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On the Kyivan Princely Tradition from the
Thirteenth to the Fifteenth Centuries

OLENA V. RUSYNA

Commenting in the last third of the seventeenth century on the confirmation of
the Lithuanian palatine Martin Gasztold in Kyiv in 1471, the compiler of the
Synopsis noted: “H oT TOro BpeMeHH INpeCcIaBHOE caMofepXKaBie KHEBCKOE,
Bory Tako rpex paiy 4eJIOBEYeCKHX NOMNYCTHBINY, B YHHUHKEHi€ TOJIMKO
npHifie, KO OT IApPCTBisl B KHSXKEHie, a OT KHAXKCHIA B BOEBOJACTBO
npemenucs.”! Although this observation was entirely correct from a factual
point of view, the history of Kyiv cannot serve as an illustration of the well-
known paraphrase “Sic transit gloria urbis,” for even after Kyiv lost its political
significance (which was determined by the presence of the “senior” Rus’ prince
and the metropolitan of all Rus) it retained for several centuries its charismatic
status as the “first among all cities and lands.”? This is clearly evident in
sources from the fourteenth-sixteenth centuries in which Kyiv is described as
the “chief city of all Rus™ (an epistle by Patriarch Nil in 1380), the “mother and
head of all Rus’ cities” (the trip to Constantinople in 1419 by Zosyma, deacon
of the Trinity-Serhiiv Monastery), the “head of all Rus’ lands” (a letter by
Lithuanian Grand Duke Vytautas in 1427), the “glorious great city of Kyiv,
mother of cities” (the Kyiv Condensed, or Volhynian Concise, Chronicle from
the first half of the sixteenth century), the “blessed city, also known as the
mother of cities in the Rus’ land” (a charter by Patriarch Maxim, dated 1481,
but in fact a late sixteenth-century forgery).? Sebastian Klonovych expressed
this idea in poetic form in his poem Roxolania (1584):

Know all people that in Rus’ Kyiv means as much
As ancient Rome once did for all Christians.*

No wonder these ideas were frequently used in the political and ideological
sphere. In the sixteenth century, in particular, the claim that Kyiv continued to
be the capital of all Rus’ (“byl i jest glowa i gtéwnem miastem Ruskiej ziemie”
or “caput terrarum Russiae, Podoliae et Voliniae”) became an important com-
ponent of the restitution theory, which was used to justify the “reintegration” of
the Rus’ palatinates of Lithuania with Crown Poland in 1569.% The theory itself
was created as the antithesis to similar claims by the Muscovite rulers, who had
energetically insisted since the late fifteenth century on their right to ruie freely
throughout their Rus’ “patrimony.”

It should be noted that this patrimonial conception (the genesis of which has
been thoroughly investigated in the specialized literature) could have appeared
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176 RUSYNA

only in the absence in southern Rus’ of elite groups that would have proclaimed
their descent from the ancient Kyiv Riurykide dynasty and would have main-
tained political and dynastic continuity.® On the other hand, Muscovite ideolo-
gists took into account the Kyiv region’s own tradition of princely rule even
when this tradition was interrupted. It is significant that Muscovy’s first con-
crete step toward the “return” of the southern Rus’ lands was the conclusion of
an alliance in 1490 with Caesar Maximilian according to which he was to
support Ivan Il in his struggle for the “Kyiv principality, which is held by the
Polish king Casimir and his children.”” The terminology used by the Polish
side was similar: in 1569 the Kyiv region was united to the Crown as the “Kyiv
land and principality.”®

In analyzing these facts we should, of course, take into account the inertia of
social thought and the continued use of anachronistic names for administrative
and territorial units.® Yet ideas of Kyiv as the bearer of the princely tradition,
ideas shaped both by historical memories of Old Rus” and by the political
practice of the fourteenth-fifteenth centuries, when this tradition was imple-
mented in other ways, also left their mark.!® The paradox is that because of the
interruption in chronicle writing in the region and the disturbance of dynastic
relations with those Eastern Slavic lands where chronicle writing was contin-
ued we possess far less information about the tradition of the fourteenth—
sixteenth centuries than about the Old Rus’ tradition and thus have only a
superficial and schematic understanding, even of individual personalities.!!
The subject requires serious professional elaboration, including both purely
historical and archeological, numismatic, and epigraphic evidence. This study,
which summarizes the author’s observations in this field and defines the ques-
tions that should draw scholarly attention, is a step in that direction.

One of the most important of these questions is the transformation of the
princely tradition in the Kyiv region during the Tatar period (1340s-1450s). In
our view, Mykhailo Hrushevskyi was right when he hypothesized that the
region’s loss of its princes after Batu Khan’s invasion was directly connected
with the absence of a local dynasty and Kyiv’s specific status as the common
patrimony of the Riurykide dynasty, to which all its branches had equal
claims.!? The traditional mechanisms that ensured the functioning of princely
rule in Kyiv broke down because of the particularization of the political ambi-
tions of the Rus’ princes, which became especially evident in the 1340s, when
both Danylo Romanovych and Iaroslav Vsevolodovych took the Kyiv throne
with the assistance of their deputies. Their successor, Oleksandr Iaroslavych,
also did not appear in Kyiv: having received from the Tatars after the death of
his father “Kyiv and the entire Rus land,” he returned from Karakorum to
Novgorod and did not settle down until he seized from his brother Andrei the
Vladimir principality (1252), after which, in John Fennel’s words, “Kiev and
the south had as it were slipped from the hands of the rulers of north-east
[Rus]...”13
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The attempt to prolong the existence of the institution of princely rule and
hence of Kyivan Rus as a viable political organism by citing “the firm
chronicle tradition according to which Kyiv continued to remain in the hands of
northern princes,” can hardly be considered successful.'* After all, it is only a
matter of the late, seventeenth-century Hustynia Chronicle in which Oleksandr
Iaroslavych and his brother and successor on the Vladimir throne Iaroslav
Taroslavych are called, accordingly, “Muscovite and Kyiv” and “Lithuanian
and Kyiv” princes.!” The absurdity of the first predicates clearly testifies
against the latter. Even more doubtful is the reference in the same chronicle
under the year 1305 to the beginning of Ivan Kalita’s rule in Kyiv.'¢ It is true
that the nature of this reference does not keep researchers from tracing it back
to a hypothetical chronicle by Volodymyr Olherdovych and synchronizing it
with a supposed expedition by Gediminas against Kyiv in 1324.17 So this
question clearly cannot be answered without a thorough textual analysis of the
Hustynia Chronicle. And yet it is symptomatic that such a thoughtful scholar as
Hrushevskyi, who at first saw in it “certain hints” to Kyiv chronicle writing in
the second half of the fourteenth century, later completely changed his mind
and wrote: “The editor of the compilation of these events did not have at his
disposal any source that we do not know of, and his reports are obviously only
his own surmises and as such worthless.”!8

We believe that the Kyiv throne, which was vacant after the early 1250s,
could hardly have been filled using the resources of the region, that is, by
recruitment of rulers from among the local boyars. This possibility was not
contradicted by A. B. Presniakov, who emphasized that “the Tatars offered to
the boyar Fedir, who was tortured to death in the Horde together with Prince
Mykhailo of Chernihiv, the reign of the latter if he made concessions to their
demands.”'® But the account of Mykhailo’s death that he quotes is, despite a
number of documentary details, a literary creation intended to glorify Mykhailo
and Fedir as martyrs and so can hardly be relied upon in this case.?’ In addition,
such a procedure was impossible from the point of view of the mentality of
both the Old Rus’ period and later ages.?! It suffices to recall the events that
occurred in Kyiv after the death of Semen Olelkovych in 1470: the people of
Kyiv refused to recognize Martin Gasztold as their ruler because he was not of
princely descent and demanded that Casimir set up Mykhailo Olelkovych or
any other prince regardless of his religion.

In the second half of the thirteenth century the Kyiv region was, in the words
of Giovanni da Pian del Carpini, “under the direct rule of the Tatars.”? It was
only at the end of the thirteenth century that a princely dynasty, of Putyvl
descent, was established here. Information about it, which has been called “a
bright ray cast into the impenetrable gloom of Kyiv history after Batu Khan’s
invasion,” was contained in a now lost synodal book from the Novhorod-
Siverskyi Transfiguration Monastery in which were listed the names of princes
Ioann of Putyvl, his son Ioann-Volodymyr Ioannovych of Kyiv, Andrii of
Ovruch, and his son Vasyl, killed at Putyvl’.?®> Having established themselves
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on the Kyiv throne, the princes of Putyvl maintained extremely close ties with
their patrimony (where younger representatives of the dynasty were possibly in
power). Traces of these ties are recorded at a later age (the late fourteenth
century) in the form of the administrative subordination of Putyvl’ to Kyiv.?*
Scholarly literature correctly pointed out that this union “from the geographic
point of view . .. was rather artificial: the Putyvl region did not have a direct
connection with Kyiv.”?® So the proposed explanation of this phenomenon
strikes us as the most likely one.

It is true that the entries in the Novhorod-Siverskyi synodal book are not
dated, which allowed P. G. Klepatskii, despite the opinions of R. V. Zotov,
Hrushevskyi, and other scholars, to attribute the rule of Ioann-Volodymyr
Toannovych of Kyiv to the early fifteeenth century.?® Yet this dating is contra-
dicted by the prince’s double name: as Andrzej Poppe has observed, “the last
known prince Volodymyr who was given a separate baptismal name was
Volodymyr-Ioann Vasylkovych, nephew of Danylo of Halych, who was born
about 1249 .. .in the 1320s-1340s the princely name Volodymyr became a
baptismal name in five princely families. In the fifteenth and sixteenth centu-
ries the name of St. Volodimer was used in baptisms in boyar and merchant
families (the first to be mentioned was the Muscovite voivode Vladimir
Vsevolodovich, born close to 1340).”%7 As for the genealogical constructions of
Klepatskii, who identified Ioann-Volodymyr as the grandson of Koryhailo
Ol'herdovych, their groundlessness was convincingly established by A.
Prochaska.?

It is difficult to determine how the princes of Putyvl’ were established in
Kyiv. The most likely explanation is that the leading role was played by the
support of the Tatar feudals who settled in the Seim River region, which in the
thirteenth—fifteenth centuries was a zone of active Turko-Slavic contacts.?’
And yet it would be premature to ignore completely the Galician-Volhynian
factor. The possibility of identifying Prince Andrii of Ovruch, by origin from
Putyvl, with Andrii Putyvlych (or Putyvlets) from Lev Danylovych’s entou-
rage appears quite attractive.’® And yet this assumption is no more than a
hypothesis.3!

No less problematic is the question whether Prince Fedir of Kyiv, known for
his robbery of the Novgorod archbishop Vasilii in 1331, belonged to the Putyvl’
dynasty.*? Zotov confidently described him as a relative of Ioann-Volodymyr
of Kyiv and Andrii of Ovruch, but this can be explained as an erroneous
reading of the Kyiv synodal book published by Filaret.** In our view, this
prince can be more likely identified as the “great prince Feodor” mentioned in
the pom’ianyk from the Kyiv Caves Monastery.** Although this does not shed
light on his origin, it does once again show how important it is, as Hrushevskyi
himself insisted, to locate, publish, and study all the princely synodal books
from the Kyiv and Chernihiv regions.>*

On the other hand, it is now possible, we think, to reject completely the idea
of family ties between Fedir of Kyiv and Gediminas, which gained currency in
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historiography through the publication in V. N. Beneshevich’s “Excerpts from
the History of the Rus’ Church in the Fourteenth Century” of brief notes written
in Greek and contained in a fourteenth-century Greek collection at the
Vatican.®® Fasmer and Priselkov’s “first attempt to translate and
explain . . . this interesting but complicated source for the history of the Rus’
Church” is in our view unsuccessful: in interpreting the data they made a
number of mistakes, arbitrary assumptions, and distortions.’” This makes it
impossible to agree with Priselkov’s attribution of the excerpts to the chancel-
lery of Metropolitan Theognost: some of the entries more probably concern
Metropolitan Maxim, who died in 1303, and his successor Peter. In the refer-
ence to “Fedor, brother of Gediminas,” Fasmer’s reading of the second
anthroponym is hypothetical, and the absence of a princely title with both
names, as well as the absence of such information in the sources, makes such
an identification improbable.>® Based on such a shaky foundation in the
sources, the revival in recent decades of the belief that Gediminas’s expedition
to Kyiv was a historical reality, which was rejected by historiography at the
turn of the century, is now, in the final analysis, groundless.* His imaginary
brother cannot be identified without sufficient arguments with Fedir of Kyiv:
the only undisputed element in the chronicle account of the events of 1331 is
the presence in Kyiv, along with the local prince, of a representative of the
Tatar administration. Obviously the territorial limits of their competence were
preserved: the borders of the Kyiv t'ma were simultaneously the borders of the
Kyiv principality.*

This situation could have also existed in the second half of the fourteenth
century, when Olherd, who “took” Kyiv under the local prince, placed his son
Volodymyr here: during the reign of the latter the dependence of his realms on
the Golden Horde had not been abolished.*! As well, there is a good bit of
misunderstanding concerning the definition of the borders of Volodymyr
Olherdovych’s “state.” On the one hand, data from reliable, even though
chronologically later, sources are not always taken into account. Klepatskii, in
particular, made chronological calculations to prove that the Mozyr region
belonged to the Kyiv Olherdovyches.*? Yet a deed to lands in the western
Mozyr region made by Volodymyr Olherdovych and copied by Peter Mohyla,
whose authenticity is beyond doubt, has been known since the 1870s.4* The
presence of Volodymyr’s deputy Kalenyk Myshkovych in Putyvl, which was
established by B. Koialovich, is in complete accordance with contemporary
genealogical schemes and refutes O. Andriiashev’s opinion that the Putyvl
region was brought under Kyiv’s rule only in the fifteenth century.*

On the other hand, in recent decades scholars have uncritically accepted the
data of a synchronous but extremely specific source, a chronicle register titled
“A ce UMEHa BCEM I'DajioM PYyCKUM, JaJIHUM i 6yin3rHuM,” in which under the
heading “A ce KHEBbCKHUM I'podsl’ seventy-one cities are mentioned, which a
number of scholars believe to have been “united in practice in Volodymyr
Olherdovych’s state in the late fourteenth century.”*’
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In analyzing this information it is important to stress that pre-Soviet histori-
ography was skeptical about the list as a historical source. Late nineteenth- and
early twentieth-century literature pointed out on numerous occasions that the
text contained strata from various periods, and use of the list in scholarly works
was considered unacceptable.46 In the 1950s, however, Mikhail Tikhomirov
studied the document and concluded that it was a “work from the late four-
teenth or early fifteenth century that was intended to provide a brief list of the
Rus’ cities of that time.”#’ Although scholars later frequently turned to the list
(L. V. Cherepnin, B. O. Rybakov, I. B. Grekov, Ie. P. Naumov, O. V.
Podosinov, and others), the view that it was a reliable source for the historical
and geographic realia of the late fourteenth—early fifteenth centuries has not
changed.

The one exception, apparently, is Poppe, who has analyzed the Volhynian
part of the list and offered evidence that the author used sources from various
times.*® In this light it does not appear accidental that Korets' (Korchesk)
appears in the list as a Kyiv city. Like the entire Horyn' River region, it had
become part of the Volhynian land in the mid-twelfth century and remained as
such in the 1480s—1490s as the property of the Ostrozkyi family.*® On the other
hand, both Volhynian and Galician cities (L'viv, Kholm, Halych, etc.) are
called “Volhynian,” a phenomenon that makes no sense in the light of late
fourteenth-century political geography and whose explanation must be sought
in sources from the period of the Galician-Volhynian state.

Perpetuation of anachronistic ideas is also the explanation for the unification
in the Kyiv register of cities from the Kyiv, Chernihiv, and Pereiaslav regions,
all of which had been jointly called Rus’ (in the strict sense of the word) in
twelfth- and thirteenth-century chronicles and constituted the territorial and
political core of Old Rus’.>® And yet this may be a copying of the structure of
Tatar edicts (known to us from fifteenth- and sixteenth-century confirmations),
in which Chernihiv, Ryl'sk, Kursk, Putyvl, and other cities are listed under the
heading “Nuo noyoumu oT Kuesa . . . 3! It is at least obvious that the compiler
(or compilers) of the list had at his disposal both types of sources, and this
document, in Andriiashev’s apt phrase, “shows more knowledge of Old Rus’
history than precise historical and geographic data.”? So it clearly cannot serve
as a guide in the reconstruction of the political and geographic realia of
Volodymyr’s reign.

It is characteristic that scholars are almost completely unanimous in their
interpretation of that reign and of subsequent events: they believe that after
ruling for thirty years Volodymyr Olherdovych was deprived of his appanage
in 1394 as a consequence of Vytautas’s centralizing and the Kyiv land became
a vicegerency or palatinate. In 1440, however, the ruling circles of Lithuania
were forced to stabilize the internal political situation by renewing the Kyiv
principality, which existed for another thirty years first with Oleksandr
(Olel’ko) Volodymyrovych and then with Semen Olelkovych at its head. The
confirmation of Martin Gasztold in Kyiv marked the end of the Kyiv
principality’s autonomous existence.
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This scheme, which has now become canonical, is simplified and faulty in
many respects. First, we do not have sufficient grounds to treat the removal of
Volodymyr as an effort to abolish the Kyiv region’s appanage system.”* As F. L.
Leontovich correctly pointed out, there are no hints in the sources from
Vytautas’s time that the rights of the independent princes were being systemati-
cally limited in the name of a clear principle of autocracy: the majority of local
dynasts did not lose their realms and were not downgraded to “service”
princes.’* As for Volodymyr Olherdovych, his removal was determined prima-
rily by the internal political situation in the 1390s: the agreement between
Wladystaw II Jagietto and Vytautas to restore to the latter his father’s realms
and consequently the need to compensate Skirgaila for the loss of Troki.
Volodymyr’s deposition from the appanage was caused both by the prestige of
the Kyiv principality and by his strained relations with Vytautas. The confirma-
tion of Skirgaila Ol'herdovych in Kyiv naturally did not change the status of the
Kyiv region as an independent principality.

After the death of Skirgaila in 1396, according to the western Rus’
chronicles, “Grand Duke Vytautas sent Prince Ioann Olkgimontovych
[Hol'shanskyi] to Kyiv.”® This information is contradicted by another
chronicle reference: that Ivan Borysovych of Kyiv, whose identity cannot be
established and who cannot be identified as Ivan Hol'shanskyi (who was alive
in 1401 and whose father had the Christian name Mykhailo), was killed at the
battle on the Vorskla in 1399 along with other Lithuanian and Rus’ princes.>
Unable to reconcile these two reports, scholars usually gave preference to the
former. Klepatskii stood alone in defending the historicity of Ivan Borysovych
of Kyiv and in identifying him as the son of Koryhailo Olherdovych, who
could have had the ecclesiastical name Borys. But, as I have noted, he failed to
find convincing arguments for his hypothesis.

We should note that in analyzing the report on Prince Ivan Borysovych we
must keep in mind that the chronicle list of those were killed on the Vorskla in
1399 cannot always be treated as a reliable source: for example, Prince Fedor
Patrikiovich, who is mentioned in the list, went into the service of the grand
prince of Muscovy in 1408 and in 1420 was still his deputy in Velikii
Novgorod.”

On the other hand, the presence of Ivan Hol'shans’kyi (who was listed, along
with Skirgaila, in the princely pom’ianyk of the Liubetsk synodal book) in
Kyiv is beyond doubt.>® However, he is treated in the scholarly literature only
as a vicegerent of the grand prince, even though there is not a single known
source for this assertion. At the same time the hereditary nature of princely rule
in Kyiv in the first third of the fifteenth century draws attention to itself. Ivan
Hol'shanskyi’s successors were his sons Andrii (known as the “Kyiv prince”)
and Mykhailo (the Kyiv “capiteneus’). The high social status of the former is
indicated by the fact that two of his daughters were married to Wiladystaw II
Jagietto and the Moldovan kospodar Illia.

The Hol'shanskyi family then left the political scene in the Kyiv land until
the early sixteenth century (we overlook Ivan Iuriiovych Hol'shanskyi’s par-
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ticipation in the “conspiracy of the princes,” which had more far-reaching plans
than the renewal of the Kyiv principality). Their place was taken by Ivan
Volodymyrovych, the son of Volodymyr Olherdovych, who is mentioned in
western Rus’ chronicles as prince of Kyiv and participant in the battle of
Vylkomyra in 1435.%° The path to this reign was probably paved by his mar-
riage to Vasylysa, the third daughter of Andrii Hol'shanskyi. (Compare the
later fact of the confirmation of Martin Gasztold, the brother-in-law of Semen
Olel'kovych.) Yet the reign in Kyiv was only a brief episode in Ivan
Volodymyrovych’s life. It is significant, however, that he, and not Olelko, was
the first of Volodymyr Olherdovych’s heirs to take up his father’s throne.®
Going back to the Hol'shanskyi family, it should be stressed that it ruled
without interruption in Kyiv in the first third of the fifteenth century. A second
Kyiv dynasty of Lithuanian origin was also established at this time. It is
significant that both the Hol'shanskyi family and the heirs of Volodymyr
Olherdovych are listed in the Kyiv Caves Monastery pom’ianyk under the
heading “Pom’iany, Hospody, kniazi nashikh velikykh.”! Both are called Kyiv
“patrimonies” in a Lithuanian account of the events of 1481.%2
The appearance of the Hol'shanskyis as palatines in Kyiv in the sixteenth
century was only a faint echo of their former grandeur. Hence the attempt to
raise their status by creating a genealogical legend in which their ancestors
were princes of Kyiv since the establishment of Lithuanian rule. We have in
mind the story of Gediminas’s raid on Kyiv contained in the extended versions
of western Rus’ chronicles that were compiled in circles directly connected with
the Hol'shanskyi family .5
It is now time to give up both the interpretation of the Kyiv principality of
the 1440s-1470s as “intermediary” and the mythologizing of it as a “second
Ukrainian kingdom,” which is based on a later literary tradition and not on
contemporary sources.® And yet this tradition itself can also be investigated to
the extent that documents from the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries record
reminiscences by Kyiv inhabitants. And although Maciej Stryjkowski distorted
the facts when he ascribed to Mykhailo Hlynskyi a desire to reestablish the
Kyiv principality, the idea of its reestablishment characterizes the mental con-
text of the later sixteenth century and its idea of rebuilding ancient (upper)
Kyiv (TIosyf Vereshchynskyi), which was implemented in the undertakings of
Peter Mohyla.%
Institute of the History of Ukraine,
National Academy of Sciences of Ukraine

Translated from the Ukrainian by Marco Carynnyk
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vkrains’koi derzhavnosti,” Starozhytnosti 1994 [1-2]: 7), since the hy-
pothesis that such an alliance existed (see Shabuldo, Zemli Iugo-
Zapadnoi Rusi, p. 129-31) is not grounded in sources or convincing.

F. 1. Leontovich, Soslovnyi tip territorial'no-administrativnogo sostava
Litovskogo gosudarstva i ego prichiny (St. Petersburg, 1895), p. 30.

Letopisi belorussko-litovskie, pp. 65, 72, 102, and others.

Novgorodskaia chetvertaia letopis’, p. 104; Sofiiskaia pervaia letopis’,
p. 251.

Novgorodskaia pervaia letopis’, p. 413; Zimin, Formirovanie boiarskoi
aristokratii, pp. 29-30.

Zotov, O chernigovskikh kniaz'iakh, pp. 28, 15354,
Letopisi belorussko-litovskie, pp. 35, 58, 77, and others.

The question whether Olelko may have reigned briefly in Kyiv before
1440 requires special study. Klepatskii (Ocherki, pp. 42-43) cited his
deed to St. Nicholas’ Dominican nunnery in Kyiv in 1411, known only
from an excerpt in the Lviv castle books [Arods'ki knyhy] included in Jan-
Casimir’s privilege on 25 January 1649. This circumstance prevents a
thorough analysis of the document, although it does not appear to be a
counterfeit. Unfortunately, in recent decades scholars have ignored it to
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the extent that even T. Trajdos believes that it was never published
(except for a mention in the register of oblates at the Lviv Bernardyn
archives. Akta grodzkie i ziemskie z czaséw Rzeczypospolitej Polskiej,
vol. 10 (Lviv, 1984), p. 3n40. See T. M. Trajdos, KoZcidt katolicki, vol.
1, p. 53n79. In fact, the deed was published twice in Latin (Evgenii
[Bolkhovitinov], Opisanie Kievo-Sofiiskogo sobora i kievskoi ierarkhii,
appendix 5 (Kyiv, 1825), pp. 16-17; Sbornik materialov dlia
istoricheskoi topografii Kieva i ego okrestnostei, pt. 3, no. 1 (Kyiv,
1874), pp. 3—4) and also in a later, sixteenth— or seventeenth—century
translation (Ukrains'ki hramoty XV st. (Kyiv, 1965), no. 1, pp. 25-26).
After the publication of Trajdos’ study J. Ochmanski partially published
the document, which confirms Volodymyr Ol'herdovych’s and
Vytautas’s grant (J. Ochmaiski, Vitoldiana: Codex privilegiorum
Vitoldi, magni ducis Lithuaniae, 1386-1430 (Warsaw-Poznan, 1986),
no. 15, pp. 21-22).

Drevnii pomiannik, pp. 6-7.
Sofiiskie letopisi, PSRL 6 (1853): 233,

Letopisi belorussko-litovskie, pp. 95-96, 152-53, and others; Khronika
Bykhovtsa, PSRL 32 (1975): 136-37. V. A. Chamiarytski, Belaruskiia
letapisy iak pomniki litaratury (Minsk, 1969), p. 155; M. A. Iuchas,
“Khronika Bykhovtsa,” in Letopisi i khroniki: 1973 (Moscow, 1974),
pp- 225, 230-31; N. N. Ulashchik, Vvedenie v izuchenie belorussko-
litovskogo letopisaniia (Moscow, 1985), pp. 160-61.

The term “intermediary” was suggested by M. V. Dovnar-Zapol'skii in
Ukrainskie starostva v pervoi polovine XVI v. (Kyiv, 1907), p. 3. M. Tu.
Braichevskyi, “Konspekt istorii Ukrainy,” Starozhytnosti, 1991, no. 10:
10. The distance between them in the context of the Kyiv principality’s
history is illustrated by the testament of Olelko’s palatine, Roman
Olizarovych Volkevych (published in Ukrains'ki hramoty XV st., no. 2,
pp. 26-29), who was tranformed by later copyists into the “hospodar of
the Kyiv lands.” See N. M. Iakovenko, “Ukraina arystokratychna,” in Na
perelomi: Druha polovyna XV-persha polovyna XVI st. (Kyiv, 1994),
pp- 340-41.

See also M. M. Krom, “Pravoslavnye kniazia v Velikom kniazhestve
Litovskom v nachale XVI veka: K voprosu o sotsialnoi base vosstaniia
Glinskikh,” Otechestvennaia istoriia 1992 (4): 151.



Canon Law as a Field for Ecclesiastical Debate:
The Sixteenth-Century Kormchaia of Vassian Patrikeev*

ANDREI I. PLIGUZOV

On the basis of his reading [Vassian Patrikeev] was able to
step to the defense of the Non-Possessors . . . He disputed the
view that the saints who had founded monasteries had owned
villages on the lands surrounding the monasteries . .. Some-
time after losif [Volotskii]’s death in 1515, Vassian began
work on a new edition of the Kormchaia Kniga (The Book of
the Pilot), the Russian version of the Greek Nomocanon,
canon law of the Orthodox Church. His aims were strictly
polemical: by arranging material thematically rather than
chronologically and by excluding material that did not assist
his argument, he was able to demonstrate that canon law did
not support monastic property-owning.

Faith C. M. Kitch, “Patrikeev, Vassian,” The Modern Ency-
clopedia of Russian and Soviet History, ed. J. L. Wieczynski,
vol. 27 (Gulf Breeze, Fl. 1982), pp. 60-62.

The institutional structure of the Eastern Slavic Orthodox Church resisted any
systematic reforms until the early eighteenth century. Before that time, all
discussions of change within the Church were necessarily based on very tradi-
tional arguments. Such discussions were not generally carried out in the realm
of canon law until the early sixteenth century, in as much as the tradition of
church law was poorly developed. In this way, canon law was not applied to
contemporary disputes. Nevertheless, as discussions about how to organize the
church increased, ecclesiastical debate gradually became dependent on canon
law in the search for an authoritative source. By the early sixteenth century, a
sharp dispute had appeared which was ideally suited for debate on the grounds
of canon law. Those within the Rus’ church known as the “non-possessors”
opposed the burgeoning wealth and property of monasteries and called for a
poor church. They took issue with the position of Iosif Volotskii and the
“possessors,” who condoned monastic land ownership. Significant among the
“non-possessors” of this period was the monk Vassian Patrikeev (died after
1532), who spent almost fifteen years compiling and editing his own redaction
of a canon law compendium.

Harvard Ukrainian Studies 18(3/4) December 1994: 191-209.
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Outline of the Historiography

Historians of the non-possessors have often neglected this canon law compen-
dium, the Kormchaia book (literally, “Pilot book™) of Vassian Patrikeev. Al-
though the composition of Vassian’s redaction is unusual for a Kormchaia
edition, it is difficult to judge precisely how it differs from the others, since the
other unconventional collections have not been fully analyzed. A. S. Pavlov
(1871) asserted that a Serbian redaction (see below) was the original source
from which Vassian compiled his own edition, but Pavlov’s work does not
properly justify his idea.! Without presenting any textual evidence, N. S.
Suvorov (1889) claimed that Vassian’s sources were a Russian redaction to-
gether with the text of a Greek New-Athos Nomocanon.? V. N. Beneshevich’s
later studies of the Kormchaia (1905) made it possible to properly analyze how
Vassian’s redaction was composed. Despite this fact, Iu. K. Begunov (1956)
did not pay attention to Beneshevich’s book. In his comparative analysis of the
Kormchaias of Ivan Volk Kuritsyn and Vassian Patrikeev, he relied instead on
the rather outdated course on canon law published by M. A. Ostroumov
(1893).2 Enthralled by Ostroumov’s conclusions, Begunov acknowledged that
a redaction of a tenth-century Greek manuscript existed, which, according to
Begunov, gave rise to the collections of Kuritsyn and Patrikeev.* The collection
of canons in this Greek edition, according to Ostroumov, must have contained
the texts of canons without scholia, organized in the order which the Collection
of Fourteen Titles provides.

Begunov based his hypothesis on his knowledge on the Greek manuscript
published by Cardinal Angelo Mai.> This edition was later reprinted by J.
Migne.® Both G. Bikkell and then J. Pitra, however, raised questions about the
credibility of this edition as early as 1844. Their works cast doubt not only on
the soundness of Mai’s commentary, but also upon the very existence of the
manuscript which Mai’s redaction claimed to reproduce. In fact, if the source
manuscript is Vatican (Vat.) 2184, then it has the Collection of Fourteen Titles,
and separately the compilation of canons. Thus it can be assumed that Mai
published his own reconstruction of the canonical compendium under the guise
that he was simply reproducing the tenth-century manuscript.” Whatever the
judgment on Mai’s edition, his text resembles that of the Kormchaias of
Kuritsyn and Patrikeev. This close similarity between redactions may in fact be
attributed to the independent influence of the traditional Collection of Fourteen
Titles, as well as the traditional arrangement of canons to agree with the
Collection usually found in the Russian Kormchaia redactions. Begunov at-
tributes special importance to such similarity in structure between editions,
even though other compendiums exist (e.g., Vat. 1142, the collection noted by
Beneshevich) which share a similar arrangement but are not related to the
redactions in our discussion.

Begunov’s article, unfortunately, did not help Kazakova and Zuzek to
clearly understand the issues surrounding Vassian’s redaction. In fact, it cre-
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ated some confusion and hindered their understanding. Kazakova, at variance
with the facts, adopted Begunov’s principal thesis, which claimed there was an
essential genealogical similarity between Vassian’s compilation and that of
Ivan Volk. She merely criticized Begunov for not comparing these two ver-
sions with “the Greek books of canon law in systematic redaction, which
served as a prototype for the Russian books of canon law belonging to the same
redaction.”® Kazakova’s conclusions about the sources for Vassian’s
Kormchaia also rely on Begunov’s observations. This explains why Kazakova
did not find the second part—the book of Photius—in the incomplete Piskarev
Kormchaia manuscript (which, in fact, only lacks an appendix). She takes her
lead from Begunov, who adopted the mistaken terminology of Mai (who had
called the published text the “second part” of Photius’ treatise). What is more,
Kazakova failed to recognize the judicial compilation held by the Vladimir-
Suzdal’ museum as the book produced by Vassian Patrikeev—after making
only a “brief examination” of the Kormchaia manuscript at the Vladimir-
Suzdal' museum—and in this way greatly restricted the scope of her sources.

Using the remarks of Ia. N. Shchapov, E. V. Beliakova has dispelled much
of the confusion regarding the authorship of the Kuritsyn compilation. As it
turns out, the manuscript belonging to him (RGB, MDA 187), as well as those
similar to it (RGADA, Mazurin 534; GIM, Chudov 168 and Uvarov 557), stem
from the Bulgarian compilation of a Serbian Kormchaia redaction dating from
the thirteenth to the fourteenth centuries. In a 1986 unpublished article,
Beliakova declined Begunov’s suggestion that Vassian’s Kormchaia is related
to the Bulgarian compilation. She considered in detail Begunov’s more sub-
stantial hypothesis, which posits mutual influences between Vassian’s
Kormchaia and the manuscript RGB, Rumiantsev 236. She has also reminded
us of the type of classification of the untraditional canon-law compilations (i.e.,
those which do not belong to any of the studied and well-defined books of
canon law: the Early Slavic, Russian, and Serbian redactions) given by
Beneshevich as early as 1905.

Extant Manuscript Sources

The four surviving manuscripts of Vassian’s Kormchaia—(1) RGB, Piskarev
39 (cited below as “P”); (2) RGADA, fond 181, opis’ 1, no. 1597 (cited as “A™);
(3) RNB, E.I1.74 (“T*"); and (4) Vladimir-Suzdal’ museum V 5636/399 (“S™)—
differ in their content and reflect the various stages of work on the compen-
dium. Such differences can be seen from analysis of one of the articles, the
“Collection of a Certain Elder.”® But before distinguishing between the various
types and versions exemplified by the surviving codices, it is necessary to more
precisely define the terminology.

The surviving manuscripts of Kormchaia could be divided into three types
prevalent in Russia—Early Slavic, Serbian, and Russian. These compilations
include (1) the “Collection (Index) of Fourteen Titles™; (2) the canons of the
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Ecumenical and local Church councils, pronouncements of the Church Fathers,
and excerpts from Byzantine secular law; and (3) an appendix and additional
articles of later origin. Beneshevich has proposed that the different versions of
the Collection of Fourteen Titles be distinguished from each other. In his
formulation, the Syntagma is a Collection of Fourteen Titles which discusses
individual themes at length but omits corresponding numbers of canons. The
Nomocanon is the collection including references to particular rulings. The
Synagogue is the collection which contains all rules related to the sections
(grani) and chapters (glavy). This Synagogue collection holds material ar-
ranged systematically, and was influenced by the thematic compilations wide-
spread in the Byzantine Empire after Codex Justinianus and the Synagogue of
John the Scholastic in the sixth century.1°

The Structure of Vassian’s Original Redaction

Vassian’s Kormchaia in codex P is, in fact, a double Collection of Fourteen
Titles: it first copies the Syntagma and then the Synagogue version. A code of
laws is followed by selected rules of the Church Fathers, followed, in turn, by
Vassian’s “Collection of a Certain Elder.” This “Collection” is a peculiar sort
of adjunct to the Kormchaia containing a canonical Syntagma within its text.
This inner Syntagma, however, covers only those subjects from the Collection
of Fourteen Titles which pertain to monastic regulations. Codex P does not
preserve the purity of the genre of canonical compilations. The Syntagma of
codex P has preserved the remains of a Collection of Fourteen Titles from
which it was copied (see section I, chapter 24, 36; section XII, chapter 19, 33).
More remains of the Collection appear in the Syntagma in codex A, codex T,
and especially in codex S, as the Syntagma, over several redactions, gradually
begins to resemble a Nomocanon. On the other hand, the Synagogue of canons
contains various references to numbers of canons which are fully laid out in
different parts of the Kormchaia. In this way the Synagogue also resembles a
Nomocanon.

The structural solution on which Vassian’s Kormchaia is based, namely, the
doubling of the Collection of Fourteen Titles, is rare for canonical books. A
gathering of canons into a Synagogue, however, has occurred many times (e.g.,
a similar Greek Nomocanon has been preserved in the Vatoped monastery,
where Maksim Grek was once a brother). The only other Kormchaia which
resembles that of Vassian is a compendium from the second half of sixteenth
century. This version is most likely of south Russian origin (as noted by
Begunov). Nevertheless, all four manuscripts of Vassian’s Kormchaia were
compiled independently of Rumiantsev 236, or of any of its parent manu-
scripts. While both Vassian’s manuscript and Rumiantsev 236 contained many
innovations, none of them were identical or related. For example, codex 236
does not reflect the remains of the Collection of Fourteen Titles, which one
could find in Vassian’s Kormchaia.
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Our observations corroborate the opinions of contemporary witnesses that
were recorded in the documents of the 1531 trial.!! It seems, indeed, that the
Kormchaia which Vassian deposited in the princely treasury was compiled by
him, on the basis of the traditional redactions.

Having determined the origin of Vassian’s Kormchaia, one would wonder
what kinds of sources Vassian used. Below, the Syntagma, copied from the
Nomocanon of traditional redaction, is compared with the indexes of the
Kormchaias.

1. Early Slavic redaction (GIM, Sinodalnoe 227, dated from the twelfth-
thirteenth centuries, published by Beneshevich;!? RGB, Rogozhskoe 268,
from the third quarter of the fifteenth century; and RGB, Troitskoe 207, dated
to the end of the fifteenth century);

2. Russian redaction (see copy from 1280-GIM, Sinodalnoe 132,'* copy from
the first half of the sixteenth century—RGB, Rogozhskoe 256; copy from
1567—RGB, Egorov 931; copy from the early seventeenth century—RGB,
Rumiantsev 235);

3. Serbian redaction (see copy from 1284, RNB F.p.IL.1, published by 1.I.
Sreznevskii;'* printed Kormchaia, 1649-1653; manuscript copies—RGB,
Muzeinoe 4843, from the middle of the fifteenth century; RGB, Rumiantsev
232, from the 1480s; RGB, Rogozhskoe 252, from the 1550s.

The Collections of Fourteen Titles in these redactions commonly originate
from a Greek collection dating from A.p. 861-879,' but the collections of the
Early Slavic and Serbian Kormchaia were translated quite independently of
each other—the Early Slavic in tenth-century Bulgaria and the Serbian at the
beginning of the thirteenth century in Serbia. The collection of the Kormchaia
of Russian redaction originated in the third quarter of the thirteenth century in
Muscovy as a result of a collation of the two previous translations.!®

The Syntagma of Vassian’s Kormchaia is based on the Collection of Four-
teen Titles of a Serbian redaction. Accordingly, chapter 1, section I has the
words “i o kreshcheniiakh” (absent from the Early Slavic and Russian redac-
tions). Chapter 4 contains the phrase “i o likhomstve” (also absent from the
Early Slavic and Russian redactions). Select chapters, nevertheless, reproduce
the reading of the Early Slavic redaction of the collection: chapters 6 and 7 of
section X as well as chapter 5, section XIV correspond to the same chapters of
the Early Slavic Kormchaia, while chapters 8 and 11 of section XII correspond
to chapters 10 and 14 of section XII of the early version. Chapters 3, 5, 6, 8-10,
section XI, and chapter 7, section XII reproduce the same chapters in the
Kormchaia in its Russian redaction.

The Synagogue of Vassian’s Kormchaia is a combination, in unequal de-
grees, of the three redactions of the traditional Kormchaia, with predominant
use of the Russian version. Thus, in section X (fols. 300¥-308", codex P) from
the Russian Kormchaia are borrowed: canon 26 of the fourth Ecumenical
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council, apostolic canons 11, 38, and 41 from the sixth Ecumenical council,
canons 24 and 25 of the Antiochene council, canon 15 of the council of Ancyra,
canon 12 of the seventh council (the text mistakenly calls it canon 2), canon 32
of the council of Carthage, canon 22 of the fourth council, and canon 22 and 81
of the council of Carthage. At the same time, the passages of canon 7 of the
council of 869—870 and canon 27 of the fourth Ecumenical council are identical
in the Russian and Serbian Kormchaias; hence, it cannot be determined from
where the compiler borrowed them. The synoptic passage of canon 82 of the
council of Carthage is evidently taken from the Serbian Kormchaia, while the
reference to canon 27 of the fourth Ecumenical council in Chapter 7 could only
be obtained from the Early Slavic Kormchaia.

Chapters 12-15 of Section XII (fols. 340-345", codex P) are based to a large
extent on the Serbian Kormchaia: canon 8 of the first Ecumenical council is
given as in the Russian Kormchaia, its gloss borrowed from the Serbian
redaction, canon 47 of the council of Carthage—according to the Russian
Kormchaia, while Carthaginian canons 57, 66, 82, 99, and 107 all come from
the Serbian Kormchaia. From it Vassian also extracted rule 31 of Athanasius of
Alexandria, which is an excerpt from a letter to Ruphinus.!” One can determine
rather precisely which Serbian Kormchaia Vassian worked with in his cell—it
was an East Slavic version of the Serbian Kormchaia, for the East Slavic
version is the only one containing an anonymous scholium (c. 1400 A.p.) on
canon 71 of the council of Carthage (canon 73 according to Beveregius, canon
81 in Rallis and Potlis).!8

It is therefore clear that the Syntagma and Synagogue of codex P were
created out of the material of at least three Kormchaia books—Early Slavic,
Serbian, and Russian. In particular, the Syntagma uses predominantly the
Collection of Fourteen Titles of Serbian redaction, while the Synagogue for the
most part is based on the Russian redaction of the canonical collection.

The second and third kinds of Synagogues contain references to a new
source, which Vassian worked from—a Greek Nomocanon imported to Mus-
covy in 1410 by Metropolitan Photius and kept in the Cathedral of the
Dormition. !’

How do the Slavic sources listed above compare with his own direct indica-
tions? Codex P contains references to “Sophian parchment rules of Great
Novgorod” (fols. 144, 416), in which canon 75 of the fourth Ecumenical
council and the “story of the black-habit order” of Cyril of Turaf are copied.
The title of codex P and the textual agreement prove that Vassian was working
with a Novgorodian Kormchaia dating from A. p. 1280, which was brought
from Novgorod in 1480 or 1504 to Prince Vasilii III’s treasury,?’ and which
was transferred to newly-appointed archbishop Makarii no later than July 25,
1525, at which point it was returned to the Sophia Cathedral in Novgorod.!

Manuscripts A and T contain two more Slavic codices: the Simonov monas-
tery rules and a Kormchaia belonging to Vassian Sanin and brought from
Mount Athos by Savva (probably of Vishera). Both of these manuscripts have
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been lost, or at least have not yet been found among the manuscripts of canon
law books. Codex S tells of another source of Vassian’s compendium—the
Suzdal rules of Evfimii, bishop of Briansk, who fled to Muscovy from the
Grand Duchy of Lithuania between September and the beginning of November
1464.22 Shchapov has tentatively identified some copies made from this
Serbian Kormchaia in the manuscripts of its sub-branch—the Danilovskii
group (GIM, Barsov 157, Voskreschskoe 28; RNB, Pogodin 242).2 Selective
comparison of these manuscripts does not provide any ground for singling out
any one of the above-mentioned codices as the source for Vassian’s
Kormchaia. Therefore, other manuscripts of the East Slavic version of the
Serbian Kormchaia were also drawn upon for comparison (we note the similar-
ity of the “non-possessors™ compendium to codex RGB, Muzeinoe 4843, from
the middle of the fifteenth century).

Gradual Development In Manuscript Redactions

It is unlikely that the Russian Kormchaia that served as a basis for Vassian’s
Synagogue should be identified with the Sophian rules of 1280, because their
availability was limited, the codex being in Vasilii III’s treasury, and because
the titles of Vassian’s articles copied from these rules were specifically marked
as such. Of the two remaining alternatives for the source of Vassian’s “Russian
rules,” one is inclined to favor the Nomocanon of the Simonov monastery.
Indeed, it is improbable that Savva’s Kormchaia would turn out to be of
Russian redaction: it was brought at the end of the fourteenth century from
Mount Athos, where one was more likely to find an Early Slavic version.
Moreover, it would be surprising if Savva Visherskii had tried to deliver to
Muscovy a Kormchaia of Russian redaction. Begunov considered Savva’s
collection to be a Slavic translation of a tenth-century Greek Nomocanon of the
Synagogue type.?* Savva’s Synagogue, however, did not find a reflection in
Russian manuscripts, above all in the “non-possessors’” collection. It is there-
fore reasonable to think that Savva’s Kormchaia was of Early Slavic redaction.

Vassian’s indications and our analysis of his Kormchaia can be reconciled
in the following way. Vassian used a Kormchaia of Russian redaction kept in
the library of Simonov monastery (it had belonged previously to a Simonov
archimandrite, and then, from 1505 to 1515, to Vassian Sanin, archbishop of
Rostov). Vassian also used a Serbian Kormchaia, belonging to the manuscript
tradition of the Nomocanon of Evfimii of Briansk, and also the Early Slavic
Kormchaia of Savva of Vishera.

The number of Kormchaias used from time to time by Vassian is by no
means restricted to these two—the Sophian redaction dating from 1280, and
the Greek version from the Cathedral of the Dormition dating from 1410. Let
us mention the group of translations from Greek in the “non-possessors’
collection. In the 1680s and 1690s, Evfimii of Chudov left traces which could
be understood to mean that Maksim Grek translated the whole collection of
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canons from the Greek®—the interpretation which, due to Ioakhim, later be-
came widely known.? It was to an extent contested by Ivanov.?” Previously it
was determined that Maksim had translated for Vassian the fourteenth apos-
tolic canon with a gloss by Theodore Balsamon, the twenty-fourth canon of the
fourth Ecumenical council, and canons twelve and eighteen of the seventh
Ecumenical council also with Balsamon’s scholia. The translations of the four
rules of Basil the Great completed by Maksim from a Greek Nomocanon were
also noted.?® Codex S also includes other translations, “written from the Greek
rules which Maksim Grek translated” (Codex S, fond 623, cf. fond 10v, 473),
such as an excerpt from a letter of Patriarch Tarasius to Pope Adrian,? the rule
of John the Silent (Bezmolvnik) about the Nomocanon of John IV Nesteutes
(Faster) and three rules of Niphon. Two remarks in codex S tell us that there
existed “rules of Maksim’s translation.” Perhaps these very remarks confused
Evfimii of Chudov. The whole text of the Nomocanon, however, is not meant,
but merely all the rules of Basil the Great. Codex S contains Basil’s rules
ninety-two and ninety-three (unknown by these numbers in Russia, but counted
according to the Greek tradition adopted by Beveregius).’® If one takes into
account the traces of a new translation of Basil’s seventeenth rule in Vassian’s
“Discourse Given in Response” (1523-1524),%' it becomes possible to assert
that Maksim translated all ninety-three rules of Basil the Great (by Rallis and
Potlis’ count—ninety-two).

Codex S also contains fragments translated from the “Church History” of
Theodoritus and the “Precepts” of deacon Agapetus. The table of contents
includes the title of the latter work in a Bulgarian translation of the eleventh
century: “helmsmen to the souls and a perceptor.” The title, however, is cor-
rected by Medovartsev’s scribe to read, “But in other [books] it is written . . . ”
and then follows the title from folio 566v. Indeed, this latter correction is
changed again by Medovartsev: instead of “in other” he wrote “in Greek.” The
translation of the “Precepts” placed in an appendix to codex S is otherwise
known in the manuscript dating not earlier than the 1520s in the Josephite
tradition (RGB, Volokolamskoe 489—oldest manuscript, Volokolamskoe 522;
RNB, Q.XVIIL.50, Sofiiskoe 1480). We have grounds to believe that the new
translation, third in number, of the “Precepts” is the work of Maksim himself or
of his disciples.*

It is also possible to attribute to Maksim the translations of articles of
“Hellenistic sages” which were pointed out in Vassian’s Kormchaia by Metro-
politan Daniil in 1531, “but you now in your rules of Hellenistic sages wrote a
teaching.””>? These excerpts include two letters of Aristotle dedicated to Phillip,
and a fragment without a name in codex S, but titled in Volok. 489 “By
Socrates, the Hellenistic sage.” To the same group belongs also the “Exhorta-
tion” of Basil Komnenos to Leo, as well as a reference to a letter of Photius to
Mikhail of Bulgar (“in a new book of Maksim’s translation™).

Codex S has preserved extracts from the interpretive Psalter translated by
Maksim in 1519-1522.3% The explanation to the biography of Gregory
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(Thaumaturgus?) Dvoeslov written on the margin of folio 459, just as
Maksim’s “Tale” about the Nomocanon interpreters, probably originated from
some words of Maksim spoken and then later written down. Excerpts from
John Chrysostom’s commentary to the Gospel of Luke allow one to conjecture
an at least partial translation of this work by Maksim or by his disciples.

Vassian also cites the following Slavic manuscripts in codex S: the breviary
of metropolitan Cyprian (1397), and a collection of sixteen discourses of
Gregory of Nazianzus the Theologian with commentary by Nicetas of
Heracleia, which were kept in the treasury of the grand prince in the 1520s.%°

Our list of manuscripts used in the composition of Vassian’s Kormchaia,
although in all probability incomplete, gives evidence as to where it was
composed. The various stages of composition are represented by the codices P,
A, T, and S. The work was created in Moscow, in the immediate vicinity of the
book collection of the Cathedral of the Dormition, of the Grand Princely
Treasury, of the cell of Maksim Grek, and of the library of the Simonov
monastery. The last piece of evidence, which corroborates our identification
and, in fact, makes the Simonov monastery the most likely place of composi-
tion, is the fact that some draft notes of Dosifei Toporkov are used in the
original redaction of Vassian to the anonymous scholia of the beginning of the
fifteenth century to canon seventy-one of the council of Carthage. Toporkov
lived in Simonov Monastery at the beginning of the 1520s and visited
Vassian’s cell many times.>

Analysis of Polemical Positions

We can understand Vassian’s position more precisely because of two indexes
which he provided to the text of his Kormchaia: his redaction of the “Syntagma
of Fourteen Titles,” and his “Discourse of a Certain Elder.” The Syntagma
shows more than thirty instances where Vassian changed the traditional text of
the Collection of Fourteen Titles. Vassian gently urged his readers to analyze
nine themes with special attention:

1. Liturgics. Section III, chapter 1 (on special celebratory instructions for
Pentecost and Sundays), chapter 21 (on church services twice a week); section
IV, chapter 3 (on the separate celebration of Jewish Passover and Orthodox
Easter). The corrections in the text of three sections with several strained
interpretations may be connected with critical discussions about the celebratory
instructions of the Church, which Vassian carried out with Maksim in the
presence of the Metropolitan’s elders Dosifei, Foma, and Isaiia.>” Iosif
Volotskii participated in disputes about Easter computations and formed the
eighth discourse of the “Book on Heretics” in 1492/93.% Josif’s computations
left an imprint on the consciousness of younger contemporaries. For instance,
the anonymous author of the seventy-ninth chapter of the One Hundred Chap-
ters (Stoglav), investigating this question anew, falsely attributed his work to
Tosif Volotskii.*
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2. Condemnation of Taverns (Kormchestvo). section I chapter 31; section IX,
chapter 25.

3. Decent Behavior for Congregants in Church. Section III, chapters 2, 7.

While all three of these themes are not directly related to the polemics with
the Josephites, their preponderance in the text is enough to demonstrate that
Vassian, a monk, took upon himself the pastoral cares of teachers or preachers,
which were forbidden to monks.

4. Tonsure of Slaves. Vassian speaks out harshly against the tonsure of slaves.
Section I, chapter 36 (canon 64 of the council of Carthage is noted); section XI,
chapter 3. This theme is singled out in the first redaction of the “Discourse of a
Certain Elder,” which cites the fourth canon of the fourth ecumenical council,
forbidding slaves to become monks without the consent of their masters. This
is developed in the second and third redactions of the “Discourse of a Certain
Elder” as references to the eighty-second apostolic canon (which forbids slaves
from entering the clergy without the consent of their masters, as, for example,
Paul accepted Onesimus just after the permission of Philemon) and to the fifth
canon of the Council of 869—-870 (which establishes the maximum terms of a
mandatory three-year or six-month novitiate before tonsure). This should be
compared to section 11, chapter 3 of the Syntagma, in which the following
statement is added to the words of the Russian redaction of the Kormchaia “On
Slaves and Monasticism™: “without special inquiries, no one may become a
monk.” Vassian’s canonical research seems aimed against the well-known and
uniquely demonstrative steps of Iosif Volotskii, who took runaway slaves into
the monastery and vindicated their actions, thereby violating canonical instruc-
tions. It is possible that Iosif’s epistle to I. A. Cheliadnin, which is devoted to
this question, recorded the first echoes of “abuse” from Vassian aimed at
Tosif .40

5. The Reception of Penitent Heretics. Section I, chapter 4, section II, chapter
3, 15. Vassian began particular polemics centered around this question in
1511-1512.#! The most important texts about the reception of heretics concen-
trated not on the corresponding interpolations of the Syntagma, but below, in
chapters 12-15 of section XII (pp. 340-345).

6. On the Dismissal of a Bishop upon the Complaints of a Priest. Section I,
chapter 5, 17, 26; section I1I, chapter 2. Such canonical precedent did not occur
to the compiler or, to the numerous editors of the Collection of Fourteen Titles,
the A.p. 883 redactions, and treatments which appeared when the Russian
redaction of the Collection was formulated in the third quarter of the thirteenth
century. Vassian was concerned with this question because he had witnessed a
rare precedent in canonical practice, which had occurred in the Muscovite
Church: Archbishop Serapion was removed from office in April 1509 upon the
complaint of the priest Iosif Volotskii.*?
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7. On Monastic Villages. Section X revised order of chapters; some editorial
comments in chapter 4; a new heading for section XI. Here Vassian gives two
clear statements, first under the heading “About Villages, which could Deni-
grate the Monastery,” and them, in a more extensive and definite passage:
“After this section XI mentions the villages of monasteries. Nevertheless it is
not monks who should possess those villages, but stewards, and monks should
provide for all of their needs according to a bishop’s order or by charity from
Christians, if they fail to support themselves by their own work” (P, folio 37'—
38). The Syntagma of codex P kept Vassian’s most precise pronouncement
concerning inhabited lands which belonged to the monasteries. The villages,
although causing “evil” (pakost) to the monks, should not be taken from the
monasteries but should come under the administration of the stewards of the
cathedral churches. This idea corresponds exactly to our observations on the
changes to the text of the first, second, and third redactions of the “Discourse of
a Certain Elder.”*

8. On Administrative Regulations of Possessions of the Bishoprics and
Churches. Section I, chapter 35; section VIII, chapter 7; the arrangement of
chapters of section X. Vassian certainly recognized the right of churches and
administrative cathedras to real estate and personal property, but with a stipula-
tion. He states that the administration of church possessions should be trans-
ferred to a bishop, who in turn may have a steward handle it on his behalf.

9. On the Behavior of Members of the Episcopate. Section VIII, chapters 3,
8, 11, 12; section XII, chapter 4; section XIII, chapter 14. Vassian required
bishops to display all Christian virtues. According to his conception,
archpriests carried the responsibility for the command of church and monastic
property. Such property could bring about evil if someone abused it for his own
benefit. Vassian developed a similar train of thought in the third redaction of
the “Discourse of a Certain Elder” and the “Discourse Given in Answer.” But
in the Kormchaia, Vassian provides newly invented case scenarios, which give
guidelines on how to respond to any misbehavior on the part of bishops.
Bishops are forbidden “to enter the tsar’s camp” (“v stan tsarev vkhoditi”), and
no one is to engage in “bribery” or to dispute the resolutions of church councils.

All these subjects are reflected in the reshaping of the Syntagma of codex
AT and codex S. Codex P was the basis of codex AT—Vassian added addi-
tional material to codex P (culled from the Synagogue) in order to create codex
AT. The additional material from the Synagogue corresponds to various chap-
ters of the Syntagma. The most significant changes involve the themes num-
bered above as 7, 8, and 9. These alterations make the next redactions rather
different from the earlier version, despite efforts by Vassian to present the
Syntagma of codex AT as simply a new redaction of the earlier Syntagma. The
text on monastic villages, for example, is completely removed from section XI.
While codex P was very explicit that monastic villages could not be allowed,
the instructions in codex AT are vague—all that remains are some unclear
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lamentations about violations of monastic precepts. All further distinctions of
the Syntagma of codex AT cannot be examined here.

On monastic villages, the Syntagma of codex S for the most part follows the
dubious position of AT. If, in the second and third redactions of the “Discourse
of a Certain Elder,” Vassian attempts to show that references to monastic
villages in the canons of the fourth and seventh Ecumenical councils were the
result of botched translations from Greek, then it would seem necessary to
strengthen his ideas by an instruction on “the corruption of laws from heretics.”
The tone of the Syntagma of codex S clearly presents a redaction that is special
and distinct from that of codex AT. In treatment of the bishops codex S also
carries new themes: simony (Section I, chapter 26), false teaching, and others.

Observations about the Synagogue being composed of three versions of
Vassian’s Kormchaia confirms our cursory notes, made while reading through
the Syntagma.

The general progression in the editing the Syntagma and the Synagogue of
the “non-possessors” Kormchaia, briefly described by us above and confirmed
in the pioneering textological studies on separate articles, such as the “Dis-
course of a Certain Elder** and the scholia to canon seventy-one of the council
of Carthage,* testifies that the work on the Kormchaia was carried out in three
stages: P-AT-S.

Codex P includes 17 articles, but is incomplete (the second book has been
lost), containing just the “first book™ of the preliminary Kormchaia. The com-
position of the second book may be reconstructed because of five references to
it, discovered in codex P ( [1] p. 2, 101—"the second book” opened by the
eighteenth chapter; [2] the rules of Gennadius, archbishop of Constantinople;
[3]1 p. 139—Discourse Twenty-three, which includes the thirty-fifth question of
Athanasius of Alexandria; [4] p. 265'—a general reference; [5] pp. 389, 390—
a reference to Discourse twenty-eight of the “second book™). These references
in codex P do not correspond to a single one of the three more complete
manuscript copies of Kormchaia (codices A, T, and S), but it is clear that the
“second book” of codex P holds no fewer than eleven discourses (18-28).
According to Gurii Tushin’s version of the first redaction of “Discourse of a
Certain Elder” (part of codex P),* one may assert that Gurii Tushin recopied
articles from the Kormchaia which were close to codex P, but, judging from the
composition of Gurii’s collection Sofiiskoe 1451 and Sofiiskoe 1468, a full
copy of the Kormchaia, that is, including the “second book was available to
him.”

Codices AT follow the general common form which was more complete
than the “first book” of codex P, plus 17 articles, which are equally reflected in
codex A and codex T. The supplementary articles of codex T (405-446"; the
further text has been lost) we consider as preparatory material to the next form
of the Kormchaia, in distinction to the full form of codex P, which, similarly,
was regarded by the author as the summation of a definite stage of work and
was sent by Vassian to the Kirillo-Belozerskii monastery. The protograph,
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reflected in codex AT, constituted a rough selection (in codex AT it is ceremo-
nially copied), with several inconsistencies in the table of contents (unneces-
sary references to the “second book” are retained, as in codex P).

The full and complete form of Vassian’s Kormchaia is obtained in codex S.
The related codex S of the “non-possessors” compendium was presented to the
1531 council: only in codex S were the articles of the “Hellenistic sages” kept,
about which the Metropolitan spoke at the trial. Meanwhile, a different manu-
script copy was undoubtedly used in the grand princely treasury and produced
for Vassian at the 1531 trial: That copy was copied by Isaak Sobaka and was
corrected by him*’—in codex S the handwriting of Isaak is not detected. Codex
S is clearly a draft copy because it contains many corrections, small pieces of
paper glued to various chapters, and other additions. We may suppose, there-
fore, that codex S was the original from which Isaak Sobaka prepared a final
copy for Vasilii III.

The most thorny disputes among scholars call into question the times of
origin of the different versions (redactions) of the “non-possessors”
Kormchaia. Contemporary historiography leans on the opinion of A. S. Pavlov
(1871, 1902), who placed the first stage of Vassian’s editorial work (codex P)
at 1517, on the basis of records in AT (“siia kniga pisana po
blagosloveniyu . . . Varlaama mitropolita vseia Rusii v leto 7025-go, mesiatsa
maiia 27 dnia”), and the second stage (codex AT) at 1518 and the following
years, when Maksim Grek was working in Muscovy.*® N. A. Kazakova (1974)
defined the version of the Kormchaia presented in codices AT as terminus post
quem non 1524. Kazakova’s elaboration depends on two arguments: that cop-
ies from Vassian’s Kormchaia were made no later than 1524 by Gurii Tushin
(Sofiiskoe 1451), and that the manuscript copy of the Kormchaia which Gurii
worked from was related precisely then to the second redaction.*

The conclusions of Kazakova assume that Sofiiskoe 1451 in its Kirillo-
Belozerskii part is concerned not with 1524, but with 1523--July 1526, and
that Gurii copied articles not from the Kormchaia of the AT type, but mostly
from the full form of codex P. The argument of Pavlov is plausible, but not free
from logical mistakes: the presence of translated materials of Maksim in codex
AT really testifies to the creation of this type of Kormchaia after the arrival of
Maksim in Moscow. However, the absence of translated articles by Maksim in
the incomplete manuscript copy P by no means guarantees that this copy
originated before the beginning of Maksim’s work in Rus (Vassian did not
necessarily become close to Maksim quickly; the translations of Maksim could
have been kept in the “second book” of codex P). The date (1517) mentioned in
codex AT could be interpreted as an indication of the day of completion of the
full form of codex P, or as a mention of the day when the blessing of the
metropolitan Varlaam was received for the redaction of the Kormchaia. At the
trial of 1531, Vassian referred to the decision of the small Moscow council,
where Varlaam, Vassian Sanin, Simeon Stremoukhov and Dosifei Zabella
“compelled” (ponudili) him to edit the Kormchaia.>! If this council really took
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place (in 1531 Dosifei Zabella denied that a council had convened), it should
have convened between July 27, 1511 (the elevation of Varlaam) and August
28, 1515 (the death of Vassian Sanin).

I think that the work of Vassian on the Kormchaia began in 1511-1515, that
some kind of preliminary form was completed in May 1517, and that the full
redaction, partially reflecting codex P and the copies of Gurii Tushin (Sofiiskoe
1451 and Sofiiskoe 1468), was compiled in the first half of the 1520s. In the
“Discourse Given in Answer” of 1523-1524 Vassian testified that he was in
the process of editing the Kormchaia (“ . . . knigu tselu spstaviti nam imeut™).>?
It is possible that he was writing about the stage of editorial work reflected in
the codices AT. Paleographic marks of codex S tell us that the copy was created
in the middle to second half of the 1520s among the circle which served the
literary interests of Vassian. However, nowhere in codex S do we find the
marks of Maksim Grek himself. It is possible that the manuscript was copied
and edited sometime after his arrest (at the end of November 1524-before
February 15, 1525). Presumably, it is dated from between December 1524 and
May 1531; moreover, the dating of the paper is closer to the latter than to
1525.33

The three subsequent redactions of Vassian Patrikeev’s Kormchaia from
1517 to the second half of the 1520s retain reliable testimony on the character
and directions of the polemics of Vassian with the followers of Iosif Volotskii.
New gains in our knowledge of canon law compilations should contribute to
our understanding of these sources. Perhaps then the sources themselves will
receive greater attention from all scholars examining the essence of medieval
church debates, which were based in large part on the general tradition of
canon law.

Institute of History,
Academy of Sciences of the Russian Federation
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NOTES

* This article is abridged from one originally written in Russian, and was
translated by David E. Burke, Theodore Korzukhin, and the author. This
work was completed during my term as a scholar at the Kennan Institute
for Advanced Russian Studies (Washington, D.C., October 1994—August
1995). For a more detailed discussion of the origin of Vassian’s
Kormchaia and some of the texts incorporated into this judicial compila-
tion, see A. L. Pliguzov, “Protivostoianie Mitropolichei i Vassianovskoi
kormchikh nakanune sudebnykh zasedanii 1531 goda,” Issledovaniia po
istochnikovedeniiu istorii SSSR dooktiabr'skogo perioda (Moscow,
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the 1500s to the 1530s in the Simonov monastery (the clerk (diak Ivan,
1508: GIM Eparkhialnoe 321) and in the Kirillo-Belozerskii monastery
(Nil Polev: Eparkhialnoe 320). We also find sheets of paper in copy S
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from other quires: some with the mark “orel” (eagle) (fols. 181-182,
575-577)—a paper which was lavishly consumed in the metropolitan
chancellery in the 1520s (B. M. Kloss, Nikonovskii svod, pp. 71-81)—
others with the mark “perchatka” (hand) (fols. 486-491, 488-489)—
which was used by Isaak Sobaka in 1524 (RGB, Troitskoe 100. See the
marks “golova byka” (bull’s head) of a rare type (fols. 576-578)—
Piccard XVI, 375 (1515-1523) with the letter “P” of a rare configuration
(fols. 623-630)—Piccard, P. VII, 1450 (1526) 3 pages of rare paper with
the mark “polumesiatsa” (half-moon) (fols. 1-6)—Mikhail Medovartsev
wrote on such paper in Moscow in the 1520s. (GIM, Sinodalnoe 562,
fols. 246-249, two half sheets and a sheet) and, as it seems, the same in
Moscow in the 1520s (GIM, Chudovskoe 267, fols. 459-512—22 full
pages; for a similar but not identical mark see Likhachev 3648). Among
the handwriting on the codex we find the hand of a writer who N. V.
Sinitsyna has identified as Selivan, a disciple of Maksim (fol. 621—
mark in the upper margin; see Sinitsyna, pp. 285-86) as well as the
handwriting of Mikhail Medovartsev (fol. 8%, 1. 5-9 below, 1. 4 above;
see N. V. Sinitsyna, “Knizhnyi master Mikhail Medovartsev,”
Drevnerusskoe iskusstvo. Rukopisniia kniga (Moscow, 1974), col. 2,
pp. 145-49. The main writer of the codex clearly imitated the writing of
Isaak Sobaka. Paleographic analysis shows that the Suzdalskaia
Kormchaia was compiled in Moscow between the middle and the second
half of the 1520s.



“Foolish Rus”’: On Polish Civilization, Ruthenian
Self-Hatred, and Kasijan Sakovy¢

DAVID A. FRICK

Famous (in certain Ukrainian and Polish circles) is the anecdote about the
simple Orthodox priest from around L'viv, who, sometime in the early seven-
teenth century, began his homily with the words: “Listen, Christians, to the
sermon of Saint Rej.” The picture is undoubtedly funny. We are asked here to
imagine a barely-literate provincial Orthodox priest opening perhaps the only
book in his possession, a postil by Mikotaj Rej, one of the central figures of the
Polish Renaissance. And then we imagine that Calvinist author of earthy
facetiae. After all, Rej was a man who (according to Jakub Wujek, his Jesuit
competitor as postillographer) interpreted Holy Writ “never having studied it in
his life, [and] spent his years in pranks, cards, court life, scoffing, jokes, and
rhyming.”! Even allowing for Jesuit disinformation, it is clear that the priest
was mistaken in including Rej among the Orthodox saints. But equally clearly,
the point of the anecdote was to emphasize the priest’s simplicity, if not
outright ignorance.

That the story enjoys the limited familiarity it does is thanks, in large
measure, to the nineteenth-century literary historian Michat Wiszniewski, who
included it verbatim in his monumental history of Polish literature (1851, 368).
In this way, the anecdote has become part of learned Polish discourse. It is told
as an illustration of the growing importance of Polish books, language, and
culture for the entire Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, including its Orthodox
eastern territories. But it is also told with a wink to the audience over yet
another example of Orthodox simplicity.

The important thing for my argument here is the fact that it was a Ruthenian,
Kasijan Sakovy¢, who first published the anecdote to the world in print.
Sakovy¢ was one of the “unquiet souls” in which early seventeenth-century
Rus’ abounded.? Born around 1580, the son of an Orthodox priest in Potyly¢,
he received his higher schooling at the Catholic academies of Zamo§¢ and
Cracow. For a while, nonetheless, he remained Orthodox. He was tutor, prob-
ably in the mid 1610s, to the young Adam Kiysil, future castellan and senator.>
He was a deacon for the Uniate archbishop of Przemys§l, Atanazij Krupeckyj,
perhaps in the late 1610s.* In 1620 he became an Orthodox monk in Kyiv; for
the next four years he was rector of the Orthodox Brotherhood School and as
such, a precursor of Metropolitan Peter Mohyla in his efforts to establish Kyiv
as the center of Orthodox learning. In 1622 Sakovy¢ published a cycle of
poems in Ruthenian on the death of Petro Sahajda¢nyj, hetman of the
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Zaporozhian Cossack host. In this cycle intended for public performance by his
Kyivan students, Sakovy¢ offered, in the name of the Ruthenian intellectual
elite, a vision of the Cossacks and their hetman as the representatives of
Ruthenian interests.” This is the work for which Sakovy¢ is best known to
historians of early modern Ruthenian culture. His later path would seem all the
more extreme to those who remembered that he had begun in the camp that had
seen in the Cossacks and the stauropegial brotherhoods the political and spiri-
tual center of Rus’.

In 1625 SakovyC was a preacher at the Orthodox Brotherhood Church in
Lublin. But shortly thereafter he had converted to the Uniate Church, becoming
archimandrite of the monastery in Dubno, a holding of Aleksander Zastawski,
palatine of Braclav. His conversion seems to have come at about the same time
as that of Meletij Smotryckyj (whose conversion also enjoyed the sponsoring
of Zastawski), and, as the archbishop’s neighbor in their Volhynian monaster-
ies, Sakovy€ was involved in some of the events surrounding his more famous
co-convert. As the one responsible for printing Smotryckyj’s Apology,
Sakovy¢ was officially anathematized when the book was condemned by the
Kyiv council of August 1628.% Sakovy& remained ensconced as Uniate
archimandrite of the Dubno monastery until 1639. But in 1641, at about 60
years of age, he converted once again—this time from the Uniate Church to the
Roman Catholic Church. The last years of his life would place him once again
at the center of scandal and intrigue.

As was always the case in conversions in this period, the sides differed
greatly in their interpretations of the event. Sakovy¢ sketched a path of reject-
ing “Greco-Ruthenian errors, heresies, and superstitions” on his way to finding
the truth.” The Orthodox charged Sakovy¢ with greed, baseness, and lack of
constancy, and they spoke of scandalous episodes involving sex and violence
in the archimandrite’s past.® The Orthodox side—probably Mohyla himself>—
wrote: “But you, who have already three times changed your faith and rite, as a
chameleon his color, will not long from now join some heretical congregation,
thus changing a fourth time, whence will be your certain and final perdition,
from which may the Lord God protect you, having given you understanding for
repentance. Amen.”'? The author of a Picture of the Orthodox Eastern Church
(Obraz prawostawney Cerkwi wschodniey, 164511) warned: “Beware of him,
Gentlemen Poles! He studied Turkish in Kyiv and declared that he would refute
the Koran. He has already changed his faith three times; he could even take on
Mohammedanism and become your enemy, because he is a vir ad deceptionem
natus [man bomn to deception].”!?

The archimandrite, of course, offered a different picture. A good Uniate,
concerned only with eradicating pseudo-Uniatism from his own side, Sakovy¢
had focused on the discrepancies between the old and the new calendars as one
of the minimal distinguishing marks of true Uniateness. He published a work
on this topic in Vilnius in 1641, allegedly with the blessings of the local Uniate
brotherhood and hierarchy. In Sakovy¢’s representation, however, the lesser
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hierarchs and priests had upended authority, turned against their outspoken
colleague, and forced him to choose between recantation and confinement or
flight. Sakovy¢ chose flight. He converted to the Roman Catholic Church, for
which step he received a special dispensation from the pope. He then tempo-
rarily settled in the Augustinian monastery of Saint Catherine in Cracow’s
Kazimierz, where he continued to write against the errors of the “Greco-
Ruthenians.” He seems to have left the Augustinian novitiate by 1645 and to
have died in 1647.

The most important of his last works was a tract entitled ETIANOPOQZXIX [A
Setting Right), That Is: A Perspective and Explanation of the Errors, Heresies,
and Superstitions That Are Found in the Greco-Ruthenian Disuniate Church,
Both in the Articles of the Faith and in the Administration of Sacraments and in
Other Rites and Ceremonies (Cracow, 1642). It is here that we find the anec-
dote about the Orthodox priest and his Saint Rej. The way the story was told
provides some insight into the story-teller:

And sometimes another pop will babble any old thing, and there is nothing to
listen to. And others tell their sermons to the people from heretical postils. As
was the case with one pop outside of L'viv, who said: “Listen, Christians, to
the sermon of Saint Rej.” Having noticed this, the Franciscan father
Koropatnicki, who was then still a layman, took from the pop as a punishment
for this two oxen and that postil of Rej.!?

Note first the superfluous details that add grotesquerie to the punishment: the
poor priest was deprived not only of what may well have been his only book,
but also of two oxen (not one, and not three). This would seem to be a sort of
reckoning: one book equals two oxen. However we figure this economy, what
is important is the equation of the spiritual and the physical, or the reduction of
the spiritual to the brutely physical in Sakovy¢’s portrayal of Ruthenian Church
life. Sakovy¢ returned to physical details over and over in his account, and I
will return to them in mine shortly.

For the moment, however, I would like to focus on some of the implications
of the fact that Sakovy¢ wrote his denunciation of Ruthenian Church life in
Polish. There is, of course, nothing particularly surprising in this fact. This had
long been the norm for Ruthenian polemicists of all confessions. Scholarship
has largely focused its attention on the remarkable degree and rapidity with
which the Ruthenian elite became participants in Polish civilization. Antoine
Martel’s classic study remains the place to begin any investigation of the
Polonization of Rus’ at the level of language and letters. Recent work by
Henryk Litwin on the Catholicization of the Ruthenian szlachta has returned to
one of Martel’s conclusions: that conversion to Roman Catholicism came, on
the whole, as a result of Polonization, and not the other way around.'* I would
like, however, to ask a somewhat different question of the same set of data:
What scars, hidden or otherwise, were left by this operation of taking on
another face and speaking with a new tongue?'’
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In general, participation in the public life of Poland-Lithuania brought with
it—or, depending upon one’s point of view, came only at the cost of—a certain
degree of Polonization. This process of acculturation was clearly smoother for
the Lithuanians, who were not separated by confessional difference from what
was becoming the dominant culture of the Commonwealth; for the Ruthenians,
a crucial part of whose identity was connected with eastern Orthodoxy, the
process was more complicated. Conversely, as the Lithuanians became
Polonized they learned an entirely new language and left the old one behind;
Ruthenians learned a new alphabet, but spoke a language closely related to the
new one and could thus be perceived as speaking a regional or social variant of
the better-positioned social norm that was Polish. As Ruthenians became more
and more linguistically, culturally, and politically Polonized, the potential for
tensions in individual identities became greater. Looking at the issue from a
slightly different angle, we might say that the limited inclusiveness that charac-
terized Polish-Lithuanian society stood in some direct relationship to the phe-
nomenon I am calling Ruthenian self-hatred.

One of the goals of Polish-Lithuanian society was the creation of “political
Poles,” gentry citizens of the Commonwealth of various ethnicities and confes-
sions who could be made to think of themselves as politically Polish.!® There
were ethnic, socio-economic, and confessional factors that facilitated or hin-
dered the process of becoming politically Polish. Some Ruthenians were in a
position to move up the scale by becoming “political Poles,” gente rutheni,
natione poloni, to use the formula associated with Stanistaw Orzechowski.
These were the gentry who converted to Catholicism. Their Ruthenianness
remained as a part of local, family heritage, and the dominant version of society
considered this a harmless difference. Such Ruthenians became “Polish” much
the way the Lithuanian gentry became “Polish.” Only the magnates and the
greater nobles could remain Orthodox and still be accepted as fully-fledged
participants in political and social life, and that only early on, before the
Reformation, Catholic Reform, and Orthodox Slavic Reform had begun to
draw the battle lines more precisely. The Ruthenian peasantry was excluded
from mobility at this point and did not become active players until the
Xmelnyckyj Revolt of the mid-seventeenth century. The society of Poland-
Lithuania was “inclusive” to the extent that it could accommodate a variety of
ethnicities and confessions, allow for relatively peaceful co-existence, and
make it possible to move up through the acquisition of the cultural, confes-
sional, and economic qualities that were socially desirable. It was exclusive to
the extent that obstacles were placed in the way of Polonization for certain
ethnic and social groups. In spite of increasing questions in the public forum
about their political trustworthiness, the heterodox szlachta was, on the whole,
more fully Polish and more easily Polonized than the Ruthenians.

In the early seventeenth century a dilemma faced many Ruthenians who
found themselves in a social and political middle between the magnates, who
had by now largely converted to Roman Catholicism, and the peasantry and
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Cossack ranks. This was a group that included lesser gentry, Church hierarchs,
and perhaps some of the burghers. This newly forming Ruthenian elite encoun-
tered choices ranging from Polonization and conversion to Roman Catholi-
cism, on the one hand, to adherence, on the other hand, to visions of
Ruthenianness that were still in the process of negotiation and could consist in
greater or lesser degrees of Polonization and might be either Greek Catholic or
Orthodox. None of these choices seems to have been an easy fit. This new elite
seems to have found itself between pressures to become more fully Polish and
other definitions of Ruthenianness connected with the Cossacks and the broth-
erhoods. The focus in this study will be on the question of the relationship of
the Ruthenian elite to Polish civilization,!”

It may be useful to compare visions of the Ruthenian question as seen from
the Polish “right” and the Polish “left.” The Polish Catholic “right,” led by the
Jesuits and especially Piotr Skarga, sent out to the Orthodox an invitation to
Unity. The Roman Catholics challenged Rus’ to recognize its identity in “har-
mony” with the Polish Catholic one. Once this unity of faith had been achieved,
in Skarga’s vision, a certain well-circumscribed difference could then be toler-
ated:

For the Church of God is clothed in variance (without contradiction), like a
queen in colors of various cloths and stones and pearls . . . And yet the holy
Church sees this gladly and allows it, so long as a different faith not be made
by this, and the unity of the holy Church not be rent.!3

The governing image was that of “One shepherd and one flock,” where the
shepherd was the pope, but also the Polish king, and the flock was those in
communion with Rome, but also citizens of the Polish-Lithuanian state. In
Skarga’s vision—and this would become the dominant one—confessional
unity was the precondition for political unity; it was this vision that was
eventually able to equate Roman Catholic orthodoxy with patriotism and het-
erodoxy with treason. Skarga was among those who, in other contexts, spoke
out publicly against the confessional toleration present in Polish society and
foretold Poland’s demise precisely because of that confessional policy.!®

The example of Skarga must stand here for many of the voices associated
with the Polish Counter-Reformation. This threat from the “right” was clear,
and leaders of the Orthodox Church—and also, to different degrees and in
different ways, leaders of the Uniate Church-—portrayed their actions as a
defense of Ruthenian difference. A large portion of Ruthenian society, includ-
ing a newly forming elite, perceived the Catholic call to unity as a challenge to
Ruthenian identity under the pretext of harmony and toleration. Their reaction
gave rise to what might be called (by analogy with the so-called Catholic
Reform) an Orthodox Slavic Reform.

But the Polish “left” offered a vision of unity within the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth that was hardly less threatening to Ruthenian difference. In
their competition with the Catholics for rhetorical and real control of the noble
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Republic, some Antitrinitarians envisaged an “open” Commonwealth that ac-
cepted as equals those (members of the gentry) who, from the various religions
and ethnicities found in the Commonwealth, had a will to be made equal. Here
it was the rhetoric of tolerance that was the threat to Ruthenian identity. This
was not “simply rhetoric”: these were some of the theoreticians and practitio-
ners of tolerance who are treated with justified pride in Polish historiography
on the age of confessionalism.?’ I do not mean to minimize their significance.
Still, the heterodox were, on the whole, no more ready than the Catholics to
consider the Ruthenians equal participants in the debates, nor did they take
Ruthenian difference seriously. The Ruthenians were there to be instructed and
assimilated.

Again, one example will have to stand for many. Consider the
Antitrinitarian Andrzej Lubieniecki and his portrayal of Poland-Lithuania in
the Reformation and the Counter-Reformation. Lubieniecki called his work
Poloneutychia, a Latin-Greek neologism meaning something like “Polish hap-
piness.”?! In it, he drew a picture of amazing confessional differences in the
Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth in the second half of the sixteenth century.
There were Roman Catholics, Greeks, Armenians, Jews, Tatars, Karaim,
Tritheists, Ditheists, Paedobaptists, Anabaptists, Neo-Baptists, Moravian
Brethren, Schwenkfeldians, and the list continued. And yet, Lubieniecki was
certain that only one of these groups, and that by no means one of the larger,
was the true religion, and he expressed satisfaction—glee, almost—at the
gradual disappearance of differences.?? The key to this process was the wisely
tolerant King Sigismund August, who knew how to defuse quarrels with a
gentle joke and who simply allowed the many groups to argue themselves out.
Writing in the 1610s, Lubieniecki warned of Poland’s demise precisely be-
cause of its intolerant confessional policy.??

What is important for my argument is that Lubieniecki’s tolerance was
equaled or surpassed by his abhorrence of disunity. Here is his model of
“Polish happiness”:

For who does not see how this can be considered a great happiness, when the
Lord God Himself, the ruler of earthly governments, joins as in one body
several tens of principalities of various religions, languages, nature, and cus-
toms, and gives them one head, one lord, and as if one father, so many sons of
different mothers, different practice and languages and religions, who, loving
all equally, showing them the same love, has the same concern for them, and
maintains them in good government, freedom, provision, harmony, and com-
fort??*

Yet Lubieniecki’s ultimate vision was of a Commonwealth united politically
and confessionally. The purpose of bringing together so many different sons
was not to foster their differences, but so that their differences might disappear.
He argued eloquently against the use of force in matters of conscience, saying
that “there is nothing more voluntary than religion.”?> Therefore, it would be
necessary to wait peacefully for those in error to recognize the truth. In this
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way, Lubieniecki was also able to use the favorite proof text of the Catholics
and the Uniates—"One shepherd and one flock” (Lubieniecki 1982, 51); but as
a non-Catholic and a member of a politically weak confession, he used it in a
political sense first of all: Let us all be free Poles; God’s truth will eventually
carry the day.

Where did the Ruthenians fit in for Lubieniecki? Their only fully-recog-
nized role was to become political Poles, to accept Polish freedom and happi-
ness.?® Otherwise, Ruthenians (who were barely mentioned in Lubieniecki’s
narration) were represented as peasant members of a debased religion:
Lubieniecki portrayed the Ruthenians as Jews finding their false Messiah in
Michael the Brave, Palatine of Wallachia and “Restorer of Dacia.”?’ Beyond
this, Ruthenians played no active role in the Poloneutychia: there was no
mention of the Union of Brest and no mention of Orthodox attempts to estab-
lish an accepted Orthodox identity in Poland-Lithuania. And note that in his
survey of confessions in the Commonwealth, Lubieniecki had subsumed the
Ruthenians—if he thought of them as a separate group at all—under the
heading of the Greeks.

The common thread between both sides of the Polish confessional spectrum
was an agreement that Ruthenians were not only different, but inferior, and
should not only be received into unity, but raised up in the process. If Greeks
were crafty, crude, and stubborn, then the Ruthenians—so the stereotype had
it—were foolish, crude, and stubborn. This public opinion about life in the
eastern lands of the Commonwealth also ran the confessional gamut. The Jesuit
Skarga wrote of “simple Rus,” deceived by the crafty Greeks.?® The radical
Antitrinitarian Szymon Budny, who had lived and proselytized among the
Orthodox, was even less delicate in representing his neighbors: in a letter to the
Swiss Calvinist leader Heinrich Bullinger he described Rus’ as “the admirer and
most diligent imitator, or rather, the most superstitious ape, of all Greek super-
stitions.”?®

The self-identified Roxolanian, Stanistaw Orzechowski, painted a picture of
similar crudeness: until it had been brought to civilization by the Poles, Rus’
“differed little from the Scythians in people and in customs”;*® under Polish
rule, the “Ruthenian wastelands” had become filled with “people, plowmen,
small towns, and villages.”! Orzechowski had neutralized his Ruthenianness
to the extent that he could now play the country bumpkin, the Ruthenian
prophet, the backwoods philosopher in his Polish and Latin self-representations
to the Republic of Letters.?? This was, in many regards, the kind of assimilated,
acculturated, acconfessionalized Ruthenian that was held up as a model in
contemporary Polish political and historical writing.

Of course, Orzechowski remained in several other regards in uncomfortable
relations with the Catholic mainstream. Here was a man who had flirted with
Protestantism in his youth, later taken holy orders as a Catholic priest and then
soon after a wife—only to go on to conduct battles against both his own bishop,
in defense of his marriage, and against the heterodox, in defense of the Catholic
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order in Poland.*® At crucial points he found he could make polemical use of
his Orthodox roots.>* These appeals to Orthodox arguments might be used as
evidence for Orzechowski’s Ruthenian identity. But I would ask here, to what
degree this version of Ruthenianness had been assimilated to Polishness? This
was the sort of Ruthenian identity—that traditionally represented by the motto
gente ruthenus, natione polonus—that was congenial to the dominant version
of Polish-Lithuanian society in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centu-
ries, and which can be used today in painting pictures of an easy fit of
ethnicities and confessions in the Commonwealth. But other versions of
Ruthenianness were in varying degrees of conflict with society, and it is this
Ruthenian unease in Poland-Lithuania to which I wish to draw attention here.

There were sexual-political aspects implicated in problems of Ruthenian
identity. For the Catholic Orzechowski, the appropriation and enlightenment of
Rus’ came with the conquest of the fertile lands of Red Ruthenia by Polish
knights and with their marriages with Ruthenian women; out of one such union
came Orzechowski himself.3> The Antitrinitarian Lubieniecki saw fit to record
as an active role for Ruthenians only the example of the wife of Ivan Tyskevy¢,
who received literally marginal recognition as the faithful Ruthenian wife who
stood by her convert-husband as he became an Antitrinitarian martyr.3¢ Rus’
was on its way to becoming—in some Polish representations of it, at any rate—
a passive and fertile land of women and peasants.

Fear that this might be the case, that the Ruthenian nation would thus be
excluded from participation in the Noble Republic, was one of the things that
drew a response from the Ruthenian elite at the end of the sixteenth and
beginning of the seventeenth century. While some continued to assimilate,
others attempted a variety of paths—within both the Orthodox and the Uniate
Churches—to define and defend an acceptable, but still recognizable,
Ruthenian otherness. All who played the game from the Ruthenian side began
on the defensive, played according to rules established in Poland and the West
in the age of confessionalism, and—this is the important point here—fre-
quently betrayed what must have been deep-seated and pervasive insecurities.

One aspect of this insecurity was a fear of being linked with Muscovy in the
minds of the Polish elite. Contemporary Ukrainian scholarship—in response to
long-established Great Russian, Soviet, and post-Soviet interpretative tradi-
tions—has been at pains to demonstrate the lack of identity between Muscovy
and Rus’ in seventeenth-century usage. This is certainly true: contemporaries
drew a firm border between Rus’ and Muscovy. This fact, however, should not
make us unaware of contemporary perceptions (on Polish and Ruthenian sides,
at the least) of a potential link between Ruthenian and Muscovite sensibilities
and interests, or of the implications of this potential link for Ruthenian insecu-
rities in their dealings with Poles.

One extreme Polish vision of Muscovy (one which, again, was silent about
Rus) appeared in a curious work entitled A Muscovite New Year’s Present,
That Is, the Proper Reasons for a Muscovite War, the Desired Occasion, the
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Great Hope of Victory, and the Benefits and Heretofore Unestimated Riches of
That Domain Briefly Described (Cracow, 1609), the author of which was a
certain Pawel Palczowski.? In this twice-published lengthy diatribe, the Polish
envoy and former prisoner of the Muscovite state painted a picture of fantastic
barbarity among “Muscovite cannibals,”*® whose ruler, the “ugly Muscovite
beast . . . reeks of garlic, onion, rotgut, or finally, like a dog dead for several
days, and has his hands constantly befouled with the blood of his subjects, over
whom he rules in no other wise but always as a tyrant.”* The point of
Palczowski’s New Year’s Gift was to set up an equation by analogy: Muscovy
was to Poland as the East and West Indies were to Spain and Portugal
(Palczowski 1609, B2, F2V). Poland’s mission was to bring Christianity and
civilization to the Muscovites (who were not Christians: Palczowski devoted
several pages to answering this eventual objection*’) and to reap the economic
benefits of subjecting a land rich in resources.

Muscovy was, according to Skarga, even more backward than Rus’; thus—
and this was his point—Rus’ had no need to look for spiritual enlightenment to
these pseudo-brethren (who were “quite half in idolatry and, what follows from
that, have fallen into evil and profane manners”).*! This was a theme that
reappeared, for example, in the Uniate Smotryckyj, who envisaged a spiritual
and cultural revival of all of Orthodox Slavdom fueled by Ruthenian schools,
books, and scholar-priests. Smotryckyj sought to distinguish Rus’ from its
Orthodox brethren: Rus” was both free and learned, Muscovy was free but
ignorant, the rest labored in benighted servitude.*?

Thus when Orthodox and Uniate Ruthenians declared their loyalty to the
Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth and to its golden freedom, they were cer-
tainly partially expressing genuinely held beliefs; but they were also trying to
suppress any thoughts that they might be linked somehow to that not only
unlearned, but even cannibalistic, un-Christian, and tyrannical East. We should
not be surprised that, as the party most vulnerable on this issue, the Orthodox
Ruthenians were often louder than the Uniates in their public Polish-Lithuanian
patriotism. For example, in the polemic over the restoration of the Orthodox
Church hierarchy in 1620, one strategy the Orthodox side employed in its
attempts to prove its loyalty to the Commonwealth was to demonstrate the
willingness of the Cossacks to fight for Polish interests in Moscow.** The only
sometimes unexpressed charge toward which such arguments were directed
was that of a secret Ruthenian-Muscovite political solidarity.

But even if Rus’ could slam the back door firmly shut, there was still the
barbarian—or at least the bumpkin—Ilurking within. Skarga’s assurances that
Rus’ was less unlearned than Muscovy, and Smotryckyj’s vision of Rus’ as
leading the way for the rest of Orthodox Slavdom, both acknowledged a
potential link with Muscovy by denying it, and they assumed Ruthenian back-
wardness with respect to what all of the Catholic and nearly all the Orthodox
elite accepted as the norm: that of the Latin West, here in its Polish
instantiation.
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Ruthenian insecurities were thus both political and cultural or civilizational.
As the Orthodox metropolitan of Kyiv Peter Mohyla wrote in his reply to
Sakovy¢: “they [i.e., the Poles] always allege against Rus’ that they do not
study, wherefore they are simpletons and not politic.”* Nie sq politykami: the
word—polityk—has come to mean ‘politician’ in modern Polish usage, but it,
along with related words such as policja (‘police’) and polityczny (‘political’),
could also draw one set of meanings from their etymological root polis (Greek
‘city’). Thus they sometimes signified the presence of urbanity, polish, and
manners, as opposed to the rustic lack of manners. This was what Mohyla had
in mind. In repeating this Polish claim about the Ruthenian lack of manners,
Mohyla was acknowledging the presence of a set of rules for civilized behavior
to which Poles adhered (or were supposed to adhere) and agalnst which
Ruthenians might be judged civilized or uncivilized.

What we witness here are aspects of what Norbert Elias called the civilizing
process.®> For the peripheries of Europe, this process, ridden with internal
conflicts in its very nature, was doubly painful in that it implied not only the
acquisition of a set of manners informed by rules of self-control, but also the
recognition of a center that was elsewhere, a center where these manners came
more “naturally.” Provincials could acquire these manners only with great
effort and could never be confident in their control. Of course, individuals in
some centers felt themselves on the periphery of other centers and were thus
much less comfortable than their “own” provincials might have imagined them
to be.

Consider the Polish case and the Polish-Ruthenian relationship. To what
extent did the patriotic Sarmatian rhetoric of the Renaissance and Baroque seek
to cover Polish insecurities toward a center that was elsewhere? How easy was
it—despite Lukasz Gérnicki’s 1566 Polish version of Baldassare Castiglione’s
Il libro del Cortegiano—to be a Polish courtier?® How do we reconcile
histories that told of the world-renowned Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth*’
with the more private acknowledgments by some of its sons that in “the world”
one found learned people who thought Polonia was a city like unto Bononia?*®
Such feelings of insecurity may have caused Poles to draw all the more firmly
the border between civilization and barbarity, between Poland-Lithuania and
Muscovy.*

However uneasy Polish civilization may have been, the mainstream of the
Ruthenian elite began to acknowledge it as, in many regards, its own model.
For the Ruthenian elite, Orthodox and Uniate, one of the main roads to civiliza-
tion lay through the linguistic (and, thus, the cultural) realms of Latin and
Polish, and not through those of Greek, Slavonic, or Ruthenian. The Athonite
monk Ivan VySenskyj was offering a viewpoint from the margins of Ruthenian
society when he answered Skarga’s challenge by embracing a vision of Ortho-
dox Ruthenian-Greek foolishness for Christ’s sake and opposing to it the
Polish-Latin worldly wisdom that was foolishness with God.*® The Ruthenian
mainstream still pledged allegiance to Greek and Slavonic authorities for what
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we might term patriotic reasons, but their function had become that of public
programmatic authorities for the faith; they had little practical significance
outside the Church books, and even in that realm Latin sources now played
important roles.

Ruthenian, the forgotten language among the elite, soon became a cause of
further insecurities. In the preface to a new Ruthenian Homiliary Gospel, a
postil-like work that was supposed to supplant Saint Rej and Saint Wujek in the
hands of Orthodox preachers,’! Meletij Smotryckyj drew an analogy that
equated the relationship of Ruthenian to Slavonic with that of Polish to Latin.>?
In so doing, he was, for programmatic, patriotic reasons, giving expression to
something about which he himself had doubts or, perhaps, to a situation he had
hopes might eventually arise and toward which his own efforts might lead.
Smotryckyj himself, somewhat older than Mohyla and Sakovy¢, already wrote
almost exclusively in Polish, and when he referred in that same preface to “our
simple Ruthenian language,” one wonders whether he was simply calling it a
lingua vulgaris or whether he was also calling it crude.’® When Mohyla sought
to alert Rus’ to its potential “un-politic-ness,” he wrote first of all of the need for
the Orthodox to become fluent in Latin and Polish. The reasons had to do with
both practical necessity and good manners: imagine both the chances for
success of, and the figure cut by, the Ruthenian litigant in a Polish-Lithuanian
court who attempted to argue his case in Ruthenian, Church Slavonic, or
Greek! Ruthenians, in Mohyla’s view, had to become Latin-Polish orators.’*

Early on in the confessional-cultural polemic, all participants—Roman
Catholic, Protestant, Uniate, and Orthodox—abandoned Ruthenian for Pol-
ish.>> Thus Uniate Ruthenians, Orthodox Ruthenians, and, in Sakovy&’s case,
Roman Catholic Ruthenians, were now addressing each other in Polish, so that
the dominant party—Roman Catholic Poles—were always a potential audience
for supposedly internecine debates. And the Ruthenian parties often behaved in
their mutual addresses as if they assumed big brother was watching and listen-
ing.

Again, it is the potential for insecure behavior that is of interest here. It is, of
course, well known that by the early seventeenth century, Ruthenians had
begun to write in Polish; the reason has often been sought in something
positive, or at least in a positive response to an unfortunate necessity—in the
search for a potential Polish-reading audience that could have ranged up the
social scale to the king. Although there is certainly some truth to this “positive”
evaluation, we should not neglect the negative side—the possibility that it was
a sort of shame that caused Ruthenians to switch to Polish. Whatever the
reasons for the switch, once the Ruthenians were writing in Polish, insecurities
continued to play themselves out at a linguistic level. Let us return one last time
to the anecdote about the Orthodox priest and his copy of the sermons of Saint
Rej. More than a little of the humor was linguistic. Sakovy¢ told the story in
Polish (the entire work was written in that language), but he made the priest say
his bit in Ruthenian (albeit in Latin letters) and without translation. That is, he
identified the country bumpkin by his speech.
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When polemicists from either side cited evidence from Church Slavonic
liturgical texts (again, in Latin letters), they frequently provided Polish transla-
tions immediately following.>® Ruthenian textual material, on the other hand,
was rarely glossed. Functioning on all sides in the Polish linguistic context as
an immediately recognizable mark of stylistic, intellectual, cultural, and ethnic
baseness, it was assumed intelligible to readers of Polish. In some cases, as in
that of Sakovy¢’s anecdote, it was subsumed by Polish, becoming a lower
stylistic level of the more cultivated language.

It might be objected that Sakovy€’s Latin-letter representation of spoken
Ruthenian was not the same as the clearly more dignified Cyrillic-letter lan-
guage of texts identified as written in the “Ruthenian vulgar tongue.” But
against this position I would suggest that Ruthenian existed as a separate
written language, referred to as such, largely thanks to the Cyrillic alphabet.
Without the graphic transferal from Latin to Cyrillic scripts it is difficult to
imagine that there would have been any printed works in the early seventeenth
century that advertised themselves as “translated from Polish into Ruthenian.”
If our poor priest “thought in Cyrillic” as he read from, and adapted for his
Orthodox audience, the Polish-language sermons of Mikotaj Rej, in what man-
ner did his oral performance differ from the written performances of
Smotryckyj, Mohyla, Sakovy¢, and others, who translated, adapted, and based
themselves upon Polish texts and models when they composed in Ruthenian?*’

Thus, although the “politic” Ruthenian elite wrote generally unaccented
Polish, they must at times have been subject to the fear that an inadvertent slip
could reveal their rusticality. Actually, it became part of the rhetorical arsenal
of the polemic for each side to “help” the other out by uncovering the
opponent’s Ruthenianness through linguistic signs, as if to say to the implied
Polish and Polish-reading audience—"he’s the bumpkin, not me.” This was the
point of the joke, when, for example, the Orthodox Smotryckyj put the Uniate
Metropolitan of Kyiv, Josyf Ruckyj, in his place by telling him that no “Ivan”
(that is to say, a generic Ruthenian) had any business pretending to be an Ivo
(of Chartres); and since both names were in the genitive case, they provided an
incongruous Polish “rhyme”: Fwana and Iwona.*® This was a joke thanks to the
juxtaposition of cultural “opposites”: a stock character, the Ruthenian bumpkin
Ivan, and a historical figure of some import, the renowned eleventh-century
bishop and authority on canon law, Saint Ivo of Chartres. And remember that
Smotryckyj made this Ruthenian joke while writing for the Orthodox side
(although in Polish), and as a member of its Church hierarchy.

A similar role was played by the forms of address Mohyla directed at
Sakovy¢ from time to time in the course of his polemic. In the midst of his
Polish text, Mohyla would include one or two words in the vocative case,
insulting epithets, with recognizably Ruthenian morphemes, although intelli-
gible to Polish readers: “shut your mug, panie mudrohelu [sir wise one]”;>
“dear premudry [most wise] mathematician.”®® It was as if by changing madry
to mudry, one could call someone not wise, but an idiot (and a Ruthenian idiot
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at that). And, again: these were (Orthodox) Ruthenians writing in answer to
(Uniate and Roman Catholic) Ruthenians for a Polish-reading audience.

What I have sought to demonstrate through the preceding discussion is that
the preconditions existed for something we might call, in its most extreme
manifestations, Ruthenian self-hatred: the fear of this weakly situated minority,
and especially the fear of its newly forming intellectual elite, that it would
reveal itself as uncivilized, and perhaps also disloyal, in the face both of direct
challenges to its existence and of offers of a well-delimited sort of toleration.
This ethno-confessional insecurity was encouraged as much by the positions of
the intolerant right as by those of the tolerant left. Much changed, of course,
over the period I have briefly surveyed, from the reigns of Sigismund August to
Wiadystaw IV and across swings between relative tolerance and intolerance
toward the Ruthenians. The insecurities I have described were certainly not felt
equally strongly over this period by every individual nor across social classes.
Nonetheless, I would argue, these insecurities were a fact of public life for
Ruthenians in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. They had their roots in
the age of confessional controversy, and they grew stronger with each attempt
to draw lines between the confessional camps more clearly. They were there to
be manipulated in public debate, and any Ruthenian who took part in public life
beyond his own village must have been potentially—and, as time went on,
increasingly—subject to them.

This seems to have been a part, perhaps a significant part, of what motivated
Kasijan Sakovy¢ toward the end of his life, and perhaps also in his earlier
conversion from Orthodoxy to the Uniate Church. Certainly his writings of
1641 to 1644, that is, in the years immediately preceding and following his
conversion from the Uniate to the Roman Catholic Church, were shaped by a
loathing toward every aspect of Ruthenian political, cultural, and confessional
difference.

Let us begin with the political. The Orthodox, in Sakovy¢’s representations,
were potential traitors. In a Uniate work from this period he warned that the so-
called stauropegial brotherhoods, those that had been removed from episcopal
control and placed directly under the authority of the patriarch of
Constantinople, were a “periculum [peril] to the Fatherland”;%' the Turkish
sultan, he argued, “would not allow the Polish king to establish in his domain
any sort of brotherhoods and to rule them. Then why does the Polish king have
to allow the Turko-Greek patriarch to found brotherhoods in his domain and to
rule them?”5? As he wrote in the dedication of his Epanorthosis, “the true faith
is as the single pillar upon which not only our salvation, but also the integrity of
the Commonwealth is supported and founded.”6?

Further, according to Sakovy&, Rus’ was not only potentially disloyal, but
also ignorant:

In the single city of Cracow, Vilnius, Lviv, Lublin, Poznafi, or Warsaw I can
safely say that in one large monastery there are more learned men and theolo-
gians than in all of Rus’.%
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Sakovy¢ wrote of the “idiot pop,” of the “simpleton pop,”**® of “simple Rus’in
villages and little towns,”’ of the “simplicity of crude Rus’,”$® and of the
“foolish Ruthenian.”®

It was common for writers of the period to apologize for employing the
vulgar tongue rather than Latin, for using an unadorned style rather than the art
of rhetoric (although, of course, this apology itself—the so-called fopos
modestiae—signaled a familiarity with rhetorical commonplaces). Sakovy¢
carried his apology one characteristic step further, motivating his use of sermo
humilis (although it was Polish, and not Ruthenian) by denigrating his audi-
ence: he wrote “not elegantly, but simply, since it was a matter of crude Greco-
Ruthenian errors, crudely for the crude.”’® He represented Rus’ as a peasant
nation with “peasant understanding,””! and he introduced stock characters and
allowed them to act out Ruthenian stupidity in a Polish context: “mowit Hryc
do Iwana . . .” (Ruthenian, “Hryc says to Ivan . . . ”; Sakovy¢ 1641b, 28). One
imagines here the opening lines for an early modern Ruthenian stand-up comic
playing before a Polish audience. While this crudeness was located above all in
the Orthodox, Sakovy¢ was increasingly willing to find such qualities in the
Uniates as well, even though, he allowed, they counted more learned people
among them than their Orthodox brethren.”?

In one short Polish work, a Dialogue, Sakovy¢ presented a conversation on
the topic of the old and new calendars between two citizens of Vilnius, a
Roman Catholic named Maciek and an Orthodox pop named Dionisij. The
ironic Ruthenian-language subtitle—Premudrost Otca Dionisia [“The ‘Wis-
dom’ of Father Dionisij”’]—made it clear, in case there was any doubt, who was
to carry the day. (The Ruthenians’ “wisdom” was foolishness with the Poles
and with Sakovy¢.) Maciek spoke Polish in this dialogue, Dionisij Ruthenian
(although there was no graphic distinction between the Latin letters used to
represent both languages). The constantly repeated gag of the conversation
showed Dionisij misinterpreting Maciek’s Polish in ways that pointed to
Ruthenian foolishness, and Maciek pretending to misunderstand Dionisij’s
Ruthenian, thus establishing Polish wisdom. Maciek spoke of matematyka
(“mathematics”) and komput (“computation”); Dionisij heard matyka (some-
thing approximating the modern Belarusian matyka, “hoe” [cf. Polish and
Ukrainian motyka) and kapiut (perhaps a third person plural for a verb like the
the modern Belarussian kapdc', “to dig” [cf. Polish kopa¢ and Ukrainian
kopatyl), Maciek responded in mock agreement that Dionisij should stick to
motyka and not talk about astronomical subtleties he could not understand.”
The Catholic Pole claimed ignorance of the debased language—“That’s
Ruthenian, and I don’t know how to hlaholiti [“to speak,” but really “to talk
jargon,” since the verb is Ruthenian, not Polish]”74—all the time taunting
Dionisij with Ruthenian forms of address: “O dear Batko [“father”], you cer-
tainly have cabbage brains . . . tell me mudry [“wise”] father.””

Sakovy¢’s vision of the world was full of what seem self-contradictions:
here it was crucial for a cultivated, patriotic Ruthenian to demonstrate differ-



224 DAVID A. FRICK

ence from the Orthodox.”® The crucial sign of Ruthenian backwardness became
the old calendar that not only the Orthodox but also the Uniates continued to
use. This was, for him, a minimal distinguishing mark between true Uniates
and Orthodox: “without agreement [with the Romans] in the calendar, there is
no sign of that Ruthenian Union with the Roman Church, for the Union
maintains all the rites and ceremonies as the Disunion.”” Here, too, the
Ruthenian fool was made to spout his wisdom:

Boors sometimes say: “supposedly in the Ruthenian lands the sun and the
moon make their course across the heavens one way and in a different way in
the Polish lands; and in Rus' they derZat [hold] in Ruthenian fashion, but
among the Poles they go Polish fashion.””®

This provided Sakovy¢ with the opportunity to poke more fun at Ruthenian
superstitions. There was, he noted, “a saying about the Ruthenian month, that
when someone threatens someone else with beating or punishment, then he
says: “You will lie for a Ruthenian month’.” This allowed him to express mock
horror: “By God, how heavy and terrible is that Ruthenian month. I know that
Ruthenian, Ukrainian, Podolian miles are greater than the Polish, as are also
measures, bushels, and ells.” But if, Sakovy¢ reached his main point, “the
Ruthenian days and months were greater than the Polish,” then the Ruthenians
would be in danger of acting like the foolish virgins who had forgotten to take
with them oil for their lamps (cf. Mt. 25:1-12).” Anyone who knew the parable
was in a position to understand the lesson for the day: the Ruthenians with their
old calendar knew neither the day nor the hour wherein the Son of man cometh.

With the saying concerning the “Ruthenian month,” Sakovy¢ was tapping
into a body of popular wisdom that was beginning to represent Rus’ as an exotic
place of fascination and fear, a kind of “Wild East” for Poland-Lithuania. In the
course of the Polish-Ruthenian encounter, a number of proverb-like sayings
have come into use. The Polish “Indian giver” was a “Ruthenian giver”: “the
Ruthenian gift—given today, taken tomorrow.”%® Poles warned: “speak with a
Ruthenian, but keep a rock up your sleeve™®! and “whoever cheats a Ruthenian
will become a wise man.”? People were characterized as “stubborn as a
Ruthenian,”®? or “crafty as a Ruthenian.”®* Rus’ became the land of magic: “if
there is no sorcery in this, then there is none in Rus’.”8 Polish immigrants to
Rus’ cautioned that “even in Rus’ one must labor.”8 And according to the most
colorful of the dicta I have encountered: “In Rus’, even though you sow Jesuits,
still it is bandits that will grow.”%” It seems to have been the late sixteenth
century that marked the establishment of these sorts of stereotypes, as the Poles
began to move into Rus’ in greater numbers after the Union of Lublin in 1569
and as the Ruthenian month indeed became “longer” (or, rather, ten days later)
with the introduction of the Gregorian calendar in the Catholic portions of the
Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth in 1582.%8

A comparison with the Uniate Smotryckyj, who was Sakovy¢’s model in
much of his writing, is instructional here. Smotryckyj wrote against the “errors
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and heresies of schismatic Rus.” It was a phrase he used over and over.
Sakovy¢ borrowed from Smotryckyj wholesale and verbatim, but wherever the
archbishop had spoken of “errors and heresies” (bledy y herezye) the
archimandrite spoke of the “errors, heresies, and superstitions of schismatic
Rus™ (bledy, herezye, y zabobony). Here, too, with the addition of superstitions
to the characteristics of Rus’, Sakovy¢ was mouthing Polish ethno-confessional
stereotypes which situated Rus’ in the barbaric East.

A psychiatrist might be tempted to focus on the physical aspects of his
patient’s abhorrence for things Ruthenian and seek its roots in his earliest
experiences as the son of a Ruthenian pop, the figure that provided the constant
target for his bitter remarks. Sakovy¢, as is well known, was missing one ear.
Mohyla was merciless in his polemic, asking the archimandrite “where is your
ear hidden that you used to have?’® And he made fun of his logic: “It is only
through your earless reason that this prayer cannot be a form of the sacrament,
and your consequentia [conclusion] is this: Kasijan is minus an ear, ergo pluet
[therefore, it is raining].”®® Moreover, Mohyla jeered, “it would thus be more
fitting for you to discourse about the pigs that ate your ear, than to establish
new forms of the sacraments.”®! Mohyla also attempted to set the rumor-mill in
motion: “people say various things about it [the ear].”? Sakovy& became
irritated enough at Mohyla’s attacks on his physiognomy to offer, in one of the
many hand-written marginal annotations in his own copy of Lithos, a lengthy
account of how he came to lack an ear:

When Mohyla, the schismatic metropolitan, runs out of arguments concerning
the tonsure and the keeping of the hair, then he has recourse to my ear, which
he repeats so many times in many passages, as if wishing to bring me and my
Catholic writings to shame. But know, kakodox Mohyla, that even if you had
three or even four eyes and two noses, but you do not have a head, and yet you
say, where is my ear: there are many worthy and noble people, both secular
and spiritual, who either in sickness or through some chance occurrence, lose
some member, an eye or a finger, or a nose, or an ear, but this does not harm
their good fame, although it causes ugliness to the body. So learn that when I
was yet in diapers in the cradle a half year old it was my fate that I was
deprived of an ear by a hog from the cradle, in which it was not my fault at all,
but that of the person who was entrusted with watching me.*?

Sakovyt was practically silent about his father the pop, even in his marginal
annotations to passages where Mohyla claimed that his opponent had his
slanderous examples of the crudity of Ruthenian Church life straight from his
father’s Church and parish.**

Whatever the psychological motivation for it, it is difficult to overlook
Sakovy¢’s fascination with, and abhorrence for, the physical in his criticism of
Ruthenian life. Here again we are in the realm of manners, and what we find is
an indictment of Ruthenian Church life—in addition to doctrinal and ordinal
deviations——for failing to adhere to a set of rules governing civilized behavior.
These passages would make a long list, and they come as something of a shock
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to readers accustomed to the mostly arid theological hair-splitting that had
come to characterize the confessional debate.

Sakovy¢ offered arguments from the physical realm in every polemical
context. In the Dialogue, Dionisij’s Ruthenian reinterpretations of the Polish
words he did not understand had brought him from the realm of mathematics
and stellar computations to that of hoes and digging. An argument against
celebrating Easter according to the old calendar was the “great quantity of
rotten fish and herring” Maciek noticed in the Vilnius town square on his way
to his conversation with Dionisij.?> In a less than perfect piece of Polish poetry
(Sakovy¢ was no Kochanowski, to whom he deferred as a “Poeta
perfectissimus polski [most perfect Polish poet]’¢), Maciek addressed Rus":

The poor herrings now roast in the sun,

So long have your days of fast dragged on.
Nay, soon even herrings will not stay,

If you the Lord’s Rising so delay.
Know by such a clear clock at the least,

When you ought to celebrate the Feast.”’

Arguments on the sacraments became equally material. Orthodox priests
“keep the oil of chrism in ugly and contaminated mirnice or vessels.”®® Further,
“in many places instead of communion bread, the pops buy for themselves
those wheaten rolls in the market square.”® Still further, “it is a well-known
thing that many pops celebrate with vinegar and apple- or pear-kvas instead of
wine. And even if it is with wine, then it is mouldy and sour, for the pop wishes
to serve with this quart of wine for up to half a year or even longer.”1%

Orthodox beards in their proximity to the sacraments provided an abiding
object of fascination and disgust. Dionisij (Maciej’s collocutor) harbored lice
in his. 1! Others” were full of the Lord’s blood and hid ulcerous mouths:

And sometimes yet another pop’s hand shakes, either from age or from
drunkenness . . . If a drop of the Lord’s blood were to drip onto a kerchief or
anything, then they order that it be cut to pieces and burned. More than one,
not only peasant, but also mustachioed and bearded pop, who rinse their
mustaches and beards in the blood of the Lord, would have to have their
mustaches and beards burned.

Third, those spoons are sometimes very broad, and someone, male or
female, does not know how to open their mouths, but even compresses their
mouths, whereby necessarie [necessarily] the blood of the Lord pours out
around his mouth. Yet another has a mouth overgrown like a forest, such that
the pop can barely find his mouth, and the blood of the Lord must necessarily
douse the mustache before it makes it into the mouth. This has often been the
case in many localities.

Fourth, that sometimes another will have an unclean mouth and ulcerated
lips, and he will receive the sacrament with a spoon, then it is disgusting for
the one following him to take from the same spoon, nay even dangerous.

Fifth, another bumpkin will drip saliva from his mouth onto the spoon
such that it is disgusting to watch.!%?
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Sakovy¢ picked up the theme again a few pages later, speaking here of the
custom of crumbling pieces of the body of Christ into the chalice:

And another pours all the particles, of which there are sometimes up to thirty
or even more, and not small at that, into the chalice, such that sometimes there
will be nearly half a chalice full of them; then he takes that from the spoon and
raises it like some sort of borscht to his mouth; and another has his mustache
and beard full of the blood of the Lord, nay even of the crumbs themselves,
and then he smacks his mustache, and since he stuffed so many of those
particles into the chalice, he almost gets drunk; then as there was difficulty in
their consumption, no less is also the difficulty in cleaning the chalice of
them, whereby water is poured in time after time; sometimes he even reaches
with a finger to take the crumbs out of the chalice. And finally, which is a
disgusting thing to hear, he tidies up the chalice with a black, dirtied, mouldy
sponge, whereby also some crumb of the sacrament can be scooped up into
the sponge. And then, he sucks on that sponge and slurps the wetness out of it.
I do not know what sort of natura [nature] is so crude that it can bear tantam
nauseam, tandem [so much nausea; finally] he will hang that sponge on the
wall, upon which flies, spiders crawl, defile, and leave their nets about, and
then throughout a week the sponge moulders from that dampness.'®

I have cited these rather chaotic passages in some completeness and at some
length in order to convey a sense of the associative frenzy that seems to have
taken over Sakovy¢ whenever he launched into topics of physical disgust.

Sakovy¢’s train of thought sometimes led him from the simply physical to
the physically sexual. I cite here part of a long and unusual series of associa-
tions that led from uncovered chalices to uncovered bodies:

They do not cover the chalice, but it stands uncovered upon the altar until they
open the royal doors, whence a fly, spider, spiderweb, dust and ash, etc., can
fall into the chalice. And since I also mentioned ash, for there are in some
churches great fireplaces or bellows upon which elders or boys fan the fire
with fans, and that ash disperses over the entire altar, and they fan that flame
for the censer, for they cense during the liturgy itself seven or nine
times . . . And men cense the fair sex, and another one of the fair sex will even
open up her gown and her fur-coat, so that he cense her, and on particular
places: that censing comes out well for the pop.!%*

An annotation that Sakovy¢ wrote into the margin of his copy of Mohyla’s
Lithos argued at great length against the practice of exchanging kisses with the
priest at the Easter mass, again partially on grounds of sexual aesthetics:

I now return to the matter I had taken up concerning the kissing of the pop,
saying that it is a most improper and unfitting ceremony, which, if it ever was
in the Catholic Church, has been cast out of it, and abandoned and trampled
under foot by the Uniate Church. If it pleases you schismatics, pops and
bishops, then remain by it. However, give your pops a break, offer them some
sort of relief in this, let the poor fellow not suffer such great fatigue from all
these kissers, male and female. Divide them into two groups, and this for this
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reason: since the pop and the popadia [i.e., “wife of the pop”] are one, and
whoever kisses the popadia as if kisses the pop, therefore let some kiss the
pop and the others the popadia. Only that there will be a quarrel, for certainly
all the men and boys would wish to kiss the popadia, and the women and girls
the pop, which would be not a little distasteful to both the popadia and the
pop, for sometimes the pop will be old, and the popadia young, or the pop
young and the popadia old. Concluding this paragraph, I say that it is a
disgusting ceremony, this kissing of the pop that is performed in the schis-
matic Church during such a feast of the Lord’s Resurrection. Nonetheless, if
this disgusting ceremony has already so pleased you that boys and girls kiss
you (for this is a tasty bit even for the bishops, for they kiss them too), then at
least have them kiss you on the hand and not on the face.'%

It is worth noting in this connection the frequency with which Sakovy< speci-
fied that his generic examples applied to both sexes (“male and female kissers”;
“yet another, male or female”), when most of his contemporaries would have
limited themselves to the masculine. This, again, may indicate a discomort with
physical aspects of Ruthenian Church life.

In short (and one could cite much more in this vein), Sakovy¢’s Rus’ was
peopled with priests who poured borscht instead of wine into chalices,'%
priests who drank all night and served mass with the shakes (Mohyla 1893, 45;
Sakovy¢ 1642b, 7), priests who smacked their lips, hacked, coughed, and spit
during the liturgy (Mohyla 1893, 78, 339), priests who got into fights within
the sanctuary and pulled on each other’s beards (Mohyla 1893, 158), priests
who saved up pieces of communion bread and fed their families and their pigs
with them (Mohyla 1893, 158).

I end this much abbreviated survey of Sakovy¢’s sense of Ruthenian realia
with a flourish that also captures something of the level of the exchange. In
expressing his abhorrence of Orthodox prayer postures, Sakovy¢ wrote that
“their kneeling is un-politic (nie polityczne) and incorrect, for, having placed
their heads on the ground, they stick out like cannons trained backwards.”1%7
And Mohyla responded “tit for tat” (“wet za wer”), claiming that these cannons
were the weapons of the Orthodox, aimed at Sakovy¢ and his like.!%®

There is, of course, no smoking gun here, no possible proof that it was
something like self-hatred that made Sakovy¢ tick; and I certainly do not mean
to argue that this was all there was to him. My goal was rather twofold: to make
a case for the possibility, even probability, of such insecure behavior on the
part of a Ruthenian intellectual elite that was attempting to find a place in
Polish-Lithuanian society, and to point out what, in my impression of the
witnesses, sticks out: Sakovy¢’s abhorrence for those things that made
Ruthenians different from Roman Catholics and his location of those differ-
ences in linguistic, intellectual, spiritual, and physical baseness. Moreover, I
would argue, there was something in Sakovyc that set him apart from other
Ruthenian churchmen of the first half of the seventeenth century with whom I
am familiar: the fact that when he was finished reforming the Ruthenian there
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was (or better: there ought to have been) nothing left to betray his difference
from a Pole.

It may be useful to compare Sakovy¢ with his contemporaries. In justifying
his conversion to the Roman Catholic Church in 1641, Sakovy¢ painted a
picture of a golden age of true Uniates such as the metropolitans Hipatij Potij,
Josyf Ruckyj, and the archbishop Meletij Smotryckyj, and he contrasted to that
golden age the present bronze age of pseudo-Uniates and crypto-schismatics
(Sakovy¢ 1642b, B3Y). Note here that we have moved from the golden age to
the bronze in less than ten years: Smotryckyj died at the end of 1633. Sakovy¢
returned to Smotryckyj much more frequently than to any of the others. He
lifted whole arguments verbatim from the Apology he had once helped to print.
He also echoed favorite turns of phrase from his predecessor. And he did not
always point out his borrowings. One gets the impression that Sakovy¢ leaned
heavily on Smotryckyj’s public explanations of his conversion from Ortho-
doxy to the Uniate Church in motivating his own move from the Uniate to the
Roman Catholic Church.

But the differences are all the more telling here precisely because Sakovy¢
insisted so strongly on his spiritual kinship with Smotryckyj. In fact, the many
borrowings from Smotryckyj mask a fundamental difference. If I have under-
stood Smotryckyj correctly, his twistings and turnings and compromises all
aimed at one thing: the preservation of some sort of Ruthenian difference
within the cultural and political framework of the Polish-Lithuanian Common-
wealth and against the challenge posed by that society’s dominant culture.!%
Ruthenianness was something to which Smotryckyj was bound by ties of
affection. This does not mean that he felt any more at home than Sakovy¢
among coughing, hacking, spitting priests, who fed their families and their pigs
on communion bread, and who pulled each other’s beards in the sanctuary.
Perhaps Smotryckyj was much less directly familiar with the rural life Sakovy¢
portrayed than was Sakovy¢ himself. These differences may have played a role
in determining the two men’s differing reaction to Ruthenianness.

Smotryckyj’s “Ruthenian nation” was an idea, a program, a set of desiderata
based on a sense of allegiance, a reading of history, and an understanding of
what established the public dignity of any ethno-confessional grouping in early
modern confessional Europe. Sakovy¢’s “Ruthenian nation” was both real and
absurd; its only reasonable course was to disappear into the Polish. Smotryckyj
did what he did throughout his life in order, he claimed, to keep Rus’ from
becoming a nation of ignorant peasants; Sakovy¢ justified what he did because,
he claimed, Rus’ was a nation of ignorant peasants. And, most crucial here,
Smotryckyj converted in order to avoid becoming a Roman Catholic, in order
to maintain some vestige of difference; Sakovy¢ converted in order to become
Roman Catholic, in order to erase all difference.

Consider, for example, the following line of reasoning. Sakovy¢ devoted
lengthy passages to the various social pressures that caused Ruthenians to
become Roman Catholic. He included in his survey the presence of Roman
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Catholic schools, service for Polish lords, marriage to Polish wives (Sakovy¢
1642b, C19), the fact that “many lords and ladies . . . do not wish to maintain
Rus’ at their estates until they become and remain Catholics,”!!? the fact that
“there is no land, and hardly any town in Rus’ where there are no Roman
Catholics and no Catholic Churches, whereas once you have travelled beyond
Lublin and beyond Jarostaw, you will not find a Ruthenian Church or a
Ruthenian until Cracow itself.”!!! Similar lists of the social pressures
experienced by the Ruthenians can be found in Smotryc’kyj’s work.
Smotryckyj and Sakovy¢ agreed publicly, and probably in their private
musings as well, that Rus’ was fortunate in its enjoyment of Polish liberties.
The question was what to do with them. The sociopolitical pressures I have
just enumerated were, in Smotryckyj’s version of them, part of the danger of
public life in Poland-Lithuania, a bad thing, something to be counteracted; and
it was the Union that was to keep Rus’ from becoming Catholic and thereby
losing its identity. In Sakovy¢’s version, otherwise superficially similar to
Smotryckyj’s argumentation, these pressures were a good thing, something
that would make civilized Roman Catholics out of Rus,, and—here, ironically,
he “agreed” with Smotryckyj—it was only the Union that was standing in the
way.!12 It is worth pointing out here that Sakovy& portrayed as a conversion,
borrowing from Smotryckyj’s apology for his own conversion, what was
supposed to have been no conversion and thus an impossible confessional
move: that from the Greek Catholic to the Roman Catholic Church.!! For both
Smotryckyj and SakovyC there seems, after all, to have been an important
border between the two confessions. Smotryckyj placed his hopes for the
future of Rus’ in the maintenance of that delimitation; Sakovy¢ called for its
erasure.

In my view, Sakovy¢’s life was an eccentric one. He seems to have been
as much on the margins of Ruthenian society as was Ivan VyS$enskyj. Our
final image of Sakovy¢ situates him in Kazimierz, the medieval town just
outside Cracow’s old city walls that was home to most of Cracow’s Jews. Here
he conducted discussions on the calendar with the local rabbis,!!'* and he
addressed the people he had sought to leave behind as “people of the old
calendar” (starokalendarzanie) in a neologism consciously modelled on
“people of the Old Testament.” Now he represented Ruthenians as Jews and
himself took on one of the masks of the convert, loudly articulating reigning
views of his own people as disloyal and debased in an effort to efface his
former identity.

And yet, I find in Sakovy¢’s life only more extreme reactions to the same
sets of challenges and insecurities that were faced by the Ruthenian mainstream
on both sides of the major confessional divide. This was the paradox of the
Ruthenian encounter with the West: as Rus’ became better equipped to meet the
Protestant and Catholic challenges, as it became more and more “civilized,” it
became less and less secure in its “civilization.” Witold Gombrowicz’s analysis
of Polish civilizational discontents (1982, 24, 1988, 14) might be adapted to fit
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early modern Rus” “A [Ruthenian], when confronting the East, is a [Ruthenian]
delineated and known in advance. A [Ruthenian] with his face turned toward
the West has a turbid visage, full of unclean angers, disbelief, secret sore
spots.”

University of California, Berkeley
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Wujek (1573, 338): “Bo iako ten Pismo ma dobrze wyktada¢, ktory sie
go iako zyw nie vczyl? ktory swe lata w Zarciech, w karciech, w
dworstwie, y w szyderstwie, w kun§ciech, a w rymowaniu strawit?”
This is the reigning image of Rej that has been passed down in Polish
tradition, and not that of the author of a Calvinist postil or of a moralizing
speculum. See Podgérska 1981 for a study of the comic in Rej.

The most complete biographical sketch of Sakovy€ is to be found in
Szegda 1994, but cf. also Golubev (1893, 9-26).

See Sakovy¢ (1642b, 20) and Sysyn (1985, 49-50).

Szegda (1994, 343) doubts that this Uniate episode could have taken
place before Sakovyé’s rectorship in Kyiv, but the contemporary rumor
mill quite definitely placed him in Przemy§l just before his arrival in
Kyiv and entry into the monastic order. See Golubev (1893, 11-12) and
Mohyla (1893, 53).

The work is most readily available in Kolosova (1978, 322-38).

See Frick (1995, 131-38). In fact, it was Sakovy¢ who—in the first
person—Tfilled out the last sheet of Smotryckyj’s Apology, identifying his
participation only with the signature initials K[assian] S[akowicz]
A[rchimandrita] D[ubieniski]. See Smotryckyj (1628, 202-03) and
Smotryckyj (1987a, 624).

See especially the prefaces to Sakovy€ 1642b and Sakovy¢ 1644.

For a survey of the Orthodox charges, see Golubev (1893, 11-12, 18-
20).

The main Orthodox response to SakovyS’s  ‘EmavopBwcigwas a work
entitled AIOOX or a Rock from the Sling of the Truth of the Holy Ortho-
dox Ruthenian Church. It was published at the Kyiv Monastery of the
Caves in 1644 and ascribed on the title page to “the humble father
Euzebij Pimin.” Evcefng Mownv—-the pious shepherd”—is clearly a
pseudonym. It is generally held that Metropolitan Peter Mohyla stood
behind this pseudonym. The strongest critique of this opinion came from
the work’s nineteenth-century editor, S. Golubev, who pointed to
Mohyla’s habit of delegating philological and polemical work to one or
more of his close Kyiv associates; he saw Mohyla as the work’s instiga-
tor, perhaps as one who played some role in the work’s shaping, but not
as the work’s author. See Golubev (1893, 74-76).

I suspect Golubev was uncomfortable with the idea that the metropoli-
tan was the author of such a violent piece of confessional polemic. Still,
Mohyla probably was the work’s author. The contemporary debate had
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also raised the issue. Many at that time saw in Mohyla the author, and
Sakovy¢ himself filled the margins of his copy of Lithos with polemical
rebuttals addressed directly to the metropolitan. (Sakovy¢’s marginalia
are printed by Golubev in Mohyla 1893. One of many passages where
Sakovy¢ addressed himself to Mohyla as the author of Lithos is found at
Mohyla [1893, 23].)

Those who argued against this attribution at the time were Roman
Catholics and Uniates who had a different agenda: to “prove” that
Mohyla was a crypto-Uniate. The Orthodox, of course, were happy to see
in their illustrious metropolitan the author of Lithos. See, for example,
Ioanykij Haljatovskyj’s polemical reply to his Catholic opponents (1678,
93): “iesli Mohila byl Vnitem, czemuz wydat Xiazke Lithos albo Kamier
nazwang? . . . ktory Lithos ty refutuiesz Trybunalisto, y Piotra Mohitg
Lithologiem nazywasz.”

Mohyla (1893, 379): “ty, ktory$ trzy razy w wierze y nabozefistwie iuz,
iako chameleon w farbie, odmienil, nie zadtugo do zboru haeretickiego,
czwarty raz sie odmieniaiac, przylaczysz, gdzie bedzie pewne y ostatnie
twoie zaginienie, od ktorego cie¢ niech Pan Bog, dawszy tobie rozum do
obaczenia sie, uchowa. Amen.”

Wiszniewski (1851, 372-73) attributed the work to the Uniate
archimandrite of Dubno, Ivan Dubovy€, and Golubev (1893, 143-44)
accepted this attribution. But Estreicher (1910, 226) gave convincing
counter-arguments, pointing out that a Uniate could hardly have been the
author of the work.

Cited according to Wiszniewski (1851, 372-73): “Strzezcie si¢ go
Panowie Polacy! uczyl on si¢ w Kijowie po turecku i powiadat, Ze obali
Alkoran, juz to sig¢ trzeci raz w wierze przeniewierzyl, moze i
Mahometanem zostanie i bedzie waszym nieprzyjacielem, bo to vir ad
deceptionem natus.”

Sakovy€ (1642b, 105): “Czasem tez drugi Pop ladaco baie, y niemasz
czego stuchaé. Drudzy tez z Heretickich Postyl Kazania w Cerkwi
ludziom powiadaia. Iako to ieden Pop za Lwowem mowil: Postuchayte
Chrestiane Kazania Swiatoho Reia. Czego postrzegszy Xiadz
Koropatnicki Franciszkan, bedac ieszcze §wietskim, wzial za to winy
dwa Woly od Popa, y Postylle one Reiowe.”

I have retained in English the word pop as it is used in the Polish texts
to signify an Orthodox priest. It is a crucial word here. In Sakovy<¢’s
usage it was already beginning to take on the derogatory qualities that
Orthodox speakers of Polish discern in contemporary Polish usage. It is
doubly important for my argument, since Sakovy¢ was himself the son of
a pop and directed much of his scorn toward the group to which his father
had belonged. For examples of the derogatory use of the word pop in the
Polish context, see Kepinski (1990, 49-50).
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Martel (1938, 289); Litwin (1987, 82).

In his study of Ivan VySenskyj, Ivan Franko (1981, 127) spoke of masks:
‘. ..they [the Ruthenians] learned to hide within themselves their real
thoughts, to say and do one thing, and to think another thing, whereby
with time the mask became one with the face, such that a person did not
even himself know what in him was genuine and true and what was
masked . ..”

For an overview of the Ukrainian position within the state and society of
the nobles, see Sysyn (1985, 5-36).

The dilemmas faced by the Ruthenian elite may bear some structural
similarities to those faced by other minorities in European societies. See,
for example, Gilman 1986, especially pp. 1-86, for an overview of the
dilemmas faced by Jews in early modern Europe.

Skarga (1882, 491-92): “Bo koSciol Bozy rozlicznoscia (bez
sprzeciwno$ci) przybrany iest, iako krolowa w farby szat y kamieni a
perel rozmaitych . . . a przedsie to kosciot §. rad widzi y dopuszcza, byle
si¢ tym rozna wiara nie czynita, a iedno$¢ si¢ kosciota §. nie targata.”

See Tazbir (1962, 722) and Lubieniecki (1982, vii).

The literature on the theory and practice of tolerance in the Polish-
Lithuanian Commonwealth is large. See especially the works of Tazbir
(e.g., 1967 and 1973) and Ogonowski (e.g., 1958) as well as the literature
on the Confederation of Warsaw of 1573 (e.g., Korolko 1974 and the
articles in the special issue of Odrodzenie i Reformacja w Polsce [vol. 19,
1974)).

On Lubieniecki and the Poloneutychia, see Barycz 1981 and the preface
to Lubieniecki 1982.

This was practically a refrain in Lubieniecki’s survey of recent Polish-
Lithuanian confessional history (1982, 52): “Ale i te nasz Pan Jezus
Chrystus nie tylko konfundowat przez stugi swe, ale je tak znidsl, ze juz i
o0 jednym z nich w naszych krajach nie wiemy.”

See Lubieniecki (1982, vii). Lubieniecki seems to have intended the
work for publication. It remained in manuscript until recently, however,
perhaps because, as its recent editors have suggested, it would have
pleased no one: the large gentry opposition would have found fault with
the regalistic praise of Sigismund III, and the leaders of the Counter-
Reformation gathered around the king’s court would have objected to the
apology for confessional tolerance. See Lubieniecki (1982, xvii).

Lubieniecki (1982, 15): “A kto bowiem nie widzi, jako to za wielkie
szczeScie poczytano byé moze, gdy Pan Bég sam, sprawca rzadéw
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ziemskich, w jedno pafistwo jako w jedno cialo zlaczy kilkadziesiat
ksiestw réznych nabozenstw, jezykéw, przyrodzenia i obyczajéw, a da
im jedne glowe, jednego pana i jako jednego ojca, tak wielom synéw
réznych matek, réznego ¢wiczenia i jezykéw, i nabozefistw, ktéry
jednako wszytkie mitujac, jednaka im mito$¢ pokazujac, jednakie o nich
staranie ma, a one w dobrym rzadzie, swobodzie, opatrzeniu, zgodzie i
wczasie zachowywa?”

Lubieniecki (1982, 115): “Nie masz nic tak dobrowolnego, jak
nabozefistwo.”

Under Wiadystaw III, Lubieniecki noted (1982, 22), “the Ruthenian and
Podolian szlachta was set equal with the Polish szlachta” (“Tamze ruska
i podolska szlachte poréwnano z polska szlachta . . . 7).

Lubieniecki (1982, 85): “posp6lstwo ruskie wygladalo go [i.e., Michael
the Brave] chetniej niz Zydowie Mesyjasza, co on dobrze od naszych
Kozak6éw wiedzial, ktérzy mu stuzyli, bo im popowie ich bajali, ze ten
ich greckie nabozefistwo do ziemie lecace miat na nogach postawié.”

Skarga (1882, 390): “Potym wiele innych rzeczy napletli, Ru$ prosta
zwodzac.”

Wotschke (1908, 174): “Est enim Russia omnium graecanicarum
superstitionum admiratrix imitatrixque diligentissima vel potius simia
superstitiosissima.”

See Orzechowski’s letter to Paolo Ramusio (15 August 1549), printed in
Orzechowski (1891, 281): “Fuit enim Russia Scythiae antea, cui finitima
est, non multum sane genere ac moribus dissimilis . . . ”

Orzechowski (1972, 435): “osadzitem ja, Tobie, Krolu, podolskie puste
krainy, napetnilem ludZmi, oraczmi, miasteczki, wsiami ruskie
pustynie.”

See, for example, Orzechowski’s Quincunx of 1564. Orzechowski (1972,
506): “Mamy méwic€ o naturze i o whasno$ci Polskiej Korony; rzeczy to
sa wielkie i trudne, nie tylko na mie, hrubego Rusina, ale wiere tez i na
madrego Salomona”; Orzechowski (1972, 611): “Skadze sie wzial ten
nowy nasz z Rusi prorok?”

On Orzechowski, see the collectively authored article in the Polski
stownik biograficzny, the introduction by Jerzy Starnawski to
Orzechowski 1972, and Nowak-Dluzewski 1965.

For example, in a letter to the papal nuncio in Warsaw, Giovanni
Francesco Commendoni, dated 10 December 1564, Orzechowski de-
fended his marriage “no longer citing the opinion of Luther, with whom I
wished to have nothing in common, rather pointing to the example of the
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priests of the Armenian and Greek rite. From those latter, as I already
mentioned, I am descended through the family of my mother”
(Orzechowski 1891, 595). Earlier, Orzechowski had “publicly praised
Luther’s opinion against the Roman celibacy, and [he] had declared the
superiority of the marriages of the priests of the Greek rite”
(Orzechowski 1891, 598).

See the same letter to Commendoni (Orzechowski 1891, 588): “But
indeed all of Rus’, composed of so many different peoples who differed
amongst each other very much in customs and rites, became after all one
body, most miraculously directed by the Polish king, when it received the
right of free contraction of matrimonial unions between individuals of
different peoples and rites. For that very reason my ancestors, who came
from Poland, having arrived in Rus’ as knights, convinced of the fertility
of the land and of the advantageous situation of the province, settled in
Rus’ (such is the present-day name of that land), wedded Ruthenian
women, acquired the village of Orzechowce . ..” (Orzechowski 1891,
588).

Lubieniecki wrote in his marginal annotation (1982, 158): “His
Ruthenian wife supports him in his constancy” (“Zona ruska utwierdza
go w stateczno§ci”). On the Tyskevy¢ affair, see Tazbir 1971.

On Palczowski, see Bibrzycki 1979.
Palczowski (1609, E4Y): “Kannibalowie Moskiewscy.”

Palczowski (1609, E4™V): “a ta brzydka bestya Moskiewska co
czosnkiem, cybula, gorzatka, potem iako pies od kilku dni zdechly
§mierdzi, a r¢ce vstawicznie ma splugawione krwia poddanych swoich,
ktorym nie inaczey iedno zawzdy Tyrafisko panuie.”

Palczowski (1609, H3Y): “Prawdziwie ci ludzie Chrzescianskiego
nazwisku y tytulu, nie sa godni. Gdyz pod tym imieniem petnia takie
grzechy y sprosnosci, iakowych Zzaden inni narod na §wiecie.”

Skarga (1882, 496-97): “Wiem, co ci¢ od tego nawigcey odwodzi, y iako
iaki pief tobie do tey iednoSci zastepuie: iz si¢ na Moskiewskie koscioly
y ksiazgcia Moskiewskiego nieiakie tych czasow w panowaniu
powodzenie, y na ludzie tegosz iezyka y nabozefistwa ogladasz. Ale gdy
v siebie vwazysz, iako nedzne sa y prawie napoty w batwochwalstwo, y
to, co zatym idzie, w zle obyczaie y sproine zaszly ony koscioly
Moskiewskie, y iako sa osierocale w nauce, y wielka grubodcia a
nievmieietno$cia zarazone, a iako samy iusz bez zadnego dozoru, bez
zadnego z innymi ko§cioly porozumienia rzadza, y iako w moc §wiecka
wpadli,—barzo pretko ten pieft odwalié mozesz. Moskiewscy duchowni,
bedac daleko grubszy y nieumieigtnieyszy, aniszli ci Ruscy, mniemaia,
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aby tylo sami byli na §wiecie chrzeScianie, a inne wszytkie narody w
poganistwie zyly.”

But on the same page where Skarga warned against false feelings of
kinship with the Muscovites, he could also point to the fact that Rus’
could easily be united with the Poles since they had “also one common
language with us Catholics” (“Pomagaé do tego y ieden i¢zyk spolny z
nami katoliki . . . 7).

See Frick (1995, 238); Smotryckyj (1628, *2V-3%) and Smotryckyj
(1987a, 519).

See, for example, Smotryckyj (1621a, 55Y-56") and Smotryckyj (1987a,
380).

Mohyla (1893, 376): “Naostatek, zawsze to zadawano Rusi, ze sie nie
ucza, dla tego sa prostakami, nie politikami.”

See especially Elias’s study of the “history of manners” in Elias 1994,

For a recent assessment of the “fortunes of the Courtier,” see Burke 1995
(pp. 81-98 for adaptations in other languages). For an assessment of the
changes made to Polonize the Courtier, see Picchio 1978.

There is a large literature dealing with Polish self-perceptions in the
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. The growth of what might be termed
a kind of Polish megalomania is traced on the margins of works by many
scholars, especially in the studies of Janusz Tazbir. This topic is at the
center of Tadeusz Ulewicz’s study of Sarmatia and Sarmatism. On Old
Polish historiography, see also the works of Henryk Barycz (e.g., 1981).

See Orzechowski’s Dyjalog of 1562 in Orzechowski (1972, 417-18):
“Mniemali przed tym postronni ludzie, aby Polonia byla miasto jakies,
tak jak jest Bononia we Wiloszech miasto jedno, czego§my sie, po
$wiecie jezdzac, nastychawali dosy¢.” And cf. Lubieniecki (1982, 63),
who wrote that he had “seen certain captains in foreign countries before
that election [of Henri Valois], people rather outstanding, who believed
that Polonia is a certain region of Germany” (“Jam nicktére kapitany
widzial w cudzych krajach przed ta elekcyja, ludzi dosy¢ pozorne, ktérzy
rozumieli, ze Polonia jest pewna kraina w Niemcech.”) Even if
Lubieniecki’s ultimate point is to express pride in Poland’s “world-wide”
fame after the first elected king, it is a pride motivated by a fear: that even
“rather outstanding people” could not quite locate Poland on a map.

J6zef Budzito, an eyewitness chronicler of the Muscovite campaign of
1603 to 1612, devoted several truly harrowing pages to the fall of the
Polish army into cannibalism in its camp outside of Moscow in the
winter of 1612. (See Budzito [1995, 164, 169, 171-72].) To what extent
does the shock quality of these descriptions stem from the slip of a
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“civilized” people into the barbarity they frequently attributed to the
Muscovites?

VySenskyj (1955, 204, 178): “Ilsng TOro, JacKaBhlii M MYODPHIA
JIATHHHMYE, eCMO TJIYMIE, 60 ecMo anocTosa [TaBna yuenuns:.” Cf. 1
Cor. 3:18-19, 4:10.

On Vyéenskyj, see Jaremenko 1982, the articles by Harvey Goldblatt
(1991a, 1991b, 1992), and the literature cited there.

Smotryckyj described his goal as one of keeping the flock away from the
“infectious pastures of heretical teaching,” in which they “had been wont
to graze.” See Smotryckyj (1987b, x).

See Frick (1985, 38—44).

See Smotryckyj (1987b, 21). On that same page Smotryckyj referred to
Ruthenian as the “cruder and simpler language” (“mognbmwuit u
npocThIInii IA3BIKD ).

See Mohyla (1893, 375-76): “I respond that it is a proper thing for Rus’
to study Greek and Church Slavonic for the sake of the rite, but that, for
the sake of politic-ness (dla politiki), this is not enough for them, but that
they must know Polish and Latin. For in the Polish Crown they use the
Latin language almost as their native language, not only in Church, but
also before the majesty of His Grace the King, in the Senate, as well as in
the Chamber of Delegates, both in the greater and lesser court sessions,
as well as in the tribunal, and in general in all political matters. Whereby
it is fitting for a Ruthenian, since he is a citizen of the Crown, to know
that language without which in this domain he cannot get by. For it
would be an improper thing and unfitting if he were to speek Greek or
Church Slavonic before a lord in the Senate or in the Chamber of Del-
egates, since he would always have to transport an interpreter with him,
and he would be taken either for a foreigner or for a foolish person . . . ”

This is made especially clear by the linguistic chart of the polemical
literature found in Marte] 1938.

This was the practice, for example, of Sakovy¢ in Epanorthosis and of
Mohyla in Lithos.

See, for example, Frick 1988 for an assessment of the role played by
Polish Antitrinitarian, Catholic, and Calvinist translations of Holy Scrip-
ture in shaping the Ruthenian versions of Smotryckyj and Mohyla.

See Frick (1995, 189-90), Smotryckyj (1621b, 16) and Smotryckyj
(1987a, 407).

Mohyla (1893, 155): “stulze pysk, panie mudrohelu.”
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Mohyla (1893, 320): “mily premudry mathematiku.” Not all
“easternisms” were stylistically low to Polish ears. See Hrabec 1949 for a
study of “borderland elements” in the standard literary Polish of the
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.

Sakovy€ (1641a, A1Y): “periculum OyczyZnie.”

Sakovy¢ (1641a, A1Y): “Nie dopusciltby tego Cesarz Turecki, aby Krol
Polski w Pafistwie iego stanowil Bractwa iakie, y niemi rzadzil? A
czemuz Krol Polski ma pozwala¢é w swoim Pafistwie Turkogreckiemu
Patriarsze Bractwa fundowac, y niemi rzadzi¢?”

Sakovy¢ (1642b, ):(2"): “Bo prawdziwa wiara iest, iako iedyny filar, na
ktorey sie nie tylko zbawienie nasze, ale y calo§¢ Rzeczypospolitey
wspiera y gruntuie.”

Sakovy¢ (1641b, 24-25): “w iednym MieScie Krakowskim, Wilefiskim,
Lwowskim, Lubelskim, Poznafiskim, Warszawskim, powiem
bespiecznie, ze w iednym Klastorze wielkim, wigcey ludzi vczonych y
Theologow, nizli we wszytkiey Rusi.”

Sakovy¢ (1642b, B4V): “Pop Idiota.”
Sakovy¢ (1642b, C17): “Prostakowi Popowi.”

Sakovy¢ (1641b, 27): “A iz Ru§ owa prosta po Wsiach, y
Miasteczkach . ..”

Sakovy¢ (1641b, 28): “Taka to prostota v Rusi grubey.”

SakovyC (1641b, 20): “Ktoz ci¢ nauczyl glupi Rusinie, taka confuzya
czyni¢...”

Sakovy¢ (1642b, B1%): “Prace moig¢, NiewyS$mienicie, ale po prostu iako
o grubych btedach Grekoruskich grubo do grubych
napisana . . . Oddawam.”

Sakovy¢ (1641b, 27): “Chlopskie Rozumienie o Kalendarzu . .. ”

Sakovy¢ (1641b, 6): “nietylko wy Panowie Disunici, ale tez y my Vnici,
ktorzy wigcey ludzi vezonych miedzy soba mamy . ..”

Sakovy¢ (1642a, A2"): Dionizy—Maiem ruczku S. Damascena, hdie
nam tak kazet §wietyt, za to iey sia dierzaczy nie bludziem.” Maciek—
“Co to za reka? iakomcikolwiek Matematyki w Zamosciu stuchat od P.
Wuiaszki postany, y komput dobrze rozumiem, a o teyiem Raczce nie
styszal.” Dionizy—“Nie rozumieiu Panie Matfiey szto howorysz, szto
heto Matyka albo kapiut?” Maciek—*“O motyce widze abo bezmianach y
kupiectwie przystoyniey tobie Batku gadaé nizli o takich
subtelnosciach.”
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Sakovy€ (1642a, A2"): “Ruzczyzna to, a ia hlaholiti nie vmiem.”

It is worth noting that these cross-linguistic misunderstandings de-
pend on the “deviations” from Polish introduced by Dionisij’s “Belaru-
sian” akanie. Maciek speaks, Dionisij misunderstands, and Maciek un-
derstands Dionisij’s misunderstanding: matematyka —> matyka
—> motyka. Polish is the norm, the rule by which “Belarusian” errors are
measured.

Sakovy¢ (1642a, A3Y): “O mily Batku, to¢ kapu$ciany masz
rozum . . . Powiedz mi mudry Otcze.”

Sakovy¢ (1644, 37): “a dla Boga coz bgdzie za rozno$¢ nas Vnitow od
Schismatykow ...~

SakovyC (1644, A2"): “bez zgody w Kalendarzu, ani zna¢ tey Vniey
Ruskiey z Kosciolem Rzymskim: bo tez wszytkie obrzadki y ceremonie
zachowuie Vnia co y Disunia.”

Sakovy¢ (1644, 15): “mowia czasem grubianowie, Podobno w Ruskich
kraiach inaczey stofice y Miesiac po niebie biegaia a w Polskich inaczey
y v Rusi po Rusku derzat, a v Lachow po Lacku.”

Sakovyc¢ (1644, 39): “Iest przystowie o Ruskim Miesiacu, iz gdy owo kto
komu biciem abo karaniem grozi, tedy wigc mowi: “Polezyz mi z Ruski
Miesiac, dla Boga iaki§ to cigzki y straszny Ruski miesiac, wiem ze
wigksze sa mille Ruskie, Vkraifiskie, Podolskie, wigcksze y miary, korce,
y lokcie, nizli Polskie; ale dni y miesiace Ruskie wigksze byly nad
Polskie, tedy by potrzeba si¢ wam obawia¢ Panowie Rusnacy, abyScie z
temi wielkimi Miesiacami nie omieszkali wyni§¢ z onemi §§. Pannami
madremi na zpotykanie oblubiefica swego, ktorego one madre Panny
maiace Oley Miloéci Bozey y bliZniego w lampach swoich wczeénie
potkaly, y z nim na one wieczne Niebieskie gody weszty, a przed onemi
glupiemi y tarde venientibus wrota Niebieskie zamknione byty, y nie
dokotatawszy si¢, musiaty ze wstydem y hariba wieczna nazad ode$¢, to
iest na wieki wieczne od taski Bozey y od Krolestwa iego odpasé, czego
was racz Panie Boze zachowad.”

Krzyzanowski (1972, 101): “Ruski dar: dzisiaj dal, jutro odebral.” For
early modern perceptions of national traits as reflected in sayings and
proverbs, see the classic studies of Kot (1987a, 1987b, 1987¢).

Krzyzanowski (1972, 102): “Z Rusinem gadaj, a w zanadrzu kamief
trzymaj.”

Krzyzanowski (1972, 101): “Rusina kto oszuka, bedzie madr.”
Krzyzanowski (1972, 102): “Uparty jak Rusin.”
Krzyzanowski (1972, 100): “Chytry jak Rusin.”
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Krzyzanowski (1972, 101): “Jezeli w tym nie s czary, to ich juz i na
Rusi nie ma.”

In this regard, it would be worth investigating the records of witch-
craft trials in Poland-Lithuania for their ethno-confessional content. Was
Rus’ a land of witches? In March 1551, after consulting with several
ladies of Podlasie concerning their opinion of the local “witches,”
Mikotaj Radziwilt the Black chose three—two Ruthenian women and
one Jewess—to send to King Sigismund August so that they might care
for the ailing Barbara Radziwittéwna. See Janowski (1939, 67).

Krzyzanowski (1972, 100): “I na Rusi robi¢ musi.”

As cited by Lozinski (1931, 164): “Na Rusi chocby$ jezuity posial, to
przeciez ztodzieje si¢ urodza.”

The expression “a Ruthenian month” was still being used by Chopin. See
Kepifiski (1990, 48).

Mohyla (1893, 23): “ty nam powiedz, gdzie twoie ucho schowane, ktores
pierwey miat . .. ?”

Mohyla (1893, 188): “Twoim tylko bezuchym rozsadkiem ta modlitwa
forma w tym sakramencie by¢ nie moze, y twoie to consequentia:
Kassian bez ucha, ergo pluet.”

Mohyla (1893, 41): “Przystoyniey tedy tobie o §winiach diszkurowac,
ktore$ ucho ziadty nizeli nowe formy sakramentom stanowié.”

Mohyla (1893, 24): “roznie o nim ludzie prawia.”

Mohyla (1893, 23-24): “Gdy Mohile, schismatyckiemu Metropolicie,
racyi nie staie o strzyzeniu y chowaniu wlosow, tedy si¢ do mego ucha
udaie, co tak czgsto na wielu mieyscach powtarza, iakoby chcac mnie y
moie katolickie pisma w hafibie przywie$¢. Ano wiedz, lichowierny
Mohito, ze chocbys$ ty y po trzy, albo y po cztery mial oczy y po dwa
nosy, ale nie masz glowy, wszak si¢ powiadasz, gdzie moie ucho. Jest
wiele ludzi godnych y zacnych, tak §wieckich y duchownych, ktorzy
albo w chorobie, albo przypadkiem iakim, czlonka iakiego, oka albo
palca, y nosa, y ucha przyda, a to ich dobrey stawie nie szkodzi, choé
ciatu szpetno§¢ nanosi,—y dowiesz si¢, iz ia ieszcze w pieluszkach w
kolebce w pot roku przez wyroki . . . od wieprza z kolebki liszony iestem
ucha, w czym zadney moiey winy nie bylo, ali¢ tego, komu bylo zlecono
pilnowaé.” ‘

See, for example, Mohyla (1893, 177, 340; but see also 355-56), where
he defended his father.

Sakovy¢ (1642a:A1Y): “Przetom si¢ tez dziwit gdym na rynku przesziego
Czwartku y Niedziele tak wiele zgnitych Ryb y §ledzi widziat . . . ”
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Sakovy¢ (1644, 14). Lazar Baranovy¢ made similar bows in
Kochanowski’s direction when he wrote Polish verse. See, for example,
Baranovy¢ (1670, *37): “Nie Kochanowski lub te Rythmy noszg¢/ByScie
si¢ przecie w nich Kochali prosze.”

Sakovy€ (1642a, A4Y): “Iuz sig y biednie §ledzie od slofica popiekty,/Tak
sie waszego postu dni barzo przewlekty./Ba y samych iuz w krotce §ledzi
nie stanie,/Iezeli Przedluzycie Paifiskie Zmartwych wstanie./
Przynamniey na tak znacznym poznaycie Kompasie,/W iakim macie
Wielkanoc odprawowaé czasie.”

Sakovy¢ (1642b, 6): “W szpetnych y zaptugawionych Mirnicach abo
naczyniach ten Oley Chryzmy chowaia.”

Sakovy¢ (1642b, 12): “Na wielu tez mieyscach miasto proskur, kupuia
sobie Popi owe bultki na rynku pszeniczne.”

Sakovy¢ (1642b, 15): “Doznana rzecz ze wiele Popow miasto Wina
octem y kwasem labtecznym albo gruszkowym celebruia. A iezli tez y
Winem, tedy z pleénialym z skwa$nialym, bo chce Pop kwarta Wina do

4 %

put roku albo y daley shuzy¢.

Sakovy¢ (1642a, A2"): “Nie od rzeczy§ rzekt Batku, ze wiele dumu
wlosy wasze maia, bo w kudlach waszych dhugich dostatek glowek z
dumami tazi.”

Sakovy€ (1642b, 21): “Czasem tez drugiemu Popowi reka drzy albo od
starosci, albo od piiafstwa . . . Iesliby kropla Krwie Panskiey na Chuste
albo na co kolwiek vkanela, tedy to kaza wyrzeza¢ y spalié. O
nieiednemuz by nie tylko Chlopowi ale y Popowi wasatemu y brodatemu
ktorzy we Krwi Pariskiey wasy y brody plocza, te wasy y brody trzeba
palié.

“Trzecia ze te lyszki czasem bywaia wielkie szerokie, a drugi tez albo
druga y geby nie vmie otworzyé, ale ieszcze §ciska ggbe, zaczym
necessarie mu si¢ Krew Pafiska okolo vst rozla¢. Drugiemu tez geba iak
las wlosami zaro$nie, ze ledwie mu do geby Pop trafi, y koniecznie musi
si¢ Krew Pafiska pierwey w wasach omoczyé, nizli do vst przyidzie
czego si¢ tak wielekro¢ do§wiadzylo na wielu mieyscach.

“Czwarta, ze czasem drugi bedzie mial vsta nie czyste y gebe
wrzodowata, a bierze Sakrament lyszka, potym drugiemu za nim
nastempuiacemu z oneyze lyszki pozywaé iest okropno, ba y
niebespieczno.

“Piata, v drugiego tez grubiana wlecze sie §lina z geby za lyszka az
brzydko patrzac.”

Sakovy¢ (1642b, 36-37); “A drugi wszytkie czastki ktorych czasem
bedzie do trzydziestu albo y wigcey y niesubtelnych, te wszytkie w
Kielich wsypuie, ze czasem nie pul Kielicha bedzie, potym to tyszka z
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Kielicha bierze y iakoby Barszcz iaki lyszka do geby wnosi, gdzie
drugiemu y po wasach y brodzie Krwie Paiiskiey Pelno, ba y samych
kroszek, tedy on wasy smokcze, a ze tak wiele tych czastek nakladt w
Kielich, ze ledwie nie podle sobie, tedy iak trudnos¢ ich w pozywaniu
byla, nie mnieysza trudno§¢ y w wyczyszezeniu, z nich Kielicha, za
czym co raz kilka raz wody przylewa, czasem tez y palcem z Kielicha
kroszek siega. A na ostatek co y do slyszenia, rzecz okropna gembka
czarng zabrukang zaple$niala Kielich wychedoza, gdzie moze sie y
kroszka iaka Sakramentu w ggbke zagarnaé. A potym one gebkg, z oney
mokroty wysysa, wy§moktuie. Ia nie wiem co za Natura tak gruba ze
moze tantam nauseam znie$¢, tandem zawiesi te gebke na Scienie, po
ktorey Muchi paiaki laza plugawia, y siatki swoie rozstawiaia, a potym
przez tydzief od oney wilgotnosci gebka y poplesnieie.”

Sakovy¢ (1642b, 48-49): “Kielicha nie nakrywaia, ale tak nienakryty
stoi na Otftarzu, az gdy drzwi Carskie otworza, zkad moze Mucha Paiak
paigczyna, proch y popiot etc. w Kielich wpa$é, a zem przypomniat ze y
popiot, albowiem bywaia w niektorych Cerkwiach Kominki, albo
Duynicy wielkie, na ktorych ogief wytrykusze albo chlopcy
wachlarzami rozdymaia y ten popiel roschodzi sie¢ po wszytkim Ottarzu,
a ogiefi ten rozdymaia dla Kadzielnice albowiem kadza na samey
Liturgiey siedm albo dziewig¢ razow ...y kadza mezczyzny bialych
glow, ieszcze druga biata glowa y Suknie y szube zwierzchnia rostworzy,
zeby iey kadzil, y na niektorych mieyscach, dobrze to kadzenie Popowi
wychodzi.”

Mohyla (1893, 266): “Teraz wracam do przedsiewzigtey materyi o
calowaniu popa, mowiac, ze arcyniesluszna y nieprzystoyna iest
ceremonia, ktora y od ko$ciota Katolickiego, iesli kiedy w nim byla, iest
wyrzucona, y od unitskiey cerkwi porzucona y podeptana. Wam
schismatikom, popom y wtadykom, iesli si¢ podoba, zostawayciez przy
niey. Iednak przyczyficie si¢ za waszymi popami, uczyficie im w tym
iakiekolwiek ulzenie, niechby nieborak nie ponosit tak wielkiey fatygi od
wszystkich calownikow y catownic. Rozdzielcie ich na dwoie; a to z tey
raciey, poniewaz pop z popadia iedno iest, y kto popadia pocaluie,
iakoby popa pocalowat, przeto niech iedni caluia popa, drudzy popadia;
tylko w tym spor bedzie, bo pewnie wszyscy mezczyzny y parobcy,
zachcieliby popadia calowaé, a niewiasty y dziewki popa, co by nie w
smak y popadiey y popowi niemato byto, bo czasem pop bedzie stary, a
popadia mtoda, albo pop miody, a popadia stara. Owo koncluduiac ten
paragraph, mowig, ze to brzydka ceremonia w cerkwiey schismatickiey,
przy takiey uroczystoSci chwalebnego Zmartwychwstania Pafiskiego,
calowania popa odprawuie sie. Wszakze, ie§li iuz wam tak si¢ ta brzydka
ceremonia podobala, zeby was chlopi y niewiasty calowali (bo to



244 DAVID A. FRICK

smaczny kasek y samym wiadykom, bo y ich catuia), tedy przynaymniey
w reke niech was caluia, a nie w twarz.”

106. Mohyla (1893, 75). Actually, it was Mohyla who cited the case of a
certain Uniate priest Sadof, who, “offering communion to a sick person,
poured borscht instead of the wine ablution into the chalice.” But, as we
discover from Sakovy¢’s marginal comment, this case only confirmed
his opinion of the state of Rus’.

107. Sakovy€ (1642b, 79): “Abo y na Pentekostia gdy czyta Modlitwy Presby-
ter, tedy y to kleczenie ich nie polityczne, y nie grzeczne, bo glowy na
Ziemie potozywszy, owdzie iak dziata narychtowane nazad powystaia.”

108. Mohyla (1893, 258): “na ciebie to y na podobnych tobie, ktorzyscie z
cerkwi uciekli y z niey szydzicie, Bogu glowe, sklaniaiac, dziata
rychtuia. Przymiz wdzigcznie wet za wet.”

109. This is one of the underlying arguments in Frick 1995.

110. Sakovy¢ (1642b, C1%): “Wiele znam Panow y Paniey ktorzy niechca Rusi
na dworach swoich chowaé, az Katholikami zostang y zostaia.”

111. Sakovy¢ (1642b, 30): “. .. nie masz tego kraiu, a ledwie y ktore miasto
w Rusi, gdzieby Katholikow Rzymian y Koéciolow nie bylo: a Ruskiey
cerkwi y Rusina, za Lublin y za Jarostaw zaiechawszy, nie obaczysz do
samego Krakowa .. .”

112. Sakovy€ (1642b, C17): “Y owszem, by nie ta Vnia przepone Rusi
vezynila, tedyby iuz wigtsza czg§¢ Rusi w nabozefistwie KoSciota
Rzymskiego byla.”

113. The Uniate hierarchy was sensitive to the charge that the Uniate Church
was only a stepping-stone on the way to the “true” Church that was the

Roman Catholic one. Metropolitan Iosyf Ruckyj urged Rome to forbid
such “conversions,” at least to priests. See Jobert (1974, 362-67).

114. Sakovy& (1644, 11): “Pytatem ia pilno o Pasce Zydowskiey w Krakowie
co przednieyszych Rabinow Zydowskich.”
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Roman Mstyslavic’s Constitutional Project of 1203:
Authentic Document or Falsification?”

OLEKSI] TOLOTCHKO

The text investigated in this paper has, in a certain sense, enjoyed good fortune
in Russian and Ukrainian historiography. In spite of the general tendency of the
development of a critical approach to sources in our scholarship, trust in this text
has grown continually. Especially strange in this regard is the fact that confi-
dence in the reliability of this document has increased despite the obvious fact
that the only source containing a “‘constitutional project” of Roman Mstyslavig is
the Istorija Rossijskaja by Vasilij Nikiti¢ Tati$Cev. It is a treatise with a widely-
accepted positive reputation with regard to its sources and no attempt to make a
source analysis has ever been undertaken. Apparently historians, in judging the
reliability of this information, were increasingly disposed to proceed from the
point of view of the possibility or impossibility of this event in the general
context of events in the early thirteenth century and, therefore, to solve the
problem within the context of political history rather than as the result of source-
study procedures.

I shall therefore recall here the contextin which V. N. TatiSCev placed the idea
of Roman Mstyslavi€. The early thirteenth century was marked by a growing
competition between the Kyivan prince Rjurik Rostyslavi¢ and his son-in-law
Roman Mstyslavi€ who, according to numerous scholars, enjoyed priority in
southern Rusg’. This competition ended in 1202, when Roman attacked and took
Kyiv, and deprived Rjurik of the position of grand prince. In the following year
(according to Tati§Cev, however, in the same year 1202) Rjurik with his allied
troops captured the city, having conducted an unprecedented massacre. The
angry Roman undertook a campaign against Rjurik and forced him to escape to
Ovrué, but as a result of long negotiations Rjurik received the capital city of Rus’
again. In 1204 Roman concluded a treaty with the Olgovices and Vsevolod
Jurijovy& i byst' myrs,! and in 1205 he took part in a great campaign against the
Polovtsians together with Rjurik. Immediately after this campaign, during the
myropoloZennja o volostex, smjatenie velykoje happened in Perejaslav, as the
chronicler noted. Roman captured Rjurik and forcefully tonsured him a monk.2
The last two events are described by Tati$Cev under the same year 1203. And
immediately after the narrative of Rjurik’s tonsure, under the same year,
TatisCev sets out Roman’s project.

The full text follows:
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Kak ckopo PIOpPHK C X€HOIO U J04YEPbIO ObIJIM NOCTPHU2KEHBI, 3 CHIHOBhA IO
CTpaxXy B3sATHI, Beexan PoMaH B KueB ¢ BEJIMKOIO YeCTHIO M cJiaBoio. U
6yay4d TyT, COBETOBAJ C KHA3M U GOAPH O pa3nopsAaKax B Pyckoif semin,
yTo6 mpeceuyn Mexpaoycobua. M cornacsaca, mocsan ko Bceesonony,
BEJIHKOMY KH310, B Cy31a/b M KO BCEM MECTHBIM KHA35M O0BABUTE, YTO OH
Piopuka muisi ero KJSATBONPEeCTYNJIEHUS CBEPrHyJ ¢ mpectosa. U
HpeICTaB/IA UM criepytocyee: “Bol, 6paTHs, H3BECTHH O TOM, uTO KHeB ecTh
cTapeiImii npecToJ1 Bo Bcell Pyckol 3eMJylM M HafJieXKUT HA OHOM OBITH
cTapeimieMy M MyApeidleMy BO BCeX KHA3bAX PYCKHX, 4T00 MOT
6J1aropasyMHO YIPABJIATH M 3eMJTI0 PyCcKyIo OTBCIOOY OGOPOHSATE, a B OpaTHH,
KHA3bAX PYCKHX, A0Opoil MOpsAOK COAEP&KATh, Jalbbl €IMH APyraro He Mor
Oo6GUIETH M HA Yy KHe 06J1aCTH Hae3KaTh M pa3opATh. Heine Xke BuanM BCe
TOoMy mpoTHBHOe. [loxHuc4yaloT HpecTos1 MOJIOAIIHE M HECMBIC/IEHHBIE,
KOTOpBIE HE MOTYT He TOKMO APYIHX PasnopsKaTb ¥ OpaTHIO BO Bpaxiax
Pa3BOAUTS, HO M CaMH ce6s1 0GOPOHHUTD He B COCTOSIHUM; YaCTO BOCTAET BOMHA
B 6paTHH, IPHBOAAT IIOraHBIX MOJIOBIOB H Pa3’opAIOT 3eMyo Pyckyro, unm
HauIave 4 B APYTHX BpaxKay BceBaloT. Toro pany u PropHK sBHCS BHHEH, H 5
JIMWINJI €70 NMPEcToJIa, Aabsl MOKoH H THiunHy Pyckoii 3emiie npuobpecth,
JOKOJIe Bce KHA3M pyCKHe, pa3Ccyfsd O NOpPAAKE PYCKOro MHpaBjCHHUSA,
COTJIACHO TOJIOKAT U yTBepaAT. O YeM MpoIIy OT KaXK/I0ro COBeTa, KTO Kak
HawJIydllle B3fyMaeT. Moe >ke MHEHHE e€XKeJIU NPUHATH XOTHTE, KOrAa B
KueBe BUTMKHI KHA3bL YMPET, TO HEMEJICHHO MECTHBIE KHA3H, CY3JaJIbCKHH,
YEPHHI'OBCKHUH, FaJIMLIK Ui, CMOJICHCKHIA, IOJIOLIKUH U pe3aHCKHH, coryiaciacs,
u36epyT cTapefIaro u JOCTOWHEHIIAro ce6e BeJIMKUM KH3eM U YTBEPAAT
KPECTHbIM 1I€JIOBaHMEM, KaK TO B APYTHX JOOPOIOPSAAGUHBIX MOCYAapCTBaX
yuHUTCA. MIagmmx >xe KHs3ei K TOMy HM36paHHIO He NMOTpe6HO, HO OHH
JOJIXKHBI CJIyLIaTh, YTO OHble omnpenesaT. Koraa Tako KHA3b BeJMKMH Ha
KHEBCKHH MpecToJ1 u36paH OyaeT, 0J12KeH CTApIIero CbiHa BOEr0 OCTAaBHTh
Ha yZieJie CBOEM, a MOJIOAIINX HAJIeJIUTh OT OHArO XK MJIM B PycKol 3eMyu OT
T'opems u 3a [JHenp, ckosbKO ropofos usfgpessie Kk Kuesy npuHaasiexano.
Exxenu KTo M3 KHA3eH HayHET BOWHY M HanafieHue YYHHUT Ha o6Ji1acTb
Apyraro, To BeJIMKHH KHsA3b a CyJIUT C MECTHBIMM KHA3H H CMUPHT. Exxenm
Ha KO0 MPHAYT BOHHOIO MOJIOBIM, BEHTPHI, ITOJIAKH WIH APYTOit HAPOA, ¥ caM
TOT KHA3b ODOPOHUTLCS HE MOKET, TOrAa KHA3I0 BEJIMKOMY, corJiacsicd ¢
MECTHBIMHM KHA3H, NOCJATh NOMOYL OT BCEro rocyAapcTba, CKOJBKO
noTpeOHO. A YTOOBI MECTHBIE KHA3H HE OCKYAEBAJIM B CHJIAX, HE HAIJIEXKUT
MM 00J1acTell CBOMX AETSM AEMThb, HO OTAABaTh MPECTOJI MO ceGe OTHOMY
ChIHY CTapIIEMy CO BCEM BJIaficHHeM. MEHBIIUM K€ XOTS AaBaTb AJIs
MIPOKOPMJIEHUS IO T'OpPOMly HJIM BOJIOCTH, HO OHBIM OBITh NOA BJIACTHIO
cTapuiero ux 6para. A 6yae y KOro cbiHa He OCTaHeTCs, TOra oTaaTh 6paTy
cTapefiieMy 10 HEM WM KTO eCTh CTapeHHIMil 110 JIMHHM B poJe ero, 4rob
Pyckasa 3emns B cuyie He ymansisack. Bl 60 BemaeTe AOBOJIBHO, KOra
HEMHOTro KHs3e# B Pycu 6b110 U cTapeifiiiaro eqfUHAro CJjIylajid, TOraa Bce
OKpECTHbIE HX 60JINCh U NOYUTAJIH, HE CMesl HanlajaTh Ha npeaeJisl Pyckue,
Kak To HeIHe BUOMM. M ecsin BaM HpaBHO cheXaThe s Ha COBeT K Kuepy wiu rae
MPHCTOMHO, YTOO O CeM BHATHEE PAasCydHTb U YCTAaB TBEPABIH yYHHHTb, TO
MPOLIY B TOM COI'JIACHTECS M BCEM OOBECTUTD.

Kus3u, Buns cue PoMaHOBO HpeACTaB/IGHHE, HEKOTOPBIE XOT S HE XOTE/IH
TaKoro yCTapa IPHHSATH, HO, 6051cs PoMaHa nporuesars, o6ecuanuchk K Kuepy
CBEXaThCA, HO HE IOEXasH, H3BHHASACh PA3sHBIMM HEBO3MOXKHOCTAMH. A
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Bcesonon, BenmKHil KHA3b, 60ACA CTAPEHHIMHCTBO HHOMY OTAATh HH CaM
xoTa B Kuese 6bITh, 0TKa3as1 PoMaHy, cKa3as, 4TO “TOr0 H3/peBJie HE ObLIO H
S HE XO4Y NPECTYNATh 06bIYasi JPEBHATO, HO OBITh TaK, KaK GbLIO MPH OTLAX
1 fefax HawMx”. Poman, nosyya ceit OTBET, OCKOPOHJICS BEJIMHU U, OCTABS B
Kuese naku Urops Slpocsiasiya, cam Bo3sparuiics B [anmu.?

This is the text from which Roman Mstyslavi¢’s project is known. The very
person of the prince, being strongly mythologized already by Polish historians of
the sixteenth century and, through his acquaintance with their writings, by
Tati§¢ev himself and by subsequent Russian historiography, apparently was to
inspire confidence in his “Western” tastes in policy. Similar were the statements,
for instance, that Sergej Myxajlovi¢ Solovev used to prove his conclusion:
“Being in continuous relations with neighboring foreign states where patrimo-
nial princely relations were being replaced by state relations at that time, Rus’
necessarily was subjected to the influence of the order which dominated in the
nearest Western countries; [Roman—O.T.] could, apparently, became a conduc-
tor of that conception in southern Rus’, and contribute to the substitution of state
relations for princely ones.” Besides this, Sergei Myxajlovi¢ Solovev, accord-
ing to his favorite idea of the late disappearance of patrimonial relations in the
princely environment, considered Tati¥¢ev’s tesimony to be especially useful
and, therefore, reliable. This opinion was also held by Vasilij Osipovi¢
Kljuéevskij, who noted:

Tati§Cev in his chronicle quotes from an unknown source an instruction which
was sent to all the local princes . .. by Roman when in 1202 he occupied
Kyiv ... The princes did not accept this proposition. In the early thirteenth
century princely hereditability in the descending line was neither a common
fact nor a universally recognized rule, and the idea of majority came to Roman
from feudal Europe.’

In the last century, it seems, only Myxajlo HruSevskyj, with his typical
intuition for sources, was sceptical about Tati§¢ev’s information. Having men-
tioned this episode in a note to the Ocerk istorii Kievskoi zemli (“Roman writes
thereby an interesting letter . . . This project derives, certainly, from the eigh-
teenth, not from the thirteenth century [see note 569]”),® he never again men-
tioned it in his Istorija Ukrajiny Rusy, either in the second or in the third volume.
Most of the old historians, however, even when conducting special research on
the relations between princes, preferred not to mention Roman’s project at all, as
a rather dubious document (for example Aleksandr Evgenievi¢ Presnjakov).

A new wave of confidence in Tati¢ev’s information is connected with Boris
Rybakov, who in 1963 assumed the folklore origin of the information and stated
in his later work that it derived from “one of the chronicles which has not
survived to the present day but was used by V. N. Tati§¢ev.”” After Boris
Rybakov, Mykola Kotljar is disposed to consider Tati§¢ev’s information as
reliable. He developed the idea of the Old Rus’ genesis of the text of Roman’s
“good order” in the Istorija Rossijskaja, “whither [this project—O.T.] came
from an Old Rus’ source, now lost. Probably, this source was the initial part of the
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Galician-Volhynian Chronicle of the first five years of the thirteenth century,
which has not come down to the present. This part, judging by the preserved
initial sentence, should contain the biography of Roman Mstyslavi€ as a
Galician-Volhynian prince.”® Petro ToloZko also trusts Tati§¢ev’s information,
“in the basis of which there doubtless lies an Old Rus’ source.™

Thus, to complete this review of various issues, the historiographical situa-
tion today is such that Tati§¢ev’s information is regarded as totally authentic.
Moreover, it is gradually moving into the category of commonplaces which do
not need special proofs and can even be found in popular literature.

It is easy to see, even without extensive quotations, that all the above-
mentioned scholars support their confidence in Tati§¢ev’s text by analysis of the
sense of Roman’s project and by an attempt to fit it into the political practice and
imagination of contemporary Rus. And even if Roman’s “good order” too
obviously contradicts all that we really know about the relations between the
princes in the thirteenth century, even if the electoral system of the prince of
Kyiv, with six electors, is too similar to the system in the Holy Roman Empire
(and was suspicious by this alone, which was obvious to Tati§¢ev himself), and
although Rus’ would not know primogeniture for some centuries, nevertheless,
the above-mentioned research approach allows one to consider the ideas of the
project as the innovations of an outstanding prince. On the other hand, the
obvious sensationality and modernism of Roman’s “good order” also cannot be
decisive arguments in the verification of TatiS€ev’s information, because the
staticity and conservatism of Old Rus’ political ideology still do not exclude the
possibility of innovations. Although any historian even partially acquainted with
the doctrines of power of the eleventh through thirteenth centuries could bring
forth enough evidence for the impossibility of this kind of idea in the context of
the political culture of the pre-Mongol era, such is the nature of the new that it
does not always grow out of the preceding.

Therefore, the principle of the “credibility” of Roman Mstyslavovi¢’s project
cannot be a productive method for determining the reliability of the project text
as a source. If, in spite of all the persuasion of the authorities, we still suspect that
we are dealing with a falsification (the author has such a premonition), we must
subject Tati§Cev’s text to strict fontological analysis, leaving aside its content for
the time being.

It is rarely mentioned (and then only in retelling its contents) that Tati¥¢ev
accompanied the account of Roman’s project with a note (569),'° in which he
pointed to the origin of his information and the circumstances of its receipt. It
seems that only Myxajlo HruSevskyj hinted significantly at its importance for
understanding all of the text. And, as in many other incidental remarks, the
historian was absolutely right. It is this note which contains, probably, the key to
the solution:

This proposition of Roman is not contained in any manuscript which I have held
in my hands, but what was given to me by Xrud&ev, who told me that it had been
copied in Novgorod from an ancient chronicle and was written in an ancient
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language, which we translated together as it is given here. And although it
seems to me slightly doubtful, yet having seen: (1) an ancient style that could
not have been composed by him; (2) that this form of government is similar to
that of the German Empire, which cannot be considered by anyone as the best;
even Xrus¢ev himself, understanding its many defects, did not praise it; as far
as I knew his opinion, he preferred monarchy to other forms; (3) the number of
six electors is not safe, because being segregated into two groups of three they
cannot bring [the matter] to an end, except that a seventh should be uttered in the
scripture. However, if some local person imputed the inheritance only to the
elder son, it would be very good, and if this had been established at that time,
such great harm from the Tartars would never have happened.'!

Let us put aside Tati§¢ev’s assurance of the absurdity of the document as a
basis of its authenticity. This is, after all, a prevalent method of source study
thinking now as well. Let us draw our attention to the description of the
circumstances under which Tati§¢ev obtained the text. They are very enigmatic.
Tatis¢ev did not see the original himself. A. F. Xru¥¢ev, who did not know “the
ancient style” well, was nevertheless able to copy and then translate the text, and
brought him an excerpt. It is not mentioned what kind of chronicle it was, or from
where the excerpt was taken. Finally, one more ambiguity remains: exactly
which Novgorod (Velikij or NiZnij) was mentioned in the document?

Most important, however, are the variations in the notes, to which attention
has never been drawn. The basis of the 1963 edition was the text of the notes from
the first printed edition (Miller’s). It was supposed to be complete and to reflect
the final stage of Tatig&ev’s work.!2 However, in the edition of 1963 the text of
Miller’s edition is supplemented by variant readings from the so-called
Voroncov codex (Archives of the Saint Petersburg Division of the Institute of
History of the Russian Federation Academy of Sciences, Voroncov collection
[36], inventory 1, No. 643). A comparison of the text of Miller’s edition with the
text of the Voroncov codex gives very interesting results. Let us ignore for the
moment all of TatiS¢ev’s changes to the text of note 569. They will be discussed
below along with the changes in the main text. What is important is that the
historian corrected the source of his information. While in Miller’s edition he
indicated A. F. Xru§Cev as his informant, in the Voroncov codex P. L. Eropkin’s
name appears, '3 later to be changed twice(!). It is a strange circumstance: either
Tati¥Cev forgot who exactly made an excerpt for him at the time of the editing of
the Voroncov codex, or he had some reason not to advertise his name, or (also
possible) he tried to conceal the very source or to complicate its verification. The
Voroncov codex is the only one which contains the name of the architect Eropkin
as Tati§€ev’s informant. But it reflects the second redaction of Tati$Cev’s notes
to the second part of the Istorija Rossijskaja. From precisely this redaction is
derived, through a series of protographs, the text of Miller’s edition,'* which took
into account this correction by Tati§¢ev. On the other hand, Voroncov’s list of
notes to the second part, cleared of Tati§¢ev’s corrections, should be identical to
the text of the first redaction, represented by the Academy codex (Library of the
Russian Federation Academy of Sciences, Manuscript Division 17.17.11).15



254 TOLOTCHKO

We thus conclude that Xru$¢ev’s name appeared only in the process of
preparing the second redaction. In the first redaction of the second part, Eropkin
is mentioned as the person who wrote out the text of Roman’s project for the
author of the Istorija Rossijskaja.

This very important trace leading to the first redaction of the second part of the
Istorija Rossijskaja will help clarify not only the time of modification of the note,
but also the time of the appearance of the text of Roman’s project in the Istorija.

It is characteristic that Tati§¢ev continued to work on Roman’s project even
after the basis of the Voroncov codex (which formed the basis of the 1963
edition) had been completed. Some of his corrections can be considered simply
stylistic perfections of the translation “from the ancient dialect” (e.g., after the
word pazopamp he struck out ne cmeau; instead of the word nosunosamnscs he
inserted c.rymamy).'® But certain corrections change the meaning of the original.
For instance, instead of mecmubim kHazem éradumupckum Tati¥Cev inserts
Mmecmuble KHA3u, cy3daavckuii .. .; in the expression omoams 6pamy
cmapetiueny no nem the following words are struck out: uau ezo coiry.!” It looks
as if Tati§Cev, editing the Voroncov codex, hesitated about the best version of
Roman’s proposal. Certainly, the attentive reader will wonder at the large portion
of anachronistic terminology and concepts not characteristic of the twelfth and
thirteenth centuries in the text of Roman’s project. But insofar as we have to do
with a “translation,” it is impossible to qualify them as evidence of the anachro-
nism of the entire document, as it could be a result of the translation technique of
Tatis¢ev himself. However, it is possible to overcome this difficulty.

Historians mainly use the second and third volumes of the 1963 edition, in
which the second redaction of the second part is published. At the same time, the
fourth volume, in which the first redaction (according to the Academy codex) is
published, remains ignored. It is namely this redaction that was prepared by
TatiSCev in the “ancient dialect,” as he called his strange style. In the text of the
first redaction the constitutional project of Roman Mstyslavi¢ also is found, but
here it is in the “ancient dialect,” that is, it should be considered as representing
the “original” given to the author by Eropkin or Xru§¢ov.

This text follows:

Censa xe Poman B Kuepe, Haua rafgaTi co KHA3H H JPYXKHHOIO O YCTpOe
Pyckue zemsmn. Y ynoxusie, nocia ko Beeposiony B BosioguMeps 1 BceM
MeCTHBIM KHsA3eM obecutH, UK Piopuka KpecTHaro mess mpecTymJeHHs
ceepry co Kuepa, peku uma Ttako: “Ce, GpaTue, BecTe, oxe Kues ecrts
cTapedumit cTos B PycTeit 3eMJTH M JOCTOHUT Ha HEM KHSXKUTH CTapeiiieMy 1
CMEIC/IeHEHIIeMy BO Bcelt 6paTui, abGbl MOIJI YNPaBHTH A00pe M 3eMJTIO
Pyckyto Bcioy 060POHSITH B COAEP2KATH TOpAA BO 6paTHH, Ia He IpeoGUTUT
€[IMH IPYraro d He HaCKaKyeT Ha Yy2KYy BOJIOCTB. A ce HbIHE BUIUM, HXKE Ce He
TaKoO [IEET, HACKAKYIOT MOJIOALINE U HEYyMHUH, HE MOTyLIe HE TOJIe 3eMJII0
ypAXKaTH U BO OpaTHH psiA nosiaraTH, oHu camu cebe oboponsaTH. OTO XK
BOCTAET paTh MeKH OpaTuy, BeoyT HOraHLIX U ry6aT 3eMutio Pyckyio u mauee
KOTopy Bo GpaTuy Bo3aBUXKYT. Cero nens Plopuk siBHCs Henpas, M CBEProx
ero, abpl NOKOI yCTPONTH B 3eMyH Pyckoit, mokosie Bcuu Gpartus, noragas o
YCTPO€, KaKo ObI TH YJIOKHTb, H [ILITAIO BB, KaKO Npuroaaere. 53 xke BaM Tak
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MOJIBJIIO, a4 XOCYETe, Aa eraa KHA3s B Kuepe 60or noumer, comeamecs BO
Kues MecTHBIE KHS3M, BJIAAUMUPCKHMHA, U YEPHUTOBCKHi, M TaJULKHH, H
CMOJIEHCKHH, M MIOJIOLIKHIA, U PA3AHCKHUH, H NIoraaas, U30epyT cTapeiiuaro u
rofiHEHIIaro Myxa cebe M yTBEPAAT KPECTHBHIM IieJIOBAaHMEM, SIKO B MHBIX
YMHBIX 3€MJIAX TBOPHUTCS, MJIAALIMA KHsI3M He Tpeba, a MOCIYIHAIOT CHX
crapedmux. M erma xHsa3h BeJIMKUi B PycKylo 3eMili0 Ha KHEBCKHI CTOJI
u30epeTca, MMAT CTapedilaro CH ChlHA OCTABHTH HAa CBOEH OTYHHE, a
MOJIOJILMM NOJIE/TH 200 TaMo, abo B PycTeit 3emiu BostocTd ot I'ophiHs 1 3a
JIHenp, e/IMKO ropogoB HCIOKOH NoTAro Ko Kuesy. A erga KTo ot 6paTuu
BO3/IBH2KET KOTOPY M HACKOYMT Ha 4YyXKy BOJIOCTb, OH Ja MOCYAHT C
MECTHBIMH KHSA3H M OMUPHT. A €r/a Ha KOTO NPHHAYT PATHHH NOJIOBIbI, HJIH
yTpe, WM JIAXH, WIH HH HapoZ, B caM Toli KHs13b 0GOPOHUTHCSI HE MOXKET, HHO
KH313b BEJIHKHI, CHECIIMCS CO OpaTHEIO, MECTHBIMH KHA3H, H TOCTIOT NOMOILb
ot Bces Pyckus 3emuu, eJIMKO Tpe6e. A MK ObI MECTHBIE KHA3H HE MAJIUJIMCh,
HE TO[HO BOJIOCTH CBHIHOM [JEJIMTH, HO OTJABaTH CTOJ MO cebe eAMHOMY
CTapeMIleMy CO BCEI0 BOJIOCTHIO. MEHBIIMM XK€ a4y AaTH Ha MpOKOPM o
ropogy, abo no cesy. Y cuu uMyT XOOuTH 0 pYKOIO cTapeimaro cu 6para.
Het /i1 KoMy cbIHA, OTO K AaTH 6paty poaaoMy. Her mmu 6para pogHaro, HHO
JaTu CTapeHIeMy ero poza, abbl pyckas cu/a He Majniack. Becte 60 nobpe,
€r7a HEMHOTHY KHA3U B PycTeit 3eMui GbUIH M cTapeiiiaro nocIylasim, Toraa
BCH OKPECTHHHM G6OAXYyCS H UTAXY U HE CMEAXY PaTOBATH, AKO HblHe 3puM. M a4
BaM Jmo6o cHuauTHcs Ko Kuey u, nmorapas, mosioxxum psap”. Kusasu xe,
BHIEBLIE CE, OBH a4y He XOTsXy, HO He cMesaxy Pomany cepua Bepenurs,
npupekounra exatn ko KueBy u He exama. A Bcesosion, 6osAcsa cam
CTapeIIMHCTBO MHOMY A4TH, HH CaM XOTs B npocto Pycu XxuTH, otpede
Pomanosy, riaross: “Ce, 6pare 1 CbiHY, HCIIOKOH Tako He GbicTb. M A3 ne
MOTy NpecTynaTH, HO XOCYy TaKO OBITH, KO OBbICTh IpPH OTHEX M AeAax
Hammx”. PoMaH Xe, CIbIIas ce, ockopbucs sesibmu, une Famuay.!8

This original of Roman’s project, as it appears, was not lost without a trace,
and it allows us to make a number of observations. On the one hand, it is not,
obviously, a chronicle text. It is a stylistic imitation of a chronicle, here and there
unsuccessful. On the other hand, a comparison of the original of the first
redaction with the translation made for the second redaction testifies to what
degree Tati$€ev himself considered this text authentic and to what degree he
could modify this text.

In the second redaction (translation) Tati§Cev wrote an introduction to the
document and instead of the laconic ceds xe Poman 6 Kuese we read: Kak ckopo
Piopux ¢ xenow u Oouepvlo 6biau NOOCMPUKEHBL, A CLIHOBbA OO CMPAXY
83ampl, 6vexan Poman 6 Kuee ¢ seauxorn vecmuio u caasomw. [lpyxuna of the
original is replaced in the translation with 6osaper. After the princes refuse to
come to Kyiv, in the second redaction the following is added: uszsunssco
pasnbimu Hesosmoxnocmamu. Therefore, we become convinced that Tati$Cev
did not regard the text of the first redaction as stable and canonical, any more
than the text of the second redaction (compare the above-noted corrections to the
Voroncov codex).

Aside from these editorial corrections, a comparison of the first and second
redactions shows that Tati¥€ev also changed essential points of the document. In
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the “ancient dialect” Roman sends envoys to Vsevolod in Volodymyr, and
Vsevolod himself is called the prince of Volodymyr. In the second redaction,
however, the envoys go to Suzdal, and Vsevolod’s title, which in the Voroncov
codex is mistakenly still designated as “‘of Volodymyr,” is corrected to “prince of
Suzdal” (compare above). It is clear why this happened: somewhat earlier in the
same article of 1203 in the Voroncov codex Tati¢ev described Roman’s
embassy to Vsevolod as 6 Cysda.aw.'® Evidently, after a certain time Tati¥¢ev
became convinced that Vsevolod Jurijovy¢ had reigned in Suzdal’; thus, he
consistently replaces Volodymyr in the first redaction with Suzdal in the second
one (or adds Suzdal’ where Vsevolod’s city is not mentioned at all).?° Another
example: in the “original” text (first redaction) Roman suggests, in case a prince
has no son, that he offer the throne to his “own brother,” and in the second
redaction—to the “oldest brother after him.” If there is none, the first redaction
recommends giving the throne to “the eldest of his family,” whereas the second
redaction—to “whoever is the oldest in the line of his family.” Therefore, from
one redaction to another Tati¥Cev removes possibly ambiguous expressions and
misunderstandings in interpreting those of Roman’s instructions that might be
unclear to some. Finally, at the very end of the excerpt from the unknown
chronicler Tati$¢ev inserts a note, absent in the first redaction, that Roman,
leaving Kyiv in anger, leaves Thor Jaroslavi¢ there.?! This is Tati¥ev’s own
hypothesis, inspired by analogy with Roman’s first capture of Kyiv in 1202 (in
1201, according to TatisCev).

As is evident, Tati§¢ev’s changes in the second redaction, as compared to the
first one, far exceed the limits of admissible and sometimes inevitable inaccura-
cies in the translation. This is, properly speaking, not so much translation as
editing of a text.

Therefore, it can be concluded from these observations that TatiiCev treated
the text of Roman’s project, which was inserted in the main account, in the
editorial manner characteristic of him, making no distinction between it and his
own texts.

Tati¥Cev also provided the text of Roman’s project in the first redaction with
a note (n. 429), which was later significantly corrected in the second redaction.
In the first redaction Eropkin was cited as his informant without any hesitation.
Absent here is any reference to the “ancient style” of the Novgorod chronicler,
and the very important mention of co-translation. There is no assurance that the
informant (that is, Eropkin) preferred monarchy to all other forms of govern-
ment.22 Therefore, if the first redaction of the note is to be believed, no co-
translating was undertaken and thus, until the creation of the second redaction of
the Istorija, the text remained in its “ancient dialect.” Only then did Tati§ev
translate it into the modern language, that is, at the same time as the rest of the
text of the Istorija (it should be noted that Tati§¢ev was going to give the
translation to certain monks, and probably did so0).23

The second redaction of the second part of the Istorija was completed by
Tati¥&ev in mid-1750, shortly before his death.?* All the time between 1746 and
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1750 he stayed continually in Boldino and received scholarly news only from the
books received from the Academy, and correspondence. Thus, corrections of the
text of Roman’s project were not supported with new data and were connected
exclusively with the authorial activity of Tati§Cev himself.

When, however, did Tati¥¢ev get the text of Roman Mstyslavi¢’s constitu-
tional project? If both versions of Tati¢ev’s note are considered believable, then
it would not be difficult to determine the upper limit. Both the councillor of the
Equipage Office (EkipaZnaia Kontora) A. F. Xruscev and the court architect P.
M. Eropkin were entangled in the plot of A. P. Volynskij and shortly executed.
Therefore, TatiSCev had to receive the text from one of them at least before 1740.
After that date neither of them could have communicated with the historian.
More precisely, it could have happened during Tati§¢ev’s stay in St. Petersburg
in 1739, when he brought the first version of the History and actively discussed
it, in particular with the members of Volynskij’s circle. This date, as we shall see,
is another, and probably the most important, of Tati§¢ev’s contradictions.

The presence of the text of Roman’s project in the first redaction of the Istorija
does not, at first sight, contradict Tati$¢ev’s testimony. In some form, Tatis¢ev’s
text was ready by 1740. But in that version of the Istorija Rossijskaja the text of
Roman’s project was not present. This could be concluded from the German
version of the notes to the second part of the Istorija, the Russian translation of
which was published in the seventh volume of the last edition (codex of the
Rossijskaja gosudarstvennyj arxiv drevnix aktov [RGADA], fond 181, no. 6
[1374]).% This text (or more correctly, its Russian original), as O. I. Andreev and
S. N. Valk suppose, was sent by Tatidev to the Academy in late 1739.2 In this
version of the notes reflecting the state of the work as of 1739, there is no note
concerning Roman’s project. Consequently, there was no corresponding place in
the text of the Istorija. Moreover, from 1740 Tati§Cev was under surveillance and
was confined in the Petropavlovsk fortress. In the following year, not having
finished his work, he left the capital with a new appointment, at first to Caricyn.
In the same year he was appointed the governor of Astraxan’, where he arrived on
25 April 1743, and had to stay until late 1745. After his dismissal he spent the
winter of 1745-1746 in his son’s village near Simbirsk and later, on his own
estate at Boldino.?” The completion of Tati§ev’s work on the second part of the
Istorija in the “ancient dialect” relates precisely to this time. Only in May 1746
was he able to send the text of his work to the Academy of Sciences.?® The text
sent by Tati§¢ev to the Academy of Sciences is the same Academy codex that
forms the basis of the fourth volume of the last edition.

The codicological peculiarities of the Academy codex are very important for
our topic. It turns out that Tati¥¢ev did not stop work on the codex in either
Astraxan’ or Boldino. “The Years between 1741 and 1746 clearly told on the fate
of the text included in our manuscript. Precisely here two alternating layers of
folios, each having a different numeration of the references to the notes, are
sharply distinguished [here and below emphasis is mine—O.T.].”? It is this
circumstance marked by a modern editor that allows us, to date the time of the
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appearance of Roman’s project in the text of the Istorija quite precisely.

The first layer of folios, the early one, has references to the note numbers
corresponding to their initial quantity—434. But later the initial numbers on
these folios were corrected with new ones corresponding to their final quantity,
which grew to five hundred. Another, newer layer of folios has only the final
numeration, and we do not see any number correction here. “Doubtless, these
folios did not need any correction of note numbers because they were copied
again at the time when the new notes had already been compiled and the new
numeration was set.”** It is very revealing that the folios where the text of the
1203 project is found belong to the later layer, as is seen from the comparative
table compiled by S. N. Valk (namely, the concluding page of Roman’s project
text is the last page of the sixth series of newer folios). S. N. Valk’s conclusion
is very significant:

This circumstance alone, that for one part of the pages it was enough only to
correct the note numbers but not necessary to correct the text, while other pages
needed not only correction to the note numbers but also the copying of the
whole text, shows that the text of the last group of pages with corrected
numeration is not the primary text of 1741, but the text as essentially corrected
by Tati$Cev in the following years and therefore needed to be copied anew. In
other words, this text reflects the result of Tatis¢ev’s work not before 1741 but
as a result of his persevering . . . work on the text during the following five
years, which was finished only in 1746.3!

It is thus clear that there is every reason to suppose that the new folios,
including the text of Roman’s testament, reflect the condition of the manuscript
as it was being prepared to be sent to the Academy. They appeared in Boldino
immediately before that. Therefore, Tati$¢ev must have obtained the project of
1203 only in Boldino in 1746. In the first version completed in 1741, this text
was absent. But in 1746 neither Eropkin, mentioned in the first redaction of the
note, nor Xru3cev, indicated in the second redaction, could have given this text
to Tati§Cev, for the simple reason that they had both already been executed (we
discussed above the disingenuousness of the information about co-translation
with Xru¥€ev). Evidently, they did not give him this information. Additional
confirmation of the fact that the note, with its explanation of the circumstances
by which the manuscript of the 1203 project had been obtained, appeared at the
last moment, is the comparative table of numeration compiled by the editors of
the Istorija. It turns out that the initial version (Academy codex) did not contain
such a note (nor did the German notes of 1739). It appears only in the final
version of 1746 (the second numeration of the Academy and the primary
numeration of the Voroncov codices), as no. 429. From there it proceeds in
edited form to Miller’s edition as no. 569.3% The note is firmly connected with the
text of Roman’s project, and if it appeared only in 1746, it is necessary to
recognize that the very text had to appear at the same time.

We must therefore choose between two options: either we recognize the text
of the constitutional project of Roman Mstyslavi¢ of 1203 as the creation of
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Tati¥¢ev himself, or we must suppose that in 1746 (and only in that year) he
made up his mind to insert this document into his Istorija (which does not
exclude Tatiscev’s authorship).

Let us examine the second assumption. Given some sympathy for the histo-
rian, some hesitation on Tati§Cev’s part concerning the informant’s name could
be regarded not as an attempt to conceal the real origin of the document, but as
the result of certain political considerations. Indeed, up to a certain time both
Eropkin and Xru§¢ev were not apt figures to mention, since they both were
personae non gratae during the reign of Anna [oannovna. As participants in the
Volynskij plot, they were not the most convenient acquaintances. Their partici-
pation in the Istorija could have cast a shadow of political disloyalty upon it. It
is known that Tati§¢ev does not mention Volynskij himself in the first redaction.
All the same, they were both equally dangerous in 1739-1740. However, in
1741, and all the more so in 1746—during the new reign, of Elisabeth—it was
already safe to mention them. Moreover, the substitution of names would have
made sense if one of them had not been connected with the case of Volynskij. If
both of them belonged to it, however, reference to them would be of equal value
from a political point of view, and the substitution would be senseless.

fNevertheless, the very presence of these names in the context of Roman’s
project is a very important trace. It is well known that Tati$¢ev himself sympa-
thized with the “confidants” of Volynskij and was not arrested together with
them only because he was already imprisoned in the Petropavlovsk fortress on
charges of abuse in the Orenburg Commission.>* In 1739, however, having come
to St. Petersburg, Tati§¢ev found intellectual support and assistance precisely
among the circle of people close to Volynskij (among them Eropkin and
XrusGev). TatiSCev read chapters from the Istorija at gatherings at Volynskij’s.
As D. A. Korsakov wrote, the “reading of the Istorija Rossijskaja raised in the
hot heads of Volynskij and his collocutors a host of questions and analogies
between modern events and the past.”’** The last phrase is the key to understand-
ing the origin of Roman Mstyslavi¢’s project. It is not difficult to see an analogy
between Roman'’s ideas and those of Volynskij’s confidants. The appointment of
the monarch by election, limitation of his competence by a council of nobles®
and, finally, the problem of inheritance of the throne, painful in the times of
Anna Ioannovna—all coincide. Thus, the constitutional project of 1203 is a
political tract the idea of which originated in the circle of Volynskij’s confeder-
ates, apparently in 1739. Roman Mstyslavi¢’s project was to be a sui generis
predecessor and historical sanction of Volynskij’s “General Project.” Xrustev or
Eropkin could scarcely have been the authors of this text. They were both
amateurs and Tati§Cev, it seems, accurately estimated their abilities. Probably
one of them gave him the idea itself, but later, after seven years, he could not
definitely remember whether it had been Eropkin or Xrus¢ev. The only person
from this circle capable of creating an imitation of this kind was Tati¥¢ev
himself.

Indeed, writing his Istorija over many years in an “ancient dialect” and
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imitating both the language and form of an old Rus’ chronicle, Tati§¢ev possessed
all the necessary instruments for such an undertaking. While finishing the work
in 1745 he even complained that it was difficult for him “to shake the verbal
habits gained in the process of working with texts written in an ancient language.”36

Let us note, first of all, that the ideas put by Tati$¢ev into Roman’s mouth are
indeed the favorite ideas of Tati¥¢ev himself. The very model upon which
Roman’s ideas are stilled, namely the election of emperor by seven or nine
electors in The Holy Roman Empire, appears in yet another Tati§¢ev’s work of
the same period—*“Proiziol'noe i soglasnoe rassuZdenie i mnenie sobraviegosja
$ljaxetstva russkogo o pravlenii gosudarstvennom.”” Though in this text as in a
note to Roman’s project Tati§¢ev rejects the necessity of the application of such
a bad custom to Russian political culture, it proves nevertheless that for a certain
time the historian was playing with the idea. Besides, the very rejection in both
documents is made almost in identical expressions, that reveals their possible
connection. Thus, Roman proposes establishing the order of inheritance of the
princely thrones from father to son or, as is emphasized in the second redaction,
to the one “who is the eldest in the line of his family” (see above). This is,
however, not only the idea but also the phraseology of Tatis¢ev! Thus, for
example, in the special note no. 508 to Chapter 25(26) concerning Andrej
Bogoljubskij’s statement about his own nobility, Tati¥€ev writes: “Andrej, as is
evident, illegally demanded that seniority be determined in the ascending line,
but according to all the laws the descending line was legal; this disorder in
seniority was long ago turned to the great harm of the state, no. 359, 378, chapter
46.73% Compare Roman’s text: “If someone has no son, it should be given to the
eldest brother after him or to that one who is the eldest in the line of his family in
order that the Rus' land should not decrease in strength.”® The notes that
TatiS€ev advises the reader to take into account treat the same subject: the
troubles in the country due to the unregulated succession procedure. In note 378,
for example, the idea of primogeniture appears for the first time: “This disorder,
that the uncles were preferred as inheritors of the throne to the sons of the
deceased prince, was a great dissipation and the cause of destruction, as is seen
in the example of Mstyslav, but Tsar Ioann Il prohibited this by law.”*® Compare,
in the project: “In order that local princes not grow scarce, they should not divide
their land among their children, but give the throne after them only to the eldest
son, with all the possessions . .. You know well that when the princes in Rus’
were not numerous and they obeyed the eldest one, then all the neighbors feared
and respected them, not daring to attack the Rus’ territories, as we can see
today.”*! From note 359 it becomes clear that Tati§¢ev was concerned by the
problem of election of the Kyivan prince:

This election of the ruler [Volodymyr Monomax—O.T.} is introduced by
mistake; for it can be seen from many circumstances that the Kyivans had no
power in this, and the throne was taken by the existing heirs according to the
law, or by testaments, or by force . . . But here another ground for election can
be considered as the real one: Svjatopolk did not have a worthy son remaining
and the others were equal by relationship.*?
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In the project, Roman begins his epistle to the princes by proclaiming the
primacy of Kyiv and describing the harm to the city caused by internecine strife:
“Kyiv is the oldest throne in the whole Rus’ land . .. The throne is seized by
younger and inexperienced people who are incapable of either governing others
or defending themselves; often a war begins between brothers; they bring pagan
Polovtsians to destroy the land . . . ” Precisely for this reason, primogeniture was
needed. It appears, however, that Roman develops the idea, already expressed by
TatisCev in note 509 to the above-mentioned chapter 25 (26):

Kyiv, although it was honored because of its venerable age as the capital of the
grand princes, tempted them to acquire it, and great internecine strife and
bloodshed took place with ruination of their subjects, as a result of which there
was no city in Rus’ that suffered as much as Kyiv. But the princes, through their
unwise division of the cities belonging to them among their children, came to
such a state of debility that they were forced to obey the wishes of others (no.
191, 263, chap. 46).°

Thus, it turns out that Tatis¢ev composed the project of Roman on the basis of
his own ideas scattered throughout the text of the Istorija. The disorder in the
. Rus’state system in Tati§Cev’s view was the principal reason for the future Rus’
defeat at the hands of the Mongols. This event, as is obvious from his numerous
remarks and notes, was painful and humiliating for him—he was trying not only
to explain this moment of national shame to his readers, but also to psychologi-
cally console himself. It should be noted that in Tati§¢ev’s scheme the Mongol
invasion was the major turning point for all of Russian history and the initial plan
for Istorija Rossijskaja was to write its text up to the unfortunate period of 1237—
1240 but no further. The metatextual connections of the ideas of Roman’s
project with the Mongol invasion thus explain the proper place of this “docu-
ment” in the general construction of Tati§€ev’s work. And indeed, Roman
demands the correction of everything that disturbs Tatis¢ev in Rus’ history, and
which he sees as the primary faults of the Rus’ state system. It seems that in the
portrait of Roman Mstyslavy¢, Tati¢ev gives Rus” history a chance to mend its
ways “just on the eve of the invasion of the Mongol-Tartar hordes.” It is
important for us, however, that practically all these notes were entered by
Tati$¢ev in preparing the definitive version of the first redaction, or else during
his work on the second redaction, that is, he was concerned with the ideas set out
there simultaneously with his “discovery” of the text of Roman’s project. (Note
well, though, that in each of the notes cited above in the Istorija—where
analogous issues are raised—Tati$¢ev does not once mention the project of
Roman, clearly a subject advantageous for his topic!)

Having understood the problem of the anthorship of the constitution of 1203,
we can also understand something of the technique of stylization. In general,
Roman’s rhetoric strongly resembles the tone of the chronicle account of the
preparations for the Ljube¢ council. Tati§Cev topically reconstructs precisely the
sitnation in 1097: the humiliation of those responsible for the strife (Oleh
Svjatoslavy¢, Rjurik Rostyslavy¢), the project of reformation of inter-princely
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relations, the proposal to hold a council, and the total fiasco that resulted.
Nevertheless, the Ljube¢ council became for Tati§€ev a source not only of

inspiration, but of textual borrowings. Compare:

Primary Chronicle

ITpupoma CBATONOJIKD U
Bosonumeps... u casmacs JIio6suu
Ha oycmpoeve mupa. (1097)

Caaronosiks 1 BosogiMeps nocsa kb

Outrosu, rianomora cute: Houmy
KrieBy, 1a nopA0® NOJOXKUMD O
PycecThu 3emam. (1096)*
Tpunkra Ha CTOTH OTEITH HALUMX U
maboe HalMX, KO TO ecmb
cmapbuweii zpad 6 3emau 60 éceu
Kbvieas, Ty 0OCTONHO CHATHCS U
nopad nonoxuru. (1096)*

TlouTo zy6um Pycokyio semato, camu
Ha ca komopy 0Browe, a noAo6YU
3eMJTIO Hallly HecyTb po3Ho. (1097)*

BosionuMept Ke CJIbIIABD, AKO ATH
6nicTh Bacuiko u cobniens,
oyaKacecs, ¥ BCIJIaKaph, peue: Cezo
He Buisano ecmv 8 Pyckou 3embau Hu
npu 0kOkx Hawux, HU npu oMyUx

Tatiscev

Cens xe Poman Bo Kuese, Haua
rajaTv CO KHA3U U [PyKHHOIO O
ycmpoe Pyckue 3emau.

IMTocyia ko BeesoJtony... M KO BCEM
MECTHBIM KHA3EM.., peKH HMa TaKo:
“Ce, bparte, BecTe, oxe Kues ecmep
cmapeiiwiuti cmoa 8 Pycmeii 3emau n
OOCTOHT Ha HEM KHAKHUTH
cTapeiileMy.., abbl MOTJI YIIpaBUTH
ao0pe... 1 COAEpPKATH HOpAD BO
6partun...”

OT0 X BOCT4€ET PaTh MEXH GpaTHH,
BE/lyT NO2AHBIX V1 Zy6Am 3emMM0
Pyckyio n nadyee komopy 6o 6pamuu
BO3JBHXKYT.

A Bceesosop... orpeue Pomanosn,
ryiaroJisi: Ce, 6pare u CHIHY, UCNOKOH
mako He 6bicmb. 11 13 He Mory
TPECTYIATH, HO XOCUY TaKo OBbITH,
AKO Bblcmb npu omyex u 0edax Hawux.

nawux. (10974

It is not superfluous, of course, to recall that for TatiSCev this was hardly the
sole instance of the introduction into the Istorija of tracts which, one way or
another, originated in the circle of Volynskij. The “fragment of the Polack
chronicle” placed by Tati§¢ev under the year 1217 was noticed long ago (and, 4
propos, in a note Tati¥%ev also names Eropkin as his informant).*® This is the
subject of this excerpt: The Polack prince Boris, having married his second wife,
Svjatoxna, the daughter of the Pomeranian prince, who secretly remained
Catholic, indulges her and her Pomeranian milieu in everything. For this pur-
pose, he even sends away his sons from his first marriage, Vasylko and Vjacko,
whom their stepmother had previously sought to destroy. The Pomeranian
interlopers set up house in Polack, Svjatoxna decides to conspire with them even
against Boris and his sons (for she plans to transfer the throne of Polack to her
own son Volodymyr-Wojciech), and finally the people, enraged by foreign rule,
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and led by Rus’ boyars, throws off the Pomeranian yoke and passes judgment on
them. In the words of D. A. Korsakov:

The analogy of the situation of Polack in the the thirteenth century with the
situation of Russia in the reign of Anna Ioannovna is striking. The role of the
Pomeranians is equivalent to that of the Germans, and the fate of the sons of
Boris by his first marriage recalls the fate of Elizaveta Petrovna [with whom,
we may add, Volynskij and his confederates greatly sympathized—O.T.].
Likewise, one cannot ignore the similarity between the situation of Svjatoxna
and Biron, and that of the son of the former, Vladimir-Wojciech, and Anna
Leopoldovna.®

In this case D. A. Korsakov simply reiterated the opinion of LyZyn, based on
his interpretation of the contents of the “Polack chronicle.”*® If one looks more
closely at this text, it turns out that the method used in working on it is totally
identical with what has been demonstrated with regard to Roman’s project. It is
the same lexicon and syntactical constructions, which betray an eighteenth-
century author,’! the same abuse of the conjunctions ad, iZ,>? aby, and so on (with
the first two sometimes being used erroneously in the sense of the conjunction
“but”). There are also direct textual parallels here with the project of Roman and
his chronicle source, which betray the hand of one and the same author:

Primary Chronicle

CBATONOJIK'D U
BosonimMept nocsia Kb
OnbroBH, IJaroJIoia
cuue: Iloudy Kueay, 0a
ROPAOL NOAOKUMD O
PycscTu 3emutu (1096)

1203

ITocna ko Beesosony...
peku uma tako: Ce,
6parte, BecTe, OXKe
Kues ecThb cTapedinuu
ctoJ1 B PycTeii 3eMiu 1
JOCTOUT Ha HEM
KHSIKUTH
cTapefiiemy... abut
MOTJ1 ynpaeumu
dobpe... U colepXKaTH
nop a0 Bo 6paTHm...

1217

Jlioau e MOJIOCTHH. ..
Havawa Bopuca
MPOCUTH O ChIHEX, abbl
npuees s Illosoyky 4 o
sonocmex nopad
noOAOKUN, MK
Bacussko Moxkamie
aobpe JIof, IPaBUTH.

The example to be imitated in the article of 1217 is also understandable. If the

Ljube¢ council was chosen as the prototype for Roman’s project, then for the
description of the Polochanian disturbances it was the Kyivan uprising of 1147.
Compare, for instance, the description of Izjaslav MstyslavyE’s diplomatic
mission to the Kyivans with that of Vasylko to the Polochanians:
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Hypatian, 1147

B 1o ke BpeMs H3acaaeb nocaa
Kueeoy, x'b 6paTOy CBOEMOY
Bonogumupoy... u kb Jlazopesu
MBICAYCKOMOY U pede UM'B:
Co3soeume KusiHbI Ha ABOPL Kb
Cearbu Codby, aTh MOM IIOCOTH
Aeumb pE4b MOIO K HUM ¥ CKaXKETh
ACMb YEPHUZOBLCKUX KHA3UU.
KHAHOM Xe BCUMD CblUeOUtCA OT
MaJia ¥ 10 BeJIMKa K'b CBATHH
Codbu Ha 1BOpB. BreTaBineM xe
uMb B Bbu, peye umnb Mssacrasis
nmocosrb: LI'kioBasrs BE kHA3b
ceou. A3b 64Xb 6aMs A6UAD CE:
IOYMaJTh €CMb CO 6paTOMb
csoumb PocTuc/1aBOM H CB
Bosogumupoms [u] cb
Hssacnasoms [JasbioBuyeMa
MOMTH Ha CTHIA CBOero... Ce Xe 6l
Aeasio: ce BonoguMeps
HassigoBuub 1 U3sc1aBs 1
Bceposioauyus CBATOC/IARD... HAIO
MHOIO JIECTh OY4YHHHJIH, XOTeJH 60
M3l ATH, JI060 0y6uTH... Tn 60
COYTh HE MEHe ONHHOr0 XoThJHn
oybuTH, HO U éac uckoperumu. To
2Ke CJIBIIIABIIE HAPO[, OTTOJIE
nougoiua Ha Urops... 5

The imprisonment of the princess after the meeting, evidently, has the

Tatisc¢ev, 1217

Bacuavko x He upe cam, a nocaa
AUCT K ROAOHAHOM C TTAPOOKOM
cBouM... OH XKe, puLUes, sBU
JIACT TOi muyry Kupromy. U Tol,
HOLLMIO C036a6é HEKOJINKO J0OPHIX
MY, A6U UMa W HAYAT IIPOCUTH CO
CJIe3aMH, V2K GBI IOTIP AMUIIH
KHA3eM céoum. TvH XKe, TIO3HABIIIE
snecmp C6AMOXHUHY Y C8010 2ubenb,
3aKJIABIIECS BCH M YJIOXKUBILE
roMaJly HaMOBHTH JIIOJH U CO3BATH
Ha Beye. 1 Ha CriacoB JeHb,
YIpaBHBILIECS, 3a3BOHHMILHE HA BEYe,
H €ra CHUOOWAaca JTIOOHe,
npoyYTouIa JINCT BaCHIBKOB...
Toraa BCH CMATOLIACS U
NPHCTYIMBILE KO ABOPY KHAXKY.

analogical actions of the Polovtsian khans in 1091 and 1095 as the prototype:

CBATONOJNK'D XKE€... H3BbIMABB CJIBI,
BCAXKA U 6 bicmoGbKy>*

U sKO Bre301Ia Bh HCTOOKY, TAKO
3anpenu Gblla

The description of the robbery of the invading Pomeranians by the people,
although very stereotypical, perhaps is taken from the chronicle episode of the
robbery of Hlib Rostyslavi¢’s detachment by the Polochanians and the Druchans

in 1159:

...A I'mk6a PocTucnasuya eviznauia u

0é0p ezo pasepabuwa ropoxae, 1
ApYXKHHY €ro’’

B3EMILE KHATHHIO, 3aNpOUa U 6
vicmobye™

A NIOMOP#H ¥ JIIOGOBHUKOB €4,
HCIIBITAB M 06J1MYa, H36M111a, a JoMbl
paszpabuiua, i UHEX uszHama®
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It is possible, however, that Tati§¢ev’s “Pomeranians” are the same people as
the “Suzdalci” who were killed by the Kyivans after Jurij Vladimirovi¢
Dolgorukij’s death: “U MHOro 3J1a CTBOPHCS B Th I€Hb: paszzpabumia 060ps €20
KpacHblit M ApPYrsifi ABopb ero 3a ubnpoms passrpabuma... HM3busaxymo
Cy0ayi 110 TOPOAOMb H 11O CeJIOMb, 4 TOBaph UX'b rpabsye.”>

It is interesting that Tati§¢ev himself wrote about this method of composition
of his own texts from the words of his sources in the above-mentioned German
version of “Predyzve&Cenija” in 1739: “Where anything was incomplete or
unclear, I have completed it, but using the same words that are found in the
manuscripts . . . 7%

Evidently, it is possible to continue the search of the chronicle accordances
which served as the building material for the creation of the “Polack Chronicle,”
but this would go beyond the goal of this article. What is important is that, first,
Roman’s project is not a unique occurrence in the Istorija, since Tati§¢ev had
dared earlier, for whatever reason, to insert political tracts into his work and
second, both insertions have clear indications of the same hand. The “Polack
Chronicle” is present already in the first version of the Istorija, before it was sent
to the Academy (and, correspondingly, before Roman Mstyslavi¢’s project was
“found”). As has been mentioned, Tati§¢ev noted that he copied this fragment
from Eropkin’s chronicle and was not able to make more detailed excerpts only
because of the lack of time, and later because he ordered the chronicle to be
copied.®! Tatis&ev held to this version while sending his Istorija to St. Petersburg
as well as in the second redaction. If so, we can assume why Eropkin was
substituted by Xru$€ev in the note concerning Roman’s project. It looked
suspicious to have two tracts from a single person. However, another reason is
also possible. Tati$¢ev knew that after the execution of her husband, Xru$¢ev’s
widow sold off his library. Thus, he could hope that this circumstance would
protect him from verification.5?

TatiSCev’s hesitation with the informant’s name, it seems, can help us to
determine the upper limit for the substitution of names in the note on Roman’s
project. For obvious reasons, it could not have happened before 1746 (the date
when Roman Mstyslavié’s project was “found”). It is known, however, that at
the moment when the text of the second part of the Istorija was sent to the
Academy, the first part was not yet complete, and the historian had to reconcile
himself to this unpleasant fact. He included with his manuscript only a short
account of the previous material. He finished his work on the first part only
later.%® Having indicated both Eropkin and Xru3€ev in the second part, Tati§¢ev
had to mention both of them in the first part as well, in chapter 7, “On the Codices
or Manuscripts Used for This Collection”: “Besides those [that is, the above-
mentioned manuscripts-—0O.T.], from different people interested in Russian
history who diligently worked in this field, fallen into misfortune, such as
Volynskij, the councillor Xrus§cev and the architect Eropkin who, having read
my collection, additionally provided me with information from ancient Russian
chronicles, as is shown in the notes to the second part.”%* Therefore, at the
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moment he was compiling this chapter, TatiS¢ev already had substituted
Xru§&ev for Eropkin in the note on Roman’s project. It is, by the way, possible
to determine the terminus ante quem of the final correction of the text of
Roman’s project.

The earliest stage of Tati§¢ev’s work on the first part reflects the codex of the
Library of the Russian Academy of Sciences (BRAN, Manuscript Division,
Tatid¢ev coll. 13, 1.5.66).% In this codex, the chapters, beginning from the fifth
(and including chapter 7), have a double numeration, changing every number by
one (thus, the seventh chapter was number six according to the initial numera-
tion). This change of numbers happened because Tati§¢ev inserted under num-
ber four a chapter on Ioakim’s chronicle.% This circumstance allows us to date
the completion of the seventh chapter as late as before the middle of 1748, when
Tati¥Cev learned about loakim’s chronicle and decided to introduce it in a special
chapter. Therefore, the substitution of Eropkin for Xru$¢ev happened after 1746
(completion of the Academy codex of the second redaction, where one could still
find Eropkin) and before 1748 (when the seventh chapter of the first part was
completed, and where both names are present).

True, Tati§¢ev may have had in mind here the mysterious Smolensk chronicle
given to him by Xrui¢ev, from which TatiSCev lavishly extracted data for the
first and second volumes.5” The chronicle itself is described by Tati¥ev as
follows: “It extends as far as Jaroslav’s attack against Batu; but the end is not
completed because the source from which it was copied disappeared, and it
probably would be useful to find the end now.”%® For some reason, in the
subsequent redaction Tati§¢ev omitted this characterization of the chronicle,
which is contained in the Voroncov codex.®’ Of course, this manuscript hitherto
has not been identified. It is intriguing due to several circumstances. First, its
data either are unique or coincide only with the information of the no-less
mysterious Raskolniki chronicle. Second, in Xru¥€ev’s chronicle there were
some data identical to the information of Polish annalists, in particular of
Stryjkowski. For example, Xrui€ev’s chronicle knows (according to Tati§cev)
one of the versions of the legend about the gifts of Monomax. According to it,
Volodimer Vsevolodovi€ received them from “the palatine of Korsun™ during
the Caffa campaign.”® As is known, Stryjkowski related this legend, having
borrowed it from Herberstein. Understanding his mistake, Tati§¢ev removes
mention of Xru§&ev’s chronicle from the second redaction.”! Third, Xrustev’s
chronicle was known to TatiS§Cev already during the compilation of the first
redaction, but he continued to add data from it even many years later, while
working on the second redaction,’?> sometimes accompanying these additions
with such unclear remarks: “In Xru§€ev’s manuscript this battle with the great
craft of Lithuania is extensively described, but I lost the excerpt at that time and
it is inserted from Xru¥¢ev, in accord with others.”’? Finally—and this is the
most important point for our topic—even in this case Tati$¢ev hesitates as to who
deserves the credit for having discovered this chronicle, Xrus¢ev or Eropkin.
Describing under 1182 the intestine strife of “Vasylko of Dorohy€yn™ against
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Volodimer Borysovi¢ “of Minsk,” Tati§¢ev provides the following note: “This is
taken from Eropkin’s chronicle and is omitted in others. It is evident from this
that there were no historians at that time in Volhynia, or if there were, none of
their works have survived.””® In the second redaction, in the corresponding note,
we read: “This is taken from Xruscev’s manuscript and omitted in others. It is
evident from this that someone in the Polack area completed Nestor’s
chronicle.”” It is characteristic that Tati§¢ev not only changed the name of the
chronicle owner, but also the place of origin of the manuscript. If in the first case
the information in Xrui¢ev’s (Eropkin’s) codex was of Volhynian origin (evi-
dently, it was supposed to be connected with Vasyl'ko of Dorohy€yn), then in the
second redaction it is given as deriving from Polack. In spite of this, however, in
the chapter “On the Chronicle Writers after Nestor” Tati§Cev states for some
reason that Xru§&ev’s chronicle was composed in Smolensk.”

Tati$Cev clearly hesitated not only in the atribution of various information as
between the manuscripts of Eropkin and Xru§¢ev, but also in his indication of the
length and nature of those chronicles. Sometimes he calls Eropkin’s manuscript
“stepennaia,”’® sometimes “letopisec” (even though he always distinguishes the
two). More frequently, he speaks of a “manuscript” or calls the book after its
owner: “from Eropkin.””” The origin of the chronicles varies as well. In note 597
of the first redaction Tati§¢ev wrote, “This is excerpted from the chronicle of
Eropkin, from which it is evident that it was completed in Polack, for there are
many things written in it about the princes of Polack, Vicebsk and other
Lithuanian princes; but I did not have time to copy everything, and later I was not
able to see it again, having heard it had been sent to be copied.”’® As we have
seen, however, Tati§¢ev had noted earlier that Eropkin’s chronicle was written in
Volhynia, and having replaced “Volhynia” with the “area of Polack” in the
second redaction, he also changed the owner’s name to Xru¥cev.

The reader forms the impression that Tati§¢ev used Eropkin and Xruicev
interchangeably as convenient (because silent and unavailable) witnesses in
those cases where he knew with certainty that he could not find corroboration of
his information.

Finally, it is evident that one should attempt to answer one more question:
why did TatiS¢ev choose Roman Mstyslavi¢ for the role of the reformer of Rus'?
Indeed, if one were to imagine this prince exclusively on the basis of the
chronicles it would appear that Roman scarcely merits the lofty reputation that
he has in the historiography. Against this background the monumental image of
the prince of Haly¢, who is described in the introduction to the Galician-
Volhynian chronicle of his son, seems quite unexpected. It would seem that
Roman was not the best candidate for Tatisev’s intention. Tati§¢ev (and his
vision of Roman) were strongly influenced, however, by the Chronika of Maciej
Stryjkowski, which was translated specially for him. In Stryjkowski, Roman
appears as a figure of all-Rus’ significance; as of 1198 he appears as “at that time
the most powerful man in Rus’.”’® But Roman in Stryjkowski is not only the most
powerful Kyivan prince, not only “monarcha wszystkiej Rusi,” but also an
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unprecedented tyrant, conqueror of the Polovtsians, and cruel subjugator of
Lithuania; in short, “In Rus’ he became so powerful that he was great with regard
to the other Rus’ princes, so that he made vassals of some, expelled others from
their principalities, and according to his wishes placed obedient ones in place of
those he had forced out.”®0 At the same time, in Stryjkowski Roman is endowed
with reformatory and state ambitions. He transferred the capital of the “Rus’
monarchy” from Kyiv to Haly¢, which even later resulted, according to the
Polish chronicler, in conflicts between Rus’ princes.?! We find the same image of
Roman in the Synopsis based on Stryjkowski, a very influential work in
Tati$€ev’s time and very intensively used by him. Although in Stryjkowski (as
well as in the Synopsis) Roman is depicted as a negative figure, nevertheless it is
an extraordinary and intriguing one. Against the background of the mediocre
southern Rus’ princes of the time, he was just the right person for the mission
entrusted to him by TatisCev.

I would like to complete these observations on the text of the constitutional
project of 1203 with one last comment. The declaration of the inauthenticity of
several (or even one) passage of the vast Istorija Rossijskaja should restore the
suggestion, expressed long ago but unpopular for some time, that TatiSCev’s text
is the authorial construction of a modern historian, not an original source of pre-
Mongol Rus’ history. Although the Istorija Rossijskaja may contain, and evi-
dently does contain, original text not “invented” by the author, today one can no
longer permit oneself the luxury of using Tati§¢ev’s work without a prior
scrupulous source study analysis. Tati§¢ev’s work is a far more complex and
ambiguous creation than we might like. The conceptions of reliability, historic-
ity, fantasy, and the historian’s duty of a man of the early eighteenth century
significantly vary from those of today. Perhaps there, where today we draw the
boundary between these conceptions, a historian of Tatii¢ev’s training saw
nothing but another opportunity to prove the truth of the well-known aphorism:
historia est magistra vitae.

Institute of the History of Ukraine,
National Academy of Sciences
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had suspicions of a conscious falsification on the part of Tati$¢ev, blaming
Volynskij.

Unfortunately, the work of the latter (“Dva pamfleta vremen Anny
Ioannovny,” Izvestija Imperatorskoj Akademii nauk po otd. russkogo
Jazyka i slovestnosti 7 (1858) 1: 49-64) remains unavailable to me. See
also A. P. Sapunov, “Dostovernost’ otryvka iz Polockix letopisej,
pomestennyx v ‘Istorii Rossijskoj’ Tatis¢eva pod 1217 g.,” Ctenija v
ObsCestve istorii i drevnostej rossijskikh 1898 (3); V. S. Ikonnikov, Opyt
russkoj istoriografii, vol. 2, pt. 1 (Kyiv, 1908) pp. 535-36; M. N.
Tixomirov, Krest'janskie i gorodskie vosstanija na Rusi XI-XIII v. (Mos-
cow, 1955), pp. 214-17 (an attempt to substantiate the authenticity of the
document); L. S. Pe§ti¢, Russkaja istoriografija vol. 1, p. 249n103.

I shall only point out the most obvious stylistic mistakes.The word gode
(jako gode) is used by Tati$¢ev in the sense of “as it should be,” whereas
in authentic Old Rus’ texts it is used to indicate “as much as you like,”
Slovar' drevnerusskogo jazyka (XI-XIV vv.) 2 (Moscow, 1989), pp. 147-
48. List to mean “charter” begins to be used only in the Lithuanian period
(ibid. vol. 4, p. 405). The word podxoditi, which Tati§€ev renders as “to
seek a way,” is unknown to dictionaries. Kljukovata, formed by Tati§Cev
from the noun kljuka (lie, falsehood), could only have the form kljukava
(although the feminine form of such an adjective is not fixed), see Slovar’
vol. 4, pp. 223-24,1.1. Sreznevskij, Materialy dlja slovarja drevnerusskogo
Jjazyka 1 (St. Petersburg, 1893), col. 1230. Dumdii in the sense of “advisor”
was obviously formed by analogy with later Muscovite titles; in an ancient
Rus’ text there could only have been the noun goymeua, foymsis, Slovar
vol. 3, p. 99; L. I. Sreznevskii, Materialy 1, col. 744, Finally, the author of
the excerpt does not always know the precise meaning of the words he
uses. Thus, semo (sjudy) is used to mean “immediately” (IZ six ne kazniSi
semo, jaz utro idu ot tebe). Likewise erroneously is the dual number (vaju)
used to indicate the plural, which in general is characteristic of Tati§Cev,
who apparently did not distinguish these grammatical forms.
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A propos, these two are not fixed by the dictionaries in this form, but are
encountered only as ace and iZe. This circumstance was pointed out in
another context by Ie. M. Dobruskin, according to whose calculations the
conjunction a¢ is encountered in the Istorija about a hundred times (E. M.
Dobruskin, “O metodike izudenija ‘Tati§Cevskix izvestii’,”
Istocnikovedenie oteCestvennoj istorii 1976 [Moscow, 1977], p. 85) and
thus can be regarded as a characteristic trait of the authorial style of
TatisCev himself. I should note that such a form of the conjunction—ad—

is typical of Ukrainian historical texts of the seventeenth century.
PSRL 2, cols. 351-53.

Ibid. 1, col. 217.

Tati§Cev, Istorija, vol. 4, p. 354.

PSRL 1, col. 228.

Ibid. 2, col. 493.

TatisCev, Istorija, vol. 4, p. 354.

PSRL 2, col. 489. The latest research on the “Polack fragment” is an article
by O. L. Nazarova (E. L. Nazarova, “Russko-latgal'skie kontakty v XIT—-
XIII vv. v svete genealogii knjaZej Ersike i Koknese.” Drevnejsie
gosudarstva Vostocnoj Evropy. 1992-1993 (Moscow, 1995), pp. 182~
196. Not accepting altogether the authenticity of the information, the
author is inclined to consider the “fragment” to be not a falsification by
Tati¥¢ev himself, but the result of a borrowing from a late, seventeenth-
century chronicle. Nevertheless, another observation of hers supports the
opposite conclusion. O. L. Nazarova points out the connection between
the “Polack fragment” and other information in the Istorija Rossijskaja.
Thus, in an entry of the following year, 1218, the Polack prince Vasylko (a
character of the “Polack fragment”) is named, while another character of
the fragment, Vjacko Borisovi€, appears in the entry for 1223 during the
defense of Juriev. In the first instance, Vasylko of Polack is substituted for
Vasylko Romanovi€¢ of Haly¢ of Tati§¢ev’s source, while in the second
case the fact is borrowed from the First Novgorod Chronicle, but the
strange details of the event are obviously invented by Tati§¢ev himself
(including Vjacko’s patronymic). Thus, after inserting the “Polack frag-
ment” Tati§¢ev continues to bring persons known only from this text onto
the stage. Such a connection between the “Polack fragment” and other
texts of the Istorija Rossijskaja, not borrowed from it and unknown to
other sources, is very suspicious and, contrary to the conclusions of O. L.
Nazarova, compels us to doubt the authenticity of the “Polack Chronicle,”
however one might date it.

TatiiCev, Istorija, vol. 7, p. 59.
Tatis€ev, Istorija, vol. 4, p. 462.
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A. 1. Andreev, “Trudy V. N. Tati8¢eva po istorii Rossii,” in: V. N.
TatiiCev, Istorija, vol. 1, p. 27.

A fair copy of the first part was ready, as is seen from Tati§Cev’s letter to
Sumaxer from 30 July 1750. A. I. Andreev, Perepiska V. N. Tati§¢eva za
1746-1750 gg., p. 297.

TatisCev, Istorija, vol. 1, p. 125.

S. N. Valk, “O rukopisjax pervoj Casti ‘Istorii Rossijskoj’ V. N.
Tati§€eva,” in V. N. TatisCev, Istorija, vol. 1 (Moscow and Leningrad,
1963), pp. 59-60.

Ibid, p. 63.

Tati¥¢ev, Istorija, vol. 2, pp. 216, 226, 235, 238, 315; vol. 3, pp. 250, 251,
253, 270; vol. 4, pp. 414, 416, 434, 451, 452, 469.

TatisCev, Istorija, vol. 4, p. 414.
Cf. vol. 2, pp. 205, 309, var. 109.
Cf. vol. 2, p. 315, var. 36-36; vol. 4, p. 434,

Vol. 2, p. 315n312; vol. 4, p. 34n272. It is characteristic that Tati¥¢ev
substitutes the chronicle of Volynskii for the mention of Xruitev’s
chronicle in the note of the second redaction.

Cf. vol. 2, pp. 216, 226; vol. 3, pp. 253, 270.
Vol. 3, p. 270, note in the Voroncov codex.
Vol. 4, pp. 451-52.

Vol. 3, p.251; vol. 3, p. 300, var. 9-9.

Vol. 1, p. 122.

Tatiscev, Istorija, vol. 3, p. 250.

Altogether, TatisCev gives six pieces of information from Eropkin’s
chronicle in the first redaction. Two of them are attributed to Xrui¢ev in
the second redaction. This information is as follows: excerpt with the
circumstances of the death of Andrej Bogoljubskij (vol. 3, p. 105); excerpt
with description of the following execution of Andrej’s wife by Myxalko
(p. 113); information of Galician origin (p. 189); information of Polack
origin (p. 203). Data with changed attribution are Roman’s project, and an
account of the war between Vasylko and Volodimer Borisovic.

Tati§¢ev, Istorija, vol. 3, p. 261.

Kronika Polska, imudska i wszystkiej Rusi Macieja Stryjkowskiego (War-
saw, 1846), p. 209.

Ibid., p. 211.
Ibid., pp. 211 and 224.



“On Ukrainian Separatism”:
A GPU Circular of 1926

YURI SHAPOVAL

In November 1918 the leader of the leftist Social Revolutionary party, Maria
Spiridonova, who was in Bolshevik custody in the Kremlin (charged with
organizing the July Left-SR putsch in Moscow), wrote an open letter to the
TsK RKP(b) (Central Committee of the Russian Communist Party-Bolshe-
viks). Condemning the Terror, whose basic tool was the Extraordinary Com-
mission (Cheka), she noted specifically:

Just as in the French Terror, in Russia only the beginning was difficult, and
what the Bolshevik “Chekists” turned it into surpassed all our possible
fears . . . The correspondence in the newspapers by Chekist ideologues testi-
fies to their unbelievable mental and moral poverty, and their eagerness to
carefully protect their total independence, which can engender extremely
difficult complications for their own Communist party. Very soon you are
going to end up in the hands of your own “Cheka.” Perhaps you are already in
its hands.!

How serious were these “complications” noted by Spiridonova for the Bol-
shevik Party? In what way did the party itself end up in the hands of the organs
of the Cheka-GPU, and the NKVD nurtured by it? On the basis of what
principles did these organs act? What was determined by their initiative, and
what by the initiative of the “ruling and steering power,” that is, the party? Is it
not surprising that even now, despite the great number of publications about the
Bolshevik system and especially about its repressive punitive structure, one
cannot always find complete answers to the questions posed? The wave of
perestroika publications in the former USSR had ebbed completely by the end
of the 1980s, but its results, unfortunately, still lack serious, above all scholarly
documentary works about the functioning mechanism of the Cheka-GPU-
NKVD, their place and role in the system of the Communist governing struc-
ture.

Nevertheless, it is certainly relevant to make quite clear how necessary this
kind of inquiry is for the objective understanding of the nature and essence of
the Communist regime. And at this point the example of Ukraine is very
important. The Leninist-Stalinist leadership always considered Ukraine ex-
tremely significant, viewing it as a proving ground for testing their numerous
political decisions, believing that retaining Ukraine in the composition of the
Soviet Union, which was proclaimed in December 1922, was the chief condi-
tion for the very existence of its formation, with its center in Moscow.

Harvard Ukrainian Studies 18(3/4) December 1994: 275-302.
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On February 6, 1922 the All-Russian Central Executive Committee in Mos-
cow decided to abolish the All-Russian Extraordinary Commission (All-Rus-
sian Cheka-—VChK) and to create the State Political Administration—GPU—
under the NKVD RSFSR. Reactions to these changes were clear in Kharkiv, at
that time the capital of the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic (UkrSSR) by
the Regulation of the All-Ukrainian Central Executive Committee (VUTsVK)
dated March 22, 1922. This regulation abolished the All-Ukrainian Extraordi-
nary Commission for struggle against counterrevolution, speculation, and cor-
rupt officials, and its local organs (Russian abbreviation—VUChK). The State
Political Administration (GPU) of the UkrSSR under the NKVD UkrSSR was
organized. Its local organs were the provincial departments created under
provincial executive committees, acting on the basis of a special status ap-
proved by the Presidium of the VUTsVK.

The chief of the GPU UkrSSR, the Moscow Chekist V. Mantsev (at that
time former head of the VUChK, who had been sent to Ukraine in 1919, and
would be shot in 1938) was, with the approval of the GPU RSFSR, the
exclusive representative of the latter in Ukraine. Special intelligence depart-
ments and transportation departments that were to carry on the struggle against
crime in the army and in transportation on the territory of the UkrSSR, as well
as the GPU troops in Ukraine, were subordinate to him.

The reform was aimed at transforming temporary and extraordinary security
forces into forces to be included by the People’s Commissariat of Internal
Affairs in a general system of the communist government structure. There was
good reason for the chief of the GPU to simultaneously become People’s
Commissar of Internal Affairs. The activity of the GPU was supposed to be
carried on under the supervision of the recently created Office of the Public
Prosecutor. On November 15, 1923 the Joint State Political Administration
(OGPU) was formed under the Council of People’s Commissars of the USSR,
with the aim of uniting all the efforts of the republics in the struggle with
political and economic counterrevolution, spying, and banditry.

The head of the OGPU was Feliks Dzerzhinskii. In the UkrSSR, in accor-
dance with the Moscow reforms of August 13, 1924, the VUTsVK and the
Radnarkom (Council of People’s Commissars) of the UkrSSR approved the
statute on the GPU UkrSSR. It was legally confirmed that the GPU would be
formed under the Radnarkom UkrSSR, and its Chief (he was at the same time
an official of the OGPU USSR) would become a member of the Government
with the right of a deciding vote. The GPU was to execute all tasks of the
VUTsVK and RNK UkrSSR, and would be governed in its operations by the
OGPU USSR. The supervision of cases opened by the GPU UkrSSR was to be
carried out by the Prosecutor of the UkrSSR through an assistant specially
appointed for this purpose within limits stipulated by legislative acts. From
August 1923, the chief of the GPU UkrSSR was Vsevolod Balitskii, and in
November of the same year he became a member of the Collegium of the
OGPU USSR. On March 3, 1924 he also became chief of the NKVD UkrSSR.
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Associated with his activity are facts and documents that testify that the
Cheka-GPU always carried out a determined and purposeful struggle for the
expansion of its sphere of influence, and in order to prove the necessity,
expediency, and importance of its existence.? It is relevant to emphasize,
moreover, that the security organs in Ukraine always acted under strict control
from the center, which actually made them an obedient tool in the hands of the
Moscow authorities. Let us recall that the All-Ukrainian Cheka (VUkChK) was
formed on December 3, 1918. Already on July 3, 1919, by special legislation of
the VChK, it was abolished. This was caused by several factors, one of the
most important of which was the desire for continual control of the situation in
Ukraine on the part of the Moscow leadership by placing its people in key
branches. The above-mentioned regulation follows:

1. The VUkChK is abolished. 2. All local Chekas in Ukraine will be subordi-
nate to, and be regulated by instructions and directions from, the VChK [All-
Union Cheka]. 3. The VChK will delegate one of its members to Kyiv for
purposes of providing information to the Radnarkom of Ukraine and for
controlling how the local Chekas conduct their activities. Kurskii, Krasin,
Dzerzhinskii.?

From that moment all changes in personnel and all central questions con-
cerning the activity of security organs in Ukraine were decided only with the
agreement of, or directives directly from, the Lenin-Stalin leadership. At the
same time, this reveals that the security organs stated quite early and unam-
biguously that they would not permit anyone to take real control of their
activity. Let us look at an example: In the official historiography of the VChK
there is a vast amount of material about how local control was conducted by the
Workers’ and Peasants’ Inspections. The real picture was somewhat different,
as proved, for example, by Decree No. 11, dated March 4, 1921, of the Central
Administration of the Extraordinary Commissions to Conduct the Struggle
against Counterrevolution, Speculation, and Corrupt Officials
(TsUPChREZKOM) under the Council of People’s Commissars of the
UkrSSR (formed March 17, 1920). In one of its paragraphs we read:

Considering that the Cheka is the fighting organ of the dictatorship of the
proletariat, it is particularly important under conditions of intensified civil war
that the civil war requires rapid and merciless reprisal against the enemies of
Soviet power, [and that] the Worker-Peasant Inspection in its supervision over
possible crimes by certain agents of the Cheka must guard especially against
not becoming a support of the dissatisfied petty bourgeoisie, who are ready to
grumble about the work of the Cheka.*

But “to grumble about the work of the Cheka,” whose arsenal of activity from
the very beginning included such illegal methods as taking hostages, massive
shootings, and so on, appeared very difficult, not only because this organiza-
tion was skillful in concealing its actions behind a mask of mystery and state
necessity, but also because it coordinated its work with party organs and acted
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as tools of the latter in solving many problems vitally important for establishing
the Communist regime.

Not in vain did Dzerzhinskii repeat, “The Cheka must be the organ of the
Central Committee, otherwise it will degenerate into the Okhrana [Tsarist
Secret Police] or an organ of counterrevolution.” In February 1919, the TsK
RKP(b) noted that “Chekas have been formed, exist, and work only as direct
party organs according to its directives and under its control.”®

Thus, from the very beginning the organs of the Cheka-GPU, established by
the party under special conditions, appeared to receive “indulgence” for their
present and eventual “sins.” I was able to find an enormous number of docu-
ments that prove and brilliantly illustrate the multifaceted and mutual profit-
ability of the Party-Chekist tandem. These relations have been characterized in
particular by Mantsev’s unique note to Stanislav Kosior, who headed the TsK
KP(b)U from April 28, 1920, written on the official stationery of the Chief of
the Cheka of Ukraine (Kharkiv, Myronosytska Street, 8):

Comrade Kosior, Boris Sokolnik is an anarchist, worked with the Communist
underground in Ukraine. Then he went astray and was arrested by us for
excesses. He was released by me upon his vow not to return to his former
activity. He’s a good guy. He had typhus. He needs some help. Perhaps
money as well (for his underground work) and to help get him established.
For his situation is a mess. V. Mantsev.”

A note on this document, written by an unknown hand, reads, “I gave him
7,000 karbovantsi.”®

On May 29, 1920, the TsK KP(b)U made an announcement “To all
Gubkoms [provincial committees] and Political Departments of the Army and
Navy,” in which it was emphasized that after their failure in armed struggle,
“the counterrevolutionaries transferred their struggle with Soviet power to a
different level. They are eager to penetrate into all organs of the military,
economic, and administrative departments, so that sitting there, they can slow
down and destroy all efforts of the Workers’ and Peasants’ government to
organize the civic and economic life of the Republic.”®

Further in this declaration it is noted that inasmuch as “the struggle with this
form of counterrevolution is particularly difficult,” the TsK KP(b)U “must first
force” all commissars and Communists who work in the army to be constant
informers for the special departments. Second, it suggests to all political de-
partments of the army and the front, as well as the Political Administration of
the Republic and important party organizations, that they delegate the most
responsible, tested, and experienced party workers for the work of the Special
Department.!°

The above-mentioned characteristics of Cheka-GPU activity—especially
the close alliance with party organs and even a readiness to substitute them in
certain situations; an aura of secrecy creating the image of an organ that would
use any methods exclusively in the interests of the state; and, finally, the real
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possibility of using force (which always could be justified by the same “inter-
ests of the state”)—all this compelled the Chekists to play a larger and more
influential role in civil and political life, and to influence the decision-making
process of the ruling party organs more strongly.

In Ukraine, all these processes were connected first of all with the activity of
Vsevolod Balitskii, who headed the GPU-NKVD in Ukraine (with a short
break) up to 1937, and then was repressed. It is with his name that the continual
development of a negative attitude toward everything Ukrainian as *“bourgeois-
nationalist” is connected. Facts represented from histories and the document
base also permit one to state that from the very beginning, the key role in the
process of forming the party-political administration’s ideas about the tenden-
cies and conditions of civil life was played by the Secret Operations Adminis-
tration, which was formed by Decree No, 20/114 of the VUChK, dated May 6,
1921. This administration (headed by the famous Chekist Iukhim Evdokimov,
who also was later killed) at that time consisted of a political department, a
special department, a department for the struggle with banditry, an operations
department (supplementary), and an office.!!

The first of these departments was given work on “political parties and
political groups of a counterrevolutionary nature.”'? Many operational-infor-
mation files that had been sent to the TsK KP(b)U are preserved in the Central
State Archive of Civic Associations of Ukraine (the former Party Archive of
the Institute of the History of the Party under the Central Committee of the
Communist Party of Ukraine) in Kyiv. For the period 1919-1921 they are
dedicated mostly to the struggle with the phenomenon called “banditry.” More-
over, scholars should be more careful and pay attention to what criteria defined
the word “banditry” at that time. As a rule, these documents had the title
“Operations-Information File # __ on the movement of banditry in Ukraine”
for a given period of time.

These files were mainly functional and did not make claims to any particular
political generalizations, nor did they make actual recommendations, but the
“Conclusions” sections had concrete significance. For example, a file from
September 13, 1921 states: “It is relevant to pay attention to the appearance of
the unknown band in the Sloviansk district and the operations of the Pohorilyi
band in Bakhmut. The attack on the radhosp [state farm] by the Zabolotnyi
detachment is noteworthy. The general situation of the surrounding area is
without any basic change.”

At the same time, in the documents of that period we also find recommenda-
tions of a broader nature, to which party-state leaders paid careful attention. For
example, on February 20, 1921, an employee of the Special Department of the
TsUPChREZKOM, A. Formaister, sent Dzerzhinsky, Mantsev, and
Ievdokimov a report about his work with a group of Chekists on investigating
the political section of the Oleksandrivske district (province):
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Banditry in Ukraine, and mainly in the Oleksandrivske province and sur-
rounding areas, has a massive, almost insurgent character. One has to be
careful. On the one hand, as I said before, it is necessary to carry out thorough
Chekist work, in order to ferret out weapons and pull out and destroy the very
roots of the packs of bandits operating. On the other hand it is necessary to
think about a way to destroy the foundation and conditions which engender
this massive banditry. Here a radical change of tactics and methods of all
Soviet organs is required.

What the author provides is an interesting characterization of the relationship
between the Gubkom (the provincial committee), the Gubrevkom (the provin-
cial revolutionary committee), and the Gubcheka (the provincial Cheka):

Between the Gubkom and Revkom, on the one hand, and other institutions on
the other, there is always constant tension, which eventually gets down to the
personal level. The Gubkom and Revkom constantly view the Gubcheka as a
stepchild, as an institution that brings only harm and stands in the way of their
work . . . Through their relationship to the Gubcheka and their inappropriate
interference, they only slow down the work done by the Cheka, which is
minimal even without this . . . And as to the rest of the institutions, I can say
that complete sabotage and a bourgeois attitude toward the situation are
flourishing.'’

The bulletins of the political department of the VUChk provide reports on
the political mood relating to events in civic life. I was able to analyze a fairly
large number of these bulletins, for example, those dedicated to the meetings in
Kharkiv in connection with elections to the Kharkiv local council in October
1921. As a rule, in an addendum to these bulletins one can find documents
which prove the existence of political parties and currents that are alternatives
to the Bolshevik Communists. Thus, for example, during the elections that
were held in the Kharkiv Railroad Car Workshops and Main Depot on October
28, 1921, candidates were nominated from the Ukrainian Communist Party
(UKP), later labeled “nationalist” and eliminated (in the terminology of that
time, “self-liquidated”).

Among those whose names are enumerated, we can find activists who fairly
soon became “clients” of the Chekists, in particular, Andrii Richitskyi and Iurii
Mazurenko.!® One can compare this document with the GPU special report
dated September 1923 on the state of the UKP. Its tonality is more categorical,
creating the impression that its authors knew very well that their ideas would be
taken into consideration. In this document, in particular, the presence of “liqui-
dators”—the group that acted in Kyiv and criticized the leadership of the
UKP—is noted. Six persons are named, among them a certain Savchenko, “an
old member of the party who still works very closely in contact with the local
provincial department of the GPU and Gubkom . .. ”'7 Then it mentions the
deepening of the “liquidator” current in Kyiv and about its transfer to the
Katerynoslav Province and other locations:
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It is necessary to use all possible means to support and deepen the movement
of liquidators in Kyiv, taking advantage of this current on the All-Ukrainian
level. The underground work of the group of “liquidators” needs to be contin-
ued until the absolute majority ends up on their side, after which it would be
possible to bring this work into the open, work that will lead to the final
liquidation of the UKP. With respect to merging with the KP(b)U... we
must avoid this question, because there is such a large number of Petliura
elements in the UKP.!¥

A large number of documents of an analogous nature confirm how percep-
tible was the desire of the Chekists to establish a particular idea about the
political opponents of Bolshevism, and also to expose potential enemies even
in those forces which, in principle, did not reject collaboration with the Bolshe-
viks. This desire coincided with another powerful and, as proved later, uncon-
tested tendency to fabricate different kinds of “cases,” the formation of “coun-
terrevolutionary” organizations and unlawfulness, as more and more authority
ended up in the hands of the Chekists.

It is characteristic that the desire of the members of the Cheka to take on
functions far from those which they were assigned quite often was pointed out
by the Bolshevik leaders themselves. This was proved very clearly in Decree
No. 2 by the TsUPChREZKOM dated January 15, 1921, and signed by
Mantsev. It was stated in particular:

Recently we have been able to observe that in the struggle with counterrevolu-
tionary and other organizations some extraordinary Commissions and special
departments use the so-called method of infiltrating their own agents into
those organizations with the purpose of bringing to light and learning about
the activity of specific persons as well as the whole organization. And it
would appear as if by using this method, the role of the agent would be limited
only to intelligence work, but often agents go from a passive observational
role, which is supposed to stop crimes, to more active behavior, creating
organizations, grouping specific individuals of the organization together, and
sometimes pushing the passive anti-Soviet element and petty bourgeois into
active work. And older comrades, responsible leaders, look at this kind of
work through their fingers and are encouraging it, turning this tactic into a
principle.”!®

One can understand from the decree that this kind of practice was con-
demned, and it was emphasized that the pursuit of creating organizations,
“fanning the flames of cases or creating organizations, even with the purpose of
discovering a suspected putsch—are criminal, because this kind of activity
leads to a certain degeneration of our revolutionary organs for Extraordinary
struggle into the old, gendarmerial spying institutions.”?° But as historic facts
and documents have proved, political reality turned out to be stronger than any
decree: “cases” and “counterrevolutionary organizations” were growing like
mushrooms, and were fabricated on a large scale, especially when from the
point of view of a certain political situation it was necessary to “brand” the
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representatives of a given political category as “national counterrevolutionary,”
“wreckers,” and even as representatives of a certain nationality. This is proved
by documents that expose the mechanics of the work of the Cheka-GPU-
NKVD organs, which gradually turned into the Bolshevik political police that
during the years of the “Great Terror” (1936-1938) was very successfully used
against many of its creators.

Another problem requires special investigation. It concerns not an organiza-
tion imagined by the Cheka, but one that really existed. Voluminous materials
prove that resistance to Bolshevik power, in Ukraine in particular, was defi-
nitely not mythical, and therefore the Communist regime’s use of the Cheka-
GPU-NKYVD in its political plans legitimized the discovery and destruction of
forces that actually struggled with the regime. This, however, is a subject for
separate research.

Questions about the moral criteria which the Chekists organs were using
require special serious analysis. Here one can point out one characteristic
feature. From year to year, in instructions on how to select personnel, there are
fewer and fewer references to loyalty to the proletarian cause. The leaders of
the Cheka and later the GPU-NKVD were concerned above all with something
else—the ability of the employees to be disciplined, to perform all tasks, to
keep secrets in all cases. Instructions dating from the beginning of the 1920s
require Chekists:

.. . to be neat, clean, so that your external appearance will attract clients and
provide the possibility of extracting everything you need from them . .. You
should always remember the devices of the Jesuits, who did everything be-
neath the surface and revealed nothing, but were secretive, who knew about
everything and knew only how to act.?!

In addition, these Chekist documents, in particular decrees, left considerable
testimony that arbitrariness, embezzlement, and amorality were permanent
satellites of the entire history of the existence of the Cheka-GPU-NKVD. The
official historiography of the USSR, which was interested in the romanticiza-
tion of the security organs, did not mention this.

Finally, one should emphasize one interesting point, which has never been
raised by scholars. As the documents testify, during the Bolshevik New Eco-
nomic Policy (NEP), the Chekist organs, which developed under conditions of
civil war, felt not only discomfort, but serious danger to their existence. First of
all, NEP changed the financial economic situation of the “revenging sword of
the revolution.” This is noted in particular in an official statement, “On the
Question of the State of the Organs of the GPU UkrSSR,” prepared in January
1923 and signed by Vsevolod Balitskii.

Apparently this document was put together for Moscow, but a copy was sent
as required to the TsK K(b)U. “The New Economic Policy,” it was stated in the
document:
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... which worsened the conditions for a significant number of the organs,
which depended on government support, also exerted an extraordinarily nega-
tive influence on the conditions of the GPU (State Political Administration)
organs. Having lost the real support of the other state organizations which had
supplied us with extremely important products for secret work before “NEP,”
and which fully stripped us of this help after the transition to self-support
because of a strict budget, which did not come anywhere close to correspond-
ing to real needs, the organs of the GPU were compelled to decrease the
tempo and character of work in those areas, which from the point of view of
the defense of the Republic was a real crime.?

Noting the problems of the GPU, Balitskii touched on the decrease in “the
numbers in the central organ and the periphery subordinate to it,” having noted
that on January 1, 1922, there were 21,970 official employees and as of July 1,
1923 only 9,737 persons.?

In this same document, the number of official and secret employees of the
GPU is stated—sixteen thousand people.?* It is also interesting that a “massive
escape” of employees from the GPU was confirmed, among them members of
the party.? As of January 1, 1922 there were 7,812 Communist members in the
organs, and as of July 1 of the same year, 3,427 members.

“Therefore,” wrote Balitskii:

. . . for the first half of 1922 more than four thousand party members left the
organs of the GPU . . . Insofar as this tendency, which is mainly a result of the
terrible material conditions, is not localized, but has increased in the subse-
quent months, what is facing the organs of the GPU is the important task of
stopping the decrease in the general number of party members, which means
using all means possible for the improvement of the weli-being and material
conditions of the employees of the GPU.?

And these actions, naturally, were carried out, since the party viewed the
organs as a support of their power. In turn, the Chekists did their work very
well to repay the consideration given them by the state, as they continually
extended their sphere of influence. This process began to reach its apogee in the
middle of the 1920s, and was represented in the UkrSSR by the energetic
activity of Vsevolod Balitskii.

Characterizing the state of the Communist organs of government security
under the conditions of NEP, the author of the popular book Die rote Inquisi-
tion, Borys Lewytzkyj, noted, “The ‘romantic terror’ was over; the stage of
bureaucratic direction of terrorist means had begun.”’?’

It is characteristic that in 1926 in his political report to the Ninth Congress of
the KP(b)U, Lazar Kaganovich, who from 1925 headed the TsK KP(b)U,
decided to respond to the accusation of Karl Kautsky that the Bolsheviks had
mastered the art of the political police better than the essence of the teachings
of Karl Marx:
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We are not contesting that we have really mastered the art of the political, as
he used the word, police, that the GPU does a pretty good job here. And if we
could get Kautsky, we would give him a full opportunity to prove it for
himself. We are not arguing on this account, because Kautsky doesn’t know
that the organization GPU not only does not stand against, but fully derives
from, the teaching of Marx, because none other than Marx was the first to
raise the idea of the dictatorship of the proletariat as the idea of a harsh
dictatorship which destroys any opposition of the exploited classes and their
lackeys.?®

In fact, the Cheka-GPU-NKVD wonderfully interpreted the Leninist-
Stalinist understanding of Marxism. The result is clearly illustrated, for ex-
ample, by the document which follows this commentary. This strictly classified
official memorandum stamped *“Classified. Not to be copied. Guard on the
same scale with the cipher under the responsibility of the chief of the GPU,”
printed in 75 copies, appeared in the midst of the Bolshevik politics of
“Ukrainianization” in September 1926. As is known, “Ukrainianization” was
an integral part of korenizatsiia (“nativization”)—the policy in the sphere of
national relationships approved under the pressure of the “National-Commu-
nists” and Lenin’s demand at the Tenth (March 1921) and Twelfth (April 1923)
Congresses of the RKP(b). This policy was a result of the fact that tsarist
Russia had exploited the non-Russian peoples, and as its legacy the USSR had
inherited real economic and cultural inequality between the Russian and the
non-Russian peoples.

It was decided to accelerate the development of the non-Russian republics.
What was envisioned was their industrialization, the selection of personnel
from representatives of the basic nationalities, the extension of education in the
local languages, the development of national cultures, publications, and so on.
It was stated that the party had to combat Russian chauvinism as well as local
nationalism, but first the main accent was put on the necessity to struggle
against autocratic (Russian) chauvinism. The policy of korenizatsiia had an
important influence on the development of the non-Russian peoples of the
USSR at that time, in particular, the Ukrainian people, because in practice it
meant de-Russification. That is why it evoked such vigorous resistance from
Russian chauvinists, including the high party leadership.

Stalin’s attitude to this policy was ambivalent from the very beginning,
because it stimulated the national self-consciousness of numerically large and
small non-Russian peoples, and thereby their pursuit of real sovereignty, which
increasingly went against Stalin’s perception of the principle of national state
construction. Thus, for Moscow, what was of primary significance was not the
analysis of real national-cultural processes, but the constant struggle with
different kinds of “national deviations” and manifestations of “bourgeois na-
tionalism,” a label which under these circumstances could easily be attached to
simple loyalty to national traditions and patriotism.
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This line was dictated by the continual increase of Russian influence in the
party-governmental leadership, by a transition to a policy of accelerated indus-
trialization (which required centralization of power), and by an increase in
nationalistic moods among non-Russian peoples caused by assimilationist poli-
cies of socialization and forced collectivization, from which the non-Russian
republics were then suffering on a greater scale than Russia and which was
marked by the terrible masterpiece of Stalinist social-demographic engineer-
ing—the famine at the beginning of the 1930s.

The radical change of the party line on korenizatsiia occurred between the
Sixteenth (1930) and Seventeenth (1934) Congresses of the VKP(b). Between
1930 and 1934, in all the non-Russian republics a purge of local communists
and nonparty intelligentsia was carried out, and the majority of the personnel
which had been brought up under korenizatsiia was destroyed.

When did the actual counter-Ukrainianization really begin? For a long time
scholars thought the beginning to be 1933, the struggle with so-called
Skrypnykism, that is, with the consequences of “nationalistic deviation,” the
leader of which was proclaimed to be the former People’s Commissar of
Education of the UkrSSR Mykola Skrypnyk (who under pressure of false
accusations committed suicide on July 7, 1933). However, the document fol-
lowing this commentary proves that the countervailing force to the policy of
“Ukrainianization” began significantly earlier.

The Communist Special Service was directly responsible for this new
policy, the aim of which was to play a further significant role in the life of
society. On September 4, 1926 the deputy chief of the GPU UkrSSR Karl
Karlson, the assistant to the chairman of the Secret Section (SV) Osher
Abugov, and the temporary deputy head of the First Department of the Secret
Section Boris Kozelsky signed an official memo entitled “On Ukrainian Sepa-
ratism.” The essence of this important document lies in the fact that it was
oriented towards the collection of all possible information about the adherents
of “Ukrainianization,” above all from a number of representatives of the
“right” Ukrainian intelligentsia, that is, the milieu of Ukrainian intellectuals, in
particular those who had returned (or planned to return) to Ukraine under the
influence of the declared “Ukrainianization.”

The authors of this closed letter sincerely explain why this was to be done:

The fact that Ukrainian nationalists ceased the open struggle with Soviet
power and formally acknowledged it does not mean that they have defini-
tively reconciled themselves with the present state of affairs and have truly
given up their hostile plans. Here evidently there is not a change of ideology,
but a change of tactics . . . The term “cultural work™ has been substituted for
the call to the failed armed struggle for independence. The “cultural struggle”
has gained immense popularity and has attracted into the ranks of its followers
the overwhelming majority of the most prominent representatives of the
Ukrainian counterrevolution.?
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In this letter, the most dangerous centers of Ukrainianization from the point
of view of the GPU, which used the circumstances of Ukrainianization in their
plans, were designated. These were first of all the Ukrainian Autocephalous
Orthodox Church (UAPTS), “a prominent center of nationalism and a marvel-
ous agitational tool”; and the All-Ukrainian Academy of Sciences (VUAN),
which “collected around themselves the dense mass of former eminent figures
of the UNR (Ukrainian National Republic).”*°

The situation in the village was analyzed very thoroughly, as were the
circumstances of the beginning of industrialization, and tendencies in the mi-
lieu of the Ukrainian emigration. And all this was aimed at the conclusion that
“it is important to pay serious attention to the activity surrounding Ukrainian
civic matters,” to emphasize the increase in activity “of social and political
strata hostile to us.”! Therefore, parallel with official declarations of the party
leaders, long before the open attack on “Ukrainianization,” the GPU began
(naturally with the knowledge of its own party leadership) its own counter-
Ukrainianization, in this way preparing compromising material about anyone
the Chekists thought to be “dangerous” for the Communist regime.

Knowing this, we can now understand how later, by the end of the 1920s,
precisely the GPU-NKVD could crush the Ukrainian intelligentsia with such
lightning speed. And now a question arises still requiring further investigation.
To what extent were the activities of the sincere followers of
“Ukrainianization” really dangerous for the Communist regime in Ukraine? To
what extent, let us say, could the activity of the academic Mykhailo
Hrushevksyi, who returned from the emigration, harm the Bolshevik establish-
ment? Objectively—to a great extent, insofar as Hrushevskyi, through his
historical school, was working on the confirmation of the idea of Ukrainian
sovereignty, that is, what in the following document is called Ukrainian “sepa-
ratism.”

The example of Hrushevskyi, who immediately after his return to Kyiv
came under the very careful long-term observation by the GPU%, vividly
testifies to the entire tragic situation during what was proclaimed by the Bol-
sheviks as “Ukrainianization.” Naturally, the tragic situation for those who
adopted this policy was fundamental and long-lasting. “The increase in chau-
vinistic tendencies,” we read in a letter of the GPU, “creates the necessity for
the GPU organs to react expeditiously to this phenomenon, which has ex-
tremely important political significance.”

This postulate survived its creators. And in all periods of Communist rule in
Ukraine, the main focus of attention of the Special Service was the struggle
with Ukrainian nationalism, right down to the smallest hint of the rebirth of the
idea of Ukrainian sovereignty or even any attempts to support Ukrainian na-
tional traditions based not on the folklore-ethnographic level, but in reality.
Nevertheless, this is a subject for a future publication. For now I would like to
call the reader’s attention to a unique document dated 1926. It was discovered
in Ukraine and has been published with the consent of the Ukrainian Security
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Service. 1 hope that this document and my foreword will help further the
development of investigation into the activity of the Bolshevik Special Ser-
vices, broadening the conceptual and source base for an objective history.

Institute of Ukrainian Archeography and Source Studies,
National Academy of Sciences of Ukraine

Translated from the Ukrainian by Roberta Reeder,
Yuri Minyayluk, and Yakov Gubanov
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TsK RKP(b)

TsUPChREZKOM

UAPTs
VUAN
UNR

VChK
VKP(b)

VUTsVK
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ABBREVIATIONS

Extraordinary Committee [Rus. Chrezvychainaia
kommissiia]

State Political Administration [Rus. Gosudarstvennoe
politicheskoe upravlenie]

provincial committee [Rus. gubernskii komitet]

provincial revolutionary committee [Rus. gubernskii
revoliutsionnyi komitet]

provincial Cheka [Rus. gubernskaia Cheka]

People’s Commissariat for Internal Affairs [Rus. Narodnyi
komissariat vnytrenikh del]

Joint State Political Administration [Rus. Ob"edinennoe
gosudarstvennoe politicheskoe upravlenie]

Council of People’s Commissars [Ukr. Rada narodnykh
komisariv]

Central State Archive of the Civic Unions of Ukraine [Ukr.
Tsentral'nyi derzhavnyi arkhyv hromadianskykh
ob’iednann’ Ukrainy]

Central Committee of the Russian Communist Party-
Bolsheviks [Rus. Tsentral'nyi komitet Rossiiskoi
Kommunisticheskoi partii (bol'shevikov)]

Central Administration of the Extraordinary Commissions
(to Conduct the Struggle against Counterrevolution,
Speculation, and Corrupt Officials) [Rus. Tsentral'noe
upravlenie Chrezvychainykh komissii]

Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox Church [Ukr. Ukrains'ka
avtokefal'na pravoslavna tserkva]

All-Ukrainian Academy of Sciences [Ukr. Vse-Ukrains'ka
Akademiia nauk]

Ukrainian National Republic [Ukr. Ukrains'ka narodnia
respublyka]

All-Union Cheka [Rus. Vsesoiuznaia Cheka]

All-Union Communist Party [Rus. Vsesoiuznaia
kommunisticheskaia partiia)

All-Ukrainian Central Executive Committee [Ukr. Vse-
Ukrains'kyi vykonavchyi komitet]

NOTES

1. Open letter of Maria Spiridonova to the Central Committee of the Bol-
shevik Party. See, Rodina 1990 (5):'50.

2. Some of these facts and documents are found in official historical re-
search of the Communist security organs, for example, in Vseukrainskaia
Chrezvychainaia Komissiia—VUChK, 1918-1922 (Kharkiv, 1990),
whose authors never once mention Balitskii’s name.
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Central State Archive of the Civic Unions of Ukraine, henceforth
TsDAHOU, fond 1, opys 20, sprava 30, arkush 106.

TsDAHOU, fond 1, opys 20, sprava 640, arkush 33".

Cited in L. N. Maimeskulov, A. I. Rogozhin, V. V. Stashis
Vseukrainskaia Chrezvychainaia Komissiia—VUChK, 1918-1922
(Kharkiv, 1990), 2nd edition, reedited and supplemented, p. 94.

Ibid., p. 95.

TsDAHOU, fond 1, opys 20, sprava 166, arkush 53.
Ibid.

Ibid., arkush 75,

Ibid.

TsDAHOU, fond 1, opys 20, sprava 640, arkush 35".
Ibid.

TsDAHOU, fond 1, opys 20, sprava 642, arkush 234".
Ibid., arkush 350".

Ibid., arkush 359V,

Ibid., sprava 641 arkush 25.

Ibid., sprava 1757, arkush 188".

Ibid.

Ibid., sprava 640, arkush 21.

Ibid.

VChK-GPU. Comp. Yu. Felshtinsky (Benson, Vermont, 1989), p.132.
TsDAHOU, fond 1, opys 20, sprava 1757, arkush 1.
Ibid., arkush 2.

Ibid.

Ibid., arkush 3.

Ibid.

Lewytzkyj, Borys. Die Rote Inquisition. Die Geschichte der sowjetischen
Sicherheitsdienst (Frankfurt-am-Main, 1967), p. 58.

Kaganovich, L. M. On the Paths of Constructing Socialism. (Kharkiv,
1926) p. 12.

“Ob Ukrainskom separatizme. Tsirkuliarnoe pis’'mo Gosudarstvennogo
politicheskogo upravleniia Ukrainy” (Kharkiv, 1926), p. 3.
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31. Ibid., pp. 11-12.

32. For greater detail see V. Pristaiko and Yu. Shapoval, Mykhailo
Hrushevs'kyi i HPU-NKVD. Trahichne desiatylittia: 1924—-1934 (Kyiv,
1996).

33. “Ob Ukrainskom separatizme,” p. 1.

Figures 1-12 (following pages). Facsimile reproduction of the original docu-
ment (12 pages). The document originally was entitled “Tsirkuliarnoe pismo
Gosudarstvennogo politicheskogo upravleniia (Sekretnyi Otdel) Ob
Ukrainskom Separtizme, printed in Kharkiv 4 September 1926. A photocopy
of the original (which bears the copy number 66) is in the possession of the
author. The pages are reproduced at eighty percent of their original size.
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COBEPUIEHHO CEKPETHO.

ﬂepclw'm'rbmaumo HC NOAACKHT.

LHHPKYIAPHOE [HGbMO TTY: YKPRHHBI.

06 yxpanicKoM cemapathame.

Takruka ,KkyabTypHOH GopbObI® YKPAHHCKMX AHTHCOBETCKHX dAEMEH-
ton ¢ CoBercko#i BaacTblo, 3a nocAeauufl mepHoa BpeMcny, Bce sAPUYE K ApUe
DLIPHCOBBLIDAETCA B DHAC PASDHTHA CPCAM  yKpanHckoil 0GIeCTRCHHOCTH
HAUMOHAAMCTHYECKUX uAell CENapaTHCTCKOro XapaKTepa.

Pocr wosuuucTHveckux Tenaenyuii cranur nepea opramamu [TIY
Heo6XOANMOCTb CBOEBPEMEHHO pearHpoBaTh Ha DTO ABAERME, HMelolLee
MOAUTHYECKOE 3HaueHHe Mepsocrenenoft naxuoct. C aroil neavio I'T1Y
YCCP opuentnpyer MecTHbie opranbl O CYUIHOCTH, WCTOPHH ¥ TAKTHKE
YKPaUHCKOTO CeNapaTM3Ma, a TaKike O TEX 3ajavax, KOTOpble B CBH3K
¢ oMM cTOAT nepea opranamu [T1Y.

CenapaTism B MCTOPHM YKp. K.-p.

CenaparucrTckue HAEH B YKPAHHCKOM KOHTP-PEBOAIOUHOHHOM ABHAEHHH
ChIFPAAH MCKAIOYMTEABHYIO DOAb.

Tenaenunu, ranpaBaeHunie K orgercuuio Yrpaunust or Poccun, passu-
BAAMCD M NPAKTHYECKH OPOPMASIAHCL MAPAAACADHO C POCTOM GOABUIEBHCT-
CKOro ABHMeHUs. YKpauHCKas McAKas Gypayasus 3aroBOpHAa 06 OTACACHHH
or Mocksul Toraa, xoraa ee GAaronoAyHHIo CTaA2 YrpoXaTb ONACHOCTD,
B BuAe CTHXUHHOrO noa‘eMa peBOAIONHOHHON BOAHDI

Oraencuue Yxpanubt or Poccun, aexperupopalHoC yHUBEPCAAOM
Uentpaabnoil Paavt, asuroce caeactivem yrpepxaenns s Poceun Cosper-
croft BracTh. '

B nepuoa-se Kepenguuni, nogasasoljee GOADUIMHCTEO YKPAHHCKHX
NOAMTHYECKUX MapTHil U NMOAHTHUECKHX JAesarercil pelIMTEAbBHO, OTBepraAu
BO3MOKHOCTb OTAEAECHHS YKpaHHbB M AOGHBAAHCH TOADKO ABTOHOMHH MAH
deaepayun.

Yxpaunckan Gypmyasus He puckuyAra pectn Gops6y c¢ Coserckoft
BAACTBIO NMOA (AATOM 3ALIMTHI 'CBOHX KAACCOBBIX HHTEPECOB.

.OHa npeanoyaa Kaaccoboe cojepmanune Beayueficn e 6opbbb
CripATATD N0 0GOAOMKY HALMOHAALHBIX AO3YHTOB.

TMostoMy BCs oOmecroueHHas Boopyxennaa 6Gopbba, mporexamwas B
TeyeHNH HeCKOAbkux Aer mexay Coberckoft Baactbio . ykpasHckolt
koHTp-peBoAtonuefl, Guiaa nocrpoena no Takolfi cxeme:
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Conercka$i naacTd BbicTanuAa A03yHr kaaccosoft sofiubl. OcnopubiMu
.kaapamu Conercknx poflck Gbtan paboune Poccun:n Yxpauspl. Y xpanHckas
6ypayasyus NMbITAAZCH. UICIOAB3OBATb TO . OOGCTOATEABCTBO, YTO CPEAH. HpoAe-
TApHATA MAAO HepYCCH(HUMPOBAHHbIX ykpannyes. Ee npeacrasurean sni6po-
CHAH 3HAM# 3alQUThl BCEI'O YKPAUHCKOTO Hapoja OT nopa6owenus ero
»MOCKOBCKHMH 3axBatankamu®. Omu crpemuanch aAokasats, uto CopeTckas
BAACTb, NOA (AATOM cOUMaAbHON GOph6b, ReAeT NMOAHTHKY HauWOHAABHOTOQ
yrHeTenus yKPaHHCKOrO HapoAa 1 mpeBpaiyennss YKPaHHB B KOAOHHIO
Mockosekoro umnepdaansma,

Baaropaps taxoit' TaxTuke yrpauuckoit 6ypxyasun, Bca gorras 60pn6a
mexay Helo u CoppracTbio 6biAa OKpalleHa SPKO BHIPAKEHHDBIMH HALMOHA=
AMCTHYECKHMH 1IBETAMH M HMeAa csoeli Qopmarbuol, KoHeuHoH ueAbIo
CO3jaHMEe: - HE3ABHCAMOrO, CaMOCTOATEADHOTO YKPaHHCKOTO: FOCYyZAapCTBa.
Taknm 06pasoM, cenapaTHCTCKue TEHAEHUMHM ABAAIOTCH OCbIO OGPUUHAABHOMN
HACOAOTHH . (MAH ()PA3EOAOTHH) YKPAHHCKOH KOHTP-peBOAIOLHH.

CenapaTuam mocre pasrpoMa yKp. K.-p.

Yxpaunnckan Gypxyasus B pofine ¢ Cobercrkoit BaacTbio norepneaa
fIOAHOE TopakeHHe.

Bumecre ¢ rem, Xl c'esg PKIT yrounua nyrn nposeaenns B musub
OCHOB Hamefl HaUMOHAABHOR NMOANTHKM:

Orx Apa 06CTOATEABCTBA RPHBEAH K ,JOMY, UTO HPHBECPHEHIbI Cenapas
THCTCKHX njell Hauaam nepecmarpunath cBoff uaeoioruueckufl Garam u
MEHATb BEXH.

Faabnyio poab B cMene Dex cbirpaAs, KOHEYHO, PASFPOM BOOPYMKEH-
HBIX CHA VKQ. K.-p. ¥ ykpenrenue Coserckofl saactu Ha Ykpaune.

[lpeacraBurean yxp. k.-p., 6Aarogaps. aToMy; yTPATHAU Kakue-6bl TO
HK GblA0 GAarolpHATHbIE NEpPCHeKTADBLI.

Hosbift Haguonaabumii, KYPC A€AaA HEBO3MOKHBIM MPOAOAKEHHE BOOPY-
seHHOH 6opb6bl C CoBBAacTbIO, TaK KaK. BbiGMBAA H3 pYK LIOBHHHCTOB
raasHbifl ko3bIpb,— »HaUHOHAABHOE yrHeTeHHe".

ITpaxthueckn 8TO NPUBEAO K AHKBHAALMH GaHAUTHSMA, K DPEKPAILEHITIO
sarosopuiudeckofl, NOANOAbHOR AEATEADHOCTH, K BOSBPAILECHHIO 10 AMHHUCTHH
ocratkos apmun YHP u x packoay smurpauus, us xoropo#t Boigeanaacs u
BEPHYAaCh B npefeAbl YKpauHbl ypesnbiyaliHo 3HAYHUTEAbHAS W BAHATEAbHaR
uacrp. OTkas or Gppn6ui conposoxaarca npusnanvem Cosetckoft . paacTH,
[pusuanne CoperTckoit BAACTH 03HAYAAO OTKA3 OT NPHHIMNOB CeNapaTHIMa:,
Taxum 06pasoMm, Ha nAaTPopMe HE3IABHCHMOCTH ,YkpanHbl ompin_ro,.-cwou'r'
TOAbKO HEfPHMHpPHMAs YaCTb YKPaHHCKOH aMurpayuu.

Dra smurpauus cocTouT H3 mpeacTapuTeAefl PA3HDIX MOAHTHUECKHX.
TedeHuit, OT MOHapxucTOB-xA€60p06oB (rermanybl). Ao »CONUAAHCTOB, .

Bce onn cxofarca B oaHoMm: ,Ykpauna sasasercs Mockusckoft. koro--
uneft, yxpaunckas Coserckas BaacTp — dukyus, npeacrasuteéan Corerckoft:
saAacTH Ha Yxpaune—craBAeHHuKH MockoBckux sasoesateaeh m T. a.%
BBHA}’ PTOr0 OHH HE CMHATAIOT BO3MOXHBIM HTTH Ha K&Kl‘le'sbl TO HH 6BIAC
COTAAUIEHHA. C BTOH BAACTBIO.

Mepexewa TawTuxu—, KynsTypHas '6‘0})561&"{.‘

To .o6ecrpsiTeancTno, uTO YKpaHHCKHE Hag’qonagmptbl NPEKPATHAK
.OTKpbITYI0 60pb6y ¢ CoBeTcKoN BAACTLIO M (POPMAABHO. NPHBHAAK..e€, . Ke -
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O3HAYAET, '4TO OHH OKOHYATEAbHO NMPHMMPHAKCH C TeNepellHHM MOAOKEHHEM
ppugefl .11, HCKPEHHO OTKA3aAMCb OT BPamaeGHBIX 3aMBICAOB.
+ Jpecs ‘HaAULO- He WaMeHEHHe HACOAOTHH, 2 MEPCMCHA TAKTHKH..

Ta 'rakrixa, koTopan oGeujara Han6oace GLICTPbIE PEIYABTATbI,—TAK-
THKA OTKPLITOR BOHHULL,—npuBeAa ykpaHHCKHit cemapaTHsM K OPOKTpbimly
éro Gopb6bl. Ycaonus kopenubiM 06paz’oM H3MEHHAHCDH.

Pacuers na caepxeune Cossaacru ne onpasaaruce. Copercias paacts
AoAXna GLITH NpPHHsiTA HaUMOHAAMCTaMH, Kak Hemsbexnuonl gakr.

B Buay sroro puikopaaach Hopas TakTHka GOpbGbI Takruxa, B koro-
poit CosBractb urpaer poAp 06‘ekTa, MPOTHB KOTOPOTO HAMPABAEHO OPYHAS
nKYAbTYpHOR paGoTob®.

Tepmint ,kyabTypHoft paGorTbl npHWIEA HA CMEHY BPOBAAMBHICMYCS
)_go,ay‘ngjy \BOOPY)eHHOIl GopbObLI 3a HE3aBMCHMOCTD.

»KYAbTYpHan 6opb6a“ npuoGpera OrpoMHYIO MORNYARPHOCTbD M - BTA-
HyAa B psAbl CBOMX CTOPOHHHKOB NOAaBAsIONjte OOABUWIMHCTBO BuAHeHmMHX
npeacranbuteseft ykp. KOHTpP-peBOAIOLHH.

LleAntit .psia Boennoix aeaTeAefl, MUNHCTPOB, OGILECTBEHIHKOD, ARAEPOB
napthil, OTKa3aAHCb OT CTAPbLIX MpPHEMOB M BAHAMCb B pazbl Gofiyos
»KYABTYpHOTO (pOHTA".

Leau u Sagaun ,KyAbTypuO#“ paboTbl CBOAATCH K YKpenAeHHIO

M, PA3BUTHIO HAUOHAAHCTHUCCKMX TenacHimii!

»COBETCKaA BAGCTD JOAKHA NOUYBCTROBATD MOILD HAUMOHAALHON cTUXRY,
noa HanopoMm Koropoil onwa 6yxer caapaTh OAHMY mMO3HUuIO 3a Apyrof“

Jan oTOff HeAH HCOOAD3OBBLIBAIOTCA BCC BO3MOMHOCTH. YKpauHH3AUUA
HCMOABIOBLIBAETCA AAA rpyNNUpOBaHMsl BO BCEX KHUBMEHHLIX 4ACTAX TrOCY-
AAPCTDEHHOTO OPraHM3Ma CTOPOHHHKOB HALMOHAAMCTHYECKHX ‘HAe.

Coanana Yrpauuckan Anrokedaasuan Llepronb, apasiomancs moryunm
ONAOTOM HAUMOHAAMZMA M OTAHYHBIM ArATALHOHHBIM OPYJAHEM.

Ykpaunckan Axanemus Hayx co6para sokpyr ce6s koMmuakriyio maccy
6uismnx Bugubix gesitreneit YHP.

B oGuem, ‘npeacrasureAr yKpaHHCKOro HayuoHaAH3Ma paGoTaioT, He
NoOKAajas pyK, HaZ BHEAPEHMEM B MacChl HayHOHaAWCTHYECKHX WyBCTB.

Oun cunraior, Mo yKpaHHCKuil HAPOA NPOMIPAA” CBOIO OCBOSOAMTEAD-
uy10 60pb6y H3-3a HEAOCTATKA HALMOHAADHOM CHAOYEHHOCTH, M CTPEMATCH
HCAPAaBKTD 3TOT OCHOBHOI Hejgouer, T. €. Ao6urbcH HauuonaAbHoit cnafiku
B Maccax. i '

Ecan nepitog soopymennoif 60pb6bi OTAHYAACA HIMPOKUM pas3BHTIEM
noAnOAbHOR AesTéAbHOCTH, ‘TO dmOXA ,KyAbTypHOil GopnGour xapakrépHa
CTPEMACHHEM HCNOAL3OBATH AEFAABHBIC BO3MOKHOCTH.

O6 ucnoabsopauui AerarbHbix uyreil Aas 60pn6nt ¢ CoBbBAaacTblo CM,
HaW ‘QUPKYAfp 06 'ykpauuckoil oGwectnennocru or 30-ro Mapra 1926 road
(crp. 5):

Haunonanuctit u Ceno.

Ceao npuBAEKaCT HCKAIOUHTEABHOE BHHIMaHHe HagnoHaAucros. Ha cean-
CKOTO KyAaxa AeAaeTcsi raasueiiwlan crapka. B aroM cxoasrca Bce rpynmbi
YKpauHCKOB aHTHCOBETCKOH -O6ILECTEEHHOCTH.

Buausie npeacrabuteAw aHTHCOBETCKOfi YKPAKHCKOH HMHTEAAHIEHUHN
¥ Xapbkosa ‘10 a'fqmy- HOBOAY TOBOPAT:
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Ha ceae naagrh Geper xyaas. B .csasu o npesogranreniem
cnoboant pHIGOPOB KyCTAPAM,. CEPEANAKAM W TPOU., K BAACTH NPHXOAUT
SAEMEHT AHTH*KOMMYHHCTHUECKUfl, KOTOPBHIM. HapTHs . YOPABAATH He B
COCTORNAH. [NosTomy, yxkpanHckoli, HHTCAAHTEHIHE OTKpPbIBAETCA WHPO-
Kaf BO3MOXHOCTbL B3ATH BAACTH.B, CHOH PYKH.

[Mocae Toro, kak BAAcTh Ha CeAe BOBLMET KyAak; GOADbIIAA YACTb
na}nuﬁgen oxonuaTeAbHQ yGeauTca B, fpapoTe 3MHOBbEBA . H: CO3AACT
. OMMOBALHIO IJK Toraa packor 6yaet eme. 6oree anauureannnifi, [Mo-
sTOMY mepea ykpaunckoft uurcaanrenymeil crour ceiluac aaxaua crpe-
MHUTBCSl  3aXBATHTh DAHAHHE Ha ceAe”.
Ouaun na cosaarereli xaeGopo6ekoll maprtum, naxoasyguiica 5. Xapb-
KoBe, TOBOPUT:

O'rpaano BHACTD flOA‘eM uagnonubuux YYBCTB CpeAH. KpecTb
saucroa. Y Mens Guiparor GOTHH KPECTbSH M. BCE OHH, ‘M CEPEAHAKH, H
HE3aMOXHHUKH, N KYAAKH COBEPLIEHHO CO3IHATEAbHb! B HAUHOHAABHOM
“drnoidénun. OHK BNOAlE NOHHMAIOT, KTO HX o6uKaeT M KTO BHHOBEH
B HX NAOXOM NoAoxennu. B cnoe BpeMS Mbl OWHKGAAHCH H MOITOMY
npourpaAn Hauy' 50pb6y, HO BCe-XKe Hama paboTa He MPOMaAd JApPOM.
Hawm iaen soritarucs n erchnncmo“.

Takum 06pasom 3TOT AeATeAb yGemAeH B TOM, UTO KPECTbAHCTBO
Yenemno 06paBaTHIBACTCA B IOBHHNCTHYECKOM, CAMOCTHAHMUECKOM JyXe.

%e:m atoft ynopuoit 06paGoTKM KPECTLAHCTBA XOPOUWO CHOPMYAHPO-
panb [Ipeaceaareaem IToaoanckoit Asrokepaabuoii Paanr:

meeseees OcHOBHO paboTO#t aBTOKE(DAAMH SIBASETCA NEPEBOCIHTA-

Hue ceAa. Bes AeaTeAbHOCTb ee AOAMKHA GbITh HampaBAeHa K MaKCH-

MaAbHOMY BHEJPEHHIO B KPECThSAHCKYIO CpeAy HAlIHOHAABHOTO JAyXa.

CaeacTBHEM DTOTO AOAKHO ABUTDCA TO, YTO KPCCTHAHCTBO NOCTABHT

ce6e neppoouepeanoit aagaveft a6COAIOTHOE HALMOHAABHOE OCBOGOX-

‘nenne Yxpauuot'us noa ura Mocksw“,

PaGora ykpanHCKMX WOBHHHCTOB MO BOCAHTAHMIO CEAA D AyXe HEHa-
pitctn k Mockse gaer 3amerHble pe3yAbTaThl, OCOGEHHO, B CpPEAE MOAO-
“semir. O6 BTOM CBHAETEARCTBYIOT MHOTHE AaHHbIE NORCeAHEBHOH paboTh
opration TTTY.

'_ Camoctnilunvecine wgen B HacTofiee Bpems.

mOBHHHCTbl PAIAMUHBIX NMOAHTHHECKUX OTTEHKOB CXOAATCA B OAHOM —
B Henasucth k Mockne. Dmurpagus 06 3ToM rosopur oTkpbiTo. Dmurpayus
“TIPH3BIBAET -K"GoprG ¢ CoBBAACTBIO' 40 TeX Nop, mOKa BTa BAaCTb Gyger
«OCTABATHCA j;HEYKpAMHCKOMA Y. YKRpauHCKas BAALTD B MPEACTABAEHHH DMUTPAUUK
"BTOF-TaKAA BAACTH,' KOTOpASL' HE UMEDT CBAIU C Mocxaoﬁ K NPEeACTABHTEAH
xo-ropoii “ \JHCTORPOBHDBIC " Y RPAAHLILL

AvtrcoBeTeKitil HMOBUHACTHYECKUY DACMEHT BHYTPU CTpaHb! TaKKe, MPU
Naziom’ yAbBHOM ‘cAYuie, nbinpiser choé BpakjeGitos orHolienne K Mockse.

Hitmecaeayioyie npuMepsr HAAIOCTPHPYIOT BTH HACTPOEHHA.

A, Y_l(pnnnnaauun.

Hecmorpa, na g0, uTo Tsepaoe .MpoBejeHHE, HAMH YKPaHHM3ARWM
AHILAET KOHTP-PEBOAIOLHOHOPOB BO3MOKHOCTH TNOAb3OBATHCIH. . AAA  cBOEH
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AEMATQrHK, BbIMTPBHIUIHBIMH "KOSBIPAMH, MIOBHHHCTHYECKHE DAEMEHTDI YKPAUHH-
Saymio, . nposozuMyio Cosetckoft BracTbio, nbiTatoTess Kputakosath, Onu
TBEDAAT, 4TO EAHHCTBEHHDBIM PE3YALTATOM Tenepewnell yKpauHKHaaguM ABHTCA
TO, 4TO ,Kallanbi u ,mHALLY, HaxoAsywecs Ha rocyAapcroennoft cayxGe,
»06aupas B mutepecax Mocksbt ykpanHckoro kpecrbanuia, 6yAyr ropopurs
C HMM Ha AOMaHHOM YKPaMHCKOM. fA3blke.

[To ux MHennio, HacTOAW AN YKPAUHH3ALUMA AOAXKHA CBOAHTHCA K
TOMY, 4TO-6bl BECb TOCYAApPCTBEHHbI anmapar mepemieAr B PYKH ,IMPbix
yKkpaunyges”,

dro—6Aumafian 3agaua, K OCYUIECTBAGHMIO KOTOPORl CTPEMHTCH
yxpannckufi BoMHCTBY1OWHR WOBMHHU3M.

O6uiee mHenue - mpaBbIx YKPAHMHCKHX KPYTrOB MO BTOMY BONPOCY CBO-
AMTCA K cADBaM, Haxoasyarocsa B r. [uenpo-Ilerponcke wosnuncruueckoro
AefiTeAs, KOTOPbl MO 2TOMY MOBOAY TOBOPHT:

e+« YKPAMHU3ALMA JACT HAM KYLYIO HaLHOHaAbHYlO cpoGoay.
KoMMyHHcCTHYCCKaR NapTHA NMPOBOAHT YKPaMHMBALMIO He NMOTOMY, HTO
HaXOAHT 9TO MOACSHLIM, & MOTOMY, YTO BbIHYXKAEHA dTO AeAaTb™.

YkpauHCcKan WOBMHHCTHYECKAS Npecca 2aKOPAOHOM, B CBASH C MPOBO-
anmoft yxpannusayuefl H BoIABHMXEHHEM HAa OTBETCTBEHHYW paboTy yKpauH-
‘4eB, KOHCTaTHpyeT TOT (aKT, 4TO CpeAu YkpauHckofl ofuecTseHHOCTH
HaYHHACT'- BCMABIBATD Ha [OBEPXHOCTb HMJAESl HALMOHAABHOR rocyaapcrtBen-
wocti. [lo MHeHuIo, npecchl, BTO NPEACTABARET ,,yTPQ3y BOHHCTBYIOWEMY H
uapsyiemy Ha Ykpause DEAHKOPYCCKOMY UIOBHHH3MY, YFpO3y OKymaHTAM
u3 Mocksnt'.

lasera ,Jiro", ‘HanGoree cepbesunit opran YHZAO (Yrpaunckoro

Haywonaabnoro Jemokpatuueckoro O6‘eannenns) numer:
we++. . HagedArbca GoabiieBukam Ha TO, YTO 9TH MepONPHUATHR

'MOTYT 3aAYWMTb HapOMAAIOIIEECH HALMOHAABHOE YKPAHHCKOE 0CBOGO-

AHTEAbHOE JABHaeHHe;, no3gHo. Bmecre ¢ Tem, noAuTHKA GOAbuIE-

BHKOB B OGAACTH YKPAHHH3AUKM HaMH JOAXHA GbiTb LEAMKOM HCMOAb-

30BaHa, TaK ‘Kak ‘OHa AaeT BOIMOMHOCTb yKpaHHUAM 60Aee’ HAM: MeHee

AETaAbHO KOHLEHTPHPOBATbL CBOH CHADI M, TEM CaMblM, CO3zaBaTtb 6aay

ara 6yaywmel Gopn6bl 33 ykpauHCKYIO rOCyAapCTBEHHOCTDBY.

Hacrd ykpauckux WOBHIACTOB CYHTALT, uTO CMEpTb TOB. /J3epmun-
CKOFrO 3HaMeHYeT coGofl noBOPOT NOAHTAKH KOMMYyHMCTHHeckoH mapTuu,
Oun rdpopar:

wes.. Eule ymper apa—Tpu cTapbix GOAbIIEBMKA M TPHAYT

K BAACTH., MOAOAbIE. KOMMYHMCTbI, OTAHYAIOWIUECH HMIEPHAAHIMOM,

 KapbepH3MOM 1  Ge3anpuuyunuoctio. Jsepmunckull u Apyrue crapeie

GOABIIEBHKH OPHEHTHPODAAMCH Ha BCEMHPHYIO PEBOAIOLHMIO H AAS HAX

PaMKH FOCYAapCTBa He WIPaAH. Pewiatousero siadenns. B aroft o6aactu

OTHOWIEHHE K YKPaMHCKOMY BONMpPOCY ¥ aBTOHOMHM YKpPauHbi y CTapbix

GOADIIEBHKOB - GLIAO TEPNHUMOE, B pPE3YABTATE YEFO..H NPOBOAHTCH

ykpaunnusagua. He to 6yaer, koraa Kk BAaCTH NPHAYT -UMOEPHEAHCTDI

M KapbepuCThL,

JArn yxpamHues »aro 3HaMenyer co6oil MAM MOAHOe nopaGoenue
Yxpauns, uAn HEOGXOAHMOCTS NPOTHBONOCTABHTH STOMY: OpPraHM3OBAHHLIH
OTNOp YKPAHHOKHX:.CHA® '
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1B, Hupycrpuanusauus Yupausbl.

Cenapartuctil  craparorcs goxasarb, uto Yicpauun ssasercs Mockon-
ckofi” KOAOKHell u B cuay aroro moasepraerca co cropount Mocknnl camoft
XecTOKOM DKOHOMIuecKO#l aKCMAOATALH.

Bomnuue HEAOBOADCTBA BhIALIBAIOTCA CO CTOPOHLI IIOBHHHACTOB TEM,
uto ‘Connaactb, sKOGH M3anAekas u3 Ykpauubt OTpOMHbIe CPEACTBa, yaerser
M3 HHUX JAAA pPAasBUTHA YKPaHHCKON NMPOMBIMIAGHHOCTH CaMYI0 HHYTOXHYIO
“acTb.

B npeacranaennn iwobunncTOB, aKcnAOATAUMA YKpaHHBI MPOUCXOAMT
TaKUM nyTeM:

1. Ectecrsenunie Gorarctsa Yxpaunot b Joubacce, Kpunopoxse
u T. n. paspabarniBaiorcs Mocknoft 1 A06biua Baisoautca » Poccuio
6es cooTBercTRyoule# KoMnencanun YKpauHbi

2. MaGpuxatnt nocranaser Poccus, xae6 mpousmoaur Ykpauna.
Poceus rtak peryampyer uenst, uto csou GabpukaTbl NpOAAET NO
B3AYTHIM lleHaM, a yKpauHckufl xae6 ckynaer fo zemeske.
3. VYkpauna, nocranams aAm  BKCMOpTa MAcCy TOBAPOB, HE
NOAyuaeT cooThercTnyiouiefi AOAM sMmopTa.
4. C Ykpaunnl AepyTcs HElOMEPHO DLICOKME HAAOTH.
Hayuonaanctst teepast, uro Ykpaunp aaer Coiosy uytb au ne 40%,
BCEX. AOXOAOB, a NOAYYAaCT BaaMeH CaMylo HHuUTOXHY!0, uacTh. Bce me
CpeACTBa MAYT Ha pa3BuTHE BKOHOMMKM Poccun..
[Tucbmo, KoTopoe MBI NPUBOAMM HHUMeE, HAMHCAHO YKPAHHCKUM YUHTEr
AeM—IIOBHHHCTOM, “CBOEMY YueHMKY, Haxoasigemycs Tenepb B Ipacwoft
Apmuu. B nucume, memay npoumm, rosopurcs:

swessssr. BOBbMH, XOTA-GbI, OTYeT 1X-ro Clezaa KII(6)Y u tam 11
Haflzenlb AOKa3aTEABCTHA, HTO Mbl —--PecnyGAuxa. He HMelowWan croero
Gloaseta, BoixoauT, 4TO He MbI pacnopsimAEMCS CBOUMH CPEACTRAMHE,
a 6epeM To, uto naM aaer Mocksa. Tenepn, coabmem, x0Ts-Gnt CTATHH,
rAe nuumercsa, uro M3 26-Tw 3apoaoB Ha YKpauHE XOTAT CTPOUTH
TOoAbKO ana. [locmoTpu, rae €TpoAT dAeKTpuuecKue CTaHQWM, TAC
OTNYcKalOT GOAbIIME KPEAWTbI, MOYEMY HAamM COAJATbI JO CHX MOp
caymar ua Kankase u B Aennnrpage. CAoBOM, Thl XOpOWIO CAeAH 3a
DKOHOMMKOfi, Kak pacnpeAeAsIOTCSA COIOBHbE CPeACTBa, TAe, CTPOAT
3aBOABI, DAEKTPHUUECKHE CTAHUUM M T. M., TOrAa Thl CPA3Y Mpo3peellb.
Yurait cam u npokaaaviBait gopory mHameil npecce, HallHM razeram H
kmuram. OG sTOM TH ZOAXEH BCCraa NMOMHMTL®.
B nucbMe 3TOM MMEIOTCA TAKKE YKA3aHHA, KAK HAAO HMCHOAbIOBBIRATH
AASL arMTaUMH CPeAH MACC BCe BTH (haKrbl.
[LosuuucTsl, KPUTHKYS NAaH PasBepTuiBAHAS TAMEAOH HHAYCTPUH,
rOBOPAT:
peserers OH Ayumnil noxkasarean Toro, uro nepxu CCCP uuxoraa
HE H3XHBYT BEAMKOPYCCKOTO. IOBHHH3MA, CKOHUEHTPHPYIOT BCE 3aBOALI
u Qabpukn B Poccun, a c. Ykpaunpl 6yayr BbIKAuUABATD TOMAHBO
K cbippe’’,
Buismuit. npembep . [Tpanureancroa YHP nacrpoen onrumucruuecku y
TAK PUCYET NEPCNEKTHBY PAasBHTHSI YKPAHHCKOR MPOMBIMIAEHHOCTH!
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weer YKpausa, Kak Hi *OaHa - CTpaHa B Mupe, kpome Amepux,
OTAHYAETCA CYACTAHBBIM COYETRHHEM DHENTETHUMCCKHX peccypcon.

MoaTomy, HauHOHaAbRAS NPOMBILIAEHHOCT YKPaHHBI NOABIMETCA
Ha TaKyl0 BBICOTY, UTO H36aBHTCA OT NPUTECHEHHA  APYTHMH HacCTAMU
Corosa. Oua, kax momusil norox, or6pocur Goree caabbie crpyH.

3T nepcneKTHBBI DPHHYMAAIOT Hac He YHLIBaTb, He najarthb
AyxoMm u npoaoaxat ceolo paGory. [lpr YHP atoro moa‘ema aerko
MOMHO 6blA0 AOGMTBCA MPH NOMOILM MHOCTPAHHOIO KAaNHTAAA.

Ceiluac aTo cacaatb TpyaHee, TaK KaK NOAMTHUECKOE BAHAHUE
Tenepb uyxoe, a He Halie, HO YKPAUHUbI — CaMadA KYAbTYpHAR: Hallua
B: Col03e 1 3T0 ABAAETCH 3AAOTOM OCYIUECTBACHHS HALIKX.HAUUOHAAD-
HbIx 3axau’,

B. Tepputopuss u CyBePeHHOCTD.

Yactp ykpaMHCKHX cenapaTHCTOB MeuTaeT 06 YKpauHCKOH BeAuKo-
A€pKABHOCTH.

B oanom ns mocaeamnx momepon Llenrpassmoro oprana YH/JO
»OINO¢, uanaomeroca o AbBose, Gbira TOMelyieHa CTATbfl, OTpamaloas
a1 Hactpoena. O TOM, uTO YKpauHa B ee TemepelHHX rpaHMUax AOAKHA
6LITH UCIADACHMBIM TOCYAApCTBOM, CTAThA Aame He FOBOPHT, TaK Kak 8To
cuntaerca asbyusofi ucrumoli, axcuomodt, o xoropoit ,JIANO" B cepbesnoft
NPUEUBIHAAbHOH CraTbe He CHWTAET HYMHBIM CHOBA YNOMHHath. Peup B
9TOf CTATbE MAET MM O deM KHOM, Kak Of YKDAUHCKOM HMNepHaAuaMe.
Astop ee uspectHuifi ympopey Aenuykuil jokaspimaer, ura Ykpanua
uyxaaerca 8B Cubupyu, 3eaenom Kaune, Typrectane u. KyGann aasm koao-
HUIAMOHRBIX M npou. yeaelt. B pugy storo, Ykpansa aoamua cTpeMHTbCA
Tak#e M K MPOTEKTOPATY HaZ NYTAMH K HHM.

B nporusuom cayuae, yrsepmpaer ,JIAO¥, Yrpauna ue cmoxer
B3HATD MeCTO CPEeAW BEAWKHX JAepXaB, a BbHymAeHa GyAeT MHPHTBCA C
MOAOKEHHEM BTOPOCTENEHHOTO rocyaapcTsa Ha Mauep [loabws u Pymbiann,

1"

Yro. kacaeTcs BHYTPEHHHX KOMTP-DEBOAIOUHOMHBLIX BAEMEHTOB, TO OHK
9THM BONPOCAM YAEAAIOT MeHbllee BHMMaHHe, Tak KaK HX 3ajayd Bbipa-
MaloTcA caeayiowed gopmyaroit:

wees SIBBIK, HAHMA, KYADTYpa, TEppPHTOPHA, CYBEpEHHOCTH™.

TakuM 06pasom, TeppUTOpHS H CYyBEpEHHOCTb OTHOCATCA K 3ajadaM
6oaee orpaArenHoro Gyaymero, a B HacTosuiee Bpems, rAaBHan 6opb6a Be-
ACTCA 33 A3bIK, HALHIO, KYADBTYPY H CaMOCTOHTEABRYIO BKOHOMHKY.

Bce-xe, wopunncTuueckiil aAeMeNT npossAsier GOAbIIYIO 3aHHTEpPECO-
BaHHOCTb HOMPOCAMH I'OCYAApPCTBEHHON CyBepeHHOCTH YKpauHsl.

Tax nanmpumep, apectopaunbift poxarx XapbKOHCKHX mHpaBbix Kpyros
TaKk (POPMYAHPYET HA ZONPOCE CBOIO MOIMIMIO, SBAAIOILYIOCH mnporpammof
npaBbIx:

e Kax: HAgHORAAKCT ‘cinTaIO, UTO' PaKT ARIIEHHA Yrpaunot mex-
‘AYHaPOAHOTO ‘NpeACTABHTEABCTBA ABASIETCA aKTOMY HeaocTORHbIM YKpa~
uuckolt -Hayuu, " OTCyTCTBHE UNPAaBHADHO OPraHM30BAHHOMY yKpawHCKOH
ApMHY, HE JAAET YBEPEHHOCTH B ' NPOAOAKHUTEABHOM CYILEGTBOBAHHMM,
Coserckoit ykpaunckoil  practu.. Koxcmuarvubie mnocaezcrsua gope-
BOAIOLJHOHHOTO NOAO#EHHA YKpanHul 1e AMKBHAHPYIOTCH, A NOMBITKH:
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npoBeaeHus CnpaneiAUBOil dKOHOMUUECKOH TIOAMTHKH, BCTPEYaloT TaKoH
OTNOp, 4TO CyuUlecTRyeT GOAbWIOE ONACEHME, UTO AHKBHAAUHA BTORO
TMOAOKEHHA MOmeT He Hawatbca. HauuoHaAbBbIM npaBMTEAbCTBOM 5
CYHTAIO TO MPABHTEAbCTBO, KOTOPOE CTPEMHTCA BO3BPAaTHTh YKpauue
HalMOHAaAbHO-CYBepeHHOe rocyzapcrsentHoe Goitie, Hauwonaapnoe ro-
CyAapcTBeHHOE GbITHE 3AKAIOYAETCA B TOM, YTO TOCYAapCTBO BNOAHE
CAMOCTOMITEABHO BEAET BHEUIHIO M BHYTPEHHIOIO MOAUTHKYY.

B nacromgee mpems meurst o memeaaensom mmixoge us Coiosa pac-
JIeHHBAETCA GOABIMMHCTBOM HIOBHHHCTOB, KaK HECBOEBpEMEHHbIe.

Ocnobran naaexaa BOsAaraeTcsi Ha BOBHHKNOBeHme Bofimbl, KOTOpas
npuHeceT GoabeBHKAM NOpamenne, a YxpanHe—HesaBucHMocTs. Bnpouewm,
HMEIOTCS OTASAbHbIE TPYMIIbl, KOTOPbIE TOBOPAT:

we-o Ayunte 6oirp nod [loavuweft, uem noa muaamu‘.

IlpaBaa, roroca arux rpynn Tonyr B obwelt wenpusauun x [loabme.
Yactp wmosnHuCTHYECKOTO dAeMenta pacyeHuBaerT [loabmty, kak dakrop,
npH NMoMoIgK koToporo Ykpawna Ao6beTCA CaMOCTOATEABHOCTH, Ges o6‘eau-
HEHHA C nO)\bCKHM rocyaapm‘som.

B npeacrasaennu camocTuiinukos, Ykpauna 6yser oSumpHbiM rocyaap-
crsoM, ,,0T pexku Cana 20 Ky6aun“. [loka-xe wospuucTol 6oAresHeHHO
pearupyioT Ha nce meponpuarun Coserckoft BAacTH, KOTOpble MO HX npea-
CTABAEHHAM HAHOCAT Bpes WHTepecaM cystpemroctH Ykpaune. Tax nanpn-
Mep, 6oabmoe Bo3Gyxaenue Buiapara nepezava PCMCP Taraiporckoro u
axTunckoro oxpyron. Ycuaenno myccupyiorcst cAyxs o ToM, uro Jowu-
6acc ¢ Xapokonom MockBa B HENPOAOAMMTEADHOM BpeMeHH TaK-xe cobupaerca
OTHATb OT YKpauHbL

Hnrepecupiv 06pasgom camocTHRHHYECKHX CTpEMAEHHH ABARETCA AeAo
Ky6anckux cryaenton [lasaenko, Byp6ni-.u ap., paspaGarbimasmeecs [T1Y
YCCP u TIMOITY no CKK.

‘M3 craryra, o6napysmennoro npu o6bicke y OAHOTO yHaCTHHKOB Opra-
Husauny, npomusanuero o Kuepe, sABCTBYeT, UTO oOpraHM3agMs CTaBHAa
¢Boelt neabio o6'eaunenne kpectnan Yxpaunst, Ky6ann, Kpbna, Sanaguoro
Jona, KOxuo#t uactn Kypcko#t u Boponexcko#f ryGephuit B oaHY MOWHYIO
opranusaguio (,YkpanHckoe KpecTbaHcKoe 06‘eanHenme”).

JlonoAsnTeAbHbIE MATEPHAABI TOBOPAT O TOM, 4YTO KOHEUHOH LeAbio
pafoTh! AOANHA 6bIAa ABHTHCA ,BOAbHAfA, HE3aBHCHMas, CAMOCTOATEAbHas,
cob6opHan Ykpauna® B yKasaHHLIX Bhille Tpeaerax

I. CenaphcTckHe HAcTpoelMs B JAHTEpaType.

Mspectnnifi ykpanucknit Aurepatop Mormaauckufi B oanom n3 HOMe-
pos Xaporonckoro xypHara ,Uepnonufi [Haax” nomectur ne6oabuwof#f pac-
cKas oAz 3araaBHeM .,,YGuilcTno®.

B nem nomecTByeTca O TOM, Kak TPH HAUHOHAAMCTHYECKHX - ACATEAS
YOGHAR' CBOErO DOMAN 3a K3MEHY HAMOHAABHOMY AEAY.

Paccxas nanucan cBoeo6pasubiM DIONOBCKUM: ABBLIKOM, HO ECAM B Hero
BAYMATbCSI, TO CTAHOBHTCA' AICHBIM, YTO BTHM BOXAEM HSMEHHMKOM, KaBHeH-
‘HHM,B pACCKAZE 3a MPEAATEABCTBO, ABANETCA HMKTO uHOH, Kak. npodeccop
I pymienckuil.
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Moruagsckufi HanpaBua aToT ‘pacckas-nampaer. npotus [pyuesckoro
B84, 70, uro.['pymesckuil, 6piBnA Z0oArOE BpeMs CAMOCTHHHMKOM, OCMEAHACH
npusnaty ‘CoBerckyio BAACTD ¥ (peAepaTHBHLIE HAYAAA-DXOMAEHHA YKpauusi
8,,Co103, T. €. H3MEHHA HALHOHAADHIOMY AEAY.

‘Moruasnckut 8: pacckase NPOBOAMT MBICAD O-TOM, YTO Takoe NPecTyn-
AEHHE  BOXAA AOAKHO "KapaTbCs CMEPTHIO.

3ro xopomnfi o6pazey TOro, KaK WOBMNHCTH MBLITAIOTCS HCMNOAB3OBATD
-AHTEPaTypy: B CBOUX .JeAsX.

Onu npuaalor 60AbWOE 3HAUEHHE TAAGHTAHBLIM  NHCATEASM H BCEMH
‘CHABMH CTapaloTCs - OKA3bIBATD HA HMX -CBOE BAHAHHE.

Boaviioe BHHMaHHE yAEAMIOT WOBHHHCTHYECKHE KPYTH, MEKAY NPOUHM,
nosty XBHADOBOMY, HECMOTPA Ha TO, 4TO oH ssaserca daeHom 'KII(6)Y.
LJosuuncTuyeckas 3akopaOHHaA Mpecca HHOrAa MEpEnewaTHIBAET M3 HaWKX
MYPHAAOB OTAEAbHbIE €ro NPOU3BEACHHN M ULITAETCA OKA3aTbh HA HEro
HallHOHAAKCTHYECKOE BO3geiicTaue.

BHyTpeHHue UIOBHHHCTHUECKME KPYTH TaK-Ke 3aHHTEDECOBAHbI MOAO-
AbIMA AMTEPATOPAMH, B TOM UHCAC H KOMMYHHCTaMH.,

[lo aromy noBozy, oaum Mz aBTOpHTETHBIX npeacTasuterelt Xapbkon-
cxoiff npaBoil 061LECTBEHHOCTIl BBHICKA3aA TAKYIO MBICAD:

»XBBIAbOBOIO MBI MOmeM nosaepxusats. Ha ykpanucknx ‘ xom-

MYHHCTOB Mbl JOAMXHB! OKABBIBATD Hallleé BAHAHHE H NPOBOANUTbL HawWy

paboTy Tak, 4To-GbI OHH HE OTXOAHAHM OT HAC, a BMECTe C HaMH Gopo-

AKCb 3a YKpauHusaumio, 3a YKpauuy“.

Yénilctso NMerntopsi.

Yé6niicteo [leratoppr asiuroch (akropom, KOTOPbIl. yKpaHHCKHE LIOBH-
HUCTHI CACAAAH OpYAHEM aruTauuHd, B UEAAX PA3BUTHA .praHHCKOl'O 1oBH*
HA3Ma H HaNpaBAeHHs ero no pycay 6opb6bt ,,c MockoBckuMu OKynaHTaMu":

B ,Kommynuxare®, nocsawenuom y6uiicrsy [leratopsr, 3a mnoanucoio
53-x 3MHrpaHTCKHMX YKpPAHHCKHX OpraHuaayuil, roBOpHTCA:

_pewsMbl yBepennt B TOM, uTO yxpaunckas OGHIECTBEHHOCTD, a. B

NePBYI0 TOAOBY  YKPAHMHCKAsi AMUrpaUus B 9TOT: HanGoaee TaKeAbtH

Yac HauuoHaAbHOH meuaaw, nofimer Ty omnacHoCTb, KOTOpag yrpos

KaeT HalleMY HaUHOHAAbHOMY AEAY OT ru6eAbHOTO yaymemm' rocy-

BAPCTBEHHBIX CTPEMAGHUH .yKPaUHCKOTO HAPOAA €ro BEYHbIM BParow,

a nousB 9TO C euwe 6oabvweit auepricii .6yxer s3apiMATH Te. HAaUuU-

OHaAbHbIE noaiagnu, Ha KOTOPbIX TaK HenOKOI\CGHMO, 4YEeCTHO U C 4eCThiO

croaa 1 nar. Cumon [eraropa.

Kenesno#t aan mac apasercs o6asaunoctd nepes Moruaoil peau-
KOO MATPHOTA, ‘Ui HEYTOMUMOro 60pUA, HECMOTPR HH HA KAKHO KepTBbl,
‘OCYUIECTBHTb HACI0 YKPAHHCKOA rocyAapCTBeHHOCTH.

Y6uilctoo Tpeacesarean ZAupexropanw Yrpaunckof - Hapoguoht
Pecny6Ankur—raasnoro aramana BOHCK.YKpauHbl, HANPABAEHO TPOTHB
BCero “yKpauHCKkoro Hapoaa. Bparu ykpausckoro mapolia, OkynaHTbi Gro
CTpAHDI, , HACHABHHKH €r0 BOAH, A .HE MCTHTEAb eBpeliCKOTO , Hapoaa
Yxpaunni,; sanpasuan pyky y6ufiust sa Cumona [leratopy.

Tem 60AbIIe AOAMHBI MBI €AHHDIM HaNpPAKEHHEM BCEX ‘HALIMXHa-
u:HOHaJ\beIX CHA AOKasaTb, YTO ppar CHMOH& neTAlOPbI'—‘ll_alllH Bparu".
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B pozssamun LUK YCAPIT x ykpauucknm pabouum u kpecTbamam
TOBOPUTCA:

e PyceKHE KROMMyHHCTBY, 'ilapcTBYIOUIHE TpPH HOMOLIH -Meiesa
U KPOBH,HAaj YKPAHHCKHM HAPOAOM, NOAOCAAAH HAHATOrO maraud-xirad
[Unapu6apra. Pykamu. csoero naemuuxa yGuan Ileratopy sparu Yxpas
KHLL . KOTOPLIE: yXe AABHO XOTEAHM CTEPeTt C AHUA, 3eMAH ®TOro /Hau-
Goaee akTHBHOrO 6opua 3a oCBOGOMAEHME YKPAHHCKOTO. HAPOAA....

Hapoansie: maccot Yxpaunnt Henasuzar okynaguonnyio' ‘sAaérb
MOCKOBCKHX: KOMMYHHCTOB., ‘Paboune :i KpetrbaHe Yrpauwst AOAMHb
06 'eANHATbCA OAHON MBICABIO, OAHUM TOPAYHM CTDEMAEHHEM:- O6iguMu
CHAAMH 0CBOGOJHTHCA U3 1[04 BAACTH KOMMYHMCTHUECKHX. AHAAPMOB
-': (IPOBOKATOPOD,, BTHX HEHACHITHBIX, THABOK, KOTOPHIE TDHIOT KPOBD
Hawero Hapoaa. He .aerka. 6yaer sra 60pbba YKpantb 3a cBOW CBO-
.6oay. Jan ycnemno#t 60pb6bt HyxHa GOAbLIAf M -CHADHASA.MOAHTHYEC- .
Kan opraHuaagua’.

O6ugee . Muenne  ykpanHCKux ~ NpaBbix KPYroB  CBOZHTCA K
CAsayoleMy:

wees[IETAIOpA Y6UT GOAbIIEBHKAMH B CBASH C TEM, UTO K DAACTH .
npuwea [Tuacyacknit—apyr Teraopor. [Muacyacknit Gesycaosno oxa-
saa 6m1 [letarope Goabmyio nomowsn, » Acae 6opb6ol ¢ GoAbIeBHKAMH,
a notomy ,ouu“ pemman [leraropy yGparp, nosocras muga Illsapy-
‘Gapra. Ileraiopa noasayerca Ha Ykpanne 60ABIINM AETOPHTETOM H ero
y6uficreo ‘npuseser x ocBo6oauTeAbHOft Gopnbe ykpauuckolf Hapuu®.

Bmecre ¢ Tem ouu. cuuraior, uto uma [leraropnt nOAbsyeTcnﬂGoz\pmuM
aBTOPHTETOM Ha cexe, U (akr y6uifictea IleTatopnl AOAKEH BCKOABIXHYTb
Macchl KPecTbAHCKON OGIMEeCTBEHHOCTH, KAaKOBOA MOMEHT M CUMTRIOT HEO6XO-
AUMbIM HCMOAbD3OBATb JAAA CBOMX AHTHCOBETCKHX ueAeil.

B cBasu ¢ y6ufictsom IleTaiopnt cpean pasposHeHHBIX aHTHCOBETCKHX

‘YKPGHHCKHX nap‘rnﬁ H l'p}’ﬂHHPOBOK 3a KOPAOHOM 6bniAa 3aMeTHA TEHACHYHA

k koncoanzaunn cua. O6 srom 1 gocrarounoit Mepe roBopAT daxrni: [Tasea
onponaaqxuﬁ €AeT Ha fIAHMXUAY MO cBoemy HenpumupumMoMy Bpary [letalope”
Maprus xae6opobon, cronBwas A0 NOCAEAHMX AHef B Henpﬂmnpumoﬁ onno-
INYUNHK ne'r)\lope, MOChIARET AGAETALHIO HA TMOXOPOHbI M BO3AATAaET BEHOK HA
mornay, [ernopni: Tlourn nea 3apy6emuan moammcrwwcxan yKpauHcKast
n pecca npeacram\moxgau cofoio orpaxenue .Tof. AW ‘uHONH nAardopMmbl,
PO3XO_OTAMYAIOWHXCA APYr OT ApYra, CO BPeMEeHH CMEPTH ['lenuopbx, nome-.
ugae‘r ‘craTeh o HEO6X YAAMOCTH eanHoAyumoﬁ '6oppEbL. ﬂpOTHB OKKYIaHTOB:
BCEX- HALMOHAAMCTHUECKUX YKPAHHCKAX rpymmponox aa xopaoxom. Kamnidnus
&, 06' CAWHEHHE AHTHCOBETCKHX prauchux CHA paanep'rbmaqrcn hce.umpe-
u mmpe.

Oanakq - cefluac MOMHO ¢ MOAHOR YBEPEHHOCTBIO ‘OMPENEAUTS;  UTO

'6AHHOT'0 AaHTHCOBETCKOro t‘pppHTa_aMHrpaan"cdsaa'rb He B COCTOAHHNM,

Bbxﬁcnnnoéb,- “~qTO ;e AMHBI} (ppom"‘ " 06‘egUHAET TOABKO “T€, TPYMMbI
xoropnie croat na YHP‘oncko#t naardopme.,

Terme:irpynnpy, - KoTOpBIE ' HE “NPUIHABAAHSTON * NAATPOPMYY, OTPARHUH-
Amép.-;mbnéﬁéﬂnauy'.-sachyr’:. Fletaopnr m NPHCOEANHHANCD K npo'rec"xfy‘-‘nb
noBOAY ero.y6uncrea.
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Hlanopaxosckne xpytu ¢ YHP'osiasn we zorosopuauce. [MoaTasey-
Otrpanuga npoBO3TAaCHA CE6A reTMaHOM.

Bauarervuan n aewexuan -opramusayus.,O6opons Yxpaina®, uaxo-
asyanca B AMepuke, 3aHAAR D OTHOWEHMU ICTAIOPOBLED' OTPHUATEABHYIO
nosuyHio M, ee medatHwifi opran ;,Yip. ['pomasa” pesko nporecryer mporus
NepexoAa NMOAHTHUECKOro HacAeactsa B pyxn Amap. Aesmykoro u K°

Yxp. Cou. 'Paa. naprus kaxoaurcs B saBucuMocTH ot ,,O6opount
Yrpauunt u Takike Buictynmaer nporus Auap. Aesmuxoro. YHZAO maxo-
autca B KoAeGaHHH, Tak Kak BpamayerT ¢ JAeBHUKHM, KOTOPBIE 3aKAIOMAA
aorosopsi ¢ [loabiueit.

B ofuwem smurpauna HaxoaWTCA B MOAHOH 3aBHCHMOCTH OT CBOHMX
xo3ses, ' patowux cydenmann. Takumu ncTounmmkamu cyGempufi  ssamorca
[Toabia, Yexocaosarun u ['epmanns, xoropbie ucnoAbaosbipaior aMUrpayuIo
B CBOHX - IOAHTHYECKHX LEAAX. TaK Kak MOAWTHYECKHE HHTEpeCH BTHX
TOCYyAapCTB CTRAKHBAIOTCH, TO ECTECTBEHHO, YTO OHY HE MO3BOAAIOT CBOMM
HAXAeGHHKAM AOTOBOPHTBCA A0 eAHHON AnuMK uOBeACHHA.

lazera ,Jlin0", memay npouum, nomectHra ase cratbu Buuuuuenko,
B. KOTOPbIX OH KPUTHKYET MAEI0 €AHHOrO ()pOHTA, YKA3bIBAA, YTO €AUHCTBO
Mo#eT ObITh COBZaHO Ha nouse OGWMX NOAHTHYECKHX lLieAelt M ycaosui,
HO HHKAaK HC HA NOYBE MCHXOAOTHYECKHUX HACTPOEHHH, BLIABAHHBIX CMepYbIO
etaopor. .

Oanako—ecan egunbift anTucOBeTCKHH (DPOHT MOMHO cumTaTh COp-~
BaBlWIMMCA, TO € APYTOfi CTOPOHBI HYXHO yuectb, urto y6uitcrso [leTAopnt
BbI3BaA0 Ge3ycAoBHbIl pOCYT aKTHBHOCTH BpamAeCGHBIX HaM Cpyni, KOTOpbe
6yayr crpemurbcs npuunnuts COBeTckodl BAACTH Kak MOXHO GOAbLle
Bpeja.

Opraunsanuonbic BLIBOALL

Bce ‘axomenHoe emie pas TOBOPHT O TOM, YTO Ha PaGoTy 0O yKpa-
"HHCKOH O611eCTBEHHOCTH HEO6X0AHMO OGPATHTD CaMOe Cepbe3Hoe BHHMAHHE. .
Konkpernpte sagaun, croswme nepea opramamu [TIY, Mt yxasoisaau s
uupxyaspe ,06 ykpannckoft o6yjecrsenrocru® or-30/H'c. r.

N et Baan 3 )
B uncae mpounx aazamit oTHM UHMPKYAADOM PEKOMEHZOBAAOCD: -

,}1.; IAabHOe ' BHHMaHKE - YACAHTD BbLIABAEHHIO NPADDBIX! TPYNI;, HX XG-

ATEABHOCTH * M-~ B3aHMOOTHOWIEHHAM' C "OCTAABHBIMH - KPYFAMH' 'YKPAHHCKOA
obijiécTaeHHOCTH (IHPKYAsIp, pasAEA ,KoHkperinie MepotpusTha® mynkr 24)y

2. He orpannuusarbes. npocrbim . HabalozeHHeM 33 -BCeMH .  KPYTaMHe.

yKpauHCKON O6GIIECTBEHHOCTH, & BECTH AKTMBHYIO Pa3BeAKY CpeAn BRAXHDIX

‘npeacTaBuTeAcH - yKpPAHHCKHX -aHTHCOBETCKHX “Teuenndl (nynyr: 5);

'3, Ysasaro pabory no yxpauHckoil muHTEAAHTeHUHH -¢ pabovoft

no ceay (nymxr 6);
“:4, Ocpewaty. Texyuue -HacTpoeHn - ykpaupckoll -0611ecTBEHHOCTH) CBA-
‘3alHble, .C Hamell BHyTpeuHell - H: MexAYHAPOAHOR - MOAMTHUYECKON  MUIHBIO"

(nynxr 7).
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Bce ormeuennbie B npeAblAyieM UHPKYAsipE MEPONPHATHA OCTAIOTCA

TOAHOCTBIO B CHAE M AASl HACTOAWEro UHPKYAAPHOro MHCbMA.

CepbesHocTp M CAOKHOCTH COBPEMOHHON NMOAHTHHECKON OGCTaHOBKM M
CBA3AHHAA C.HEI0 aKTHBHOCTb BpaxAeGHBIX HAM COUWAABHBIX M TMOAHTHYEC-
Kux caoems, Tpe6Gyl0T CamMOr0 BHHMATEABHOro OTHOIIEHMA K MpoyeccaMm, npo-
TEKAIOWNM B MEAKO-GYPHYa3HBIX HAUHOHAAHMCTHUECKHX KPYrax.

S1a 3azaua B CBOIO ouepeab TpeGyer 6nicTpefiwero pazsuTHA Hamed
paGoThl MO TeM KOHWKPETHbIM AHPEKTHBAM, KOTOpPbIE COACPXATCA B IHPKY-
aspe ,,O6 ykpauuckof o6uiectbennoctn®.

3am. Tlpea. I'TIY YCCP Kapncon.
[Tom. Hau, CO I'T1Yy YCCP A6yros.

Bpmx: Hau. 1-ro Oraerenns CO Hoszensckuii,



New Documentary Information about Maksym Bernatskyi,
A Leader of the Ukrainian Underground in Eastern Ukraine
during World War 11

VOLODYMYR SEMYSTYAHA

Soviet historiography denied the existence of a national-liberation and cultural
and educational movement in eastern Ukraine during World War II. Only the
Communist Party was recognized as a guiding and organizing force, and anti-
fascist resistance was ascribed solely to leftist forces. In their memoirs and
scholarly works participants in these events, diaspora historians, and students
of local lore have shown the absurdity of these claims.!

Unfortunately, a lack of archival sources has made these authors’ studies
general, imprecise, and occasionally not particularly objective. Documentary
material about the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists (OUN) and the
Ukrainian Insurgent Army (UPA) during World War II has appeared in the
Ukrains'kyi istorychnyi zhurnal, but it almost completely ignores eastern
Ukraine. Hence, introducing documents from the former People’s Commissariat
of Internal Affairs/State Committee on Security (NKVD-KGB) that have hith-
erto been inaccessible to researchers, the present author has tried to supplement
them and to establish the facts about the tragic fate of Maksym Bernatskyi. The
documents show that in addition to the Communist underground, an under-
ground guided by the radical branch of the OUN was active against the occupiers
in the German-occupied Luhansk Oblast in 1942-1943. The organizer of that
movement in Luhansk (at that time Voroshylovhrad) was Ievhen Stakhiv. The
city and oblast directorates of the movement were headed by Professor
Bematskyi, head of the department of Ukrainian at the local teachers’ college.

Who was Maksym Ivanovych Bernatskyi? What do we know about him?
The information about him comes in this case from security service archives.
The documents show that after the return of the Red Army to Voroshylovhrad a
union-wide search for Bernatskyi was launched. Through its network of agents
Lavrentii Beria’s department was well-informed about his activities in Ger-
man-occupied Ukraine. He was discovered in Odesa Oblast, where he was
working as a precentor in Bohopillia, a suburb of Pervomaisk, and was ar-
rested, under Article 54, paragraph 1la, part 2, of the Ukrainian SSR Criminal
Code, during the night of 7 August 1944. The order for his detention and arrest,
which was signed on 2 August 1944 by Iliasov, the chief of the NKVD for
Voroshylovhrad Oblast, and a certain Popov, the deputy military procurator,
states that “during the first days of the occupation of Voroshylovhrad by the
Germans M. 1. Bernatskyi became editor-in-chief of the fascist newspaper

Harvard Ukrainian Studies 18(3/4) December 1994: 303-326.
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Nove zhyttia, which was published by the propaganda department of the Ger-
man command, personally shaped the newspaper in a fascist and Ukrainian
nationalist spirit, and is the author of a number of anti-Soviet articles in the said
newspaper.”? Bernatskyi’s questionnaire added: “a Ukrainian nationalist by
conviction.™

The documents from the investigation and trial reveal that Bernatskyi was
born in 1889 in a poor peasant family in Bilohorodka in Kyiv Oblast. He was
not a Party member. He obtained his higher education at the teachers’ college
in Vinnytsia. While studying there in 1909-1915, he read a great deal of history
and literature, took an interest in the origins of his native language, protested
the destruction of Ukrainian national distinctiveness by the tsarist regime,
raised the question of national-cultural autonomy for the Ukrainian people, and
frequently talked with his friends about Ukraine’s fate, its statehood, language,
culture, and mentality. Bernatskyi did not see action in battle during World
War L. Drafted in 1915, he served as an ensign in Simferopol. In 1917 he joined
other Ukrainian soldiers in transferring to a special national battalion. When
teachers were demobilized from the army in August of that year, he left for
Kyiv and entered the third year of university. His thorough training allowed
him to obtain a university degree in philology ahead of schedule.

In the autumn of 1917 national armed forces for Ukraine were being estab-
lished in Kyiv. Without breaking off his studies, Bernatskyi joined the
Sahaidachnyi Regiment for patriotic reasons. When the Russian Bolsheviks
began their military intervention, he defended the capital against Muraviov’s
forces. When the Ukrainian forces were defeated, he was evacuated along with
the government of the Central Rada. For a time he lived with his parents in the
Kyiv region and then in 1918-1922 worked in Bilotserkivka in the Poltava
region, teaching Ukrainian language and literature at the local school and
conducting the local Prosvita choir. He organized performances by the choir in
theaters, directed plays, musicals, and performances based on the writings of
the Ukrainian classics, and popularized Ukrainian song and literature. In 1922
he was elected to the village council. At this time he quit the Prosvita society
and became involved in scholarly work. Later he taught a course on Ukrainian
language and literature at the Cherkasy teachers’ college. He published schol-
arly writings.

Bernatskyi’s activities did not escape the attention of the totalitarian
regime’s punitive agencies. In October 1930 he was arrested by the Cherkasy
city department of the GPU and accused of nationalist activities and connec-
tions with former officers. He spent eight days under arrest, but was released
without trial for lack of evidence.* The oppressive atmosphere of special
supervision and persecution of everything Ukrainian forced him to consider
what to do. After the death of his wife in 1935 Bernatskyi moved to
Voroshylovhrad in the Donbas. Here he taught Ukrainian and literary method-
ology at the pedagogical community college [pedahohichnyi tekhnikum] and
then became a senior lecturer in the Ukrainian department at the pedagogical
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university [pedahohichnyi instytut]. Work became increasingly difficult be-
cause the atmosphere of violence and campaigns against dissidents was also
present in Voroshylovhrad. Bernatskyi was placed under surveillance by the
NKVD. In 1938 he was involved in the fabricated case known as “Hnyllia.”
His books and articles, however, were not confiscated or removed from circula-
tion. He continued to write and publish a great deal. In 1939 on the basis of his
scholarly works and without having defended a dissertation he was appointed
professor at the Voroshylovhrad teachers’ college, where he headed the Ukrai-
nian department. His textbooks and manuals were widely recognized and were
published in unusually large editions of several hundred thousand copies on the
recommendation of the Academy of Sciences and the Commissariat of Educa-
tion.?

The German-Soviet war proved to be tragic for Bernatskyi. In October 1941
he was evacuated to Tashkent, where he worked until March 1942 at a com-
pletely superfluous job as a tally clerk with meager wages. As soon as the front
line stabilized, he returned to Voroshylovhrad. In the summer of 1942 the
Germans broke through the front line, and a second evacuation began. This
time Bernatskyi, who was now ill, did not manage to leave.

In early August 1942 levhen Stakhiv, an organizer of the OUN underground
in the Donbas and an emissary of the Dnipropetrovsk directorate of the
Bandera faction of the OUN (OUN-B), contacted with Bernatskyi. Well-in-
formed about his Ukrainian patriotism, “levhen” told him about the national-
liberation struggle in western Ukraine, the split in the OUN, the attempt by the
radical faction of the OUN to set up a national government in Lviv, and the
Nazi reprisals against the patriots. He did not conceal the fact that he supported
Stepan Bandera. “Ievhen” also stressed that for tactical reasons the OUN, and
especially the Melnyk faction, was working with the Germans. But, while
availing itself of legal methods, the OUN was also fighting the Nazis, just as it
had fought the Bolsheviks, to establish Ukrainian independence. “Ievhen”
introduced Bernatskyi to OUN publications, documents, and leaflets that were
published in L'viv and Cracow and that stressed the importance of ﬁghtmg on
two fronts against both the Hitler and Stalin regimes.®

“Tevhen” paid particular attention to the opportunities provided by the legal
press, since in wartime conditions it was the legal press that had to circumvent
German censorship and reflect Ukrainian interests and educate patriots of an
independent Ukraine. He stressed that it was the duty of every member of the
Ukrainian intelligentsia to fight for his people and their independence. He
offered Bernatskyi the editorship of a Ukrainian-language newspaper that
would propagate the ideas of the national-liberation movement and unite
Ukrainians in the struggle for an independent Ukraine. Bernatskyi thus joined
the OUN-B and agreed to become editor-in-chief of the regional Ukrainian-
language newspaper Nove zhyttia.!

Within a brief period Bernatskyi assembled a staff of thirty persons and
arranged for the newspaper to be published three times a week. It appeared
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from 18 August 1942 until 31 January 1943 with a circulation of between three
and twenty thousand copies—sometimes reaching even forty thousand copies.®

Until mid-October 1942 Bernatskyi, acting in complete conspiracy, selected
new members of the underground organization from both local residents and
Ukrainians who were serving in the German army and involved them in the
newspaper. Among them were Orest Horodyskyi, a student at L'viv University
and a translator for a German army unit, and Vasyl' Iakubovych, a student at
Chernivtsi University and a translator for the propaganda department of the city
government. City and oblast’ directorates of the OUN-B, which consisted of
four persons, were also set up. In addition to Bernatskyi they included
Oleksandr Vasylenko, Pavlo Danyleichenko, and Volodymyr Maksymovych.
The editorial office became the headquarters of the underground movement. It
distributed special literature, leaflets, OUN bulletins, and Ukrainian newspa-
pers from L'viv, Cracow, Stanyslav [Ivano-Frankivsk], and Berlin.?

Despite the restrictions of the German censorship, Nove zhyttia published
articles on timely topics in Ukrainian history and regional lore and reported on
the negative consequences of Russification. Bernatskyi himself wrote and
published a number of anti-Bolshevik pieces, some of which are still timely.
They include “Slova i spravy bil'shovyts'ski,” “Zahybel' bil'shovyzmu
nemynucha,” “Pivroku bez sovitiv,” “Orfohrafichni pytannia,” “Pidhotovka
vykladachiv ukrainskoi movy,” “Ukrainska mova—derzhavna,” “Metodychne
kerivnytstvo shkilnoiu storinkoiu,” “Bil'shovyzm i zavdannia ukrains’koi
presy,” and “Kozhnomu robochomu selianynu—svoia zemlia,”°

The underground became active in mid-October 1942. It was assisted by the
Dnipropetrovsk Oblast’ directorate of the OUN-B. At that time “Lemish”
(Vasyl' Kuk) sent Mytrofan Ivanov (“Ivan,” “Ivan Metrofanovych,” or “Ivan
Petrovych”) and Fedir Lichman (“Teodor,” “Teofil,” or “Arkadii”) from
Dnipropetrovsk to work with Bernatskyi. A month later they were joined by
Kateryna Meshko-Khudenko (“Oksana,” “Mariia,” “Oksana Petrivna™). The
couriers brought literature and leaflets and conveyed instructions to avoid the
spreading German repressions against the OUN by intensifying the conspirato-
rial system and to use every opportunity to influence the Ukrainian population,
especially young people and teachers.!!

Bernatskyi took care of the couriers’ problems with the city police, arranged
safe living quarters and legal jobs for them, and drew up the documents they
needed to avoid persecution from the occupier’s punitive and intelligence
agencies while moving about the region and distributing literature and leaflets,
carrying out agitation, and recruiting new members for the organization. With
the help of his many acquaintances in the region, Bernatskyi set up work in
Alchevsk and Bilovodsk and in the Bilokurakyne, Lozno-Oleksandrivka,
Novosvitlivka, Oleksandrivka, Popasna, and Starobilsk raions. He even man-
aged to get Ivanov a job as an officer in the Verhunka police and to start
working with the police in Voroshylovhrad.!?
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Concerned about culture and education, the Voroshylovhrad city and oblast
directorate of the OUN set up regional courses for teachers of Ukrainian
language and literature that were attended by one hundred-fifty young men and
women. Bernatskyi was not only in charge of these courses, but from 15
November 1942 until 5 February 1943 personally taught the theoretical Ukrai-
nian course. He got the best teachers in the city to teach the courses. The core
came from the staff of the teachers’ college. Later some of them, particularly
M. F. Nakonechnyi and Stefan Samiilenko, gained recognition throughout the
Slavic world. Naturally, the organizers of the course were not only teaching the
native language and literature, but were also propagating a free and indepen-
dent Ukraine and citing specific cases to demonstrate the catastrophic conse-
quences of Ukraine’s Russification by the Soviet government. In addition, they
were educating a new type of teacher, one who could Ukrainianize the
Russified Donbas. Bernatskyi himself worked on a new orthography and pre-
pared for publication a manual on Ukrainian orthography and grammar for
schools and institutes of higher education. The city’s Prosvita society was
reborn. Bematskyi drew up its statutes. They were ratified at an organizational
meeting of the initiative group and registered with the city government, after
which the newspaper announced that new members were being accepted. The
group spread its influence to the Ukrainian theater, choir, and bandurist choir.

There is no doubt that the editors of Nove zhyttia carried out the orders of the
occupying authorities: they published propaganda reports about German mili-
tary actions and orders from the occupying authorities and punitive agencies.
But the editors themselves had no direct connection with the intelligence
agencies or other offices of the German Reich. Bernatskyi, whatever newspa-
per he was working at, always had one specific goal: writing and publishing
nationalistic articles and essays. On his own initiative, while working in
Ienakiievo, he published a weekly Ukrainian page in the local Russian-lan-
guage newspaper.

During the preliminary NKVD investigation, which was conducted in
Voroshylovhrad, Bernatskyi withstood pressure from the investigators and did
not slander or incriminate anyone, and at a session of the military tribunal of
the Voroshylovhrad Oblast NKVD forces he refuted an accusation by S. M.
Osadchyi.!® He asked the tribunal not to punish him or his colleagues severely.
Naturally, under the totalitarian Stalinist regime any national idea, and not just
a Ukrainian one, was an unheard-of crime, deserving only the utmost punish-
ment. That is why of the twenty-six persons who were involved in Bernatskyi’s
case nineteen were apprehended and severely punished before the war ended.
Those who refused to deliver themselves to Soviet justice committed suicide,
as did Danyleichenko, a member of the OUN directorate.*

The closed session of the NKVD military tribunal took place in
Voroshylovhrad on 2 March 1945. Neither the prosecution nor the defense was
present. The military tribunal heard out Bernatskyi and reached its verdict
within thirty minutes. He was found guilty, under Article 54, paragraphs 1a and
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11, of the Criminal Code of the Ukrainian SSR, of being a convinced Ukrainian
nationalist since before the Revolution, of serving in the army of the Ukrainian
Central Rada, of belonging to the counterrevolutionary nationalist Prosvita
society, and of promulgating a platform of “a single independent state.”

The military tribunal went on to say in its verdict that Bernatskyi was
recruited by the underground OUN and himself recruited members for it and
that he slandered the Soviet government and praised fascism and Ukrainian
nationalist activities. He also assisted the nationalists, found living quarters for
them, supplied them with documents, and organized a Prosvita society and
Ukrainian-language courses attended by up to one hundred-fifty persons. As
the director of the courses, he slandered the Communist education of young
people under the Soviet government. He escaped to the rear of the German
army and worked for fascist newspapers in Ienakiievo, Dnipropetrovsk,
Kryvyi Rih, and Pervomaisk in Odesa Oblast. During all this time he kept in
touch with a group of OUN members.!

On this basis the military tribunal sentenced Bernatskyi to the strongest
possible measure of punishment—execution and confiscation of all property
and valuables seized during the search.!6

The tribunal’s verdict said nothing about the city or oblast directorate of the
OUN-B, but wartime and postwar NKVD documents and the case files of the
underground members indicate that there were two centers in occupied
Voroshylovhrad. One was established and headed by Bernatskyi, the other by
Kateryna Meshko-Khudenko, who had been sent by the Dnipropetrovsk
Oblast’ directorate. Maintaining contact with each other, they fought for their
common cause—an independent Ukraine.

On 14 April 1945, a telegram coded “Urgent” and “Top Secret” and person-
ally signed by Colonel-General of Justice Vasilii Ulrikh, Chief of the Military
Collegium of the Supreme Court of the USSR, was dispatched to
Voroshylovhrad. Ulrikh reported that the verdict delivered to Bernatskyi by
the Voroshylovhrad Oblast NKVD military tribunal had been ratified at all
higher instances and demanded that the adult members of the traitor’s family be
located and subjected to repression. At the same time he ordered the chief of
the Voroshylovhrad oblast NKVD military tribunal to carry out the verdict
immediately.!”

These instructions were obeyed. Bernats’kyi was executed in
Voroshylovhrad on 30 April 1945. His family was subjected to repression even
before his death. This is apparent from the stamp placed on the verdict form
issued by the Voroshylovhrad Oblast NKVD military tribunal: “Measures to
subject family members to repression in accordance with USSR NKVD and
USSR Procurator’s Office directives No. 21515 dated 30 May and 252 dated
27 June 1942 have been TAKEN.”!® These actions were carried out on the
basis of an order by Medvedev, chief of the Third Department of the Ukrainian
SSR NKVD, dated 23 February 1943.
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The archival documents reveal that Bernatskyi’s wife Evgeniia Petrovna
(they were married just before the war) and daughter Alla were arrested in
Voroshylovhrad on 2 March 1943 without sanction from a procurator or an
arrest warrant as persons who enjoyed great confidence and authority with the
German authorities.!”

By origin a Russian from the Voronezh region, Evgeniia Bernatskyi knew
Ukrainian extremely well and used it in daily life.?’ She was familiar with her
husband’s affairs and helped him in many matters. She did not give evidence
against anyone during her interrogation. She died suddenly on 17 March 1943
at the Voroshylovhrad Oblast NKVD prison, to which effect appropriate docu-
ments were drawn up.?! It was not until 20 April 1995 that she was rehabilitated
by the Luhansk Oblast’ Procurator’s Office on the basis of the Ukrainian SSR
law of 17 April 1991, “On the Rehabilitation of Victims of Political Repres-
sions in Ukraine.”??

On the eve of the German occupation Bernatskyi’s daughter Alla was a
fourth-year student in the literature department at the local teachers’ college.
She worked with her father in the editorial office of Nove zhyttia, the newspa-
per that he set up. She first worked in circulation and then became a literary
staffer.

She was taken from Voroshylovhrad to Prison No. 1 in Saratov, and then to
Engels, where she was interrogated. On 26 May 1943, after a medical examina-
tion, she was found to be fit for work of average difficulty.?> On 28 May she
was charged, under Article 54, paragraph 10, part 2, of the Ukrainian SSR
Criminal Code, with assisting the Germans in carrying out fascist propa-
ganda.?

When her investigation was completed on 14 June 1943, in accordance with
a USSR NKVD and NKGB directive dated 21 April 1943, her case was handed
over for consideration by a special conference of the NKVD with a proposal to
punish her with five years’ imprisonment.?* But the violations of the law during
the investigation were so obvious that on 7 September 1943 the USSR
Procurator’s Office prepared a new charge under Article 54, paragraph 3, of the
Ukrainian SSR Criminal Code, although with the same term of imprison-
ment.?® On this basis the special conference of the NKVD sentenced Alla
Bernatskyi on 25 September 1943 to five years’ imprisonment in the NKVD’s
Gulag system. She served her sentence in a camp in the NKVD’s Karlag. On 4
November 1991 the Luhansk Oblast’ Procurator’s Office rehabilitated her as a
victim of political terror in Ukraine “in view of the absence of evidence that
would confirm the validity of her prosecution.”?” What happened to her after-
wards has not been determined.

As for Mykhailo Bernatskyi, the Luhansk Oblast Procurator’s Office,
which reviewed only his criminal file and restated the charges brought against
him by the Voroshylovhrad Oblast NKVD military tribunal on 2 March 1943,
declined to rehabilitate him. On this basis, on 19 December 1991, the pre-
sidium of the Luhansk Oblast court incriminated Bernatskyi with propaganda
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of fascism, which the facts do not support, and on the basis of the Ukrainian
SSR law of 17 April 1991, “On the Rehabilitation of Victims of Political
Repressions in Ukraine,” found him to have been legally convicted and not
subject to rehabilitation.

Luhans'k, Ukraine

Translated from the Ukrainian by Marco Carynnyk
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ADDENDA

Transcriptions of Archival Documents Pertaining to the Bernats'kyj Case

Hok.N 1

BUTSAT 3 TIPOTOKOJIY OOIIUTY BYPI'OMICTPA
BOPOIIIJIOBI'PAJIA O. I1. 3YBOBCBKOI'O ITPO CTBOPEHHA
TOBAPHCTBA “TIPOCBITA” B OBJIACHOMY IIEHTPI

19 s 1944 p.

BOINPOC: Yto Bam u3BecTHO 0 co3naHnu B Bopommsiosrpane o0mecTra
“ITpoceuta’?

OTBET : B asrycte 1942 r. B rOpOACKYIO YIIpaBy pUOBLI NPEACTABUTED
KaKoW-TO raseThl M3 3alafHBIX O0JIacTed, OfeThii B (POPMY HEMENKOTO
conpaTta. B Bopommnosrpage xua gnaeit 10, a 3aTeM Bhlexasl. 3a BpeMs
npeGrIBaHUA B Topofle OH coGpasl OTBETCTBEHHBIX PaGOTHHKOB TOPOACKOM
yIpaBbl, BKJIIOYast HAYaJIbHUKOB OT/IEJIOB, U [IPOBEJI COBEIL[aHUE.

TIpucytctBoBanmu A3apos /OwiBImii/ 6ypromuctp, I'peuko M. C., I'peuko-
IOpckuit I'. C., Eeciokos K. 1., Kosasies B. M., Bepuaukuit M. U. u apyrue.

Ha cofpanun aToT npeAcTaBUTEJb 3asBHJI, YTO HAJ0 OPraHHU30BAThH
“ITpoceuty”. Y 3mech Ke Aaji HCTOPUYECKYIO CIIPABKY [0 9TOMY BONPOCY, a
3ateM ckasaj, 4yro “IIpocBHTa” OOJIKHA 3aHMMAThCS BONpOCcaMH mopGopa
HAallMOHAJIUCTUYECKHX KaJpoOB, X YTO Ha DYKOBOIAIIMX MOCTax MOTYT
paboTaTh TOJIBKO 4ieHbl “TIpocBHTH”, a yieHoM “IIpocBUTH” HOJ/IKEH ObITh
YKpauHCKUM HanuoHaJMCT. Ienn u 3agauu obmectBa “IIpocBura”
MPOAOJIKAJ NMPEeNCTABUTE/Ib, JOJKHBI CBOOUTHCS K TOMY, YTOGBI [eJ1aTh
YKpauHy CaMOCTOSITEJILHBIM I'OCYAapCTBOM.
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IMocsie BHICTYN/IEHMA-DEYH 3TOTO MPEACTABUTEJIS BHICTYNHIH ['peuko-
IOpckuit, beprankunit, KopasieB 1 I'peuko. OHM GBTH BCENEJIO COTJIACHBI C
npeJjoXeHHeM Npe[CcTaBUTeJsl B BOIIpoce OpPraHH3ailiH obliecTBa
“TIpocBUTEHI” M BHIPAKAJTH CBOE XKeJIaHUe NPUHATH AKTHBHOE YYacTHE B 3TOM
BOTIpOCE.

BEPHALIKUIA cpoe BrICTYI/IEHMe mOCTpom uHave. OH MPHHIMITHAIBHO
HE BO3paXkaJl B Bolipoce opranu3aruy “TIpocBuThr”, HO BMECTE C TEM OH GbLJI
HECOT'JIACEH C IPEeJCTaBUTEJIEM 10 BOIIPOCY O TOM, KTO [OJIXKEH ObITh YJICHOM
obImecTBa. EEPHAI_[KI/IH TOBOPHJI, UTO HeobsA3aTeNIbHO, YTOGH B
“IIpocBUTY” NPHHAMAJIKCH JIMMIb YKPAaHHOBI. MBI MOXeM H JOJIXKHBI
BOBJICKaThb M JPyrHe€ HALMOHAJIBHOCTH, TaK KaK €CJIH Mbl GYAeM TOJIBKO
npuHEMaTe B “IIpocBUTY” yKpauHIEB, TO Halie o6GLIeCTBO OymeT
HE3HAUMTe/bHOE M Ha OCHOBE 3TOr0 MBI He CMOXKEM IIHPOKO pa3BepHYTh
CBOIO paboTy . ..

Apxie Ynpaeninus CBY no Jlyzancekiii o6a—Cnp. 21091p.,
apx. 44—44 se. Opuzinaa.

Hok. N2

IMPOTOKOJI OOIMTY M. 1. BEPHATILKOI'O HAYAJIbBHUKOM
TPETBOI'O BINAUIEHHA OPYT'OI'O BINOLIY YITPABJIIHHS HK/IB
T10 BOPOIIIMJIOBIPAIICEKIH OBJIACTI C. KOTAHOM

21 xoBTHa 1944 p.

ITPOTOKOJI IOTTPOCA
OBBUHAEMOI'O BEPHALIKOI'O MAKCUMA MBAHOBHUYA

21 okTa6ps 1944 1.

BOITPOC: Ha mpeawsiaymux gompocax Bel mokasajiy, 4To SABJIAJIACH
pykosogutesiem OYHosckoro nmoanosnes B Bopommnosrpage. Usnoxure
cXxeMy PYKOBOZISIILMX OPraHOB MOATIOJbSI.

OTBET: Ilocne Toro, xak MHoit 6b1H mpuBJieuenbl B OYH pan aun u
onpeziesNach 3ajavya pasBuBaTh paboTy OpraHm3alMi, pyKOBOAUTH €H0—
6610 co3paHo pykosoasmee appo—O6actao#t npusox OYH, cocrosammuii
U3 ueThipex 4YesioBeK. O HeobGxommmocTH cospanusa “Ilposoma” s 3Had W3
noJiy4aBmuxcs Maoi 6rostereneit OYH.

BOITPOC: Ko Bxoau B o6nactHoit “IIposon” OYH?

OTBET: Ynenamu “IIposoga” OYH gensmich: s—bepHankuii Makcum
HBanoBuu—penakTop rasersl, Bacunenxo Aujekcanap, [Jamusieiiuenko
ITaBest 1 MakcuMoBry BiiagumMup—coTpy IHUKY peaaKiiy.
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BOITPOC: Tlo kakoMy npuHuumy ObLH MOAOGpaHbI YKAa3aHHEIE JIMLA B
pykosoacTso OYHosckuM noamnoJisem B Bopomunosrpane?

OTBET: 5 pykoBoacTBoBaJICA YKa3aHHAMH BepOoBaBiiero mensa 8 OYH
“EBrena”, KOTOpBIif 0Opaimiajg Moe BHUMAHHE HA BOBJICYEHUE B OPraHU3aLUIO
JI0e HAIMOHAJIMCTUYECKH HACTPOEHHBIX, aHTHCOBETYHKOB, KOTOPEIX
cjieqyeT BOCIHUTHIBATH B HAIMOHAJIMCTHYECKOM [yX€ M 3aHHMAaThCA
BOCIUTAaHUEM KaZIpOB HALMOHAJIUCTOB, KOTOPHIE B CBOK OYEPENb MOJIKHBI
[POBOAUTH AKTHUBHYIO PabOTy B TAKOM XK€ HAIPABJICHUAH.

OTH yka3aHUs OBIJIM MHOU BHINOJIHEHBI H B YHCJIE OTBETCTBEHHBIX
PaGOTHHKOB CO3[jaHHOM MHOM Xe pefakiuy (pammcTcKoi raseTol OBLIM
TaKXKe ABHO BBIPAXKE€HHbIE AHTHCOBETYHKH—HEMELKO-yKpPauHCKHE
HAIMOHAJIUCTH Kak Bacusenko, [anuneituenko, Makcumosudu. Bece onm
nposABUM ce6s1 Ha paboTe B pefaklivu . . .

BOITPOC: K kakoMy BpeMeHH OTHOCHTCS CO3[aHHe 00JIaCTHOTO IpPoBOJa
OYH?

OTBET: IlpuMepHo K okTa6pio 1942 roaa.

BOIIPOC: Kak Obliu pacmpenesieHbl (DYHKUMH MeXOy 4YJIeHaMH
“ITpoBoma” OYH?

OTBET: BacuiyieHKO A. obecreuuBaJl y4yacTOK paGOTHl IO CeJly H
CEJILCKOXO3SICTBEHHBIM yUpeKAeHUAM B ropoze.

JaHUNEeYeHKO OXBAaTHIBAJ KYJIBTYPHO-NIPOCBETHTE/ILHBIE yUpeXKIeHus/
TeaTpbl, XOpPOBYIO KaneJ Ty, KaneJyJy 6aHIypUCTOB, IIKOJIbI/.

MakCHMOBHY  TINATEJIbHO  HM3y4aJ  TNOJIyYaBUIYIOCSE  MHOM
HALMOHAJIMCTHYECKYIO JINTEPATYPY, 3HaJ yctaHoBKH OYH u3 GrossteTeHet n
Ha OCHOBE 3TOT'0 M3y4aJl MOCETUTEJICH peNakliy, NMpHUe3KaBlIMX H3 ceJia,
Honxen Ow1 moAGHpaTe M3 HHUX CaMBIX HAaAeXHBIX [
HalMOHAJIUCTHYECKOTO JBUXKEHUS C TeM, 4TOoObl B MX JIHIE OpHOOpEeTaTh
Kafipbl OpraHU3aTOPOB NOATIOJbS.

SA—BepHalKuil, PpyKOBOAUJI MMH H TaKxKe oOpabaTeiBaJl JIIOACH,
MPUOBIBAIOLIMX U3 TIEpEEPHH.

Hanpapysan paboTy npubbBIMX KO MHe Kypeepos ot OYH /HMBaHosa,
Jluumana, “Okcansi”/.

ITpax Tyecku—BacuieHko Bole3xai B IlonacHsHckuit 1 Crapo6esibeK Hid
paiioHsl, [daHu/IeH4EHKO CHUCTEMATHYECKH CBA3BIBAJICS C paGOTHHKaMH
TeaTpoB W IIKOJI, IPUHHAMAJI MEPEI K HACHIIICHHIO PeniepTyapoB M IporpaMm
HALMOHAJICTHYECKUM COACPKAHUEM.

BOITPOC: HM3naras cxemy pykosoacTsa OYH mo Bopommsosrpaackoii
00/1acTH, BBl YKa3aJd TOJIBKO OGJIACTHOM NPOBOM, a KaK OCYLIECTBJIAJIOCH
pPyKoBoncTBo nepecepuen?



MAKSYM BERNATSKYI 315

OTBET: Bo3MOXHO CYLIECTBOBA/M M B paifOHAX OGJACTH OTAEJIBHBIE
BuBI pykoBogcTea OYH, HO 4 JINYHO y4YacTHA B UX CO3JaHHH He TIPUHUMAJL

HlosixeH TOJIBKO yKa3aTh, YTO HpPEANOCHUIKM K 3TOMy Oblid. Tak,
HanpuMep, Oecellys ¢ NpHE3KaBIMM B pedakuuio U3 Bopommioscka
OcayJsyienko, s obpamaJs BHUMaHHe Ha HeOoGXOOUMOCTEL MpPOBEACHHA
OpPTraHM3alMOHHON pPaboThl MO CNJIOYEHHIO HALMOHAJIMCTHYECKHX KaJpOB.
ITocne ero nocemwan OYHosckuit kyprep MBanoB MurtpodaH, KOTOpHIH
HECOMHEHHO TAaK2Ke HHCTPYKTHPOBAJI €ro B 9TOM YacTH.

Bacunenko Ajexcanzp, Belesxkasuiuil B ITomacHoe u Crtapobesbek
noJiKeH OBlJI  TakXKe TMpoBecTH paboTy M0 CIJIAYUBAHHIO
HaIMOHAJIUCTHIECKOro TMOANOJbs, YUTO UMEHHO OH NpOAeJIaa B 3TOW YacTH,
celiuac cka3aTh He MOT'y.

BOIIPOC: Kakum o6pasoM obGsactHoi “Ilpoon” OYH pykosogus
padoToit OYHoBckOro noanosibs?

OTBET: Ilpexpae Bcero HEoOXOAHUMO YKa3aTh, YTO B HHTEpecax
KoHcnupanuy nepe yyactaukamu OYH “TIpoBox” He apuInuposasics U eCoi
MEpONPUATHA PYKOBOASLIETO MOpsAKAa M NPOBOAUIACk, TO 00 9TOM 3HaJIM
TOJIBKO OT[EJIbHBIE JIMI@. BBIpaXKasoch PyKOBOACTBO B TOM, YTO YJICHBI
“IIpoBopa” MOCHLJIAMUCH HA MepedepUIo M NMPHHUMAJU NPUE3KABIIMX B
penakium, rje faBajy yKasaHus o pabote.

BOITPOC: Henocpenctsenno “Ilposos” OYH BopoumuaoBrpaackoi
o6s1acTH mogaepXuBan cBsi3b ¢ OYHoBcKMM noAmnosiseM Apyrux obnacreit
Ykpaunnbi?

OTBET: He nopanepxuBaJ, eciu He c4dTaTh chakTa Bhiesna B I'. Kues
yuacTHika OYH Ocagueit Ejienpl, koTopas mo mnpue3fy cooOluiuia, 9To
CBA3aJIaCh C PYKOBOJMTEJIEM KOMUCCHH IO BHIPa0OTKE HOBOI'O YKPaWHCKOTO
npasonucanus 3aBuTaesudeM. Xots npsamMo Ocagduas MHE He TOBOPHJIA, HO A
CUMTAIO, YTO 3TO M €CTb oAMH u3 pykosoauTeseit OYH no Kueny,
paboTaBmux noa npukpeitieM Komuccun.

BOITPOC: O6 aToM MbI Bac 6yiieM AONpalIBaTh 0C000.

Honpoc Havat B 24 4/aca/.
Horpoc npepeas B 3 /fuaca/ 30 /MunyT/.

[IpoTrokosn 3amucaH ¢ MOMX CJIOB BEPHO, MHOM IIPOYHTAH B 4YeM H
PpachuCHIBAIOCh M.BepHanxnit.
IOIMPOCHUJT: Hau/aneuuk/ 3 oraesieHus 2 oTaena C. Koras.

Apxie Ynpaéainna CBY no Jlyzancokiil 064.
Cnp. 5204—Apx. 112-113 36. Opuzinan.
Hionucu—aemozpag).
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Hok.N 3
BHPOK BOEHHOI'O TPUBYHAJTY BIMCHK HKBC

BOPOIIJIOBI'PAZICEKO! OBJIACTI Y CIIPABI
M. I. BEPHAIIBKOI'O TA C. M, OCATYOI'O

2 6epesns 1945 p.
CEKPETHO
ITPUT'OBOP
UMEHEM COIO3A COBETCKUX COIMAJTMCTUYECKUX
PECHIYBJIUK '

1945 ropa, 2 wMmapra, Boennwmit Tpubymaa Botick HKB]
BopoLnIoBrpafcKoi 0671acTy B . Bopolmuiosrpane, B 3aKpbiTOM Cyae6GHOM
3acelaHU¥, B COCTaBe: IpelcenaTesbCTBYIOMEro—KanuTaHa OCTHIMH
MI/IXAVIJIOBCKOFO, yJiIeHoB—<CT. JieliTeHanTa roctTunud KAJIMBIKOBA,
M. netiteranta OCTPOBCKOTI'O, nmpu cekperape CTAPUEHKO, Ges
y4acTHUs CTOPOH—OOBHHEHHs M 3aIlMThl PACCMOTpEJI YIOJIOBHOE JEjI0 NO
OOBHHEHUIO I'PaXIaH—

1. BEPHAIIKOI'O Makcuma HBaHoBuua, 1889 roma poxpeuus,
ypoxeHna cena Besioropogka Kuesckoro paitona, Kuesckoil obsacty,
nmpoxxuBasiiero go apecra B r. Ilepsomatick, Opecckoil obnactu, U3
KpecThAH-OCAHIAKOB, CJyKallero, GecliapTMMHOrO, YKpaWHIIA, BOBIA,
CJIy>KUBIIEr0 B HapcKo# apMuu ¢ 1915 o 1917 roj B KayecTBe Npanopiupka,
B 1930 roay noasepraemerocsa apecty opraHamu OI'TIY 3a cBase ¢
HALMOHAJIHCTAMH, C BBICIIMM NEAaroriuyecKuM obpas3oBaHueM, 1o npodeccuu
npenoaasaTesisi BY 308, uMeBmIeMy HayuHYIO CTENEHb JOLEHTa YKPAHHCKOT'O
A3bIKa, 3aHAMaBILIero AOJIXKHOCTH npocheccopa M 3as/enyrolero/ Kacdeapoii
YKPauHCKOro sA3bika Bopoln/oBrpagckoro nefMHCTUTYTa ¢ 1935 no 1942
rofi, HeCyAUMOr0—H

2. OCAOYET'O Cepres Makaposuua, 1888 roga poxaeHus, ypoxeHia
cesia Kanmuaoska, CMOJIAHCKOFO paiioHa, KueBcko# 06J1acTH, IPOXKHBABLIETO
o apecTa B r. Bopomuiosrpage, Bopommnosrpaackoii o6Jjactu, u3
KPECThbAH-CEPEHSIKOB, CJIyKAIlEro, MpPEerojaBaTesis CpedHell U BhICIIeH
IIKOJI, C HE3aKOHYEHHHM BLICIIUM OOpa3oBaHHeM, OecmapTHHHOrO,
JKEHATOro, JKeHa OCYXK/EHa 3a KOHTPPEBOJIIOIHOHHYIO AesTEeJIbHOCTB,
umeloiero B KpacHoit ApMuu chlHa, HECYUMOI'O,~——

O6onx B NpecTym/ieHHH, NPELyCMOTPEHHOM CT.CcT. 54-1“a” u 54-11 YK
YCCP.
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MaTtepuaniamMy IpeBapUTE/ILHOTO M CYAEOHOTO CieAcTBUS BoeHHBIU
Tpubynan

YCTAHOBUIJI:

BEPHALIKI/Iﬁ SABJIAETCS YOEXKAEHHbIM YKPAaMHCKUM HAIIHOHAJIMCTOM, 10
OKTAOPECKOH PEBOJIIOLIUY H B MEpHOJ COBETCKOM BiacTu OH B 1918 roay B
r. Kuese cayxun B Boiickax LlenTpansHoit pagsi, B 1930-1942 romax
SABJIAJICA 9JIEHOM KOHTPPEBOJIIOIIMOHHOIO HALMOHAJIMCTHYECKOro obIIecTsa
“IIpocBuTa”, cTOosA Ha nyaTdopme CO3JaHUA “€QUHOTO HE3ABUCHMOTO
€aMOCTOATEJIBHOTO YKPAHHCKOT 0 rocyiapcTsa’.

3a HalMOHAJIMCTHYECKYIO AeATeIbHOCTh OH B 1930 rogy apecToBbIBasCs
oprasamu OI'TLY.

ITpoxuBasi Ha BPEMEHHO OKKYIHPOBAHHOM HEMIIAMH TEPPUTODHH B TI.
Bopommyosrpasie, B arycte 1942 roma BEPHAIIKUI ycTanoBia cBsasb ¢
ykpauHckuM HanumoHanuctoM “EBTEHOM”, damusims xoToporo He
yCcTaHOBJIEHA, NPHUOLIBIIAM U3 3anaaHslx obsactelt YCCP nss opraausanuu
pa6otel mo cosmanuio OYHoBckoro moanosiba B Bopomusiosrpaackoi
00JiacTu.

Ha npepnoxenne “EBI'EHA” BepHankmii nmocTynwj Ha AOJIXKHOCTb
OTBETCTBEHHOro pepakTopa (pamucTckolt rasersl “HoBe XutTra” u B
yKa3aHHOM JOJIKHOCTH OH CJIYXHJI O MOMEHTa M3rHaHHs HeMleB—
despana 1942 roga.

B aBsrycre 1942 ropma “EsreHoM” oH Obly1 3aBep6OBaH B
KOHTppeBoonuonHyw opranuzanuio “OYH” u moaydun ot Hero
noanoabHylo OYHoBckylo JHTepaTypy, NOJIyYHB YCTAaHOBKY 06
HcmoJib3oBanun ¢amuctckoit razetsl “HoBe XkuTTA” B HHTEpecax
YKPauHCKHX HAlMOHAJIMCTOB, 1 BEPOOBKH HOBBIX 4JieHOB B “OYH”.

Byny4n penakTopoM yKa3aHHOH Ta3eThl, BEPHALIKHI ykomniexToBas
LWITAT PeAAKOUU W3 JIMI, HACTPOCHHBIX MPOTUB COBETCKOH BJIACTH B
KosiudecTBe 12 4eJioBeK, KOTOpbIE SABJSAJHACH aBTOPAaMM MHOIHX
KOHTPPEBOJIIOLIMOHHBIX CTaTel, IOMEIaBIINXCS B YKa3aHHOMU rasere, 1ociie
Jsuunoro orpenaktupoBanuss BEPHAITKOI'O.

Tupax raseTsl, penakTopoM KoTopo# 661 BEPHAIIKUI 6611 ot 3 000
o 20 000 3k3eMIUIAPOB KaXXJOro HOMepa. YKas3aHHOE KOJIMYEeCTBO raseT
yepe3 Kaxjble ABa AHA T/ofe/cTh/ mo Mepe HMX u3paHus THUnNorpadwumei,
pacnpoCTpaHsJUCh Ha TeppuTopuu Bopoiuuyosrpaackoi ob6aacTu
CIEIMAJIbHO YKOMIJIEKTOBAHHBIM [J1 MX pacHpoCTPaHEHHs INTaTOM,
KOTOPOI'0 HaCUHTHIBAJIOCH JIUIIB TOJIGKO B OAHOM T. Bopomnmosrpaae no 20
YeJIOBEK.

BEPHAUKUH, xak peaKkTop raseThl, CACTEMAaTUYECKH MOMELIAJl B Hee
HAlUCAaHHBIE UM CTAThU HEMEUKO-(PalIMCTCKOro HalMOHAUCTHYECKOTO
comepKaHUs, u3jiarajl B HUX KJIeBeTy Ha COBETCKYIO BJIacTh, KpacHyio
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ApMHI0 W GOJIBIICBUCTCKYIO MNapTHIO, BOCXxBansd alusM H
HAIMOHAJMCTUYECKYIO [E€SATEJLHOCTh HAa TEPPUTOPHH YKPAaHHBI—
YKPaHHCKMX HALIHOHAJ/IUCTOB.

EEPHAHKI/Iﬁ BepboBas B opranuszanuio “OYH” snmn, nmocemasnimx
penaknul, cHabxas HMX HAIMOHAJHUCTHYECKOH JIMTEpaTypol A
pacIpocTpaHeHus ee CPeAy HaceJIeHUs.

J1J1s1 IpoBeICHH A KOHTPPEBOJIIOIIMOHHON HAITMOHAJIMCTHYECKOM paboTHI K
HeMy MpubbLy U3 3anaaHeix obsacted OYHoeus! - TIMUMAH, UBAHOB u
OKCAHA, ¢damusius KOTOPOii HE YCTAHOBJICHA, MOCJIEAHUX OH Pa3MECTHJI 110
KBapTHpaM, yKasaB afpeca—sBKH K OT/EJIbHBIM HaIlMOHAJIUCTaM Ha
TeppuTOpPHH OOJIACTH, UX OH TaKKe CHabxkaJl JOKYMEHTaMH, JAaIOMUMH [PaBo
Ha MpOBECHNE HAIMOHAJINCTUYECKOH IeATebHOCTH /opradn3anus “OYH”,
pacupocTpaHeHHe JIUTepaTyphrl 1 OpraHu3aius obmectsa “IIpocsura”/.

Jinano cam BEPHALIKUIA nposen paboTy mHO OpraHu3aluu obriecTBa
“IIpocBuTa” W Hamnucal CTAaTyT, KOTOpPHIH 3aTeM OB C LEJbIO
NIONYJ/IAPH3al[MK HAledaTaH B H3JaBacMOM UM rasere.

B konue HosA6ps 1942 roma BEPHALIKUI opraumsosan kypchl
YKPauHCKOI'O s13bIKa, HA KOTOPHIX 00y4asioch 1o 150 desoBex.

Byay4d AUMpeKTOPOM YKa3aHHBIX KYDCOB OH Mepej CJIyLIaTeJsMH
BRICTYIIAJI C PEYBIO, B KOTOPOii KJIeBeTasl Ha KOMMYHHCTHYECKOE BOCTIMTAHHUE
MOJIOAEKH IPH COBETCKOH BJIACTH, BOCXBAJIAJI TIPH 3TOM (PaIIUCTCKO-HAIHO-
HAJMCTHYECKHE METOJbl BOCIIUTAHUSA MOJIOJEXKH HAa TEPPUTOPUH YKpPAaHHBI,
3TO K€ OH HEOJHOKPATHO BHICKA3bIBAJI HA JIEKIIMAX YKA3aHHBIX KYPCOB.

B cpespane 1943 roga BEPHALIKHI BmecTe ¢ oxKynaHTamm Gexasn B
TBIJI HEMEHKOM apMHH, Ije NpOA0JIKaJ KOHTPPEBOJIOIHOHHYIO
AeATeNILHOCTh. TaM OH OBl 3aMeCTUTEJIEM pefakTopa (palIiCTCKOM ra3eTsl
“HoBas >xkwu3nap”—s r. Enakneso Crammcko#t obnactu ¢ 15.04. mo 02.09.
1943 ropa, ¢ 3 mo 20 centsabpsa 1943 roga oH paboTaj penakTOpPOM
dammcrckoit rasets “Ha nocty”—r. [IHenpomneTpoBCKa, 3aTeM PEAaK TOPOM
3TOM ke rasetol B r. Kpusoii Por, rae BeimycTHs [Ba HOMEpa yKa3aHHOM
raseTsl.

16.10.1943 on GexaJt B r. IlepBomaiick Opecckoit 061aCTH, POAOJIKAS
pabotath pemakTopoM rasetsl “Hoee xurTsa” mo 15 mapra 1944 roma no
MOMEHTa U3rHAHUS HEeMIIEB.

Ha mnpoTsixeHud yKa3aHHOIO IMEepUOAAa CBOeH [AeATEJBHOCTH
BEPHALIKUI cocrostn B cBA3AX ¢ rpynmnamMu OYHoBies, a IMEHHO: Ipymnma
cocrosaBmaa n3 KPABIIOBA, XAMAS3HBI u BAﬁHEBA——r. Enakueso,
rpynna, kyaa sxoamygu BAHIEHKO, KPYTBKO u apyrue—r.
Iuenponerposck, rpymna cocrossmas u3 IJAPEHKO, BAPAIIIKEBUY u
3ETMHCKOI'O—r. Kpusoit Por.

B cyne6HoM 3acenanun BEPHALIKHUM cBoto BUHY NpH3Ha/ IIOJTHOCTEIO.
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Iopcymumomy OCAIOYEMY npenbsBjieHO OOBHHEHHWE B TOM, UTO OH
NPOBOMJI AHTHUCOBETCKHE Pa3rOBOPHI, BOCXBAJISJI HEMIUEB, UMEJ CBsA3b C
nogcyaumeiM BEPHAIIKHM, npeactaBus KBapTHPY HAHOHAJMCTY
JIuuMaHy AJIA NPOBENEHUs KOHTPPEBOJIIOLIMOHHON paGOThI, pasfesisi
B3I JIA/Ibl HALIOHAJIICTOB.

HaHHOoe OOBUHEHHE MOCTPOEHO HAa [OKAa3aHUAX JIMIIb TOJIBKO
BEPHAILIKOI'O, KOTOpHI# B Cy/IeOHOM 3aceAJaHHH 3TOro He MOATBEPAUIL.

Kak BEPHALIKUM, Tak 1 OCATYUIA nonTseparu dakT npeGbiBanms y
OCAIOYEI'O Ha xBaptupe JIMUMAHA, ogHako He yCTaHOBJIEHA CBA3b H
npakTHyeckas aesreasHocts OCAJYEI'O ¢ BEPHAIIKUM, TMTYMAHOM
¥ OpYrAMHM HAIMOHAJIMCTAMU U He HAIJIO B Cy[e CBOEro MOATBEpXK/JSHUS
KOHTPPEBOIOLHOHHBIX BricKasrBanuit OCAJUEIO.

Ha ocaoBanuu wu3snoxensoro BT mnpu3ranm npenbsaBiaeHHoOe
BEPHAILIKOMY o6Bunenne mo cT.cT. 54-1“a” u 54-11 YK YCCP
nokazauusiM, a OCAIYEMY no cr.cT. 54-1“a” u 54-11 YK YCCP—ne
JIOKa3aHHBIM.

PykoBoacTBysich c¢T.cT. 296, 297, 302 4. 1 ¥YTIK ¥CCP u 34 YK YCCP
IIPUT'OBOPUJT:

BEPHAIIKOI'O Makcuma MBaHOBHYA II0 COBOKYNHOCTH COBEPLUEHHBIX
UM TMPeACTYIUICHHi, HA ocHoBaHHU CcT. 54-1“a” YK YCCP nopBepruyTh
BBICILIEH Mepe HaKa3aHUsA—PAacCTpesly ¢ KoHdHCcKalyel Bcero HMyLecTsa i
LIEHHOCTEeM, H3BATHIX IIPU OOBICKE.

OCAIYEI'O Ceprest Makaposuya B NIpeAbABJICHHOM OOBHHCHMH IIO CT.
54-1“a” u 54-11 YK YCCP cuuTaTs 10 CyZy ONpaBJaHHBIM.

Opuako, uMes Beuay, uto Ocaguuil HaXOAHMJICS B cpelle KOHTPPEBO-
JIOLIHOHEPOB-N3MEHHUKOB POIMHEI—OH SBJISIETCS OOILECTBEHHO-ONACHBIM,
noaTomy Ha ocHoBaHUH cT. 33 YK YCCP noaBeprayTh BLICBLIKE 3a IPEOeC/ibl
YCCP cpokom 10 /mecsaTs/ ieT, MCUMC/IAS €My CPOK CO AHsS NPHBEACHHS
TIPUrOBOpPa B HCHOJIHEHUE.

Mepy npeceuenust OCAIUYEMY—conepxanue noj cTpaxeii OTMEHHTS.
IMpuroBop OKOHYATEJIbHBIM W KACCAallMOHHOMY 0GXAaJIOBAHHIO HE
TIOJIJIEKUT.

ITeuaTka Mo/ IMHEO 33 HaJJIe XK ALUMU TIOATIHC IMH.
BEPHO: wu.o. npencepatens BT Boiick HKBJ Bopomuaosrpaackoii
obsiacTu Maiiop octurn KabaHos.

Apxie Ynpaeninns CBY no Jlyzancokiii o6a—Cnp. 5204,
apx. 240-244. Opuzinans, nionucu—aemozpagh.
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Ook.N 4

BKA3IBKA I'OJIOBM BOEHHO! KOJIEI'TI CPCP B. YJIbPIXA
ITPO HEF'AWHE BUKOHAHHS BUPOKY BOEHHOI'O TPUBYHAJTY
BINCBHK HKBC BOPOIIIMJIOBI'PAIICHKOI OBJIACTI HAJT
M. I. BEPHAIILKHM TA PEITPECYBAHHSI IIOBHOJIITHIX

YJIEHIB #Aioro cm’t
14 xeiTHa 1945 p.

CPOYHO COBEPIIIEHHO CEKPETHO
BOEHHA I KOJIJIETHS HAYAJIBHUKY OTIEJIA “A” HKI'B CCCP
BEPXOBHOI'O CYIIA I'JIABHOMY BOEHHOMY ITPOKYPOPY
COIO3A CCP KPACHOW APMUU
14 anpesis 1945 r. [MPEACEJATEJIIO BT BOMCK HKB]I
N 002570 BOPOILIUJIOBIPAIICKOI OBJIACTH

IIpurosop BT soiick HKB/I Bopowmmunosrpanckoi obsiactu ot 02.03.45 8
otHomiennu BEPHAIIKOI'O Makcuma HMBaHOBUYaA, OCYXKIEHHOIO IO CT.CT.
54-1“a” u 54-11 YK YCCP k BMH—yTBepkeH BceMU HHCTaHIUSIMH.

Ipowy Bamero pacHopsXeHHsA 00 YCTAHOBJECHHH MeCTOHAXOXIECHUS
COBEPLICHHOJIETHHX YJIEHOB CEMbH M3MeHHHMKa POAMHEI M MX perpeccupo-
BaHHH.

Ins ceepmeHus coobujalo, 4TO CEro/lHA MHOIO [AaHO YyKa3aHHe
IMpencenatenio BT Boiick HKBJI Bopomunosrpaackoit o6sactu o
HeMe[JJIEHHOM HCMIOJIHEHUH YKa3aHHOI O IIPUTOBOpa.

ITeyaTka MPENCEJATEJIL BOEHHOM KOJIJIETUA
BEPXOBHOI'O CYJA CCCP
I'EHEPAJI-TITOJIKOBHHMK IOCTHULWH B. YJIbPUX

Apxis Ynpaeninus CBY no Jlyzancekiii 062—Cnp. 5204,
apk. 246. Opuczinaa. Mawunonuc, nionuc—aemozpagh.
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Ook.N 5

BHCHOBKH JIYTAHCBKO! OBJIACHO! ITPOKYPATYPU
BHACTIIOK ITEPELJISIAY KPUMIHAJILHO!I CTIPABHA
M. L. BEPHAIILKOI'O HA IIIICTABI BUKOHAHHS 3AKOHM YPCP
BI[ 17 KBITHS 1991 POKY “ITIPO PEABLIITALIIO JKEPTB
MOJIITUYHMX PEITPECIH B YKPAIHT”
/6e3 naTw/

B npe3uguym Jlyrasckoro
obJiacTHOTO Cyaa

3AKITIOYEHMHUE
IO YrOJIOBHOMY JI€JTy B OTHOILIEHHH
rp/axnanan/na Beprankoro M. U,

2 wmapra 1945 roma BoenHeiM TpubOyHasom Boiick HKBJ
BopotnioBrpaickoii 06/1acTH NPUrOBOPOM K PaccTpesty Io CT.cT. 54-1“a” u
54-11 YK YCCP ¢ konducKanueii ”MyniecTsa,—

EEPHAI_[KI/Iﬁ Makcum HBaHosuu—1889 r.
p/oxpnenns/, ypoxenel r. bemoroponka Kuesckoi
obnacty, ykpauHen, 6/ec/n/apTHAHBIN/, 0 OKKYITalluu
npodpeccop Bopomusiosrpackoro negarorn4eckoro
HHCTHTYTa,—

3a TO, YTO B EPHOA HeMelKOo-(paIIUCTCKOM OKKynauuu r. Bopommnosrpana,
usMeHuB Poaune, nepemes Ha cTOpoHy Bpara. [JOGpOBOJIBHO MOCTYIHMB Ha
ciayx0y K OKKynaHTaM B HOJIKHOCTH peAakTopa (hamivcTCKON ra3eThl
“HoBasg KH3HB’, H3[aBacMOH OTZEJIOM MNpOIAraHAbl BopoluusioBrpanckoH
TOpYIPaBhl, B KOPOTKOE BPEMs YKOMILJIEKTOBAM PEAAKIMIO COTPYIHUKAMU H
HaJIaiWJ1 BHITYCK M PaclpoOCTpaHEHHe raseTbl B KosmmdecTse A0 20 TeiCAY
SK3EMILISIPOB, B KOTOPOY MponaragaupoBaJl Haeu dammsMa U YKpaHHCKOIro
HalUOHa/u3Ma. SIBisAsAcCH 4jieHoM opranusanuu OYH, depes raserty
MPOBOAMJI B KH3Hb HX HalMOHaJUcTHYecKHe Hied. C OTCTymJeHHEM
OKKynaHTtoB 6exXaJs BMecTe ¢ HUMHM B r/opopa/ CranuHo, Kues,
HOuenponerposck, Kpusoit Por, IlepBomalick, mpomoJsikas pa6oTaTh B
GallMCTCKUX raseTax.

Bepnatkuit M, /1. BUHOBHEIM ce651 IIPU3HAJI [TOJIHOCTHIO H [aJ1 TIOKAa3aHU A,
KOTOpbIE COOTBETCTBYIOT BblleH3soXKeHHoMy. /JL.a. 19-20, 22-35, 3644,
45-55, 56-62, 63-70, 71-75, 76-81, 83-84, 85-113, 115-155, 157-158, 223—
226/.

KpoMe JIMYHOTO MpHU3HAHWS, BHHA OCYXXIEHHOTro B HM3MeHe Popnune
JoKa3aHa mokasaHusMu ceupetesient: Tepexosud H. M. /J1.a. 159-161/,
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HIumanckowr B. I'. /JI.o. 161-163/, Ckoposoirt H. Il. /JL.a. 164-165/,
I'acana U. K. /J1.4. 166168/ u ap/yrux/.

Marepuasiamu yroJsioBHoro AeJsia BuHa Beprankoro M. U. B usmene
Popune pnokasaHa, HO3TOMY OH OCYXZ€H OGOCHOBAHHO W peabHIMTauld He
MOMIJIEXKMT.

PykosopacTeysace n.n. 2, 7 3akona YCCP ot 17.04./19/91 r. “O
peabunurtanuu. . . ’,—

MPOUIY:

ITpusnate Bepnankoro M. M. 060CHOBaHHO OCYXKAEHHBIM WU HE
HOJIEKAIUM PeaCHITHTALINH.

ITpokypop JIyrauncko#t ob6aactu
rocyapCcTBEHHBIN COBETHUK
IOCTHLIMH 3 KJ1acca . C. becena

Heno nepecMoTpeHO BHIOpsiAKe uenosiHeHns 3akoHa YCCP ot 17.04./19/91r.

Apxie Ynpaeainua CBY no Jlyzancokiii 06a4— Cnp. 5204—
Apk. 281-282. Opuzinana, nionuc—aemozpagh.

Hok.N 6

ITIOCTAHOBA ITPE3U/II JIYTAHCBEKOI'O OBJIACHOI'O CY Y ITPO
BIIMOBY B PEABLIITALI M. I. BEPHALIBKOI'O HA ITIZICTABI
BHCHOBKIB JIYTAHCBKO! OBJIACHOI ITPOKYPATYPU

19 rpymnsa 1991 p.
IIOCTAHOBJTIEHHUE

npe3uauyMa JIyranckoro obacTHOro cyga
ot “19” nekabps 1991 roga

Ipesuauym Jlyranckoro o6JacTHOTO Cy/ia B COCTaBe:

IIpencepatenscTByromero Peauna A. M.

Ynenos npesuauyma Becenwt B. U., 3osoTapesa I1. U., Masankuna B. H.,
Bynuna A. 1., Osepuuna A. K.

C yuactuem npokypopa Kypouku H. M.

PaccMOTpeB 3akJIIOYEHHE IO YTOJIOBHOMY [eJly B OTHOIICHHUH
Bepnaukoro M. U.,—

YCTaHOBHJIL:

Boennbiv Tpubynanom poiick HKB/I Bopomuiosrpaackoit obiactu 2
Mapta 1945 ropa Bepnaukwmii Makcum HBanosuu, 1889 roma poxpenus,
ypoxeHeln rop. Bearopoaka Kueeckoit obJsiactH, ykpaumsen 6/ec/n/
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HNapTHHAHKI/,—OCYXieH 1o ¢T.cT. 54-1“a” u 54-11 YK YCCP K pacctpesty ¢
KoH(pucKanuet UMylLEeCTBa.

Bepraukuit ocyaeH 3a TO, YTO B MepHOI OKKynauumu H3MeHus Poxune,
HpONAraHAHpOBas HACH (alu3ma.

MaTepnanaMn A€Jia BUHA OCY2KJACHHOI'O JOKa3aHa MOJIHOCThIO.

IlpyruMass BO BHHUMaHHE H3JIOKEHHOE, IIPE3UAUYM CUYHUTAaET
Bepnarkoro M. X1. 060CHOBaHHO OCYKIECHHBIM.

PykosopcTaysics ct/ateeit/ 394 YIIK YCCP, npesunuym,—

MMOCTAHOBHIJI

ITpusnats Beprankoro /M. H./ 060CHOBaHHO OCYXXJAEHHBIM H HEMO[-
JleKalyM peabuJIUuTanyy.
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1. META I 3ABJAHHS T/OBAPUCT/BA

1. Toapuctso “IIpocsiTa” € rpomaacbka QOOpOBiJIbHa KyJIbTYPHO-
OCBITHA OpraHisanis, sika CIOPsAMOBYE CBOIO [/i/JIBHICTH Ha PO3BUTOK i
MOIIMPeHHs] B MacH YKpaiHCBbKOi HallioHasIpHOI KyJbTypu. IS LBOTO
“TIpoceiTa” OpraHi3oBye NMpPUJIIO/HI JIEKINI ¥ XOMOBii, KOHLIEPTH, BUCTABH,
BEYOpH, KYJBTYPHO-OCBiTHIi T'YpTKH, KYPCH ¥ IIKOJH—sK TJIaTHi, TakK 1
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G6es3nnathi. IcHye T/oBapucT/Bo “IIpocBiTa” fAK IOpPHAMYHA IIPaBOBA
rpoMajicbKa OpraHizaili 3a CTaTyTOM, 3aTBEPAKEHHM HiMeIBKOIO BJIAN0I0,
Mae CBOIO IIEYaTh i IITaMIL

2. YJIEHCTBO B “ITPOCBITI”

2. T/oBapucr/o “IIpocBiTa” CKJIAAETHCS 3 TOYECHUX i AIHOBUX YJICHIB.

3. Ynenom “TIpocBiTH” MOXKe OyTH KOXKEH yKpaiHeub BikoM Bif 18 pokis, B
SIKOMY He BOauaeThcsl OyAb-SIKHX AHTHHIMELBKHX Y4 aHTHYKPaiHChKHMX
Tenaenuii. [Ipuiiom y usenn t/oBapuct/Ba nposaautscs Paporo “TIpocsiTu”
no pekoMeHpaanii 2-x paicHux usieHiB T/oBapucT/Ba i1 3aTBepAXKYETHCH
3araJIbHUMH 300pamu.

4. 3a 0co6JIMBO BUAATHI 3aCJIyrH, MOXKEPTBH i iHII [ii HA KOPHUCTh
Yxpainchkoi HalioHaJIbHOI KYJAbTYpH, MeBHa ocoba Moxe OGyTH BBeleHa
3araJIsHUMH 360pamu B nodecHi 4iiean T/oBapuct/Ba “IlpocsiTa”.

5. Ynenu “ITpocBiTi” MIOMiCSIIA BHOCSATDH NPOCBITAHCHKI YJIEHCHK1 BHECKH
B CyMi, BU3HAUEHi 3arajibHUMU 300paMH.

6. Buxmovennds 3 ckiany uwieHiB “TIpocBiTH” BiiOYBa€ThCS 3a BJIACHHM
Ga’KaHHAM 3TiJHO 3 MHCHMOBOKO 3as1BOI0 aG0 33 YXBAJIOIO 3arajlbHUX 3060piB
T/oBapuCT/Ba, a TAKOXK 32 CMepTIO UiieHa T/oBapuct/Ba.

3. KEPIBHI OPT’AHU “[TIPOCBITH”

A. 3AT'AJIBHI 360PU

7. 3arassHi 360pu “IIpocBiTi” € BUILIA Kepyiova iHCTUTYIIisA T/oBapHCT/Ba,
10 KOMIIETEHII] KOl HAJIEXKHUTD:
1. 3aTBepaiKeHHst 1 3MiHH CTATYTY.
2. O6panns Pangu “TIpocBiTi™.
3. 3aTBepnKeHHs i BUKOUeHHs 4neHiB “IIpocBiTu”.
4. Posruisap 1 3aTBepAXxeHHs nuiaHy po6otu Pagu “TIpocsiTu™, ii 3BiTiB,
KOILITOPHCIB 1 iH/me/.

8. Heprosi 3aransHi 360pH “TIpocBiTH” CKJMKAIOTHCA pa3 Ha YBEPTh POKY
Paporo “IIpocsiTu” Ge3nocepeaHbo abo 3a BUMOrolo iHiniaTueHoi rpymu 3 1/3
yneniB “IpoceiTi”. MoxyTs GyTH CK/IMKaHI mo3aueprosi 36opu T/oBapuct/-
Ba B Gy/ib-sIKHii iHIIMI TEPMiH, I{IM IIYHKTOM He nepezbayeHi.

9. 360pH BBaXKAIOTHCA TPABOMOYHHMH IPHU HASABHOCTI 1/2 vMciia 4ieHiB
T/oBapuct/Ba. SIKIO mpu3HaueHi 360pu He BIOOYAYTHCH, TO CKJIMKaHi He
paHill AKX depe3 3 AHI NOBTOPHiI 360pH BBa’KAIOTHCS MPaBOMOYHHUMH MpH
BCSIKIf KiJIBKOCTI MpUCYTHIX wieHiB T/oBapuct/Ba.

10. 3arasibHi 360pd € BIIKPUTUMH AJ1s BCix dieHiB “TIpoceiTh”, Kepye
36opamMu oOpaHa B KOXHOMY OKPEMOMY BUMNAaAKy npesupis. IlutanHas
BUPIILYIOTHCS MPSIMUM BiIKPUTHM TOJIOCYBAHHSAM IPH 3BUYANHIN GiNBIIOCTI
T'OJIOCIB.
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B. PAIA “TTPOCBITH”

11. B nepiog mix 3araspHumu 36opamu T/oapuct/Ba kepye Pana
“ITpocBiTi”, siKa pernpe3eHTye “IIpocBiTY” B MEPKABHHUX i POMaICBKHX
yCTaHOBAX, a TAKOX rieper yciMa odilliiHUMH ypsiIOBUMHA 0CcOGaMHL.

12. o dyunanii Pagu “TIpociTi” HaneXKUTh:

1/. TIpoBe/ieHHs B XXUTTS BCiX MipOIPHEMCTB, YXBAJIEHHX 3arajlbHUMHA
300paMu.

2/. Po3raisip ciipas npo BeTyn i BUOYTTS wieHiB “IIpocsiTu”.

3/. OcbopmiieHHS IOPUIUUHHX AKTiB, JOTOBOPIB i iH/ime/ 3rigno 3 . 11
1ILOT'O PO3ALIY.

4/. KoHTpoOJIb 32 11/i/sinpHicTIO YiieHiB “TIpocBiTi”, okpeMux ii ceknii i
TypTKiB.

5/. Bepenus rpomosux crpas T/oBapuct/a.

IMPUMITKA: o wopunuunoro odopmnenas T/oBapuct/Ba
¢ynknii Paau BukOHye iHiLiaTHBHA rpyma, sika oG OpMJIsiE
ctatyT T/oBapuct/Ba, npuiiMae B unenn “IIpocBiTu”, ckianae
nepuui 3arajibHi 36opu. 3 obpanHaM Pagu iHiniaTuBHa rpyna
BBA2KAETHC S JIKBiZJOBAHOIO.

13. Pama “IIpocmiTu” cKnagaeTbcsa 3 5 4ieHiB i 2 KaHAMAATIB, sKi
0o6uparoThCA TepMiHOM Ha pik 3aransHumu 36opamu Gisbinoctu 2/3 roJsiocis
3aKPHUTHM T'OJIOCYBaHHAM iHAuBiAyanbHO. Pama “TIpoceiTi” o6upae 3 cBoro
CcKJ1agy roJioBy, HOro 3aCTyIHHKA i cEKpeTaps.

14..T'osioBa Pagu “TIpocBiTH” Kepye BciMa cripaBamu T/oBapuct/Ba. Bin
penpesenTye pany “IIpocBiTu” nepen odinifiHuMu ycTaHOBaMH 1 ypAZOBIUMH
ocobamu.

B ioro BunauHi nepeGypac nedatk T/opapuct/pa. Bin imeni Paau rososa
miamucye Bei oiliiiHi JOKyMeHTH, akTH i T/ake/ i/Hiue/.

3actynHuK rososu Pagu “TIpocsitv” 3 mopyveHHst a6o 3a BiACYTHICTIO
T0J10BM BUKOHYE Horo dynknii. Yiomy Takox Moxe GyTH mopyueHo NocTilHe
BelIeHHsI OYb-SKO1 rajty3i NpOCBITAHCBKOI poOOTH.

Cekperap Pagu “TIpocBiTH” Beme KHHUTY oOutiky usieniB T/oBapucTt/Ba,
npoToKkoasHy KHUry Pamm “TIpocBiTH”, a TaKoX IMPOBOANTH HOTOYHE
JIICTYBaHHS B ycix cmpasax T/oBapuct/Ba. PazoM 3 rosiosowo Pagu um ioro
3aCTYNHHKOM CeKpeTap roTye MaTepisi/id Ha 3acigaHHs Paau, a Takox Ha
PO3IJISA/ i 3aTBEPAKEHHS 3arajIbHUX 300piB.

15. Ins npoaykTHBHOCTI poboTH i B Mipy noTpe6u “IlpocsiTa” opraHisye 3
YHCJIA CBOIX UWJIEHIB CEKIlii: MOBHO-JITEPATYPHY 3 MJICEKI[isIMH HiMELBKOI i
YKpaiHCBKOI MOBM i JIiTepaTypu, CIIOPTUBHO-(I3KYJIbTYpHY, MY3HYHO-
OpaMaTH4Hy, XOPOBY, IOHAIBKY, JONOMOTHY 1IKOJI 1 in/mii/. Kepisnuku cexnii
npuzHavaroTecs Paporo T/oBapucT/Ba i 3a cBOIO pobOTY BiAIIOBIAAIOTH Iepen
Paporo i 3aranbaumu 36opamu.
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4. KOIITH “TIPOCBITH”

16. T/osapuct/Bo “IIpocBiTa” Mae B CBOEMY PO3HOPAAKEHHI KOHITH SKi
CKJIaIal0TECA:
1. 3 4JIEHCBKUX BHECKIB.
2. TIpubyTKiB Biff JIeK1L1iii, BACTAB KOHIIEPTIB, BEYOPiB TOILO, 2 TAKOX 3
TIOKEPTB OKPEMHX 0cif, yCTaHOB, OpraHi3aliii.

I'pomoBi cymm 36epiraloTbcs B GaHKY Ha OKpPEMOMY pPaxyHKy #
nepebyBaioTh B posnopsanxenni Pagu “TIpocBiTH”, siIKa 3BiTyeThCs 3a iX
BUTpaTy Iiepen 3arajJbHUMH 360paMu. 3 HasgBHUX I'DOLIOBHX CYM i
noctynadux 20% cTaHOBUTH HeJOTOpPKaHHM (pOHA, peliTa—e MOTOYHI
0co60Bi 3acO0H.

5. PEBI3IITHA KOMICIA

17. Onsa 3piiCHEHHS KOHTPOJIIO 32 AisyIbHOCTIO WwieHiB Pagu “IIpocBiti”
Ta OKpeMHX KepiBHHKiB cekuiii mpu “IIpocsiti” icHye pesiziliHa KoMicis,
obpana B cKJ1aai 3 4sieHiB 3arajpaumMu 36opamu “TIpociTu”. 3a cBolo poGoTy
peBisiiiHa KOMICis 3BiTaeThCA Mepes 3araapbaumMu 36opamu “TIpocsiTa”.

18. T/osapuct/so “IIpocBiTa” MOXKE NPUNMHUTH CBOE iCHYBaHHS 3a
PO3HOPAAXKEHHAM BilTOBIIHOIO [Eep:KaBHOro opraHy a6o 3a MOCTAaHOBOKO
3araJibHMX 360piB O1/IBIICTIO 4/5 roJiocis.

IIpu npomy 3 usieHis “TIpocBiTH” yTBOpIOETHCS JIiKBifaliliHa KOMicis.
I'porosi 3aco6u it MaiiHO, [I€4aTh, ITAMITH [IEPEfArOTECA M0 AKTy Tif 0cobi
Yy oprasizaiii, SKi#i JOPYYMTH Cy[, BIATOBiAHAa YpsAIOBa YCTaHOBa, aGo
3araJjibHi 3060pH.

PenakTop razetu “Hose 2Kutta” BepHalbkmii

Apxie Ynpaeainus CBY no Jlyeancokiilt 06a—ITpocbelini doxymenmu.
Bopowuaoezpadcvka micbka ynpaea. Biddia

“Ipoceima” —Apxk. 27-29.

Opuszinan. Aemopusoeanuii MGuUHONUC.



Ukraine and Russia in the 1930s

HIROAKI KUROMIYA

After 1917 Ukraine became for Moscow the most significant non-Russian
republic among the lands of the former Russian Empire. Its importance was
dictated not only by its geographic size and large population, but also by its rich
natural resources (agriculture, mineral deposits). Moreover, its location was of
strategic significance: it bordered on the countries which Moscow regarded as
advanced posts for aggression by Western capitalist countries. The history of
Ukraine also haunted Moscow. Once relieved of Moscow’s tutelage in 1917,
Ukraine had immediately become unruly. The revolution and the civil war in
Ukraine were hardly comforting: the borderland had to be subdued by force.
From Moscow’s point of view, Ukraine, a strategic republic, had to become its
most important ally, yet Ukraine was potentially Russia’s most unwilling
partner. The history of Ukrainian-Russian relations in the 1930s illuminates
this dilemma and presents a complex picture. Recent findings from archives
have resolved many questions, but have raised many more.

One of the most important events in the history of Ukraine in the 1930s was
the famine of 1932-1933. Many historians consider the famine a man-made
disaster, a genocide premeditated by Moscow to root out the danger of Ukrai-
nian nationalism. Moscow suspected the Ukrainian peasantry of providing the
social basis for Ukrainian nationalism, and wished to punish them, thereby
eliminating the very root of Ukrainian separatism.! According to one Western
historian, “Against them [Ukrainians] the famine seems to have been designed
as part of a campaign to destroy them as a political factor and as a social
organism.”? Other historians see the famine as a result of drought and mistaken
agricultural policy, aggravated by Moscow’s enmity toward the petit-bourgeois
peasantry in general.> Available evidence supports neither view conclusively.
However, my research suggests that ethnic issues did play a central role in
Russian-Ukrainian relations in this critical decade.

The famine struck not only Ukraine but Russia, Kazakhstan, and other areas
of the country as well. It is arguable whether Ukraine was hardest hit by the
famine (Kazakhstan lost many more lives proportionally than did Ukraine)*,
but there is no doubt that the famine deprived Ukraine of millions of lives. The
collective farms, created by the brutal collectivization and dekulakization drive
to secure state procurement of agricultural produce, particularly grain, had not
been living up to the expectations of the party leaders. The fortuitous bumper
crop of 1930 was followed by poor harvests in subsequent years. 1932 and
1933 were hungry years everywhere. Moscow directed its brutal attack not
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only against the individual farms (“remnants of capitalism”) but also against
the collective farms. The Kuban' and Ukraine, the bread basket of the country,
bore the brunt of this fierce attack.

Moscow knew what it was doing: it mercilessly took grain from the peas-
antry. Grain production in the country had declined from 76 million tons in
1930 to 61.8 and 61.1 million tons in 1931 and 1932, respectively, but state
procurements increased from 28.2 percent of grain production in 1930 to 32.8
percent in 1931 and were projected to rise to 40-50 percent in 1932. To make
matters worse, Moscow continued to export grain in 1931-1932. In the summer
of 1932, Molotov returned from Ukraine and reported to the party Politburo
that “We are indeed faced with the spectre of famine, and in rich grain districts
to boot.”’ Clearly, Stalin was not daunted by this spectre of famine,

When famine forced Ukrainians to seek food in the north (Russia and
Belarus’), Moscow ordered in January 1933 that the exodus be halted, claiming
that it was “organized by the enemies of the Soviet government, SRs and Polish
agents, to agitate, ‘through peasants,’ in the northern areas of the Soviet Union
against the collective farms and the Soviet government.” The OGPU was
mobilized to stem the exodus.® By the beginning of March 1933, 219,460
people had been detained; of them, 186,588 were returned home, and the
remainder were put on trial.”

Some historians have referred to this border closure as the most devastating
evidence of Moscow’s anti-Ukrainian genocide. Yet other historians maintain
that similar measures were taken elsewhere outside Ukraine to shield the cities
from hunger. Moreover, it is not known exactly what kinds of borders were
closed. The Russian-Ukrainian administrative borders did not clearly match the
ethnic borders: on both sides of the borders Ukrainians and Russians lived
intermixed. It is not known whether the Ukrainian villages just north of the
border fared better than the Russian villages just south of the border; nor is it
known whether the border guards scrutinized the ethnicity of the border cross-
ers.

Some evidence, now published, shows that depopulated Ukrainian villages
were then repopulated by people brought in from Russia and Belarus'? Yet
archival data show that Ukrainian and Kuban' villages devastated by the famine
were repopulated not only by Russians and Belarusians but also by Ukrainians,
and that the Soviet authorities showed little interest in the ethnicity of the
resettlers.’

Data are contradictory, but clearly the Ukrainian peasants were victimized
by Moscow: Ukraine suffered more than Russia.!® Moreover, the fact that
Moscow ferociously attacked the Kuban, an area which retained close ethnic,
historical, and cultural ties with Ukraine, also suggests that Ukrainians were
targeted. One still cannot prove, however, that Ukraine and the Ukrainians
were singled out for terror. The non-Cossack Ukrainians in the Kuban' were
not subjected to the same fate as the Cossacks. The terror in the Kuban’ may be
attributed at least in part to Moscow’s suspicion of the Cossack heritage of the
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Kuban'. Although Stalin dealt harshly with other grain-producing areas, caus-
ing serious famine there, the terror directed against Ukraine and the Kuban’
seems to have been more extensive and more fierce, with the notable exception
of Kazakhstan.!! In some cases of neighboring villages, one village would
hardly suffer from famine, while its neighbor would be almost wiped out, but it
is not known whether the Russian villages in Ukraine were deliberately spared
famine and the Ukrainian villages deliberately targeted.

The intensity of the famine may have been due at least in part to the
existence of numerous prosperous peasants in Ukraine and the North Caucasus.
In fact, the ethnically Greek and German villages in Ukraine, which tended to
be more prosperous than Russian or Ukrainian villages, may have suffered
more than the Ukrainian villages.'> As was the case with Ukrainian villages,
these villages, also depopulated, were said to have then been resettled by
Russians. The diaspora nationalities stood even below the Ukrainians in the
ethnic hierarchy in Ukraine: in Greek villages, for example, the Russian lan-
guage became the tool of outright rule by Russians, while the Ukrainian
language was used to transmit orders from Ukrainians to Greeks. As a result of
the ethnic hierarchy, by the mid-1930s the ethnic situation in the Donbas was
said to have become “explosive.”!3

All the same, there are reasons (such as those cited earlier) why one is
tempted to believe that the Ukrainians were targeted for terror. At least to the
extent that Moscow suspected the Ukrainians, particularly Ukrainian peasants,
of harboring nationalist sentiments, and the prosperous peasants, particularly
the Ukrainian peasants, of concealing inclinations toward capitalist restoration,
Moscow must have been disposed to terrorize the Ukrainians rather than the
Russians: whereas Ukrainians were potentially suspect simply for being Ukrai-
nians, Russians were not politically suspect for being Russian. Again, despite
newly available data, evidence showing that the 1932-1933 famine was a
premeditated assault directed against Ukraine and the Ukrainians is inconclu-
sive. To judge the intention by the consequence, as some historians of the
famine have done, is dangerous logic. For example, “Why did it happen? We
can only judge the tree by its fruit.”'* Much more research is needed.

This does not mean, however, that national factors did not matter in
Moscow’s treatment of Ukraine. As many studies of the famine emphasize, the
contrary was the case. The famine crisis was also a political crisis which
challenged Stalin’s leadership: his collectivization drive did not prove the
viability of the new agricultural order; his industrialization drive, benefiting
little from the collectivization of agriculture, squeezed the nation to the limit.
The 1932 challenge posed by the former Stalin supporter Martem’ian Nikitich
Riutin is famous,!® but his was far from an isolated case: a number of similar
challenges to Stalin’s leadership surfaced in the country at that time.!® One
ought not take these cases at face value, however, because the GPU was out to
get enemies and often fabricated crimes. Yet Stalin was politically right in
suspecting that discontent was mounting in the country at that time, and, as the
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dictator, he duly made a move to eliminate opposition and deal preemptively
with any possible challenge to his power. As was the case in previous crises
(the civil war, the end of NEP), national groups became politically suspect
almost by default because of their supposed separatism or nationalism.!”

Moscow hit Ukraine hard. As Hryhorii Kostiuk wrote more than three
decades ago, using published sources, and as Iurii Shapoval has recently shown
based on archival material, in Ukraine in 1932-1934 at least six or seven major
“counterrevolutionary” organizations were liquidated by the Soviet secret po-
lice: the Ukrainian National Center, allegedly headed by Mykhailo
Hrushevskyi, the prominent historian and the former president of the Ukrainian
Central Rada; the Union of the Kuban' and Ukraine; the All-Ukrainian SR
Center (Organization of the Ukrainian SRs); the Counter-Revolutionary Sabo-
tage Organization; the Ukrainian Military Organization; the Polish Military
Organization; and the All-Ukrainian Borotbist Center.!® More were to follow
after Sergei Kirov’s murder in December 1934. As has often been said, the
Great Terror began in 1933 in Ukraine.

As the news of famine reached the West, Ukrainian groups in the West and
in Poland became vocal about the plight of their country. Moscow was con-
cerned about their activity and its impact on Soviet Ukraine: in response to the
famine crisis the Ukrainian groups might unite around the cause of nationalism.
The Ukrainian Communist party leader Stanislav Kosior contended in Novem-
ber 1933 that nine out of ten “counterrevolutionary” organizations in Ukraine
had adopted the slogans of Ukrainian nationalism.!” The internal crisis was
complicated by external factors, particularly the 1933 accession to power of
Hitler in Germany. Moscow contended that this event encouraged and strength-
ened the anti-Soviet front of émigré organizations.?® The police hunted for
nationalist suspects even among rank-and-file workers. Moreover, those Ukrai-
nians who were born or lived in the western border areas became politically
suspect simply by that fact alone.?! Many Western Ukrainian Communists who
had emigrated to the Soviet Union were arrested as enemies.?

Important changes in Moscow’s nationality policy coincided with the fam-
ine crisis. This was, however, more than a mere coincidence. Stalin allowed for
no possibility of organized resistance at a time of grave crisis. His attack on
korenizatsiia (indigenization, or, in the Ukrainian context, Ukrainianization) is
a good example. In December 1932, quite abruptly, Moscow decided to reverse
at least some aspects of korenizatsiia. On 14 December Molotov and Stalin
declared that in the Northern Caucasus (the Kuban' area) the enemies of the
Soviet government had used Ukrainianization as a legal form by which to
organize resistance to Soviet government policies. The Kuban' area was or-
dered to conduct government business, publication, and teaching in the Russian
language.”® The following day Stalin dispatched a telegram in which he or-
dered a halt to Ukrainianization in those areas in the Russian Republic, Central
Asia, and Kazakhstan where Ukrainianization had been promoted previously.
He quoted the same reason for this move as for that in the Kuban”
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Ukrainianization could only play into the hands of “bourgeois-nationalist ele-
ments who had been expelled from Ukraine as wrecking elements.”?*

In the Ukrainian SSR, this political reversal was not complete. The tension
between Ukrainianization as a tool to disarm nationalism and as a weapon to be
used by nationalists to promote separatism had always been evident, but at this
stage Moscow still believed that korenizatsiia could serve its purposes.? This
did not mean that the attack on Ukrainianization in Ukraine was benign. It was
indeed violent. Not only were “bigwigs” terrorized, but many teachers in the
Ukrainian schools were fired and arrested as “enemies.” In 1933, as many as
ten percent of them were said to belong to the enemy camp.?® The attack
against Ukrainianization inevitably meant an attack against the “national Com-
munists” who had promoted Ukrainianization.”” Already at this time, tried and
tested Communists came to be branded not merely as “nationalists” but also as
“Trotskyites and Fascists,” with Moscow making little distinction among
them.?®

As these cases suggest, the famine crisis marked the transition of enemy
construction from the class enemy to the class-neutral enemy of the people.”
The Great Terror was neither class-based terror nor solely ethnic terror, but
clearly it contained elements of ethnic terror. From the famine years onward,
numerous “Fascist cells” in German villages were uncovered and eliminated by
the secret police. Likewise, from 1934 onward, many “Fascist German spy
rings” were intercepted in the industrial Donbas. Then the Kirov murder in
December 1934 seems to have triggered an explicit assault on Germans and
Poles in Ukraine, particularly in the western border zones.*® This was soon
followed by more extensive deportations of Poles and Germans.*! In 1937 the
Chinese in Kyiv disappeared, clearly a wholesale deportation, just as the Kore-
ans and Chinese were deported from the Far East.32 In 1937 and 1938 Moscow
specifically instituted terror against the Germans, Poles, Greeks, Latvians,
Macedonians, Estonians, Finns, Iranians, and other ethnic minorities in
Ukraine and elsewhere: because of their ethnic origins and alleged foreign’
connections, they appeared to Moscow as potential fifth columns.?® (In The
Donbas, the party chief said explicitly that the Donbas ought to get rid of the
Germans: “We don’t need them.”?*) One German collective farm near
Khartsyzk, Donetsk Oblast, lost all its men: they all were said to be “en-
emies.”> In 19371938, according to these orders, at least 3,029 Poles, 3,608
Germans, and 3,470 Greeks were shot in the Donbas (Donetsk Oblast) alone.*

The Ukrainians were terrorized almost equally harshly.?” However, there is
no conclusive evidence that they were terrorized more than the Russians. No
comprehensive data are available. My research suggests that the number of
death sentences passed in the Ukrainian republic in 1937-1938, 122,237, was
approximately 17.8 percent of those passed in the country as a whole
(681,692).38 This corresponds roughly to the proportion (17.7 percent) of the
population of the Ukrainian republic to that of the Soviet Union as a whole.® It
is not known whether in Ukraine and elsewhere disproportionately more
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Ukrainians were repressed than Russians. The available data are probably
incomplete, although how incomplete is not known. One could hypothesize
that the Ukrainians were more vulnerable to terror because of their nationality,
but that because Russians stood at the top of the hierarchy in Ukraine, they
were at least as vulnerable to repression in Ukraine as Ukrainians. Another
possibility is that the data have been systematically altered to hide Moscow’s
deliberate terror against Ukraine. How probable this version is also is not
known.

Nor do available data on the Gulag population in 1937-1940 conclusively
show that the Ukrainians were targeted for terror. In 1937 the Ukrainians
accounted for 16.85 percent of the camp population, roughly the same as their
proportion to the population in the USSR as a whole, 16.33 percent.*’ Again,
these data may be far from complete. One could also put forth the hypothesis
that Moscow believed that the dekulakization drive and the famine had largely
eliminated the immediate threat of Ukrainian nationalism. Hence, one might
infer, the Great Terror appeared to be only as intense in Ukraine as in the Soviet
Union as a whole. That is not to say that certain areas in Ukraine were not hit
particularly hard by the terror: witness the devastation in the Donbas with its
large industrial centers.*! Clearly, much more research is needed in this respect
as well.

It is possible that Stalin entertained the temptation to deport many Ukraini-
ans, if not all Ukrainians, from Ukraine. Before World War II Stalin did deport
certain ethnic groups both in and outside Ukraine. During the war, Germans
were deported wholesale as an enemy nation from Ukraine and from the Volga
areas, while smaller nationalities were subjected to the same fate during and
after the war.*? It is not known whether Moscow had conclusive evidence that
these nationalities were much less loyal to the Soviet government than Rus-
sians. Nor is there conclusive evidence that, save for the newly annexed West-
ern Ukraine, which had never been part of the Russian Empire or the Soviet
Union, Ukrainians proved substantially less loyal than Russians. All the same,
Moscow knew well that the Ukrainians, as was true of other nationalities and
not true of the Russians, had a third political option: neither pro-Russian nor
pro-German, but a pro-Ukrainian political orientation. During the war, this
option provided a political alternative even in such highly Russified areas as
the Donbas.*3

* %

*

There was no administrative-territorial unit called Ukraine under the Tsarist
regime. After the October revolution, the Soviet government in Moscow would
not tolerate the independence of Ukraine and crushed the Ukrainian revolution.
Moscow then recreated Ukraine as a legitimate, Soviet republic of an op-
pressed nation. In his recent provocative essay Yuri Slezkine has argued that
Moscow’s policy toward formerly oppressed nations in the country, at least
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those “groups which had already [by the 1930s] had their own republics and
their own extensive bureaucracies,” had been surprisingly consistent in pro-
moting their “nationalism” (particularism). (By the end of the war Stalin real-
ized the dream of Ukrainian nationalists, the unification of Ukrainian territory,
if not in the form they had envisioned.) In fact, it is into these national republics
that the Soviet Union collapsed in 1991, finally realizing the rhetoric of Soviet
policy—self-determination.*

The Ukrainian experience of the 1930s may warrant some revision of
Slezkine’s thesis. The ideal Ukraine for Moscow was a loyal, junior partner.
There had always been a danger of the junior partner rebelling against its senior
partner. Moscow feared the danger and used both threat and patronage. Mos-
cow was tempted to bully and terrorize Ukraine at the slightest sign or possibil-
ity of disloyalty. It cannot be proved conclusively whether or not in the 1930s,
Moscow deliberately used fratricidal genocides to subjugate Ukraine. What-
ever the rhetoric or the substance of its seemingly consistent policy toward
nationalities, political terror was an option the Soviet government willingly
used against non-Russian nationalities from the very beginning of its rule.
(Ironically, it can be said that by using such terror Moscow promoted ethnic
particularism.)

Whatever the intention of Moscow’s policy toward the national republics,
Ukraine, like Russia, was not a nation-state but a multi-national state. Unlike
Russia, however, Ukraine had had no imperial traditions and had fewer diffi-
culties in developing its ethnonational identity.*> The ethnic terror against some
non-Ukrainian nationalities in the 1930s and 1940s and the Holocaust during
the war contributed, to an extent, to the ethnic “purification” of the Ukrainian
republic. The post-war years, however, witnessed no substantial
Ukrainianization of the population in the republic. Ukrainians accounted for
78.2 percent of the republic’s population in 1937, but their proportion declined
to 76.8 percent in 1959 and to 72.7 percent in 1989. Mainly at the cost of other
minorities, the Russian population increased from 11.3 percent in 1937 to 16.9
percent in 1959 and to 22.2 percent in 1989.46 This change was at least in part
due to a conscious Russification policy pursued by Moscow. In any case, it is
this multi-national state that declared independence in 1991.

Indiana University
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The Spiritual Circle in the Secret of Secrets and the
Poem on the Soul'

MOSHE TAUBE

In 1978, William F. Ryan, the scholar who has most extensively studied the
Slavic version of the Secret of Secrets (Tatinas Ta#ubix, hereafter 77), noticed
(1978, 252) the following difference between the Slavic text published by
Speranskij and the Hebrew version published by Gaster:

[C. Justice. G(aster). 38, 39; Sp(eranskij). 152-54, I}

TT is similar to G. but in the section called by Steele ‘The Circle of the
Sphere’ TT has: ‘And therefore I wish to draw for you rwo circles [my italics.
WEFR], one worldly and one spiritual.” TT does not in fact contain any diagrams
at all and the text is much abbreviated.

This brief notice about “The Circle of the Sphere” refers to section 39 of
the Hebrew version of the Secretum Secretorum, (Gaster 1908, with Hebrew
text on p. x and his English translation on p. 20):

And I will give thee here the wisdom of Divine philosophy in the shape of a
picture divided into eight sections, and that will tell thee all the objects of the
world, and all that refers to the governance of the world, and all their degrees
and qualities. And how each degree obtains its share of right. And I have
divided this circle in such a manner that each section represents one degree,
and with whichever section thou beginnest thou wilt find all that is most
precious within the circle of the wheel. And because the thoughts stand in
this world opposite to one another, one above and the other below, have I
arranged it to begin in accordance with the order of the world. And this
likeness is the most important portion of this book and the very purport of
thy request. And if in reply to thy demand I had not sent thee but this picture,
it would have sufficed thee. Therefore, study it very carefully and take heed
of it, and thou wilt find therein all that thou desirest, thou wilt obtain all thy
wishes. And all that I have taught thee at length is contained here, like in a
brief summary.

The Hebrew mss. have here a circle divided into eight sections with the
following cyclical maxim (Gaster 1908, Hebrew text p. 2 and English
translation p. 20; see pp. 35657 below for illustrative examples of the circles
in Hebrew, Arabic, and English):

Harvard Ukrainian Studies 18(3/4) December 1994: 342-55.
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1. The world is a garden
hedged in by sovereignty.

2. Sovereignty is lordship
exalted by law.

3. Law is guidance
governing the king ?

4. The king is a shepherd
mustering the army.’

5. The army are dragons®
fed by money.

6. Money is food
gathered by the people.

7. The people are servants
subjected to justice.

8. Justice is happiness®
and the establishment of the world.

The same section, ending with the circle in eight parts, is found also in the
Arabic original (See Badawi 1954, 126ff).” But in Slavic’ we have something
quite different:

a IpoToXKe” XOuKo TH HammcaTy Apa kpxru.’ emuns cpbexiu' a apovrmu'!
IXOBHBIA. a MowHoy TH cBb ckin c'Bhro™ ' a nXoB'HbM Alier. 4 KA~ apm’
® B uMaTs™* OCMH uacTen. a MMU To6E 3aB53810 B'CH BHLIXOMBI IOCTATHA
. a 68r*'° it Hamuca™ Ton’k0'® mBa e K*povru. mockrTs'® ecu MBI Ha
10", 3ar' e HEBO3MO™HO LPio H3BbeTH CpbThCkaa.2! He HIBHFP aZoBHAA.
HO 1> GeCEI00 MP0I0. 2 6€3 TOrO He IOMOXKETH! €M3 HU ILTaHETa™ €ro. a
B'CE YW'TO MOMHHAHO BO K'HHU3€ CEM M3'0JI'TA 3aBE3XETCA BO K'paTr’lie BO
K$p83e™S cir*?’ amumb.

And therefore 1 wish to draw for thee two circles, one worldly and one
spiritual. And I will start for thee the worldly by “world” and the spiritual by
“soul.” And each one of them contains eight parts. And by means of these
[circles] T will draw together for thee the entirety of their purport. And had I
drawn for thee but these two circles, thou wouldt have had enough of it. For
it is impossible for a king to understand worldly matters without understanding
the spiritual ones, except through learned conversation, and without that not
even his star will help him. And everything which I describe extensively in
this book is summarized in concise manner in these circles. Amen.

The two promised circles, as Ryan (1978, 252) observes, are missing from the
Slavic 7T.*
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Two questions are raised by this. First, whence did the second circle come?
Second, where did both circles go? Were they simply deleted from 77 or were
they copied and recollated under another title, or even under different titles?
At this stage we have a reasonable hypothesis concerning the first question,
and a solid but only partial answer concerning the second.

In a previous paper (Taube 1995) I presented my interpretation of the
controversial “Poem on the Soul” in the Laodicean Epistle, where I sided with
Fine, Kdmpfer and Maier on the question of the provenance of the “Poem,”
which I, like them, assumed to be Jewish. I departed from the traditional view
of the “Poem” in my interpretation of some lines, and in maintaining that the
corruption by Muscovite scribes of the Ruthenian “Ilyma camocTs BsiacTHa™
to “Iyma camoBsiacTHA” is to be linked with a similar corruption of “camocTs
nyxosHas” to “camoBJsiacTh AyxoBHaa  in the T7. However, I did not have a
clear picture of the nature of this link. At the time, I failed to notice the
significance of Ryan’s 1978 observation about two circles in the Slavic 7T as
against a single circle in Hebrew, though I noticed, as did Ryan (1978, 244),
“certain similarities of terminology and sentiment with the Laodikiyskoye
poslaniye of Fyodor Kuritsyn.” I can console myself only with the fact that
neither Ryan himself (1968, 654n3), who considered the two circles instead of
one “the result of a mistranslation”, nor the scholars who cited his 1978 paper
(particularly Bulanin, who re-edited Speranskij’s text in 1984), realized the
importance of this passage.

As for the first question, concerning the provenance of the extra circle
promised by the Slavic 77, we assume with Ryan, for this addition as well as
for other additions in77, that “the extreme topicality of these minor interpolations
for the political and cultural scene in Muscovy and the Grand Duchy of
Lithuania in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries tempt one to suggest that
they are the work of the translator” (1978, 258). This may mean either that the
translator into Slavic had an extra Hebrew circle, or that he himself composed
the extra circle. This assumption requires further corroboration by a more
detailed analysis of the interpolations and of the deviations from the Hebrew
text found in 77. Such analysis, which should take into consideration Ryan’s
impression “that the Secreta was translated with political [and probably, we
may add, religious—M.T.] aims in mind” (1978, 258), is beyond the scope of
the present research note.

As for the second question, concerning the whereabouts in the Slavic tradition
of the vanished two circles, we should ask ourselves whether we know of two
cyclical maxims in eight parts, one about the world, beginning with cebT® or
xkutre, and the other about the soul, beginning with ndma. We have not yet
found a Slavic version of the maxim about the world, but a maxim about the
soul has been staring us in the face all the time and we did not realize it. It is
obviously the “Poem on the Soul” found in the Laodicean Epistle. We maintain,
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then, that the “Muscovite” “Poem on the Soul” traditionally attributed to
Fedor Kuricyn was originally part of the Ruthenian version of the Secret of
Secrets.

We assume that the Spiritual Circle in 77 was put into the Slavic translation
by the Jew who translated the Secretum from Hebrew into Slavic. Contrary to
what Lur'e (e.g. 1984, 160) and others have claimed, the “Poem on the Soul”
is not a Russian translation, but a Ruthenian one, of Jewish origin. It was
subsequently appropriated and used in Muscovy (see Klibanov 1960, 333-50,
Lur'e 1960, 174ff) in intellectual and theological controversies, with particular
prominence given to its opening line about the “sovereignty of the soul”—a
concept which did not figure in the original wording of the Ruthenian text, but
emerged in Muscovy as a resuit of the text having been corrupted by Muscovite
copyists unfamiliar with Ruthenian.

We further assume that the circles, presented as the core of Aristotle’s
wisdom in matters of governance, were excised from the 7T by an early
reader, who followed the explicit advice in the 7T to keep these secret treasures
of political wisdom out of reach of unworthy eyes (Speranskij 1908, 138):

HO BO MCTHH'HS 3HAMEHABAXO™® TAMHBI PA¥BEP'3€HE H MeuaTThu mpuTaaMu’
[abel He Oynaja’l KHHTa HIfa CiA B DXKS HENOCTOMHHIXB. /1a BHEr"a
H3BENAIOTEL TO, WTO U 6F'b HE COYAMID BHIATH. HO 6B TO A PasOPHITL
3aBETE’> TOro XT0™ MHE ToE OKpHI™.> a TaKO™ TA 3ar’pucaran,” u 1Ko o
MeHe 3ampucAramd. ® cito phib. a XTO OyBENa®b Cilo BEWID Taunso.*
@KPHIETH HEMOCTOMHBIM. OYLIETIEHE | €CTh CETO CBETA. H (HOTO™ I cua™

oyxosart” Ha® & cero amu®,

But in truth we have hinted at the secrets scattered and sealed (in this book)
by means of allegories, lest this book of ours should fall into unworthy
hands. And if they were to learn that which God has not judged them worthy
of learning, I would have broken the covenant with regard to Him who
revealed this to me. I too, therefore, swear you (into secrecy) just as I was
sworn about this thing. And whoever, having learned this secret matter,
discloses it to unworthy people, will be cut off this as well as of the other
world, may the Lord of Hosts guard us from him (or: this), Amen.

This reader may well have been Fedor himself, who preferred to reserve
the Worldly Circle for the benefit of his master and protector Ivan III, whereas
the Spiritual Circle, which is our “Poem on the Soul” in eight parts, he preserved
in encrypted form (see for example ms. GIM Muz. 2251, facsimile in AFED
259, where the poem is written in a basically consonantal script, with occasional
vowels put in). If we take at face value the signature found in the “paschal”
and “grammatical” types (AFED 257-65) identifying Fedor Kuricyn as the
translator of the “Laodicean Epistle,” then we will have to assume (in accordance
with similar propositions made by R. Stichel 1991 and C. de Michelis 1993a,
1993b, and 1995) that the term “Laodicean Epistle” refers to a portion of the
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text that originally was, but is no more, part of the perhaps “casual” assembly
of texts, originally unrelated, which as a pars pro toto carries this name.
Alternatively, we may assume that having recourse to such an obvious Christian
title was meant to serve as camouflage, much in the manner that the Jewish
canon of prayer known as mahazor was termed “Psalter” in the translation by
the converted Jew Feodor (on this text, see Zuckerman 1987).

We are now in a position to reconstruct with more assurance the original
shape of the cyclical maxim on the soul, since we know that it contains eight
sections, with each section starting with the word that ended the previous
section, and with each section being a definition of a term, a noun, usually by
another noun, plus extensions which may either be nominal or verbal. We may
also be able, through our examination of the parallel “worldly circle,” and of
the 7T in general, to grasp the tenor of the “spiritual circle” and make learned
guesses about the analogies to be expected. We thus have some reasonable
guidelines of form and content which would enable us to use for the
reconstruction the best readings from all three types as defined by Lur'e. Some
of the explanations which we proposed in 1995, e.g. “defined” for coopdxkaeTca
in line 8, will consequently have to be given up. We conserve, however, the
proposed emendation of caMoBJyiacTHa > CaMOCTh BjlacTHa in line 1, on the
ground that this is a simplified paraphrase of the view presented in the 7T
immediately after the “circle,” namely that the soul is a substance separate
from (and subjected to) the primary spiritual substance which is the intellect.*
We also conserve the proposed emendation of mpopoks » poK®s in Lur'e’s
(AFED p. 265) line 5 (our line 6, cf. infra) on the ground that this is indeed
the reading found in the earliest manuscript, and that it perfectly fits the
context. We propose therefore the following reconstruction:

1. Ia caMocTh BNacTHa 3arpaga €u phpa.
. Bhpa HakasaHie cTaBUT CA NPOPOKOMB.
. IIpopox's crapbuiHa HCIPaB/IAETCA YIOAOTBOPEHIEMb.

. YropoTBopeHie aaps oycumkers M3apocTiio.

2

3

4

5. MyapocTs cuiia eu xutue papuchucko.

6. ®apuchucTBO JKUTEIBCTBO NPOK'D €My HayKa.

7. Hayka npe6siaxk€Ha—€10 IPUXOAUME BB CTPAXh OOXKHUM.
8

. Crpaxs 602xuH Hauaso gobopopbresm—cnM coopdxkaerca adua.

. Soul is a separate substance whose constraint is religion.
. Religion is guidance® established by a prophet.

. Prophet is a leader authenticated by doing miracles.

BN e

. Miracle-doing is a gift strenthened by wisdom.
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5. Wisdom—its power is in a life of temperance.
6. Temperance is a way of life whose goal is knowledge.
7. Knowledge is most blessed —through it we attain the fear of God.

8. The fear of God is the beginning of virtue, 2 whereby is edified the soul.

We also propose a tentative retroversion into Hebrew of our reconstructed
Slavic “Spiritual Circle,” which will put into evidence the similarities between
the two:

Worldly Circle Spiritual Circle (retroversion)
MIONH INNWN YD1 DMWY .1 DTN NNIWH T79) ONY wan .1
DTN MWD POOY MIYHN .2 R¥N DM IMNSH DTN .2
TONN MNP 3N NTH 3 DIN INNNY NI NN 3

9NN VTTW 7 Tonn 4 DNONN VPN NN O 4

PN D235 YN D3NN .5 MY »N M INonn .5
PRI NVXIPY 90 NN .6 YIH OMIIN MY »N .6

PINN DAY DYTAY PHIN 7 M DNPD NI 13 WHIND YN 7
DOYN PPN M WIND PINN 8 YOIN PON NI IPTY YN N DN 8

Among the texts related to the Novgorod-Moscow heresy, the “Poem on
the Soul” is the only “internal” text (to be distinguished from the “defamatory”
or “calumniatory” texts originating with the detractors of the heresy, Gennadij
and Josif) to which the skeptic Lur'e (1960, 172) assigned great significance as
a source for the interpretation of the ideology of the heretics, since at this
time* he saw Kuricyn as its author (coctautes). The proposed provenance
of the “Poem” from the Secret of Secrets, while eliminating Fedor’s authorship,
does not necessarily, pace Lur'e (1984, 157ff), sever every possible affinity of
Fedor to the text, e.g., as the person who ordered its translation. Such a link
would validate Sobolevskij’s characterization of the corpus of late 15th century
Ruthenian translations from Hebrew as the “Literature of the Judaizers.” This
proposal of ours will, it is hoped, revitalize the direction of research marginalized
by Lur'e’s skepticism—the investigation of the translations, of their tendencies
and aims, as well as that of the ideology which these translations assumedly
were meant to convey to the Muscovite readership for which they were intended.

The Hebrew University of Jerusalem
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9.
10.

TAUBE

NOTES

This paper was written in the framework of a research project supported
by the Israel Science Foundation.

I am grateful to Dr. Yoash Meisler for his helpful comments and to
Professors Ihor Sevienko and Rainer Stichel for their informed criticism.

Gaster’s translation is erroneous. It should be: “conduct governed by the
king.” For other shortcomings of Gaster’s edition see Spitzer 1982.

Wrong translation. Should be: “supported by the army.”

Wrong translation, due to Gaster’s misreading 02 ‘helpers’ as on
‘dragons.’

Hebrew awwn means indeed ‘happy,” (beside ‘affirmed’) but it hardly
corresponds to Arabic ma’alif ‘familiar, accustomed; usual, customary;
custom, usage.’

On the history of the cyclical maxim in Arabic tradition see Steele
(1920, lii-liv). See also Sadan 1987, for which reference I am indebted
to Prof. Yosef Yahalom. I am also indebted to Prof. Thor Sevéenko for
pointing out to me an equivalent device in Greek rhetorics, under the
name of kAlpag ‘ladder.’

Steele (1920, liii) points out in fact that a Latin version of the maxim
“occurs in the Placita Philosophorum of John of Procida. (1) ‘Mundus
iste est quidam ortus, et ejus fossata sunt regna. (2) Regna vero
manutenentur per leges. (3) Leges statuit rex. (4) Rex vero per militiam
suam tenetur. (5) Militia vero pecunia gubernatur. (6) Pecunia autem a
populo colligitur. (7) Populus vero est justitia servus. (8) Justitia vero
regitur mundus’ Renzi Collectio Salernitana, iii, 117. It is noteworthy
that the Placita Philosophorum is said to be translated from the Greek by
John of Procida at Salerno, so that there may be a Byzantine origin for
this diagram.”

I give the text according to Speranskij (1908:,154) [= Bulanin 1984,
556], with variants from the two mss. at my disposal at present, BAN Q
XVII 56 and BAN Arx. kom. 97. Speranskij’s main text, based on ms.
Vil. 222, is named V, and the two BAN mss.—Q and A.

A, Q: Toro pagu
A: xpdra

A: xutenckuit cBBTHCKIl ; Q: XKUTEHCKU]
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12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
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Q: BTOpHI

A, Q: XUTeNUCKAH KUTHEM b

A. marginal gloss: Bcakiit; Q: Bcrakoi
V omits

A, Q: na6er*

A, Q: TokMoO

A: Tois; A: THIE

A: noso"H0

A, Q:imban

A: WBecTn

A, Q: XxuTeticKad

A: usBen’mm

A. marginal gloss: mim

V: MOXETH

A. marginal gloss: sHamMeHuE; Q: naTa, HATA
A omits

Q: uxsb
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The Latin version, which underwent serious editing by Roger Bacon in
the second half of the thirteenth century, promises a “likeness divided
into two circles” (Steele 1920, 125, emphasis added). This may refer to
the fact that in many Arabic and Hebrew manuscripts we indeed find a
circle within a circle, or a ring within a ring (see the illustrations below).

The original reads:

“Et ego exemplificabo tibi formam laudabilem

sapienciam

philosophicam valde caram, que monstrabit tibi quicquid est in hominibus
universaliter, que complectitur regnum subditorum et demonstrat gradus
eorum, et qualitates et radices ejus, quod oportet habere de justicia in
quolibet gradu. Dividitur ergo in duas divisiones circulares spericas, et
in ea que continentur cum eis, et quelibet divisio est unus gradus. Incipe
ergo a quavis divisione et dabit tibi illud quo nichil est preciosus, videlicet,
circulum firmamenti cum aliis circulis celestibus et angelicis spiritibus
qui sunt in celis. Et quando fuerunt ordinaciones sive regimina tam in
inferioribus ad conservaciam tali modo in mundo. Et hec est utilitas

hujus libri et hec est figura.
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29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
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“De creacione primordialis materie

“Mundus est ortus seu viridarium, ejus materia (vel substancia vel sepes
ejus) est judicium (scilicet Dei angelorum et hominum): Judicium est
dominator vallatus (vel dominacio vallata) lege: Lex est qua rex regit
regnum: Et rex est pastor qui defenditur a proceribus: Proceres sunt
stipendiarii sustenati pecunia: Pecunia vero est fortuna que colligitur a
subditis: Subditi autem sunt servi quos subjecit justicia: Justicia vero est
que intenditur per se, in qua est salus subditorum.”

The words duas divisiones circulares spericas are glossed by Bacon:

“scilicet, celestes et elementares que sunt, circulares et sperice partes
mundi que a Deo sunt ordinata justicia naturali. Et alia pars justicie est in
rebus contentis in eis et precipue inter homines, et prosequitur de utraque
parte justicie, naturali et legali sive morali et civili. Naturalis justicia
refertur ad creacionem mundi et partium ejus. Civilis justicia refertur ad
judicium Dei et angelorum de hominibus et ad hominum inter se.”

Bacon thus, gives a somewhat different rext of just one, “worldly” circle,
but does not supply any figure. Nor is the figure to be found (cf. Steele
1920, 126) in any other Latin manuscript.

A, Q: 3HaM€eHOBaXxy .

V omits.

V: oymana.

Q: zanorkab.

Q: GKpouIb.

A, Q: zaBhInaio.

A. marginal gloss: ypbpus; Q: 3asbyanu.
A, Q: Taun3 cuio.

A. marginal gloss: ume”: Q: anaoeMa.
V: uHOTO.

A, Q: coxpanu

The position of Professor Sevéenko (see Taube 1995, 677n17) is that
the text of the first line does not require emendation, since the combination
yoxn adte€odotog is well attested in Greek patristic tradition, and that
the traditional reading ndiua camonstacTHa would point to Greek-Byzantine
[Neo-Platonic-Christian] rather than to Semitic roots of at least the first
line of the poem. My position is that we have here sufficiently compelling
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arguments, based on the overall Jewish character of the text of the
poem, as well as on the similar corruptions by Muscovite scribes of
unfamiliar Ruthenian combinations, such as of camocts a8xoBHYIO to
camoBnacTh N3X0BHYIO and of caMOCTh HHYIO tO CaMOBJIACTHYIO in the
TT (see Taube 1995, 676), to allow for the textual reconstruction proposed
above and, indeed, to suggest it as the correct interpretation of the
original text.

In this connection, note that the combination yoxh avte€ovoiog is
erroneously spelled Buyf adte€odoiog in fn. 17 of Taube 1995. Other
errata include: Arx. kon. 97 mistakenly for Arx. kom. 97 in fn. 11, p.
676 and on p. 679.

41.  Or: ‘instruction,” ‘tradition.” For the range of meanings of Haka3aHue€ in
Slavic see Istrin’s Glossary to Hamartolos (1922-1930, 3: 261), where
we find it rendering: Sidroéig; vovBesia; moudeio; maidevoig;
nopddooig; tapaivesis; npotponh; broPoAn; brobiim; bemorg.

42. A paraphrase of the biblical “The fear of God is the beginning of Wisdom,”
e.g., Proverbs 1:7,9:10 and Psalms 110 (111):10. I am obliged to Professor
Sevienko for pointing out to me that this affinity is not so universally
apparent as I had assumed.

43. The “Spiritual Circle,” as said, has not been attested in Hebrew (or
Arabic), so that it is not clear whether the translator of the Slavic 7T had
an actual Hebrew text of the “Poem” before him, or only a mental
template based on the Hebrew “Wordly Circle.”

44. See Taube (1995, 674n8) on Lur'e’s ever-changing view about Fedor’s
link to this text, which ranged from authorship, through translation, to
delivery or acquisition.
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IMustration 1. Gaster (1908, p. 2/). Hebrew ciicle.

INlustration 2. Gaster (1908, p. 20). English translation.
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Illustration 3. Badawi (1954, p. \'Y) Arabic circle, with inner circle.

Ilustration 4. Late 14th-century Hebrew manuscript (Vatican ebr. 435) with
a poem in eight lines paraphrasing the circle by Emanuele Romano.
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A Tribute to Mikhail Frenkin (1910-1986)

OLEKSANDR P. YURENKO

Mikhail Frenkin was an internationally known scholar whose contribution to
-the study of Ukraine’s history and his attitude toward its people deserve the
attention, recognition, and gratitude of his native country, where, unfortu-
nately, even specialists barely know his name. It is the goal of this appreciation
to introduce him to a wider circle of the Ukrainian public.

Mikhail Samoilovich Frenkin was born in Baku on 27 December 1910.! His
father was employed in the oil fields. The family often lived in poverty, and
Mikhail’s father, who had a restless nature, changed its place of residence time
and again.? In 1913 the Frenkins moved to Poland, where they lived until
1925.3 Mikhail attended a Polish gymnasium, from which he emerged with an
excellent knowledge of Polish and German language, history, and literature. He
did not excel in the “hard sciences.”

When he moved to Moscow, Frenkin, who was fanatically devoted to
history, chose his future career without hesitation: he enrolled in the Historical
Section of the Socio-Economic Department at the Alexander Herzen Teachers’
College in Leningrad. Deprived of financial support, he worked first as a
longshoreman, then, in 1929, taught at the Leningrad Oblast Soviet and party
school, and a year later also taught at the Kommunisticheskaia pravda evening
classes for workers. After being graduated from the College, Frenkin was
assigned to the Marchlewski workers’ school in the Baranivka raion of the
Kyiv (now Zhytomyr) Oblast, where he was simultaneously an instructor and
curriculum director. He also developed a remarkable interest in Ukrainian
history and language. He soon mastered the latter and for the rest of his life
freely spoke, read, and wrote Ukrainian.*

A year later the young teacher, who had attracted attention by his good
knowledge of Polish and Ukrainian, was transferred to the Kyiv Institute of
Social Education and appointed senior assistant in the Polish sector.’ In 1933,
however, his ties to Poland and the Polish-speaking world played an almost
fatal role in his life. The Ukrainian GPU, which had concocted the case of the
“Polish Military Organization”—a “counterrevolutionary nationalist anti-So-
viet organization”—and then blown it up as much as possible, arrested the
gifted Polonist for alleged membership in it.° The trumped up charge against
Frenkin was hackneyed, being based on the fact that he had lived for a long
time in Poland, even though that was in his childhood. Thus, Frenkin was made
into a Polish spy and counterrevolutionary to please the Moloch of totalitarian-
ism and the inhuman ambitions of the GPU leaders.
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The year that Frenkin spent at the Luk’ianivka Prison in Kyiv and in the
Kholodna hora Prison in Kharkiv was a severe trial for him and the cruel reality
of Stalinism that he had there and elsewhere in Ukraine was permanently
etched in his mind. He had observed the spontaneous resistance of the peasants
to collectivization in the Zhytomyr region.” Emma Frenkin, the scholar’s wife,
mentions that decades later “he talked ... about the famine that reigned in
Ukraine, about corpses of people who had died of hunger and collapsed in the
street, about the deportation of kulaks, about the destruction of religious
shrines.”® Frenkin himself mentioned that he “witnessed the growing stream of
peasant victims of Stalinist repressions in August 1932 and later.” ° None of
this boded well for him in prison. But a year after he was arrested, in May 1934,
he was released and the case against him was dropped.’® The release was
unexpected for Frenkin, and as his wife writes, for the rest of his life “he could
not explain why he was released then.”!! Such incidents were infrequent.

After his release Frenkin went back to Moscow and in September 1934
started graduate studies in the Department of Soviet History at the Moscow
Historical-Archival Institute. He was described in his documents as “an excel-
lent student.” The young scholar himself chose the subject of his kandidat
dissertation; “The Don Cossacks in the Last Quarter of the Eighteenth Cen-
tury.” “The years that Mikhail Samoilovich spent at the Institute before his fall
were a period of rapid growth for him as a historian,” Emma Frenkin observes.
“He was well received at the home of Professor Iurii Vladimirovich Gote, and
a certain Professor B. Tikhomirov (who died in the labor camps) was attentive
to him. He traveled by foot the length of the Georgian Military Highway and
visited Cossack settlements in his search for documentation about their life. In
one stanitsa where he was searching for historical material in an attic, he was
bitten by a rat and had to seek medical treatment. He was young, full of
strength, energy, and healthy pride . . . He began learning French (at that time
English wasn’t rated very highly yet). He was, as they say, forging ahead.”!?

Speaking as the official opponent at Frenkin’s defense of his dissertation on
13 November 1938, Professor Gote stressed that it “considerably exceeds the
demands made of dissertations for the degree of kandidat in history.”!* After
his brilliant defense Frenkin was appointed senior lecturer in the Department of
Sources for Soviet History at the Moscow Historical-Archival Institute. He
chose this field because of its complexity. Simultaneously he was the executive
secretary of Arkhivnoe delo, the journal of the Central Archival Administration
of the USSR. The young scholar’s success was also made evident by the
publication of his monograph, which was rich in historical and regional mate-
rial.!* But immediately after its publication the NKVD ordered the book confis-
cated and destroyed.

Frenkin’s scholarly plans were ruined for decades by the stark reality of
Bolshevik-Stalinist rule: on 3 April 1939 Frenkin was arrested again.!s In 1938,
having survived the first wave of repressions, the Soviet archival system, with
which Frenkin was intimately involved in the 1930s, was preparing to be
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transferred to the NKVD. The political, rather than administrative, nature of
this decision by Soviet leaders is obvious and requires no comment—NKVD
chief Lavrentii Beria had said, “Without archives there is no history; without
history there is no scholarship; without scholarship there is no progress.” The
establishment of ruthless total control over the archives and the transformation
of them into an instrument of Stalinism, according to the logic of the system,
was to be accompanied by permanent reviews of the archival cadres and
repressive measures against anyone suspected of unreliability, which was the
core of the Bolshevik regime’s “educational work.” The subordination of the
archival system to Beria’s department gave him an excellent technical opportu-
nity. Special commissions were set up to review the archives and prepare them
for transfer to the NKVD system. On 19 December 1938 Colonel Davydov, the
head of the Central Commission for Review of Archival Institutions, reported
to Beria that he had finished his job and had found sixty-six archival employees
who, in his opinion, were unsuited for further work in the system. They then
became candidates for arrest.!” On 15 January 1939 a specially appointed
NKVD commission that was comprised of security service captains Petrov,
Nikitinskii, and Belov submitted to their commissar for his approval a docu-
ment about the transfer of Soviet archives to his commissariat. The document
also recommended arresting one person and expressed non-confidence in an-
other 140. The NKVD chief placed a resolution on the list: “Appoint a special
group of investigators.” In addition, he personally marked the names of thirteen
persons who were to be arrested. This provided the impetus for a new wave of
repressions against archivists. One of the victims of Beria’s action was
Frenkin.!® He had attracted the NKVD’s attention because he had been in-
volved in the case of the Polish Military Organization. The material from 1933
was used to charge him once again with belonging to the organization and
conducting anti-Soviet agitation.!®

Frenkin passed through the Lubianka and Lefortovo prisons. One of the
NKVD agents who handled his case was named B. Rodos—he sadistically
mocked his victim and literally beat a confession out of him. The judgment
issued by the Special Council of the NKVD on 17 October 1939 was fairly
standard: to begin with, five years of imprisonment in labor camps. Frenkin
was then shipped to the Kraslag camps in the Krasnoiarsk krai.?

In response to my request for details of this sad period in Frenkin’s life,
Emma Frenkin replied:

1 am afraid that I cannot add anything to what has been written about prisons
and camps: saying good-bye to your mother through two fences between
which a guard is walking, the sense of hopelessness, of being driven into a
corner. Then there’s the heavy labor: wood cutting, timber rafting (he fell into
the river once), hunger, cold, bare plank beds. He swelled up from hunger.
And once he swelled up with bee stings because he and his fellow inmates
stumbled across a bee hive and ate the honey. The common criminals “liked”
him. They called him “teacher” and listened to his stories, which didn’t keep
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them from taking away his tobacco and then rewarding him with the butts. As
the authorities said, “This is not a university.” For a time he was in charge of
an ice road. Once he was pursued by wolves. It was a good thing that he was
close to a habitation and had matches and newspapers. Thus he managed to
return. He mentioned Kansk, Kniazh Pogost, Norilsk, and Ukhta.?!

Prisoners were not allowed to work at their professions, even teaching the
children of the staff. In addition to his term of imprisonment Frenkin had to
serve a considerable term of exile, for which he was left at the camp as a
civilian laborer. But despite the restrictions on travel, he occasionally managed
to see his family in secret and even visited the capital. Once, when he became
ill while staying with his sister in Moscow, someone reported him to the police
and he barely managed to escape. And when a new wave of arrests began in
1948, as his wife mentions, “he ran around the country like a rabbit. It was a
good thing that there were good and brave people who agreed to put him up.”??
Finally, on 18 July 1957, thanks to the efforts of Frenkin’s sister, the military
tribunal of the Moscow Military District reviewed his case and dropped the
charges for lack of evidence; he was rehabilitated.?? Frenkin summed up this
stage of his life: “In all, prisons, camps, and exile took away eighteen of the
best years of my life.”?*

The former exile was not immediately able to return to Moscow: he lacked
both a place to live and a residence permit. With the help of a friend he settled
for a time in Chernivtsi and got a job as a research assistant at the museum of
regional studies. Later he headed its historical department. In Chernivtsi
Frenkin renewed his scholarly work and collected material for a monograph
about the revolutionary movement on the Romanian Front. This required fre-
quent trips to archives and great expenditures of energy, time, and money.
Despite these difficulties and the fact that he could often work on the as-
sembled material only at night and sometimes with friends who gave him a
corner of his own, during his four years at the museum he managed to complete
the draft of this thorough monograph. It was published in 1965.%

Frenkin obviously could not step outside the circle of the political and
ideological dogmas set up by Soviet historiography. It is clear that he under-
stood that in the oppressive atmosphere of totalitarian Soviet society, modified
though it was by the Khrushchev thaw, his book would have to be the decisive
argument in his second rehabilitation, this time as a scholar. There is thus
nothing remarkable about Frenkin’s concentration on the Bolshevization of the
Eighth Army and on the search for proof that this was a positive process. After
all, the chief criterion for the publication of any historical study was its confor-
mity to party demands: the Marxist-Leninist world outlook, class irreconcil-
ability, and intolerance toward anyone who took another position. In this
context we can understand why Frenkin negated non-Bolshevik forces: the
Socialist Revolutionaries, the Mensheviks, and the Ukrainian movement. “The
declaration by the Central Rada that the Southwestern and Rumanian fronts
were a single Ukrainian front commanded by Shcherbachev and its subordina-
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tion to the General Secretariat, as well as the stepped-up pace of
Ukrainianization, were all part of a plan by the Ukrainian bourgeois national-
ists and the reactionary Russian command aimed at disorganizing the single
front of revolutionary soldiers and preventing the implementation of the de-
crees of October in Ukraine. This plan by the Rada was appropriately charac-
terized by the Bolsheviks,” is a typical conclusion for this and other works by
Frenkin in the 1960s and early 1970s.2

But at the same time Frenkin’s writings in this period and especially his
monograph accumulated, systematized, and generalized rich factual material
obtained from objective sources, especially archival documents and newspa-
pers from 1917-1918. For this reason they are still far more than historio-
graphic facts. It is not surprising that thoughtful foreign researchers drew
attention to the political circumstances in which Frenkin was forced to work
but noted that his writings were significantly superior to most stereotyped
Soviet works about the revolution.?’

Allan Wildman, an American historian of Russia who met and became
friends with Frenkin in Moscow in 1970, observed that his book
Revoliutsionnoe dvizhenie na rumynskom fronte, 1917 g.—mart 1918 g. was
“the best Soviet study to that date of the Russian army during the
Revolution . . . One sensed behind the facade a serious scholar whose knowl-
edge and devotion to history went far beyond the limits for Soviet investiga-
tions.”?® Wildman also cited Frenkin’s frank admission, made during one of
their first meetings in 1970, which removes all doubt about what determined
the political aspect of his writings: his own convictions or external constraints.
“‘They made me take out all the good things and distorted the rest.” Chapters
on Ukrainian, Jewish, and other national soldiers’ organizations remained in
the ‘bottom drawer.””?

Frenkin managed to return to Moscow in the fall of 1961. That same year an
event took place that had great significance for his scholarly work and the
publication of his most valuable books: he married Emma Frenkin, a doctor,
who became his faithful assistant and co-worker in his research and, especially,
in its preparation for publication. In the capital, Frenkin was not immediately
able to return to his profession. He taught Polish at the Novosti Press Agency
and went back to the Historical-Archival Institute only a year later. In August
1962 he was appointed senior lecturer in the Department of Auxiliary Histori-
cal Disciplines and shortly thereafter transferred to the Department of Soviet
History. The return was not easy. His superiors and colleagues greeted him
cautiously and unenthusiastically: they thought that he had become disqualified
as a scholar. More importantly, he was an ex-convict and a Jew who had never
belonged to the party or the Komsomol.*® But thanks to his intellectual abilities
and his ceaseless work Frenkin rose to the rank of professor.

While admitting the recent exile to the job, the rector said in jest, “You have
little soldiers marching in your briefcase.” In fact, Frenkin was devoting all his
spare time to his work on the Russian army in 1917-1918. In April 1968 he
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successfully defended a doctoral dissertation on the involvement of the soldiers
of the Fourth, Sixth, and Ninth armies of the Romanian Front in the revolution-
ary movement of 1917-1918. This study is impresive both in its length (1,099
typescript pages) and by the thoroughness of its sources. As in the monograph
with the similar title, Frenkin used in his dissertation materials that he had
discovered in dozens of fonds at the Central Military History Archives, the
Central Archives of the October Revolution of the USSR, the Central Archives
of the Soviet Army, the Central State Historical Archives of the Ukrainian SSR
in Kyiv, a number of oblast archives in the Russian Federation and Ukraine,
and extensive literature published abroad.

But Frenkin strove to realize to the maximum his abilities and plans, which
did not fit the Procrustean bed of Soviet historiography. This, along with the
call of national consciousness and other circumstances in his life, became the
decisive factor in his emigration to Israel in March 1974. He and his wife
settled in Jerusalem, where he was appointed research professor in the Depart-
ment of Soviet Studies at Jerusalem University. “This was probably the fulfill-
ment of his desires because Mikhail Samoilovich could now devote himself
wholly to scholarly research. However, he was somewhat disappointed because
he was not given students. He very much wanted to have students,” Emma
Frenkin recalls.!

Frenkin found it difficult to live and work in the new environment. His good
friend Allan Wildman drew attention to the unfavorable conditions in which
Frenkin found himself in both countries and to “the exceedingly difficult
conditions of a new environment and culture.”? His age, his broken health, and
his unfamiliarity with the language all made themselves felt. Still, he was filled
with courage, determination, and dedication and there was no week in which he
did not pursue his fundamental study of the Russian army during the revolu-
tion.

Although Frenkin’s manuscripts were confiscated when he was leaving the
Soviet Union, he managed to bring out numerous notes from the documents
and copies, a result of his determined and difficult work over many years in the
archives.?® Western scholars could not even dream of such a scholarly basis.
But, possessed by his scholarly determination, the now aged scholar continued
his research in European libraries and archives. In 1976 he worked at the rich
library of the University of Paris in Nanterre, the Staatsbibliothek and
Kriegsarchiv in Munich, and the Kriegsarchiv in Vienna. He used the material
he found there in his new book, Russkaia armiia i revoliutsiia, which was
published in 1978. Frenkin very much wanted it to appear in 1977, on the eve
of the sixtieth anniversary of the revolution, but the publication was delayed by
financial obstacles. In addition, it became clear that Frenkin differed with many
people in Israel and in the West as a whole in his political and historical
evaluation of the revolution, Bolshevism, and Soviet reality. A lecturer at
Jerusalem University stated that if the book emerged from the Department, its
members would not be admitted to Soviet archives, although at that time no
one had any intention of admitting scholars from Israel.34
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In Frenkin’s own words, it was his aim in this fundamental investigation
(780 pages) “to show the decisive role of the Russian army in carrying out the
Great February Revolution and the Bolshevik mutiny in 1917 and to illuminate
to the best of my ability the consequences of the revolution in the active units
to . ..show why it was impossible to continue waging war with the peasant
masses of the country as a whole and to study the collapse and disintegration of
the army during the revolution at the fronts, each of which had its specific-
ity.”? Frenkin carried out this extraordinarily difficult task by recreating on a
large scale the colossal historical panorama both at the front and throughout the
vast empire and by investigating the socioeconomic, political, and military
processes in the macrosociety.

It is characteristic that one of the main goals that Frenkin set himself was to
study national movements in the Russian army, which became an unusually
serious factor during the revolution.’® Wildman was right to observe that
Frenkin’s development of this line of investigation was the most valuable
contribution in his monograph.>” Of the various national movements in the
army and throughout tsarist Russia Frenkin paid most attention to the Ukrai-
nian movement. Maintaining an objective presentation of events and their
causes and consequences, he still sided with the Ukrainian cause and stressed
that Ukrainian demands and aspirations toward independence were just.>® Hav-
ing thought profoundly about the historical and political context of the Ukrai-
nian question, Frenkin concluded that the absence of a Ukrainian national army
in 1917 had “countless tragic consequences both for the fate of the Ukrainian
revolution and for the defeat of Russian revolutionary democracy on the South-
western and Rumanian fronts and in wide rear areas in the struggle with the
Bolsheviks during the October upheaval.”*

Frenkin thoroughly analyzed the factors that led to such tragic conse-
quences, exposing the hostile and insincere policy of the Provisional Govern-
ment toward the Central Rada and the fact that the Provisional Government in
practice sabotaged the Ukrainianization of the army, even though it had con-
cluded an agreement on Ukrainianization with the Central Rada.*® Frenkin also
convincingly showed that “the Ukrainian national movement encountered dif-
ficulties not only at the front. It was opposed, no matter how paradoxical this
may seem, by Russian political parties ranging from the Mensheviks and the
Socialist Revolutionaries to the Constitutional Democrats and the Bolsheviks,
who differed only in their phraseology.™!

Frenkin paid particular attention to the Bolsheviks’ Ukrainian policy. He
explicated the general and specific historical circumstances of the Bolshevik
invasion of Ukraine and the war against the Ukrainian National Republic.
Analyzing the source base, from Lenin’s notorious manifesto with its ultima-
tums to the Ukrainian Central Rada to orders to military units and soldiers’
letters, Frenkin offered irrefutable proof of the Bolsheviks’ insidious tactics
toward Ukraine and the Ukrainian movement and the brutal intervention in the
Ukrainian National Republic’s internal affairs.*?
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An analysis of the causes of the Ukrainian defeat and the fall of the Ukrai-
nian National Republic followed as a matter of course. Frenkin pointed out that
they were rooted primarily not in military policies, but in the inept socio-
economic policies of the Central Rada and the Ukrainian parties. “The rela-
tively easy military victory by the Bolsheviks over the Central Rada was based
not on the strength of their bayonets, but on a change in the mood of the
Ukrainian peasant soldier, who threw himself headlong into agrarian pogroms
and who had no time to support the Central Rada when the agrarian question
was being settled in the villages by way of accomplished fact,” he stated.*> The
theme of cardinal questions in Ukrainian history is woven into the broad
historical and political context in Frenkin’s monograph and is powerfully,
vividly, and, what is most important, objectively treated in Frenkin’s mono-
graph, as well as in his two subsequent major historical investigations.

It should be added that in Frenkin’s scholarly works history is not faceless,
but is filled with people, who are characterized not simply by their functions
but by their lively and often contradictory personalities. The indexes to his last
three monographs contain several hundred names, and Russkaia armiia i
revoliutsiia has close to six hundred. But Frenkin did not conceal his attitude
toward these people, his own sympathies and antipathies, behind a facade of
objectivism. Although he supported the democratic ideas of the February
Revolution, he sharply criticized Russian liberal and socialist parties for failing
to carry out the justified demands of the peasant and soldier masses to end the
war and to resolve the agrarian question. In the West he was reproached for this
sharpness, which was seen as emotional and subjective. “The Western reader
cannot but smile reading about “The Great February Revolution’ and the ‘Octo-
ber mutiny.” Frenkin has not lost the disconcerting Soviet habit of scoring
points not by argument, but by the choice of adverbs,” Peter Kenez observed in
a review of his book about the Russian army. “Whenever Lenin says some-
thing, he always says it ‘demagogically’; whenever the Bolsheviks make their
desire to take power clear, they do so ‘cynically’; and when they deny it, they
do it ‘hypocritically.””* Even Wildman charged Frenkin with an excessive
negation of Bolshevism: “The Bolsheviks were, after all, pursuing ideologi-
cally motivated goals which sufficiently explain their behavior without ascrib-
ing to them collective or individual Machiavellianism.”*>

Frenkin’s position, as I have noted, displeased his colleagues. At times they
were personally hostile to him. “I couldn’t receive or visit one family here [in
Israel] because our dear husbands quarrelled over the definition of the October
[1917] events,” Emma Frenkin relates. “Mikhail Samoilovich was brave and
had a sharp tongue, especially where his profession was concerned. I’ve al-
ready written that he found himself in a vacuum here [in Israel] because of his
views.” “ On 23 May 1992 the historian’s wife wrote to me: “I recently
encountered a former colleague of M. S. [Mikhail Samuilovich]. In reference to
the latest events in the Soviet Union he said that Professor Frenkin had been
proved right. I thought to myself: what a scholar he is if he can’t see beyond his
nose and subordinates his thinking to the generally accepted routine.”*’
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For all the ambiguity in the attitude that Frenkin’s listeners and readers have
taken to him, it should be stressed that in the West serious familiarity with his
works elicited respect if not enthusiasm even from his opponents. Peter Kenez,
who made critical observations about Russkaia armiia i revoliutsiia, neverthe-
less recognized it as “a book of extraordinary importance.” He noted that
Frenkin’s extensive research made his work unique and that it had an “excep-
tionally broad scope.” “Telling the story of the disintegration of the Army,
[Frenkin] tells the story of the Revolution.”*® Frenkin’s friend Wildman dedi-
cated to him his monumental work, The End of the Russian Imperial Army, and
added a note to it: “On behalf of the entire scholarly community [ want to pay
tribute to the Soviet émigré scholar Professor M. S. Frenkin . . . whose courage
and extraordinary energy have rewarded us with two monumental works.”*
The first of the two works singled out by Wildman was Russkaia armiia i
revoliutsiia; the second was Zakhvat viasti bol'shevikami v Rossii i rol’ tylovykh
garnizonov armii.>°

In its themes, contents, and sources the latter book organically supple-
mented the former, which, for all its variety, concentrated on the frontline units.
In his introduction to the new book Frenkin said quite reasonably: “If the front
and especially the rear garrisons are not taken into account the preparation for
and carrying-out of the reactionary Bolshevik mutiny and its victory, which
had tragic consequences both for the country and for all humanity, cannot be
comprehended.”!

Once again Frenkin managed to expand the sources for his study. This
applies to the documents he studied at the Kriegsarchiv and the Haus-, Hof-,
und Staatsarchiv in Vienna, and at the German archives, especially the
Politisches Archiv des Auswirtiges Amtes in Bonn. He paid great attention to
the liberation movements (in his opinion, progressive) of the nationalities in the
Russian empire: the Belarusians, Latvians, Estonians, Poles, Finns, Jews, and
Muslim peoples. But Frenkin gave the Ukrainian movement a particularly
important position: “Following a cliché handed down from above, Soviet
historians offer a mendacious interpretation and distort the question of the
national-liberation movement in 1917-1918, especially the Ukrainian one,” he
emphasized in justification of his studies.”® Looking at the Ukrainian move-
ment during this period from the point of view of principles, Frenkin also
introduced many valuable details and shifted the traditional questions to a new
plane. He argued persuasively that the Ukrainian movement was an obstacle to
Bolshevik expansion both in Ukraine and in Russia proper, where it swept
through many units in the army and navy. Hence the repressive measures
against Ukrainian organizations in the army that the Bolsheviks took after they
seized power. “Lenin, who in June [1917] had demagogically attacked
Kerenskii for his declaration that a second Ukrainian military congress was
untimely . . . now was not ashamed to issue an order to disperse the Ukrainian
Military Congress of the Northern Front. In Pskov on 1 December 500 del-
egates who represented more than 130,000 Ukrainian soldiers at the front were
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dispersed by ‘armed force.””** Frenkin supported all his conclusions, each of
which was large-scale, with extremely valuable arguments and facts.

Frenkin did not ignore Jewish history in this period. Drawing on the argu-
ments just mentioned, drew strong conclusions about the Jewish movement and
its place in the revolution, showed its contradictions, lack of unity, widespread
political immaturity, and the sad consequences for the Jewish people, espe-
cially its most oppressed sector. Demonstrating that the highest values for him
were truth and justice, he concluded: “The Jewish masses were kept from
understanding the Ukrainian movement and even their own by the fact that an
ideology of centralism and Russification inculcated for decades was dominant
within both the Russian and Jewish minorities in Ukraine. The logic of a
diaspora inexorably made Jews become patriots of the dominant nation. Ukrai-
nian and Russian Jewry involuntarily acted as a leader of Russifying centralism
and became the object of dissatisfaction on the part of Ukrainians and other
peoples.”*

Frenkin’s thesis was harmonious with the thoughts of Solomon Gol'del'man,
a prominent student of Ukrainian-Jewish relations during one of their most
productive and simultaneously most tragic periods. Goldel'man frequently
made the same point in his own books, which are important both as historical
studies and as primary sources because he was an eyewitness and a participant
in those events. This was not unnoticed by individual scholars, but had practi-
cally no effect on the widespread view of Ukrainians as immanent anti-
Semites.>

As for the analysis of the Ukrainian-Jewish conflict during the revolution, a
further conclusion suggests itself: those researchers from both sides who tried
to carry out this analysis objectively, no matter how difficult this may have
been for one reason or another, always shifted their views to the social field
because that is where the causes of the antagonism were rooted. This applies to
Frenkin as well. This was obviously only a small part and not the chief object
of his scholarly aspirations, but he nonetheless offered his arguments on behalf
of such an approach. Frenkin’s theses in this area follow the conclusions
reached by a prominent Ukrainian scholar, Mykyta Shapoval, more than fifty
years earlier. Shapoval was an important politician during the revolutionary
period of 1917-1919, a leader of the Ukrainian political emigration, and a
founder of Ukrainian sociology. On Ukrainian-Jewish relations, he said,
“[Ukrainian-Jewish relations] have long manifested themselves in the ugly
shapes of Ukrainian anti-Semitism and Jewish Ukrainophobia,” and he con-
cluded that the main cause was not racial, religious, or purely ethnic antago-
nism, but rather social and especially class antagonism that broke out during
political storms in Ukraine as a cruel and bloody reaction of Ukrainians against
Jews.’8 At the same time Frenkin pointed out that although Jews were promi-
nent in revolutionary Russian parties, they were not dominant in the way that
Russian reactionaries argued: “The speculative claim by reactionaries about
Jewish predominance among the Bolsheviks is . . . fraudulent.”>’
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An exceedingly important feature, one that goes beyond the academic
framework, is the convincing proof that Lenin conspired with German military
and political circles to ensure the defeat of Russia in World War I. “In the light
of irrefutable documents from the German Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the
Bolshevik party headed by V. Lenin was a party of national treason, which
implemented the directives of the German General Staff to smash the Russian
army, as well as the people as a whole, and which received multi-million
financial subsidies to achieve this goal,” Frenkin stressed.*® His research casts
an entirely different light from that of traditional Soviet historiography on such
Bolshevik policies as fraternization with the Germans at the front and Lenin’s
efforts to conclude peace with Germany and Austria-Hungary. Simultaneously
the greatest myth of the twentieth century, the historical role of communism,
grows pale. Frenkin’s polemics on this point with Boris Souvarine, who offered
apologetics for the Bolshevik leader, are important in this regard.>®

Although Frenkin found it difficult to publish his scholarly works in Israel,
not to mention their outright suppression in the Soviet Union, he began to win
international recognition during his lifetime. In 1980 he was invited to attend
the Second World Congress of Soviet Studies in Garmisch near Munich.®® He
presented there a paper, “The Soldiers and Officers of the Russian Army during
the February Revolution and the October Mutiny.” It made a particular impres-
sion on scholars from the Ukrainian and Polish diasporas because of its schol-
arly profundity and solidarity with the struggle of the peoples of the Russian
and Soviet empire. They were also pleased to hear Frenkin speak to them in
their own languages. As Emma Frenkin testifies, the Canadian Institute of
Ukrainian Studies at the University of Alberta gave him a grant for a book
about the Ukrainian movement during the revolution, and Poles offered help in
publishing it.! Frenkin’s publications in the leading Ukrainian émigré journal
Suchasnist' can be seen as an approach to the realization of this project.5?

It is characteristic that Frenkin attributed great significance to Ukrainian-
Jewish relations and examined both their historical and their political aspects.
“The problem of the rebirth of a genuine (and not imaginary, as in the USSR)
Ukrainian statehood, as it existed in 1917, is still urgent and painful,” he
stressed, adding that this was hindered not only by apologians of Leninism, but
also by the sizeable anti-communist emigration.%> He exposed the chauvinist
views and actions of such activists as Piotr Struve, N. Ulianov, and Aleksandr
Zinovev. “Unfortunately, numerous Russian writers and even A. Solzhenitsyn
hold such anti-scholarly or even simply mendacious views,” he emphasized.5
He criticized even such dissidents as Andrei Amalrik, Vladimir Bukovskii,
Aleksandr Galich, and Viktor Nekrasov, who had progressive views on the
self-determination of the Ukrainian people, for their proposal to carry out a
referendum on independence while the USSR still existed.®® The validity of
this criticism was confirmed by the March 1991 referendum.

Frenkin believed that no concessions would appease the totalitarian regime
in the USSR, which he saw as the main threat to the civilized world in the
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postwar period. Thus, he attacked attempts to play up to this regime.® He also
unmasked the tactics of “quiet diplomacy,” the political loyalty to the Soviet
empire that existed in certain circles in his country, and sharply criticized Yad
Vashem for its silence about crimes against Jews in the USSR. Frenkin said,
without observing political nicety:

In his article “Is a Committee of Jewish-Ukrainian Cooperation Necessary?”
S. Spector, an associate of Yad Vashem, made every effort to prove that such
a committee was unnecessary and even harmful and that support for Ukrai-
nian organizations that are fighting against the Kremlin is “not our cause.” In
fact, Spector is aiding the Soviet totalitarians by advocating the isolation of
the various national movements from each other in order to alienate the
peoples that are suffering from communism. Spector and the circles whose
views he is expressing are furthering isolationist and pro-Soviet tendencies in
Israeli potitics.®’

Frenkin condemned the theory of collective Ukrainian responsibility for
crimes against Jews, which still exists in Jewish circles.® That theory, as we
know, continues to be the greatest stumbling block in Ukrainian-Jewish rela-
tions. This was made manifest even at joint Ukrainian-Jewish scholarly sympo-
sia. The conference at MacMaster University in Hamilton, Canada, in 1983
was a case in point. The two sides, a reviewer of the proceedings noted,
advanced “two different views, two different argumentations, which show that
the differences are still too great to expect a quick solution to this complicated
question.”®® Frenkin’s position in this respect was close to that of Professor
Roman Serbyn from Montreal: “The concept of collective responsibility is a
political and not a scholarly category. No serious scholar, and certainly no
average honest person who has even a crumb of human dignity, can approve of
such a false basis for social life.””

At the same time Frenkin condemned the permanent manifestations of anti-
Semitism in the Ukrainian environment and frankly pointed them out to the
Ukrainian public. In doing so he did not hesitate to name those who were
nourishing them without regard for their fame or popularity, as in the case of
the human-rights activist Valentyn Moroz.”! He also noted that the objective
and subjective Jew-hatred of these spokesmen was compromising the Ukrai-
nian movement and “helping the KGB.”

As for hostility between Ukrainians and Jews, Frenkin considered it to be a
rudiment of the past that “has now completely lost its political and economic
sense.””? “Such categories as lessees and usurers, which were imposed on Jews
by history, have disappeared. There is a working-class Jewry in Ukraine today,
and the role of frenzied exploiters of the masses in Taras Shevchenko’s land
has been assumed by Moscow communists, who are holding Ukraine’s entire
economy in their hands and who are carrying out national oppression and
exploitation in the country,” Frenkin said in one of his last public speeches. At
the same time he stressed that the friendship of the two peoples is a historical
necessity.”® It should be noted that Frenkin was not a pioneer on the road to
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Jewish-Ukrainian understanding when he spoke so courageously in the very
heart of the Jewish world. His tradition was started in the first decade of this
century by the prominent Zionist spokesman Vladimir Zhabotinskii. Arguing
for a separate national position for Jews, Zhabotinskii thought that cooperation
between the Jewish and Ukrainian national-liberation movements was essen-
tial. “This view was finally recognized and accepted a little later by the major-
ity of Jewish political forces in Ukraine, which supported the Ukrainian na-
tional government during the revolution and Civil War of 1917-1920,” Izrail
Kleiner observed.” Frenkin thus helped develop and strengthen this coopera-
tion with both his scholarly and his public work, continuing the efforts of such
Jewish activists as Solomon Gol'de'man and Arnol'd Margolin. His contempo-
raries and adherents were Kleiner, Iakiv Suslenskyi, and Iurie Volf. Frenkin
was one of the first to join the Society for Jewish-Ukrainian Relations in Israel
and was a member of its executive board.” On the other hand, a movement that
realized that Ukraine could not be free and independent without reaching
friendship and understanding with the Jews had long been laying the way for
itself among Ukrainians. Mykyta Shapoval, one of the most prominent spokes-
men of the Ukrainian liberation movement in the twentieth century, wrote in
the 1920s in “Ievreistvo i ukrainska derzhavnist” [Jewishness and Ukrainian
Statehood]:

If Jews want to pave the road for their freedom, they will go forward with us
in creating for themselves the atmosphere that is called “just like home.”

Then the Dnieper will speak to Jews in Yiddish as it speaks to us in Ukrainian.
This will not hinder anyone in the least bit. This is why on the first day of their
freedom Ukrainians proclaimed freedom for their enemies in order to make
them into friends.”®

Frenkin worked with the Society’s journal Diialohy as both author and
member of the editorial board.”” The Society’s work was never crowned with
laurels and continually encountered condemnation and hindrances and caused
its members a good deal of unpleasantness, which unfortunately marred
Frenkin’s last days. In late 1985, George Dyba, a Ukrainian from Vancouver,
funded the erection of a monument to Ukrainian victims of Bolshevism and
Nazism on Mount Zion in Jerusalem. The monument was placed in a promi-
nent place, near the Holocaust Museum and outside the gate to the grave of
King David.”® Frenkin took part in the unveiling. Together with Dyba, the
prominent human-rights activist Leonid Pliushch, and Halyna Melnychuk,
who has been recognized in Israel as one of the righteous of the world, he
placed a wreath at the monument.” Then his prophetic words echoed over the
gathering: “Jews waited more than two thousand years for the rebirth of their
national state, but you Ukrainians, because of the ever growing crisis of Soviet
autocracy, will not have to wait so long. We wish the Ukrainian people the
immediate creation of a free, independent, democratic Ukraine!” Frenkin
called on Ukrainians to count primarily on their own forces. “In order for
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Konotop [Hetman Ivan Vyhovskyi’s rout of the Muscovite army in 1659] to be
repeated, unity in the Ukrainian camp is required,” he said.?° But the monu-
ment was soon destroyed. “We have vandals too,” Emma Frenkin stated. “Even
the fact they were concentration-camp inmates does not excuse them.” 8!

In the early 1980s Frenkin established relations with scholars at the Ukrai-
nian Research Institute at Harvard University. In 1984 he managed to visit the
United States. There, too, he worked intensively, familiarizing himself with
scholarly literature and memoirs and searching for documents by eyewitnesses
to the fateful events that had held a magical attraction for him over the decades.
Now seriously ill, Frenkin brought back from America countless photocopied
books and periodicals. He refused to bow to illness. A man of great knowledge
and intellect, he had many plans for the future, although he understood that he
would not be able to complete them. “He was feisty and energetic until the very
end, and I sincerely believe he was ready for another scholarly lifetime,”
Wildman observed.??

Frenkin devoted his remaining energy and time to still another monograph,
monumental not so much in length (251 pages) as in profundity and scope:
Tragediia krest'ianskikh vosstanii v Rossii 1918-1921 gg.®® He analyzed the
preconditions for such extreme manifestations of the peasant movement as
uprisings throughout the tsarist empire from Siberia to Tavria. These precondi-
tions included many factors—from the predatory nature of the 1861 reforms to
the requisitioning of farm produce in the early 1920s. The extensive sources
made the book consistent and specific in its exposition. At the same time it
revealed new pages of bitter historical truth. From Lev Trotskii’s personal
archives Frenkin brought into daylight ominous verdicts by the Leninist
Politbureau and other surprising testimony. Frenkin’s last great study is charac-
terized by a high degree of information and personification and by the ground-
ing of its conclusions. The tapestry of the unprecedented historical tragedy that
he wove is made up of facts and not picturesque phrases. His writings fre-
quently leave the reader with painful feelings, but they always demand reflec-
tion. Such, for example, is the panorama of the notorious Antonovshchina, the
colossal uprising by the peasants of the Tambov region in 1921, and of the
Kronstadt rebellion, which is no less known but was equally distorted by Soviet
historiography.3* As for the latter, mercilessly striking at the new historical
myth, Frenkin noted:

Those 279 delegates to the Tenth Congress of the RKP(b) who were sent to
Kronstadt as political drivers and supervisors of the troops that were pitilessly
sent to storm the fortress, particularly P. Dybenko, A. Bubnov, V. Putna, L
Fedko, V. Zatonskii, and others, did not realize then that they were participat-
ing in the creation of the Soviet totalitarian system in whose blast furnace they
themselves would be consumed.33

Chapter 7, one of the largest in the book, deals with the Ukrainian peasants.
“The peasant nature of the Ukrainian revolution is beyond doubt. All the
otaman detachments were recruited from the peasants, as a result of which the
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characteristic features of peasant struggle—its vacillations, localized actions,
political zigzags, contradictory views, and often even forgetting of national
interests—were all reflected as in a focus in the oraman movement,” Frenkin
says in describing the essential features of peasant uprisings in Ukraine in
1918-1922.

The tragedy of the Ukrainian peasants, who lost the remnants of their land
and freedom at this time, was in Frenkin’s opinion the tragedy of the entire
Ukrainian revolution. Although the anti-Bolshevik peasant movement in
Ukraine was the main obstacle to communist expansion, unlike the russified
cities, it was the social and national alienation between city and village as well
as the peasant movement’s lack of organized political leadership that defeated
both it and the Ukrainian revolution.®® The excessive preponderance of social
over national issues in the Ukrainian peasant’s thinking was also tragic for the
Ukrainian revolution. It is important that Frenkin refuted the assertion that
peasant uprisings in Ukraine had a kulak nature, which was exploited for many
decades by Soviet propaganda and scholarship for political speculation.?”

For all the troubles he had seen Frenkin remained an optimist and believed
in the triumph of justice. He longed to see even the most tragic historical
experience analyzed and used for the progress of civilization. And he always
tried to show the causal links between the past and the present, especially when
solutions to burning issues were required. Thus in summing up peasant resis-
tance to communist servitude, he concluded: “There can be no question of a
genuine improvement in agriculture until the exploitation of the collective
farmer is ended. However, the emancipation of rural and urban workers is
possible only if the political and economic system in the USSR collapses.”s®

Frenkin did not manage to complete his last book. But its unfinished state is
barely noticeable. It was overcome by the enormous work of Emma Frenkin,
who prepared the book for publication. The dedication in Frenkin’s previous
monograph was significant: “To the friend of my life, my wife E. Frenkin, who
made an essential contribution to the preparation of this book for publica-
tion.”® The prominent Ukrainian scholar Omeljan Pritsak wrote to Emma
Frenkin on 4 April 1988: “I immediately began reading [Tragediia
krest'ianskikh vosstanii v Rossii] and was delighted by your husband’s presen-
tation of this complicated history. I believe that an English-language edition
would be useful . . . 7% But Mikhail Frenkin was no longer alive. He died on 20
February 1986.9' After his death Allan Wildman wrote: “Had fate allowed
Mikhail Frenkin a normal career either there or here, he would have been
recognized as an outstanding historian of the first magnitude.”? Wildman also
made an observation that does not apply to Frenkin alone: “In sum, Frenkin’s
work is a monument to what the best Soviet scholarship might achieve were it
permitted to unfold its creative potential.”

Kyiv, Ukraine

Translated from the Ukrainian by Marco Carynnyk
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HISTORICAL ATLAS OF EAST CENTRAL EUROPE. By Paul Rob-
ert Magocsi. A History of East Central Europe, Vol. 1. Seattle, Wash.:
University of Washington Press, 1993. xiii, 218 pp., maps, tables, bibli-
ography, index. ISBN 0-295-97248-3. cloth.

At first, many may overlook a volume with the term “atlas” in its title as nothing more
than a collection of simple, time-specific maps that do not go much beyond reproducing
what is commonly known about a region. As geographers like to point out, though,
fundamental spatial concepts—Ilocation (both absolute and relative), distance, move-
ment, and interaction to name but a few—play a vital role in the unfolding of historical
events. Furthermore, maps, when thoughtfully prepared and well executed, can go
beyond the “facts” of history not only to illuminate the spatial context within which
events occur, but to suggest other possible relationships and causal factors in these
events. Historical Atlas of East Central Europe is one volume that ably demonstrates
these higher-level aspects; indeed, the fact that editors Peter F. Sugar and Donald W.
Treadgold chose this as the first of their proposed ten-volume series A History of East
Central Europe further demonstrates the importance of having maps as a foundation to
any serious historical presentation.

The volume—the first of its kind—treats the period from the early fifth century to
1992 for the region that encompasses present-day Poland, the Czech Republic,
Slovakia, Hungary, Romania, Slovenia, Croatia, Yugoslavia, Macedonia, Albania, Bul-
garia, Greece, Moldova, plus eastern Germany, northeastern Italy, western Turkey, and
the lands of historic Poland-Lithuania, including Belarus and Ukraine to the Dnipro.
The presentation is roughly chronological and includes eighty-nine full-color maps with
accompanying text. For the most part, text for a particular topic (e.g., “The period of
feudal subdivisions, ca. 1250”) appears on the left with a full-page map (in this case
East Central Europe, ca. 1250) appearing on the right to allow for easy reference. Nearly
all the maps, though, are dynamic in that they treat a wider historical context by
superimposing various cartographic symbols to represent boundaries, movements of
peoples, and other important events on the single sheet. The reader thus gains a much
fuller view of the evolving patterns than would be the case with a static map. An added
bonus of the volume is the inclusion of twenty-eight tables covering a wealth of
information and statistical data, especially on ethnolinguistic-national compositions for
selected countries/regions. Finally, a comprehensive list of map sources, other biblio-
graphic information, and a useful index are provided.

Overall, the written text is succinct, as comprehensive as possible for a work such as
this, and neutral in presentation. Furthermore, the maps are superb: Magocsi should be
given high marks for his excellent job of compilation, and Geoffrey J. Matthews
deserves a great deal of credit for cartographic design and production. On the other
hand, some no doubt may find fault in various aspects of the volume. For example, the
choice of place names is invariably problematic; in this case, the author has opted for
consistency rather than historical criteria, so that the main entry for each place is the
same on every map and reflects contemporary conditions. Also, some may find fault
with drawing exact boundaries on maps where such precision is unwarranted, as is the
case with empires. Finally, the decision to include vassal states within a particular
empire at a particular period of time is subject to interpretation; some of the maps
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should therefore be viewed with a degree of reserve. However, these points are intended
to be no more than observations rather than criticisms of the book.

Overall, Historical Atlas of East Central Europe is excellent; I strongly recommend
it to anyone with an interest in this fascinating region. The book presents a clear and
comprehensive view of an extremely complex part of the world over a long period of
time and thereby furnishes an outstanding contribution to the understanding of East
Central Europe. The volume also amply demonstrates the value of cartographic repre-
sentation in historical presentation and will set the standard for other works of this
genre. Both Magosci and Matthews are to be congratulated for their fine effort.

Darrick Danta
California State University, Northridge

SOTSIAL'NO-EKONOMICHNA HEOHRAFIIA UKRAINY. Edited by
Oleh Shablii. L'viv: Svit, 1994. 608 pp. ISBN B-7773-0230-0 (cloth). 85
illus., including maps, sketches, diagrams, 7 portraits.

Geographical literature in Ukraine, unlike historical, is not voluminous. Since Ukraine
became independent, only two textbooks have been published—one for secondary
schools by Maksym Palamarchuk, and one for geography faculties of pedagogical
institutes and universities by Fedir Zastavnyi..In a certain sense these textbooks, like
others, carry the burden of the past—they mostly feature the geography of production,
and the regionalization of Ukraine is based on Soviet imperial schemes.

The book under review differs positively from previous works, both by its structure
and by its content. In this book, the socio-economic geography (anthropogeography) of
Ukraine is presented from modern scientific and national-state perspectives. A rather
large chapter of the book is dedicated to “Political-Geographic Features of Ukraine”
(124 pp.), in which the author provides a survey of the state and national territory of
Ukraine, its borders, political-geographic situation (in relation to its immediate neigh-
bors, Europe and Eurasia, and on a global scale), and shows a contemporary territorial-
administrative system and the ways by which it could be improved. Some paragraphs
are dedicated to political parties and movements, geopolitical doctrines (not exclusively
Ukrainian, but Russian and Polish as well), and electoral geography. Here Ukraine is
divided into four main political-geographic regions—Western, Central, Eastern and
Southern, with more detailed integration of each.

Also innovative is a long chapter entitled “Ethno- and Demogeography.” It starts
with a review of the most important problems of the development of this field of
anthropogeography of Ukraine (the study of global geospatial, especially global-zonal
aspects of the Ukrainian ethnos). Here the author shows the tendency of “arctization” of
the Ukrainian ethnos, the formation of its global band in temperate zones, etc.; the
investigation of the Ukrainian ethnos along Ukrainian ethnic borders; the investigation
of geographic aspects of national depopulation; and others. For the first time, a contem-
porary textbook surveys the question of Ukrainian ethnogenesis and genesis of the
nation (it refutes the theory of the so-called “Old Rus’ nationality™). A large part of the
volume is taken up by analyses of the ethnic make-up of the population of Ukraine and
its territorial differences: the demographic situation, the social structure of the popula-
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tion, its human resources potential, population distribution and formation of systems of
settlement, and how migration processes influence the formation of ethnic make-up in
different regions of Ukraine.

The chapter “Economic Geography™ has two main characteristics: (a) a survey of the
structure of the national complex is conducted not traditionally, by branches, but by
interbranch blocks (and the survey starts not with “heavy industry” blocks as the authors
of Soviet-era handbooks would customarily do, but with agro- and forestry-industrial
complexes, and ends with characteristics of the geography of interbranch complexes of
the industrial and ecological infrastructure—ecological-economic, hydro-economic,
etc.; and (b) a new economic-geographic regionalization of Ukraine is conducted. It first
of all divides Ukraine into the following economic zones: Northern-Forest Zone, Cen-
tral-Forest-Steppe Zone, Southern-Steppe Zone, and fragments of a Mountain Zone
(Carpathian Mountains and Crimea), which in turn are divided into individual territorial
sectors-—economic regions.

The truly innovative part of this book is the chapter “Social Geography,” where the
essence of the social infrastructure is shown: the territorial organization of the cultural-
educational and social complexes of Ukraine. For the first time, this textbook reviews
peculiarities of the development and distribution of recreational and scientific com-
plexes. Of absolute novelty is the survey of the geography of religion.

In the book under review, so-called social-economic regionalization is conducted for
the first time. It takes into account not only the distribution and functioning of the
economy, but also regional characteristics of social life and geographic tendencies
directed to the main cultural and industrial centers—cities with a population of a million
and over. According to this regionalization, there are the following regions: Central,
Western, Northern-Eastern, Central-Eastern, Eastern and Southern.

Sotsial'no-ekonomichna heohrafiia Ukrainy ends with a review of the geography of
Ukraine’s external relations (political, economical, scientific) and a chapter on “Ukraine
on the Eve of the Twenty-first Century.” There are fifteen tables with data that charac-
terize the administrative-territorial system of Ukraine, its place in the world by various
kinds of production, the distribution of the Ukrainian population beyond the borders of
Ukraine, the confessional situation, the natural resources potential of each region, and
so on. Unfortunately, there is no name index, geographic index, or list of recommended
literature.

The book is intended for a wide andience, but the Ministry of Education of Ukraine
recommends it primarily as a textbook for the intensive study of geography by all
students of universities and institutes, colleges and high schools, and for geography
teachers.

This book’s translation and publication in Russian in 1995 will make it possible for
readers from many post-communist countries where most of the population is compe-
tent in the Russian language to become familiar with the true social-economic geogra-
phy of Ukraine, free of falsifications and imperial ambitions.

Georgii Bachynskyi
State University of Forestry and Wood Technology of Ukraine
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ISTORIIA FILOSOFII UKRAINY: KHRESTOMATIIA. Edited by
Mykola Fedosiiovych Tarasenko, Myroslav luriiovych Rusyn, Ada
Korniivna Bychko, et al. Kyiv: Lybid, 1993. 559 pp. + index. ISBN
(paper) 5-325-00254-6.

ISTORIIA FILOSOFI UKRAINY: PIDRUCHNYK. By Mykola
Fedosiiovych Tarasenko, Myroslav Iuriiovych Rusyn, Ihor
Valentynovych Bychko, et al. Kyiv: Lybid, 1994. 413 pp. + index. ISBN
(paper) 5-325-00253-8.

The first book is an anthology of primary sources in Ukrainian philosophy from the
medieval period to the present. Its value can hardly be overestimated: it is the first
collection of its kind, and it gives the Ukrainian reader ready access to materials, most
of which are difficult to find and some of which have been inaccessible until now. As far
as I know, excerpts from Stanislav Orikhovski’s [Stanistaw Orzechowski] Instructions
for the Polish King, a sixteenth-century Latin publication, appear here in Ukrainian for
the first time, while excerpts from two manuscripts—Hryhorii Shcherbatskyi’s philoso-
phy lectures (in Latin) at the Kyivan Mohyla Academy in 1651, and Petro Lodii’s Short
Introduction to Metaphysics (in eighteenth-century Ruthenian) are published (in stan-
dard Ukrainian) for the first time. The second book is an indispensable companion to the
anthology: it points out the key ideas in the readings, locates them within the framework
of their authors’ thought, places the authors in their historical context, and weaves the
contexts together into a history. The handbook can be used independently of the
anthology.

It is evident from the changes in the distribution of the sections among the different
chapters that the two books were not planned carefully enough at the beginning. The set
is designed for university and post-secondary-school students. To judge how it meets
this purpose, I shall assess (1) how comprehensive is the selection of readings in this
anthology, (2) how objective is the historical presentation in the handbook, and (3) how
clear or comprehensible is the textbook discussion of the readings.

The criteria for “Ukrainian philosophy,” which are discussed by Vasyl' Lisovyi in
the first chapter of the textbook, are wide enough for a coherent picture of the develop-
ment of Ukrainian intellectual culture. The philosophically relevant literature presented
in the anthology consists not only of formally philosophical works but also of religious,
literary, historical, and political texts that contain philosophical ideas, and what makes
this literature Ukrainian is that it was produced by Ukrainians or played a part in
Ukrainian intellectual life (p. 19). What might be called the “pre-philosophical” period,
i.e., the period preceding the emergence of philosophy as a distinctive activity with its
own form of literature, is represented by Metropolitan Ilarion’s Sermon on Law and
Grace, the supplication of Danylo the Exile, the Collection of Sviatoslav (1073), the
Teaching of Kyryk of Novgorod, the Life of Cyril the Philosopher, Klym Smoliatych’s
letter to Presbyter Khoma, the Bee collection (all translated into standard Ukrainian by
Stanyslav Bodnar), Isaiia Kopynskyi’s Spiritual Alphabet, Vitalii of Dubno’s Dioptra,
Kyrylo Trankvilion-Stavrovetskyi’s Mirror of Theology, Stanislav Orikhovskyi’'s In-
structions..., Khrystof Filalet’s Apokrisis, Ivan Vyshenskyi’s Book, and Pylyp Orlyk’s
Devolution of Ukraine’s Rights. Had there been more space, a number of works such as
Volodymyr Monomakh’s An Instruction for [My] Children and The Tale of Ihor's
Campaign could have been added.
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The other category of non-philosophical writings, consisting of literary and journal-
istic works on broad philosophical themes, offers the editors a much wider choice of
selections. They provide selections from Mykola Kostomarov’s Books of the Genesis of
the Ukrainian People and Two Rus' Peoples, and from Ivan Franko’s, Lesia Ukrainka’s,
and Volodymyr Vynnychenko’s articles on ethical, aesthetic, political, or historical
questions. Instead of selecting samples of Mykola Hohol’s, Panteleimon Kulish’s, and
Taras Shevchenko’s literary works that contain philosophical ideas, the editors use
interpretative articles about these writers, thus defeating the very idea of an anthology.

Philosophical works in the strict sense consist of excerpts from Kasiian Sakovych’s
Treatise on the Soul in General, Innokentii Gizel’s Total Work of Philosophy, Feofan
Prokopovych’s lectures on logic and physics, Heorhii Shcherbatskyi’s lecture, Hryhorii
Skovoroda’s dialogue The Serpent’s Flood, Pamfil Iurkevych’s articles, Volodymyr
Lesevych’s articles, Heorhii Chelpanov’s Brain and Soul, Vasyl Zenkovskyi’s Prob-
lems of Psychic Causality, and Dmytro Chyzhevskyi’s articles. Here some questions
can be raised about Chelpanov’s and Zenkovskyi’s inclusion among Ukrainian philoso-
phers and about the omission of thinkers such as Heorhii Konyskyi, Stepan Iavorskyi,
Orest Novytskyi, Syl'vestr Hohotskyi, Petro Linytskyi, Ivan Mirchuk, and Mykola
Shlemkevych, who are mentioned—and some even discussed—in the textbook.

The last category encompasses works in political theory focused on Ukrainian
independence: excerpts from the ideological writings of Mykhailo Drahomanov,
Dmytro Dontsov, and V’iacheslav Lypynskyi, as well as Ivan Lysiak-Rudnytskyi’s
essays on the development of Ukrainian national consciousness. This section, along
with the excerpt from Pylyp Orlyk, should have been left for a specialized anthology in
political thought or “politology,” thus freeing space for the core areas of philosophy.

Surprisingly enough, there are no selections from Ukrainian Soviet philosophers in
the anthology. Instead, a historical survey of philosophy in the Soviet period is offered
in the last chapter, a survey that coincides largely with the final chapter in the textbook.
The editors offer no explanation for this policy. Works published since the 1960s might
be excluded because of their accessibility, while books and articles from the 1920s—
1930s by philosophers such as Semen Semkovskyi, Volodymyr Iurynets, and Petro
Demchuk are not within reach of students.

The historical setting that is necessary for grasping the sense and significance of the
readings is described with scholarly detachment in the textbook. There is none of the
abusive language that was so glaring in Soviet publications. The critical comments that
appear occasionally in the textbook are restrained and fair. They are directed usually at
the logical merits of the discussed texts, and are helpful to the student. The textbook
chapter on philosophy under the Soviet regime may serve as a test of objectivity. It
shows very clearly how philosophical thought was suppressed and by the early 1930s
completely eradicated, how Ukrainian culture was degraded to a provincial status, and
how the Ukrainian cultural elite was destroyed in the 1930s. The revival of Ukrainian
philosophy since the 1960s is outlined briefly, but no mention is made of the ideological
straight jacket that continued to confine philosophical thought, or of the persecution
suffered by intellectuals who dared to criticize Party policy. The authors point out the
main areas of growth and the trends in Ukrainian philosophy in the last thirty years
without boasting about its achievements.

The chapters of the textbook vary in style, since they are written by different authors.
All of them are competently written, but some are better organized and written in clearer
language than others. The early chapters, dealing with periods for which there is little
concrete data, tend to be more verbose, vague, and convoluted than the later chapters.
The chapter on radical nationalism (by 1. V. Losiev) stands out with its lucid prose. Most
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chapters of the textbook are matched with certain chapters in the anthology, but the kind
and amount of information they supply varies. Some provide little more than a summary
of the main points in the readings. Others provide an interpretation of a philosophical
system or world view which the readings express, or an outline of the whole intellectual
tradition or milieu to which the readings belong. The chapters on humanist and reforma-
tion ideas (by V. M. Nichyk and Ia. M. Stratii), philosophical studies at the Kyiv
Mohyla Academy (by Stratii), Hryhorii Skovoroda (by Nichyk and A. V. Romenets),
and Pamfil Turkevych (by M. L. Luk) are particularly informative. Several textbook
chapters do not refer to any specific readings in the anthology. They function as bridges
between the other chapters and fill in the historical gaps between the more important
periods of philosophical growth. The chapters on Slavic mythology and the intellectual
culture of the thirteenth to fifteenth centuries serve this purpose. I have detected no
traces of the crude formula of the struggle of materialism and idealism, which Soviet
historians of philosophy used as an organizing and explanatory principle, and only a few
whiffs of the famous sociological explanation of intellectual change that was wide-
spread in Soviet historical studies of philosophy. The textbook sets a new standard of
intellectual responsibility and writing style.

Each chapter in the textbook ends with a concise and up-to-date bibliography that
should be very useful to students. Only the bibliography on Skovoroda is too concise;
Filosofiia Hryhoriia Skovorody, ed. V. 1. Shynkaruk (Kyiv, 1972) and 1. V. Ivan'o,
Filosofiia i styl’ myslennia H. Skovorody (Kyiv, 1983) should be added to it.

There is no explanation of, or even comment on, the odd titles of the two books.
Apart from the titles, the expression “philosophy of Ukraine” does not appear in either
book, and the phrase “philosophical thought of Ukraine” appears only once in the
textbook (p. 181). The usual expressions in both books are the perfectly natural “Ukrai-
nian philosophical thought” and *“Ukrainian philosophy.” My hunch is that the editors
took Dmytro Chyzhevskyi’s claim that the term “Ukrainian philosophy” implies a
unique Ukrainian contribution to world philosophy too seriously. They are right not to
use “philosophy in Ukraine” (Chyzhevskyi’s preferred phrase) as a suitable title, for the
books deal with thinkers outside Ukraine and with only some thinkers in Ukraine. But
they are wrong to coin new and unusual expressions without explaining what the
expressions mean and why they should be used.

Considering the speed with which the two volumes were produced, they are a
remarkable achievement. They will undoubtedly play a critical role in raising the
standards of philosophical education in Ukraine.

Taras D. Zakydalsky
Canadian Institute of Ukrainian Studies, Toronto

JOURNAL OF UKRAINIAN STUDIES. Edmonton, Alberta; Canadian
Institute of Ukrainian Studies, University of Alberta, Summer—Winter
1992. Volume 17. No. 1/2 (Special Issue: Early Modern Ukraine). 250
Pp., illustrations. ISSN 0228-1635.

Most special issues of journals are a hodgepodge of articles of various degrees of quality
and interest. This one is an exception. The quality is uniformly high, and the degree of
attention the articles will arouse depends primarily on the reader’s acquaintance with the
field and personal interests.
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A number of the authors have given us a series of superb overviews of basic
problems as they are seen today in Ukrainian historiography in the West. Not surpris-
ingly, only two (Kohut and Sysyn) focus on political history, Sysyn more on the
consequences of the Khmelnytskyi revolt for national consciousness and Kohut on the
political history of all three East Slavic nations for the whole early modern period.
Kohut calls for a reexamination of the interactions of all three, especially in the areas of
religion and political culture. The “Little Russian idea,” for example, was in this period
an ideology defending Ukrainian autonomy, not subservience to the Russian empire.
Sysyn surveys the impact of the Khmelnytskyi revolt on the development of Ukrainian
national consciousness, and he does so in the context of seventeenth-century culture and
ideas, not anachronistic notions from the nineteenth century. Serhii Plokhy’s contribu-
tion is more specific, adding an important concrete element to these general arguments.
He examines the Pokrova icon depicting Khmelnytskyi as an example of the growing
cult of the great Hetman in the years 1727-1728, when the hetmanate was restored
under Danylo Apostol. The icon and cuit as well were both part of the “Little Russian
idea,” which Plokhy interprets along the lines of Kohut.

A large number of the contributors focus on one or the other aspect of religion, a
welcome trend in Ukrainian historiography. Normally religion has been seen as a form
of nationalist ideology, varying according to time and place, but essentially out of the
context of faith. Thor Sev&enko surveys religious polemics of the period, noting some of
many areas of needed research. David Frick and Dushan Bednarsky look at Zyzanii and
Smotrytskyi, and St. Dmytryi Tuptalo (of Rostov), respectively. Bednarsky examines
the saint’s rhetoric, while Frick explicates a fascinating example of “cross-cultural
misunderstanding” involving Russian, Ukrainian, and Greek clergy. He raises a number
of problems for the traditional views of Lavrentii Zyzanii, especially his trip to Moscow,
and if he cannot ultimately solve them, he certainly makes clear to the reader how
slender is the basis of accepted views. Finally, Antoni Mironowicz gives a good close-
up of Orthodox centers and organization, both parishes and bratstva, in Podlachia.

The collection does not neglect social and economic history. Shmuel Ettinger gives
us an admirable survey of the social and legal status of the Jews of the Polish-Lithuanian
state to 1648, covering not only statute but practice. Iryna Voronchuk analyzes peasant
status and life in Volhynia in the first half of the seventeenth century with admirable
precision, but not getting beyond the traditional Soviet categories of impoverishment
and differentiation.

Three of the articles seem to me to present arguments or material that warrant some
comment at greater length. Peter Rolland publishes three letters from Simjaon Polacki
to Lazar Baranovych from 1669-1670. Simjaon was an important enough figure that
anything from his pen is valuable, but these letters touch on the problems he found in
getting Lazar’s Truby sloves propovednikh published in Moscow. Lazar’s earlier ser-
mon collection had been distributed with official sanction in Russia, and he clearly did
not anticipate trouble. Simjaon, however, did, and his reaction is an extremely rare case
of a reported Russian reaction to Ukrainian Orthodoxy in the area of faith, not ecclesias-
tical jurisdictions. Simjaon wanted to adjust Lazar’s Slavonic, but that was not a serious
problem: the real issue was the Ukrainian bishop’s sermons on the birth of the Mother of
God, where he accepted the Catholic notion of the Immaculate Conception and the
related idea of original sin. This, in Simjaon’s view, the “stubborn” among the Russians
would not accept, and not surprisingly, since Orthodox theology has never accepted the
Western notion of original sin. It is not clear from the correspondence if this issue was
the one that prevented publication, or whether other issues intervened, but in any case
Simjaon’s remark is a crucial witness.
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Mikhail Dmitriev and Natalia Pylypiuk both present some provacative and poten-
tially fruitful ideas about religious issues in Ukrainian Orthodoxy of the period.
Dmitriev advances the idea that the basic motivation behind the Union of Brest was fear
of the Reformation among the Orthodox Rus". This is probably the first new idea on the
union advanced in a century, and the first one to present religious, not national or
political motivations for our consideration. It has the virtue of taking account of the very
real issue of Calvinist sympathies and belief among the Orthodox Rus’ population of the
Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. It also takes seriously the religious character of the
surviving polemical literature, which does not focus on language, as often seems the
case from modern accounts. Pylypiuk reopens the entire issue of the religious character
of seventeenth-century Ukrainian culture. Her article represents a more or less open
polemic with the tendency of especially Soviet philologists to look for art, in the modern
Western sense, in seventeenth-century Ukrainian writings. By analyzing the work and
reception of Ivan Velychkovskyi, she shows how exceptional was his attempt to write
poetry for the sake of art (if not art alone!). In the curriculum of the Kyiv Academy,
poetry or any other verbal art was simply an accessory to language study, and that in
turn was a vehicle for philosophy and theology. She speculates that it was the absence of
a Ukrainian court that was responsible for the absence of art, as it was the West
European courts that sponsored secular and usually vernacular poetry and drama. The
role of the Russian court in the seventeenth century, and the eventual Russian turn to
Polish poetry away from Ukrainian sermons, would seem to bear her out. If I may
quarrel with one of her conclusions, I might suggest that the currricolum of the Kyivan
Academy, which she has described so accurately, is misleadingly called “scholastic.” It
was a reformulation of scholasticism by Renaissance and Baroque scholars, though we
do not yet know clearly the intellectual background of that neo-scholasticism (Paris?
Louvain? Padua? There were differences). Nevertheless, Pylypiuk has done an impor-
tant service in placing Velychkovskyi as well as the Academy in proper context.

In sum, this is a fine and important collection, combining judicious surveys with
many new and suggestive ideas.

Paul Bushkovitch
Yale University

MEMORIA IN ALTRUSBLAND: UNTERSUCHUNGEN ZU DEN
FORMEN CHRISTLICHER TOTENSORGE. By Ludwig Steindorff.
Quellen und Studien zur Geschichte des ostlichen Europa, Bd. 38.
Stuttgart: Franz Steiner Verlag, 1994. 294 pp.; appendix; name, geo-
graphic, and subject indices; bibliography. ISBN (paper) 3-515-06195-9.

The impulse to commemorate the dead is found in most cultures—both Christian and
pre-Christian. Historians of the Western Middle Ages have been investigating com-
memoration practices and rituals for several decades now. To be sure, enough literature
has been produced by these scholars for there even to have evolved fairly lively, and
sometimes testy, debates. In the historiography of pre-modern Ukraine and Russia,
however, the topic has barely been broached. A few historians and chartists have
examined some of the sources that record commemorations in Kyivan Rus’ and Mus-
covy (Petukhov, Dergacheva, Sazonov, Konev), particularly monastic sinodikons
(sinodiki or pomianniki). A few others have touched briefly on death and commemora-
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tion in their descriptions of Orthodox spirituality and religious practice. What Steindorff
has done with this book is to provide medieval Ukrainian and Russian historiography
with its first study dedicated specifically to the subject. It is a comprehensive work,
makes extensive use of rare archival materials, and engagingly describes the range of
commemorative activity of Orthodox East Slavs to the end of the seventeenth century.

Steindorff first takes up the question of the liturgical role of commemoration in the
Orthodox faith. He outlines the liturgical cycle—its daily, weekly and annual rubrics—
and identifies those provisions made by the Church for remembering the living and the
dead in its services. He makes the case for the centrality of commemoration in the
liturgical and spiritual life of the Orthodox Church, pointing to the several feasts
earmarked specifically for commemoration: e.g., the Sunday of Orthodoxy, Great Lent
and Paskha, and Radunitsa. In this survey, Steindorff pays particular attention to the
rituals surrounding death, demonstrating that many of these rituals represent
christianized forms of “pagan” ancestor worship. Steindorff next examines commemo-
rative practices in Byzantium, among the South Slavs, and in Kyivan Rus’. Here he notes
the earliest incidences and sources of commemoration in this territory—in chronicle
writing, iconography and frescos, and even the birch bark texts. He shows the continu-
ities of Kyivan and Muscovite commemorative practices with those of the Byzantine
East, but identifies innovation and invention as well.

Having dealt with the liturgics and historical background, Steindorff lastly turns his
attention to what is clearly his chief interest and, it should be noted, his most important
contribution: the administration of commemoration in Muscovite monasteries in the
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. Praying for the dead was one of the most important
functions of Muscovy’s holy houses. Steindorff carefully defines and enumerates the
various texts that were used to record and implement monastic commemorations—the
sinodikon, the Donation Book (Vkladnaia kniga), and the Book of Feasts (Kormovaia
kniga). He sees in these texts the first appearance of more modern accounting and
recording techniques in Muscovite history. For Steindorff, the origins of these tech-
niques—first developed at Volokolamsk Monastery in the late fifteenth century—are
rooted in the growing number of names in prayer lists. Steindorff shows that, unlike in
the medieval West, the need to economize commemorations fostered the evolution of
two separate prayer lists in Muscovite monasteries. Maintaining these lists required
increasingly sophisticated administrative skills. These skills, Steindorff suggests, would
be adopted elsewhere, in both religious and non-religious institutions.

This bald summary of some of the larger arguments does little justice to the contents
of this important and pioneering book. It is an encyclopedic work, arranged in sections
which methodically and meticulously deal with all the vital topics in turn. It also
contains an important appendix that lists and briefly describes the manuscript sources
for several Muscovite monasteries, including an inventory of sources for Volokolamsk
Monastery. This appendix is itself a valuable contribution, and reflects the years of
research he has conducted on this most important of Muscovite holy houses. Without a
doubt, Steindorff has given us an important study that will prove indispensable for
scholars studying medieval Ukrainian and Russian religiosity, monastic communities,
the history of literacy, or chancellery practice. While the progress on this front may
indeed be much greater in the historiography of the medieval West, Steindorff’s book is
an enormous first step, answering the important and fu