The above-mentionedHetman
15 in his own hand

Seal of the Little Rus’ ZaporozhianHost of His
TsaristMost Illustrious Majesty

2.

The other two universaly publishedhere were issued to the same
person, Odarija, daughterof Kostjantyn Holub, general bunc[’uk
horse-tail sign bearer 1678-87 under Hetman Samojlovy, and
widow of Ivan D. Djakivs’kyj, captain of Krolevec’ in the Niyn
regiment in 1708-1709. These two documentswere known to the
historian of the Hetmanate,OleksanderLazarevs’kyj, who quoted
excerptsfrom them,24without identifying his sources.But in quoting
two other universalyconcerningthe sameDjakivs’kyj family issued
by HetmanMazepa,on 3 December1701 andby HetmanApostol in
October1728,Lazarevs’kyj mentionedthe family archivesof B. P1.
Antonovy of Ker Crimea, descendantof the Djakivs’kyjs in the
femaleline, asthesourceof theformerandthe archivesof the General
Chancelleryof the Hetmanateno. 1388 as that of the latter. Prob
ablyour two universalywereaccessibleto him from the samesources.
But it is dubiousthat the GeneralChancelleryarchiveswould have
anything more than a copy of a universal.

Lazarevs’kyj explainedthe generosityof Hetman Ivan Skoropad
s’kyj, the issuerof the universalfor MadameDjakivs’ka, by her being
the stepdaughterof the hetman’swife, NastasijaMarkivna, thatis, the
daughterof Nastasija’sfirst husband,Kostjantyn Holub.26

HetmanSkoropads’kyj’suniversalbearsthe following note on the
outside:

OHSECpCAAs lCCtieEeAUoOttioro flIts IThTUA1IA CRoonAAcsoro iS CCAO

AATI,1140E515 AA1III1I1I. Pott 1709 Ht-A53-5 [SiC] 9 AlIt-s

A decreeby the Illustrious Lord HetmanSkoropads’kyj for the village of
Altynivka of 1709, November9.

Two numbersare added:no. 2 and no. 19.

24 Lazarevskij, Opisanie, vol. 2 1893, pp. 374, 413, 414.
3° Lazarevskij, Opisanie, 2: 373 and414.
3° Lazarevskij, Opisanie, 2: 374, 385.
27 Altyrnvka is now in Krolevec’ countyof the Sumy oblast in the Ukrainian SSR.
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Here is the text of this universal:

TEXT

JS No.50

+

flçlecEtTAtworo ii .epwsstittiworo EeiliRoro VCAOI-A liatuero

Cr0 1.lcltoro Csiijeiintuioro BCA1IVCCTEO. SOI1CIILO ariopoxcitoro

Wooiijcs CTOQONs ANCrIQS reTussis IOCHU7 CHoponSACKiiui.

flSHV flOIUIOENtIROE1I SOlICItS Cr0 UPC1IOrO fleCE11T11OrO SCAIIVCCTEA

ano1o10Cxoro I1LW11NCHOUV s CTSpWt1NOP-O flOAHOEOt-0, S OCOCA11EC

fl COTHIIInt KPOACECIIIIOUV, CTSUANOEII ro3oAosOU%r, 11 SO1ITOEII

TO.UOU1HCUI$, 11 IIOIIIAOUW Z.OCOENO., }ouvulxoAEel4s OTOUl EtAO.TII

NSAGMIAAO, O4NslU1feus Chius tlsuiius HtEeç1CaAOUs, IiIKs PeCneiis=

TVt-OVti UhI reTusils NA N5VH1IC floBottioro I1tis 1ES1IS APSHOE%=

citoro alEuIoro COTII1III5 ttoAegeUItOro Es SOIICHV snopo10CKoUs

OtleHle aCn1rli Ii fl>NCA1II, S SAtII renes EI-sElun OEAOEt=

1111-0 ISOIIy HCEO10VIIIIOEsCK1t flsti,-oi-o OAscII-O At-SHOE7,CHV-0 Es

OCOE/lnE1I-o Nsiiit VCTUSIICIIII-0 oiSOPOtiV, II rIOoTeHeLlll-0 NSAACUs

otioi CCAUC CATbIItOEH1 flpo,igeuoe Aii-s EseflspTi-s A0UV Cti,

flOEOflt-5t-0Vti OT T5UOWI1II2I flOCflOAlITlits At-OACII ECI-AHIC fl051111

11OCT11 11 flOCA1IIIGNCTE5 WTIbIpSTII; 5VlIUl. EtAst-OVIl OTSIIOEOII

BOAt iswoti Htlts flsliz. floAHoEtillIt? Csus HtOhflHCHlIlI, TSI4 ii fltis

COTIIIIIIs llOOAeEel3ItlllI, CTauslie VOOAOEhltI, 11 EoliTx TSUOUIHIII1,

Ii NIIjITO S SOIIC1IOEhI$s, 11 OOCOOAI1T1I2Cs ECI-sKoro VI1ti%$ fl-OAG1I,

suhi t4eE5lt411A7Cl-A, Cii flstieti A-sRoECltolI E7 BAAAtNII-0 Toro Cert=

UI-a, 11 E7 WTElPc*Nl-O WT OOCOO/1I1T11IZ TAUOWIttI47 111-04611 flOEllhi=

11OCT11 11 OOCA1WCNCTEA, YI11II1TII Tle0600lIII OPIIHOOCT11 II neoetisrs=
05th-A: EOIITi. 5Cb o ctuti OOCOOAIIT11UII Ah-OAUI1 noul-styToro

CCAIII-s, 501.1 0e 105411011 Cnpeltti ECI-SltOe WTAOLEAA1I nOCA1UICNCTEO

II HAAeIIIIIT1I-Q nOEIIHNOCTb; utTti 40VGU1. Ii PC1IUCNTApCIIO npl1H5y

GUI.

AA1Is SLV/ly$OEt tioepli-s Potty s*Qrw

El.1WsU6HOE5Nt1bl1l VOTUSH

PMoI-o SAsCNoi-O 1709

JSNo.50 t
1-2 Joan Skoropads’kyj,Hetmanof the ZaporozhianHost of bothsides
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of the Dnieper,Hof Our Most Illustrious and PotentGreat Lord, His
TsaristSacrosanctMajesty.

3 To Sir Colonel of Niyn29 of the ZaporozhianHost of His Tsarist Most
Illustrious Majesty with the regimental officers and in particular to Sir
Captain 4 of Krolevec’,3° the town lieutenant and the local elder, and
everyone individually who should know this, 5 we announcewith this
decreeof ours that we, the Hetman, consideringthe substantialmerits and
servicesrenderedto the ZaporozhianHost by the late Sir Ivan Djakivs’kyj,
former 6 Captainof Krolevec’ and now in particular, taking his widowed
wife, 7 MadameOdarijaDjakivs’ka, under our specialHetman’sdefense
and protection,31we granther the hamlet calledAltynivka 8 as a support
of her houseand allow her to exact all kinds of duties and obediencefrom
the local common people.9 Therefore,knowing this will of ours, neither
Sir Colonelof Ni±yn himself nor the local elderand noneof the military and
common men of any rank should dare 11 to cause her, Madame Dja
kivs’ka, any obstacle,nuisanceor harassmentin holding that hamletand in
exactingduties and obediencefrom the local commonpeople.And we want
and order as a commander-in-chiefthat the elderwith all the commonpeople
of the said hamlet 12 should pay all obedienceand perform the required
dutieswithout anydefiance.
13 Givenat Hluxiv32 on November9 in the year 1709.
The above-mentionedHetman
14 in his own hand

Sealof the Little Rus’ZaporozhianHost of His
Tsarist Most Illustrious Majesty

3° The title "Hetman of the Zaporozhian Host of both sides of the Dnieper" cf. also
the next universal, issuedby Apostolreflectedthetraditionalaspirationsof theeastern
Ukrainianhetmansto take under their control the Polish or Turk-dominatedRight-
bank Cossacksthetitle was usedin this senseby Samojlovy andMazepain someof
their universaly. In 1709 the hetman’sauthoritytechnically extendedto the western
bankof the Dnieper,namely,to Kiev andthesparselypopulatedlower reachesof the
river. Underthetreatyof Prut of 1711,Russia,theprotectorof theHetmanate,formally
renouncedclaimsto the PolishRight-BankUkraineandby 1714 the lastCossacksthere
were transferredto the Hetmanate.In spite of this, Ukrainian hetmansretainedthe
symbolic claim to the Right Bankin their official title.
3° At that time the colonel of Nilyn was Lukijan I. urakivs’kyj Gajecky,Cossack
Administration, 1: 134-35.
3° The captain of Krolevec’ wasFedir Stolkoat that time Gajecky, CossackAdmin
istration, 1: 178.
31 For the meaning of this legal term, instituted by Hetman Mazepa, ci. Strumins’kyj,
"Mazepiana,"pp. 66 and 68.
32 Hluxiv becamethe new capital of the Hetmanateafter the destruction of Baturyn by
Russiansin October1708.
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3.

The third universal,issuedby HetmanDanylo Apostol on 13 Decem
ber 1727, was due to conflicts betweenMadameDjakivs’ka andthe
peasantsof Altynivka. In November1727,soonafter the restorationof
the hetmancyon October1 by TsarPeterII, successorto PeterI, who
hadabolishedit in 1724, the peasantsof Altynivka lodged a complaint
against MadameDjakivs’ka with the new hetman,Danylo Apostol:
"underthe lateHetmanSkoropads’kyj,after the Swedishincursion[of
1708-1709]and for an unknownreason,ourvillage was given over in
subjugationto MadameDjakivs’ka"; "when we becamesubjectsof
MadameDjakivs’katherewere50 well-to-dopeoplein our village .

andnow 20 paupersremain. . . . We tearfully askyou to saveus from
suchmisery andto takeour village of Altynivka as your leasehold."33
The hetmanthen issueda universalwarning MadameDjakivs’ka "to
eliminate excessivetaxesand impositions"or the propertywould be
takenaway from her.34But, perhapsto counterbalancethe excessive
expectationsof the peasants,the hetman also issued the universal
below, orderingthem to dischargetheir duties to the village’s holder
it also refers to the seconduniversal published above. Later, in
October 1728, he issued still anotheruniversal confirming Madame
Djakivs’ka’s rights to Altynivka.35

Here is the universalof 13 December1727:

TEXT

JS No.51

Cr0 lUnepsTopCltoro BCAI1YCCTBA SoiCIts AnoposcCKoro

Wsoiis CTOON1. N6flQA reTUstis AANIIIA7. CrIOCTOAs

Tert SoiiToEt Cells CATIINOBMII OOCOOII1ITIIUI1 111-041.111 Ctius

NIIIIIU7. ONA1IU6U1. NtEepCsAous tists Cnl1tltoBsA5 40 NACI. flit

ASPI1-S VO/1EOBNS 185110511 A1-AMOECHAI5 tICRSpSSI-OViICI. YTo EbI

NsAe10llToro Cn nOCAU1eNCTB5 HeoTAseTe, S nPtI CflAtUe fleel1

TOESAA Hsus CNTeUeCCOIS Niiioro IIhIEWOrO VGTUSN5 fiNs Cttopo=

flSACI4OrO NtBepCsns; Eh ROTOIIOUs fl0UlINSeT7, 115451-0,91 Cti

cenue CATIINOEHy BCI-511116 I1OEIINNOCTII 11 rIOCAyIUCNCTES OTOtPSTII.

Lazarevskij, Opisanie, 2: 413-14.
Lazarevskij, Opisanie, 2: 414.
Lazarevskij, Opisanie, 2: 414.
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U1.I fl6T0 CTOCIh-OVIICh 40 NtEepC5Ay ttHTeU6CCOS Nijioro, npii=

tts-eus A5ELICTC no ne1Kt1eUl5 Ct fliei AI-5IIOECIIOII O44AESA1I

OOIIHNOEGNNOC nodAvweNCTEO 11 OOBIINOB6HIC 06 11OT11ENOCT1I 40

4111101011 BOAt II lt5S Huioro. Asts at. VAtOEt Aetisoos = 13 4N i-s

Polt 1727rw

El1UIkleNO8SHN1IlI reTusN

Ptioi-o EA5CTIO-O

TRANSLATION

JS No. 51
1 Danyjil Apostol, Hetmanof His Imperial36Majesty’s ZaporozhianHost
2 of both sidesof the Dnieper

3 We announcewith this decreeof ours to you, the elderof the village of
Altynivka with the common people, 4 that Madame Darija, née Holub,

wife of IvanDjakivs’kyj, appliedto us5 complainingthat you fail to payher
due ob6edienceand with her applicationshepresentedto us 7 a decreeof
our predecessor,the former hetman, Lord Skoropads’kyj, in which
8 he reminds herof the exactionof all kinds of dutiesand obediencewhile
grantingher the hamletof Altynivka. 9 Thereforewe, complying with the
decreeof our pre10decessor,order you to give her, MadameDjakivs’ka,
11 the usual obedienceand subordinationwithout def12iancein the old
way, until our furtherwill andnotice.Givenat Hluxiv on December13 13 in
the year 1727.
14 The above-mentionedHetman
15 in his own hand.

Seal of the Little Rus’ Zaporozhian Host
of His Tsarist Most Illustrious Majesty

36 The title "Emperor" Imperator was officially adoptedby PeterI on 22 Octo
ber 1721. This universal uses it in the intitulation, but its seal retains the old
title.
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NOTES AND COMMENT

A Note on the Relationship of the
Byxovec Chronicle to the

Galician-Volhynian Chronicle

GEORGEA. PERFECKY

The sixteenth-centuryByxovec Chronicle, a major source for the
history of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania to 1506,1 is of particular
interest for Ukrainian studiesbecauseits only demonstrablydirect
sourceis the Galician-VolhynianChronicle.The uniquemanuscriptof
this importantwork was discoveredon the estateof its owner, Alek
sandrByxovec, in 1830 and publishedin full by TeodorNarbutt in
1846;subsequently,themanuscriptdisappeared.In 1907, the Byxovec
Chroniclewasrepublishedwith the other"zapadno-russkieletopisi" in
volume 17 of the Polnoesobranieru.cskixletopisejPSRL;now a new
edition, more faithful to Narbutt’soriginal publication,has appeared

in volume 32 1975 of the PSRL, pp. 128-173. Its editor, N. N.

Ulaéik, had alreadypublisheda Russiantranslationof the Byxovec
Chronicle, with an extensiveintroduction.2

The chief sourcesof the Byxovec Chronicle were Belorussian
chroniclesvery similar to thosepublishedin PSRL,volume 17, along
with Polishmaterialsverysimilar to Stryjkowski’s Kronika 1582.The
ByxovecChronicle’sfinal author,presumablyabout1565,accordingto
Ulaik, wrote essentiallyin Belorussian,with the sort of admixture
of ChurchSlavonic,Ukrainian,andPolishelementswe find in varying
degreesin other "Lithuanian" or "West Russian" historical works.
However, the Byxovec Chronicle has come down to us in a late

sixteenth-or earlyseventeenth-centurycopy written in an inconsistent

Polish orthographyusingthe Romanalphabet.A carefulstudyof the
languageof the wholework might well revealvariouslayersof compo
sition. We will dealhere only with the passageswhich Ulaéik labels

as borrowed from the HypatianChronicle.
1 The entry is dated 1507, but the text breaks off abruptly in a description of the
victorious battle against the Turks at Kleck in 1506.
2 N. N. UlaIik, Xronika Byxovca Moscow, 1966.
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The text in questionis a singlepassageof about1,300wordsin the
Byxovec Chronicle pp. 132-133; PSRL,vol. 32; it correspondsto
two separatepassagesin the Galician-VolhynianChronicledescribing
events of 1252-1253 cols. 815-818; PSRL, vol. 2 and 1262-1263
cols. 858-861 . Ulaik believesthat the HypatianChronicle - or,
rather,theHypatiantext of the Galician-VolhynianChronicle- is the
sourcefor the Byxovec Chronicle, andthat the many differencesare
merely a matterof the author’s replacingobsoletewords andphrases
with more contemporaryforms.4 However, the Galician-Volhynian
Chronicleis known primarily in two variants,onebeing the Hypatian
copy H of about1425 andthe otherthe Xlebnikov copy X of about
1570. Keepingin mind the overall uniformity of the ByxovecChroni
cle, andthe fact that a sixteenth-centurycopyistwould haveup-dated
any text he wascopying, canwe affirm or negatethe hypothesisthat
our author had before him the Hypatianvariant of the passageshe
took from the Galician-VolhynianChronicle?Even thoughvery few
differencesbetweenH and X in thesepassagescan be regardedas
significant,we submit that the text usedfor the ByxovecChroniclewas
indeeddifferent.

First, thereseemto be two substantiveagreementsof H andByxo
vec B againstX, alongwith two casesthat may be accidental.6Like
B, H 816.26 has the singular sosud, but X has the plural si,sudy.

Thepassagesin theByxovecChronicle that follow this single passageare also based
on information from the Galician-VoihynianChronicle,but the eventsareretold in the
chronicler’s own language.

Ulatik, Xronika Byxovca, p. 16.
Theseventeenth-centuryPogodinmanuscriptis adirect copy of X andthus offersno

independentdata. In any case,it was surely written later than the lost copy of the
ByxovecChronicle, not to speak of the presumed original of the 1560s, and therefore
could not have servedas a source.
6 Thereare,of course,numerouscasesof thetype wecall accidental;thesecouldeasily
havearisenindependentlyat any stageof the processof up-datingthe older text and
thereforeare not probative. Such, for example, are older sly H 815.18 vs. newer
posly/poslyXB, or newerri!ani H 816.19vs. older riane/ ry±anie XB, or yetnewerv
tyx, H 859.14 = w tych B vs. older v tëx X. Nor arethe spellingdifferencesprobative,
as, for example,in the prepositionk-i. X vs. ko HB, or theprefix in H 817.16soigae
= sozyhalB with routine elimination of theobsoleteimperfectform vs. bigaJe X.
A mechanicaltabulation of this sort of casualdifferencepredictablyproducesa longer
list uniting B andX againstH, simplybecausethearchaiclanguageof H containedmany
detailsunacceptableto later scribesalthough it also shows innovationsnot reflectedin
XB. For example,though the imperfect was surelyobsoleteby 1425, H consistently
retainsthe desinencein dumaetb 860.10, while XB deletesit: dumae/dumasze.XB
generallyprefer Slavonicizedforms to H’s frequentnative EastSlavic, asin poganeë
H 815.23 vs. poganyaX = pohanyia B, or ernbcëH 859.7 vs. ‘ernbciIczerncy XB.
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H 858.14 gordeti velmi = B hordyty welmi, but in X grbdeti veliky
showsa peculiar replacementfor the old adverb. Also probable is
H 815.18 reka = B reka vs. X re’e. Much less certainis H 816.23
tame = B tayne, vs. X vtainë.

B goes with X against H only in a single substantivecase:
H 861.17 has merelys radostbju, while X adds the adjective velikoju
in agreementwith B z radostiju welikoiu. Otherwise B shareswith
X a number of readingswhich probably representinnovations that
are less cogentevidenceof a sharedtextual tradition. An exampleis
H 817.16javë vs. B jawno, X javno. Different reflexesof old forms
are not easyto evaluate.Thus H 854.3mniskii is an expectedcollo
quial form, but the forms mnieskyiof X and mniszeskiof B are
normal Church Slavonic. H usly.sav could be an independentde
velopment,while the unprefixedslyavIslyszawof X and B, respec
tively, could be original. H ubivi’ contrastswith XB ubi, but the
context allows either form and variations of this type are common.
The old spelling piskup-t, H 816.22, 817.17would automaticallybe
replacedby birkup in the newer tradition.

This evidencesuffices,we submit,to suggestthat the compilerof the
ByxovecChronicle did not havethe Hypatianor the Xlebnikov copies
of the Galician-VolhynianChronicle at his disposal.Insteadhe prob
ably had a copy - or else excerptsderivedultimately from a copy -

of the Galician-VolhynianChroniclethatdiffered slightly from thetwo
traditionswe know.7 Ulaéik, and also some other Soviet scholars,
are thus imprecisewhen they refer to this source as the Hypatian
Chronicle. We mustspecifythat it wassome unknownversionof the
Galician-VolhynianChronicle.

La Salle College

The Ukrainian backgroundof this copy may well have been apparentfrom its
orthography,for theoccurrenceof i for older ëe.g., imijut, sobi, otwiszczawszy,tila
ratherthantheusuale e.g., nemcy,sobie, les, kpape seemsto be relatively frequentin
this section of the Byxovec Chronicle. However, i also occurs for ë elsewheree.g.,
ditey, viru, misiacain passagesnot derivedfromtheGalician-VolhynianChronicle,and
this is one of the questionsthat should be investigatedfor the whole chronicle.



The Origin of Taras Triasylo

GEORGEGAJECKY

TarasFedorovychTriasylo, leaderof the successfulanti-PolishCos
sackinsurrectionin 1630, holdsa placein the pantheonof Ukrainian
Cossackheroes.Yet scholarsknow very little about this man or his
origins. For the most part, they havenoted only that Triasylo was
unableto hold on to the hetmancyof the ZaporozhianCossacksfor
any length of time, althoughhe commandedseveralCossackexpedi
tions from 1618 through the 1630s.1

In doing researchfor a book on the Cossackruling class of the
Hetmanate,2 I havecomeacrossan extraordinaryaccountof the Tara
sevych family, which claimed descentfrom Hetman Triasylo. This
account,commemoratingone of the family’s deceasedmembers,ap
pearedin a provincial periodical in 1853. Basedon an eighteenth-
centuryfamily manuscript,4it describesa land grant in 1647 by King
Wiadyslawof Polandto the brothersand sonsof Triasylo. The grant
statesthat HetmanTriasylo wasa CrimeanTatar "proizshedshimiz
Krimskoi ordy" known as "Murzak Isain," which probably meant
murzaUasan.WhenTriasylo left the Crimeaandjoined the Cossacks
is not madeclear,but it is statedthat hebecameof the Orthodoxfaith
"grecheskoiviry" andtook the nameAbram Tarassa.5The docu
mentlists thecampaignsin which Triasylo tookpart, changesthe name

Ivan Kamanin, "K voprosuo kozachestvedo BogdanaKhmel’nitskogo," Chteniia
IstoricheskogoobshchestvaNestoraLetopistsa8 1894:57-115; StepanRudnyts’kyi,
"Ukrains’ki kozaky v 1625-1630r. ," ZapyskyNaukovohotovarystvaim. Shevchenka
hereafter Zapysky NTSh, 31/32 1899: 1-76; Mykhailo Hrushevs’kyi, IstorUa
Ukrainy-Rusi, vol. 8, pt. 1 New York, 1956, pp. 98-124; Mykhailo Antonovych,
"Pereiaslavs’ka kampaniia 1630 r.," Pratsi Ukrains’kohoistorychno-filolohichnohoto
varystva v Prazi 5 1944: 5-41.
2 GeorgeGajecky, The CossackAdministration of theHetmanate,2 vols. Cambridge,
Mass.,1978. TheTarasevychfamily is mentionedon pp. 134, 141, 142, 149,234, 283.

Pavel Ohievs’kii, "Stoletnii starets Ioann Andreevich Tarasevich,"
gubernskiievedomosti,1853, no. 18/19, pp. 141-68.

Written by the Cossack Military Fellow of the Kiev Regiment,Andrii Fedorovych
Tarasevych,in the late eighteenthcentury. Ohievs’kii, "Stoletnii starets,"P. 149.

Ohievs’kii, "Stoletnii starets," p. 146-47.
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of Triasylo’s descendantsfrom Tarassato Tarasevych,andgrantsthem
a noble coat of arms.

One scholar of the Cossacknobility, OleksanderLazarevs’kyi,
dismissedthis documentas a falsification, sayingthat the addressees
lived at the beginning of the eighteenthcenturyandwere concerned
primarilywith confirmingtheir estates.6Nevertheless,this information
about Taras Triasylo, basedon oral and written family tradition,
should not be dismissedout of hand, especiallysince it seemsto be
corroboratedby an Italian sourcefrom the first quarterof the seven
teenthcentury.

Many Cossacksparticipatedin the Thirty Years’ War 1618-1648
on the Habsburg and, later, the French side. One such Cossack
brigade,numbering2,000men,came from the Ukraine to Viennain
the summerof 1620. Its commanderwas a "valorouscaptainAssan
Trasso."7The information appearsin a reportby a Romanenvoyof
the PapalCuria in Vienna that was publishedby AthanasiusWelykyi
in hisvoluminousLettersoftheNuncios seethe appendix,p. 000, for
the text of the document.8This same"Assan Trasso,"obviously a
corrupted form, can be read as Hussein or Isein Tarassa, which
coincideswith the nameTriasylo adoptedafter baptism.9The name
"Assan Trasso" was unusualfor a Cossackleader.But if it was a
corruptionof HasanTarassa,the namethat Triasylo used,then it is
the first documentedinformationof Triasylo’s leadershipabilitiesand
lendscredibility to the family tradition of the Tarasevyches.It is also
significant thatmostof thecontemporaryPolish,Latin, andMuscovite
documentscall the CossackchiefTarasor TarasaratherthanTriasylo
or TarasFedorovych.1°

The informationon Triasylo’s originsgivenin theprovincialpublica
tion was not challengedby Lazarevs’kyi.He questionedonly the land
grantswhich the Tarasevychfamily claimedweregiven to them by the

6 AleksandrLazarevskii,Opisanie staroi Malorossii, vol. 2: Polk NezhinskoiKiev,
1897, p. 43.

GeorgeGajeckyandAlexanderBaran, The Cossacksin the Thirty Years’ War, vol. 1
Rome, 1969, p. 44, fn. 4.

AthanasiusWelykyi, ed. Liuerae Nuntiorum Apostolicarum Historiam Ucrainae
Illustrantes,1550-1850,vol. 3 Rome, 1959, pp. 257-58.

OleksanderOhloblyn, ed., Istortia RustyNew York, 1956,p. 73. "Taras Triasylo,
iakyi ne vzhyvav opislia tsei nazvy" i.e., after being electedhetman- GG.
10 Seethe works by Hrushevs’kyi, Antonovych,andRudnyts’kyi cited in fn. 1, and
Oleh Tselevych,"Uchast’ kozakiv v Smolenskiiviini 1633-1634rr" ZapyskyNTSh 28
1899: 1-72.ThePolishgeneralKoniecpolskialsocalls him Tarasain hisdescriptionof
the campaignof 1630. Hrushevs’kyi, Istoriia, 8: 71, 114-15.
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Polish Crown before Khmel’nyts’kyi’s uprising. In general,Lazarev
s’kyi was proneto ridicule the pretensionsof late eighteenth-century
Cossacknobility, which claimeddescentfrom hetmans,foreignnobil
ity, or evenroyalty. Thus,the legendof Triasylo’s Crimeandescent
remains,reinforcedby the informationfrom the Italian source.

Triasylo participatedin severalcampaignsof Sahaidachnyiandhis
successors,12and servedas co-commanderof the Cossackthird Cri
meancampaignin 1629.13He provedhis military skill by defeatingthe
Polish army under Komecpolski at Pereiaslav.14Later, during the
Smolensk war, Triasylo commandedlarge Cossack detachments
against the Muscovites and distinguishedhimself at the battle of
Shchelkanovo28 March 1634.15 The last information on Triasylo
datesfrom 14 December1637, whenTriasylo led agroup of Cossacks
into the Muscovitedominions during the Ostrianyninsurrection.16

Although he was a good generalandskillful tactician, Triasylo was
unableto consolidatehis positionas hetman,andheusuallyservedthe
CossackHost in asubordinateposition. His origin asa CrimeanTatar
might well have been the stumbling block that prevented Taras
Triasylo from being acceptedby the Cossacksas their leader.

Harvard University

APPENDIX

Roma. 25.VII.1620.
Sabato 25, detto. A.S.V. Avvisi, vol. 132, folio 175-77.

Di Viennacon lettere de 4 stanteavisanodel nuovo bastione che si era

principiatofuori dellaporta di castello.Cheivi eranoarrivati M/2 Cosacchide
3/M che si trovananoin viaggio per quellavolta, et nelpassarper l’Ungheria
havevanocombattutoconquelli popoli conmorte di buennumero de questi,
et 100 de quelli oltre molti feriti, de quali ne fosseroaltri M15 dallapartede
Mar Maggiore alli confini d’Ungheria passati sotto de commando di en

For example,the Iskra family claimeddescentfrom HetmanIakiv Ostrianyn,the
Kapnist family from Venetiandoges, the Dunin-Borkovs’kyi family from Danishroy
alty, andthe Kozhukhivs’kyi-Ferensbachfamily from Swedishlords.
12 Ohievs’kii, "Stoletnii starets,"p. 146.
13 Hrushevs’kyi, lstoriia, 8: 62; Antonovych, "Pereiaslavs’kakampaniia,"pp. 10, 33.
14 Hrushevs’kyi, Istoriia, 8: 111-19.
15 Hrushevs’kyi, Istoriia, 8: 202; Antonovych, "Pereiaslavs’kakampaniia,"pp. 35-36;
Tselevych, "Uchast’ kozakiv," p. 25.
16 Antonovych,"Pereiaslavs’kakampaniia,"p. 36.
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capitanodi molto valore nominatoAssanTrassoper andarein servitio dell
Imperatore. .

/We were advisedfrom Viennaon July 4 that 2,000Cossacksarrived there
from the original 3,000 that had setout, butwhile crossingHungarythey had
to fight thesepeopleand lost many, including 100 severelywounded.There
are 5,000 other Cossackson the Hungarianborder who placed themselves
under the valorouscaptainAssanTrassoto enter the emperor’sservice!.

Publishedin AthanasiusWelykyi, ed.,Litterae Nuntiorum ApostolicorumHisto
riam Ucrainae Illustrantes, 1550-1850,vol. 3 Rome, 1959, pp. 257-58.



DISCUSSION

Observations on the Problem of
"Historical" and "Non-historical" Nations

IVAN L. RUDNYTSKY

There is a problem which I wish to raise in connectionwith George G.
Grabowicz’scomprehensive,erudite, andpenetratinganalysisof A History of

Ukrainian Literature by the late Dmytro yJevs’kyj "Toward a History of
Ukrainian Literature," Harvard Ukrainian Studies, vol. 1, no. 4. In that
review ProfessorGrabowicz denied the validity of the distinction between
"historical" and "non-historical" nations made by many scholars,including
fyevs’kyj. He stated: "the differentiation, and, necessarily,evaluation of
nationsaccordingto superiorandinferior, historicaland non-historical,com
plete andincomplete,is in the realm not of scholarshipbut of, say, political
propaganda"p. 510.

I begto disagree.Leaving asidefor thepresentthe questionof superiority
andinferiority, I considerthe conceptsof historicity andnon-historicity- or,
alternatively, of completenessand incompleteness- of nations legitimate
categoriesof historical cognition. They are relevantin the context of East
Europeanand particularly Ukrainianhistory.

ProfessorGrabowicz approachesthe problem from the perspectiveof
literaryhistory. My chiefconcernis thebroadersocio-politicalconnotationsof
historicity and non-historicity. But, following Grabowicz’slead, I will begin
the discussionwith someremarksabout the literary aspect.

Grabowicz insists that the literature of eachnation should be studied in
termsof that nation’suniquecultural experienceandnot throughthe applica
tion of extraneouscriteria. Hepointedlyasks"why a literatureexpressingone
culture, one setof historical experiencesand influences,shouldbe a yardstick
for another"p. 511. Rejectingyevs’kyj’s characterizationof Ukrainian
literatureas the "incompleteliterature of an incompletenation," Grabowicz
citestheexampleof Orientalliteratures- Persian,Turkish, Chinese-which
nobody calls incomplete although they lack certain genres found in West
Europeanliteratures.He adds: "Theoretically,onecould reversethe process
and claim that a Westernliterature, say, French, is ‘incomplete’ becauseit
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doesnot havea feature, a genreof a non-Westernliterature,for examplethe

Ukrainianduma" p. 511.

But the relationshipof Ukrainianliteratureto otherEuropeanliteraturesis
not the sameasthat of Turkish,Persian,or Chineseliterature. The latter are
productsof altogetherdifferent cultural traditions and Westerncriteria are,
indeed, inapplicable to them. There exists, however, a Europeancultural
community,basedon thesharedheritageof classicalantiquity andChristianity

and strengthenedby centuriesof intensivecultural-literary exchange.The
Ukraineis undeniablya memberof the Europeanculturalcommunity, albeit a
somewhatmarginalone. This impels us to apply to Ukrainian literature the
commonEuropeanstandardsandcriteria. A Ukrainianliterary critic defined
this position in termsoppositeto thoseproposedby Grabowicz:

To criticizemeansto compare;we comparetwo magnitudesto assesstheir value.
For decadesour literature, and for centuriesour whole national life, could not
affordcomparisons.Like agrowingchild, strugglingfor sheerphysicalsurvival, we
consideredourselvesa self-subsistentvalue. Nowadays, no one among us can
doubtany longerthat the spiritual strengthof a peoplemustbe measuredby the
sameprocedureas thespiritual andphysical strengthof an individual: by setting
it off againstthe strengthof thosewhosemeasureis alreadyknown. . . . Justas
theentire future of ournation dependson its relationswith thepeoplesandstates
of Europe,so thedevelopmentof our literatureis boundwith the literaturesof the
[other] Europeanpeoples- the smallerandthe larger, thosenearus and those
distant, thoseneighboringand related, those hostile and thosefriendly.1

The genresandfeaturesof any Europeannational literatureare hardly ever
peculiar to that one literature alone. As a rule, they are widely distributed
throughout the entire world of European culture including its overseas
offshoots, and they appearwithin a national literature not as something
absolutelyunique,but ratherasoriginal variationson a commontheme.Now,
if certaingenresor featuresareconspicuouslymissingor underdevelopedin a
nation’s literature, a senseof incompletenessis difficult to avoid. Such a
deficiencyis often keenlyfelt by the membersof that nation themselves.For
instance,most Europeanliteratures possessa medievalepic tradition, but
somedo not; Czechliterature is amongthe latter. This circumstanceinduced
Vaclav Hánka to perpetratehis notorious forgeries:he wishedto supply his
countrymenwith the medievalepic that history haddeniedthem.

The incompletenessof a literature becomesparticularly glaring when its
missingfeatureshavebeen, so to say, transplantedto neighboringliteratures.
Let us useaUkrainianexample.It is commonlyacceptedthatclassicismis but

poorly developedin Ukrainian literature, being representedmostly by the

"low" genreof travesty.This doesnot mean,however, that classicismwas
unknown in the Ukraine. Writers of Ukrainian backgroundmade signal

1 Mykhaio Rudnyts’kyi, Vid Myrnoho do Khvyl’ovohoLviv, 1936, pp. 9-10, 11.
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contributionsto Russianclassicism:theyincludeI. Bogdanovich,N. Gnedich,
V. Kapnist, and V. Narezhnyi.But this very fact demonstratesthe fragmen
tary and incompletenature of the Ukrainian literary processof that age.

The problem maybe approachedfrom a different angle.What determines
the completenessor incompletenessof a literature is not the presenceor
absenceof certainfeatures,but ratherwhethera literaturecan satisfyall the
essentialcultural needsof its own society during a given historical period.
Applying this criterion, we would haveto saythat Ukrainianliteratureof the
Kievan period was completedespite its heavy dependenceon Byzantine
models,whereasUkrainianliteratureof thesecondhalf of theeighteenthand
mostof thenineteenthcenturywaspatentlyincomplete.This, of course,has
nothingto do with the artistic valueof individual works, but refers only to the
social function of a literature as a whole.

The incompletenessof nineteenth-centuryUkrainian literature was per
ceivedby contemporaryUkrainianobservers.Thus Mykhailo Maksymovych
wrote in 1840 to a Galician correspondentthat in the RussianUkraine "there
canbe no [complete]literaturein the SouthRussian[Ukrainian] language,but
only individual works," suchasthoseof Kotliarevs’kyi, Kvitka, Hrebinka,and
a few others.Accordingto Maksymovych,the main vocationof theUkrainian
languageandoral folk poetrywasto enrich the Russianliterary languagethat
he consideredcommonto North andSouth Russia.2Theseideaswere voiced
not by a Russianchauvinist, but by a man profoundly dedicatedto the
Ukrainian national-culturalrevival, of which he was a founding father.

Later generationsof nineteenth-centuryUkrainian intellectualswere less
complacentabout this stateof affairs. Writers, literarycritics, and publicistsof
the middle and the secondhalf of the century- Mykola Kostomarov,Pante

leimon Kulish, Ivan Nechui-Levyts’kyi, Mykhailo Drahomanov,and others
- explicitly recognizedthe reality of the problem and discussedvarious
strategiesfor dealingwith it. This couldbe thesubjectof afascinatingstudyin
literary sociology. Ukrainian literature roseabove the level of a "literature
for domestic consumption"and began to emergeas a complete national
literatureonly at the turn of the twentiethcentury. This resulted,on the one
hand,from a markedintensificationof theliterary processandthe appearance
of agalaxyof giftedwriters who broadenedthe thematicandstylistic scopeof
Ukrainian literature. On the other hand, of no less significance was the
emergenceof Ukrainian scholarly and journalistic prose and the ever-
expandinguseof theUkrainian languagein schoolsandfor public andofficial
functions in the Austrian provincesof Galicia and Bukovyna. In the much
larger lands of the Dnieper Russian Ukraine, the breakthroughof the

2 K. Studyns’kyi, "Z korespondentsiiD. Zubryts’koho,"ZapyskyNaukovohotovary
si-va im. Shevchenka43 1901: 25-28; cited from M. lu. Herbils’kyi, Peredovasuspil’na
dumkav HalychyniLviv, 1955, p. 100, andJanKozik, Ukrai,iski ruch narodowy w
Galicji w latach 1830-1848Cracow, 1973, p. 250.
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Ukrainianlanguageinto educationand public life occurredonly after the fall
of tsarism,in 1917.

The thesisthat the completenessor incompletenessof a literature is deter
minedby its socialfunction implies that theproblemis notpurelyliterary, but
rather primarily sociological and political. yevs’kyj was quite right in
stating that an incomplete literature reflects an incomplete nation. I will
continuethe discussionon the planeof social-politicalhistory, concentrating
on the distinction betweenhistorical and non-historical nations.

The conceptof a non-historicalnationmay appearto be a contradictionin
terms: the nation, like every othersocialgroup,existsin time and thereforeis
necessarilyhistorical.This objectioncan bemet on two levels. First, not every
duration in time possessesthe quality of "historicity." The evolution of a
naturalspecies,or the life of a colony of socialinsects,cannotbe considered
historical becausethey lack the specifically humanelementof consciousness.
Man is a being endowedwith mind and consciousness;consequently,every
humancommunity is to someextenthistorical. However, themodeof exist
ence of primitive tribes and ethnic groups possessesonly a rudimentary,
embryonic historicity. The potential for historicity becomesactualonly when a
communityachievesself-consciousness.Second,in the contextof nineteenth-
centuryEastEuropeanandBalkan history, the distinction betweenhistorical
and non-historicalnations hasa specialized, technicalmeaningwhich will be
clarified below. Onecould substituteothertermsfor "non-historicalnations":
thus Mykhailo Drahomanovspoke of "plebeian" nations and classifiedthe

Ukraine among them.3 I considerthe terms "plebeian," "incomplete," and
"non-historical"more or less interchangeable,but I prefer thelast, alongwith
its antonym,"historical nation."

Where did this distinction originate?I havemade no specialstudy of the
problem, but I am convincedthat ProfessorGrabowiczerrs in ascribingits
paternity to Herder p. 510; this attribution is most unlikely, becauseof
Herder’santi-statistattitudeandhis glorification of folk andfolk culture.4Nor
hasthe conceptanything to dc with Gobineau’sfanciful racial theories,as
Grabowiczsuggests.It seemsthat the differentiationof nationsinto historical

Seethe title of his Italian-languageessay, "La letteraturadi unanazioneplebea,"
Rivista internazionale del socialismo, 1880, no. 4, listed in the "Spys prats’ M. P.
Drahomanova,"in M. Pavlyk, Mykhailo Petrovych Drahomanov,1841-1895: leho
iubylei, smert’, avtobiohrafiiai spystvoriv Lviv, 1896, secondpagination,p. xvi. The
contrast and conflict betweenthe "aristocratic" and "plebeian" nations of Eastern
Europeis fundamentalto Drahomanov’spolitical thought,andit is analyzedin several
of his treatisesandmajor articles.

Cf. IsaiahBerlin, Vico and Herder: TwoStudiesin the History of Ideas New York,
1977, pp. 157-58: "His [Herder’s]nationalfeeling wasnot political andneverbecame
so. . . . He believedin kinship, social solidarity, Volkstum,nationhood,but to the end
of his life he detestedand denouncedevery form of centralization, coercion, and
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and non-historical, though first theorizedby Hegel, took on independent
importancein the legal and administrativepracticeof theHabsburgEmpire.
By the time of the 1848 revolution, the termswerealreadycurrentin publicist
literature.It was inevitablethat in the heatof political controversythey were
often misusedfor polemicaland propagandisticpurposes.Among thosewho
sinned on this countwe find the co-founderof so-calledscientific socialism,
Friedrich Engels.5However, such abusesdo not detract from the objective
historical validity of the concept.RobertKann, the outstandingauthority on
nationality problems in the Habsburg Empire, classifies the peoplesof
Austria-Hungaryinto two categories:"the nationalgroupswith independent
national history" and "the national groups without independentnational
history." Among the former hecountsthe Germans,Magyars,Czechs,Poles,
Croats,and Italians; amongthe latter, the Slovaks, Serbs,Slovenes,Roman
ians, and RutheniansUkrainians.6 Hugh Seton-Watsondraws a similar
distinction between "the old continuousnations" of Europe and the "new
nations," with whom he classifiesthe Ukraine.7

But in what did the differenceactually consist?Was it determinedby the
presenceor absenceof an independentnational state?ProfessorGrabowicz
comments:"By the reasonof the loss of political independencethe Polish
nationin the nineteenthcenturywould also haveto be calledincomplete . .

p. 510. Here Grabowiczcomes close to the core of the problem, but he
missesthe essentialpoint.

It is true, of course,that no independentPolishstatewas to befound on the
political map of nineteenth-centuryEurope.We must not forget, however,
that Polish statehooddid survive in part in the form of Napoleon’s Grand
Duchy of Warsawand, later, as the "Congress"Kingdom. From the 1860sthe
Polesenjoyedextensivepolitical and culturalautonomy,approachinga sort of
substitute statehood,in Galicia. The existenceof the Polish nation was
explicitly recognizedby thegreatpowersin the Treatyof Viennaof 1815, and
it was at all timesacceptedas a matterof courseby Europeanpublic opinion.
More important, the Polish community itself had a continuoussenseof its
nationalidentity, expressedin an uninterruptedchain of political actionsand
in a rich, variegatedcultural life.

I concludethat the decisivefactorin the existenceof the so-calledhistorical

conquest,which wereembodiedandsymbolizedboth for him, andhis teacherHamann,
in the accursedstate."

Cf. Roman Rosdoisky, "Friedrich Engels und das Problemder ‘geschichtslosen’
VOlker. Die Nationalitatenfragein der Revolution 1848-1849im Lichte der ‘Neuen
RheinischenZeitung’," Archiv für Sozialgeschichte4 1964: 87-282.
6 RobertA. Kann, The Multinational Empire: Nationalismand National Reformin the
Habsburg Monarchy, 1848-1918, 2 vols. reprinted, New York, 1970. A detailed
discussionof the two categoriesof nationalities is to be found in volume 1.

Hugh Seton-Watson,Nationsand States:AnEnquiry into the Origins of Nationsand
the Politics of NationalismBoulder, Colorado, 1977, especiallychapters2 and4.
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nationswasthe preservation,despitethe lossof independence,of arepresent
ative upperclass as the carrier of political consciousnessand "high" culture.

Usually, as in the casesof Poland andHungary,this upperclassconsistedof
the landednobility. However, in the GreekPhanariotswe find a stratumof
merchantpatricians fulfilling the same function. Conversely, the so-called
non-historicalnationshad lostor had neverpossesseda representativeclass,
and were reducedto an inarticulatepopularmass,with little if any national
consciousnessand with a cultureof predominantlyfolk character.Thisdiffer
entiationis not an arbitrarytheoreticalconstruct,for it is groundedin empiri
cal historical reality.

ProfessorGrabowiczdeniesthe validity of this criterion. According to him
its acceptancewould imply the absurditythat "every nationthat ever ‘lost’ an
elite or ruling classthrough war or revolution the Czech, the French, the
Russian,the Chinese,etc.would be incomplete"p. 510. HereGrabowicz
confusestwo altogetherdissimilarhistorical situations:a changein the compo
sition of a nationalelite resultingfrom an internal revolution, and a total or
neartotal elimination of a nationalelite resulting from foreign conquest.In
studyingthe history of the French,Russian,andChineserevolutions,we see a
traditional elite overthrown and supersededby a new elite of the same
nationality.Moreover,the revolutionaryelite, asa rule, absorbeda consider
able portion of the traditional elite what comes to mind is Viacheslav
Lypyns’kyi’s observationthat only thoserevolutions succeedthat are sup
portedby a dissidentsegmentof the former ruling class8 Thus in the caseof
internalrevolutions,whateveronemay think of their meritsor demerits,there
is no causeto speakof a break in the basiccontinuity of nationalexistenceor
of a loss of a nation’s "historicity." In his classic L’Ancien Régime et la
Revolution 1855, Alexis de Tocqueville irrefutably demonstratedthe con
tinuity betweenthe old Frenchmonarchyandthe modernFrenchnation born
from the Revolution.The sameapplies,as RichardPipesand Tibor Szamueli
have recently argued, to pre- and post-revolutionaryRussia.9There can be
little doubtthat the Soviet state,in bothits internalandinternationalaspects,
is the heir and continuatorof imperial Russia.

The Czech case is radically different, and there is no justification for
bracketingit with the nationsthat underwenta changeof elite through an
internal revolution. After the White Mountaincalamity in 1620, nearlythe
whole of the traditionalCzechupper classwas wiped out by the conquering
Habsburgs,and the Czechnationality found itself reducedto the peasantry
andthe lower socialstratain the towns. The germanizationof Bohemiahad
advancedso far that the greatCzechscholarJosefDobrovsk is reportedto

8 Viacheslav Lypyns’kyi, Lyssy do brativ-khliborobiv: Pro ideiu i organizatsiiu
ukrains’koho monarkhizmuVienna, 1926, pp. 38-39andpassim.

RichardPipes,RussiaundertheOld RegimeNewYork, 1974;Tibor Szamuely,The
RussianTradition London, 1974.
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havepredicted,in 1791, that the Czechlanguagewas doomedto extinction.
However, this tendencywas checkedand reversedby severalcountervailing
factorswhich cannotbe discussedhere. The reconstructionof a politically
self-conscious,sociallyand culturally matureCzech nationalcommunity oc
curred relatively early in the nineteenthcentury. Thus the disruptionin the
continuityof the nationalexistenceof theCzechswas lessdeepthan, say,that
of theBulgarians.The Czechsmaybe regardedas a borderlinecasebetween
the non-historicaland historicalnationsof EasternEurope.

Theresults of the precedinganalysiscan be summarizedas follows. In the
post-Napoleonicera,thewhole of EasternEurope,including theBalkans,was
divided amongthreegreat empires- the Russian,the Austrian, and the
Ottoman. The Ottoman Empire gradually crumbled in the course of the
nineteenthcentury, but Russia and Austria-Hungaryremainedintact until
World War I, discounting the separationof Lombardy and Venetia from
Austriain 1859-1866.The threeempiresincluded many nationalities,which
can be roughly differentiatedinto two categories:those which evenunder
foreign imperial rule hada recognizedstatus,and thosewhich lacked it. The
determiningfactorwas thepresenceor absenceof a traditional representative
class.Among thenationalitiesof the secondtype, thoselabelednon-historical,
new elites evolvedin the form of the intelligentsia. Nationalmovementsof
that type hada populist coloring, andin time theywere to display a remark
able vitality. Still, thenationalstrivings of the two categoriesshowedclearly
different characteristicsthroughoutthe entireera. Tracesof thesedifferences
arenoticeablein the socialmake-upand the collectivementality of theEast
Europeannationeventoday.

Let us now look at the emotionallychargedquestionof the superiorityand
inferiority of nations, which I have deliberatelyset aside until now. It is
undeniablethat initially the historical nationsenjoyed strong political and
cultural advantagesover theirplebeianneighbors.However,"superiority"and
"inferiority" ought to be perceivedin relative terms. No group, like no
individual person,can actualizeall valuessimultaneously.Strengthin certain
areasis alwayscompensatedby deficienciesin otherareas,andvice versa.In
the course of time, an initial advantagecan turn into a handicap,and a
dialectical reversalcan occur Hegel’s celebrateddiscussionof the master-
slave relationshipis an analysisof such a reversal.It is possibleto demon
stratethat "historicity" was notalwaysan unmixedblessing.In certaincases,it
burdeneda nation with an undesirablelegacy. The Romanians,for instance,
possesseda nationalhistorical existenceof sortsin the principalities of Wal
lachia and Moldavia, semi-autonomousentities under Ottoman suzerainty.
This helped the modernRomanian state to emergerelatively early, in the

° Milada Souková, "The First Stirrings of Modern Czech Literature," Harvard
Slavic Studies2 1954: 259.
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middle of thenineteenthcentury. But anotherconsequencewas that Roman-
ian public life was infected by an unfortunate tradition of Ottoman and
Phanariotmores.Thus, those Romanianswho until 1918 lived underHungar
ian rule, as an oppressedminority and a typical non-historicalnationality,
were in civic culturesuperiorto their compatriotsin the autonomousprinci
palitiesand in the later united RomanianKingdom.

While the non-historicalnationalities were striving to constructmodern
national communities on a popular base- from the bottom up, socially
speaking- the historical nationalitieswerefacedwith the oppositeproblem:
the extensionof the national community from a pre-existingelite to the
commonpeople. Magyar-speakingand Polish-speakingpeasantsstood out
side the pale of, respectively,the historical Hungarian and Polish nations;
thesenationscoincidedwith the corporatelyorganizednobility. The process
of socialdemocratizationmadeit imperativeto endowthe nationwith a broad
popularbaseand to transformthe former serfinto a citizen." Thiswas notan
easyor painlesstask, as illustrated by the tragicexperienceof the 1846 Polish
national uprising in Western Galicia, when the patriotic insurgentswere
massacredand deliveredinto the handsof the Austrian administrationby the
Polish peasantryof the region. The problem proved particularly intractable
and,indeed,insolublewheneverthe bulk.of thepopulationdifferedethnically
from the local upperclass who were membersof the historical nation.

The political ideologiesof the historical nations were dominatedby the
conceptof state rightsand historical frontiers;the plebeiannationalitiesthat
happenedto live within these historical boundarieswere to be kept in a
dependentposition and, if possible, assimilated.Such overly ambitious,un
realistic territorial programsexacteda heavy price. The great Hungarian
nationalrevolutionof 1848-1849washandicappedby the resistanceof minor
ities in fact, regional majorities -the Serbs, Romanians, and Slovaks.
Owing to a favorablepolitical constellationandthe skill of their leaders,the
Hungarians achieved a brilliant success in 1867 the so-called Austro
HungarianCompromise: the recognition by the dynasty and the Vienna

Cf. the observationsof the Ukrainiansociologist OlgerdBochkovs’kyi:
Among peoplesthat possessedtheir own states,or theso-calledhistorical peoples,
the developmentof national self-determinationproceededfrom the top to the
bottom. . . . Severalcenturieswere neededto transformthe corporate,estates-
boundsociety [of thefeudal age] into amodernclasssociety, while nationalization
gradually expandedinto depth and breadth. Modern democracy favored the
nationalawakeningandrebirthof the so-callednon-historicalpeoplesthat repre
sentthe secondtype of genesisof Europeannations.Among them,the processof
self-determinationproceededfrom the bottom of societyupwards.

0. I. Bochkovs’kyi, Naukapro natsiiu ta ii zhyttiaa reprint of two pamphlets,Narod
zhennianatsii andZhyttianatsii, which originally appearedin Lviv in 1939 NewYork,
1958, p. 26. Bochkovs’kyi defines the conceptof historical nations too narrowly, by
restricting it to those endowedwith Continuousstatehood.
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governmentof Hungarianstatehoodandits full internal autonomywithin the
historical boundariesof the Landsof Saint Stephen’sCrown. However,half a
centurylater, at the post-WorldWar I peacesettlement,the Hungarianstate
suffereddismembermentand all non-Magyarareasweredetachedfrom it. The
Poles,too, stroveto restoretheold Polish-LithuanianCommonwealthwithin its
pre-partitionfrontiers. Polish claims were opposedby the spokesmenfor the
newly-emergedUkrainian, Lithuanian, and later also Belorussiannational
movements.This issueaggravatedrelationsbetweenthePolesandtheir eastern
neighbors.In theend,thePoleswere forcedto reconcilethemselves,however
reluctantly, to the permanentloss of the easternborderlandsof the historical
Commonwealth.The neo-Byzantinedreamsof the Greeks- their "Great
Idea" - were the causeof enduring Greek-Bulgarianhostility; they also
enticedthe Greeks,in 1920-1922, into an adventurouspolicy in Asia Minor,
with the known catastrophicresults. Finally, one historical nation totally
disappearedfrom the faceof theearth- theBaltic Germans,who for centuries
had ruledthe nativeLatviansand Estonians,but lackeda popularbaseof their
own.

Thegist of theprecedingdiscussionis thatthe conceptsof nationalsuperhrity
and inferiority are relative. I disagreewith ProfessorGrabowicz’sview that
theseconceptscan be dispensedwith altogether.In dealing with a specific
historical problem,we are obliged, by the strengthof the evidenceitself, to
acknowledgethesuperioror inferior performanceof communitiesinteracting
together.For instance,in studyingthehistory of awar we can,quite objectively,
concludethat the military effort of one state was superiorto that of another.
This appliesto all spheresof social and cultural life. Confusionoccursonly if
criteria which are adequatefor onesphereareuncritically extendedto other

spheres,or are generalized.

Let me now probeinto the underlyingtheoreticalassumptionsof Professor
Grabowicz’srejectionof "the differentiation,and, necessarily,evaluationof
nationsaccordingto superiorand inferior, historicaland non-historical,com
pleteand incomplete." GrabowiczchargesDmytro yevs’kyj with "evolu
tionist thinking" derivedfrom nineteenth-centuryanthropologistsGrabowicz
mentionsMorgan, Taylor, and Bachofen"who sharedthe basicpremisethat
all humanculturesfollow the samepath and passthroughthe samestagesin
theirculturalevolution"p. 512.Evolutionismleadsto theestablishmentof an
arbitrary hierarchyin which nationsare rankedaccordingto how far theyhave
advancedalong thepathof universalprogress.In contrast,Grabowicz, appar
ently influenced by modernstructuralanthropology,recommendsthat each
culturebe comprehended"as afunctioningwhole" p. 512. Being a whole, a
nation andits culture, including literature,by definition cannotbe incomplete.
According to Grabowicz, yevs’kyj’s evolutionism and his application of
universal- in fact, West European- standardsto the history of Ukrainian
literature causeshim to slight "the uniquelyUkrainian‘substance"p. 509.
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I am no apologistfor unilineal, universalevolutionaryschemeswhich tend
to blur the specific characterof historical epochs, nations, and cultures. I
think, however,that Grabowicz’sholistic approachcontainsthe dangerof an
oppositefallacy: it exaggeratesthe uniquenessof nationsto the point where
they begin to appearas isolated, autarchicmonads. It is painful to find a
scholarof ProfessorGrabowicz’serudition and sophisticationin the compro
mising proximity of "the ethnocentric,parochial and ahistoncalperspective"
against which he himself inveighs in a different context p. 506. I share
Grabowicz’s conviction that each nation possessesa unique "substance"
character,essence,or quality. But I know of no otherway to define this
uniquesubstancethan by the useof comparativemethods.It is not thatone
nation should serve as a "yardstick" for another,but that nationsmust be
matched against each other. The cognitive work of the historian is here
groundedin the reality of the historical processitself. History meansa
constantconfrontation,interaction,andinterprenetrationof communitiesand
cultures.The uniquenessof a nationactualizesitself throughthis very process.

There remainsone last questionwhich is related to the problem of the
completenessandincompletenessof nations.Thisquestionpossessesconsider
able theoreticalinterest and, in the case of the Ukraine, great practical
relevance.Grabowiczstates:"When someclassesor groupsdisappearor are
‘lost’ thereoccur changesin internalmake-up,in institutions,in socialstratifi
cation,but thenationdoesnot thereforedie orbecomeincomplete"p. 510.
I wish I could shareProfessorGrabowicz’s optimism. But a nation is an
articulate community of consciousnessand will, not just an aggregateof
individualswho happento shareacommonlanguageandcertainethnic traits.
In pastages,whenthe carrierof nationalself-consciousnesswasa representa
tive class,that class’sdisappearance- throughphysicaldestructionor a loss
of nerve- indeedamountedto "the deathof a nation."What remainedwas
an amorphous ethnic mass, at best an incomplete nation. Such national
decapitationoccurred twice in Ukrainian history, each time followed by a
rebirth: the first in the seventeenthcenturyand the secondin the nineteenth
and twentiethcenturies.Of course,modernnations havebecomedemocra
tized,extendingin principle to thewholepeople.Thisbroadeningof thesocial
basemakesthe "death"of modernnationsunlikely, short of actualgenocide.
But the Ukrainiancase hassome unusual features.Owing to the repressive
policies of tsarist autocracy, the processof what can be called "primary
nation-building" was much delayed in the Ukraine. It made great strides
during the Revolution and the 1920s, but it was nevercarried through to
completion. In fact, the processof nation-buildingwas checkedand partly
reversedduring the quarterof a century of Stalin’s rule. It is debatable
whetherthe Ukraine eventoday canbe considereda completenation - and
here I refer to more than the absenceof political independence.’2As I have
12 In 1977, the SovietUkrainiandissidentIurii Badz’owrote in an open letter:"Owing
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arguedelsewhere,the presentmastersof the Ukraine seemdeterminedto
perpetuatethis condition of national incompleteness.13I point to this fateful
problem,but its full discussiontranscendsthe limits of the discussionset out
here.

University of Alberta

to the circumstancesof our history, the processof the national consolidation of our
peoplestill remainsunfinished. . . . As a legacyof the RussianEmpire, we receiveda
disorganizednationalorganism.Our national rebirth did not have the opportunity to
establish itself firmly." "Iurii Badz’o hovoryt’: ‘Pravo zhyty," SvobodaJerseyCity,
N.J., 1 September1979, p. 4.
13 Ivan Lysiak-Rudnyts’kyi, "Rusyfikatsiia chy malorosiianizatsiia?," Journal of
Ukrainian GraduateStudies,no. 4 Spring 1978, pp. 78-84.



SomeFurther Observations on
"Non-historical" Nations and "Incomplete"

Literatures: A Reply

GEORGE G. GRABOWICZ

ProfessorRudnytsky’sobservationsaresurelywelcome,especiallyin view of
the rathermelancholyfact reminiscent, in a sense,of the lack of any truly
adequatediscussionof yevs’kyj’s History during his lifetime that this is
thefirst substantiveresponseto my critique.* That thedialogueis joined by a
historian and not a literary scholardetermines,of course,the focus of these
observations;it may also be takenasa furthercommenton the relativedegree
of activity in thesetwo fields. The problemthat hasbeenbroached,however,
pertainsto both history andliterary history,and, evenapartfrom its immanent
intellectual content,deservesattention andelucidation, simply becauseit is
there. Whether it stems from yevs’kyj’s formulations or not, it has
becomea presenceor, as I will argue, a stumblingblock both in scholarly
and in generaldiscussionsof Ukrainian literature andhistory.

I shall be as direct asProfessorRudnytsky.Despitea numberof interesting
andvalid points, his main argumentleavesmeentirelyunpersuaded:whatever
its hypostases- complete/incomplete,historical/non-historical,or superior/
inferior - this binary and by necessitycategoricaldistinction is not, to my
mind, a "legitimate," i.e., productive tool or categoryfor either historical or
literary-historical analysis.

As so often,the initial problemhereis oneof definition - andundoubtedly
ProfessorRudnytsky,like all who havestudiedthe matter, is quite awarethat
the idea of "nation" hasbeenand to someextent still remainsambiguous.
That naming or defining a phenomenondoesnot grasp its "essence,"as
Popper cautionsus, points to a further, epistemologicalproblem. For the
moment,however, we can hold it in abeyance."Nation" in western,e.g.,
American usage,is often usedsynonymouslywith "country" or "state" viz.
"The United Nations"; conversely,it is also takento mean"the people,"i.e.,

* "Toward a History of Ukrainian Literature," Harvard Ukrainian Studies 1,
no. 4 December1978: 407-523.An emendedseparateedition has appearedin
the Harvard Seriesin Ukrainian StudiesCambridge,1981.
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as equivalent to narod. Betweenthe poles of the political and ultimately
statist andtheethnicdefinition, thereis a middle position accordingto which
nation is understoodas a large socio-cultural collective defined by a setof
essentialfeatureswhich both distinguish it from lower level collectives like
tribesor ethnicgroups and at the sametime establishcontinuity with them.
Such a model approachto the definition of nation is found, for example, in
Anthony D. Smith’s sociologicalstudy, Theoriesof Nationalism, which deals
with "nationalism"andby extension,"nation," too, in a global frameworkand
over the whole course of human history. Smith proposesseven defining
features:1 cultural differentiaewhich would include language,2 territo
rial contiguity andmobility, 3 largesize,4 externalrelations,5 in-group
sentimentandloyalty, 6 citizenshiprights, i.e., a degreeof politization, and
7 economic integration.1 The first two features, along with a common
kinship network, define a "tribe." The first five define an "ethnie" or ethnic
group. All sevendefine the "nation proper." What is mostimportant perhaps

is that they aregiven not as a prescriptiveor stipulativedefinition, but as a
model; commensuratelywith his non-normative,heuristic approach,Smith
often refers to groups that are "commonly acceptedas nations,"apart from
their correlationwith this set of defining features.

ProfessorRudnytskyshouldnot be faulted,perhaps,for not elaboratinghis
own model-definitionof "nation"; his focus,after all, is the narrowerproblem

of "historical" and "non-historical" nations. But in the absenceof such a
definition, and thusalso with the implication that the meaningof "nation" is
somehowself-evidentand unambiguousratherthan being,as I would hold,
polysemousand often amorphousand thus precisely requiring a pluralistic,
model approach,his argumentrunstherisk of reductivenessandoversimplifi
cation. A concrete exampleof how the unilinear approachleads to such
oversimplificationis shownby Rudnytsky’sreadinessto predicateafundamen
tal difference betweennations i.e., between"complete" and "incomplete,"
"historical" andnon-historical"on the basisof one, albeitostensiblyessential
feature- the presenceof a "representativeupper class as the carrier of
political consciousnessand ‘high’ culture" p. 363. If we do perceive a
difference between,say, the Polish and the Ukrainian nationsat a given
historical juncture- andI certainlydo, althoughnot in the termschosenby
Rudnytsky- that difference surely involves more than the presenceor ab
senceof a "representativeupperclass"; it necessarilyinvolvesa host of other
featuresor factors that reflect that totality of the given group’s social and
political structure,historicalexperiences,traditions,the culture in general.In
a word, as long as we are talking aboutnothing lessthan nationsas such -

and the binary termsunderconsiderationdo preciselythat - the treatment

See AnthonyD. Smith, Theoriesof NationalismNew York, 1972, pp. 186-89;cf.
also the entire chapteron "Definitions," pp. 153-91.
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mustbeholistic. To do otherwise,to isolateonemomentout of thecontinuous
fabric that is the life of largehumancollectivesandto claimthat it is sufficientto
define, or, more precisely, to specify the very modeof existenceof that
collectiveis to be reductive. To my mind, this is not a heuristic device or
procedure,but a distortion. In the sameway, the conceptsdefendedby
Rudnytskysubstitute,I think, an ostensiblyuniversal, but actually schematic
andabstractcriterion or valuefor what shouldbe a holistic, or, at the very
least, multifacetedanalyticalapproach.

The conceptof "historical" vs. "non-historical"nationsis indeedthenatural
startingpoint. The notionsof complete/incomplete,superior/inferiorareonly

its furtherexpansionandsimplification.Thetheoreticalfatherof thehistorical!
non-historical dichotomy is Hegel, of course. In saying that "the formula
‘incompletenation’ seemsto echoHerderiandistinctionsbetween‘historical’
and‘non-historical’ nationsor peoples"p. 510,I amguilty of acertainellipsis,
but! do not feel thatthe statementis altogetherin error.The terms,to be sure,
andthegrandtheoreticalsuperstructureareHegel’s,but the actof distinguish
ing betweennationsor peopleson thebasisof a uniquespirit Volksgeistfor
eachis clearly Herderian.2It was Herderwho, for example,sawthe Slaysas
basicallypeacefulandidyllic andthe Germansaswarlike,3andit wasprecisely
such"poetic" impressions-generalizationsthatweresubsequentlysystematized
in Hegel’smetaphysicsof history. My concernin thatpassingcommentwasnot
with the contentof the distinction i.e., that Herder apotheizedthe Volk and
Hegel the State,but with the fact andthe invidious consequencesof making
thatkind of distinction.Onthatground,too,! find it quite reasonableto say,as I
did, that such distinctions "received their crudest expressionin the racial
hierarchyof aGobineau."But, in fact,our concernis not with thepaternityof
the conceptor its more or lessbizarreoffsprings,but with the conceptitself.
And hereI find it passingstrangethat Rudnytskygivessuchshortshrift to its
theoreticalunderpinnings:Hegelis mentionedonly in passing,andEngels,who
appliedHegel’sideasin a concretehistorical andpolitical analysis, is merely
dismissedfor misusing this concept"for polemical and propagandisticpur
poses."In fact,Rudnytskyseemsto take"the legalandadministrativepractice
of the HabsburgEmpire" asa form of validation of theconcept- andto this
argumentationfrom praxis I hopeto return. But the theoretical,intellectual
basisfor this distinction certainly deservessomeattention.

2 "In strict Herderianterms, Hegel saw religion, as well as morality andart, as a
manifestationof the people’sspirit Volksgeist.Everypeoplehas its own Volksgeist,
incorporatingaunity of life which is peculiarto it. . . . Following Herder’s‘Christianity
and the National Religions,’ Hegel stated that every people has its own specific
sociocultural institutions correspondingto its national character."Shlomo Avineri,
"Hegel andNationalism,"in Hegel’s Political Philosophy, ed. Walter KaufmannNew
York, 1970, pp. 116-17.

See Konrad Bittner, Herders Geschichtsphilosophieund die Slawen Reichenberg,
1929.
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For Hegel - and this he stressesexpressisverbis at both the openingand
the conclusionof his Philosophyof History - world history is nothing less
than a theodicy,a justificationof the waysof God to man.4At the sametime,
"The history of theworld is noneotherthan the progressof the consciousness
of freedom."5The stagesof this progress,and thus "the naturaldivision of
UniversalHistory," areprovidedfor Hegel by man’sthreemajorcivilizations:
the Oriental, "which knew that only one man [i.e., the despot] is free"; the
Greekand Roman,which "knew only that somemen arefree - not man as
such";and the Germanicnations,who, "under the influenceof Christianity,
were the first to attainthe consciousnessthat manas manis free."6 This is the
dialectic of specific Volksgeisterthat realizesReasonin History i.e., God’s
design.The culminating expressionof this marchof Reasonin History is the
state;it is the "hieroglyphof reason."Or, in his famousformulation from the
Philosophyof Right, "Es ist derGangGottesin derWelt, daB der Staatist."7
From this it must follow that thosepeoplesor nationsthat do not establisha
statearewithout history, they are"history-less"or "non-historical" and, in
fact, arenot very different from "wild nations".8In view of the universalist,
essentialist,andradically idealist natureof Hegel’sphilosophyof history, it is
not at all surprising that he pays scant attentionto the concreteandspecific
featuresandthe actualhistoriesof the "history-less"peoples:for him theyare
quite simply on the periphery,or indeedbeyondthe boundsof history, as he

Thus: "Our modeof treatingthe subject[i.e., UniversalHistory] is, in this aspecta
theodicaea- ajustification of thewaysof God - . . . So that theill that is foundin the
World may be comprehended."And: "That the History of the World, with all the
changing sceneswhich its annals present, is this processof developmentand the
realizationof Spirit - this is thetrue Theodicaea,the justification of God in History."
GeorgWilhelm FriedrichHegel,The Philosophyof History, trans.J. SibreeNewYork,
1900, pp. 15 and457.

Hegel Philosophy of History, p. 18.
6 Hegel, Philosophy of History, pp. 18-19. In using "Germanic" I am following
Avineri’s reasoning:"Hegel," he notes,"termedthelastphaseof historicaldevelopment
die germanischeWelt The GermanicWorld andnot die deutscheWelt The German
World. . . . The term "Germanic"is, in the Germanusage,alwaysusedto connotea
cultural sphere,andhadno political implications "Hegel andNationalism," p.
130.

Acordingto KaufmanandAvineri the correcttranslationof this sentenceshouldbe
"It is the wayof God in theworld that thereshouldbe [literally, is] the state.""What
Hegelmeantto say," continuesAvineri, "wasnot that thestateis the ‘March of God’ on
earthor anythingof this nature,but that thevery existenceof thestateis partof adivine
strategy,not amerelyhumanarbitraryartifact." ShlomoAvineri, Hegel’s Theoryof the
Modern State Cambridge,1972, p. 177.
8 "In dem DaseineinesVolkes ist der substantielleZweck, em Staat zu seinund als
solcher sich zu erhalten;em Volk ohne Staatsbildung- eine Nation als solchehat
eigentlich keine Geschichte,wie die Völker vor ihrer Staatsbildungexistierten und
anderenoch jetzt als wilde Nationenexistieren." Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel,
Enzyklopadieder philosophischenWissenschaftenim Grundrisse 1830 Hamburg,
1959, p. 428.
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defines it. His referencesto them are few and far between,and when com
pared to the attention that the Philosophyof History devotesto the "truly
historical" nations in effect, Volksgeister:the Oriental, the Greco-Roman,
the Germanic they show themselvesto be schematicand simplistic in the
extreme

Hegel’s philosophy,especiallyof historyandthe state,hasbeenthe subject
of multifariousattacksand rebuttalsto suchattacks.He hasbeenaccusedof
abettingpolitical reactionand justifying and inspiring totalitarianismof both
right and left;’° he has beenchargedwith arrogantethnocentrism;11more
persuasively- for it strikes at the heartof his intellectualvalidity, his philo
sophicalmethod- he hasbeenaccusedof subvertingand denying history
itself.’2 What is incontrovertible,however,is that his philosophyof history,
like his Phenoinenologyof Spirit, is wholly metaphysical.It is, as he himself
maintains,a purelyspeculativephilosophy;boththeobjectsandthetoolsof its
inquiry are pureessencesand pureideas.’3 In this endeavor,while empirical

For example:"The Slavonicnationswere agricultural. This conditionof life brings
with it the relation of lord andserf. In agriculturethe agencyof naturepredominates;
humanindustry andsubjectiveactivity areon the whole less broughtinto play in this
departmentof labor than elsewhere.The Slays thereforedid not attainso quickly or
readilyasothernationsthefundamentalsenseof pureindividuality - theconsciousness
of Universality- that which we designatedabove as ‘political power,’ andcould not
sharethebenefitsof dawningfreedom"; Philosophyof History, p. 420. Or, evenmore
pointedly: "This entirebody of peoples[the Slays] remainsexcludedfrom ourconsidera
tion, becausehitherto it hasnot appearedas an independentelementin the series of
phasesthat Reasonhasassumedin the World. Whetherit will do so hereafter,is a
questionthat doesnot concernus here;for in History we have to do with the Past";
ibid., p. 350.
10 SeeespeciallyKarl Popper’sThe OpenSocietyand Its EnemiesLondon,1945, and
Kaufmann’srebuttal in Hegel’s Political Philosophy.

Herzenis reputedto havejoked that accordingto the Hegelians,God is now living
in Berlin; see Roman Rosdolsky, Zur nationalen Frage: Friedrich Engels und das
Problem der "geschichtslosen"VOlker Berlin, 1979, p. 168. The problem may be
partially terminological:seefn. 6, above. At thesametime Avineri is an apologistfor
Hegel, andhe doesunderestimatehis ethnocentrism.
12 That is, by BenedettoCroce: "the only factswhich, in his [Hegel’s] opinion, are
valuablefor history arethosewhich representthe movementof spirit or the history of
the state.All the particular facts that remain are a superfluousmasswhich, when
faithfully collected,only oppressandobscuretheobjectsworthy of history; theessential
characteristicof the spirit andof the times is alwayscontainedin greatevents.
Whoevermeditatesthesewordswill find in them mostplainly theperniciousdistinction
betweentwo kinds of facts, betweenhistorical facts and non-historicalfacts,essential
factsandunessentialfacts, which has often since reappearedamongthe disciples of
Hegel." What is Living and What is Deadin the Philosophyof Hegel London, 1915,
pp. 145-46.
‘ Thus he saysat thebeginningof thePhilosophyof History: "It mustbe observedat
theoutset,that the phenomenonwe investigate- UniversalHistory - belongsto the
realm of Spirit." Or: "It is a result of speculativePhilosophythatFreedomis thesole
Truth of Spirit." Or: "Spirit is self-containedexistence."Pp. 16-17; cf. also the "Intro
duction," pp. 16-27andpassim.
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data may be used for illustration, it is decidedlysecondary,and, as Croce
demonstrates,can be dispensedwith altogether.A full awarenessof this could
forestallmanymisunderstandings.14It would alsomakeclearthatanyconstitu
ent syllogism and the whole questionof "geschichtsloseVölker" in general,

or of the Slays in particular, is for Hegela minor issue,often not much more
than an asideis meaningfulonly within - and is only asvalid as - thewhole

of his metaphysics.Outsideof this system,wherehistory is no longerdefined
as the progressiveself-realization,the growing self-consciousnessof the Spirit
Freedom,which, by Divine design,is meantto culminatein a state,the idea
of a "non-historicalnation" is meaningless.’5The veryphraseis indeedaprima
facie contradictionin terms.Rudnytsky’srathercursoryattemptto justify the
theoretical-logicalmeaningfulnessof this constructionp. 361 fails on both
the formal and the factual side: 1 The whole discussionis preciselyabout
nations,not "primitive" tribesor ethnicgroups let aloneaboutcollectivesof
social insects. If a given group merits considerationas a nation, then, by
virtueof beinga nation - anda senseof communityandself-consciousnessas
a community is a factor in anyone’sworking definition of "nation" - it must
be "historical." If it is not historicalin this sense,thenit is not a nation,but a
"lower" formation, like a tribe or ethnic group. All nations, in short, are
historical in that, accordingto Rudnytsky’sown criterion, theyarecommuni
ties that haveachievedself-consciousness.2 The factual problemis that this
feature,as anysocialscientistwould state,characterizesnot only nationsbut
ethnic groups and tribes, as well: they all have a highly developedself-
consciousnessanda senseof their separatenessandspecificity, andin fact, the
more "primitive" the group, the more finely tunedit is thus variousprimitive
groups,e.g., the Yanoamoof the Amazonjungle, consideronly themselvesto
bepeople,all othersbeing"non-people".Whatis at issue,on theone hand,is
not self-consciousness,but the meansand the modality of preservingand
transmitting it, or, most simply, the difference betweenoral and written
documentation,or betweenthe useof mythicalor rational modesof cognition.
On the other hand, it is a matter not so much of self-consciousnessas of
identificationwith the largestunit, the nation.Suchidentification, as a rule, is
least developedand appearslast among the peasantry,and therefore any
group, like the Ukrainians in the nineteenthcentury, which is largely corn-

14 As Avineri argues:"on no accountcan Hegel’stheory be so constructedas to refer
to any existing state; it is the idea of the statewith which Hegel is dealing andany
existingstatecannotbe anythingbut amereapproximationto theidea." Hegel’s Theory
of the Modern State, p. 177.
15 Thevery term Volk which can be takento mean"people" or "nation" is determi
nateonly within the systemof the theory: "Being apeoplemeansbeingorganizedin a
political framework- this is theprinciple by which Volk is defined, here [1796 essays
on the ChristianReligion] aswell as in Hegel’s laterpolitical writings Later Hegel
wrote abouta PrussianVolk or a Bavarian Volk, etc.,becausethosestatesdid exist."
Avineri, "Hegel andNationalism,"p. 120.



"NON-HISTORICAL" NATIONS AND "INCOMPLETE" LITERATURES 375

prisedof peasantscould be said to lack it. But this is very much a relative
thing: a similar lackof nationalidentity or "self-consciousness"can befound
amongthe peasantsof Polandor Russia - andyetonewould hardly think to
call the Poles or Russians"non-historical" nations. The questionof nation
hood andthe developmentof modernnationsis mostcomplex,andI certainly
do not presumeto resolvethesecomplexitieshere. I think it is clear,however,
that Rudnytsky’sfirst, logical-theoreticaljustification of theformulation "non-
historical nation" on the groundsof a given group’s "self-consciousness"
remainsloose and contradictory.

The second"specialized" and "technical meaning" of this notion, which
Rudnytsky places"in the contextof East Europeanand Balkan history," is
plainly derived from Hegel’s legacy. It is a derivation basedon a profound
misreadingof his thought, however. The "polemical and propagandistic"
misuses and abuses of the conceptof "geschichtsloseVölker" to which
Rudnytsky alludes, should be seennot as the exception, but as the rule;
distortionsandvulgarizationsbecomeinevitablewhen that conceptwhich, as
I have noted,is basicallya minor point within a largeand ramified theory is
wrenchedfrom its idealist and metaphysicalframeworkandpassedoff as an
"objective," putatively empirical judgment.Here we haveastriking confusion
of two very different modesof thought. The confusion becomesparticularly
noxious when socio-political "revolutionary" prescriptionsand prognoses
are stirred in. Thus Engels’s judgment on the year 1848 in the Austrian
empire:

Among all thesenationsandnationalitiesin Austria thereareonly threewhich are
bearersof progress,which have participatedactively in history, which are still
capableof living - the Germans,the Poles,the Magyars.Thereforetheyarenow
revolutionary.

All the other national groups,greatandsmall, havefirst of all the mission to
perishin the revolutionary world tempest.Thus they arenow counterrevolution
ary.

And further:

The generalwar which will . . . breakout will shatterthis Slav separatistassocia
tion and will destroyall thesesmall bullheadednations.

The next world war will not only makereactionaryclassesand dynasties,but
whole reactionarypeoples. . . [to] perish from the earth. And this is progress,
too. 16

16 Cited in RobertA. Kann, The Multinational Empire: Nationalism and National
Reformin the HabsburgMonarchy,1848-1918,2 vols. NewYork, 1977, 2: 44-45. For
the Ukrainian Marxist Roman Rosdolsky,an explanation and exculpation of this
stance is a major task of his book on Engels and the nationalities question. It is
interestingto see, however, that he prefacesthe formulation of the problem with a
categoricalrejectionof thevalidity of thetheory: "Die Theorieder ‘geschichtlichen’und
‘geschichtslosen’VOlker ist allerdingsseit langsamtot, und niemandeminsbesondere
keinemMarxisten wUrde es mehr einfallen, sie wieder belebenzu wollen. Worauf es
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In the course of his discussion Rudnytsky buttresseshis argumentby
referring to RobertKann’s classification of the peoples of Austria-Hungary
into "national groupswith independentnationalhistory" and "national groups

without independentnational history."17 To me, this hardly supports Rud
nytsky’s position: the differencebetweenthetwo formulations,far from being
merelyterminologicalor a caseof differentlabels,is, in fact, profound.For on
the one handthere is a formulation historical/non-historicalwhich is loose,
entirely opento variousinterpretationsdependingon one’s understandingof

history, implicitly evaluativeand connoting "imperialist" and ethnocentric
attitudesand carrying the indelible traceof Hegel’smetaphysics,and,on the
other, a formulation which, if somewhatmore cumbersome,is more or less
objective and empirical.18 Hugh Seton-Watson’sdistinction between"old
continuousnations"and "new nations,"while notwithout somepotentialfor
misinterpretation,alsoresemblesKann’s in its implicit focus on suchrelatively
concretemattersaspolitical existence.It hardlyneedselaboratingthat the two
approacheswhich are manifestedin the respectiveterminologiesare not
equally scientific. The differencebetweensaying"non-historicalnation," on
the one hand, and some variant of "national group without independent
nationalhistory" or "nationalgroupwithout memoriesof statehood,"19on the

other, is, it seemsto me, much like the difference between those earlier
anthropologistsup to the time of Malinowski who still spoke of certain
peoplesas "primitive" or "savage,"andmore modernoneswho speakof such
societiesonly in concrete terms, i.e., of social structure,kinship relations,

levelsof technology,etc. Unlessthe historian,including the literary historian,

actually intendsto engagein speculativephilosophizing,hewould certainlybe
betterservedby conceptsandtermsthat areunambiguousandtruly objective.

The case for the terminology- and behind it the concept- that Rud
nytsky favors is also not made by falling back on the political understanding
and practiceof the given time, in this instance,that of the Austro-Hungarian
Empire pp. 361-62.For here,surely, we can and ought to discerna differ
ence betweenthe way a certain phenomenonwas perceivedby given indi
viduals in a giventime andplace,andthe actualphenomenonthatwe can now
begin to perceivewith all the benefits of scholarly advancesand historical
perspective.We certainly should not be obliged to follow the conceptualand
terminological lead of Austro-Hungarianbureaucrats,statesmen,or publi
cists; the consensusof the great powers in the Treaty of Vienna, or of

heute allein ankommenkann, ist zu erklhren, wie em materialischerDenker vom
RangeeinesEngelsdiese theorievertretenkonnte?" Zur nationalenFrage, p. 122.
17 SeeKann, Multinational Empire, 1: 43-67.
18 Kann is not entirelyconsistent:he doesrefer to "nationswithout history," with or
without quotationmarks,but his final, working formulation seemsto be "nationalities
without independentnational political history" Multinational Empire, 1: 46.
19 SeeSmith, Theoriesof Nationalism, p. 202.
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nineteenth-centuryEuropeanpublic opinion, doesnot, in and of itself, vali
date a theoreticalconcept. To say that it does is to deny the empiricaland
logical underpinningsof such constructs. In short, if praxis and popular
consensuswere sufficient for theoreticalvalidity, then any popular "myth"
suchas of America’s "manifestdestiny",or official dogmasay, concerning
the allegedaestheticsuperiorityof SocialistRealismover any othercreative
method,or both popularand official misconceptione.g.,the pre-Galilean
conceptionof the solarsystemwould be true simply becauseenoughpeople
believedit or becausean executivepowerwas strong enoughto enforceits
views.

Although it hasbeenimplicit in my approachall along,I should perhaps
state explicitly that, apart from matters of interpretation,I do not at all
question the existenceof concrete features and structures of social and
political life that distinguishvariouspeoples,for example,nineteenth-century
Ukrainians and Poles. Among these features,the presenceor absenceof
experiencesand memoriesof independentstatehood,different social stratifi
cation, different relative numbersand strengthsof specific classesand eco
nomic groups especiallyelites, and the different nature and efficacy of
various institutions all loom very large. I do not doubt in the least that they
determineda given nationalprofile or "character"and indelibly affectedthe
nature of national movements.In this context, too, I am ready to accept
Rudnytsky’sdistinction betweenthe fate of the Czechelite and thoseof the
French,Russian,and Chinesenationspp. 363-64.I demur,however,at the
chargeof confusing the two cases:my point in parentheticallylisting these
exampleswas not to suggestequivalencebetweenthem I am sure thereare
seriousdifferencesbetweenthe latter three, as well, but simply to argue
against the notion that a "loss" of elites or ruling classesmadefor "incom
plete" nations.At any rate, to my admittedly circumscribedknowledge,no
historianhascalledanyof thesenationsincomplete.I shallpresentlyreturnto
ProfessorRudnytsky’sdescriptionof the Czechs"as a borderlinecasebetween
the non-historicaland historical nationsof EasternEurope." I am not in a
position to judge the accuracyof his assertionthat after 1620 "the Czech
nationalityfounditself reducedto the peasantryandthe lower social stratain
thetowns."2°As it concernsthe Ukrainiancase,however,I find his definition
of "non-historicalnations"asthosewhich"hadlost or hadneverpossesseda
representative[upper?] class, and were reducedto an inarticulate popular
mass,with little if any nationalconsciousnessand with a culture of predomi
nantly folk character"p. 363 to be grosslyoversimplifiedand overstated.It
resemblesnothing so much as the caricature- "chtop i pop" - that was
casuallybandiedabout by political opponentsof the Ukrainianand, mutatis

20 Whencomparedto Kann Multinational Empire, 1: 152-57this appearsto be too
categorical.
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mutandis, othernationalmovements.2’This is doubly unfortunatebecause,I
am sure,notonly would ProfessorRudnytskyresentsuch a caricature,but he
himself is more than qualifiedto debunkit. As far as the questionof elites or
upperclassesis concernedI confessI do not quite understandthe modifier
"representative"- is it meant to signify political commitmentto autonomyor
independence?purity of ethnicorigins? linguistic practice?a certain propor
tionality with respectto the total demographicmassof thegroup?, it is quite
clearthat in the first half of thenineteenthcentury, for example,preciselythis
milieu providedthe men who createdandsupportedUkrainian cultural and
intellectual life. The outstandingUkrainianhistorians,philologists, and aca
demics e.g., Banty-Kamens’kyj, Bodjans’kyj, Markovy, Maksymovy,
supportersand fundersof individual projectsor entire institutionsKarazyn,
Parpura,Martos,Halahan,and,of course,virtually all the Ukrainianwriters
of this period from Kotljarevs’kyj to Kvitka and Hrebinka and then to
Kostomarovand Kuli were all from the gentry class largely middle and
petty, but occasionallyalso of the upper ranks.22Hulak-Artemovs’kyj,who
wasborninto a priest’sfamily, lateradvancedto the highestranksof govern
ment service and status. The major apparent exception- evenko -

really servesto prove the rule: althoughborn a peasantandserf, he entered
the life - indeed,the "inner sanctum"- of the cultural elite andnumbered
among his supportersand admirers the highest strata of Ukrainian and
Russiansociety - the Repnins, the de Bal’mens, the Lazarevs’kyjs,Bib
zers’kyjs,etc. In the western,i.e., Austro-HungarianUkraine, the functions
of an elite were largely performedby the clergy, and from this stratumof
societywere recruitedthe writers and activistsof the nationalreawakening

e.g., the so-calledRus’ka trijcja.
How doesone reconcilethesefactswith Rudnytsky’sclaim that the Ukrain

ians, as a "non-historical" nation, "had lost or had never possesseda
representativeclass,and . . . were reducedto an inarticulatepopular mass,
with little if any national consciousness. . ."? How, in short, can such a
definition ariseif the historian,in Rudnytsky’sown words, is concernedwith
"empirical historical reality" p. 363. Otherthan assumingthat Rudnytskyis
talking only about the Ukrainiansof Austria-Hungarywhich is no answer,
becausetheissue is thewhole, albeit benighted,nation, andbecauseeventhe
Galicianshad their"elite" - the clergy,who werenotaltogetherinarticulate,
and other than assumingthat he is only consideringa short and particularly
uncreativeperiod, perhapsin theeighteenthcenturywhich is alsono answer,

21 Cf., for example,Kann on someGermanreactionsto Czechnationalaspirations:
Multinational Empire, 1: 153-54.
22 See Pavbo Fylypovy’s "Social’ne ob1yëja ukrains’koho ytaa 30-40 rr. XIX
viku," in his LiteraturaNewYork, 1971, pp. 110-80.Although this article focuseson
the readershipof Ukrainian literature in this period, it also throws light on the
"production side."
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becausethe discussionimplicitly focuseson long periodsandparticularly on

the nineteenthcentury, where the issue of national consciousnesscan be

discussedwith confidence,we must concludethat thesticking point is indeed

the questionof "representativeness"and,evenmore so, of political conscious

ness.In effect, political consciousnessandpower is madeinto thecriterion for

determiningdegreeandquality of nationhood,andthestateas is so apparent
from Rudnytsky’s discussionof nineteenth-centuryPoland, pp. 362-63 re
mainsthe ultimate yardstick.

The reductivenessandfallacy of this unadmittedshift with "class," "articu
lateness"andfinally "nationalconsciousness"apprehendedonly throughthe
prism of political efficacy becomesmostapparentin the concludingnotion of
"a culture of predominantlyfolk character."Though this formulation may
seemplausible to some in view, for example, of such phenomenaas the
kotljarevS’ëyna of the early nineteenth century, the surface narodnist’ of
evenko, the populism of the later nineteenthcentury, the middle class
fashionfor folk artifactsof the present,andso on, it arisesfrom somebasic
misunderstandings.Quite simply, in all civilized societies, folk or "low"
culture exists side-by-side with "high" culture; the two are parallel, but
distinct. In civilized societiesthe folk cultureis by definition a subsetof the
overall "high" culture. As a result of fashion or ideology the latter may be
fascinated by or concernedwith the former e.g., the kotljarevyna or
xlopomanija, but it is neither coextensivewith it nor determinedby it. If
Rudnytsky’s argumentis meantquantitatively, then it is merelytautobogous:
sincethe majority of Ukrainiansat that time werepeasants,then their "folk"
culturewould be "predominant."But then the samewould haveto be said of
Polishor Russianculture, wherethe peasantrywasalsonumericallypredomi
nant. If the argumentis intendedas it clearly seemsto be as a qualitative
judgment,i.e., on the natureof Ukrainian culture, then he is plainly suggest
ing the term "predominantly"preventsit from being altogethercategorical
that the Ukrainians bike all "non-historical" nations were not so much a
nationasa tribe - for it is preciselya definitionof a tribe that it hasno "high"
or "low" culture, but one "folk" culture.23The bridge betweenhistorical and
political analysismust be precariousindeedif onecan so easilyslip into such
conclusions.

For all the manifest flaws, and its legacyof misconstructions,the conceptof
"historical" and "non-historical" nations did originally have- in Hegel’s
philosophy - a theoretical basis. In contrast,the notion of the complete
ness/incompletenessof nations - andliteratures,in particulaf - hasnothing
to recommendit: no theory, no logic, no empiricalverifiability, no heuristic

Matters are not helped, of course, when the great majority of the émigré
community persistentlyidentifies "Ukrainian" culturewith "folk" culture.
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usefulness,and, prior to these observations,no articulate exposition. It
appears,to paraphrasea well-known line, as a specterhaunting Ukrainian
studies,or, more preciselyperhaps,someUkrainianscholars.To my mind, it
is at most a feeling or an impressionmasqueradingas an objective analytical
judgment.

My objectionsto this notion were spelledout at somelengthin "Toward a
History of UkrainianLiterature" pp. 509-12. In brief, I seethis criterion as
implicitly normativeand evaluative, theoreticallyvague, inevitably impres
sionistic in application,and suggestinga static ratherthan dynamicsenseof
societyandcultureand,within that,of literature.In connectionwith Professor
Rudnytsky’sobservations,however,I would addone or two morepoints.The
first really recapitulateswhat was said above:The notion of an "incomplete"
nation or literatureis basedon badlogic in that it confusesthe questionof the
very modeof existenceof a group, the nation, with certainqualities or the
mannerof functioningnot so muchof thegroupasa whole asof its constituent
parts.For onecannotsaythat the Ukrainiangroup hadno elite alongsideits
peasantmass,but only that that elite was, for example,lessnumerousor less
politically activethan thatof a neighboringgroup. In this regardthe conceptof
a "plebeian" nation is also fallacious, andof potential interest to the scholar
only as a reflectionof the populist premisesand, generally,of the perceptions
of agiven age.Sincewe aretalking aboutalarge, many-leveled,complex,and
aboveall open-endedcollectiveandsystemandnot somethingontheorderof

a baseballteamor a marchingbandwhich, indeed,becomesincompleteif the
pitcheror the tubaplayermissesthebus, the verynotion of incompletenessis
spurious.The systemcompensatesfor andadjuststo variouscircumstances;it
is a dynamic,not a static,entity. If the grouplacksthe structuresanddynamics
that an agreed-uponmodel of "nation" calls for, then it is more logical and
intellectually more honestto say that it is not a nation but some "lower"
formation, like ethnicgroup or tribe, ratherthan to muddle throughwith an
impreciseand contradictorycompromiseof a term.

The notion of "incompleteness,"as I had noted in my critique, is all but
explicitly evaluative.To my considerablesurprise,ProfessorRudnytskyactu
ally acceptsthis evaluativecomponentand, indeed,arguesfor the validity of
speakingabout "superior"and "inferior" nations. In so doing he gives final,
and, to me, incontrovertibleproofof theongoingconfusionin his observations
betweenthe group, the nation, as a totality and its individual components,
their featuresand their again specifically political actions. The difference
betweenthe two is fundamental:"nation" is for all practicalpurposesanidea,
an abstraction,to be graspedconceptuallyand theoreticallyand, preferably,
to be analyzedin termsof amodel; it not only cannotbeevaluatedthat would
make as much senseas saying that men are better than women,or - the
traditional - that applesare better than oranges,but one cannotspeakof
it -other than metaphorically- as an agent or a subject of activity, for
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clearly it is specific individuals who act, and not the nation as a whole. The

componentsor strataof the nation can in turn be discussedmore concretely,

if only becausethey constitute a relatively closedand objectively definable

collectivemembershipin the szlachta,for example,was largely clear-cutin

legal, if not in economic terms, although here, too, there is room for
ambiguity.Confusingthe two can lead not only to logical absurditythe idea
of an incompleteopen-endedsystem,but also to morally repugnantpopular
conceptionsor delusions,such as that of collective guilt, or, indeed, of a
master race. I again insist that the example of Gobineauis pertinent: the
readinessto extrapolatefrom individuals andcircumscribedsub-groupsto the
wholenation, in its totality, andthe willingness to countenancedistinctions in
terms of superior and inferior and for all his interestingconcludingcom
mentson the relativestrengthsandweaknessesof given societies,Professor
Rudnytsky still apparently believes that one can speak of superior and
inferior nations rather than of more or less successfulsocial or political
processes,for exampledemonstrates,to my satisfaction,at least, that such
thinking not only can lead but very likely will lead - in the praxis of the
unsophisticatedor of demagogues- to racismand to national and cultural
stereotypes.

To be sure,the idea of a nation’s incompletenessand inferiority can also
provide us with a certain diversion. If completeness/incompleteness,or
superiority/inferiority is to be understoodas an analyticaltool with general
applicability, then we should be ableto establisha scale,even a hierarchyof
completeand superior nations. By all indications the English, the most
westernof the Europeans,would be the mostcompleteandsuperiornation.
The Germans, especially in Hegel’s opinion, would be superior to the
Poles- although the Poles, I suspect,would dispute this. The Czechsare
more incompletethan the Poles i.e., a borderlinehistorical nation, accord
ing to ProfessorRudnytsky but less incompletethan the Ukrainians.If we
were to cast a glance further east we would probably concludethat the
Kazakhs, for example,are even more inferior less complete, more non-
historical. And what about the Irish? But this is ultimately a depressing
exercise.It is also somewhatdepressingto contemplatethat in a time whenit
is no longer proper, but indeedconsideredinsulting, to speakof "underde
veloped" rather than "developing" nations,when no social scientist would
think of evaluating or ranking nations or cultures, an attempt is made to
revive conceptsand terms as outmoded,intellectually problematical,and
potentially misleadingas these.Finally, we can only speculateas to why the
notion of incompletenessis treated seriously by a number of Ukrainian
scholars- and, to my knowledge,only by them. Is it a reactionto political
traumaand the threatenedstateof Ukrainianpolitical andcultural existence
in the Soviet Union? Is it a form of compensationfor the irresponsibleand
megalomaniacaltreatmentsof Ukrainianhistory andculturein somequarters
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of the émigrécommunity? The dynamicsand issuesin questionprobablygo
far beyond the scopeof this discussion.

My concludingremarkson the role of theseconceptsin literary history will be
much briefer, largely becausethis is a narrowercaseof the overall theoretical
problem,and also becauseI havealreadydilated on them in my critique. In
this connectionI should note that in the courseof reexaminingthe Hegelian
roots of this question, one can also discover the great extent to which
yevs’kyj himself was influenced by that philosophy. Apart from the
obviousfact that he was theauthorof a major studyon Hegel in Russia,and
the editor of anotherimportant work on Hegel among the Slays,24it is also
evidentthat his thinking in the History of Ukrainian Literature is profoundly
Hegebian.Its primary manifestationsare, on the one hand,his idealistic and
monistic understandingof literary history, wherebyan ideaalbeit a complex
andhighly ramified one, like "the Renaissance"or "the Baroque" andastyle
that externalizesthat ideaaremadethenaturalandall butexclusivefocalpoint
of his investigation; on the other hand,his senseof an ongoing dialectic of
ideas-stylesRenaissanceversusBaroque,ClassicismversusRomanticismis
also Hegelian. Although yevs’kyj cannot, obviously, postulatea final
synthesis,that is, the ultimateliterary style or ideawith whichliteraryhistory
would culminate,he doesborrowHegel’snotion of aclosedif not necessarily

teleological system.For yevs’kyj the indicators and determinantsof the
completeness,the "full development,"of the system are the various genres

that literature can and should possess,and the presenceof a "full comple

ment" of socialstratathat areto be theproducersandconsumersof literature.
ProfessorRudnytsky’sobservationson literary history can be grouped,as I

seeit, aroundthreemain points. The first of theseis the questionof cultural

context.Before addressingit, I must note that Rudnytsky’srecapitulationof

my position is not entirely accurate:in two importantmattershe tendsto set
up straw men which can then easilybe knockeddown. The first concernsthe
difference betweenthe West Europeanand a generallyEuropeanmodel of
literary history. In the relevant passagep. 511 I speak twice of yev
s’kyj’s continuingtendencyto postulateamodel or schemeof literaryperiodi
zation and genres that is implicitly or, as with the "Biedermeier" period,
explicitly drawn on West Europeanliteratures.Rudnytsky, however,speaks
of "other Europeanliteratures" in general and suggeststhat I deny the
relevanceof that context for Ukrainian literary history. Had yevs’kyj’s
model actuallybeensynthesizedfrom a broadspectrumof Europeanlitera

24 See his Gegel’ v Rossii Paris, 1939, and Hegel bei den Slaven, ed. Dmitrij
Tschilewskij Bad Homburgvor derHohe, 1961. The latter - a secondedition -

includes not only y1evs’kyj’s original, long article later the book on Hegel in
Russia, but also his study of Hegel amongthe Sbovaks.
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tures,including the "peripheries"EasternEurope, the Balkans,the Scandi
naviancountries,andso on, I would havehadlittle to objectto, for themodel
would necessarilyhavebeenmore flexible andtentative- indeed, it would

havebeena model,not a rigid schema.I would, anddo still, however,object

to a prescriptiveandnormativeapplicationof suchamodel,wherean absence

becomesseenas an "incompleteness."What is at issue is a heuristic device,
not a yardstick. The secondmiscontructionor misunderstandingconcernsthe
exampleof oriental literatures,whichwaschosento illustrate my thesis"that
everyliteratureis a completesystem,to be judgedon its own termsandin its
proper cultural context." It wasnot a suggestionthat Ukrainian literatureis
closer to Turkish literature than it is to French, or that "the relationshipof
Ukrainian literature to other Europeanliteratures" is "the sameas that of
Turkish, Persian,or Chineseliterature."

At anyrate,Rudnytsky’sbasicargumentthat "the Ukraineis undeniablya
memberof the Europeancultural community"is properlyqualified by his own
subsequentwords - "albeit a somewhatmarginal one" p. 359. It is pre
cisely this "marginality," or, as I would prefer, "cultural specificity" that must
be a centralconcernfor the historianof Ukrainian literature. It is more than
clear, for example,that the Ukraine’scultureandthus its history, too, differs
significantly from that of neighboring Poland, let alone Englandor France.
The legacyof Eastern,ByzantineChristianity,25the absenceof the experience
of the Renaissanceandof Humanism,the fact of centuries-longexistenceon
the crossroadsof East both Muscovite and Islamic and West impart a
peculiar cast to Ukrainian culture. "To apply to Ukrainian literature," as
Rudnytsky advises,"the common Europeanstandardsandcriteria" without
cognizanceof suchdifferences- in effect, without having demonstratedthat
they are in fact, and not merelypresumably,common- is to producethe
kinds of distortions that I anatomizedat somelength in my critique.26

The secondpoint - the desideratumof a comparativeapproach- is di
rectly related to the first. The answer to it is as straightforward as it is
self-evident:comparisonsare valuableandvalid only if the phenomenabeing
comparedare in fact comparable;otherwise the exerciseis as sterile and
obfuscatoryas the abovenotedranking of nations. The quotation from the
interwarcritic and essayistMyxajbo Rudnyc’kyj Mykhaibo Rudnyts’kyi that

Rudnytskyadducesto buttresshis argumentis interestingandvaluablein its
own right, but besidethe point in this context. Myxajbo Rudnyc’kyj’s state

ment is the call of a critic andpublicist, madeto a Galician readingpublic that
was largely provincial and, aboveall, subvertedin its tastesby a perfervid
politization of literature, to perceive and respectaestheticand intellectual

25 See especially 0. Zilyns’kyj’s "Duxova heneza pertoho ukrajins’koho vidro
dlennja,"Stei Innsbruck-Munich,1, no. 7/8 on cover: 7/10 1946-47: 6-20.

I refer the readerespeciallyto the sectionon "Classicism,"pp. 463-83.
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values.Needit be said that a critic or writer agitatingin the bestsenseof the
word for cosmopolitantastesandliterary sophisticationis different from the
literaryscholaror historianwhoseprimeobligationis to describe,analyze,and
synthesize?

Let us be rudimentaryfor a moment.What can onelegitimately compare?
One can compare aestheticobjects, that is, literary works - but again,
provided that they are somehowcommensurate.It is quite instructive to
comparea Romantic poèmaby Byron with one by Pukin or evèenko,
but it is usually hardly to the point to compareacrossgenres,for example,an
epic and a lyrical poem. In turn, comparisonthat involvesvaluation can be
quite problematical:while evéenko’s Hajdamaky is surely a better work
than Goszczyñski’s Zamekkaniowski, can one say that Evgenij Onegin is
betterthan Pan Tadeusz?While mostcriticswho arequalified to judgewould

probablyagreethatTolstoy is betterthan Prus,andPrus betterthan Myrnyj,
few would careto makesuchcomparisons.Indeed,evencomparingcommen
surate, that is, demonstrablygood or great writers within one literary
tradition is a risky business.Northrop Frye, for example, is biting in his
estimationof the

casual,sentimental,andprejudicedvalue-judgements,andall the literary chit-chat
which makesthe reputation of poets boom and crash in an imaginary stock
exchange.Thatwealthy investorMr. Eliot, after dumpingMilton on themarket, is
now buying him again; Donne has probablyreachedhis peak andwill begin to
taperoff Tennysonmay be in for a slight flutter but the Shelleystocks are still
bearish.2

Comparingperiodsin different literatures, if done at all, is donein termsof
breadth and complexity e.g., by saying that Polish Romanticism is "more
developed"than Ukrainianor indeedRussianRomanticismandnot with any
claim for establishingintrinsic value or the superiorityof oneover the other.
Apart, perhaps,from agreeingthat thereare"major" and"minor" literatures,
scholars generally do not indulge in the comparativeevaluation of whole
literatures,precisely becausethe factors are so many and complexand the
conclusionsso contingent.This exerciseis bestleft to publicists.

The third andfinal point that I perceivehere centersaround Rudnytsky’s
commentson the actual manifestationsof the "incompleteness"of Ukrainian
literary history. Following yevs’kyj’s lead he sees this as most pro
nounced in the period of Classicism although he does not exempt the
nineteenthcentury, either. Part of my answerto this is containedin the

27 NorthropFrye, Anatomyof Criticism New York, 1966, p. 18. And in general it
may be worthwhileto recalltheaphorismusedby Herderfor stressingthespecificity and
uniquenessof cultural phenomenaand especiallythepointlessnessof measuringthem
against some absolutestandard:"Shakespearewas no Sophocles,Milton no Homer,
Bolingbroke no Pericles"Ideenzur Philosophieder Geschichteder Menschheit,Bk. 13,
chap.7.
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relevantsection of "Toward a History of Ukrainian Literature" and I again

referthe readerto it. Thereis anotherpoint to be made,however. It is simply

to remind ourselvesthat like "nation," "national literature" is a mental

construct,an abstraction,or, more precisely,a historiographicformula. It is
not a thing. To saythat the "missing features[of Ukrainian literaturel have
been, so to say, transplantedto neighboringliteratures"this, you see,is when

"the incompletenessof a literaturebecomesparticularlyglaring"; p. 359, is to

indulgein a radicalform of reification. With suchaformulationoneis tempted

to visualize a "potentially" or "incompletely"? Ukrainian writer depriving
Ukrainian literature of what should rightfully belong to it by "disloyally"?

sendingoff his odes,epics,or otherworks in the "high" genresto Moscowor

St. Petersburgto be deposited,"for all time," in Russianliterature. And the
writers one would have to include here are not only Bogdanovi,Gnedi,
Kapnist, Narenyj and later Gogol’, but also Kotljarevs’kyj, Kvitka, Hre
binka, evéenko, Kuli, and indeed virtually all the Ukrainian writers in
the RussianEmpire in the first half, or the first two-thirdsof the nineteenth
century,all of whom alsowrote in Russian.An analogoussituationobtainsin
westernUkraine with thosewho wrote in Ukrainian and Polish.

There are two basic errors in such a reading of Ukrainian cultural and
literary history. One involvesreification and idealization, the two really being
oppositesidesof the samecoin.Despitethe Romanticandsentimentalimages
"national treasure,""repositoryof nationalwisdom," andso on thatwe may
havebecomeso accustomedto, a given literatureis not a bankaccountwith a
clearly specifiedowner,or a partywith anunambigousplatform: it is a process
anda system.As such it is complex,often ambiguous,andhardly apprehen
sible, except in historical perspective.While any literature possessesvarious
universalfeaturesandstructures,it is - in its specificity - an emanationand
reflection of a particular culture. For this reasonits concretemanifestations
arepredicatedon cultural readinessandon the needsof the group. To speak
hereof "missing features,"as Rudnytskyalso doeswith regardto the absence
of a medievalepic tradition in Czech literature, is to suggestthat literatureis
and shouldbe written accordingto someuniversal, ideal prescriptions.As
we see from the examplesof Hanka and yevs’kyj, someliterary scholars
do believethis, but literary history, and especiallythe psychologyof literary
creativity, arguesfor a different dynamics; the writer-scholarwho writes to
fulfill auniversalor "European"norm or "slot" Kuli comesreadilyto mind
is plainly the exception.In short, if some"features"- in effect, genres- are
"missing," it is not that "history had denied them" to a given nation, as
Rudnytskyargues,but simply that therewasno cultural readinessor needfor
them. Otherwise,how is one to understandthis phenomenonof "denial"?
Wastherea ban or ukaz in the medievalCzech lands againstcreatingepic
poetry?

Lateeighteenth-andearlynineteenth-centuryUkrainianliteraturepresents
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anotherproblem,namely, that of bilingualism. Rudnytsky’stotal disregardof
this issueeven though,asI am at painsto showin my critique of yevs’kyj,
it is intimatelytiedto thequestionof allegedincompletenessis theseconderror
I see in his reasoning.The presenceof bilingualism in much of Ukrainian
literature is manifest,and neednot be elaboratedhere.28The problemfacing
the scholar,which I can now only stateandnot elaborate,is to formulatethe
implicationsof this fact for Ukrainianliteraryhistory. Themainimplication, asI
seeit, is thattheconceptof Ukranianliteratureconveystwo distinct meanings:
on the onehand,traditionally, of theliteraturewritten in Ukrainianafter 1798
in thevernacular;on theother,of the literatureexpressingthebroadrangeof
Ukrainian culture. Since in the period in questionUkrainian society in the
RussianEmpire wasbilingual, its literaturewas in partalsowritten in Russian.
Russian,in short, wasanimperial linguafranca, andrecourseto it, whetherdue

to conventionsof genreor otherreasons,whetherby theauthorof the istorija
Rusovor evenko, did not makethe authoror his work any less Ukrainian.
Since the historiographicformula for national literatureshas so long been
determinedalmost exclusively by the criterion of language,with almost all
works written in Russianautomaticallyconsignedto Russiannational, not
imperial literature,thereis aclearneedfor reevaluation.Sucha reevaluation
mayalso serveto challengethe factual side of the claim madeby yevs’kyj,

and repeatedby Rudnytsky, that Ukrainian literature lost works or whole

genresto Russianliterature.CertainlyUkrainianhistoryfocuseson thepolitical
or economicactivity of the elite; nonebut the radicalpopulistwould excludeit
from the model of "the Ukrainian nation." By the same token its literary
activity, suchasit was, also deservesto be considered- evenif, or precisely
because,the works in question becamepart of a supra-national,imperial
literature.In practicalterms,I think it muchmoreimportantfor afuturehistory
of Ukrainian literatureto dealwith the broadgamutof Russian-languagebut
nonethelessUkrainianworksthan it is to focus on suchnon-existentperiodsas
the "Biedermeier."29I should stress,however,that my argumentagainstthe
notion of incompletenessis not at all contingenton theideaof sucha "recovery
of lost ground."To be sure,a fuller picturewill result, anda futurehistory of
Ukrainianliteraturewill havemoreworks andauthorsto dealwith, butthe basis
of the argumentagainstthe notion of incompletenessremainstheoreticaland
conceptual.

See "Toward a History of Ukrainian Literature," pp. 520-522. Seealso my "The
History of Polish-UkrainianLiterary Relations:A LiteraryandCulturalPerspective,"in
Poland and Ukraine: Past and Present, ed. Peter J. Potichnyj Edmonton, 1980,
pp. 107-131.
29 An indication of thedimensionsof this literatureis givenin V. Sypovs’kyj’s massive
Ukrajina v rosijs’komupys’menstviKiev, 1928. Despiteits sizethe studyis limited to
oneperiod1801-1850.Clearly, not everythingthat is discussedby Sypovs’kyj is to be
recategorizedasbelonging to Ukrainianliterature:the newcriteria, thehistoriographic
formula, is a task for the future.
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The final point to be faced here concernsprecisely that which remains
impervious to theory, that is, perceptions,expectations,and a frustrating
senseof "somethingmissing."This, asI alreadysuggestedin my discussionof
yfevs’kyj,3° is often the real core of the argumentabout incompleteness.
Rudnytsky’sformulation of this is asfollows: "Whatdeterminesthecomplete
nessor incompletenessof a literatureis not the presenceor absenceof certain
features,but ratherwhethera literaturecan satisfy all the essentialcultural
needsof its own societyduring a given historicalperiod"p. 360. Apart from
tendingto unverifiability how doesone determinethe degreeof satisfactionif
notby focusingon concretefeatures,like genres?,the definitiondefinesitself
out of anyhistoricalvalidity. For the simple truth of the matteris that by all
indications,no civilized societyis self-sufficientor "complete" in the manner
postulatedhere:they all borrow, imitate, translateor readin the original the
products of other literatures. Only in a "primitive" society - a tribe, for
example- are all the essentialneedsmet by the native most likely oral
literature. If anything, the example Rudnytsky adducesin the very next
sentence,that of the putativecompletenessof Kievan literature,is valid only
to theextentthat it suggeststheextremelynarrowsocial baseof thatwritten
literature, a literature almost exclusivelyby and for the clergy, or ratherthe
literate among them. However, Kievan literature, too, cannot be called
incomplete,since other, specifically oral genres served to fill out cultural
needs.31 In a period closer to us, say, the nineteenthcentury, there are
numerousexamplesnotonly of borrowings, imitations, and translations,but
of various strataof given societiessatisfyingtheir literary needsby reading
foreign literatures-viz. the fashion for French romancesin Poland and
Russiain the first decadesof the nineteenthcentury.In generalone cansay
that while somestrataare satisfiedby the nativeproduction,others,surely,are
not. The latter, of course,includesthe intellectual elite who are, almostby
definition, internationalin their literary tastesandneeds.To be sure,different
emphasesand different profiles obtain in different societies.Their examina
tion is the task of the sociologyof literature,especiallythe recentlypopular
studiesof literaryreception.To this end,however,the reductiveand evalua
tive thesisit is certainlynot a model of the completenessor incompleteness
of literaturescan make no real contribution.

Onemustalso guard,it seemsto me, againsta form of what literarycritics
call the imitative fallacy. In this contextthis would beallowing variouswriters
and participants in the literary process, be it Maksymovy, Kuli, or
Neuj-Levyc’kyj, to determineby their attitudesand opinionsour strategyof
conceptualizationandanalysis.32As RomanJakobsonis reputedto havesaid

3° See"Toward a History of Ukrainian Literature," pp. 504 and 510.
31 See"Toward a History of Ukrainian Literature," p. 512.
32 may be shown, for example, that not only Metlyns’kyj cf. his poem "Smert’
bandurysta",but at onepoint even Kuli in his Mixajlo Carnylenkospoke of the
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to the proposalof giving Vladimir Nabokova chair in literatureat Harvard,
"The elephantis a greatbeast,but for thatwe do not makehim the keeperof
thezoo." Their roles,their worksandopinions,arematerial for analysis,not
a methodologicalprescription.

As I would hope my commentsmake clear, the model and strategyfor
dealingwith Ukrainian literaryhistory mustdo justice to the complexityof the
subject.A numberof intrinsic andextrinsicrelationshipsmustbe considered.
For this reasonany artificial isolation, any senseof nations as "isolated,
autarchicmonads,"whichRudnytskysomehowseesin my approachbut which
I do not see there at all, would be out of place. I also hardly needto be
persuadedthat a comparativeperspective- which is basically lacking in
1yevskyj’s History - is in order. Such a perspective,however, has, to my

mind, nothing to do with the "matching" - in effect, evaluating and

grading- of nationsand literaturesthat Rudnytskyis apparentlycommitted
to. And while I do not presumeto foretell thepolitical futureof theUkraine, I
am confidentthat the history of Ukrainian literaturethat is still to be written

will not be hauntedby the specterof incompleteness.

Harvard University

Ukrainian languageand literature as dying. Not only did it not die, it was not near
dying: the rather hyperbolic metaphorwas used to refer to a period of dramatic
change- which in fact turnedout to be arebirth. As regardsthe letter of Maksymo
vy to Zubryc’kyj which I cite anddiscusson p. 497 of thecritique, it must be noted
that Rudnytsky’srenditionof it p. 360 involvesan insertionof theword "complete,"in
square brackets. In point of fact, Maksymovy is explicitly saying that the existing
works in Ukrainian do not constitute, to his mind, a literature, be it "complete" or
"incomplete."It is thetaskof the scholarto analyzethis statementand put it in a larger
framework - andnot to lead the "witness."
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DOCTORAL DISSERTATIONS ON UKRAINIAN ToPicsIN ENGLISH PRE

PARED DURING THE YEARS 1928-1978. By BohdanS. Wynar.
With the assistanceof Susan C. Holte. Englewood, Cob.:
UkrainianResearchFoundation,Inc., 1980. $3.50U.S., $4.50

elsewhere.

THE UKRAINIAN AMERICAN INDEX: THE UKRAINIAN WEEKLY 1978
and 1979. By Christine L. Gehrt Wynar. Englewood, Cob.:
UkrainianResearchFoundation,Inc., 1979 and 1980. $6.00and

$9.50 U.S., $7.00and $12.50 elsewhere.

Since 1974an importantfunctionof the UkrainianResearchFoundation,Inc.,
hasbeento operatea Referenceand InformationCenterthat collects,Organ
izes, and disseminatesinformation on current eventsrelating to Ukrainians
and UkrainianAmericans. In addition to the two itemsunder review here,
ChristineWynar has also publishedUkrainian Children’s Literature in North
America Ukrainian Foundation, Inc., 1979, $3.00 and is compiling the
forthcoming Ukrainian AmericanIndex: Ukrainian Art Digest Index, 1963-
1979. TatiannaGajecky and BohdanS. Wynar are due to publish Ukraine:
Book Printing and Publishing, Bibliography, and Libraries. Besides these
works, a "critically annotatedbibliography of scholarlyworkspertainingto all
aspectsof Ukrainianculture"* is beingprepared,underthe title Bibliography
of Bookson Ukrainein English, as is a volume of documentson Ukrainian
history from Kievan Rus’ to the presentday, in English translation.These
publicationsby the UkrainianResearchFoundationwill undoubtedlybe very
usefulto researchers,librarians, and students.

BohdanWynar’scompilationof doctoraldissertationsoriginally appearedin
the Ukrainian Historian vol. 16 [1979], pp. 108-127.Nonetheless,serious
studentsof Ukrainian studies will certainly welcome its availability as a
separatepamphlet.Here errors in previousdissertationlists have beencor
rected.Wynar hasarrangedthe titles broadly, by subject.Thechartat theend
showsthat the greatestnumberof studieshavebeenin history, politics, and
internationalrelations,with literatureanddrama, linguistics,and thechurch
andreligion following, in that order.Somedissertationscompletedin 1978are
not cited,however,in spiteof the title; perhapsthe compilationshouldhave

* The UkrainianAmericanIndex: The Ukrainian Weekly1978, p. iii.
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concludedwith workscompletedin 1977. By all means,an authorindex should
have beenincluded.

Concernedabout the declining numberof doctoraldissertationson Ukrain
ian topics, Wynar points out significant gaps and proposesareasfor further
research.This should be most helpful to those consideringwork in the
Ukrainianfield. One of the compilers’ conclusionsis to note a characteristic
tendencyin Ukrainian studiesto avoid "sensitive and consequentlymore
demandingtopics" p. 112.

In the prefaceto the Ukrainian AmericanIndex: The Ukrainian Weekly,
ChristineGehrtWynarsuccinctlysummarizesthehistoryof the majorUkrain
ian newspapersin the United States. She then presentsher reasonsfor
indexing the Ukrainian Weekly and discussesthe scopein coverageof the
index, aswell asthe mechanicsof filing, spelling, crossreferencing,and soon.
The 1979 index has the notice that sincethe Ukrainian Weeklywill no longer
be available as part of Svoboda,the major daily Ukrainianlanguagenews
paperin the U.S., the projectof indexing will be suspendeduntil a sourceof
funding canbe found. Since the compiler herselfnotesthat othernewspapers
needindexesand that retrospectiveyearsneedattention,fundingmight better
be sought for completetitles. Also, since newspaperindexing is very time-
consuming,useof a computermight be explored.The publicationsannounced
asforthcomingindicatethat the Ukrainian AmericanIndex is intendedto be a
series,with the Ukrainian Art Digestdue to be publishednext.

Indexescan be valuable aids to scholars, students, librarians, and the
community in general,so one must hope that theseprojectscontinue.How
ever,coordinatingthe efforts andresourcesof the variousUkrainianresearch
centers and professionalorganizations would undoubtedly produce more
comprehensiveand exact researchtools.

Onenote of cautionto bibliographersand cataboguers- the indexvolume
for 1979 of the Ukrainian Weeklyhas "1980" on the cover; the title pageis
correct,however.The compiler’snameappearsasChristine L. Wynar on the
1978 index and as Christine GehrtWynar on the 1979 index.

PatriciaPolansky
University of Hawaii

THE PoLmCsOF RURAL RussIA: 1905-1914.Edited by Leopold
H. Haimson. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1979.
309 pp. $19.50.

The subject of this collection of articles is the political resurrectionof the
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Russiannobility from 1905 to 1914. Theeditor,Leopold H. Haimson,provides
ahistoricalframeof referencefor theessays,andarticulatesthreethemestaken

up by the authors.In the introductoryarticle, "The RussianNobility and the
Systemof the Third of June,"heelaboratesthecollection’s main theme- in

creasein the nobility’s electoralweightwithin theconstitutionalstateapparatus
after the electorallawswerechangeduponthedissolutionof the SecondDuma.
One of the book’s faults is the repetitive discussionof the tsarist electoral
system;thereis little real disagreementamongthe authorsaboutthe system’s
effect in ensuringthe ascendancyof the nobility.

The effect of noble dominationof the constitutionalstate is consideredin
Alexandra Korros’s "The LandedNobility, The State Council, and P. A.
Stolypin" and in "What Was the United Nobility?," by RobertaThompson

Manning and GeoffreyA. Hosking. Korrosdescribeshow noblecircleswithin
thepost-1907statecontrolledthe formationof policy. Sheidentifiesthe limited
rangeof nobleaspirations,andshowshow this, togetherwith thepreponder

anceof the nobility within the upperhouseof the bicameraltsaristlegislature,

hamperedStolypin’s attempts to modernize. The article by Manning and
Hosking complementsKorros’s since it explores the unofficial channelsof
powerand forms of organizationusedby the nobility in this period. It also
relateshowthenobility regroupedafter1905 to regaincontroloverthe marshals
of thenobility andto electconservativedeputiesto thezemstvos,andhowtheir
activity was coordinatedthroughthe congressof the "United Nobility."

The secondthemeis that the goals of the nobleswere unique in form and
antagonisticin substanceto the aimsof othersocial groupsin tsaristRussia.
Haimson’sintroductoryarticle focuseson the clash of interestsbetweenthe
urbanandruralelites - that is,betweenthebureaucracyandthenobility. It is
pointed out that in this confrontation the nobility becameincreasingly
dependenton the state,even while attemptingto limit state activities and
claiming to be independent.Theconcludingarticleby Haimson,"Observations
on the Politics of the RussianCountryside, 1905-1914,"dwells on noble
antagonismto the peasantry.The nobles’ conceptionof peasantdocility and
simplicity led them to blamepeasantdiscontenton the zemstvointelligentsia
andotherradicalgoups,andhenceledto their failure tomeetthe realchallenge
posedby the peasantry.

In "Zemstvosand Revolution: The Onsetof the Gentry Reaction, 1905-
1907," RobertaThompsonManningtakes up Haimson’scontentionthat the
nobles’ hostility was aimedat thedemandfor socialtransformationarticulated
within the zemstvos.She shows that the liberal movement,and its Kadet
successors,failed to hold noblesupportbecauseof its organizationalform and
program,which called for land reforms that threatenedthe nobility’s very
existence.The nobles’ supportfor liberalism was a reactionto the disastersof
the Russo-Japanesewar, andtheconceptsof socialtransformationandpolitical
organizationwere actually alien to them.
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The nobles’ difficulties in adaptingto 1905 are alsoexaminedin Michael C.
Brainerd’s "The Octobnstsand the Gentry, 1905-1907:Leadersand Follow
ers?"and in RobertEdelman’s"TheElection to the Third Duma: The Roots
of the NationalistParty."Both the OctobristandNationalistpartieswereless
threateningin substancethan the Kadet; yet only the uniquecircumstancesof
the nobility’s existencein the Ukraine and Beborussiaallowedthe Nationalist
party to becomean urbanpolitical party. Edelmanshowsthat cohesionin the
Nationalist rankswas facilitated by competitionbetweenRussianand Polish
nobles, the lack of zemstvos,and the frequencyof nobiliar residencein Kiev.
Brainerd’sexaminationof the strengthof noblesupportfor the Octobnstparty
concludesthat the Octobnstslacked party discipline, a party program,and a
rural partyorganization,and thus relied on the force of personality.Even so,
the Octobristprogramremainedmore acceptableto the nobility than did the
Kadet.

Noble disaffection with so-called political strategies,such as Octobrism,
receivesthe attention of Ruth Delia MacNaughtanand RobertaThompson
Manning in "TheCrisisof the Third of JuneSystemandPolitical Trendsin the
Zemstvos,1907-1914."Their examinationof the noble deputiesto the zem
stvos emphasizesthe futility of linking noble politics to parties or partisan
points of view.

Noble antipathyto the other rural group - the peasantry- shouldhave
receivedmore attentionin the collection. In the only article focusingon this
group, "The RussianPeasantryand the Electionsto the FourthStateDuma,"
EugeneD. Vinogradoffexaminesthe declineof peasantpolitical activity prior
to World War I and its effecton the electionof peasantdeputies.Vinogradoff
also investigatesthe effect of regional and classdifferencesamong the peas
antry on the election of peasantdeputies,and the effect of declining peasant
activismon noble political perceptions.

The third and final theme- the role of noble political culture - lacks
authorityat timesbecause,with the exceptionof Vinogradoff’sand Edelman’s
articles,the social and regional differenceswithin tsarist Russiaare ignored.
On the whole,however,thereis sufficient analysisof political culture,andthe
gamut of the nobility’s political activity is reviewed. The editor can be
commendedfor unifying the authors’ themesand summarizingtheir major
points.

BohdanChomiak
University of Alberta
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DIE LIGA DER FREMDVOLKER RUSSLANDS, 1916-1918.By Seppo
Zetterberg. Studia Historica verOffentlicht von der Finnischen
HistorischenGesellschaft.Helsinki, 1978. 279 pp.

During World War I, both the French and German foreign offices estab
lished an institutional frameworkfor dealingwith the multinational Russian

Empire. The GermanForeign Office attemptedto enhancethe war effort
againstRussiaby organizingRussia’snational minorities into a league which
would draw attentionto their grievances.This organization, the Leagueof
the Foreign Peoplesof Russia,was intendedto weakenRussiainternally by
coordinatingthe nationalistaspirationsof Poles, Finns,Ukrainians,Beborus
sians,Jews,and Georgians,aswell asof the Baltic and Moslemnationalities.
Dr. SeppoZetterberg,who teachesEastEuropeanhistory at the University
of Helsinki, has written a comprehensivestudy of this organization. The
edition under review here is the study’s translation into German.

The league itself is an elusive subject.Coordinatedfrom Berlin, it oper
ated through the Germanembassyin Bern and the private apartmentin
Stockholmof a Finn, Dr. HermanGummerus.Zetterberg’smost important
researchwas done in the files of the GermanForeign Office and in the
diaries and papersof Dr. Gummerus.The LausanneNationalitiesConfer
ence in June 1916 markedthe only "full meeting" of the league’s rather
ambiguousmembership,but at that meetingthe league itself had to remain
invisible in order to lend an appearanceof spontaneityto the delegates’
anti-Russianspeeches.The activity of the leaguewas also shortlived;it both
beganand peaked in 1916, with the LausanneConferenceand a public
appeal to Woodrow Wilson.

Zetterberggives the impressionthat the league was more a collection of
individuals than an organizationof nationalities.Its most importantmembers
were Dr. Gummerus, the German Lithuanian Baron Friedrich von der
Ropp, and the LithuanianJuozasGabrys. Other importantfigureswere the
Ukrainians Vobodymyr Stepankivs’kyj and Dmytro Dontsov, the Estonian
socialist AleksanderKeskUla, and the Polish monarchist Michal Lempicki.
These men were for the most part émigrés, and during the war it was
difficult to ascertainto what extentthey actually "represented"their nation
alities. After the RussianRevolution in 1917, the leaguewas dealt a severe
blow when it turnedout that most of its membershadfew contactsandlittle
support in their homelands.The bulk of the nationalpopulationsseemedto
prefer autonomy within Russiato the "independence"sponsoredby Ger
many. The league’sunrepresentativenessis almost amusinglycharacterized
by its searchfor a Latvian member. The "Groupe Letton en Suisse"was
founded on paperwithout a single Latvian, and when actualLatvian groups
protested,Roppbeganto hunt frantically for "irgendwelchelettischeUnter
schriften" p. 94. Gummerus’sdiary records"fruitless attemptsto seekout
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Latvians" p. 95. Since the men in the Leaguewere, for the most part,
acting as individuals-be it as double agents,eccentrics,or diplomatic free
agents- Zetterbergmight have done well to discusstheir personalitiesand
charactersmore fully.

The league was weakenedby antagonismbetweenmembers.Someof the
disagreementswere in matters reflecting personal style, for instance, the
quarrelbetweenRoppand Dontsovover whetherthe league’sbulletinshould
be scholarlyDontsov or sensationalRopp. Otherswere more specifically
national: Lithuanian distrust of the Poles, Latvian and Estonian hostility
towardsthe Baltic Germans.Zetterbergdrawsattention to problemsstem
ming from the hierarchyof national development.For instance,the Finns
were unwilling to link their vigorous claim to full independenceto the newer
and weaker national aspirationsof the Belorussians;for this reason, the
signaturesof the Beborussianswereomitted from the league’sletter to Wood-
row Wilson.

Almost all of the membersof the league were suspiciousof their sponsor,
Germany.Their suspicionswerenot unreasonable,since Ludendorff, never
very enthusiasticabout the league,intendedto annexmuch of Polandand the
Baltic lands.The league’sGermanadvocates,however,favoreda Dekomposi
tionspolitik against Russiaand the establishmentof East EuropeanPuffer
staaten betweenGermanyand Russia. Ironically, this conception closely
resemblesthe cordon sanitaire which the Frenchlater favoredas a meansto
contain Germany.However, the German Foreign Office, cautious in its
exploitation of nationalistaspirations,drew back from organizinga broader
Weltliga, which would haveincludedanti-British peoplessuch as theEgyptians
and the Irish, but would also have risked drawing more attention to the
nationalitiesof Austria-Hungary.

Zetterberg’s discussion of Stepankivs’kyj and Dontsov is of particular
interestfor Ukrainianhistory. Stepankivs’kyj,depictedasthe moreimportant
during this period, immediately appreciatedthe full complexity of wartime
national opportunities. In 1915 he reachedan understandingwith Gisbert
Freiherrvon Romberg,the Germanambassadorin Bern,and then settledin
Switzerland,wherehe helpedto createthe league.

Stepankivs’kyj and the LithuanianGabrysworkedtogetherin planning the
organization.However,afterthe actualfoundingof the leaguein 1916, Gabrys
could not accept an official position without jeopardizinghis influence as
generalsecretaryof the Paris-basedUnion of Nationalities.Thus,Stepankiv
s’kyj becamechief of the league’sall-importantBern office, which was soon
loosely entangled with his own "Groupe Ukrainien en Suisse."Although
officially he was only one of the league’ssevenvice-presidents,Stepankiv
s’kyj’s role in the Bern office made him one of the leading powers in the
league- so much so that the official president,the PoleLempicki, resented
what he saw as inappropriatelygreatUkrainianinfluence.
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This influencewasheightenedwhen Dontsovcameto Bern in 1916 to assist

Stepankivs’kyj and edit the league’s Korrespondenzblatt.Until that time,

Dontsovhadbeenin chargeof the UkrainianPressBureauin Berlin, but, in

keepingwith the league’sbasic premise, it was felt that he could be more

influential in a neutral country. The triangularrelationsbetweenStepankiv

s’kyj, Dontsov,andtheGermanForeignOffice areintriguing andambiguous.

Zetterberg’sevidenceindicatesthatDontsovwaskeptunawareof the financial

backingbehindhis editorial project, which was almost completelyGerman.

Stepankivs’kyj,who hadmore directfinancialdealingswith theGermans,may

also havebeenignorantof thefull extentof theGermanfundingof theleague.

But Stepankivs’kyjwascertainlymoreintricatelyinvolved than Dontsov,who,
underattackfrom Roppfor being too "scholarly," soonresignedhis editorial
position. Insteadof writing inflammatorypropaganda,Dontsov preferredto

collect historical documentsin anticipationof a peaceconference- a cau
tious approachsomewhatironic in light of his later activities.

Even though Stepankivs’kyj was more awareof Germansponsorship,it
would be simplistic to conclude that he was no more than a Germanagent.
Stepankivs’kyjwasinitially valuableto theGermanForeignOffice becausehe
had so many contactsin Englandand France.He insistedthat the Lausanne
NationalitiesConferencebe conductedin a spirit of friendlinesstowardsthe
Entente.This, on the whole, followed Germanwishes;after all, the German
ForeignOffice did notwant its agentsto look like agents.However,by theend
of the war, Stepankivs’kyj was almost certainly in touch with the British
ForeignOffice andprobablywas receivingBritish funds,aswell. The Estonian
Keskülamaintainedthat "Stepankivs’kyj wants to exploit political combina
tions and juggle the diplomatsof all possiblenationsto play them off against
one another" p. 60.

It was this juggling, however,which may ultimately have undermined
Stepankivs’kyj’sinfluence in his homeland.When he finally returnedto Kiev
in 1918, it was impossible for him to play an importantrole becausehe was
seenasan "internationalspy" p. 255. Zetterbergconcludesthat "the role of
a doubleagenthad renderedhim politically untrustworthy"p. 229.

SinceGermanylost thewar,one canconcludethat thenationalitieswerethe
realbeneficiariesof the league’spropaganda.However, the motivationsof the
league’smembersremainambiguous.Zetterberggivesthem thebenefitof the
doubtand assertsthesincerity of their patriotism,pointing out that very few
realizedthe full extent of Germanfinancial sponsorshipof the league. His
book is actuallydedicatedto its protagonists:"Without the selflessactivity of
thesemen, the writing of this studywould not have beenpossible"p. 12.

This somewhatunconventionaldedicationremindsone that nationalismin
EasternEuropeis by no meansa deadissue.Almost all the nationsrepre
sented in the league in 1916-4918 are subject to Soviet dominationtoday.
Zetterbergis sympatheticto their situation, andthereis evena mild irony in
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the fact that this Finnish study of Germansupport for the EastEuropean
nationalitieswaspartially fundedby a WestGermangrant andthen published
in German.Zetterberghimself is a carefulscholar, and he hasprovided a
fascinatingportrait of nationalistpropagandawarfarein a time of world crisis.

LawrenceWolff
Stanford University

THE OCTOBER REVOLUTION. By RoyA. Medvedev.Translatedby
George Saunders. Foreword by Harrison E. Salisbury. New
York: Columbia University Press,1979. xxi, 240 pp. $15.95.

This book is more interestingfor who wrote it, why it was written, and how it
gotpublishedthan for what it actuallysays.RoyMedvedevhas thedistinction
of being the best-knownSoviet dissidentnow residingelsewherethan in jail,
exile,or emigration.The 55-year-oldschoolteacherturnedhistorianis the son
of a Civil War hero,army officer, and party memberwho disappearedin the
purges.Since the late 1960she haspublishedten books,severalin collabora
tion with his twin brother,Zhores,who now lives in London.None, however,
hasappearedin his nativeland. His bestwork, LetHistory Judge:The Origins
and Consequencesof Stalinism 1971, cost him his party membershipand
subsequentlyhis position at the Academyof PedagogicalSciences.Forthe last
decadehe has lived modestly in a fifth floor walk-up apartmenton the
northernoutskirtsof Moscow, apparentlysupportedby his brother’s remit
tance of royalties from the sale of their books in the West and by his wife’s
meagerearningsas a doctor.

What is curiousaboutRoy Medvedevis that,judgingfrom the book under
review, he continues to have readyaccessto Westernscholarly literature,
émigréaccounts,and some unpublishedSoviet materials.He also is allowed
to meet with visiting Westernscholars,to be interviewedby foreign corres
pondents,and to sendhis manuscriptsabroad.He wasnot allowed, however,
to havehis nameplacedby a dissidentgroupon the ballot for the most recent
electionto the SupremeSoviet, and his family apparentlyhasbeensubjectto
considerableharassment.

Thereare a variety of explanationsfor Medvedev’scontinuedproductivity.
He does not sign petitions,hold pressconferences,or go out of his way to
serveas a spokesmanfor dissident causes.It might also serveSoviet divisive
purposesthat he hason occasionattackedSolzhenitsynandGinzburgand has
in turn beencriticized by Sakharovfor notbeinga morevisible defenderof the
humanrights movement. It is relevantthat he doesnot write clandestinely;
indeed,he has acknowledgedthat he sendsfirst drafts of his works to the
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Central Committee.It hasalso beensuggestedthat he hasliberal friendsin

high placesin the party and police apparatuswho approveof his versionof

"socialismwith a humanface" and welcomethe questionswhich he is asking,

as well as the option which he representsto the statusquo. Perhapsthe most

cogentreasonMedvedevhasnot suffered the fate of Solzhenitsynor Sakha

roy, however, is that he remainsa convincedMarxist, he is optimistic about

the Soviet future, and he is an ardentdefenderboth of Lenin and of the
Bolshevik revolution. This is clearly evidentin his most recentbook.

The OctoberRevolution is somethingof a disappointment.It is not, as its
title and authorshipmight imply, a detailedrevisionistaccountof the Bolshe
vik coup. Medvedevdoesnot do for Octoberwhat Burdzhabovhasdone for
February. In fact, very little attention is paid to the eventsof the October
Revolution,and nothingnewis learnedabout them.Thefirst half of the book
is devoted to broaderquestionsof a philosophical and dialectical nature
concerningthe inevitability of revolutions.The book concludesthat the endof
the autocracyin Februarywasneitherinevitablenor an accident.While it was
the "resultof historicallaws," "the specific form its endtookwas by no means
theonly possibleoutcome."MedvedevattacksorthodoxSoviethistorianssuch
asI. I. Mints for being "full of inaccuraciesand distortions,"buthe neverthe
less reflects the orthodox and questionableview that the Bolsheviks had a
"widespreadunderground organization" which coordinatedthe strikes and
demonstrationsleadingup to the tsar’s abdication.One might agreewith his
philosophicalargumentsthat theOctoberRevolution wasevenlessinevitable,
that it wasnot prematuregiventheconditionsof 1917,andthat Lenin’s role in
it wascrucial. It is anothermatter,however,to acceptMedvedev’scontentions
that Lenin "outlined a specific tacticalplan for the insurrection"and that the
Military RevolutionaryCommittee"worked outa plan of action that detailed
the deploymentof forces in the coming battle." Perhapsevidencefor these
assertionsexistsin the archivesof the Instituteof Marxism-Leninism,but this
evidenceis not adducedin The OctoberRevolution.

The secondhalf of the book andby far the moreinterestingconcernsthe
fate of the Soviet governmentduring the first six monthsof 1918. Medvedev
arguesthat Bolshevik "errors and miscalculations... broughtSoviet power
to the brink of disaster" by the summerof that year. It was a political
miscalculation,he feels, to call andthen to disbandthe ConstituentAssembly;
it would havebeenbetterto postponethe electionby a month so as to profit
from growing Left SRpopularity amongthepeasantryandthen to strengthen
and broadenthe coalitionalnatureof the government.Economicerrorswere
evenmore serious.Medvedevgoes further than manyWesternhistorians in
attackingthe utopianmovestowarda moneylesseconomy,the hastyefforts to
nationalizeall small business,andespeciallythe disastrouspoliciesof requisi
tioning grain by detachmentsof urbanworkers and of breaking up kulak
landholdingsby committeesof poorpeasants.As a resultof thesequestionable
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economicdecisions,the "massesturnedawayfrom the Bolsheviks" andwere
receptiveto the appealsof Lenin’s enemiesduring the Civil War. The proper
policy, accordingto Medvedev, would have beento introducea NEP-type
programbasedon an open marketsystemin the spring of 1918.

This is an interestingidea,especiallycomingfrom a Soviethistorian,butit is
also a misreadingof Lenin’s intentionsand personality.Hewas in no moodin
the aftermathof October and on the verge of supposedworld revolution to
makepolitical and economiccompromisesor to alter his firmly held precon
ceptions.It took threeyearsof Civil War, peasantrevolt, urbanstrikes, and
Kronstadtto bring him to that point. Medvedevhas the habit of focusing on
the Lenin of 1921-22and then transposingthat chastenedand perhapsmore
humaneindividual backinto earlierperiods.Healso projectsthepastinto the
presentand in doing so gives purposeand relevanceto his own historical
investigations.Onewondersif the inspirationfor the presentstudydoesnot in
fact lie in its concludingparagraph:

It is impossiblenot to recognizethat all of the political and economiccrisesin our
country duringthe past fifty yearsthe 1928-1932crisis, the 1953-1954crisis, and
the 1963-1964crisis,as well ascertainrecentindicationsof crisis havebeenlinked
primarily with mistakesof one kind or another in agricultural policy. . . . This is
why abundancein agriculturalproductionstill eludesus, why we haveno surpluses
of grain and meat.This is why we have to buy such surplusesfrom the capitalist
countries.Of coursethesolutionto our presenteconomicproblemscannotbewhat
it wasin Lenin’s time. But it doesnothurt to keepin mind certain aspectsof NEP
even today.

R.C. Elwood
Carleton University

THE INDUSTRIALIZATION OF SOVIET RUSSIA. By R. W. Davies.
Vol. 1: THE SOCIALIST OFFENSIVE: THE COLLECTIVIZATION OF
SOVIET AGRICULTURE, 1929-1930. Vol. 2: THE SOVIET COLLEC

TIVE FA1us, 1929-1930. Cambridge,Mass.: Harvard University
Press, 1980. vol. 1 -.416pp; vol. 2 - 178 pp. $35.00.

The titles under review here are the first two volumesof a projectedfive-or-
six volume seriesthat R. W. Davieshasundertakento write on the historyof
the Soviet economyduring the 1930s. Both volumescover the years 1929-
1930. The first, dealingwith the processof collectivization, is rigidly chrono
logical; each chaptercovers events that occurredover a period of several
months. The secondvolume, on the structureof the collective farm, is
organizedtopically. The severalchaptersdealwith featuresof the collective
farm system such as machinetractor stationsand the size of the kolkhoz.
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Within that structure, however, each topic is treatedchronologically; for

instance,the chapteron the size of the kolkhoz follows month by month the

progressof the debatesandeventssurroundingthat issue.

The source materialsare predominantlycontemporaneousSoviet periodi
cals and monographs,which the author hasstudiedwith awesomethorough
ness.The effectis to bring a certain immediacyto the text, sothat the reader
sometimeshasthe senseof actually living or re-living history. Oneis also

made aware of the variety of opinions held and approachestried in those

years.This, indeed,is oneof themajor contributionsof Davies’sstudy. From

the perspectiveof later years,it often seemsas if the structureof the kolkhoz
wascast in concretefrom the outset.Daviesdescribes,however,the extensive
debatesoversuchquestionsas whetherkolkhozmembersshouldbe paid at a
piece rate,on a "per-eater"basis, or on the "labor day" methodthat even
tually triumphed.Oneis also struck by the scarceand erroneousdataupon
which suchchoiceswere finally made, as well as by the wishful thinking that
enteredinto the decisions.The collectivefarm as it emergedin the mid-thirties
was not the product of careful calculation, but of a greatdeal of accident,
error,and revolutionaryfervor. Onecanconjecturethat had Stalin’sgrip not
tightenedas it did in later years,the extensiveexperimentationduring 1929-
1930might havecontinuedand eventuallyproducedmoreeffectivestructures
and policies.

The subjecttreatedin thesevolumes hasreceivedan enormousamountof
scholarly interestand attentionoutsidethe USSR. It is surprising,therefore,
that the text gives little ttention to previous research.The authorrelies so
thoroughlyon contemporarysourcesthat one could imagine the studywas
written in 1932, except that it a reflects the author’s knowledge of the
subsequenthistoryof Sovietagriculture,andb usesSovietarchivalmaterials
publishedonly after Stalin’s death.The latter, however,do not offer major
insights beyondthoseprovided by the open publicationsof the time. Their
chief contribution is to supplementthe narrativewith additional facts. For
example, in the descriptionof the operationof workers’ brigadesduring the
all-out collectivizationdrive early in 1930, Daviesdrawson archivalmaterials
relatingto the work of theTambovbrigade.Theseadd to theavailabledataon
the activities of the brigades,buton the wholeconfirmwhat is alreadyknown
rather than provide new information. Perhapsthe archivesnow published
havebeencarefully screened,and someimportantunpublishedmaterialsstill
remain. In any case, the archival materials do not significantly add to the
narrative. All the more remarkable,then, is the richnessof the datathat
Daviesfound in the openly publishedworks.

While theauthordoesnot discussthe relationshipof his findingsto thoseof
othernon-Sovietscholars,in thecourseof the narrativehe doesoffer his own
opinions and evaluations.They are offered, however,not as a polemic, but
simply as his own assessment.
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The two volumespresenta clearly written, detailednarrativeof two mo
mentousyears.They do notoffer largereinterpretations,but theydo conveya
full senseof the uncertaintyunderwhich majordecisionswere made,and the
variety of conflicting alternativesout of which the structureof Soviet agricul
ture emerged.

JosephS. Berliner
Brandeis University

POLITICAL PARTICIPATION IN THE USSR.By TheodoreH. Friedgut.
Princeton,N.J.: PrincetonUniversity Press,1979. 353 pp. $18.50.

Thisbook is anexhaustiveexaminationof participationasanaspectof thepoliti
cal systemof theUSSR. After thecustomaryconceptualand historicalintroduc
tion, TheodoreFriedgutdeals-rathertoobriefly, in myopinion-with thetheo
reticaldiscussionof participationunder"developedsocialism."Theoverwhelm
ing substantiveconcentrationof the work is upon the formal representative
system.Nearly one-fourthof thebook is devotedto electionsof thesovietsand
anotherfourth to the activities of theselegislativebodies.

The author presentsconsiderablenew material on the crucial nomination
process,suggesting,if not rigorously defining, circumstancesin which a small
minority of official candidatesarerejectedby theirconstituencies.His discussion
of therole of electeddeputiesandthe standingcommitteesof thesoviets is like

wise well-informed.Nevertheless,henotesthattheelectioncampaigns,important
as they arefor legitimizing the generalpolitical system,aredistinctly less signifi
cantthanPartyeventslike theCongresses.Lessthanone-fifth of Friedgut’sbook
is devotedto other aspectsof popular participation,such as village meetings,
community servicecommittees,comradescourts,anddruzhiny,althoughhecor
rectly notestheextraordinarynumericalinvolvementof youngSoviet citizens in
this last organizationalactivity. Thefact is that Westernscholarsof Sovietlegal
forms, theprincipalanalystsof both druzhiny andcomradescourts,havegonefar
beyondFriedgutin theirpenetrativeanalysesof this typeof participation,Finally,
he scarcelymentionscertaintypes of very widespreadparticipationin organiza
tions like the Komsomol, the civil-military auxiliaries,and Knowledge Society
lectures.

In other words, Friedgut,like mostwritersof first booksontheUSSR,is some
what"trapped"within theinstitutional frameworkwhichprovidesinitial accessto
thedatathat interestshim. Within that framework,hisconclusionsarejudicious,
if rarely novel. He notesthe value of "voluntary"activity as a support for the
political systemand as a meansof reducingfull-time official labor. Yet Friedgut
correctlyemphasizesthat Partymembers,especiallythosewhoseexecutiveposts
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permit diversion of time to the soviets,becomeincreasinglyprominentas one
ascendsthe organizationalpyramidof "representative"institutions. American

civic activity-where businessmenwhosecareerspermit, and often demand,

occasionalpreoccupationwith ‘volunteer" dutiestend to predominate-isnot

verydifferent. Nor is the renewedSoviet recognitionthat a professionalizedad

ministrationprecludesrotationin significant offices startlingby Westernstand

ards.What is differentaboutSovietpracticeis theextremeinsistenceon central

ism and maintenanceof control, as contrastedto the "localism" of volunteer

activities which characterizes,at leastsuperficially,civic service in the West.
Sovietcentralizationalsopermitsadegreeof virtual representation-i.e.,legis

lative bodiesmirroring thecompositionof thecitizenry-whichhasrarely been
matchedevenby theethnically"balancedtickets"of Americanmachinepolitics.

Thus, Friedgutnotes,womenare heavilyrepresentedin sovietbodies in Central
Asia, althoughlargelyexcludedfrom otheraspectsof public life. Conversely,the

representationof Jews has rapidly declined everywhereas anti-semitismhas

advanced.The author is right, nevertheless,to concludethat participation is
broad,especiallyamongPartymembers,althoughit is notalwaystruly voluntary.

He is alsocorrectin assertingthat thereis a kind of mutualunderstandingbetween

the activistwho intrudesupontheprivate life of thecitizene.g.,in gettingoutthe
vote andordinarypeoplewho view participationas a ritual necessity.Friedgut
concludesthat such understandingminimizes the "cost" to the activist whose
time devotedto suchactivity is also ratherslight; but someevidencesuggests
that, especiallyin the workplace,the activist doespay a price in interpersonal
friction.

Conceptually,Friedgut’sanalysisis impressive,for he drawsfroma wide range
of scholarlytheoryon mobilization andparticipation.He alsoadvancesnumer
ous cogentcomparisonswith the West and somewith East Europeanpractice
outsidetheUSSR. The work is not so innovativemethodologically.Theauthor
necessarilyrelies on a wide-ranging,well-chosensurvey of materialsfrom the
Soviet press. At points he effectively utilizes anecdotalmaterial from Soviet
émigrésto Israel,whereheteaches.Forexample,he showshow a popularcandi
datewho replacesamemberof theofficial slatemayincur severereprisalsevenif
nameddeputy.Onewould certainlypreferamoresystematic,quantitativeutiliza
tion of oral information, but perhapsthis was not feasible.

Friedgutalso profited from exchangestudy in theUSSRin 1970, evenbeing
called uponto presenta seminaron his preliminaryfindings. Frankly, though,I
must concludethat this opportunity,valuableas it was,providesaclueto why an
obviously well-preparedand incisive scholardevotedso much time to a topic
wherethe pay-off is relatively low. This topic is, in fact, typical of thosewhich
political science candidatesfor exchangewith the USSR have felt obliged to
present,and whichundoubtedlypermit more accessto Soviet informantsthan
would more analytically significantthemes.The price, in this instance,wasthe
devotion of nearlya decadeto a subjectwhich,althoughhandledvery well, pro-
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videsonly a slight incrementto ourknowledgeabouttheUSSR’spolitical system.
From all indications, however,onecanexpectDr. Friedgutto usethisfoundation
andhis keenanalytic skills to provide far more searchinganalysesin thefuture.

John A. Armstrong
University of Wisconsin,Madison

SOCIALISTPOPULATION POLITICS: THE POLITICAL IMPLICATIONS OF
DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS IN THE USSR AND EASTERN EUROPE. By
John F. Besemeres.New York: M. E. Sharpe, 1980. xvi, 373 pp.
$25.00.

Dr. Besemeres,who currentlyworks in theDepartmentof thePrimeMinister and
Cabinet in Canberra,is well acquaintedwith the problems discussedin this
volume. He hasspentfive yearsin EasternEuropeinvestigatingdemographic
trendsandtheir political implications.Thathemusthavehaddirectaccessto the
original sourcesof information is evidentfrom thevoluminousnotesandstatisti
cal materiallisted in theappendix,whichcomprisesone-quarter90pagesof this
impressiveand well-researchedstudy.

Theauthoris moreconcernedwith thepolitics of EastEuropeancountriesthan
with their policies,as heexpresslystates:"Theemphasisin this studyis placedon
thepolitical impactof demographictrendsratherthanthedemographicimpactof
political decisions."Among other topics, he discussesthe effectsof population
growth on laborsupply, ethnic compositionof eachcountry, internationalrela
tions, ideology,andpopulationpolicies.While theauthorassessestheseissuesfor
all East Europeancountries,hegivesspecialconsiderationto threeselectmodels:
the USSR100pages,Yugoslavia90 pages,and Poland40 pages.He is most
familiar with the lasttwo countries;the inclusionof theUSSRwas probablydic
tatedby its importanceastheoldestandstrongestsocialistpartner.Althoughthe
focus on the threeseemsmoreor lessopportune,it is successful,for theanalyses
complementeach other well.

Recent populationtrends in EasternEuropeare characterizedby a rapid
decline in fertility, with a net reproductionrateof less than 1.0 in EastGermany
and Hungaryand barelyabove1.0 in other countries.This contrastswith past
trends,which reflected intensivegrowth. The one exceptionis Albania, which
maintainsa very high birth rate.

The demographicdeclinethat beganfifteento twentyyearsagocontributedto
the disappearanceof labor reservesand a shortageof manpower.The future
sociopoliticaleffectsof thesechangesare uncertain:accordingto theauthor,they
may inducethe liberalizationof the socialistsystems,suchas "decentralizationof
decisionmaking"or, alternatively,lead"to increasinglymercantilistpopulation
policiesandto elaboratelabor controls."
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The presenttrendshavecausedthesocialistcountriesto definetheirpopulation

policies: these are highly pronatalist in Czechoslovakia,Hungary, Bulgaria,

Romania,and East Germany, relatively mild in Poland and the USSR, and

neutralin YugoslaviaThelastcountrymeritsspecialconsideration,sinceit is the
only socialiststatewhich allows emigration.

A substantialportion of the studyis devotedto theracialandethnicproblems

of the East Europeancountries.In this regard,theUSSRandYugoslaviahave
muchin common,for both haveshown aprogressiveshift in populationgrowth
from theSlavic to theMuslim groups.While this doesnot threatenthepolitical
structureof thetwo statestoday,it may in yearsto come.Particularlyimportant
aregeopoliticalconsiderationsregardingTurkestanin theUSSRandtheKosovo
region in Yugoslavia, which borderon Chinaand Albania, respectively.

Of special interest is the spectaculargrowth of populationin Polandin the
postwaryears,which hasalteredthe relationshipamongtheneighboringcoun
tries. Poland’s 35 million population,which is ethnically homogeneous,the
authorsays,is rapidly catchingup to the Ukraine’s 50 million, which includesa
considerablenumberof minorities. Poland,theauthornotes,hasbecometwice as
populousasEastGermany,althoughit wasonly some25 percentlargerjustafter
the war; its position vis-à-vis Czechoslovakiahasalso improved.Although this
growth has taperedoff in recentyears,Poland’s populationfollows the general
trendin EasternEurope.Theauthorleavescertainquestionsunanswered.Oneof
theseis the supposed99 percentPolish ethnic compositionof Poland, a figure
incompatiblewith theaggregaterateof growth. How could the 20 million ethnic
Polesof pre-WorldWar II Polandincreaseto 35 million in forty years,whenthe
country sufferedconsiderablewar losses?The solution to the puzzle must be
soughtin thecountry’streatmentof hiddenminorities, which Dr. Besemereswas
unable or unwilling to investigate.

Technically,thebook is organized,written,anddocumentedwell. It couldhave
beenimprovedby demographicchartsandgraphs,suchas populationpyramids.
Especiallyusefulwould havebeengeographicmapsof YugoslaviaandtheUSSR
identifying the ethnic regions,which would havesavedthe readerthe inconveni
enceof frequentreferrals to the political atlas. Also, the presentationof docu
mentaryand bibliographicalmaterial might havebeenimproved.For instance,
statisticaltablescould havesubstitutedfor the frequentnumericalquotationsin
the text.

The bibliographical sourcesgiven under"Notes" are useful,but difficult to
trace.Abbreviationsplacing"ibid." togetherwith theauthor’snamemakeidenti
fication of theappropriatereferencevirtually impossible. Importantworks are
intermingledwith insignificantnewspaperarticleswhen an alphabeticallylisted,
selectbibliography would undoubtedlyhavebeenpreferable.

Apart from this criticism, thework by J. F. Besemeresis a worthwhilecontri
bution to the studyof populationpolitics. It canberead profitably by bothaca
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demiciansand politicians, for it providesconcreteinformation aswell as a very
interestingspeculativeprognosis.

PeterWoroby
University of Regina

OKAJANNI ROKY: VID LUK"JANIvs’KoJI TJURMY DO VORKUTS’KOJI
TRAHEDIJI 1935-1940. By Hryhorii Kostiuk Hryhorij Kost
juk. Toronto: Diyaloh, 1978. 165 pp. $6.00, paper.

In the history of theSoviet Ukraine,the era of the 1930sis themost unclear
and the leaststudied.Oneof the bestworkswritten on the periodis Hryhorii
Kostiuk’s Stalinist Rule in the Ukraine, publishedin 1960. The work under
review is a good supplementto the precedingone by this same author.

First, Kostiuk’s memoiris lively, interesting,and impressive.His narrative
is basedon personalexperiencesand includes only facts that he himself
witnessedor thosetold to him by reliableeyewitnesses.The authorprovides
a firsthand accountof the arrests,interrogations,and everyday life at the
Luk"janivka prison in Kiev and at the Vorkuta labor camp.

In prison men sometimeshave extraordinaryencountersthat would never
occur on the outside.This was especiallytrue in the Ukraine and the Soviet
Union in the 1930s, when so many intellectuals,writers, and party activists
were imprisoned. Kostiuk had the opportunity to discussideas with indi
vidualswhom otherwisehe would probablyneverhavemet. His recollections
of conversationswith otherpolitical prisonersrecordthe views of Trotskyists
andnationalCommunistsabout therevolution,the tenetsof UkrainianCom
munismand Stalinism, and the fate of prominent individuals.

The narrative published in this volume covers the time from Kostiuk’s
arrestin Kiev in November1935 to the massexecutionsat Vorkuta in 1938.
One section is devoted to the prison hunger strike at the Vorkuta labor
camp, which was the first mass political strike to occur in a Soviet penal
institution. The story of the Vorkuta tragedyrelatedby Kostiuk, an eyewit
ness,is perhapsthe fullest available. The hungerstrike’s main initiators and
organizerswere imprisonedTrotskyists.The strike beganin the last daysof
October 1936, and continuedfor 130 days,during which the 400 prisoners
participatingwere isolated.The ultimate result of the protestwas the execu
tion in 1938 of 1,300 of 3,000prisoners. In the early 1950sthe Vorkuta labor
campagain becamea centerof protest,forming a virtual "Vorkuta tradition"
in the Soviet penal system.

The memoirsalsoprovide interestingdetails aboutpersonalitiesof the 1920s
and 1930s.In relatinga conversationwith Davyd Kopycja, Kostiukmentionsa
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play by Kopycja aboutthefamineof 1933; theplay is mentionednowhereelse,
sothis is the first clue to the existenceof the work. The information aboutthe
ChinesestudentBabaoLju Lju sen,the former Borot’bist F. I. Piznjak,and
the politician P. I. Bucenkois fascinating.Kostiuk also tellsus, for instance,
that JevhenF. Hirak, Skrypnyk’s right-hand man and the author of the
Ukrainizationpolicy, lost the ability to speakand went insane.

This small book contains much valuable information. I hope that the
remainingparts of Kostiuk’s narrativewill be publishedsoon.

Kazuo Nakai
Harvard University

THE UKRAINIAN TRANSLATIONS OF SHAKESPEARE’S SONNETS: A
STYLISTIC ANALYSIS. By Orysia Prokopiw. University of Ottawa
UkrainianStudies,vol. 2. Ottawa and Edmonton:University of
OttawaPressand GatewayPublishers,1976.xii + 334 pp. $12.50,
paper.

For agespoetsandcriticshavebeenlamentingoverthedifficulties of translating
poetry. Samuel Johnson’s "poetry ... cannotbe translated"was echoed by
Victor Hugo, who called the translation of poetry an "absurd, impossible"
undertaking. Vladimir Nabokov envisagedtranslationsin shadesof ‘evil."
Nonetheless,poetry is being translatedand studieson the subjectcontinueto
appear.In this connection,Prokopiw’s book shouldbe welcomedby studentsof
English translationsof Slavic literature.

Prokopiw analyzesthe Ukrainian translationsof Shakespeare’ssonnetsby
elevenpoets,translationswhich werepublishedfromthe 1880sinto the l960s.The
poets are groupedas follows: 1 Ivan Franko and his contemporariesPavlo
Hrabovs’kyi andMaksym Slavins’kyi; 2 two poetsin theUkraine-Svyatoslav
Karavanskywho emigratedto the United Statesin 1979andDmytro Palamar
chuk;3 six Ukrainian émigrépets-Vasyl Onufrienko, Yar Slavutych,Oleh
Zuyevsky, Ihor Kostetsky, OstapTarnawsky,and SviatoslavHordynsky."The
author’s objective is to ascertainthe methods by which the translatorstreat
[lexical and morphological] difficulties" p. viii. Her "main purpose"is to
‘examinethe translators’approachestoward the translatingof thesonnetsand
their successin reflectingthe original author" pp. viii-ix.

The study evaluatesthe extentto which each translatorwas successfulin
conformingthestructureof his versionto thatof theoriginal. Hence,in chapter2
theauthorfirst explainsthestructureof Shakespeare’ssonnets,andthenshows
how each translatorwas able-or unable-toovercomedifficulties associated
with stanzaicform, rhyme schemeandendings,meter, logic, andsyntacticand
formal structures.In Prokopiw’s view, Kostetsky, Zuyevsky,Hordynsky, and
Onufrienko follow Shakespeare’sstructuremostclosely.
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Theability to transferthe rhetoricalfiguresof theoriginalis saidto constitutea
test of the translator’soverall competence.In chapter3 Prokopiwfirst explains
how Shakespeareusesa given rhetoricalfigure, andwith whatmeaning.Shethen
examinesthedifficulties which can arisein renderingsuchfiguresin Ukrainian.
As an example, antanaclasisis a particularly difficult rhetorical figure for a
translatorto handle.Thus thewordplayonfor,alternatingbetweenprepositional
and conjunctive meanings, cannot, for lexical reasons, be reproduced in
Ukrainian. Finally, the author analyzes in detail each translator’smethod of
confronting the challengeand how it reflects on the overall quality of the
translatedsonnet.According to Prokopiw, Zuyevskyshows the most skill in
renderingShakespeare’srhetoricalstyle.

Inasmuchasimageryis animportant stylistic elementin Shakespeare’spoetry,
Prokopiw devoteschapter4 to this aspectof the translations.Indeed,as she
rightly pointsout, a translator’sinability to transferShakespeare’simagerywill
deprivethesonnetof the"contentandspirit" of theoriginal. ShejudgesFrankoto
havebeenthemostproficientat conveyingShakespeareanimageryin Ukrainian.

Prokopiw’sbook is averyconscientiousandmethodicalanalysisof theUkrain
ian translationsof Shakespeare’ssonnets.Undoubtedlyshe possessesa thorough
knowledgeof her subject.Her literal retranslationinto English of theUkrainian
textswill beappreciatedby thosewith a minimal commandof Ukrainian.Never
theless,a few blemishesmaran otherwisepraiseworthybook. The introduction
providesonly theshortestsummaryof IvanFranko’simportant"Delo pro tuku
perekladannja"p. 9, which deals specifically with the translationof poetry.
Moreover,theauthormerelymentionsa detailedstudyof Franko’stranslations
and three studiesof Kostetsky’s translationsof Shakespeare’ssonnets;a few
words about theseworks would have beenappropriateand useful.

In someinstancesProkopiw’s retranslationsfrom Ukrainianinto English are
misleadingor inaccurate.To cite but one example:‘Moja J Ljubov stupajeP0

zemli" sonnet1. 12, p. 257 is renderedas "Why my Love . . . ," insteadof the
correct"But my Love...," sincef is an intensifierhere.Thebibliographydoes
not list M. S. Shapovalov’s"Pro Frankovi perekladyShekspira,"althoughthis
important work is mentionedin thebook p. 8, fn. 21. The pagenumberingis
faulty, for the blank pagesbetweenchaptersarenot includedin the pagecount.
Forthebenefitof thegeneralreader,a briefbiographicalsketchof eachtranslator
should have been included. Finally, the style is, alas, one typical of doctoral
dissertations-impersonal,formal, and choppy. Moreover Prokopiw has a
tendencyto repeatthesamewords,or derivativesthereof,at frequentintervals.
In a few instancesthe text is difficult to understandat first reading.

The aboveshortcomingsnotwithstanding,Prokopiw’s work has the merit of
castingnewlight on Shakespeare’sdestinyin theSlavicworld in generalandin the
Ukrainein particular.At thesametime, it is a pioneeringandwelcomecontribu
tion to the study of English-Ukrainianliterary translations.

Boris Hlynsky
Cedar Crest College
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AN INTRODUCTION TO RUSSIAN LANGUAGE AND LITERATURE. Edited

by RobertAuty and Dimitri Obolensky.Companionto Russian
Studies,vol. 2. London: CambridgeUniversity Press,1977. xiii +

300 pp. $15.95 paper;$34.50cloth.

This secondpart of the three-volumeCompanionto RussianStudies is mainly
concernedwith the history of Russianlanguageand literature.It openswith R.
Auty’s article "The RussianLanguage"pp. 1-40, a contributionby J. S. G.
Simmons with invaluabledataon thehistory of printing in Russiapp. 47-55,

andessaysby Dimitri Obolenskyand Nikolay Andreyevpp. 56-89and90-110,
respectivelythatcoverthe periodof Old Rus’ literature.Thesebrilliant opening
chaptersare at once thoroughand concise.

After chapter4, the quality of the contributionsbecomesuneven.Chapter5
pp. 111-32 by M. A. S. Burgessdiscussesthe eighteenthcentury, but never
comesto grips with theconflictingliterarystyles,genres,andtrendsnot to men
tion ideasin the empireduring the period. Chapters8 and 9 on thehistory of
Russiantheaterpp. 231-46and247-70,alsoby Burgess,usematerialfromRus
siandramaverysparingly,an imbalancein partcorrectedin chapter10, onSoviet
theaterpp. 27 1-85, by MichaelGlenny. In chapter6pp. 133-84,by V. Setch
karev, the threadof literary history during the "golden"and"silver" agesis occa
sionally lost in mootpronouncementse.g.,"Lev Tolstoy[1828-l9lO]is Russia’s
greatestwriter after Pushkin,"153. In chapter7 pp. 185-230Max Hayward
underrates,perhapsmore thanaestheticcriteria warrant,theliteratureproduced
in the yearsdirectly after 1917 especiallypp. 186-88.

Perhapsthe book’s greatestdisappointmentis chapter5. There the term "ba
roque" is applied indiscriminately for authorsfrom Dimitrij Rostovskij1651-
1709to Derlavin 1743-1816.This is not the placeto polemicizeon theuseof
the term, or arguefor a "baroque"Russiantemperament;suffice it to notethat
I. P. Eremin’s excellent diachronic studies on the subject, "Poètieskij stil’
Simeona Polockogo" and "Russkaja literatura i ee jalyk na rubele XVII-
XVIII vv.," should have been consulted.The chapteris further marred by
misprintsandoversights.Theassumednameof Antiox Kantemiris not "Khariton
Makentin"p. 115, butMaketin, andhis satireswerepublishedfor thefirst time
notin Russiain 1762p. 115,butin a Frencheditionin 1749anothererror is the
additionof a "Little" to the title, p. 115. Fonvizindid notbecomea free-thinker
after his trips to the Westp. 120,butwasone prior to them.Theassertionthat
"the RussianFreemasonsdefendedthe ideas of the enlightenment"p. 123 is
meaninglesswithout a date for and definition of their own "enlightenment."
Falconet’sstatueof Peterthe Great was notunveiled in 1789p. 125 but 1782.
Todayscholarswidely acknowledgethat theanonymousarticlewhich Radi,éev
"contributed"p. 125 to XudoJnikin all likelihood wasnotwritten by him. Also,
this chapter’s"Guide for Further Reading"is skimpy anderratic.

But the next chapter,too, is disappointing.Setchkarovwrites that the "main
characteristicof Chekhov [Cexov]" is a "specialbrandof melancholia,""sweet
melancholy," or "mood of sweet depression"pp. 162, 163 and that his
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‘greatness"lies in a "love for man" p. 162-which tells us more about the
prevailingtrend in Cexovcriticism overthe pastcenturythanabout thework of
Cexovor the tensionsand ambivalenceof themanbehindit. In thecaseof Gogol,
the manand his work receivea narrowly "religious"treatment.Theword "devil"
is frequentlyjuxtaposedwith Gogol’s nameand work six times on p. 144,but
with little appreciationof that writer’s predilectionfor salaciousjokes or his
striving late in life to rid himself of moral impurities cf. p. 145. No mentionis
madeof theprevailingview of Gogol asasocialsatirist,nor is thereevenahint at
the extentof his heritage. Onewould never guess that new Gogolssprangup
during the master’slifetime, or that Gogol’s heritageis still alive, for examplein
Vladimir Vojnovi, whoseworksaretoo recentfordiscussionin thechapteron
Soviet prosep. 202.

This collection of essayspreparedfor the university studentand the general
readerwas an ambitiousendeavor.Unfortunately,while the openingfour essays
meethigh standardsof excellence,the last six have seriousshortcomings.

Tanya Page
University of Rochester

AN INTRODUCTION TO RUSSIANART AND ARCHITECTURE. By Robin
Milner-Gulland and John Bowlt. Edited by Robert Auty and
Dim/tn Obolensky.Companionto RussianStudies,vol. 3. New
York: Cambridge University Press, 1980. xiii + 194 pp. $16.95
paper;$29.95cloth.

Like the two earliervolumesof this trilogy, which are devotedto historyand to
languageand literature,respectively,this volumeon Russianartandarchitecture
aims to provide "a first orientation"for both university studentsand the "inter
estedgeneralreader."Here,too,"particularcarehasbeentakento provideup-to-
datebibliographies,which are intendedasaguideto furtherstudy."Thevolume
containsforty-threearchitecturaldrawingsand 107 black-and-whitephotographs
of objects of artistic interest.The generallypoor quality of the photographs-
manyare toosmallor badlyreproduced-isonereasonwhy thevolumeprobably
will notattractthat generalreader.Also, only studentswho readRussianwill find
thebibliographiesof much use,a situationthat canbe attributedonly in part to
theshortageof suitableworks in English.The bibliographiesare"up-to-date"as
of severalyearsago, moreover.

JohnBowlt’s chapters3 and 4 on art andarchitecturebetweenI 860orso and
1972 why 1972?strikethis reviewerasa competentsurveyof thesubjectin con
ventionalart-historicalfashion.Numerousnamesand datesare offered, succes
siveschools or movementsareconciselydefined,theterm "art" is understoodto
consistalmost exclusivelyof easelpainting,and"architecture"is madeto include
projectsthat might be moreproperlyassignedto ahistory of Sovietengineering.
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ProfessorBowlt’s concludinglinesp. 172 area fair sampleof whathehasto say
here:

The revival of the best traditions of the progressivearchitectureof the 1920s-the
preoccupationwith function, with rationality, with applicationof glass-hastaken
placeoverthe last decadeor so: theponderouslabyrinthof theHotel RossiyaD. N.
Chechulin andothers, 1968 which unfortunatelyimpairs the generalarchitectural
cohesion of Red Square,the Novyy Arbat complexwhich Posokhinand others
derivedfrom aConstructivistdesignof 1923 for aCity of the Future, 1968-9and the
ill-positioned annexto theHotelNatsional’opened1970,Voskresenskyandothers,
point both to rapidfamiliarizationwith the latestconstructionaltechniquesand to a
modernconceptionof the role of architecturein anindustrializedsociety.Provided
that this conceptionis expandedto include seriousenvironmentalstudy, landscape
planningandameliorationof constructionmaterials,wemay hopefor apositiveinter
national contribution by new Soviet architecture.

Dr. Milner-Gulland’streatmentof art andarchitecturefrom A.D. 988 to about
1860 chapters1 and 2 is more problematical,in both sensesof theword. Most
non-Sovietexpertswould probablyobjectthat "Old Russian"artwasnotquite as
splendid or independenta phenomenonas hewould haveus believe.More seri
ously, Milner-Gulland’speriodizationof developmentsto about1700,andthere
fore his discussionof muchthat follows, hasbeendeterminedby political rather
than artistic criteria, which might be thoughtodd in an art historianevenif his
controlling assumption-thata "Russianstate"existed on "Russiansoil" con
tinuouslyfrom thetenth centuryonwards-werenotobsolete.Thehistoryof art
andarchitecturefrom 1700 to 1860, on theother hand,is periodizedaccordingto
what areessentiallystylistic criteria: the "PetersburgBaroque1 700s-1 760s"is
followed by the"ageof Neo-Classicism."This is reassuring,until we readthat the
former was a period of "experimentand transition"which is called ‘Baroque"
only ormainlyby referenceto WestEuropeanconventions;that thelastquarterof
theseventeenthcenturywasalsopart of the‘RussianBaroqueage";andthatthe
first four decadesof theeighteenthcentury"actuallymarksomethingof acultural
pause"pp. 72, 49. It seemsthat from earlyin thatcenturyRussianart not only
"was" but is "to be judged by the criteriaof Europeantaste";andso the ageof
Neo-Classicism"marks the periodwhen,from the Europeanviewpoint, Russia
culturally ‘cameof age":theperiodwhen, this is also to say, the"westernization
of Russianculturecanproperlybeconsideredas achieved"pp. 71, 87, 72. Yetit
is neverexplainedhow or why this obviouslycrucial Europeanizationor West
ernizationof Russian artistic culturetook place, the passingreferenceto the
"Petrinereforms"p. 71 providing only themeanestclue. Also, Milner-Gulland
is curiously ambivalentabout the contribution that the numerousEuropean
artistsworking in Russia madeto the processp. 76.

To be sure, so concisea surveyof nine centuriesof artistic productionwill
inevitably elicit critical disagreement,andin this respectDr. Milner-Gullandhas
muchthegreaterburdento bearthan ProfessorBowlt. But evensettingasidethe
reservationsalreadyexpressed,andapartfromquestionsthat onemight raiseon
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factualor evenaestheticgroundsis thepaintingof Briullov reallyto bethoughtof
ashaving "too oftenteeteredon theedgeof theridiculous"?,p. 106, I mustnote
with regretMilner-Gulland’sdecisionto ignoreor treatsummarilypopularart,
the minor or appliedarts, fortification andtown planning,and architecturein
wood.

I wish it were possibleto be moreenthusiasticaboutthis work, since,as both
authorssuggest, existing historicalsurveysof thesesubjectsin Englishandeven
in Russianaremoreor less seriouslyflawed. Thereis muchthat is usefulin this

book,althoughperhapsnot for beginningstudents.Certainlyit is themostcom

pact and reliable work of its kind in English. But equally, to quoteMilner

Gulland’s own disclaimerp. 1, "this survey is certainly no substitutefor the

rigorous,detailed,and up-to-datestudy. . . which we need."

JamesCracraft
Universityof illinois, Chicago
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western Europe

* A detailedanalysisof the Scandinavianphaseof the
problem

* A discussionof poetryandmyth as historical sources

* Four appendices,numeroustables, and a medieval
Icelandicmap of the world

* Comprehensivebibliography of generalworks and
studies on the Scandinavianaspectof the problem

Harvard Ukrainian ResearchInstitute

Monograph Series

ISBN 0-674-64465-4
LC Catalog Number 80-53799
902 pp. $29.50

Orderfrom:

USF-Publications
1583 MassachusettsAvenue
Cambridge,Massachusetts02138



The Soviet
Review
A Quarterly Journal of Translations

Editor: A. Joseph Ho/lander, M. E. Sharpe, Inc.

A unique survey of current work in economics, archeology, law,
education, government, anthropology, literature, history, philosophy,
psychology, psychiatry, and sociology drawn from a broad range of
Soviet publications.

SampleIssueContents:
Toward a Strategy for Protection of the Environment and Rational

Use of Nature in the USSR
Methodological Problems in the Regional Utilization of Natural Resources

Based on the Example of the Kuzbass Territorial Production
Complex

Nuclear Energy: Achievements and Problems
Legal Problems of Reactor Safety
The Power of Education
Entry into the World
And If There Were No "Problem" Children .
If You Put Your Heart into It, You Can Do Anything
Toward an Analysis and Evaluation of the Evolution of Terrorism

Quarterly
First issue: August 1960
Domestic: $32 Foreign: $34

7J"LF. Sharpe inc.
- 80 Business Park Drive,

Armonk, New York 10504



NEW - Summer 1981

An invaluable tool for the researcher, scholar and those
interested in Polish affairs.

"Silver Anniversary"

INDEX
to

The Polish Review

A complete key-word index to 25 volumes of The Polish
Review. Also all other Polish Institute of Arts and Sciences
of America publications, including the original Bulletin,
are included. Prepublication price $8.00.

Announcing a paperbound reprint of the famous Watson
Kirkconnell translation of

PAN TADEUSZ
by

Adam Mickiewicz

with a new introduction by Jerzy Krzyzanowski.
Prepublication price $5.00.

Orderyour Index and/or Pan Tadeusz from:
The Polish Review
59 East 66th Street

New York, New York 10021




