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On the Chronology of Olafr Tryggvason
and Volodimer the Great:
The Saga’s Relative Chronology as a Historical Source

OMELIJAN PRITSAK

In memory of my dear Scandinavian friends
Agnete Loth and Jon Helgason

L1.

Olafr Tryggvason played an exceptional role in Norwegian history as the
ruler who introduced Christianity in his land, yet he has never been the sub-
ject of a monograph by modern historians, Norwegian or foreign.! Even the
date of his birth has remained a controversial question2 for which, it seems,
scholars have lost hope of finding a definite answer.

The situation, fortunately, is not that bleak. Olifr Tryggvason was highly
respected by Icelanders—for centuries the guardians of the Old Norwegian
past—because they regarded him as their baptizer. At least four complete
sagas devoted to him have come down to us. Although their information is
often repetitious, they do at times complement each other. And some of the

1 There are only three biographical articles on Oldfr Tryggvason (hereafter OT), two of them
brief: Alexander Bugge, “Sandhed og Digt om Olav Tryggvason,” Aarbgger, 1910, pp. 1-34;
Halvdan Koht, “Olav Trygvason, 968 - 1000,” in Norsk Biografisk Leksikon, ed. A. W. Brggger
and Einar Jansen, vol. 10 (Oslo, 1947), pp. 413—14; and Gerard Labuda, “Olaf Trygwason,”
SSS 3, pt. 2 (1968):471-72. See also Siegfried Beyschlag, Konungasogur (Copenhagen,
1950), pp. 180-202, and Per Sveaas Andersen, Samlingen av Norge og kristningen av landet
800-1130 (Handbok i Norges Historie, 2) (Bergen, 1977), pp. 102-9. For full citations of
abbreviations used in the footnotes, see the List of Abbreviations at the end of the article.

2 The dates given in the scholarly literature for OT’s birth vary from 950 to 968 (969). Some
examples:

950-952 = Arkadij Lja%¢enko, “Saha” (1926), pp. 14-15;

963 = Alexander Bugge (1910; see fn. 1), p. 5;

ca. 965 = Erma Gordon, Olafssaga (1938), pp. 86—87;

968 = Konrad Maurer, Die Bekehrung des Norwegischen Stammes zum

Christenthume, vol. 2 (Munich, 1856), pp. 523-24;
= Halvdan Koht, “Olav Trygvason” (1947; see fn. 1), p. 43;
968 (969) = Bjani Adalbjarnarson, introduction to his edition of Snorri Sturlu-
son, Heimskringla I (IF 26) (Reykjavik, 1941), p. CXXXVI;
between 963 and 968 = Gerard Labuda, “Olaf Trygwason™ (1968; see fn. 1), p. 471.

In 1938 Erma Gordon stated, with some desperation, “Wie man sieht, ist es fast unméglich
festzustellen, in welchem Jahre Olaf zur Welt kam™; Olafssaga, p. 37.
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Icelandic data on Oléfr Tryggvason can be synchronized with other sources,
such as skaldic poetry, Adam of Bremen, and, above all, the English and
Old Rus’ annals.

The four sagas about Oléfr Tryggvason are the following:

1) Oldfs saga Tryggvasonar, by Oddr Snorrason (hereafter OsT ), a work
of the Benedictine Pingeyrar monastery in northern Iceland. One can
assume, with good reason, that Oddr compiled his saga in Latin, circa 1190.
It survives in an early thirteenth-century Old Icelandic translation, but its
best manuscript (AM 310, 4to = A) was copied in Norway toward the end of
the thirteenth century.’

2) Oldfs saga Tryggvasonar is the longest (28,019 words) single saga in
the first volume of the Heimskringla (hereafter Hkr) of Snorri Sturluson
(1179-1241). The Heimskringla was written down in Iceland between
1220 and 1230; the basic manuscript is the so-called Kringla, which has
been preserved in two copies from the early eighteenth century (AM 35,
fol., and Sth 18, fol. = K).4

3-4) The encyclopedic collection which scholars call Oldfs saga
Tryggvasonar en mesta (hereafter OsTm) was probably compiled around
1300 by the Pingeyrar monk Bergr Sokkason,> who was later (from 1322)
the abbot of the other Icelandic Munka-pverd Monastery. It exists in two
redactions: AM 61, fol. (Icelandic, from the fourteenth century; basic text);6
and Flateyjarbok (hereafter Flat; Icelandic MS., ca. 1380—1394).7 But this
encyclopedic work incorporated to a great degree an older Icelandic transla-
tion of the second bingeyrar Oldfs saga Tryggvasonar, originally written in

3 For a general presentation, see Olafur Halld6rsson, “Oléfs saga Tryggvasonar,” KHL, 12
(1967), cols. 551~53. On Oddr’s OsT, see Gordon, Olafssaga; Bjarni Adalbjarnarson, Om de
norske kongers sagaer (Oslo, 1937), pp. 55—85; Jan de Vries, ALG, vol. 2 (Berlin, 1967), pp.
242-45; Kurt Schier, Sagaliteratur (Stuttgart, 1970), p. 24. In quoting Oddr’s OsT I use the
edition by Finnur Jénsson, Saga Oldfs Tryggvasonar af Oddr Snorrason munk (Copenhagen,
1932).

4 On Snorri’s OsT, see Abalbjarnarson’s introduction to his edition of the Hkr I (see fn. 2). I
quote this edition of Hkr. See also the English translation by Lee M. Hollander, Heimskringla:
History of the Kings of Norway (Austin, Texas, 1964). See also Schier, Sagaliteratur, pp.
26-27.

5 See Schier, Sagaliteratur, p. 25.

6  On OsTm, see Lars Lonnroth, “Studier i Olaf Tryggvasons saga,” Samlaren (Uppsala), 84
(1963): 54-94. When quoting the saga below, I use the edition by Olatur Halld6rsson, éldfs
saga Tryggvasonar en mesta, 2 vols. (Copenhagen, 1958, 1961). The English translation, with
my emendations, is based on the edition by John Sephton, The Saga of King Olaf Tryggavason
(London, 1895).

7 Flateyjarbok. En samling af Norske Konge-sagaer, vol. 1, ed. Carl Richard Unger and
Gudbrandur Vigfiisson (Christiania, 1860). On the different Olafr Tryggvason sagas, see
Rudolf Simck and Hermann Pélsson, Lexikon der altnordischen Literatur (Stuttgart, 1987), pp.
128, 262-63, and 270-71.
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Latin circa 1200 by the monk Gunnlaugr Leifsson (d. 1218/1219). For-
tunately, the chapter on Olifr’s chronology in OsTm has been correctly
recognized by Bjarni Adalbjarnarson as going back to Gunnlaugr’s original
work.?

L.2.

Oddr Snorrason, the first Icelandic biographer of Olafr Tryggvason, stated
that he found in the material existing during his time (ca. 1190) two ver-
sions of the chronology of Olifr Tryggvason (hereafter OT): one esta-
blished by Ari inn fr68i (1067-1148), the father of Icelandic historiogra-
phy in the vernacular; and the other written by some anonymous “learned
men.”

In checking the veracity of both versions, Oddr Snorrason sided with that
by the anonymous authors. He provided only Ari’s summation, without giv-
ing the components of his presentation. Here are both Oddr’s text and its
translation:®

25. Pat finnz i frasogn Ara hins It was found in the record of events
(frdspgn)

froda oc eru peir fleire er bat of Ari inn fr68i-—and most [scholars]

sanna at Olafr T. s hafi ij uetr affirm it—that Ol4fr Tryggvason was

haft oc XX pa er XX and II {=22] years old when

hann com i land. he came to the country [Norway] and

oc tok riki took the state.

en hann red firir v. uetr And he ruled for V [= 5] years.

En po ern peir sumir menn fr68ir But there are some learned men

er sua vilia segia (menn fré8ir) who would stipulate

oc pui trua at sua se at and believe that he [OT] was

hann hafi haft ij uetr oc XXX vetra XXX and II [=32] years old when he

er hann tok rikit. took the state [of Norway].

oc pat scal nu sanna huersu peir It will now be shown how they count.

telia.

Pat segia beir ba er Tryggui konungr They say that when King Tryggvi,

fapir hans var uegiN at Olafr var his father, was killed, Ol4fr was

ba i modur quidi oc still in [his] mother’s womb and was

var foddr pat. born in that [year].

oc var einn uetr med modur fepr Then he was for one year in hiding

8 Asalbjarnarson, Sagaer, pp. 85—135. See the critical remarks by Anne Holtsmark, “Om de
norske kongers sagaer: Opposisjonsinnlegg ved Bjarni A8albjarnarsons doktordisputas 23 Sep-
tember 1936,” Edda (Oslo), 38 (1938): 145-64.

9 Qddr, OsT, ed. Jénsson, pp. 88—90. On Oddr’s reckoning, see Svend Ellehgj, Studier
(Copenhagen, 1965), pp. 71-73.
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sinum oc modur med leynd.

Oc sipan for hann austr i
Suipiod. a fund Hakonar
gamlu firir motgangi
Hakonar j. oc

Gunnhilldar.

oc for ba um ey8i

merkr oc scoga. oc var par

ij uetr med Hakoni gamla.
oc er hann for brot padan pa
var hann prevetr.

Oc er hann for skiferdum oc
hann var hertakiN

er hann tladi i Garda

pa tocu heidnir menn

bau oc hafdu i sinu
valldi oc var hann i pessi
anaud vi uetr.

En i Gordum austr

oc austrholfunni veri hann xi ar.

En i Vin$landi

iij uetr.

oc ba for hann til Danmerkr
oc til Irlandz. Oc tok par
helga skirn af abota

beim er fullr var af helgum anda.

oc i Uestrlondum

var hann ix 4r.

QOc eptir pat for hann af
Englandi

oc hafdi pa ij uetr

hins fiorpa tigar.

OMELJAN PRITSAK

with his mother at his maternal
grandfather’s.

From there he fared east in

Sweden to stay with Hékon

gamli because of enmity on

the part of Hakon jarl and

Gunnhildr.

He fared there over deserted
marshland and forest and stayed

there with Hikon gamli for II [=2] years.
When he departed from there he

was three years old.

Then he was on a sea voyage and was
taken in captivity [by the Ests]—

he intended [to travel] to Gardr
[=Novgorodian Rus’]; the heathens
[Ests}

captured him and held him

in their power; he was in such
bondage for VI [=6] years.

Then he stayed in Gardar east
[Novgorod] and in the East for X1

[= 11 < *IX = 9; see pp. 13, 23] years.
Then [he stayed] in Wendland

for HI [=3] years.

Then he fared to Denmark

and Ireland; also he was

baptized [at the Isle of Scilly] by an abbot
and filled with the Holy Spirit.

Then he [was] in the Westlands

for IX [=9] years.

And afterwards he departed from
England [to assume rule in Norway];
he was then thirty

and IT [=32] years old.

Before proceeding on to the next text, we need to correct one mistake
made by the copyist of OsT—an emendation important to our problem.
Oddr supposedly states that Ari allotted twenty-two years to OT before his
return to Norway. In 1853, Peter Andreas Munch, in his first edition of
Oddr’s saga (from the codex Sth 18, mbr. 4to = S), had already suggested
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that Ari’s “XX and ij” should be corrected (following Agrip'®) to “XX and
vij,” or twenty-seven.!! This correction has also been accepted—quite
rightly—by recent scholarship.!?2 I might add that one quotation in OsTm
from Ari’s work clearly states that Ari reckoned the year 968 as that of
OT’s birth,!3 and therefore the suggested emendation is correct (i.e.,
995 - 968 =27).

L3.

Gunnlaugr Leifsson decided that his saga would be more effective if he did
not follow Oddr, who merely quoted the elements computed by two schools
of scholars; rather, he presented this material in the guise of an oratory,!4
namely, as the speech about his odyssey that OT delivered before the
assembly known as “Thing.” Here is this disguised list:'>

105 . . . En er Eiriks s(ynir) hof8o But when the sons of Eirikr succeeded
riki tekit. pa suiku peir TryGva to the kingdom, they dealt treacherously
konung fodur minn ok drapu with my father King Tryggvi, and slew

10 On Agrip see below, p. 14.

11 Saga Olafs konungs Tryggvasunar. . . af Odd Snorrespn (Christiania, 1853), p. 91.

12 See Adalbjarnarson, Sagaer, p. 43, and Ellehgj, Studier, p. 72.

13 OsTm, ed. Halldérsson, 1: 95—96: “Pa voro lidnir fra falli Hakonar Apalsteins f(ostra), .xv.
uetr at ségn Ara prestz borgils sonar. en fra falli Sigurpar Hlada j(arls) .xiij. uetr. ba var Olafr
TryGva s(on) .vij. uetra ok haf8i hann pa .iiij. vetr uerit { utlegd aa Eist landi. en tua i Suipiod
med Hakoni gamla” [The Battle (at Linfjord between Haraldr grafeldr Eiriksson and Gull-
Haraldr Kniitsson) was fought fifteen (.xv.) years after the death of Hikon Adalsteinsf6stri
Haraldsson (i.e., in 975 [960 + 15]; see Ann R, ed. Storm, p. 104), according to the reckoning of
priest Ari Porgilsson, and thirteen (.xiij.) years after the fall of Sigurdr jarl of Hladir (i.e., 975
[962 + 13]; see Ann R, ed. Storm, p. 104). Olafr Tryggvason was then seven (.vij.) (incorrect—
O.P.) years old; he had been in exile for four (.iiij.) (incorrect—O.P.) years in Estland, after his
two (= tua) years in Sweden with Hdkon gamli].

The editor, Olafur Halldérsson, adopted two incorrect numbers here: “seven” and “four.”
For the first figure, both AM 54, fol., and Fiat have the correct forms: the first has “viij” and
the second has the fully spelled-out atra, “eight” (see also Flat, ed. Unger and Vigfiisson,
1:85). The incorrect number “four” = .iiij. came about as a substitution for *.iv., which was a
copyist’s error: iv < vi: 4 + 2 cannot result in “7,” but 6 + 2 does equal “8.” In order to obtain
the year 968 for OT’s birth, Ari, whose starting point was the year 975, counted back “8” on his
fingers from that year: 975, 974, 973, 972, 971, 970, 969, 968 = 8. The later writer introduced
his own “correction,” realizing that 975 - 968 was not 8 but 7. Ellehgj, Studier, p. 72, quotes
this passage from OsTm but does not comment on it. I dwell here on the passage, since a
correct analysis of it allows us insight into Ari’s methods of computation. On Ari, see the gen-
eral presentation in Gabriel Turville-Petre, Origins of Icelandic Literature (Oxford, 1967), pp.
88—108. On Ari’s work and his chronological method, see Olafia Einarsdéttir, Studier (Stock-
holm, 1964), pp. 13314, and Ellehgj, Studier, pp. 15—84.

14 See James E. Knirk, Oratory in the Kings’ Sagas (Oslo, 1981).

15 OsTm, ed. Halld6rsson, 1: 241—42; the English transiation is based on Sephton, Saga, pp.
149-50, with my own emendations. Cf. fn. 6. See also Flat, ed. Unger and Vigfiisson,
1:240-41.
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hann ftrygd at radi
Gvnnhilldar mopur siNar

ba er ek var fmodur kuidi.

Sv hin sama Gvnnhilldr

setti margar gilldrvr med sinni
slegd at veida mik ok af

lifi taka begar ek var feddr.
Var Astridr modir min ok ek
enn fyrsta uetr leyniliga

aa Ofro st68um med Eiriki
fodvr hennar.

En fyrir v sat ok velr2di
Gunhilldar treystiz hann eigi

at hallda okkr lengr her

ilandi.

for mopir min pa med mik
hvl&u hofdi ok helldr

faa tzkliga avstr i Svipiod.

par dudldumz vit .ij. aar
jvtlegd med Hakoni gamla.
Hef8i Gvnnhilldr ba fangit mik
med svik redum fyrir sfna
sendi menn ef sa godi madr
Hakon gamli hefdi eigi

halldit mik med valldi

ok hofding skap fyrir hennar
eptir sokn fyrir sakir

vinskapar vi$ Eirik mopur fopur
minn.

Pvi nzrst pa er ek var

preuetr.

forvm vit mobdir min or Svibiod
skipferdi ok @tladum austr i
Garba riki aa fvnd Sigurdar
brodur hennar.

ba maettv ver vikingum ok
v6rum hertekin ok selld mansali.

en svmt foroneyti ockart drepit.
skildi par med okkr mopur
minni sva at ek sa hana

alldri sipan. Ek var pa selldr

vid verdi sem adrir mans menn.
var ek .vi. vetr i beiri aa

navd aa Eist landi.

him in time of truce, on the advice
of their mother Gunnhildr;

I was still in [my] mother’s womb.
The same Gunnhildr

in her cunning laid many snares

to take me and deprive me

of life as soon as I was born.

My mother Astridr and I

were in hiding, the first year of my life
in Oprostadir with her father

Eirikr.

But because of the lying in wait and
the devices of Gunnhildr, he did not dare
to keep us any longer

in the country.

My mother, disguised and dressed
poorly

took me eastwards into Sweden.
There we dwelt two years

in exile with Hékon gamli.
Gunnhildr would have seized me
treacherously by her emissaries,

if that good man

Hékon gamli had not

saved me from her pursuit

by his power and authority,

because

of his friendship with Eirikr,

my mother’s father.

Then when I was

three years old

my mother and I sailed from
Sweden, intending to go east

to Gardariki [= Novgorod] and
visit her brother Sigurdr.

There [on the voyage] we met with Vikings
and were taken captive and sold into
bondage,

some of our company being slain.
My mother and I were separated,

so that I have never since

beheld her. I was then sold

for money, like other bondsmen.
Six years I remained in bondage

in Estland,
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par til er Sigurdr mopur until Sigurdr, my mother’s brother,

brodir minn leysti mik padan. ransomed me thence,

ok flutti mik padan med ser austr and took me with him eastwards to

i Garda Riki. pa var ek .ix. vetra Garbariki [Novgorod], I being then nine
years old.

Adra., ix. uetr var ek i Gordum. Nine other years I lived in Gardar,

enn i vtlegd. po at fyrir mann still an exile, though I was maintained

doms sakir godra hofpingia in comfort by the humanity

vara ek bar vel halldinn. of kind rulers.

par nast var ek aa Vind landi .iij. vetr. Three years I then passed in Wendland.

en .iiij. fyrir vestan haf and [the next] four years in the Western

i hernadi. Sea [in the British Islands] as a freebooter.
14.

Snorri Sturlson does not give a chronological list in his OsT, not even, like
Gunnlaugr, one in disguise; however, in the appropriate chapters, he sup-
plies data about the duration of OT’s stays in relative chronological order.
These are—interestingly enough—in agreement with those of Gunnlaugr:

(chap. 6). . . b4 haf8i hon verit tvd By then she [Astn’ér] had been two

vetr med Hékoni gamla years with Hékon gamli.

Ol4fr var b4 prevetr.16 Oléfr was then three years old.
(chap. 6). . . Olafr var sex vetr 4 Oléfr stayed six years in
Eistlandi { pessi titlegd.!” Estland as an exile.

(chap. 8). . . Olafr var nfu vetra, Olafr was nine years old

er hann kom { Gardariki, en dvaldisk when he came to Gardariki [Novgorod] and
par med Valdamar konungi adra lived then with King Volodimer
nfu vetr.!8 another nine years.

(chap. 29) Oléfr Tryggvason var Olafr Tryggvason had been

prj4 vetr 4 Vindlandi."® three years in Wendland.

(chap. 30). . . Olafr Tryggvason Ol4fr Tryggvason passed

var fjéra vetr { hemnadi four years harrying,

sidan er hann f6r af after [leaving] Wendland,
Vindlandi, til pess er hann and before he arrived at

kom i Syllingar.20 the Isles of Scilly.

16 Hkr, ed. Adalbjamarson, 1:230; cf. English trans. (with my emendations): Hollander,
Heimskringla, p. 147.

17 Hkr, ed. Abalbjamnarson, 1: 230; cf. English trans.: Hollander, Heimskringla, p. 147.

18 Hkr, ed. Adalbjarnarson, 1:232; cf. English trans. (with my emendations): Hollander,
Heimskringla, p. 149.

19 Hkr, ed. Adalbjarnarson, 1: 263; cf. English trans.: Hollander, Heimskringla, p. 169.

20 Hkr, ed. Abdalbjarnarson, 1:265; cf. English trans. (with my emendations): Hollander,
Heimskringla, p. 170.
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LS.

The anonymous work Agrip af Noregs konunga spgum (Summary of the
sagas [stories] of the kings of Norway) is the only Norwegian vernacular
synoptic history from the twelfth century. It was written—like Oddr’s
work—circa 1190, but in Norway.?! The only preserved manuscript is in an
Icelandic hand and was copied in the first half of the thirteenth century (AM
32511, 4t0).22

Although Agrip, being a summary, does not contain a special saga on
OT, its Norwegian data (in addition to those taken from the Icelandic
sources), and especially some chronological information, nevertheless
deserve special attention.

First of all, Agrip (like the Historia Norwegiae)? relates two versions of
Tryggvi’s death: one (the Norwegian version) ascribes it to his own yeomen
and the other maintains that it was due to the wickedness of Queen
Gunnhilldr and her sons.?*

16. En til rikis eftir After Hékon jarl[’s death in 995]

Hoékon iarl steig Ol4fr Tryggvason Ol4fr Tryggvason ascended to the
throne and

ok tignabi sik konungs nafni assumed the name of king in

{ Néregi, er ttar rétt 4tti af Norway, for which he had lawful

Haraldi harfagra, pviat Olafr claim through Haraldr hérfagri, because

hét sunr Haralds, er fapir var Haraldr’s son was Ol4fr, who was father of

Tryggva, er of daga Gunhildar Tryggvi, who [Tryggvi] assumed

suna t6k konungs nafn ok the name of king during the days of
Gunhildr’s

vald 4 Raumariki ok var par sons and ruled in Raumariki. And an
end was

21 On Agrip, see Gustav Indrebg, “Aagrip,” Edda (Christiania), 17 (1922):18-65;
Adalbjarnarson, Sagaer, pp. 1-54; Ellehgj, Studier, pp. 197-276. Cf. also Torfinn Tobiassen,
“Agrip af Néregs konunga sogum,” KHL, 1 (1956), cols. 60—-61.
22 | quote here from the edition by Finnur Jénsson, Agrip af néregs konunga sogum (Altnor-
dische Saga-Bibliothek, 18) (Halle a.d. Saale, 1929). A new “standardized” edition was pub-
lished by Bjarni Einarsson in 1984 (see the List of Abbreviations). See also the Norwegian
translation by Gustav Indrebg, revised by Amt Lgftingsmo and prefaced by Bjarne Fidjestol,
Agrip or Noregs kongesoger (Norrgne Bokverk) (Oslo, 1973).
23 The anonymous Historia Norwegiae was written in Latin by a Norwegian either between
1152-1163 or between 1195-1198; see Anne Holtsmark, “Historia Norvegiae,” KHL, 6
(1961), cols. 585-87. See also: Adalbjarnarson, Sagaer, pp. 1-55; Ellehgj, Studier, pp.
142~74; and Jens Th. Hansen, Omkring Historia Norwegiae (Det Norske Videnskaps-
Akademi i Oslo, Avhandlinger, II. Hist-Filos., Klasse 1949, no. 2) (Oslo, 1949).

The text was published by Gustav Storm in Monumenta Historica Norvegiae, vol. 1 (Chris-
tiania, 1880), pp. 69— 124; the passage in question is on pp. 110-11.
s Agrip, ed. Jénsson, pp. 1819 = ed. Einarsson, p. 19.
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tekinn af lifi 4 S6tanesi
ok er par heygpr ok kalla
menn par Tryggvareyr.

En aftak hans segia eigi
allir einom hetti, sumir kenna
biipndom, at peim pétti yfirbop
hans hart ok drépo hann 4 pingi.

sumir segja, at hann

skyldi gera sztt vip foporbré-
porsuno sina, ok t6ko peir hann
af mep svikom ok illrepom Gun-
hildar konungamépor, ok tria pvi
flestir.

put to his life in Sétanes.
And he was buried there in a how. People
call it the Cairn of Tryggvi.”

Not all present his [Tryggvi’s] slaying
in the same manner; some attribute it
to the yeoman (bendr) who were angry
because of his [Tryggvi’s] harsh rule
and killed him at a Thing.
The others say that he intended to make an
agreement with the sons of his father-
brother, but they killed him
due to treason and wickedness on the
part of the queen mother Gunhildr, and
that {second version] most people believe.

Some details concerning the second version are given in § 9;26

Haraldr gréfeldr gerbi for

at Tryggva breeprung sinom

ok drap hann, en P6rélfr lisa[r]skegg
hli6p undan sipan mep 014,

son Tryggva konungs.

Haraldr gréfeldr fared to

Tryggvi, his cousin, and

killed him. But P6r6lfr lisa[r]skegg
fled from there with Ol4fr,

son of King Tryggvi.

Agrip adhered to the Norwegian tradition, which maintained that OT was
three years old at the time of his father’s death and that he was sent away

because of the civil war:2’

17. En aftir frdfall hans

pa flypi Astrip, er Tryggvi
hafpi fengit 4 Upplondom,
braut til Orkneyia mep Ol4fi
prévetrom,

syni sfnom ok Tryggva.

at forpask babi flarebi

After the death [of Tryggvil, fled

Astridr, whom Tryggvi had married

in [Norwegian] Uppland, away with the

three-year-old Oléfr, her and Tryggvi’s
son,

in order to escape danger from both

the deceit

Gunnhildar ok suna hennar ok
Hékonar iarls, er ¢ll kipposk pd
enn um Néreg, pviat eigi véro

of Gunnhildr and her sons, and
Hékon jarl, all of whom
struggled with one another for

ba enn synir Gunhildar af 1ifi Norway, since [at that time] the sons
of Gunnhildr

teknir, had still not been killed.

Ok kom hon til Orkneyia She [Astr{d1] arrived in the Orkneys

25 On the Caim of Tryggvi, see Hkr, ed. A8albjamarson, 1:214, fn, 2.
26 Agrip, ed. J6nsson, p. 13 = ed. Einarsson, p. 13.
27 Agrip, ed. J6nsson, p. 19 = ed. Einarsson, pp. 19-20.
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mep primr skipsognom.? with three ships’ crews.
En mep bvf at eigi métti leynask  Since it was impossible to hide
her voyage
ferp hennar ok mart kunni til svika and many betrayals could happen,
gerask, ba sendi hon barnit 4 she sent her child with her [trusted]
braut mep manni peim, er sumir man whom some call
kalla P6r6lf lisarskegg
sumir P6rélfr ldsarskegg and others

lopskeggi, ok hafpi

hann barnit 4 launungo 4 braut Lopskeggi, and he brought the child
til Néregs ok flutti mep miklom [with him] with great danger to

6tta til Svipi6par. Sweden.

The Norwegian author of Agrip (and of the Historia Norwegiae, as will
be noted later) uses the proper name H6lmgardr (= Novgorod) and also
relates that the center of the Estonian pirates was the island of Eysysla
(Osel/ Saaremaa).?® Astridr, of course, did not travel to Novgorod, and
there are no traces of a piratic novella of the hellenistic type containing only
fantastic personal names:30

17 (cont.) Ok 6r Svipiép And from Sweden he [P6rélfr] intended
vildi hann fara til Hélmgarbs, to fare to Hélmgar8r [Novgorod], since
pviat par var nokkvot &tterni hans. there [there] was some kindred of

his [OT’s].
En pa kvémo Eistr at skipi pvi, And then the Ests raided the ship,
er hann var 4, ok var sumt he [OT] was on her; some [passengers]
drepit af, en sumt hertekit, were killed and some taken captive.
féstri hans drepinn, en hann His foster-father was killed, and he [OT]
hertekinn fyr ey peiri, er was taken to the island called
heitir Eysysla, en siban seldr Eysysla [Osel] and there he [OT] was
{ naup. sold in bondage.

From §18 we learn that Oldfr was twelve years old when he was
released from bondage and taken to Novgorod, where he was able to
revenge the death of his foster-father b6r6ifr:3!

18. En gup, er petta But God, who had chosen that child
barn hafpi kosit til stérra hluta, for great deeds,
stilti honom til lausnar mep peim arranged liberation in this manner

28 See also Historia Norwegiae, ed. Storm, p. 111.

2% Historia Norwegiae, ed. Storm, p. 113.

30 Agrip, ed. J6nsson, p. 19 = ed. Einarsson, p. 20. On the traces of a piratic novella, see Lars
Lonnroth, European Sources of Icelandic Saga Writing (Stockholm, 1965), pp. 17-18; see
also L. Lonnroth, “Studier i Olaf Tryggvasons Saga,” Samlaren 84: 54 -94. Unfortunately, 1
cannot deal with those interesting problems here.

31 Agrip, ed. J6nsson, p. 20 = ed. Einarsson, p. 20.
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heatti, at mapr kom til Estlandz

sendimapr konungs af H6lmgarbi,

er var sendr at taka skatt af

landino ok var frendi barnsins,
ok leysti freenda sinn ok hafpi
til Holmgarps, ok var hann par

umb hrip, sv4 at ekki var
margra manna vitorp 4 hans
tterni.

En b4 er hann var XII. vetra
gamall, p4 gerpisk sva til, at
um dag nekkvern 4 torgi, b4
kendi hann { hendi manni
¢xi p4, er P6rélfr hafpi haft,
ok leitapi eftir atburpom, hvé
honom hefpi si gx komit,

ok varp af hins ansvgrom sannfrépr,

at pat var baebi ¢x féstra hans
ok sv4 bani, ok ték gxina 6r
hendi honom ok drap pann, er
pangat hafpi, ok hefndi

sv4 féstra sins.

in that a man came to Estland,
a legatus3? (sendimadr) from the king of
Hé6lmgardr [Novgorod] to gather tribute
(skatr)
from the land. He was a relative of the child;
he released his relative [OT] and took him to
Hélmgardr [Novgorod]. He [OT)
stayed there
for a while, but not many people
knew about his [royal]
descent.

And when he was twelve years
old it happened that one day
at the marketplace (torg) he recognized
in the hand of a man the ax which had
belonged to bérélfr,
and he inquired about the circumstances,
in which manner he had obtained that ax.
From his answers, he [OT] deduced
both that the ax was his foster-father’s and
that he was his killer. And he [OT]
took the ax from his hands and slew
him who brought it thither,
and [in this way] he [OT] revenged
his foster-father.

Another anonymous synoptic history of the Norwegian kings—this one

written in Latin—the Historia Norwegiae (or its Latin predecessor?), whose
date of composition is still the subject of scholarly debate,?* draws upon the
same type of Norwegian sources as does Agrip. Tt contains the same infor-
mation about the age of OT in Novgorod:3’

Hic cum esset circiter XII [= 12] annorum, in medio foro Holmgardiae paedagogum
suum viriliter vindicavit, et inaudita ultio vix deodennis pueri illico auribus regiis
intonuit; unde regi praesentatur, a quo demum filius adoptatur.

This time interval (twelve years), the traditional age of maturation,
deserves to be taken seriously. Thus, Oléfr Tryggvason’s favorite skald,
Hallfrg8r Ottarsson vandrz8askald (b. ca. 917; d. 1007), bears witness that
his hero began his harrying expeditions out from Novgorod when he was
twelve years old. The testimony in question is expressed in the poet’s éléfs

32 This is the Latin translation of the term in the Historia Norwegiae, ed. Storm, p. 113.
33 The designation “twelve” refers to OT’s age when he arrived in Novgorod.

34 See fn. 23 above.

35 Historia Norwegiae, ed. Storm, p. 113.



18

OMELJAN PRITSAK

drdpa, which was recited in 996:36

1. Tolf vas elds at aldri
ysetrs hati vetra

hraustr pas herskip glasti
Horda vinr 6r Gordum.

Twelve years was

the arm who shuns

when he—the friend of the Hordar—
launched his warship out of Gardar
[Novgorod].

Whereas the Icelandic authors are unsure whether the queen in Novgo-
rod was Volodimer’s mother or wife and give the queen the imaginary
proper name of All6gid, Agrip gives her only the general designation of

queen (dréttning):37

18 (cont.) En par var
mannhelgr mikil ok miklar
viplogor vip manz aftak,

ok fekk hann pat til raps,

at hann hliép 4 hald
drétningarinnar, ok mep been
hennar ok af pvi, at

hvatligt pétti vera verkit manni
XII. vetra gomlom at vinna,
ok af pvi at sannlig p6tti
hefndin vera, p4 p4 hann
miskunn af konunginom, ok
t6ék sipan at vaxa vitorp

of hann ok sv4 metorp

ok alt yfirleti.

En sipan er 4 leip 4
stundina, p4 var honom
fengit lip ok skipastéll,
ok fér hann bapi 4 eitt
land ok onnor lond ok
heriapi, ok aukopo flokk hans
bratt Norbmenn ok Gautar
ok Danir, ok vann ni
stérvirki ok aflapi sér
mep pvf fregpar ok
g6bs orblags.

There was there [in Novgorod] a great
inviolability of person and a great fine for
slaying a man.
And he [OT] found an escape in running
for the queen’s protection.
And because of her request,
and because of the boldness of the action
of a man of 12 years of age,
and because of the justness
of the revenge, he [OT] then
received mercy from
the king. And from that time
his renown started growing, and
also his esteem
and all honor.
And after some time passed, he
was given a retinue (/ip) and
a fleet,
and he [OT] fared now to one
land, now to another land, and
harried [there]. And soon his [OT’s]
host was increased with the
Norsemen, Gautar, and Danes. And now
he was performing great deeds
and in this way he [OT] procured for
himself glory and good reports.

36 See O. Pritsak, The Origin of Rus’, vol. 1, Old Scandinavian Sources other than the Sagas

(Cambridge, Mass., 1981), p. 272.

37 Agrip, ed. J6nsson, p. 20 = ed. Einarsson, pp. 20—21. See also fn. 66 below.
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Finally, the author of Agrip gives Olafr’s age when he returned to Nor-
way as twenty-seven; it is possible that the figure was not the result of his
own reckoning but was taken directly from Ari’s authoritative work (see
above, pp. 10—11):38

19...Hann hafpi vii. vetr He [OT] was 20 and 7 [27] years old
ok XX., er hann kom { Néreg, when he came to Norway,
ok 4peim v. vetrom, and for 5 years
er hann bar konungs nafn he bore a king’s title
{ Noregi. in Norway.
L6.

Although the “Icelandic Annals” were composed late—according to their
editor, Gustav Storm, in about 1280, in the Skdlaholt bishopric—and their
information up to 1160 was based extensively on the sagas, their dates con-
cerning Olafr Tryggvason are of interest to us in our study, especially since
the learned monks, following Ari’s example, transformed the dates given in
the relative chronology of their sources into those of the Christian Era. 1
limit myself here to a few quotations from the Annales Regii (ca. 1300;
hereafter Ann R), the most important collection for the period in question:3?

968. Driap Godrodar konvngs Killing of King Gudrodr Bjarnarson
Biarnar sonar ok Trygg[v]a and King Tryggvi Ol4fsson.
konvngs Ol4fs sonar. Foddr Birth of Olafr Tryggvason.

Oléfr Trygg[v]a sonr.

971. Olafr Trygg[vla sonr hertekinn  Ol4fr Tryggvason taken captive

til Estlanndz. in Estland.

977. Ol4fr Trygg[v]a sonr kom { Ol4fr Tryggvason came to
Gardariki. Gardariki [Novgorod].

986. Olafr Trygg[v]a sonr Olifr Tryggvason departed

fér 6r Gardariki. from Gardariki [Novgorod].

993. Oléfr Trygg[v]a sonr skirdr Oléfr Tryggvason baptized in

i Syllingvm. the Isles of Scilly.

995. Vpphaf rikis Olafs Trygg[vla  The beginning of the kingship of Olafr
sonar { Néregi. Tryggvason in Norway.

1000. Fall Olfs konvngs Tryggivla  The fall of King Olafr Tryggvason.
sonar.

38 Agrip, ed. Jénsson, p. 22 = ed. Einarsson, p. 22.

39 Islandske Annaler indtil 1578, ed. Gustav Storm (Christiania, 1888), pp. 104—5. Concern-

ing the dependence of the Icelandic annals on the sagas, see Einarsd6ttir, Studier, pp. 293—326.
I do not deal with the chronology of OT’s rule in Norway here since a special study on that

subject exists: Bjgrn Magmisson Olsen, “Kronologiske bemzarkninger om Olaf Tryggvasons

regeringshistorie,” Aarbgger, 1878, pp. 1-58.
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IL1.

Before analyzing the texts set forth in the previous section, it is necessary to
elaborate on the methodology applied in a chronological study.

Time is man’s basic concept for marking the duration of conscious
experience. It comprises the occurrences of events and the intervals
between them. The events and the intervals together relate to both personal
happenings and to “public”—i.e., “historical”—ones.*0

There are two systems for reckoning events, The first is relative chronol-
ogy, or what Olafia Einarsdéttir calls “popular chronology”;#! this has been
universally used, since it is rooted in the cyclical thinking of the non-
abstracting mind. The second is absolute chronology, or what Olafia
Einarsdéttir calls “learned chronology”;*? it is artificially created after the
human mind discovers the abstract linear concept of time.

Whereas in relative chronology dating is reckoned by time intervals (“x
years after/ before/ since the event y”), in absolute chronology an abstract
time scale is developed: i.e., individual years from a definite starting point
are numbered consecutively and called an era.

I prefer the term “relative chronology” to its synonym “popular chronol-
ogy,” since the notion of “popular” in this context is usually associated with
“the way in which the primitive peoples calculated time.”*3 The use of
“relative chronology” has never been restricted to “primitive” peoples; on
the contrary, it has been (and still is) the universally natural way for all men
to reckon the passage of time. Even today, we (including specialists in
absolute chronology) usually say “x years elapsed after/before/since the
death/ birth/ ascendence of y (kings, parents, children, pets, etc.),” “during
the war of x,” “x years after we moved to place y,” etc. Only when it is
necessary to present a “public,” i.e., “official,” version of private
occurrences do those of us who live in societies using the linear concept of
time in public life synchronize our personal relative chronology with abso-
lute chronology and use a time scale of our society, such as the Christian
Common Era.

40 On chronology, see N. H. Nicolas, The Chronology of History (London, 1838); F. K.
Ginzel, Handbuch der mathematischen und technischen chronologie, 3 vols. (Leipzig,
1906-1914); M. P. Nilsson, Primitive Time-Reckoning. A Study in the Origins and First
Development of the Art of Counting Time among the Primitive and Early Culture Peoples
(Skrifter utgivna av Humanistiska Vetenskapssamfundet i Lund, 1) (Lund, 1920); J. F.
Schroeter, Haandbog i kronologi, 2 vols. (Oslo, 1926).

41 Einarsdéttir, Studier, p. 143; folkelig kronologi, p. 349.

42 Einarsd6ttir, Studier, p. 143; lerd kronologi, p. 349.

43 Einarsd6ttir, Studier, pp. 144, 349,
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The feature typical of relative chronology is its durability, based on the
fact that each single segment (time interval) is perceived as a finished,
independent unit. Its simple structure (e.g., “we lived x years in the city of
y”’) makes it easy for human beings to retain and recall data at will.

Every mentally healthy human being remembers to the end of his or her
days the time intervals between important personal events as they are dated
in relative chronology. By contrast, even educated members of the most
progressive societies who constantly use absolute dating in their public life
often make mistakes when they present events from their personal life in
terms of absolute chronology.

II.2.

The transition from pre-Christian oral literature to Christian written litera-
ture throughout Europe—including Norway and Iceland—made it neces-
sary to synchronize the simple time intervals given in relative chronology
with the Christian Era. In this effort the great Icelandic scholars of the
twelfth century, especially the founding fathers of Old Icelandic historical
science, Semundr Sigfisson inn fr68i (1056—1133) and Ari Porgilsson inn
fr68i (1067—1148), found support in the absolutely dated events in the his-
tory of the old Christian centers (Rome, Constantinople), as well as in the
history of neighboring Christian countries, in particular, England.
A quotation from Ari’s Islendingabok illustrates this:*

. . .en Gizurr byskup andadisk premr Thus Bishop Gizurr died thirty days

tegum later
nétta sidarr { Skédlaholti 4 enum [after Porlakr Rinélfsson was made
pridja his successor]
in Skdlaholt
degi i viku <V> Kalend. Junii. on the third day of the

week, on the fifth day before the Calends
of June (=May 28).

A bvi 4ri enu sama obiit In that same year, Pope Paschal I died
Paschalis secundus péfi fyrr en [January 21] before the bishop Gizurr
[i.e., before May 28];
Gizurr byskup ok Baldvini J6r- Baldwin king of Jerusalem [April 2];
salakonungr ok Amnaldus patriarcha  Arnulf, patriarch of Jerusalem [April 15];
{ Hienisalem ok Philippus Philip, king of the Swedes
Sviakonungr, en sidarr et sama and, later [i.e., after May 28] the

“ I:vlendingabék. Landndmabék, ed. (with notes) by Jakob Benediktsson (IF, 1, pt. 1)
(Reykjavik, 1968), pp. 25—-26.
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sumar Alexfus Grikkjakonungr; same summer, Alexius [Comnenus;
August 15],

b4 hafdi hann emperor of the Greeks; at that time he
dtta vetr ens fjorda tegar
setit at stoli had occupied the throne at Constantinople
{ Miklagardi. for thirty-eight years [1081-1118].

En tveim vetrum sidarr But two years thereafter, there was a
vard aldamét. turn in the lunar cycle.

ba hofdu peir Eysteinn Then Eysteinn and Sigurdr had been
ok Sigurdr verit sjautjdn seventeen years kings of Norway
vetr konungar { Norvegi [since 1103]

eptir Magniis fodur sinn Oléfsson
Haraldssonar. Pat vas tuttugu
vetrum

ens annars hundrads eptir fall after the fall of

Ol4fs Tryggvasonar, en fimm Oléfr Tryggvason, 250 years

tegum ens pridja hundrads after the slaying of

eptir drdp Eadmundar Edmund, king of England,
Englakonungs, en sextdn vetrum and 516 years after the death

ens sétta hundrads eptir of Pope Gregory [I; 590—-604]

andldt Greg6rius péfa, pess who, as is said, introduced Christendom
es Kristni kom 4 England, in England.

atpvi es talit es.

En hann andadisk 4 ¢8ru But he [Gregory I] died in the second year
4ri konungadéms Féku of the reign of the [Byzantine] emperor
keisara, fjérum vetrum ens Phocas [602-610], 604 years
sjaunda hundrads eptir burd after the birth of Christ according
Krist at almannatali. to the common era.

Pat verdr allt saman tuttugu That makes altogether
4r ens tolfta hundrads. 1120 years.*s

IL3.

after their father Magniis Oléfsson,
son of Haraldr. It was 120 years

In analyzing the placement and structure of the time intervals in the relative
chronology occurring in the above-quoted passages, it becomes clear that
some are repeated in several texts, whereas others are omitted. From this we

45 “The three years 870, 1000, and 1120 in the ‘Book of the Icelanders’ [I.'vlendingabék] thus
appear to have been chosen for arithmetical reasons as the nearest round years after the dates of
the three principal events of the Book [of the Icelanders]: the first settlement of Iceland, the
introduction of Christianity, and Bishop Gissur [=Gizurr] Isleifsson’s death. None of the three
events which Ari has attached directly to these years—the murder of King Edmund in 870,
Olaf Tryggvason’s fall in 1000, and the end of a lunar cycle in 1120—belong to the history of
Iceland; but Ari has endeavored to attach to the three years events known to his readers.”
Einarsdéttir, Studier, p. 345.
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can deduce that time intervals can be extracted from the texts and studied
separately.

In addition to the time intervals, there are also summations, which can be
either partial (e.g., OT was nine years old [= 3 + 6] when he arrived in
Novgorod), or general (e.g., OT was twenty-seven years old when he
became king of Norway). The partial summation may or may not be a pro-
duct of the original source, whereas the general summation is made by the
compilers.

Keeping this in mind, one arrives at two starting points and at the follow-
ing inventory of nine time intervals and six summations—three partial and
three general:

Starting Points

A. OT was three years old when his father was killed (Agrip);
B. OT was born posthumously (*Ari*® > Oddr, Hkr, OsTm).

Inventory of Time Intervals

1. OT *born after his father’s death,*’ spent one year with his maternal
grandfather (*Ari > Oddr, Hkr, OsTm);

2. OT stayed two years with Hikon gamli in Sweden (*Ari > OsTm, Oddr,
Hkr, OsTm);

3. OT spent six years in Estnish captivity (*Ari [> OsTm], Oddr, Hkr,
OsTm);

4. OT resided in Gardr/ Gardariki for nine years (Hkr, OsTm);

5. OT spent three years in Wendland (Oddr, Hkr, OsTm);

6. OT harried in the North Sea for nine years (Oddr);

7. OT was active in the British Isles for four years, until his baptism on the
Isles of Scilly (Hkr, OsTm; cf. Orkn®®);

8. *OT was active in the British Isles for two years after his baptism (Ann
R);49

46 The asterisk before Ari’s name indicates that this is quoted from Oddr’s OsT rather than
from the original work by Ari, which has not come down to us.

47 The notion that OT was born after his father’s death was subsequently added by clerics to
the simple time interval.

4 Orkneyinga saga, ed. Finnbogi Guémundsson (IF 34) (Reykjavik, 1965), p. 25: “Oluff
Tryggesen vaar fire Aar udi Kriig i Vesterlandene, effterat hand kam fra Vindland. . ..” [Olafr
Tryggvason spent four years looting in the British Isles, after his return from Wendland. . . .].

4 The Ann R (and other annals) had already synchronized the data of the intervals, so that
there one finds A.D. 993 as the date of OT’s baptism and 995 as that of his return to Norway. Cf.
p. 19.
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9. OT was king of Norway for five years (Theodoricus, Agrip, Oddr, Ann
R; cf. Kristnisaga®!).

Inventory of Summations
a) Partial

I. OT was three years old (1 + 2) when he left Hikon gamli and was cap-
tured by the Ests (Hkr, OsTm, Ann R);

II. OT was twelve years old (10 + 2) when he arrived in Gardr/Novgorod
(Agrip; cf. Historia Norwegiae and the skald Hallfrg8r Ottarsson);2

ITa. OT was eight years old in 975 when he left Estland; he stayed for two
years with Hdkon gamli and for six years in Estland (*Ari > OsTm);

IIb. OT was seven years old in 975 (OsTm);

Ilc. OT was nine years old when he arrived in Gar8r/Novgorod (Hkr,
OsTm, Ann R);

III. OT was eighteen (9 + 9) years old when he left Gardr (Ann R).

b) General

IV. OT was twenty-five years old when he was baptized (Hkr, OsTm, Ann
R);

V. OT was twenty-seven years old when he became king of Norway (*Ari
> Oddr; Agrip, Ann R);

Va. OT was thirty-two years old when he became king of Norway (Oddr);

VI. OT was killed in the year 1000, after five years of rule in Norway (Ari,
Islendingabék; Ann R; cf. Theodoricus and Adam of Bremen).33

IIL.1.

The first question to be solved is: was OT born after his father’s death or
was he three years old when his father was slain?

50 Theodoricus was a Norwegian monk who, ca. 1180, wrote in Latin the synoptic Historia
de antiquitate regum Norwagiensium. On this work, see Anne Holtsmark, “Historia de antiqui-
tate regum Norvagensium,” KHL, 6 (1961), cols. 583 —85.

Theodoricus’s work was published by G. Storm in his Monumenta historica Norvegiae,
vol. 1 (Christiania, 1880), pp. 3—68; the passage in question is on p. 23: “De morte Olavi filii
Tryggva. Quinto ergo anno regni Olavi filii Tryggva, qui et ultimus fuit. . . .”
5t On Kristnisaga by Sturla bor8arson (1214-1284), see Magnds Mér Larusson, KHL, 9
(1964), col. 356. I am quoting from the edition by Gudni J6nsson, I§Iendinga sogur, vol. 1
(Reykjavik, 1953), p. 273: “P4 haf8i hann [OT] verit konungr at Néregi fimm vetr” [then he
was king over Norway for five years].

52 See above, p. 17.

53 Adam of Bremen, Gesta Hammaburgeneis ecclesiae Pontificum (ca. 1073—1076), ed.
Werner Trillmich and Rudolf Buchner, in Quellen des 9. und 11. Jahrhunderts zur Geschichte
der Hamburgischen Kirche und des Reiches (Berlin [1961]), p. 276.
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All Icelandic works relate the first variant; only the Norwegian Agrip
relates the second. This is not the only instance when the summation,
despite its brevity, either has more information than the Icelandic sagas or
presents two versions—one Icelandic and one Norwegian—of one event.

A feature typical of the Icelandic presentation is its hagiographic charac-
ter. One can but agree with James E. Knirk that

the historical distortion was strengthened by literary efforts in Iceland where clerical
circles may have wanted this “Apostle of the North” [OT] to be their patron saint.
Although Oddr [the first Icelandic biographer of OT—O.P.] concedes in his prolo-
gue that his protagonist was never canonized, the work has hagiographic trappings,
blending biblical and legendary material with fairy-tale motifs, romance, and heroic
legend. The tale of Astridr’s flight with the infant Ol4fr parallels the flight of Mary
and Joseph with the baby Jesus, while the queen mother Gunnhilldr’s pursuit is a
realization of the “evil stepmothers” of folklore.>*

One can also accept Arkadij Lja$¢enko’s suggestion that Oddr’s saga
was inspired by the sagas of St. Oléfr, that is, like Olifr Haraldsson (St.
Oléfr),% the hero was made to be a posthumous child. There is no legiti-
mate reason to doubt that the Old Norwegian tradition of OT persevered in
the twelfth century. The Old Norwegian historical work Agrip is superior to
the later (12th—13th cen.) Icelandic tradition and its hagiographic recast-
ings.

OT was apparently born at the home of his maternal grandfather Eirikr
at Oprostadir in Jadarr.’® The surname bjédaskalli would indicate that
Eirikr was originally from *Bjédar in Southern Hordaland. This
hypothesis, expressed by Erik Henrik Lind,% is corroborated in a skaldic
strophe (quoted above) in which the special relationship of OT to
Hordaland is expressed: there he is called Hordavinr ‘friend of the
Hordar’.58

Three years later, Tryggvi Olafsson, OT’s father, was killed near
Sétanes in Ranriki; he had ruled over both Ranriki and Vingulmork.>® Here,
again, there is no reason to doubt that the slayers of Tryggvi were his own
yeomen, as Agrip noted.

54 Knirk, Oratory in the Kings’ Sagas, p. 172.

55 Ljaienko, “Saha,” p. 15.

56 The compilers of the OsT had the information that OT was sent to the Norwegian Uppland
to live with his grandfather, who was named Eirfkr a Oprostpdum. From this they—being
Icelanders—deduced (incorrectly!) that Oprostadir was located in Uppland.

57 See Adalbjarnarson’s commentary, Hkr 1 (IF 26): 225.

58 See Hallfrpdr Ottarsson’s Oldfs drdpa, on p. 17 above.

59  See Hkr, ed. Abdalbjamarson, 1 (IF 26), p. 151: “Tryggva gaf hann Ranrfki ok Vingul-
mork” [He (Hdkon Adalsteinfostri) gave to Tryggvi Ranriki and Vingulmork].
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That slaying occurred during an uneasy time. Hikon Adalsteinsféstri,

king of Norway, died;% his place was taken by the sons of his brother
Eirikr and their mother Gunnhilldr, the daughter of the Danish king Gormr.
She was able to enlist the military support of her brother, the Danish king
Haraldr bldtpnn Gormsson. There can be no doubt that some groups
opposed the new rulers. This kind of dislike is manifest in the tradition
preserved by the Icelandic hagiographic school in Pingeyrar, which spiced it
up a bit. As a result, Gunnhilldr received “special treatment” in the Ice-
landic sagas. As stated by Halvdan Koht:
The Icelandic family sagas give us from this period of her [Gunnhilldr’s] life a pic-
ture of an amorous old woman, preferring, of course, Icelanders as her lovers, and
using her witchcraft to prevent them from deceiving her. The Kings’ Sagas continue
to represent her as a most wicked-minded woman who incites her sons to kill off all
local chieftains, their rivals.5!

It seems, then, that Eirikr bjééaskalli had good reason to leave the
western coast and to find a quieter atmosphere in the Norwegian Uppland at
Skaun (modern Stange),52 east of the lake Mjors. There, the child OT spent
his first year.

Next, Eirikr sent his grandson to his friend Hdkon gamli in Sweden,
where OT stayed for two years;53 the latter time period was already known
to Ari inn fr68i.% By then, OT was already six years old, and it was
decided to take him to his relative in H6lmgar8r (Novgorod).

This analysis shows that one must follow time intervals 1 and 2, as well
as summation I, though with the dating of OT’s birth to follow the death of
his father excluded as a possibility.

The next time interval (no. 3), the six years of OT’s captivity, confirms
the above computation, since several sources (among them a skaldic
strophe) independently confirm that OT was twelve years old when he came
to Novgorod. And, since he stayed there for nine years (time interval 4), he
must have left Novgorod at the age of twenty-one years.

60 To accommodate the dating of OT’s birth to follow the death of his father, the Icelandic
clerics separated two events which happened in the same year: the fall of King Hékon (for
which Ann R has the date 960; see Islandske Annaler indtil 1578, ed. Storm, p. 104) and the fall
of Tryggvi Oléfsson (for which Ann R has the date 968; ibid.). But Agrip puts the fall of King
Hékon and that of Tryggvi in the same chapter (chap. 9; ed. J6nsson, pp. 12—13).

61 Halvdan Koht, The Old Norse Sagas New York, 1931), p. 125.

62 See Adalbjarnarsson’s explanations in his index to IF 26 (Hkr 1), p. 398a, s.v. “Skaun,
austan fjalls { Noregi.”

63 It was an Old Norse custom to send young boys to stay with grandparents and with friends
of grandparents; see Peter Godfrey Foote and David M. Wilson, The Viking Achievement (Lon-
don, 1970), p. 116.

64  See fn. 13.
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2.

We now reach the point at which it is possible to synchronize the data of the
Old Norse relative chronology with those of the Old Rus’ sources and,
through them, with the common era.

OT must have come to Novgorod before AM. 6485 (A.D. 977). In that
year Volodimer (Valdimarr) of Novgorod was forced to flee “beyond the
sea,” since his older brother, Jaropolk, had assumed all sovereignty and
become the sole ruler of Rus’.6

But the terminus ante quem for OT’s arrival in Rus’ must have been the
year 969, since Volodimer’s “mother” (actually, grandmother) O1’ga,% who
took OT under her protection, died on 11 July 969.57 The arithmetical equa-
tion is 977 - 9 = 968. Although the Povést’ vremennyx &t notes that Svja-
toslav divided his realm among his sons officially only in 6478/970,58 the de
facto division must have taken place in 6475/967, when Svijatoslav

65 See the Old Rus’ Primary Chronicle, Povést’ vremennyx lét (hereafter PVL), ed. D. S.
Lixadev, vol. 1, pp. 53-54.

66 As stated above (p. 18), Agrip mentions only one older female ruler in Novgorod. He does
not give her name, since it remained unknown in the Old Norwegian tradition. Thus, Agrip
simply calls her drértning ‘queen’ (Agrip, ed. Jénsson, p. 20 = Einarsson, p. 20). Oddr, on the
other hand, needed a clairvoyant person who would foretell the birth of the future “Baptizer” of
Norway and Iceland. Hence, from the dréttning of the tradition, he created two personages: one
became the nameless clairvoyant mother of Valdamarr (OsT, ed. J6nsson, p. 20); the other was
styled as All6gfd, Valdamarr’s drdttning (OsT, ed. J6nsson, p. 23). The “rationalistically
minded” Snorri rejected the story of the clairvoyant mother; he refers to only one dréttning, but
he calls her Allégid, the name created by Oddr (Hkr, ed. Adalbjarnarson, 1:231). Gunnlaugr
Leifsson or the editor of the OsTm or both, while retaining Oddr’s dichotomization, represented
All6gi4 as Valdamarr’s wife (kona; OsTm, ed. Halldérsson, 1: 80).

The Old Norse tradition regarded the drértning of Novgorod as “the wisest of all women”
(allra kuinna vitrost, see Oddr, OsT, ed. J6nsson, p. 27). This characterization is very similar to
the description of Ol’ga in the PVL: bé mudréjsi vséx Celovék [she was the wisest of all human
beings) (PVL, ed. Lixa&ev, 1: 75, s.a. 987). I concur with scholars who identify the dréttning of
Novgorod of the Old Norse tradition with Ol’ga: e.g., Friedrich (F&dor A.) Braun, “Das histor-
ische Russland im nordischen Schrifttum des X—XIV. Jahrhunderts,” Festschrift Eugen Mogk
(Halle a.d. Saale, 1924), pp. 176~78; Lja¥enko, “Saha,” pp. 16—21; Elena A. Rydzevskaja,
“Legenda o knjaze Vladimire v sage ob Olafe Trjuggvasone,” Trudy Otdela drevneruskoj
literatury AN SSSR (hereafter TODRL), 2 (1935):13; Gordon, Olafssaga, p. 70. But any
attempts to compare etymologically the name Ol’ga (< Old Norse, Helga) with Allégid (see,
e.g., Braun, “Das historische Russland”) must be rejected, since All6gid was artificially
created—along with other exotic names like Klerkon, Klerkr, Reas, Recon—by Oddr to fit the
tenor of his piratic novella.

67 See D. S. Lixadev’s commentary to his edition of the PVL, 2:315. I must disagree with
Gordon’s statement: “Ich halte diese ganze Geschichte von dem Aufenthalt Olafs in Russland
fiir eine Verwechslung mit der Geschichte von dem Aufenthalt Magnus des Guten in Russ-
land. . . .” (Olafssaga, pp. 72-73).

68 PVL, ed. Lixalev, 1:49—-50; Eng. trans.: Samuel H. Cross, The Russian Primary Chroni-
cle: Laurentian Text (Cambridge, Mass., 1973), p. 87.
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embarked on his complicated and lengthy Bulgarian campaign.® There is
no serious reason to doubt that Volodimer was already residing in Novgo-
rod in 968.

This means that OT’s stay in Rus’ must be dated between 968 and 977.
That result leads us to the determination of OT’s year of birth. Since—as
we have seen—he was twelve years old when he arrived in Novgorod, he
must have been born in 956 (968 - 12 = 956).

Three years later, in 959, the sons of Eirikr and Gunnhilldr, led by
Haraldr grafeldr, came to power in Norway. OT’s father, Tryggvi Oléfsson,
was killed in that crucial year, when—according to Agrip—OT was three
years old (starting point A).

The next time interval (no. 5) is the three-year period that OT spent “in
Wendland.” The duration of three years (977-980) is significant because it
corresponds to the number of years (three) that Volodimer of Novgorod,
foster-father of OT, was forced to spend in exile.”® One can assume that OT
and Volodimer went abroad together to find refuge.

II1.3.

Where would they go? At that time, the Old Norse term Vindland referred
to the territories ruled by the West Slavonic princes. Our knowledge of the
political situation in the territories east of the river Elbe is limited.
Nevertheless, it is possible to present a general overview.

In the last decades of the tenth century, there were essentially five Wend-
ish political centers.

The most western maritime territory (later eastern Holstein) was ruled by
the princes of Wagria, who separated from the Obotriti in about the middle
of the tenth century. Their capital was Stargard/ Aldinburg (modern Olden-
burg in Holstein), which in 968 became the first bishop’s see in Wend-
land.”

The territory east of Wagria, between the middle Elbe and the eastern
part of the Liibecker Bucht, was ruled by the Obotriti. Their capital was the
twin city of Michelenburg-Zuarina (modern Mecklenburg-Schwerin).”?

69 PVL, ed. Lixalev, 1: 47-48 (s.a. 6475 and 6476); Eng. trans.: Cross, pp. 84—85.

70 Symptomatically, the years 6486/978 and 6487/979 are marked in the PVL as “empty
years™: V léto 6486. v I18to 6487 (ed. Lixadev, 1: 54). Only under s.a. 6488/980 does there occur
the story of Volodimer’s return to Rus’.

71 See Jerzy Strzelczyk, “Wagria, Wagrowie,” SSS 6 (1977):293-96; idem, “Stargard
wagryjski,” SSS 5 (1975):395-99.

72 See Gerard Labuda, “Obodrzyce,” SSS 1 (1968):440—41; idem, “Zwjazek obodrzycki,”
SSS 7, pt. 1 (1982):180-91; Jerzy Nalepa, “Mechlin (Mecklenburg),” SSS 3, pt. 1
(1967): 188 —-89; Lech Leciejewica, “Swarzyn (niem. Schwerin),” SSS 5 (1975): 495-96.
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Between the territory of the Obotriti and the Oder River lived the
Weletabi/ Wilzi, who were then ruled by princes of the tribe of Stodorani.
Their center was the town of Brenna (later Brandenburg).”?

Situated on an island at the mouth of the Oder was the city-republic of
Volin/ Jumne (Old Norse, J6m), then the greatest city in the western Bal-
tic,” with approximately 10,000 inhabitants.”> Volin symbolized the
“Varangians,” as Constantinople did the “Greeks,” in the designation “the
route from the Varangians to the Greeks.”’® Both Novgorod and Kiev
became important because they were located along the route from Volin to
Constantinople.

Around 960, Mesico/ Dagone”’ (= Dag-r) iudex (963—992), the prince of
Gniezno (located at the basin of the river Warthe, the eastern tributary of
the Oder), began organizing his realm, which would later be known as
Poland.”®

Two Wendish rulers of that period had close dynastic ties with the Scan-
dinavian kings: Mistavoj, the ruler of the Obotriti (ca. 967-990), was the
father of T6fa, who was married to the Danish king Haraldr blitonn (ca.
945-984; d. 986). We know this from her runic stone inscription.”

On the other hand, the famous Sigridr in stérrdda was the daughter of
Mesico.80 During the period under discussion, she was wed to the king of

73 Gerard Labuda, “Wieleci,” SSS 6 (1977):430-36; Jerzy Strzelczyk, “Stodoranie
(Hawolanie),” SSS 5 (1975): 420—23.

74 See Adam of Bremen (ca. 1073-1076): “. . . nobilissima civitas Tumne celeberrimam pres-
tat stacionem Barbaris et Grecis, qui sunt in circuitu. ... Est sane maxima omnium, quas
Europa claudit, civitatum, quam incolunt Sclavi cum aliis gentibus, Grecis et Barbaris. . . .
Urbs illa mercibus omnium septentrionalium nationum locuples nihil not habet iocundi aut
rari”; Gesta, ed. W. Trillmich and R. Buchner (Berlin, 1961), p. 252.

75 See Lech Leciejewicz, “Wolin, gréd i wyspa,” SSS 6 (1977): 561 —64, esp. p. 562b.

76 There was communication by boat between Volin (Jumne) and Novgorod; the passage
took fourteen days. The information is provided by Adam of Bremen: “...Ab ipsa urbe
[Jumne] vela tendes XIIII cimo die ascendes ad Ostrogard Ruzziae [= Novgorod),” Gesta, ed.
Trillmich and Buchner, p. 254. Cf. Pritsak, The Origin of Rus’, vol. 1, p. 220.

77 Dagome is a scribal error from *Dago-ne. Scholarly literature on the subject was given by
Brygida Kiirbis6wna, “Dagome iudex,” SSS 1 (1962):311-12. See, especially, R. Holtzmann,
“Béhmen und Polen im 10. Jahrhundert,” Zeitschrift des Vereins fiir Geschichte und Altertum
Schlesiens (Breslau), 52 (1918): 18 -36.

78 The origin of Mesico/Dagr (963—992) is still a mystery. His “Slavic” (Piast) genealogy,
which occurs first in the chronicle of the so-called Gallus (ca. 1112-1116), is certainly an
artificial construct. o

79  Sgnder Vissing I, Tyrsting hd., Arhus amt. Danmarks Runeindskrifter, ed. Lis Jacobsen
and Erik Moltke (Copenhagen, 1942), no. 55.

8 The princess who married first Eirikr inn sigrseli and later Sveinn tjiguskegg was
undoubtedly the daughter of Mesico/Dagr; she was also the unnamed sister of the Polish
Bolestaw I (992--1025), since the contemporary writer Thietmar of Merseburg clearly testified
(ca. 1013-1014) to that: “Hos {Haraldr, 1014-1018, and Canute the Great, 1014-1035]
peperit ei Miseconis filia ducis, soror Bolizlavi successoris eius et nati” (Chronicon, ed. R.
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Uppsala, Eirikr inn sigrszli (ca. 957—995); her second husband was the
Danish king Sveinn tjiguskegg (984-1014).

The sagas on OT name another Wendish king, Birizl4fr, who had three
daughters; one of these (Geira) was taken as a wife by OT himself.3!

Who was this Biirizldfr? Some scholars have tried to identify him as
Mesico’s son Bolestaw,?2 but this attempt should be rejected. Bolestaw was
born in 967;%3 only ten years of age by 977, he could hardly have had a
daughter who was then of marriageable age.

The Landnamabdk contains a strange genealogical entry dated to the
reign of the king of Uppsala, Eirikr inn sigrszli. It is so odd that artificial
construction is most unlikely; some verity must lie behind it. The text runs
as follows:34

Gormrr hét hersir dgatr { Svipj68;  There was a famous man in Sweden
hann 4tti P6éru, déttur Eiriks called Gormr. He married Péra, daughter
konungs at Uppselum. Porgils hét of Eirikr, king of Uppsala. They had

Holtzmann and W. Trillmich [Berlin, 1957]), p. 396.

The Old Norse tradition, however, calls her Sigridr in stérrda and claims that she was the
daughter of the famous Swedish Viking Skoglar-Tésti (see, e.g., Hkr, ed. Adalbjarnarson,
1:215).

Since the publication of J. Steenstrup’s Venderne og de Danske (Copenhagen, 1900), p. 65,
scholars have rejected the Old Norse tradition; see Gerard Labuda, “Swigtostawa, Sygryda
Storrdda, Syritha,” SSS 5 (1975): 588-89.

It seems to me that it is possible to find a compromise solution. Sigri8r was Mesico’s
daughter, born before 966, by a previous marriage (in 966 he married—for political reasons—
the Czech princess Dobrava). Mesico’s first wife was Skoglar-Tésti’s daughter; since after 966
Sigridr lived with her grandfather, the Old Norse tradition, which did not remember Mesico,
made the grandfather the father. The Swedish roots and Danish career of Skoglar-Tésti, who
took Danegeld in England in 991 (see Pritsak, The Origin of Rus’, vol. 1, pp. 343, 392), would
explain Sigridr’s choice of husbands (a- Swede and a Dane), which, for a Polish princess
without Scandinavian connections, cannot be explained.

Sigridr was a contemporary of OT and was probably also born in 956, i.e., ten years before
her father’s second marriage. Mesico, whose career as a ruler was first noted in 963, must have
been born ca. 935. If he married Sigridr’s mother in 955, when she was probably about fifteen
years old, she would, therefore, have been born ca. 940. We can then assume that Skoglar-Tésti
was born between 920 and 925; since he died about 991, that would mean he had lived approxi-
mately seventy years, not an unusual age for the time.

81 I see no reason to reject this tradition.

82 See, e.g., Adalbjarnarson in his note 1 to Hkr, 1:253. The name Biirizldfr, however,
reflects the Slavonic *Borislav; note, e.g., the name of the Galician Ukrainian town Boryslay
(<personal name).

8 See Oswald Balzer, Genealogia Piastéw (Cracow, 1895), pp. 37-43.

84 Landnamabok, ed. Jakob Benediktsson, pt. 2 (IF 1:2) (Reykjavik, 1968), p. 236. This
genealogy was also included in the OsTm; see ed. Halldérsson, vol. 2 (Copenhagen, 1961),
p. 180. As part of Pattr Suada ok Arnors Kellingarnefs, it is to be found in Flat, ed. Unger and
Vigfiisson, 1:436, and in Islendinga ségur, ed. Gudni J6nsson, vol. 8 (Reykjavik, 1953),
p. 340.
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son beira, a son called Porgils,

hann 4tti Elin, déttur Burislafs who married Elin, daughter of Burisl4fr,
konungs 6r Gor8um austan ok king of Gardar in the east, and
Ingigerdar, systur Dagstyggs Ingigerdr, sister of Dagstygegr,

risa konungs. the king of the giants.

Burislafr (= Birizldfr) is styled here as “konungr 6r Gordum,” or “king
of Gardar.” Usually, Gardar is used in the Old Norse sagas to designate
Kievan Rus’, but it is a “movable term,” and was originally used for Frisian
Dorestad, the first great city encountered by the Norse Vikings.85 I submit
that in the text above Gardar stands for the maritime center Stargard
(modern Oldenburg in Holstein), the capital of Wagria. It seems that
Gardar=Stargard occurs in the extant Hrémundar saga, which mentions
King Olifr who ruled over Gardar in Denmark (sd konungr réé fyrir
Gordum i Danmork, er Oldfr hér).%6 Stargard, as the center of Christian
Holstein, came under Danish sovereignty during the last decades of the
twelfth century.?” Burislafr of Stargard in Wagria must have been a Chris-
tian since in 968, as mentioned above, the first Wendish bishopric was esta-
blished in his city.?8

The name of his daughter Elin is certainly a version of the Christian
Helen.

Dagstyggr as a personal name is rare in Old Norse, yet two persons with
that name appear in the Sturlunga saga.’® The name is composed of two
elements, the well-known personal name Dagr and the appellative styggr.
An Icelandic-English Dictionary explains the compound as “day-shy, shun-
ning light.”%

Mesico appears (as mentioned above) as Dagone (= Dagome) iudex in
his famous donation charter to St. Peter, circa 990. Although this designa-
tion has been interpreted differently, it would seem—and our passage from
the Landnamabdék confirms the notion—that Dagone is a Latinized form of
the Old Norse Dag-r.°! Mesico/ Dagone, rex of the “Sclavie qui dicuntur

85 See Pritsak, The Origin of Rus’, vol. 1, pp. 177, 231.

86 See Pritsak, The Origin of Rus’, vol. 1, p. 140.

87 See Strzelczyk, “Stargard wagryjski,” S§S 5 (1975): 395-99.

88 See Adam of Bremen, Gesta, ed. Trillmich and Buchner, pp. 244, 246; Helmold of Bosau,
Chronica Slavorum (ca. 1163—1172), ed. Heinz Stoob (Darmstadt, 1963), pp. 66, 68.

8 See the index in Gudni J6nsson’s edition of Sturlunga saga: Anndlar og nafnskrd
(Reykjavik, 1953), p. 224a: Dagstyggr Jonsson and Dagstyggr P6rdarson.

% An Icelandic-English Dictionary, by R. Cleasby, G. Vigfiisson, and W. A, Craigie, 2nd ed.
(Oxford, 1957; reprinted 1969), p. 601a.

91 See Holtzmann, “Béhmen und Polen” (fn. 77); Albert Brachmann, “Die Anfinge des pol-
nischen Staates,” in Gesammelte Aufsdtze (Weimar, 1941), pp. 159-61; Ulrich Noack, Nor-
dische Friihgeschichte und Wikingerzeit (Munich, 1941), p. 283.
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Licicaviki,” appears suddenly in 963%2 as a very sophisticated politician,
uniting large territories under his sway. This extraordinary talent would
merit the surname “the king of the giants.”

It is reasonable, therefore, to hypothesize that Ingigerdr, the wife of
Burislafr of Wagria, was the sister of Mesico/Dagr of Poland. The clan of
Mesico held marital ties with other Slavic dynasties; Mesico himself was
married in 965 to Dobrava, the daughter of the Czech prince Boleslav I
(935-971); their son Bolestaw took for a wife, in 987, the Wendish (Obo-
triti?) princess Emenilde.”® The two clans also had in common their “Swed-
ish connection” (see above, p. 24).

It is also hardly a coincidence that the rulers of both the Wagri and the
Poles first appear on the historical scene at approximately the same time
(between 950 and 960). Most likely, they initiated their actions jointly.

Two other circumstances corroborate that OT’s Wendland was one of
the Baltic Slavic lands. The first is OT’s and Buirizlafr’s involvement in the
affairs of Jémsborg,* which suggests the nearness of their operational base
to that city. The second is Volodimer/ Valdemarr’s genealogy. The Povést’
vremennyx 1ét clearly states that his maternal grandfather was a certain
Mal”’k’’ Ljube&anin, i.e., Mal”’k’’ from Ljubeka,® the Obotriti port town,
later called Liibeck in German.

92 The contemporary witness was Widukind of Corvey, who wrote his Rerum gestarum Sax-
onicarum in 967/968; see the edition by Albert Bauer and Reinhold Rau, Quellen zur
Geschichte der sdchsischen Kaiserzeit (Darmstadt, 1971), pp. 170, 172, 174. The name Lici-
caviki has remained a puzzle; see Gerard Labuda and Stanistaw Urbariczyk, “Licicaviki,” S§§
3, pt. 1 (1967): 56.

93 Balzer, Genealogia Piastéw, pp. 38—43; Halina Modrzewska, “Dabréwka,” SSS 1
(1962): 44; idem, “Emnilda,” SSS 1 (1962): 454.

94 1 cannot dwell on the problem of Jémsvikingar here.

95 PVL, vol. 1, ed. LixaSev, p. 49 (s.a. 970): “Volodimer’’ bo b& ot’’ Malugi kljutnic&
Ol’ziny; sestra Ze b& Dobryn’’, otec’ Ze b€ ima Mal’’k’’ Ljubedanin’’, i b& Dobryna uj Volodi-
meru” [For Volodimer was the son of Malu3a, the housekeeper of Ol’ga; she also was the sister
of Dobrynja: their father was Mal’’k’’ Ljubeani (=of Ljubeka), and Dobrynja was thus the
uncle of Volodimer]. As proven by Aleksej A. Saxmatov, Malusa was the derived form of the
Old Norse personal name Mdlmfr{8r; according to the PVL, Mal’’fréd’ (< Malmfr{8r) died in
1000 (ed. Lixadev, vol. 1, p. 88). See Saxmatov, Razyskanija o drevnejsix russkix letopisnyx
svodax (St. Petersburg, 1908), pp. 375-77. Interestingly enough, Volodimer’s great-great-
great-grandson Haraldr-Mstislav, who married Kristin, the daughter of the Swedish king Ingi I,
named one of his daughters Médlmfridr; she was married to the Norwegian king Sigurdr
J6rsalafari Magmisson; see Snorri, Hkr 3 (IF 28), ed. Adalbjamarson (Reykjavik, 1951), p.
258.
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The conclusion to be drawn from this investigation is that both OT and
Volodimer found refuge in the lands of the Wagri-Obotriti.

I11.4.

Having hired a sufficient number of Varangian mercenaries, Volodimer
returned to Rus’ in 980 and wrested power from Jaropolk.% But, for some
unknown reason, Olifr did not accompany his former foster-father.9’
Indeed, he quit the Baitic Sea altogether and began his harrying career on
the southern shores of the North Sea.?® His skald Hallfrg8r Ottarsson names
at this juncture the lands of Saxony, Frisia, and Flanders.?® Time interval 6
gives the figure of nine years for the duration of that activity—i.e., OT har-
ried in the North Sea between 981 and 989.

He then transferred his activity to the British Isles, in particular to Eng-
land, where he was active for four years prior to his baptism on the Isles of
Scilly (time interval 7; i.e., 989-993) and two years thereafter (time inter-
val 8; 993-995). OT’s activity in England, well-documented in the English
sources, has been sufficiently researched, so I shall not dwell on it here.1%0

In 995 OT returned to Norway to rule as king;'%! five years later (time
interval 9; the year 1000) he was killed in a battle against the united fleets
of the kings of Denmark and Sweden.

Born in the year 956, OT was forty-four when he died. This computation
can be corroborated if one totals summation I and all nine time intervals:
3+4(1+246+9+3+9+4+2+5)=44,

Iv.

In addition to establishing a chronology for the pre-royal period of OT’s
life, and, in particular, to determining the year of his birth, this study has
yielded some results which, it is hoped, can be applied generally to saga
studies. These results are the following:

9  PVL, ed. LixaGev, vol. 1, pp. 54—56; Eng. trans.: Cross, pp. 178 -80.

97 I have made some suggestions regarding this in The Origin of Rus’, vol. 2 (in preparation).

98 According to the bingeyrar hagiographers (Oddr et al.), OT did return to Rus’ to play the
decisive role in that land’s conversion to Christianity. But that supposed activity of OT, like his
encounters after his physical death in the Svold battle (a.n. 1000), are not the subject of histori-
cal inquiry. On this see Ljai¢enko, Saha, esp. pp. 9-10, and Elena A. Rydzevskaja, “Legenda
o knjaze Vladimere v sage ob Olafe Trjuggvasone,” TODRL 2 (1935), esp. pp. 13—-18.

9 “éléfsdrapa (996),” strophes 67, ed. Finnur Jénsson, Den Norsk-Islandske Skjaldedigt-
ning, vol. 1, pt: A, Tekst efter Hdndskrifterne (Copenhagen, 1908), pp. 157-58 = Emst A.
Kock, Den norsk-isléindska skaldediktningen, vol. 1 (Lund, 1946), p. 81.

100 See Sir Frank Stenton, Anglo-Saxon England, 3rd ed. (Oxford, 1971), pp. 375-80.

101 The literature is given in fn. .
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1) The saga can have more than one starting point in presenting the life
of its hero; in the OsT there are two starting points, the one secular (Agrip)
and the other hagiographic (Oddr, Hkr, OsTm).

2) The time intervals given in the sagas are reliable. If differences occur,
they can usually be explained as normal copyist’s errors, e.g., XI instead of
IX in Oddr’s text; iiij = iv instead of vi in OsTm; and atta = viij confused
with vij in OsTm and Flat.

3) The summations by the compilers are usually unreliable since they
depend on two arbitrary choices made by the compiler: the starting point
and the time intervals selected for his purpose.

4) None of the compilers of the OsT introduced all of the time intervals
relevant to the life of OT. Oddr used seven time intervals (nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5,
6, 9), whereas Snorri (Hkr) and OsTm both used the same six time intervals
(nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7). Oddr omitted intervals 7 and 8, whereas Snorri and
OsTm made use of intervals 7 and 4.

5) None of the authors of the sagas devoted to OT made use of time
interval 8; this was utilized solely by the compiler of the Ann R.

6) All the Icelandic authors have the same starting point (the “hagio-
graphic”), apparently initiated by Ari, who also established the exact date of
OT’s death (summation VI).

In his summation, however, Ari (and, strangely enough, Oddr) used the
secular criterion (summation V)—“OT’s age when he became king of
Norway”—while the other authors of OsT were guided by the religious
standard (summation IV)—"“OT’s age when he was baptized.”

7) OT, as a fully developed “hagiographic” hero, was certainly the crea-
tion of the bingeyrar school. Only the Norwegian author of Agrip, though a
cleric himself, retained valuable information from the pre-hagiographic
period: the circumstances of OT’s birth, his first three years of life, and why
and by whom Tryggvi, OT’s father, was killed. But in the latter case, he
was already quoting, side by side, the second version—that elaborated in
the Pingeyrar monastery.

8) Snorri, apparently for literary reasons, disregarded the historically
reliable data of Agrip. The “romantic” circumstances of OT’s birth and
death of his father were too precious to be replaced by the “rationalistic”
stories of f{grip. He, therefore, developed starting point B. For the same
artistic considerations, Snorri replaced time intervals 6 and 8 with time
interval 7. So as not to destroy completely his readers’ illusion that OT
might have lived past his fall in the year 1000, Snorri omits summation VI
and an exact date for OT’s death.
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9) To deal with the chronological problems of the sagas, scholars must
first establish a full catalogue of starting points, time intervals, and summa-
tions relating to a given hero. The requisite next step is to establish a rela-
tive chronology for the time intervals (if this is not fully given in the sagas
themselves) and to check the data with other sources. Finally, these relative
dates must be synchronized with absolute chronology according to the
Christian Era.!2

Harvard University

102 1 wish to express my thanks to Dr. Margaret Cormack for her reading of this article and
for her useful suggestions regarding my translations from Old Icelandic.
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Ivan Vy$ens’kyj’s Conception of St. John Chrysostom
and his Idea of Reform for the Ruthenian Lands*

HARVEY GOLDBLATT

The idea of reform! is a dominant motif in the thought and writings of Ivan
Vysens’kyj,? the Orthodox monk from the Ruthenian lands who passed

I wish to express my gratitude to the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of
Canada for a grant which supported the research for this article. I am also indebted to Professor
David A. Frick for his insightful comments on an earlier draft of this paper.

1 My discussion of the “idea of reform” and its impact on the basic parameters of Ivan
Vysens’kyj’s thought is grounded in large measure on the definitions and approach provided in
Gerhart B. Ladner’s enormously erudite work, The Idea of Reform. Its Impact on Christian
Thought and Action in the Age of the Fathers (Cambridge, Mass., 1959). In his book Ladner
elucidates three basic aspects in the history of the reform idea (as distinct from other ideas of
renewal) which appear to be of central importance for early Christian and medieval thought.
“These three facets of the idea of reform are: the return to Paradise, the recovery of man’s lost
image-likeness to God, and the representation on earth of the heavenly Basileia” (p. 63). For
the purpose of the present study, noteworthy in Ladner’s presentation are: (1) the conception of
the church fathers regarding the mystical recovery of the lost resemblance to God and the belief
that the restoration of purity is essential for man’s reformation or reassimilation to the image of
God; (2) the importance given to the theme of monasticism as a vehicle for the Christian idea
of reform; (3) the special significance attached to the rule over the passions and the concept of
dndBero for the ideology of kingship (Bacideia); and (4) the view that “there was one great
exception to the eastern Christian development of Basileia ideology here described: the thought
and life of St. John Chrysostom” (pp. 125-26). Ladner concludes his illuminating comments
on Chrysostom’s pastoral and homiletic efforts, as follows: “Nothing could be less ‘Eusebian’
than [Chrysostom’s] conception of the Kingdom of God on earth and it is not surprising that
John Chrysostom perished as a martyr for Christian ethical principles in resistance to an unholy
alliance of corrupt Church dignitaries with the irresponsible heirs of the Constantinian-
Theodiosian Empire. Chrysostom’s heroic effort to reform the urban society of the nascent
Byzantine Empire can hardly be called successful” (p. 129).

2 On the life and writings of Ivan VySens’kyj, see N. F. Sumcov, “Ioann Vy3enskij
(JuZnorusskij polemist natala XVII st.),” Kievskaja starina 11 (1885):649-77; L. P. Zytec’kyj
(Ziteckij), “Literaturnaja dejatel’nost’ loanna Visenskogo,” Kievskaja starina 29
(1890): 494 —532; 1. Franko, Ivan VySens’kyj i jeho tvory (Lviv, 1895) (cited after Ivan Franko,
Zibrannja tvoriv u p’jatdesjaty tomax, vol. 30 [Kiev, 1981}, pp. 7-211); A. Kryms’kyj (Krym-
skij), “loann VySenskij, ego Zizn’ i soCinenija,” Kievskaja starina 50 (1895):211-47 (cited
after A. Ju. Kryms’kyj, Tvory v p’jaty tomax, vol. 2 [Kiev, 1972], pp. 380-455); J. Tretiak,
Piotr Skarga w dziejach i literaturze Unii brzeskiej (Cracow, 1912), esp. pp. 233-87; M. S.
Voznjak, Istorija ukrajins’koji literatury, vol. 2, Viky XVI-XVIII (Lviv, 1921), pp. 125-70;
M. Hrulevs’kyj, Istorija ukrajins’ koji literatury, vol. 5 (Kiev, 1927), pp. 284-352; L. P. Ere-
min, Ivan Vienskij. So¢inenija (Moscow and Leningrad, 1955), pp. 223-335; 1. P. Eremin
(Jer’omin), Ivan Vy3ens'kyi. Tvory (Kiev, 1959), pp. 3—39; P. K. Jaremenko, fvan Vysens’kyj
(Kiev, 1982); V. O. Sevtuk, Ivan VySens'kyj. Tvory (Kiev, 1986), pp. 3—18; 1. Z. Myc’ko,
“Car arxivnyx svidden’. Materialy do biohrafij slavetnyx publicystiv,” Zovten’, 1987, no. 3, pp-
90-96; A. L. Pasuk, Ivan VySens kyj—myslytel’ i borec’ (Lviv, 1990). For a bibliography of
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almost all his adult life on Mt. Athos, the leading center of Eastern Chris-
tian spirituality, in the age of the ideological struggle between the Reforma-
tion and the Counter-Reformation. In his “epistles,” composed and sent
from the “holy Athonite mountain” to “all pious people living in Little Rus’
in the Polish Kingdom,”® Vy3ens’kyj provided not merely a denunciation of
the Protestant and above all Catholic Reformations but his own vision of
what we might call an “Orthodox-Ruthenian reform.” By “Orthodox-
Ruthenian reform” is meant a suggestion of renewal which had as its aim
not only a far-reaching conversion of Christian man and the Church,
according to their original images, but also the wholesale reform of Chris-
tian society in Rus’ and the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth.* It is thus
true that VySens’kyj advanced a conception that went beyond the “monastic
and individual realizations of the idea of reform,” but it is equally true that,
in his struggle against what he saw as the organized forces of the
malevolent spirit which pervaded not only Rus’ but “all ends and parts of
Christendom,”® he offered precisely the monastic way of life as the

Ivan VySens’kyj, see, inter alia, L. E. Maxnovec’, comp., Ukrajins’ki pys’mennyky:
Biobibliohrafitnyj slovnyk, vol. 1 (Kiev, 1960), pp. 230-36; Jaremenko, Ivan VySens’kyj, pp.
118-40.

3 See, for example, the initial words to the title of the Kny*ka Ioanna mnixa Vifenskoho
(Book of monk Ivan Vysens’kyj): “KnyZka Ioanna mnixa Visenskoho ot svjatyja afonskia hory
v napominani¢ vsix pravoslavnyx xristian...v Maloj Rossii v koroni polskoj Zitelstvuju-
im. . .” (7.2~6). (Here and elsewhere in this study, Vy3ens’kyj’s writings are cited according
to I. P, Jer’omin’s 1955 edition [pp. 7-220). In all references to this publication, the first
numeral indicates the page, while the second number gives the line.) The term “Little Rus’,”
which first occurs in Byzantine terminology around 1300, was linked to the metropolitan see of
“Kiev, Haly¢ and all Rus’ ” that had been established for the Orthodox Church in Ukraine and
Belorussia under the jurisdiction of the patriarch of Constantinople, The title was used in con-
tradistinction to the term “Great Rus’,” which designated the metropolitinate of “Moscow and
all Rus’,” that is, the autocephalous Russian Church which emerged as a consequence of
Constantinople’s temporary acceptance of union with Rome in 1439. However, in the complex
situation which developed after the Union of Lublin in 1569, with its resulting political separa-
tion of Ukrainians and Belorussians, and the Synod of Brest in 1596—when the majority of
Orthodox bishops agreed to a union with Rome and the Uniates were recognized as the only
legal Ruthenian Church—it appears that VySens’kyj’s use of the designation Malaja Rossija, in
contrast with the term Velikaja Rossija (192.4—16), refers not to a specific geopolitical entity
or ecclesiastic jurisdiction but to all Orthodox faithful in the “Polish Kingdom” (Korona Pol-
skaja) who affirmed their allegiance to the spiritual and cultural heritage of Rus’. See F. Sysyn,
Between Poland and the Ukraine. The Dilemma of Adam Kysil, 1600~1653 (Cambridge,
Mass., 1985), pp. 26 —29 and (for the relevant bibliography) pp. 248 -50.

4 Cf. the title to chapter 4 of the KnyZka: “Tobi, v zemli zovemoj polskoj, meskajudomu
vsjakoho v*’zrasta, stanu i preloZenstva narodu ruskomu litovskomu i ljadskomu, v rozdilenyx
sektax i virax rozmaityx, sej hlas v slux da dostiZe” (45.2--5).

5 Ladner, The Idea of Reform, p. 4.

6 Note the opening words to the introduction of the Kny?ka: “Posylaju vam terminu o 1%,
kotoraja nad istinnoju u vasej zemli carstvuet, i boh ot vsix storon i astij xristianstva xulitsja
duxi Z lukavii podnebesnii (k nim Ze bran’, po Pavlu) v xristijanstvi nafem vladfjut, otnjudu Ze
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exemplary Christian way and only true agent of restoration and salvation
for Christian society at large. As shall be shown below, a peculiar interpre-
tation of St. John Chrysostom’s idea of Christian reform in general, and of
monasticism in particular, played a vital role in his quest for a fair measure
of perfection in the world.”

There is little doubt that the conception of reform Vysens’kyj expounded
in his writings aimed to rely exclusively on the authority of the church
fathers and the dogmatic teachings of Orthodoxy. Nor is there any question
that his affirmation of the contemplative life as a vehicle for the Christian
idea of reform depended on a tradition of monastic piety and method of
theologizing which VySens’kyj understood not in the specific context of
fourteenth-century debates regarding a practice of devotion and prayer that
became known as “hesychasm”® but as an indissoluble part of a continuous
sacred heritage, that is, an essential component of Orthodox doctrine that
could not be rejected or altered.” The basic parameters of Vy3ens’kyj’s
reformist ideology can thus be properly evaluated only if his allegedly
“hesychast orientation”!? is linked not to a specific mystical trend or reli-
gious controversy of the late Byzantine age!l but rather to a tradition of

za nevirie i besplodie nale popu$Ceni esmo v zapustinie z na¥eju prav’’slavnoju viroju”
(7.12-16). On the importance of the initial lines of the introduction—in particular, the refer-
ence to St. Paul (Eph. 6.12)—for the semantic structure of the entire work, see H. Goldblatt,
“Godlike ‘Simplicity’ versus Diabolic ‘Craftiness’: On the Significance of Ivan Vyshens’kyi’s
‘Apology for the Slavic Language,”” in Living Record: Essays in Memory of Constantine Bida,
ed. I. Makaryk (Ottawa, 1992), pp. 3-22.

7 The possible dependence of Vy3ens’kyj’s thought on the writings or authority of John
Chrysostom, as well as any typological correspondences between them, has been treated to date
only in the most perfunctory way. See, for example, D. S. Nalivajko, “Ukrajins’ke literaturne
barokko v jevropejs’komu konteksti,” in Ukrajins’ke literaturne barokko, ed. O. V. My$any¢
(Kiev, 1987), pp. 58-59.

8  See J. Meyendorff, “Is ‘Hesychasm’ the Right Word? Remarks on Religious Ideology in the
Fourteenth Century,” Harvard Ukrainian Studies 7 (1983): 447-56.

9 On the mystical traditions of Byzantine Orthodoxy, their role in shaping hesychast theology
of the fourteenth century, and the significance of the hesychast movement among the Orthodox
Slavs, see in particular M. Iovine, “The History and the Historiography of the Second South
Slavic Influence,” (Ph.D. diss., Yale University, 1977), pp. 93—107; H. Goldblatt, Orthogra-
phy and Orthodoxy. Constantine Kostenecki's Treatise on the Letters, Studia Historica et Phi-
lologica, 16 (Florence, 1987), pp. 3—39.

10 The precise connection between hesychast doctrine and literary practice among the Ortho-
dox Slavs continues to engender serious discussion, if not outright controversy; see, most
recently, M. Hébert, “Hesychasm, Word Weaving, and Slavic Hagiography: The Literary
School of Patriarch Euthymius,” 2 vols. (Ph.D. diss., Brown University, 1992).

11 See Ju. V. Pelefenko, “DeXo pro tradyciji u tvorCosti Ivana Vy3ens’koho,” in Ukrajins’ ke
literaturne barokko, ed. O. V. MySany¢ (Kiev, 1987), pp. 131-43; G. Grabowicz, “The Ques-
tion of Authority in Ivan VySens’kyj: A Dialectics of Absence,” Harvard Ukrainian Studies
12/13 (1988/1989): 782—83. Although commentators long have adduced both external and
internal evidence to prove Vy3ens’kyj’s hesychast credentials, the detailed study of his relation-
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spirituality whose origins could be traced back to the very establishment of
Christian monasticism in the fourth century!? and whose techniques—as
well as the theological speculation linked with its practice—the authorities
of Orthodox Christendom continuously had considered vital in the struggle
against diabolical cunning!® and in the concomitant ascent toward that
vision of God which was the true contemplation. !4

Nonetheless—and notwithstanding specific references in his writings to
such defenders of Eastern Christian spirituality as Basil the Great, John
Chrysostom, Dionysius the Pseudo-Areopagite, Isaac the Syrian, John
Climacus, Symeon the New Theologian, and Gregory of Sinai!’>—it would
be a mistake to evaluate the structures of VySens’kyj’s thought solely in
terms of the direct impact exerted by the particular teachings of the church
fathers.16 Indeed, rather than seeking out occasional evidence of specific
patristic sources for his mode of thinking, it seems more appropriate,
instead, to elucidate a set of formal coincidences, that is, to give primary
attention to a study of literary types. Such an emphasis on the typological
correspondences between the writings of the church fathers and
Vysens’kyj’s oeuvre in no way aims to suggest that the reformist ideology
elaborated in the age of the fathers did not provide the foundation for all

ship to hesychasm remains a desideratum; see H. Goldblatt, “Isixasts’ka ideolohija u tvorfosti
Ivana VySens'koho,” Filosofs’ka i sociolohitna dumka (forthcoming). On the history and
significance of the hesychast movement in the Ruthenian lands—in particular the role played
by Jov Knjahynyc’kyj—see S. Senyk, “L’Hésychasme dans le monachisme ukrainien,”
Irénikon 62 (1989): 172—-212. It is noteworthy that hesychast devotional practices and doctrine
appear to have left their mark not only on the defenders of the Ruthenian Orthodox heritage but
on such fervent supporters of the Uniate cause as Josaphat Kuncevy®; see S. Senyk, “The
Sources of the Spirituality of St. Josaphat Kuncevych,” Orientalia Christiana Periodica 51
(1985):425- 36.

12 As John Meyendorff (“Is ‘Hesychasm’ the Right Word?,” pp. 447—~48) has noted, “Since
the fourth century, the term ficvy{o. was used to designate the contemplative monastic way of
life. According to Evagrius Ponticus, ‘quietude’ (jovyia) is ‘the joy of the true monk’ and
implies ‘life in the desert.’ St. Gregory of Nyssa speaks of ‘hesychasts’ (fjovyactol) who ‘iso-
late themselves for forty years from human society.””

13 On the monastic notion of self-perfection as a constant battle against the devil, see
T. Spidiik, La Spiritualita dell’ oriente cristiano (Rome, 1985), pp. 201 ~29; G. Maloney, Rus-
sian Hesychasm. The Spirituality of Nil Sorskij, Slavistic Printings and Reprintings, 269 (The
Hague and Paris, 1973), pp. 73-78; J. B. Russell, Satan. The Early Christian Tradition (Ithaca
and London, 1981), esp. pp. 149 —85; Goldblatt, “Godlike ‘Simplicity’ versus Diabolic ‘Crafti-
ness.””

14 Goldblatt, Orthography and Orthodoxy, pp. 3-4.

15 These are the spiritual authorities cited by VySens’kyj in the Pozorise myslennoe (“Spiri-
tual Spectacle”), his last extant work and the object of special concern for the present study.

16 It is important to distinguish here between the question of direct influence and the possible
relevance of the “classical” auctores and auctoritates of Orthodox Christendom as components
of a literary canon that may have provided Vy$ens’kyj with a stockroom of exegetical schemes,
conceptual clichés, and thematic-stylistic commonplaces.
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subsequent attempts to reach perfection for the entire Christianitas, not only
through the early and later Middle Ages, but through the Renaissance, the
Protestant and Catholic Reformations, and beyond. As Ladner has pointed
out, although “the history of man can be seen as a sequence of new
beginnings, . . .it is not surprising that early Christendom should have
impressed its own character on the universal idea of renewal and that
specific Christian expressions of it should have had an appreciable influence
on subsequent developments in civilization ever since.”!”

Nor should VySens’kyj’s steadfast allegiance to the tradition of Ortho-
dox spirituality and the church fathers lead us to conclude that he was
merely a retrograde “apologist for ignorance,”18 spiritually distant from and
totally at variance with the mainstream of Ruthenian cultural trends, and
that his writings remained essentially unaffected by the distinctive charac-
teristics of Reformation and Counter-Reformation models and patterns of
thought. In the first place, as Sister Sophia Senyk recently has reminded us,
it is incorrect to suggest that the houses and communities of Mt. Athos,
where VySens’kyj spent most of his adult life, stood in isolation from the
confessional and intellectual controversies that were taking place in the
Ruthenian lands of the period.!? We should also remember that, even after
he had embraced the contemplative life on Mt. Athos, VySens’kyj contin-
ued to follow closely events in the Ruthenian lands. All his extant writings,
though mostly written on the “holy mountain,” were produced in conscious
response to a particular crisis or perceived ordeal in the Ruthenian lands.
We should not forget, moreover, that it was Vy3ens’'kyj who—owing to his
reputation for erudition among the Athonite monks—was entrusted with the
difficult task of responding to the frontal assault launched against the
Ruthenian Orthodox cultural heritage by Piotr Skarga in his polemical
treatise, On the Administration and Unity of God's Church under One
Shepherd, which had been reissued in Cracow in 1590.20

17 Ladner, The Idea of Reform, p. 1.

18 The formula “apologiste de 1’ignorance” was first introduced in reference to Vysens’kyj by
Antoine Martel (La langue polonaise dans les pays Ruthénes: Ukraine et Russie blanche,
1569-1667, Travaux et mémoires de 'université de Lille, n.s., Droit et lettres, 20 [Lille,
1938], pp. 259~66). Cf. G. Grabowicz, Toward a History of Ukrainian Literature (Cam-
bridge, Mass., 1981), pp. 37~38.

19 Senyk, “L’Hésychasme dans le monachisme ukrainien.”

20 See Eremin, Ivan Vienskij, pp. 316—20. Piotr Skarga’s O rzqdzie i jednosci Kosciota
Bozego pod jednym Pasterzem i o greckim od tej jednoSci odstqpieniu, the revised version of a
treatise which first appeared in print in Vilnius in 1577 (O jedno$ci Kosciota Bozego. . .), was
dedicated to the newly crowned King Sigismund III Vasa (1587-1632). Scholars generally
accept the view that VySens’kyj’s Kratoslovnyi otvit Feodula and Zacapka mudraho latynika z
hiupym rusinom were written in direct response to the 1590 edition of Skarga’s treatise. On the
impact (both direct and indirect) of Skarga’s writings on VySens’kyj, see Tretiak, Piotr Skarga,
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In the second place, we should not underestimate the possibility that the
structures of VySens’kyj’s thought may have been conditioned by the
influences and counter-influences that marked late sixteenth- and early
seventeenth-century Ruthenian culture. More specifically, there are cogent
reasons to believe that his oeuvre, which many scholars continue to see as
the expression of an eminently “medieval” mode of literary consciousness
and a total rejection of the “new learning” that ostensibly characterized
intellectual life in the Ruthenian lands of the period, may indeed reflect
ideas emanating from the Protestant Reformation?! as well as certain princi-
ples spread and enunciated by the Catholic Counter-Reformation.?? There is
no question that the well-entrenched historiographic vision which informs
us that the writings of Ivan Vy3ens’kyj, the patriotic defender of Orthodox
spirituality, never betray the influence of the “tools” employed by his
Protestant—and especially Catholic—adversaries is in need of wholesale
revision.??

Vysens’kyj’s cultural legacy, therefore, must be investigated not only in
light of the Orthodox Slavic heritage that helped shape his ideology, but
also against the backdrop of Ruthenia’s direct exposure to, and involvement
in, the cultural life of the multinational Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth.
Consequently, any examination of those aspects of his thought that appear
to rely on the spiritual tradition of Orthodoxy can neither disregard the
complex matrix of ideas characteristic of the confessional and ideological
conflict between the Reformation and the Counter-Reformation nor ignore
those aspects of humanist scholarship that played a fundamental role in the
doctrinal disputes between the Protestant and Catholic Reformations. These
considerations thus not only apply to VySens’kyj’s eschatology, with its
overwhelming vision of persecution and general apostasy, his search for
self-perfection, with its requirement for the solitude of the desert, and his
exaltation of the primitive church and apostolic poverty, with its negation of
the existing social order. They also refer to the issues of “sacred

pp. 233-87; Eremin, Ivan Visenskij, pp. 295-96, 316—25. For Skarga’s arguments against the
“Slavic language” (“iezyk Slowieriski”), see part 3, section 5 of the work, as published in
P. Gil'tebrandt, Pamjatniki polemiceskoj literatury v zapadnoj Rusi, vol. 2 (=Russkaja
istorideskaja biblioteka, 7) (St. Petersburg, 1882), cols. 482 88, esp. cols. 485-87.

21 See Franko, Ivan Vysens'kyj, pp. 7-8, 323—24; M. HruSevs'kyj, Istorija Ukrajiny-Rusy,
10 vols. (reprinted New York, 1954-57), 6:399-421; V. N. Peretc, “Ivan Vy3enskij i
pol’skaja literatura XVI veka. Issledovanija i materialy po istorii starinnoj ukrainskoj literatury
XVI-XVII vekov, 1,” Sbornik Otdelenija russkogo jazyka i slovesnosti 101, no. 2
(1926): 15-47; Seviuk, Ivan Vylens’ kyj, pp. 6-8.

22 Peretc, “Ivan Vy3enskij i pol’skaja literatura,” pp. 24-30, 34-42.

23 See H. Goldblatt, “On the Language Beliefs of Ivan Vylens’kyj and the Counter-
Reformation,” Harvard Ukrainian Studies 15 (1991):7-34.
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philology”?* (i.e., concern with the reliability of the authoritative texts of
Christendom) and church order (in particular, the thetical doctrine of a
hierarchical church granting a special role to the clergy and viewing the
episcopacy as the full exercise of the priesthood), themes which are essen-
tial components of the reformist ideology expressed by Protestants, Catho-
lics, and Orthodox polemicists alike in the sixteenth and early seventeenth
centuries and which are also of paramount importance for the present study.

*
* %

In 1614 the Lviv Confraternity published a volume—traditionally referred
to with the abbreviated title Book on the Priesthood®—which offered to
Ruthenian readers a Slavic version of John Chrysostom’s most celebrated
work, On the Priesthood.?® Yet, as indicated in the title to the Slavic text,
the volume contained not only a translation of Chrysostom’s treatise on the
priesthood, in six books,?” but also other writings “necessary for the general
benefit of readers.”?® These included not only information on the saint’s
life, by such “authorities” as Socrates Scholasticus, Theodoret, bishop of

% P, Kristeller, “Paganism and Christianity,” in his Renaissance Thought. The Classic, Scho-
lastic, and Humanist Strains (New York, 1961), p. 79. See D. Frick, Sacred Philology in the
Reformation and the Counter-Reformation, University of California Publications in Modem
Philology, 123 (Berkeley, 1989), esp. pp. 1-11.

25 “Iye v svjatyx otca naseho Ioanna Zlatoustaho, arxiepiskopa Konstantinupolja. Kniha o
svjaifen’’stvi. . .. V Lvovi. Z drukarni bratskoj Stavropihia v obiteli svjatoho Onufria trudom
iZe kinoviatov, ieromonaxa Pafnutia i pro¢ix, roku 1614 (fol. 17). (Hereafter the Kniha o
svjascen’’ stvi is cited as KS.) For a description of the book’s contents, see Ja. Zapasko and Ja.
Isajevy&, Pam’jatky knyZkovoho mystectva. Kataloh starodrukiv, vydanyx, na Ukrajini, Knyha
persa (1574-1700) (Lviv, 1981), pp. 97-98. A copy of KS is located in the Thomas Fisher
Rare Book Library of the University of Toronto (Millennium Ukrainian Collection, no. 1). For
a plate of the title page, essentials of the title, and the marginalia in the Toronto copy, see
E. Kasinec and B. Struminskyj, The Millennium Collection of Old Ukrainian Books at the
University of Toronto Library. A Catalogue (Toronto, 1984), pp. 1-2. I wish to acknowledge
my gratitude to the Thomas Fisher Rare Book Library for allowing me access to the volume.

26 De sacerdotio (PG XLVIII, 623-92). This work was written around A.D. 382, that is, dur-
ing the saint’s deaconate and before his ordination as priest in A.D. 386. As Ladner notes, the six
books of On the Priesthood “strike the key note of [Chrysostom’s] life as a great priestly orator
and preacher in Antioch and as a reforming Patriarch of Constantinople” (The Idea of Reform,
p. 126).

27 “Iz¢ v svjatyx otca naSeho Ioanna arxiepiskopa Konstantina hrada Zlatoustaho, v
uvahajui¢im eZe biZati Svja¥cen’’stva otviiatelno. O svja¥ten’’stvi” (XS, pp. 1-210).

28 “K nej %e v'kratci s’’brannoe Zitie svjatoho i profaja nuZdnaa v ob¥uju polzu
protitatelem, . . .” (KS, fol. I). It appears that the Book on the Priesthood is not based on an
existing Greek collection but represents independent selections from collections containing
Chrysostom’s works and “authorities” on his life. As regards possible sources for the volume,
it goes without saying that one should examine not only the Greek and Slavic manuscript tradi-
tions, but also the printed editions produced in the West by humanists or humanistically trained
theologians.
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Cyrrhus, Hermias Sozomenus, Patriarch George of Alexandria, Photius, and
Suidas,?® as well as Isidorus of Pelusium,’® but also a set of thirty “ec-
logues” dealing with the “attributes of the priesthood” which were drawn
from Chrysostom’s homilies on St. Paul’s epistles.’! In addition, strategi-
cally interspersed throughout the volume were vir$i composed by such
important cultural figures of the time as Havrylo Dorofijovy¢ and Pamvo
Berynda.*?

Shortly thereafter, in 1615 or 1616, Ivan Vy3ens’kyj wrote and sent from
Mt. Athos to Rus’ his Spiritual Spectacle.3® Written with a particular audi-
ence in mind—that is, as he put it, “for the monastic order, lest it be fettered
by the deception of this useless world”3*—and in deliberate response to the
Book on the Priesthood published by the Lviv Confraternity, the Spiritual
Spectacle—which has come down to us by a single thread of tradition®>—is
Vysens’kyj’s last extant work.

As the Athonite monk himself pointed out, he did not find fault with the
entire volume. To the contrary, he felt it necessary to praise the diligence of
those who had brought forth the book, for through their translation of On

2 “Tze v svjatyx otca naseho Ioanna Zlatoustaho, arxiepiskopa Konstantinupolja, ot Sokrata
Sxoljastika, Theodorita, episkopa Kurskaho hrada, Eremia Sozomena, Heorhia arxiepiskopa
Aleksandrijskaho, Fotia, i Sunidy, v’kratci s”’brannoe Zitie” (KS, fols. 5—25Y). One should
note that there is no reference here to the apologetic dialogue of Palladius, bishop of Helenopo-
lis and a trusted friend of Chrysostom, which is our principal authority for the later history of
the saint (Palladii Dialogus, PG LXVII, 5-81).

30 “I¥e v svjatyx otca naseho, Isidora Pelusiota, K Palladion Diakonov: o eZe, kako dobra dila
xo¥tet, a¥le kto episkopstva ili svjaSCenstva Zelaet” (KS, fols. 26"-28"). “TohoZde k
Evstafiju” (KS, fols. 28"—29").

31 “Toho¥de iZe v svjatyx otca naseho Ioanna Zlatoustaho, arxiepiskopa Konstantinupolja, O
tix”’Zde, ix’Ze o Svja¥enstvi v’’spominaet, ot besid, pade Ze ot jaZe na poslania Pavla apo-
stola, jaZe sout SvjaSCenstvu prili¢na, v ob§¢uju pl’’zu Svjastenstvujustim izbrannyja Eklohi”
(KS, pp. 211-404).

32 See V. P. Kolosova and V. L. Krekoten’, Ukrajins’ka poezija (Kiev, 1978), pp. 388—90.

33 The opening words of the title read, as follows: “Spisanie, zovetsja pozorii¢e myslennoe,
sostaviennoe ot inoka. . .” (211.2-3). Cf. the initial words to the text: “Priidite, stecitesja na
sie mysl’'noe i slovesnoe pozori¥ée, a najbol¥ej predobrijfej inoeskij &in,—vas bo radi na
ostorohu pozorifCe sie slovesnoe sostavixom, da ne uvjaznet kto v prelesti seho bezpoliznoho
svitu. ..” (211.13-16). See fn. 72 below.

34 See fn. 33 above.

35 The work is found only in the nineteenth-century Uvarov manuscript (GIM, Collection of
A. S. Uvarov, no. 2009{632/486])), fols. 519°—536". For a discussion of this codex, which is of
Old Believer provenance and which contains three of VySens’kyj’s writings found nowhere
else, see Eremin, Ivan ViSenskij, pp. 272—80. One is tempted to conjecture that the location of
the text—placed immediately after an “incomplete” version of the so-called Poslanie k uteksim
ot pravoslavnoe viry episkopom (i.c., the initiators of the Brest Union), which has come down
to us as chapter 5 of the Kny?ka (fols. 439"—518¥)—is not accidental but reflects a conscious
desire to underscore the common ideological (i.e., antihierarchical and even anticlerical) thrust
in the two works; see fi. 54 below.
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the Priesthood they had sought to reveal to all who were ignorant of the
dignity inherent in the priesthood Chrysostom’s struggle on behalf of the
salvation of human souls.3¢ Instead, what VySens’kyj found false, slan-
derous, and even blasphemous were certain “additions” offered by the
translator “in the appendices to the commentary on the Apostle,” that is, in
the “eclogues” drawn from Chrysostom’s homilies devoted to the epistles of
St. Paul.

The object of Vysens’kyj’s frontal assault was the translation of part of
eclogue XIV, which is entitled: “By the same [St. John Chrysostom]. Praise
to the teachers, and how it is proper for them to persevere in everything for
the sake of God’s Word.”3” The fourteenth eclogue contains excerpts from
Chrysostom’s homily VI on First Corinthians (devoted to 1 Cor. 2.1-5) as
well as excerpts from his homily XII on First Corinthians (devoted to 1 Cor.
4.6-10). The special focus of his attention was a portion of the sixth homily
in which Chrysostom aimed to denounce the unbelief and acquisitive char-
acter of contemporary society in contradistinction to the age of the apostles.
In VyS$ens’kyj’s opinion, a textual portion located near the end of the
excerpt from the sixth homily had not been written by Chrysostom himself
but was, instead, a blasphemous addition of the translator which deserved
the strongest possible condemnation. I quote in English translation the
excerpt from Chrysostom’s homily VI in its entirety—as found in the Slavic
Book on the Priesthood—with the alleged “addition” of the translator in
italics:

From the Sixth Homily on the First Book to the Corinthians.
“For,” it is written, “let your light so shine before men, that they may see your good
works and give glory to your Father who is in heaven” [Mt. 5.16). “And they were
all of one heart and soul, and not a single one said that any of his belongings was his
own, but they had everything in common, and they made distribution to each as any
had need” [Acts 4.32, 35], and they lived an angelic life. And if this were done now,
we would convert the whole world, even without signs. But in the meanwhile, let
those who wish to be saved give heed to the Scriptures; for they will find there both
these noble actions and those which are greater than these. For the teachers them-
selves surpassed the deeds which are of the others, in hunger, in thirst, and naked-
ness. But we are desirous of enjoying much luxurious living, rest, and ease;

36 Le.,*“...podvih o spaseniju ljudskom. . .” (211.20—21); see fn. 120 below.

37 “TohoZde, Poxvala utitelem, i jako podobaet im vsja tr’’piti slova radi BoZa” (KS, pp.
227-31). The use in the title of the marked term #’’piti (cf. Greek, npooxaptepén, ‘be
devoted to, persevere in’) underscores the apostolic underpinnings of eclogue XIV and the cru-
cial connection between teaching and apostleship. See, in this regard, Acts 2.42: “And they
devoted themselves to the apostle’s teaching and fellowship [Ostroh Bible: ‘I bjaxuZe tr’’pjas¢e
v oudenii apostol, i v ob¥enii’], to the breaking of bread and the prayers” (cf. Eph. 6.18).
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however, it is not so for them who cried aloud: “Even to the present hour, we hunger
and thirst, we are naked and are buffeted, and we are unsettled” [1 Cor. 4.11]. For
some ran from Jerusalem as far as Illyricum [Rom. 15.19]; and one ran to India,
while another to Mauretania, and still another to other parts of the world. But we
dare not depart even from our own country, but seek out luxury, a resplendent
house, and all other abundance. For which of us has suffered from hunger for the
sake of God’s word? Who has ever wandered in the desert? Who has ever set out on
distant journeys? Which of our teachers lived by the labor of his hands to take care
of others? Who endured death daily? Consequently, therefore, those who are with us
are most slothful. For if one were to see soldiers and generals struggling with
hunger, thirst, death, and with all dreadful things, while enduring cold, misfortunes,
and all things like lions, and thus accomplishing everything successfully; and then
afterwards having made an end of that discipline and having become softened, and
having a preference for money and turning one’s mind to business affairs and deal-
ings, and defeated by their enemies, it would be the utmost folly to seek out the
cause of all these things. Now let us be concerned with this in regard both to our-
selves and to our ancestors; for we too have become weaker than all, and have
become bound to the present life. And whoever is found having a trace of the ancient
wisdom, then he, having left the cities and the market-places, and ceasing to live
with people and to regulate the mores of others, reaches the mountains. And if one
asks him about the reason for his separation from the world, he will invent a pretext
without excuse. “For,” he says, “lest [ perish or lose the edge to the virtue in me, [
shall jump aside.” And how much better would it be for you to become less keen and
to gain over others than to remain on high in the mountains and despise your per-
ishing brethren? When, however, some show no regard for virtue, while those who
care about it are far from our forces, then how will we battle against our enemies
and subdue them.?

It was VySens’kyj’s contention that, by adding these lines near the end of
the excerpt from homily VI, the translator deliberately had distorted the
thought and intent of Chrysostom’s “commentary” on St. Paul. In his opin-
ion, it was blasphemous to suggest that John Chrysostom, who had cleansed
himself and purified himself in wisdom, through tranquillity and in separa-
tion from men, would have reproached the monks for going into the wilder-
ness or rebuked them for seeking to isolate themselves from the temptations
of life in the world. Such a reading of homily VI contradicted the true
significance of Chrysostom’s overall legacy by suggesting that the monks
were not to follow the model established by the saint himself. The Athonite
monk thus rejected as categorically false the proposition that Chrysostom
cared more for the inhabitants of the cities than for the practitioners of the

38 “Ot poslania k Korinthom 1, Nravoudenie 6” (KS, pp. 227 —29). The Greek text is found in
PG LXI, 52—54. For the facing Slavic and Greek versions, see Eremin, Ivan Visenskij, pp.
327-28.
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contemplative life who had left the world in search of salvation.

In attempting to demonstrate the falsity of the version of eclogue XIV
offered by the Lviv Brotherhood, Vysens’kyj does not seem to have relied
on the Greek text of the work. If we compare the Slavic text of the eclogue
in question with that of extant Greek testimonies, one can only conclude
that the Slavic translation does not contain an “addition” but rather appears
to represent a faithful translation of the Greek text of homily VL.?® Indeed,
what is especially noteworthy is that the Athonite monk’s commentary on
the “true reading” of the Slavic version of the homily does not seem to
depend on “philological” criteria of any kind.*’ Specifically, it does not
appear to have involved any consideration for the mechanisms of textual
transmission or a comparison of various textual witnesses in Greek or
Slavic.*!

Instead, in order to demonstrate the calumny of the translator’s inten-
tional distortion, VySens’kyj employed a somewhat different approach.4?
First, he aimed to reveal Chrysostom’s “true and proper intention” by
briefly presenting the main topics of the entire homily and offering
Chrysostom’s own ascetic life as a model for the monks. Second, he sought
to expose the falsity of the translator’s version by stressing the parallel
between Chrysostom’s “true doctrine” and the writings of other “saintly
men” and apologists of the monastic life, such as Dionysius the Pseudo-
Areopagite, Basil the Great, John Climacus, Isaac the Syrian, Symeon the
New Theologian, and Gregory of Sinai.

3% On the basis of his comparison of the Slavic and Greek texts, Eremin noted that “not only
the first lines of the ‘eclogue’ but also the final lines, in particular those that troubled
Vysens’kyj, find their parallel in the Greek text and are translated into the Slavic language
completely accurately” (fvan Visenskij, p. 328). Although the Slavic version betrays some
minor deviations from the Greek text, I essentially agree with Eremin’s observations. On the
other hand, one cannot entirely exclude the possibility that Vy3ens’kyj had access to a quite
different version of the text of homily VI.

40 Ivan Franko observed “that Vy$ens’kyj, in attempting to prove that the text of John
Chrysostom had been falsified in the Rus’ian translation of 1614, does not do this as we would
now, that is, he does not compare the Rus’ian text with the Greek” (Ivan VySens'kyj, p. 176).
Franko goes on to conclude that “either this means that VySens’kyj did not know Greek and
could not offer a comparison of the texts, or that he did not have available the Greek text of
John Chrysostom, or that philological proof was altogether alien to his theological mode of
thinking. . . ” (ibid., pp. 176-77).

41 The idea that VySens’kyj offers a decidedly “non-philological” solution for eclogue XIV
does not necessarily mean either that he did not understand the diverse attitudes toward the
techniques of “sacred philology” held by his adversaries or that he was not familiar with the
basic vocabulary for applying those techniques current in the Polish-Lithuanian Com-
monwealth.

42 Cf. Franko, Ivan Vyens’kyj, p. 176; Voznjak, Istorija ukrajins’ koji literatury, 2: 165.
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In seeking to counter the calumny and blasphemy directed against the
“theology of Chrysostom,” the Athonite monk makes the following three
points:

(1) It was Chrysostom himself, in homily VI, who stated that there could
be no rank of priest, leader, or pastor (i.e., those who are obliged to work
for the salvation of others) until illumination, perfection, and spiritual wis-
dom had been achieved.*® In other words, only after a person is
“dispassioned”—that is, “purified” through separation from this world—and
occupied in mind and heart with the continual presence of God, can he
begin to deal with the ideal of the apostolate. One should note, in this
regard, that, in the excerpt from homily VI found in eclogue XIV, Chrysos-
tom stresses the fact that the apostles were able to convert the whole world,
and achieve salvation for it, “by their angelic mode of life.”** More
specifically, as apostolic teachers they surpassed the deeds of others “by liv-
ing in hunger, in thirst, and nakedness,” that is, by relieving themselves of
the material goods of this world and by virtue of their ascetic quest for per-
fection.*> No less important was the way of life of Chrysostom himself.
Vysens’kyj reminds his readers that, instructed by God, “Chrysostom
endured hunger, left the priesthood and went from the turbulence of the city
into a cave, still being unwhole. And when he had achieved a victory over
the passions, he returned to his people” (212.16~19).46 We should not for-
get that at the time he was writing the treatise On the Priesthood Chrysos-
tom “dreaded the possibility of becoming an unworthy priest.”*’ In his
view, “undefiled purity,” “unworldliness,” and “holiness” were all funda-
mental requisites for the sacerdotal office, as we read in book VI of the
treatise, where, in response to a question from his friend Basil—On the
Priesthood is composed in the form of a Platonic dialogue—Chrysostom

43 “pervo izrek Zlatousty, i¥’ svjas¢ennikom, vo¥dem i nastavnikom mnohix byti ne moZet,
kto prosvii¢enenija i soverSenija s mudrostiju slovisnoju (vidati, jak koho spasati razli¢no) ne
dostihnit” (212.9).

4« {Z¥tiem ¥ivjaxu anhel’skim” (KS, p. 227). For the “angelic life” of the monks, as well
as the comparison between priest and angel, see Ladner, The Idea of Reform, p. 125, fns.
51-52; L. Meyer, Saint Jean Chrysostome, maitre de perfection chrétienne (Paris, 1933), pp.
192-206.

45 Tt is noteworthy that in the lines from homily VI immediately prior to the excerpt presented
in eclogue XIV, Chrysostom explains the reason for the disjunction between the age of the
apostles and “this present life”: “Why then do not all believe now? Because things have degen-
erated: and for this we are to blame. . . . For surely not even then did they trust to signs alone,
but by the mode of life as well [&AAd xoi drd 1o Plov] many of the converts were attracted”
(italics mine) (Epist. I ad Corinthios, homil. V1, 8, PG LXI, 52).

4 Cf. Palladii Dialogus 5, PG XLVII, 17.

47 Ladner, The Idea of Reform, p. 127, fn. 54.
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rejects the notion that one should set over the administration of the Church
those who move in society and are careful of the concerns of this world.*8

It is perhaps not surprising that VySens’kyj—whose “hesychast creden-
tials” have been stressed by many critics**—almost immediately identifies
Chrysostom’s “true and proper intention” with the doctrine of Dionysius the
Pseudo-Areopagite:3?

According to Dionysius the Areopagite, and the spiritual indications of ascesis in the
Church, the first step to illumination is purification. From purification one proceeds
to illumination; from illumination one enters the perfect and most supernal glory.
The basis of purification is monasticism, and that is withdrawal from the world,
flight from the world and separation from people, the mountain, the cave, struggle
with fasting to clothe the old man in the new man (after victory over the passions),
which is Christ (212.9-15).

What counts for VySens'kyj in the Dionysian schema of hierarchical
division and triadic structures®'—especially insofar as the orders and func-
tions of the ecclesiastical ranks are concerned—is the spiritualized interpre-
tation of the three hierarchical activities of purification, illumination, and
perfection as the final three steps in the mystical ascent toward union with
God and ultimate salvation.’? As shall become evident below, he might

48 De sacerdotio, V1, 8, PG XLVIII, 656.

49 See fn. 11 above.

50 The Pseudo-Dionysian corpus, which was first translated from Greek into the Slavic
language by the monk Isaiah of Serres in 1371 on Mt. Athos, was extremely popular among the
hesychasts, from the Balkan territory to the East Slavic lands. See H. Goltz, “Studien und Texte
zur slavischen Kirchenvitertradition. Zur Tradition des Corpus areopagiticum slavicum,” Diss.
Halle (Saale, 1979); G. M. Proxorov, “Korpus so€inenij s imenem Dionisija Areopagita v drev-
nerusskoj literature (Problemy i zadafi izudenija),” Trudy Otdela drevnerusskoj literatury 31
(1976):351-61; idem, “Korpus socinenij Dionisija Areopagita,” in Slovar’ kniinikov i
kniZnosti drevnej Rusi, vol. 2, Vtoraja polovina XIV-XVI v., ed. D. S. Lixaev (Leningrad,
1988), pt. 1, pp. 491-93.

51 In the Dionysian system, the function of perfection (or union) relates to the first term, that
of illumination to the second, and the function of purification pertains to the third. Thus, in the
ecclesiastical hierarchy, among the three orders of hierarchs, priests, and deacons, only the
leader (or “hierarch™) participates preeminently in all three hierarchical activities of
purification, illumination, and perfection. As regards the three orders of the ecclesiastical
hierarchy, Paul Rorem has pointed out that “in accordance with this principle of hierarchical
mediation, a superior order possesses all the power of a subordinate one, whether in the human
or celestial sphere. The two lower clerical offices and all the lay orders, as well as all of their
liturgical activities, depend fully upon the hierarch, who participates preeminently in the three
hierarchical activities of purification, illumination, and perfection” (Biblical and Liturgical
Symbols within the Pseudo-Dionysian Synthesis [Toronto, 1984], p. 31). On the twofold
universe (i.e., angelic and human) of Pseudo-Dionysius, see R. Roques, L’univers dionysien:
Structure hiérarchique du monde selon le Pseudo-Denys (Paris, 1954).

52 In his illuminating discussion of the extent to which the mystical speculation of Pseudo-
Dionysius shaped the evolution of both Orthodox doctrine—through such movements as the
hesychasm of the fourteenth century—and Western theology, Jaroslav Pelikan has written:
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have cared little for the Dionysian parallelism between the celestial and
ecclesiastical hierarchies, or Pseudo-Dionysius’s glorification of those who
sanctify (i.e., the clergy) at the expense of those who are to be sanctified
(i.e., the monastic rank).’3 Indeed, what may have interested him far more
was the legitimacy of ecclesiastical functions performed by a priest not con-
secrated by the Holy Spirit and therefore not in a state of grace.>* In Epistle
8—entitled To the monk Demophilus. Concerning one’s proper work, and
kindness—which provides a justification for the tripartite nature of the
hierarchic order and deals with the problem of justice,’5 Pseudo-Dionysius
addresses the question of “impious priests or those convicted of some other
unseemliness.”% His response is clear and direct:

If then the rank of priests is that most able to pass on illumination, he who does not
bestow illumination is thereby excluded from the priestly order and from the power
reserved to the priesthood. . . . He dares to be like Christ and to utter over the divine
symbols not anything that I would call prayers but, rather, unholy blasphemies. This

“The point at which the dogmas of orthodoxy and the tenets of mysticism intersected most
significantly was the definition of salvation as deification. . .. This Greek Christian definition
provided Dionysius with a point of contact to which he could attach his doctriné of mystical
union with God. It was the purpose of a hierarchy, whether celestial or ecclesiastical, to
achieve, ‘as much as attainable, assimilation to God and union with him’ [CH 3.2 (PG III,
165)]. This definition was amplified elsewhere: ‘Reasonable salvation. . .cannot occur other-
wise than by the deification of those who are saved’ [EH 1.3 (PG III, 373)]. ... Such state-
ments as these suggest, perhaps more in their connotations than in their denotations, that the
definition of salvation as deification had undergone a change by being identified with the goal
awaiting the true mystic at the end of the three steps of purification, illumination, and union”
(The Emergence of the Catholic Tradition [100~600] [Chicago, 1971], pp. 344 -45).

53 See Ladner, The Idea of Reform, pp. 348 - 50; Rorem, Biblical and Liturgical Symbols, pp.
31-39.

54 This is, of course, one of the central concerns in the opening section of chapter 5 of the
KnyZka, that is, the celebrated epistle addressed to the “bishops who have forsaken the faith” by
embracing the Union of Brest. Here, too, VySens’kyj relies on Pseudo-Dionysius to underscore
the point that priests who have not been consecrated in a legitimate manner cannot fathom the
mysteries of the faith: . . . o om Deonisij Areopahit dostatotne pise, znati dajudi, jak ne dosyt
na tom, esli by i tye pjat’ stepenij, voslid Boha izSed§ie, kotoryx vy$8e pomenil esm, ispolnil, a
svy§e ot duxa svjatoho sja ne posvjatil, istinnym zakonnym svjai¢ennikom i znatelem
dostatoénym tajnstva viry byti ne moZet. . . . TaZe i porjadok Deonisij Areopahit opisal. Po tom
pjatom stopnju to est kone¢noj ni¥eti, xotja¥¢omu svja¥lenstvo postihnuti i tajnstvo viri
razumiti inalej,—rede,—ne mo¥¢no, tolko preide podobaet emu sja oflistiti; olistiviiZsja,
prosvititisja:  prosvitiviiZsja soverSitisja,—o &om Citaj Deonisia Areopahita. ‘O
svja§ennonadalii’ i uzrisi, iZ pravdu movlju” (52.16-28). On the links between chapter 5 and
the Pozoris¢e myslennoe, see fn. 35 above.

55 See R. Hathaway, Hierarachy and the Definition of Order in the Letters of Pseudo-
Dionysius (The Hague, 1969).

56 PG III, 1084—1100.
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is no priest. He is an enemy, deceitful, self-deluded, a wolf in sheep’s clothing [Mt.
7.15] ready to attack the people of God.”’

As Father John Meyendorff has noted, “In the neo-platonic tradition going
back to Origen and reinterpreted in the peculiar system of Pseudo-
Dionysius, the hierarchy is described in terms of a personal state, not
ecclesiastical function, and the bishop is seen as a ‘deified and divine man’,
with the implication that the loss of personal holiness involves also the loss
of his hierarchical position.”8

(2) The path toward purification and the return to God can only take
place “in the mountains” away from the world, for did not Chrysostom
himself—as did Lot—feel the need “to flee from the worldly fire of Zoar in
order not to be burned by the fire of the sins of the flesh” (213.21-23)?%°
And did not the apostles become the light shining before men “by abiding
in the wilderness”?% In this regard, it is important to bear in mind the close

57 PG M1, 1092. The English translation is found in: Pseudo-Dionysius. The Complete Works,
trans. C. Luibheid (New York, 1987), pp. 274-75.

38 J. Meyendorff, Byzantium and the Rise of Russia. A Study of Byzantino-Russian Relations
in the Fourteenth Century (Cambridge, 1981), p. 108; cf. Roques, L’univers dionysien, pp.
98ff. Meyendorff’s reference to Pseudo-Dionysius is placed within the context of Eastern
Christian monasticism and the numerous examples of its opposition to episcopal and patriar-
chal institutions. In this regard, he cites Symeon the New Theologian—whose popularity
among Byzantine hesychasts was very great—who speaks of “ ‘true’ priests and bishops, mean-
ing charismatic leaders, and condemn[s] those who desire priesthood for material reasons, and
episcopacy as a source of wealth” (p. 108), and also refers to the Hagioretic Tome written by
Gregory Palamas as a “theological manifesto, quite independent of any statement of the hierar-
chy” (p. 109). (Cf. L. Clucas, “Eschatological Theory in Byzantine Hesychasm: A Parallel to
Joachim da Fiore,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift 70 [1977]: 324—46.) At the same time, we should
not forget that in the above-cited Epistie 8, Pseudo-Dionysius also stresses that the exalted state
of the monks is in no way inconsistent with the obligation to honor the clerical orders as their
superiors. Responding to a perceived threat to the hierarchy and order on the part of the monk
Demophilus, he asserts that the order of hierarchy parallels the angelic “class-ranks.” Each
illuminates the next in order: “Now hear what I have to say to you. It is not permitted that a
priest should be corrected by the deacons, who are your superiors, nor by the monks. . . . Even
if disorder and confusion should undermine the most divine ordinances and regulations, that
still gives no right, even on God’s behalf, to overturn the order which God himself has esta-
blished. God is not divided against himself. Otherwise, how could his kingdom stand [Mt.
12.251?” (PG II, 1088C; Pseudo-Dionysius, p. 272). This type of apology for hierarchy and
order could hardly have been supported by VySens’kyj.

59 Cf. Vysens’kyj’s plea for purification in his introduction to the Knyska: “Proto, molju vas,
spasajtesja obrazom Lota, izbih$a iz Sodomy vo Sihori—Sihor % est pokajanie i o¢iiCenie ot
hrixa [Gen. 19.1-38]—sicevym obrazom, jako tu poslidi o o&is¢enii cerkvi reklosja, najdete
(7.22-24). Lot’s flight from the appalling wickedness of Sodom was a commonplace in an
ascetic theology that sought to stress the necessity of detachment from the world in the ascent
toward God.

6 The excerpt from homily VI in eclogue XIV, which VySens’kyj cites in his text
(214.14—16), exposes the disjunction between the age of the apostles and “this present life”
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semantic link, often found in patristic usage, between the “mountains”6! and
the “desert,”%? both identified as wilderness regions favorable to union with
God, and as scenes of outstanding events and solitude, but often as places in
which the monks were liable to demonic temptations and the unending
assault of evil spirits. VySens’kyj’s insistence on “withdrawal from the
world,” “renunciation,” and “detachment” thus must be seen against the
backdrop of Christian ascetic thought and the understanding of the monk’s
vocation in terms of his struggle “in the desert” with the “prince of this
world.”®3

In stressing that the obligation of the true monk is to overtake the devil
“in his last refuge,” that is, to flee “into the mountains” lest he become “less
keen” and unable “to gain over others,” VySens’kyj makes reference to
Ephesians 6.12, where St. Paul asserts that we are to put on the whole armor
of God, for we are contending not merely “human forces but against the
world rulers of this present darkness, against the spiritual hosts of wicked-

ness in the heavenly places”:%*

And how can the person who has engaged in a military battle or struggle, or who has
not seen soldiers entering into battle, instruct others in the military skills and tech-
niques of that craft? But the conflict, which is more severe and cunning than all dis-
ciplines, is not against flesh and blood, but against the principalities, against the
world rulers of this present age, against the spiritual hosts evil in the heavenly
places. How can one who has become less keen and is totally ignorant of these
things instruct and gain over others who are equally lacking in understanding? What
gain will be seen on the part of one who has become less keen and is ignorant of the
longlasting struggle of the monk in the desert (216.16-23)?

with a number of rhetorical questions, including a reference to life “in the wilderness”: “Kto bo
hladom istaan est’ ot nas slova radi BoZija? Kto v pustyni byst’ skitajasja? Kto otSestvija
tvorjade daletajaja. . .” (KS, p. 228).

61  See, for example, John Chrysostom, In Matthaeum, homil. VII, 7 (PG LVII, 166), where it
is asserted that one need not “master the wilderness” (to 8pn xatoaAapfdvery) in order to be a
perfect Christian. See fn. 118 below.

62 n patristic usage, moreover, the term épnyio. often combines the notion of “solitude” with
that of “tranquility” (fjouyie) to describe at once a state of separation from the world and a
state of the soul necessary for contemplation; see, for example, John Chrysostom, In Marthaem,
homil. L, 1 (PG LVIL, 503): “. . .fiouyiog yop witne €pnyog,. . .”; idem, Timotheus I, homil.
XIV, 4 (PG LXII, 576): “...év fiovxiq PaBeiq, xai év épnuiq tdv dylov ¢déviav.” It is
important to note that the church fathers employ the “double connotation of solitude and
silence” in reference to preparation for the apostolate; see G. Lampe, A Patristic Greek Lexicon
(Oxford, 1961), p. 609. Cf. Gerhard Kittel, ed., Theological Dictionary of the New Testament
(Grand Rapids, 1964), vol. 2, pp. 657—-59.

63 See Maloney, Russian Hesychasm, pp. 75—76; Russell, Satan. The Early Christian Tradi-
tion, pp. 149-8S.

64 Cf. 2 Cor. 10.3—4: “For though we live in the world we are not carrying on a worldly war,
for the weapons of our warfare are not worldly but have divine power to destroy strongholds.”
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One should not forget that this citation from St. Paul’s Letter to the Ephe-
sians, in its biblical context, played an important role for many authorities
on the spiritual life—from Athanasius’s Life of St. Antony%® and the early
fathers of the desert in the fourth century to Gregory Palamas and Nil
Sorskij—all of whom defined the spiritual life of the Christian not only in
the context of the battle between supernatural forces but as a war waged
with the “hidden stratagems” of the devil both in the body and in the soul.
In addition, as I have shown elsewhere,% Vy3ens’kyj’s reference to this
biblical citation, which is found not only at the very beginning of the
Kny*ka loanna mnixa Visenskoho (Book of the monk Ivan Vy3ens’kyj)®®
but elsewhere in his writings,”0 is marked by and connected with a belief in
the absolute necessity of the monk’s struggle in solitude, a spiritual activity
performed in imitation of the Lord who was sent into the desert for forty
days to be tempted by the devil.”! Finally, one should note that this biblical
citation plays a central part in eclogue XIV, specifically in the excerpt from
Chrysostom’s homily XII. More important, it appears that the reference to
Ephesians at the end of the excerpt from homily XII found in eclogue XIV,
used to underscore the lofty nature of the apostolic struggle, served as the

65 Athanasius, Vita Antonii 78 (PG XXVI, 951),

6 Cf. 1 Cor. 2.6; 2 Cor. 4.4. One should remember that the possible impact of dualistic doc-
trines, such as Gnosticism, have been detected in St. Paul’s references to the “god of this
world”; see R. Grant, Gnosticism and Early Christianity (New York, 1959), pp. 27-57.
Indeed, throughout the history of the Church the apocalyptic vision reflected in the idea of a
supranatural order was frequently united with various dualist doctrines, “in which the devil and
his kingdom became a rival not only to the Christian soul, but to the divine sovereignty” (Peli-
kan, The Emergence of the Catholic Tradition, p. 136). In this regard, many scholars have
sought—mistakenly, I submit—to see in VySens’kyj’s writings, especially in chapter 1 of the
Knytka (see fn. 71 below), a dualistic world view; see B. Groschel, Die Sprache Ivan
VyS$enskyjs. Untersuchungen und Materialien zur historischen Grammatik des Ukrainischen,
Slavistiche Forschungen, no. 13 (Cologne and Vienna, 1972), p. 17, and, most recently, Gra-
bowicz, “The Question of Authority in Ivan VySens’kyj, pp. 783-85.

& Spidlik, La Spiritualita dell’ oriente cristiano, pp. 201-29; Maloney, Russian Hesychasm,
pp. 73-78. Here, as in regard to other topics, such as the “Manichean-sounding” definitions of
evil, the theme of the Antichrist, the question of “wicked” and “camal” priests, and the motive
of apostolic poverty, one can observe striking parallels between certain aspects of VySens’kyj’s
thought and Reformation (and Counter-Reformation) ideology; see fns. 2123 above.

68 Goldblatt, “Godlike ‘Simplicity’ versus Diabolic ‘Craftiness.’”

%  See fn. 6 above.

70 See, for example, 20.35-21.1; 46.33-34; 163.13-14; 175.17-19; 180.8-13;
191.18-19.

71 This is the principal theme of chapter 1 of the Knytka—entitled Oblicenie diavola-
miroderica i prelestnyj lov eho vika seho skoro pohibajusceho, ot soviek$ahosja s
xitroupletenyx sitej eho holjaka-strannika, ko druhomu, budus$éemu viku hrjaduséaho,
ucinenoe—which offers a dialogue between the devil and a “naked pilgrim.” It is hardly
accidental, therefore, that the epigraph for chapter 1 is drawn from Mt. 4.8 - 10, that is, the tex-
tual excerpt dealing with Jesus’ temptation in the desert.
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source for the title of VySens’kyj’s “writing called the Spiritual Spectacle

[Pozoris¢e myslennoe)”:"?

Because we have become a spectacle [pozor] to the world, both to angels and to men
[1 Cor. 4.9]. ... But what does “to angels” mean? It means that one can “become a
spectacle to men” but not so to angels when certain things done are insignificant.
But our battles are such as to be worthy even of angelic contemplation. For not with
men only are we contending, but also with the incorporeal powers [cf. Eph. 6.12].
For this reason, a mighty spectacle [pozoris¢e] has been set.”7?

(3) The need to detach oneself from the society of other men in search of
“inner quiet” (bezmolvie) and to cleanse the heart of all “passions”
(besstrastie) as a precondition for return to active life in the world—in
order to work on behalf of the salvation of one’s neighbors—is confirmed
not only by the writings and mode of life of John Chrysostom but also by
those of other spiritual authorities. It is noteworthy that, among the spiritual
guides offered by VySens’kyj as a model for contemplation, Basil the Great
plays an especially decisive role. Specifically, VySens’kyj quotes exten-
sively from St. Basil’s celebrated letter to Gregory of Nazianzus, written
about A.D. 358 shortly after St. Basil had retired to a family estate at Annesi
in Pontus determined to abandon the world.” In this letter, in attempting to
induce St. Gregory to join him, St. Basil explains the practices of the
monastic life and the dire necessity of leaving the distractions of the city.

Immediately after describing Chrysostom’s withdrawal from the tur-
bulence of the city in order to be spiritually prepared for a return to his
people, VySens’kyj begins to cite excerpts from the letter of St. Basil and

72 n the initial lines the work is called Pozoris¢e myslennoe (211.2), MysI’noe i slovesnoe
pozorif¢e (211.13), and Pozori¢e slovesnoe (211.16). Here the two qualifiers
myslennyj/ mysl’ nyj ‘mental, intellectual, spiritual’ (cf. Greek, voepdc) and slovesnyj ‘rational,
intellectual, spiritual’ (cf. Greek, Aoyixdc) both designate a spiritual or intellectual reality (or
metaphorical sense) in opposition to the corporeal or material world (or literal sense). On the
semantic relations between myslennyj and slovesnyj, see the Slavic version of Liturgia s. Basilii
Magni: “.. .istonik. . .imZe vsja tvar’ slovesnaja Ze i mysl’naja [cf. Greek, Aonkh 1€ xoid
voepd] ukrépljaema” (M. Orlov, Liturgija svjatogo Vasilija Velikogo [St. Petersburg, 19091, p.
191). Note also, in this regard, that—as pointed out by Geoffrey Lampe in A Patristic Greek
Lexicon—in patristic nsage the qualifier voepdg is “often scarsely distinguished from the spiri-
tual; hence it is often joined with Aoyixdc, meaning strictly ‘rational, intellectual’ [or] more
widely, ‘belonging to the unseen, intelligible, or spiritual order’” (pp. 915-16).

3 “Jako pozor byxom miru [6n Oéatpov éyéviiBnuev 1® wdopg), i Anhelom i
&elovikom. . .. Cto Ze est i Anhelom; Est ubo &elovikom byti pozoru, ne ktomu Z¢ Anhelom,
ehda xuda nikaa byvaemaa sut: na$a xraborstva takova, jako i Anhel’skomu zriniju dostoinom
byti. Ne bo k &elovikom nam bran’ tokmo, no i protivu besplotnym Silam: Seho radi velie
pozoris¢e sidit [uéyo Béatpov kdOnton] (XS, pp. 230—31). For the Greek text, see In Epist. I
ad Corinthios, homil. X11, 3, PG LXI, 99.

74 Basil, Epistolarum classis 1., Epist. Il, PG XXXII, 224 - 33.
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explicitly establishes a parallel between the life and thought of the two great
church fathers:

Similarly, Gregory the Theologian went off to Pontus,” and Basil the Great escaped
into the desert to cleanse himself of the passions, for he was not satisfied with only
eloquent learning if his nature was not healed. . . . And Basil the Great says to Gre-
gory the Theologian in his epistle, I recognized your letter. For 1 have abandoned
my residence in the city, which is the cause of innumerable evils, but I have not yet
been able to forsake myself. For I am similar to seafarers sailing a ship who do not
know how to guide the ship well. They are at a loss and are distressed by the size of
the boat because much tossing and billowing has affected it (212.19-28).

For just as—he says—it is not possible to write or describe something in wax that
has been imprinted earlier without smoothing down the images already engraved
upon it, so it is impossible to place or establish the divine commandments in the soul
unless someone first expels the passions already existing in it. ... Now the desert
provides this great help towards this achievement, quieting our passions and giving
leisure to our reason to uproot them completely. For just as beasts are more easily
caught in cold weather, so desires and wraths, and passions, and other venomous
evils of the soul, when they have been calmed by silence and not enraged by fre-
quent irritation, they are more easily overcome by reason, and so forth. This is
sufficient regarding the shameful statement [of the translator] about losing the edge
to virtue by escaping to the mountains. For Basil the Great and Chrysostom offer a
defense and trample upon this blasphemy (215.13-35).76

It is possible to observe in these three points a general ideological orien-
tation which, in substantial measure, represents the evolution of a message
presented in Vy3ens’kyj’s earlier writings.”” Especially worthy of mention,
in this regard, are chapter 3 of the Knyka, where the monastic ideal is
exalted as the only mode of salvation for the Rus’ nation;”® chapter 5 of the
KnyZka, which affirms that the legitimacy of the rank of the priesthood is
dependent on purification as well as consecration “from above by the Holy

75 While students at Athens, St. Basil and St. Gregory had resolved to retire from the world
and engage in a plan of common life. Finally, after several letters from St. Basil—one describ-
ing the beauties of the place and another discussing the nature of his life and work—St. Gre-
gory set out to join his friend in Pontus.

76 Cf. Basil, Epist. I1, 1 -2, PG XXXII, 224—28.

77 Tt goes without saying that VySens’kyj’s ideology must be examined not only in the con-
text of the traditional patristic statements on priests and monks and on the distinction between
the contemplative (theoretical) and the active (practical) way of life, but also against the back-
ground of the discussions, beginning in the age of Humanism and Renaissance, on the problem
of the relationship between action and contemplation. As is well known, these more recent
debates inevitably touched upon the themes of ideal community, the correct formation of Chris-
tian man, and the role of monastic life.

78 See Goldblatt, “Isixasts’ka ideolohija u tvordosti Ivana Vy3ens’koho” (see fn. 11).
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Spirit;”” and—above all—the Epistle to Sister Domnikija, where the
Athonite monk insists that the wilderness takes precedence over preaching,
inasmuch as one who is unpurified and not “dispassioned” cannot help oth-
ers.®0 Evident in these earlier writings is a specific and deliberately polemi-
cal reaction to particular aspects of the humanistic renovatio studiorum
which the Ruthenian lands were undergoing at the end of the sixteenth and
beginning of the seventeenth century.8! And, in similar fashion,
Vysens’kyj’s efforts in the Spiritual Spectacle to prove the fallacious char-
acter of the Slavic version of Chrysostom’s “eclogue” can be said to
represent an essential component in a programmatic response to what was
regarded as a direct threat to the very essence of the Orthodox spiritual heri-
tage.

One should not forget that in the educational and printing revival which
took place in Ruthenia during VySens’kyj’s lifetime the writings of John
Chrysostom played a central part. From the appearance of a collection of
homilies called the Margarit in Ostroh in 1595 to the printing of his homi-
lies on the Acts of the Apostles by the Kievan Caves Monastery in 1624,
the writings of John Chrysostom, in their Slavic version, were presented to
Ruthenian readers as a part of an educational and cultural program aimed at

7 See fn. 54 above.

8 Here, too, Vysens’kyj relies on Pseudo-Dionysius’s scheme of purification, illumination,
and perfection: “I pervoe ubo Cudujusja semu, jako pan Jurko [i.e., Jurij Rohatynec’] vedjaie
estestvo Celoviteskoe nemo¥¢no sudle, strastno, hri¥no i vsimi uzami aernyx duxov zloby
zvjazano,—bez ispytanija, iskusa, nakazanija, ofi3¢enija, prosvi¥¢enija i sverSenija, po Dion-
isiju Areopahitu, ne v &inu neduinyx, ale zaraz v’ zdravyx, ofiiennyx, prosviienyx i
sverSennyx—<elovika tvorit i razumiit” (160.21~26). In defense of life “in the wilderness,”
Vysens’kyj also makes reference to the above-cited epistle of Basil the Great addressed to Gre-
gory of Nazianzus: “Nexaj Ze ne vykladaet pan Jurko xristovyx sloves po strasti i svoemu
uhoZdeniju, ale po pravdi. I moju pustynju da ne unifiZaet, bez kotoroe i on sam (esli sxolet
mira svle$¢isja i pamjati i Zitija strastnoho svoboditisja, po Vasilija Velikaho pisaniju k
Hrihoriju Bohoslovu) byti ne moZet” (165.14-19).

81 On the cultural and intellectual revival of the period, see, inter alia, S. T. Golubev, Istorija
Kievskoj duxovnoj akademii, vol. 1, Period domogilijanskij (Kiev, 1886); K. V. Xarlampovig,
Zapadno-russkie pravoslavnye Skoly XVI i nalala XVII veka, otnoSenie ix k inoslavnym, reli-
gioznoe obucenie v nix i zaslugi ix v dele za$City pravoslavnoj very i cerkvi (Kazan’, 1898); M.
HruSevs’kyj, Kulturno-nacional’nyj rux na Ukrajini XVI-XVII st., 2nd ed. (n.p. 1919); A.
Savy&, Narysy z istoriji kul’turnyx ruxiv na Ukrajini ta Bilorusi v XVI-XVII v., Zbirnyk
Istory&no-filolohi¢noho viddilu Vse-Ukrajins’koji Akademiji Nauk, no. 90 (Kiev, 1929); E. N.
Medynskij, Bratskie $koly Ukrainy i Belorussii XVI-XVII vv. (Kiev, 1954); Ja. D. Isajevyt,
Bratstva ta ix rol’ v rozvytku ukrajins’ koji kul’ tury XVI-XVIII st. (Kiev, 1966); idem, DZerela
z istoriji ukrajins’koji kul’tury doby feodalizmu XVI-XVII st. (Kiev, 1972); A. S. Lappo-
Danilevskij, Istorija russkoj ob§¢estvennoj mysli i kul’ tury XVII-XVIII v. (Moscow, 1990), pp.
43-121.
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the ideal formation of their Orthodox Christian audience.?? It was the obli-
gation of the printing and educational centers to present to the Ruthenian
Orthodox faithful what was viewed as “learning” (nauka), “from which as
from a source all good emanates and through which man becomes
man”83—that is, to present vital aspects of a Christian paideia®—that
explains the special significance attached to Chrysostom and the appearance
of collections such as the Book on the Priesthood.

Yet one should recall that, as we read in the title to the work, the volume
Book on the Priesthood was not merely “for the general benefit of its
readers” but above all for the “setting right” or “reform” of the blessed
priests.35 Indeed, one cannot overemphasize the importance of the fact that
the excerpt from the text of the homily on First Corinthians allegedly dis-
torted by the translator was included in a volume which contained On the
Priesthood, a treatise not only extremely significant for Chrysostom’s own
evolution but of paramount importance for the history of patristic thought.
Whereas in some of his other treatises, such as Comparison of a King with a
Monk,8 Against the Opponents of the Monks® and On Virginity3®
Chrysostom had made the point that monks were the true spiritual rulers of
society, for only they lived an authentically Christian life, it is in his On the
Priesthood where he felt required to stress that, because the active life of
the priest required even more perfection than that of the monk, he was
placed above all other members of the Church. The priest’s was a loftier
state, for he consummated the holy sacrifice and had to wield authority. As
Gerhart Ladner has noted in his brilliant study devoted to the impact of the
idea of reform on Christian thought in the age of the church fathers:

A change of attitude however is evident already in his six books On the Priesthood,
which strike the key note of his life work as a great priestly orator and preacher in

82  See Zapasko and Isajevys, Pam’ jatky, no. 32 [p. 31] (loann Ziatoust. Margarit [Ostroh,
15951); no. 76 [p. 35] (loann Zlatoust. Besida izbrannaja o v'’ spitanii ¢ad [Lviv, 1609]); no.
95 [pp. 36—371 (loann Zlatoust. Knyha o svjas¢enstvi [Lviv, 1614]); no. 138 [pp. 41-42]
(loann Zlatoust. Besidy na dijanija i poslanija sviatoho apostola Pavia [Kiev, 1623)); no. 139
[p. 42} ({oann Zlatoust. Besidy loanna Zlatousta na dijanija svjatyx apostolov [Kiev, 1624]).

8 Kolosova and Krekoten’, Ukrajins'ka poezija, p. 161: “Zvlaia nad vse toje xotjati
uvaZati, / fcby vas zaraz v nauku zapravovati, / S kotroi, jak z Zrodla, sve dobroje poxodit, / I
prez nju Selovik &elovikom sja naxodit” (“O Nauci,” in loann Zlatoust. Besida izbrannaja o
v’ spitanii &ad [Lviv, 1609]). See V. 1. Krekoten’, “Tema nauki v baro¢noj ukrainskoj poézii
30-x godov XVII veka,” in Barokko v slavjanskix kul’ turax (Moscow, 1982), pp. 255-75.

84 See W. Jaeger, Early Christianity and Greek Paideia (Oxford, 1961), esp. pp. 11718,

8 « i prodaja nu¥dnaa v ob3fuju polzu proditatelem, pate ¥e blahoslovinnym iereom v
ispravlenie, priloZena sut” (XS, fol. 17).

86 De comparatione regis et monachi, PG XLVII, 387-97.

87 Adversus oppugnatores vitae monasticae, PG, XLVII, 319 - 86.

88 De virginitate, PG, XLVIII, 533-96.
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Antioch and as a reforming Patriarch of Constantinople. The priest’s soul, just
because he lives and works in the midst of the world’s storm and dangers, must be
stronger and purer even than the monk’s, who stays as it were in a safe port. The
dignity of the priesthood is now extolled over all merely terrestrial things and com-
pared to the pure ministry of the angels; for, the priest’s throne is set up in heaven
and stands on a higher plane than all human rulership.%

What is especially relevant here, it seems to me, is that VySens’kyj’s pretext
for writing the Spiritual Spectacle—namely, the perceived distortion of
Chrysostom’s homily VI on First Corinthians—must be evaluated within
the context of the entire book entitled Book on the Priesthood or, more pre-
cisely, against the broader background of the volume’s ideological attitude
and how this attitude reflects the situation in the Ruthenian lands.

The ideological position offered by the Book on the Priesthood is
perhaps most clearly evidenced by the virsi strategically located throughout
the volume. While a detailed analysis of the virsi in question is beyond the
scope of this paper, permit me to make some general observations about
them.

(1) The first vir§ is devoted to Lviv and its confraternity and is accom-
panied by their coats of arms.?® Havrylo Dorofijovy¢, the author of the virs,
stresses here that the Lviv Confraternity has been granted its status directly
“by the patriarchs” and has been given its privileges in perpetuity “by the
kings.”®!

(2) In the second virs®>—also accompanied by a coat of arms—
Dorofijovy¢ praises the “noble” and “virtuous” members of the Balaban
family, the “defenders of the fatherland,” whom God calls into his service
and from whom the Church receives comfort.?

(3) In the third virs®*—dedicated to Alexander Balaban, starosta of Vyn-
nycja, at whose expense the volume was printed—empbhasis is placed on the

8 Ladner, The Idea of Reform, p. 127. In his book Ladner further noted that the intimations
of hierarchy would later be most fully developed in the thought of Pseudo-Dionysius, whose
ecclesiastical and celestial hierarchies imparted special dignity to the clergy, above all to the
bishops (pp. 348 -50).

% KS, fol. 1V (Kolosova and Krekoten’, Ukrajins’ ka poezija, p. 189).

91« .v kotrom bratstvo ot patriarxov jest nadano, / i ot krolev vi¢ne uprivilijevano” (XS,
fol. 1Y). In the 1580s the Confraternity of the Assumption was established in Lviv and granted
“stauropegial” status—that is, it was placed directly under the jurisdiction of the patriarch of
Constantinople.

92 KS, fol. 2F (Kolosova and Krekoten’, Ukrajins’ka poezija, p. 189).

93 “I obron’cami sja ot&izni naxodili. /. . ./ Boh sam na sluZbu sobi ix pobolyvajet, / I z Bala-
banov potixu cerkov mivaet” (XS, fol. 2°).

94 The vir$ is entitled: Do Vel’mosnogo pana, jeho milosti pana Aleksandra Balabana,
starosty Vinnickoho i protaja (KS, fols. 2V—3" [Kolosova and Krekoten’, Ukrajins’ka poezija,
p. 190]).
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harmony and commonality of interests between the members of the confra-
ternity and the clerics (or, more precisely, the bishops) in defense of Ortho-
doxy. Thus, the printing of the volume by the Lviv Confraternity is
presented as the realization of the zealous efforts made by Bishop Gedeon
Balaban, whose celebrated feuds with the confraternity had been overcome
before his death in 1607.%° Implicit here is the notion that the brotherhood’s
conflict with episcopal authority had proved detrimental in the struggle to
preserve the spiritual and cultural identity of the “Rus’ nation.”

(4) In accordance with the general orientation of the volume, the follow-
ing virs®—addressed to John Chrysostom—exalts Chrysostom the great
priestly orator and, above all, the great bishop appointed by God on high,
who has led all of us from darkness to light by revealing the supreme
dignity and purity of the priesthood.’

(5) The next virs, entitled To the Honorable Presbyters,’® takes up the
lofty mission given to the priesthood by Isidorus of Pelusium (in his epistles
to Palladius and Eustathius). Here Dorofijovy¢ asks all clerics to love and
respect the virtuous book On the Priesthood and use its learning on behalf
of the spiritual good of Rus’ and the salvation of human souls.

(6) The sixth virs is addressed not to John Chrysostom but to St. Basil
the Great,” who also is presented as a fiery priestly orator and bishop
annointed by God. The point is made that St. Basil’s glory is not only con-
nected with Pontus, where—as was mentioned earlier'®—he had retired
with the aim of abandoning the world and elaborated his idea of coenobitic
monasticism, but with his concern for the whole Church—first as priest and
then as bishop—in conducting ecclesiastical business and suppressing

95 “Knihu, s knih Zlatoustoho najprednijSuju / . ../ O kotruj, vedluh potreby, upodobanja, /
pilnoje ot jepiskopa bylo stranja / ZeSloho otca Hedeona Balabana, / nihdy vsim nam ljuboho
pastyrja i pana, / Aby preloZena byla na jazyk slavnyj / na8 slovenskij, meZi mnohimi starodav-
nyj” (KS, fol. 2). As a matter of fact, it was precisely because of his constant conflicts with the
Lviv Confraternity that Bishop Balaban had founded his own printing press (on his native
estate of Strjatyn), which soon began to compete with the printing shop of the confratemity; see
1. Ohijenko, Istorija ukrajins’ koho drukarstva, 2nd ed. (Winnipeg, 1983), pp. 78-83, 124-26,
136-42.

9% The virs is entitled: Na Zlatoustaho (KS, fol. 4' [Kolosova and Krekoten’, Ukrajins’ka
poezija, pp. 190-91)).

97 “§ temnosti i nevidomosti vsix nas vyvodit’, / a do svitlosti i potuvanja sja privodit’/
Vysokij stan svjaien’’stva opovidajugi / i nad vieljakuju hodnost’ vyvy$Sajuci” (XS, fol. 4Y).
98 K Cestnym Prezviterom (KS, fol. 29"~ [Kolosova and Krekoten’, Ukrajins’ ka poezija, pp.
191-92]).

99 Na Velikoho Vasilia (KS, p. 405 [Kolosova and Krekoten’, Ukrajins’ ka poezija, p. 193]).
Kolosova and Krekoten’ attribute this virs to Pamvo Berynda (pp. 389-90).

100 See fns. 74—76 above.
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heresy.!%! Here the attempt to parallel the thought and work of St. John with
his Cappadocian rival cannot be missed.

(7) In the final virs1%2 Dorofijovy¢ first praises God for assisting in the
completion of the book and then speaks out against “disgraceful and
extremely evil jealousy.”'® V., P, Kolosova has remarked that the “epigram,
written in an ironic tone, is clearly directed against the ideological and po-
litical enemies of the members of the Lviv Confraternity, who initiated the
printing of the Book on the Priesthood.”'%

It is evident, therefore, that the Book on the Priesthood, which appeared
in the complex situation before 1620 (i.e., in the years before the restoration
of an “illegal” Orthodox hierarchy),!%5 was printed with a clear aim in
mind: namely, to stress the dignity of the priestly and episcopal rank,!%
raising it above all other offices and thereby affirming the need for the res-
toration of an Orthodox ecclesiastical hierarchy on behalf of the spiritual
good of Rus’ and the preservation of its cultural heritage. More specifically,
the ideological attitude regarding the contributions of John Chrysostom and
Basil the Great to the Christian tradition appeared to play a deliberate and
central role in the Book on the Priesthood. From the standpoint of “a monk
sitting in a cave on the mountain and listening attentively to himself,”97 the
two church fathers emerged in the volume not as monks in an ascetic quest
for spiritual perfection, but as priestly orators and bishops.

101 «“Slava ne tyl’ko v Ponti, samym kappadokom, / Ale vsej prosto cerkve bystrym jest
okom. / Kotrym, jak neospalym, pilne dozirajet / I vsjakix nerjaduv v cr’’kvi peresterihajet”
(XS, p. 405).

102 The virs is entitled: Bohu na est’ i na zazdrost’, sobf samuj skodlivuju (KS, p. 447 [Kolo-
sova and Krekoten’, Ukrajins’ ka poezija, p. 192]).

103 T dlja toho % ty u vsix jestest’ v nenavisti, / O bezecnaja i nadder zlaja zazdrosti” (KS,
p. 447).

104 v, P, Kolosova, “Funkciji virsiv v ukrajins’kix starodrukax kincja XVI~perfoji polovini
XVII st.,” in Ukrajins’ke literaturne barokko, ed. O. V. MyS$any¢ (Kiev, 1987), p. 151.

105 The Polish-Lithuanian goverment did not grant official recognition to an Orthodox hierar-
chy until 1632; see J. Macha, Ecclesiastical Unification. A Theoretical Framework Together
With Case Studies From the History of Latin-Byzantine Relations, Orientalia Christian
Analecta, no. 198 (Rome, 1974), pp. 216-23.

106 1t is important to note that in his treatise On the Priesthood, Chrysostom often discusses
the duties of the ministry without distinguishing clearly between the priestly and episcopal
offices; see P. Schaff, ed., A Select Library of the Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers of the Chris-
tian Church (Grand Rapids, 1956), vol. 9, pp. xxi—xxii.

107 This is VySens’kyj’s self-definition, as presented in the opening words of the title to the
Pozoris¢e myslennoe: “Spisanie, zovetsja pozori¥e myslennoe, sostavlennoe ot inoka, v
pesteri gori sidja3teho i sebf vnimajui¢aho. . .” (211.2-4).
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If we turn once again to the Spiritual Spectacle, it becomes clear that it is
within the context of the particular relation between priest and monk that
one has to evaluate VySens’kyj’s negative reaction to the Slavic translation
of the Chrysostom eclogue. In the structures of VySens’kyj’s thought, ac-
knowledging the validity of the version of the eclogue offered in the Book
on the Priesthood would be tantamount to altering significantly the vision of
the monastic order as the exemplary Christian way and only true agent of
restoration and salvation, as well as its fundamental role in shaping Ortho-
dox doctrine.1%8 It thus appears that the Athonite monk’s aim in writing the
Spiritual Spectacle went far beyond the need to expose as false a particular
textual “addition” which suggested that Chrysostom had forbidden the
monks to leave the city for the mountains. VySens’kyj may have felt
obliged to unmask and condemn forthrightly what he viewed as an even
more insidious distortion of the Christian heritage—namely, the attempt on
the part of some to separate the legacy of John Chrysostom (and St.
Basil'®) from the ascetic and mystical foundations of Orthodox monastic
piety and spirituality. VySens’kyj’s ultimate goal was to claim the patri-
mony of Chrysostom (as well as that of St. Basil) for the monks, and this
can be observed at two levels: not only against the general backdrop of
centuries-old discussions on the relationship between priest and monk but
also against the specific background of the situation in the Ruthenian lands.

One should recall the crucial significance of elucidating the relationship
between priest and monk in Chrysostom’s writings.!l® Vy3ens’kyj’s
response to this problem was clear and unambiguous. In his denunciation of
the evil found in the Ruthenian lands and the Polish Kingdom—with its
unholy alliance of corrupt church dignitaries and the secular power—there
was no possibility of affirming the dignity of the cleric over that of the
monk. Chrysostom himself had pointed out in On the Priesthood that those
who had entered upon the priestly office for ambitious motives would be

108 See fn. 58 above.

109 As Francis Thomson has noted, “Basil is also the father of coenobitic monasticism and in
his principal ascetic works, Moralia (PG XXXI, 6928691 and Regulae fusius et brevius trac-
tatae [PG XXXI, 889-1305], he expounds the true aim of monasticism, not so much a flight
from the world as a rejection of worldly values—asceticism frees the soul from the passions of
the body and leads to the state of andfeia” (“Continuity in the Development of Bulgarian Cul-
ture during the Period of Byzantine Hegemony and the Slavonic Translations of Works by the
Three Cappadocian Fathers,” in MeXdunaroden simpozium. 1100 godina ot blaZenata kontina
na sv. Metodij [Sofia, 1989], vol. 2, p. 142). Here, too, Vy$ens’kyj’s vision obscured certain
fundamental differences between Chrysostom and St. Basil; see fn. 116 below.

110 See L. Meyer, Saint Jean Chrysostome, pp. 229 —88; Ladner, The Idea of Reform, pp.
125-30.
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severely punished for their sins.!!! In this regard, we should not forget that
in chapter 3 of his KnyXa Vy3ens’kyj had already concluded that in Rus’ it
was better to be without clerics installed by the devil—that is by secular
power because of earthly ambitions—than to be with them, for those not
purified and consecrated by the faith were incapable of being true pastors
and would trample the faith:

And as to those who rise to the rank of the priesthood in accordance with the rules of
the holy fathers and not according to what is desired, .. .let them acquire this
dignified office. . .. And do not accept anyone who jumps into [this position], and
chase out and curse the one offered by the king without your assembly. For you
were not baptized in the name of the pope nor in the power of the king. . . . For it is
better for you to go to church and preserve Orthodoxy without bishops and priests
appointed by the devil than to be in church with bishops and priests not called by
God and thereby deride it and trample Orthodoxy. For it is not priests who will save
us, or the bishops or metropolitans, but the Orthodox mystery of our faith and the
observance of God’s commandments—this is what can save us (24.6—17).

Of course, in chapter 3 of the KnyZka, which was written after 1596, histori-
cal reality is important: in the aftermath of the Union of Brest, according to
the Athonite monk, the Ruthenian clergy who had accepted union with
Rome were to be rejected as false pastors who had disgraced the Church
and spread evil among Christians.!!? Yet it is fair to say that VySens’kyj’s
condemnation extends beyond one specific category of Ruthenian clerics
and seems distinctly hostile to the idea that the rank of the priesthood could
offer salvation to the Orthodox faithful.!13 It is not by chance that in the title
to the Kny?ka, where the Athonite monk addresses all ranks of Orthodox
Christians in Little Rus’ to whom he is sending his writing, he excludes
both the priesthood and the episcopate.!!* Within the basic parameters of
Vysens’kyj’s thought, the clergy was corrupt and could not act as the spiri-
tual conscience of Orthodoxy. Only the monks, for whom the Spiritual

UL De sacerdotio, IV, 1, PG XLVIII, 659—-63.

112 gee the table of contents for chapter 3: “Porada, kako da sja odistit cerkov xristova,
zapljuhavljennaja 1Zivymi pastyri i nelistym Ztiem onyx,...i kotoryj smrad pohanskij
v’’zlonravstvisja v xristijanex” (8.21-24). On the dating of chapter 3, see Eremin, Ivan
Visenskij, pp. 297-301; 1. Z. Myc’ko, “OstroZskij kul’turno-prosvetitel’nyj centr i ego bor’ba
protiv ideologiteskoj ekspansii katolocizma i unii na Ukraine (1576-1636),” Avtoreferat
dissertacii na soiskanie uenoj stepeni kandidata istori¢eskix nauk (Lviv, 1983), p. 19.

113 Grabowicz, “The Question of Authority,” p. 787.

114 1n his enumeration of “all Orthodox Christians” and “all pious people living in Little
Rus’, in the Polish Kingdom,” VySens’kyj does include the confraternities, monastic communi-
ties, archimandrites, hieromonks, virtuous monks, all nuns, and “others who exert themselves
on behalf of the Church” (7.2-9).
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Spectacle had primarily been written,!’’ could overcome the human weak-
ness of the priests in defense of the faith.

When considering the underlying motives for the writing of the Spiritual
Spectacle, it is important to examine the ideological thrust of the particular
excerpt from homily VI on First Corinthians found in eclogue XIV. The
textual excerpt in question, which opens with a marked series of citations
from St. Matthew and the Acts of the Apostles,!!6 is precisely that section
of the homily where Chrysostom offers as a model for the entire Church the
age of the apostles, who “lived an angelic life,” in contradistinction to his
own age of disbelief, in which “we are desirous of enjoying great luxury,
and rest, and ease.”!!” What is interesting here is the fact that by eliminating
as false and blasphemous the textual passage located near the end of the
eclogue—that is, the lines which seem to imply that it is not necessary to go
into the mountains in order to be a perfect Christian and work for one’s
neighbor’s salvation!!®—it was possible for VySens’kyj to assert, on the
basis of Chrysostom’s thought, that the apostolic mode of life could apply
to the whole world without minimizing what he viewed as the unique and
indissoluble bond between the apostles and the monks.!!? In this way,
monasticism could represent not merely a perfect model but an ideal

15 See fn. 33 above.

U6 Cf, St. Basil’s Regulae fusius tractatae, VI, 4 (PG XXXI, 933), where—in linking his
coenobitic idea for the monks with the apostolic way of life—he combines Mt. 5.16 with Acts
2.44 and Acts. 4.32. As to important differences between Chrysostom and St. Basil regarding
the ascetic sphere of influence, Ladner has noted the following: “While for St. Basil the thought
that man cannot be saved if he does not work for his neighbour’s salvation had become the
great justification of the coenobitical as against the hermitical idea of monasticism, St. John
Chrysostom explicitly re-applied this scriptural principle to the entire Church, transcending the
sphere of the ascetic quest for perfection.... But with Basil the ascetic ideal remained
foremost and gradually assumed those more institutionalized monastic forms with which we
are familiar from the printed text of his ascetical writings” (The Idea of Reform, pp. 126217,
343).

17 «[ ygitelie bo sami prevzyjdoSa jaZe sut onfx, v hladi, v ZaZd1, v nahoti, prebyvajuite. My
¥e xo¥¢em mnohia nasladitisja piS¢a, i pokoja, i svobody. . .” (XS, p. 228).

118 In fact, in In Epist. I ad Corinthios, homil. V1, 8 (PG LVI, 54), Chrysostom does say this.
Cf. In Matthaeum, homil. VI, 7 (PG LVII, 88ff.), where—as Ladner has noted—*the whole
chapter is important for John Chrysostom’s conviction and emphatic assertion that it is neither
necessary to go into the wilderness (ta 8pn xoraAopPdverv) in order to become a perfect
Christian nor excusable not to be one under the pretext of not being a monk™ (The Idea of
Reform, p. 127, fn. 55). What is crucial here for Chrysostom is not the necessity of departing
from an ascetic way of life but, rather, the obligation of all Christians living in the world to live
as the monks; see Meyer, Saint Jean Chrysostome, pp. 253ff.

119 Je., VySens’kyj thus can both affirm the life of the monks as closest to the apostolic way
of life—cf. Chrysostom’s early work Adversus oppugnatores vitae monasticae—and, like
Chrysostom, opt for a monastic type of Christian society, that is, expand the ascetic quest for
perfection to embrace the entire ecumene; see Meyer, Saint Jean Chrysostome, pp. 153ff.;
Ladner, The Idea of Reform, p. 128, fn. 59.
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evangelical pattern for all Christians, for only the monks “persevered” in
accordance with the apostolic way of life, that is, a mode of life which com-
bined the ascetic quest for perfection with a concern for the salvation of all
believers.!?0 The link between monasticism and the apostolate could
thereby counter the claim, implicit in the textual “addition” in question, that
the monastic way of life was not exemplary because it ignored the salvation
of others. Hence, according to VySens’kyj, it was the monks and not the
clerics who were responsible for the salvation of the Orthodox faithful in
Rus’ and the Polish Kingdom.!?!

What appears to have been of central importance in Vy3ens’kyj’s criti-
cism is not only the notion that the Book on the Priesthood, with its
“blasphemous” reading of Chrysostom’s homily, exalted clerical functions
over monastic detachment but also the idea that the monk was subject to an
ecclesiastical hierarchy in which the episcopate occupied the highest rank.
As suggested above, given the political and religious situation within the
Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, there is no question that John
Chrysostom’s On the Priesthood was published not merely to exalt the cler-
ics but to play an integral part in the struggle by the Ruthenians to restore
the position of the Orthodox Church by consecrating an Orthodox hierar-
chy. It was the conviction of the Lviv Confraternity that this most cele-
brated of Chrysostom’s writings would serve to remind both clergy and
laymen of the dire need to restore an ecclesiastical hierarchy.!?2 Vy3ens’kyj
could hardly embrace this type of restoration, for the episcopal state, if not
wholly based on monastic principles, belonged to the world of status,
wealth, and rank and could not bring about the reform of Christian society
and consequent salvation for all men that represented the Athonite monk’s
ultimate aim. Indeed, the affirmation of any ecclesiastical hierarchy was
totally incompatible with his depiction of a world determined by oppression
and marginality'?® and his concomitant desire not only to address an

120 Op the importance of the theme of salvation for Vy$ens’kyj, see the concluding words to
the introduction of the KnyZka: “Siju Ze terminu. . .i in§im vsim znati o tom dajte, poneZ ne o
ly¢ko ili o remenec idet, ale o ciluju koZu, se est o spasenie du§ nafix i da ne pohibnem i
dodasne i vi¢ne ot Boha %iva” (8.1-3).

121 A5 Vy¥ens’kyj stresses repeatedly in chapter 3 of the Kny#ka: “Tli ne vidaete, bidnici, esli
by nebylo istinnyx inokov i bohouhodnikov meZi vami, uZ by davno, jakoZ Sodoma i Homora
Zupelom i ohnem v Ljadskoj zemli este opopilili” (25.7-9).

122 From this standpoint, the Pozoris¢e myslennoe can be viewed as the last in a series of
“epistles” in which VySens’kyj—especially after his visit to Lviv in late 1604 or 1605—
deliberately opposed the cultural and educational policies of the Lviv Confraternity; see Ere-
min, Ivar VySens’kij, pp. 259—65; cf. Grabowicz, “The Question of Authority,” p. 789.

123 As George Grabowicz has asserted, “the general thrust of VySens’kyj’s thinking, plainly
expressed in his texts, is distinctly anti-hierarchical” (“The Question of Authority,” p. 787). In
establishing a link between VySens’kyj’s world view and Taras Sevéenko’s vision of a “holy
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audience which encompassed all levels of society but to break down the
notion of a divided humanity. In this regard, VySens’kyj’s fierce condemna-
tion of the luxurious life-style of the Rus’ bishops could easily have relied
on a peculiar vision of John Chrysostom which incorporated the church
fathers’ denunciation of wealth, status, neglect of the poor, and generally
acquisitive character of contemporary society.!2*

I have alluded to the importance of VySens’kyj’s vision of true believers
as oppressed and persecuted in a world of “structure”!?5 and the apostolic
role of the monks in that world. Yet equally important for him was the pro-
phetic role of the monks. As in the case of Chrysostom, the Athonite monk
seems to have endeavored to go beyond the monks and organized monasti-
cism and advance a movement of broader and more radical reform for all
Christians. Yet his focus on the “ordeal” of Rus’ inevitably involved a pro-
jection into a future embodying an ideal state of being. In opposition to the
hierarchical and sacerdotal institutions existing in the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth, VySens’kyj presented an eschatological vision of the
Church. In addressing his Ruthenian countrymen, the Athonite monk felt
obliged to insist that the Church could no longer be linked with the terres-
trial kingdom and natural order; rather, it had to offer itself as an anticipa-
tion of the immanent Kingdom of God which would come at the end of the
world. As in the past, only the monks, having separated themselves from a
secularized Church and having purified themselves in the mountains, could
engage in a struggle with the Antichrist for the purification of the Church in
the face of the imminently approaching end of time. And this was because
the monks not only were anticipating the life to be shared by all in the
Kingdom of God but also were seeking to approximate the pure form of life
which had been intended before man’s fall.

communitas,” both defined as elements of a “deep recurring structure in Ukrainian culture and
literature” (ibid., pp. 793-94), Grabowicz’s recent study has alluded to the usefulness of struc-
tural anthropological models, such as those provided by Victor Turner in The Ritual Process.
Structure and Anti-Structure (Ithaca, 1977), in the study of pre-modern authors such as
Vysens’kyj who operated in periods of profound societal crisis and transformation. Some of
these models have already been successfully employed by Grabowicz in the study of modern
Ukrainan literature; see his pathbreaking book, The Poet as Mythmaker: A Study of Symbolic
Meaning in Taras Sevienko (Cambridge, Mass., 1982). See fn. 125 below.

124 G. Florovsky, “St. John Chrysostom: The Apostle of Charity,” in Aspects of Church His-
tory, Collected Works of Georges Florovsky, 4 (Belmont, 1975), pp. 79—-87.

125 Here I have in mind the concepts of “structure” and “communitas” first formulated by
Turner, that is, the contrast which “is posited between the notion of society as a differentiated,
segmented system of structural positions (which may or may not be arranged in a hierarchy),
and society as a homogeneous, undifferentiated whole” (Dreams, Fields, and Metaphors,
[Ithaca and London, 1974], p. 237). See fn. 123 above.
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Thus, in the structures of Ivan Vy¥ens’kyj’s thought, monastic piety,
with its eschatological foundation and prophetic quality, had a special
responsibility toward the whole Church and for the individual salvation not
only of the monks but of all believers. The monks alone could both expose
the evil which reigns over all ends and parts of Christendom—that is, serve
as “prophets of disaster”—and proclaim the eschatological fulfillment of
human history—that is, serve as “prophets of salvation.”126 And yet, only
those monks who had gone into the wilderness in search of self-perfection
could, with their kerygmatic message, lead the faithful into cleansing from
sin, the Kingdom of God, and everlasting salvation. According to Ivan
Vysens’kyj, St. John Chrysostom, the apostle of Christian life, could never
have said otherwise.!?’

Yale University

126 These two terms are drawn from Klaus Koch’s form-critical study of prophetic
narratives—specifically, “Ahaziah’s Fall” (2 Kings 1) and “The Yoke of the King of Babylon”
(Jeremiah 28); see K. Koch, The Growth of the Biblical Tradition. The Form-Critical Method,
trans. S. Cupitt (New York, 1969), pp. 183—200. The application of the form-critical definition
of Old Testament prophetic writings can prove especially useful in the exegesis of
Vysens’kyj’s oeuvre; see, for example, the introduction to the Book, where Vy3ens’kyj’s pro-
phetic stance betrays not only a threat already founded in the present but an eschatological
proclamation with its prediction of salvation; see Goldblatt, “Godlike ‘Simplicity’ versus Dia-
bolic ‘Craftiness’.”

127 In a recent study, Sister Sophia Senyk examined Vy3¥ens’kyj’s denunciation of KS within
the context of “a certain tension” that existed between two tendencies in Ruthenian monasti-
cism at the end of the sixteenth century and beginning of the seventeenth century. In her opin-
ion, one trend encouraged monks and monasteries to participate in the “life of the church” and
“religious culture,” while another current proclaimed the necessity of “retreating into the
desert”; see Senyk, “L’Hésychasme dan le monachisme ukrainien,” pp. 209-210.



Ut Poesia Pictura. . . :
Emblems and Literary Pictorialism
in Simiaon Polacki’s Early Verse

PETER A. ROLLAND

To the Memory of Kalman and Clara

The ties between visual and verbal art are not as evident today as in previ-
ous centuries when the two were often considered manifestations of the
same phenomenon. This is particularly true of the art and literature in
Europe from the late Middle Ages to the end of the eighteenth century. Dur-
ing these centuries the visual and verbal arts existed in a creative symbiosis,
by which the written word could inspire the painter or sculptor. Conversely,
painting and sculpture could inspire the poet, if only to provide versified
explanations of what the plastic arts depicted. The popularity of emblem
books and iconographic manuals well attest to this phenomenon, as evi-
denced by their use from Britain to Muscovy.!

The monastic poet Simiaon Polacki (Symeon Poloc’kyj, Simeon
Polockij/Polotsky) and his development exemplify the manner in which
Western European Neo-Latin literature and culture of the Baroque gained
entrance to the early modern Russian literary milieu. An Orthodox Belorus-
sian born in or near Polish-ruled Polack (Polock) and named Samuit
Sitnjanovi¢-Pjatroiiski before his entry into religous life, Simiaon gained

1 The classic expression of the relationship of the visual arts to poetry is the Horatian phrase,
“ut pictura poesis.” Horace, De arte poetica, 361. Bartolomeo Fazio (1400—-1467) elaborated
upon this statement, saying: “Est enim inter Pictores ac Poetas magna quaedam affinitas. Neque
enim aliud est pictura quam poema tacitum” [There is a close relationship between painters and
poets, for painting is simply silent verse]; in Wiadyslaw Tatarkiewicz, History of Aesthetics,
vol. 3, Modern Aesthetics, trans. Adam and Ann Czerniawski (The Hague, 1979), p. 76. For the
purposes of this study, a quote by Plutarch, published in Tatarkiewicz, History of Aesthetics,
vol. 1, Ancient Aesthetics, p. 40, is more appropriate: “Simonides calls painting silent poetry
and poetry articulate painting.” For an erudite and lucid discussion of the emblem and its his-
tory in European literature, see Mario Praz, Studies in Seventeenth-Century Imagery, 2nd ed.,
considerably enlarged, Sussidi eruditi, 16 (Rome, 1964); Janusz Pelc, Stowo-Obraz-Znak. Stu-
dium o emblematach w literaturze staropoiskiej, Studia staropolskie, 37 (Wroctaw, 1973), pp.
1-37; A. A. Morozov and L. A. Sofronova, “Emblematika i ee mesto v iskusstve Barokko,” in
A. I Rogov, A. V. Lipatov, L. A. Sofronova, eds., Slavjanskoe Barokko: Istoriko-kul’ turnye
problemy époxi (Moscow, 1979), assess the role of emblem literature in Slavic literatures,
including Potacki’s writings.
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knowledge of contemporary Neo-Latin and Polish literature and culture first
during his studies at the Kievan Mohyla Collegium during the latter part of
the 1640s and then at a Jesuit-run institution in Vilnius or Potack. The edu-
cation he obtained enabled Potacki to become one of the most influential
propagators of Western literature and culture in Moscow during the period
1663-1680.2

Among the genres of Western verse that Polacki introduced into early
modern Russian literature were the inscription and the emblem—genres
with which he had become familiar during his course of study.> Verse

2 The two works, lerofej Tatarskij, Simeon Polockij (ego #izn' dejatel’ nost’): Opyt issledo-
vanija iz istorii prosve$Cenija i vnutrennoj cerkovnoj %izni vo vtoruju polovinu XVII veka (Mos-
cow, 1886), and L. N. Majkov, “Simeon Polockij,” in Oferki iz istorii russkoj literatury
XVII-XVIII vekov (St. Petersburg, 1889), pp. 1 —162, remain the only comprehensive accounts
of Polacki’s life and activities. Peter A. Rolland “Three Early Satires by Simeon Polotsky,”
Slavonic And East European Review 63, no. 1 (January 1985): 1-20, fn. 1, and idem, * ‘Dulce
est et fumos videre Patriae’—Four Letters by Simiaon Polacki,” Harvard Ukrainian Studies 9,
no. 1/2 (June 1985): 166—81, fn. 1, list the most important studies of Potacki’s life and creative
activity published before 1980. Subsequent literature relevant to the subject of this article will
be given in the footnotes below. Since Polacki was Belorussian by birth, it seems only fitting to
use this as the basic rendering of his name. Variants reflecting the usage in the scholarly litera-
ture are given in the standard transliteration of the language of the source.

There is no agreement in the scholarly literature as to Potacki’s educational career. Tatar-

skij, Simeon Polockij, pp. 30-33, and Majkov, “Simeon Polockij,” p. 2, agree that the young
Belorussian studied in the late 1640s at the Mohyla Collegium and then went on to higher stu-
dies at a Jesuit institution. S. T. Golubev, “Otzyv o sofinenii V. O. Eingorna, Oderki iz istorii
Malorossii v XVII v. I. Snofenija malorossijskogo duxovenstva z moskovskim pravitel’ stvom v
carstvovanie Alekseja Mixajlovi¢a,” Zapiski Imp. akademii nauk po Istoriko-filologi¢eskomu
otdeleniju 6, no. 2 (1902):113, and K. V. Xarlampovi€, Malorossijskoe viijanie na veli-
korusskuju cerkovnuju %izn’ (Kazan, 1914; reprinted, 1968), p. 380, point to the “Academia” in
Vilnius. The matter remains to be resolved.
3 The program of studies at the Mohyla Collegium has been discussed by such historians as
V. Askocenskij, Kiev, s drevnejsim ego ucili¢em Akademieju, 2 vols. (Kiev, 1856; reprinted,
1976); Aleksander Jablonowski, Akademia Kijowsko-Mohylariska: Zarys historyczny na tle
rozwoju ogélnego cywilizacji zachodniej na Rusi (Cracow, 1899-1900); and Alexander
Sydorenko, The Kievan Academy in the Seventeenth Century, University of Ottawa Ukrainian
Studies, 1 (Ottawa, 1977).

N. L. Petrov, “O slovesnyx naukax i literaturnyx zanjatijax v Kievskoj Akademii ot nafala
ee do preobrazovanija v 1819, Trudy Kievskoj duxovnoj akademii 3, no. 7 (July
1866): 305—30; 3, no. 11 (November 1866): 343 —-88; 3, no. 12 (December 1866): 552-69; and
4, no. 1 (January 1867):82—118; H. M. Syvokin’, Davni ukrajins’ki poetyky (Xarkiv, 1960);
Ryszard Luiny, Pisarze kregu Akademii Kijowsko-Mohylariskiej a literatura poiska: Z dziejéw
zwiqkéw kulturalnych polsko-wschodniostowianskich XVII-XVIII wieku, Krakéw Uniwersytet
Jagielloriski, Prace historyczno-literackie, 11 (Cracow, 1966); and V. P, Masljuk, Latynomovni
poetyky XVII-persoji polovyny XVIII st. ta jix rol’ y rozvytku teorii literatury na Ukrajini
(Kiev, 1983), devote special attention to poetical and rhetorical theory taught in the Kiev Colle-
gium and similar institutions in Ukraine.

Masljuk, Latynomovni poetyky, pp. 17780, briefly notes that the composition of emblems
and related genres was discussed as part of the course on poetics. Askofenski, Kiev, vol. 1, p.
332, fn. 191, gives the headings of the earliest known course in poetics at the collegium from a
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inscriptions composed for various icons are found in Vertograd mnogocvet-
nyj, the enormous collection of didactic and moralistic verse compiled by
Polacki during the last decade of his life. Furthermore, the British scholar
Anthony Hippisley has demonstrated the formative role of the emblem in
individual poems from this collection and as a significant element in the
allegorical poetic style of Polacki’s mature verse. Refining some of
Hippisley’s observations, Jan Baptist Bedaux has commented on the nature
of Potacki’s emblem verse, using selected texts composed during the poet’s
career in Moscow. Bernd Uhlenbruch has discussed Polacki’s emblematics
as illustrative of the antipodal understanding of the significance of immut-
able text which the German scholar posits as the root of the controversy
between advocates of the Nikonian reforms (Potacki) and adherents of the
Old Belief (Avvakum).

manuscript dated 1637, revealing that the composition of emblems and related genres was an
integral part of Kievan poetics. Chapter nine contains the following: “IX. De epigrammate
eiusque specibus nempe: a) emblemate, b) symbolis, c) acnigmate, d) logogriphus, e) echone, f)
anagramatisimo, g) epitaphio, epicaedo, naenia, h) collosso, pyrimidae, inscriptione vexil-
lorum, obelisco.” V. I. Krekoten’, “Kyjivsk’a poetyka 1637 roku,” in O. V. MySany¢, ed.,
Literaturna spads¢yna Kyjevskoji Rusi i ukrajins’ka literatura XVI-XVII st. (Kiev, 1981), pp.
11854, published a Ukrainian translation of the full text of this course of poetics on the basis
of a copy of the original (now, again lost) made in 1910 by O. S. Hruzyns'kyj. In Potacki’s
own surviving notes on poetics, the Commendatio brevis Poeticae. Anno 1646 (CGADA, fond
381, Ms. 1791, fol. 14"), we read the following:

Quae divisio epigramatis?. . . 3tius modus est emblema, quasi interiectio, vel interpositio ali-
cuis ornamenti in epigrammate, et ita pulchre relucet sicut V:G: “Splendent gemmae, aurei
claviculi in aliquo vase reste parute pocula clipio, etc.” Constant communiter tribus partibus:
Inscriptione, quae est velute anima; Pictura, quae est velute corpus, et Poesis V:G: Si qua[?] in
sylvam igna portans pingatur, at illie addi epigramma sive lemma, tamquam anima: “Labor
inutilis.”

[What are the types of the epigram?. .. The third way is the emblem, as if in an inscription
intermingled with or with some inscription inserted, into the epigram and thus it reflects beauti-
fully v.g.: “Gold and gems glisten, as with the leaf pattern on some vase and with a rope pat-
tern, as if around a bust or shield-shaped surface.” They generally consist of three parts: an
inscription, which is to say, the soul or spirit (of the work); a picture, which is so to speak the
body, and an epigram, v.g.; If anyone should be portrayed carrying faggots into a forest, to this
picture should be added the following epigram or motto, its soul, so to speak: “Useless labor.”]
(My thanks to Dr. Robert Buck of the Department of Classics, University of Alberta, for his aid
in translating these passages.)

Anthony Hippisley, The Poetic Style of Simeon Polotsky, Birmingham Slavonic Monographs,
16 (Birmingham, 1985), pp. 37-39, quotes from this text and from another fragment from the
same manuscript, demonstrating Potacki’s familiarity with contemporary tripartite emblem
structure, although in his later poetry this structure is not evident; cf. Bernd Uhlenbruch,
“Emblematik und Ideologie: Zu einem emblematischen Text Simeon Polockijs,” in Renate
Lachmann, ed., Slavischer Barockliteratur II: Gedenkschrift fiir Dmitrij TschiZewskij
(1894 —1977), Forum Slavicum, 54 (Munich, 1983), p. 118.
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Among Soviet scholars, A. A. Morozov and L. A. Sofronova have
remarked on the significance of the emblem for Potacki’s verse generally,
while A. S. Eleonskaja and V. P. Grebenjuk have noted the influence of
emblem literature on Polacki’s thought and in his panegyrical anthology
Rifmologion.* No one has traced the influence of emblem books and
iconography on Pofacki during his formative student years and before his
removal from Potack to Moscow. This little-investigated period of Potacki’s
creative life is important; what the young student learned in Kiev and Vil-
nius or Polack, he used to great effect in Moscow.’

This study will examine several Polish verse texts found in the miscel-
lany Pandecta, seu Collecteana albo Zebranie rozmaitych scriptéw y nota-
tie, a silva rerum that contains Simiaon’s earliest known verse and his notes
on various subjects. The poems are entitled “Pieszczota dziatek” (Mol-
lycoddling children; fol. 43/60Y), “Roskosz” (Luxury; fol. 133Y), “Wiscie-
klemi biegasz korimi, Kupidynie...” (Like wild horses you run, O
Cupid. . .; fol. 119%), and “Czasu odmiana y r6zno$¢” (The Passage of time
and the difference; fol. 118"). Scholars who have studied Potacki’s early
verse—and, indeed, these very poems—have remarked on their heavily
allegorical nature, on their vivid and, at times, puzzling imagery, and on
their often strange intermingling of pagan and Christian themes.5 As I shall

4 Anthony R. Hippisley, “Simeon Polotsky as a Representative of the Baroque in Russian
Literature” (Ph.D. diss., Oxford University, 1966); idem, “The Emblem in Simeon Polotsky,”
The Slavic and East European Journal 15, no. 2 (Summer 1971): 167 —83; Jan Baptist Bedaux,
“Emblem and Emblematic Poem in the work of Simeon Polockij,” in B. J. Amsenga et al, eds.,
Miscellanea Selecta: To Honour the Memory of Jan M. Meijer (Amsterdam, 1983), pp. 53-73;
and Peter A. Rolland, “Aspects of Simeon Polockij’s Early Verse (1648-1663)” (Ph.D. diss.,
Indiana University, 1978), pp. 55—68, discuss the influence of the emblem and inscriptions in
Potacki’s early verse. See also Morozov and Sofronova, “Emblematika,” p. 32; A. S. Eleon-
skaja, “Rabota Simeona Polockogo nad podgotovkoj k petati knig Obed dulevnyj i Velerja
duSevnaja,” in A. N. Robinson, ed., Simeon Polockij i ego knigoizdatel’ skaja dejatel’ nost’
(Russkaja staropedatnaja literatura XVI-XVIII v.), vol. 3 (Moscow, 1982), pp. 152—202; and
V. P. Grebenjuk, “Rifmologion Simeona Polockogo (Istorija sozdanija, struktura, idei),” in
ibid., vol. 3, pp. 259-308.

5 The late M. L. Pra¥kovi¢ (“Paezija Simiaona Polackaha: Ranni peryiad 1648 —1664” [Diss.,
Minsk University, 1964}, and “Simiaon Polacki,” in V. V. Barysenka et al., eds., Historyia
belaruskaj dokastryénickaj litaratury u dvux tamax, vol. 1, Z starafitnyx éasoii da kanca XVIII
st. [Minsk, 1968], pp. 354—82) and Luzny (Pisarze kregu, pp. 109—28) do not take up this
question at all. Rolland, “Aspects of Simeon Polockij’s Early Verse,” chap. 2, provides a pre-
liminary discussion of the problem; the present study is an enlarged and reworked version of a
portion of that chapter.

$ Luiny, Pisarze kregu, pp. 117—22. In preparing the texts, which I copied in situ from
CGADA, fond 381, Ms. 1800, and compared with witnesses in GIM, Sinod. Sobr., Ms. 731, 1
followed Konrad Gérski, “Zasady transliteracji tekstéw XVI i XVII wieku,” in Z badar nad
literaturq staropolskq: Program i postulaty (Wroctaw, 1952), pp. 79 -87. I have separated the
texts into strophes as indicated by lines drawn in the manuscript, presumably by their author.
V. K. Bylinin and L. U. Zvonareva give the texts of “Pieszczota dziatek,” “Roskosz,” “Czasu
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demonstrate, these features are due to the fact that the verses in question are
Potackij’s first attempts to compose emblem verse and inscriptions inspired
by plates or drawings. In demonstrating this hypothesis, I shall present each
of the texts, indicate a possible source, and discuss those correspondences
between the verse and the suggested source which allow us to posit such a
relationship.”

The connection between these texts and emblem verse is most clearly
seen in “Pieszczota dziatek.” The poem is a quatrain in which the author
warns of the dire consequences of excessive parental affection:

Malpa, ucieszne i smySlne zwierzatko
Zbytnie kochajac, zadtawia malpiatko.

Tak zbytnie pieszczac mite swoje dziatki,
O $mieré przywodza nieuwazne matki.?

Both the theme and illustrative motif of this text appear in several emblem
books of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. One, entitled “Caecus
Amor Sobolis,” is listed as “No. 77” by Joachim Camerarius in his Sym-

odmiana y r6znoé¢,” and, as part of this text, “Wscieklemi biegasz kofimi, Kupidynie. . .” in an
annotated scholarly edition: Simeon Polockij: Virsi (Minsk, 1990), pp. 195, 172, 174. While
following contemporary punctuation and spelling, they do not separate the texts into strophes,
contrary to indications in the manuscript. In treating “Czasu odmiana y r6zno$¢” and
Wécieklemi biegasz korimi, Kupidynie. . .” as a single text, they repeat Luzny’s error (cf. fn, 20
below).

No archaeographic description of CGADA, fond 381, ms. 1800, is known to me. Luzny,
Pisarze kregu, pp. 10924, contains a general description and partial listing of contents. Byli-
nin and Zvonareva remark on the paleography of the manuscript. The earliest dated work is
Potacki’s translated Akafist Najswietszej Pannie. . ., dated by him in the text to 1648. Among
the latest texts is Lamiencik stawieriski, dated by the author 27 May 1663. The watermarks I
obtained in situ (fols. 7, 10, 14, 22/24, 24/26, 28/30) seem to reflect most closely E.
Lauceviéius, Popierius Lietuvoje: Atlasas, 2 vols. (Vilnius, 1967), vol. 1, p. 171, nos. 1090 and
1089, a mounted figure in a double circle containing the name Marcjan Giedroycz; vol. 2, p.
189, dates no. 1089 to Vilnius, 1646/Rasenai, 1648; no. 1090 to Vilnius, 1647/Rasenai, 1648;
and no. 1094 to Vilnius, 1654. If the terminus post quem of 1646/47 is accepted and the last
watermark has been correctly identified, some of the texts in question definitely stem from
Potacki’s studies in Kiev and Vilnius or Polack.

7 Praz, Studies in Seventeenth-Century Imagery, Samuel C. Chew, The Pilgrimage of Life
(New Haven and London, 1962); E. H. Gombrich, Symbolic Images: Studies in the Art of the
Renaissance (London, 1972); Arthur Henckel and Albrecht Schone, Emblemata: Handbuch zur
Sinnbildkiinst des XVI und XVII Jahrhunderts (Stuttgart, 1972); Janusz Pelc, Stowo-Obrak-
Znak; and idem, “Old Polish Emblems: An introduction to the Problem,” Zagadnienia
rodzajéw literackich 12, no. 2 (1968): 3154, served as my introduction to the problems of the
emblem and related genres.

8 The monkey, an amusing and intelligent beast/loving excessively suffocates the young
monkey./Caring for their dear children in a similarly excessive way,/careless mothers cause
their death.



72 PETER A. ROLLAND

bolorum et Emblematum. . .Centuria Altera® Under the motto “Caecus
Amor Sobolis” there is a plate depicting the following scene: a female
simian sitting beneath a tree fondles an offspring who revels in the display
of affection; at the rear rests another young monkey who has turned his
back on this touching scene. The poem accompanying this device reads:

Saepe et amare nocet. Suffocat simia, amando
Simiolum. Exemplum hoc o fugitote patres.!°

When Simiaon’s text is compared to that of Camerarius, it is evident
there is a coincident central theme—the deadly effects of overzealous
parental affection—and central image—the female monkey (Latin, simia;
Polish, mafpa) and her offspring (Latin, simiolum; Polish, mafpiqtko); from
this we may conclude that the fledgling poet drew upon some similar
emblem as inspiration. One detail of vocabulary suggests that Camerarius
probably did serve as Potacki’s source. Both authors use the same verb ‘suf-
focate, choke’ (Camerarius: Latin, suffocat; Polacki: Polish, zadlawia) to
convey the manner in which excessive affection causes the death of the
offspring. Furthermore, of the several emblematic texts treating this theme,
only Camerarius’s text is as succinct in its style and philosophy as
Polacki’s. We know that a copy of Camerarius’s Symbolorum et Emblema-
tum was apparently in Potacki’s library in Moscow, and individual poems
of the Vertograd mnogocvetnyj have been traced to this source. It is, there-
fore, most probable that “Caecus Amor Sobolis” from this collection
inspired Potacki’s early quatrain.!!

The influences of both Camerarius and Andreas Alciati are discernable
in the poem “Roskosz” (Luxury), in which Potacki warns of the fatal allure
of Luxury and Venery. He writes:

9 Henckel and Schone, Emblemata, cols. 428 -31, list six emblems that contain some variant
of this theme. I have also consulted Joachim Camerarius, Symbolorum et Emblematum ex
Animalibus Quadrupedibus Desumptorum Centuria Altera (Frankfurt, 1661), fol. 78".

10 To love often kills. A mother ape suffocates the young ape [while] loving [him]/ Avoid this
example, Parents. (Unless otherwise indicated, all translations are mine—P.A.R.)

11 Anthony R. Hippisley, “Simeon Polotsky’s Library,” Oxford Slavonic Papers, ns., 16
(1983):52-61, discusses the problems connected with assembling a tentative catalogue of
Polacki’s library. On pages 60—61 he provides a “Short-title List,” giving (p. 61) “Camerarius,
J., Symbola et emblemata (1593-7)” among those volumes which Potacki had with him in
Moscow. On page 58 Hippisley gives the text of a Slavonic version of “Pieszczota dziatek,”
entitled “Laskanie,” from Vertograd mnogocvetnyj. He notes that “Almost certainly Polotsky
took this image [of deadly simian maternal affection] from the Symbola et emblemata of Cam-
erarius. . .” and identifies the source as “Caecus Amor Sobolis.” We can only agree. Further
study will doubtless reveal other texts from Potacki’s early period in the later compendia of his
works.
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Morskie zwierzeta, Syreny rzeczone,
Twarza czlowiecza od Boga uczczone,
Zwykly zeglarzom podczas niewolnosci,
Stodkiem $piewaniem topi¢ w glebokosci,
Psom na pozarcie, Scille nieprzebytej
Smierci okretéw morskich jadowitej.
Rozkosz, Wszeteczno§é—to Syreny wtére,
ieglarzom Swiata piesri §piewaja ktore,
Zda sie ucieszna, lecz jadem piekielnym
Petna, ku Scillom wabigca §miertelnym,
Aby zywota wywrociwszy nawe
Dali czlowieka Cerberowi strawe.
Herkules baczny kazat si¢ skrepowaé
U maszta, gdy miat przez Scille zeglowad,
Aby od Syren nie byt oszukany,
Bestiom srogim na pokarm oddany.
Nam krzyz Chrystuséw maszt jest, do ktérego
Uwiaze niech kozdy siebie samego,
By od ztych Syren nie byt omawiony,
W Scille piekielnej wiecznie pograzony.'?

A comparison of this text with those found in emblem books strongly
suggests that Polacki relied on Camerarius’s emblem, “Mortem Dabit Ipsa
Voluptas,” and on Alciati’s “Sirenes.”!3

Camerarius’s emblem is composed of a motto with a moralistic theme
(“Luxury itself causes death”) and is illustrated with a plate in which Sirens
sit upon a rocky outcrop and sing while ships founder on the distant sea.

12 Marine animals called Sirens,/endowed by God with human faces,/ were accustomed to
drown in the deep/sailors captivated by sweet singing/as food for dogs, in impassable
Scylla/venomous death of marine vessels./Luxury and Venery—they are [a] second [type of]
Sirens,/who sing sailors of this world a song,/which seems pleasant, but with infernal
poison/ [is] filled, [which] lures [men] to the death-dealing Scyllas/in order that, having cap-
sized the Ship of Life/they give Man as food to Cerberus./Prudent Hercules commanded him-
self to be bound/to the mast, when he had to sail through Scylla,/lest he be tempted/by the
Sirens and given to fierce beasts as food./For us the Cross of Christ is the mast,/to which let
everyone bind himself,/lest by the evil Sirens he be not persuaded/[and] into the infernal
Scylla eternally plunged.

13 Henckel and Schéne, Emblemata, col. 1697; Joachim Camerarius, Symbolorum et
Emblematum ex Aquatilibus et Reptilibus Desumptorum Centuria Quarta (Frankfurt, 1661),
fol. 64%; Andreas Alciati, Emblemata cum Commentariis Amplissimis (Padua, 1621; reprinted,
1976), pp. 487-89; Hippisley, “Emblem,” p. 170, notes that Alciati’s Emblemata was among
the emblem books found in Polacki’s later library; in “Simeon Polotsky’s Library,” p. 61,
Hippisley lists it as “Alciatus, A. Emblemata (1648).”
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Underneath this is a short epigram which explains the whole. It reads: “Dul-
cisono mulcent Sirenes aethera cantu/Tu, fuge, ne pereas collida monstra
maris.”14

Alciati’s emblem compares meretricious women to the mythical
creatures who lured to destruction those captivated by their irresistible song.
The emblem consists of the simple title “Sirenes” above a plate depicting
Odysseus’s escape from these deadly monsters. In the left foreground of the
plate sit two or three Sirens looking out to sea while playing instruments
and singing. On the right Odysseus’s ship sails, with the hero firmly bound
to the mast. In the background ships founder. Below the plate appears the
following:

Absque alis volucres et cruribus absque puellas
Rostro absque et pisces, qui tamen cre canant.

Quis putat esse illos? Tungi haec Natura negavit
Sirenes fieri sed potuisse docent.

Illicium est mulier, quae is piscem desinit atrum,
Plurima quod secum monstra libido vehit.

Aspectu, verbis, animi candore trahuntur,
Parthenope, Ligia, Leucosiaque viri,

Has Musae expumant, has atque illudit Ulysses.
Scilicet est doctis: cum meretrice nihil.!s

An examination of Potacki’s text reveals that the fledgling monk-poet
melded elements from both Camerarius and Alciati into a work both deriva-
tive and uniquely his own. Whereas Alciati’s emblem furnished the theme
of Odysseus’s success in withstanding the Sirens’ song by being bound to
the mast of his ship and both sources provided the central image of the
Sirens and the seductive force of their song, each source identified the
Sirens with a different vice. From Camerarius Polacki incorporated the idea
of Luxury (Latin, voluptas; Polish, roskosz) as a destructive but alluring
force; from Alciati he derived the theme of Venery or Meretriciousness
(Latin, meretricium; Polish, wszeteczno$¢) as the sweet source of doom for
those who fall under its sway. These thematic parallels and the presence of
both collections in Polacki’s library in Moscow confirm the conclusion that

14 The sweetly singing Sirens harm the world by their singing/flee, you will not elude these
sly monsters of the sea.

15 Bird without wings and women without legs/and a fish without a fish’s head, who for all
that on the seashore sing./ Whom do you think they are? Nature denies joining [these things}/to
make the Sirens, but teaches that they are possible./Forbidden is woman, whose extremity is
shaped like a fish,/for monstrous desire takes many with her./By appearance, word, lively
spirit/ were attracted Parthiope, Ligia, and the men of Leucosire,/these the Muses plucked,
these Ulysses eluded./ So a wise man should know: [have] nothing to do with a meretrix.
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these emblems served as the source for “Roskosz.”

An analysis of Potacki’s text also reveals that, while making use of ele-
ments from the two emblems discussed above, the young seminarian
rejected others that were at variance with his world view and infused the
work both with an explicitly Christian content and with Baroque stylistic
embellishments completely lacking in his sources. In dealing with
“Sirenes,” Simiaon excluded the rather explicit references to the female
physiology and the power of the Sirens’ sexual allure, as well as the secular
humanistic nature of Alciati’s advice (“Scilicet est doctis: cum meretrice
nihil”). While considering Camerarius’s observations germaine, the com-
mitted Christian in Polacki rejected the pessimism inherent in them (“Tu,
fuge, ne pereas collida monstra maris™). Instead, the poet endowed his work
with a Christian religious meaning tinged with an element of hope. Drawing
upon the longstanding practice of reinterpreting pagan myth in light of
Christian revelation, Polacki transformed the messages of both emblematic
sources.! Acknowledging that Luxury and Venery were powerful in their
attempts to upset the vessel of those who sail on the “sea of life,” Polacki
affirmed that the Christians might escape destruction by binding themselves
to the mast of the ship, the Cross of Christ. Through his reinterpretation
Potacki raised Luxury and Venery from the realm of problems of everyday
life, whose consequences are grounded in the here and now of human
existence, to the transcendental plane of eternal salvation and damnation.!”

While transforming the sense of his sources, Potacki also reworked the
style. The works by both Camerarius and Alciati are spare in style and re-
strained in tone. They seek to instruct the reader by appealing to his good
sense and sound reason. Polacki, on the other hand, sought to play on the
reader’s emotions in addition to appealing to his intellect. Displaying that
fascination with terror and the terrible so characteristic of the Baroque, the
poet heightened the dangers facing the voyager on the sea of life through
the use of such phrases as “jadem piekielnym pelna” (filled with infernal
poison), “ku Scillom. . . §miertelnym” (toward the deadly Scyllas), “Psom
na pozarcie” (as food for dogs), “W Scille piekielnej wiecznie pograzony”
(into the infernal Scylla eternally plunged), “Scille nieprzebytej/ Smierci
okretow morskich jadowitej” (impassable Scylla/ venomous death of marine
vessels), and “zle Syreny” (evil Sirens). The cumulative effect of such a

16 Hugo Rahner, S.J., Greek Myths and Christian Mystery (London, 1963), pp. 328-86,
discusses the Christian interpretations of “Odysseus at the Mast.”

17 Morozov and Sofronova, “Emblematika,” p. 15, and Uhlenbruch, “Emblematik und Ideo-
logie,” p. 119, comment on constant reinterpretation of emblems as inherent to the artistic and
semantic systems that fostered them.
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suggestive vocabulary, with its stress on the poisonous and infernal, is to
terrify the reader into swift and unhesitating acceptance of the proffered
means of escaping eternal damnation—binding onself to “the Life-giving
Cross.”

Analysis of the ideological transformation of Polacki’s sources reveals
that the poet has transformed the motifs contained in them to suit his new
religious purposes as well. The myths of Scylla and Charybdys are distinct
from that of the Sirens. Their use here, as well as the reference to Cerberus,
monstrous watchdog of Hades, is motivated solely by the author’s desire to
evoke terror in the reader. Potacki’s own ideological position motivated still
another recasting of a classical motif. As we know, classical myth (and
Alciati’s emblem) made reference to Odysseus’s escape from the Sirens, as
given in Book XII of the Odyssey. Known for his sly, amoral nature, the
“wily Odysseus” did not suit Potacki’s purpose. Hercules, on the other
hand, was a hero known for overcoming a series of monstrous beings and
for the performance of impossible feats. In one interpretation contemporary
to Potacki, Hercules and his adventures illustrated the neccesity for avoid-
ing Luxury and female entrapment. 8

Polacki’s creative reinterpretation of classical myth and emblematic
literature is not unique; rather, it reflects the author’s understanding of the
principle of imitatio, the principle that artistic perfection could be attained
by modeling one’s own work on that of acknowledged masters. While other

18 M. K. Sarbiewski, Dii gentium. Bogowie pogan, introduced, edited, and translated by
Krystyna Stawecka, compiled initially by St. Skimina in collaboration with Maria Skimina,
Biblioteka pisarzéw polskich, series b, no. 20, (Wroctaw, 1972), Capur XLI Hercules, pp.
492527, discusses Hercules’ attributes as a vir fortis (mq2 dzielny). “Roskosz” echoes some
of Sarbiewski’s observations: “I. Nihil esse magis vitandum femineis illecebris” [Nothing
should be avoided more than feminine allure] (p. 506); “XIV. Magna ingenia ad malum aeque
et ad bonum strenua sunt. Lege Xenophontem libv. II p. 131, prolixe describentem, quomodo
Herculi deliberanti de statu vitae, virtutisne via an voluptatis ad gloriam grassaretur occurerit
Virtus et Voluptas” [Outstanding souls are inclined equally to good and evil. Read Xenophon
bk. II, p. 131, who describes profusely how Hercules deliberated on the course of his life,
whether to achieve glory by the path of virtue or by that of luxury after he had been confronted
by Virtue and Luxury (themselves)] (p. 513); “XXIX. Forti maxime voluptas fugienda” [The
brave should avoid Luxury most of all] (p. 518).

According to Stawecka’s introductory comments (pp. 8—9), Sarbiewski’s mythological
treatise was formulated while he was a lecturer at the Jesuit collegium in Potack in 1626 and
was widely circulated in manuscript for at least the next ninety years. The close resonance
between the cited passages and “Roskosz” and Simiaon’s own physical presence in at least one
of two places connected with the manuscript tradition (Vilnius or Potack) make it very prob-
able that he was acquainted with Sarbiewski’s tract. Euzny’s documented assertion (Pisarze
kregu, pp. 29-30) that Polacki’s Commendatio brevis Poeticae. Anno 1646 is related in part to
Sarbiewski’s “De acuto et arguto,” in M. K. Sarbiewski, Wyklady poetyky (Praecepta poetica),
translated and edited by St. Skimina (Wroctaw, 1958), pp. 1-20, makes it even more certain
that Potacki was familiar with Dii gentium, and that its ideology is reflected in “Roskosz.”
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scholars have drawn attention to Polacki’s creative reshaping of material
taken from other sources, in discussing these poems in Vertograd mno-
gocvetnyj, the analysis here of both “Pieszczota dziatek” and, particularly,
“Rozkosz” demonstrates the manner in which he employed the principle of
imitatio while still in the formative stages of his versifying.!?

This investigation has dealt thus far with texts whose sources we have
been able to posit with certainty. We shall now turn our attention to others
whose ties to contemporary iconography are evident but not concretely
demonstrable. Let us consider the case of “Wicieklemi biegasz korimi,
Kupidynie. . .,” whose nature has eluded those few scholars who have
referred to it thus far.?’ The text as given in the manuscript reads as follows:

Wicieklemi biegasz korimi, Kupidynie,
Spro$nej Wenery niewstydliwy synie.
Kogo$ nie ranit zlej straty lubosci?
Hektor, Salomon, zlej upali ztosci
Zacnym poetom, ni oratorowi
Umiesz przebaczy¢, ba, ni Jowiszowi.

Owo, Wstyd Swigty, polamawszy strzaty
Kupidynowe, ma triumf niematy.

Scipio, Joseph, wprz6d niepokalanie
Ida, Suzanna, Judita, zacne panie.

WstrzemigZno$¢, Mierno§¢ u k6t woza stoja,
Palmy w ofiar¢ panny pozad stroja.

“Ja, Smieré, cokolwiek oczom sie nawinie,
Ostra i bystra koniec kosg czynie.
Ja to papieskie, kr6lewskie, biskupie

19 On the history of the concept of imitatio in the literary theory of the Renaissance and later
period, see Bernard Weinberg, A History of Literary Criticism in the Italian Renaissance, vol.
1 (Chicago, 1961), pp. 146—47, 17880, 280—81, et passim; idem, “L’Imitation au XVI°® et au
XVIE siécles,” in F. Jost, ed., Actes du IV® congrés de I' Association internationale de littera-
ture comparée (Fribourg, 1964), vol. 2 (The Hague, 1966), pp. 697-703; Barbara
Otwinowska, “Imitacja eklektyczna i spontaniczna,” in Studia estetyczna, vol. 4 (Warsaw,
1976), pp. 25—-38; idem, “Imitacja,” in Janusz Pelc, ed., Problemy literatury staropolskiej.
Seria druga (Wroctaw et al, 1973), pp. 381-459; Elzbieta Sarnowska-Temeriusz,
“Renesanowe pojecie poezji w Polsce,” in ibid., pp. 459—92; Wladyslaw Tatarkiewicz, A His-
tory of Six Ideas: An Essay in Aesthetics, trans. Christopher Kasparek (Warsaw and The Hague,
1980), pp. 266~75; Masljuk, Latynomovni poetyky, p. 33.

20 Ruiny, Pisarze kregu, p. 121, considers “Wicieklemi biegasz kotimi, Kupidynie. . .” a part
of “Odmiana wszech rzczeczy ludzkich.” Luzny considers the text an exercise in “antiquiza-
tion” (antykizacja). Comparison of this text and the variant found in GIM, Sinod. Sobr., MS.
731, reveals that the two poems in question are independent works. While noting (p. 122) that
other poems in Potacki’s early works possessed highly visual imagery, f.uzny does not specu-
late as to the sources of these verses.
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Korony, berta, z gléw infuly tupie.
Bawoly wscickle karocg ma tocza.
Lud wszelkich stan6w koptyty ostre tlocza.”

Stawa skrzydtami pod niebo wzlecona,
Brzmiacych trab dZwickiem wszedy ogloszona.
Chciwe ma Stawa zwierzeta za konie
Silne, ogromne, narzeczone stonie.
Ta Alexander, Juliusz i Plato
Slyna na §wiecie, i wymowny Cato.

Czas bystrolotny przez bystre jelenie
Dniem, noca biezy, a staé si¢ nie lenie.
“Jade godzinami, Jesieni, Zima, Lato,
Ze mna biegaja, jako widzisz, a to
Lata mnie psuja, jak tez one trawie.
" Wszytko ja depce, §ladu nie zostawig.”

Wsystko na §wiecie koniec terminuje,
Sam jeden Chrystus wiecznie triumfuje.
Nigdy nie cierpiac zgrzybiale;j starosci,
Z poczetami §wigtych, w §wietej trwa jasnosci.2!

This work is indeed quite puzzling because of the multiplicity of themes,
the change of narrative voices, and the myriad of visual images it contains.
All of these baffling details are made clear at once, however, when we
accept the fact that this text actually is composed of a series of inscriptions
inspired by some plate or plates illustrating Petrarch’s Trionfi. To demon-
strate the probability of this hypothesis, it is necessary to consider an
instance of such influence in the writings of the Polish author Mikotaj Re;j.

21 Like maddened horses you run, O Cupid,/shameless son of licentious Venus.,/ Whom have
you not wounded with the arrow of concupiscence?/Hector, Solomon fell by your
malice./ Virtuous poets nor orators you cannot overlook/Ha, not even Jove./Behold, Holy
Shame, having broken the arrows/of Cupid, has no small triumph./ Scipio, Joseph unconquered
in the vanguard/go, Suzanna, Judith, virtuous ladies./Restraint, Moderation stand by the car-
riage wheels,/the ladies in the rear prepare an offering of palms./“I, Death, to whatever comes
to my eyes,/I put an end with my sharp, swift scythe./It is I who papal, royal, episcopal/tiaras,
sceptres, and mitres from the head do bash./Wild bulls pull my carriage./They trample all
estates with their sharp hooves.”/Fame bome up to the heavens on wings/is announced every-
where by the sound of blaring trumpets./Fame has rapacious beasts for horses/strong, huge,
called elephants./By this [Fame] Alexander, Julius, and Plato/ are renowned in the world, and
[also] eloquent Cato./ Swiftly flying Time, by swift hinds drawn/day [and] night courses, and
hastens not to stop./“I drive for hours, Spring, Winter, and Summer/run with me as you
see/and the years spoil me as I consume them./I touch everything and leave not a
trace.”/Everything in [this] world has an end,/only Christ Himself eternally triumphs./Never
having suffered bent old age,/ with the community of saints/ He remains in holy splendor.
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In Stowo-Obraz-Znak, his seminal study on the influence of the emblem
and related genres in Polish literature, Janusz Pelc made a most interesting
discovery. In the fourth chapter of the 1574 posthumous edition of Rej’s
Zwierzyniec, there appeared six emblems, entitled “Bostwo jedyne,”
“Zacnos¢ czystosci,” “Milo$C nieprzystojna,” “Stawa dobra dlugo trwa,
“Czas pretko biezy,” and “Zaden stan §mierci nie umknie.” Each of these
was illustrated by a plate identical to those executed by George Benz, the
Nuremberg engraver, for the 1547 Venice edition of Il Trionfi. Pelc con-
cluded that either Rej or his editor had adapted Benz’s engravings to a new
purpose, providing them with new moralistic interpretations and reordering
them in keeping with the Polish author’s intentions.??

A comparison of Polacki’s text with the plates used to illustrate Rej’s
verse octets offers convincing evidence that the Belorussian poet was
inspired by a similar set of plates. Lines 1-6 of Polacki’s verse, for exam-
ple, clearly reflect some illustration of Petrarch’s “Trionfo d‘Amore.” The
theme of these lines—the power of “Indecent Venera”—and such details as
Cupid running with his bow and arrow next to “maddened horses” and the
figures identified by Potacki as Hector, Solomon, and Jupiter reflect a plate
similar to that used for Rej’s “Mitos$¢ nieprzystojna.” Lines 7—12, in which
“Holy Shame, having broken the arrows/ of Cupid, has no small triumph,”
contain thematic and visual details similar to the plate illustrating Rej’s
“Zacno§¢ czystoéci.” Both Rej’s verse and Polacki’s stanza treat some
aspect of Purity, using the same central element of a female figure seated
high on a carriage preceded by two female figures (Suzanna and Judith) and
two male figures (Joseph and Scipio). The two female figures standing next
to the chariot—Moderation (Miernos¢) and Restraint (WstrzemigZno$é)—
and those bearing palms are features common to both Benz’s plate and
Polacki’s stanza. They argue convincingly for Potacki having used an illus-
tration based on Petrarch’s “Trionfo d’Castitd” as his inspiration.

Similarly, lines 13—-18, in which Death speaks out in his own name,
reflect—like Benz’s plate used to illustrate Rej’s “Zaden stan $mierci nie
umknie”—Petrarch’s “Trionfo della Morte.” Common to both Potacki’s
verses and Benz’s plate are the figure of the skeletal “Grim Reaper,” with
his scythe, who rides in a carriage drawn by “raging bulls” and, in the back-
ground, the cowering figures of a king, a bishop, and a pope—identifiable

’»”

2 Pelc, Stowo-Obraz-Znak, pp. 76—80. For this study I consulted D. D. Carcinelli, ed., Lord
Morley's Tryumphes of Fraunces Petrarcke (Cambridge, Mass., 1971), and Ernest Hatch Wil-
kins, The Triumphs of Petrarch (Chicago, 1962). Carcinelli supplied sixteenth-century plates
demonstrating the influence Petrarch’s work had on painters, engravers, and manuscript illumi-
nators. Gombrich, Symbolic Images, provides as an illustration (fig. 143) a fifteenth-century
engraving in which all the “Triumphs” are represented on one large plate.
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by their crown, mitre, and tiara. In the foreground fallen warriors lie tram-
pled under the chariot’s wheels and the bulls’ hooves. Such coincidences of
theme and content are too great to be mere chance.

Likewise, a plate illustrating Petrarch’s work must have served as
Potacki’s source of inspiration for lines 19-24 of his text. This sextet
describes the triumphal passage of Fame, who rides in a splendid vehicle
drawn by elephants and is accompanied by an entourage that, according to
Potacki’s text, includes Alexander the Great, Julius Caesar, and the “elo-
quent Cato.” Both this text and Benz’s plate illustrating Rej’s “Stawa dobra
dlugo trwa” have Petrarch’s “Trionfo della Fama” as their ultimate model.
In lines 25-30 of Potacki’s text and in Benz’s plate that appears as part of
Rej’s thematically related emblem, “Czas pretko leci,” we can discern
several similarities: the figure of Winged Time, the swift hinds which draw
Time’s chariot, and the allegorical figures of the seasons which strive to
keep pace. All these argue convincingly that Potacki’s verses were inspired
by some visual representation of Petrarch’s “Trionfo del Tempo.”

We have argued that all the above segments of the Potacki text contain
details of both theme and content which support the argument that the text
reflects an engraving or engravings illustrating Petrarch’s Trionfi. This type
of evidence is not found in lines 31—34 of the poem. Nevertheless, the very
theme of this fragment—"“Sam jeden Chrystus wiecznie triumfuje”—
together with the evidence adduced above, suggests very strongly that this
quatrain, like the other stanzas, is the author’s rendering of a plate inspired
by Petrarch’s “Trionfo della Divinit4,” which appears in the 1574 edition of
Rej’s Zwierzyniec as “Bostwo jedyne.”

This comparison of Potacki’s text and Benz’s plates has demonstrated a
very close correspondence in theme and detail; it is, therefore, safe to
assume that some engraving or engravings based on /I Trionfi served as the
source for the Polish verses.?? A reading of Petrarch’s texts discloses an

2 A comparison of Rej’s ordering of themes with Polacki’s exludes the Zwierzyniec as a

source for the latter poem. Potacki’s themes are ordered exactly as they are in Petrarch’s work
and in any of the illustrations based on it that were available to me at the time of writing.

The theme of “The Triumph” seems to have been one of interest to the young Belorussian
student. Virtue triumphant is the theme of a text whose name and detailed imagery call to mind
both “Wiscieklemi biegasz, kofimi, Kupidynie...” and “Czasu odmiana i rézno$é.” Found
among Simiaon’s earliest verse (CGADA, fond 381, Ms. 1800, fol. 115Y; GIM, Sinod. Sobr.,
Ms. 731, fol. 122/144"7Y), the text is entitled “Triumf cierpliwosci pigknemi obrazy
wyrazony.” The full text reads:

Nadzieja z iadza ciagna wéz jak konie
Pod Cierpliwoscia na wspaniatym tronie
W ogniu, przed ktorym serce nie szwankuje
Wiegc jej Niewola Fortuna hotduje.
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even closer relationship between them and the lines we have analyzed,
namely, that, with one significant exception, the author’s use of the names
drawn from the Bible or from classical mythology or history corresponds to
the manner in which the Italian humanist made use of them. The one devia-
tion from this norm is found in lines 4 and 10, where Potacki introduces the
figures of Hector and Suzanna into his text to dramatize the power of the
“shameless son of licentious Venus.” In the first instance Hector, a virtuous
man destroyed by the adulterous love of his brother, Paris, for Helen, is
counted among those wounded by Cupid’s arrows. In the second instance,
Suzanna, subjected to calumny on the part of the lascivious elders after hav-
ing spurned their advances (Dan. 13), is mentioned among the paragons of
feminine virtue of past ages. Our discussion of “Roskosz” has demonstrated

Cnota w wielbladzie, ze przed Swego Pana
Gdy wklada cigzar nachyla kolana,

Niesie co wloza. Tak Izaak §wiety
Stuchat Abrama, Zeby tez miat by¢ sciety.

Zazdro§¢ do studnia Jozefa stracifa,

Wiara go stamtad wnet oswobdozita,
Niecng Zefira z plaszcza obnazony.

Lubofcia nie jest w cnocie zwycigzony.
Cnoty w ofiare nad wielu pigknego

B6g lubi. Chowat w czas przyszly samego,
By w glodzie Ojca i ZAgyptska Ziemie¢

Zywit obficie i Jakéba plemie.

Meina prawica lwa Dawid silnego,
Niedzwiedzia zrazil i obrzyma zlego.
Saula za$ kréla i Semeja swoja
Zni6st cierpliwoscia, acz mu biedy stroja.

Z6twia skorupy nie trze cigzar kola

Tak Cierpliwosci Jopa [sic] nie zm6gt zgota
Diabot {sic], ni zona, ni tez przyjaciele,

Lub wszystko stracil i cierpial wiele.

W szedziwym [sic] wieku, ubéstwem strapiony
Tobiasz nad to oczu pozbawiony

Stale byt cierpliw, przeto z wiarg tego
Poznat, medrkowie nie znali ktérego.

116/138" (731, 122/144Y)

Stori porazony, lzy wylewa takie
Co sa lekarstwem na rany wszelakie,

A Stefan §wigty za cigkie kamienie
Ezami ubicom modli o zbawienie.

W pracy, w bolesci do §mierci krzyzowej
Przezywszy Chrystus nabyt czci takowej

§wiat, grzech, §mieré, pieklo przezefi zwycigzone.
Imie jego nad wszystko wyniesione.
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both Potacki’s willingness to adapt mythological motifs to suit his purpose
and his concern with the issue of chastity.2* Knowing this, we can fully
understand both the attraction Hector and Suzanna hold for the fledgling
poet and their function in the text, which is to illustrate the destructive force

24 Potacki’s concerns about the preservation of chastity found their expression in the poem
“Czystosci strézow szesC,” also found among these early works (CGADA, fond 381, Ms.1800,
fol. 135Y):

Lilia §liczna symbolem czystoSci
Przez wzdienczno$¢ [sic] oczom przedziwnej biatosci
Szescia si¢ zwykla rozszerza¢ listkami,
Tylaz [sic] ztotemi zdobi¢ ziarnkami.
Cofs nie trefunkiem jej natura data,
Lecz aby czystos¢ szesciu str6z6w miala.
Pierwszy jest mierno§¢ w piciu, w jedzeniu.
W zartach uczciwo$¢, a wstyd w posiedzeniu.
Wtory stréz-strzec si¢ pilno prémowania,
Bo to jest matka zto$ci nawykania.
Trzeci-mieé proste ciala ubieranie,
A nie wymyslne kedzioréw zmy$lanie,
Bo tym jest sposobem lud Pariski skradziony,
K mitosci cérek moabskich zwiedziony.
Czwarty-strec smystéw, by sie nie blakaly,
Najbardziej oczu, jak Job doskonaty,
Ktéry przymierze wziat z swemi oczyma,
By nie patrzaly, gdzie gladka liczyna.
A Jeremiasz “Przez okna,” powiada,
“Nasza §miertelna weszta na §wiat zdrada.”
Jakoz Dawid oczu niestraznoscia
Upadt byt cigzko, ciala nieczystoécia.
Dyna tez zbyla dziewictwa swojego
Przez niewstrzymanie oka cickawego.
A Samson oczu przecz jest pozbawiony,
1z na Dalil¢ patrzac, ulowiony.
Piaty str6z wieczny panieriskiej czystosci:
Pilno obiega¢ wielmownosci,
Bo zte rozmowy najlepsze natogi
Psuja, obyczaj w zle mienia blogi.
Dlatego ustom prosil ogrodzenia
U drzwi warg Dawid prosit dla mowy zamknienia.
Szésty—okazji wstrzegaé sie wszelkich
Bodayze[?] najmniejszych, a nie ino wielkich,
Bo z matych wielkie waty powstaja.
Ktdre okrety na szczety rozbijaja.
Rzecz mata wielkie czynia zepsowanie,
Jesli poniechasz czyni€ zabieganie.
Z malej iskierki pozary bywaja.
. Stzrez sig okazji, bo ci¢ uwikiaja,
Ze nie potrapisz wyplatac sie jako,
Nie waz okazji matych ladajako.
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of untrammeled carnality even upon those who are completely innocent of
any wrongdoing. Their use here—like that of Hercules in “Roskosz”—
indicates that, for Potacki, mythological figures, whether biblical or classi-
cal in origin, were important for their connotative or symbolic value rather
than for their literal or denotative meaning.?

These minor deviations do not alter the fact that these experimental stan-
zas stem from a visual representation of the Trionfi, a work that appealed to
generations of artists and engravers. The impossibility of determining the
exact source for Potacki’s verses is less important than the fact of that
inspiration.

The multiplicity of motifs, the detailed and vivid “plastic” imagery, and
the distinct stanzaic structure are all features which suggest that “Czasu
odmiana i r6znos¢” reflects an engraving or set of engravings that attracted
Potacki’s attention. In similar fashion to “Wiscieklemi biegasz korimi, Kupi-
dynie. . .,” the text of “Czasu odmiana i rézno§é¢” consists of a series of
stanzas (quatrains and sextets), each of which develops a single theme or
motif. In the first quatrain the author paints an introductory image of great
plasticity: on the broad expanse of heaven, allegorical figures representing
Day and Night follow each other, with a figure of Winged Time in hot pur-
suit; underneath this ensemble, representations of the Four Elements are
seated on a carriage, above which the Four Winds blow, turning all creation
topsy-turvy. The quatrain reads:

Okragle niebo dookota si¢ toczy,

Czas dniem i noca skrzydiastemi kroczy.

Wiatr, Ogiefi, Ziemia tez na wozie z Woda.
Wzwysz cztery wiatry §wiat w odmiane wioda.26

Following these lines is a series of images that one is tempted to call the
“Triumph of the Vices”; a personification of each of the Vices (Wealth,
Pride, Falsehood, Envy, War, Vengence) sits in a carriage surrounded by an
entourage. Wealth, for example, rides attended by Pride, Pillage, Treachery,
and Greed. Usury, Venality, Luxury, and Riot keep pace with the carriage.
The entire passage as it appears in the manuscript reads:

25 L. I Sazonova, “Vertograd mnogocvetnyj Simeona Polockogo (Evoljucija xudoZest-
vennogo zamysla),” in A. N. Robinson, ed., Simeon Polockij i ego knigoizdatel skaja
dejatel’nost’ (Russkaja staropecatnaja literatura XVI-XVIII v.), vol. 3 (Moscow, 1982), pp.
203 - 58 passim, has referred to “associativeness” (associativnost’) as a component of Polacki’s
aesthetics and especially as the organizing principle of thematic verse cycles in Vertograd mno-
gocvetnyj. It would seem that the same principle manifests itself in his treatment of figures
drawn from the Holy Writ or from classical mythology.

26 The vault of heaven circles around,/ Winged Time advances Day and Night./ Air and Fire,
Earth also [sits] in the carriage of Water./ Above, the four winds lead the world into transition.
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Bogactwo z cora Pycha triumfuje,
Lupiestwo, Zdrada, Chytro$¢ forytuje.

By konie jakie, Lichwa po prawicy,
Weny z Wydaniem biega po lewicy.
Pr6zna zas Roskosz z Weselem pozadazie
Za pysznym wozem stopy swoje kladzie.

Pycha na wozie z Zazdroscia, zla cora.
Konmie-Ciekawos¢, Up6r ciaga ktora.
Wzgarda po wozie, Chetliwo$é przy boku
Smiech, Niepostusznosé z lewej ida w kroku.

Z Zazdroscia Wojna, z kt6rej urodzona,
Na w6z Nieprawdy wspaniaty wsadzona.
Szczypanie Stawy potwarza si¢ zwozi,
Ktérym Nienawisci biczem woznic grozi.
Z}a Turbutio, Niepokéj fagoszy

Plenuja. Niecheé rézga konie ploszy.

Wojna na wézce niechaj Pomsty siedzi,
U ktorej si¢ n6g Niepok6j biedzi.
Zguba, Pustota, wéz ten pociagaja,
Gniew na woZnice, z ognia bicze maja.
BluZnierstwo, Swary, Gl6d oplakany
Obok, a pozad mnogi pton zabrany.?’

This turbulent scene contrasts sharply with the next fifteen lines, which
might be called “The Triumph of the Virtues,” in which the beneficent
effects of Poverty, Patience, Humility, Peace, Faith, Hope, and Charity are
extolled. The author writes:

Ubéstwo wozem Niedostatku z cora,
Chorym i slabym wlecze si¢ Pokora.
Gnusno$¢ pogania, Stabos¢ tu przodkuje.
Cierpliwo$¢ osi z Niewola pilnuje.

27 Wealth with her daughter Pride triumphs,/Plunder, Treachery, Cunning are
outriders./ What horses [she has], Usury on the right/ Chance with [its] winnings runs on the
left./Idle Luxury with Riot/paces in the lee of the magnificent carriage./Pride in the carriage of
Envy, [her] evil daughter/ Whom Curiosity, Obstinacy draw/Disdain [follows] after the car-
riage, Vainglory at its side/Mockery and Disobedience keep pace at the left./With Envy is
War, of whom she is born,/seated upon the grand carriage of Falsehood./She is conveyed with
the Sting of Words with Calumny,/ whom the coachman threatens with the whip of Hate./Evil
Tumult, Discord servants/take captive./ Antipathy frightens with horses with the lash./Let War
sit on the carriage of Vicious Vengence,/at whose feet Peace fares badly./ Destruction, Desola-
tion pull this carriage,/they have Anger for the coachman with a whip of fire./Blasphemy,
Quarrels, and Lamented Hunger/stand by, and in the rear follows a multitude of those taken
captive.
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Pokora na w6z Cierpieri wysadzona,
I pod niej Pokoj, cora z niej sptodzona.
Cicho$¢, Stateczno§¢ ciagna wmiasto koni.
BojaZn kieruje i postrachem goni.
Wiara, Nadzieja, i Mito§¢ przy boku
Nie odstepuja od jej wozu kroku.
Pokéj z Dostatkiem jednomy$lnosci
Uzyty za wéz, Woznica Milosci,
Za assystenty Prawde, Pilno§¢ maja
1 Sprawiedliwo$¢, ktére przy nich stoja.
Para tu cudnych koni tu ustuguje:
Zgoda, Pozytek, kt6z ich nie lubuje???

The text closes with a description of the fates of the vicious and the vir-
tuous; the former descend to perdition while the latter pass over to eternal
delight. The poet writes:

A gdy juz przyjdzie ostatni dziefi §wiata,
Tam i ztym i dobrym odda si¢ zaptata.
Pyszni bogacze, zazdro§ny wojenny
Péjda do wiecznej na zgube Gehenny.
Ubéstwo, zasig, Poké6j i Pokora

Na wieczng roskosz do rajskiego dwora.?®

The text of “Czasu odmiana i r6zno§¢” as presented here is a confusing
jumble of themes and motifs whose exact interpretation is problematic.
Details in the manuscript, the testimony of contemporary iconography, as
well as evidence in the text itself unite to help us understand the meaning of
this verse. In the manuscript itself the text is divided into stanzas of unequal
length (quatrains and sextets), providing the basis for a thematic breakdown
that could also be connected with an individual plate or engraving. The
themes of the virtues and the vices and the fates of those who follow either

28 Poverty in the carriage of Want with her daughter,/Humility, sick and weak drags
along./Infirmity catches up, Weakness here proceeds./Patience and Submission tend the
axles.,/Humility in the carriage of Sufferings sits,/and near her Peace, daughter born from
her./ Tranquility, Stability pull instead of horses./Timidity drives with deadly fear./Faith,
Hope, and Charity at the side/not even one pace fall behind./Peace with the Abundance of
unanimity/ [is] used [as] the carriage, the coachman of Love/has Truth [and] Industry for
assistants/ And Justice, which stand near them./A pair of wonderful horses attend:/ Concord,
Benefit, who does not delight in them?

29 And when finally the last day of the world comes,/ there the good and evil will receive their
reward./The proud rich and envious warrior/will go to Gehenna to eternal destruction./But
Poverty, Peace, and Humility/ [will go} to the heavenly court for eternal delight.
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one path or the other are known iconographic themes.3° Finally, each of the
stanzas contain tableaux scenes for which Potacki has created images full of
very exact detail, in much the same style as in “Wscieklemi biegasz, kofimi,
Kupidynie. . ..” The cumulative weight of this evidence suggests very
strongly that “Czasu odmiana i r6zno$¢” owes its inspiration to some plate
or plates treating the triumph of the virtues over the vices, a theme of
indisputable attraction for a fledgling poet who in his mind’s eye saw him-
self in “the angelic image.”!

Emblematic and iconographic influences on Simiaon Pofacki’s early ver-
sifying is by no means limited to the four texts examined above, but the
documentation of each and every instance lies outside the scope of this lim-
ited investigation. (I hope to undertake this study elsewhere.) Nevertheless,
certain important facts emerge even from the brief analysis of these poems.
Perhaps the most important point to make is that the clue to an accurate tex-
tological presentation and literary analysis of some of Simiaon Polacki’s
early poetic experiments lies in the study of emblem books and contem-
porary iconography. From even this short discussion it is clear that the stu-
dent Samuit Sitnjanovi¢-Pjatroliski was familiar not only with such famous
and easily identifiable sources as the emblem books of Andreas Alciati and
Joachim Camerarius, but that he drew upon other less well-known icono-
graphic sources as well. Not content with simple reproductio, the young
adept early incorporated the principle of imitatio into his poetic practice.
Imitating his sources, he adapted and reshaped the ready materials they pro-
vided to reflect his own views, needs, and even the associations they called
forth in his creative consciousness. It was this combination of factors that
transformed the Renaissance emblems of Alciati and Camerarius into the
Baroque “Roskosz,” prompted the introduction of Hector and Suzanna into
the text of “Wscieklemi, biegasz korimi, Kupidynie...,” and led to the
creation of the pictorial verse ensemble “Czasu odmiana i r6zno$¢.” All of
these efforts to write ut poesia pictura demonstrate the skills acquired by
Samuit Sitnjanovi¢-Pjatroliski/ Simiaon Polacki which he employed so
effectively in Moscow as Simeon Polockij.

University of Alberta

30 Chew, Pilgrimage, figs. 88, 132. Figure 88, “The Chariot of Sin,” stemming from Jan
David, Veredicus Christianus (Antwerp, 1601), is especially interesting for our investigation. It
depicts a sinner seated in a carriage drawn by various animals and driven by a devil down a
road that ends in an allegorical depiction of Hell. Hippisley, “Simeon Polotsky’s Library,” p.
61, lists David’s work among those in Polockij’s library. It could, therefore, have served as the
source of inspiraton for this poem.

31 Hippisley, Poetic Style, p. 10, notes that Potacki entered the Potack Epiphany Confrater-
nity Monastery on the second Sunday after Pentecost, 1656.



Ottoman Podillja: The Eyalet of Kam’’janec’, 1672—1699

DARIUSZ KOLODZIEJCZYK

In October 1672 the Ottoman dragoman Panaioti congratulated the French
ambassador in Istanbul on the fortunate conjuction that provided two great
monarchs—Mehmed IV and Louis XIV—with their respective successes in
Poland and the Netherlands.! Thanks to Henryk Sienkiewicz’s novel, Pan
Wolodyjowski, the history of the loss of Kam’’janec’-Podil’s’kyi (Turkish,
Kamanige; Polish, Kamieniec Podolski) to the Ottomans has become part of
Poland’s popular history. Unfortunately, the later period has been com-
pletely neglected and the stereotypes about the “barbarian night” survive
even today. And, in spite of Halil Inalcik’s assertions that the Black Sea and
Cossack question is basic to the understanding of seventeenth-century Otto-
man history,? very little has been done from the Turkish side to clear up this
chapter of Ahmed Képriilii’s® foreign policy.

To begin with, we should consider the economic, demographic, and pol-
itical factors that might have had some bearing on the Ottoman decision to
attack the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth:

Economy: Contrary to common views, Podillja was not a rich province, at
least not during the second half of the seventeenth century. All the rivers in
Podillja flowed in the “wrong” direction—toward the Black Sea. Since the
fifteenth century the economy of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth had
been tied to the export of cereals and forest products to Western Europe.
Michael Postan has estimated that the land transport costs between the Mid-
lands and London may have been higher than the water transport costs
between Warsaw and London.* This cheap transport was possible only
because of the great Polish rivers that flowed north. The Italian projects for
exporting Ukrainian products through the Black Sea had already failed in

! A. Galland, Journal. . . pendant son séjour @ Constantinople (1672 -1673), ed. Ch. Schefer,
vol. 1 (Paris, 1881), p. 225.

2 See H. Inalcik, “The Heyday and Decline of the Ottoman Empire,” in The Cambridge His-
tory of Islam, vol. 1A (Cambridge, 1970), p. 350.

3 The household of Kopriili had remained in power since 1656. Its founder, Mehmed
Kopriilii, was succeeded in the post of grand vizier by his son, Fazil Ahmed (1661 ~1676), and
then by his protégé and son-in-law, Kara Mustafa (1676—1683).

4 M. Postan, “The Trade of Medieval Europe: The North,” in The Cambridge Economic His-
tory of Europe, vol. 2, Trade and Industry in the Middle Ages, 2nd ed. (Cambridge, 1987),
p. 196.
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the sixteenth century. Traditionally, only the Ottomans were accused of
blocking these attempts. Sixty years ago, however, Janusz Pajewski
discovered a report from a Polish Senate meeting at which it had been
decided not to open the Dniester trade because of the fear that this would
show the Turkish galleys the way to Poland; it was more prudent to leave
the Ukrainian borderland undeveloped than to tempt the Ottomans.’ These
fears are better understood if we remember that the Polish-Lithuanian Com-
monwealth, with a population three times smaller, had a state budget about
thirty times smaller than that of the Ottoman Empire.®

Demography: The same reasons that led to the underdevelopment of
Ukraine under Poland-Lithuania could have enabled its development as a
base within the Ottoman Black Sea system for provisioning Constantinople.
For the Ottomans to achieve this level of development in the area, however,
intensive colonization and settlement were necessary. From the end of the
sixteenth century, the demographic pressures within the Ottoman Empire
itself declined sharply. It was unlikely that the Ottomans, having failed to
colonize the Hungarian plain and the shores of the Black Sea in Bucak and
Yedisan, would succeed in colonizing even more remote Podillja.

Politics: The third, political, factor should have prevented the Ottomans
from attacking the Commonwealth in 1672. The attack seemingly contra-
dicted the Ottomans’ traditional northern policy of the sixteenth, seven-
teenth, and eighteenth centuries. The main concern of this policy was to
preserve equilibrium between the main rivals, Poland-Lithuania and
Muscovy. In the sixteenth century a balance was maintained indirectly by
the Crimean Tatars. The Tatars had sufficient reason (slaves and cattle) to
raid both neighboring territories, but it was safer to do so under the Ottoman
umbrella. In the first half of the sixteenth century, most of the Tatar raids
were directed against an actually stronger Poland-Lithuania. During the
second half of that century, it was Ivan the Terrible who was considered the
primary enemy, and Ottoman relations with Poland were very good in that
period. In 1571, the year of the Battle of Lepanto, Poland sold large
amounts of tin—a strategic material—to the Ottomans. In 1579, when

5 “Okoto portu na Dniestrze pamigtamy, gdy$my to byli podali miedzy pany Rady Nasze, ze
ich wiele bylo ktorzy narn zezwalali, ale jak tez nie mniej bylo, ktorym si¢ zgota nie podobat.
Przeto, ze si¢ tym sposobem Turkom droga do ziem naszych ukazuje”; from King Zygmunt
August’s letter to Piotr Zborowski, 7 December 1567, in J. Pajewski, “Legacja Piotra
Zborowskiego do Turcji w 1568 roku. Materiaty do historii stosunkow polsko-tureckich za
panowania Zygmunta Augusta,” Rocznik Orientalistyczny 12 (1936): 21.

6 I give some rough estimations in D. Kolodziejczyk, “Imperium Osmariskie w XVI
wieku—kilka uwag o potencjale demograficznym i gospodarczym,” Przeglqd Historyczny 78,
no. 3 (1987):375-94.
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William Harborne succeeded in acquiring the first English capitulations
with the Ottomans, it was stated that the English merchants would then
enjoy the same privileges as the French, Venetian, and Polish subjects.”

This policy of equilibrium lasted into the seventeenth century. Succes-
sive Polish-Lithuanian triumphs over Muscovy in 1619 and 1632 were fol-
lowed immediately by two Ottoman attacks against the Commonwealth—in
1621 (Sultan Osman’s Xotyn campaign) and in 1633 (led by Abaza Paga).
In 1657 the Tatars were sent, this time to help weaken Poland-Lithuania
against the coalition of Sweden, Brandenburg, the Cossack Hetmanate, and
Transylvania.

In 1667, after the cataclysms of Xmel’nyc’kyj’s uprising and the wars
against Sweden, Russia, and Transylvania, the Commonwealth was forced
to cede Smolensk and a great part of Eastern Ukraine, including Kiev, to
Russia. Polish historians consider this date a turning point in the relations
between the two states. Between 1667 and 1795, when the Polish noble
state was liquidated, the border moved only westward. Given these cir-
cumstances, an Ottoman attack against the Commonwealth could only
strengthen Russia.

* * *

As we have seen, neither economic, nor demographic, nor political reasons
can account for the war of 1672. This war was, in addition, very unpopular
among the Ottoman soldiers. Poland was considered a remote and cold
country; it did not offer great spoils and could not even feed the invading
army. The road through the Balkans and Moldavia was long and exhaust-
ing. Poor systems of communication excluded any greater Ottoman terri-
torial gain in Eastern Europe. Paul Kennedy’s term of “strategical overex-
tension™ is applicable not only to the Hungarian and Persian limitations on
Ottoman growth, but also to the Polish-Ukrainian limitations.

It was not accidental that almost all the Turkish-Polish truces were
signed at the end of October. The Turks preferred to be home by ruz-i
Kasim (5 November), the day when peasants paid the second installment of
the timar and other taxes. This was also the end of the season for trade
traffic on the Black Sea. If we consider that one month was necessary for
assembling troops, at least one month was needed to reach the Polish
border, and at least one month more to return home, the time available for

7 8. A. Skilliter, William Harborne and the Trade with Turkey 1578—1582: A Documentary
Study of the First Anglo-Ottoman Relations (London, 1977), p. 50.

8 P, Kennedy, The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers: Economic Change and Military
Conflict from 1500 to 2000 (New York, 1987), p.11.
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effective campaigning was very limited.

In spite of these conditions, Ahmed Kopriilii, one of the greatest Otto-
man statesmen, decided to move against Poland. According to his letter to
the Crown deputy chancellor Jedrzej Olszowski, the primary factor leading
to the war was the relationship with the Zaporozhian Cossacks and their
hetman Petro DoroSenko, to whom the Ottomans had granted protection
against the Polish king a few years earlier.” If we accept this explanation
not as a pretext but as a real cause for the war, a further question arises:
Why did the Ottomans involve themselves in supporting such an unstable
element as the Cossacks, whom they themselves had many reasons to hate
and destroy?

From the “classical” point of view, the Cossack raids were considered a
just revenge made by a desperate Ukrainian population in reaction to the
Tatar raids. The Cossack “revenges,” however, were usually directed not
against the Tatars but against the rich Turkish towns and villages on the
Black Sea. Whereas the Tatars primarily sacked Ukrainian towns and vil-
lages that were of lesser economic importance for the Commonwealth, the
Cossacks struck at the core of the Ottoman Empire. Narrative sources and
Victor Ostapchuk’s recent research on kadi court registers (sicils) from Tre-
bizond and Uskiidar give evidence of the disastrous effects of Cossack raids
on the Black Sea towns.!? The importance of these raids was also strategic.
The Venetian Bailo Giacomo Quirini wrote in 1676 that “da questo mar
Nero dipende la difensa e la conservatione del mar Bianco,” citing instances
when the Ottomans were forced to send galleys against the Cossacks on the
Black Sea that could then not be used against the Venetians in the Mediter-
ranean.!!

By the end of the sixteenth century, Cossack raiding had become more a
professional than a temporary activity. Polish control in Ukraine was very
weak. After Xmel’nyc’kyj’s uprising, it seemed obvious that Poland was no
longer able to suppress the Cossacks. It was then that the Ottomans seem to
have made their desperate decision to stop the Cossack attacks, even at the
expense of breaking their traditional policy and further weakening the Com-
monwealth vis-a-vis Russia. While the direct destruction of the Cossacks

9 Quoted in the chronicle of Silahdar (Silahdar tarihi [Istanbul, 1928], vol. 1, pp. 569-72); a
copy of the contemporary Polish translation is in the Archiwum Giéwne Akt Dawnych
(hereafter AGAD), Warsaw, AR, dz. I1, ks. 22, pp. 819-21.

10 v, Ostapchuk, “The Effect of the Cossack Naval Raids on the Muslim and Non-Muslim
Populations of the Ottoman Black Sea,” paper read at the Seminar in Ukrainian Studies, Har-
vard University, 12 March 1992.

11 Le Relazioni degli stati Europei lette al senato dagli ambasciatori Veneziani nel secolo
decimosettimo, ed. N. Barozzi and G. Berchet, series 5, Turchia, pt. 2 (Venice, 1871), p. 168.
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appeared unlikely, offering them Ottoman protection and thus directing
their attacks northward did seem a possible solution.

Many of the Cossacks and Ukrainian peasants greeted the Ottomans with
hope following the twenty years of wars and the recent partition of Ukraine
between Poland and Russia. This response is mentioned in the Ottoman
chronicles of Haci Ali and Silahdar, as well as in Polish sources.'? The typi-
cal Ottoman policy of supporting the Orthodox Ukrainian peasants against
the Catholic Polish nobility and the extension of the millet policy toward
Armenian and Jewish merchants meant that only the Polish Catholic com-
munity could be considered totally opposed to the new rulers. And even
from among that group there were some poturczericy.'

To control the Cossacks, however, an active Ottoman presence—a
stronghold ruled directly from Istanbul—was necessary. As early as 1670,
the Polish envoy warned the king that the Turks wanted to capture
Kam’’janec’. That Kam’’janec’ was a main strategic target of the war can
be deduced from the activity—or, rather, inactivity—of the Ottoman army
after it seized the fortress in August 1672: the Ottomans seemed well
satisfied with this conquest.

The immense strategic importance of Kam’’janec’ in securing Ottoman
rule over Cossack Ukraine and Moldavia is evident from its geographic
location. According to Metin Kunt, a parallel role was played by the new
eyalets (provinces) of Yanova (Romanian, Ineu) and Varad (Romanian,
Oradea) in relation to Transylvania.!* In times of crisis, and given the
unstable allegiance of the three Danubian principalities, such bulwarks were
indispensable. In this context the strategic importance of seizing KoSice
(Kassau), which in fact ensued a few years later, is also evident. Seizing
Podillja enabled the strengthening of control over the Crimean Khanate.
Two major Tatar routes to the Commonwealth, the Wofoski (Turkish, Eflak)
and the Kuczmarniski (Turkish, Gé¢men yolu), ran across this province.

In addition to these strategic reasons, two other classical explanations for
the Ottoman attack against the Commonwealth should be noted: the use of
continual campaigns in maintaining necessary discipline in the army and the
eagerness of Sultan Mehmed IV (who had never taken part personally in a

12 Haci Ali, Fethname-i Kamanige, Siileymaniye Kiitiipkanesi, Lala Ismail 304, fol. 101a;
Silahdar tarihi, vol. 1, p. 610; compare “Copia di relatione venuta dalla Corte di Polonia”—
[the Turks] “dichiaratosi di trattare male la solta nobilta e bene la gente rostica”—in J.
Woliriski, “Materiaty do dziejéw wojny polsko-tureckiej 1672—1676,” Studia i Materiaty do
Historii Wojskowosci 10, pt. 1 (1964): 260.

13 Polish, poturczeniec: a person who has “become a Turk” (i.e., accepted Islam).

14 M. Kunt, “17. yiizyi1lda Osmanli kuzey politikas: iizerine bir yorum,” in Bogazi¢i Universi-
tesi Dergisi, Begeri Bilimler-Humanities 4~5 (1976-1977): 111-16.
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campaign) to become a Muslim ghazi at the expense of a weak neighbor.

The Commonwealth was completely unprepared for the war. Great Het-
man Jan Sobieski, head of the “French faction,” was in sharp conflict with
the pro-Habsburg King Michal. The hetman warned of war and asked for
money to raise an army, but his opponents claimed that such an army could
overthrow the king and that the Turkish threat was being used as a pretext.
It was believed that the few Tatar captives the hetman sent to Warsaw were
in fact disguised Armenian merchants from Lviv. The commonly held opin-
ion was that “the Turks will arrive to sell soap, raisins, and carpets as they
do every year”; the danger of war was merely the “hetman’s imagina-
tion.”!

A remarkably situated fortress, Kam’’janec’-Podil’s’kyj was considered
in the sixteenth century to be a main bulwark against “barbarism” and was
compared to La Valetta in Malta. The city was surrounded by the deep
gorge of the river Smotry¢ and had vertical granite walls. Between the city
and the castle a moat was built with a bridge over it. A hydrotechnical sys-
tem raised the level of water in the gorge. At the beginning of the seven-
teenth century, the Dutch Hornwerk was added (the Poles called it Nowy
Zamek,'6 and the Turks, tabye-i kebir'’), However, the fortress that had
been impenetrable in the sixteenth century was no longer unconquerable in
the epoch of Vauban; the Ottoman army, with its modern artillery and
assisted by French renegade specialists, was able to seize the castle, which
was situated higher than the city.

The Ottoman army departed from Edirne on 4 June and reached
Kam’’janec’ on 18 August.!® After suffering nine days of heavy bombard-
ment and the loss of the Hornwerk, the Poles surrendered. On the following
Friday, 2 September, Mehmed IV celebrated the cuma namazi'® in the
former cathedral. He appointed a governor (beylerbeyi) of the new province
and a judge (kadi) and ordered the establishment of three pious foundations
(vakifs). The viziers Ahmed Kopriilii and Musahib Mustafa, the future
grand vizier Kara Mustafa, and the chief preacher Vani Efendi followed the
sultan’s example. Seven churches were converted to mosques and two

15 See “Relacya Kamiefica wzigtego przez Turkéw w roku 1672 opisana wierszem polskim

przez Stanistawa Makowieckiego z Wielkiego Pukoszyna, stolnika latyczewskiego,” in
AGAD, Sucha (Branicki Family Collection), sygn. 168/199.

16 Literally, New Castle.

17 Great bastion.

18 For more detailed chronology and further bibliography, see my forthcoming book, Ejalet
kamieniecki 1672 ~1699. Turcy na Podolu (to be published by Paristwowe Wydawnictwo Nau-
kowe).

19 Friday prayers.
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schools and a high school?® were founded. According to Polish reports, the
Turks registered all property in Kam’’janec’. In this register, which sur-
vives in the Istanbul archives, several names of citizens of Kam’’janec’ can
be found: for instance, the bishop Wawrzyniec Lanckororiski appears in the
register as “Langkorongki papas-i kebir.” The Christians who remained in
the city retained their property. The workshops, shops, and houses of Chris-
tians who left the city with the Polish soldiers were sold to the new Muslim
military settlers.2!

According to reports of Polish spies, only Poles and a number of
Armenians remained loyal to the former sovereign. Jews, who by then had
been excluded from sharing in city rights, were now allowed to settle in
Kam’’janec’. De la Magdeleine, a French captive and interpreter in the
Turkish camp, recorded a story that characterized the internal clashes in the
city. Since all the Catholic churches were converted into mosques, the Poles
remaining in Kam’’janec’ were given an Orthodox church. The following
day, a delegation of the Ukrainian Orthodox population asked the Turks to
keep dogs in the church rather than give it to the Poles.?

Under the terms of the Treaty of Buca& (Polish, Buczacz), signed
18 October 1672, the province of Podillja was ceded to the Ottoman
_ Empire. The Commonwealth agreed to pay a yearly tribute. The Cossack
Hetmanate of DoroSenko retained its autonomy under Ottoman protection.
The Ottomans tried to maintain good relations with the Ukrainian hetman
and even ceded to him the important Podilljan city of Mohyliv as a life
tenure. This did not prevent relations from souring in the following years.

The defeat of 1672 prompted a temporary general reconciliation of fac-
tions within Poland. The diet rejected the BuZa¢ treaty and voted new taxes.
The army was increased to over fifty thousand, and Sobieski was able to
defeat the serasker Hiiseyin Paga at Xotyn (Polish, Chocim; Turkish, Hotin)
in November 1673—a victory that brought him the Polish crown after King
Michal’s death.

Sobieski was one of the few Polish statesmen to realize both the impor-
tance of a Baltic policy and the threat from Hohenzollern Prussia, a former
Polish tributary that had gained independence in 1657. It is, therefore,
ironic that this man spent almost his entire reign in war against the Otto-
mans.

20 In an Ottoman register we find §eyh ’dil-kurra, a title applicable to a lower medrese profes-
sor; see Istanbul, Bagbakanlik Arsivi (hereafter BA), Maliyeden Miidevver (hereafter MM)
4559, p. 4

21 BA, MM 709 passim.

22 . de la Magdeleine, Le Miroir ottoman avec un succinct récit de tout ce qui c’ est passé de
considerable pendant la guerre des Turcs en Pologne, jusqu’en 1676 (Basle, 1677), p. 10.
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After three years of successive campaigns with no results, the armistice
at Zuravno was signed in October 1676. It is not surprising that among the
intermediaries were the Moldavian hospodar Duca and the Crimean khan.
Duca wanted to throw off the burden of provisioning Kam’’janec’, and the
khan was furious that the Ottomans had succeeded in protecting their new
subjects against the Tatars more efficiently than the Poles had done. Both
Duca and the khan, as well as the serasker Seytan Ibrahim Paga, led the
Poles to believe that their ambassador in Istanbul would obtain much better
peace conditions for them than had been provided in the Bugac treaty.

Sobieski hoped that, after signing the new treaty, the Commonwealth
would attack Prussia-Brandenburg, as part of a secret alliance with Louis
XIV. Contrary to expectations, however, the mission of the palatine Jan
Gniriski in Istanbul proved to be very difficult. The new treaty was in fact a
confirmation of Bu¢a¢, with the exemption of the tribute known as pigkes.
Only two small fortresses in Right-Bank Ukraine—Bila Cerkva (Polish,
Biata Cerkiew) and Pavoloé—were left in Polish hands. When Gniriski
returned to Poland in 1678, it was too late to attack Prussia. In the same
year the treaty at Nijmegen was signed, and Louis XIV was no longer
interested in an alliance with Poland.

The crude manners of the new grand vizier Kara Mustafa toward Euro-
pean envoys are well known and his treatment of Gniriski was long remem-
bered in Poland.2? The peace treaty was accepted by the Diet, but the sense
of threat and feeling of humiliation were not erased. The possibility of Otto-
man occupation may appear to us today to have been unlikely, but the
seventeenth-century Poles felt surrounded. The new Ottoman border was
only one hundred kilometers from Lviv, and less than two hundred kilome-
ters from Cracow. There was another factor in Polish internal policy which,
combined with Catholic propaganda, forced the king to join the Habsburgs
in 1683: nobles from the lost territories preserved their provincial diets and
their seats in the Diet; with their famous right of veto, these men could
paralyze every legislative or fiscal decision. Every diet held in the second
half of the seventeenth century began with a reassurance that the so-called
exulantes would regain their provinces.

In the nineteenth century, after the partitions, some Polish historians
began to treat the victory of Vienna as a great mistake. Some of them
asserted that it would have been better to help the Turks seize Vienna rather
than defend it. The recent works of Zbigniew Wéjcik, the foremost expert

23 Gniriski’s report from the mission was read to the Diet in 1679, It has been published,
together with a diary and collection of letters, in F. Pulaski, Zrédta do poselstwa Jana
Gniriskiego wojewody chetmiriskiego do Turcyi w latach 1677 — 1678 (Warsaw, 1907).



THE EYALET OF KAM’’JANEC’ 95

on Sobieski’s times, prove that all external and internal factors led the Pol-
ish king to Vienna in 1683. He simply had no other choice.??

Following the impressive victory of the German Empire and the Com-
monwealth in 1683, the Poles were still unable to regain Kam’’janec’ until
the Karlowitz treaty seventeen years later. The reasons usually given to
explain this delay are the shortage of Polish infantry and artillery and the
friction between the king and the new hetman, Stanistaw Jablonowski. At
least two other factors must be added. The first was the very effective Otto-
man system of provisioning and the second the heroism of the besieged.
Every year, in spite of a Polish blockade, convoys of hundreds of carts and
oxen, protected by Turkish soldiers, were sent from Silistra, Nikopil’, and
Bender?S to Kam”’janec’. In the later period, this task fell mainly to the
Tatars and Moldavians. In a 1686 letter to the grand vizier, the governor of
Kam’’janec’, Hiiseyin Bognak, reported that even during Ramadan, every
night after iftar, the soldiers continued fortification work by torchlight.26
Another source reports that people often starved, the corpses of horses lay
on the streets, and in the winter Turkish soldiers burned wooden roofs to
warm themselves.?’

There is, however, another problem to raise. After the Swedish wars, the
Polish infantry and artillery were not as ineffective as has often been
assumed. In spite of this, Sobieski never attempted an assault on
Kam’’janec’. According to his plans, the Polish army should first seize
Moldavia and then force the starving garrison of Kam’’janec’ to surrender.
From a strategic point of view, it seems obvious that attempting to secure
Polish rule in Moldavia, with the Ottomans still in control of the fortress at
the rear, was hazardous at best. But it was not the strategy which prevailed.
Sobieski’s idée fixe was to secure the throne for his son Jakub. In the Com-
monweaith, where the nobility considered a hereditary monarchy the begin-
ning of absolutum dominium, the fulfillment of such a plan would prove
difficult. According to the king’s plans, Moldavia would become a small
hereditary principality of the Sobieski family. No noble would commit
funds for such a plan; but, as long as Kam’’janec’ was not reconquered, the
king could be sure that the Diet would vote taxes for the Turkish war. This

24 For the Polish internal and external policies of that time, see especially Z. Wéjcik, Rzecz-
pospolita wobec Turcji i Rosji 1674-1679 (Wroctaw, 1976), and idem, Jan Sobieski
1629 - 1696 (Warsaw, 1983).

25 Present-day Bendery.

2 Defter-i masarifat-i ta’ mirat, in the Wojewodzkie Archiwum Pasistwowe (Cracow),
Oddziat na Wawelu, Archiwum Podhoreckie, teki A. Potockiego, pudlo 14, teka 4.

27 Letter from Lviv, 27 January 1695, in K. Sarnecki, Pamigtniki z czaséw Jana Sobieskiego.
Diariusz i relacje z lat 1691 — 1696, ed. J. Woliriski (Wroctaw, 1958), p. 367.
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is not to say that Sobieski did not want to recapture Kam’’janec’; he was,
however, certainly much more concerned with capturing Moldavia.

In sum, for nineteen of the twenty-seven years of their rule in Podillja,
the Ottomans were confined to the blockaded fortress, and the beylerbeyi of
Podillja was in fact no more than the commander of the garrison in
Kam’’janec’. Only between the Treaty of Bu¢al in 1672 and the defeat of
Hiisayin Paga at Xotyn in 1673 and between the Treaty of Zuravno in 1676
and the establishment of the alliance in Vienna in 1683 can we speak of a
normally functioning eyalet.

*
* ok

What first strikes one upon looking at the list of Kam™’janec’ beylerbeyis
(see the chart on pp. 100-101) is that the profession of Ottoman amir was
not very safe—at least not during the great war. Most of the amirs died at
the hands of others. Usually transferred from and to the neighboring Euro-
pean provinces, sooner or later they were also moved to the other parts of
this three-continental empire. Because the average appointment of a beyler-
beyi at Kam’’janec’ was less then two years, it was probably considered
neither an advance nor a demotion. However, during the last ten years we
can see the depreciation of this post. For Ahmed, the ninth beylerbeyi,
Kam’’janec’ was probably his first important post. He must also have been
inexperienced, provoking the riot in which he was killed by the soldiers (on
the other hand, it probably did not take much to provoke a riot in a starving
garrison). Kahraman Paga, the man appointed to succeed Ahmed, does not
fit the scheme at all. He remained ten years in the post, and then, after
Kam’’janec’ was returned to Poland, he was appointed as only a sancakbeyi
of Anatolian Nigde. The chronicles of Defterdar and Ragid call him a
member of the Kam’’janec’ garrison; a Polish report even states that he was
elected from among the rioters and later confirmed by the Porte. Silahdar
defines him as a relative of the khan, which is also probable, given the good
relations between Istanbul and Bahgesarayi in the 1690s and the Crimean
participation in provisioning Kam’janec’.2

The average number of soldiers in Kam’’janec’ exceeded six thousand;
of these, three thousand were Yeniceriyan-i Dergah-i Ali*® (the full name of

28 Compare: Mehmed Efendi, Ziibdet iil-Vekayi’at, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Hamidiye
949, fol. 180a—180b; Tarih-i Rasid Efendi, vol. 1, fol. 151b; Silahdar tarihi, vol. 2, pp.
410-12; Sobieski’s letter to J. Dowmont, dated 11 March 1689, in “Kopiariusz korespondencji
krélewskiej,” AGAD, AKW, Dz. tur., k. 78, t. 483, no. 808, p. 32.

29 Janissaries of the sultan’s court. For instance, in 1678 the garrison consisted of 2,782 cen-
tral janissaries, 283 artillerymen (topgu), 261 armorers (cebeci), and 2,055 local soldiers (BA,
D.BSM 343; BA, MM 3113). To this should be added over 500 timar-holders (compare
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the central janissaries, to distinguish them from the local troops). With more
than two hundred guns, Kam’’janec’ was among the largest and most
important of the Ottoman fortresses—Baghdad, Buda, Belgrade, and Can-
dia in Crete. The other garrisons in Podillja—in Bar, MedZybiz, Jazlovec’,
and Cortkiv—barely exceeded one hundred soldiers each.

The eyalet of Kam”’janec’, like other seventeenth-century Ottoman pro-
vinces (Crete, Varad, Yanova, and Uyvar) was much smaller than the clas-
sical sixteenth-century Ottoman province. In all the new, late seventeenth-
century eyalets mentioned above, the Ottomans tried to introduce the classi-
cal landholding (timar) system—a system that had already been abandoned
in the central provinces. These efforts should perhaps be considered within
the context of Kopriilii’s policy of strengthening the state under the motto
of returning it to the golden age of Sultan Suleyman.

The main task facing the Ottoman bureaucracy in the newly conquered
territory was to register all taxpayers and sources of income. The first such
register (defter-i mufassal) for Podillja was prepared probably in 1672 but
is not extant. It is mentioned in Polish reports and in the later Turkish regis-
ter. The war interrupted this first survey.

In 1680, only after the new treaty (at Zuravno) was confirmed, the
former defterdar (treasurer), Ahmed Pasa, was appointed as the new
Kam’’janec’ beylerbeyi and given the task of setting the new boundaries
with the Polish commissioners. Both detailed Polish and Turkish reports on
this action exist.>

After setting the borders, the new mufassal register was prepared
(between the autumn of 1680 and the spring of 1681). The eyalet was
divided into four sancaks (sub-provinces) and nineteen nahiyes (districts).
The central sancak of Kam’’janec’ comprised the valleys of the most
important rivers—the Dniester, Smotry¢, and Zbru¢. The three other san-
caks of Bar, Jazlovec’, and MedZybiZ were much smaller. The sole kadi
resided in Kam’’janec’.

Defter-i ruznamge, 1682, Poznai, Wojew6dzkie Archiwum Paristwowe, sygn. 2).

30 The Turkish copy is in the Biblioteka Czartoryskich (Cracow), Ms 609, no. 21, fols. 8185
(pp. 159-68), and is also registered in Defter-i mufassal (see below) on pp. 378 -83; Polish
reports can be found in AGAD, AKW, Dz. tur., k. 77, t. 479, no. 803 (detailed relation), and
Biblioteka Czartoryskich, Teka Naruszewicza 178, pp. 187—-96 (copy of the official protocol of
delimitation). See also [J. Lelewell, Materialy do dziejow polskich (Poznan, 1847), pp. 165—67
(the text of another copy, burned in 1944); and the memoirs of Florian Drobysz Tuszyriski, a
nobleman-soldier assigned to escort Polish commissioners, in Dwa pamigtniki z XVII wieku. . .,
ed. A. Przybo$§ (Wroctaw, 1954), p. 66.
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Considering Heath Lowry’s skepticism about the usefulness of defters as
demographic sources,?! close examination of the Podilljan mufassal is far
from discouraging. Whereas the Polish inventories and poll-tax registers
from the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries mentioned fewer than seven
hundred settlements in Podillja, the defter-i mufassal lists over eight
hundred—even more than on the best maps from the nineteenth century.
Another point to note is that almost 70 percent of these settlements were
deserted (hali ez reayet). The population of Podillja was estimated at 96,000
by the end of the sixteenth century;®? in 1662, after Xmel’nyc’ky;j’s upris-
ing, it was only 55,000;>3 and, according to the mufassal, in 1680 the popu-
lation, excluding the soldiers of the garrison, did not exceed 40,000.34 The
catastrophic depopulation in the seventeenth-century Commonwealth was
particularly extreme in Podillja. In addition to the Cossack uprisings, Tatar
raids, Polish pacifications, and the robberies, plagues, and climatic changes
usually linked with the seventeenth-century global crisis, the Ottomans
played their part in depopulating that particular province. They cannot,
however, be held solely responsible, as has been done before. On the con-
trary, the Ottomans made some effort to resettle the province, especially the
Dniester region (Podnistrov’’ ja; Polish, Podniestrze).

Their efforts, however, did not bring sufficient results. In the spring of
1683, just before the new war, the beylerbeyi of Kam’’janec’, who already
enjoyed extra income (arpalik) from the Bulgarian sancak of Nikopol’, was
given, in addition, a yearly salary (salariye) from the Anatolian sancak of
Bolu, because the peasants in his has domain in Podillja had not yet
returned (reaya heniiz yerlerine gelmedi).3

According to the Ottoman provincial budget drawn up in 1681, thirteen
million ak¢e were spent yearly in Kam’’janec’, primarily for soldiers’ pay
(mevacib). Of this amount, less than 3 percent was collected in Podillja

31 See H. Lowry, “The Ottoman Tahrir Defterleri as a Source for Social and Economic His-
tory: Pitfalls and Limitations,” unpublished paper prepared for the Fourth Internationat
Congress on Turkish Social and Economic History, Munich, 48 August 1986.

32 A. Jablonowski, Polska XVI wieku pod wzgledem geograficzno-statystycznym, vol. 8,
Ziemie Ruskie, Wolyri i Podole, Zrodta dziejowe, 19 (Warsaw, 1889), pp. 12, 62, 73.

33 AGAD, ASK, oddz. I, sygn. 71, Poglowne generalne (Poll-tax register from 1662);
author’s estimations. On the general depopulation of Podillja in that period, see M. Krykun,
“VaZlive dZerelo dija vyvéennja istorii mist i sil Ukrajiny (Lustracija Podil’s’koho vojevodstva
1665 r.),” Naukovo-informacijnyi biuleten’ Arxivnoho upraviinnja URSR, 1963, no. 2/3, pp.
23-24,

34 BA, Tapu Tahrir, no. 805.

35 BA, Ali Emiri, IV. Mehmed, no. 1659 (berat issued for Abdurrahman Pasa). The same
order is confirmed in Ahkam defteri (BA, MM 2931, p. 29).
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itself; the rest was sent from the central treasury.3¢

In September 1683, war again broke out in Podillja. In 1684 Polish sol-
diers removed thousands of peasants from Southern Podillja to the neigh-
boring provinces with the aim of starving the Kam’’janec’ garrison.
According to a letter from Sobieski to the pope, some of these peasants had
become Muslims under Ottoman rule and had been circumcized, though
their wives had remained more faithful to the old religion.’

In conclusion, let us return to “the great politics.” Polish historians agree
that the statesman Ahmed Kopriili made a great mistake in taking
Kam’’janec’: the conquest pushed the Commonwealth toward the alliance
with the Habsburgs and into the long exhausting war that caused Ottoman
defeat on one hand and the further weakening of the Commonwealth on the
other. The real winners were the Habsburgs and Russia. This analysis is
generally acceptable, though the issues were somewhat more complicated.
In 1672, when the decision for the conquest of Kam’’janec’ was made, the
Commonwealth did not appear capable of making such great efforts as the
rescue of Vienna or even the Xotyn victory. Furthermore, the Muscovy of
Aleksei Mikhailovich did not yet resemble the Russian Empire of Peter the
Great and Catherine II.

During the twenty-seven years of its existence, the eyalet of Kam’’janec’
ensured Moldavian and Crimean loyalty. The Cossacks—the main reason
for its foundation—seem to have disappeared from the Black Sea, although
this matter still needs further research. The usefulness of Kam’’janec’ as a
northern bulwark of the Ottoman Empire was proved after 1699 when the
Ottomans took Xotyn—first as a nahiye and then as an independent
sancak—ifrom the Moldavian hospodar to replace Kam’’janec’.

Warsaw University

36 BA, MM 4559 (this budget covers two years).

37 “Videre nuper fuit non sine horrore septuagenarios rusticos, Mahometanam ultra et
benevole amplexos sectam, circumcisos, majorisque constantiae foeminas repertas, que maritis
suis contactum Mahometismi aut dissuasere, aut rursus ab eo retraxere”; “Copia literarum a
serenissimo Poloniae Rege ad Sanctissumum,” in A. Zaluski, Epistolarum historico-
Sfamiliarum tomus primus, pt. 2 (Brunsbergae, 1710), p. 899.



BEYLERBEYIS OF KAM™’ JANEC’*

Other Important
Nicknames Period Transfered Functions during Date of Death
of Service from to Lifetime (Cause of Death)
1. Halil Koca, 2/9/1672- Ozii Bosna 1668, beyl. of 1685 (in siege
Kiistendilli  winter 1675/6  (O&akiv) Rumeli; of Coron)
1685, serdar
in Mora
(Peloponnesus)
2. Ibrahim¥ Uzun, winter 1675/6  Budin Budin 1677-83, serdar 1683 (strangled)
Arnavut -9/1677 in Hungary
3. Halil see 1. 9/1677- Bosna Bosna (?) see 1. see 1.
(second term beginning of
of service) 1680
4. Ahmed Defterdar beginning of Bosna Temesvar defterdar; 1683 (natural
1680-fall 1682 (or Yanova?) 1675-76, beyl. of death during the
Egypt siege of Vienna)
5. Abdurrahman  Arnavut fall 1682— Bosna Budin 1676-81, beyl. of 1686 (during
12/1684 Egypt; siege of Budin)
(in duty 1686, serdar in
until 1/1685) Hungary
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6. Mahmud

7. Mustafat

8. Hiiseyin

9. Ahmed

10. Kahraman
Mustafa

Tokatli

Silahdar,
Biyikli,
Bozoklu

Sari,
Bosnak

Yegen

12/1684

2/1685—
5/1686

5/1686—

fall 1688

fall 1688—
1/1689

1/1689-
22/9/1699

Ozii

Ozii

vizier (kubbe
negin)

—

“yali agasi and

the relative of

the Crimean khan”
(Silahdar chronicle);
“member of the
garrison” (Defterdar
and Rasid chronicles;
Sobieski [see fn. 28])

died in
Kam’’janec’

Ozii
died in
Kam’’janec’

Nigde (as
sancakbeyi)

1682, kaymakam

1680, kapudan pasa;
1693, grand vizier

1689, serdar of
Danube

—M

1684 (soguktan,
“from cold™)

1699 (gout)

after 1690

1689 (killed in

riot)

—®

* Based on the Ottoman chronicles by Silahdar (Silahdar tarihi [Istanbul, 1928]), Defterdar (Mehmed Efendi, Ziibdet'iil-Vekayi’at, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Hamidiye
949), and Rasid (Tarih-i Rasid Efendi, vol. 1 [Constantinople 1153 (1740)]); M. Siireyya, Sicill-i Osmani, vols. 1-4 (Istanbul, 1308-1311 [1890-1893]); Polish reports and
letters; the Ottoman documents in the archives of Istanbul and Cracow; and especially the register of timar bestowals (Defter-i ruznamge), held in the Poznatt archives. For
more details, with references, see my book, Ejalet kamieniecki 1672—1699. Turcy na Podolu (forthcoming, December 1992). Fragmentary lists of Kam®’janec’ beylerbeyis
are giveninZ. Abrahamowicz, “Die Tiirkische Herrschaftin Podolien (1672-1699),” in Actes du Premier congrés international des études balkaniques et sud-est européennes
(Sofia, 1966), vol. 3 (Sofia, 1969), pp. 777-80; and in R. Abou-cl-Haj, The 1703 Rebellion and the Structure of Ottoman Politics (Istanbul, 1984), appendix 1.

1 Ibrahim and Mustafa were successive husbands of Mehmed IV’s sister, Beyhan.
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G. L. Piatakov (1890-1937): A Mirror of Soviet History*

ANDREA GRAZIOSI

I. INTRODUCTION

If I had to define what I am trying to do, I would say that I am attempting to
write a piece of the “normal”! history of a phenomenon which is so atypi-
cal, “abnormal,” and thus so scientifically interesting, as the history of the
USSR in the twentieth century.

I would add that I hope in this way to contribute to the reconstruction of
that crucial period in European history that has been defined as the Thirty
Years’ War of our time. Indeed, I believe that Soviet history is an integral
part of a series of phenomena linked to the First World War. This is not to
deny the importance of the imperial Russian past. To the contrary, the
impact of the war in each country was filtered through the peculiarities of
that country’s history, and the historical material sedimented in each coun-
try triggered the subsequent historical developments. This material was in
part the fruit of such common processes—experienced everywhere albeit in
different ways—as urbanization, industrialization, and some cultural
phenomena and was in part absolutely specific. And yet, it would be a seri-
ous mistake not to take into account, even when studying small portions of
Soviet history, that this history itself is part of that process of “going back-
ward” (the quotation marks are necessary because, of course, history never
moves backward) and of the barbarization of the continent which followed
World War I and which was immediately felt, though in different ways, by
Croce and Meinecke, Cassirer and Rostovtsev.

This paper, written before the crisis of the Soviet state and slightly modified after working
in Russian archives in 1992, puts forth some of the hypotheses which have emerged from my
research in the hope that they will receive further criticism. During 1990~-1991, I discussed the
paper with friends and colleagues at the Ecole des Hautes Ftudes en Sciences Sociales (Paris),
at the Kennan Institute, and at the Universities of Harvard, Yale, and Michigan (Ann Arbor).
The title is, I think, Paul Bushkovitch’s idea. The EHESS, the Kennan Institute, the Harvard
Ukrainian Research Institute, the TsSGO MGU, the Italian Ministry of Research, and the
Italian National Research Council made its writing possible.

I I say “normal” because, as a consequence of its political, ideological, and moral charge,
Soviet history has, at times, been dealt with in rather strange ways.
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I have decided to write my piece of this “normal” history of the USSR
through the biography of Georgii Leonidovich Piatakov (1890-1937), a
Russian born in Kiev into a family of industrialists, who was, during the
course of his life, a leader of the Left Communists; a founder and first
secretary of the Ukrainian Communist Party (KP[bJU); the premier of a
government during the Civil War; the president of the State Bank (Gos-
bank) and of the First Labor Army; and, above all, the organizer of Soviet
industrialization as vice-president of the Supreme Council of National
Economy (VSNKh) in the 1920s and as first deputy of the Commissariat of
Heavy Industry (NKTP) in the 1930s. Lenin, in his “Testament,” included
Piatakov among the six most important Bolshevik leaders, noting that he
was a man of exceptional abilities, though one who tended to see only the
administrative side of a problem. And, Piatakov was a friend of Bukharin
and of Trotsky, whom he betrayed, and a close collaborator of Feliks Dzer-
zhinskii and Sergo Ordzhonikidze, to whose deaths he was in some way
connected.

This brief outline alone would be sufficient explanation for the reasons
behind my choice, given that little has been written about Piatakov.? It was
not, however, the fact that his life is one of the many unexplored territories
of Soviet history that attracted me. Rather, I chose Piatakov’s life to study
because of the role he played in two key fields—that of nationality and that
of state intervention in the economy—whose interplay determined the out--
come of Soviet history, and because it promised interesting insights into the
workings of ideology and the “personal” question.

Furthermore, unlike other biographies that have been published—
Trotsky’s and Bukharin’s, for example—whose relevance to Soviet history
ceases around 1929, Piatakov’s biography seemed to me to constitute a
good observation point, not only for the Civil War and the 1920s, but
equally for the 1930s. It thus reflects a larger slice of Soviet history, all the
more so in view of the variety of people and places with which Piatakov
was linked.

2 See his autobiography in Deiateli SSSR i oktiabr’ skoi revoliutsii, in Entsiklopedicheskii slo-
var’ Granat 41, pt. 2, 133 (Moscow, 1989; new edition); J. Bushnell, “Pyatakov,” in The
Modern Encyclopedia of Russian and Soviet History (Gulf Breeze, Fla., 1976-1989); V. F.
Soldatenko, “H. L. Piatakov: Epizody zhyttia i diial’nosti na Ukraini,” Ukrains’kyi istorychnyi
zhurnal, 1989, no. 4; V. F. Soldatenko and M. M. Sapun, “Sekretar pershoho TsK KPbU,” in
Pro mynule zarady maibutn’ oho (Kiev, 1989); and the forthcoming M. M. Sapun, H. Piatakov:
Shtrykhy do polytychnoho portreta (Kiev, 1992). I have published “ ‘Building the First System
of State Industry in History’: Piatakov’s VSNKh and the Crisis of the NEP, 1923-1926,”
Cahiers du monde russe et soviétiqgue 32, no. 4 (October-December 1991): 539-80.
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Lastly, Piatakov’s life provides a window onto that European panorama
of which I have spoken, not only because of his Ukrainian experience, or
because of the special relations he had with Germany, but also because his
life is in itself an interesting reflection of the “aberration” of European his-
tory after 1914, as well as of some of its roots in the previous period.

Before beginning, it is necessary to mention some of the limitations and
some of the biases of this essay. These derive first of all from the fact that
this is a work still in progress. I am, therefore, still submerged in its
“details”; hence the roughness of many of the generalizations I propose.

Then, though it is true that I have already worked on all of the periods of
Piatakov’s life and on all the problems of a certain importance connected to
it, it is also true that not all of the work is at the same point of completion.
There is, therefore, a certain lack of balance between the various parts of
this paper; as in the case of the generalizations proposed, I feel that this will
not entirely jeopardize its success.

Obviously, the sources used to date also lead to biases. My work was
planned and begun before the opening of the Soviet archives, and this is
visible in the end product. To fill this gap, in addition to resorting to the
available archives (like those of Trotsky or the French ones for the period
of Piatakov’s stay in Paris), I then decided to be as ecumenical as possible
in the collection of sources; I believe I have collected and looked at a
significant part of the available material, including Piatakov’s edited writ-
ings (which number in the thousands, if we consider the prikazy he wrote).
Eventually, I was able to begin working in the former Soviet archives,
whose immense riches I have, however, only begun to exploit.>

A particular type of bias derives from the historical period upon which I
focus. It is all the more important because using the figure of Piatakov to try
to discuss movements, and thus possible periodizations, of Soviet history is
at the center of this essay. Therefore, it is necessary to be aware of what we
see and what we do not if we detach the period delimitated by Piatakov’s
life from that history and treat it as though it were an isolated section. To
give an example: to end with 1937 means that our history ends with the tri-
umph of despotism. If we had ended in the early 1930s—say in
1932-1933—with a biography of Smilga or of Riutin, for example; or in

3 1 was able to work in TSGANKh, TsGAOR, and the former Central Party Archives (TsPA;
now RTsKhIDNI) and found plenty of material. However, while Piatakov’s activities as chair-
man of the TsPKP in the Donbass, of the TsUGProm VSNKAh, of the Glavkontskom, and of
Gosbank are extremely well documented, most of the NKTP papers were destroyed by fire in
1941. Furthermore, I have not yet been able to see Piatakov’s personal fond, if such a thing
exists. See also fn. 14.
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19531954, at the death of the dictator; or again in the early 1960s; then we
would have seen things very differently: a terrible crisis in the building of
the despotism which we see triumphant in 1937 (think of the famine, the
suicide of Stalin’s wife, Ordzhonikidze’s howl of pain in the fall of 1932
over the state of industry, etc.) in the first case; the serpentine decadence of
the “pure” form of despotism in the second; the first serious crisis of the
mature industrial administrative system, which followed the Khrushchevian
boom of the 1950s that was made possible by the removal of despotic re-
strictions and by the geographic expansion of the empire, in the third. If,
lastly, we had chosen to look back over Soviet history from our times (also
possible biographically, since the time span covered by the Soviet system is
short enough to be included in the lives of men such as Mikoian, Molotov,
or Kaganovich), we should then be dealing with the end of the system that
Piatakov helped to create.

Finally, there are limits and biases connected to the perspective imposed
by the choice of Piatakov. In studying this man, one inevitably finds oneself
producing “traditional” history, a history of elites and of bureaucracies—
that is, of a state—in which continuity has a special importance. Ours is
also the history of a “true believer,” in which ideology and ideas played a
role they did not play in reality. In the case of the Soviet Union, which has
already been analyzed excessively in an ideological key, this particular bias
is especially serious. As Ciliga noted, many of the Stalinists soon took as
their motto, and applied generally, that maxim which Lenin coined for the
intraparty conflicts and which Trotsky threw at Ordzhonikizde as an accusa-
tion in a bitter letter of the 1920s: “kto verit na slovo—tot idiot.” Further-
more, given Piatakov’s interests and his urban-industrial experience, our
history is one which leaves the countryside, whose importance is obvious
and well known, in the background. )

A few words, in conclusion, about the organization of this essay. Of all
the perspectives opened by Piatakov’s experiences, I have chosen to con-
centrate on those which offer a view onto some particular “pieces” of
Soviet history. By using the facts connected with his biography, I have tried
to compose an account of the movements and developments of these pieces
and in this way to follow the evolution of the Soviet system from diverse
standpoints. These standpoints are: ideology, psychology, despotism,
nationality, the West and, to use Piatakov’s own words, “the building of the
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first system of state industry in history,” something quite different from
simple “industrialization.”*

II. IDEOLOGY

The years from 1915 to 1918 are a good starting point. These were the
years of left communism, when Bukharin and Evgeniia Bosh were the peo-
ple closest to Piatakov. There are two points concerning their positions at
that time to which I would like to call the reader’s attention.

The first concerns the series of problems linked to state, nation, and
World War 1. To tackle these problems, in 1916 the trio, in conflict with
Lenin and under the influence of the European Left, elaborated a platform
of remarkable historical and political blindness. Faced with a war which,
particularly in Eastern Europe, revolved around the nationality problem,
and from which numerous new, more-or-less national® states were to
emerge, this platform affirmed that both the question of state and that of
nation, and in particular that of the national state, were dead, no longer
relevant, no longer on the agenda. With this “theoretical” baggage—we
shall return to it in the section devoted to nationality—Piatakov and Bosh
went back to the Kiev of 1917, where they at first completely ignored the
very visible nationalistic unrest underway, as is confirmed by their decision
not to discuss the national movement in the party (only at the Bund’s
insistence did Piatakov eventually accept discussion of the activities of the
Rada).

The second point concerns the impossibility for socialist revolution in
the backward tsarist empire. Of this the Piatakov of 1917 was convinced,
and in agreement with him were many other Bolsheviks, such as Rykov
and, in particular, many leaders of the future Left, such as Preobrazhenskii.
This position was partly responsible for the unorthodox line Piatakov fol-
lowed in Kiev and for the polemicizing with Lenin. And, the position itself
was soon contradicted by reality—in this case the welcome reality of

4 Since I shall deal with the same phenomena from more than one point of view, some repeti-
tions are unavoidable. I have tried, however, to limit them as much as possible.

5 Actually, the disintegration of the old empires led to the formation of a new multinational
state, i.e., the Soviet Union, as well as to the birth of many states that claimed to be “national”
but were not—at least in the sense that they included vast territories inhabited by large national
minorities (Poland, Czechoslovakia, Romania, etc., come to mind). From this point of view,
World War I was just one step forward, though quite an important one, in that tragic process of
the formation of nationally “homogeneous” states which has dominated Eastern European his-
tory during the past century and a half. The most intelligent contemporary observations on
what was happening and on its tragic perspectives are perhaps those of L. von Mises, Nation,
State and the Economy (Vienna, 1919; reprint, New York, 1983).
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October. This appeared to Piatakov as a “miracle,” whose performance
transformed Lenin, to use Piatakov’s words of 1928, into a “miracle man,”
able to “make the impossible possible.” Lenin thus ceased to be simply the
most important leader of the party and became its vozhd’ in a new, literal
sense (the word was, of course, already in use to indicate the leaders of po-
litical parties), as is demonstrated by the 1920 celebrations of Lenin’s
fiftieth birthday, which were not dissimilar to the better-known celebrations
of 1929, except for the fact that Lenin, unlike Stalin, seems to have opposed
them.

Reality thus disclaimed both of the key interpretative categories that the
young Piatakov had borrowed from what he had defined as his “orthodox
Marxism.” He who had rejected both the frame of the “national” state and
the possibility of socialism in “Russia” found himself working for a new
state that called itself socialist and whose existence could not be theoreti-
cally explained and at the same time operating in a context marked by the
birth, or attempted birth, of numerous national and non-national states as
well as by the confrontation among them. Without bothering to look for an
explanation for the evident contradiction between facts and ideas, Piatakov
immediately agreed to work for the “miracle” of October as the commissar
of the new Gosbank.

What led Piatakov to believe that this contradiction could be ignored was
probably a combination of the pressing tasks of the day and his enthusiasm
and desire to get things done and, above all, the hope of a European revolu-
tion, of whose inevitability and proximity he was firmly convinced (he
spoke at the time, and with reason, of an “enormous geological upheaval
underway”). In this way the conditions—including the psychological
ones—were created for a jump toward subjectivism and irrationality, ten-
dencies which were in fact being announced by the appearance of the
vozhd’ and miracles. Thus began that slide of the Left’s theoretical posi-
tions, which was soon to bring it to conclusions that contrasted sharply with
its aspirations.

At the beginning of 1918, however, everything was still hanging in the
balance, as is shown by the contradictory attitude of the Left Communists.
On the one hand, they were acutely aware of the precarious nature of the
new power, which had been established in an “immature” country and was
thus constantly threatened by the danger of a petit-bourgeois pererozhdenie
that would have opened the doors to the reinstatement of capitalism. They
were, therefore, moved by a sense of urgency that inspired them to propose

6 These words echo strikingly the much more famous and quite similar ones used by Carlyle
to introduce his “heroes.”
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extreme economic and social measures to consolidate the young state. On
the other hand, in the name of internationalism and “anti-statism,” the same
people rejected Brest’s “national socialist” option and the slogan of the
“socialist motherland in danger” launched by Lenin and Trotsky, thereby
showing their willingness to destroy that same creature they anxiously
wished to defend.

The second knot of problems is linked to the Ukrainian experience of
1918-1919, to Trotsky, and to Stalin. This was a period clearly divided in
two: the first part is marked by the “great revolutionary wave” triggered by
the end of the First World War, in which Piatakov saw a confirmation of his
previous positions; the second is marked by the subsequent “reflux” of that
wave, to use the words of Radek and Piatakov, who, however, consoled
themselves with the thought that it was soon to be followed by others. The
reflux culminated in the disaster of the late spring and summer of 1919
when, after the high point of the hopes of March, everything precipitated
with the almost simultaneous collapse in Bavaria, Hungary, and Ukraine. In
the latter, in particular, providing “confirmation” of the fears of 1918, the
peasant stikhiia “opened the way” for the victory of the Whites, thus
strengthening the conviction that the immediate danger to the new power
lay in the petit-bourgeois ocean of the countryside.

During the general collapse of May—June 1919, in which reality and the
power over it seemed to escape all control, lying “in form and in substance
outside the sphere of influence of the party” (I quote here a document of the
Ukrainian Central Committee of May 1919), all the leaders of the KP(b)U
looked for someone to lean on. In a remarkable reversal, since until a few
weeks before he had been part of the military opposition, Piatakov ended up
“choosing” Trotsky.

Why he did so is a question which cannot be dealt with here. The answer
is connected with Trotsky’s personal fascination and his methods, with the
profound affinity which Piatakov felt for some of the characteristics of the
head of the Red Army, as well as with his aversion to the “Right” of the
KP(b)U, closely connected to the “mafia” of Tsaritsyn.

What should be stressed, rather, is that this meeting with Trotsky, and
the defeat that led to it, marked Piatakov’s “Brest-Litovsk.” It was then—
and not, for the reasons we have seen, the year before—that he took his first
real step toward a national or, better, an “imperial” socialist option, which
we could define as “Rakovskian.” I do not mean, of course, that this option
was first followed by Rakovskii, who indeed was the last to submit to it, but
that he was the first to formulate it clearly. I have in mind here the
Rakovskii who, from confinement in 1928, remarked that in a social situa-
tion marked by serious defeat and by the stagnation of the workers’ political
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activity, both in the USSR and in Europe, and in a political situation like
that in the Soviet Union, in which the only active social force was the
bureaucracy, the revolutionaries had no choice but to side with the bureau-
cracy and, in so doing, go against their ideals or testify to their faith in those
ideals from exile or from prison. Of course, 1919 was not yet 1928, and Pia-
takov then took only the first steps along that path. But the “discoveries” he
made at the time, through Trotsky, clearly indicated the direction that path
was to take.

In the first place, there was the discovery of “Russia” and the East. After
the defeats of the summer had barred the way to Europe, which went
through Ukraine and Hungary, Trotsky proposed sending the unemployed
“Ukrainian” (in quotation marks because few of them were actually
Ukrainian) leaders to the Urals, which were to be transformed into a bastion
of the revolution. For Piatakov, who was sent to lead the First Labor Army,
his time in the Urals meant his first separation from Europe and, though in a
sincerely revolutionary form, his discovery of the imperial, Asiatic dimen-
sion of the new (and of the old) state.

In the second place, fresh from a disaster caused partly by the naiveté of
the Left, Piatakov discovered, through Trotsky, the value of bureaucracy, of
command, and of administrative efficiency—in their harder and more prim-
itive, military versions. After some months, the leader of the military oppo-
sition, who loved to dress as a “Ukrainian brigand,” was discovered by
Liberman in smart uniform and shining boots jumping to attention to
answer a telephone call from Trotsky. Trotsky, we might say, had become
in Piatakov’s eyes a new “miracle man,” who personified efficiency, hard-
ness, “culture,” and organization and who, with these qualities, was saving
the revolution.

Eight years of collaboration and joint reflection followed this meeting.
The first four, 1920-1923, were the more intense. The year 1919-1920,
marked by debate about militarization and the creation of the Labor Armies,
was dedicated to reflections of an almost Weberian savor on bureaucrats
and bureaucracy. We will return to these in the last section. Here I wish
only to say that the discovery of bureaucracy was without doubt “anti-
Marxist” (to be convinced of this, it is enough to recall how simplistic and
utopian the theory of the state and of its apparatus is not only in Marx and
Engels but also in the Lenin of State and Revolution, even though the latter
was soon forced to rethink his ideas on the matter). We have here a first
example of that process of selection to which ideology was then subjected
by the actual situation: those pieces which best fit the needs of the moment
were favored and then integrated, where the theory was found lacking, with
parts dictated by “common sense.”
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The third knot is that marked by the beginning of the New Economic
Policy. Piatakov, still a “true believer,” accepted the new policy without
reserve, but in his own way. To do this he appealed to the analyses made in
November 1917, when, on the basis of Hilferding, he had admitted the pos-
sibility that in a backward country the nationalized commanding heights
could coexist for some time with small property, especially in the country-
side. Case was necessary, though, to ensure that this compromise work in
favor of large industry. In the words of Bukharin, who in 1921 still shared
Piatakov’s positions, the main danger was the economic razrukha and the
main task the building of “our great socialized industry.” Since, to fulfill the
latter, more products were needed, it was right to give more space to those
able to guarantee these products (i.e., the petit-bourgeois economic forma-
tions) so long as they were used for building large industry.

Paradoxically, then, the NEP did mark a “dangerous” break (due to the
openings which it created for the petite bourgeosie), but beneath it there
was a continuity embodied by the pursuit of the interests of large “social-
ized” industry. When this industry, to quote Bukharin again, was once more
“v polnuiu boevuiu gatovnost’,” the moment would have come to turn the
tiller in a new direction (it was on the basis of these arguments that, in
1925, against Bukharin’s “betrayal,” Piatakov was to demand a perelom in
economic policy).

The period of the launching of the NEP was also marked by other
significant ideological developments. In 1922, for example, Piatakov
presided over the trial of the Socialist Revolutionary party, the first of the
Soviet “show” trials of international renown. In so doing he expressed on a
new level of intensity that fanatic anti-socialism, that mania for “unmask-
ing,” and that ferocious sectarianism, which were the birthmarks of
Bolshevism. On the one hand, this gives us a measure of the abyss which
the years of the Civil War had opened between the Bolsheviks, even the
“old” ones, and the humanitarian traditions of European socialism. On the
other, it gives us a clue to the variety of materials that were going into the
construction of the “Stalinist” ideology, which also fed on the extremization
of already existing elements, an extremization that, at least ideologically,
was perhaps in the beginning a product of true believers like Piatakov.
Here, perhaps, we have a lesser example of Stalin’s extraordinary ability,
which he showed in the 1920s (and which cannot fail to strike whoever
examines that decade), to “listen” to the most widely differing contribu-
tions, and then to use them in his own way.”

7 Far more interesting from this point of view are the origins of a substantial part of Stalin’s
1928-1929 antiworker “workerism” (whose spell has charmed more than one Western
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If, from Piatakov’s standpoint, 1921 could be seen in some ways under
the banner of continuity, the autumn of 1923, on the other hand, marked a
very important rupture, caused by a series of simultaneous events, namely:
the failure of the revolution in Germany; the scissors crisis; the formal birth
of the opposition; and the first serious conflicts over the direction of large
state industry (we should remember that Piatakov was at that time the vice-
president of the VSNKh, with executive powers).

After the Ruhbr crisis and the explosion of hyper-inflation, all of the
Soviet leaders, including Trotsky and his followers, had great expectations
for Germany. Piatakov and Radek, in particular, were sent to strengthen the
leadership of the German party. In fact, since it was believed that the objec-
tive conditions in Germany were “ripe” for socialism, the general agree-
ment was that the seizure of power there was essentially a question of
correct “subjective” action and thus necessitated a strong leadership. But
the newly arrived Radek and Piatakov found themselves faced with a party
unable to organize or manage the insurrection, and thus supported its recall.

The disappointment was great and, given the premises, reflections on the
causes for the failure were founded exclusively on subjective considera-
tions. The defeat was explained by resorting, on the one hand, to the subjec-
tive mistakes of the Communists and, on the other, to the behavior of the
Social Democrats, who at the crucial moment had sided with the “fascists”
(this was the term Radek, Piatakov, and Trotsky used to define the new Ger-
man government in 1923) or had proved to be “fascists” themselves (as,
apparently, Zinov’ev stated). After the stage marked by the trial of the
Socialist Revolutionaries, the nascent theory of social-fascism thus made a
decisive step forward—in the documents of both the opposition and its
future allies.

To these motivations Piatakov himself added a profound pessimism
about the revolutionary social “subjects”—the Western proletariat in gen-
eral and the Russian one in particular—which he felt had entered a long
season of passivity. This pessimism made him famous: Serge, Pascal, and
Mikoian spoke of it, the latter making fun of it; and, formally, it marked the
death of the hope that the revolution in Europe would come to justify from
outside and a posteriori the October miracle. Especially among those who
had viewed the latter as theoretical nonsense, awareness of the fragility of
Soviet power now reached unprecedented heights. And the sense of
urgency, of the “must be done,” was now felt more tragically. It gave a par-
ticular color to the famous debate on industrialization, sharpening dissent
within the Soviet leadership.

academic) in the theft and distortion of Shliapnikov’s ideas.



112 ANDREA GRAZIOSI

Piatakov’s other personal reaction to the events of the end of 1923—yet
another important step along the road taken in 1919—must be seen in this
context. The explanation for the scissors crisis that Piatakov, Osinskii, and
V. M. Smimov advanced is a good illustration of this point. Larin
denounced the “istericheskii idealizm,” the “idealizm eserovskogo gim-
nazista” which animated it, and, in fact—as in the German case—
everything was made to depend on subjective factors. A multiplication of
subjective commitment and personal effort was thus the solution also pro-
posed for internal matters. For Piatakov, that translated itself into a renewed
administrative effort at the VSNKh, aimed, in his own words, at accelerat-
ing as much as possible the construction of the first “sistema gosudarstven-
noi promyshlennosti” in history.

These considerations profoundly influenced Piatakov’s type of opposi-
tion, which became increasingly less political and increasingly tied to the
rhythms and directions of “building.” This position led him to move closer
to whomever might satisfy those needs and, in particular, laid the basis for
convergence with Stalin. Certainly, the “socialism in one country” that Sta-
lin proposed was still, in Piatakov’s eyes, tainted by Bukharin’s influence,
which gave it a pacific, moderate, and isolationist content. But there is no
doubt that Piatakov was encouraged to distance himself from Trotsky (who
always put politics and internationalism first) and to approach the Stalinist
group because of his idea of concentrating on building within the USSR,
leaving aside international politics (partly because of the pessimism men-
tioned above) and—why not?—leaving aside internal politics too, since
what really counted, after all, was the economy. This convergence was
objectively encouraged by the policies Piatakov followed at the VSNKh,
which accelerated the NEP crisis and left Stalin and his followers facing the
need to make decisions.

What remained, now, of Piatakov’s Marxism, or, better still, what had it
become? Its humanitarian aspect, linked to socialist traditions, had been
swept away, as we have seen, by the Civil War. At a theoretical level, there
remained a resistant core of certain categories that were, in fact, so many
filters deforming reality. I have in mind, for example, Piatakov’s mythical
vision of the functioning of the economy—to which we shall return in the
last section—which was a major influence in determining the decisions that
led to the NEP crisis. On the political plane, one could refer once again to
the want of the Marxist theory of the state, which blinded Piatakov in a con-
text characterized by the birth and expansion of a new great state; to the
obsession with “class” analysis, which distracted attention from more
important phenomena, and to the “theoretical” aversion for the peasants—
the great majority of the population.
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These and other “residues” were integrated into a cult of the state and its
machinery, linked to some pieces of Marxism (for example, nationalization)
but “enriched” by the accent on the importance of subjective action and its
tools—bureaucracy for one.? Significantly, in those years the two terms
“sotsialisticheskii” and “gosudarstvennyi” became interchangeable; indeed,
before the ideological explosion of 1928-1929, the second term progres-
sively replaced the first in internal economic documents. This interchange-
ability was perhaps a clue to the fact that the question regarding the nature
of the new state born from the Civil War was still unresolved ideologically.
And the progressive prevalence of the second term perhaps indicated how
reality was in fact resolving the question before the launching of the great
ideological operation we have just mentioned confused things again. All of
this was increasingly cemented by that subjectivism and voluntarism that
we have already seen developing.

The fifth and crucial knot is that represented by Piatakov’s own personal
crisis of 1927-1928. These were the years of his exile in Paris as torgpred,
of forced inactivity, while in Moscow the “inept” Kuibyshev, to whom the
VSNKh had been entrusted, was letting everything that had been built up
over the previous years go to rack and ruin. After the Fifteenth Party
Congress (December 1927), Piatakov was sent back to Paris—a clear sign
of the “respect” which he was accorded—while his second wife and his old
comrades were first imprisoned and then sent into very different kinds of
exile. Shortly thereafter, in February, he became the first of the Trotskyites
to capitulate, with a statement that his former comrades (Radek first of all)
judged a monument of hypocrisy.

What part cynicism and hypocrisy played in this choice is, of course,
difficult to assess. I am inclined to believe that the motives behind
Piatakov’s gesture were much more complicated and that his personal crisis
was of a very serious nature (as we shall see in the next section). It is,
rather, in Radek’s own later “conversion” and behavior that a much purer
form of cynicism can be seen.’ It is undeniable, however, that for Piatakov

8 In this modified version, Marxism became the heir to Hegelism also as a state-building
ideology (in “extreme” conditions). We have here, I believe, one of the reasons for its great
success in our century, as an important source of “national socialist” ideologies (which of
course had many other components). See also fns. 11 and 12.

9 In Ordzhonikidze’s secret fond are preserved a few letters written at the beginning of 1928
by Radek to the GPU, the TsKK, and to his wife. Whereas in letters to Trotsky written during
the same period he posed as a fierce fighter against Stalinism, here he begged for favors and
petty privileges, even before being sent into exile. Especially impressive is a letter of 9 March
1928, formally addressed to his wife, but actually written with the knowledge that “others”
would read it, as was in fact the case. In this letter, Piatakov is openly accused of hypocrisy.
One cannot “sincerely” capitulate too soon, writes Radek, adding that when he himself does, in
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too, the moment marked the end of ideology in the traditional sense of the
term (in the sense we are usually led to use when speaking of Bolshevik
leaders or, at least, of the believers among them). This was also the moment
of the “end of politics,” again in the sense we usually give the term. In an
attempt, no doubt, to justify the betrayal of Trotsky, politics was now seen
as a weave of personal squabbles, founded on the personal struggle for
power, almost as “something dirty.” “Politics” of this sort did not count for
much. What counted, as Piatakov repeated in his declarations to the
Fifteenth Party Congress, was the actual work of building and, on a per-
sonal level, the opportunity of participating in that building.

What we have here is the definitive “Rakovskian” option, which went
hand in hand with an increasingly pessimistic vision of the internal and
international situations, marked by a defeat “vserez i nadolgo,” as V. M.
Smimov wrote. Naturally, it was difficult, on the subjective level, to be or
remain pessimistic and still work furiously at the task of building. In the
next section we shall see how this contradiction was resolved. Here, I
would like to emphasize that the sudden ideological change of 1927—-1928
was a phenomenon that did not concern Piatakov alone, and is one to which
1 feel insufficient attention has been paid.

The type of “ideology” which at that time was gaining ground is fairly
well represented by the words with which Kuibyshev celebrated Stalin’s
victory over the zagotovki crisis in February 1928 with his “Urals-Siberian
methods” (which triggered the process that later ended in collectivization
and famine). “It is undeniable,” said Kuibyshev, “that the administrative
pressure. . ., the mobilization of all the forces of the party, the meddliing in
the sphere of action of lower bodies. . . have given indisputable results. . . .
The will of the state has combatted the economic situation, using all the
means the proletarian state had at its disposal, and it has won” (my italics).

Thus, at the end of the 1920s, the foundations for the ideology of the
“Stalinists” consisted of a mixture of statism, voluntarism, grubost’ (the
well-known insult thrown at Stalin by Lenin in 1923, now transformed by
Stalin and his followers into something to boast of), cult of might, and the
delusion that “everything was possible.”!® These elements were embodied

the perhaps not too distant future, he will do so “iskrenno, otkryto” denouncing the errors of the
past.

10 In the short run, by the way, given the intensity of pushing from above, everything became
really possible, and Soviet society seemed to come closer and closer to the Stalinists® 1929
ideal, recently defined by one of the best young Ukrainian historians, Oleg Khlevniuk, as a
“well-composed mechanism, at the top of which is a directive center that is maximalily
independent both from society and from the obligation to take into account any socioeconomic
laws whatsoever, and at its base—conscious and disciplined masses.” Reality, however, started
to kick back very soon and, for each “victory” over it, a day of reckoning was to come. Moshe
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at first in the party, which concentrated will and power, and only indirectly
transferred to Stalin, the party’s leader. Soon, however, this transfer was
complete: in December 1929, through the mechanism of the celebrations for
his fiftieth birthday, Stalin became officially the new vozhd’, autonomously
endowed with miraculous powers.

It is worth pausing a moment to stress how this new ideology of the Sta-
linist leadership, founded on the almost unlimited power of the subject over
history, on “vozhdism” and on a particular form of “national socialism,”
distinctly echoed developments taking place in many parts of Europe,
though in different ways. Similar ideas were then spreading in widely
differing contexts—in Poland, in Germany, in Italy of course, and among
the Jewish nationalists (think, for example, of Vladimir Jabotinsky and his
dream of achieving the Jewish state in “one sudden, irresistible act of will”)
and the Ukrainian nationalists, where the phenomenon was particularly
interesting because it took on different forms in emigration (according to
Roman Szporluk, the pillars of the OUN 1929 ideology were “the primacy
of ‘will’ over ‘reason’ and the proposal to establish a one-party state headed
by an elite with a single leader”), in Galicia and among the National Com-
munists temporarily in power.

From this standpoint, “national socialism” (to be sure, not the extreme
Hitlerian variety) and “vozhdism” appear as key categories with which to
interpret European history between the two wars. In the USSR, as every-
where else, they of course took on idiosyncratic forms—that of “imperial”
socialism,!! for example—but their diffusion strengthens the hypothesis that
unifying factors were at work: the Great War, first of all, the state-building
or rebuilding processes which followed it,!> and certain cultural fashions

Lewin has analyzed the social context or, better, the social “void” that facilitated the spread of
similar illusions and offered the Stalinist elite such opportunities.

11 One could think of “imperial” socialism (I resort to quotation marks because there is some-
thing paradoxical in the term) as the particular form taken by national socialism in countries
possessing a strong imperial tradition, where the dominant nationality is not strong enough to
propound a program of “xy” for “xylonians,” or is unwilling to do so (the concrete possibility
of renewing the imperial bonds may explain this). From this point of view, “imperial” social-
ism is, at least in its ideology, more palatable than national socialism proper, especially if com-
pared with the version of the latter that emerges after a serious national crisis in countries with
a strong national minority. In particular, its Russian variety, thanks to its link with Marxism,
remained particularly “agreeable” in spite of the transformations imposed upon it by the Civil
War (as such, it was one of the preconditions for the Bolsheviks’ victory). See also fns. 8 and
12

12 The formation of a great number of new states since 1945 has presented us with a new,
bigger wave of “national socialisms” of many different kinds. The link between this
phenomenon and certain circumstances of state-building has thus been confirmed. Of course,
one should not undervalue the aspects of socialism (as well as of Marxism) that are linked to
the emancipation of the working classes, nor think that socialism has been the only ideology of
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that had spread throughout Europe before the war and that the war had
nourished: note, for example, the renewed interest in Carlyle or Spengler’s
success. It is interesting to note that in 1922 Piatakov devoted an essay pre-
cisely to Spengler, attacking him for his glorification of the “velikoe
iskusstvo povelevat’ stikhilami zhizni, osnovannoe na proniknovenii v ee
vozmozhnosti i na predvidenii ee khoda” that guaranteed the “new Caesar”
the “kljuch k gospodvstu nad drugimi” and deriding his hymns to “beton,
stal’, zheleznye nervy i gosudarstvennykh muzhei.” Six years later these
same words neatly summed up an important part of both Piatakov’s credo
and that of his new comrades. !

This credo was not, of course, a monolith, and in Piatakov it took rather
peculiar forms. In particular, the state of “exaltation” caused by the weight
of the past and by that of betrayal meant that the “end of ideology” took on
the form of a descent into psychopathology. For example, in March 1928, in
an emotional discussion he had with N. Valentinov immediately after his
capitulation, Piatakov exalted the miracle party which could do anything
and which made anything possible (in Rakovskii’s words, which guaranteed
“power” to Piatakov and those like him). For the party, Piatakov said, a
man must be prepared to do anything—to destroy himself, to betray his own
friends, to change his own mind.

Within a few months, for Piatakov, too, this miracle party took on the
personal features of Stalin, the new miracle man able to make history jump
at his will. The ways in which these jumps were produced—the violence,
the administrative pressure, the grubost’—took second place to the results.
But then, Piatakov, like many others, recognized in these methods impor-
tant pieces of his own Civil War experience, when he, too, had ordered
mass shootings, had been criticized by Lenin for his grubost’, and had sent
the “mandarinnye etikety” to hell in the Donbass in order to obtain the
required results.

state-building or rebuilding recently at work. It is a fact, however, that in the past one hundred
years or 0, on an international scale, state-building has been the main component of socialism,
and socialism, in its various “national socialistic” forms, has become the most important ideol-
ogy available to state-(re)builders. See also fns. 8 and 11.

13 This was a return to the times when, to use Otto Hintze’s words, it was believed that “will
power, planning, and calculation” explained everything. In this sense, since Marxism had been
part of the cultural movement which had fought and defeated these ideas, the new credo was an
“anti-Marxist” one. Maxim Gorky’s contribution to its birth, as well as to the development of
the ideology used to “cover” it (to which Willi Miinzenberg also greatly contributed), cannot be
overestimated. Gorky’s half-baked, third rate *“Nietzscheanism,” his cynicism, and his great,
creative capacities in the field of ideology were extremely appealing to Stalin and the other
autodidacts of his inner circle. From this point of view, the recently published Stalin-Gorky
1929 correspondence is quite interesting and revealing.
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The characteristics of the new miracle man, though, held many surprises
for Piatakov. He was no longer dealing with a leader, like Lenin, whom he
could respect and with whom he could enter into discussions (in 1921, for
example, Piatakov ironically but harshly reproached Lenin in a private letter
for his schematic and simplistic attitude toward the problem of concession).
Nor was he adopting a “perfect” model to admire—as Trotsky had been for
him after 1919 (in the same year, 1920—1921, Piatakov’s letters to Trotsky
were much more subservient than those addressed to Lenin). Rather, he had
found a boss to serve—and was well aware of this as, once again, his letters
of the 1930s clearly reveal (quite often, his letters addressed to Ordzhoni-
kidze or Kuibyshev contain formulaic expressions such as “if I. V. agrees,”
etc.). And, indeed, those close to Stalin had already nick-named him kho-
ziain (“boss”; perhaps the closest translation is dominus, the appellation
adopted by the “Asianized” Roman emperors after Diocletian). This pattern
was already formalized by 1929 when, as Boris Souvarine observed, Pia-
takov became the first of the Bolshevik leaders “to pay personal feudal
homage” to Stalin. In exchange, he asked for the post of “minister for pro-
duction” in the new state, something he obtained first at the Gosbank and
then at the NKTP. However, Piatakov found himself carrying out these
functions as a serf-superintendent of the new lord rather than in the hoped-
for “civilized” forms.

We have thus come to the sixth and last knot of problems—that
represented by the 1930s. The discussion of these problems will of neces-
sity be brief here, because of what I have just said about the growing weight
of “psychic” factors over and above ideological ones in Piatakov’s case and
about the genetic mutation that ideology and politics underwent at the end
of the 1920s.

This obviously does not mean that in the 1930s the Stalinist elite and the
new social strata that revolved around it possessed no “ideology.” On the
contrary, they were producing many ideologies, both for internal consump-
tion and for the “masses,” that were added to and superimposed upon that
which had emerged at the end of the previous decade. For this reason, too,
however, the ideology of 1917 can be said to be dead by 1930, at least in
the sense that it is of little use in explaining the behavior and decisions of
the group in power, even if fragmented parts of its dead body still played
roles of a certain importance and even if some persons to a certain degree
still believed that they believed in the old ideology. Furthermore, Piatakov
is not a good vantage point from which to observe the new and complex
ideological production: in the 1930s he published nothing directly con-
nected to culture or politics, and what remains of his activities from those
years is a few speeches, a handful of semi-private letters—mostly to
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Ordzhonikidze—and, above all, countless prikazy about the direction of
industry.14

The number of these prikazy, the variety of the subjects they cover, and
the importance and detail of the questions they address are proof of the
maniacal nature of Piatakov’s dedication to the building of that system of
large state industry, which was now perhaps the only thread linking him to
the past. Although this construction took place under conditions and at a
cost very different from those he had imagined, it did respect some of the
principles he had established in the 1920s: the absolute privilege accorded
to large state industry; the openness toward the West—now limited to tech-
nology alone; the high investment “rhythms,” etc. Together with these prin-
ciples survived some traces of the old beliefs in this process of building.
Here and there, in certain of Piatakov’s speeches, in the memoirs of some
“builders” like Frankfurt, in addition to professions of faith in the superior-
ity of the system of state industry over its capitalist competitors, apparently
sincere hopes surfaced that, once the foundations were laid (at the price of
the unheard-of sacrifices imposed upon the population), chapters that had
temporarily been closed could be reopened.

But more often, at least in those “builders” in whom the ideological
matrix had been stronger and especially in many of those who had been of
the opposition (one could also refer, for example, to Gvakhariia,
Ordzhonikidze’s favorite), instead of the old ideology we find an “ideology
of fanatical work,” of identification with heavy industry, of dedication to
the new gosudarstvennost’, of building for the sake of building, in which,
perhaps, these people buried themselves in the hope of forgetting what they
were doing. Victor Krawchenko has some very convincing pages on this.
And it suffices to read the last, long, handwritten letter from the Urals sent
by Piatakov to Ordzhonikidze the very day before his arrest (which he knew
to be imminent, though still hoped to avoid)—a letter packed with techni-
calities and industrial problems—to realize that for Piatakov, too, work was
the magic drug which up to the last minute kept life bearable (and was,
perhaps, also a guarantee of physical survival, with the delusion that one
would become “indispensable”).

14 After 1932, most of the NKTP prikazy were not published. Boris B. Lebedev, the archivist
in charge of the NKTP fond (I take this opportunity to thank him for his help and kindness),
calculates that approximately 70 to 80 percent remained secret. Happily, these escaped the
1941 fire. Piatakov’s letters to Ordzhonikidze can be found in the latter’s secret fond in the
former Central Party Archives.
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Among the things needing to be “forgotten,” besides the conditions in
which the “building” was taking place, there was that which the day-to-day
politics had by now become for Piatakov and many members of Stalin’s cir-
cle: a succession of servile acts, of blackmail, of fear and desperation. This
traumatic experience, for which the super-work at the NKTP could not
compensate, contributed to Piatakov’s outbreak of “madness” in 1936,
which we will discuss at the end of the next section.

1. PSYCHOLOGY

Piatakov’s life is striking because of its tragic quality, the dramatic series of
ups and downs, of suicides, massacres, insanity, alcoholism, betrayals, and
intrigues that dogged its various phases. In this respect, his life is a faithful
mirror of the cataclysmic nature of Soviet history between 1917 and 1937
(or even 1953). It also provides a clear window into the life of the “old
Bolsheviks,” showing us the state of “exhaustion” those few thousand peo-
ple had reached by 1936-1937. But Piatakov’s life is also a mirror, though
of smaller dimensions, of European history. We are, after all, discussing the
life of an intellectual with a European education and of a European culture,
who adhered to a European ideology and whose destiny is deeply scarred
by progressive personal regression and progressive barbarization.

To follow the evolution of Piatakov’s life from a “psychological” stand-
point, we will mainly trust to the chronology outlined in the previous sec-
tion. But here we must start with events preceding the outbreak of the war,
with the anarchist experience of 1905—1907 in Ukraine. This experience
was a scarring one, marked as it was by thousands of victims of both terror
and repression and by an astonishing level of desperation among its young
participants—a desperation that can be felt even today when looking
through Russian anarchist newspapers of the time, with their lists of sui-
cides, accompanied by pictures of young, angry men, among whom, as
Weizmann says in his memoirs, young Jews were particularly numerous
and gloomy.

The young Piatakov took an active part in those desperate events, shar-
ing ideas in which were reflected, though often coarsely, some of the
“crisis” ideologies that had emerged in Europe at the end of the nineteenth
century (referring to the Russian anarchists of those days, Avrich has spo-
ken of “self-styled Nietzschean supermen,” and Goethe’s motto, “Im
Anfang war die Tat,” interpreted in a “heroic” key, was, for example, the
masthead of the Chernoe znamia). Piatakov joined the group led by Justin
Zhuk, a young worker and a hero of anarcho-communism, who was later
sentenced to death, then commuted to life katorga, for the murder of some
guards during a robbery at one of the factories managed by Piatakov’s
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father (freed in 1917, Zhuk died in the Civil War fighting for the Reds).
Thus, Piatakov’s privileged education, the “gentility” of his family back-
ground, and his “Western culture” were very soon subjected to severe
shocks, which exposed the fragility of these influences in a country such as
the Russian Empire (and, shortly thereafter, the First World War revealed
their fragility on a European scale).

At the time of the robbery, Piatakov, who had broken off relations with
the anarchists, was already in St. Petersburg, enrolled at the Faculty of Law
in order to study economics. He did not go back to Kiev, except for a brief
interval in 1911, until 1917, just in time for the revolution and the Ukrainian
Civil War, perhaps the most ferocious one.

For Piatakov, the Civil War was a continual succession of victories and
defeats. The Bolsheviks had to seize power three times in Ukraine, since the
first two attempts both ended in catastrophy. Moments of exaltation were
thus followed by periods of deep depression. Both were linked to and
amplified by events in Europe, primarily in Germany and Hungary.

This violent see-sawing between extremes of states of mind was accom-
panied by the practice of violence tout court, of which we will mention only
a few episodes: the barbaric murder of Piatakov’s brother Leonid in Kiev in
January 1918; his service in a machine-gun unit in March and April of that
year (Piatakov was thus not spared the key experience of being a soldier in
the First World War); and above all, the active part he played in the out-
breaks of generalized cruelty over the following months and years. Already
at the end of 1918, after the first stage of the Red Terror, Piatakov had
argued for mass shootings. In Kharkiv in June 1919, as president of the
local Revolutionary Tribunal, he publicly exalted terror, while in the prisons
of the city terrible things were taking place (this stance disgusted the old
Korolenko, who protested against it). A few months before, in March,
Piatakov’s former companion, Evgeniia Bosh, had directed the massacres in
Astrakhan’, and the following year Piatakov, who had participated in the
assault at Perekop, was apparently in charge of the even more terrible mas-
sacres which took place in the Crimea after the defeat at Vrangel’ (it is said
that many tens of thousands were shot in a few days). According to
Veresaev, even Dzerzhinskii was indignant at Piatakov’s and his friend
Béla Kun’s ferocity.

From a theoretical, Marxist standpoint (and so, for Piatakov, in rational
terms), all of the above was taking place within a process which, as we have
said, was losing its meaning or, rather, was becoming increasingly difficult
to explain in spite of the ever-growing resort to rhetorical and psychological
exaltation.
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Adding to these sources of irrationality and to the psychic destabilization
inevitably caused by such levels of violence, in the spring of 1919 the
Bolshevik leaders’ already paranoid fear of the peasants reached new
heights in Ukraine. The reasons for this were the repeated revolts of the
Ukrainian peasants, and the recurrent “betrayal” of the partisan detach-
ments that had allowed the Bolsheviks to take Kiev at the beginning of the
year.

A very distinctive psychological trait, which was shared—though some-
what more blandly—by all the party and which also had ideological roots,
thus became accentuated, because of “national” reasons, in that part of the
new Soviet elite that was being formed on the “southern front.” This trait
was the strong feeling of being “foreigners in their own land,” surrounded
by a hostile population—the peasants primarily but also the intelligentsiia
(in Ukraine, because of its national aspirations, but note, too, the Bolshevik
reaction to the Russian intelligentsiia strikes of 1917-1918). From this
point of view, on the southern front a substantial part of the new elite was
actually, and not just psychologically or symbolically, that “conquering
minority” mentioned by Lenin, that “special race” of which Stalin was later
to speak (even though not too much weight should be given to words). This
feeling probably peaked among the elite’s most ideological members, like
Piatakov, since both the supporters of the NEP and the Stalinists eventually
found, each in their own way, some important channels of contact with cer-
tain sectors of the population, both culturally and as a representation of
interests.

The Bolsheviks, and in particular the “old Bolsheviks,” were thus deeply
affected by the experiences of 1917-1921, especially when these experi-
ences had been endured at the “front” (this was, I believe, the essential
difference between Piatakov and Bukharin, who stayed in Moscow, and
perhaps the root of their subsequent break). It is well known that the politi-
cal consequences of the impact of these experiences worried Lenin. Here,
however, I would like to underline the physical and moral components: the
disease, exhaustion, the remorse for what one had done—factors which cer-
tainly existed, and which apparently affected Dzerzhinskii himself, if we
can believe what Abramovitch said about the night Dzerzhinskii got drunk
and begged to be killed to atone for the blood he had spilt. Certainly there
was heavy drinking—it was perhaps at this point that Piatakov had his first
brush with alcoholism—and a growing use of drugs, cocaine in particular,
especially but not only in the Cheka (according to Anjelica Balabanoff,
Béla Kun was an addict; of course, the Whites too had similar problems, as
indicated by the case of General Slashchev). The inevitable result of all
these pressures was an acute instability, and, indeed, two phenomena we
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have already mentioned point to this: the desperate clinging to the force of
the will and to subjective action and the need, felt by many, to lean on
someone, on a miracle man, on the vozhd’.

After experiences and pressures of this sort, the calm of the following
period of 1922-1926, however real, could only be precarious. This results
quite clearly from Piatakov’s life. For him, too, there was a return to stabil-
ity. His transfer to the quieter Moscow after years in the “violent provinces”
and his collaboration with Lenin, his close relationship with Trotsky, and,
lastly and above all, his job at the VSNKh and his initial collaboration with
Dzerzhinskii were the pillars of this new condition. According to Ipat’ev,
during this time Piatakov went as far as to regret the barbaric acts he had
committed during the Civil War.

The ups and downs mentioned above persisted, however, and alongside
elements of stability, new elements of crisis continually appeared. These
included the German defeat of 1923, in which Piatakov had been directly
involved, and the pessimism and gloominess which that caused; the birth of
the opposition and the conflicts and bitterness accompanying it; the
difficulty he had in setting up a new family (a common phenomenon of the
1920s for Bolshevik leaders; Pascal speaks of it); and the suicide of
Evgeniia Bosh in 1925, within the context of ruthless internal power strug-
gles.?

Despite feelings of remorse, the barbarism of the Civil War continued to
surface, as can be seen by the trial of the Socialist Revolutionary party, of
which Piatakov was president. And the fears—of pererozhdenie, of the
peasant stikhiia, of being surrounded—were still ever present, as were the
sense of insecurity and the paranoia of the elite, especially of that part of
the elite which felt more acutely that it was occupying a place to which it
was not “historically” entitled.

The few years of the NEP were, therefore—in Piatakov’s case, but also
in different ways for the whole of the USSR—a short interval of disturbed
stability, below whose surface the processes which had begun in the previ-
ous years continued to simmer and, occasionally, to erupt. Furthermore, the
pillars on which Piatakov’s stability rested soon gave way: first there was
Lenin’s death; then the progressive cracks in Piatakov’s relationship with
Trotsky—specifically, the loss of an only-too-perfect model that Piatakov
had tried to follow (it is well known that, besides being prodigiously able
and “intelligent,” Trotsky did not drink, smoke, or waste time in frivolity);

15 A few years later, V. M. Smimov spoke of Bosh’s suicide as one of the many committed in
those days by “old Bolsheviks” who found the situation unbearable and were physically
(Evgeniia Bosh was herself seriously ill), politically, and, I would add, morally exhausted.
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and, lastly, there was the loss of his job at the VSNKh.

As an opposition leader, Piatakov would sooner or later have lost that job
in any case. But the way in which he was removed in a sense sums up what
we have just said. At the Central Committee of July 1926, Dzerzhinskii,
who right up to the last minute had treated Piatakov as his main collabora-
tor, denounced him as the traitor who was leading the NEP to a crisis,
profiting from the trust he had been shown. Piatakov frequently interrupted
him. A few moments later, Dzerzhinskii fell down dead. For Piatakov,
therefore, the brief interval of tranquility offered by the NEP ended tragi-
cally somewhat earlier than it did for the rest of the country. A period of
profound personal crisis began which, from the point of view of his state of
mind, can be said to have continued up to the end of 1930.

The personal crisis revolved around his desertion of Trotsky, which in
effect meant deserting his entire circle and, despite all the possible
justifications, deserting many of his ideals. That desertion came about at a
time when Piatakov hoped that Stalin and his followers would be willing to
continue the line he had marked out in the industrial field, and to entrust
him with leading it.!5 Alongside this hope, there was already the fear
inspired by Stalin—a fear Piatakov disclosed in the words he used in
reproaching Trotsky for the accusations he had made to the gensek at a Pol-
itburo meeting in the summer of 1927: “he will never forget you for this:
neither you, nor your children, nor your grandchildren.”

Piatakov’s desertion of the opposition, complete at the end of 1927,
meant, too, the betrayal of his wife Zina who was imprisoned and deported,
whereas he returned to Paris. Here, Piatakov was left alone, with his secre-
tary Moskalev, once again an exile in a country he hated. All the witnesses
speak of a terrible period, of chain-smoking, of drinking. Some go as far as
to speak of delirium tremens.

In this state, in February 1928, Piatakov signed his *“capitulation” to Sta-
lin. In the following year came the “feudal homage” which we have already
mentioned. Both were acts which implied both personal submission (“nasi-
liem nad samim soboiu nuzhnyi rezul’tat dostigaetsia,” said Piatakov at the
time to Valentinov) as well as political suicide, as Trotsky rightly remarked
when he spoke of Piatakov and others like him as zombies.

16 This was probably what Ordzhonikidze, then the TsKK boss, promised him during the
negotiations preceding Piatakov’s surrender. It was perhaps in those days that Piatakov started
to look at Ordzhonikidze in a new way, as a source of psychological rather than just political

support.
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On the personal plane, the despair of the first months was followed by a
period of true exaltation. This emerges clearly from the way in which Pia-
takov justified his decisions in his 1928 conversation with Valentinov
(quoted above) and from his speeches of 1928-1929. These were
illuminated by ideological sparks of the most extreme nature, picking up the
threads of ideas of ten years previously, and contained the theme of an
appeal to the spirit and to the exertions, especially the personal exertions, of
the Civil War.

Thus it was with exaltation, ideological as well as psychological, that
Piatakov resolved on the personal level the conflict between pessimism and
building. On the economic level, this exaltation was embodied in the credit
reform launched in 1930 and inspired by the most naive ideas of
1917-1918. Its failure was already evident by the second half of that year,
marked by the general ship-wreck of the first offensive thrust of the First
Five-Year Plan.

This new crisis, which for Piatakov was, again, also a personal one, saw
the end of the previous exaltation, in a climate characterized by renewed
fear. For example, just before emigrating, Ipat’ev saw the “brave” Piatakov,
whom he had admired in the past, mumbling excuses for not intervening on
behalf of persecuted spetsy whose integrity and competence he well knew.
The fact is that Piatakov was already paying the price of his 1928 choices.
His second-in-command at the Gosbank, Sher, had been arrested for sabo-
tage because of the damage caused by the credit reform. And insinuations
on Piatakov’s own account were growing, as was blackmail (proof of his
distant Menshevist sympathies were published in Kiev). Stalin, perhaps
disappointed by the trust he had placed in one he had thought of as an
expert economist, had begun his cat-and-mouse game.

This game, whose preferred victims were the former leaders of the oppo-
sition, continued in subsequent years. Piatakov, however, was at first saved
from its most devastating consequences, thanks to Stalin’s decision to give
him another chance, perhaps on Ordzhonikidze’s advice. That chance con-
sisted of a job at the VSNKh, soon to be followed by that of conducting
economic negotiations with Germany. His enormous success in this field in
April 1931 gave Piatakov a new lease on life, built, as we have seen, around
the NKTP and around Ordzhonikidze, who was by now also a source of
psychological support. And, in fact, expressions of personal devotion—such
as “ia, pomimo vsiakogo riada sluzhebnoi subordinatsii, prosto lichno k
tebe ochen’ khorosho otnoshus’ i schitaiu tebia, khotia i starshim, no odnim
iz samykh maikh blizkikh tovarishchei”—can be found over and over again
in Piatakov’s post-1931 letters to Sergo. A certain percentage of adulation,
in line with the spirit of the day, and the desire to keep Ordzhonikidze’s
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protection do not rule out, I believe, an element of sincerity.!”

We thus come back to the dualism of the 1930s, which we mentioned in
the last section. On the one hand there was the NKTP first deputy—in
Weissberg’s words, a man “of iron will and boundless energy,” who “knew
personally every important works or factory in the country,” who “never
seemed to stop working and at three o’clock in the moming could still be
found hard at it in his office.” On the other, there was Stalin’s slave and vic-
tim, the fearful “red-haired Judas,” to use the words of Trotsky’s son, who
met him by chance in Berlin and saw him turn and run away (very different
behavior, for example, from that of I. N. Smirnov, who promised and gave
his old friends information about the crisis in the USSR).

And yet Piatakov, too, must have “seen” what was happening, the condi-
tions in which building was taking place, the famine in Ukraine, the sui-
cides of old acquaintances like Mykola Skrypnyk. And, even if Piatakov
was no Bukharin, who reacted with bursts of tears and depression, the
events of those years must in some way have marked him. In view of his
working rhythms, though, it is hard to believe what Berger, the ex-secretary
of the Communist party of Palestine, said of a Piatakov entirely aware of
the harm he was doing, of the lie he was living, and who was again drown-
ing these feelings in drink. Perhaps Berger was mixing him up with Preo-
brazhenskii, who apparently drank, or with Smilga and Smimnov who, in
1931, were, in fact, again of the opposition. But it is certain that Piatakov in
those years knew little or no stability, had no private life, and lived through
extremely difficult moments psychologically (apart from anything else, it
seems that his wife, from whom he eventually separated, had become an
alcoholic).

It is not surprising, therefore, that when it became clear that Stalin had
also got the NKTP—Piatakov’s reason for living—in his sights, Piatakov’s
crisis reached a new stage. The attack on the NKTP, which began in 1935,
became a full-fledged one in 1936. By June of that year, after having tried
to defend his creation and having failed, Piatakov was a man ready to do
anything.

In line with the above-mentioned dualism, his reactions followed two
lines. On the one side, Piatakov put, as never before, his fate in the hands of
Ordzhonikidze, renewing up to the last minute his pledges of friendship and
personal devotion (“you appear for me not only as a member of the Polit-
buro and a People’s Commissar; you are for me the comrade to whom I am
personally attached with all my soul”) as well as of unselfish dedication to a

17 See also fn. 16.
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common cause, disrupted by unjust accusations. '8

On the other, Piatakov “spoke” to the boss himself: first, through the
insane article he wrote in July exalting the trial against the two “putrid car-
casses” (Kamenev and Zinov’ev); and, even more extremely, by going
directly to Ezhov and telling him that, in order to demonstrate his fidelity,
he was willing to kill with his own hands all those accused in the trial,
including his former wife—a proposal whose absurdity even Ezhov derided
(a recently published letter of Ezhov to Stalin of 8 August 1936 tells the
story).

In both of Piatakov’s reactions, as Lel’chuk has pointed out, it is possible
to see “politics” at work. Piatakov, like Radek and many others, was trying
to save himself, playing his own game. Yet, folly dictated the rules and the
“game” itself gives us a good idea of the abyss into which Piatakov had fal-
len. That process of progressive “barbarization” of which we have spoken
had reached its peak.

The following months brought Piatakov’s arrest, torture, and trial. At the
end of the trial, Piatakov read a declaration, probably written by Vyshinskii
and personally revised by Stalin. One sentence, however, could have been
his own: “And here I stand before you in filth, crushed by my own crimes,
bereft of everything through my own fault, a man who has lost his party,
who has no friends, who has lost his family, who has lost his very self.”
These words aptly describe the situation of the whole group of those “true
believers” of intellectual origins who had then reached the end of their para-
bola. These words are also representative of the failure of the entire group
of the old Bolsheviks, sanctioned, we might say, a few days after Piatakov’s
execution by Ordzhonikidze’s suicide.

All this, together with what has been said on Piatakov’s “reasonings”
during 1927-1928, seems to indicate that there is an anachronism in Arthur
Koestler’s Darkness at Noon. The reflections and considerations which that
book attributes to the “old Bolsheviks” in 1936—1938, seem to be rather the
reasoning with which some (in others, like Radek, cynicism was already

18 Tt is interesting that in his last letters to Ordzhonikidze, written in August and at the begin-
ning of September, Piatakov repeatedly underlined his personal devotion to Stalin. The letters,
most of them handwritten, were likely written for Ordzhonikidze alone. This leads one to think
that, up to that point, Sergo still “believed” in Stalin and lends credibility to the hypothesis that
he indeed committed suicide—perhaps as a personal protest against his “leader,” once he
discovered he had been “betrayed” by him. Of course, the theory of a political murder, which
has recently regained ground, cannot be ruled out, though the psychological evidence seems to
speak against it.
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then quite prominent!®) of the opposition leaders had “justified” their
surrender to Stalin ten years before (reasoning which, by the way, Koestler
knew very well, as he had belonged to that circle). For the old Bolsheviks,
the actual climate and reality of 1936—1938 were, I believe, completely dif-
ferent.?0

IV. DESPOTISM

From our standpoint, the evolution of Stalin’s personal power appears as the
problem of the birth of the Stalinist group, of the progressive formation of
the personal following, of the druzhina of the new prince. And this last
appears as a process of continual superimposition of particular groups,
which gradually join the oldest “Caucasian” following—a process in which
each new addition, in its own way, marks a new stage in Soviet history.
Through Piatakov, we can catch some glimpses of this process.

The first such glimpse is that of the winning over to “Stalinism” of the
so-called “Russian” right wing of the KP(b)U, and subsequently of the
entire KP(b)U. It brings us to that fundamental question of the
relationships—noticed immediately by Trotsky—between the building up
of Stalin’s power, the Civil War, and the problem of nationality and the
Southern front (Ukraine was soon to become part of the latter, also from the
standpoint of the formation of the Stalinist druzhina). And it indicates that
the ascent of Stalinism can be at least partially explained as a special case
of that process of formation and consolidation of “reactionary” (extremist)
forces in the alien provinces of multinational states, and of the use of these
forces against “democratic” (moderate) developments in the center,
analyzed by Ludwig von Mises in 1919.

It all started, as we know, in the summer of 1918, with the birth of the
Tsaritsyn “mafia,” based on the Tenth Army which had been formed in May
and June of that year from the Red detachments that concentrated in the
Donbass after the German invasion of Ukraine. Among its leaders were
Voroshilov and Rukhimovich. Like the core of their troops, they were
former workers, members of the multinational proletariat of the Left Bank
and of the South-East, where the anti-Ukrainian, “right wing” of the newly
born KP(b)U had its basis. As Voroshilov himself stated at the Eighth
Congress, it was Stalin who helped them build their “special” army; its
leaders thus became his staunch followers.

19 See fn. 9.

20 An ideological justification for what was happening in 19361938 was sought rather by
some of the imprisoned Stalinists. Their line of reasoning, however (reported in some of the
memoirs on prisons and camps), had a quite different content and style.
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Stalin’s influence upon the Ukrainian party also continued to grow in the
following months because of his position as narkomnats. In this capacity,
he was the boss with whom all the leaders, of the Left and the Right, of the
KP(b)U as well as leaders of the other national parties, had to deal. Some
may have minimized his importance in those years because of the underesti-
mation of the nationality factors in the Civil War and in Soviet history in
general, but the extent of importance emerges clearly in his November 1918
clashes with Piatakov and A. Bubnov. Piatakov, who had known Stalin as a
“moderate” in Petrograd in March 1917, and who had perhaps collaborated
with him during the nationalization of the banks, now found himself facing
Stalin as the leader whose authorization he needed to form the second
Ukrainian Bolshevik government (a project that was initially obstructed
both by Moscow and by the right wing of the KP[b]U).

From Stalin’s interventions in those and the following months, and espe-
cially from his intervention in the internal conflicts which lacerated the
KP(b)U, it is clear that he was attempting to create a personal following.
Thanks to his position, to his contacts with Rukhimovich, Voroshilov (who
had returned to Ukraine at the end of 1918, partly to comply with Trotsky’s
protests, and who had immediately made Piatakov furious by falsifying the
latter’s signature on a decree appointing himself commander-in-chief of the
Ukrainian army), and Ordzhonikidze (who had served in Ukraine as pleni-
potentiary minister for supplies), Stalin won the trust of Kviring, Lebed’,
Artem, Chubar, and Petrovskii. Two of the Kosior brothers, who had ini-
tially sided with the Left, later associated with this group. Eventually, Bub-
nov, Zatonskii, and Gamarnik—Piatakov’s most faithful friends and
collaborators—also “recognized” the leadership of Stalin (who in
November 1918 justified to them his reliance on the “Right” during the
“retreat” of the previous months with the motto “vsiakomu ovoshu svoe
vremiia”).

With the exception of this trio, the social, national, and cultural back-
grounds of the new adepts were fairly uniform. Like Voroshilov and Rukhi-
movich, they were members of urban national “minorities” (Russian, Jew-
ish, Polish, etc.), with no formal education and of working class origin, who
found it hard to tolerate the birth of a Ukrainian nation, although for reasons
other than the “ideological-internationalist” ones Piatakov upheld. The
group was united not only by common origins and attitudes, but also by a
profound aversion for Trotsky and his methods and style, which had been,
at first, a further important meeting ground with the Left.

The problem here is that of the military opposition and of its “souls.” We
know that Stalin kept formally clear of it and criticized some of its posi-
tions. But this “alliance” (in quotation marks because of the inner conflicts
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which lacerated it; think, for example, of Piatakov’s distaste for Voroshi-
lov) between proto-Stalinists and Leftists, between newly promoted officers
of low extraction, with little or no ideological education, and Marxist intel-
lectuals, was an important step both in the evolution of Stalin’s power (Pia-
takov and V. M. Smirnov were among those few of its leaders who were
slow to join Stalin’s following) and in that of the ideology of Stalinism.

It is interesting to note how this “alliance” was not only founded on
conflicts (some of them recent) against “common” enemies (for example,
those of the Tsaritsyn mafia on one side and of Piatakov, Bubnov, and
Antonov-Ovseenko on the other with Vatsetis and the military specialists of
Trotsky’s entourage) but was also founded on a series of “misunderstand-
ings” that were transformed into a series of objective convergences. We
have already mentioned how both groups, though starting from different
positions, reached a common position of intolerance for “nationalism.” As
the recently published minutes of the closed session of the Eighth Congress
show, the same phenomenon also applied to military questions. Here, too,
the points of origin were distant. On the one side were those, often ex-
NCOs of the tsarist army, who had recently achieved positions of great
power, who would not tolerate submitting once again to their old officers
(or to “alien” people in general, including “intellectuals”), and who would
not accept any criticism of their work or methods (which, we should
remember, consisted from the beginning of brutality and abuse; as Okulov
reported, in the fall of 1918 the whip and corporal punishment reigned in
Voroshilov’s army). On the other side were the intellectuals, blind to that
whip, but once again worried by the trend toward resorting to the use of
tsarist officers because of the “denaturing” of the social composition of the
Red Army that was a result of the conscription of the seredniaki. But aver-
sion for the peasants (as, first, refractory subjects of command and, second,
as refractory social and ideological material) and for the “bourgeois special-
ists” unified the two groups.

The crisis of the spring and summer of 1919 in Ukraine, and, more gen-
erally, in the South, marked the definitive consolidation of Stalin’s personal
hold on the group of the “Ukrainian” leaders. While Piatakov was being
won over by Trotsky, Artem, who was perhaps the most authoritative
member of the group and who had also served at Tsaritsyn, was writing in
his letters that the only hope for the situation could come from Stalin, who
thus emerged from the crisis as a third vozhd’, though a minor one. This
process was facilitated by Trotsky, who went to Ukraine in May 1919 to
eradicate the “Ukrainian peculiarities—both those linked to the methods of
the Left and the military opposition and those embodied in the real par-
tizanshchina of the Ukrainian peasants. In his pitiless struggle against the



130 ANDREA GRAZIOSI

latter, Trotsky found in the former some rather useful instruments,>! and
wrote laudatory reports to Lenin about Voroshilov’s seriousness and deter-
mination in eradicating the peasant “bands.” And yet, by taking harsh meas-
ures also against local bolshevik potentates, without any concern for the
impact this might have on his own “popularity,” that is, without any politi-
cal or personal considerations, Trotsky made himself the target of much
hatred (Piatakov, always an “unpopular” leader, was to inherit this trait
from him).

Stalin’s conquest of the “Russian” right of the KP(b)U laid the founda-
tions for his subsequent conquest of the entire party, which passed through
the repression of its detsist majority at the Fourth Conference of March
1920 (Stalin then represented the Russian CC) and was sanctioned at the
end of 1920 by the nomination of Molotov, and not Piatakov, as party
secretary. And, in 1921, Stalin was already harvesting the first fruits of his
conquest, with the success of the anti-Trotskyite “intrigues” in the Donbass.
Piatakov had become the dictator of this crucial economic region, the place
of origin of many leaders of the “Russian” right of the KP(b)U, at the end
of 1920. Despite his successes and Lenin’s opposition, a year later Moscow
was forced to sanction his removal, loudly requested by the Ukrainian party
which was orchestrated by Stalin (the episode is particularly interesting
because, in their attack against an entrenched bureaucracy, the “Stalinists™
resorted for the first time to that mix of populism, spets-baiting, workerism,
and appeal to other bureaucracies’ offended honor and revanchist desires
that re-emerged, again in the Donbass but in much more refined forms, in
1928 with the Shakhty affair and in 1935 with Stakhanovism).

Of course, the conquest of the KP(b)U by “Stalinism”2? was facilitated

21 There are many meanings for the term partizanshchina, still used today—improperly—to
cover different and conflicting phenomena, such as Voroshilov’s detachments, the Ukrainian
Jacquerie, and such a variegated political phenomenon as the 1919 military opposition. Pre-
cisely the example of Voroshilov’s enthusiasm and pitilessness in the fight against the
Ukrainian partisans suffices to prove how misleading the use of the term may be. Therefore, it
would probably be more correct to reserve the term for the Ukrainian peasant insurgents, who,
from this point of view, were among the first examples (another being represented by their
Mexican counterparts) of a popularly based partisan movement in a semi-developed country of
the twentieth century. It may be added that in 1918 Piatakov thought of using such a movement
in order to take power, thus anticipating one of the most important political phenomena of our
century. In 1919, of the Bolshevik leaders, only Antonov-Ovseenko, in denouncing Trotsky’s
and Voroshilov’s policies, in some ways continued to defend “true” partizanshchina (given the
conditions and the times in which his memoirs were written, although extremely interesting,
they are not completely trustworthy on this subject). On the continuity between the 1919 parti-
san movement and the 1930 resistance to collectivization, see fn. 33.

22 This term took on, over the years, a number of meanings. With this caveat, I believe it is
possible to use it.
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by the fact that, until 1922, the KP(b)U was, as Bohdan Krawchenko has
written, an “urban military bureaucratic non-Ukrainian apparatus.” As early
as 1919-1921, however, certain elements had emerged that foreshadowed
the reasons for that alliance between Stalin and the Ukrainian wing of the
leadership of the KP(b)U, reached in 1923 after the great clashes of late
1922 (to which we will return in the next section). I have in mind, for exam-
ple, the polemics surrounding the KP(b)U’s agreement with the “Soviet”
Ukrainian parties, the Borotbists first of all, opposed by Piatakov and the
Left but supported by Artem and approved by Stalin. Another contributing
factor was fear of the militarist Trotsky and his hypercentralism—a fear
confirmed in the eyes of Ukrainians when Piatakov became one of
Trotsky’s followers and behaved as he did in the Donbass. Here, to quote
accusations of the time, Piatakov acted like “a conquistador among the
Papuans,” uniting the front of his adversaries (Russian workers, local
bureaucracies, Ukrainian leaders et al.). As Trotsky had done in 1919, Pia-
takov thus paved the way for the victory of his enemies and served as
confirmation to the majority of local leaders that the centralist danger lay in
Trotskyism, against which Stalin might be the antidote, however bitter.
These conclusions, paradoxical in the light of later developments, must
at the time have seemed sensible to many republican and local leaders.
What Sergo Mikoian has called Stalin’s 1920s “reasonableness” can be
seen at work here, in the ability with which the network of alliances was
woven which led to Piatakov’s removal, in the contradictions and “barter”
at the narkomnats with the “republican powers,” and, above all, in the pact
with the strong nationalities of 1923. It is probable that Stalin already wore
this reasonableness as a mask, but it is certain that it convinced many and
that it was one of the tools that enabled him to take power. This reasonable-
ness, the willingness to reach agreement even with those who represented
interests he actually despised and was later quick to crush, shows us, I
believe, one reason for Stalin’s superiority over other contenders during the
years of the power struggle. I have in mind his “freedom,”— meaning his
lack of principles—in the fields of both ideology and behavior (“vsiakomu
ovoshu svoe vremiia” was indeed Stalin’s motto), which contrasts sharply
with Trotsky’s many ideological constraints and close friendships and
differs, too, from Kamenev’s and Zinov’ev’s more circumscribed cynicism.
In the early 1920s, as we know, the group that had emerged from the
Civil War was joined by the “secretaries,” Kaganovich first of all (he, too,
by the way, was a “Ukrainian” and an old friend of Voroshilov and Kvi-
ring), who helped Stalin in his conquest of the party apparatus. Studying
Piatakov we see little of it. But from the history of the spread of Lenin’s
“Testament,” in which, as we have said, Piatakov was cited as one of the six
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main leaders of the party, it clearly emerges that in January 1923 Stalin was
already, in Fotieva’s expression, the “Big Stalin,” to whom everything was
referred, even against Lenin’s instructions. Piatakov was aware of this, and,
despite his ties with Trotsky (politically, a finished man at the very moment
of Lenin’s death), he was already beginning to fear and respect Stalin. He
knew, by the way, that at least in terms of respect, Stalin and his group
returned the sentiment: for example, during the “intrigues” to remove Pia-
takov from the Donbass, Ordzhonikidze, even while attacking him stressed
his great administrative abilities in the economic field. These contradictory
sentiments perhaps emerged already during Trotsky’s replacement as
Commissar of War by Frunze, when Piatakov behaved ambiguously.

In the following years, this mutual appreciation grew perceptibly if not
openly. As we have said, the Piatakov who was preparing the great fixed
capital investments plan for industry at the OSVOK (the Conference for
Investments in Fixed Capital) was looking carefully at Stalin’s socialism in
one country. And perhaps the fact that Piatakov was left at the VSNKh until
July 1926, one of the few opposition leaders who kept any great executive
powers, shows that the other side, too, was looking *“carefully” at his work.

Between 1926 and 1929, as we know, “Big Stalin”’s personal power
increased enormously, entering a new phase at the end of that period.
Piatakov’s life gives us only some glimpses of the first part of this evolu-
tion: of the convergence of vast sectors of the party around a new version of
socialism in one country; of the last stages of Trotsky’s marginalization,
linked partly to his insistence on the importance of international questions
(which by now even people like Preobrazhenskii were putting in second
place); and of the growth in the party, even at its highest levels, of fear for
the gensek.

Glimpses of the genetic mutation of 1928-1929 however, are more
interesting. As we have seen in the previous sections, Stalin was then
“crowned,” through a pre-arranged operation, as the new vozhd’ of the
party and of the country. This involved, and was made possible by, a
significant enlargement of his following, which, for example, the majority
of the ex-Trotskyites, including Piatakov, now joined. Stalin thus found
himself at the head of a much larger and more varied group than that of a
few years previously, temporarily united by that ideology of the will, of the
party and the state as that will’s tools, and of the leader as its embodiment.

But if the Stalin of 1929 was a vozhd’ and a khoziain for everyone, he
was not these things in the same way for everyone. And he did not embody
state and party in the same way in the eyes of all of his followers. This can
be seen, for example, in the relationship between Stalin and Ordzhonikidze
and in that between Stalin and Piatakov in the early 1930s. For Ordzhoni-
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kidze, an exponent of the group that had helped him seize power, Stalin
was, if not a primus inter pares, an authoritative “older brother” to respect
and admire, but with whom it was also possible to quarrel (in a 1933 letter
to Ordzhonikidze, whom he was trying to appease over the reduction of the
NKTP resources, Kaganovich, while calling him “drug,” reserved for Stalin
the term “nash glavnyi drug”). For Piatakov, Stalin was already the master
to whom one had to pay absolute obedience as a personal vassal who knew
he had a past to be forgiven.

Among the older Stalinists, too, there were important differences.
Despite all the ideological mutations, at least some of them-—perhaps
Kirov, Mikoian, and Ordzhonikidze himself— still thought they were build-
ing something “socialist.” For Molotov, Kaganovich, Poskrebyshev, and
others like them, the situation was different. For these, the word khoziain
took on yet another meaning.

The Stalinist group that launched the assault of 1928-1929 was thus
held together by common ideological traits and by certain shared charac-
teristics of behavior and temperament, and was united by the figure of Sta-
lin, in whom each in his own way recognized his own master. But, like all
stratified groups, it was also fractured by fault lines, which Piatakov’s evo-
lution and personal ties help us to see more clearly. And the “despotism” of
the early 1930s, though an undeniable reality, was a still immature
phenomenon.

The terrible trials of those years changed everything. At the end of 1932,
in a climate in which even proposals of tyrannicide circulated among the
country’s top leaders, the above-mentioned fault lines emerged more
clearly. They also became more and more complex, with those gouged out
by the events in progress superimposed on those resulting from the
variegated nature of the stratification of the Stalinist group.

The fault lines brought about by events were deeply influenced by the
division of tasks during the “assault,” in its turn determined by chance, by
the dictator’s calculations, by the “preferences” of his followers, etc. The
fundamental distinction, substantially respected despite the many cases of
overlapping, was between those who took over industry and the cities and
those who had the real “dirty job”—the breaking of the peasants and the
nationalities.

The victories of the end of 1933 did not heal these fractures, and, as we
know, at the Congress of the “Victors,” agreement was not complete. For
some, the victory had been achieved despite Stalin (even if, at the end of
1932, perhaps for fear of falling with him, they had not the courage to
remove him). For others, victory could and would be translated into a
lessening of the hold: they hoped for a return of the “reasonable” Stalin.
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But Stalin, too, had “changed.” The trials the country had gone through
had transformed him into a master in the full sense of the word in the eyes
of many people: his immediate followers at the personal secretariat, the
members of his recently renewed intimate circle, many of the intermediate
cadres of the party, the majority of the “organs’” officers (to whom he
guaranteed immunity for the crimes committed during collectivization and
the famine), and even in the eyes of a considerable segment of the popula-
tion at large.?

Those same trials, as Stalin himself had experienced them, had accen-
tuated and transformed his “wickedness.” Soviet history has proved once
again the existence of that “repulsive imperial madness” of which Burck-
hardt had spoken and proved, too, the truthfulness of Montesquieu’s obser-
vations about the importance of the personal character of the despot, once
one has been produced. The new depths to which Stalin’s malevolent style
as a “master” had sunk were again in evidence in his relations with former
opposition leaders such as Preobrazhenskii, Zinov’ev, and Kamenev. With
them, Stalin’s game became increasingly wicked, proving that Trotsky’s
1928 forebodings about the future of the “capitulationists” were, if any-
thing, too optimistic.

However, as in the early 1930s, it seemed that Piatakov would manage to
avoid the worst consequences of this new turn of the screw. His services
were still precious and, unlike the other ex-opposition (except Bukharin), he
could count on powerful protectors. Things soon began to go differently,
however, and the last two years of Piatakov’s life saw the rapid rise of what
Moshe Lewin has called “high Stalinism.” The affirmation of this coincided
with, and was made possible by, the destruction not only of Piatakov and of
the “last-minute followers,” but also of a large part of the original Stalinist
druzhina, in a process in which a prince and his train were substituted by a
despot and his circle. The years 1936—1938 thus saw not only the rupture
of the continuity represented by the old Bolshevism but also the partial rup-
ture of the subjective continuity of the Stalinist group. It was the triumph of
a new personal despotism, a phenomenon quite rare in history but one that
the twentieth century—age of the formation in “particular” conditions of
innumerable new states—has allowed us to observe quite frequently.

23 This was a by-product of the upheavals of those years. Then, a new social stratum was
raised to new heights by the same wave that was submerging the great majority of the popula-
tion. Furthermore, the very seriousness of the crisis led many to grasp hold of everything they
could, including the icon of an infallible leader, in order to stay afloat. Needless to say, this was
also a measure of the success of the “cult” campaign launched in 1929.
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V. NATIONALITY (UKRAINE)

Ukraine was the crux of the nationality question, especially before World
War II. Through Piatakov’s connections with Ukraine, his life clearly
shows us the importance of that problem in the formation and development
of the Soviet system. In so far as is possible from Piatakov’s experiences, I
will try to outline the main phases through which the nationality question
passed during his life span. Given the perspective adopted, this outline will
be constructed from a centralist viewpoint, as a piece of the “unitary” his-
tory of a renewed plurinational system, such as the Soviet one was. And,
perhaps it is here that the interest lies: in spite of well-known and important
exceptions—Richard Pipes first of all—Soviet historiography, even its
Western component, has sometimes denied and more often downplayed or
ignored the nationality question, possibly so as not to “complicate” things
too much, thus delegating the problem to national historiographies.?*

Piatakov’s father was, in Kostiuk’s words, a “predstavitel’ russkogo
krupnovo kapitala” in Ukraine; at least, this is how he was considered in
nationalistic circles, and not without reason (born in St. Petersburg in 1846,
he had moved to Ukraine to administer one of the country’s largest sugar
mills, which belonged first to Prince Vorontsov and was later inherited by
the widow of the imperial ober-egermeister, Countess Balasheva; later, he
founded his own industrial companies). Mutatis mutandis, the son was to be
judged even more harshly. Paradoxically, it was his adherence to Marxism
as an internationalist ideology which facilitated Piatakov’s transformation,
to use Lenin’s expression, into a champion of Great Russian chauvinism.
Two ideological tenets paved the way for this.

The first was the already-mentioned conviction that, since the confronta-
tion was to be directly between finance capital and socialism, the national
state was an out-of-date phenomenon. In these conditions, the slogan of
national self-determination made no sense, indeed, was “reactionary,” and
had to be replaced by that of “down with frontiers.”

The second was Piatakov’s adherence to the ideas with which the
Austro-Marxist Karl Renner—much more respectful than Piatakov of
minority rights—had tried to defend the existence of a resurrected Austro-
Hungarian state. These ideas, sharply criticized by von Mises from both the
economic and national standpoints, were based on the concept of the “large

24 To historians of the national problems, and especially to those of Ukraine, the following
section will thus seem obvious and perhaps quite superficial. Nonetheless, I decided to include
it because I believe that without taking into account the national question it is impossible to
write—or to understand—the history of the USSR as a historically unitary phenomenon, some-
thing which the USSR had undoubtedly been for seventy years.
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economic region,” more often than not plurinational, which was held to be
the only economically viable entity. In Piatakov they took a particularly
extreme form, to the extent that Lenin defined him as a theoretician of
“imperialist economism.”

Piatakov’s Marxism thus contained the premises whereby it could be
transformed into a particular version of the imperial ideology shared by
many Russian intellectuals, especially those living in Ukraine. If peculiar
because of the forms it took, Piatakov’s anti-Ukrainianism was thus fairly
typical. As Gol’denveizer wrote in his memoirs, after the February Revolu-
tion the Kiev intelligentsiia considered “grubaia beztaktnost’” any attempt
to raise the Ukrainian problem. This ill-feeling was particularly acute
among those of the Left, Mensheviks and esery included, as demonstrated
by the anti-Ukrainian stance of the Kiev Soviet and Duma or by Murav’ev’s
behavior. In this sense Piatakov’s Marxism was ready to be transformed
into one of the factors which later made possible the particular type of state
(empire) building that took place during the Civil War? (think, for exam-
ple, of the new significance that could be taken on by the slogan “down
with frontiers™).

This transformation did not come about in a linear way, however, and its
tortuous steps can be seen in two phenomena. The first is the role played by
the acceptance of the October “miracle,” also in regard to the nationality
question, in the slide of some Marxist intellectuals toward positions that
were a grotesque caricature of those they had previously held. Before that
happened and despite his theoretical positions, a Piatakov convinced of the
impossibility of socialism in “Russia” collaborated, for example, with the
Rada and the other Ukrainian socialist parties and was reprimanded by
Moscow for it.

This collaboration points to the second phenomenon, which brings us
back to the reasons the new plurinational state organism being formed took
on the peculiar and novel structure of a “union” of republics at the moment
of its birth and which has already been analyzed, for example, by Frank
Sysyn in connection with Nestor Makhno’s evolution. This phenomenon is
the relative independence of the revolutionary process in Ukraine (a
Ukraine that at first seemed not to include the Donbass).

25 In spite of the recurrent polemics on the subject, I think it can be said that the late

1918 —early 1919 Bolshevik victory in Ukraine—which prevented the consolidation of a
Ukrainian national state and thus opened the door to the rebirth of a multinational state
formation—was in fact the result of an “adventure” conducted by a small group of Leftist
leaders, motivated by ideology and headed by Piatakov, who often defied the center, putting it
in front of the fait-accompli.
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In fact, Piatakov’s activity both in 1917 and, in spite of the rupture which
the October Revolution marked in this field too, during the Civil War offers
a good measurement of the progress in the development of a Ukrainian
national-political frame of reference, to which at first he undoubtedly
belonged (as shown by the fact that, unlike Voroshilov or Kviring, before
his Trotskyite option he was recognized by the Ukrainians as the represen-
tative of a tendency which, though hostile, was internal to their world).

After the Brest-Litovsk peace, for example, like all the leaders of the
Left, Piatakov resigned from his post. But, unlike the others, he left straight
away for Ukraine, to continue the war against the Germans and, with the
volunteer units of the “Red Cossacks,” to keep alive the flame of the revolu-
tion in Europe.

The enemy of nationalism was thus transformed into the defender of the
independence and the specific nature of Ukraine. And, as such, he was the
ally of Mykola Skrypnyk against the *“Russian” Bolsheviks of Kharkiv,
Katerynoslav, and Luhans’k in the building of an independent KP(b)U, of
which he became the first secretary. Naturally, behind his pro-Ukrainian
stance, which went as far as to sustain the new party’s complete indepen-
dence from the Russian one, there were divergences with Moscow over the
peace, with attempts to get around its effects, beginning with those in
Ukraine, doubts about the new power’s “independent” ability to survive,
and hopes for a European revolution. But, Piatakov’s behavior in fact
confirmed Ukraine’s relative otherness compared to Russia and showed that
Kiev was still one of Piatakov’s centers of action.

The rapid defeat at the hands of the Germans did not substantially alter
anything, and, indeed, by the summer of 1918 Piatakov went so far as to set
himself up as the theoretician of the revolutionary potential of the Ukrainian
peasants, on whom he “gambled” in August, despite the violent opposition
of Kviring and his group, proclaiming an insurrection, which immediately
aborted. At the Second Congress of the KP(b)U (October 1918) the Right
criticized him and, thanks to the support of Moscow, gained the majority in
the Central Committee. Despite the “truth” of some of Kviring’s observa-
tions about the Ukrainian peasants—revolutionaries, to be sure, but cer-
tainly not of the Bolshevik line—Piatakov’s position immediately seemed
to be vindicated by the defeat of Germany and the rapid expansion of the
peasant insurrection in Ukraine.

It was at this time that Piatakov, after having overcome the opposition
from Moscow, became for a few weeks the premier of the new Bolshevik
government. He was quickly removed from that position, for a series of rea-
sons that cannot be analyzed here. What is of interest here, rather, as in the
previous sections, is the defeat and ship-wreck of the Bolshevik power in
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Ukraine between April and June 1919. Kviring’s position was now vindi-
cated by the great peasant jacquerie (partly stimulated by the insane agri-
cultural policies implemented by that alliance between the Left and the
proto-Stalinists that held power in Kiev). The assault launched by the
“peasant ocean” on a Bolshevik power whose local composition was, as we
have just seen, rather interesting from the standpoint of later developments,
confirmed to Piatakov, Voroshilov, Rukhimovich, Kosior et al. that the
most dangerous enemy of the new power was the “ukrainskaia
krest’ianskaia stikhiia,” the militant spear-head of the only social force still
present in “Russia” that could open the way for the restoration of capital-
ism.

Paradoxically, then, the lesson that the experience of those months
taught to the leaders of the Southern front—and to Stalin as their head—
was the opposite of that which the nationalist leaders learned. The latter saw
the peasants as the weak point of the national movement; for the former, the
Ukrainian countryside became instead the symbol of and the breeding
ground for hostile “nationalism.”?¢

The crisis of the second Bolshevik Ukrainian government coincided with
Piatakov’s definitive move to a hypercentralist position: already at the
Eighth Congress, although siding with Smirnov on military matters, he had
exalted centralism against the national demands. In April, once again secre-
tary of the KP(b)U, he opposed negotiations with the Ukrainian Soviet par-
ties (i.e., those favorable to the new power). Between May and June, he
accelerated negotiations with Moscow to centralize most of the Ukrainian
commissariats’ powers in the Russian ones. Soon after, his collaboration
with Trotsky began. Thus Piatakov’s Rakovskian, bureaucratic-“imperial”
option, mentioned in the second section above, has also been corroborated
on the “national” plane.

After the second half of 1919, except for the interval in the Donbass dur-
ing 1921, Piatakov was no longer in Ukraine and he no longer dealt directly
with the nationality question. His experiences, however, can be used for
some other reflections on the evolution of the nationality question in the
USSR.

In the section on “Despotism,” we mentioned the coalition of Stalin and
the leadership of the KP(b)U in opposition to the Trotskyites and the first
signs of a possible alliance between the Stalinists and the “national” wing of
the Ukrainian party. In 1921-1922, these signals were contradicted first by
the purges directed by Lebed’ and then, and above all, by the great clashes
at the end of 1922 over the nationality question, which saw the defeat of

26 See also fn. 34.
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Stalin’s position by a composite front under Lenin, of which the Ukrainians
led by Skrypnyk were a strong component. With the birth of the USSR, this
front imposed a solution that, at least from the formal standpoint (the crea-
tion of a federal structure founded on national republics), had enormous and
long-term importance. In the short term it represented the second of the fun-
damental compromises that went into creating the essence of the NEP:
aware of its own weakness, the new state center that had emerged from the
Civil War now made a pact not only with the countryside but also with the
“strong” national leaderships.?” And, just as in the case of the pact with the
peasants (or of that with the spetsy), the pact with the nationalities showed a
certain vitality, also of content, in the years immediately following.

Paradoxically, this vitality took the form of an alliance between some of
the winners and the defeated Stalin—an alliance that surfaced already in
1923, at the Twelfth Congress. As is well known, in the first months of that
year, Trotsky had rejected Lenin’s request to lead, in his place, “a fight to
the death” against “great Russian chauvinism” for the supremacy in the
party. As Danilov has told us, it was, above all else, considerations of his
“Jewish origins” that stopped Trotsky (that is, factors, again, connected
with “nationality”). In addition, he may have been concerned over the
discontent that a battle of this sort would have caused among his closest
collaborators—primarily Piatakov, who was then, according to Souvarine,
the most authoritative Trotskyite after Trotsky himself, and who, at the end
of 1922, was close to the position held by the gensek on the nationality
question.2®

Under the impetus of defeat, and because of the need to find allies in the
struggle against Trotsky and in the struggle planned against Kamenev and
Zinov’ev, the gensek radically changed direction during the same months,
giving proof of his great ability at political maneuvers, fruit of his “free-
dom” from principles.

Taking good care to expose the menace of Trotskyite hypercentralism,
he offered the leaders of the strong nationalities not only decisive support
for their policies of korenizatsiia, but also the prospect of industrialization
policies in tune with their needs (we shall return to this later).

27 In smaller and weaker republics (Georgia is the obvious example), the central powers from
the beginning showed a quite different face.

22 From this point of view, 19221923 marked the beginning of yet another rift in the rela-
tionship between Trotsky and Piatakov. This rift grew in the following years, when Piatakov
found himself more and more in agreement with Stalin, and especially with his “private”
thoughts, on the national question. Trotsky followed a different path, which in the 1930s led
him to recognize Ukraine’s right to independence.
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The offer was accepted. It soon produced a general reshuffling of the top
offices in the republics, followed by the arrival in Ukraine of a Kaganovich
who promised to carry through the Ukrainization of the party in forced
stages (it is probable that, in spite of the general aversion which soon sur-
rounded him and the conflicts with Shumsky, Kaganovich’s energy and art
of “pushing”—an ability at which the Stalinists excelled—inspired the
admiration of Ukrainian leaders who were soon to become its victims).2®

In return, the entire leadership of the KP(b)U (not just its old Stalinist
core) guaranteed its support of Stalin in the struggle first against Trotsky
and then against his other adversaries. This bargain must have seemed
extremely advantageous to the Ukrainians, since their part appeared to con-
sist of collaborating with a “reasonable” though authoritarian partner in the
defeat of a common enemy. In fact, as had already happened in the Donbass
in 1921, it was now the Trotskyites who in day-to-day life appeared to be
the most consistent supporters of central power and its “rationality,” attack-
ing the interests of the “local bureaucracies.” For example, in the 1920s Pia-
takov conducted a fierce battle at the VSNKh to remove resources and
powers from the Ukrainian SNKh, which on various occasions he accused
of “particularism,” inadequacy, and corruption.

Here we return to the difficulties that Trotsky’s entourage caused him in
his attempt to take over the reins of an anti-Stalin front based on the
nationalities. Despite the “universally esteemed” Rakovskii and his orienta-
tion in favor of Ukraine, it was rather Piatakov’s behavior in the 1920s that
provided the model for the attitude with which an important part of the
opposition treated the nationality question at that time.

One might recall, for example, the way in which Vladislav Kosior, in
the Vorkuta of the 1930s, described to H. Kostiuk the feelings of scorn and
annoyance that the Left, the youth, and the intellectuals in particular had
felt ten years previously for the nationality question, its “provincialism,”
and narrow-mindedness. Similar feelings also surfaced in the opposition’s
official documents. For example, in the 1927 platform, the section dedicated
to the nationality question began by attacking both Great Russian chauvin-

2 Kaganovich was already in the 1920s Stalin’s “special mission” man, capable of pushing
efficiently for Ukrainization as well as for the extermination of Ukrainians. It is difficult to
avoid the impression that Stalin modeled his relationship with Kaganovich on the successful
Lenin-Trotsky one—interpreted, however, according to his primitive (“Asiatic,” “feudal”) men-
talité. Kaganovich thus became the most important of his “court Jews” (among whom the
Radek of the 1930s must also be counted, though in a different way).

30 Of the three Kosior brothers, Vladislav was the only one who remained a member of the
opposition.
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ism and “nationalism in general.”3! It continued by defending the multina-
tional proletariat in the towns, denouncing the NEP for having encouraged
the development of private capitalism and nationalism in “backward
regions,” and criticizing the “natsionalizatsiia mestnogo apparata” con-
ducted at the expense of the “national minorities” (even though, in princi-
ple, the platform was in favor of ukrainizatsiia, turkizatsiia, etc.—if prop-
erly conducted—and demanded bigger investments in the more backward
republics).

Of course, this attitude of the Left was not without its own logic. It was
true that the korenizatsiia policies often took crude, provincial, even
“mafioso” forms and that, in consequence, the quality of the bureaucratic
machinery often deteriorated and unpalatable new leadership groups
emerged; it was also true that these policies gave rise to petty disputes and
nourished rancor among the nationalities. But the republican and local
leaderships understood perfectly well that they were objects of scorn and
reacted accordingly, looking for a dialogue with Stalin.

Such a dialogue was made easier by other characteristics of the local
powers that likewise irritated the opposition. At the republican level, in fact,
forms of power were evolving which to some extent retraced the central
developments and pointed to the diffusion of mentalities similar to those of
the elite in power in Moscow. An example of this is the growth in the prac-
tice of the leaders’ “cults,” already widespread by the mid-1920s at the
obkom as well as at the republican level (in Ukraine, for example,
Skrypnyk’s “cult” was launched).

It is not surprising, therefore, if at the Fifteenth Congress in 1927 the
leadership of the KP(b)U once again sided with Stalin (who, incidentally,
had agreed to recall Kaganovich to Moscow) in the final struggle against
the opposition. Nor if, in the two following years, the leadership sided with
Stalin in opposition to Bukharin and in the launching of the “great offen-
sive.”

It is noteworthy that in 1929, in order to criticize Bukharin, Skrypnyk
brought out of the closet his ten-year-old friendship with Piatakov, who was
elected as a symbol of centralism and anti-republicanism. But Piatakov was
by now a supporter of Stalin, and it is not easy to understand the reasons for
the political blindness shown by the Ukrainian leaders. To the reasons listed
above, however, must be added an interesting phenomenon of the end of
that decade that, as far as I know, was first described in reference to the

31 From a certain point of view, the 1920s ideology of the Left can thus be seen as a special
case of that “good imperial ideal” analyzed by Ronald Grigory Suny, among others. For its ros-
siiskaia (in contrast to russkaia) form, the sovetskaia one was substituted.
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Karelian leadership. The hope spread among the national leadership that the
Stalin-led perelom would also be the key to the rapid economic develop-
ment of their republics and hence to an increase in their power through the
strong activation of state initiative. From a certain standpoint, then, the fact
of the leaders of the republics joining in the Stalinist offensive can be seen
as the first instance of that fortune which the Soviet model of development
was to have with the political and intellectual elites of the *“backward”
countries: the Soviet model promised them enormous opportunities and at
the same time satisfied their penchant for large projects and their interest in
keeping growth in the hands of the state (that is, in their own hands).
Furthermore, to the Ukrainian leaders—though probably not exclusively
to them—the prospect of rapid industrialization and urbanization promised
a solution to a fundamental problem: the building of that “base” necessary
for real statehood, the lack of which had determined the partial failure of
the efforts of 1917-1919 (Orest Subtelny’s “missing Ukrainians” of the
previous tsarist modernization and the already-mentioned problems created
for the Ukrainian national movement by having to find support primarily in

the countryside).
In this vein, Stalin’s warning, “You won’t get far with Ukrainizing the
schools only. ... You must introduce industrialization to succeed,” was

now received with favor—the more so since, thanks also to Piatakov’s
removal from the VSNKh in 1926, in the First Five-Year Plan at least, in
confirmation of the “pact” of which we have spoken, the volume of indus-
trial investments destined for Ukraine was satisfactory (it became even
more so thanks to the “populist” policy in favor of the local economic
bureaucracies adopted between 1927 and 1930 by the new Stalinist leader-
ship of the VSNKh,*? which included many of Piatakov’s old adversaries
from the KP(b)U, such as Kviring, Rukhimovich, and I. Kosior).

Similar factors concur to explain the Ukrainians’ adhesion to other Sta-
linist policies of the period: to the extremes of pushing from above, for
example, in which, as we have said, the Ukrainian leaders had already
found a useful tool to implement Ukrainization on the basis of “regulations,
laws, rules, and threats of dismissal;” or to the hunt for the “bourgeois”
spetsy, launched in 1928 and which soon culminated in the Donbass. It is
well known that the top leadership and the spetsy of the all-Union
enterprises—often encouraged by Piatakov, who was their natural leader
both in the 1920s and in the 1930s, and who still defended them publicly in
1929—were adamant in their opposition to Ukrainization. And, as the data
about the national composition of mining engineers between 1926 and 1929

% See my “ ‘Building the First System of State Industry,” ” cited in fn. 2.
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demonstrates, many of the young men who participated in the attack and
benefited from it were Ukrainians.

In the long term, especially, some of the Ukrainians’ hopes were
fulfilled: although there were shortcomings (which we will return to at the
end of this essay), the urbanization and the industrialization of the 1930s
really did change the faces of Ukrainian cities and factories. From the polit-
ical point of view, however, Ukrainians were disillusioned immediately.
The assault triggered by the center and the crisis it provoked brought about
a dizzying growth of centralism that first dented and then completely de-
stroyed the informal “pact” between Stalin and the leaders of the republics;
the more general compromise between the new state and the republics thus
fell with the others, that with the peasantry first of all.

By the end of 1929, the NKZem of the republics were already central-
ized. Shortly thereafter, with Piatakov’s return to the leadership of industry,
the claims put forward in the industrial sphere against the republican SNKh
began to be satisfied while, already in the Second Five-Year Plan, the per-
centage of investments destined for Ukraine dropped. At the same time the
tragedy was unleashed that, through collectivization and famine, was very
rapidly to wipe out self-government and national leaderships, starting with
Ukraine.

From our viewpoint, only some aspects of this catastrophe and of its
consequences can be mentioned.

In the first place, the catastrophe appears as the final settling of accounts
still open between the old leadership group of the “Southern Front” (includ-
ing the 1919 Bolshevik Ukrainian government) and the “ukrainskaia
krest’ianskaia stikhiia.” In February 1930, and then once more at the end of
1932, this had again provoked, though in very different forms, that “loss of
control” already lamented in 1919 and denounced eleven and thirteen years
later in almost identical words in official documents (Balitskii’s 1919 and
1930 secret reports on the Ukrainian peasants’ revolts provide yet another,
and quite impressive, document of this continuity, in reality as well as in the
elite’s mind®?).

33 Balitskii’s 1919 reports describe the revolt of German colonists and Greek, Russian, and
Ukrainian peasants in the areas surrounding Odessa, as well as the situation in the city. They
can be found in the TsGAOR. The 1930 reports are in Ordzhonikidze’s secret fond in the
former TsPA. Though written with an eye to the official line (Balitskii himself was by 1930
afraid of telling the naked truth, as he had done in 1919), the reports prove beyond a doubt that
the Ukrainian peasants’ “massovye volneniia” against collectivization (as well as events in the
Caucasus) were one of the main factors behind Stalin’s March retreat. These “volneniia,” par-
ticularly strong along the borders and in the okrug, which in 1919 had been “platsdarmom
povstancheskogo dvizheniia,” also continued after Stalin’s article. Only at the end of March
was the situation relatively calm. The peasants’ slogans were “Doloi kollektivizatsiiu,” “Voz-
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This time, to be certain of the stikhiia’s elimination, the powers-that-be
stopped at nothing and decided to do the job properly, liquidating as well
the “superstructure”—the elite of the Ukrainian republic—and proceeded to
its de-Ukrainization.34

The process of de-Ukrainization was entrusted to Postyshev; in January
1933 he was given the extraordinary powers needed. The concession of
these powers—the Italian diplomats spoke at the time of a Ukraine “granted
in fee” to Postyshev—suggests, though, that the annulment of Ukrainian
independence was not a one-step process. In other words, the difficulty of
the goal meant that it was necessary to go through an intermediate phase, in
which Ukraine was transformed from a subordinate but largely independent
republic into a vice-royalty of sorts.

This vice-royalty was indeed governed by a viceroy with a mandate from
the center who, for the most part, had no jurisdiction over important sectors
such as industry (with the creation of the NKTP in January 1932, the pro-
cess of centralization hoped for by Piatakov had taken another step forward
and, in 1934, the most important traces of local power in this field were
eliminated). But it was still a vice-royalty with a viceroy, a phenomenon
which obstructed the birth of the personal despotism discussed in the previ-
ous section.

Stalin’s distaste for “arrogant feudal lords” and his intent to “put them in
their place” (I use his own words) emerged openly at the Seventeenth
Congress. As Stalin himself added, he was also referring to those who in the
past had rendered “great services.” We may rightly include in this category
those who had “won” in the preceding years on the key fronts of the great
offensive and who had been able to do so thanks to the exceptional powers
they had been granted and which were now accumulated in their hands.

The most glaring examples of these “feudal lords” were Kirov in Len-
ingrad, Ordzhonikidze and Piatakov at the NKTP, and Postyshev in Kiev.
Their liquidation was necessary for the transition to high Stalinism, in part
because—and we go back to the intricacies of the divisions produced in the
early 1930s in the original Stalinist druzhina—this very situation with

vratite nam khleb i inventar’,” “Doloi sovetskuiu vlast’,” “Da zdravstvuet svobodnaia tor-
govlia,” but also “Da zdravstvuet samostiina Ukraina.” To repress them, between 1 February
and 15 March, 25,000 people were arrested and 650 were shot (without counting deportations
and the victims of dekulakization).

34 In the long run, however, the weaknesses of Stalin’s analysis of the national question
emerged. The liquidation of the *“peasant base” did not solve the problem. Far from it, as
today’s events seem to prove, and as Ukrainian nationalists had realized during the Civil War,
the countryside was actually a rather precarious support for a national movement, to which
urbanization and industrialization, on the other hand, gave new life.
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regard to Stalin meant that they could find common understanding, over-
coming the great divide between those who had dealt with city and industry
and those who crushed peasants and nationalities. And, indeed, with
Kirov’s death and Ordzhonikidze’s suicide, Postyshev, who had perhaps
thought of an alliance with the latter, was the head of the last opposition of
any importance of the 1930s. His elimination, as well as that of most of the
leadership of the KP(b)U, which we have seen fighting Piatakov and joining
Stalinism in 1918-1919, marked the end of yet another phase in the rela-
tionship between the center and Ukraine.

V1. THE WEST (GERMANY)

I will try now to outline the evolution of the significance of the term “the
West” and of relations with the West as they appear to us through the stages
of Piatakov’s life. I have already defined Piatakov’s education and culture
in a general way as “Western.” Looked at closely, however, the environ-
ment in which he grew up was, to be specific, part of that German-centered
system which then existed, demarcated by very clearly defined boundaries,
within the Western universe and which was so important before the Great
War and also, to a lesser extent, after it.

To the young Piatakov the West was “Germany” (in its widest sense),
and he was influenced by it through various channels: the musical activity
of his mother, for example, who also taught him to play the piano ably; the
business of his father, an inzhener-tekhnolog whose work was regulated by
the Ukrainian sugar cartel and its links with its German counterpart; and his
studies at the Kiev real’noe uchilishche (real Schule). Later on, this “Ger-
man” influence was strengthened by his years at the Faculty of Law at St.
Petersburg University and, above all, by his adherence to Marxism, medi-
ated by the works of Kautsky, Renner, and Hilferding.

Even during his years in exile spent, after a brief stop-over in the United
States, in Switzerland, Sweden, and Norway, Piatakov continued to move
within this German-centered galaxy. This remained true in 1917-1918,
which he spent looking toward Petrograd but also toward Berlin, Vienna,
and Budapest.

From a certain standpoint, therefore, Piatakov may also be considered a
protagonist-—though a lesser and marginal one—in the crisis of that system
which had Germany at its center. This crisis, triggered by the First World
War but which dragged on over the following decades, was in fact acutely
felt by Piatakov, who often summed it up in the expression “Evropa—eto
vulkan,” where by “Europe” he meant the above-mentioned system. If that
is so, then, the expression, in addition to revealing the limits of Piatakov’s
vision, gained an irresistible ring of truth, although clearly it was not to be
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the expected “socialist” lava that would pour forth from that volcano.

Piatakov’s first, meaningful contact with a different and wider Europe
and West came at the end of 1917 when, called to Petrograd, he took over
the direction of the Gosbank and worked to nationalize the banks and to
annul the foreign loans taken out by the tsarist government (the decree
regarding the annulment appears to be his). This decision was clearly
inspired by the conviction that they were on the eve of a “European” revo-
lution, but it also reveals the limits of Piatakov’s perception (and that of
many like him) of Europe and the West.

Despite the fact that he fascinated foreign creditors with his cultured per-
sona, “speaking Italian with the Italians, Danish with the Danes, Swedish
with the Swedes,” Piatakov did not in fact understand that the catastrophe
would not have involved the whole of Europe equally. Nor did he want to
listen to friends such as the Frenchman Sadoul or the Swedish banker
Aschberg (the son of a Russian Jew), who warned that annulling the debts
was a geste maladroit which would later be regretted, as it made that part of
the West which was less affected by the crisis even more hostile to the new
state.

A few days after the decision not to recognize the foreign debts, the
hopes for a “European” revolution received a first blow from the Brest-
Litovsk peace. From the standpoint of relations with the West and Ger-
many, however, and of the idea of them that was gaining ground, this blow
did not mark a breaking point. In fact, Piatakov judged the peace to be a
transitory phenomenon even though, like all Left Communists, he worried
about the stability which that peace gave to Germany and about the
“national socialist” dangers which the new state faced.

These “dangers,” at least in the ideological field, took a particularly
interesting form. Probably through the mediation of Larin, who had studied
the German war economy and had tranformed it into a myth and who had
just been promoted to the leadership of the VSNKh to replace the Left
Communists who had resigned, Lenin now put forward his own version of
“state capitalism” and entered into a polemical debate with the Left. “The
most concrete example” of state capitalism—he wrote—was Germany, “the
last word in the contemporary techniques of large capitalism and of planned
organization,” placed, however, at the service of imperialism. In 1918, then,
there were “two equal parts of socialism,” unfortunately divided between
two different countries: in Germany was to be found the economic organi-
zation, in Russia the political revolution. The latter’s duty was thus to
“study” the German example and to “introduce it with maximum energy,
and without being afraid of dictatorial methods, so long as they speed its
application” in “barbaric Russia.”
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The quotation certainly does not sum up Lenin’s thought; the Left
opposed this program and it was soon dropped. And yet, it helps us, I think,
to see more clearly the path that the Bolshevik leadership was taking. First,
to take the German war economy as a model meant adopting a
socioeconomic program that involved a move backward toward the reduced
social differentiation caused by the war, which everywhere imposed a
return to the “state” as the core foundation in a moment of crisis. On the
theoretical plane, this operation was made easier by the mediation of the
socialist and Marxist traditions, which recognized in statism a superior form
of handling the economy. But these traditions took on new forms, which
were better suited to the Civil War—the reference is to its interpretations as
a challenge to state (re)builders—and which made it possible to cope with
it.

The lack of understanding of what “capitalism” was, as shown by
Lenin’s words, was also significant. Following Sombart rather than Marx,
Lenin identified capitalism with modern large industry and its organization
rather than with a self-renewing system. This identification implied, and
fed, the delusion that capitalism had reached the limit of its possibilities and
that it would be enough to copy its “last word” to ensure far superior
development on the basis of the more advanced form of social organization
created in the USSR.

A similar design inspired Piatakov’s proposals and decisions during the
following decades, but in March 1918 he was not thinking this way. In
order to fight against “state capitalism” and *socialist patriotism,” Piatakov
moved to Ukraine to combat the Germans, in the hope of keeping the
conflict alive and again involving “socialist” Russia in it. Piatakov thus
gambled on the fragility of the central empires and on the imminent explo-
sion of the European volcano.

A period marked by ups and downs now began also with regard to rela-
tions with the West (again identified with “Germany,” in 1918 the main
crater of the volcano). These upheavals, closely connected to the psycho-
logical ones we have discussed, were gradually to quell the hopes on which
the initial gamble had been based.

The first defeat, in April 1918, did not alter Piatakov’s convictions:
although the volcano’s eruption was close, no one could predict its exact
moment. And, indeed, in August, when he again believed the moment had
come, Piatakov took the initiative once more, proclaiming the insurrection
in Ukraine. It was another defeat. Finally, in November, the long-awaited
moment seemed to have come. Piatakov, “in sheepskin cloak and pointed
fur cap with a revolver at his side,” celebrated the German revolution at the
Kremlin and then rushed to Ukraine where, among other activities, he
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conducted negotiations with the soviets of the German and Austro-
Hungarian soldiers who were trying to get home.

With the landing of the Entente troops in the Black Sea ports, Piatakov,
now the prime minister of the Ukrainian Government, again found himself
facing a broader “West.” His reactions of this time lay bare his lack of
understanding of the real characteristics of the crisis triggered by the war to
the west of Germany. Misunderstanding the meaning and the scope of the
mutinies in the Allied troops, he enthusiastically greeted their landing, feel-
ing that it opened the door to war with the Allies and thus to the revolution
in the West (in its widest sense now). The line he followed during those
days certainly contributed toward convincing Lenin of the need to remove
such an irresponsible man from his post.

In March, news of the revolution in Hungary, headed by his friend Béla
Kun, and soon thereafter of revolution in Bavaria seemed to confirm
Piatakov’s hopes and changed the situation once more. To Piatakov, again
secretary of the KP(b)U, the road to “Europe” (which had again become
Central Europe) now seemed wide open. But it soon closed anew, disas-
trously, and the time had come for the two discoveries mentioned above:
that of the need to come to terms with what could be done in the new, iso-
lated state; and that of the new state’s “Asiatic” dimension. Hopes for the
“West” were again fueled briefly during the war against Poland, in which
Piatakov participated, only to be dampened again by a defeat that marked,
objectively if not yet subjectively, the beginning of a new phase.

During the following year, for the first time we come across a Piatakov
who looks with different eyes toward the West, as to a “technical” model to
imitate. This was an obvious consequence of the needs of reconstruction in
the Donbass but also a first step in a new direction. At the subjective level,
however, hopes for revolution in Germany were still alive, and the West
was not yet reduced to a simple technical-industrial model. As we can see
from articles Piatakov wrote at the time—for example, the one on
Spengler—or from his collaboration with some journals of the era that pub-
lished writings by important Western economists, he still viewed the West,
in particular Germany, as a more general cultural reference point.

The events of the next months, however, accelerated the progressive
reorientation of his attitude toward the West and toward Germany. In April
1922 the Treaty of Rapallo was signed. Shortly after, the negotiations con-
cerning foreign concessions were entrusted precisely to Piatakov. In
December, in the interests of quicker industrial development, he announced
that he himself was in favor of widening economic relations with the West,
thus siding with those who proposed a modification in the monopoly of
foreign trade.
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In any case, the conscious step toward a new phase in the conception of
the West and of relations with it came about later, coinciding with the
defeat of the German revolution of October 1923 that formally sanctioned
the closing of the era begun in 1917.

This defeat represented, once and for all, the dashing of any hopes for an
a posteriori and ab externo justification of the events of October, and, as
discussed earlier, Piatakov emerged marked by a pessimism that took the
form of a growing subjective commitment to internal matters. As he
repeated in numerous articles, it was now time to build in the USSR,
quickly and well. But, build what? The answer to this question, which Pia-
takov never asked directly, was, as we have said, the “first system of state
industry in history”—a system that would take as its models the technical
and organizational high points of the West, that is, of Germany and, in part,
of the United States (the 1921-1922 reorganization of industry into trusts
and syndicates, or cartels, was a clear indication of this), but that would
differ from them in one essential element: the means of production would
be state property (this difference, or better, this “superiority” was soon
embodied in an organism Piatakov himself created at the end of 1923, the
TsUGProm—more on this in the last section). The echo of Lenin’s 1918
position (and of Hilferding’s theories) is, I believe, undeniable, and in this
we can find the roots of that “confusion” between gosudarstvennyi and so-
tsialisticheskii in the 1920s.

From the standpoint of relations with the West, this was the decisive step
that transformed the West into a technical-industrial prototype, into a point
of reference that was not cultural in a broad sense but was rather strictly
economic (and, indeed, the decision to put internal matters first was now
increasingly accompanied by a sense of superiority over the “decadent”
West). But Piatakov still rejected isolationism: he maintained the necessity
for Soviet industry to test itself on the world market, to become the equal of
whatever was best in the most developed countries (a need that implied,
obviously, rapid modernization of industry). From this stance, Piatakov cri-
ticized his former friend Bukharin and Bukharin’s socialism in one country
based on cooperation and gradualism—ridiculous tools for a man who
wanted to build a state industry on the standard of Germany.

During his three years at the VSNKh, Piatakov did everything possible
to apply this program. In his speeches, for example, we find quotations from
German accounting manuals, from Anton Weber’s writings on the raioniro-
vanie of industry, and from Henry Ford’s memoirs. The American debates
of those years on corporative planning are echoed in his vision of the plan,
to which we will return.
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In October 1925, these options were embodied in the first important
economic German-Soviet agreement. The date is significant: for Piatakov,
who at that time still controlled Soviet industry, and who had planned its
expansion on this basis, the years between 1925 and 1930 were to have
been the years of the First Five-Year Plan. The agreement signed with Ger-
many at the beginning of this period thus implicitly underlined the decision
to take Germany as the compass by which to steer Soviet industrial
development.

In July 1926, however, Piatakov was forced to leave the VSNKh. Sent as
a trade representative to a city he despised, he again had to deal with that
part of the West least touched by the crisis and was faced once more with
the problems unleashed by the decision to annul the foreign debts. In 1927,
in fact, he belonged to the Soviet delegation that negotiated with France
(which he called a “painted whore™) to obtain new funds in exchange for a
partial recognition of the old debts. Piatakov and the opposition supported
this plan, at least under certain conditions, since it was necessary in order to
regain access to the international capital markets. This position, dictated by
the desire to accelerate investments in industry as much as possible, again
gave proof of the fact that the Left recognized the importance of keeping up
relations with the developed world, which was still its beacon, though to a
lesser and ever diminishing extent.

Internally, the removal of the Trotskyite group from the responsibility
for directing industry and industrial policy, and its substitution with leaders
who had had less exposure to or contact with foreign countries, marked the
beginning of an interval which was to last about three years. At least
superficially, this period was characterized by a decrease in German
influence (which never entirely disappeared: think, for example, of the 1929
reform of industry and of the introduction of the obedinenie, inspired by the
konzern) and by a growth in the influence of other Western experiences. Of
the latter, though, many of the Stalinist leaders had a “mythical” vision,
fruit of superficial knowledge and of intellectual shallowness, as is shown
by their relations with the United States between 1928 and 1930. The great
fascination with “American methods,” which left highly visible traces in the
literature of the time and which has deceived more than one historian, is yet
another index of the diffusion of a mentality, that of “miraculism,” which
we have already mentioned. But this mentality also allows us a look at some
of the reasons for the crisis in industry of 1931-1933.

The “American model” at first seemed to offer the solution to some of
the most pressing problems of industrialization. Everyone knew that the
“American methods” consisted in mass production carried out by unskilled
labor. The former was what was needed in the USSR, which was rich in the
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latter. Thus it was self-evident that it was necessary to “do as they do in
America.” Within a couple of years, however, when the moment came to
start up the first large “American” factories, unforeseen problems came to
light (for example, the greater the desire to streamline production and
entrust it to unskilled labor, the greater the need for a larger and more solid
technical-administrative structure). Thus, in the end, the osvoenie of mass
production showed itself to be one of the most difficult problems the leader-
ship of Soviet industry was called upon to solve in the 1930s.3

When Piatakov rejoined that leadership at the end of 1930, these prob-
lems appeared as part of the more general crisis of the five-year “plan.” He
was at first entrusted with importing machinery for the chemical industry,
which enabled him to renew contact with Germany. Immediately afterward,
he was charged with negotiating a new, important economic agreement with
Germany. Under the pressure of Soviet needs, as well as those of German
industry, hard hit by the crisis, negotiations were completed by April 1931
with the signing of the Pjatakow Abkommen, which was to be a decisive
document in the salvation of industrialization.

Thanks to Piatakov’s efforts and to those of his friend Rozengol’ts, who
in the 1920s had been responsible for the application of part of the “secret”
military-industrial German-Soviet agreements and who was now the
commissar for foreign trade, Germany became once again the model for
Soviet industrialization. Through Piatakov, who had remained a few months
in Germany as the VSNKh plenipotentiary, in July, Soviet industry had
placed orders for almost a billion deutsche marks, posing the basis for its
re-equipment. By the end of the year, while imports from other countries
had rapidly fallen, the German percentage of total Soviet imports had
jumped from 23.7 to 37.2 percent and reached 46.7 percent in 1932.36

The “West” was at this point reduced to Germany alone. But Germany,
too, was now a model only on the technological plane. The 1929 crisis
helped Piatakov to look down on Germany and on the entire West and reas-
sured him of the rightness of his decisions. Indeed, this crisis confirmed to
him that Europe—and, above all, Germany—was still a vulkan. The fact
that, “despite its technology, its engineers and its skilled workers,” German
industry was languishing, whereas Soviet industry was “flying”—as Pia-
takov declared in January 1932 when the critical phase of industrialization
seemed to have been overcome and no one yet expected the catastrophe of
1932-1933—was in his eyes confirmation of the superiority of the Soviet

35 This is an interesting example of technology “that looks transferable” but “may not be as
easily copied as it looks,” a phenomenon perceptively analyzed by A. O. Hirschman.
36 These shifts are even more dramatic if machinery alone is considered.
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socioeconomic forms. Total state property and the “plan” as expression of
the will of the state worked. And, indeed, these policies were envied and
admired by the great German industrial magnates, one of whom told Pia-
takov that “it would be good if, just as your Central Committee is doing,
Briining presented us with his five-year plan and led the struggle for that
five-year plan.”

These desires were soon to be in some way satisfied by the advent of
Nazism, which caused Germany to make another jump forward in that pro-
cess of “parallel aberration” (but with different content and forms) of which
we have spoken. Piatakov’s evaluation of Nazism is not known. It is prob-
able that the content of this new eruption of the “volcano Europe” amazed
him. It is certain he had to adapt to it to take into account the Soviet raison
d’état. In the years immediately following 1933, in fact, Stalin used the old
left-wing leaders to launch his message to the new German powers and to
maintain relations with them a latere of Litvinov’s policies. Hilger speaks
of a Radek sent in 1934 to express admiration for the dedication of the Nazi
youth and the organizing talent of the National Socialists. The less unpalat-
able job of continuing to look after economic relations between the two
states was assigned to Piatakov.

From 1933 on, these relations suffered a swift decline. In the short term,
this was caused not so much by Hitler’s advent to power, the impact of
which, at least in 1933, was not noticeable (the German percentage of
imports for that year remained at 43.5 percent, and in February Hitler con-
sented to the salvaging of Soviet foreign credit), as by the terrible crisis that
struck the USSR in the autumn of 1932, forcing it to reduce foreign trade to
a minimum.

This decision to reduce foreign trade, imposed by circumstances, was
later confirmed on the basis of the “victory” reached through industrializa-
tion. The “latest word” on the capitalistic technology had by now been
introduced in the USSR, and so it was possible to establish economic self-
sufficiency. Thus, the phase ended in which the West and Germany in par-
ticular were, for the USSR, reference points in the technical-industrial
field.3” The economic isolationism that had characterized the first version of
socialism in one country reemerged in a new form. Piatakov, who was con-
vinced of the superiority of the Soviet economy and who felt that it should
be open, continued to disagree with this choice.

37 This stage was to be reopened in the 1960s, due to the difficulties the Soviet system met in
the field of innovation. The phenomen is briefly discussed in the last section of this essay.



PIATAKOV: A MIRROR OF SOVIET HISTORY 153

It is worth pointing out that autarky extended to the economic field an
isolationism that, as Hilger has observed, was already present in the politi-
cal field at the end of the 1920s, barely covered by the renewed propagan-
dist fervor.3® Taken as a whole, this phenomenon is in line with what Hintze
wrote of isolation as a condition for the development of “imperial” systems,
which desire to be the whole and cannot tolerate the notion of a society of
equal states. It would ailmost seem that Stalin, busy with the building of his
own “empire,” remedied the lack of this isolation, which their geography
guaranteed to empires of the past, by building through ideology and through
all the other means at his disposal an artificial isolation that, in fact, suc-
ceeded in holding firm for some decades.

In the three following years, Piatakov continued, with Rozengol’ts, to
follow what was left of the USSR’s economic relations with Germany.
There were still the old debts to renegotiate or to pay, especially those con-
tracted in 1931-1933, The first gold to arrive from the camps in Siberia
(Kolyma included) was used for this, and it was also this gold that enabled
Schacht to overcome the currency crisis of 1934. Then, in December 1935,
Piatakov went to Germany one last time to negotiate the concession of new
loans.

One year later, Vyshinskii used this trip to “prove” Piatakov’s contacts
with Trotsky (whom Piatakov had supposedly met in Norway) and with the
German secret services, of which he was accused of being an agent. Even
Piatakov’s demise, therefore, was marked by that interweaving of Soviet
and German experiences that had dominated his life.

VII. THE INDUSTRIAL ADMINISTRATIVE SYSTEM

As we have said, Piatakov’s cultural background, right from his childhood,
was basically German and we have seen how, starting from his father’s
experience with the Kiev sugar cartel and his adherence to Marxism, this
was particularly true of his economic culture. We also know that the central
point of the nineteenth-century German economic experience was the rela-
tionship between state and economy, on which both List’s “national” school
(and later the historical school) and the Marxist approach concentrated their
attention, theoretical as well as practical. The appearance of industry and its
rapid development as an indispensable prerequisite of the independence of
any state, to say nothing of a great power, “forced” the German state to
tackle the problem of industrialization. By taking responsibility for this,
even though only indirectly, Germany added a new dimension to that

38 Litvinov’s 1933 - 1935 political initiatives only partially and temporarily altered this trend.
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“harnessing of all the military and financial power of the country” by states
that wanted to become “independent political powers,” which, for Hintze,
had been the nucleus of seventeenth- and eighteenth-century state-building,.

From this standpoint, Piatakov’s experience as organizer of Soviet indus-
trialization was a further step forward along this path, marked by the direct
handling of industry and of industrialization by the state.

This extremization of the relationship between state and economy had
multiple roots—for example: Marxist economic theory; the traditional
economic interventionism of the tsarist state, which in this area had already
“reached and overtaken” Germany in order to compensate for an even more
serious backwardness and to satisfy an equally great ambition for power;
the Great War, which everywhere had reinforced state intervention in the
social and economic fields at the expense of society; the accentuation of this
process in the former Russian Empire, due to the Civil War; the psychologi-
cal characteristics of the new Soviet elite, with its international ambition, its
aspirations to modemnity, its sense of urgency, and its feeling of being sur-
rounded; and, lastly, the fact that this elite found itself at the head of a state
that was weak, backward, and isolated in such a volatile arena as Europe
was in the first half of the twentieth century.

But these (and other) factors did not operate in a linear, predetermined
way, and through the life and activities of Piatakov we can see some of the
stages of the process which, in the USSR of the 1930s, brought about the
birth of the first state economic system founded on industry that history
remembers.

As in the previous sections, we will begin here with 1917, with
Piatakov’s experience at the Gosbank. Together with other young intellec-
tuals, such as Osinskii, who were close to him, Piatakov discovered his
administrative talents and a taste and capacity for command. And like them,
he fell for the first time into the “trap” consisting of the apparent possibility
of directing the economy through decrees, a possibility made very credible
by the institutional and social void left by war and revolution.

These decrees were inspired by what was for these young men “the last
word” on the subject of economic theory, Hilferding’s version of Marxism.
The aim, expounded by Piatakov in a series of articles that appeared in
Pravda and were much appreciated by Lenin, was to transform the banking
system, reduced to a single central bank, into an organ of government and
general accounting of the nationalized economy.

Here again we find that, in reality, the final goal of such a policy could
only be a step back. The new guise taken on by this policy, aiming at invo-
lution, is worth noting since it was to reappear several times over the fol-
lowing years and is typical of the way in which some intellectuals reacted to
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economic and social development. The differentiation produced by this
development (in our case, for example, the multiplication and specialization
of banks, of accounts and of forms of finance) was judged to be a useless
and expensive complication, to be rationalized through a process of
“simplification.” This process in turn was an indispensable prerequisite for
leading the entire economy from a single center, so that, by “simplifying,”
Piatakov and the Bolshevik leadership were also building the foundations
for their own domination (as well as bringing themselves into line with the
trends of the time, triggered by the war, and unconsciously preparing them-
selves to tackle the Civil War).

This centralist program of reducing society to one large firm was miti-
gated, though, at the end of 1917 by two factors. First, as we have said, Pia-
takov, following Hilferding, recognized that in “backward” Russia, central-
ized government of the economy would have to be limited at first to the
commanding heights (banks, large industry, transport, etc.). Second, cen-
tralism was in open contradiction with other positions held by the Left
Communists. For example, their program of April 1918 strongly stressed
localism, the election of organs of leadership from the grass roots, collegial-
ism and, while admitting its necessity, expressed strong reservation over the
use of the spetsy. Unlike the considerations linked to the analysis of the
Russian situation, and thus by their very nature contingent, these were
“principles.” But reality, sub specie of civil war, operated on them that pro-
cess of selection of which we have spoken and which made Marxism an
even fitter ideology for state-building in backward conditions.

In Piatakov’s case, the first important step of this process of “selection”
was the 1919 defeat of the second, partly left-wing, Ukrainian Bolshevik
government. We have seen how Piatakov came through this by linking him-
self to Trotsky, and we have mentioned the “discoveries” he made at that
time, in the first place the realization of how indispensable it was for any
power, and in particular for a newly born power struggling to affirm itself,
to have a stable and efficient bureaucratic system.? This was what triggered
Piatakov’s reflections about bureaucracy (mentioned above in the second

39 Recognition of the value and importance of the bureaucratic apparatus was, of course, gen-
eral, as was resorting to it. In going through the former Soviet archives, it has been impossible
not to be impressed by the speed with which that apparatus and its rules developed, as well as
by the gigantic dimensions of the Bolsheviks’ efforts to make it work. By early 1919, every
meeting, even of small, local organizations, was recorded in protokoly that were later carefully
preserved. Each organization had its own legal office, which prepared elaborate documents for
use in relationships with other bureaucracies. It could be said, therefore, that, especially given
the conditions and the times, the Bolsheviks’ bureaucratic effort, which absorbed an enormous
amount of energy, was extraordinarily successful. This may help explain why such a paradoxi-
cal system as the one they created could live on for so many decades.
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section), which had some points in common with Lenin’s thinking but
which differed in important aspects.*’ Piatakov’s reflections developed to
some extent in contrast with the forms and dynamics of the nascent Soviet
bureaucratic system, which was growing chaotically. Through criticism of
what was to be called “war communism,” some typical negative traits of all
bureaucratic systems were determined: for example, the tendency to give
rise to a sort of “centralized feudalism,” if a strong central power is lacking.
This economic feudalism became known then as glavkizm, but it was to
appear again and again in Soviet history under different names (for exam-
ple, as “ministerialism”).

Trotsky and Piatakov elaborated a complex strategy to deal with the
bureaucratic chaos. The military experience—the only successful one—
convinced them that one possible solution was to extend it. Hence the pro-
posal for “militarization” (another case of adopting a movement “back-
ward” as a goal, since the army is one of the “original” bureaucratic sys-
>tems). Locally, this took the form of the Labor Armies, which centralized
power at the level of large economic “regions” (the Urals, Ukraine, etc.).
The armies were created in order to get the local economies moving again,
in military-style, and to combat the paralysis caused by the conflicts
between the “plenipotentiaries” of the various central organs.

These experiences have not been studied extensively. Having become
the chairman of the First Labor Army in the Urals (February—May 1920),
Piatakov championed edinonachalie and clashed violently with the local
powers and with the workers, in this case the Cheliabinsk miners. The latter
clash is particularly interesting because it sheds some light on that interplay
between Russian “traditions,” contingencies, and ideology which presided
over the rapid appearance within the new elite of a rather strong antiworker
bias and which soon hardened into a model for the consideration and treat-
ment of labor. For Piatakov, traditions were represented by his childhood,
spent in a company “town” of the Russian type, strongly influenced by the
heritage of serfdlom and “modernized” by his father’s progressive

40 True to their analytical consistency (or logical extremism), Trotsky and Piatakov went as
far as theorizing the necessity for a “good” bureaucracy and of its progressive expansion.
Lenin, instead, reluctantly admitted that “in a peasant country” it was indeed possible “to throw
out the tsar, the landowners and the capitalists” but not, unfortunately, the bureaucracy, which
“could only be reduced by slow and stubborn effort.” This position was of course quite unreal-
istic, since one cannot reduce bureaucracy while increasing its tasks. This theoretical incon-
sistency was one of the sources of the recurrent, Sisyphean efforts led in the 1920s and 1930s
by well-intentioned Bolshevik leaders. One might think, for example, of Ordzhonikizde's
tenure at the RKI, spent pruning an apparatus which grew stronger with each cut (as well as
less efficient because of the havoc wrought by the pruners’ efforts).



PIATAKOV: A MIRROR OF SOVIET HISTORY 157

benevolence;*! contingencies by the pressing needs of the moment; and
ideology by the idea of planning (which leaves little or no room for the
independent actions of “subordinates”) and, above all, by Marxism’s labor
theory of value which, unlike other theories of value, makes the exploitation
of the workers the source of all riches and the intensification of such exploi-
tation the royal way to cope with economic difficulties and to allow for
accumulation. On the strength of these convictions, Piatakov first appealed
to the “honor” of the workers and then, deluded by the miners’ response,
decided to resort to other means of bringing pressure to bear in order to
increase production (means represented by a combination of harsh,
military-like discipline and a rigid “paternalism” that ruled out any “auto-
nomous” behavior by the workers), suscitating indignant protests.

Trotsky and Piatakov completed their reflections on bureaucracy and its
workings by elaborating a new conception of the “plan,” which in time
strongly influenced Lenin himself. The birth of this new notion of planning
was regulated by two factors: military experience, filtered by contact with
the General Staff, and the failure of previous attempts at planning caused by
the crisis of those years. Trotsky criticized the naiveté of the idea, typical of
the socialist tradition, of a general plan “worked out on paper” by econom-
ists and statisticians and then “applied” to reality. He proposed a “single”
plan to be built piece by piece, progressively enlarging the experience of
centralized direction, established first in some key sectors of the economy,
and building and extending on a parallel level the necessary administrative
apparatus. At the root of this proposal was, of course, the application of
udarnichestvo in the economic field—the idea of choosing the “decisive
fronts” on which to concentrate and from which to begin anew when faced
with difficulties. This way, that administrative conception of the plan
which, as Zaleski has shown, was later to constitute the essence of the
Soviet “planning” experience, came to life together with the use of the
udarniki methods in the economy, which was in later years to be the stan-
dard way in which the Soviet leadership reacted to economic troubles.

41 The factory was the Mariinskii sakhamyi zavod (in Kiev gubemiia, Cherkassy uezd), built
in 1876 and located on the Right Bank, on the Moshnogorodishchenskoe estate, which
extended for more than 42,000 desiatins (8,000 of these reserved for growing beets), inhabi-
tated by approximately 75,000 male “souls” at the beginning of the twentieth century. The
majority of them were Ukrainian peasants (called malorossy, in a publication edited by
Piatakov’s father), seasonally employed by the factory, whose stable, skilled work force was
Russian. Jews and Poles lived in the two small towns of the estate. Piatakov’s father soon made
the factory a model one, raising salaries and providing free heating and electricity, decent hous-
ing (wooden kazarmy for the less skilled men, wooden and stone houses for masterovye and
technicians), and a hospital that could also serve as a library and a tea room for the work force.
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The ideas and conceptions elaborated in 1919-1920 were not abandoned
with the beginning of the NEP. As we have seen, Piatakov and most of the
Left, including Bukharin, accepted the NEP as a necessary retreat to make it
possible to concentrate efforts and resources on large industry in crisis (that
is, as a particular grand case of economic udarnichestvo). At a lower level,
there were also very strong elements of continuity in the administration of
large industry, for example, the Donbass in 1921, led under the banner of
“the dictatorship of coal.” There, Piatakov devoted himself to the building
of a moshchnyi apparat of administration, made great use of the local Labor
Army to obtain and organize labor (which he continued to consider as skot
and to treat accordingly, but in the best possible way since he was a good
khoziain*?), tried despite the crisis and the famine to import Western tech-
nology, and, as we know, again came into conflict with trade unions and
local organizations.

The continuity in the methods of directing those “commanding heights”
retained by the state also surfaced in the following year, when Lenin, partly
convinced by Trotsky’s ideas, invited Piatakov to proceed to the podtiagi-
vanie of the Gosplan apparatus. This is another example of the impact the
Civil War had on the selection of ideas and methods of the former Leftists.
In April 1918, the “tovarishchi uvlekaiushchiesia podtiagivaniem” had been
attacked in Kommunist. In 1922, Piatakov, who had become a “prominent
and strong-willed administrator” (in the words of Mikoian), was perhaps the
greatest Soviet “specialist” on the subject.

In 1923, the same methods were applied to industry in general, as Pia-
takov, who had become vice-president of the VSNKh, took over its leader-
ship, as witnesses say, “s tiazheloi rukoi.” In time, however, the NEP began
to influence even Piatakov’s style and methods, both through Trotsky who,
at the beginning of 1923, was entrusted with the elaboration of the program
for the organization of industry, and, above all, because of the rapid appear-
ance of new powers and new ideas, with which Piatakov was forced to
come to terms. He then came to recognize, though in his own way, the role
of the market and of accounting, maintained good relations with the spetsy

42 In his 1921 correspondence with Lenin, as well as in his various reports as chairman of the
TsPKP of the Donbass, Piatakov made clear that he considered the control of food in particular
and of rabsnab in general the essential tools of “management.” It was precisely over this con-
trol that he clashed with the trade unions, which he considered at this point as obstacles to a
“correct” utilization of the work force. And, it was because the Americans would have treated
their workers better than his “company” that Piatakov opposed the granting of concessions in
the Donbass, as he openly wrote to Lenin on 8 April 1921. In those same months, he ordered
mass evictions of people from industrial and mining townships in order to better their “social
composition” and improve the workers’ “attitudes.”
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(of whom he became a champion), and did his utmost not to come into
conflict with workers and trade unions, leaving labor relations to others.

Although his day-to-day practice and style of work changed, his princi-
ples did not. Piatakov remained true to the programs expounded by Bukha-
rin in 1921, and maintained that the NEP should be used to build “the first
state system of industry in history,” the first step in the methodical building
of that “system” of the entire nationalized economy which the Bolsheviks
had “naively” attempted to attain within a few months during the Civil War.

Piatakov thus dedicated the four years spent at the VSNKh to the organi-
zation of this “sistema gosudarstvennoi promyshlennosti.”** Using a spe-
cially created organism, the Tsentral’ noe Upravienie Gosudarstvennoi Pro-
myshlennosti (which, as I said, was to exemplify Soviet “superiority,” that
is, state ownership of the means of production, over the German model), he
soon managed to transform the trusts, initially endowed with the capacity to
act independently on the market, into organs of the central administration,
though still autonomous ones. This reorganization, intended to turn industry
into a single organism, agile but centralized, was in Piatakov’s view the
indispensable prerequisite for the launching of a great investment plan for
technological modernization, to be worked out centrally and not left to the
vagaries of the market.

Having finished the first job in 1924, Piatakov dedicated 1925 to the
second job—creating and leading a new body, the OSVOK, which was
charged with drawing up this plan. The transformation of the original plan-
ning conceptions thus took another step forward; now to take shape along-
side the ideas worked out in 1920 was the notion of the plan as a long-term
investment program of an industry effectively reduced to a single “corpora-
tion.”

Because of this “single” character and because of the conception of the
USSR as a “large integrated economic area” to be built by concentrating
certain types of production, specializing in each “region,” and installing
relations of mutual interdependence, the investment plan outlined under
Piatakov’s leadership clashed with the interests of many of the republican
leaders as well as with those of the working classes. The conflicts with the
Ukrainian SNKh of the 1920s are to the point here: appealing to what he
believed to be abstract concepts of economic “rationality,” Piatakov found
himself representing the interests of the high economic bureaucracy, which
was one of the main forces locally opposing korenizatsiia (Lenin’s pro-
phesy about Piatakov’s “imperialist economism” thus came true in new
forms). With regard to the working classes, as a recently published 1925

43 See my “ ‘Building the First System of State Industry,”” (fn. 2 above).
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letter to Dzerzhinskii makes clear, at this point Piatakov already seriously
considered employing forced labor—“rationally” treated of course—on a
large scale to open the new economic regions envisioned by his plan.

It is interesting to note the effect of the residue of Marxism on
Piatakov’s years at the VSNKh. We have just spoken of the effects of his
contempt for the nationality question. In addition to this, there was a con-
viction of the superiority of the plan over the market, especially regarding
investments, and of state industry over private industry. On the basis of
these tenets, not only was the private sector prevented from developing but
the use of the “market” to decide state industry’s capital investments was
also barred, thus aggravating the imbalance between demand and supply as
well as inflation. At the same time, the labor theory of value deformed the
image of the production process and its costs, obstructed the adoption of
modern accounting practices, and encouraged, as we noted, the adoption of
anti-worker practices, especially during a period in which “accumulation”
appeared to be the most important task.

Thus, Piatakov’s job at the VSNKAh, though conducted with a maximum
of seriousness and competence, did in fact accelerate the crisis of the NEP,
and Dzerzhinskii’s accusations of 1926 were more than justified. And yet,
from another standpoint, Piatakov’s work of the 1920s had its justifications
and can be seen as yet another variant of a very common phenomenon and,
in a certain sense, as inevitable. I have in mind here the substitution of the
state for a “market” which in backward countries does not really exist or, in
any case, is not able to shoulder those tasks with which the need to *“exist”
saddles the state. We come back to what we said at the beginning about the
relationship between state and industrialization, of which the USSR of the
1920s is yet another example. The NEP, in fact, embodies one of the many
state-market mixes in which the history of our century abounds. What made
it different was the ideology of an important part of the elite which, at least
in industry, immediately led to a particularly extreme version of those
mixes and which, above all, in the name of exasperated statism, took a dog-
matic stance toward mixes in general, as to stages to be overcome on a path
already marked out.

Again, we are dealing here with the version of “Marxism” that emerged
from the Civil War and with the latter’s socioeconomic effects. These ele-
ments combined pathologically at the end of the decade, when Piatakov
launched his credit reforms as part of the Stalinist offensive. This reform
was inspired, as we have said, by the theories of 1917, and it proposed to
concentrate the entire credit activity in the Gosbank, to reduce relations
between the bank and economic bodies to a single type, and to introduce
automatic mechanisms of financing regulated by the plan. This was a new
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illustration of the simplification—~moving backward bipole, and it was
Piatakov’s personal contribution to the chaos of the First Five-Year Plan. In
fact, the reform gave new energy to the inflationary impetus and caused
already primitive accounting practices in the factories to be abandoned so
that, despite the “plan,” the factories found themselves operating in the
dark. The disaster brought about a further selection of the official economic
theory, which then abandoned the dream of a rational, centralized govern-
ment of the economy through a single banking center. The inability of
“Marxism” to function as a general economic theory was thus implicitly
admitted, as was the Soviet state’s inability to govern the whole economy
under those conditions.

This inability and this retreat were embodied by Piatakov’s return to
large industry, on which he now concentrated as he had in 1921, but under
different conditions, as a war against the peasantry was now being waged.

The following period, which extends from 1931 to the beginning of
1934, can be divided into two segments. The first segment ends with the
early months of 1932, when the retreat begun the previous year was com-
pleted with the launching of the NKTP and the pull back from a unitary
direction of industry. It was a time of reforms, among them the well-known
reforms of 1931, inspired by banal common sense rediscovered after the
senselessness of the previous three years; the treaty with Germany and the
subsequent re-equipping of Soviet industry; and the adoption of the udar-
niki methods of “planning” inside industry itself, which meant concentrat-
ing on certain large projects and on certain “fronts.”

At the end of 1931, the attempts to make up for the false start of
1929-1930 appeared to be bearing fruit. A few months later, however,
industry was overwhelmed by the great disaster of 1932-1933, which
involved the whole country. The year from the autumn of 1932 to that of
1933 was thus a very difficult one for the leadership of the NKTP, which
came through the trial thanks to its subjective efforts and to unheard-of
pressures on workers, technicians, and cadres, and thanks to the privileges
the state granted to heavy industry. At the end of 1933, Ordzhonikidze’s
commissariat could, in any case, count itself among the “victors.”

As was evident from the collection of NKTP prikazy and is now
confirmed by the correspondence between Piatakov and Ordzhonikidze,
Piatakov played a decisive role in this victory. At the beginning of 1932,
Ordzhonikidze appointed Piatakov first deputy of the new commissariat, in
charge of “general and financial affairs,” in other words, of overseeing the
entire undertaking. Thus, it was Piatakov who prepared almost all the mea-
sures taken by the NKTP center (in spite of the 1941 fire which destroyed
the majority of the NKTP papers, it is still possible to find in Russian
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archives many letters from Sergo to Stalin and the CC, accompanied by
notes from Piatakov that ask Sergo to write, adding “esli mozhno, ia proekt
pis’ma sostavil”). It was Piatakov who chose much of the higher echelons
of the commissariat, on the basis of merit, competence, and devotion (in
this regard, it is striking to read what Barmine writes about the difference
between Piatakov’s and Voroshilov’s collaborators during those years).** It
was he who made the NKTP into a “reactionary” structure, as some Ameri-
can authors have written, grotesquely commenting on the prevalence of
people with higher education and of “dubious” social origin in its leader-
ship. It was he who perfected the cultivated version of those methods to
keep the bureaucratic machine under pressure, later described by Bek in
Novoe naznachenie. And it was he who decided, in general terms at least,*s
which factories were to be built and where, following the plans eleborated
at the OSVOK during the previous decade and brought up to date by the
large conference on the raionirovanie of industry in the Second Five-Year
Plan.

Piatakov was inspired by the same idea of the 1920s: to build a large
modern system of state industry, this time limited to heavy industry,
because of the retreat we have mentioned. This program was facilitated by
the physical existence abroad of the blueprints to follow, which made it
possible for the “planners” to give themselves definite goals for industrial
investments. But the amount of effort required should not be underes-
timated: it can be judged by thinking of the difficulties involved in the
simultaneous creation of whole interdependent sectors of industry.

The results of this effort were surprising. By the middle of 1934, the
long-desired, modern “system of state industry” existed and functioned. But
its productivity was low and this clashed with the tenets of its creators, Pia-
takov and Ordzhonikidze in particular. They believed such a system to be
far superior to its “capitalist” competitors; thus, in their eyes, low produc-
tivity could only be some sort of teething problem to be speedily overcome
by forcing the cadres and the work force of Soviet industry to make great
strides, at the same time taking measures to better their living conditions—
something made possible by the previously won victories (Piatakov then
defended, in opposition to M. Kaganovich, a “paternalistic-progressive”

44 The quality of the upper echelons is one of the fundamental variables in the working of all
bureaucratic systems, which are basically “subjective” systems. Its importance increases with
these systems’ degree of “purity,” i.e., with the increasing lack of social and economic counter-
weights to the bureaucracies’ actions.

45 Stalin and the “little Stalins” had, of course, their “favorite” projects, their hobby-horses,
like Karaganda or the great canals. This was yet another cause of both changes in the plans and
waste of resources.
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style of management, strongly reminiscent of his father’s, which was,
perhaps, also to be extended to forced labor).

Beginning with the end of 1934, on the basis of these self-delusions, the
leaders of the NKTP began to push for rapid increases in productivity. But
the well-known difficulties of the Soviet system, primarily those connected
with the organization of supplies, frustrated their efforts. Increases in pro-
ductivity were obtained, such as those any system can give, especially if it
is “new,” well-directed, and under pressure, but these increases were well
below expectations. A perverse mechanism was thus created inside the
commissariat, whereby its leadership no longer trusted the intentions and
abilities of its subordinates. This lack of trust took on various forms, and
alongside Piatakov’s “rational” doubts and his attempts to elaborate policies
to reverse the situation, the psychological mechanisms, methods, and the
faith in “miracles” of 1928-1930, which had appeared to be overcome,
now resurfaced in Ordzhonikidze.

It was in this climate that, in the autumn of 1935, Stakhanovism
appeared (in the Donbass, which was, as in the Civil War, in 1921, or in
1928, the natural breeding ground for Stalin’s initiatives). The phenomenon
of Stakhanovism and its origins are complex, but it is certain that Stalin and
his circle were quick to seize it as a tool to attack the NKTP. Because of the
state of mind just described, for long months its leaders (and especially the
naive Ordzhonikidze) not only did not answer this attack, but took part in it,
actively collaborating in their own destruction.

The liquidation of the NKTP was, partly for this reason, a relatively
rapid affair. In June 1936 the battle had already been won. In July Piatakov
lost his post as first deputy commissar. In September he was arrested, and
then, in swift succession, tortured, tried, and shot at the end of January
1937. A few weeks later, after a violent quarrel with Stalin, Ordzhonikidze
committed suicide.

Thus, another important obstacle to the affirmation of pure despotism,
another of the great “vice-royalties” created in the first half of the 1930s,
was liquidated. That this is what was in fact happening is confirmed by the
rapid crumbling of the commissariat itself, which had already begun during
the last weeks of Ordzhonikidze’s life. In December 1936, the war industry
was detached from the NKTP and constituted as an independent commis-
sariat. A year later, most of the leadership of the old NKTP had been
purged, and in the place of one single large body there were three indepen-
dent commissariats. By 1941, the total number of commissariats created
from the destruction of the NKTP had reached seventeen.
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The Soviet system’s entrance into an acute despotic phase thus also
involved a change of phase for its “modemn” industrial sub-system, as is
shown, for example, by the “biography” of Piatakov’s substitute as first
deputy commissar of the NKTP. In March 1937, before the commissariat’s
definitive liquidation, this post was entrusted to Avraamii Pavlovich
Zaveniagin. A young man from a working class family, he, too, came from
the Donbass, had served on Piatakov’s staff in 1921 (siding against him
during the “intrigues” of those days), and in the 1930s had been the head of
the metallurgy sector of the NKTP and the nachal’ nik of Magnitogorsk.
From our standpoint, however, his later career is far more significant in that
it is connected to the NKVD, to Beriia, to forced labor. Zaveniagin was first
sent to “build” Noril’sk. Then, promoted to deputy commissar for the inte-
rior, in 1941 he was entrusted with the economic administration of the
Gulag. %

Beneath the undoubted fracture marked by the shifting of power, includ-
ing economic power, toward the “organs” (according to recently published
data, the NKVD percentage of capital investments reached 14 percent in
1941, more than doubling the 1937 figure) and by the fragmentation of the
NKTP, there were, however, important elements of continuity. From the
organizational point of view the new commissariats were often none other
than the old glavnoe upravienie of the NKTP, so that, despite the re-
explosion of glavkizm and the difficulties connected with the liquidation of
the coordinating center (difficulties aggravated by the purges), the system
set up between 1933 and 1935 was essentially still intact. Also still intact
was the technological and productive structure of heavy industry.

On the basis of these elements, Piatakov’s work in industry can be meas-
ured from the standpoint of the Soviet regime, leaving aside its human,
social, and environmental costs, which, incidentally, were greatly enlarged
by decisions that were not directly functional or necessary to the type of
industrialization chosen.

In the short run, the “victory” of 1931-1934, and the industrial
apparatus built during that period by competent and devoted leaders, contri-
buted to the victory in the Second World War. The Soviet system then
demonstrated the fitness of an administered economy, not burdened by an
irremediable technical and productive imbalance, to wage war (after all, the
war economy had been one of the models that had inspired the Soviet
leadership).

46 Under Khrushchev, Zaveniagin became once again a “regular” minister, in charge of
machine building. This change is yet another indication of the sudden shift in the nature of the
Soviet system that followed Stalin’s death. Zaveniagin died in 1956.
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In the intermediate run, the ability of Soviet industry to remain competi-
tive with Western industry in some key sectors for several decades (until
the West made a new technological jump forward) bears evidence of the
fact that “the latest word” in Western technology had indeed been intro-
duced in the 1930s and, thus, of Piatakov’s seriousness and competence
(among other things, it was he who drew up the investment plan for the
second half of the decade, implemented after his death). In the light of other
state efforts in the industrial field in other countries, this result is not at all a
poor one; indeed, there is no doubt that, together with the territorial expan-
sion of the following years, it constitutes one of the objective bases that
ensured the survival of fragments of the Stalinist myth.

But in the long run, the limitations of the building of the 1920s and
1930s emerged and the success we have spoken of was transformed into a
disaster, even from the standpoint of the most privileged sector, that of
heavy industry. It was a disaster that compromised the very survival of the
regime. The reasons for this are naturally complex, and I will mention only
one of them, linked to the type of building carried on at that time.

Despite the fact that it was “things”—factories, dams, roads, schools,
canals, that is, the material aspects of building—that were privileged, it
would be a mistake to believe that only “things” were being built. Soviet
industrialization was not a “simple industrialization” (if such a thing exists)
but something more and something different. Along with factories, a system
was being built, that “first system of state industry in history” of which Pia-
takov had dreamt (recently, in the USSR, this system has been termed
“administrativnaia sistema”; this expression is acceptable, but to distinguish
the Soviet situation I would add the adjective “industrial,” as history is rich
in examples of administrative systems based on agriculture).

Like all systems, the Soviet one, too, was able to do certain things better
than others. As we have seen, some of its abilities and some of its limita-
tions included the mobilization of short-term available resources in emer-
gency situations, the imitation of models already in existence elsewhere and
their introduction in forced stages; or troubles with the organization of sup-
plies and with productivity.

There were other things it was unable to do. Some, such as the inability
to take into account, at least partially, the impact of industrialization on the
environment, were not disastrous for the regime, except, perhaps, in the
very long term. But others were, among them the inability to get underway
an independent development of the “intensive” type that would allow spon-
taneous innovation on a large scale, without relying upon imported models
(one thinks immediately of the lack of understanding shown by Lenin in
1918 of what capitalism was all about, and of what Hirschman has written
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about the inner contradictions, voire the impossibility of “creative” plan-
ning). This inability was all the more complete because the Soviet system
built in the 1930s was, unlike that of the 1920s, of the pure type.

We conclude by coming back to what we said at the beginning. Starting
from the nineteenth century, industrialization has been a task “imposed” on
many states by the fight for survival. But state-led industrialization has its
price, not only in the short term (borne essentially by the population), but
also in the long one. The price in the long run is paid partly by the regime;
how high the payment is depends on the extent of state involvement, on the
ideology which governs it, and on the degree of openness to other
economies. This has been witnessed by many countries with experiences we
could define as mixed, which have had to come to terms, sooner or later,
with the inheritance left by this type of “industrialization.” In an extreme
case, such as the USSR, or in the states emerging from its collapse, this
inheritance is heavier, involves and complicates national questions, and has
to be liquidated all at once.

Its purity and its degree of isolation have, in fact, granted to the system
created in the 1930s a long life, supported by the presence of enormous
resources and by victory in the Second World War. The Soviet industrial
administrative system has thus managed to complete its cycle, begun at the
time of the First World War, to the very end, reaching the threshold of sud-
den collapse.

University of Naples
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New Evidence
on the 1630 Zaporozhian Cossack Uprising

B.N. FLORJA

The 1630 Zaporozhian Cossack uprising led by Taras Fedorovy¢ was an
important event in this period of Ukraine’s history. It has constantly drawn
the attention of authors of general works on the history of Ukraine and the
history of the Zaporozhian Cossacks;! it has also been the subject of a
number of specialized studies (2ukovié 1912; Tomkiewicz 1930; S¢erbak
1980). Information on the uprising can be found in a whole range of
sources, which, it is important to note, describe the events from various
points of view. These sources contain material connected with the actions
of the authorities of the Commonwealth; reports from the insurgents’ camp
(the description of the uprising in the Lviv Chronicle is based on these); and
a narration by Hryhorij Hladkyj, a spy from Putyvl’ (then under Muscovite
control). However, a scarcity in the sources of descriptions of the entire
series of episodes and the discrepancies between the sources regarding the
interpretation and treatment of the same events make the task of broadening
the scope of sources on the uprising a timely one—particularly so since
some important materials known to scholars of the first half of the twentieth
century (such as the correspondence between King Zygmunt III and Grand
Crown Hetman Stanistaw Koniecpolski and the report on these events
presented by Koniecpolski to the Diet of 1631) apparently were lost during
the Second World War.

It is hoped that the information presented here will help introduce one
more piece of evidence into scholarly circulation. The document under con-
sideration is an account made by an eyewitness to the events (an eyewitness
who was also, to some extent, a participant); furthermore, it is an account
that comes from a faction not yet represented in the extant body of informa-
tion. This new testimony, which sheds light on some of the murkier aspects

1 The description of the uprising by M. Hrusevs’kyj (1913) is the most detailed of this type of
general study and is based on an independent study of sources. For the most recent description
of the uprising, see Serczyk 1984, pp. 303 -6.
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of the history of the uprising, consists of “statements under interrogation”
(rassprosnye réci) obtained from Andreas, “servant” of Patriarch Theo-
phanes of Jerusalem, and recorded at Putyvl’ on 10/20 May 1630.
Koniecpolski’s report of late August 1630 has long been known to scholars.
In it, he reported that information had reached him of the intention of the
Cossacks, who had gathered beyond the Dnieper, to ask the tsar for help
and to surrender the entire Trans-Dnieper area to the tsar’s authority
(Hru$evs’kyj 1913, p. 108; Tomkiewicz 1930, p. 116). It is also known that,
when a peace was reached with the Cossacks, Koniecpolski demanded that
Taras Fedorovy¢ be surrendered to him, accusing him of having betrayed
the Commonwealth. The Cossacks, however, rejected his demand and
stated that “nie on jeden jest winien, ale wojsko wszystko” (“it is not he
alone who is to blame but the entire Host”) (HruSevs’kyj 1913, p. 114;
Tomkiewicz 1930, pp. 121-22). The testimony presented here—
“statements under interrogation” obtained from Andreas—provides an
explanation of the actual events behind the rumors of the Cossacks’ inten-
tion to put themselves under the subordination of Muscovy and “Taras’s
betrayal.”

The Cossack camp, under the leadership of Taras Fedorovy¢, was visited
by a “servant” (sluZebnik) of the patriarch of Jerusalem who brought a
“letter”” (list) in which the patriarch “blessed” (blagosiovijal) the Cossacks,
urging them to “stand for the faith” (stojat’ za véru) and to change their
allegiance to Mixail Fedorovi€. One can assume that this proposal was dis-
cussed in the Cossack “circle” (kolo ‘general council’). An analysis of
Andreas’s statements makes it possible to establish when these contacts
may have taken place. Andreas went from Taras’s camp to Pryluky, where
he spent four weeks before leaving for Muscovy. Since (as noted above) he
arrived in Putyvl’ on 10/20 May, his visit to the Cossack camp must then
have occurred in late March or early April. It was precisely after that visit
that rumors reached Koniecpolski of the Cossacks’ intention to surrender
the Trans-Dnieper area to Mixail Fedorovi¢.

From I. Kryp’’jakevy¢’s well-known work devoted to the role of the
Cossacks in the international political programs of the 1620s and 1630s
(Kryp’’jakevy¢ 1913), we know what prompted Theophanes’s appeal to the
Cossacks. As revealed by the sufficiently comprehensive and diverse
materials collected by Kryp’’jakevy¢, the question of establishing contacts
with the Cossacks was raised more than once already in the 1620s in con-
nection with plans to depose Zygmunt III of Poland-Lithuania and to estab-
lish Prince Bethlen G4bor of Transylvania on the Polish-Lithuanian throne.



THE 1630 ZAPOROZHIAN COSSACK UPRISING 169

It was assumed that promises to discontinue the policy of imposing reli-
gious union and to grant various “liberties” to the Cossacks would attract
them to the claimant’s side. Those plans were of particular interest in 1629
when support from the Ottoman Empire and Muscovy in favor of Bethlen’s
claims seemed likely. In the spring of 1629, Bethlen’s envoys, Charles Tal-
leyrand and Jacques Roussel, arrived in Constantinople to enlist the assis-
tance of Patriarch Kyrillos Lukaris of Constantinople in influencing the
Cossacks in the appropriate direction. While promising to support the Tran-
sylvanian mission at the Muscovite court, Lukaris nevertheless dodged the
request concerning the Cossacks (Kryp’’jakevy¢ 1913, pp. 83—85). As can
be seen from Andreas’s report, his refusal was not accidental. In the
imminent international conflict, the Greek clergy, while supporting Bethlen
Giébor against Zygmunt II1, at the same time apparently wanted the lands of
the Commonwealth—with an Orthodox population subordinated to the jur-
isdiction of Constantinopole—to come under the Orthodox Muscovite state.
Why the proposal to the Cossacks came, therefore, not from Lukaris but
from Patriarch Theophanes of Jerusalem is quite understandable if one con-
siders the role this Greek hierarch had played in the restoration of the
Orthodox metropolitanate of Kiev in 1620. Theophanes’s letters of Febru-
ary 1630 to the tsar and to the patriarch of Moscow, with a plea to give alms
to his courier who had suffered at the hands of the “Hagarites” (Muslims),
are in the same archival folder in which Andreas’s “statements” are
preserved.2 Apparently, it was at this time that the patriarch of Jerusalem,
who was then in the Moldavian principality, decided to turn to the Cossacks
with such a proposal. Either the patriarch knew that the Zaporozhian Cos-
sacks were preparing for an uprising or he acted because of other factors
which cannot be established at this time.

The “statements under interrogation” also contain a number of other
reports of the uprising that partly confirm and partly supplement the data
from other sources. Andreas’s traveling companion, the elderly monk
Melentios, who had traveled from Pryluky to Perejaslav on 2/12 May, was
an eyewitness to the hostilities which broke out in the area of Perejaslav
between the Crown army and the Cossacks. According to the reports made
by Melentios, the Crown troops were unsuccessful in the initial clashes; this
supports the conviction that the similar testimonies of Hryhorij Hladkyj and

2 The Central State Archives of Early Acts (CGADA), Moscow, fond 52 (Russia’s relations
with the countries of the Balkan Peninsula), op. 1, 1630 g., no. 24, fols. 6-9.
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the Lviv Chronicle can be deemed trustworthy. The “statements” also sup-
plement in a number of details the account in the Lviv Chronicle of the cap-
ture by the Cossacks of “a German captain” (kapitana nimec’ koho) (Bevzo
1971, p. 106). This is, apparently, a reference to the German officers from
Gdarisk who came to negotiate the recruitment of additional troops for
Koniecpolski’s army. It is also further evidence of the measures taken to
mobilize troops to quell the uprising. The report (absent from other sources
but whose reliability is not in doubt) that the khan’s son Sahin Giraj sent a
Nogay detachment to help the rebellious Zaporozhian Cossacks also coin-
cides with the known history of interrelationships between the Cossacks and
this member of the Giraj family. At the same time, it speaks of the Cos-
sacks’ search for allies in their struggle against the Commonwealth.
Another unique report in our source—about the Zaporozhian Cossacks’
expectation of receiving help from the Don Cossacks—also agrees with
what we know about the interconnections between the Don and the Zaporo-
zhian Cossacks;? furthermore, this information supplements our knowledge
of the diplomatic activity of the insurgents.

Finally, the terminology used in the “statements under interrogation” to
describe military activities deserves attention. A difference is made in the
“statements” between “moneyed people” (grosevye ljudi; Polish, groszowi
ludzie)—the regular “quarter” army (wojsko kwarciane), paid for by a quar-
ter of the royal revenues—and the “levy en masse” (pospolitoe rusen’e;
Polish, pospolite ruszenie), the nobility’s landsturm. Whereas the moneyed
people, together with Hetman Koniecpolski, crossed the Dnieper and
engaged the Cossacks in battle, the arrival of the levy en masse to Pere-
jaslav was still awaited in May 1630. The circular letters (uniwersaty) cal-
ling the levy en masse, which the hetman issued from Bar before setting out
on the campaign, were, apparently, ineffective and prompted him to reissue
circular letters, this time from his camp near Perejaslav.* By juxtaposing
these testimonies, one concludes that those detachments of “soldiers”
(Zolnery; Polish, Zotnierze), which the Cossacks attacked and prevented
from crossing the Dnieper and reaching the hetman’s camp, were the very
same levy en masse which, according to Andreas’s testimony, Stanistaw

3 It is known, for example, that in March 1630 a detachment of Zaporozhian Cossacks arrived
at the river Don,; later, they joined the Don Cossacks in a naval expedition against the Crimea
(Istoricdeskoe opisanie, vol. 1 (1869):216—-17).

4 For the texts of the circular letters see Arxiv Jugo-Zapadnoj Rossii, pt. 3, vol. 1 (1863), nos.
80, 84.
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Koniecpolski “was awaiting” (Zdal ) near Perejaslav.

The formal reply of the voevoda of Putyvl’, with the record of Andreas’s
“statements under interrogation,” make up the initial part of an archival unit
concerning the arrival of Andreas.’

Institut slavjanovedenija i balkanistiki, Moscow

Translated from Russian by Bohdan Strumiriski
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Transcription
(CGADA, fond 52, op. 1, 1630 g., no. 24, pp. 1-5)

<. 1>Tocynapio, uapio H BeTHKOMY KHA3I0 Muxausny ®emoposuio Bcea Pychn u
BEJINKOMY rocyapio cBaTefiieMy norpuapxy Ousapety Huxuridio MockoBckoMy
H Bcea Pycun xostorm Banm, Muxaska Byrypsms, Bosioabka JIsnyHoB uesioM 6bioT.

Hemenmero, rocyaaps, 138-ro rony Mans B 10 neHb NpHEXoJ K My THBJILCKOH
3acTase K JKenesnrm Kosbnam u3 JIHTOBCKHE 3¢MJH rpedeHHH. B pocripoce ckasasncs
HepacaJIMMbCKoro notpHapxa Qeodana ciryra OHapeH, a nocsar, e, eso, OHapes,
notpuapx ®eocan U3 Bosockre 3eMyH K BaM, rocyaapeM, ¢ jmcraMH. M Kak oH,
Onppey, ¢ naTpHapu[HMu JicThi] puexan B Kues, u Te, Ae, JIMCTH B34J1 Y HEBO B
Kuese kuesnck[ou mu]rponosmt Hes Bopeukon u, B3eM, IOC/IaJL, i€, OH TE JIKCTH K
BaM, rocyaapem, kK Mockse ¢ ctapiioM cBoHM ¢ blocugom nporocuHrisiom. A o, ae,
Ouppe#t, 3 ApyruM JiMcToM e3anil ¢ KHeBa K reTMaHy Ko3allkoMy H KO BceMy BOHCKY
3anopoXKcKoMy, YTo OH, noTpHapx MeodaH, Hx, KO3aKOB, 6J1aroCIOBHI CTOATH 33
BEpYy XpecTh<JI. 2>4HCKYIO M GHITH NOJ Ballelo rocyaapesoio aepxasoto. U Tor, ne,
rOCYAApH, NOTPHAapXOB JIHCT OH, OHApe#, reTMaHy OTAaJIH, OTAAaB, noexaJi B [Ipusaykn
IUJIA CHICKY MOTPOMHOM PYXJIA/IH, YTO B HeHelHeM Bo 138 roay B oceHb JIHTOBCKHE
oz B ITpuUTyKax nATHL MHTpanaMToB orpoMu . M kax, e, on, Ounpeit, npuexan
B [Tpunyku, u eBo, ae, Onapes B [Tpuykax JIMTOBCKME JIOMH 3a1€P2KAJIH H 3aICPKaH,
ne, ObLIT YETHIpE HEAEJIH.

A Becteit oH, OHape#t, ckasan. Eanun, me, uc Ilpuayk crapen moTpsapxos
MeJieHTen, koropoit ¢ HHM, OHIpeeM, OT NOTpHapXa MOCJIaH B JIMTOBCKOH ropol B
Iepesacnasm. Odgonackesa ann OnekcaHapekickoro HuHemHero 138 rony. U kak,
ae, oH, cTapell, 6611 B Ilepesc/IoB/M, YepKacHl, Ac¢, 3alIOPOXKCKHE C FETMAHOM BCe B
36ope B [lepesciioB/H, a cOGpasioch, i, HEPKAC ThiCEYh C COPOK H GoJbim. [1a K TeM
XKe, /ie, TOCyAapH, 4epKacoM MNpHcJian Ha moMoub IIIuH-T'upelt MATHECOT YesIoBeK
Harafickux Tarap. /Ia K HUM XKe, ¢, rocyapH, uayT 3 JIoHy TpH ThiceqH 4eJIOBeK. A
coBpaBcs, O¢, YEPKAaCOM CTOATh BCCMH JIOALMH IPOTHB MOJIAKOB. A reTMaH, fe,
KoHeLBII0JICKOH € NIOJIAKH X0YET KO3aKOB [IOGHTh H BEPY KPECTBAHCKYIO Pa3OpHT,
H re<J1. 3>TMaH, ne, KoHemosicko#t pexy JIHeNp ¢ NOJLAKM MEPEBE3CS Ha CIO CTOPOHY
Huenpa. A nepebessniocs, Ae, rocyaapH NOJIAKO...IPOIIEBHX JIOACH ABEHATHATL
ThICEYb, a MIOCTIOJIMTOE PYLIECHLE HAET 32 HUM XK€, FeTMaHOM, Ha Ko3akos. M Kak, e,
rocyaapH, rerMad Konennosickon nepesescs peky JHenp H y HeBo, i€, ¢ YepKachl
6n11 Got nocsie EropreBa HH, H 4EPKAacH, A€, MOJIAKOB HOGH/IM H YOH/IH THCEYy
YEJIOBEK H GOJILH. A HAa APYTO#H, e, FOCYAapH, ACHb Y HUX XK€ Goli 6blJ1, H KO3aKH, O¢,
TOJISKOB MOGHJIH THICEYH 3 ABE H XKHMBLIX B3AJIH YEJIOBEK C COPOK H MOJIAKOB OCATHIIH.
H nemie, ne, retman KoHEIbIO/ICKOH C NOJIAKH CHOMT OT KO3aKOB B OKONE, a XKACT
K cef€ BCKope NOCIO/MTOr 0 pyllieHL . Jla OH Xe, FocyapH, reTMal IHCaJ oT cebe Ko
I'maHcKHMM HEMIIOM, YTOGH OHE MPHIILIM K HEMY Ha TIOMOYL ThiceYh 3 aecATs, U Te, ze,
HEMIILI IPHCJIAJIH K HEMY B 0603 TpeX 4eJIoBeK, 6yeT, ie, reTMaH, yYHET HM, HEMIIOM,
3a cJTy2K6y JaBaTh IPOILH, H OHE, e, K HEMY Ha IoMo4b ipHAYT. M Kak, ae, rocynaps,
Te HeMIul, 6B y retMana Konennosickoro B 0603¢ 4 noexa/i Ha3ajl, H HX, fie, Ha
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Inenpe Ha nepeBo3e KO3aKH NOHMAJIH M NIPHBEJM K reTMaHy Kosaukomy. U Te, ne,
MOCJIAHIIB MM, YEPKACcOM, CKa3hIBAIOT, KaK HEMELKHM <JI. 4> 60€eM IPOMBIIL/IATH Hajl
nonsaxu. [a rerMaH, Ae, rocyaap, KoHeubnoLckon mucas oT cebe K reTMay
Ko3aukoMy K Tapacy, 4To6hl OH K03aKOB BHIGpaJI LECTh Thiced, a Gomim Gul eCTH
THICEYEH K03aKO0B He 6h10. M yepkach, aie, rocyaapH, po TO CBEIaJIH H YMCHILNTHA
HE XOTHT, a XOTAT BCE 33 BEPY KPECTBAHCKYIO IIOMEPETD.

a o xe, Onapeit, ckasas y cebe OBa JIHCTa, OAMH JIACT K BaM, rocyapeM, OT
epacasmMbeKoro noprpuapxa Oeodaa, a Apyrott JMCT K HaM, XOJIONEM, BAIlIHM, OT
xHeBcKoro MuTponosmta Hesa Bopeuxoro, miacad o6 He[M), Onapee. M Kak, ae,
rocynapH, ctapen [Menenlren uc Ilepescyions npuexon B Ilpunyku, u oH, e,
Omnnpett, c TeMH BecTMH nocxas B [TyTuRIIL. A 60JIM, rocyaapH, TOBO BeCTelt OH,
Ouppeit, He CKa3BIBaJL.

U M1, xon0mu Baum, pacripocs ToBo rpedaHnHa OHApes H DaB €My KODMY H
NOMBOJ, M JIH<JI. S>CT HepacaIMMECKoro noTpuapxa ®eodana 3aneyaras B 6yMary
CBOCIO MeYaThIo, MOC/ATH K Tebe, rocyapio Hapio H BEJIMKOMY KHsA310 MuXauity
QOepoposutio Bcea PycHn H K Tebe, BEJIHKOMY rocyaplo CBATEHIIEMY NOTPHAPXY
Ounapery HuKnTHYI0 MOCKOBCKOMY M Bcea PycHH ¢ Iy THBJILLIOM ChIHOM GOAPCKHM
¢ Onexceem HekpacoBrM. A BeJiesiH eMy, PpHEXoB K MOckse, PO TOr0 MpeyeHHHa
0OOBECTHTL M JIMCT H OTIHCKY NofaTh B ITOCOILCKOM NpPHKAa3e TBOUM IoCYAapeBhIM
abAxkoM nymHoMy Edumy TesermeBy aa Mokcumy MaTiomkuny.



ESSAY*

Ukraine between East and West

IHOR SEVCENKO

1 3posymilt, sikuit TH A3iAT Mi3epHHI.
—Pantelejmon Kuli§ (1882)

Ha, ckucput — Mu! da, a3MaTel — M,
C pacKocHMH U JKaZHBIMH O4aMH!
—Aleksandr Blok (1918)

In Kiev it is easy to illustrate the topic of my paper.! Thus, to give an exam-
ple, those among us who have had the time to visit the Cathedral of St.
Sophia have again realized that the eleventh-century church, with its
Byzantine mosaics and Greek inscriptions in the interior, is almost totally
covered on the outside by architectural accretions in the style of the
Western Baroque. To give another example, when we open the latest book
by Hryhorij Nikonovy¢ Lohvyn concerning the etchings in early Ukrainian
printed books of the sixteenth through eighteenth centuries,? we will find
there an etching from Pocajiv, dating from 1768; that etching represents the
Apostle Luke in the act of painting the portrait of the Virgin Mary. The Vir-
gin Mary is depicted as a purely Byzantine icon, while the evangelist is sit-
ting in a Western, Baroque and dramatic, attitude. These two examples
should suffice here to show that in Ukrainian culture—at least in the artistic
one—influences coming from the East and from the West followed upon
one another or coexisted between the eleventh and the eighteenth centuries.
Here, however, a certain difficulty arises: Byzantium, or, if you will,
Constantinople, lies not east but south, or even south-west, of Kiev. It fol-
lows that in the case of Byzantium we should not speak of the influence

*

With this essay, the editors of Harvard Ukrainian Studies initiate a section of the journal in
which broad topics will be discussed with a minimum of scholarly apparatus. The editors invite
further contributions of this nature.

1 This essay is a slightly enlarged text of a paper read at the First Congress of the Interna-
tional Association of Ukrainianists, held in Kiev in August 1990. Except for its postscript and
an occasional allusion in the text, the English version does not attempt to take full account of
the rapid changes that have occurred in Eastern Europe and in the Balkans since late 1990.

2 Z hlybyn. Hravjury ukrajins’ kyx starodrukiv XVI-XVIII stolit’ (Kiev, 1990).
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exerted upon Ukraine by the East but by a part of the Mediterranean civili-
zation. For all that, we feel instinctively that East means Byzantium and
West means “Europe.” How did such a perception arise?

The antithetical notions “East” and “West” came into being a number of
centuries before Ukraine entered the confines of civilization. In literary
terms, leaving Homer aside, we first encounter these notions in Herodotus,
who aimed at describing the conflict between the Greeks, that is, the West,
and the Persians, that is, the East. In administrative terms these notions
entered the historical consciousness of late antiquity owing to the adminis-
trative division of the late Roman Empire into eastern and western parts.
The frontier between the two passed east of today’s—or, rather,
yesterday’s—Yugoslavia; it follows that almost all of former Yugoslavia
belonged to the West once upon a time. The wedge that the invading Slavs
drove into the Balkan peninsula in the sixth century contributed to the feel-
ing of separation between East and West. Church administration, which was
organized along the lines of the civil one, made a distinction between
Western ecclesiastical units and the Eastern ones, which were called
ecclesiae orientales. This differentiation implied no “anti-Eastern” bias: on
the contrary, among the early Christians of the Mediterranean basin, the
East enjoyed a special reverence, being the birthplace of the Savior. All this
was understandable from the geographical point of view that obtained in the
ruling centers of the time: Constantinople (that is, the city of Byzantium)
was in fact situated east of Ravenna, the latter being one of the capitals of
the Western empire, and of Rome, the seat of the principal Western patriar-
chate, The division of the churches that occurred in the eleventh century
and, even more so, the attack perpetrated by the Western crusaders against
Byzantium in 1204, made things worse because from that time on “the
East” is endowed with a negative connotation in the eyes of the ecclesiasti-
cal West, and the Latin West came to be intensely disliked by the Byzan-
tines.

The rebellion—some historians say usurpation—of Charlemagne and his
coronation in 800 as a person who “ruled the Roman Empire”—mind you,
not yet as a “Roman emperor”—were anti-Byzantine actions which created
the foundations for the formation of modern Europe. It is perhaps for that
reason that, starting with the tenth century and ending with the fifteenth,
texts can be quoted from which it may be deduced that the Byzantines
themselves did not consider their capital to be a part of Europe, even though
they knew full well—for they both read and edited antique geographers—
that the frontier between Europe and Asia passed through the Bosporus and
the river Don. In such a way, when Volodimer’s Kiev adopted Christianity,
it entered a cultural sphere which was considered to be the East in the eyes
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of the West and which on occasion did not consider itself to be a part of
Europe. This attitude has survived until our own time. Even today, not only
people who live in Sofia, Belgrade, Istanbul, or Bucharest but also people
who live in Moscow and Kiev travel “to Europe” although they know from
their school days that Europe ends at the Ural Mountains and that, there-
fore, they themselves are Europeans in the geographical sense of the term.
The modern Ukrainian striving “toward Europe,” as represented by the
writers Xvyl’ovyj and Zerov, can be considered a reaction against this atti-
tude of long standing. The same can be said about the declaration I read in
1990 in Kiev that the geographical center of Europe is to be found in Car-
pathian Ukraine. Of course, this rejection of “the East” reflects the attitude
of modern Eastern European educated classes, although not of all of them,
as evidenced by the lines of Aleksandr Blok that constitute the second of
the two quotations introducing my paper. On the level of the Eastern Euro-
pean folklore, on the other hand, the notion of “the East” has preserved its
positive connotation; the latter was inherited from late paganism and contin-
ued in early Christianity: you have to pray with your face turned toward the
East, the abode of the gods, later of God, while the West is the dwelling
place of the demons, later of the Devil.

If the notions “East” and “Europe” require an explanation within the
framework of our subject, the notion of the West is in no need of such an
explanation, because in it the geographical and the cultural contents are
identical. You will excuse me if in this brief survey of the réle played by
the West in Ukrainian culture I do not discuss single early events, such as
the relations between Princess Ol’ga and Emperor Otto I in the tenth cen-
tury or the peregrinations of Princes Izjaslav and Jaropolk to Rome in the
eleventh; if I do not point to the great numerical superiority of marriages
between the members of the Kievan dynasty of the eleventh and twelfth
centuries and their partners from Poland, the Scandinavian lands, Hungary,
Germany, and France over marriages with partners coming from Byzan-
tium; and if, finally, I do not dwell upon such facts as the western military
campaigns and the western coronation (1253) of Prince Daniel I of Haly¢,
who, mind you, was also a vassal of the Golden Horde. These omissions are
to be condoned on account of my purpose: I intend to turn your attention to
phenomena of long duration, especially in the area of cultural history.

From the vantage point of a cultural historian, the West’s influence on
parts of the Ukrainian territory began before 1340, acquired considerable
intensity after 1569, and continued over the vast expanse of the Ukrainian
lands until 1793. When we take into account the impact of Polish elites in
the Western Ukrainian lands and on the Right Bank of the Dnieper, this
influence continued until 1918 or even 1939. This West was, for the most
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part, clad in the Polish kontusz>—the later Habsburg impact was limited in
space and time—and its principal cultural message in the decisive turning
point between the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries was carried by the
Polish variant of the Counter-Reformation. The Jesuits were introducing
Latin and new pedagogical methods and the Orthodox were taking these
over. Even the new interest in Greek was merely a reaction to the inroads
made in Ukraine by Latin and by Latin ways. One result of all this was that,
in the first half of the seventeenth century, for the first time in the history of
the Ukrainian elites a possibility arose to establish a direct contact with the
sources of antique culture. This was so because the Rus’ of Kiev knew very
little Greek. Still, in practical terms, high culture was reaching the Ukraini-
ans not through Latin and Greek but through Polish; the victorious cam-
paign waged by this language had as a result the emergence of a surfyk* of
sorts that was used in writing, and perhaps in speech as well, by the local
Orthodox and Uniate elites in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.

This offensive coming from the West called forth in part an adaptation
and in part a hostile reaction by the threatened Ukrainian elites. We call this
movement the rebirth of Rus’ faith. This rebirth found its expression in the
polemical literature and in the creation of the Ostroh and Mohyla colleges
as well as of other schools stemming from these two institutions. The strug-
gle against the seemingly invincible West was waged officially in the name
of the Greek faith of the forebears, but, in fact, it was waged with the help
of the same weapons to which the West owed its success—that is, the Jesuit
instructional methods, Catholic scholarship, and Catholic belles-lettres.

In such a way the West, more than the Greeks, provided most of the
Ukrainian elites with stimuli and the means with which Byzantine cultural
values could be defended. This defense of the Ukrainians’ “own” East with
the help of Western panoply was not a unique phenomenon in the Europe of
the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. Parallel mechanisms functioned
along another frontier area between the cultures of the Western and Byzan-
tine varieties respectively. They operated on territories which were Greek-
speaking but which had been conquered from Byzantium by Venice after
1204. This phenomenon was especially pronounced on the island of Crete.
To be sure, on that island no Greco-Venetian sur2yk emerged; something
similar occurred instead, however, namely, the heavy penetration of

3 This word (a borrowing from Hungarian or Turkic) came to denote a Polish nobleman’s
national dress (an upper garment with slit sleeves).

4 A mixture of wheat and rye; hence, a mixture of Ukrainian and Russian, still used by a part
of the working-class population in urban centers such as Kiev. A mixed language. Here, a
language composed of Polish, Ukrainian-Belorussian vernacular, and Church Slavonic ele-
ments.



178 IHOR SEVCENKO

Venetian elements into the Greek vocabulary. What is more, in the six-
teenth and seventeenth centuries Greek subjects of the Venetian Empire,
too, were rejecting the union and creating a literature of their own—the so-
called Cretan literature—but they were creating it on the basis of straight
translations or borrowings from Venetian, partly Jesuit, works.

The West’s offensive in the Ukrainian lands carried with it a danger: that
of the loss of the unity of the Ukrainian nation. Here a comparison with the
Croats and the Serbs comes to mind. Among these two nations a linguistic
identity (roughly speaking) did not secure a national unity, because these
two groups had been divided by faith and frontiers from the eleventh cen-
tury on. Three factors contributed to the preservation of the Ukrainian
national unity: first, the long period of time during which the major part of
the Ukrainian territory remained under the sway of one, that is, the Polish-
Lithuanian, state; second, the relatively short period of time during which
this same territory was ruled by several states (1772—1945); third, the
absence of complete Catholicization in the Western Ukrainian lands.

In spite of the Western penetration into Ukrainian lands—a penetration
that lasted for several centuries—Ukrainians became “the East” in Western
eyes at a relatively early date, even before the partitions of Poland. This
came about not only because the majority of Ukrainians professed “the
Eastern faith” and were subordinated to an oriental patriarch down to the
very last quarter of the seventeenth century (after all, the Uniates were
subordinated to a Western patriarch); this also came about because the
Polish-Lithuanian state itself (that as late as the sixteenth century was per-
ceived by the West as a component of the West), starting with the middle of
the seventeenth century and well into the eighteenth, was perceived—by the
way, unjustifiably so—as something connected with the East. This new per-
ception, in fact, took root even earlier. Take the painting by Rubens, now in
the Boston Museumn of Fine Arts, as an example. It dates from about 1625
and, following a story in Herodotus, depicts Tomyris, the sixth century B.C.
queen of the Scythian Massagetae who lived in the area of the Caspian Sea.
In Rubens’s picture the members of the queen’s entourage appear in the
dress of Polish noblemen. Not only the orientalizing dress of Polish noble-
men and of their Ukrainian counterparts contributed to the reputation of the
Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. In the eighteenth century, the Jews of
the Commonwealth (so many of them living in the towns of Ukraine) also
contributed to it, for their fox fur hats and their long capotes were repugnant
to the tastes of the enlightened observers in their short coats and their white
powdered wigs.
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Under the impact of events of the last half-century, at least one pessimis-
tic Polish critic subscribed to the idea of his country’s cultural displacement
toward the East and put his compatriots of 1992, “Europeans, after all,”
smack in the middle between Asia and Europe. To my regret, he also
implied that Asia began east of the river Bug, that is, at the present Polish-
Ukrainian frontier.’

No wonder, then, that the success of Jurij of Drohoby¢ in Bologna—the
only Ukrainian to become rector of a great Western university—was possi-
ble in the fifteenth century when Poland was considered to be an unequivo-
cal part of the West. When we adopt this perspective, it is easier to under-
stand why in the Ukrainian consciousness the inclusion of a part of the
Ukrainian territory into the unambiguous West dates from 1772 when Gal-
izien and Lodomerien ceased to be part of orientalized Poland and were
included into the empire of the Habsburgs.

I shall introduce the next section of my paper with an example from
1990; it may no longer be operative today, but it retains its validity in the
larger scheme of things. When, in the Kievan hotel “Moskva”—note the
prestigious name—Aeroflot advertised a flight Kiev-Afiny-Kiev, it used the
Russian—originally Byzantine and Modern Greek—form for the city of
Pericles and Plato. If a Kievan of today also flies “v Afiny” instead of flying
“v Ateny” or even “do Aten,” a usage that would mean following the
Western traditions of the Kiev Mohyla College, he does so because his
ancestors were subject to a counteroffensive by the byzantinizing East. This
counteroffensive has lasted since the 1650s, although its progress has varied
in time, depending on the area of the Ukrainian territory.

Again, a difficulty arises at this point. We saw at the beginning of this
paper that the primary influence of the Byzantine “East” came to Ukraine
from the South, both from the Byzantine capital itself and through the
byzantinized Balkans; now, it is worth pondering that the secondary
influence of the Byzantine “East”—and more—came from the North, to a
certain extent from the Muscovite tsardom but, mainly later, from the Rus-
sian Empire. To be sure, in the very first stages of cultural relations between
Muscovy and Russia, on the one hand, and Ukraine on the other, the coun-
teroffensive of the North was preceded by the defense of the North’s indi-
genous originality of the Byzantine type. This went along with a skillful
exploitation both of Ukrainian achievements and Ukrainian manpower: let
us recall the dispute that took place in the residence of the patriarch of

5 Cf. Smecz in Kultura (Paris), 537 (June 1992):73. By thus siding with Pantelejmon
Kuli§—see the first motto at the beginning of this paper—Mr. Smecz, like Kuli§, failed to do
justice to Poland’s past achievements as messenger of the West in Ukrainian lands.
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Moscow with the unlucky Lavrentij Zyzanij in 1627; let us recall Patriarch
Nikon’s “purification” of religious texts, ostensibly with the help of Greek,
but, in fact, largely of Kievan, models; or the edition of the Moscow
“Anfologion” of 1660, in which Kievan texts appear in a different, local,
orthography; let us, finally, recall the Moscow career of Ukrainian helleniz-
ing scholars, such as Epifanij Slavynec’ky;j.

This situation lasted until the last quarter of the seventeenth century.
Soon afterwards, a turning point occurred. It is known to all. Neo-
Byzantinism, the cultural mainstay of the tsardom of Moscow, lost out, not
without rearguard battles involving both leamed Greek visitors or immi-
grants and learned natives, such as Evfimij of the Cudov Monastery. After a
lapse of less than fifty years, the new Russian Empire began to import its
culture from the West on a large scale and it was that empire that soon pro-
vided its Ukrainian dominions with Western values. In the 1730s and 1740s
the Italian Rastrelli and the German Johann Gottfried Schedel built or
drafted edifices in Kiev (the High Belltower, the Church of St. Andrew);
these men came to Kiev not from Italy or Germany, however, but, in one
way or another, from St. Petersburg,

The example of Rastrelli reminds us of an important general characteris-
tic of Ukrainian cultural contacts both with the “East” and with the West.
This characteristic is the lack of direct access to original sources during
long stretches of Ukrainian history. Ukrainians received cultural values
from abroad through intermediaries. I already mentioned that the Rus’ of
Kiev barely knew Greek——they received Byzantine literature mainly
through Bulgaria; when it comes to the culture of the Counter-Reformation
(which we sometimes imprecisely call the Renaissance and the Baroque),
Ukrainians received it mainly through Poland; Classicism in architecture
they got through the Russian Empire. Even the literary neoclassics of the
twentieth century turned toward French symbolist poets not without receiv-
ing a stimulus from the Russian writers of the “Silver Age.” It is true that
we can quote parallels to this “secundarity” from elsewhere, for instance,
from among the Bulgarians, for the Baroque and the Rococo of the Bul-
garian rebirth have some of their roots in the art of Ottoman Istanbul. These
parallels, however, are not very helpful; the fact is that the Ukrainian secun-
darity involved a certain weakness.

I am not going to deal here with the “real” East and its cultural coex-
istence with Ukraine: with the Cumans, the Black Hats (in the language of
the chronicles, ¢ernye klobuki); with their alliances with the Rus’ princes,
including the alliance of 1223 before the Kalka Battle; with their marriages
with the families of Kievan princes; or with the Turkic graffito in the
Church of St. Sophia. Nor will I deal, when we come to later times, with the
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Turkic elements in the institutional structure of the Zaporozhian Cossacks,
with the Crimean Khanate and its Ukrainian population—that khanate that
at times was Ukraine’s ally, her enemy, and the subduer of Ukrainian lands;
nor, finally, will I deal with the Ottoman Porte that Ukrainians plundered,
against which they waged war as auxiliaries of Poland, and of which they
were occasionally vassals. This is not my fieid.

I shall merely venture one general guess: that early Ukraine’s cultural
contacts with the “real” East are underrepresented or filtered out in our
literary sources—because of the sometimes subliterary level of the contacts
themselves and because of the confessional bias of the sources; and I shall
limit myself to two remarks concerning that “real” East. On the top floor of
Kiev’s badly restored Golden Gate, one could see in 1990 an exhibit of the
weaponry of Old Rus’; a visitor could easily realize that the “real” East pro-
vided Rus’ with military technology. He learned there such Turkic or
Mongolian names of weapons as kujak, kolontar, jusman, tegagljaj,
baxterec’—he could find there only one Slavic zercalo, but even this “mir-
ror” may have been a calque coming from the East. Again, as had been the
case with Byzantium, the “real” East was, to a large extent, the South. Let
us think for a moment about the location of Bahgesaray and of Istanbul.

Generally speaking, we historians have concentrated so much of our
attention on the axis East-West, so important for the Ukrainian cultural
development today, that we have paid less attention to the axis North-South.
And yet, as I repeatedly stated, this is the axis on which lie Moscow,
Byzantium, and its heir, the Ottoman Empire. On its own territory, the latter
was a defender of Orthodoxy against the threats coming from the West.
Cultural contacts with Orthodox centers that lay within the frontiers of the
Ottoman Empire occurred along the axis North-South, and here Ukraine
was not only the receiving territory but also a place from which influences
penetrated southward.

In the first place, we should mention here the representatives of the
post-Byzantine Eastern Church: oecumenical and other patriarchs, bishops,
and even simple daskaloi (teachers), most of whom were Greeks. They
either stayed for some time in Ukraine, where they helped the Orthodox
cause of the fraternities and of Prince Ostroz’kyj and made money by teach-
ing, or they passed through Ukraine on their way to Moscow. In Moscow
there was power and money, but, according to the often-quoted testimony
of one of them, the Syrian Paul of Aleppo, in Ukraine you could breathe
freely. Secondly, we must mention the mutual influences that existed
between the Ukrainian-Belorussian area and the Balkan lands in the wide
sense of this term: the Kievan metropolitan Peter Mohyla supported the
printing presses in Moldavia and Wallachia and in the seventeenth to
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eighteenth centuries we can follow the impact that modern Greeks, Bulgari-
ans, and Moldavians (who, in part, were trained in the West) exerted upon
Kievan hymnographical works.

On the other hand, Kievan early printed books, including the works of
Simiaon Potacki, found their way to Serbia and Bulgaria: an eloquent tes-
timony to this is a considerable number of well-preserved copies of these
early printed books that are being kept today in the library of the Bulgarian
national and religious shrine, the monastery at Rila. Finally, in the
eighteenth century Myxajlo Kozayns’kyj, the graduate and later professor
of the Kiev Academy, taught in Serbia and wrote on Serbian subjects.

I come now to my final remarks. A cultural historian describes; he does
not dispense advice. There is a way, however, to give advice under the
guise of description, and I will yield to this temptation. First, a cultural his-
torian who has crisscrossed the territory of former empires, the Ottoman,
the Austro-Hungarian, and the Russian (I am limiting myself to empires
which collapsed in 1917-1918), knows that the elites of nations that were
component parts of these three entitiess—the ruling nations clearly
excepted—were condemned to cultural provinciality, which often was com-
pensated by exaggerated or even unfounded assertions concerning cultural
originality. Second, between the end of the seventeenth century and the first
half of the eighteenth, the Russians decided that it was more advantageous
for them to turn to the West, not through Ukrainian mediation, but directly,
and this decision stood them in very good stead indeed. The unprecedent-
edly rapid flourishing of the Muscovite and later Russian culture between
the times of Aleksej Mixajlovi¢ and Alexander I, under whom the young
Pushkin was writing, is to be explained to a great extent by direct contacts
with the West. Among their eighteenth-century wandering scholars, the
Russians count Lomonosov, who was taught at Marburg University, while
Ukrainians have Hryhorovy¢-Bars’kyj, who was a teacher on the island of
Patmos.

In Ukraine, during the period of Soviet domination, ideas concerning the
need for direct contacts with the West were prevalent in the milieu that
brought forth Xvyl’ovyj and Zerov: we all recall the proposal to renounce
the mediation of the North. We also all know the fate that this proposal met
in the 1930s. Today, we are living in new circumstances, and this idea can
become reality if one approaches the task at hand calmly and without
polemics. This time the term “West” should be understood as the wide
world at large. In this wide world, the modern Hryhorovy¢-Bars’kyjs may
not elicit the interest of such highly situated personalities as the ambassador
of his Russian Imperial Highness at the Sublime Porte who questioned
Bars’kyj in Istanbul about what the latter had seen in his travels; instead, the
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interested parties will consist of compatriots who live in the wide world.

When we get around to putting the idea about direct contacts with the
wide world into action, we should take a look at the Bulgarians and the
Serbs—incidentally, peoples much more “peasant” in character than are
Ukrainians. Their young elites begin their preparation with the mastery of
several foreign languages as a prelude to study in the West. But, above all,
Ukrainians have to hurry when they go about establishing direct contacts on
an appropriate level. Otherwise, the “wide world” which they will quickly
absorb without languages, travel, and effort will consist of imitations of
jeans, of hip packs, of Pepsi-Cola, and of rock music groups.

%
* Kk

The genre of this article—a short, general outline—does not require foot-
notes. Still, for the purposes of example and contrast, I shall mention two
works which are close to its subject-matter: Eduard Winter, Byzanz und
Rom im Kampf um die Ukraine. 955-1939 (Leipzig, 1942) (the author is
mostly interested in problems of ecclesiastical organization); and Ivan L.
Rudnytsky, “Ukraine between East and West,” in the collection of essays
by the same author, Essays in Modern Ukrainian History (Edmonton,
1987), pp. 1-9 (the text first appeared in 1963; Ukrainian translation, 1976;
Polish translation, 1988; the author considers the r6le the West and the two
Easts—the nomadic and the Byzantine one—played in the formation of
Ukrainian national character). Finally, in a number of articles that appeared
in the periodical Sulasnist’ between 1963 and 1991, a number of authors
(such as George Luc’kyj, Omeljan Pritsak, George Shevelov, Vasyl’ Stus,
and George Tarnavs’kyj, to mention the most prominent ones) discussed—
mostly prescriptively—Ukraine’s choice between Eastern and Western
orientations, with Byzantium usually getting bad marks, and jeans and elec-
tric guitars, occasionally good ones. Cf. also Bohdan Strumiriski,
“Sucasnist’ (1961-1991),” Kultura (Paris), 536 (May 1992): 120-32, esp.
pp. 128-31.

Harvard University

Postscript, June 1992: The recent rapid and spectacular changes in Ukraine do not
dispose of problems discussed in the present paper. Such changes do tend to turn the
attention of local elites and of Ukrainians abroad toward the West and the future—a
good thing—but at the risk of foreshortening and blurring the historical perspective.
The Byzantine heritage of both Greek-Orthodox and Greek-Catholic Ukrainian pop-
ulations and more recent long-range developments—the latest of which is the Rus-
sian cultural impact upon a large part of Ukrainian lands—can recede into the back-
ground in the heady atmosphere of change, but their effects will not disappear over-
night.
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Ukrainian studies have come of age in North America. A decade or two ago, most
scholarly activity was centered in and oriented toward the Ukrainian community and
most publications were in Ukrainian. Today, Ukrainian studies have moved into the
scholarly mainstream, to American and Canadian universities. At the present time
there are two Ukrainian research centers (at Harvard University and at the Univer-
sity of Alberta) and two scholarly university journals in English (Harvard Ukrainian
Studies and the Journal of Ukrainian Studies). A score of scholarly publications
have been published by American and Canadian university presses. International
scholarly conferences and workshops are a common occurrence (including a regular
annual conference at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign). Now, finally,
there is a bibliographic key to all this scholarly output published in the English
language.

Wynar’s Ukraine: a Bibliographic Guide to English-Language Publications® is
obviously modeled on such classics of American bibliography as Mudge,? Win-
chell,? and Sheehy.* It is an essential, an indispensable tool for scholars, researchers,
students, and journalists. With interest in Ukraine rising not only in scholarly circles
but also in the press and in the population at large, Wynar’s guide will be a reference
book frequently sought in libraries and newspaper editorial offices. It is an important
pioneering effort and, like the original Mudge, it is destined to be but the first edition
in a series that, hopefully, will be regularly revised, updated, and improved.

Only a man of Wynar’s vision, industriousness, and experience could have
attempted a task of such magnitude. Bohdan S. Wynar (born in Lviv, Ukraine, in
1926 and a U.S. citizen since 1957) has a Ph.D. in economics from the University of
Munich and an M.A. in library science from the University of Denver. He taught for
a number of years in graduate schools of librarianship and is the author of a number

Cited hereafter as Wynar, Guide.

Isadore Gilbert Mudge, Guide to Reference Books, 6th ed. (Chicago, 1936).
Constance Mabel Winchell, Guide to Reference Books, 8th ed. (Chicago, 1967).
Eugene Paul Sheehy, Guide to Reference Books, 10th ed. (Chicago, 1986).
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of scholarly monographs on economics and library science, published in Ukrainian
or English. Most importantly, however, in 1970 he founded Libraries Unlimited, a
publishing house for academic textbooks of library science and bibliography, and
started the American Reference Books Annual, a critical bibliographic survey of the
year’s most important reference publications. It is these last two roles—as president
and owner of Libraries Unlimited (and its small subdivision, the Ukrainian
Academic Press) and as editor of the ARBA—that made it possible for Wynar to
embark on such a major enterprise as Ukraine: A Bibliographic Guide.

Like his models Mudge, Winchell, and Sheehy, Wynar’s guide is a critically
annotated bibliography of reference materials on a variety of subjects, a bibliogra-
phy that is meant to lead the user to the most important sources available. Wynar’s
guide to Ukraine covers general reference books, such as bibliographies, library
catalogs, and encyclopedias, as well as books, articles, and unpublished doctoral
dissertations on a variety of subjects: art and architecture, economics, education, eth-
nic studies, folklore, geography and travel, history and political science, language,
literature, performing arts, philosophy, sociology, demography and statistics, and
religion. Some subjects, obviously, are covered more extensively than others,
reflecting the current state of English-language scholarship in these areas. Wynar’s
guide contains 1,084 entries for books, articles, and dissertations on Ukrainian
topics. Each listing is under either the author’s name or another main entry and
includes full standard bibliographic data. Each entry has a descriptive annotation,
with bibliographic references to related sources. Some annotations are full-fledged
critical reviews. Entries for books usually end with a short listing of selected book
reviews of the particular title. Entries are numbered consecutively throughout the
book, facilitating cross-referencing and indexing. Most materials date from the early
1950s to mid-1989, with some exceptions for important early imprints. All titles,
according to the author’s claim, “were examined de visu,”* and most annotations
were prepared by Wynar himself. The guide has a general introduction that gives a
clear statement of the author’s goals and methodology and provides an additional
listing of recent titles not covered in the bibliography. Furthermore, there are
separate introductions for each subject area covered in different chapters. These sub-
ject introductions are short bibliographic essays on the state of scholarship in the
particular subject area or discipline. Chapters are further subdivided into more
specific subject or chronological divisions.

There have been prior attempts to provide a listing of English-language publica-
tions on Ukrainian topics, among which are A. Sokolyszyn’s Ukrainian Selected
and Classified Bibliography in English® and R. Weres’s Ukraine: Selected Refer-
ences in the English Language,” but Wynar’s is the first bibliographic guide with a
thoroughly professional and critical approach, a universal scope, and a well

5 Wynar, Guide, Introduction, p. xi.

6 A. Sokolyszyn, Ukrainian Selected and Classified Bibliography in English (New York,
1971).

7 Roman Weres, Ukraine: Selected References in the English Language, 2nd ed. (Chicago,
1974).
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thought-out and practical organization of material. The fact that the book is nicely
produced and distributed by a recognized and experienced American publisher
assures a wide distribution to academic and large public libraries in North America.
No pioneering effort of such scope can escape problems, errors, and omissions.
The most serious problem with Wynar’s guide is the index. A note at the head of the
index reads: “References are to entry numbers. Subsumed entries are indicated with
an ‘n’ preceding the entry number. Variances in spelling of names are indicated as
appropriate. Subject entries are in boldface type.”® This note raises expectations that
the index will provide retrievability by subject; that, in addition to the 1,084 main
entries, one could, by using the index, find authors and titles discussed in annota-
tions; and that cross-references are provided to forms of names not adopted. This is
not the case. The boldface entries for subjects that do appear in the index are usually
to broad categories that appear as headings of subchapters and are listed in the table
of contents (e.g., Agriculture, Archaeology, Chernobyl Disaster, Communist Party,
Famine). True subject retrievability, however, is not provided. Let me give a few
examples. Tuhan-Baranovsky, a Ukrainian economist of international renown, is the
subject of two separate entries;” there is an additional bibliographic note listing a
number of other studies of Tuhan-Baranovsky;!? an additional article on Tuhan-
Baranovsky is included in a collection of papers edited by I. S. Koropeckyj, which
has a separate entry.!! In the index, however, no subject entry is provided for
“Tuhan-Baranovsky.” The only listing in the index is for “Tuhan-Baranovsky’s
Theories of Markets. . .,” a title of a work mentioned in the text of an annotation.!?
This example is not an aberration; it is typical. You will not find in the index any
entries under “Andrusiw,” “Levytsky, Myron,” “Cymbal,” “Kriukow,” “Krychev-
sky, Vasyl,” or “Lassovsky, Volodymyr,” even though monographs about these
artists are given separate entries, some with biographies and extensive annotations.'?
Archipenko and Hnizdovsky are not given subject entries in the index, despite
several entries and extensive references to their work and to studies about them.'4
What does appear in the index are titles of publications. Thus, you will not find
“Andrusiw” or “Cymbal,” but you will find the title “Peter Andrusiw” and “Victor
Cymbal” and, of course, many titles beginning with the name Archipenko: Archi-
penko, International Visionary and Archipenko, Fifty Creative Years, etc. Wynar’s
index was, obviously, never really intended as a subject index; the claim made in the
preliminary note is a positive disservice to the guide’s user. The index, however,
would be judged a failure even if it did not pretend to provide access by subject.
While the authors and titles of main entries are retrievable, a substantial proportion
of authors and titles listed in annotations is not. A couple of examples will suffice to

8  Wynar, Guide, p. 365.

% Ibid., nos. 105 and 106.

10 Tbid., note under no. 106.

11 Ibid., no. 102,

12 Ibid., note under no, 106.

13 Ibid., nos. 61, 63, 64, 69, 75, 72.
14 1bid., nos. 65, 66, 67, 80.
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prove the point. The work Selected Contributions of Ukrainian Scholars to Econom-
ics, edited by I. S. Koropeckyj,!> can be found in the index under its title and the
name of the editor. Individual analytical entries, however, are not provided and the
authors of individual papers in the book (S. Amato, L. Smolinski, R. S. Clem, M. A.
Turban, and F. I. Kushnirsky), not to mention the subjects of their studies (Tuhan-
Baranovsky, Slutsky, Ptukha, and Rosdolsky), cannot be retrieved through the
index. One could cite hundreds of examples where names and titles discussed in
annotations are not represented in the index and are consequently retrievable only by
accident. Neither does the index provide cross-references to connect different spel-
lings of the same name, such as Tuhan-Baranovsky and Tugan-Baranovsky, Cymbal
and Tsymbal, Hohol and Gogol, Xvyl’ovyj and Khvyliovyi, etc.

Most annotations, as stated in the introduction, were done by one person, i.e., the
author himself. In the majority of cases they are highly informative, well written,
concise. It is obvious, however, that they were written over a period of many years
(some originally perhaps for ARBA?) and that not all were revised for final publica-
tion in Wynar’s guide. Consequently, there are unnecessary repetitions, outdated
statements, and a lack of connecting references between related materials. For exam-
ple, the entry under The case of Leonid Plyushch, edited by T. Khodorovich
(1976),' includes a long annotation with a description of the book’s contents, per-
sonal information on L. Pliushch, several references to other materials about him,
and two reviews of Khodorovich’s book, but there is no mention of History's Car-
nival, Pliushch’s autobiography published in English in 1979 that is given a separate
entry a little further on in the guide.!” There are two separate entries for M. Kuro-
pas’s Ph.D. dissertation:'® they not only have different annotations but also slight
variations in bibliographic description. Myroslava Mudrak’s The New Generation
and Artistic Modernism in the Ukraine" is a monograph based on a dissertation?0—
both are given as main entries with no connecting references between the two.
Letters From the Gulag is given one entry under history?’ and another one under
literature.?2 In one, the author’s name is given as Dray-Khmara Asher, Oksana, and
in the other as Asher, Oksana Dray-Khmara; the annotations and additional refer-
ences (including reviews) differ substantially. John Fizer’s 1960 Ph.D. dissertation?®
and his 1982 article on Potebnja published in Harvard Ukrainian Studies®* are given
separate entries, but his monograph on Potebnja published by the Harvard Ukrainian

15 Tbid., no. 102.
16 Tbid., no. 757.
17 1Ibid., no. 761.
18 Tbid., nos. 242 and 266.
19 Tbid., no. 860.
20 Ibid., no. 853.
21 Ibid., no. 633.
22 Ibid., no. 902.
23 Ibid., no. 948.
24 1bid., no. 798.
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Research Institute in 19872 is mentioned as being “still in preparation.”?¢ Also out-
dated are comments about “a projected ten-volume encyclopedia in dictionary
arrangement,”? the Ukrainian-language Entsyklopediia ukrainoznavstva, the last
volume of which (volume 10) was published in 1984/89.

Have all titles been examined de visu, as is claimed in the introduction? If so,
how do we explain listing Slavutych’s poetry collection, The Conquerors of the
Prairies, among the ethnic studies of Ukrainian-Canadians??® Or the separate entry,
with annotation, for an anthology of Ukrainian poetry in Canada edited by Slavu-
tych,? which in fact was published not in English but in Ukrainian?*® Or a statement
about D. Struk’s writings on shestydesiatnyky in Four Ukrainian Poets®'—a title
which is, in fact, a collection of poetry, with D. Struk as one of the translators?32 Or
a note about a non-existent “translation of a Ukrainian work” of D. Dontzov entitled
“Two Aspects of the Ukrainian Literature of Our Age,” the second edition of which
was supposed to have been published by Ukrainian Echo in Toronto in 195823

In a volume of such magnitude, with thousands of authors and titles listed, typo-
graphical and printing errors are probably unavoidable. While they are not numerous
enough to be distracting, a few are especially irritating. The second sentence of the
annotation for Dzyuba’s Internationalism or Russification reads: “The original
Ukrainian text, Lykho z rozumu was published....”3* The previous entry is
Chornovil’ s Papers, where the sentence probably belongs, but its misplacement will
confuse and mislead the uninformed reader. Emma Andievs’ka, a prominent
Ukrainian émigré writer, is consistently referred to as “Andrievska”;3S even the title
of an article about her that begins with her last name has been “corrected” to the
wrong spelling.3¢ In one case the annotation lists among the additional recom-
mended literature the very same main entry which it is annotating!3’ Several factual

25 John Fizer, Alexander A. Potebnja’s Psycholinguistic Theory of Literature: a Metacritical
Inquiry (Cambridge, Mass., [1987]).

26 Wynar, Guide, note under no. 798.

27 1bid., no. 37.

28 Ibid., note under no. 186.

2 Tbid., no. 879.

30 Antolohiia ukrainskoi poezii v Kanadi, 18981973, uporiadkuvav Iar Slavutych (Edmon-
ton, 1975). The book has an added title page in English: An Anthology of Ukrainian Poetry in
Canada, 1898-1973, compiled and edited by Yar Slavutych.

31 Wynar, Guide, note under no. 858. The note reads: “Dr. Danylo Struk wrote on the same
subject in Four Ukrainian Poets. . . .”

32 Four Ukrainian Poets: Drach, Korotych, Kostenko, Symonenko, ed. G. S. N. Luckyj
(Montreal, 1969).

33 Wynar, Guide, no. 847. What is meant is probably the Ukrainian edition: Dmytro Dontsov,
Dvi literatury nashoi doby, 2nd ed. (Toronto, 1958) (=Biblioteka vydavnytstva “Homin
Ukrainy,” ch. 8).

34 Wynar, Guide, no. 755.

35 Ibid., Table of Contents, p. ix; no. 896; Index, p. 365.

36 Ibid., no. 896.

37 Ibid., no. 106.
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misstatements are also the consequence of poor editing. For example: “For
numerous articles in the Ukrainian language, the reader is advised to consult such
journals as Journal of Ukrainian Studies, Ukrainian Quarterly, Ukrainian Review,
and Suchasnist”;® “...the Ems decree, which simply abolished the use of
Ukrainian language in the Russian empire”;® “Yurii Yanovsky also has done
several translations. . .”;® or . . . the late Dmytro Chub™#! [Italics mine—M.T.].

The organization of materials and the length of individual chapters is determined
by materials available. One might question, however, the decisions to provide sub-
chapters for individual writers but not for artists; to place the material on dumy
under music rather than literature or folklore; or to place Jewish-Ukrainian and
Polish-Ukrainian relations twice—in two different chronological periods under his-
tory.

Whenever the selections and critical annotations are the work of one person,
there is always a question of objectivity. Why are certain materials selected as main
entries while others are mentioned in annotations only? One would hope that the
more important titles are given a fuller treatment. Are they? There is a separate entry
for Boundaries of Flame, translations of Olena Teliha’s poetry,*?> for example, but
Soviet translations of Tychyna, Ryl’s’kyi, Honchar, and Ianovs’kyi are mentioned
only in an annotation.*> English-language materials published in the former Soviet
Union are not, as a rule, treated seriously: they are conspicuous by their absence
among the main entries of Wynar’s bibliography. While in some instances such an
approach may be justified, certain Soviet publications, especially those on art,
music, literature, even law, ought to be treated more fully, with critical annotations,
since they frequently represent the only treatment of the given subject in English.

Even though Wynar’s critical annotations are usually supported by quotations
from relevant book reviews, there are occasions when a personal bias may be
detected: an emphasis is placed on negative reviews, while positive reviews are
dismissed or omitted altogether. Such a bias seems visible in the treatment of G.
Grabowicz’s The Poet as Mythmaker* and his Toward a History of Ukrainian
Literature,®® while the omission of the latter work from among the reviews of
Chyzhevs’kyi’s A History of Ukrainian Literature * is conspicuous. The fact that
the entry on Grabowicz’s critique follows that for Chyzhevs’kyi’s History is no
excuse: bibliographic reference books like Wynar’s guide are not for consecutive

3% Ibid., note under no. 862.

39 Ibid., introduction to chap. 1, p. 1.

40 Ibid., note under no. 972.

41 bid., note under no. 875. As of this writing, Dmytro Chub is alive and well and living in
Australia.

42 Tbid., no. 971.

43 Tbid., note under 972.

4 Tbid., no. 956.

45 Ibid., no. 828.

4 Tbid,, no. 827.
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reading and the reader should have found either the review listed or a cross-
reference to the next entry.

Wynar himself has listed in his introduction a number of recent titles that, for a
variety of reasons, were omitted from the guide. This list could be extended much
further. There is, for example, an extensive literature on the case of John
Demianiuk4’—at least two books (too recent, perhaps, to be included?) plus a score
of earlier law review articles—which is not mentioned. Among the other titles that
should have been covered either as main entries or at least in annotations are: the
1985 edition of V. Vasilenko’s Legal Aspects of Participation of the Ukrainian SSR
in International Relations,*® the English translations of the constitution of the
Ukrainian SSR,* the criminal code of the Ukrainian SSR,% and other legal docu-
ments;>! T. Hewryk’s Masterpieces in Wood;?? Olena Saciuk’s three articles on

47 Cf. Willem A. Wagenaar, Identifying Ivan (Cambridge, Mass., 1989); Tom Teicholz, The
Trial of Ivan the Terrible: State of Israel vs. John Demjanjuk (New York, 1990); Edward Mor-
gan, “Retributory Theater,” American University Journal of International Law & Policy 3, no.
1 (Spring 1988): 1 —64; Borys Y. Dackiw, “Denaturalization of Suspected Nazi War Criminals:
The Problem of Soviet-Source Evidence,” Columbia Journal of Transnational Law 24, no. 2
(1986): 365-96; Rena Hozore Reiss, “The Extradition of John Demjanjuk: War Crimes,
Universality Jurisdiction, and the Political Offense Doctrine,” Cornell International Law Jour-
nal 20, no. 2 (Summer 1987): 281 -315; Suzanne Lutnick, “Demjanjuk v. Petrovsky,” Suffolk
Transnational Law Journal 10, no. 2 (Fall 1986): 607 —19; Francine R. Strauss, “Demjanjuk v.
Petrovsky: An Analysis of Extradition,” Maryland Journal of International Law and Trade 12,
no. 1 (Fall 1987):65-81; Fania Domb, “The Demjanjuk Trial,” Israel Yearbook on Human
Rights 18 (1988):229-41.

48 Vladimir Vasilenko, Legal Aspects of Participation of the Ukrainian SSR in International
Relations (Kiev, 1985).

49 “Constitution (Basic Law) of the Ukrainian SSR,” Collected Legisiation of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics and the Constituent Union Republics, compiled, translated and with
introductory materials by William E. Butler. (Dobbs Ferry, N.Y., 1979 -), Constitutions, vol. 2
(loose-leaf) [August 1980].

50 «“Criminal Code of the Ukrainian SSR,” Collected Legislation of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics and the Constituent Union Republics, compiled, translated and with intro-
ductory materials by William E. Butler. (Dobbs Ferry, N.Y., 1979 -), Union Republic Legisla-
tion, vol. 1 (loose-leaf) [ June 1982], pp. 1-139.

51 E.g., “Soviet State Symbolism: Flags and Arms of the USSR and its Constituent Parts,
1917-1971. Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic,” Soviet Statutes and Decisions 8, no. 1/2
(Fall-Winter 1971-1972):197-204, illus. [excerpts from the constitution, administrative
code, etc.]; “Soviet Citizenship Law. Union Republican Legislation and Normative Acts:
1917-1923. Ukrainian SSR,” Soviet Statutes and Decisions 7, no. 1 (Fall 1970):61-73, and 7,
no. 3 (Spring 1971): 308 - 17; “International Treaties, Agreements, and Diplomatic Correspon-
dence: 1917-1923,” Soviet Statutes and Decisions 7, no. 1 (Fall 1970):74-116, and 7, no. 4
(Summer 1971): 361 —470 [a number of documents pertaining to Ukraine]; “Law Reform in the
Soviet Union. Ukrainian SSR,” Soviet Statutes and Decisions 12, no. 2 (1975-1976):218-32,
and 12, no. 3 (Spring 1976): 315 - 32 [full texts or excerpts of decrees).

52 Masterpieces in Wood: Houses of Worship in Ukraine, Titus D. Hewryk, guest curator,
Ukrainian Museum (New York, 1987).
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Berdnyk’® and her article on Ukrainian writers in Argentina;* and Maxim
Tarnawsky’s 1986 Harvard dissertation on Valeriian Pidmohyl’nyi, to name but a
few. The omission of the last-named Harvard dissertation also raises a methodologi-
cal question: was it overlooked because it was presented in the Department of Com-
parative Literature rather than the Slavic Department? If so, how many other com-
parative dissertations on Ukrainian topics fell through Wynar’s bibliographic net?

Wynar’s guide is an extremely important publication; these detailed and exten-
sive comments are offered in the hope that they will help in the revision of the
second edition. And that second edition—because of the need for a proper index—
should be published as soon as possible.

University of Pennsylvania

53 Olena H. Saciuk, “The Forbidden Vision of Berdnyk,” in The Scope of the Fantastic—
Culture, Biography, Themes, Children’s Literature. Selected Essays from the First Interna-
tional Conference on the Fantastic in Literature and Film, ed. Robert A. Collins and Howard
D. Pearce (Westport, Conn., 1985), pp. 43-49; idem, “Oles Berdnyk: A Biographical Sketch,”
Studia Ucrainica 2 (1984):249-50; idem, “The Sky Blue Blacksmith: Genre and Motif in
Berdnyk,” Studia Ucrainica 2 (1984): 13-23.

54 Olena H. Saciuk, “Ukrainian and Spanish Exile Writers in Argentina,” in Latin America
and the Literature of Exile: A Comparative View of the 20th Century European Refugee Writ-
ers in the New World, ed. Hans-Bernhard Moeller (Heidelberg, 1983), pp. 277-302.

55 Maxim David Tarnawsky, “Valerijan Pidmohyl’nyj, Guy de Maupassant, and the Magic of
the Night” (Ph.D. diss., Harvard University, 1986).
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THE ETERNAL MOMENT: THE POETRY OF CZESLAW
MILOSZ. By Aleksander Fiut. Translated by Theodosia S. Robert-
son. Berkeley, Los Angeles, Oxford: University of California Press,
1990. 226 pp. $29.95.

THE POET’S WORK: AN INTRODUCTION TO CZESLAW
MILOSZ. By Leonard Nathan and Arthur Quinn. Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press, 1991, xi, 178 pp. $29.95 cloth, $9.95

paper.

Since Czestaw Milosz has reached the age of eighty, and has been at the University
of California at Berkeley since 1960, it may seem surprising that book-length studies
of his works have not appeared in English before now. This is not to suggest a
dearth of literature in English on Milosz. Quite the contrary. There has been a great
deal of periodical writing as well as the publication of a few collections of essays
reflecting a fine knowledge of the body of Milosz’s work and the ability to situate it
within various contexts. Yet, as Leonard Nathan and Arthur Quinn remind us in
their own book—the first by American critics—Milosz’s recognition as a poet in the
English-speaking world came relatively late. Whatever interest he had begun to
attract as a young poet in Poland before and during World War II was limited to Pol-
ish readers. His international postwar reputation was acquired initially through his
authorship of two prose works of patent political content, The Captive Mind, which
still remains Mitosz’s best-known book, and the novel The Seizure of Power. Both
these works were published in English in the 1950s—The Captive Mind in 1953 and
The Seizure of Power in 1955. For at least fifteen years after, these remained the
only works of Milosz available in English. Even such engaging, and revealing, prose
works as Native Realm and The Issa Valley, which were also products of the early
émigré years in Paris after Milosz’s defection from the Polish diplomatic service in
1951, were translated into English only much later—Native Realm in 1968 and The
Issa Valley in 1981. In 1980, when Mitosz received the Nobel Prize in literature
(which greatly enhanced his stature as a poet), it had only been a few years since his
first book of poetry—Selected Poems (1973)—appeared in English. And, again, it
was not until fifteen years after the appearance of Selected Poems and eight years
after the award of the Nobel Prize that a substantial collection of Milosz’s poetry—
The Collected Poems, 1931~ 1987 (1988)—was published in English. In light of this
chronology, it may seem less surprising that it has taken so long for a monograph on
his work to appear in the country in which Milosz has made his home for over thirty
years.
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Aleksander Fiut’s The Eternal Moment: The Poetry of Czeslaw Milosz, which
was published a year before Nathan’s and Quinn’s The Poet's Work: An Introduc-
tion to Czeslaw Milosz, enjoys the distinction of being the first book-length study of
Mitosz’s poetry in English. This distinction, as Nathan and Quinn lose no time in
pointing out, is qualified by the fact that the Fiut book is a translation of a Polish
study published originally in 1987 and, as such, was obviously written with the Pol-
ish reader in mind. If one wonders why it took so long for a study of Milosz’s poetry
to appear in Polish, given the much greater recognition among Polish readers of his
achievements as a poet, the political realities have to be taken into consideration. As
a former defector and as the author of such anticommunist and anti-Soviet works as
The Captive Mind and The Seizure of Power, Milosz was denied official recognition
in Poland until the time of the Solidarity movement. In 1981 he returned to Poland
for the first time since his defection thirty years earlier. The year 1981 marked, in
fact, a kind of watershed in Milosz’s career. His return to Poland within a year of
receiving the Nobel Prize, which catapulted him to international fame, paved the
way for the publication of successive volumes of his poetry in that country. Before
then, few of his works were allowed to be published and he was relegated to the
status of a former defector-émigré writer dependent on émigré presses in England
and France for publication. It was also in 1981 that his Nobel Lecture was published
and that Milosz was invited to give the Charles Eliot Norton Lectures at Harvard
University.

The crackdown on Solidarity and the imposition of martial law in Poland not
long after Milosz’s visit in 1981 again raised obstacles to the further dissemination
of his oeuvre in the country. However long it may have taken Mr. Fiut to write his
book, it was published only in 1987 and then, significantly, not in Poland but in
Paris, by the Polish émigré house Libella. Open access to Milosz’s works in Poland
came again only with the collapse of the communist regime. Thus, circumstances
largely beyond his control conspired to delay the appearance of substantive studies
of his literary work, in Polish as well as English, for a relatively long period of time.
The paucity of translations of his poetry denied American critics that most important
dimension of his career, while in Poland the obstacles were primarily of a political
nature.

Time has now rectified the situation. Only initiative stands in the way of Milosz
scholarship in Poland, and the bulk of his published work—prose and poetry—is
available in English translation. The appearance in 1990 of Aleksander Fiut’s book,
in English translation, and publication the following year of the work of Leonard
Nathan and Arthur Quinn at last bring Mifosz the next logical stage of recognition
due him.

As critical introductions to Mitosz’s work in English, the Fiut and the Nathan and
Quinn books cover much the same ground, albeit from different perspectives and in
different ways. Both are fairly small books: Fiut’s offers 189 pages of text, Nathan’s
and Quinn’s, 163 pages. Moreover, Fiut deals only with Mifosz’s poetry; Nathan
and Quinn encompass the prose as well, although their interest in poetry is definitely
keener. Both books read well. Nathan and Quinn, as American critics intent on intro-
ducing Milosz to the literary-minded American reader who has heard of Mitosz but
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may never have extended his acquaintanceship much beyond The Captive Mind,
write in a style appropriate to their presumed audience. The Fiut book, originally
written in Polish for a highly educated Polish reader with a rather thorough
knowledge of Milosz’s work, might not seem the best candidate for translation. The
surprise here is that the book has been translated so splendidly into English by Theo-
dosia S. Robertson that it reads remarkably well and, from the point of view of style,
loses nothing in comparison to that of Nathan and Quinn.

Aleksander Fiut’s book not only holds its own stylistically against that of Nathan
and Quinn, it far surpasses it in scholarship. It is an intellectually impressive
analysis of Mitosz’s poetry along topical lines. The chapters are divided accord-
ingly: “The Traps of Mimesis” deals primarily with Milosz’s treatment of time and
space, a subject of fundamental importance for a writer who has spent so much of
his life in emigration and yet has remained unswervingly loyal to his native
language; “Love Affair with Nature” deals with the poet’s attitude toward the world
of nature which, like all great passions, is inevitably bitter-sweet; “Facing the End of
the World” focuses on the well-known themes of catastrophism and Manichaeanism
in Milosz’s poetry; “In the ‘Interhuman Church’* examines Milosz’s views on the
individual within the nation and the individual within mankind and, where germane,
draws comparisons with the outlook of a fellow Polish writer such as Witold Gom-
browicz; “In the Grip of Eros” is an exploration of a persistent current in Milosz’s
poetry; “The Identity Game” is a lucid probe into one of the most complex yet
interesting aspects of Milosz’s poetry, his polyphony or use of multiple voices; and,
finally, in “Palimpsest,” Fiut examines yet another important dimension of Mitosz’s
poetry—his relationship to other individuals, past and present, and especially to
other poets and literary cultures, Polish and non-Polish, from the Bible to the Ameri-
can poet Robinson Jeffers and the Hindu philosopher Raja Rao.

For all the acumen of Mr. Fiut’s analyses of recognizably paramount aspects of
Milosz’s poetry and thought, from the viewpoint of the American reader his book
suffers from two flaws. Taken on its own terms—as a first study of Milosz’s poetry
in Polish for the knowledgeable Polish reader—the book is sophisticated and
impressive. It would be ludicrous to lament its publication in English at this time,
but it is the kind of study that would have made more sense in translation at a more
advanced stage of Milosz’s recognition as a poet in the English-speaking world. As
it is, the book presumes a very high level of familiarity with Mitosz’s poetry that
would have to be regarded as rare among anglophone readers. To his credit, Mr. Fiut
illustrates points he makes with quotations from a number of Mitosz’s poems, in
English as well as Polish. There are, however, not really enough quotations given
the nature of the study; in many instances references are made simply to titles, as if
the reader had so firm a grasp of Milosz’s oeuvre that he could at once relate to the
works mentioned.

Chronology, or the lack of it, represents a greater problem for the non-Polish
reader. Given his strategy of isolating and then analyzing key topics in Mitosz’s poe-
try, Mr. Fiut is under no obligation to explore Milosz’s career in any evolutionary
way. Unless the reader is already familiar with Mitosz’s biography and the develop-
ment of his writing, he may find himself adrift in sophisticated but often needlessly
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abstract analysis. For all its virtues as a work of scholarship, Aleksander Fiut’s The
Eternal Moment remains a Polish study intended for the well-informed Polish
reader. In its English edition, it can appeal only to the specialist on Milosz’s poetry,
of whom there are few.

The Poet’'s Work: An Introduction to Czeslaw Milosz, by Leonard Nathan and
Arthur Quinn, in a sense complements the Fiut book. The Poet’'s Work was written
by two of Milosz’s American colleagues at Berkeley. Their goal is to provide the
educated American reader who may know something of Milosz’s career with an
introduction to his poetry and prose that neither presumes a great deal of prior
knowledge nor is intellectually condescending. The book is more readable and more
accessible than Mr. Fiut’s. But it, too, has its drawbacks. Its brevity and scope are
mutually disadvantageous. Discussion of such prose works as Visions from San
Francisco Bay, The Captive Mind, The Seizure of Power, The Issa Valley, Native
Realm, and The Land of Ulro, while made relevant, for the most part, to the develop-
ment of Milosz’s literary career as a whole, leaves less space for treatment of the
poetry, which is discussed far more descriptively than analytically. It is in the area of
analysis, above all, that a comparison of the Fiut and Nathan and Quinn books is
odious. But comparison, while unavoidable, is unfair: the books were written with
different readers in mind and serve different purposes.

Since they are writing for the American reader, Nathan and Quinn are more con-
cemed than Fiut with situating the development of Milosz’s thought and writing
within the context of his life in Europe and, subsequently, the United States. The
concern is laudable but the execution faulty. To begin with, the authors know too lit-
tle about Poland and Polish culture to do justice to that fundamental aspect of
Mitosz’s development as a writer and thinker. Leonard Nathan has cotranslated
(with Mitosz) a number of Milosz’s poems, but since Milosz has collaborated exten-
sively on translations of his own poetry with native English speakers who do not
know Polish, Mr. Nathan may not necessarily be very familiar with Polish or Polish
culture. Be that as it may, Nathan and Quinn cannot hold a candle to Fiut in any con-
sideration of the formative role or roles of Polish culture and literature in Milosz’s
intellectual and literary development. As a result, their book, while certainly an
intelligent critical introduction to Mitosz, conveys a distinct superficiality. This is, at
times, apparent in curious ways. When discussing the profound impact of World
War II on Mitosz’s consciousness and creative writing, Nathan and Quinn speak of
Stanistaw Ignacy Witkiewicz (Witkacy) as “this ghost [that] haunted all Polish writ-
ers during the war and continued to haunt Milosz long after.” The catastrophist
“dialogue” with Witkiewicz’s hopeless visions is explored for a few pages. Nathan
and Quinn have obviously read the prose of Witkacy available in English, although
no mention is made of the plays. However, when it comes to the hardly less resonant
issue of Milosz’s relationship to the Polish Romantic legacy—which requires a more
specialized knowledge—the shallowness is evident. The émigré environment in
which Mitosz’s The Issa Valley arose, the Polish nineteenth-century émigré
antecedent tradition, or the figure of Adam Mickiewicz figure not at all in the discus-
sion of the novel in chapter 3 (“Paris”). Mickiewicz does appear later on in a very
brief discussion of his poem “The Romantic,” which is introduced as epitomizing a
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Romantic outlook toward science and formal learning that Milosz rejected as
“defensive.” “For Milosz,” write Nathan and Quinn, “the error of romanticism was
what he calls its ‘insufficient corporeality.”” Thus, the whole intricate matter of
Milosz’s relationship to the Polish Romantic heritage is reduced to a single negative
observation. Juliusz Stowacki’s Krél-Duch (King Spirit), only fragments of which
are available in a largely inaccessible English translation, is mentioned on one page
within the context of a discussion of Milosz’s attitude toward the Polish past.
Mitosz, Nathan and Quinn inform us, “is continually reminded of lines from. . . King
Spirit that recount the emergence of the Polish spirit in the middle ages and the
rekindling of Polish nationalism in the nineteenth century.” Nathan and Quinn are
certainly under no obligation to explore in depth the ramifications of a work such as
Stowacki’s King Spirit for the complex of Milosz’s attitudes toward the national
past. But they would appear to have no direct knowledge of one of the more impor-
tant works of the Polish Romantic canon and so can bring it up in their discussion of
Milosz’s views of Polish history only in a simplistic way. Tellingly, on the only
other page on which Stowacki’s name is mentioned, it is rendered both times as Slo-
vaki.

As if in compensation for their inability to deal seriously with the Polish aspects
of Mitosz’s writing, Nathan and Quinn tend to overstress by now well-observed
influences outside the Polish context: the Catholic mystic, Simone Weil, whose
uncompromising asceticism to a certain extent displaced Witkacian catastrophism;
Manichaeanism, a long-standing interest of Mitosz’s, which is palmed off a bit too
glibly at one point as a critique of “Weilian metaphysics”; the eighteenth-century
Swedish scientist and philosopher Emanuel Swedenborg’s concepts of heaven and
hell, particularly as they shed light on the writings of Dostoevsky; Russian writers
and thinkers, including Dostoevsky, on whom Milosz has lectured at Berkeley and
on whom he has written essays, and the philosopher Lev Shestov, with whom
Milosz has shared an interest in Dostoevsky; and the visionary, guru-like “uncle”
(actually distant cousin) Oscar de Milosz, who became (we are made to understand
from a variety of sources, not just Nathan and Quinn) a decisive influence in the
shaping of the younger Milosz’s views and from whom, Nathan and Quinn inform
us, he learned the way out of William Blake’s fearsome Land of Ulro.

Since Milosz has taught and written on Dostoevsky, there can be no question of
his fascination with the Russian writer. But, in their effort to relate Milosz as much
as possible to his American environment, Nathan and Quinn go overboard on the
parallels between rebellious American students in the 1960s and the young Russian
intelligentsia in Dostoevsky’s time. The more widespread and virulent American
antiestablishment sentiment became, the greater the relevance Mifosz presumably
discovered in Dostoevsky. Without actually compromising the depth of Mitosz’s
interest in the great Russian novelist, Nathan’s and Quinn’s description of Mitosz’s
Berkeley lectures on Dostoevsky reads like an acolyte’s recounting of the teachings
of the Master to the uninitiated. Rather than confront a certain (and perhaps under-
standable) naiveté in Milosz’s views on American society and culture and on the
campus rebellions of the 1960s, as expressed in Visions from San Francisco Bay and
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elsewhere, Nathan and Quinn stop just short of presenting those views as oracular
utterances.

Leonard Nathan’s and Arthur Quinn’s disposition toward their subject is not
appreciably different from that of Aleksander Fiut, and, in a certain sense, represents
a weakness shared by both books. Strangers for the most part to Polish culture,
Nathan and Quinn happen to be colleagues of Milosz’s at Berkeley and also claim
the distinction of having spent much time discussing his poetry with him and of
being “thoroughly familiar” with everything he has written. Leonard Nathan,
moreover—as noted previously—is a cotranslator of a number of Milosz’s poems,
which necessarily brought him into very close contact with the poet. Fiut, too, has
spent considerable time talking with Miltosz and, as a sometime visiting professor in
the same department as Milosz, has had the opportunity to acquire a firsthand
knowledge of the American setting in which so much of Milosz’s poetry has been
written since he joined the University of California faculty in 1960. Both these stu-
dies were written, in fact, by men who have been quite close to Milosz, have
acquired an intimate knowledge of his works, and have enjoyed the privilege of
spending many hours discussing these works with him. The nature of their author-
ship is in itself revealing, however unintentionally, and reflects on the status of
Milosz’s recognition, at least in this country.

Once secure in his faculty position at the University of California at Berkeley
and doubtless concerned about his reputation as a poet in his adopted country,
Mitosz took on a direct role in the translation of his own poetry. The pattern for this
had already been established with the publication in 1965 of Postwar Polish Poetry,
which Mitosz edited and translated himself. By the time the first slim volume of his
own poems in English (Selected Poems) appeared in 1973, Milosz had already been
at Berkeley some thirteen years and had published several volumes of poetry and
prose in Polish. Yet, to all intents and purposes, his international fame rested on a
single political work, The Captive Mind. Regarding himself above all as a poet and
understandably anxious to alter his image as a political émigré renowned for a
widely acclaimed “exposé€” of the communist seduction of artists and intellectuals
(The Captive Mind), Milosz undertook a program of collaboration on translations of
his poetry with Berkeley colleagues and students, as well as with poets elsewhere in
this country. Since he knows English well, and given his great concern with
language in general, such collaboration made sense.

The positive outcome of such collaboration was the publication in the 1970s of
two volumes of Milosz’s poetry in good English translations. Mitosz the poet could
at last gain equal footing in the English-speaking world with Milosz the prose writer
(by this time four volumes of prose, together with The History of Polish Literature
and Postwar Polish Poetry, had already been published). The availability of these
volumes of poetry in English, along with the prose works, clearly enhanced his can-
didacy for the 1980 Nobel Prize in literature. The negative side to this collaboration,
presided over by Milosz himself, has been the emergence of a coterie of former stu-
dents, colleagues, and others involved in the undeniably worthwhile project of mak-
ing Milosz the writer as well known as possible in the anglophone community. It is
from the ranks of this coterie that not only translations of Milosz’s poetry and prose
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have come, but also the only book-length studies of his works in English. Alexander
Fiut, too, because of his closeness to Milosz, his past teaching at Berkeley, his colla-
boration with Ewa Czarnecka (another longstanding member of the coterie) on a
book of conversations with Mitosz (Conversations with Czeslaw Milosz, 1987), and,
finally and not insignificantly, the publication of the English version of his mono-
graph on Milosz by the University of California Press, must be seen in this same
light. While such proximity to Milosz hardly diminishes the value of studies such as
Fiut’s or Nathan’s and Quinn’s, it does explain a certain lack of distance in these
books and, if not precisely a lack of objectivity, a perceptible admiration that pre-
cludes virtually any negative criticism. Mitosz is an intellectually interesting if
sometimes exceptionally complex and demanding poet whose work brims with
ambiguities, contradictions, and no small degree of self-absorption and self-torment.
It is splendid that his writing—above all, his poetry—has been made the subject of
two intelligent studies that to a great extent complement each other. Critical intro-
ductions of this type in English are timely. But these studies, rooted in a consider-
able personal familiarity with their subject, are in essence adulatory in nature. Both,
and especially Fiut’s more acute work, are fine for the present, but there is still room
for balanced, less reverential studies of Milosz the poet and prose writer originating
outside the magic circle.

Columbia University
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UKRAINIAN-ENGLISH/ ENGLISH-UKRAINIAN DICTIONARY.
By Leonid Hrabovsky. New York: Hippocrene Books, 1991. 432 pp.
$8.95 paper.

Leonid Hrabovsky and Hippocrene Books are to be commended for undertaking the
task of producing a usable, concise, and practical Ukrainian-English/English-
Ukrainian Dictionary. It is much needed. The result of their undertaking is, unfor-
tunately, completely unsatisfactory. Mr. Hrabovsky’s professional and intellectual
endeavors are listed in the front matter of the dictionary; none of them indicate spe-
cial training for such an undertaking, and the dictionary shows it. The appearance of
this dictionary should serve as a wakeup call for Ukrainian-language specialists:
someone with proper training should have undertaken this much-needed project.

First, about the dictionary. The major reason for its unsatisfactory nature is the
seemingly arbitrary manner in which lexical items have been selected for inclusion.
In the “Foreword” (which an English-language editor at Hippocrene should have
cleaned up but didn’t) Hrabovsky does not state an underlying principle by which
words were selected. The only hint as to such a principle is the statement: “It [the
dictionary] is a useful tool for travelers, business people, and students.” If geared
toward travelers, then the absence of words like “bill,” “bus,” “hotel,” “taxi,” and
“toilet” might prove disconcerting, although some comfort might be afforded by the
presence of “bikini,” “harem,” “tatter,” and “tingle.” In the realm of business, the
absence of words like “computer,” “contract,” “factory,” and “plan” are telling;
more problematic here—and a general problem throughout—is the systematic
failure to provide synonyms in lexical entries to distinguish the different meanings
for a word, or at least to differentiate them numerically. For example, the glosses for
“plant” are “n pocJHHa, cagXaHeub, ycTatkyBaumua,w with no differentiation
between the first two words and the third; “saBoa” and “cabpuka,” which rightly
belong to the entry, even in a smaller dictionary, are missing. The lack of further
clarification is seen in the gloss of “fan” as “canar.” Even Ukrainian-Americans
accustomed to “y6osiBansHUK” or “GostinbHuk” might think twice about this one.
The consequences for a businessman or woman in Ukraine using this dictionary to
set up a plant to manufacture fans might be absurd.

There is little that this dictionary can offer students. None of the verbs includes
conjugated forms to orient students as to verb types. Even a brief guide to Ukrainian
grammar is missing. The pronunciational guides are problematic, as is the choice of
neologisms versus more conventional terms. The compiler states in the foreword
that he has chosen “literary norms of the contemporary Ukrainian language of the
central region,” which is understandable, but given the aggressive move that Lviv
has taken to stimulate student exchanges in the United States, any serious dictionary
geared toward American students should make an attempt to address the lexical
differences between Lviv/Galician Ukrainian and Kiev/Central-Dnieper Ukrainian.
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The number of entries (approximately 3,600 Ukrainian entries and 4,400 English
entries) is also limiting for anyone other than a first-year student. One final peeve:
the absence of “ykpaiHchbKHIt” or “ykpaiH-eLib/-ka” from the Ukrainian-English sec-
tion.

Finally, the question arises whether or not this dictionary might be useful for
Ukrainians who have recently arrived in the United States. Mr. Hrabovsky says that
his pronunciation guides have been geared specifically to American English. I would
have transcribed about 40 percent of the entries that I analyzed differently, but I
believe that a non-English speaker using Hrabovsky’s transcriptions would be
understood, though often corrected. Aside from that, all of the drawbacks that apply
to the English-Ukrainian section apply equally to the Ukrainian-English section. The
only recommendation for this dictionary is its convenient size. But that is a small
recommendation in the face of its many drawbacks.

In conclusion, I hope that the publication of this dictionary forces us to realize
that the need for a new Ukrainian-English/English-Ukrainian dictionary should be
ignored no longer. The problems with Podvesko and Andrusyshen are well known,
and the anachronisms there continue to grow each day. Oxford University Press’s
foreign language dictionaries would serve as an admirable example for such a new
dictionary.

Robert A. De Lossa
Harvard University

FILOLOGIA E LETTERATURA NEI PAESI SLAVIL STUDI IN
ONORE DI SANTE GRACIOTTI. Edited by G. Brogi Bercoff, M.
Capaldo, J. Jerkov-Capaldo, and E. Sgambati. Rome: Carucci Edi-
tore, 1990. 966 pp.

It is never an easy task to review a Festschrift, and this book is no exception, since it
contains no less than seventy-nine contributions, written in many cases by some of
the most outstanding scholars in Slavic studies, on many different subjects, and in
eleven different languages, ranging from Russian and English to French, German,
Bulgarian, Polish, Italian, Ukrainian, Czech, Croatian, and even Latin. This diversity
reflects not only the extremely numerous contacts which Sante Graciotti has had
with many personalities from different countries, but also the wide range of interests
of his own research activity. He already held a doctoral degree in Italian literature,
with a sound background in classical and theological studies, when he began to
devote himself to the Slavic languages and cultures. As is evident from the list of
publications presented at the beginning of the volume, the relationship of Italian and
Latin (Medieval and Renaissance) culture with the literatures of Slavic peoples
(Poles and Croatians primarily) has always been a focus of Graciotti’s research,
although he dedicated himself to problems of the Eastern Slavic tradition as well.
The writings presented by the authors of this Festschrift reflect this large scope of
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interests and, at the same time, his peculiar philological approach, based on the pre-
cise analysis of each text within the context of its linguistic, historical, and cultural
problems.

The first section of the volume is dedicated to Old Church Slavonic and medieval
philology. A. Djurova and V. Pucko discuss problems of miniatures, in the Russian
manuscripts of the Roman libraries and in the “Cudov” Psalter, respectively.
Specifical linguistic problems are dealt with in the contributions of A. Davidov (who
analyzes twenty-eight compound words from the “Sestodnev” of Ioann Ekzarx of
Bulgaria and compares them with the Greek and OCS tradition), of L. Moszyfiski
(on the Cyrillo-Methodian translation of the Greek construction “Pater &mén o en
tois ouranois™), and I. Toth (neuter nouns in -es in Old Russian manuscripts). Codi-
cology is represented by I. C. Tarnanidis with the description of a Glagolitic Canon
to SS. Peter and Paul, from Sinai, by A. Nazor on an apocryphal Glagolitic text on
Abraham’s death, and by M. Matej¢ with an Office for S. Sava, also from Sinai.
F. V. Mare¥ brings evidence of the diffusion of Cyrillo-Methodian toponyms,
mainly in Moravia, and of their connection with the dynasty of the Slavnikids, the
rivals of the Premislids. Through a multifaceted analysis (paleographical, philologi-
cal, literary, and historical) O. Pritsak “revisits” the expression “xodina” in the Igor’
Tale, and offers a more precise interpretation (“k xoti syna”) of a passage he had
already tried to emend in a previous paper. V. Kyas gives the text and a synthetic
analysis of the “Prologue” to the first Czech translation of the Bible, from the age of
Charles IV. The “Vision of St. Paul” in Romanian and Bulgarian manuscripts is the
subject of the refined and subtle philological observations of the eminent scholar E.
Turdeanu. '

One wonders why the section entitled “Cirillometodiana” is located at the end of
the volume, since it would appear more linked to the first section (which also con-
tains the “Cyrillo-Methodian” paper by Mares). If we do not want to believe in the
hypothesis of an odd “technical,” editorial reason, we could explain this choice of
the editors by the fact that the papers of this section, though all related to Cyrillo-
Methodian problems, are rather heterogenous. Two of them are strictly philological:
V. Peri, a well-known scholar of Byzantine studies from the Vatican Library, gives
precise interpretations for two terms of “Vita Methodii” (“amermniino” and
“rim’sky”) and for the expression “Ex parte missas” of “Conversio Bagoariorum et
Carantanorum”; in M. Capaldo’s sophisticated analysis of the controversial inscrip-
tion on Solomon’s Chalice in “Vita Constantini,” the text in the hagiographical work
is compared with other extant sources and leads to a new calculation of the date of
the prophecy (1019 instead of 909). Other works of this section deal with broader
cultural and historical problems: B. Koneski makes important observations on the
fifteenth-century “Solunska legenda,” which presents traces of a contamination of
Cyril the Philosopher with Cyril from Aleksandria and is connected, in his opinion,
with unionist milieus from Ukraine or from Mt. Athos; S. Wollman applies to the
poetics of the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition his profound knowledge of theory and
history of literature, while J. Poga¢nik focuses on the historical and sociological
aspects of the mission of the two brothers from Salonica.
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The richest part of the book is dedicated to Polish literature and culture. Subjects
range from the Middle Ages until the twentieth century (the latter being represented
by J. Heistein’s paper on the futurist Bruno Jasieriski), with a major emphasis on the
Renaissance and Enlightenment, the periods to which S. Graciotti himself dedicated
the greatest part of his investigations. C. Backvis uses his refined philological skills
and solid classical background to illuminate the well-known, controversial passage
on the “targ” of Frydrusz from M. Sep-Szarzyriski’s “Pie§i VI.” A rigorous philo-
logical methodology also guides L. Marinelli, who stresses the value of an intuition
of Bohomolec’ concerning the correct editing of one verse in Kochanowski’s
“Treny” (II, 26). P. Buchwald-Pelcowa analyzes two variants in the editions of
Kochanowski’s “Elegies” and “Foricoenia.” The papers by J. Pelc and B.
Otwinowska are devoted to the poet of Czamnolas as the author of “Fraszki” and as a
sensitive personality who acted in and reacted to the political ideas of his time. Con-
tributions to a better knowledge of political ideology and literature are made by H.
Rothe, who traces the origin (back to, among others, the Bible) and the development
of the topical power formula “a mari ad mare,” and by E. Sgambati’s precise
analysis of some political terms used in Renaissance Poland.

The Italian and European background plays a major role in the other papers
devoted to Polish culture. Many peoples have claimed the right to the heritage of
Rome: a less known, but not less interesting, cultural phenomenon is the
identification of Cracow with Rome, presented by T. Ulewicz. The tradition of the
“Anno Santo” is investigated by A. Sajkowski: one more chapter to be added to the
many works the scholar has written on Poles traveling abroad and on their mentality.
T. Michalowska makes a courageous and erudite attempt to reconstruct some con-
nections of the Medieval chant “Dusza z ciata wyleciata” with the Latin, patristic
and apocryphal, tradition. The delicate balance between the weight of Italian litera-
ture and the original elaboration in Polish poetry is well represented in the articles
by M. Bokszczanin (on the connection between Pontanus, Grochowski, and the
“koledy” of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries), by J. Slaski (on Jan Smolik),
by W. Roszkowska (on the first translation of B. Guarini’s “Pastor Fido”), and by A.
M. Raffo (on Morsztyn’s “Amintas”). Using the example of the knowledge of the
Italian poet M. Cesarotti and of his “Ossianism” by W. Ostrowski, P. Marchesani
shows that French influences were not exclusive for the developement of Polish
Muminism and Pre-Romanticism and that international connections were strongly
interwoven. Poland’s connections to the cultures of other European countries are
discussed by H. Dziechciriska (“Les deux relations que fit J. Sobieski de ses voyages
en Europe”), T. Kostkiewiczowa (“I. Krasicki o ksiazkach”), M. Klimowicz (L.
Krasicki and Rabelais), W. Edgerton (“I. Krasicki and W. Penn”), Z. Libera (“Obraz
Wioch w oczach Pamigtnika Historyczno-Politycznego™). Quite original is the
theme of M. Ciccarini’s paper on the image of the Turks in B. Georgijevié. R.
Kaleta publishes unknown letters by St. Konarski. Three papers focus on Polish
linguistics: M. Enrietti’s on Polish and Common Slavic, L. Gebert’s on the language
of P. Skarga, and H. Leeming’s, which considers Italian loanwords in sixteenth-
century Polish.
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A number of papers in this book are devoted to the influences or connections
between Slavic and Italian culture. Some of them have a historical character, as, for
example, the ones by A. Tamborra on the Bulgarian Catholic P. Parfevié, D. Cac-
camo on the brothers Magni in Bohemia, K. Prijatelj on the painter Sebastiano De-
vita, and C. Vasoli on the Croatian J. Dragisi¢. G. Brogi Bercoff presents J. S.
Assemani, the discoverer of the famous Glagolitic Codex, as the author of a volumi-
nous history of the liturgical calendars and as an ideologist of the church union. S.
Bonazza publishes some letters of P. J. §afai‘ik, and J. Kfesdlkov4 reviews the
impact of Pirandello on Czech culture.

Russian literature is also represented in its relationship to Italian culture by the
considerations of D. S. Lixafev on Sergij of Radone? and Francis of Assisi and by
R. Xlodovskij’s article on Goldoni and Stanislavskij. The other papers are most
diversified as to subject and methodology. Muscovite literature is represented by the
problem of “Judaizers” and Hebrew culture (D. Cavaion) and by the idea of the con-
tinuity of the Moscow-Third Rome theory from the sixteenth century to Peter 1. In
my opinion, the best articles in this section are G. Dell’Agata’s study on the Russian
translation of M. Orbini’s “Regno degli Slavi” and I. Serman’s “Carev kabak i ego
otraZenie v russkom literaturnom tvordestve 17 stoletija.” However, specialists in
other areas will find interesting observations by well-known scholars of several
countries: on Dostoevskij (J. Catteau), on Old Believers’ calculations, Old Believ-
ers’ Antichrist interpretations, and a possible echo from Dante (C. De Michelis), on
Pushkin’s “André Chénier” (V. Strada), on P. Florenskij (N. Kauchtschischwili), on
Moscow’s intellectual life during the period of Romanticism ( J. Lothe), on Alex-
andr Turgenev (G. Ziegengeist). A. van Holk makes use of a sophisticated textual-
linguistic methodology to unveil the “deep structure” of Lermontov’s character
Pechorin.

Other Slavic cultures are not neglected. G. Dierna, M. Kopecky, and A. Wildov4
Tosi deal with J. A. Komensky and Czech Baroque poetry; T. Klaniczay and P.
Sérkozy investigate some aspects of Hungaro-Slavic relationships in the Renais-
sance and Enlightenment; on Croatian literature and language the reader will find
articles concerning M. Begovi¢ (A. Flaker), I. Andrié (D. Nedeljkovié), L. Dolce
(M. Zori€), and the tradition of B. Castiglione in Ragusa (F. Cale). Such peculiar
aspects of Bulgarian culture as the local Catholic traditions are the object of the
papers by P. Dinekov and J. Jerkov-Capaldo, while G. Dimov presents broad con-
siderations on Slavic-Bulgarian literary connections. A paper by F. S. Perillo is
devoted to some Slavic toponyms in Southern Italy. A. E. Tachiaos focuses on the
“unconventional reaction to Kievan theology” of P. Velytkovs’kyj and H. Sko-
voroda. Slovak literature is represented by A. McMillin with a fresh analysis of Z.
Biadula’s prose. We will close this review by mentioning the works of N. Tolstoj
and D. Worth, who discuss two difficult issues in folklore, and V. Rusanivs’kyj, who
deals with problems of stylistics and linguistics in Ukrainian.

It is not possible to give more details here. This volume shares with many other
Festschrift volumes that have been published in recent years both the advantages and
the difficulties inherent in a collection of such a broad scope of subjects and special-
ists. The quality of paper and the general presentation is good, in spite of a certain
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amount of printing errors: but this, too, is a common plague in our time! What
makes this volume valuable is the good—in many cases excellent—quality of the
papers, most of which are dedicated to serious and original investigation, generally
far from a merely “celebratory” and “occasional” writing of already known subjects,
and which, in some cases, offer the publication of previously unknown texts from
medieval and modern literature. For these reasons, the volume should be present in
all the major Slavic libraries.

Maria Federica Lamperini
Harvard University

THE ICON, IMAGE OF THE INVISIBLE: ELEMENTS OF
THEOLOGY, AESTHETICS, AND TECHNIQUE. By Egon
Sendler. Trans. by Steven Bigham. Redondo Beach, California: Oak-
wood Publications. 1988. v, 288 pp. + 76 illust., 36 color plates.

The last five years have witnessed a spate of publications designed to introduce the
Eastern Orthodox icon to the nonspecialist reader. From weighty and expensive
albums to modest booklets, these works testify to an enduring interest in the holy
image and its place in Eastern Orthodox spirituality. The 1988 translation of Egon
Sendler’s L’Icone, image de Uinvisible. .. (1981) is thus timely, part of a larger
attempt in the United States and Europe to reintroduce the icon, to clarify its spiri-
tual function and set right the misconceptions that many Westerners have inherited
from uninformed and prejudiced witnesses to Orthodox life over the centuries. The
text is generously supplied with seventy-six black and white illustrations and figures
and thirty-six colored plates. Nearly all represent panel painting; Sendler’s book in
general does not address the special problems and techniques of fresco painting,
relief sculpture, and carving.

The various elements of iconography are parts of a comprehensive spiritual unity
for Sendler: the dimensions of scientific knowledge, artistic value, and theological
vision must always be kept in mind when one deals with the icon. Accordingly, he
divides the book into three parts: 1) the genesis and theology of the icon; 2) aesthetic
elements; and 3) the technical aspects of icons.

In the first five chapters (Part 1), Sendler traces the history of the religious image
from its Jewish and early Christian background through the defeat of Iconoclasm.
The landmark Byzantine councils and the major participants are all given their due,
with a number of textual citations to help anchor the positions of the Iconodules,
most notably Saint Germanus, patriarch of Constantinople, and Saint John of
Damascus. Sendler provides a brief overview of Byzantine society and correlates the
Orthodox image and liturgy before turning to a more detailed account of the icon
itself. He presents the iconographic typology based on four model types introduced
by Onasch (1968): the panegyric, the epic, the dramatic, and the theological. The
end of Part 1 is devoted to the inductive Aristotelian and deductive Neoplatonic
approaches to an understanding of the holy image and its relationship to the divine.
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In Part 2 (six chapters) Sendler begins with the findings of Tits, Gusev, Raushen-
berg, and Zhegin to introduce the geometrical principles underlying the structure of
the image, the interaction of the circle, triangle, cross, and grid in determining pro-
portion and position within the frame. He devotes considerable space to perspective,
contrasting the more familiar linear and isometric perspectives with Byzantine
inverted perspective, according to which the vanishing point or points of logically
parallel lines are to be located in the eye of the beholder and not the pictorial horizon
of the picture plane. When discussing various theoretical approaches to inverted per-
spective, Sendler underscores the artist’s apparent attempt to represent ideas, not
nature. Coverage of the aesthetic elements of the icon concludes with a general
account of color and light symbolism in icon painting and the profound influence of
the works of Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite in the Byzantine formulation.

The four chapters that comprise Part 3 seem primarily intended for contemporary
icon painters. The brief descriptions of physical icon construction soon give way to
technical instructions and hints at achieving the best results with various glues,
grounds, varnishes, and color sources. The author reviews the stages of icon painting
(first layer, redrawing, highlighting, finishing process, varnishing), provides a chart
of the most common Greek and Slavonic alphabet styles and abbreviations, and con-
cludes the final part with notes on the color palette and painting technique.

Sendler’s book is remarkable for its broad approach to the icon. There are a
number of introductions that present a much more detailed and nuanced history of
the image and its theology in Eastern thought (e.g., Belting 1990, Barasch 1992), but
none since Onasch (1968) explicates as many of the structural and physical aspects
of the icon so frequently ignored. Nonetheless, the book would be improved with the
inclusion of a detailed section on the cosmic organization of Byzantine church
decoration (cf. Demus 1948), the development and meaning of the Orthodox icono-
stasis, and a characterization of the icons of the major feasts and the saints of the
Eastern Church (cf. Ouspensky and Lossky 1982). Furthermore, although most of
the images presented and discussed are Russian, Sendler is silent on the role of the
icon in Slavic Orthodoxy in general, leaving the naive reader with the erroneous
identification of Byzantine and Russian social, political, and religious structures.
This same reader would profit from the addition of maps of the Byzantine world, a
glossary of names and technical terms, and a historical and cultural chronology. The
inclusion of images other than Greek and Russian would also be helpful, along with
a general upgrading of the quality of the reproductions.

With few exceptions Bigham’s translation from the French is fluid and exact.
The original la perspective inversée, for example, is better translated inverted or
inverse perspective than Bigham’s inversed perspective. The French La céne should
be rendered The Last Supper, not The Mystical Supper. Transliteration of Russian
names ought to be in an English or American system, instead of the French, thus
Ushakov or USakov, not Uchakov; Zhegin or Zegin, not Zheguine. Some of the
Russian-language entries in footnotes and the bibliography are badly mangled and
inconsistently transliterated, e.g., Teofan, real’ novo, %ivopis’ novo, postroenia, iazyk
instead of correct or consistent Feofan, real’ nogo, fivopisnogo, postroenija, jazyk.
Epiphanius the Wise (p. 181) becomes Epiphane Premoudri (p. 193), in keeping
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with the original French text, but only the former merits an index reference, leaving
the uninitiated to register two different personages. Despite these problems, the
translation of Sendler’s book is a welcome addition to the growing body of introduc-
tory material on the the Eastern Orthodox icon, its structure, function, and historical
development.
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SKARBY DAVN’OHO UKRAJINS’KOHO MYSTECTVA.
RELIHIINE MYSTECTVO XVI-XVII STOLIT’. TREASURES
OF EARLY UKRAINIAN ART: RELIGIOUS ART OF THE
16TH-18TH CENTURIES. By Stefanija Hnatenko. Suppl. Engl.
trans. by Maria Skorups’ka. New York: The Ukrainian Museum,
1989. 44 pp. + 40 plates.

As part of a continuing program to acquaint the general public with artifacts of
Ukrainian culture, the Ukrainian Museum in New York held an exhibition in 1989
featuring Ukrainian iconostases, individual icons, manuscripts and early printed
books from the sixteenth through eighteenth centuries. The publication under review
provides a factual and interpretive overview of the exhibition with background
information and selected illustrations of the works displayed, all of which were lent
by private individuals and institutions in the United States and Canada. The icons
and iconostases were presented through photographs and twenty-two colored trans-
parencies. The written and printed materials included twenty-one printed books
(sixteenth—eighteenth centuries) and, somewhat incongruously, two folios from a
Galician manuscript attributed to the twelfth century (Gospels of Luke and John),
antedating the time period of the exhibition by some four centuries. Stefanija
Hnatenko’s catalog consists of a brief introduction, two separate sections on the
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visual and verbal components of the exhibition, and entries for all items, including
ecclesiastical paraphernalia (crosses and textiles). In this review I will briefly com-
ment on specific items featured in the exhibition before turning to serious matters
concerning Hnatenko’s scholarly analysis.

The section on visual art focuses on three rare iconostases that have apparently
survived intact from the time of their creation. The text (p. 15) mentions the contro-
versy over the dating of the iconostasis of the Church of Saint Paraskeva-Pjatnycja
in Lviv, either to the late sixteenth—early seventeenth centuries or to 1644—1645.
Those of the Church of the Dormition in Zovtanci (near Lviv) and the Church of the
Holy Spirit in Rohatyn are dated to 1638 and 1650, respectively.! The three are
interesting studies in contrast, stylistically as well as thematically. The Lviv icono-
stasis embodies Renaissance restraint as opposed to the more definitively Barogue
exuberance of those from Zovtanci and Rohatyn, the former with two central spiral-
ing columns reminiscent of Bernini’s baldacchino in St. Peter’s Cathedral in Rome.
The royal doors of all three iconostases are decorated with stylized, intertwined
grapevines containing pear-shaped or ovaloid insets of the Annunciation and the
four Evangelists, features associated with Mannerism and the Baroque.

Although we have no early Ukrainian icon screens, the Lviv and Rohatyn icono-
stases show interesting differences from most major Russian models. The Degsis is
compacted into a single, central composition with Christ flanked by the Mother of
God and John the Forerunner, and portraits of the Archangels Michael and Gabriel
on either side of Christ’s head. By freeing up spaces on either side of the Savior, the
artist has been able to include all twelve Apostles (customarily the only Apostles
depicted in a Russian Deésis tier are Saints Peter and Paul). Consequently, the Doc-
tors of the Eastern Church are not represented. Of particular interest in the Lviv
iconostasis is the distinctive tier devoted to individual scenes of Christ’s passion, all
but one apparently painted in the restrained style of the sixteenth century, evidence
that seems to support the earlier dating of the iconostasis. The one exception depicts
Christ before the high priest Annas, who is dressed in the vestments of a Catholic
archbishop, probably meant to be Jan Solikovs’kyj. According to the catalog (p. 17)
the icon is easily read as an anti-Catholic statement stemming from religious turmoil
in Ukraine following the Union of Brest in 1596.

The style in many of the Zovtanci and Rohatyn icons is later than what we see in
the Lviv icons, more naturalistic, influenced by Western models. Nonetheless the
images from Lviv are not without innovation. The Entry into Jerusalem is
noteworthy not only for its fine draftsmanship and use of white highlights, but also
for its aggressive depiction of Christ riding on the back of the ass toward the gates of
Jerusalem with both hands outstretched to encounter the elders of the city. The Bap-
tism of Christ has the Savior modestly wrapped in a towel, a departure from the

1 In 1767 the Zovtanci iconostasis was transferred to the village of Velyki Hrybovydi, at first
to a wooden church and then, in 1897, to a stone church (V. A. Osvijcuk, Ukrajins’ke mystec-
tvo druhoji polovyny XVI-perSoji polovyny XVII st. Humanistyéni ta vyzvol’ni ideji [Kiev,
1985], p. 137).
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traditional naked Christ standing in the midst of the River Jordan.

The second section presents a brief account of the history of books on Ukrainian
territory, from the Ostromir Gospelbook of 1056—1057 to Lessons for Sundays and
holidays printed at the Po¢ajiv Monastery in 1794. Among the items displayed at the
exhibition were a copy of the Ostrih Bible from 1581, Pamvo Berynda’s Leksykon
slavenorosskyi of 1653 (2nd ed.), and various liturgical books from the press of the
Stauropegian Brotherhood dated between 1644 and 1772.

There are places in the text that require correction and addition. In part 1,
Vvedenija do xramu, the Presentation of the Mother of God in the Temple (p. 3), is
incorrectly translated as the Presentation of Christ in the Temple (Stritennja). The
Vladimir Mother of God (p. 8) is also known as the Vyshorod Mother of God, in
reference to the first location of the famous icon at the palace of Jurij Dolgorukij
outside of Kiev. The iconostasis of the Church of the Dormition in Zovtanci is dated
1638, not 1648 (pp. 14—15) or 1637 (p. 21). The beating of Christ is customarily
called the Flagellation, not the Flogging (p. 16). The apostle Simon (Symeon) is
incorrectly identified as Samuel (p. 18). In part 2, Slavic Casoslov is better translated
Horologion (Book of Hours) rather than Anthologion (p. 26), a more general term.
The oldest manuscript of the Tale of Bygone Years is not from the fifteenth century
(p. 26) but the fourteenth: the Laurentian copy of 1377. A mistranslation (pp.
26—28) identifies the Radziwilt copy (late 15th c.) as containing the oldest descrip-
tions of the life of the court, the prince’s retinue, and the cities, whereas the
Ukrainian text correctly refers to oldest illustrations, viz. miniatures. Concerning the
earliest written language in Rus’, all books in Kievan Rus’ were not initially written
in the Old Church Slavonic language used by Saints Cyril and Methodius (p. 28); we
have no manuscripts from the ninth century and cannot be certain of the language’s
precise form. Moreover, the ecclesiastical language of the Orthodox Slavs already
reflects regional differences in the earliest texts extant (late tenth? —eleventh centu-
ries). The eleventh-century Ostromir Gospelbook, for example, the oldest dated East
Slavic manuscript, contains patently East Slavic linguistic features and is better
described as being written in Rusian Church Slavonic.

Having provided a brief overview of the exhibition catalog, I must report that
significant portions of Hnatenko’s text have been appropriated from the published
materials of other scholars without proper attribution. A few examples will suffice to
illustrate this very serious problem.

Hnatenko cites Ukrajins’kyi seredn’ovitnyj Zyvopys by Hryhorii Lohvyn et al.
(Kiev, 1976) on one occasion, to support the claim that few icons survived from the
early period of Kievan Rus’, fifteen in all, including such well-known works as the
Vladimir Mother of God, the Great Panagia, and the Golden-haired Angel (p. 9).
Three paragraphs later, she discusses the technical aspects of the icon without indi-
cating her source of information:
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Hnatenko, pp. 9-10

IkoHa Mae CBOIO TexHoJjorilo: ii
Ma/I0Ba/IM Ha JIMNOBHX HOWIKAX, fKi, a4
MILHOCTH CKJICIOBAJIM 1 CKPIlUNOBa/M Ha
Topusx nmyrami. B sarnu6sienti (kopyesi)
posmillyBasii  OCHOBHY Kommosmmilo. Ha
OOIIKY HAKJICIOBAJIM TKAHMHY-NABOJIOKY,
wo6 Miugiumi 6yB 3B’A30K i3 I'DYHTOM.
IMepexia Bim KoBuera A0 NMOJIB MaB Ha3By
aysru.  BignopimHo g0  rpasitiopaHoro
pHCYHKa (rpa(p’i), Akuii HAHOCHJIH Ha Iue
MOKpHI IPYHT, iKOHY MAJIOBAJIM AEYHOIO
Temnepolo. 3akiHueHY iKOHy NOKDHBAJIH

osticdoio.

Lohvynetal.,p. 5

IkoHa AK CTaHKOBMI BHA MajdpcTBa
Mana cBolo TexHosorilo. Ha Pyci ikomn
MaJTIOBaJTH TIepeBaXKHO Ha JIHTIOBHX JOIIKAX,
AKi /i1 TPHBKOCTI CKJICIOBAJIH 3 KiJIbKOX
YaCTHH 1 3aKpilUmioBa/lM HAa  TOPLAX
umyrami. Ha smmesomy Goni, B 3arym-
6nenHi (KOBYe3i) pOSMIIyBasH OCHOBHE
306paxeHns, obiaMoBaHe TIOJIAMH.
Ilepexin pin xoByera Ao MOJIB MapB HA3BY
Jsyarn. Ha mouky HakJieloBay cTapy TKa-
HUMHY (naBOJIOKY), W06 MinHimm# Gys
3B’A30K i3 riNCOBHM 4M KPESHOAHWMM TpPyH-
TOM (JIeBKacoM), Ha AKOMy MaJIOBa/H
AEMHOI0  TEMMEPOI0  BIANOBIAHO [0
rpasi#tosasoro pUCYHKA (rpady’D),
HAHECEHOro MNOMEPEeaHbO MO LIE MOKPOMY
rpyHTy. 3akiHYeHy iKOHy TOKpHBaIM

onicolo.

Hnatenko borrows extensively from Volodymyr Osvijéuk’s Ukrajins’ ke mystec-
tvo druhoji polovyny XVI-persoji polovyny XVII st. (see fn. 1 above), usually
without attribution, so that the reader cannot distinguish his ideas from hers. The
excerpt below, for example, patently based on his introductory commentary, does

not mention his name:
Hnatenko, p. 13

Hemae cyMHiBy, 0 Ha PpOBHTOK
YKPaiHCLKOi KYJIbTYPH BeJIMKuH BIUIMB MaB
€BpONCHCHKMIT peHecaHc. AJie He MCEHII
BaxJHBHM O6yn0 # Te, MO aXepenaa
AHTHYHOTO MHCTENTBA, AKi JXHBHJIH ENOXY
pedecaricy B Eppomi, MpoHMK/IH Ha Hami
3emyi yepes Bisaurilo nabarato pasime i
ODAHOCHJIH TBOpYY AyMKy B 6araTbox
ninsekax xurTd. [Ipo me wmraemo B 3.
KomucTtencekoro , Ilaninoaii*: ,, i1 HayK B
Kpai HiMelpKkii ymaeMocd, rae fK CBOE
BJIACHOE 3HAXOAMM OT FPEeKOB Ha 4ac KOpOT-
KHI MOBEPEHHOE OTOHPaEMO, C PacTopom-
HOCTBIO €IHAK CMEThE OTKHMIYEMO, a 30JI0TO

BHAMY€eMO."

Osvijcuk, p. 6

Brnnus  eponmelicbkoi  penecaHCHOL
KyJIbTYPH Ha YKPAiHChKe MUCTELTBO € Gak-
TOM HesanepeunnM. JIkepena aHTHYHOL
MyapocTi H MHCTEUTBa, AKI JKHBUIH
peHecaHcHy €ppomy, HaGarato panime
yepes Bisantilo mpommkamm Ha Pych,
TAHOCAYM | NIATPHMYIOWH TBOPYY OYMKY B
6araTboX ALIAHKAX KyXOBHOro XMTTA. [Ipo
e fAckpaso ckazaB 3. KorMcreHChKHA Ha
cropinkax ,Jlanidopii: ,...Ans Hayk B
Kpal HEMELIKHE YAacMoCA, e AK CBOE
BJIACHOE 3JHaxOIHM, OT TPEKOB Ha d4ac
KOPOTKHI [IOBEPEHHOE OTGHPAEMO, C PacTo-
POMHOCTBIO €JHAK CMETHE OTKHAYEMO, a
3071070 BHIHMYEMO.*

Hnatenko’s actual references to Osvijéuk’s work can be misleading. In her treat-
ment of the iconostasis from the Church of Saint Paraskeva-Pjatnycja in Lviv, for
example, she reviews the controversy over dating and authorship. The entire discus-
sion and much of its language are based on Osvijéuk, pages 137—-42, but her foot-
note cites only Holubec’, the first scholar to suggest the earlier dating. The reference
is identical to the one in Osvijéuk’s book (p. 137, fn. 61):
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Hnatenko, p. 15

M. losy6eup mepuumit BHCYHYB Bepcilo
matypanHa  KimmeM XVI  crosiTTa.*
Hocniguuku  icTopii Ta  MHCTeUTBa

BigHOoCHIH #oro no cepemmnn XVII ct. M.
TonyGew 3BepHYB yBary Ha diTKiCThb
PEHeCaHCHOI apXiTeKTOHIKH, CTHJIb JKHBO-
[MCHOI MaHepu i pisb0H, dKa BiAmOBinae
XyHOXHIM KaHOHaM moyatky XVII cr. Bin
MPMIYCKA4B, IO iKOHOCTAC CTBOPIOBABCA Lie

Osvijéuk, p. 137

Aune Bucysasiach inma sepcis. IlepiupmM,
XTO pilliyye BigHIiC 1}0 MaM’ATKY &0 MexXi
XVI-XVII ct., 6yB M. FosyGeuw. Bin mpa-
BJILHO 3BEPHYB YyBar'y Ha YiTKiCTh
PEHECAHCHOI apXiTeKTOHIKM i CTH/Ib XKHBO-
NmHCYy Ta pisb0H, BIANOBIAHMX XYIOXKHIM
KaHOHaM no4yatky XVII cT., mpHmyckaou,
O iKOHOCTAC CTBOPIOBABCA ILE AJIA CTapoi
KPHJIOMAHCEKOT* nepkeu cB. Ilapackemn

IT aTHHmi, npo 4Ky € 3raaxa nig 1607 p.*
* fn. 61 = Holubec’ citation

ana  crapoi  HepkBH B, [lapackesu
IT’ aTHmwi, npo AKy € 3raaxa mia 1607 p.
* fn. 13 = Holubec’ citation

Two paragraphs later she credits Osvij€uk with a second line of argumentation
helpful in dating the iconostasis: the presence of the Passion cycle and the style of
the painting thereof (p. 15), but her footnote refers the reader to page 137 instead of
the correct page 138. From this point on the reader will have a difficult time deter-
mining the source of the ideas advanced—Hnatenko or Osvijéuk—although the
language used is clearly patterned on his text (pp. 138-42). It turns out that it is
Osvijéuk (p. 138), not Hnatenko, who has identified the high priest Annas as Jan
Solikovs’kyj in the Lviv Passion scene noted earlier.

When Hnatenko switches to the topic of authorship (p. 17), she informs the
reader that the painting style represented throughout the Lviv iconostasis indicates
the work of two equally talented masters of different generations. The statement is
without footnote, but the idea of two authors—one elder, one younger—based on
stylistic considerations actually belongs to Osvijéuk (pp. 139-42). As for their iden-
tities, seven paragraphs later Hnatenko notes the similarity between the styles of the
younger author and Fedir Sen’kovy¢, one of the authors of the Zovtanci iconostasis,
and assumes them to be one and the same person. Whose idea is this? At the end of
this seventh paragraph we learn that certain Lviv art historians are inclined to claim
Fedir Sen’kovy¢ as the younger author of the Lviv iconostasis. The accompanying
footnote (fn. 15, p. 24) informs us that a Lviv art historian, V. Vujcyk, has identified
the signature of a master Fedir on two of the icons from the Zovtanci iconostasis.
Consequently, the Lviv art scholar V. Osvijéuk has studied master Fedir’s style and
has “expressed the conjecture in his lectures that the younger author of the St.
Paraskeva [Lviv—MSF] iconostasis was Fedir Sen’kovych.” There is no direct
reference to pages 141-42 of Osvijéuk’s book where this view is clearly stated.
Without his original text, the reader might very well think that the theory of two
authors and the identification of the younger are the work of Stefanija Hnatenko,
with corroborating evidence provided by Vujcyk and Osvijcuk.

A concluding paragraph in this section, also without footnote, further compli-
cates the picture. Hnatenko seeks to identify the elder author of the Lviv iconostasis
as well: Lavrentij Puxala, the teacher of Fedir Sen’kovy&. An original idea, surely,
but once again not Hnatenko’s; Osvij€uk had already expressed his opinion on this
issue four years earlier (p. 141) but has received no credit for his effort. Without
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attribution, this conjecture would seem to belong to Hnatenko alone.

Given these examples (and many more could be cited), I am obliged to state that
Hnatenko has seriously misled the reader by presenting without proper credit the
thoughts and ideas of other scholars in an identical rendering or close paraphrase of
their very own idiom. That fact casts an unfortunate shadow on the catalog and,
indirectly, on the good work of the Ukrainian Museum.

Michael S. Flier
Harvard University

FOLKLORE FOR STALIN: RUSSIAN FOLKLORE AND
PSEUDOFOLKLORE OF THE STALIN ERA. By Frank J. Miller.
Foreword by William E. Harkins. Armonk, New York and London:
M. E. Sharpe, 1990. xiv, 192 pp. $39.95.

Picture Lenin and Stalin fighting off their enemies with magic swords or Red Army
soldiers flying on magic carpets. These are among the images from Soviet pseudo-
folklore described by Frank J. Miller in his Folklore for Stalin: Russian Folklore
and Pseudofolklore of the Stalin Era. The cult of specifically Russian folklore was,
William E. Harkins suggests in his foreword, hegemonic during much of the period.
It affected dance and popular music as well as film. Rather than an expression of
popular creativity, however, it was largely the product of individual talents. In his
study, Miller demonstrates, for the first time, how a folklore “cottage industry” was
established to disseminate Party propaganda throughout the Soviet Empire in the
1930s and how scholars collaborated in this endeavor.

Miller begins with an overview of folklore research and collection from the
seventeenth century onward. Paradoxically, while folk traditions were declining in
popular appeal by the Revolution of 1917, folklore had become a thriving field of
inquiry among scholars. By 1934, Harkins points out, the leading folklorist, Turii
Sokolov, argued that Russian folklore was a branch of literary scholarship and a
weapon of class conflict. In that same year Maxim Gorky, praising the artistry found
in folklore, claimed that it drew its inspiration from “concrete life” rather than from
mythic or religious notions and expressed the true aspirations of the masses. Folklor-
ists, Miller shows, were henceforth assured of official support for their work. By
1937 this support involved direct Party supervision. Not only were traditional genres
reinterpreted by scholars to accord with Marxist-Leninist dogma, but even the col-
lecting of folklore was determined by ideological criteria. A new folklore began to
appear. It eulogized Lenin, Stalin, and the October Revolution and was disseminated
in newspapers and journals as well as through performances. The best known per-
former, Marfa Kriukova, coined the term novina to distinguish her work from the
traditional starina. In this pseudofolklore created by individuals versed in traditional
genres, Lenin and Stalin were given the traits of bylina figures, bogatyry or knights.
Other heroes, like Chapaev, were seen as martyrs and saints who had sacrificed their
lives for the motherland. The authors of these “epics” had acquired much of their
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craft from books rather than from contact with “the masses.” They were regarded
officially as literary artists on par with other writers.

In his second chapter on the noviny and funeral laments, Miller proceeds with a
textual analysis of the work of Kriukova and other, lesser-known performers. In his
reading he isolates the ways in which traditional imagery and versification are used
to portray the “heroics” of Soviet history. He goes on to describe the arrogation of
funeral laments for propagandistic purposes but points out that this tradition did, in
fact, experience a limited though genuine revival in North Russia during the Second
World War—each lament containing a curse on Hitler and a “patriotic maternal
exhortation” (p. 72).

The chapter on Soviet tales deals with the work of I. F. Kovalev, G. 1. Sorokovi-
kov, and others, who, like the authors of the noviny, often displayed a real talent in
their depiction of Party leaders—notably Stalin—as traditional heroes.

Miller’s final chapter on the fate of pseudofolklore is focused on the role folklor-
ists played as collaborators as well as resisters in the process of undermining their
field. Indeed, even before the death of Stalin, folklorists were showing signs of
discomfort with the state of scholarship. The noviny and tales were being examined
for their artistic merit and sometimes criticized for their inauthenticity. The publica-
tion of Studies in Russian Folklore of the Soviet Period, which had been compiled a
year before Stalin’s death and which had focused on the representation of the dicta-
tor as hero, became, after 1953, the focus of discontent. Such prominent scholars as
V. S. Bakhtin, E. V. Pomerantseva, A. N. Nechaev, and N. Rybakova wrote critical
essays. Some even admitted to their role in the perpetration of pseudofolklore. In the
1960s V. Ia. Propp led the reaction to officially sanctioned views of folklore. How-
ever, as Miller points out, folklorists continued to publish noviny and Soviet tales in
anthologies dating from the Brezhnev era. Furthermore, he concludes, if the image
of Stalin has been de-emphasized and new theories have been allowed to emerge,
the goals of folklore to the present have not differed markedly from those of the
1930s: the promotion of loyalty to the country, Lenin, and the Party.

Miller’s three indexes contain useful synopses of noviny and Soviet tales dis-
cussed in the body of the text. The last index reproduces a few well-chosen texts in
full.

Miller’s study, an outgrowth of his Ph.D. dissertation, is solidly researched, well
organized, and clearly written. It provides the English-speaking reader with a
glimpse into yet another aspect of Party control over the peoples of the Soviet Union
during the Stalin era. However, because Miller tends to describe rather than analyze
the role of myth and folklore in popular life prior to the 1917 Revolution, the reader
is left to wonder what has been the reaction to and the effect of this patronizing
pseudofolklore—particularly in light of the waning interest in folk traditions on the
part of an increasingly urbanized and literate population.

Joanna Hubbs
Hampshire College
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RUSSIA OBSERVED: COLLECTED ESSAYS ON RUSSIAN
AND SOVIET HISTORY. By Richard Pipes. Boulder, San Fran-
cisco, and London: Westview Press, 1989. 240 pp. $34.95.

As a rule, American publishers do not like to put out collections of previously pub-
lished articles by scholars. This is a pity for two reasons: first, given the parlous state
of even good university libraries, the original publication, more often than not, is
hard to locate. Second, when gathered between two covers, the articles demonstrate
not only the scholarly development of their author but also afford glimpses into his
workshop. Fortunately, Westview Press overcame this reluctance and republished
ten important articles from the pen of Richard Pipes, whose major efforts have been
a ground-breaking history of the Formation of the Soviet Union, a challenging
interpretation of Russia under the Old Regime, a biography of Peter Struve, and the
impressive Russian Revolution.

The volume under review shows the range of Professor Pipes’s scholarly
interests: from the Muscovite to the Soviet periods; from Great Russia to the non-
Russian frontier territories. It also documents the historian’s duty to subject all evi-
dence to critical examination—which also means paying close attention to the voca-
bulary used in the sources and its implications for a better knowledge and under-
standing of those ideas that have shaped political decisions or responses in the past.
Quite naturally, such a methodological orientation leads to critical discussions of
opinions held by earlier historians, so that the articles also make a contribution to the
historiography of their subject matter.

Far from being occasional pieces or extended notes on some trivial issues that
found no place in a major monograph, the articles in this collection are interesting
and self-contained explorations. They may be arranged in several broad topical
groups. The first deals primarily with Russian domestic politics and political ideas.
The introduction to a republication of Giles Fletcher’s classic description of late
sixteenth-century Muscovy, Of the Russe Commonwealth (1966), provides a useful
tour d’horizon of Russian historiography of foreign travelers’ accounts and a con-
cise statement of the major features of Ivan the Terrible’s realm. Much more origi-
nal, even pathbreaking in its approach, is the article entitled “Catherine IT and the
Jews: The Origins of the Pale of Settlement.” It is pathbreaking for its examination
of the “Jewish Question™ in Russia from the point of view of the Russian govern-
ment in its imperial, expansionist context. Pipes concludes that far from being pur-
posefully oppressive (as they were to become eventually), the measures adopted by
Catherine II with respect to the newly incorporated Jewish population were, for the
age, the most liberal and progressive. The acts restricting the activities and rights of
residence of the Jews resulted from pressures put on the government by conservative
merchants and artisans fearful of Jewish competition. Since the appearance of the
article, several monographs on the Jews in Russia from similar perspectives have
contributed significantly to a fruitful revisionist interpretation of the question. Since
the main territory where the Jewish question was of significance is now part of
Ukraine and Belorussia, Pipes’s article has important contemporary implications and
should be of particular interest to readers of Harvard Ukrainian Studies.




214 Reviews

A similar, albeit less radical, revisionism informs the article “The Russian Mili-
tary Colonies, 1810—1831.” In it Pipes argues quite convincingly that the notorious
colonies of peasant-soldiers established by Alexander I and put under the control of
Count Arakcheev were not, as has often been claimed, merely an aspect of the
emperor’s reactionary turn after 1815, but in fact originated before the conflict with
France as a plan for a rational and enlightened solution to the peasant question. This
scheme failed not because of the cruel and oppressive manner with which it was
implemented but because it was a telling illustration of the evil which resuits from
any social engineering that, disregarding their customs and mentalité, tries to force
people into happiness (or prosperity) as understood by the governing elites. This
scholarly study illustrates the “liberal-conservative” stance that Professor Pipes has
displayed more recently in his scholarly and political activities.

Pipes’s own political beliefs may also be identified in his “Karamzin’s Concep-
tion of the Monarchy,” in which he analyzes the political philosophy of N. M.
Karamzin, the well-known historian and author of Alexander I’s time. In Professor
Pipes’s view—which I find find quite persuasive upon rereading the article—
Karamzin’s idea of monarchy as the necessary foundation for Russia’s greatness and
prosperity was a combination of paternalistic, but essentially progressive, and
moderate conservative notions. While rejecting any effort at “rational constructiv-
ism” (to use von Hayek’s felicitous phrase) and socioeconomic activism on the part
of a bureaucracy, Karamzin was committed to a respect for tradition, for the
individual’s free expression of opinion, and for freedom of action in the private
sphere, within the limits permitted by a benevolent law—a law safeguarded and
applied by the firm but benign authority vested in the person of the sovereign and
landlord. Naturally, such a political conception would hardly have proven adequate
for an industrializing and “modemnizing” Russia in the late nineteenth century,
but—applied conscientiously—it might have provided a workable guide during a
period of transition and might have spared the country much sociopolitical turmoil.

Pipes believes that the turmoil and suffering in the last decades of the imperial
regime were in no small measure caused by an irresponsible intelligentsia reacting to
the imperial government’s blindness to the country’s many economic, social, and
cultural problems. In studying the relationship between the state and the revolution-
ary intelligentsia during his work on the two-volume biography of Peter Struve, Pro-
fessor Pipes had to clarify a semantic tangle and to account for Lenin’s early politi-
cal development. The article, “Narodnichestvo: A Semantic Inquiry,” shows how the
original, rather vague signification of narodnik, “popular” in the sense of demo-
cratic, was turned by the early Russian Marxists into a polemically charged term to
denounce those who saw in the peasantry and its institutions the point of departure
for a special, Russian way of avoiding capitalism and its socioeconomic conse-
quences. Lenin, in turn, gave the word a dismissive edge in order to refuse any alli-
ance or compromise with the peasantry or the liberal bourgeoisie. Closely tied to this
semantic investigation is the piece “The Origins of Bolshevism: The Intellectual
Evolution of Young Lenin.” This evolution took the future founder of the Soviet
Union through populism (in its original democratic sense) to radical jacobinism and
the project of ruthlessly gaining control of a party in order to have complete power
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to initiate total social engineering. In telling the story of this aspect of Lenin’s early
life, Pipes also reveals the roots of his dislike for Lenin as a person—a dislike that
will become the loathing that colors his picture of the Russian Revolution.

In our century, the intellectual has come to play an influential role in the forma-
tion of public opinion and in this manner has had, and still has, an impact on politi-
cal decisions made by both government and society. Reading Max Weber’s analysis
and conclusions about the 1905 Revolution and its “constitutional” aftermath, Pipes,
in the piece “Max Weber and Russia,” endeavors to discover and describe the ambi-
guous relationship between social science methods, political morality, and existen-
tial and emotional engagement with nationalism. In my opinion, this is the most sub-
tle and illuminating article in the volume and does not bear summarizing. Suffice it
to say here that Pipes reaches the conclusion that Max Weber’s ultimately false
diagnosis of the events in Russia was largely due to an unresolved tension between
his objective sociological analysis and his emotional parti-pris for German national-
ism.

A correct understanding of the past does not necessarily guarantee a reliable
prediction of the future, as the last three essays unintentionally illustrate. They deal
with the crucial problem of the nationalities in the Soviet Union, more specifically of
its Central Asiatic and Muslim context. The articles on Bashkiria (“The First Experi-
ment in Soviet National Policy: The Bashkir Republic, 1917-1920") and the
Muslims of Central Asia (“Muslims of Central Asia: Trends and Prospects”) are
very informative and provide interesting historiographic insights. Written as they
were, however, long before glasnost’ and before even limited access to the Soviet
Union and its libraries, they suffer from a limited documentary basis of published
sources and personal interviews with exiles. The reconstruction of events is very
well done and in the process not a few clichés and false claims of the Soviet pro-
paganda machine and disinformation are put to rest. But any extrapolation to today’s
situation will prove quite hazardous, as shown in the last essay, “‘Solving’ the
Nationality Problem”—the only one that is publicistic rather than scholarly.

The historian, while fully aware of change in the past, cannot extrapolate into the
future without assuming some permanences or “laws” in history—something that
Pipes, quite wisely, refuses to do. Under the circumstances, Karamzin’s approach
may be a better guide than the lures of social science in Max Weber’s tradition. It
should be said, though, that Professor Pipes has the courage to accept the lessons
and the unexpectedness of history, while loyally adhering to his moral and political
convictions. The younger generation of historians will read these essays to great
profit and will obtain valuable insight into their discipline by observing a master
craftsman at his workbench.

Marc Raeff
Columbia University
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PEASANTS WITH PROMISE: UKRAINIANS IN SOUTH-
EASTERN GALICIA, 1880-1900. By Stella Hryniuk. Edmonton,
Alberta: Canadian Institute of Ukrainian Studies Press, 1991. 299
Pp., index, map, illustrations.

Stella Hryniuk originally set out to study the causes for the massive emigration of
Ukrainian peasants from Eastern Galicia to Canada at the turn of the last century.
The general presumption was that Ukrainian immigrants came to Canada to escape
hopelessness, ignorance, and a static society. She focused on immigrants to Mani-
toba, and noticed that the pre-1900 emigration had been from five Galician
counties—Borshchiv, Chortkiv, Husiatyn, Terebovlia, and Zalishchyky. In prelim-
inary interviews, Hryniuk found that both the level of literacy and the quality of life
of the Galician-Ukrainian peasants was higher than had been generally supposed.
Intrigued, she set out to investigate the life the Canadian immigrants left behind,
postponing her original topic, the study of “the ‘why’ of emigration” to a later time.

This book focuses on the material and social culture of the peasants—on the
economy of the village and the modernity that impinged on peasant life in the form
of school, community enlightenment projects, and programs in agricultural improve-
ments and public health. Hryniuk wisely avoids the discussion of the development
of national consciousness and political awareness, stories that other historians have
investigated.

The author mined Austrian government reports on cattle breeding, road building,
schools, churches, and finances in the area; she perused statistical data and parlia-
mentary proceedings; she poured over Canadian and American immigration reports;
she plowed through journals and newspapers and read much of what was published
on the area. She supplemented these sources by travel to Western Ukraine and by
interviewing the few immigrants in Manitoba who still remembered “the old coun-
try.” She looked at known fact with fresh eyes. For instance, the little Galician
horses were always trotted out as proof of the poverty of the area. Hryniuk
discovered that the Galician horse, which owed its pedigree to Mongolian, Arabic,
and English horses, was hardy, even tempered, and cheaper to maintain than the
larger horses preferred in Western Europe. From these varied sources Hryniuk wove
a tapestry depicting the life of Ukrainian peasants from southern Podillia. The narra-
tive is supplemented by selective tables on the population of the area, taxes paid,
prices for necessities and major cereal grains, land use, farm animal ownership, and
schools and the languages in which the children were taught.

Whereas other works have tried to illustrate the Western influence on Ukraine,
Hryniuk tackles the actual life of the Galician village. She provides solid informa-
tion on the work of the Galician Agricultural Association, on the practical advice on
agriculture and husbandry that was always included in Ukrainian newspapers, and
on the crafts of the area. She marshals evidence of the husbanding and agricultural
activities of the clergy and details how that information was disseminated to the
peasants through community organizations. She traces the impact the building of the
railroads had upon the peasant economy and elaborates on the equally dramatic
impact formal schooling, even if limited to a few years, had on the village. The
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networks of informal education, especially the work of the Enlightenment society
and of the various Ukrainian newspapers, helped to change the life of the peasants,
and not only to make them nationally conscious.

What emerges from her story is a picture of a large, dynamic community devis-
ing means to help itself, using whatever government resources it could. What
remains unsaid is precisely the issue that should be studied: the policies aimed at
improving the life in the village for peasants and for the clergy. It was the practical-
ity inherent in the aims of the Ukrainian movement that explained its popularity and
not the ideology in which it became clothed. In other words, nationalism in Galicia
was not an ideological movement; rather, it was aimed at making life better for the
residents of the area.

Hryniuk, whose first exposure to Galician Ukrainians was through secondary
written sources and the written work of the intelligentsia, discovered, on the basis of
painstaking primary research, that the true story of at least one section of Galicia
could not be placed into the procrustean bed of predetermined notions of backward-
ness and development. She documents the beginning of modernity, of the “change
from adherence to timeless tradition to courageous innovation, from a peasant econ-
omy geared to local markets to one which was integrated by railways into European
economy, from throwing off of old fears of authority to the exercise of political
rights, as well as expansion of knowledge of the wider world which literacy and
education brought with them and the acceptance of new ideas and techniques” to the
period of 1880. The next twenty years marked “a tremendous leap” for Southern
Podillia. While this book itself may not mark a “tremendous leap” in scholarship, it
does provide yet another badly needed step in the study of the history of Ukraine as
the people there lived, not as they were perceived by others. As such, it should be
warmly welcomed by teachers and students of Eastern European history.

Martha Bohachevsky-Chomiak
McLean, Virginia

BEYOND NATIONALISM: A SOCIAL AND POLITICAL HIS-
TORY OF THE HABSBURG OFFICER CORPS 1848-1918. By
Istvdn Dedk. New York and Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1990.
xiii, 273 pp.

Sixty years ago Oscar J4szi analyzed the dissolution of the Habsburg monarchy in
mechanical terms of competing centripetal and centrifugal forces. Preeminent
among the centripetal forces, among J4szi’s “pillars of internationalism” which held
the multinational monarchy together, was the Habsburg army. The officers, he
argued, were molded by their military education, and moved from land to land, so
that they “represented a certain spirit of internationalism confronted with the impa-
tient and hateful nationalism of their surroundings,” and “constituted something like
an anational caste.” Istvdn Dedk, in Beyond Nationalism, has written a social history
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of that officer corps which, far more than simply supporting J4szi’s thesis on the
army, succeeds in understanding and explaining what that thesis actually means
when removed from the realm of sociological generalization and endowed with the
substance of social history. Dedk concludes that “an enormous number of Joint
Army officers had, for all intents and purposes, no nationality,” but it is above all his
approach to the question—through a complex methodology which combines the sta-
tistical analysis of official records with a more impressionistic synthesis of personal
memoirs—that makes this book such an innovative and important contribution to
understanding the Habsburg monarchy as a multinational entity.

Dedk begins with the interesting, semi-paradoxical formulation of the monarchy
as both essentially “militaristic” and yet fundamentally “unwarlike.” Through the
book he uncovers the related paradoxes of an army overglorified and underfinanced,
an officer corps whose fictional paragons were celebrated in operetta while its actual
members wrestled with problems of pay and promotion. On the one hand, Dedk
takes a broad view of the complete corps, employing statistical samplings to analyze
issues of class and confession, as well as the supremely problematic issue of
nationality. On the other hand, he takes an intimate view of the officers’ lives, con-
sidering such subjects as homoerotic friendship at the military academy and the
conversational complications of using Du as the mandated mode of address between
officers.

The chronological scope of the book reaches back to the early efforts toward a
professional Habsburg army in the reigns of Maria Theresa and Joseph II, and for-
ward to the post-Habsburg careers of the officers inherited by the twentieth-century
successor states of Central and Eastern Europe. The heart of the book, however,
focuses on the army created by the military arrangements and reforms of 1868, fol-
lowing the Austro-Hungarian Compromise of 1867. Dedk considers the nature of the
joint army in the dual monarchy, and the evolving balance between Cis- and Trans-
Leithania in an army conceived as a central institution. The place of the Hungarians
in the officer corps is analyzed with great subtlety, as is that of the Jews.

Considering the apparent underrepresentation of Galicia’s Ukrainians among
Habsburg officers, Dedk suggests that their presence may have been masked by the
identification of Ruthenians as Poles, all the more likely in an army which generally
deemphasized national identification. Ukrainian was one of the languages which the
multilingual officers were supposed to use with the relevant rank and file, though
Dedk also makes the interesting observation that Czech may have come to serve
generally “as a language for communication with all Slavic soldiers.” Galicia
emerges from the officers’ memoirs as an undesirable posting, perceived as “a place
to get drunk and to stay drunk; to spend the night in shabby cafés, gambling and
whoring; to long for civilization; and to make pilgrimages to the railroad station to
watch the passing through of the Lemberg-Cracow-Vienna express.”

Such a passage might remind one of the fictional world of Joseph Roth’s
Radetzky March, and in fact there is a special relation between Dedk’s history and
Roth’s novel—also of sixty years ago. Dedk is fully aware of the special significance
of the Habsburg officer in Austrian literature, and he refers to Robert Musil’s Young
Torless on military schooling and Arthur Schnitzler’s Lieutenant Gust! on military
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honor, with the qualification that both involve a certain amount of literary overstate-
ment. The author Dedk uses most effectively, however, is Roth, for it was Roth who
best appreciated the figure of the Habsburg officer as a fulcrum for supporting a
complete representation of the lost world of the multinational monarchy. Dedk’s his-
torical achievement is to recover the full importance and complexity of the
Habsburg officer corps, and the proof of his success is how brilliantly his focus
serves to elucidate the twists and turning points of Habsburg history, from the revo-
lution of 1848 to the compromise of 1867, from the occupation of Bosnia in 1878 to
the outbreak of war in 1914. Beyond Nationalism is a masterful work in which skill-
ful methodology, forceful writing, subtle analysis, and intelligent engagement with
really important questions challenge us to put the subject at the very center of his-
toriographical reconsideration of the Habsburg monarchy.

Larry Wolff
Boston College

CULTURE OF THE FUTURE: THE PROLETKULT MOVEMENT
IN REVOLUTIONARY RUSSIA. By Lynn Mally. Berkeley and
Los Angeles: The University of California Press, 1990. xxxix, 306
pp. $37.50.

By focusing on the history of one organization, Proletkult, Lynn Mally has tackled
one of the most complex problems of the Russian Revolution—the problem of cul-
ture. Was culture propagated from above by Bolshevik intellectuals who called
themselves the vanguard of the proletariat, indeed, the culture of the future? Was it
at all a culture of the workers? Lynn Mally also addresses the problem of the cul-
tural gap between the educated worker upstarts and the masses of still uneducated
workers lacking “consciousness,” who were left behind on the factory floor.

Mally’s is a straightforward institutional history, richly documented with archival
documents, beautifully organized, and well presented. She tells us the story of an
organization of worker-enthusiasts and Bolshevik intellectuals who dreamed of
creating a proletarian culture, a proletarian art, a proletarian identity, and a
proletarian science. They set up the Proletarian Culture organization—hence
Proletkult—in the fall of 1917, on the eve of the Bolshevik seizure of power. It was
then a truly voluntary grass roots organization, like so many others at that time.
Lynn Mally follows its quick rise to what she calls a movement, or a national net-
work of organizations well funded by the state and engaged in all kinds of cultural
activities—opening studios, making posters, organizing theaters and processions.
Part of that cultural activity, Mally perceptively points out, was not particularly
“proletarian.” It was simply educational and explicitly propagandistic, geared to
imbue the masses with a socialist consciousness.

The artistic production of all these groups was truly innovative and experimental.
In the conditions of the Civil War, when the Communist party’s attention was preoc-
cupied with survival, cultural organizations had a great deal of freedom as long as
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they remained pro-Bolshevik.

Lynn Mally attentively examines the membership and the leadership of this
Proletkult and its structure and debates. She points out that it was never a homo-
geneous organization and that it included a variety of people in its ranks who inter-
preted the meaning of culture and, specifically, proletarian culture. What emerges
from her portrait of the organization is that its identity was closely linked to work-
ers’ autonomy, self-affirmation, and self-definition. Proletkult leaders tried very hard
to define a separate role for themselves within the context of what was called the
“proletarian” state. In the end, they failed. The author shows that as soon as the
immediate danger of the Whites receded, the Bolshevik leaders tightened control
and stamped out any calls for autonomy—and not only in the realm of culture, one
might add. :

My primary criticism of this book is that it takes uncritically the claim of the
Proletkult leaders that they, in fact, represented proletarian culture. The author mis-
takenly interprets the growth of the organization as an indication of a grass roots
support and refers to it as a movement. Yet, as she herself admits (p. 66), one local
organization “allowed participation™ of such-and-such laborers. So the grass roots
“movement” was shaped from above. The self-appointed Communist cultural elite
decided who was and who was not a “conscious” proletarian. Could that dogmatic,
ideological propaganda machine be called a popular movement? The author’s evi-
dence also clearly shows that the “movement” had begun in Moscow, existed on
state funds, and then collapsed when state funds were withdrawn.

Second, the author assumes as something quite natural, and not in need of expla-
nation, that worker-proletarians were necessarily socialist and that Proletkult was
their organization. In fact, “proletarian consciousness” was a mental creation of
Moscow intellectuals and their worker upstart students. During the Civil War the
true workers exhibited all kinds of cultural and political preferences; most of them
had probably never heard of Proletkult. Most Russian workers, by Bolshevik termi-
nology, exhibited petty bourgeois cultural traits and tastes. Large categories of
workers, such as railroad workers and metal workers, were explicitly anti-
Communist. Other workers such as those in Tula, often referred to in the book, were
staunchly and continuously pro-Menshevik and anti-Bolshevik. Still others, for
example in Orel, joined in the anti-Semitic pogroms under the Whites. By focusing
only on the Bolshevik cultural organization which claimed to be of the workers, one
receives a distorted view of the workers’ real cultural needs and real political dispo-
sitions.

Lynn Mally clearly demonstrates that Lenin and the Bolsheviks stamped out cul-
tural autonomy in 1921. Yet, the issues she raises in the book beg a broader view.
The author correctly shows that the intellectual origins of Proletarian Culture went
back to Bogdanov’s dreams during the 1910s of a proletarian identity and a
proletarian culture that would supersede bourgeois culture. From here, it followed as
an axiom that proletarian culture was necessarily a socialist culture. Intolerance and
doctrinairism were a part of Bolshevik cultural thinking from the very beginning.
The Bolshevik intelligentsia’s mission was to educate the proletariat and to lead it to
socialism. Why is it so surprising, then, that in 1921 Lenin decided that this task
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could not be left to some self-proclaimed cultural vanguard, a state subsidized
organization claiming autonomy from the “vanguard of the proletariat?” The demise
of Proletkult was rooted in the very essence of Leninism.

Vladimir Brovkin
Harvard University

THE GENERATION OF POWER: THE HISTORY OF DNEPRO-
STROL. By Anne D. Rassweiler. Oxford and New York: Oxford
University Press, 1988. viii, 247 pp., index, bibliography. $32.50.

Dneprostroi was the paradigm of the ambitious construction projects that were the
hallmark of Stalin’s First Five-Year Plan. In her history of its implementation, Anne
Rassweiler gives a minutely detailed description of the transfiguration that accom-
panied the project and turned it into something of a caricature of its intended charac-
ter.

The construction of a giant hydroelectric station across the Dneiper was con-
ceived as the lever of modemity that, grasped by conscious and enthused proletari-
ans, would turn peasant Russia into an urban and industrial power. Instead, it
became the model for mass mobilization of manual laborers, refugees from the
murder and famine of the collectivization of agriculture, poorly fed, poorly housed,
and endlessly chivvied to set new records that would be the next day’s norms.
Rather than showing the way for scientific organization to compensate for technical
backwardness, Dneprostroi became a demonstration of how politics could dominate
and silence technical critiques. Graduates of the period, having learned to maneuver
and manipulate in an environment of chronic shortage, disequilibrium, and wasteful
campaigning, became the Khrushchevs and Brezhnevs, the “generation of power” of
senescent Stalinism who eventually led the USSR into exhausted decline. In detail-
ing the processes of labor recruitment and training, of management’s battle with
impossible plans and scarce resources, and the Communist party’s inadequacy as a
directing force, Professor Rassweiler has made her point strongly.

Despite its detail, the book comes to life only in a few places. In great measure
this is the fault of the writing and editing. There are endless unnecessary repetitions.
One section of the introduction is repeated verbatim in the epilogue (cf. pp. 10-11
and 188). On the other hand, we are promised a discussion of the Stakhanovite
movement (p. 125) that never materializes. In the midst of a political analysis of the
attack on “bourgeois specialists” as part of the internal party struggle against trade
union independence and Bukharin’s right-wing group, we find the simplistic sen-
tence: “Engineers and specialists became the special objects of antagonism, whipped
up by Stalin, who did not trust them.” Statistics are shoveled in like concrete poured
by Zhenia Roman’ko’s brigade—but too often without reference points that would
help the reader judge their significance (housing space, p. 150; absenteeism, p. 164;
nutritional intake, p. 152—though here, additional figures with a proper base of
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reference are given on the following page, but with no connection made between the
two passages.)

A number of important questions are hinted at and never developed. The ques-
tion of Ukrainian politics and the role of industrialization envisioned by the
Ukrainian Communist leadership is mentioned in passing but not developed. In a
similar vein, there is no organized discussion of any effects of change in the ethnic
structure of the work force and of the Communist party membership as Ukrainians
come to be the majority ethnic group at Dneprostroi. The Millar-Nove debate on the
“contribution” of collectivization to the First Five-Year Plan is included in the
bibliography but is never introduced into the discussion.

The volume began as a Ph.D. dissertation completed in 1980. The sources are
those that were available at the time: newspapers, journals, memoirs, even inter-
views, but no archival materials. Though the sources have been well used, there can
be little doubt that were the book to be rewritten today, it would be richer and better
fleshed out in content. In addition, the oppressive weight of Lenin—his “initiatives,”
directives, conceptions—apparently absorbed unconsciously from the Soviet secon-
dary literature, would be much less, and a more critical understanding of the intel-
lectual and political currents that underlay Dneprostroi would emerge.

In many ways, this volume may be compared to Dneprostroi. After all, the dam
and power station were completed—however wastefully and at whatever human
price—produced the electricity that powered the region’s industrialization, and were
the first collecting point for a dispossessed peasantry in its transition to urban, indus-
trial life. Anne Rassweiler has made her point, and, if her method is regrettably
faulty, her focus on a significant case study is bold and well-conceived and will help
later historians of Soviet industrialization analyze other key developments that may
shed light on the formative years of the Soviet system.

Theodore H. Friedgut
Hebrew University of Jerusalem

KO-OPS: THE REBIRTH OF ENTREPRENEURSHIP IN THE
SOVIET UNION. By Anthony Jones and William Moskoff. Bloom-
ington and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1991. 154 pp.
$12.95.

This book was written as an account of contemporary reality. It comes to us, the
readership, as an essentially historical essay. With the fall of Gorbachev and the
break-up of the Soviet Union at the end of 1991, the world of perestroika fell apart,
the credo of Soviet socialism/communism was finally abandoned, and the peculiarly
Soviet constraints on entrepreneurship (even in the context of “radical reform”)
which had given birth to a “new” cooperative movement were abandoned.
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Yet, just as the Jones and Moskoff volume sheds considerable light on the essen-
tial tensions and contradictions of earlier attempts to introduce elements of indepen-
dent entrepreneurship into the Soviet system of central planning (especially in the
late 1960s and early 1970s), so also it illuminates the central difficulties of transition
to a market economy in Russian conditions, difficulties that have if anything been
brought more clearly into focus with the final jettisoning of the baggage of the
Soviet era.

The most general of these is the absence of a “market culture” (see chapters 6
and 8). Closely allied to a petty and obstructive egalitarianism (“ ‘I don’t want to
live like her [a rich neighbor]. I want her to live like me’ ”*; p. 96), the culturally con-
ditioned ability to understand the role of prices, the nature and ethics of exchange,
and the value of competition is making things just as difficult for Yegor Gaidar’s
economic transformation team, now at the center of power, as it did for the vulner-
able and often isolated cooperatives of the perestroika period. Entrepreneurs have,
of course, often been as wanting in this basic understanding as the masses, and the
problem of the “get rich quick” mentality (reinforced by policy instability) is as crit-
ical in the post-Soviet conditions of 1992 as it was in the period covered by Jones
and Moskoff. Partly because of these attitudinal problems, partly because of “objec-
tive” economic difficulties, the cooperatives failed to produce the kind of powerful
supply-side response to shortages that might have started a market cultural revolu-
tion. It seemed at the time that these economic difficulties were largely a function of
the shortcomings of central planning. The brief experience of the Yeltsin govern-
ment in Russia suggests that they are much more deep-seated, and that the story told
in the volume under review will continue to have relevance to current preoccupa-
tions for longer than the authors themselves might wish.

Ko-ops raises one methodological issue that is of critical importance for all social
scientists working on the Soviet and post-Soviet world. The approach is very much
the tried and trusted “Sovietological” approach, based on massive documentation,
wide use of anecdote and other forms of “significant detail,” and a certain amount of
reporting for reporting’s sake in the context of the general unavailability of many of
the sources commonly used. My own feeling is that as we move into the post-Soviet
world, in which the (Russian, at least) informational dimension is converging with
what we are used to in the West, the Sovietological approach may become largely
redundant, at least in its “pure” form. What will never become redundant is the kind
of incisive comment that graces page 93, viz.:

If crime becomes endemic to the movement, it will corrupt the entire process of building a civil
society in the economic sphere; civil society implies a market culture in which there is the
implied entitlement to honesty in exchange. That does not now exist.

That is as true of the transformation movement of 1992 as it was of the cooperative
movement of the late 1980s.

David A. Dyker
School of European Studies, University of Sussex
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THE NATIONALITIES FACTOR IN SOVIET POLITICS AND
SOCIETY. Edited by Lubomyr Hajda and Mark Beissinger. Boulder,
San Francisco, and Oxford: Westview Press, 1990. 331 pp., with
tables, figures, notes, index. $19.95 paper.

This book pro{lides a solid basis for a better understanding of the sovereign repub-
lics that have emerged from the former USSR in the wake of the failed coup of
August 1991. Let it be said at the outset that this important overview of the Soviet
nationalities picture should not be dismissed because the research predates the coup.
As S. Frederick Starr remarked during a panel discussion at the annual convention of
the American Association for the Advancement of Slavic Studies in November
1991, much of the work that could have contributed to our knowledge of the repub-
lics prior to their emergence as independent players remains to be done. Reams of
literature, especially that in the local languages, are yet to be tapped by scholars.
Attention to this resource, however belated, can yield important new insights. The
present volume helps to fill the gap and to discern the forces which inform the
republics’ national existence today.

Roman Szporluk’s introductory essay on the “imperial legacy” sets the stage for
the coming breakup of the USSR. Szporluk suggests that Lenin’s statement about
the “tendency of every national movement. . .toward the formation of national
states” was not limited, as Lenin said it was, to capitalist systems. He recalls Ladis
K. D. Kristof’s delineation of the “dichotomy between narod and gosudarstvo”
which characterized the Russian Empire even in its final stages, observing that this
same tension between state and society carried over—in the case of Russians and,
even more so, the non-Russian nationalities—as part of the heritage with which Gor-
bachev was forced to deal during the perestroika period. What ultimately defeated
Gorbachev’s efforts to hold the Union together were the acceptance of linguistic
autonomy and the espousal of the national-territorial principle, which, early on—
Szporluk quotes Richard Pipes on this point—were conceded to the nationalities as a
“purely formal feature of the Soviet Constitution™: hence, the involuntary enshrine-
ment of nationalism at various levels of the federal structure that has now produced
states within states like the contents of a matryoshka. Szporluk, naming some
names, is critical of those who were unable or unwilling to see this looming
phenomenon, accepting instead official claims that the nationality question had been
“solved.”

There are chapters on various thematic aspects: the role of the national elites, the
economy, the military, language policy, literary politics, and religion. Gertrude
Schroeder, dealing with the economic sphere, points to a key centrifugal factor: “the
persistence of substantial development gaps and disparities in living standards
among national groups.” She makes the prescient observation that the declared
intent to manage the economy from the center while giving the republics more
authority in managing their own development was “a contradiction in terms” that
could lead to “bitter wrangles, unavoidably with an ethnic coloration.” As for future
economic cooperation among the republics, her finding that the “small republics are
much more trade dependent than the larger ones” suggests that the former will have
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a special interest in continuing ties.

There are also chapters on regional topics: one on Ukraine, Belorussia, and Mol-
davia, others on the Baltic republics, Transcaucasia, and Central Asia, and one deal-
ing with the problem of Russian nationalism.

One of the book’s strengths is that nearly all of its contributors are persons who
have brought to the general nationalities question some special familiarity with at
least one of the component peoples and cultures, and who are thus able to look at the
picture “from the ground up.” At the same time, each chapter is a work of solid
scholarship, without special pleading or advocacy—a tribute to the editors who were
also organizers of the series of Olin Seminars on Critical Issues, held at the Harvard
University Russian Research Center, on which the book is based.

In the final chapter, the editors conclude with an observation that now, with hind-
sight, seems like a masterpiece of caution: “In an era of reform, the nationalities
problem presents Soviet leaders with their most serious challenge, one that virtually
guarantees that Soviet political evolution will be neither smooth nor simple.”

James Critchlow
Harvard University

A MENNONITE IN RUSSIA: THE DIARIES OF JACOB D. EPP,
1851-1880. Translated and edited by Harvey L. Dyck. Toronto, Buf-
falo, London: University of Toronto Press, 1991. xiv, 456 pp.
$60.00.

Harvey L. Dyck has provided a thoughtful and highly readable edition of an impor-
tant primary source, the diaries of a Mennonite schoolteacher, farmer, and minister
living in Novorossiia (Ekaterinoslav guberniia) from 1851 —1880—a period of great
upheaval in Russian society and life. The history of Mennonite communities in
Russia—outsiders to the mainstream of Russian society, yet closely tied to imperial
policy and local conditions—gives insight into the interplay between communitarian
religious ideals, political issues in St. Petersburg, and the reality of village life. Even
the diarist’s name, Jacob Davidovich Epp, reveals the inside/outside relationship of
these Mennonites to Russian society through its mix of traditional German and Rus-
sian forms.

Epp recounts the daily struggles of a poor farmer, including bouts with drought
and storm, good and poor harvests. His entries often concentrate, however, on the
spiritual and educational state of his fellow Mennonites since he acted as both minis-
ter and schoolteacher. These are the meat-and-potatoes of the Diaries and show
Epp’s concern over the lives of his coreligionists. Deeply conservative in his own
dealings, Epp consistently acted to integrate changes and innovations to Mennonite
life that did not strike to the core of its religious or social character. The Diaries
show Epp to be a moderating force in debates over the use of the ban (especially for
adultery) and in relations with the Brethren, a sectarian Mennonite group. Entries



226 Reviews

amply discuss, for example, public punishment for personal sins—used to maintain
discipline and harmony within the community.

The Diaries illustrate the heterogeneity of the countryside during this period:
Mennonites often served as “model farmers” for resettied Jews under imperial and
provincial tutelage and lived alongside Russians and non-Mennonite Germans as
well. Epp took his task as model farmer seriously and often upbraided Mennonites
who worked on Sunday as a bad example to the Jews, who held the Sabbath as
sacred. Although forced to interact with one another in areas of mutual concern,
such as common herding and grazing, Mennonite and Jew viewed the world dif-
ferently, seemed not to trust each other, and consequently got along but poorly.

Concerned with the spiritual, educational, and physical well-being of his own
flock, Epp rarely mentions any interaction with members of other religions (except
for the Jewish settlers). On occasion, he notes holidays as times when the local
Orthodox population would not work in the fields, but on only one occasion does he
write of a Mennonite man who decided to convert to Orthodoxy (p. 327). At no
point do the journals recount a Russian becoming a Mennonite. Furthermore, Epp
(usually a keen observer of the local and provincial scene) never mentions interac-
tion with the Old Believer or sectarian populations, which were quite large in that
part of the empire. These omissions show that, while in a Russian world, the Men-
nonites never became “of the world.” They had received guarantees to live in free-
dom from imperial army service and other duties, and the Mennonites tried to retain
their independence from the rest of Russian society. Epp himself distrusted such
gifts as the Mennonite Charter of Privileges, and his entries chronicle the erosion of
those “perpetual” liberties.

The Diaries thus provide material for the study of communitarian groups in Rus-
sia during this period. More broadly, the book can be used to aid research on inter-
faith relations as well as for more mainstream economic and social history. Each
year’s entries include, for example, detailed data on harvests, birth and death rates,
and other pertinent raw source material.

Epp’s prose (and Dyck’s translation) make for a good read: the stream of reli-

gious activities, notable events, and the rhythm of rural life follow easily from day to
day, year to year. His prose even becomes lyrical when recounting moments of par-
ticularly strong emotion. He describes seeing his first wife, just deceased, in a
dream:
It was past midnight when I dreamed that my dear, dear wife was standing at my side in a very
familiar dress and saying to me that I should accompany her through all of this life. I was so
happy. We walked hand in hand together towards our house, but we had to pass through deep
water that reached up to our chins. . . . I took my dearly beloved Maria in my arms and carried
her through the water, and on reaching home we sat down together in heartfelt love, just the
two of us, and with a passionate kiss sealed our reunion forever. (pp. 180-81)

Indeed, the cycle of life and, especially, early death comprises a leitmotif for the
book. Both scholars and students would do well to read the scores of entries detail-
ing the early death of Epp’s family and parishioners. The journals remind those
studying the social conditions of the Russian countryside that the endemic danger of
life in these times was an untirnely death.
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Dyck’s introduction, which follows Jacob Epp’s life chronologically, ably fol-
lows relevant features of Mennonite practice and history so that the Diaries may be
put in proper context. In addition to describing Epp’s life in detail, the introduction
analyzes his views on technological change, morality, sexuality, and the relationship
of Mennonite communities to the imperial government. The introduction is clearly
written and documented. Because it follows a chronology and does not use subject
headings, however, finding information about specific topics is difficult. A reader
interested, for example, in Dyck’s analysis of the administrative organization of
Mennonite communities cannot turn to a specified part of the introduction. The
index helps only a little in this matter. Although it is a valuable aid to genealogists
because of the exhaustive listing of proper names, the index gives scant subject
references. For example, the introduction of “cipher singing” from Germany into
Russian Mennonite services appears throughout the Diaries, illustrating the way in
which Mennonite communities responded to forces of change, yet this subject
receives no heading (nor do “singing,” “music,” or “liturgics”) in the index. While
“Ukrainians” and “Jews” have headings, neither “Russians” nor “Orthodox” are
covered. These discrepancies make an important source difficult to use for research.
Good maps, illustrations, and family trees round out the reference material.

The physical production of the book is of particularly high quality. Page design
and text layout, as well as a set of color plates showing “primitive evocations” of
Russian Mennonite life, are uniformly excellent. The University of Toronto Press
has produced a handsome volume of a useful primary source.

Roy R. Robson
Boston College

BE-VO HA-AYMA: YEHUDEI LVOV TAKHAT HA-KIVUSH
HA-GERMANI (DFI EDUT, YUNI 1941-APRIL 1942). DAYS OF
HORROR: JEWISH TESTIMONIES FROM GERMAN OCCUPIED
LEMBERG, 1941-1943. By Bella Gutterman. Publications of the
Diaspora Research Institute, 75. Tel Aviv: The Centre for the His-
tory of Polish Jewry, The Diaspora Research Institute, 1991. 216 pp.,
illus,

Bella Gutterman has assembled in this work an interesting collection of primary
sources written by Jews during the German occupation of Lviv. These diaries and
datebooks, originally written in Polish and German, have been translated into
Hebrew for this publication, where they appear for the first time. Gutterman has
added a short introduction on the history of the Jewish community during this tragic
era as well as brief biographical remarks on the authors of the original manuscripts,
which are now held in the Diaspora Research Institute of the University of Tel Aviv.
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Two of the diaries chosen for this collection are by Jewish academics at the
University of Lviv: the anthropologist Shmuel Czortkower and the legal expert
M. Allerhand. With terse, precise language, these professors describe the entrance of
the Germans into Lviv and the destruction of the Jewish community. Two other
selections, both written by officials of the Lviv Judenrat (German-sponsored Jewish
Council), provide a fascinating contrast as these Jewish functionaries of the Nazis
attempt to steer a course between resistance and collaboration, with little success. A
theme which runs through all the selections is the antagonism between Poles,
Ukrainians, and Jews during the German occupation. In her introduction, Gutterman
cites the bitter Hebrew limerick of the day:

For the Jews—famine (ra’av),

For the Poles—gold (zahav, from Jewish blood money),
For the Ukrainians—militia (militzia, i.e., collaboration),
And for all their bones—Galicia (Galitzia).

Gutterman has added several appendices to this collection, including some poor
reproductions of photographs and Nazi decrees in the original. One nagging problem
with the work is the difficulty of transliteration; she has solved this to some degree
with a liberal use of the Polish alphabet. Ukrainian names are transliterated into Pol-
ish rather than Cyrillic, however, and first names are rarely transliterated at all.
Despite this minor technical difficulty, this work represents a significant contribution
to the scholarship on the German occupation in Galicia, a topic which has been
receiving renewed interest in recent years.

Henry Abramson
University of Toronto

LVOV GHETTO DIARY. By David Kahane. Translated by Jerzy
Michalowicz. Foreword by Erich Goldhagen. Amherst, Mass.:
University of Massachusetts Press, 1990. x, 162 pp. $24.95.

The Nazi murder of Western Ukrainian Jewry was nearly total: Aharon Weiss has
calculated that only 2 percent survived in Eastern Galicia and Volhynia (17,000 of
870,000 Jews), and Philip Friedman has estimated that the survival rate in the city of
Lviv was closer to one percent.! Rabbi David Kahane and his wife and child were
among the few who lived to tell this terrible tale of destruction. Like dozens of oth-
ers, the Kahane family owes its existence to the humanitarian aid of the saintly
Metropolitan Andrei Sheptyts’kyi, head of the Ukrainian Catholic Church, who

1 Aharon Weiss, “Jewish-Ukrainian Relations in Western Ukraine during the Holocaust,” in
Ukrainian-Jewish Relations in Historical Perspective, ed. Peter Potichnyj and Howard Aster
(Edmonton, 1988), p. 409; Philip Friedman, “The Destruction of the Jews of Lwéw,” in Roads
to Extinction: Essays on the Holocaust, ed. Ada Friedman (New York, 1980), pp. 24445,
317.
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sheltered them in his network of Studite monasteries and convents. This memoir,
written while Rabbi Kahane was in hiding, is an important source for this horrifying
chapter in the centuries-long history of Jews in Lviv.

The bulk of the work is concerned with Rabbi Kahane’s experiences in the Lviv
ghetto and in the Janowski labor camp. Rabbi Kahane is sparing in his prose and
recounts horror after horror in a dry, emotionless tone that somehow reveals a
glimpse of the nature of human existence in what Alexander Donat has called “the
Holocaust Kingdom.” For example: “He [a German officer] was standing in front of
Jewish women, counting them with a blow of the whip on the face. Among the
women I recognized those who had been seized with us that morning. . .. Several
days later I learned that all of them were shot” (p. 92). Kahane concludes by provid-
ing the simple reason for these murders: “At that time no camp for women existed.”
Another disturbing example:

In the kitchen the unconscious woman still lay on the floor. She was bleeding and her child,
blissfully unaware, kept playing with her thick hair. My eyes met with his blue pure and smil-
ing eyes. They were joyous, these child’s eyes, radiant and full of vitality, despite the death
everywhere around us. (p. 81)

In the summer of 1943, Rabbi Kahane escaped the Janowski camp and fled to
Metropolitan Sheptyts’kyi’s residence. Months earlier, the remnants of the Lviv rab-
binate had successfully petitioned the metropolitan to shelter their most precious
possessions: hundreds of Jewish children and the Torah scrolls, both of which were
prime targets of the Nazi destruction process. With the children was Kahane’s
three-year-old daughter as well as his wife, who entered a Studite convent. The
metropolitan quickly took Rabbi Kahane under his care and, disguised as Brother
Mateusz, he worked in the library cataloguing Judaica and teaching Hebrew. The
last third of his memoirs concern his concealment by the metropolitan and contain
many reflections on Ukrainian-Jewish relations, such as:

How difficult it is to reconcile the two sections of the Ukrainian people. On one hand, all the
national Ukrainian heroes. . .and every national reawakening or uprising were always con-
nected with spilling rivers of Jewish blood. The Ukrainians have always vented their wrath
against the Jews. On the other hand, there are the noble figures of the metropolitan, his brother
the abbot. . .and others. How is this possible? How can one reconcile these two opposites?
(p. 136)

Jerzy Michalowicz’s translation from the original Hebrew publication (Yoman
geto Lvov [Jerusalem, 1978]) is generally quite readable, with the occasional
malapropism, such as “the light of projectors” (p. 97) rather than “searchlights”
(ha-zarkorim). The editing of the text, however, is terrible, and the translation is rid-
dled with errors from the very first line to the last appendix. While most of these are
minor, some involve names and dates; thus, the English version cannot be con-
sidered authoritative for the serious scholar. The English text is also not identical to
the Hebrew. Erich Goldhagen’s interesting but brief foreword is no substitute for the
original’s longer scholarly introduction by Dov Sadan, and the English version has
replaced the short but useful historical overview of the Holocaust in Lviv with two
tangential appendices of lesser importance. The Hebrew version also includes a
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short biography of the author—mysteriously omitted in the English version—as well
as an epigram and dedication.

Rabbi Kahane’s memoir, not surprisingly, contains many references to the Bible
and the Talmud. The original usually does not provide the citation of chapter and
verse, assuming that the Hebrew reader would be familiar with these quotations or
allusions. The English version remedies this omission, although not consistently and
all too often erroneously. This applies not only to Rabbi Kahane’s memoirs proper
but even to the scriptural citations in Metropolitan Sheptyts’kyi’s famous pastoral
letter, “Thou Shalt Not Kill” (provided as Appendix 3). These errors, which, quite
unfairly, reflect poorly on both Rabbi Kahane and Metropolitan Sheptyts’kyi, are not
present in the Hebrew original.

Finally, it is unfortunate that this English version—which, given the changes
mentioned above, really constitutes a new edition—has not taken advantage of the
considerable scholarship on the topic written since the Hebrew original appeared
over a decade ago. Hansjakob Stehle, for example, has published some of the cen-
sored parts of the metropolitan’s pastoral letter,2 yet Lvov Ghetto Diary provides the
old, faulty text. Combined with the lack of a critical introduction, this limits the use-
fulness of the work for the non-specialist. Nevertheless, the memoirs of Rabbi
Kahane constitute an exceptionally significant contribution to the historiography of
Jews in Lviv during the Holocaust and the English translation is most welcome.

Henry Abramson
University of Toronto

OLD WOUNDS: JEWS, UKRAINIANS AND THE HUNT FOR
NAZI WAR CRIMINALS IN CANADA. By Harold Troper and
Morton Weinfeld. Chapel Hill and London: University of North
Carolina Press, 1989. xxxv, 434 pp., 1 map. $29.95.

In 1985, Prime Minister Brian Mulroney ended decades of government inaction by
establishing a commission to investigate the presence of war criminals in Canada.
The Deschénes Commission was ordered to search for war criminals in Canada and
to recommend legal measures that might be taken against them. Old Wounds tells
this story, but it is not a book about war criminals. It is about ethnic politics, about
the way in which the war criminals issue became the focus of conflict between two
of Canada’s leading ethnic groups—Ukrainians and Jews.

The authors take a long view of their subject, since “the origins of Jewish-
Ukrainian mistrust, so evident during the Deschénes enquiry, begin well outside of
Canada and well before the tragic events of World War II. . . .” Their overview of

2 Hansjakob Stehle, “Sheptyts’kyi and the German Regime,” in Morality and Reality: The
Life and Times of Andrei Sheptyts'kyi, ed. Paul Robert Magocsi (Edmonton, 1989), pp.
135-36, facsimile following p. 230.
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the European past helps us understand how East European Jews and Ukrainians
arrived at opposing views of a shared history.

Historical moments symbolizing the national aspirations of Ukrainians were
tragic moments for Jews. While Khmel’nyts’kyi and Petliura may be national icons
for Ukrainians, they recall suffering for Jews. Khmel'nyts’kyi’s rebellion against
Polish domination inspired horrifying pogroms. During the Ukrainian National
Republic (1917-1920), despite innovative efforts at inter-ethnic cooperation,
Petliura’s government failed to save Jews from pogroms in which thousands died.

The collective memory of Ukrainians also emphasizes successive victimization.
Moreover, the authors argue, Jews are seen as accomplices in the foreign
domination—Polish, Russian, or Soviet—and the Ukrainian suffering that punctuate
Ukrainian history. The participation of some Jews in Soviet rule (which still
appeared unshakable when Old Wounds went to press) is a particularly sore point,
especially when Ukrainians recall the man-made famine of 1932-1933.

The Nazi period deepened each group’s sense of victimization and widened the
gulf of mistrust separating Ukrainians and Jews. Resentment of Soviets increased
during the brutal Soviet annexation of much of Western Ukraine. Ukrainians wel-
comed the Nazis as liberators when they swept into Ukraine in mid—-1941. Ulti-
mately, of course, the Nazis brought not liberation but subjection. While Ukrainians
initially preferred the invading Nazis to the Soviets, Jewish preferences were
reversed. As the Germans advanced, the Jews fell victim to Einsatzgruppen but also
to attacks by their Ukrainian neighbors. Jewish historical memory holds that
Ukrainians facilitated the Nazi Holocaust, through a deadly mix of collaboration and
indifference.

Troper and Weinfeld’s approach, focusing as it does on conflicting interpreta-
tions of the same events, highlights the subjective nature of historical memory. But a
weakness of their method is that it seems to resolve disputes simply by balancing
claims, by “splitting the difference.” The distortions of group memory are some-
times cited too uncritically. Still, their account is a careful and sensitive one (espe-
cially compared with the stridency common for this subject) that explains the explo-
sive potential of Ukrainian-Jewish relations, even when transplanted in Canada.

The authors provide a detailed account of each community’s development in
Canada. The bulk of Ukrainian and Jewish immigration occurred in the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, Ukrainians settling mostly in the rural
West, Jews settling chiefly in the urban centers of Quebec and Ontario. With a tradi-
tion of minority self-sufficiency, Jews were quick to establish communal institu-
tions. Ukrainians developed a communal infrastructure more slowly. Later
Ukrainian immigrants were more politicized, educated, and urbanized than earlier
arrivals. Post-1945 arrivals came largely from the ranks of DPs and brought a
nationalist commitment far greater than that which they found in Canada. Many set-
tled in Toronto, shifting the focus of Ukrainian communal life eastward, closer to
the centers of Jewish life. The Jewish community also absorbed a large number of
immigrants after the war. Canada began to revise discriminatory immigration poli-
cies which had barred Jews during the Nazi period. Most new arrivals were
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Holocaust survivors from Eastern Europe, “including Ukraine, and especially
eastern Ukraine.”

Recent decades have seen similarities emerging in the character of the two com-
munities. Both are older, well-organized, white, middle-class communities. Both
groups stress successful involvement in Canadian life, but emphasize ethnic survival
as well. The Canadian Ukrainian community is about the same size as its counterpart
in the United States, numbering some 700,000; but proportionately it is ten times as
large. The clout of Ukrainians in Canada is enhanced by their heavy representation
in the less populous western provinces. Many Ukrainians have held provincial or
federal office. Canadian Jews number only about 300,000, but their rate of ethnic
affiliation is exceptionally high, exceeding that of Ukrainians (and of Jews in the
United States). According to Troper and Weinfeld, both experts on ethnicity in
Canada, “[i)f the Jewish community in Canada can be considered to have the most
developed polity—a set of community organizations which link leaders to group
members in common cause to achieve the goals or objectives of the group—then the
Ukrainians are second” (p. 45).

Nonetheless, the notion of “two solitudes” has continued to characterize Jewish-
Ukrainian relations in Canada.! Contacts have been sporadic and sometimes hostile,
as in the post-war dispute over admission to Canada of the Galicia (Halychyna)
Division of the Waffen SS. Relations remained cool during the 1950s and 1960s,
occasionally erupting in insult and accusation. Members of each group mistakenly
perceived the other community as monolithic. Moderates were thus often blamed for
the excesses of extremists. Efforts at bridge-building occurred during the 1970s but
were largely unsuccessful.

The Liberal govemments which dominated Canadian politics until the 1980s
were not disposed to see the war criminals issue as a question of justice and human
rights, rebuffing requests for action as Jewish special pleading. Officials were aware
that Canada had admitted Europeans of various nationalities who were involved in
“crimes against humanity” during World War II. But leaders such as Pierre Trudeau
considered the issue a political minefield. Jewish groups pressed the matter to no
avail.

Efforts accelerated during the late 1970s and early 1980s. Events in the United
States, where action finally had been taken, were an impetus. A concentration camp
guard—who entered the U.S. from Canada—was extradited to Germany to stand
trial. The 1977 Holtzman Amendment empowered immigration officials to expose
criminals who falsified their past in order to enter the United States. In 1979, the
Justice Department established the Office of Special Investigations (OSI) to continue
such work. Officials of the Canadian Jewish Congress (CJC), realizing that the
language of human rights had gotten them nowhere, decided to lobby for similar

1 The term “two solitudes” is borrowed from Howard Aster and Peter J. Potichnyj, Jewish-
Ukrainian Relations: Two Solitudes (Oakville, Ontario, 1983). See also: Aster and Potichnyj,
eds., Ukrainian-Jewish Relations in Historical Perspective (Edmonton, 1988). The latter was
reviewed by Ezra Mendelsohn, Harvard Ukrainian Studies 14, no. 1/2 (June 1990): 179~ 82.
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legal remedies. Their efforts met with little success, although pressure for govern-
ment action was mounting.

Public awareness of the outrages of the Holocaust increased. The television
mini-series “Holocaust” contributed to this. So did the 1982 publication of None Is
Too Many: Canada and the Jews of Europe, 19331948, Harold Troper’s own con-
tribution to the history he and Weinfeld describe. The book, detailing Canadian
indifference to the fate of European Jewry, helped create a climate in which action
against war criminals could no longer be deferred. In the same year, a German
extradition order prompted the arrest of Albert Helmut Rauca, a Toronto resident
accused of direct involvement in the murder of thousands of Lithuanian Jews.

Late 1984 saw the election of a Conservative government led by Brian Mulro-
ney. Years of Liberal party indifference gave way to swift action. On 7 February
1985, the government announced that Justice Jules Deschénes had agreed to conduct
an inquiry into the presence of war criminals in Canada.

The Jewish community saw the commission as a long overdue, official indication
that the presence of war criminals in Canada was a wrong yet to be righted. Com-
munity leaders were privately concerned that the Conservative government was act-
ing without consulting them. Journalist Sol Littman, who made sensational charges
about the extent of the war criminals problem, seemed to have the prime minister’s
ear., The CJC was not consulted; nor was the Ukrainian community.

Reactions from Ukrainians were defensive and vehement. Fears were raised that
the entire community would be besmirched, even though 90 percent were
Canadian-born. Some decried a KGB plot, and named the Jews as co-conspirators.
Decisive action was demanded. In this atmosphere, the Toronto chapter of the
Ukrainian Canadian Committee (UCC; headquartered in Winnipeg) seized the initia-
tive, establishing the single-issue Civil Liberties Commission (CLC).

Justice Deschénes convened his commission in April 1985. His task was twofold:
to set straight the post-war historical record on the war criminals issue; and to
recommend legal action against war criminals, should any be uncovered. Deschénes
decided to grant official “standing” to only two interested ethnic groups: Jews and
Ukrainians. This gave these groups access to the commission, and both groups did
their best to affect the commission’s recommendations. While achieving standing
was a triumph for those organizations seeking it, was it actually helpful? Standing
may have served to “ethnicize” the issue further. Indeed, Jewish-Ukrainian tensions
were dramatically inflamed throughout Canada. Moreover, legal questions may have
fallen prey to the inter-ethnic feud. Still, neither community was willing to risk a
commission result in which it had no input.

Ukrainians concerned with the commission were fearful of an ethnic smear cam-
paign. They issued apologetic accounts of recent European history. This surprised
Jewish officials, whose briefs to the commission made no mention -of Ukrainian
criminality in Europe. Ukrainian groups opposed various legal remedies: the crea-
tion of a Canadian OSI; extradition for trial abroad; the use of any evidence pro-
vided by the Soviet Union (though forensic experts attest to the authenticity of such
documents). Ukrainian recommendations seemed to discourage war crimes prosecu-
tions and narrow the commission’s set of options.
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Jewish organizations, on the other hand, hoped for a large slate of possible solu-
tions: denaturalization, deportation, extradition to Europe or Israel; use of all evi-
dence meeting the standards of Canadian courts (including documents from Soviet
archives); and establishment of a Canadian version of the OSI. Troper and Weinfeld
do a fine job of presenting most points of law, though Old Wounds is not a legal
treatise and some legal terms—especially “war crimes” and “crimes against
humanity”—require further clarification.

The announcement of the completed report caught ethnic leaders off guard, but
did a good job of satisfying everyone. With less than twenty-four hours notice, eth-
nic leaders were called to a confidential briefing in Ottawa. There, on 12 March
1987, they learned the content of the Report of the Commission of Inquiry on War
Criminals. Judge Deschénes put forth a variety of legal options. Jewish and
Ukrainian leaders expected a policy debate over which options to make law. Before
they could collect their thoughts, however, government policy was declared. Just as
they left their briefing, the minister of justice rose in Parliament to state the
government’s chosen course: trials in Canada.

Jews were pleased. The commission had investigated some eight hundred
suspects. Twenty serious cases were identified. Another two hundred cases required
further study. Changes in the criminal code were proposed that would allow trials to
be conducted in Canada for war crimes committed abroad. The report also clarified,
once and for all, the unfortunate complicity of government officials by whose con-
nivance war criminals settled in Canada. As early as 1948, some Canadian officials
agreed to overlook such criminality. Scandalously, this policy remained in place as
late as 1982; but no more.

Ukrainians were also pleased. The government appeared to heed their objections,
and the made-in-Canada solution was acceptable. A Canadian OSI would not be
created. Ukrainian nationalist organizations, including the Galicia Division, were
cleared of suspicion. Nor were any Ukrainians said to be among the top twenty
suspects. Soviet evidence remained a concern, but standards for its use were strict.
Ukrainians had gone to battle with the “legendary” Jewish lobby, and emerged suc-
cessful. In the process, the Ukrainian polity grew in strength. Its improved organiza-
tion and fundraising could be brought to bear on future tasks.

Years of ethnic wrangling subsided. Appropriate changes were made in the
Criminal Code, the Immigration Act, and the Citizenship Act. Finally, for the first
time, war criminals living in Canada found themselves in the dock.

A reviewer’s summary cannot do justice to Troper and Weinfeld’s intricate and
revealing narrative of ethnic lobbying and governmental vicissitudes. They relate
these complex developments with clarity and authority, making excellent use of a
range of sources. They often cite the general and ethnic press (relying on translations
and digests of Ukrainian-language papers). Government documents are also used,
though sometimes government conduct receives less scrutiny than ethnic organiza-
tions. The authors, who are both Jewish, raise the possibility that they might not be
objective. They seem, however, to have established their bona fides with Ukrainians
and Jews, since organizations and individuals from both communities opened their
files to them. Extensive use of this material is combined with over ninety interviews
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to produce a richly detailed account. Though this narrative fullness seems to have
limited theoretical elaboration, this fine book raises important questions—questions,
about ethnicity and politics, and about the burden of our tragic past—that we cannot
escape.

Alex Sagan
Harvard University

NARYS ISTORII UKRAINS’KOI AVTOKEFAL’NOI PRAVO-
SLAVNOI TSERKVY u VELYKII BRYTANII 1947-1987. Edited
by S. Bohatirets’ and S. Fostun. London: Diocesan Council of the
Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox Church in Great Britain, 1988.
616 pp.

Although the Ukrainian Orthodox Church in the diaspora has been in existence in
the United States for seventy years, in Great Britain the church has had a history of
only some forty-five years. Narys Istorii is the first step in documenting the history
of the Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox Diocese in Great Britain.

Issued to commemorate the millennium of Christianity in Ukraine, the volume is
divided into two sections: general history of the eparchy (pp. 7—288) and histories
of individual parishes and communities (pp. 289—-556). The book features several
lengthy appendices, one of which is a list of all of the deceased faithful of the entire
diocese. Included are some 258 photographs of historic gatherings and liturgical
celebrations, of individual priests and churches.

Narys Istorii opens with the portrait of and a pastoral letter from His Beatitude
Metropolitan Mstyslav (now patriarch of Kiev), who is recognized as the founder of
the Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox Diocese in Great Britain. The first section
sets forth reports—actual minutes almost—of various historical events including:
minutes and resolutions of diocesan sobors; minutes and communiqués of diocesan
council meetings; hierarchical visitations; communiqués from the chancellery; pas-
toral hierarchical letters issued on the occasion of church holy days; obituaries and
eulogies of clergy and faithful; diocesan constitutions; jubilee reports; and portions
of Bishop Volodymyr’s daily diary of pastoral visitations within the diocese.

The final pages of this section provide a history of related church organizations,
such as the women’s group known as the Sisterhood of St. Olha; publications of the
diocese; lists of each diocesan convention with names of the board members elected;
lists of hierarchs and clerics who served the church in Great Britain, as well as each
parish and community of the diocese. (The distinction between a parish and a com-
munity is that a parish owns a particular building where liturgical services and other
community activities take place.) '

Section two of Narys Istorii contains histories of each parish and community of
the diocese. A sub-section within this part of the book gives the history of the parish
choirs of the eparchy.
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While Narys Istorii contains a wealth of information on a portion of the
Ukrainian emigration to Great Britain, the full history of the Ukrainian Auto-
cephalous Orthodox Church in Great Britain remains to be written. Although obvi-
ously a labor of love, the book is, unfortunately, not very well organized. Exhibiting
little analysis or synthesis, the book reads like a collection of “newspaper clippings,”
meeting minutes, and photographs. For example, one section presents, consecu-
tively, the following three reports: Resolutions of the Seventh Convention of the
UAOC in Great Britain (p. 75); Father Molchanivsky retires (p. 77); and Com-
muniqué of the Diocesan Council concerning the Fiftieth Anniversary of the Sobor
in Kiev (p. 78).

In addition, no commentaries or analyses of the reports are provided. The same
subheadings are frequently used without any indication of the appropriate year in the
heading of the text or in the index. For example, “Bishop Mstyslav in Great Britain”
(p. 70) refers to a visit in 1971; on page 122, the same heading refers to a 1976 visit.
This heading is also used on pages 141 and 210 to refer to visits in 1980 and 1984,
respectively.

Notwithstanding the above criticisms, the editors and writers of the volume are to
be congratulated for their efforts in gathering into one volume source materials that
will provide future historians of the Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox Church in
the diaspora with a basis for a more analytical work. One hopes that such a volume
will be forthcoming.

The Reverend Andriy Partykevich
St. Andrew Ukrainian Orthodox Church of Boston



ERRATA

In volume 15, number 3/4, of Harvard Ukrainian Studies, 1 published a review arti-
cle “What Makes a Translation Bad? Gripes of an End User,” in which I pointed out
errors in Serge Zenkovsky's translation of the Nikon Chronicle. It is my duty to
report that there is such a thing as cosmic justice. My article contained some egre-
gious errors in the presentation of Cyrillic passages. These errors were no one’s
fault but my own. The editors of this journal have graciously consented to allow me
to include in this volume an errata list for that article.

Donald Ostrowski

p. 432, line 19:

p.439,fn.28,1. 3: Koco Kocoit

p.439,fn.28,1. 5: Koco Kocoit

p.440,1.2: O pycka 3emne, ye O pyckas 3eMJie, yKe
3a ,0JioMHeEM& ecH! 3a LOJIOMAHEMD ecH!

p.440,1. 7 ,ONOMHEM& HIOJIOMAHEM b

p. 440, 1. 20: O pycka 3emie, ye O pyckad 3emJe, yxe
He ,esloMHeM& ech! He IIeJIOMAHEMD ecu!

p.440,1. 26: J[o/e]lnoMHeM& mfo/e]noMAHEM D

p.440,fn.32,1. 2: cosioMHEM& COJIOMAHEMB

p.441,1.5: Pyc"cka zemut, Pycbckas 3emns,

p.441,1.12: ,OJIOMHEM& HIOJIOMSAHEMD

p.441,1.27: pocsiaB&. . .cobpa nucit Slpocnasb. . .cobpa mucirk
MHOIOH] M TIpeJIaloge MHOIOH H TpeJiaoane
ot& I'pek& Ha ots I'pexks Ha

p.441,1.28: CnoBH cKoe nucanmue, CrnosbHecKoe Mucanue,
u cu,a H cruia

p.442,1.17: I'pek& I'pexks

p.442,1. 20: I'pek& I'pexs

p.442,1.21: Grek& I'pexs

reads

Pyc™ and pyc ckum

should read

Pycs and pycsckun



