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Fluctuations in Islamic Trade with Eastern Europe during the
Viking Age>l<

THOMAS S. NOONAN

It has long been known that during the ninth and tenth centuries, a very lively
trade existed between the Islamic world and eastern Europe. Already in the
mid-ninth century, Ibn Khurdadhbih described how Riis merchants from the
distant north brought furs and swords to the Black Sea and Caspian, where they
paid atithe to the Byzantine and Khazar rulers of these regions. The merchants
could then cross to Jurjan on the southeastern Caspian whence they travelled
on camels to Baghdad with their goods.1 This information was repeated by Ibn
al-Faqih al-Hamadhani, who wrote around 900. The only difference is that Ibn
al-Faqih has the Riis journey to al-Rayy/al-Muhammadiyyah rather than to
Baghdad.2 If the ninth-century trade was pioneered by Viking-Riis merchants
who ventured to Baghdad, then the flourishing tenth-century commerce with
eastern Europe was centered in the Khazar and Volga Bulghar lands along the
lower and middle Volga. The Khazar and Bulghar rulers provided a safe market
where Rus merchants could bring their furs, slaves, wax, honey, and amber in
order to exchange them with Islamic traders from the Near East and central
Asia. There was even a multi-ethnic and multi-religious panel of judges who
decided disputes among these merchants in Khazaria. This trade is perhaps best
known from Ibn Fadlan’s eyewitness account of the Ras merchants who came
to the Bulghar lands to barter their goods with their Islamic counterparts.3
The written sources are quite informative about certain aspects of the
Islamic trade with eastern Europe; for example, they even give the prices for
certain varieties of furs in Bulghar markets. At the same time, the Islamic
written sources present major problems. With the exception of Ibn Fadlan, none
of the authors visited the Volga markets themselves or personally saw Riis
merchants on their way to Baghdad. Consequently, all the reports, except Ibn
Fadlan’s, rely on second, third, or even fourth-hand information, which was no
doubt distorted in the process of transmission. Such distortions were magnified
by the fact that the Riis, East Slavs, Balts, and Finns of eastern Europe were all
somewhat indistinguishable barbarians in the eyes of educated Muslims. Our
learned authors also found it useful to borrow from earlier works, often without
attribution. As a result, material from a ninth-century source could be incorpo-
rated into an account written in the mid-eleventh century. This material thus
predated information found in a tenth-century work describing contemporane-
ous events. After our authors had plagiarized outdated information of uncertain
validity, they were confronted by divergent and even contradictory reports.
This problem was resolved by combining all the data into one, somewhat
*The original version of this paper was presented at the symposium on “Oriental-Occidental

Relations in Monetary Circulation: Money, Trade, and Coin Finds,” sponsored by the
Forschungsstelle fiir islamische Numismatik, Eberhard-Karls-Universitit, Tiibingen, Germany.
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confused, account which was then rendered more confusing by later interpo-
lations. This explains how the Muslim Bulghar ruler along the middle Volga
whose people were active in the trade with Khwarizm could suddenly be
transformed into the tsar of the Danubian Bulghars attacking Constantinople
with an army of 50,000 horsemen and sending raiding parties to ravage Rome,
al-Andalus, and the Frankish lands.4

In addition to the many difficulties presented by the Islamic written sources,
there is an even more serious historical problem. The written sources are like
photographs which illuminate the Islamic trade with eastern Europe at one
specific time and place. None of our authors attempted to take the individual
pictures and arrange them into a pattern or history. Therefore, there is no
discussion of when Islamic trade with eastern Europe began, how it changed
from Viking merchants visiting ninth-century Baghdad to Islamic traders
journeying to the tenth-century Volga, or what happened to this great com-
merce after the tenth century. Clearly, we must look elsewhere in attempting
to reconstruct even a basic history of the earliest Islamic trade with eastern
Europe.

The search for new evidence inevitably leads us to numismatics. During the
course of the Viking Age, millions of Islamic silver coins or dirhams were
exported from the Near East and central Asia to the lands of eastern and
northern Europe. Over one hundred and fifty thousand of these dirhams have
been uncovered and at least partially identified in just eastern Europe and
Sweden. Most of the dirhams are found in hoards, that is, groups of five or more
dirhams deposited together at one time and place. Over fifty years ago, the great
Russian Islamic numismatist, Richard Vasmer (Fasmer), demonstrated con-
clusively that the composition of the dirham hoards buried in eastern Europe
changed significantly over time. At one time, the hoards might contain dirhams
struck by a number of dynasties during a long period. At another time, the
hoards were overwhelmingly composed of very new dirhams from one
dynasty.5 The changes in the composition of the dirham hoards reflect
historical developments in the Islamic world and in Islamic trade with eastern
Europe. The vast quantity of new Saméanid dirhams in eastern European hoards
of the tenth century was, for example, the product of a very active tenth-century
trade which went from central Asia to the Volga and from the Volga to all parts
of eastern and northern Europe.

Before proceeding further, a few comments are necessary to explain why
dirham hoards are considered as evidence of Islamic trade with eastern Europe.
This key point has two aspects. First, why were Islamic dirthams brought to
eastern Europe in the first place? Second, why did peoples in eastern Europe
bury some of these dirhams in the ground? Starting with the first question,
commerce is only one possible explanation for the appearance of dirhams in
eastern Europe. Vikings, as is well known, acquired substantial booty from
their raids or, as in the case of the Danegeld, as payment not to attack certain
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areas. Those Vikings serving the Byzantine emperors probably received some
compensation in the form of coins. But, whatever may have happened in
western Europe or Byzantium, Islamic sources testify unequivocally that the
Islamic merchants who travelled to the lands along the Volga used dirhams to
obtain furs, slaves, and other goods. Ibn Fadlan personally visited the Volga
Bulghars in May 922 and described the Riis merchants who came by boat to the
Bulghar market on the Volga and prayed for wealthy Islamic merchants with
many dirhams who would come and buy all their slaves and furs. Ibn Fadlan
also noted that for every ten thousand dirhams possessed by one of these Riis
merchants, he had a neckband made for his wife. Some wives had numerous
neckbands. Gardizi reported that dithams were brought to the Volga Bulghars
from the lands of Islam as the result of trade. He added that the Bulghars used
these dirhams to acquire merchandise from the Riis and Saqlabs because the
latter “will not sell (their) goods except for solid money.”7 There are a number
of Islamic sources which describe the active commerce along the Volga.
However, the two cited above prove conclusively that Islamic merchants
obtained goods in the Volga markets in exchange for dirhams and that Ris
merchants sought Islamic silver coins.

In addition, raiding can be ruled out as a significant source of dirhams. The
Vikings could not attack the great dirham-producing areas such as Baghdad and
Samargand, nor could they threaten caravans crossing the steppe from Khwarizm
to the Volga. The only area where raiding is attested is the Caspian Sea. Raiding
in the Caspian, however, was very dangerous for the Riis. Shortly after 912/13,
one band of Ris passed down the lower Volga into the Caspian with the
permission of the Khazar khagan, who was to receive half of the Ris booty.
After devastating a number of coastal areas, the Rus found their return route
blocked by the Muslim auxiliaries of the khagan, who killed many (“30,000")
of them. The (*5,000”) Riis who abandoned their ships and fled north by land
were killed by the Burtas and the Volga Bulghz'lrs.8 A similar fate befell other
Ras expeditions into the Caspian: those who raided the southeastern coast
between 864 and 884 were “annihilated”; the Ras attack on the same area
around 909/10 ended disastrously.9 Raiding in the Caspian was far more
difficult and much less rewarding than surprise attacks along the French and
Englishrivers, where there was an easy escape into the sea. In short, the dirhams
which appeared in eastern Europe were overwhelmingly the consequence of
trade.

The next question is why the peoples of eastern Europe would bury some of
their dirhams in the ground. The word “some” is emphasized because around
55% of the dirhams to reach eastern Europe were re-exported to the Baltic. In
examining this problem, several points should be remembered. Almost all the
dirham hoards were found in some sort of ceramic, metal, birch-bark, or glass
container. In other words, the hoards were deliberately deposited; they were not
the result of some chance loss. Furthermore, the dirhams were often deposited
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with silver jewelry and other valuables. Dirthams were thus only part of the
portable wealth that was buried throughout eastern Europe. Finally, dirhams
were especially sought after in eastern Europe and the Baltic because these
regions had no indigenous sources of silver in the early Middle Ages.

Specialists usually note a number of reasons for the depositing of coins in
medieval and ancient times. Given the existence of seemingly endless civil
strife, foreign attacks, and natural catastrophes, those with even very modest
wealth sought to preserve it from loss by depositing it in some safe place where
only the owner(s) could claim it. Hoards were thus a type of safety deposit box.
At the same time, merchants, certain craftsmen, and others needed coins for
their business. As we have seen, Islamic merchants had to pay their Volga
Bulghar and Ris counterparts in silver coins for the furs, slaves, and other
goods they desired. Jewelers melted down dirhams in order to make silver
bracelets, earrings, etc. East Slavic tribes paid part of their tribute in coins,
presumably dirhams. 10political leaders no doubt found it necessary, at certain
times, to pay money for various services, e.g., as gifts to potential enemies or
as adown payment to the leaders of prospective auxiliaries. Travelers certainly
found it easier to carry hundreds of dirhams in their pockets than cart around
bundles of furs. In sum, many people used dirhams. But, all those who used
dirhams also had to store them safely in a place where they could be easily
retrieved. Today, such money can be deposited in banks. In medieval eastern
Europe, such money was usually deposited in the ground. It has also been
argued that dirhams were more apt to be buried in those areas where they could
not be profitably “invested.” The inhabitants of towns with an active commerce
and developed economy readily found productive use for their silver coins.
From this perspective, dirham hoards are a sign of a more backward economy.
In short, there are a number of possible reasons why people in medieval eastern
Europe might have collected dirhams and buried them. If the owner(s) died
unexpectedly and no one else knew where such treasure was kept, it remained
intact until accidentally unearthed at some later time, usually by a peasant
plowing the fields. Finally, some dirhams were pierced and converted into
pendants on necklaces, a number of which were then buried along with their
proud possessors.

The dirhams that entered eastern Europe and were not re-exported to the
Baltic were most likely placed in the ground for a variety of reasons. Some were
for use by merchants in local, regional, and international trade. Some were kept
by jewelers and other craftsmen. Some constituted all or part of a family’s
portable wealth to be preserved. Some were collected by tributaries to pay their
lords. Some were used by rulers to purchase safety or soldiers. Some were
deposited for reasons not enumerated above. There is no single explanation for
the burying of over 250 dirham hoards in eastern Europe during the course of
over two centuries. Whatever the reasons for depositing these hoards may have
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been, however, the dirhams themselves initially appeared in eastern Europe as
the result of Ris-Islamic trade.

In this study, I should like to go beyond the works of Fasmer and Valentin
L.Ianin!1 onthe dynastic and chronological composition of eastern European
dirham hoards and to examine the question of the changes in the volume of
dirham exports to eastern Europe during the Viking Age. In other words, if we
assume that Islamic trade with eastern Europe was not constant during the
course of over two centuries, then what can the dirham hoards tell us about the
fluctuations in this trade?

In answering this fundamental question, we must never forget that dirham
hoards are a very imperfect substitute for written financial records. Customs
records, for instance, reveal the quantity and/or monetary value of various
goods imported into a given country at a given time. Dirham hoards cannot give
us such specific information. The dirham hoards deposited in eastern Europe
were overwhelmingly the product of trade with Islam, and the most recent coin
in a hoard provides a very good approximation of when the hoard was buried.
All we know about the other dirhams in a hoard is that they were in circulation
for a certain period of time before being deposited. We do not know how long
they circulated within Islam before being brought to eastern Europe by Muslim
or Viking merchants, nor do we know how long such dirhams circulated in
eastern Europe before they were deposited. Thus, if a hoard contains a hundred
dirhams and the most recent dirham is dated to 910/11, all we know about a
dirham from the hoard that was struck in 860/61 is that it circulated for a half-
century within the Islamic world and eastern Europe before being deposited. It
is by no means certain that the coin was brought to eastern Europe ca. 910.
Therefore, from a theoretical standpoint, it is misleading to assume that a hoard
of a hundred dirhams deposited in 910/11 was the result of a trade which led
to the importation of all these dirhams into eastern Europe around 910/11.

Historical numismatics is as much art as science. Since there are no written
records on the volume of Islamic trade with eastern Europe in the Viking Age,
we must use the dirham hoards. They may not be the best indicator of the
fluctuations in commerce, but they are the only extant indicator. Furthermore,
a hoard of a hundred dirhams deposited shortly after 910/11 may well reflect
around a hundred dirhams imported into eastern Europe shortly before 910/11.
While some dirhams imported ca. 910/11 may have remained in circulation for
some time in eastern Europe, other dirhams imported earlier were presumably
being deposited ca. 910/11. Older dirhams finally being buried offset newer
dirhams which stayed in circulation. In addition, the depositing of relatively
large quantities of dirhams during a given decade indicates the importation of
relatively large quantities of dirhams at some point up to and including that
decade. Thus, if we err by assuming that the hundred dirhams in our hypotheti-
calhoard were imported in 910/11, itis an error of time; a hundred dithams were
imported into eastern Europe. It is also reasonable to assume that most of the
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dirhams were imported within two or three decades of the hoard’s burial.
Consequently, our error of time is not that great when looking at a period of over
two centuries. In sum, while dirham hoards are an imperfect indicator of the
volume of trade, they are a reasonably good indicator given the absence of
detailed written records.

1t should be emphasized that dirhams were only one of the oriental products
imported into medieval eastern Europe as the result of trade. Silks, glassware,
glazed pottery, and cowrie shells are only a few of the many oriental imports
that have turned up in archeological excavations. This study thus deals with the
main oriental import during the period from the late eighth to early eleventh
century. Unfortunately, the other oriental imports from this period cannot be as
easily catalogued or dated. Furthermore, the decline in the importation of
dirhams in the early eleventh century does not necessarily mean that the
“eastern” trade declined at that time. It may only signify that larger quantities
of other oriental Broducts were now exported to eastern Europe to take the place
of silver coins.!

In the catalogue of the dirham hoards from medieval western Eurasia that
I am now completing, I have recorded information on 257 hoards with five or
more dirhams deposited in eastern Europe. Of these hoards, the approximate
date of deposit for 169 (66%) can be determined, while 88 (34%) can only be
dated generally. Among the 88 hoards that cannot be dated to a specific decade,
there are some for which no real information exists. We are simply told that a
hoard of two hundred dirhams was found or that “many” dirhams from a hoard
were preserved. On the other hand, data about other undated hoards is
incomplete rather than absent. We learn, for instance, that only a few coins out
of several hundred dirhams in a hoard were identified and that the most recent
of these surviving dirhams dated to a given year. For purposes of the catalogue,
this hoard was dated to the ninth, tenth, eleventh, or ninth-eleventh centuries
and not to a specific year. In a study of this type, however, we should seek to
maximize our data using reasonable assumptions. Thus, a hypothetical hoard
of 250 dirhams has been dated to 821/22 if the most recent of eight identified
dirhams dated to 821/22. The error, as before, is one of time at most; in this case,
250 dirhams were brought to eastern Europe by 821/22 at the earliest. In
addition, there are a number of mixed hoards containing deniers and dirhams
in which the most recent coin was a denier. In this hypothetical situation,
twenty-five dirhams may be part of a hoard of two hundred coins, of which the
most recent coin is a denier struck ca. 1050. If the most recent of the twenty-
five dirhams dates to 995/96, these dirhams have been treated as a hoard with
twenty-five dirhams deposited in 995/96. These mixed hoards show that
groups of dirhams circulated in eastern Europe for some time after their import
there; they do not represent imports dating to the time of the most recent denier.
In other words, the basic data on some of our 257 hoards need to be adjusted
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in order to maximize the number of dated hoards and arrive at more appropriate
dates.

Since some may object to one or more of the assumptions involved in these
adjustments, Table 1 gives the basic, unadjusted data for the 257 hoards. In
some cases, there are two figures for the number of dirhams deposited ina given
decade. The first shows the number of identified dirhams, while the second
shows the total number of dirhams. When, for example, eighty-seven of a
hundred dirhams in a hoard were identified, the terminal date is reasonably
certain. However, eighty-seven s given as the first, “most conservative” figure,
while one hundred is listed as the second, “very probable” figure. Purists may
wish to recalculate all the subsequent analysis using Table I.

Table II shows the adjusted data on our 257 dirham hoards. One can assign
223 hoards (87%) to specific decades, while only 34 hoards (13%) cannot be
more precisely dated. For the sake of consistency, Table II unfortunately
contains some misleading data. The single hoard of 150 dirhams from the 740s,
for instance, is the estimated size of a hoard from which only nine Umayyad
dirhams were preserved. No other hoard consisting entirely of Umayyad
dirhams has yet been uncovered in eastern Europe or the Baltic. Furthermore,
the earliest unquestionable dirham hoard from all eastern Europe dates to the
780s. The hoard nominally assigned to the 740s probably dates to the 780s or
later. This example, as well as the problems involved in our assumptions,
demonstrates that the figures in Table II reflect longer-term fluctuations
encompassing a generation or more, and should not be seen as the precise data
for a given decade.

‘What then does Table IT suggest about the fluctuations in Islamic trade with
eastern Europe during the Viking Age? One must first examine the data for each
century. These figures confirm what most would intuitively suspect: the high
point of the Islamic trade with eastern Europe as measured by dirhams came in
the tenth century. Just over 60% of the dirhams, i.e., just over 60% of the trade,
can be attributed to this century. By way of contrast, slightly less than 25% of
the dirhams come from the ninth-century hoards. The ninth-century commerce
was only 38% of the tenth-century commerce. About one seventh of the
dirhams come from the eleventh century, while slightly more than 1% can be
attributed to the eighth century.

No. of hoards No. of dirhams % of all dirhams Dirhams per hoard

Eighth c. 7 1156 121 165.1
Ninth c. 75 22551 23.58 300.7
Tenthc. 121 58804 61.49 486.0
Eleventhec. 20 13121 13.72 656.1

Table II also suggests a different, two-phase periodization. The first phase
extended from the 790s, when the initial large concentration of dirhams is
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encountered, till the 880s—890s, when the influx of dirhams appears to have
dropped precipitously. During this phase, seventy-seven hoards and 23,356
dirhams (24.4% of the total) were deposited in eastern Europe. For the sake of
simplicity, this period can be called the Near Eastern, ‘Abbasid phase. Some
140 hoards and 68,526 dirhams (71.7%of the total) were buried between the
early tenth century, when the influx of Saimanid coins began, and the 1010s,
when the significant importation of dirhams ceased. This period can be called
the central Asian, Samanid phase. From this perspective, substantive Viking-
Age Islamic trade with eastern Europe dates from the 790s to the 1010s, and the
central Asian phase (900-1019) was three times (2.9) greater in quantity than
the Near Eastern phase.

It is also possible to look at Islamic trade with eastern Europe in a sequential
fashion. To assist the reader in visualizing the data in Table II, Graph I has been
prepared. It shows the percentage of the total number of dirhams which was
deposited each decade. The profile of this graph is the same as that for the
number of dithams deposited each decade; thus, what the reader sees is the
volume of dirham imports per decade. Again, we should take care not to over-
interpret the data from a single decade.

Despite a few early hoards, the importation of dirhams only assumed
substantial proportions in the 790s. In other words, Islamic trade with eastern
Europe originated in the late eighth century. This early trade, when put in
overall perspective, was modest. It grew slowly in the early ninth century
(800s—810s), but then declined for about two decades (820s—-830s). Trade over
the next sixty years (840s—890s) apparently followed a roller-coaster pattern.
After growing in the 840s, it declined sharply in the 850s, grew dramatically
in the 860s, dropped by 58% in the 870s although remaining at a substantial
level, and then shrank to minimal levels during the 880s and 890s. The redating
of a few known hoards and/or the discovery of a few new hoards could easily
change the relative position of each decade. Nevertheless, it is clear that Islamic
trade did fluctuate significantly from decade to decade during the ninth century.
This trade grew erratically until reaching a high point in the 860s, then declined
erratically for the rest of the century.

Islamic commerce increased greatly in the first decade of the tenth century,
but then declined by over 50% in the 910s. After dropping sharply in the 920s
(to 28% of the level of the 910s), trade grew again in the 930s, almost returning
to the levels of the 910s. Trade between Islam and eastern Europe reached its
zenith in the 940s, accounting for two-fifths of all dithams imported during the
entire tenth century. Again, while one need not necessarily insist on the 940s
in particular, there is no doubt that the high point of Islamic commerce dated
to the mid-tenth century. During the next seventy years, Islamic trade fluctu-
ated, although it never again attained either the heights of the 940s or the depths
of the 920s. It is notable that significant quantities of dirhams were imported
into eastern Europe in the 950s, 970s, 1000s, and 1010s. For all practical
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purposes, Islamic trade as measured by dirham hoards came to an end in the
1010s.

If all the dirhams were imported into eastern Europe at a constant rate
between the 790s and 1010s, then 4.3% of the total number would have been
deposited each decade. Only two of the twenty-three decades were within 0.5
percent of this average (4.3%  0.5%). Fourteen decades were below average,
and seven were above average. The Islamic trade with eastern Europe was
anything but constant. Continued changes in volume were the rule.

The number of dirhams deposited each decade measures the volume of trade
by decade. The number of dirham hoards from each decade, by way of contrast,
reflects the intensity of trade. As Deyell puts it, the “number of coin samples
(hoards) lost is directly proportional to the volume of exchange transac-
tions....”13 At certain periods, there may have been many small hoards while,
at others, a few, large hoards could have been deposited. In the former case,
trade was probably more intensive while, in the latter case, trade was probably
greater in volume. The number of hoards thus reflects the degree of commercial
activity if not its volume. Graph II shows the number of hoards per decade.

The chart above indicates that 7 hoards (3.1%) were from the eighth century,
75 hoards (33.6%) were from the ninth century, 121 hoards (54.3%) were from
the tenth century, and 20 hoards (9.0%) were from the eleventh century.
Interestingly, a larger percentage of hoards (33.6%) came from the ninth
century than a percentage of dirhams (23.6%). Similarly, a smaller percentage
of hoards (54.3%) came from the tenth century than a percentage of dirhams
(61.5%). Islamic commerce, using this indicator, was somewhat more active in
the ninth century than the number of dirhams would suggest.

Using the two-phase approach, 77 hoards (35.5%) were deposited between
the 790s and 890s while 140 hoards (64.5%) date to the period between 900 and
the 1010s. Again, the hoards suggest more activity in the earlier phase (35.5%
vs. 24.4%) and less in the later phase (64.5% vs. 71.1%) than the number of
dirhams would indicate. The number of hoards, as opposed to the number of
dirhams, show a more lively ninth-century Islamic commerce with eastern
Europe. As before, however, there was clearly a far greater trade in the tenth
century.

Anexamination of the number of hoards from specific decades reveals some
interesting developments. The greatest number of dirhams, by far, came from
the 940s. There were 2.5 times as many dirhams from the 940s as from any other
decade. Yet there were more hoards from the 810s, 860s, 900s, and 970s than
from the 940s. Some of these figures might be attributed to the chance or
inaccurate dating of a few hoards. Nevertheless, it appears that a high level of
commercial activity did not always produce a high level of dirhams imported
into eastern Europe. There were a few more hoards from the 810s than the 940s,
even though eight times as many dirhams were deposited in the 940s.
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During the period from the 790s to 1010s, an average of 9.4 hoards was
deposited each decade. Nine decades, give or take two (912 hoards) can be
considered average, while six were well below average. In general, then, the
level of commercial activity associated with the Islamic trade was far more
consistent than the volume of dirham imports into eastern Europe.

The sequence of hoarding shows growing activity from the 780s to 810s, a
steady decline in activity between the 820s and 850s, and a sharp growth in the
860s followed by a sharp drop in the last three decades of the ninth century. The
large influx of new Samanid dirhams during the early tenth century produced
amarked increase in the level of activity even though this level slowly declined.
The mid-tenth century (940s-950s) brought a new upsurge in activity appar-
ently linked with the large volume of imports. Following a surprising drop in
the 960s (from sixteen hoards in the 950s to three), which may be more apparent
than real, the intensity of the Islamic trade, as measured by dirham hoards,
reached its zenith in the 970s. One explanation might be that the highest level
of hoarding could only develop after the highest level of dirham imports had
been achieved (in the 940s). The high level of the 970s dropped about 58%
during the 980s—1000s but still remained above average. Finally, the 1010s saw
the end of commercial activity in dirhams for all practical purposes. While
dirhams were found in coin hoards for almost a century after the 1010s, their
presence reflects the circulation of older dirhams within eastern Europe rather
than the importation of new dirhams from the Islamic world.

Thus far, we have focused entirely on the fluctuations in Islamic trade as
seen in the dirham hoards from eastern Europe. However, large numbers of
dirhams were re-exported from eastern Europe into the lands around the Baltic.
The dirham hoards from these lands also reflect the Islamic trade with eastern
Europe and, consequently, cannot be ignored in this study. Limitations of space
prevent us from considering all the dirham hoards from all the lands bordering
the Baltic. Nevertheless, it has been possible to include the data on 433 hoards
with five or more dirhams deposited in Sweden during the Viking Age. These
433 hoards contained 67,049 dirhams and represent the overwhelming major-
ity of dirhams found in the Baltic. 14 1n this way, we can examine most of the
relevant data from the Baltic.

As noted above, there is a problem in determining how long dirhams
imported into eastern Europe remained in circulation until being deposited
there. This problem is compounded when considering the Swedish hoards.
Some dirhams may have remained in circulation in Sweden for an unknown
time before being buried there. Thus, the Swedish hoards might have been
subjected to a double time-lag. Nevertheless, for the purposes of this study, we
shall assume that the potential double time-lag did not significantly distort the
Swedish data and that it is possible to combine information on contemporane-
ous hoards from eastern Europe and Sweden in order to better measure the
fluctuations in Islamic trade with eastern Europe. After all, some of the best
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research in physics rests on the assumption of a perfect vacuum, a state rarely
found in nature.

The dirhams from eastern European hoards are also greater in number that
those from Sweden (95,632 vs. 64,306). The aggregate data are thus weighted
in favor the eastern European profile by a factor of 1.49. Since almost all the
dirhams in Swedish hoards came via eastern Europe, however, the Swedish
data should improve the accuracy of the eastern European profile rather than
distort it. The differences in profiles illuminate Viking-Age trade with eastern
Europe and do not vitiate the aggregate data on Islamic imports into eastern
Europe.

Table III shows the combined data from Sweden and eastern Europe for the
total number of dirhams in these hoards. The data from this table are displayed
in Graph III. The breakdown of these data by centuries is as follows.

No. of hoards No. of dirhams % of all dirhams Dirhams per hoard

Eighth c. 8 1165 73 145.6
Ninth c. 129 34125 21.34 264.5
Tenth c. 433 108817 68.04 251.3
Eleventh c. 50 15831 9.90 316.6

The Swedish data agree, in general, with the information from eastern
Europe, although there are some differences. Eighth-century hoards still
contain about 1% of all the dirhams (1.21% vs. .73%). Ninth-century hoards
still contain around one-fifth to one-fourth of all dirhams (23.58% vs. 21.34%).
Tenth-century hoards still contain around two-thirds of all dirhams (61.49% vs.
68.04%). Eleventh-century hoards still possess approximately one-tenth of all
dirhams (13.72% vs. 9.9%). In sum, using this overall breakdown, the massive
importation of Islamic dirhams into eastern Europe was confined to the ninth,
tenth and early eleventh centuries (99.3% of all dirhams) with the tenth-century
trade 3.2 times as large as the ninth-century trade, and with the ninth-century
trade 2.2 times as large as the early eleventh-century trade.

In the two-phase approach, 131 hoards with 34,930 dirhams came from the
Near Eastern phase (790s-890s), while 342 hoards with 124,249 dirhams came
from the central Asian phase (900s-1010s). From this perspective, 77% of all
the dirhams imported into eastern Europe were from the central Asian phase
and only 22% were from the Near Eastern phase. For the eastern European
hoards alone, 72% were from the central Asian phase and 24% were from the
Near Eastern phase. Thus, our two-phase measure produces the same basic
result as the four-century measure. The volume of Islamic trade with eastern
Europe was three times greater in the tenth century (900s-1010s) than in the
ninth century (790s-890s).

Using a narrower focus, Islamic trade, as measured by the volume of dirham
imports, only began in the early ninth century; the 810s were the first decade
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to register over one percent of all dirhams. This puts the start of substantive
dirham imports a little later that the 790s suggested by the eastern European
hoards alone. Islamic commerce declined from the level of the 810s during the
820s and 830s; this decline was also true of the eastern European hoards. As
before, there was a roller-coaster pattern over the next sixty years. For the
period from the 840s to the 880s, the trends are similar. Trade rose during the
840s to a level hitherto unknown and then declined sharply in the 850s. The
860s saw the volume of trade reach its highest pre-900 level. The 870s brought
a real decline, although trade was still substantial, while the 880s saw the
importation of dirhams plummet to its lowest ninth-century numbers. The only
real divergence comes in the 890s: in eastern Europe, trade remained at
minimal levels while our combined figures, reflecting Swedish hoards, show
a real increase. The composite data thus suggest a few refinements in the
fluctuations of Islamic trade but no significant changes.

The composite data reveal a major growth in the level of trade starting in the
900s and 910s; this level was roughly twice that of the 890s, about twelve times
larger than that of the 880s, and around 1.3 times that of the 870s. The volume
of imports dropped significantly in the 920s and then, in the 930s, approached
levels from the early tenth century. The patterns from these four decades are
similar, although some of the ups and downs are more extreme in the eastern
European case.

The patterns of the 940s and 950s are most interesting. In eastern Europe,
the quantity of dirham imports reached huge proportions in the 940s, amount-
ing to one-fourth of all imports. In Sweden, the quantity of dithams reached its
highest level in the 950s, constituting 24.5% of all imports. Apparently, many
of the dirhams brought to eastern Europe in the 940s reached Sweden in the
950s. Some 32.7% of all dirhams, almost one-third of the total, were imported
into eastern Europe in the 940s and 950s. These two decades unquestionably
mark the heyday of the Islamic trade with eastern Europe as measured by the
dirham hoards.

The general trends for the period from the 960s till the 1010s are in
agreement. The composite data show a decline by over 50% in the 960s and a
significant revival in trade during the 970s, which was followed by major
declines in the 980s and 990s. The 1000s brought a new increase, while the
1010s showed a decline. There was no significant trade after the 1010s. During
the 960s to 980s, levels were higher in the composite data due to a greater
number of dirhams from Sweden. By way of contrast, these levels were lower
in the composite data during the 1000s-1010s due to a smaller number of
dirhams from Sweden. Again, the composite data point to refinements in the
overall pattern but no real changes.

We can thus conclude that the general fluctuations in the volume of Islamic
trade with eastern Europe as measured by the eastern European hoards alone
is substantially correct.
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Our composite chart above shows that 8 hoards (1.3%) were from the eighth
century, 129 hoards (20.8%) were from the ninth century, 433 hoards (69.8%)
were from the tenth century, and 50 hoards (8.1%) were from the eleventh
century. Comparing these figures with those from eastern Europe alone, we see
a little less activity in the eighth century (1.3% vs. 3.1%), much less activity in
the ninth century (20.8% vs. 33.6%), much more activity in the tenth century
(69.8% vs. 54.3%), and a very similar level of activity in the eleventh century
(8.1% vs. 9.0%). The result of including the Swedish hoards is to increase
substantially the degree of commercial activity during the tenth century while
significantly lowering the degree of ninth-century commercial activity. These
differences appear to reflect fluctuations in eastern European-Swedish trade.
None the less, the Islamic trade of the tenth century was 3.5 times that of the
ninth century.

In the two-phase approach, 131 hoards (21.1%) were deposited between the
790s and 890s, while 482 hoards (77.7%) date from the 900s to 1010s. Again,
we see amuch lower level of activity during the central Asian phase (77.7% vs.
64.5%) when the Swedish hoards are included.

In discussing the volume of imports into eastern Europe, it was emphasized
that the dirhams in hoards from Sweden were imported almost entirely from
eastern Europe. These dirhams therefore reflect dirham imports into eastern
Europe. On the the other hand, the number of dirham hoards from Sweden
reflects economic activity in Sweden; they do not necessarily provide evidence
on the level of economic activity in eastern Europe. Consequently, the
refinements in the level of activity deriving from our composite data should be
used with care.

The data on the eastern European dirham hoards, while not a perfect
indicator, do demonstrate that Islamic trade with eastern Europe during the
Viking Age was subject to great fluctuations. Far from being constant, this
commerce was, if anything, very erratic. Some of the fluctuations would
diminish if a relatively few hoards were redated based on new attributions of
their most recent dirhams. It seems improbable, however, that better identifi-
cations of known hoards or the discovery of new hoards would alter the basic
profile greatly. This trade really began in the late eighth to early ninth century,
reached a ninth-century peak in the 860s, declined but then revived in the early
tenth century, attained maximum levels in the 940s to 950s, and then declined
erratically until the 1010s, when it ceased. The numismatic evidence, unlike the
written primary sources, reveals a very complex pattern of trade relations
which experienced numerous changes.

The next task is to examine Islamic, steppe, eastern European, and Baltic
history during the Viking Age to explain why these fluctuations took place.
This task shall not be attempted in this study. Nevertheless, in order to stimulate
discussion, some brief, preliminary observations can be offered. Islamic trade
with eastern Europe began ca. 800, some fifty to seventy-five years before Ibn
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Khurdadhbih first described this trade. This means that between ca. 750 and ca.
800, Viking merchants from the emporium of Staraia Ladoga, near modern St.
Petersburg, had discovered the routes leading south to the Black Sea, Caspian
Sea, and Baghdad. At the same time, the establishment of Baghdad starting in
762 had created a major market for eastern European goods. Somehow Viking
and Islamic merchants learned how to satisfy this market for their mutual
benefit. 15

The ninth-century Islamic trade with eastern Europe peaked at about the
very time when Ibn Khurdadhbih was writing his report. The marked growth
in this commerce during the 860s and 870s could reflect developments within
Islam, such as a heightened demand for luxury goods connected with the
temporary ‘Abbasid capital at Samarra or Surra man ra'a, an expanded volume
of coinage available for use in this trade, or the import of more male slaves for
the ‘Abbasid armies. Historians of eastern Europe, on the other hand, might be
tempted to link this growing commerce with the establishment of the legendary
Riurik at Novgorod and the consolidation of Viking control over the majorriver
routes leading to the Caspian Sea. The Vikings may also have sought more
scarce silver for use in northern Europe.

In his account of the Rus trade with the Khazars and Near East, Ibn
Khurdadhbih described the route of the Jewish merchants called Radhaniyyah,
who travelled between western Europe and China. One of the routes sometimes
used by the Radhaniyyah led from Byzantium through Khazaria and then, via
the Caspian, to central Asia and China. 16 Since the Radhaniyyah do not appear
to have been mentioned in later sources, it is possible that the emergence of the
Ris-Khazar-Islamic trade starting in the late eighth-early ninth centuries
somehow disrupted and perhaps even replaced this northern route of the
Radhaniyyah. Be that as it may, the impact of Ras-Islamic trade upon east-west
commerce across the western Eurasian steppe clearly needs further study.

The first two decades of the tenth century were marked by a tremendous
growth in trade connected with the shift in the Islamic silver-exporting centers
from the Near East to central Asia. This fundamental reorientation in the
Islamic side of the trade is often ignored or treated summarily in accounts based
upon the written sources. The influx of new Samanid dirhams into eastern
Europe clearly illuminates this major change. The reasons for this shift,
however, are less clear. The Samanids may have gained control over key silver
mines and exploited them to finance a rapidly expanding trade with eastern
Europe. Atthe same time, the caravan routes from central Asia to Bulghar could
bypass the Khazar khaganate and provide direct Islamic access to the markets
of the middle Volga. Such direct Volga Bulghar commerce with Khwarizm is
specifically confirmed by al-Muqaddasi, who wrote, ca. 985, that “from
Khwarizm [there are imported into the Muslim world] sable skins, squirrel
skins [or miniver], ermine, weasel, marten, fox, beaver, hares of varied colors,
goat skins, wax, arrows, [fur] hats, isinglass, fish-teeth, castor, yellow amber,
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prepared horse hides, honey, hazel nuts, falcons, swords, cuirasses, khalan‘;'
wood, Saqlab slave girls, sheep, and cattle. All these come from Bulghir....”l
In other words, the Volga Bulghars were the eastern European market from
which huge quantities of goods originating in the Baltic, northern Russia and
elsewhere were transported to central Asia. From there, these goods were sent
throughout the Islamic world. Finally, these changes testify to the rise of the
Volga Bulghars as a political-economic force in eastern Europe. Two decades
before Ibn Fadlan's journey, the new central Asian trade signaled the emer-
gence of the Bulghars as a center potentially rivaling the Khazars.

The massive imports of the mid-tenth century raise many questions. As
noted already, it would appear that the huge quantities of dirhams imported into
eastern Europe during the 940s led to a tremendous influx of dirhams into
Sweden during the 950s. But it is not clear what produced this unprecedented
increase in Islamic trade with eastern Europe. Were these dirhams a reflection
of greatly increased quantities of silver being minted perhaps due to the
discovery of new mines, a growing demand for eastern European goods in
central Asia, an escalating demand for Muslim silver by Riis princes building
up their military power, or to the need for Riis merchants to supply an insatiable
appetite for silver in the Baltic? Much work remains to be done in identifying
the operative supply and demand factors within eastern Europe, northern
Europe, and the Islamic world.

The vastly increased level of trade during the mid-tenth century coincides
with the issuance of the first undisputed Bulghar dirhams bearing the names of
Bulghar amirs and mints. The striking of these coins shows that the Volga
Bulghars had become independent of the Khazars by the 940s; twenty years
earlier, when Ibn Fadlan visited the middle Volga, the Bulghars had been
Khazar tributaries. It is therefore pertinent to ask whether the establishment of
an independent Bulghhar amiirate during the 940s and 950s was connected in
some way with the marked growth in trade with central Asia.

The 970s demonstrate that we must use the data on dirham hoards and total
dirhams very carefully. Graph III clearly shows that both eastern European and
Swedish imports grew significantly when compared with the 960s. The
Swedish figures, however, are in large part illusory. The vast majority of
dirhams in the Swedish hoards of the tenth and eleventh century were struck
before 950. In one tabulation, 80.5% of the dirhams from thirty-nine Swedish
hoards of this period were struck prior to 940. In the Swedish hoards of the 960s
and 970s over 90% of the dirhams had been issued by 959.18 The Swedish
hoards of the 970s are thus composed primarily of older dirhams which had
apparently been circulating in Sweden for some time. Furthermore, Sweden in
the 970s differed significantly from eastern Europe, where many new dirhams
were appearing in contemporaneous hoards. In sum, the Swedish component
for the 970s primarily represents dirham imports from earlier decades when
trade was greater than our data would indicate.
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The massive importation of Islamic dirhams into eastern Europe came to an
end in the first two decades of the eleventh century. We could be even more
precise and say that this commerce had ceased for all practical purposes by
1015. Here, again, a complex series of factors in various regions of western
Eurasia might explain this development. In central Asia and the Near East, the
silver crisis or famine led to the disappearance of silver coinage after ca. 1000.
As for central Asia, massive dirham exports to eastern Europe and/or the
exhaustion of silver mines may be responsible for the severe debasement of the
dirham during the first half of the eleventh century.19 The conquest of the
Samanid lands by the Ghaznawids and Qarakhanids may also have disrupted
the trade with eastern Europe. On the other hand, the discovery of silver mines
in central Europe during the mid-tenth century made large quantities of
European silver coins or deniers available for export to northern and eastern
Europe by the second half of the tenth century. Riis merchants may thus have
found it more profitable to export a significant part of their furs, wax, honey,
and other goods to the Baltic rather than to the Islamic lands, especially if
Islamic merchants no longer possessed sufficient quantities of high quality
dirhams. The end of significant dirham exports to eastern Europe has not yet
been explained satisfactorily.

In conclusion, the data on the fluctuations of Islamic trade with eastern
Europe present a major challenge to historians of the medieval Near East,
cenfral Asia, the steppe lands, eastern Europe, and the Baltic. At the same time,
the resolution of the many questions raised by these data should give us a much
better understanding of the economic history of western Eurasia during the
Viking Age.

University of Minnesota
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Table I.  Dirham Imports into Eastern Europe (Unadjusted)

Decade Number of Hoards Number of Dirhams
740s 1 9/150
780s 1 31
790s 1 5
800s 5 325/625
810s 12 2356/2839
820s 9 1711/2257
830s 5 1319
840s 7 3606/4145
850s 2 69
860s 9 3478/5370
870s 8 2932/3865
880s 1 82
890s 1 76
Indeterm. 9th century 31 1899
900s 7 3272/5%04
910s 5 1307/2467
920s 7 6617142
930s 4 1495/2414
940s 7 11776/23420
950s 11 4870/4877
960s 2 2064
970s 16 3242/9283
980s 9 2505/2603
990s 9 709/857
Indeterm. 10th century 52 266
1000s 9 266
1010s 2 4387
1020s 2 341
1030s 2 395/549
1040s 3 105
1050s 5 944/1127
1060s - -
1070s 1 5
1080s 3 328/428
1090s - -
1100s 1 500
1110s 1 11
1120s 1 13

Indeterm. 9th—12th centuries 5 117



Table II. Dirham Imports into Eastern Europe (Adjusted)

Decade No. of Hoards No. of dithams % of total dirhams Dirhams per hoard
T40s 1 150 .16 150
750s - - - -
760s 1 20 .02 20
T10s 1 100 .10 100
780s 2 81 .08 40.5
790s 2 805 84 402.5
800s 8 1045 1.09 130.6
810s 16 2960 3.10 185
820s 9 2257 2.36 250.8
830s 6 1324 1.38 220.7
840s 7 4145 433 592.1
850s 3 119 A2 39.7
860s 15 6578 6.88 438.5
870s 8 3865 4.04 483.1
880s 1 82 09 82
890s 2 176 18 88
900s 15 6714 7.02 447.6
910s 11 3037 3.18 276.1
920s 10 838 88 83.8
930s 9 2899 3.03 322.1
940s 14 23961 25.06 17115
950s 16 5689 595 355.6
960s 3 2114 221 704.7
970s 20 9450 9.88 4725
980s 12 2816 2.94 234.7
990s 1 1286 1.34 116.9
1000s 12 7359 17 6133
1010s 7 5363 5.61 766.1
1020s - - - - .
1030s 1 399 42 399
Total 233 95632 99.99% 428.8 (average)
Indeterminable 34 5561

Total 257 101193



Table III. Dirham Imports into Eastern Europe and Sweden (Adjusted)

Decade

740s
750s
760s
770s
780s
790s
800s
810s
820s
830s
840s
850s
860s
870s
880s
890s
900s
910s
920s
930s
940s
950s
960s
970s
980s
990s
1000s
1010s
1020s
1030s

Total

No. of Hoards

No. of dirhams

150
20
100
90
805
1068
3029
2832
1474
4641
853
10738
5329
578
3583
7531
6488
2952
6004
30805
21463
8912
19269
2894
2499
9919
5513

399

159938

% of total dirhams

3.45

99.99%



Graph 1. Dirham Imports into Eastern Europe (as a percentage of total imports)
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Graph II. The Number of Dirham Hoards Deposited each Decade in Eastern Europe
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Graph III. Dirham Imports into Eastern Europe and Sweden (as a percentage of total imports)
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A Hungarian-Galician Marriage at
the Beginning of the Fourteenth Century?

STANISEAW SROKA

In 1988 the Hungarian historian Gyula Krist6 published an article entitled “The
First Wife of Charles Robert” (“Kéroly Rébert els§ felesége™), in which he
sought to prove that the first representative of the Angevin dynasty to sit upon
the Hungarian throne married a Galician princess in 1306.1 In this, Krist6
contradicted the entire previous historiography, which is unanimous in its
opinion that Charles Robert’s first wife, whom he indeed wedded in 1306, was
Mary of the Silesian Piast dynasty, the daughter of Prince Casimir of Bytom.2
Krist6 based his opinion on records found in fourteenth-century Hungarian
chronicles, which described the Silesian Piast princess as “prima consors
domini regis.”3 In formulating his thesis, the Hungarian historian relied on two
particular sources. The first is a document issued by King Charles Robert on 7
February 1326 on behalf of Stefan Aprdd extolling Stefan’s military excellence
in the battle at Kogice, which had taken place at the beginning of the century
during the Hungarian-Czech rivalry following the extinction of the Arpad
dynasty. During the battle, Stefan had led his detachment in a brave attack that
captured the Czech king’s standard, a crucial moment for the ensuing victory.
He had had the captured standard sent to Charles Robert, who, as he himself
mentions in a document issued some years later, was not at that time in the
country. He had gone to Rus’ to bring back his first wife: “in Rutheniam, quo
cum quibusdam baronibus regni nostri fidelibus pro adducenda prima consorte
nostra accesseramus.” Krist6 found an additional independent supporting
reference among the same source documents, in a description of Eastern
Europe by an anonymous author that dates—as established by the editor—from
the first part of 1308. In the chapter devoted to Rus’, the writer discusses a
powerful ruler named Leo, whose daughter married Charles, the king of
Hungary: “loco imperatoris habet vnum ducem permaximum virorum, qui
vocatur dux Leo, filiam huius Leonis duxit nunc in vxorem rex Vngarie
Karulus.”>

These sources lead to the premise that at the beginning of the fourteenth
century Charles concluded a Hungarian-Rus’, or more precisely a Hungarian-
Galician, marriage: the unknown daughter of the Rus’ prince Leo is identified
with the daughter of the last Romanovych, the Galician prince Leo II, who was
the son of George I and the grandson of Prince Leo 1.5 Gyula Krist6 has recently
devoted another article to Charles Robert’s family relationships, in which he
supplements his previous work on the subject with new detail.” First, on the
basis of a recently published document of Charles Robert dating from 12
December 1323,8 he concludes that the king’s first spouse—in Kristé’s
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opinion a Galician princess—was named Mary.? Krist6 dates the conjectured
Hungarian-Galician marriage to a period before 23 June 1306, when the first
document of Mary, the queen of Hungary, was issued.10 This view of the
marriage has already become imbedded in Hungarian historiography.}!

One cannot concur with Gyula Kristd’s hypothesis, however. The Hungar-
ian historian asserts that Charles Robert’s first bride, by his marriage of 1306,
was the daughter of Leo II, who (together with his brother Andrew) was the last
prince of the Galician-Lodomerian line of the Rurikids. This assertion can be
tested by applying a careful analysis of the royal genealogy. The supposed
father of Charles Robert’s first wife, Leo II, was the son of George L 12
Euphemia, Leo II's mother, was George I's second wife.13 Besides Leo, the
offspring of this marriage was another son, Andrew, and a daughter, Mary. 14
George I's first marriage, in 1282 to a daughter of the Tver prince Iaroslav
whose name is unknown to us, produced a son, Michael, who died as early as
1286.15 George Is second marriage to the Cujavian princess Euphemia, which
produced Leo, is convincingly dated by Wilodarski at 1291. 16 Thus, the earliest
date on which Leo could have been born was 1292;in 1306, he would have been
at most fourteen years old. While he was of an age at which he could properly
have been married, under no circumstances could he have been the father of a
daughter of marriageable age. To be eligible, his daughter would have had to
be at least twelve, the age at which girls were considered mature in the Middle
Ages. The hypothesis that Leo I's daughter was the wife of Charles Robert,
based upon the premises described above, is not correct. Prince Leo II died
without offspring, probably from a poisoning in 1323.17 Similarly, and
contemporaneously, his brother the Lodomerian prince left this world.18 Nor
can it be asserted that a daughter of George I was the first wife of Louis the
Great’s father, since George already had a daughter named Mary, whose
genealogical data are well established; he would not have had two daughters
with the same name living at the same time. His only daughter Mary married
the Mazovian prince Trojden, and this union produced Boleslas George II
Troidenovych, the later ruler of Rus’.19 If we rely upon the anonymous author
of a description of Eastern Europe, who thought “permaximus vir...Leo” was
the future father of the wife of the Hungarian king Charles, we must consider
the proposition that Prince Leo I was the father of the Angevin’s wife. All the
source literature so far dates Leo I's death at 1300 or 1301.2% He was born in
1228 and married Constance, a daughter of the Hungarian king BélaIV, around
1251 or 1252.21 Thus, his daughters—the sources prove the existence of
Sviatoslava, a Poor Clare in Stary Sacz, and Anastasia, the wife of Siemowit
of Dobrzyfi—had long been either married or in the cloister at the beginning of
the fourteenth century. These reasons make it impossible for Charles Robert to
have married the daughter of Leo L.

From this analysis the inescapable conclusion arises that Charles Robert’s
first wife could not have been a representative of the Galician-Lodomerian line
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of the Rurikids, and that the origin of his spouse is not to be found in Rus'. Itis
my opinion that Charles Robert, the first Angevin to sit on the Hungarian
throne, took as his first bride, in 1306, the Silesian Piast princess Mary,
daughter of Prince Casimir of Bytom; in this regard, the previous historiogra-
phy is entirely correct.

The two sources Gyula Kristé meticulously employs to take issue with
established academic opinion and formulate his own counter-thesis must
therefore be reconsidered. To begin with, Gyula Krist6 relies upon the passage
quoted above from an anonymous author’s description of Eastern Europe,
without noticing that it is precisely the passage determined by the editor,
Olgierd Goérka, to have been Wrong.22 Moreover, one of the first corrections
Gorka proposes relates to this very description: he maintains that the word
filiam should be replaced with the word neptem. This would indicate that Leo’s
granddaughter, not his daughter, married the Hungarian king.23 In clumsy
Medieval Latin terminology, the word neptis was employed to denote different
levels of family relations and connections—a granddaugther, a daughter-in-
law, a niece—but the word’s primary meaning remained the same as in
Classical Latin, “a granddaughter,” and this usage was maintained throughout
medieval Europe.24 Charles Robert’s wife, the Silesian Piast Mary, was very
likely the granddaughter of Leo I, the prince of Halych. As mentioned above,
Mary’s father was Casimir, prince of Bytom, but all that is known of her mother
is that her name was Helena.25 According to Kazimierz Jasifiski, undoubtedly
the best contemporary expert on Piast genealogy, the marriage of Casimir and
Helena is among “the most enigmatic of the Piast marriages.”20 This results
primarily from alack of source materials to provide information about Helena’s
origins, and from the erroneous information provided by L. C. Dedek in the
introduction to the third volume of Monumenta Ecclesiae Strigoniensis to the
effect that Helena was a Lithuanian princess.27 If, however, we consider the
names of Casimir and Helena’s three children—Siemowit, George, and Mary,
names frequently used by the Rus’ dynasties—and the name of Casimir’s wife
herself, it follows that we should look for Helena’s origins in Rus’or, even more
specifically, consider her as the daughter of Leo I and Constance, Béla IV’s
daughter.?® In terms of age, the daughter of Leo, prince of Halych, would be
an appropriate wife for Casimir. As Jasifiski has correctly pointed out, “Mary,
Casimir’s daughter and the Hungarian king Charles Robert’s first wife, would
have been the great-granddaughter of Béla IV, thereby strengthening Charles
Robert’sright to succeed the Arpéds, ifher mother had been Leo’s daughter.”29
The use of the word filiam in place of neptem in the aforementioned fragmen-
tary passage from the description of Eastern Europe seems the most logical
explanation of the evident mistake in the source record. The passage should
read as follows: “Loco imperatoris habet vnum ducem permaximum virorum,
qui vocatur dux Leo, neptem huius Leonis duxit nunc in vxorem rex Vngarie
Karulus.” It can be added as well that the phrase permaximus vir in the other
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source mentioned can only refer to Leo I, the powerful Galician Rus’ ruler, not
to Leo II, who played no significant role in the history of Galician-Lodomerian
Rus'.

Let us then analyze the document of Charles Robert dating from 7 February
1326, part of which was quoted at the beginning of this article, and which Gyula
Krist6 uses to take issue with widespread and long-standing historiographical
opinion to formulate his own view. As a collection of information about many
different countries, the anonymous author’s description of Eastern Europe may
well contain numerous distortions and mistakes; this is characteristic of this
genre of historiography. On the other hand, a Hungarian king’s authenticated
diploma, issued by his court, is a much more substantial source. We should
recall that the document mentions the king’s journey to Rus’ at the beginning
of the fourteenth century to bring his first wife (“in Rutheniam, quo...pro
adducenda prima consorte nostra accesseramus’). There are several possible
ways to explain how this passage does not conflict with my thesis that Charles
Robert’s first marriage was to a Piast. First, it should be pointed out that the
formulation “pro adducenda prima consorte nostra accesseramus” does not
necessarily mean “to marry someone.” The phrase “pro adducenda consorte”
refers only to an intention to marry, not to an accomplished fact, that is, that the
marriage had already taken place.

One also cannot exclude the possibility that the scribe who prepared the
king’s 1326 document made a mistake, writing Rutheniam in place of Poloniam
as the area to which young Charles Robert would travel for his bride. Such a
mistake is possible because the document was written in 1326 and the events
discussed, the Hungarian-Czech struggles following the decline of the Arpéd
dynasty, had taken place some twenty years earlier, at the beginning of the
century.

Jasifiski has drawn to my attention another possible explanation for the
passage relating to Charles Roberts journey to Rus’ for a wife. According to
Jasifiski, “If we assume that Mary’s mother, Helena, was the daughter of Leo
I, Mary may well have been brought up at the court of her uncle George I. Poorer
relatives were often raised, or stayed, at the courts of their richer kinsmen.”30
If this were the case, Charles Robert would have had to travel to Rus’ to claim
his Piast wife.

The year 1306 is consistent with the source material as the date of Charles
Robert’s first marriage. This assertion is supported by a document of Mary,
queen of Hungary, dated 23 June 1306.31 Scholars agree that, because this
document was sealed with the queen’s signet rather than with the sigillum
authenticum, the Angevin’s first marriage must have taken place shortly before
23 June 1306, at a time when the queen had not yet established her own
chancery.32 In 1306, therefore, Charles Robert would already have had a wife
named Mary.33 Moreover, it is my opinion that three additional factors support
the Piast pedigree of Charles Robert’s first bride. First, in approximately 1305
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Mary’s father, Prince Casimir of Bytom, borrowed the sum of one hundred
forty grzywnas in silver groszes, which in all probability served to cover the
costs of the wedding, for the prince may not have been able to manage such a
great expenditure.3* Second, 1306 is supported as the date of the Silesian
princess’s marriage to the king of Hungary by Dlugosz’s report of Mary’s
marriage to Charles Robert in precisely that year.35 Last, and in my opinion
most convincing, is the lack of any mention in the fourteenth-century chronicles
of the Galician princess, the supposed wife of Charles Robert. These chronicles
clearly refer to the Silesian Piast Mary as the Hungarian king’s first wife
(“prima consors domini regis”).36 It is implausible that Charles Robert’s
marriage to a Rus’ princess would have escaped the notice of the very
chroniclers who had so scrupulously recorded that the king maintained rela-
tions with a concubine from Csepel Island and that she had given him a son
named Coloman, who went on to become the bishop of Gyijr.37

In conclusion, the political context of Charles Robert’s first marriage should
be noted. As is well known, in the Middle Ages dynastic marriages usually
served to strengthen political alliances; above all, they were used by monarchs
in difficult moments to shore up their positions, with respect to either interna-
tional or domestic relations. As noted above, the ruler of Hungary married for
the first time in 1306. This was a period when Charles Robert was embroiled
in the struggle for the crown of St. Stephen, when after the death of the Czech
king Wenceslas (Véclav) I (whose son Wenceslas III was king of Hungary in
1301-1305), the Bavarian prince Otto took possession of the Hungarian throne
(1305—1307).3‘8 It is entirely logical that this was a moment when Charles
Robert needed a strong ally on the international scene, which makes it unlikely
that he would have affiliated himself with the Galician prince Leo II, who was
of littleimportance. By contrast, a marriage to the Silesian Piast Mary, arelative
of Wiadystaw E.okietek,3 in addition to strengthening his position (as Dlugosz
emphasizes?0), would have consolidated the Hungarian ruler’s already ami-
cable relations with the Polish prince.

The results of the foregoing analysis can be summarized as follows:

1. Gyula Kristd’s opinion, in that it introduces a hitherto unknown Hungar-
ian-Galician intermarriage at the beginning of the fourteenth century, is
without justification.

2. In the fragment concerning a Hungarian-Galician intermarriage that
appears in an anonymous author’s description of Eastern Europe, the word
filiam should be neptem. Leo I's granddaughter was most probably the Silesian
Piast Mary, daughter of Casimir of Bytom.

3. In Charles Robert’s document of 7 February 1326, either the reference to
the country to which he traveled for his wife is mistaken (it should have
Poloniam instead of Rutheniam), or Charles went to Rus’ rather than to Poland
because his wife, the Silesian Piast Mary, had been raised there, at the court of
her uncle George 1.
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4. Charles Robert was in dire political straits in 1306, and needed an ally in
the international arena. This certainly would not have been the weak Galician
prince. Much better suited for the role was Wiadystaw Lokietek, with whom
Charles Robert already maintained friendly relations.

5. Both the sources and these indirect deductions lead one to conclude that
Charles Robert’s first wife must have been the Silesian Piast Mary, daughter
of Casimir of Bytom. This marriage was concluded in 1306 (before 23 June).

Jagiellonian University, Cracow

Translated from the Polish by Lidia Stefanowska
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Archbishop Gennadii and the Heresy of the “J udaizers™*

ANDREI PLIGUZOV

The Novgorodian “heretics” known to scholars as the Judaizers! never
referred to themselves by this name, or, for that matter, by any other name. They
considered themselves to be true Orthodox Christians who received Holy
Communion and served in Orthodox churches. The Novgorodian archbishop
Gennadii (1484—1504) and Abbot Iosif of the Volokolamsk Monastery (1470-
1515) were the firstto accuse the heretics of being “xunoBckas MyapBLCTBYIOHIE”
(i.e., adhering to Jewish teachings) and of conversion to Judaism (“ctasu B
KunoBcKyio Bepy”). The term Judaizers (KugoBcTByromme) seems to have
been coined by Dimitrii of Rostov (Dmytro Tuptalo), almost two hundred years
after the “heresy” had occurred and been condemned.2 In Russian legal
documents of the first half of the nineteenth century, the term Judaizers was
used to describe MoJIoKaHCKUE Cy600THIIECKHUE sects.3

The earliest description of the heretics’ “crimes,” though not an entirely
reliable one, comes from the writings of Archbishop Gennadii. In particular,
Gennadii is our source of information on the arrival in Novgorod in November
1470 of a certain “heretical Jew,” a member of the retinue of the Kievan prince
Mykhail.4 According to Gennadii’s report, this heretic converted some
Orthodox priests, who secretly began to profess Jewish beliefs while maintain-
ing the appearance of continued loyalty to Christianity.

The exposure of the heresy took place in 1487, seven years after the
subjugation of Novgorod by the Muscovite troops of Ivan the Third (1480) and
the elevation of Gennadii, archimandrite of the Chudov Monastery in Moscow,
to the Novgorodian see. Gennadii arrived in Novgorod in January 1485, but it
was two years before he began his investigation into the heresy, which might
have been provoked by the monk Zakhar, who called him a “heretic.””

Gennadii discovered Zakhar’s heresy in the simplest possible way: he
summoned Zakhar in order to investigate a complaint by some monks of the
Nemchinov Monastery, to whom Zakhar had allegedly refused to give Com-
munion. Under questioning by the Archbishop, Zakhar admitted that he did not
trust any of the church bishops since they had been installed “no m3ne,” i.e.,
uncanonically by having paid money for their installation.® Gennadii imme-
diately identified Zakhar’s heresy as that of the strigol’niki, heretics who had

* T would like to express my gratitude to Edward L. Keenan, Dana Miller, Donald Ostrowski,
Omeljan Pritsak, and Moshe Taube for providing me with very valuable remarks on the history of
the "Judaizers.” Deborah Lefkowitz, Jonathan Daly, and Alex Viskovatoff generously offered me
a great deal of support in correcting my hesitant English.
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lived in Pskov at the beginning of the fifteenth century, and dispatched Zakhar
to the hermitage of Gornechno to do penance. Later on, probably after the
autumn of 1488, Ivan the Third tried to intercede on Zakhar’s behalf. The grand
prince allowed the newly-unmasked strigol’nik to return to the Nemchinov
Monastery. But Zakhar, unwilling to test his luck in Gennadii’s sphere of
power, immediately left Nemchinov for Moscow.’

In Moscow, Zakhar received support from certain powerful patrons and
continued to oppose Gennadii by sending letters to his acquaintances in
Novgorod and territories under Muscovite control. Archbishop Gennadii
intercepted one of Zakhar’s letters in September or early October 1490, and
submitted a copy of it to Metropolitan Zosima.

The next significant discovery of the heresy occurred in September—
December of 1487.9 In the course of his pastoral duties, the Novgorodian
archbishop learned of drunken conversations among Novgorodian priests, who
secretly praised the Jewish heresy.10 Without delay the archbishop began an
investigation, ordering that the testimony (nmozsmHHUK peyen) of the priest
Naum, who had repented and voluntarily given Gennadii evidence of his own
heresy, be written down. Naum’s testimony appears to have been the first and
most reliable evidence of the heresy, but it has not survived. We know from
letters written by Gennadii that Naum’s testimony consisted of no fewer than
nineteen chapters. Chapter Twelve argued that the heretics celebrated the
Divine Liturgy in an unworthy way, and would swear without fear, i.e., could
easily break their oath. Along with the written testimony, Gennadii sent some
copybooks, which may have been taken from Naum, to Moscow. These
copybooks contained Jewish prayers that were in use among the heretics.!1

Gennadii called this newly-discovered heresy the heresy of the “xunobckas
myapbeTBylolmx.” The origin of this term is not quite clear. The form
sunoscTBoyome renders the word iovdatorta in Canon 29 of the Council of
Laodicea. 12 Inthe Slavonic translation of the Chronicle of Georgios Hamartolos
one could find the word xunoBbuedMbIb, Which corresponds to the Greek
iovdandgpovoc.13 The Pandektai by Nikon of the Black Mountain cites
Canon 29 of the Council of Laodicea: “kako He nopo6GaeT Kp(C)ThbRAHOM
JKMNOBBCTBUTH [corresponds to the Greek iovdoaileiv], m B coyGoroy
TIpasHOBaTH.” 14 B Melioranskii noticeda similarity between the Novgorodian
“xumopckas Mmyaphscrpylomue” and the Greek definition iovSaikd ppovav,
which appeared in the Canons of the Council of Constantinople in 1336.

While Gennadii did not pay much attention to the heretical teachings, in his
letter to Bishop Prokhor he wrote about an astronomical treatise by Immanuel
ben-Yaakov, a Jew from Tarascon. It remains unknown whether Gennadii
found ben-Yaakov’s treatise “Six Wings” (Il/ecmoxpuin) among the papers of
the heretics, or whether he received it from a different source. This treatise,
containing calculations to determine the phases of the moon, was originally
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compiled in the fourteenth century. But the Slavonic version of “Six Wings,”
the version found by Gennadii, began its calculations from the year 1389.16

We know that Gennadii willingly used ben-Yaakov’s treatise in his own
calendar calculations, and a citation from it appears in the margin of the
calendar tables of Gennadii’s Bible of 1499. The page containing the marginal
gloss at the bottom of the table of lunar cycles says: A no IllecTrokpusd Kpyz
ABHHBIM TIOYMHAEMCA M CEMTAOPA TOCIe p8cKoez(0), a Mo pScCKOME m
MapTa, a 3JIaTOE YHCJI0 MOYMHAEMCA C TeHBapA Mpex(e) o6bux. 17

However, Gennadii’s goal of opposing the heretics’ propaganda required
that he condemn literary works of Jewish tradition. Therefore, after closer
inspection, he discovered a huge discrepancy: the heretics, in the archbishop’s
words, had “stolen” 1,747 years from the Christian calendar. Eager to prove the
existence of these years, Gennadii carefully searched the Scriptures for the
lifespan of each Old Testament king. With these calculations he was able to
restore the calendar of Christian history. The difference between the Jewish and
Christian calendars was not due to any malicious intention on the part the
heretics, but a result of the Byzantine tradition, which Georgios Hamartolos’s
Chronicle had introduced to Rus’. Hamartolos held that the Creation took place
in 5508 B.c. By contrast, the Jewish calendar began in 3761 B.c.

The calendar dispute with the heretics was to become even sharper, for this
was a period of increasing eschatological expectations. In the summer of 1492
the Orthodox calendars, which contained calculations of moveable Christian
feasts, were to expire. The year 7000 of the Byzantine calendar would end in
August 1492. At the same time, Slavic ecclesiastical scribes had among their
books certain theological writings that interpreted the expiration of the seventh
millennium from the Creation as the end of Christian history, which would
ultimately be heralded by the Second Coming of Christ.

Such rumors bothered Gennadii, who had embraced a completely different
idea about the end of the world. The Novgorodian archbishop was adamant in
his expectation not of the expiration of the seventh millennium, but of the
“fulfillment of the Divine Dispensation” (HanosiHeRus roFHero Mupa), where-
upon “the ages would perish” (BpeMeHa MOTBIGHYT). 8 In order to find
confirmation for his quite orthodox idea, Gennadii sent a letter to the erudite
Greek Demetrios Trachaniotes. In a letter written some time between Septem-
ber 1488 and March 1489, the latter reassured Gennadii with the statement,
“The seventh . . . millennium one has to remember, but not believe in.19
Gennadii sent a similar written request to Paisii Iaroslavov and Nil Sorskii,
monks of the Monastery of St. Cyril of Beloe Ozero.20

The first letters sent by Gennadii to Moscow between September and
December 1487 did not provoke a “thorough interrogation” of the heretics, as
Gennadii demanded. Consequently, in January 1488 the Novgorodian arch-
bishop was obliged to send new entreaties, containing a description of heretical
offenses, to Nifont, bishop of Suzdal’, and Filofei, bishop of Perm'. According
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to Gennadii, many citizens of Novgorod had seen crosses tied to crows, and
even a pectoral cross (“HaTesibHBIM KpecT ) with a picture of “the privy parts
of a woman and a man” (an example not of Jewish religious influences, but of
popular beliefs, even pagan notions). The bearer of such a cross, according to
Gennadii’s report, “began to wither, was ill for a while, and died.”21 In the
church atI1’ina Street, Gennadii discovered that the icon of the Transfiguration
contained, along its border, an image of Basil the Great “cutting off Christ’s
hand and foot, with the inscription: The Circumcision of Our Lord Jesus
Christ.”22 This baffled not only Archbishop Gennadii, who presented the icon
as an obvious example of the Jewish heresy, but also all modern scholars until
very recently, when N. Goleizovskii interpreted the image as a curious attempt
to struggle against Jewish influence (but not necessarily the Judaizers’
heresy). 3

While Gennadii was waiting for the grand prince and the metropolitan to
initiate some action in this matter, a lesser council of the metropolitanate
gathered in Moscow (some time before 13 February 1488) with Ivan III in
attendance. The council condemned three men— Grigorii, a priest of St.
Simon’s Church; Eresim, a priest of St. Nicholas’ Church; and the clerk
Samsonko, the son of the priest Grigorii. All three received punishments,
unspecified in our source, and were sent to Novgorod. The fourth defendant,
Gridia, the priest of the SS. Boris and Gleb Church, was returned unpunished
to the Novgorodian archbishop for further investigation, because only one
witness, the priest Naum, had given evidence against him (for a conviction, the
law required that at least two witnesses testify against the defendant). The
epistles on the council’s decision, written by Ivan Il and Metropolitan Gerontii
to Gennadii, approved futher investigation of the heretics in Novgorod.24

Upon their return to Novgorod, the accused priests were whipped in the
market place. The Moscow chronicle gives an explanation of the priests’ crime:
“Being in a drunken state, they profaned the holy icons.”23

Scholars, like critics of the heresy, usually view the development of the
Novgorodian heresy in a manner disproportionate to its historical significance.
Like their predecessors, the ecclesiastical investigators, they expand the facts
concerning the history of the heresy to enormous proportions. They regard each
fact as laden with a specific meaning, reflecting not only a single event but an
entire constellation of similar events. Each attempt to apprehend the heresy’s
origin leads to a kind of hall of mirrors where each object is multiplied, so that
a few facts acquire the appearance of a vast multitude, and a virtual historio-
graphic reality is formed.

Unlike modern scholars, the witnesses of the first Novgorodian heretics’
punishment had no such illusions: their attention was more likely occupied not
by the whipping of the guilty priests, but by the cruel punitive actions taken by
the Muscovite authorities in Novgorod in March 1488 (at the latest). On the
order of Ivan III, Muscovite troops forcibly transferred more than seven
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thousand people (;xuteux smopett) who allegedly had tried to kill the grand
prince’s namestnik, lakov Zakhar’ich, from Novgorod to Moscow. The Mus-
covite chronicle adds coldly: “Iakov did not spare the whip, and hanged many
other members of the Duma.”20

Meanwhile, for reasons of his own, Archbishop Gennadii seems to have
cared less about the fate of the thousands of Novgorodian citizens expelled by
Muscovite forces than about those priests who continued to propound the
“Jewish” heresy. Some time in July or August 1488, Gennadii enlisted the help
of the former archbishop of Rostov and Iaroslavl’, [oasaf, who had abandonded
his see in June 1488.27 Beginning with a verbatim copy of his letter to Prokhor
of Sarai and Podon’e, the Novgorodian archbishop provided Ioasaf with an
account of the most serious crimes committed by the heretics. The fact that after
five months Gennadii included no new information indicates that he had been
unable to elucidate the obscure teaching of the heretics. This was an indisput-
able failure, the reason for which Gennadii explained thus: the heretics
shamefacedly lie under oath “lacking fear [of God],” and renounce their
teachings without hesitation.

Before compiling his letter to Ioasaf, Gennadii had been able to examine the
sources of the heretics’ teachings. It appeared that the heretics had picked up
some of their theological “delusions” from Christian anti-heretical compila-
tions. The Novgorodian archbishop provided loasaf with a report on twelve
books in use among the heretics. Two of the books mentioned by Gennadii were
in fact taken from the Bible (I and II Samuel and Kings [ Kruru I{apcrsin the
Slavonic tradition], and the Book of Joshua). One book appeared to be a kind
of chronological compilation, or the Book of Genesis (buimue), while two
others could be recognized as traditional collections of edifying aphorisms
(IIpumuu, perhaps the biblical Book of Proverbs, and Menandr, i.e., the so-
called Wisdom of Menander), and three were polemical writings against
Arianism, the Bogomils, and the like (i.e. the Sermons of Athanasius of
Alexandria, the Sermon of Cosmas the Priest, and the Letter of Patriarch
Photios to Prince Michael of Bulgaria). Gennadii’s list of heretical books also
includes dogmatic writings of Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite and the Vita
of Pope Sylvester.28 The only book on the list connected with the medieval
Jewish tradition is the Logika, which appears to be a Slavic translation of either
the Logic of Moses Maimonides or the Logic of al-Ghazali, or perhaps a
combination of these two works.29

Gennadii’s examination of these twelve books gave him no new evidence
of the heretics’ apostasy. Thus foiled, Gennadii fell back on the old proven
methods. With support from the grand prince’s lieutenants, the archbishop
began a new investigation of the heretics. We do not know the precise date of
this action. One can only suggest that the investigation presumably would have
begun after the compilation of Gennadii’s epistle to Ioasaf (that of July~August
1488), but before the death of Metropolitan Gerontii (27 May 1489), because
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the latter received Gennadii’s report concerning the new investigation.30
Gennadii gave those heretics who had repented of their sins and confessed them
in written form with their own hands permission to stand outside the church
during divine worship. Nonetheless, Gennadii prohibited even these heretics
from entering churches and receiving Holy Communion. Those heretics who
did not confess and, according to Gennadii’s report, continued to “praise the
Jewish belief” were handed over to the grand prince’s lieutenants, Iakov and
lurii Zakhar’ich, and punished in such a way as to make an example of them.
Some of the heretics who had confessed prudently fled to Moscow. One priest,
Gavrilko of Mikhailova Street, received a position at a Moscow church, and
another, Denis, began to serve at the grand princely Dormition Cathedral in the
Kremlin 31

Obvious success in the second investigation of the heretics would not have
satisfied Gennadii. The Novgorodian archbishop was apparently made nervous
by the activity of those confessed heretics (like Denis) who passed under the
jurisdiction of Metropolitan Gerontii, served in Moscow, and could carry on an
intrigue against their former master. According to normal procedure, an action
by one bishop in a territory under the control of another bishop required a direct
appeal to the head of the diocese. Gennadii sent Gerontii materials concerning
his second investigation in order to ask for continuation of the punitive
action.32 Meanwhile, on 37 May 1489 Gerontii had died. Since the metropoli-
tan see was vacant, Gennadii was compelled to wait for the nomination of anew
metropolitan.

During this time of compulsory idleness, Gennadii made an inquiry con-
cerning the service of the Novgorodian heretics in Moscow. Unknown well-
wishers informed the archbishop that Denis had allegedly danced behind the
altar during the Liturgy, and “blasphemed the cross” (kpecty cs Hapyra.n).33

At the same time, rumors had been spread in Moscow about the Jew from
Venice, Mucmpoz’4 Leon. Doctor Leon arrived in Rus’ with members of the
retinue of Andrew Palaeologue, and offered, or was forced, to treat the terminal
illness of the grand prince Ivan Ivanovich, the heir of Ivan the Third. Prince Ivan
died on 7 March 1490. The foreign—Jewish—doctor was blamed for his death,
and was decapitated at the Bolvanovskii field on 22 April.35

On 12 September 1490 Zosima Bradatyi, archimandrite of the Moscow
Simonov Monastery,36 was nominated (BO3BenieH Ha ABOp) metropolitan of
“all Rus’.” Gennadii was willing to come to Moscow for the consecration of
Zosima, but Ivan the Third prudently prohibited the Novgorodian archbishop
from showing up in the capital. Gennadii thus was forced to confirm the
elevation of Zosima by correspondence, and sent his charter of trust to
Moscow.37 Zosima was consecrated metropolitan on 26 September.38

After Zosima’s consecration, Gennadii sent an epistle to the new metropoli-
tan (the letter was written after 26 September and before the 17 October council
meetings on the heretics). The Novgorodian archbishop demanded immediate
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punishment for the heretics Denis and Gavrilko, and an announcement of the
council’s damnation of the heretics who had already died (Aleksei, Istoma and
Ivashko Chernyi) and of those individuals who had been investigated during
the second investigation, whose names had been written down in the “original”
acts (momuMHHEK ). At the same time Gennadii cited the Apostolic Canon that
prohibits, under threat of excommunication, participation in church services
celebrated by heretics. Gennadii could expect opposition to the proposed
punitive actions and hence singled out the heretics’ principal supporter
(nevasphuk ) Feodor Kuritsyn, the clerk (d’iak) of the grand prince.3 Accord-
ing to Gennadii, the heretics Aleksei, Istoma, Sverchek, Denis and others had
come to Kuritsyn several times seeking advice.

In his letter Gennadii paraphrased the speeches of Georg von Turn, the
ambassador of the Holy Roman Empire, written down in Novgorod shortly
after 19 August 1490.40 The ambassador related to the archbishop astory about
the king of Spain (Ferdinand the Catholic) who had “purged” his country,
presumably of the Jewish heresy.41 The Inquisition’s troops in Spain had
investigated about four thousand people, young and old, and subsequently had
burned them, and “the glory... and the praise... of the king of Spain have spread
throughout all the countries of the Latin belief, because [the king] is adamantly
opposed to criminals.”42

When repeated by Gennadii, the ambassador’s story clearly sounded like a
call to begin mass executions of heretics. Gennadii could not have been
unaware, however, that the very practice of execution of heretics, which was
known in the Byzantine Empire, had never been in use in Rus’, and that such
aninnovation would touch the roots of powerful social institutions and provoke
negative reactions from many sides.

Before September 1490 some individuals lodged a complaint against
Gennadii’s investigation because of his alleged abuse of power. Arguing
against this accusation, the archbishop related to the council of bishops the
interrogation of a certain Samsonka, who named the clerk Feodor Kuritsyn as
chief patron of the heretics.43 Hence, one might speculate, Gennadii expected
resistance from the clerk of the grand prince.

Gennadii gave his colleagues in Moscow a fresh account of the newly-
discovered crimes of the heretics concerning the act of the scrivener (pod’iachir)
Alekseika, who “had poured dirty water” on an icon of the Dormition of the
Mother of God, and “turned some other icons upside down.”¥4 Gennadii’s
demand to convoke a council against the heretics without delay was accompa-
nied by a concealed threat to the Muscovite clergy: those “archimandrites and
abbots, and archpriests, and council priests who have served with the heretics,”
even if they did not commit the same heresy, should be excommunicated and
deprived of holy orders. 4>

The Novgorodian archbishop had warned his colleagues not to turn the anti-
heretical council into a council on confessional matters. Gennadii expressed
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the point thus: “Our people are simple, they do not understand even ordinary
books, so do not allow any speeches with the heretics. A council should be
called only for one purpose: to punish the heretics, that is, to burn them, and
hang them.”40

The hearing of the heretics’ case took place in Moscow on 17 October 1490.
A day earlier, on 16 October, the heretic Denis was expelled with dishonor from
the Cathedral of the Archangel as he was preparing to celebrate the liturgy
together with the bishops. The next morning Archbishop Tikhon of Rostov,
Bishop Nifont of Suzdal’, Bishop Semion of Riazan’, as well as archmandrites,
abbots, archpriests, and “honored elders” gathered at the chamber of the
metropolitan. The council of prelates had informed Ivan the Third about the
case, and Ivan, acting like a Byzantine emperor, ordered an investigation of the
heresy. Shortly after, perhaps on the same day, the bishops gathered once more
and began a session in the presence of boyars and the clerk of the grand prince.
Nine heretics had been presented to the council—the monk Zakhar, the “head
of the heresies”; the Novgorodian archpriest Gavriil; the priests Denis, Maksim,
and Vasilii; the deacon Makar; the clerks Gridia, Vasiuk, Samukha; and “their
collaborators.”47

Metropolitan Zosima specified the main accusations against the heretics in
his speech to the council. According to the investigators’ report, the heretics did
not venerate the icons of Christ and of the Mother of God and of the Cross, paid
no respect to other icons, broke and burned icons, bit into a cross made from
an aloe tree,48 and threw icons and crosses to the ground and into a washtub.
After such heinous actions, some heretics had begun to verbally abuse even
Christ and the Mother of God, refused to acknowledge Christ as the Son of God,
blasphemed against many saints and the seven Ecumenical Councils, and ate
forbidden food during the fast days of Wednesday and Friday. Futhermore, all
the heretics respected Saturday more than Sunday, and some of them did not
believe in the Resurrection of Christ. Summing up, Metropolitan Zosima gave
a short description of the heretics’ crimes: “They have carried out all these
followin% the Jewish custom, in violation of God’s law and the Christian
belief.”

After Zosima’s speech, the epistles of Gennadii and lists containing the
descriptions of the heretics’ crimes were read to the defendants. They denied
all charges.50 Thereupon Zakhar, who had been known earlier as a strigol’nik,
not as a heretic seduced by Jews, was questioned. The Metropolitan accused
Zakhar of refusing to prostrate himself before holy icons. According to the
report made by the court, Zakhar in his reply allegedly “blasphemed against
Jesus Christ our Lord, and his Immaculate Mother, and all the great hierarchs—
the miracle workers Peter, Alexis, and Leontius, and all the saintly fathers of
the seven Councils.”5 ! There then followed a confrontation in which “many
people” gave evidence about the heretics’ crimes and “abuses of holy icons.”
New lists of depositions were immediately sent to Ivan the Third. The grand



ARCHBISHOP GENNADII 277

prince appeared in person in the chamber of the metropolitan and gave an order
toread aloud Gennadii’s letters and copies (cniucku) of the Novgorod materials.
He heard oral testimony of “Muscovite people” as well.

Following Ivan the Third’s order, Metropolitan Zosima “looked at the Book
of Canons of the Holy Fathers” and determined that the heretics, because of
their sins, deserved deposition from holy orders. They were also to be
excommunicated and consigned to ecclesiastical perdition. The Procheiros
Nomos (rpagckue 3aKkoHbl), wWhich traditionally was copied alongside the
traditional Book of Canons, called for the public punishment (xa3nuTh) of such
heretics, and their imprisonment.52

The ecclesiastical laws found by the metropolitan appeared to be more
humane than any plans of the Novgorodian archbishop himself (i.e., “burn and
hang,” xeun u Bematy), and the council of the metropolitanate followed the
directions of the Book of Canons. The heretics were consigned to ecclesiastical
punishment and sent to Novgorod.53

The council obviously did not fulfill the expectations of the Novgorodian
archbishop, and not only because of the relatively humane verdict. The
accusations had been deliberately organized in such a way that Zakhar—a
strigol’nik, who had never been accused of Jewish heresy—would be pro-
claimed the head of the heresy. The homily by Zosima and the description of
the council very cautiously used Gennadii’s characterization of the heresy as
being due to Jewish influence. In Zosima’s speech, one could find a detailed
account of the heretics’ iconoclastic crimes, and only at the end of the verdict
were the actions of the newly-discovered iconoclasts explained as a deviation
toward the Jewish religion (“ro uwHIIM ecTe No 06RYAI0 XXUROBCKOMY ™). In
the homily of Zosima the only reference to the Jewish inspiration of the heretics
could be found in the preamble (“kupoBckyio Bepy xBanar”). These two
accusations do not draw one’s attention; the accusations of Jewish heresy were
almost completely obscured by the description of the other, non-Jewish
deviations.

More importantly, even Gennadii himself, passionate exposer of heretics
that he was, gradually changed his attitude toward the newly-discovered
heresy. The first letters sent by Gennadii in September 1487—-August 1488 had
accused the heretics of being “xunosckas myapncTByiowue” (adherents to
Jewish teachings). The above-mentioned definition scarcely reflected the
character of the heresy, and at the same time was not intelligible to the
Novgorodian archbishop’s addressees. This is why Gennadii was obliged to
give amore detailed explanation of the heresy: “That the heretics be excommu-
nicated like Marcionites and Messalians” (HOKPHTHI ... CyTb OHEX €pETHK
KJIATBOIO YKOPU3HOIO MaPKHAHCKHA I'J1ar OJTI0 mecasmasckua) 4, “And they
use every Messalian heresy that there is for their false wisdom, but they deceive
people [by calling it] the Jewish Ten Commandments, so that they might think
themselves virtuous” (ma 4To ecThb epecer MECAJIMAHCKHMX, TO BCE OHU
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MYAPBCTBYIOT, TOJIKO TO >KHIOBCKHIM A€CATOCJIOBHEM JIOOEH
npenmuaxo*r...),55 and further: “This is not only Judaism; it is mixed with
Messalian heresy” (MHO TO B HHX HE OJHO MIOACMCTBO, CMEIIAHO C
Meca/IuaHCKOI0 epecmo).5 6 Gennadii did not specify the source of his theoreti-
cal knowledge of Messalianism, but one could speculate that he was thinking
about the Bogomils, according to the description of this heresy given in the
Merilo Pravednoe.5” The heresy of Marcionitism was known to Gennadii from
the Book of Canons: “Those chapters about the Marcionites,” wrote Gennadii
to Prokhor of Sarai, “you would find in your Book of Canons.” 8 The Book of
Canons that belonged to Bishop Prokhor was discovered in the Library of the
Perm’ Pedagogical Institute. It appears to be a Book of Canons in an original
Muscovite version, associated with the Merilo pravednoe (hitherto the oldest
and only copy of that version was the well-known Chudovskaia kormchaia of
149959), approximately from the third quarter of the fifteenth century.60
Gennadii mentioned “Marcionites,” and it is difficult to guess what kind of
heresy he had in mind. Canon 1 of the Second Ecumenical Council treats the
heresy of “Ma.rcellianites,”61 while Canon 95 of the Sixth Ecumenical
Council®2 and Canon 47 of Basil the Great discourse on the heresy of the
“Marcionites,” We know very little about the Marcellianites, and somewhat
more about the Marcionites. The latter, according to Basil the Great, did not
accept marriage, prohibited the drinking of wine, called God’s creation “dirty”
(ckBepHoe), and represented God as creator of all evil on earth.63

The mention of the Book of Canons does not at all clarify the nature of the
heresy. Rather, it raises some new questions. For instance, why did Gennadii
not refer to those regulations of the Book of Canons that applied more precisely
to the heresy under examination, if it really was the Jewish heresy? He might,
for example, have referred to Canon 8 of the Seventh Council, on certain Jews
who “pretend to convert to Christianity, although they secretly reject Christi-
anity, keep the custom of honoring Saturday, and follow other Jewish tradi-
tions.”04 A similar example can be found in Canon 29 of the Council of
Laodicea.03

After February 1488, the Novgorodian archbishop had abundant time and
opportunity to confirm his preliminary hypothesis concerning the Jewish
character of the heresy. Gennadii launched two investigations, involving many
interrogations and cross-examinations of various suspects, but he was not able
to find any new information that would shed light on the heretical teaching. In
September 1490, Gennadii did not repeat his previous characterization of the
heretics as “adherents of Jewish teachings” (>;kmgoBckas MyapBCTBYIOLIHE) in
terms of their doctrines, but rather emphasized the “Jewish custom” that they
followed .66

It was not until September 1490 that the Novgorodian archbishop finally
pointed out the main perpetrator of the crime—an anonymous “heretical Jew”
(xupoBuH epeTHk) who had arrived from Kiev twenty years earlier, on 8
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November 1470, with the retinue of the Kievan prince Mykhail Olel’kovych.67
Such a belated and scarcely trustworthy discovery by Gennadii would attach
a political significance to the heresy, and would have led to the immediate
intervention of the grand prince, for the heresy was to be explained as the result
of intrigues of hostile Lithuania. In September 1490 the Novgorodian arch-
bishop began to refer to the heresy as the “accursed Lithuanian affair”
(s1aTOBCKME OKasHHbIE nena).68

As more accusations against the heretics were brought forward, the resis-
tance to the Novgorodian archbishop grew. Some enemies cast aspersions
(“cimuBasmi J10kb”’) on Gennadii, and doubted the impartiality of the investi-
gation.69 Thus, Gennadii was forced to attack in order to defend himself from
his enemies. In his attempt to find new evidence of the Jewish heresy, Gennadii
enlarged the circle of suspects. At the same time, lacking the sound support of
Moscow, the archbishop became more and more dependent on priests of his
own eparchy—the very priests Gennadii suspected of the heresy. It must be
remembered that Gennadii was the second Muscovite protégé in the history of
Novgorod to occupy the archepiscopal see. Gennadii’s predecessor, Sergii,
could not keep his position for even a year (4 September 1483 to 26 June
1484),70 because “the citizens of Novgorod did not want to bend to his will.”71
In his attempt to overcome the resistance of the Novgorod citizens, Gennadii
looked for help from Muscovite officials. Gennadii could obtain such support
in only one eventuality: if his accusations against the Novgorodians were to
grow to a certain extent, so that Gennadii’s fate would become part of the sphere
of Ivan the Third’s political interests (for instance, accusations of treason, or
of a “Lithuanian affair,” literally, “;inToBckue nena”).72 As one might specu-
late, Gennadii’s intervention in the field of interest of the Muscovite political
elite would not be accepted as appropriate conduct. One of the heads of Ivan
the Third’s foreign office, the clerk Feodor Kuritsyn, certainly did not readily
take on trust the accusations of the Novgorodian priests. After the first
investigation of the heretics, after July—August 1488, the Novgorodian priest
Denis, who was proclaimed a heretic in Novgorod and soon escaped from
Gennadii, was appointed to serve at the grand princely Archangel’s Cathedral.
Gennadii’s struggle against the heresy gradually developed into a struggle for
Gennadii’s own future: in attacking the heretics, the Novgorodian archbishop
was defending himself.

The virtue one can least expect from one in such a situation is impartiality.
Moreover, Gennadiinot infrequently received information secondhand. There-
fore, a historian cannot find conclusive evidence in his reports, but rather a
reflection of certain events as seen through the wide-open eyes of medieval
spectators who were scarcely able to understand what they saw.

Like any Christian society, the medieval Orthodox world was not indifferent
to the Jewish issue. One of the strongest preoccupations of the Christian mind
kept obstinately tearing away at the Jewish roots of historical Christianity.73




280 ANDREI PLIGUZOV

One could expect a great deal of misunderstanding: even a distant historical
similarity of phenomena could be treated by medieval writers as acomplete and
undisputable identity. Accordingly, of all the accusations that had been brought
forward against the heretics at the trial of 1490, the only accusation that bears
evidence of Jewish customs maintained by the heretics was, as Constantine
Zuckerman has pointed out,’4 their reverence for Saturday “more than for
Sunday” (made Bockpecenua Xpucrosa). However, the same “Jewish” sin,
according to medieval Orthodox writings, plagued even the Catholic Church.
The earliest East Slavic polemical work, the epistle of Metropolitan Ioann Il to
the anti-Pope Clement III (1088-1089), explicates the Catholic tradition of
feasting on Saturday, as well as some other Catholic “deviations,” as an
imitation of the “Jewish custom and belief.”7> This problem was seen in a
similar manner in the late fifteenth century, when the posadnik of Pskov Filipp
Petrov’® wrote to his archbishop (perhaps in 1485-1487), “The grey monks,
my lord, came from the Germans to Pskov, and began to argue about faith....”
Later on, Filipp called “Latins” those monks who had tried to induce the
citizens of Pskov to recognize the decisions of the Council of Florence; thus,
one could not question the confessional allegiance of the “grey monks.” The
development of a discussion between priests from Pskov and some uninvited
guests merits attention. The Catholics said, “Our pope united the faith with your
[representatives] at the Eighth Council, and you as well as we are Christians,
we believe (they say) in the Son of God.” The Pskovian priests answered, “Not
everyone’s faith is right; God is right; if you trust in the Son of God, then why
do you follow the Jews, who killed God; why do you revere and keep a fast on
Saturday, and why do you eat unleavened bread, and therefore keep Jewish
customs [xuaoBcTByeTe] against the will of God...[?]77 Thus, as a conse-
quence of the Pskovian perception of the 1480s, the teachings of pious Catholic
monks could be easily called by Russians “the Jewish teachings.” How should
one treat the “trustworthy” evidence in the case of the Novgorodian heretics?

As the discussion of Gennadii’s letters has shown, the archbishop does not
provide sufficient evidence of the heretics’ deviation toward the Jewish belief.
Numerous bodies of evidence that had been found during the course of the first
investigation (the copybooks of priest Naum) probably could not endure closer
examination, and were struck off alist of questions disputed with the “Judaizers.”
A general accusation of the heretics of abuse of the Orthodox faith could not
prove anything, for any innovation and any deviation from the customary rite
could be seen in Rus’ as an “abuse” (moxynenue) of the faith. Such an
accusation was made against Maksim the Greek and Vassian Patrikeev in
1531,78 and against the elder Artemii in 1554.79 Those heretics who,
according to Gennadii’s report, beyond any doubt had “converted to the Jewish
religion” (BcTa/mu B KMAOBCKYI0 Bepy) could not be questioned in public, for
they had died before the council of 1490.80 The heretics Denis and Gavrilko
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miraculously survived all the persecutions, continued acting as Orthodox
Christians, celebrated the liturgy, and gave and received Holy Communion.

The inquisitive Gennadii, who (as one can speculate on the basis of his
writings) could easily communicate with “Latins” and Mus]ims,81 knew
almost nothing about the real life and traditions of the Jewish communities in
Lithuania and Kiev. The latter was called by some Jewish writers “God’s great
city of sages and writers.” It was there that Gennadii tried to trace the roots of
the “Jewish heresy.” In Kiev, Rabbinic and Karaite communities interpreted
the Torah in varied ways;82 the latter followed the Babylonian rite of the
Gaonim, while the former held to the Roman rite transplanted from France and
the German lands, and struggled against each other. It was also in Kiev that
Moses ben Yaakov ha-Goleh (Rabbi Moses the Exiled), the master of the
Masorah, wrote his commentaries on the Pentateuch, on the Book of Ecclesiastes,
on a calendar and cabalistic writings.g3 But Gennadii, like the Novgorodian
heretics, seems to have had absolutely no idea of any of these facets of the life
of the Jewish communities.

History has seen to it that Gennadii’s frightened but unconvincing account,
which treated heretics as Judaizers, survived the contemporary testimonies of
the heresy and became part of many historical writings in the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries.84 Nevertheless, as we have seen, Gennadii's interpreta-
tion of the heresy was based on his own preconceptions, and his idea of the
Jewish character of the heresy is not supported by an examination of the various
sources.

Gennadii’s view prevailed because of the polemical writings of the
Novgorodian archbishop’s correspondent, the abbot of the Volokolamsk
Monastery losif Sanin—especially his Book against Heretics (the book is
known as the ITpoceeTuresn, “Enlightener”; the short version of this book in
ten chapters was compiled in 1492-1494).85 Tosif was not himself involved
in the first period of the anti-heretical polemic and could receive only circum-
stantial evidence about the heresy. He began to dispute with the alleged heretics
after the council of 1490 and, without any hesitation, called their belief the
“Jewish faith.” While he remained far from Novgorodian events, Iosif was able
to determine the name of the “heretical Jew” (Skharia) who allegedly had
taught the heresy to the Novgorodian priests.86 For the first time, Iosif
mentions names of other Jews who came to Novgorod from Lithuania (Iosif
Shmoilo Skariavei,87 Moses Kha.nush).88 And “the head and teacher” of the
heretics, according to Iosif’s report, paradoxically appeared to be the head of
the Russian Orthodox church, Metropolitan Zosima. Such a sharp turn in the
course of the investigation led to the beginning of a new period of discussion
on the origin and nature of the Novgorodian-Muscovite heresy.
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ABBREVIATIONS
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Eparkh Eparkhial’noe sobranie, GIM

GBL Gosudarstvennaia biblioteka im. V. I. Lenina, now Rossiiskaia Gosudarstvennaia
biblioteka (Moscow)

GIM Gosudarstvennyi istoricheskii muzei (Moscow)
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PL A. N. Nasonov, ed. Pskovskie letopisi. Vol. 2 (Moscow, 1955)

PSRL  Polnoe sobranie russkikh letopisei. Vol. 12 (St. Petersburg, 1901); vol. 13, pt. 1 (St.
Petersburg, 1906); vol. 20, pt. 1 (St. Petersburg, 1910);.vol. 26 (Moscow and Leningrad, 1959); vol.
28 (Moscow and Leningrad, 1962)

RFA A L Pliguzovetal,, eds. Russkii feodal 'nyi arkhiv XIV-pervoi treti XVI veka. 5 vols.
to date (Moscow, 1986-)

RIB  A.S.Paviov,ed. Russkaiaistoricheskaia biblioteka, izdavaemaia Arkheograficheskoiu
komissieiu. Vol. 6 (St. Petersburg, 1880)

Sinod  Sinodal’noe sobranie, GIM

Solov  Solovetskoe sobranie, GPB

TODRL Trudy Otdela drevnerusskoi literatury. 48 vols. to date (Leningrad / St. Petersburg,
1934-)

Troitsk Troitskoe sobranie, GBL

ZhMNP  Zhurnal Ministerstva narodnogo prosveshcheniia (St. Petersburg, 1834-1917)
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The First Old Believers in Ukraine: Observations about
Their Social Profile and Behavior

GEORG MICHELS

Itis relatively well known that Ukrainian religious texts had a strong influence
on the intellectual formation of the Russian Old Belief. For example, Russian
translations of polemical miscellanies compiled as attacks upon the Union of
Brest, the so-called Kniga o vere and Kirillova kniga, were frequently cited by
the first Old Believers in their polemics against the seventeenth-century
Muscovite church. Important spokesmen for the Old Belief, such as Avvakum
and Avraamii, quoted passages from the Ostroh Bible and repeatedly expressed
their admiration for publications that had originated in the various centers of
Ukrainian Orthodox book printing. Andrei Denisov, founder of the famous
Vyg community, travelled to Kiev and brought copies of the Palinodiia and
other Ukrainian polemical texts to his native northern Russia. Finally, many
texts attributed to the important Ukrainian religious writer Ivan Vyshenskyi
have survived in Old Believer manuscripts. In short, there was a strong
influence of Ukrainian religious culture on the Russian Old Belief.1

This essay focuses on another, much less thoroughly explored chapter in the
relations between the Old Belief and Ukrainian cuiture: the settlement of the
first Russian Old Believers on Ukrainian territory during the late seventeenth
century. My intention is to identify the Old Believer pioneers who ventured
beyond the boundaries of Russian Orthodox culture and to reconstruct their
religious and secular behavior. Most important, I attempt to understand why
these Old Believers came to Ukraine and why they chose to stay there. Was
there a strong affinity of religious ideas between Ukrainian religious culture
and Russian Old Belief? Or were there more profane reasons for leaving the
Muscovite heartlands and settling in Ukraine?

Itis no easy task to reconstruct the actual behavior and aspirations of the first
Old Believers. Historical evidence dating from the periods during which these
individuals were active is very scarce. Even such important personalities as
Archpriest Avvakum (1620-1682) and Bishop Pavel of Kolomna (?-1656),
glorified as the principal prophets of the Old Belief, received little attention
from their contemporaries.? The Muscovite offices investigating religious
dissent during the second half of the seventeenth century apparently did not
consider these first Old Believers a threat, and largely ignored them. Foreigners
travelling in Russia gave little indication that they had ever heard about the Old
Believers.3

As a result, we know about the “founding fathers” of the Old Belief
primarily through their own writings and Vitae. However, such sources are
inherently biased because they tend to glorify the spiritual achievements of a
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few exceptional individuals. Information about the actual behavior of such
figures and, in particular, about the behavior of the ordinary men and women
whom these self-styled prophets allegedly influenced, can be retrieved only
from sources that originated outside the culture of the Old Belief.4

The necessity of distinguishing between historical fiction and reality is
especially relevant to the emergence of the great Old Belief communities of the
eighteenth century. Each of these centers generated panegyrical stories about
its founders. Competing for prestige and leadership all over Russia, Old
Believer sects had a strong interest in presenting their forebears as superior
beings and saintlike figures; historical accuracy was not the primary goal. A
good example of such mythmaking is the work of the historians and chroniclers
of the Vyg community in northern Russia, who recast the rebellious monks of
the Solovki Monastery into heroes of the early Old Belief. Gerasim Firsov,
Gennadii Kalachov, and other leaders of the Solovki revolt, whose main
documented occupations had been robbery, murder, and intrigue, were recast
as holy men and defenders of the old Muscovite faith.5

The early history of the Old Belief in Ukraine must be understood in a
similar context. The sectarian communities of Starodub and Vetka (Vitka) in
northern Ukraine were among the principal centers of the eighteenth-century
Old Belief. Their legendary fame extended from Poland to the distant reaches
of Siberia. Texts written by the spiritual leaders of these communities soon
became mainstays of Old Believer culture and were circulated and copied in the
most distant reaches of the Russian Empire. Old Believers from various regions
of Russia made long and arduous pilgrimages to spend time with the “holy
men” of northern Ukraine. Liturgical books, hosts, crosses, and other sacred
objects produced in local workshops became highly popular items sold
throughout Russia to the highest bidder.6

To the outside world, the Old Believers of Ukraine were known as highly
successful merchants and artisans. They had customers not only in Moscow, St.
Petersburg, Kiev and various other Ukrainian towns, but also in major centers
of commerce in Poland and Germany. Their presence at marketplaces in
Warsaw, Gdafisk, Riga, and K6nigsberg is documented in various eighteenth-
century sources.” And the distant echoes of this flourishing culture of the
eighteenth century can still be heard today more than two hundred years later.
Recent archeographic expeditions into northern Ukraine have located a signifi-
cant number of texts and liturgical books from this vanished world in contem-
porary peasanthouseholds.8 Thus, the eighteenth-century Old Belief in Starodub
and Vetka, having acquired a highly visible profile, can be reconstructed from
a great variety of sources.

By contrast, there is very little information about the seventeenth-century
origins of the Old Belief in northern Ukraine. The principal chronicler of the
early history of these communities was Ivan Alekseev from Starodub, a famous
writer of the eighteenth-century Priestless movement within the Old Belief. His
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history of the Ukrainian Old Belief was compiled in 1755 and has been widely
disseminated ever since in Old Believer miscellanies.? Alekseev's account was
adopted by the first official history of the Old Belief, by the Orthodox archpriest
Andrei Zhuravlev—a book which exists in numerous printed editions from
1794, 1795, 1799 and later years. Historians of subsequent periods, most
importantly Afanasii Prokop'evich Shchapov (1830-~1876) and Pavel Ivanovich
Melnikov (1819-1883), accepted Zhuravlev’s version without much criti-
cism.10 Indeed, one of the greatest authorities on the history of the Old Belief,
N. I. Subbotin, praised Alekseev for the great accuracy of his account.
However, Subbotin relied exclusively on eighteenth-century documents to
verify Alekseev's information about the Petrine and post-Petrine years. The
question of Alekseev’s accuracy in reporting on seventeenth-century events
requires closer examination.!!

Alekseev derived his information primarily from oral sources. He listened
to stories circulating among the monks, novices, and lay members of eigh-
teenth-century Old Belief communities in northern Ukraine. He also conducted
numerous interviews with Old Believers, a task requiring “considerable work”
(ne mal trud) and industry which kept the author “as busy as abee” (aki pchela).
Many talked with great fervor about their seventeenth-century predecessors.12
Butdid Alekseev's informants—who included several “ancient priests” (drevnie
sviashchenniki) claiming to have a good memory—remember the seventeenth-
century founders of their communities as they had actually been?

Alekseev himself seems to have doubted the reliability of his sources. In
what appears to be a critical afterthought to his own history, he encouraged
readers to come forth with any information that might be more accurate than
his own.!3 Despite his own doubts, however, Alekseev attributed considerable
educational value to his history:

How many precious boons would perish at our hands if the famous deeds of
honorable men were not underscored by their stories .... The zealous will further mature
in strength, the weak will greatly improve and the lazy will notice their own neglect. I
daresay: To know the histories of ancient deeds, especially righteous ones and those
conducive to morality, is to improve the morals of men and to bring those who listen
closer to God.14

Alekseev clearly saw his own accomplishment in terms of the contribution
he made to the edification of his Old Believer friends and followers and not in
terms of historical accuracy.

How much do we know about the pioneering individuals whom Alekseev
identified as the first Old Believers and whom he called *“honest ... and God-
loving men shining like candles in the world [of darkness]?” Were they really
saintlike figures who constantly engaged in “blessed endeavors and most
miraculous deeds?’15 To answer these questions we turn to a source of
information to which Ivan Alekseev had no access: the archives of those
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seventeenth-century church and state institutions that regularly investigated
incidents of religious dissent. In particular, we will look at the data collected
by clerks of the Little Russian Office (Malorossiiskii prikaz), the Moscow-
based agency in charge of Ukrainian affairs after the Muscovite annexation of
Left-bank Ukraine from Poland in 1654.16

According to Alekseev, a Moscow cleric named Kozma was the founding
father of the Old Belief in Ukraine.!” Who was Kozma? Alekseev relates that
Koz'ma served as parish priest at the Church of All Saints (Tserkov' Vsekh
Sviatykh) in the Kulichki district of the Muscovite capital. When the well-
known Church Council of 1666 suddenly called for the persecution and
imprisonment of all Russians who refused to accept Nikon’s liturgical reforms,
Koz'ma and his parishioners became the targets of great “pressures” (nalezhaniia)
and “horrible reproaches” (strashnye preshcheniia). After “consulting with his
spiritual children,” Koz'ma decided to leave Moscow and seek refuge across the
Russo-Ukrainian border. By 1669, the Moscow priest and twenty of his
parishioners had arrived in Starodub in northern Ukraine, where they founded
the first Old Belief settlement. Their example quickly attracted other Old
Believers who established similar religious communities in surrounding vil-
lages.18

Alekseev's account, compiled almost a century after the events related, must
be read with caution. A look at information from the patriarchal archives in
Moscow reveals a significantly different scenario. While it is true there was a
parish priest Kozma who served at All Saints Church in Kulichki, there is no
evidence that Kozma headed the Kulichki parish during the 1660s or that he
departed from Moscow soon after the Church Council of 1666.19 In fact,
Koz'ma served as parish priest of All Saints Church much later, for a short while
during the years 1676 and 1677. This means that we must postpone the date of
Koz'ma's arrival in Ukraine to the late 1670s.20

There is an even more important discrepancy between Alekseev’s history
and documentary evidence found in the patriarchal archives. By the time
Koz'ma became parish priest at All Saints Church in late 1676, the new
liturgical practices introduced by Patriarch Nikon had long been established in
Moscow parishes. Indeed, during the 1650s and early 1660s parish priests from
all sections of town had come to the patriarchal court to acquire the new Service
Books and Psalters. A few parishes may have continued to celebrate the Liturgy
according to the old books, but All Saints Church was not among them.?!
Entries in the sales books of the patriarchal printing press document irrefutably
that Koz'ma’s predecessor, the priest Sem &n Grigor'ev, paid several rubles to
obtain three new liturgical books in July 1658 and again in March 1660. Priests
from other parishes of the Kulichki area acquired Nikon's liturgical books as
early as February 1656. Thus, there is no reason to assume that Kozma left
Moscow because of the introduction of new liturgical books.22
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Indeed, it would have been impossible for a priest to be appointed to a parish
directly under the nose of the patriarch unless the candidate had long ago
accepted the new liturgies. We know, for example, that during the 1650s
Patriarch Nikon had introduced the practice of giving a new Service Book to
every newly-appointed priest. Patriarch Ioakim, who ruled the Russian church
in the 1670s, insisted that all newly ordained priests know how to celebrate the
Liturgy according to the new books. Shortly before Kozma’s appointment,
Ioakim had eradicated the last vestiges of the old rituals in Moscow parishes.
In other words, Kozma would have to have been a loyal executor of official
liturgical policies.?3

Why then did Kozma leave Moscow? The fate of other parish priests who
left their parishes during this same period suggests that Kozma fell victim to
conflicts that had nothing to do with liturgical issues. During the second half
of the seventeenth century, very few priests left their parishes because they
wanted to adhere to the old rite. Typically, parish priests had accepted the new
liturgical order without much opposition. But many were banished from their
parishes because they had clashed with their parishioners over property, or
because their ecclesiastical superiors had punished them for drunkenness,
neglect of spiritual duties, or failure to obey authority.24

Since Koz'ma paid the church tithes, he probably had little to fear from the
official church. The unusual shortness of his tenure suggests that he was driven
out by his parishioners. Kozma’s appointment lasted a few months and was
much shorter than those of other priests who served at the same parish church.
His immediate predecessor, Semén Grigor'ev, had served almost twenty years
and his successor, Mikita Manuilov, remained at All Saints Church at least
eight years. There is thus little reason to assume that Koz’ma was a popular
figure who attracted a considerable number of his parishioners to Ukraine.25

Why did Koz'ma seek refuge in Ukraine? The answer may simply be that he
suddenly found himself without a parish and was forced to find a new position.
Large numbers of unemployed priests in Moscow were beseeching the Russian
patriarch to provide them with parishes. Kozma must have learned that it was
very difficult, if not impossible, to procure a new parish unless one was able to
pay considerable bribes or enjoyed the tutelage of a powerful man. Most likely
he faced poverty and the fate of many seventeenth-century priests whose wives
and children “were wandering from door to door [mezh dvor] of Moscow” to
look for food. He fled Moscow and made his way into the southern steppe
regions of Russia in search of a new income. While most runaway priests found
employment among the Don Cossacks, Kozma moved farther and sought the
support of the Cossack officers of the Ukrainian Hetmanate.26

Koz'ma was certainly not the first, nor the last Muscovite priest to seek
refuge in Ukraine. A Ukrainian annalist living in the vicinity of Starodub
recorded the arrival of fugitive priests from Russia during the year 1676. We
know that the search for runaway Muscovite priests was one reason for the
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opening of a new eparchy in Belgorod. There were also official plans to set up
additional bishoprics along the Russo-Ukrainian frontier in Voronezh, Kursk
and Briansk.27

Koz'ma's decision to move to the town of Starodub was fortuitous. First, he
found himself in a territory that was beyond the institutional control of the
Muscovite patriarch. Second, he was welcomed with open arms by the Cossack
officers of the Starodub Regiment who were pursuing their own colonization
without the sanction of the Ukrainian hetman. Since the emergence of the Old
Belief in northern Ukraine was inconceivable without these external circum-
stances, we need to pay closer attention to the social world in which Kozma
found himself.

Starodub was subordinated to the archbishopric of Chernihiv and was thus
subject to the authority of Lazar Baranovich, one of the most powerful
Ukrainian hierarchs. Lazar is known to posterity for his fervent support of
Orthodox Christianity. Among his principal acts, for example, was the closing
of Uniate and Roman Catholic religious houses in towns such as Starodub. He
was also one of the few Ukrainian hierarchs who fully enjoyed the trust of the
Muscovite patriarch and tsar, whose court officials asked Lazar to send learned
clerics, cantors and musicians to Moscow from his household. However,
Lazar”s Muscovite connections may also explain why he alienated powerful
members of the ecclesiastical and Cossack elites in his diocese. Indeed, one of
the striking features of Ukrainian religious life of this period was the inability
of the archbishop of Chemihiv to control ecclesiastical affairs in the town of
Starodub.28

When Kozma arrived in Starodub during the late 1670s, the town was in
turmoil. A Ukrainian chronicle from the period, the so-called Eyewitness
Chronicle (Litopys samovydtsia), recorded the hostile refusal of many Cos-
sacks and other residents to entrust themselves to the care of parish priests who
had been appointed by Lazar Baranovich:

They lived completely without spiritual [fathers] and refused to take the least pride
in their parish churches, claiming that their lives would not be made difficult by their
priests. If reprimanded, they did not listen; instead they turned away with anger from
those who tried to make them confess criminal acts. Cherishing their freedom, they went
about looking for spiritual pastors on their own, not showing the least remorse for their
sins.

In August 1677, the tension in the town of Starodub had been unleashed in
a spectacular mob attack on Lazar’s personal envoy, Iakov Khapchinskii.
According to the Eyewitness Chronicle, a frenzied mob “dragged [Iakov] from
the altar after he had finished the liturgy and brutally beat him. They would have
killed him if the acting colonel [rakaznyi polkovryk] had not come to his
defense with his Cossacks.”30
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The reason for Lazar Baranovich's lack of influence in Starodub must be
sought in the unruliness of Cossack leaders. It is probably no coincidence that
the priest Koz'ma settled in a village belonging to one of the most powerful men
in the Starodub Regiment, Full Colonel (polkovnyk) Petro Roslavets’.3! Roslavets’
was notorious for his disobedience to any official authority, and throughout the
1670s was engaged in a bitter feud with the archbishop of Chernihiv. In July
1676, for example, Lazar Baranovich denounced Petro Roslavets’ to the tsar as
the principal troublemaker in the Starodub region. According to Lazar,
Roslavets’ was single-handedly responsible for inciting the rabble against the
episcopal protégé Iakov Khapchinskii. Shortly thereafter Stefan Shuba, the
archbishop’s appointee to the regiment church at Starodub, publicly pro-
claimed the curse of excommunication against Roslavets’ and his men.

In return, Roslavets' complained to the tsar and asked that the town of
Starodub be protected by the patriarchal court against Archbishop Lazar”s
random interference in local spiritual matters. When Roslavets’ did not receive
any response, he appears to have formed an alliance with the archpriest of the
neighboring town of Nizhen, Simeon Adamovich, an ambitious cleric thirsting
for an increase in power at the expense of the archbishop of Chernihiv.32

Koz'ma became part of a local microcosm which had developed its own
religious patterns, independent of Muscovite authority. When did the use of the
old Muscovite liturgical rite—the crucial marker of Old Belief dissent—begin
to play a role in this local context? Was it Kozma who brought old liturgical
books from Moscow? Except for Alekseev’s assertion, we have little evidence
about Koz'ma’s preference for the old rite. In fact, as is discussed above, it is
much more likely that Kozma adhered to the new liturgical books when he
arrived at Starodub.

There is evidence that the use of the old liturgical books acquired signifi-
cance for other reasons. In July 1677, during the aforementioned troubles at
Starodub, Archbishop Lazar’ had attempted to confiscate liturgical books and
other religious artifacts from Russian settlers living under the tutelage of a
Cossack officer named Mykhailo Rubets. The incident received considerable
attention, since Rubets belonged to an influential local family and demanded
the immediate return of all confiscated items. Lazar reluctantly complied, but
his attempted intervention in liturgical matters indicates that he expected
compliance with the new liturgical order introduced in Muscovy. It appears that
Lazar”s action gave significance to the books, which had previously been of no
particular concern to local residents.33

That Lazar made special efforts to punish local adherents of the old liturgy
can be inferred from several other facts. For one thing, he was the only
Ukrainian hierarch officially to endorse the patriarchal decrees on Nikon’s
liturgical reforms. Also, he spoke very highly of Simiaon Potacki’s Staff of
Rulership (Zhezl pravleniia), the principal polemical tract against the seven-
teenth-century Old Belief. Thus, the actions of the archbishop of Chernihiv had
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the effect of turning liturgical practices into sensitive markers of loyalty to
Moscow. By the late 1670s, ownership of an old Psalter or Service Book by
Russian settlers living under the tutelage of the Starodub Regiment was
interpreted as failure to obey the Muscovite church.34

There is no documentary evidence pertaining to Kozma's activities in the
Starodub area, and we do not know to what degree he resented Lazar’s
liturgical policies. However, we do know that other refugees from Muscovy
who arrived in Starodub during the 1670s eventually became Old Believers.
Among the first Old Believers was the family of one Timosha Pavlovich, who
in 1670 had been granted the right “to live [for five years] free from any taxes
and after this period to recognize only the authority of the Starodub magis-
trate.”35 The subsequent fate of this family is unknown, but we are well
informed about the history of another family, the Stepanov clan, which lived
in the town of Starodub during Petro Roslavets”s tenure as full colonel (1673—
1676).

Stepan Galaktionovich Stepanov had been living in the small village of
Boginaia outside Iaroslavl on lands belonging to the boyar Fédor Vasil'evich
Saltykov. During the early 1670s, possibly as early as 1671, he had fled with
his entire family to Starodub, where he immediately obtained the protection of
Colonel Petro Roslavets'. Roslavets’ had amassed a small fortune by exerting
tight control over local trade routes, and the Stepanovs quickly became
involved in his business operations. After settling in a nearby village, they
became known as merchants who regularly traded at the Starodub market and
even travelled as far as Moscow to sell oil and tin (zAest”). There is little doubt
that Stepanov’s son Fédor had become a rich and respected man by the year
1690. His trading associates were respected local residents, among them the
father-in-law of Thnatii Rubets of the powerful Cossack family. However, the
Stepanovs’ great economic success was suddenly thrown into question when
Fédor was arrested for having organized armed robberies.36

The investigation of Fédor and his accomplices sheds an interesting light on
the first Old Believers of Starodub. Stepanov and three others were accused of
breaking into the house of a wealthy musketeer officer in Moscow during the
Lenten period of 1700. They vehemently denied their involvement, but the
evidence against them was irrefutable: a large crate with booty from the
musketeer's home had been discovered in Stepanov’s home village.

Soon other evidence emerged, connecting Stepanov and his friends with an
earlier ambush on a shipment of saltpeter en route to Moscow. Stepanov and
his friends were widely suspected of having committed other robberies as well.
The investigation revealed, for example, that they had frequently (ne
poedinokratne) met in secret in a mill belonging to the head of the Starodub
Regiment, Full Colonel Mykhailo Myklashevskyi (1689—1706). Officials of
the Little Russian Office were convinced that they had finally tracked down a
dangerous gang of “bandits and robbers.”37
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Fédor desperately tried to extricate himself from the investigation. He did
not deny that he had been on the site of the Moscow break-in. But he claimed
that he had been tricked by his friends. They had lured him into a tavern of the
German Quarter (Nemetskaia sloboda) to drink beer, and when he got com-
pletely drunk they had taken him along against his will:

When [ was drunk they grabbed me and put me into their sled: I quickly fell asleep
and don't remember anything. When we arrived at the courtyard where the robbery took
place I was still asleep and they left me asleep on the sled while they committed the
robbery by themselves. I woke up suddenly when I heard a scream from the house and
my companions told me: ‘Don't move! Don’t yell! This is a collection of %ropexty, not
arobbery.” I wanted to run away, but was afraid that they would kill me. 8

Fédor admitted that he had taken money stolen from the victim’s house, but he
insisted that he had done so entirely out of fear for his life and that he had
immediately distributed the money to the poor. Fédor’s story was quickly
discarded as untrue by his investigators since his friends testified that he had
voluntarily participated in all of their crimes from the very beginning.39

Even if we accept Fédor’s testimony as true, the behavior of Stepanov and
his companions clearly does not correspond to the idealistic picture of the Old
Belief painted by Ivan Alekseev. Fédor and his friends frequented taverns and
drank to excess, a form of behavior associated with the devil in texts circulating
in eighteenth-century Old Belief communities.40 Also, they resorted to brutal
violence, including murder, behavior deplored by the Old Belief prophets
whose texts have survived from the seventeenth century. Only Fédor’s insis-
tence that he gave the stolen money to the poor might be interpreted as a bizarre
application of the Christian ideals of apostolic poverty and almsgiving prac-
ticed by some Old Believer zealots during this period. Still, it is apparent that
Fedor Stepanov hadlittle in common with the ascetic Old Believer peasants and
.merchants of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.4!

The documents of the Little Russian Office do not give any indication why
the Stepanovs became known as Old Believers. In fact, there is no evidence that
they left Russia because they rejected the new liturgical order.42 Their flight
coincided with the escape of other Russian peasants from serfdom and various
socio-economic hardships. Bitter complaints from Russian landlords to offi-
cials of the Little Russian Office indicate that peasant rebels and troublemakers
who rejected their authority had fled to the annexed Ukrainian territories. In a
petition to Tsar Aleksei Mikhailovich, for example, angry landlords spoke of
“men ... who have committed many crimes, who have beaten and burnt their
landlords before they fled across the border into Little Russian towns .... As if
they had gone directly from the gallows to [the Cossacks] [priamo s viselitsy].”+3
It was futile to try to retrieve these peasants because Ukrainian strongmen,
among them the Cossacks of Starodub, “physically abuse and rob us, have
beaten many to death and set others into the water [v vodu sazhaiut}.”* Thus,
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there is good reason to assume that the Stepanovs were not religious refugees,
but peasants seeking to escape the power of their landlord.

Several of the peasants who settled in the vicinity of Starodub were from the
Taroslavl district. Most noticeable was the presence of peasants from the village
of Danilovskoe, a settlement which had repeatedly attracted the attention of
Moscow officials for its instability and rebelliousness. In 1650, for example,
investigators descended upon the village to capture and interrogate local
“bandits and robbers” who had used threats to gain access to money and alcohol
(z grozami prosit’ deneg i pit'ia).45

Of course, not all of the peasants who arrived in northern Ukraine were
escaped rebels. In 1674, for example, peasants complained to Patriarch Ioakim
that they had left Russia because their wives had repeatedly been raped by their
landlord. They even came to Moscow to press their case. When the patriarch
showed no interest in helping them, they returned to northern Ukraine.
Nevertheless, it appears that an unknown number of peasant families from the
Muscovite heartlands fled to Ukrainian territory to establish a more secure
existence.46

Old Believer “bandits and robbers” such as Fédor Stepanov were common
during the late seventeenth century. We can observe their activities and exploits
in the frontier regions of the Muscovite state, such as the distant reaches of the
Pomor'e and Siberia.4’ The presence of such bands in northern Ukraine is
therefore not surprising. In 1676, Hetman Samoilovych observed with great
frustration that the worst “scoundrels and adventurers” (pluty i svoevol'niki) of
Muscovy had made their way to the Dnieper region.*® He accused Cossack
officers such as Petro Roslavets’ of having encouraged them to come. After the
crushing of a rebellion in Moscow in 1682, instructions were sent to Ukraine
to be on the lookout for dangerous “schismatics” trying to cross the border.
During the early 1680s, “schismatics” were repeatedly sighted in Russian
towns not far from Starodub.4?

The biography of another fugitive from the Muscovite heartlands further
illustrates the culture of the seventeenth-century Old Belief in northern
Ukraine. In 1700 a general military court (sud voiskovyi general'nyi) conducted
an investigation against Nikita M. Shelkovnikov.50 Nikita was accused of
being a “supporter of Kapiton” (kapiton), a common accusation against Old
Believers deriving from earlier church polemics against one of the principal
schismatics of the seventeenth century, the monk Kapiton from the Kostroma
area. However, the protocols of the hetman’s investigation uncovered entirely
secular motivations behind Nikita’s behavior and came to the conclusion that
“Nikita’s life was full of malice and without any faith and Christian con-
cerns.”51

Nikita had come to the Starodub area as a child with his mother, a widow
who left Moscow shortly after the death of her husband. They arrived “in abject
poverty” (v nishchete poslednei) and settled in the same village which had



OLD BELIEVERS IN UKRAINE 299

given refuge to the aforementioned priest Koz'ma. Like other settlers, they were
given a land grant by the Starodub Regiment. During the 1680s, Hetman
Samoilovych attempted to retrieve Muscovite runaways in the region, and the
Shelkovnikovs crossed the border into Poland. They settled temporarily on the
lands of a local nobleman, Pan Kazimierz Chalecki. It was during this stay that
Nikita’s mother died and his brother met a premature death in a shooting
accident.52 Soon afterwards, Nikita became known in the area as a horse thief
and highway robber. His victims included travellers, merchants, local peasants,
and wagon-drivers (podvodniki). On one occasion Nikita appears to have
obtained the exorbitant sum of 3,000 rubles as ransom for two merchants he had
abducted on the road to Kaluga.53

One cannot rule out the possibility that Nikita’s mother was a genuinely
pious woman whose flight from Moscow was inspired by religious motiva-
tions. But she certainly did not have much influence over her son. It appears that
Nikita followed the example of local Cossack leaders such as the aforemen-
tioned Roslavets’, who was known for waylaying merchants and other similarly
lawless acts. Nikita seems to have been obsessed with money and booty, and
to have left no trick untried in order to obtain wealth. In January 1689, for
example, he forged a document, allegedly the testament of his deceased
mother, bequeathing him a large fortune. Between 1689 and 1700, Nikita sent
many petitions to Hetman Mazepa and Tsar Peter complaining that he had been
deprived of his lawful inheritance. In particular, he accused one Pavel Fedorov,
his mother’s brother-in-law, of having stolen the fortune left him by his father.
Fedorov had accompanied the Shelkovnikovs during their flight from Moscow.
Now living across the Polish border, he had become a wealthy merchant who
frequented the Starodub market. When Nikita failed to convince official
authorities, he took the law into his own hands: first, he raided Fedorov’s home
and murdered (mordoval) his wife. Then, he abducted Fedorov and subjected
him to sadistic forms of torture. Nevertheless he failed to gain access to
Fedorov’s fortune, and continued to complain to the authorities.5#

Nikita, the “supporter of Kapiton,” was finally exposed as a notorious liar
and criminal (vor) for trying to rob respected residents of Starodub of their
property.>S However, he was not put into jail and apparently continued to enjoy
the protection of powerful Cossack officers. While we do not know what
ultimately became of Nikita, there is noreason to believe that his behavior made
him a social outcast in the area. In fact, Nikita carried out most of his “crimes”
with the help and support of the men and women with whom he lived. For
example, a local resident named Marfa, known to be both literate and a good
writer (pisati umeiuchaia), had forged Nikita’s mother’s testament at his
request. Marfa is also mentioned in documents as the daughter of the Old
Believer priest Stepan, a man whom Ivan Alekseev called a respectable man
and whom later Old Believers glorified for his holy acts. Curiously enough, the
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forged testament of Nikita’s mother carries Stepan’s signature, a fact which
indicates Stepan’s support for Nikita’s actions.56

The officers of the Starodub regiment on whose land Nikita lived appear to
have helped him accomplish his crimes in several ways. For example, during
the 1680s he was given the assignment of guarding a ferry crossing (perevoz)
over the remote Iput’ River, a location that turned out to be ideal for robberies.57
In July 1691, the regimental court (sud) decided in his favor, and Nikita was
given the property of a rich widow who owned a tavern in Starodub.58 Finally,
Nikita had no difficulty in hiring (nanial) his neighbors (sozhiteli) to carry out
the brutal torture of his mother’s brother-in-law, Pavel Fedorov. The torture
sessions continued for forty weeks and the residents of Nikita's home village
participated with great enthusiasm, a fact which inspired bitter complaints by
Fedorov’s protector, Pan Chalecki.>®

Thus, the Old Belief culture of northern Ukraine was characterized by the
brutal use of violence, deceit, and banditry for personal gain. One is reminded
of the lawlessness of the American Wild West withits adventurers and fugitives
from justice. There is no evidence of the deeply internalized religiosity that
characterized many Old Believers during the eighteenth century, and which
obviously inspired Ivan Alekseev’s history. Indeed, the first Old Believers of
northern Ukraine were not unlike the many other outcasts and misfits who
sought refuge on the periphery of Muscovy during the later seventeenth
century.

Why did fugitives such as Shelkovnikov become Old Believers? Why did
they cling to the old rite? These questions are not easily answered, because the
“supporters of Kapiton and [other] schismatics” interrogated by the Little
Russian Office did not say anything about their religious beliefs. In fact, it
appears that these Old Believers switched easily back and forth between the old
and new rites, and that they were poorly educated about the questions that had
so deeply moved the minds and hearts of Old Believer prophets such as
Avvakum and Epifanii. The “supporter of Kapiton” Shelkovnikov, for ex-
ample, presented himself as a harmless Orthodox peasant whenever that role
served him well.50 There is evidence that both old and new rites continued to
be used in the Old Believer settlements of Starodub even as late as the early
eighteenth century.5!

Many early Ukrainian Old Believers knew little, if anything, about liturgical
books. According to one bizarre episode recorded by an eighteenth-century
church historian, residents of a local village who considered themselves
adherents of the Old Russian faith, rejected an old hymn book (Oktoikh) that
had been printed in Moscow during the first half of the seventeenth century.52
Since liturgical books from this early period were considered to be holy
artifacts by eighteenth-century Old Believer communities throughout Russia,
such behavior is truly stunning when viewed from a later vantage point, and
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reveals a lack of religious sophistication among adherents of the Starodub Old
Belief.

The use of Old Belief symbols and rituals by Russian settlers in the Starodub
region can hardly be explained by the secular concerns of figures such as Nikita
Shelkovnikov. The formative influence must have come from Muscovite
priests and monks whose clerical profession demanded familiarity with litur-
gical practices. We must therefore take a closer look at these clerics and their
lasting contribution to the establishment of the Old Belief on Ukrainian
territory. There is no documentary evidence about the influence of Ivan
Alekseev’s legendary hero, the Moscow priest Kozma. But there is some
evidence about several other clerics who made their way to Starodub and Vetka
during the late seventeenth century. These clerics were responsible for trans-
planting elements from various Old Believer circles already established in
other areas of Muscovy, to Ukraine.

In September 1684 Semen Samoilovych, the leader of the Starodub Regi-
ment, wrote to his father, Hetman Ivan Samoilovych, that he had discovered a
hidden hermitage in the forests outside Starodub. According to Semen, the
hermitage had become a hiding place for “Muscovites of the cursed faith of
Kapiton” and a dangerous “nest of pagans” (pahanoe hnizdo) which needed to
be wiped out immediately.63 The existence of other “‘small monasteries, sketes,
and simple monastic living quarters” in the forests around Starodub repeatedly
came to the attention of local administrators during this period, and census
records from the eighteenth century attest to the existence of numerous such
communities.64

‘While we do not know much about the activity of these monastic commu-
nities during the late seventeenth century, it is clear that by the early eighteenth
century they were exerting a strong cultural influence on surrounding settle-
ments. They set up several schools where the children of neighboring settlers
were instructed in reading and writing. The monasteries were repositories for
liturgical books, icons, crosses, altar cloths, and other sacred objects from pre-
Nikonian times. Among the nuns and monks were excellent icon painters,
copiers of books and manuscripts, bakers of prosphora, and artisans who
specialized in the production of liturgical vessels and vestments. In short, the
monastic communities in the Starodub and Vetka areas acted as carriers and
transmitters of the old liturgical culture which had been officially abolished by
the Muscovite patriarchate.%5

Who were these monks and nuns? There is evidence that the first monastic
fugitives who settled in northern Ukraine had connections with Old Belief
subcultures in the capital of Moscow. In 1684, for example, Hetman Ivan
Samoilovych received orders from the archimandrite of the Simonov Monas-
tery to capture several monks who had fled to Ukraine. Monks of the Simonov
Monastery were known to be sympathetic toward one of the most eminent and
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outspoken critics of the new liturgical books, Abbot Spiridon (Potemkin), a
man with connections to Ukraine and the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth.66

The Ukrainian community also had contacts with the Novodevichii Mon-
astery, which was suspected by the patriarch of adhering to the Old Belief. In
1676, for example, when Petro Roslavets’ got into some trouble while he was
in Moscow, he sought refuge at the nunnery. And Spiridon Potemkin’s mother
lived at the Novodevich’ii Monastery during this period.67 After the execution
of the well-known boyar nun Feodosia Morozova in November 1675, her
intimate friend and teacher, the nun Melaniia, escaped from Moscow and found
refuge in northern Ukraine. She brought along an old antimension (antimins)
which was used in the consecration of the first Old Believer church in
Ukraine.58

One of the principal sources of religious orientation for Muscovite settlers
in northern Ukraine was the boyarina Elena Khrushcheva, who had been
supervisor of ceremonies (ustavshchitsa) at the Voznesenskii Convent in the
Kremlin during the early 1660s. In 1666, Elena was suddenly exiled to the town
of Kaluga, an important center of commerce frequented by Russian traders
from the Starodub and Vetka areas. The reason for Elena’s sudden removal from
Moscow was her stubborn adherence to the old liturgical rite. To the dismay of
Muscovite officials, Elena immediately became a powerful figure in Kaluga
religious affairs, probably due to her personal prestige and religious charisma.
In 1669, a few years after her arrival, the abbess of the Kaluga convent where
Elena was living complained to Moscow that she had no power to restrain
Elena, and that Elena had taken command and converted many of the nuns to
the Old Belief.69

Elena apparently filled an ecclesiastical vacuum. Kaluga was a town
without a bishop and only loosely controlled by the metropolitan of Krutitsy—
titular head of the elusive eparchy of Sarai and Podon'e—who resided in
faraway Moscow.0 At the turn of the century, the Old Believer Archimandrite
Karion of the Lavrentev Monastery was the most powerful religious leader in
the town of Kaluga. He ruled autocratically over local church affairs. Anyone
who attempted to dissent or send denunciations to Moscow was intimidated by
beatings and strict warnings. Under Karion’s firm control, the ecclesiastical life
of Kaluga remained beyond the reach of Muscovite church officials well into
the first quarter of the eighteenth century. According to evidence gathered by
agents of the Holy Synod in the early eighteenth century, local priests and
archpriests celebrated the Liturgy according to the old rite, “a heresy unheard
of in the Russian state.” Kaluga appears to have been the only Russian town
where parish priests continued openly to practice the old liturgies.”?

Several of the clerics who came to northern Ukraine had connections with
Kaluga or had lived some time in unofficial monastic communities in the
surrounding forests. Under the tutelage of Kaluga’s monastic elite, they appear
to have enjoyed absolute freedom to do as they pleased. Moving back and forth
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between Kaluga and northern Ukraine, they transported old liturgical books,
prosphora, crosses, and other religious artifacts. Among these was a miracle-
working icon of the Pokrovskaia Bogomater of Kaluga, which became a major
focus of worship for the Old Believers of Starodub and Vetka. At least twelve
Old Believer families from Kaluga moved to the vicinity of Starodub, a fact
which must very likely be attributed to the influence of these clerics.’2 Thus,
Kaluga Old Belief culture exerted a strong missionary influence on the
communities of Russian fugitives in northern Ukraine.

The most important of these clerics was the monk Feodosii, who found
refuge in Kaluga after leading an adventurous life on the Don River and in
northern Russia. There is no doubt that Feodosii left a profound imprint on the
Old Belief culture of Starodub and Vetka. Among his legacies was the
foundation of the Pokrov Monastery at Vetka in 1695, and the erection of a
church building with an iconostasis and royal doors taken from a popular
Kaluga parish church that had been buiit during the reign of Ivan the Terrible.
Feodosii’s personal charisma attracted several priests to the area, including his
brother Aleksandr and the parish priest Boris from Kaluga, both of whom
became well-known disseminators of the Old Belief during the eighteenth
century.”3

Feodosii was a student of the legendary Old Believer monk Iov, who had
once been a Polish nobleman and whom Patriarch Filaret had brought to Russia
during the 1620s. Feodosii mastered the old liturgy at Iov’s monastery outside
Tver. When Iov was forced to flee into the southern steppe region during the
late 1660s, Feodosii followed him.”4 Feodosii soon emancipated himself from
his mentor and became known as the founder of several hermitages on the Don
and Donets’ Rivers during the early 1680s. According to eyewitness reports,
these communities were marked by great hostility toward the Muscovite
dynasty. Feodosiiand his followers refused to pray for the well-being of the tsar
and used “indecent words” (nepristoinye slova) when speaking about him.”5 A
search warrant issued by the Muscovite Foreign Office (Posol'skii prikaz) in
March 1688 accused Feodosii together with several Cossack leaders of plotting
arebellion (miatezh) against the Muscovite state. If men like Feodosii had their
way—so the writer of the document warned—the specter of the executed
Cossack rebel Stepan Razin would be resurrected. Thus to official observers,
Feodosii seemed to have much in common with the disaffected monks and nuns
who fought and killed alongside Razin, whose actions had greatly frightened
Moscow during the early 1670s.76

Indeed, there is evidence that Feodosii used violence to control his flock.
During his travels along the Don and Donets’ Rivers he was usually accompa-
nied by a Cossack detachment. These armed warriors served not only to protect
Feodosii from Muscovite spies trying to abduct him; they also helped to enforce
Feodosii’s demand that all Cossacks convert to the Old Belief. Whenever
Feodosii descended upon a Cossack village (stanitsa), he proceeded to rebap-
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tize local families according to the old rite. Then he gave a sermon warning
everyone to use the two-fingered sign of the cross instead of the three-fingered
sign prescribed by the official church.

Cossacks who did not comply with Feodosii were chased out of their
settlements, and there is evidence that at least some of those who remained
disobedient were executed by hanging. One Cossack officer who accompanied
Feodosii on his missionary tours later justified such executions by insisting that
he and Feodosii had hung only “criminals” (vory). The lives of “good men” had
been spared even if they insisted on adherence to the new rite of the Muscovite
church. Whatever may have been the truth, it is clear that Feodosii not only
considered the use of violence legitimate, but had integrated violence into his
daily behavior.”?

Thus, Feodosii was a very different figure from Archpriest Avvakum and
the other Old Belief prophets of central Muscovy who advocated ancient
Christian ideals such as self-sacrifice and apostolic succession. He had much
more in common with the Russian secular fugitives in northern Ukraine
identified by Muscovite officialdom as “supporters of Kapiton” and “schismat-
ics” during the late seventeenth century. Feodosii must have felt at home in the
Starodub region. But why did he leave the Don to settle in Ukraine?

During the late 1680s, Feodosii's influence among the Don Cossacks came
to an abrupt end. Several Muscovite military campaigns managed to subdue the
Cossack rebels, and Feodosii was eventually captured and imprisoned at the
Kirillov Monastery in northern Russia. Soon after escaping from his monastic
dungeon, Feodosii moved to Kaluga. The move can probably be attributed to
the fact thathis former protector on the Don River, Ataman Samoilo Lavrentev,
was a native of Kaluga. The Russian settlers of northern Ukraine, who often
came to the Kaluga marketplace, offered him an ideal audience: he was given
the task of instructing a more or less ignorant flock of Russian outcasts in the
basic rituals of the pre-Nikonian church.’8

Other monks also contributed to the formation of an Old Belief culture in
northern Ukraine. However, it appears that the arrival of Feodosii during the
early 1690s marked the growth of the Old Belief’s religious identity.”® This is
indicated by the fact that when Fedor Stepanov and his men broke into a
Moscow home in 1700 (see above), they stole not only money and other items
of monetary value, but also polemical works by Simiaon Potacki and Patriarch
TIoakim against the Old Belief.80 While it is not clear whether Stepanov himself
knew why he took these books, there can be no doubt that they were of
significance to a few ordinary men and women at Starodub.

One of these educated Old Believers was the artisan [van Podpruzhnik, who
had left Moscow with his entire family “in the hope of a better income ...
because his business in the Tanners’ Quarter [Syromiatnaia sloboda] had
become impoverished.” Prior to his flight to Ukraine, Podpruzhnik had
regularly attended church, gone to confession and taken communion; that is, he
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had practiced the Orthodox faith according to the new rite. At Starodub and
Vetka, Podpruzhnik quickly came under the influence of Feodosii and his
brother Aleksandr. They taught him the two-fingered sign of the cross and had
him read portions of the Ostroh Bible. By the time Podpruzhnik was arrested
in February 1723, he had become quite a learned man and an outspoken
preacher of Old Belief dissent who caused great anxiety among official
churchmen.8!

During the early 1720s, officials of the Holy Synod expressed their amaze-
ment about the high level of religious education among Russian settlers of the
Starodub area. They attributed this to local Old Believer monks and nuns who
were indeed so erudite “that it was impossible to find sufficiently educated
(iskusnye) clerics in Moscow” to oppose them.82 Thus, the monk Feodosii’s
pioneering educational work was crowned by the successes of those who
followed in his footsteps.

Unlike other Old Believer communities, which exerted rigorous controls
over the secular behavior of their members, Feodosii's followers were free to
behave as they pleased as long as they abided by the old rite.83 This leniency
may explain why the Old Belief of northern Ukraine maintained some of its
original seventeenth-century features, most distinctive among which was the
frequent use of violence, into the eighteenth century.

During the early 1720s, for example, Old Believer settlers broke into church
buildings at Starodub, profaned crosses with their feet (popranie rugatel'ne
nogami) and beat up priests. Efforts by the Holy Synod to force these Old
Believers back into the official Muscovite religion failed miserably.84 The
same men and women were repeatedly accused of aggressively taking over the
lands and assets of settlers who did not adhere to their faith. In 1732, for
example, the family of the peasant Timofei Maksimovich became known for
forcing non-Old Belief neighbors from local fishing grounds and fields.
Another Old Believer was blamed for cutting timber that belonged to a
neighboring village.85 At about the same time monks and nuns from Vetka,
armed with rifles and hunting spears, were dispensing communion and other
sacraments in Russian villages and towns including Moscow.86 In short, many
Old Believers in northern Ukraine continued to behave like outcasts and rebels.
They were certainly a far cry from the saintly figures whom Ivan Alekseev
glorified in his history.

The Old Belief communities in northern Ukraine appear to have grown
rapidly during the reign of Peter I. In 1729, census takers counted 610 Old
Believer families living in seven settlements (slobody) not far from Starodub.
A military commando responsible for burning down the Old Believer commu-
nities of Vetka in 1735 estimated that it had chased away 40,000 local
residents.87 One reason for this rapid growth was a renewed influx of fugitives
from Russia due to the dramatic increase in fiscal and other demands of the
Petrine state. For example, in February 1719, Hetman Skoropadskyi com-
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plained that many Russian peasants, artisans and traders had joined local Old
Belief communities to evade taxes (ukhilivshis' ot podatei).88

Land resources, which had been freely available during the seventeenth
century were soon exhausted, a fact which probably explains why the Cossacks
of Starodub began to withdraw their support from local settlers. In August
1717, for example, the leader of the Starodub Regiment complained to the tsar
that he could no longer control local Old Believers:

If more of these schismatics are allowed to spread out in our regiment many of our
officers can no longer live in their own homes due to their pressure tactics. The
[schismatics] are arbitrary, do what they want and nobody is able to seek justice from
them.89

Thus, the Old Belief in northern Ukraine was shaped well into the eighteenth
century by the unruly behavior and secular aspirations of fugitives from the
Russian heartlands.

Contrary to the assertions of the Old Belief writer Ivan Alekseev and later
historians, the first Old Believers in Starodub and Vetka were not saintly
figures; the “supporters of Kapiton” and “schismatics” of our sources were
violent men who lived according to the code of the Ukrainian frontier. Under
the protection of Cossack officers, they engaged in banditry, highway robbery,
forgery and murder in order to procure a living. While they appeared to the
outside world to be respectable merchants frequenting towns such as Kaluga
and Moscow, they used every opportunity to prey upon their trading partners
and neighbors.

These men were beyond the reach of the archbishop of Chernihiv, Lazar
Baranovich, who attempted in vain to take away old liturgical books which they
had brought to Ukraine from Russia. Due to Lazar”s intervention, old liturgical
books became an important sign of dissent which marked the ecclesiastical
extraterritoriality of Russian settlements under the control of the Starodub
Regiment. The typical Old Believer, however, did not know much about the
religious issues that were at stake when he opted to use the old rite. These first
settlers did not show firm religious convictions; their motivations appear to
have been entirely secular.

This relatively primitive Old Belief culture later became more conscious of
itself under the influence of Muscovite monastic dissenters. A few charismatic
nuns who had once played a major role in the religious affairs of the capital of
Moscow, suddenly found themselves deprived of a livelihood and fled Mus-
covy to settle on the Ukrainian frontier. Melaniia, the teacher of the boyarina
Morozova, made her way to Vetka after Morozova’s execution during the late
1670s. The boyarina Elena Khrushcheva, who had formerly wielded powerful
influence at a Kremlin convent, established a vibrant Old Belief culture in the
trading town of Kaluga and made the Kaluga Old Belief a model that would
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eventually be followed by Russian settlers in Starodub and Vetka. But the man
who almost single-handedly gave the Old Belief of Starodub and Vetka its
lasting religious identity was the monk Feodosii, who had fled to northern
Ukraine after long years of missionary work among the Don Cossacks.

Muscovite monastic influences led to the “confessionalization,” but not to
the “christianization” of the Old Belief in Ukraine.% The Old Believers of
Starodub and Vetka received basic instruction in the rites and books that
distinguished the Muscovite church prior to 1652 from its later manifestations.
However, they were not required to alter their secular behavior, a fact which is
not surprising if we consider that Feodosii had participated in the violence
perpetrated by Cossack rebels on the Don River. The Old Believers of Starodub
and Vetka maintained a readiness to defend their interests with violent means
well into the eighteenth century. Humility, self-sacrifice, purity and other
Christian ideals advocated by Old Believer prophets such as Avvakum influ-
enced only a small minority at best.

I conclude that the genesis of the Old Belief in Starodub and Vetka was a
much more complicated process than has traditionally been thought. Initially,
there was a primitive Old Belief culture which hardly distinguished itself from
the surrounding Cossack culture. One might speak of a non-religious protoculture
dominated by the concerns and priorities of secular fugitives from Muscovy.
During the 1680s and 1690s, this culture was transformed under the religious
influence of fugitive Muscovite monks and nuns who educated Russian settlers
about the old rite.

The examples of Starodub and Vetka illustrate that seventeenth-century Old
Belief cultures followed rules different from those of later Old Belief commu-
nities. They remained closely intertwined with the social and religious environ-
ments in which they had originated. The separation process was slow, and early
Old Believers shared the secular values and norms of their immediate neigh-
bors, be they Ukrainian, Cossack or Russian.

Historians must read the ex post facto writings of eighteenth-century Old
Belief historians about the Old Belief’s legendary seventeenth-century begin-
nings with considerable caution. Unless historical scholarship relies on seven-
teenth-century documentary records preserved outside Old Belief culture, the
myth of the glorious and sacred origins of the Old Belief will persist. It is
important to recognize that this powerful myth served as an inspirational model
for eighteenth- and nineteenth-century Old Believers, but it had little in
common with the historical reality of the early Old Belief in Ukraine.

University of California, Riverside
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Baudouin de Courtenay and the Ukrainian Question*

ROBERT A. ROTHSTEIN

The great Polish linguist Jan Ignacy Niecistaw Baudouin de Courtenay is
known today as one of the founders of modern linguistics. In his own day
(1845-1929), however, he was known as well as a controversial publicist who
kept up a running battle against religious and national intolerance.! His
consistent defense of oppressed minorities won him the reputation as “the most
just Pole” (Nitsch 1935, 362), and when the Polish parliament began the
process of electing the first president of independent Poland in 1922, the
National Minorities Bloc (representing Ukrainians, Jews, Belarusians, and
Germans) demonstratively proposed his candidacy. Baudouin received nearly
20% of the votes on the first ballot against four other candidates (Jedruszczak
1984, 163-67; Topolski 1976, 673-74).

At Baudouin’s funeral seven years later the rector of Warsaw University,
Tadeusz Brzeski, ended his remarks by saying, “The light of justice has gone
out.” Such was the view of Baudouin held by “the elite of our society,”
according to his student, the linguist Henryk Utaszyn (1934, 34). “Unfortu-
nately,” Utaszyn continued, paraphrasing Virgil and Horace, “they are rari
nantes in gurgite vasto—profani vulgi... (rare swimmers in the vast depths of
the unenlightened crowd).” Indeed, when Baudouin was finally able to return
to Poland from Russia in 1918, his colleagues at Warsaw University (where he
was an “honorary professor”) voted 13-11 to deny him a seat on the faculty
council. As Baudouin wrote to the Croatian linguist Vatroslav Jagié, they
considered him a “bad Pole” and “an enemy of Poland who had worked all his
life against her interests” (Hamm 1951, 176). Between these two extremes is
the view of the Yiddish writer Yitzkhok Leybush Peretz, for whom Baudouin
seemed sometimes like the Persian king who tried to quiet the sea by having his
soldiers flog it and sometimes like a songbird trying to calm a disputatious
marketplace with its song (Peretz 1947, 252).2

Baudouin was born near Warsaw and studied at the Szkota Gléwna in that
city. After further study in Prague, Jena, Berlin, and St. Petersburg, he received
his doctorate in Leipzig. As a Pole, he was not allowed to teach at the Russian
university in Warsaw; instead, he spent most of the period from 1870 to 1918
teaching at various Russian universities: St. Petersburg, Kazan', Dorpat (now
Tartu, Estonia). He taught at the Jagiellonian University in Cracow from 1894
to 1899, but was forced to return to Russia when his contract was not renewed.
(His outspokenness provoked conflict in conservative Galicia, and his
dialectological field work made the Austro-Hungarian authorities suspicious

* Earlier versions of this paper were presented at a panel on “Baudouin de Courtenay’s Challenge
to the Prison of Nations” at the 24th National Convention of the American Association for the
Advancement of Slavic Studies (Phoenix, 1992) and at the 2nd International Congress of Ukrainian
Studies (L'viv, 1993).
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of his supposed “pan-Slavist” activities.) Following the rebirth of the Polish
state, he was able to return to Warsaw.

Baudouin lived long enough to encounter “the Ukrainian question” in
various historical-geographical contexts (Austro-Hungarian Galicia, tsarist
Russia, independent Poland) and to deal with various of its aspects. These
included the status of the Ukrainian language and nationality, the appropriate
terminology for referring to both, the organization of educational institutions,
and the question of autonomy and/or independence for Ukrainians. He spoke
about these issues in public lectures and wrote about them in Polish and
Russian.3 This was the case even though he said in response to a survey by the
St. Petersburg journal Ukrainskaja Zizn' in 1913 that he had never had any
special interest in the Ukrainian question. He explained, however, that the
Ukrainian question interested him “like all other such questions, i.e., questions
concerning the peaceful coexistence of differently named human collectives
[mirnoe soZitel'stvo raznoimennyx Celoveleskix kollektivov]; questions of
human dignity; questions of personal, individual self-determination” (BdC
1913, 37).

In the same response Baudouin wrote that he had first become acquainted
with Ukrainian life during his student days (at the Warsaw Szkota Gtéwna) or
even earlier. He owed this knowledge, he said, to his reading of Polish
Romantic poetry and to contacts with “Ukrainian colleagues,” by which he
meant Polish students from the so-called “Southwestern Provinces” of tsarist
Russia. His knowledge of the Ukrainian language, he continued, was that of a
Slavic linguist, not of someone familiar with Ukrainian literature or with the
periodical press in that language (BdC 1913, 37).

As alinguist, Baudouin took it to be obvious that Ukrainian was a language
like other Slaviclanguages. In arelatively early work, his review of Malinowski’s
Polish grammar, written in 1874, Baudouin refers in one place to the “Czech
and Ukrainian languages” (w jezyku czeskim i matoruskim..., BAC 1875/1974,
520) and in another calls Russian (wielkoruski) and Ukrainian (matoruski)
“two Slavic dialects [narzecza, 523}.” Years later, commenting on an interna-
tional congress of Slavists that was to be held in St. Petersburg in 1904, he
pointed out that the organizing committee intended to permit the use of any
existing Slavic literary language, and “therefore, of course, Ukrainian [rusisiski
czylimatoruski—BdC 1903/1983, 110] as well.” (We shall return shortly to the
various names translated here as “Ukrainian.”) It might seem strange that
Baudouin would bother to mention Ukrainian explicitly, but this was in the
context of a controversy about the proposed congress. Some Poles, including
the linguist Stanistaw Strofiski, viewed it as a Russian pan-Slavist propaganda
effort. Baudouin reported that the organizers finally decided on the formula “all
Slavic dialects” instead of “all Slavic languages” because of
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“patriots” of a certain kind, who sniffed the document with their noses and wanted
immediately to protest, except that they were not ailowed to make a scene. It was not
Polish that was at issue—no one intended to question its status as alanguage—but rather
another language, against which not only the rector, Father Fijatek, would protest, but
also “patriots” of another kind, namely, Mr. Strofiski and his political coreligionists.
(BdC 1904a/1983, 138)

(Father Jan Nepomucen Fijatek, rector of the university in L'viv in 1903-1904,
refused to accept documents from Ukrainian students if they were written in
Ukrainian {BdC 1916b/1983, 170].)

In his most explicit statement on the distinctiveness of the Ukrainian
language (BAC 1925, 6-13), Baudouin lists the features that distinguish
Ukrainian from the rest of East Slavic (Russian and Belarusian) and from the
other Slavic languages. Chief among them is the pattern of palatalization of
consonants in the contemporary Ukrainian dialects and its historical develop-
ment. Roughly speaking, this amounts to the preservation of palatalization
before back vowels, zero, and secondary /i/ and loss of palatalization before
other front vowels. Concomitant to this is the absence of any trace of the
Common Slavic distinction of /i/ and /y/ (e.g., Ukrainian syn ‘son’, synij ‘(dark)
blue’ vs. Russian syn, sinij) as well as the presence of paired consonants
resulting from the historical velar palatalizations (/c7, /1, /&1, IZ1 vs. I/, 12/, /
&/, /Z/). Another distinctive characteristic of Ukrainian is the reflex of compen-
satory lengthening in pairs like mid/medu ‘honey’ orni¢/noci ‘night’. Baudouin
also mentions the preservation of the vocative (merged with the nominative in
Russian) and the presence of verbal forms like the 1p. pl. in -mo and the
synthetic imperfective future.*

As we can see from comments quoted earlier, Baudouin initially used the
traditional terms matoruski Little Russian’ or rusiriski Ruthenian’ when writing
about Ukrainian matters in Polish, and he used the traditional Russian term
malorossijskij ‘Little Russian” when writing in Russian. Around 1905, how-
ever, he switched to the terms ukrairiski in Polish and ukrainskij in Russian,
apparently because those names were preferred by Ukrainians themselves.
Twenty years later he argued that Ukrainians should not object to use of the
older terms, as long as they were notused in a deprecatory manner (like Russian
#id for evrej). Many ethnonyms, after all, have different forms in different
languages, e.g., deutsch, German, allemand, niemiecki, tedesco, etc. (BdC
1925, 3). Although Baudouin was incensed at reports that Polish Ministry of
Education officials were threatening to fire Ukrainian schoolteachers for using
the term ukrairiski, he ultimately accepted the terminological suggestions put
forward by his fellow linguist Kazimierz Nitsch (Nitsch 1927; BdC 1927).
Nitsch argued that Ukrainians should be free to call themselves whatever they
pleased, but for Poles the traditional terms were more appropriate since for
them the names Ukraina, ukraifiski and even Ukrainiec had a geographical
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meaning rather than an ethnographic one. (Recall Baudouin’s reference to his
“Ukrainian colleagues,” i.e., Polish colleagues from Ukraine.)

Baudouin saw language as the central objective criterion for identifying the
Ukrainians or any other group. No political conclusions follow from such an
identification, since people are not cattle that can be categorized by objective
criteria: “the free human being has the right of self-determination” (BdC 1913,
39-40). Thus we identify a Ukrainian “tribe” (plemie) on objective (i.e.,
linguistic) grounds, and the presence of a common national consciousness
among a significant number of its members forces us to recognize a Ukrainian
nation (nardd) on subjective grounds (BdC 1925, 2, 5-6). The (objectively
defined) Ukrainian linguistic collectivity gave rise to the literary Ukrainian
language of nationally conscious Ukrainians. Their “love for their native
tongue” is directed toward that language, which cannot be replaced by any
other state language (BAC 1925, 11). It is true that the differences among the
Slavic languages are no greater than among some French or German dialects;
therefore, there could have been one common Slavic literary language. History,
however, decided otherwise. If Ukrainians want their own literary language,
neither the Polish gentry (szlachta) nor the Russian bureaucracy (inovnicestvo)
has the right to interfere (BdC 1913, 40).

Of course both Poles and Russians did try to interfere. Baudouin compared
those Russians who loudly asserted that they recognized no Ukrainian nation-
ality to Saltykov-S&edrin’s character Ugrjum-Bur&eev, the mayor of Glupov
(in Istorija odnogo goroda), whose urban design required filling in a river. If
they wanted to follow his example in ignoring the flow of the river and in trying
to fill it in, it would wash away all dams and flow triumphantly along its own
channel (BdC 1923, 189).

Baudouin saw the anti-Ukrainian attitudes of some of his fellow Poles as
deriving in part from their “archeological psychology,” which he characterized
as a “Romantic orientation, colored with nostalgia, drawn from the cemetery
of history, resuscitating corpses that are surrounded by a halo of sacred
memories” (BAC 1920, 6, quoted by Biatokozowicz 1968, 155). He insisted
that the concept of “historical rights” be abandoned and with it the “archeologi-
cal approach to politics” (BdC 1906a, 13). He criticized both Poles and
Russians for viewing Ukrainians simply as “ethnographic material” to be
polonized or russified (BdC 1903/1983, 116). Forced denationalization only
provoked “national hyperesthesia” (nacional'naja giperéstezija—an abnor-
mal sensitivity to the national question), stubborn opposition and hatred (BdC
1913, 43). In a kind of paraphrase of Einstein’s demonstration of the related-
ness of energy and mass, Baudouin pointed out that the very existence of
something constituted a form of energy that provoked further consequences;
Poles and Russians had to deal with the consequences of the existence of a
Ukrainian linguistic community and of Ukrainian national consciousness
(BdC 1925, 15).
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A major source of mistaken and even potentially fatal policies was the
widespread tendency toward what Baudouin called the “statification of nation-
ality” (uparstwowienie narodowosci) and the “nationalization of statehood”
(unarodowienie paristwowosci—BdC 1926, 11). The former referred to the
desire to make national consciousness the constituent principle of state forma-
tion, while the latter meant the wish to have each state belong exclusively to its
dominant nation. This identification of state and nation was reflected in such
slogans as “Russia for the Russians” and “Poland for the Poles” (BdC 1906a,
21). Baudouin argued that, on the contrary, Poland existed for all its citizens,
and that identifying the state with a nationality was an example of “thinking in
words” (or “allowing words to dominate thoughts”—myslenie wyrazowe).
Poles would have to give up the “nonsensical and dangerous illusion” that the
country was owned by “native” (rdzenni) Poles and that all others were their
subjects (BAC 1925, 17). The illusion was dangerous because the best defense
of acountry’s borders is not bayonets, but a feeling of solidarity with the whole
state that is deeply held by its multinational population. That feeling could best
be achieved in the case of Poland by equal treatment of all nationalities and
elimination of any discrimination; by increasing the living standard of minori-
ties (e.g., through land reform); and by the spread of education in minority
languages (BAC 1926, 31). (The term “minority” is perhaps too contemporary;
Baudouin spoke of “nationalities.”)

Baudouin argued that Poland should provide Ukrainian-language schools
where the local population desired them, just as he supported the principle of
establishing Russian-language schools for “Ruthenian” citizens of Poland who
asserted a Russian identity. (This assumed only that their numbers were
sufficient in a given school district; otherwise, they would have to pay for their
own schools). While he did not personally feel the need for Ukrainian-language
universities (v sozdanii drugix tipov nacional'moj skoly vplot' do universiteta
dlja menja lino net nikakoj nuZdy), Baudouin recognized that a Ukrainian
demand for such institutions constituted proof that they were needed. Such a
university should be established in L'viv, the capital of Galician Ukraine. One
model might be Prague, where Czech and German universities coexisted, but
a better model would be Helsinki, with its “utraquist” (Finnish and Swedish)
university.5 The Ukrainian language should likewise have full rights in courts
and government offices, since as the Polish proverb has it, “the nose is not for
the snuffbox; the snuffbox is for the nose,” i.e., the tail should not wag the dog
(BdC 1913, 42, 48).6

In all of his proposals Baudouin’s goal was not, he told Ukrainskaja Zizn',
to bring together Poles and Ukrainians, but rather to foster their “peaceful and
benevolent coexistence” (ne sbliZenie poljakov s ukraincami, a tol'ko ix mirnoe
i dobroZelatel'noe sofitel'stvo) under the principle “live and let live” (BdC
1913, 47-48). He had earlier told a meeting of representatives of nationalities:
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We have gathered here not because of a sudden passionate fraternal love. Declara-
tions of love should be put away once and for all. We do not have any reason to love one
another. But even if we do not have mutual love, we can have common interests. (BAC
1906a, 10}

The image of “peaceful and benevolent coexistence” was not Baudouin’s
only dream. He reminded his readers that people had once been grouped
primarily according to religion, but that religious denomination (wyznanie
religijne) was slowly becoming the private matter of each individual. Perhaps
in the more or less distant future “national denomination” (wyznanie narodowe)
would also become such a private, individual matter. Obviously that was not
now the case (BAC 1925, 14). In the meantime, one could work for the
recognition of the right to be “nondenominational” or “multidenominational”
with respect to nationality (BdC 1906a, 22). Such a right would contribute to
the “hygiene of inter-national life”(higiena Zycia miedzynarodowego), along
with (1) the separation of church and state and of schools and church; (2) the
elimination of the national state, which should be beyond nationality and
religion and should guarantee full individual freedom; and (3) the elimination
of the distinction of przybysze ‘those newly arrived’and tuziemcy ‘natives’.
History should start from the present moment (BdC 1906a, 19-21; 1913, 51).

Baudouin did not only have dreams; he also had a nightmare. Independent
Poland had been born out of a conflict among the partitioning powers, but that
conflict had led to the tragedy of Poles in the Russian army killing Poles in the
German and Austrian armies and vice versa. Are we to wait, he asked in 1925,
for a similar conflict among partitioning powers to lead to the birth of a
Ukrainian state as Ukrainians in opposing armies (e.g., Soviet and Polish) kill
one another (BdC 1925, 17)? (In 1913 Baudouin had similarly cautioned
Ukrainians that hoping for a war between Austria and Russia was “extremely
naive.” It might come, but if it did, the Polish and Ukrainian lands might well
suffer the most, and in any case war is always a disaster [BAC 1913, 44-451.)

Baudouin’s solution within the framework of the Russian Empire had been
autonomy and federalism. In 1905 he had been one of the organizers of a
Congress of Autonomists, which brought together representatives of fourteen
nationalities (Armenians, Azeris, Bashkirs, Belarusians, Estonians, Finns,
Georgians, Jews, Kirghiz, Latvians, Lithuanians, Poles, Tatars and Ukraini-
ans). The Union of Autonomists-Federalists later had its own caucus in the First
and Second Russian Duma (BdC 1906a, 3; 1916a, 19). Baudouin and his
colleagues supported the territorial integrity of Russia, at least for the time
being, but called for the guaranteeing of minority rights through proportional
representation, for the equality of all languages (even if Russian was to
continue to serve as an interlingua), and for other moves toward federalism and
autonomy (BdC 1906a, 8, 13-14, 21 et passim; 1906b, 27-28). Baudouin saw
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the issue of national autonomy and equality as an extremely urgent matter; he
criticized political parties for giving higher priority to other issues, such as
elections. (He characterized this as the “maniacal demand that firemen must be
elected by universal, equal, direct and secret ballot”—BdC 1906b, 32-33.) In
1916, reprinting his 1905 remarks to the Congress of Autonomists, Baudouin
bitterly wrote of his naivete: instead of the peaceful coexistence of nationalities
that the congress had tried to promote, what was being realized was “the mutual
snapping of the various animals imprisoned in a single menagerie” (gryznja
raznorodnyx Zivotnyx, zakljucénnyx v odnom zverince—BdC 1916a, 20).

In the context of the 1920s, Baudouin pointed to the existence of nations that
have a common language and culture despite belonging to different states.
Switzerland was a model: its residents identified themselves as Swiss citizens
without giving up their German, French, or Italian language and culture. For
now, this was what he could best recommend to the Ukrainians. Perhaps the
time would come when a separate state could be achieved without bloodshed,
but “today’s degenerate and rabid human beast” (dzisiejsze bydle ludzkie,
zwyrodniate i rozwScieczone) was not capable of working out such peaceful
solutions (BAC 1925, 14, 18-19).7

The situation of Ukraine and the Ukrainians after the World War reminded
Baudouin of the prewar situation of Poland and the Poles, divided among three
states. Ukraine was divided among four: Russia, Poland, Romania, and
Czechoslovakia. During the years of partition those Poles who bore Poland in
their hearts and dreams could say, in the words of the Polish national anthem,
“Poland has not yet perished while we are alive.” Now in “degenerate”
(zwyrodniatej) independent Poland most could only say, “Poland has not yet
perished although we are alive.” While there might be fewer nationally
conscious Ukrainians than there once were comparable Poles, Baudouin
continued, there were certainly enough to serve as a basis for a future Ukraine.
While they lived and continued to be born, they could say with full faith and
hope, “Ukraine has not yet died” (BdC 1925, 16).8

University of Massachusetts at Amherst

NOTES

1. In what follows, references to Baudouin’s publications will be cited using the abbreviation
“BdC.” Page references are given to the most recent publication of each item, or to the offprint in
the case of BAC 1906a. Selections of his linguistic writings have been published in various
languages, including Russian (BdC 1963), English (BdC 1972), and Polish. The Polish edition,
Dzieta wybrane, was published in six volumes under various editors between 1974 and 1990, with
the sixth volume containing a selection of his publicistic writings. Volume 1 (BdC 1974) includes
a bibliography of his writings; Rothstein 1976b contains additions and corrections to that
bibliography. Baudouin’s publicistic work is discussed in Kulczycka-Saloni 1983; Rothstein 1975,
1976b, 1983, and 1989; and in Toman 1991.
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2. Peretz presumably had in mind Herodotus’ account of Xerxes ordering his soldiers to punish
the Hellespont after a storm had destroyed the bridge that he had constructed. The 1947 edition of
Peretz’s collected works does not provide any bibliographical data for his article about Baudouin,
but since Peretz died in 1915, it dates from a time before Baudouin’s permanent return to Poland.
I am grateful to Professor Robert Szulkin of Brandeis University for the reference to Peretz’s
article.

3. Baudouin’s command of the Polish language seems not to have suffered from his long years
in Russia. His student, the linguist Kazimierz Nitsch, described Baudouin’s style and language as
“purely Polish, without Russianisms, although sometimes...with certain individual eccentricities
[z pewnymi indywidualnymi dziwactwami]” (Nitsch 1935, 361). Nitsch’s comment is somewhat
understated; Baudouin had a tendency to neologisms and to what one would have to call an
idiosyncratic style.

4. Other observations by Baudouin concerning the Ukrainian language are discussed in L.esiéw
1989.

5. Baudouin here alludes to the Latin formula of the moderate Hussites of fifteenth-century
Bohemia, who demanded the right to receive communion in both forms (sub utraque specie).

6. Baudouin quoted the proverb in Russian: ne nos dlja tabakerki, a tabakerka dlja nosa.

7. In the discussion at the Baudouin panel in 1992, Professor Andrzej Walicki of Notre Dame
University pointed to similarities between Baudouin’s approach to nationality and that of the
Austromarxists (Otto Bauer, Karl Renner). Walicki also cited in this context such Ukrainian
thinkers as Myxajlo Drahomanov and Bohdan Kistjakovskyj. This, however, is a topic for another
paper.

8. Baudouin cited the first line of the official version of the Polish anthem: “Jeszcze Polska nie
zginela, p6ki my zyjemy.” The original text was written by J6zef Wybicki in 1797 at a time when
an independent Poland no longer existed. The Ukrainian words that Baudouin quoted, “S¢e ne
vmerla Ukrajina,” begin the then (1925) unofficial Ukrainian national anthem, the text of which
was written by Pavlo Cubynskyj.
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Planning of the Capital in Kharkiv

TITUS D. HEWRYK

During the late 1920s and early 1930s, the eastern Ukrainian city of Kharkiv
was being planned and developed as the capital of Soviet Ukraine. This article
will attempt to record, insofar as the available evidence permits, the actual
processes and vicissitudes by which physical changes in the city were brought
about, and the nature, in architectural terms, of those changes.

The 1920s and early 1930s were important years in the development of
twentieth-century architecture. The immediate post—-World War [ years brought
to Europe a short period of great artistic vitality. The best known architectural
achievement of that period was the International Style. Its development is
associated with such architects as Walter Gropius, Mies van der Rohe and
Weimar Germany’s Bauhaus school. In the post-revolutionary lands of the
former Russian Empire, the new evolving architectural style was similarly
oriented toward a machine esthetic with a tendency to abstraction. A lack of
materials and the limitations of the Soviet economy did not, however, permit
the advanced construction that was then being carried out in Germany. In later
years Western writers often emphasized the technological origins of modern
architecture, although Frank Lloyd Wright and Le Corbusier placed emphasis
on its social significance. The modernism of Weimar Germany, where many
workers’ apartments were built in the modern architectural style, is similarly
associated with socialism. Vasyl' H. Krychevskyi’s comment in the journal
Chervonyi shliakh on the architecture of that time probably reflected the
thoughts of his contemporaries in 1920s Ukraine: “... the new architectural
forces in our Union, together with those in the West, attempt to find common
forms for [contemporary] structures, for artistic technical expression, and
without any question Moscow occupies the leading architectural position in the
Union. The principles of the new utilitarian understanding of architecture have
distinct expression in two Moscow groups: OSA and ASNOVA.”1 Furtheron
Krychevskyi states that both groups believe that one of the incontestable
conditions of the rebirth of architecture is the importance of structure and that
“OS A works under the constant influence of Western constructivists—Gropius,
Le Corbusier, Dutch architects and others...””2

One art form which is a strong indicator of a country’s life is architecture.
While an ideology is consciously created, the works of art which the ruling
groups commission usually reflect their often unconscious ambitions. This is
particularly true of architecture. Of all the arts, architecture is most closely
linked with politics: buildings and spaces between them form the very environ-
ment in which people live, which they move through and see constantly.
Architecture inevitably reflects the power relationships and thus the basic
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values of the society. The role of political symbolism in the Kharkiv govern-
ment center of the 1920s and 1930s has not yet been reviewed in the West.

In the Soviet Union, however, architecture was a symbol of the state, a
product of its centrally planned economy, and a major tool of its propaganda.
A review of the vicissitudes of Soviet architectural history leads one to the
analysis of the empire’s power and policies. In the case of Ukraine in the mid-
1920s, its leadership continued to harbor hope that the republic would develop
into a strong and proletarian yet autonomous state. There was belief in
forthcoming social progress and trust in Western technology. There was also
an evolving struggle for the development of an independent and contemporary
Ukrainian culture. These considerations were reflected in Kharkiv’s planning
and design programs. The architecture of the new capital of Soviet Ukraine, its
expression in sharp contrast with the past, reflected these expectations. While
Ukraine’s construction industry was backward and primitive, to its citizenry
the capital’s modern architecture represented progressive society and symbol-
ized a new world. Political events of the first half of the 1930s, however,
changed the situation.

In the metamorphoses of the early 1930s, the modernistic architecture of the
Soviet Union’s revolutionary years became associated with decadence, while
the neoclassical architectural heritage was equated with society’s proletarian
character. In the Party’s view modern architecture—for over a decade identi-
fied with the October revolution and now associated with reactionary capital-
ism and West European cosmopolitanism—was incapable of expressing the
character of the proletarian society. On the other hand neoclassicism, which in
architecture emphasized columned facades, symmetry and monumentality,
became a convenient vehicle for conveying the image of the power of the new
proletarian state. Finally, with the introduction of neoclassicism to Soviet
architecture came the rediscovery of Russian classicism and the Russian
architectural heritage.

Before discussing the planning and development of Kharkiv in the 1920s
and 1930s, a short review of the historical background seems in order. In the
middle of December 1919 the Red Army, repulsed from Kiev, entered Kharkiv,
installed the third Soviet Ukrainian government, and proclaimed this northeast-
ern Ukrainian city near the Russian border the capital of Soviet Ukraine. In
subsequent years the Bolsheviks consolidated their hold over the entire
Ukraine, and in 1922 Soviet Ukraine joined the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics. By the mid-1920s, native Ukrainian Communists had forced the
Communist party to grant Soviet Ukraine a large measure of political and
cultural autonomy. In this environment, Ukrainian culture emerged from
decades of tsarist russification and began to search for new ties with its
indigenous roots and its European traditions. The blossoming of literature, the
arts, cinema, architecture, and intellectual thought in 1920s Ukraine was
subsequently stilted, however, by the deadly embrace of Moscow’s Stalinism.
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Architecture in nineteenth-century Ukraine, as in all of Europe, consisted of
a potpourri of eclectic styles. As far as Ukraine’s sacred architecture is
concerned, in 1803 the Holy Synod of the Russian Orthodox church banned
construction of church buildings designed in the vocabulary of Ukrainian
vernacular architecture. Under the guidance of the official Russian church
diocesan architects, many old wooden churches in the vernacular architecture
were either drastically altered or demolished. The Russian Orthodox church
actively propagated standardized architectural designs of the Russo-Byzantine
revival style.3 The immediate pre~World War I years in the Russian Empire
were marked by renewed interest in neoclassical architecture A Ukraine, Art
Nouveau ushered in a revival of vernacular architecture and the Ukrainian
baroque, along with their reinterpretation in the contemporary idiom. The latter
continued after the First World War, well into the late 1920s—a crucial period
in the cultural history of Ukraine. Concurrently, an untried and revolutionary
International Style of concrete, steel and glass heralded a new era of architec-
ture.

In post-revolutionary and early 1920s Ukraine, the cities of Kiev and later
Kharkiv were the centers of cultural regeneration. Kiev enjoyed a remarkably
rich cultural life—it was a focus of experimentation in literature, art and music.
This sudden growth of avant-garde currents of the 1920s in Soviet Ukraine and
the Soviet Union in general was not a result of an official policy, but rather a
spontaneous reaction to the revolutionary situation. Furthermore, it seems that
the Bolshevik government did not even give consideration to the question of
architectural style in the early 1920s. There was an avant-garde tone; there was
a vague idea that modernism was doing in art and architecture what the
Bolsheviks were supposed to be doing with society. The avant-garde character
of these years may be illustrated by reproductions of cover pages of three
publications (figs. 1, 6, 14). By the mid-twenties, the modernists had almost
completely prevailed over the traditionalists. According to one Soviet ob-
server, in the mid-twenties “Symbolist Romanticist elements appear in Ukrai-
nian architecture, owing to a determination to superimpose plastic ornamenta-
tion vaguely reminiscent of Baroque on buildings conceived in contemporary
mode. Such attempts are derived directly from Tatlin’s experiments and from
Erich Mendelssohn’s Expressionism.”5 The author refers to the work of such
architects as Hnat F. Milinis and Pavlo F. Alioshyn. The designs of the more
important buildings selected at that time by the central authorities were of
modern idiom, while the designs for less important buildings chosen by local
agencies tended to be in more traditional styles. By the time of the First Five-
Year Plan, with the Bolsheviks tightening their control over the country, the
government was insisting on the new International Style.

Probably the most illustrative example of the attitudes of the unbridled
cultural ferment in 1920s Ukraine was Kharkiv’s monthly journal Nova
generatsiia (the New Generation), a publication of the literary society of the
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same name. Its editor was Mykhailo Semenko (1892-1937), a poet and the
founder of Ukrainian futurism—a movement in the arts characterized by the
rejection of tradition and convention, and a striving to express the movement
and dynamic energy of contemporary life. For Semenko, the machine work-
shop was a tenet of faith, as if mechanization were identical with progress.
Highly didactic in nature, the journal Nova generatsiia expressed revolution-
ary triumph, optimism, and moral righteousness regarding the development of
modern forms of literature, art and architecture. Its pages were devoted to
polemics with other literary groups and to the propagation of modern West
European movements. On its cover of 1 October 1927, the following slogan
appeated:

WE ARE AGAINST;
NATIONAL NARROW-MINDEDNESS
UNSCRUPULOUS SIMPLIFICATION
BOURGEOIS FASHIONS
AMORPHOUS ART ORGANIZATION
PROVINCIALISM

Provincialism seems to have been one of the main targets of Nova generatsiia.
Its pages are full of photographs of the works of Bauhaus designers; of the
Swiss-born architect, painter and sculptor Le Corbusier; of such architects as
Bruno Taut, Jacobus J. P. Oud, and Giacomo Prampolini; of the West European
artists Joan Mir6, Paul Klee, Georges Braque, Juan Gris and Pablo Picasso; of
the Ukrainian artists Vadym H. Meller, Vasyl' D. Iermilov (Ermilov), Anatol
H. Petrytskyi, Alexander Archipenko, and Pavio M. Kovzhun. A drawing by
the latter, a well-known graphic artist, appeared on the cover of the June 1929
issue of Nova generatsiia (fig. 1). The journal’s editors reprinted articles from
French, German, Polish, and Czech architectural journals, and published
reports on Alexander Dovzhenko’s work in the cinema and the equally
experimental works of the Berezil' Theater. The attitude of Nova Generatsiia
may be seen in its strong interest in the works of the avant-garde pioneer L4sz1é
Moholy-Nagy, a voice of the modern movement in the photography, film,
architecture, theater arts, and design of that time. Another pioneer of the
modern movement, Kiev-born Kazimir Malevich, described his theoretical
outlook in a series of essays written especially for Nova generatsiia and
published in 1928-1929. They covered his attitudes on modern art and its
development, and are recognized for their breadth and vision. Interestingly,
despite the concurrent existence of turbulent artistic debates in 1920s Moscow
and Leningrad, and the influence of the UNOVIS® school on Ukraine’s
architecture, relatively little of the events of the modernist movement in Russia
was reflected on the pages of Nova generatsiia. Professional journals similarly
informed the Ukrainian reader about current events in the West.”
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Kharkiv’s architects collaborated closely with Nova generatsiia. In May
1928 they organized the Union of Contemporary Architects of Ukraine
(OSAU--Obiednannia suchasnykh arkhitektoriv Ukrainy) and delegated
three prominent Kharkiv architects—Hryhorii O. lanovytskyi, lakiv A.
Shteinberh, and Ivan I. Maloziomov—to represent it on the journal’s editorial
board.8 OSAU’s declaration was published in Kharkiv's Journal Zodchestvo®
Kharkiv’s architects in the 1920s were indeed an open-minded community.
The designers of almost all the major buildings constructed in Ukraine in the
1920s were selected by competitions. In the late 1920s and early 1930s, for
example, over twenty all-Union and two international architectural competi-
tions were carried out for major Kharkiv projects.10 The establishment of
modern directions in the architecture of Kharkiv in the 1920s was facilitated by
the existence of new local construction organizations such as Inbud (Industrial
Construction) and the Ukrainian Institute of Construction,!1 Ina span of less
than ten years Kharkiv’s planners, architects, and governmental clients com-
missioning major design projects succeeded, in a very difficult political and
economic environment, in developing the Ukrainian capital’s government
center—the only constructivist style urban complex of major buildings and
open spaces. During this period of the Soviet Union’s increasing concentration
on heavy industry, even the pressing problem of housing had to await its turn,
but work on the new capital’s center continued.

Kharkiv’s planning work commenced early. Expansion of the city limits and
development of a master plan were initially investigated in 1919. 12101922, the
year Ukraine joined the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the Ukrainian
government approved the extension of Kharkiv’s city limits. A year later, an
architectural-engineering team was organized by Kharkiv’s municipal admin-
istration. The newly formed municipal technical bureau, whose staff included
Viktor K. Trotsenko, worked under the leadership of chief engineer I F.
Voitkevych.13 The group commenced its work by designing a number of
small-scale low-rise housing units. Such housing was apparently influenced by
the discussion of planned communities, especially the work of Ebenezer
Howard and his publications. 1415 192324 Viktor Trotsenko built the Kharkiv
Steam Locomotive Plant housing development, which consisted of attractive
two-story, two- and four-apartment “cottages” (three rooms per apartment),
using mansard roofs and porches which reflected the influences of Ukrainian
Moderne and folk architecture. 15

In 1923-24, 1. F. Voitkevych’s team also succeeded in formulating an
overall scheme for Kharkiv’s development. According to this plan, industrial
development was allocated to the southern outskirts of the city, while residen-
tial neighborhoods were to be concentrated in the more attractive northwestern
part of the city; a site was also selected for the new center of the capital.16
Industrial plants were to be located at a distance of 20—-30 km from the city, sited
at the intersections of existing radial and future ring roads. Major plants or
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industrial complexes were to serve as bases for the development of satellite
towns.17 The Voitkevych team’s plans also envisioned a wide range of public
works, including the clean-up of rivers, park development, etc. Thus, at this
early exploratory stage of planning, Kharkiv’s city planners attempted to take
a comprehensive approach to the city’s development.

The city of Kharkiv was developed on a hilly plateau between two rivers—
the Kharkiv and the Lopan. The original seventeenth-century fortress, now the
historic core of the city, was situated in the triangular space where the Kharkiv
river joined the Lopan. The proposal for development of the new government
center in the northern part of Kharkiv—the sparsely built-up Nahirnyi (Upper)
Region, some distance north of the city’s historic core-—introduced a new
approach in the development of a contemporary urban center and established
a north-westerly direction for the city’s future development. The new govern-
ment center was to be developed in a sparsely built-up area at the junction of
the old and new sections of the city (the site of the former city dump and waste
land); new vehicular arteries were to connect the two areas. 19 The place
selected for the new center was located between two radial roadways leading
to the original Kharkiv fortress. At one time the site straddling these two roads
(Sumska and Klochkivs'ka) had been occupied by the homestead of Kharkiv’s
regimental judge Tymko Klochka.20 In the eighteenth century, this area had
been occupied by the Klochkivka sloboda of some sixty-five households and
eighty-five houses2!—hence the name of the adjoining city street, Klochkivska.
A schematic drawing of the composition of nineteenth-century Kharkiv
conveys the relationship of Sumska Street and its environs to the traditional
center of the city (fig. 2).

Implementation of the plans formulated in 1923-24 was limited, however,
by the lack of resources to a partial rehabilitation of streets, planting of trees,
and some construction of low-rise residential quarters. Nevertheless, the
planning concepts formulated by Voitkevych and his colleagues were later
adopted and further refined, elaborated, and carried out in the development
programs of the 1920s and in the city’s master plan formulated in 1931-33.

THE GOVERNMENT CENTER

A review of Kharkiv’s development in the 1920s should give special attention
to the city’s government center—a large, open urban space surrounded by a
complex of government office buildings (for a schematic composition of
Kharkiv in 193040, see fig. 3). The government center, later known as
Dzerzhynskyi Plaza, was sited on land owned by Kharkiv University before the
revolution, in an unencumbered area adjacent to University Park (renamed
Taras Shevchenko Park in the 1930s ). 2 The new government center was
envisioned as the focal point of the capital of Ukraine by Voitkevych’s
colleague Viktor K. Trotsenko, who was thirty-seven years old at the time.23
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Although Trotsenko went on to design a number of important buildings, his
name was not even listed in the first edition of the Ukrains'ka radyans'ka
entsyklopediia. 24 Trotsenko initially conceived of the government center as a
large circular plaza, indirectly connected to Sumska Street, a major city
thoroughfare leading to the city’s historic core around Tevelev Square. This
plaza was later enlarged by adding a rectangular open space directly connecting
the plaza to Sumska Street.2> Thus, it evolved into its present configuration of
a union of a circle and a rectangle.26 The final design of the government
center’s 11.5 hectares of open space consisted of two contiguous segments—
a large circular space almost 300 meters in diameter, connected to an abutting
rectangular plaza 115 meters wide and 430 meters long.27 According to the
master plan, the government center complex was planned for the new automo-
bile era.28 The government’s administrative buildings were to be built on the
periphery of, and facing, the circular space (fig. 4). An inner one-way street in
front of these office buildings was to provide vehicular access to the individual
building entrances, while in the rear an enclosing loop was to accommodate
both automobile service and streetcar traffic. The rectangular part of the plaza
was bounded on its eastern end by the city’s major artery, Sumska Street (once
known as the city’s aristocratic thoroughfare, which led from the core of the city
to Myronosyts’ka Church [Church of the Myrrh-bearing Women]). On the west
it abutted the round open space encircled by a roadway generating five
radiocentric streets. The elevation difference of the slightly sloping (from NE
to SW) open space, from Sumska Street to the lowest point on the circular
plaza, varies from six to eight meters.

The government center building complex was indeed gigantic—it was
advertised as the largest open space in Europe. Its implementation was a major
Ukrainian planning and construction effort of the late 1920s and early 1930s.
With the avant-garde style of the new buildings, the designers created a
geometrically powerful structure, conceived for utility and efficient produc-
tion, and programmed to shape the New Man of the socialist society.

The final appearance of Dzerzhynskyi Plaza, however, was not the result of
meticulous planning or of a precise and methodical implementation of the
initial program. A review of the events of the late 1920s and early 1930s will
show that while the overall scheme was established in the early stages of
planning, the final design was implemented piecemeal, building by building,
with politically motivated improvisations.

In the spring of 1925 the Ukrainians in the Central Committee of the
Communist Party of Ukraine succeeded in overcoming the pro-Russian faction
of Emmanuil l. Kviring and Dmytro Z. Lebid’, and introduced the “Ukrainization”
program. Coincidentally, at about the same time planning commenced on the
first major building of the government center. Construction of this ambitious
project was undertaken even before the planning of such renowned Soviet
capital efforts as the Dnieper River hydroelectric power plant (1927-32),
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Greater Zaporizhzhia (1928), the Moscow Metro (1932), or the city of
Magnitogorsk (1930). The first planning legislature to appear in the Soviet
Union was that of the Ukrainian republic in 1925, followed two years later by
one in the RSFSR.29

An all-Union competition was announced in the spring of 192530 for the
design of the first building of the government center—the Derzhprom (State
Industry) building. This building was initially to accommodate the administra-
tive branches of Ukraine’s industry, and its program of requirements envi-
sioned office facilities for some thirty government agencies dealing with
Ukraine’s economic development, as well as two auditoriums (with 1,000 and
250 seats), a library of 200,000 volumes, a restaurant, a telegraph and post
office, a radio station, and banking facilities.31 By August, twenty-two design
entries had been submitted.32 The first prize for the design of the Derzhprom
(submitted under the heading “Uninvited Guest”) was awarded to the vice
rector of the All-Russian Academy of Arts in Leninfrad, Sergei S. Serafimov,
and to the Ukrainian architect Samuil M. Kravets'.>3 The construction of the
building was executed according to the final design of Sergei Serafimov,
Samuil Kravets and Mark Fel'ger (Feldger), while the construction was
directed by an engineer, the academician P. P. Rottert. 34 Working drawings for
the Derzhprom building were executed by a team of Kharkiv architects and
architectural students under the supervision of Samuil Kravets’.3 The selected
design had an impact on the further development of constructivist architecture
in Kharkiv and throughout Ukraine, specifically on the design of large office
buildings. Five years later, commenting on the selected design entry, a critic
wrote: “The proposed design looked with hesitationinto the future... [I]t copied
the face of industrial capitalist giant-buildings. But of all the submitted entries
it was the only one that broke with the eclecticism of the past and in this is its
major importance. In this selection is the victory of contemporary architecture
in 1925736

The Derzhprom building was allocated a dominating site off the open space,
on the axis of the circular park (see fig. 4). The large, sprawling structure was
sited on the perimeter of the plaza in the northwestern part of the round open
space. It straddled three city blocks (between Henri Barbusse and Romain
Rolland Streets) and two of the circle’s four radial streets (see fig. 5) The fan-
shaped composition had a radial plan configuration oriented toward the center
of the circle. Its wide facade (front facade 240 meters wide, rear fagade 400
meters wide)37 faced the open space of Trotsenko’s circle and, further in the
distance, the historic center of the city. Automobile circulation was considered
a major planning factor and the traffic, piercing the circle enclosing the
building, provided access to the individual entrances of the Derzhprom, to
Trotsenko’s open space enclosed by the inner circular roadway, and the
surrounding street network. The design produced a close relationship between
the building’s internal circulation and the surrounding street network. It was
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also a response to the mid-1920s vision of Dzerzhynskyi Plaza as the veritable
nerve center of Ukraine’s twentieth-century capital city.38

The total volume of the Derzhprom building was 347,000 cubic meters.39
Visually, the building dominated the capital center’s large open space and its
ensemble of buildings. The new office complex actually consisted of three
separate and well- articulated structures of reinforced concrete and large areas
of glazing, which were connected by overhead bridges on the third, fifth and
sixth levels. Each unit had its own entrance hall. All three were connected and
shared such common facilities as a dining hall, library, and auditoria.*0 The
building’s simple geometric and starkly bare volumes gradually increased in
height, from six levels on the two side wings towards the center’s two twelve-
story high (sixty-three meter) towers. At the center, at the point where the main
building entrance was flanked by the two towers, the height of the building was
unexpectedly lowered again to six levels. A similar treatment of the entrance
solutions was employed in the two side wings. The plain facades were
articulated by alternating horizontal bands of concrete wall surfaces and glass,
while analogous vertical bands of fenestration accentuated the stair towers. The
rich and playful skyline of the three-block-long complex visually enlivened the
entire plaza. The two designers succeeded in creating a new structure of
powerful massing— its geometric volumes of reinforced concrete were clearly
expressed, almost naked. With the shifting position of the sun, due to the play
of light and shade, the imaginatively shaped volumes seemed to be continu-
ously changing their appearance. The French communist writer Henri Barbusse
described it as an “organized mountain.” One of the building’s co-architects
stated that the design of the new structure aimed to “show a factory, a plant
which became a palace.”41

Preparatory construction work began in 1925. The ground-breaking cer-
emonies were chaired by the head of the Soviet Ukrainian government,
Hryhorii I. Petrovskyi, and the Chairman of the Council of Commissars, Vlas
I. Chubar. The first phase of Derzhprom construction was completed in 1927,
the second phase in 1928. Into the completed building moved a potpourri of
users—the Council of People’s Commissars, Ukraine’s Derzhprom (State
Economic Council), the Supreme Council of the People’s Economy of the
Ukrainian SSR, and others.

In the context of the almost primitive conditions of the Ukrainian economy
of that time, the construction of this original building of reinforced concrete
certainly had to have political meaning. Reinforced concrete construction has
been often used in areas where crude mass labor is readily available. In 1920s
Ukraine, however, with its great demand for and shortage of steel, such
construction was perceived as both difficult and innovative. It not only
symbolized industrialization, but must have catered to Ukrainian national
sentiments and aspirations.42 The new building also reflected the vision of the
Ukrainian communist leadership of that time. The architectural symbolism of
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the Kharkiv government center conveyed a sense of expectation. In retrospect,
it is ironic to note that what was then perceived as a celebration of modern
construction and technology was conceived and implemented in a setting
where reinforced concrete structures had to be created by crude mass labor and
handicraft methods.

In the fall of 1927, on the occasion of the tenth anniversary of the October
revolution, a major exhibition of Ukrainian art and architecture was held in the
partially completed Derzhprom building. This exhibition might have been
inspired by the June 1927 exhibition of modern architecture in Moscow.
Moscow’s two-month-long show had exhibited works of Soviet and foreign
architects. Among the exhibited works were designs by students from the Kiev
Art Institute and the Polytechnic of Fine Arts in Odessa. Works from Kharkiv
had included designs for the Railroad Workers Club by Aleksandr Dmitriev
and for the Post Office Building by Arkadii Mordvinov. In one exhibition hall
there were planning studies of Tuapse and Baku. However, designs of Kharkiv’s
goveargment center or the Derzhprom building apparently were not exhib-
ited.

Vasy! lermilov, one of the most significant figures among the artists of the
1920s in Kharkiv, designed a modernistic rostrum for this exhibit, to be placed
in front of the Derzhprom building. The initial design of Iermilov’s rostrum was
reproduced on the cover of the journal Nove mystetstvo (Number 23, 1927)(fig.
6). Typical of Iermilov’s work, it was “above all an architectural construction
in which the supportive and constructive elements are inseparable.”"'4 The
photograph of the rostrum installed in front of the Derzhprom building clearly
shows the main legend “BUDYNOK DERZHAVNOI PROMYSLOVOSTY,
VYSTAVKA, 10 ROKIV ZHOVTNIA” (State Industry Building, Exhibition,
Tenth Anniversary of October), with additional announcements in German
(“Ausstellung”) and English (“Exhibition”). Anatole Kopp, however, identi-
fied it as an “entrance to the Kharkov Agricultural Exposition.”45 The
exhibition’s architectural displays included entries in the design competitions
for the government building, Derzhprom building, and a number of designs
executed by Kharkiv’s Union of Engineers and Architects. A reviewer of this
event wrote in the journal Chervonyi shliakh that the exhibit demonstrated the
total victory of contemporary architecture over the advocates of a Ukrainian
baroquerevival. The same author applauded this development, because “Ukrai-
nian creative culture should not be based on outdated techniques.”46

Despite various pronouncements, the Derzhprom building was not seen as
a total success. An article published in Nova generatsiia made the following
critique of its design: “Shortcomings of the Derzhprom building’s design
annoy all of us from the first day of its occupancy. The large number of
staircases, draughts, inadequate toilet facilities, and most important, the
glassed southern facade—all of this makes working conditions in the Derzhprom
unbearable.”47 Improvements in the design process were obviously needed.
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In an article published in the spring of 1928, Vasyl Krychevskyi offered the
following assessment of the evolving Ukrainian architecture of the late 1920s:
“Local circumstances play arole in the development of a style...[E]ach country
brings its own peculiar character into architecture. This happened in past
periods of the neoclassic and baroque and other styles among various peoples,
and this is happening with the constructivist-functionalist style in the German,
French, and Dutch lands—so will it be in our country.” Regarding Derzhprom,
Krychevskyi specifically stated, “The new designs of the Kharkiv buildings
did not provide us with a real expression of our new architecture—it is only a
beginning—an exact translation of borrowed forms. We cannot resolve the
tasks presented to us by contemporary architecture within several years. A style
is established slowly, regardless of various impractical modern tendencies.. 48

Despite intensifying industrialization and the ubiquitous slogan “overtake
and surpass,” the government center seemed to remain a priority of the
Ukrainian leadership. In 1927, an all-Union competition for the design of the
second major building of the capital center, the House of the Government of the
Ukrainian SSR, was carried out. It was to be sited on the circular plaza east of
the Derzhprom building. The first prize for the design of the House of the
Government was awarded to the Odessa-born architect Oleksander V. Lynetskyi
(designer of the Kharkiv stock exchange, 1925-26, and the city’s department
store on Rosa Luxemburg Square, 1930s), who submitted an entry under the
motto“1871-1917,”49 The second prize went to the Leningrad architect Sergei
Serafimov, who had developed his design in less than two months.50 This
obviously unrealistic competition period reflects unknown political pressures
related to what must have been a sensitive issue. Among the other entries was
one submitted by the Leningrad architects Aleksandr I. Dmitriev and Oskar R.
Munts.51 Design entries of that competition were displayed in the fall 1927
exhibition of Ukrainian art and architecture.

Enlargement of the original circular open space designed by Viktor Trotsenko
might have been motivated by the desire to create a more imposing plaza and
to develop a better relationship to the existing street network. It appears that the
enlargement, from the original configuration of alarge round space into a union
of acircle and a rectangle, was not debated in the press. One may suspect that
the enlargement of the plaza might also have been influenced by the need to
provide additional building sites on the periphery of the plaza’s open space (see
fig. 4). This might explain the discussions centered on the deficiencies of the
design and configuration of the enlarged Dzerzhynskyi Plaza. The overall
design of the governments center was thus re-examined. In 1927, a design
competition was held to remedy perceived defects in the capital center’s open
space, the relationship of circular space to the rectangular plaza, their configu-
ration, and what was then seen as the plaza’s awkward relationship to Sumska
Street.52 From the available information, however, it seems that the results of
the competition did not alter the design of the plaza.
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In his above-mentioned article the widely respected Vasyl' Krychevskyi
wrote that at the beginning of 1928, Lynetskyi’s design for the House of the
Government was completed, and plans were being formulated for the House of
Trade (Kooperatsii) building. Krychevskyi compared the already designed
House of the Government with the Derzhprom building, then under construc-
tion, and described them as “grandiose buildings of structurally simplified
forms modeled after American” architecture.33 For unknown reasons, how-
ever, Oleksander O. Lynetskyi’s design for the House of the Government was
never executed. Little published information on this building is available. We
do know, however, that as of spring 1928, the overall plan of the government
plaza envisioned three major structures on the periphery of the circular space—
the completed Derzhprom building, the already designed House of Govern-
ment, and the proposed House of Trade. The answer to the riddle of the House
of Government is probably hidden in political changes of this period. For it is
at this time, in the late 1920s, that Stalin’s struggle to establish complete
personal dictatorship ended in victory. Obviously, there were other priorities.

On 27 December 1927 the Fifteenth All-Union Congress of the Communist
Party condemned all deviations from the party line as interpreted by Stalin. The
same Congress adopted measures that signified the beginning of the First Five-
Year Plan. The year 1929 was a watershed in the Soviet economy: the
experimentation with NEP in agriculture was completed, work commenced on
the First Five-Year Plan, and plans were being formulated for the collectiviza-
tion of the peasantry. With the beginning of the First Five-Year Plan, the Soviet
city planner was being charged to design the physical framework for the
forthcoming rapid industrialization. The Ukrainian economic council of 9
August 1929 established a basic organizational framework for the construction
industry in Ukraine. In the fall of 1930, the planning organizations of the
Donbas and Zaporizhzhia were combined into DIPROMIST (State Institute for
City Planning). By the beginning of the First Five-Year Plan, work on the
master plans for Moscow and Leningrad, Zaporizhzhia and Kharkiv was
unfolding.54 In 1930, the Kremlin issued a decree on the reconstruction of
cities. These events, and Moscow’s rearrangement of all-Union priorities,
apparently also influenced the direction of the further development of Kharkiv’s
government center.

In 1929, plans were also being formulated regarding the residential areas
surrounding the capital center, and the channelization of the center’s projected
heavy vehicular traffic, the latter modeled on the work of the Paris traffic
planners.55 Work continued on the completion of the government center’s
open spaces: the development of the large circular open space started in 1929,
and a year later construction work commenced on the paving of the elongated
rectangular part of the plaza. Subsequently, Kharkiv’s military parades and
popular celebrations and demonstrations were transferred to the new govern-
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ment center (see fig. 7). In 1927-28 the center was connected by electric
tramway, via Klochkivska Street, to the historic core of the city.

In 1929 we observe the first obvious major improvisation in the develop-
ment of Kharkiv’s capital center. Spurred by collectivization and the needs of
the First Five-Year Plan, without much preparation or fanfare, construction
work on the House of Trade (Kooperatsii) commenced on the vacant site to the
north of the Derzhprom building. Construction of the new building was
executed according to a partially redesigned competition entry submitted in
1927 by the Leningrad architects Dmitriev and Munts for the House of
Government.50 We do not know the basis of the selection of the Dmitriev and
Munts entry forthe new project. There is also no indication whether the award-
winning design for the House of Government by Lynetskyi, lauded by
Krychevs’kyi, was considered. The original composition of the Leningrad
design consisted of a central tower flanked by two low wings, basically square
in plan, with interior courts. Adapted to the needs of the House of Trade, the
resulting massive (282,000 cubic meters)>/ structure apparently was com-
pleted only by the end of 1933. It accommodated eighteen cooperative
organizations responsible for the development of Ukraine’s agriculture.58 The
original design of the House of Trade, however, was never fully implemented,
since its centrally located fifteen-story-high tower (which was supposed to
complement the similar tower of the Planning Organization building on the
other side of the circular open space) was not built.

Two issues of the journal Budivnytstvo (Construction) from 1930 vividly
demonstrate the evolving program of the government center. An article in the
journal’s first issue of 1930 describes a government center consisting of the
Derzhprom, government building and the proposed House of Trade. The
March-April issue, however, totally ignores the question of the government
building and without any explanation discusses only the House of Trade.

Commenting on the decision to adopt Dmitriev’s design of the House of
Government for the proposed House of Trade building, Nova generatsiia’s
critic wrote, “This structure is being constructed according to a design of the
House of Government slightly modified by the author—a facility that has
altogether different requirements...than the House of Trade...” Further on, the
writer states that the design of the House of Trade, based on the modified design
of the House of Government, appears to have been created “many years before
the original design of the House of Government” and does not contribute to the
development of the architecture, and that the results of Dmitriev’s redesign of
the original 1927 competition entry are a step backward. In conclusion he
states, “...some time ago the engineering-technical community expressed its
opinion and its protest against the execution of the House of Trade according
to the architect Dmitriev’s design. The House of Trade presently under
construction is a great architectural blunder.”>9 (After World War II, in 1953—
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57, the House of Trade building was rebuilt in the style of Stalinist socialist
realism, according to a design by the architect Petro Iu. Shpara.)

The First Five-Year Plan was approved in April 1929. A few months later,
spurred by the needs of the Plan, both the all-Union and the Ukrainian economic
councils decided to commence construction of a newly conceived Proiektbud
(Planning Building) or, as it was later called, a House of Planning Organiza-
tions, by the beginning of 1930. A total of 5,500 persons were to be accommo-
dated in the new facility.60 A large parcel of land on the territory of the
University Park, to the east of the Derzhprom building, a site previously
designated for the House of the Government, was allocated for the new
structure of the Planning Organizations.

Apparently as a result of the controversy surrounding the selection of
Dmitriev’s design for the House of Trade, Kharkiv’s leadership decided to
announce an all-Union competition for the newly proposed House of Planning
Organizations. Unfortunately, the competition period again was unrealistically
short. Apparently only eight design entries were submitted for the jury’s
consideration. On 5 February 1930, the design entry by Sergei Serafimov
(submitted under the motto “Overtake and surpass”) was awarded the first
prize. The award-wining design was a re-working of Serafimov’s 1927 entry
in the House of Government competition.61 Second prize went to the Vesnin
brothers from Moscow, and third prize to the Kharkiv architects Hryhorii O.
Ianovytskyi and Mykhailo M. Movshovych. The construction of the House of
Planning was executed according to the final design of Sergei Serafimov and
Mariia A. Zandberg-Serafimova. Responding to the Kremlin’s demand for
speed, on 15 April 1930 construction commenced on the House of Planning
Organizations. The construction work was done by the engineers Sheier,
Medvedivs’kyi and Velchykiv.62 Originally the construction was to be
completed by the fall of 1931. The construction of the building’s wings was
being completed in the summer of 1931, and only in the fall of 1933 was most
of the construction work done.

The House of Planning Organizations building was initially designed with
50,000 square meters of net usable space and 300,000 cubic meters of volume;
however, the final design apparently reduced the building’s volume to 270,000
cubic meters.63 Among its features were a 500- and 200-seat auditorium, two
100-seat meeting halls, an exhibition hall, a 100,000-volume library, and a
cafeteria. The new building was to house the capital’s planning, design, and
construction management agencies. Sited off the main axis of Trotsenko’s
circular park, it enclosed it from the southwestern side (see fig. 4). Although
of the same vocabulary as the Derzhprom building, its composition was totally
different.54 The massive complex consisted of a slender fourteen-story -high
central tower flanked by two symmetrical U-shaped lower wings. Thus, the
building’s volumes increased in height from seven levels at the ends of the side
wings to a ten-level height at midpoint, and culminated in a fourteen-story-high
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central tower. The tower was connected to the side wings by bridges. It was
accented by two vertical bands of continuous fenestration (see fig. 8). The
entire width of the building’s front fagade facing the circular open space was
about 260 meters. As in the Derzhprom building, the fagades of the structure
were articulated by alternating bands of plain concrete wall surfaces and glass.
In the rear of the tower, facing University Park, was a semi-circular auditorium
and related support facilities.65 Reviewing the results of the competition for
the House of Planning Organizations, Nova generatsiia’s critic spoke harshly
of “incomprehensible misunderstanding by the jury” that had awarded the first
prize to Sergei Serafimov.60 The winning entry was severely criticized for a
number of reasons including uneconomical layout, lack of standardization of
the structural system, poor planning (such as having drafting studios with
southern exposure), and the artificially developed design of the facades and the
central tower. Most importantly, in the view of the Nova generatsiia reviewer,
the design repeated mistakes of the Derzhprom building and did not introduce
anything new to the the Dzerhynskyi Plaza’s appearance. The author effec-
tively pointed out the advantages of a design entry submitted by the Vesnin
brothers, labeling Serafimov’s design as the second mistake of the capital
center’s development, and called for reconsideration of the decision.67 (After
the Second World War, in 1953-63, the Planning Organization Building was
converted by the architect Veniiamyn P. Kostenko to a main building of the
university; its exterior walls were then faced with a ceramic tile skin.)

In the late 1920s, two young Kharkiv architects were commissioned to
design two major buildings fronting the rectangular plaza. Hryhorii Ianovytskyi,
a 1925 graduate of the Kharkiv Institute of Art, was asked in 1928 to design an
imposing 125,000 cubic meter hotel named the International (the present-day
Kharkiv).68 The lack of resources apparently delayed construction of the hotel
until 1931-34. The main wing, however, was apparently completed later. The
subdued horizontal volumes of the hotel’s constructivist style vocabulary
successfully established a transition from the exuberant forms around the
circular plaza to the more quiet character of Sumska Street. The building’s
elegant design composition is a good example of the work of this talented
architect. Unfortunately, the original design of the hotel was modified to reflect
growing criticism of constructivist architecture. A drawing of the original
design of the International Hotel (fig. 9) and a photograph of the building as it
looked in 1941 (fig. 10) provide an opportunity to compare the initial
constructivist version and the more conventional and acceptable eventual
solution. After the hotel’s destruction in the Second World War the entire
structure, like other buildings on the plaza, was rebuilt in the Stalinist socialist
realist style.

The second building, the House of the Central Committee of the Communist
Party of Ukraine, was sited in the highest part of Dzerzhynskyi Plaza (fig. 4).
It was located at the end of the longitudinal axis of the plaza’s rectangular space,
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fronting Sumska Street. Architect Iakiv A. Shteinberh’s design for the asym-
metrical fagade of the headquarters of the Communist party has an interesting
history.69 At that time there existed on the selected site two eclectic buildings,
a three-story structure built in the neoclassical Empire style and an adjoining
two-story-high Renaissance Revival building. The program of requirements
for the new Central Committee building called for more than doubling the net
usable area of these two structures. Shteinberh, a 1925 graduate of the Kiev Art
Institute, responded to his charge with an innovating, sophisticated, and at the
same time economical solution. Instead of demolishing the two existing
buildings, he proposed that the structures be retained, preserved, and enlarged
by the construction of additional floors (27,000 cubic meters) and a new wing
(11,000 cubic meters), both designed in the constructivist vocabulary. This
would almost double the volume of 28,000 cubic meters of the two existing
structures. Visually, Iakiv Shteinberh proposed what he called ““a four-dimen-
sional” solution. The eclectic front facades of the existing two buildings were
to be preserved. Above them, the rhythm of the preserved facades would be
spanned by a horizontally expressed constructivist addition of three levels
(Shteinberh referred to this addition as a contemporary “entablature”). A new
entrance was proposed, to be located in the contemporary extension to the south
of the existing structure (see fig. 11). In the rear of the Communist party
headquarters, Iakiv Shteinberh proposed a new wing that would accommodate
akitchen and dining room of 320 seats on the lower level and an auditorium of
725 seats on the upper level. Such original and daring design solutions,
incorporating old fagades into new structures, were attempted again only
decades later, for example in 1975 in Aldo Giurgola’s design for the Penn
Mutual Tower in Philadelphia (Giurgola later won the international competi-
tion for the Canberra Parliament building). Unfortunately, lakiv Shteinberh’s
imaginative solution was rejected, and the final design eliminated retention of
the eclectic fagades (1930-32). On the site of Shteinberh’s building, which was
destroyed during World War II, a new six-story regional Communist party
headquarters, designed in the socialist realist style by Volodymyr M. Orekhiv
and Veniiamyn P. Kostenko, was constructed in the early 1950s.

THE MASTER PLAN

Concurrently with the development of a new government center, the city’s
long-range master plan was being formulated. It is obvious that in the minds of
the Ukrainian leadership, the construction of the center simply could not wait
for the completion of the master plan. In 1930-33 DIPROMIST formulated
what has been considered by Soviet historians as Ukraine’s most professional
planning effort of the 1930s—the Kharkiv Master Plan. A prominent planner,
Oleksander L. Einhorn,’0 was appointed chief of the DIPROMIST team of
planners charged to develop the Kharkiv Master Plan. “A large collection of
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DIPROMIST’s architects, engineers, and economists” worked on the develop-
ment of this plan.71 The results of I. F. Voitkevych’s planning work were
apparently fully incorporated into, and refined in, the new master plan of the
1930s.72 In 1971 the Ukrainian planner Anatolii Stanyslavskyi wrote that
Kharkiv’s planning of the capital of the Ukrainian SSR was most accomplished
in both the scholarly and architectural-planning aspects.73 According to a
perestroika-vintage article in a Moscow architectural journal, there were two
major planning schools in the Soviet Union in the 1930s—one in Moscow and
another in Kharkiv’s DIPROMIST. The latter is described as “an independent
city planning school whose importance went beyond the republic’s bound-
aries.” 74 The author notes with chagrin that in the late 1930s, after the transfer
of DIPROMIST to the new capital in Kiev, the school lost its scholarly and
professional standing.

Kharkiv’s population grew dramatically in the 1920s.75 Hence the Kharkiv
Master Plan, developed in the early 1930s under the direction of two men—an
engineer, Oleksander L. Einhorn and an architect, Oleksander M. Kasianiv—
envisioned a new city of 1.8 million.”0 According to the authors of a more
recent city document, “The 1984-2004 Master Plan,” their work is a direct
successor to the 1930s Master Plan.”7 Einhorn's team of planners introduced
a number of new methodical approaches into Soviet planning practice—for
example, consideration of historical and geographic characteristics.’8 Devel-
oped in 1931-33, the Master Plan also had such innovative features as wide
usage of residential neighborhood units (although the later Soviet terms
mikroraion and raion were not used in Kharkiv, the practice was later widely
adopted in Soviet planning work). The master plan aimed at the development
of residential and industrial zones, the reconstruction of public open spaces,
and the adaptation of the city’s existing street system to automobile traffic. For
the first time, architectural competitions were being held for the design of major
arterial streets.’9 Capitalizing on the city’s topography—its ravines and
gullies—the master plan proposed to develop multi-level automobile traffic
intersections and a system of public transportation, including a subway system
creatively adapted to the city’s topography.

As was mentioned before, in the late 1920s the open space of the government
center was considered to have poor proportions and a less than adequate
configuration: there was general agreement that the asymmetrical relation of
the round and rectangular parts of the plaza was unsatisfactory, and there was
concern regarding the relationship of the plaza to Sumska Street (see fig. 4).
These concerns lingered on. Recollections by Sergei Serafimov provide us with
some insight regarding these uncertainties. According to the co-author of the
Derzhprom building, the first structure on the plaza was designed to be seen at
a distance not greater than the diameter of the circular open space. Develop-
ment of the rectangular space of the plaza, however, provided an open view of
the Derzhprom building from Sumska Street. As seen from Sums’ka Street, the
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massing of the Derzhprom Building was visually further diminished by the fact
that it is located at the lowest level of the plaza.80

Apparently as a result of these concerns, in the first years of the 1930s the
DIPROMIST studios reviewed the entire Dzerzhynskyi Plaza complex and
developed two versions of a well-formulated revised master plan for the
government center.31 According to one version a major structure, the House
of the Government, was to be sited between the circular and rectangular
portions of the open space—in the area where the two segments of the plaza are
joined (a distance of about 100 meters)(see fig. 12: Rejected plan for
Dzerzhynskyi Plaza, 1933). The two open spaces were to be visually related by
two large archways. Thus, each area would have the conventional character of
an enclosed urban open space. The rectangular square, with a paved surface,
would accommodate parades, mass celebrations and workers’ demonstrations.
The circular space would provide a recreational, park-like setting.

In the alternative and preferred version of the revised government center
master plan, the juncture of the circular and rectangular spaces would remain
unencumbered and articulated only by landscaping. On the southern side of the
junction of the two parts of the open space, the linkage was to be articulated by
a major new building of horizontal composition—the House of the Govern-
ment.32 The Government House building, sited between the open space of the
plaza and the old University Park, would face both the circular park and the
rectangular parade grounds.

DIPROMIST plans for the government center also envisioned construction
of the Museum of the Medical Institute (on the northern comer of the
rectangular plaza and Sumska Street), a recreational complex of cinema, cafe
and restaurants (fronting the University Park, on the southern corner of the
plaza and Sumska Street)(see fig. 13: Master plan of the government center,
architect Borys Pryimak, 1933). Previously formulated plans of a neighboring
“New” Square off Sumska Street were retained. In addition to the State Theater
for Mass Performances, the proposed cultural complex of buildings included
the All-Ukrainian Picture Gallery.83 A comparison of DIPROMIST’s 1934
plan for the government center with that of 1929 shows that the original concept
of the street layout was retained by DIPROMIST planners. By 1934, however,
the magnitude of the entire complex and the density of its development was less
daring and was markedly reduced in intensity. By 1934, the architectural
concepts were also more definitive.34 These changes were probably the
consequence of more mature professional cadres, the realization of economic
limitations, and above all the drastically diminishing strength of the local
leadership.

Reviewing the designs for Dzerzhynskyi Plaza and the surrounding build-
ings in an article written in the fall of 1933, Oleksander Kasianiv was harshly
critical of the work already accomplished. For the first time in the press, he
stressed that “an unusual and important deficiency of Dzerzhynskyi Plaza is its
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independent, isolated existence in the city’s plan. Dzerzhynskyi Plaza...is
detached from the entire city and in the first place from its old city center...”83

Responding to the deficiency of the Dzerzhynskyi Plaza location, the
Kharkiv planners of the early 1930s proposed a new ceremonial Lenin Avenue
(somewhat analogous to Washington’s Pennsylvania Avenue between the
White House and the Capitol), which would connect three urban nodal points:
the historic core of the city around Tevelev Square, the yet-to-be-developed
New Square, and Dzerzhynskyi Plaza, then under construction. At one end of
the proposed Lenin Avenue would be the Dzerzhynskyi Plaza building
complex. At the other end would be Tevelev Square, and the former Nobility
Assembly Hall converted by the architect Oleksander V. Lynetskyi into the
All-Ukrainian Central Executive Committee (VUTsVK) building (destroyed
during the Second World War).80 After the transfer of the capital of Ukraine
from Kharkiv to Kiev in early 1934, the well known and respected architect
Vasyl Krychevskyi, in an attempt to prevent demolition of the medieval church
of St. Michael of the Golden Domes, proposed an analogous solution for the
development of a new capital center of Ukraine in Kiev.87 Krychevskyi's
proposal consisted of clusters of structures around two major buildings (the
Central Committee and the Council of Ministers buildings) located on two
Kievan hills—the historic Old Town (site of the Monastery of St. Michael of
the Golden Domes) and the underdeveloped Pecherske hill. The two com-
plexes were to be connected by a wide avenue-viaduct built over the deep
ravine that separates the two hills.88 Neither the scheme in Kharkiv nor that in
Kiev was implemented.

With the transfer of the capital of Soviet Ukraine to Kiev, no further
development of the capital center complex was carried out by DIPROMIST.
The subject of the city’s core, however, continued to occupy the attention of the
Kharkiv planners through the post-World War I1 years‘8 The historic Tevelev
Square remained the city’s center, and on the fiftieth anniversary of Soviet rule
in Ukraine it was renamed Soviet Ukraine Square.

NOVYI KHARKIV

Since Kharkiv’s population was growing dramatically, plans were developed
for new housing and a number of major new public buildings. Beginning in
1923-24, such architects as Viktor Trotsenko, Samuil Kravets’, and Heorhii
Vehman had worked on Kharkiv’s housing problem.90 In 1929 the Ukrainian
Institute of Construction under the leadership of Professor lakiv V. Stoliarov
commenced construction of experimental two- and three-story buildings of
large pre-fabricated blocks in Kharkiv’s Kholodna Hora region. In 1930-31,
the first six-story-high apartment buildings of large pre-fabricated blocks in the
USSR were built in Kharkiv, under the engineer Andrii S. Vatsenko.?
Trotsenko’s initial attempts in 1923-24 to develop cottage-like housing units
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culminated in Kievan architect Pavlo Aloshyn’s design of a new town for the
Kharkiv Tractor Plant. In 1929 Al'oshyn was invited from Kiev to Kharkiv and
appointed chief architect of DIPROMIST. In the same year, he and his team of
young architects were charged with developing the capital’s new garden city,
with a population of 126,000 and 615 hectares of 1and.92 The tractor plant’s
new town, popularly known as Novyi Kharkiv (New Kharkiv), was to be
located on the city’s south-eastern outskirts, some eight kilometers from the
city center. Its design had to be completed in one year.93 The Novyi Kharkiv
developers’ ambitions were comparable to those of a new government center.
Similar housing problems occupied other Soviet designers as well. At the same
time, in 1929, Nikolai Ladovskii won first prize for his design entered in an
extensively debated “socialist city” competition—a green city resort near
Moscow which was to expand and grow in a linear fashion.94

The distinguishing features of the design of Kharkiv’s new town were the
clear establishment of zoning, separation of the residential zone from the
industrial zone by a green belt of 500 meters, and such naively idealistic
proposals as common dining facilities. The rich topography of the central
portion of the new town was to be devoted to a park-like recreational zone (with
20 square meters per person), which was to include a stadium, gymnasium, and
hospital. The basic planning unit of the new town was to be a neighborhood unit
which was to occupy a large block and include apartments for families,
dormitories for the unmarried, common facilities including kitchens and dining
areas, and a school and kindergarten.

The first phase of Novyi Kharkiv, some forty-six buildings, was designed
by Pavlo Al'oshyn. Its design features included open spaces between buildings,
the use of red and white brick building material, and a rich utilization of
balconies and greenery. The initial design also called for connection of
individual buildings by glass-enclosed pedestrian bridges on the second level.
The new town’s neighborhood units each accommodated 3,000 inhabitants
housed in eight structures, six for families and two for singles. Each neighbor-
hood unit also had community accommodations including a club, a shop, and
children’s facilities. Construction of the new residential community com-
menced at the same time as the construction of the tractor plant, and intensive
work on both projects continued until 1931. Subsequently, priority was placed
on the development of the plant. By January 1932, of the forty-two four-to-six-
level residential units that had been begun, only eighteen were completed.95
These were attractive, well-proportioned buildings. Further construction of the
new town, just as other euphoric Kharkiv projects, was curtailed by the
Kremlin’s priorities for industrial development. Nevertheless, throughout the
coming decades the design of Kharkiv’s new town was considered by Soviet
architectural historians as an outstanding example of constructivist work.96
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INTERNATIONAL COMPETITIONS

The progression of Kharkiv’s competitions of the 1920s culminated in 1930 in
a series of international competitions for two major projects—a design for a
monument to Taras Shevchenko and a multi-use opera theater with four
thousand seats.

The Shevchenko monument competition was initially announced on 21
September 1929. In 1930, however, a new open international competition was
announced. The program of the competition was published in four languages
(fig. 14). A large jury, chaired by the president of Soviet Ukraine, Hryhorii
Petrovs’kyi, included such well-known figures as artist Ivan Padalka (executed
for “nationalist formalism” in 1938); art historian Fedir Ernst (exiled from
Ukraine in 1934); the well-known painter, graphic artist and architect Vasyl’
Krychevskyi (emigrated during World War II); stage director and producer
Les'Kurbas’ (accused of nationalism and formalism in 1933 and subsequently
arrested, exiled and executed); historian and former rector of Kharkiv Univer-
sity Dmytro Bahalii (died in 1932); avant-garde artist and chief designer of the
Berezil’ Theater Vadym Meller; renowned avant-garde artist and stage de-
signer Anatol' Petrytskyi; poet and editor of Nova generatsiia Mykhailo
Semenko (executed in 1937); art historian and director of the State Museum of
ArtStefan Taranushenko (arrested and exiled in 1934); writer Mykola Khvylovyi
(committed suicide in 1933); and others. The Taras Shevchenko monument
was to be sited in the most vibrant place in the city, and since the seventeenth
century its traditional center—St. Nicholas Square, renamed in 1919 after the
executed Russian-born Bolshevik agent Musii S. Tevelev. Over a hundred
entries were submitted in the competition, among them works by artists in
France, Germany, Italy , and Czechoslovakia. The entry selected by the jury,
which had been submitted by a group of Leningrad sculptors under the
leadership of K. Alekseeva, was not accepted by the party.97 Decades later, a
Soviet historian wrote that the jury had favored anti-realistic entries and that
most of the proposals were influenced by expressionism and formalism.98

According to Soviet sources, the Church of St. Nicholas on Tevelev Square
interfered with the city’s streetcar traffic.99 However, the location of the
church on the square, as shown on the plan published in the program of the 1930
International Competition, indicates that the church building in no way
impeded the movement of vehicular traffic and did not require demolition (see
fig. 15). Nevertheless, during the 1930s planning exercises the eclectic-style
Church of St. Nicholas (the largest, richest, and most popular house of worship
in the city) was demolished.

In 1933 another all-Union closed competition was announced for the
Shevchenko monuments in Kharkiv and Kaniv. On 27 September 1933 a new
jury, toeing the Stalinist line, reviewed the thirty competition entries. Among
them were works by such well-known Ukrainian artists as Ivan Kavaleridze,
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Vasyl' and Fedir Krychevskyi, Vadym Meller, and Anatol Petrytskyi. The jury
refrained from making a selection, but instead commissioned two artists, the
Russian sculptor Matvei G. Manizer and the Ukrainian Adolf Strakhov
(Braslavskyi), to develop separate new proposals. These were reviewed on 10
October 1933, and Matvei Manizer’s entry was awarded first prize. In the
spring of 1934 a cornerstone was laid for the construction of the Shevchenko
monument on the somewhat secluded and quiet site in the former University
Park. In the same year, the park was renamed Pavel Postyshev Park (subse-
quently it was designated Taras Shevchenko Park). 100 The Shevchenko
monument was finally erected in the spring of 1935. The sculptor was Matvei
G. Manizer, the architect Tosif G. Langbard, both from Leningrad. Langbard
was also the winner of the 1935 competition for the design of Kiev’s govern-
ment center, which was to be built on the site of the demolished medieval
monastery of St. Michael of the Golden Domes. By that time, Strakhov was
working on the Tevelev monument. 101

Another major international competition was held for the design of the State
Theater for Mass Performances. 192 It was one of the main events for Ukraine’s
architectural community. Initial plans for the State Theater or the Grand Opera
House were formulated in 1929. Subsequently, the Ukrainian government
approved the project, and in July 1930 the international competition was
announced. The competition program was published in five languages. A six-
month design period assured the quality of the entries submitted. In addition,
fifteen entries were invited from individual architectural schools and profes-
sional societies. The new theater, a favorite project of Commissar of Education
Mykola D. Skrypnyk, was to be used not only for theatrical performances, but
also for national festivals, demonstrations, and public meetings. The location
selected for the new theater building, off Sumska Street, was apparently on or
near the site of Myronosytska Church and its cemetery, which were subse-
quently demolished (the present-day Skver Pobidy— Victory Park). In the eyes
of the planners, the church building interfered with the city’s vehicular
traffic, 103

According to a recently published work on the archives of Walter Gropius,
“the central requirement of the competition was for a spatially undivided fusion
of stage and auditorium, where ‘theater performances, community festivals,
sports events, circus shows, and Agit brigade spectacles’ would occur.”104
The envisioned four-thousand-seat house was to be the largest facility of its
kind—Ilarger than the opera houses in Odessa, Vienna, Moscow, Paris, or
Milan. The announcement of the State Theater for Mass Performances compe-
tition elicited a wide response. Of the 144 entries, ninety-one came from abroad
(from western Europe, the United States, Japan, Hungary, Romania, and
Poland). One of the outstanding designs was submitted by Walter Gropius,
founder and director of the Bauhaus.105 Other prominent west European
architects who took part in the competition were Hans Poelzig and Marcel
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Breuer. There seems to be a consensus among critics that the latter’s design was
“influenced by the mechanistic spirit of El Lissitzky, of Tatlin, and of
Ladowsky.”1 6 The competition’s fifty-four-member jury was chaired by
Ukraine’s Commissar of Education, Mykola Skrypnyk. Of the 144 entries
submitted, the jury selected 22 for further detailed consideration. One finalist’s
entry was submitted under the motto “Mazepa.” The winning entry came from
two famous Moscow architects—the Vesnin brothers. The Vesnins’ design
“included a horseshoe-shaped hall in which the single amphitheater and
semicircular stage formed part of a combined ovoid volume, the spectator
capacity of which varied from 2,000 to 6,000 seats.”107 According to one
writer, the Vesnins’ design for the Kharkiv theater “demonstrated a flowing
elegance absent in many other designs of the period.”108 The Vesnin brothers
described their design for the theater as “one of our most successful works.” 109

The secretariat of the jury organized an exhibition of works submitted in the
competition, which was opened on 2 March 1931. Tens of thousands visited
this exhibition. Tours were organized in various Ukrainian cities. A number of
conferences were held on this occasion, including the All-Ukrainian Conven-
tion of Engineers and Technicians. During these gatherings, resolutions were
passed endorsing construction of the theater building. Plans were also dis-
cussed for the publication of an album of works in the competition, and the
organization of a traveling exhibit. The competition results were published in
anumber of professional journals in Soviet Ukraine, western Ukraine (then part
of the post—-World War I Polish Republic), and in western Europe. Construction
of the theater apparently commenced in 1933. A change in the political climate,
and the equally sudden transfer of the capital of Ukraine back to Kiev, resulted
in abandonment of this project.

WORKERS’ CLUBS

Among Kharkiv’s other major new constructionist edifices built during this
period were clubs and theaters. The construction of workers’ clubs in Kharkiv
dates to the turn of the century, when the “Narodnyi Dim” buildings were being
introduced.110 The workers’ club building type of the 1920s was developed to
foster social change and collectivization of public life, and to complement the
existing spartan housing. It was mostly initiated by industrial enterprises, and
tended to resemble small theater buildings. In contrast to the prevailing Soviet
practice of building clubs for one particular factory, at that time clubs in
Kharkiv were built primarily for the general use of a particular profession or
trade. (This peculiarity might have reflected the Communist leadership’s view
that in the setting of Kharkiv, such clubs would be more effective in reeducating
the growing number of rural immigrants.) For example, a club for textile
workers was built in 1929 by the architect M. Lutskyi, and a club for food
processing workers was designed by the architect Oleksander Lynetskyi. The
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construction industry’s Club of Construction Workers (built in 1927-28) was
designed by the architects lakiv Shteinberh, Ivan Maloziomov, and Hnat
Milinis (who subsequently became an associate of Moisei Ginsburg in Mos-
cow). The latter was a good example of a workers’ club—it accommodated a
1,200-seat theater, a library, a lecture hall with 120 seats, dining for 200, a
gymnastics hall, and other facilities which were arranged around a central open
court.

One of the outstanding structures of that type was Kharkiv’s Palace of Labor
(built in 1927-29 according to the winning entry in an all-Union competition
submitted by the architect Aleksandr Dmitriev, and later renamed the Palace of
Railroad Workers). Facing a small square in alow-rise residential section of the
city, it was the focal point of the square and the surrounding neighborhood. The
club accommodated a 2,000-seat theater with two levels of balconies, alibrary,
a music studio, and a radio station. Built of reinforced concrete and brick, the
Palace of Labor had a simple and symmetrical exterior emphasized by the
outwardly curved undulating facade, and an entrance of polished labradorite.
Its interior was more lavish, enriched with marble and labradorite.

The best concert hall in 1930s Kharkiv was housed in the Red Factory
Theater, located on Povstannia Square in the industrial district of the city. 111
An open competition for the building was announced in December 1930. Built
according to an award-winning design by two Kharkiv architects, Valentyn I.
Pushkariov and Viktor K. Trotsenko, it essentially functions as a neighborhood
theater of 1,500 seats. Its interior originally was decorated with frescoes by the
well-known Ukrainian artists Mykhailo L. Boichuk, Vasyl’ F. Sedlar and Ivan
I. Padalka.112 Unfortunately, these frescoes were later labeled nationalist
works and destroyed, and the interior was rebuilt in the socialist realist
style. 113

SHIFTING POLITICAL CLIMATE

In the spring of 1930, as Kharkiv was being shaken by the S.V.U. (Spilka
vyzvolennia Ukrainy—Union for the Liberation of Ukraine) show trials of
forty-five leading cultural figures, the Kremlin announced a new competition
for the Palace of Soviets in Moscow. It was to provide a model for the
architecture of the new socialist society. The Kremlin’s decree on the reorga-
nization of literary and artistic associations was issued on 23 April 1932. The
Kremlin-sponsored Union of Soviet Architects was established in June 1932.

The year 1933 was critical in the history of the Ukrainian people.1 141t was
also an important year in the history of Soviet architecture. In 1933 the Second
Five-Year Plan commenced. During that year, the planning work on the capital
of Soviet Ukraine in Kharkiv was being completed.

The Soviet leadership’s disillusionment with contemporary architecture
culminated in a 10 May 1933 decision to award the first three prizes in the
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Palace of Soviets design competition (which was carried out in four separate
rounds) for design entries executed in the pseudo-classical monumentalism of
the new style of Socialist Realism. But even more significant than the selection
of these designs was the accompanying report, in which the jury condemned
modern architecture in formal terms. In the matter of style, the jury stated,
Soviet architects should move towards adopting the heritage of classical
architecture. Thus, the constructivism of the New World, which advocated
machine-age architecture of abstract forms and social utopianism, collided
with Stalinism. The reign of artificially created architecture of the nouveau
riche—the Soviet ruling circles’ style of Socialist Realism, which the prole-
tariat “could understand better”—began in the Soviet Union. Russian fascina-
tion with American architecture of the pre-revolutionary decades!13 seems to
have culminated in the following years in the pompous design of a tall, stepped-
back Palace of Soviets inspired by New York’s Art Deco style architecture of
the early 1930s.

In December 1933 the first plenary assembly of the organizational bureau
of the Union of Soviet Architects of Ukraine was held. In his speech to the
plenary assembly the chair of the organizational bureau, Ivan Maloziomov,
“reviewed in detail the mistakes in the architects’ work. The former OSAU was
the bearer of constructivism, which disregarded artistic elements in architec-
ture. Due to the lack of revolutionary spirit among architects, nationalist
tendencies nestled into architecture.... The Central Committee’s resolution of
23 April 1932, on the reconstruction of art organizations, the government’s
decision on the competition for the Palace of Soviets... became the turning point
in the development of Soviet architecture.”116

In the same eventful year of 1933, in another part of Europe Adolf Hitler,
himself a frustrated architect-planner, closed the “Bolshevik International”
Bauhaus-—the revolutionary school of German avant-garde architecture. The
Nazis branded modern architecture as decadent and denounced it for lack of
national roots. Hence, neoclassical architecture and planning were being
developed in the context of the Third Reich’s society and politics. Similar
tendencies appeared in Italy, where Benito Mussolini favored monumentality
and grandeur. These events tempt one to conclude that totalitarian regimes
tended to favor neoclassical architectural expression. In this vein, in an article
on “The Architecture of Authority,” written in the immediate post—Second
World War years, a British writer stated that “in officially banning modern
architecture Hitler merely followed Stalin in recognizing what had long since
been axiomatic among Powers: that the correct wear for ceremonial occasions
is the Classic.”117 Discussing the 1930s, however, one should recognize that
at that time the neoclassical style was an official expression in many lands—
including the United States, Hitler’s Germany, Mussolini’s Italy and Stalin’s
Soviet Union—and that “various social and political philosophies” expressed
themselves in a similar manner.118 It is interesting also to note that Hitler’s
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personal architect, Albert Speer, saw the neoclassicism of the 1930s as a non-
ideological movement—he “preferred to see neoclassicism within a broader,
European context.”119

The above notwithstanding, one should point out that once Stalin (just as
Hitler) had consolidated his power, he proceeded to adopt the neoclassical
expression, as one that could deliver architectural authority to his proletarian
state. The Soviet architectural metamorghosis of the early 1930s has fascinated
historians and architectural students.!20 It is stressed that the Soviet avant-
garde architects “wanted to build a perfect, mechanistic architecture in a
country with no industrial base, no tradition of machine-base technology, and
certainly no cultural elite.”121 The 1930s realization that the world revolution
was not materializing underscored for the Soviet citizen the difficulties of
building socialism and developing a country with a primitive and backward
industry. The question has been raised, “How could a population which was
just emerging from serfdom, but which still perceived aristocracy as embody-
ing all that was possible in terms of culture and style, suddenly accept and come
to terms” with constructivist ideas?122 Following up on the latter, Kenneth
Frampton wrote that “the proclamation that ‘proletarians also have a right to
colonnades’—was nothing if not a masterstroke of political strategy.”123
Thus, the introduction of neoclassicism as the official architectural style of the
Soviet Union seemed to address a number of issues. The Party was sponsoring
an architecture that looked expensive and dominant, that was columned and
monumental. Finally, with the rediscovery of neoclassicism, Soviet architects
begun to assert the special debt they owed to Russian classicism.

In the historic year of 1933, while DIPROMIST planners were completing
their work on the master plan of the new capital of the Ukrainian proletarian
state and its government center, Dzerzhynskyi Plaza (fig. 13), alternative plans
were apparently being formulated in the Communist party’s offices. In Decem-
ber 1933, the government of the Ukrainian SSR made the sudden and unex-
pected decision to transfer the capital back to Kiev. The reasons and motivation
for this sudden decision were never fully and satisfactorily explained. Is it
possible that the new ruling circles preferred traditional Kiev to avant-garde
Dzerzhynskyi Plaza in Kharkiv?

At that time, construction of the government center’s Derzhprom, Planning
Organization, and Central Committee buildings had been completed; the
International Hotel and the Trade House buildings were still in scaffolding. 124
Itis interesting to note that the Kharkiv chief planner’s three-page review of the
major features of Kharkiv’s master plan, published in the November-Decem-
berissue of the Moscow journal Arkhitektura SSSR (which had been submitted
on 31 October 1933 and signed for printing on 7 December 1933), does not refer
to the city of Kharkiv as the capital of the Ukrainian SSR. Could this mean that
by that time, the author or publishers already knew that the capital was being
transfered to Kiev? Results of DIPROMIST’s Kharkiv planning work, both for
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the final development of Dzerzhynskyi Plaza and for the city’s master plan
(apparently written before October 1933—thus well before the the decision to
transfer the capital to Kiev was made public in January 1934) were published
inaseries of articles in February of the following year. 125 fn one of the articles,
DIPROMIST architect O. Kasianov pointedly stated that construction of the
new government center facilities could not wait until the master plan of the city
was completed, and continued to review proposals for completion of the
Ukrainian government’s administrative center in Kharkiv. From the same
article it appears that by 1933 Stalin’s deputy in Ukraine, Pavel Postyshev, was
taking an active role in suggesting various improvements to DIPROMIST’s
master plan. Nevertheless, discussing the government center, Oleksander
Kasianov’s article states that “in the coming years the House of the Govern-
ment, the Museum of the Medical Institute and a major clinic will be
constructed...the architectural composition of the square will be completed.”
Construction on the New Square and the Vesnin brothers’ theater was also to
commence in 1933.126

The development of the capital city in Kharkiv also provides insights
regarding the decision makers’ attitudes toward architectural and religious
landmarks. The politically motivated destruction of Kharkiv’s architectural
landmarks dates back to the nineteenth century. 127 The events of the late 1920s
and the beginning of the 1930s in Kharkiv continued the old patterns and
resulted in the demolition of religious structures of the nineteenth-century
eclectic styles. (Compare the existence of numerous landmarks in the nine-
teenth century [fig. 2] and their subsequent absence in 1930-40 [fig. 3]). In
1934, the architect Oleksander Kasianov, one of the leaders of Kharkiv’s
planning effort, flatly stated that there were no historical or architectural
landmarks in the city worth saving! 128 One can only conjecture that the loss
of the then preciously few existing landmarks (the destruction of such
buildings as the Church of St. Nicholas and the Myronosytska Church) served
bothas a grelude and as a training ground for the events in the coming months
in Kiev.129 It should be noted, however, that in contrast to the losses in Kiev,
the demolition program in Kharkiv was less thorough. The two oldest historical
architectural landmarks in Kharkiv—the Ukrainian baroque Intercession
Monastery Church of 1689 and the baroque Collegiate Church of the Assump-
tion (builtin the 1770s, used before World War Il as a radio studio, in the 1960s
as adry cleaning and fabric dyeing shop, and later as an organ recital hall) with
its tall campanile (1821-49)—were preserved.

This review of a decade in Kharkiv’s planning, design, and construction has
attempted to show not only the period’s search for a new mode of expression,
but also how local leaders attempted to use the available resources and talents
to build their vision of the new proletarian capital of an autonomous Ukrainian
SSR. Dzerzhynskyi Plaza, the new town of Novyi Kharkiv, the State Theater
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International Competition and the 1934 DIPROMIST Master Plan reflected
not only the popular hopes of those days, but also the self-assurance of the
Ukrainian leadership, and the talents and growing professional competence of
its designers. Decades later, El Lissitzky wrote of Derzhprom and similar
structures that “the huge dimensions of these massive buildings are an expres-
sion of new power rather than one of new ideas in design.” 30 On the other
hand, in 1974 a Russian reviewer of Kharkiv’s planning of the 1920s and the
beginning of the 1930s wrote that it had a major importance in the development
of Soviet planning, that the architecture of Dzerzhynskyi Plaza represented
one of the more completed new complexes of Soviet architecture of that period,
and that it stimulated the development of similar architectural ensembles in
other parts of the Soviet Union. 131 The architectural plans and designs of the
late 1920s and early 1930s were indisputably ambitious for a land poor in
human and economic resources, a land recovering from a decade of warfare.
The capital city’s leadership and the avant-garde designers wanted to develop
a machine-inspired architecture in a rather primitive economic setting and in
the absence of a machine-based technology. We have also seen how, in a period
of relative freedom and autonomy, external political forces continually and
sometimes drastically changed and redirected plans formulated by the Kharkiv
government and planners. The intrusion of political events eventually put an
end to these plans—the Kremlin had different priorities. Much of what was
discussed, planned and designed at that time was never executed.

Nevertheless, the ensemble of buildings surrounding Dzerzhynskyi Plaza,
though unfinished, remains the only major urban complex built during these
turbulent years in Ukraine or in the entire Soviet Union. Decades later, lacking
adequate interpretations of the scale and breadth of Kharkiv’s ambitions in the
1920s, a Soviet writer brushed them off as a result of the period’s
“gigantomania.” 132, retrospect, the achievements of the late 1920s and early
1930s had a local character and in the long run only a limited impact on either
city or country. Relatively little has been published on the subject. During the
last decade, Western architectural historians have demonstrated an increasin
interest in the Russian avant-garde movement in art and architecture; 13
consequently, more attention may also be paid to Kharkiv and Ukraine of the
1920s and early 1930s.134

The events in Kharkiv between 1920 and 1930 are important as a manifes-
tation of the vibrancy of that period. The more professional approach in
developing a new government center in post-revolutionary Kharkiv stands in
stark contrast to the brutal force and dilettantism of mid-1930s Kiev, where
naively primitive anti-traditionalist planning gestures served brutally political
purposes. Notable among the events of the latter period was the destruction of
ancient Kiev’s architectural landmarks—the surviving witnesses to Ukrainian
history.

University of Pennsylvania
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NOTES

1. ASNOVA (“rationalists™) and OSA (“constructivists”) were the two dominant associations
of modernist Soviet architects. Both strove for modernity and machine esthetics, and both followed
closely the work of West European modernists (Le Corbusier, Bauhaus, De Stijl). The two groups
differed primarily on social and political issues. The leader and ideologist of ASNOV A (Assotsiatsia
novykh arkhitektorov—Association of New Architects, 1923-32) was Nikolai Ladovskii, who
wanted to achieve a “rationalistic esthetic.” The constructivists’ society OSA (Obshchestvo
sovremennykh arkhitektorov—Society of Contemporary Architects, 1925-30) was a multi-
disciplinary research group founded in reaction to ASNOVA. Exponents of “constructivism”
criticized the “rationalists” for their antiquated ideas and formalism, and advocated a communal
socialist approach and the use of modern technology.

2. V. H. Krychevskyi, “Arkhitektura doby,” Chervonyi shliakh (Kiev) 3 (1928), p. 111.

3. In early nineteenth-century Kharkiv there were ten major church building complexes—one
monastery and nine churches (Assumption, St. Nicholas, Annunciation, St. Demetrius, Nativity,
Resurrection, St. Michael, Ascension, and Myronosytska or Church of the Myrrh-bearing
Women). In the city center there were the following religious landmarks: the Intercession
Monastery’s historic Cossack church (1689, Ukrainian baroque style), the Collegiate Church of the
Assumption (1771-77, late baroque style, architect A. Ievlashev) and its tall campanile (1821-49,
architect Ie. Vasiliev), the Church of St. Nicholas (eighteenth-century, Ukrainian baroque style),
the Church of the Holy Trinity (1764, Ukrainian baroque), the Myronosytska Church (nineteenth-
century, Ukrainian baroque). In the coming decades practically all of these landmarks of
architecture were lost.

The Myronosytska Church was enlarged in 1803, rebuilt and altered in 183741, and totally
reconstructed in 1893, Its free-standing Ukrainian vernacular architecture wooden bell tower was
demolished in 1910 and replaced by an attached masonry belfry in the Russian style.

By the mid-nineteenth century the old Church of St. Nicholas, one of the remaining historic
landmarks of the city, was still in very good physical condition and adequate in size for its
congregation. The city’s Bishop Amvrosii (who set himself the goal of “renovating,” i.e.,
demolishing old Ukrainian baroque style masonry and vernacular architecture timber churches and
free-standing belfries, and replacing them with new structures in the Russo-Byzantine Revival
style), however, was instrumental in its demolition. On the site of the demolished landmark a new
Byzantine Revival style building was erected (1887-96, architect Nemkin).

The Annunciation Church across the Lopan River shared a similar fate. Under Bishop
Amvrosii’s pressure the old structure was demolished and a large Byzantine Revival style structure
was constructed (1888-1901, architect M. Lovtsov). Among its architectural features was a white
Carrara marble iconostasis.

In the 1850s, the old Church of the Holy Trinity was similarly and needlessly demolished. On
its site, in 1857-61, a new eclectic structure was built. In the 1920s it was one of the largest and
wealthiest churches of the city.

For details regarding Kharkiv’s nineteenth-century architecture, see D. I. Bagalei and D. P.
Miller, Istoriia goroda Khar'kova za 250 let ego sushchestvovaniia (s 1655-go po 1905-i
god)(Kharkiv: M. Zilberberg i Ko., 1912), vol. 1.

4. William Craft Brumfield, The Origins of Modernism in Russian Architecture (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1991), pp. 237-96.

5.Selim O. Khan-Magomedov, Pioneers of Soviet Architecture (New York: Rizzoli, 1987), pp.
257-58.
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6. The UNOVIS (Founders of the New Art) school was founded in 1919 in Vitsebsk by Kiev-
born Kazimir Malevich. From the end of 1922, Malevich worked in Leningrad’s Institute of
Artistic Culture. UNOVIS had branches throughout eastern Europe and Soviet Asia.

7. S. S. Pasternak, “Khronika zakordonnoho budivnytstva,” Budivnytstvo 9 (1931), p. 37.

8. Nova Generatsiia 3 (1928), p. 453.

9. Zodchestvo 4 (1928).
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“Stanovlenie arkhitektury sovetskogo Kharkova,” Arkhitektura SSSR 5 (May 1974), p. 43.

11. Gorvits, pp. 42-43.

12. Tbid., p. 43.

13. A. L Stanislavskii, Planirovka i zastroika gorodov Ukrainy (Kiev: Budivelnyk, 1971), p.
91; Gorvits, p.43; L. A. Alferov, V.L. Antonov, and P. E. Liubarskii, Formirovanie gorodskoi sredy
(na primere Khar'kova)(Moscow: Stroiizdat, 1977), p. 14.

14.Inthe early 1920s Ebenezer Howard’s ideas about garden cities and garden apartments were
wellknown inthe USSR, and by 1924, workers’ housing modeled on Howard’s work was endorsed
by the Kremlin. See Milka Bliznakov, “Soviet Housing During the Experimental Years, 1918 to
1933,” in Russian Housing in the Modern Age, ed. William Craft Brumfield and Blair A. Ruble
(Cambridge: Woodrow Wilson Center Press and Cambridge University Press, 1993), pp. 89-90.
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Fig. 1. Cover page of Nova generatsiia, no. 6, 1929, artist Pavlo Kovzhun




Fig. 2. Drawing of schematic composition of Kharkiv (second half of the nineteenth century)
Source: I. A. Alferov, V. L. Antonov, P. E. Liubarskii, Formirovanie gorodskoi sredy (na

primere Khar'kova) (Moscow: Stroiizdat, 1977), pp. 6-7,Dwg. 1 v



Fig. 3. Drawing of schematic composition of Kharkiv (1930-40)

Source: I. A. Alferov, V. L. Antonov, P. E. Liubarskii, Formirovanie gorodskoi sredy (na
primere Khar'kova) (Moscow: Stroiizdat, 1977), pp. 16-17, Dwg. 8

1. Dzerzhynskyi Plaza

2. Traditional center of the city



Fig. 4. Plan of Dzerzhynskyi Plaza, 1934

1. State Industry (Derzhprom) building, architects Sergei Serafimov, Samuil Kravets'and Mark
Fel'ger (1925-29)

2. Planning Organizations (Proiektbud) building, architects Sergei Serafimov and Mariia
Zandberg-Serafimova (1930-33)

3. Trade (Kooperatsii) building, architects Aleksandr Dmitriev and Oskar Munts, (1929-33)

4. Hotel International, architect Hryhorii Ianovytskyi (1931-34)

5. Central Committee building, architect Iakiv Shteinberh (1930-32)

6. Postyshev Park (later Taras Shevchenko Park)

7. Veterinary Institute

Sources: M. P. Bazhan, ed., Istoriia ukrains'koho mystetstva (Kiev: URE, 1967), 5:92; A. L.
Dobrovol'skyi, ed., Ukraina, arkhitektura mist i sil (Kiev: Derzh. vyd. lit. z bud. i arkh., 1959), p.
53



Fig. 5. State Industry (Derzhprom) building, architects Sergei Serafimov, Samuil Kravets’ and
Mark Felger, 1925-29, photo from the late 1930s
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Fig. 6. Initial design of the rostrum stand by Vasyl' Iermilov, October 1927 exhibition of
Ukrainian Art and Architecture
Source: Nove mystetstvo (New Art), no. 23, 1927, cover page



Fig. 7. Rectangular portion of Dzerzhynskyi Plaza. View of the Hotel International (center) and

the Central Committee building (right side), photo from the late 1930s
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Fig. 8. Planning Organization (Proiektbud) building, architects Sergei Serafimov and Mariia
Zandberg-Serafimova, 1930-33, photo from the late 1930s



Fig. 9. Drawing of the Hotel International (original design), architect Hryhorii Ianovytskyi,
1928

Source: Gosplan SSSR, Rekonstruktsiia gorodov SSSR (Moscow: Gosudarstvennoe izdatel'stvo
“Standartizatsiia i ratsionalizatsiia,” 1933)



Fig. 10. Hotel International, architect Hryhorii Ianovytskyi, 1931-34. Photo circa 1941



Fig. 11. Drawing of the rejected design for the Central Committee building, architect lakiv
Shteinberh
Source: Ta. Shteinberh, “Nadbudova budynku TsK KP(b)U,” Budivnytstvo, no. 9, 1931, p. 35
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Fig. 12. Rejected plan for Dzerzhynskyi Plaza, architect Borys Pryimak, DIPROMIST (State

Institute for City Planning), 1933

1. State Industry (Derzhprom) building (1925-29)

2. Planning Organizations (Proiektbud) building (1930-33)

3. Trade (Kooperatsii) building (1929-33)

4. Hotel International (1931-34)

5. Central Committee building (1930-32)

6. Proposed Medical Institute

7. Proposed cinema and restaurant complex

8. Proposed House of the Government

9. City Park

Sources: T. Nikolenko, “Aleksandr L'vovich Eingorn,” Arkhitektura SSSR, November-

December 1989, p. 100; I. Sosfenov, “Ploshchad Dzerzhinskogo v Kharkove,” Arkhitektura SSSR,
February 1934, p. 64



Fig. 13. Master plan of the government center, architect Borys Pryimak, DIPROMIST (State

Institute for City Planning), 1933

1. State Industry (Derzhprom) building (1925-29)

2. Planning Organizations (Proiektbud) building (1930-33)
3. Trade (Kooperatsii) building (1929-33)

4, Hotel International (1931-34)

5. Central Committee building (1930-32)

6. Proposed Medical Institute

7. Proposed cinema and restaurant complex

8. Proposed House of the Government building

9. City Park
10. Proposed New Square
Source: N. P. Bylinkin, ed., Istoriia sovetskoi arkhitektury 1917—1958 (Moscow: Gos. izd. po

stroi., arkh. i stroi. mat., 1962), p. 49; L. Sosfenov, “Ploshchad’ Dzerzhinskogo v Kharkove,”
Arkhitektura SSSR, February 1934, p. 64
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Fig. 15. Plan of the Tevelev Square area, 1930

1. Park

2. VUTsVK (All-Ukrainian Central Executive Committee) building

3. Stock Exchange

4. Hotel Chervonyi

5. Church of St. Nicholas

6. Proposed site of the Taras Shevchenko monument

Source: Prohrama mizhnarodnoho konkursu na proiekt pam ‘iatnyka T. H. Shevchenkovi u m.

Kharkovi (Program of the International Competition for the Design of the T. H. Shevchenko
Monument in Kharkiv), Kharkiv, 1930
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DOCUMENT

Stalin’s Meeting with a Delegation of
Ukrainian Writers on 12 February 1929*

LEONID MAXIMENKOV

During Stalin’s rule a routine ritual was applied to the study of practically any
scholarly issue. A prerequisite for publication was a reference to a selection of
works by Lenin and Stalin, and to resolutions of the Central Committee of the
All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks)(TsK VKP[b]) or the Party con-
gresses. Then these primary dogmas would be applied to the study of a
particular subject. For example, any important topic in Soviet literary studies
had to mention the following roster of “epoch-making events” in the genesis of
the proletarian literature of socialist realism: (1) the TsK VKP(b) Resolution
of 25 April 1932, (2) Stalin’s meeting with the writers and his dictum about
them as “engineers of human souls” (26 October 1932), (3) the All-Union
Congress of Soviet Writers of August 1934, and (4) Stalin’s catch-phrase about
Mayakovsky as the “best and the most talented poet of our Soviet epoch”
(December 1935). Practically any event in Soviet literature or culture (publi-
cation of a popular novel, a script for a movie, celebrations of Pushkin or
Shevchenko anniversaries, the award of a literary prize) was to be traced to, or
connected with, one of the above-mentioned episodes, and more often with all
of them simultaneously.!

As with many ideological dogmas in Stalin’s USSR, this particular selection
of “historical” events was arbitrary. First of all, Stalin’s meeting with the
writers at Maxim Gorky’s apartment was not officially recorded. The event
itself had been a casual and non-official gathering lasting a few hours. As a
source it can hardly be compared to the meticulously recorded, edited, and
published proceedings of the First Congress of Soviet Writers (the book
comprises 700 pages). In the regime’s mythology, however, Stalin’s phrase
about writers as “engineers of human souls” outweighed entire volumes. In the
same way, the 1932 TsK VKP(b) resolution was a bureaucratic masterpiece in
its own right, complete with introduction, principal part, and conclusions. The
records of its preparation by a special commission of the Politburo and of its
editing could constitute a separate volume, while Stalin’s words on Mayakovsky
were scribbled in the margins of a private letter written to Stalin by the poet’s
lover Lili Brik. Again, one phrase overshadowed many previous and future

* I wish to thank the following scholars who helped me in preparation of this publication: Denis
Babichenko, Galina Gorskaia, Liudmila Kosheleva and Larisa Rogovaia, all of them research
fellows at Rossiiskii Tsentr Khraneniia i Izucheniia Dokumentov Noveishei Istorii (RTsKhIDNI)
in Moscow; Dr. Oleg Khlevnuk, senior editor at Svobodnaia mysl' in Moscow; and, especially,
Professor Teresa Rakowska-Harmstone of Carleton University in Ottawa, my first university
teacher of Political Science.
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Central Committee decisions, and in fact generated them. This incongruity
constituted the core of the regime’s semi-mystical approach to Stalin’s word.

The legend about Stalin’s style of leading the literary front, revealed and
publicized ad nauseam , purposely hid, falsified, and purged from collective
memory many other crucial and more important events. One of them is the
subject of this article. It was a meeting held by Stalin and Lazar M. Kaganovich
with Ukrainian writers which took place in Moscow on 12 February 1929.
Soviet sources are remarkably laconic about this event. In 1929 it received
some low-key coverage in the Soviet press.2 From the 1930s to the early 1950s
it was mentioned in passing.3 Finally, in the 1960s to 1980s it was almost totally
forgotten.

In the mid-1940s, immediately after the Second World War, for example,
the 1929 meeting was discussed in the context of the struggle against the
Ukrainian nationalism of the 1920s (khvyl'ovyzm). However, the event’s
current importance was stressed rather than its diachronic value in 1929. The
regime was destroying Ukrainian culture in Galicia, Bukovyna and
Transcarpathia. Therefore, the 1929 meeting was described in terms of its
relevance to the present time:

The struggle against khvyl'ovyzm showed how closely different enemy elements
were collaborating: from the yellow-and-blue emigration to national deviationists. It
showed that all of them were oriented to the “West,” to imperialist aggression, that all
of them planned to tear Ukraine away from the Land of the Soviets.

The struggle against khvyl'ovyzm strengthened the links between Soviet Ukrainian
and Russian literatures. In 1929 a special conference aimed at further cooperation
between Ukrainian and Russian literatures was convened by AGITPROP of the TsK
VKP(b). Stalin took part directly in the work of the meeting.#

This fragment is a typical example of Stalinist falsification of history. A later
reading of the events and accusations of the Great Purge era is transposed to an
earlier date. A writers’ conference in Moscow is depicted as a climax in the
struggle against Ukrainian nationalists, which was not the case. The alliance
with Russian literature is stressed. In fact, Stalin’s speech (given not at the
conference but after it) was more futuristic than historical. It presented a view
of the future rather than analyzing the past. Stalin did not, in fact, preside over
the conference.

In 1954, a whitewashed edition of An Essay on the History of Ukrainian
Literature was published to commemorate the 300th anniversary of the Treaty
of Pereiaslav. It was a special occasion and the first major event after Stalin’s
death to signal some change in Soviet nationalities policy. Therefore, refer-
ences to nationalism in general and to khvyl'ovyzm in particular were watered
down. It would not have been polite to use the vocabulary of the Great Purge
during the festivities. Consequently, the 1929 meeting was presented in
different garb:
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The sojourn of writers from Ukraine in the capital of the USSR became a review of
the achievements of Soviet Ukrainian literature. It became a manifestation of the
unbreakable friendship between the Russian and Ukrainian nations. Afterwards, a
meeting was held at the TsK VKP(b), in which the writers from Ukraine took part. It was
devoted to issues of further strengthening of the fraternal links-between Russian and
Ukrainian literature. After the meeting, the delegation of writers from Soviet Ukraine
was received by Stalin.5

Apart from the characteristic rhetoric, which can be disregarded, again
there was no concrete information on the substance of the meeting. The last and
most informative phrase was misleading, too. In 1945 it had been written that
Stalin took part in the conference. In 1954 it was stated that Stalin had met with
the writers after the conference. Did Stalin receive the writers for five minutes
or for five hours? Did he meet with them at the reception? What exactly was said
or discussed at that meeting? Did the writers speak? What did they say? Was
the “strengthening of fraternal links” the only reason for this unusual occasion?
The Essay's very meager references were not sufficient to provide an under-
standing of such a crucial event.

During the decades of “thaw” and “stagnation,” however, even the briefest
mention of that session was dropped from the history books. Stalin’s actions
before 1934 remained beyond criticism, and instead were condemned to
oblivion. In the 920 pages of the academic history of Ukrainian literature
published in 1964 there is not one reference to the meeting. It is mentioned
neitherin the ten volumes of the History of the Ukrainian SSRS, norin the eight-
volume set of the History of Ukrainian Literature 1. Obviously, the memory of
the event was indiscriminately censored inside Soviet Ukraine. It was also
unjustifiably erased from the history of the national literatures of the Soviet
Union.8

In the diaspora, on the other hand, George S. N. Luckyj not only discussed
the context of the meeting, but also reconstructed its framework from second-
ary references dispersed among the pages of literary journals of 1929. His
classic work on Ukrainian literary politics was originally published in 1956.
Professor Luckyj returned to the issue in a “Reappraisal” in the revised version
of his study, which appeared in 1990. He quoted the samvydav account of the
1929 event by Borys Antonenko-Davydovych and concluded, “Now, in the
1980s, this story has gained wide circulation among those who held Stalin
responsible for many heinous crimes in the Ukraine.”®

Borys Antonenko-Davydovych left a very vivid and impressive account of
the 1929 gathering. But was it accurate? When was it written? Is it possible that
later memories and knowledge interfered with the information dating from
1929 and somewhat influenced the account? For example, the writer ironically
refers to Stalin as the “great leader of the nations.” This title, however, was not
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yetinuse in 1929. The writer mentions five fragments attributed to Stalin. They
deal with (a) the difference between natsiia and natsional'nost’, (b) Western
Ukrainian literature, (c) Mikhail A. Bulgakov’s The Days of the Turbins, (d)
Russian chauvinism versus Ukrainian nationalism, and finally, (e) parts of the
Voronezh and Kursk gubernias populated by Ukrainians. It turns out that all
these issues were indeed discussed at the meeting. They did not, however,
constitute even a tenth of the topics covered.

For a long time the documented truth about what was said on 12 February
1929 was not known. We would not know it even today, had the failed 1991
coup in the USSR not led to the opening of the former Communist party
archives in Moscow. Now the time has come to publish the verbatim report
(nepravlennaia stenogramma) of Stalin’s 1929 meeting with the Ukrainian
writers. The photocopy of 38 double-spaced typewritten pages of verbatim
report was discovered in the Stalin section (fond 558, opis'1) at the Rossiiskii
Tsentr Khraneniia i Izucheniia Dokumentov Noveishei Istorii (RTsKhIDNI)
in Moscow, formerly known as theTsentral'nyi Partiinyi Arkhiv Instituta
Marksizma-Leninizma pri TsK KPSS. It is an unedited copy not intended for
publication. It has a considerable number of spelling, syntactic, and logical
mistakes, as well as several gaps. Most of the writers who ask questions of
Stalin are not identified. Stalin’s own thoughts are sometimes very vague. For
example, he fails to complete several sentences, often repeats himself, and
contradicts his own ideas. However, this document has a unique feature: we
witness Stalin engaged in a spontaneous dialogue. During the confrontation,
his style changes dramatically. Once he has concluded the theoretical part, the
doctrinaire attitude disappears and his speech becomes informative: it is
illustrated with examples from fictional literature and even with some personal
reminiscences. This contrast between dry, dogmatic theoretical digressions
(pages 1-12) and controversial exchange of ideas (pages 13-37) makes this
document a rather readable text. It does not appear to have been retouched by
anybody.

Why did this document end up in the Stalin section of RTsKhIDNI? After
all, given its inherently unpublishable nature (both politically and literally), it
should have been kept locked in the safes of the “Kremlin archive” (which is
still closed to scholars and the general public). It is in the Kremlin that the bulk
of Stalin’s heritage is kept. The Stalin collection of RTsKhIDNI has “only”
around six thousand files ranging from one to several hundred pages long.
These are telegrams, speeches, articles, letters, notes, and proofs of Stalin’s
books. However, it is easier to say what is missing: the majority of Stalin’s
correspondence and his documents from the Politburo, Orgbiuro and Secre-
tariat of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union
(Bolsheviks) (minutes, verbatim reports, and all files pertaining to the Polit-
buro). In this context, the verbatim report of the 12 February 1929 meeting
should belong to the Kremlin archive. Probably it was transferred from there
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in the late 1940s, when the preparation of Stalin’s Selected Works for publica-
tion was under way. Possibly, the report was considered for publication, but its
contradictory message, ambiguous content and overall “stream-of-conscious-
ness” nature prevented this. Besides, many issues relevantin 1929 (e.g., Galicia
and the Russian Association of Proletarian Writers [RAPP], future collectiv-
ization, and Bulgakov’s plays) had become obsolete by 1949. One could say
that this particular report is unique among Stalin’s documents. It is precisely
because of its raw, unedited, uncensored form that it gives one the impression
of being present at the meeting.

A few words must be added regarding the historical background. In
February 1929, Stalin’s struggle with Bukharin entered its crucial stage.
Collectivization (in fact a genocide of the Ukrainian and Russian peasantry)
required a major reappraisal of all policies. In his future cultural and literary
policies, Stalin wanted to distance himself from the ultra-leftist ideologues of
RAPP (Averbakh, Kirshon, etc.) and to lay his stakes on the centrist fellow-
traveler writers (Ivanov, Lavrenev, Leonov, Kataev, etc). This trend would
culminate in 1932 with the banning of RAPP. With collectivization, nationali-
ties policy also moved to the center of the political struggle. The destruction of
the peasantry would force millions of peasants to migrate to the cities. Those
who survived the genocidal famine, exile, and the GULAG would become
proletarians. That, in turn, would force them to learn the Russian language. On
the other hand, the Red Army would need politically instructed soldiers (in a
historical perspective, unilingual). This explains why all these subjects were
covered in Stalin’s lecture to the Ukrainian writers. This made it a uniquely
programmatic, policy-making speech.

Ukraine was an ideal case for lecturing. It was the second largest republic
of the Union, with formidable industrial and agricultural bases. By crushing
Ukraine, Stalin could more easily break resistance in the rest of the country. But
Ukraine was also one of the most unreliable territories for Stalin’s experiments.
In Stalin’s mind, Ukraine exemplified several threats to his monolithic power:
a) it was a country divided into two parts and split among four countries, thus
posing a constant threat of foreign-based irredentism; b) the language and
culture represented a formidable bastion; c) Ukrainian nationalism was strong,
even among the members of the Communist party; d) the peasantry, as the core
of the nation, was rich and its agriculture productive; €) there was an obvious
divide between the Russian proletariat and the Ukrainian peasantry. Thus, the
struggle promised to be fierce. Few suspected all this in February 1929. In the
1990s, however, we read Stalin’s words in their exact, true meaning. From the
verbatim report it becomes clear that Ukraine was doomed to be the logical
target for Stalin’s experiments. Yet hardly anyone in the audience was able to
make the connection between his quasi-cartesian digressions and the future
genocide.
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In any discussion about the genesis of Stalin’s communism, one theory
always springs to mind. It is a theory that from the late 1950s was branded as
anti-Marxist even in orthodox Soviet textbooks. It holds that the class struggle
will become more acute as communism is approached. The proclamation of
this theory is usually identified with Stalin’s speech at the February-March
plenum of the TsK VKP(b) in 1937. Some scholars trace it a few years further
back, to January 1933 (Stalin’s speech at another plenum). Others make a
logical connection between this thesis and that of the intense and never-ending
consolidation of the state and its punitive organizations (army, police, and state
security) proclaimed by Stalin at the Eighteenth Congress of the VKP(b) in
1939. The logical link between these two assumptions was obvious: to liquidate
the class enemies, the organs of the NKVD had to be solidified.

The text of the verbatim report clearly indicates that both these theories
(intensified class struggle and fortified government) had been formulated in
general terms by February 1929, This means that the ideological rationale for
the Great Purge was coined one year before the beginning of the genocide
known as collectivization and six years before the onslaught of the
Yezhovshchina. Furthermore, both components of the formula were melded
with a third key element: the nationalities issue. This was acompletely new turn
in the genesis of Stalinism. And unlike other theoretical discoveries, it was kept
secret. The intensified class struggle (collectivization) was to bring about the
annihilation of nationalities. Thus, the 1929 revolution was conceived not only
as awar against the peasantry, but also as a liquidation of nationalities as such.
This is why the results of this war were so devastating, particularly in Ukraine.
Its strong nationalism and powerful peasantry, with a considerable part of the
nation living in three enemy border states (Poland, Czechoslovakia, and
Romania), made it an enemy in the eyes of the Kremlin. It is thus a paradox that
Stalin revealed his cyphered plans for Ukraine to the Ukrainian writers.

For the sake of crushing the Ukrainian national spirit, Stalin would even
make certain concessions to Russian nationalism. He permitted the staging of
an anti-Ukrainian play, Bulgakov’s The Days of the Turbins, in Moscow. As
if expecting resistance on this issue, Stalin prepared for the debate. The focal
point of the controversy was precisely Bulgakov’s treatment of recent Ukrai-
nian history (Hetman Skoropadsky and Petliura) and the Ukrainian language
in his play. The play had been triumphantly shown on the stage of the Moscow
Art Theater (MKhT) from 1926. The action takes place in Kiev in the winter
of 1918 and the spring of 1919. The Ukrainian content is present at several key
levels: (a) the treatment of the Hetman and his staff, (b) Petliura’s army, (c) the
Ukrainian language as a main structural element, and (d) Ukrainian characters.
All these levels are structurally united by mockery (phonetic, grammatical, and
lexical) of the Ukrainian language in the best traditions of the tsarist regime.
Bulgakov’s play was fiercely attacked by RAPP. The play was accused of
smenovekhstvo and closeted White Guard sentiments. Almost nothing was
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said in the Soviet Russian press, however, about the play’s anti-Ukrainian
motifs. This fueled suspicion that the anti-Ukrainian flavor had been tacitly
sanctioned. The Ukrainians feared a conspiracy involving the ideologue
Vaganian, the old Bolshevik Larin, and the head of Glaviskusstvo (which
supervised the theaters), Sviderskii. Stalin reassured the writers, saying that the
problem lay elsewhere.

The mechanics of Stalin’s politics are reflected in his rhetorical style. He
distracts the audience with seemingly unrelated examples and then astonishes
it with his ideas or conclusions. For example, he discusses small semi-feudal
nations in Siberia numbering several thousand people, then in effect equates
them with the Ukrainian nation and language, implicitly asking whether
Ukraine is really a nation, whether Ukrainian is really a language. He paints a
utopian picture of a de-nationalized countryside following future collectiviza-
tion, then predicts that this will be the fate of Ukraine. He discusses the tasks
of national defense, then implies that a single language should be introduced
in order to secure the defense of the nation.

In reading the English translation of the verbatim report, one must keep in
mind several catch-words used by Stalin: natsiia , natsional'nost', narod,
narodnost’, etnograficheskaia gruppa.10 Although iazyk refers to “language”
while govor is “dialect,” Stalin sometimes confuses the two concepts, saying,
for example, kievskii iazyk. The Russian word gosudarstvo can be translated in
several ways: “state,” “government,” “country.” Velikoderzhavnyi shovinism
is “Great Russian chauvinism,” while by natsionalism Stalin usually means the
nationalism of former colonies of the Russian Empire. During the course of his
political career Stalin skillfully played with these two concepts. He publicly
supported a two-way struggle, but privately urged a crackdown on local
nationalism as the more important task. In 1933, when Levon Mirzoianll was
named to head the krai commitee of the VKP(b) in Kazakhstan (which was not
yet a union republic), Stalin urged him to fight local nationalism. As a point of
reference he sent to Alma-Ata a strongly worded 1932 VKP(b) resolution on
Tajikistan. In an accompanying telegram Stalin compared Kazakhstan to
Ukraine:

2 ¢

Top secret.

Copying forbidden.

To be returned.

Alma-Ata.

Kraikom of the VKP(b), to Mirzoian.

Great Russian chauvinism is being fought not only by local party organizations but
by the TsK VKP(b) in general. The immediate task of the Kazakh Bolsheviks, while
fighting Great Russian chauvinism, is to concentrate its fire on Kazakh nationalism and
its deviations. Otherwise it would be impossible to defend Leninist internationalism in
Kazakhstan. One cannot say that you in Kazakhstan have more internationalist educa-



368 LEONID MAXIMENKOV

tion of the masses than in Ukraine. It is rather the other way round. And if now,
nevertheless, local nationalism does not represent the major threat in Kazakhstan, this
can be explained. It is more difficult for Kazakh nationalism to close ranks with foreign
aggressors than for Ukrainian nationalism. Nevertheless, this circumstance, favorable
for Kazakhstan, should not lead to a weakening of the Kazakh Communists’ struggle
against Kazakh nationalism and the spirit of reconciliation with it. On the contrary, the
struggle with local nationalism should be strengthened in every possible way, in order
to create the conditions for propagating Leninist internationalism among the working
masses of the nationalities of Kazakhstan. As material for orientation we are sending
you the TsK VKP(b) resolution on Tajikistan.

Stalin.12

If in theory Stalin stressed the importance of the struggle with Great Russian
chauvinism, in practice the main effort was reserved for local nationalisms.
This can be seen from samples of Stalin’s work as an editor that for decades
were kept secret from the general public. For example, in December 1934 Stalin
finished editing The History of the Civil War. From the very beginning he left
an authoritarian mark on the entire volume, from its cover to the last entry of
the index. Among his hundreds of major and minor changes, the following
three stand out. Originally the text read as follows:

a. “Russia is a prison of nations” [this is a subtitle in chapter 4].

b. “The policy of the Russian tsars starting from Ivan the Terrible had a
pronounced aggressive character.”

c. “Before annexation to Russia, Ukraine stood incomparably[nesravnenno)
higher with respect to culture than Great Russia.”13

Stalin changed the first excerpt to “Tsarist Russia is a prison of nations” (in
order to avoid any association with contemporary Russia); he deleted the
reference to Ivan the Terrible (foreshadowing the future rehabilitation of the
tsar) in the second, and censored the word nesravnenno with reference to pre—
1654 Ukraine in the third (thus implying that the1654 treaty was a progressive
step for Ukraine).

The destruction of Ukrainian culture, which received a powerful impetus in
February 1929, was a key element in Stalin’s policies. By the late 1940s,
cultural assimilation based on genocide of the peasantry and the post-war
crackdown in Galicia sometimes bewildered even the apparatchiks from
AGITPROP. A typical example is a letter of 6 May 1948 from Dmitrii T.
Shepilov, deputy head of the TsK VKP(b) Department of Agitation and
Propaganda, to Politburo member Andrei A. Zhdanov and First Secretary of the
Central Committee of the Communist Party (Bolsheviks) of Ukraine Nikita S.
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Khrushchev. It dealt with the music for the new national anthem of the
Ukrainian SSR. On the advice of his musical consultants, Shepilov wrote:

The only serious defect of the last version of the anthem is its almost total lack of
intonations of Ukrainian songs. One can distinguish in the anthem echoes of Arenskii’s
“Solemn March,” from the USSR anthem, from old Russian revolutionary songs, and
even from church concertos by Bortnianskyi. But what is lacking are the intonations of
the best, and particularly the heroic songs of the Ukrainian people. This anthem could
successfully, and perhaps with greater reason, become an anthem for the Russian
Federation. !4

Such an aberration was a logical result of the Stalinist policy towards
Ukraine proclaimed at the 12 February 1929 meeting with Ukrainian writers.

University of Toronto
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Transcription
BECEIA tos. CTAJIMHA C YKPAMHCKHMHU ITUCATEJIAMU.

ot 12 eppans 1929 .

KATAHOBHUY. — Cioso umeet 1. CTAJIMH.

CTAJIMH. - TTo MmoeMy, rJ1aBHBIH BOTIPOC, 3TO BOIIPOC O TOM, YTO GYATO
OBl . . . (He cybinHO) B CoBeTckoM Coro3e NpecTaBIsAeT U3 cebs MaTepHal,
AJ15 TOro, YTOOH! AATh [OYBY [JIsE 06pa30BaHMsl OOLIECOI03HOTO S13HIKA, T.€.
PYCCKOT0, HepaBEHCTBO JIUTEPATYPhl, OYEBUAHO, U OTCY TCTBHE MPEAIIOCHIIOK
[J1s PasBUTHA HallMOHAJIBHOM KYJIbTYpPhl TaK HAaZO NIOHUMATE BOMPOC. ITO
HEBEPHO, KOHEYHO. 5] 4acTO MOJTy4ai0 NUCHMA OT Pa3HBIX TOBAPHILIEH, MEXIY
NIPOYMM K OT YKPAWHIIEB, IO BOIPOCY O TOM, UTO TAKOE HALMA, MPUYEM
CUMTAIOT, YTO B Psi/ie IPU3HAKOB, ONpeesIAIIINX IOHATHE “‘Halus”’, Halo
106aBUTH €LIE OZ{MH MPH3HAK “TOCYIapCTBEHHOCTh . 3aTeM, MOJTyYalo MUchMa
0 TOM, YTO HEMpaBWJILHO ObLJIO MOE BHICTYIIJIEHHE HA OHOM U3 coOpaHuii,
kaxercs B KYTB’e, ectk Takoli yHuBepcutreT HaponoB Boctoka, rae s
TOBOPHJI O TOM, YTO HAllMOHAJIBHBIE KYJIbTYPEl HMEIOT CBOIO GYAYILHOCTD,
YTO HAIMOHAJIbHAA KYJIbTYpa B Halllelf cpelie, B COBETCKOM Cpejie, 03Ha4aeT
pasHoo6Gpasue opM KYJbTYpH NPU ONUHAKOBOCTH CONEpXKaHUS,
COLMAUCTUYECKOT 0 cofiepKanus. He corsacHbl ¢ 3THM MHOTHE TOBapHIIH.
IMpuyeM cYHUTAIOT, YTO JIO3YHI Pa3sBUTUA HAUUOHAJIBHON KYJIBTYPHI,
BhIABHTacMbiil nmaptueit U COBETCKOM BJIACTBIO, YTO 3TOT JIO3YHT
HETIPaBHJILHEIN, TaK KaK Ha CAMOM [ieJjie pa3sBUTHE K COLHAJIN3MY BEAET YKe
Tenepb K TOMY, YTO HAIMOHAJILHAS KYJIBTypa [A0JIKHA OTMEpEeTh U OGLIUI
A3bIK — MHPOBOH, I0J12K€H ObITh BRIPaGOTaH B IEPHOJ EPEXONHOT O BPEMEHH
OT KanuTaJn3Ma K COHaIn3My. A y Hac, B HaueM Corose, 6yaTo 05l Bce 3TO
ACJI0O OOJIXKHO NMEPEBAPUBATLCIA [OEJI0 HALIUOHAJIBHBIX KYJBTYP B OOHY
KYJILTYPY ¥ OOVH S3bIK, OYEBUIHO PYCCKHI A3bIK, KaK HanGOJIee pa3sBUTOM.
Bot aTakme nicbMa st nosryqao. IIpuBoaaTcs UTaTH U3 COYMHEHUHN JIeHIHA
HAaCYeT TOro, YTo JIEHHH BRICTYIIAJI YaCTO IPOTHUB HAIMOHAJILHOMN KYJILTYPHI,
CYUTaJ, 4TO 3TO Oyp KyasHbiil mpeapaccyniok. IIpuBoOgsTCS HMATATHL U3
JleHuHa O TOM, YTO HAIUOHAJLHBIE PAa3/IM4YHs OOJIXKHBI OTMEDPETb,
roCyAapCTBEHHBIE I'PaHHUIBI M BCAKHE JPYrie Pas/idyis, BIUIOTh 10 A3bIKA.
IMpueoasiTcs nuTaTel U3 JICHHHA HACYET TOTO, YTO MBI, AECKATh, MAPKCHCTHI,
CTPEMHUJINCH K CJIMAHHIO HaLlWit euie 10 (peBpasibCKON PEBOJIIOLMH, KaK XKe,
rOBOPAT, TENepb Mbl HAllMOHAJIbHEIE KYJIBTYPH pa3BuBaeM. HaMekaroT Ha
TO, YTO CYIIECTBOBAHUE HAIIMOHAJILHOI'O MPABUTEJILCTBA U HAIIMOHAJILHBIX
pecny6JIMK ¢ HAIMOHAJILHEIMH COBHAPKOMaMH — YTO 3TO HE YCTAHOBKA
Hallla, a TAKTUKA, HY €CJIA XOTHTE, IOHUMAaTe B HEKOTOPOM POJie MaJieHbKast
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YCTYIKa, OYeHb BpeMeHHas. BOT Takue mickMa 5 OJIy4alo 4acTo. Y MeHs,
K COXKaJICHHIO, HET BpEMEHH JIVIS1 TOro, YTOOBI BCE 3TU MaTepHasibl coOpaTh
W CEerofHs-3aBTpa BHICTynuTh. Ho A 370 B GyimxKaifiiee BpeMs CACJIaio
HaBEpHAKA Jifls1 TOrO, YTOOBI BCE 3TH BONPOCH Pa3biACHATL. JTH MUCHMA
comepxaT  NYTaHHIY, KOTOPYIO Bbl KPHTHKYeT¢ KOCBCHHO B BallldX
Bonpocax. [ToaToMy MoxkeT GHITh HE JTUITHUM OyIeT 371eCh CKa3aTh, B ABYX
CJIOBAX IO 3THUM BOIPOCAM, KOe-YTO CKa3aTb ¥ OTHOBPEMEHHO OTBETUTD Ha
BaUIl BOMPOCHL.

Ipexx e Becero HacueT Hanuil. YTo Takoe HaiuA? [iBa cyosa. S yRepeH,
YTO y BaC HIMEETCSI HEKOTOPOE COMHEHHE B ONpeAeICHUN OHATHA “HauuA”,
KOTOpOE y HaC B MapKCUCTCKOH cpefie ycraHoBusock. Kakue mpusHaku
H3/1araloTcs B INPOHM3BEACHUAX MapKCHUCTOB, PYCCKHX MapKCHCTOB €CJId
B34Th, TEPPUTOPHAJIEHOE €OHHCTBO, S3bIK, 3KOHOMHYECKAS OOLIHOCTD, H
HEKOTOpast OOLIHOCTDL HAIMOHAJILHOTO yXa CUMTAIOT, YTO K 3TOMY Hajio
pU6ABUTE “TOCYJAPCTBEHHOCTH, UTO €KEJIH UMeeTCA IPyIINa HaceJeHu,
HMeroLaA 00K A3bIK, OOIIYIO TEPPHTOPHIO, 32TEM, ODIIYIO 3K OHOMHYECKYIO
JKHW3Hb, CBA3AHHOCTh PAa3HBIX MPOBUHLMI B O/IHO LIEJIOE Ha JaHHOMU OoGHIeiH
TeppUTOpHH, OOLIMI KyJbTYpHBIA JyX U KYJIbTYPHBIM 6arax, To 3TOro
HeAOCTATOYHO, IJ15 TOI0 YTOGH! TAKYIO IPYIILY HACEJICHH S HA3BIBATE HALYEH.
Heob6xoaumo elnie NpuGaBHThL — €CJIN Y HALIMK €CTh CROE FOCYIapCTBO, TOr A
3Ta HaIMs, €CIM Y Hee eCTh BCE 3TH UETHIPE MpPHU3HAKa, HO HET HATOro
TIPU3HAKA, HET TOCy/1apcTBa, TO 3TO He Hallusl. 5 1OJIXKEeH CKa3aTh, YTO 3TO
COBEPILECHHO HEMpHEMJIeMasl TOYKa 3peHus. Ecyi 6l MBI Ha 3Ty TOYKY
3pEHUA CTaJTd, O4EBUAHO, Mbl IOJI2KHBI ObIJIM TOT 1A CKa3aTh, YTO, CKAKEM, TE
e camble y306ekH He OblIM HalMel, Toka He o6pa3oBau cBoio COBETCKYIO
rocy1apCTBEHHOCTD, TOJIBKO [10CJIE 3TOr0. M1 HpJ1aHALb! He IpeICTaBJIAIIH
Haluy, N0Ka y HUX cBOGOOHOE roCyAapCTBO HE OPraHU30BaoCh. TOJIBKO
nocJie 3Toro Mpnanous crana Hanue. Ho oTkyna ke B3sjoch Toraa
HaluuoHa/IbHOE ABMKenue? Wit B34Th, HanpuMep, I'py3uio 10 peBOJTIOUHH.
Kaxetca B okTs6pe Tam 661710 OpraHu30BaHo rocyaapctso. [1o 3ol Teopun
BBIXOMUT, YTO [{0 3T0T0 niepuoa I'py3us He npencTasisia coboit Hauuio. To
JKe camMoe MOJKHO ¢Ka3aTh U ripo Apmenuio. Ilo aTol Teopun TOJ/IBKO IOCTE
TOro, Kak 3[eCh OPraHH30BaHbl OBLLJIM TOCYAPCTBA, TOJILKO IMOCJIE 3TOT0
I'py3usa n ApmeHus cranu Hanmusamu. 1 Xouy cKa3aTh, YTO Tak MOTyT
CMOTPETh TOJILKO TAKHE JIIOAH, KOTOPHE CIMTAIOT HAleH TOJILKO Ty TPYIITY
HaceJIeHH 1, KOTopasi JoOUsIack CBoel rocysapcrseHHOCTH. OHM HE CUMTAIOT
TaKyI0 rPyIIy HACEJIeHUs1, KOTOPasi UMEET BCE OCTaJsIbHblE NPH3HAKY HaIIUH,
CYWTaTh Halled. DTO BEJMKONCPKABHAS TOUKA 3pEHUS] — TpU3HAHUE
HAIMK TOJIBKO TOA 060J104K0l rocynapcTseHHOCTH. OTKyda »Ke B TAKOM
CJIy4ae B3sJI0Ch HAIIHOHAJILHOE [IBHKEHHE y 3TUX HAlIHOHAJIbHOCTEH, KOrAa
TaM He BGbII0 rocymapcTBeHHOCTH? BOT HemoyMeHue, KOTOPoe UMEeTCs y
MHOrux ToBapuuieii. To, YTO yCTaHOBICHO MAPKCHCTCKOH JIMTEpATypOit —
YeThIpe NPU3HAKA, ONMPEeJISIONMX HAIMI0O — OHH OCTAlOTCSI OCHOBHBIMU
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NPU3HAKAMH HAIlMM H 3JIEMEHT I'OCY[JapPCTBEHHOCTH HE COCTAaBJISIET TOro
KOHCTUTYTATHUBHOTO MpH3HAaKa, 6e3 KOTOpOro HeJsib3sl TNMPU3HATH HAIMIO
HAIUEH.

Bropoit Bonpoc o cyap6ax HaIMOHAIBHOCTEH H MX HALMOHAJILHBIX KYJILTYP
B 0OCTaHOBKE Pa3BUTHA B IEPHO] MIEPEXO0La OT KANTUTAIN3MA K COHAIN3MY.
MEI Teneps nepe X uBaeM nepeX o b IepHo 0T KaU Ta/IH3Ma K COLMATH3MY .
Hara cTpana He MOXKeT ObITh Ha3BaHa KaMUTAJIUCTHIECKOH, TOUYHO TaK XKe
KaK OHa He MOXKET ObITh Ha3BaHa COLMA/IMCTHYECKOM. OHa HAET OT OCTaTKOB
KanTaIu3Ma WK OT TEX HOBBIX 3aPOKAAIOHIMXCS NPOCJIOEK KanuTaauaMma,
KOTOpHIE UMEIOTCSI B YCJIOBHAX HAM'a, K coupamusMy. U 3mech Ke Hamo
OTBETUTb HA T€ CCBUIKM Ha JIeHMHA, KOTOpHIC [AE/IAI0TCA OTAE/IbHBIMU
ToBapuiamu, CoBepIIEHHO BepHO, 4To T. JlenuH cnopui B 1912-13 rogy ¢
6YHIOBLIAMHU, KOTOPBIE CYUTAIH BO3MOKHBIM PA3BUTHE HHTEPHAIHOHAILHOU
KyJIbTYPHI Ge3HanuoHabHO. ToB. JIeHMH OBl COBEPIICHHO IPAB, HO OH
BOBCE HE CUMTaJjl BO3MOJXKHbIM pa3BUTHE HWHTEPHALMOHAJIBHOU KYJIBTYPHI
6esnanuoHasnibHo.  OH 60OpOJICS 3a HHTEPHALMOHAIBLHYIO KYJIBTYpPY IIO
copgepxauuto. Ho korpa emy Jlubman u IOnkeBny 3apaBau Bompoc: Hy,
XOpOILIO, HHTEPHAIMOHA/IEHASA KYJIbTYpa, — 3TO TaK JOJIXKHEI CMOTPETH
MapKCHCTHI, — HO OyZeT Jii OHa Ge3HannoHaIbHON? JleHuH pelnTesibHO
OTMEXEeBaJICs OT 3TOH TOUKM 3peHus. OH ropopwi: [a, Mbl CTOMM 32
Ppa3sBUTHE HHTEPHAIIMOHAJILHON KYJIBTYPhI, MBI CTOMM 34 TO, YTOOBI pa3/IHYHBIE
HAMOHAILHOCTH B HALLIEY CTPAHEe Pa3sBHBA/IM HHTCPHAIIMOHATEHYIO KYJIBTYDY
no cofepkanmio. Ho 51, JIenuH, cT010 33 TO, YTOOBI Y KaXK A0 HAIMOHAJILHOCTH
OblJla HalUOHaJbHas KyJapTypa Imo ¢opwme. IIpeacrasure
HHTEPHAIIMOHAJILHYIO KYJIbTYpY 6e3 HallMOHa/IbHOM (DOpMEI Hestb3s. Tak
MOTYT paccykaaTh TOJIBKO Aocyxkue monu. Ho joau nesia u jiiogu XXKu3HU
HHKOrJa He MOTYT CEPBE3HO CMOTPETH HA 3TOT BOIPOC TaK, YTO OyATO OBl
BO3MOXKHO TMpPH CyLUeCTBOBAHHM HAUMOHAJILHOCTEH pa3BUTHE
HHTEPHALUOHAJILHOH KYJbTYpPH O€3Hal[MOHAJIbHO, T.€. Pa3BHUTHUE
HHTEPHAUMOHAJILHONA KYJIBTYPHI, HE BEIDAa’KE€HHOE€ B TOM HJIM HHOH
HauuoHansHo# (popMe. BoT nodemy cchinku Ha JIenuHa o 3TOMy BOIIPOCY
SABJISIIOTCSI HEBepHBIMU. S ycTanaB/uBalo, uto JIeHMH paTyer 3a
HHTEPHALMOHAILHYIO KyJILTYPY CPEAM HAHUOHAIBHOCTEH, CYIIIECTBYIOIIHX
B CTpaHe, HO OH He CYMTaJ BO3MOJKHBIM pa3BHUTHE HHTEPHAIMOHAJILHOM
KYJIbTypH 6e3HaloHa/bHo. OH cUMTaJl, YTO HHTEPHAIMOHA/IbHAS KYJIETYpa
6yneT MMETh pa3HOOOpasHele (POPMBI COOOPA3HO C CYLIECTBYIOLIMMHU
HallMOHAJIBHOCTAMHU B [aHHOH cTpaHe. BOT 3TO HYXHO 00A3ATEJILHO
YCTaHOBUT.

3ateM, BTOPOE, YTO HyKHO YCTAHOBHUThH — HEJIb3sl HCKAXKaTh JIeHuHa,
KOT/a CCBUIAIOTCA Ha HETO ¥ YTBEPXKHAI0T, uTo JIeHuH, OyATO Obl, MCXOMAS U3
HEOOXOAUMOCTH CJINSHH S HAIIMOHAILHOCTEH, BMECTE C TEM YTBEPKAAJL, YTO
B IIEPHO[ MIEPEXOHOIO BpEMEHH HALIMOHATIBHOCTH Mcue3HyT. HesepHo aT0.
MoxxkHo cocnaTbcsas Ha TO, YTO T. JIGHHH KPYTO NOCTABMJI BONPOC O
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HAIHOHAJIBHBIX Pa3/IMYMAX, KOIJa OH CKasasl, YTO Pa3jiu4us MeXiy
HAIHOHAJIBHOCTSIMH, PAa3JIMYUsA BCAKHE, Pa3jIM4UA A3BIKA, JaxXe
rOCYAapCTBEHHbIE Pa3/InYH s — OHH JOJITO ele Oy Ay T CyIeCTBOBATD I10CJIE
TOro0, Kak MUpOBas AUKTATypa fpoJsieTapuara ycraHoBurcs. [Toaumaere —
B MHpE yXKE HET KamuTajM3Ma, YCTAaHOBJICHA MHpPOBas AUKTATypa
rpoJieTapuaTa, He COX03Has Hallia, @ MUPOBasl, M JOJITO €LIE NOCJIE 3TOrO, 110
mueuuto JIeHHHa, OyAyT CYyIIECTBOBAThL HAllMOHAJIBHEIC PasiM4MA. ITO
€MHCTBEHHOE MecTO, rAe JICHHH KpyTo, OTKPHITO H [0 KOHLA MOCTABHJI
BOIIPOC O HALMOHAJIBHBIX Pa3indusix. I1ocKo/IbKY JIEHNH rOBOPHJI O CJINAHHU
0O B3SATHSA BJIacTH, B 12-14-16 r. r., OH UMEJI B BUAY HE HCYEC3HOBEHHE
pass4Mil MeXX Iy HallMOHAJILHOCT IMH, @ ICYE€3HOBEHHE aHTaroHu3ma. J10
BEIlM pa3Hble. JIeHHH nHucas1 0 HaHOHAJILHOM I'HeTe, K 3TOMY CBOAMIIOCH BCE
Toraa. JleHuH mucasl 0 HeOGX0AUMOCTH YHHYTOXKHUTEH HALIMOHAJILHEIN THET,
YHHYTOXXHUTEL aHTarOHMU3M MeXKy HalJHOHA/ILHOCT SIMH M MEK/y PabovnMHu.
Mel1 aToro fesia fo6UIHCH B OCHOBHOM. 5] HE MOT'Y CKa3aTh, YTOOH B CMBICJTE
HAllMOHAJIbHBIX B3aMMOOTHOIUCHHH MeXJy paGouMMM pasIHYHBIX
HAIOHAJILHOCTEN Yy HAC Bce 0OCTOAI0 XopolIo. S He MOry 3TOro ckasarh,
MOTOMY 4YTO €CTh PYCCKMH IIOBMHU3M, HE HAIMOHAJIM3M, a IIOBHHU3M,
MEPEXKUTOK CTaporo, eCTh MECTHBI HAIMOHAJIN3M, BBI3RAHHBIN TeM, UTO
HallUM YIHETAJIMCh, NPUYEM YIrHETAJHMCh CHJILHO, M JIIOAM HE MOTYT
OTPEIINTLCA, OCBOGOAUTECS OT 3THX BOCTIOMHHAHHI, 3TH BOCIIOMHUHAHUSI
yrilyG/A10TCA; €CTh MECTHBII IIIOBUHU3M, €CTh MECTHBIE PeCIy O INKaHCK e
IOBMHKM3MBL. Bosbmute Ty xe I'py3uio, TaM MTYK 5-6 HalHOHALHOCTEN
HMeETCS, KpoMe Ipy3HH. HekoTophle Hallln KOMMYHHCTHL CTPEMATCS K TOMY,
9TOOHI . . . (He CJIBIHO). MBI, MOCKBHYH, HE IaBaJIH UM 3TOrO fiesiath. OT
MECTHOT'O HALIMOHA/IM3MA K LIIOBHHU3MY OYEHD JIErKo mepeiiti. Bee 310
3HAIO, TYT MEPEXKUTKOB OCTAJIOCh MHOI'0, HO HaJI0 TIPU3HATDH, YTO 643kl 114
HAUMOHAJILHOIO YIHETEHHA y2ke HeT. Ecuin rfie HUOyAb TONBITKH TaKue
MOABATCA, MBI HX OTCEYEM MOTOMY UTO 3TO HAET B paspe3 He C TAKTHKOI, a
cO BceH ycTaHOBKOH mapTuu KomMmyHucToR M Coserckoit Biactu. Hano
pa3nv4aTh Te€ MecTa U3 couMHeHMit JIeHuHa, rze TOBOPUTCA O TOM, UTO
B3ATHE BJIACTH ITPOJIETAPHATOM HJIH 1a2KE YCTAHOBJICHHE AEMOKPaTHUECKOH
AVKTATYpHI TOBE/IET K MOPLIBY HAIMOHAJILHOIO I'HETA U B TOM CMBICJ/IE —
K COJIMZK €HHIO HAIIMOHAIbHOCTEH. DTO Ha/l0 pa3/iMdaTh OT TOTO TE3KCA, TAC
JIeHHH TOBOPHT O HaIlHOHAJILHHIX Pa3/IMVMAX B NEPHOI AHKTATYpPHI
npoJsierapuaTa. YJacTo HamM TOBAPHIIM, OTAEJILHBIC TOBAPHILY, KOTOpHIE
HE/IOBOJTLHEI TOM HAIIMOHAJILHOM MOJIMTHKOM, KoTOpas Beaercst COBeTCKOM
BJIACTBIO, CIy THIBAIOT 9TH fiBe Be. Koraa Jlenun rosopust 06 oTaesIeHUA
HAlMOHA/TLHOCTEH BIJIOTH 10 0OPAa30BaHU A CAMOCTOATEIBHOTO FOCYIapCTBa,
OH OTYETJIEBO (DOPMYJIUPOBAJ TAK: “Pa3bedMHUTHCA 714 O0BEIUHEHNA —
3TO M €CTh MapKCHUCTCKHI noaxon. JaTe HallMOHATBHEIM I'OCy/JapCTBaM
BO3MOXKHOCTb CO3/1aBaTh CBOM I'OCYJAPCTBA [JIs TOI'0, YTOOB yOUTH BCAKYIO
BO3MOXKHOCTH 3afOJ03PEBAaHUA [ApYr ApYyra, M KOr[la B3aMMHOE HOBepHe
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CO37acTCA, NOCTABUTH BOMpPOC 00 o6beauneHud. JIeHUH He CTO4J1 BOBCE 3a
TO, YTOGHI BCe TocyfapcTBa pasapobusck. OH CTOsA/ 3a TO, YTOGEI OHH,
rocyaapcTsa, pasApOOMBIINCH, [ajiMl BO3MOXKHOCTb CO3[aTh HMOYBY OJ1S
B3aHMHOTI'0 ACBEPH;1 paGOYHX U KPECThSH U IOTOM [TOCTABUTh MPAK THYECKH
BONpOC 06 06beANHeHHH. HallioHa/IbHBIH BOITPOC MBI MAPKCHCTHI Pa3peLIac,
U BoIpoc 06 0cBOGOXKAECHHH HALMOHAJILHOCTEN He TaK KakK Oypxya. OHHM
Pa3bACHSIOT AJ15 TOrO, YTOOKI AaTh 3AMKHYTHCA B CBOEH CKOPJIyIIE APYT OT
Ipyra oTTOJIKHYTHCA K OTTOPOAUTHC TAMOXKEHHBIMH IIperpagamu. Y Hacy
MapKCHCTOB HE TaK CTOMT BOIIPOC, MBI FOPa3fio AaJbLIE HAEM BCAKHX 3THX
GypaKyasHbIX paZKaJIOB 110 BONpPoCy 06 0CBOOOKAEHUH HALMOHAIBHOCTEN,
BIJIOTH [0 CO3AaHHS OTHEJIbHBIX FOCYapCcTB, HO MbI HOGHBAEMCSL STOrO He
IUIsl TOTO, YTOOBI OTrOPOAMIINCh, APYT OT Apyra HalLMOHAJILHOCTH, a IJis
TOr0, YTOOHI ITIOTOM OOBLEAHHUTLCSA. BOT 3TO M 3HAYUT NOCTAHOBKA JIeHHHA
— Pa3beIUHUTHLCSA 15 TOTO, YTOOR OO BEAMHATHC .

Takas ouasieKTH4eCKas MOCTaHOBKa uMmeeTcs y JleHnHa B Bompoce 00
YHHYTOXKEHHUH KJIACCOB. Y Hac MHOI'HE I'OBOPST, KaK JKe TaK YHHYTOXKEHHE
KJIaCCOB, a MAET KJIaccoBasi 60pnba. B ToM To 1 ies10 uTO JIEHUH Tak CTaBUT
BOINPOC — YHUYTOKATh KJIACCH ITyTeM KJ1accoBol 60p6al. [IpoTHBOpEednBo
3TO, HO CTPAIIHO XXU3HEHHO. M yHUYTOXMTE FOCYIapCTBO Iy TEM YCHJISHU A
(dyHK I rocygapcTea. MBI K 4eMy CTPEMHMCST, K TOMY, 4YTOOBI FOCYAapPCTBO
otMmupano. Hokakum myrem nobusaemcs? CaMbiM HEBUJAHHBIM YCHJIEHNEM
(yHKHHIA rocy1apcTBa B JIALIE HU30BOT O IpoJieTapraTa. Takororocy apcraa,
TaKOoro OGLIHPHOI0, ¢ GOBIIMMH (PYHKLH AMH, KaK AUK TaTypaIpoJsieTapiara,
He ObIBAJIO HUKOT A B Mupe. ['ie Buzesm rocyaapcTso, KoTopoe 0OHAMaJIo
MOYTH BCIO CTPaHY. ITO XK€ MOYTH OI0AXKET rocyqapcTaa, 6104xeT Beei
NPOMBILLIZIEHHOCTH. H1JIH, eCJTi Y Hac COLMaIUCTUYECKHI CEKTOP CEJILCLKOTO
XO3s#iCTBa Pa30BbETCA KaK CJIEAyeT, TOXe OyayT NpeAanpusiTui 3TO
rOCYAAPCTREHHBIE GOJIbHIEH YacThIO, He GRIBAJIO HUKOr /1A B MICTOPYH HAPOJOB
TaKOro OOLIMPHOTO U MOILHOIO IO CBOEH cuJle, 0 CBOeMYy OObeMy
rocyaapcTBa, KaK npoJieTapckasi AMKTaTypa, a Mbl CTPEMUMC S YHUUTOXKHTD
BCsikoe rocyaapcTeo. He npoTuBopeunBo jm 310? [da, mpotusopeunso. Ho
3TO NPOTHUBOpEYHE AHAJIEKTHYeCKOe, abcoyoTHO ob6xoaumoe AJid
YHHYTOXKEHHs I'OCYAapcTBa ... (He CJIBILIHO) KOBECTH A0 JIOFMYECKOIo
KOHIIa Bce cBOM (PYHKIIMH, CaMble IIMPOKHE U CaMble MOIUHKIE (DYHKLINH C
TeM, 4To6Bl IOTOM rOCyJapCcTBO, Hcuepnas cebs 1o gHa, CTaNo . . .

Toxxe caMoe HacyeT HAIIMOHAJIBHOM Ky JIbTYPhl HAZ10 CKa3aTh. OGhe IUHUATE
HALMOHAJILHYIO KYJIbTYpY Ha 6a3€ O0LIEr0 COLMAIMCTHYECKOr'0 COIEPKAHU A,
IyTeM YCHJIEHHA Pa3BUTHA HAIIMOHAJBHBIX KyJbTyp. Tak cTOMT Bompoc.
3rtoro jioau He NOHUMAIOT. ExKesu BB MapKCHCTRI AyMAaeTe, 4TO Koraa 6o
co3gacTcsl obLMit A3bIK, 4 3TO OyZeT, 3TO GyAeT He pycCKHil SI3BIK, HE
bpaniy3cKuii, HAMOHAJILHMI BOTIPOC HEJIH351 B OHOM FOCYAaPCTBE PEILINTD,
HAIMOHAJILHKIN BONPOC CTaJl U BHE I'OCYJapCTBEHHBIM YK€ [ABHO, €CJIH
KorgaJinbo obmmit A3bIK CO3JacTCs, OH CO3MACTCs 6e3yCIJIOBHO, TO 3TO IOCJTIE
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TOro, Kak MHpOBasi AUKTaTypa lpoJsieTapuara 6yieT 3aBOeBaHa, Tak A0JIro
TOJIBKO CITyCTS HOCJIE 3TOr0, KOTa COLUaM3M 6yeT yTBEpXKAaTeCA He B
OIHOM CTpaHe, a BO BCeX CTpaHaX. Tak BOT pa3BUTHE HAIMOHAJILHBIX
KyJbTYp B BIO0XY [AHUKTATypHl MpOJIETApHaTa, MAaKCHUMaJIbHOE DPa3sBUTHE,
MOKPOBUTEJ/ILCTBO HAHOHA/ILHBIM KYJ/IBTYPaM, IOTOMY MBI 3THM KYJIbTYpaM
TIOKPOBUTEJILCTBYEM 1714 TOT'0, YTOGBI OHU MCUYEPIIAB BO BCIO CE6:1 K CO3Aa/H
TIOYBY /J151 Pa3BUTHA A3LIKA RO BCEM MHpE He PYCCKOr0, @ MEXK/TyHApOJHOT O
s3pika. Korga sto6yner? CommkoM nasieko 1o Toro BpeMens. JleHuH npas,
roBOpPs, YTO 3TO AOJIIO — IOCJE TOr0, KaK YCTAaHOBHUTCS BO BCEM MHpeE
MeXIyHapoAHasi IMKTaTypa mnpoJsierapuaTa. BoT kak craBuUTCs BOmpOC.
Jhionu, MapKCHCTH, MBICJIAIINE CJIMIIKOM IPOCTO, YNPOILAIOUIHe
CJIOXHEHNINE BONPOCH HALMOHAJLHOI'O Pa3sBUTHU, JIIOAH, KOTOpHE
HEKOTOpBHIE TOJIKOBAaHUS HE IOHUMAIOT, a B 3THX TOJIKOBAaHMAX BCE ACJIO, HE
HNOHUMAIOT TOFO, YTO MBI XOTHM [OATOTOBHUTH BJIEMEHTHI ... HE MOTYT
MIEpEBAPHTH TOr'0, YTO MBI XOTHM MOATOTOBUTH 3JIEMEHTHI MEXKAYHapOAHON
COLIMA/IHCTHYECKON KYJILTYPBLILy TEM IIPEE/IbHOT O Pa3BUTH sl HALIHOHAJILHOM
KYJIBTYPBI, TO TaK K€ HE IOHUMAIOT KaK Mbl XOTUM NPUTTH K YHUYTOXKEHUIO
KJ1aCCOB Iy TEM YCUJIEHH A KJ1aCCOBOH GOPBOLI, HJIM KaK Mbl XOTUM NIPUTTH K
OTMUPAHMIO FOCYJApCTBA My TeM HeORBAJIOrO PacIIUpeHK s (PYHKIUHA 3TOro
rocyaapcTBa, Ui Kak Mbl XOTHM JOOMThCH 0ObeMHEHH I HAPOJOB Pa3HBIX
CTpaH IyTeM UX pazbeHHEHUs MyTEM OCBOGOXKIEHN S HX OT KaKOro-an6o
THETa, [yTEM NPEefOCTABJIEHNA UM NpaBa Ha 06pa30BaHue HAIMOHAJILHOIO
rocygapcTsa. Ko He HOHHMMaeT 9ToH XKM3HEHHON IOCTAaHOBKH BOIIPOCA, TOT
HE MOHHMAET, YTO Mbl MPOBOAMM MOJHMTUKY MAKCHMAaJIbHOIO Pa3BUTHUA
HaLMOHAJILHOM KYJILTYPBI, C TEM, YTOOH OHA HUcuepnasa cebs A0 KOHIA B
9TOOHl 3aTeM Obljla co3faHa 0a3a /i OpPraHM3aIMH MEXXIyHAPONHOM
COLIMAJIMCTHYECKOH KYJIbTYDPBI HE TOJIBKO 110 COAEPIKaHMIO, HO H 10 (popMe.

Bruto 66 ommbouyHo, ecim Obl KTO-JIMO0 AYyMaJl, YTO B OTHOLICHHH
Pa3BUTHA HALMOHANBHOM KYJIbTYPHI OTCTAJIBIX HALIMOHATILHOCTEN 6yATO OB
HEHTpaJIbHbIE paOOTHUK Y ACpKaTCA NOJUTUKH HEUTPAJINTETA: HY, IECKATb,
pa3BMBAETCA HALMOHANBLHAS KYyJIbTypa, TaK MyCTh €€ Pa3BHBACTCSA Ha
3OPOBbE, HAIIIE IeJI0 CTOpOHa. Takas Touka 3peHus Oblyia 6bI HENIPaBU/IbHA.
M=l cTOMM 32 IOKPOBUTEJILCTBEHHYIO HOJIMTUKY B OTHOIUIEHUUM Pa3BUTHS
HAlHOHAJIBHOMN KYJIbTYPHl Yy OTCTa/BIX HAalMOHAJBHOCTEH. 3TO 1
MOAYEPKHUBAIO, YTOOH T¢ YNPOILICHH S, KOTOPhIE HMEIOTCS B 3TOM BOIIPOCE,
TIOHS1JIY, YTO MBI HE CTOPOHA, 4 aKTUBHEIE A€ ATEJIH, HOKPOBUTE/ILCTBYIONINE
PAa3BHTHIO HALMOHAJIBHON KyJIbTYpEl. MBI CTOUM 32 TO, YTOOH KYJILTYPY,
OyXOBHHEIM Garax, UMeloluiicsa y AaHHONM HAIMOHAJILHOCTH, CAEJAaTh
[NOCTOSTHHEM Bcero Hapo/ia. Ha kakoM, Haripumep, s36IKe MBI MOJKEM OOHATD
KyabTypy YKpamuet? Tosbpko Ha ykpauHckoM. Ilepen HaMm CTOHT
NMPUMHTHUBHAA MpobJieMa, paspelieHne KOTOPOil CTOUT JOPOro M KoTopas
YK€ paspellieHa BO MHOTHIX FOCY JapCTRaX, — 3TO IpofJieMa IepBOHAYAILHOT O
BCeOGIIEro 06:A34TesIbHOr0 06yUeHua. MBI IOJI3KHEI JOOHUTHCS TOT' 0, YTOOHI
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pabouMii U KpeCThsIHWUH NPUXOAHJIM Ha (pabpHKy M 3aBOM, WJIH Ha
CeJIbCKOX035HCTBEHHOE TPEANIPHATHE, IPaMOTHBIMH, M€, ITO KpaiiHel Mepe,
4—x kJaccHoe o6pa3oBaHHe. JTOM CTYNEHU NOCTHIVIM YK€ NABHO TakKue
rocynapcTea Kak I'epmanus, Anrimsa, Opanuus, lserinapus u 1.4, Ha
KaKOM A3BIKE 9TOr0 MOXHO 10cTUrHyTh? Ha pycckom? TonbKO Ha pOOHOM
sa3biKe, Eciim MBI XOTHM IIMPOKME MacChl HAPOAA MOAHSTH HA BBHICIIYIO
CTYNEHb KyJbTYpEI, HJIM He Ha BLICIIYIO, & XOTs Obl Ha CPEAHIOI0 WA faxe
HU3IIYIO CTYNEHb KYJbTYPbl, Mbl AOJIKHB POAHON S3BIK KaX/OU
HaIMOHAJILHOCTH Pa3sBMBAaTh MAKCHMAaJIbHO, TOTOMY YTO TOJIKO Ha POAHOM
SA3bIKE MBI MOXKEM JOCTUTHYTh 3TOro. JIpyroro cpeactsa OJjis HOJHATUS
KYJIbTYPHOCTH Macc, KpOMe POIHOTO sA3bIKa, B IPHPOZE He CyLIeCTBYeT. BoT
NOYeMY COBEpLUEHHO HENPAaBHJ/ILHBIM M OHIMOOYHBIM ObLJIO Gbl 3aHMMATD
MO3ULIKIO HENTPAINTETa B OTHOLICHUH Pa3BUTH 1 HAMOHAJIBHOM KYJIbTYPHI.
Toraa Mbl {O/IKHBI IPH3HATh, YTO HUKAKOH IIPOMBIIITIEHHOCTH HE IOJHUMEM
W HUKaK Ol 000pOHK He co3niaaguM. 60 oT4ero 3aBUCHT 06CTaHOBKa 0OOPOHBI
ctpanbl? OT KyJITYPHOCTH HaceJIeHH 1, OT TOr0, KaKoB Oy/IeT Halll COJIIaT,
pa3bHpaeTCcs JIH OH B 3JIEMEHTAPHBIX NOHATHAX KYJbTYPHI, MOXKET JIM OH
MOJTb30BAThC 1, HAIIPUMED, KOMIIACOM, pa30paThbCs B KapTaX, €CTh JIM Y HErO
XOTA 6Bl PUMHUTHBHAS IPaMOTHOCTBb, KyJIbTypa, YTOOB OH MOT IOHATH
ImpuKasel ¥ T.4. Ec/u 3THX 3/1eMEHTapHBIX YCJIOBHMi HET, Mbl HE MOXKEM
€O30aTh HACTOSIIYI0 060POHY CTpaHbl. TOYHO Tak K€ HaM COBEPLIEHHO He
0e3pa3/inyHO, B KAKOM COCTOSHUH MOCTYNAT paboune HA HAIlIM 3aBOARI U
¢abpuxku. Benp MBI nepeBOOpyKaeM TeNeph Hally HNPOMBILJIEHHOCTh M
HAYMHAEM [IEPEBOOPY XKATh U CEJIBCKOE X03UCTBO, NOTOMY, UTO IIPH CTAPHIX
OpYAUAX KPeCTbsHUH HE CMOXKET CIPAaBUTLCS C 3a/la4aMi U TpeOOBaHU AMH,
KOTOpHIE NPENbABJSNIOTCS BHPOCHIEH TPOMBIIIJIEHHOCTLIO U BCEM
xo3giicTBoM. IloBTOpsI0, HaM coBceM He 0€3pa3/lMYHO, B KAKOM BHJIE
MOCTYNAIOT Ha Hamu (pabpUKHK 1 3aBob! paboune, KyJIbTYPHBI OHU HJIY HE
KYJIbTYPHBL DTO 0YEeHb cepbe3Hblit Bonpoc. Hukakoif cepre3Hoi HHOyCcTpUn
Pa3sBUTH MHI HE CMOKEM, He CAeJjIaB BCE HaceJIeHUe rpaMOTHBIM. IlycTsku
BCE, €CJIM AYMAIOT, YTO MOXKHO COBEPIHEHHO HEKYJIbTYPHBIX JIIOAEH,
HEI'PaMOTHEIX JIIOJIEH MOXKHO 3aCTaBHTH TaK XK€ Pa3BUTH CBOYM TPYH M TaK Xe
HCTIOJIb30BATh MALIUHBL, KaK 9TO [JeJIa€TC HapOAaMy, Fie KyJIbTYPHOCTb Ha
BHLICOKOM CTyIleHHM HaxoguTcs. Tak BOT, faxe AJIsl OCYILECTBICHUS caMoyt
3JIEMEHTApHOM NpomnaraHibl MOJHATHA FPaMOTHOCTH, JaXe AJIA 3TOro
HallMOHAJIbHAS KYJIbTypa SABJISETCS TEM BO3AYXOM, 6€3 KOTOpOro Mbl Hiary
caeJiaTb He MOXKeM. BoT moueMmy Kakoit HHOyAb HEHTpasHTeT, Haxe
KOCBEHHHH, OH YK€ NpECTyNeH, OH — NPOTHB HHTEPECOB MpOoJIeTapHara,
NPOTHB NIAPTUH, MPOTHUB HApoAa.

Bsl cripammnBaeTe, KakHe NePCHeK THBL HAIIMOHAJIBHOM KyIbTYPhL. SICHO,
OHa OyzeT pa3BuBaTbcs. KOHeYHO, MBI MOTJIN OBl, HPU/S B CTPaHY, CKA3aTh:
“Hy, MH MaJIeHBKO NOAO0XOeM, KaK OyAeT HapTHUHBIH amnmapart
HallMOHAJIM3UPOBaTbCSA Ha YKpauHe, JMTeparypa, npodeccrHoHaTbHEIA
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anmnapar, rocyJapcTBeHHBIH 1 pod.”. Mpl Ha 3TO TaK CMOTPETH HE MOXKEM,
MBI AOJIKHBI 3TO 7IEJI0 ABUHYTH Bliepe/] aKTHBHO. BoT Hacyer Temna — B
3TOM H COCTOMT HOKPOBHTEJILCTBEHHAs NoJmTuka COBETCKOH BJIACTH B
OTHOLIEHUH Pa3BUTUS HAIIMOHAJIBHBIX KyJbTYp, T.€. To, 0 4yeM CoBerckas
BJIACTh NPUHIUNUANLHO OTJIMYIAETCS OT BCAKOU APYroH BJIACTH. A BCsAKas
ApyTas BJacTb OOUTCS Pa3sBUBATH HALMOHAJILHYIO KYJILTYPY, IOTOMY YTO IO
OypKya3sHOMY — pa3sBHTUE [pPYTHX HallMOHAJILHOCTEH eCTh pEIUCHUE B
CTOPOHY . .. (HE CJIBILIHO).

IepcnexTusbikakue? Ilepcrnek THBBI TAKHE, YTO HAIMOHAIBHBIE KYJIHTYPHL
naxe camuix Masbix HapoaHocTet CCCP GynyT pa3sBUBaThLCS MBI OyeM UM
noMoraTe. be3 aToro ABUHYTHCS Breperl, IOAHATH MUJIJTMOHBIE MacChl Ha
BBICIIYIO CTYIIEHb KYJIbTYPBI, U TEM CaMbIM CIE/1aTh HAILY TPOMBILIICHHOCTH,
Hallle CEJILCK 0€ X0351CTBO 0G0POHOCTIOCODHBIMH, —0€3 5TOr0 MBI HE CMOKEM.

Kpectbannn — ongHo fies1o, eco OH 4 KJjiacca HpOLIes, HEKOTOpHIE
3JIEMEHTAPHBIE arpOHOMUYECKHE 3HAHHMA NPHOOpEs, ec/ii MOoXeT
OPHEHTHPOBATHC 1, — TaKO¥ KpecThsHIH [MOJHUMAET CEJTbCKOE X03AHCTRO;
Aapyroe ej10 — abCoMOTHO He3rpaMOTHBII, 3/1eMEHTapHBIX 3HaHUi HeT. Ha
KaKOM 53bIKe ero 06pa3oBbiBaTh? TOJIBKO Ha HAPOIHOM, TOTOMY UTO JAPYTHX
SI3BIKOB OH He 3HaeT. IlepcneKTHBbl TakKue, YTO HalMOHAJIbHEIE KYJIBTYPHI
6ynyT passuBaThcs, a CoBeTCKAs BIACTH AOJIKHA Pa3BUTHIO HAMOHAJILHBIX
KyJIbTYp noMoraTe. O6 sTom T. KaraHoBHdY IrOBOpWJI C BaMH, JOJIFO A
pacrpocTpadaTecs He Oyy, HO [ABa CJI0Ba CKaXy, YTO HA/I0 pa3jiMyaTh B
HAUMOHAJIbHOM KyJBTYpE ABE CTOPOHHL: ¢opMy U conepxanue. Korpa
roBopAT — ¢popMa HUYEro He 3HAUUT — 3TO MYCTAKU. OT POPMEI CTpaLIHO
MHOro 3aBHCHUT, Oe3 Hee HHKAaKOro cofepkaHus He ObiBaeT. @opma —
HalWOHaJIbHas, COAepXKaHue — COLHA/IUCTHIECKOE. DTO HE 3HAYUHT, UTO
KaX[blii IMTEPATOP AOJIKEH CTATh COLUAIUCTOM, MAPKCUCTOM M IIPpoY. DTO
HE Heo6X0OMMO. ITO 3HAYMT, YTO B JIATEPATYPE, IOCKOABKY PEeYb UAET O
JIUTEPATYPE, NOJIKHBI NOABUTECS HOBLIE repod. Panblnie 06bIYHO repoes
WHBIX BRIIBUT a)1d, TENEPh JOJIKHbBI I0ABUTHC A '€POY M3 HAPOa, U3 KPECThAH,
u3 6ypaKyasuy — B TOM OCBELUECHUH, KOTOPOT'O OHH 3aCJIyKMBaIOT. B3aTs,
HalpuMep, TaKUX MOIYTUYMKOB, s HE 3HAIO, MOXKHO JIM CTPOTO Ha3BaTh
MOy TYMKaMM 9TUX HcaTesiell, Takux nucaTesieit, kak BeeBoson MBasos,
JlaBpeHeB. Bbl MoxeT ObITh yuTasM “Bponenoesn”, Beeposioga Mranosa,
MOXET ObITb, MHOI'ME U3 BaC BUCJH €ro, MOXKET ObITh BRI YHTAMH HJH
punies “Paszsiom” JlaBpeHeBa, — JlaBpeHEB HE KOMMYHICT, HO 51 Bac YBEpsIIO,
YTO 3TH 06a NUcaTes1s1 CBOUMH rponssencHusmu “Bporenoesn” u “Pasnom”
MpUHECAH ropasno Gosibiie mosib3sl, yeM 10-20 wim 100 KoMMyHUCTOB
nUcaTe e, KOTOPhie MUYKAI0T, MHYKAIOT, HA YepTa He BRIXOOUT; HE yMEIT
MUCATh, HE XyAOXKeCTBeHHO. MK B3ATh, HANPHMEpP, 3TOI'O CAMOrO BCEM
n3BecTHOro Bysrakoma, eco B3aTh ero “Iunm TypOuneix”. Yyxkoii oH
uesioBex, 6e3ycsiono. Ensa-sim oH coBeTcKoro obpasa meicsiM. OpHaxo,
CBOUMM TYpPOHHBIMH OH TIPHHEC BCe-TaKH GOJIBIIYIO I0JIB3Y, 6€3yCJIOBHO.
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KAT'"AHOBWNY. — YKpauHUB HE COTJIACHEL (IIyM, PasroBOpPHI)

CTAJINH. - A s1BaM CKaxy, 5 C TOUKH 3peHH S 3pUTEJIA CYKy. Bo3smute
“Iau TypOHHBIX” OOLIMHA OCaZIOK BNEYATJ/IEHH: y 3pUTeJ1A OCTaeTCA KaKoit,
HECMOTPS Ha OTpUHATEJIbHbIE CTOPOHBL, B YEM OHH COCTOAT TOXKE CKaXy,
OOLUMI OCaJlOK BIIEYATJICHUS OCTAETCA TaKOH, KOIAa 3pUTEJIb YXOOUT U3
Tearpa. JTO BIEYATJICHHE HECOKPYIUMMON cuibl GosbliesukoB. [laxe
TaKHe JIIOIH KPeTKye, CTONKHE 10 CBOeMY YeCTHEIE B KaBbIuKax, Kak Typoun
W ero OKpyXaoluge, faxe Takue JIoAu Oe3yKOpU3HEHHBI 110 CBOEMY U
YeCTHEIE 10 CBOEMY B KaBBIYKaX JOJI2KHEI ObL/IM ITPU3HATEH B KOHLIE KOHIIOB,
YTO HAYETO C THMM OOJIbIIEBHKAMH HE NOAesiaciib. S AyMalo, 4To aBTop
KOHEYHO 3TOr0 He XOTeJI, B 3TOM OH HEIIOBUHEH, /IEJIO HE B 3TOM KOHEYHO.
“Ouu TypO6uHblx” 5TO BejM4Yafiiad AEeMOHCTpalusA B MOJb3Y
Bcecokpywatoutedt cuibl 6osbiesusma ('OJIOC: U cMEHOBEXOBCTRA).
M3Bunaute. 51 He MOry TpeBoOBAaTh OT JIMTEPATOPA, YTOOH OH 06A3aTEILHO
OhlJ1 KOMMYHHCTOM ¥ 0043aT€JIbHO NPOBOAWJI NAPTUHHYIO TOUKY 3PEHAA.
g 6esJIeTPUCTUYECKOU NUTEpPATYpHl HYXHBI APYrHe MEpel — HE
PEBOJIIOLIHOHHASA Y PEBOJIIOLIMOHHA 1, COBETCKAs, HE COBETCKA s, [IPOJIETAPCKas
He mnpoJsertapckai. Ho TpeGosaTh, uTOOH JiHTEpaTypa Ohlya
KOMMYHACTUYECKOU — HeJslb3s. ['OBOpAT yacTo npapas Ibeca WU JieBast.
Tam u3oGpaxkeHa npasas onacHocTb. Hampumep, TypOuHEL COCTaBNAIOT
NpaByIo OMACHOCTh B JiuTepaType. Yo, Hanpumep, “Ber”, ero 3anpeTuim,
3TO MpaBasi ONaCHOCTb. JTO HENPAaBHJILHO, ToBapuIM. IlpaBas u JjieBas
OIMaCHOCTH 3TO YHCTO napTuitHoe. IlpaBas onacHOCTH — 3TO 3HAYMT, JIIOAU
HECKOJIbKO OTXOOAT OT JIMHUM NIApTHH, PaBast ONaCHOCTh BHYTPH MAPTUH.
JleBasi oracHOCTb — 3TO OTXO/ OT JINHMH IApTHH BJIeBO. Pa3pe nutepatypa
napTuiiHas? 310 e He NapTUiiHa s, KOHEYHO, 3TO ropaszio LUHpE JIMTepaTypa,
YyeM [IapTUs ¥ TaM MEPKH IOJIKHEI OBITH IPYTHE, GoJiee obiupe. TaM MOXKHO
TOBOPHTB O MPOJIETAPCKOM XapakTepe JUTepaTyphl, 00 aHTUIIPOJIETapCKOM,
0 pabGodye-KpPeCTbIHCKOM XapakTepe, 00 aHTH-paboue-KpecThAHCKOM
XapakTepe, O PEBOJIIOLIMOHHOM, He DPEBOJIIOLIMOHHOM, O COBETCKOM,
aHTHCOBeTCKOM. Tpe6GoBaTh, 4TOOBI GeslieTpudecKast JIUTEpaTypa u asTop
NPOBOIIJIA MAPTUAHYIO TOYKY 3pEHHA, TOraa BceX GecrnapTHHHBIX Hago
u3ronAts. [Ipasgastounuuer? Bossmure Jlagpenera, nonpoGyiTe uarHaTh
YeJIOBEKA, OH CHOCOOHBIH, KOE-4TO W3 NMPOJIETAPCKOM XKU3HH CXBATHJI U
[0BOJIBHO METKO, paboyue ApsIMO CKaXXyT, HOMAUTE K YOPTY C MPaBbIMHU H
JIEBBIMH, MHE HPABMTCA XOOMTh Ha “Pa3noM” u s O6yny XoouTh U paGounit
npaB. M sosbmuTe Beesosiona Visasosa “Bpoxenoesn”. OH He KOMMYHUCT
Bcesoston MBaHOH, MOXET GBITH OH ce0s1 CUMTAET KOMMYHUCTOM (LIyM,
pasrosopsel). Hy oH koMMyH#cCT unoBHiit (cMex). Ho aTo eMy He noMelasio
HANKCATh XOPOLIYIO IITYKY, KOTOPasi UMeeT BeJIMyaiiliiee PEBOJIFOIIHOHHOE
3HAUCHUE, BOCIIMTATE ILHOE 3HaueHue Gecenopo. Kak Bb ckaxkeTe — OH
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TIpaBbii WK JIeBbIA? OH HY TPaBbIi, HU JIEBKIN, IOTOMY YTO OH HE KOMMYHHCT.
Henb3s 4ucTo mapTuUiHBIE MEPKU MEPEHOCUTh MEXAaHMYECKH B Cpeny
JINTEPATOPOB. SI CUHTAIO, UTO TOB. B OUKaX, TaM CHISILMH, HE XOUET MEH I
noHATh. C 3Tolf TOUKM 3peHH s, C TOUKM 3peHHs O0JbLIero MacluTada u ¢
TOUYKH 3peHUA JPYTrUX METOAOB NOAXO0[A K JIUTEPATYpE, A H TOBOPIO, YTO
paxe ¥ nbeca “Iun Typ6unbix” ceirpasia 60JibllyIo ponb. PaGouue xoasT
CMOTPETD 3TY IECY H BUASAT: ara, a 60JIbIIEBUKOB HUKaKas CHUJIa HE MOXKET
B34Th! BoT Bam 06mmit ocamok BrieUaTNEHHH OT 3TOHM HbECH, KOTOPYIO
HHMKAaK HeJIb3s1 Ha3BaTh COBETCKOU. TaM ecTh OTpULIaTe IbHbIE YEPTHI, B 3TOH
meece. ITH TypOuHEI IO-CBOEMY UYECTHBIE JIIOMIU, AAHKI KAK OTHAEJIHHEIC
oTopBaHble OT cBoeit cpean! HHAuBUAK. Ho ByirakoB He xo4eT 0GpHCOBaTh
HACTOSLLIET O MOJIOJKEHH 1 BelleH, He X0ueT OGpUCOBATH TOT'O, YTO XOTA OHH
MOXKET OBITh H YECTHBIE ITO-CBOEMY JIFOIH, HO CHAAT Ha Uy KO I1Iee 32 YTO UX
4 roHAT. Y Toro e Bysrakosa ecTh mbeca “ber”. B aToit nbece aH TUN
onHoM KeHmuHB, — CepaduMBl U BHBEACH OAHH NPHBAT-IOLECHT.
OO6pHcoBaHbI 3TH JIIOIN YECTHHIMY U ITpod. M HAKaK Hesb3s1 IOHATD, 32 UTO
Ke MX COOCTBEHHO TOHAT GOJIbIICBUKY, BeAb 11 CepaduMa 1 3TOT IpHUBAT-
AOLEHT, 002 OHH OEXXEHIIBI, 0-CBOEMY YECTHBIC HEMOAKYIHHIE JIIOAH, HO
Byanrakos, — Ha 10 oH u Bysrakos, — He n306pasus1 TOro, 4ro 5TH, IO-
CBOEMY YECTHRIE JIIOAU, CUAAT Ha YyXKoH wee. X BHINMOAIOT U3 CTPAHLI
MOTOMY, YTO Hapo/1 He X04eT, YTOOH! TaKye JIIOJM CUIENIH y Hero Ha iee. Bot
[OJOIUIEKA TOT0, MOYEMY TAKHX, [O-CBOEMY YECTHBIX JIOAEH, M3 HaleH
CTpaHbl BHIIKHOAIT. ByJ/IrakoB yMBIIUJICHHO, HJIH HE YMBILIJIEHHO, 3TOr0 He
uzobpaxkaer. Ho paxe y Takux mone#t, kak ByJirakos, MOXXHO B34Th Koe-
YTO N0JIC3HOE. S rOBOPIO B JaHHOM cJiy4ae o Iibece “[au Typounnix”. Jaxe
B TaKol Ibece, JaXke y TaKoro YeJIOBEKa, MOXKHO B3ATh KOe-4TO [JIf Hac
noJsiesHoe. Ilogemy s Bce aTo rosopro? IloToMy UTO K JIUTEpaType HyKHO
npuJarath 6oJiee IMMPOKUe MacliTaOkl IpH onieHKe. IpaBhiit MM JieBblit He
HOAXOAMT. MOKHO FOBOPHTE — IPOJIETAPCKHUI MM aHTUNIPOJIETApCKUi,
COBETCKHH HJIM AHTHCOBETCKHUM,

Basts, Hanpumep, “Bpycku” [Tapdenopa. Celuac caMbM XapakTepHBIM
IJ15 JEePeBHH SABJISIETCA TO, YTO HET OJHOM JepeBHH. EcTh nBe AepeBHU.
Hosas gepesHs, KOTOpasd MOBOPAaYMBAETCHA K IOpOJy, KIET OT Hero
TPaKTOPOB, ATPOHOMUYECKHUX 3HAHUH U T.[., XOYET JXUTh, IO-HOBOMY, MO-
HOBOMY paboTaTh, CBA3ATHCA C FOpOAoM. 3T0 HoBas aepeBHs. Mectbcrapas
JepeBHsA, KOTOpas 4YHUXaTh XO4UeT Ha BCce HOBOE, Ha TPAaKTOpa, Ha
arpoHOMMYECKHE 3HaHuA U T.4. Ctapas NepeBHs XO4eT XKHUTh NO-CTApHHKE,
urubner. ¥ [lapdenosa B “Bpyckax” 3ameuareJsisHO OOPACOBRIBAIOTCS 3TH
OBe mepeBHH, ux Goppba Mexay coboit. HdospkHa nu GBITH JIMTEPATYDA,
pucyiomias gepesHio, KpecTbauckoi? Bor Tlapdenosckue “Bpycku”.
NapdeHora Hesb3a Ha3BaTh KPECThIHCKUM IHCATEsIEM, XOTS OH B CBOEM
MPOM3BECHUM HILET TOJIBKO O KPECThAHCTBE, @ O T'OPOJie y HEro HeT HU
cjoBa. Unm B3saTh Apyroe MeHee uasectHoe npoussenenue “Kars Honra”
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KopotoBa. Kopobos 3amedaTesIbHO U300paKaeT 3/1eCh IVIYTHH KYJIAKOB,
BCSAKME WX MaxuHanuu. [IpexpacHo MoKasaHO Kax HOBasi ACPEBHS PAcTeT,
KAaK HOBBIE THITH! KPECThSIH HADOAUJIMCh. DTO HE TAKOH KPEeCThHHUH, KOTOPbIi
HEpALINBO, 00513aTE/IbHO I'PA3HO >KHMBET, HET, OH M B KpacHoapMeiiax
nmo6BIBaJI, KOE-KTO U3 HUX Ha (pabpHKax M 3aBojax OblJI, KOe-KaKHX 3HaHUM
HAXBaTAJICs, YUTAET KHUXKKY, IO HOBOMY XOUET CEJIbCKOE X035HICTBO BECTH,
BCE XKy T KPECThAHE, YTO OHU NTOJIyYaT TPAK TOP, OPraHu3yIoT KOJIJICKTHBHOS
XO35MCTBO W MOBeAyT OENO TaK, 4ToObl 3eMJIsA AaBajia B [(Ba-TPH pasa
oospme. TyT HOBas AepeBHs u300pakeHa BesMKoJenHo. KoneuHo,
HENpPaBHJILHO, KOT/Ia FOBOPSAT, YTO HAa YKpauHe JIMTepaTypa J0JKHa ObITh
yuCcTO KpecThaHCcKas. HenpasuisHo 310, CoBeplieHHO IPaBUJILHO TO, YTO
paHbilie paboune Ha YKpauHe OLUTH pyCcCKue, a Tenepb — yKpausipl. CocTan
paboyero kJsiacca, KOHEYHO, OyA€T MEHATLCA M OyAET MNONOJHATHCA
BBIXOILIAMH U3 OKPY K AIONHX /IEpeBEeHb. JTO 00K 3aKOH HALIHOHAJILHOTO
pas3BUTHsI BO BceM Mupe. Ecuti BB BO3bMeTe BeHrepcKue ropoaa jiet 40 Tomy
HAa3a/, OHH OBUIM HEMEUKHMM, a Telepb CTaJIM BEHIepCcKUMH. BospMure
JIATHIIICKKME TOpOHa — OHU paHbIIe ObLIM 3CTOHCKME, TEMEPh CTaIu
aareiuackumu.  CocTaB pabouero KJjacca AOOJIXKEH IOMOJHATHCA U3
OKPYKaIOLIIX AepeBEHb. 3a BOJIOCH HEJIb35 BHITACKMBATH HALIMOHAJILHOCTH,
3TO TPYAHO U MOKET BBI3BATH OTNIOP CO CTOPOHLI PYCCKHX 3JIEMEHTOB M 1aTh
HEKOTOPBL! MOBOJ PYCCKHMM IIOBHHHMCTAM, HO €CJIM B3ATh €CTECTBEHHBIN
mpouecc, — He OTCTaBaTh OT ITOrO IpoLEcca, — HaNUOHAJIN3ALUs
MpoJieTapyuaTa JOJIXKHA GBITh U [Iar 3a HIaroM A0J/DKHA UTTH. DTo 00Ul
33KOH, M CMBbIYKa HallMOHAJIbHAS, CMBIYKAa MEX[Y FOpOJOM H [IEpeBHEH
notifger. YKpauHcKue pabovuue B Ka4ecTBE [ePOEB NMPOU3BEAEHUN GyAyT
BBICTYNAaTh, UX MHOT'0 Tenepb. [ae KOpeHHHE pyccKue paboune, KOTOpbIe
OTMaxHBaJINCh PAHbLIEC M HE XOTE/H U3Y4aTh YKPAUHCKOTO A3bIKa, 5 3HAKO
MHOTHX TaKHX, KOTOpBIE >Ka/J0BaJlUChb MHE — “He Mory, ToB. CrasuH,
H3y4aTh YKPaHHCKHI S3bIK, A3bIK He IOBOPAUNBAETCA — Tenepb 110 HHOMY
TOBOPSAT, HAYYH/IUCh YKPAUHCKOMY SA3BIKY. SI y2ke He roBOPIO O HOBHIX
pabo4pX, 3a CYET KOTOPHIX OyA€T MONOJIHATLCS COCTaB paboyero KJjacca. Y
BaC CJIOXKMTCS TaKas JIATepaTypa, KaK 3[eCb, Y PYCCKMX TaM OyayTt
H306paxKeHsl B paboune, U KpeCTbsiHe, H OypKyasus, OTPHLATE/IBHO, HITH
TIOJIOKHTEJILHO, BCE 3aBHCUT OT BKyca. OHU OyAy T U300pakeHbI TaK Xe, Kak
M B IPYI'HX COBETCKHX cTpaHax. M pa3sroBopsl HACUET TOr0, YTO Y HAC TOJIbKO
KpPECThAHCKasA JINTEPATYpPa A0JI2KHA OBITH B CMBICJIE FEPOCB, OHU CKPHIBAIOT
HEKOTOPBI} IIOBMHM3M HAac4eT TOro, YTO, MOJI, IVIOXO AEJIO NOUUIO; JaXe
paOOTHHMKHM YKpauHEI KaK OBl 3aTOPMO3UJIM 3TO [I€JIO U CUYHTAIOT, YTO
JuTepaTypa AJjis paGodYuX AOJIKHA ORITh PyccKas, a AJIA KpeCThaH —
YKPauHCKasA. ITO — CO3HaTesbHad My Oecco3HaTesIbHAasT MaxXHHAIMS Y
JIIOfiEH, KOTOpble He XOTAT IOHATH TOro, 4ro paGoumil KJjacc BCe BpeMs
O6yACT TOMOJHATHCA BBHIXOAIAMK M3 OKPY KAIOLMX jAepeBeHb. BoOT Bam
BOTIPOC O MEPCHeKTHBaX. 3HAYMT, O cyAr6ax HAIMOHAJILHBIX KYJIBTYD B
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3MOXY MEPEeXofia K COUMAIN3MY, B 30Xy AWKTATYPHI IpoJieTapHaTa, U O
XapakTepe YKPavHCKOM JINTePaTyphl 4 CKasajl. Y Hac OWHMOG0K MHOTO B
OTHOIIEHUH YKPANHCKOH COBETCKOH KYJIbTYPBbI, TO, 0 4eMT'OBOPUT T. DUl . . .
sarpanuuedl. 3To — GoJibiiasg OLIMOKA, OTYACTH M BalIed OMHUOKOM 3TO
SABJIAETCA.

I'OJIOC C MECTA: u xypHaJ 3Tot HasbiBaeTca “Hopas Poccus™.

CTAJIMH. — Y Bac Bce IpaBa B pyKax, Bbl JOJIXKHBI MOTPeGOBATH
OTMEHMTh 3TO HOBOE Ha3paHWe. EC/M OHM He COIJIAINAIOTCH, JIS TOro,
YTOOBI NOKA3aTh CBOM IKCIIOHATHI JINTEPATYPhI, HAZIO HX 34 LIMBOPOT OpaTh,
[IPHBJIEYE K CYZY KJIACCOBOMY, OGIIECTBEHHOE MHEHHE Pa30yuTh. DTO Bata
owmmbKa, Bally yIyueHua. Exesud Bl OygeTe HATOMUHATE, KOT/la HYKHO
TOTOBHTBCS, OIIMOOK U OIYIICHUH, YBEPSIO BAC, YTO HU OAHOM U3 TaKMX
omn6oK He Oyner. Bol [NOJIKHBI HAMOMHUTB, MOTOMY YTO TakKas Macca
BOIIPOCOB ¥ TAK 3arpy>KeH paboTol, YTO HHOTIa AaKe He y3Haelb. S1 y3Has
0TOM, YTO 33-TpaHuLiell cobupatoTca ieMoHCTpupoBath B besibruu, bpiocceste
fI0CJIE TOTO, KAK 3TO B ME€UYATH MOABUJIOCH. BBl JOJIXKHEI OBIH 00 3TOM
CBOEBPEMEHHO TOCTABUTH BOIPOC M MPU3BATh K OTBETY, TOrAa Gblia Obl
IpeficTaBjicHa YKpauHCKas Jireparypa. Takux omubGOK y Hac MHOTO U
6010Ch, YTO OHH eIe OyayT.

S gymaro, 4TO BONIPOCH! BalllH HCYEPNaa HTH MOXKET ObITh 4ero 6o He
KocHyJcia. O mepcneKTHBax KyJbTYpPHOro pa3sButus s ropopwi. O
coepzKkaHnH ¥ POpPMeE HAIIMOHAJILHON KYJIBTYPHI TOXKe FOBOprIL. O TOM, 4TO
B OyaylueM, rocyie TOro, Kak MUpoOBas AUKTaTypa Oy/eT 3aBoeBaHa He B
OfTHOU CTpaHe, a MHPOBasi, JOJIrO eHle OYAET HAIMOHAJIBHOE pa3J/IMYuMe,
KOHEYHO elle J0/ro OyAeT, A roBopusl, KOTAa OTAE/BHbIC A3BIKH, KaK
OTAEJILHASA COKPOBHLIHHUIE OTAEbHBEIX HAIMOHAJBLHOCTEH, COJIBETCS B
NOpsAAKE eCTECTBEHHOM 6€3 BCAKOrO HACHJINA B OMH 513bIK, 3TO 00J1acTh
TaKOr0 JAJIEKOT0 HPOIILJION0 — KOI'Ia MUPOBOM COLIMAJIN3M YCTaHOBUTCS, U
KOrfia OH BOUZIET B OBIT, 2 TOKa MBI HE TOJILKO He Pa3BMBaeM HaNMOHAJILHEIE
KYJbTYpbl, & MBl IIOKPOBUTEJIbCTBYEM MM, HOTOMY 4TO 6€3 3TOro
KYJIbTYPHOCTH MUJLJTAOHHOW HAPO/THOM MaCCHI HE IIOAH A Th, TOJIKO Ha OCHOBE
POAHOTO A3bIKa MOXKHO MOAHATL. TeOpHsl UJIM BEpCUs HACYET TOT'0, YTO MBI
HuaeM cefvyac X OTMHPAHHIO HAlMOHAJIBHHIX KYJLTYP M HALMOHAJIBHOTO
A3BIKA BO MM O0LUETO s13bIKa, OHA TJIYTIa KOHEYHO U He HAy4Ha COBEPIIEHHO.

S npymaro, cMeIMBaThL Te3UC 06 YHHYTOXKEHHH HallHOHAJILHOTO THETa U
HAIMOHAJIBHOTO aHTATOHU3MA C TE3WCOM YHUUYTOXKEHMS HALMOHAJILHOI'O
passinyKs — HUKAK HeJIb3s. JDTO /iBe BEIlM pa3jimuHble. HanuoHasmHbIN
THET YHHYTOXKAETCSI B OCHOBE, OH YHHUYTOXEH, OJHAKO, HALHOHAJILHOE
pas3sjiiuie B MTOr€ HE YHHYTOXKAETCS, OHO TENeph TOJIBKO KaK CJIeAyeT
MPOSIBJIAETCSA, TOJIBKO TeHEph HEKOTOPBIE 3aCH/IEBIIHEC A HAYHHAIOT 3aMeYaTh,
YTO €CTh HEKOTOPHIE HAPOJHOCTH, Y KOTOPBIX €CTh CBOM sA3biK. IlyTanu
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Harectan ¢ TypkMeHucTaHoM, Tenepb nepectaiu. Ilyramu Begopyccwuio ¢
YKpauHo#f — Teneps nepecTasu.

IoJi0OC C MECTA: Tos. CrasuH, Kak Borpoc ¢ Kypckoit, BopoHexckoit
ryGepH. u KyGanpio B TOl wacTH, rage ectb ykpauHubl. OHH XOTST
IIPUCOENMHUTHCA K YKpauHe.

CTAJIMH. — 3ToT BONpOC HE KacaeTcs CyAbOBl PYyCCKOW HJIH
HAIMOHAJILHOY KYJIBTYPHL

FOJTIOCCMECTA: OHHe KacaeTcs1, HO OH YCKOPHT JaJibHelIlee pa3BUTHE
KYJIbTYPEI TaM B 3THX MECTHOCTSIX.

CTAJIMH. — 3T10T BONpOC HECKOJIBKO pa3 06CyKAaJCs y Hac, TakK KaKk
YaCTO CJIMIIKOM MEHSIEM I'PAHHIIBI (CMEX ), CJIUIIKOM YACTO MEHSIEM I"PaHHLIbI
— 3TO IPOU3BOJUT IJIOXOE BIEeYaTJ/IEHUE U BHYTPH CTpPaHbl, BHE CTPaHHL
Onnxo BpeMs Mumiokos faxe nucan 3arpanuueil. Uro takoe CCCP? Her
HUKaKuX rpanuil. Jliob6as pecriybsika MoxeT BeiiTH u3 cocraBa CCCP,
KorpaoHasaxoueT. Ectb mmsTorocynapctso usmHer? 140 Mnu. Hacenenus
ceroaHs, a 3aBTpa 100 MitH. Hace1ieHus1. BHyTpU MBI OTHOCHMC S OCTOPOKHEE
K 3TOMY BOTIPOCY, IOTOMY YTO Y HEKOTOPBIX PYCCKHX 9TO BRI3bIBaeT 60JIbIION
otniop. CaTuM Hao cuuTaThesA. C TOUKH 3peHH A HAILIMOHAILHON KYJILTYPHI,
1 C TOYKY 3pEHU S PA3BHTHS AUKTATYPH! 1 C TOUKH 3peHU S Pa3BUTH I OCHOBHBIX
BOIIPOCOB HaIllel NOJIMTHKY U Halle# paGoThl, KOHEYHO, HE FIMEET CKOJILKO
HUGYAL CEphE3HOr0 3HAYEHWS Ky[Oa BXOAWT OfMH U3 YE3[OB YKpawuHul W
PCOCP. ¥ Hac Kaxpablit pa3, KOrja Takoi BOIPOC CTABUTCS, HAUHHAIOT
pBI¥ATDh: a KaK MUJIJIMOHBI PYCCKHMX Ha YKpauHe YrHETAlOTCH, He AT HA
POINHOM sA3BIKE Pa3BUBATbCA, XOTAT HACH/IBHO YKPAWHH3UPOBATH M T.1.
(cMex). Do Bonpoc yucTo npak THueckuii. OH pa3a [Ba y Hac CTosi1. Mulero
OTJIOKMJIH, — O4Y€Hb 4YaCTO MEHSIOTCS IpaHMubl. bBesmopyccus crasut
ceifyac BONPOC O TOM, YT0OL YacTh CMOJIEHCKOH I'yGepHUH IPHCOEAUHHUTD K
HUM. 3TO TOXe BHI3BIBAET OTHOP y PyCCKUX. S mymaro, 4YTO Takoit Bonpoc
HaJI0 pelaTh OCTOPO2KHO, He CJIMIIKOM 3a0erasi Biepell, YTOOBI He Pa3BUBATh
OTpPHIIATEJILHOI'O OTIIOpPA CO CTOPOHBI TOH MJIM APYrod YacTH HacesJeHHsL.
3T0 BHU3Y TOXKE MMeeTCs. 51 He 3Har0, KaK HacesIeHHe 3THX IyGepHHI X04eT
npucoenuHnThCA K YKpaune? (I'OJIOCA: xoueT). A y HAC eCTh CBE/ICHHUS,
yto He xoueT. (I'OJIOCA: Xouer, xouet). EcTb y Hac OgHM CBeAEHUS, YTO
XO0YeT, €CTh U APYTHE CBEACHAS — 4TO HE XOYeT.

Yro xe eme ecth? KaxeTca s Ha Bce BONPOCH oTBeTJ. BoT eme —
Kaxasi pasHulla MeJK Ay NOHS THEM — HaLli s ¥ HallMOHAJIBHOCTH. I1o-pasHomy
yIOTPe6JIAIOTC S 9TH 1Ba CJI0BA. M02KHO BOIIPOC IOCTABHTH TAKMM 0GPasoM.
UeM oTAMYAETCA MEPUON HNOALIMAIOLISTOCH KaNWTAJM3MA OT Nepuopa
deonanusma? TeM, uto npu deogamusMe cTpaHa pasgpobiieHa, o6LIEro
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JIMTEPATYPHOT'O SI3bIKA HET, XOTS KOPHH A3bIKA OMHAKOBHI, U HET OGIIUX
KYJILTyPHBIX M 9KOHOMHYECKHX LeHTpoB. CTpaHa pa36uTa Ha OTAEJIbHbIE
KHAXECTBA, IIPUYEM OYCHb 4YacTO 3TH KHIXKECTBAa BedyT MeXay coboit
UCTPEOUTENIBHEIE BOMHBL [lyXOBHOIO HAlHOHAJBLHOTO €JUHCTBA H, TaK
€Ka3aTh, 3KOHOMHYECKHX 00pydeH, CBA3HIBAIOIUX OTHEJ/IbHBIE YTOJIKH
CTpaHbl, KHAXKECTBA ¥ TPOBHHIMH, B 3TOT NepHoA elue HeT. B mepuon
NEPEXOAHEI 0T eofann3Ma K KanuTaau3My, KOrja KamuTaIu3M eLle He
Pa3sBHJICA U HE 00pa30BAINCH OOILUE LIEHTPHI, CTATMBAIOLIKME BCE YYACTKH
CTpaHBl, — B 3TOT NEPUOJ HALMOHAJILHOCTH CYLIECTBYET, HO 5TO €lIe He
Hanusa. OHa CTaHOBHUTCS HaUHMEH TOJIBKO TOr[a, Korga oObeqHHSAETCS B
CMEICJIE A3bIKa, TEPPUTOPHH, SKOHOMHYECKON OOLIHOCTH H OGILHOCTH
HalMOHAJILHOT0 IyXa, KOI' 1A OHA [IPE/ICTABJIAET M3 celsi LIeIOCTHLIN OpraHHU3M,
OJMHAKOBO B HALIMOHAJILHOM CMBICJIE IIPEJIOMJIAIONIMY BHELIHHE COOLITHS,
HanpHMep IpH HanaJeHMH BCsA CTpaHa OOBbEOUHAETCA, YTOOB 0OOpOHMTH
cebs oT Bpara. JT0 Mbl HIMEEM B NIEPUO] NOJLIMAIOLIET 0CS KATMTAJIA3MA.
IIpn deoganusme, KOraa OQHO KHAXKECTBO XOUET HANacThb Ha IPYyroe, TO 3T0
He BBI3BIBACT OOBEAUHEHNA A4 oTHopa Bpary. B I'pysuu, HanpumMep, korpa
Ha Bocrounyio I'py3uio Hanapana [lepeust, 3anagnas ['py3us mprcoeAMHA1ach
kIlepcunumiorxopunak Typuwun. Kakas xxe aTo Hauma? HeT HallMOHAJILHEIX
3JIEMEHTAPHBLIX NMPHU3HAKOB, HET TOI0, YTO HA3hIBAeTCA HAIMOHAJILHBIM
yyBcTBOM. [Ipu eonau3Me UMEIOTCS 3IEMEHThI HAIUH: €CTh OOLIMI A3BIK
WJIY, TIO KpaifHell Mepe, KOPHH s3bIKd, TEPPUTOPHUS OJHA, HO CTATHBAIOIIMX
BoenuHo Haipmo ¢pakTopos HeT. Korga cosgaiorcss 3TH CTATMBAIOLIME
¢axTOpBI, — a 3TO GHIBACT NPH HayaJie NOALIMAIOILETr0CA KalUuTaIu3Ma, —
TOJILKO TOI'Ja MOKHO FOBOPUTB O HallUH, Kak 00 oIlpenie/IeHHOH KaTErOpHH.
Ho B iuTepatype 0gHO APYTUM 9aCTO 3aMEHAIOT — HAllU A U HAIIMOHAJIBHOCTh.
CymecTByioT otaesibHbIe HapogHocTH. Hy, B3sTh xoT4 661 0cTAK0B. Kak
Ha3BaTh ocTAKoB? Harue TpyiHO Ha3BaTh. ATO 3THOrpadpuvecKas rpymnmna.
W B34Th TYHTI'YCCKYI0 HADOAHOCTh. HallMoHa/IbHOCTHIO HX HE HA30BEIIb.
9to sTHOrpacdbuyeckas rpyma. C TOYKH 3peHHS HayYHOU MOXKHO OBLIO
TaKyIo rpajlaliiio YCTaHOBUTE: HAallU A, KaK 6oJieee LIeJIOCTHOE 00pa30BaHue;
9TO — MOHATHUE NOXHU NMOJHHUMAIOLIEroCs KanKuTaIM3Ma; HallHOHAJIBHOCTD
— TepexoHasi CTyneHb OT (heofiaTi3Ma K Kau TaIm3My. 3aTeM, HApOAHOCTH,
HE MMEIOoIME KOMaHAYIOLIEero Kjacca, — sTHorpaduyeckue rpymnesl. Bor,
Hanpumep, Tany-TyBHHCKas pecityb/ivka—Kak ee Ha3BaTh? Ha pasiuuseix
s13bIKaX FOBOPSAT, CTPaHa MaJIEHbKasl, HET eltie ITH(DOBKH. Y BaC YKPaHHCKHUH
A3BIK TOJIBKO ellle HTHpyeTcsa. 32 OCHOBY BbI Kak ol A3bIK B3AH? Kaxercs,
Kuenckuit?

T'OJIOC C MECTA: Kueso-TlosrTaBCcKHi.
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CTAJINH. — [1a, Kueo-TlostaBckuit B34T s13biK. Celfuac y Bac neprof
UUIHGOBKH JINTEPATYPHO-HAIMOHAILHOIO 513bIKa MpoucXoauT. TloiMyT s
y BaC XapbKOBLEB, Ta/IHYaH?

I'OJIOC C MECTA: Ilouumaror.
CTAJIMH. — I'anuuus MoHAMaeT?

I'OJIOC C MECTA: Mo>HO NpUcoeUHUTD ["amunuio K YKpauHe, OHH
Hac IMTOHMMAIOT. (CMeX).

CTAJIVH. — IToveMy BBI 332 OCHOBY OOITIEJIUTEPATYPHOTO SA3bIKA B3SJIH
aBa s3pika — Kuesckuii n Iosrasckuit?

I'OJIOC C MECTA: 310 1aBHO yXe, CTO JIET TOMY Ha3ajl.

CTAJIMH. — 3HauuT Bac HOHMMAIOT rajiudyane?

KAT'TAHOBUY. — Tak xe, Kak B BsATckoil ryGepHHH KpeCThbsIHHH
HNOHUMaeT SA3bIK JpYyTroii rybepHUN, HO He MoUMeT Bcero Toro, 4To B “IIpasae”
HaITHCaHo.

I'OJIOC C MECTA: OH MOCKOBCKOT'O KPeCThsTHHHA IOHUMAET.

KAT'AHOBHY. — OH MOCKOBCKOI'0 KpecTbsSHHHA IIOMMET, HO TO, YTO B
“IlpaBae” meJsiaeTcsi, OH HE IIOHUMACT.

T'OJIOC C MECTA: He nenecoobpasHo 6paTh 3a npuMmep 3amajHylo
Ianumo.

CTAJINH. — ITouemy?
TOJIOC C MECTA: Tam 6oJbIlie 3araHOrO BJIMSIHHA.

I'0OJIOC C MECTA: Yem s3bIK mpolie, TeM GoJiblie HOHUMAIOT JPYr
opyra.

CTAJIMH. — 3to panoHanbHo aas CoeeTckodt YkpauwHel. OTKyna
6paTh MaTepuas A1 A3kika? Y Hapopa. [IJ1s1 KOro JiMTepaTypa co3gaeTca?
Ins Hapoga. Pa3y Bac NpMMEHAIOT MOJITABCKO-KMEBCKHUH SI3BIK OYEBUTHO,
OH 60JIbilIe IOHSATEH HAPOAY, YeM TaJTMIMHACKHUI.

IMossosibTe BONpoc 3apaTh? MoxHO?
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I'OJIOCA C MECT: Iloxanyiicra!

CTAJIMH. — Kak B lasmuuu npoucxoput meno? Bwl ciemure 3a
JuTepaTypoi? A OHM 3a JHUTEpPaTypoil YKpamHCKOH cJeasaT?
INepenevatniBarot ee?

TOJIOCA: Euie 6bl, ieperieyaTsIBaioT.,

CTAJINH. — Pansbuie, st nomMH10 B 1902-3—4 1., KOrga Ha Y KpauHe HAYEro
YKPaHHCKOro He OblJIO M3 OpraHu3alyil, KpoMe “TIPOCBUTH’, MOXKET OBITH,
KTO HUOYOh NMOMHHT, S BCTPEYAJCS B CCHIJIKE C OJHHM TOBApHIIEM H3
3anagHOH YKpauMHBI U Y MEHs CO3/1aJ/I0Ch BIEYaTJICHHE, YTO YKPaHHCKas
JIMTEpaTypa, MOCKOJIBKY OHa CymlecTBOBasia B BocTouHo# YKpauHe, OHa
HAaXOOHUTCs HOJ JyXOBHOM rereMonueit 'amiiyn. Y MeHsi Takoe BlieyaTJ/IeHHe
noJty4nIock B 1902-3—4 rony, Koraa A BCTpevasics C TOBApHIIAMU ¢ 3amagHOM
Yxpaunusl. Tak kak B Poccun pycckoe NpaBMTE/IbCTBO HE aeT YKpauHIaM
XOTh B KaKoWl HUOYAb CTENEHU CBOIO KYJILTYPY Pa3sBUBATh, TO YKPaHHCKUE
TOBAapHILIH, T€ KOTOpHIE XOTEJIM YKPAMHCKYIO KyJbTYpy Ppa3BHBAaTh,
MOBOpa4MBa/IM JHLUO K [ajimiuu ¥ y HUX Opasiv 06paslbl JIMTEpaTyphl.
Tenepb Kak 06CTOHUT AesI0, 00paTHO WK HeT?

I'OJIOC MECTA: y MeHA Takoe npeasioxkeHue — myckait T. Cranun
3a/1aCT BOIIPOCH, a ToTtoM T. Kysuk oTBeTHT.

CTAJIVH. — 310 uTo KacaeTcs 6es1e TPUCTHYECKON JIMTEPaTyPH, TeTeph
BOOGIIIE, ECJIH B3ATH HAYKY, HAYUHYIO JINTEpaTypy, nybsmmctuky. (FOJIOC:
TOXKe camoe). Bulu o1 HuX Gepere unepesogute? (I'OJIOC: Hao6opoT, OHU
y Hac 6epyT). (I'OJIOC: HeuMoBepHas KyJIbTypHas 6eIHOCTD).

A xo4y cka3aTh, uTo exXem CoBeTCKas BJIaCTh Y Bac A00MIach TaKuX
Ppe3yJbTaTOoB, YTO Y BAC HAYHMHAIOT OpaTh IpUMEpLL, 06pa3Libl IpoY., TO 3TO
6oJnmoe 3aBoesanre. (I'OJIOC: BHe Besikoro comuenus). (I'OJIOC: ato
dakT). I'eremonus B Bammx pykax. (I'OJIOC: HecomuenHo). ko
cymecTBy0T TaM (I'OJIOC: o4ens HEeMHOT 0, U3 TPEX ThicAY ocTasiocs 700 ¢
yeM-T0). Husmme u cpennue mkoJibl ('OJIOC: na). A yHUBEpCUTET €CTh, IAE
GBI MO2KHO OBLJIO BRIPaGaTRIBATh BRICINHI KoMaHOHE cocTaB (TOJIOC: HeT),
TO YTO HA3BIBAETC S BHICLIMM KOMaHIHEIM cocTaBoM Mo KyaeType? (I'OJIOC:
Hay4yHas akajieMUs eCTb), 3TO TpebyeT Toro, 4ToOhl ObLJ YHHBEPCUTET
BBICIIAsA IIKOJIa, 3aTeM, 4TOORI Gbliia pyHIaMEeHTA/IbHAS JIATepaTypa 1o
BCEM OTpac/sAM HAayKH, YTOOBI Ha 3TOM YKPauMHCKOM A3BIKE JIIOAH MOTJIH
MONYYUThL Bce 00pa3oBaHME C HU3y A0 Bepxy. Ecth jm Takas Goraras
6u6moteka (I'OJIOC: ecTs) 1o XxumMuH, 1o U3MKe, 110 BCEM OTPACJIsAM
spanusa? (COJIOC: ects Tam 4To-TO Bpone akagemuu). OHa JieranbHas?
TOJIOC: na). A yuumsepcutera Het? (I'OJIOC: HeT). A cpenHsis wKoaa
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tuna rumuasun ecth (['OJIOC: ecth ceMb cpeanux mkos1). Ha ykpaunckom
sswike mpenogator? (FOJIOC: na, Ha ykpautrckom) (I'OJIOC: Ha yKpauHCKOM
npenojaeTcsa F’MMHACTUKA U PHCOBAHME).

Teneps ewe BOIpoC: IJIOXO MEPEBOAAT PYCCKHE BalIU JIMTEpPATypHBIE
npousseneHua’? (['OJIOC: coBceM He NEPEBOAAT, MAJIO U MJIOXO).

KATAHOBUY. — EcTp TajNaHT/JHBHE MNPOU3BEJEHUS IoOpasno
TaJIaHTJIMBEE, YEM MHOTHE 3[I€Ch H3Ialomupecs B G0JILIIOM KOJTHYECTBE.

CTAJINH. — BriTOX€, TOBapHUILM, OYEBIIHO I'PEILIUTE B 3TOM OTHOLLIEHHH
“Bpycku” ne untasm, Kopo6osa— ne yuraymy, “Karsa Josara” — Kopo6osa
— #e yutanu. ([OJIOCA: Her, umrtasnu). A, HanpuMmep, Bub-
BesotiepK OBCKOI0 y Bac, 0K ATy, U3 rOPAOCTH HE TIEPEBOAAT HA YKPAUHCK U
a3ek (TOJIOC: Kupiona “Pesibchl rynar” gaBHO yxe umyT). (“Pasmom”
JaBHO HAET — TroJ10c). S KOHYIIT.

KYJIUK: S ocTaHOBJTIOCH HA [IOJIOKEHHUH KYJIbTYPHI B 3allafiHOM Y KpauHe,
MOCKOJIBKY 3HaKOM C 3THM BOIIPOCOM.

TlepBBIZt BOIPOC OTHOCHTENBHO KYJBTYpHOU reremoHuu. J[laxe B
JOPEBOJIIOLMOHHOE BpEM 1, KOT[1a Ha 3anafHO Y KpauHe LIeH3YPHEIE YCJIOBH A
ObIM 3HAYUTEJILHO JIETYe, Jaxe Torjga 3anajHas YKpauHa HasBaHa Gulia
ITremoHTOM pa3BUTHs YKPAMHCKOHN KysnbTypel. Ho umcTo mosmrHueckoe
3HAYEHHE BKJIAJBIBAJIOCH B 3TOT TEPMHUH. JTO HE 3HAYUT YTO TaM PasBUTHE
YKPaUHCKOH KYJIbTYPhl IOCTUIJIO GO/IBIION IIUPOTHL. MBI IOJIXKHBI CKA3aTh,
YTO KpyIHeHIIe yKpanHCKUE JIMTEPATYPHBIE CUJILI U B IOPEBOJTIOLOHHLIE
BpeMeHa GBI 31ech, y Hac. MOo2KHO Ha3BaTh HECKOJILKO OTAEJIbHEIX PHTYP,
BHIIBHHYBILIMXCA TaM, Ha 3anafgHoi Ykpanne. Hazmo cka3ath, 4TO HEPBREIM
YKPaWHCKHM IIMCaTeJsIeM, KOTOPHIH n306pakas B CBOMX IPOMU3BENEHHSIX
KW3Hb HHIYCTPUAILHOrO MPOJIETAPUATA, KOTOPHIH, K CJIOBY CKa3aTh OblJI
OIHUM W3 NEPBEIX HmHUcaTeseH, H3006paxKaBIIMX XKU3Hb HMHAYCTPHAJILHBIX
pabouux, Obl1 nHcaTe b, 2KUBLIMHA Ha 3amnagHoil YKpauHe. 3TO BNOJIHE
nousATHO, TaM ObLUI YKPaMHCKHU IpOJIeTapyuaT, KOTOPHIA MOJIB30BAJICA
YKpauHCKUM s136IKOM. HO BceTaky, IEHTp JIMTEPATypHOH XKU3HU B CMEICJIE
60raTCcTBa, B CMBICJIE KOJIMYECTBA MACATENEH, B CMBICJIE OXBATA TEM, ObL y
Hac. Y Hac ObLIH Takue nucatesd, Kak KBUTKO, He roBops yxe o
Iilepuenko . .. (T. Kymuk mepeunciser pamuiun nucareseit). Bcee 3To
KJ1accuki. Buisa niiesias MOAEpPHUCTOB, KPYITHEHILINX IIO3TOB, Kak Huk ostai
Bopownniiti, Onec Uynpenko u ap. Ha 3anagnoit YKpamHe Takxke Guuin
CUMBOJIMCTHI U MOZEPHHUCTHI, HO rOpa3fio MEHee KPYIHBIE, YEM MUCATEIIH,
KOTOpBIE OB/ Y Hac.

Ilocne peBosOIMM TIOJIOKEHHE CO3[aJIOCh TAaKOe, YTO Y Hac TOT
DOJIMTHYECKHI MOMEHT, MOMEHT OOJIbIEN INOJIMTHYECKON CBOGOALI Ha
3anamHoM YKpanHe HCUES, TaM YIKe HE CTAJIO TIOJTUTHYECKUX IPEUMYIIECTB,
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KOTOpHIE MpexX/e Obin 110 cpaBHeHMIO ¢ Hamu. Ilocre peBosmonunn AJis
PA3BUTHUA YKPAaUHCKOM KYILTYPHI Y HAaC CO3/1aJICh OF POMHbIE BO3MOXKHOCTH.
Ha 3anapHo# YKpanse, s AIMEIO B BUAY He TOJ1bKO ["asiunuro, Ho 1 BykoBuHy,
u Ilpuxapnarckyio Pyces, TaM yKpaMHCKHX IHKOJI OCTaJIOCh OYEHb MAJIO,
KPYIHBIX HAyYHBIX KYJILTYPHBIX OO0 beJUHEHUM HET, €CJIM HE CYMTAThL HAYy YHOrO
ToBapuiuecTBa uMeHd lllepyeHKo. DTO cTapoe TOBApHILECTBO, KOTOPOE B
CBOE BpEMs1 BEJIO [IOBOJIBHO KPYIIHYIO KyJIbTypHYI0 paboty. Ho Hu B Kakoe
CpaBHEHHE He MOXET UTTH paboTa 3TOro TOBApHUILECTBA C pabOTOH HarleH
Yxpaunckoit Akagemun Hayk, KoTopas, Kak M3BECTHO, JaJIEKO HE SBJIAETCA
uneanoM. Ho 310 kpynHeiee HayyHoe yupexkaeHue. Kpome Toro, y Hac
Macca BCSIKOro pofia Hay4yHBIX Kadpeip 1 HHCTUTYTOB. TaM yHHBEPCHTETOB
Her. Tam BepeTcs Gopbba 32 YKPaMHCKUN YHHBEPCUTET C IOJILCKMM
NPaBUTEJILCTBOM.

CTAJINH. — B Ipare, kaxeTcs, €CTh YHHBEPCUTET?

KYJIUK. — 3T0 3MHrpaHTCKHH YHHBEPCHUTET, CO3AAHHHHA [J1i
MET/IIOPOBCKHMX 3MUIPAHTOB, AJ1s NET/IIOPOBCKOro odpuuepcTsa. s 6blia
cosnaHa BeicIIad mKosia. Ho Ilpaxckui yKpauHCKHMH YHUBEPCHUTET HE
CYMTaeTCs BBICIIUM yuyeOHBIM 3aBefgeHueM. Ecnm rosoputs o

Cee .. AkagieMun C.X., TO 9TO HE Hay4HOE y4IpEXK/CHHE, a
MIOJIUTHIECKOE yqpexz(em/le Beaytcs meperoBopsl MeXAY HOJILCKHM U
YeX0-CJIOBAIKUM IPAaBUTE/ILCTBAMM O NIEPEBOJIE 3TOM C.X. AKajeMuu B
TTonsiny B KadecTBe MIKOJTHI ocpuniepos (cMex). [asbire, eCTh YKPaUHCKHN
HHCTUTYT B Bepanne. OnATh-Taku, B GOJIbIIEH Mepe 3TO MOJMTHYECKOE
yYpeXKACHHUE, YeM Hay4HOe. DTO He IIKO0JIa BHICINAs, 2 HHCTUTYT.

I'OJIOC C MECTA: I'etMaHcKuit!

KYJIUK. — Te nog 3rufof NeT/IIOPOBIIMHEL, 3TH — IOA 3TKMACH
rerMmadmyab. TlonsITky npoTHBONOCTaBEHHA 3anafHON YKpaHHe Y Hac
€CTh CO CTOPOHBI OT/IeJIbHBIX TOBAPHILIEH, HO TONILITKH 9TH YCHEXa HE UMEIOT.
310 BHAHO M3 TOTO, YTO, KOrJa 34ech Obla co3BaHa KoH(bepeHHMs Mo
YCTAaHOBJICHUIO €OMHOTO ITIPaBOIMCAHHS, MIOCTAHOBUJIM TMPHUIVIACHTH BCEX
3apy6e KHbIX YKPAHHCK X IPeICTaBUTeJIel; OHM CHeXaJIUCh CIOIA M TPH3HAJIH
TO NPABONMHUCAHUE, KOTOPOE GBIJIO IPUHSITO 3/1€Ch.

CTAJIVMH. — U 3anagnas YKpaWHa TOXKe npu3Hasa?
KYJIUK. — [Ha, Bce mpusHami. Ho s xo4y ofMH MOMEHT OTMETHTD,

JIEr€HAY O TaJMUIUICKOM A3bIKE. ITO — BELb, KOTOPAs CTPAIIHO MEIUAET
pa6ore. Hukakoro rajiumMickoro sisbika, s3bika [1leB4eHKo HeT.
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CTAJIMH. — Hapeune?

KYJIUK. — 3T0 TOT-)K€ YKPaHHCKHMH A3BIK, B KOTOPOM €CTb psi
noJioHu3MOB. TyT 3aMevaTe IbHBIN IPOIECC: C OHON CTOPOHBI — MOJIOHU3MBI,
€ Apyro# CTOPOHB — PYCCHTH3M. [anmnnus O6J1MXe K pycCKOMY A3BIKY, 4eM
Haw ITonraBcko-KueBcKuit A3bIK.

KATAHOBHY. — JIuTepaTypHblii A3bIK He OJIHKE.

KYJIUK. — A nomnio pasroBophl 0 IlleBueHKOBCKOM A3bIKE, KOTOPLIE
SAKOG6bI, Bce NOHUMaIOT. [IOMHIO, KaK T. ... IPOM3BEJI JIFOOOIMBITHEIA OIBIT,
Korza cobpasiack KoH(epeHIu s yunTesielt. OH CIPOCHIT Y IPUCY TCTBYIOIINX !
“BBI Bce TOHUMaeTe a3kl [lleBuenko?” EMy OTBETHIIM, UTO BCE MOHUMAIOT.
Toraa oH MOIPOCKJI IIPOYECTh JIO3YHT, BUCEBIIMIf Ha cTteHe. HekoTophle u3
NPUCYTCTBYIOIUMX 3asBHJIA €My, 4YTO OHE HE MOHMMAIOT CJIOBO “DOMEH” —
niets. A 3To 6buta nuTaTa U3 IlleBueHKO, MpHYEM OYUEHb TOMYJISIpHAs
IUTaTa.

CTAJINH. — “PoMeH” — 3TO CTapO-CJIABSAHCKOE CJIOBO.
KATAHOBHY. — Cioeo umeet 1. XBBLJISLL

XBBIJIA. — MasneHbkoe 3aMe4aHue B OTBET Ha Borpoc T. Cranuna. Tos.
CrasuH 1OCTaBHJI BONPOC TaK: KAaKOBO COOTHONIEHHE MEXOY TeM
KYJIbTYPHBIM NIPOLIECCOM, KOTOPBI HAET Ha YKpaHuHe, ¥ TEM, YTO OCTAETCS
OTCTaporo Ha Y KpauHe, ¥ MOXKET JIM HA OCHOBAHHMH 3TOr0 TIPOLieCca 3alaiHast
OypaKyas3usi FOBOPHTb, YTO YKPAaHHCKOI0 HAPOAa HE CYIIECTBOBAJIO.

EcJi1 B35Th 3TO COOTHOIUEHHE, TO 5 NOJIXKEH IPUBECTH Takoil (pakT, 4To
[laKe YK PaHHCKHe OPTaHbl, €CJIA B3 Th 3TOT JITTEPATYPHBIN 2KypHaJ1, KOTOPBIi
BefieT OEIIeHYI0 TPaBJII0 NMPOTUB COBETCKOW YKpPauHbI, €CJIH B3ATh BECh
JII/ITepaTypHLIﬁ MarepuaJ, KOTOpI:Iﬁ OHH JAIOT B 3TOM 2XKYPHaJe€, TO MbI
YBHAUM, YTO OHU GoJibile, yeM Ha 50%, nepenevyaTniBalOT M3 HALINX
TIpOM3BeIeHU, KOTOpbIE MEI eyaTaeM y ce6s B CoBeTCKOH YKpauHe.

CTAJIMH. — O##u XOTb 'OBOPAT O TOM, 4TO NEPENEUATHIBAIOT?

XBHIJIS1. — WHoraa nuy T, FHOT a MOCTYHAIOT XKy ILHUYECKHM 06pa3oM,
MHLIYT O TOM , YTO 3TO NPOU3BEACHUA TIOCJIAHbI NIPSIMO UM. ITO TIEpBOE.
Bropoe, ectb y Hac Ha CoBeTCKO# YKpauHe POPMUPOBaHUE KaIpOB, OT HU3Y
IO BEPXY, MO JIMHHY MCKYCCTBa, HAYKM U T.A. 3TOT NpOLecC yKe 3aKOHYEH
H ceflyac HAET HE TOJILKO JIMKBUAAIASA HErPAMOTHOCTU HacCeJICHUS,
JIMKBU/IAIMS TEXHUYECK O HErPaMOTHOCTH, HO ¥ BRIpaGoTKa HOBBLIX Ka/IpoOB,
HAYMHAs C HU3IIKMX CTyNEHEN, U KOH4Yasl 60Jiee BHICOKHUMU.
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M nocnepgHee — HacueT raJIMIUACKOTO $3BIKAa JIMTEPATYPHOTO,
YKPaMHCKOr0 M T.10. Sl MOXeT OBITh HE TOYHO 1aM OTBET Ha 3TOT BOIpoc. Mu
CYMTaeM, — Ha OCHOBE JJIUTEJIbHOM pa3paboTKH 3TOr0 BOMPOCA /1 CAMUX
ce0s, HaM 4aCTO MPUXOAUJIOCH BCTPEYaTh Ha pabounx COOPaHUAX 33 ABJICHHUS:
“BBI HAM T'OBOPHTE IO IaJMUMHCKH, MBI HUYEro He pasymeeM”. MoXHO
CKa3aTh TakK, YTO YKPaMHCKUH JIMTEPaTYPHBIN A3BIK, KOTOPBIA KPacuB CO
CTOPOHHI JIIOZAEH, KOTOPHIE HE XOTSAT INOHAMATh 3TOr0 SI3bIKa U HPOHHYECKH
HAaCTPOEHBI, 3TOT JINTEPaTyPHBIN YKPaHCKHI S13bIK PACCMATPUBACTCH, KaK
CHHTE3UPYIOIIKA S3bIK BCEr0 HApOAa, KaK rajJHIMiCcKui A3bik. Ho
YKPaMHCKHMH S3BIK, A3bIK NPOCTOrO KpeCThAHWHA, KOTOPHII uUMeeT
OrpaHHYEHHOE KOJIMYECTBO TEPMHUHOB, 3TO HPOUCXOAUT OT TOT'O, YTO y HEr'O
IpoLecc NpOU3BOACTBA OCPAHWYEH B TAKOH XKe IMPOMOPINH, KAaK A3BIK
Typrenesa, [Tymkuna HaxogMTCs B roBOpY JIIOOOW PycCKOH ry6epHUH
Ps3anckoi, Tysbeckoit n T.4. BriosiHe noHATHO, yTo ecTh ropop IlosTaBckui,
Yepuurosckui, ects rosop Ilogoseckuii, Tam 60os1e€ MATKOE IIPOU3HOLICHHUE,
ecTh 60Jiee TBEP/OE MPOU3HOIICHUE, HO HEKOTOPHIe H3MEHEHHU A B YIAPCHHUSIX
Y NMPOM3HOHICHUAX NMEIOTCA U B TaJIMIUCKoM ropope. Ho HyXHO yka3aTh
Ha TO oOCTosATeNbCcTBOCEHYAC, KOT/la cO3/1aBaJlach CIElHajbHadA
KOH(EPEHIMA OT YKPaNHCKHX yYeHBIX IIPe/ICTaBATE IeH pas3HBIX obJacTei,
rzie pa3pabaTHIBAJICA BOIIPOC O TPABOTIMICAHHY, HE pa3 ObL/IO CAE/IAHO 3aMEYaHue
NpPEeOCTABUTE/IAMUY YUYEHBIX 3amajHol YKpPauHbl, UYTO MMEHHO B JaHHBIA
MOMEHT MbEMOHTOM Ppa3BUTHS YKPAaWHCKOH KyJIbTYpPHl M Pa3BHTHA
YKPauHCKOM . . . CUMTAIOT YKPAMHCKYIO JIMTepaTypy (LIyM, PasrOBOpHI).

I'OJIOC C MECTA: Ha3piBalOT Be/IMKOH YKpauHOit Hallly Y KpauHy.

T'OJIOC C MECTA: Bui ropopuni 0 “JHsx TypOuHbIX . MBI BUAE/IH 5Ty
nbecy. [Jisi MEHS JIMYHO ¥ MHOTHX APYTHX TOBapHILEH HEKOTODOEe HHOE
OCBELLEHHE 3TOr0 BOMPOCA, TaM €CTh O/IHA YaCTh B 3TOH ITbECE, TaM OCBEILECHO
BoccTanue NpoTuB ['erMana. Tam moka3saHe! YecTHBIE odpuiiephl, KOTOpEIE
MOJABJISIOT 3TO BOCCTAHHE, PEBOJTIOIMOHHOE BOCCTaHUe MIPOTHB I'eTMaHa.
DTO PeBOJIIOLMOHHOE BOCCTAaHHE MOKA3aHO B YXKACHBIX TOHAX NOJ
pyxoBozcTBoM IleT/iophl, B TO BpeMsl, KOrjaa 3T0 GblJI0 PEBOJIIOLHOHHOE
BOCCTaHHE MACC, [IPOXOAMBILEE He MO PykosoacTBoM IleTJiophi, a mosm
GOJIBLIEBUCTCKUM PYKOBOACTBOM. BOT Takoe MCTOpHyecKoe MCKaXkKeHue
PEBOJIIOLMOHHOTO BOCCTAHHA, a C APYrod CTOPOHBI — M300paKeHHe
KPECThAHCKOIO TIOBCTaHYECKOTO ABHKEHH S, KaK . . . [0 MOEMY, CO CIIEHBI
XYIOXKECTBEHHOTO TeaTpa HE MOXKET OBITh [AONYILIEHO M €eCJIH
MOJIOXUTEJILHBIM SIBASETCS, UTO GONBHIEBHKH TOHYAWJIA HHTEJI/TUT SHIIO
MPUATH K CMEHOBEXOBCTBY, TO BO BCIKOM CJiyuae TaKoe HM300paxkeHHE
PEBOJIIOLUOHHOTO ABHXKEHHS W YKPAUHCKHX OOPIOHIMXCA Macc, He MOXET
ObITH JOMYILEHO.
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KATAHOBHY. — Enunas HefieiMMasi BHIMUpaeT (LIyM, pasroBOPSI).

TECHSIK. — Korpa g cMotpes “[Jun TypOUHBIX” MHe, IIpesKae BCEro,
GPOCHUJIOCH TO, YTO GOJIBLIEBH3M 3THX JIIofiei NOOEXKAAET HE TOTOMY YTO OH
eCTh OOJIBIIEBH3M, A [IOTOMY YTO AEJIACT €AHMHYI0 BEJIUKYI0 HEAEJIMYIO
Poccuio. 3To KoHIIenu A, KOTopas 6pocaeTcs BCeM B I'J1a3a U TaKol noGeanl
60JIbIEBM3MA JIyYIlIE HE HafIO.

I'OJIOC: TlouyeMy apTHCTBI FOBOPAT IO-HEMELKHM YHCTBIM HEMELKUM
SI3BIKOM M CUMTAIOT BIOJIHE AONMYCTHUMBIM KOBEPKATb YKPaWHCKHH A3BIK,
U3/I€BAACh HaJl 9THM A3BIKOM. IJTO IPOCTO aHTHXYJ02KECTBEHHO?

roJIOC C MECTA: U Bropo#t BOmpoc — BOIPOC HE U3 3allMTHI
nosikopHUKa Banbava, moyeMy aBTOp pHCYET pyccKoe OQHUIEPCTBO
HACaJIUCTaMU, a KOT/1a AeJI0 JOXOAMT [0 MOJIKOBHHKA FeHEPa/ILHOrO mTaba
— ban6a4a, KoTophIit ABJIAJCS NOJIKOBHUKOM IeHEPAJIbHOIO IuTada, OH
u306paxked 6aHANTOM, OYKBaJIbHO IUKUM HEKYJbTYPHEIM — 3TO 3HAYUT,
YTO MOXKET OBITh AOOPOro Ha YKpauHe.

C MECTA: I coBepILIEHHO HE TOT BOIIPOC XOUY 33a1aTh, KOTOPKI 3a7aJT
TOB. MUKMTEHKO. B KOHIIE KOHIIOB MOJIKOBHUK BaGayaH MoxKeT OBITHL
u300paxeH Kak yrogso. [lesio He B 3ToM. Ho BOT KpoMe TOro BlieyaT/IeHHA
ot “[duent TypOUHBIX”, 0 KOTOPOM I'OBOPHJI T. CTaJIMH, Y 3pUTEJIS OCTASTCSA
€llle IPYTroe BleYaTJieHHE. ITa mbeca Kak Obl TOBOPHT: CMOTPHMTE, BHI,
KOTOpbIE ICUX0JIOrHYeCKH HAaC NOAAepKUBaeTe, KOTOPhIE KJIACCOBO ¢ HAMU
CHasHBI, MBI TIPOUIPA/IM CPaXKeHHE TOJIBKO MOTOMY, YTO He ObLIM Kak
cJiefyeT OpraHM30BaHLI, HE MMEJIM OpraHU30BAHHOM MacChl U HECMOTPS Ha
TO, YTO MBI GBLIM GJIArOPONHBIMH M YECTHHIMHM JIIOABMH, MBI BCETAKH,
6J1arofaps HeOpraHU30BaHHOCTH Morubs. KpoMe BrieyatsieHus1, yKa3aHHOI'O
1. CTa/MHEIM, OCTAeTCA M 3TO BTOpoe Boeuatseune. M ecnm sTa neeca
IIPOM3BOAUT HCKOTOPOC MO3UTHUBHOC BIICYATJIEHHE, TO OHA IMPOU3BOIUT H
oOpaTHOE BNEeYaTJ/ICHUE COLMAIBHO, KJIACCOBO BpaK/IeGHOMN HaM CHJIEL.

CTAJIMH. — HacuyeT HEKOTOpHIX apTHCTOB, KOTOPHIE MO-HEMEUKH
TOBOPAT YHCTO, a MO-YKPAaHHCKH KOBEpKAlOT. [eficTBUTENBHO, UMEETCA
TEHSHLIN A MPeHeOPeKUTEIHHOIO OTHOIEHH A K YKPaHHCKOMY A3biKy. Ho
4ero Owl TpeGyeTe OT 3THX apTHUCTOB, OHH XK€ He KOMMYHHCTEHI, & POCTO
apTHCTEL. Y Hac €CTh M KOMMYHHCTHI, KOTOPHIE NpeHeGpeKUTEeIbHO
oTHOCATCA. S Mory HasaTe paApn pesosmoumi 1IK Hawed nmapTuu rae
KOMMYHMCTHI OOBHHSIOTCS B BEJIMKOAEPKaBHOM IIOBHHU3ME.
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C MECTA: Crano moutd TpaguUHcit B PYCCKOM TeaTpe BBIBOJHTH
YKPauHIEB KaKMMU-TO Aypakamu it 6anauramu. B “IllTopme”, nanpumep,
VKpauHel BBIBeJICH HACTOSAIIMM GaHIHTOM.

CTAJINMH. — Boamoxuo. Ho MexXy MpovdM 3TO 3aBUCUT 1 OT Bac. Bl
MOJXKETe M JOJIKHBI OKa3blBaThb CBOE BO3ACHCTBHE B 3TOM OTHOLICHHH.
Henasno, mosiroga Tomy Haszaf, 3mech B MockBe ObIJIO Mpa3fgHECTBO H
YKPaHHIIBl, KaK OHH BHIPaXKaJjMch, CO3BAJIH CBOIO KOJIOHHIO B Bosbiiom
teaTpe. HanpasaHecTse 6bUTH BRICTYTLIEHH S apTUCTOB yKpauHckux ('OJIOC
C MECTA: ApructoB u3 nuBHbX HaGpann?). BbLinm oT Bac meBiml U
6aHIypUCTEL. ¥Y4acTBOBAJIA TarpyIIia, KOTOPYIO PEKOMEHIOBAITN U3 XapbKOBa
(CMECTA: 31o Ha cne3ne CoBeror?). Her, 310 kaxercs Ha OKTSOpbCKUX
TopxkecTBax. Hauunanue 6u110 04eHs xopotnee. Ho BOT nipousorties1 Takoif
WHUUACHT. JupuKep cTOUT B GOJTLIIOM CMYILIEHHH — Ha KAKOM €MY S3BIKE
FOBOPHTH, — Ha (PPAHIY3CKOM MOXKHO? MOIKET OBITH Ha HeMelKoM? Ml
CTpallIMBaeM: a Bbl Ha yKpanHCKoM ropopute? I'oBopio. Tak Ha yKpauHCKOM
U O0BsBIsANTe, Y0 BB Oymere mcnosHaTh. (C MECTA: 3To BnosHE
HOHATHO). Tak Kak JKe OHMOXKeT TaKHe BOIpOCH cTaBuTh? Ha ppaniysckom
OH MOXET CBOGO/IHO FOBOPUTH, HA HEMELIKOM TOXKE, a BOT Ha YKPaHCKOM
cTecHsAeTcA, 6onTcA kaK Ob1 eMy He monasio. Tak 4YTO, TOBApHUILM, OT Bac
TO2K€ MHOT0¢ 3aBUCHT. KOHEUHO, apTUCTHI He 6Y Ay T KOBEpKAaTh A3bIKa, ECJIH
BBl HX KaK CJleflyeT obpyraere, eCJId Bbl caMU OyJieTe OpraHH30BbIBATH BOT
TakHe IpUe3abl, BCTPEYH M Mpod. A TO BOT IpHexaj 6e3 BCAKOIo
OpraHM3YIOLIEr 0 HAa4aJsIa CO CTOPOHBI KOMMYHUCTOB [IUPU2KEP, OH, BUAMMO,
4eJIOBEK 3HAIOLIMM, U IONAJI, Kak eMy I0Ka3asloch, B 4y2K0€ roCyJapcTEo,
IZie MO-yKPanHCKH HeJlb3s TOBOPUTh. Bhl TOKE BHHOBaTE. Hacuer *“[IHeit
TypOuHbIX” — 5 Bellb CKa3aJ1, YTO 3TO AHTHCOBETCKAsA INTyKa U ByJirakos He
Haml. S ckasan ato. Ho 4To Xe, HecMOTPS Ha TO, YTO 3Ta IUTYKA
AHTHUCOBETCKAs, U3 3TOH IITYKH MO2KHO BhiBeCTH? 'To, 4ero aBTop cam He
XOTeJICKa3aTh. 1 0CHOBHOE BIIeYaTJIEHHE, KOTOPOE OCTAETCA y 3pUTENA, 3TO
BCECOKPYIIAIOIIAA CUjIa KOMMYHH3Ma. TaM n306pa’keHbl pyCCKHUE JIIOIH —
TypOuHbl, ¥ OCTATKHU U3 €r0 I'PYIILL, BCE OHU MpucoenuHsoTcs K KpacHoii
apMUH, KaK K PyCCKOM apMuH. TO TOXKE BEPHO.

I'OJIOC: C Hapgexno# Ha NEPEPOKICHUE.

CTAJIUH., — MoxeT ObITh, HO BB JOJIKHBI IPU3HATH, YTO U TypOUH caM,
¥ OCTaTKH €ro I'PyHITLl FOBOPAT: “HApOJ MPOTHB HAC; MBI IOJ/KHBI OPOCUTH
opyKue, IOTOMY YTO HApOo[ NPOTHB HAC, PYKOBOOUTE/IM HALUU NPOJAJIUACE.
Huuero apyroro He ocraetcsi, Kak mokoputhcs”. Her gpyro#i cuibl. 310
TO2KE HyKHO Ipu3HaTth. [loyeMy Takue mbeckl craBATcA? [ToTomy 4TO CBOMX
HACTOSAIINX NbEC MaJIo, UK BOBCE HET. S MPOTHUB TOro, YToOHl OryJILHO
oTpuuaTh Bee B “IHsax TypbuHbIX”, 4TOOR IMOBOPHTH 00 3TOH IbeCe, KaK O
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nbece, JAoNed TONEKO OTPULATE IbHEIE Pe3yARTATEL S CUMTAIO, UTO OHA B
OCHOBHOM BC€ XK€ NJIIOCOB JaeT 6oJIbIie, YeM MHHYCOB. BOT OH IMHUILET T.
Iletpuenko: ““Ouu TypOunweix” ... (uuTaer)...” BH 4ero xoTure,
coOCTBEHHO?

NETPUEHKO. — M5!I Xx0THM, 4TOObI Halle MPOHUKHOBEHHE K MOCKBY
HMEJIO OBl CBOMM PEe3yJIbTATOM CHATHUE 3TOM NbECHL.

I'OJIOC: 310 enuHOAYHIHOE MHEHHE.

I'OJIOC: A BMecTo 3TOl nbeckl TycTUTH becy Kupuona “O bakunckux
KOMHccapax”,

CTAJIUH. — Ecnu B OyZeTe MUACAaTh TOJBKO 0 KOMMYHHCTAX, 3TO He
BoifineT. Y Hac 140 muiH.-HOe HacesieHue, KOMMYHICTOB — TOJILKO NOJITOpa
MHJLIHOHOB. He 1151 0QHHX K€ KOMMYHHCTOB 3TH MbECh CTaBATCA. Takue
TpeGOBaHUA TPEIBABIATH IPH HEJOCTATKE XOPOIIMX ITbeC — C HaIllel
CTOPOHBI, CO CTOPOHBl MapKCHCTOB, 3HAYHT OTBJIEKATHCSA OT
[OEeUCTBUTEILHOCTH. BOMNpOC MOXHO 3aaaTh?

I'OJIOCA: noxasnyitcra!

CTAJINH. — BmI KaK, 3a TO, 4TOOGBI CTaBUJIMCH ITbeckl, Bpoae “Topsiuee
cepaue” Octposckoro?

I'OJIOC: Ona ycrapena. [lesio B TOM, YTO MBI CTABHUM KJIACCHUYECKHE
BellY.

CTAJIUH. — Crnoso “KJ1acCHUSCKMIA” BaM He noMoxkeT. PaGounit He
3HAET, KJIACCUYECKAas JIM 5TO Belllb, HJIM He KJIACCHIeCKasl, & CMOTPHT, YTO
€My HpaBHMTCSI.

I'OJIOC: OcTpoBCKOro Bely BPEeAHEL.

CTAJINH. — Kak Bam cka3aTb! A Bot “[sans Bansa” — BpeqHas Bellb?

I'OJIOC: Toxe BpenHas.

CTAJINH. — 4 xo4y no6GaBHUT, OOHO . . .

I'OJIOC: Hepepnnilt NOAXOR, €CJIM TOBOPSAT, YTO BCE HECOBPEMEHHOE
MOXKHO CTaBHTb.
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CTAJIMH. —Tak nesib3s. A “Kusize Urops”? MoxkHo erocraButs? Kak
Bel gyMaete? CHSATH MOXKET OBITh 5Ty Belllb?

I'OJIOC: Her.
CTAJINH. — IMouemy? Ouens xopowio uaet “Kuass Uropp”?
I'OJIOC: Her, HO y Hac ONEepHBIA penepryap He GoraThlif.

CTAJINH.— 3nauuT, BRI CYHTAETECH C TEM, ECTh JIU PeNepTyap CBOM, HIIH
HET.

I'OJIOC: Cuwuraemcs.

CTAJINH. — ¥YBepstio Bac, uro u “[sins Bans”, u “Kusse Urops” u “Ilon
Kuxor” u Bce nponsseneHusi OCTPOBCKOr0, — OHU BPEAHBI; H IOJIE3HEL, U
BPEIHEI, YBEPSTIO BaC. ECTh HECKOJIKO a6COJTIOTHO MOJIE3HEIX Belleit. S Mory
Ha3BaTh HECKOJIBKO ITYK: Bumnb-Besonepkosckoro ase Bemy, s “IlITopma”
HE BUAeJ, BO BCAKOM ciiyuae “Tosioc Hemp” -— Xopouias IITYKa 3aTeM
Kupuona “Pesschl ryaar”, noxamyit “Pasiom”, X0Ts Ha/lo BaM CKa3aTh,
YTO TaM He Bce B unctoM Buzie. U 3ateMm, “BpoHenoesn”, Toxe, KOHEUHO, HE
BCE YHCTO, KaK FOBOPAT. Sl €ro He BU/IEJ1, He MOT'Y CKa3aTh U HE 3HAKOM C 3TOH
Belnbio, Hey ke TO/TbKO M CTaBUTh 3TH YEThIPE Nbechl. CTas10 GbITH N3 TOTO
Marepuana, KOTOpbIit y HAC IMEeTCsI, IPHUEM 3TOT MaTepuaJi BelpabaThiBacTCst
>KHBBIMH JIIOZIbMH, KOTOPEIE HE MOT'Y T Cpa3y cTaTh XyAoKHUKamu... (TOJIOC:
aMplM ... cHsa/m). JIerko cHSTH M ApYroe H TpeThe. Bol noliMute, 9T0 ecTh
nyOJIMKa OHa X04YeT MoCMOTpeTh. KoHeuHo, ecJii Ges1orBapeel] MOCMOTPHT
“Iun Typbunsix” exsa-sn OH OyaeT mOBOJIEH, He OyneT AoBoJsieH. Ecum
pabouuie IOCETAT nbecy 00LIee BieYaT/IeHHe TAKOe— BOT CUJIa GOMbILIEBU3MA,
C Hel HUYero He nofesaeis. Jlomau 60see TOHKHE 3aMETSAT, YTO TYT OYEHb
MHOT'O0 CMEHOBEXOBCTBA, (G€3yCJIOBHO, 3TO OTPHIATE/IbHAS CTOPOH4,
6e300pa3Hoe n300pasKeHHE YKPaUHLEB — 3T0 Oe300pa3Has CTOPOHA, HO €CThb
M Jpyras CTOpOHA.

KATAHOBHUY. — Mexay npouynM — 3TO [JIABPENEPTKOM MOTr-6bl
HCTIPABUTh.

CTAJIVIH. — 51 He cquTaro ry1aBpenepTKoM UEHTPOM XyZIOXKECTBEHHOTO
TBOpuecTBa. OH 4acto ommbaeTca. Ho BB AOJIKHBI MOHATHL NPH TAKOH
CKYZOCTH Halllei IPOJIETAPCKOM COLAIHCTHYECK Ol PEBOJIIOLIHOHHOM, €CJIH
XOTHTE, JIATEPATYPHI, pelepTyap CTPAHIHO . . . MBI HE MOXXEM npeHebperars
HEKOTOPLIMH BeLLiaMH, I'Ie HIMEeTC s psl HOJI0KUTeJIbHLIX cTopoH. (I'OJIOC:
MOJKHO TIEPEBECTH M CTaBUTh 3/1€Ch I'PY3HHCKHE PEBOJIIOLIMOHHBIE MTHECHL).
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(I'OJIOC: “Pynw” npunmnMaeT “/Jun TypOUHBIX” Kak CBOIO bECY U TyG/IMKYET,
YTO 3Ta Hbeca NpefcTaBaAeT 6opb6y ¢ bosbieBukaMu Ha yore Poccun). Yro-
TO He MOX0XKe, YToObl TaM GesnorBapaeiues nobemumu. ('OJIOC: Tam
60JIbIIEBU3MA, 110 CYLIECTBY I'OBOpA, HET, TaM OOJIBIIIEBHKH B TyMaHe). Brl
XOTHUTE, YTOORI OH HACTOALIEr0 BO/IbIIEBUK A HAPHUCOBAT. Takoro rpeGoBaHm s
HEJIb3d NpPeabABATh. Bbel Tpebyere oT BynrakoBa, uToOb OH ObLN
KOMMYHHCTOM, 3TOI'0 HeJIb3s TpeboBaTh. Her nmbec. Bosbumte penepryap
XyIO2KECTBEHHOrO TeaTpa, YTo TaM cTaBAt? “Y BpaT uapcrtsa”’, “T'opsuee
cepaue”, “Osana Bausa”, “2Kennts6a Qurapo” (I'OJIOC: a 310 X0poluas
pemp). Yem? Jronycrsakosas beccogepaxaresbHas e, [y Tku gapMoeion
nBopsaH i ux npuc Ty XHUKoB (TOJIOC: HyKHO cKa3aTh, KaK OPHEHTHPYETCA
3arnajiHasA YKpaHHa, KOTOpas OpPHEHTHPYETC s HA HAC, Ha COBETCTKYIO Y KPauHy
(1ryM, pa3roBopki). BerMozkeT 61Tk OyAeTe 3amuimarTs BOMHCTBO IeTsmopei?
(I'OJIOC: Het 3aueM). BriHe MOoKeTe cKa3ath, uto ¢ IleTsopoii nposieTapun
. (TOJIOC: B 3TOM BoccTaHuM GOJIBIIEBHKH Y4aCTBOBAJIM POTUB
Termana). (COJIOC: st0 Boccramwe mpotue [ermana). (FOJIOC: a
meT/JIOpPOBIIMHA KaK TaKoBasd HOToM pasBepHyiach). (['OJIOC:
MeTJIIOpOBCKoe (bpaHIly3cKoe KOMaHAOBaHHE 6BLJIO, Koraa OOpaTHJIHCD
NPEeNCTaBUTEIH, TO OHM CKA3aJ/IU: TOJIOBKA Y BAC, FOBODSIT, IET/IIOPOBCKas,
HO XBOCT y Bac GoJiblieBucTcKuit). IlTaT meT/IropoOBCKOM AUBH3UHK €CJIH
B3ATh, YTO OH IJIOXO H300paxkeH?

CTAJIUH. — IlITa6 neTII0pOBCKOi AUBU3HUHU €CJIH B3ATh, YTO OH IJIOXO
uzoGpaxen? (COJIOC: Mui He obmxkaemcs 3a [lermopy). Tam ecTb n
MHHYCHI ¥ IUTIOCHL. 5] CYMTAl0, YTO B OCHOBHOM ILTIOCOB GOJIBILE.

KATAHOBWY. — ToBapuim, Bel, BceTakH, s OyMawo, He Ha “JIHsix
Typ6unsix”, naBatite ¢ “JdHamu TypOUHBIX" KOHYUM.

C MECTA: Bl HECKOJIBKO pa3 I'OBOPHJIM TIO BOIIPOCY O TOM, YTO LIEJIBIH
pan obup B 0651aCTH KYJIbTYPHOM M HMHOM >KU3HH, KOTOpHIE UMEIOTCS B
OTHOILIEHUM YKpaHHBI, YTO TYT BHHOBATHl CaMH YKPauWHIBI, KOTOpBIE
HEMIOCTATOYHO CTaBAT U BEIABUT af0T 3TOT Bonpoc. (CTAJIMH: U ykpauHIst).
Y Hac Takoe BIledaTJieHHe 1 yoexxaenue, uro popmysa X1l cresga o ToM, 4To
OCHOBHASl ONAacCHOCTb ~— 3TO BEJIMKOACPKABHEIM IIIOBUHU3M U YTO C 3TOMU
ONACHOCTHIO HY KHO G0pOTHC S, — 3Ta POpMYJIa IPEKPACHO YCROSHA Y HAaC Ha
YxpauHe, yCBOEGHO ¥ TO, UTO OJHOBPEMEHHO HYKHO GOPOTHCA M C MECTHBIM
woBuHU3MOM. Ho ata ¢popMyJsia 1IJI0X0 yCBOEHA B pYKOBOASILIMX OPraHax,
naxke B Mockse. Ecsvi ropoputs 0 60phie ¢ BeSTHKOAepKaBHBIM IIOBHHU3MOM,
TO HYXKHO cefyac NOCTABHUTb BOMNPOC O TOM, YTOOBI CKPHITH 3TOT
BEJIMKO/IE€P2KaBHBI IIIOBHHN3M B KaKOH-TO KOHKpeTHOMU ¢popme. Ha Ykpaune
MBI UMEJIM TaKYI0 KOHKPETHYIO (POpMy — LIIyMKHU3M, 1 BeJIK ¢ HUM Gophby.
A B IpaKTHKE MOCKOBCKOH pab6oTrl u paboTel B PCOCP sToro Her, xots
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¢aKTOB IOBMHU3MA B OTHOLICHNH YKPauHbl MOXKHO HAaTH MHOTO. 3TOT
BOIPOC UMEET GOJILLOE 3HAUCHHUE ¥ 10J12KEH OBITh OCBELUEH HAa KOHKPETHOM
Mmarepuaie.

CTAJIVH. — Y Bac moJty4aeTcs HedTO Bpoe AeKiapauru. S HeCKOILKO
pa3 GecemoBan ¢ T.T. IletpoBckuM, YyOapem u KaranosmueMm, xorga oH
pabotayn Ha YkpaudHe. OHH BBICKa3BIBaJIM HEOBOJILCTBO TEM, YTO B
HApDKOMATCKHX allnapaTax MPOSBJIAIOT MOJIHOe IIpeHeOpeXeHHe K
XO3AHCTBEHHBIM U KYJIbTYDHBIM HyK/IaM Y KPauHbl, DTH TOBAPHILY MOT'YT
HOATBEPAUTE 3TO. 5] KaXKABN pa3 CTaBUJI BONPOC — HA30BUTE XOTb OIHO
JIMIIO, 4YTOOLI ero MoxHO 6GbLI0 BhIceub Ha ruasax y scex. (I'OJIOC C
MECTA: Jlapun y Bac npoAB/IA€T ce0A B 3TOM OTHOLIEHUH). S roBopio o
HAPKOMAaTCKHUX almaparax, O BCEX HAMIUX LEHTPaJbHBIX YUPEKACHUAX,
XO3MCTBEHHBIX ¥ IIPOYMX, NPOTHB KOTOPERIX MAYT Kaio6kl. Ha3oBure X0Th
OJHOrO Y€JIOBEKA, KOTOPHIii NpeHeOpe KUTEJILHO K HHTepecaM Y KpauHEL.

C MECTA: 4 mory paccka3aTh, Kak KOH(PMCKOBAJIM YKPAHHCKYIO
JIMTEpaTypy B MOCKBE 3a TO TOJIBKO, UTO... (KOHEH HE CJIBILICH).

CTAJIMH. — A cnparuusan 1.1. Uy6aps, Karanosuda u [TeTpoBckoro, u
HM pa3y OHH He MOTILITAJIUCH HAa3BaTh XOTb KOro-HMOyAb. OHU BCAKUM pa3
CroBapHBaJIMCh U HU pa3y Has3Baiu HUKoro. [oiayT, nomyraior, Te ycrynar,
U AeJty KoHell. Tak HU pa3y HUKOr'O He Ha3BajiM. Y HAC MMEIOTCS 110 5TOMY
BOIPOCY TIOCTAaHOBJICHU S U peleHus naptun U CoBeTckolt Biactd. Ho oun
HMMEIOT MOPaJIbHOE 3HaYeHHe, He KaXXIblM Ke TIPOBOAMT uMx. Mayno —
TIPHHSATD PEIIEHN S, HaT0 HX YCBOHUTh, MaJI0 — YCBOUTD, HA/IO UX NIEPEBAPUTD.
HekoTopble He yCBauBaIOT BOOGIIIE, HE MOJYUHSIOTC S, He XOTAT. ECTh Takue
M Cpeqyu KOMMYHHCTOB. Lpyrue — XOTST, 4a HE YMEIOT, HE yCBauBaloT.
TpeTbd — yCBaUBAaIOT, /1a HE YMEIOT IPETBOPUTH B XKH3Hb. Ha30BHTE TaKHUX
JIIofel, TAKHX [IOBHHKUCTOB, KOTOPHIE GBI MPOBOJU/IM BEJIUKOAEPKABHYIO
noJIMTHKY. Bel Hasanm CBugepckoro. MoxeT GbITh Hanmiere?

TOJIOCA: Mu npuniiem 3asBJIEHHE.

CTAJIMH. — 51 gymaio, 4To OH He IJIaBHBIHA, CBUOEPCKHIL, 1 9TO HE
rJIaBHOE, YTO Bac 6ECIIOKOHUT.

I'OJIOC: Ecthk cTeHOrpamMMa napTHHHOTO COBeH[aHus. Ecjid BH
MIOMHTepecyeTech (hakTaMmu, TO A AyMalo, YTO 3Ta CTEHOI'paMMa JacT BaM

KOC-9TO.

I'OJIOC: 3T0 MO JIMHUY JIMTEPATYPHI.
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CTAJIMH. — 51 6epy Bce x03sHCTBEHHOE [I€J10, BCe coBeTcKoe. S yacto
npocusi 4 T. Karanosuva, u 1. UyGaps, u [leTpoBCKOro — Ha30BHUTE XOTh
O[IHOTO TaKoro yesiopeka. OHM He HA3BAJIM HU OAHOrO. JIapuH 4YTO-TO
Halycasl, HO 3TO IyCTSKH.

I'OJIOC: A Baraubsu?
CTAJINH. — BaraHbsH OTpHUAET HALMOHAILHYIO KYJIBTYDY.

KYJIMK. — Tos. Cranui, BOT OIHA CHpaBKa: paHbille HALIAX KHUT
BBIBO3HJIM Ha . . . PyOJiei, a 3a TpU Mec LI TOC/IEHHE KHUT BBIBE3EHO Ha 35
ThIC. pybsielt. TIpocTo MrHOPUPOBaA/IM BHIBO3 YKPAHHCKUX KHHT,

CTAJIMH. — Yrto Kacaetca “MexXAyHaponHOW KHHUTH”, TYT TakKoe
6e306pasue 6b1y10. OaHMH TOBapHIL NPOU3BEJI HEAaBHO 06C/IeJ0BaHHE, TOB.
HonoB, 11 0H roBOpHT, uTo Ha 600 THIC. 30JI0THX Py0OJielt MBI BBO3HM KHHUT U3~
3arpaHulbl, 13 BHX Ha 200 ThIC. MaKyJIaTypa, HUKOMY He Hy KHbIE KHHUTH.

I'OJIOC: TpynHO noiMaTh BEJIMKOAEPKABHOTO HIIOBUHHCTA 33 XBOCT.

CTAJIMH. — U3sBuHuTE, OYEHD JIETKO, €CJIM OH OTMAaXHBAETCs TOJBLKO
AeKJIapalMAMH.
Bot, cob6cTBeHHO, BCE BOIMPOCHI.

KAT'AHOBHY. — Htak, Gecena ¢ T. CTaIMHBIM CBOAUTCA K TOMY, YTO
Ha/io, 4YTOOB Bbl M BCE YKPaWHI(hI NOAOLLIM K BOTPOCaM COIO3HOTO
CTPOMTEJILCTBA, K CBOMM IIPETEH3MSIM HE C TOYKY 3PEHU I KDUTHKH, & C TOUKH
3peHHsT OPraHUYECKOTO BHEeApPEeHWs U IMpPeNBABJICHUS ONpeaesIeHHBIX
TpeGoBaHuil. DT0 aGCOJIOTHO NPABHJILHO, H TO, UTO BHI [IPHEXAJIM K HaM B
MockBy, s yOexieH, CBHAETEJLCTBYET O TOM, YTO MBI HPOABUIaeMCs
ruranTcku Biepes. Ho Henbas oTpuuaTs Toro pakta, YT0 CpeiH YKPAHHCKUX
ncareJiedt GbLTH N3BECTHRIE HACTPOESHHA.

CTAJIMH. — Onu 4yBCcTBYIOT ce6s, KaK I'OCTH, B TO BpeMs, KOra OHH
JOJIXKHBI YyBCTBOBATh Ce6 X035€BaMH.

KAT'AHOBHWY. — Hapo mpues3XaTk He TOJIBKO B I'OCTH, a Haao
OpraHUYECKH B3SATHC 1 3a [1EJ10, I0OUTHLCA IEPEBOAOB M T.I. B yacTHOCTH, MHE
ToB. OcTan BheiuHsA mopan 3anmMcKy OTHOCHTEJIBHO YKPaHHCKOI'O JOMa
mucaresieft “Crioo”. 51 B aTOM “noMe” NpHUHMMAaJl Topsdee y4yacTue Ha
Yxpaune u ceiyac, ecjld BpeMs HO3BOJIMT MHE, 51 3aiiMyCh STHM BOIIPOCOM.
Ho aTo wactHocTh. S mymaro, 4TO Ball IIPHE3[ CIOAA BO MHOTI'OM TTIOMOXET,
BO MHOT'OM COJTM3HT Hac. Brl BHOMTE, YTO NOJIMTHKA APTHHU U HEHTPAJIBHBIX
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COBETCKHX YYPEXKACHHH COBEpIIEHHO onpeiesieHHas. HaumonanbHas
noJsinTiKa B LIK coBeplieHHO onpeliesieHHa, BRI 3TO 3HaeTe npekpacHo. M yTo
SICHO BUAHO M3 BRHICTYIUIEHUA TOB. CTalnHa, 00LIas JIMHUA, KOTOPYIO MBI
NPOBOJMJIM HA YKPauHe U KOTOPYIO MPOBOJYUM.

[o3B0JILTE, TOBAPHIIN, HA TOM CYHTATH HAIITy Gecely OKOHUEHHOH.
(AnI0AMCMEHTHI).
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Translation

A1C0nversation of Comrade Stalin with Ukrainian Writers, 12 February
1929

KAGANOVICH: Comrade STALIN has the floor.

STALIN: In my opinion, the most important issue [raised by the writers] is
that, supposedly, the... (inaudible) in the Soviet Union presents the material
basis for the formation of an all-Union language—that is to say, Russian—and,
obviously, the inequality of literature, as well as the absence of the precondi-
tions for the development of national culture. This is how the question should
be understood. Of course, this is not accurate. I frequently receive letters from
various comrades—including Ukrainians, by the way—regarding the question
of what is a nation, in which it is argued that, to the [formulaic] series of
characteristics which define the concept of the “nation,” the characteristic of
“statehood” should be added. In addition, I receive letters to the effect that my
presentation at one meeting—I believe that it was at the KUTV,2 a university
of the peoples of the East—was incorrect. There I argued that national cultures
have a future, and that in our environment, in the Soviet environment, national
culture means the diversity of the forms of culture with uniformity of content—
socialist content. Many comrades do not agree with this. And they even argue
that the slogan of the development of national culture promulgated by the Party
and by the Soviet power, that that slogan is erroneous, because in fact
development in the direction of socialism is already leading to the extinction
of national culture and that therefore a common, world language should be
created in the transitional phase between capitalism and socialism. And they
argue that here, in the Soviet Union, this whole business should be taking place,
this fusion of the national cultures into one culture and one language—
obviously the Russian language, as the most developed. These are the sort of
letters Ireceive. They invoke citations from the works of Lenin to the effect that
Lenin often [2] argued against national culture, considering it to be a bourgeois
notion. They cite Lenin to the effect that national distinctions should die out,
as well as state borders and all other distinctions, up to and including language.
They cite Lenin to the effect that, supposedly, we Marxists worked for the
fusion of nations even before the February Revolution, so how, they say, can
webe cultivating national cultures now? They hint that the existence of national
government and national republics with national Councils of People’s Com-
missars is not really our position, but rather a tactical move, or, if you prefer,
a kind of small concession—and a very temporary one at that. I receive letters
like that all the time. Unfortunately, I do not have the time to collect all of this
material and make a presentation today or tomorrow. However, I will do this
for sure in the very near future in order to settle these questions. These letters
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contain that morass which you indirectly criticize in your questions. Therefore,
it might not be redundant to deal with these questions briefly—to say a few
words about them and at the same time answer your questions.

First of all—about the nation. What is a nation? A few words. I am sure that
you have certain doubts about the definition of the concept of “nation” that has
been worked out in our Marxist milieu. What characteristics are posited in the
works of Marxists—our Russian Marxists for example? Territorial unity,
language, economic communality, and a certain communality of national
spirit. Some believe that statehood should be added to this list. They argue that
if there exists a group of the population that has acommon language, acommon
territory, and in addition a common economic life, with the mutual affinity of
various provinces in one whole on a given common territory, a common
cultural spirit and culture baggage, this is still not enough to call such a group
of the popuiation a nation. {According to them] [i]t is also indispensable [3] to
add: if a nation has its own state, then it really is a nation. But if it has all four
characteristics, but lacks a state, then that is not a nation. I must say that this is
acompletely unacceptable point of view. If we were to adopt this point of view,
we would be forced to say that, for example, the Uzbeks were not a nation until
they created their Soviet statehood, only after that. Or that the Irish did not
constitute a nation until their free state was organized. Only after that did
Ireland become a nation. But then where did the national movement come
from? Or take, for example, Georgia before the revolution. According to this
theory, it would appear that Georgia was not a nation up to that period. One
could say the same thing about Armenia. According to this theory, only once
states had been organized here, only then did Georgia and Armenia become
nations. What [ mean to say is that such a point of view can be held only by
people who consider only that group of the population which has achieved
statehood to be a nation. They do not consider a group of the population which
does not have statehood, but which has all the other characteristics, to be a
nation. This is a great-power point of view——to recognize nationhood only
when itis packaged as statehood. Where, then, did the national movement come
from in those nationalities which did not have statehood? This is the misgiving
which troubles many comrades. That which has been determined by the
Marxist literature—the four characteristics which define the nation—these
remain the fundamental characteristics of the nation and the element of
statehood does not amount to a constitutative characteristic, without which the
nation cannot be recognized as a nation.

The second question—on the fate of the nationalities and their national
cultures in the circumstances of Soviet development in the period of the
transition from [4] capitalism to socialism. We are now experiencing the
transitional period from capitalism to socialism. Qur country cannot be called
capitalist, just as it cannot be called socialist. It is moving from the remnants
of capitalism—or from those newly-engendered layers of capitalism present in




400 LEONID MAXIMENKOV

the conditions of the NEP-—toward socialism. And it is here that we must
respond to those quotations from Lenin made by certain comrades. It is
absolutely correct that in 1912-13 Comrade Lenin debated with the Bundists,
who believed in the possibility of the non-national development of interna-
tional culture. Comrade Lenin was completely correct, but he absolutely did not
believe the non-national development of international culture was possible. He
fought for a culture which would be international in content. But when Libman
and Tudkevich asked him the question, All right then, international culture—
that is what Marxists should believe in—but will it be non-national? Lenin
decisively distanced himself from this point of view. He said, Yes, we are for
the development of international culture. We are for the various nationalities
of our country developing a culture which is internationalist in content. But I,
Lenin, am for each nationality having a culture which is national in form. It is
impossible to conceive of international culture without national form. Only
armchair theorists can think like this. But people of action and people who
know real life could never take this position seriously—that, given the
existence of nationalities, international culture could somehow develop non-
nationally, and not expressed in this or the other national form. This is why
references to Lenin on this question are incorrect. It is my determination that
Lenin called for an international culture among the nationalities that exist in
this country, but that he did not consider [5] the development of international
culture to be possible non-nationally. He believed that international culture
would have diverse forms in accordance with the existing nationalities in any
given country. And it is this which absolutely must be asserted.

Beyond this, the second thing that must be asserted—one must not deform
Lenin by quoting him and claiming that Lenin, taking as his starting point the
necessity of the fusion of nationalities, supposedly also maintained that the
nationalities would disappear in the transitional period. This is not correct. One
can refer to the fact that Comrade Lenin posed the question of national
distinctions starkly when he said that the distinctions between nationalities—
all distinctions, distinctions of language, even state distinctions—would con-
tinue to exist long after the world-wide dictatorship of the proletariat had been
established. You understand?—there is no more capitalism in the world, the
world dictatorship of the proletariat has been established (not our union
dictatorship, but the world-wide one), but even long after this, in Lenin’s
opinion, national distinctions will continue to exist. This is the only place where
Lenin starkly, openly and completely dealt with the question of national
distinctions. Insofar as Lenin spoke of fusion before the seizure of power, in the
years [19]12-14-16, he had in mind not the disappearance of distinctions
among nationalities, but rather the disappearance of antagonism. These are
very different things. Lenin wrote about national oppression, that was the
extent of the question then. Lenin wrote of the necessity of abolishing national
oppression, of abolishing the antagonism among nationalities and among
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workers. We have basically achieved this. I cannot say that, in the sense of
national relations among workers of various nationalities, everything is perfect
here. I cannot say this because there is Russian chauvinism—not nationalism,
but chauvinism, a remnant of the past, and there is local nationalism, evoked
by the fact that nations had been oppressed——and oppressed forcefully—and
people [6] cannot shake that off and escape from these memories, and these
memories are deepened. There is [also] local chauvinism—there are local
republican chauvinisms. Take Georgia for example. There are a bunch of
nationalities—five or six—besides the Georgians. Some of our Communists
are trying hard to... (inaudible) We in Moscow didn’t let them get away with
that. Itis very easy to go from local nationalism to chauvinism. I know all about
this—a lot of remnants [of pre-Soviet thinking] are left—but it must be
admitted that the basis for national oppression no longer exists. And if
anywhere such attempts are made we cut them off, because this goes not against
the tactics but the whole position of the party of Communists and the Soviet
power. The distinction must be made between those places in the works of
Lenin where it says that the seizure of power by the proletariat or even the
establishment of the democratic dictatorship will lead to the undermining of
national oppression and in that sense to the drawing together [sblizhenie] of
nationalities. This must be differentiated from that thesis where Lenin speaks
of national distinctions in the period of the dictatorship of the proletariat.
Frequently, our comrades—individual comrades who are dissatisfied with the
national policy of the Soviet power—confuse these two things. When Lenin
spoke of the separation of nationalities up to and including the formation of an
independent state, he clearly stated the formula thus: “Disunite for the sake of
unification [raz"edinit'sia dlia ob"edineniia).” This is contradictory, but it is
correct. “Disunite for the sake of unification”—this, precisely, is the Marxist
approach. Give the national states the opportunity to form their states in order
to kill any possibility of their being suspicious of one another, and once mutual
trust has been established, raise the question of unification. Lenin did not at all
support the break-up of all states. His position was that they—the states—
having broken up, should make it possible to create the basis for the mutual trust
of workers and peasants, and then [7] the issue of unification could be raised
in practical terms. We Marxists do not solve the national question and the
question of the liberation of the nationalities the same way that the bourgeois
do. They interpret it so as to lock themselves up in their shells, push away from
each other and wall themselves in with tariff barriers. This is not how we
Marxists deal with the issue. We go much further than any bourgeois radicals
in the question of the liberation of nationalities—we go all the way to the
formation of separate states. But we strive for this not so that the nationalities
should isolate themselves from each other, but so that they can then unite. This,
precisely, is the position of Lenin——disunite in order to unite.



402 LEONID MAXIMENKOV

The same dialectical approach can be found in Lenin with regard to the
question of the elimination of classes. Many of us say, How can we speak of
the elimination of classes [as an accomplished fact] when the class struggle is
[still]] going on? That’s precisely the point of how Lenin frames the question—
classes are to be eliminated by the means of class struggle. This is contradic-
tory, but terribly vital. Or take the elimination of the state through the
strengthening of the functions of the state. This is precisely what we are striving
for—the withering away of the state. But how are we going about it? Through
the most unprecedented strengthening of the functions of the state in the person
of the lower proletariat. Such a state—so far-reaching, with such great
functions—as the dictatorship of the proletariat has never before been seen in
the world. Where have you ever seen a state which embraces almost the entire
country? This is almost the entire budget of the state, the budget of all industry
as a whole. Or, if the socialist sector in agriculture develops the way it should
(that will also consist of state enterprises in large part)—then there will have
never before in the history of all peoples been a state as far-reaching and mighty
as the dictatorship of the proletariat, and yet we are trying to eliminate the state
as such. Is this not contradictory? Yes, this is contradictory. But this is a
dialectical contradiction, absolutely [8] necessary for the elimination of the
state... (inaudible) all of its functions—the broadest and most powerful func-
tions— must be taken to their logical limit so that then the state—having
exhausted itself completely, will become...

The same must be said of national culture. To unite national culture on the
basis of a common socialist content, by way of intensifying the development
of national cultures. This is the nature of the question. This is what people do
not understand. If you Marxists think that someday a common language will be
created— and this will happen, but it will not be the Russian language, or
French—the national question cannot be solved in one state. The national
question has long ago exceeded the boundaries of the state. If someday a
common language is created—it will be created without question—this will
happen after the worldwide dictatorship of the proletariat has been won, and
only long after this, when socialism will be established not in one country but
in all countries. And that’s why—the development of national culture in the
epoch of the dictatorship of the proletariat, maximal development, sponsorship
of national cultures. We sponsor these cultures so that they exhaust themselves
completely so that they can then create the basis for a language of the whole
world—not Russian, but an international language. When will this be? That
time is still too far off [to tell]. Lenin is right when he says that this will be long
after the international dictatorship of the proletariat has been established for the
whole world. This is how the question should be posed. People—Marxists—
who think too simplistically, simplifying the most complex questions of
national development, people who do not understand certain interpretations—
and the whole essence is precisely in these interpretations—do not understand
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that we want to prepare the elements... they cannot digest the fact that we want
to prepare the elements of an international socialist [9] culture by means of the
maximal development of national culture, In precisely the same way they do
not understand how we want to arrive at the elimination of classes by means of
intensifying the class struggle, or how we want to arrive at the withering away
of the state by means of an unprecedented expansion of the functions of that
state, or how we want to achieve the unification of peoples by means of their
disunification, by means of liberating the peoples of various countries from any
and all manner of oppression, by means of offering them the right to form their
national state[s]. He who does not understand this vital posing of the question
does not understand that we are following a policy of the maximal development
of national culture so that it exhausts itself completely and then the basis will
have been created for the organization of an international socialist culture not
only in content but also in form.

It would be a mistake if someone were to think that with regard to the
development of the national culture of backward peoples the central [Party]
workers maintain a policy of neutrality, as if saying, Look here—a national
culture is developing. Well, let it develop to its heart’s content—it’s not our
business, we’re only by-standers. Such a point of view would be incorrect. We
are for a policy of [active] sponsorship with regard to the development of the
national culture of backwatd peoples. I stress this so that those oversimplifica-
tions existing on this question understand that we are not bystanders, but active
agents sponsoring the development of national culture. We are for making the
culture—the spiritual baggage—present in any given nationality the property
of the people as a whole. So, for example, in what language may we raise the
culture of Ukraine? Only in Ukrainian. We have before us a primitive problem,
the solution of which is very costly and which has already been solved in many
states. This is the problem of universal primary education. We must strive to
ensure that a worker and peasant [10] coming to a factory or plant, or to an
agricultural enterprise is literate, having, at the very least, a fourth-grade
education. States such as Germany, England, France, Switzerland and so forth
already reached this level long ago. In what language can this be achieved? In
Russian? Only in the native language. If we want to raise the broad masses of
the people to the highest level] of culture—or if not to the highest at least to the
middle or even lower level of culture—we must give the maximum develop-
ment to the native language of each nationality, since only in the native
language can we achieve this. Other than the native language, no means of
raising the cultural level of the masses exists in nature. This is why it would be
completely incorrect and mistaken to maintain a position of neutrality with
regard to the development of national culture. In that case we would have to
admit that we will not raise any industry or create any defense. For what does
the condition of the defense of the country depend on? On the cultural level
[kul'turnost'] of the population, on what kind of soldier we have, whether he has
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any inkling of the most elementary notions of culture, whether he can use—for
example— a compass, whether he knows something about maps, whether he
has even a primitive degree of literacy, culture, so he can take commands and
so forth. If these elementary conditions are not met, we will not be able to create
a true defense of the country.3 In precisely the same way it is completely not
indifferent to us in what condition workers enter our plants and factories. For
we are now re-arming our industry and are even beginning to re-arm our
agriculture, because with the old implements the peasant can’t handle the tasks
and demands posed by the growing industry and the economy as a whole. I
repeat, to us it is absolutely not a matter of indifference in what condition
workers enter our factories and plants, whether they are cultured or not
cultured. This is a very serious question. We will not be able to develop any sort
of serious industry if we have not made the whole population literate. [11] It is
silly to think that completely uncultured people—illiterate people—can be
forced to develop their labor [skills] and to use machines the way it is done
among peoples whose culture is on a high level. So therefore, even for the
accomplishment of the most elementary propaganda, the raising of literacy—
even for that— national culture is the air without which we cannot take even
one step forward. This is why any kind of neutrality—even an indirect one—
is simply criminal. It is against the interests of the proletariat, against the Party,
against the people.

You ask, What are the prospects for national culture? Obviously, it will
[continue to] develop. Of course we could, when coming into a country, say,
Well, we’ll just wait a bit while the Party apparatus is nationalized in Ukraine,
as well as the literature, the professional apparatus and the state’s, and so on.
We cannot look at this in such a way—we must actively push this matter
forward. Now as for the pace—that is precisely where the Soviet power’s
policy of sponsorship enters into play, in other words that [factor] in which the
Soviet power is in principle different from any other regime. Any other regime
is afraid to develop national culture, because in the bourgeois way of doing
things the development of national culture is a decision toward... (inaudible).

‘What are the prospects? The prospects are that the national cultures of even
the smallest nationalities of the USSR will develop and we will be helping
them. Without that we will not be able to move forward, raise the masses of
millions to ahigher level of culture, and without that we will not be able to make
our industry or our agriculture suitable for defense.

A peasant—it’s one thing if he’s finished four grades and has gained some
elementary agronomical knowledge, if he [12] knows his way around. This sort
of peasant raises the level of agriculture. It’s another thing if he’s absolutely
illiterate and doesn’t have even elementary knowledge. In what language can
he be educated? Only in the people’s language, because he doesn’t know any
other languages. The prospects are that national cultures will develop, and that
the Soviet power should help in the development of national cultures. Comrade
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Kaganovich has spoken with you about this and I will not dwell on it at length,
but I will say two words: in national culture the distinction must be made
between two facets—form and content. When they say form is meaningless—
that is empty talk. An awful lot depends on form, because without it no content
is possible. The form—national, the content—socialist. This does not mean
that every literary writer must become a socialist, Marxist and so forth. This is
not indispensable. This means that in literature—insofar as we are speaking of
literature—new heroes must appear. Earlier, different heroes were usually put
forward. Now heroes must appear from the people, from among the peasants,
the bourgeoisie—in the depiction which they deserve. Take, for example, such
fellow-travelers—I don’tknow if, strictly speaking, these writers can be called
fellow-travelers—as Vsevolod Ivanov# and Lavrenev.” Perhaps you have read
The Armored Train [Bronepoezd], by Vsevolod Ivanov, perhaps many of you
have seen it. Perhaps you have read or seen The Break-up [Razlom], by
Lavrenev. Lavrenev is not a Communist, but I assure you that both of those
writers with their works The Armored Train and The Break-up brought much
more benefit than ten-twenty or a hundred Communist writers who scribble and
scribble and nothing the hell comes of it—they don’t know how to write, it’s
not artistic. Or take, for example, that one, the one everyone knows—
Bulgakov.6 If you take his Days of the Turbins. He’s an outsider, no question.
It is most doubtful that he is of a Soviet frame of mind. Nevertheless, he made
a great contribution with his Turbins, no question. [13]

KAGANOVICH: The Ukrainians don’t agree.” (commotion, talking)

STALIN: Well I will explain it to you—I’m judging it from the point of view
of the viewer. Take The Days of the Turbins. The overall impression which the
viewer is left with, despite the negative sides (I will also tell you what these
consist of), the overall impression is such when the viewer walks out of the
theater: the impression is that of the invincible power of the Bolsheviks. Even
such strong people, such stalwart and (in their own way) honorable—in
quotation marks—people as Turbin and those around him, even such irre-
proachable (in their own way) and honorable (in their own way)—in quotation
marks-— people have to admit in the end that there is nothing they can do against
those Bolsheviks. I think that, of course, the author did not want it this way. That
is not his fault and that, of course, is not the issue. The Days of the Turbins is
the most magnificent demonstration of the invincible power of Bolshevism.

A VOICE FROM THE AUDIENCE: And of the changing of guideposts
[smenovekhovstvo).8

STALIN: Excuse me, but I cannot demand of a literary author that he must
be a Communist and that he must follow the Party point of view. For belletristic
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literature other standards are needed— non-revolutionary and revolutionary,
Soviet and non-Soviet, proletarian and non-proletarian. But to demand that
literature be Communist—this is impossible. People often speak of a “rightist”
or “leftist” play. There the rightist threat is depicted. For example, the Turbins
constitute the rightist threat in literature. Or, for example, Flight [Beg]—they
banned it, because it was the rightist threat. 10 This is incorrect, comrades. The
rightist and leftist threat is purely a Party matter. The rightist threat means that
people are departing somewhat from the Party line, the rightist threat is inside
the Party. The leftist threat is a leftward departure from the Party line. Since
when is there a “Party” literature? This is not Party [literature], of course, it is
muchbroader—Iliterature—than the Party and there other standards are needed,
more general ones. There one can speak of the proletarian character of literature
[14], or of anti-proletarian, of its worker-peasant character, of its anti-worker-
peasant character, of revolutionary, non-revolutionary, of Soviet, non-Soviet.
To demand that belletristic literature and the author follow the Party line—then
all the non-Party people would have to be driven out. Is this true or not? Take
Lavrenev, try to drive him out. He is talented and he has managed to capture
certain things from proletarian life, and quite aptly at that. The workers come
right out and say, Go to hell with your rightists and leftists—I like going to see
The Break-up andI'll keep on going. And the worker is right. Or take Vsevolod
Ivanov’s Armored Train. He’s not a Communist—Vsevolod Ivanov, but
perhaps he considers himself a Communist (commotion, talking). Well, let’s
just say he’s a make-believe Communist (laughter). But that didn’t stop him
from writing a good thing, which has the greatest revolutionary significance,
indisputable instructional significance. So what will you say—is he a rightist
or aleftist? He is neither a rightist nor a leftist because he is not a Communist.
Party standards should not be applied to the milieu of literary writers in a purely
mechanical way. It seems to me that the comrade in the eyeglasses sitting over
there doesn’t want to understand me. It is from this point of view, from the point
of view of the large scale and from the point of view of the different methods
of approaching literature, that I say that even the play The Days of the Turbins
has played a very large role. Workers go to see that play and they see, Look at
that—there’s no power that can beat the Bolsheviks! There you have it—the
general impression left by that play, which in no way can be called Soviet.
There are negative sides to that play. Those Turbins are, in their own way,
honorable people, if taken as separate individuals apart from their milieu. But
Bulgakov doesn’t want to show the true state of things, he doesn’t want to show
how these people—although they might be honorable in their own way—are
sitting on the neck of other people and that’s why they are being driven out. That
same Bulgakov has a play called Flight. In that play the character of one
woman-—Serafima—is depicted, as well as that of a Privatdozent [15]. These
people are portrayed as honorable and so on. And it’s impossible to under-
stand—why, concretely, are the Bolsheviks driving these people out? Both
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Serafima and the Privatdozent, they are both refugees, and, in their own way,
honorable and incorruptible people. But Bulgakov—and that’s why he’s
Bulgakov—doesn’t show that these, in their own way, honorable people, are
sitting on the necks of others. Here you have the underlying reason why such
honorable, in their own way, people are thrown out of our country. Bulgakov—
whether intentionally, or unintentionally—doesn’t show this. But even from
people such as Bulgakov certain useful things can be taken. In this case I am
speaking of The Days of the Turbins. Even from such a play, even from such
aperson, we can get certain things which are useful for us. Why am I saying all
of this? Because broader standards must be applied in evaluating literature.
“Rightist” and “leftist” do not apply. One can speak of “proletarian” or “anti-
proletarian,” “Soviet” or “anti-Soviet.”

Take, for example, Parfenov’s Beams [Bruski].11 At the moment, the most
characteristic thing about the village is that there is no longer one village. There
are two villages. The new village, which is turning toward the city, awaiting
from it tractors, agronomical knowledge and so forth, wants to live in the new
way, to work in the new way, to link up with the city. And then there is the old
village, which doesn’t give a whit about the new, about tractors, agronomical
knowledge and so on. The old village wants to live in the old way, and it is
perishing. In Parfenov’s Beams these two villages and the struggle between
them is depicted wonderfully. Should literature portraying the village be
“peasant” {literature]? Look at Parfenov’s Beams. Parfenov cannot be called a
peasant writer, even though in his work he writes only about the peasantry and
there isn’t a single word about the city. Or take another, less well-known
work—Katia Dolga by Korobov.12 [16] Korobov gives a wonderful portrayal
of the swindles of the kulaks and of all of their other schemes. There is an
excellent depiction of how the new village is growing and how new types of
peasants have been born. This is not that peasant who lives sloppily—always
in filth. No, he has been in the Red Army, some of them have been in the
factories and plants, and have managed to gain a certain amount of knowledge.
He reads books and wants to do agriculture in the new way. The peasants are
waiting to get a tractor, they organize a collective farm and will do their work
in such a way that the land will bring forth two or three times as much. Here the
new village is depicted magnificently. Of course, it is incorrect when they say
that literature in Ukraine should be of a purely peasant character. This is
incorrect. It is completely correct that earlier the workers in Ukraine were
Russians but now they are Ukrainians. The composition of the working class
will, of course, change and be replenished with newcomers from surrounding
villages. This is a general law of national development in the world as a whole.
If you take Hungarian cities forty years ago, they were German, but now they
have become Hungarian. Take the Latvian cities—before, they were Estonian
[sic], now they have become Latvian. The ranks of the working class should be
replenished from surrounding villages. The nationalities must not be dragged
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in by their hair—this is difficult and might evoke resistance from the Russians
and give a certain pretext for Russian chauvinism. However, if we take the
natural process—not falling behind that process—the nationalization of the
proletariat must happen and move forward step by step. This is a general law,
and the national link-up [smychkal], the link-up between the city and the village,
must take place. Ukrainian workers will appear as the heroes of [literary]
works—there are already a lot of them now. Even old-line Russian workers
who used to try to get out of it and refused to study the Ukrainian language (1
know many who used to complain to me, “I can’t do it, Comrade Stalin, I can’t
learn [17] Ukrainian—my tongue won’t turn to speak it”), now speak in a
different tone and have learned Ukrainian. I am not even talking about the new
workers who will replenish the ranks of the working class. You will then have
the same literature as the Russians have here. There will be depictions of
workers, and peasants and the bourgeoisie—whether they are positive or
negative will all depend on taste. They will be depicted in the same way as in
other Soviet countries. And comments along the lines that our literature should
be purely peasant in terms of heroes mask a certain chauvinism along the lines
of, so they say, things have gone very badly: even the [Party] workers of
Ukraine appear to be hindering the work and believe that literature for workers
should be Russian and that literature for peasants should be Ukrainian. This is
a machination—whether conscious or unconscious—by those who refuse to
understand that the working class will be replenished continuously by new-
comers from surrounding villages. Here, in sum, you have the answer to the
question regarding prospects. In other words, I have spoken on the future of
national cultures in the epoch of the transition to socialism, in the epoch of the
dictatorship of the proletariat, and on the character of Ukrainian literature.
There have been many mistakes made with regard to Ukrainian Soviet culture,
as Comrade Fil... writes abroad. This is a big mistake—in part, the mistake is
also ours.

A VOICE FROM THE AUDIENCE: And that journal is called New Russia
[Novaia Rossiia).

STALIN: You have all your rights—you should demand that the new name
be removed. If they don’t agree, in order to display [only] their [own] works of
literature, you should grab them by the collar and bring them before the class
tribunal, arouse public opinion. This is your mistake and your negligence. If
you bring up these mistakes and negligence when it is time to prepare, then I
assure you that there will not be a single one of these mistakes. Y ou should bring
these things up [18], because there is such a mass of problems and such a heavy
load of work that you don’t even find out about things. I found out that they were
planning a demonstration abroad, in Belgium, in Brussels, after this appeared
in the press. You should have raised this question at the proper time and
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demanded a response—then Ukrainian literature would have been included.
You have made a lot of mistakes like this, and I am afraid that you will make
more.

I think that I have dealt with your questions in full—or perhaps I have not
touched upon some topic or another? I have spoken on the prospects for cultural
development. I have also spoken on the content and form of national culture.
Thave spoken on the fact that in the future, after the world-wide dictatorship will
have been won not only in one country but world-wide, national distinction will
continue to exist, for a long time of course. Various individual languages, as the
individual treasure-houses of individual nationalities, will fuse into one lan-
guage naturally and without the application of force, but this is a matter for the
far-distant future, when world-wide socialism will have been established and
entered into everyday life. In the meantime we are not only developing national
cultures but actively sponsoring them, because without this the cultural level
of the millions of the popular masses cannot be raised—only on the basis of the
native language can it be raised. The theory or idea that we are even now
moving toward the extinction of national cultures and national language in the
name of a common language is of course stupid and completely unscientific.

I'believe that the thesis of the elimination of national oppression and national
antagonism must not be confused with the thesis of the elimination of national
distinctions. These are two different things. National oppression is being
eliminated at the root—it has been eliminated. However, national distinctions
are not being eliminated as a result—only now are they showing themselves as
they should. But now people who have not kept up with the times are beginning
to notice that there are certain peoples [narodnosti] who have [19] their own
language. They used to get Daghestan and Turkmenistan mixed up—now they
have stopped. They used to get Belarus and Ukraine mixed up—now they have
stopped.

A VOICE FROM THE AUDIENCE: Comrade Stalin, what is the current
state of the question in those parts of Kursk and Voronezh gubernias and the
Kuban’ where there are Ukrainians? They want to be united with Ukraine.

STALIN: This question is not connected to that of] the future of Russian or
national culture.

A VOICE FROM THE AUDIENCE: It is not connected, but it will speed
up the further development of culture in those areas.

STALIN: We have discussed this question several times, since we change
borders too frequently. (laughter). We change borders too frequently, and this
creates a bad impression both within the country and outside the country.
Abroad, Miliukov once even wrote, What is the USSR ? It has no borders. Any
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republic is free to leave the USSR whenever it decides to. Is this a state or is it
not? Today—a population of 140 million, tomorrow—a population of 100
million. Internally, we are very careful with this subject, because it evokes
strong resistance from some Russians. This must be taken into account. From
the point of view of national culture, and from the point of view of the
development of the dictatorship, and from the point of view of the development
of the basic issues of our policy, it makes no serious difference, of course, where
one district or another of Ukraine or the RSFSR belongs. Whenever this
question is raised here they begin to roar, And what about the millions of
Russians oppressed in Ukraine? They don’t allow them to develop in their
native language, they want to Ukrainianize them by force and so on. (laughter)
This question is purely practical. We discussed it twice. We set it aside—
borders change very frequently. Belarus is now raising the question of uniting
a part of Smolensk [20] province to them. This also arouses resistance among
Russians. I think that this question must be dealt with in a careful manner, not
getting too far ahead of ourselves so as not to cause a negative reaction among
this or that part of the population. This is also present at the lower levels. I don’t
know whether the population of those provinces wants to unite with Ukraine.

VOICES: It wants to.
STALIN: But we have information that it doesn’t want to.
VOICES: It wants to, it wants to.

STALIN: According to some of our information it wants to, but we also have
information that it doesn't want to.

What else? It seems that I have answered all of the questions. Here is
another: What is the difference between the concepts of “nation” [ratsiia] and
“nationality” [natsional'nost']? These two words are used in different ways.
The question can be framed in the following manner: What is the difference
between the period of emerging capitalism and the period of feudalism? The
difference is that under feudalism the country is fragmented, there is no
common literary language—although the roots of the language are the same—
and there are no common cultural and economic centers. The country is broken
upinto separate principalities which, moreover, very frequently wage internecine
war with one another. In that period, a spiritual national unity and, so to speak,
the economic bonds which link the various comers of the country—the
principalities and provinces—do not yet exist. In the period of the transition
from feudalism to capitalism~—when capitalism has not yet developed and the
common centers drawing together all the parts of the country have not yet been
created—in that period the nationality exists, but this is not yet a nation. It
becomes a nation only when it unites in the sense of language, territory,
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economic communality and communality of national spirit, when it forms a
integral organism, reacting to external events in a unified and national sense.
For example, at the time of an invasion the country as a whole unites in order
to defend itself from the enemy. This is what we have in the period of emerging
capitalism. Under feudalism, when one principality wants to attack another this
[21] does not evoke unification for the repulsion of the enemy. In Georgia, for
example, when Persia attacked eastern Georgia, western Georgia joined with
Persia or else went over to Turkey. The elementary national characteristics are
not there—there is nothing of what is called national feeling. Under feudalism,
the elements of the nation are present: there is a common language (or, at the
very least, the roots of that language), there is a single territory, but the factors
which draw the nation together into one whole are not present. When these
unifying factors are created—and this occurs at the beginning of emerging
capitalism—only then can one speak of the nation as a determined category.
However, in the literature, they often interchange one with the other—nation
and nationality. There are also peoples [narodnosti]. Well, take the Ostyaks for
the sake of argument. What should the Ostyaks be called?13 It’s hard to call
them a nation. They are an ethnic group. Or take the Tungus people.14 You
can’t call them a nationality. They are an ethnic group. From a scientific point
of view the following gradation might be established: the nation, as the more
integral formation—this is a concept of the period of emerging capitalism;
nationality—the transitional stage between feudalism and capitalism; then—
peoples that do not have a leading class, which are [only] ethnic groups. Take,
for example, the Tannu-Tuvan republic. !5 What would you call it? They speak
different languages,16 the country is tiny, the polishing process [shlifovka]
hasn’t happened yet. In your country the Ukrainian language is only now being
polished. What language did you take as your basis? The Kievan, I believe.

A VOICE FROM THE AUDIENCE: The Kievo-Poltavan.

STALIN: Yes, the Kievo-Poltavan language was taken. At the moment the
period of the polishing of the literary-national language is under way in your
country. Would your people be able to understand people from Kharkiv, [or]
Galicians?

A VOICE FROM THE AUDIENCE: They can understand them.

STALIN: Can Galicia understand?

A VOICE FROM THE AUDIENCE: Galicia can be united with Ukraine,
Galicia understands us. (laughter)
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[22] STALIN: Why did you take as the basis for the common literary
language two languages, the Kievan and the Poltavan?

A VOICE FROM THE AUDIENCE: That happened a long time ago, a
hundred years ago.

STALIN: In other words, the Galicians can understand you?

KAGANOVICH: Just the same way a peasant in Viatka province can
understand the language of another province, but can’t understand everything
written in Pravda.

A voice in the audience: He can understand a peasant from Moscow
[province].

KAGANOVICH: He can understand a peasant from Moscow [province],
but he can’t understand what’s going on in Pravda.

A VOICE FROM THE AUDIENCE: It is not worthwhile to take Western
[sic} Galicia as an example.

STALIN: Why not?

A VOICE FROM THE AUDIENCE: There is more Western influence
there.

A VOICE FROM THE AUDIENCE: The more simple a language is, the
better people can understand each other.

STALIN: This makes sense for Soviet Ukraine. Where does one get material
for a language? From the people. For whom is literature created? For the
people. Since the Kievo-Poltavan language is applied in your case, it is
therefore obviously more comprehensible for the people than the Galician.

Allow me to ask you a question. May 1?7

VOICES IN THE AUDIENCE: Please do!

STALIN: How are things going in Galicia? Are you following the literature?
And do they follow Ukrainian literature? Do they reprint it?

VOICES: And how! They certainly do reprint it.

STALIN: Earlier, I remember, in the year 1902-3-4, when in Ukraine there
was nothing Ukrainian in terms of organizations except for Prosvital’—
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perhaps some of you remember—I met with a comrade from Western Ukraine
in exile and I got the impression {23] that Ukrainian literature, insofar as it
existed in Eastern Ukraine, was under the spiritual hegemony of Galicia. That’s
the impression I got in the year 1902-3-4 when I met with comrades from
Western Ukraine. 18 Because in Russia the Russian government did not give the
Ukrainians the least opportunity to develop their culture, Ukrainian com-
rades—those who wanted to develop Ukrainian culture—turned toward Galicia
and took models of literature from them. What is the situation now? Is it
reversed, or not?

A VOICE FROM THE AUDIENCE: I would like to make the following
suggestion—Ilet Comrade STALIN ask questions, and then Comrade Kulyk

will answer them.

STALIN: I mean in terms of belletristic literature and in general—if one
takes scholarly and scientific literature, political journalism [publitsistika).

A VOICE: The same thing.

STALIN: Or do you take from them and translate?

A VOICE: The other way around—they take from us.

A VOICE: An incredible cultural poverty.

STALIN: I would like to say that if the Soviet power has achieved such
results in your country that others are beginning to take examples, models and
so forth from you—then this is a big accomplishment.

A VOICE: Beyond any doubt.

A VOICE: That’s a fact.

STALIN: We [now] have hegemony.

A VOICE: Without a doubt.

STALIN: There are schools there.

A VOICE: Very few—of three thousand only seven hundred or so are left.

STALIN: Primary and secondary schools?
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A VOICE: Yes.

STALIN: Butis there a university in which the highest directing element can
be formed?

A VOICE: No.

STALIN: That which might be termed the highest directing element in
culture?

A VOICE: There is an academy of sciences.

STALIN: This requires a university—a higher school—and beyond that a
basic literature in all branches of science, so that in that Ukrainian language
people might be able to get a complete education from top to bottom. Does such
a rich library exist?

A VOICE: It does.

STALIN: In chemistry, physics, all the branches of science?

A VOICE: There is something like an academy there.

STALIN: Is it legal?

A VOICE: Yes.

STALIN: But there’s no [24] university?

A VOICE: No.

STALIN: And is there a secondary school of the gymnasium type?

A VOICE: There are seven secondary schools.!?

STALIN: Is instruction in the Ukrainian language?

A VOICE: Yes, in Ukrainian.

A VOICE: In Ukrainian they teach [only] gymnastics and drawing.

STALIN: And here’s another question: Do the Russians translate your
literary works poorly?
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A VOICE: They don’t translate them at all—very little and poorly.

KAGANOVICH: There are some talented works—much more talented
than many of those that are published here in large quantities.

STALIN: Comrades, you, too, are not without fault in this respect. You
haven’t read Beams, you haven’t read Korobov, you haven’t read Korobov’s
Katia Dolga.

VOICES: No, we’ve read [them].

STALIN: Well, Bill-Belotserkovskii for example.20 I’d bet that out of pride
they don’t translate him into Ukrainian.

A VOICE: Kirshon’s The Rails are Humming?! has been running for quite
a while already.

A VOICE: The Break-up has been running for quite a while.
STALIN: I have finished.

KULYK:221 shall focus on the cultural situation in Western Ukraine since
I am familiar with that question.

The first question regarding cultural hegemony. Even in the pre-revolution-
ary period, when the conditions of censorship were much lighter in Western
Ukraine, even then Western Ukraine was called the Piedmont of the develop-
ment of Ukrainian culture.23 However, a purely political meaning was implicit
in this term. This does not mean that the development of Ukrainian culture
achieved any great breadth. We should admit that even in the pre-revolutionary
period the most prominent Ukrainian literary forces were here, in our country.
One could name a few individual figures who achieved prominence there, in
Western Ukraine. It should be noted that the first Ukrainian writer to depict the
life of the industrial proletariat in his works—and, by the way, one of the first
writers to depict the life of industrial workers—was a writer who lived in
Western Ukraine.24 This is completely understandable. There [25] was a
Ukrainian proletariat in existence there, one that used the Ukrainian language.
But nevertheless, the center of literary life in the sense of richness, in the sense
of the number of writers, in the sense of the broad variety of themes, was in our
country. In our country we had writers such as Kvitko [sic],23 not to mention
Shevchenko ... (Comrade Kulyk lists the names of writers). And all of these are
classics. There was a constellation of modernists—major poets like Nikolai
[Mykola] Voronyi, Oles” Chuprenko [sic]26 and others. There were also



416 LEONID MAXIMENKOV

symbolists and modernists in Western Ukraine, but they were much less
prominent than the writers we had here.

After the revolution a situation was created here in which the political
aspect—the aspect of greater political freedom in Western Ukraine—disap-
peared, and they no longer had the political advantages which they used to have
in comparison to us. After the revolution, immense opportunities for the
development of Ukrainian culture were created here. In Western Ukraine—I
have in mind not only Galicia but also Bukovyna and Subcarpathian Rus—
very few schools remained,2” and there are no major scholarly/cultural
organizations, unless you count the Shevchenko Scientific Society.28 This is
anold society, which at one time was engaged in rather important cultural work.
But that work can in no way compare to the work of our Ukrainian Academy
of Sciences which, as we know, is far from being in an ideal condition.
However, it is the most important scholarly institution. Besides that, we have
a mass of all sorts of scholarly chairs and institutes. There are no universities
there. There, a struggle is being waged with the Polish government for a
Ukrainian university.

STALIN: There is, I believe, a university in Prague.30

KULYK: That is an émigré university, created for Petliurist émigrés, for the
Petliurist officers. A higher school was created for them. But the Prague
Ukrainian university is not [26] considered to be an institution of higher
learning. If one speaks of the ... Academy of Agriculture—thatis not a scholarly
institution, that is a political institution. Negotiations are being held now
between the Polish and Czechoslovak governments regarding the transfer of
that agricultural academy to Poland as a school for officers. (laughter) Further,
there is a Ukrainian Institute in Berlin. Once again, this, too, is to a large extent
more of a political institution than a scholarly one. This is not a higher school
but rather an institute.

A VOICE FROM THE AUDIENCE: And a Hetmanite one!

KULYK: Those are under the aegis of the Petliurist movement, these are
under the aegis of the Hetmanite movement. Certain individual comrades have
made attempts to set us at odds with Western Ukraine, but these attempts have
not met with success. This is made clear by the fact that when we called a
conference here for the purpose of establishing a unified orthography, we
decided to invite all the representatives of Ukrainians abroad.3! They gathered
here and recognized the orthography which had been accepted here.

STALIN: And Western Ukraine also recognized it?
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KULYK: Yes, everyone recognized it.32 But I would like to turn to one
aspect of the question, namely, the myth of the Galician language. This is a
thing which hinders us terribly in our work. There is no such thing as a Galician
language, [in supposed contrast to] a “language of Shevchenko.”

STALIN: But a dialect?

KULYK: It is the exact same Ukrainian language, but it contains a number
of Polonisms. We have aremarkable process here: on the one hand—Polonisms,
and on the other—Russianisms. Galicia is closer to the Russian language than
is our Kievan-Poltavan language.

KAGANOVICH: The literary language is not closer.

KULYK: I remember all the talk about “Shevchenko’s language” which,
supposedly, everyone can understand. I [also] remember how Comrade ——
once carried out an interesting experiment at a conference of teachers. He asked -
the people present, [27] “Doall of you understand the language of Shevchenko?”
They answered that all of them understood. He then asked them toread a slogan
which was hanging on the wall. Some of those present told him that they didn’t
understand the word romen [sic], “strap.” This was a quote from Shevchenko,
and a very well-known one at that.

STALIN: Romen—that’s an Old Slavonic word.33
KAGANOVICH: Comrade KHVYLIA34 has the floor.

KHVYLIA: I would like to make a small comment in response to a question
of Comrade Stalin’s. Comrade Stalin posed the question thus: What is the
correlation between the current cultural process in Ukraine and that which
remains from the past in Ukraine, and, on the basis of this process, is the
Western bourgeoisie able to maintain that the Ukrainian people does not exist?
In terms of this correlation, I must cite the fact that even the Ukrainian [press]
organs—if we examine that journal which carries on a rabid campaign against
Soviet Ukraine, if we take all of the literary material published in that journal,
we will find that more than fifty percent consists of reprints of our works that
we publish here in Soviet Ukraine.

STALIN: Do they at least mention the fact that these are reprints?
KHVYLIA: Sometimes they do, but sometimes they act like swindlers and

claim that those works had been sent directly to them. Secondly, here in Soviet
Ukraine we have [a policy of] the training of cadres from top to bottom in the
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arts, sciences, and so forth. This process has been completed and now not only
the liquidation of illiteracy among the population is under way, not only the
liquidation of technological illiteracy, but also the creation of new cadres,
beginning at the lower levels and extending to the highest.

And finally—with regard to the Galician literary language and the Ukrai-
nian and so forth. I will, perhaps, not answer this question precisely. [28] We
believe—on the basis of our own lengthy examination of this question, we were
often faced with the following declaration at workers’ meetings: “You’re
speaking to us in Galician; we can’t understand anything.” One could make the
following statement: The Ukrainian language—which is fine from the point of
view of people who do not want to understand that language and who have an
ironic attitude [towards it]—this Ukrainian literary language, as the synthesiz-
ing language of the people as a whole, is considered to be the Galician language.
But the Ukrainian language, the language of the simple peasant, which has a
limited quantity of terms-—this is a result of the fact that in it the process of
production is limited in the same proportion as the language of Turgenev or
Pushkin is in relation to the dialect of any given Russian province, Riazan’, Tula
and so forth. It is completely understandable that there is a Poltava dialect, one
in Chernihiv, a Podolian dialect. There one has a softer pronunciation, [else-
where] there is a harder pronunciation. However, there are also certain
variations in stress and pronunciation in the Galician dialect. This circumstance
must be cited now: when a special conference of Ukrainian scholars-represen-
tatives of various regions was called to work out the question of orthography,
the representatives of Western Ukraine commented more than once that
precisely at the present moment they consider [Soviet] Ukrainian literature to
be the Piedmont of the development of Ukrainian culture and the development
of Ukrainian... (commotion, talking)

A VOICE FROM THE AUDIENCE: They call our Ukraine the “Great[er]
Ukraine.”

A VOICE FROM THE AUDIENCE: You spoke of The Days of the Turbins.
We saw this play. I personally and many other comrades see this question in a
somewhat different light. One part deals with the uprising against the hetman.
It depicts honorable officers who [try to] put down that uprising, the revolution-
ary uprising against the hetman. That revolutionary uprising is portrayed [29]
in frightful tones, [as being] under the leadership of Petliura, even though [in
fact] this was a revolutionary uprising of the masses which took place not under
the leadership of Petliura, but under Bolshevik leadership. Thus, we have a
distortion of a revolutionary uprising and, on the other hand, the depiction of
a peasant insurrectionary movement as... in my opinion, this must not be
permitted on the stage of the [Moscow] Art Theater, and even if it might be a
positive aspect [of the play] that the Bolsheviks compel the intelligentsia to



STALIN AND UKRAINIAN WRITERS 419

change its signposts [k smenovekhovstvu], such a depiction of the revolutionary
movement and the Ukrainian struggling masses must not, in any case, be
permitted.

KAGANOVICH: The “One and Indivisible” [edinaia nedelimaia)l®> is
showing through. (commotion, talking)

TESNIAK: When I watched The Days of the Turbins the thing that struck
me most was that Bolshevism defeats those people not because it is Bolshe-
vism, but because it is creating a unified, great and indivisible Russia. This is
the message which strikes everyone who sees the play, and we would be better
off without this kind of victory of Bolshevism.

A VOICE [MYKYTENKO]:36 Why do actors speak German in the pure
German language but find it perfectly acceptable to twist the Ukrainian
language, thereby ridiculing that language? This is simply anti-artistic.

A VOICE FROM THE AUDIENCE [MYKYTENKO]: A second ques-
tion—a question not in defense of Colonel Balbach [sic].37 Why does the
author portray the Russian officers as idealists, but when it comes to the colonel
of the General Staff Balbach [sic], who had been a colonel of the General Staff,
he is portrayed as a bandit, quite literally as savage and uncultured? This
implies, What possible good can come from Ukraine?

FROM THE AUDIENCE: I would like to raise a question completely
different from Comrade Mykytenko’s. It really makes no difference how
Cotlonel Babachan [sic]is portrayed. That is not the problem. However, besides
the impression from The Days of the Turbins which Comrade Stalin spoke of,
the viewer is also left with yet another impression. It is as if the play is [30]
saying, Look here, you who support us psychologically and are bound by class
to us. We lost the battle only because we were not as organized as we should
have been and we did not have an organized mass [of followers]. Despite the
fact that we were noble and honorable people we, nevertheless, perished
because of our lack of organization. Besides the impression indicated by
Comrade Stalin, this second impression is also left. And even if that play creates
a certain positive impression, it also creates the opposite impression of the
social and class force which is hostile to us.

STALIN: With regard to the actors who speak German clearly but twist
Ukrainian: Indeed, there exists a tendency toward an attitude of disdain for the
Ukrainian language. But what can you expect from these actors—they are not
Communists, but merely actors. I could cite an entire list of resolutions of the
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Central Committee of our Party in which Communists are accused of great-
power chauvinism.

FROM THE AUDIENCE: It’s become almost a tradition of the Russian
theater to show Ukrainians as some kind of fools or bandits. In The Gale
[Shtorm], for example, the Ukrainian is depicted as a complete bandit.

STALIN: That is possible. However, this also depends on you, by the way.
You can and you should apply your pressure in this respect. Recently, about
half a year ago, there was a celebration here in Moscow and the Ukrainians
gathered their “colony,” as they put it, in the Bolshoi Theater. Ukrainian actors
performed at the celebration.

A VOICE FROM THE AUDIENCE: Did they recruit the actors in beer
cellars?

STALIN: You [Ukraine] sent singers and bandurists. The group which
Kharkiv had recommended took part.

FROM THE AUDIENCE: Was that at the Congress of Soviets?

STALIN: No, I believe it was at the commemoration of October. The
production was very good, but then the following incident took place—the
conductor stood there in great confusion as to what language he should speak
in: Should he speak in French? [31] Or perhaps in German? We asked him, “Do
you speak Ukrainian?” “I do.” “So just announce in Ukrainian what you will
be performing.”

FROM THE AUDIENCE: That was quite understandable.

STALIN: Buthow can he ask such questions? He can speak French fluently,
German also, but he’s hesitant about speaking Ukrainian, afraid that it might
get him in trouble. So you see, comrades, a lot depends on you. Actors will of
course stop twisting the language if you chew them out the way you should and
if you yourselves organize these kinds of concert tours and meetings and the
like. Otherwise, there will be situations like that: without any organizational
guidance from the Communists, some conductor arrives here and he—appar-
ently a man who knows his way around—thinks he has wound up in a foreign
country—as it seems to him—where speaking Ukrainian is not allowed. You
are also to blame. With regard to The Days of the Turbins—I did after all say
that it is an anti-Soviet thing and that Bulgakov is not ours. I said as much. But
what, then, can we draw from that thing even though that thing is anti-Soviet?
That, which the author himself did not want to say. And the basic impression
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that the viewer is left with is of the invincible might of Communism. Russian
people—the Turbins—are depicted there, and the survivors of his group join
the Red Army as a Russian army. That is also accurate.

A VOICE: With the hope of [its] regeneration.

STALIN: Maybe so, but you should admit that Turbin and the survivors of
his group say, The people are against us. We must give up our weapons because
the people are against us and our leaders have sold out. We have no choice but
to submit. There is no other force. This should also be admitted. Why are such
plays performed? Because we have very few real plays of our own, oreven none
at all. I am against negating everything in The Days of the Turbins as a whole,
against speaking of that play as of a play which gives only negative results. I
believe that, overall, it nevertheless [32] gives more pluses than minuses. Look
what he writes, Comrade Petrienko: “The Days of the Turbins...(Stalin contin-
ues reading)...” What is it that you want, exactly?

PETRIENKO: We want our penetration of Moscow to result in the cancel-
lation of that play.38

A VOICE: That is our unanimous opinion.

A VOICE: And instead of that play, Kirshon’s play The Commissars of Baku
should be performed.39

STALIN: If you write only about Communists that won’t work. We have a
population of 140 million, and only a million and a half Communists.40 These
plays are of course performed not only for Communists. To make such a
demand when there is a shortage of good plays is, from our side, from the
Marxist side, a distraction from reality. May I ask a question?

VOICES: Please do.

STALIN: What is your position—do you support the performance of plays
like Ostrovskii’s A Passionate Heart |Goriachee serdtse]?

A VOICE: It’s outdated. The fact of the matter is, we produce classic works.

STALIN: The word “classic” won’t help you. The worker doesn’t know if
it’s a classic work, or not a classic—he just goes to see what he likes.

A VOICE: Ostrovskii’s works are harmful.
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STALIN: That’s hard to say. How about Uncle Vanya4l—is that a harmful
thing?

A VOICE: It’s also harmful.
STALIN: I would like to add one thing...

A VOICE: It’s a mistaken approach when they say that anything non-
contemporary can be performed.

STALIN: That's wrong. And Prince Igor?*? Should that be performed?
What do you think? Perhaps we should remove it [from the repertory]? [33]

A VOICE: No.
STALIN: Why not? Is Prince Igor very popular?
A VOICE: No, but our opera repertory is not very rich.

STALIN: In other words, you take into account whether or not you have
your own repenory?43

A VOICE: Yes, we take that into account.

STALIN: I assure you that not only Uncle Vanya, but also Prince Igor, and
Don Quixote, as well as all the works of Ostrovskii—they are all harmful. Both
useful and harmful, of this I assure you. There are a few absolutely useful
works. I canname a few things: Two things by Bill-Belotserkovskii—I haven’t
seen The Gale, but in any case The Voice of the Depths is a good thing. Beyond
that—Kirshon’s The Rails are Humming, and mostlikely The Break-up as well,
although I should tell you that not everything is quite right there. Beyond that—
The Armored Train, although, of course, not everything is quite right there
either, as people tell me. I haven’t seen it, so I can’t say—I1"m not familiar with
that piece. Now how can we possibly put on only these four plays? It seems that
from the material we have at hand—and keep in mind that this material is
produced by ordinary people who cannot become artists overnight...

A VOICE: But we cancelled M... [Myna Mazailo?]

STALIN: It’s easy to cancel this thing, or that thing, or another thing. But
you must understand that there is such a thing as an audience and it wants to see
[plays]. Of course, if a White Guardist goes to see The Days of the Turbins it’s
hard to see how he would be pleased—he wouldn’t be pleased. If workers go
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to see the play the general impression will be, Just look at the power of
Bolshevism, there’s nothing you can do to stop it. More refined people will
notice that there’s an awful lot of changing of signposts [smenovekhovstva].
Without a doubt, that is a negative aspect. The disgraceful {bezobraznoe]
depiction of the Ukrainians is a disgraceful aspect, but there is also another
aspect.

KAGANOVICH: By the way, the GLAVREPERTKOM could correct
that.44

STALIN: I do not consider the GLAVREPERTKOM to be the center of
artistic creativity. It often makes mistakes. But you must understand that with
[34] such a meagerness of our proletarian, socialist, revolutionary—if you
will—literature, the repertory is terribly... we cannot cast aside certain works
which contain a whole series of positive aspects.

A VOICE: Georgian revolutionary plays can be translated and performed
here.

A VOICE: Rul*5 accepts The Days of the Turbins as its own play and
publishes it, claiming that that play shows the struggle against Bolshevism in
the south of Russia.

STALIN: Somehow it’s hard to believe that they defeated the White
Guardists there.

A VOICE: In essence, there is no Bolshevism there. Bolshevism is in a fog
there.

STALIN: You would want him to portrary a true Bolshevik. Such a demand
cannot be made. You demand that Bulgakov be a Communist. One cannot
demand this. There aren’t any plays. Take the repertory of the Art Theater—
what are they performing there? At the Gates of the Kingdom, A Passionate
Heart, Uncle Vanya, The Marriage of Figaro.

A VOICE: Now that’s a good thing.

STALIN: In what way? It’s an empty-headed, meaningless thing. The jokes
of parasitical aristocrats and their lackeys.

A VOICE: We must raise the issue of the orientation of Western Ukraine,
which is oriented towards us, towards Soviet Ukraine.
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STALIN: Perhaps you shall defend Petliura’s legions?46

A VOICE: No, what for?

STALIN: You cannot say that the proletarians followed Petliura.

A VOICE: The Bolsheviks took part in that uprising against the hetman.
A VOICE: That was an uprising against the hetman.

A VOICE: And the Petliura movement as such got going only later.

A VOICE: There was a Petliurist French command, and when the emissaries
turned to them they said, “Your head is Petliurist, but your tail is Bolshevik.”

STALIN: Well, take the staff of the Petliurist division—are you saying that
it is depicted badly?47

A VOICE: We’re not offended on account of Petliura.

STALIN: There are both minuses and pluses there. I believe that, basically,
there are more pluses.

KAGANOVICH: Comrades, I think that you, after all, are not at a perfor-
mance of The Days of the Turbins. Let’s be done with The Days of the Turbins
already. [35]

FROM THE AUDIENCE: Several times you spoke to the effect that in a
whole series of affronts to Ukraine in the sphere of cultural and other life, that
the Ukrainians themselves are to blame here, because they do not raise and push
this question sufficiently.

STALIN: The Ukrainians, too [are to blame].

FROM THE AUDIENCE: It is our impression and conviction that the
formula of the Twelfth Congress to the effect that the fundamental threat is
posed by great-power chauvinism and that that threat must be combatted—this
formula has been assimilated perfectly well by us in Ukraine, as has the idea
that it is necessary to combat local chauvinism at the same time.48 But this
formula has been assimilated poorly in the directing organs, even in Moscow.
If we are to speak of great-power chauvinism, we must at the same time raise
the question of unmasking that great-power chauvinism in some concrete form.
In Ukraine, we had such a concrete form—Shumskism, and we fought against
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it 49But in the practice of Moscow [Party] work and the [Party] work in the
RSFSR there is nothing like this, even though many instances of chauvinism
with regard to Ukraine may be found. This is a question of great significance
and must be illuminated on the basis of concrete material.

STALIN: This is turning into something of a declaration on your part.
Several times I spoke with Comrades Petrovskyi,’0 Chubar,5! and
KaganovichS2 when he was working in Ukraine. They expressed their dissat-
isfaction with the apparats of the People’s Commissariats for displaying a total
disregard for the economic and cultural needs of Ukraine. Those comrades can
confirm this. Each time I asked the question: Name at least one person, so that
he can be whipped in front of everyone.

A VOICE FROM THE AUDIENCE: Larin has revealed himself in this
regard.33

STALIN: I am talking about the People’s Commissariat apparats, about all
of our central institutions—economic and otherwise—against which com-
plaints have been made. Name at least one person who shows disregard for the
needs of Ukraine.

{36] FROM THE AUDIENCE: I could tell how they confiscated Ukrainian
literature in Moscow only because... (end of sentence inaudible).

STALIN: I asked Comrades Chubar, Kaganovich, and Petrovskyi to do this
and not once did they try to name even one person. Each time they discussed
it among themselves and not once did they name anyone. They go there, try to
scare people a bit, the others back down and that’s the end of it. And in this way
not once did they name anyone. On this question we have resolutions and
decisions of the Party and Soviet power. But they have a moral significance,
and not everyone puts them into practice. It is not enough to adopt decisions,
they must be assimilated. It is not enough to assimilate them, they must be
digested. There are those who don’t assimilate at all, don’t obey-—because they
don’t want to. There are such people among the Communists, too. Others want
to, but they don’t know how, so they don’t assimilate. Still others assimilate,
but don’t know how to put them into living practice. Name such people, such
chauvinists, who carry on a great-power policy. You named Sviderskii. 34
Perhaps you could put that in writing?

VOICES: We’ll send a [formal] statement.

STALIN: 1 don’t think that he is the main one—Sviderskii, and that is not
the main thing that is bothering you.
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A VOICE: There is a stenogram of a Party conference. If you are interested
in facts, I think that stenogram will offer you something.

A VOICE: It concerns literature.

STALIN: I take all business having to do with economics and the Soviets.
I often asked not only Comrade Kaganovich, but also Chubar, as well as
Petrovskyi—name at least one such person. They didn’t name a single one.
Larin wrote something, but that’s silly.55

A VOICE: And what of Vaganian?6

STALIN: Vaganian denies national culture.

KULYK: Comrade Stalin, here is a documented fact: our books used to be
exported in the amount of rubles, but in the last three months books were

exported [only] in the amount of 35,000 rubles. They’ve simply been ignoring
the export of Ukrainian books.

{371 STALIN: With regard to Mezhdunarodnaia kniga57—there was such
a disgraceful mess here. One comrade—Comrade Ionov8— made a study not
long ago and he says that of the 600,000 gold rubles’ worth of books that we
import from abroad, 200,000 rubles’ worth are pulp, completely useless books.

A VOICE: It’s hard to catch a great-power chauvinist by the tail.

STALIN: Excuse me, butit’s very easy if he only defends himself by waving
declarations.
These, in effect, are all the questions [to be dealt with].

KAGANOVICH: And so, the conversation with Comrade Stalin can be
summarized as follows: it is necessary for you and all the Ukrainians to
approach questions of all-Union construction and also your complaints not
from the point of view of criticism, but from the point of view of organic
inculcation [of Party policy] and the presentation of specific demands. This is
absolutely correct, and [ am convinced that the fact that you come to us in
Moscow demonstrates that we are pushing gigantically ahead. But one cannot
deny that among the Ukrainian writers there were certain attitudes [of discon-
tent].

STALIN: They feel like guests when they should feel like they’re at home.
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KAGANOVICH: It is necessary to come not only to visit, but one must also
apply oneself organically to the task, to demand translations and so forth. In
part, Comrade Ostap Vyshnia®? presented me with a note regarding the
Ukrainian home for writers, Slovo [The Word]. I took fervent part in that
“home,” and now, if time allows, I will look into that question. But this is {only]
a specific matter. I think that your visit here will help very much—bring us
closer in many ways. You can see that the policy of the Party and the central
Soviet organs is perfectly well-defined. The national policy in the Central
Committee is perfectly well-defined, and you know this perfectly well. And, as
can be seen clearly in Comrade Stalin’s speech, [so is] the general line which
have have been putting into practice in Ukraine and which we are now putting
into practice.

With this, allow me, comrades, to consider our conversation at an end.
(Applause).

Translated from the Russian by Leonid Heretz

NOTES

1. “Beseda tov. Stalina s ukrainskimi pisateliami ot 12 fevralia 1929 g.” (“Comrade Stalin’s
Conversation with Ukrainian Writers, 12 February 1929”), RTsKhIDNI, fond 558, opis’ 1, delo
4490, listy 1-37.

Material in parentheses is part of the original text. Numbers in brackets indicate pages of the
original. Other material in brackets was inserted by the translator. Paragraphing and punctuation
have been changed slightly to facilitate reading. Except where noted otherwise, the following
footnotes are by the author of the preceding commentary.

2. KUTV-—Kommunisticheskii universitet trudiashchikhsia vostoka—was founded in Mos-
cow on 21 April 1921. Part of the nomenklatura of the Central Committee of the VKP(b), its aim
was to educate apparatchiks from the eastern Soviet republics and regions. See Boi'shaia
sovetskaia entsiklopediia, 3rd ed., vol. 12 (Moscow, 1973), 575.

3.1In 1929 a system of Territorial Militia was still a basic feature of the organization of the Red
Army. Out of the 562,000-strong armed forces, 75% of infantry divisions were organized
according to the national and territorial principle. Therefore, the local language was the main
communication too! in each particular unit. In the military reform of the 1930s, that principle was
discarded, and the Russian language became the principal vehicle of communication in the army.
This constituted one step towards the fulfillment of Stalin’s theory of a universal language.

4. Russian writer Vsevolod Ivanov (1895~1963) was the author of the novel Armored Train 14-
69 (1922), which was presented as a play by the Moscow Art Theater (MKhT) in 1927.

5. Russian writer Boris Lavrenev (1891-1959) wrote the drama The Break-up, which was
staged in 1927.

6. Mikhail Bulgakov (1891-1940) was the author of The Days of the Turbins, staged by MKhT
in 1926.

7. Stalin appears to miss the point of disagreement. The members of the delegation oppose
Bulgakov’s treatment of the Ukrainian characters and the Ukrainian language, while Stalin insists
on the political utility of the play.

8. Smenovekhovstvo was a social and political movement among Russian emigre intellectuals
that appeared in the 1920s as a response to the New Economic Policy in Soviet Russia. The




428 LEONID MAXIMENKOV

ideologues of this movement called on the emigration to cooperate with the Soviet intelligentsia,
expecting the regeneration (pererozhdenie) of the Soviet government as a Russian national and
imperial state. Bulgakov’s critics called him an emissary of smenovekhovstvo.

9. Here Stalin almost literally repeats the arguments expounded in his letter to the playwright
V. Bill-Belotserkovskii. Although the letter, dated 2 February 1929 (i. e., one week before the
meeting), has different nuances, these might have been added by the editors who prepared it for
publication twenty years later. Thus, in his letter Stalin uses clearcut antonyms such as “Soviet”
and “anti-Soviet,” “revolutionary” and “counterrevolutionary.” These terms bear the political
connotations of articles of the Criminal Code. On the other hand, in his public speech Stalin uses
less antagonistic and criminally charged epithets, such as “revolutionary” and “‘non-revolution-
ary.” 1. V. Stalin, Sochineniia, 13 vols. (Moscow: Gospolitizdat, 1946-52), 11:326-28.

10. In the same letter, Stalin made a distinction between the two plays. He almost suggested
that after elaboration the play could have been allowed to be staged.

11. Fédor Panferov (1896-1960), a Russian writer. The first volume of his novel Beams
(Bruski) appeared in 1928. It foretold the scenario of Stalin’s collectivization, especially its utopian
ideas. This raises the question of how many political ideas Stalin borrowed from second-rate
politically correct literature.

12. Iakov Korobov (1874-1928), a Russian peasant writer. His novel Katia Dolga, published
in 1926, was another violently anti-kulak piece. In 1931, the second year of the genocide of the
peasantry, Literaturnaia entsiklopediia praised this book for its depiction of the countryside with
its “backwardness,” “darkness,” the “idiocy of peasant life,” and “the signs of new social
relationships.” Literaturnaia entsiklopediia 5 (Moscow: Kommunisticheskaia akademia, 1931),
481-82.

13. The Ostyak people is now called the Khanty, and since 1940 the Ostyak-Vogul National
Region (formed in 1930) has been called the Khanty-Mansi National Region, part of the Tiumen’
oblast in Siberia. In 1989 they numbered 22,000.

14. The Tungus people is now called the Evenki. The Evenk National Region, established in
1930, is situated in Krasnoiarsk krai. In 1989 the Evenki numbered 30,000.

15. This is an eloquent example of Stalin’s nationality policy in practice. He does not realize
he is dealing with a formally independent country. The People’s Republic of Tuva was proclaimed
in August 1921. From 1914 it had been under the protection of the Russian Empire. It was annexed
by the USSR in October 1944. Unlike the other four “fraternal republics” (Moldavia, Lithuania,
Latvia and Estonia), however, it was given the lowest status in the state nomenklatura. It was made
an “autonomous region.” It was upgraded to an autonomous republic in 1961.

16. Even according to the first edition of the Bol'shaia sovetskaia entsiklopediia (1926-47),s.v.
“Tuva,” the Tuvan people spoke one language, “one of the most ancient languages of the Turkic
family.”

17. Prosvita was a cultural and educational society created in 1868. It continued to exist in
Western Ukraine until 1939. “By 1938 Prosvita had over 360,000 members using 3,000 libraries
and 80 branches.” Michael Yaremko, Galicia-Halychina (A Part of Ukraine). From Separation to
Unity (Toronto: Shevchenko Scientific Society, 1967), 235.

18. This reminiscence is yet another obscure point in Stalin’s personal biography. He speaks
of 1902-1904 as his years of exile. But even if one narrows it to the single year of 1903 and check
the official Kratkaia Biografiia, the findings undermine the plausibility of Stalin’s meetings with
the Western Ukrainian comrade in exile, since Stalin arrived on exile on 27 November 1903, but
escaped on 5 January 1904. losif Vissarionovich Stalin. Kratkaia biografiia. 2nd ed. (Moscow:
Gospolitizdat, 1950), 20.

19. According to Yaremko, in Volhynia “from approximately 1,000 Ukrainian schoolsin 1917,
only seven remained in 1929 representing only 0,02% of the Ukrainian children being taught in
their mother tongue .... The gymnasia (secondary schools) fared similarly. By 1930 only six state
and four private Ukrainian gymnasia remained in Eastern Galicia representing one gymnasivm for
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every 230, 000 Ukrainians.” Michael Yaremko, Galicia - Halychina (A Part of Ukraine). From
Separation to Unity (Toronto: Shevchenko Scientific Society, 1967), 234.

20. Vladimir N. Bill-Belotserkovskii (1874-1970), a Russian writer. His play The Gale, staged
in 1926, was praised for its glorification of the Bolshevik party during the civil war.

21. Vladimir M. Kirshon (1902-1938), a Russian playwright, was a secretary of RAPP and
chairman of its cinema section. Kirshon was one of the ideologues of proletarian literature. His play
The Rails Are Humming was produced in 1927. Its principal conflict involves a proletarian factory
director who struggles for socialist reconstruction. Kirshon perished in the Great Purge. See O. K.
Borodina, Viadimir Kirshon (Kiev: Izdatel'stvo Kievskogo universiteta, 1964).

22.1van Kulyk (1897-1941), a Ukrainian writer, one of the leading officers of VUSPP. In 1934
he became the first president of the Union of Writers of Ukraine. He was arrested in 1937 and
perished in the Great Purge.

23. This is an allusion to the Italian Risorgimento and the Piedmont of King Victor Emmanuel,
who began the struggle for the reunification of Italy. In the pre-revolutionary Ukrainian context,
it meant that the reunification of Ukraine and the achievement of statehood would begin in Galicia.

24. Kulyk obviously means Ivan Franko (1856-1916).

25. Since the verbatim report is not edited or proofread, it has many spelling, syntactic, and
stylistic mistakes. The sense of this fragment would indicate that Kulyk was referring to Kvitka-
Osnov'ianenko.

26. This is another instance of flaws in the text. Two different poets, Oleksander Oles’ and
Hryts’ko Chuprynka, are recorded as one person.

27. Michael Yaremko gives the following figures: “Prior to the Polish occupation there were
2420 Ukrainian schools in Eastern Galicia. A year after Grabski’s law [1924] went into effect this
number was cut to 1055 and by 1927 to 740. Ten years later there were only 450, which meant that
only 5 per cent of the Ukrainian children were being taught in their native tongue.” Michael
Yaremko, Galicia - Halychina (A Part of Ukraine). From Separation to Unity (Toronto:
Shevchenko Scientific Society, 1967), 234.

28. The Shevchenko Scientific Society, founded in 1873, continued to exist under Polish rule.

29, Cf. Michael Yaremko: in 1930, “the Ukrainian Scientific Institute in Warsaw was founded
by the Polish Government ... instead of a promised university.” (op. cit., 235).

30. Stalin was well informed. There was a Ukrainian university in Prague and an agricultural
institute in Pod&brady.

31. An all-Ukrainian conference on orthography was convened by the People’s Commissariat
for Education of the Ukrainian SSR in Kharkiv from 26 May to 6 June 1927. See Roman Smal-
Stocki, Ukrains ka movav Soviets kii Ukraini(Materiialy i zavvahy), Pratsi Ukrainskoho Naukovoho
Instytutu (Warsaw, 1936). Three delegates represented Western Ukraine, while the Eastern part
was represented by sixty people. George Y. Shevelov, The Ukrainian Language in the First Half
of the Twentieth Century (1900-1940). Its State and Status (Cambridge: Harvard Ukrainian
Research Institute, 1990), 132.

32.Cf.George Y. Shevelov: “The new code was a compromise that did not satisfy either party.”
Shevelov, The Ukrainian Language, 132.

33, Here Stalin displays the remnants of his Russian Orthodox seminary education. The word
remin’ (strap) is indeed of Old Church Slavonic (not Old Slavic) origin. Shevchenko uses it in his
“Poslanie,” line 168. The typescript, apparently incorrectly, renders it romen.

34. Andrii Khvylia was a Ukrainian literary critic and a head of AGITPROP of the TsK
KP(b)U. At the first congress of the Union of Writers of Ukraine (1934) he presented a report “On
the Artistic Tasks of Ukrainian Poetry.” He perished in the purges.

35. “One and Indivisible Russia” was the programmatic slogan of the White movement
(translator’s note).

36. Ivan Mykytenko (1897~1937) a Ukrainian playwright. A member of VUSPP and VOAPP,
he perished in the purges.
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37. This should read “Bolbotun.” In the first edition of Bulgakov’s play Belaia gvardiia (The
White Guard), this character is identified as “BOLBOTUN, commander of the First Cavalry
Division of Petliura, 43 years old.” M. A. Bulgakov, P'esy 1920-kh godov (Leningrad: Iskusstvo,
1989), 35. The same is true for The Days of the Turbins. The historical character was Petro
Bolbochan.

38. “In March 1929 the life of The Days of the Turbins was interrupted for the next three years.”
Anatolii Smelianskii, Mikhail Bulgakov v khudozhestvennom teatre (Moscow: Iskusstvo, 1989),
145.

39. Kirshon’s City of Winds is based on a popular theme of the 1920s: the fate of the twenty-
six Baku commissars executed by the counterrevolutionaries in 1918.

40. Here Stalin succinctly expresses the rationale for the 25 April 1932 TsK VKP(b) resolution,
which would ban RAPP.

41. A play by Anton Chekhov on stage at MKhT.

42. Alexander Borodin’s opera was in the repertoire of the Moscow Bolshoi Theater.

43. This statement is another example of Stalin’s duplicity. Precisely at that moment,
proletarian watchdogs were attacking Nikolai S. Golovanov, conductor of the Bolshoi Theater
orchestra. He was accused of favouring the tsarist repertoire and resisting the introduction of new
operas and ballets. Stalin wrote to Bill-Belotserkovskii that “golovanovshchina is an anti-Soviet
phenomenon.”  Sochineniia, 11 (1949), 327, 368. Seven days later he de facto defended
Golovanov.

44, GLAVREPERTKOM was the main government censorship body in the field of Soviet
theater. It corresponded to GLAVLIT in literature and other printed media. Kaganovich’s
suggestion is ambiguous: by popravit' he either means the further editing of Bulgakov’s play or its
total ban.

45. Rul' was a Russian daily newspaper published in Berlin in 1920-1931. Its political
orientation was close to the Cadets (Constitutional-Democratic party).

46. Symon Petliura had been assassinated in Paris in 1926. Yet for many years, the epithet
petliurovskii, the word petliurovshchina, and the name of the ataman itself were used as highly
charged political accusations in the struggle with “Ukrainian nationalism.” One therefore should
not underestimate Stalin’s use of the phrase voinstvo Petliury. It was yet another ominous sign.

47. Stalin is referring to act 2, scene 2 of Bulgakov’s Days of the Turbins.

48. The Twelith Congress of the Russian Communist Party (Bolsheviks) (May 1923)
condemned two deviations in the nationalities policy: Great Russian (velikorusskii) chauvinism
and local nationalism. Later, however, Stalin’s policy placed more emphasis on the struggle against
nationalism in the former colonies of the tsarist empire. In linguistic terms, this was reflected in the
subtle substitution of the word velikorusskii by velikoderzhavnyi (great-power). Thus, the Russian
content was diluted. This was a departure from the Twelfth RCP(b) Congress resolution that stated,
“Condemning both of these deviations, as harmful and dangerous for the cause of communism, and
bringing to Party members’ attention the particular harm and particular danger of deviation
towards Great Russian chauvinism, the Congress calls on the Party for the urgent liquidation of
these remnants of the past in our constructive Party work.” KPSS v rezoliutsiiakh i resheniiakh
s"ezdov, konferentsii i plenumov TsK, Tth ed. (Moscow: Gospolitizdat, 1954), 1:718.

49. Shumskism was “a vkrainization policy that led to nationalist deviation.” George S. N.
Luckyj, Literary Politics in the Soviet Ukraine, 1917-1934, revised and updated edition (Durham,
NC: Duke University Press, 1990), 79-80. The phenomenon was named after Oleksander Ia.
Shumskyi, people’s commissar of education in Ukraine in 1925-27. See ibid., 43. On the tragic
fate of Shumskyi in 1946 see Iurii Shapoval, “‘Ne samohubets.” Zlochyn, rozsekrechenyi cherez
46 rokiv,” Literaturna Ukraina, 25 February 1993, 7.

50. Hryhorii Petrovskyi (1878-1958) was a member of the Bolshevik party from 1897. In
1919--38 he headed the All-Ukrainian Central Executive Committee. Demoted in 1939, he worked
as deputy director of the Museum of the Revolution in Moscow.
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51. Vlas Chubar (1891-1939) headed the Ukrainian Council of People’s Commissars in 1923—
34. He perished in the purges.

52. Lazar Kaganovich (1893-1991) was a secretary general of the TsK KP(b)U in 1925-28.

53. Turii Larin (Mikhail Lure)(1882-1932) was an economist and a member of the Presidium
of the Supreme Council of the National Economy (VSNKh).

54. In fact, the name of Larin was mentioned earlier. There is no reference to Sviderskii,
however, in the minutes. Aleksei I. Sviderskii (1878-1933), an old Bolshevik, headed
GLAVISKUSSTVO (a sort of Ministry of Culture) in 1928-29. He was forced out of office
together with Anatolii V. Lunacharskii, who was people’s commissar of education of the RSFSR.
Stalin emphasizes Sviderskii’s name because this was his style of liquidating opponents.

55. Turii Larin defended his article in Bolshevik at the sixteenth plenary session of the Fifteenth
VKP(b) Congress in 1927. He began his speech with the following words: “‘I will just say a couple
of words. The first regards the speech at our Congress by Comrade Skrypnyk. The second deals
with the speech made abroad by Marshal Pitsudski, head of the Polish army and the Polish
government.” (laughter)” XV s"ezd VKP(b). Stenograficheskii otchet (Moscow: Gospolitizdat,
1961), 1: 781.

56. Varshak A. Ter-Vaganian (1893-1938) was associated with the literary journal Krasnaia
nov'. In 1928 he was expelled from the Party. He was shot as a result of the Kamenev-Zinoviev trial
of August 1936. For a detailed discussion of Larin’s article in the December 1926 issue of
Bol'shevik and Vaganian’s 1927 book O natsional’noi kul'ture see George O. Liber, Soviet
Nationality Policy, Urban Growth and Identity Change in the Ukrainian SSR 1923-1934
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), 154-55.

57. Until recently, the Moscow-based Mezhdunarodnaia kniga was the main government
organization in charge of exporting books published in the USSR and of importing international
books.

58.1. L Ionov (1887-1942) joined the Bolshevik party in 1904. In 1928-29 he was chairman
of the board of the publishing house Zemlia i fabrika, and later headed Mezhdunarodnaia kniga.
Tonov perished during the purges.

59. Ukrainian writer Ostap Vyshnia (Pavlo Hubenko) (1889-1956) spent 1933-43 in the
GULAG.






ESSAY

Ukraine between East and West: Some Reflections on
Professor Sevéenko’s Essay

WLADYSEAW A. SERCZYK

In spite of several works published on this subject so far, this title seems to
contradict common sense. After all, location between East and West means, in
the traditional sense of the word, the situation of someone or something on the
border of two spheres of civilization. In the best formulation, it means location
on the border of the influences of two churches or only two rites: Greek
Byzantine and Latin. If one looks at the problem from this point of view, it
becomes evident that neither all of Ukraine nor (as some of my compatriots
would like it to be) all of Poland lies on such a border; only the western lands
of the former and the eastern lands of the latter do so.

The conclusion that follows from such an approach to the problem is of
extraordinary importance: neither Ukraine nor Poland should claim a special
role in either the past or the present. Such a statement permits one to avoid at
the very outset the terminological, historical, and other difficulties that so far
have complicated the issue so much.

Despite this, it is worthwhile examining once more the elements that form
the large system of mutually overlapping structures known as Central-Eastern
Europe, and Ukraine’s place in it.

The first question that should be answered in this case is, When was this
Central-Eastern European community formed, and should one not rather speak
exclusively of Eastern Europe? Was it really so that as early as at the time of
the formation of the Czech, Polish, Ruthenian, Hungarian and other states, they
constituted a factor having the same weight as the German state, for instance?
Would it not be better to think rather of Germany as one of the independent
components of the European continent, a role that none of the newly formed
East European states could yet have brought itself to play? Would it not be
better, then, if we treated them similarly to the entities that existed on the Balkan
or even Iberian Peninsulas? In a word, could it possibly be that our perception
of the past (incidentally, both Polish and Ukrainian) is burdened by an
inferiority complex which results from the sense of a constant lack of full
worth? Do we not constantly desire to demonstrate our difference from the
Asiatic cultures which, according to our understanding, constitute something
rude or considerably worse and primitive in comparison with the mature, as we
understand it, Mediterranean sphere of civilization?
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Can one speak of the Central-Eastern European community in the early
Middle Ages? Was its existence brutally broken by the Mongol invasion or did
it arise only later, in the fifteenth, sixteenth, or even seventeenth centuries?
What relation does the post-Yalta world have to it? Do the borders of that world
of Eastern Europe—pushed as far west as the Elbe—coincide, at least in the
cultural sense, with the earlier delimitations of spheres of civilization?

The second question, of equally fundamental importance, is this: How
should one understand the idea of a “bridge,” which Ukraine would like to be
now and in the future, apparently intending to compete effectively with Poland
in this respect? Does the bridge signify a mere border construction like a
physical bridge over which vehicles loaded with the material and spiritual
goods of the West and East will roll, while the bridge by itself plays no other
role than the purely technical one, nor wants to play any other role because it
has no such ambitions? Or will the products passed on in both directions
perhaps be transformed and enriched?

If we adhere to the traditional point of view from which the existence of one
Europe of Latin influences and another Europe of Greek influences proceeds,
then it may turn out that, depending on the historical period, the Ukrainian lands
belonged to different cultural spheres at different times, and at certain times
constituted a real bridge between them. For it seems incontestable that the
Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth as a whole evolved towards the West and its
influences. Oriental elements, or the aspects of Muscovite-Mongol severity
which appeared here and there, determined the character of the whole as little
as did the elements of Islamic culture in the national existence of the South
Slavs. Consequently, when most of the Ukrainian lands were included in the
Commonwealth and the Ukrainian economic, political, and spiritual elites
yielded to a visible and rapid Polonization, the civilizational development of
Ukraine proceeded to an ever increasing extent according to Western models.
The emergence of confraternities or, even less so, the foundation of the Kiev
Academy, which implied a Western rather than “Greek” model of education,
cannot be regarded exclusively as phenomena characterizing only the lands
between the Bug (Buh) and the Dnieper or even the lands situated further east.
Ukraine was part of Western Europe.

Of course, one can ponder whether her special location caused the process
to begin earlier. The proof can be seen in the case of L'viv, initially a town with
a clearly German character which only later took on cosmopolitan character-
istics, like any large commercial center. Personally I do not exclude such a
possibility, because the transformations observable in the Ukrainian lands that
happened after the Union of Lublin did not occur against any preexisting
cultural elements, but rather clearly enriched them, as if performing the role of
a catalyst for processes that theretofore had been latent.

The Union of Brest (Berestja, BiareScie) seems to have caused a slow shift
of Ukraine to the East. There is not the slightest doubt that the efforts of
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Muscovy also played a considerable role in this case. Nevertheless, it was a sui
generis paradox that the attempt to widen the Latin influences on the spiritual
culture of a country that had clearly gravitated precisely towards the West
finally led to a visible and rapid reorientation. As one can see, forcing people
to act against their own tradition and to destroy a spirituality already formed
leads to effects that are different from those originally intended.

On the other hand, Xmelnyckyj’s uprising was the factor, this time of a
political nature, which precipitated and then perpetuated the process of the
expansion of the influences of the East. As early as in the transitional period,
clerics educated in the Kiev Academy, such as Teofan Prokopovy¢, dissemi-
nated Latin seeds on Muscovite soil. But what they achieved was only the more
efficient impact of Russia on Ukraine, for now this impact was draped in a
different, not Byzantine or Oriental, dress. From the moment when Ukraine
was included in the empire, the Russian authorities had no doubt that Ukraine
was to remain forever its part and parcel, formed in the same way as other
provinces annexed to the empire. Ukraine was to become the East.

From the moment of Mazepa’s defeat and the total collapse of his plans, the
Ukrainian lands were treated precisely in this manner. The tsars ostentatiously
treated both the country and the population inhabiting it as an “object,”
allowing no manifestations of that population’s “soul” based on tradition. This
was done by Peter I, Elizabeth, Catherine II, and Nicholas I, as well as
Alexander II. In spite of this, however, a different mode of thinking and
different mores, a gravitation towards the West and finally, the nuclei of
national revival, which developed so ebulliently in the nineteenth and the early
twentieth centuries, survived. Moreover, they aroused an ever more deter-
mined counteraction on the part of the authorities, which justifiably saw in them
a real threat to the integrity of the empire. “Little Russia” did not want to be
Russia, and continued to remain Ukraine.

Itis worth noting here that the disputes about the names of various fragments
of Ukrainian lands always had a clear political underpinning. Whereas no great
resistance was offered to the term “Eastern Galicia,” which alluded, though
artificially, to the old Galician principality (not to mention the term “Western
Ukraine™), the term “Eastern Little Poland” (Matopolska Wschodnia) propa-
gated by the authorities of the Republic of Poland in the inter-war period was
never approved by the Ukrainian inhabitants of the eastern palatinates. They
treated that “Little Poland” on a par with the “Little Russia” of yore.

Besides, this treatment of Ukraine became a sui generis standard for all non-
Ukrainian authorities, no matter what political orientation or constitutional
system they represented. After all, the Provisional Government behaved no
differently, entering into open conflict with the Central Rada of Kiev—not to
mention the Soviet authorities. It was Lenin who was the author of an
exceptionally cynical note in which he simultaneously included recognition of
the Central Rada and an ultimatum in several points threatening it with war if
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it failed to meet the conditions he dictated (which, incidentally, clearly violated
the Rada’s sovereignty). Thus he wrote, among other things:

Will the Rada undertake to refuse transit to any army units on their way to the Don,
the Urals or elsewhere, unless it has the sanction of the [Soviet~—W, A. S.] Commander-
in-Chief? Will the Rada undertake to assist the revolutionary troops in their struggle
against the counter-revolutionary Cadet-Kaledin revolt? Will the Rada undertake to
stop attempts to disarm the Soviet regiments and the workers’ Red Guard in Ukraine and
immediately return arms to those who had been deprived of them? In the event no
satisfactory answer is received within forty-eight hours, the Council of People’s
Commissars will deem the Rada to be in a state of open war with Soviet power in Russia
and Ukraine [sic].1

This incident might be treated exclusively as a manifestation of Soviet
imperial actions if one disregarded the fury displayed then and later, precisely
inrelation to Ukraine. We can observe it both in the months preceding the final
formation of the USSR and in the years of “Ukrainization,” and finally in the
years of the so-called Great Famine, which in fact was caused and spread by
appropriate decisions of the authorities. The new authority accepted without
reservations the Oriental humility, submissiveness, and servility manifested
towards the stronger party; moreover, it based the effiency of its own function-
aries” activities on those phenomena, and adapted them to the state doctrine
being propagated. However, those “elements of the East” proved to be too weak
in Ukraine. The striving towards independence based on models of Western
democracy was a much stronger factor. In the twentieth century, when
Ukrainians obtained the chance for a real self-determination, they clearly
positioned themselves on the Western side of the European civilizational
barrier, rejecting without any difficulty or the least hesitation the models
imposed by Moscow, both tsarist and Bolshevik.

Of course, today one can and one should ponder to what tradition Ukraine
ought to turn now, and whether it should constantly look to history at all for the
most appropriate model of behavior.

As in many countries that have just regained independence or have begun
to build their sovereign statehood anew, so in Ukraine we observe attempts at
a critical look at her own past. A revision of the views that have so far been
imposed on national historiography tends toward proving the specificity and
uniqueness of the path that this nation has traversed over the centuries. This is
a natural phenomenon, and it reminds one of the great life-long work of
Myxajlo HruSevskyj, which he began in 1904 with the essay “The Conven-
tional Scheme of ‘Russian’ History and the Problem of a Rational Systemati-
zation of the History of Eastern Slavdom.” As we remember, Hrulevskyj tried
to prove that the history of Ukraine-Rus’ formed a continuation of the history
of Kievan Rus’ and that its development had proceeded in a totally different
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manner from the history of Russia, which had separate roots and was based on
a different state tradition.

Hrusevskyj’s views are being resurrected today, as an idealized and, so to
speak, rewritten history of Cossackdom in which Ukrainian hetmans are
credited with supposedly independent acts of participation in the defense of the
country against aggressors (e.g., KonaSevy¢-Sahajdaényj). When the views of
those hetmans are examined, matters that might dim the gleaming image of the
hero are avoided (Mazepa). The old heroes disappear; new ones appear. The
figure of Bohdan Xmelnyckyj no longer assumes superhuman dimensions,
Karmeljuk has been withdrawn from the national pantheon, and their places
have been taken by Ivan Pidkova and Pylyp Orlyk. In the Soviet period the
name of the latter, like that of Mazepa, was a synonym of betrayal of Ukrainian
(read: Russian) national interests.

The Soviet state, and the imperial policy that it propagated, did not allow the
idea that Ukraine or any other Soviet province might refer to the tradition of
state independence, to its own national ideas, language, customs, or even
religion. This is why, among other things, the Greek Catholic church support-
ing the Ukrainian national movement was so persecuted in western Ukraine.

In this case the authoritarian system also wanted to unite Ukraine with the
East, because at that time the West signified not a certain sphere of civilization
and culture, but a political and constitutional system—parliamentary democ-
racy of the Western type. Thus, the present-day attempts to tie the history of
Ukraine more closely to the history of Western Europe and to its models of
development can be understood as a sui generis political activity. The manipu-
lation of history in this process does not necessarily mean, however, that the so-
called objective truth might in the final analysis require a conclusion with a
message diametrically opposed to that which results from the above-mentioned
manipulation.

In Thor Sevienko’s paper “Ukraine between East and West,” which was
delivered during the First International Congress of Ukrainianists in Kiev in
August 1990,2 we find some interesting considerations about the appearance
of the influences of West and East in Ukraine. The author (dealing to a much
lesser extent with the issue of whether Ukraine belonged to the Western or
Eastern spheres of civilization) even notes that those influences had usually
reached Ukraine through all kinds of intermediaries, and due to that the
Ukrainian lands, perhaps even contrary to the author’s intention, appear as a
bridge of sorts connecting East with West. I think that this is not a fully justified
view.

I have no doubt that the above-mentioned attempts to build de novo almost
the entire history of Ukraine, the general revision of existing assessments of the
past, and the creation of new heroes or the retrieval of the old ones from the
darkness of oblivion, are processes that are generally accepted by society. It is
hard to wonder at them, although one may suspect that they result from a
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complex of under-appreciation. For many years, efforts had been made to
deprive the Ukrainian nation of its own history, and fate cast that nation
sometimes towards the Western sphere of civilization, sometimes towards the
Eastern. Unlike Poland, Ukraine lacked such a strong feature of cultural
affiliation as Latin, which was not only a liturgical language but also the
language of the educated elites, opening direct access to the West European
historical treasury.

In this situation, however, should Ukraine’s place in Europe be determined
only ex post? Should Ukraine’s role in a Europe that is integrating be defined
only depending on the result obtained?

It must be remembered that, even though from a geographical viewpoint the
idea of Europe equals de Gaulle’s political vision of a Europe “from the
Atlantic to the Urals,” Europe’s historical dimensions have been undergoing
constant change during the past centuries. Thus it may have happened that due
to changes in the shape of historical Europe, a country that retained the same
shape sometimes found itself within the confines of Europe and at other times
suddenly left Europe. It is enough to recollect the lands populated by West
Slavs who found their place not only in the West, buteven in Europe, only when
national state organisms began to arise in those territories. By that time,
historical Europe had all of antiquity and half the medieval period behind it.

The case of Ukraine is more complicated because in the past, as I have tried
to prove, it would change its allegiance to a given cultural sphere. If one accepts
the caveat about the changeability of the confines of historical Europe, it would
even happen that Ukraine ended up outside of it, as also happened, incidentally,
to the Polish state, to the Scandinavian countries, and others.

In this situation, therefore, it is proper to formulate the question differently:
Did the clear gravitation of Ukraine towards the West of Europe in the past
cause durable consequences for its civilization, or was that gravitation only the
result of certain political configurations, directions of development and politi-
cal intentions of neighboring states, or even of fortuituous coincidences?

In my opinion the answer should not be difficult.

Kievan Rus’ was already manifestly oriented towards wider contacts with
the West. The unforgettable Ivan L. Rudnytsky wrote plainly:

Political Byzantinism remained totally alien to Kievan Rus..... In pre-Mongol Rus),
as in the medieval West—and in contrast to Byzantium and Moscow—political and
ecclesiastical authority were not fused, but remained distinct, with each of the two
autonomous in its own sphere. A social system characterized by contractual relations,
regard for the rights and the dignity of the individual, limitation of the monarchical
power of the prince by a council of boyars and a popular assembly, autonomous
communal city life, territorial decentralization of a quasi-federative nature—all this
gave the Kievan polity a distinct libertarian imprint. And this libertarian, essentially
European spirit also characterizes Ukrainian state organizations of later epochs.3
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Rudnytsky drew a different conclusion from his considerations than might
be expected, however, because he did not unequivocally support the concept
that the Ukrainian lands belonged to the Western world:

Ukraine, located between the worlds of Greek Byzantine and Western cultures, and
a legitimate member of both, attempted, in the course of its history, to unite the two
traditions in aliving synthesis. This was a great task, and it must be admitted that Ukraine
has not fully succeeded in it. The synthesis has been approached in the great epochs of
Ukrainian history, in the age of Kievan Rus’ and in seventeenth-century Cossack
Ukraine. In both cases, although these epochs were rich in promise and partial
achievement, the final synthesis miscarried, and Ukraine succumbed to excessive
pressure from the outside, as well as to internal centrifugal tendencies.

This scholar thus opened the road to new research aimed at establishing a
correlation between external and internal factors in the history of Ukraine and
at defining which of the phenomena observed in the past played a constructive
role and which of them led to destruction.

At any rate, Rudnytsky assigned for Ukraine the role of an inter-cultural
bridge in history, and presumably saw the same role for her in the future. But
at present, several state organisms claim this role, and it may happen that the
bridge, once constructed, will lead nowhere, because none of the East European
states will be willing to admit a preponderance of the elements of the East in
its tradition, culture, and political features.

Agreeing with Rudnytsky that the position of Ukraine was often determined
by her neighbors—that is, the so-called external factor—I think that Ukraine
has always gravitated towards the West, becoming to a greater or lesser extent
a significant part of it. Moreover, this was meaningful not only for Ukraine
herself, but also for the West which, through Ukrainian participation, enriched
its cultural treasury and, in particular, perfected its ideas of an integrated
Europe. It was thanks to that “borderland world” that there appeared the ideas
of the restoration of the unity of the Christian world and of the necessity of
widening the scope of commercial exchange. At the same time, it was easier for
the Europeans to understand the real Orient—the East, which they encountered
at fairs in L'viv or Kiev.

Should Ukraine today be merely a bridge to the West, an eclectic or even
organic synthesis of two spheres of civilization? Would it not be better if, as in
the past, Ukraine still remained one of the important elements of the Western
world?

From the viewpoint of the interests of both sides—the West and Ukraine, as
part of it—there can be only one answer, taking into account the consistency
of the further development of the Ukrainian lands with their historical tradition.
Ukraine should opt for complete participation, on equal terms with others, in
the joint creation of universal European values.
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The continuation of the old division into the non-Roman “barbaricum” and
the civilized world of the Latin remainder made no sense even in the late Middle
Ages. Our present-day historical experience has considerably surpassed the
knowledge of the sixteenth- and seventeenth-century German, Italian, or
English travellers to whom, immediately after crossing the Vistula, Oder, or
sometimes even the Elbe, it seemed that they had come to a primitive land, and
their ignorance of the language of the local population became an obstacle to
a thorough acquaintance with the real state of affairs.

An equally rich spiritual life developed in the shadow of churches topped
with onion-shaped cupolas as in the shadow of spiry Gothic cathedrals, and the
links with the West that had existed since the times of Kievan Rus’ were
transformed into a conscious unity from the moment of encounter with the
Mongol aggressors in the first half of the thirteenth century. True, the under-
standing of time was different, different importance was attached to religious
symbolism, and the process of acquiring knowledge and documenting it with
formal scholastic degrees was treated differently. However, fundamental
differences sometimes appear between children of the same parents; how much
greater, then, are the differences that may appear between societies living at
some distance from each other!

Ukraine’s lack of statehood for many centuries seems to have caused the
most difficulty in determining to which cultural sphere the Ukrainian lands
belonged. This lack of statechood had an impact on many syntheses of Ukraine’s
history. Today this factor has ceased to exist. Thus, a favorable time has come
again for both historians and politicians.

Translated from the Polish by Bohdan Strumiriski
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On Teaching the History of Russian
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A LINGUISTIC HISTORY OF RUSSIA TO THE END OF THE
EIGHTEENTH CENTURY. By A. P. Vlasto. Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1986. Paperback ed. 1988. xix, 408 pp. ISBN (paper) 0-19-815662-6.

Slavists in non-Slavic lands devote much of their time to teaching Russian, the
indispensable tool for studying all aspects of Russian culture. Like all standard
languages that have been in use for several generations, Russian is a complex system
with component parts of varying ages and origins. Children learn to utilize the language
in all its complexity without reference to history. For example, a child old enough to
know the words is somehow aware that in some verbs a root-final ¢ or d alternates with
>k (BO3BPAILIEH, poxaeH), and in others with 4/k (3ameqeH, pa3byxkeH). Foreign
students need to learn the facts, preferably with the expectation that 4/x is normal, and
m/xn “irregular.” It is pedagogically useful to have special labels for anomalies, so one
dubs the forms Slavonic and adds a footnote explanation of the “foreign” alternation.
From a strictly linguistic point of view, however, they are merely details of synchronic
grammar.

Children have to learn the system before they can start to look at its history. Adult
outsiders, on the other hand, may profit from some historical information. Forexample,
it seems illuminating to American students of Russian to know that there once was an
exotic vowel where R now has stem-alternations such as oTeIl] 0TIIa Or OKHO OKOH, OF
to Russian students of Ukrainian that “i” frequently corresponds to a R “¢” that never
turns up as “€” (and in pre-1917 spelling is written *““”), pinko, uismi, cicta. Inreality
the students have to learn the words lexeme by lexeme, but the notion of a weak vowel/
strong vowel as the ancestor of a contemporary vowel/zero alternation or of a separate
vowel (not-e, not-i) apparently helps organize the process of memorization.!

The structure of many Russian words is readily apparent, and attention to roots and
suffixes enables students to increase their vocabulary with greater ease. Therefore, a
teacher may well mention that riiasa ‘chapter’ and rnapustit ‘chief” have the same root
as rosiosa ‘head’, and still later that rytaBa may sometimes serve as a poetic equivalent
of romosa. This is part of what students must learn to be fully competent in
contemporary Russian. More subtleties are needed to handle Dostoevskij and Pugkin,
and sample texts from DerZavin and Karamzin require even more commentary. This is
all appropriate in a serious course on the structure of Russian, where many of the
heterogeneous details can be treated in a special subdivision, a historical commentary.

A commentary based on twentieth-century Russian may possibly be extended to
serve as a useful introduction to selected eighteenth-century works, but analysis that
really deals with the language and culture of the 1700s needs to focus on the facts of that
century, with appropriate historical notes—without reference to post- 1800 information.
Analternative is to hope that our students can make do with a good knowledge of modern
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Russian, a solid grounding in OCS, and at least some acquaintance with the political
history, not to mention fundamental concepts of linguistics. Teachers can budget only
asmall number of hours with each student, barely enough to point out the most important
facts and principles. Since much of the basic material is poorly known and/or
controversial, teachers also have the task of persuading the student to learn facts well
enough to make reasoned choices among conflicting and often polemical opinions.
Therefore one hopes for handbooks that will be comprehensive and well organized. The
book under review, I suspect, is essentially Vlasto’s notes for tutorial sessions,
originally a historical commentary tailored to the needs of specific students.

This is not any kind of a history of Russia, as the title might imply, but an attempt
at a history of the Russian language. The preliminary chapter, on East Slavic in relation
to Common Slavic and Old Church Slavonic,2 includes notes on prehistoric phonology,
a pitifully inadequate list of “Early East Slav Documents,” a periodization, and brief
remarks about the alphabet and orthography. This last information belongs later, after
the linguistic system that needs to be represented in writing has been described. Vlasto
never quite manages to establish a basis, a linguistic system of an early period from
which, eventually, modern standard Russian will evolve. As we read on—in chapters
on phonology, morphology, syntax, vocabulary, dialects, and “Spoken Language and
Written Languages”—we find no clear discussion of any topic. The author’s knowledge
of linguistics seems to be limited to the sort of information found in old-fashioned
introductory textbooks of Latin and Greek. Hisretention of labels like “ja-stem” torefer
to modern R is symptomatic of his misunderstanding of the historical restructuring that
established Common Slavic, as opposed to late Indo-European, and of later reshapings
that separate R from ComSl. He too often strays into oddities that have to do with
contemporary Russian usage, well beyond his cut-off date of 1800.

Thus, for instance, his section on possessive adjectives (pp. 114-15, in the chapter
on morphology) is in fact notes on the origin of R surnames. Along the way he throws
in—as factual information—the mythic explanation of the place-name Kiev, as a
“fossilized” possessive of a personal name, Kyj, supposed to have been a ferryman.
More likely it is an adaptation from an Iranian *K#java—a plausible derivation from
the Iranian name Qtlya,apparently the name of a Khazar official at the time Kiev was
founded as an outpost of the Khazar state.3 The word was perceived or restructured in
early Slavic terms as *kyjevo, easily interpreted as a possessive and put into the
masculine gender to correspond to most town-names.

The term Russian is nowhere defined. The branching off and final separation of
Ukrainian and Belarusian (which Vlasto terms White Russian) are grudgingly men-
tioned, but Vlasto opines that without political intervention BR would be a mere Russian
dialect (p. 335), and he works hard to minimize Ukrainian’s linguistic right, so to speak,
to be classed as a separate language (p. 337). However, he gives very little credit to
Russian as an independent unit; it is from the beginning under the crushing weight of
QCS, and nearly all written evidence is labelled as “Ch[urch] Slfavonic]”.

Comparison with a similar work is illuminating. German: A Linguistic History ro
1945, by C. J. Wells, was also published at the Clarendon Press, in 1986. It is a history
of the language, within a framework of culture and society, focusing on linguistic
analysis with careful attention to the written evidence and problems of how the data are
to be interpreted in terms of linguistic theory. Itis, to be sure, longer (591 pp.), but Wells
has fifty-two densely-printed pages of bibliography to Vlasto’s token listing of a scant
hundred titles, plus an index of names (12 pp.) and a general index (46 pp.)—neither of
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which is in Vlasto. Subtracting Wells’s thirty-page introduction (a clear framework of
methodology) and his chapters on the period from 1800 to 1945, we find some 310 pages
devoted to ca. 1050-1800, the period Vlasto tries to cover in 393 pages. Wells provides
well organized bodies of data that are lucidly compared and contrasted in contexts that
clearly delineate the regional, cultural and diachronic problems that need to be
addressed. The number of systems and the degree of their differences is probably greater
than those required by the combined data of Russian, Belarusian, and Ukrainian. Wells
has shown that this sort of task can be performed. Vlasto has not known how to classify
the basic data or what questions to ask.

Vlasto’s book was completed in 1983, but in spirit it belongs to the early 1950s, with
little to distinguish it from Soviet handbooks of the 1930s and 1940s and their more
recent epigones. It shares the generic shortcomings I have discussed in detail in a series
of reviews and articles which are listed in a more general critique (“History, National-
ism, and the Written Language of Early Rus',” Slavic and East European Journal 24
[1990}: 1-20) and in a summary statement of my own views (‘“The Language of Rus’in
the Eleventh Century: Some Observations about Facts and Theories,” Harvard
Ukrainian Studies 12-13 [1988/1989]: 276-313). Like the Russo-centered Soviet
scholars I cite in those articles, Vlasto lumps just about all pre-1700 evidence together,
without seriously attempting to show differences between epochs and regions; like
them, he is often incomplete and inaccurate in dealing with individual topics. And he
outdoes them in his insistence on “ChS]1” as the significant element; this bias creates a
wholly misleading impression of the nature of medieval East Slavic written culture. The
vaunted duality of the early language is illusory, for the borrowed elements were
integrated into a fairly normalized system, with some identifiable items where variabil-
ity was permitted. When he labels something “ChSl.,” readers should ask, How does
he know?

In discussions of modern relationships like rosioBa/ryiana (the tort-formula words),
the term Slavonic is a legitimate label for the original SS1shapes, but its value shifts for
different periods. In the early language, we recognize a mixture of identifiably SSI1
elements against a generally ES1 background that is reminiscent of the 1800s, but there
is a difference: some comparable items are observed to co-occur in ways that have
defied all attempts at semantic or stylistic categorization. In trat vs. torot contrasts, for
example, one finds (1) essentially indifferent choice for some words (with statistical
dominance always in favor of the trat shape), (2) usual or even exclusive ¢rat for others,
and (3) afavoring of forot for very few. Thus, in the IToebcmpb epemennbixs abms (PVL)
the root *wold ‘rule’ is variable in the verb snagbru and the noun Biacts ‘authority,
dominion, domain’ but invariable in the synonym o6sacTh, and the noun BJyiagsika
‘lord, bishop’.4 The ubiquitous *gords ‘town, city’, whether it refers to an outlying
stockade or to Kiev, Byzantium, or Jerusalem, is variable. Vlasto asserts (p. 18), “The
striking contrast OCS gradii/ESl. ropon [sic, without ] was rigorously maintained
[emphasis in original] as a touchstone of ChSI. vis-a-vis the vernacular.” He is wrong,
even in terms of any single PVL manuscript.

There are nearly 300 passages in the PVL where *gords occurs, but only 111 are
preserved in all five witnesses. For some, it is inappropriate to make simple same/
different decisions (e.g., at 9.16 is the diminutive form RAHX ropoxok®s “the same”—
except for pleophony—as LT rpans?). Only forty-three times is rpag- in all five, and
eleven times they agree on ropon-. Otherwise they represent eleven patterns. For now,
I will ignore the evidence of the younger manuscripts (RA and X) and present data from



444 HORACE G. LUNT

the Laurentian and Hypatian copies, traditionally believed to represent redactions
composed in Kiev between 1110 and 1125. Each manuscript is the work of two scribes,
and prudence requires that we keep the data of each separate, at least for the first steps.
L3overlaps slightly with HD, but for our sketch this is unimportant. (Lb =PSRL1107.8
to the end.) There are four patterns:

LHrpan-; L rpan- Hropon-; L ropon- Hrpap-; LH ropon-.

L2 Ha 20 46 1 16
L=H 3643% L H4757%

Lb, yb 44 36 12 19
L=H 6357% L H 48 43%

LH 64 82 13 35
L=H9951% L H9549%

33% 42.3% 6.7% 18%
100% =194

These figures show that the two scribes who wrote the initial portions, L2 and H2,
differed in their selection of “borrowed” and “native” spellings of this noun-stem
definitely more often than they agreed, while the two main scribes, Lavrentij (Lb) and
HP, agreed more often. The randomness of choice, however, is clear. These are not
selections made by purposeful editors for whom ropoas had functions distinctively
contrasted to those of rpags and somewhat modified by careless later copyists; the two
spellings are permitted alternatives, without special semantic or even stylistic signifi-
cance. The variables belong in the realm of orthography, subject to the taste and whims
of individual scribes. This sort of permissible variation for certain items within a system
thatis otherwise quite standardized is not unusual in medieval texts, and must be allowed
for when we describe norms of usage.

It is an axiom that language changes; it is common that written language tends to
resist change. As the relative political unity of Rus’ fragmented and Muscovy was
divided from the Lithuanian commonwealth, the spoken dialects diverged at an
increasing rate, but the language of the essentially fixed church services remained close
to the norms established before 1200. The book language of religion was revered, and
it served as the model for all writing. By the middle of the fifteenth century the gap
between speech and “proper” writing was considerable; it was made even larger by the
decision of church authorities to revise the church books to fit the new models brought
from Bulgaria—the “Second South Slavic influence.” The entrenched “Rusisms” of
spelling, grammar, and vocabulary were mostly replaced by Bulgarian habits, and by
1700 the acquisition of literacy did mean learning an essentially new language,
Slavonic.5 At this point students and scribes became fully conscious of parallel forms
and learned to class them into two opposing systems. The language situation of the
eighteenth century is not that of the twelfth or fourteenth centuries. The stylistic
conventions of Lomonosov are rnot applicable to the early period. It is time for the
epochs to be treated separately in handbooks; unfortunately, many Russian scholars
continue to view the period from ca. 1050 to 1700, or even to 1800, as a monolithic
whole.Vlasto has assimilated this view, and he reinforces misunderstandings again and
again by seeing etymology as all-important, while he virtually ignores function.

For example, Vlasto informs us that anpeJis ‘April’ is “on principle” a Slavonicism
(p- 20), because it begins with a. Now, its ancestor, anpuss, surely arrived via OCS with
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the earliest teachers, but was the word still alien to the Christian East Slavs who used
it in 11007 In 1300? It might have been been part of a special sphere of usage for the
first generation or two because the native names for months may not have coincided
specifically with the subdivisions of the new calendar. Soon, however, it musthave been
anormal Rusian word, becoming more distinctively native when i shifted to e ca. 1400.
As for initial @, it was doubtless unusual in any Slavic dialect in 950. Nevertheless, the
presence of the conjunction a ‘and, but’ and extended forms like a.au, amu, awme (or aue)
opened the way for items like anress, anoctosrb, Anams, ABpaams as Christianity
spread and such words became familiar, and the phonological rules of morpheme
structure adapted to include them.

Vlasto’s historical calculations are based on the premise that datable evidence is
probably unreliable. Thus in a note on East Slavic penetration “into Russia” (p. 4), he
remarks that the town of Staraja Ladoga “shows certain (archeological) traces of Slavs
in its population from ca. AD 800, so their arrival in the north should be put a century
or so before this.” On the contrary, this evidence—together with everything else we
know—marks the earliest plausible date for Slavs in this region. On a Russian
innovation based on old materials, the generalizing particle #u ‘-ever’ (as in 4To HU
TOBOPHILb, KaK 6bl TO HYU OKLI0), he declares it is “apparently not well authenticated
before the Muscovite period: the usage is foreign to OCS and other Siav languages but
is scarcely likely to be sorecentin ES1.” Since he is aware itis only Russian, why assume
that it went unrecorded for long?

The “older present of rHaTs” was not xkeHio (186), but keny. Vlasto's context here
gives the clue that older denotes some time after 1100 (and in fact the elimination of
xken-forms cannot be pinned down, because the near-synonymous forms from gon-i-
were always available). His next note, “nerers (sierbr) is a new infinitive (no other
isrecorded)” allows a careful reader to infer that new refers to some remote epoch before
OCS or ER were written down. Unfortunately, this careless use of old/new and early/
late is all too common throughout the book. (I will not speculate about why Vlasto
picked this particular verb, out of the mass of ComSl verbs that in comparison to Baltic
show innovations).

Vlasto often fails to recognize the difference between sounds and letters, between
phonology and orthography. For example, he states (p. 21), “Gk. Tacfp > OCS
Desifi/Josifii,” with the footnote, “There was no sequence [jo] in C[om]Sl. native
words; Josifiiis alearned transcription.” Now, the letter-sequence “(J)e” is meaningless
with reference to glagolitic, but might possibly refer to the visual distinction between
Cyrillic “e” versus “t,” neither of which occurs at the beginning of the name Joseph.
The letter-sequence “Jo” has no meaning in terms of either OCS alphabet, for they have
no “j” (as Vlasto notes on p. 37). The name was probably pronounced as a sequence of
two syllables—indeed foreign to the native phonotactic inventory—T[io]; in any case,
it is normally written in transliteration of the Gk stem “iosif-”, that is Iocud-, Iocnd-
Hocud, or Uacudy- (whereby occasionally the initial i-letter is lost after a preceding i-
letter, so “and Joseph” comes out 1 ocuds). In the absence of a native [f] in ComSl (a
fact Vlasto brings up only later, page 63), the substitution of [p] in this name is probable
for most dialects except precisely the speech of Slavs from near Salonika and other
towns, who would know enough Greek to have incorporated {f] and [0] into their active
inventory of speech-sounds.

As to the Greek background, Vlasto wrongly dates to before 800 the falling together
of /ii/, spelled o1 or v, and /i/, spelled 1, n, €1, etc. (p. 36). At least in the Greek known
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to the ninth and tenth century Slavs who elaborated OCS orthography, conflation had
not yet taken place, and the surviving eleventh-century OCS manuscripts have spellings
like Cypuia ‘Syria’ and Mypo ‘annointing-oil’ as normal (whence Coypusa, Moypo or
Cupura, MHpO); compare, e.g., Robert Browning, Medieval and Modern Greek (Lon-
don, 1969), p. 62. Some paleographers hold that the letter “w0” started out as O7 but the
elements were reversed and joined.

The chapter on syntax is random observations on random topics, large and small. It
profusely illustrates Vlasto’s idiosyncratic classification of elements as necessarily
either “Russian” or “ChS1.” His tendency is to put everything into the non-Russian bin.
Indeed, he sees borrowing everywhere. Om + gen. to denote the agent in a passive
construction is not only a Slavonicism, but the OCS equivalent may be a Hellenism; on
the other hand, Polish od + gen. is “apparently native” (p. 194, with n. 6). The double
accusative is “perhaps native Slav, perhaps an influence of Greek on OCS” (p. 219). His
“ChSl.” example is from Monomax’s “autobiography” (PSRL 1, 251.18), usually
considered native: u 6ors HeBpexkeHa M crbimoae ‘and God kept me unharmed’.
(Incidentally, Vlasto ignores examples like this when he holds that ms, T4, ca are
unemphatic enclitic alternates to mene, TeGe, cebe [p. 122]; in fact, the latter are
explicitly genitive, and do not begin to compete seriously with M, 74, cs until about
1400. Similarly, the accusative third person pronoun u persists into the thirteenth
century, resisting the influence of imported OCS dialectal ero. They should not be
presented as equivalent in the chart on p. 125.)

In considering borrowings, Vlasto states (p. 269), “Animate agent nouns in -TeJib
are doubtfully native,” with a footnote, “TIpusTess is only secondarily and mislead-
ingly in -Tesn: the essential part seems to correspond to (if not borrowed from)
Gler]m[ani]c *friond- (p.p.a.), whence Eng. friend. It is pan-Slav and certainly native.
The verb is prijati + dat. ‘be favourable to’.” This thoroughly muddled and confusing
note involves two principles and a specific etymology: (1) is a suffix borrowed? (2) is
aparticular word, including all its morphemes, borrowed? There is no doubt whatsoever
that the agentive suffix -felj- is native to Slavic. It was directly added to a wide range
of verbal stems. It was productive in OCS, and there is no way to tell whether words
like ponuress ‘parent’ and yunresib ‘teacher’ were native ESI or were imported with
the OCS books. They might possibly have been coined in Morava rather than Bulgaria.
ITpusress, on the other hand, is almost certainly native to all Slavic regions and may
well be a pre-Slavic formation. The base is the verbal stem *prijaj-, also apparently
native to most Slavic regions, which is precisely cognate to the Gothic frijo-; there is
no reason to deny direct Indo-European descent to either group. Vlasto was perhaps
misled by the false association East Slavs make with OCS npuaTn (U dial. npusita, R
DPHHATB) ‘to receive’ (in fact mpuaTens ‘receiver’ is attested in the originally OCS
translation of Ephraim the Syrian).

This confused book is more likely to discourage students than to stimulate them to
read old texts (readily available in C. E. Gribble, Medieval Slavic Texts, Columbus,
Ohio: Slavica, 1973) and work out historical relationships for themselves. It would be
nice to have a systematic outline of phonology and morphology to help them, however.

Harvard University
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NOTES

1. Students also of course learn that general rules, even if formulated with “never,” will have
exceptions, so R raespno ‘nest’ (despite U ruisgo) behaves like an -e- form, pl. ruésg—nota -&-
form (as it “should” if historical developments followed absolute laws, cf. U ruisn).

2. Ifollow American vsage, with Slavic as a general term, and Slavonic restricted to the oldest
written language and its descendants, what Vlasto calls Church Slavonic. Further, Iuse Rusian for
his Old Russian.

3. See Omeljan Pritsak, in Norman Golb and O. Pritsak, Khazarian Hebrew Documents of the
Tenth Century, 1982, pp. 53-55. Later adaptations of eastern town names are Ilapunus, from the
old Khazar name Saryysyn, “rationalized” to fit the northern dialect adjectival form that replaced
the historical napiduns, and Caparos, for Tatar Sara tau “white hill” (M. Fasmer, 3mumonozuueckuii
cA06aps pycckozo sazvika, 1973 sub uapuna).

4. By PVL here I mean the witness of the five chief manuscripts, the Laurentian, Radziwil,
Academy (L[av], R, A, cf. Hoanoe cobpanue pycckux nemonuceii 1) and the Hypatian and
Xlebnikov (H, X, cf. PSRL 2), When the text of all five is available for a passage, there are thirty-
two possible patterns of occurrence, though in fact most are rare. It is notable that L and H often
disagree; agreement of all five is frequent but well under 50%. Thus *woldé- is attested in 11
passages, but only 4 are witnessed by all five Mss; in only one do all five agree (on Bosiog i, PSRL
1 19.16, but in 19.19 for LAH Bononbirs, X and the sixth witness, the lost Trinity copy, have
saanbas [R omits the sentence]). L agrees with H 9x, and disagrees twice. *Wolsts is in 35
passages, 31 in all five mss: in 18 the five agree on BsacTs, in 5 on Bosiocts; L agrees with H 23x,
disagrees 8x (whereby H, as often, favors the forot shape). The name Volodimer (with the alternate
Volodimir frequent in RAHX) is barely attested with the spelling Boragumup-, the SS1 shape that
became dominant after 1450.

5. In fact there were of course several varieties of Slavonic, containing various blends of old
and new elements from different times and regions.
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NATIONALISM AND POLICY TOWARD THE NATIONALITIES
IN THE SOVIET UNION: FROM TOTALITARIAN DICTATOR-
SHIP TO POST-STALINIST SOCIETY. By Gerhard Simon. Trans. by
Karen Forster and Oswald Forster. Boulder, San Francisco and Oxford:
Westview Press, 1991. xvii, 483 pp. + notes, tables, statistical appendix,
bibliography, index.

Had this magisterial work appeared in English in 1986, the year of its publication in
German, and not in 1991, when the USSR was already collapsing before our eyes, it
might have had a revolutionary impact. At the very least, it could have discouraged the
Russocentric, Moscow-oriented view of Soviet politics that persisted to the very end in
so much of Western Sovietology and whose more extreme manifestations are today in
retrospect only an embarrassment to the reader. As it is, Simon’s book remains by far
the most comprehensive treatment to date of the Soviet “nationalities question” and the
processes of decolonialization which dissolved the Union. It differs from other works
in its combination of panoramic sweep embracing all nationalities large and small,
analytical structure that integrates central Soviet policy and the most diverse local
phenomena into a conceptual whole, and historical perspective ranging from the early
1920s to the mid-1980s. Its topical value today is that it portrays in depth and detail the
crucible from which the “newly independent states™ of the former Soviet Union, and in
particular the Soviet-era elites who still rule most of them, were forged.

The book, although the epitome of serious scholarship, can be read like a historical
novel of successive generations, a kind of ethnic Buddenbrooks. It begins with the
Bolshevik leaders deciding that, in order to hold together the Russian Empire that is their
heritage, they must offer attractive incentives to the non-Russian peoples. There follows
aperiod of intense “nation building,” described by Simon in almost loving detail, as new
republics emerge with their own boundaries, political institutions, educational and
cultural establishments, languages and media, and Russian chauvinism becomes a
“counter-revolutionary” crime often punishable by death. In this halycon period, the
nationalities are strengthened by modernization and industrialization, with their accom-
panying rise in education and political participation. Then, as Stalin consolidates his
power after Lenin’s death, he accomplishes a dramatic volte-face to halt nation building
and recentralize the empire; Russian chauvinism, although not quite overtly rehabili-
tated, becomes de facto policy. But nation building has released a djinni of ethnic pride
and self-confidence that neither Stalin nor his successors ever completely succeed in
returning to the bottle. Meanwhile, there is some softening after World War Il in the face
of nationalist currents that threaten to sap the war effort, but peace brings a new
crackdown, punctuated most dramatically by the fate of whole nations deported lock,
stock and barrel from their homelands under horrendous conditions of privation and
death. Only Stalin’s sudden demise brings respite as his heirs, particularly Beria and
Khrushchev, use the nationalities card to bid for support from the non-Russians in their
struggle for power, ushering in a new era of nation building.

In Simon’s analysis, the nationalities were central to that struggle in a way not
recognized by political observers at the time, or by most of those who have written about
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it since. After Beria’s liquidation, Khrushchev continues to defer to the nationalities
until after, with their help, he has staged the 1957 ouster of the “anti-Party group” of old
Stalinists whose conspiracy against him is motivated in part by their dislike of his
softness toward the non-Russians. Now Khrushchev, like Stalin before him, takes
advantage of his new ascendancy to turn his back on his non-Russian supporters, even
purging many who, like the Uzbek Nuriddin A. Muhiddinov, earlier elevated by
Khrushchev to the Presidium and Central Committee Secretariat, had helped him win
his battle. As evidence of his own volte-face, he espouses the slogan of a single “Soviet
people.” After Khrushchev himself is removed from office, his successor Brezhnev
continues the single “Soviet people” line. Still, he is unable to stem societal processes
created by modernization. A long chapter documents the rise, in the face of official
repression, of the “new nationalism” that is to topple the regime.

Readers with a special interest in Ukrainian studies will be gratified to find that the
author, while neglecting no nationality of any importance, has singled out Ukraine as
one of two areas on which he focuses special attention (the other being Central Asia).
In addition, Ukrainian is the only one of the non-Russian languages that he has used in
his research. For the early Soviet period, he emphasizes the Ukrainization of cities,
which “enthusiastically adopted Ukrainian for use in public life” as part of an effort to
make rural settlers feel at home in an urban environment, and the rise of Ukrainian-
language publishing and education, both banned in tsarist days. Ukrainians become
majority participants in organs of local government (but, in jarring contrast, still occupy
only a third of key offices at the republican level). As soon as he can, Stalin turns the
tables: Ukraine’srole as a unique victim of collectivization and famine is seen by Simon
as the result of his special mistrust of Ukrainians. Ukrainians in other republics are also
made to suffer by abolition of schools and media in their language. The chapter on World
War II details anti-Communist activities by Ukrainians engendered by Stalin’s earlier
cruelties, despite official efforts to win support through the claim that Soviet power had
united all of Ukraine for the first time in history. Simon also devotes considerable space
to the special role of Ukrainians in Moscow during Khrushchev’s reign (although he
repeats the mistake of others in calling Ukraine his “native land,” the translators’
rendering of Land seiner Herkunft). He also details the rise of nationalist movements in
Ukraine in the later years of the Soviet regime.

The translation, while missing the incisive style of the original, reads on the whole
smoothly; passages that I have spot-checked against the original are reasonably
accurate. There are slips in editing: “myrid” for murid, “diami” for djami (or jami). The
copious bibliography suffers (in the English version) from anomalies: some standard
English-language works are cited solely through their German translations, such as
Alexander Dallin’s German Rule in Russia, listed only as “Deutsche Herrschaft in
Russland, Diisseldorf 1958,” and a péculiarity of format introduced into the English
version leads to numerous ambiguities for authorless or edited works, such as the
suggestion at first glance that Adam Ulam may be the author of Uncensored Russia, the
volume edited by Peter Reddaway. Through an unfortunate misspelling, Roman
Solchanyk (given correctly in the German original) becomes “Solkhanyk™ and loses his
proper alphabetical place.

Given the overwhelming importance of this work for teachers and students, such
lapses are particularly regrettable. They point to the problem of making accurately
available to English-speaking readers the increasingly significant body of work on the
countries of Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union being produced by Western
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European scholars. No doubt some problems could have been avoided in the present
case by the author’s agreeing to pay for special editorial assistance, but should that be
his responsibility?

James Critchlow
Harvard University

COMMUNISM AND NATIONALISM. KARL MARX VERSUS
FRIEDRICHLIST. By Roman Szporluk. New York and Oxford: Oxford
University Press,1991. xi, 307 pp. ISBN (cloth) 0-19-505102-5. ISBN
(paper) 0-19-505103-3.

Two short phrases serve as epigraphs to Roman Szporluk’s book: “The workers have no
country” (1848), and “Between the individual and humanity stands the nation” (1841).
The first belongs to Karl Marx (1818-1883), the other to a thinker of less fame, but of
no less originality, Friedrich List (1789-1846). As we see, two outlooks with two world
views behind them were formulated by two compatriots almost at the same time.
However, the differences that separated them would manifest themselves later, in the
rivalry of two mighty political movements—communism and nationalism. This rivalry,
which to a great extent has determined the history of the last two centuries, today is far
from concluded. This fact alone justifies Szporluk’s work. A closer familiarity with it
allows us to understand that its contents noticeably exceed the limits of earlier works on
the extraordinary combat of these two paramount ideologies.

The work under review consists of fourteen chapters, notes, a substantial bibliogra-
phy, and an index. The book is divided into three parts. This second edition includes the
preface to the first edition (1987).

.The introduction, which is important for an understanding of the conception of the
research, contains a number of fundamental theses, which determine the author’s points
of departure. “It is one of the central ideas of this study,” Szporluk writes, “that
nationalism~—Ilet us stress this point over and over again—was not a product of the
Industrial Revolution, but rather had been born beforehand, and that a specifically
nationalist reaction to the Industrial Revolution was not reducible to the liberal,
conservative, or socialist position” (p. 8). The other significant theoretical principle lies
in the estimation of nationalism not merely as an antagonist to Marxism (communism),
but as a “third party” in the social arena in the period of industrialization. The other two
were communism and capitalism (at least as the ideas of the free trade system).

It happened that at a certain period, nationalism came forward as an ally of Marxism
opposing capitalism. But 1917-1918 became a turning point in the history of both
Marxism and nationalism. As aresult, Marxism confronted nationalism and gained new
features in that confrontation. “At the same time,” states the author, “nationalism faced
the challenge of Marxism and was in turn influenced by it” (p. 15).
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Part One (chapters 2-5) deals with an analysis of Marx’s views before 1848. It was
a very interesting period in the intellectual biography of a thinker who created a new
doctrine and whose most brilliant product was the Communist Manifesto. However,
before this classical work was published in 1848, Marx and his associate Engels tried
to find their own identity in discussions with outstanding German intellectuals. One of
them was List, a popular economist and journalist. List was an ardent advocate of
protectionist approaches, one of the supporters of German unity; he was later on justly
credited to be the classic of German nationalism. Almost simultaneously, Marx and
Engels decided to write some brochures critical of List’s major work, entitled The
National System of Political Economy (1841). Some fragments of Marx’s manuscript
(1844-1845) and full texts of one of Engels’ speeches made in 1845, written with such
intentions, have reached our times. These works permitted Szporluk to investigate the
views of both the young Marx and List on the national problem in great detail. A separate
chapter concerned with Marx’s critique of List substantially adds to our knowledge of
Marxist history. Part One also contains a chapter treating the development of Marx and
Engels’ views in the period between List’s critique and 1848, as well as a separate
chapter analyzing the Communist Manifesto.

Part Two (chapters 6~10) is largely devoted to Friedrich List and his magnum opus
(chapter 7-9). However, chapter 6, giving a brief overview of the history of nationalism
in the period of the “spring of nations” (1848-1849) and thereafter, is of considerable
interest. The revolutions of 1848-1849 became a turning point in the history of the
nineteenth century. These revolutions yielded unpredictable results for many people,
one of such results was, as Szporluk correctly writes, that “in 1848 nationalism took a
direction that List had not anticipated” (p. 152). The chief factor determining this new
situation was the advent of the “non-historic nations” on the European scene. This
terminology was shared, according to Szporluk, by all three—List, Marx, and Engels.
At the same time, many leaders of these nations in the last decades of the nineteenth
century read List and assimilated his teachings. Thus, even after his death, and quite
unexpectedly, List had many grateful adherents. However, the development of indi-
vidual countries and their peoples in the twentieth century proceeded along quite
different routes, which manifested, on the one hand, ulterior functions of nationalism,
and on the other, unexpected aspects of its relation to communism.

Part Three consists of chapters 11-13 and the conclusion (chapter 14). In chapter 11,
the author analyzes how after 1848, Marxism (socialism) sought to find an explanation
for national problems. The short chapter 12 gives a brief review of the peculiarities of
the interaction of nationalistic and social problems in the lives of different European
countries, Germany in particular. Chapter 13 is entitled “List and Marx in Russia.” The
author’s interesting conclusion applies to the typology of correlation between industri-
alization and nation building not only in Russia, but also in Germany and France (pp.
223-24). Completing the Russian case studies, Szporluk writes, “by becoming ‘Marx-
ist,” Russia did not escape the problems that had been the central concern of List. Lenin
translated Listinto aMarxist language and adapted him to the Russian political tradition,
but, as we shall see, he did not transcend or abolish the Listian dialectic of a world of
nations” (p. 224).

The conclusion is of special interest. Here the author meditates on the problem of
correlation between communism and nationalism, brought to life in world history after
World War II. In connection with this he reverts to the destiny of Russia, and writes that
after 1917 “Marxism won in Russia, it would seem, but it did so only by becoming a
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nationalism. Inthat doctrine, Marx had to share room with List” (pp. 230-31). However,
putting forward such a (at first sight) paradoxical thesis, Szporluk arrives at a conclusion
that parallels and completes the initial argument of this book: “Nationalism stubbornly
refuses to be pigeonholed in the capitalism-or-communism compartment” (p. 234).
Completing his book, the author stresses that, despite the tremendous impact of
nationalism and Marxism on our modern outlook, it does not follow that our social life
can be reduced to either “class” or “nationality.” “Without denying what these two
world views have contributed,” Szporluk stresses, “it is now necessary to affirm as
fundamental values the rights of the individual and humanity’s community of fate” (p.
240).

Naturally, Szporluk’s opus does not answer all the questions involved, for instance,
how the ideas suggested by List find their implementation today, being either trans-
formed or rejected. Another question is whether national communism has a future in the
modern world. Has the cradle of nationalism stood always and everywhere by the cradle
of communism, promising the ambiguous character of their future relations? Neverthe-
less, it is clear that such questions will most likely arise from reflection impelled by this
book, which was not meant to provide ready and simple answers. Szporluk has written
a comprehensive work, with concepts and ideas intended for consideration by the
interested reader. The work introduces the reader, intelligently and without bias, to the
vast literature on the subject. Finally, this book is an example of an elegant historical
essay, with its main characters and the drama of the independent existence of the ideas
fostered by them. Marx and List, whose names appear on the cover, are of interest for
the author by themselves, but to an even greater degree as vivid personifications of great
social movements and ideas. This study is accessible to both the qualified expert and the
university student. However, the main ideas of Szporluk’s research are important not
only for his colleagues, but in equal degree for politicians and public figures, irrespec-
tive of their views on Marx and List.

Taras Hryshchenko
Taras Shevchenko State University, Kiev

THE REFORMS OF PETER THE GREAT: PROGRESS THROUGH
COERCION IN RUSSIA. By Evgenii V. Anisimov. Trans. by John T.
Alexander. Armonk, N.Y.: M. E. Sharpe, 1993. xi, 327 pp. + map, index.
ISBN (cloth) 1-56324-047-5. $39.95 cloth. ISBN (paper) 1-56324-048-
3. $19.95 paper.

This is a translation of Evgenii V. Anisimov’s semi-popular Vremia petrovskikh reform
(Leningrad, 1989), which, as his translator tells us (pp. x-xi), the author himself
condensed for this edition (by about one-quarter), mainly by deleting or paraphrasing
many of his quotations from primary sources. Dr. Anisimov also modified his original
introduction not only (as Professor Alexander also tell us) “to provide some historio-
graphical guidance for non-Russian readers” (p. xi) but also (I would note) to eliminate
most of its references to the current (ca. 1988) Soviet debate about Peter’s historical
significance, which debate was (and is) occuring at a time “when our society has [again]
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entered an era of transformations” (original edition, p. 10). Helpful as Anisimov’s added
historiographical survey is (and it is most helpfully supplemented by Alexander’s
bibliographical note, this edition, pp. 309-12), the decision to redo the original
introduction, with its thesis that the Petrine era witnessed “the foundation of the
totalitarian state” and the first mass propagation of “the cult of the strong [sil'noi]
personality” (original, p. 11), has ineffect deprived English readers of an early and clear
statement of the book’s animating principles. To be sure, some of the original
introduction reappears, in more moderate form, in the “Conclusion” to the English
edition, where Anisimov now argues that “it was in the varied forms of coercion, which
became the regulator of the system Peter created, that its totalitarianism was exhibited”
(p. 298). However formulated (and however preposterous), the thesis remains the key
to the book’s extended, at times brilliant argumentum.

It was, in its time and place, a most provocative thesis, especially as it was proposed
(in a book with an initial press-run of 150,000) by a writer whose earlier monographic
and archival work had established him as a leading historian of the Petrine period and
whose current journalistic forays were establishing him as a leading voice in the Soviet
reform movement. The example of Paul Miliukov emerges as something of a model for
Anisimov (this edition, p. 7): just as Miliukov’s “destructive” (ibid.) historical work
deliberately undermined for his contemporaries the heroic image of a beneficent and
progressive Peter, so Anisimov’s work will destroy for Russians today the Soviet
(essentially, Stalinist) image of Peter as the great patriotic statesman, the founder of
Russia as a civilized world power. As Anisimov says here, concluding his new
introduction: “it seemed to me not so important merely to recount to readers the results
of the reforms as to try to understand how, when, and why the idea developed under
Peter—that social-utopian and peculiar ‘Petersburg dreamer’—of saddling his own
people with a grandiose, forcible experiment in creating a ‘regulated’ police state where,
for the sake of an abstract idea of the ‘common good,” the private interests of the
individual were sacrificed” (p. 9).

Thus this book, in either this orits original Russian edition, is as much the passionate
polemic of a politically engaged (and most engaging) writer as it is the dispassionate
history of an established authority. As such, itis of considerable interest to students both
of Russia today and of Russian history—either of whom should of course read it in the
original, much fuller version (and for Russian readers, I should point out, the core of
Anisimov’s argumentum was first published in Voprosy istorii, 1989, no. 7, pp. 3-20).
For those who do not read Russian, this generally fluent and accurate translation makes
available in English the bulk of Anisimov’s original text—though I am not sure what
the uninitiated will gain from the numerous passages, asides, terms, and references that
could make sense only to specialists (or the knowledgeable Russian readership, in
Russia, at whom the book was originally aimed). Little effort has been made to edit this
quite literal English translation for the sake of non-specialist, non-Russian readers.

That said, I must take exception to the prefatory remarks here (pp. vii—viii) by Donald
J. Raleigh, editor for M. E. Sharpe of a putative “New Russian History” series of which
this is the “first volume™ and “whose [general] purpose is to make available to English
readers the finest work of the most eminent historians of Russia today.” For at least the
past sixty years, patently, the “finest work of the eminent historians of Russia” has not
been published in Russian nor even written, for the most part, by Russians—the archival
labors and “factography” of numerous Soviet specialists (including Anisimov), how-
ever valuable as such, notwithstanding. Compelling, elegant narrative; sustained,
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objective analysis; coherent exposition; technical innovation and fresh perspectives: all
these and more have been the work of Western (or émigré) historians of Russia
publishing mainly in English but also in German and French. Nor is the supposedly
“fresh view” of Petrine Russia presented by Anisimov here “fresh” in any but a Soviet
context, a few factual matters aside. Anisimov—like, until very recently, almost all of
his Soviet colleagues—makes little reference to the often extensive (as well as far more
sophisticated) Western literature in his own and related fields (though his debt on
occasion to some Western works is transparent). Until Russian historians take full and
explicit account of the entire relevant historiography (as Western historians routinely
do), their work will remain provincial at best in outlook and approach if not obsolescent.

Regarding Ukrainian questions, it must be said again that Anisimov’s approach, as
far as it goes, is “fresh” only in a Soviet context. Thus, Mazepa’s revolt is not simply
excoriated as an abominable act of treason, in the standard Soviet fashion, but rather is
seen, following the populist path of Hrushevsky and Kostomarov (both cited), as the
cynical act of a corrupt old tyrant in whose “saga all the problems and tragedy of the
Ukraine were reflected as in a drop of water” (this edition, p. 111; in whose “history, as
in a drop of water, are reflected the problems and the tragedy of all Ukraine”: Russian
original, p. 186). Anisimov appears oblivious of the highly relevant work of Orest
Subtelny, Frank Sysyn, Zenon Kohut, and other notable contributors to his journal as
well as of that of the intervening generation of Ukrainian (émigré) historians, from all
of which a vastly more complex picture of the revolt in its Ukrainian—and wider—
setting could have been obtained. Similarly, Anisimov has nothing to say about the
Ukrainian background of such pivotal figures as Feofan Prokopovych, Stefan Iavorskyi,
and P. P. Shafirov, or about the crucial role of Ukraine as a whole in the Europeanization
of Russia (cf. David Saunders, The Ukrainian Impact on Russian Culture, 1750~1850,
1985, with extensive bibliography).

James Cracraft
University of Illinois at Chicago

THEOLOGY IN THE RUSSIAN DIASPORA: CHURCH, FATHERS,
EUCHARIST IN NIKOLAI AFANASEV, 1893-1966. By Aidan
Nichols, OP. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989. 295 pp.

Both the strengths and weaknesses of this volume are introduced in the title itself. Aidan
Nichols, O.P. proposes to investigate three issues—the work of diaspora theologian
Nikolai Nikolaevich Afanasev (1893—1966), its relationship to that of Russian Ortho-
dox diaspora theology in general, and the integration of his work into the ecumenical
dialogue between Orthodoxy and Rome. To his credit, Nichols introduces the theology
of the Russian diaspora as an important (and poorly studied) aspect of contemporary
religion. Using Theology in the Russian Diaspora as the title, however, promises more
than Church, Fathers, Eucharist in Nikolai Afanas'ev, 18931966 can provide. To
identify Afanasev as “perhaps the most influential thinker about the Church Russia has
produced” (front jacket) seems to overstate his contributions.
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Nichols first familiarizes the reader with the broad outline of Russian (especially
official) theology from Russian Scholasticism through Slavophilism and the fin de
siecle revival of Orthodoxy in Russia. Since this book is meant to be a “modest
contribution to this great Dominican tradition in East-West relations” (p. viii), the author
emphasizes the place of Western theology in the religious development of Russian
Orthodoxy.

Nichols then provides a biographical sketch of N. N. Afanas’ev. Like many Russian
émigrés, Afanasev moved westward after the revolution until he settled in 1930 at the
Institut de Théologie de Paris, otherwise known as the Institut Saint-Serge. Oddly,
however, the book gives little in information on Afanasev’s life in Russia before his
emigration. Instead, it relies heavily on a synopsis of pre-revolutionary Russian church
history. Nichols correctly mentions the need to understand Afanasev’s ecclesiology
after the revolution in terms of the conflicting jurisdictions of the émigré Russian
church. On this point, however (as on Afanasev’s early life), the reader never receives
a satisfactory explanation of either the organizational problems of the Russian church
in diaspora or Afanasev’s specific relation to them. In all, Afanas’ev plays little part in
the first one-fourth of the book.

The central part of the work hinges on Nichols’ exposition of Afanasev’s
ecclesiological theory. Afanasev, according to Nichols, locates the germ of ecclesiological
organization in the ante-Nicean conciliar period. Afanasev prefers an “Ignatian”
concept of church structure, patterned after Ignatius of Antioch. This idea sees the
eucharistic assembly as the basic form of all Christian life (pp. 89-90). Placing the
Eucharistitself at the heart of ecclesiastical organization allows Afanas’ev to circumvent
the issues of church and state relations that he sees beginning with Constantine’s
conversion and leading even into the Patriarchal, Synodal, and Soviet periods of the
Russian church.

In opposition to the Ignatian conception, Afanasev produces the “Cyprianic” model
of universality, after the work of Cyprian of Carthage. This version posits an ecomenical
church (i.e., existing within the bounds of the civilized, Roman world) that is then
“parcelled out into distinct ‘church communities,” tserkovnye obshchiny”(p. 85). The
Roman Empire, according to Afanas’ev, negatively influenced the church by accepting
the Cyprianic model, by imposing a system of canon law like that of the empire, and by
imperializing the conciliar aspect of Christianity by making the emperor the active agent
in convening councils. Afanas’ev laments this organization of the church as the pattern
taken by both Roman and Orthodox developments. As Nichols points out, Afanasev’s
Ignatian version of church structure fits the idea of sobornost'—that mystical conciliarity
beloved by so many Orthodox thinkers.

A eucharistic ecclesiology, according to Afanasev, defeats the problem of local
church versus universal church. This should not be seen, however, as some sort of
Orthodox congregationalism—Nichols explains that Afanasev accepts the need for
legalistic power. Thus the catholicity of the church can be maintained by a system of
authority freely given by one church to another, an authority but humbly used by
prominent churches to maintain unity and harmony. For Afanasev, therefore, the word
“catholic” retains what Nichols calls a “qualitative” essence instead of a “quantitative”
one (pp. 151-52).

Although Afanasev’s critique of the Roman church can be easily discerned in this
model, Nichols shows that Afanasev also questions the national/patriarchal system
adopted by the East (not to mention the Synodal mutation found in Russia from 1721
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to 1918). None of these forms actually follows early church conciliar teaching or
tradition, he claims. What is necessary is a reversal of both papal ecclesiology and
Orthodox national autocephaly, returning instead to eucharistic sobornost' as the
building block for church structure. This can be done by understanding the need for
freely convened councils whose teachings have been accepted by the local churches,
admitting Rome as a first among equals. Nichols explains that Afanasev accepts
authority only as “a pre-eminence of witness in the freedom of grace, and not a canonical
primacy founded on law.... Primacy must be manifested, Afanasev explains, within this
concorde or concert of love, and never over against it” (p. 131).

Afanasev’s work, of course, is only one part of a larger corpus of ecclesiology by
émigré theologians such as Berdiaev, Bulgakov, and Florovsky. In keeping with the
main title of the work, Nichols provides a synopsis of each of these three seminal
writers’ work. Unfortunately, however, Afanasev again is poorly integrated into the
milieu—typically the relationship between Afanas'ev and the others is tacked on to the
end of a section. A more clear integration of Afanas'ev’s work with that of his
contemporaries could greatly strengthen the argument for his central role in Russian
diaspora theology. By treating Afanasev’s writings by year, for example, Nichols
signals the importance of chronology (and, to some extent, historical phenomena) to the
theologian’s ideas. This relationship, however, is never clearly illustrated, nor the
reason for the chronology explained.

Finally, Nichols introduces his interpretation of Afanasev’s ecclesiology in the
context of the modern ecumenical movement. To do so, however, the author first gives
a lengthy overview of Roman Catholic views on church organization and, especially,
papal infallibility. Into this comes Afanas'ev’s conception of a eucharist-based “church
that presides in love” (p. 204). Indeed, after casting aside the ultramontanist version of
the papacy, Nichols argues that the two Vatican Councils can be interpreted to include
Afanasev’s views of ecclesistical organization. This, he concludes, may furnish a
starting point for the recreation of a truly ecumenical church administered in Rome but
developed from the eucharistic assemblies of both East and West. Nichols points out
that, in his last years, Afanasev took part as an official Orthodox observer to Vatican II,
and that its documents on church organization contain elements of Afanasev’s
ecclesiology.

‘What Nichols does not discuss, however, is exactly how he believes the church could
be reunited under these terms. Afanas’ev, for example, specifically argues that primacy
cannot be taken by an episcopal see—its position must be freely given by all other
churches. If one accepts this view, then all the other great churches (e.g., Moscow and
Constantinople) would have to submit themselves to Rome. This seems improbable,
considering Orthodoxy’s position that Rome has usurped the power of the ecumenical
church in part through its proclamation of papal infallibility.

In general, Nichols succeeds in introducing Russian diaspora theology as a vital part
of twentieth century religious thought. What the text does not do, though, is to prove
conclusively that N. N. Afanasev played the central role in Russian theology. A
complete Afanasev bibliography follows the text, as does a highly truncated general
bibliography. Cambridge University Press includes merely a proper-name index.

Roy R. Robson
Boston College
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MYTROPOLYT ILARION I IOHO PYSANNIA. By Myroslav
Labunka. Rome: Vydannia Ukrainskoho Katolytskoho Universytetu
im. Sv. Klymenta Papy, 1990.

This slender volume of 124 pages is a welcome addition to the scholarly literature on
Kievan Rus’. The prime objective of the monograph is to provide a modern Ukrainian
translation of those of Ilarion’s writings that have been preserved in the so-called
Synodal Codex. A photographic copy of the manuscript is also reproduced. The brief
introduction contains all source data and the state of research on Metropolitan Ilarion.
The author states that his translation is offered without comment and that he has avoided
“criticism, analysis and interpretation” (p. 28).

This is a great pity, and one wonders why a simple new translation was considered
sufficient. After all, other translations (by S. Jarmus and V. Krekoten') are available. A
scholar of the period will probably turn to the original texts, and the average educated
reader of the translation will hunger for some commentary.

This is no place to supply answers as to such a commentary, but to raise some
questions by one who is not a specialist in that period but is keenly interested in
Ukrainian literature and intellectual history. Without raising the ugly head of revision-
ism, so popular today in all branches of scholarship, it is legitimate to ask why Old Rus’
literature, walled in by theological and textual analysis, should not be open to criticism
coming from a modern, secular viewpoint. Without abandoning historical perspective,
critics such as these could make Ilarion’s writings meaningful to today’s readers.

Ilarion’s main contribution, the “Sermon about Law and Grace,” is a classic
elevation of Christian “grace” above Judaic “law.” Ilarion equates “grace” with “truth,”
thereby denying the validity of Jewish “law.” This he reiterates many times, continually
extolling Christian virtues. “The lake of law,” he writes, “has become dry, but the
evangelical spring has covered the whole earth with water.” These flowery passages
reinforce his didacticism. Another of Ilarion’s writings, the panegyric praising Prince
Volodimer, is developed along similar lines: a eulogy for a Christian ruler.

Today, while admiring his verbal skill, we receive Ilarion’s message with scepti-
cism. To be sure, Christianity as a transcendent religion is still with us, but the Judaic
concept of law is also deeply ingrained in our society. In today’s Ukraine there are many
sponsors of “grace” but there is, in fact, no law. Only adherence to the Judaeo-Christian
tradition will guarantee that.

George S. N. Luckyj
University of Toronto
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THE ORTHODOX LITURGY. THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE EU-
CHARISTIC LITURGY IN THE BYZANTINE RITE. By Hugh
Wybrew. Crestwood, N.Y.: St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 1990. x, 189
pp- ISBN 0-88141-100-0. $9.95.

This book is addressed to the average reader who is familiar with the present Orthodox
Liturgy and would like to know how it got that way. Though the author does not pretend
to offer fresh research on the topic, he has managed to popularize the research of others
faithfully and comprehensively. The resulting small book is easily the best popular
introduction to the subject.

Laudably, Wybrew treats the whole liturgy, not just the text. The analysis is
chronological rather than structural. Instead of tracing the evolution of individual
liturgical units one by one, Wybrew presents the entire liturgy in each historical period:
the ritual, its settings, and its interpretation (in this regard the table on pp. 182-83 is most
useful). In general, Wybrew’s descriptions are lively and true. Chapters 2 and 3 are
especially good, clear, accessible, and straightforward.

If Wybrew sees what the West can learn from the East, he avoids the starry-eyed,
cliché-filled approach to East-West differences with which such issues are too often
treated by westerners enamored of the Christian East. Thus Wybrew stresses, rightly,
the complete passivity of the average Orthodox congregation, despite the paeans of
praise that Western enthusiasts heap on Orthodox liturgy. And Wybrew recognizes the
more archaic nature of much in Western liturgy, pace the popular myth that whatever
is Eastern must be older and more traditional.

Some factual imprecisions: the eisodikon is not an “invitatory” but the conclusion
of the introit antiphon; the troparia are original psalmic refrains, a liturgical unit with no
resemblance whatever to Western collects (p. 6). Codex Barberini Gr. 336 dates ca. 750,
not 800 (p. 108). The church described in Photius, Homily 10, 6 (p. 107), is not the Nea,
as was once generally thought, but the Church of the Virgin of the Pharos, the Palatine
Chapel or principal sanctuary of the Imperial Palace (see Cyril Mango and R. J. H.
Jenkins in Dumbarton Oaks Papers 9~10 [1955-56]: 123-40).

Wybrew is occasionally overly cautious, saying “probably” for what is almost
certainly true, though this is refreshing in a genre where more often things are flatly
asserted to be true when in fact they are completely false.

Robert F. Taft, S.J.
Pontificio Istituto Orientale, Rome
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BISHOP MICHEL D’HERBIGNY SJ AND RUSSIA. By Léon
Tretjakewitsch. Das Ostliche Christentum, n.s., vol. 39. Wiirzburg:
Augustinus-Verlag, 1990. viii, 317 pp. DM 86.

Léon Tretjakewitsch tells the tragic story of Bishop Michel d’Herbigny, S.J., a tireless
but misguided missionary who tried to convert the Russian people to Catholicism in the
1920s and 1930s. D’ Herbigny believed that the Orthodox believers had to abandon their
faith and accept Roman Catholicism in total. He had no appreciation or understanding
of the power, beauty, and majesty of the Orthodox religion or Orthodox faithful. He was
on a one-man crusade to convert, by subterfuge or braggadocio, the Russians to
Catholicism. He was not interested in compromise, dialogue, building relationships,
and, in some cases, truth, Throughouthis life, for example, he tried to browbeat Russians
with the notion that they should follow the footsteps of Vladimir Soloviev who,
d’Herbigny argued, had converted to Catholicism. Soloviev, of course, was quite
interested in Catholicism, but never did become, as d’Herbigny stated, a Russian John
Cardinal Newman.

The book is a testament to the history of misunderstanding, hostility, and confusion
that has characterized Catholic-Orthodox relations for centuries. In that sense, it is a
primer on what to avoid in the future. Today, more than ever, there is a desperate need
for communication, unity, and mutual support among all religious believers. In the wake
of the collapse of the Communist regimes, not only is there a political vacuum, but the
chaos has also revealed that there is and has been for some time a moral and spiritual
vacuity throughout Europe. It is time for Orthodox and Catholic leaders and faithful to
renew their faith, to stress their common heritage, and to rebuild the spiritual foundation
of Eastern and Western civilizations.

Tretjakewitsch does not go beyond d’Herbigny’s experience with Russia; thus, we
donot yethave a comprehensive biography of this pivotal Jesuit. The book is important,
however, for it documents that the hoary separation between Catholics and Orthodox
was still thriving in the twentieth century at a time when such dire enemies of all religion
as the Communists emerged and attacked both Orthodox and Catholics. Donald
Treadgold provides an excellent preface that puts d’Herbigny into the context of the
worldwide Jesuit missionary effort.

Dennis J. Dunn
Southwest Texas State University
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VARSHAVSKI UKRAINOZNAVCHI ZAPYSKY. Warsaw: Klasztor
Ojcow Bazylian6éw, 1989. Volume 1. 256 pp.

Stepan Kozak as editor in chief, Father Iosafat V. Romanyk, O.S.B.M., in the capacity
of executive editor and Stepan Zabrovarnyi, Mykhailo Lesiv, Volodymyr Mokryi, and
Father Teodozii Taras Iankiv constitute the editorial board of this new periodical of
Ukrainian studies. We learn from the editorial introduction to the first issue that the
journal is intended as a scholarly organ of the Ukrainian community in Poland. It was
possible to implement this plan under the patronage of the Catholic church, a fact
consistent with the norms of cultural life in Poland in the last years of communism. The
Polish province of the Ukrainian Catholic Order of the Basilian Fathers is the publisher
of Varshavs'ki ukrainoznavchi zapysky.

The editorial board stresses the socio-political motivation of its program. It associ-
ates the importance of Ukrainian studies with the “pulse of the time,” which “directs
public attention precisely to the problem of national! identity” (p. 2). The goal of the
journal is “to eliminate from current life a good number of inter-ethnic biases,
accumulated painful historical conflicts, and ‘white’ (more precisely—black) spots” (p.
3). Ukrainianists who “adhere to the tenets of Christianity and scholarly objectivism and
truth and who recognize the principle of philosophical, methodological, and political
pluralism” (p. 3) are invited to cooperate with the new periodical.

The volume contains twenty-seven texts divided into three groups: articles,
communiqués and materials, and review articles and reviews. It appears that Jerzy
Kloczowski’s text was erroneously classified as belonging to the article section. Itis no
more than a discussion of a few publications and conference events connected with the
celebrations of the thousandth anniversary of the baptism of Kievan Rus'. It therefore
should have been placed in the last section. Another editorial shortcoming is the lack of
information about the authors. There is no citation of names of the translators of the
texts, which presumably were not all written in Ukrainian.

As far as this reviewer can assess, the volume is distinguished by careful language
editing. It is thematically logical and cohesive. It is wholly devoted to the history of
Christianity in Ukraine. Thus, it certainly contributes to filling the gap so patently
visible in the Ukrainian-language scholarly literature in Central-East Europe.

The texts collected present a chronological panorama of the probiem. Some of them
(forexample, by Ryszard Luzny and Volodymyr Mokryi) represent interesting analyses
of the ways and means of adaptation of Christian content by Ukrainian culture. Others
(as the one by Stepan Zabrovarnyi) do so in the traditional, justificatory manner.
Sometimes a fundamental but interpretatively not very revealing ideological decalaration
is attached to a gnoseologically valuable analysis: “This may be a testimony of how
deeply the sacral terminology (and the Christian faith itself) penetrated the life of the
Ukrainian people” (Marian Jurkowski, p. 75).

The articles devoted to the earliest history of Christianity in Kievan Rus’ basically
bring nothing new to our knowledge of this subject. On the other hand, deserving
attention are the texts on the motif of death in the poetry of the Ukrainian baroque
(Myroslav Ivanek), on Lesia Ukrainka’s interpretation of the moral contents of
Christianity (Volodymyr Smyrniv), on the East Galician group of poets “The Young
Muse” (laroslav Hrytskov’ian), and the interesting interpretation of the attitude of
Metropolitan Andrei Sheptytskyi to a number of political problems of his times
1 In the Central-East European sense, as a derivative of “nation” in a linguo-ethno-historical
sense. —TRANS.
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(Ryszard Torzecki). The two texts by Oleksandra Hnatiuk, as author and as reviewer,
also attract attention.

Many of the texts may arouse interest, and some perhaps polemic. Here I would like
to touch upon only a couple of passages that raise doubts.

In Hans Rothe’s text—which is otherwise very interesting—the definition of
Ukrainian literature of the sixteenth to eighteenth centuries seems insouciant: “this
literature of East Slavs in Poland and Lithuania, regardless of the language in which it
was written” (p. 110). Thus, the Rothe includes authors of Belarusian origin here,
because the language of their works “often” cannot be separated from the Ukrainian
language of that time. On the other hand, the Polish-language oeuvre of Ukrainian
writers gives the author no similar problems concerning its distinction from Polish
literature: “Ukrainian literature includes also the writings in the Polish language created
in Ukrainian centers of scholarship and culture.” Truly, these definitions cannot be
accused of an excess of logic.

What is strange in Hrytskov’ian’s article is the dismissal of the fate of Sydir
Tverdokhlib with one laconic sentence: “He was killed in 1923” (p. 176), although the
author discusses the biographies of the remaining members of the “Young Muse” group
in considerable detail. In assessing Tverdokhlib, the author allows himself to be led by
Petro Karmanskyi’s opinions formulated already after Tverdokhlib had played a
controversial (for it was pro-Polish) role in the aftermath of 1918. Also, Hrytskov’ian’s
characterization of Karmanskyi somewhat distorts the ideological silhouette of that
blusterous anti-clerical, who fought against the Greek Catholic church (mainly against
the Basilians), first in Brazil, then, after 1945, in Soviet Ukraine.

Misylo’s text, informatively rich, inclines one to polemicize with some of his
interpretations. Doubts are raised by the passage in which the author defends the Greek
Catholic priests from the Przemysl (Peremyshl) eparchy and the Apostolic Administra-
tion of the Lemko Region against the “unfounded” view concerning their flight before
the Red Army. He maintains that “as aresult of archival and field research only one such
fact (Khrushch) was identified” (p. 209). He forgets about, for one, the Lemko
administrator himself, Oleksander Malynovskyi. The list of this type of fugitive-—
prudent, for that matter—can be found in the reliable work by Dmytro BlaZejovskyj.2

Presenting the history of the controversy between the primates August Hlond and
Stefan Wyszyfiski, on the one hand, and the group of Ukrainian clergy in Poland on the
other, Misylo accepts the viewpoint of the latter. He suggests that it was exclusively the
ill-will of the Polish hierarchs—an absence of appropriate jurisdictional decisions on
their part—that hindered the renewal of the Greek Catholic rite after the Second World
War. He achieves this by passing over in silence the role of the Communist state, which
implemented Moscow’s policy towards Ukrainian Catholics. He simply trivializes this
fundamental element of the situation: “After the implementation of the resettlements to
the Ukrainian SSR the problem of the Greek Catholic church ceased to exist in the
opinion of the authorities” (p. 219). This is as true a formulation as it is an unfortunate
one. It applies exclusively to the official aspect of the problem. In fact, using a
censorship clause, the authorities forbade the press to mention the existence of the Greek
Catholics in Poland. At the same time, they conducted a very active “quiet” policy
towards them, exerting strong pressure on the primate and organizing a campaign to
make them Orthodox by means of the structures of the Orthodox church, which were

2 Dmytro BlaZejovskyj, Ukrainian Catholic Clergy in Diaspora (1751-1988)(Rome, 1980).
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subordinated to the Office for Denominational Affairs. Therefore, Misylo’s conclusion
seems to be a special kind of “legalistic” view of historical reality.3

The volume under consideration offers many interesting and useful materials. At the
moment of its publication it doubtless played an inspiring role in the cultural permuta-
tions among Ukrainians in Central-East Europe.

Andrzej A. Zieba
Jagiellonian University, Cracow

Translated from the Polish by B. Strumiriski

POLISH-JEWISH RELATIONS DURING THE SECOND WORLD
WAR. By Emmanuel Ringelblum. Edited by Joseph Kermish and
Shmuel Krakowski. Translated by Dafna Allon, Danuta Dabrowska, and
Danna Keren. Foreword by Yehuda Bauer. Evanston, I1l.: Northwestern
University Press, 1992. xlvi, 330 pp., index, photographs, appendices.
Paper.

There is only one word that adequately describes this work: heroic. Ringelblum (1900-
1944), a talented historian who received his Ph.D. in 1927 for research on medieval
Polish Jewry, wrote this monograph while hiding in “Krysia,” a secret bunker located
under a garden on Gréjecka Streetin Warsaw after he had fled the destroyed ghetto. Over
thirty other Jews hid in the same bunker, each having less than one square yard of space
and not being able to stand taller than six feet. Although he possessed what was called
a “good” appearance-—that is, he did not look outwardly Jewish—and had the oppor-
tunity to survive in an apartment posing as a Pole, Ringelblum chose to remain in the
bunker where he could better continue his writing, using reports from women who could
more easily move about war-torn Warsaw. In February of 1944, Ringelblum was to take
over command of the Jewish resistance, but the location of the hideout was betrayed to
the Gestapo. Captured, Ringelblum was tortured, yet did not reveal any of the mortal
secrets that he knew. He was finally executed after watching his wife and thirteen year
old son meet the same fate.

Throughout the war, Ringelblum devoted himself selflessly to the preservation of
historical documents relating to the experience of Polish Jewry by organizing a
clandestine archive, ironically called Oneg Shabbat, “the delight of the Sabbath,” after
Isaiah 58.13. Using a network of agents, Ringelblum collected information from a large
segment of the population, both Jewish and non-Jewish. This was used for his historical
research and to prepare weekly bulletins which were distributed widely within Warsaw
and even smuggled to the Allies. Ringelblum collected some of the material firsthand,
for example by removing his identifying armband and following pogromists as they
chased fugitive Jews through the city streets. The archives were buried in two locations

3 Cf. my interpretation in “Ukrainians and the Catholic Church in Poland,” Studium Papers 12,
no. 2 (Ann Arbor, Mich., 1988): 37-41, together with fontological proofs in “Ripecki
(Rypeckyj), Mirostaw,” Polski stownik biograficzny 30 (Wroctaw, 1988): 304-305; “Rudyk,
Stefan,” ibid., vol. 33 (1991): 5-6.
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in Warsaw. Only one cache survived the war, but it has become the principal source for
the history of the Holocaust in Warsaw.

Despite the fact that Ringelblum was murdered before he could finalize the
arrangement of his materials, the manuscript is well organized and profound in its
analysis of the period. Ringelblum’s thesis is that Poland was infected with German
antisemitic ideology in the interwar period. This was a “Trojan horse” which caused
internal rot and made the Nazi conquest much easier, although a brief rapprochement
between the two nationalities occurred during the initial invasion of September 1939.
While Ringelblum devotes a chapter to those Poles who rescued Jews (including a
glowing treatment of the gardener Mieczystaw Wolski who, together with his family,
constructed the bunker that hid Ringelblum and others from the Nazis), he argues that
the dominant position of the Poles was hostile, or at best indifferent to Jewish suffering.

The scope of the work is broad, and attempts to survey the totality of Jewish existence
in Warsaw. Ringelblum documents the creation of the ghetto, the uprising that took
place there in 1943, and life for Jews hiding outside its walls. Most fascinating perhaps
is his detailed treatment of the underground economy of the ghetto, with a considerable
textile trade based on recycling goods and smuggling the new products outside for sale
to Polish merchants. Ringelblum also devotes much of his attention to the economy
based on blackmailing Jews, in particular the so-called schmalzowniks who would hang
about the ghetto walls hoping to spot escaping Jews in order to extort money from them.
Occasionally these petty crooks would mistakenly harass non-Jews as well, despite the
protestations of their victims. Ringelblum refers to one case where blackmailers were
actually sentenced to a year in jail for pestering two single non-Jewish women. This was
the exception to the rule, so much so that when pursuing a fugitive, Nazis would shout
“Catch that Jew!” to gain the assistance of Polish passersby, who would later discover
to their dismay that they had actually helped capture a member of the Polish resistance.
This phenomenon was so widespread that the Underground had to issue public warnings
against the tactic in the clandestine press.

Ukrainians are often mentioned in the text—far more times than the single listing in
the index—yet they are invariably mentioned only in passing. With the exception of one
instance of a man hidden by a Ukrainian woman in Kolomyia, all references to
Ukrainians are as collaborators with the Nazis, usually as part of the Camp Guard
(Lagerschutz). It has been argued that Ukrainian collaboration in putting down the
Warsaw ghetto uprising has been widely exaggerated as a result of a German and Polish
predilection torefer to all Eastern Slavs as “Ukrainians.”! Itis unlikely that Ringelblum,
anative of eastern Galicia, would not know the difference between a Ukrainian and, for
example, a Belarusian. Beyond these frequent references, however, no sophisticated
treatment of Ukrainians appears in the book. Ringelblum had completed a monograph
on the Trawniki camp as well, which may have been more informative in this regard.
Unfortunately, it was destroyed during the Polish uprising of August 1944,

This 1992 edition is basically a reprint of the 1974 volume published by Yad
Vashem. Yehuda Bauer has contributed a new foreword, and Zachary Baker has
prepared a detailed two-page list of errata that appeared in the original edition.
Ringelblum’s text is amply supported by some seventy-five pages of introductory and
concluding materials. The annotation usually confirms the information provided in the

1 Yaroslav Bilinsky, “Methodological Problems and Philosophical Issues in the Study of Jewish-
Ukrainian Relations During the Second World War,” in Ukrainian-Jewish Relations in Historical
Perspective, ed. Peter Potichnyj and Howard Aster (Edmonton: Canadian Institute of Ukrainian
Studies, 1988), 377-79.
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text with additional primary materials then unavailable to Ringelblum, but occasionally
points out his errors as well. Together with this scholarly support, Ringelblum’s
monograph is an exceptionally important source for the history of the relations between
Jews and non-Jews during the Second World War.

Henry Abramson
University of Toronto

THE MODERN UZBEKS FROM THE FOURTEENTH CENTURY
TOTHEPRESENT; ACULTURALHISTORY. By EdwardA. Allworth.
Series on Nationalities (formerly Nationalities in the USSR). Stanford,
Calif.: Hoover Institution Press, 1990. $24.95 paper.

AsBillington’s The Icon and the Axe demonstrated long ago, a cultural history can draw
together various strands of a people’s historical experience and weave a coherent and
comprehensive, even a poetic, tapestry of their collective life. Reading such a work is
a joy and a revelation. As historians, we savor it; as researchers, we refer to it; and as
teachers, we assign it freely. Sadly, Allworth’s The Modern Uzbeks is not such a work.

Reading this book is irritating and frustrating. The first hundred pages stroll through
some basic and interesting elements of historical cultural identity in Central Asia, but
lay neither a solid chronological nor a consistent conceptual foundation. Biographical
information on key figures is scattered over several chapters. There is no glossary or
explanation in the text for many foreign terms. These are drawbacks in a field that, in
terms of English-language works, is still in its infancy. An interested reader is likely to
be daunted, and our students will surely give up in chapter 2.

A far more serious fault in a scholarly work is the sloppy placement and imprecise
content of many end notes. Long passages, including direct quotations, sometimes run
for a full page, but the appropriate note is on the next page, e.g., pp. 111-13, 128-29,
156-57, 18081, 181-82. In the note itself, a series of works may be listed, apparently
for the preceding array of ideas, quotations, and facts. But the reader is left to guess
which sources go with which passages. There is no excuse for such a practice.

Muddying the conceptual waters of this long work are, first, biases reflected in such
inaccurate dichotomies as “nomadic impatience” versus “urban tolerance” (p. 28), or
the reference to “civilized twentieth-century conduct” (p. 167). And one would have
hoped that the word “potentate” (used five times in the first thirty-five pages alone)
would be entirely passé by now. Second, use of the terms “cast of mind” (p. 5), “race,”
and “racial” as near equivalent to tribe or “nation” (pp. 5, 14, 32, 198, 268, etc.) is
reminiscent of nineteenth-century usage and, of course, misleading. Indeed, the entire
discussion of “nation,” “ethnic group,” and “modern” is problematical.

An early example of this difficulty is the description of an “unjust Amir” (pp. 111—
14) who was “regarded by his subjects with contempt for his vicious treatment of
relatives and for his harem of boys...” He is blamed, at least in part, for the loss of
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Bukhara’s independence to Russian conquerors. By the end of the passage, this ruler and
his son (“who joined stupidity and stubborness to his father’s cruelty”) are declared to
have been “Central Asia’s first indigenous rulers to become modern in that they were
incapable of beneficially adapting or employing new technology or knowledge.” Some
definition of “modern” would appear to be in order. More broadly, this section seems
to embody the author’s failure to connect his narrative to the glimmers of inspiration that
occasionally show through.

The reader who persists into the second third of the volume, despite the designation
of Part II as “The Conflict Between Old and New Modernity,” will find a few diamonds
in the rough. The description in Chapters 12-13 of Sovietization and the suppression of
intellectuals and the powerful symbols of independence is key to the entire Soviet
experience. Professor Allworth traces the highly suspect Soviet “ethnogenesis” notion
to racialist theories of the 1930s (pp. 235-39, 259, 268), and reveals the pernicious
political uses to which it was put. Thus, “the theories made land the core” of a people’s
evolution, and “those advancing this argument [were required to] search for retrospec-
tive proof on the same piece of territory” (p. 236). This in turn led to claims that a “land
of the Uzbek” that existed in 1940 had existed from time immemorial, thus obliterating
major empires of Central Asia’s past, and turning historical figures who fought against
(or antedated) Uzbeks to be declared “Uzbeks.” Other racialists added the notion of a
disconnected “Uzbek language,” which allowed them to ignore embarrassing (for
Russia and its claims to cultural “elder brotherhood”) Turkic literary traditions that
conveyed a high ethical and artistic standard centuries before the Russian conquest.
Here Professor Allworth deals a significant blow to Russian pretensions, expressed in
Soviet academic and political arenas for so many decades that they have seeped into
general Western scholarship on Soviet nationalities.

Finally, and central to Professor Allworth’s view, is the argument that Central Asian
historical identity has been supraethnic and that Central Asian national identity was
conceived by the Jadid (“Reform”) thinkers early in the twentieth century as
“heterogenous...undivided by ethnic or class stratification” (p. 168). The artificiality of
Soviet nationality policy, Professor Allworth argues, lay in the attempt to impose
ethnically homogenous national identity using mostly externally rather than internally
recognized criteria (pp. 288-93). The whole formulation is thought- provoking, and the
topic is so pivotal as to be well worth extended consideration. However, the discussion
is bogged down by the same unclear terminology (including references to “race,”
“supraethnic nationality,” and the repeated translation of narod, Turkish halk, as “ethnic
group” rather that “a people™) and thus, like much of this volume, it never comes entirely
into focus.

Audrey L. Altstadt
University of Massachusetts—Amherst
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CARPATHO-RUSYN STUDIES: AN ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRA-
PHY. Volume 1: 1975-1984. By Paul Robert Magocsi. New York and
London: Garland Publishing, Inc., 1988. 143 pp.

Dr. Paul Robert Magocsi has produced numerous works over the last twenty years
covering Ukrainian and Carpatho-Rusyn cultural history, bibliography, language,
geography, and more. Not the least of his works is the important study The Shaping of
a National Identity: Subcarpathian Rus', 1848-1948 (No. 189 in the bibliography being
reviewed). Thus, it should not be surprising that he had undertaken the task of
bibliographical control of the output of recent writing covering the Carpatho-Rusyn
world. We are told that the inception for this work lay in The Austrian History Yearbook
for 1974, where an “English-language historiographical survey was published on
Carpatho-Rusyns and their homeland.” This effort was followed by listings of “Recent
Publications” in the quarterly Carpatho-Rusyn American, begunin 1978 (No. 165 in the
bibliography). The listings reflected the burgeoning growth of literature on the topic to
such a degree that the present bibliography was created, based on the earlier compila-
tions and updates. There is a total of 710 entries, and the bibliography “represents the
first volume in an on-going or current bibliography that will appear at ten-year intervals
and will cover works published during the previous decade.”

Magocsi  defines Carpatho-Rusyns as belonging to three geographic regions:
Subcarpathian Rus’ in present-day western Ukraine, the Lemko region in southeastern
Poland, and the PreSov region in the former northeastern region of Czechoslovakia (now
part of the Republic of Slovakia). He further extends his coverage of these areas to
include other cultures (“Hungarian, Slovak, German, Jewish, etc.”), as well as “non-
culturally specific phenomena,” by which he means economic, political, geographic,
and the like. He subsumes all cultural groups and their environment in these three
“territorial units” under the general rubric of “Carpatho-Ruthenica.” A fourth region
encompasses villages in the Vojvodina and Slavonia areas of Yugoslavia where Rusyns
live. Included in these enumerations are those immigrants who came to North America.
As these divisions show, and Magocsi himself points out, Carpatho-Rusyns have not
had any “homeland” in the usual, political sense of the word, but have lived in or come
from different states. Therefore, previous bibliographic compilations have been mainly
episodic, regional, or subject-oriented. This bibliography has sought to override these
pastdeficencies and produce if not a “national bibliography,” at least a more systematic,
total approach.

Material included covers books, pamphlets, and articles that “strive to be scholarly”
or provide new data even if in a popular presentation. Anthologies of literatures and
collected works of individual authors, and literary histories are also present. Articles in
newspapers, almanacs or popular journals are generally excluded, as well as reviews.
There are eleven journals included covering Carpatho-Rusyn scholarship that are listed
and described in their proper chronological order, but the articles therein are only briefly
mentioned in the annotations—articles do not receive special entries, though the authors
are indexed and consequently under control. Thus, while you can find a listing and brief
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description of J6zef Domurad’s article on the rebuilt Eastern-rite church in Haficzowa
only in the entry for Magury 75 (No. 032), his listing in the index will lead you to No.
032. The same is true for Magury 76 (No. 077), Magury 78 (No. 190), Magury 79 (No.
255), etc., and the authors listed in each entry. What this arrangement tells us is that the
number of entries could have been expanded considerably if all these articles had been
listed separately. In other words, the real scholarly output goes well beyond the 710
entries presented.

The bibliography is in chronological order, then by alphabetical arrangement
according to the entry, whether author, editor, compiler, or title. Full bibliographical
data are provided, including English translations for all foreign-language titles. Each
entry has an annotation, some quite extensive, providing background for the publication
or explication of the contents, and cross references to other entries when necessary. The
large format of the book, 8 1/2” by 117, may make it difficult to shelve in a library, but
it certainly makes it easier to use in the hand. The book lies flat when open, and one can
shift from the index to pages of text without having to struggle to keep pages from
fluttering shut. The annotations are evenhanded in presenting various viewpoints,
including such ongoing polemics as the political set-up to bring Subcarpathian Rus’into
Soviet Ukraine (No. 288), the liquidation of the Greek Catholic church in Subcarpathian
Rus’ (No. 340), the Ukrainian influence in Vojvodina (Nos. 018, 314), and Ukrainian
émigré attitudes concerning national identity in Subcarpathian Rus’ (No. 323). It is
perhaps indicative of Magocsi’s sensitivity to his role in these controversies that while
he notes that the article cited in No. 323 starts out as a review of his seminal book on
Subcarpathian Rus’(No. 189), he does not give a cross reference to his answer (No. 400)
in the same journal.

What makes this work particularly valuable are not only the annotations, but an
eight-page introduction which lays out, subject by subject, the background to the
development and significance of the decade of publication included in the volume. This
is, of course, where the erudition and experience of Magocsi come to the rescue of what
would have been otherwise simply a competent work of bibliographical control. As
works are cited to support his analysis, the entry numbers are given as well. In this
manner, one can follow closely the scholarly output of the decade, some of the previous
efforts in the field, and then concentrate on those entries that may be of interest to the
reader. The subjects analyzed cover archeology, architecture, ethnography, folklore,
history, language, and literature. He also points to the lacunae in the study of Carpatho-
Rusyn culture noted by their absence in the bibliography, particularly the need for
church history in all its aspects, the history of icon and secular painting, and Rusyn-
American history which, he laments, “remains virtually untouched.”

One questions whether Magocsi can wait until 1998 to issue the next volume of this
bibliography. Since the fall of the Soviet Union and the communist regimes in Eastern
Europe, there have been new opportunities for research and publication, interaction
between East and West, and political and economical changes. One of these develop-
ments is the effort on the part of the Institute for East West Studies, under its president
and founder, John Edwin Mroz, to set up the Carpathian Euroregion Project working out
of its European Center in Atlanta, Georgia. Begun in May 1992, and under the direction
of Dr. Vasil Hudak, it seeks to create trans-frontier cooperation among its members, and
to create regional and economic development in the area. There have been conferences
and reciprocal visits among participants, to Western Europe and the United States.
Another development is the creation of the independent state of Slovakia on 1 January
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1993. Further, the area of Slavonia in Croatia was particularly hard hit during the war
with Serbia in 1991-1992, undoubtedly marking changes for Rusyns there. Of course,
the Greek Catholic church has become openly active again in Ukraine. In the next
volume, it may also be necessary to include more references to news sources that can
lead the researcher to background material on the immediate effects of these changes.
There are also sure to be inclusions from the period covered by this volume that were
missed. For instance, while Bohdan A. Struminsky is represented in the bibliography,
his article “The Name of the Lemkos and Their Territory” in the Annals of the Ukrainian
Academy of Arts and Sciences in the U.S. for 1981-1983 is not, nor is his work Old
Ruthenian Printed Books and Manuscripts in the Episcopal and Heritage Institute
Libraries of the Byzantine Catholic Diocese of Passaic, published by the Diocese in
1980. There are a few others as well, for instance, Ukrainian Heritage Notes: The
Language Question in Galicia by Magocsi, published in 1978. The latter two titles are
only twenty-one and twenty-two pages respectively, but size is not the criterion here.
More significant perhaps is the absence of Galicia: A Historical Survey and Biblio-
graphic Guide, again by Magocsi, published in 1983 in 299 pages. Galicia has thirty-
three entries in the index, and there is surely room for one more. These gaps are certainly
oversights that will be cleared up with the next volume.

The index is full and reliable. My only complaint is that some entries with multiple
text references are indicated only by numbers. For example, a reader would have to refer
to 101 separate numbered entries in the text to find material wanted under “Biographies
and memoirs,” 123 under “Czechoslovakia,” 113 under “Ethnography,” and similarly
for “History,” “Language,” “Literature: history and criticism,” and even more for
“Prefov Region” (154) or “Subcarpathian Rus’.” Even a one- or two-word description
for each number under these extensive index entries would be helpful, which Magocsi
did partly under “Greek Catholic Church.” If one knows the year of publication of some
work, that does break the search down to a specific range. If, however, one is looking
for a bibliography on Lemkos, there is the choice of forty-two entries under “Bibliog-
raphies” or ninety-four under “Lemko Region.”

In summary, this is a valuable, non-polemical bibliographical and historiographical
record of the effort of one ethnic group to define and expand its identity in all aspects
of cultural, social, and political relations, including the intellectual and practical
arguments and agreements with its various neighbors both in the homeland and in North
America. We look forward to subsequent volumes.

Robert A. Karlowich
Pratt Institute






LETTER TO THE EDITORS

In Response to a Review by Professor Michael S. Flier
STEFANIA HNATENKO

One could regard the scholarly review by Professor Michael S. Flier in Harvard
Ukrainian Studies (Vol. 16, No. 1/2, June 1992) of the popular text of the catalogue
Skarby davn'oho ukrajins koho mystectva. Relihijne mystectvo XVI-XVIII stolit'. Trea-
sures of Early Ukrainian Art. Religious Art of the XVI-XVIII Centuries (New York: The
Ukrainian Museum, 1989) as to the point, had the reviewer limited himself to descrip-
tions of those iconostases that were included in the catalogue. Instead, he polemicizes
with a text that the author of the catalogue had not written. Professor Flier describes an
iconostasis not from the catalogue, but from a monograph by Volodymyr Ovsijéuk
(Ukrajins'ke mystectvo druhoji polovyny XVI- perioji polovyny XVII st. [Kiev, 1985]),
from which, as the reviewer claims, I supposedly drew ideas without citing the source.
Attempting to prove precisely this allegation, Professor Flier takes the liberty of
inserting information into a passage of text that he cites from Ovsij¢uk, which results
in a series of misrepresentations.

Thus, on page 207 of his review Professor Flier corrects the date of the icons from
the iconostasis of the village of Zovtanci, near L'viv: instead of 1648 he sets forth 1638,
and in a footnote refers the reader to the above-mentioned monograph Ukrajins'ke
mystectvo druhoji polovyny XVI- perSoji polovyny XVII st., naming the author V.
Osvijéuk (meaning, of course, V. Oysijéuk).

There is no mention of the iconostasis from the village of Zovtanci in the monograph
by Ovsijéuk. Professor Flier cites a footnote from page 137 of Ovsijéuk’s book, which
refers to the Church of the Assumption (or Voloska) in L'viv, and inserts the name
“Zovtanci” into Opvsijéuk’s text. I cite the texts of Ovsijéuk’s footnote (left) and Flier’s
(right):

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. Osvijéuk, Ukrajins'ke mystectvo
druhoji polovyny XVI- perSoji polovyny
XVII st. Humanistyéni ta vyzvol'ni ideji
[Kiev, 1985], p. 137).

*B 1767 p. ikonocTac 6yB BUBE3eHHUH 3
JlbBoBa B c. Besuki I'pubosuui i
po3MileHuit crio4aTKy B Jepen’ AHil,
3rofioM B HOBO3DYHOBaHIM KaM’ siHift
tepksi (1897 p.).

This insertion of the name of a village that is not to be found in Ovsijcuk became the
source of the reviewer’s error, for the iconostasis described in the catalogue of the
Ukrainian Museum in New York, and the iconostasis described in the monograph of
Ovsijluk, are two different iconostases. Only the name of the church, the Assumption,
is common to both. While in the catalogue I described the iconostasis of the Church of
the Assumption from the village of Zovtanci, Flier, paraphrasing Ovsijéuk, describes
the iconostasis of the Church of the Assumption in L'viv and thatin 1767 was transferred
to the village of Velyki Hrybovy¢i, to the Church of SS. Cosmas and Damian. The latter
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iconostasis has not yet been restored, except for the icons of St. John Chrysostom and
St. Basil the Great (in the deacon’s doors), which are found in the collection of the
National Museum in L'viv, and the Passion cycle, the icons of which are situated on both
sides of the new iconostasis in the church for which it had been originally made—the
Church of the Assumption (Voloska) in L'viv. This Passion cycle was restored by my
late husband, Valerij Hnatenko, and Jaroslav Mov&an.

The New York catalogue contains reproductions of three restored icons from the
jconostasis of the Church of the Assumption in the village of Zovzanci. Neither the
Passion cycle, nor the icons from the deacon’s doors are to be found among these icons,
but only two icons from the botton (local) tier and the parish icon. The icons from the
iconostasis of the village of Zovtanci are dated. The date of 1648 (and not 1638 or 1637,
as Flier asserts on page 208 of the Harvard publication) was found during restoration of
the parishicon of this iconostasis. This discovery also belongs to the restorers mentioned
above: Valerij Hnatenko and Jaroslav Mov&an. Had the reviewer looked attentively at
the icons reproduced in the New York catalogue rather than basing his analysis on his
own confusion of the L'viv iconostasis with that of Zovtanci, he would have found no
basis for correcting the obvious dating of the iconostasis from the village of Zovtanci,
or for including it in the exuberant Baroque, comparing the carving of the Zovtanci
iconostasis to that of Bernini in St. Peter’s Basilica in Rome (p. 207). The iconostasis
from the village of Zovtanci does not have the attributes of the baroque; it still tends to
the Byzantine style. The stylistic traits of the local icons of the Virgin Hodegitria and
Christ Pantocrator, reproduced on pages 22-23 of the New York catalogue, indicate
this clearly——the static quality of the images, the planar representation of the figures, the
inverse perspective (the parish icon of the Assumption), etc. Incidentally, the iconosta-
sis of the L'viv Church of the Assumption, too, is not fashioned in the style of the
baroque, but is clear testimony to the Renaissance in Ukrainian painting, which is also
stressed by Ovsijcuk.

Professor Flier feels that I have appropriated materials from contemporary art
historians without proper attribution. As proof the reviewer compares my text with that
of Hryhorij Lohvyn from his monograph Ukrajins'kyj seredn'ovicnyj Qvopys (Kiev,
1976) with regard to the technical aspects of icon painting (page 209 of the review).
Anyone who has any familiarity with icons knows that the technique of icon painting
remained unchanged almost to the eighteenth century. Before Hryhorij Lohvyn, this
technology was described by Ilarion Svjencickyj in his Tkonopys Halyc'koji Ukrajiny
15-16 vv. (L'viv, 1928), page 81, as well as in Istorija ukrajins'koho mystectva v Sesty
tomax, vol. 2 (Kiev, 1967), page 211. Thus, everyone who describes the technique of
executing icons can be accused of copying. The abbreviated version 1 offer in the
catalogue became fixed in my memory like a poem from my experience in conducting
tours through the icon exhibit rooms at the National Museum in L'viv.

As an example of my borrowing from the work of Volodymyr Ovsijéuk, Professor
Flier compares a passage from page 13 of my text in the catalogue with a passage from
page 6 of Ovsij¢uk’s monograph, and finds the same argument in both. But I cite the
aforesaid work of Ovsijcuk in the bibliography. Furthermore, on page 209 Professor
Flier remarks that my citations to Ovsijcuk are imprecise. Yet in the bibliography of the
catalogue (page 42) not just one work of Ovsij¢uk is listed, but two, in which precisely
those monuments of art that the catalogue illustrates are described: Ukrajins'ke
mystectvo XIV-persoji polovyny XVIII st. Narysy z istoriji ukrajins'koho mystectva
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(Kiev, 1983) and Ukrajins'ke mystectvo druhoji polovyny XVI-persoji polovyny XVII st.
(Kiev, 1985).

And finally, the author of the review accuses me of referring to the work of Mykola
Holubec’ and not to the work of Ovsij¢uk (page 210 of the review) in writing of the
likelihood of the earlier date for the creation of the iconostasis of the Church of St.
Paraskeva-P’jatnycja in L'viv. I do indeed refer to Holubec', because he was the pioneer
of the dating of this monument, and I would like to call attention precisely to this author,
who without additional information (it came out only after the restoration—the icon had
been burned on the back, etc.) was able to date the iconostasis so decisively to the earlier
time. I see a defect of the catalogue in something different: in my text of the catalogue
I'made no mention of the work and discoveries of the restorers. Everyone whois familiar
with the specifics of various discoveries related to icons knows that, as a rule, it is the
restorers who make them. I failed to name them because, in giving me their slides of the
icons, which they had prepared during the restoration, the restorers were afraid (this was
1988) to publish their names abroad. Indeed, the goal of this popular catalogue was to
prompt the publication in Ukraine of a scholarly monograph about each one of these
iconostases. Hence my reference not only to Volodymyr Antonovy¢ Ovsijcuk, but also
to the group of L'viv art historians, which also includes the restorers responsible for
discovering some of the facts presented in the catalogue (page 17 of the catalogue).

On page 210 Professor Flier notes that I give Ovsijéuk credit for additional
argumentation regarding the dating of the P’jatnycja iconostasis, but refer the reader not
to page 138 but to page 137 of his book Ukrajins'ke mystectvo druhoji polovyny XVI-~
persoji polovyny XVII st., and that in so doing I allegedly confuse the issue regarding
dating. Butitis precisely on page 137 that the development of the idea that interests both
the author of the catalogue and the author of the review of this catalogue begins.

Commenting on my text about the authorship of the P’jatnycja iconostasis in L'viv
and that of the Church of the Assumption in the village of Zovtanci, Michael Flier once
again is in the wrong. Having read in Ovsijéuk’s monograph about Fedir Senkovy¢’s
joint authorship of the iconostasis of the P’jatnycja Church in L’viv and about another
instance of Fedir Sen’kovy&’s joint authorship, i.e., of the iconostasis of the Church of
the Assumption in L'viv, which, as I have indicated before, Professor Flier confused with
the Assumption Church in the village of Zovtanci, the reviewer writes that Fedir
Senkovy& was one of the authors of the iconostasis from the village of Zovtanci,
attributing this assertion to me, to Ovsijcuk, and to the L'viv art historian and restorer,
Volodymyr Vujcyk. Yet neither in my catalogue nor in Ovsijéuk’s work is it stated that
Fedir Sen’kovyg was the author of the iconostasis from the village of Zovtanci, Nor did
Vujcyk find the signature of this master there. Vujcyk did find the signature of Fedir
Sen’kovy¢ on the deacon’s doors of the iconostasis of the Church of the Assumption
(Voloska) in L'viv and on the icon of the Virgin Hodegitria from the village of Ripniv.
Only this was a different village and a different iconostasis. A propos, the Ripniv icon
of the Virgin Hodegitria burned in 1988. The L'viv art historian Oleh Sydor mentions
this on page 22 of his article, “Tradyciji i novatorstvo v ukrajinskomu maljarstvi X VII-
XVII stolit” (“Traditions and innovation in Ukrainian painting of the 17th—18th
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centuries”), in the book by V. L. Svjencicka and O. F. Sydor, Spads¢yna vikiv.
Ukrajins'ke maliarstvo XIV-XVIII stolit' u muzejnyx kolekcijax L'vova (Lviv, 1990).
Having confused two different iconostases, Professor Flier asks who originated the
idea about the authorship of the iconostasis from the village of 2ovtanci——-Vujcyk,
Ovsijéuk, or Hnatenko? By way of reply I cite an excerpt from my text on page 21 of

the catalogue:

Ha BuCTaBIli €KCITOHYIOTBCA TPY iKOHH
3 HAMICHOrO psAAY iKOHOCTacy LEpKBH
Ycninua B ceai  2KosraHmi:
“Boropoauns-Opuritpisa”, “Xpucroc
[taHTOoKpaTop” Ta“YcninHA". ABTOp—
MaticTep Anapitt. IkoHocTac naToBaHmit
1648 pokom. 3a yacoM BHKOHAHHA i 32
CTHJ/IICTHYHHMMH O3HaKaMH, iKOHOCTac
HaROmMQuuit a0 mpaip MalCTPIB, 1O
BHKOHYBaJIH IKOHOCTAac HEPKBH
Ycninna y JIsBoBi (1637 p.), To6TO OO
npait Qepropa CeHbKk0BUYa Ta MHKOJTH
ITerpaxsoBuya. Matictep Anppiity 1596

The exhibition includes three icons from
the local tier of the iconostasis of
thechurch of the Assumption in the vil-
lage of Zovtanci: the Virgin Hodigitria,
Christ Pantocrator, and the Assump-
tion. The author is Master Andrij. The
iconostasis is dated 1648. Chronologi-
cally and stylistically, the iconostasts is
closest to the works of the masters who
executed the iconostasis of the Church of
the Assumption in L'viv (1637), that is,
to the works of Fedir Senkovy¢ and
Mykola Petraxnovy¢. In 1596, Master

poui 6yB yuHeM JbBIBCBKOTO Majiipa
JlaspenTis Ilyxamu (JlaBpuiia).

Andrij was a pupil of the L'viv painter
LavrentijPuxala (Lavry$).

The catalogue of the Ukrainian Museum is the first publication to describe the icons
of the iconostasis from the village of Zovtanci. The date of the execution of the
iconostasis and the name of the master who executed it were found by the restorers
Valerij Hnatenko and Jaroslav Mov¢&an. That the painter Andrij was a pupil of Lavrentij
Puxala is my own supposition.

And now for some less fundamental observations in Professor Flier’s review.

On page 206 the reviewer writes that there were objects at the exhibition that had
been borrowed from private collections in the United States and Canada. In fact, the
objects for the exhibition were borrowed only from private collections and institutions
in the United States, which is shown by the list of exhibits on pages 39 and 41 of the
catalogue, where there is no mention of any borrowed exhibits from Canada.

On page 206 the reviewer accuses me of disturbing the chronology of the exhibition
because it included a fragment of a Gospel of the period of the Haly¢ principality, from
the end of the twelfth century. In the introduction to the catalogue it is noted (page 7):
“OcKiJTKM CTapoApyKOBaHa KHUT a ycIaIKyBaJia i pofoB 2 usia Tpaaullii pyKoOIHCHOL
KHUTH, €KCIO3Ulis LUbOT0 BiAJijy Hallol BUCTABKM IMOYMHAETHCA 3i 3paskKiB
PYKOTNHCHUX KHUr—parMeHTy E€Banresis—ao6u ammnpkoro KussiscTsa (kiHenn
XII ct.)[Inasmuch as the early printed book inherited and continued the traditions of the
manuscript, the exhibition begins with examples of manuscripts—a fragment of a
Gospel from the period of the Haly¢ principality (end of the twelfth century)]...” Perhaps
Professor Flier did not know that supplementary material had been prepared for the
exhibition about the development of the manuscript book and icon painting, which was
illustrated with slides with accompanying text, recorded on audio tape. Thus, the
exhibited original of an early manuscript was logically connected with the subject of the
exhibition.

On pages 207-208 Professor Flier remarks that on the icon of the Baptism of Christ
from the Holy Feasts tier, Christ is depicted wrapped in a cloth, “a departure from the
traditional naked Christ standing in the midst of the River Jordan.” But which tradition
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is being referred to—that of Byzantine iconography or that of West European painting?
In Byzantine-style icons Christ was not depicted naked.

And finally it is strange that for all his pedantry, in the Harvard publication Professor
Michael Flier misspells the name of the well-known art historian Volodymyr Ovsij¢uk
as Volodymyr Osvij€uk throughout the entire text, incorrectly renders the given name
of the translator as Maria instead of Marta, gives his own transliteration of the surname
with which the translator signs English-language publications (Professor Flier renders
it “Skorups’ka” instead of “Skorupsky”) and, arbitrarily inserting a word into someone
else’s text, confuses two different iconostases, which causes erroneous conclusions in
ascholarly review, the text of which is almost as long as the text of the popular catalogue.

New York

Translated from the Ukrainian by Andrew Sorokowski



A Reply to Stefania Hnatenko

MICHAEL S. FLIER

My review of Stefania Hnatenko’s exhibition catalogue Skarby davn'oho ukrajins 'koho
mystectva... (Harvard Ukrainian Studies 16, nos. 1-2 [1992]: 206-211) consists of two
parts: (1) a brief overview of the exhibits and their interpretation, and (2) a critique of
the author’s scholarly technique. In her response to the review, Stefania Hnatenko
devotes a considerable amount of attention to the former and is rather dismissive of the
latter. It is important, as I will show below, to keep the two distinct and in balance.
A proper understanding of our quite distinct perspectives depends on a clarification
of some basic facts about Ukrainian iconostases of the late sixteenth-mid-seventeenth
centuries, the primary concern of her reply. Four iconostases are relevant for the
discussion, listed chronologically according to their respective churches as follows:

1. Paraskeva-P’jatnycja in L'viv (end 16th c.—beg. 17th c.)
2. Assumption in L'viv (1638)

3. Assumption in Zovtanci near Lviv (1648)

4. Holy Spirit in Rohatyn (1650).

Iconostases (1), (2), and (4) have survived nearly intact; iconostasis (3) has not. Only
individual icons from (3) are extant.

Almost half of Hnatenko’s reply concerns the inadvertent conflation of iconostases
(2) and (3) in my review. At first blush the misassigned name—(3) for (2)—is puzzling.
The identity of the word “Assumption” in (3) and (2) is clear, but “Zovtanci near L'viv”
is not “L'viv.” How could such a conflation arise? Reviewing my notes and Hnatenko’s
text, I discovered that the confusion was traceable to the catalogue itself. In the
introduction (pp. 6-7), the Ukrainian text appears to be defective (earlier version?
accidental computer deletion?). It states that the exhibition acquaints visitors with icons
from the iconostases of such churches as (1) and (4), but makes no mention of icons from
iconostasis (3) (the Assumption in Zovtanci near L'viv). I noted two such omissions in
the margin when verifying the English translation on the facing page, which does refer
twice to iconostasis (3). Thus, confusion about the number of iconostases exhibited is
raised right from the beginning. Of the two iconostases listed in the Ukrainian text—(1),
(4)—only one (1) is dated; all three iconostases in the English text—(1), (3), (4)—are
without individual dates. When the names of the three surviving iconostases are
mentioned next (pp. 8-9), the list comprises (1), (2), and (4), all dated. Nowhere in the
catalogue text are the four iconostases (or three and the remnants of the fourth) ever
juxtaposed. Itis not difficult to see how areader faced with three different configurations
of iconostases over the space of four introductory pages might assume (mistakenly) that
the three undated iconostases mentioned on page 6 were the same as the three dated
iconostases on pages 8-9, and that the Church of the Assumption in Lviv (no. 2) and
Zovtanci near L'viv (no. 3) were actually one and the same. The possibility of free
variation between “Zovtanci near L'viv” and “L'viv” was not to be excluded in a text that
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dated iconostasis (2) to 1638 in one place (pp. 8-9) and 1637 in another (pp. 20-21),
identified the apostle Simon as Samuel (p. 18), and assigned the oldest manuscript of
the Tale of Bygone Years to the fifteenth rather than the fourteenth century (pp. 26-27).
Had the catalogue contained at the beginning the much clearer account given in
Hnatenko’s reply, the ambiguity would have been avoided. Nonetheless, I am grateful
for the clarification.

Hnatenko reasons that my identification of iconostases (2) and (3) as (3) is enough
to render any criticism of her presentation invalid. This is faulty reasoning. If through
miscommunication, ambiguity, or distraction I call a rose a primrose and go on to
provide a detailed and accurate description of a rose, that description of the rose holds,
after the inadvertent name transfer is revealed. My remarks about the de facto
iconostasis (2)(pictured on p. 9 of the catalogue) retain their force, regardless of the
inappropriate name of Zovtanci attached to them: the comments on style, the parallel
with Bernini, the references to Ovsijéuk. Such validity extends equally to my footnote,
problematic only for the unintentional identification of (2) and (3), not for any failure
to acknowledge the source of information; Ovsijcuk does state that iconostasis (2)—my
actual object of reference—was transferred to Velyki Hrybovy¢i in 1767. Hnatenko’s
attempt to redirect my statements from (2) to (3), a “strawman” iconostasis not analyzed
by me at all, is a rhetorical diversion and irrelevant. To continue the analogy, my
description of arose under the label “primrose” cannot be used as evidence of a distorted
description of primroses, if I had a rose in mind the whole time. Shakespeare would
surely agree.

As for the proper citation of sources, Hnatenko presents a rather distorted picture.
One, two, or several mentions of an author somewhere in the footnotes or the text or the
bibliography at the end of the catalogue is not sufficient recognition at the point in a
scholar’s argument when a specific hypothesis, paraphrase, or direct quotation is given.
The precise source must be cited. Hnatenko’s characterization of the catalogue as
“popular” or “popularizing” is no justification for lowering standards of scholarly
attribution. The acknowledgment of Lohvyn et al. 1976 for a list of illustrations of icons
that survived from Kievan Rus’ (plates1-15), for example, does not carry over to anearly
verbatim account of the technical aspects of the icon from the same source (p. 5) three
paragraphs later, regardless of the function that this bit of memorized text might have
played in Hnatenko’s biography. Other earlier sources are irrelevant to my point since
they were not quoted. The juxtaposed passages in my review (p. 209) make the primary
source of Hnatenko’s unacknowledged description of the technical aspects of the icon
patently clear.

Likewise, the statement concerning the influence of the European Renaissance on
Ukrainian culture is not, as Hnatenko puts it, simply pursuing the same thought as that
found in Ovsijéuk 1985 (p. 6); it is a close paraphrase using many of the same words and
phrases and citing the same passage from Kopystenskyj but without attribution.

In addition, Hnatenko misrepresents my statement regarding the dating of iconos-
tasis (1). Her account of the contribution made by Holubec'is clearly areworked version
of what appears in Ovsijéuk 1985 (p. 137), but only Holubec’ is mentioned in her
footnote. Page 137 is cited two paragraphs later, in apparent reference to the discussion
of the stylistic grounds for dating, but even here, the citation 137 means only “137,” not
“137ff.” or “137—42.” When the discussion switches to the much more interesting
religious-political associations of the Passion cycle raised by Ovsijéuk on page 138,
these are not credited, leaving the reader with the impression that they are the
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contribution of Stefania Hnatenko. As for the remarks on authorship, once the name
transfer noted above is taken into account, we are still left without proper documentation
of Ovsijduk’s hypothesis (pp. 141-42), as demonstrated in my review (p. 210). In the
last analysis, the evident conflation of two iconostases must not be used to divert our
attention from obvious lapses of scholarly protocol.

Hnatenko has noted other, fairly minor points that I take this opportunity to address.
First, the reference to Canada was based on the encolpion (Belz, 12th c.), which she
identified with a donor from Toronto (pp. 40-41). Second, the metathesis of vs in
Volodymyr Ovsijéuk’s name was the unfortunate product of a global computer
replacement of the abbreviation “O.” with the typographically faulty surname before the
final printout; it should have been caught in proofreading. Third, the translator’s
Ukrainian surname was used because the Ukrainian-language title was listed first in the
entry.

Hnatenko’s statement on Byzantine iconography is more serious, however, and
merits a lengthier reply. She is puzzied at my reference to the traditional depiction of the
Baptism with a naked Christ standing in the midst of the River Jordan (pp. 207-08). She
states unequivocally that “in Byzantine-style icons, Christ was not depicted naked.” She
is apparently unaware that in the oldest Byzantine images of the Baptism that have
survived, Christ stands naked in the River Jordan as he submits to baptism by Saint John
the Forerunner. I have in mind the dome mosaic of the Baptism in the Orthodox
baptistery in Ravenna (mid-5th c.), scenes from the life of Christ painted on a wooden
pilgrim’s box from Palestine (late 6th or early 7th c., Vatican Museo Sacro Cristiano),
the Menologion of Basil II (c. 985), and the pendentive mosaics of the Baptism from the
Church of Hosios Lukas at Phocas (c. 1000) and the Church of Daphni (c. 1100). The
traditional Byzantine Baptism with a naked Christ is found as well in Cyprus, Mistra,
Mount Athos, Sicily (Palermo, Monreale, Cefalit), the Holy Land (Jerusalem), Arme-
nia, and Georgia. The “painter’s manual” (Hermeneia) of the eighteenth-century
Athonite monk Dionysius of Fourna, whether repeating earlier nonextant manuals or
presenting the accumulated experience of his own observations, is quite clear on the
representation:

The Baptism of Christ. Christ standing naked in the midst of the Jordan; the Forerunner is on
the bank of the river to the right of Christ, looking up, with his right hand resting on the head of
Christ, and his left hand upraised....(p. 33)

The same image comes to the Balkan Slavs and ultimately to Rus’. Prominent East
Slavic examples include the fresco of the Baptism in the MiroQMonastery in Pskov
(1156), a panel with the Baptism on the western Golden Gates of Suzdal”s Cathedral of
the Nativity of the Mother of God (1230s), a Baptism panel on the old gilded icon cover
(oklad) of the Vladimir Mother of God in Moscow (first third of the 15th ¢.), and the two-
sided calendrical icon with the Baptism from Novgorod’s Cathedral of the Holy
Wisdom (late 15th-mid-16th c.). The traditional iconography of the Baptism is found
inRussian iconostases in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries as well. Ukrainianicon
painters show preference for a younger Byzantine iconography with Christ wrapped in
a towel, a tradition apparently witnessed in Rus’ as early as 1199 (the fresco of the
Baptism at the Church of the Savior at Nereditsa). For Hnatenko to assert that Christ was
always clothed in the Byzantine rendering of the Baptism is to overlook an interesting
example of competing iconographical imagery in Rus’, a topic worthy of further study.
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Returning to the question of balance raised at the beginning, I wish to underscore a
point overlooked by Hnatenko, namely, that my overall assessment of the Ukrainian
Museum’s exhibition on Ukrainian culture of the sixteenth-seventeenth centuries was
a positive one. Aside from a list of corrections and additions provided, I praised the
interesting exhibits of icons, books, and other cultural artifacts presented by the
Museum. Where 1 part company with Hnatenko is on matters pertaining to the
expression of ideas, one’s own and those of other people. As writers we are all
responsible for insuring that our readers have a clear idea about which are which. None
of the issues raised by Hnatenko—the (unintentional) name transfer, her obviously
close association with the restoration of the relevant iconostases, the precarious
personal safety of the restorers, the popular nature of the catalogne—is relevant to her
own use of sources. As reviewers it is our solemn but no less unpleasant duty to report
to our readers those instances in which the standards of scholarly attribution are not
upheld, whether intentionally or unintentionally. Despite Stefania Hnatenko’s claim,
this is not an arbitrary or capricious decision on our part; itis demanded by the profession
we serve.

Harvard University
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