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Foreword

The Kiev Mohyla Academy in Ukrainian History

1.

Almost forty years ago, in the winter of 1943-44, I gave a lecture
at the Ukrainian Research Institute of the University of Berlin en-
titled ““Cym bula is $¢o dala ukrajinstvu Kyjivs'’ka Mohyljans’ka
akademija? [What was the Kiev Mohyla Academy and what did it
contribute to the Ukrainian identity?]”’! In that paper 1 severely
criticized the academy on three grounds:

(1) Although both teachers and students were perfectly aware
that only seventy years earlier the Poles had transformed their ver-
nacular into a literary language, they made no comparable effort to
forge their Ukrainian language into a literary idiom at the Kiev
Mohyla Academy, and thereby wasted an opportunity to provide
the foundation for the development of a Ukrainian national culture.
Instead, in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries the academy
promoted an Orthodox, pre-secular unity, both religious and politi-
cal, the visible symbol of which was the Church Slavonic lingua
sacra.

(2) They failed to acknowledge the true character and impor-
tance of the revolution led by Bohdan Xmel'nyc'kyj (1648-1657).
The famed Sinopsis, published in Kiev in 1674, completely ignored
the Ukrainian Cossacks as a force in the history of the Rus’ people;
it offered instead an artificial scheme of East European history
based on dynastic ties and the ‘‘transfer’” of the Rus’ capital from
Kiev to Vladimir-on-the-Kljaz’ma to Moscow.

(3) The academy produced highly educated young men who
became mercenary traders in the religious and cultural ‘‘commodi-
ties” of the time. They showed no loyalty to their homeland and
no understanding of the emerging Ukrainian Cossack polity.

) The lecture was to be published in Lviv in the journal Students'kyj prapor, which
was discontinued during ensuing military and political events. Last year Professor
Bohdan Lonchyna (Detroit), once editor of the student journal, sent me the
lecture’s typescript, which he had discovered among his private papers.
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In the lecture I reached the severe and uncompromising conclu-
sion that the academy’s scholasticism delayed the Ukrainian
national revival for at least two centuries.

2.

Although taken separately each statement in that lecture of forty
years ago retains its validity today, my overall evaluation of the
academy’s role in Ukrainian history was certainly wrong, because I
looked at its development from too narrow a perspective.

Transformation from a pre-secular to a secular worldview has
occurred only once in the history of mankind, and that was in West
European, Renaissance Catholic civilization. Its precondition was
the readiness of Romano-Germanic barbarians to learn and then to
absorb Roman intellectual concepts, first in their Christianized ver-
sion (the Carolingian Renaissance of the ninth century, the scholas-
ticism of the twelfth to the fourteenth century), and then, with the
rediscovery of the ancient Greek concept of humanism, in their
civic and political form (civitas, libertas, res publica, consules, patria,
senatus, natio, etc.). The transformation eventually resulted in the
replacement of feudal and patrimonial political orders by polities of
estates. The Italian Renaissance stimulated intellectual commit-
ment and gave rise to a spirit of limitless discovery, the Reforma-
tion, with its concept of man’s immediate relation to God, fostered
the development of vernaculars. There followed the clear separa-
tion of church and state and the birth of secular national cultures
based on their respective vernaculars, which through the translation
of the Holy Writ acquired the dignitas needed to embrace an entire
nation.

While these crucial developments were going on in the West, the
Rus’ state, in the form of the Kingdom of Galicia-Volhynia, was
just suspended between its inherited Orthodoxy and the Latin
Catholicism developing in neighboring Hungary and Poland, and
then, in 1340, ceased to exist altogether. Since it had remained
essentially patrimonial in structure, it disappeared from the political
arena with the demise of its dynasty. The only elements of its
political past that remained were the Orthodox religion and its tool,
the artificial and underdeveloped Church Slavonic language.

The gap between the Catholic progression in the West and the
Orthodox standstill in the East was recognized by the Rus’-
Ukrainian intellectuals who began to join the new Catholic Polish
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polity between the fifteenth and the seventeenth century. Since the
patrimonial Rus’ state had dissolved before it could become a polity
of estates of the Western type, a schizophrenic mentality developed
among ‘‘progressive’” Rus’ intellectuals. On the one hand, they
sentimentalized their Rus’ cuitural traditions and thought of them
as gens. On the other, they regarded Polish Catholic political
achievements as constituting a natio. In this way it was possible,
even acceptable, for an individual to remain at the same time a
member of the pre-secular patrimonial gens (gente Ruthenus) and a
member of the Polish Catholic polity of estates or natio (natione
Polonus). The concept of gente Ruthenus, natione Polonus, fatal for
future Ukrainian development, was first formulated by Stanisfaw
Orichovius-Orzechowski (1513-1566), a Roman Catholic canon of
Peremysl” who was himself of Rus’ origin.

3.

By the time of the Union of Brest (1596), which, after some 250
years of dormancy, forced the Orthodox Rus’ into action, the die
had already been cast. The term gens in connection with the Ortho-
dox Rus’ already meant a people living in a Catholic state, using
Church Slavonic rather than their own vernacular as a literary
language, without aspiring to statehood or to a secular culture. On
the other hand, nartio, referring to the Polish Catholics, meant a
polity of estates having a national secular culture expressed in both
Latin and Polish. The Polish res publica could readily become patria
or ojczyzna for gentes like the Orthodox Rus’.

An aspiring Orthodox activist living in East Central Europe at
that time could not afford to belong to any one world: he had to be,
as lhor Sevéenko aptly describes Peter Mohyla, a man of many
worlds. Mohyla was not an innovator. He was, instead, the most
outstanding product of the educational and religious institutions in
Eastern Europe of the time. Once in a position of authority,
Mohyla simply perfected the system the Orthodox Rus’ had
developed after reviving Kiev as a cultural center in the wake of
the Union of Brest.

Mohyla’s main concern was to adopt the latest achievements of
Western culture for the purpose of defending Orthodox Rus’. But
the fourth and fifth decades of the seventeenth century were no
longer a time of Humanism, discovery, and Reformation in the
West;, they were, instead, a time of Counter-Reformation and the
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Baroque. To the universal historian the unusual situation of
Rus’—introduced to the Counter-Reformation without having
experienced the Reformation, and to the Baroque without having
known the Renaissance—is intriguing. It was as if a grand upper
story in a modern edifice of culture had been laid out, with no
foundation and no floors underneath to hold it up.

Today this is not intended as criticism. Mohyla and his contem-
poraries did not have the advantage of our three and a half centu-
ries of hindsight. In founding the Mohyla school, they followed the
most acclaimed and most modern educational models of their time,
in the hope that their efforts would benefit the Orthodox Rus’
religious and ethnic communities. In some ways their hopes were
realized, as the contributions to this special issue of Harvard
Ukrainian Studies will show.

4.

The fact that in 1979-1980 the Ukrainian Research Institute of
Harvard University published a second Eucharisterion seemed to
commit us to study the milieu that had produced the first—that is,
to study the Kiev Mohyla Academy, its founder, its scholars, stu-
dents, and legacy.

I am grateful to Frank E. Sysyn, associate editor of Harvard
Ukrainian Studies, for his initiative in soliciting contributions on all
aspects of the historical and cultural acumen of the Academia
Mohyleana.? This special issue of HUS is our modest tribute and
expression of gratitude to that extraordinary school on the occasion
of the 350th anniversary of its founding. May it be a first step in
the scholarly investigation and better understanding of our own
institutional roots. For academic, intellectual Ukraine, whatever its
achievements and failings, has its origin in Peter Mohyla’s creation,
the Kiev Mohyla Academy. ‘

OMELJAN PRITSAK
2 In Kiev itself only Kiev State University has commemorated the anniversary. In

1981 it republished Zoja XyZnjak’s Kyjevo-Mohyljans'ka akademija, in a revised
second edition. :



The Many Worlds of Peter Mohyla

IHOR SEVCENKO

To be in Kiev during the almost twenty years of Metropolitan Peter
Mohyla’s ascendancy in that city (1627-1646) must have been a heady
experience for many a soul. The Orthodox at large were witnessing the
rebirth of their Greek religion and of their Rus’ nation. Select groups
among them — teachers and students of Mohyla’s college, well-estab-
lished parents sending their sons there, or printers and editors at the
press in the Monastery of the Caves (fig. 1, p. 41) of which Mohyla
was abbot — could feel that they were playing an important part in
bringing about that rebirth. Some helped by teaching, supporting, or
learning the new “sciences,” others by enlisting modern technology in
the service of a sacred cause. In several quarters, spirits were uplifted
and minds were expanding.

My essay will be devoted primarily to these two lively and optimistic
decades in Kiev’s intellectual life. It will deal with the early years of
Mohyla and of his educational enterprise; with the intellectual hori-
zons of the metropolitan and of the students in his newly created
college in Kiev; and with the attitude the college and its founder
displayed toward the Polish Commonwealth and the Cossacks. I shall
only occasionally touch upon the subsequent history and influence
exerted by Mohyla’s college, which was raised to the rank of an
academy toward the very end of the seventeenth century. I shall,
however, close with some remarks on what Mohyla’s school may have
contributed to the growth of Ukrainian historical and national con-
sciousness.*

* By way of experiment, I adopted the transcription rules proposed by O. A.
Bevzo, “Pro pravyla drukuvannja istoryényx dokumentiv, pysanyx ukrajins’koju
movoju v XVI-XVIII st.,” Visnyk Akademiji nauk URSR, 1958, no. 2, pp. 12-26
(cf. esp. 23-25), for proper names and texts written in the vernacular. For titles of
books and for texts written (or purporting to be written) in Slavonic, I used the
simplified conventional transliteration (except for rendering of r by h rather than
g). The terms Rossija and rossijs’kyj have been translated as “Rus’” and “Ruthen-
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The Kievan Epiphany Bratstvo, a religious confraternity of laymen and
" clergy, was founded in 1615. It obtained the rank of a stauropégion
— that is, a foundation directly protected by the patriarch of Constan-
tinople — through a charter issued in 1620 by Theophanes, the patri-
arch of Jerusalem, who acted as Constantinople’s plenipotentiary. The
same charter sanctioned the Confraternity’s school, which it called a
school of Helleno-Slavonic and — significantly — Latin scripture.
The year 1620, which saw the “illegal” re-establishment of an Orthodox
hierarchy in the Ukraine and in Belorussia by the same Theophanes,
was thus also a milestone for an educational upsurge in Kiev. The
corresponding secular privilege for the Confraternity was issued by the
Polish king Sigismund III in 1629.

The directorship of the Confraternity school was an important post;
it was held by people drawn from the ranks of the Orthodox intellec-
tual elite. Tov Borec’kyj, the first metropolitan of Kiev of the restored
hierarchy of 1620, was director between 1615 and 1619 and a superior
of the school until 1631. Other prominent intellectuals, both laymen
and ecclesiastics, among the officers of the school were Vasyl’ Bere-
zec’kyj the jurist, Meletij Smotryc’kyj (1618? 1626/28?), whose name
is familiar to Slavic philologists, Kasijan Sakovy¢, and Zaxarij Kopy-
stens’kyj, archimandrite of the Monastery of the Caves. Such was the
state of Orthodox education in Kiev when Peter Mohyla appeared on
the scene, to strengthen and broaden the new concepts that were
already making their way in that education.

ian,” respectively, for in texts written in Mohyla’s lifetime and within his jurisdic-
tion these terms mean “Rus’” or “belonging to Rus’” within the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth, as opposed to Moskva ‘Muscovy’ and moskovs'kyj ‘Muscovite’.
To allow control and to avoid confusion with cases where “Rus’,” “Ruthenian”
translates Rus’, rus’kyj, all renderings of the terms Rossija and rossijs’kyj are
followed by the original form in brackets. Thus: “Ruthenian nation (narodu
rossijs’koho).” To designate written languages of the time, I adopted “Ruthenian”
for the relatively unified language written in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth
on the territories of Rus’ (that is, in the Ukraine, in Belorussia, and in parts of
Lithuania); “Ukrainian” for Ruthenian with significant Ukrainian elements; and
simply “Slavonic” for what I would like to call Vulgar Church Slavonic — a
language in principle obeying the grammar of 0Old Church Slavonic and based on its
vocabulary, but permeated with morphological and lexical elements belonging to
later stages of various Slavic languages, with the local language providing most
intrusions.

1 On confraternities (brotherhoods) and their educational activity, cf., e.g., S. T.
Golubev, Istorija Kievskoj duxovnoj akademii, 1. Period domogiljanskij Kiev,
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Mohyla (in Roumanian Movild, meaning “hill” or “mountain”)
came from the family of Moldavian hospodars.> Moldavia originally
depended ecclesiastically on Haly¢, and when the Poles, as successors

1886) (inaccessible to me); K. V. Xarlampovié, Zapadnorusskie pravoslavnye
skoly XVI i nacala XVII veka . . . (Kazan’, 1898), pp. 187ff.; E. N. Medynskij,
Bratskie skoly Ukrainy i Belorussii v XVI-XVII vv. i ix rol’ v vossoedinenii
Ukrainy s Rossiej (Moscow, 1954), and the two good works by Ja. D. Isajevyt,
Braistva 1a jix rol’ v rozvytku ukrajins’koji kul'ury XVI-XVIII st. (Kiev, 1966),
and DZerela z istoriji ukrajins’koji kul'tury doby feodalizmu (Kiev, 1972). Some
information on confraternities can be derived from several books mentioned in the
next note. For the various charters of Patriarch Theophanes, cf. Pamjatniki
izdannye Vremennoju kommisieju dlja razbora drevnix aktov . . . , vol. 2 (Kiev,
1846), nos. III-V, pp. 49-85 (cf. esp. 66, 70); for King Sigismund III’s privilege,
cf. ibid., no. VI, pp. 86~92. — On the later years of the Confraternity school and
the early ones of that of Mohyla, cf. the interesting Autobiographical Note by
Rev. Ihnatij Jevlevy¢ (Iewlewicz), ed. S. T. Golubev, in the Universitetskie
izvestija of Kiev, 26, no. 5 (May 1886): 74-79. We learn from Jevlevy& (p. 75)
that the Confraternity school had classes of infima, grammatica, and syntaxima, an
indication that Western educational patterns had been introduced in Kiev before
Mohyla.

* For a first approach to the vast literature on Mohyla and his college and
academy, cf. the references in L. Je. Maxnovec’, Ukrajins’ki pys’mennyky, vol. 1
(Kiev, 1960), pp. 415-27, to which add the items cited in my “Agapetus East and
West: The Fate of a Byzantine Mirror of Princes,” Revue des études sud-est
européennes 16 (1978): 30, fn. 96. Furthermore, cf. Hugh F. Graham, “Peter
Mogila—Metropolitan of Kiev,” Russian Review 14 (October 1955): 345-56 (here
Mohyla is viewed from the "All-Russian vantage point); V. S. Pakulin, entry
“Mogila” in Sovetskaja istoriceskaja énciklopedija 9 (1966), col. 537; A. Zu-
kovs'kyj, Petro Mohyla j pytannja jednosty cerkov [ = Ukrainian Free University
Series: Monographs, 17] (Paris, 1969) (bibliography); W. K. Medlin and Ch. G.
Patrinelis, Renaissance Influences and Religious Reforms in Russia (Geneva, 1971),
esp, pp. 124-49 (several inexactitudes); H. Kowalska, entry “Mohita (Moghili,
Movild) Piotr,” in Polski stownik biograficzny 21, no. 3 (1976): 56872 (level-
headed; interested in Union negotiations; bibliography); A. Sydorenko, The
Kievan Academy in the Seventeenth Century [ = University of Ottawa Ukrainian
Studies, 1] (Ottawa, 1977) (bibliography); H. F. Graham, entry “Mogila, Petr
Simeonovich (1596-1647),” in The Modern Encyclopaedia of Russian and Soviet
History 23 (1981): 9-12 (some bibliography); and Z.I. XyZnjak, Kyjevo-
Mohyljans’ka akademija, 2nd ed. (Kiev, 1981). Several works quoted in subse-
quent notes contain portrayals of the metropolitan. Among older publications, I
wish to single out A. Martel, La langue polonaise dans les pays ruthénes-Ukraine
et Russie Blanche, 1569-1667 (Lille, 1938, but completed by 1931), esp.
pp. 239-88, “L’Académie de Kiev,” and 289-307, “Conclusion,” for the sharp-
ness of its sight, its ample recourse to sources (including Titov’s Materijaly), and its
plausible thesis that in Mohyla’s time most of the Ruthenian Orthodox elite was
loyal to the Polish Crown. Cf. the sympathetic, if guardedly critical, review of
Martel by J. Serex (George Y. Shevelov) in Ukrajina (Paris), 2 (1949): 99-107. In
documenting statements by Mohyla or his circle, I made liberal use of Xv. Titov,
Materijaly dija istoriji knyZnoji spravy na Vkrajini v XVI-XVIII vv. Vsezbirka
peredmov do ukrajins’kyx starodrukiv [ = Ukrajins’ka akademija nauk, Zbirnyk
istory¢no-filolohi¢noho viddilu, 17] (Kiev, 1924):
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to the Haly¢ principality, extended their protectorate over Moldavia
(by then inhabited by speakers of a Roumanian dialect) they insisted
on maintaining Moldavia’s ecclesiastical dependence on Haly¢. De-
spite the establishment (in 1401) of a separate Moldavian metropolitan
see with residence in Suceava (Suéava), Moldavia remained in touch
with western Rus’, partly because its vassalage to Poland was renewed
(1402) and partly because in Moldavia the main language of adminis-
tration and of the church was Slavonic — a vehicle that continued to
be used (if to a lesser extent as time progressed) into the eighteenth
century in official acts and in contacts with the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth. Polish, too, was introduced in Moldavia. The treaties
of 1519 and 1527 between Sigismund I and Hospodar Stephen were
written in that language, as was some of the correspondence of the
L'viv burghers and the L'viv confraternity with the hospodars. Ru-
thenian had its share in this correspondence as well: for instance,
Symeon Mohyla, the father of our Peter, wrote to the L'viv confra-
ternity in that language. Religious polemical literature of the sixteenth
century and early seventeenth centuries, written in Ruthenian and
Polish, also reached Moldavia, largely through the L’viv confraternity.
In turn, many hospodars were benefactors of the confraternity, as they
were of other Orthodox establishments outside their frontiers, for
instance, the monasteries of Mount Athos and the Monastery of
St. Catherine on Mt. Sinai.

The Mohyla family was granted the rights of indigenous nobility in
the Commonwealth in 1593. In 1595 Jeremiah Mohyla became hospo-
dar as a vassal of Poland; his brother Symeon, father of Peter, was a
vassal hospodar as well. Peter Mohyla, who spent his childhood in
Moldavia, is reported — in a single source of dubious authority — to
have studied in France after his father’s death in 1608. He moved to
Poland when the fortunes of his family declined in Moldavia. In 1617
he was at the court of Hetman Z6tkiewski; in 1621 he took part in the
Battle of Xotyn’ (Chocim) against the Turks at the side of the victori-
ous Lithuanian grand hetman Chodkiewicz. He then moved to the
Ukraine, bought landed property near Kiev, and entered monastic
orders at the city’s Monastery of the Caves in 1625.

In spite of this Western background and friendly stance toward
Poland, the Mohyla family, including Peter, were ardent supporters of
Orthodoxy. Some time after 1628, when Mohyla finally became archi-
mandrite of the Caves Monastery, he set about establishing a school
there. He intended to create an institution which would keep Eastern
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Orthodoxy untouched and properly taught, but would avoid the draw-
backs of Confraternity schools. Instruction at his school was to attain
the level of Western — which in practical terms meant Polish — edu-
cation and thus make unnecessary sending Orthodox youth to the
West in quest of learning. In short, his school at the Caves Monastery
was to be not so much a Helleno-Slavonic as a Latino-Polish one. That
made his enterprise suspect to Orthodox zealots.

To avoid Orthodox attacks, in 1631 Mohyla secured the blessings of
the patriarch of Constantinople for the foundation of what a contem-
porary witness described as a school of Latin and Polish sciences.
When in the fall of the same year instruction began for the more than
hundred pupils in the newly created school, located near the Caves
Monastery, Kiev’s Orthodox zealots spread unfriendly rumors about
what was being taught there, and the teachers at the school were
accused of pro-Uniate leanings. This upset the lower classes and when
the Cossacks, too, learned about the accusations, Mohyla was in
jeopardy: both his teachers and he himself were presumably threat-
ened with death for introducing Latin and Polish in the school. As one
of the teachers (and a future metropolitan of Kiev), Syl’vester Kossov,
said in his Exegesis of 1635, Mohyla’s opponents intended to stuff the
sturgeons of the Dnieper with the teachers of the school — a bit of
incidental information precious both to the intellectual historian and to
the historical ichthyologist.> Acting with skill, Mohyla reached a
compromise by agreeing to a fusion of his Caves school with that of the
Kiev confraternity, situated in Kiev’s Podil district; and for a number
of years instruction was given in that part of the city. The fusion,
implemented during the school recess of 1632, is attested in several
documents, two of which involve the Cossacks. In an important
statement, dated 12 March 1632 from Kaniv, the Cossack hetman Ivan
Petryzyc’kyj and the Zaporozhian Cossacks extended their protec-
tion over the school founded by Mohyla; in a letter of 17 March 1632,

3 For “better than one hundred” pupils in the first year of Mohyla’s school, cf. the
Note by Jevlevy¢ (as in fn. 1 above), p. 77. For the sturgeons, cf. Arxiv Jugo-
Zapadnoj Rossii, pt. 1, vol. 8, 1 (Kiev, 1914), esp. p. 423: “Byt ten szas [sic],
zechmy si¢ wyspowiadawszy, tylko i6z oczekiwali, poki nami . . . dnieprowych
jesiotréw nadziewaé zechca, abo péki iednego ogniem, drugiego mieczem na
drugi $wiat zasla.” For a discussion of Mohyla’s foes in the 1630s and an analysis
of Kossov’s apology of Mohyla’s school, cf. Ju. Gery¢, “Exegesis Syl'vestra
Kosova (1635 r.),” in a number of issues of Logos, 9-12 (Yorkton, Sask., 1958-
61). On Mohyla’s and the teachers’ lives being threatened by “ignorant popes and
Cossacks,” cf. also the testimony of Gabriel Domec’kyj, quoted in S. Golubev,
Kievskij metropolit Petr Mogila . . . , vol. 1 (1883), p. 436.
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the hetman bade the local Cossack ataman to support the union of the
Confraternity’s with Mohyla’s school.*

The Latin character of the new school, offensive to the Orthodox
zealots, was also repugnant to the Jesuits and to certain high officials of
the Crown, including Vice-Chancellor Thomas Zamoyski, who were
unwilling to yield the monopoly in higher learning to the benighted
Ruthenians. The Jesuits, in particular, fearing competition for their
own schools in the Ukraine (their first foundation, in Kiev’s Podil,
dated from about 1620), exerted pressure upon the government.
Accordingly, in 1634 King Wladystaw IV ordered Mohyla to abolish
the Latin schools and Latin printing presses under his jurisdiction and
to use the rights granted him “with moderation.”

In spite of this, a year later (1635), the king confirmed Mohyla’s
school in Kiev. Not as an academy, it is true; it would have no
jurisdiction of its own and no subjects beyond dialectics and logic —
that is, no theology — were to be taught there. However, the king
yielded on the point of Latin and allowed liberal arts (humaniora) to
be taught “in scholis Kijoviensibus . . . Graece et Latine.” Note the
modest term scholis: it appears that an academy which would prepare
an elite for service in Rus’ was considered more inconvenient to the
policies of the Catholic state than a re-established Orthodox hierarchy.
The latter, it was continuously hoped, could be persuaded to join the
Union, especially if a Uniate patriarchate of Kiev were created and the
patriarchal throne were offered to Mohyla — a bait he refused to take,
either in 1636 or in later years.’ Mohyla’s dream of an academy was not
to be fulfilled in his lifetime, and his school remained the Collegium
Kijoviense Mohileanum until the end of the century. For all that, it was
the most important of the schools in the Ukraine under Mohyla’s

supervision, others being, for instance, those of Kremjanec’ (Krze-
4 For documents concerning the fusion, cf. Pamjamiki (1846) . . . (as in fn. 1
above), nos. VIII-X, pp. 101-143; PetryZyc'’kyj’s statement of 12 March 1632
was later confirmed by Bohdan Xmel'nyc’kyj and his son Jurij, cf. ibid., p. 143.
For PetryZyc’kyj’s letter of 17 March 1632, cf., e.g. Pamjatniki izdannye Kiev-
skoju kommissieju dlja razbora drevnix aktov, vol.2, 2nd ed. (Kiev, 1897),
pp- 421-22, reprinted in Zukovs’kyj, Petro Mohyla (as in fn. 2 above), p. 216.
Cf. also the Note by Jevlevyé (as in fn. 1 above).

* Cf. M. Andrusiak, “Sprawa patriarchatu kijowskiego za Wtadystawa IV,” Prace
historyczne w 30-lecie dziatalnosci profesorskiej Stanistawa Zakrzewskiego (L'viv,
1934), pp. 269285, with sources. Cf. also M. Rechowicz, “Sprawa patariarchatu
kosciola ‘greckiego’ na ziemiach dawnej Polski,” Ateneum Kaplariskie 49
(1948): 346-52 (inaccessible to me) and A. H. Velykyj, “Anonimnyj projekt Petra
Mohyly . . . ,” Analecta Ordinis S. Basilii Magni, ser. 2, vol. 4 (Rome, 1963),
pp- 434-97.
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mieniec) in Volhynia, and of Vinnycja in the Braclav palatinate (the
Vinnycja school was transferred to Ho$¢a around 1640). When
Mobhyla strived to have his school named an academy, he was trying to
give it equal status with the Jesuit schools, such as the Vilnius (Wilno)
Academy. No wonder that Mohyla’s college borrowed much from the
Jesuit system — the enemy was to be fought with the enemy’s
weapons.

The college’s top administration consisted of a rector and a prefect.
The rector was also the abbot of the Monastery of the Epiphany
Confraternity, a position implying rule over landed property. Conse-
quently, the rector was the college’s top budgetary officer; he also
taught philosophy and, in a later period, theology. The prefect was the
inspector and administrator in charge of supplies and feeding the
students; as professor, he taught rhetoric. The regular teachers were
assisted by the more gifted students, called auditores, who both ex-
plained the subjects to their fellow pupils before classes and supervised
learning in the dormitory (bursa). In doing so, they were following
Jesuit practice, but also continuing a mediaeval tradition and function-
ing somewhat as tutors in English colleges do today.

The curriculum, patterned on the Jesuit model, initially took five
years to complete. The classes were called infima, grammatica, syn-
taxima, class of poetics, and class of rhetoric. The first three classes
offered mostly instruction in languages: Greek, Latin, Slavonic and
Polish; also catechism, ecclesiastical chant, and arithmetic. The poetics
class taught what we would call literary theory today, literary genres,
and mythology, since every contemporary speech, poem or other
writing had to be heavily seasoned with mythological allusions. Most
of the textbooks on poetics that remain date from a later period, but
two of them are early, and come from 1637 and 1646, respectively.
Some of these textbooks, incidentally, were composed by famous
personalities such as Symeon Polockij, and Feofan Prokopovy¢. All
manuals of poetics were written in Latin and Polish with examples
drawn both from such classical writers as Martial and from the Polish-
Latin poet Matthew Sarbiewski. Later textbooks drew liberally on
Polish Renaissance and Baroque poetry (Jan Kochanowski, Samuel
Twardowski) for their examples.®

¢ On the textbook of 1637 by A. Starnovec’kyj and M. Kotozvars’kyj (known
only in a copy of 1910, rediscovered in 1968), cf. V. 1. Krekoten’, “Kyjivs'ka
poetyka 1637 roku,” in Literaturna spads¢yna Kyjivs'koji Rusi i ukrajins’ka
literatura XVI-XVIII st. (Kiev, 1981), pp. 118-54 (pp. 125-154: Ukrainian trans-
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In the class of rhetoric students were taught the rules of composing
gratulatory speeches, speeches of thanks, greetings, farewells, and
funeral orations. The earliest textbook (based on lectures given in
1635/36) used examples culled both from Erasmus of Rotterdam and
Stanistaw Orzechowski; the most important one, by Prokopovye
(1706), showed some anti-Polish cultural bias, but was written, like the
overwhelming majority of Kiev manuals of rhetoric, in Latin.” Plays on
biblical subjects were among the students’ extracurricular endeavors;
at first, they were both composed and performed by pupils. This
activity, again patterned on Jesuit practice, was to continue and would
culminate in the “tragedokomedia” Viadimere composed by Proko-
povy¢ and performed by Kiev students as a welcome to Hetman
Mazepa in July of 1705.

The class of dialectic provided training in scholastic disputations, an
antiquated procedure consisting of questions and answers and subdi-
visions of the subject. Philosophy was taught according to Aristotle (or
his commentators), and in Latin. It was subdivided into logic, physics,
metaphysics, and ethics — again, hardly an innovative procedure, but
no different from that adopted in most schools of the time. The course
lasted three years. As for textbooks, the first one composed by Joseph
Kononovy¢-Horbac’kyj for the courses of 1639/40 (and still unpub-
lished) was modestly called Subsidium logicae, perhaps reflecting the
doubts as to whether philosophy was a permissible subject, but the
third, written by Innokentij Gizel’ for his courses of 1646/47 (it, too, is
still unpublished), was called explicitly Opus totius philosophiae. Its
last part dealt with God and the angels, perhaps a substitute for the
absence of a course in theology. To learn this latter sublime subject,

lation of the text); cf. also Radjans’ke literaturoznavstvo, 1970, no. 10, p. 77, and
L. Ivan’o, Ocerk razvitija éstetiCeskoj mysli Ukrainy (Moscow, 1981), pp. 77
and 83. On other textbooks, cf. R. kuzny, Pisarze kregu Akademii Kijowsko-
Mohylariskiej a literatura polska . . . [ = Zeszyty naukowe Uniwersytetu Jagiel-
loriskiego CXLII, Prace historycznoliterackie, Zeszyt 11] (Cracow, 1966),
pp. 22-107 (still the best), and D. S. Nalyvajko, “Kyjivs’ki poetyky XVII-pofatku
XVIII st. v konteksti evropejs’koho literaturncho procesu,” in Literaturna spad-
$§é¢yna (as in this fn., above), pp. 155-195.

7 For a bibliographical description of textbooks of rhetorics produced in Mohyla’s
college and academy, cf. Ja. M. Stratij, V. D. Litvinov, V. A. Andrusko, Opi-
sanie kursov filosofii i ritoriki professorov Kievo-Mogiljanskoj akademii (Kiev,
1982), pp. 11-136 (127 items). Nine out of ten books of Prokopovy&’s Latin
textbook can now be read in Ukrainian translation; cf. V. I. Synkaruk et al., eds.,
F. Prokopovy¢, Filosofs’ki tvory, vol. 1 (Kiev, 1979), pp. 101-433 [Book IX, On
Sacred Eloguence, has been omitted].
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more gifted pupils were sent to Catholic academies in Vilnius and
Zamo$é or even abroad.?

I

Mohyla was consecrated as a Crown-approved metropolitan of Kiev in
1633." While introducing reforms into the liturgical practices of his
church, he championed the return ad fontes; and the sources he had
foremost in mind were Greek, even if sometimes they were located in
the West — in Venice or even in Eton. Mohyla best expressed his
postulate in the prefaces he wrote to the Service Book or Leiturgiarion
(Sluzebnyk) of 1639 and to the Sacramentary or Euchologion (Treb-
nyk) of 1646, the last work issued by the Lavra press in his lifetime.
In the preface of 1646, the metropolitan fended off attacks coming
from the detractors of his publications, and stressed the basic agree-
ment between the Rus’ and Greek sacramentaries. In addition, he
professed the aim of eliminating the errors contained in sacramentaries
that had been printed in Vilnius, L’viv, and Ostroh at a time when

8 In his Note, Jevlevy¢ (as in fn. 1 above), p. 77, implies that a class of
philosophy was taught in the united schools of the confraternity and Mohyla as
early as 1632. He himself attended a three-year course in philosophy in Mohyla’s
college about 1640. For information on textbooks of philosophy produced in Kiev,
cf. M. Stratij and others, Opisanie kursov (as in the preceding fn.), pp. 152-324
(cf. esp. pp. 152-65 on the texts by Kononovyé-Horbac’kyj and Gizel’); V. M.
Ni¢ik, “Rol’ Kievo-Mogiljanskoj akademii v razvitii ote¢estvennoj filosofii,” in
V. D. Beloded and others, Filosofskaja mysl’ v Kieve (Kiev, 1982), pp. 105-48 (in
this chapter’s title, “oteestvennyj” has the pre-1914 meaning of “Russian in the
broad sense, including Ukrainian and Belorussian”; the main value of Ni¢ik’s
exercise consists in quotations [in Russian translation] from hitherto unpublished
Kievan textbooks on philosophy, logic, and rhetorics. The author deals predomi-
nantly with the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries); and I. S. Zaxara,
Bor’ba idej v filosofskoj mysli na Ukraine na rubeZe XVII-XVIII vv. (Stefan
Javorskij) (Kiev, 1982), esp. pp. 55-62. For a Russian translation of parts of
Gizel’s Opus totius philosophiae, cf. Ja. M. Stratij, Problemy natur-filosofii v
filosofskoj mysli Ukrainy XVII v. (Kiev, 1981), pp. 145-187. For Ukrainian trans-
lations of other textbooks on logic, philosophy, physics, rhetoric and poetics in the
periodical Filosofs’ka dumka, between 1970 and 1979, cf. 1. K. Bilodid, Kyjevo-
Mohyljans’ka akademija v istoriji sxidnjoslovjans'kyx literaturnyx mov (Kiev,
1979), p. 75, fn. 70. — Information about the curriculum and organization of
Mohyla’s college has been culled mostly from A. Jablonowski, Akademia
Kijowsko-Mohilariska . . . (Cracow, 1899-1900) (old but excellent; based on
sources), and A. Sydorenko, Kievan Academy (as in fn. 2 above), pp. 107-134.
Among other ‘works cited in fn. 2 above (or accessible through that note), cf. also
those by S. T. Golubev (especially his essay, “Kievo-mogiljanskaja kollegija pri
Zizni svoego fundatora, Kievskogo mitropolita Petra Mogily,” Trudy Kievskoj
duxovnoj akademii 31, no. 12 [1890]: 535-557) and by XyZnjak.
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there was no Orthodox hierarchy — i.e., before 1620 — and when
publishers were issuing books for “ill-gotten gains.” Such faulty books
perpetuated old customs and old prejudices; for instance, they con-
tained a prayer for the midwife who swaddled the child. According to
Mohyla, there was no New Testament authority for such a prayer: in
passages devoted to the Nativity, the Evangelists implied that the
Virgin Mary swaddled her son herself. What did a midwife have to do
with all this?’ '
Mohyla declared that in his Trebnyk he would provide a standard
text based on the Greek sacramentary, and that this text was to
supersede all others. In a play on words, he appealed to his readers to
stop using the useless usage books (ponexaj zaZyvaty nepotrebnyc’ z
Trebnykov predredennyx), and he castigated those who continued to
refer to such sacramentaries.”’ In doing so he showed the same

® Mohyla may have been technically right here, but pictorial representations of a
midwife at Christ’s birth do exist and go back to about the year 700. Moreover, a
prayer mentioning the midwife at Christ’s birth does occur in some Greek Eucho-
logia; cf. S. Golubev in Arxiv Jugo-Zapadnoj Rossii, pt. 1, vol. 9 (Kiev, 1893),
p- 104 and fn. 1.

¥ Cf. Titov, Materijaly (as in fn. 2 above), no. 51, pp. 367-73. Cf. esp. pp. 370~
71: «. .. 1 saw at all times that our enemies and the false brothers of Holy
Orthodoxy weighed heavily upon and did violence to the Orthodox by various acts
of malice and offense; and that they brazenly called our priests ignoramuses and
ruffians when it came to dispensing and celebrating the Holy Sacraments and
{performing) other liturgical functions. They clamored that Orthodox Rus’ had
turned heretic, that she was ignorant of the number, form, matter, intention and
effect of the Holy Sacraments, (that she) was unable to render account of them,
and (that she) followed divers ways in the performance of the Holy Sacraments.
Having labored according to my lights on behalf of Jesus Who granted me strength,
1 took upon myself to lift (the burden of) such a heavy scorn by the Foe from the
enlightened Orthodox congregation of the Holy Church of Rus’ (rossijs’koji). By
the Grace of God my labors were not in vain, as may be gathered by any
enlightened and pious reader of the present book called the Trebnyk. If you read it,
enlightened reader, you will recognize that it is a singular calumny (to assert) that
Rus’, in the persons of her prelates and other superiors, might be deficient in the
requisite doctrine concerning her salvation, (a doctrine received) from the Holy
Ghost Who is always present in the Holy Church. Church books, translated by the
divinely inspired men from the Greek into the Slavonic tongue, and containing the
true and sublime theology, are proof of this. . . . Whoever so wishes, should
collate Greek manuscript Euchologia with our Rus’ ones; he will find without fail
that they are in essential accord concerning the performance and application of the
seven Divine Ecclesiastical Sacraments.” For Mohyla’s preface to the 1639 edition
of the Leitourgiarion or SluZebnyk, cf. Titov, Materijaly, pp. 213-19. Cf. esp.
P. 216 on “striving for gain” by printers of the previous Slavic books; p. 217 on the
high value of Greek models and on Ruthenian and Muscovite service books and on
the distinction between “our” and “Muscovite” service books (which, too, are
considered to be of high value); and p. 218 for a quotation from St. Augustine and
for an attack on L’viv printers.
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attitude, the same purifying and renovating spirit, and the same
reliance on Greek standards that Patriarch Nikon was to show in
Muscovy some years later.

For all such justified praises of the Greek as the appropriate source
for improved Slavonic texts, Greek and Slavonic soon diminished in
importance in Kievan printing and education, and the school of
Mohyla became more and more Latinized and Polonized.! There were
valid-reasons for the shift. By the middle of the seventeenth century,
Greek was no longer a language of modern thought, and Old Church
Slavonic never had been. It was taught because it was the language of
Orthodox ecclesiastical texts. The right of the Orthodox to use Latin
and Polish in their teaching, however, continued to be challenged not
only by the Orthodox zealots and by Catholics led by the Jesuits, but
also by the Uniates. Mohyla had to reassert this right in the forties of
the seventeenth century. In his Lithos or Stone (1644), he admitted
that Rus’ needed a knowledge of Greek and Church Slavonic for
religious purposes. But for political activity, he claimed, it needed not
only Polish, but also Latin, because people of the Polish Crown lands
used Latin as if it were their mother tongue. In both chambers of
parliament, in the courts, in dealings with the Crown, in all political
matters, Ruthenians, as citizens of the Crown, should know the
languages without which one could not function in the state. It would
be neither right nor decorous for a Ruthenian to speak Greek or
Slavonic in front of a member of the Senate or of the Diet, for he
would need an interpreter to accompany him wherever he went, and
would be taken for a stranger or a simpleton. Even in explaining
matters of faith, one should be able to give a reply in the language in

' The most vigorous Kievan statement in defense of the Slavonic language (both
in the sense of Church Slavonic and in that of “Slavic in general”) known to me
stems from Zaxarij Kopystens’kyj, Mohyla’s predecessor as abbot of the Monas-
tery of the Caves. It dates from 1623; thusit is earlier than Mohyla’s appearance on
the scene. Even this forceful apology was written in Polonized Ukrainian. It
comprised the following four points: that Slavonic was spoken by Japhet and his
generation; that Slavonic is naturally appropriate for translating from the Greek;
that Latin is poorer in that respect; and that Latin is inferior to Greek, especially in
matters of philosophical and theological terminology. By comparison, Pamvo
Berynda’s incidental praises of the “deeply wise” and “broad” (Church) Slavonic
tongue are mild and lack the anti-Latin sting. They were published in 1627; thus
they were written when Mohyla was still only a monk at the Monastery of the
Caves. For Kopystens’kyj, c¢f. Titov, Materijaly (as in fn. 2 above), no. 14,
pp. 74-75; for Berynda, cf. ibid., no. 27, p. 178 and no. 28, p. 185. In terms of
titles alone, out of 80 books published by the Lavra Press between 16161654, 12
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which one is asked the question, that is, either in straight Latin or in
Polish with ample Latin admixtures.”

Consequently, by 1649 Greek was taught in the college only “in
part” (otéasti). Such was the testimony of the notorious Paisios
Ligarides, the patriarch of Jerusalem, who taught in the college for a
while and who was to play a nefarious role in the downfall of Nikon,
the patriarch of Moscow, several years later. Ligarides may have had a
point. The preface to the Eucharisterion, the gratulatory tract offered
Mohyla in 1632 by the school’s pupils, contains an error in Greek, and
the Greek fresco inscriptions done about 1643 in the Church of the
Savior at Berestovo barely make sense (fig. 2, p. 42).” Even
Mohyla’s own writing of 1631 exhibits some imperfections in Greek
and it is only charity that allows us to call them typographical errors.™
As for the Slavonic and Ruthenian languages, they must have been
taught on the basis of local textbooks and dictionaries produced
toward the end of the sixteenth century — such as Lavrentij Zyzanij’s
Grammar and Leksis (both printed in Vilnius in 1596) — or issued in
the period of the Kiev Confraternity school, such as Meletij Smo-

were in Polish or Latin, but Polish items such as the Paterikon, the Teratourgéma
and Mohyla’s Catechism must have been issued in large editions.

2 Arxiv Jugo-Zapadnoj Rossii, pt. 1, vol. 9 (Kiev, 1893), pp. 375-77.

B Ligarides may have been of the opinion that in his time the college had very few
teachers who knew Greek, cf. Jablonowski, Akademia (as in fn. 8 above), p. 102;
Martel, La langue polonaise . . . (as in fn. 2 above), p. 281; this, however, is not
borne out by the source quoted in both books as evidence for his alleged view,
namely, Pamjamiki . . . , 2 (1846) (as in fn. 1 above), no. XIV, p. 190. — Fresco
inscriptions at Berestovo: The scroll held by Prophet Zephaniah (cf. fig. 2, p. 42)
exhibits the letters ®ONHA H|MEPAX K-|YIIIEP K-|Al CKAI|PATAIAV)|
HATTHH]|{EPAZ-|AATI'TT-|OO. Except for the first two words, this is gibberish.
To understand it, we must turn to the late Greek painters’ manuals, containing
instructions about the portraits of the Prophets in the drum of the dome. There, we
read, e.g.: “Prophet Zephaniah, an old man with a short beard, says: ®wvi) iuégag
Kupiov mxod nai oxined- Aéhextaw [varia lectio: tétaxtai] obv attn fuépa
odhmyyog; “The voice of the day of the Lord is bitter and harsh; it has been called
[v.l: set up as] the day of the trampet.’ Cf. e.g., A. Papadopoulos-Kerameus, ed.,
Awovvaiov 1ol &x Povpvd “Eounveia tiig Loyoaduriig téxvng . . . (St. Petersburg,
1909), pp. 261-289. The errors on the Prophet scrolls are most probably due to
local amanuenses. The names of the Prophets themselves are written correctly,
probably by Greek painters — for there seems to be Greek inscriptional evidence
in the Church of the Savior that the painters of the 1643/44 restoration were
Greeks: cf. words iotégnoe Toax®dv daxntihows ‘provided with pictures by the
fingers of the Greeks,’ in a fresco poem on one of the walls. The poem is difficult to
read.

1 Titov, Materijaly (as in fn. 2 above), pp. 263, 264, 265. The error neviexootd-
oLov on p. 265 (instead of -vtn-) seems to indicate that in ecclesiastical and high
style Greek, Mohyla — or his printer — pronounced both v and ¢ as [e], that is,
not in the Byzantine, but in the Erasmian way.
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tryc’kyj’s Grammar of 1619 and Pamvo Berynda’s Leksikon slaveno-
rosskij, the latter published in the Caves Monastery in 1627.

Polish, more than Latin, was becoming the literary vehicle in the
college, even at the printing house of the Caves Monastery. In
1645, Mohyla supplemented the Ruthenian edition of his abbreviated
catechism with a Polish one, and the Polish edition was published first.
What is more, the two books about the virtues of, and the miracles
performed by, the monks of the Caves Monastery throughout its
history (the Paterikon by Syl’vester Kossov of 1635, and the Teratour-
géma by Afanasij Kal'nofojs’kyj of 1638) were written in Polish. The
preface to the latter work includes an allusion to Apuleius and Latin
words and quotations, one of them from the Ars Poetica of Horace.!
Thus the future linguistic coloring of the college, and later of the
academy — which was to remain largely Latin and Polish until about
the middle of the eighteenth century, even under Russian domina-
tion — developed within a few years of the date of its foundation.

I

Mohyla’s educational enterprise reflected the interplay of cultural
forces in seventeenth-century Ukraine. The ancestral faith survived in
borrowed forms, and admiration for the church poetry of a John of
Damascus coexisted with predilection for classical mythological trap-
pings. However, Mohyla’s college was what it was also because the
man who created it was a man of many worlds. His experience and his
contacts — or his plans — encompassed Warsaw, Cracow, possibly
some other Polish or Western center of learning, but also Jassy (Iasi),
Constantinople, and even, if to a much lesser degree, Moscow. He
could choose the level and language of discourse according to his
addressee, and he could combine a Jesuit’s sophistication with an
Orthodox believer’s simple faith in miracles performed by his religion.

It is of some importance to study the use of languages within the
seventeenth-century Rus’ elite. It appears that most members of that
elite understood all four languages involved — Slavonic, Ruthenian,
Polish, and Latin. Thus no one language or style was the sole vehicle at
the speaker’s or writer’s disposal for conveying a particular message. A
choice was involved, and that choice indicated the cultural commit-

' Cf. Arxiv Jugo-Zapadnoj Rossii, pt. 1, vol. 8, 1 (Kiev, 1914), pp. 473-77, esp.
p. 477, and Titov, Materijaly (as in fn. 2 above), esp. p. 523.
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ment or cultural position taken at a given moment. Thus, to his
brother Moses, the hospodar of Moldavia, Mohyla wrote in almost
pure Slavonic. The foreign quotations of his missive were all Greek,
and all other quotations were scriptural. It is astonishing how well
Mohyla mastered the Slavonic idiom, which he learned probably from
teachers connected with the L’viv confraternity. However, the real con-
cerns of the man and the time put a limit to his linguistic and conceptual
mimicry. The missive’s Slavonic, good as it was, contained words (such
as politiceskag and ceremonii) that were outside of the Old Church
Slavonic canon. When Mohyla described for his brother the duties of
the ideal ruler, he was practicing a genre used in the Byzantine world
since at least the sixth century. While listing these duties, Mohyla pro-
claimed that his brother, being a ruler, was to be a benefactor of the
church—that was Byzantine enough. But he was also to be a benefactor
of schools (blahodételju . . . ulilis¢v byti)y—this piece of advice I do
not remember reading in any mirror of princes addressed to a Byzantine
emperor.'¢

Another set of Mohyla’s Slavonic writings deals with miracles per-
formed in his own time in the Orthodox church; not exclusively in the
Ukraine — for, after all, he was not a Ruthenian, just an Orthodox of
many cultures — but also on Ukrainian territory. One of these mira-
cles occurred in the household of his own servant, Stanislav Tretjak.
Tretjak had just built a house and asked Mohyla to consecrate it. This
Mohyla did, and left some of the holy water behind. When he returned
a year later, he was met by Tretjak and his wife, who had kept the
water and who claimed that it had changed into wine. Mohyla tasted it.
The taste reminded him, he wrote, of Wallachian wine (vkus aki
voloskoho vina), and he wanted to make sure that no mistake had
occurred. After all, the son of the hospodar of Wallachia and Moldavia
would know his Wallachian wines. When the couple swore that the
change was miraculous, Mohyla accepted their word, took the holy
water with him, and still had it at the time of writing. The water “had a
bouquet and taste of wine, and was not turning to vinegar.”"’

Stories such as this must have been meant for all Orthodox, not only
for those of the Ukraine. When Mohyla addressed his own monks,

6 For the text in question (Mohyla’s dedication of the Pentékostarion [Cvétnaja
Triods] of 1631 to Moses Mohyla), cf. Titov, Materijaly (as in fn. 2 above), no. 38,
pp. 263-66, and D. P. Bogdan, “Les enseignements de Pierre Movild adressés
2 son frére Moise Movila,” Cyrillomethodianum 1 (1971): 1-25, esp. 19-22..

v Arxiv Jugo-Zapadnoj Rossii, pt. 1, vol. 7 (Kiev, 1887), pp. 113-14.
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Kiev churchgoers, or the clerics of his jurisdiction, as he did in his
inaugural sermon pronounced in Kiev’s Lavra in March of 1632, or in
his prefaces to the Service Book of 1639 and to the Sacramentary of
1646, he wrote in Polonized Ukrainian, using such Polish words as
daleko barzéj ‘much more’, pien’knaja ‘beautiful’, and preloZonyje
‘superiors’, but keeping the Ukrainian ohon’ musyt (byti) ‘fire must
(be)’, pySudy ‘writing’, $¢o ‘what’, and $¢oby ‘in order that’.
This mixed language also contained elements of Slavonic, if unauthen-
tic, appearance such as jedinoutrobné and smotréti. Most scriptural
quotations in the preface to the Sacramentary were in Old Church
Slavonic, but some were in the Ruthenian literary language of the
time, mixed with Slavonic. .

When Mohyla addressed representatives of the Orthodox nobility,
whether Bohdan Stetkevi¢, a Belorussian chamberlain, Theodore
Sus¢ans’kyj, a land-scribe of the Kiev palatinate, or Jeremiah Vys-
nevec’kyj (Wisniowiecki), a prince in danger of apostatizing from
Orthodoxy, his Ruthenian language was heavily Polonized, his quota-
tions were drawn from Lactantius or St. Augustine, his Christian
similes heavily contaminated with bits of pagan wisdom, and his
flattery was as artless as the recipient must have been undiscriminat-
ing. To his relative Prince VySnevec’kyj he wrote: “This venerable
cross will be unto your princely grace what the mast was once unto
Ulysses, which protected him from the Sirens, that is, the pleasures of
this world.”® We must duly report that Mohyla’s reference to Ulysses
attached to the mast (a prefiguration of the cross) harkened back to
Greek patristic literature of the early fourth century, but we are more
interested to note that in naming the hero from Ithaca he used the
Latinizing Ulessesovy, not a derivative from the Greek Odysseus. And
when Mohyla spoke of the ancestors of Theodore Proskura Sus¢an-
s’kyj, a man whose young son, or at least relative, was a student at the
college, he spun the following yarn, in which he must have believed as
much as he did in Hercules or Apollo. The ancestry of Proskura went
back to Vladimir the Great. One of his forebears served Anne, the
daughter, so Mohyla seems to have said, of the Byzantine emperor and
the wife of Vladimir. This forebear was given the proskura (prosphora,
blessed bread eaten after communion) to be carried from church to
palace, and ate it on the way. Hence the family nickname Proskura.

8 Cf. Titov, Materijaly (as in fn. 2 above), no. 39, pp. 26870, cf. esp. p. 269.
Mohyla was dedicating the text of his inaugural sermon of 1632 to Vyinevec’kyj.
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This nickname was attested by Rus’ chroniclers, whom, of course,
Mohyla failed to specify. Under Svjatoslav, prince of Kiev in 1059
(sic), the Proskuras received their coat-of-arms of cross and arrow as a
reward for the exploits of one family member in a battle against the
infide] Cumans (hustym trupom pohanskym Syrokoje okryl pole — at
least most of this phrase sounded Ukrainian). We must skip four
centuries for the next family exploit, assigned to the reign of King
Alexander of Poland (ca. 1500). From then on, it is clear sailing until
the time of the recipient of Mohyla’s dedication.”

To church historians Mohyla is best known as the author or principal
co-author of the Orthodox Confession of Faith, a treatise consisting of
three parts (that corresponded to the three theological virtues) and
containing about 260 questions and answers. It was discussed and
partly emended at a synod in Jassy (Iasi) in Moldavia in 1642, and its
Greek version was approved by all the four Greek Orthodox patri-
archs a year later. The Confession was first published in modern Greek
in 1667; it had been. elaborated in Kiev in 1640, however, and its
original language and one of its sources were in all likelihood Latin.?

When it comes to vernaculars other than Ruthenian, Mohyla’s

¥ Cf. Titov, Materijaly (as in fn. 2 above), pp. 328-29, and no. 46, pp. 330-33,
esp. 331-32. Susans’kyj was the recipient of the vernacular adaptation of the
Church Slavonic translation of the Homiliary wrongly attributed to Kallistos I,
patriarch of Constantinople (1350-53; 1355-63); this adaptation was published by
Mohyla in 1637 on the basis of the edition of Jev’je (1616). On some of the
problems connected with the Slavic printed editions of the Homiliary by Ps.-Kallis-
tos, cf. now D. Gonis, “Carigradskijat patriarx Kalist I i ‘Utitelno Evangelie,””
Palaeobulgarica 6, no. 2 (1982): 41-55, esp. 53. The coat-of-arms of the Sui¢an-
s'’kyjs is reproduced on the verso of the Homiliary’s title, cf. Titov, p. 194.
Mohyla’s source (indicated in the margin of p. 331) for the origin of that coat-of-
arms was the Polish Chronicle of Stryjkowski, “p. 187.”

2 That the Orthodox Confession was “originally written in Latin” (Aatwvioti
npdtov yeypauuévn) is stated by Meletios Syrigos in his autograph manuscript.
This is our only explicit evidence, and it is weighty: Syrigos was charged with
emending the Confession’s text and translated it into Greek in 1642. It is conceiv-
able that the Confession could have been originally written in Polish; as yet, there
is no proof for this thesis. That it should have been written in Ruthenian is the least
likely of all. On the Confession and the question of its original language, cf., e.g.,
A. Malvy and M. Viller, La Confession orthodoxe de Pierre Moghila métropolite
de Kiev (1633-1646) ... [= Orientalia Christiana, 10] (Rome-Paris, 1927),
esp. pp. li-lii (best); Zukovs'kyj, Petro Mohyla . . . (as in fn. 2 above), pp. 169-
184 (compilative); R. P. Popivchak, Peter Mohila, Metropolitan of Kiev (1633
47): Translation and Evaluation of His “Orthodox Confession of Faith” 1640
[= D.S.D. thesis no. 259 of the Catholic University of America] (Washington,
D.C., 1975), pp. 17-18 (compilative; P. reports on the Polish theory by O. Bar-
lea [1947; inaccessible to me]). On the Summa by the Jesuit Canisius (d. 1597) as
one source for the Confession, cf., e.g., M. Viller, “Une infiltration latine dans la
théologie orthodoxe. La Confession orthodoxe attribuée & Pierre Moghila et le
catéchisme de Canisius,” Recherches de science religieuse 3, no. 2 (1912): 159-68
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mastery of Polish, both of scholarly and of oratorical variety, is safely
attested by his own published writings. Furthermore, there is evidence
for Mohyla’s knowing some modern Greek and handling it in print
and, naturally enough, for his proficiency in spoken Roumanian, but
no trace of his ever using Moldavian in writing. Such a find would be
unlikely, both on account of the cultural situation of the time — prac-
tically speaking, the earliest books in Roumanian, printed by Ukrain-
ian printers dispatched by Mohyla to Wallachia and Moldavia, date
only from the 1640s — and on account of the family tradition. The
frescoes in the church at Sucevita, founded and richly endowed by the
Movila family, are all in Slavonic.?

In which language did Mohyla write when he did so for his private
use? My guess is, in Polish and Ruthenian rather than Slavonic or
Latin. It is in Polish that he jotted down notes about commissions he
made to various goldsmiths in 1629 (though one such note and two .
entries he made in books are in Ruthenian). Moreover, it is worth
noting that Mohyla chose to write or dictate a deeply personal text, his
will, in Polish rather than in Ruthenian or Latin. In that document he
richly endowed his beloved college and gave it his library of books in
several languages collected throughout his lifetime (this library burned
in the 1650s). For these good deeds of his he imposed upon the future
generations the obligation of carrying on instruction in Kiev’s schools
just as it had been carried on in his lifetime under the privileges
granted by His Royal Majesty, the Polish king.”

(textual parallels; dependence on Canisius in the choice of Scriptural quotations;
parallels in the plan of both works; no wholesale borrowings).

2 Mohyla’s “Spiritual Speech,” given in Jassy before the wedding of Janusz
Radziwilt to Maria, daughter of the Moldavian hospodar Vasilie Lupul, was
printed in Kiev in 1645 in Polish (except for Scriptural quotations, all of which were
in Old Church Slavonic). Mohyla tells us, however, that he had delivered that
speech in the hospodar’s church “partly in the Polish, partly in the Wallachian
language (Woloskim Igzykiem).” Cf. Mowa duchowna przy szlubie lasnie Oswie-
conego P.Jego M. Pana lanusza Radziwita.. ., reprinted in A. Mihaiila,
Contribugii la istoria culturii §i literaturii romdne vechi (Bucharest, 1972), esp.
p. 199. 1 am indebted to Professor Andrzej de Vincenz for a copy of Mihiild’s
reprint. For the Slavonic fresco inscriptions in Sucevita, cf., e.g., M. A. Musi-
cesco, Le monastére de Sucevita, 2nd ed. (Bucharest, 1967) (further bibliog-
raphy on p. 55).

2 To help us decide what Mohyla’s “intimate” written language — as opposed to
the several languages in which he wrote for public consumption — may have been,
we have the evidence of his autograph manuscript, published in Arxiv Jugo-Zapad-
noj Rossii, pt. 1, vol. 7 (Kiev, 1887), pp. 49-189. It is a miscellany, consisting of:
(a) a record (pp. 49-132) of miracles wrought by the Orthodox faith in Mohyla’s
time (we drew upon this record for the story of the Tretjaks); (b) pieces of
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v

On Easter 1632, twenty-three pupils (spudeov) of the college, headed
by their professor of rhetoric, and presumably the school’s prefect,

liturgical poetry (pp. 133-70) composed by Mohyla (including the song in celebra-
tion of Wiadystaw IV’s ascent to the throne); (c) reflections (pp. 171-180) on
monastic life; (d) lists (pp. 181-83) of contributors (with amounts contributed) to
the work of restoration in St. Sophia and the Tithe church; (e) notes (pp. 184-85)
concerning commissions to goldsmiths; and (f) a catalogue (pp. 186-89) of Latin
books Mohyla bought in Warsaw in 1632/33. While the first two miracles (p. 49,
localized in Pokuttja “beyond the Dnieper” and in Haly¢) and the very last one
(pp. 131-32, localized in a town near Thessalonica) are in Ruthenian, almost
everything in between is in quite correct Slavonic. Mohyla’s liturgical poetry is
close to Old.Church Slavonic (true, once, on p. 137, he did write viroju instead of
vérojg). Reflections on monastic life are in Slavonic. Lists of contributors to
repairs of St. Sophia and the Tithe church are in Ruthenian. Notes concerning
goldsmiths are in Polish (one note of a similar content being in Ruthenian). Finally,
the catalogue of books is in Latin. The choices of Slavonic for liturgical poetry and
for reflections on monastic life and of Latin for the book catalogue were imposed
by the subject matter. The choice of Ruthenian for the lists of contributors may
have had to do with the fact that, with one exception, all these contributors were
Ruthenian. These lists were hardly a private document. Moreover, neither the
description of Orthodox miracles, nor the poetry, nor the treatise on monasticism
could have been written down for private use. These pieces must have been
intended for eventual dissemination, some of them in the Orthodox world at large,
since their goals were apologetic, edifying, liturgical and, in one case, panegyric.
(Thus, the stories of Orthodox miracles are not a “journal”; on the other hand,
neither are they evidence for Mohyla’s championship of Slavonic as the literary
language of Rus’.) In sum, when I guess that Polish even more than Ruthenian was
the likely vehicle for Mohyla’s “private” written language, I do it on the
strength of the fact that the most personal of the six documents in Mohyla’s
autograph manuscript was in Polish. On various written languages of Rus’ in our
period, cf. the classic (if antiquated) work by P. Ziteckij, Ocerk literaturnoj
istorii malorusskogo nareéija v XVII i XVIII vv., vol. 1 (Kiev, 1889), esp.
pp. 15-151, 147-62, and its Ukrainian translation with L. A. Bulaxovs’kyj updat-
ing preface: Narys literaturnoji istoriji ukrajins’koji movy v XVII vici (L'viv, 1941),
esp. pp- 1-44, and 119-31; the reliable Martel, La langue polonaise (as in fn. 2
above), passim; the excellent essay by George Y. Shevelov, “L’ukrainien litté-
raire,” Revue des études slaves 33 (1956): esp. pp. 73-76 (cf. its English transla-
tion in A. Schenker and E. Stankiewicz, eds., The Slavic Literary Languages, New
Haven, 1980), and, for the same author’s latest views, A Historical Phonology of
the Ukrainian Language (Heidelberg, 1979), §43:3=pp. 566~71 (succinct but also
well balanced). Interpretations in these works differ from the “functional” one
offered here. In spite of its promising title, the chapter “Movna koncepcija
Kyjevo-Mohyljans’koji akademiji,” in Bilodid, Kyjevo-Mohyljans’ka akademija
(as in fn. 8 above), pp. 48-84, is of little use to anyone interested in the interplay
of languages in seventeenth-century Rus’. On reasons for the use of various levels
of language in seventeenth-century prefaces, cf. the good observations by Sazo-
nova, “Ukrainskie . . . predislovija” (as in fn. 41 below), esp. p. 185. — For
Mohyla’s testament, cf. Pamjatniki . . ., 2 (1846) (as in fn. 1 above), no. XI,
pp. 144-81 and Pamjamiki izdannye . . ., (1897) (as in fn. 4 above), no. XVI,
pp. 429-39. The latter text was reprinted by Zukovs’kyj, Petro Mohyla (as in
fn. 2 above), no. 21, pp. 244-47. For Mohyla’s Ruthenian (or even Ukrainian)
entries in books he owned, cf. the Addendum to this fn. at the end of the present
article.
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Sofronij Pocas’kyj, submitted to Mohyla a versified pamphlet of
thanks called Eucharisterion.” The pamphlet, with a preface in prose
signed by the professor (who used two Greek quotations), had two
parts. Both give an idea of the horizon of the young men beginning
their study in the newly founded college and of the cultural values
inculcated into them.

The first part of the pamphlet is entitled Helikon: Mohyla’s grateful
pupils erect that mountain of the Muses as a poetic act of gratitude to
him. Their poem is also called the First Garden of Knowledge; eight
“roots” appear in it, each of them described in verses signed by their
student author, or at least reciter. The “roots” are Grammar, Rheto-
ric, Dialectic, Arithmetic, Music, Geometry, Astronomy, and Theol-
ogy, that is, the mediaeval trivium and quadrivium in the usual
sequence, plus theology. (The appearance of theology expressed the
hopes and early aspirations of the school’s authorities rather than
subsequent reality, for, as we already know, the royal charter of 1635
did not grant the college the right of teaching that science.) Helikon, or
New Helikon, in case we have not guessed it yet, is the school — or
one of the schools — presided over by Mohyla (a pun also on his
name, Movild, i.e., “mountain” in Moldavian).

The second part of the pamphlet, also written in verse, is called
Parnass — again the home of the Muses and of Apollo — or the
Second Garden of Knowledge. It, too, was erected by the school’s
pupils in honor of Mohyla. The second garden has ten offshoots of
knowledge, that is, the nine Muses plus Apollo. The existence of two
mountains calls for an explanation and the one that comes readily to
mind is that they represent the efforts of the pupils of the Confrater-
nity and the Caves Monastery schools, respectively.

The language of both poems is heavily Polonized Ukrainian. Their

B For the text of the Eucharisterion, cf. the facsimile in this issue, pp. 255-93;
S. T. Golubev, “PriloZenija k sofineniju: Istorija Kievskoj duxovnoj akademii,
VIIL,” in Universitetskie izvestija of Kiev, 1886, no. 4, pt. 2, pp. 46—64; no. 5,
pt. 2, pp. 65-69; Titov, Materijaly (as in fn.2 above), no. 41, pp. 291-305;
H. Rothe, Die dlteste ostslavische Kunstdichrung 1575-1647, Zweiter Halbband
(Giessen, 1977), pp. 293-315 (omitting the preface). Cf. also excerpts in O. 1.
Bilec’kyj, Xrestomatija davn’oji ukrajins’koji literatury (do kincja XVIII st.),
3rd ed. (Kiev, 1967), pp. 191-192, and Bilodid, Kyjevo-Mohyljans’ka akademija
(asin fn. 8 above), p. 26. For a partial versified translation into modern Ukrainian,
cf. Apollonova ljummja: Kyjivs'ki poety XVII-XVIII st. (Kiev, 1982), pp. 35-45
(where all poems are attributed to Stefan-Sofronij Pogas’kyj). For secondary
literature on the Eucharisterion, and a detailed discussion of its contents, cf. the
article in this issue by N. Pylypiuk, pp. 45-70.
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two concrete messages are the glorification of Christ, the Victor risen
at Easter time, and the praise of Mohyla. Their two ideological
messages seem to reflect the organizational compromise of 1631/32.
They are, first, that Classics are good, but too classicizing an education
is not a good thing; and, second, that the Uniates are certainly
abominable.

The poems themselves say this in part: Grammar looks forward to
the time when the Rus’, the descendants of the famous Roxolanians (a
Sarmatian tribe whose mention provided antique ancestry for the
Ruthenians and erudite credentials for the poem’s author), will equal
the wise pagans in learning. Dialectic (likened, after a saying of “the
Stagirite,” to a sharp thorn) wishes that the thorn of wisdom would
prick the sight of “the sad Uniate basilisks [who are] cruel asps.” Thus
Aristotle was put aside with King David, since the “basilisks” and the
“asps” alluded to Psalm 90 (91) :13. Music quotes the pagans Diogenes
and Orpheus — along with the Byzantine John of Damascus. Geome-
try refers in the same breath to Xenophanes of Colophon and to
Christ, “the highest Geometer,” who rose from under the earth (“the
earth” being gé or gaia in Greek; bear in mind that the various poems
were both honoring Mohyla and celebrating Easter of 1632). Finally,
in the poem on Theology, Mohyla is indirectly likened to Hercules. As
the “assiduous Spaniard” had set up a marble pillar on the shores of
the Western ocean to mark the outer limits of Hercules’s labors, so the
archimandrite erected a column on the banks of the Dnieper in the
“Septentrional” zone (pry berehax Dniprovyx pod sedmi triony) to
mark the beginning of the ocean of Theology. On that spot Mohyla
will put an end to the Ruthenians’ search and to their pilgrimages to
faraway lands to study that science; may the good Lord grant that from
now on they listen “to theologians of their own.” The verses addressed
to Apollo toward the end of the poem Parnass invite the pagan god to
visit the Ruthenian lands (krajev rossijs’kyx), which are hungry for
learning. However, toward the very end of Parnass, both Apollo and
his sisters, the Muses, are chased away and the Virgin Mary is asked to
take up her abode among the students of the college.

Two emblematic woodcuts adorn the tract.** One depicts Mohyla

# Cf. Titov, Materijaly (as in fn.2 above), pp. 293-99; Zukovs'kyj, Petro
Mohyla (as in fn. 2 above), pp. 50 and 84; Rothe, Die dlteste . . . Kunstdichtung
(as in the preceding note), pp. 481 and 482 (= figs. 38 and 39). A search for
parallels for these and similar woodcuts in sixteenth- and seventeenth-century
emblem books might well repay the effort. Mohyla himself bought a Latin book of
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himself standing on Helicon and holding the pastoral staff and the
branch of wisdom; he is spurning the scepter and the crown, an
allusion to his having given up his claim to the throne of Moldavia. The
other woodcut represents Mucius Scaevola, the hero of a Latin legend
set in the sixth century B.c., who is standing on Parnassus and putting
his right hand into the fire. The scene is included because the Mohyla
family claimed descent from this Roman hero, a speculation not
unparalleled both in the history of humanism and of the Balkans.
This second woodcut sums up well the composite character of
Mohyla’s world. The hero of the woodcut is a Roman; he stands on a
Greek mountain; with one exception, the explanatory legends are in
Cyrillic script; but they contain Polonisms, such as the word zvytjazcy
for “victor.” The exception is something written in Greek letters on
the left arm of Mucius Scaevola. The meaning of these letters seems to
have escaped previous scholarship.” Yet they deserve a closer look,
for they tell us about the degree of familiarity with the Greek in
Mohyla’s milieu. They read skaia cheir ‘left hand’, and thus offer an
etymologically correct pun on the name of Scaevola, because scaevus
and skaios mean the same thing, namely, “left(-handed),” in Latin and
Greek. Scaevola, we remember, got the nickname “left-handed” after
putting his right hand into the fire and thus permanently crippling it.
We can be virtually certain that the professor of rhetoric Sofronij
Po&as’kyj, author of the Eucharisterion’s preface and perhaps of all
its poems as well, was the same person as Stefan Polas’kyj, the
student of the Confraternity school who recited the very first poem of
the Virsi, a tract published in 1622 by Kasijan Sakovyé to com-
memorate the funeral of Hetman Sahajda¢nyj.”® Ten years later,
Pocas’kyj must have remembered his role in this literary enterprise.
In short, there is"prima facie presumption that the immediate model
for the Eucharisterion’s plan and structure was offered by Sakovy&'s
Virsi. (In the wider scheme of things, of course, models for the
Eucharisterion are to be looked for in contemporary textbooks of

“Emblemata” in Warsaw in 1632, cf. Arxiv Jugo-Zapadnoj Rossii, pt. 1, vol. 7
(Kiev, 1887), p. 187.

% Titov, Materijaly (asin fn. 2 above), p. 305, merely remarked: “there is also an
inscription on the left sleeve™ of Mucius Scaevola. S. T. Golubev’s description in
Universitetskie izvestija of Kiev, 1886, no. 4, pt. 2, p. 59, lacks any reference to
Scaevola’s left arm.

% For the text, cf., e.g., Titov, Materijaly (as in fn. 2 above), no. 11, pp. 37-50;
Rothe, Die dlteste . . . Kunstdichtung (as in fn. 23 above), pp. 219-246 (on p. 246
references to other reprints, usually excerpts).
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poetics and in Polish Renaissance and Baroque poetry.) The choice of
Easter for reciting the Eucharisterion may have been influenced by
what the printers of the Lavra had done in 1630: their Imnologia, a
collection of ten signed poems, was an Easter offering to Mohyla, in
which each author blended the praise of Christ, the risen Victor, with
that of the archimandrite.”

I know next to nothing of most of the youthful authors (or reciters)
of Eucharisterion’s gratulatory poems. With two exceptions, such
people as Theodor Suslo or Martyn Suryn are but colorful names to
me. The exceptions are Vasylij Su$¢ans’kyj-Proskura, who, as we
have just learned, was a son or a relative of the addressee of one of
Mohyla’s prefaces; and Heorhij Nehrebeckij, probably a relative of
Father Constantine Niehrebecki, namiestnik of St. Sophia of Kiev and
one of the executors of Mohyla’s will.?

On the other hand, we know a great deal about some other officers
or alumni of the college who were active or graduated during Mohyla’s
lifetime, since they are among the important intellectuals of the
century: Epifanij Slavynec’kyj, who was a Hellenist recruited to Mos-
cow by Patriarch Nikon; Arsenij Satanovs’kyj, an assistant to Slavy-
nec’kyj, who also went to Moscow; and men who wrote both in
Ukrainian and Polish and were authors of sermons and writers of

7 Cf. Titov, Materijaly (as in fn. 2 above), no. 35, pp. 234-39. With one excep-
tion in the middle, those poems of the Imnologia that are written in Polonized
Ukrainian regularly alternate with those in Slavonic. This arrangement may have
been intentional. Two tracts published a year after the Eucharisterion are close to it
in structure and in some motifs, and may have been influenced by it. They are (1)
the Edpwvia veselobrmjalaa Na Vysocesldvnyj Thrén Mitrépolii Kievskoj
§¢aslive  vstupujucemu . . . Kyr Petru Mohilé. . . . ot Tipohrafove v. ..
Cudotvérnoj Lavré Pelérskoj pracijulyxw . . . dedikovdnaja; cf. Titov,
Materijaly (as in fn. 2 above), no. 42, pp. 306-309; Rothe, Die dlteste . . .
Kunstdichtung (as in fn. 23 above), pp. 315-22 (on p. 322 references to other

reprints and excerpts); and (2) Mnemosyne stawy, prac, i trudow . .. Piotra
Mohily . . . nd pozgddny onego wiazd do Kiowd; od Studentow Gymnasium w
Bréctwie Kiowskim przezen fundowdnego Swidtu poddna . . .; cf. Rothe,

Die dlteste . .. Kunstdichtung (as in fn. 23 above), pp. 32343 (valuable as
apparently the only full reprint; a few misunderstandings of the text). For an
excerpt (in original and translation) from the Mnemosyne, cf. also Martel, La
litérature polonaise (as in fn. 2 above), p. 287 and fn. 1. Mnemosyne deserves
further study. — An echo of the Eucharisterion (or of notions popular at the time
of its composition) can be heard in this passage of Kossov’s Exegesis: “their
Benevolences, the Sirs citizens of Kiev and of other counties began to fill our
horrea Apollinea with their children, like with little ants, and to call (these horrea)
Helicon, Parnassus, and to glory in them.” Cf. Arxiv (as in fn. 3 above), p. 423.
B Cf. Pamjatniki . .., 2 (1846) (as in fn. 1 above), p. 177; Pamjatniki iz-
dannye . . ., 2 (1897) (as in fn. 4 above), p. 435; Zukovs’kyj, Petro Mohyla (as in
fn. 2 above), pp. 246-47. Namiesmik is Polish for locumtenens.
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prominence in other fields as well: Joannikij Galjatovs’kyj, Lazar
Baranovy¢ and Antonij Radyvylovs’kyj. Thus from its very begin-
nings, the college was both a producer of local intellectual leaders and
a purveyor of talent abroad, above all to Moscow. It was to perform
this double role for over a century.”

v

Mohyla was a loyal subject of the Polish Crown. He composed a
liturgical poem in Church Slavonic to celebrate the enthronement of
“our great tsar Wladystaw (IV).” Whenever he spoke of “our father-
land” (otdyzna nasa), he meant the Polish-Lithuanian Common-
wealth. This should not astonish us: Bohdan Xmel’nyc’kyj himself
used the term ojczyzna in the same sense as late as 1656, at least for
the benefit of the Polish Crown hetmans and the Polish king.¥ In
Mohyla’s own mind, the legitimacy of his being seated on the Kiev
metropolitan’s throne rested on three fundations: the inspiration by
the Holy Ghost who moved the heart of His Majesty King Wiady-
staw IV; the blessing of the holy apostolic capital of Constantinople;
and the will of the whole of the Ruthenian nation (narodu rossij-

®  The role of Mohyla’s college and academy as exporters of talent and printing
know-how abroad and as training ground for foreign students is a well-researched
topic. K. V. Xarlampovi€, Malorossijskoe viijanie na velikorusskuju cerkovnuju
Zizn’, vol. 1 (Kazan’, 1914), still remains a classic for Muscovy and Russia. For
the most recent general survey, cf. “Kul’turni zvjazky Kyjevo-Mohyljans’koji
akademii,” in Xyznjak, Kyjevo-Mohyljans’ka akademija (as in fn. 2 above),
pp. 162-216 (discusses Muscovy and Russia, Belorussia, Moldavia and Wallachia,
Serbia, and Greece). For Muscovy and Russia alone (and in a later period),
cf. F. B. Korémaryk, Duxovi vplyvy Kyjeva na Moskoviéynu v dobu Her-
mans’koji Ukrajiny [ = Shevchenko Scientific Society, Ukrainian Studies, 14]
(New York, 1964). For Moldavia and Wallachia, cf. P. P. Panaitescu, “L’influence
de 'oeuvre de Pierre Mogila, archevéque de Kiev dans les Principautés rou-
maines,” in Mélanges de I'Ecole -roumaine en France 1926, pt. 1 (Paris, 1926),
pp. 3-95 (excellent); Zukovs'kyj, Petro Mohyla (as in fn. 2 above), pp. 113-15;
and the bibliographical article by Dr. Cazacu, pp. 184-222 below. I shall adduce
but two telling examples for Moldavian contacts: In 1640, Sofronij Po¢as’kyj, the
moving spirit of the Eucharisterion, led some alumni and teachers of the college to
Jassy, where they founded a school which continued for a few years. A year later, a
printing press manned by Kievan printers was established there.

¥ “Great tsar Wiladyslaw”: Arxiv Jugo-Zapadnoj Rossii, pt. 1, vol. 7 (Kiev,
1887), p. 169 (caution: in the manuscript, the text of the poem is not in Mohyla’s
hand). “Fatherland”: for the usage of Mohyla, cf., e.g., Titov, Materijaly (as in
fn. 2 above), p. 333; for that of Xmel'nyc’kyj, cf. his letters addressed to the
Crown hetmans and to King Jan Kazimierz, respectively, in A. B. Pernal, “Six
Unpublished Letters of Bohdan Khmel'nyts’kyi (1656-1657),” Harvard Ukrainian
Studies 6, no. 2 (June 1982): 223 and 225; for Markian Balaban laying down his life
for “his beloved otyzna, the Polish Crown,” cf. Titov, Materijaly, p. 186 (the text
dates from 1627).
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s’koho).>* What he and his successor on the Kiev throne, Syl'vester
Kossov, aspired to, but did not obtain, was equality for this Ruthenian
nation within the framework of the Commonwealth. For all his Ortho-
doxy and in spite of the fact that in 1640 he lavished fulsome praise on
Tsar Mixail Fedorovi¢ (to whom he applied for material assistance for
Kiev’s shrines and for permission — never granted — to found a
special monastery in Moscow where Kievan monks could teach Greek
and Slavonic to sons of boyars and to simple folk),” Mohyla remained
politically anti-Muscovite. He praised his noble Ruthenian addressees
or their ancestors for taking part in campaigns against Moscow in the
service of the Polish king; the family of one of them he extolled for
having waged war on Moscow under King Stefan Batory (Bathory);
-another addressee he commended for participating in the expedition to
Moscow under the leadership of the young Wiadystaw IV.** When the
brother of Metropolitan Iov ' Borec’kyj, Andrew, presumably alluded
in conversation with Mohyla to the possibility of a union between
Muscovy and Rus’, Mohyla is said to have replied that this alone was
enough to have Andrew Borec’kyj impaled.* This loyalist attitude is a
far cry from that displayed by the Borec’kyj brothers, by a man lower
down on the social scale, the Belorussian Afanasij Filippovi¢, who

traveled to Moscow and embarrassed Mohyla by his Orthodox intran-

3 Cf. Titov, Materijaly (as in fn. 2 above), no. 49, p. 359: ja tedy v toj Rossijs’koj
zemli z nadxnenja D(u)xa s(vja)t(o)ho do s(e)rdca Korolja jeho M(y)l(o)s(ty)
Viadyslava Cetvertoho, nam $¢aslyve Panujucoho i vseho Narodu Rossijs’koho
voleju, vzjavsy urjad Rossijs’kyj Arxierejs’kyj za bl(aho)s(lo)veniem s(vja)tijSeji
stolyci Ap(o)s(to)l's’koji Konstantynopol's'koji. . . .

%2 Cf. Pamjamiki izdannye . . . , 2 (1897) (as in fn. 4 above), pp. 423-27; Akty
otnosjaséiesja k istorii Juinoj i Zapadnoj Rossii . .., vol. 3 (St. Petersburg,
1861), nos. 18 and 33, pp. 27-29 and 39. Both documents are preserved only in
contemporary Russian translation s beloruskogo pisma. Both were “read before
the tsar.” In 1640, Mohyla’s locumtenens, Ihnatij, gave a detailed report in
Moscow’s Posol’skij prikaz on military and political events in the Ukraine, Lithu-
ania, and Poland (he also repeated some gossip about relations between the Polish
king and the Turkish sultan and about actions planned by the Habsburg emperor
against the Swedes). He did not pass on any treasonous information, however. Cf.
Akty otnosjaséiesja . . . , no. 22, pp. 32-34. On Mohyla’s relations with Mos-
cow, cf., e.g., V. Ejngom, “O snoseniax malorossijskogo duxovenstva s moskov-
skim praviteI'stvom v carstvovanie Alekseja Mixajlovi¢a,” Ctenija v Imp. Ob-
$éestve istorii i drevnostej rossijskix pri Moskovskom universitete 165 (1893,
bk. 2): 24-32.

B Cf. Titov, Materijaly (as in fn. 2 above), pp. 332 and 339.

¥ This story is reported by Pantelejmon Kuli§, “Otpadenie Malorossii ot Pol’$i
(1340-1654), tom pervyj,” Ctenija v Imp. Ob$éestve istorii i drevnostej rossij-
skix pri Moskovskom universitete 145 (1888, bk. 2, pt. 3): 179. Kuli§ gives no
precise reference; he only points to the Glavnyj arxiv inostrannyx del as the source
of his information.
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sigence, or, finally, by those Orthodox whom Kasijan Sakovy¢ ac-
cused of betraying the Polish Crown’s secrets to Moscow before 1646.%
Mohyla’s points of reference were Kiev, Warsaw, Jassy, and Constan-
tinople, but hardly Moscow. To blame him for this, to impute that it
was not so, or to call his religious policy a “Latin pseudo-morphosis of
Orthodoxy,” is to disregard our evidence, to imply that the yardstick
for measuring what is Orthodox is kept in Russia, and to indulge in
anachronisms.* When it comes to Mohyla’s theology, it is advisable to

% On Iov Borec’kyj’s relations with Moscow and the Crown and on his tergiversa-
tions, cf., e.g., Ejngorn, “O snoenijax” (as in fn. 32 above), pp. 20-21; and
K. Chodynicki’s entry “Borecki, Jan” in Polski stownik biograficzny 2 (1936):
315-317. For Borec’kyj’s brothers, cf., e.g., the supplication addressed in 1640 to
Tsar Mixail Fedorovi¢ by lov and Andreas’s sister in Akty otosjasCiesja . . .
(as in fn. 32 above), no. 32, pp. 38-39. On Filippovi¢, ¢f. A. F. KorSunov,
Afanasij Filippovi&: Zizn’ i tvoréestvo (Minsk, 1965) and the review of this
book by F. Sysyn in Kritika 8, no. 3 (Spring 1972): 118-29. For Sakovy¢’s
charges, and Mohyla’s refutation, cf. Lithos . . . , in Arxiv Jugo-Zapadnoj Rossii,
pt. 1, vol. 9 (Kiev, 1893), p. 4 and fn. On the date of Sakovy¢’s charges, cf., ibid.,
S. Golubev’s introduction, p. 134 and fn. 1. ,

% 1 have in mind, inter alia, the grave indictment of Mohyla by the late Father G.
Florovsky, for whom the “crypto-Romanism” and the “pseudo-morphosis of
Orthodoxy” propagated by our metropolitan were “probably more dangerous than
the Union itself.” Cf. Father Florovsky’s celebrated Puti russkogo bogoslovija, 2nd
ed. (Paris, 1981), pp. 44-56, esp. p. 49, and Ways of Russian Theology, vol. 1
(Belmont, Mass., 1979) (a somewhat revamped and enlarged English version of
Puti), pp. 64-85. The very brilliance of Father Florovsky’s portrayal of Mohyla
should not blind us to the fact that the author wrote not as an “unbiased” historian
(for he did not believe that such a person could exist), but as a Russian theologian.
Keeping this in mind, we may sympathize with Father Florovsky’s disapproval of
Mohyla. His casting doubt on Mohyla’s Orthodoxy is another matter. Beginning
with the seventeenth century, all Orthodox ecclesiastics who were not bound by
Russian standards of confessional purity (and some who were) found few or no
objections to Mohyla’s Confession or to the Latin ingredients in it (assuming that
they were aware of these ingredients); and they never impugned his Orthodoxy.
Father Florovsky may have been right in viewing Mohyla’s thought and reforms as
alien to Russian theology, but was less justified in blaming their author for it. On
my reading of the evidence, Mohyla (and the vast majority of upper-class educated
Orthodox living in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth in the first half of the
seventeenth century) gave relatively little thought to Muscovy; they lived in a
different world. Moscow was absent from the modern place-names adduced among
various illustrative examples in Smotryc’kyj’s Slavonic grammar of 1619; his list
was limited to Kiev, Cracow, L'viv, and Wilno (Vilnius). It would follow that in
terms of mere history, Mohyla belongs in Father Florovsky’s book only tangen-
tially — for instance, as a parallel to Patriarch Nikon and as a man who helped
create the preconditions for the later invasion of Muscovy and Russia by Ukrainian
and Belorussian clerical erudites and theologians. Cf. also Professor Sysyn’s review
article in this issue, pp. 155-187. [Father Florovsky’s strictures against Mohyla and
his school have their antecedents in ninteenth-century Russian historiography. To
my knowledge, the only nineteenth-century Ukrainian historian unfriendly to
Mohyla was Taras Sev&enko’s younger contemporary, Pantelejmon Kuli.]
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keep the verdict of Mohyla’s Orthodox contemporaries in mind. In
1642/43, Greek Orthodox patriarchs and hierarchs found his Ortho-
doxy in order: they scrutinized his Orthodox Confession of Faith and
ended up by approving it. In this approved form, the document was
highly valued and accepted as the official profession of faith. by all the
leaders of Orthodox churches of the seventeenth and eighteenth cen-
turies, including Adrian, the last patriarch of Moscow before Peter I's
reforms, and Arsenij, enemy of Peter’s reforms and metropolitan of
Rostov in the 1750s, who considered Mohyla’s catechism “more essen-
tial for the priest than philosophy.”

What Mohyla’s attitude toward Hetman Xmel’'nyc’kyj would have
been we cannot say, since his death on 1 January 1647, new style,
came more than a year before Xmel’nyc’kyj’s uprising, dubbed “civil
war” in contemporary Polish sources. To form an educated guess on
Mohyla’s putative attitude, it will be helpful to remember that in a
hagiographical piece dating from after 1629, he had a local saint
frustrate the Zaporozhian Cossacks’ plan to plunder the Moldavian
city of Suceava; and that two of his first cousins were wives of
Stanistaw Rewera Potocki, the Polish palatine of Braclav and Cracow,
and a third was married to the fiercely anti-Cossack Prince Jeremiah
Vysnevec’kyj.

At first, the uprising itself did not badly disrupt the teaching at the
college — some of its important alumni graduated from it around 1649
or 1650 and serious war damage to its buildings occurred only in the
fifties — nor did it stem the wave of Latin and Polish influence.” The
will of the whole Ruthenian nation, to use Mohyla’s own words — or
at least of its Ukrainian branch — was favorable to the college. In
1651 and 1656 Hetman Xmelnyc’kyj endowed the monastery of the
Kiev confraternity and “the schools attached to it” with the expropri-

3 Two examples: In Rosa inter spinas, a textbook of poetics dating from 1686 (the
year of the official incorporation of Kiev into the Tsardom of Muscovy), students
were given Polish examples culled from the cycle of poems by Samuel Twardowski;
the cycle, written in 1634, was entitled “The Felicitous Expedition Against Moscow
by the Most Serene Wladystaw IV.” On Rosa, cf. Luzny, Pisarze (as in fn. 6
above), esp. pp. 37-38. As late as the 1690s, textbooks on rhetoric recorded Latin
and Polish eulogies or funerary orations in honor of Xmel'nyc’kyj, cf. V. Peretc in
Ctenija v istoriceskom obs¢estve Nestora Letopisca 14 (1890): 11-20. — The
Latin legacy of Mohyla’s college was so strong that some courses were taught in
that language in the Russian Empire’s ecclesiastical academies and seminaries as
late as the 1840s. Cf. Golubev, “Kievo-mogiljanskaja kollegija . . .” (as in fn. 8
above), p. 544.
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ated landed possessions of the Dominican fathers in and near Kiev,®
those of the Jesuits and those of the Catholic bishop and chapter of .
Kiev; thus the college profited in the redistribution of the spoils. The
Treaty of Bila Cerkva of 1651 expressly mentions the rights of the Kiev
college. However, the chief — and highly valuable — assistance the
Cossack uprising and its aftermath of 1654 gave the Mohyla college
was indirect. It consisted in the expulsion of the Jesuits from the
Ukraine: they were never to return to Kiev. In this way, serious
competition to the college was eliminated, a competition which might
have been a threat to it if the Jesuits were to stay. The potentially most
advantageous decision connected with the Cossacks came to the col-
lege not through Xmel’'nyc’kyj, but through Hetman Vyhovs’kyj and
the Treaty of Hadjaé of 1658. This treaty raised the college to the
rank of academy and endowed it with the same prerogatives and
liberties as “the Academy of the University of Cracow.” It even
provided that a second academy be erected in the Ukraine. Although
this provision of the Hadja¢ treaty remained as unenforced as the
others, it did give the teachers at the college a new impetus in their
attempts to enhance their school’s status. In 1670, Hetman Peter
Dorosenko instructed his envoys to the negotiations with the Polish
side in Ostroh to press for the establishment of an academy in the
Ukraine. But it was the Russian Peter I who finally satisfied the
Kievan teachers’ wishes (1694 and 1701).

VI

For all its undeniable achievements, Mohyla’s college did not produce
original thought. This was not only because original thought is rare in
human affairs, but also because the college’s goal was fully to absorb
existing, in this particular case, Western, cultural standards. Those
who are catching up with established value systems strive for parity,
not for originality. Involved contemporaries do not feel this to be a

%  Dominicans: cf. 1. Kryp”jakevy¢ and 1. Butyé, Dokumenty Bohdana Xmel'-
nyc’koho (Kiev, 1961), no. 131, pp. 209-210 (on p. 210, references to earlier
editions). In 1659, the Kiev polkovnyk V. Dvorec’kyj issued a detailed confirma-
tion of Xmel'nyc'kyj’s universal of 1651, cf. Pamjamiki . . . , 2 (1846) (asin fn. 1
above), no. XIX, pp. 213-22, and Pamjatniki izdannye . . . , 2 (1897) (as in fn. 4
above), no. XXIV, pp. 449-51. Jesuits: Kryp”jakevy&-Buty¢, Dokumenty (as in
this fn., above), no. 349, pp. 467-68 (on p. 468, references to-earlier editions). In
1659, Tsar Aleksej Mixailovié confirmed Xmel’nyc’kyj’s universal of 1656, cf.
Pamjamiki izdannye . . . , 2 (1897) (as in fn. 4 above), no. XXV, pp. 451-53.
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drawback; those few who do, gamble on original contributions com-
ing after parity is achieved.

To be sure, a short-cut to original contributions does exist. It runs
through changing the rules of the game: forgetting all about catching
up and striking out on one’s own instead (or in the wake of others who
already have left the catching-up problems behind). In the history of
learning and education, the challenge issued by the fledgling Colleége
de France to the Sorbonne a century before Mohyla is the case in
point. Such short-cuts are taken only rarely in the course of civiliza-
tion, however, and it would be unfair to Mohyla and to his successors
to demand from them an act that was beyond their reach. The original
contribution we might expect from Mohyla’s college and academy is of
a different kind. What went on there did affect the growth of a
peculiarly Ukrainian consciousness. In that respect, however, the early
college was the successful continuator of incipient trends rather than
an initiator of new ones; and in later years its impact on national
consciousness was not explicitly intended.

One contribution was made in the early period: intellectuals in the
milieu of Mohyla (as well as in that of his immediate predecessors)
rediscovered Kiev’s early past. The roots of the Kievan present were
traced back to that past, and historical continuity was established
between the earliest Rus’ and Kiev on the one hand and the Ukraine of
the early seventeenth century on the other. Following in the tracks of
Zaxarij Kopystens’kyj and of the Virsi on Sahajda¢nyj’s funeral in
1622, Mohyla adopted the conception of the Kievan Primary Chronicle
and traced the Rus’ nation back to Japhet. That nation was called “the
nation of Vladimir” by one student of his school.” Inscriptions in the
Church of the Savior in Berestovo, restored by Mohyla in 1643/44,
connect his name, the name of the metropolitan of all Rus’ (v’seg
Rossii), with that of the “autocrat” ruler of all Rus’ (vseg Rossii)
Vladimir the Great (who was thereby promoted to imperial rank)
(figs. 3—4, pp. 43—-44);* and we already know that in his genealogi-

¥ For descent from “the noble” Japhet (and not from the “ignoble” Cham, as
insinuated by the Polish critics), cf. Titov, Materijaly (as in fn. 2 above), p. 268; for
the “nation of Vladimir (narodu Wiodzimierza)” who built 300 churches in Kiev
“according to Stryjkowski,” see Rothe, Die diteste . . . Kunstdichtung (as in fn. 23
above), p. 328, lines 21-22.

“ The Berestovo inscription of 1643 runs as follows: Sfju c(e)rkov’|Sozda
velikij|| i vseg Rossii knjaz| I samodesec, S(via)tyjl|Viadimir: Vo s(vja)tom)
Kr(e)scé(myii Vasili(j). Po I&|téx Ze Mnéhix, I pc ra|zorénii ot bezbos-
nyx Tatar | Proizvoléiniem [sic] B(o)Ziim'obnovise Smirénnyms| Petrom
Mobhiloju arxiep(i)s(ko)pom Mitropolitom Kievski(m) Halickim I vse¢ Rossii.
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cal flatteries Mohyla traced the ancestry of his addressees back to the
times of Vladimir the Great and invoked Rus’ chroniclers in support of
his statements. Finally, in the laudatory poems that the students of
Mohyla’s school and the printers of Kiev composed on the occasion of
his enthronement in 1633, the Cathedral of Saint Sophia (later re-
stored by him) commended (polecaju) to the newly installed metro-
politan the walls that it had received from Jaroslav the Wise.*!

Eksarxoju s(vja)taho| Ko(n)stantinopolskoho ap(o)s(to)lskaho pr(&)s(to)la arxi-
mandritom Pelerskim. Vo sldvu Na Thavoré Preobrazsahos(g) X(rist)a
B(o)ha || sléva 1643. hoda.| ot Sotvoreni¢ Ze miru, 7151: [There follow some
letters, probably P, O, M, K, T, Ot, H; are they the painter’s signature?]. To my
knowledge, this inscription is unpublished.

4 For tracing the ancestry of a Ruthenian aristocrat back to Kievan princes
Svjatoslav, “Wlodzimirz, Boriss” and “Hlib,” cf. Zaxarij Kopystens’kyj’s preface
addressed to Prince Stefan Svjatopolk Cetvertens’kyj in 1623, Titov, Materijaly
(as in fn. 2 above), p. 69, and Kal’nofojs’kyj’s verses on the Cetvertens’kyjs in
Teratourgéma of 1638, Rothe, Die dlteste . . . Kunstdichtung (as in fn. 23 above),
p. 420. For comparing Prince Constantine OstroZs’kyj to Vladimir and Jaroslav,
cf. the poem in the Ostroh Bible (1581), reprinted in Rothe, ibid., pp. 5-6. For
passages on St. Sophia’s walls, cf. Mnemosyne in Rothe, ibid., poem 9, 13-20,
pp. 334-335; poem 11, 3-6, p. 337; and Eb¢avia veselobrmjalaa (as in fn. 27
above), p. 310 (Titov) and 319 (Rothe). The relevant passage of the Ed¢wvia is
also reproduced in Bilec'kyj, Xrestomatija (as in fn. 19 above), p. 194. — For
recent Soviet views on the rediscovery of Kiev’s past in the Mohyla circle, cf. the
two chapters by L. I. Sazonova, “Ukrainskie staropetatnye predislovija (bor’ba
za nacional’'noe edinstvo)” and “Ukrainskie staropetatnye predislovija (osoben-
nosti literaturnoj formy),” in A. N. Robinson et al., eds., Russkaja staropecatnaja
literatura (XVI-pervaja &etvert XVIII v.) (Moscow, 1981), pp. 129-52, 153-87
(several interesting observations on levels of language in the prefaces, on L'viv and
Kiev prints as models used by Patriarch Nikon, on Su$¢ans’kyj-Proskura, on
invoking princely ancestry for the OstroZs’kyjs and the Cetvertens’kyjs and on
the change in the character of the prefaces brought by the year 1654; p. 168,
confusion on the meaning of rossijs’komu rodu or naroda rossijs’koho — these
terms are taken to refer to “Russians in general”; p. 137, a charming slip going
back to pre-1914: juznorusskom krae used with reference to places like L'viv,
Vilnius and Kiev); and 1. S. Zaxara, “Istorija Kyjivs'koji Rusi v ocinci dijagiv
Kyjevo-Mohyljans’koji akademiji,” in Ja. D. Isajevy¢ et al., eds., Kyjivs'ka Rus’:
Kul’tura, tradyciji (Kiev, 1982), pp. 89-92 (according to the author, professors of
the academy invoked old Kievan traditions to promote the idea of unification with
brotherly Russia — the new “reunited” state had to be as strong as Kievan Rus’
had been in her day). Much better are the few sober pages by Ja. D. Isajevy¢,
“Rol’ kul'turnoji spad$¢yny Kyjivs’koji Rusi v rozvytku miZslov”jans’kyx
zv”jazkiv doby. feodalizmu,” in Ja. D. Isajevy¢ et al., eds., Z istoriji miZslov’-
jans’kyx zv”jazkiv (Kiev, 1983), esp. pp. 7, 10-14. — Two motifs of ideal geneal-
ogy used in the circle of Mohyla or in his college (as well as in other places) to
enhance the image of Rus’ and of Kiev have been left out of consideration here. In
my view, they belong, originally at least, in a different context, that of establishing
the legitimacy and antiquity of the Orthodox faith, and even its superiority over the
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This contribution, much as establishing historical continuities may
appeal to us, was of limited importance. To realize this, we have only
to recall that when financial need arose, Mohyla pointed out to the
autocrat Muscovite tsar that both “autocrat” rulers, Vladimir and
Jaroslav the Wise, were the tsar’s forebears;* or to juxtapose the Kiev
intellectuals’ search for roots of their Rus’ with the impressive claims
to antiquity and suzerainty that the less sophisticated compilers of the
Stepennaja kniga had elaborated in Moscow three quarters of a century
earlier. To be sure, there are similarities in both searches for roots.
When Mohyla spoke of “seventeen generations” that had elapsed
“since their graces, the Stetkeviés, were born to senatorial dignity,”*
his device paralleled the conception of the Stepennaja kniga. However,
Kievan intellectuals did little with the resources close to home, com-
pared to what Muscovite bookmen had done with the faraway Kievan
tradition. Before we find these intellectuals sadly wanting, we should
consider the differences in the respective historical settings of Kiev and
Moscow: the genealogies produced by the Kievan intellectuals ad-
dressed the mere remnants of the Ruthenian upper class, while those
produced by the bookmen of Moscow supported the claims of a
powerful and vigorous dynasty. This dynasty obtained final suzerainty
over the city of Kiev in 1686, but its garrisons were present there as
early as 1654. From the 1670s Kiev professors, such as Innokentij
Gizel’, entered the ranks of the dynasty’s ideologists; and the practice
of establishing direct links between the Kiev of Vladimir and that of
the college had soon to be abandoned. From then on, the whole
panoply of speculations about Kiev’s glorious past began to be used for
the benefit of Kiev’s new rulers and the term rossijskij began to acquire
the meaning of “Russian.” As late as July of 1705, Prokopovy¢ called
Hetman Mazepa “a great successor” and a mirror image of Vladimir;

Roman one. These are (1) the motif of “Roxolanian Sion,” i.e., the Orthodox
Church of Rus’ with Kiev in her center as spiritual daughter of Jerusalem (a motif
occurring before Mohyla’s time, but used in his milieu or by his successor in the
1630s and 1650s); and (2) the motif of Kiev as the Second Jerusalem (a motif which
is later and less frequently attested, but better known to modern scholars on
account of R. Stupperich’s article of 1935, for which cf. fn. 44 below). This latter
motif, an outgrowth of the first, was used for the benefit of two tsars: in 1654 by the
spokesman of Hetman Ivan Zolotarenko near Smolensk (cf. Akty omosjaséies-
ja . . .[asinfn. 32 above], vol. 14 [1889}, no. 7, col. 176) and in 1705 [?] and 1706
by Prokopovy¢ in Kiev.

2 Cf. Pamjatniki izdannye . . . , 2 (1897) (as in fn. 4 above), pp. 425-426; Akty
otnosjastiesja . . . (as in fn. 32 above) no. 18, esp. pp. 28-29.

#  Cf. Titov, Materijaly (as in fn. 2 above), p. 338.
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but on July 5 of 1706, during Peter I's visit to Kiev, the same
Prokopovy¢ delivered a welcoming sermon in which he saw to it that
both the hills of that Second Jerusalem and the Church of St. Sophia
would sing the glories of the tsar vseja Rossii, the descendant and
successor not only of Vladimir, but also of Jaroslav, Svjatoslav,
Vsevolod and Svjatopolk, and the true embodiment of their virtues.*
To judge by Gizel’ and Prokopovy¢ alone, in the mature period of
Mohyla’s school its leading professors used history to promote the
notion of All-Russian oneness as much as their predecessors used it to
foster local patriotism. ‘ ‘

The main, and the most lasting, contribution the college made to a
specifically Ukrainian consciousness was an indirect one, and it began
in Mohyla’s lifetime. It consisted in the general raising of the level of
Kiev’s intellectual life, in imbuing Ruthenian youth with Western
cultural notions, and thus in providing the elite with cultural self-
confidence with respect to the Poles. These Western notions may
appear to us, modern readers of the Eucharisterion, not to be of the
highest order. A revolutionary change must have occurred from the
local point of view, however, when a Ruthenian student spoke of
Mt. Helicon rather than Mt. Thabor and listened to Horace rather
than to the Oktoix. By combining its Western tinge and Latino-Polish
message with Orthodoxy, Mohyla’s college performed a double task: it
provided an alternative to the outright Polonization of the Ukrainian
elite, and it delayed its Russification after 1686. It thus helped
strengthen, or at least preserve, that elite’s feelings of “otherness”
from both the Poles apd the Muscovites (and subsequently Russians),
and created the basis for the later affirmative feelings of Ukrainian
identity.*

“  For Prokopovyd's flattery of Mazepa (seho [Vladimir's] izobraZenye pryjmy
ot nas, jako toho # velykyj naslidnyk . .. Zry sebe samaho v Viadymeri, zry v
pozori sam, aky v zercali . . .), see the Prologue to Viadimers, 1. P. Eremin, ed.,
Feofan Prokopovyé, Socinenija (Moscow and Leningrad, 1961), p. 152. The
sermon of 5 July 1706, entitled “Slovo privétstviteI'noe na prifestvie v Kievs
Ego Carskago Presvétlago Velidestva ...,” is in Feofana Prokopovica . . .
Slova i réci poucitel'nyja, poxval'nyja i pozdravitel'nyja . . ., vol. 1 (St. Peters-
burg, 1760), cf. esp. pp. 2-5, 10-11. Its text is discussed in R. Stupperich, “Kiev
—das zweite Jerusalem. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte des ukrainisch-russischen
Nationelbewusstseins,” Zeitschrift fir slavische Philologie 12, no. 3/4 (1935):
332-55, cf. esp. pp. 333-36; and in Jury Serech (G. Y. Shevelov), “On Teofan
Prokopovi¢ as Writer and Preacher in His Kiev Period,” Harvard Slavic Studies 2
{1954), esp. pp. 216-21. Professor Shevelov stresses the sermon’s religious, rather
than political, aspects.

4 1 discover with interest that Jablonowski, Akademia (as in fn. 8 above), p. 248, *
made a similar assessment over eighty years ago.
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Today, Mohyla and his college continue to serve as points of
reference for scholars, both in Europe and in America, who trace the
growth of civilization and of national traditions among Eastern Slavs in
early modern times; thus when a student of the college wrote in 1633

Gdyz Europé, Azja i kraj Ameryka,
Z Plomienista Lybiag Mohitow wykrzyka,*
his Baroque hyperbole had the makings of a true prophecy.

Harvard University

Addendum to footnote 22: We can still read entries that Mohyla made or
dictated in two books he owned. The first of them stands on fol. 3" of the
Monacensis Slavicus 1, a precious Gospel manuscript of Stephen the Great,
dating from 1493. It is in a vernacular which can be considered Ukrainian and
runs as follows (I do not expand the contractions; supralinear letters are put in
parentheses):

Roku bo(Z) naro(Z)nia axlz [ =1637): Mca deka(b) ka:|Ja Pétro
Mohyla arxyep(s)pv Mytropoly(t) Kievskij |Halyckij i vsea Rossty arxy-
ma(n)dry(t) §. lavry Ve(ly)kia| Pelersia [sic] Kievskia. Kupyle(m) sie stoe
Eu(hjlie; Y(?)na| dalems vééno y neporusno v xra(m) Preé(s)toy B(d)cy
Mo|nastyra Pecer(s)koho, h(d)e télo moe polo(Z)no bude(t)

The script of the note is so professional, and so different from that of the
following entry, that it is difficult to assert that the note in question is an
autograph. It must, however, reflect Mohyla’s own words.

The second entry is on fol. 3" of a Greek Leiturgiarion written by a nun
Melania in L’viv in 1620. It is in Ruthenian, is surely an autograph, and runs as
follows:

Petrv Mohyla A(r)xiep(s)pv Mytropoly(t) Kievskiy rukoju vi(as)noju

Cf. P. P. Panaitescu, “Un autograf al lui Petru Movili pe un tetraevanghel al
lui Stefan cel Mare,” Revista istoricdi Romdénd 9 (1939): 82-87 (facsimile
on p. 84) and V. Britulescu, Miniaturi §i manuscrise din Museul de Artd
Religioasd (Bucharest, 1939), pp. 37-43 (facsimile on pl. IX).

“  Mnemosyne, in Rothe, Die dlteste . . . Kunstdichtung (as in fn. 23 above),
poem 13, lines 29-30, p. 340: “While Europe, Asia, and the country of America
together with the flamboyant Libya [i.e., Africa] proclaim (the glory of) the
Mohylas, . . .”
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Fig. 2. Church of the Savior at Berestovo. Scroll held by the Prophet Zepha-
niah. 1643/44. (Photo Sevéenko 1970)
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Fig. 4. Church of the Savior at Berestovo. Inscription Recording Restoration

by Mohyla in 1643. Detail. (Photo Sevéenko 1970)




EUCHARISTERION. ALBO, VDJACNOST’.*
The First Panegyric of the Kiev Mohyla School:
Its Content and Historical Context

NATALIA PYLYPIUK

Those persons who think that Pane-
gyrics are nothing but flattery appear
not to know with what design this kind
of writing was invented by men of
great sagacity, whose object it was,
that by having the image of virtue put
before them, bad princes might be
made better, the good encouraged,
the ignorant instructed, the mistaken
set right, the -wavering quickened, and
even the abandoned brought to some
sense- of shame.

Erasmus, “Epistle 177,” The Epistles of

Erasmus, trans. Francis Morgan Ni-
chols, vol. 1 (New York, 1962), p. 366.

On Easter Sunday, 1 April 1632, twenty-three students in the rhetoric
class of the newly established gymnasium at the Monastery of the
Caves in Kiev gathered to honor the then archimandrite Peter Mohyla -
as the founder and generous patron of schools. Their thanksgiving was
expressed through the recitation of an elaborate set of poems dealing,
for the most part, with the seven liberal arts, theology, and the arts
represented by the allegorical figures of the Muses and Apollo. The
texts of these poems were preserved for posterity in a pamphlet with
the bilingual title Eucharisterion. Albo, Vdjacnost’ (Eucharisterion.

* ] am grateful to Dr. Paulina Lewin and Professor Ihor Sevienko, who
carefully read the first draft of this article and offered generous assistance and
invaluable comments. I would also like to thank Dr. Bohdan Strumins’kyj for
clarifying some aspects of the Eucharisterion’s text.
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Or, Gratitude), which was published for the occasion by the Caves
Monastery.! Whatever the nature of the Easter program, the event was
no doubt both formal and well attended. Recitation of the poems was
preceded by solemn introductory remarks by the students’ professor,
the monk Sofronij Pogas’kyj;? they were included in the pamphlet as
a preface.

Scholars have known about the Eucharisterion since at least 1847,
when the historian M. Maksymovy¢ discussed it at a seminar of the
Imperial Society of Russian History and Antiquities.? It was repub-
lished in 1924 and again recently, in a slightly truncated form (i.e.,
without Pocas’kyj’s introduction).* Historians and literary scholars
who studied the Eucharisterion usually sought information about the

! The pamphlet bears the date 29 March 1632. The text used here is in Xv. Titov,
Materijaly dlja knyinoji spravy na Vkrajini v XVI-XVIIlvv., in Ukrajins’ka
akademija nauk: Zbirnyk Istoryéno-fililohi¢noho viddilu, no. 17 (Kiev, 1924),
pp. 291-305. Very Reverend Andrew Teterenko (St. Andrew’s College, Winni-
peg) provided the date of Easter in 1632.

¢ It is commonly accepted that PoZas’kyj’s secular name was Stefan, and that as
a pupil of the school run by the Kiev Brotherhood of the Epiphany, he participated
in the recitation of Kasijan Sakovy&'s funeral verses honoring Hetman Petro
Sahajdaényj (1622). See Titov, Materijaly, p.305. According to S. Golubev
(Kievskij mitropolit Petr Mogila i ego spodvizniki, vol. 1 [Kiev, 1883], p. 425),
Pocas’kyj was one of the men Peter Mohyla sent to study in the West. A. Sydo-
renko indicates that Podas’kyj was rector of the Kiev Mohyla school in 1638-1640
and later founder of the Jassy Orthodox College: see his The Kievan Academy in
the Seventeenth Century (Ottawa, 1977), p. 38.

* M. Maksymovy¢'s report appeared under the title “O Lavrskoj Mogilinskoj
Skole™ in Ctenija v Imperatorskom obsCestve istoriji i drevnostej rossijskix pri
Moskovskom universitete, 1847, bk. 6, pp. 77-80. He briefly summarized the
pamphlet’s contents and demonstrated that the monastery’s school had already been
functioning in April 1632.

¢ Excerpts of the Eucharisterion in P. P. Pekarskij’s Russian translation appeared
in the second part of his “Predstaviteli kievskoi u€enosti v polovine XVII-go
stoletija” in OtecCestvennye zapiski, vol. 141 (1862), pp. 198-201. Maksymovy&
again summarized the Eucharisterion very briefly in “O pervyx vremenax Kiev-
skogo Bogojavienskogo bratstva,” in Trudy Kievskoj duxovnoj akademii, no. 9
(Kiev, 1869), pp. 383-84. In his work on Peter Mohyla, S. Golubev (Kievskij
mitropolit, 1: 449-52) paraphrased S. PoZas’kyj’s dedication and gave a general
description of the pamphlet’s contents. Golubev did not accord much historical
value to the Eucharisterion because it did not provide specific information about
the curriculum of the monastery’s gymnasium. He also criticized its poems, which
he considered to be the substance of the panegyric, for their subjugation of content
to form (pry ¢em soderZanie vsegda prinosilos’ v Zertvu formé). The entire
Eucharisterion, with the exception of the first engraving (that is, Mohyla’s coat of
arms) appeared in a 1924 collection of prologues to publications of the Caves
monastery (see Titov, Materijaly). The most recent republication of the Eucharis-
terion’s poems, but without Po¢as’kyj’s dedication, appeared in Hans Rothe, Die
dlteste ostslawische Kunstdichtung, 1571-1647, vol. 2 (Giessen, 1977), pp. 293
315. See also pp. 255-93 of this volume. '
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Caves Monastery school and its curriculum. Discussion of the work’s
formal features has been limited: isolated parts have been analyzed,
but the work as a whole has not.’ The few scholars who did consider
the Eucharisterion to be an organic work regarded it as a bipartite text,
consisting of a panegyric in verse and a dedication in prose.® To this
day the work has not been the subject of close analysis.

The Eucharisterion, like all classical, Renaissance, and post-Renais-
sance panegyrics, is a complex work that mixes history and politics
with rhetorical tradition. Fact frequently gives way to the requirements
of propaganda; reality and the ideal interlace. It would be dangerous,
therefore, to confuse the contents of the panegyric with actual history.
But it would also be unwise to view the Eucharisterion as a document
that has no relationship to history, and to condemn it for what
inevitably strikes the modern ear, unaccustomed to public poetry, as
verbal excess.

In approaching this work we should bear in mind that the Eucharis-
terion was written by or under the guidance of a man (Po¢as’kyj) who
belonged to Mohyla’s circle and who was probably assigned the task of
propagating the circle’s ideas and aspirations. It was composed for an
audience that readily comprehended the panegyric’s allusions and
intentions. When viewed in this perspective the Eucharisterion serves
not only as an interesting case study of the panegyric, but also provides
insight into the celebration that took place at the Caves Monastery
three hundred and fifty years ago.

5 Commentaries by historians of literature have been minimal. M. Voznjak, in his
Istorija ukrajins’koji literatury, vol. 2 (Lviv, 1921), p. 102, mentions the Eucha-
risterion very briefly. D. Cyzevs'kyj, in his Ukrajins’kyj literaturnyj barok, vol. 3
(Prague, 1945), p. 111, discusses only the poem “Stemma jasnevelmoZnyx”
Mohylov”,” without mentioning where it appeared. Cyzevs'’kyj saw it as an
unusual heraldic virsa because it treats only two elements in the coat of arms.
Cyzevs'kyj called (pp. 131-132) the Eucharisterion a “collection” of “erudite
poetry” (zbirka véenoji poeziji) written in praise of the liberal arts and the Muses,
and quoted two excerpts to illustrate the numerous classical references present in
the text. In his Istorija ukrajins’koji literatury (New York, 1956), p. 265, Cyzev-
s’kyj makes passing mention of the Eucharisterion’s secular verse.

¢ The most recent discussion of the Eucharisterion is found in V. P. Kolosova’s
contribution “VirSova literatura” to Istorija ukrajins’koji literatury u vos'my
tomax, vol. 1 (Kiev, 1967), pp. 321-23. She concurs with S. Golubev that the
poems of the Eucharisterion are the panegyric proper. Although she pays no
attention to PoZas’kyj's dedication, her summary of the poems maintains that
despite their complex allegorical imagery, they have two recurrent themes — pa-
triotic responsibility and respect for the sciences. Kolosova’s short discussion of the
Eucharisterion is the only scholarly attempt to deal with the poems as a related set
of texts.



48 NATALIA PYLYPIUK

In this paper, I shall examine the panegyric tradition to which the
Eucharisterion belongs, and argue that the import of the document is
not exhausted by its stated intention of honoring and thanking
Mohyla. It is my view that the work harbors a complex allegorical
statement on the founder of the Kiev school and the institution itself,
and sheds light on the historical circumstances that motivated its
composition.

First, however, it will be necessary to describe the content of the
Eucharisterion and indicate some of its more salient features.

The Title Page

The Eucharisterion consists of eighteen unpaginated sheets, that is,
thirty-six pages.” The cover bears the title and a long dedication to
“. . . Peter Mohyla, Vojevody¢ of the Moldavian Lands. . . . Pious
Promoter and Defender of the Orthodox Faith and the Holy Eastern
Church, Worthy of Immortal Glory. From the Pupils of the Class of
Rhetoric of His Grace’s Gymnasium, in gratitude for the lavish bene-
factions offered to them and to the Orthodox Church through the
Founding of Schools.” The final words of the dedication tell us that the
Eucharisterion was “dutifully and courteously delivered during the
congratulatory ceremony on the occasion of the praiseworthy Feast of
the Resurrection of Christ.”®

The inside front cover bears an engraving of Peter Mohyla’s coat of
arms, accompanied by a poem of ten lines. This pictorial and verbal
text, which constitutes a single whole, is entitled “Stemma Jasnevel-
moZnyx” Mohylov”” (“Stemma of the Most Eminent Mohylas”).
The poem, like all the poems in the Eucharisterion, is written in
syllabic thirteen-syllable verse with a caesura following the seventh
syllable; all the rhymes are feminine. Heraldic in theme, it is an
apostrophe to an eagle who is placing two crowns on an armet a
rondelle located in the upper right-hand corner of the coat of arms.’

7 For a more detailed description see Titov, Materijaly, p. 305.

¢ The full text reads: “Jasne PrevelebnijSomu v Xrysti Jeho Mylosty Hospo-
dynu Otcu Kyr Petru Mohyli, Voevodytu Zem!’ Moldavskyx”, Velykomu
Arxymandritovy Svjatoj Velykoy Lavry Cudotvornoy Pecerskoy Kievskoy,
Viry Pravoslavnoy v Cerkvi Svjatoy V”stotnoj: Promotorovy Poboznomu, y
nesmertelngy slavy Hodnomy oboroncy. Od” Spudeov” Hymnazium” jeho
Mylosty z Skoly Retoriky, Za hojnyy Dobrodijstva, sobi i C(e)rkvi Pravoslav-
noj, v fundovanju Skol” pokazanyy. Pry vinfovanju svjat xvalebnyx” V”skre-
senija Xrysta Spasytelja miru, povynne a ouprejme otdanaja.”

® An engraving of Mohyla’s coat of arms is reproduced in Hans Rothe, Die
dlteste ostslawische Kunstdichtung, p. 483.
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The eagle soars “very high” when he places crowns on the coat of arms
of the Mohylas: “O Orle: toZ” vysoko nadder vylitae$”./Hdy na
herb” cnyx Mohylov” Korony vkladaes,/.” The crowns are symbols of
- both monarchs and exarchs, thus reminding the audience and readers
that the archimandrite is both a prince of the church and a scion of
secular rulers, the Moldavian hospodars: “Netolko toho svita znak”
vladzy Monarxov”,/ Ale teZ i Duxovnyx” ozdobu Ekzarxov”,/.”
After stating that the bird has been accustomed to carrying fierce
thunderbolts, the narrative voice counsels the eagle to replace harsh-
ness with gentleness. The poem concludes with a final exhortation to
the eagle, telling it to guard the crowns of the Mohylas because now, in
the eyes of the church, they are symbols of its defense.

The “Introduction”

The next section is Sofronij Poéas’kyj’s prose address to Mohyla,
which serves as an explanation of what motivated the composition of
the Eucharisterion’s poems. Podas’kyj tells the story of the King of
Vafalia (Kr6l’ Vafalenskij) who, according to legend, burned a
candle as a sign of his warmth and good disposition toward his
subjects. He continues, saying that until recently, the Orthodox Queen
Minerva had been infertile, due to the “assaults and stormings” she
had suffered at the hands of the degenerate children of the universal
church. Now, thanks to the kindness and providence of God, Ortho-
dox science has Orthodox sons, brought together through Mohyla’s
efforts and support of the arts. These sons now seek an appropriate
way to express their gratitude to Mohyla. They have decided against
giving the archimandrite gold, because he has already offered both his
wealth and himself to Minerva. Diamonds are also dismissed, because
Mobhyla is already as pure as they; moreover, he sees devotees of the
arts as precious gems. Consequently, Minerva decides to erect, sym-
bolically, the mounts of Helicon and Parnassus, so that the young, with
their corporeal and spiritual sight, might “read” in them about
Mohyla’s glory.

Woven into Pogas’kyj’s account are examples of the archiman-
drite’s past military exploits against the Ottoman Turks; reference is
also made to his defense of the church and his efforts to establish
schools. The virtues attributed to him — “humanity, kindness . . . , a
good disposition toward the humblest of people” — are designated as
Mohyla’s “arrayed host” (“Hufec” ousykovanyj”). Polas’kyj al-
{udes to a folk saying when he states “by aiming high, glory reaches
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high places” (“slava vysoko litajucy vysoko sidaet””), emphasizing
in this way just how fitting it is that Mohyla’s glory should ascend the
newly erected summits and occupy such a high place, particularly at a
time when nature (through the arrival of spring) and the spirit
(through the resurrection of Christ) are also being renewed. In the
context of all these images of revitalization, Mohyla, too, appears as a
force of renewal. The section concludes by urging Mohyla to accept
the humble gift being offered to him.

12

The First Cycle of Poems

The texts that follow are divided into two groups: allegories on
Helicon and on Parnassus. The first group is introduced by an engrav-
ing depicting Mohyla in the robes of an archimandrite; he stands on
the summit of Mount Helicon, holding in his right hand the staff of a
“Shepherd” and the cross of “Faith,” while in his left hand he grasps
the “Branch of Wisdom.” A short distance to his left appear the
discarded symbols of secular authority — the crown, the scepter, and
the purple robe. The composition’s frame bears the inscription (read-
ing from left to right): “Vdjaény Bohu i familiy” (“Grateful unto God
and Family”). Heraldic elements in the corners of the frame form the
letters of Mohyla’s first name, PETR. The engraving is accompanied
by three rhyming couplets. The first states that he who has been called
to defend God leaves behind the symbols of earthly power, and the
second and third address Mohyla as the fortunate archimandrite to
whom knowledge of God has been granted. Thus, even though
Authority, Glory, and Adornment lie rejected under his feet, Faith
and Love of God soar above him.

The set of poems entitled “Helykon”. To jest”, sad” umijetnosty
pervyj” (“Helicon. That is, the first Garden of Science”) deals with the
“eight roots of the liberal arts” (Osm” Korenij Vyzvolenyx” Nauk”).»®
The first poem, also entitled “Helykon”,” sets the tone. The narrative
voice announces that wisdom has Paradise as its source, and not the
Hippocrene fountain. For this reason, it orders Helicon to bow before
the triumph of Christ. The narrative voice greets Christ, the victorious
heavenly ruler, in the person of the archimandrite, “V Osobi tvoej

1 The full subtitle reads: “Osm” Korenij Vyzvolenyx” Nauk” v’ sobi majutij,
prez Precestnijoho j(eho) My(losty) H(ospo)d(y)na O(t)ca Ky(r) Petra Mohylu
v Rossiy novo fundovanyj. Vdjagnost’. Helykon” Zrodlo Nauk” vdjanost’
posylaet” Tvoej, Otée, s(vja)tyni, bo v nej mistce maet”.”
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svitloj, Otée Velebnijsij,/ Vitaju Krolja, vyzu Triumf” prezac-
nijsij,” thus casting Mohyla in the role of intercessor between Christ
and the audience. The voice also orders that songs of praise and
gratitude no longer be sung by the Muses to Helicon and Phoebus (an
epithet for Apollo).

The poems that follow are dedicated to the arts traditionally associ-
ated with the rivium and quadrivium — Grammar, Rhetoric, Dialec-
tic, Arithmetic, Music, Geometry, and Astronomy. Each poem ex-
plains the benefits to be gained if these arts are used to serve the
spiritual aims of Orthodoxy. Almost every poem praises Christ and
expresses gratitude to Mohyla. Following these seven poems is one
praising Theology, designated as the eighth root of the liberal arts and
as “the root and crown of all knowledge.” The next poem, addressed
to the archimandrite and entitled “Vdja¢nost’” (“Gratitude”), dis-
cusses the reciprocal relationship between Mother and Child, Lord
and Servant, Shepherd and Flock. In all such cases, those in the
subject positions are guided by their master’s example. The poem ends
by stressing that Mohyla shall always remain a Father, Lord, and
Shepherd unto his Flock, assuming that he does not forsake it.

The last poem in this section is a brief text with a long title: “V”
Pres(vja)toj trojcy jedynosylmomu, i jedyno&(e)stnomu Bohu,
Cest’, Poklon”, Slava, Vdjagnost’ na viky”; it stresses the Orthodox
credo of the triune nature of God. The poem concludes with a prayer
beseeching God to kindle a flame in the archimandrite’s heart so that
he might give warmth to the flowers of the new Helicon.

Thus far the Eucharisterion has made these points: (1) the Resur-
rected Christ leads to the salvation of the soul; (2) the return of the sun
to the northern signs heralds the arrival of spring and the renewal of
nature; (3) the revitalization of Orthodox education occurs through
the patronage of Mohyla, who acts as the instrument of providence.

The Second Cycle of Poems

The next section of the Eucharisterion is preceded by the pamphlet’s
third and final engraving. Appearing on page twenty-two, it depicts the
Roman hero Mucius Scaevola standing on the twin-peaked summit of
Parnassus; his right hand is thrust in a flame labelled “The Fire of the
Etruscans.” Scaevola’s left hand holds a sword through which an
inverted crown is threaded. The words above it indicate that this is the
crown of “Glory.” Scaevola’s gaze is directed upward toward a cloud
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on his left from which two extended hands offer him, “the faithful victor
(Virnomu zvytijaZci),” a cross and a scepter with a crown threaded
through it. The frame of the composition contains the inscription
“Pozytetnyj z Bohom” familiy” (“With God Useful to the Family”).
Again the corners and vertical sides of the frame contain elements in the
form of letters (some of them clearly recognizable as belonging to
Mohyla’s coat of arms); these spell out the surname MOHYLA. The
six verses immediately below the engraving cite the traditional claim
that the Mohylas were descendants of the Scaevola family."

The parallel drawn between the Roman hero and Mohyla is of special
interest to us. The text claims that just as Scaevola did not spare his right
hand in defending his patria, so Mohyla, his descendant, the present-
day Scaevola, courageously bares his entire being to the danger of fire:
“Znak” zaiste Potomka, po tom” hdy vse Tilo/ Ne tolko ruku Zaret”,
nad Scevola smilo.” This pictorial and verbal depiction of Scaevola-
Mohyla introduces a second set of poems entitled: “Parnass”. Albo,
sad” umijetnosty vtoryj” (“Parnassus, or the Second Garden of
Science™). As the subtitle indicates, this section deals with the “ten
offshoots of the liberal arts” which, thanks to Mohyla’s efforts, are
“released in the spring as a special favor from God to the Ruthenian
nation.”? Following an introductory poem about Mohyla’s Parnassus
(celebrating the arrival of spring and the efflorescence of the liberal arts)
come ten poems dedicated to the Muses and Apollo.

In this cycle the Muses are exhorted to celebrate Christ because of his
triumph over death. They are also enjoined to celebrate Mohyla as the
shepherd of Christ’s flock (the poem “Melpomene”), as the Atlas who
continuously supports the firmament of the Church in times of danger
(the poem “Uranija”), and as a valorous knight (the poem “Kallyope”).
It is noteworthy that while in the poem “Helykon”” of the first cycle
Mohyla appeared as an agent of God through whom Christ’s triumph
was perceptible (“V  Osobi tvoej...vyzu Tryumf” prezac-
nijsij . . .”), in two poems of this cycle Mohyla is depicted as not
merely reflecting divine victory, but as having achieved one personally.
Let us examine this aspect carefully.

In the poem addressed to her, Melpomene, the “muse of sad and

' For a discussion of this tradition see Golubev, Kievskij mitropolit, 1: 4.

> The full subtitle reads: “Staran’em” i koitom” Jasne Prevelebnijioho v”
X(ryst)i J(e)ho M(y)l(osty) H(ospo)d(y)na Otca Ky(r) PETRA MOHYLy, Arxy-
mandrita Kievskoho, Voevodyta Zeml' Moldavskyx”. Pod¢as Vesny osoblyvoe
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mournful songs,” is told not to detract from the feast with her tradi-
tional songs, but to honor the victorious Christ. In acknowledging the
heavenly master she is urged not to forget the earthly master, namely,
the archimandrite. In praising Mohyla she is expected to express her
astonishment at Peter’s “steadfastness . . . in victory”:

Pry n(e)b(e)snom” zemnoho nezabyvaj voia,

V” X(rysto)voj ov&arny dost’ pylnoho stroza:

A xvaljaly dyvujsja, jak” jest” opolystyi,

Petr v zvitjaZstvi, a v Zytju jak by krystal Cystyj.
In the poem addressed to Calliope, “the singer of glorious victors,” the
Muse is exhorted to pass over in silence the deeds of the pagans
Heracles, Achilles, Hector, and Aeneas, for now she has a knight of
unparalleled strength —— Christ. But she must also know that there are
heroes in the present unsettied times, and that Mohyla equals both
ancient and present heroes, because he is a victor:

Kallyope zvytjazcov” preslavnyx” poxvalo

Oumolkny, §¢osja pred tym” za pohan stavalo,

Ne vynosy Alcydu z Axyllesom” dilnym”,

Ne zalecaj Hektora z Eneaiem” Syl'nym’

Oto mae¥” Rycera, mocij neslyxanyx”,

Zvitjazcu nad Erebom syl neporovnanyx:

Esly dlja sprav” vysokyx” do pekia dorohu,

Eteovy zmyslyla, pryznaj to vse B(o)hu:

~

Po nem” te%” zadyvujsja yZ” netolko staryj
Vik” mnoZyl Bohatyrev”, le¢ y nad nestalyj
Porovnaet” Rycerov” na§ Mohyla davnyx”,
Bo zvitjazca taemnyx” est” vespol y javnyx”.

The poems dedicated to the Muses are followed by a poem dedi-
cated to Apollo, the “branch, bloom, and embellishment of the arts
and sciences” (“Litorosl’, cvit, ozdoba Vsix” nauk”, y umijet-
nostij”). An apostrophe to this deity (addressed as the sun-god
Phoebus) beseeches him to direct his radiant might on the “horizon” of
the new school and its students so that the fruits of learning flowering
at the Caves Monastery do not perish from the inclemency of winter:
“Spusty na na$” Xoryzont” skutok” tvoej mocy,/ By ne ousxly ot
zymy novyy ovocy.” The god is invited to visit the gardens of virtue
flourishing at the Caves Monastery as well as the Ruthenian lands
which yearn for knowledge. Once there, he is to slay the Python and
subdue the Cyclopes and prepare for the arrival of Minerva. As long as

ku Narodovy ROSSIYSKOmu Lasky Bozey, Desjat” litoraslij Nauk” vyzvo-
lenyx juz” z sebe vypudlaet”.”
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Apollo cedes his place to the first victor, the true God, Helicon and the
Muses are ready to accompany him in song, explains the narrative
voice. The god is told that his lyre and lute shall remain at his side and
that his honored place among the arts will be assured forever.

Two poems conclude this second cycle. The first, entitled “Vdjac-
nost’” (“Gratitude”), begs Mohyla’s gracious acceptance of the hum-
ble offering being presented, and urges him to continue his patronage.
The second, an apostrophe entitled “Precystoj y Prebl(ahoslo)vennoj
Divi Mariy, Materi V”skres§aho Spasytelja NaSeho Isusa Xrysta.
Xvala, hodnost’ y poklon vdjaénosty na viky” (“To the Most Pure
and Most Blessed Virgin Mary, the Mother of our Resurrected Saviour
Jesus Christ, [Our] Praise, Honor and Bows of Gratitude Forever”)
declares Mary, the most beautiful bloom in the Garden of Paradise
and the most beautiful jewel among humans, to be patroness of the
new Parnassus (i.e., the Caves School), replacing Pallas Athena. The
pagan Muses are said to have been exiled and the Virgin Mary is
requested to guard the man (Mohyla) who will fund the arts.

The Last Page

The Eucharisterion concludes with the poem entitled “Zoylevy nev-

djatnomu. Vdjaénost’” (Unto Ungrateful Zoilus. Gratitude). In

this brief text Mohyla’s detractors — personified as the grammarian

and critic Zoilus — are warned not to bare their fangs at hard rock (a

verbal play on the archimandrite’s first name) because the glory of the

Mohylas is well founded and is upheld by a battery of educated people.
***

Although on the surface the work appears to be diverse and frag-
mented, the Eucharisterion is in fact a coherent “whole” both themati-
caily and formally. Its pictorial and verbal texts are clearly compli-
mentary. Moreover, its unity is assured by the dual theme of restora-
tion — one spiritual (Easter), the other educational — between which
parallels are suggested. Within this context a complex image of
Mohyla emerges; it may be partly fact and partly idealization, but its
importance certainly lies in its celebration of Mohyla himself and his
achievements.

The text carefully underscores the preeminence of Christ and his
resurrection by subordinating to Christ the arts and sciences supported
by Mohyla. Nonetheless, Mohyla assumes unusual stature. He is
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symbolically “coronated” and “elevated,” called a defender of his
patria, compared to a Titan, and referred to as a knight and victor. It is
through Mohyla that the Orthodox Minerva regains her “productiv-
ity,” and through him that the new Helicon and Parnassus blossom and
flower.

Although this extraordinary image of Mohyla dominates the pane-
gyric, there are a few didactic, even humbling elements in the text as
well. At the beginning, as the eagle is crowning Mohyla’s coat of arms,
it is unexpectedly exhorted to exchange harshness for gentleness —
possibly a veiled admonition to Mohyla himself: “Teper” srohost” v
laskavost” &as” juz otminyty.” In the poem “Vdjaénost’” of the
Helicon cycle, Mohyla is told that his subjects’ filial love, service, and
obedience are contingent on his own kindness: “Otcem”, Panom”,
Pastyrom”, zav§e naSym” bude§,/ Jesly nas” v tvoej lasce nihdy
ne zabude$”.” Elsewhere Apollo, although addressed most positively
as sun-god and symbol of the arts and sciences, is reminded of his
subordinate position vis-a-vis the resurrected Christ.

The themes and characteristics of the Eucharisterion can be better
understood within the framework of the Renaissance and post-Renais-
sance tradition of the panegyric.

The panegyric of the sixteenth and early seventeenth century consti-
tuted a synthesis of two heritages, the Greek and the Roman. From
the first came the tradition of linking the panegyric with public and
ceremonial occasions.”” From the second came the inheritance of
courtly characteristics. The Roman heritage was popularized when
eleven third- and fourth-century panegyric orations, together with
their first-century model, that is, Pliny’s oration to the emperor Tra-
jan, began circulating in a collection commonly called panegyrici
veteres. ™

During the Renaissance, the panegyric was considered a speech or
oration (in either pros'e or verse) delivered before a solemn gathering
and addressed to a monarch or powerful person. It often betrayed a
conciliatory impulse and sought to foster harmony between ruler and
subjects.

3 See George Kennedy, The Art of Persuasion in Greece (Princeton, 1963),
pp. 166-67.

4 The editio princeps of C. Pliny’s oration to Trajan and of the panegyrici veteres
appeared in Milan in 1476. By 1632 there were at least nine editions of these
speeches.
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The most influential Renaissance author, Desiderius Erasmus, be-
lieved that the panegyric was a respectable form of writing. He
maintained that the true purpose of the panegyric was not to offer
empty praise, but to present the ruler with an image worthy of
imitation. In his Panegyricus to Archduke Philip of Burgundy, Eras-
mus implemented his concept by elaborating on two main themes:
(1) the restoration of civic life that would occur when Philip returned
to Brussels from a lengthy European tour; (2) the limitations on the
ruler placed by the laws of men and nature. Apart from instructing the
archduke that a ruler’s long absence is not beneficial to his people,
Erasmus directed Philip toward patronage of the arts and protection of
peace.'® The panegyric was presented to Philip on the Feast of the
Epiphany, 6 January 1504.1 The Panegyricus was republished in 1516
alongside two tracts on royal education in Erasmus’s Institutio Princi-
pis Christiani.”’ Through this republication, the work exerted great
influence on the panegyric of the sixteenth and early seventeenth-
century.

The Eucharisterion echoes the traditional practices of this type of
public poetry in that it is directed at a most worthy addressee and is
motivated by special circumstances. Contrary to what the title would
have us believe, the Eucharisterion is more than an actio gratiarum. In
my opinion, it seeks to portray and to celebrate its addressee as a
victor, and to promote harmony between the archimandrite and his
flock.

While the actio gratiarum is signaled by the title, the victory theme
of this work is initiated by the pictorial and verbal text of the “Stemma
Jasnevelmoznyx” Mohylov”.” The image of the eagle placing crowns
on the coat of arms of the Mohylas suggests the polysemous nature of

5 See The Epistles of Erasmus, trans. Francis Morgan Nichols, vol. 1 (New York,
1962), Epistles 176 and 177, pp. 363-69. Illustrating Erasmus’s conception of the
panegyric is the following excerpt from his letter to the Bishop of Arras, where the
author discusses the difficulties he encountered when composing the panegyric to
Philip: “Another difficulty was this, that the simplicity of my character, to speak
honestly, somewhat shrank from this kind of writing, to which that sentence of
Socrates seems alone, or mainly, to apply when he says that Rhetoric is one of
three parts of flattery. And yet this kind of ours is not so much praise (aiveoig) as
admonition (apaiveaig). For there is no such efficacious mode of making a prince
better as that of setting before him, under the guise of praise, the example of a
good sovereign, provided you so attribute virtues and deny vices as to persuade
him to the former and deter him from the latter.” (p. 364)

6 The panegyric is published in Cornelis Reedjik, ed., The Poems of Desiderius
Erasmus (Leiden, 1956), pp. 272~76.

7 For a discussion of the Institutio and an account of its early editions, see
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the word “stemma”: besides signifying “pedigree” or “genealogical
tree,” the word means “garland” and “crown” in Greek and is related
to the Greek verb stephein, ‘to crown’. The associations evoked by the
noun’s etymology (that is, the crowning of a festival victor with a
garland or crown) are clearly not at all gratuitous.” This image
foreshadows the identification of Mohyla with the “victor” Scaevola
(who receives from heaven a crown, scepter, and cross) and the
description of the archimandrite as a victor in the poems “Mel-
pomene” and “Kallyope.” Moreover, I submit that the apostrophe to
the eagle is implicitly directed at Mohyla, who, in this way, is urged not
to be harsh in victory, in order that his present triumph and the
common good of the Orthodox community may be preserved.

If the “Stemma” is not merely an unusual heraldic poem, as treated
by D. Cyzevs’kyj,” but a functional part of the panegyric with a
purpose beyond the one expressed on the cover of the tract, we need
to look at the historical events that actually motivated the Eucharister-
ion. A brief review of what preceded the celebration is therefore in
order.

***

Soon after his elevation to the post of archimandrite in 1627, Mohyla
announced plans to found an institution of higher learning which,
while Orthodox in spirit, would emphasize the instruction of Latin and
Polish. From the very beginning, the plans met with suspicion and
opposition. On the one hand, the conservative Orthodox clergy,
echoing arguments once raised by the writer Ivan VySens'kyj, argued
that the imitation of the Latins (that is, Roman Catholics) would lead
to damnation and saw in Mohyla’s plans a Catholic plot designed to
ruin Orthodoxy. On the other hand, the members of the Kiev Brother-
hood of the Epiphany, under whose tutelage a school had been in
existence since 1615-1616 in the Podil district of the city, saw in
Mohyla’s planned school a threat to their interests.?

Lester K. Born’s introduction to Erasmus, The Education of the Christian Prince
(New York, 1936).

18 Early Greek panegyrics included praise and discussion of the nature of the
crown awarded to the festival victor. This practice was recommended in the Art of
Rhetoric attributed to Dionysius of Halicarnassus (see Kennedy, Art of Persuasion,
p. 167).

¥ Cf. fn. 5.

® For an account of the early history of the school see Golubev, Kievskij
mitropolit, 1: 413-28.
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The situation was so tense that Iov Borec’kyj, metropolitan of Kiev
and Mohyla’s close friend, thought it necessary to block the archiman-
drite’s project. He stipulated in his testament that schools aimed at the
upbringing of Christian children should be funded only on the premises
of the school run by the Brotherhood of the Epiphany. The prohibition
was made by the dying metropolitan under the threat that violators
would lose his blessing.” Upon learning about Borec’kyj’s stipulation,
and perhaps with an eye on the metropolitan’s throne that had become
vacant in early March 1631, the archimandrite set about to improve his
relationship with the Brotherhood. As part of the rapprochement,
Mohyla promised to donate the funds intended for his own school
toward the fund of the Brotherhood school. In return the Brotherhood
conferred on him the title of elder brother, protector, and founder on
11 March 1631. However, the rapprochement did not last. Elevated to
the metropolitan see and consecrated on 20 July 1631 was a more
conservative candidate, Isaja Kopyns’kyj — Mohyla’s life-long
opponent. With his aspirations thwarted, Mohyla plunged into prepa-
rations for the opening of his school at the Caves Monastery.Z

Having obtained patriarchal blessing for his school, but lacking the
sanction of Kopyns’kyj and the Kievans, Mohyla opened his gymna-
sium in the fall of 1631. This overt defiance of both the metropolitan
and the Brotherhood stirred, naturally enough, great animosity. Hav-
ryjil Domec’kij and Sylvester Kossov described the hostile behavior of
“uneducated priests and Cossacks” toward the gymnasium’s professors
and their “Latin” brand of education, and even toward Mohyla him-
self.? The archimandrite also raised a furor when, in order to make
room for his school, he evicted the sick and elderly monks who
inhabited the Trinity Hospital of the Caves Monastery. When the
monks protested, Mohyla punished them harshly (their ihumen died as
a result of retributive measures).?

According to S. Golubev, the situation became so grave that
Mohyla was obliged to resume negotiations with the Brotherhood. The
result of this new rapprochement, that is, the merger of the two
schools, has traditionally been viewed as a capitulation on Mohyla’s

2 The original text of Borec’kyj’s testament appears on pp. 395-99 of S. Golu-
bev, Materialy dlja istorii Zapadno-russkoj cerkvi, which was appended to vol. 1 of
his Kievskij mitropolit.

2 Golubev, Materialy, pp. 430-34.

2 Golubev, Materialy, pp.435-36.

#  Golubev, Materialy, pp. 332 and 435.
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part. Recently, however, Alexander Sydorenko has argued that the
negotiations resulted in a victory for the archimandrite. His opinion
was based on the study of three charters documenting the steps in the
union of Mohyla’s gymnasium and the Brotherhood school.

The first charter, dated 20 December 1631, states that the Kiev
nobility and Brotherhood of the Epiphany had, upon seeing “the great
desirability, need, and advantage in the establishment of schools” in
the city of Kiev, requested Mohyla to merge his school with that of the
Brotherhood. The charter renewed the investiture of the title of “elder
brother” upon Mohyla and stipulated that the Brotherhood would not
oppose his counsel and will. In the second charter, dated 5 January
1632, Metropolitan Kopyns'kyj and other Orthodox bishops stress that
Mohyla’s decision to merge both schools was voluntary, and reiterate
the points of the December document, thus recognizing Mohyla’s
control over the Brotherhood. The third charter, signed by Hetman
Petrazyc’kyj and the Zaporozhian Host and dated 12 March 1632,
beseeched Mohyla to fund the Brotherhood school and in exchange
vowed the Host’s eternal protection for the institution.”

***

Sydorenko’s conclusion seems to have some corroboration in the
depiction of Mohyla in the Eucharisterion. One can hypothesize that
the representation of the archimandrite as a victor was a public
declaration of his triumph and of the accord reached between the
opposing parties. It is important to recall that the actio gratiarum,
although offered by the pupils of the Caves gymnasium, acknowledges
Mohyla as benefactor of the entire Orthodox church, and not only as
the patron of his own monastery school.” Sydorenko’s interpretation
of the compromise between Mohyla and his opponents will probably
be controversial. But whatever the outcome of the scholarly dialogue
on this subject may be, the fact is that those responsible for the
Eucharisterion were interested in portraying the archimandrite as a
victor.

In light of the antagonisms that reigned before the merger of the
schools, it is plausible to see in the Eucharisterion an attempt to
placate Mohyla’s opponents and restore harmony. On the basis of a
description of the Feast of the Assumption, which in 1628 attracted to

% Sydorenko, Kievan Academy, pp. 29-31.
% Cf. fn. 8.
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the Caves Monastery large masses of people from both the secular and
clerical spheres,” it can be conjectured that Easter, the major feast of
the Eastern church, provided not only a solemn, but also a truly public
(that is, panegyrical) occasion for such purposes. The choice of this
day (conveniently, Easter came barely two weeks after the Zapo-
rozhian Host agreed to protect Mohyla’s new school) was felicitous
because of the feast’s customary association with rituals of mutual
forgiveness and reconciliation.

In the Renaissance panegyric, the theme of restoration drew on the
laudatory techniques of the demonstrative branch of oratory and was
used to arouse an audience’s admiration for the ruler’s virtues and to
win him allegiance.? In order to be effective, the orator was obliged to
present historical fact as something inevitable and providential.? In
the Eucharisterion this theme is developed as the “restoration” of
Orthodox Minerva’s fertility. This achievement is attributed first to
divine Providence and only then to Mohyla, but that in no way detracts
from his eminence. , '

The poems of the Eucharisterion that discuss the liberal arts and the
arts allegorized by the Muses invariably exalt the Christian adaptation
of pagan wisdom. For example, the teaching of pious rhetoric reaps a
rich harvest of virtues, dialectics assist the faithful in disputes against
the Uniates, geometry helps to attain true knowledge of God. The
adaptation has been made possible through Christ’s resurrection.
Because of Christ’s triumph, the damage caused by original sin is
reversed and Christians can transform pagan knowledge into true
Christian knowledge and regard it as their own:

Esly 2’ dobroho stalsja zlym” &elovik perij,

Vtoryj vse to otminyl” diavola stersy,

Tedy z Nauk” pohanskyx latvo oudynyty

Xrystianom” Xrystovu y za svoju mity.

(from the poem “Erato”)

Because now honor is paid to the true source of wisdom on Mohyla’s
Helicon and Parnassus, he himself gains in respect: “To tvoej Preve-
lebnoj vse sluzyt osobi,/ Vysokoe v’ Vysokoj Imja est’ ozdobi”

”  Myxajlo HruSevs'kyj, Istorija Ukrajiny-Rusy, vol. 8 (New York, 1956), p. 73.
% Renaissance textbooks acknowledged that classical panegyrics depended on
three branches of oratory — the judicial, demonstrative, and deliberative. In
practice, however, Renaissance panegyricists relied solely on the last two. See
James D. Garrison, Dryden and the Tradition of the Panegyric (Berkeley, Los
Angeles and London, 1975) especially chapter 2, “Backgrounds,” pp. 38-82.

¥ See Garrison, Dryden, p. 59.
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(“All of this serves your Most Illustrious person,/ [Thus your] es-
teemed name is greatly embellished” [from the poem “Helykon” ”]).

The restoration theme is reinforced by references to spring and,
especially, to Easter. Mohyla is beckoned to the summits of Helicon
and Parnassus at the time when the sun returns to the northern signs
and the earth undergoes rejuvenation: “hdy za vstupen”em” s{o)inca v
znaky pul”noényy svit” zemnyj z zymy sja smiet”, hory kvitkamy
odivaet”, y vzrok” outiSajuy farbuet”....” And seasonal
change is linked with Christ’s resurrection: “hdy s(o)lnce predvi¢-
noe z pod zemnyx” kraev” vynyknuvly, duSu znovu na horou
sp(ase)nija podnosyt” . . .” (“when the eternal sun emerging from
under the terrestrial abodes again elevates the soul unto the mount of
salvation . . .” [from Po&as’kyj’s prose text]).

The seasonal dimension of the theme surfaces a number of times in

’” »

the second cycle of poems. It receives special attention in “Parnass”,
where the restoration is presented as a contrast between the past,
depicted as winter, and the present, depicted as spring. Simultaneously
a link is established with the “virtuous sciences” funded by Mohyla,
who again is lauded: '

Po smutku zavse radost’ v tropy vystupuet”,

Po temnostjax zas’ svitlost tuZsja pokazuet,

Po suxom” liti Osin’, za toju tez’ xodyt”

Zyma y &as” trosklyvyj z soboju pryvodyt”.

Za frasunkom” vesel’e zavie postupuet”,

Po Zymi éasov” prykryx” Vesnu Boh daruet”.
Juz” Vesna utix” novyx”, veselja novoho
Krynyca, a poZar” zas” frasunku staroho:
Zjavylosja Hyblejskyx” juZ” vod” strumenystyx’,
Zré6dlo pisnij, z Parnassu ot kanalov” &ystyx”:
Pry tom” teZ” z pol’ Aktejskyx Zefiry povstajut’,
Pryst’e Vesny vesolym vitrom” osvid¢ajut’.
Vprod” ednak” v’ tvoem sadi spravjat’ oxolodu,
Litorosly podnesut” y dadut” pohodu,
Fundatore pobozZnyj Cnyx” Nauk” patrone,
Vsix” utixo ufonyx”, vsix Muz” Cyterone.

Tv6j Parnass” litorasly vdjacnyy vydaet”,

Y zapaxov” rosko$nyx vonnost’ vypudlaet,

A ym” sv6j verx” do neba on” vysej podnosyt”,
Tym jasnij tv6j xvalebny stan” svitu holosyt.

/After sadness joy steps forth,

After darkness light appears,

After the dry summer there is autumn, and in its footsteps
Walks winter and brings times of grief.
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After grief mirth always makes its progress,

After the winter harshness God bestows spring.

The spring of new delights, of new mirth the .
Wellspring and the death of old grief [has arrived] already.
[There has] appeared a source of songs of Hyblaean
streaming waters from pure Parnassian channels.

In concert there Zephyrs arise from Actean fields

and with their joyful winds announce the coming of spring.
Nonetheless, they will first refresh your garden

bring forth the [young] shoots and give fair weather.

[Oh] pious founder, patron of the virtuous sciences,
Delight of all learned [men], Cytheron of all the Muses,
Your Parnassus issues grateful branches

And luxurious aromas,

And raising its summit even higher to the heavens,
Annources even more clearly your praiseworthy position/.

The techniques and metaphorical patterns employed in the Euchar-
isterion’s restoration theme were rather common in the Renaissance
panegyric tradition. The reference to the sun’s return to the northern
signs, the rejuvenation it brings, the contrast between the past and the
present all stem from a tradition that dates back to Pliny’s oration to
Trajan, Claudian’s Panegyricus De Sexto Consulatu Honorii Augusti,
and the texts published in the collection of the panegyrici veteres. In
Claudian, for example, the benefits Honorius’s office brought Rome
were compared to the changes brought by Apollo’s return from the
altars of the north to his Delphic tripod.* In Pliny, comparison of the

®  See, for example, the following passage, where Claudian compares Honorius’s
installation to the return of Apollo: “When fair Apollo leaves Delphi’s shrine and
visits the altars of the north, Castalia’s waters differ in no wise from those of any
common stream, nor the laurel from any common tree; sad and silent is the cave
and the shrine without a worshipper. But if Phoebus is there, Phoebus returned
from Scythian climes to his Delphic tripod, guiding thither his yoked griffins, the
woods, the caves regain their voice, the streams their life; the sacred ripple revisits
the face of the waters, a clearer echo resounds from the shrine and the now inspired
rocks tremble to the voice of prophecy. Now the Palatine Mount is exalted with
honour and rejoices in the return of its native deity; far and wide among the
suppliant peoples it spreads oracles surer even than those of Delphi and bids its
laurels grow green again to deck the standards of Rome.” Claudian, trans. Maurice
Plantnauer, vol. 2 (London and New York, 1922), p. 77, lines 25-38. It should be
noted that Claudian was much admired in seventeenth-century Poland: for exam-
ple, M. K. Sarbiewski in his lectures on poetics mentions Claudian as an exemplary
panegyrist, worthy of imitation (see note 36). For classical models of Polish
panegyric poetry, see the following studies: Michat Janik, “Z dziejéw wymowy w
wieku XVII i XVIIL,” pts. 1 and 2, in Pamietnik Literacki (Lviv, 1908), pp. 265-77
and pp. 431-81; Stanistaw Dabrowski, “O panegiryku,” in Przeglgd Humanistycz-
ny 48, no. 3 (1965): 101-110; Zbigniew Rynduch, Nauka o stylach w retorykach
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past with the present served to contrast Trajan’s virtues with his
predecessors’ vices. In the Eucharisterion’s poem “Parnass”,” spring
reveals itself in the efflorescence of the literary arts and constitutes a
joyful triumph over the sadness of winter. Also, it has metaphorical
patterns and specific images reminiscent of Erasmus’s panegyric to

Philip:

When you were far away from here, everything was in a state of neglect due to
grief; then as soon as you are here safe and sound, everything glows again with
care and cultivation. Thus when bitter winter makes the breezes harsh with
north winds, the bare ground lies wasted and spent with age, gardens are in
mourning without flowers, rivers become sluggish, trees are lifeless without
their leaves, the grainfield lies barren of its crop, the plains dry up without
grass; again when spring returns with west winds blowing warmly, gardens are
studded with flower buds like jewels, rivers are free to flow, trees become
green and alive again with foliage, grain fields flourish in theit crop, the plains
delight in their grass.”!

Through imagery of rejuvenated nature Erasmus asks his audience
to appreciate the archduke as a mythic figure capable of restoring life
with his presence. Parallels between this image and that found in
another poem by Erasmus on Christ’s harrowing of hell (“Carmen
heroicum de solemnitate paschali atque de tryumphali Christi resur-
gentis pompa et descensu eius ad inferos,” c. 1489) invite a connection
between national restoration and the resurrection.”

Although some works of Erasmus were probably known at the
Mohyla school, we cannot be certain that these particular works were
among them. We do know, however, that the treatment of spring as a
symbol of Christ’s victory over the “wintry” forces of evil and heresy

polskich XVII wieku (Gdansk, 1967); Stanistaw Dgbrowski, “Z problematyki
panegiryku,” in Przeglad Humanistyczny 66, no. 3 (1968): 43-55.
3t This translation is by Garrison, Dryden, p. 71. The original reads as follows:
Quum procul hinc aberas squalebant omnia luctu,
Mox ut saluus ades renitescunt omnia cultu.
Sic ubi tristis hyems aquilonibus asperat auras
Nuda senescit humus, moerent sine floribus horti,
Torpescunt amnes, languet sine frondibus arbos,
Stat sine fruge seges, marcent sine gramine campi;
Rursus ubi zephyris tepidum spirantibus anni
Leta iuventa redit, gemmantur floribus horti,
Effugiunt amnes, revirescit frondibus arbos,
Fruge nitent segetes, hilarescunt gramine campi.
(see Reedjik, Poems of Erasmus, p. 273, lines 22-31).
3 This was pointed out in Garrison, Dryden, p. 72. The text of Erasmus’s Carmen
appears in Reedjik, Poems of Erasmus, pp. 190-95.
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was known in Ukrainian literature of the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries through Gregory of Nazianus.” His treatment of the theme,
originally known in Rus’ from the sermons of Kirill of Turov (twelfth
century), was rediscovered when these sermons were recopied in the
sixteenth century.*

Whether the winter-spring imagery in the Eucharisterion is a direct
echo of Erasmus, a tradition stemming from the panegyrici veteres, or
simply a common topos deserves further study. But whatever the case
may be, in panegyrical literature images of spring symbolized political
and institutional change, the advent of a new age. In the Eucharister-
ion, too, the season marks a turning point. In anticipation of the new
age, celebration is in order: Melpomene, the Muse of Tragedy, is
exhorted to forsake grief, and Calliope, the Muse of Epic Poetry, is
instructed to laud Mohyla, the present-day hero. On the one hand,
these exhortations suggest the importance of Mohyla’s achievement.
On the other, in line with the propagandistic function of the restora-
tion theme, they serve to elevate the archimandrite in the eyes of the
panegyrical audience.

This brings us to another aspect of the restoration theme: the
portrayal of the optimus princeps, or ideal ruler. Scholars have re-
garded Polas’kyj’s prose text, with its direct enumeration of Mo-
hyla’s virtues and attributes, as merely the dedicatory foreword to the
panegyric proper, whereas it should probably be considered the laus
regis, or praise of the addressee as an ideal ruler. In the theory of the
panegyric, the laus regis praised a king’s achievements and depended
on the commendatory topics of demonstrative oratory. In Renaissance
practice, however, it also focused on the king’s political future and,
consequently, tended toward the didactic topics of deliberative ora-
tory.*® In the Eucharisterion, Poéas’kyj’s prose text limits itself to
praising the archimandrite. It ascribes to Mohyla the following quali-
ties: (1) unequalled generosity in service to Minerva; (2) persever-
ance, patience, and fortitude in the work of establishing schools; and
(3) humanity, kindness, and compassion toward the humble. It is
reasonable to assume that at least some of the virtues enumerated here
do not actually describe Mohyla, but are part of the panegyric tradition
that posits an ideal ruler whom the addressee is expected to imitate

3 See, for example, the anonymous panegyric Prosfonima which was presented
to Metropolitan Michael on 17 January 1591 during a visit to Lviv, in V. P.
Kolosova and V. 1. Krekoten’, Ukrajins’ka poezija: Kinec’ XVI poéatok XVII st.
(Kiev, 1978), especially the text “Ot Starijsyx,” p. 141.

% I am indebted to Dr. Paulina Lewin for this information.

% See Garrison, Dryden, p. 71.
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and the audience to admire. The virtue of kindness played a prominent
role in this type of oratory. For example, Claudian instructed the
emperor Honorius not to fail, above all, in loving kindness if he wished
to enjoy the obedience of his subjects.

Exhortations did appear in the laus regis of the renaissance pane-
gyric, but they surfaced even more frequently in the oration’s overtly
didactic sections. The aim was to instruct the ruler on how to secure
the trust of his subjects; the very virtues for which he was praised in the
laus regis were then used to describe the limits of his power. In the
Eucharisterion, the limitation theme’s didactic components are de-
veloped faintly at best: only in the poem “Vdja¢nost’” of the first
cycle is it stated that Mohyla will be regarded as Father, Lord and
Master so long as he is kind to his flock. In this sense, the Eucharister-
ion departs from the Renaissance panegyric tradition.*

The portrayal of Mohyla as an ideal ruler also touches upon the
question of civic duty. As already noted, the pictorial and verbal texts
comparing Mohyla and Scaevola attribute civic heroism to the archi-
mandrite. Because of heraldic convention Scaevola certainly presented
a convenient model in Mohyla’s case. However, the choice of Scaevola
may again have been dictated by the panegyric tradition. Compare
Claudian: “Horatius Cocles, facing the foe on the broken bridge,
Mucius holding his arm in the flame, these shall show thee [Honorius]
what, single-handed, brave men can do.””

% It is interesting to note that in discussing this type of writing M. K. Sarbiewski,
in his De Perfecta Poesi, sive Vergilius et Homerius, written between 1619 and 1626,
mentions only the demonstrative branch and singles out only laudatory topics. He
speaks about panegyrics as belonging to the so-called silvae and defines them as
“short poems ... which are characterized by a diversity and abundance of
themes . . . and which are not very different from orations . . . they do not have
such serious values as epic poetry . . . and other poetic writings,” . . . they serve
for entertainment rather. They belong to the demonstrative kind [of orations] and
have as their subjects living persons or persons who passed away recently.” About
the proper panegyric Sarbiewski says: “Panegyrics have an outstanding place
among the silvae. Superior in composing them was the very ingenious poet
Claudian. . . . They [as other silvae] contain different motifs and praises brought
up from different points of view. These are songs performed before a numerous
audience or at least they should be appropriate for such a performance. They
mostly praise princes or heroes for all of their lives or only some part of their lives.”
(See the bilingual Latin and Polish edition of his poetics, O poezji doskonalej,
trans. Marian Plezia and ed. Stanistaw Skimina [Wroctaw, 1954], pp. 236, 246, 247.
I am grateful to Dr. Paulina Lewin for translating these excerpts. As can be
deduced from Sarbiewski’s recommendations, by the time of the Jesuit Baroque,
panegyrics were no longer concerned with the deliberative branch of oratory.

The original reads as follows: “vel solus quid fortis agat, te ponte saluto/oppo-
situs Coecles, Muci te flamma docebit . . .” (Claudian, trans. Maurice Platnauer,
2: 316, lines 401-406).
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In Claudian, the reference to Scaevola — one of many references to
models of civic duty — is a direct instruction to Emperor Honorius.
No such thing is done in the Eucharisterion. The only direct traditional
element of the limitation theme is found in the apostrophe to Phoebus
(Apollo), who is enjoined to acknowledge the first victor, Christ. In
Claudian, for example, the reference to Apollo is one of many dealing
with the restraint exercised by each element in the universe. Even its
ruler, the sun (and by antonomasia, the emperor) must respect preor-
dained limits. It is through the observation of these limits that men in
authority can save themselves from becoming tyrants and, consequent-
ly, from suffering retribution from their subjects.*® In the Eucharister-
ion, the address to the sun-god does not seek to incommode Mohyla
with instructions on how to govern. Instead, it seeks to emphasize that
on Mohyla’s Parnassus and Helicon pagan knowledge must give way to
Christian knowledge. Thus, the Eucharisterion applies a traditional
motif of the limitation theme to win for the archimandrite the confi-
dence of the Orthodox community, rather than to instruct him on how
to rule.

The text attempts not only to portray Mohyla as the optimus
princeps, but also to acquaint the audience with what can be called the
optima academia. The attention given to each of the arts in separate
poems supports this view. I suggest that another purpose of the
Eucharisterion was to sketch the ideal curriculum toward which
Mohyla and his retinue of scholars were aspiring. For this reason the
verse texts of the panegyric, particularly those contained in the cycle
“Helykon”,” can be viewed as a manifesto of the circle’s educational
philosophy. It has frequently been argued that the school, as envisaged
by Mohyla, sought to emulate Jesuit schools.* Yet, given the Jesuits’
unenthusiastic attitude toward studies beyond the trivium (Grammar,

3 The excerpt reads as follows: “Seest thou not how the fair frame of the very
universe binds itself together by love, and how the elements, not united by
violence, are for ever at harmony among themselves? Dost thou not mark how that
Phoebus is content not to outstep the limits of his path, nor the sea those of his
kingdom, and how the air, which in its eternal embrace encircles and upholds the
world, presses not upon us with too heavy a weight nor yet yields to the burden
which itself sustains? Whoso causes terror is himself more fearful; such doom befits
tyrants. Let them be jealous of another’s fame, murder the brave, live hedged
about with swords and fenced with poisons, dwelling in a citadel that is ever
exposed to danger, and threaten to conceal their fears. Do thou, my son, be at once
a citizen and a father, consider not thyself but all men, nor let thine own desires stir
thee but thy people’s.” (“Panegyricus De Quarto Consulatu Honorii Augusti,” in
Claudian, trans. Maurice Platnauer, 1: 308, lines 296-299.)

¥  See, for example, Sydorenko, Kievan Academy, pp. 107-112.
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Rhetoric, and Dialectic),® why is equal footing accorded to the quad-
rivium (Arithmetic, Music, Geometry, and Astronomy) in Mohyla’s
Helicon? Could it be that Mohyla’s circle was actuaily hoping to
emulate Cracow’s scholae privatae (the so-called Szkoty Nowodwor-
skie)? Since the reforms of Mikotaj Dobrocieski in 1603 Cracow
scholars had included quadrivium studies in their curriculum, and
between 1624 and 1634 they had conducted a bitter battle against the
Jesuits’ attempts to monopolize the educational system in Crown
Poland. One apologist, Jan Brozek, argued in 1623 that with the
victory of the Jesuit schools in Poland, most of the sciences that served
the Commonwealth were in danger of extinction.*!

Thus, the possibility exists that Mohyla and his circle also saw the
need to provide citizens of the Commonwealth with a more universal
education than that offered by the Jesuits. At present, however, we
cannot go beyond this statement, because a lack of documentation for
the early period of Mohyla’s school does not permit comparison
between the ideal view of the curriculum which, in my opinion, is
intimated by the Eucharisterion and historical evidence. If the cere-
mony did in fact convey special educational intentions, this would not
have been uncommon for the period. There is an interesting example
of precisely this happening in Leiden. J. A. Van Dorsten, in a study
dedicated to the Leiden humanists, describes a pageant that took place
during the solemn opening ceremony of the University of the Northern
Netherlands (8 February 1575), in which “Sacred Scripture,” “Jus-
tice,” “Medicine,” and “Pallas,” accompanied by “Apoilo” and his
nine “Muses,” recited thirty Latin poems composed by Jan Dousa.
Van Dorsten argues convincingly that this pageant contradicts the
commonly held belief that the founding fathers of the university had
intended to provide the Low Countries with only a school of theology.
On the basis of the verses, pageant, and traditions of the period, Van
Dorsten concluded that the Leiden humanists had, in effect, also
hoped to establish faculties of Law and Medicine, and to restore the
“ M. Jastrembov argued: “Svétskija nauky, — matematika, geografija, istorija,
oté&estvennyj jazyk, — ostavalis’ v polnom prenebreZnii.” See his “Jezuity i ix
pedagogiteskaja d&jatel’'nost’ v Pol’sé i Litv€,” in Trudy Kievskoj duxovnoj
akademii, vol. 2 (Kiev, 1869), p. 267. Also see James Bowen, A History of Western
Education, 3 vols. (London, 1972-81), 2: 423-31. Bowen indicates that in the
Ratio Studiorum of the Jesuits, mathematics and geography are not discussed in
detail, and that they were mainly intended as subjects of study for students who
intended to join the society.

% See Henryk Barycz, Historia szkét nowodoworskich, vol. 1 (Cracow, 1939~
47), p. 97; see also pp. 41-46, 85-98, 115-37.
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rightful place of the arts for the benefit of the Low Countries. He also
explains that these men could not, for various reasons, reveal their
intentions explicitly and therefore chose to do so through the pageant
and Jan Dousa’s poems.*

It may, of course, be dangerous to draw parallels between the
Leiden and Kiev ceremonies, but the idea that such ceremonies could
be used to display intentions “without the stricter commitment of the
word”# can be important in further study of the Eucharisterion and
Mohyla’s school. Some scholars have relied on the text in attempts to
reconstruct the school’s actual curriculum in the early years of its
existence.* It may be safer and more productive to see the Eucharis-
terion’s poems as the expression of a philosophy and a veiled statement
of purpose. After all, theology was not taught regularly at Mohyla’s
school until the latter half of the seventeenth century; moreover, the
Polish king, Wiadystaw IV, never granted the school the status of
academy, which would have carried the right to teach theology offi-
cially. In fact, as early as 1634, under the pressure of Jesuit advocates,
he ordered Mohyla to close all “Orthodox Latin schools.”* In view of
the atmosphere and politics of the times, the praise of Theology and of
the quadrivium subjects in the Eucharisterion could well have been a
way to announce and publicize the aspirations of Mohyla and his circle
for the school.

In summary, I have argued that the Eucharisterion is a propagandis-
tic text that documents a ceremony during which, under the pretext of
thanking Peter Mohyla for his patronage of an educational establish-
ment, the archimandrite was presented to his contemporaries as a
victor, a hero, and a faithful servitor of the Ruthenian nation and the
Orthodox community. I have also claimed that the panegyric sought to
encourage him to further patronage and to underscore the great
respect that Mohyla had won by his achievement; at the same time it
served as a rebuttal to his detractors and — perhaps — tried to recon-
cile the audience with an ambitious and harsh ruler. Finally, I have
suggested that the Eucharisterion may provide clues about Mohyla’s
hopes for the new school. .

I have set forth a number of hypotheses and raised a number of

“2 J. A. Van Dorsten, Poets, Patrons, and Professors: Sir Philip Sidney, Daniel
Rogers and the Leiden Humanists (Leiden and Oxford, 1962), pp. 1-8.

% Van Dorsten, Poets, Patrons, and Professors, p. 3.

“  Sydorenko, Kievan Academy, p. 28.

% Sydorenko, Kievan Academy, p. 36.
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questions. The Eucharisterion and other works like it clearly deserve
further study. In the first place, accurate translations would be helpful.
Second, it is necessary to analyze the nature of the influences that
Polish verse and various literary traditions have exerted on these texts.
Insofar as panegyrical literature and the laudatory mode in general was
a prominent part of the “system” of Ruthenian culture in the seven-
teenth century, it should be the object of future studies to relate works
like the Eucharisterion to a larger pattern of events of that society.

% Tt is important to consider the relationship between the Eucharisterion and its
chronologically and geographically most immediate predecessors. An obvious
example are the funeral verses honoring Hetman Petro KonaSevy¢ Sahajda¢-
nyj, a work composed ten years before the Eucharisterion by Potas’kyj’s profes-
sor, Kasijan Sakovy¢. Apart from shedding light on the Kievan milieu that
nurtured the young Pofas’kyj, such an investigation could give us a better
understanding of the didactic impulses of the panegyric. Sakovy¢’s verses, like the
Eucharisterion, take advantage of a solemn occasion to praise a prominent man —
the deceased hetman — and simultaneously present to the audience (in this case
the actual addressee was the Zaporozhian Host) an ideal leader worthy of imitation
and, most important, deserving the loyalty of his subjects. As Sakovy¢ explains in
his prologue to the verses recited by his students, the success of the Host’s
enterprise is dependent on the reciprocal responsibilities of the hetman and his
army:

1 §to sja tut na slavu hetmana pysalo

Petra Kona$evyca, na vas sja stjahalo.

Khdy Z hetman ne sam prez” sja, le¢ vojskom jest slavnyj,

A vojsko tyZ hetmanom, dovod to jest javnyj,

Hetman bez” vojska §to Z jest, vojsko tyZz bez” neho?

Zhola nitoho ne jest’ jedyn bez” druhoho.

Ret konéaty, tvorcu vas, bohu, polecaju,

Scaslyvoho zvytjaztva zavie vam Zadaju.
The Ruthenian panegyric’s exploitation of festive occasions to communicate cer-
tain intentions, publicize ideas, or even offer political commentary is also evident
in works composed after the Eucharisterion. Two panegyrics honoring Mohyla’s
ascension to the metropolitan see can serve as illustration. The first, Euphonia
veselobrmjadaja, was presented on 5 July 1633 by the printers of the Caves
Monastery. The work celebrates Mohyla’s latest distinction, praises his patronage
of the monastery’s printing-shop, and announces that a Polish-language printing
shop has had a successful beginning there. The new institution is seen as a potential
source of a variety of books for Mohyla’s Parnassus (i.e., school) and hence as an
“adornment” of the Ruthenian land. Of course, Mohyla’s school, as originally
planned, sought to emphasize the instruction of Polish and Latin. Another pane-
gyric, written in Polish (Mnemosyne Stawy, Prac i Trudow . . . Piotra Mohily),
dates from the same year and celebrates the new metropolitan’s triumphant
entrance into Kiev. It was presented by the students of the Brotherhood school
but, as expected, printed at the Caves Monastery. It includes thirteen engravings
which, like those of the Eucharisterion, function as an integral part of the text
(eleven of these are emblematic compositions forming the individual letters of
Mohyla’s name [PIOTR MOHILA). Discussion of the various elements of the
engravings serves as a point of departure for each poem that foliows. In them,
Mohyla is depicted as a tireless and successful defender of the Eastern church
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Only then will it be possible to answer conclusively what were the
underlying motives of the author or authors of the Eucharisterion and
to what extent they consciously relied on the Renaissance and post-
Renaissance panegyric tradition or Jesuit Baroque poetics.” It is with
this long-term goal in mind that I have undertaken the present study.

The University of Manitoba

before diet meetings and other convocations. Mnemosyne suggests that the present
restoration under the new monarch, Wiadyslaw IV, of the ancestral “freedoms”
and “rights” of the Orthodox was made possible by Mohyla’s efforts. The pane-
gyric expresses confidence that the king and his “wise” senate will uphold these
rights although in the realm there are enemies of the Eastern church.
47" Many works of earlier Orthodox centers such as Herasym Smotryc’kyj’s heral-
dic verses addressed to Prince Constantine of Ostroh (published in the Ostroh
Bible, 1580-1581), the Lviv Prosfonima (cf. fn. 33 above) and the well-known texts
collected by Rothe (fn. 4 above), Kolosova and Krekoten’ (fn. 33 above) also
betray the didactic aims, metaphorical patterns and poetic devices characteristic of
the Eucharisterion. Needless to say, a longer study would also need to take into
consideration the Jesuit texts of the period. To cite but two examples: the
panegyric presented to Prince Constantine’s grandson by the students of the
Jaroslav Collegium (Charisterion ob Felicem ac exoptatum Iltustrissimi Principis
Constantini Ostrogii Ducis, ab Exteribus nationibus fauente caelo in Patriam
reditum a Nobili Studiosaque iuuentute Collegis Iaroslaviensis Societatis Iesu
darum, Lviv 1615) and the panegyric Obsequium gratitudinis by the young Maciej
Kazimierz Sarbiewski presented to Jan Karol Chodkiewicz (1617-1618?) who
founded a Jesuit school in Kroze of ZmudZ. The latter is of particular interest
because, as Professor Wiktor Weintraub has kindly pointed out to me, it contains a
typically Jesuit predilection for mixing classical and Christian imagery much as do
the Eucharisterion and other Ruthenian texts. It might be noted that in Sarbiew-
ski’s panegyric Apollo, Calliope, and other allegorical figures also erect a symbolic
mount in honor of Chodkiewicz.

Cf. Professor Thor Sevéenko’s article, “The Many Worlds of Peter Mohyla,”
in this issue, pp. 9-44, especially pp. 26-31.



Theology at the Kiev Academy
During Its Golden Age

JAMES CRACRAFT

“Koliko bo muZej soverSennyx
Proyzvedet ty dom u¢enyj!”

Feofan Prokopovy€ (attr.),
Viadymyr, 1705

While its foundations may be traced to the year 1615, if not to an
earlier date, the institution commonly called the Kiev Academy can be
said to have fiourished from the 1680s, when among other favorable
developments theology began to be regularly taught. Thereafter, as is
well known, the academy quickly became the leading center of higher
studies in the Slavic-Orthodox world, thus playing, in generally bleak -
circumstances, a unique historical role. Then, starting about 1750, the
academy entered a period of rapid relative decline: a decline that may
be attributed, above all else, to the collapse of the Ukrainian national
movement of early modern times. For the academy’s “golden age” had
followed hard on the emergence of a strong Ukrainian Hetmanate,
and owed much to the protection and financial support of Hetman Ivan
Mazepa (ruled 1687-1709), in particular. Nor is it a coincidence that
the Ukraine’s steady reduction in the eighteenth century to the status
of a Russian imperial province brought with it a commensurate reduc-
tion in the status of its leading educational institution.

After 1819 a reorganized Kiev Academy served as one of the three
or four principal centers of Orthodox learning in the Russian Em-
pire — effectively, in the world — until the revolutions, dislocations,
and destructions of the years after 1917. The later decades of this
period saw the appearance of several major works devoted to the Kiev
Academy during its earlier “golden age” which in both comprehensive-
ness and detail remain unsurpassed. The following remarks are based
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primarily on data to be found in these works.! Yet before proceeding
it might be noted that the cultural and archival heritage of the Kiev
Academy, like its physical plant, continue to be neglected by the
Soviet authorities. In fact, owing to the constraints and outright
denial of access imposed on scholars working in the Soviet Union
(which we from the West perhaps too often tolerate in silence), it
remains impossible to discuss the practice of theology at the Kiev
Academy during its golden age in more than cursory fashion. This is
a matter of particular regret, for several reasons, the chief of them
being the undoubted historical importance of the subject. Indeed, the
development of theology at the Kiev Academy during these years, in
the words of a recent study, gave birth to the “esprit académique”
itself — and not alone in Kiev or in the Ukraine, but in Russia as
well:

Certes, les écrits théologiques des maitres de Kiev étaient fortement
marqués par la scholastique et leur orientation était surtout polémique.
La forme y prédominait sur le contenu et la théologie avait tendance a
s’y développer dans un sens quantitatif plus que qualitatif. Le poids de
Pargumentation y dépendait du nombre des arguments avancés, de leur
finesse, de la quantité des syllogismes et de la rigueur formelle de leur
construction. Cette rhétorique engendrait chez ces théologiens une prédi-
lection abusive pour les jeux de mots, les figures de style, les allégories, des
interprétations forcées, amenées parfois de fagon subjective. L’ortho-
doxie des écrits de Kiev était nettement sujette 2 caution. Mais la
scholastique de Kiev forgea une pensée claire et disciplinée. Elle obligeait
a définir et a justifier. Elle ne rejetait pas en bloc tout ce qui venait de
I'Occident et ne prenait pas devant la science occidentale une attitude
d’effroi ou de dédain. Elle incitait les théologiens orthodoxes a utiliser

pour leur compte tout ce que la pensée occidentale pouvait avoir de
meilleur. C’était en définitive la naissance de I'esprit académique.’

To be sure, this relatively generous appraisal of the historical
importance of Kiev theology has not been widely shared, and particu-
larly not by exponents and heirs of the Russian Orthodox schools of
the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Most notably, the
late Georges Florovsky, in his celebrated study of the development of
theology among the Eastern Slavs, had this to say about the encoun-

1 N. (I). Petrov, Kievskaja akademija vo vtoroj polovine XVII veka (Kiev, 1895);
S. (T.) Golubev, Kievskaja akademija v konce XVII i natale XVIII stoletii (Kiev,
1901); D. Visnevskij, Kievskaja akademija v pervoj polovine XVIII stoletija
(Kiev, 1903); N. (I.) Petrov, ed., Akty i dokumenty otnosjas&iesja k istorii
Kievskoj akademii, vol. 1 (Kiev and St. Petersburg, 1904).

2 A. Kniazeff, L’Institut Saint-Serge: De I'Académie d’autrefois au rayonnement
d’aujourd’hui (Paris, 1974), pp. 13-14.
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ter of East and West at Kiev and the emergence therefrom of a
specifically “Kievan learning”:

An academic tradition was formed, a school grew up, but a spiritual and
creative movement did not arise. What came forth was an imitative and
provincial scholasticism, precisely a “theology of the school,” theologia scho-
lastica. This did signify a certain step forward in religious-cultural conscious-
ness. At the same time, however, theology was torn from its living roots. An
unhealthy and dangerous split developed between thought and experience.
The outlook of the Kievans was broad enough, the link with Europe was quite
lively, and news of the latest movements and strivings in the West came easily
to Kiev. Still, there was something foredoomed in all this activity. It was a
pseudomorphosis of religious consciousness, a pseudomorphosis of Orthodox
thought.?

Yet in thus appraising Kiev theology from a religious (believer’s) point
of view, Fr. Florovsky did not deny its “undoubted significance from
the cultural-historical standpoint.”> And it is on this point that I would
wish to expand now, however briefly, having made it clear, I trust, that
until literally hundreds of manuscript works on deposit in Kiev and
elsewhere in the Soviet Union have been gone through, nothing
definitive can be said about the teaching of theology at the Kiev
Academy during its golden age.

The introduction of a regular theology course at Kiev signaled the
completion of an educational revolution in the Ukraine that had been
underway for a century or more.* The standard classical curriculum of
medieval Europe, revived and reorganized in the Renaissance and
spread throughout the lands of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth
by the efforts especially of the Jesuit order, had appeared in Kiev as
early as 1627, the work above all of Peter Mohyla. Mohyla founded a
school along Jesuit lines in the famous Kiev Monastery of the Caves
(Pecers’ka lavra), of which he was head. The school was then
merged, around 1631, after Mohyla had become metropolitan of Kiev,
with the somewhat older school located in the local Brotherhood
Monastery of the Epiphany (Bohojavlens’ke bratstvo). The curriculum
of the combined school — known to us as the Kiev Academy — was

3 @G. Florovskij, Puti russkago bogoslovija (Paris, 1937), p. 56.

4 In addition to the works cited in fn. 1 above, see W. K. Medlin and C. G.
Patrinelis, Renaissance Influences and Religious Reforms in Russia: Western and
Post-Byzantine Impacts on Culture and Education (16th-17th Centuries) (Geneva,
1971), pp. 99 ff., valuable for its many references; and, for further details,
A. Sydorenko, The Kievan Academy in the Seventeenth Century (Ottawa, 1977),
chaps. 2 and 5.
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to have culminated in several years of philosophy and theology, in the
manner of the Jesuit and other colleges of contemporary Europe.
Indeed a full theology course appears to have been taught at Kiev,
under Mohyla’s patronage, between 1642 and 1646. His death (1647)
and events of the period of “the Ruin” in the Ukraine (1657-1687)
brought the academy’s developmenf to a standstill. But we notice that
already in its initial phase theology was the recognized apex of the
academy’s course of study. We should note, too, that it was only for
lack of proper accreditation, (in the form of a charter from King
Wiadystaw IV) and, still more, of qualified teachers that instruction in
theology was not institutionalized at Kiev before the onset of the
Cossack wars.

The emergence of the Hetmanate of eastern or Left-Bank Ukraine
(as mentioned), the continued economic and demographic growth of
Kiev, and the extension of Muscovite protection, but not yet of
Muscovite control, to the city and its academy: these if not other
developments, in Poland and beyond, conditioned the academy’s
revival in the 1680s and its subsequent rise to a position of inter-
national renown. More particularly, between 1689 and 1751 a theology
course, usually of four years’ duration, was taught at the Kiev Acad-
emy by some sixteen scholars in succession, all evidently Ukrainians
who had been educated first at the academy itself and then in the
leading colleges and academies of Catholic Europe.® The titles of the
various courses are indicative of their contents: “Tractatus theologiae
scholasticae et controversae”; “Theologia theoretica de Deo uno et
triuno, commentariis et disputationibus scholasticis illustrata”; “Theo-
logia scholastica de Deo . . . de incarnatione Verbi Divini, de an-
gelis . . . de nomine juris et legis aeterni naturalis divini Veteris et
novi Testamenti . . . de sacramentis”; etc. The language of the disci-
pline naturally was Latin, the principal language of instruction at the
academy; and the method of teaching as well as the basic plan of the
courses were clearly scholastic. Moreover, in both their language, or
terminology, and their structure these theology courses proceeded

5 In addition to the relevant parts of the works listed in fn. 1 above, see M. P.
Bulgakov (Metropolitan Makarij), Istorija Kievskoj akademii (St. Petersburg,
1843), pp. 61-63, 69-74, 77-82, 136-44, 158-60, 164-65; and A. Palmieri, Theo-
logia Dogmatica Orthodoxa, 2 vols. (Florence, 1911-13), 1: 152-59. N. (I.)
Petrov, Opisanie rukopisej cerkovno-arxeologiteskogo muzeja pri Kievskoj
duxovnoj akademii, 3 vols. in 1 (1875-79), lists numerous theological works of the
period, evidently courses or parts or excerpts or copies thereof; see also idem,
Opisanie rukopisnyx sobranii naxodjas&ixsja v gorode Kieve, 3 vols. (Moscow,
1892-1904), passim, for some 100 manuscripts of interest in this connection.
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directly from the immediately precedent courses in philosophy taught
at the academy — taught, it often happened, by the same teachers to,
roughly, the same students. Indeed there is evidence that the philoso-
phy course, usually of three years’ duration, was viewed at Kiev (as it
was elsewhere) primarily as an introduction to theology.® Thus the
very nature of the academy’s higher curriculum, at once integrated and
scholastic, defeats recent attempts to study, in isolation and from a
“materialist” viewpoint, the various philosophy lectures given at Kiev
in the seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries.’

Inevitably, the scholastic language, form, and even content of Kiev
theology tended to be eyed with the greatest suspicion by contempo-
rary Greek and Russian church leaders.® But it might be noted that
such an attitude was in part a matter of ignorance, in part the normal
reaction of established authority to innovative ideas. Nor was the
influence of Thomas Aquinas as dominant at Kiev as has been as-
serted. Rather, it is fair to say, from what details we have of the
courses offered and from related documentary evidence, that like their
counterparts elsewhere in the contemporary European world, Kiev
theologians drew on a wide range of medieval and later authorities.
These included, apart from Aquinas, Albertus Magnus, Duns Scotus,
Robert Bellarmine (1542-1621), both the ample Francisco Suérez
(1548-1617) and the more rigorous Tirso Gonzélez (1624-1705), and
especially one Tomasz Miodzianowski, a prominent Polish Jesuit
whose Praelectiones Philosophicae and Praelectiones Theologicae,
published at Cracow and elsewhere in the 1670s and 1680s, seem to
have been a major influence at Kiev in the earlier eighteenth century.’
Kiev theologians were both freer or more eclectic in their choice of
authorities than is often supposed as well as up-to-date.

¢ Cf. Sydorenko, Kievan Academy, pp. 125-29.

7 See successive issues, beginning in 1970, of Filosofs’ka dumka (organ of the
Institute of Philosophy of the Soviet Ukrainian Academy of Sciences); the three-
volume edition of Filosofs’ki tvory attributed to Feofan Prokopovy¢ that was
published in Kiev, 1979-81; and V.M. Nitik, Feofan Prokopovi¢ (Moscow,
1977), a putative intellectual biography which ignores entirely the extensive theo-
logical lectures attributed to its subject. Z. 1. XyZnjak, Kyjevo-Mohyljans'ka
akademija (Kiev, 1970), is a similarly limited (as well as essentially popular) work.
8 Cf. Sydorenko, Kievan Academy, especially pp. 146-50; G. A. Maloney, A
History of Orthodox Theology since 1453 (Belmont, Mass., 1976), pp. 33 ff.;
1. Cracraft, The Church Reform of Peter the Great (Stanford, 1971), pp. 122-26;
and L. Lewitter, “Poland, the Ukraine, and Russia in the 17th Century,” Slavonic
and East European Review 27 (December 1948): 157-71, and 27 (May 1949):
414-29, passim. .

% F. Greniuk, Tomasz Mlodzianowski, teolog-moralista (Lublin, 1974).
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It is true that the influence of Mlodzianowski in Kiev points to the
fact that in preparing their lectures the academy’s theologians relied
heavily on textbooks compiled in the West. It is equally true that for
Orthodox scholars this practice led to such anomalies as their citing
definitions of the Council of Trent, the views more often of Western
rather than Eastern church fathers, and incidents from Roman Catho-
lic, rather than their own, church history. But again, too much should
not be made of this. In the first place, it was precisely the “age of the
compendia,” theologically speaking, in both East and West.' Second,
the canon law and the moral and pastoral — or casuistic —theology
that normally formed part of the theology course at contemporary
Roman Catholic schools found no place at Kiev. And third, there is
evidence that from early on in the period Kiev theologians sought
either to eliminate or to combat specifically Roman Catholic teaching
on such crucial matters of faith as the procession of the Holy Spirit,
where Kievans did not hesitate to call the Catholic position heretical
and schismatic.' For the modern theologians most often cited at Kiev
were masters of controversy, and their manuals were, accordingly,
ready sources of the most divergent views. The age was also one of
extended, and detailed, theological polemic.

Fully half of Stefan Javors’kyj’s course, only the second to be taught
at Kiev (1693-1697), was devoted to controversial theology (theologia
controversa), where he was concerned to assert, albeit in scholastic
language, an Orthodox position on the nature of the Trinity and of the
church. Javors’kyj’s example in this was followed by his immediate
successor in the theology chair at Kiev. Moreover Javors’kyj himself
went on to write a more general work that drew heavily on the
Controversies of Cardinal Bellarmine, it is true, but whose purpose it
was to defend traditional Orthodox beliefs and practices against Prot-
estant criticisms and innovations.” And polemics against the “Latins”
were a conspicuous feature of the theology course usually ascribed to
Feofan Prokopovy¢, which came fifth in succession at the Kiev
Academy (1710 or 1711 to 1716). Later scholars have detected a
“Protestant™ cast to these lectures (compare the “Catholic” cast of
those attributed to Javors’kyj). Yet it was Prokopovyé who laid
down, in the “Ecclesiastical Regulation™ first promulgated in 1721,

1 Quoting Maloney, History, p. 169 — which refers only to the East.
1 See I. Morev, ed., “Kamen’ very” Mitropolita Stefana Javorskogo (St. Peters-
burg, 1904), and Morev’s “Mitropolit Stefan Javorskij v bor’be s protestantskim
idejami svoego vremeni,” Xristjanskoe ¢tenie, 1905, no. 1, pp. 254-65.
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that “while a teacher [of theology] may seek assistance from modern
authors of other faiths, he must not imitate them and give credence to
their expositions, but only accept their guidance in the arguments they
employ from Scripture and from the Fathers, particularly as regards
those dogmas wherein other faiths agree with us.” Nor were such.
arguments to be “credited lightly,” nor ever anything but carefully
examined; for “a teacher of theology must not teach according to
foreign expositions, but in accordance with his own understanding.”"

More broadly, it deserves emphasizing that in the establishment and
early development of theology at Kiev, dependence on Roman Catho-
lic and especially Polish Jesuit authorities was as good as inevitable.
The earlier foundation and geographical proximity of the Polish col-
leges and academies, with their settled theological tradition, on the
one hand, and the comparative educational and theological impover-
ishment of the Orthodox East,”* on the other, meant that Kievans
aspiring to study theology had little practical choice. They went to
Vilnius, Poznan, or Cracow or, for further and better training, to
Prague or Olomouc, even Paris or Rome; whence one returned
“consummatus theologus” and ready to teach as one had been taught.
And the aspiration to theology, it might also be stressed, was entirely
natural. Theology — Latin, scholastic theology — was the natural
summit of the course of studies introduced at Kiev in the 1630s; and it
was mainly owing to external circumstances, as mentioned, that its
achievement was permanently realized only from 1689.!* Theology

2 Duxovnyj reglament, ed. P. V. Verxovskoj, in UéreZdenie Duxovnoj koliegii
i Duxovnyj reglament, 2 vols. (Rostov-on-Don, 1916), 2: 55. For details about the
theology courses attributed to Javors’kyj and to Prokopovy¢, see, in addition to
works cited in fns. 1, 4, and 5 above, Ju. Samarin, Stefan Javorskij i Feofan
Prokopovi¢ (Moscow, 1880); A. Lappo-Danilevskij, “L’idée de I'état et son
évolution en Russie depuis les troubles du XVII® siécle jusqu’aux réformes du
XVIII®,” in P. Vinogradoff, ed., Essays in Legal History (Oxford, 1913), pp. 362—
64 (Javors’kyj); A. V. Karteshev, “Byl li pravoslavoym Feofan Prokopovi¢?” in
Sbornik v &est D. F. Kobenko (St. Petersburg, 1913); R. Stupperich, “F. Proko-
povigs theologische Bestrebungen,” Kyrios 4 (1936): 350-62; Florovskij, Puti,
pp. 89-97; and H.-J. Hartel, Byzantinisches Erbe und Orthodoxie bei Feofan
Prokopovi¢ (Wiirzburg, 1970).

3 Cf. Florovskij, Puti, pp. 1 ff.; T. Ware, The Orthodox Church (Baltimore,
1963), chap. 5 (see especially p. 109); Maloney, History, pp. 169 ff.; N. Zernov,
Eastern Christendom: A Study of the Origin and Development of the Eastern
Orthodox Church (London, 1961), chap. 5; P. N. Trembelas, Dogmatique de
Péglise orthodoxe catholique, trans. P. Dumont, 2 vols. (Bruges, 1966-67),
1: 66—68, 76 ff.: the judgment is unanimous.

4 See further Metropolitan Ilarion, Ukrajins’ka cerkva za Cas rujiny (1657-1687)
(Winnipeg, 1956), with extensive bibliography.
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seen as the ultimate science, as the systematic investigation of the
content of belief by means of reason enlightened by faith (fides
quaerens intellectum), was as necessary to the intellectually maturing
Orthodox church of the Ukraine and then of Russia as it had been to
the Reformation and Counter-Reformation churches of the West.

Indeed, as the seventeenth century progressed, it became urgently
necessary. If the Eastern church in general had been caught intellec-
tually unprepared by the controversies of the Western Reformations,
the dilemma was particularly to be felt in the divided Ukraine, where
Orthodox and Catholic (or Protestant) confronted one another and
where, perhaps even more than in the West, one’s religion identified
one. Religiously as in other ways the Ukraine was a frontier land
particularly exposed to the cross-currents of controversy and a land
where, accordingly, one’s faith stood in special need of definition.
Elsewhere in the Orthodox world the solution had been to adopt the
weapons — the language and even the concepts — of the adversary,
as in the well-known case of Cyril Lukaris (1572-1638), sometime
patriarch of Constantinople. Lukaris opposed Roman Catholic teach-
ing by employing the theories of Calvin, as in the doctrine of predesti-
nation expounded in Lukaris’s Confession of Faith, which was then
refuted by Patriarch Dositheus of Jerusalem (1669-1707), who in turn
drew heavily on Catholic sources.!* It was to refute Lukaris that Peter
Mohyla drew up his famous Orthodox Confession, which was repeat-
edly published under official church auspices after its initial appear-
ance in 1640 and which has been taken to mark, in fact, the beginnings
of modern Orthodox dogmatic theology.'¢

Yet, obviously more was needed in the struggle to assert religious
identity than an occasional statement of faith, intelligible only to the
initiated. The introduction of a regular theology course at Kiev had
awaited educational advancement in Orthodox Ukraine and the train-
ing of appropriate teachers, certainly. But it had also depended on a
drastic improvement in the academy’s material position and on the
active encouragement of the political authorities. These came only

'*  Ware, Orthodox Church, pp. 106-109; see also the collection of documents,

anonymously edited in sympathy with Lukaris, published in Amsterdam in 1718:
Lettres anecdotes de Cyrille Lucar . . . et sa Confession de Foi . . . [with the
proceedings of the] Concile de Jerusalem tenu contre lui. . . .

‘6 Cf. Makarij (Archbishop of Kazan’), Pravoslavno-dogmaticeskoe bogoslovie,
3rd ed., 2 vols. (St. Petersburg, 1868), 1: 55-63; also Kniazeff, L’Institut Saint-
Serge. For the Confession and its Catholic sources, see A. Malvy and M. Viller,
“La confession orthodoxe de Pierre Moghila,” Orientalia christiana, vol. 10 (1927).
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after the end of Polish dominance. The flowering of the Kiev Academy
with theology the crown of its curriculum was indicative, it may be
repeated, of a surgence of national as well as religious feeling. Even
the theology courses in question reflect an awareness by their authors
of being both Orthodox and, as their conceit would have it, “Roxo-
lani.” The latter evoked, of course, the ancient warrior people de-
scribed by certain classical authors, and thus served to distinguish the
Kievans from their Polish rivals and sometime mentors, the would-be
“Sarmatians.”

So the general features of the theology courses taught at Kiev between
1689 and 1751 were these: (1) their scholastic character, as seen not
only in their language, overall plan, and method, including especially
formal disputation, but also in their content, in the very questions
posed and answered; (2) a continual and, as time went on, growing
effort to preserve, define, or assert specifically Orthodox doctrines
— an effort in which the Kievans did not by later standards always
succeed, as witness their formulations of the doctrine of the Eucharist,
which in general remained indistinguishable from Roman Catholic
teaching; and (3) the tendency of successive teachers at Kiev, more
noticeably from the 1720s onwards, to follow with only minor varia-
tions the work of their predecessors, which was regarded as having
proved adequate to the task at hand, perhaps, rather than incapable of
being improved upon. Whatever the reason, Kiev theology in these
years did not exhibit any very striking independence of thought or
otherwise contribute lastingly to theology as such. Its historical signifi-
cance is to be found elsewhere.

It is to be found, mainly, in the breakthrough to formal, systematic,
academic theology which the Kievans’ work represented for the Slavic-
Orthodox world, with all that this implied for the intellectual and
spiritual development of the Ukraine and Russia in particular. Figures
are hard to come by here. But it is reasonable to estimate that in the
decades under review hundreds of theology graduates left the Kiev
Academy to become teachers themselves, heads of monasteries,
and/or bishops of the “All-Russian” church, which Kievans were to
dominate until the late eighteenth century. Until that time, too, the
curriculum of the Kiev Academy with theology at its summit served as
the basic model for the higher schools of the Russian Empire, most
notably for the Moscow and St. Petersburg ecclesiastical academies.
By 1750 some twenty-six diocesan colleges had been founded by
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Kievans themselves or by their pupils, seven with a theology form.”
And while it is difficult to link the Kiev theology of this era with the
later flowering of Orthodox theology in Russia, which arose in some
degree in reaction to what was perceived as Kiev’s excessive Western
orientation, historically the successes of a new day do not negate those
of the old. It remains a fact that Orthodox Ukrainians and Orthodox
Russians in any significant numbers first learned to think, theologically
and academically, at Kiev.

The extent of this debt began to be demonstrated by the historians
on whose works these remarks are primarily based. If only their
detailed researches, for so long interrupted, might be resumed.

University of Illinois, Chicago

7 K. Xarlampovi&, Malorossijskoe vlijanie na velikorusskuju cerkovnuju Zizn’

(Kazan’, 1914), remains the standard work on the subject; but see also, more
particuiarly, and for further references, M. J. Okenfuss, “The Jesuit Origins of
Petrine Education,” in J. G. Garrard, ed., The Eighteenth Century in Russia
(Oxford, 1973), pp. 106-130 (by “Jesuit” Okenfuss means “Kievan,” whose “ori-
gins” in turn were of course not only Jesuit but, notably, Piarist; and by “Petrine
education” is meant the Moscow and St. Petersburg academies as well as the
diocesan colleges just mentioned, not the technical schools and other educational
experiments supported by Peter I).



The Kiev Mohyla Academy and the Hetmanate

GEORGE GAJECKY

From the beginning of its existence, the Kiev Mohyla Collegium (later
Academy)' was closely tied with the Ukrainian Cossacks, especially its
officer class. It relied upon the Zaporozhian Cossacks and later upon
the ruling elite of the Hetmanate for financial support and protection.
In turn, the Cossacks expected the school to educate their sons for
administrative careers in the various institutions of the Hetmanate and
for membership in the clerical elite of the new Cossack state. As it
turned out, the clerical intellectuals grouped around the Kiev Mohyla
Academy only partly fulfilled the expectations of the Cossack officer
class, since they did not become the intellectual leaders of the new
Ukrainian state, the Cossack Hetmanate.

From its inception as the school of the Bohoiavlens’ke Bratstvo
(Brotherhood of the Epiphany), the educational institution depended
greatly on Hetman Petro Konashevych-Sahaidachnyi (1616-1622) for
material and moral support and for protection from the Polish authori-
ties. Sahaidachnyi contributed large sums of money from the Zapo-
rozhian treasury for the school’s upkeep and development. He also
enrolled the whole Zaporozhian Host as members of the Brotherhood
and kept a garrison of Cossacks in Kiev to discourage attacks on the
school by the hostile local administration.? In his will he left a substan-
tial bequest to the school. Thus Hetman Sahaidachnyi set a precedent
of granting aid and protection to the school that would be followed by
subsequent hetmans.

The alliance between the Cossacks and the clerical intellectuals was
further strengthened by the protection Sahaidachnyi provided during

1 The school of higher education known as the Mohyla Academy in Kiev went
through several reorganizations through its two centuries of existence. For clarity I
consider the different schools from 1615 to 1819 to be the same unit and refer to it
as the Kiev Mohyla Collegium or Academy throughout this paper.

2 Mykhailo Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriia Ukrainy-Rusy, 10 vols. (New York, 1955),
7:412-13.
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the restoration of the Orthodox hierarchy in 1620. His actions were
applauded by the first three rectors of the school, Borets’kyi, Smo-
tryts’kyi, and Sakovych, who called the Cossacks descendants of
Japheth and of the warriors of the Rus’ monarch Oleh, and defenders
of the Orthodox faith from the time of Volodimer. When Sahaidachnyi
died in 1622, the school honored its protector and benefactor with -
recitations of verses at a special ceremony.’

One of Sahaidachnyi’s successors as hetman, Ivan Kulaha-Petra-
zhyts’kyi, supported the bid of the new metropolitan, Peter Mohyla, to
gain office. The hetman approved, in 1632, the fusion of the Brother-
hood school with the Lavra school to form the Mohyla Collegium of
Kiev. The Cossacks gave approbation to the new institution in an
important charter, which also pledged their support.*

Subsequently, this coalition of Cossacks and Orthodox educators
did not last. Mohyla and his circle depended upon the good will of the
Polish Crown and they advanced their claims through the legitimate
Ukrainian (Ruthenian) representatives of the Polish Diet: Kysil’,
Drevyns’kyi, Chetvertyns’kyi, Stetkevych, and others. Simultane-
ously, the Cossacks were engaged in a series of conflicts with the Polish
government. The revolts of Sulyma, Pavliuk, and Ostrianyn were
unsuccessful. Cossack registers were reduced and their influence de-
clined, since the central Polish authorities had no further need of
them. Soon the Cossacks were abandoned by the clerical intellectuals
and even vilified for their uprisings. In 1641, the rector of the Mohyla
collegium, Ihnat Oksenovych-Starushych, called them “rabid dogs
who bite their masters.”’

During the 1640s, however, a large group of students with a Cossack
background attended the Kiev Collegium. They were to become
influential during the rule of Khmel’nyts’kyi and during the tenures of
his immediate successors. The students included the future hetmans
Ivan Vyhovs’kyi (1657-1659), Ivan Samoilovych (1672-1687) and
Pavlo Teteria (1663-1665). Others became members of the General
Staff: Fedir Loboda, Tymish Nosach, Ivan Cherniata, Ivan Krav-
chenko, Semen Tretiak, Ivan Hrusha. Their classmates also included

3 Kasiian Sakovych, “Virshi na zhalosnyi pohreb zatsnoho rytsera Petra Kona-
shevycha-Sahaidachnoho,” in Ukrains’ka poeziia kinets’ XVI-pochatok XVII v.,
ed. V. Kolosova and V. Krekoten® (Kiev, 1978), pp. 322-38.

4 Pamiamiki izdannye Kievskoi vremennoi kommissiei, 4 vols., 2nd ed., vol. 2
(Kiev, 1898), pp. 421-22. Hereafter cited as PKK.

°> Hrushevs’kyi, Istoriia, 8, pt. 2:114-15. Panegyric to llkia Chetvertyns’kyi who
died fighting the Cossacks.
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the later churchmen and writers Ioannikii Galiatovs’kyi, Varlaam
Iasyns’kyi, Feodosii Safonovych, Antonii Radyvylovs’kyi, Epifanii
Slavynets’kyi, Havryil Domets’kyi, Damaskyn Ptyts’kyi, Ihnatii Iev-
levych, Arsenii Satanovs’kyi and even the Muscovite Iakim Savelev
(later Patriarch Adrian of Moscow).® Under the tutelage of such
teachers and rectors as Innokentii Gizel’ and Iosyf Horbats’kyi, they
obtained a good preparatory education which helped launch their
future careers.

The hetmancy of Bohdan Khmel'nyts’kyi (1648-1657) brought the
relations between the Mohyla Collegium and the Cossack administra-
tion into sharp focus. Khmel'nyts'kyi established the custom of grant-
ing lands, cash, and special privileges for the upkeep of the collegium.
The land grants that he made became the nucleus of donations by
subsequent Cossack hetmans and officers, whose generosity was to
maintain the school during the next century and a half.

For the upkeep of the collegium Khmel'nyts’kyi gave the rector
Lazar Baranovych the following villages with mills, meadowlands, and
fish ponds: Ksavery, Plisnes’ke, Chornohorod’ka, Sarnovychi and
Obukhiv near Kiev, Bazar near Fastiv, and Mukhoidy in Polissia.” He
also gave the Brotherhood (Brats’kyi) Monastery, which was oversee-
ing the collegium, special permission to brew whiskey and mead, with
proceeds to be used for the collegium’s maintenance. In doing so it was
noted that he followed his “famous predecessor, Hetman Sahaidach-
nyi, who also succored the monastery.”® Furthermore, the hetman sent
his son, Iurii, to study at the Mohyla school. Besides endowing the
collegium Bohdan Khmel'nyts’kyi included guarantees of its status and
existence in two treaties he negotiated with the Poles. In the Treaty of
Zboriv of 1649, which recognized the existence of the new Cossack
state, the collegium was protected by Clause X: “All schools that exist
in territories from former times are to continue.”® After the disastrous
battle of Berestechko, Khmel'nyts’kyi managed to secure the Bila
Tserkva Agreement (1651); in its Clause VI “The Kiev Collegium is
§ V. Askochenskii, Kiev s drevneishim ego uchilishchem Akademieiu, 2 vols.
(Kiev, 1856), 1:173; M. Markovskii, « Antonii Radivilowskii, iuzhno-russkii propo-
vednik 17 v.,” Universitetskie izvestiia (Kiev), 1894, nos. 4, 7, 10, pp. 1-118; 1895,
nos. 9, 11, 12, pp. 119-187, 1-86.

7 Dokumenty Bohdana Khmelnyts'koho, ed. lvan Kryp”iakevych and Ivan
Butych (Kiev, 1961), doc. 349, dated 9 January 1656 (pp- 467-68). Hereafter cited

as Dokumenty.
¢ Dokumenty, doc. 322, dated 18 June 1655 (p. 436), and doc. 348, dated 9 Janu-

ary 1656 (p. 467).
 Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriia, 8, pt. 3:216.
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assured continuing and free existence.”’® Khmel’nyts’kyi’s efforts were
appreciated by the collegium’s faculty, especially in the early years of
his hetmancy. Upon his return from Zamo$¢ in December 1648,
“Cantos of Liberation” were composed and read in his honor by
students in Kiev. Khmel’'nyts’kyi was hailed as “Moses, deliverer,
savior, liberator of the people from the Polish bondage and well-
named Bohdan, given by God.”" More panegyrics were delivered
after the Treaty of Zboriv and upon the hetman’s death in 1657.2
Khmel'nyts’kyi freed eastern Ukraine from Polish rule, made
Orthodoxy the state religion, liberally dispensed largesse to various
monasteries, built several churches in his capital city of Chyhyryn and
at his homestead of Subotiv, supported the Kiev Mohyla Collegium,
and made a valiant effort to obtain for the Orthodox metropolitan
Sylvester Kossov a senator’s post in the Polish Diet. It would seem,
then, that Khmel’nyts'kyi enjoyed excellent relations with the clerical
intellectuals in Kiev. But in fact there was an ambiguity in the latter’s
behavior and attitude toward the hetman and his administration.
Metropolitan Kossov was a legitimist in the Mohyla tradition. Along
with Gizel’ and with Baranovych, rector of the collegium during most
of Khmel'nyts’kyi’s hetmancy, Kossov preferred to deal with the
palatine Adam Kysil’ rather than with Khmel’nyts’kyi or the Cossack
administration in Kiev. A cause of some rancor was that monastery
peasants, who had left their lands during the Cossacks’ violent social
upheaval, upon returning from the war did not want to resume work
on monastery lands. Also, in 1648-49 no classes were held at the
collegium, since many pupils and some monks left to join Khmel’-
nyts’kyi’s army.'® The ambivalent position of the Orthodox clerical
elite became apparent during the invasion of the Lithuanian army led
by Radziwitt and the capture of Kiev in 1651. The city was looted and
partially burned; the Brotherhood Monastery was destroyed, although
the collegium itself survived.' The conduct of the metropolitan and his
circle during this period troubled Khmel’nyts’kyi; for it was rumored
10 Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriia, 9, pt. 1:366.
"' “Diariusz drogi do Wojska Zaporowskiego . . . 1649,” by Wojciech Miaskow-
ski, Vossoedinenie Ukrainy s Rossiei, vol. 2 (Moscow, 1954), p. 109.
2 V. Peretss, “K istorii Kievo-Mogilianskoi kollegii,” Chteniia v Istoricheskom
obshchestve Nestora Letopistsa 14 (1900):7-25; also a manuscript of a panegyric of
é650 to Khmel'nyts’kyi found in the Raczyiiski Library by Professor Frank E.
" Askochenskil, Kiev, 1:177.

¥ N. Petrov, Kievskaia akademiia vo vtoroi polovine XVII veka (Kiev, 1895),
p. 25.
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that the clerics opened the gates of Kiev to the Lithuanians. Kossov’s
warm reception of Radziwilt reinforced the rumor. Relations between
the clerical intellectuals and Khmel'nyts’kyi worsened after the signing
of the Treaty of Pereiaslav with Moscow in 1654. The Kiev metropoli-
tan rightly foresaw that the consequences of Pereiaslav would be
disastrous for the autonomy of the Ukrainian Orthodox church. At
first Kossov and his followers refused to swear allegiance to the tsar,
which all groups were instructed to do. Only strong measures by the
Muscovite voevoda and the Cossack hetman broke their resolve.
Khmel’'nyts’kyi viewed these procrastinations as interference in his
foreign policy and dealt sharply with the meddling hierarchy.
Relations continued to be uneasy during the rule of Khmel’nyts’kyi’s
successors and especially during the Ruina period, even though the
Cossack hetmans continued to make new land grants and to support
the Kiev Collegium. The hetmancy of Ivan Vyhovs’kyi (1657-59)
illustrates the situation. Vyhovs’kyi, a graduate of the Mohyla Col-
legium, had many friends among the clerical intellectuals, including
the rector Ioannikii Galiatovs’kyi and the new metropolitan, Dionisii
Balaban. Vyhovs’kyi nullified the Pereiaslav treaty to the clerics’
satisfaction by destroying a Muscovite army at Konotop, and by
concluding the Treaty of Hadiach with Poland, whereby the Ukraine
was to become a partner in a triune state. Two provisions of the new
treaty dealt with the status of the Kiev Mohyla Collegium: (a) “The
Academy in Kiev is to become equal with the Cracow Academy,” and
(b) “another academy is to be organized in another Ukrainian city
with the same rights as the Kiev Academy.” Preparatory schools and
other educational institutions were also to be organized.'
Vyhovs’kyi’s policy was appreciated by Balaban. But in 1658, during
the subsequent fighting to expel the Russian garrison in Kiev, the
buildings which housed the collegium were burned by Cossack artil-
lery. This angered and embittered many clerics, among them the
rector Galiatovs’kyi, who resigned in protest.’ The destruction of 1658
was only the beginning of the collegium’s tribulations over the next
twenty years, the time of “the Ruin.” In 1661, Innokentii Gizel
complained to the tsar about the destruction of church property and

15 Askochenskii, Kiev, 1:185, and Mykola Stadnyk, “Hadiats’ka uniia,” Zapysky
Ukrains’koho naukovoho tovarystva v Kyievi 7 (1910):65-85; 8 (1911):5-39. The
pertinent data are found on pages 32-33.

6 Konstantyn Bida, loannikii Galiatovs’kyi i ioho “Kliuch razumeniia” (Rome,
1975), p. vi; Askochenskii, Kiev, 1:187.
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the loss of life perpetrated by Muscovite troops.!” During the invasion
of the Left-Bank Ukraine by Poles in 1664, the collegium was burned
again. Four years later, when Hetman Ivan Briukhovets’kyi (1663~
1668) was expelling Muscovites from the Hetmanate, the collegium
was plundered by the Muscovites and its students were dispersed.’® In
1671, marauding Polish mercenaries under Colonel Pyvo destroyed the
village of Novosilky,' which belonged to the collegium. Several other
villages near Fastiv were lost by the Treaty of Andrusovo (1667),
which divided the Hetmanate into Russian and Polish spheres of
influence and deprived the collegium of its revenues from the Right-
Bank Ukraine. The Muscovite voevodas who were stationed in Kiev
interfered in the internal affairs of the collegium and forbade the
attendance of any students from the Right-Bank Ukraine.

The depredations of various armies, constant warfare, frequent
change in hetmans, and general instability disheartened many of
Mohyla’s disciples, who blamed the Cossack administration for this
state of affairs. “It was a time when men were running away or waiting
for death,” wrote Galiatovs’kyi in his Kliuch razumeniia.®® Brilliant
individuals like Gizel’, Baranovych, Galiatovs’kyi, Radyvylovs’kyi and
Iasyns’kyi, who had produced voluminous tracts, apologetics, polem-
ics, and poetry, turned away from the Cossack state. They started to
look to Moscow and to the Russian tsar for a permanent resolution of
the situation in the Cossack state, and they encouraged graduates of
the Kiev Collegium to accept administrative posts in Muscovy and
clerical ones in the Russian church.

Throughout its darkest period, the collegium relied on the financial
support of the hetman and of the Cossack administration in Kiev. It
was always forthcoming, even if not in the same measure as the
generosity of Bohdan Khmel'nyts’kyi. After the destruction of 1658,
the colonel of Kiev, Pavlo Ianenko Khmel’'nyts’kyi (1657-1658), and
his successor, Vasyl’ Dvorets’kyi (1659-1668), donated two dozen
buildings and city lots as income property for the Brotherhood Monas-
tery.” Hetman Iurii Khmel'nyts’kyi (1659-1663), a former student,
confiscated the properties in Kiev of his predecessor Vyhovs’kyi and
gave them to the monastery.? Hetman Petro Doroshenko (1665-1676)

7 Bida, Galiatovs’kyi, pp. vi-vii.

8 Petrov, Kievskaia akademiia, p. 29.

1 Petrov, Kievskaia akademiia, p. 35.

2 Bida, Galiatovs’kyi, p. vii.

2 PKK, 2:449-51. Dvorets’kyi’s decree of 3 May 1659.

Z  PKK, 2:473-88. All grants from 1655 to 1694 are enumerated therein.
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granted the Brotherhood Monastery and the collegium revenues from
a ferry crossing the Dnieper River near the town of Staiky.” Even
Hetmans Ivan Briukhovets’kyi (1663-1668) and Demian Mnoho-
hrishnyi (1668—-1672) assigned small properties in the Oster and Koze-
lets’ companies of the Kiev regiment to the use of the Brotherhood
Monastery.? These hetmans realized that the collegium educated
hundreds of young men who upon completion of their studies would
enter the ranks of the Cossack administration and thus strengthen their
state.

It was only during the tenure of Hetman Ivan Samoilovych (1672-
1687), however, that regular generous support began to be received by
the collegium from the Hetmanate. Samoilovych, an alumnus of the
collegium, initiated large annual donations of money and property
which eliminated the school’s financial difficulties. Samoilovych was
hetman when “the Ruin” ended, civil wars ceased, and peace was
restored. In rebuilding the whole fabric of the Hetmanate, now re-
duced to the Left-Bank Ukraine, Samoilovych gave generously to
churches, monasteries, and the Kiev Academy. His munificence was
gratefully acknowledged in panegyrics in his honor.” During this time
new students came to the collegium, including some who later became
prominent in the upper echelons of Cossack nobility: Stepan Maksy-
movych (acting colonel of Starodub, 1725), Oleksii Turans’kyi (gen-
eral chancellor of the Hetmanate, 1709-1716), Andrii Runovs’kyi
(acting general chancellor, 1742-1749), Konstantyn Lysenevych
(judge of the Chernihiv regiment, 1739-1757), Danylo Shramchenko
(captain of Olyshivka, Kiev regiment, 1715-1725), Mykhailo Mokrie-
vych (judge of the Chernihiv regiment, 1730s), Stepan Kozlovs’kyi
(cap!tain of Nove Misto, Starodub regiment, 1723). Among the stu-
dents were also sons of the general quartermaster, Ivan Lomykovs’kyi,
the colonel of Pryluky, Dmytro Horlenko, and the colonel of the
mercenary Kompaniitsi regiment, Illia Novyts'kyi.?®
B PKK, 2:453-56. Doroshenko’s universal dated 7 February 1669 granted the
revenues to Metropolitan Neliubovych-Tukal’s’kyi, who transferred them to the
Brotherhood Monastery. This was necessary since the Muscovite governor would
not allow the monastery to use the revenues granted by Doroshenko, a foe of the
Muscovites.

% S. Golubev, Kievskaia akademiia v konisi XVII i nachali XVIII stoletii (Kiev,
215902;5 ' 3§iychkovs’kyi: Tvory, ed. L. Makhnovets’ (Kiev, 1972), pp. 54-55.
Among those that survived was an eulogy to Samoilovych, “The Daedalus whose
heart makes him build churches, protect the learned, finance the arts and defend

the fatherland.”
% Incomplete lists of 1685-86. Petrov, Kievskaia akademiia, pp. 44-45.
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During the hetmancy of Ivan Mazepa (1687-1709), the Kiev Mohyla
Collegium experienced its "Golden Era.” It was granted the full
privileges of an academy in 1694, confirmed by Peter I in 1701.7 Over
2,000 students attended the academy at this time. The distinguished
faculty included Ioasaf Krokovs’kyi, Stepan Iavors’kyi, Teofan Proko-
povych, Syluian Ozers’kyi, and Ioannikii Valiavs’kyi.?®

Mazepa cultivated friendly relations with the metropolitan Varlaam
Iasyns’kyi and the clerical elite: Lazar Baranovych, Dmytro Tuptalo,
Stepan lavors’kyi, Ioasaf Krokovs’kyi, Fedir Uhlyts'kyi, Ivan Maksy-
movych, Zakharii Kornylovych, Innokentii Monastyrs’kyi. During his
hetmancy, he spent several million gold ducats on the construction of
new churches in the Ukraine and on the renovation and decoration of
older ones.” Mazepa influenced wealthy members of the Cossack
nobility to follow his example with generous endowments for churches
and monasteries throughout the Hetmanate. As a result General
Quartermaster Vasyl’ Dunin-Borkovs’kyi became the benefactor of
the Ielets’ Monastery in Chernihiv; the colonel of Pryluky, Dmytro
Horlenko, built a church at Hustyn Monastery; the colonel of Poltava,
Pavlo Hertsyk, endowed the Monastery of the Caves in Kiev; the
colonel of Chernihiv, Iukhym Lyzohub, renovated parts of the
Krupyts’ Monastery; and the colonel of Myrhorod (later hetman),
Danylo Apostol, built a stone church at Sorochyntsi.* Soon architec-
ture and related arts and crafts flourished, creating the distinctive style
called “Cossack Baroque.”

The Kiev Academy shared in this munificence. Mazepa built a stone
structure for the academy in 1703-1704. To expand its financial basis
he granted or returned to the Brotherhood Monastery six villages, four
hamlets, and sixteen city lots in Kiev, and in addition assigned the
academy an annual subsidy of 1,000 gold ducats.* No wonder that

7 Decree of Tsars Ivan and Peter dated 11 January 1694, and decree of Tsar
Peter dated 26 September 1701. PKK, 2:488-97. The decree of 1694 gave the
academy all the privileges without the title, whereas the decree of 1701 conferred
the title.

% Zoia Khyzhniak, Kyevo-Mohylians’ka akademiia (Kiev, 1970), pp. 68-72;
Askochenskii, Kiev, 1:288-316; Petrov, Kievskaia akademiia, pp. 48-57.

» Oleksander Ohloblyn, Hetman Ivan Mazepa ta iho doba (New York, 1960),
pp. 128-31, 157-62, esp. fn. 83 (pp. 157-58), where Ohloblyn cites a document
from 1709 which enumerated all of Mazepa’s financial outlays benefiting the
Orthodox church.

% Ohloblyn, Hetrnan Mazepa, p. 130.

* N. Mukhin, Kievo-Bratskii uchilishchnyi monastyr: Istoricheskii ocherk (Kiev,
1893), pp. 363-82, provides five decrees of Mazepa granting these lands to the



THE KIEV ACADEMY AND THE HETMANATE 89

panegyrics were composed to Mazepa annually. “Until now none has
been like him and never again will we have another like him,” wrote
Antonii Stakhovs’kyi, later a metropolitan of Siberia.”? Teofan Proko-
povych dedicated his drama Viadimer to Mazepa, whom he calls the
great patron of the “Mohyla-Mazepa Academy.”*

Among the graduates of the Mohyla Academy during Mazepa’s
hetmancy were sons of Cossack officers who subsequently achieved
prominence: Ivan Obydovs’kyi (colonel of Nizhyn, 1695-1701, and
acting hetman in the 1701 expedition against the Swedes); Semen
Chuikevych (acting general chancellor, 1727); Pylyp Orlyk (general
chancellor, 17061709, and hetman in exile, 1709-1739) and the Berlo
brothers (later regimental officers in Pereiaslav).*

Mazepa’s defeat at Poltava in 1709 put an abrupt end to the acad-
emy’s Golden Era. Its pupils were dispersed (only 161 remained in
1711),% its properties were ravaged by Russian troops, and the hier-
archy of the Ukrainian Orthodox church was forced to excommunicate
its former patron and benefactor, Hetman Mazepa. The shadow of
Poltava hung over the academy until Peter’s death in 1725. The
academy’s printing press was forbidden to publish books in Ukrainian,
students from the Right Bank were discouraged from enrolling, and
graduates of the academy were urged to go north to Moscow and the
new capital, St. Petersburg. There they became the backbone of the
administration, church, and educational institutions of the new im-
perial Russia. Following the example of .the institution’s prominent
alumnus and professor, Teofan Prokopovych, they left the academy
and the Ukraine. The grave loss of intellectual manpower damaged the
development of Ukrainian self-consciousness, literature, religion and
political structures.®

Brotherhood Monastery; PKK, 2:472-503, gives sixteen decrees of Mazepa and
Tsar Peter 1 granting various lands.
2 Qhloblyn, Hetman Mazepa, p. 136.
3 Ohloblyn, Hetman Mazepa, p. 137.
% Petrov, Kievskaia akademiia, pp. 50, 55, 57.
% Borys Krupnyts'kyi, Hetman Danylo Apostol i ioho doba (1727-1734) (Augs-
burg, 1948), p. 160.
% Among those who achieved high offices within the Russian ecclesiastical
establishment were Stepan Iavors’kyi, head of the Russian church; Filotii Lezh-
chyns’kyi, metropolitan of Siberia; Innokentii Kul’chyts’kyi, bishop of Irkutsk and
China, 1721, and saint of the Orthodox church; Ilarion Lezhais’kyi, head of the
Chinese mission, 1714-19; Hervasii Lyntsevs’kyi, head of the Chinese mission,
1745-1755; Syl'vestr Krais'’kyi, archbishop of Archangel. Askochenskii, Kiev,
1:295-304.

Others served with various Russian diplomatic missions in Western Europe: in
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The academy began to revive in the eighteenth century, due to the
efforts of Hetman Danylo Apostol (1727-1734) and Metropolitan
Rafail Zaborovs’kyi (1731-1742). Apostol returned to the academy
the holdings once granted to it by Mazepa and assigned it several new
properties. In 1732, he also reinstated an annual stipend of 200 gold
pieces from the treasury of the Hetmanate, a practice “known to my
[Apostol’s] antecedents, who granted 200 golden rubles annually from
the military treasury for the payment of teachers.”” After Hetman
Skoropads’kyi’s death in 1722 this practice had been discontinued by
the Russian Malorossiiskaia kollegiia.

Zaborovs’kyi proved to be a talented church administrator and
functionary. He added a second story to the academy’s building, put
the school’s finances in order, cleared the academy of any suspicions of
“separatism” by changing the textbooks to follow Russian examples,
and rigorously enforced the 1720 ukaz against printing books in
Ukrainian.®

Zaborovs’kyi’s internal reorganization of the teaching curriculum
added foreign languages, geography, history, and mathematics to the
traditional disciplines. It was in the later years of Zaborovskyi’s
tenure that many of the academy’s graduates went to western Europe
to complete their education at European universities. Vasyl’ and Iakiv
Dunin-Borkovs’kyi went to Prussia, Petro and Iakiv Skoropads’kyi to
Breslau, the Kuliabko brothers studied at Wittenberg (1750s); Ivan
Peshkovs’kyi studied at Leipzig (1764), Symon Todors’kyi at Halle
(1729), Petro Symonovs’kyi in Paris, Iakym Borsuk at Berlin (1744),
Apollon Kochubei at Oxford, Iakym Sulyma and Heorhii Mylorado-
vych at Gottingen, and F. Politovs’kyi at Leiden.® The best illustra-

Sweden — Ilia Stefanovych (1705-1710), and Davyd Skaluba (1720s); in the
Netherlands — Ilia Bilozers’kyi (1713), and Ieronim Kolpets'kyi (1726-28); in
England — Ivan Nahnybida (1749), and Ivan Vasylevs’kyi; in France — Andrii
Henevs'kyi (1741) and Iosaf Shostakovs’kyi (1757); in Spain — Nartsyz Kvitka
(1761-62); in Turkey — Petro Zlotkevych (1733) and Konstantyn Politans’kyi
(1735); in Austria — Varlaam Maievs’kyi (1761) and Tymish Kolachyns’kyi
(1761); in Prussia — Vasyl’ Velychkovs’kyi (1750s); in Poland — Anton Pocheka
(1749-1755) and Vasiian Radkevych (1688). Konstantin Kharlampovich, Maloros-
siiskoe vliianie na velikorusskuiu tserkovnuiu zhizn’ (Kazan’, 1914), pp. 861-78.
¥ D. Vyshnevskii, Kievskaia akademiia v pervoi polovine XVIII stoletiia (Kiev,
1903), pp. 332-335. Decree of Apostol dated 4 January 1732.

*®  Krupnyts'’kyi, Hetman Apostol, pp. 160-62.

¥ Vadim Modzalevskii, Malorossiiskii rodoslovnik, 4 vols. (Kiev, 1908-14);
Petro Kudriavtsev, “Osvitni-mandrivky vykhovantsiv Kyivs'’koi akademii za kor-
don u 18 st.,” Kyivs’ki zbirnyky istorii i arkheolohii, pobutu i mystetstva, vol. 1
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tion of how these scions of wealthy Cossack families lived is given in
the extensive correspondence between General Flag Bearer Mykola
Khanenko (1741~1759) and his son Vasyl’, who studied at the Univer-
sity of Kiel during 1746-1748.%

Some statistics are available of the numbers of students who at-
tended the academy at this time:*

1738/39 — 444
1739/40 — 536
1743/44 — 902

1744/45 — 1100
1768/69 — 1078
1779/80 — 836.

Most of the students were the sons of Cossack or of priests. In 1736/37,
the grammar class of 51 students numbered 16 of the former and 15 of
the latter.”? By 1763/64, the 166 students in the poetics class included
87 sons of clerics, 36 sons of Cossacks, and 43 others.®

In the eighteenth century the academy continued to prepare young
men for careers in civil and church administration in the Hetmanate
and in Russia. Graduates desiring a clerical position could choose
either secular or monastic careers in the many monasteries, parishes,
and deaneries of the Hetmanate. For those interested in a secular
career, there were civil service positions in the central institutions of
the Hetmanate, in the regional regimental chancelleries and local
company offices, or in city and town administrations. Also, the system
of over 1,000 primary schools needed teachers and the larger churches
offered good positions as cantors. But far greater opportunities and
rewards beckoned from the north, where many alumni went to work in
all levels of the Russian administration. Among the most famous were
Oleksander Bezborod’ko, alumnus of the class of 1756, who became
chancellor of the Russian Empire;* Dmytro Troshchyns’kyi, alumnus
of 1774, who became minister of justice in 1814; Petro Zavadivs’kyi,
alumnus of 1760 who became minister of education in 1802.% Still, a

(Kiev, 1931), pp. 286-294; Lev Mylovydev, “Proiekt universytetu v Kyevi v druhii
polovyni 18 st.,” Kyivs’ki zbirnyky, 1:295-306.

% The correspondence contains 35 letters for the years 1746-48. They were
printed in the Chernigovskie gubernskie vedomosti in 1852 and 1853.

‘' For complete statistics, see Khyzniak, Kyevo-Mohylians’ka akademiia, p. 115.
2 Vyshevskii, Kievskaia akademiia, pp. 352-56.

#  Khyzhniak, Kyevo-Mohylians’ka akademiia, pp. 112-13.

“  Modzalevskii, Malorossiiskii rodoslovnik, 1:43—44.

% Askochenskii, Kiev, 2:327-30.

% Modzalevskii, Malorossiiskii rodoslovnik, 2:102-103.
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goodly number of the academy’s students remained back home, form-
ing a secular intelligentsia that kept the ideals of the Hetmanate alive
in its waning years. After the Hetmanate’s abolition in 1783, they
began to foster the revival of Ukrainian consciousness. Among them
were the Cossack civil servants Divovych, Pokas, Kalyns’kyi, Stefano-
vych, Velychko, and the Cossack nobles Borozna, Movchan, Polubo-
tek, Khanenko, Kuliabka, Lukoms’kyi, Poletyka, and Hrabianka.”

The academy itself went into decline after the removal of Kyrylo
Rozumovs’kyi as hetman in 1764. After the abolition of the Hetman-
ate in 1782 and the secularization of monasteries in 1790, the academy
was deprived of its financial independence and its upkeep became the
responsibility of the Russian Imperial government. Official efforts
were directed toward depriving the Ukrainians of all vestiges of
autonomy. In 1819, the academy, then the foremost educational
institution in the Hetmanate, was transformed into a theological
seminary, later renamed academy, and existed as such until the 1917
revolution.

Harvard University

4 For their biographies see O. Obloblyn, Liudy staroi Ukrainy (Munich, 1959).



Drama and Theater at Ukrainian Schools in the
Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries:
The Bible as Inspiration of
Images, Meanings, Style, and Stage Productions

PAULINA LEWIN

The use of Scripture as a source of artistic inspiration, characteristic of
the West European church and school Baroque,! was especially impor-
tant in the Ukrainian Baroque. As I have shown elsewhere,? the
Orthodox tradition prepared its learned men for perception of the
Baroque better than it had for the Renaissance. This was ascribable in
large measure to.a thorough knowledge of the Bible, indeed, to the
constant presence of the Scripture in all areas of Orthodox culture and
life. Ukrainian writers and educators familiar with contemporary
European religious and cultural trends knew and understood the Bible
far better than they grasped any Western learning. This was even more
true of their students, readers, and audiences. The Bible was their best
code for expressing and transmitting ideas, tastes, and new artistic
forms.

V. Rjezanov’s impressive studies® supply us with priceless texts,
data, and commentaries. They contain numerous detailed comparisons
between Ukrainian and Jesuit dramaturgy, and between the two and
West European mystery plays from as far back as the Middle Ages.
But the confrontations within the search for borrowings that are the

' Cf. Emil Méle, L'art religieux de la fin du XVII siécle et du XVIIF siecle:
Etude sur Uliconographie aprés le concile de Trente: ltalie-France-Espagne-
Flandres (Paris, 1972), passim.

2 P. Lewin, “The Ukrainian School Theater in the Seventeenth and Eighteenth
Centuries: An Expression of the Baroque,” Harvard Ukrainian Studies 5, no. 1
(March 1981): 54-65.

* V. Rezanov (Rjezanov), Iz istorii russkoj dramy (St. Petersburg, 1907); idem,
Pamjamiki russkoj dramatiteskoj literatury: Skolnye dejstva XVII-XVIII vy, i
teatr jezuitov (Moscow, 1910); idem, K istorii russkoj dramy: Ekskurs v oblast’
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pivot of Rjezanov’s efforts seem in many regards to be irrelevant. It is
very likely that Ukrainian school playwrights read Jesuit plays and saw
performances of them in European countries, particularly in Poland.
They may have seen some mystery plays in their seventeenth- and
eighteenth-century popular forms. But they probably did not know
much about the cycles of French, English, and German mystery plays
that stimulated Rjezanov’s scholarly ideas so strongly and could have
been used largely by the Jesuits. It seems to me that what the Ukrain-
ian school playwrights really found in contemporary West European
schools and arts was a reaffirmation of their own tradition of turning to
the Scripture as the boundlessly rich source of ideas, topics, meanings,
images, and ways of expression. In this respect they did not need to
borrow, directly or indirectly, from the Jesuit or mystery plays. They
knew the Scripture very well, and they had a tradition of using it in
fields other than dramaturgy. Thus in the seventeenth century they
turned to the Bible and other sacred writings for the inspiration that
resulted in a new Ukrainian cultural phenomenon — the school thea-
ter, which developed in accordance with a new style, that is, the
Baroque. Thus what they really borrowed from the West were fashion-
able ideas for composing conceits, plot combinations, and stage pro-
ductions based on the Bible.
***

Fundamental for the use of the Bible in Orthodox school theater and
drama in seventeenth- and eighteenth-century Ukraine was the sym-
bolic interpretation of the Old and New Testaments, as inherited
through Byzantine-Slavic Christianity and adapted to the needs of the
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. This interpretation, based on the
Gospel and the writings of the apostles, was organized into philosophi-
cal systems by Orygenes of Alexandria (second century) and Saint
Augustine (fourth century). It was reinforced by influences emanating
from the Latin West, which brought to Ukrainians the learning of
Thomas Aquinas (thirteenth century). The interpretation was sanc-
tioned by the Catholic church at the Tridentine council in 1546 and
strongly influenced Jesuit writings and arts.? It was essential to the use
of the sacred Scripture in both Western and Eastern Christian drama-

teatra jezuitov (NiZzyn, 1910); idem, Drama ukrajins’ka, vols. 1, 36 (Kiev,
1926-1929).
4 Cf. J. Okoti, Dramat i teatr szkolny: Sceny jezuickie XVII wieku (Wroclaw,
1970), p. 87.
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turgy during at least two of its historic periods: the Middle Ages and
the Baroque. Related to this interpretation are several key dramatur-
gical structures. They include the staging of Old Testament scenes as
prefigurations of New Testament events, and the use of allegorical
figures to act out the eternal nature of biblical events and of their
significance. These two structural elements were often closely con-
nected and formed an expressive interpretative unit — the elaborated
baroque conceit, considered the mark of skill and erudition at that
time. Sometimes they were joined or mixed with a third element that
derived from the Baroque admiration of classmal antiquity and its
Christian interpretation.

This is apparent in a play performed presumably in the mid-seven-
teenth century at the Kiev Collegium and preserved in a manuscript
from the beginning of the eighteenth century. Its title is Déjstvye na
Strasty Xrystovy spysannoe® (The act composed to solemnize Christ’s
passion). The play comprises many scenes grouped into three acts. The
first two scenes of act one are an allegorical introduction, announcing
the victory of evil over love. There appear allegorical figures in the
classicized disguise of the goddess of evil, Erinys (in Greek mythology
any of the three Erinyes, but here a separate, superior figure), and her
three sisters (the “real” mythological Erinyes), Alecto, Tisiphone, and
Megaira. The next two scenes (three and four) stage the Old Testa-
ment story of Cain and Abel (Genesis 4), in which fratricide is pre-
sented as the triumph of evil. The act ends with an extended (scenes
five through nine) performance of the Old Testament story of Joseph
being sold by his brothers (Genesis 37). The result of envy, hatred,
and fratricide, it will cause suffering for the redeemer, and eventually
brings redemption. This refers us back to the subject of the play as
announced by its title, since the story of Joseph was interpreted in
Christian tradition as a prefiguration of the redemption of Christ.®

Act two is an allegorical commentary to act one. Here we find
personifications of Christian virtues such as Benevolence, Love, Pa-
tience, Humility on the one hand, and, on the other, evil itself in the
form of Erynis and her cortege — World, Flattery, and the seven
deadly sins. The allegorical figures argue among themselves and also
address the audience directly, as if speaking to all mankind. Love
complains of the damage done to human hearts through evil’s victory:

5 The text is given in Rjezanov, Drama ukrajins’ka, 3: 65-107, commentary on
pp. 4-6.
¢ Cf. Okofi, Dramat i teatr szkolny, pp. 101-102.
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even fratricide becomes possible (lines 440-443, for example). The
way to be saved, say Patience and Humility, is to wait for your savior,
for salvation will come through his humiliation and death. The last,
ninth, scene of act two is a logical transition to act three, where many
excerpts from the Scripture will be staged. Thus act two ends with an
allegorical dramatic moment in which God’s Dignity calls for God’s
Vengeance to kill the goddess of evil and her subjects. But barring
Vengeance’s way stands Love, ready to die from vindictive arrows.
Evil escapes to hell. The last words belong to Love, who declares “Az
rod smertiju xo$¢u ot uz svobodyty” (“I want to free mankind by my
death,” line 678).

Act three is the longest and most elaborate. It consists of scenes
depicting Old Testament events, followed in each case by so-called
declamations, in which twelve adolescents describe icons of Christ’s
passion and comment on them. The argumentum, that is, the note
prefacing the act and delineating its subject matter, links it with the
end of the previous act and interprets Old Testament events as
prefigurations of Christ’s passions: “Jako Ljubov-Xrystos Spasytel
na$ strazdet y umyraet, pokazuetsja y vetxaho zavéta obrazamy y
novoj blahodaty yzobraZeniem stradanija Xrystova” (“Our Savior
suffers and dies like Love did. It is shown by images from the Old
Testament and new Gospel pictures of Christ’s passion”). Similar
notes precede each scene in this act. Thus, the first scene stages the
appearance of the angel to Daniel (Daniel 7: 13), and the argumentum
says: “Féhura vetxaho zakona, proobrazujudtaja Xrysta, vo verto-
hradé¢ moljas¢ahosja, — Danyyl, vydéniem ustraennyj, padyj
na zemlju, anhelom vozdvyzaem byvaet” (“A figure of the Old Testa-
ment, foreshadowing Christ praying in the garden, i.e., Daniel over-
awed by a vision, falls down and is raised up by an angel”). The next
scene is performed against an icon — that of Christ praying at Geth-
semane (Matthew 26:36-45, Mark 14:32-42, Luke 22:39-46). And so
it goes. After the depiction of the cruel son and heir of King Solomon,
Rehobam, who chastised the people of Israel (2 Chronicles: 10) comes
a declamation before an icon of Christ smitten by the soldiers (Mat-
thew 27:30, Mark 15:19). The appearance and description of the icon
of Christ bearing the cross on his way to Golgotha takes place after the
scene that shows Abraham and Isaac on their way to the offering
(Genesis 22), with Isaac bearing the wood, presumably in the form of
a cross. After the scene that stages the events in Numbers 21 and has
the argumentum, “Vozdvézaet Mojsej zmiju na stolpé€ na iscélenie
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iudeom, ot nejaZe pryxodja$te yscé€ljajutsja; kotoraja zmija zna-
menuet raspjataho na kresté Xrysta, spasytelja naseho” (“Moses set
a fiery serpent upon a pole to heal the Jews, and who beheld the
serpent of brass, he lived; the brass signifying the crucified Christ, our
Savior”) comes the revelation of the icon of the Crucifixion and its
explanation. Finally, after the performance of the tragic story of Job,
the allegorical figure of Lament weeps at Christ’s sepulcher.

Yet another prefiguration of New Testament events is Valaam’s trip
and his prophecy (Numbers 22:21-35 and 24:15-17). Valaam “riding
upon his ass”’ appeared already in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries
in West European Christmas plays as the prefiguration of the three
wise men on their way to Bethlehem. For instance, one of the stained
glass panels in the Canterbury cathedral showed Valaam motioning
toward the guiding star.® In the Ukrainian school theater Valaam
appeared in a Christmas play performed on 27 December 1702, in the
north Russian town of Rostov. The play® was written by one of the
most prominent Kiev college graduates, Dmytro Tuptalo, then metro-
politan of Rostov and benefactor of its school, later canonized as Saint
Dimitrii of Rostov. Valaam appears in scene 5 of the play, after the
audience has seen, in scenes [2], 3, and 4, the shepherds whom the
angels guided to the manger (Luke 2:8-15). The fifth scene begins with
a monologue by the allegorical figure of Astrologer’s Curiosity (Ljubo-
pytstvo zvézdoletskoe). This figure demonstrates a knowledge of
astrology by naming different stars and constellations, but cannot
explain anything about the new wandering star. Finally, Astrologer’s
Curiosity decides that an explanation can be given by the prophet
Valaam, known for his astrological wisdom. Curiosity goes to Va-
laam’s grave, opens it, and Valaam pronounces the prophecy (1. 531-
532).° Then he explains that the star leads to a place where “Obrja-
§¢et Jakova sémja . .. blazenno, Ot nehoZe rodysja slovo vo-
plo§&enno” (“Jacob’s saintly seed will be found, from which the

7 All English quotations from the Bible are taken from the King James version.
8 J. Lewanski, Sredniowieczne gatunki dramatyczno-teatraine, no. 3: Misterium
(Wroclaw, 1969), p. 219, fn. 38; M. D. Anderson, Drama and Imagery in English
Medieval Churches (Cambridge, 1963), pp. 23-24, 210.

® Text, Rjezanov, Drama ukrajins’ka, 4: 81-150; and commentary, 37-57; and
Rannjaja russkaja dramaturgija, ed. O. A. DerZavina et al., vol. 2: Russkaja
dramaturgija poslednej éetverti " XVII i naéala XVIIIv. (Moscow, 1972),
pp. 220-74, commentary pp. 333-35. In Rjezanov’s edition the numbering of the
lines is misleading.

0 «“There shall come a star out of Jacob, and a Sceptre shall rise out of
Israel” —Numbers 24: 17.
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incarnated word is to be born”); thus the author adds to the Nativity
story the first phrase of the Gospel according to John,! which, like
other references to the Bible, needed no identification.

A Polish-language play written and performed at the Kiev Academy at
the turn of the eighteenth century® is another striking example of the
use of the Bible according to its baroque perception. The play has no
exact title: the manuscript refers to it simply as Dialogus, and at the
start is a Latin argumentum, or very short summary of its content. In
English translation it reads: “Dialogue in which the bride, that is the
pious soul, excited by love, looks for her beloved, Christ incarnate,
now among flowers as a wildflower,'* now among kings in the appear-
ance of a king, now among infants, as she listens where they weep.”
This is a Christmas play and, like many such school and popular plays,
it uses the basic motifs of the biblical account (Matthew 2:1-12, 16 and
Luke 2:1—4, 16) about the circumstances of Jesus’ birth, King Herod’s
threats and deeds, and the three wise men and their gifts. The whimsi-
cal, learned baroque originality of this play lies in its exploitation of
the Old Testament Song of Songs.

The idea of interpreting the Song of Songs as a Christian allegory, in
which Christ is the bridegroom or the beloved, could have originated
among the evangelists. John (3:28-29) tells that when John the Baptist
was baptizing in Aenon, he said to the Jews: “. . . I am not the Christ,
I am sent before him. He that hath the bride is the bridegroom: but the
friend of the bridegroom, which standeth and heareth him, rejoiceth
greatly because of the bridgroom’s voice: this my joy therefore is
fulfilled.” And Matthew (9:15) recalls the words of Jesus to his
disciples: “And Jesus said unto them, Can the children of the bride-
chamber mourn, as long as the bridegroom is with them? but the days
will come, when the bridegroom shall be taken from them, and then
shall they fast.” The allegorical image of the bride as the pious soul
could have been derived from the Song of Songs itself, where the bride

11 “In the beginning was the word.”

2 About its discovery, identification, and dating, see P. Lewin, “Nieznany staro-
polski utwér sceniczny z Kijowa,” Pamigtnik Teatralny, 1978, no. 3 (107), p. 384;
for the text, ibid., pp. 387-408. We now know of three Kiev school plays written in
Polish; that language was taught and used at the Kiev Mohyla Academy until the
end of the eighteenth century.

13 All notes and stage directions are in Latin.

14 The wildflower was the baroque symbol for the theological source of grace.
Cf. M. K. Sarbiewski, Dii Gentium. Bogowie pogan (Wroctaw, 1972), pp. 224-26.
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repeats: “Tell me, O thou whom my soul loveth” (1:7), “I sought him
whom my soul loveth™ (3:1), “I will seek him whom my soul loveth”
(3:2), “Saw ye him whom my soul loveth?” (3:3), and “I found him
whom my soul loveth” (3:4). Later, mostly during the Baroque, the
bride of the Song of Songs was depicted as Pious Soul wounded by
Divine Love — Amor Divinus, a Christian allegorization of the classi-
cal god of love. Very popular throughout Europe was the book by the
Jesuit Herman Hugo, Pia desideria emblematis, elegiis et affectibus,
first published in 1624 and then reissued and revised repeatedly. Its
Latin original and translations were known in Poland and in the
Ukraine in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.”

The unknown author of our play took from the Song of Songs his
central theme and main plot line: a bride seeking her beloved, valuing
him highly and expressing her distress, finally finds him. But in
accordance with the purgative policy of the Jesuits and the restrictions
of the Orthodox church, the Old Testament motif was deprived of
carnal descriptions and of any responses from the bridegroom. The
plot line from the Song of Songs is intertwined with the traditional
Nativity play by the bride’s wanderings. She comes to Herod’s palace
when looking for her beloved as a king, she witnesses the massacre of
the innocents, and finally comes with the three wise men and Diving
Love to the manger in Bethlehem. The play’s close relation to the
Song of Songs is emphasized by numerous direct borrowings, which
give the otherwise crude schoolplay the distinctive stylistic flavor of the
great biblical poem. Let us enumerate these borrowings.

Line 2 of the play corresponds with “Thou hast ravished my heart”
(S.S. 4:9); line 41, with “My beloved is mine, and I am his: he feedeth
among the lilies” (S.S. 2:16 and 6:3); lines 4546, with “Awake, O
north wind, and come thou south; blow upon my garden, that the
spices thereof may flow out. Let my beloved come into his garden, and
eat his pleasant fruits” (S.S. 4:16); line 52, with “I will seek him whom
my soul loveth” (S.S. 3:2); lines 79-81 and 225-230, with “If thou
know not, O thou fairest among women, go thy way forth by the
footsteps of the flock, and feed thy kids beside the shepherds’ tents”
(S.S. 1:8); lines 88, 223-224, 239, and 403-404, with “Whither is thy

15§, Pelc, Obraz-Stowo-Znak: Studium o emblematach w literaturze staropolskiej
(Wroclaw, 1973), p. 165; D. Cizevskij, “Emblematische Literatur bei den Sla-
ven,” Archiv fiir das Studium der neueren Sprachen und Literaturen, 1965,
no. 201, pp. 175-84; idem, History of Russian Literature from the Eleventh Century
to the End of the Baroque (The Hague, 1960), p. 384.
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beloved gone . . . ? whither is thy beloved turned aside? that we may
seek him with thee” (S.S. 6:1); lines 95-96, 287-288, 321-328, 407,
and 427-428, with “I sought him whom my soul loveth: I sought him,
but I found him not. I will rise now, and go about the city in the streets,
and in the broad ways I will seek him whom my soul loveth: I sought
him, but I found him not. The watchmen that go about the city found
me: to whom I said, Saw ye him whom my soul loveth?” (S.S. 3:1-3);
line 336, with “. . . for love is strong as death; . . . the coals thereof
are coals of fire, which hath a most vehement flame” (S.S. 8:6);
lines 361-370, 385-386, and 419-422, with “I called him, but he gave
me no answer. The watchmen that went about the city found me, they
smote me, they wounded me; the keepers of the walls took my veil
away from me. I charge you, O daughters of Jerusalem, if ye find my
beloved, that ye tell him, that I am sick of love” (S.S. 5:6-8);
lines 411-413, with “My beloved is like a roe or a young hart . . .” and
“. .. turn, my beloved, and be thou like a roe or a young hart . . .”
(S.S. 2:9 and 2:17); line 543, with “I am the rose of Sharon and the lily
of the valleys” (S.S. 2:1); lines 573-575 with “His head is as the most
fine gold, his locks are bushy, and black as a raven” and “His hands are
as gold rings set with the beryl . . .” (S.S. 5:11 and 5:14).

The influence of the Song of Songs is also visible in the composition
of the play. Its first scene elaborates such fragments of the Song of
Songs as 6:1-3, 3:2, and 2:1. Numerous and various repetitions are the
most remarkable devices of the Song of Songs. There occur repetitions
of words, word roots, phrases, anaphores, and, most characteristically,
refrains. The same devices dominate the style of our play, and they are
used in many of the direct borrowings noted above. The play persis-
tently overuses these devices, however, and thus loses the ideal har-
mony of the biblical poem.

The peculiar use of the stylistic devices from the Bible in our play
marks differences in outlook and style. In the Song of Songs, every-
thing is what it appears to be, and comparisons are straightforward. ¢
In its Christian interpretation, everything has an allegorical and secret
meaning and needs an exegesis. In the Baroque, nothing is really what
it seems to be; one cannot define anything, everything has many

6 Tn the Old Testament, everything is viewed as the creation and revelation of
God. External appearance serves to express God’s perfection and thus is a symbol
of eternal values; hence it is what it appears to be. Cf. W. Tatarkiewicz, Estetyka
Sredniowiecza (Wroctaw, 1962), pp. 11-18 (the chapter “Estetyka pisma $wie-
tego”).
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meanings. And in the awkward epigonic School Baroque (which
precipitated a negative attitude toward this style from the eighteenth
to early twentieth centuries), the biblical devices are distorted and, so
to speak, misrepresented. Thus, in the play in question, which follows
and exaggerates baroque tendencies, biblical similies become overbuilt
metaphors, word repetitions change into jeu de mots (puns), and
parallelisms are replaced by sophisticated conceits which exploit all
possible sources at once: the Old and New Testaments, their exegesis,
classical mythology, contemporary astronomical knowledge, and other
eruditiones. The conceits were supposed to prove the skills of the
author or authors of our play. Let us examine them.

The Dialogus’s second scene, which introduces the motif traditional
for Nativity plays, uses the Gospels according to Matthew and Luke as
do other such plays. The bride, disguised as one of the three wise men
(Sponsa in persona regis), opens her speech to Herod with an an-
nouncement about the heavenly signs indicating the birth of a human
God (Bog czlowieczy). Her monologue (ll. 129-154) is a conceit built
upon the characteristics of the human God, the heavens, the guiding
star, and contemporary astronomical ideas and their theological expla-
nations.” Thus, the bride explains that when God descends, the
heavens descend with him and offer the star to his service. The stars
are located in the heavens, on the eighth sky, and now they approach
the earth together with the Lord. When the sun (meaning the human
God, the Lord) shone high above, in the heavens, the stars shone in his
eyes. The sun burned and the stars shone. But now the sun travels
along its lower path, and the star guides the light. The stars always
guide us to the sun, and they advise us to travel from night to day. The
star guided the three wise men on their way here, i.e., to Herod’s
palace; thus, the sun they are looking for should be here. But they do
not see it, and suppose that it is shaded by an eclipse, explained as the
cloud of the flesh, which is for God what the moon is for the sun. So
they decide to go on to their path’s end where they will find the object
of their worship. The conceit described above encloses such baroque
symbols as Christ being the sun and the day, and the heavens and the
earth being the opposites, light and darkness.

7 These ideas were well known in Kiev, as is evident in the sermons of Ioannikij
Galjatovs’kyj from the middle of the seventeenth century, edited and reedited in
his book, The Key-of Understanding. See, e.g., the second Christmas sermon, or
the first and second sermons for the Annunciation (Lady Day). See also, as



102 PAULINA LEWIN

In subsequent scenes of the Dialogus a chain of conceits is built on a
continuation of the Nativity story and various baroque symbols. Di-
vine Love advises the bride to look for God’s incarnation among
children. God descended into a human nature. Humans are born as
infants and thereafter grow up. The incarnation of God.— that is,
Christ — could have taken an adult body from the very beginning. But
God acted in accordance with the limits of Nature; hence the human
God had to appear first as an infant. The bride implores the Virgin to
wrap her son very tightly in his diapers, or else to unwrap the diapers
and expose him to the cold, or to remove him from her breast while he
is still hungry, or to sprinkle the breast with milk so as to make him
hungry — anything to make the babe cry and so guide the bride to
him. Then the bride thinks up yet another ruse: she decides to make a
rattle, for babies like this toy so much that they will cry hard to get it.
The world is round, so the rattle, too, should be a globe, hollow with
pebbles inside. The bride sets the globe on a cross, ason a handle, and
“shakes the little globe” (“Pulset orbiculum™). This last whimsical
stratagem brings us into the sphere of acknowledged baroque symbols:
the world is represented as an idle, empty toy, the cross is the
prefiguration of Christ’s passion, and the rattle as a whole is the
reverse of one of the insignias of worldly rule, that is, the orb, a small,
usually gold or silver ball with a cross on top. Male mentions that at
the very end of the Middle Ages the Christ child appeared in Christian
art with the orb in his hand. From that time on, the image became
established in the arts.!® But the Baroque, as we see, went even
further: not only is the world seemingly ruled by powerful men actually
in God’s hands, but to him it is no more than an idle, empty toy,
handled by his cross.

In the next scenes, the bride brings the rattle to the manger in
Bethlehem. On her way there, in company with the three wise men
and Divine Love, a stage direction in Latin instructs, “The bride
carries the globe, i.e., the world, in which the pebbles sound.” In her
speech (Il. 507-536) she diverts, so to speak, the initial link of the
previous conceit chain: now she wants to offer the Lord the rattle not
to make him cry, but to amuse him. Later, however, she returns to the
rattle’s previous symbolic meaning, as of the world being a toy in the
Lord’s hands. The world belongs to him, so she gives it to him as a toy,

characteristic for the time in question, Sarbiewski’s Dii Gentium, chap. XV,
pp. 154-78. Sarbiewski’s works were known and cited by Kiev professors.
18 Male, L’art religieux, p. 326.
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because when he descended to earth as a human being he became
small like every newborn child. Now new links are added to the
conceit. As a child, God may treat the world (the globe) like a ball,
flinging it up to the sky by the cross. This is a whimsical, although not
very luminous or sublime, prefiguration of the Crucifixion; the cross
brings the world closer to the heavens. In addition to the rattle, the
bride brings two other gifts: her heart and herself as the Lord’s servant
and companion. The heart may be used by the Lord as another
toy — a top, since in baroque convention the top symbolized the
instability of the human heart. In her last speech (1. 591-604), made
while handing over her gifts, the bride affirms that henceforth she will
not spin with the unstable wheels of the world and of fortune, because
now she is safe and close to her Lord.

Divine Love’s gifts for Jesus are a bow and arrows, his classical
attributes. The playwright used this idea as an introduction to a conceit
based upon the biblical story of the Nativity and the theological
understanding of Christ as Love. Divine Love (Amor) says (1l. 433-
448, repeated in 543-568) that henceforth he gives the newborn in
Bethlehem his own attributes as Love. Jesus may also use the bow to
defend himself from Herod, since the reeds of his bedding in the
manger will supply him with a sufficient quantity of arrows. Divine
Love asks his fellow travelers, that is, the bride and the three wise
men, to offer the newborn yet another target for the arrows of
love — their hearts.

The gifts of the three wise men also serve to build baroque conceits.
The two speeches (1l. 449466 and 569-580)" of the wise man bearing
gold (Rex cum auro) play with the words for gold-sun-fire and with
their symbolic meanings in the Old Testament, where gold symbolizes
the splendor of the sun in the heavens and God’s glory,. The wise man
says that the gold he brings to the Lord for a crown will shine in all its
magnificence, as it shines in the sun’s rays, when the Lord blesses it
with his touch. The Lord’s touch and glance are like fire, and the fire is
the best test for gold. Gold provokes people to treason, but in God’s
possession it will become harmless. Using images from the Song of
Songs (5:11 and 5:14), the wise man speaks about the Lord’s golden
head and hands, and he expresses the wish to see his humble gift of
earthly gold placed alongside the divine gold.

¥ The first speeches of the wise men are pronounced on their way to Bethlehem;
the second, in the manger.
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The wise man with myrrh (Rex cum myrrha) reflects the biblical
tradition in which myrrh serves to anoint prophets, priests, and kings
and thereby bestows holy powers upon them. The Song of Songs (1:13,
3:6, 4:6, 5:1, 5:13) points out the fragrance of myrrh. In his first speech
(1. 467-494) the wise man says that he brings the newborn Lord myrrh
because he should be anointed as a prophet, a priest, and a king, and
because the fragrance of myrrh there in the manger will delight him.
There follows an erudite enumeration of the ingredients myrrh is made
from, which leads to one more link in the conceit chain: the myrrh will
smell even better when a lily and roses are added. The wise man
explains these symbols: Jesus is the lily and Mary, the roses. His
second speech (1. 585-590) adds the motif of Jesus’ sacrifice, for which
he should be anointed. The same motifs are at play in the speeches
(11. 495-506 and 581-584) of the wise man with frankincense (Rex cum
thure). The newborn will need the frankincense when, as a priest, he
offers himself for sacrifice, whereas the wise man himself, like every
sinner, hopes that the smoking frankincense will veil his sins and
enable him to approach God, in both the literal and figurative sense. In
addition, says the wise man, the frankincense will be beneficial in the
manger where cattle are. Proclaiming himself a subject of the newbomn
king, the wise man declares that he will light the frankincense with his
love.

In the Kiev Dialogus, fragments of the Bible other than the Song of
Songs and the Nativity story are used in the same baroque manner.
Thus in her first monologue the wandering bride asks the Gideon’s
dew where it sprinkles the special flower — that is, her beloved, the
incarnated God she is seeking (1l. 49-50). The image corresponds with
the Gideon story in Judges 6:36-40, and from the play’s outset
connects the theme of the Song of Songs with the theme of the Savior
chosen by God. Later in the same monologue (Il. 69-72), as she
searches for her beloved, the bride contemplates the possibility of his
incarnation in such forms as dew fallen on fleece like a pure rain or as a

2 «And Gideon said unto God, If thou wilt save Israel by mine hand, as thou hast
said, Behold, I will put a fleece of wool on the floor; and if the dew be on the fleece
only, and it be dry upon all the earth beside, then shall I know that thou wilt save
Israel by mine hand, as thou hast said. And it was so: for he rose up early on the
morrow, and thrust the fleece together, and wringed the dew out of the fleece, a
bowl full of water. And Gideon said unto God, Let not thine anger be hot against
me, and I will speak but this once: let me prove, I pray thee, but this once with the
fleece: let it now be dry only upon the fieece, and upon all the ground let there be
dew. And God did so that night: for it was dry upon the fieece only, and there was
dew on all the ground.”
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fiery cloud. She ponders whether he could be in the midst of the
burning bush. The two last images can be found in the book of Exodus
(19:16, 18 and 3:2) and are connected with the revelation of Almighty
God.** All these interlocking connections, references, and allusions
which would escape many of us today were obvious to the audience of
the time, who perceived them as acute conceits.

Our playwright handled the New Testament in the same manner. At
the beginning of the third scene, the bride, after a futile visit to
Herod’s palace, seeks the Lord elsewhere and desperately laments,
“Evidently thy kingdom is not of this world,” using Christ’s words
from the Gospel according to John 18:36.? The opposition of the
kingdom of this world and the kingdom not from hence is subsequently
developed in the conceits played on the gifts brought to Bethlehem.
When the bride describes the massacre of the innocents, she compares
them to bunches of grapes cut from the vine before they have ripened
(ll. 414-416). The image is from Christ’s call, cited by John (15:1-6),%
to abide with God. One other quotation from John (1:1-3)* is used
twice. It occurs first when the bride reports to Divine Love how she
sought her beloved and how she once thought she had heard the
eternal word (ll. 409-410), and then again at the play’s end. The
drama ends with an epilogue supposedly performed on the avanscene,

2 Exodus, 19:16. “And it came to pass on the third day in the morning, that there
were thunders and lightnings, and a thick cloud upon the mount, and the voice of
the trumpet exceeding loud; so that all the people that was in the camp trembled”
and from 19:18: “And Mount Sinai was altogether on a smoke, because the Lord
descended upon it in fire.” Exodus 3:2-4: “And the angel of the Lord appeared
unto him [Moses] in a flame of fire out of the midst of a bush: and he looked, and,
behoid, the bush burned with fire, and the bush was not consumed. And Moses
said, I will now turn aside, and see this great sight, why the bush is not burnt. And
when the Lord saw that he turned aside to see, God called unto him out of the
midst of the bush, and said, Moses, Moses. And he said, Here am 1.”

z  “Jesus answered [Pilate], My kingdom is not of this world: if my kingdom were
of this world, then would my servants fight, that I should not be delivered to the
Jews: but now is my kingdom not from hence.”

3 “I am the true vine, and my Father is the husbandman. Every branch in me that
beareth not fruit he taketh away: and every branch that beareth fruit, he purgeth it,
that it may bring forth more fruit. Now ye are clean through the word which I have
spoken unto you. Abide in me, and I in you. As the branch cannot bear fruit of
itself, except it abide in the vine; no more can ye, except ye abide in me. I am the
vine, ye are the branches: He that abideth in me, and [ in him, the same bringeth
forth much fruit: for without me ye can do nothing. If a man abide not in me, he is
cast forth as a branch, and is withered; and men gather them, and cast them into
the fire, and they are burned.”

#  “In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word
was God. The same was in the beginning with God. All things were made by him;
and without him was not any thing made that was made.”
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which is now the manger (that is, the traditional Polish and Ukrainian
créche), with the three wise men and the bride kneeling in the rear.
Divine Love meets a scribe (Pisarz z piérem i papierem), and their
dialogue is a conceit built upon the quotation in question. The scribe
has heard about the appearance of a new word, and wants to learn how
to read it. Divine Love shows the three letters usually written on the
front of the créche, THS,” to the scribe but he does not know how to
decipher them. This situation allows the play to finish in a didactic
vein. Amor instructs the scribe and the school audience that to read
and spell out the word which unites Alpha with Omega — that is, the
beginning and the end of everything, because it has no beginning and
no end (Revelation 1:8) — one must study diligently and learn a great
deal.

Other Ukrainian school dramas give us fewer but no less interesting
and whimsical examples of baroque conceits built upon the Bible.
Thus, in Dimitrii Tuptalo’s Christmas play, scene 8 is an exploitation
of the motif of Herod’s perfidious intrigues and deeds after the
departure of the three wise men from his palace, as given briefly in the
. Bible (Matthew 2:7-8, 12-13, 16-18), as well as of the Old Testament
prophecies and the symbolic meaning of the cup Jesus speaks about in
Gethsemane.” The scene takes place in Herod’s throne room, where
he and his senators interrogate the guards who are watching for the
return of the three wise men. But they have not appeared, and Herod
must look for some other way to find where the new king was born. He
calls the most learned Jewish rabbis before him. In answer to Herod’s
question they quote Old Testament prophecies. By way of demonstrat-
ing his familiarity with the Scripture and enlightening the audience, the
author indicates the exact sources of those quotations. The First Rabbi
says: “Napysal Ysajja prorok u Talmuty, Jako mél roditisja ot ko-
léna Yjudy Z domu Davyda; v hlavé tak sedmoj veSCase, Ehda

% Z. Gloger, in his Encyklopedia staropolska, vol. 1 (reprinted, Warsaw, 1958),
p. 262, writes that these letters were put on many religious objects. Some people
read them as “In hoc signo,” and others as “Jesum habemus socium” or “Jesus
hominum Salvator.” Sometimes they were understood simply as the first three
letters of the name Jesus, in which “H” stood for the Greek letter “eta.”

% See Matthew 26:39: “And he [Jesus] went a little farther, and fell on his face,
and prayed, saying, O my Father, if it be possible, let this cup pass from me;
nevertheless not as I will, but as thou wilt.” Also Mark 10:38: “But Jesus said unto
them {his disciples James and John), ‘Ye know not what ye ask: can ye drink of the
cup that I drink of?” See also Mark 14:36 and Luke 22:42-43. The image of Christ
in Gethsemane with an angel (according to Luke) passing him the chalice was and
is very popular in Christian paintings from at least the time of the Baroque.
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carju Axazu sobesédovaSe: ‘Se dévaja vo &revé pryjmet, rodyt
syna, Emmanuyl narefet; taja toho vyna: Prestol Davyda otca — eho
prestol budet, Carstvu Ze eho konca vo vé€ky ne budet’” (Il. 909-
916). This is indeed in accordance with the book of Isaiah 7:12~14:
“But Ahaz said, I will not ask, neither will I tempt the Lord. And he
[Isaiah] said, Hear ye now, O house of David, . . . Therefore the Lord
himself shall give you a sign; Behold, a virgin shall conceive, and bear
a son, and shall call his name Immanuel.” Moreover, the same quota-
tion occurs in Matthew (1:22-23) in the angel’s explanation to Joseph,
proving Mary’s immaculate conception.” Subsequently the rabbi re-
fers to wise Solomon (lI. 917-920), and we indeed find his source in
Proverbs 11:21. Then he refers to Jeremiah (ll. 921-924), with an
obvious mistake in enumeration, probably made by the play’s first
scribe, because it recurs in all extant copies — the play’s reference is
to chapter 3 instead of 23 or 33.% Then the rabbi refers to Valaam,
who, as we remember, had appeared and prophesied in scene 5 of the
play.

The Second Rabbi (ll. 931-942) cites what “Myxéja prorok yzjav-
ljaet, Yze vo hlavé pjatoj syce povédaet” about the new king of
Israel’s place of birth. In the Bible (Micah 5:2) the prophecy reads:
“But thou, Beth-lehem Ephrath, though thou be little among the
thousands of Judah, yet out of thee shall he come forth unto me that is
to be ruler in Israel; whose goings forth have been from of old, from
everlasting.”?

# « . it might be fulfilled which was spoken of the Lord by the prophet, saying,
Behold, a virgin shall be with child, and shall bring forth a son, and they shali call
his name Emmanuel, which being interpreted is, God with us.”

3 Cf. “Yeremija v hlavé tretej eho ¢aet, Ot sémény Yjakovlja yzyty
veStaet: ‘Na zemly javysja y Zyvet s Celovéky. Nevydymy znan budet mezdu
¢elovéky.”” Also, in the Scripture, Jeremiah 23:5-6: “Behold, the days come,
saith the Lord, that I will raise unto David a righteous Branch, and a King shall
reign and prosper, and shall execute judgment and justice in the earth. In his days
Judah shall be saved, and Israel shall dwell safely: and this is his name whereby he
shall be called, The Lord Our Righteousness,” and Jeremiah 33:15-16: “In those
days, and at that time, will I cause the Branch of righteousness to grow up unto
David; and he shall execute judgment and righteousness in the land. In those days
shall Judah be saved, and Jerusalem shall dwell safely: and this is his name
wherewith he shall be called, The Lord Our Righteousness.”

¥ Corresponding to Matthew 2:5-6 “And they said unto him, In Beth-lehem of
Judea: for thus it is written by the prophet, And thou Beth-lehem, in the land of
Juda, art not least among the princes of Juda: for out of thee shall come a
Governor, that shall rule my people Israel”; also to John 7:42: “Hath not the
scripture said, That Christ cometh of the seed of David, and out of the town of
Bethlehem, where David was?”
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The irate Herod chases the rabbis out, and thereafter displays
increasingly mad hatred, giving the playwright good reason to concoct
one more whimsical link in the conceit chain. On the advice of his
senators Herod decides to massacre the innocents.* His speech to two
of his army commanders and their responses (1l. 983-1004) pantomime
the ceremony of taking a joint vow of vengeance. Herod draws his
sword from its sheath and orders the two to follow him. They, too,
unsheath their swords, and after kissing them, pierce their hands,
allow the blood to drip into a cup, and drink it (a stage direction after
line 996 dictates “Pjut” — they drink). I. Sreznevskij explained the
significance in Old Rus’ of not only the word “kljatva” but of the
ceremony, as well. “In Old Rus’ the most important vow was made
upon arms,” he wrote, quoting from the chronicles and pointing to
analogies in the Bulgarian, Serbian, Bohemian, Slovak, and Germanic
cultures.>! The blood vow was viewed by Christians as a mark of pagan
cruelty, however, and in this play underscored the cruelty of Herod as
fixed in folk tradition. The last link in the conceit chain here is Rachel’s
weeping, which ends scene 8 and extends through the dramatization,
behind a screen, of the slaughter of the innocents in scenes 9 and 10.
Sung by a choir, it symbolizes, following the Gospel,” the sorrow
caused by the massacre of the infants.

Plays for the Ukrainian school theater were written and directed with,
so to speak, the Bible open. The playwright not only used biblical
plots, but often built speeches and dialogues of dramatis personae on
borrowings from the Scripture. Thus, in the play Mudrost’ Pred-
vé¢naja (Preeternal Wisdom),® performed at the Kiev Mohyla
Academy at Easter in 1703, the first scenes of act one are built upon

¥ Cf. Matthew, 2:16.

% 1. 1. Sreznevskij, Materialy dija slovarja drevnerusskogo jazyka (Moscow,
1893), and reprints.

2 Matthew 2:16-18: “Then Herod, when he saw that he was mocked of the wise
men, was exceeding wroth, and sent forth, and slew all the children that were in
Beth-lehem, and in all the coasts thereof, from two years old and under, according
to the time which he had diligently enquired of the wise men. Then was fulfilled
that which was spoken by Jeremy the prophet, saying, In Rama was there a voice
heard, lamentation, and weeping, and great mourning; Rachel weeping for her
children, and would not be comforted, because they are not.” Cf. Genesis 35:19:
«“And Rachel died, and was buried in the way to Ephrath, which is Beth-lehem,”
and Jeremiah 31:15: “Thus saith the Lord; A voice was heard in Ramah, lamenta-
tion, and bitter weeping; Rachel weeping for her children refused to be comforted
for her children, because they were not.”

3 Text, Rjezanov, Drama ukrajins’ka, 3: 159-212; commentary, ibid., pp. 22-31.
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quotations from chapters 2 and 3 of the book of Genesis. The action
takes place in the garden of Eden, but instead of biblical “characters,”
allegorical figures appear: Wisdom, Soul, Reason, Will, the seven
deadly sins and others. In her introductory speech Preeternal Wis-
dom — the allegory of God the Creator — says about Paradise: “Sym
da budet sotvoren vlastelin prylyényj. . . . Eho Ze rady y sej verto-
hrad nazdaty . .. umyslyl” (lI. 36, 38-39), which corresponds to
Genesis 2:8-9: “And the Lord God planted a garden eastward in
Eden; and there he put the man whom he had formed. And out of the
ground made the Lord God to grow every tree that is pleasant to the
sight, and good for food.” Later Wisdom calls to Soul, “. . . pryjdy
tamo! . . . Vo vertohrad, nasazden teb& rady!” (ll. 43, 44), corres-
ponding to Genesis 2:15: “And the Lord God took the man, and put
him into the garden of Eden to dress it and to keep it.” Farther along,
“Az jakoZe réx tebé, ta vsja ymaSy syce” (l. 48) and “Kromé
dreva, eho Ze vkus smert ty porodyt” (1. 51), corresponds to Genesis
2:16-17: “And the Lord God commanded the man, saying, Of every
tree of the garden thou mayest freely eat: But of the tree of the
knowledge of good and evil, thou shalt not eat of it: for in the day that
thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely die.” In the second scene, the
biblical serpent engaged in the act of temptation® is represented by the
figures of the seven deadly sins tempting the Soul. The words of the
serpent and the woman become short speeches by these allegorical
figures. The third scene is a version of Genesis 3:7-24, with direct
borrowings in the speeches of Reason and Shame.” In both the second

¥ Genesis 3:1-6: “Now the serpent was more subtil than any beast of the field
which the Lord God had made. And he said unto the woman, Yea, hath God said,
Ye shall not eat of every tree of the garden? And the woman said unto the serpent,
We may eat of the fruit of the trees of the garden: But of the fruit of the tree which
is in the midst of the garden, God hath said, Ye shall not eat of it, neither shall ye
touch it, lest ye die. And the serpent said unto the woman, Ye shall not surely die:
For God doth know that in the day ye eat thereof, then your eyes shall be opened,
and ye shall be as gods, knowing good and evil. And when the woman saw that the
tree was good for food, and that it was pleasant to the eyes, and a tree to be desired
to make one wise, she took of the fruit thereof and did eat. . . .”

¥ Cf. In the play: Razum: “Sram bezobraznyj 1&t mné pryhlasyty, Da Dula
Edem ne budet dnes zréty. O blahovydniy Srame! Srame, sémo Prytecy
skoro, . . . DaZd tvoju Dusy, ray pohublioj, ryzu, Ubo da ne zryt na nebo, no
nyzu” (il. 120-125) and: “Oblecy, Srame, vo tvoja odeZy I izvedy ju vné raja
hradezy” (1. 128~129); Sram: “Sut’ dreva husty, ... Zd€ sokriju smélo”
(1. 131-132); Razum [to the figure of Soul]: “Tecy skoro . . .” (1. 134). In Genesis
3:7: “And the eyes of them both were opened, and they knew that they were
naked . . . 8: And they heard the voice of the Lord God . . . and Adam and his
wife hid themselves from the presence of the Lord God amongst the trees of the
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and third scenes, the biblical text is developed dialogically and theo-
logically, through speeches by the allegorical figures of Soul, Will, and
Reason expressing the Christian interpretation of original sin and evil.

The Orthodox school theater did not, as a rule, allow actors to
perform the holiest figures (God, Jesus, Mary) on stage.* Some other
means were used to depict them. Icons were often shown and de-
scribed in so-called declamations. In the speeches of allegorical figures
and angels, New Testament events were recapitulated and excerpts
from the Scripture were used. Thus, in Tuptalo’s play about the Virgin
Mary’s Dormition (in the Latin church called Assumption), Komedya
na Uspenye Bohorodycy,” presumably staged in Cernihiv in 1677
1678 or somewhat later, the allegorical figure of Church’s Lament
quotes (1l. 295-298) from the Gospel according to John (19:26-27):
“When Jesus therefore saw his mother, and the disciple standing
by, . . . he saith unto his mother, Woman, behold thy son! Then saith
he to the disciple, Behold thy mother! And from that hour that disciple
took her unto his own home.” In scene 4 of act one, in the dialogue
between Doubting Thomas and the allegorical figure of Faith, the
author uses quotations from the Gospel in Thomas’s speech. Thus,
repeating verse 25 from chapter 20 of John, in the play Thomas says:
“Except I shall see in his hands the print of the nails, and put my finger
into the print of the nails, and thrust my hand into his side, I will not
believe” (ll. 694-695). In the response of the figure of Faith we find
another quotation (1. 697) from chapter 20 of John, verse 29: “Blessed
are they that have not seen, and yet have believed.” And in his speech
(1. 739) the angel repeats from verse 27: “and be not faithless, but
believing.” In the Bible both of the last two quotations are the words
of Jesus.

The major part of the final, third act of the Preeternal Wisdom —
namely, scenes 2 to 9 — present an allegorization of the New
Testament story of Christ’s betrayal and crucifixion. The allegorical

garden. 9: And the Lord God called unto Adam, and said unto him, Where art
thou? 10: And he said, I heard thy voice in the garden, and I was afraid, because I
was naked; and I hid myself.” Then 3:21: “Unto Adam also and to his wife did the
Lord God make coats of skins, and clothed them”; and 3:23: “Therefore the Lord
God sent him forth from the garden of Eden. . . .” Verses 8-10 (also 17: “And
unto Adam he said . . . in sorrow shalt thou eat of it {the ground] all the days of
thy life”) from the same chapter are used in scene 6 of act one of the play, when
Wisdom seeks the hidden Soul (Il. 239, 249, 251, 255, 262).

% Cf. Rjezanov, Drama ukrajins’ka, 4: 50, and 5: 103.

¥ Text, Rjezanov, Drama ukrajins’ka, 5: 189-238; commentary, ibid., pp. 47-84.
Also in Rannjaja russkaja dramaturgija, 2: 172-219; commentary, pp. 329-32.
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figures of Hostility and Folly replace the Jewish priests, and Duplicity
represents Judas, Love — Jesus, Hypocrisy — Pilate, and Arrogance
— Herod. In their speeches mainly quotations from Matthew and Luke
are used.® Also, scene 9, in a speech by Love as she is being crucified by
soldiers on Hostility’s orders, there is a paraphrase from the beginning
of Psalm 42, which is very popular in Christian writings. Love says: “Ne
tako elen’ ys$fet ystoénykov vodnyx, Jako az téx poyskax hvozdyj
mné uhodnyx,” which corresponds to “As the hart panteth after the
water brooks, so panteth my soul after thee, O God.”

In the Ukrainian school theater directors, too, relied on the Bible for
guidance in making stage directions. Sometimes biblical events served
only as a nucleus for action originating in the playwright’s or director’s
creative imagination, as happened in medieval West European mystery
plays. At other times, however, not only did the authorized, canonical
books of the Bible chart the course of action, but so did the Apocrypha,
known from the Septuagint, Vulgate, and early Christian writings.
In the play D¢jstvye na Strasty Xrystovy, scene 3 of act one consists
of only two lines. This short speech by Cain is a condensation of Genesis
4:3, 5. The speech expresses Cain’s affront when his offering is rejected,
but the argumentum (“Kain Zertvu prynosyt Bohu y oskorbysja, jako
nepryjatna byst jeho zértva Bohu™) and the scene following it indicate
that the act of offering should be pantomimed on stage. It is from the
Bible that we learn how this pantomime might have been performed.
There it is written “Cain brought of the fruit of the ground,” so we can
imagine that the setting should be of a field with some corn or other czop
on one side, some trees on the other, and as backdrop a perspective
painting of Paradise, from which Cain’s parents were expelled when evil
prevailed. Probably there were some stones about, from which Cain
could have built an altar, as was later done by Abraham (Genesis 22:9).
And Cain might have made some beseeching gestures toward the
heavens (that is, the mobile clouds that hung above the stage during
almost every school performance). He might have repeated these
gestures several times so as to let the audience feel the tension and
drama of God’s rejection. To demonstrate how “wroth” Cain was, the
stage director could have directed the actor to scatter the offerings and
the altar. Thus, the pantomime and the setting would provide a detailed
dramatization of the event, despite the brevity of Cain’s speech.

3% Cf. Rjezanov, Drama ukrajins’ka, 3: 28-29.
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The next scene starts with two lines of Abel’s speech to God, to
whom he has brought a lamb in offering. This is interrupted by Cain’s
call to Abel to come and see his field. The stage director did not need
any notes here: it was obvious what should occur on stage between
these two speeches. The Bible (Genesis 4:4) says that “the Lord had
respect unto Abel and to his offering,” and that Cain witnessed this.
How could that be shown? We can imagine that on stage, across from
Cain’s field, lay Abel’s pastures — that is, the stage floor covered with
green fabric, upon which stood some bushes and lambs, whether
dummies or mobile wooden toys. When Abel entered with the lamb in
his arms, Cain could have been working on his field or crouched in
anger under a tree. Abel could have used the scattered stones to
rebuild an altar, on which he put the tied lamb. Obviously, he panto-
mimed a prayer. Then came the opportunity for the stage director to
perform technical miracles: to make a flash of light come from the
clouds, and with it the eye of providence (perhaps to the accompani-
ment of thunder); first to darken the altar and make the lamb disap-
pear and then to bathe the empty altar in light. Cain and Abel should,
from either side of the stage, pantomime the feelings attributed to
them in the Bible: Cain, of disbelief and anger, and Abel, of ecstasy.
Although no such pantomime scene is mentioned in this play, without
it we cannot explain the transition from Abel’s speech: “Se ahnca
tudna tebé vo Zertvu prynosu Savaofu: vozry nan, userdno tja
prosu” (“There I brought to offer you, Sabaoth, a fatted lamb: look
down on it, I beseech you”; 1. 147-148), to Cain’s speech beginning
(1. 149): “Pojdy, brate Avelju, na pole so mnoju” — (“Come Abel,
my brother, with me to my field”) responding to Genesis 4:8. The next
eleven lines of the dialogue, spoken as the brothers walk about in the
field, Cain complaining and Abel trying to pacify him, extend the same
verse of the Bible. Cain’s last utterance, ending the scene (1. 160: “Se
ty sam lestec esy, ne budesy Zyty” — “You are the flatterer and you
will not live”) suggests a subsequent pantomime in which Cain Kills
Abel.

Action taken directly from the Bible is even more obvious and
specific when we imagine how scene 7 of act three of the play was
staged. Here the speeches have a less dramatic import and power than
the pantomimes, but no stage directions are given. The first speech is
Abraham’s; it consists of four lines (1. 911-914) and is directed to his
servants. He orders them to sit down and wait for him and his child to
return after he finds the place to which he is called by God. From this
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and the next dialogues of the scene we learn nothing about the number
of servants present or props used or scenery needed. But in Genesis
22:3-5 we read: “And Abraham rose up early in the morning, and
saddled his ass and took two of his young men with him, and Isaac his
son, and clave the wood for the burnt offering, and rose up, and went
unto the place of which God had told him. Then on the third day
Abraham lifted up his eyes and saw the place afar off. And Abraham
said unto his young men, Abide ye here with the ass; and I and the lad
will go yonder and worship, and come again to you.”* Thus, the stage
director knew that he had to provide two servants and an ass. The
latter could have been a toy on wheels, or, for more fun, with less
expense, two boys could have ridden a stick under a gray cloth, with a
dummy snout and tail. On the third day of the trip, the actors would
have been directed to pantomime fatigue. At the proper moment,
Abraham had to lift his eyes and look “yonder,” pointing out his
destination to the servants and to Isaac. Hence the scene began on the
avanscene — the road in most performances, with a perspective paint-
ing, probably of some mountains, as backdrop and with clouds above.
The servants obviously led the ass, and from the Bible we know that
they had to carry wood, fire, and a knife, because Genesis says that
Abraham took these items from them. During the play they give these
to him while pronouncing two lines of farewell (Il. 915-916). Then
they may have sat down somewhere on the side of the stage, the ass
with them, waiting. The next sequence requires only Abraham’s and
Isaac’s active participation. Here there is some divergence from the
Bible, obviously caused by the prefigurative Christian import of the
scene. In Genesis 22:6 we read: “And Abraham took the wood of the
burnt offering, and laid it upon Isaac his son.” But in our play
Abraham does not act this out. He says to Isaac (ll. 917-918):
“Vozmy, &ado, sej snop drov: grjadémo palyty Zertvu” (“Take,
child, this bundle of wood: let us go to burn the offering”). And Isaac
answers (1. 919-920): “Tvorju volju, otée moj: tebé posléduju I na
ramu sej snop drov, ogn v rucé pryjmuju” (“I obey, my father. I
follow you and put the wood on my shoulder and take the fire in my
hand”). The enactment of these lines created a symbolic, prefigurative
image of Christ bearing the cross on his shoulder, fiery heart in his
hands, on the way to his self-offering. The next four lines — that is,

¥ Here and below the emphases in the biblical text are mine. They indicate
directions that are absent in the extant text of the play and must have been drawn
out from the Scripture.
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the second part of Isaac’s speech, and Abraham’s answer — are a
direct borrowing from verses 7 and 8 of the Scripture: “Behold the fire
and the wood: but where is the lamb for a burnt offering? And
Abraham said, My son, God will provide himself a lamb for a burnt
offering.” In the play the angel’s speech to Abraham follows immedi-
ately. Again, parts of the story missing in the text of the play come
from the Bible (Genesis 22:9-10): “And they came to the place which
God had told him of; and Abraham built an altar there, and laid the
wood in order, and bound Isaac his son, and laid him on the altar upon
the wood. And Abraham stretched forth his hand, and took the knife to
slay his son.” In our play, as in the Bible, only after this pantomime
does the angel reveal himself. The last speech of the scene — the angel
ordering Abraham to stop — concludes the biblical story abruptly,
perhaps because the story’s resolution was not essential to the prefig-
urative structure of the play. ‘

The symbolic and allegoric treatment of the Bible probably inspired
some complex stagings. One example is the performance of Tuptalo’s
play about the Dormition of the Virgin Mary. In the play’s first scene,
relating Jacob’s vision, Jacob’s ladder (Genesis 28:12-13) had to be
staged. In his commentary to the play Rjezanov pointed out that in
Church literature Jacob’s ladder is a popular symbol and prefiguration
of Christ’s descent to earth and of the incarnation of the Word that was
God. As an example he cited the popular Ukrainian religious hymn
(acathistos) to the Virgin Mary, in which she is called “the ladder
Jacob has seen.” Rjezanov added that “on holidays (the day of
Dormition among them), in commemoration of the Holy Virgin the
morning Church service includes the reading of the Old Testament
passage about Jacob’s ladder.”* In the Scripture we read that Jacob
“dreamed, and behold a ladder set up on the earth, and the top of it
reached to heaven: and behold the angels of God ascending and
descending on it. And, behold, the Lord stood above it.”

In the Apocrypha Jacob’s vision is described even more colorfully.
Since it is known that Dmytro Tuptalo did not avoid reference to the
Apocrypha in his writings, Rjezanov hypothesized that he wrote his
play about the Virgin Mary’s Dormition with the popular Paleja
Tolkovaja na Judeji in mind.** Here, to the canonical description of

4 Rjezanov, Drama ukrajins’ka, 5: 57.

4 The Paleja was an apocryphal Christian chronicle of events from the time of
creation up to the time of Christ. About its popularity in the Ukraine in the
seventeenth century, even among highly educated men, see: B. Adrianova, “K
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Jacob’s ladder is added that at its top “was a face like a human one,
carved in fire. There were twelve steps leading to the very top, and on
every step were two men: one on the right side, and one on the left,
watching each other. ... The face on the very top was in the
middle. . . .”*

Tuptalo’s play begins with a monologue by Jacob in which he
summarizes earlier biblical events, beginning with his grandfather
Abraham’s readiness to sacrifice his son and Jacob’s father, Isaac.
Thus his vision is presented within the convention that treats Isaac as
the prefiguration of Christ. Jacob tells the audience that following his
parents’ wish, he is on his way to his uncle Laban to marry one of his
daughters. After a tiring day of travel, he will now lie down on the
ground to rest, using a stone for a pillow. This monologue and the
pantomime of lying down to sleep surely took place on the avanscene.
The stage director’s main task was to depict Jacob’s vision. Rjezanov
thought that at this point a curtain at the rear could have opened,
revealing the ladder. The ladder probably had to be a rather solid
contrivance, so as to support at least 24 actors (twelve on each side)
during the performance; most likely they were also a choir. There
should have been a passage, with large and clearly visible emblems of
earth and the heavens, sufficiently wide for two angels to descend from
the mobile fabric clouds (dark, because it is night) to speak to Jacob
and then to reascend. At the ladder’s top there was probably an
immense face made from some nonflammable material (clay, for
instance) so that a fire could be lit behind it.

The angel’s speech (1l. 49, 51) to the sleeping Jacob (“Zry umnyma

olyma vysotu nebesnu....MozeSy ly zv€zdnoe <yslo yzey-
taty?” — “Behold with the eyes of the soul the highs of the heav-
ens. . . . Canst thou tell over the number of stars?”) could have given

the producer the idea, popular in the baroque theater, of making the
stars glow in the dark sky, at least for a short time. But if we consider
that the two angels and the supposed immense face represented the
Lord and his words in the Bible (Genesis 28:13-15), and if we recall
the Orthodox prohibition against depicting God on stage, our deduc-
tion might be that, despite the tempting inspiration of the Paleja and
contrary to Rjezanov’s hypothesis, the producer of the Ukrainian

literaturnoj istorii Tolkovoj Palei,” Trudy Kievskoj duxovnoj akademii, 1909,
p. 155.
%2 Cited by Rjezanov, Drama ukrajins’ka, 5: 58.
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school theater set at the top of the ladder not the blasphemous face,
but an icon of Christ the Pantocrator in full candlelight. This would
have been a better solution for the play itself. Thus, in the middle of
the first scene, when Jacob wakes up, the allegorical figure of Prophe-
sying Spirit explains the vision to him. The spirit says: “Na toj l&st-
vycy Hospod’ sebe utverzdase, Desnyceju mysceju vséx blaho-
slovjase” (“On this ladder the Lord established himself firmly, bless-
ing all of us with his right and left hands”; il. 119-120), and later
(1. 130-131, 135-136): “Léstvyca stoja$€aja na zemly nedvyino,

znatyt dévu distuju. ... Hospod’ Ze na l&stvycy onoj utver-
zdennyj — Razuméj, jako...syn Boha voplos¢ennyj” (“The
ladder set fast up on the earth means the Virgin Mary. . . . And the

Lord on the top of this firmly established ladder shall be understood as
the Son of God made flesh”).®

As Jacob sleeps a choir of angels sings twice. Rjezanov suggested
that when Jacob woke up the back curtain covered the ladder, but 1
believe that the icon remained uncovered. The choir reappears and has
an important part in scenes 3 and 5 of act one, and later in scene 1 of
act two. I would suppose that the curtain was opened again then.

Scenes 2 through 9 of act three of the Preeternal Wisdom, which we
defined previously as an allegorization of New Testament events, are a
depiction, quite rare in the East Slavic Orthodox tradition, of Christ’s
passion actually performed by actors. It seems obvious to me that the
play’s stage director followed the Gospels in preparing the settings,
scenery, props, and supernumerary cast and in directing the actors
themselves. This is probably why the playwright did not supply any
written stage directions. The second scene, in which Hostility (bibli-
cally the highest priest) takes counsel with Folly (the chief priest)
about how to get rid of Love (Jesus) and they are helped by Duplicity’s
(Judas’s) proposition, must be set according to Matthew 26:3-4: “Then
assembled together the chief priests, and the scribes, and the elders of
the people, unto the palace of the high priest, who was called Caiaphas.
And consulted that they might take Jesus by subtilty, and kill him,”
and 26:14-15: “Then one of the twelve, called Judas Iscariot, went
unto the chief priests, And said unto them, What will ye give me,* and
I will deliver him unto you?” The third scene consists of Duplicity and
Love’s dialogue, and ends with the soldiers’ capture of Love.* The

“  The emphasis is mine — PL.
“ In the play Duplicity says: “. . . no &to xo$¢ete mng€ daty?” (1. 890).
% Two of them pronounce short speeches, followed by a soldiers’ choir.
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text prompted the stage director to follow Matthew 26:47-50,% that is,
to set the scene in Gethsemane, bring in apostles and soldiers (as mute
characters), and direct the actors’ gestures and pantomimic move-
ments accordingly. The remaining scenes transmit the action to Folly’s
residence, then to Hypocrisy’s palace, to Arrogance’s palace, and
finally to the places of Love’s passion. According to the Scripture,?
several changes of scenery were required: first the setting had to be
Sanhedrin’s courtroom, then Gethsemane, then the courtroom again,
then Pilate’s and Herod’s reception chambers, and finally the places of
flagellation and crucifixion. Contemporary techniques allowed these
changes to be made readily. We may suppose that upstage there was a
chair and some benches, which could be made more or less sumptuous,
depending on what capes were thrown over them. For the outdoor
scenes, several backdrops with perspective paintings were needed. The
pole and the crucifix could have stood at the sides of the stage and been
moved when and where needed. To simulate the passing from one
palace to another, when the backdrop did not need to be lowered,
characters from the one scene could walk around the stage on marked
lines, allowing for the switching of capes and the appearance of new
actors in the rear. Indications for props, attributes, modes of action,
and supporting cast were taken from Scripture. Thus, in Matthew
26:57 we read that when Jesus was brought before Caiaphas, the high
priest, there “the scribes and the elders were assembled.” In the play
there is only a very short cue (half of line 1005) for the group of
allegorical figures — the sins, which pronounce the death sentence on
Love in Folly’s court — who are never mentioned before or after.
From the Gospel (verse 62), the actor got the direction, “the high
priest arose,” and the stage director planned a pantomime, supple-
mental to the play’s text, according to Matthew 26:67: "Then did they
[the members of the Sanhedrin] spit in his [Jesus’] face, and buffeted
him; and others smote him with the palms of their hands.” Luke 23:1
reads: “And the whole rmultitude of them arose, and led him unto
Pilate.” In our play this becomes a “transferral” to the “other” palace.
Once the action moved to Arrogance’s (Herod’s) chambers, the actors

% “And while he [Jesus] yet spake, lo, Judas, one of the twelve, came, and with
him a great multitude with swords and staves. . . . Now he that betrayed him gave
them a sign, saying, Whomsoever I shall kiss, that same is he: hold him fast. And
forthwith he came to Jesus, and said, Hail, master; and kissed him. . . . Then came
they, and laid hands on Jesus, and took him.”

“ Cf. Matthew 26: 57-68; Luke 23: 1-12; Matthew 27: 24-30; Luke 23: 13-26;
Matthew 27: 27-31.
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were to act out the behavior of the priests and scribes, who “stood
and vehemently accused” Jesus, and.to pantomime how “Herod with
his men of war . . . arrayed him in a gorgeous robe, and sent him
again to Pilate” (Luke 23: 10-11). The actors serving as “the multi-
tude,” when back in Hypocrisy’s (Pilate’s) palace, were instructed
how to play that role in Luke 23:23, where it is said that “they were
instant with loud voices.” The text of the play suggests that the
mainly pantomimic action must have adjourned to the avanscene,
where, following Matthew 27:27-31, “the soldiers of the governor
took Jesus into the common hall, and gathered unto him the whole
band of soldiers. And they stripped him, and put on him a scarlet
robe. And when they had platted a crown of thorns, they put it upon
his head, and a reed in his right hand: and they bowed the knee
before him, and mocked him. . . . And they spit upon him, and took
the reed, and smote him on the head. And after that they had
mocked him, they took the robe off from him, and put his own
raiment on him, and led him away to crucify him.”* The parts Love
speaks in scenes 8 and 9 prove that the flagellation and crucifixion
were shown onstage. As the pantomime of flagellation takes place
(scene 8), the allegorical figure of the World, seeking Love, is led by
an angel to the pole.” Later, World laments over Love’s condition,
and Love explains the purpose of these sufferings (ll. 1298-1314).
Scene 9 is, as Rjezanov pointed out, “a stylization of the cruci-
fixion,”® described in Hostility’s speech thus: “Maju az krest, na
kotrom prybju nozé, rucé, I vém, Ze umertvytsja v takoj tjaz-
koj mucé, Postjahnu ju na kresté . . .” ‘(Il. 1339-1341). The speech
ends with an order to the soldiers,” which leads to the pantomime of
crucifixion. During it, Love speaks once more.

One of the notorious details of baroque paintings and stage pro-
ductions is derived from the Bible — namely, the hanging, mobile
clouds on which angels and other heavenly beings sit, descend, and
ascend. Descriptions of such apparitions can be found, for example,
in the books of Daniel (7:13) and of Revelation (1:7 and 14:14), and
in the Gospel according to Matthew (24:30, 26:64), Mark (13:26,
14:62), and Luke (21:27). In the Orthodox tradition such images

#  Cf. 1. 1245-1246 in Hostility’s speech, ending scene 7: “Voyny, vedéte ju
[Love] ko stolpu kamennu: Tam otms€usja, tamo sotvorju zranennu.”

9 “dnhel: Se u stolpa strazdet strasti” (1. 1291).

%0 Rijezanov, Drama ukrajins’ka, 3: 30.

st «Voy, krest yzneséte y Ljubov voskoré Pryhvozdyvie postavte na onom
pozoré.” (ll. 1353-1354).
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could have been known also from Cyril of Turov’s sermons (twelfth
century),”? which were imitated in the Ukraine as late as the seven-
teenth century.®

Still another way of using the Scripture was in reminiscences and
comparisons. This was based on the supposition that the audience
knew the Bible well, and that biblical events called out in them certain
responses and feelings, their mythological code, so to speak. Thus, in
Tuptalo’s play about the Virgin Mary’s Dormition, Thomas, by then
no longer doubting, compares (end of scene 4) an impudent man who
wants to look into God’s heart with the impudent Gideon. The
audience knew that he was speaking about Gideon from the Book of
Judges (chapters 6, 7, 8) who doubted God’s justice and his own call to
save the people of Israel until God gave him the signs he asked for.

A play about Saint Alexis’s life* includes a scene in which a beggar
brings Alexis’s father the garments of his missing son (scene 5 of act
one), reminiscent of a biblical scene in which Joseph’s clothes were
brought to Jacob. The monologue-lament of Alexis’s father, Evfimian
(11. 908-932), is built not only on the similarity but even more on the
distinctiveness from the biblical tale. Adopted are the plot and many
verbal borrowings from the Bible. Evfimian’s lament begins: “Ax! se
est’ ryza moeho syna Aleksé&ja!,” whereas in Genesis (37:33) we read:
“It is my son’s coat.” Therefore the allusion was evident to the
audience from the outset. Then came the difference between this
situation and Jacob’s: “Myslyl bym, Zes ot braty v rov voverZennyj!
Movyl bym, Zes ot braty v Ehypet prodanny, — Ales bratyi ne
mél. . . . I dlja toho, hdy tvoju ryzu ohledaju, Barzej, neZely
Yjakov, po tobé rydaju” -— “I would have thought that thy brethren
cast thee into a pit, I would say that thy brethren have sold thee to
Egypt, but thou didst not have any brethren. . . . And itis why when I
behold thy coat, I weep for thee more than Jacob” (Il. 912-916). Then
two more negative parallelisms are distinguished: first, Jacob caused
the tragedy himself because he had sent Joseph to the jealous brothers,
whereas Alexis abandoned his old father of his own will; and second,
Jacob found joy in his youngest son Benjamin, whereas he, Evfimian,
has no other child to comfort him. Thus, reminiscences and corres-
pondences with the biblical event served to intensify the drama on
stage.

2 Cf. J. P. Eremin, Lekcii po drevnej russkoj literature (Leningrad, 1968),
pp- 85-86.

53 Cf. Cizevskij, History of Russian Literature, p. 88.

*  Text, Rjezanov, Drama ukrajins’ka, 5: 123-87; commentary, ibid., pp. 4-47.
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In 1703/1704, at the Kiev Academy there was performed a Polish
play with the Latin title Declamatio de Sanctae Catharinae Genio,*
based on the legendary life of Saint Catherine of Alexandria. In the
first scene (Inductio prima) of the Kiev play, St. Catherine’s Genius
argues with Earthly Love (Amor Terrestris). One of her speeches
(1. 95-132), rich with analogies to classical mythology, ends with a
recollection of a dream in which she saw a virgin with an infant in her
arms. She wants Earthly Love to explain the dream to her, to serve her
“like Joseph,” evidently a reference to Joseph’s serving the pharaoh as
an interpreter of dreams (Genesis 40: 8-23, and 41). The same play
also has many allusions to the seeking bride in the Song of Songs. First
St. Catherine’s Genius receives advice from the Hermit to look for her
beloved (1. 214), and then she tells Caesar, her tormentor, that her
beloved (meaning Christ), who fashioned the wreath of liberty for her,
sent a dove to feed her in the dungeon (ll. 1167-1168) — by the way,
Christians interpreted the biblical dove as a symbol of the Holy Spirit.
Later (ll. 1213-1216) she asks Caesar to start the torture on the
wheel, so as to precipitate the moment when she will see her be-
loved — Christ. Besides the motif from the Song of Songs, the play-
wright included in the speech of Catherine’s Genius a quotation from
John 13:27, namely, Christ’s words to Judas: “That thou doest, do
quickly.” The bride’s motif appears once more, when Caesar last tries
to tempt Catherine’s Genius with the proposition that she share the
throne with him, and she responds that she is on her way to her
beloved God, and to eternity (Il. 1354-1359). Besides allusions to the
canonical books of the Bible, the author used at least one to the
Apocrypha, the Old Testament book Susanna and the Elders: in the
play’s first scene, the choir of angels predicts that nothing will crush the
spirit of the saintly maid who is even purer than Susanna (1. 277-278).

The Kiev play about Saint Alexis presents another application of the
Bible — namely, to hint at contemporary events and situations. The
play was produced and performed to celebrate the nameday of Tsar
Aleksej Mixailovi¢ of Muscovy, at the time when Muscovy was
expanding its influence. The performance took place 17 March 1673 or
1674, in the presence of the tsar’s special envoy, Prince Jurij Tru-
beckoj, then voevoda of Kiev. The tsar’s liking for stage performances
was well known. Just the year before, the imperial theater had staged

5 Text, Rjezanov, Drama ukrajins’ka, 5: 239-92; commentary, ibid., pp. 84-121.
% Whence comes the English term “Catherine wheel,” meaning a wheel with
spikes projecting from the rim.
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several biblical stories, from the canonical book of Esther and the
apocryphal book of Judith, and the tale of Tobit the younger from the
apocryphal book of Tobit. The Kiev play about St. Alexis was a
panegyric implying that the tsar and Saint Alexis had similar virtues.
The mixing of biblical events and contemporary reality occurred in the
very first scene. There archangel Raphael speaks about angels as
noblemen, courtiers of the heavens, each of whom has particular
duties and charges (ll. 22-23): “Ne darmo nebesnye xI€b jadjat
dvorjane: kozdomu z nas svoe tut délo sja dostane.” Since he is in
charge of happy marriages for righteous people, he mentions the
marriage of Tobit the younger and Raguel’s daughter as evidence of
his achievements in only two lines (Il. 26-27): “Tovyj molodSemu z
Rahuyla do¢koju vesele stalose ne kym, tolko mnoju.” But for the
eminent spectators in the Kiev audience who knew the repertoire of
the tsar’s court theater the connection was obvious. The Moscow play
about Tobit the younger is lost, but its content can be deduced from
West European and Polish plays, and from its primary source — the
apocryphal book of Tobit. Male says that the story grew in popularity
from the early fifteenth through the seventeenth century, together with
the cult of archangel Raphael as the guardian angel. The book of Tobit
was then viewed as a parable designed to commend piety and trust in
God.” The reference in Raphael’s speech, and the last lines of the
prologue (ll. 14-17) dedicating the play “na slvu presvétlomu y
blahoéestyvomu carju Alekséju, kotryj y v BoZe y v svjatyx ma-
juéy nadéju, Z nepryjatelem kresta Xrystova délo zacynaet,
Ale . . . nyhdy ne prohraet,”® place the Kiev performance on the
tsar’s nameday within the situation of the time. As we know, in 1672
the Turks invaded the Ukraine, captured Kam”janec’-Podil’s’kyj, and
approached Lviv. The Ukrainians’ only hope seemed to be the Musco-
vite tsar, who permitted the Don Cossacks to attack the fortress of
Azov. The book of Tobit is a tale about the suffering war brings to
honest people, depicting the victory of righteousness as secured by
God and the guardian angel. From extant plays about the lives of
Esther and Judith that were staged in Moscow and their prologues® we
may assume that the lost play about Tobit praised (in one way or

51 Male, L’art religieux, pp. 307-308.

%8 «To the glory of His Highness, the pious tsar Aleksej, who put his hope in God
and in the saints to contend in battle with the enemy of the cross of Christ, and who
never will lose.”

% Cf. Rannjaja russkaja dramaturgija, vol. 1: Pervye p’esy russkogo teatra (Mos-
cow, 1972), pp. 12 and 351.
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another) Tsar Aleksej as the defender and guardian of Christendom
and righteous people. Hence the appropriateness of referring to the
story of Tobit the younger in the Kiev nameday play.
***

The Bible’s use by Ukrainian school playwrights and school theater
producers that I have discussed here by examining the extant reper-
toire of the seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries can be con-
firmed by analysis of other extant eighteenth-century plays. It seems
clear even now, however, that the Bible strongly affected the imagina-
tion, writing, and skills of the creators of art and literature in the
Ukraine during the Baroque. This influence was no less there than in
Western Europe. Indeed, it may have been greater, because Ukrain-
ians relied less than their West European contemporaries on classical
mythology, which was a new element in their culture, and more on the
knowledge of the Bible that was part of their Orthodox tradition.

Harvard University



The Kiev Mohyla Academy in Relation to Polish Culture

RYSZARD LUZNY

Scholarly research undertaken since the second half of the nineteenth
century permits us to ascertain the place of the Kiev Mohyla Academy
in the history of the East Slavic cultures. The achievements of genera-
tions of scholars working in the Ukraine, Russia, and Poland, and
hence representing nations particularly interésted in the history of the
academy, have made possible a recollection of different aspects of the
academy’s history. Thanks to their efforts, our knowledge is already
substantial, if far from complete. Studies of the political history of the
Ukraine, of the history of education, school systems, the church, and
language and literature (particularly religious and polemic writings)
shed light on the origin of the academy (the first of its kind in the East
Slavic lands), the nature of its didactic process, and the role it played in
the culture first of the Ukraine and then of Muscovy.!

The scope of knowledge about the academy increased after World
War II, as scholarly research provided new information and made
essential corrections. Scholars turned their attention toward those
elements in the school’s curriculum which are now defined as liberal
arts and were then called humaniora. Closely reexamined were its
lectures on rhetoric and poetics® and on philosophy and theology.? The

1 See V. Askochenskii, Kiev s drevneishym ego uchilishchem akademieiu (Kiev,
1856); N. 1. Petrov, Kievskaia akademiia vo vtoroi polovine XVII v. (Kiev, 1885);
S. Golubev, Kievskii mitropolit Petr Mogila i ego spodvizhniki, vols. 1-2 (Kiev,
1883, 1898); idem, Istoriia Kievskoi dukhovnoi akademii: Period domogilianskii
(Kiev, 1880); A. Jablonowski, Akademia Kijowsko-Mohilariska: Zarys histo-
ryczny na tle rozwoju ogélnego cywilizacyi zachodniej na Rusi (Cracow, 1899-
1900); A. Martel, La langue polonaise dans les pays ruthénes Ukraine et Russie
Blanche, 1569-1667 (Lille, 1938); Z. 1. Khyzhniak, Kyevo-Mohylians’ka akade-
miia (Kiev, 1970).

2 H. M. Syvokin’, Davni ukrains’ki poetyky (Kharkiv, 1960); R. Luzny, Pisarze
kregu Akademii Kijowsko-Mohylanskiej a literatura polska: Z dziejéw zwigz-
kow  kulturalnych polsko-wschodniostowianskich XVI-XVIII w. (Cracow,
1966); P. Lewin, Wykiady poetyki w uczelniach rosyjskich XVIIl w. (1722-1774) a
tradycje polskie (Wroctaw, 1972).

* V. M. Nichik, Feofan Prokopovich (Moscow, 1977); idem, Iz istorii otechest-
vennoi filosofii kontsa XVIl-nachala XVIII v. (Kiev, 1978).
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reexamination changed our concepts about intellectual life in the
Ukrainian and Russian lands, as new ideas emerged about the intellec-
tual interests and aesthetic orientations of local elites at the end of the
old era and during the transition to modern times.

These studies brought out clearly the part contemporary West
European traditions, based on the classic and medieval heritage,
played in the development of the Kiev Academy. Particularly evident
became the influence on the Kiev school of cultural values formulated
in Polish lands. In the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries the Renais-
sance, the Reformation, and the Baroque came to much of this area in
a modified Polish form, made more “familiar” by being Slavic. When
we speak about the so-called Polish impact on the culture of another
nation, we must remember that this “Polishness” was frequently
reducible to the functions of intermediary or transmitter of West.
European influences over two centuries. Western values could pene-
trate eastward and be adapted and assimilated by national cultures
there because they had already been tested and accepted on the banks
of the Vistula, Bug, Neman, and Dniester.

The Kiev Mohyla Academy was destined to have a highly visible
role in this process which in some areas was decisive. As the first
academic institution of its kind in Eastern Europe, it became the
center of an entire intellectual milieu. The impact of its activities was
not confined to the Ukrainian territories along the Dnieper, but spread
out in concentric circles, so to speak, to all Ukrainian and Belorussian
lands, Muscovy, and, indeed, all of Eastern Slavdom.

Several confluent factors shaped the academy and its work. To
begin, the Kiev Academy was first organized as a collegium jointly by
the school of the Kiev Brotherhood and that of Peter Mohyla at the
Kiev Monastery of the Caves. It was founded in 1632, when all the
Ukrainian lands, including Kiev, were part of the Commonwealth of
two (strictly speaking three) nations. Although the political situation
on these territories soon changed radically, the character of the school
vested in it by its founder persisted through the entire seventeenth and
a good part of the eighteenth century. Indeed, at that time there was
no other pattern for the academy to follow. The university, as created
in medieval Europe and modified during the Renaissance to provide a
humanistic, “philosophical” education to prospective clergymen and
educators, came to the territory of the Polish Crown and Lithuania in
the form of Jesuit colleges. Their model determined the organization
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of the Kiev Academy,* its educational program, and its language of
instruction. Although the academy’s founder set its purpose as being
to educate clergy and laymen to defend the “true faith,” that is,
Orthodoxy, so as to enable them to polemicize with “Latins” and
Uniates, and to propagate the native Ruthenian culture and language,
the institution was obliged to begin functioning as a non-national,
non-denominational, and all-European establishment, like other
schools of the Commonwealth. The academy started out as a Polish
version of the general, West European model. This was apparent in
the languages in use there, in its general cultural orientation, and,
above all, in the fields of poetics, rhetoric, and philosophy. The use of
Latin as the language of instruction and of Polish alongside the native
Slavic language allowed for the free exchange of students, professors,
and texts between the Kiev Academy and the schools of the Common-
wealth and even those of Western Europe. Thus, before school manu-
als were produced locally in Kiev, use was made of lectures written by
professors or noted down by students in the academies of Vilnius,
Lviv, Poznaii, and Kalisz. Some of these manuscripts were found in
old Kiev book collections and described by M. Petrov.’ Kiev students
frequently continued their education in Lithuania, Poland, or Western
Europe; among such students Symeon (Simeon) Polots’kyi, Lazar
Baranovych, Stefan Iavors’kyi, Theophan Prokopovych, and Varlaam
Iasyns’kyi. Many returned to their alma mater as teachers and scholars
and transmitted to their students the philological and philosophical
knowledge they had acquired in the West.

A good indication of the Polish and generally Western influences on
both students and professors at the Kiev Academy is their book
collections, which also testify to the scope of their lectures and profes-
sional interests. Although data are still very sparse, we do have some
definite information about at least the most prominent and best known
personalities. Thus we know, for instance, that the libraries of Symeon

* The academy had a curriculum of first five and then seven subjects, ranging from
grammar and syntax to poetics, rhetoric, philosophy, and theology. The organiza-
tion of its administration, faculty, and degrees was similar to those of Jesuit
schools.

* N. I Petrov, Opisanie rukopisei Cerkovno-arkheologicheskogo muzeia pri
Kievskoi dukhovnoi akademii, nos. 1-2 (Kiev, 1875-77); N. 1. Petrov, Opisanie
rukopisnykh sobranii, nakhodiashchikhsia v gorode Kieve, nos. 1-3 (Moscow,
1891-1904).
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Polots’kyi,® Lavrentii Horka,” and Stefan Iavors’kyi® included many
Latin and Polish books. Since these individuals were clergy of the
highest rank — preachers and writer-polemicists — the bulk of their
collections were naturally works on philosophy and theology, books of
devotion and moral reflection, and liturgical texts. But there were also
works by the church fathers, manuals and lexicons, and works by a
host of ancient, medieval, Renaissance and contemporary historians,
chroniclers, orators and poets, philosophers, and erudites.

Symeon Polots’kyi, for instance, owned and constantly referred to
Polish editions of Jakub Wujek’s Bible, Piotr Skarga’s Lives of the Saints,
Jan Kochanowski’s David’s Psalter, Torquato Tasso’s Gerusalemme
Liberata (the Polish adaptation by Piotr Kochanowski), as well as to works
of Lazar Baranovych and homiletic collections. His reference books
include Maciej Stryjkowski’s and Marcin Bielski’s chronicles, Samuel
Twardowski’s historical poems, Wespazjan Kochowski’s writings,
Szymon Starowolski’s Dwdr cesarza tureckiego, Lukasz GOrnicki’s
Dworzanin polski, and Bartiomiej Paprocki’s Koo rycerskie. Evidence
of Polots’kyi’s thorough readings are the markings in the margins of
these books as well as the references to them in his own writings.’

Stefan Iavors’kyi, the Ukrainian poet and preacher who later be-
came “curator of the patriarch’s seat” of the Russian Orthodox church,
owned almost exclusively Latin and Polish books."* He collected not
only Catholic devotional, hagiographic, homiletic, philosophical and
theological writings, but also works of fiction. In his library Jan
Pisarski’s Méwca polski, Jan Kwiatkiewicz’s Phoenix rhetorum and
Bieniasz Budny’s Apophtegmata philosophorum stood side-by-side.
Next to them might have been poems by L. Baranovych, Maciej
Kazimierz Sarbiewski, Jan Kochanowski, and Samuel Twardowski.
Although information on the book collections of other prominent
members of Kiev’s learned circles is meager, the writings of L. Horka,

¢ O.1. Bilets’kyi (Beletskii), Stikhotvoreniia Simeona Polotskogo na temy iz
vseobshchei istorii (Kharkiv, 1914); idem, Materialy do vyvchennia istorii ukrain-
s’koi literatury v piaty tomakh, vol. 1: Symeon Polots’kyi ta ukrains’ke pys’menstvo
XVII st. (Kiev, 1959).

7 Chernigovskie éparkhial’nye vedomosti, 1865, no. 2.

8 S, I. Maslov, Biblioteka Stefana Iavorskogo (Kiev, 1914; reprinted from Chte-
niia v Istoricheskom obshchestve Nestora-letopistsa, vol. 24, no. 2, pp. 99-162.

$ See Luzny, Pisarze kregu, pp. 18-19.

0 R, Luzny, “Stefan Jaworski — poeta nieznany,” Slavia Orientalis 16, no. 4
(1967): 363-76; idem, “Twoérczosé Stefana Jaworskiego, czyli raz jeszcze o
baroku wschodniostowiariskim,” in Jezyki i literatury wschodniostowiariskie:
Materialy ogélno-polskiej konferencji naukowej, L6dz, 14-15 czerwca 1976,
Uniwersytet £.6dzki, Instytut Filologii Rosyjskiej (£6dz, 1976), pp. 103-114.
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Dmytro (Dimitrii) Tuptalo-Rostovs’kyi, and T. Prokopovych'! show
that Polish authors had considerable impact on their intellectual hori-
zons and aesthetic tastes.

Even better evidence of the all-European, pro-Western, and mainly
Polono-Latin orientation of Kievan writers and scholars is provided by
their lectures on poetics, rhetoric, and philosophy, which have sur-
vived to our own day. In organization, subject matter, scope, and
academic level, they are analogous to courses of study in contempo-
rary European, particularly Polish, schools. Certainly there were
modifications, for at an East European, Orthodox school, local needs
and conditions had to be considered. Also, there the teaching of these
disciplines was at its height during the first decades of the eighteenth
century — that is, much later than in Western educational institutions.
Nevertheless, there were substantial similarities, so much so that
practices at the Kiev Mohyla Academy were a fairly accurate copy of
the way the same subjects were taught at other European colleges.
This model remained essentially unchanged for a century, from the
1630s and 1640s until the middle of the eighteenth century.

Differences that did occur were variations in the amount of attention
paid to some theoretical problems regarding poetry or rhetoric. Also,
over time and with the development of cultural life on the Ukrainian
lands, the aesthetic and intellectual orientations of professors and
students became subject to change. Thus from the earliest writings of
Symeon Polots’kyi (1646-1653) to Metrophan Dovhalevs’kyi’s lectures
Hortus poeticus (1737) to Heorhii Konys’kyi’s Praecepta de arte poetica
(1746), the development of the Kievan “theory of literature” can be
discerned, in both its lasting and transitory aspects.

Theoretical knowledge and practical skill in the “art of words” was
defined by the European tradition, which was connected with the
names Vida, Scaliger, and Pontan. In the Polish language this tradition
was enhanced by the work of Maciej Kazimierz Sarbiewski, outstand-
ing erudite, philologist, and poet.”? Thanks to Sarbiewski, Polish
schools adopted not only the ancient, classical, and contemporary
European and neo-Latin tradition, but also native Polish poetry, which
consequently rose to comparable authority and artistic merit. This

1 See I. A. Shliapkin, Sv. Dimitrii Rostovskii i ego vremia (1651-1709) (St.
Petersburg, 1891); A. Buevskii, Epizody iz zhizni osnovatelia viatskoi seminarii
(Viatka, 1899); R. Luzny, “Teofan Prokopowicz a literatura polska,” Slavia Orien-
talis 14, no. 3 (1965): 331-45.

2 Yuiny, Pisarze kregu, pp. 27-28.
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European-Polish heritage was fuilly accepted by the theoreticians and
writers of the Kiev Academy. In time, it was enriched at first by new
Polish literature and then by the Kievans’ own writings in the Polish,
Slavonic, and Ukrainian languages.

The Kievans accepted the ancient and classical heritage of Europe,
together with the achievements of the European Renaissance and
Baroque and Polish literature of the sixteenth and seventeenth centu-
ries. The latter they long regarded as a common “Slavic” property
which tested whether it was possible to express in their native tongues
the lofty ideas expressed in Latin by Vergil, Horace, and Cicero.

Throughout the seventeenth century, poetics and rhetoric at the
Kiev school were quite modest in scope. Few Polish poets or orators of
that time or the preceding century were then known in Kiev, so Polish
authors and texts were cited infrequently. Those that were formed a
permanent repertoire that was seldom expanded. For instance, the
handwritten manuals®> Fons Castalius (1685), Rosa inter spinas (1686),
Comoena in Parnasso (1689), and Citheron bivertex (1695) include
only the names of Jan Kochanowski and M. K. Sarbiewski. Sarbiewski
was an esteemed literary theorist, an influential teacher (at academies
in Vilnius and Polatsk), and an outstanding Latin poet who was
deservedly known as “the Polish Horace.” Kochanowski, in turn, was
placed by Sarbiewski himself in the pantheon of “classical writers,” as
the only non-Latin poet worthy of that rank.

Excerpts from Jan Kochanowski’s poems Dziewosigb and Piesr
Swigtojariska o Sobétce, and from the cycles Piesni and Treny
were used at the Kiev Academy to illustrate varying verse structures.
Kiev professors found Sarbiewski’s lyrics to be excellent examples for
the explanation of such literary genres as ode, epic poem, and epigram
as well as for the investigation of stylistic problems. They also used
anonymous Polish epigrams in their own verses and talks, while
simultaneously reaching out for new works and names. Thus, along-
side quotations from Sarbiewski and Kochanowski, there began to
appear references to verses by Albert Ines, Stanistaw Niewieski,
Wespazjan Kochowski, and Samuel Twardowski, as well as to newer,
anonymous writings (not identified to the present day).* Over several
decades, at lectures on poetics at the Kiev Academy future Ukrainian
writers were introduced to the Polish Barcque, especially the works of

13 Syvokin’, Davni ukrains’ki poetyky; Luzny, Pisarze kregu, pp. 31-47.
" Ruiny, Pisarze kregu, p. 40 and passim.
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Kochanowski, Sarbiewski, and Twardowski. Hence one can say that a
cerIjin “Polonization” of philological disciplines took place at the Kiev
Academy at the end of the seventeenth century. It is difficult to
determine how much of that was absorbed directly from school manu-
als or textbooks that came from Poland, from attendance at schools in
Lithuania and Poland, or from personal reading and study. In any
case, the popularization of contemporary Slavic poetry and the train-
ing of Kiev students in writing through excerpts from Polish works
established a lasting tradition, one that was particularly important
because a fully vernacular Ukrainian secular literature was not to
appear for another century.

Essential changes, although still within “Polonization” tendencies,
occurred only after 1705. Then philology began to be taught at the
Kiev Academy by Theophan Prokopovych, outstanding poet and
theoretician, later publicist, church leader, and statesman. The year
1705 was also a turning point in the history of the academy in general,
marking the real beginning of the eighteenth century. In 1694, the
institution, until then actually a school, acquired the right to teach
theology and thus formally became an academy.” Only later, in the
second half of the century, did it develop into a strictly clerical
academy with strong Russianizing tendencies. The years just after
1705-1706, when Prokopovych’s activities as a writer and educator in
Kiev were most intensive,!® were vital in the intellectual and artistic life
of the Ukraine. The Kiev Academy, then at the height of its intellec-
tual vigor, stood at the center of this development.

Before Prokopovych’s De arte poetica libri tres, lectures at the
academy — namely, Ilarion laroshevyts’kyi’s Cedrus Apollinis and
Arbor Tuliana — still followed the old seventeenth-century tradition.
Rhetoric and poetry were taught exclusively through classic examples
from Latin and Polish speeches, letters, epic poems, epigrams, and
lyric songs. But Iaroshevyts’kyi also perceived the virtues and signifi-
cance of local, native patterns. He referred to letters written in the
Slavonic language, and quoted from panegyrics to Hetman Ivan
Mazepa.'” He composed an epic poem'® which presented the history of

5 Jablonowski, Akademia Kijowsko-Mohilariska, pp. 172 and 206.

16 N. L. Petrov, “O slovesnykh naukakh i literaturnykh zaniatiiakh v Kievskoi
akademii ot nachala ee do preobrazovaniia v 1819 g.,” Trudy Kievskoi dukhovnoi
akademii, 1866, nos. 7, 11, 12; 1867, no. 1; 1868, no. 3. D. Vishnevskii, Kievskaia
akademiia v pervoi polovine XVIII stoletiia (Kiev, 1903).

" Yuiny, Pisarze kregu, pp. 50 ff.

¥ Yuzny, Pisarze kregu, pp. 53-54.
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Poland in quatrains written in exemplary Polish.” His lectures first
acquainted the Kiev milieu with the greatest old Polish epic, Piotr
Kochanowski’s version of Tasso’s Gerusalemme liberata.

As poet and teacher, Theophan Prokopovych did not radically
break with established tradition, but rather substantially modified it.
He himself was a graduate of the Kiev school who had gone on to study
in Poland and in Rome. As a lecturer at the Kiev Academy, Prokopo-
vych relied on the standard theoretical material, but he also made
changes and selected more material from contemporary writings,
including his own works. His lectures were characterized by strong
criticism of Polish Baroque eloquence and poetry. Prokopovych
dropped from them discussion of artificial, contrived poetry (poesis
curiosa), which had been standard and elaborate in earlier lectures. He
was openly negative about the grandiloquent and “pseudopoetic” style
of the leading seventeenth-century Polish orators. His critical judg-
ment of not only such now forgotten Polish-Latin authors as Andrzej
Kanon and Jan Kwiatkiewicz, but also of the well-known Tomasz
Miodzianowski and even Piotr Skarga was severe.

But not even Pokopovych — rigorous critic of Polish Baroque writ-
ers, advocate of clear style, determined opponent of highbrow Latino-
Jesuit scholasticism, defender of the Orthodox church and enemy of
Catholicism, and forerunner of the Enlightenment® — not even he
could dispense wholly with the tradition he himself judged so critically.
While in his lectures on rhetoric Prokopovych used Polish writings
exclusively as objects of critical analysis, harsh polemics, and even
mockery, in his lectures on poetics he not only demonstrated an
amazingly good knowledge of Polish poetry, but expressed general
approval of it. Prokopovych himself did two parallel translations of the
Eighth Elegy of Ovid’s Tristia, into Polish and into the Slavonic
language.” While lecturing on epigrams, he cited, alongside his own
composed in Latin, four Polish epigrams, incorrectly attributing two of
them (“For Duda” and “For Krupa”) to Jan Kochanowski. In discussing
problems of poetic theory and practice, he turned again and again to
Tasso’s Gerusalemme liberata, with the explanation that he was quot-
ing “polonice, sicut eum exposuit rarus poeta polonus Kochanowski.”

Prokopopych’s approaches and methodology were evident in subse-

" Fuzny, Pisarze kregu, p. 57.

» See Nichik, “Feofan Prokopovich,” especially pp. 88-130 (chap. 2), on the
problems of gnosis in Prokopovych’s writings.

2 Fuzny, “Teofan Prokopowicz,” p. 336.
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quent lectures on poetics and rhetoric at the Kiev Academy. His
successors, Lavrentii Horka (Idea artis poeseos, 1707), Mitrophan
Dovhalevs’kyi (Hortus poeticus, 1737), and Heorhii Konys’kyi,
adopted his teaching in different ways, but they changed neither its
basic substance or orientation.”? And indeed, despite Prokopovych’s
harsh criticism, members of the Kiev Academy did not cease to take
note of the “curious poetry” or to cite examples from Polish Baroque
writings, particularly oratory art and homilies. But gradually, Proko-
povych’s postulate to introduce new, local, and Ukrainian literary
material was heeded. In time his literary opinions and judgments were
fully accepted, with only slight supplementation. A visible stabilization
and even deterioration took place, as Polish literature, educational
institutions, and culture began to stagnate in the first half of the
eighteenth century and then to decline. Thus Kievans were con-
strained to look back to the Polish Renaissance and Baroque. They,
not unlike their predecessors in the previous century, regarded these
as a fiducial era whose literary achievements, along with the classics
and some new Latin poetry, were models worthy of emulation.

This revered Polish heritage comprised, above all, the works of Jan
Kochanowski, who, as in the preceding century, was considered a
model poet. In Kiev his poetic adaptation of the Psalter was read and
discussed, and his poems and short rhymes — the so-called fraszki
— were pointed to as exemplary epigrams. Even anonymous epigrams
or ones by other authors were attributed to him. Particularly popular
in Kiev were several lyric poems from the cycle Piesni and his witty
short poem Raki. At the Kiev Academy his name came to exemplify
Polish poetry in general, and Kievans referred to Kochanowski’s work
in any discussion of creative writing.

At times Jan Kochanowski’s nephew, Piotr, was mistaken for the
great master. Thanks to Prokopovych’s lectures on poetics, in Kiev,
Piotr acquired the reputation of being an authority on epic narration.
His Polish translation of Tasso’s great Renaissance poem about the
holy war enjoyed great success in the Ukraine. Not only was it read
and commented on, but there were attempts to translate and imitate it
in both Ukrainian and Polish.?

2 R. buzny (Luzhnii), “‘Poétika’ Feofana Prokopovicha i teoriia poezii v
Kievo-Mogilianskoi akademii (pervaia polovina XVIII veka),” in Rol’ i znachenie
literatury XVIII veka v istorii russkoi kul'tury: K 70-letiiu so dnia rozhdeniia
chle;;—lggrrespondenta AN SSSR P. N. Berkova (Moscow and Leningrad, 1966),
£P R. Luzny, “‘Gofred’ Tassa-Kochanowskiego na Rusi w wieku XVII-XVIIL,” in

W kregu “Gofreda” i “Orlanda” : Ksigga pamigtkowa sesji naukowej Piotra Kocha-
nowskiego (w Krakowie, dnia 4-6 kwietnia 1967) (Wroctaw, 1970), pp. 119-130.
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In the eighteenth century Kievans also eagerly turned to the works
of Samuel Twardowski, especially his epic poem Wojna domowa and
the cycle Miscellanea. These were read and reread not only for their
narrative virtues and Baroque characteristics, but also for their moral
values and “local” subject matter, namely, the Polish-Cossack War.
Twardowski, along with Piotr Kochanowski, had the most perceptible
impact on the original work of Kievan poets.

Prokopovych ignored Sarbiewski’s poetry in his lectures. Nonethe-
less, Sarbiewski’s Latin poems were long considered to be models of
high style, whose masterful use of metaphor was worthy of imitation.
Classical epigrams, neo-Latin poetry, and Polish verse combined to be
the source of the texts cited, imitated, and adapted in a local poetry,
which was written for specific occasions.

Courses of poetics had sections devoted to the art of “verse
making.” At first the students were instructed from Polish texts, then
later from Ukrainian materials and in the eighteenth century from
Russian texts as well. For some time the non-Latin literary works of
Kievan professors, cited in the lectures, were written almost exclu-
sively in Polish (including translations from Latin). Only in the eight-
eenth century did their use of Slavonic and Ukrainian increase at the
cost of Polish.

The religious polemicists Kasiian Sakovych, Meletii Smotryts’kyi,
Ioannikii Galiatovs’kyi and Sylvester Kossov, and other writers per-
manently associated with the milieu of the Kiev Academy — of whom
Varlaam Iasins’kyi and Dmytro Tuptalo-Rostovs’kyi were outstand-
ing and the most prolific — wrote in Polish, and their works in this
language were sometimes interesting and abundant. A good example
is Symeon Polots’kyi’s early creative period, first at the Kiev
Academy, then at Polish schools and at the monastery in Polatsk.
Even later, in Muscovy, he sometimes wrote in Polish, particularly
letters and verses. The manuscript book with Polots’kyi’s autographs
now in the Central Archive of Ancient Acts in Moscow (the collection
of the Sinod Typography, fond 381,1800) contains good examples of
his Polish writings from 1648-1663. Especially interesting are his
Polish verse-translation of the long hymn Akathistos to the Saint
Virgin, supplemented with excerpts from J. Kochanowski’s David’s
Psalter, and the versified, satirical Desperacya kréla szwedzkiego,
which relates the checkered events of the Polish-Swedish war and the
so-called Deluge (1655). These poems, together with other religious
and secular verses (including fables), testify to the young poet’s
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masterful skills and erudition. They provide an entrée into the
formative years and the Weltanschauung of the man who became the
foremost Russian Baroque poet.?

Another Kiev poet, Lazar Baranovych, wrote almost exclusively in
Polish. His two most interesting collections, Lutnia Apollinowa (1671)

-and Apollo chrzescijariski (1670), contain poems that rise above the
average Baroque rhyme. The works of this Kievan writer characterize
how the Polish and Ukrainian literary spheres converged in the seven-
teenth century.? “

Polish texts can also be found among the writings of Theophan
Prokopovych. He used the Polish language in discussing poetics and in
preaching. For instance, his collection of sermons entitled Orationes
asceticae, is in exemplary Polish. Prokopovych’s best poetic work, a
panegyric commemorating the battle of Poltava in 1709, was written
and published simultaneously in three versions: Latin, Polish, and
Ukrainian Slavonic. Prokopovych’s Polish was not only faultless, but
gave full rein to the language’s stylistic and metric possibilities and to
the richness of its vocabulary. Thus his Polish panegyric on Poltava,
entitled Epinicium, albo Piesti triumfalna o tejze przestawnej wik-
toryji, bears comparison with the best Polish narrative epic poetry of
that time.?

Finally, the poetry of the only writer from the Kiev Academy to be
called poeta laureatus, Stepan lavors’kyi,” was written in Polish and
Latin. Iavors’kyi was an excellent stylist and orator who knew how to
exploit all the possibilities of Baroque poetics in the Polish literature of
the time, and mastered this style.

The Polish writings of Kievan authors should be studied both in the
context of Ukrainian literature and as instances of the multilateral
relations between this literature and Polish literature and culture.
Also, the works of the most prominent of these authors can to some
extent be recognized as facets of Polish literature, Ukrainian-Polish
literature, or, in a broader sense, of Slavic cultural symbiosis.

The factors discussed here were, of course, only one part in the
development of Ukrainian literary life. Undoubtedly, however, they

* See Luzny, Pisarze kregu, pp. 109-128 (“Polska twérczosé pisarzy z kregu
Akademii”) and pp. 14749 (appendix).

®  Yuzny, Pisarze kregu, pp.128-34 and pp. 150-56 (appendix).

* Yuzny, Pisarze kregu, pp. 13441 and pp. 157-61 (appendix).

7 See the studies cited in fn. 10; they contain extensive excerpts of Iavors’kyi’s
poems from seventeenth-century publications which are now bibliographical
rarities.
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were the most emphatic manifestation of Polish influence on the
intellectual evolution of the Ukrainian lands, and confirm once again
the immense role of literature in culture as a whole. For alongside the
literary processes went the development of aesthetic consciousness,
practical writing skills, theoretical knowledge of literature,-humanistic
inquiry, academic organization, oratory, preaching, art, and playwrit-
ing. Only when brought together can these phenomena define cultural
formation in a certain region in a given epoch. As yet we do not know
some of the particulars of this process — namely, the Kievan milieu’s
philosophical and theological views. We also lack information about
thought there in its relation to European currents. Valeria Nichik’s
recent studies® aim to explain the role of the philosophical disciplines
in the educational system of the Kiev school. Her achievements give us
hope that further research, especially if it considers the Kiev Acad-
emy’s relationship to Polish schools, will open new vistas in Polish-
Ukrainian cultural history. For although the Kiev Academy and its
milieu is the most important, it is by no means the only component in
the broader process which encompassed all spheres of intellectual life
on the Ukrainian lands at the time. Studies. of literary Ukrainian-
Polish relations in this epoch can provide us with an array of important
and significant data® about this broader cultural process.

In the eighteenth century Ukrainian culture entered a phase of
Europeanization, due especially to Polish mediation. At the same
time, however, this culture maintained its own distinctive features, an
originality based on seven centuries of East Slavic and Orthodox
spiritual life. It displayed a maturity and readiness to absorb the
modern values of mankind.

In considering specifically Polish-Ukrainian cultural ties, we must
remember that the reciprocity also went from East to West — ex-
amples are the rich “Roxolanian” tradition in Old Polish literature
during the Renaissance and Baroque, the “Ruthenian” current in
Polish intellectual culture and Polish language of the eighteenth cen-

% See the studies of Valeria Nichik cited in fn. 3, which are the first to deal with
this topic.

® gee R. Luzny, “Zarys dziejéw literatury ukrairiskiej,” in the collection
Ukraina: TeraZniejszo$¢ i przeszios¢é, ed. M. Kara§ and A. Podraza, Prace
Historyczne, no. 32 (Cracow, 1970), pp. 355401, especially pp. 372-74; R.
Euzny, “Dawne pi$miennictwo ukrainiskie a polskie tradycje,” in the collection
Z dziejéw stosunkéw literackich polsko-ukrairiskich, ed. S. Kozak and M. Jaké-
biec (Wroctaw, 1974), pp. 7-36, especially pp. 27-32.
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tury, and finally the so-called Ukrainian school in the great literature
of Polish Romanticism, including the works of Mickiewicz, Stowacki,
and Malczewski.

Jagiellonian University, Cracow

Translated from the Polish by _Dr. Paulina Lewin



The Kiev Mohyla Collegium and Seventeenth-Century
Polish-English Literary Contacts:
A Polish Translation of Henry Montagu’s
Manchester al Mondo

ROMAN KOROPECKYJ

In the small number of scholarly studies dealing with the reception of
English-language literature in Old Poland,' no mention is made of a
book which appeared in 1648 under the title Manchester al mondo:
Contemplatio mortis et immortalitatis.® The book deserves scrutiny for
several reasons. Above all, it is one of the first (if not the first) extant
translations of an English-language work into Polish.? Furthermore, as
the dedication to Adam Kysil (Kisiel) indicates, the text was appar-

* I would like to express my thanks to Professor Frank E. Sysyn whose encour-
agement and extensive knowledge of the period in question contributed much to
the undertaking and completion of this study. I also thank Dr. Paulina Lewin,
Ms. Katherine Pantzer, and Professor Wiktor Weintraub for their valuable sugges-
tions.

1 See, for instance, W. Borowy, “What Was Known in Old Poland of English
Literature and English Theater,” Warsaw Weekly, 6 November 1937; W. Wein-
traub, “Staropolskie tlumaczenie Bunyuna,” in his Od Reja do Boya (Warsaw,
1977); and Urszula Szumska, Anglia a Polska w epoce humanizmu: Zwigzki
kulturalne (Lviv, 1938). Szumska’s study, although full of factual information, is
also replete with errors and inaccuracies and must, therefore, be consulted with
care.

2 The title page reads in full as follows: Manchester al mondo. Contemplatio
mortis et immortalitatis. Rozmyslanie o Smierci y niesmiertelnosci. Z angiel-
skiego jezyka na polski przetlumaczone przez B. Viktorina Euthanaziusza S.S.T.
Anno Domini 1648. Cf. Karol Estreicher, Bibliografia polska, 34 vols. (Cracow,
1872-1951), 16: 110. The work was republished in 1855 by Aleksander Batowski
for the Ossolineum, Lviv. This edition was, unfortunately, unavailable to me.

3 There exist, of course, numerous Old Polish transiations of such British Neo-
Latin writers as the Welshman John Owen and the Scot John Barclay. Cf. Borowy,
“What Was Known,” and W. Weintraub, “Eacifiskie podloze polskiej literatury
XVI wieku,” in his Od Reja do Boya, especially pp. 30-32. Szumska (Anglia a
Polska, pp. 110-11) and Borowy (in his article “Przesladowani katolicy angielscy i
szkoccy, w Polsce XVI wieku,” Przeglad Powszechny 219 [1938]: 121) both note a
work entitled Okrucieristwo kacarskie przeciw katholikom w Anglijej krétko a
prawdziwie przez jednego tegoi narodu opisane a na polski jezyk przefoione
(Cracow, 1582); cf. Estreicher, Bibliografia polska, 23, pt. 2: 313. They do not,
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ently translated at the Mohyla Collegium (later Academy) in Kiev.
Discussion of the book may thus shed some light on aspects of
intellectual life at the collegium in 1648, and on its role in the cultural
activity of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth in the seventeenth
century.

The book is a translation of an English work bearing the same title:
Manchester al Mondo: Contemplatio Mortis et Immortalitatis. The
author of the original, Sir Henry Montagu (1563?-1642), First Earl of
Manchester, in the course of his long life occupied a number of high
offices (among them Lord Chief Justice of the King’s Bench, Lord
Treasurer of England, and Lord Privy Seal), first at the court of
James I and later under Charles 1.* The Earl of Clarendon, in his
History of the Rebellion, praises him for his “industry and sagacity,”
“integrity and zeal to the Protestant religion as it was established by
law,” and “unquestionable loyalty.”* As a judge Manchester resolutely
enforced laws against both Puritans and Papists. His most noteworthy
contributions were, however, in the area of the kingdom'’s finances,
both during his tenure as Lord Treasurer and as a member of several
trade commissions. For his services to the Crown, Montagu was made
Baron Kimbolton and Viscount Mandeville by James I (1620), and
Earl of Manchester by Charles I (1626). Finally, it is noteworthy that
during his term as Chief Justice of the King’s Bench, Montagu’s
personal chaplain was the famous preacher Thomas Adams.¢

Aside from a few speeches and letters published posthumously,’
Montagu is the author of only one work, namely, Al Mondo. It first
appeared unofficially in 1631 (twice), without the name of the author.
The first authorized edition, published in 1633, bears the name of the
author, Manchester, to which is added “al Mondo.” A second “much
inlarged” edition was published in 1635. Subsequent editions, many
also claiming to be much enlarged, were largely reprints of the 1635

however, speculate whether the work is, in fact, a translation directly from the
English.

* My sketch of Montagu is based on the fullest biographic account to date,
provided by John E. Baily in his introduction to Manchester Al Mondo (London,
1880), pp. vii-Ixiv. See also The Dictionary of National Biography (hereafter
DNB) (Oxford, 1921-1922), s.v. “Montagu, Henry”; and Walpole’s Royal and
Noble Authors of England, Scotland, and Ireland, ed. Thomas Park, 5 vols.
(London, 1806), 2: 340-47.

3 Cited in Walpole’s Royal and Noble Authors, 2: 342-43.

¢ Cf. Douglas Bush, English Literature in the Earlier Seventeenth Century, 1600—
1660 (Oxford, 1946), p. 298.

? Cf. DNB, s.v. “Montagu, Henry.” Portions of Montagu’s letter to his son, a
convert to Catholicism, were published in Royal and Noble Authors, 2: 343—47.
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edition.® In all, there are over twenty recorded printings of the book,
the most recent appearing in 1902.°

If at first glance the relatively large number of editions seem to attest
to the book’s popularity, one must nevertheless keep in mind that
books of this sort were extremely popular in the first half of the
seventeenth century.”® So-called devotional books, such as Michael
Sparke’s The Crums of Comfort (1623), Robert Bolton’s Some General
Directions for a Comfortable Walking with God (1624), and John
Clarke’s Holy Incense for the Censers of the Saints (1634), sometimes
exceeded thirty reprintings within a quarter century.! These were
largely prayer books, books for meditation, or compendiums of moral
and ethical prescriptions meant as supplementary readings to the
Bible.!2 During this period of flourishing Protestant sectarianism, with
its stress on personal, subjective religion, books of devotional prose
constituted the reading staple of most literate households.”

Manchester’s contribution to this market is an extended tract on
death and dying, a subject which obsessed the seventeenth-century
mind. In the space of forty-two chapters, with such titles as “The
Nature of Death,” “Life But a Dying Death,” “The Joys Brought by
Death,” “The First Step of Dying Well,” etc., the author treats in
thorough detail almost every aspect of man’s passing from this vale of
tears and temptation into life everlasting. He discourses upon what
death is, its advantages over life, its various forms and manifestations,
and the joys and release which it brings. Montagu explains how to
prepare oneself for death, how to accept it joyfully, and how to die
properly. The last of the four parts draws a fanciful picture of bliss in
the afterlife and the raptures of the soul freed from life’s temptations.
An excerpt from the chapter “Freedom of Death” provides a typical
example of both the style and the concerns of Manchester al Mondo:

$ Cf. Baily, “Introduction,” pp. xliii-lvii. Baily describes in detail the printings of
1631, 1633, and 1635, as well as the subsequent editions of 1636, 1638, 1642, 1655
(in which the Latin sentences are rendered into English), 1658, 1661, 1666, 1667,
1676, 1688, and 1690.

S Cf. The British Museum Catalogue of Printed Books (London, 1963), s.v.
“Montagu, Henry.”

©  Cf. Bush, English Literature, pp. 294-95.

1 Bush, English Literature, p. 295. The most detailed study of devotional prose is
Helen C. White’s English Devotional Literature (Prose): 1600-1640 (Madison,
Wisconsin, 1931).

2 White, English Devotional Literature, pp- 150-70.

3 White, English Devotional Literature, pp- 9-68. For a discussion of Puritanism
during this period, see M. M. Knappen, Tudor Puritanism (Chicago, 1939).
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Adeo juvat occupatum mori. Here 1 have labour without rest, there I shall have
rest without labour. In this rest perfect tranquility, in this tranquility content-
ment, in this contentment joy, in this joy variety, in this variety security, in this
security eternity; so to rest, to rise, to reigne, what more to be wished.
, (E., 60)**
Although the subject matter, its exhaustive treatment, the didactic
yet intimate tone, as well as some other features are all characteristic
of seventeenth-century devotional literature, Manchester al Mondo
diverges from the mainstream in several ways. Devotional books were
primarily intended for the average reader and as a consequence their
style was often colloquial, direct, and eschewed rhetorical as well as
philosophical intricacies.”” Manchester’s tract, on the other hand, is
the work of a sophisticated layman and does not appear to have been
meant for the mass reader.'® Though the book’s style is generally lucid
and serene, the text is heavily interlaced with Latin words and phrases
— a feature atypical for English prose of the period."” Atypical, too,
for popular devotional prose is the system of references Montagu used.
Aside from quotations from the Bible and the church fathers, there are
numerous citations from classical authors (besides the favorite, Sen-
eca, one encounters such sages as Plato, Zeno, Cato, as well as sayings
attributed to heroes of antiquity) and even from the moderns (for
instance, Luther).”® Moreover, Manchester avoids the terrifying
visions of fire and brimstone which were almost de rigeur for popular
devotional literature,” but rather inappropriate in a work meant for
consolation. On the contrary, alongside the author’s metaphysical
musings the book, particularly in the last section entitled “The Rap-
ture of the Soul,” is suffused with intimations of mysticism, a tendency
rarely encountered in popular devotional prose.”
In the postscript to the edition of 1666, the publishers of Manchester

*  All quotations from the English edition in the original orthography are from
Manchester al Mondo. Contemplatio Mortis et Immortalitatis, The fourth Impres-
sion much inlarged, printed by John Haviland for Francis Constable (London,
1638). In the text page numbers to this edition are preceded by the letter “E.”
¥ White, English Devotional Literature, pp. 222-44.

¥ In fact, considering that the work was first published anonymously from a
circulating manuscript, it may be surmised that Al Mondo was originally not
intended for publication. Cf. Baily, “Introduction,” p. xliii.

7 For a discussion of the development of English prose style, see Robert Adolph,
The Rise of Modern Prose Style (Cambridge, Mass., 1968).

8 White, English Devotional Literature, pp. 156-57. See also Bush, English
Literature, p. 312.

' White, English Devotional Literature, pp. 192-94.

® White, English Devotional Literature, pp. 195, 223.
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al Mondo (Richard and James Thrale) praise the work as “an excellent
preparative and warning for the dissolution of our selves.” As the first .
book to be printed in London after the disastrous (particularly for
booksellers) fire of 1666, “this Book comes now to follow each man in
the midst of jollity and pleasure with a memento, Te esse mortale, and
that he shall shortly see himself dust.” The publishers add that Al
Mondo is “a serious and good book” and “thé sum of what [ministers]
may recommend to [their] people.”* Manchester al Mondo is, then,
the work of an erudite and devout statesman which, while retaining
characteristics of an earlier period, rises above the average devotional
book. In this respect, Montagu’s tract is reminiscent of such works as
Christopher Sutton’s Disce mori. Learn to Die. A Religious Discourse
(1600), and Jeremy Taylor’s The Rules and Exercises of Holy Dying
(1651), with which it often shared the same pew at funerals.?

The popularity of Manchester’s work in his native England was not
sufficient, however, to guarantee its recognition on the continent. In
fact, Victorinus Euthanasius’s commendable rendition into Polish is,
to my knowledge, the only extant translation of Contemplatio Mortis et
Immortalitatis into any language. The text of the Polish translation of
the complete and unabridged English original is preceded by four
introductory pieces. They are, in order of appearance: (1) a dedication
in Latin to “Iilustrissimo ac Magnifico Dn. Adamo a Brusilow Kisiel
Domino & Haeredi in Huszcza Gnoino & Kisielgrod Palatino Bracla-
viensi Capitaneo Noszoviae etc. Domino Observandissimo,” signed by
“Fra. Victorinus Euthanasius, in Collegio Mohil. Kiou, S.S.T.”
(P., i);® (2) a preface in Polish, “Ad lectorem” (P., ii-iv); (3) a Latin
poem entitled “In Effigiem Authoris” (P., v); and (4) a Latin elegy
bearing the title “In versionem: Contemplatio mortis & immortalita-
tis,” followed by the initials “J. C.” (P., vi).

Although the dedicatory page gives the place of origin of at least the
introductory parts as the Mohyla Collegium in Kiev, the title page
provides no information about the printing house which issued the
translation.?* A comparison of the type with other Latin-alphabet texts

21 Quoted in Baily, “Introduction,” pp. li-liv.

2 Cf. Baily, “Introduction,” p.viii. See also Bush, English Literature,
pp- 313-16.

B All references to the Polish translation (cf. fn. 2) in the text are indicated by
“P.” and the page number. I have adopted the modernized orthography “Type B”
as suggested by Zasady wydawania tekstow staropolskich: Projekt (Wroclaw,
1955), pp. 88-100. For the purposes of this study I am using a microfilm of the 1648
edition, currently in the University of Warsaw Library.

% Cf. fn. 2
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issued in Kiev more or less contemporaneously (such as T. Bajewski’s
Tentoria of 1646) rules out the possibility that Al Mondo was printed in
Kiev. On the basis of the preliminary results of a typographical
analysis conducted by Maria Bohonos-Zagérska of the University of
Warsaw Library, it appears that the text may have been issued by the.
printing house of either Lukasz Kupisz or Krzysztof Schedel, both of
Cracow.? However, until the results of a closer analysis are known,
other possibilities should not be ruled out. In any case, the publication
of the translation in Cracow would seem to have been a choice well
taken, considering the rather tenuous situation in Kiev in 1648, on the
eve of the Xmel’nyc’kyj uprising.

Because the translation itself poses few difficulties, I turn to a
discussion of it before tackling the more problematic questions sug-
gested by the appearance of the Polish edition of Manchester al
Mondo. Since there are no other translations (not even a Latin one) of
the English text, it seems safe to assume that the Polish translator
worked directly from the English original. Aside from the claim made
on the title page (“Z angielskiego jezyka na polski przettumaczone”
/translated from the English language into Polish/), Victorinus Eutha-
nasius provides additional information about this translation in the
dedication and preface. In the former, the translator states, “libel-
lo...ex Anglica lingua in Latino poloniam fideliter explanatio”
(P., i). The curious phrase “Latino poloniam” is to be understood here
as referring to the translator’s practice of recreating in the Polish text
the style of the English original, with its high frequency of interspersed
Latin. However, as he explains in the “Ad lectorem”: “Anim ja
odmienit (ile mozna) ten stylum jego, ledwie nie stowo w stowo
przetlumaczony jest (tylko acina po polsku przekladana, czego u
autora niemasz, i wiem uczenszym uszom, niewdzigczna bgdzie repety-
tia taka)” (P., iv) /And I did not change (as much as was possible) this
style of his, it is translated nearly word for word (only the Latin is
rendered into Polish, something not found in the original, and I know

% 1 gratefully acknowledge the assistance and expertise of Ms. Bohonos-
Zagérska in provisionally identifying the place of the text’s publication.

For information on Schedel, see Jerzy Samuel Bandtkie, Historia drukarii w
Krélestwie Polskim i Wielkim Ksiestwie Litewskim jako i w krajach zagranicz-
nych, w ktérych polskie dzieta wychodzily, 3 vols. (1826; reprint ed., Warsaw,
1974), 1: 217-18. For information on Kupisz, see idem, Historia drukarn kra-
kowskich od zaprowadzenia drukéw do tego miasta ai do czaséw naszych,
wiadomoscig o wynalezieniu sztuki drukarskiej poprzedzona (Cracow, 1815),
pp. 432-39. According to Bandtkie, Kupisz and Schedel often cooperated in their
publishing ventures (cf. ibid., pp. 433, 437). :
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that to more learned ears such repetition will be unpleasant)/. By
following each Latin phrase of the original with its Polish equivalent,
Brother Victorinus anticipates the practice of rendering the Latin into
English in the British edition of 1655 (and some subsequent ones).
In the “Ad lectorem,” the translator comments on his effort, inviting
his readers with obligatory modesty to forgive him for the fact that his
book “nie ta powagg i stéw stodkoscia (ktérag si¢ autor, 6w wielki
Senator Manchester admirabilus ozdobil) idzie teraz na $wiat”
(P., iii) /makes its appearance without that dignity and sweetness of
word (with which the author, that great Senator Manchester admirabi-
lus, adorned it)/. A few lines later, he adds,
Przyznam, Ze miejscami, nie mogac wydota¢ stowami tak wybornymi wyra-
zié sensum Authoris krasomOwcy tak wysoce uczonego, nie masz tej
wdziecznoéci stéw, ktéra w oryginale si¢ znajduje: Nieumiejetno$é moja
musi mie w tym wymo6wié, lubo praca moja w tym namniejsza byla, jako
tego, ktory gling tylko zgotowal, a kto umiej¢tniejszy forme i ozdobe dat.®
P., iv)

/1 admit that in places, being unable to deal with such refined words or to
express the sensum authoris of such a learned orator, you will not find that
grace of word which is present in the original: my lack of skill must excuse me,
for my work in this was minimal, like he who only prepares the clay while
someone more skilled gives it form and adornment./

In his discussion of Manchester’s work, Fra. Victorinus displays an
acquaintance with English prose styles of the period. He remarks that
the author’s “stylus mieszany lacina, migdzy Angielczykami niezwy-
czajny jest” /his style mixed with Latin is uncommon among the
English/. The translator then makes the supposition that this mixed
style “ukazuje, ze raczej dia swej konsolaciej to pisal, po §mierci syna
swego (ktérego na jednym miejscu wspomina) anizeli zeby miat byt
wolg podaé go do druku” (P., iii-iv) /indicates that he wrote this for
his own consolation, after the death of his son (whom he mentions in
one place), rather than willingly sending it to print/.”

It is apparent from a comparison of the Polish translation with those
editions of the original published before 1648 that Victorinus Euthana-

% Considering that Brother Victorinus was a foreigner (see below, pp. 148-150),
his mastery of the Polish language must seem truly remarkable. He must have
either lived or studied in Polish lands for some time. On the other hand, the image
of the preparation of clay may allude to the fact that he had editorial assistance
from a native speaker (via Latin) in producing the final version for publication.
7 The death of Manchester’s son is not mentioned by any of his biographers, nor
does any reference to it appear anywhere in the text.
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sius used either the 1638 or 1642 edition as the source for his transla-
tion. Both of the anonymous editions of 1631, as well as the first
edition (1633), must be ruled out, due to considerable differences in
the texts.”? The text of the Polish translation corresponds to the
second, “much inlarged” edition of 1635, which, as was mentioned,
was the basis for all subsequent editions. However, only the printings
from 1638 and 1642 (as well as some later editions published after
1648) usually contain an unsigned engraved portrait of the Earl of
Manchester.”? Evidently, the Latin poem “In Effigiem Authoris,”
which precedes the text of the Polish translation, is a meditation in
verse on this likeness of Montagu:
Quis Te tam lepida mentitur Imagine Pictor?
Quae tam viva tuas temperat umbra genas?
Tu Palles, Pallet; De vita verba loquente
Te, loquitur, Radios Te jaciente, jacit
Par vobis laus est, disparque: Fidelis Imago
Ista, Tui; sed Tu (Monte-acute) Dei.
®.,v)
Moreover, the brief biographical note in the translator’s preface —
“Dedykowal ten dyskurs swéj wszystkiemu $wiatu tymi stowi wlos-
kimi (Manchester al Mondo) przeszedszy marnosci $wiata, i dos-
wiadczywszy réznych kondyciej, powstajac per gradus od réwnego
§lachcica, cnota i godnoscig swa bywszy Pieczgtarzem wielkim, a
potem Hetmanem, w szedziwym wieku swym éwiczyl si¢ sam, i uczyt
§wiata gotowaé si¢ na $mieré” (P., iii) /With these Italian words
(Manchester al Mondo) he dedicated his discourse to the entire world,
having experienced the vanities of the world, and having known
various conditions, advancing per gradus from an ordinary nobleman,
having been, by his virtue and merit, Lord Privy Seal and later
Hetman, he trained himself in his old age and taught the world how to
prepare for death/ — may well be an extrapolation on the words found
round Montagu’s portrait: “Vera effigies praenobilis Henrici Comitis
Manchester Dii Custodis Privati Sigilli Angliae,”® although more

% Of the editions which interest us here — i.e., those which appeared before
1648 — I was able to examine in Houghton Library of Harvard University one of
the two anonymous editions of 1631, the first edition of 1633, the second from
1635, the third from 1636 and the fourth from 1638. For more information
concerning these editions, see Baily, “Introduction,” pp. xliii-xlvi.

»  Cf. Baily, “Introduction,” pp. xlviii-xlix. A reproduction of the portrait can be
found in Walpole’s Royal and Noble Authors, 2: opposite p. 340. In the 1638
edition the portrait is dated 1639.

¥ Baily, “Introduction,” p. xlix.
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detailed knowledge about Manchester on the part of the translator is
not unlikely.

Another possible indication that Victorinus Euthanasius used either
the 1638 or the 1642 edition is the Latin elegy directly preceding the
translation. This typically Baroque Neo-Latin poem® is a meditation
in verse on the subject of Manchester’s tract, thus its title: “In ver-
sionem: Contemplatio mortis et immortalitatis.” There is no compar-
able prefatory poem in the English originals.”? Nevertheless, most
editions from both 1638 and 1642 contain as a title page an unsigned,
allegorical engraving depicting old age and the path to the heavenly
kingdom,* the presence of which may have led the translator to insert
an equivalent “allegory in words” before the text of his translation.
The subject of the elegy, however, has little to do with the engraving
itself; rather, the elegy functions primarily as a versified introduction
to Al Mondo, as its closing lines suggest:

Ergo age, sic VIVE, ut Non fit Mortale, quod optes
VIVERE perpetuum sic MORIENDO studes.
Huc LIBER Hicce vocat, Mortem ut Meditando perennes,
Si BENE sic MORERIS, VITA parata TIBI est.
(P., vi)

Brother Victorinus’s modest appraisal of his own skills as a transla-
tor deserves a more objective evaluation. Indeed, Manchester’s some-
times difficult text is rendered with laudable competence by someone
whose grasp of both English and Polish seems impressive. Victorinus
Euthanasius translates all forty-two chapters of the original Al Mondo.
His translation is not, of course, completely free of circumlocutions
and paraphrasis. English Latinisms or even Gallicisms are sometimes
rendered by dubious polonized cognates (the English “duellists and
gallants” —E., 49, for instance, by “duellistowie i gallantowie” —
P., 70). In order to alleviate the “niewdzigczna repetytia” created by
providing Polish equivalents for the Latin passages of the original, the
translator often interjects such conjunctions as “albowiem,” “wigc,”
and “to jest,” or simply breaks up the longer passages. A rather

31 For a discussion of Neo-Latin poetry, see the introduction by Fred J. Nichols to
An Anthology of Neo-Latin Poetry (New Haven, London, 1979), especially
pp. 77-83.

%2 The anonymous edition of 1631, probably unknown to Brother Victorinus,
includes several poems in both English and Latin, but none of them is the source
for “In versionem.” Cf. Baily, “Introduction,” pp. xliv—=xlv.

3 A detailed description of the engraving can be found in Baily, “Introductlon
pp- xlvii-xlviii. In the 1638 edition the engraving is dated 1639.
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masterful example of the translator’s technique of smoothing possibly
repetitive passages as well as of his skillful rendition of the English can
be illustrated with the following example from the chapter “Rados¢
duszy i ciala w potkaniu si¢ ich z sobg” (“The Joy of Soule and Bodie
at Their Meeting”):

But through Death, the very body
of Death and burthen of sin are cast
out both together.

Sith then the life I now lead is
beset with Death, tends to Death,
ends in Death, I will no longer
mistake tearmes, calling that Death
which is life, that life which is
Death: Hanc esse mortem, quam
nos vitam putamus: Illam vitam,

quam nos morte timemus . . .
E., 101-102)

Ale przez $mieré, prawie samo
cialo $mierci i cigzar grzechu
bywaja pospolu wyrzuczone.
Poniewaz tedy wiek i zywot mé6j,
ktéry teraz prowadze, S$miercig
ogarniony jest, ku $mierci si¢
bierze, i w $mierci si¢ korczy, nie
chce ja zazywac terminéw omyl-
nie: Hanc esse mortem, quam nos
vitam putamus: Tym byé $mieré,
co my zywotem nazywamy: lllam
vitam quam nos morte timemus: To
zywotem, czego my si¢ S$mierci
obawiamy.
(P., 136-137)

This fragment also indicates the style of the Polish translation. In every
respect, the Polish of Victorinus Euthanasius exemplifies fine Polish
prose of the time. The generally high quality of the translation is even
more apparent in the following passage taken from the chapter “O

zacnosci duszy” (“The Soule’s Excellencie”):

Saint Augustine in a comparative
betwixt thing temporall and eter-
nall, saith thus, We love things tem-
porall before we have them, more
than when we have them, because
the soule when she hath them can-
not be satisfied with them; but
things eternall, when they are ac-
tually possessed, are more loved
than when but desired; for neither
faith could beleeve, nor hope expect
so much as charity shall finde when
eternitie comes into possession.
There is no soule in the world, how
happie soever it thinkes it selfe
here, but points its prehensions be-

S. Augustyn w koparatiej, w po-
réwnaniu miedzy rzeczami doczes-
nymi i wiecznymi, méwi tak,
Kochamy si¢ w rzeczach doczesnych
pierwej niz je mamy, barziej jeszcze
anizeli kiedy je mamy, dlatego Ze
dusza chociaz je ma, nie moze jed-
nak nimi by¢ nasycona: Ale wiecz-
ne rzeczy kiedy raz w osiadlosci s3,
barziej] mile bywaja, nizeli kiedy

- tylko w pozadaniu; abowiem ani

nadzieja kiedy§ oczekiwaé tak
sita, jako milo§¢ mnajdzie, kiedy
wiecznosci przydzie w osiadlosci.
Niemasz i jednej duszy na $wiecie,
jakokolwiek poczyta sig  by¢
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yond what he possesses here. szczefliwa tu, ktéra nie kladzie
(E.,36)  upodobania swego za tym jeszcze i
nad to czego tu zaZywa i w osiad-
losci ma.

(P., 51)
The Polish translation of Manchester’s work contains two moments
of interest. The chapter “Wolnos¢ $mierci” (“Freedom of Death”)
includes what is probably the first mention of Chaucer in Polish:
“Starego Chaucera epitaphium dobre jest: Mors aerumnarum requies,
Smier¢ utrapienia odpoczynkiem” (P., 85) (“Old Chaucer’s Epitaph
is a good one: Mors aerumnarum requies” — E., 61). The actual
wording of the epitaph, “Aerumnarum requies mors,” is to be found
on the monument erected in 1551 over Chaucer’s final resting place in
the Poet’s Corner of Westminster Abbey.* Second, Brother Victori-
nus clearly has his eye on the ecclesiastical censor when he deals with
the dangerous name of Luther. It crops up in the chapter “A Faire
Way of Dying Well” (“Sposéb dobrego umierania”): “A Man, saith
Luther, lives fortie yeares before he knows himselfe to be a foole; and
by that time he sees his folly, his life is finished” (E., 113). The Polish
translation avoids any difficulties by simply ascribing the saying to “a
certain doctor”: “Czlowiek, méwi jeden doktor, Zyje 40 lat niz pozna
si¢ by¢ glupim; i o tym czasie, jako glupstwo swoje obaczy, przemija
wiek jego” (P., 151). Aside from this one understandable omission,
the myriad of Old Testament, New Testament, ancient, and Patristic

authorities cited by Montagu are duly retained by his translator.
More interesting than the translation itself, however, are the circum-
stances surrounding its appearance. Some are problematic indeed. The
preface “Ad lectorem” is sufficiently unambiguous about the occasion
for both the translation of Al Mondo and its publication. Victorinus
Euthanasius claims that “Strach prywatnej $mierci byl powodem
przettumaczenia tego dyskursu, ktory (casu fortuito ad consolationem
contra metum mortis) w niebezpiecznej przygodzie mojej przyszedi do
ragk moich” (P., ii) /The fear of my own death was the reason for the
translation of this discourse which (casu fortuito ad consolationem
contra metum mortis) came into my possession under perilous circum-
stances/. However, since recent events have underscored the opinion
that “shusznie mamy wszyscy uwaza¢ i oplakiwaé wielkie odmien-
nosci przez $mier¢” (P., ii) /we all must rightfully be aware of and

3 Cf. Arthur Penrhyn Stanley, Historical Monuments of Westminster Abbey
(London, 1869), p. 295.
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bemoan the great changes wrought by death/, the translator has
decided to publish his undertaking. The aforesaid events are those of
the tumultuous first half of 1648: «. . . Widzac ojczyzng wszystkg w
placzu i nie tylko osierocong i owdowiong przez $mier¢ i utrate
Kréla Pana naszego SP. Lecz przez zgubg obudwuch JMPP Het-
manéw, i ruing tak wielkiego grona nacelniejszego rycerstwa pol-
skiego, in summo periculo” (P., i) /seeing the entire fatherland in
tears and not only orphaned and widowed by the death and loss of our
Lord the King, but by the defeat of both Hetmans and the ruin of such
a great host of the best Polish knights in summo periculo/. Judging by
the tone of this passage and the absence of any mention of the election
of the new king, Jan Kazimierz, in November 1648, the “Ad lectorem”
was doubtlessly composed shortly after the death of King Wiady-
staw IV (May 20), the defeat and capture of the Polish hetmans
M. Potocki and M. Kalinowski by the Cossacks at the Korsun’ fiasco
(May 26), and possibly after the rout of the Polish army at Piljavci
(September 23).

The Xmel'nyc’kyj uprising of 1648 placed the circles associated with
the Mohyla Collegium in a rather precarious position.*> In these
circumstances, Adam Kysil must have appeared as a desirable protec-
tor.® Kysil had been a staunch supporter of Wiadystaw in his success-
ful bid for the Polish crown in 1632 and throughout the king’s sixteen-
year reign remained a confidante and adviser, fulfilling various mis-
sions to Muscovy and the Cossack Host. At the same time, Kysil was
considered the de facto “head of Rus’,” one of the most powerful men
in the Ukrainian lands, and a defender of its Orthodox population. As
a close associate of the reformer and namesake of the Kiev Collegium,
Peter Mohyla, Kysil came into contact with the burgeoning Orthodox
school and became its protector and patron, particularly after Mo-
hyla’s death in 1647. His status in regard to the collegium was acknowi-

% For a general survey of the history of the collegium, see Alexander Sydorenko,
The Kievan Academy in the Seventeenth Century (Ottawa, 1977). An earlier study
is Aleksander Jablonowski's Akademia Kijowsko-Mohilariska: Zarys historyczny
na tle rozwoju ogéinego cywilizacyi zachodniej na Rusi (Cracow, 1899-1900). For
a survey of the attitudes of Kiev circles toward the Xmel'nyc'kyj uprising, see
M. HruSevs'kyj, Istorija Ukrajiny-Rusy, 10 vols. (1922; reprinted New York,
1956), 8, pt. 2: 89-117 and pt. 3: 122-29.

% The most exhaustive work on Kysil to date is Frank E. Sysyn’s “Adam Kysil,
Statesman of Poland-Lithuania: A Study of the Commonwealth Rule in the
Ukraine from 1600-1653” (Ph.D. diss., Harvard University, 1976). See also
Zbigniew Wéjcik’s entry in Polski Stownik Biograficzny (Wroclaw, Warsaw, and
Cracow, 1966), s.v. “Kisiel, Adam Swigtoldycz.” '
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edged in the dedication to him of two earlier books that originated in
the Kievan milieu: Sylvester Kossov’s Paterikon (1635) and Theo-
dosius Bajewski’s Tentoria Adamo Kisiel (1646). The dedication of Al
Mondo to Kysil may indicate a desire on the part of collegium circles to
ensure Kysil’s continued protection in this period of grave uncertainty.
The translator’s dedication may, however, have been prompted by
other considerations, ones which hinge upon the central question of
this study, namely, who was Brother Victorinus Euthanasius S.S.T.?

The text of the Polish Al Mondo provides only a few hints about the
identity of its translator. The name Victorinus Euthanasius is obvi-
ously a pseudonym, one appropriate for both the translator of a work
that contains a chapter entitled “A Fair Way of Dying Well” and for a
man who himself escaped near death (Victor €0 @avarog). The
appellations added to his name indicate that (a) he was some kind of
brother (Frater) (on the title page, the polonized version of his name is
given as B(rat?) Victorin Euthanaziusz); and (b) he claimed to be a
student of theology (S[tudens] S[acrae] T{eologicae]). Moreover, in
the dedication to Kysil, Brother Victorinus states that he is “enim
Alienigena & Peregrinus.” Addressing Kysil serveral lines further
down, he adds, “Unde non tantum in Regno inclyto Poloniae, sed
etiam apud nos exteros nomen tuum celebratur” (P., i; my italics).
Besides exhibiting remarkably competent comprehension of the Eng-
lish language, Victorinus Euthanasius is knowledgeable about not only
the general political situation in England (“patriam desolatam cum
bello intestino” — P., iii),” but also, as we have noted earlier, about
the state of English prose of the period. He also seems to have more
than a passing acquaintance with the name and person of the Earl of
Manchester. Finally, we must keep in mind that the translation itself is
of an Anglican Protestant (although in no way polemical or controver-
sial) work. Aside from these tidbits of information in the text, material
from other sources which might help identify Victorinus Euthanasius is
either too general to be of great assistance or simply non-existent.
Thus, at this point in time, we must be satisfied with only some
hypothetical answers.

Since theology was not at this time an officially recognized subject at
the Mohyla Collegium,® it may be assumed that Brother Victorinus
was a visiting scholar whose title was based on his study of theology at

7 Here Patriam refers to the country of origin of the original Al Mondo.
3% Cf. Sydorenko, Kievan Academy, pp. 37, 125, 129-131. See also James Cra-
craft’s article in this issue of Harvard Ukrainian Studies, pp. 71-80.
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any of a number of universities or academies in Western Europe or in
the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. Furthermore, the skimpy evi-
dence in the Polish edition of Al Mondo suggests that the homeland of
this “alienigena et peregrinus” may possibly have been Great Britain
(England, Scotland, or Wales). We know, of course, about numerous
English and Scottish subjects visiting or living in the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth throughout the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.
Their presence was largely a consequence of the Reformation and
Counter-Reformation in Great Britain and the Commonwealth, which
resulted in lively contacts between both the Catholic and Protestant
camps of these two “antipodes” of Europe.* Of particular significance
for Poland in this respect were the alternating waves of religious
persecution in England and Scotland — of Catholics during the reigns
of Elizabeth I and James I, and of Protestants under Mary Tudor. The
Commonwealth, as a country practicing relative religious tolerance in
this period, became a natural haven for British exiles of various
persuasions. In the Commonwealth they found protection, employ-
ment, and education. Moreover, the religious situation in the Com-
monwealth also drew foreigners eager to participate in either the
Protestant experiment or in the Catholic reaction against it.** Particu-
larly numerous were the Scots, both Catholic and Protestant, who
came to the Commonwealth at the turn of the seventeenth century.
Although some emigrated for religious reasons, many came primarily
as merchants and soldiers. They became firmly established in towns
throughout the Commonwealth and with time (often in the second
generation) became polonized.*

Assuming for the moment the British (Scottish?) origins of Victori-
nus Euthanasius, we are, in all likelihood, dealing with either a
Protestant or a Catholic. The appellation “Frater” could, in fact, refer

®  Besides the study by Szumska cited in fn. 1, see also St. Kot, “Anglo-Polonica:
Angielskie Zrédta rekopi$émienne do dziej6w stosunkéw kulturalnych Polski z
Anglia,” Nauka Polska 20 (1935): 49-140; and Henryk Zins, Polska w oczach
Anglikéw XIV-XVI (Warsaw, 1974). This thorough study includes an extensive
bibliography on the subject.

“  See, for instance, Borowy, “Przesladowani katolicy,” p. 110 ff.; and Szum-
ska, Anglia a Polska, pp. 46-130.

“ Cf. A. Francis Steuart, ed., Papers Relating to the Scots in Poland, 1576-1793
(Edinburgh, 1915); St. Tomokowicz, “Przyczynek do historii Szkotéw w Krako-
wie i w Polsce,” Rocznik Krakowski 2 (1899): 151-74; and Szumska, Anglia a
Polska, pp. 88-123. If Victorinus Euthanasius was in fact of Scottish origin, he may
have already been a second-generation Scot, which would explain his proficiency in
both Polish and English.
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to either a monk or a Protestant brother.”? Moreover, information
from secondary sources leads us to search for Brother Victorinus’s
identity in both directions. As shall be shown, however, the Catholic
connection appears to my mind to be the less plausible of the two.

Through the efforts of such Polish Jesuits as Stanistaw Hosius and
Piotr Skarga, a number of exiled British Catholics found refuge in the
Commonwealth.® For instance many British subjects, both students
and professors, were at the Jesuit Academy in Vilnius and at the
Zamo$é Academy.* Moreover, the first half of the seventeenth
century was marked by a meteoric rise in the number of Catholic
monasteries throughout the Commonwealth, particularly in the pre-
dominantly Orthodox lands of Lithuania and the Ukraine.*” In Kiev
itself, one encounters a Jesuit church and school (1632), a Bernardine
convent (1624), and a Dominican church (ca. 1602).% This eastward
expansion of the Counter-Reformation, coinciding as it did with the
persecution of Catholics in England, may have drawn some of the
British exiles in the Commonwealth as far away as Kiev to its growing
Catholic community.

In fact, it was precisely during the 1630s and 1640s that Rome took
steps toward initiating a new union with the Orthodox church.*” These
efforts were directed at both Mohyla and Adam Kysil, whom the
Catholic church had for some some time considered to look favorably
on plans for such a union.® Viewed in this connection, the dedication
of Manchester al Mondo to Kysil may have been part of Catholic
attempts to retain the powerful Orthodox nobleman as an ally. Such

2 |n fact, the Protestant Scots in and around Lublin were organized into what was
called “The Scottish Brotherhood.” Cf. Beatrice Baskerville’s “The Original Rec-
ords of those Scots in Poland Known as the Scottish Brotherhood at Lublin,” in
Steuart, Papers, pp. 108-118.

4 See, for instance, Borowy, «prze§ladowani katolicy,” pp. 110 ff.; and St.
Windakiewicz, “Skarga and the English,” Bulletin International de I’Académie
Polonaise des Sciences et des Lettres, Classe de Philologie, pt. 1 (1919-1920),
pp. 120-28.

#  See, for instance, Szumska, Anglia a Polska, pp. 67-74, 112-18.

% For a survey of monastic developments in the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries, see Jerzy Kloczowski, “Zakony meskie w Polsce w XVI-XVIII wieku,”
in Kosci6t w Polsce, ed. Jerzy Kloczowski, 2 vols. (Cracow, 1979), 2 (Wieki
XVI-XVIII): 485-730.

% Cf N.1. Petrov, Istoriko-topograficeskie ocerki drevnego Kieva (Kiev,
1897), pp. 179-80, 218-20.

47 See, for example, E. Smurlo, Le Saint-Siége et I'Orient Orthodoxe Russe,
1609-1654, 2 pts., Publication des Archives du Ministére des Affaires Etran-
gers, ser. 1, no. 4 (Prague, 1928), 1: 96-125.

% Cf. Sysyn, “Adam Kiysil,” pp. 186-206.
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efforts would have been particularly timely in 1648, with the death of
Wiadystaw IV and the beginnings of the Cossack uprising.® Yet I
consider the Catholic connection of Victorinus Euthanasius to be
unlikely for several reasons. The translated discourse is, after all, the
work of a Protestant. It would have been odd for a Catholic to use a
Protestant work as a pretext for retaining the favor of an Orthodox
nobleman. Moreover, if we assume that Brother Victorinus was, in
fact, a British Catholic, his praise in the “Ad lectorem” of a member of
a government known to have persecuted British papists would display
an astonishing degree of forebearance. Finally, aithough we have little
information about students at the Mohyla Collegium, it would seem
implausible to find a foreign Catholic there when the Jesuit Collegium
in Kiev attracted even Orthodox students away from the Mohyla
school.”® Consequently, we must direct our attention at the Protestant
option for clues about Victorinus’s background.

At the turn of the seventeenth century, both Calvinist and Unitarian
communities were well established in the Ukrainian lands. In 1648,
although suffering ever increasing persecution, Protestants in the
Ukraine still constituted a sizable community. Like all Protestant
groups in the Commonwealth, those in the Ukraine and the Grand
Duchy of Lithuania maintained broad contacts with Western Europe,
including England and Scotland. Thus, for example, in 1631 several
young Unitarians from the Ukraine visited England in the course of
their obligatory educational tour of the West.” On the other hand, as a
result of the persecutions of James I, thousands of Protestant Scots
found refuge in the vicinity of Lublin and on the estates of the

4 For Kysil’s role in the election of 1648, see Sysyn, “Adam Kysil,” pp. 268-75.
% Cf. Petrov, Istoriko-topografideskie oéerki, p. 219.

1 See, for instance, George H. Williams, “Protestants in the Ukraine during the
Period of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth,” Harvard Ukrainian Studies 2,
no. 1 (1978): 41-72; and 2, no. 2 (1978): 184-210. An excellent earlier study is
Orest Levickij’s “Predislovie” to Arxiv Jugo-Zapadnoj Rossii, 6, pt. 1 (1883):
1-182 (an earlier version of this study appeared under the title “Socianstvo v
Pol’Se i Jugo-Zapadnoj Rusi” in Kievskaja starina, vol. 2 (1882). See also Jézef
Yukaszewicz, Dzieje koscioléw wyznania helweckiego w dawnej Matej Polsce
(Poznan, 1853).

%2 Among them were Jurij Nemyryé, Andrzej Wiszowaty, Aleksander Cap-
ly¢, Petro Suxodol’s’kyj, and Mikolaj Lubieniecki. Cf. Robert Wallace, Antitrini-
tarian Biography, 3 vols. (London, 1850), 3: 226-27. For a discussion of Protestant
Polish-English contacts, see Nicholas Hans, “Polish Protestants and their Connec-
tions with England and Holland in the 17th and 18th Centuries,” Slavonic and East
European Review 37 (1958-59): 196-220; and Szumska, Anglia a Polska, pp. 77-
88, 123-28, 154-55. About specifically Unitarian contacts, see St. Kot, “Oddziaty-
wanie Braci Polskich w Anglii,” Reformacja w Polsce 7-8 (1935-36): 217-44.
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Radziwilt family.5* Moreover, the high intellectual standards of Protes-
tant educational institutions in the Commonwealth — e.g., the Uni-
tarian one in Ukrainian Kyselyn and the Calvinist in Sluck (Stuck) —
were particularly attractive to foreign scholars.*

At the same time, the Protestants of the Ukrainian and Belorussian
lands maintained extensive ties with their Orthodox neighbors. Such
ties, whether motivated by proselytizing or alliance against the com-
mon Catholic foe, went as far back as to the days of Prince Kostjatyn
Ostroz’kyj.” Indeed, one of the first defenses of the Orthodox faith,
the Apokrisis (1597, 1598) of Christopher Philaleth, is ascribed to a
Protestant. In fact, the first half of the seventeenth century is marked
by numerous attempts at a closer understanding between the Protes-
tants and the Orthodox church.”” In the 1630s and 1640s, for example,
Unitarians in the Ukraine made a concerted effort to establish closer
ties with Mohyla and his collegium. They dedicated a book to him
(Eustasy Kisiel’s Antyapologia of 1631) and proposed Greek transla-
tions of, among other books, St. Lubieniecki’s Cathechismus, probably
with the intent of making it accessible to students of the Mohyla
Collegium.*® For their part, members of the Orthodox community, for
whatever reason, at times defended Protestants at various diets and
tribunals against Catholic accusations.” Adam Kiysil himself is known

53 Cf. Hans, “Polish Protestants,” pp. 212-13; and Baskerville, “Original Rec-
ords,” pp. 108-110. .

% Cf. Williams, “Protestants in the Ukraine,” pp. 194-198; and Hans, “Polish
Protestants,” p. 212.

55 Cf. Williams, “Protestants in the Ukraine,” pp. 52~56, 68-72. About Ostroz’-
kyj, see Metropolitan Ilarion (Ohijenko), Knjaz’ Kostjatyn Ostroz’kyj i joho
kul’tural’na pracja (Winnipeg, 1958).

% Cf. Aleksander Briickner, “Spory o uni¢ w dawnej literaturze,” Kwartalnik
Historyczny 10 (1896): 591-96.

ST See, for instance, Alonsius Bichler, Geschichte des Protestantismus in der
orientalischen Kirche im 17. Jahrhundert oder: Der Patriarch Cyrillus Lucaris und
seine Zeit (Munich, 1862); and I. Golenis¢ev-Kutuzov, “Ukrainskij i belorusskij
gumanizm,” in his book Slavjanskie literatury (Moscow, 1973), pp. 176-85. British
Protestants had an interest in the Orthodox East at this time. In the late 1630s, for
example, an Anglican, Ephraim Pagitt, sent a copy of his book, Christianographie
or the Description of the multitude and sundry sorts of Christians in the World not
subject to the Pope. With their Unitie, and how they agree with us in the principale
points of difference betweene us and the Church of Rome (London, 1635), to the
Calvinist Krzysztof Radziwill. Pagitt enclosed a letter asking for more information
about the Orthodox faith and included therein a translation of the Anglican mass
into Greek. Cf. Kot, “Anglo-Polonica,” pp. 102-103. About Radziwill, see
H. Wisner, “Krzysztof Radziwilt (1585-1640),” Fasculi Historici 2 (1969): 9-15.
8 Cf. Williams, “Protestants in the Ukraine,” pp. 195, 197-98, 205.

% Cf. Levickij, “Predislovie,” pp. 161-62.
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to have tolerated local Unitarians on his lands at Ho$¢a — in 1644
he was even publicly accused of harboring them.® In connection with
this, it is significant that in his dedication to Kysil, Victorinus Euthana-
sius extols Kysil’s virtues (“Satis est tibi quod te nemo vetustare
generis, praeclaris majorum gestis, gloria et splendore superat in
Patria; et ipsum stemma docet, Majores tuos fuisse gentis suae Duces,
Patriae defensores, libertatis zelatores; Domus tua ex te cognoscitur,
et tu ex illa cognosceris Marte et arte, in Toga, et Sago, in Aprico et
Palaeastra” — P., i), without, however, mentioning Kysil’s role as
defender of the Orthodox faith. Victorinus’s dedication thus differs
markedly from those of Kossov or Bajewski, in which Kysil’s defense
of Orthodoxy figures prominently.®' Assuming that Victorinus Eutha-
nasius was a Protestant, his dedication to Kysil would serve to ensure
the nobleman’s continued protection of the Protestant community
and, possibly, to influence his vote at the upcoming royal election.®

Unfortunately, virtually no records of the early years of the Mohyla
Collegium survive.® It is therefore impossible to ascertain who studied
there in 1648, the relationships between the students from various
religious and ethnic groups attending the collegium, or the attitudes of
the school hierarchy toward foreign or non-Orthodox students. Conse-
quently, Victorinus Euthanasius’s translation of A/ Mondo must serve
as an all-too-rare source of information about Kiev and its Orthodox
collegium.

In speculating about the identity of the translator, I have tried to
establish some contexts in which such a translation could have been
undertaken and completed. Even if my assumptions as to the identity
of Brother Victorinus must remain hypothetical, the existence of both

“  Cf. Levickij, “Predislovie,” p. 159. For possible connections of the family of
Kysil’s mother (Ivanyc’kyj) with Antitrinitarians, see Sysyn, “Adam Kysil,” p. 62.
¢ Kossov, for instance, addresses Kysil as “Pobozny, stateczny, Wschodniej
Cerkwi syn” (Paterikon [Kiev, 1635], p. [iii]), while Bajewski’s Tentoria (Kiev,
1646) contains an entire section entitled “Tentorium Ecclesiae.” The omission of
Kysil’s Orthodoxy would indicate that Brother Victorinus was probably not Ortho-
dox, although there were instances of Protestant conversions to the Eastern faith.
The most notable case is, of course, that of the Unitarian Jurij Nemyry¢, who
converted to Orthodoxy in 1658. About Nemyry¢, see St. Kot, Jerzy Niemirycz,
w 300-lecie ugody hadziackiej (Paris, 1960).

€ For Protestant attitudes toward the candidates to the throne, see Sysyn, “Adam
Kysil,” p. 269, and Williams, “Protestants in the Ukraine,” p. 202. The Cossack
uprising turned out to be disastrous for Protestants in the Ukraine. Many of them
fled, in fact, to Cracow. Cf. Williams, “Protestants in the Ukraine,” p. 202.

© Cf. Sydorenko, Kievan Academy, p.79. Most of the archival material was
destroyed in a fire in 1658 (ibid., p. 42).
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the translation itself and of a network of connections possibly linking
Kiev and Great Britain indicates something about the milieu in Kiev
on the eve of the Xmel'nyc’kyj uprising. It appears that the Mohyla
Collegium was a relatively cosmopolitan center, practicing a degree of
religious tolerance. After all, we have the translation of an Anglican
Protestant devotional tract (its first and only translation into any
language) into Polish by a visiting foreigner (Scottish? Protestant?),
dedicated to one of the most powerful men in Orthodox Ukraine and
probably printed in Cracow. Moreover, speculations about Victorinus
Euthanasius’s connections also point to Kysil and to the Mohyla
Collegium as focal points during the events of 1648. Whatever the
exact circumstances surrounding the appearance of the Polish transla-
tion of Manchester al Mondo were, its existence proves that the
Mohyla Collegium was able to attract foreigners, and that it created an
atmosphere in which they could make a contribution, however minor,
to the literary cuiture of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth as a
whole.

Harvard University



Peter Mohyla and the Kiev Academy
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THE KIEVAN ACADEMY IN THE SEVENTEENTH CENTURY. By Alexan-
der Sydorenko. University of Ottawa Ukrainian Studies, 1. Ot-
tawa: The University of Ottawa Press, 1977. 194 pp.

Ways oF RussiaN THEoLOGY. By Georges Florovsky. Edited by
Richard S. Haugh. Translated by Robert L. Nichols. Part 1.
Collected Works of Georges Florovsky, vol. 5. Belmont, Mass.:
Nordland Publishing Co., 1979. 380 pp.

De LuTHER A MOHILA: LA POLOGNE DANS LA CRISE DE LA
CHRETIENTE 1517-1648. By Ambroise Jobert. Preface by Karol
Gorski. Collection historique de I'Institut d’études slaves, 21.
Paris: Institut d’études slaves, 1974. 483 pp.

PETRO MOHYLA I PYTANNIA IEDNOSTY TSERKOV. By Arkadii Zhu-
kovs’kyi. Monohrafii, no. 17. Paris: Ukrains’kyi vilnyi universy-
tet, 1969. 282 pp.

RENAISSANCE INFLUENCES AND RELIGIOUS REFORMS IN RussIa:
WESTERN AND PosT-BYZANTINE IMPACTS ON CULTURE AND EDU-
caTION (16th-17th CENTURIES). By William K. Medlin and Chris-
tos G. Patrinelis. Foreword by Sir Steven Runciman. Etudes de
philologie et d’histoire, 18. Geneva: Libraire Droz, 1971.
179 pp.

Although the importance of Peter Mohyla and the Kiev Academy has
been generally acknowledged, relatively little literature about them
exists for the reader not conversant in Slavic languages. Western
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scholars who have written on these topics have understandably been
drawn first to their importance in Orthodox affairs; one outstanding
accomplishment in this vein is Antoine Malvy and Marcel Viller’s
publication of the Latin text of Mohyla’s Orthodox confession.! Cul-
tural and political problems have received much less attention. The
situation seems to reflect the weak development of East European
cultural history in the West, and of Ukrainian cultural history in
particular: a striking exception — by a Western rather than an émi-
gré scholar — is Antoine Martel’s examination of language use in
sixteenth- and seventeenth-century Ukraine and Belorussia.? But both
Mohyla studies and Ukrainian cultural history have advanced slowly in
the West since the interwar years, when the books of Malvy and Viller
and of Martel appeared.® It is a hopeful sign, therefore, that a number
of Western works dealing with Peter Mohyla and his age have ap-
peared in recent years. The purpose of this review is to examine their
contribution to studies on Mohyla, the academy, and seventeenth-
century Ukrainian cultural and religious history.*

In the field of East European studies, Mohyla and his epoch have

! Antoine Malvy and Marcel Viller, La confession orthodoxe de Pierre Mohila,
métropolite de Kiev (1633-1646) approuvée par les patriarches grecs du XVIF
siécle (Paris, 1927) ( = Orientalia Christiana, vol. 10, no. 39).

2 Antoine Martel, La langue polonaise dans les pays ruthénes: Ukraine et Russie
Blanche, 1569-1667 (Lille, 1933) (= Travaux et memoires de I'Université de
Lille, Nouvelle série: Droit et lettres, 20).

3 For Western literature on Mohyla and the academy, see the bibliography in
Arkadii Zhukovs'kyi, Petro Mohyla i pytannia iednosty tserkov (Paris, 1969),
pp. 265-77. The contributions of scholars of Romanian extraction to literature in
French should be noted. See particularly T. Ionescu, La vie et I'oeuvre de Pierre
Movila (Paris, 1944), and P. P. Panaitescu, “L’influence de I'oeuvre de Pierre
Mogila, archevéque de Kiev, dans les Principautés roumaines,” in Mélanges de
P'école roumaine en France (Paris, 1926), pt. 1, pp. 1-95.

4 1 have not included Ronald Peter Popivchak’s Peter Mohila, Metropolitan of
Kiev (1633-47). Translation and Evaluation of his “Orthodox Confession of Faith”
(1640) (Washington, D.C., 1975) (= The Catholic University of America, 259).
Popivchak uses Malvy and Viller’s Latin text for the translation, as the text closest
to Mohyla’s original. He believes, however, that the original was in a Slavic
language (Polish or Ukrainian) rather than in Latin. In addition to the translation,
Popivchak provides a summary of debates about the formulation of the confession
and its place in Orthodox thought. His conclusion is that although Mohyla turned
to the Western church for models in understanding a systematic presentation of
theology, he remained faithful to the basic element of Eastern theology. He
broaches the issue, however, of whether the very process of systematic definition in
which Mohyla was involved was not after all “Latin.” I leave theological discus-
sions of Popivchak’s work to his colleagues in that field. The work does not inspire
confidence, however, by its compilative nature, failure to identify the Western
sources of Mohyla’s work, poorly written introduction, and clumsy translation of
the Latin original.
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proved a particularly fertile ground for controversy. They have be-
come the subjects of disputes between Orthodox, Uniates, and Catho-
lics; between Ukrainians, Russians, Romanians, and Poles; and be-
tween political ideologies ranging from monarchism to Marxism. To
many historians in Eastern Europe, where the past is often depicted as
either black or white, Mohyla almost consistently appears in ambigu-
ous gray. He seems to “betray” the political-religious positions which
East European historians typically espouse, whether Russian Ortho-
dox monarchist, Ukrainian populist (either Western-oriented Ukrain-
ian Orthodox or secular), Ukrainian Uniate, Polish Roman Catholic,
or Russocentric Soviet Marxist.

Modern East European religious divisions, political allegiances, and
national loyalties fuel such anachronistic thinking. More than one
Polish scholar has wondered how Mohyla, the enlightener, Western-
izer, and product of Polish culture, could be Orthodox rather than
Uniate. More than one Russian scholar has questioned why a defender
of Orthodoxy preferred Poland to Muscovy. More than one Ukrainian
scholar has been troubled that a Ukrainian cultural patron turned
against the Cossacks. Soviet scholars, antagonistic towards religion
and certain that any achievement in the Ukraine must be connected
with Russia or Russians, are obliged to step lightly in discussing
Mohyla and his collegium, both so “progressive,” as publishers of
books, defenders of Orthodoxy, and educators of cultural leaders for
the Ukraine and Russia, and yet so “reactionary,” as serfowners,
pro-Polish and anti-Muscovite formulators of a Jesuit curriculum, and
propagators of the Latin and Polish languages.’ Too often East Euro-
pean scholars have been unwilling or unable to recognize that Mohyla
cannot be classified as a proponent of any of these modern outlooks,
because cultural realities in seventeenth-century Ukraine were far
different from those in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.

Research on Mohyla in the West will, one hopes, break new ground
in interpretation. Of course, biases exist among all scholars, but

* Just how difficult the figure of Mohyla is for Soviet scholars, who must seek out
a groundswell for “reunification” in the Ukraine, can be seen in B. N. Floria’s
statement about Mohyla’s contacts with the Muscovite government in the 1630s:
“In this way, in the years of the ‘golden decade,’ a clear change of the earlier
completely loyalist position of the Kiev metropolitan see to the Commonwealth
was noticed. Even this group found it necessary to make a definite step on the path
of accommodation with the Russian government, an approval of its unification
program” (p. 225). V. T. Pashuto, B. N. Floria, A. L. Khoroshkevich, Drevne-
russkoe nasledie i istoricheskie sud’by vostochnogo slavianstva (Moscow, 1982).
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exploration within a new scholarly milieu will surely stimulate fresh
thought and insight. The five works reviewed here are still tied to
traditional East European patterns of thought, but the need to address
a new audience has resulted in some differences in emphasis. Just as
important, the appearance of studies on Mohyla in Western languages
will allow a wider circle of Western scholars to discuss Mohyla and his
academy. ~

Only one of the five works deals primarily with Mohyla’s school:
Alexander Sydorenko’s The Kievan Academy in the Seventeenth Cen-
tury. The first of the book’s six chapters discusses the cultural setting in
the Ukraine before the establishment of the collegium; the second and
third trace the collegium’s history to 1709. Chapter four discusses the
school’s structure, chapter five deals with its curriculum, and the final
chapter, entitled “The Kievan Baroque Milieu,” evaluates the sub-
stance and influence of Kievan learning. The three appendices are a
translation of the academy’s regulations of 1743, a table of events in
the history of the academy and of Eastern Europe, and a list of the
school’s seventeenth-century rectors.

Although Sydorenko’s work was originally a Ph.D. thesis at an
American university, it belongs within the tradition of Ukrainian
historiography that has debated the academy’s impact on Ukrainian
cultural and political life. One trend in Ukrainian historiography has
criticized the academy’s failures to develop the Ukrainian vernacular
and secular culture and to provide adequate intellectual leadership for
the Cossack Hetmanate. Another has emphasized the role of Mohyla
and the academy in the Ukrainian “rebirth” of the seventeenth cen-
tury, particularly in developing distinctively Ukrainian cultural and
ecclesiastical traditions and in fostering Ukrainian Orthodoxy. While
noting both views, Sydorenko clearly believes that the achievements of
the metropolitan and his collegium outweigh any shortcomings. The
author states that he did not conduct new archival research and that his
inquiry is historiographical and interpretive in nature. It is the historio-
graphical dimension of his study that the reader will find most reward-
ing, for Sydorenko summarizes scholarly debates and issues and pro-
vides an extensive bibliography of primary and secondary sources.
Sydorenko’s emphasis on Ukrainian national interests and his distor-
tions of the seventeenth-century Ukrainian cultural milieu, however,
prevent the work from being a contribution to the interpretations of
Mohyla.
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The book lacks lucidity in description and sound analysis in discus-
sion. For example, though I concur that “Ukrainian” can describe the
seventeenth-century ancestors of present-day Ukrainians, I consider
Sydorenko’s appropriation of all “Ruthenians” as “Ukrainians” to be
incorrect, since this usage ignores the Belorussians. The statement
“An ominous event took place in 1385, when the Lithuanian Grand
Prince Jagello (1377-92) married Queen Jadwiga of Poland, embraced
Roman Catholicism, and vowed to ‘unite Lithuania and his Ukrainian
possessions with Poland forever,’” does not note that the original
reads “Ruthenian” and certainly included Belorussia (p. 2). At other
times imprecision leads to incomprehensible as well as incorrect state-
ments: “As a component yet distinct element within the Polish-
Lithuanian realm, the Ukrainians, together with the kindred Byelorus-
sians, were officially classified as gente Ruthenus, natione Polonus
(Ukrainians by racial origin, Polish by nationality), in itself not a
precise formula but a juridical euphemism” (p. 2). I know of no such
official classification. In other instances the author confuses national
and religious elements: “As the Polish state consolidated its power, it
grew less tolerant of national differences. Giving up all pretense of
compromise, it now attempted to deny nationality altogether. In an
age when nationality was determined by faith, the most obvious
obstacle to Polonization was the Ukrainian Orthodox Church” (p. 3).
The more plausible sequence of events is, in my view, that the state
moved against the church, and that this affected national relations.
Most disturbing, the descriptions of national contacts are frequently so
anachronistic that they seem appropriate for modern, rather than
seventeenth-century, Ukrainian-Polish relations: “Still, it is clearly
evident that the total impact of Poland upon sixteenth- and seven-
teenth-century Ukraine was profound. Geographical proximity alone
inevitably led to linguistic, cultural, and ideological intercourse be-
tween the two nations. Inasmuch as Poland was the ‘master nation,’
...” (p. 141); or “The Poles became the master within a polyglot
empire, exercizing full arrogance of power. Naturally, political, eco-
nomic, social and psychological considerations prompted the Polish
authorities to attempt to create uniformity where previously there was
none” (p. 3). These descriptions fit the Poland of Pilsudski, not the
Commonwealth of Wiadystaw IV.

The anachronisms in interpretation sometimes result in gross distor-
tions of cultural developments. Sydorenko would have us believe that,
in contrast to Ivan Vyshens’kyi, his Ukrainian contemporaries did not
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see the prevailing conflict of their age as between Eastern and Western
Christendom, but as a national one, in which religion was only a
weapon. He even postulates a conscious movement of the “secular
elite” to produce a vernacular literature to replace Slavonic texts
(p. 7). In my estimation, it is impossible to prove that these were the
prevailing views of Vyshens'kyi’s contemporaries or that any such
program existed among any “secular” elite, although Ruthenian na-
tional sentiment was on the rise. Sydorenko is much closer to the mark
in analyzing seventeenth-century Ukrainian national culture and senti-
ment when he describes Mohyla’s goals: “Mohyla echoed the ideals of
such leading ecclesiastics as Ivan Vyshens’kyi, Zakharii Kopystens’kyi,
and Iov Borets’kyi in that his ultimate goals were not national but
confessional. The social and political strivings of the Ukrainian masses
concerned him insofar as they pertained to the welfare of the Church
and the clergy. If a revitalized Orthodoxy’inevitably promoted na-
tional consciousness, it was a fortuitous rather than premeditated
accomplishment” (p. 144). Had Sydorenko developed this theme
throughout, he would have gone far in elucidating the national and
cultural trends of the period. As it stands, his is a narrative history of
the academy with useful summaries of historical debates. Regrettably,
the imprecision of the author’s presentation of national and cultural
affairs typifies the entire work (note for example his vague and at times
inaccurate description of poetics and rhetoric in chapter 5). Hence the
only English-language monograph on the academy must be read with
caution.

Georges Florovsky’s interest in Mohyla and interpretation of the
impact of his academy are diametrically opposed to Sydorenko’s. One
.of the foremost Christian theologians of the twentieth century, and a
specialist in patristic literature, Father Florovsky was concerned with
Russian spiritual and cultural history. A member of the great Russian
emigration after the Revolution, Florovsky published the Russian
original of his Ways of Russian Theology in Paris in 1937. The destruc-
tion of most copies during World War II made the book a rarity even
for the small Russian-reading public in the West. Yet it has had a
profound influence on cultural historians of Russia, due to the author’s
erudition and bold views on the “mistaken” road that Russian Chris-
tians long traveled. The work’s recent publication in English in a
revised edition is sure to increase its impact. Although only two
chapters deal with early-modern Ukraine, the decisiveness and passion
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with which Florovsky discusses Mohyla and his school ensure that his
discussion will affect scholarly thinking.

Father Florovsky’s thesis about Russian theology and history is
clearly stated in the preface. He conceives his work to be an experi-
mental synthesis in the history of Russian thought. He argues that
unbiased history has never existed and cannot exist. His work is based
on the premise that the intellectual break from patristics and Byzan-
tine thought was “the chief cause for all the interruptions and failures
in Russia’s development.” It can be shown in historical perspective, he
maintains, that the narrow path of patristic theology was the only true
way for Russian Christians. Only when they adhered to this path did
they make genuine achievements.

Florovsky has provided, in sum, a theologically motivated history of
“Russia’s development.” Even those who do not share his Christian
religious convictions or his focus on patristics should consider what he
says in formulating an understanding of East European cultural his-
tory, if for no other reason than because Florovsky’s horizons and
knowledge make the work one of the most important interpretations
of Russian cultural history. Yet this book is difficult to analyze as a
“history of Russia’s development,* for Florovsky is not interested in
what motivated cultural and intellectual development, but rather in
pointing out spiritual mistakes.

Although Father Florovsky never addresses such problems as the
evolution of nations and national cultures directly, his work belongs to
the tradition in Russian historiography that regards the Russian nation
as formed with the first Christianization — that is, as a community
essentially unchanged from the eleventh to the seventeenth or the
nineteenth century. This assumption is accompanied by the other tenet
of traditional Russian historiography — the Kiev/Suzdal’’Moscow
historical succession and the basic unity of the “Russian” people
throughout time. In Father Florovsky’s analysis, the Ukraine and
Belorussia are merely subsumed under the theology and history of
Russia. He never seriously considers that Kiev/Galicia-Volhynia/
Grand Duchy of Lithuania/Kiev was a different cultural and historical
experience from Kiev/Suzdal’’Moscow. Yet in practice he provides rich
data and perceptive observations that could support just such an
interpretation.

The first chapter, “The Crisis of Russian Byzantinism,” traces
developments from the introduction of Byzantine tradition to what
Florovsky views as the finai rejection of Byzantinism in sixteenth-
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céntury Muscovy. For the student of Ukrainian history, it is most
important to note how strongly Florovsky maintains that Muscovy is a
direct and organic continuation of Kievan Rus’:

The Tatar invasion was a national disaster and a political catastrophe. . . .
However, the Tatar yoke does not constitute a separate period in the history of
Russian culture. No interruption or break can be observed in Russia’s cultural
effort or in its creative mood and aspirations. True, culture moves or is
displaced to the north. New centers develop, while old ones decline. Yet this
new growth sprang from seeds previously sown and cultivated, not from the
“transmission of enlightenment” from the cultural south of Kiev to the
semi-barbarous northeast, as until even recently some historians have de-
lighted in describing the process. (p. 9)

This view allows Florovsky to pass over the ecclesiastical history of the
Ukrainian and Belorussian lands from the thirteenth to the sixteenth
century in a mere two pages. He is negative about efforts to re-estab-
lish a metropolitan in these lands, whether by gaining control of the
entire old metropolitanate or by separating sees from the jurisdictions
of the metropolitans then residing in Moscow. He sees such attempts
as antithetical to the interests of Orthodoxy because they were often
accompanied by “an inclination in favor of the Roman West” (p. 33).
In discussing the fate of Orthodoxy in Catholic states, Florovsky
questions whether it was possible for two churches, intrinsically repre-
senting two cultures, to exist in the same realm, calling this a “socio-
logical and cultural problem more than a theological one” (p. 35). He
is, I believe, unduly critical of Catholic Poland and Lithuania, and fails
to acknowledge the comparatively high level of religious toleration
there — a toleration guaranteed by the extensive corporate rights of
the nobles and, to a lesser degree, of the burghers. Like Sydorenko, he
uses religious and national categories interchangeably. He maintains
that “Under the circumstances, religious freedom for the Orthodox
also meant ‘national identity,”” but provides no discussion of the
interrelation of religion, state, and nation in these lands. His failure to
provide such analysis is understandable, however, since in his view the
major questions posed by the Western religious and cultural challenge
in the Ukraine and Belorussia were whether the Byzantine tradition
and Orthodoxy should be maintained strictly as they were, or whether
new forms should be devised under Western influence (pp. 36-37).
For Florovsky, those who took the correct path were those who
remained true to the Byzantine tradition, the Bible, and patristic
literature. He particularly praises the Muscovite immigrant
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Prince Andrei Kurbskii for his rejection of Western influences and his
program of translating patristic and sacred writings into Church Sla-
vonic. He also commends Artemii and Ivan Fedorov. Leaving aside
the question of the validity of his description of Kurbskii’s work and
activities, I find Florovsky’s affirmation of Kurbskii’s attitudes closely
tied to the condemnation of the entire course of Ukrainian spiritual
development. Hence when he compares Prince Konstantyn Ostroz’kyi
with Kurbskii, Florovsky writes: “Of the two, Ostrozhskii’s cultural
horizons were probably broader, but there was less coherence in his
views. He was prone to adjustment and compromise and his politics
frequently vacillated” (p. 76). It is “adjustment and compromise” that
Florovsky considers great failings, and only a few indigenous Ruthen-
ian churchmen meet his test of eschewing Latin learning — Herasym
Smotryts’kyi, Vasyl Suraz’kyi and Demian Nalyvaiko in the sixteenth
century and Ivan Vyshens’kyi and Zakharii Kopystens’kyi in the early
seventeenth. For Florovsky this period in the Ukraine and Belorussia
was “an untimely season,” unfavorable for religious life, the organiza-
tion of schools, and “some form of calmness and clarity of thought, so
indispensable to the life of the mind.” He does see considerable
accomplishments in the age, but avoids discussing them by maintaining
that it is still not possible to assess their full significance (p. 57). This is
one of the few times that Florovsky seems reluctant to give an opinion.
The accomplishments were made in face of the great dangers of
Westernization and union with Rome, thanks, says Florovsky, to
steadfast adherence to the Greek and Slavonic traditions. Chief among
them is the Ostroh Bible, which he praises particularly because it
appeared not in the vernacular, like Bibles of that time in the West,
but in Church Slavonic. He asserts that in their battle with the Uniates,
“The only cultural concession of the Orthodox loyalists was the supple-
mentation of Church Slavonic with the local vernacular, the russkii
dialekr. With the passage of time this dialect came into increasing
literary use because the common people understood it much better
than Church Slavonic” (p. 63). The implication is that there is some-
thing intrinsically un-Orthodox in using vernacular. Florovsky bristles
against Skarga’s criticisms of Church Slavonic, counter-attacking that
while the Polish language was not mature enough to be a vehicle of
learning in the late sixteenth century, Church Slavonic was (p. 62).
Florovsky maintains that only a rigidly conservative linguistic-
cultural policy could combat Western influence, the Union of Brest,
and Polonization. His entire discussion mixes and, I would argue,
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confuses cultural, religious, and national issues. Therefore, in discuss-
ing the cultural climate in the Ukraine and Belorussia he says, “All
these are but mild and euphemistic ways of saying that in principle the
Unia meant ‘Polonization,” which is what happened historically”
(p- 54). Like most Russian Orthodox authors, Florovsky is passionate
in his condemnation of the Uniate church as a religious institution. He
also sees the Union as deleterious because in the process of combatting
Roman Catholic incursions, the Orthodox church in the Ukraine and
Belorussia fell greatly under the influence of the laity. For Florovsky
this process, accompanied as it was by the penetration of Protestant
thought among the Orthodox, deformed the church.

Among the deleterious effects of lay influence on the church Florov-
sky includes the election of Metropolitan Mohyla, engineered by a
compromise of the king and the Orthodox lay leaders, an act which he
considers uncanonical. And although Mohyla’s policies strengthened
hierarchical authority and the autonomy of the church, Florovsky finds
them just as baneful as the Protestant and lay tendencies. Hence he
belongs to the school of nineteenth- and twentieth-century Russian
church historians (Golubinskii, Znamenskii, Kartashev) who condemn
Mohyla for his Westernizing tendencies. His characterization of Mo-
hyla and his accomplishments is extremely severe and centers on the
issue of the Orthodoxy of the metropolitan:

To interpret the reign of Peter Mogila with precision is difficult. It has been
argued that Mogila sought to create an “occidental Orthodoxy,” and thereby
to disentangle Orthodoxy from its “obsolete” oriental setting. The notion is
plausible. But however Mogila’s motives are interpreted, his legacy is an
ambiguous one. On the one hand, he was a great man who accomplished a
great deal. And in his own way he was even devout. Under his guidance and
rule the Orthodox Church in West Russia emerged from that state of disorien-
tation and disorganization wherein it had languished ever since the catastrophe
at Brest. On the other hand, the Church he led out of this ordeal was not the
same. Change ran deep. There was a new an alien spirit, the Latin spirit in
everything. Thus, Mogila’s legacy also includes a drastic “Romanization” of
the Orthodox Church. He brought Orthodoxy to what might be called a Latin
“pseudomorphosis.” True, he found the Church in ruins and had to rebuild,
but he built a foreign edifice on the ruins. He founded a Roman Catholic
school in the Church, and for generations the Orthodox clergy was raised in a
Roman Catholic spirit and taught theology in Latin. He “Romanized” the
liturgies and thereby “Latinized” the mentality and psychology, the very soul
of the Orthodox people. Mogila’s “internal toxin,” so to speak, was far more

dangerous than the Unia. The Unia could be resisted, and had been resisted,
especially when there were efforts to enforce it. But Mogila’s “crypto-Roman-
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ism” entered silently and imperceptibly, with almost no resistance. It has of
course often been said that Mogila’s “accretions” were only external, involv-
ing form not substance. This ignores the truth that form shapes substance,
and if an unsuitable form does not distort substance, it prevents its natural
growth. This is the meaning of “pseudomorphosis.” Assuming a Roman garb
was an alien act for Orthodoxy. And the paradoxical character of the whole
situation was only increased when, along with the steady “Latinization” of
the inner life of the Church, its canonical autonomy was steadfastly main-
tained. (p. 72)

Florovsky is especially critical of Mohyla’s preliminary negotiations
for a new union and of his “Latin” formulation of Orthodox dogmas.
But it is the Kiev Academy that Florovsky sees as Mohyla’s most
negative creation, because it became the model for Orthodox educa-
tion not only in the Ukraine and Belorussia, but in Russia as well.

For Florovsky Kievan learning, with its acceptance of Latin and
neo-scholasticism, represented a total break with earlier traditions.
He describes it thus: “It was the Baroque theology of the Counter-
Reformation Age. This does not mean that the intellectual horizon of
a seventeenth-century scholar in Kiev was narrow. His erudition
could be quite extensive. Students of that era read a great deal, but
usually their reading was in a limited sphere. The Baroque Age was,
after all, an intellectually arid era, a period of self-contained erudi-
tion, an epoch of imitation. In the life of the mind it was not a
creative age” (p. 79). Florovsky hence condemns the Kievan clerics
— Lazar Baranovych, Stefan Iavors’kyi, St. Dmytro-Tuptalo-Rostov-
s’kyi and Iosaf Krokovs’kyi— not only for their acceptance of
Roman Catholic thought and the Latin language, but also for their
affinity to the European Baroque. It is indeed Polish Baroque for
which he has the greatest scorn as, for example, when he criticizes
the model of the Kievans, Tomasz Mlodzianowski, a seventeenth-
century Polish preacher, as “the most imitated and grotesque of all”
(pp- 80—81). He sees all of Ukrainian Baroque culture, which
reached its height during the time of Mazepa, as profoundly flawed
and as an enduring negative influence on Ukrainian spirituality and
religious thought. He condemns Ukrainian spirituality as character-
ized by a “lack of sobriety, an excess of emotionalism, and a heady
exaltation” that led to “religious romanticism.” He believes that these
negative traits permeated the religious books, the painting, and the
architecture of the Ukrainian Baroque (p. 84). In the end the Kievan
encounter with the West was a total failure, according to Florovsky,
despite the lively intellectual exchange. He insists that an “aura of
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doom hovered over the entire movement, for it comprised a ‘pseudo-
morphism’ of Russia’s religious consciousness, a ‘pseudomorphosis’ of
Orthodox thought” (p. 85).

That it is the influence of Kiev on Russia that most troubles Florov-
sky is evident in his third chapter, “The Contradictions of the Seven-
teenth Century.” The chapter begins with a discussion of the Time of
Troubles as a period when the Russian “national psyche” was reborn
and Muscovy was receptive to new ways, albeit not without some
distrustfulness (p. 86). It concludes with a lament that by the end of
the century the Kievans were victorious and had exported their
“pseudomorphic” educational system to Muscovy. In discussing this
process Florovsky displays great compassion for the Muscovites’
dilemmas, even for the Old Belief that he views as a “grievous spiritual
disease.” The Kievans elicit no such understanding; indeed, Florovsky
is incensed about their disdain for the Muscovites. He condemns
Dmytro Tuptalo for his allegiance to Kievan thought, and he charges
that Tuptalo, having settled in the north, in Russia, never came to
understand its distinctive religious ethos. To cite but one example:
“Dmitrii understood the Old Believer movement as no more than the
blindness of an ignorant populace” (pp. 82-87). To Florovsky, Simon
of Polotsk was “pompous, and arrogant, rhetorical and verbose”
(p. 106). Teofan Prokopovych, a “dreadful person,” rejected much of
his Kievan Roman Catholic-oriented clerical inheritance, and helped
create what Florovsky sees as a new Protestant pseudomorphosis in
the Russian church. But he, too, “openly despised the clergy, espe-
cially the Great Russian clergy, among whom he always felt a stranger
and a foreigner” (p. 127).

For Florovsky the major fault of the Kievans is the educational
model of Mohyla that they transplanted to Russia. In describing the
widespread Muscovite resistance to studying under them, Florovsky
insists that it stemmed not from ignorance or superstition on the part
of the clergy, but from the fact that the new schools were “foreign and
exotic: an unexpected Latin-Polish colony on the Russian clergy’s
native soil.” He goes so far as to say that the schools were useless, and
he condemns them for carrying on Scriptural instruction in Latin
(pp. 133-135).

Florovsky sees as alien to the Russians not only the Latin and Polish
models, but also their Ukrainian purveyors, who “captured” the
Russian church:
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Such an emigration of Ukrainians or Cherkassy was regarded in Great Russia
as a foreign invasion. In the most direct and literal sense, Peter’s reform meant
“Ukrainization” in the history of these ecclesiastical schools. The new Great
Russian school was doubly foreign to its students: it was a school of “Latin
learning” and “Cherkassian” teachers. (pp. 131-132)°

As for the culture created by the Kievans and their schools in Russia,
Florovsky agrees with Prince N. S. Trubetskoi that the culture of
post-Petrine Russia was “the organic and direct continuation not of
Muscovite tradition, but of Kievan Ukrainian culture,” but adds that
“Only one reservation needs to be made: such a culture was too
artificial and too forcibly introduced to be described as an ‘organic
continuation’” (p. 132).

Ways of Russian Theology must be read by anyone who wishes to
appraise Mohyla and his period. It poses the central question of the
role of Mohyla and his reforms in the evolution of Orthodoxy and all
Christianity. Florovsky’s own assessment is negative, hence he disa-
grees with the proponents of Ukrainian Orthodoxy who depict Mohyla
and his school as a positive feature of their church and its contribution
to world Orthodoxy. In addition, Florovsky condemns as a capitula-
tion to Roman Catholicism Mohyla’s efforts to restore the unity of
Christian beliefs and to discuss a new union of churches.

The translation of Florovsky’s work into English, as well as its recent
republication in Russian, ensures that the debate over the Orthodoxy
of Mohyla and his academy will continue. I leave it to theologians to
carry on that discussion. Here I choose to deal with Florovsky’s views
of seventeenth-century Ukrainian cultural and intellectual history. In
this area, despite the author’s erudition and breadth of vision, Florov-
sky’s work is profoundly flawed. Having declared that “unbiased
history has never existed and never will,” he makes clear that the

¢ Florovsky also cites a passage by P. Znamenskii, which in practice illustrates
how different Ukrainian culture was from Russian.

“To the students all of these teachers quite literally seemed to be foreigners who
had traveled from a far away land, as the Ukraine seemed at the time. The Ukraine
possessed its own customs, conceptions, and even learning, coupled with a speech
which was little understood and strange to the Great Russian ear. Moreover, not
only did they not wish to adapt themselves to the youth they were supposed to
educate or to the country in which they resided, but they also despised the Great
Russians as barbarians. Anything which differed from that in the Ukraine became
the object of mirth and censure. They exhibited and insisted upon everything
Ukrainian as singularly better.

There is direct evidence that many of these emigrants remained unaccustomed to
the Great Russian dialect and spoke Ukrainian” (pp. 131-32).
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present needs of Orthodoxy are his chief concern. In fact, Father John
Meyendorff points toward this major weakness of Florovsky as a
cultural historian in the preface to the new Russian edition: “His basic
concern was not idolatry of the past, but the problems of the present.”’

Florovsky’s account of the religious life of sixteenth- and seven-
teenth-century Ukraine shows little effort to describe or to understand
the complexities of the culture of the age. Instead, there is the desire to
distinguish correct from mistaken paths of development, and Mohyla
and the Kiev Academy are seen as having taken the wrong turn. Even
more disturbing is the lack of consideration of how the church fathers
and the Slavonic-Greek culture could have satisfied the spiritual and
cultural needs of the age. There is condemnation of the majority of
clergymen, with praise for those few who chose Greek texts over Latin
books, without any discussion of whether these were conscious
choices. The two camps seem to be largely a construct of Florovsky’s
understanding of the needs of his own time, or of the eternal needs of
Orthodoxy, rather than a description of early modern Ukrainian
religious and cultural life. At times the placement of historical figures
on one or the other side of the barricades strains reality. Florovsky
tells us: “As an ecclesiastic, too, Smotritskii began in the Slavonic-
Hellenic camp where he was a vigorous opponent of the Unia. 1t is
enough to point to his Lamentation [Threnos] written in 1610, which
describes the sufferings of the oppressed and persecuted Orthodox
flock with a skillful combination of passion and rigor” (p. 66). But he
does not mention that the only known text of Threnos is in Polish, and
that its original was purported to be in Ruthenian, not in Slavonic.
Whereas Florovsky places Threnos and Smotryts’kyi in the Slavonic-
Hellenic camp, one of the prominent specialists of Ukrainian litera-
ture, Dmytro CyZevs'kyj, viewed Threnos as having a framework
typical of the Baroque.® According to Cyzevs’kyj, Vyshens'kyi,
whom Florovsky places solidly in the Slavonic-Hellenic camp, was the
first Ukrainian writer in whom signs of the Baroque style can be found,
partially because there was an affinity between the Baroque and the
Ukrainian religious style.” Florovsky’s opposition of Baroque cuiture
to Slavonic-Hellenic culture does not seem to hold true for the very

7 Georgii Florovskii, Puti russkogo bogosloviia, 2nd ed., preface by John Meyen-
dorff (Paris, 1981), p. vi.

¢ Dmytro Cyzevs'’kyj, A History of Ukrainian Literature (From the 11th to the
End of the 19th Century), ed. George S. N. Luckyj (Littleton, Colorado, 1975),
p- 350.

s Cyzevs'kyj, History of Ukrainian Literature, pp. 275-76.
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authors whom he praises. The problem appears to be that Florovsky’s
creation of camps with completely opposed religious views, linguistic
preferences, cultural sources, and literary styles does not correspond
to the realities of seventeenth-century Ukraine, where the lines were
neither so clearly nor so consistently drawn.

Like many Russian historians in the nineteenth century, Florovsky
refuses to recognize any separate, valid development of Ukrainian
history, culture and theology. Yet he condemns Ukrainians for the
many characteristics, views, or sentiments that distinguish them from
the Russians. He refuses to consider that there were “Ways of Ukrain-
ian Theology” closely related to the Ukraine’s “development.” Here I
venture to suggest that Florovsky’s understanding of the needs of the
present affected his evaluation of Mohyla’s age. After all, Ways of
Russian Theology was written in 1937, after the Ukrainian national
revolution and the rebirth of a Ukrainian Orthodox church had oc-
curred. In a number of instances Florovsky’s opinions on the charac-
teristics of Mohyla and his age and their lasting harmful influences in
the Ukraine can be seen as a condemnation of Ukrainian Orthodoxy
and the Ukrainian national movement.” I believe that divorcing his
interpretation of religious history from his views on modern national
and religious issues would make much of the emotion in his Ways of
Russian Theology inexplicable.

To understand fully Florovsky’s tone and terminology on complex

1 Florovsky’s criticism of historians who have delighted in describing transfer of
culture from Kiev to a “semi-barbarous northeast” (p. 9). and his adamant asser-
tion that there was no cultural break between Kievan Rus’ and Suzdal/Muscovy
seem to be intended to refute Ukrainian historians, in particular the Hrushevs’kyi
school. His insistent condemnation of the Ukrainian Baroque — its literature,
architecture, and art — is a negation of the period that his Ukrainian contempo-
raries, such as Dmytro CyZevs'kyj, considered the most distinctive and flores-
cent period of Ukrainian culture. Florovsky makes clear that he sees a lasting
negative influence of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries in Ukrainian
religious life to be “a lack of sobriety, an excess of emotionalism or heady
exaltation,” together with a “taint” of ineradicable Protestantism in mentality.
These criticisms can readily be interpreted as directed toward the Ukrainian church
movement and the Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox Church. Florovsky’s state-
ment that “In the most direct and literal sense, Peter’s reform meant ‘Ukrainiza-
tion’ in the history of these ecclesiastical schools” (p. 131) has the ring of a reaction
to the events of the 1920s. This can best be understood by consulting the Russian
original, in which everywhere else the word “Ukrainian” does not appear and
“Little Russian” and “South-Russian” are used instead. Only in this one instance
does the word “Ukrainization” occur, and even then it is in quotation marks: Puti
russkogo bogosloviia (Paris, 1937), p. 98. Even in Florovsky’s loyalty to Church
Slavonic one can discern a dedication to a supranational language that avoids the
use of the vernacular and undermines Ukrainian-Russian religious distinctiveness.
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topics such as national and cultural relations the reader must turn to
the Russian original. The translators openly admit their difficulty in
dealing with its subtle and rich language. They claim to have opted
for a comprehensible rather than a literal translation. While the
translation is in general successful, at times the English reader will be
puzzled. For instance, the rendering of the original’s “razgovornyi
jazyk (‘russkii dialekt’)” by “the local vernacular, the russkii dialekt”
without any explanatory footnote is confusing, and many readers will
not know that literary Ruthenian (middle Ukrainian) is meant. For
some reason the translators chose to use the term Unia, rather than
the English “Union.” They tell us that any material added by the
translators appears in square brackets. Neither the editor nor the
translators state, however, that Ways of Russian Theology is a revised
version of Puti russkogo bogosloviia containing numerous additions
and changes. Thus in the Russian original a statement is attributed to
Sylvester Kossov (p. 44) that in the English translation is attributed
to “Gavriil Dometskoi” (p. 64). Entire sentences are added — such
as the statement on the Union of Brest, “This same pattern was
followed at a later date in other areas, in Transylvania and in the
Carpatho-Russian region of Hungary” (p. 52) — that do not exist in
the Russian original (the corresponding text appears on p. 38). In-
deed, whole sections are rewritten. Since the project was undertaken
under the direction of Father Florovsky, such rewriting might be
expected, but it should have been mentioned in the preface to the
English version. After all, it may mean that on some issues Father
Florovsky’s thought changed. Although I find no major changes on
the issues discussed in this review, I am intrigued whether the
translation of “South-Russian” and “Little Russian” as “Ukrainian”
were done at Father Florovsky’s behest or merely with his assent.
While rendering Ukrainian names in Russian transliteration may be
said to be in keeping with the tenor of the book, providing the
Ukrainian transliteration as well would have been helpful to readers
who know them in the Ukrainian form.

The translators and compilers have added numerous explanatory
footnotes. In general these are accurate, although fn. 217, p. 308,
which says that “During his rule Mazepa proved himself completely
incapable of checking the gradual enserfment of the peasants and the
creation of a new noble class of Cossack officers,” clearly misrepre-
sents the hetman’s goals. One must regret that the translators did not
include and update Florovsky’s rich bibliography.
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In contrast to Father Florovsky, who examines Mohyla’s age against
the measure of “true” Orthodoxy and finds it wanting, Ambroise
Jobert focuses on the period’s potential for the restoration of Christian
unity. Jobert’s particular interest is the “interconfessional” history of
Poland-Lithuania, and this focus provides a dimension lacking in the
first two works discussed. In particular, Jobert is favorably disposed
toward the Uniates. He outlines with sympathy the attempts to modify
the Union of Brest so as to make it more acceptable to the Ruthenians.

Only three of the fifteen chapters deal with the Eastern church
(chapters 13, 14, 15, pp. 321-400). The study is based almost entirely
on Polish scholarly literature and works in Western languages.
Russian-language works are mentioned seldom and Ukrainian-lan-
guage works not at all. While his study is not a comprehensive religious
history of the Orthodox and the Uniates from the Union of Brest to
the death of Mohyla, the author has made good use of the Vatican
sources published by the Basilians after World War II.

On the whole, Jobert’s account is in line with the tradition of Polish
historiography, for it emphasizes the Polish-Lithuanian Common-
wealth’s religious tolerance and the superiority of Latin Christian
civilization. In accord with this tradition one of the author’s tenets is
that the Union, far from being a well-thought-out policy of Rome and
Warsaw, occurred primarily because of the Ruthenian bishops’ re-
quests. Indeed, it is to lack of preparation that the author attributes
the clumsy policies of both the Roman church and the Polish state.
Furthermore, Jobert argues persuasively that post-Tridentine Rome
evolved only slowly in its thinking on the question of union to the point
of considering modifications. He then proceeds to discuss resistance to
the Union until 1632, the organizational activities of the Uniates, and
the emergence of the Mohylan Orthodox church. Focusing on the
career of Uniate Metropolitan Iosyf Ruts’kyi, Jobert analyzes the
difficulties placed before the Uniate clergymen because of the attitudes
and activities of the Orthodox and the Roman Catholic churches.
Finally he turns to Mohyla, whom he sees as harmonizing the influ-
ences of East and West (p. 369). Jobert maintains, however, that
Mohyla’s adaptation of Latin schooling came too late to preserve the
position of the Orthodox church. Mohyla’s Confession of the Orthodox
Church Jobert describes as “crypto-Latin,” because it resolves in favor
of the Roman church all questions except those of the Procession of
the Holy Spirit and the Primacy of the Papacy.

The third chapter on the Eastern church, “The Great Irenic Plan:
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Wiadystaw IV and Father Magni,” makes the most use of new docu-
mentation. Jobert outlines the attempt to resolve religious dissension
through discussions with both Protestants and Orthodox, and he
emphasizes the influence of the Capuchin Valerian Magni. While his
examination of the groups interested in new religious discussions and
in the establishment of a Ruthenian patriarchate is cursory, he does
discuss fully Father Athanasius Welykyj’s findings on Mohyla’s puta-
tive authorship of “Sententia cujusdam nobilis poloni graecae reli-
gionis.” 1 question his acceptance of Father Welykyj’s argument as
incontrovertible proof of Mohyla’s authorship, but I do agree that
there is now strong evidence that the text was Mohyla and Adam
Kysil’s joint response to the call for union by Pope Urban VIII in 1643.
The response minimizes doctrinal differences between the Roman
Catholic and Ruthenian Orthodox churches, justifies a local union on
the grounds that the patriarch of Constantinople was not able to make
a free decision on the issue, and argues strongly for a new union that
would preserve the distinctiveness of the Ruthenian church. The death
of Mohyla on 1 January 1647 threw the negotiations into chaos.
Subsequent negotiations between Mohyla’s successor Kossov and
Rome were, of course, soon disrupted by the Khmel’'nyts’kyi revolt.
Jobert’s sentiments on the grand irenic design and Mohyla’s part in it
are apparent in the quotation from Vladimir Solovev with which he
concludes the book: “Orientals like Occidentals, we continue to be
members of the indivisible Church of Christ. . . . Each of the churches
is already the universal church, to the degree it strives not towards
separatism, but toward union.”

Jobert’s work is an antidote to the militant Orthodox and anti-Polish
tendencies so powerful in much of Russian and Ukrainian historiog-
raphy. Particularly refreshing is its portrayal of Brest as the result of an
unexpected chain of events, in which both Rome and Warsaw seized
whatever opportunity for advantage was available. Also valuable is the
account of the Uniates’ developing views and programs, and of
Rome’s reluctant but important rethinking on the question of union.
Without an examination of these events and positions, Mohyla and his
policies cannot be understood or assessed.

Jobert’s short account leaves much to be desired, however. It does
not examine the cultural processes of the age, and it provides an
extremely simplistic explanation of the Ruthenian capitulation to the
attraction of a “superior civilization” (p. 342), saying nothing about
the intricate negotiations and adaptations that preceded it. Although
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Jobert does acknowledge the latent intolerance underlying official
Polish toleration, particularly that of the Latin clergy in the fifteenth
and sixteenth centuries, he does not give full weight to the force and
intolerance at work in the events at Brest and during the first half of
the seventeenth century. More troubling is his failure to examine the
position of the Ruthenian church and the Orthodox perspective on the
reunion of churches. Therefore Jobert does not fully discuss whether
Mohyla may still be seen within the Orthodox tradition, the question
posed so forcefully by Florovsky. In many ways, of course, Florovsky
and Jobert concur about the Latinization of Mohyla and his church
before they diverge about the inevitability and consequence of the
process. But Jobert does not really discuss the question of Mohyla’s
Orthodoxy, although he correctly recognizes the Latin influences on
Mohyla’s Confession of the Orthodox Faith and the Latin categories in
Mohyla’s theology. Mohyla’s negotiations for a new union are duly
noted, but no consideration is given to whether Mohyla thought the
negotiations could succeed and what kind of church he thought would
emerge.

The problem of Mohyla’s thinking on religious and ecclesiastical
matters is taken up by Arkadii Zhukovs’kyi (Arcady Joukovsky) in his
Ukrainian-language monograph. In fact, Zhukovs'kyl deals with far
more than his title, “Peter Mohyla and the Probiem of Unity of
Churches,” would indicate. He both discusses the various disputes
about Mohyla (over such matters as Mohyla’s national inclinations,
cultural activities, church affairs, attitudes toward other faiths, and
character traits) and gives a biographical sketch of Mohyla before
turning to his stated topic. He explains that almost three-quarters of a
century has passed since Golubev’s monumental work on Mohyla was
published and that in the interim new information and interpretations
requiring consideration have emerged. That fortunate realization has
provided us with a biography that sums up the state of research at least
up to the late 1960s. It is also something of a cultural milestone,
because, as Zhukovs’kyi points out, his work is the first Ukrainian-
language monograph on Mohyla and his activities as a churchman,
since all other Ukrainian-language works have dealt primarily with
Mohyla’s cultural milieu, rather than with the personality himself or
his church activities. But what is a boon for the Ukrainian-speaking
community is a loss for the international scholarly community, in the
sense that those who do not read Ukrainian are deprived of a useful
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compendium of questions and views on Mohyla and his period. Never-
theless they, too, can benefit from the appendix of twenty-six docu-
ments in Latin, Italian, and Polish, as well as Slavonic and Ukrainian
(particularly on Mohyla’s relations with Rome) gathered from numer-
ous publications, and make good use of the extensive bibliography.

The first two of the three chapters in this nicely illustrated book are a
summary of Mohyla’s life and work and a presentation of various
historians’ views. Zhukovs’kyi does this well, although there are a few
cases in which his characterizations may be questioned, such as his
seeing “Polish messianism” in a Polish-language article by K. Khar-
lampovych (p. 35) and his unqualified classification of F. Ternovs’kyi,
M. Petrov, and Kh. Titov as “Russian professors of the Kiev Acad-
emy.” Obviously it is difficult to distinguish Russians from Ukrainians
(or “Little Russians™) in clerical circles, where Ukrainian conscious-
ness was weakly developed before 1917, but descent and subsequent
cultural-national affiliation should be indicated, particularly since
“Great Russians” and “Little Russians” tended to diverge in their
attitudes toward Mohyla. A more substantive criticism can be leveled
at Zhukovs’kyi for his reluctance to distinguish serious scholarly work
and views on Mohyla from uninformed or politically biased state-
ments. At the same time, Zhukovs’kyi does not comment adequately
on the dynamics of the development of what he aptly calls “Mohylo-
znavstvo,” that is, studies on Mohyla.

It is the third chapter, discussing the question of the unity of the
churches, that presents the most original interpretation. Zhukovs’kyi
rightly criticizes Ukrainian historians for their neglect of ecclesiastical
affairs and of the issue of Christian unity in studying the career of
Mohyla. Undoubtedly this neglect often stemmed from religious con-
viction or indifference. Orthodox historians were uncomfortable with
Mohyla’s pro-Western leanings and discussions with Rome, whereas
Uniate historians were embarrassed that the greatest Ukrainian reli-
gious and cultural leader of the seventeenth century was Orthodox and
that he refused to accept the Union of Brest. Indifferent, agnostic, and
atheist historians generally avoided ecclesiastical history altogether.
Indeed it might be argued that Zhukovs’kyi’s own work is connected
with the religious ecumenism between Ukrainian Catholics and
Ukrainian Orthodox that has grown in recent decades in the West. If
the reader does not know that Dr. Zhukovs’kyi is of Bukovinian
descent (hence his interest in Romanian-Ukrainian relations) and an
active participant in Ukrainian Orthodox affairs, he will be hard put to
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find marked confessional preferences in the work itself. Such prefer-
ences are probably best summed up in a quotation Zhukovs’kyi takes
from Mohyla’s Lithos: “The Eastern Church always asks God for unity
of the churches, but not for such unity as the present Union” (p. 199).

Zhukovs’kyi discusses Mohyla’s contacts with Rome from the 1620s
until his death in 1647. These include the debates at Orthodox councils
of 1627-1628 over Meletii Smotryts’kyi’s views, the synodal program
for unity in 1629, the initiative of Prince Alexander Sangushko in
1636-1638, and the appeal of Urban VIII to Mohyla in 1643 and its
results. At the author’s disposal are the documentary publications and
commentary of Smurlo and Welykyj that did not exist in Golubev’s
time. The picture of Mohyla that emerges is of a man who sought to
put an end to the religious struggle that had occupied the Ukraine and
Belorussia for two generations, who saw relatively few dogmatic
distinctions between Orthodoxy and Catholicism, and who believed
that the dream of Christian unity might be achieved, at least on a local
level, if respect could be maintained for the traditions and ecclesiasti-
cal structures of the Eastern church, and if a Kievan patriarchate could
be created. By recounting the tangle of Mohyla’s discussions with
Rome, Zhukovs’kyi demonstrates how unprepared Rome was for the
restructuring of the Christian church that would have made it truly
catholic and how difficult an ecumenical stance was in the face of
Catholic pressure and Orthodox resentment.

The uncertain attribution of documents and the cautious nature of
interchanges make is almost impossible to describe how Mohyla really
thought Christian unity could be achieved. It is hard to sift his tactical
responses from his deeply held convictions. However, it is clear that
Mohyla, with his insistence that Brest was unsatisfactory, that union
did not mean uniformity and amalgamation, and that the prestige and
the structure of the Eastern church must remain inviolable, had
horizons much broader than those of the bishops who negotiated
Brest. In particular, while he dealt with a local church, he never let the
whole Eastern church fall from his purview. All this, of course, does
not resolve the crucial question: Would Mohyla have agreed to a new
union and how would he have viewed it — as conversion from Ortho-
doxy to Catholicism, or as restoration of early Christian unity? Since
he did not agree, his Orthodoxy may be seen as Western-leaning but
intact, and his reforms of schools and catechismal compilations as
Latin-influenced but still Orthodox. »

Although Zhukovs’kyi’s recounting of Mohyla’s contacts and views
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are in general careful and judicious, twentieth-century Ukrainian
church problems do occasionally intrude. I doubt whether Mohyla
included a powerful laity within his concept of conciliarism (sobornist’)
or that he approved heartily of it in the brotherhoods (p. 11). Can it
really be maintained that his activities in 1632-1635 stemmed from the
fact that he held a pro-statist viewpoint (derzhavnyts’ka kontseptsiia
— a term sacrosanct for modern Ukrainian patriots), and therefore
wished to have the church legalized (p. 205)? Is it correct that he
wished to have the Ukrainian church develop independently from both
Rome and Constantinople on a clear formulation of the concept of
autocephaly that stimulated ideas for creating a Ukrainian patriarchate
. (p- 208)? I do not deny that Mohyla proposed some of the plans that
live in Ukrainian church circles today, but I believe Zhukovs’kyi goes
too far in having Mohyla speak directly to the modern Ukrainian
ecclesiastical issues of conciliarism, autocephaly, and patriarchate.
Finally, though Zhukovs’kyi has done great service in discussing
Mohyla’s views and actions within the Kiev metropolitanate, he has
done too little to present them in the context of Western and Eastern
ecclesiastical relations of the period or to place Mohyla within the
age-old process of Orthodox-Catholic relations.

William K. Medlin and Christos G. Patrinelis are primarily concerned
not with ecclesiastical structures, but with cultural and social change.
Their goal is to understand socio-political structures and cultural-intel-
lectual processes among the East Slavs in the sixteenth and seven-
teenth centuries (p. 9). The authors pose their hypotheses thus:

We are looking at intellectual changes in terms of a major shift from traditional
forms of beliefs, grounded in inherited rituals and strongly linked to kinship
ties in the old social system, toward intellectual processes and values based
more on nationality and new ethnic identifications. These new cultural inter-
ests required different kinds of communication systems, lacking in the tradi-
tional culture, which led to a further development in educational services

(p. 10)
Thus Medlin and Patrinelis set out to analyze patterns in education and
intellectual life among the East Slavs, in expectation of revealing the
dynamics of these processes. They say that their study addresses both
those interested in the specific culture and those interested in the
general cultural phenomena.

The examination of change in the Slavic world in a comparative
context is, of course, just the kind of work Western specialists should
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excel at, as they leave the amassing of detailed data to those close to
each unique culture. But apart from some useful observations about
cultural crisis, about social groups during cultural change, and about
stages in educational reform, this book does not fulfill its promise.
There is no rigorous description of the cultural context and no careful
definition or consistent meaning for such terms as “nationalism,”
“renaissance,” and “national culture.” Above all, the authors’ histori-
cal knowledge and reading of source materials are insufficient for their
purpose. This is not to say that their study is not valuable, however.
For one thing, it points to questions that need to be researched.
Another unexpected but welcome bonus, alluded to in the subtitle, is
information on the continuous and powerful Greek influence on
Ukrainians, Belorussians and Russians.

The study focuses on the East Slavs’ response to challenge from
Western societies. Medlin and Patrinelis maintain that “To survive as a
national culture meant to succeed in both mental and physical combat
with their neighbors” (p. 11), and that this challenge was posed to “all
the Orthodox peoples of Rus’,” and not only to the Muscovites
(p. 11). They see the alternatives facing “Russian,” or more specifi-
cally Muscovite, culture as having been three: “to engage in extensive
cultural contacts and borrowing from Western Europe (Latin-based,
both Catholic and Protestant) institutions; to renew, or revive, the
Greco-Byzantine traditions in the context of Russian needs and inter-
ests; or to rely exclusively on parochial, and especially Muscovite,
Russian culture as the substance of intellectual processes, social insti-
tutions, and body of knowledge” (p. 77). In their view Muscovy
operated primarily with the third alternative until the mid-seventeenth
century, when it began to adopt the cultural reforms already imple-
mented in the Ukraine and Belorussia. Hence, the first part of their
study outlines the process by which Muscovy chose the third alterna-
tive, a process tempered by important Greek influences. The second
part examines the cultural history of the Ukraine and Belorussia,
which culminated in the period 1625 to 1646, that is, the time of Peter
Mohyla and his school, described as “a cultural turning point, the
beginning of a string of intellectual lights, throughout the lands of
Orthodox Rus.””

This second part, entitled “Greek and West European influences in
Orthodox Ruthenia (Southwestern Rus’) on Church, Schools, and
Society,” comprises four chapters. The first, “The Institutional and
Historical Backgrounds of Socio-Cultural Change,” is a five-page
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description replete with errors. The lack of reference to basic Ukrainian
(Hrushevs’kyi, except for the popular English translation of his
“THustrated History of the Ukraine,” Kryp“iakevych, Isaievych) and
Polish (Chodynicki, Wolifski, Fozifiski, Ptasnik) scholarly litera-
ture is surprising. But even familiarity with nineteenth-century Russian-
language works should have yielded a more coherent and correct
presentation. Many of the errors are factual — for instance, “the
Polish-Lithuanian monarchy had in 1387 ruled that Roman Catholicism
was the state religion, and that only members of the Roman Church
could enjoy civil rights” (the Orthodox nobles in Poland had already
been afforded equality), that “the introduction of the Magdeburg law
into Poland [came] during the latter part of the 16th century”
(Magdeburg law came as early as the thirteenth century), and that “A
second major institutional development occurred in 1563, when Polish
King Sigismund II and the Lithuanian State acknowledged the civil
equality of non-Catholic gentry. This measure received confirmation by
later sovereigns, and it manifestly laid the legal basis for Orthodox and
Protestant elites to assert their social identity and cultural aims” (all
members of the gentry [non-princes] won civil equality in 1563; religious
liberty for the Orthodox had been guaranteed a century before, and
only the last constraints, about high offices in Lithuanian territory, were
abolished in the 1560s). Five developments are said to define the course
of social change in Rus’: (1) the introduction of Magdeburg law and
urban guilds, (2) the granting of rights to non-Catholic communities,
(3) increasing contacts with the Orthodox patriarchates, (4) the rise of
urban Rus’ elements and economic growth, and (5) the formation of
educational institutions. These factors were certainly of great import-
ance, but the authors weaken their argument with ill-informed interpre-
tations. For instance, the influence of Magdeburg law cannot be
assessed without considering its negative, as well as positive, impact on
Orthodox communities such as that of Lviv, where that law long
excluded the Orthodox from political and economic roles. Any
discussion of enfranchisement and toleration of Orthodox citizens
should also deal with the Orthodox privileges guaranteed in 1434, the
Union of Lublin of 1569, and the Confederation of Warsaw of 1573.
Some interpretations offered here contradict accepted scholarly opin-
jons, such as that the burghers increased their political power in the
Polish-Lithuanian state in the latter half of the sixteenth century and
that the Polish administration “imposed” its laws on property rights and
relations in the lands of Rus’.
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It is the second chapter of part 2 that shows how extensive Greek
activity in the Ukraine and Belorussia was and how deeply Greeks
were influenced by Western learning and thought. This topic has been
all too little studied, leaving most specialists in East European history
at a loss to explain the political and cultural influences of the Eastern
patriarchates. An interesting twist in Medlin and Patrinelis’s discussion
is to see a certain unity for “progressive” purpose — that is, in favor of
change both in Greek and in Western influences. This sometimes leads
to strange statements. For instance, in discussing the attacks on
Mohyla’s Orthodoxy at the Council of Jassy (1642) they write: “There-
fore the Ruthenians, more precisely the Kievan envoys of Mohyla,
were branded as ‘crypto-Latinized,’” a rather unfair accusation since
Mohyla and the circle of the Orthodox scholars around him were much
more ‘progressive’ in several fields than were the Greeks.” While their
designation of the Greeks as a conduit of new ideas and ways is
undoubtedly correct, their superficial assessment of “progressive”
forces leads them to the strange juxtaposition of “crypto-Latinism”
and “progressiveness.”

The third chapter shows how new educational and literary practices
transformed Orthodox “Russian” culture. Among the changes were
the spread of printing and new formal education, particularly the
brotherhood schools. Although they recognize the conservative nature
of this cultural reform, the authors maintain that “it came in response
to some important social, economic, and political developments in
Orthodox Rus’, and that it genuinely aimed at raising society’s intellec-
tual level and at sharpening the native Orthodox consciousness of its
civilizing mission in that area of Europe” (p. 118).

Their emphasis is on the introduction of new “rational” thought
patterns and on the appearance of urban and secular elements in
education. Unquestionably, the authors point to some fundamental
aspects of the cultural change in Rus’ that contain these elements —
above all the role of the urban brotherhoods. However, their analysis
would have benefited from a more careful use of such terms as
“secular,” “urban,” and “rational,” particularly since the schools of
the Commonwealth that served as the model for Orthodox Rus’ were
frequently religious institutions educating a landed nobility, and cul-
ture was becoming less urban and less “rational” in the seventeenth-
century Commonwealth. Presumptions such as that the nobles who
supported the Luts’k brotherhood were “urban gentry leaders” place
the whole analysis under suspicion (p. 101). Questionable or incorrect
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statements such as that two-thirds of the Ruthenians accepted the
Union (p. 99) or that the Greeks of Lviv were the most numerous
ethnic group in the city’s merchant community (p. 110) undermine the
authority of their analysis of cultural transformation. Ultimately, it is
the information on Greek contacts that is most valuable, together with
the assessment that Latin and Greek influences, whatever their differ-
ent emotive connotations for Orthodox Ruthenians, combined as
forces for change against Ruthenian traditionalism.

In the next chapter the founding of the Mohyla school is depicted as
the acme of intellectual ferment in Rus’. Mohyla is rightly adjudged
“the person who seemed to grasp fully and unequivocally the needs of
the times” (p. 129), and who could build upon the Kievan achieve-
ments of the 1610s and 1620s. The archimandrites of the Caves
Monastery, lelysei Pletenets’kyi (1599-1624) and Zakharii Kopysten-
s’kyi (1624-1627), and the metropolitan of Kiev Iov Borets’kyi (1620—
1631) are credited with making Kiev the major educational and pub-
lishing center of Rus’. The authors are correct in asserting that the shift
toward Latin learning had begun before Mohyla, albeit against conser-
vative opposition. Mohyla, as archimandrite of the Caves Monastery
from 1627 and metropolitan of Kiev from 1633, fused and fostered
these elements at the collegium founded in 1632. Medlin and Patrinelis
consider Mohyla’s choice of Latin models as both laudable and neces-
sary to provide the Rus’ culture with the intellectual tools to deal
with the West.

Here, as elsewhere, the authors pose important questions concern-
ing problems of urbanization, cuitural ferment, intellectual reforms,
and a resultant “new sense of religious, ethnic identity, or conscious-
ness.” The rise of Kiev as the center of Rus’ culture is duly noted, but
little explanation is given for the reemergence of the ancient city as the
“capital” of the Rus’ lands. In speaking of the “return of relative
security” to Kiev the authors mention Muscovite triumphs over the
distant eastern Muslim khanates, but say nothing about the protection
from the Crimean Khanate due to the policies of the Polish-Lithuanian
state. In pointing to the wealth of Kiev’s three great Orthodox institu-
tions — the metropolitan see, the brotherhood, and the Caves Monas-
tery — as a reason for Kiev’s revival, they neglect to mention the
return of the metropolitans to Kiev at the end of the sixteenth century
after their long refuge in the safer Belorussian lands of the Grand
.Duchy of Lithuania. They recognize the importance of the laity’s
support of the Kievan clergy’s efforts, but their description is mislead-
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ing, because it implies that all the families of prominent “citizen-
supporters” — e.g., “the Koretskii, Ostrozhskii, El'tsov, Khorlin-
skii” —were burgher residents of Kiev, rather than noble landlords
usually residing far from the city.

In describing the cultural ferment in Kiev, which they say reflected a
“real and growing need for higher concepts of man and society, family,
and individual discipline in social relations” (p. 128), the authors show
how the process of cultural change developed (in the 1610s and 1620s)
and how the clerical elite rapidly responded (admittedly from a conser-
vative desire to preserve the position of the church). Iov Borets’kyi,
“illegal” metropolitan from 1620 to 1631, is depicted as a dynamic
leader, open to change and adaptation. While this interpretation has a
certain merit, against the traditional view of Borets’kyi as a stout
defender of Orthodox tradition, I am surprised that the authors make
their evaluation so categorically, without mentioning other views.
Also, the authors’ reliance on Oleksandr Kasymenko and the Ukrain-
s’ka radians’ka entsyklopediia as major sources on Borets’kyi rein-
forces my doubts about the sources for their interpretation, as does
their comment that “Boretskyi had gained some support in Moscow
for his new policies [that is, of change and adaptation — F. S.]”
(p. 134). I know of no evidence that Moscow even knew about any
such policies.

In describing the intellectual response to the cultural ferment, the
authors are on firmer, if not solid, ground. The object of their unstint-
ing praise is Mohyla, whom they see as having the necessary requisites
of high birth in Moldavia, connections with the best families of the
Commonwealth, knowledge of Greek, Slavonic, and Latin cultures,
and unbounded energy as an organizer. But they make a number of
errors and telling omissions in their discussion of Mohyla. Peter
Mohyla’s father Simeon was not “the Prince of Volshchina in Wal-
lachia” (p. 131). Their description of the opposition of monks at the
Caves Monastery to Mohyla’s educational plans and the support of the
Epiphany Brotherhood’s leaders for them has no basis in any sources I
know. Their failure to mention that the pre-1632 hierarchy was “il-
legal” in the eyes of the Polish government or that the entire hierarchy
was replaced in 1632 makes their account of Mohyla’s career difficult
to understand.

In discussing Mohyla’s achievements in education, Medlin and
Patrinelis say Mohyla “sensed how to seize opportunities for action in
order to edify a cause,” and accepted the international Latin culture to
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" shore up the Orthodox (p. 135). Above all they praise him for provid-
ing the “university curriculum, which was the very heart of non-
religious culture espoused by both Reformation and Counter-Refor-
mation” (p. 128). For them this incorporation of the Latin curriculum
decided a number of fundamental questions:

Were the peoples of Orthodox Slavdom indeed going to commune with the
rational culture restored from the classical world in order to nurture disci-
plined men, to broaden the horizon of public decision-makers and economic
managers, and to create a fund of knowledge for posterity? From such
activities the modern nation-state with its wider boundaries for self-develop-
ment and social fulfillment was being forged. Could the peoples of Rus’ afford
not to take up the challenge, and, as had done most of the peoples of Western
Europe, ready themselves for the march toward enlightenment, progress, and
human dignity?

Petr Mohyla, just as Petr Romanov after him, was determined that those
cultural goals that were within his reach would be fixed upon enlighten-
ment. (p. 145)

The sobering words in this tall order are surely “within his reach,”
which properly should be “within his horizons.” It is hard to conceive
that Mohyla was concerned about the training of economic managers
or the development of modern nation-states. Granted, these conse-
quences might well have derived from Mohyla’s decision, even if he
did not foresee them, but I still must question whether the impact went
that far. Medlin and Patrinelis correctly emphasize the tremendous
increase in knowledge and change in thought patterns inherent in the
adoption of the Jesuit curriculum by an Orthodox institution. They are
quite right to see the achievements of the medieval and early modern
Latin West as ultimately the foundations for secular learning, nation-
states, and scientific breakthroughs. But by the mid-seventeenth cen-
tury the Jesuit academy was no longer at the forefront of learning. Far
from inspiring secular learning or civic virtues conducive to a modern
nation-state, its Polish variants supported religious obscurantism, de-
structive Sarmatian megalomania, and the disintegration of the ap-
paratus of the state. The Kiev Academy did, of course, represent an
important phase in the intellectual history of the Eastern Slavs. The
secular thought and state-building that Medlin and Patrenelis are
ultimately interested in may have depended on Kievan learning and
Kievan cadres — but they did not come primarily from Kiev, but by
transplantation from northern and western, particularly Protestant,
Europe to eighteenth-century St. Petersburg.

The authors raise the problems of national sentiment, national

.
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culture, and political structure, but fail to deal with them satisfactorily.
Use of the terms is remarkably imprecise and connection with
Mohyla’s reforms is only loosely drawn. The authors recognize the
period as one of rising national consciousness in Rus’, but they do not
state clearly that this phenomenon often challenged the traditionalist,
universalist world view of Orthodoxy and was not knowingly fostered
by the Orthodox hierarchs. If “national” and “ethnic” issues are
indeed important to Medlin and Petrinelis, they have impeded under-
standing of them by terminological confusion. Consider the following:
“Ruthenia (Western and Southern Ukraine)” (p. 73), “Greek resi-
dents figured prominently alongside active Ruthenian families . . .
and they often had certain advantages over the Russians” (p. 110); “of
both east Russian (Moscovite) and west Russian (Kievan and Lithuan-
ian) Orthodox churches” (p. 125); “Russian-Ruthenian Orthodox
clerics” (p. 120, fn. 3a), “Western Russia,” “Ruthenian,” “Western
Rus’” (p. 102); “Orthodox Rusaki” (p. 153); “within the several Rus-
sian nationality areas” (p. 10); “Western and Southern Russia”
(p- 80); “At Kiev, . . . the indigeneous clergy (Ruthenians of Malaia
Rus’, or ‘Ukraine’)” (p. 105); “This fact and its [Lviv’s] largely Rus-
sian speaking population made it by the end of the 16th century the
strongest bastion of Orthodox culture in Western Russia” (p. 104).
The reader’s head spins from the multitude of national and territorial
designations, and no attempt is made by the authors to discuss what
“Rus’,” “Rossija,” and “Rus’kyi narod” meant at the time. Their
general argument seems to be that a rise in national consciousness, like
the cultural reforms of Mohyla, occurred in “Southwest Russia” before
1648 and was subsequently transferred to “Muscovite Russia.” There it
developed into the identity of Imperial Russia, which, in time, came to
encompass “South West Russia.” Regrettably, Muscovy is often need-
lessly included in events and processes occurring in the Ukraine,
leading to such absurdities as associating the Union of Brest with the
causes of Muscovy’s collapse in the Time of Troubles (p. 154).

In general the authors offer inadequate discussion of consciousness,
communities, and polities. They do not undertake to define what
national consciousness was in Rus’ and how it related to religious
issues. Little attention is paid to the political reality and political
culture of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth to which Mohyla
himself was profoundly loyal, particularly in preference over Muscovy.
Finally, there is no recognition or consideration that the rise of
national consciousness in Rus’ may have been distinctly “Ruthenian”
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or Ukrainian rather than “Russian,” and that the self-identification
may have been not only separate from the Poles, but also separate
from the Muscovites. In the book’s introduction Sir Steven Runciman
asks: “What do we mean by Russia? The ‘Great Russians’ of Muscovy
had different problems and a different outlook from those of the ‘Little
Russians’ of Ruthenia and the Ukraine” (p. 8). Had Medlin and
Patrinelis kept this question in mind and compared rather than arti-
ficially combined the Ukraine, Belorussia, and Muscovy, they could
have studied whether the cultural elements reinforcing the distinctive-
ness of Ruthenians and Muscovites were as strong, or stronger, than
the factors establishing communality. Recognizing this possibility
would. have helped them assess the real role of Mohyla and the Rus’
revival in changing Muscovite culture and in formulating the Imperial
Russian identity during the eighteenth century.

*
* %

Of the publications reviewed here, only one, that of Florovsky, con-
tributes a thought-provoking interpretation to studies on Mohyla and
his school, and hence to research on seventeenth-century Ukrainian
culture, albeit in a sweeping criticism. But while these latest works do
not break new ground, they nonetheless acquaint the Western reader
with the gamut of issues surrounding Mohyla and the collegium. In the
foreseeable future Western scholars will probably have relatively little
opportunity to add new data about these topics, since the Vatican
archives have already been mined by the Basilian Fathers and Soviet
archives will continue to offer limited access. Hence their major effort
should be to examine carefully the large body of sources and to make
them available through republication. At the same time, they should
view Mohyla and his enterprise with new eyes, so as to discuss their
diverse aspects without the blinders of nineteenth-century East Euro-
pean or contemporary Soviet scholarship. To do so they must gain
mastery over the sources and secondary literature and command of
modern historical issues and methodology. What are the major
areas that should be examined and what questions remain to be
answered?

Despite the scholarly work that has already been done, Mohyla has
yet to be placed authoritatively within the history of the Christian
church and its two “universal” branches. First his dogmas and ecclesio-
logical views should be reanalyzed, although work in this area is
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already impressive, if at times biased. Indeed how close we shall ever
be able to come to knowing Mohyla’s personal goals and vision may be
in question. Even if, as seems likely, the categories, structures, and
educational program of Mohylan Orthodoxy borrowed much from the
Latins, whether this meant the distortion of Orthodoxy, as opposed to
adoption of universal Christian traditions, will long be disputed. What
will await additional, and probably non-existent, archival finds is the
question of whether a new, partial church union was really Mohyla’s
goal.

Scholars should also examine the lasting significance of the Ortho-
doxy of the Mohylan age. Even had the political changes of 1648 not
occurred in Eastern Europe, the impact of Mohyla and his school on
the Orthodox world would have been great. The events of 1648 merely
strengthened Orthodoxy’s position in the Ukraine, whereas those of
1654 at Pereiaslav and the Nikonian reforms opened Muscovy to their
dissemination. The influence of Mohyla on the Orthodox world and his
relations with the Eastern patriarchates should be looked at again. At
the same time, Mohyla’s contribution to Ukrainian Orthodoxy should
be assessed, particularly his relations with the brotherhoods, and the
Orthodox laity — burghers, Cossacks, and nobles. We should also
evaluate to what degree he sought to raise the prestige of the Kievan
see and to emphasize the autonomy and distinctiveness of his local
church.

Apart from their religious significance, Mohyla and his school must
be examined in their relation to the political institutions of Eastern
Europe. Historians have long focused on the religious situation in
Poland-Lithuania, with some dealing particularly with the religious
persecution of the Orthodox and others underlining the unique degree
of religious toleration in the Commonwealth. Orthodoxy’s fundamen-
tal problem in medieval Poland and Lithuania was to find a place in a
Catholic state. Its problem in the sixteenth-century Commonwealth
was to compete with Protestant and Catholic intellectual and organiza-
tional challenges. But by the early seventeenth century its problem was
simply to survive. In the first quarter century, the Orthodox church
showed that neither government policy nor the Union of Brest could
obliterate the church. In the Mohyla years, a new, less doctrinaire king
sought to come to grips with Orthodox survival. The 1632 “legal”
hierarchy of Mohyla was to be the cornerstone of this new royal policy.
The government’s concessions of bishoprics to the Orthodox and
recognition of the collegium were bought by the Orthodox hierarchy’s
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break with the rebellious Cossacks and by their pledge of loyalty toward
the Commonwealth’s foreign policies, particularly vis-a-vis Muscovy.
The situation afforded Mohyla an opportunity to restore hierarchical
control, so long undermined by nobles, brotherhoods, and Cossacks,
and to limit ecclesiastical interference by the Eastern patriarchs. What
has yet to be determined is whether the accommodation was really
workable. Could any Polish king secure a place for the Orthodox church
in the face of the deepening influences of the Counter-Reformation,
steadfast papal opposition and protests from the Uniates? Could any
Orthodox metropolitan create a stable church loyal to the Common-
wealth while dealing with the defection of his upper-class faithful, the
antagonism of the Uniates, the opposition of Catholic landlords
influenced by the Counter-Reformation, and the hatred of the Ortho-
dox masses for the socio-political system of the Commonwealth?

Certainly Mohyla’s achievements in dealing with the government
were great. They were motivated, above all, by dedication to the
Commonwealth that guaranteed the personal and collective liberties of
his nobiliary order. Hence he sought to preserve the ways of the
Commonwealth that had existed before the Counter-Reformation.
However non-traditional his vision of the church-state relation was for
an Orthodox clergyman, he seemed to prefer the difficulties of a
predominantly Catholic Commonwealth to the religious certainties but
political shackles of the Muslim Porte or even of Orthodox Muscovy.
Clearly we must examine anew the relation of Mohyla’s Orthodoxy to
the political and social forces at work in the Commonwealth, Muscovy,
the Ottoman Empire, and among the Ruthenians. In this relation lay
the seeds of the Ukraine’s political fortunes well into the eighteenth
century.

Inevitably we must assess the influence of Mohyla and his colleg-
ium/academy on national cultures and national consciousness in East-
ern Europe. The fundamental questions are: What did Mohyla and his
school contribute to Ukrainian/Ruthenian national culture and con-
sciousness? To what degree did Mohyla’s reforms prepare the way for
the creation of a Russian culture and consciousness which subsumed
the culture and consciousness of the Ukraine and Belorussia under
new political circumstances? In his use of language, historical knowl-
edge, ancient buildings, and local patriotism, Mohyla was involved in
the process of shaping Ruthenian national consciousness and hence in
the process of forming the modern Ukrainian nation. Much has been
written on this topic, but all too often from a priori evaluations of
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Mohyla and from a desire to see his influence as being clear and
coherent rather than ambivalent and contradictory. We must recog-
nize, of course, that intent can play little part in the discussion, since
the Moldavian-born Mohyla was only tangentially interested in prob-
lems of Ukrainian “nation-building.” The whole problem deserves
further research and examination. '

In contrast to the issue of national culture and consciousness, our
evaluation of the effects of Mohyla’s reform on cultural change and
society should take into account his perception of that society, his
plans for change, and his steps to implement those plans. We lack his
direct statements in these matters, which could confirm our observa-
tions. Nevertheless, we do have sufficient indirect statements to permit
discussion. Mohyla’s autograph stories, notes, and letters allow for an
analysis of world view that can rarely be undertaken for a seventeenth-
century East European. Golubev’s “biography” of Mohyla is actually a
history of an age, an account of its accomplishments, rather than a
study focused on one of its prominent individuals. While I doubt we
need a psychohistory of Mohyla, we do need a careful analysis of his
statements, yielding solid information about his views and values.
Mohyla is one of those rare individuals who put a personal stamp on
his age. He did not work alone, however. We need to know about his
colleagues — where they came from, what backgrounds and education
they had, what they did, and what they set out to do. We have pieces
of the puzzle, but lack cogent analyses. Still more telling, we know too
little about Ruthenian society — its general needs and its specific
reactions to Mohyla. What strata desired his reforms? Who made use
of the collegium and its publications? How did the curriculum fuifill
their needs? Medlin and Petrinelis rightly say that we must look at the
“traditional” culture, the challenge to it, the sectors of society awak-
ened to the need for change (brotherhoods, nobles), and the sources of
reform, Latin and Greek. But their sketchy and faulty treatment does
not begin'to do justice to the topic.

The very sweep and extent of the topics on which research is
necessary is the best proof of the importance of Peter Mohyla and his
school. Until now Western scholarship has done too little to advance
our knowledge about this remarkable man and the collegium that he
founded.

Harvard University



Pierre Mohyla (Petru Movila) et la Roumanie:
Essai historique et bibliographique*

MATEI CAZACU

L’historiographie roumaine a découvert (ou redécouvert) Pierre Mo-
hyla (Petru Movild) au début du XIX¢siecle, lorsque les premiers étu-
diants roumains en Russie Imperiale, Gheorghe Asaki (1788-1869),!
Alexandru Hajdau (ou: Hajdau) (1811-1872),% mais surtout les théo-
logiens Vasile (moine Filaret) Popescu-Scriban (1811-1873; a I'Aca-
démie de Kiev 1839-1842), Mihai (moine Melchisedec) Stefinescu
(1823-1892; maitre en théologie et lettres de Kiev, 1851) et Ghenadie
Enaceanu Craioveanu (1835-1898; a Kiev 1860—1865), eurent identifié

* La forme roumaine courante est Movila (aussi Movild). Les sources slavones et
roumaines des XV*-XVIIe siécles emploient trois formes. Dans les plus anciennes
mentions, le nom est Mohyla et Mogila (dés 1490). Le forme Movild apparait en
1548. Voir le relevé de Gh. Bolocan et collaborateurs, Dictionarul elementelor ro-
madnesti din documentele slavo-romdne. 1374-1600 (Le Dictionnaire des termes rou-
mains dans les documents slavo-roumains. 1374-1600) (Bucarest, 1981), pp. 147~
48. A noter aussi la forme Movilovié qui date de 1590: E. Kozak, Die Inschriften
aus der Bukovina (Vienne, 1903), p. 134, note 3; P. S. Nasturel, ‘““Minutiae variae.
A propos de la chronique murale de Suceava,” Cyrillomethodianum, 7 (Thessalo-
nique, 1983): 44. Grigore Ureche (c. 1590-1647), le premier chroniqueur moldave
qui écrit en roumain, préfére la forme Movild. Voir Letopisetul Tarii Moldovei.
Editie ingrijita, studiu introductiv, indice §i glosar de P. P. Panaitescu (Les Annales
de la Moldavie. Edition, étude préliminaire, indice et glossaire par . . .) (Bucarest,
1955), pp- 200, 205. Miron Costin (1633-1691), un autre historien moldave, em-
ploie les deux formes. Cf. Opere, éd. P. P. Panaitescu (Bucarest, 1958), pp. 44, 57—
58. Nicolae Costin (vers 1660-1712), fils de Miron, utilise la forme Movild.
Cf. Letopisetul Tdrii Moldovei dela zidirea lumii pdnd la 1601 (Les Annales de la
Moldavie depuis la Création jusqu’a ’an 1601), éd. I. St. Petre (Bucarest, 1942),
pp- 556, 583. Ion Neculce (1672-1745), le dernier grand. chroniqueur moldave,
emploie les deux formes Moghild et Movila.

' 11 fait des études a Lviv entre 1797 et 1804 et, peut-étre, & Odessa.

2 11 fait des études de droit a2 Xarkiv ou il passe une thése en 1830 avec le titre
“De l'influence des lois de I'empereur Alexandre ler sur I'instruction et la morale
en Russie.”
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dans la personne du savant métropolite de Kiev du XVII¢ si¢cle un
compatriote qui n’avait jamais oublié ses origines et son pays natal.3

Jusqu’au début du XX siécle, ce furent surtout les théologiens qui
s’occuperent de Pierre Mohyla: Barbu Constantinescu (1837-1891) qui
était professeur a la Faculté de théologie de Bucarest, Constantin Er-
biceanu (1838-1913) qui avait enseigné a Socola, en Moldavie, puis au
Séminaire central et 4 la Faculté de théologie de Bucarest, enfin,
N. Mateescu dont le livre de 1896 était une thése présentée a la Faculté
de théologie de Bucarest.

Il fallut attendre I’année 1926 pour que paraisse une synthése traitant
de I'influence de I'oeuvre de Pierre Mohyla dans les pays roumains.
Cet ouvrage était dii & un jeune slavisant roumain, Petre P. Panaitescu
(1900-1967) qui avait fait des études sérieuses en Pologne et en France.
Contrairement a ses prédécesseurs, Panaitescu ne croyait pas Mohyla
“un fils perdu pour la nation [roumaine] et son oeuvre (. . .) en dehors
du domaine intellectuel roumain.”* Les arguments qu’il présente pour
soutenir sa thése conservent, aujourd’hui encore, toute leur valeur: les
essais répétés de Petru (“Pitragco voda”, le prince Pitragco) pour
occuper le trone de la Moldavie entre 1621 (guerre de Xotyn/Chocim/
Hotin) et 1627, lorsque son parent, Miron Barnovski Movili est élu
prince de ce pays, constituent un premier indice. C’est aprés cet évé-
nement que Petru se fait moine, tout en gardant le nom de la Moldavie
dans sont titre de voevodi¢ zemli moldavskoj, donc de fils de prince.
Le nom du pays disparait de son titre aprés 1632 lorsque son frére
Moise devient a son tour prince de la Moldavie et reste par la suite le

*  Voir notamment P. Mihailovici, “Legituri culturale bisericesti dintre Roméni si
Rusi in secolele XV-XX. Schita istorica” (Les liens culturelles et ecclésiastiques
entre les Roumains et les Russes aux XV<XXe siécles. Esquisse historique), Re-
vista Societdfii istorice-arheologice-bisericesti (Kisinev/Chisindu), 22 (1932): 199-
276; V. Pocitan, “Studenti teologi moldoveni la Academia spirituala din Kiev”’ (Les
étudiants en théologie moldaves a I’Académie théologique de Kiev), Biserica or-
todoxd romdnd (Bucarest), 43 (1945): 560-70; Gh. I. Moisescu, “Bursieri roméni
la geolile teologice din Rusia 1845-1856" (Les boursiers roumains aux écoles théo-
logique russes de 1845 a 1856), Biserica ortodoxd romdnd, 43 (1945): 722-56; 44
(1946): 247-57; G. Bezviconi, Contributii la istoria relatiilor roméno-ruse (din cele
mai vechi timpuri pénd la mijlocul secolului al XIX-lea) (Contributions & I’histoire
des relations roumano-russes. Depuis I’époque la plus ancienne et jusqu’au milieu
du XIXcsiecle) (Bucarest, 1962), pp. 267-72 (Gh. Asaki); 285-89 (Al. Hajdau);
305-306 (les étudiants en théologie); M. Pacurariu, Istoria Bisericii ortodoxe ro-
mdne (Histoire de I’Eglise orthodoxe roumaine), vol. 3 (Bucarest, 1981), pp. 373-
78, 385.

¢ “L’Influence de I'oeuvre de Pierre Moghila, archevéque de Kiev, dans les prin-
cipautés roumaines,” Mélanges de I’ Ecole roumaine en France (Paris), 5 (1926): 10.
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prétendant officiel de la famille & cette dignité. Enfin, comme une
preuve de la conscience qu’il avait de ses origines roumaines, on
constate qu’il parle dans sa correspondance, & plusieurs reprises, de
ses ancétres roumains. De méme, en 1631, lorsqu’il répare le couvent
de Holosijeve, il choisit de le mettre sour le patronage de saint Jean le
Nouveau de Suceava, protecteur de sa Moldavie natale.

Le petit livre de P. P. Panaitescu a introduit dans le circuit de I'his-
toriographie roumaine les résultats des recherches menées depuis le
milieu du XIXesiécle par les savants ukrainiens, polonais et russes,
recherches complétées et parfois corrigées grace aux sources rou-
maines. Ce travail standard nous dispensera d’entrer dans les détails
et nous permettra de passer en revue les principaux domaines ou les
historiens roumains ont apporté des contributions originales a la bio-
graphie de Mohyla. Ces domaines sont au nombre de trois: (1) La
généalogie et le role politique de la famille Movild aux XVI-XVII
siecles en Moldavie, en Valachie, en Ukraine et en Pologne; (2) Les
relations culturelles de Pierre Mohyla avec la Moldavie et la Valachie;
(3) Le synode de Iagi de 1642 et “La Confession orthodoxe” de Pierre
Mohyla. :

Dans la premiére partie de notre essai, nous nous arréterons sur le
premier des ces trois domaines at aussi sur les premiéres années de la
vie de Mohyla, plus précisément jusqu’en 1621. Nous avons choisi cette
derniére date parce que, aprés I’échec de I'expédition de Xotyn, Mo-
hyla a moins de liens avec la Moldavie en tant que prétendant au trone.
Son entrée en religion de 1627 marque une étape décisive dans son
existence et la fin, ou presque, de sa carri¢re moldave.

La seconde partie du présent essai prendra forme d’une bibliographie
raisonée, consacrée au deuxiéme et troisitme domaines.

I. LES RACINES ROUMAINES DE LA FAMILLE DE PIERRE MOHYLA-
MOVILA

La famille Movild a donné a la Moldavie et a la Valachie pas moins
de huit princes qui ont régné entre 1595 et 1634, en totalisant plus de
26 ans ininterrompus. Ceci permet de définir cette époque, en Mol-
davie, comme 1’époque des Movila.*

Les huit princes représentent deux générations issues des deux fréres

s Ou des Movilegti qui est la forme come collective de Movild.
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Ieremia et Simion. Ieremia régne en Moldavie de 1595 a 1606, avec
une interruption de cing mois en 1600. Son frére Simion, le pére de
Pierre Mohyla-Movilid (=PM), occupe d’abord le troéne de Valachie de
novembre 1600 2 juillet 1601, puis de novembre 1601 2 juillet 1602. I1
finira ses jours comme prince de Moldavie ot il fut nommé, 2 la suite
de la mort de son frere, le 30 juin 1606. Son régne commence effec-
tivement vers le 10 juillet, car du 30 juin a cette date la veuve de
Ieremia essaya d’imposer son fils mineur Constantin. Simion meurt en
septembre 1607 empoisonné, semble-t-il, par sa belle-soeur Ecaterina
Lozonski, la veuve de Ieremia.

Dans la seconde génération nous enregistrons comme princes de
Moldavie deux fils de Ieremia: Constantin (1607-1611, avec des inter-
ruptions) et Alexandru (1615-1616), et trois descendants de Simion:
Mihail (1607), Gavriil (en Valachie, 1618-1620) et Moise (16301631,
1633-1634). Enfin, un dernier Movila, Miron Barnovski, régna en Mol-
davie de 1626 a 1629 et en 1633. Il descendait des Movild par sa mére
Elena (nonne Elisabeta), cousine germaine de Ieremia et de Simion.¢

L’époque des Movild est considérée dans I’historiographie roumaine
comme la période de la plus forte influence de la Pologne dans I’histoire
de la Moldavie. Cet impact politique, économique et culturel n’était
pas nouveau; il prend, cependant, de I'importance dans la seconde
moitié du XVI¢siécle, lorsqu’on assiste a la formation d’un parti phi-
lopolonais structuré autour des familles Movild, Balica, Stroici,
Ureche, Barnovski et Costin (ces derniers un peu plus tard). Toutes
ces familles étaient apparentées entre elles et bénéficierent, toutes, de
I'indigénat polonais.”
¢ Pour ce prince voir les ouvrages de A. H. Golimas et notamment Un domnitor.
O epocd. Vremea lui Miron Barnovschi Moghild, voievod al Moldovei (Un prince.
Une époque. L’époque de Miron Barnovschi Moghild, prince de Moldavie) (Bu-
carest, 1980), avec une riche bibliographie. Pour le sujet qui nous intéresse citons
tout particuliérement Gh. Duzinchevici, “Miron Barnovschi Moghild si Polonia”
(Miron Barnovschi Moghila et la Pologne), Anuarul Institutului de istorie nationald
din Cluj (Cluj), 8 (1936-38): 166-222. '

7 P. P. Panaitescu, “Influenta poloni in opera si personalitatea cronicarilor Grigore
Ureche §i Miron Costin” (L’influence polonaise dans I’oeuvre et dans la person-
nalité des chroniqueurs Grigore Ureche et Miron Costin), Analele Academiei ro-
mdne, Memoriile sectiei istorice (Bucarest), s. 3, vol. 4 (1925): 149-372;
Z. Wdowiszewski, “Regesty przywilejéw indygenatu w Polsce (1519-1793),” Ma-
terialy do biografii, genealogii i heraldyki polskiej, S (Buenos-Aires et Paris, 1971):
11-78. La partie concernant les pays roumains a été relevée par C. Rezachevici,
“Privilegii de indigenat polon acordate locuitorilor din tirile romane” (Les privi-
leges d’indigénat polonais accordés aux habitants des pays roumains), Revista de
istorie 28 (1975): 1095-98. Précisons que Gheorghe Maurati (Mauroti) et le hetman

(chef de I’'armée) moldave Oris (privilege de 1607) étaient apparentés, tous les
deux, aux Movili.
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Les Ottomans, suzerains de la Moldavie, acceptérent la dépendance
envers la Pologne dans la mesure ol 'alliance de cette derniere leur
était nécessaire pour contrecarrer les Habsbourg. D’autre part, la Mol-
davie réprésentait un Etat-tampon ot les deux Grands pouvaient s’af-
fronter par Tatars et Cosaques interposés sans pour autant violer les
traités de paix leur permettant d’avoir les mains libres face, respective-
ment, 4 la Moscovie et aux Habsbourg.

La situation changea aprés la guerre de Xotyn de 1621 et avec le
declin de 1a Pologne en butte aux révoltes des Cosaques, aux incursions

A

des Tatars, a I'hostilité de la Russie des Romanov et aux troubles
suscités par sa propre noblesse. A partir de cette date, les Turcs se
considérent les seuls suzerains de la Moldavie, d’ott le role effacé des
derniers princes Movila et leur retraite définitive en Pologne en 1634.°

L’accession des Movila en 1595 au trone de la Moldavie et I’essai de
Ieremia et de Simion de fonder une nouvelle dynastie, n’étaient pas
dues uniquement 2 'aide des Polonais, mais également aux liens de
parenté que les Movilesti avaient noués avec I’ancienne dynastie rég-
nante des Musatini (ou Bogdan). Ceci nous améne 2 la généalogie des
Movila qui a bénéficié, depuis le début du siecle, de 'intérét de spé-

§  Voir a ce sujet: N. lorga, l'introduction 2 E. Hurmuzaki—N. lorga, Documente
privitoare la istoria Roménilor (Documents concernant Ihistoire des Roumains),
vol. 11 (Bucarest, 1900); idem, “Doamna lui Ieremia Voda” (La princesse du voié-
vode leremia), Analele Academiei romdne, Memoriile secliei istorice, s. 2, vol. 32
(1910): 1018-77; 1. Corfus, Mihai Viteazul §i Polonii (Michel le Brave et les Polo-
nais) (Bucarest, 1938); D. Ciurea, “Despre Ieremia Movild i situatia politica la
sfarsitul secolului al XVI-lea §i inceputul secolului al XVII-lea” (A propos de
Ieremia Movila et de la situation politique 2 la fin du XVI¢ et au début du XVII¢
siecles), Studii §i cercetdri stiintifice, Academia R.PR., Seria istorie (lasi), 8/2
(1957): 323-37; A. Randa, Pro republica christiana. Die Walachei im “langen”
Tiirkenkrieg der katholischen Universalmdchte (1593-1606) (Munich, 1964; Societas
academica dacoromana, Acta historica, 3); St. Gorovei, “O lamurire: Domnia ere-
ditara a familiei Movild” (Une précision: Le régne héréditaire de la famille Movila),
Revista de istorie 28 (1975): 1091-94; C. Rotman-Bulgaru, “Relatiile Moldovei cu
Imperiul otoman la inceputul secolului al XVII-lea” (Les relations de la Moldavie
avec ’Empire ottoman au début du XVII siécle), Revista de istorie 29 (1976): 677-
96. V. Ciobanu, “Relatiile politice ale Moldovei cu Polonia in secolele XVI-XVIII,
in lumina unor cercetari recente” (Les relations politiques de la Moldavie avec la
Pologne aux XVIe-XVIII- siécles,  la lumiére des recherches récentes), Revista de
istorie 30 (1977): 1103-1119. Ceci ne dispense pas du recours aux grandes synthéses
de I’histoire roumaine dues, respectivement, 3 A. D. Xenopol, N. lorga, C. C.
Giurescu et 2 celle de I’Académie de la R.P.R.
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cialistes comme Nicolae Iorga,® Sever Zotta,®® Anton Mesrobeanu,!!
Ioan Miclescu-Prdjescu,’? Nicolae Stoicescu,® Stefan S. Gorovei.
Ajoutons aussi les recherches, encore manuscrites, de feu Emmanuel
Bogdan?® et de M. Mihail Dimitri Sturdza (Paris), qui a eu ’amabilité
de me les communiquer. !¢

A la fin du XVII¢siécle, la tradition attribuait le nom des Movila a
un fait d’armes réel: lors d’une bataille que le prince Etienne le Grand
livra aux Turcs en 1485, le cheval du prince fut tué sous son maitre.

Et un page (aprod) du nom de Purice (en roumain puce), lui donna son cheval.
Et le prince Etienne ne pouvait pas monter vite, car il était de petite taille. Et
Purice le page lui dit: “Monseigneur, je me ferai comme une petite butte
(movilitd, diminutif de ‘movild’) et viens monter sur moi pour sauter en selle.”
Et le prince Etienne monta sur son dos et se mit en selle. Et lui dit alors le

*  Studii §i documente cu privire la istoria Romdnilor (Etudes et documents concer-
nant Phistoire des Roumains), 6 (Bucarest, 1904): 638-43; du méme, ‘“Doamna lui
Ieremia Voda.”

10 “Stiri noui despre Movilesti” (Informations nouvelles sur les Movild), Archiva
genealogicd, 2 (lasi, 1913): 206-245; “Doamna Elisabeta a lui Ieremia Movila voe-
vod a fost fiica lui Gheorghe pércilab de Hotin” (La princesse Elisabeta de Ieremia
Movili est la fille de Gheorghe gouverneur de Hotin), ibid.: 178-80; “Un indiciu
genealogic privitor la Doamna Marghita (Melania) a lui Simeon Movila V.V’ (Un
indice généalogique concernant la princesse Marghita [Melania], femme du prince
Simeon Movild), Revista Arhivelor 1 (Bucarest, 1924): 139; “O colectie veche de
spite de neam” (Une vieille collection d’arbres généalogiques), Revista istoricd 13
(Bucarest, 1927): 47-51, 371-76.

1 ‘Rolul politic al Movilestilor pani la domnia lui Ieremia voda” (Le réle politique
des Movila jusqu’au régne de Ieremia), Cercetdri istorice (lasi), 1 (1925): 177-89.
2 “New Data Regarding the Installation of the Movila Princes,” Slavonic and East
European Review 49 (1971): 214-34.

3 Dictionar al marilor dregatori din Tara Roméneascd si Moldova. Secolele XIV-
XVII (Dictionnaire des grands dignitaires de Valachie et de Moldavie, XIV--XVII¢
siécles).

4 En debors des articles cités supra, note 8, ajouter deux ouvrages encore inédits:
Movilestii §i inrudirile lor (Les Movili et leurs parentés), cf. “O lamurire: Domnia
ereditari a familiei Movila,” p. 1091, note 4 et une communication présentée de-
vant la Commission de héraldique, généalogie et sigilographie de Bucarest, le
23 février 1977, au sujet de Vorigine de Maria, la mére de leremia, Simion et
Gheorghe Movili. Mentionnons enfin un article de vulgarisation, “Movilestii”” (Les
Movild), Magazin istoric (Bucharest), 7/6 (juin, 1973): 64-72.

15 Mises a notre disposition par Madame Emmanuel Bogdan (Paris).

6 Arbres généalogiques extraits d’un ouvrage en manuscrit (Généalogies des fa-
milles nobles de Moldavie. Rappelons aussi, pour mémoire, I’arbre généalogique
des Movili publié par S. Zotta (cf. note 10 supra), qui date de 1842, et les consid-
érations, trés vagues, de C. Sion (1795-1862), Arhondologia Moldovei. Amintiri §i
note contemporane (Les familles nobiliaires de Moldavie. Souvenirs et notes
contemporaines) (lagi, 1892; nouvelle édition, Bucarest, 1973, soignée par
R. Rotaru, St. S. Gorovei et M. Anghelescu): 159-62. C. Sion a écrit son livre
entre 1840 et 1857. ‘
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prince Etienne: “Mon pauvre Purice, si je reste sain et sauf, et toi aussi, alors
je changerai ton nom de Purice en Movild.”»

L’historien Ion Neculce (1672-1745) qui enregistra cette tradition,
ajoute que les pages (aprod) du temps d’Etienne le Grand étaient tous
des fils de nobles, portant de beaux-vétements de fourrure.”” Dans
Pintroduction des ses Annales, Neculce revint sur la véracité de la
légende, en insistant sur le fait qui'il ne s’agissait pas d’un conte
(“basnd™).

Les historiens roumains plus récents ont vérifi¢ le bien-fondé de la
plupart des traditions enregistrées par Ion Neculce.” Dans le cas de
celle-ci, elle est confirmée, en partie, par le témoignage, contemporain
des événements, de la chronique allemande de I'époque d’Etienne le
Grand. Selon l'auteur de cette chronique, Etienne tomba du cheval
lors de cette bataille, mais resta caché un temps parmi les morts. Un
noble moldave (“eyn her”) du nom de Purice (“Purytz”’) sauva le
prince et le sortit du champ de bataille, lut permettant de la sorte de
rassembler des troupes fraiches et de vaincre les ennemis. On ne nous
dit rien sur la transformation du nom de Purice en Movila, mais un
auteur (ou un traducteur) allemand ne pouvait étre sensible a cette
étymologie.?

16 I) Neculce, O samd de cuvinte letopisetul Tdrii Moldavei, éd. E. Rusev (KiSinev,
1974), p. 62.

v 1. Neculce, Opere. Letopisetul Tdrii Moldovei si O samd de cuvinte (Oeuvres.
Les Annales de la Moldavie et quelques mots), éd. G. Strempel (Bucarest, 1982),
pp. 166-67.

8 Neculce, Opere, p. 158. .

v C. C. Giurescu, “Valoarea istorici a traditiilor consemnate de Ion Neculce”
(La valeur historique des traditions consignées par loan Neculce), Studii de folclor
si literaturd (Etudes de folklore et de littérature) (Bucarest, 1967), pp. 439-95;
1. Corfus, “Inci un’cuvint’al lui Neculce se dovedeste a nu fi legenda” (Encore un
“mot” de Neculce prouve sa véracité), Revista de istorie 17 (1964): 597-98;
C. Rezachevici, “Un alt ‘cuvant’ al lui Neculce confirmat de documente din veacul
al XVII-lea si cateva relatiri in legatura cu ‘istoriile’ sale” (Encore un “mot” de
Neculce confirmé par des documents du XVII¢siécle et quelques relations sur ses
“histoires™), Revista de istorie 27 (1974): 567-84.

» 0. Goérka, “Cronica epocei lui Stefan cel Mare, 1457-1499)” (La chronique de
Pépoque d’Etienne le Grand, 1457-1499), Revista istoricd romdnd 5-6 (Bucarest,
1935-36): 67. La premiere édition de ce texte, découvert 8 Munich en 1911, a été
donnée par Gérka en polonais: Kronika czaséw Stefana Wielkiego Motdawskiego
(Cracovie, 1931). Voir aussi les éditions de I. C. Chitimia, Cronica lui Stefan cel
Mare. Versiunea germand a lui Schedel (La chronique d’Etienne le Grand. La ver-
sion allemande de Schedel) (Bucarest, 1942) (Texte de literaturd romana veche);
P. P. Panaitescu, Cronicile slavo-roméne din secolele XV-XVI publicate de lon Bog-
dan. Editie revazutd §i completatd de . . . (Les chroniques slavo-roumaines des
XVeXVIe siécles publiées par Ion Bogdan. Edition revue et complétée par. . .)
(Bucarest, 1959), p. 36; F. A. Grekul, Slavjano-moldavskie letopisi XV-XVI vv.
(Moscou, 1976), p. 45.
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Pour notre question il est important de souligner que le personnage
Purice exista réellement sous le régne d’Etienne le Grand, car il était
spatar (porteur de ’épée) en 1491 et gouverneur (pdrcdlab) de Xotyn
entre 1493 et 1495. 1l appartenait a la famille des bojare Tolocico
(Tolocko) de Dorohoi et était apparenté aux Movild par les femmes.!

En revanche, son contemporain Cozma Movila, grand échanson (pa-
harnic, ceagnic) de 1490 a 1507, puis membre sans dignité spéciale du
conseil princier jusqu’en 1513, est généralement considéré comme I’an-
cétre de la famille des Movili et figure comme tel dans le grand obi-
tuaire du monastére de Sucevita, la fondation de 1583 a 1586 des fréres
Ieremia et Gheorghe Movild.2 Cozma Movild épousa Marena, la fille
d’'un grand seigneur du nom de Iatco (Iachim) Hudici qui. apparait
dans les documents en 1453% et dans le conseil princier de 1464 a
1492.% Ce faisant, il s’apparenta & Purice dont la mére était la propre
soeur de Iatco Hudici et femme de Sandru Tolocico de Dorohoi.?

De la sorte, la 1égende étymologique enregistrée par Ion Neculce est
exacte dans la mesure ou elle s’applique au cousin par alliance de
Cozma Movila, le spatar Purice.

Cozma Movila et Marena eurent un fils, Dragoti (mari€ a une cer-
taine Saponia) dont on ignore tout, sauf les noms de leurs descendants:

2 ]} apparait dans un acte du 26 février 1491: Documenta Romaniae historica,
A. Moldova, vol. 3 (Bucarest, 1980), pp. 182-84. Le frére de Purice s’appelait
Ivanco Tolocico (Tologko). Voir aussi Gorovei, “Movilestii,” p. 64; M. Cazacu, “A
existat aprodul Purice?” (L’aprod Purice a't-il réellement existé?), Magazin
istoric 4/4 (avril 1970): 69. Pour la fonction de aprod (du hongrois apréd), voir
N. Stoicescu, “Unele categorii de slujbasi ai statelor feudale Tara Romaneascd §i
Moldova” (Sur certaines catégories d’officiers des Etats féodaux de Valachie et de
Moldavie), Studii §i articole de istorie 12 (Bucarest, 1968): 107-113.

2 Gorovei, “Movilestii,” pp. 65-66. Le texte de 'obituaire a &té publié par
D. Dan, Mandstirea Sucevita (Le monastére de Sucevita) (Bucarest, 1923),
pp. 188-89, 196; V. Britulescu, “Pomelnicul cel mare al méndstirii Sucevita” (Le
grand obituaire du couvent de Sucevita), Mitropolia Moldovei i Sucevei 44 (lasi,
1968): 185-204.

3 Documenta Romaniae Historica, A. Moldova, vol. 2 (Bucarest, 1976), pp. 44—
47. 11 devait étre un jeune homme a ’époque, car il ne porte aucun titre.

24 Stoicescu, Dictionar, p. 275.

2 Documenta Romaniae Historica, A. Moldova, 2: 44—-47. Voir aussi un acte du
21 février 1460 qui prouve la parenté entre Iatco Hudici et Sandru (Sendrica) de
Dorohoi, ibid., p. 140, n° 98. Sandru Tolocico (Tolo¢ko) apparait dans les docu-
ments entre 1449 et 1467 (Documenta Romaniae Historica, A. Moldova, 2: 5-6,
217-18).
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Ton, Viscan? et, vraisemblablement, Gavriil.?” Les deux derniers nous
intéressant moins pour notre propos, nous nous occuperons bri¢vement
de JIon Movili, le grand-pére de P. M. et fils ainé de Dragota et non
pas de Iatco Hudici comme il a été dit parfois.”® Sa carriére est connue
dans ses grandes lignes: grand trésorier (vistiernic) en 1546,-puis grand
chancelier (logofdt) en 1551 et de 1553 a 1563 sous le régne du prince
Alexandru Lipusneanu, dont il était le beau-frére.? Jon Movila fut
marié a deux reprises: avec sa premi¢re épouse, Greaca,® il eut deux
fils—Toader3! et Iuragco (Toderagco)—, et une fille Maria-Greaca, ma-
riée au noble polonais Isaia Herburt.>? Sa seconde épouse, Maria (su-
nommeée Scheauca, donc “La Serbe,” de “schiavone™), fut la fille du
prince Petru Rareg (1527-1538, 1541-1546) et de son épouse Elena-
Ecaterina Despotovna, la fille du despote serbe Iovan Branmkovi¢
(1465-1502) et de Elena Jaksi¢.** Maria-Scheauca lui donna trois fils:

% Voir, pour lui, Stoicescu, Dictionar, p. 318. Fl. entre 1553 et 1570. En 1582,
son fils Dumitru était nommé Movilita, diminutif qui pourrait indiquer une branche
cadette. Cf. Documente privind istoria Romdéniei (Documents concernant I’histoire
de la Roumanie), A. Moldova, veac XVI, vol. 3 (Bucarest, 1951), pp. 181-84, 193.
7 Mesrobeanu, “Rolul politic al Movilestilor,” pp. 181-84; Al. Grigoras, ‘‘Boierii
lui Alexandru Voda Lipusneanu” (Les boyars du prince Alexandre Lipusneanu),
Cercetdri istorice, 1316 (1940): 355-58; Stoicescu, Dictionar, pp. 317-18. Il ap-
parait dans les actes entre 1545 et 1552.

2 Mesrobeanu, “Rolul politic al Movilestilor,” pp. 181-84; Stoicescu, Dictionar,
p. 317.

2 Mesrobeanu, “Rolul politic al Movilestilor,” pp. 181-84; Stoicescu, Dictionar,
p. 317; Gorovei, “Movilestii,” p. 65. Ajoutons qu’en 1547 il était gouverneur (par-
cilab) de Xotyn, voir I. Corfus, Documente privitoare la istoria Romdniei culese
din arhivele polone. Secolul al XVI-lea (Documents concernant histoire de la Rou-
manie recueillis dans les archives polonaises. XVI¢siécle) (Bucarest, 1979),
pp- 145, 147.

% Jorga, Studii si documente, 6:414, n° 1593. Pour la famille de Greaca, descen-
dante de Pavel Scripci brdnister (gardien de la chasse gardée du prince), voir les
actes publiés dans Documente privind istoria Romdniei, A. Moldova, veac XVI,
vol. 1 (Bucarest, 1953), pp. 289-91, 318 et 346.

3t Un acte tardif I'appelle “cirnul” (au nez retroussé, ici: coupé), ce qui signifie
qu’il avait eu des prétentions au trone du pays et avait été marqué au nez, selon la
coutume, par le prince régnant. Cf. Iorga, Studii si documente, 6: 414-15, n° 1598.
En 1597 il construisit ie monastére de Todireni 2 Burdujeni, prés de Suceava, la
capitale du pays. Cf. N. Stoicescu, Repertoriul bibliografic al localitatilor si monu-
mentelor medievale din Moldova (Le répertoire bibliographique des localités et des
monuments médiévaux de Moldavie) (Bucarest, 1974), pp. 810-11.

2 Gorovei, “Movilestii,” p. 65; Polski Stownik Biograficzny, 21/3 fasc. 90 (Wro-
claw, Varsovie, Cracovie, Gdarisk, 1976) p. 565.

3 Miclescu-Prijescu, “New Data,” pp. 223-33; $t. Gorovei, “Familia lui Petru
Rares” (La famille de Petru Rares), Petru Rares, €d. par L. Simanschi et colla-
borateurs (Bucarest, 1978), p. 268. .
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Gheorghe, I’ainé, le futur métropolite,* Ieremia et Simion, le pére de
P. M., et une fille, Ana-Scheauca qui épousa Melentie Balica, hetrman
de Moldavie de 1583 a 1586.

En 1563, Ion Movili se fit moine dans des conditions obscures, forcé,
semble-t-il, par le prince Alexandru Lipugneanu, qui le mit & mort
peu de temps apreés. 3

Nous arrivons ainsi au pére de P. M., a Simion. Celui-ci était le
dernier des trois fréres qui jouerent un réle si important dans I’histoire
de la Moldavie et de la Valachie. La premi¢re mention documentaire
le concernant est de 1574, lorsque les cing (ou six?) fréres Movila* et
leurs deux soeurs vendent un village.?” Ieremia et Simion ne portant
aucune dignité (Gheorghe est déja moine), on peut inférer qu’ils
étaient encore trés jeunes, sirement moins de vingt ans, 4ge auquel ils
pouvaient postuler des charges de page (aprod, copil de casd) a la cour
d’un seigneur ou du prince. Comme leur pére était mort en 1563-1564,
ils avaient plus de dix ans d’4ge, étant nés entre 1554 et 1563 (au moins
pour Ieremia et Simion). Ce calcul est confirmé lorsqu’on sait que les
fréres Movila étaient cousins de I'épouse du prince Ion Voda cel
Cumplit (ou: cel Viteaz, le “terrible” ou le “brave’) qui régna de 1572
a 1574: ils avaient, en effet, le méme oncle, Toader Bocotco (ou Bu-
cotco), cliucinic (kljucnik), de la famille des Grincovici (ou Hrinco-
vici).®® Le frére de Toader Bocotco, Frantian (Frocijan) ou Frantiag

% S, Reli, “Doi episcopi ai Radautilor, apoi mitropolii ai Moldovei din secolul
al XVlI-lea, fosti pribegi prin {iri apusene” (Deux évéques de Réadiuti, devenus
par la suite métropolites de la Moldavie au XVI* siecle, exilés dans les pays de
I'Europe occidentale), Candela 40 (Cernivci, 1929): 431-43; I. V. Dura, “Figuri de
ierarhi moldoveni: mitropolitul Gheorghe Movila” (Figures ecclésiastiques mol-
daves: le métropolite Gheorghe Movild), Biserica ortodoxd romdnd, 89 (1971): 187-
203; M. Pacurariu, Istoria Bisericii ortodoxe romdne, 1: 454-59.

3 Stoicescu, Dictionar, pp. 291-92.

% L’acte est déchiré et indique les noms dans I'ordre suivant: Toader et son
frére . . . (rupture), Toderasco échanson, Gheorghe le moine, Eremia et Simion.
Nous ignorons I’étendue de la déchirure qui pourrait cacher le nom d’un frére ou
d’une soeur. Voir la note suivante.

3 Documente privind istoria Romdniei, veac XVI, 3: 31.

% En 1583, il avait fait don 4 son neveu Gheorghe, le futur métropolite, de vignes
que ce dernier offrait au couvent de Sucevita (Documente privind istoria Romdniei,
veac XVI, 3: 227). Toader Bucotco avait doné a sa ni¢ce Maria (fille de Lupea
Huru) deux villages qu’elle posséda jusqu’a sa mort. Cf. ibid., 3: 167-68. (acte du
30 juillet 1581); Documenta Romaniae Historica, A. Moldova, vol. 21 (1632-1633)
(Bucarest, 1971), n° 250, 255 et 298. On sait, d’autre part, qu’il avait émigré avant
1565 “in partibus Germanorum,” ensuite en Podolie, ot il soutenait un prétendant
au trone moldave contre le prince alors régnant, Alexandru Lipusneanu.
Cf. 1. Corfus, Documente privitoare la istoria Romdniei, p. 265. Sa fuite pourrait
étre mise en relation avec la persécution de lon Movild par le méme prince,
cf. note 35 supra.
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Hrincovici, gouverneur de Neamt, fut enterré en 1543-1544 (7052)
dans I’église conventuelle de Probota, la fondation de Petru Rares, le
grand-pére paternel des fréres Movild.* Nous croyons donc qu’il était
apparenté d’une fagon ou d’une autre  la famille princiére moldave.

Aprés cette premiére attestation, nous rencontrons Simion Movila
et ses fréres en 1582, lorsqu’ils recoivent de la part du prince lancu
Sasul (1579-1582) une confirmation générale pour les propriétés (dix
villages ou parts de villages) héritées de leur pére, Ion Movild. La date
de cette charte, conservée uniquement dans une traduction roumaine
du XIXesiecle, est le 20 mai 1582.4 Elle est, toutefois, infirmée par
un acte original du 20 janvier de la méme année qui constate que
Ieremia I’échanson (paharnic), son frére Gheorghe, I'ancien métro-
polite du pays, Teofan, et Balica le hetman (leur beau-frére) avaient
déja quitté le pays pour se réfugier en Pologne.* Il faut corriger donc
la date de I'acte du 20 mai en 1581.

En septembre 1582, Simion et ses fréres reviennent dans le pays avec
le prince Petru Schiopul (le Boiteux, 1582-1591) pour commencer une
brillante carriére politique. Au début, Simion est simple aprod, tout
comme son ancétre Purice, ce qui nous confirme dans I'hypothése qu’il
était né aux alentours de 1560-1563. Mais, trés rapidement, il atteint
les sommets de la hiérarchie nobiliaire moldave: gouverneur de Orhei
en 1586, grand échanson en 1589, il est hetrman sous le régne de son
frere, Ieremia, avant de devenir lui-méme prince de Valachie (1601-
1602) et de Moldavie (1606-1607). Simion meurt le 14 septembre
1607, de maladie ou de poison, et fut enterré au couvent de Sucevita,
la fondation de sa famille.®

Bien que les sources parlent du lui comme d’un homme agé,* il

% N. lorga, Inscriptii din bisericile Romdniei, vol. 1 (Bucarest, 1905), p. 59,
n°128.

“  Documente privind istoria Roméniei, veac XVI, 3: 188-90.

4 Documente privind istoria Romdniei, veac XVI, 3: 181-84.

42 Un bref exposé de sa carriére chez Stoicescu, Dicfionar, p. 319.

4 L’inscription de sa pierre tombale chez E. Kozak, ‘“Resultate meiner Forschun-
gen im Kloster So¢awicza (in der Bukowina)” (Historische, epigraphische und bib-
liographische Beitriige, 2), Archiv fiir slavische Philologie 15 (1893): 161-67; idem,
Die Inschriften aus der Bukovina, pp. 169-73.

“  Voir un rapport contemporain qui dit de lui “Simeon Mohila jam aetatis exactae
vir,”” publié par Al. Lapé&datu, “O nou naratiune a luptelor dintre Movilesti, 1606—
1607” (Une nouvelle narration sur les luttes entre les Movila, 1606-1607), Convor-
biri literare 40 (Bucarest, 1906): 1143-46. De méme, le chroniqueur Miron Costin
écrit: “Era Simion voda amu mator de dzile, sosit la batrinetd” (Simion Movila
etait avancé en age, arrivé 2 la vieillesse), cf. Opere, p. 57.
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laissait des enfants encore trés jeunes: I'ainé, Mihail, avait 4 peine
16 ans, étant né en 1591-1592.4 On constate que les noms des quatre
premiers fils de Simion vont par paires: Mihail et Gavriil, Petru et
Pavel, ensuite viennent Moise et Ioan.* On est donc en droit de se
demander s’il ne s’agissait pas de jumeaux. On connait, d’autre part,
aussi les noms de deux de ses filles: Theodosia, morte le 28 septembre
1596 et enterrée a Sucevita,*” et Ruxanda, mentionnée dans un acte du
25 avril 1607.4¢

Une question passionnante qui se pose dans ce contexte est celle de
'origine de I’épouse de Simion, Marghita (Margareta)-Melania. Le
forme hongroise du nom de Margareta—Marghita—, a induit en erreur
les historiens qui cherchaient son origine en Transylvanie (E. Kozak,
N. Jorga) ou bien en Pologne (S. Zotta). Ce dernier généalogiste mit,
cependant, en circulation, en 1924, un document de 1692 qui donne le
nom du pére de Marghita: Gavrilas logofit (chancelier, scribe, secré-
taire).* Une charte du 19 juillet 1631, connue uniquement par un ré-
sumé, est encore plus claire, car elle mentionne également des
propriétés de Gavrilag (ou Gavrilagco), ce qui nous permet de I'iden-
tifier sans difficulté parmi les seigneurs moldaves du XVI¢ siécle.* Il
s’agit de Gavril Hara (Ch”’rovi¢)*! qui apparait dans les actes du temps

4 Sa pierre tombale précise que lorsqu’il est mort, le 27 janvier 1608, il avait seize
ans et demi. Cf. N. lorga, Inscriptii din bisericile Romdniei, 1: 99-100.

% Bien que les commissaires impériaux parlent, le 12 octobre 1604, de sept fils
(Cf. E. Hurmuzaki—I. Slavici, Documente privitoare la istoria Romanilor [Docu-
ments concernant I'histoire des Roumains], 4 [1600-1649] [Bucarest, 1882], p. 397),
Simion Movild cite dans ses documents uniquement six garcons. Cf. acte du
28 juillet 1606 (Documente privind istoria Romdniei, veac XVII, 2 [1606-1610) [Bu-
carest, 1953]: 55), du 22 septembre 1606 et du 25 avril 1607 (ibid., pp. 66~67, 100).
Pavel est mort le 27 mai 1607 et enterré dans I'église de la bolnita (hopital) de
Dobrovit. Voir I'inscription chez N. lorga, Inscriptii din bisericile Romdniei, 2 (Bu-
carest, 1908), p. 213 (Studii gi documente cu privire la istoria Rominilor, 15).

4 Kozak, “Resultate meiner Foschungen im Kloster Socawicza,” p. 175; idem,
Die Inschriften aus der Bukovina, p. 174.

“  Documente privind istoria Roméniei, veac XVII, 2: 100.

4 Zotta, “Un indiciu genealogic,” p. 139.

% M. Regleanu, 1. Gheorghian, V. Vasilescu et al., Catalogul documentelor moi-
dovenegti din Arhiva istoricd centrald (Le Catalogue des documents moldaves de
I’ Archive historique centrale), vol. 2: 1621-1652 (Bucarest, 1959), n° 682.

5t Le nom de famille Hérovici lui est donné par un seul acte, en date du 4 octobre
1577, publié par L. T. Boga, Documente basarabene. Hrisoave §i cdrti domnesti
(1507-1594) (Documents de Bessarabie. Chrysobules et chartes princiers, 1507-
1594), 5 (KiSinev, 1929), pp. 33-35; P. G. Dmitriev, D. M. Dragnev, E. M. Russev
et al., Moldavija v époxu feodalizma, 1: Slavjano-moldavskie gramoty (XV v.-per-
vaja Cetvert’ XVII v.) (Kisinev, 1961), pp. 109-110. Précisons que le nom Hdrovici
est écrit avec une encre différente de celle utilisée pour le reste du document.
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entre 154152 et 1590.5 En avril 1600 il est indiqué comme décédé.*

Son ascendance n’est pas sire: il pourrait étre, en effect, le fils de
Nicoard Héra (fl.1538-1544), mort en 1544-1545 (7053) et enterré a
Probota, la fondation de Petru Rares; ou bien, de Ion Hara (fl. 1546~
1555).% On ne peut pas, par ailleurs, le rattacher aux autres membres
connus de cette famille.”

Ce qu'on sait de Gavriil logofat c’est qu’il fut un des plus riches
seigneurs moldaves de la seconde moitié du XVI* siécle: un Gavriil fut
grand chancelier du pays de 1565 & 1566, mais fuit le pays & la suite
d’un conflit avec le prince Alexandre Lapugneanu.® Il revint au début
de I’année 1568 ou méme plus t6t, pour faire partie de la régence qui
dirigea le pays au nom du jeune prince Bogdan, le fils de Lapusneanu.®
A partir de 1576 et jusqu’en 1590 on le recontre achetant divers villages
et parts de villages qui lui permirent d’arrondir un domaine que I'on

52 En avril 1541, Petru Rares, le prince de Moldavie, émet un acte permettant a
Gavrilag logofét (secretaire) et & Costin paharnic (échanson) de chercher leurs es-
claves tsiganes qui s'étaient enfuis. Cf. Documente privind istoria Romdniei, veac
XVI, 1: 404, n° 366. Gavrilas et Costin semblent étre fréres.

s3 Actes du 21 et 23 mai 1590, Documente privind istoria Romdniei, veac XV1I, 3:
458-59.

s Documente privind istoria Roméniei, veac XVI, vol. 4: 1591-1600 (Bucarest,
1952), p. 289; Moldavija v époxu feodalizma, pp. 164-65.

55 Un des fideles serviteurs de Petru Rares: chambellan (cimiras) en 1538, gou-
verneur de Xotyn en mai 1541, il recoit en don pour ses services deux villages de
la part du prince, le 30 avril 1542. Nicoara Héra fit don de ces villages au couvent
de Probota, ot il fut enterré, en demandant des priéres pour lui et pour ses fils.
Voir Panaitescu, Cronicile slavo-romdne, p. 99; N. Iorga, Studii istorice asupra
Chiliei §i Cetdtii Albe (Etudes historiques sur Kilija et Bilhorod) (Bucarest, 1899):
348; Documente privind istoria Roméniei, veac XVI, 1: 406; ibid., 3: 357-58. L’ins-
cription de sa pierre tombale chez lorga, Inscriptii din bisericile Romdniei, 1: 59,
n° 129; voir aussi N. Iorga, Studii si documente cu privire la istoria Romdnilor, vol. 6
(Bucarest, 1904), p. 649. Le mere de Nicoard Héra, Marena (Marina) était morte
le 8 septembre 1542, lorsque son fils lui mettait une pierre tombale daps I'église de
Zaharesti. Cf. Kozak, Die Inschriften aus der Bukovina, pp. 213-14. Stoicescu,
Dictionar, p. 310.

% Pour sa carriére, voir Stoicescu, Dictionar,.p. 311. En avril 1553 il partait en
ambassade en Pologne, cf. Corfus, Documente privitoare la istoria Romdniei,
p- 162 sq.

7 Voir lorga, Studii si documente, 7: 208 sq.; Documente privind istoria Romdniei,
veac XVI, vol. 2: 1551-1570 (Bucarest, 1951): 14-20 (Boldur Harovici), 20-21
(Petre Hirea); 3: 137, 246-47, 417-18.

s Sic’est A lui que fait allusion une lettre du 9 février [1569] qui parle de Gavrilas.
Voir Tr. Ionescu-Niscov, “Doui acte de cancelarie de la Stefan Mazga” (Deux actes
de la chancelerie de Stefan Mazgi), Romanoslavica 15 (Bucarest, 1967): 247-51.
s Panaitescu, Cronicile slavo-romdne, pp. 135, 147. (La Chronigue d’Azarie):
Gavriil slovopoloZnik’.
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soupgonne assez €tendu.® Le seul probléme qui se pose est de savoir
si Gavriil logofdt de 1541, 1565 a 1568 est la méme personne avec
Gavrilag logofdt des années 1569, 1576-90, qui est, parfois, indiqué
comme deuxiéme ou troisiéme secrétaire. Dans l'incapacité de ré-
prondre a cette question—il s’agissait peut-étre du pére et du fils—,
nous continuons avec la présentation des faits indiscutables.

Le nom de son épouse est connu: elle s’appelait Marinca et était la
fille du grand trésorier Ion Stroici (mort avant 1587). De la sorte on
comprend mieux le réle important joué par les deux fréres de Marinca,
Luca et Simion Stroici, du temps de Petru Schiopul (deuxiéme régne
de 1582 a 1591) et sous les régnes des Movila (Ieremia, Simion, Mihail
et Constantin).®

En dehors de Marghita, Gavriil logofat eut encore deux fils: Lazir
aprod (sans descendance connue) et Stefan, grand chancelier du pays
entre 1594 et 1595 et en 1600, duquel est issue la famille Ceaurul qui
donna & la Moldavie un prince dans la personne de Gheorghe Stefan
(1654-1658).¢2 Une fille au nom d’Antimia (la nonne Sinclitichia),
épousa le grand vornic Simion Bilii et laissa sa fortune aux Ceaurul
qui hériterent de la sorte d’une bonne partie des terres de Gavriil
logofat.s* Une autre fille, Tudosia, épousa le hetman Andrei Corcodel
(mort vers 1597), un autre grand seigneur partisan de Petru Schiopul.$

©  Documente privind istoria Roméniei, veac XVI, 2: 176; 3: 66, 72, 86, 89, 90,
90-91, 236-37, 339-40, 343-44, 346, 361-62, 362-63, 364, 366, 369, 396, 414-15,
458-59; veac XVI, 4: 289; veac XVII, 3: 34; Moldavija v époxu feodalizma, pp. 87—
88, 99, 100-102, 102-103, 105106, 106108, 109-110, 123-25, 128-33, 133-34,
136-37, 138-39, 16465, 275-76 (certains actes sont publi€s dans les deux collec-
tions); Al. Baleanu, “Documente si regeste moldovenesti” (Documents et régestes
moldaves), Cercetdri istorice 10-12, n° 1 (1934-36): 294.

& Cf. Gorovei, “Gavrilag Hara logofit si Gavrilas Mateiag logofat” (Les secré-
taires Gavrilag et Gavrilags Mateias), Anuarul Institutului de istorie §i arheologie
“A. D. Xenopol” din Iagi, 19 (Iasi, 1982): 670-72. N. Iorga pensait que aprés la
mort de son mari, Marinca aurait pris le voile et serait morte sous le nom monacal
de Protasia. Sa pierre tombale, portant la date 12 septembre 1599, se trouve a
I'église conventuelle de Pitrauti, ol elle a été mise par la knjagina Marghita.
Cf. Torga, Studii si documente, 6: 615-16; I'inscription de la pierre chez Kozak, Die
Inschriften aus der Bukovina, p. 60. Si I'identification de N. lorga est juste, alors
la “Gavrilicioaie” (épouse ou fille de Gavriil) de 1611, serait bien une des filles de
Gavrilag logofit. Voir I’acte dans Moldavija v époxu feodalizma, pp. 275-76; Do-
cumente privind istoria Romdniei, veac XVII, 3: 34.

@  Stoicescu, Dictionar, pp. 305, 329-330, 448-49.

&  Stoicescu, Dictionar, pp. 305, 293-94.

% Voire un acte de {1634-1643], Documenta Romaniae historica, A. Moldova, 21:
107-108. Pour le hetman Andrei, voir Stoicescu, Dictionar, pp. 290-291.
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Marghita-Melania® épousa Simion Movila au plus tard en 1590, car
leur fils ainé, Mihail, naquit en 1591 ou 1592. La naissance de Petru
(P. M.) a été précisée par Gh. Endceanu au 21 décembre 1597. Il est
certain que son nom lui vint de son arri¢re-grand-pére, le prince Petru
Rares. Lorsque P. M. avait trois ans, les armées polonaises conduites
par Jan Zamoyski installaient Simion Movila sur le tréne de la Valachie
voisine réalisant de la sorte le véritable apogée de I'impact polonais
sur les pays roumains. Le régne de Simion dura de novembre 1600 a
juillet 1601, lorsqu’il fut chassé du trone, puis de nouveau de novembre
1601 2 juillet 1602.5

Pendant ce temps, leremia et Simion, accompagnées de leurs fa-
milles, firent un véritable congrés 2 Kam”janec’ Podil’s’kyj qui devait
avoir pour but I'intégration plus accentuée des pays roumains dans le
royaume de Pologne. N. Jorga avait découvert et publié, en 1910, une
inscription slavonne dans un Psautier de Putna, qui parlait de la ré-
union, 3 Kam”janec’, de Ieremia et de Simion avec leurs épouses et
tous leurs enfants le 2 aoit 1600.47 La date de cette note a été corrigée
récemment en 2 avril 1601 (7109), donc en plein régne valaque de
Simion.¢® Cette interprétation ne tient toutefois pas compte du fait

& Le double nom reste trés répandu chez les Roumains, tout comme en Russie
et dans les Balkans. On I’explique par la pratique de donner un nom & la naissance
et d’en ajouter un second lors du baptéme de I'enfant ou aprés une maladie pour
“tromper la mort.” Voir P.-H. Stahl, Sociétés traditionnelles balkaniques. Contri-
butions a Pétude des structurs sociales (Paris, 1979), pp. 144 sq. (Etudes et docu-
ments balkaniques, 1).

% Pour ses régnes en Valachie voir: N. C. Bejenaru, “Domnia lui Simion Movild
in Muntenia” (Le régne de Simion Movild en Valachie), Revista criticd, 3 (lasi,
1929): 173-88; Th. Holban, “Contributii la istoria domniei muntenesti a lui Simion
Movila” (Contributions & P'histoire du régne valaque de Simion Movild), Revista
istoricd, 23 (Bucarest, 1937): 147-54; 1. Corfus, “Documente polone privitoare la
domnia Iui Simion Movild in Tara Roméneascid”(Documents polonais concernant
le régne de Simion Movild en Valachie), Codrul Cosminului (Cernivci), 10 (1936—
1939): 161-216; D. Ciurea, “Domnia munteand a lui Simion Voda Movild” (Le
régne valaque du prince Simion Movila), Cercetdri istorice 13-16 (1940): 113-32;
C. Rezachevici, “Pozitia marii boierimii din Tara Roméneasca fatd de Mihai Vi-
teazul §i Simion Movild (novembre 1600—august 1601)” (L’attitude de la grande
noblesse de Valachie envers de Michel le Brave et de Simion Movila, novembre
1600—aoit 1601), Studii. Revistd de istorie 26/1 (1973): 49-63.

¢ Jorga, “Doamna lui Ieremia Vodi,” p. 1022 et note 5.

& N. Gaidagis, “Insemniri privitoare la istoria Roménilor pe cirti vechi” (Notices
concernant Ihistoire des Roumains recueillies dans des livres anciens), Anuarul
Institutului de istorie §i arheologie “A. D. Xenopol,” 11 (lasi, 1974): 219-20, 227
n° 28. Voici le texte, corrigé, de la note: ‘“Napisax sie zde na pamet az arximandrit
Veniamin v’ grad® Kaménici, m(&)s(¢)ca ap(ril) 2, v 1&t 7109, egda byxom s”
ep(i)s(ko)pom Feodosiem Radovskom, s” g(o)sp(o)d(a)r(em) Io Ieremia voevod i
s s(yn)” g(o)sp(o)d(s)tva si, Jo Konstantin voevoda, i s”” g(0)sp(o)d(stva) Io Simeon
voev(o)da i s s(y)novy v”’sém g(o)sp(od)stva si.”
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qu’en avril 1601 Simion Movila régnait en Valachie et émettait des
actes a Targovigte, la capitale, le 29 mars, le 10 avril, le 13, le 20, le
21 et le 30 avril.® Il est vrai que, de son c6té, son frére Ieremia émet
des actes le 24 mars et, ensuite, seulement le 15 avril 1601.7 Ce qui
lui donnerait, 2 la rigueur, le temps de se rendre & Kam”janec’ pour
le 2 avril et de retourner chez soi pour le 15 du mois. D’autre part, la
chancelerie pouvait fonctionner aussi pendant I’absence du prince,
aussi bien en Valachie qu’en Moldavie.

Tout compte fait, la date de la notice peut bien étre le 2 avril 1601:
en effet, le 23 avril de la méme année, le chancelier Dan de Valachie
demandait 2 Jan Zamoyski la permission pour les princesses de Vala-
chie et de Moldavie de quitter Kam”janec’. Elles s’y trouvaient donc
encore a cette date et une épidémie de peste avait emporté la soeur
de P’épouse de leremia, ce qui faisait les autres craindre pour leur
propre vie. N. Iorga croyait qu’elles furent reldchées seulement en
septembre 1601 lorsque le prince moldave pouvait annoncer la mort
du grand ennemi des Movila et des Polonais, le prince Michel le Brave
de Valachie.”

Ce ne fut 12 pourtant pas le début d’une époque de tranquillité pour
Simion Movila et pour sa famille. En novembre 1601 il réussit pourtant
a occuper de nouveau le trone valaque, réalisant ainsi le réve de Jan
Zamoyski de contrdler étroitement les pays roumains par I'intermé-
diaire de ses fideles serviteurs et alliés du clan des Movila. Sa femme
et ses enfants—dont Petru, 4gé maintenant de 4 ans—ont di revenir a
Targoviste, la capitale du pays, mais pas pour longtemps: a la fin du
mois de juillet 1602, Simion fut chassé du pays par un nouveau pré-
tendant au trdéne, le prince Radu Serban soutenu par I'empereur
Rodolphe II de Habsbourg et par les nobles valaques hostiles a
“P’étranger moldave.” Simion dut se retirer avec sa famille en Molda-
vie, d’olt il essaya sa chance en septembre 1602 avec I'aide des Tatars
et des mercenaires polonais. Vaincus par deux fois, les 4000 Tatars
durent battre en retraite. Leur khan, furieux de la mort de son beau-
frére sur le champ de bataille, ordonna qu’on punit Simion qui fut

%  Docurmente privind istoria Roméniei, B. Tara Romdneascd, veac XVII, vol. 1:
1601-1610 (Bucarest, 1951): 4-12.

™ Jdem, A Moldova, veac XVII, 1: 6-7.

7 E. Hurmuzaki—I. Bogdan, Documente privitoare la istoria Romdnilor,
Supliment II, vol. 2: 1601-1643 (Bucarest, 1895), pp. 30-31; Iorga, “Doamna lui
Ieremia Voda,” p. 1026.

7  Hurmuzaki-—Bogdan, Documente . . . , Supliment II, 2: 61-62.
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attaché avec des chaines sous le ventre du cheval. Cette mésaventure
ne découragea pourtant pas I’ambitieux Simion qui s’employa, jusqu’a
la mort de son frére, a récupérer la tréne valaque, demandant tour a
tour I’aide des Polonais, des Turcs et des Transylvains.™

On peut imaginer que, dans ces conditions, les dix premiéres années
de la vie de P. M. aient été agitées et que 1’affection et la présence de
son pere lui aient fait défaut. Il a da étre élevé surtout par les femmes
avec, 2 leurs cOtés, sa mére Marghita, matrone autoritaire et ambi-
tieuse. La petite cour de nobles valaques qui avaient accompagnés son
pére en exil en 1602 a été un autre milieu ol P. M. a acquis ses pre-
miéres connaissances. En 1627 il se souvenait encore du récit de la
bénédiction de ’eau par les catholiques et les orthodoxes dans la ca-
thédrale d’Alba Iulia (1596), récit qui lui avait été fait par deux sei-
gneurs valaques, le trésorier Dan Danilovici, déja cité, et le grand pitar
(pannetier) Dragomir.™

D’autre part, les relations entre Simion et Ieremia (et aussi entre
leurs épouses respectives) commenceérent a se dégrader de plus en plus
entre 1602 et 1606. Les mercenaires polonais engagés par Simion pil-
laient la Moldavie et réclamaient leurs soldes directement a Ieremia,
n’hésitant pas & occuper et a piller la propriété de Ustie, en Pologne,
que le prince moldave avait acquise en 1598. Simion s’étant adressé
directement aux Turcs, ces derniers ordonnérent, en 1605, a Ieremia
de tout faire pour installer son frére en Valachie. Peine perdue, car
Ieremia sut se défiler et envoya Simion en Transylvanie guerroyer aux
cotés des Turcs.

Sur ces entrefaites survint la mort subite de Ieremia—IJorga pensait
a une attaque d’apoplexie survenue par une chaude journée d’été—,
le 30 juin 1606.”* On connait, aujourd’hui, mieux le déroulement des
événements ultérieurs: en vertu du traité turco-polonais de 1598, le
sultan envoya les insignes princiers a Constantin, le fils ainé et qui

7 Jorga, “Doamna lui Ieremia Voda,” pp. 1027-29.

%  Gh. Ensceanu, “Din istoria bisericeasci a Romanilor. Petru Movila” (Extraits
de Dhistoire ecclésiastique des Roumains. Petru Movild), Biserica ortodoxd romédnd,
7 (Bucarest, 1883): 666-76; S. Golubev, “Sobstvennoruényja zapiski Petra Mo-
gily. 1) Skazanija Petra Mogily o Cudesnyx i zaméZatel’nyx javlenijax v cerkvi pra-
voslavnoj (juzno-russkoj, moldo-vlaxijskoj i greceskoj),” Arxiv jugo-zapadnoj
Rossii, s. 1, vol. 7 (Kiev, 1887): 81-84.

5 Jorga, “Doamna lui IeremiaVoda,” p. 1030. La discussion de la date chez
1. Minea, “Cand a murit Ieremia Vodi Movila?” (Quand est mort le prince Ieremia
Movild?), Cercetdri istorice 13-16 (1940): 694.
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n’avait que 12 ans, du défunt Ieremia. Constantin régna environ dix
jours, apres quoi il fut écarté par les grands seigneurs du pays qui lui
préférérent Simion, son oncle.” Ce dernier prit le pouvoir vers le
10 juillet, en écartant Constantin et en blessant de fagon irréversible
Porgueil d’Ecaterina, ’ambitieuse veuve de Ieremia, qui voyait lui
échapper la perspective d’une regence, et créait, en méme temps, les
prémises du conflit ultérieur entre les deux branches de la famille des
Movila.”

Le régne de Simion, rapidement reconnu par les Turcs, dura jus-
qu’en septembre 1607. Ce furent la, a n’en pas douter, les plus belles
années de la jeunesse de Petru qui avait ’dge de 10 ans. L’existence
de deux fréres ainés—Mihail et Gavriil—a, peut-étre, poussé ses pa-
rents, dés cet 4ge, & donner a P. M. une éducation destinée a lui ouvrir
une carriére ecclésiastique plutét que politique. En effet, les fils de
prince ne pouvaient, dans les pays roumains, aspirer a une vie autre
que celle du tréne ou bien du couvent. L’alternative était 1’exil (en
Pologne, en Transylvanie ou dans I’Empire ottoman), oii I’on intriguait
et guettait une occasion favorable pour s’emparer du pouvoir supréme
par I’argent ou par la force des armes.

Ce bonheur fut, malbeureusement, de courte durée: Simion Movila
mourut le 14 septembre 1607, empoisonné, semble-t-il, par sa belle-
soeur Elisabeta, la veuve de Ieremia.” A sa place, les grands seigneurs
moldaves élirent prince son fils ainé, Mihail, qui ne put, toutefois, se
maintenir sur le tréne convoité également par Elisabeta pour son fils
Constantin. Ce dernier bénéficia de I’aide de ses beaux-fréres polonais:
Stefan Potocki, le voiévode de Braclav (qui avait épousé sa soeur Ma-
ria), Myxajlo Vysnevec’kyj (mari de Regina) et Samujil Korec’kyj
(époux de Ecaterina) lesquels, venus avec des troupes de Cosaques,

7% $St. Gorovei, “O lamurire: domnia ereditard a familiei Movild,” Revista de
istorie 28 (1975): 1093-94. Le traité (ahidname) turco-polonais a été publié par
C. Orhonlu, Rlhisler (1597-1606) (Istanbul, 1970), p. 118; une traduction rou-
maine chez M. Mehmed, Documente turcesti privind istoria Roméniei (Documents
turcs concernant Phistoire de la Roumanie), vol. 1: 1455-1774 (Bucarest, 1976),
pp. 142-43.

7 Jorga, “Doamna lui Ieremia Voda,” p. 1033.

® M. Costin, Opere, p. 57; voir aussi le rapport de I'ambassadeur de Venise 2 la
Porte, Hurmuzaki—1I. Slavici, Documente privitoare la istoria Romdnilor, vol. 4/2:
16001650 (Bucarest, 1884), pp. 291. Sa pierre tombale fut mise seulement en mars
1620, par sa veuve et par son fils Gavriil. Cf. note 43 supra.
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chasserent le jeune prince et toute sa famille dans le Bugeac, d’abord™
et ensuite en Valachie. Ici, Mihail épousa la fille du prince Radu Serban
(1602-1610, 1611) événement qui célébrait, sans aucun doute, une al-
liance politique destinée 2 lui fournir de 'aide pour reconquérir le
trone de la Moldavie. Cette alliance tourna court avec la mort, le
27 javier 1608, du jeune prince, qui fut enterré dans la nécropole prin-
ciére de Dealu, prés de Targovigte.®

La princesse Marghita perdit vite tout espoir d’installer son second
fils, Gavriil (ou Gavrilag, comme son grand-pére maternel), sur le tréne
moldave. On pense, généralement, qu’elle se rendit en Pologne apres
1608, en passant par la Transylvanie.® La veuve de Simion Movila et
ses fils—Gavriil, Petru (P. M.), Ion et Moise—s’installérent a Didyliv
(Dziedzit6w), une des terres du hetman Stanistaw Zotkiewski, voié-
vode de Kiev et starosta de Bar et de Kam”janec’. Il semble qu'un
lien de parenté unissait Z6lkiewski 2 la princesse Marghita, car 'am-
bassadeur francais 2 Constantinople le considérait comme I’oncle de
Gavriil, donc aussi de P. M.® Ce lien de parenté n’a pu étre élucidé
jusqu’a ce jour.

De Didyliv, ou elle veillait 4 ’éducation de ses enfants,® Marghita
assista 2 la chute de la branche de Ieremia en Moldavie et aux guerres

™ N. Iorga, Studii si documente, vol. 4 (Bucarest, 1902}, p. Ixvii; E. Hurmuzaki—
A. Tocilescu—A. Odobescu, Documente privitoare la istoria Romdnilor,
Supliment I, vol. 1: 1518-1780 (Bucarest, 1886), pp. 129-30; Al. Lipadatu, “O
noui naratiune a luptelor dintre Movilesti, 1606-1607,” pp. 1143-46; lorga,
“Doampa lui Ieremia Voda,” pp. 1034-35; V. Lungu, “Mihdilas Vodd Movila si
Moldova in anul 1607” (Mihailag Movild et 1a Moldavie en 1607), Cercetdri istorice,
8-9 (1932-33): 89-103; compte rendu critique par C. A. Stoide, Revista criticd 9/1
(1935): 59—64; réponse de V. Lungu, Cercetdri istorice 10-12 (1934-36): 371-88;
V. Vasiliu, “Il principato moldavo e la curia papale fra il 1606-1620,” Diplomata-
rium italicun, 2 (Rome, 1930): 1-71.

& Cf. note 45 supra.

8 Jorga, Studii §i documente, 4: Ixxi-Ixxii; Gh. Eniceanu pensait qu’elle se rendit
en Pologne seulement en 1612 (“Din istoria bisericeasci a Romanilor. Petru Mo-
vild,” p. 678 sq.).

& “Ggbriel filz de Simeon nepveu de Zolquievsqui” nous dit un rapport frangais
de Péra, publié par Hurmuzaki—Tocilescu—Odobescu, Documente privitoare la
istoria Romdnilor, Supliment I, 1: 179~80. L’hypothése de cette parenté a été ac-
ceptée par Gorovei, “Gavrilag Hara logofat §i Gavrilas Mateiag logofit,” p. 671 et
note 127, qui cite également la chronique des Arméniens de Kam”janec’.

8 Cf. une lettre du 7 aofit 1614 par laquelle “Margareta Mohilina, woiewodzina
wotoska” envoyait 4 Lviv “les prétres et le professeur de nos fils,” accusés peut-
étre d’hérésie (“pour que la vérité et le mensonge soient démontrés’), publié par
Hurmuzaki—Bogdan, Documente privitoare la istoria Romdnilor, Supliment I1, 2:
387-88.
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turco-polonaises qui leur succédérent. Son fils, P. M., n’allait plus voir
la Moldavie avant 1621, aprés un séjour en 1610 dont il fait mention
lui-méme plus tard, vers 1627.8 En revanche, son frére ainé, Gavriil,
réussit, en juin 1618 (aprés un essai infructueux en 1616), a obtenir le
trone de la Valachie grace a la bienveillance du sultan.ss

Les Turcs avaient demandé a Gavriil de faire venir de Pologne sa
mere et ses fréres, ce qui’il fit assez vite pour Ioan et Moise. Toutefois,
les Polonais ne voulaient pas permettre 2 Petru de quitter le pays. Le
23 janvier 1620, quelques mois avant sa déposition, Gavriil écrivait au
comte transylvain Boldizsar Kemény, le priant d’intervenir dans cette
affaire et de permettre a un messager de se rendre auprés de son frére.
En effet, les préparatifs des Turcs en vue d’une guerre contre la Po-
logne lui faisaient craindre pour son jeune frére retenu comme otage,
peut-étre par ce méme Zd6tkiewski dont il a été déja question.®

11 est possible, mais les preuves nous manquent, que Petru Movild
ait pris part  la désastrueuse campagne de Cecora (septembre-octobre
1620) ol le hetman Zétkiewski trouva la mort. En échange, I’année
suivante, lors de la guerre de Xotyn, on rencontre P. M. dans la suite
du nouveau hetman, Karol Chodkiewicz, comme prétendant officiel au

# Gh. Eniceanu a publié le récit que Petru Movili fit de 'entrée en monachisme,
a Sucevita, de Stefan (devenu le moine Atanasie), un ancien serviteur de son pére.
Petru Movila écrit qu’il nota ce récit le 25 septembre 1610 i Sucevita, ce qui signifie
qu’il avait pu se rendre en Moldavie méme sous le régne de son cousin ennemi
Constantin. Cf. Eniceanu, “Din istoria bisericeasci a Romanilor. Petru Movild,”
pp. 659-61; Golubev, “Sobstvennoruénye zapiski Petra Mogily,” pp. 84-85.

8 Pour ses tentatives depuis 1608, voir Hurmuzaki—Slavici, Documente privitoare
la istoria Romdnilor, 4/2: 294-96, 366 sq.

% Hurmuzaki—Slavici, Documente privitoare la istoria Romdnilor, 4/2: 373; voir
aussi la lettre du 23 janvier 1620 découverte et publiée par A. Veress, Documente
privitoare la istoria Ardealului, Moldovei gi Tdrii Romdnesti, Acte §i scrisori (1614—
1636) (Documents concernant I’histoire de la Transylvanie, de la Moldavie et de la
Valachie, Actes et lettres, 1614-1636), vol. 9 (Bucarest, 1937), pp. 210~12. Cette
lettre infirme Popinion de N. Iorga qui croyait que Petru Movild avait accompagné
son frére en Valachie de 1618 & 1620. Cf. Istoria literaturii religioase a Romanilor
pénd la 1688 (Histoire de la littérature religieuse des Roumains. jusqu’en 1688)
(Bucarest, 1904), p. cxxxiii. Iorga citait A ce propos un acte du 12 février 1618 (en
fait 1619) émis par Gavriil ensemble avec ses fréres Petru, Ioan et Moise, en faveur
du monastere Balica, de Iagi. Publié par B. P. Hagdeu, Archiva istoricd a Romdéniei
(L’ Archive historique de la Roumanie), vol. 1/2 (Bucarest, 1865), p. 190. Réédition
dans Documente privind istoria Romdniei, veac XVII, 4: 1616-1620 (Bucarest,
1956), pp. 229-30, avec la date erronnée 1618. Toutefois, bien qu’émis au nom des
quatre fréres, ’acte ne contient que les signatures de Gavriil et de Ion Movila.
L’absence de la signature de Petru ne peut s’expliquer que par le fait qu’il était
toujours en Pologne, ce qui ressort, par ailleurs, de la lettre citée plus haut.
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trone moldave.&” C’est le poéme Wojna Chocimska de Wactaw Potocki
(1621-1696) qui, bien que plus tardif, nous donne des détails sur Petru
Movili et sa participation a cette guerre malheureuse pour les Polo-
nais:®

Piotr Mohila woloski to byl wojewodzic,
Syn Symona Mohily, Ze tuteczny rodzic,
Skoro zgingl Zétkiewski, jego wierny patron.
Przylgnat do Chodkiewicza: bowiem zmierzal na tron
Dziedziczny kiedykolwiek, ktéry nan i czleczem
I bozem spadat prawem (lecz kedy za mieczem
Ida rzeczy, tam $wigta sprawiedliwo$¢ wzdycha,
Tam wszelka sukcesya bliskiej krwie ucicha,
Milczy prawo na wojnie), o ktére§my spadki
Oplakanych Mohitéw i dzi§ wpadli w siatki.
W te Korecki z Potockim i Piasecki trzeci,
W te mogily Zotkiewski pod Cecorg leci.
Tamci przy Aleksandrze, Konstantym, Bohdanie
Mohilach, a Zétkiewski juz przy Gracyanie. . . .
Trwala jeszcze nadzieja, cho¢ jako na wietrze,
Ze ich dom w tym ostatnim miat si¢ dZwigna¢ Pietrze.
Ten si¢ jeszcze chudzina trzyma swego sznura,
I choé go dzisia wiechciem fortuna potura,
W Bogu i w szabli polskiej ufa, Ze si¢ dopnie,
Skad wypadt, i dziadowskie odziedziczy stopnie.

/C’était P. M. descendent des voivodes valaques,
Fils de Simion Movila, d’origine de ce pays.

Quand Zétkiewski, son protecteur fidele, périt,

1l s’attacha a Chodkiewicz, car il visait le tréne

De ses ancétres qui lui revenait par le droit humain
Et divin. (Mais 12 ot les choses sont reglés

par le glaive

¥ Voir la relation anonyme polonaise sur la guerre de Xotyn, publiée par Hur-
muzaki—Bogdan, Documente privitoare la istoria Roménilor, Supliment II, 2:467,
469, d’aprés le ms. 616 de la Bibliothéque Czartoryski; nouvelle traduction rou-
maine avec notes et commentaires chez M. Holban, M. M. Alexandrescu-Dersca
Bulgaru et P. Cernovodeanu, Caldtori strdini despre tdrile roméne (Voyageurs étran-
gers au sujet des pays roumains), vol. 4 (Bucarest, 1972), p. 493.

8 Wactaw Potocki, Wojna chocimska, Z autografu wydat i opracowal Aleksander
Briickner (Cracow, 1924), pp. 74-75 (1. III, 481-94, 499-504), p. 76 (ll. II, 541-
52). M. Kasterska-Sergescu, “Les Roumains dans une épopée polonaise du XVII
siecle (La Guerre de Chocim/Wojna Chocimska par Vaclav Potocki),” Inchinare lui
Nicolae lorga cu prilejul implinirii vérstei de 60 de ani (Mélanges dédiés a Nicolae
Iorga 2 I’occasion de ses 60 ans) (Cluj, 1931), pp. 207-222.
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La Sainte Justice soupire,

Et tout héritage di au sang s’éteint.

La loi se tait pendant la guerre). C’est pour les héritages

De ces Movild malheureux que nous sommes tombés dans les
pieges

Ou périrent Korec’kyj et Potocki et Piasecki, le troisiéme.

Cest ainsi que Z6tkiewski trouva sa tombe 2 Cecora,

Les uns avec Alexandre, Constantin et Bogdan,

Les Movila, et Z6tkiewski déja avec Graziani. . . .

Il y avait encore un pauvre espoir qui tremblait comme au grand
vent

Que la maison des Movild se releverait dans leur dernier de-

~ scendant, Pierre [P. M.]

Ce pauvret tenait encore 2 sa corde,

Et quoique la Fortune lui était bien dure

Il espérait en Dieu et dans le sabre polonais de revenir

La d’ou il descendait et de reprendre le rang de ses ancétres./

Voyant chaque jour le soleil ressusciter, Petru pouvait espérer qu’il en
serait de méme pour lui:

I Mohita, chociaz go zta fortuna topi,
Wzdy nie zaraz rozpacza nie zaraz si¢ stropi;
Opiera si¢, nie da si¢ zbijaé z jednochodzej,
Bo im co cigzej cierpim, tym wspominaé stodzéj;
Chwyta si¢ i stabego, jako méwia, wiszu,
Tuszy, ze z tak podiego niedlugo kociszu,
Na ktérym si¢ dzi§ chudak wi6czy przy obozie,
Sigdzie na tryumfalnym przodkéw swoich wozie.
Ten prosba u hetmana pokorng zabiezy,
Ze wszelakiej w Woloszech zakaze rabiezy.
Przysi¢ze za swéj naréd, jako do Korony
Przychylny; niech go miasto nie niszcza obrony.

/Et Movild quoique la fortune s’acharne contre lui

Ne désespére point, ne perd pas le courage

Il résiste et ne se laisse pas détourner de son chemin

Car plus on souffre, plus il fait bon de s’en souvenir plus
tard.

Donc il s’accroche méme aux faibles roseaux d’espoir,

Et croit que sortant bient6t de son pauvre chariot,

Il va monter sur le char triomphal de ses ancétres.

Aussi adresse-t-il humblement ses priéres au hetman

De défendre tout pillage en Moldavie.
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I1 jure pour son peuple que celui-ci est bien disposé pour
la Pologne,
Alors qu’on ne pille pas au lieu de le défendre./

Quelques mois aprés I'échec de Xotyn, P. M. perdait sa mére, la
princesse Marghita. Celle-ci s’était réfugiée, en 1620, ensemble avec
ses fils Gavriil, Ioan et Moise, en Transylvanie.® Ici, Gavriil épousa,
deux ans plus tard, Erzsébet Zélyomi qui lui apportait en dot le do-
maine de Soimeni (S6lyomké), prés de Oradea (Nagyvérad).® A une
date indéterminée en 1622, Marghita mourait et exprimait par testa-
ment son désir d’étre enterrée a Sucevita, la fondation de la famille, a
c6té son mari. Son fils Ioan suivit le cercueil en Moldavie.*!

Treize ans plus tard, en 1635, le méme Joan eut & accompagner la
dépouille mortelle de Gavriil qui avait fait son testament le
19 décembre de la méme année. Dans une lettre qu’il adressait a cette
époque 2 un sénateur transylvain, Ioan Movild précisait que son frére,
I’archimandrite,~—donc P. M. avait envoyé 4 Cluj des moines et des
serviteurs pour s’occuper de ce transport funébre.”

Entre ces deux dates, les derniers Movila avaient occupé le tréne de
la Moldavie: Miron Barnovski Movild, un cousin de P. M., régna de
1626 a 1629 et quelques mois en 1633. Enfin, Moise, le frére cadet
de P. M. se maintint sur le trone de 1630 a 1631 et de 1633 4 1634. En
avril 1634, le dernier Prince Movili a avoir régné en Moldavie—Moise
Movilai—se réfugiait en Pologne avec toute sa fortune qui était consi-
dérable.* Les efforts de Ioan pour obtenir I’aide des Transylvains en

& C’est dans ce sens qu’il faut interpréter les dires de la chronique des Arméniens
de Kam”janec’ qui précise que Gavriil Movild s’enfuit en Transylvanie ensemble
avec sa mére et ses deux fréres. Cf. E. Schiitz, An Armeno-Kipchak Chronicle on
the Polish-Turkish Wars in 1620-162] (Budapest, 1968), sous I’année 1620, le mois
de mai. Nous avons utilisé 1a traduction et les commentaires de A. Pippidi, *“Cro-
nica Armenilor din Camenita—Noi spicuiri privitoare la istoria Romaénilor” (La
Chronique des Arméniens de Kam”’janec’ [Camenita]—nouvelles informations gla-
nées concernant I’histoire des Roumains), Studii. Revistd de istorie 24/1 (1973): 148
et note 2. A. Pippidi croit que les enfants étaient Petru et Ioan. Nous n’avons pas
pu consulter I"ouvrage de $t. Metes, Domni gi boieri din drile romdne in oragul
Cluj si Roménii din Cluj (Princes et nobles roumains dans la ville de Cluj et les
Roumains de Cluj), (Cluj, 1935), pp. 56-59.

% Veress, Documente, 9: 248-51.

91 Veress, Documente, 9: 354-55.

%2 Veress, Documente, 9: 355-58.

3 Pour ses relations avec la Pologne, voir Duzinchevici, “Miron Barnovschi Mo-
ghild si Polonia.”

s« M. Kasterska, “Les trésors des Movild en Pologne,” Revue historique du sud-
est européen, 13 (Bucarest, 1936): 69-77; I. Corfus, ““Odoarele Movilestilor rimase
in Polonia” (Les joyaux des Movili restés en Pologne), Studii. Revistd de istorie 25
(1972): 29-59; idem, “‘Pe urmele lui Moise Movili si ale lui Gheorghe $tefan” (Sur
les traces de Moise Movili et de Gheorghe Stefan), Anuarul Institutului de istorie
si arheologie “A. D. Xenopol” din Iagi 15 (1978): 297-305.
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vue de récupérer I'héritage paternel, et qui ressortent de la lettre citée
plus haut, restérent sans succés: Vasile Lupu, le nouveau prince de
Moldavie nommé par les Turcs en 1634 allait se maintenir sur le trone
pendant vingt ans, jusqu’en 1653.

Pierre Mohyla/Petru Movila devint moine en 1627 alors que régnait
en Moldavie son cousin, Miron Barnovski. A partir de cette date on
considére que P. M., ayant abandonné tout espoir de devenir prince
moldave, entendit consacrer sa vie & Dieu. Les relations qu’il entretint
a partir de cette date avec les deux pays roumains—la Moldavie et la
Valachie—sont de nature culturelle et religieuse: aide a la création
d’imprimeries et d’écoles, combat commun pour la défense de I'Or-
thodoxie qui se matéralisa par I'impression de la Confession orthodoxe
et la tenue, a Iagi, d’un synode en 1642.

Comme tel, il figure dans toutes les synthéses d’histoire de la litté-
rature roumaine,* de 'Eglise roumaine® et de ’enseignement.”” C’est,

% V. A. Urechia, Schite de istoria literaturii romdne (Esquisse de Phistoire de la
littérature roumaine) (Bucarest, 1885), pp. 177-80; Al. 1. Philippide, Introducere
in istoria limbei i literaturii romdne (Introduction 2 I'histoire de la langue et de la
littérature roumaines) (lasi, 1888), pp. 138-42; N. Torga, Istoria literaturii religioase
a Romdanilor pand la 1688 (Histoire de la littérature religieuse des Roumains jus-
quen 1688) (Bucarest, 1904), pp. cxxx—clxiv (Studii si documente privitoare la
istoria Roménilor, vol. 7: Introducere); Idem, Istoria literaturii roménesti (Histoire
de la littérature roumaine), vol. 1, 2¢ édition (Bucarest, 1925), pp. 237-48;
G. Pascu, Istoria literaturii roméne din secolul al XV1I-lea (Histoire de la littérature
roumaine du XVII* siécle) (lasi, 1922), pp. 59-62; N. Cartojan, Istoria literaturi
romdne. Epoca veche (Histoire de la littérature roumaine. La période ancienne),
vol. 2 (Bucarest, 1942), pp. 93-96; 2¢ édition en un volume (Bucarest, 1980),
pp- 163-67; St. Ciobanu, Istoria literaturii romdne vechi (Histoire de la littérature
roumaine ancienne) (Bucarest, 1947), pp. 253-59; 1. D. Laudat, Istoria literaturii
romdne vechi (Histoire de la littérature roumaine ancienne), vol. 1 (Bucarest,
1962), pp. 118-25; G. Ivascu, Istoria literaturii romdne (Histoire de la littérature
roumaine), vol. 1 (Bucarest, 1969), pp. 129-32, 142-43; Al. Piru, Istoria literaturii
roméne. Perioada veche (Histoire de la littérature roumaine. La période ancienne),
vol. 1, 3¢ édition (Bucarest, 1970), pp. 87-89; Dictionarul literaturii romdne de la
origini pdnd la 1900 (Dictionnaire de la littérature roumaine depuis les origines
jusqu’en 1900) (Bucarest, 1979), pp. 590-92 (texte de A. Simota).

s N. lorga, Istoria Bisericii roménegti §i a viefii religioase a Romdnilor (Histoire
de ’Eglise roumaine et de la vie religieuse des Roumains), vol. 1 (Bucarest, 1909),
Pp. 290 sq; Gh. Moisescu, St. Lupsa et Al. Filipagcu, Istoria Bisericii romdne. Ma-
nual pentru Institutele teologice (Histoire de I'Eglise roumaine. Manuel pour les
Instituts de théologie), vol. 2: 1632—1949 (Bucarest, 1957), pp. 5-11; M. Pacurariu,
Istoria Bisericii ortodoxe romédne (Histoire de ’Eglise orthodoxe roumaine), vol. 2
(Bucarest, 1981), pp. 31-45.

7 N. lorga, Istoria invatdmantului romanesc (Histoire de I'enseignement roumain)
(Bucarest, 1928; réédition 1971); C. C. Giurescu, I. Ivanov, N. Mihileanu, et al.,
Istoria invdtdmantului din Romdnia. Compendiu (Histoire de la I'enseignement en
Roumanie. Compendium) (Bucarest, 1971).
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également, la période la mieux connue de sa vie, la période ou P. M.
appartient 4 I’Eglise et 4 la culture ukrainiennes, mais aussi a I'Ortho-
doxie tout entiere.*®

Lors de sa derniére visite au pays natal au début de I’année 1645 a
Poccasion du mariage de la fille du prince Vasile Lupu avec le noble
lituanien Janusz Radziwill, P. M. fit un sermon partie en polonais et
partie en roumain.”® En méme temps, il liquidait ses affaires en Mol-
davie comme il résuilte d’un document du 6 février 1645.:® Un péle-
rinage aux tombes de ses parents et de ses fréres et soeurs, a Sucevita,
a dd clore le voyage au pays natal, et qui fut aussi le dernier avant sa
mort, du grand métropolite de Kiev.

II. BIBLIOGRAPHIE RAISONEE (1830-1981)*

1. ARBORE, Zamfir. “Petru Movili, Mitropolitul Kievului” (P. M., métropolite
de Kiev). Tinerimea romdnd, 16 (Bucarest, 1898): 94 sq.

2. Asaxi, Gheorghe. “Despre literatura roméneascd” (A propos de la litté-
rature roumaine). Albina roméneascd, 2 (lasi, 1830): 51-52; Curierul ro-
ménesc, 1 (Bucarest, 1829-30): 433-34.

Considere que P. M. (qu’il confond avec son oncle Ieremia) s’est formé
aux écoles de Cotnari et de Trei Ierarhi (Iagi). Enumération de quelques
oeuvres.

3. AVADANI, Mihail I. “Asezdmantul scolar de la Trei Ierarhi din Iagi—

¢ Cf. Panaitescu, “L’Influence de I'oeuvre de Pierre Mogila dans les Principautés
roumaines,” p. 9.

%  Voir les travaux de P. P. Panaitescu (1942) et de G. Mihaila (1972) dans la
Bibliographie, infra. Pour le mariage, cf. N. C. Bejenaru, ‘“Misiunea lui Leontin
Zaleski i casitoria fiicei lui Vasile Lupu cu Janusz Radzivil”” (La mission de Leontin
Zaleski et le mariage de la fille de Vasile Lupu avec Janusz Radziwilt), Revista
criticd 1 (1927): 222-25. La description du mariage a été faite par Miron Costin,
Opere, pp. 120-21; une description due 2 un témoin oculaire—le général transyl-
vain Jénos Kemény—parle avec admiration de Petru Movila et de sa suite de moines
et de prétres. Traduction roumaine par M. Holban, M. M. Alexandrescu-Dersca
Bulgaru et P. Cemovodeanu, Caldtori strdini despre tdrile romdéne, vol. 5 (Bucarest,
1973), pp. 135-38.

10 Conservé uniquement en résumé. Petru Movild donne le village Ogehlibul 2
Patragco Ciogolea. Publié par lorga, Studii si documente, 7: 211, o 14.

* La présente bibliographie n’a pas la prétention d’étre exhaustive. Nous avons
essayé de donner les indications bibliographiques le plus complétement possible.
Pour les revues mentionnées pour la premiére fois, nous avons indiqué, presque
toujours, le lieu de parution. M. Emil Turdeanu, maitre de recherche honoraire au
C.N.R.S., Paris, a eu ’amabilité de nous fournir plusieurs titres qui nous avaient
échappés.
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prima institutie cu elemente de invitimaint superior din Moldova”
(L*Etablissement scolaire de Trois Hiérarques de Iasi—la premiére insti-
tution présentant des éléments d’enseignement supérieur de Moldavie).
Mitropolia Moldovei i Sucevei 47 (1971): 361-74; 48 (1972): 775-88.

. BARLEA, Octavian. De Confessione Orthodoxa Petri Mohilae. Frankfurt

am Main, 1948. xiv, 225 pp.

. Bezvicont, George. Contributii la istoria relatiilor roméno-ruse (din cele

mai_vechi timpuri pdnd la mijlocul secolului al XIX-lea) (Contributions a
Thistoire des relations roumano-russes [depuis les temps les plus anciens
jusqu’au milieu du XIX: siécle]). Bucarest, 1962. 347 pp.

. BoGgpAN, Damian P. “Les Enseignements de Pierre Movila adressés 4 son

frére Moise Movila.” Cyrillomethodianum, 1 (Thessalonique, 1971): 1-25.

. BoGpaN, Nicolae A. “Herbul mitropolitului Petru Movild” (Les armoiries

du métropolite P. M.). Arhiva. Organul Societdtii istorico-filologice din
lasi, 29/1 (lasi, 1922): 120-21. Reproduction d’aprés P. N. Polevoj, Istorija
russkoj slovesnosti, vol. 1 (St.-Pétersbourg, 1903).

. BopoGaAE, Teodor. Din istoria Bisericii ortodoxe de acum 300 de ani. Con-

sideratii istorice in legdturd cu sinodul dela lagi (Extraits de Ihistoire de
I'Eglise orthodoxe d’il y a 300 ans. Considérations historique relatives au
synode de lasi). Sibiu, 1943. iv, 153 pp.

. BopoGak, Teodor. “Un capitol din relatiile romano-ruse: mitropolitul Pe-

tru Movild” (Un chapitre des relations roumano-russes: le métropolite
P. M.). Revista teologicd, 36 (Sibiu, 1946): 403-419.

BuLart, Toma. “Petru Movili print de Moldova, apiritor al ortodoxismului
(cu prilejul implinirii a 300 de ani dela sinodul din Iagi, 1641-1941)”
(P. M., prince de Moldavie, défenseur de ’Orthodoxie [2 ’occasion de 300
ans depuis le synode de lasi, 1641-1941]). Buletinul Institutului de istoria
Romdnilor “A. D. Xenopol” (lasi, 1941), pp. 9-14.

CioBaNu, Stefan. “Din legiturile culturale moldo-ucrainiene” (Sur les re-
lations culturelles moldavo-ukrainiennes). Analele Academiei romdne, Me-
moriile sectiei literare, s. 3, vol. 8 (1938): 15-18.

CroBanu, Valeriu. “Relatii literare romano-ruse in epoca feudals” (Rela-
tions littéraires roumano-russes & I’époque féodale). Revista de istorie §i
teorie literard, 9/2 (Bucarest, 1960).
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CONSTANTINESCU, Barbu. “Roméanul Petru Movilacareprezentantal Bisericii
ortodoxe” (Le Roumain P. M. comme représentant de 'Eglise orthodoxe).
Columna lui Traian, 4 (Bucarest, 1873): 38-39.

ELiaN, Alexandru. “Contributia greceasca la ‘Mirturisirea ortodoxa’”
(La contribution grecque a la “Confession orthodoxe™). Balcania, 5/1,
(Bucarest, 1942): 79-135.

ELIAN, Alexandru. Mdrturisirea de credintd a Bisericii ortodoxe. Traducere
de . . .) (La Confession de la foi de I'Eglise orthodoxe. Traductionde . . .)
Bucarest, 1981. Introduction, pp. 5-22. Traduction roumaine de la Confes-
sion orthodoxe de P. M., pp. 23-182.

ENaceaNu, Ghenadie, “Din istoria bisericeasca a Roménilor. Petru Mo-
vila” (Extraits de I’histoire ecclésiastique des Roumains. P. M.). Biserica
ortodoxd romdnd, 7 (1883): 278-89, 431-53, 618-22, 657-96, 734-72; 8
(1884): 4-39, 89-121, 185-221, 282-320. Tiré a part, Bucarest, 1884, iii,
352 pp.

La plus compléte monographie sur P. M.; utilise beaucoup d’inédits. Il
serait intéressant de la comparer avec le livre de S. Golubev paru en 1883
et 1898.

Ersiceanu, Constantin. ‘“‘Petru Movild.” Biserica ortodoxd romdnd, 33
(1909-1910): n° 5, 6, 8, 10.

GHEORGHIU, Nicolae A. ““‘Intampinarea’™ lui Meletios Syrigos si Richard
Simon” (La "‘Contestation” de Meletios Syrigos et Richard Simon). Bis-
erica ortodoxd romdnd, 60 (1942): 421-38.

Grosu, Nicolae. “Caracterizarea canonicé gi simbolici a sinodului dela Iagi”
(La caractérisation canonique et symbolique du synode de Iasi). Cronica
Romanului, 19 (Roman, 1941): 13-19.

HAJDAU, Alexandru. “Cuvant citre ucinicii sholii tdnutului Hotin, Rusi
si Roméani” (Discours aux €l&ves russes et roumains de I’école du départe-
ment de Xotyn). Foaie pentru minte, inimd gi literaturd, 1 (Bucarest, 1838):
161-67; Curierul roménesc, 10 (1839): 37-43.

Histoire des institutions culturelles moldaves et des liens culturels entre
“Ruthenes” et Roumains.

TonEscu, Teofil. “Codex parisinus 1265.” Vestitorul, 3/7-8 (1942): 20-23.
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. “Mitropolitul Petru Movili si catolicismul” (Le métropolite P. M.
et le catholicisme). Vestitorul, 3/7-8 (Paris, 1942): 10-19.

. La vie et I'oeuvre de Pierre Movila. Thése présentée ¢ la Faculté
libre de théologie de Paris. Paris, 1944. 260 pp.

. Licea, Ion. Contributiuni vechi romdnesti la cultura altor popoare (An-

ciennes contributions roumaines 2 la culture d’autres peuples). Galati,
1932.

Chapitre sur P. M.

- Luncu, Gheorghe. “Un important moment istoric al legaturilor culturale si

bisericesti ruso-romane. Petru Movila” (Un moment historique important
dans les liens culturels et ecclésiastiques russo-roumains. P. M.). Mitro-
polia Moldovei si Sucevei, 30 n° 11 (1954).

Lueas, Ioan. “Mitropolitul Petru Movili si relatiunile lui cu Roménii”
(Le métropolite P. M. et ses relations avec les Roumains). Studii, confe-
rinte §i comunicdri istorice (Etudes, conférences et communications his-
toriques), 4 (Sibiu, 1943): 83-91.

———. [Titre exact inconnu]. Revista teologicd, 18 (Sibiu, 1928): 245-49.

Traduction en roumain de la lettre du 27 octobre 1638 par laquelle P. M.
demande au patriarche Cyrille Contari de Constantinople de lever ’ana-
théme que Cyrille Lukaris avait jetée sur Moise Movild. D’aprés le texte
latin publié par E. Smurlo, La Russie et le Saint-Siége (Paris, 1929),
pp. 151-54 (Annexes).

Mareescu, Nicolae. Petru Movild, 1596-1646, mitropolitul Kievului (P. M.,
1596-1646, métropolite de Kiev). Bucarest, 1896.

MaziLu, Dan Horia. “Petru Movila sau fascinatia cirtii” (P. M. ou la fas-
cination du livre). Secolul 20, n° 11-12 (Bucarest, 1977): 98-104.

. Udrigte Nasturel. Bucarest, 1974, pp. 23-41

P. M. et ses relations avec les pays roumains.

MELCHISEDEC, Stefinescu. “Biserica ortodoxi in lupti cu protestantismul
in special cu calvinismul in veacul al XVII-lea si cele doui sinoade din
Moldova contra calvinilor” (L’Eglise orthodoxe en lutte avec le protes-
tantisme et spécialement le calvinisme au XVII: siécle et les deux synodes



216

32.

33.

34

35.

36.

37.

38.
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tenus en Moldavie contre les calvinistes). Analele Academiei romdne, Me-
moriile sectiei istorice, s. 2, vol. 12 (1889~90): 1-116. Tiré a part, Bucarest,
1893.

MIHAILA, Gheorghe. “Dous scrieri literare ale lui Petru Movila adresate
compatriotilor sai” (Deux écrits littéraires de P. M. adressés a ses com-
patriotes). Contributii la istoria culturii gi literaturii romdne vechi (Contri-
butions 2 I’histoire de la culture et de la littérature roumaines anciennes)
(Bucarest, 1972), pp. 183-228.

Texte original et traduction roumaine complétes de la préface du Triody
Cvétnaja (en ruthéne) et de la Mowa duchowna (en polonais). Kiev, 1645.

. “Petru Movila.” Literatura roménd veche (1402-1647) (La litté-
rature roumaine ancienne, 1402-1647), éd. G. Mihiild et D. Zamfirescu,
vol. 2 (Bucarest, 1969), pp. 260-69.

Notice bio-bibliographique, traduction en roumain de la préface du Triode
Cvétnaja de 1631 et de la préface dédiée a Vasile Lupu de Mowa duchowna
de 1645.

MinaiLovici, Paul. Doud documente de legdturd culturald dintre Romdni
si Rugi (Deux documents sur les liens culturels entre Roumains et Russes).
Tagi, 1930.

La traduction roumaine de la préface du Triodv Cvétnaja (Kiev, 1631).

— . “Legaturi culturale bisericesti dintre Roméni §i Rusi in secolele
XV-XX. Schita istorica” (Les liens culturels et ecclésiastiques entre les
Roumains et les Russes aux XVe—XX: siécles. Esquisse historique). Revista
Societdtii istorice-arheologice-bisericegti, 22 (Kiinev, 1932): 199-276.

MIHALCESCU, Iriney. “Petru Movild si sinodul de la Jagi” (P. M. et le
synode de lasi). Mitropolia Moldovei si Sucevei, 18 (1942): 481-519. Tiré
a part, Iasi, 1943, 39 pp.

MinEa, Ilie. “Cateva preciziri si interpretari noi in legiturd cu sinodul
dela Iasi” (Quelques précisions et interprétations nouvelles concernant le
synode de Iasi). Mitropolia Moldovei si Sucevei, 18 (1942): 520-27.

Minga, llie et Boca, L. T. “Despre cel mai vechiu document in legatura
cu scoala de la Trei Ierarhi” (A propos du plus ancien document relatif &
’école du couvent des Trois Hiérarques). Cercerdri istorice, 10-12 (1934~
36): 208-216.
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Il s’agit de I'école fondée par Vasile Lupu avec, a sa téte, Sofronij Po-
cas’kyj.

Moisescu, Tustin. “Inlegituri cu “Marturisirea Ortodoxa” (A propos de la
“Confession orthodoxe”). Biserica ortodoxd romdnd, 46 (1948): 357-62.

. NeGrescu, P. “Mitropolitul Petru Movild infitisatin noua literatura teologica

rusi” (Le métropolite P. M. dans la nouvelle littérature théologique
russe). Ortodoxia, 4/1 (Bucarest, 1952): 135-60.

NisToR, Ion. “Contributii la relatiunile dintre Moldova §i Ucraina in veacul
al XVII-lea” (Contributions a I’histoire des relations de la Moldavie avec
I'Ucraine au XVII: siécle). Analele Academiei romdne, Memoriile sectiei
istorice, s. 3, vol. 13 (Bucarest, 1932-33): 186-221.

Nonea, Constantin. “Legiturile mitropolitului Varlaam [1632-1653] cu
bisericile ortodoxe din Kiev si Moscova” (Les relations du métropolite
Varlaam de Moldavie [1632-1653] avec les Eglises orthodoxes de Kiev et
de Moscou). Mitropolia Moldovei §i Sucevei, 33 (1957): 806-819.

PANAITESCU, Petre P. “Un autograf al lui Petru Movild pe un Tetravanghel
al lui Stefan cel Mare” (Un autographe de P. M. sur un Tétraévangile
d’Etienne le Grand). Revista istoricd romdnd, 9 (1939): 82-87, une
planche.

Notice de 1637 sur un manuscrit de 1493 conservé a Munich. Signalé d’a-
bord par N. lorga, Istoria literaturii religioase a Roménilor pand la 1688
(cf. supra, note 86), p. 10. D. Dan, O Evanghelie a lui $tefan cel Mare in
Miinchen (Un Evangélaire d’Etienne le Grand & Munich) (Cernivci, 1914);
N. Torga, Les arts mineurs en Roumanie, vol. 1 (Bucarest, 1934), p. 47 et
planches 1-9. Le manuscrit a été décrit par E. Turdeanu, “Manuscrise
slave din timpul lui Stefan cel Mare” (Les manuscrits slaves de I'époque
d’Etienne le Grand), Cercetiri literare, 5 (Bucarest, 1943): 181-85; idem,
“L’activité littéraire en Moldavie (1457—-1504)," Revue des études rou-
maines, 5-6 (Paris, 1960): 56, n° 29/156.

. “O carte necunoscuti a lui Petru Movila dedicata lui Matei Basa-
rab” (Un livre inconnu de P. M. dédié a Matei Basarab). Omagiu lui Petre
Constantinescu-lagi cu prilejul implinirii a 70 de ani (Bucarest, 1965),
pp. 295-301.

. “L’Influence de I’oeuvre de Pierre Moghila, archevéque de Kiev,
dans les Principautés roumaines.” Mélanges de I’Ecole roumaine en France,
5/1 (Paris, 1926): 1-97. Tiré a part, Paris, 1926, 95 pp.
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. “Petru Movild, ctitor al tipografiilor roméne din veacul al XVII-
lea” (P. M. fondateur des imprimeries roumaines du XVII¢ siécle). Al-
manahul Graficei romdne (Craiova, 1931), pp. 116-20.

. “Petru Movila si Roménii” (P. M. et les Roumains). Biserica or-
todoxd romdnd, 60 (1942): 403-20. Tiré a part, Bucarest, 1943, 20 pp.
Républié dans P. P. Panaitescu, Contributii la istoria culturii romdnegti
(Contributions a I’histoire de la culture roumaine), éd. S. Panaitescu et
D. Zamfirescu (Bucarest, 1971), pp. 575-95.

Analyse et traduction (partielle) en roumain de la préface du Triode Cvét-
naja de 1631 et du sermon tenu a Iasi pour le mariage de Janusz Radziwilt
avec Maria Lupu, en 1645, imprimé 2 Kiev en 1645 dans une édition rare,
Mowa duchowna przy szlubie.

. PaPACOSTEA, Victor. “O scoald de limbad si cultur slavona la Targoviste in

timpul domniei lui Matei Basarab” (Une école de langue et de culture
slavones a Targoviste sour le régne de Matei Basarab [1632-1654]). Ro-
manoslavica, 5 (Bucarest, 1962): 183-94.

PETRESCU, Ioan D. “Locul ‘Mirturisirii ortodoxe’ a lui Petru Movili in orto-
doxie” (La place de la “Confession orthodoxe” de P. M. dans I’Ortho-
doxie). Predania, 1/n° 8-9 (Bucarest, 1937): 11-18.

PeTREUTA, Joan. “Sinodul dela Iasi si Marturisirea ortodox3” (Le synode
de Iagi et la Confession orthodoxe). Biserica bdndteand, 3/n° 9-13, 15-17
(Timigoara, 1941).

Petrovicl, Teodor. Petru Movild, mitropolitul Chievului (P. M., le métro-
polite de Kiev). Bucarest, 1941.

PLAMADEALA, Antonie. “Eveniment mondial la Iasi: Sinodul din 1642”
(Un événement de portée mondiale 2 Iasi: le sinode de 1642). Dascdli de
cuget si simgire romdneascd (Maitres de I’esprit et du sentiment roumains).
Bucarest, 1981. Pp. 180-91. ’

Porescu, Nicolae M. “Petru Movila.” Biserica ortodoxd roménd, 65/1-3,
(1947): 9-29.

Discussion autour du livre de Gh. Endceanu (cf. supra, ne 16).
. “Pomenirea mitropolitului Petru Movili §i a Sinodului dela Iagi”

(La commémoration du métropolite P. M. et du synode de Iasi). Biserica
ortodoxd romdnd, 60 (1942): 387-402.
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59.

. ScriBaN, Filaret. “Viata mitropolitului Petru Movild
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Le méme texte, sous le titre: “Pomenirea de trei sute de ani a Sinodului
dela Iagi, 15 septemvrie pana la 27 octomvrie 1642 (La commémoration

. des 300 ans du synode de Iasi, tenu du 15 septembre au 27 octobre 1642).

Analele Academiei romdne, Memoriile sectiei istorice, s. 3, vol. 25 (1942~
43): 423-41.

Porescu, Nicolae M., et Moisescu, Gheorghe 1. *Op868olog omoroyia,
Marturisirea ortodoxd. Text grec inedit ms. Parisinus 1265. Text romdn ed-
itid Buzdu 1691. Editatd de . . . (La Confession orthodoxe. Le texte grec
inédit du ms. Parisinus 1265. Le texte roumain de I’édition de Buzau, 1691.
Editée par. . .). Bucarest, 1942—44. Ixviii, 352 pp.

Edition définitive, avec un commentaire trés poussé. Analyse des dix-sept
éditions roumaines de la Confession orthodoxe de P. M., dont les plus
importantes sont les suivantes: Buziu, 1691; Snagov, 1699; Bucarest, 1745,
1827, 1853, 1895 (édition du Saint-Synode due a2 Gh. Enaceanu); Monas-
tére de Neamt, 1844, 1864 (préface de F. Scriban, cf. n° 60); Iasi, 1874;
Sibiu, 1855, 1814. Pour la déscription des quatre premiéres éditions, voir
I. Bianu et N. Hodos, Bibliografia romdneascd veche (La Bibliographie
roumaine ancienne), vol. 1: 1508-1716 (Bucarest, 1903), pp. 321 (Buzau,
1691), 378 (Snagov, 1699); vol. 2: 1716-1808 (Bucarest, 1910), p. 224 (Bu-
carest, 1745); vol. 3: 1809-1830 (Bucarest, 1912-1936), p. 553 (Bucarest,
1827). Pour le vol. 3, coauteur D. Simonescu.

Porescu, Simion. “Sinodul dela Iagi din 1642 (Le synode de lasi de 1642).
Renagterea, 21/n° 10 (1942): 557-65.

Porcescu, Scarlat. “Tiparnita de la Biserica Trei Ierarhi-lagi. Cea dintai
carte imprimati in Moldova (1643)”” (L’imprimerie du couvent des Trois
Hiérarques de Iagi. Le premier livre imprimé en Moldavie [1643]). Mitro-
polia Moldovei §i Sucevei 47 (1971): 204-15.

Rezus, Petru. “Academia movileani din Kiev si rolul ei in dezvoltarea
invitimantului teologic din tirile roméne” (L’Académie de P. M. a Kiev
et son réle dans le développement de I’enseignement théologique dans les
pays roumains). Mitropolia Olteniei, 19 (Craiova, 1967): 699-708.

SaviN, Gheorghe Ioan. “Mitropolitul Petru Movild §i sinodul de la Iasi.
Contributii romanesti la viata spirituald rusi” (Le métropolite P. M. et le
synode de Iagi. Contributions roumaines a la vie spirituelle russe). Cetatea
Moldovei, 2 (1asi, 1941): 11~12.

X

(La Vie du métro-
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62.

63.

65.

66.
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polite P. M.). Marturisirea ortodoxd a apostolicestei i catolicegtei biserici
de rdsdrit (Manastirea Neamt, 1844).

Préface a I'édition roumaine de la Confession orthodoxe de P. M. Réédi-
tions Neamt, 1864; lasi, 1874; Sibiu, 1914.

— . “Vieata mitropolitului Petru Movila” (La Vie du métropolite
P. M.). Zimbrul, 2 (lasi, 1851): 105-108; Vestitorul romdnesc, 16 (Buca-
rest, 1851): 305-307, 309-10; Foaie pentru minte, inimd §i literaturd, 14
(Bucarest, 1851): 337-39.

La méme biographie que celle du n° 60, supra, publiée dans trois journaux
différents.

$EsaN, Milan. “In amintirea soborului dela Iasi din 1642 (En souvenir du
synode de Iasi de 1642). Candela, 53-54 (Cernivci, 1942-43): 154-61.

SIMONEScU, Dan, et Bo6paN, Damian P. “Inceputurile culturale ale domniei
lui Matei Basarab” (Les débuts culturels du régne de Matei Basaraba).
Biserica ortodoxd romdnd, 56 (1938): 866—80. Tiré a part, Bucarest, 1939,

19 pp.

Préface (texte slavon et traduction roumaine) du Molitvennik de Cimpu-
lung, 1635, imprimé grace a I'aide de P. M.

. STEFANEScU, Ioan D. “Portretele lui Petru Movila” (Les portraits de P. M.).

Biserica ortodoxa roménd, 65/1-3 (1947): 4-8.

. “Etudes d’iconographie et d’histoire. Portraits inconnus de
Georges Mogila, métropolite de Moldavie et de Pierre Mogila, métropolite
de Kiev.” Revista istoricd romdnd, 4 (1934): 71-75, deux planches.

L’auteur croit avoir identifié un portrait de P. M. a Sucevita, dont la pein-
ture serait de 1630. Identification contestée par S. Ulea, “Portretul unui
ctitor uitat al mAandstirii Sucevita: Teodosie Barboschi, mitropolit al Mol-
dovei” (Le portrait d’un fondateur oublié du monastére de Sucevita: le
métropolite de Moldavie Teodosie Barboschi), Studii si cercetdri de istoria
artei, n° 2 (Bucarest, 1959): 241-49. Un autre auteur, V. Britulescu, pense
qu’il s’agit du portrait de Ion Movila, le pére de Gheorghe, Ieremia et
Simion. Cf. “Portretul logofitului Ioan Movild (monahul Ioanichie) in tab-
loul votiv de la Sucevita” (Le portrait du chancelier Ioan Movila [le moine
Toanichie] dans le tableau votiv de Sucevita), Mitropolia Moldovei si Suce-
vei, 42 (1966): 23-53.

STREMPEL, Gabriel. “Sprijinul acordat de Rusia tiparului roménescin secolul
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al XVII-lea” (L’aide accordée par la Russie aux imprimeries roumaines
au XVII siecle). Studii si cercetdri de bibliologie, 1 (Bucarest, 1955): 15~
42, :

SuTINER, Ernest Christian. “Noi date §i preciziri in legituri cu Sinodul de la
Iagi din anul 1642” (Données nouvelles et précisions relatives au synode
de Iasi de 1642). Biserica ortodoxd roménd, 93 (1975): 1107-1113.

. VasiLescu, Emilian. “Petru Movila, apiritor al ortodoxiei” (P. M., défen-

seur de Iorthodoxie). Gdndirea, 20 (Bucarest, 1941): 563-68.

C.N.R.S., Paris
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Select Bibliography of Works on the
Kiev Mohyla Academy by Polish Scholars (1966-1983)

PAULINA LEWIN

The Kiev Mohyla Academy has long been of great interest to Polish
scholars in the fields of history, church history, literature, education,
language, and the arts, as well as, of course, to students of Polish-
Ukrainian relations. Many important works about the academy were
published by Polish scholars in the nineteenth and at the turn of the
twentieth century (e.g., A. Jablonowski’s Akademia Kijowsko-Mohy-
lariska: Zarys historyczny na tle rozwoju ogdlnego cywilizacji zachod-
niej na Rusi, Lviv, 1899-1900). Afterwards, however, there was a long
period of silence, which ended only in the 1960s, with the publication
of Ryszard Luzny’s Pisarze kregu Akademii Kijowsko-Mohylariskiej a
literatura polska (no. 17 below). The study proved to be a turning point
in Polish scholarship, for it was followed by renewed research on the
Kiev Mohyla Academy, resulting in new findings and the publications
listed in this bibliography. Items are arranged alphabetically by author;
items by the same author are listed chronologically by year of publi-
cation.*
*

* %

1. DEBSKI, Jan. Twérczos¢é rosyjskich sylabistéw i tradycje literackie. Wroclaw,
etc.: Ossolineum, 1983. 88 pp.

Discusses the writings of Russian syllabic poets who were trained at the
Kiev Mohyla Academy and the writings of their followers, with special
attention to Symeon Poloc’kyj, Stefan Javors’kyj, and Feofan Prokopovy<.

2. GALSTER, Irena. “Staroruski przeklad dzieta Andrzeja FryczaModrzewskiego
‘De republica emendanda.’” Studia i materialy z dziejéw nauki polskiej,

* References to the “Academy” are to the Kiev Mohyla School and its successor,
the Kiev Mohyla Academy.
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ser. A: Historia nauk spolecznych, no. 13 (Warsaw, 1975), pp. 75-128
(Russian and French summaries on pp. 128-31).

A linguistic and textual analysis of the translation of Modrzewski’s Latin
treatise. To convince the reader that its Ruthenian translations were re-
translations from the Polish, the author dwells on the command of Polish
prevalent in the milieu of the Academy (esp. pp. 82-83).

. Karwecki, Piotr. “Prawostawna homiletyka Joanicjusza Galatowskiego

(Przelom w prawostawnej homiletyce XVII w.).” Studia Theologica
Varsoviensis 10, no. 2 (1972): 205-233 (French summary, pp. 233-47).
[See also no. 25, below.]

Dwells on the changes that occurred in Ukrainian Orthodox homiletics in
the seventeenth century; the genre was best expressed in the sermons and
handbook for preachers of Galjatovs’kyj, who was closely associated with
the Academy.

. KowaLska, Halina. “Movila (Moghila, Movila) Piotr.” Polski Stownik Bio-

graficzny, Polska Akademia Nauk, vol. 21/3, no. 90 (Wroclaw, etc.: Os-
solineum, 1976), pp. 568-72.

A sober and reliable biographical entry on the founder of the Academy,
with bibliographical references.

. LEwIN, Paulina. Intermedia wschodniostowianiskie XVI-XVIII wieku. Wro-

claw, etc.: Ossolineum, 1967. 153 pp.

A detailed survey and analysis of all extant East Slavic intermedia, which
were short comic skits on everyday life performed between the acts of
serious plays. The author ascertains that the Latin term intermedium and
knowledge of its general characteristics and its dramatic devices came to
the East Slavs via Jesuit schools in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth
and the Kiev Mohyla Academy. The genre absorbed the customs and local
color of the region and was easily adapted from the school to the popular
stage. The second chapter (pp. 27-59) examines specifically Ukrainian
intermedia (chronological index, pp. 148—49).

. “Intermedia bialoruskie, ukrainskie i rosyjskie—wazniejsze cechy
i r6znice.” Wroclawskie spotkania teatralne (Wroclaw, etc.: Ossolineum,
1969), pp. 121-41.

Deals in part with Ukrainian intermedia and their school connections
(pp- 129-33).

. “Intermedia wschodnioslowiariskie a intermedia polskie.” O wza-
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11.

12.
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jemnych powigzaniach polsko-rosyjskich (Wroctaw, 1969), pp. 12-35.

A hypothetical reconstruction of the staging of all extant East Slavic and
of 36 Polish intermedia. Through comparative analysis, the author shows
that Polish intermedia and their East Slavic counterparts which originated
in the Kiev Mohyla Academy belong to the same type of theater—one that
was both popular and quite professional, a theater that strived for audience
identification and participation.

. “Sceniteskaja struktura vosto¢noslavjanskix intermedij.” Russkaja
literatura na rubeze dvux épox (XVII-naéalo XVIII v.), Issledovanija i
materialy po drevnerusskoj literature (Moscow, 1971), pp. 105-127.

Examines the stage structure of, among others, the intermedia written and
performed at the Academy.

. “Dawne polonica literackie w archiwach Moskwy i Leningradu.”
Slavia Orientalis, 1972, no. 1, pp. 73-99.

Includes descriptions of several rare manuscripts from the Academy,
mainly lectures on poetics and rhetoric dating from the end of the seven-
teenth century and from the eighteenth century, as well as of some old
prints.

. Wyklady poetyki w uczelniach rosyjskich XVIII wieku (1722-1774)
a tradycje polskie. Wroctaw, etc.: Ossolineum, 1972. 190 pp.

Investigates, on the basis of the author’s own archival findings, the content
of lectures on poetics in ecclesiastical schools in eighteenth-century Russia.
Concludes that since professors largely copied lectures delivered at the
Kiev Mohyla Academy, the Kiev tradition shaped Russian students’ aes-
thetic views.

. “Ruskie formy parateatralne XVI-XVIII w. na dawnych ziemiach
Rzeczypospolitej.” Slavia Orientalis, 1973, no. 3, pp. 287-304.

Examined here are school declamations, consisting of a series of verses
with a common theme or subject and recited in turn by students, not only
in schools but also at various places during vacation excursions.

. “Teoria akuminu w estetycznej §wiadomosci Wschodniej Sto-
wiariszczyzny XVI-XVIII wieku a traktat Sarbiewskiego.” Literatura sta-
ropolska i jej zwigzki europejskie (Wroclaw, etc.: Ossolineum, 1973),
pp- 309-322.

Places the aesthetic views first imparted to the East Slavs at the Academy
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13.

14.

PAULINA LEWIN

(where the ideas of the Polish Jesuit Sarbiewski were expounded) within
the framework of the European Baroque, which highly valued skillful con-
struction of acute conceits in writing and in speeches.

. “Nieznana poetyka kijowska z XVII wieku.” Z dziejéw stosunkéw
literackich polsko-ukrairiskich (Wroclaw, etc.: Ossolineum, 1974), pp. 71-
90.

Adds to the analyses of Kievan lectures on poetics already done by Mykola
Petrov, Hryhoryj Syvokin’, and Ryszard Euzny a detailed description of a
manuscript, discovered by the author, of lectures delivered in 1689 by the
Reverend Partheniusz Rodowicz.

———. “Poczatki teatru ukraifiskiego. Problematyka i zamierzenia ba-
dawcze.” Jezyki i literatury wschodniostowiariskie. Materiaty Ogélnopol-
skiej Konferencji Naukowej. £.6d%, 14-15 czerwca 1976 (L6d%Z, 1976),
pp. 115-21.

. Points out the close connections of all forms of the early Ukrainian theater

15.

16.

17.

with the Kiev Mohyla School, and discusses the theater’s religious nature
and role as an intermediary between the west and east of Europe. Sum-
marizes the scholarly achievements in the field, calls for further research,
and suggests new approaches to the problem.

. “Literatura staropolska a literatury wschodniostowiariskie. Stan
badari i postulaty badawcze.” Literatura staropolska w kontekscie europej-
skim: Zwiqzki i analogie (Wroclaw, etc.: Ossolineum, 1977), pp. 139-68.

A broad and detailed survey of scholarly activities and approaches in the
field of Polish East-Slavic literary relations of the sixteenth to eighteenth
century. The role of the Kiev Mohyla Academy is emphasized and unre-
solved problems are indicated.

. “Nieznany staropolski utwér sceniczny z Kijowa.” Pamietnik Tea-
tralny, 1978, no. 3 (107), pp. 383-408.

Publication of the author’s archival discovery-—a Polish Christmas play
written at the Academy at the turn of the eighteenth century that is a
striking example of the Baroque style.

YuzNy, Ryszard. Pisarze kregu Akademii Kijowsko-Mohylariskiej a lite-
ratura polska: Z dziejéw zwigzkéw kulturalnych polsko-wschodniosto-
wiariskich XVII-XVIII wieku. Cracow, 1966. 170 pp.

The author has extracted all Polish texts from seventeenth- ahd eighteenth-
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century manuscripts of lectures on poetics at the Academy and here iden-
tifies them. To illustrate the theory and norm of literature, Orthodox pro-
fessors routinely quoted from Polish writers, such as Jan Kochanowski,
Piotr Kochanowski, Szymon Szymonowic, Samuel Twardowski, Wespazjan
Kochowski and Albert Ines, and from the neo-Latin poet and theoretician
Maciej Kazimierz Sarbiewski. They were familiar with the Polish epigrams
and rhymes known as fraszki, and with anonymous calendar poetry. They
were also well read in Polish homiletic literature, primarily the sermons of
Piotr Skarga and Tomasz Mlodzianowski, and knew the work of Stryj-
kowski and other Polish historians. The book also discusses the Polish
writings of three eminent Kiev professors—Lazar Baranovy¢, Symeon Po-
loc’kyj, and Feofan Prokopovy¢.

“<poetika’ Feofana Prokopovita i teoria poezii v Kievo-Mogiljan-
skoj akademu (Pervaja polovina XVIII veka).” Rol’ i znacenie literatury
XVIII veka v istorii russkoj kul'tury, Sbornik XVIII vek, 7 (Moscow and
Leningrad, 1966), pp. 47-53.

The author seeks “only to raise a question which, when elaborated, would
show the role of Prokopovy&’s work in the development of a theory of
literature and the writings of his followers, who regarded his ‘Poetics’ as
a model” (p. 48).

— . “Psalterz rymowany’ Symeona Polockiego a ‘Psalterz Dawid6w’
Jana Kochanowskiego.” Slavia Orientalis, 1966, no. 1, pp. 3-27.

Establishes, through a detailed comparison of the two texts, that although
Poloc’kyj reproduced quite successfully the rich verse and stanza structures
of Kochanowski’s Psalter, his work—that of a former student of the Acad-
emy—was above all a faithful adaptation in verse of the Orthodox biblical
text.

——. “Stefan Jaworski—poeta nieznany.” Slavia Orientalis, 1967, no. 4,
pp. 363-73.

See no. 22 below.

. “Dawne pi§miennictwo ukraifiskie a polskie tradycje literackie.”
Z dziejéw stosunkéw literackich polsko-ukrairiskich (Wroclaw, etc.: Os-
solineum, 1974), pp. 7-36.

A general outline of Ukrainian literature from the sixteenth to first half
of the eighteenth century in its relation to Polish literature, and of the
Academy’s role in its development.
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. “Twérczoséé Stefana Jaworskiego, poety ukraifisko-rosyjsko-pol-
skiego, czyli raz jeszcze o baroku wschodniostowiariskim.” Jezyki i litera-
tury wschodniostowiariskie. Materialy Ogélnopolskiej Konferencji
Naukowej. £6d?, 14-15 czerwca 1976 (L6dZ, 1976), pp. 103~114.

Both articles relate the life and career of Javors’kyj, alumnus and professor
of the Academy, and draw attention to his now forgotten poetry as a strik-
ing example of the literary Baroque.

. “Kijowski siedemnastowieczny wariant cerkiewno-stowiariskiego
pateryka.” Slovo. Casopis Staroslavenskog zavoda (Zagreb), 28 (1978): 35—
43.

Deals with the reworking and publication of the Kiev Patericon by the Kiev
circle of churchmen and scholars, many of whom were connected with the
Academy. Discusses the uses of the Patericon in the religious polemics of
seventeenth-century Ukraine, concentrating in particular on the Polish
translation by Sylvester Kossov.

. NODZYNSKA, L. “Pateryk Pieczerski. Dzieje zabytku w Polsce.” Slavica

Wratislaviensia, 2 (Acta Universitatis Wratislaviensis, 129) (1971): 5-27.
[See no. 23.]

. Wrrkowski, W. Jezyk utworéw Joanicjusza Galatowskiego na tle pismien-

nictwa ukrairiskiego XVII wieku. Cracow, 1969. 167 pp.

A linguistic analysis of the Ukrainian literary language of the seventeenth
century, especially of the writings of the outstanding preacher and writer
Galjatovs’kyj, alumnus, professor, and rector of the Academy.



A Select Bibliography of Soviet Publications Related to
the Kiev Mohyla Academy and its Founder, 1970-1983

compiled by

OMELIJAN PRITSAK and OKSANA PROCYK

This select bibliography covers the years 1970-1983 and lists
primarily the work of Soviet Ukrainian scholars, although the work
of Russian and other Soviet writers is also taken into account. We
survey the literature published after the appearance of the first edi-
tion (1970) of Zoja XyZnjak’s monograph on the Kiev Mohyla
Academy, a work that gives access to some earlier literature. We
have restricted our list to publications that either bear directly on
Mohyla and his school or discuss the work of the school’s most dis-
tinguished alumni. As a result, relevant but specialized works are
sometimes omitted. For instance, the year 1972, the 250th
anniversary of Skovoroda’s birth, produced many scholarly publica-
tions about the work of this alumnus of the Kiev Mohyla Academy;
only a few of the most important items, however, are included
here.

Items are arranged alphabetically by author or, in the case of col-
lections or publications by several authors, by title. Entries by the
same author are listed chronologically, so that the author’s earliest
published work appears first. Included are brief annotations and
reviews of the items known to us. Two indexes are provided: an
index of authors of the sixteenth to eighteenth century whose
works were republished or mentioned in the annotations of the
entries; and an index of modern authors, compilers, editors, trans-
lators, and reviewers.

This list of 108 items is a selection from a more comprehensive
bibliography of Soviet scholarly works published between 1958 and
1983 that deal with Ukrainian cultural history from the end of the
sixteenth through the eighteenth century. That bibliography is to
appear in the publication series of the Ukrainian Research Institute
of Harvard University.
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ABBREVIATIONS

BIL Biblioteka imeni V. I. Lenina. Moscow.
CNB = Central’na naukova biblioteka Akademiji nauk
Ukrajins’koji RSR. Kiev.

FD =  Filosofs’ka dumka. Kiev.
GPB = Gosudarstvennaja publi¢naja biblioteka. Leningrad.
HUS = Harvard Ukrainian Studies. Cambridge, Mass.
IstDos = IstoryCni doslidZennja ta jix vykorystannja. Kiev.
ND = Naukova dumka. Kiev.
NTE = Narodna wvorlist’ ta etnohrafija. Kiev.
Rec =  Recenzija. Cambridge, Mass.
RL = Radjans ke literaturoznavstvo. Kiev.
TODRL =  Trudy Otdela drevnerusskoj literatury Instituta
russkoj literatury AN SSSR. Moscow and Leningrad.
Ul = Ukrajins'kyj istorvk. New York, Toronto, Munich.
UIZ = Ukrajins'kyj istoryinyj Zurnal. Kiev.
UK = Ukrajins’ka knyha. Philadelphia.
UMLS =  Ukrajins’ka mova i literatura v 3koli. Kiev.
Un-t = University press.
USKT = Ukrajins'ke suspil’no-kul’turne tovarystvo. Warsaw.
VS = Vy$ka Skola. Kiev and Lviv.

1. Apollonova ljutnja: Kyjivs'ki poety XVII-XVIII st. Volodymyr Krekoten’, ed.
Kiev: Molod’, 1982. 310 pp.

A representative collection of poetry by 41 Kievan poets of the 17th and 18th cen-
turies who were either students or teachers at the Kiev Mohyla Academy. The
anthology, beautifully illustrated, is translated into modern Ukrainian from Middle
Ukrainian, Church Slavonic, Latin, and Polish.

2. Barokko v slavianskix kul'turax. A. V. Lipatov, A. 1. Rogov, and L. A. Sofronova,
eds. Moscow: Nauka, 1982. 351 pp.

Three articles are relevant: A. A. Morozov, “*‘Symeon Poloc’kyj and problems of
the East Slavic Baroque™ (pp. 170-90); V. K. Bylinin and V. A. Grixin, ‘‘Symeon
Poloc’kyj and Simon USakov: On the problem of the aesthetics of the Russian
baroque™ (pp. 191-219); Volodymyr Krekoten’, “‘The topic of ’schoiarship’ in
Ukrainian Baroque poetry of the 1630s’ (pp. 255-75; an analysis of the Euchar-
isterion).

3. BiLobip, Ivan. Kjyjevo-Mohylians'ka akademija v istoriji sxidnoslov’ jans'kyx litera-
wrnyx mov. Kiev: ND, 1979. 197 pp.

Three of the book’s 8 studies by Bilodid deal with the Kiev Mohyla Academy:
“The teaching of languages in the Ukraine in the 16th-17th centuries™ (pp. 22-47);
“The concept of language at the Kiev Mohyla Academy’ (pp. 48-84); “'The role of
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H. S. Skovoroda in the history of the Ukrainian literary language™ (pp. 115-29).

4. Biobip, Oles’, and XaRLaMOv, Viktor. ‘“‘Znaxidky pid fundamentom
Uspens’koho soboru.” Kyjiv (Kiev), 1983, no. 9, pp. 148-57.

In 1982, during reconstruction of the Cathedral of the Dormition (destroyed in
1941), an inscribed plate made of silver and coming from the grave of Peter Mohyla
was found in the Caves Monastery complex. Bilodid gives the Middle Ukrainian
text of this epitaph, which indicates that Mohyla was born on 21 December 1574—
not in 1596, as was hitherto believed.

5. BiLous, Petro. ‘“‘Tvoréa spadityna Vasylja Hryhorovyla-Bars’koho,™” RL, 1981,
no. 11, pp. 60-68.

On the literary legacy of Vasyl' Hryhorovy&-Bars'kyj (1701-1747), itinerant monk
and alumnus of the Kiev Mohyla Academy.

6. BoroDu, M. ‘‘Utast’ vyxovanciv Kyjivs’koji akademiji v rozvytku vitlyznjanoji
medycyny XVIII st.” UlZ, 1980, no. 3, pp. 96~102.

The role of the Kiev Academy’s alumni in the development of medical science in
the Ukraine and Russia in the 18th century, with a list of 26 specific contributions.

7. BYSovec’, V., and NICYK, Valerija. *‘Filosofija v Kyjevo-Mohyljans’kij akademiji:
Teofan Prokopovyt.” FD, 1970, no. 3, pp. 92-94.

Introduction to item 74 of this bibliography.

8. DOVHALEVS'KY), Mytrofan. Poetyka (Sad poeryinyj). Pereklad, prymitky ta slov-
nyk imen i nazv V. Masljuka. Kiev: Mystectvo, 1973. 435 pp. (Pam’’jatky estetye-
noji dumky).

Dovhalevs'kyj’s lectures on poetry read at the Kiev Mohyla Academy during the
academic year 1736-1737 were compiled in the work ‘‘Hortus poeticus.”” On the
basis of two copies of the original Latin manuscript (CNB mss. 251 and 261) Vitalij
Masljuk prepared this Ukrainian translation, with notes and a dictionary of names.
The introductory essay by Ivan Ivan’o evaluates Dovhalevs’kyj’s sources and contri-
bution to literary theory.

9. DRUSKEVYC, Je. ‘‘Joasaf Krokovs'kyj.”" Ukrajins'kyj kalendar 1973 (Warsaw:
USKT, 1972), pp. 270-71.

On Krokovs’kyj’s activity at the Kiev Mohyla Academy.

10. DYLEC'KY), Mykola. Hramatyka muzykal'na: Forokopija rukopysu 1723 roku.
Pidhotuvala do vydannja O. S. Calaj-Jakymenko. Kiev: Muzy¢na Ukrajina, 1970.
xciv, 111 pp.

A facsimile edition of a 1723 manuscript copy (found in the Lviv Museum of
Ukrainian Art, fond no. 87/510804) of Dylec’kyj’s treatise on the theory of music
originally written in Ukrainian in 1677, with a transcription, afterword, and com-
mentary by Oleksandra Calaj-Jakymenko. Appended are a short glossary and sum-
maries in Russian, English, and German. '

Rev. by Stephen Reynolds in Rec 5, no. 2 (1975):27-33.

11. Dziusa, O., “‘Peredmovy 1a pisljamovy do starodrukiv jak dZerelo vyviennja
istoriji osvity na UKrajini v druhij polovyni XVI-persij polovyni XVII st.”” ulZ,
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1980, no. 1, pp. 135-43.

Forewords and afterwords in old printed books of the i6th and !7th centuries as
sources for the study of the history of education in the Ukraine.

12. Erci¢, Viastimir. Manuil (Mihail) Kozacinskij i njegova Traedokomedija. Novi Sad
and Beograd: Institut za Knjizevnost i Umetnost Matica Srpska, Srpsko Narodno
Pozoriste, 1980. 765 pp.

A beautifully produced monograph in two parts: (I) a comprehensive, well-
documented biography of Kozadyns'kyj and his activity in the Ukraine and Serbia
(pp. 17-189); (2) a critical edition of Kozakyns'kyj's Traedokomedija, with extensive
commentaries. The book is illustrated with reproductions of many engravings from
old Ukrainian imprints.

Rev. by O. My3any¢ in RL, 1981, no. 11, pp. 88-91.

13. Filosofija Hryhoriia Skovorody. Volodymyr Synkaruk, ed. Kiev: ND, 1972. 311
pp.

V. Synkaruk, V. Ivan’o, D. Kyryk, and V. Nigyk, all fellows of the Institute of Phi-
losophy of the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences, discuss Skovoroda’s philosophy in
four chapters: (1) formation of his system; (2) Skovoroda and the philosophical
traditions of the Kiev Mohyla Academy; (3) Skovoroda's teachings on two natures
and three worlds; (4) Skovoroda’s ethical theory.

Rev. by John-Paul Himka in Rec 4, no. 2 (1974):3-13.

14. Filosofskaja mysl’ v Kieve: Istoriko-filosofskij oCerk. Volodymyr Synkaruk, editor-
in-chief. Kiev: ND, 1982. 357 pp.

Nineteen authors have contributed to this history of philosophical thought in Kiev
from the time of princely Rus’ to the present. Chapter 2 (pp. 78-157), written
jointly by V. Nikyk, L. Paslavs’kyj, and I. Ivan’o, is devoted to philosophical thought
at the Kiev Mohyla Academy, with special attention given to its impact on Sko-
voroda and Skovoroda’s influence, in turn, on its later development.

Rev. by A. Kolodna in FD, 1983, no. 3, pp. 113-15.

15. FOMENKO, Valentyn. ‘‘Kyjevo-Mohyljans'ka akademija ta jiji rol’ u rozvytku
obrazotvoréoho mystectva.”” NTE, 1981, no. 4, pp. 24-32.

The study focuses on the art of engraving and describes the work of students and
artists at the Academy, with Ivan Séyrs’kyj (d. after 1714) and Hryhorij Levyc'kyj
(1697 ~-1769) among the most prominent.

16. GizeL, Inokentij. “Pracjia z zahal'noji filosofiji: Metafizyényj traktat.”
Latyns’kyj tekst deSyfruvala N. I. Bezborod'ko, z latyns’koji pereklav M. D. Roho-
vy¢, filosofs’ka redakcija V. M. Ni¢yk. FD, 1970, no. I, pp. 102-113.

Ukrainian translation of the ‘*Metaphysical tract’ from Gizel’s lectures on general
philosophy (his second course) read at the Kiev Mohyla Academy in 1646-1647.
The original manuscript is in CNB $yfr. MAK/p. 128.

Cf. item 73 of this bibliography.

17. HAMREC'KYJ, Marko. ‘Do 350-ti&&ja $koly na Ukrajini.”> Arxivy Ukrajiny, 1970,
no. 4, pp. 27-31.
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An account of prominent students at the Kiev Mohyla Academy, with information
about their courses of study and daily life.

18. Hrons'kYl, 1. **Lekciji z syntaksysu Mytrofana Dovhalevs’koho.”” RL, 1982, no.
7, pp. 64-68.

On M. Dovhalevs’kyj's “‘Lessons on Syntax’ read at the Kiev Academy in
1735-36. The original manuscript is in the Lviv Museum of Ukrainian Art, inv. no.
R1-0-31.

19. HrycCAs, Myxajlo. Davnja ukrajins'ka poezija: Rol’ fol'kloru u formuvanni
obraznoho myslennja ukrajins'kyx poetiv XVi~ XVIII st. Kiev: Un-t, 1972. 155 pp.

Investigation of the role of folklore in the development of Ukrainian poetic imagery;
the monograph deais especially with oratory and songs.

Rev. by B. Derkag, in RL, 1972, no. 8, p. 91; and by M. Lohvynenko in UMLS,
1978, no. 8, pp. 89-90.
20. . Ukrajins'ka dramaturhija XVIi- XVIII st. Kiev: VS, 1974. 197 pp.

The author treats three kinds of Ukrainian theatrical productions: the school drama,
the intermedia, and the vertep drama.

Rev. by V. Mykytas® in RL, 1975, no. 12, pp. 81-83; and by F. Poli¥¢uk in UMLS,
1976, no. 3, pp. 90-92.

21. Davnja ukrajins'ka proza: Rol’ fol'kloru u formuvanni obraznoho myslennja
ukrajins kyx prozajikiv XVI- pocatku XVIII st. Kiev: VS, 1975. 149 pp.

On elements of folklore in the polemical literature and chronicles of the 17th and
18th centuries.

Cf. item 19 above.

22. ldejnye sviazi progressivnyx myslitelej bratskix narodov (XVII- XVIII wv.). Valerija
Nigyk, ed. Kiev: ND, 1978. 190 pp.

The majority of contributions deal with the period of the Academy: Podoksin, S. A.
and M. Rohovy¢, “*Francisk Skorina and the philosophical thought of the East Slavic
peoples™ (pp. 47-62); Stratij, Ja., **The problem of the eternity of the world in the
works of Russian and Ukrainian thinkers of the 16th and 17th centuries’” (pp.
62-179); Ursul, D., “*Milescu Spafarij and the socio-political thought of Russia and
the Ukraine at the end of the 17th-beginning of the 18th century™ (pp. 80-94);
Nigyk, V., “‘Havryjil BuZyns’kyj, a Russian-Ukrainian thinker of the beginning of
the 18th century” (pp. 95-114); Babij, A. and V. Ni¢yk, ‘*Kantemir and Prokopo-
vy¢” (pp. 115-34); KaSuba, M., “The place of Heorhij Konys’kyj in Ukrainian-
Belorussian philosophical relations’ (pp. 135-44); lvan’o, L., **Skovoroda and Rus-
sian philosophical culture of the 18th century™ (pp. 145-61); Rohovyg, M., **Agree-
ment in the resolution of ethical and socio-political problems between Russian and
Ukrainian political thinkers of the 18th century’’ (pp. 162-78).

23. ISAJEVYC, Jaroslav. DZerela z istoriji ukrajins'koji kul'tury doby feodalizmu
XVI-XVIHI st. Kiev: ND, 1972. 144 pp. '

Study of sources for the history of Ukrainian culture of the 16th to 18th centuries.
Rev. by Frank E. Sysyn in Rec 4, no. 2 (1974):14-32.
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24, IsaJEVYC, Ja., and Myc'Ko, 1. “Zyttja i vydavnyéa dijal’nist’ Kyryla-Trankviliona
Stavrovec’koho.” Bibliotekoznavstvo ta bibliohrafija (Kiev: ND, 1982), pp. 51-67.

A good survey of the life and work of Kyrylo-Trankvilion Stavrovec'kyj, with a
description of twelve of his publications.

25. Ivano, Ivan. “‘Filosofia v Kyjevo-Mohyljans’kij akademiji: Teofan Prokopo-
vy&.” FD, 1970, no. 6, pp. 90~91.

Introduction to item 70 of this bibliography.

26.

The author argues that one of the major characteristics of Ukrainian baroque litera-
ture is emblematic symbolism.

Rev. by John-Paul Himka in Rec 2, no. 1 (1971):15-26.

. **Pro ukrajins’ke literaturne barokko.” RL, 1970, no. 10, pp. 41-53.

27. . Ocerk razvitija éstetiteskoj mysli Ukrainy. Moscow: Iskusstvo, 198]. 422
Pp.

In chapter 3 Ivan’o discusses aesthetic thought at the Kiev Mohyla Academy during
the 17th and 18th centuries, in three subsections: (1) textbooks on rhetoric and
their role in developing the terminology of aesthetics; (2) textbooks on poetics as
documents of aesthetic thought; (3) the aesthetic concepts of Prokopovyc.

Rev. by L. Stecenko in FD, 1983, no. 1, pp. 124-27.

28.

This study is the first structural approach to the philosophical creativity of Sko-
voroda. The analysis combines Skovoroda’s cognative method and individual
thought, with stress on the ethical and aesthetic components of his philosophy.
Includes an index of personal names.

. Filosofija i styl’ myslennja H. Skovorody. Kiev: ND, 1983. 268 pp.

29. JAvoRS'KYJ, Stefan. ‘“‘Zmahannja perypatetykiv: Kurs perSyj, abo Lohika.”
Pereklad z latyns’koji I. S. Zaxary, filosofs’ka redakcija V. M. Ni¢yk. FD, 1971, no.
2, pp. 100-110.

Chapter on logic from Javors’kyj’s course on philosophy entitled **Agonium peripa-
teticum,”’ which he read in 1691-1693 at the Kiev Mohyla Academy. The original
manuscript is in CNB 60M/42, 77 zv.

Cf. item 105 of this bibliography.

30. . *Cy maje materija vlasne isnuvannja, vidminne vid isnuvannja formy?”’
Pereklad z latyns’koji 1. S. Zaxary, special’'na redakcija M. V. Ka3uby, filosofs’ka
redakcija V. M. Ni¢yk. FD, 1971, no. 3, pp. 98-107.

Chapter on matter from Javors’kyj’s course on physics. The original Latin
manuscript is in CNB DS/152P.

Cf. item 106 of this bibliography.
31, . “Dysput III: Pro ¢uttjevu dusu.” Pereklad z latyns’koji 1. S. Zaxary,

special’na redakcija M. V. KaSuby, filosofs’ka redakcija V. M. Nigyk. £D, 1971, no.
4, pp. 92-102.

Chapter on ‘‘anima sensitiva’ and ‘‘sensus”’ of the soul, and on ‘‘species impraes-
sae” from Javors'kyj’s course on psychology read at the Academy (CNB, ms.



SOVIET PUBLICATIONS ON THE KIEV ACADEMY 235

DSP/152).
Cf. item 107 of this bibliography.

32. KAMENEVA, Tat™jana Nilovna. *‘Ornamentika i illjustracija &ernigovskix izdanij
XVH-XVIH w.” Kniga (Moscow), 29 (1974): 171-81.

Elaborates on the techniques of Cernihiv printers who achieved a high artistic level
in the 17th and 18th centuries. The Cernihiv printing press was founded by Lazar
Baranovy¢, once professor and rector of the Kiev Mohyla Academy.

33. KasuBa, Marija. Z istoriji borot'by proty Uniji XVII- XVIiI st. Kiev: ND, 1976.
171 pp.

An analysis of Heorhij Konys'kyj’s lectures on general philosophy read in
1749-1751 at the Academy. Two copies of the manuscript survive, one in Kiev
(CNB, $yfr. DA/P 51) and the other in Leningrad (GPB, f. St. Petersburg Theologi-
cal Academy, no. 202).

34, . “‘Vitdyznjani etyéni v&ennja per3oji polovyny XVIlI st.: Heorhij
Konys'kyj.”” FD, 1979, no. 5, pp. 91-101.

Selected chapters on ethics from Konys’kyj’s lectures on philosophy, translated from
the original Latin manuscript (CNB, DA/P 51).

35. KLYMENTI ZYNovuv. Virsi: Prypovisti pospobti 1. Cepiha and Viktorija Kolo-
sova, eds. Kiev: ND, 1971. 391 pp. (Pam”jatky ukrajins’koji movy XVIiI-XVIII
st., Serija xudoZn’oji literatury).

A collection of 370 proverbs in verse by the gifted poet—monk Klymentij Zynovijiv
(d. after 1712). The Middle Ukrainian originals are critically edited by 1. Cepiha,
who together with Kolosova wrote the introductory essay. The historical and literary
commentary is by Kolosova.

Rev. by John-Paul Himka in U7 10, no. 1-2 (1973):152~53.

36. Koslv, J. “‘Inokentij Hizel’, 1600-1683. Ukrajins'kyj kalendar 1983 (Warsaw:
USKT, 1982), pp. 69-71.

Biography of Inokentij Gizel® and an account of his literary and scholarly activity.

37. KompaN, Olena. ‘‘Filosofija v Kyjevo-Mohyljans’kij akademiji: Teofan Prokopo-
vy&.” FD, 1971, no. |, pp. 97-98.

Introduction to item 71 of this bibliography.

38. KoNoNovYC-HORBAC'KYI, Josyf. *‘Rozdil 9. Predykamenty [uryvok &astyny
maloji lohiky, abo dialektykyl.”” Pereklad z latyns’koji A. A. Korkisa, special'na

redakcija M. V. KaSuby, filosofs’ka redakcija V. S. Lisovoho. FD, 1972, no. 1, pp.
92-101.

Excerpts from Kononovy¢-Horbac’kyj's course on logic, ““Subsidium logicae,”” read
at the Kiev Mohyla Academy during 1642 -1645/46. The translation is based on the
manuscript at CNB, 8yfr. 126/p. 1276.

Cf. item 76 of this bibliography.

39. . *Druhyj traktat {Pidruényka z lohiky}.”” Pereklad z latyns’koji A. A.
Korki8a, special’'na i filosofs’ka redakcija M. D. Rohovyta. FD, 1972, no. 2, pp.
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82-93.

Excerpt from the second tract on logic by Kononovyé-Horbac'kyj.

Cf. item 47 of this bibliography.

40. “*Orator Mohyljans’kyj, Marka Tulija Cicerona ‘Podilamy

(orators’kymy)” doskonalymy vyplekanyj.”” Pereklad z latyns’koji, special'na i
filosofs’ka redakcija M. D. Rohovy¢a. FD, 1972, no. 3, pp. 89-99.

Translation of the first course on rhetoric read in 1635 by Kononovyg-Horbac’kyj,
entitied **Orator Mohileanus.”” The original manuscript is in CNB, **Novi nadxod-
Zennja 1969 roku, no. 80.”

Cf. item 77 of this bibliography.

41. Kozyc'ky), Pylyp. Spiv i muzyka v Kyjivs'kij akademiji za 300 rokiv jiji isnuvannja.
Kiev: Muzyéna Ukrajina, 1971. 148 pp.

This pioneering study on song and music taught at the Mohyla Academy was a
dissertation presented at the Kiev Theological Academy in 1917. Subsequently the
work was lost, and only in 1969, nine years after Kozyc’kyj's death (in 1960), was it
recovered by O. Srejer-Tkatenko, who edited the text, wrote an introductory essay
(pp. 3-12), and supplied footnotes.

42. KREKOTEN', Volodymyr, and SULYMA, M, ‘**Maty mist rus’kyx,” bilja potatku
poetytnoho portretu.”” RL, 1981, no. 7, pp. 62-63.

Featured are writings on Kiev by Sakovyg, Mohyla, and Prokopovyt.

43. KREKOTEN', V. Opovidannja Antonija Radyvylovs 'koho: Z istoriji ukrajins koji novek
istyky XViI st. Kiev: ND, 1983. 405 pp.

This monograph consists of two parts. Part one (pp. 11-206) includes an introduc-
tory essay on Ukrainian rhetorical prose of the second half of the 17th century as an
object of literary study, and a second essay on Radyvylovs’kyj’s literary sources and
his use of them. Part two (pp. 207-383) includes oratory passages selected from
Radyvylovs’kyj's works; these passages are divided into three parts: casus, fabula,
parabola. A commentary and a glossary of old words and terms complete this exem-
plary study.

44, Kyjivs'ka Rus': Kul'tura, tradyciji. Zbirnyk naukovyx prac’. Jaroslav lsajevy¢, ed.
Kiev: ND, 1982. 152 pp.

This collection of 17 articles includes three that relate to the Mohyla Academy: Za-
xara, 1., ““The history of Kievan Rus’ in the evaluation of scholars of the Kiev
Mohyla Academy™ (pp. 89-92); Paslavs’kyj, 1., “*Kyrylo-Trankvilion Stavrovec'kyj
and the philosophical traditions of Kievan Rus™ (pp. 92-103); Mycyk, Ju., ““The
history of Kievan Rus’ in the work of the 17th-century Ukrainian chronicler Feodo-
sij Safonovy&™ (pp. 103-109).

45. Kyjivs'ka starovyna: Scoricnyk, [11. Petro Tolotko, ed. Kiev: ND, 1972. 203 pp.

This volume is the first annual publication of Kiev's Standing Archaeological Expe-
dition of the Institute of Archaeology of the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences; only
this one number, however, has appeared. Two items are relevant: L.
Ponomarenko’s **Maps of Kiev from the 17th to the 19th century as a historical
source” (pp. 62—69); and Maksym Berlyns’kyj’s publication History of the city of
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Kiev (pp. 74-202), writien ca. 1800. Berlyns'kyj (1764-1848), an alumnus of the
Kiev Mohyla Academy, wrote the first history of Kiev from the earliest times to
1798. Only in 1970 did L. Ponomarenko find Berlyns’kyj's unpublished manuscript
(269 pp.), which was preserved in the archives of the St. Petersburg censorship
bureau in Leningrad. The portion published here is the historical narrative, with
interesting data concerning the Academy; the topographical description was 10
follow.

46. KysiL', Svitlana. “‘Utast® vyxovanciv Kyjevo-Mohyljans’koji akademiji u roz-
vytku osvity (druha polovyna XVII-potatok XVIII st.).”” UIZ, 1983, no. 2, pp.
88-94.

On the educational activity of alumni of the Kiev Mohyla Academy from the end of
the 17th to the beginning of the 18th century. :

47. Lisovy), V. ‘‘Filosofija v Kyjevo-Mohyljans'kij akademiji: Josyl Kononovy¢-
Horbac’kyj.”” FD, 1972, no. 2, pp. 81-82.

Introduction to item 39 of this bibliography.

48. Literaturna spadityna Kyjivs'kaji Rusi i ukrajins ka literatura XVI~ XVIII st. Oleksij
Mysanyg, ed. Kiev: ND, 1981. 264 pp.

This volume contains 5 contributions directly connected with the Kiev Mohyla
Academy: Kolosova, V., “*Traditions of the literature of Kievan Rus’ and Ukrainian
poetry of the 16th—18th centuries” (pp. 83-100); Sulyma, M., “The theory of
versification in the Ukraine in the 16th-18th centuries: An attempt at description
and reconstruction’’ (pp. 101—117); Krekoten®, V. “*Kievan poetics from 1637 (pp.
118-54); Nalyvajko, D. **Kievan poetics of the 17th and beginning of the 18th cen-
tury in the context of the European literary process’ (pp. 155-95); Ivan’o, L “The
concept of aesthetics and literary creativity of Teofan Prokopovyt™ (pp. 223-49).

Krekoten's article is of special interest. It includes a Ukrainian translation of the
Latin original *‘Liber artis poeticae... Anno Domini 1637,” which was composed by
Andrij Starnovec’kyj under the guidance of M. Kotozvars'kyj and is the oldest
extant textbook on poetics used in the Ukraine.

49. LytvyNov, Volodymyr. “‘Do istoriji Kyjevo-Mohyljans’koji akademiji.” Uiz,
1971, no. 10, pp. 103-105.

The author concentrates on the question of when the Kiev Mohyla Coilegium
became the Academy. Contrary 1o XyZnjak, who stated this occurred only 1701,
Lytvynov quotes documentary evidence that the Kiev Mohyla School had the status
of an academy from its very founding.

50. MAKSYMENKO, Fedir. Kyrylycni starodruky ukrajins 'kyx drukaren’, 5Co zberihajut’sia
u I'vivs'kyx zbirkax, 1574~ 1800: Zvedenyj kataloh. Lviv: v$, 1975. 127 pp.

A bibliographic listing and union catalog of (1) 716 Cyrillic books printed in the
Ukraine between 1584 and 1800, and (2) 66 Cyrillic books from the 15th and 16th
centuries printed outside the Ukraine that are preserved in Lviv's collections.
Appended are a bibliography and two name indexes, one of authors and the other of
engravers.

Rev. by J. S. G. Simmons in Rec 6, no. 2 (1976):17-21; and by A. Sokolyszyn in
UK, 1977, no. 1, pp. 20-21.
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51. MasLiuk, Vitalij. “‘Teorija daktylicnoho hekzametra u vitdyznjanyx latyno-
movnyx poetykax XVII-perSoji polovyny XVIIl st.”’ Inozemma filolohija (Lviv), 55
(1979):112-18.

Theories about the dactylic hexameter in Kiev textbooks of poetics.
52, . **Nevidomi bajky Mytrofana Dovhalevs'koho.”” RL, 1982, no. 7, pp.
68-69.

The first publication of two Latin and two Ukrainian versions of fables from
Dovhalevs’kyj’s ‘“Lessons on Syntax’ (original ms. held by the Lviv Museum of
Ukrainian Art, inv. R1 Q-31).

53. MaxNovec', Leonid. Hryhorij Skovoroda: Biohrafija. Kiev: ND, 1972, 255 pp.

An excellent biography of Skovoroda based on many new documents discovered by
the author.

Rev. by O. Hontar and M. Honcaruk in RL, 1973, no. 6, pp. 79-80; by
P. Oxrimenko in Prapor (Xarkiv), 1973, no. 4, pp. 94-97; and by Richard Hantula
in Rec 4, no. 1 (1973):34-48.

54. Mossseseva, H. “Sljax jednosti: Znakennja Kyjevo-Mohylians koji akademiji v
rozvytku literatur sxidnoslov’jans’kyx narodiv.”” RL, 1982, no. 5, pp. 63-66.

On the importance of the Kiev Mohyla Academy in the development of East Slavic
literatures.

55. NICYK, Valerija. “‘Filosofija v Kyjevo-Mohyljans’kij akademiji: Teofan Proko-
povyt.” FD, 1970, no. 4, pp. 94-96.

Introduction 10 item 68 of this bibliography.

56. . “‘Filosofs’ki poperednyky H. S. Skovorody v Kyjevo-Mohyljans’kij aka-

demiji: Do 250-ritja vid dnja narodZennja H. S. Skovorody.” FD, 1972, no. 2, pp.
46-59.

The author attempts to establish connections between the philosophy of Skovoroda
and works by Prokopovy¢ and Konys’kyj.

57. . “*Ety¢ni pohljady D. S. Tuptala.” FD, 1973, no. 2, pp. 77-87.

Discussion of the ethical views of Dmytro Tuptalo (Demetrius of Rostov).

58. . ‘‘lzutenie sistemy Kopernika v Kievo-Mogiljanskoj akademii.”” Filo-
sofskie nauki (Moscow), 1974, no. 1, pp. 115~25.

The article consists of two parts: (1) a study of the Copernican system as it was
taught in the Kiev Mohyla Academy during the 17th and 18th centuries; (2) a Rus-
siam translation by M. Rohovy¢ of four chapters from Prokopovy&’s Latin text on
natural philosophy (pp. 119-25).

59. . “*Vnesok dijativ Kyjevo-Mohyljans’koji akademiji v jednannja duxovnyx
kul’tur rosijs’koho, ukrajins’koho i bilorus’koho narodiv.”” FD, 1974, no. S, pp.
67-80.

A discussion of the efforts of Teofan Prokopovy€, Stefan Javors’kyj, and Havryjil
BuZyns'kyj to unite the cultures of the East Slavic peoples.
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60.

The author discusses three topics of Prokopovy¢&'s philosophical theory: (1) the ele-
ments of pantheism and deism (pp. 17-87); (2) the rationalistic tendency in his
theory of epistemology (pp. 88—190); (3) the theory of eniightened absolutism (pp.
131-73).

. Feofan Prokopovic. Moscow: Mysl’, 1977. 192 pp.

61. Iz istorii oteCestvennoj filosofii konca XVII-natala XVIII v. Kiev: ND,
1978. 296 pp.

The author studies various components of Kievan philosophy and concludes that
apart from a scholastic basis, it contained elements of humanism, the Reformation,
and the Enlightenment. The work has an important bibliography, along with a list
of philosophy textbooks discussed and an index of personal names.

62. —___. “‘Filosofija v Kyjevo-Mohyljans’kij akademiji.”> FD, 1978, no. 6, pp.
80-90.

The author analyzes lectures on philosophy read at the Kiev Mohyla Academy: 1.
Gizel’s “*Opus totius philosophiae, anno 1645-1647" (CNB, syfr. MAK/P 128); L
Kononovyg-Horbac’kyj’s **Orator Mohileanus, anno 1639-1640"" (CNB, Syfr. **Novi
nadxodZennja 1969 roku,” no. 9, p. 37); and J. Turobojs’kyj’s “*Agonii philosophici
cursus secundus. De philosophia naturali, anno 1704 (CNB, $yfr. DS/P. 154).

63.

On the status of philosophy at the Kiev Brotherhood School and its immediate suc-
cessor, the Kiev Mohyla Academy. Illustrated with excerpts from two works by
Kasijan Sakovy¢ translated from Polish. The first work was published in Cracow in
1625 and probably had the title *‘Problemata Aristotelis™ (pp. 66-69); the second
work, also published in Cracow in 1625, was entitled “Tract on the soul” (pp.
70-72).

. “Filosofija v Kyjivs'kij brac’kij $koli.”” FD, 1982, no. 2, pp. 54-72.

64. Ocerki istorii $koly i pedagogiCeskoj mysli narodov SSSR: XVIII v.- pervaja polovina
XIX v. M. F. Sabaeva, ed. Moscow: Pedagogika, 1973. 605 pp.

Chapter 4 deals with schools and pedagogical thought in the Ukraine, Belorussia,
Lithuania, and Moldavia in the 18th and first half of the 19th century (pp.
387-462). The chapter on I8th-century Ukraine (pp. 389-98), written by M. Hre-
benna and A. Tkatenko, includes a discussion of the Kiev Mohyla Academy.

65. Oterki po istorii moldavsko-russko-ukrainskix filosofskix svjazej (XVI-XX w.). L.
B. Steinman, ed. Kisinev: Stiinca, 1977. 183 pp.

The first three articles of this collection are devoted 1o the Kiev Mohyla Academy:
Nityk, V. *“‘From the history of Moldavian-Ukrainian culturai ties in the first half of
the 17th century™ (pp. 6~-16); Ursul, D., ‘*Moldavian-Russian-Ukrainian scholarly
and philosophical ties in the second half of the 17th century™ (pp. 17-34); Babij, A.
“The development of Moldavian-Russian-Ukrainian philosophical ties in the 18th
century” (pp. 35-57).

66. PASLAVS'KYJ, Ivan. “‘Problema universalij v ‘Lohici’ l. Krokovs'koho.” FD,
1973, no. 5, pp. 60-65.

A discussion of the universals in Joasaf Krokovs’kyj's (d. 1718) philosophical course
“Disputations in logic>' read at the Kiev Academy in 1686—1687. The original
manuscript is in CNB, $yfr. 617/393.
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67. . “Krytyka metafizyky tomizmu v naturfilosofiji . Krokovs'koho.” FD,
1976, no. 3, pp. 94-107.

Critique of tomistic metaphysics as presented in Krokovs’kyj’s lectures on natural
philosophy read at the Kiev Mohyla Academy in 1686-1687. Some excerpts of the
lectures are translated from the original Latin manuscript (CNB, 8yfr. 617/393).

i)

68. ProkorovYC, Teofan. ‘‘Fizyka, knyzka Cetverta...”” Pereklad z latyns’koji Ja.
M. Hajdukevyga, special’na filosofs’ka redakcija i pojasnennja I. S. Zaxary i V. V.
Kondz'olky. FD, 1970, no. 4, pp. 97-106.

Ukrainian translation of chapter 4 of Prokopovy¢’s lectures on physics read at the
Kiev Mohyla Academy in 1708-1709. The entire course, which Prokopovy¢ wrote
in Latin, has approximately 500 pages and remains unpublished. The original
manuscript is in CNB, DA/p. 43.

Cf. item 55 of this bibliography.

69. . “*Dvi persi i najholovni§i osnovy matematyky, aryfmetyka i heometrija,
na koryst’ ukrajins'koji students’koji molodi, vykladeni v Kyjevo-Mohyljans'kij aka-
. demiji v rokax BoZyx 1707-1708." Pereklad z latyns’koji lu. F. MuSaka, matema-
ty¢na redakcija ta pojasnennja O. A. Sickar. FD, 1970, no. 5, pp. 100-110.

Three excerpts from Prokopovyé’s lectures on arithmetic and geometry read at the
Kiev Mohyla Academy. The translations from Latin into Ukrainian are based on
the manuscript in CNB, D-A/P 485.

Cf. item 82 of this bibliography.

. 70. “Pro rytoryéne mystecivo knyh X. . . . Pereklad Iu. F. Musaka,
filosofs’ka redakcija 1. V. lvanja, pojasnennja M. D. Rohovy¢a. FD, 1970, no. 6, pp.
92-101.

Introductory chapter on rhetoric from Prokopovy&’s lectures on the subject read at
the Kiev Academy in 1706. The translation is from Latin into Ukrainian.

Cf. item 25 of this bibliography.

71i. **Pro rytoryéne mystectvo . ™ Pereklad z latyns’koji I. V.
Paslavs’koho, special’na redakcija V. P. Masljuka ta I. . Andrij¢uka, prymitky M. D.

Rohovy¢a. FD, 1971, no. 1, pp. 99-109.

The first six chapters of book 6, entitled “*On the method of writing history and
about letters,”” from Prokopovyé’s lectures on rhetoric read at the Kiev Mohyla
Academy in 1708 -1709.

Cf. item 37 of this bibliography.

72. Filosofs'ki tvory: V t/";)x tomax. Pereklad 2z latyns’koji.
V. Synkaruk, V. Jevdokymenko, V. Nityk et al, eds. 3 vols. Kiev: ND,
1979-1981. 511, 550, 523 pp.

Following the example of the Institute of Russian literature of the Academy of Sci-
ences of the Soviet Union, which in 1961 published under the editorship of Ihor Jer-
jomin (Eremin) a volume of selected works of T. Prokopovyd (among them his
school drama Viadimir of 1705 and the treatise De Arte poetica of the same year, in
the Latin original and in Russian translation), the Institute of Philosophy of the
Ukrainian Academy of Sciences has published Prokopovy&’s philosophical works in
Ukrainian translation without the Latin originals.
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Vol. | consists of the transiation of ProkopovyS's De arte rhetorica, a textbook dating
from 1706, and various sententiae. Vol 2 contains the courses *“*On logic™
(1707-1709), **On natural philosophy™ (1708-1709), and **On ethics™ (1708). Vol.
3 includes Prokopovy&s course Fontes Arithmeticae et Geometrige, dating from
1707-1708, and the following important additions: (a) [1! letters written by Proko-
povy¢ (pp. 189-309), including letters to the memoirist Jakiv Markovy¢
(1696—-1770) and the Ukrainian hetman Danylo Apostol (1654-1734); (b) historical
and geneaological studies (pp. 311-42); (c) poetic works (pp. 345-58), among
them his “‘Praise of the Dnieper’” (pp. 345-46); (d) a biography of Prokopovyt,
written probably by Gotlieb-Theophitus Siegfrid Beier (pp. 361 ~72); (e) a catalogue
of Prokopovyt's library (pp. 373-442); (f) a bibliography of Prokopovyl's works
(pp. 443-50); (g) a name index to all three volumes (pp. 499-520). De arte rhetor-
ica was translated from the manuscript in the CNB Manuscript Division, DA/P 418;
the courses translated in vols. 2 and 3 are from the same collection, DA/P 430.
Each philosophical tract and some other works include commentaries by the follow-
ing specialists: 1. Andrijéuk, V. Kondz'olka, F. Luc’ka, V. Lytvynov, V. Masljuk,
V. Nityk, M. Rohovy¢, and |. Zaxara.

It is a pity that Prokopovy€’s Latin originals are not included. Also, the authorship
of Prokopovy¢ has not been established beyond doubt. See the remarks by James
Cracraft in HUS 5, no. 2 (1981):272-74.

Rev. by M. Zakaljuznyj in Zowen' (Lviv), 1981, no. 10, pp. 150-52, and by V. Zoc
in Dnipro (Kiev), 1981, no. 7, pp. 157. Rev. of vol. | only by James Cracraft in
HUS 5, no. 2 (1981):272-74.

73. RoHOVYC, Myroslav. “‘Filosofija v Kyjevo-Mohyljans’kij akademiji: Inokentij
Hizel’.™> FD, 1970, no. 1, pp. 100-101.

Introduction to item 16 of this bibliography.

74, and NICYK, V. “*Zyttiepys Teofana Prokopovyta.”’ Pereklad z latyns’koji
1a pojasnennja M. D. Rohovyta, filosofs’ka redakcija V. M. Ni¢yk. FD, 1970, no. 3,
pp. 94-107.

Ukrainian translation of a Latin biography of Prokopovy¢ probably written by
Gotlieb-Theophitus Siegfrid Beier (1694-1738). The biography was discovered in
the Moscow Synodal Library by J. B. Scherer in 1769 and later published by him in
Nordische Nebenstunden (Frankfurt and Leipzig, 1776), pp. 251-70.

Cf. item 7 of this bibliography.

75. “Problema znaka v lohici Xrystofora Carnuc’koho ta Manujla
Kozatyns’koho.” Movoznavstvo (Kiev), 1971, no. 5, pp. 46-55.

Linguistic symbols in the logical equations of two professors of the Kiev Mohyla
Academy: Xrystofor Carnuc’kyj (taught 1702-1707) and Myxajil KozaCyns’kyj
(taught 1739-1746).

76. “Filosofija v Kyjevo-Mohyljans'kij akademiji: Josyl Kononovy¢-
Horbac'kyj.”” FD, 1972, no. I, pp. 90-92.

Introduction to item 38 of this bibliography.

71. . “‘Filosofija v Kyjevo-Mohyljans'kij akademiji; Josyf KononovyZ-
Horbac’kyj.”” FD, 1972, no. 3, pp. 86-89.

Introduction to item 40 of this bibliography.
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78. , and KYryk, D. *“‘Filosofija Aristotelja na Ukrajini (XIV —per$a polovyna
XVIist.).” FD, 1978, no. 6, pp. 91-102.

The authors survey the knowledge of Aristotle in the Ukraine, beginning with the
Svjatoslav's Miscellanies of 1073 and 1076. They analyze the writings of l4th- to
I6th-century authors, and present interpretations by scholars at the Kiev Mohyla
Academy, especially [. Kononovyé-Horbac’kyj, S. Kosov, J. Krokovs'kyj, T. Proko-
povy¢, S. Kuljabka, M. Kozatyns'kyj, and H. Konys’kyj.

79. SEVCENKO, Fedir. ““Rol” Kyjivs'koji akademiji v kul'turnyx zv”'jazkax Ukrajiny z
balkans’kymy krajinamy u XVII st.”> /IstDos, 1982, no. 8, pp. 107-113.

On the presence of Orthodox students and teachers from the Balkans at the Kiev
Mohyla Academy in the 18th century.

80. SEVCUK, Valerij. ‘‘Feofan Prokopovyé u Kyjevi.” UMLS, 1981, no. 6, pp.
22-28.

On Prokopovy¢ as a student and professor of the Kiev Mohyla Academy.

81. ____ **Nevidomi vir$i z kyjivs'kyx rukopysiv XVIIl st.”” RL, 1981, no. 7, pp.
65-73. '

Publication of several little-known poetical works by 18th-century Ukrainian writers,
some of whom studied at the Kiev Mohyla Academy: R. Myronovyg&, K. Kondra-
tovyé, 1. Fal'kivs'kyj, M. Sokolovs'kyj, P. Javolenko, and N {?]. Zubryc'kyj. The
original manuscripts are in the CNB Manuscript Division.

82. SickAR, O. “‘Filosofija v Kyjevo-Mohyljans’kij akademiji: Teofan Prokopovyé.”
FD, 1970, no. 5, pp. 98-100.

Introduction to item 69 of this bibliography.

83. Simeon Polockij i ego knigoizdatel'skaja dejatel’'nost’. A. N. Robinson, ed. Mos-
cow: Nauka, 1982. 352 pp. (Russkaja staropetatnaja literatura, XVI-pervaja Zet-
vert” XVHI v., vol. 3)

Collection of twelve studies dealing with the literary creativity of Symon Poloc’kyj.
Appended are indexes of personal names, literary works, and place-names.

84. SkOVORODA, Hryhorij. Povne zibrannja woriv. 2 vols. Kiev: ND, 1973. 531, 574
pp.

Edited by six Kiev scholars and students of philosophy and literature: Volodymyr
Synkaruk (chairman), V. Jevdokymenko, L. Maxnovec’, I. Ivan’o, V. Nigyk, and I.
Tabatnykov. This is a new edition of the two-volume collection of Skovoroda’'s
works published in 1961. The present edition introduces two new elements. First,
the 196} edition published Skovoroda’s works according to genre, but the 1973 edi-
tion arranges his works chronologically. Second, one of the editors (I. Tabainykov)
discovered in the Lenin Library two hitherto unknown works by Skovoroda:
**Beseda l-ja, naretennaja Observatorium (Sion)’” and “‘Beseda 2-ja, nareennaja
specula (evrejskij Sion).”” They appear in this edition for the first time. The
volumes contain commentaries; vol. 2 includes letters to and from Skovoroda and
an index to both volumes.

85. SoLom, F., and CEepiHA, L. ‘‘Proizvedenija Joannikija Galjatovskogo na
pol’'skom jazyke.”” TODRL 25 (1970): 321 -24.
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The authors deal with nine of Galjatovs’kyj's works written in Polish: Messiasz
(1672), Rozmowa biatocerkiewska (1676), Stary Kdsciot (1676), Skarb pochwaly
(1676), Labgd? (1679), Alphabetum (1681), Alkoran (1683), Fundamenta (1683),
Sophia mqdrosé (1686).

86. STECIUK, Kateryna. “*Kyjiv—centr osvity i nauky na Ukrajini v XVII st.™ uiz,
1970, no. 11, pp. 59-68.

Detailed analysis of the level of instruction and the administrative organization of
the Kiev Mohyla Academy.

87. STEPOVYK, Dmytro. Oleksandr Tarasevyé. Kiev: Mystectvo, 1975, 135 pp.

A richly illustrated study of the work of Kiev's leading engraver, Oleksandr
Tarasevy¢ {ca. 1650—1727). Special emphasis is on Tarasevye’s role in establishing
contacts with Western Europe; he himself studied in Germany and worked in
Belorussia, Lithuania, Poland, and the Ukraine.

*88. . “Kyjivs'ka $kola rysunku j Zyvopysu XVIII st. ta jiji miZnarodni
zv™jazky.”” NTE, 1980, no. 4, pp. 52-60.

The author establishes the existence of an influential school of drawing and painting
at the Kiev Mohyla Academy.

89. STRATY, Jaroslava. ‘“‘I. Hizel’ pro spivvidnoSennja pryrody i mystectva.”” FD,
1976, no. 2, pp. 96— 106.

A translation of chapters on the relation between nature and art from Gizel's “*Opus
totius philosophiae’ (CNB Sytr. MAK/P127), read at the Kiev Mohyla Academy in
1645 - 1646.

90. “Problema Casu u filosofs’kyx kursax Kyjevo-Mohyljans'koji i
Slov"’jano-hreko-latyns’koji akademij.”” FD, 1977, no. 2, pp. 87-100.

A study of time and duration in parts of Gizel’s ““Opus totius philosophiae™ (CNB,
3yfr. MAK/P 127) and in an anonymous course on philosophy, ‘‘Philosophia
naturalis seu tractatus in octo libros de Phisica Aristotelis...anno 1684 (BIL, Syir. In
2131, fund. 288), with excerpts in Ukrainian translation.

91. **Vennja pro pry¢yny ruxu u lilosofs’kyx kursax Kyjevo-Mohyljans’koji
ta Slov"jano-hreko-latyns’koji akademiji XVII st.” FD, 1979, no. 3, pp. 79-91.

On impulse and impetus as discussed in 1. Gizel's “*Opus totius philosophiae™
(CNB, 3yfr. Mel, M/P 128, previously Syfr. MAK/P 127) and in the anonymous
course on philosophy **Philosophia naturalis seu tractatus in octo libros de Phisica
Aristotelis... anno 1684 (BIL, $ytr. In. 2131, 1. 288).

92. . Problemy nanufilosofii v filosofskoj mysli Ukrainy XVII v. Kiev: ND,
1981. 207 pp.

The book consists of two parts: (1) an account of the study of natural philosophy at
the Kiev Mohyla Academy in the 17th century {pp. 3-144); and (2) a translation
into Russian of Gizel's chapters on natural philosophy from his course “*Opus totius
philosohiae’” read at the Academy in 1645-1647 (pp. 145-96).

93. ., LYTvyNov, Volodymyr, and ANDRUSKO, Viktor. Opisanie kursov filosofii i
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ritoriki professorov Kievo-Mogiljanskoj akademii, Kiev: ND, 1982, 345 pp.

This book consists of descriptions of extant manuscripts of courses on rhetoric and
philosophy taught at the Kiev Mohyla Academy during 1635-1817: rhetoric—183
manuscripts (pp. 11-151), and philosophy—182 manuscripts (pp. 152-340).
Appended is an index of personal names.

94. TaBACNYKOV, Ivan. Grigorij Skovoroda. Moscow: Mysl’, 1972. 205 pp.

A biographical account of the life of Skovoroda and a presentation of his philosophi-
cal and sociological ideas.

95. Tematika i stilistika predislovij i poslesiovii. A. S. Démin, ed. Moscow: Nauka,
1981. 303 pp. (Russkaja staropeatnaja literatura, XVI-pervaja &etvert’ XVIII v.,
vol. [1]).

This collection of 11 articles and 2 appendixes analyzes forewords and afterwords in
old printed books of the 16th to the 18th century. Relevant articles are: L. A. Iti-
gina, “‘Forewords in Belorussian old printed books of the 16th to first half of the
17th century: Enlightenment tendencies’” (pp. 27-44); L. A. Sofronova, **Polish
forewords in old publications of the 16th to the 17th century: Literary and philolog-
ical functions™ (pp. 100-128); L. J. Sazonova, **Forewords in Ukrainian old printed
books from the end of the 16th to the first half of the 17th century: The struggle
for national unity” (pp. 129-52), and **Forewords in Ukrainian old printed books
from the end of the 16th to the first half of the 17th century: The specificity of
literary forms’* (pp. 153-87); and A. S. Kurilov, **Forewords and afterwords in East
Slavic oid printed books of the end of the 16th to the beginning of the 18th century:
The emergence of nationatl [Ukrainian, Belorussian, and Russian] philological
thought™ (pp. 204-221).

96. U istokv obscnosti filosofskix kul'wr russkogo, ukrainskogo i bolgarskogo narodov:
Shornik naucnyx trudov. Vilen Hors'kyj, ed. Kiev: ND, 1983. 167 pp.

Five of the 11 articles in this collection deal with scholarship at the Kiev Mohyla
Academy: Andrusko, V. A., “*Areopagitiki in Ukrainian culture of the 15th to the
18th century™ (pp. 67-78); Nicyk, V. M., “The Kiev Mohyla Academy and Bul-
garian culture” (pp. 79~-103); Stratij, Ja. M., “*Concepts of natural science in Old
Rus’ and Bulgaria and their place in the history of Ukrainian natural philosophy™
(pp. 103-127); Kasuba, M. V., “Instruction on the ‘autocracy’ of man in the Sesro-
dnev by John, exarch of Bulgaria, and its tradition at the Kiev Mohyla Academy”
(pp. 127-37); Lytvynov, V. D., **George Choeroboscus’s tract O obrazex” and rhe-
torical tradition at the Kiev Mohyla Academy (pp. 137-54). Appended to
Lytvynov’'s article is his Russian transiation of On tropes and figures of speech (pp.
155-57). A name and subject index are appended.

97. Ukrajins'ka poezija: Kinec' XVI-pocatok XVII st. Viktorija Kolosova and Volo-
dymyr Krekoten’, comps., and Vasyl’ Mykytas’, ed. Kiev: ND, 1978. 431 pp.
(Pam’’jatky davn’oji ukrajins’koji literatury).

An exemplary anthology of Middle Ukrainian poetry, with two introductory
essays—a general one by Krekoten® and a specialized one (on a manuscript including
polemical poetry from the 1580s and 1590s) by Kolosova. The texts are carefully
edited and contain many illustrations reproduced from the original manuscripts-and
old printed books, as well as annotations, a glossary, and index. Included are works
by the following authors: several anonymous authors including polemicists
represented in two manuscripts of the 1580s and 1590s (Kievan St. Michael
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coilection and the collection of the Volhynian monastery in Volycja Zahorovs'ka);
Davyd Andrijevyg, Pamvo Berynda, Stepan Berynda, Avraam Biloborods’kyj, Pavio
Domzyv-Ljutkovy¢, Havryjil Dorofijevy€, Xrystofor Filalet, Leontij Mamony¢, My-
kyta Melesko, Andrij MuzZylovs’kyj from Sluc’k, Oleksandr Mytura, Damian
Nalyvajko, Jan Kazymyr Paskevy®, Andrij Rymsa, Kasijan Sakovy¢, Afanasij
Selec’kyj, Meletij Smotryc’kyj, Spyrydon Sobol’, Kyrylo Trankvilion-Stavrovec’kyj,
Vitalij, Tarasij Zemka, Lavrentij Zyzanij, Stefan Zyzanij, Jan Zoravnyc'kyj.

Rev. by Natalia Pylypiuk in Rec 9 (1978-79):32-50; by Bohdan Romanenchuk in
UK, 1979, no. 1, pp. 23-24; and by Frank E. Sysyn in Kritika (Cambridge, Mass.),
16, no. 1 (Winter 1980):24-40.

98. Ukrainskie knigi kirillovskoj pecati XVI-XVIII vv.: Katalog izdanij xranjaicixsia v
Gosudarsivennoj biblioteke SSSR imeni V. 1. Lenina. Moscow: Gos. Biblioteka SSSR
im. V. L. Lenina, Otdel redkix knig. Vypusk I: 1374 g.— I polovina XVII v. T. N.
Kameneva and A. A. Guseva, comps. 1976. 448 pp. (pp. 5-70 text; pp. 71-447
plates). Vypusk Il, tom 1. Kievskie izdanija 2-j poloviny XVII v.. A. A. Guseva, T. N.
Kameneva, and |. M. Polonskaja, comps. 1981. 322 pp. (3-75 text; 77-322
plates).

These are the first two issues of a printed catalog of Ukrainian imprints trom {574
to 1800 held by the Rare Book department of the Lenin Library in Moscow. Issue |
covers Ukrainian imprints from 1574 through the first half of the 17th century; issue
2, vol. 1 includes pubiications produced by the printing press at the Kiev Monastery
of the Caves during the second haif of the 17th century.

The catalog consists of the following sections: detailed bibliographic description (95
books in issue I and 82 books in issue 2, vol. 1); an appendix of illustrations includ-
ing reproductions of portraits, head pieces, tail pieces, borders, coats-of-arms and
printers’ marks (820 illustrations in issue 1 and 322 in issue 2, vol. 1); name, title,
iconographic and engraved plate indexes, and a printing press index for issue I,
bibliography. Unfortunately, the catalog is printed on paper of very poor quality.

Pt. 1 rev. by A. Sokolyszyn in UK, 1979, no. 4, pp. 123-24.

99. VELYCKOVS'KYS, Ivan. Tvory. Leonid Maxnovec’, ed. Kiev: ND, 1972, 191 pp.

S. Maslov, V. Kolosova, and V. Krekoten collaborated in the publication of this
valuable volume of collected works (with commentaries) by one of the greatest
Ukrainian baroque poets, Ivan Velytkovs'kyj, who studied at the Kiev Mohyla
Academy.

100. Vid Vysens'koho do Skovorody: Z istoriji filosofs’keji dumky na Ukrajini
XVI-XVIII st Valerija Ni¢yk, ed. Kiev: ND, 1972. 142 pp.

Fifteen scholars, all engaged in preparing the first volume of a planned three-volume
history of Ukrainian philosophy, deal here with topics from the 16th to the 18th cen-
tury: Pauk, A. “‘Ivan VySens’kyj's social ideals” (pp. 8-24); Isajevyt, Ja. “‘Lec-
tures on philosophy in the Ukraine (16th-18th century)™ (pp. 24-35); Podoksin, S.
and M. Rohovy&, **On the sources of higher learning’ (pp. 35-47). Sotny&enko, P.,
“The library of the Kiev Mohyla Academy: Philosophical sources™ (pp. 47-54),
Nityk, V. “Concerning the scholasticism of philosophical textbooks at the Kiev
Mohyla Academy” (pp. 54-74); KorkiSko, A., “*On the philosophical aspects of
Josyf Kononovy&-Horbac’kyj's course on logic’” (pp. 74-81); Kondz'olka, V., **Ele-
ments of materialistic sensualism in Inokentij Gizel's tract ‘Psychology™ (pp.
81-88); Zaxara, l., “The textbook on psychology by Stefan Javors’kyj” (pp.
88-96); Kasuba, M., “The treatment of matter by Heorhij Konys'kyj"" (pp.
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96-102); Lytvynov, V. **On some features of humanism and the Enlightenment in
Ukrainian philosophy at the beginning of the 18th century: Teofan Prokopovyd™
(pp. 103-109); Markov, A., "The interrelationship between the spiritual and the
material in the philosophy of H. Skovoroda™ (pp. 109-116); Kyryk, D., ““The
world of symbois in Skovoroda’s oeuvre” (pp. 116-25); Ivan’o, 1., “*The ethics of
Skovoroda and the philosophy of Epicurus™ (pp. 125-34); TabaZnykov, L., “*Sko-
voroda and Socrates” (pp. 134-42).

Rev. by M. I'nyc’kyj in Zovten' (Lviv), 1972, no. 11, pp. 144-48; by I. Ja. Mat-
kovskaja in Voprosy filosofii (Moscow), 1974, no. 2, pp. 177-78; by Taras D. Zaky-
dalsky in Rec 7, no. 1 (1976):50-59.

Note by Darija Sijak in U/ 9, no. 3-4 (1972):147-48.

101. VYHODOVANEC', N. **Lazar’ Baranovi¢-—ukrainskij pisatel’ vtoroj poloviny XVII
v.” Avtoreferat diss. kand. filol. nauk. Lviv: Un-t, 1971. 24 pp.

102. Xy2NiaK, Zoja. Kyjevo-Molhyljans'ka akademija. First edition. Kiev: Un-t,
1970. 171 pp. Second edition. Kiev: VS, 1981. 234 pp.

This is the only Soviet monograph dealing in its entirety with the Kiev Mohyla
Academy. The second edition appeared in connection with the so-called 1,500th
anniversary of the foundation of the city of Kiev.

Both editions contain three chapters. The first chapter deals with higher iearning in
the Ukraine at the end of the 16th and the beginning of the 17th century. Chapter
two is devoted to the Mohyla Academy as the center of higher learning in the
Ukraine and deals with its administrative structure, curriculum, and student life.
Chapter three concerns the cuitural ties of the Mohyla Academy with other Slavic
peoples, especially Russia and the Balkan countries.

In general, the work presents a fair view of the structure and cuitural role of the
Kiev Mohyla Academy; however, in the second edition the second half of the 17th
century is treated summarily in comparison with the post-Poltava, 18th-century
period, when Ukrainian autonomy was curtailed and Russification intensified. The
recent Soviet imperial doctrine is reflected in the second edition’s terminological
usage, especially in the replacement of the term ‘‘Ukrainian’’ by the adjective
vitlyznjanyj (**pertaining to the Fatherland™). :

The second edition has a more extensive list of bibliographic citations, but both edi-
tions conspicuously omit Western publications. Both editions are illustrated. Neither
edition has an index or a list of illustirations; except for the notes accompanying each
chapter, neither edition has a bibliography.

First edition rev. by M. Maréenko and H. Sorhaj in U/Z, 1972, no. |1, pp. 143-44;
and by Alexander Baran in U/ 8, no. 3-4 (1971): 112~-13. Second edition rev. by
V. Nigyk in FD, 1982, no. 5, pp. 126-28, and V. Smolij in UIZ, 1982, no. 9, pp.
137-39.

103. “Kyjivs’ka akademija—persyj vystyj ucbovyj zaklad na Ukrajini.”
UIZ, 1971, no. 1, pp. 44-52.

General evaluation of the Kiev Mohyla Academy as the first institution of higher
learning in the Ukraine.

104. Zaprasko, Jakym, and IsaJEvYC, Jaroslav. Pam'jatky knyikovoho mysiectva:
Kataloh starodrukiv vydanyx na Ukrajini. Knyha persa, 1374—1700. Lviv: V§, 1981,
136 pp.
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A richly illustrated and well-edited catalogue of old Ukrainian imprints published in
the Ukraine (in Cyrillic and Roman type) between 1574 and 1700. The bibliographic
descriptions include special features: shortened title; information about printers,
engravers, and printing history (where available); description of contents or subject;
information about extant copies and their locations (in the Ukraine, Soviet Union,
and Poland only); references to bibliographic descriptions in published sources; cita-
tions to reproductions and later reprintings. The illustrations consist of reproduc-
tions of title pages, single pages of text and engravings from the old printed books,
some in color. Included aiso are a bibliography, list of locations (libraries, muse-
ums, archives), list of printing presses and press owners and workers; five
indexes—of names, titles, subjects, printing presses, and engravers. This volume is
the first of a planned two-volume work; the second volume is to cover Ukrainian
imprints from 1701 to 1800.

Rev. by Andrew Turchyn in UK, 1982, no. 3-4; pp. 92-93.

105. Zaxara, Ihor. “‘Filosofia v Kyjevo-Mohyljans’kij akademiji: Stefan
Javors’kyj.”” FD, 1971, no. 2, pp. 98-100.

Introduction to item 29 of this bibliography.

106. and Lyrvynov, V. *‘Filosofija v Kyjevo-Mohyljans’kij akademiji:
Stefan Javors'ky).”” FD, 1971, no. 3, pp. 95-98.

Introduction to item 30 of this bibliography.

107. . “Filosofija v Kyjevo-Mohyljans’kij akademiji: Stefan Javors’kyj.”” FD,
1971, no. 4, pp. 90-91.

Introduction to item 31 of this bibliography.

108. Bor'ba idei v filosofskoj mysli na Ukraine na rubeie XVII- XVII wv.:
Stefan Javorskij. Kiev: ND, 1982, 159 pp.

Swdy of the development of philosophy. as an independent discipline in Kiev (both
at the Brotherhood School and at the Mohyla Academy). The author characterizes
the philosophy of Javors’kyj (especially his work **Agonium philosophicum in arena
Gymnadis Mohilaeanae Kijoviensis...”’) as a reflection of the struggle beiween Scho-
lasticism and the early Enlightenment. ’

Harvard University
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INDEXES!

16th-, 17th-, and 18th-Century Authors and Historical Persons

Andrijevy¢, Davyd. 97
Apostol, Danylo. 72

Baranovy¢, Lazar. 32, 101

Bars’kyj, Vasyl’. 5

Beier, Gotlieb-Theophitus Siegfrid. 72, 74
Berlyns’kyj, Maksym. 45

Berynda, Pamvo. 97

Berynda, Stepan. 97

Biloborods'kyj, Avraam. 97

BuZyns'kyj, Havryjil. 22, 59

Carnuc’kyj, Xrystofor. 75

Domzyv-Ljutkovy¢, Pavio. 97
Dorofijevy¢, Havryjil. 97
Dovhalevs’kyj, Mytrofan. 8, 18, 52
Dyiec’kyj, Mykola. 10

Fal’kivs'kyj, Irynej. 81
Filalet, Xrystofor. 97

Galjatovs’kyj, Joannikij. 85
Gizel’ (Hizel'), Inokentij. 16, 36, 62,
73, 89, 90, 91, 92, 100

Javolenko, P. 8l
Javors’kyj, Stefan. 29, 30, 31, 59,
100, 103, 106, 107, 108

Kantemir, Dmytro. 22

Klymentij Zynovijiv. 35

Kondratovyg, Kiriak. 81

Kononovyé-Horbac'kyj, Josyf. 38, 39, 40,
47, 62, 76, 77, 78, 100

Konys'kyj, Heorhij. 22, 33, 34, 56, 78,
100

Kosov, Syl'vestr. 78

Kotozvars'kyj, M. 48

Kozalyns'kyj, Myxajil (ManujiD). 12, 75,
78

Krokovs’kyj, Joasat. 9, 66, 67, 78

Kuljabka, Syl'vestr. 78

Levyc’kyj, Hryhorij. 15

Mamony¢, Leontij. 97
Markovy¢, Jakiv. 72
Melesko, Mykyta. 97
Milescu Spafarij. 22

1

Muzylovs'kyj, Andrij. 97
Mohyla, Petro. 2, 4, 42
Myronovy¢, Romual'd. 81
Mytura, Oleksandr. 97

Nalyvajko, Damian. 97

‘Paikevyé, Jan Kazymyr. 97

Poloc’kyj, Symeon. 2, 83

Prokopovy¢, Teofan. 7, 22, 25, 27, 37,
42, 48, 55, 56, 58, 59, 60, 68, 69,
70, 71, 72, 74, 78, 80, 82, 100

Radyvylovs’kyj, Antonij. 43
Rymsa, Andrij. 97

‘Safonovy¢, Feodosij. 44

Sakovy€, Kasijan. 42, 63, 97
Scherer, Jean-Benoit. 74
S&yrs’kyj, Ivan. 15
Selec’kyj, Afanasij. 97
Skorina, Francisk. 22

‘Skovoroda, Hryhorij. 3, 13, 14, 22, 28,

53, 56, 84, 94, 100
Smotryc’kyj, Meletij. 97
Sobol’, Spyrydon. 97
Sokolovs'kyj, Mykyta. 81
Starnovec’kyj, Andrij. 48
Stavrovec’kyj, Kyrylo-Trankvilion. 24, 44, 97

Tarasevyt, Oleksandr. 87
Tuptalo, Dmytro. 57

‘Turobojs’kyj, Josyf. 62

Usakov, Simon. 2

Velyckovs'kyj, Ivan. 99
Vitalij. 97

Vysens'kyj, Ivan. 100
Zemka, Tarasij. 97
Zubryc’kyj, N[?]. 81
Zyzanij, Lavrentij. 97
Zyzanij, Stefan. 97
Zorvanyc’kyj, Jan. 97

Numbers refer to items of the bibliography.
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Modern Authors, Compilers, Editors, Translators, and Reviewers

Andrij¢uk, I. 71, 72
Andrusko, Viktor. 93, 96

Babij, Oleksandr. 22, 65
Baran, Alexander. 102
Bezborod’ko, N. 16
Bilodid, Ivan. 3
Bilodid, Oles’. 4

Bilous, Petro. 5
Borodij, M. 6

Bylinin, V. K. 2
Bysovec’, V. 7

Calaj-Jakymenko, Oleksandra. 10
Cepiha, I. 35, 85
Cracraft, James. 72

Démin, Anatolij Sergeevi¢. 95
Derkaé, Borys. 19
Druskevyé. Je. 9

Dzjuba, O. 11

Er¢i¢, Viastimir. 12
Fomenko, Valentyn. 15

Grixin, V. A. 2
Guseva, Antonina Aleksandrovna. 98

Hajdukevyg, Ja. 68
Hamrec'kyj, Marko. 17
Hantula, Richard. 53

Himka, John-Paul. 13, 26, 35.
Hontar, Oleksij. 33
Hon¢aruk, Mykola. 53
Hors’kyj, Vilen. 96
Hrebenna, M. 64

Hrons’kyj, 1. 18

Hrycaj, Myxajlo. 19, 20, 21

I'nyc’kyj, Mykola. 100

Isajevyg, Jaroslav. 23, 24, 44, 100, 104

Itigina, L. A. 95

Ivan’o, Ivan. 8, 14, 22, 25, 26, 27, 28,
48, 70, 84, 100

Jevdokymenko, Volodymyr. 72, 84

Kameneva, Tat’’jana Nilovna. 32, 98

KaSuba, Marija. 22, 30, 31, 33, 34, 38,
96, 100

Kobiv, J. 36

Kolodna, A. 14

Kolosova, Viktorija. 35, 48, 97, 99

Kompan, Olena. 37

Kondz'olka, V. 68, 72, 100

'Korkisko, A. 38, 39, 100

Kozyc'kyj, Pylyp. 41

Krekoten®, Volodymyr. |, 2, 42, 43,
48,97, 99

Kurilov, A. S. 95

Kyryk, D. 13, 78, 100

Kysil’, Svitlana. 46

Lipatov, A. V. 2

Lisovyj, V. 38, 47

Lohvynenko, Myxajlo. 19

Luc’ka, F. 72

Lytvynov, Volodymyr. 49, 72, 93, 96,
100, 106

Maksymenko, Fedir. 50
Maréenko, Myxajlo. 102
Markov. A. 100

Masljuk, Vitalij. 8, 51,52, 71, 72
Maslov, Serhij. 99

Matkovskaja, Ja. 100
Maxnovec’, Leonid. 53, 84, 99
Mojsjejeva, H. 54

Morozov, Aleksandr Antonovi¢. 2
Musak, Ju. 69, 70

Myc’ko, . 24

Mycyk, Jurij. 44

Mykytas’, Vasyl’. 20, 97
My3any¢&, Oleksij. 12, 48

Nalyvajko, Dmytro. 48
Niéyk, Valerija. 7, 13, 14, 16, 22, 29, 30,
31, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63,
65, 72, 74, 84, 96, 100, 102

Oxrimenko, P. 53

Paslavs’kyj, Ivan. 14, 44, 66, 67, 71
Paguk, Andrij. 100

Podoksin, Semen Aleksandrovi¢. 22, 100
Polistuk, Fedir. 20
Polonskaja, 1. M. 98
Ponomarenko, L. 45
Pylypiuk, Natalia. 97

Reynolds, Stephen. 10

Robinson, Andrej Nikolaevi¢. 83
Rogov, Aleksandr Ivanovi¢. 2
Rohovy¢, Myroslav. 16, 22, 39, 40, 38,

70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 78, 100

Romanenchuk, Bohdan. 97

Sabaeva, M. F. 64
Sazonova, L. J. 95
Sevéeenko, Fedir. 79
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Seviuk, Valerij. 80, 81 Taba¢nykov, Ivan. 84, 94, 100
Si¢kar, O. 69, 82 Tkagenko, A. 64

Sijak, Darija. 100 Toloéko, Petro. 45

Simmons, J. S. G. 50 Turchyn, Andrew. 104

Smolij, V. 102 -
Sofronova, L. A. 2, 95 Ursul, D. 22, 65
Sokolyszyn, Aleksander. 50, 98 Vyhodovanec’, N. 101
Solom, F. 85
Sorhaj, H. 102
Sotnyéenko, P. 100

Xarlamov, Viktor. 4
XyZnjak, Zoja. 102, 103

Srejer-Tkatenko, Onysija. 41 ZakaljuZnyj, M. 72

Stecenko, L. 27 Zakydalsky, Taras D. 100

Stecjuk, Kateryna. 86 Zapasko, Jakym. 104

Steinman, L. B. 65 Zaxara, lhor. 29, 30, 31, 44, 68, 72,
Stepovyk, Dmytro. 87, 88 100, 105, 106, 107, 108

Stratij, Jaroslava. 22, 89, 90, 91, 93, 96 Zoc, Volodymyr. 72
Sulyma, M. 42, 48

Synkaruk, Volodymyr. 13, 14, 72, 84

Sysyn, Frank E. 23, 97

The Harvard Exhibition commemorating the Kiev Mohyla Academy

The anniversary of the founding of the Kiev Mohyla Academy was com-
memorated by a major book exhibition held in the lobby of Widener
Library of Harvard University from 20 December 1982 to 18 January
1983. The exhibition, entitled *“‘The 350th Anniversary of the Kiev
Mohyla Academy,”” was prepared by Oksana Procyk, Ukrainian specialist
in the Harvard College Library, and Leonid Heretz, history student at
Harvard, and consisted of over 120 items from Harvard’s Ukrainian
collections. These items, including twelve Ukrainian old printed books,
one original manuscript, and two seventeenth-century maps and one
eighteenth-century map of the Ukraine, were contributed by the Widener,
Houghton, Fine Arts, Music, and Law School libraries and the Harvard
Map Collection. The exhibition was organized thematically and chronolog-
ically, documenting the cultural development of Kiev and the Ukraine
over the two centuries of the Academy’s existence and illustrating the role
of the Academy and its graduates in the Polish-Lithuanian Com-
monwealth, the Ukrainian Cossack Hetmanate, and the Russian Empire.
Photographs of Kiev and the Academy and portraits of the school’s most
prominent activists and graduates were displayed along with original
imprints and later reprintings of their works. These included religious and
ideological tracts such as several early editions of Peter Mohyla’s Orthodox
Confession, Stefan Javors’kyi’s Kamin' viry (Kiev, 1730), Teofan
Prokopovy&’s Tractatus de Processione Spiritus Sancti (Gothae, 1772): the
poetry of loan Maksymovyg, Alfavyt (Cernihiv, 1705) and Featron (Cer-
nihiv, 1708); and early historiographic works such as Inokentij Gizel's
Synopsys (Kiev, 1674) and the Cossack chronicles. Also displayed were
several texts used in the Academy, including Meletij Smotryc’kyj’s Gram-
matyka (Moscow, 1648) and Pamvo Berynda’s Leksykon (Kuteino, 1653),
as well as the most important nineteenth- and twentieth-century scholarly
works on the Academy. Due to public interest, the exhibition was
repeated in July 1983. A catalogue of the exhibition is currently being
prepared for publication.



EUCHARISTERION. ALBO, VDJACNOST".

A Facsimile

The following pages contain a facsimile—the first ever to be made—
of the Eucharisterion. This text, discussed at various lengths in two
articles in the present fascicule, was issued by the printing house of the
Kiev Monastery of the-Caves (Lavra) on 29 March 1632. Our facsimile
is slightly reduced (original dimensions of the frame of the title page:
- 18 X 14 cm.; original dimensions of the printed surface in the text:
17 x 13 cm.). The pamphlet consists of four and a half gatherings of
four folia or eight pages each; thus it amounts to 36 pages. It lacks
pagination but exhibits quire marks. There are no initials in red.

The Eucharisterion is comparatively rare. S. Golubev (Universitet-
skie izvestija of Kiev University, 1888, no. 4, p. 69) knew of only two
copies of it, kept in St. Petersburg and Kiev, respectively. Today, four
copies are known: They are preserved in the Saltykov-S¢edrin Library
of Leningrad; in the Library of the Academy of Sciences of the USSR;
in the Central Scientific Library of the Academy of Sciences of the
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic (which it presumably entered from
the Library of the Theological Academy of Kiev, the successor to the
Kiev Mohyla Academy); and in the Public Library of the city of War-
saw.

Our facsimile is reproduced from the microfilm of a complete copy
that once belonged to the library of the Kiev Theological Academy. To
our regret, we could not use the excellent photographs from Warsaw,
the Warsaw copy being defective. We are grateful to the library of the
University of Alberta for providing us with the microfilm in their hands,
and to Natalia Pylypiuk and Oleh Ilnytzkyj for locating the microfilm
and transporting it to Cambridge.

For the two best bibliological descriptions of the Eucharisterion, cf.
Xv. Titov, Materialy dlja istorii knyZnoji spravy na Vkrajini v XVI-
XVII v.v. Vsezbirka peredmov do ukrajins’kyx starodrukiv (Kiev,
1924); and Ja. Zapasko and Ja. Isajevye, Pam’’jatky knyZkovoho mys-
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tectva. Kataloh starodrukiv, vydanyx na Ukrajini. Knyha persa (1574
1700) (Lviv, 1981), no. 228, = p. 220 (based presumably on the very
Kiev copy reproduced in our facsimile).

Thor Sevéenko



FAee ﬁfmmmfimaﬁ%'a Kft 8¢5 HATn | |
fgxﬁ o918 49 ﬁﬁff X E&ﬁf HiE, &ommmﬁ Bm,« |

nywom CTén

HOR Kzgﬁ:mﬁ s
2 R :

2%, ”ﬂﬁzgm% gvx&m::g 4

. 3 3 renger };wgaﬁfg ar"” <6t ﬁf*‘&%“m;w

£ égﬁéﬁéﬂﬂ" gﬁzmaw y ﬁg« s mesceg Srovs “m% N
%wsg meryrs Eesengnian X P rrzmmm a'mg&’ s noBAKNE

T g

# é}’ﬁ?ﬂsﬂﬂ W&M v

i
i

v W&‘w &&aﬁmgﬁ ﬁwa E:

‘ BE&MO




@;5 D ,g iy m*‘mww %%
i : ?gg PePsg- %’%4&&% Wil
' ﬁzmwz«w more ok ;g:mg

A ae wm s ,i;gmzx L
?}Eafrww {m& i

ﬂ
b 5 ¢ Mﬁ%%?,mm

. s
”wmé e rfzm@,/;:

: ¥
[ W&WW ,m &év *’Sfmpm mgm ‘s“"ws 5 EHE TITADS 4
! wiks ¥ ’ :
; fnwm@z «mza *“rae«, é».f:/ m 2% PR am Atbe BOEE TN

2 Tane m’ (gw ‘e 5 Mﬁmm&wz& 2 EVE

4 ,‘&@.w }:})/{“ «W, &,;:,

:«’%(5,' o
{w(,

.
v3

5 o



P vy

5

.

s
&i

&
o
Cs HG

el

ATe0R

7
I

g I

%

A

é«%%‘ﬁﬁ{fﬁe 5
g:

& FRu

“
WL

o B
1

g
£

£ I

b
* q
E v %
€ o 2E e ped

5

S nm.,,wfyg sy :Nx

"+

R e mrig b e L i E :
X : ,M % i w . B8 VW MR =,

_ R BN 3

5 R o eSS R e . |

o S T ia

€5, 5 WVEn B :

#
§

L

AsA T TAG

g & % :
B e
pes 5 :

Su¥ & E ¢
. i

M ORB TI AR

o
o,
-

g o

%
Q;?%“%;f(
AL &

#*,
LHAEE  mes

A
SO A AR LY
L

i

Tpe

s Y
Sy
v ad
R TEIIy

#e

P P

higing

wlys B




e

:w}:mmﬁxém gmwm g{%ggm%m.c é‘vmmwzw Pt

¢ TR SETN Kmngwma 1}}‘6@% Fs .,q,gmumg,f EY
o .1

‘m@ W’& N‘%h@“‘ﬂ" “T},‘A; ~$; %fmyb’?:i{(“’“”“’” & 'M»«xm“ -

%&mmm ,Wm_,{mm« v aremn Kasebusimen
¥
:

§

mwmzmw §4‘§mm c.. gﬁmm@ Sammc BTy, ':r’wm » bk
gmammx& m*ogxgsmy # ﬁ%mu&m 4L ww: ‘xa@ Saved

PT——

£
mn&zs’(. germite nlmmwmcwm ﬁm gt ;m  AGIOTIE
K d
g.« a.mw TregriAnEs grderuns: Gemus n cRss gma@,ww%wrm ;
2 P » « {} ;

® goi B ITT4CTT AT S ) ms‘fx;,ng: i .

¥ /:«aww N xpve
dronggaxrs cman¥as CrOR T Saweaiea ]

Fa
(_3'6?’}% 3’&\{/""}4%

e
ﬁ’*v?ﬁ 4@t ;{‘m«,
-

%G???g?iﬁ“? ﬁ%ﬁ??%gﬁ Hix ?’?“Z{;; . é *'f: nwwh{:g

» w*):vw §:

yngm {}mcw.ga wwm_w

A

W 2 # (7%

Vmamwg *ﬂﬁar‘ e xg ,magee%\{ &

I};;mgwwm fmwwﬁﬁmm, e@f,mﬁg":»mwx g
¥ S

mmqr& e zmm nog *3{&45:}.;{?' 24 %mmzw 'z

jA n,gw s Qu&, {:\uzﬂ% fw;exm hmmgﬁ'ﬁ I
Gram A o *m@*{m:mm S

ﬁAM%%”wﬁfO AL zwmm« s 2T "”*'

%wf sertanas ngerme BF Sl %“w PP

%'m,«wm rofy PRECTIPNE

o
] wmo;é m A5 T 8L © cer e
il AL

; m@i“%ﬂ%@ » "m&mf T AUEITY S e
S ot . o
m‘ A1 zzvﬁ%«'”% caxrr ,M} BETE Hg M TR L
! o ; & ;
; gw?"’n - i}% W&MM ﬁfz’gw {&’} «%‘% PrTany s B8 0 TR A AEFTI 4 *ms#«x?"*w

mm«rw g%wr%{} wm #a T opew 19

P

-
,;m wmm’wm 'wm;w Heonn ‘;:ma?s

RN

o ' l"&
i 'm{w’fwm ma oon Qx%mw Mm”*:‘ o g

guwnmmm o NEARL 4D ﬁmmsss o

|

2 %




eim%’w mgu&mztmx \{ﬁ WW* igfmmmm
g;em*m w g4 preses agwﬁgm« 3 n¥ Ao anen s
:zw:em 3 qumss en cabirmTs . "{W nmmmm wﬁ%émm
" &ggz& o5 wmz%wamx Qb‘tw@m, igqum Taet t,amy r}g@g&?ﬁw 1
z 3 };ém?iézgz‘& P memﬁ’swmaﬁzx% Zu08Y na fopy ;mm?
ammmrs . @msogxm gGMMm ﬁvﬁ' PoMg _Bogora M
gm@ﬁzozma errxoén mszﬁfw namogm HomAO MY nga :
;mamm . @mmw e m;{wm ® wwmm{mmy géﬁ‘*fm
n?,mﬁmo:« P aggxm : xxormm ﬁg% spe 7 7 L goeT ;gmwzé ‘
s stw;»s L sanKON guw oy PG TIOBATH ;mm »

i
;

g{mmwm 2 §”§Arr4 % W%»i%&”?’”@ﬁ %62
uona tmsw ”?mﬁg:%am B

& 4 g
TlpseasomorTs TEGER
M ‘1{&%@ comrmnnotalunners «

@e@wm ﬁ@m wm

i mwawm im M*@* ;
f f‘?@ SHEY m»&é@ e




o S o R S S A it




I ” T
TeAHK®@HL ||
T0ECT3, u %
cALEEUEETHOCTH
[éegniH. | B
Oz Bépenin Bugsostrayr Hadun § cont ménrivss e

Hgerr

oo

" ECOCCIA nése plngonins -
BJATHOC Th.

Ié 7 # & D
[eansecdnm mpo ga0 HaPire S4Avnocms TIOLUAERTTRS .
S B Py S ¥ S A ' % .
Toown v Smetnt §0 4nin agfé:mqé ALALITI R o R
E o E R
Ve 4}

""‘?5%{’3 fé;é?f; :zss'ima: ghr ggg mmmizm .

~ Cuépw éinon rabnerso Mo gacsonsiaa

s 5o (165 Nafn noricone g Fvanonptnd maerzs

" Fomn Nefigalimn nigsii 3 Rigmd sucassag

YemGnr ripgha ninima Toors maaTeneg ASmprt,
Romsii M%zmgri PpAEAHBEX %ixéfﬁ;& ripgth nad

Ers nusdpoms e Mw& 38, ma G

# A o -
Dogars erra; Ao d

whure @ M3: T inaGoga KPIETFA masmg% |




| A nimt gin @ Cxdee, Sixonz, M5 porrs, B84l
. & . i & d - i,
AHORANOT B4 TEMT TERT HCAREL A :v&’p‘é’ .

Dpnerdan Transcary, AAs 6sTh nozean [lana |

Glnkrriswa Boindprrso apssris [irmina «
s A e

Ba kaonn a;gr §If§§ MEx 46 geaveoro 4548 ,
| 8 Goeded wactn cafiraon, v Qaresntiasis ,
_ Sz Redum .siins Tonlmgn apgaynEruiy -
Homx Teanssin §Decomn porndimmiins yosirn ,
Henogsdas & Dfersn spaveiys mma cafsirs »
T3 aoen Dpeaeatemont sec t18mmrs wiedef ,
Russdmor & Basennri Fnkh Gorn Ggaded s
Crmdinn Cmggwm
&
ROfEHE EIRETHOCTH
- nérmg’.
FEAMMATIRA
- ¥wrracadss nMdsr.
2Lmnomd nd %&éﬂ%{;@? wﬁ'&f getparn,

b4
Betramyy Timt mTriant 3 BAZIAMH muendAde

%

&

» -~ i
[lo£80AMO, TAMT MORIIT T3 ALTEO (OLHATH. |

akdic
Hxcro




!}%xc«m & mmd S * a&ﬁém o
Cawss cmxwm ﬂxfxx, ﬁ?{!d% TAKT MEmAALH.

Kerd cii sfgaat ans «gum i‘m:.: BWAT mirmz .

Hi nostrgl s 2% mmms« magcsarz .
u{.{sf AR LEANE *HM 'mx‘x ﬁ”?f‘ﬁ& G{‘T‘i MQ!&O

Ko e rafuan gams af'ro-m e mmean CA0EA 3

HegnusSiien : c8 aﬁ};&m ,go Qméaz rzmguum ’,

Ywm m&é;,u mgf&m nﬁ';m&w& SRT AR

H & eaéi enur e Sean ne mo mosu
Buirs ferega, i}@wfam’& calniran wiadar «
Térs Ke}em. 8%’59&&&“& 8%% GOt f‘,mwwéw_m .
Biusrrares 3 !’smawmm A A oany: trntania
Kf,i,;ﬁ & f@i}cm mmmwz C&&tmp& fwgwwwm,
& ﬁr‘gmp no;c«mam ag«.ﬁgyyz mrmm .
Tiiane sat 3&*'3'&6!%*‘ Dextasorw gmoxx ’
i 34;:&544*: sukae BoEgE ﬁwax”a 3 Smwwm
Argicanad frra méfzw;z* vrcxmm g@gn%.‘zw ,
Tsot Hua urai mirge & Dpammarrias wasrs

f?*‘*’f’f‘“ ‘}'mﬂw@&n .

KO'f&HE gm«kﬁw%mﬁ
s‘w f’ﬁﬁ

14

]
:




Ve Lot W -~ Vi .
. Qs cur, g8 noxaTa? couan wropd s -

. e "~ i -
Aers vz mEp8 i cEpHT BOZA mptelincdrT

3 L * ¥ o 4 3
K2 secéace 63 40 £ i HY07O RELNACT -

3 e P . -~
E¥semn grawnllotra s g0 & rest CHal

* W Rt o LN ¥ 4
sisn & geman Ervarmcon ne Naaosa so a0,

4 PRI S N 4 jns
Riaz & Ervnet pafer mucmnr g Niaad séen joerird
Niite, né £ APHULAL MO ARATONRT:
e, nEKAMT F APHISALY NORHTHWET BAZETOKT:

_ Bosa & vémapdnd mugmorr gemad nenbpiera.
Aago mickd wkBR noTyf Bafyit coadingredinTa,
Bl mewt # rore AT TpASK KOEAT KOETT -
ﬁf;szgEMo QARETE TOroms AOAOSHHITEA
 Busd melautt of FEAPITR: §C KES AAORHOTRA
gmfjﬂz: vr;imz aféx*ﬁ ﬂw,@ﬁﬁﬁ;}m &@%@&% s
40 3drs SgOTHES : fNALOKT AGIR FEAMSKATUH
Ridprocms 11 40poraA , KT ¢A & IR KOTATTs

f ool W WA R - %
Dpvrnfuwin adws COrve Dpomerscoms gsamun ,
- 2 o ~ - ~ “
Gorass X yeamn £ PGICCIH, 34 nombpueosinun -
3 - Ed e y £ 4
NSirs phun Kpacomosersa, mn novavows Hust,

Heuan et C 5, amn Naleen saselun
HAT TInMALL CLAMOMPO LABYT BWT [1A3HT He

1. |

!

94,

( t  JOma norierz 4o rpanntgt CCOCCHH wrpcrn

re7-)

!
;
£



Yent mrrmsima é‘mﬁﬁifx‘l tﬂ’%:?m Wﬁ!gﬁﬂ%ﬁ’gﬁ

34{5«;0;;: aa%??f%& mam‘ 10r A4,
L’égn HEMT @"Mxm zn tg},fiﬂ Grksarn ,
PYNLATOL wimn & svios mﬁ‘f @ﬁm@th .

-

d&ié‘gﬁi‘fﬂ w&xmn.

ROPEHE wtérmcm
'I'feﬂﬁ,

i%ﬂd%ﬂ?”‘iﬁ

) X*wrfs foSXMﬂom & f’emx r:ogmm& .

|

=2 ﬁmﬂgmvz 'wmarwx,gu nipad Akt ISRANEMT o
Tin asirs Hatua tnoro &gm{ﬁmm« SR
TXm; am,emom"s ﬂ;momq—z :xgmeré wseg?m ;
Birgimz foz;gmz Ao eanun siedorrs Brcim gor griny
Tﬁm fs‘wr?wm msamw gégxbn A m’;mﬁ . g[
Tlxn fann st g0 Crngg » Y meax fo,smmwz |
Aowri, Y;mm s »rmmwm x,;,m f&;*mmvm I
NiZ T 'Y wqus A,owfgms WGP MOKORITH ,

irso mémsu, nmELpf bactodorirn -




"
BETE CTAIYHTL ¢
¥ o P &
uy , pa4T mopewcoro Kara .
e 54 v d £,
; o7 % Kopents 6 ThotMT Leanswnt
3 Y m.ﬁo B - rd
Dpven Gdve, s sfpraarn weopornt :
-y, s v ad L % - T e 52 g
Baisrirs a%w Cuomecon , weons gerwystr
% » e s’ v oW
HOmn Sesgmaz Koo, amepracgs sevar codrd:
bt & & & - ra ¥
Nix Egpons Tegre MEAPOTH TEUIPT KOAFTT smiTasiy
D § -~ . N w7 ~ .« & v
- Kﬁxgmmm Oynfrany, dengwss Gxpdrnuy :
- SN e AN e
L gk CAASA ?Aormww&l 5@(4:54;,« ROBCTANETT 4
H aradia 60600y s TS YT KEKEARETT o
col Crn¥iss fh¥mnadgain,

ok

sé,fsas;étuﬁéwo@m,
. ,‘i&‘i’&é’f'{&!ﬂ”.
Af1OMETIK A

Lisers Asisas.

%

= ' # -
?% e mliras BurdRoMT, GUAsT NOAORTH
Pre # - # v
248 T g% mom nprle MALERITT ARALMT & ﬁp@pﬁ%@;
Cuazginor mblive, RSULT grammiTun
* F ] w g} F 4 » ’ & -
EYE COPrHMINT § NPEEETH SAPLO HECY mUTAA ,

t | e




Hi seox¥ wdmz npsearimon fldama sapacriert ,
AT - Vs o # - - -
# s Baamt Qacs Lnora retz 50 sa0f amers 4
- -~ v 4 & e - oo
Hua miirgd hn’ Ao , nmnvria afra ,
w el # ‘
Lo gamsera TSanun gmomf cefra,
s P .
Sront g Na¥en ¥anTs
ﬁ&m:{,@gmﬁ; ot g ik npeTIANTT,
feaga » TESNO ¢ RITHANIMT QAFALO WY eTEANTE
ECsyrygin noguacnt , gamrrnms Mipetju,
” - I 7 P
Aavste nmar Deprlasen mpenacex g ,
Fd 7S W
Dpendpuin sossEymure méme nogosnisms o
k4 I'd # -
La 3 b, ZpAsARESMT CEATT & npisosatm -
oW i * LA *
GO stz AHEHUA TOTT SNOIOET W EAIZ0 FBAAFERRH ,
v & & e 4 w
Dilpiop yusiys Hasees e Bpeseatonmai .
& 7 owe
Nostaes nams £ Pwsinn grara svacaps sy,
v & 4 — » kd oy g !
B 1om= nowimems COeTEnmum dasusniy a meedpd:
oMT 1 ' X
Tsors @racs Feoruorrn, nosws via¥ erimers ,.
L -4 & £ L™ -
BaAmmorts 3 Ha¥nt nopdna , wAAG neefiraers «
34%6 'ft gxé‘z&*i;{

ROPEHLYS I k€ THOCTH,
BATHE .
M%3HK 4
Vs crbain.
b




Y Lrofmux %é&mwm « fagt guoTse ﬂgem
Sanessisan , nadiernays Binre MOAEPOBAAH 5
ﬁwg@m mmmrz mﬁmw m'fwm :
s e e;,m ETomMT W, Nagxa xzmcm s
Krag oy s LATiR &M cn:wz #E m,uerm'; .
L e SHEAA o m;zm Ndnia gnxmgg'x
&ggma Chaz W » WADLAO it TP
G}Wm crtsia aku ,fﬁﬂm « CrAAL
«:sdmfsmm uf&rmm # 3&’;{% mamx :

Tix dvponus woa 2 3o e it , AT AKCw APIET MNST 5

F,&mm mmrma A roso TaK orws

A ugmnéa RARETE my awm‘:&m
Crtsim, , T4 i Hakoen goces m;xf*m : |

E@«Mmm o EM Pasrag ugz:a mmn s
&m Cpiss ‘%atx, h&.ﬂmm EREIENEIA o

B¢ stns Bxcxﬁa ESTAHA & mg«z sors enbsieTa ,
Borxptamarc sefms X:: s wa*f;,wm .

b £33 vgyW‘: smm awwx ms ruxfs:mn ,
£ Tvasnars BAATHEY QeAtsgEH O Dpescrionat

Eu:éai’&' Kanmdsmsm.

ST T e WWM @mw&éz :fsér}}’i

3%’;

Ro.




ROPEHE S RET

. WECTHH.
TeRMETIIA
L e ge mat o ‘SM%?A‘ Vv . |
‘ L ’”d“

’ ’ e Y J4 e
€25 cnobanect guarmliimin 3 Puord pwsn sdsminrn
o 4 ¥ n . > N . & ¥ N
A2 COsusdvis 2 sgfqm}ﬁm%#mﬁmm Cargnays,”

z
Apxervaoms whauemes Bora nagusarn:
» P4 - -~ P 7
BeZ novacud oMU KAZANT MIRZHARATH
I~ H Y WY Gy
Buusirz éana Tors Mégofuz , €8 posda & noraexos
- Ve Ve - # V4 w
Byt YOBAAT TEMHOITH i EAALLH WATARSKON.
Ty ’ ” ’
Tewmerpa & Hognans ApAS HEOMT w Bor¥
o ’ 4
Fxs c¥48m . TAKSH LA5TE fAeperTopors -
o el {g # . W s 'g g
Brz megerz diSpannun , a4t wp¥raoeTs CEET
e * ' P - o
Ronnimer , aned smese o & wmdrmors wfry.
- I d - s
Ko yowrs geman , nge dset CaemenTa
Id Fe
ﬁogxiwa . &wm&r:’; Ao 4 AeT AOKEmENTA 4
- & e # L 4 £
Ni aeerrsaecars sen giman 1AeTiH pogmbpaiTe o
&

# -~

HOCTH |

-
kT

Aprimegeen 13 Coepus wis pogptaners :

kd

7 e - o »* & W
~ ? RiMAT Lt -
Aevr maisswan Bundpnng, 30 ) EMAT BOANT

Fl sAgneBT Cooiys mHOLITEO ZE0ECH RpMBOsHT




W ﬁw W'z mtmwum ,

ﬂm 5 ﬁaxmp "W" ﬁwsmm c;zmnaagg .
Ii@m g,m, @mc&ﬁ‘ KorfgT TOTT i‘i&’!”&f’!"

£ koweposs soiyt sipmays 45l ﬁgiﬁmxi’i‘

Baciain Kamearugicin «

ROP&Hb SMEETHOCTH,
G@ﬁa&ﬁm*

ACTPO4HIMIA

8 Zerera Bbross ﬁxwxm.

Y B A% cremust nisage @za*ou, s & gi,;}wma .
iah g mamm m@wn, {;&m imammﬁw
T4t Cotoa amprags Ent o Zersmis sAT FAOmOHE 5
E‘é}srsx wa?m': HIUITAAOME 4 aoqrf WETOTOHS 3
Tt sw*z wrwzgs ﬁunma&, x gmﬁ%m ! ggwresﬂa«r,
@w« wrmwri W&z‘gﬁ?x :tmgcsmm s
T .&m MittAL w‘u Hateea m@mia 3AnSenTT 5

ﬁ% wo W 31"-’ m«gw nmﬂfs At mzx ERSTHTT
PTEOATIE S m& eam; ¢ Seiant griers

H ngeers, ﬁ"x‘i WM& txgﬂwm BT TAETT C|

Lot




| laﬁmim aamm a;mfdte mgwm’&ma npugx’

Aci Merw z:&'t,wwz FOTH myaez’o mzm‘i
R ?’Ea‘é@: gaa ww ACE ,Safi‘s,s,ﬁfmm USATE MM o
Neps 41508 & Toma 1 nograne sSiern qfr?ﬁxwam .
1 f;zmsmm g«rs 1 ﬁnaqr'z;, amory ;m tMTAE
ﬁm‘ OMT e g;o WD mgwm toznian Bia & meae .
‘fo,mm faw;?x’ 3 K%memz Hers ﬁ*f:gmsf HOLATT &
NefomanTed /11 g;vsff'ma;z*s 80746 B rOACtA 4
R mnon (:msfi ﬁ;wwm ﬁm‘&woaa 3@:&*&5%% R

T an¥rea véeTriusst Gove fom £ Seam crphimat -

j&n};&mm ﬁc.&fg’:mm i

ROFEHE HﬁﬁfX%

Rek ' Fa¥ecn a&«@%wmwm .

CGOA‘H’I;I

uHTR %o.gtfmz fmi'%»

S—

?’é‘*”’

ﬂ{‘mﬁﬂ AT rgmmg&f Tfmiﬁfm ong cmmw
: ‘% F lpauz cson ﬁ&rms@rm, Th mm's hmma anAri
&%a;m‘époﬁm fzwwgmm ngm STAFR %zgwmwz

Lina m: THE MMW"{ ATAREMT ;@gxymam,

e




Tée mterye mwmcm" &faxz z;w,gz e "&%«:’ KfiE Sy
’a\’rf "0 ma«mx’m 8% ﬁw‘ A0 K?éfé“’ uwfmz”*
') TOAS & gf (3 {.uagff,m m(&mm F8OAYT 6 LHeIT
%f}i‘wrwc 504 ngwmiw £ At Ti :mn,m o ¢
Eo “as mw Bt 3{;&“9, ﬁwz{mc were ANTE
A reniys Lo aericy wcﬁmw ;vgs*gc AKTT,
{‘i:gsmo,w{ o 54 frms Ma{ 6%% &{"mff;, :c:ﬁ‘ﬁ
51,5}5”“'@@ aghe e £15 4 m3 30877 ﬁ;zﬁem .
T.¢ ORE rzgm;z mXaﬁ%sm :*wmmm f’gﬂiiz m@ﬁmw
Zi 150 TEXT COFIANOMT HAMENEH rA¥E0IcHME
Necrerndes Haxud, i‘éz,{?e'?x ROYATOKT .
Reirz Naskz WPO440 50«&; . A;grgm;ﬁg}’ TATO S
ga’f*rm;m L{mgoﬂwm KTO *c»*ﬁfm 3@:%?% '
dﬁ{;&r{'ffﬂ g ﬁazm PAMT MedeTagiTre X
Sa ;mwamz 3 sm@gem ©%y KTO 5 6 aerema ms«mf
B Het 3”%»5;4:; 5 :505 ﬂ&ma‘!‘{{‘f-«”;4 LOSOTTR Y457 cadhir
Bir rgmm@ rswg'z 7 ﬁf%&q’: Eogr-:x& Nases ,
. Ggquw*z wwm s+ AHA fEiry mim:frxm
Bz %iﬁmmwﬁ 4 KoL r ﬁ{g*z é&rmum LKLY
Bo st o T5O RERHOTH 40697 iamm,gemsaz,
@QM%‘{ wAewatwazﬁ¢ &3&;{.\:@1 5?55:&5’: ﬁwz ‘
Qumu peaﬁmx ACHATH x,.ge MORETT ‘U*ggggm .
Brers MC}?A w;eg&m m%«wz Naxux ;f:zw
Peun 2804t wx@sm*m AARTE 00 BT BT

- .
LT




Bicaacls G&ztmcm’: ﬁsxm ﬁ&{&tﬁ&ﬁ'& ’
53 réra Nakies 4 dwen 3“& 88T 8O %gggw AAEn -
A m,wnﬁ:'mﬁu ] C@we Emgmnmm
ﬁm KeEeC n;xeg’a ,s,o,zm £0 CTOART OHT AABHTLITH ¢
Oy wcmma Kosemny w 3:&/«&?!0& Binu,
Des Kf;ﬁ'ﬁj{‘i inffngc BT A0 Cfgma‘r};mm .
Fa gags?mﬁwx Mfmxmawa fwmmxnx 5mi:mm
i Hreaypa: Hafz, Wi ,g,umewm a4’ fFMQSAﬁ .
Lim guTo bFa, i,.,x: ERI ML ﬁmﬂ;‘: K;ﬂaozue wET
ﬂemx&&iﬁﬂ ’ ca:&xam :msrz Seurate whTs
Asmpopn g g Yskan cassnin K33 1‘5&4%(?2'0»%‘1 ,
i{é 3 @Q‘Wt X&Mﬂaﬁ ﬂs ﬁf s’imsm'z Cromt. |

hﬁagm&w& LR

S &4 GOT b -

s C{ﬁ T ”‘W‘{ e Sﬁﬁ‘ﬁ”i Bfﬁlgi esgmxmwm
Hls cars ﬁ nd E erw M:{gs BULOBANES ©
iﬁé TN é;?:rmm a,mm?ﬁﬁ ¥ A e wir w» P
G rerdsinre s o6t tfuri;{ RARIGE ASAA8IS
Towe sfrmmian camz ﬂg: &H, GO fzgtﬁcfw%i ditn:
Tésn reesnan ﬂz;i i EFY, s gwm ﬁf;wﬁtmﬁ CH
Tles remens Alns? ﬁmmmm ?zzfrag oTEA THES: 1w

€ ners gww&awxmﬁma ga: c,fmsw CLOIrD.

e

ﬁ?‘

.

i ’ e ;: }% ;
i %




L 2 ,gmw;"a {@a@m AOSpOE T NOTEAMITEOIA ?c ARty

o

i M»m Roaria Cottess, fwt €H Apar st -
Iige m&m T8 cy«‘gsngs, ROAACTE mmf,m .

I m‘:«fg 5% "mﬁm 3&&%}:@; (’t(‘é»m'{'ﬁ":’
%mm:«,,,gm 4, 00 m'm £ E £ ﬂmfm{m T L

Eagha waw ﬁs..%*ﬁ,;sﬁge*mm &GK&W&‘%’*

ii;mz.z ) 3 wangm mbm A mmmmm;,

S qnom{ﬂﬁsmm Q‘!OTM“&&M ca}fr’g nmw&‘z i
Em*m;*: "m'z afw:x*mm . ,g,wge*rs w7 mmmq,

Baun 3&:& ngerT 3 3 wragnt, g.&é{iﬁ EutiH %4{*{% .
(ﬁ}aiaa, Emm*z,ﬁawmmm«, DABLIE MEgHmT gx,,,s,;

Giart misz & TEOTH Ansis o 4k ne Saclan .

# % & .
ANLTTITE M AALLS BT T asa

Eflre.

Pra—.




v - "" “ . 2

§ BfECTOWTIUH
- N " £
GIHEACCHANOME, B61HROYTHOME

hi¥E,

¥ £ i £
ey TORACHT, (4184, D ANIHOITE

-~ ,1?’
MA BT .

%?}jﬁ I P % & - Fd
sHooranmeor, 0 hme, rASTIITES BT syrTASO,
223 Rardsor 16 < 4
%= Boroges fosnuwa horomt magusine:
& ad Ve e A
Hm= gegro nllctrwatmasenrso syvomy s,
o -0 - w# # H
Bo gt of &réy Bra gaans smblero megamonuyte
Fe L4 'd ' # & ’ H
fgero 2aamums N4 LAEMT NOASEAT T EAHKLITOMTE s
Pl L - » y Fd
fessaz erpiumuns waoen ReamommorTs Oponomt.
‘& ¢ - * rg Fg - z. ?'i
A ganord 8 Toirz Angipt RuasmT TS HERTP
ol - o - # L ; -
Band BFY §ardmd L seors saern & adna-

& # > .\ R - “«o»%ﬂ . :
T éarco naderm, cnsisz Coga rogascers s D4 LTONE,
E WY s : # ’

Asii snosoms garplaias sadorrn Deaamsont «

Ed
# % #
Jwannm Zagiyuen .







DAFHACC T
iéﬁﬁy
eag%gmkerﬁeefm

ﬁT@?ﬁiﬁ

mesm'x # uom*rowx Feme Npssesecrofimorw sz
]{ﬂr grot > Uas: }'é:sx {'x)f-;# Kv ﬂi‘-‘?{' £t M&'}}’}M,&,‘i;ﬁnmmw
agima }(zuumrm, gﬁwg,mx Sfmab &bﬁédﬁ%ﬁ'ﬂ};’m O YALTE
Eeoner weozsrsor KX ffa!o,;mm f@@@iﬁ@ﬂ@%ﬁf Adesn
{xm,&fmmm ﬂ%ma fxw‘n };d}m &“Sﬁw“&i& i
g P M&gam

s;&xnocrb

a,
j,ﬁcfsggm {Ltgmm 1o HesH ,p,o o4

-~
ﬁ&»ﬁﬁﬁuﬁﬂ &1 FIOTFAG B 5&«&%& ﬂm’f«m .

ﬁﬁfHéOCb




o G s
ARy

Bagksoa ?m&mﬁmm fiwt s»gx wgﬁmm:ms

2
3 éga;mmz B6cene g&&m norT¥asers ,

fle Bmw TALET mm?az;;x ﬁf:&% b A&g‘zw z e
Fomz Bani svrira mwgz » BCEAA rﬁ»wrw

i‘i;wwam 4 mw;z s:gwa ém&:;{x trarirw
<

LY

Egcgw 5 Qﬁdgmuﬁ B rcand SAWET 45 T4 3

é",, i

Q?ﬁw,&f £mm ﬁ?’ﬁxéi% &*éwwm wrﬁ%: PIANT .

¥
ﬁ?ﬁ TEMT TERT 3 cae ;’wm«: Mrg :ﬁﬁ&{*sf f05:

,.anogz ggmm & wew £ Gayt mpax z;w wmc ¥,

Eﬁmﬁ:m neneSrn wgfgﬁm rordsY,
(Mmﬁawp;mﬁmma 19 %{w{z Hasuz %"‘55:& s

Sﬂg’m grire. Smwp w;g*; Niﬁ’gz ST Es0KE o
Tsod ﬁamw &z“wmwm 5 ,&,wmx 1 B4 wm,

ff 33&5{&*6’& gw«:cw%x;{ &msrw'% a&iﬂ}“

A nmn mw wm A9 Y Gt ﬁsi«&ff% nﬁ{gﬁc g7 ;
sz oombn HEoH ;xfxemgg tTANT 2T TY roaler o«
- e Bueri G%wd(«uw§§$§513§aa

A%T@f{)(}ﬂb EJHJKE,

R ﬁﬁfﬁﬁ&«,‘,

K}HICO

- f{ecm Wmf mwma I’mregm .

s —

ge‘

¢

ﬁ‘&“:
i



B TR

R AR

n‘ummgmm A2 mg“ it mmm s
Heackd W‘t AR word cs'wwa Gz aEe:
fwamrm T AAOTO Haqoawm: w;,ma s
erw ﬂfmtg'rmmr mpm FRHATABLH o
(}‘)‘gxsan 7 3{*&&5&&, eaksd, ronoed , 5igd,
ﬁ:xw srw WARHTSA MOBNOSTE 40 Enngd .
ﬁ,n HEHOMT Qfauwro mgamsm EO%A,
fz Km éﬂw AdeTs W c-rpam :
A xauma maxnm , T mﬂf:wmmw s
DETE & 3aflarat, s s man Seu ngm?m—[w

- , . ¢ sqadinms Komwfmx.
AETOPO'CAL HAXK T
TPETAAL,
, SfAHId »

o~
Toeern, Usitee 8 st soors ﬁa‘ﬁsﬁ;ﬁﬁog .

% fx tlvrm. o Mo, nepeers 3wx?’t4gzmz
Dpemsaid canxo' mps‘m » BRHMA (UEM m*ms:

3 Oxx mﬁgou Ma}mumm C{stw moét?’sw ,
A mmm Moragpa simz nisomz xsg%z*m :

%';}(;;

e e




ﬁ*w&aﬂg g{:mz um*&fmim Az «s‘ggw g&ﬁw am,
: q& By er ,wtfm " wm ;Mmm &0 aww T
Csﬁw vromm g i :mcg‘r !%&sx Mr’zng I
ﬁ*’cm 1A¢T rxﬁ'm%ﬁ 8 ;zmz: &;Aj&’“t} m);ms,;g‘
flog HAETT ATANOITE cm&m ?msmmax r ;'mkms
g4 omoTH Am:@m% i monsiy nws: |
gf‘f@ﬁg ToTE, ésm, 3 é@»ymw gwfgwm y §
ﬁm#ﬂ gcgizm & ngonny [ ma?m ATLE
Aerx a2 2 gemat wxf,zws-*x ) mmms 20874,
3* ;,*roym ews npm*m ,mam ,s,o,om
h ¥ %«m, Basiw, rgousls sgﬂmm«m nOrAHW.

K&z wupdrt wnusA Agd A%z 34 ﬁmom« .
@dmm; ﬁmumm .

15TOFOCAL HAYRT

M%ﬁﬂ%fd@li%

t, To cfm :gwnmawm gragm& sM‘ VT HAY By
“ AAOEHAIY'S «

S i i

‘ xm | 5% sré,xmom s*ﬁgwwm :Mww;; wwémm'x,
e 3 ammeney sucea A TERS agwm&«ﬁ .

PR e s & i
v R e (w»«“«mw i



Emn Mm memgt ge mma gmz‘i
Brriconu IMmianA , ng&;nm TO K¢ Eri
016 nimz Tema 3@&&3’;«&, =t nwcm@ w&;y*g ,
Rl MHOmHLT ﬁormwgm . ,mz fina rf;'{.@xas
Dogosmacrs ?sﬁggwm 54 ?ﬁ@f ﬁ&é Mﬁra&w .

R -

5@ 5%?&;& TAEMALT EFTE BEMO HEENAYT .
e&?{)g}&;{??é ﬁ&aw .
AETOPOCAL HALEKT !
nA ? 4 Ay

NeAVMHIA,

Toe, ’{E&mzm &mm'faa H&f&%‘!’% Mmm y 155,

| *3%“225&&%, ngm ﬂwﬁ%mﬁ'z HA mxsw’ gxmgwm 3
o ﬂﬁm&r n«mgm M{';ig%ﬂm% CARTHOT W ﬁ&’&ﬁi&
T 47 eaiba iiﬁmaw, worsiini sy Perms Anwe
Husra wf’m & mmwm . ﬂygﬁ? AT STANWET
Oemucrdrcares BAATIGS AORpT maﬁf&ffm 3 |
T8 w:@mx FA080¢ 144 86 ﬂgsmugwm
] oyﬂmm #Kvpa, wmem@mz rofinsme,
Toavasis sucass8s, 3 Sxcsonoms fgHeT «mrw; )

#

:
%m
g




Lad gmma% uﬁep ﬁgmag G 667G CEETAS ,
H reaan M&{ms P MA :

e s

3&@43,&1 A¥us CTéx, @m&; 14 40 nu s:e,s,s i
Adtndws Aﬁ’xm dranes wwwz ;,wa HEMAAGIN

ﬂe:o mwm 3&%« ' smqu mﬁ:fr AAGH 2
o) uw’x eaBaine ﬁmwws GO | & waico efiat,

| ipeso5t : ASH Afs mm.gamcm i yssats
e
i -~ }&aétmn Kffmmzm .

Atraf@cagﬁagﬁaw )
Y6 TEEPTAA, W

Kﬂﬁﬂﬂéﬂ%

4 Fowett
Toe:% Igﬁﬁ’i{f 5ﬂmm BAIIOKH ﬁmﬁam

?E $iH-

i 5 A AAHORE ggmagmm wmasng mxaam
Qymmfmﬂ : z:gmm e *mwx 34 aor.m T ABAADy
Hegumonn !iﬁi{ﬂ!t;g 3 Agpasicoms ,&;ﬁ AMBIAAT,
He aanegan Lexr opé 3&:me CHANGME
Do mimt fﬂ&f?l » MSHH am&qsmx;;*z ’

By Amus 14 Epéacor o nenopossanii ©
T&




A fmi %ﬁawggeﬁ% gwmmmﬁég& s
ngamm Kia :fg,s, f*g MESTEUET 7 A A «
Soerist &’isz;o mmmi a4 w%wggx aw@xo .

gxc 14t ;k{zw&zé% .

Ak TG?%G:}&H&%KE
HOGTA A,

odaH4

'i'esz*rfz, ﬁ&mre M F&gmw ﬁ%gﬂ:wm 55@@4&;& .

B

.‘M

t aofor st :?omm ‘,m?ws . mr&# W&f&%&!’&"& .

Tcrﬁu f*w,u 5&&;@3&;@ neAAy gogﬁ.www.
Guﬁ«@'wm phorTH m}wzé{i MAHTT 5
ﬁzwﬁiww«; z%':éf}’f; , rie. Amwam; B ¥konmins «
ﬁgmﬂm rhenits eeras it Pus, srdime gg,%%ﬁ
Esrcancin ;&gg;mw a’g}rmmxwr. WxA
f’ <z e ls! zf"i’”ﬁ s wf’z *‘n@ ,&m ndseH vt ,a,%%i
I3 3% ;}Aogm MARL B55H et 3 gt%{géa&” gx&wm%
gmam FABER wmm gam s06i4a43
£3 gm«w £t gm rAssa «wm%mm
Hdun cinae X', adern wis mé'a{*’g &,.gsf;%;
@,gm& » m"{"”“%’?% 5w .

ey

Ty bin ¢TAAT 3&*&%@@5& 7Y %é"wm rqm%m :

(44 ra a1 gs‘wx Genw 3{}3&{%% b if:]

TF 5T

¥
1

et

iR,




iETOPOCAb HAXR T
CEIMAA,

GVTﬁfﬂé

To €OTE ijsma &Cnksann ;

1 oatxx, MSze, sanvoro Homin IEH
| Mm&m&m?xmmmmi
?Mu, food om m&w x€30 £ nakgwsT |
Oa R4 gxgm w;c,gx # kT Agen nAALWS;
He o8: 47 sy :xaﬂmx wu,g,u mhan,
Buww a0 gssmz’mxu nyap;,ﬁm :
mfsie, b Mfw s 58

T'ﬁuﬂmg Dtsoso Tt TERT ng&m@m rous
Yfm 352&4%& ﬁ%m 2 fw;a%az wmmmv. :

- Bo stgus neAnw ﬁ‘fmm Ao nToms wmgmmz .
Boremn 34 gmvm anusm réghs }ré,fﬁ wnm :
Crbantsi siimesnin £igeers 4in%e EATHAS,

fﬂvfr.n ﬁ r;wﬂzu .

AETOPOCAD HAYKT
OCMAd,

Ter.




TOIVHIOLE |

‘ - Lo N ;
TorT s, [swes & errksan Bﬁﬂrﬂmsm@m. §

- g '{ WY 2 g
5 g e8rows mtsia & Torr vaex powagSirs
v o o~ - Py i
Tepgreirope , 4é Aternm gk tenin rpiHmSeTs
- e & - s - e
CAosOMULANGY T, BEOARIY T, H Aajet awyr s
o F ry 7’ ¥
Hom T4 4548 goswasus 4 A ros# nomunuyg:
Tt Mz nallnrdpar, iyl mannninrs ,
- ks £ &
Bemat, Nes,ncefra ROYATOKT erfganre,
—~. o ¥ 4 #
Bogd , Grons, noskrpe 5 Two srpper, rpomas,
p y 4 & b
£ Mibcaus, draefre metanun 43mar o |
’C'A?ﬁi Mtays, dry
4 &
DAsHTARTE BT JONACT KA T;a?aa@*: BHOA0
Lo . k4 e £
Bu & MEzs, 3 Mapderd npessfTaot Koao :
£ e od R
TEF meardpin, 5 Ranr¥, [iefleren % agfrg?:x .
Fa A b 4 Y B W
Bocam flan vgnﬁ?&@gw, K@’f!&!,’gm‘gﬁﬁ 3 HEA.
. Svrmn j{t’é Qbeons ,

AETOPOCAL HAXRT
JERATAA,

EFAT®,

- o W £ ” £
44RO qamﬁ 5@&*&&%:@ *¥ MHINOME »




S o AR !
" ® QA %ﬁ‘ mjgé?ﬁ gégxmf:éw
: , #e
PR r i %

Téap Baps wnernsmen, MEze,« Yurtgd,
- # ) - -
D necianoms goer 483 79, Gpars, Bayep:

- 3 ’ &
Lo nenure [ Kgze RHERPAREA ?ggamz . , o
- o~ # -
Tam swowt Z;wcm SEInH TEAHKOMY
2 w » w -~
Hox1 yop suerdn8iers 3 oaviamim cnidsions
Acmmom;i}rﬁéﬁa o+ CARIHLMT BRIKPHKAL Mo
Gram 3 4GP0I STAAA AUMT TANR nésuwis
& bd 4 g #* *
Lerosuin K8 TO WAVTHMAT ATAK0AA STHHUS o
# hd H W IR [od #
Tega 2 Nalun aoranecs adaso cymmrs
Xpmsriamomn Kprosd 6 gasson mfrn

¥
Cmidann ’{gmém:gm .

IETOI0'CALIEET.fED3 L 054

4 R - . s I ‘
ﬁwﬁx«m Ha%i8, # SAVECTHOUTIH - |

A0 4440

F ) P o # #4 £ m
 npatno ﬁﬁ&ﬁ?ﬂ!ﬁé”g‘f“ﬁm » Revar gEta% ruiAAKs,
4 +# e 2 # - ol k4 # hd
£ AATHEY TRAHNG @wmtno, vaows s EAMAKHMY 5
i 5 ‘g - ~ ¢
Digr 31800 esFraceT, srire 15ET4 OO »

ol B 4 -~ # g ke d 4 .
Rerpire £ gp0x st giman ginmbir wnpono
oY

i
i



- - Y ¥ . e
Bogpra liggaa 3 xemroms mewmatiosinumsz
-~ F & k4 & s
Hezan [ang nogdsoncs,s 3 srtosd Japosinume
£ ’. €
Keveosite, Canapa’gar, Honmons, addpec,
PEN .. y -~ 3
Atamentas Boparat meean wams segmdion:
- f% - P N . TI 4 - P
At1T Q40T MASECLIGIN (NCAAMLTT o A 0T AAGIA
- A L - > £ L w5
£ ¥, mpmmicn 10 Kpoam noghgoron masus,
TA Y a - o+ ! P
Na goadnay we8usdr 604G 52950 minos .
s re " § rd
Be wm¥ g48Ta {iaéf}wm BrOAANECTABAOs
# - « 4 Id ” £
Kpor: ganarcs (AHSHAA §6YT ) npHHAAT 63420 B aHe
w # orew rd * V4
1 syseris neAApoKs sArOpoLHiz Snatne
-F o ’ .y PV
Bryi m3 «onofs 3¢ 24074, sné POIKAZ AR AATH
- -~ g von £ ’a £ [ 4
Arsr BoAu L9¥rin pA5% wﬁf@ BICMT AAfOBATH «
P4 - W '
Toroms Ama PPHIALLOMT 4 413 & BASTO 0N
L - & e
DosnnoiTs € gname sepuenms AOOTH 2
-~ ra (4 b 7 &8
Boss mase aAprndsemt 3 mposeat [eanwnnnrs
& A I ") - e -
Bo4u wers raxt sabnkiimind , 8044 wonll woneks
* &K - o W
P garop CO1 nime Ogesencarfnuds,
* o Lg & - % P
Dgn rod 5047 FoTIeTR voso5fKz wffr‘ff&’:ﬁmm.
- 5 5 - & |4
Hwr resin Hzonn Tpewwsn poravaat neesd ¥

Y% fof;g aders BAOFDAGOM s atst wyoadsf.




Cr¥err naniars Xw@w«m wﬁ'*rw*z Wwﬂ Mot 5
Bu mafrgm & 3uma mwn TIE
Etsmrm AO ﬁm;xm X a,;m*t :{m%«awéwrs ‘
H o wpires Cosssiionny & & Nabud road prur:
Timi s npo gwam&rx Dvrona, i}nmsww Wrwﬁ,%?sw ]
ﬁ #a ﬁg%gﬁz Iﬁnm’y%% M*iww rzfnm«rgaw .
ﬁz'm Teanue , S 1‘&8 £5iy & ﬁxgmmm fosCH
‘wxz; QavH é*r ﬁmzw Bart nebeant ¢ osdn:
ToAKs ceissi & 3&’&*&‘ wut fwmwwx agwx’im«rm
i rzmngﬁ mg&m*z BrY aptsa ,&m&mvn :
Hurps eémm 3/ g rpH rrort ‘w*mmfm
) H &%8%@;’1 TEON %'Maﬂ » o g p BeTAner
Bt LimaTe & g avr0rTH },ﬁi ngmToRt gﬁma
?@’%erz TERT é,a&w’wm wmw mma%w
qmi sosfgrrt Tesaucn [BreTi 184070 mgamw”
Témn e Dhee ﬁm‘z@mm £ tA AAA KA ELAABH

ié?ﬁ@@?%%

ﬁsgm K&wi ot 3500k mw%,
CAMAR & RACTO , gé&g{* xg’z.,, gm,s;m T
5 gmw AR i‘igmg&mm SAMKH www {?mwm |

{ﬁ r

o

5
:
g §




ﬁfﬁ‘ﬂ@ﬁo Eiﬂfﬁﬁdﬁﬁﬁﬁ@ﬁ
L AEEHMPIH,

44 ?mexm f@(}mﬁrem HAU *"‘fm

ica Kﬂ

X 5Arks FOLHOSTS 5 Fi OKACHE 56”“‘”"““*

#ia skbicr
@g{mmm Ryontsno, fmsxﬁx'x C& Wit E&é’ru

&u:ofm&nwm Kﬁmscfrf o myn m‘mwx estae.
Méa 3:50{:'0 Exw«i ﬂ?‘ 1 isa 3 3 rwgamx
BErHAKWH, A & HEAT ﬂmswz»?sm mman mrxm
SiNATPONRY sefls Nadux 'z'm n;asmumz,
Ma ﬁau&@u ﬁemm T roas fma PESRAEMT 3
fae 5=§gﬁmz o 3] 2 Boxo M’z{g,mn MAMT AAf14
& i%gwm:s'x agé 68 wﬁfri wm;ma .
st ro ﬁxgm NATEOHKO, & ateqf ima yosiTa
Tore !M‘% + x70 Hafun ;ggm’ﬁ Maamﬁ .

?foém on¥uucisnems «




A P BN A
b

am%w};;ﬁ,

3

msﬁm gm ngzt, !ﬁ:’é&'{ gﬁrcﬁ%’x wmm

a@mﬁ . ,mmm T KA m&&m*m*t

3% Lucaes % o wri

SIREL o T ¢ ﬁm €T3 rmgz wzxm'mu.
F4

ma&ﬁwqg FRIEGHOMT, , rrm %-@m& #e wﬁe-fam'z :

%r,gﬁ Wgsﬂa rwwmm,wm wx’m #e Aoy o T%-

ST A wfz‘: @ AR CAABS iy IA0T HAcogZ ,

%am uwfzma g’iz«ax{z 3%&@@5*& .

ﬁfi‘ﬁ&iﬂ fﬁﬁ%ﬁmg ws'r?mm'& Wﬁ%ﬁﬁwﬁ
,






