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GEORGE D. KNYSH

Eastern Slavs
and the Christian Millennium of 1988

The notion that the contemporary East Slavic nations (Belorussians,
Russians, Ukrainians) are entitled to co-celebrate as equals the memory of
Volodymyr’s (Vladimir’s) world-historical conversion to Christianity in or
around 988 A.D. is based upon an outright misunderstanding (or even
distortion) of the available historical record. It is a notion strongly tied to
the current needs, interests, and strategies of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union which, as is well known, will in three years’ time be orches-
trating massive remembrances of Volodymyr’s deed in the ‘“‘brotherly”
Slavic republics of the U.S.S.R. I propose in this communication to explore
briefly why it should not be so, although it undoubtedly and irreversibly
will be so.

One of the most ancient documents dealing with the event, Monk
James’ (Iakov’s) ‘““Memorial and Laud to the Rus’ Prince Volodymyr,”!
puts the matter quite succinctly:

Volodymyr accepted Christ for himself, and enlightened his children and his entire
household through holy baptism. . . . He also christened the whole Rus’ land from one
end to the other. . . and afterwards he beautified the whole Rus’ land and all its towns
with holy churches. . . .2

In order to grasp the meaning conveyed by these words, it is essential
that they be placed in their historical context. Monk Iakov was writing in
the third decade of the twelfth century, perhaps even a little later. He was a
younger contemporary of Nestor, the main editor of the Povest’ Vremen-
nikh Let. To these learned ecclesiastics the concept of “Rus’ land” had a
very specific and clear connotation. It most certainly did not, in its usual
sense, refer to the full cluster of territories and populations under the direct
or indirect control of the Kievan princes. This is obvious in Monk Iakov’s
continuator who patriotically notes in one passage that, after his own and
his land’s conversion to Christianity, Volodymyr “with God’s help”
defeated and imposed tribute on a series of alien peoples, including the
Radimichians, the Viatichians, the Yatvingians, and the Khazars.? Nestor
is even more explicit. In his time, the second decade of the twelfth century,

1. Printed in Met. Makarii, Istoriia russkoi tserkvi (History of the Russian Church), 3rd
ed., tom I (Saint Petersburg, Russia: Tipografiia R. Golike, 1889), addition n. 1, pp.249-257.

2. Ibid., pp. 250, 251.

3. Ibid., p.255.
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“Rus’ land” was an expression identical to, and absolutely convertible to,
the expression ‘‘Polianian land.”*

It should be noted in passing that the so-called *“Normanist” contro-
versy is only peripherally pertinent to this particular point. The origin of
the name (Rus’) by which a discreet people and territory (that of the
Polianians) were then called is one thing. That people’s actual existence
and precise relationship to other contemporary peoples, quite another.
Archaeological investigation has very effectively assisted written docu-
mentary assertions. The boundaries of the Polianian land, i.e. of the “‘Rus’
land” which Volodymyr the Great converted and Christianized in or
around 988, are now more or less definitely established: it lay on both
banks of the middle Dnipro River beginning some dozens of miles north of

4. Polnoe sobranie russkikh letopisei (PSRL), 11 (Moskva: izd. Vostochnoi Literaturi,
1962). All translations, here and elsewhere, are ours.
col. 18: Poliane, iazhe nini zovamaia Rus’ (The Polianians, who are today called the Rus’)
col. 20: . . . prozvashasia Rusiu, a pervie bisha Slovine, ashche i Poliane zvakhusia (They were
called the Rus’, but earlier they were Slavs, and they were also called/named the Polianians)
col. 15: Askold zhe i Dir. . . nachasta vladiti Polskoiu zemleiu. (Askold and Dir began to rule
the Polianian land.)
col. 8: Pochasha derzhati rod ikh kniazhenie v Poliakh (Their clan began to hold the rulership
of the Polianians)
“Poliani” is an artificial term that was revived, if not coined, circa 1080 A.D. by the editors of
the initial version of The Povest’ Vremennikh Let as an alternative historical nomen for the
**Rus’" (core Old Ukrainian) population of the Kievan Empire. One simply cannot underline
the point strongly enough. We hope to discuss elsewhere the literary sources of, and the
political reasons for, this important ideological move, the very existence of which seems to
have eluded our standard historians, including M. Hrushevs’kyi, Istoriia Ukrainy-Rusy, 3rd
ed. (Kyiv: Drukarnia Pershoi Spilky, 1913), pp.188-193; A4 History of Ukraine (New Haven:
Yale University Press, 1941), pp.24, 39-44; and G. Vernadsky, Ancient Russia (New Haven:
Yale University Press, 1943), pp.82, 115, 308, 313-314; The Origins of Russia (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1959), pp.102, 201, 211-213.
Failure to grasp that a terminological revolution occurred in the scientific consciousness of
the late eleventh century Kievan intellectuals has unfortunately rendered much twentieth
century speculation on the “origin of the Rus™’ somewhat akin to Plato’s famous description
of shadow games in the Cave. Theories that overemphasize the distinction between *“Rus’"’
and *“‘Poliani” (for instance those of H. Paszkiewicz) are in clear conflict with the sources. We
do not wish to deny the reality or significance of the Norse contribution to Ukrainian history,
but only to note a simple biological fact that goes a long way towards explaining the mysteries
and ambiguities of this contribution. The Norse “Rus’”, whose presence and activity in
Eastern Europe is well-documented in the ninth and tenth centuries, had, practically speak-
ing, no womenfolk of their own nationality: they were almost entirely male warrior and
merchant groups. This is well attested, for example by the Chernihiv barrows. It is thus not
surprising at all that their children and grandchildren should have been Slavicized so
completely and abruptly, while retaining the name (Rus’) by which their fathers had been
known. Because the overwhelming majority of the Norse ““Rus’ settled in Central Ukraine
after 943 A.D., their ethnic nomen was initially appropriated by the related Slavic rods of that
region, and that region alone. The Slavic cultural homogeneity of Rus’-Poliania — through
assimilation of Ihor’s Norse warrior-merchants — was well-established in Volodymyr’s time
(e.g., Volodymyr’s uncle Dobrynia was the son of Malfred, Ihor’s Norse governor of Liubech;
Mystyslav [**Mystysha''] was the son of Sveinald, Ihor’s Norse general, etc.).
We have adhered to PVL terminology in calling the Old Central Ukrainians both **Rus’"* and
*Poliani”. The question of their earlier historical nomen or nomina requires a separate
investigation, which cannot be undertaken here.
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Vyshhorod, and extending southward a little beyond the mouth of the river
Ros’. On the left bank of the Dnipro, it included a fairly wide strip of
territory that became the basis of the later Pereiaslav principality. On the
right bank, it reached the basin of the upper Bog River.’

The land was relatively small but compactly populated and exceed-
ingly well-developed economically. Christening it “from one end to
another” was not an especially difficult enterprise. Its capital, of course,
was Kiev. Other major centres were: Vyshhorod, Bilhorod, Vasyliv, Zve-
nyhorod, Pereiaslav, Peresichen’, Vytychiv, Roden’, etc. This “land of
Rus™ was, for a short period of time, the hub of an imperial structure
wherein the Polianian-Rus’ ethnos exercised political, economic, adminis-
trative, military, cultural, and to some extent linguistic hegemony over
many other different ethna of the vast East European plains and forests.
The nature and extent of this hegemony was exceedingly varied and
existed, furthermore, in a state of constant change and flux. It was never
securely solidified, and by the mid-twelfth century, it had effectively
collapsed.

It is important to underline as an indubitable historical fact that, while
this hegemonic political system prevailed, it helped to develop a high level
of ethnic consciousness in leading circles of the Rus’-Polianian population,
including a certain superiority complex with regards to other groups. This
“Rus’-Polianian” pride in their special role encouraged intellectuals to
haughtily combine under the rubric of alien “subjects and tributaries’ all
the ethna they dominated, even those that were objectively most closely
related to themselves — for instance, the Derevlianians of Ovruch, who
“lived like animals,”’® the Volynians and Galician Croats, whom they con-
temptuously dismissed as “Lyakhs,”” and the neighbouring Siveriani of
Chernihiv, who were lumped together with the genuinely remote Radimi-
chians and Viatichians as *‘beastly forest types.”

The usually self-centred Rus’-Polianian authors (Ilarion, Iakov, Ivan,
Nestor, Sylvester, Volodymyr Monomakh, etc.) tell us very little about the

5. O.A. Kupchynskyi, Naidavnishi slovianski toponimy Ukrainy (The Oldest Slavic Topo-
nyms of Ukraine) (Kiev: Naukova Dumka, 1981), pp.174-175, 194-196, 244-245. That the
population of tenth century Kiev was overwhelmingly of Rus’-Polianian stock may be
gathered from the study of O.P. Motsia, “‘Pytannia etnichnoho skladu naselennia davnoho
Kyieva” (Concerning the Ethnic Structure of Ancient Kiev's Population), Arkheologiia 31
(1979), pp. 28-36, esp. 31. Cf. also I.P. Rusanova, ‘‘Kurgani Polian 10-12st.” (The Polianian
Barrows of the tenth to twelfth centuries), in Arkheologiia SSSR (Moskva, 1966), pp.1-71;
V.V. Sedov, **Formirovanie slavianskogo naseleniia srednego Podneproviia’ (Formation of
the Middle Dnipro’s Slavic Population), Sovetskaia Arkheologiia (SA), 1972, n. 4, pp. 116-130;
id., “Dregovichi,” SA 1963, n. 3, pp. 112-125. Other pertinent articles appeared in issues of
SA for 1960.

6. PSRL, I, col. 10: Derevliani zhiviakhu zvirskim obrazom, zhivushche skotski. (The
Derevlianians lived in animal fashion, they lived like beasts).

7. Ibid., cols. 69, 137.

8. Ibid., col. 10: Radimichi i Viatichi i Severo odin obichai imiakhu zhiviakhu v lisi iako
zhe vsiakii zvir. . (The Radimichians and Viatichians and Siverianians had the same customs,
living in the forest like any other animal).
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introduction of formal or actual Christian influences amongst subject
ethna. On the basis of the meagre pieces of available evidence, we may
nevertheless infer that the Christianization process was highly uneven. To
the southwest and south of Kiev, it had roots older than Volodymyr, in
some cases going back to the missionary activities of Methodian priests.®
To the north and east, its status was dubious at best and nonexistent in
many localities long after Volodymyr’s departure from this world. Exa-
mining the Rus’-Polianian empire of the tenth to twelfth centuries on an
ethnos by ethnos approach, here is what we can discover.

The Galician Croats and the Volyniani were probably Christians of
the Methodian rite who existed in very significant numbers for some time
prior to their political subjugation by Volodymyr.!° The steppe peoples
(Pechenegs, Torks, etc.) remained overwhelmingly pagan. The Ulychians
and Tyvertsians were peripheral groups from our perspective. These erst-
while rulers of South Poliania had systematically retreated towards the
southwest after c. 950 A.D., blending with the Croats and the Pechenegs,
and disappearing as distinct entities.'!

The Rus’-Polianians were “‘officially” converted to Christianity by
Volodymyr, although large numbers had already been professing Chris-
tians of various rites and orientations.!? The Derevlianians’ territorial
closeness to and particularly intimate historical relations with the Rus’-
Polianian realm suggests, in spite of Rus’-Polianian authors’ prejudices,
that they underwent a Christianization experience very similar to that of
their southwestern neighbours.!?

The Christianization pattern of the Siverianians is almost totally
unknown to us. They were certainly Christian by the time of Nestor, and
probably had been since the early eleventh century. Perhaps the majority

9. Ibid., cols. 18-20.

10. The literature s cited copiously in S. Pap, Pochatky Chrystiianstva na Zakarpatti(The
Beginnings of Christianity in Transcarpathia) (Philadelphia: Mytropolia Ukrain’s’koi Kato-
lyts’koi Tserkvy u ZSA, 1983), esp. pp.28, 101, 102, 196. These territories had been under the
steady political and religious influence of Great Moravia and its successor states: cf. F.
Dvornik, The Making of Central and Eastern Europe, 2nd ed. (Gulf Breeze, Fla.: Academic
International Press, 1974), esp. pp. 78ff., 125ff., 277.

11. It is possible that *“Ulychi Tyvertsi"’ simply meant *‘the Ulychian princes (turkic:
Tabar, Teber, Tavar = hereditary vassal ruler. Cf. M.1. Artamonov, Istoriia Khazar, Lenin-
grad, izd. Gos. Ermitazha, 1962, pp. 244-246). The Ulychians (Constantine Porphyrogenitus’
Oultines) many have been in the area of South Ukraine since the late fifth century, as the
Hunnic ““Ulch-indur” (reported in Jordanes c. 551 A.D.). For a more traditional explanation
of the **Ulychi Tyvertsi” that views them as the remnants of Slavic colonists slowly withdraw-
ing northwestward under pressure from Turkic steppe nomads, cf. O.A. Kupchynskyi, op.
cit., pp. 179-187, 197. On this understanding, the complex in question would include the Slavs
in Moldavia, whose Christianization in all likelihood followed the Croat or perhaps the
Bulgarian pattern. The Moldavian populations were not politically subject to Volodymyr or
his immediate successors.

12. PSRL, II, cols. 18-20, 42, 69-70. Cf. also infra Appendix.

13. Archaeological evidence of mass Christianization begins to appear in the eleventh
century: cf. L.LP. Rusanova, art.cit. in note S, p. 24.
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were converted under Yaroslav and Mstislav.'* Similar comments might
apply to the Dregovichians of Turiv's and perhaps to those of Minsk as
well. '8

We know that Christianization of the Polotsk Krivichians began
relatively early.!” Yet the influence of pagan priests was still apparent at the
court of the local ruler as late as c¢. 1020.'3 The Krivichians of Smolensk are
reputed to have embraced Christianity in 1013 A.D.'® Those of the upper
Volga and the colonists of Meryaland were still largely pagan in the
mid-eleventh century and beyond.?® Formal Christianity took root fairly
quickly among the Slavs of Pskov and Novgorod. But investigators have
noted the continuance of rural paganism until the late Middle Ages, and

14. PSRL, II, col. 141: I umnozhisasia prozvuteri i liude khristianskii i radovashasia
Yaroslav vidia mnohi tserkvi i liudi kristiani zelo. (And priests and Christian people multi-
plied and Yaroslav was joyful seeing many Christian churches and strongly Christian people).
The areas around Liubech and Chernihiv were Christianized noticeably earlier than the
remainder of Siverian lands. Cf. A.P. Motsia, *“Truposozhzhenie i trupopolozhenie u slavian
srednego podneprovia. Prichini smeni pogrebalnogo obriada™ (Cremation and Inhumation
Among the Middle Dnipro Slavs. Reasons for Changes in Burial Rite), in V.D. Baran e al.,
eds., Slaviane i Rus’ (Kyiv: Naukova Dumka, 1979), pp. 117-118. The West Siverianians had
been closely tied to Kiev since the ninth century, and their culture had become substantially
“Polianized’: cf. O.A. Kupchynskyi op.cit., pp. 176, 195.

15. Their ruler in 1012 was the subsequently much-maligned Sviatopolk. Thietmar of
Merseburg recounts a story about the incarceration of this prince, his Polish wife (she was the
daughter of Boleslas Chrabry), and Reinbern, bishop of Kolobrzeg/MGH, SS RR GER, NS,
t. IX, 2nd ed., Berlin, 1955, pp. 486-488. The trio was arrested by Volodymyr on suspicion of
treason. In this connection, Thietmar attacks Volodymyr for his “iniquitous act™ towards
Reinbern (who died in prison) and paints a glowing picture of the prelate’s career, including
his life-long struggles with the *‘demons™ and “idols’’ of paganism. While this would prima
facie seem to apply to Reinbern’s activities in Pomerania, much ambiguity surrounds the
curious episode. Thietmar, it appears, has nothing to say about local religious practices in
Dregovia. He does not tell us when Reinbern and the Polish princess arrived, how long the
bishop resided in Turiv before his arrest, and what functions he performed there. The
**pro-Boleslas plot” must have taken some time to mature, and it is difficult to imagine an
important bishop just sitting in Turiv as father confessor to Boleslas’ daughter. So the
question arises most naturally, was Reinbern to evangelize an autonomous unit of Volody-
myr’s Empire? Only one thing is clear-cut in our source — it is Volodymyr himself who
arranged the Polish marriage. Cf. also H. Paszkiewicz, The Origin of Russia (New York:
Philosophical Library, 1954), p. 20, n. §.

16. Minsk itself was not founded until c. 1063 A.D.: cf. L.V. Alexeiev, Polotskaia Zemlia
(Moskva: Nauka, 1966), pp. 144, 205. Its area was settled by the Dregovichians earlier in the
eleventh century (ibid., p. 51, map).

17. Nevertheless, Princess Rogned, her son Iziaslav, and her grandson Vseslav were all
buried not in Polotsk but in the Cathedral of Kiev (in 1000, 1001, and 1003 respectively: cf.
PSRL, II, col. 114). A bishopric may have existed in Polotsk from the early eleventh century
(the evidence is ambiguous) but this, apparently, had no influence on the surrounding pagan
villages, judging by the persistence of old burial rites (Alexeiev, op.cit., p. 227). Interestingly
enough, pagan rites likewise predominated in the mixed ethnic area around Zaslav (just
northwest of today's Minsk), where Princess Rogned and her eldest son had been exiled by
Volodymyr c. 985 A. D. (?): cf. op.cit., pp. 42, 45, 52, 178.

18. PSRL, II, col. 143. Cf. Alexeiev, op.cit., pp. 61, 65, 228.

19. M. Tikhomirov, The Towns of Ancient Rus (Moskva: Foreign Languages Publishing
House), 1959, p. 375.

20. Cf. infra note 74 and text thereto.
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occasional “‘crises’” would erupt in the area’s urban Christian population
(e.g., in 1068, 1228), a phenomenon unknown to have occurred elsewhere
under similar circumstances.?!

The Ugro-Finns of Rostov-Suzdal’ (Merya, Muroma, Ves’) and those
of the far north remained in Nestor’s time almost totally pagan.?? Persist-
ence of non-Christian ways amongst the Radimichian people received
sensational confirmation not long ago, when Soviet archaeologists disco-
vered the site of an eleventh-century pagan temple situated on the left bank
of the Dnipro not far from Rohachev in east Belorussia, near a lake still
called ‘‘Svyatoie ozero” by the locals. Its perpetual ritual fires were proba-
bly visible to merchants travelling up and down the “route from the
Varangians to the Greeks.”?

The bulk of the Viatichian people was politically independent of Kiev
and was not integrated into its successor political systems until c. 1147.
Their pagan burial rites were colourfully described by Nestor.? Totally
outside the state were the Galindians of Moscow. Very little is currently
known concerning this mysterious people, a problem to which we shall
return shortly.

Given the complex nature of Volodymyr’s empire, it is understand-
able (as some researchers have perceptively written?*) that his adoption of
Christianity was never intended or indeed implemented as a universally
binding policy, except in the territories that were directly ruled by him or
by his appointed ministers.?® The view that Volodymyr made Christianity
into a coercive, state-cementing, unifying ideology for all is untenable and
breaks down at the first confrontation with known facts. Peoples who
merely owed tribute in kind, money, or military manpower were mostly

21. B.A. Ribakov, “lazicheskoe mirovozzrenie russkogo srednevekovia® (The Pagan
World-View of the Russian Middle Ages), Voprosi Istorii, 1974, n. 1, pp. 3-30.

22. PSRL, II, col. 8, where the word “‘iazyk” means not only language, but also religion.
Cf. on this H. Paszkiewicz, The Making of the Russian Nation (London: Darton, Longman and
Todd, 1963), pp. 31-51. Cf. also L.A. Golubeva, *“Kinskie pogrebenia v kurganakh severo-
vostochnoi rusi VIII-XI vv.” (Horse Burials in the Barrows of North-Eastern Rus’ of the
VIII-XI cs.), SA 1981, n. 4, pp. 87-98.

23. A.V. Kuza, G. F. Solovieva, *lazicheskoe sviatilishche v zemle Radimichei” (A
Pagan Temple in the Land of the Radimichi), SA 1972, n. I, pp. 146-154.

24. PSRL, I1, col. 10.. . . vzlozhat’ na kladu mertvitsa i szhihakhu i po sem sbravshe kosti
vv ssud mal i postavliakhu na stolpi na putekh. . . . (They position the corpse on the pyre and
burn it and afterwards gathering the bones they put them in a small urn and place it on astand
by the roadways). As Artsikhovskii later remarked, ‘‘Poniatno chto ot takogo obriada
nichego ne ostaetsia na doliu arkheologov™’ (It is understandable that of such a ritual nothing
remains for the consideration of archaeologists). Cf. his Kurgani Viatichei, Moskva, Ranion,
1930, p. 152. For an attempted correction of Artsikhovskii’s narrow interpretation of Nestor
on this point, cf. V.V. Sedov, *‘Rannie kurgani Viatichei’’ (Early Viatichian Barrows), in
Kratkie soobshtcheniia. . Instituta Arkheologii (=KS), 1973, n. 135, p. 10; B.A. Ribakov,
“Nestor o slavianskikh obichaiakh™ (Nestor on Slavic Customs), in Drevnie slaviani i ikh
sosedi (The ancient Slavs and their neighbours) (Moskva, 1970), p. 43.

25. E. Golubinsky, Istoriia russkoi tserkvi (History of the Russian Church), tom I
(Moskva: Universitetskaia tipografiia, 1901), pp. 198-214.

26. Rus’-Poliania, the Derevlianians, Volinians, Croats, possibly though not certainly
the West Siverians and South Dregovichians, and of course the Novgorodian Slavs.
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left undisturbed in the enjoyment of their own laws, customs, and local
ruling dynasties (euphemistically called “boyars’), though occasionally a
son of Volodymyr might by substituted or superimposed, as in Rostov or
T’mutorokan’.?’

Since the impact of Volodymyr’s conversion in 988 A.D. was felt
above all by the Rus’-Poliani, it stands to reason that a celebration of the
event’s millenium should be the particular concern of their national des-
cendants. The only modern Slavic nation that may claim this distinction is
the Ukrainian.?® For the Rus’-Polianians were the core, the nucleus around
which certain other ethna (including the vast majority of the Derevlian-
ians, Siverianians, Volynianians, the Galician Croats, most of the Ulychi-
ans, many steppe people, the Transcarpathian Rusyns, etc.) progressively
coalesced to form the historical Ukrainian nation. It is in the Rus’-
Polianian territory that the concept of ‘“Ukraine’” emerged, that the major
tenets of Ukrainian national consciousness were created or revived (note:
Shevchenko), and that the norms of the national language were estab-
lished. The assimilative influence of the Rus’-Polianian ethnos, under its
new name of Ukrainians, over those groups I shall call adjunct ethna was
both incontrovertible and highly beneficial. No territorial representative
of such an adjunct ethnos would dream of placing his or her regional
history on a par with that of the national centre. It may, for instance, be a
fact that Galicia was once an independent cultural and political entity, that
it was Christian long before Kiev. These realities are no longer preponder-
ant in the consciousness of Galicians. Today they are Ukrainians first and
foremost (probably more so than the Ukrainians of Kiev!) and will proba-
bly continue to be so for as long as the Ukrainian nation exists. Members of
the Ukrainian people who are physical descendants of Pecheneg or Polovt-
sian steppe warriors (and there are many such, as names and physical
appearance testify) do not consider the recorded careers of Kuria, Kon-
chak, Boniak, or Tugorkan to be that of Ukrainian heroes, but of deadly
enemies of the Old Ukrainian population, and in no sense a cherished part
of Ukrainian national history. In short, the historical experience of adjunct
ethna is significant only to the extent that it is filtered through and
integrated with that of the national core or nucleus according to standards
determined by intellectual representatives of the latter’s values, and deter-
mined not arbitrarily, but in continuity with the actual historical expe-
rience of the nuclear ethnos. ‘“levshan zillia” — yes; Kobiak and
Sharukan’ — no.

This dialectic of core ethnos/adjunct ethna is, we believe, quite useful
in helping to clarify the extent to which Belorussians or Russians are

27. PSRL, I, cols. 105-106. M. Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriia . . ., ed. cit., pp. 412, 425f, 487.

28. M. Braichevskyi, Pokhodzhenia Rusy (The Origin of Rus’) (Kyiv: Naukova Dumka,
1968), passim, esp. p. 189. The old speculations of Sobolevsky concerning the ““Great
Russian™ language of mediaeval Kiev and Pogodin’s theories of mass migrations therefrom to
Suzdal’ia are now mere historical curiosities. The central significance of *‘Polianian” Kiev to
Ukrainian ethnogenesis was pointed out long ago by M. Hrushevs'kyi (Istoriia Ukrainy-Rusy,
ed. cit., pp. 190, 551-556).
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entitled to organically connect their histories with the Christian activity of
Prince Volodymyr, and therefore to consider 1988 as *‘their” millenium
also.

There is no difficulty in viewing the modern Belorussian nation as
principally composed of descendants of certain ethnic units existing in
Volodymyr’s day, viz., the Dregovichians, the Polotsk Krivichians, and
the Radimichians. The core ethnos of the Belorussians were the Dregovi-
chians, particularly the northern branch thereof, which existed for a time
within the principality of Polotsk (where, as we have seen, there were still
strong and officially condoned pagan trends in 1020) and formed an
autonomous state at the beginning of the twelfth century with its capital in
Minsk.? The North Dregovichian dialect provided a basis for the official
state language of Lithuania in the thirteenth century?® and for the national
Belorussian language some centuries later.3! As we have noted, there is no
reliable evidence (direct or indirect, overt or implicit) that would link the
Christianization of the North Dregovichians to Volodymyr rather than to
Yaroslav or to someone else — e.g., Briacheslav or Vseslav. Since the
history of their core ethnos is silent on the issue, we would suggest that the
1988 millenium is no concern of theirs, except as friendly neighbourly
observers.

Some Belorussians consider the descendants of the Smolensk Krivi-
chians to be a part of their nation, but this view seems both mistaken and
irrelevant. It is mistaken for the following reason: while it is true that as late
as the nineteenth century the population of Smolensk guberniia showed
characteristics in its speech, customs, culture, and dress that were objec-
tively very close to those of the Belorussians, it is equally true that this
population never possessed a genuine Belorussian national consciousness.
Ethnographers such as Karskii, who included the Smolensk speech among
Belorussian dialects,’? noted that it was speedily disintegrating under
the pressure of Russian linguistic influences.”’ This process was greatly
strengthened after the 1917 Revolution, and observations carried out by
field ethnographers in the late 1920’s (when *‘official Belorussianization”
was well under way in the Belorussian republic) showed that the Smolensk
dialect had reached a stage at which it had as many objective Russian traits
as Belorussian traits, and that the priorities of the local intelligentsia were
to ‘“‘speak as in Moscow,” not as in Minsk.?* The national consciousness of

29. L.V. Alexeiev, op.cit., pp. 51 (map), 144.

30. E.F. Karskii, *“Chto takoe drevnee zapadnorusskoe narechie” (What Is Meant by the
Old West Russian Dialect), in Trudi, vol. 2-3 (Moskva: Akademiia Nauk SSSR, 1962), pp.
253, 262.

31. Ukrainska Radianska Entsiklopedia, vol. 1 (Kyiv: Ukrains’ka Akademiia Nauk,
1959), p. 569.

32. “K voprosu o razgranichenii russkikh narechii’’ (Concerning the Boundaries of
Russian Dialects), op.cit., pp. 405ff.

33. Ibid., p. 424.

34. P.A. Rastorguev, Govori na territorii Smolenshchini (Speeches on the Territory of
Smolensk) (Moskva: Akademiia Nauk SSSR, 1960), pp. 183ff.
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the population was strongly Russian. By the mid-1960’s the Smolensk
speech was so organically Russified as to be listed as a South Russian
dialect in the new linguistic atlases of the U.S.S.R.%

But even if the descendants of the Smolensk Krivichians had opted for
the Belorussian nationality, this would still have been irrelevant from our
perspective, since they could not in any case have been viewed as the
nuclear Belorussian ethnos, and thus their possible Christianization in
1013 A.D. would not be admissible as *‘national” Belorussian history® any
more than the putative Christianization of Galicia in 872 A.D. or of
Transcarpathia in 867 A.D. is admissible as ““national’ Ukrainian history.

Let us turn now to the Russians. Their development as the largest
Slavic nation is the result of a rather complicated and sometimes bloody
and violent process. They are clearly in large part descendants of many
ethna that were part of Volodymyr’s empire; specifically, of the Novgorod
and Pskov Slavs, the Volga and Smolensk Krivichians, the Finnic popula-
tions of Rostov-Suzdal’, and the Ryazan’ Viatichians. They also descend
from ethna that were never in any sense a part of Volodymyr’s dominions,
viz., the Oka Viatichians, and the Moscow Galindians. And it is precisely
the last-named people that became the nuclear ethnos around which the
modern Russian nation arose. Since this is not generally known, and where
known not openly discussed, it is well worth considering at greater length.

The role of eastern Baltic elements in the ethnography of Eastern
Slavdom has only slowly come to be recognized, especially in the U.S.S.R.
It is now quite clear, thanks to the work of language historians and
archaeologists such as Toporov and Trubachov,’’ Gimbutas,*® Sedov,**
Tretiakov,*® and others,*' that as late as the second half of the first
millenium A.D. and into the first centuries of the second millenium, vast
expanses of the European U.S.S.R. were inhabited by tribal groups closely
related in culture and speech to the Letts and Lithuanians. These groups
were progressively Slavicized beginning from about 500 A.D. But the

35. K.F. Sakharova, V.G. Orlova, Dialektnoe chtenenie russkogo iazika (Dialectical
Readings in the Russian Tongue) (Moskva, izd. Prosveshchenie, 1970), pp. 32ff. and added
map n. 2.

36. Neither, incidentally, would it be admissible today as *‘national” Russian history.

37. Lingvisticheskii analiz gidronimov verkhnego podneprovia (Linguistic Analysis of the
Upper Dnipro’s Hydronyms) (Moskva: Akademiia Nauk SSSR, 1962).

38. The Balis (London: Thames and Hudson, 1963).

39. Of his many articles on this issue, some of the most noteworthy are: **Sledi vostoch-
nobaltiiskogo pogrebalnogo obriada v kurganakh drevnei Rusi” (Traces of the East Baltic
Burial Rite in the Barrows of Old Rus’), SA 1961, n. 2, pp. 103-121; *‘Riazan’sko-Okskie
mogilniki” (The Ryazan-Oka Tombs), SA 1966, n. 4, pp. 86-104; **Ieshche raz o vklade Baltov
v kulturu vostochnikh slavian™ (Once More On the Baltic Contribution of the East Slavs), SA
1973, n. 3, pp. 73-82. The discussions in Sovetskaia Etnografiia during 1967-1969 might also
be profitably consulted.

40. “*Ob istokakh kulturi Romensko-Borshevskoi drevnerusskoi gruppirovki™ (On the
Sources of the Culture of the Romen-Borshev Old Rus’ Group), SA 1969, n. 4, pp. 78-90.

41. E.g., I.G. Rozenfeldt in SA 1972, n. 4, pp. 42ff., and various contributions by T.N.
Nikolskaya. The list is far from exhaustive.
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process of Slavicization was slow, and in some cases very slow indeed,
depending on the numbers of Slavic arrivals and on the reaction of local
Balts to this influx. It was quite difficult for investigators to decide which of
the newly forming ethna preponderantly spoke Slavic rather than Baltic
prior to the formation of the Rus’ Empire. The current view is that,
although the Baltic was not quite squeezed out west of the upper Dnipro,
the dominant speech fairly soon came to be a form of Slavic. East of the
Dnipro, among the Radimichians, the Viatichians and others, Baltic
appears to have held out much longer.*

The Galindians (called Golyad’ in the Rus’-Polianian chronicles)
were the easternmost of the Eastern Balts. They inhabited the remote and
inaccessible forests to the north of the Oka, specifically the basins of the
rivers Ugra, Protva, Moskva, Pakhra, Nara, and Lopasna, among others.
Archaeologically, they were indistinguishable from the Viatichians of the
eleventh to fourteenth centuries,* and it is only careful examination of the
chronicles’ documentation that assures us that we have indeed to do with
discreet, if very closely related, populations.

To our knowledge, no Russian historian, linguist, or archaeologist is
prepared to consistently make the distinction or to honestly maintain it.
Sedov, for instance, sometimes implicitly and sometimes explicitly argued
as if the land of the Galindians was an unclassifiable archaeological
chameleon throughout the eighth to twelfth centuries.** Artsikhovskii,
whose study of **Viatichian’’ barrows remains a standard classic of Soviet
research literature, had even earlier provided a curious illustration of this
conflict between patriotic and scientific sensibilities. His excavations in the
basin of the river Protva (the seat of the Galindians, according to Sedov)
proved conclusively that the population in residence during the twelfth to
fourteenth centuries was ‘‘archaeologically speaking” identical to the
population of the Moscow and Pakhra river basins. He decided to call all
of these peoples *“Viatichians’ because the Povest’ Vremennikh Let said

42. O.S. Stryzhak, ed., Hidronimia Ukrainy v ii mizhmovnykh i mizhdialektnykh zviaz-
kakh (The Hydronymia of Ukraine in its Linguistic and Dialect Relationships) (Kiev:
Naukova Dumka, 1981), p. 80.

43. A.V. Artsikhovskii, Kurgani Viatichei (Moskva: Ranion, 1930), passim, but esp. pp.
117, 118, 128, 182-183. T.N. Nikolskaya, ‘‘Selskie poselenia zemli Viatichei” (Rural Settle-
ments in the Land of the Viatichians), KS 1977, n. 150, pp. 3-10. ““Cultural’ fusion was
probably the outcome of these ethna’s tight anti-Kievan political alliance during the period c.
980-1140 A. D.

44. A vicious circle was in fact adumbrated here. Sedov claimed that the Galindians had
no barrow burials or identifiable settlements in the eighth to twelfth centuries. Therefore, the
Protva barrows of the twelfth century could not, it seems, be Galindian, a point he partly
contradicted in 1973: cf. his “‘Rannie kurgani Viatichei” (Early Viatichian Barrows), pp.
11-12, 16 (cited in full infra note 52). This, at least with regards to the problem of settlements,
was in sharp conflict with the conclusions advanced by Nikolskaya in 1977: cf. her account of
the Benitzi (Protva basin) excavations carried out by Uspenskaya in 1960-1962 (art.cit., supra,
note 43; pp. 4, 7 (drawing 3). The settlement of Benitzi existed from the tenth century; it must
therefore have been Galindian. Cf. Sedov’s comment cited infranote 52.) The problem is that
Nikolskaya insisted on calling the population in question **Viatichi”, ignoring the unambigu-
ous declaration of written medieval sources we shall quote. (See footnotes 47-49 below).
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that the Viatichians lived ‘“‘along the Oka” of which the Protva and
Moskva were tributary streams.** He then cited all the available chronicle
materials about the Viatichians and used these to reconstruct the history of
the archaeological population to the north of the Oka.* One passage,
however, Artsikhovskii deliberately omitted. 1t is found in the Hypatian
Chronicle under the year 1147 and states that Prince Sviatoslav of Cherni-
hiv made war on the people inhabiting the basin of the Protva river, a
people known as the Golyad’.*” Artsikhovskii had to omit this passage
because it completely destroyed his hypothesis linking the archaeological
population north of the Oka with the Viatichians of the chronicles. As a
matter of fact, twelfth century chronicles used the word *‘Viatichi” exclu-
sively with respect to subject populations settled in the central and north-
ern sections of the Chernihiv principality,*® while later mediaeval
chronicles® identified the Viatichians with the people of the Ryazan’ state.
Not one chronicle, not a single passage may be found anywhere to bolster
the suggestion that the population in residence north of the Oka was ever
known as ‘‘Viatichian.” The only argument in favour of this view is the
great similarity in material culture between the Viatichi of the South and
their northern neighbours. This is clearly not enough. There are famous
instances of a material culture being shared by different ethna, e.g., the
Cherniakhiv culture of the second to sixth centuries*® and the Saltov/Mai-
aki cylture of the eighth to tenth centuries.’! The so-called “Viatichian”
material culture should be placed in the same category. The testimony of
the chronicles is brief, but it is decisive and irrefutable. ‘‘Along the Oka”
and to the South lived the Viatichians. North of the Oka, the Galindians.>?

45. A.V. Artsikhovskii, op.cit., pp. 110-111, 123ff.

46. Ibid., pp. 151ff.

47. PSRL, 11, col. 339.. . . shed Sviatoslav i vzia liudi Goliad’ verkh Porotve i tako
opolonishasia druzhina Sviatoslavlia i prislav Giurgii reche pridi ko mni brate v Moskov.
(Sviatoslav went forth and captured Galindians north of the Protva and thus did his army
take prisoners; and George sent [a message] to him saying ‘come to me, brother, in Moscow’).
(This is the famous *“‘earliest mention of Moscow in the chronicles.™)

48. Sedov admitted as much in 1973 (“‘Rannie kurgani . ..” p. 16): absoliutnoe bol-
shinstvo gorodov Viaticheskoi semli upominaiemikh letopisiami u 12 v. raspolozheno v
oblasti rannikh kurganov Viatichei. (The absolute majority of forts in the Viatichian land
mentioned in twelfth century chronicles may be found in the area of early Viatichian
barrows.), i.e., on the upper Oka, south of the Ugra.

49. A.V. Artsikhovskii, op.cit., p. 125. V.V. Sedov, *‘Rannie kurgani . . .”, p. 10;
A.L. Mongait, Riazanskaia Zemlia (Moskva: Akademiia Nauk SSSR, 1961), p. 128.

50. Cf. the evidence adduced in B.V. Mahomedov, *“Kulturno-etnicheskie komponenti
Cherniakhovskogo naselenia severo-zapadnogo prichernomoria po dannim pogrebalnogo
obriada” (The Cultural and Ethnic Components of the Chernyakhov Population in the Area
of the North West Black Sea Coast According to Burial Rite Data), in V.D. Baran et al., eds.,
op.cit. in note 14, pp. 67-74. An even more radical position may be found in M.1. Artamonov,
Istoriia Khazar (Leningrad, izd. Gos. Ermitazha, 1962), pp. 46-49.

51. M. Braichevskyi, Pokhodzhenia Rusy (The Origin of Rus’) (Kiev: Naukova Dumka,
1968), pp. 170-171.

52. Sedov is ready to concede this for an earlier time period. Cf. “‘Rannie kurgani...” p.
16 (last paragraph): Vse viaticheskie kurgani VIII/X vv. sosredotocheni v basseine verkhnei
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The Galindians, as already mentioned, were never a part of the
Kievan realm in the period of its classic power. They were not even
tributaries. The only mention of them extant in the Povest’ Vremennikh Let
is under the year 1058, viz.,: “Iziaslav defeated the Golyad’.”** Archaeolo-
gists have demonstrated that massive Krivichian colonization of the lands
south of the upper Volga and north/northwest of the Moscow river began
approximately from that time.>* We may legitimately conclude that the
purpose of Iziaslav’s expedition was to remove the Galindian threat from
the area connecting the lands of Novgorod to those of Rostov-Suzdal’, and
that the expedition was successful.

The town of Moscow appears to have been founded in the Galindian
heartland astride the Moskva very shortly thereafter,** and there are no
indications in either chronicles or legends that it was at that time a
Rus’-Polianian princely foundation. It was obviously the seat of local
Galindian dynasts. When Nestor was putting the finishing touches to his
master work (c. 1115-1116), the Moscow Galindians were still very much
independent,* as were their Viatichian neighbours to the South. By the
year 1147 this was no longer the case. Unfortunately, a hiatus in Kievan
chronicle-editing of some thirty-odd years subsequent to the publication of
Sylvester’s revision of Nestor’s work c. 1116-1117 makes it impossible to
know exactly how this happened.’” Our best guess is that the event
occurred not too long before 1147, in conjunction with Northern Rus’
units’ activist empire-building. In any case, from 1147 A.D. the Moscovites
appear in extant texts as Suzdal'ian tributaries.’® There exists, however, no

Oki. Bolee severnie oblasti viaticheskogo areala v eto vremia po vidimomu bili zaniati
Golyadu. (All Viatichian barrows of the eighth to tenth centuries are concentrated in the
basin of the upper Oka. The more northerly territories of the Viatichian area were at that time
apparently occupied by the Galindians.) Sedov is incapable of satisfactorily explaining why
they should no longer be considered as occupied by the Galindians in the eleventh to
fourteenth centuries. His vague reference to ‘‘Slavic colonization™ (osvoieniia) can be dis-
missed outright as idle and unsubstantiated speculation, especially since they contradict his
very own unretracted and correct view that Galindians-Golyad’ were settled in the Protva
basin in the twelfth century: cf. the 1961 article cited in note 39, p. 121. Recent hydronimic
studies confirm the existence of this important ethnic boundary on the middle Oka. Cf. G.P.
Smolitskaya, *‘Kartografirovanie gidronimii Poochia™ (Cartography of the Oka Basin’s
Hydronymia), in E.M. Pospelov, ed., Toponimia tsentralnoi Rossii (Toponymy of Central
Russia), (Voprosi Geograffi, n. 94) (Moskva, 1974), pp. 59-69, esp. 61, 62, 64. O. Kupchynskyi
has pointed out the near total absence of early Slavic toponyms in the lands of historical
Galindia: cf. op.cit. in note 5, pp. 122, 141, 203.

53. PSRL, 11, col. 151: Pobidi Iziaslav Goliad’.

54. E.l. Goriunova, Etnicheskaia Istoriia Volgo-Okskogo mezhdurechia (The Ethnic
History of the Volga-Oka Basin) (Moskva: Akademia Nauk SSSR, 1961), esp. pp. 205ff.

55. M.G. Rabinovich, O drevnei Moskve (Concerning Ancient Moscow) (Moskva:
Nauka, 1964), pp. 18ff. A.G. Veksler, K voprosu o dreveishei dati Moskovskogo Kremlia™
(The Question of the Moscow Kremlin’s Earliest Dating), SA 1963, n. 1, pp. 110-115.

56. They shortly came to be called *‘the Moskvliani”: cf. PSRL, II, col. 601.

57. There is evidence of extensive and selective rewriting under years 1123, 1127, etc. by
the chroniclers of Iziaslav Mstislavich (1146-1154).

58. Cf. supran. 47. The Protva Galindians are noted as Smolensk tributariesin 1136 A.D.
Cf. T.N. Nikolskaya, art.cit. in n. 43, pp. 4, 9 (note 7).
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evidence in the chronicles of active administrative interference into their
internal affairs, and, until the late thirteenth century, this apparently
continued to be the rule.’® At that time, the Moscovites acquired a perman-
ent princely dynasty in the person of Daniel, the youngest son of Alexander
Nevsky, and from thence forward their history is copiously documented.

Until the beginning of the fourteenth century, Moscow as an urban
centre grew very slowly, thanks exclusively to its own reproductive dyna-
mics and to the population migrating from nearby villages.%° The ethnic
base established in this early period was strong enough, we are told by
Rabinovich, to successfully absorb and assimilate the new groups that
began to converge upon the city as its political fortunes improved
(i.e.,from approximately the 1330s).%' Another researcher, Kargalov, has
established that most of the Suzdal’ians who fled their lands during the
great Tartar raids of the 1280s and 1290s moved north and northwest, and
that only a trickle of them sought the security of the Moscow forests.®? By
all reliable indicators then, it is upon their own long-established and quite
numerous ethnic base that the Moscow Galindians began their spectacu-
larly successful march into world history.%

59. Cf. supra p. 16, sentence preceding footnote 27; Moscow was in much the same
situation vis-a-vis Rostov/Suzdal’/Volodymyr from c. 1147 to c. 1280. M Braichevskyi has
characterized the Galindians of the ninth to thirteenth centuries as an insignificant tribal
group that played no noticeable role in the history of Eastern Europe (Pokhodzhenia Rusy, p.
195).

60. M.G. Rabinovich, “Ob etnicheskom sostave pervonachalnogo naselenia Moskvi’
(The Ethnic Structure of Moscow’s Earliest Population), Sovetskaia Einografiia, 1962, n. 2,
pp. 58-71.

61. M.G. Rabinovich, O drevnei Moskve (Concerning Ancient Moscow), pp. 70-81, 319.
M.N. Tikhomirov, Srednevekovaia Moskva v XIV-XV vekakh (Mediaeval Moscow in the
X1IV-XV Centuries) (Moskva, izd. Moskovskogo Universiteta, 1957), pp. 29-31.

62. Feodalnaia Rus’ i Kochevniki (Feudal Rus’ and the Nomads) (Moskva: Nauka, 1967),
pp. 193ff. Cf. esp. the map on p. 194.

63. Archaeology has shown that the Moscovian heartland had about five times the
population of the Krivichian areas of Volok Lamsky and Dmitrov to the immediate north.
Cf. E.I. Goriunova, op.cit., p. 214, and esp. the added map n. 4 (eleventh to thirteenth
centuries).

One additional general comment: far from having together constituted the mythical mediae-
val *Old Russian people” of official Soviet propaganda, the contemporary East Slavic
nations reached maturity as ethnic collectivities at widely differing time periods: the Ukrain-
ians in the tenth to twelfth centuries; the Belorussians in the thirteenth to fifteenth centuries;
the Russians in the fifteenth to seventeenth centuries. Soviet anthropologists are forced to
admit that only the Ukrainians may claim preponderant biological descent from groups that
were thoroughly Slavic at the time of Volodymyr. The formation and emergence of Belorus-
sians and Russians as Slavic nations was considerably delayed (in comparison to the Ukrain-
ians) by the presence on their eventual ethnographic territories of massive Baltic and Finnic
populations requiring cultural assimilation. (Cf. L.V. Alexeiev, Polotskaia Zemlia, pp. 32-33,
60-61; V.P. Alexeiev, Proiskhodzhenie narodov vostochnoi Evropi(The Origin of the Peoples of
Eastern Europe) (Moskva: Nauka, 1969), pp. 198-208; T.I. Alexeieva, “Etnogenez vostoch-
nikh slavyan po dannim antropologii”’ (Ethnogenesis of the East Slavs According to Anthro-
pological Data), Soverskaia Etnografiia, 1971, n. 2, pp. 48-59).

The supreme irony in this admission is that even if a Slavic **Old Russian people’ had existed
in the tenth to thirteenth centuries (which it most emphatically did not), the bulk of today’s
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If, as seems undeniable, the Moscovites were the core ethnos of
today’s Russians, if they were never a part of Volodymyr’s realm, if, as we
shall shortly see, they were for the most part not even Christians or at all
interested in Christianity until well on into the thirteenth century, it is
difficult to see on what foundation or pretext Russians should be involved
in a celebration of Volodymyr’s conversion anniversary.

True, the Novgorodians, albeit with some reluctance, submitted to
Christianity in Volodymyr’s time (as the famous phrase has it: ““Dobrynia
and Putiata christened [them] with fire and sword”). But the Novgorodi-
ans are an adjunct Russian ethnos, brutally incorporated into Russia in the
late fifteenth century, systematically despoiled, persecuted, deported, and
eventually assimilated after a maniacal exercise in genocide perpetrated by
Ivan IV in 1570. Moralizings aside, we do have records of their history,
when they still existed as a free and distinct people.®* As such, they are no
more. Their history, as recounted in extant chronicles, is not Russian
history, and can never be Russian history, for the reason already stated,
viz., that the historical experience of an adjunct ethnos can only be
integrated into a “‘national history” on terms that do not radically conflict
with the ethos and movement of the latter. This cannot be done with
Novgorodian history by the Russians, any more than it could be done with
Pecheneg or Polovtsian history by the Ukrainians. Novgorodian Chris-
tianity is a fact, and it is interesting, but it is no more a dominant fact of
Russian history than Galician, Transcarpathian, or Crimean Christianity
is a dominant fact of Ukrainian history, or mediaeval Polotsk Christianity
of Belorussian history.

The same point holds with respect to Suzdal’ia. Actually, little stress
needs to be put on this. Suzdal’ia was predominantly and aggressively
pagan until the beginning of the twelfth century.5® But even if the inven-
tions of Moscovite historiography were true, and Volodymyr the Great
had paraded through the land in the 990s, with all his bishops, in a quick
Christian conversion exercise,* this would not be sufficient to legitimize
Russian claims to the 1988 millennium. For the Suzdal’ians, no less than
the Novgorodians, are an adjunct ethnos, conquered and absorbed by the
Moscovians in a series of political and military moves from 1393 through
1453. Their culture, their tradition, their language even,®’ were quite

Russians would not be its biological heirs. But of course, anthropological science is one thing,
and the infallible ‘‘scientific communism’ of the CPSU quite another. . . .

64. The separate and independent nature of the mediaeval Novgorodian language has
been strongly underlined in K.V. Gorshkova, Ocherki istoricheskoi dialektologii Severnoi
Rusi (Outlines of the Historical Dialectology of North Rus) (Moskva, izd. Moskovskogo
Universiteta, 1968), p. 181.

65. PSRL, II, col. 8, and materials under years 1024, 1071, (ibid., cols. 135, 164ff.).

66. PSRL, IX (Moskva: Nauka, 1965), p. 64.

67. Istoriia Moskvi, vol. I (Moskva: Akademiia Nauk SSSR, 1952), p. 23. N.N. Durnovo,
Vvedenie v istoriu russkogo iazika (Introduction to the History of the Russian Language)
(Moskva: Nauka, 1969), p. 169. Cf. also the collective work Obrazovanie severnorusskogo
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different from the culture, tradition, and language of the Moscovites. It is
true that in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, the Moscovites made
much use of the Suzdal’ian literary forms, so much better developed than
their own.®® This did not last, and from the early sixteenth century,
Suzdal’ian was reduced to the status of a dialect, which it has remained
until our time. The emergence of Moscow speech as Russia’s national
language is an obscure matter, on which Russian linguists are split and
Russian historians uneasy.®® There is solid evidence that the so-called
‘““akannia’ was part of Moscow speech much sooner than some linguists
are willing to admit. Avanesov’s suggestion (echoing that of Durnovo) that
Moscow speech is in fact a late jargon (we do not use the term pejoratively),
constituted long after the typical traits of today’s “North” and ‘“‘South”
Russian dialects had developed, is quite fruitful.” This hypothesis would
coincide well with the historical and economic position of the Moscow
Galindians on the main trade routes linking “North speech” Novgorod
and Rostov to ““South speech’ Kolomna and Ryazan’, and the creation of
a local mixed trade /ingua that eventually displaced the old Baltic speech.
Be that as it may, and since we have no intention of over-focusing on the
linguistic or political history of the nuclear Russians, perhaps a few addi-
tional comments on what is known of their religious history might be in
order:

In lands far removed from the Kievan centre, for instance among the Viatichians,
pagan funeral pyres still burned throughout the eleventh century, and Kievan mission-
aries were massacred by the population . . . [there was] organized opposition to
Christianity. The presence of a non-Slavic Baltic or Finno-Ugrian element played a
significant role here. For people with no knowledge of Rus’ speech, Christianization
was difficult; furthermore their familiar paganism appeared a significant guarantee of
tribal independence.”!

narechia i srednerusskikh govorov (The Formation of the North Russian Dialect and of the
Central Russian Speeches) (Moskva: Akademiia Nauk SSSR, 1970), p. 237.

68. K.V. Gorshkova, op.cit., pp. 23, 124, 181.

69. Gorshkova and the 1970 collective insisted that the “‘akannia’ was a late develop-
ment, under the influence of South Russian dialects from Ryazan’ and Kolomna, which did
not make itself felt until the beginning of the sixteenth century. Durnovo and Avanesov were
categorical in their insistence that *‘akannia’ was in place much earlier, and the evidence of
the Siisk Gospel (1339 A.D.) strongly supported them. Tikhomirov, Rabinovich, and Mon-
gait favoured an earlier date for the original Moscow speech, but were cautious in their
attacks on the linguists. For Avanesov’s position, cf. his *“Voprosi istorii russkogo iazika v
epokhu formirovannia i dalneishogo razvitia russkoi (velikorusskoi) narodnosti’’ (The Ques-
tion of the History of the Russian Language in the Period of the Formation and Further
Development of the Russian [Great Russian] People), in N.M. Druzhinin, L.V. Cherepnin,
eds., Voprosi formirovania russkoi narodnosti i natsii (Questions on the Formation of the
Russian People and Nation) (Moskva-Leningrad: Akademiia Nauk SSSR, 1958), pp. 155-
191, esp. 184ff.

70. R.1. Avanesov, Ocherki russkoi dialektologii (Outlines of Russian Dialectology), part
I, Moskva, Gos. ucheb-pedagog. izd., 1949, pp. 37, 231. By 1958, his position had shifted: cf.
op.cit. in note 69, pp. 184, 188.

71. B.A. Ribakov, op.cit., in note 21, p. 22. Cf. also M.N. Tikhomirov, **The Origins of
Christianity in Russia,” History XLIV (1959), pp. 200, 208-209.
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Much of this holds for the Galindians, although there is no record of
their having assassinated any Kievan missionaries. From the twelfth cen-
tury, numerous barrows appear in the Moscow basin, attesting to a change
in Galindian burial rites, possibly a concession to their new political status
as tributaries of Christian rulers. These barrows have been excavated by
Artsikhovskii and others.’> In a recent article, Belenkaya has made an
interesting attempt to judge the influence of Christian ideas amongst the
Moscovite population on the basis of religious items discovered in barrows
dated 1150-1250 A.D.”® Comparing her study to the ethnic and population
distribution along the Krivichian-Galindian border in the twelfth to four-
teenth centuries, we have found that almost 25 per cent of the Krivichian
barrows contained Christian items, whereas only some 5 per cent of the
Galindian barrows did likewise.” All in all, this testifies to a significantly
slower diffusion of Christian ideas among the much more numerous and
compactly settled Galindians than among their northern neighbours. It is
difficult not to agree with Belenkaya’s assessment:

The small number of twelfth to thirteenth century burials with Christian symbols (of
about one thousand investigated kurgans in the Moscow region, only thirty-six
contain crosses or small icons) proves without any doubt not that the rural population
of Moscovia had been massively Christianized . . . but that rather we are witnessing
early and undeveloped contacts with a new religion.”

There is no sign of any significant breakthrough until the very late thir-
teenth century, but then it is explosive and dramatically comprehensive.

A similar situation seems to have prevailed in the major urban centre,
Moscow. The cultural layers of the eleventh to the seventeenth centuries
have been irremediably destroyed in the area of the oldest settlement in the
Kremlin.” There is hence no way of archaeologically verifying a chronicle
report of the year 1461 that asserts that a wooden church of The Birth of St.
John the Baptist once stood there, that it was the oldest church in Moscow,
and was even the Cathedral church under Metropolitan Peter (1308-

72. T.N. Nikolskaya, Kultura plemen basseina verkhnei Oki v I tisiacheletii (The Culture
of the Tribes of the Upper Oka Basin in the First Millennium A.D.) (Moskva: Akademiia
Nauk SSSR, 1959); id., **Drevnerusskii Serensk — gorod viaticheskikh remeslennikov” (The
OId Russian Serensk — City of Viatichian Artisans), KS 1971, n. 125, pp. 73-81; V.V. Sedov,
Selskie poselenia tsentralnikh raionov Smolenskoi Zemli (Rural Settlements of the Smolensk
Land’s Central Regions) (Moskva: Akademiia Nauk SSSR, 1969), esp. pp. 92-119; A.A.
Yushko, “Pokrovskie i Strelkovskie Kurgani'* (The Pokrov and Strelkovo Barrows), SA
1972, n. 1, pp. 185-199; id., “Istoricheskaia geografiia Moskovskoi zemli”” (Historical Geo-
graphy of the Land of Moscow), KS 1976, n. 146, pp. 71-75; id., ** Arkheologicheski pamiat-
niki basseina r. Pakhra” (Archaeological Finds in the Pakhra River Basin), KS 1980, n. 160,

. 82-87.
PP 73. D.A. Belenkaya, “Kresti i ikonki iz kurganov podmoskovia®™ (Crosses and Icons
From the Moscow Area Barrows), SA 1976, n. 4, pp. 88-99.
74. E.1. Goriunova, op.cit., added map n. 4. Compare Belenkaya's map in her article,
. 92
P 75. Belenkaya, ar.cit., p. 96.
76. M.G. Rabinovich, O drevnei Moskve, p. 66. Cf, also pp. 16-18.
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1326).7” There is no sense in speculating about this church, and the chroni-
cle says nothing about the founder.

Recent diggings in a more central part of the Kremlin have apparently
disproved the long-established notion that the Cathedral of the Assump-
tion (built in 1326-1327) was the first stone church in Moscow.’®. Older
stone foundations were unearthed, which Shelyapina believed were those
of the church of St. Demetrius, where the second sovereign prince of
Moscow, Yury Danilovich, was reported to have been buried in 1326.”°

An even more fascinating discovery was made by the same group of
archaeologists. Apparently, this old stone structure (the putative St.
Demetrius has been tentatively dated c. 1285-1300)% was partly erected on
the grounds of an even older cemetery. From this cemetery many interest-
ing stone plaques have been exposed, all dating from the early thirteenth to
the fourteenth centuries.?! Shelyapina has proposed the risky hypothesis
that this cemetery was located next to, and associated with, an alleged
predecessor wooden church of St. Demetrius, which was consecrated in the
late twelfth or early thirteenth century by the Suzdalian authorities.??
There are two major problems with this theory.

The first is that Moscow experienced two utterly devastating fires in
its early history — in 1177 when Prince Gleb of Ryazan’ razed the city, and
again in January 1238 when Batu Khan’s Tartars did the same. Now, in all
areas where diggings had been conducted, traces of these fires were always
clearly discernible. The area adjoining the old cemetery in the other
direction was no different. Yet nothing at all, in spite of extensive efforts,
was found in the acreage where the predecessor church of St. Demetrius is
supposed to have existed. There was seemingly nothing to burn.

The second problem is that the symbolism of the stone burial plaque
has nothing Christian about it. It is very reminiscent of the zigzag and
wolf-tooth ornamentation of rural Galindian barrows, and the arrange-
ments engraved on the plaques are without any shadow of a doubt
intended to convey a sense of sun-worshipping magic, more or less
emphasized depending on the individual plaques.®’ The impression is very
vivid that what we have here is a pagan burial ground, still actively
functioning in the centre of the Kremlin around the year 1300 A.D.

77. PSRL, XI, Moscow, 1965, p. 114. Other indicators suggest “‘Spas-na Boru™ as
Moscow’s earliest Cathedral church. Cf. M.N. Tikhomirov, Srednevekovaia Moskva, p. 20.

78. N.S. Shelyapina, *“K istorii izuchenia Uspenskogo sobora Moskovskogo kremlia’
(Pertaining to the History of the Moscow Kremlin's Assumption Cathedral Studies), SA
1972, n. 1, pp. 200-214.

79. Ibid., pp. 200, 208.

80. Ibid., p. 212.

81. Ibid., pp. 203, 204. Cf. also N.S. Shelyapina, *‘Arkheologicheskie nabliudenia v
Moskovskom kremle v 1963-1965 g.”” (Archaeological Finds in the Moscow Kremlin During
1963-1965), in N.N. Voronin and M.G. Rabinovich, eds., Drevnosti Moskovskogo Kremlia
(Moskva: Nauka, 1971), pp. 144-146.

82. SA 1972, n. |, pp. 208-209.

83. Cf. Shelyapina’s reproductions in Drevnosti, p. 148, drawing 26.
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We draw no conclusions beyond this statement of fact. We do,
however, know more or less reliably, that the first ecclesiastical stone
structure of any kind in the greater Moscow area was Daniel’s monastery,
founded c. 1282 a few kilometres south of the city, where that prince was
buried in 1303.3¢ It is possible that the so-called stone church of St.
Demetrius was also a monastery, and that its foundation was somehow
associated with an otherwise unrecorded struggle against powerful rem-
nants of paganism that were backed by strong cliques of local boyars. We
do not think it is entirely accidental that a full cycle of Moscow foundation
legends link the ‘“‘demise of Kuchko” episode not with Yurii Dolgorukii (d.
1157), but with Daniel Alexandrovich.®® Whatever and whoever the origi-
nal Kuchko may have been, he evidently came to stand for the dispossessed
local dynasts.

A careful analysis of the Moscow foundation legends just possibly
might yield fruitful results. On the whole, these seventeenth century stories
represent an unholy mixture of creative popular fantasies and remembran-
ces, with more than a touch of subsequent literary editorializing by
unknown hands. Yet, here and there, one finds strangely suggestive tones
or comments. Thus: four of the ten major versions of the Moscow legend
introduce chronicle-style dates, the authenticity of which can neither be
convincingly confirmed nor convincingly denied. As Salmina muses, “Itis
difficult to say what these dates mean. They are not found in the chroni-
cles. . .”’% The first date is March 17, 1289. On that day Prince Andrew or
Prince Daniel (depending on the version) is supposed to have annihilated
the entire Kuchko clan in battle.®’ The victorious prince immediately built
a wooden church of the Annunciation, and many other churches over the
next two years.

The second date is July 27, 1291. On that day the prince, in some
unspecified manner, completed nothing less than the “‘foundation of Mos-
cow.”®® Other versions of the legend contend that Prince Daniel ruled in
Moscow for twelve years, until his death in 1303.%° The ‘historical”
chronicles, on the other hand, assign to that ruler a span of dominion of no
less than twenty-one years. The difference is significant and again under-
lines the mysterious meaningfulness of the year 1291. One version adds
that Daniel’s chief internal activity during those twelve years consisted in
“strengthening the Christian faith” (Utverzhaia Veru Khristovu).”

84. M.N. Tikhomirov, op.cit., p. 14.

85. For the various “Kuchko legends™, cf. M.A. Salmina, ed., Povesti o nachale Moskvi
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parallel name for Moscow: cf. e.g., PSRL, 11, col. 600 (Year 1176, but transcribed and perhaps
corrected in the thirteenth or fourteenth century): idosha s nim do Kuchkova, rekshe do
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Suffice it to say, then, that the real history of Moscovite Christianity is
still to be written. That history will have nothing to do with Volodymyr the
Great and his Christianization of Central Ukraine in 988 A.D. But it
nevertheless promises to be highly interesting. After all, even if the Russian
Christian millennium is still centuries away, there is something remarkable
about the speed, extent, direction, and intensity of the Christian break-
through in the late thirteenth or early fourteenth century Russia-Muscovy.
Surely a proper scholarly focus on this fascinating phenomenon would be a
more worthwhile endeavour for patriotic Russians than the political
appropriation of another people’s anniversary.

University of Manitoba
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Appendix

It is generally not known or appreciated that from c. 943toc. 978 A.D. the
central government of the Kievan Empire officially recognized two state
religions, viz., Christianity and Perunism (cf. PSRL, cols. 35-42). Olha
(945-969) was a Christian, yet necessarily tolerant of Perunism. Sviatoslav
(945-972) was a Perunist, yet necessarily tolerant of Christianity. It is
probably this situation that Adalbert, the first Latin-rite bishop of Kiev
(and the future archbishop of Magdeburg) was unable to accept, whence
his unfortunate but inevitable expulsion in 962 A.D. (Cf. Thietmar’s
Chronicle as cited in note 15, supra, p. 64). Volodymyr upset the balance in
978 by cancelling the equal status of Christianity, but re-established this
religion ten years later as the exclusive official rite of the core of his realm.

The significance of Perunism had been considerably enhanced in Kiev
c. 943 A.D. when the Rus’ Kagan IThor chose this city (heretofore a
commercial capital) to be the political and administrative centre of his
dominions and established his permanent residence there. In the treaty
negotiated with Byzantium c. 911 A.D., only Perunism had been empha-
sized as a state religion of the Rus’ Empire (PSRL, II, cols. 23-28) largely
because it was the faith of a very mobile sovereign, Oleh, who spoke as the
guarantor of the good-will and reliability of all his associate vassals (the
‘“great princes’ who ruled “Rus’ grads” such as Kiev, Chernihiv, Rostov,
etc. “under his hand”). Now, most of these “‘great princes” were local
dynasts of Slavic, Baltic, or Finnish background, who participated in
Oleh’s vast commercial and military enterprise (called Rus’ after its leading
Norse component) not as submissive underlings, but as confederates (Con-
stantine Porphyrogenitus calls them paktiotai; cf. F. Dvornik, op.cit. in
note 10, p. 64; pace Dujcev and Obolensky, the term does not necessarily
mean tributary subjects in the strongest sense) who shared fully in the taxes
extracted from the mass of the population, in the booty of war expeditions,
and in the profits of regular commercial exchanges with neighbouring
countries. The limitation on their internal sovereignty appears to have
been minimal. It did not include assimilation to the religious beliefs
professed by the sovereign Grand Prince of the Rus’. This obviously puts
the question of Christianity’s official status in an entirely different perspec-
tive. A religion (including Christianity) could have a status within a
confederated polity that it did not necessarily possess in the leading
political organization.

There is little doubt in our minds that this was exactly the situation
prevailing in Kievan *“Poliania” (this may be deduced from careful in-
context analysis of some cryptic statements in the Povest’ Vremennikh Let:
PSRL, II, cols. 15, 42). When Ihor arrived in Kiev with his retinues c. 943
A.D., he found that the preferred religion of local ruling circles was
Christianity. The subsequent official state bi-ritualism of c. 943-978 was
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the result of a necessitated political accomodation on his part. The fasci-
nating question now arises: how long prior to 943 A.D. had Christianity
been thriving in Kiev?

There is as yet no firm evidence for the Christianity of Askold and
Dyr, although the possibility has been raised from time to time and should
not be lightly dismissed. A solution to the problem would require an
exhaustive review of the highly complicated power realities existing in the
Dnipro basin in the mid-ninth century, and this cannot be undertaken
here. In any event, what matters is not so much the governorship of these
“Variags” (a subject that is in many ways still surrounded by tantalizing
obscurities), but the religious orientation of the political class without
whose consent no individual or individuals could have ruled Kiev, viz., the
Polianian aristocracy. It is that aristocracy (the *‘clan of Kyi’’ mentioned
under Year 862) that accepted Askold and Dyr, and it is the same aristo-
cracy that later repudiated them, preferring instead to participate in Oleh’s
version of the Rus’ system. (This is easily inferred from a study of PSRL, II,
Yr. 882, where not a single word is written about Oleh having to fight for
the control of Kiev subsequent to his murder of Askold and Dyr. The real
issue, then, may be formulated as follows: what do we know of the
Polianian aristocrats’ developing commitment to Christianity?

It is unfortunate that the Povest’ Vremennikh Let, in spite of its
pronounced ‘“Polianophilia”, should have been so reticent concerning
Christian beginnings in the land. Much of this is attributable to the
ideological attitudes of its later compilers, intent, as we hope to show
elsewhere, to de-emphasize significantly Kiev’s ‘‘Byzantine-
Constantinopolitan connection.” Enough indicators have nevertheless
survived to enable us to hazard a plausible hypothesis.

Kiev’s Cathedral church (*sbornaya tserkvi’’ — cf. PSRL, II, col. 42)
in 945 A.D. was that of St. Elias (Ilia). This was a name far better known in
Greek and Eastern Christianity than elsewhere. The architectural style of
Kiev’s earliest stone structures, the palaces of Ihor and Olha (built c.
943-945: cf. P.P. Tolochko, ed., Novoe v arkheologil Kyiva (New Facts in
the Archaeology of Kyiv) (Kiev: Naukova Dumka, 1981), pp. 173ff.) was
clearly Byzantine. These facts would by themselves point south rather than
west for Kiev’s Christian roots. On the other hand, the Povest’ is adamant
in proclaiming a strong link between the Cyrillo-Methodian ecclesiastical
order and that of Rus’-Polianian Kiev. Quoting directly from the Panno-
nian Life of Methodius, the Povest’ asserts that the Slavonic translations
undertaken by Methodius and his disciples in Moravia c. 884 A.D. and
before were meant not only for the Pannonian Slavs, the Czechs, the
Moravians, and the Lyakhs, but also *“‘for the Polianians who today are
called the Rus’.” This has sometimes been dismissed as mere confusion on
the part of the Povest’s editor, who is supposed to have misunderstood
some document dealing with the Western Polianians (the core Poles) and
applied its contents illegitimately to the Kievan Polianians. We do not
accept this interpretation. Nestor (if he was the editor in question) knew
that the Western Polianians were “‘Lyakhs”’ (indeed, he went out of his way
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to point this out). Nor have the critics been able to identify the putative
source of Nestor’s *“‘confusion”. That being so, we must try to make some
sense of the Povest’s remark.

Clearly the critics’ difficulty lies above all in a prejudiced circumscrip-
tion of Methodian geography. It is felt that the Polianians on the Dnipro
were too far removed from the centre of Methodius’ activities in Moravia
to have been genuinely affected by these during his lifetime (after all, the
Povest’ does not mention Slavic units much closer to Methodius’s See as
involved in immediately profiting from the new Slavic literature).

But this attitude conveniently forgets a cardinal point made in the Life
of Methodius (Chapter XIII), viz., his visit to Constantinople in 881 A.D.,
his cordial and very constructive discussions with both the Emperor and
the Patriarch (who happened to be none other than the famous Photius,
the original patron of Constantine-Cyril), and the immediate establish-
ment of a ““Methodian centre” in the Byzantine capital for the propagation
of Slavic Christianity (a centre, incidentally, to which many of Methodius’
disciples fled after their brutal dismissal from Moravia in 885 and which
may very well have been responsible for the emergence of a ‘“‘new,
improved™ Slavic script, the kyrylytsia). Given Kiev’s close trade links
with Byzantium, it is more than probable that the early Methodian ties
underlined by Nestor were largely filtered via that route, through Metho-
dius’ Constantinopolitan institution (cf. S. Runciman, 4 History of the
First Bulgarian Empire (London: Bell, 1930), pp. 124, 140-141; F. Dvornik,
Byzantine Missions among the Slavs (New Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers Uni-
versity Press, 1970), pp. 171-174, 251-252). Furthermore, as new archaeo-
logical discoveries have made the thesis of direct Methodian influences
from the west far more tenable than was previously thought possible,
Kievan remoteness from Great Moravia’s religious influence becomes
itself an increasingly difficult hypothesis. (Cf. Marian Bendza, Prawos-
lawna Diecezja Przemyska w latach 1596-1681 (Warsaw: Christian Theo-
logical Academy, 1982), pp. 26ff.

The analogy drawn by Nestor with other Slavic groups (Pannonians,
Czechs, etc.) is instructive. He is telling us at least this: by c. 884 A.D., the
Kiev Polianian upper classes were professors of the new religion. (On the
vast Polianian hinterland, no information exists: its continuing majority
adherence to paganism until Volodymyr’s time is questionable.) And he is
also telling us that no other autonomous unit of the Rus’ system was at that
time in a like situation. Reserving for another occasion a more precise
study of the initial phases of Polianian Christianization, we can say with a
good deal of certainty that the organized initiation of the process goes back
to the later 860s. S. Pap was absolutely correct when he suggested that
Volodymyr’s conversion was not the first step, but one of the last in the
history of Central Ukraine’s adhesion to Christianity (cf. op.cit., note 10,
supra, pp. 197-199).

It is, of course, quite probable that the Povest’ somewhat antedated
the successes of Christian propaganda in Rus’ Poliania and should there-
fore be understood less strictly, viz., that the Slavic language literature



HISTORY 35

produced by the Moravian archbishop Methodius and his disciples found
its way to Kiev in and after 884 A.D. and prompted the perceptible growth
of Christian consciousness among the people, which eventually resulted in
Christian ideals becoming dominant within the local ruling classes — the
“official” religion, if you will, of the Polianian aristocracy. The historic
occurrence cannot as yet be firmly dated. But there is little doubt that it was
a fact of life on the Kievan hills noticeably sooner than 943 A.D. Archaeol-
ogists have underlined the existence of an important group of Christian
burials on the hill where Volodymyr later erected the beautiful Church of
the Mother of God (Desiatynna tserkva: c. 989-996), burials whose topo-
graphy implies the existence of an earlier shrine (cf. P.P. Tolochko, Isto-
rychna topohrafiia starodavnoho Kyieva (Historical Topography of Old
Kiev) (Kiev: Naukova Dumka, 1970), pp. 63-64). The earliest grave has
been dated as c. 892/907; the latest as c. 975/990. This clearly confirms the
growing influence of Polianian upper class Christianity at the dawn of the
tenth century.
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The Emergence of the Idea of the Federalization
of Nineteenth-Century Imperial Russia

This study explores the need to bring some order to the problem of the
emergence of the idea of the federalization of nineteenth-century Imperial
Russia. First, it addresses the question of the genesis and evolution of
federalist thought and theories as they appeared in prerevolutionary Rus-
sia. Second, it reviews the political programs and movements that aimed at
the federalization of the Russian Empire prior to the Revolution. Third, it
analyses the contribution to the idea of federalist recontruction of the
Russian imperial complex made by Ukrainian intellectuals.

The Imperial Russian State and Autocracy

Modern Russian political evolution has been characterized by an unremit-
ting drive for centralist integration of an imperial territory spread over two
continents: Europe and Asia. Historically, all Russian rulers and political
elites have been centralists. They believed firmly that federalism, with
attendant decentralization and self-government, were not suitable for their
multinational empire. This was clearly expressed by Prince A. Bezborodko
in 1899 when he noted that

Russia is an autocratic state. Its size, the variety of its inhabitants and customs, and
many other considerations make it the only natural form of government for Russia.
All arguments to the contrary are futile, and the least weakening of the autocratic
power would result in the loss of many provinces, the weakening of the state.!

Such a confession de foi reflected the main pattern of thinking and
conditioned the politics of Imperial Russian régimes; and it certainly
continued to exercise a far-reaching influence on the development of
Soviet “federalism’ after the October Revolution of 1917.

There were only two possible exceptions to this course, and then only
to a certain degree — during the reigns of Alexander I (1801-1825) and
Alexander II (1856-1881). Subjected to both liberal and conservative
influences, Alexander I regarded liberalization and decentralization with
some favour and was even willing to assent to a ‘‘gradual and progressive
federalization” of the Russian Empire.2 He seemed aware of the ethnic and

1. Marc Raeff, The Decembrist Movement (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, 1966), p. 70.
2. Georg von Rauch, Russland: Staatliche Einheit und nationale Vielfalt: Foederalistische
Kraefte und Ideen in der russischen Geschichte (Munich, 1953), pp. 51-68.
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regional diversities of the Empire. To meet this reality, he made several
attempts at modest decentralization and granted unique constitutional
status both to Poland and Finland. However, other “‘borderlands’’ were
not even considered for such a privilege.

Alexander II was even less inclined to follow a path of “liberaliza-
tion.” In 1876, for example, he signed the so-called Ems Act or Ukaz (at the
German resort Ems), which prohibited the printing and importation into
the Russian Empire of books in the Ukrainian language.

Earlier in his reign, Alexander II had seemed inclined toward some
measure of local self-government; in 1864, for example, he had created the
zemstva — local self-governing bodies at provincial, county and municipal
levels. This seemed to indicate some concession to the various regions and
“borderlands’ of the Empire. In truth, however, the zemstva remained in
the hands of the generally centralist nobility, had no independent legisla-
tive initiative and by 1866 had lost power to set budgets and taxes. In short,
they were co-opted into the Ministry of Internal Affairs. Judging from the
nature of the zemstva, it is safe to say that Alexander II's inclination
toward decentralization and federalism was in large part cosmetic only; it
was elicited from him largely by the post-Crimean turbulence in the
Empire.

Thus these two noticeable deviations actually confirm the rule: there
was very little place for federalist thought and attitudes amongst the ruling
élite of Imperial Russia. Stung by the revolt of the Decembrists, Nicholas I
(1825-1855), the successor of Alexander I, held firm beliefs in autocracy
and centralization. Under Alexander III (1881-1894) and Nicholas II
(1894-1918), the preservation of autocracy, centralization and Russifica-
tion remained the order of the day.

In point of fact, throughout the history of modern Russia from the
late seventeenth century right up until the 1917 October Revolution,
federalist thought and aspirations were the concern of only several promi-
nent liberal, revolutionary or ‘‘free thinking” intellectuals.?

The Emergence of the Idea of Federalization

It was only at the end of the nineteenth and the beginning of the twentieth
centuries that the federalist spirit was first reflected in the thought of some
representatives of the intelligentsia in Russia, and this happened only after
it had slowly fashioned for itself a course in secrecy.*

The first proponents of federalism saw in it the possibility of achieving
harmonious social relationships within the Russian polity and of creating

3. Dimitri von Mohrenschildt, Toward a United States of Russia: Plans and Projects of
Federal Reconstruction of Russia in the Nineteenth Century (London-Toronto, 1981), pp.
232-249.

4. M. Rubach, “‘Federalisticheskie teorii v istorii Rossii,” in M. Pokrovski, ed., Russkaia
istoricheskaia literatura v klassovom osveshchenii (Moscow, 1930). This book was written in
1924-25; two chapters were omitted from the 1930 edition, one of which was on Drahomanov.
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an appropriate form of political organization that would include and
respect national minorities. Almost always, they also identified themselves
either with the ideal of a constitutional monarchy or with radical political
programs advocating a ‘“‘Westernization™ of Russia. In a word, it was a
group of intellectuals, nourished by European notions of social, cultural,
economic, political and national revolution, and addressing nothing but
the fundamental questions of politics, that brought federalist thought into
the Russian political spectrum.

Despite the fact that officialdom denied the efficacy of the federalist
position, during the nineteenth century a great variety of such proposals
emerged aiming at the reconstruction of Russia in accordance with federal
concepts. Such proposals can be grouped in several major categories: (1)
several types of Slavic federations that included Russia as one of the
constituent states but without predominant status; (2) several kinds of
Western-style federations (modeled upon the American or Swiss pattern);
(3) free federations of workers’ artels and peasants’ communes, which,
according to the anarchist plan, were to federate into provinces, the
provinces into nations, and the nations into a United States of Europe; and
finally, (4) plans for a federal union of Russia and Ukraine, and of Siberia
and the United States.*

These various federalist programs seemed, from the beginning, to
contradict fundamentally the Pan-Slavist and Populist mass movements of
the nineteenth century. By and large, the Russian Pan-Slavists never
subscribed to the federalist idea because such a political formula would
not, in their opinion, conform to their concept of the reunification of all
Slavs within a single state.® In their view, federalism would only divide into
separate entities the “living body of Russia™ (zhivoe telo Rossii).

As for the Populists (Narodniki), their political credo was reduced to a
rhetoric of antielitism and exaltation of ‘““the people,” a position readily
adaptable to many different uses. They constituted a heterogeneous move-
ment, united by the belief that Russia could follow its own road of
development of an antiurban socialism and arrive at social justice by
avoiding capitalism and its evils, and could also escape the separation of
the ‘“‘borderlands.” The traditional ‘“people’s™ institutions were consi-
dered, by the Populists, as the most appropriate social, political and
economic forms for the future Russia of which they dreamed.

Like the Pan-Slavists, the Populists were not prepared to break into
fragments the already unified “‘people” and state.

The aim of both movements was greater unity, not division. A deeper
structural reform was not suitable for them. By implication, they rejected
the idea of the federalization of the Russian imperial complex.

Hence, one has to conclude that the two main forces in the prerevolu-
tionary Russian Empire, namely, representatives of the ancien régime and

5. D. von Mohrenschildt, p. 255.
6. B.S. Itenberg, Dvizhenie revolutsionnogo narodnichestva(Moscow, 1965); M.G. Sedov,
Geroicheskii period revolutsionnogo narodnichestva (Moscow, 1966).



HISTORY 39

most spokesmen of the revolutionary movements, were not prepared to
accept a federalist idea for imperial reconstruction. They were not willing
to reorganize the Russian social and political system by creating a multi-
national state based on the principles of self-determination of the non-
Russian nationalities, and on federalization.”

With few exceptions, all the Russian revolutionary forces operating
before 1917 advocated the traditional idea of a Russia ‘“‘one and indivi-
sible” (edinaia i nedilimaia). In this context, the non-Russian constituent
nationalities of the Russian Empire were labeled “‘unhistoric’ and, as such,
were expected to “‘merge in the Russian sea.”® This lyrical Pan-Russianism
was commonly held by a significant majority of the intelligentsia.

With respect to this concept of “historic nations,” it is noteworthy
that, insofar as the non-Russian nationalities of imperial Russia are con-
cerned, only the Poles and Finns were recognized, however timidly, to be
such nations. This, perhaps, was one of the reasons why, as has already
been mentioned, these two countries were singled out by Alexander I for
special status within the Russian Empire. Incidentally, Poland and Finland
were also the only two constituent entities within imperial Russia that later
succeeded in affirming their respective independence at the time of the
Russian revolution. This happened, it must be noted, with considerable
help from the Western wartime alliance, but happen it did.

Overall, one can conclude only that, for the majority of Russian
intellectuals and political leaders, the very idea of federalism as a form of
state organization — implying acceptance of a pluralistic diversity and a
negation of uniform unitarianism — appeared to be irreconcilable with
their political culture and ideology.

In fact, the choice of a genuine federalism in the latter part of the
nineteenth century could have had grave implications for the future of
Russia. The Russians were an ethnic minority in their own empire, consti-
tuting (according to the 1897 census) only 43.3 per cent of a total popula-
tion of 125 million (excluding Finland), and composed of some 126
ethno-linguistic groups.” A federalist option could have put an end to
Russian political and cultural supremacy, if a concerted and united force
could have been formed by at least the major non-Russian “‘minorities”
—Ukrainians (22 million), Poles (8 million), Bielorussians (6 million),
Jews and other ethnic groups whose demographic strength exceeded one
million.

It was obvious that, by the end of the nineteenth century, the Russians

7. G. von Rauch; Richard Pipes, The Formation of the Soviet Union: Communism and
Nationalities, 1917-1922 (Cambridge, 1964); B. Meissner, *“The Soviet Concept of Nation and
the Right of National Self-Determination,” International Journal (1976/77), p. 56.

8. The expectation of *‘merging” Slavic nationalities into the Russian nation-state was
expressed in poetic form by Pushkin. In his poem ““To the Slanderers of Russia™ (*‘Klevetni-
kam Rossii,”” August 2, 1831), Pushkin put the question rhetorically, asking if and when all
the Slavic Rivers will be brought to merge into the Russian Sea.”

9. M. Slavinski, “‘Natsionalnaia struktura Rossii i Velikorosii,” in A.l. Kostelianski,
Formy natsionalnogo dvizheniia v sovremennykh gosudarstvakh (St. Petersburg, 1910), p. 280.
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were becoming a minority in the imperial state they had created. This is
presumably another major reason why only a tiny minority of the Russian
leading political and cultural figures would have considered a federalist
option as a possible device for finding a satisfactory solution to autocracy
and the nationality problem.

This overall configuration explains why the federalist idea never
generated a more serious political movement in prerevolutionary Russia.
It also explains why the federalist option was primarily associated with the
so-called non-Russian ‘“‘borderlands,” particularly with Ukraine.

The idea of transforming the Russian empire into a multinational
federation, when expressed, was professed almost exclusively by non-
Russians. Thus, for instance, a group of Georgian intellectuals drafted a
plan calling for the creation of a Caucasian federation within a larger
Russian federation. The latter was to be established through the reorgani-
zation of the Russian imperial state into a federative system of nations. Ina
similar way, but in a more decisive manner, the Jewish Bund, at its Fourth
Congress held in Bialystok (Poland) in April 1901, demanded the recogni-
tion of the Jewish nation and a federative capacity within the Russian state
structure, which itself would be reorganized into a multinational federa-
tion. Many other national groups came forth with similar programs and
demands in favour of federalism. Some of them simply called for a limited
federation based on a broad national-cultural autonomy as a desired end.
Others, however, presented their federalist plans as the only possible
alternative to separatism. This was the case, in particular, with Ukrainians.

Almost all early federalist projects that appeared during the nine-
teenth and the beginning of the twentieth centuries were conceived and
advanced as programs of political reform, opposition or revolution. They
were advanced by individuals and groups committed to the cause of
political change; as such, they represented a challenge to the centralist
autocratic order of imperial Russia.

The Decembrists

The first important Russian revolutionaries attracted by the idea of feder-
alism were the Decembrists.!® The history of all Russian revolutionary
movements dates from the Decembrist conspiracy, which resulted in an
uprising on December 26, 1825 (whence the name *“Decembrists™ or, in
Russian, “‘Dekabristy’’), an event precipitated immediately by the death of
the “liberal” Czar Alexander I. The Decembrists were also the first,
however timid, proponents of federalism.

As secret revolutionary conspirators recruited from among former
military officers who had participated in the Napoleonic Wars, the Decem-
brists organized themselves into four well-known societies: the Union of

10. V.1. Semevski, Politicheskie i obshchestvennie idealy dekabristov (St. Petersburg,
1909), pp. 456-69, 482-91.
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Salvation (1816-18) and its successor, the Union of Welfare (1818), which
in 1821 split into the Northern Society and the Southern Society.!! There
were also other Decembrist societies such as the United Slav Society or the
Union of the South Society, which were founded by the brothers Piotr and
Andrei Borissov (1823).

The best known among the Decembrists, those who inspired the
whole movement, were Count Dimitriev-Mamonov, the brothers Nikita
and Pavel Muraviev, the poet Kondraty Rylleev, the brothers Andrei and
Piotr Borissov, Maxim Kovalevsky, Georgii S. Batenkov, Nikolai Tur-
genev, and Colonel Pavel I. Pestel.!?

Perhaps the greatest intellectuals among the Decembrists were Pestel,
Muraviev and Turgenev. The latter wrote a three-volume work, La Russie
et les Russes, which summarized the political program of the movement.
Most of the Decembrists professed a genuine desire for decentralization
and were, either implicitly or explicitly, for a federalization of Russia, a
federal union to be founded upon ethnogeographic and *‘geo-political”
principles.'? Pestel, however, was a notable exception in this regard, insist-
ing that all non-Russian peoples of the Empire, except the Poles, should
“completely fuse their nationality with the nationality of the dominant
people.” !4

The inspiration for federalist ideas among the Decembrists came from
different sources: the United States Constitution, the French Revolution,
and pan-Slavist ideas current among western Slavs after the Napoleonic
wars. Within Russia, a factor contributing to the spread of federalist
thought was an increasing awareness of the multinational character of the
Russian empire. Such an awareness was highlighted by the granting of the
Finnish (in 1809) and the Polish (in 1815) constitutions.'®

There were two main federalist tendencies among the Decembrists.
The first, particularly supported by the members of the Northern Society,
subscribed to the transformation of Russia into a multinational federation
headed by a constitutional monarch. This program was, however, ill-
received by the Jacobin centralists and the exponents of the idea of a
Russia “‘one and indivisible,” including in its compass the non-Russian
nationalities.'® The second, strongly advocated by the Union of the South
Society (or Society of United Slavs) favoured the creation of a Pan-Slavic
multinational ‘“Federative Republic of Slavic States,” merging Russia,
Ukraine, Poland, Bohemia, Moravia, Serbia, Dalmatia, Croatia, Bulgaria,
and even Hungary (which is not Slavic).
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There were also some individual federalist plans among the Decem-
brists. The most important was probably the constitutional project drafted
by Nikita M. Muraviev (1795-1843), one of the co-founders and leaders of
the Northern Society, who envisioned the transformation of the Russian
Empire into a federation composed of thirteen autonomous states (derz-
havy) and two regions (oblasti). The whole structure was to be modelled
after the United States of America.!” Muraviev’s derzhavy were not to have
their own separate constitutions; in truth, he paid little attention to the
ethnic or national principle. His federalism was, rather, of a territorial-
economic type. There would be only four areas retained for the federal
government: finance, army, navy and foreign affairs.!®

This was probably the first time in modern Russian history that a
political movement had identified itself with a federalist option as a
possible alternative to autocracy and rigid unitarianism. Although the
Decembrists did not produce a clear-cut federalist project in the form of a
political program, they did succeed in enunciating the idea.

In fact, a number of Russian and non-Russian revolutionaries, as well
as some liberal and radical “free thinkers,” were inspired by the federalist
thought advocated by the Decembrists. This was the case for adherents of
the Petrashevsky circle, the Ukrainian federalists, the Siberian regionalists
(inspired by the historian A.P. Shlapov, 1830-1876) and, above all, some
populists.'*

Numerous subsequent non-Marxist revolutionaries and their intellec-
tual followers were also, in one way or another, “federalists.”” One such
individual worthy of mention was the Russian naturalist and historical
philosopher Nikolai Y. Danilevsky (1822-1885). According to him, Russia
and the Slavs should follow their own historical development and form a
distinct civilization different from that of the West. Danilevsky was said to
have “given Russian nationalism a biological foundation.”” Some compare
him to the father of German nationalism, Oswald Spengler. Along with
this idea, some have credited Danilevsky with a ‘‘federalist™ position, his
absolutist and messianistic beliefs notwithstanding. In his Russia and
Europe (Russiia i Evropa) of 1869, Danilvesky professed the creation of a
Slav federation as a means of rejuvenating and recreating mankind. He
listed, in that opus, the territories that should belong to his envisioned Slav
Federation. They are, interestingly enough, territories which, with the
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exception of the district of Constantinople, are now under the domination
of the Soviet Union.2°

Even some anarchists, among them Bakunin, were in principle not
opposed to federalist programs. While Bakunin was a supporter of nation-
alist revolutionary movements in various Slav countries, he had endorsed
Proudhon’s theory of federalism.2! He and others regarded federalism,
especially a Pan-Slavic federalism, as a possible transitional alternative to
autocracy and unitarianism.

Bakunin believed that society should be organized from the bottom
up. Federalism was, therefore, the ideal formula and the goal of the
evolution of humanity.?? He thought of the advent of federalism in classic
Hegelian terms: ““‘the centralized states as thesis, anarchy or amorphism as
antithesis, and federalization of the independent groups and people as
synthesis.”?’ In sum, though different in form, the anarchists’ formula for
federalism converge in content with the positions endorsed by the
Decembrists.

Finally, some contemporaries of the Decembrists and the prominent
Russian intellectuals of the succeeding generation, among them Bakunin
(already mentioned), N. Chernyshevsky, N. Ogarev and A. Herzen, all
thought that ‘“‘democracy calls for self-rule and this implies a federal-
ism.”?* Herzen, among others, was probably the first of his contemporar-
ies to envision the empire transformed into a federation on the model of the
United States of America. It should be noted here, however, that most of
the Russian “‘federalists’ held an idealized picture of the American *“‘melt-
ing pot.”%

All the first pronouncements in favor of federalism reviewed up to this
point were severely limited in scope; they did, however, serve as a source of
reference for others who pushed the idea of federalism along the road to
further development.

The Brotherhood of Saints Cyril and Methodius

A fuller and more genuine federalist program for Russia and Eastern
Europe was advanced by the Brotherhood, or Society, of Saints Cyril and
Methodius.?® Founded in the 1846 in Kiev by Mykola Hulak and Vasy!’
Bilozersky, the Brotherhood (also known as the Ukrainian-Slavic Society)
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boasted a membership of some forty Ukrainian intellectuals, poets, writers
and artists, such as Panteleimon Kulish, Mykola Kostomarov (or Kosto-
mariv) and Taras Shevchenko. The English historian Hugh Seton-Watson
has dubbed this group as the ““first Ukrainian nationalist organization.”
The Brotherhood declared itself a movement for the national self-
determination of non-Russian nations of the Russian Empire.?’

The second most important and ultimate aim advocated by the Bro-
therhood was the transformation of the Russian Empire into a federation
of co-equal Slavic nations, based on the principles of equality, freedom,
democracy and self-government. The proposed federation was to comprise
Russians, Poles, Ukrainians, Czechs, Serbs, Croatians and Bulgarians. It
was to be headed by a general Slavic representative assembly.?®

In “The Statute of the Slavic Society of Saints Cyril and Methodius,”
under the chapter entitled “Chief Ideas,” the federalist concept of the
Brotherhood is defined as ‘“‘the spiritual and political union of the Slavic
peoples . . ., towards which they should aim.”” The first six points of the
Statutes describe the future Slavic federation as being a union of Slavic
nations, “all united on the federative principle into one Slavic union
founded on the Christian religion.”’?

A major influence on the ideology of the Cyril-Methodians was the
Zakon Bozhii, Knyha bytiia ukrainskoho naroda (The Law of God, the
Book of Genesis of the Ukrainian People), written by Mykola Kosto-
marov. Kostomarov’s work showed that the constitution of the United
States of America, adopted in 1789, exerted an influence on the formula-
tion of the Society of Saints Cyril and Methodius’ plans. This subject will
be discussed more fully below.

The Cyril-Methodians believed in the possibilty of building a political
and social order among Eastern Europeans based upon federalist princi-
ples. To quote Mykhailo Drahomanov, himself a proponent of federalism
(to be discussed later), the Cyril-Methodians tended “‘toward a democratic
and federalist Panslavism.” In this respect, as V.I. Semevsky and P.A.
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Zaionchkovsky have convincingly argued, the Slavic federation advocated
by the Brotherhood shared some points of similarity with Nikita Mura-
viev’s proposal. Also, there were similarities to the Society of the United
Slavs.?°

Russian imperial authorities viewed the federalist ideas adopted by
the Cyril-Methodians as a serious threat to the security of the state,
particularly because they were identified with the Ukrainian national
movement. L.V. Dubelt, an official of the Third Section of His Imperial
Majesty’s Own Chancery, gave an accurate retrospective account of this
“Ukrainian (federalist) threat™ in his letter of January 18, 1854 addressed
to the Minister of Education, A.S. Popov:

At first the aim of this society consisted of reviving the nationality, the language and
literature of the Slavic peoples, of preparing these peoples for a union under one
power. Since, however, all the members of the society were natives of Ukraine, their
Slavophilism soon turned to Ukrainianophilism and they arrived at the proposition of
reestablishing Ukraine as it was before it joined Russia. . . %!

The above quotation must be taken to mean that the Cyril-
Methodians put ‘“‘emphasis on the leading role reserved for Ukraine in the
future federation.’’3? This was, of course, anathema to the Russian state of
Nicholas I.

In 1848 the Brotherhood was forcibly disbanded and its members,
following denunciation by an informer, were punished by banishment. The
federalist idea advocated by the Brotherhood was subsequently further
developed and later refined by its individual members, in particular by
Kostomarov, a prominent Ukrainian historian and one of the leading
ideologists of the Brotherhood. It then became associated with Draho-
manov’s federalist proposals.

Mykola Kostomarov: Further Development of a Federalist Idea

Mykola Kostomarov (1817-1885), like many members of the Brotherhood,
was concerned with universal themes, with the Ukrainian national iden-
tity, Pan-Slavic unity, and the social-political issues of the day. One of his
more significant interests was federalism, as reflected in his essays on
history.

Kostomarov’s approach to history may be described as ‘‘ethnic/na-
tional federative,” with a strong emphasis on *‘national.” He belonged to
what can be called the national “‘ethnographic school,” which was charac-
terized by a federalist element that stemmed from his comprehension of the
origins of ancient Slavic history.
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Kostomarov’s interpretation of the history of Ukraine had been
formulated by around 1860. Essentially, he was of the learned opinion that
Ukraine (Southern Rus’) already exhibited certain differences from North-
ern Rus’ as early as the twelfth century. In his article “Two Russian
Nationalities,” Kostomarov characterized the Ukrainians as “individual-
ists’> and the Russians as “‘collectivists.”” The striving of the Ukrainians, he
argued, was “toward federalism,” while the ethos of the Russians was
“toward autocracy and a firm monarchy.””*

But in spite of separate cultural histories, the Ukrainians, he con-
cluded, were not thinking of “‘tearing South Rus’ from its ties with the rest
of Russia.”’* Rather they strongly favoured a federative union of the two
nations, and, indeed, of all nations.

At the same time, Kostomarov reserved a “‘leading role’” for Ukraine
in the future federation. For example, he wrote in his Knyha bytiia ukrains-
koho naroda:

Ukraine shall rise from her grave and shall call her Slavic brothers, and they will all rise
... and Ukraine will be an independent republic in a Slav Union.**

As has already been stated, the most original aspect of Kostomarov’s
historiography was the pioneering of the idea of pan-Slavic federation. He
considered a pan-Slavic union to be the very solution for the difficulties of
the Eastern European regions that were inhabited by people of many
nationalities, both Slavic and non-Slavic. With great power of expression
and enthusiasm, Kostomarov painted his concept of a Pan-Slavic federa-
tion (and perhaps an even wider, East European federation) in his biog-
raphy, as a union to be erected upon the ideals of “liberty and
brotherhood™ of

Slavic peoples united among themselves in a federation like the ancient Greek cities or
United States of America, living in close contact but, without exeception, keeping their
full autonomy. . . .*¢

Kostomarov’s most important and interesting works on federalism
were Thoughts on the Federative Principle in Ancient Rus’ (Mysli o federativ-
nom nachale v drevnei Rusi) published in 1861 in the review Osnova, and
his federalist program published in Russkii Arkhiv (no. 7, 1893). Another
major work by Kostomarov on the theory of federalism, which became a
fundamental source for the ideology of the Saints Cyril and Methodius
Society, was his Zakon Bozhii, or Knyha bytiia ukrainskoho naroda.’’
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It is mainly by these writings that Kostomarov established himself as
one of the major exponents of what became loosely known as the “‘federal-
ist school” of history, as opposed to the ‘“‘state school” of S. Soloviev,
B. Chicherin and N. Kavelin.’® This new school of thought, advocating
the ““federation of Slavic peoples on the basis of full freedom and auto-
nomy of nationalities,”** represented a shift toward the history of “‘border-
lands,” away from the dominant historiography of the Russian ‘‘state
school.”” The “federalist school’ claimed also that the essence of history is
the life of the people, not the glory of state as professed by the traditional
“state school.”

It is not surprising that Kostomarov’s federalist writings had some
connection with the Pan-Slavist movement in general and with the Pan-
Slav Manifesto in particular. Formulated by the Czech historian FrantiSek
Palacky and adopted at the Slav Congress in Prague in June 1848, the
Pan-Slav Manifesto called for transforming the Austrian Empire into a
federation of equal peoples. A similar and perhaps more articulated feder-
alist concept, designed to be applied to the Russian Empire, was developed
by Kostomarov. There is obviously a link between the two federating
aspirations, though Palacky’s Pan-Slav Manifesto had little practical and
intellectual effect on Kostormarov’s federalist thinking.

Unlike Palacky, Kostomarov retained his prominent position in the
history of federalist thinkers in Eastern Europe. According to his theory,
even before the coming of the Varangians, the Eastern Slavs, or “‘nationali-
ties” as he called them — Ukrainians, Russians, Belorussians, and the
peoples of Pskov and Novgorod — had formed a “‘nucleus of a federal
organization.”*

In his lectures on Russian history, given at the University of St.
Petersburg in the early 1860’s, Kostomarov also provided strong evidence
in support of his main contention that the pan-Slavic federalist idea had
been both advanced and practised in the Kievan Rus’ of the tenth and
eleventh centuries. He convincingly argued that, in particular, the relations
between the principalities of medieval Rus’ had been regulated by mutual
federative-like treaties and agreements patterned on federative principles.
In his opinion. “Rus’ was aspiring toward a federation, and federation was
the form into which it was beginning to develop.” Kostomarov contended
that the ‘nationalities” of Kievan Rus’ “‘were held together in a loose
federtion of city-states by common language, dynasty, religion, territory,
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39. V.LLM.V. Semevski, Butashevich-Petrashevsky i Petrashevisy, edited by V. Vodo-
vozov (Moscow, 1922), p. 187.

40. Kostomarov, “*‘Mysli o federativnom nachale drevnei Rusi,” in Sobranie sochinenii,
No. 1, p. 30; Osnova, No. 1 (1961).
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and common enmity toward the Germans.”*!

One could also suggest that relations between Muscovite Russia and
other Slavic political entities at a later date were exactly of such a federalist
type. This is particularly reflected in the relations between Muscovite
Russia and Ukraine as fixed by the Treaty of Pereiaslav (1654), which was
concluded between the Ukrainian Hetman State and the Muscovite Tsar,
Alexei Mikhailovich. In fact, the Treaty created what may be called a
“real” union, similar to a “‘federation,” which failed for various reasons.

Because of his strong federalist conviction, Kostomarov never
thought of *“‘tearing South Rus’ [Ukraine] from its ties with the rest of
Russia.”*? In his opinion, already mentioned above, the “striving of the
Ukrainians was always toward federalism.”** Thus Kostomarov’s federal-
ist “school of thought” was firmly Pan-Slavic.

Concerning the federation to be established, Kostomarov conceptual-
ized a union constituted of a number of states formed out of historical and
natural regions of the Russian empire and other areas: Central, Northern,
Northeastern, Southeastern, Upper Volga, Lower Volga, two Ukrainian
states, two Southern states, two in Siberia, and the Caucasus, Belorussia,
Poland, Serbia, etc. Kiev was to be the federal capital and the seat of the
federal Seim (parliament) and government.** Here, again, Kostomarov
held to the historical pre-eminence of Kiev [Ukraine] in the future
federation.

The significance of Kostomarov’s work did not lie in its immediate
political potential, but in the social philosophy that lay at its roots. This
philosophy could not be ignored by any politically articulate and involved
intellectual of his time. The ideas advanced in his works and his political
commitments were a notable contribution to the progress of federalist
thought in Eastern Europe and were greatly appreciated by fellow federal-
ists in East and West.*

Predictably, Soviet historiography finds fault with Kostomarov as a
historian and a federalist. Though praised by some Soviet historians for his
“influence on a whole generation of populists,”*® Kostomarov is usually
presented as “reflecting the rising nationalist-Ukrainian, liberal-bourgeois
ideology.”*

Although Kostomarov did not think of himself as a founder of any
new “federalist school,” many prominent Ukrainian intellectuals, espe-

41. M. Kostomarov, *“Dve russkie narodnosti i cherty narodno-russkoi istorii,”” Osnova,
1860-61; idem, **Mysli o federativnom nachale v drevnei Russi,” Osnova, No. 1 (1861); idem,
“Istoricheskaia monografia: Nachalo edinoderzhavia v drevnei Russi,” Vestnik Evropy, No. 6
(1870); idem, Sobranie sochinenii, 21 vols. (St. Petersburg, 1903-1906).

42. See Pismo N.I. Kostomarova k izdatelu ‘‘Kolokola’’ (Geneva, 1885), p. 13.

43. Kostomarov, Dve russkie . . ., Sobranie . . ., Vol. 1, p. 33.
44. See Letter of Kostomarov to N.A. Bilozerskaia, in Russkaia starina, January 1886,
pp- 187-88.

45. G.V. Vernadsky, ‘‘Kostomarov,” MS.G. Vernadsky Collection, Archive of Russian
and East European History and Culture, Columbia University.

46. Rubach, p. 63.

47. Ocherki istorii istoricheskoi nauki v Rossii, 4 vols. (Moscow, 1955-60), Vol. 2, p. 146.
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cially historians such as M. Drahomanov, V. Antonovych and M. Hru-
shevsky, were greatly influenced by his writings. Antonvych, and more
particularly Hrushevsky (1866-1934), carried the notion of the uniqueness
of Ukraine’s historical development further than Kostomarov could have
envisioned. They both favoured a “federalist solution™ for a Ukraine
within Eastern Europe. But Kostomarov’s “federalist school” of thought
was best followed and developed by Drahomanov (1841-1895), who may
be perceived as his ideological successor.

Mykhailo Drahomanov

The federalist ideas professed by the Cyril-Methodians and the theoretical
contribution of Kostomarov to federalist thought inspired another distin-
guished Ukrainian historian and publicist, Mykhailo Drahomanov (1841-
1895). Drahomanov was, of course, also well aware of the federalist ideas,
concepts and programs authored by the Decembrists (especially Mura-
viev), the United Slavs and Palacky’s Pan-Slav Manifesto. Nonetheless, his
contribution to federalist thought in Ukraine and Eastern Europe should
be regarded as original and innovative.

Regarding his national identity, Drahomanov considered himself a
Russian-Ukrainian writer and politician.*® In this respect he appeared to
have a ‘‘split” personality. His writings and political activities were
directed mainly against Russian autocracy and centralism, but also against
Ukrainian separtism, though he was, it should be added, firmly devoted to
the Ukrainian cause. This was one of the principal reasons for much of the
hostility directed against him by proponents of autonomy and independ-
ence, as well as the cause of much respect accorded to him by advocates of
federalization.

Depicting Drahomanov in the early 1920’s, the Ukrainian historian
Mykhailo Hrushevsky distinguished three main periods in the develop-
ment of Drahomanov’s political view: (1) 1859-73: a Cosmopolitan-liberal
period modified by Ukrainian populism; (2) 1873-81: a period of Ukrain-
ian socialist thought, which was based largely on Proudhon and to a
certain extent on Bakunin; (3) 1881-95: a period characterized by liberal-
consititutionalist, anti-revolutionary and anti-terrorist thought.*

Drahomanov’s short-term political aim was to achieve an autonomy
and national equality for Ukraine within a federative framework of a
multinational democratic Russian state. In 1873 he wrote the following to
Volodymyr Navrotsky, editor of Pravda, the organ of Galician (Western
Ukrainian) liberals:

In my opinion, the Ukrainians can achieve political freedom within Russia, not by

48. M.P. Drahomanov, “Avtobiografiia,” Byloe 6 (June 1906), p. 263.

49. M. Hrushevsky, Drahomanov et le group socialist de Genéve (Vienna, 1922). M. Hru-
shevsky, “*‘Dragomanov, Ukrainian Nationalist and Social Critic,” in Encyclopedia of Social
Sciences 5, p. 233.
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separatism but together with other nations and regions of Russia by way of
federalism.*°
His profession de foi on Ukrainian politics was perhaps best expressed in
the Hromada declaration of the same year (1873): ‘“‘rationalism in culture,
federalism in politics, and democracy in the social question.”3!

In keeping with this formula, Drahomanov spoke with approbation
of previous federalist constructs for a union of Belorussians, Ruthenians,
Lithuanians and Galicians with Ukraine, or a union of Ukraine with either
Poland or Russia, provided, however, that it not be dominated by either; or
of a more extended federalization of Eastern Europe, which would include
Slavic and non-Slavic nations.’? He placed his ultimate hopes in a free
federal association of national communities on a global scale.

In the introduction to the first Hromada collection published in
Geneva in 1878, Drahomanov summarized his views on Ukrainian history
and culture and outlined his ideal of a “federated socialist state” based on a
free union of self-governing communities (Hromady).*}

The aim of these Hromada publications was to introduce the ideas of
European socialism and federalism into Ukraine.** But Drahomanov’s
most detailed federal formula for Ukraine was advanced in 1884 in a
program for the reconstruction of the Russian imperial complex along
federal lines. It was called “Free Union of Nationalities,” or Vol’nyi Soyuz
— Vil'na Spilka, which was to be based on ethnic, historical, geographical
and economic considerations.>’

Drahomanov’s “Free Union’ scheme depicted absolutism and cen-
tralization as the major evils of the Russian imperial state, and separatism
as a non-solution for Ukraine. In a letter to Ivan Franko (1906) he pointed
out the advantages of the federal alternative. Federalism, he wrote, had
two main practical advantages: first, through the use of national lan-
guages, a federation aids education and brings the courts and administra-
tion closer to the people; and second, administration is conducted by those
whose interests are most directly affected.’® This was, of course, a “‘popu-
list” understanding of federalism in contradistinction to the American and
Swiss models that Drahomanov used in his scientific writings.

The aim of Drahomanov’s writings on federalism was to provide a
theory that could transform itself into a moving political force to influence
the revolution he sensed to be in the making. His appeal for federalism
touched upon an urgent need. He tried to indicate a way out of autocratic
centralism and unitarianism to the benefit of all.

50. **Avtobiografiia,” p. 203.
S1. Ibid., p. 194.

52. M. Drahomanov, Istoricheskaia Polsha i velikorusskaia demokratiia (Geneva, 1881);
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53. M. Drahomanov, ‘‘Peredne slovo do ‘Hromady’,” Hromada, 1 (1878), 60-80.

54. V.G. Sokurenko, Demokraticheskie ucheniia o gosudarstve i prave na Ukraine vo
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Predictably, Drahomanov was at variance with the defenders of the
status quo, as well as with the majority of Russian political thinkers, both
liberals and radical-socialists, who understood the Ukrainian problem
only in terms of two political alternatives: centralism or separatism.5? In
Geneva, where he definitely formulated his federalist program, Draho-
manov accused Russian socialists and other revolutionaries of being guilty
of Jacobin centralism and antifederalism, and of being insensitive to the
aspirations of the non-Russian nationalities.*® There was indeed a kind of
séparation d’esprit between Drahomanov, on the one hand, and the Rus-
sian antirégime movements, which were not associated with federalist
thinking, on the other.

Drahomanov’s social and political philosophy received inspiration
from a variety of sources. His specialization as historian was in the field of
Roman history; here he learned of, and was attracted by, the Roman
federal commune system. This was perhaps the origin of his interest in
small communities or Aromady, and in social and regional diversity and
federalism, as opposed to political and cultural uniformity, centralism and
concentration of power. Later, his interest was further extended to
national and ethnic minorities, especially to the Ukrainian question, and
even to the question of universal justice.’® Because of this orientation, he
was sometimes called by his opponents ““the cosmopolitan,” a term which
he accepted as a compliment.®®

As was stated at the outset, Drahomanov’s federalist ideas also
stemmed from the ideology of the Saints Cyril and Methodius Brother-
hood and from the writings of Kostomarov. He was further inspired by
P.J. Proudhon and by the British principles of self-government and devo-
lution. His approach to societal history was, finally, very close to the
positivism of Auguste Comte.

As to his “ideological’’ identity, Drahomanov preferred to be called a
non-Marxist socialist and prudently avoided identification as a liberal. He
clearly thought of himself as a socialist without, however, adhering to a
specific socialist school of thought. Nevertheless, he was considered to be
the founder of the socialist movement in Ukraine.®!

Because of his socialist and federalist options, Drahomanov could
hardly be labelled “separatist” or “nationalist.”” He thought rather of
cultural autonomy and political self-government for Ukraine and other
ethnic minorities of the Russian and Austro-Hungarian imperial struc-

57. M. Dragomanov, *Istoricheskaia Polsha i velikorusskaia demokratiia™ in Sobranie
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tures, all of them within a larger Slavic East-European federation.®? How-
ever, he equated his “federalism in politics” (his own words) with near
independence, which

can by achieved either by secession and by the creation of an independent State
(separatism), or by winning self-government without separation (federalism).*’

Drahomanov’s federalism was founded upon the principles “‘national
in form™ and *“‘cosmopolitan in substance.” He thought of federalism as a
“Free Union” of nationalities, sharing a common civilization and political
power. Such a formula was therefore not suitable for his opponents, who
strove to ensure the integrity of the Russian imperial complex.

Perspective will be added to this proposition if we note that Draho-
manov’s federalist position was accepted and adhered to by some eminent
Ukrainian scholars, such as Volodymyr Antonovych and Mykhailo Hru-
shevsky, and by Ukrainian political movements or parties operating prior
to the Revolution.

For example, the most prominent representatives of Ukrainian social-
ism shifted their attitude toward federalist ideas advocated by Draho-
manov a number of times, but in the end became either statists and
antiseparatists or adherents of the cause of maximal independence for
Ukraine. Other groups, such as the Revolutionary Ukrainian Party (RUP,
Ukrains’ka Revolutsiina Partiia), founded in 1900, opted for “‘one indivis-
ible, independent Ukraine from the Carpathian mountains to the Cauca-
sus.” Three years later, however, RUP dropped the call for complete
independence and decided in favour of an autonomy within the future
Russian federal democratic republic.®* During the course of the Revolu-
tion, however, most Ukrainian national movements eventually chose the
independence option. Federalist and independist ideologies in Ukraine
eventually culminated in the declaration of independence — the Fourth
Universal. (1918).

Among the non-Russians minorities, a number of political organiza-
tions, such as the Lithuanian Democratic Party, Georgian Socialist-
Federalists, Armenian Dashnaktsutun, the Jewish Bund and some
Armenian Social-Democrats (¢.g. Shaumian), wanted to transmogrify the
Russian state into a multinational federation as advocated by
Drahomanov.

As for the Marxists, the federalist aspiration and the nationalism that
attended it were a hindrance to the international socialist movement.
Plekhanov and Lenin, prior to the Revolution, considered federalism as
utopian, antiquated and reactionary. But they did not fail to take notice of
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existing federalist aspirations among some prominent representatives of
the non-Russian intelligentsia and the more significant political groups.$s
Debating their own ‘‘federalization” formula to be applied in post-
revolutionary Russia, the Bolshevik leaders could hardly have ignored the
federalist “school of thought” founded by the Decembrists, the Cyril-
Methodians, Kostomarov and Drahomanov.

Concluding Observations

I have surveyed in this article the main federalist currents that emerged in
the second part of the nineteenth and the beginning of the twentieth
centuries in the history of the Russian imperial state. The federalist ideas
discussed here were first enunciated by individuals and groups, such as the
Decembrists and the Cyril-Methodians, which were loosely organized in
either clandestine or barely legal societies and were opposed to autocracy,
centralization and ethnocentrism. They were followed by a number of
prominent intellectuals of the new ‘‘federalist school” of thought, espe-
cially by two Ukrainian historians, M. Kostomarov and M. Drahomanov.
Their theories and programs were later accepted by a number of other
Ukrainian intellectuals and political activists, such as V. Antonovych and
M. Hrushevsky. There was, certainly, a marked continuity of thought
between these various advocates of federalism. And each successive gener-
ation of thinkers recognized the influence and inspiration of its
predecessors.

I found that the aspiration of these groups and individuals to trans-
form the Russian Empire into a federation of nationalities and regions was
present in varying intensity throughout nineteenth century political
thought and action. The proponents of federalism argued that, from the
earliest times, geography and the history of Slavic ethnicities combined to
produce a distinct national pluralism, which traditionally defied the cen-
tralism of the Muscovite state and, later, of the Russian Empire. This
pluralism, so goes the argument, produced a steadily growing national
self-consciousness and aspiration for cultural and political autonomy and
even independence.

In Ukraine, as elsewhere in the ‘‘borderlands’ of the Russian Empire,
federalist thinking marked a stage in the development of the modern
national identity, which was associated with the struggle for political
freedom, the rise of nationalism, and even democratic socialism. Indeed, at
the end of the nineteenth and at the beginning of the twentieth centuries,
federalism, nationalism and socialism were developing within the Russian
Empire and Eastern Europe simultaneously. Ukraine, Finland, Poland,
the regions of the Baltic and of the Caucasus, all drew from federalist ideas
new elements to deepen their respective national identities. The nationali-

65. R.P. Ivanova, Mykahilo Drahomanov u suspilno-politychnomu rusi Rosii ta Ukrainy
(Kiev, 1971), p. 234.
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ties problem and the problem of the relationship of the centre with the
“borderlands™ thus became a serious concern for the imperial régime.

This new development also originated a new trend in Russian and
East-European historiography. The new school of history stressed not the
importance of the imperial state complex, but primarily the inner develop-
ment of the ‘“‘people,” the regions, and national identities. This was an
important shift away from the exclusive dominance of Russian historio-
graphy, which was based on Russian ethnocentrism and focused on the
state.

Another important finding of this study is that the proponents of
federalism were convinced that the Russian imperial complex and Eastern
Europe inevitably had to go through the stage of political liberalism, as
had Western Europe and the North American subcontinent. The method
they advocated to achieve this was federalization by means of which a
multinational state would be established.

Historic circumstances have shown, however, that neither the politi-
cal elite of the dominant nation, i.e. Russia, nor the Russian and non-
Russian opposition forces, had the political wisdom and the will to follow
the road advocated by the federalist-minded intellectuals. Tsarism and the
imperial ruling elite were, of course, sensible only to self-preservation;
their objective was simply to ensure the status quo, through limited conces-
sions when forced to do so. Defending their stratum interests, they had
little interest, if any at all, in *“‘the people’ and in non-Russian nationalities;
they were resolutely opposed to federalism, which, if implemented, would
have destabilized the existent system, and perhaps triggered a revolution.

Nor were Russian socialists particularly interested in obtaining
change through a federalization of the existing political system; they were
and remained unitarianists and centralists by their profession de foi. They
were convinced that federalism, which by its nature was not a revolution-
ary device, was not an appropriate road to socialism.

The Russian liberals and other moderates, on the other hand, were
opposed to revolutionary action and to the radical changes advocated by
socialists. While not opposed to constitutional reforms, their attitude
toward federalization was also clearly negative.

Success in the creation of a new order in imperial Russia required
some type of compromise between the various forces seeking change. This,
however, did not occur. The proponents of federalism continued to believe
that the proper road to the new polity-building was federalism, but they
remained a minority. In the early twentieth century, the federalist option
subsided; when efforts were made to revive the idea of federalism, nation-
alistic rivalries among the various non-Russian nationalities prevented its
resuscitation.

The federalist option declined further when Russian Marxism began
to assume importance. This development had an impact not only on the
non-Russian national movements, but also on the Russian Cadet party and
on the socialist organizations of various orientations — Jewish Bund,
Armenian socialists, Socialist Revolutionaries, Mensheviks, and others —
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during the brief period of the Dumas.

The Bolsheviks, the most radical of the Marxists, resolutely opposed
federalism. They considered federalism and the nationalism that it pro-
moted to be a hindrance to the international socialist movement and to
the projected revolution. But they drastically altered their view at the
inception of the Soviet régime, after their coup d’état of October 1917.
Ironically, the Bolsheviks co-opted federalist ideas in order to safeguard
the territorial integrity of the inherited imperial complex. But the Soviet
“federation,” sui generis, that eventually emerged out of the civil war, was
not shaped in the federalist mould envisioned by the proponents of federal-
ism in the time preceding the Russian Revolution. For obvious reasons,
Soviet pseudofederalism has always been, and remains, at variance with
federalism as understood and projected by the Cyril-Methodians, Kosto-
marov, Drahomanov, Hrushevsky and their followers, and, indeed, is far
removed from the general, genuine theory of federalism. Nevertheless, the
concepts and theories of genuine federalism, as these were advanced
during the period considered in this paper, remain relevant to the problem
of nationalities in the Soviet Union.

University of Ottawa
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OLEH S. ROMANYSCHYN

Don Quixote in Ukrainian Literature:
A Bibliographical and Thematic Review

The popularity of the Don Quixote theme in Ukrainian literature had its
basis in the adverse historical and cultural milieu of a nation forcefully
relegated to a state of ethnic provincialism. Under such circumstances only
the Don Quixote types have been strong or ‘‘mad’ enough to challenge the
“Sancho Panza-esque reality” and revive what, at times, seemed irretriev-
ably lost — the ideals of Ukrainianism.

There has been a continuous succession of Quixotic figures ready to
“redress all manner of grievances” in all walks of Ukrainian national life to
the present day, including political and military leaders (Ivan Mazepa),
self-made fighters for social justice (Ustym Karmeliuk, Tryshka, Rohal’-
skyi, Ukrainets’), philosophers (Hryhorii Skovoroda), political and social
thinkers (Dmytro Dontsov), literary figures who succeeded in rehabilitat-
ing the national literature against seemingly unsurmountable odds (Taras
Shevchenko, Lesia Ukrainka, Ivan Franko), and, finally, numerous
members of the Ukrainian cultural elite, who have refused to compromise
their ideals and bow to the twentieth-century totalitarian ideologies and
regimes (Hryhorii Chuprynka, Mykola Khvylovyi, Mykola Kulish, Myk-
hail Semenko, Oleksa Vlyz’ko, Vasyl’ Symonenko, Lina Kostenko, Ievhen
Sverstiuk, Zynovii Krasivs’kyi, Valentyn Moroz, and others). In their
attitude towards life and their environment, all of them chose the path of
Don Quixote, and most expressed their kinship with, and interpretation of,
the “mad knight” in their writings. The Quixotic trait became so
embedded in their personality and attitude that some of them would, even
in public, refer to one another as *“Don Quixote.” In a speech commemo-
rating the thirtieth birthday of Vasyl’ Symonenko delivered on January 16,
1965, in Kiev, the literary critic Ivan Dziuba stated that “Vasyl’ Symo-
nenko was a hopeless Don Quixote. . . .”!

1. In Dziuba's words, Symonenko was a **hopeless Don Quixote™ because **he refused to
acknowledge the so-called ‘historical abyss' as the ‘real abyss' [i.e., to accept the current
cultural and political reality in Ukraine], and demanded something impossible: ‘May Russia
and America be silent / When | elect to speak with you." [From his poem *‘Filial.”” The
reference is to his poetic **conversation’ with Ukraine] . .. And all this, oh, how impossible
and hopeless from the point of view of the educated and the all-wise piglet that knows very
well the laws of history and in good conscience has sucked political wisdom from a mechan-
ized trough.” Ivan Dziuba, **Vystup' [Preface), Ukrains'kyi visnyk [The Ukrainian Herald:
Underground Journal from Ukraine], Issue 4 (January 1971) (1971; rpt. London: Ukrainian
Publishers, 1971), 1V, 89-90.
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A Russian writer closely familiar with Ukrainian culture and life,
Nikolai S. Leskov (1831-95), aptly commented on the proliferation of
Quixotic figures on Ukrainian soil:

It is remarkable with what vitality and likeness the Don Quixote types recur in
Ukraine. Rohals’kyi resembles Karmeliuk, Karmeliuk resembles Tryshka, and so
on. . . . And so, the people tell stories about their deeds, praise them in their songs
and in slavery weep for them to the moaning tunes of the bandura. . . .

In Ukrainian literature there are at present, close to 270 original
works in various genres dealing with Spanish themes written by some 190
authors during the past one hundred years. The most sizeable group of
original material consists of 62 items dealing with the theme of Don
Quixote and related topics,’ composed by 53 writers, poets, playwrights
and essayists. There are, in all, 41 poems, 5 novels and short stories, 3
plays, 10 essays, 1 tale, | literary ‘‘discourse” and | ‘‘autobiography.” Of
the total number of items on the theme of Don Quixote, 34.4 per cent were
written in the twenties and early thirties, and 43.7 per cent in the sixties and
early seventies — i.e., during the periods of relative political and cultural
“thaw™.

The Theme of Don Quixote in Original Works

Poetry

The earliest work that introduced the Don Quixote theme into Ukrainian
literature was Ivan Franko’s long poem Pryhody Don Kikhota[The Adven-
tures of Don Quixote], first serialized in 1891 in Dzvinok [The Little Bell], a
Lviv magazine for children. Due to its success, the poem was published in
book form under the same title of Pryhody Don Kikhota (Lviv: n.p., 1892).
Later, revised and enlarged editions of the same work appeared in 1899
and 1913.* In Franko’s own words, his poem is a ‘‘re-creation of the
essential episodes of the first part [of Don Quixote] and of the end of the
second part. The re-creation, from prose into verse, was modelled on the

2. Nikolai S. Leskov, ‘*Nasha provintsialnaia zhizn’’ [Our Provincial Life], Birzhevie
vedomosti [The Exchange News], No. 307 (1869), cited by 1.V. Stoliarova, ***Hamlet i Don
Kikhot:” Ob otklike N.S. Leskova na rech Turgeneva’ [**Hamlet and Don Quixote:” N.S.
Leskov’s Commentary on Turgenev's Article), Turgenevskii sbornik [Collected Articles on
Turgenev] (Leningrad: Nauka, 1967), 111, 121.

The Bandura is the Ukrainian national string instrument.

3. For comparison purposes, as of 1957 Russian literature has produced some twenty
works dealing with the theme of Don Quixote. Migel' de Servantes Saavedra: Bibliografiia
russkikh perevodov i kriticheskoi literatury na russkom iazyke, 1763-1957 (Miguel de Cer-
vantes Saavedra: Bibliografia de las obras traducidas al ruso y ensayos criticos, 1763-1957)
(Moscow: Iz-vo Vsesoiuznoi Knizhnoi Palaty, 1959), pp. 103-106.

4. M.O. Moroz, Ivan Franko: Bibliohrafiia tvoriv, 1874-1964 (lvan Franko: A Bibli-
ography of Works, 1874-1964] (Kyiv: Naukova Dumka, 1966), p. 112.
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Spanish romance verse form.* The entire work is divided into a ““prologue”
and twenty-four parts consisting of 3,510 lines of poetry.

The late Dmytro Buchyns’kyi provided some interesting information
and comments about Franko’s work and the circumstances surrounding
its creation and subsequent publication:

We do not find any mention in Cervantine scholarship of Ivan Franko's re-
creation of Don Quixote, which could be the mosi original and interesting of them all for
having re-created it from prose into verse [emphasis added). This re-creation was
effected in 1890 from a German translation rather than from the Spanish original.
Franko called it Pryhody Don Kikhota which means The Adventures of Don Quixote. . .

The first edition appeared in 1892 under the auspices of the Ukrainian Pedagogi-
cal Association in Lviv. It must be emphasized that this Association published only the
best works of Ukrainian and foreign authors to be used by Ukrainian youth as reading
material in schools. . .

The second edition of The Adventures of Don Quixote, revised by Franko and
Professor Vasyl’ Bilets’kyi, and very well illustrated, was also published by the same
Association in 1899. This event proves the popularity of Don Quixote among Ukrain-
ian youth. Before World War | there appeared a third edition which was also very well
illustrated. [At that time] the first edition was already an extremely rare item in our
country. . .

We would like to state for the record . . . that the Don Quixote that Franko
offered to Ukrainians in such a beautifully poetic form was very popular not only
among school age youth, but also among adults. This was an uncommon happeningin
Ukraine, [a country] which for the past two hundred years lacked its own national
publishing houses, and everything that has been done was on the sole initiative of the
people.®

Apart from Franko’s poem, which should be treated as a separate, if
not unique, literary phenomenon, Ukrainian poetical works with the Don
Quixote theme can be divided into two general groups, according to the
manner in which the poets approached or used the image and symbolism of
Don Quixote and related topics: Don Quixote in relation to surrounding
reality, and direct identification with the person of Don Quixote and/or
with Quixotic ideas or characteristics. In each of these groups, Don
Quixote and related symbolism appear in association with a variety of
secondary themes. There is, of course, much overlapping between the two
groups.

The question of deceitful reality and Don Quixote as a fighter for
truth appear in “Don Kikhot” [Don Quixote] written in 1903 by Borys
Hrinchenko, Tvory [Works] (Kyiv: Akademiia Nauk Ukrains’koi RSR,
1963), I, 177-79. The image of a proud and incorruptible Don Quixote, a
rebel against man’s conventions and a timeless symbol of free will, physical
defeat and spiritual victory, is originally portrayed in Hryhorii Chupryn-

5. 1van Franko, **Migel’ de Servantes i ioho Don Kikhot™ [Miguel de Cervantes and His
Don Quixote), Pryhody Don Kikhota [The Adventures of Don Quixote] (Lviv: Ukrains’ko-
Rus’ka Vydavnycha Spilka, 1913), p. vi.

6. Dmytro Buchyns’kyi, **Ivan Franko y la literatura espanola,™ Revista de literatura, 3
(1953), 69-70.
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ka’s “Lytsar — Sam” [The Knight — Alone], Tvory [Works] (Prague:
Ukrains’kyi Hromads’kyi Vydavnychyi Fond, 1926), pp. 244-253. InBorys
Demkiv’s poem “Monoloh Lytsaria Pechal’noho Obrazu” [A Monologue
of the Knight of the Woeful Countenance], Symvoly [Symbols] (Kyiv:
Radians’kyi Pys’mennyk, 1968), pp. 14-16, Don Quixote appears on the
stage of life facing a hostile humanity. In this poem the Knight of the
Woeful Countenance embodies the ideals of beauty and nobility. A similar
image of Don Quixote is conveyed in Volodymyr Bazylevs’kyi’s “Don
Kikhoty’ [The Don Quixotes}, Iatran’ [The Blaze] (Kyiv: Molod’, 1968),
pp. 15-16. In the last three poems, Don Quixote also emerges as Christ-like
figure. Don Quixote as a symbol of perennial rejuvenation, of resurgence
after defeat and of the driving force of mankind appears in the aforemen-
tioned poem by Bazylevs’kyi, and also in Borys Oliinyk’s ‘‘Romantychne
intermetstso” [A Romantic Intermezzo], Na linii tyshi [On the Line of
Silence] (Kyiv: Dnipro, 1972), pp. 53-55.

The theme of Don Quixote’s ‘“‘error” of equating ‘“‘fantasy’ with
“reality” is evident in Ievhen Pluzhnyk’s ‘“Hladkoho Pansa . . .”” [The
Fat Panza . . . ), Vybrani poezii [Selected Poetry] (Kyiv: Radians’kyi
Pys’mennyk, 1966), p. 217; and in Platon Voron’ko’s ““Vin pomylyvsia™
[He Was Mistaken], U svitli blyskavyts’ [In the Flashes of Lightning]
(Kyiv: Molod’, 1968), p. 48. In a somewhat similar vein are Zoya Kohut’s
“Don Kikhot,” Lys Mykyta [Fox Mykyta], No. 7-8 (July-August 1977), p.
2, where Quixotism is identified with fiction and dreams, and reality with
man’s wakeful state; and Volodymyr Havryliuk’s ‘“‘Donkikhots’ke”
[Something Quixotic], Estafeta [Estafette], No. 2 (1972), pp. 77-78, in
which drab reality is associated with the implacable passing of time, and
Quixotism with idealism.

A solitary, motionless windmill symbolizing a human reality standing
quiescent due to the absence of a Don Quixote in our times is the leitmotif
of Volodymyr Luchuk’s ““Peisazh z vitriakom” [Landscape with a Wind-
mill], Shisdesiat’ poetiv shisdesiatykh rokiv [Sixty Poets of the Sixties] (New
York: Prolog, 1967), p. 32; Ihor Kalynets’s ‘‘Kamianyi vitriak™ [A Petri-
fied Windmill], Pidsumovuiuchy movchannia, [Summing up Silence]
(Munich: Sucasnist, 1971), pp. 41-45; and Lina Kostenko’s ‘‘Balada moikh
nochei” [The Ballad of My Nights], Poezii [Poetry] (Baltimore: Smolos-
kyp, 1969), pp. 244-45. While Kostenko expresses the idea that in the duel
between the spirit (Don Quixote) and drab reality (the herd) the latter wins,
Kalynets’ optimistically declares that Don Quixote will return and set the
windmill of life once more in motion. Kalynets’, however, seems to be a
solitary voice. Other poets, while recognizing the virtues of Don Quixote
and Quixotism in general, see him succumb to the relentless onslaught of
reality. Such is the case in Mykola Chyrs’kyi’s three poems written in
1928-29, each entitled “Don Kikhot,” Emal’ [Enamel] (Prague: Kolos,
1941), pp. 10-11, 12, 13-14. A similarly fatalistic interpretation is conveyed
by Bohdan Nyzhankivs’kyi’s “‘Budennist’” [Drudgery], Lys Mykyta [Fox
Mykyta], No. 4 (April 1975), p. 2, the message being that Don Quixote is
dead and Sancho Panza alive and well. Only the windmills and the spectre
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of Don Quixote roaming the windswept plains of La Mancha are left in
part X of Mira Harmash’s poem *““Maria Luisa,” Vyzvol'nyi shliakh[Liber-
ation Route], No. 12 (December 1972), p. 1305. The windmill, however,
appears not only as a symbol of reality, but also as an instrument of
punishment for Don Quixote’s attempt to challenge it, as in Vitalii Koro-
tych’s “Don Kikhot,” Vohon’ [Fire] (Kyiv: Radians’kyi Pys’mennyk,
1968), pp. 18-19. This particular poem was written to commemorate the
350th anniversary of Cervantes’ death.

In the face of reality, Sancho Panza is proclaimed the true hero, and
Don Quixote a ‘“‘false messiah” in Iurii Petrenko’s “Nad Servantesom”
[About Cervantes], Rubizh [On the Brink] (Kyiv: Molod’, 1970), p. 8.
Similarly, an entirely positive appraisal of Sancho Panza at the expense of
Don Quixote is evident in Vasyl’ Shvets’s ‘“Na dobranich, liudy!” [Good
Night, People!], Dvoboi [Duels] (Kyiv: Radians’kyi Pys’mennyk, 1965),
pp- 5-6. The good, likable and down-to-earth Sancho Panza is even viewed
by Leonid Poltava as a prototype of the Spaniard in “Vulytsia troikh
pomaranch” [The Street of the Three Oranges), Iz espans’koho zshytka
[From a Spanish Notebook], (New York: A.D.U.K., 1978), p. 23.

In other poems, however, we find a drastic departure from the above
interpretations of Don Quixote and Quixotism. Thus, in Borys Homzyn’s
“Sic transit,” Samostiina dumka [Independent Thought], No. 12 (Febru-
ary 1934), p. 1, Don Quixote is portrayed as a gun-toting, ruthless, revolu-
tionary utopian, and Sancho Panza as a corrupt and equally ruthless
bureaucrat. This not-so-complimentary image of Don Quixote becomes
considerably tempered in Lesia Tyhlii’s ““Monoloh Don Kikhota” [Don
Quixote’s Monologue], Horlytsia [Turtle Dove] (Kyiv: Molod’, 1968), pp.
32-33, where Don Quixote appears only as a positive, tough, modern rebel.

Lastly, in a satirical poem by Oleksa Vlyz’ko ‘‘Kanarkovyi iunak”
[The Canary Lad), Mii druh Don-Zhuan [My Friend Don Juan] (Kharkiv:
Radians’ka Literatura, 1934), pp. 29-36, which is directed against some of
the author’s contemporary romantic fellow-literati, Don Quixote, the
romantic par excellence, becomes an object of derision.

Although the problem of reality versus fantasy is a constant of the
Don Quixote theme in any work, in the following major group of poems
the dominant feature is direct identification with the person of Don
Quixote and his traits. Thus, Liubov Zabashta in her two poems *“Rih
bezsmertia” [The Horn of Immortality], and “Umyraiut’ poety tak, iak
vmyraiut’ sontsia” [Poets Die the Way the Suns Die), Oi katrane, katra-
nochku (Kyiv: Dnipro, 1968), pp. 25, 33-34, begins by drawing a parallel
between Don Quixote and poets. Among the first of the three of his poems
entitled “Don Kikhot,” ““Ia ne znav pro prekrasnu Liutsiiu” [I Did Not
Know about the Beautiful Lutsiia] and *‘Ia ne liubliu tyshi i sumu™ [I Do
Not Like Silence and Sadness], Kobzar [The Kobza’ Player] (Kharkiv:
Derzhavne Vydavnytstvo Ukrainy, 1925), pp. 206-207, 307-308. The fore-
most Ukrainian futurist, Semenko sees himself as a Don Quixote of poetry.

7. A traditional Ukrainian string instrument.
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Similarly, Halyna Mazurenko, commenting on her creative processes in
“Muza ta Sancho Pansa” [The Muse and Sancho Panza], Porohy [The
Rapids] (London: Dniprovi Porohy, 1960), p. 44, identifies her creative
drive with Don Quixote and her physical self with Sancho Panza.

In part due to their current predicament, two contemporary Ukrain-
ian poets, Ievhen Sverstiuk and Zynovii Krasivs’kyi,® totally identify
themselves with Don Quixote. Thus, Sverstiuk in ‘“Don Kikhot,” Poeziia
z-za koliuchykh drotiv (“‘Poetry from behind the Barbed Wire’) (Muen-
chen: Verlag Schliakh Peremohy, 1978), pp. 49-50, draws a parallel
between himself, Don Quixote and Cervantes the prisoner, maintaining
that the only worthwhile reality is faith, symbolized in this poem® by Don
Quixote. Krasivs’kyi, in a poem also entitled “‘Don Kikhot,”!?sees himself
as a Don Quixote whose Dulcinea is portrayed here as Ukraine.

Ievhen Malaniuk and Leonid Pervomais’kyi have each identified a
Quixotic figure among their fellow poets. Malaniuk does this in a poem
written in 1936: ‘‘Iuriievi Darahanovi, 2” [To lurii Darahan, 2], Poezii
[Poetry] (New York: The Shevchenko Scientific Society, 1954), p. 227,
dedicated to his prematurely deceased friend; and Leonid Pervomais’kyi
dedicates his poem ‘“Alonso Dobryi” [Alonso the Good], Tvory [Works]
(Kyiv: Dnipro, 1968), I, 482-83, to the Ukrainian-born Russian poet
Mikhail Svetlov.!' Both Malaniuk and Pervomais’kyi saw Quixotic traits
in the lives of their colleagues.

Others, however, took a negative view of the identification of the poet
with Don Quixote. Thus, Hryhorii Sachenko in ‘“Ushcherblenym peram”
[To Dented Pens], Zhyttia i revolutsiia [Life and Revolution], No. 8-9
(August-September 1933), p. 66, warns poets against being, like Don
Quixote, inclined to struggle with phantoms; and Porfyrii Horotak in
“Imperatyv sontsia” [On the Sun’s Command], Diabolichni paraboly [Dia-
bolical Parables] (Salzburg: Novi Dni, 1947), p. 14, written in 1938, insists
upon a similar interpretation.

A further interesting ‘“‘nationalization” of the Don Quixote theme can
be found in Oleh Zuievs’kyi’s ‘“‘Don Kikhot: Suchasnyi monoloh” [Don
Quixote: A Contemporary Monologue], Zoloti Vorota [The Golden Gate]
(Munich: [no publisher given], 1947), p. 36; and in Ihor Shankovsky’s

8. Both are now imprisoned in the USSR for dissident views.

9. Sverstiuk's poem *‘Don Kikhot™ had been memorized, along with some of his other
poems, by a fellow political prisoner, Arie Vudka. After his release from prison in 1976 and
subsequent emigration to Israel in early 1977, Mr. Vudka had transcribed, from memory,
Sverstiuk’s poems and made them available for publication. Personal interview with Arie
Vudka [in Toronto], 26 December 1977. ’

10. Krasivs’kyi’s poem followed a similar route to that of Sverstiuk. It was committed to
memory by one of his fellow prisoners, Victor Fainberg (now in London, England). Unfortu-
nately, Mr. Fainberg could only recall a fragment of this poem, which was later transcribed by
an émigré Ukrainian poet, lThor Kachurovs’kyi who graciously made the text available to this
writer. Letter received from Dr. Ihor Kachurovs’kyi, 1 February 1976.

11. Mikhail Svetlov wrote the popular poem *“*Granada™ about the Spanish Civil War.
Pervomais’'kyi also dedicated a poem to Cervantes’ captivity in Algiers, entitled ‘*Servantes v
Al'zhyri” [Cervantes in Algiers], Tvory [Works], I, 943-95.
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biting poem *“Don Kikhot z Ukrainy” [A Don Quixote from Ukraine],
Korotke lito [A Short Summer] (Edmonton: Ukrainian Book Store, 1970),
pp. 58-62. Both poets identify the post-World-War Il Ukrainian expatriate
with Don Quixote, but their angle of interpretation is different. Myroslav
Ichnians’kyi, in his “‘Kikhoty i1 Panzy Ukrainy” [The Quixotes and Panzas
of Ukraine], Lira emigranta [The Immigrants’s Lyre] (Winnipeg:
Ukrains’ka Knyharnia, 1936), p. 77, also offers a socio-political interpreta-
tion by identifying some Ukrainian political figures with Don Quixote for
their endeavor to change Ukrainian reality.

Finally, Leonid Poltava in another poem ‘‘Pershymy znykly . . .”
[They Disappeared First . . .], Bila trava [White Grass] (Philadelphia:
Ameryka, 1963), p. 12, attempts perhaps the boldest interpretation of Don
Quixote in Ukrainian poetry: Poltava seems to consider Don Quixote the
embodiment of humanity in general.

Prose Narrative

The earliest Ukrainian work (known to this writer) that may have a direct
relation to Cervantes’ Don Quixote is a folk tale entitled “Ukrains’kyi
Solomon” [The Ukrainian Solomon], which had been recorded by St.
Fon-Nos from family memoirs in the second half of the nineteenth century
and published in Kievskaia starina [Kievan Antiquity], July 1883, pp.
492-505. The tale bears a close resemblance to the episode in which Sancho
Panza, as ‘‘governor” of Barataria, wisely resolves a wrangle between an
“assaulted”’ woman and her “‘assailant” (Don Quixote, Pt. II, Ch. xlv).!?
Since the motif of ““the woman who could defend her property but not her
person” is one of international folklore,' it is difficult to establish the
exact source of the Ukrainian version of the tale.

The conflict between man’s personal goals and a higher good, pre-
sented in terms of a Quixotic figure caught between human love and the
call of duty, is found in Volodymyr Kuch’s poetic short story “Don
Kikhotyk” [The Little Don Quixote], Literaturno-naukovyi visnyk [The
Literary-Scientific Herald], 100, No. 11 (November 1929), 940-49. The
setting is Ukraine during the national and social upheavals that shook
Eastern Europe in 1917-1921. Another work inspired by those events is
Iurii Ianovskyi’s novelette Baihorod, in Tvory [Works] (Kyiv: Derzhavne
Vydavnytstvo Khudozhn’oi Literatury, 1958), I, 169-217. This beautiful
story, written in 1927, is about a town called Baihorod, which is caught in
the midst of a siege, and about a young , romantic Quixotic hero whose

12. M. Gorodetskii, “Sovpadanie malorossiiskago predaniia s ispanskim romanom”
[The Similarity Between a Ukrainian Legend and a Spanish Novel], Istoricheskii vesnik [The
Historical Herald], 16 (May 1884), 458.

13. Stith Thompson, Motif-Index of Folk-Literature, rev. and enl. ed. (Bloomington, Ind.:
Indiana University Press, 1957), 1V, 85, J1174.3; British Museum, Dept. of Manuscripts,
Catalogue of Romances in the Department of Manuscripts in the British Museum (London:
Printed by the order of the Trustees, 1910), I11,21; Johannes Pauli, Schimpfund Ernst (Berlin:
Herbert Stubenrauch, 1924), 11, 260.
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name is Quixana and who symbolizes the town’s deliverance from its woes.
As the narrator, who presents Quixana as Don Quixote’s nephew, decides
to “cast away the flag of La Mancha” and substitute for it that of Bai-
horod, a new knight is born — Don Quixana of Baihorod. Delicate
lyricism, elements of high drama, a contrapuntal manner and subtle
philosophical commentary all contribute to the thematic and aesthetic
worth of this novelette.

The early period of the Soviet regime in Ukraine has also been
interpreted in terms of the dichotomy between the expectations of the
“Quixotes” of the revolution and the post-revolutionary reality. In 1924,
Mykola Khvylovyi wrote his first novel entitled Povist’ pro sanatoriinu zonu
[A Tale about the Sanatorium Zone), in Tvory [Works] (Kharkiv: Derz-
havne Vydavnytstvo Ukrainy, 1928), II, 100-270, in which the author
symbolically presents the problem of the ““betrayed revolution” and the
ensuing despair and disillusionment with the new reality. The “‘sanatorium
zone,” symbolic of Soviet society, becomes the scene of conflict between
the Quixotes and the philistines and cynics.

Khvylovyi returns to the same theme in yet another novel entitled
Santymental’na istoriia [A Sentimental Tale], in Tvory [Works] (Kharkiv:
Derzhavne Vydavnytstvo Ukrainy, 1928), I1, 271-352. In this instance we
witness a gradual loss of Quixotic innocence by a heroine who considers
herself a “wretched Don Quixote” in the face of an overpowering reality.
Khvylovyi’s search for the elusive ‘‘golden age” also appears in his short
story “Na ozera” [On to the Lakes]in Tvory [Works] (Kharkiv: Derzhavne
Vydavnytstvo Ukrainy, 1927), I, 192-205. In this piece of writing, filled
with delicate lyricism, the narrator sees himself as a Don Quixote setting
out in search of bygone illusions and unknown shores to escape bleak
reality.

Khvylovyi’s writings are highly impressionistic in style, full of drama
and symbolism. His manner is contrapuntal, with nurmerous philosophical
digressions and, above all, lyrical passages. Critics have lauded his writings
as masterpieces of ‘“‘revolutionary and national romanticism.”'*

The direct identification of statesmen with Don Quixote appears,
albeit in passing, in Bohdan Lepkyi’s historical tetralogy Z pid Poltavy do
Bender [From Poltava to Bender], Vol. IV of Mazepa (New York: Shev-
chenko Scientific Society of America, 1955), p. 199. In this lengthy novel,
written in 1926-29, the three key historical figures at one stage of the Great
Northern War (1700-1721) — King Charles XII of Sweden, Tsar Peter I of
Russia and Hetman'’ Ivan Mazepa of Ukraine — are presented as three
Don Quixotes locked in a struggle, each on behalf of his own ideal
—Dulcinea.

Finally, there was an attempt by Oles’ Honchar to smuggle the Don
Quixote theme into his Soviet socialist-realist novel Tronka [The Sheep

14. George S.N. Luckyj, Literary Policies in the Soviet Ukraine, 1917-1934, p. 115.
15. Title given to the ruler of Cossack Ukraine.
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Bell], Vol. V of Tvory [Works](Kyiv: Dnipro, 1967), p. 216. The heroine of
one of the episodes of the novel is simply identified by a fellow-worker as
“Don Quixote,” seemingly because she had decided to give up a more
leisurely life and had joined one of the workers’ brigades building a canal.
Needless to say, this “insertion’’ has limited thematic and aesthetic value
within the context and spirit of the novel.

Drama

The Don Quixote theme had had an early debut in Ukrainian drama with
Pavlo Barvins’kyi’s five-act play Suchasnyi Don Kikhot [A Contemporary
Don Quixote] (Borysivka: n.p., 1899). In this play a morally corrupt milieu
drives mad an idealistic doctor, who then in his own way tries to come to
grips with the concept of reality and the meaning of moral values and social
conventions. There is no evidence that this thematically interesting play
has been staged since World War 1.

In 1927, Iaroslav Halan made a literary debut with a three-act roman-
tic play entitled Don Kikhot z Ettenhaima [Don Quixote of Ettenheim}, in
Tvory [Works] (Kyiv: Derzhavne Vydavnytstvo Khudozhnoi Literatury,
1960), I, 47-84. As the basis for the plot, Halan used a historical fact: the
execution in 1804 of Louis Antoine Henri de Condé duc d’Enghien (1772-
1804), heir to the throne of France, who was accused of participating in a
conspiracy against Napoleon. The hero of the play is indeed the Quixotic
Louis d’Enghien who, from his exile, dreams of a liberated France —
Dulcinea. In 1927, this play earned the first prize at a competition spon-
sored by the Ukrainian Theatre in Lviv. Before being awarded the prize,
the young and still unknown playwright was required to prove the original-
ity of his work — which he did successfully.'®

In the same year, the creator and master of modern Ukrainian drama,
Mykola Kulish (whose favourite authors were Lope de Vega, Cervantes
and Shakespeare),!” wrote his masterpiece, the tragicomedy Narodnyi
Malakhii [The People’s Malakhii], in Tvory [Works] (New York: Ukrain-
ian Free Academy of Arts and Sciences in the U.S.A., 1955), pp. 11-104.
The plot of this five-act play centres on the tribulations of its principal
character, Malakhii Stakanchyk, a former postman. Fancying himself a
reformer of men, Malakhii sallies forth on his reformist mission and
immediately clashes with Soviet post-revolutionary reality. In its theme,
Kulish’s play is in the same vein as Khvyloyvi’s works (mentioned earlier).
Since the appearance of Narodnyi Malakhii, its hero has been acclaimed by
the critics as the modern Don Quixote. And indeed, the parallels between
the Spanish ““mad knight” and the Ukrainian ““mad reformer” are striking.
With regard to style, Narodnyi Malakhii is a play in which Kulish
condensed all his knowledge of the expressionist, symbolist, and real-

16. Petro Dovhaliuk, Introd., Tvory [Works], By laroslav Halan (Kyiv: Derzhavne
Vydavnytstvo Khudozhnoi Literatury, 1960), I, 12-13.

17. lurii Lavrinenko, Rostriliane vidrodzhennia: Antolohiia, 1917-1933 [The Executed
Renaissance: An Anthology, 1917-1933] (Munich: Instytut Literacki, 1959), pp. 49, 51.
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ist . . . forms of theatrical representation. . . .'®* The play, which had
three different versions due to the demands of Soviet censorship, was
finally banned in Ukraine in the early thirties.'® It has been staged, how-
ever, several times since the end of World War II by Ukrainian theatrical
companies abroad.

In addition to these three plays,?’ mention should be made of other
works in the performing arts, such as the Ukrainian version of the musical
Man of La Mancha by Dale Wesserman, with lyrics by Joseph Darion and
music by Mitchell Leigh. In a commentary regarding the complexity of the
part of Aldonza, the following remark discloses the main thrust of the
Ukrainian production:

In this skilful interpretation of the musical there comes to life a strange being. Blighted
by a pitiful existence, oblivious to any manifestation of spirituality, she crawls out of
the darkness. This is how Don Quixote could have seen her had he wanted. However,
the wondrous knight sees her with a pure heart, which awakens her humanity. Before
our eyes the base Aldonza blooms into the enchanting Dulcinea . . .2

The first Ukrainian production of Man of La Mancha took place in 1971 at
the Kiev Drama Theatre. It was subsequently performed at the Odessa
Operetta Theatre in 1972 and 1973.%2

Another foreign theatrical piece adapted to the Ukrainian stage was
the comedy Nowy Don Kichot [The New Don Quixote] by the Polish
playwright and poet Aleksander Fredro (1793-1876).2® This comedy was
turned into a Ukrainian musical by a nineteenth-century playwright and
composer, Isydor Vorobkevych (1836-1903), who wrote the musical
score.?* No information is available about its production.

18. The play had been written for the avant-garde theatrical company “Berezil’ ™
(March), and masterfully produced by its founder and director, Les’ Kurbas, one of whose
favourite authors had also been Cervantes. V.S. Vasyl'ko, ed., Les’ Kurbas: Spohady suchas-
nykiv [Les’Kurbas: Recollections of His Contemporaries] (Kyiv: Mystetstvo, 1969), p. 61.
Kurbas’ company had been likened to Don Quixote: **Somewhere in Kyiv ‘Berezil’,” like a
Don Quixote, is fighting against a flock of sheep . . . And for this it is called an experimental
theatre — and why not exemplary?” lurii Merezhko, *“Na teatral’nomu fronti nebezpechno”
[Danger on the Theatrical Front]), Zhytia i revoliutsiia [Life and Revolution], No. 12
(December 1925), p. 52.

19. Hryhorii Kostiuk, Notes Tvory [Works], by Mykola Kulish (New York: Ukrainian
Free Academy of Arts and Sciences in the U.S.A., 1955), pp. 443-44.

20. There is also a Russian comedy by A. IA. Brushtein and B.V. Zon, Don Kikhot
(Moskva: Gosudarstvennoe izdatel’stvo, 1928), which had been successfully produced in the
Theatre of the Young Spectator in Kiev in 1928. Ukrains'kyi teatr [The Ukrainian Theatre]),
No. 6 (November-December 1970), p. 6.

21. L. Myronova, ‘*Halyna Zadushkina,” Ukrains’kyi teatr, No. 2 (March-April 1972), p.
29. Halyna Zadushkina, an actress, played the role of Aldonza in the Ukrainian production of
**Man of La Mancha.”

22. Ukrains'kyi teatr, No. 2 (March-April 1972), p. 29; Letter received from Valerian
Revutsky, 7 February 1976.

23. The Polish comedy in its original version was staged in Lviv in 1817. “Fredro,
Alexander,” Wielka Encyklopedia Powszechna [The Great Universal Encyclopaedia], 1964,
IV, 15-16.
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Last, but not least, the ballet Don Kikhot by the Austrian composer
Leon Minkus (1827-1890) has enjoyed widespread popularity in Ukraine.
Since its first Ukrainian production in 1926, the ballet has been staged in
Kiev (in 1926-28, 1934, 1935, 1953), Lviv (1940, 1942, 1960), Kharkiv
(1926, 1929, 1931, 1944, 1946, 1947-50),2° and Odessa (1952).2¢ It has also
been favourably received abroad; and in 1942 a production of it by the
Ukrainian Opera Theatre in Lviv was praised by a Spanish theatre critic
who had seen the performance and subsequently wrote a review in a
Madrid newspaper.?’ Don Kikhot has been performed by the Ukrainian
Opera Theatre no less than forty-six times.?®

Essays

Ukrainian essays dealing with the theme of Don Quixote focus on literary,
philosophical, psychological and socio-political implications of the theme.
The theme of Don Quixote has been used to raise issues of universal
significance, and interpret some aspects of the Ukrainian question.

Of strictly literary content are the first two Ukrainian essays ever
written on the subject of Don Quixote and published at the turn of the
century: P[avlo] Zhytets’kyi, ‘“Don Kikhot Lamanchskii: roman Servan-
tesa” [Don Quixote of La Mancha: Cervantes’ Novel], in Ocherki iz istorii
poezii [Essays on the History of Poetry], 3rd ed. (Kiev: Tipografiia Impera-
torskago Universiteta Sv. Vladimira, 1903), pp. 124-46; and N[Mykola)
Storozhenko, ‘““Filosofiia Don Kikhota’ [The Philosophy of Don Quix-
ote), in 1z oblasti literatury: Stati, lektsii, rechi, retsenzii [From the Realm

24. Vasyl’ Rusnak, *“Narys istorii ukrains’koho teatral’'noho mystetstva na Bukovyni po
28-ho chervnia 1940 r.”” [An Outline History of the Ukrainian Dramatic Arts in Bukovyna to
28 June 1940), Nash teatr: Knyha diiachiv ukrains'koho teatral’noho mystetstva, 1915-1975
[Our Theatre: A Collection of Historical Essays and Memoires, 1915-1975] (New York:
Association of Ukrainian Theatre Artists, 1975), I, 176.

25. This ballet, as staged by the Kharkiv Opera and Ballet Company, had been a dancing
and pantomimic interpretation of several episodes from Don Quixote, such as Don Quixote’s
duel with the Knight of the White Moon. Kyrylo IE. Myloslavs’kyi, Pavlo A. Ivanovs’kyi and
Halyna V. Shtol’, Kharkivs'kyi Akademichnyi Teatr Opery ta Baletu[The Kharkiv Academic
Theatre of Opera and Ballet] (Kyiv: Mystetstvo, 1965), pp. 105-106, 114, 116.

26. Hryhor Luzhnyts’kyi, **Ukrains’kyi teatr pislia Vyzvol’'nykh Zmahan’"’ [The Ukrain-
ian Theatre after the War of Liberation], Nash teatr [Our Theatre], I, 58; Mykhailo Ivasivka,
*Ukrains’kyi Opernyi Teatr u Lvovi’ [The Ukrainian Opera Theatre in Lviv), Nash teatr,
325, 338-39; Khronika [Annals}, Chervonyi shliakh [The Red Route], No. 10 (1934), p. 180;
M K. losypenko, ed., Shliakhy i problemy rozvytku ukrains’koho radians’koho teatru [ Trends
and Problems in the Development of the Soviet Ukrainian Theatre](Kyiv: Mystetstvo, 1970),
pp. 243, 249; 1u.O. Stanishevs’kyi, Ukrains'kyi radians’kyi muzychnyiteatr, 1917-1967: Narys
istorii [The Soviet Ukrainian Musical Theatre, 1917-1967: An Outline History] (Kyiv: Nau-
kova Dumka, 1970), p. 100; Letter received from Valerian Revutsky, 14 January 1978.

27. Letter received from Mykhailo Ivasivka, 18 July 1977. Mr. Ivasivka (now resident in
New York), had been the costume designer for the Ukrainian Opera Theatre in Lviv, and had
read the review in question in autumn 1943. He does not, however, recall the name of the
Spanish newspaper or the name of the critic who wrote the review.

28. Ivasivka, **Ukrains’kyi Opernyi Teatr u Lvovi" [The Ukrainian Opera Theatre in
Lviv), Nash teatr, 1, 339.
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of Literature: Articles, Lectures, Discourses, Reviews] (Moskva: A.V.
Vasileva, 1902), pp. 78-96. After a brief discussion of the cultural and
historical milieu which, in Zhytets’kyi’s view, led to the appearance of Don
Quixote, the author gives an interpretation of some of the issues involving
the person of Don Quixote. Among the most interesting problems that he
discusses are Don Quixote’s personal qualities, the cause of Don Quixote’s
tragicomic predicaments and the question of illusion and hallucination in
Don Quixote’s emotional state. Storozhenko, for his part, dissatisfied with
the direction that Cervantine criticism had embarked upon in the nine-
teenth century, attempts to reassess the entire issue. He proposes to achieve
this by: a) reviewing the relationship between Cervantes and his interpre-
ters; b) establishing the “true sense” of Don Quixote; and c) determining
the threads that bind this product of Cervantes’ genius to his personal life,
ideas, and world view. In this respect, Storozhenko did manage to present,
in a few pages, an ‘“‘integrated” interpretation of Don Quixote and his
creator.

In 1935, however, Oleksander Bilets’kyi wrote his essay ‘‘Peredmova
do romanu Servantesa: Khytroumnyiidal’ho Don Kikhot Lamanchs’kyi” [A
Preface to Cervantes’ Novel: The Ingenious Hidalgo Don Quixote of La
Mancha), in Zibrannia prats’[Collected Works] (Kyiv: Naukova Dumka,
1966), V, 325-52, in which he radically departs from the point of view of his
predecessors — Zhytets’kyi and Storozhenko. Having to work in the
Soviet cultural milieu of the thirties in Eastern Ukraine, Bilets’kyi rejects
much of what he calls “bourgeois criticism” and claims that the proper
way to approach Don Quixote is through the Marxist critical method. In a
more recent essay by D.S. Iakhontova, ‘“Movna kharakterystyka obrazu
Sancho Pansy” [The Linguistic Aspects of the Portrayal of Sancho Panza],
in Visnyk Lvivs’koho Politekhnichnoho Instytutu [Lviv Polytechnic Insti-
tute Herald], No. 22 (1968), pp. 42-46, the author discusses the ‘“Quixotiza-
tion” of Sancho Panza as reflected in his speech and ideas.

Among the essays which display cultural, philosophical, psychologi-
cal and socio-political content is Leonid Mosendz’s ‘““‘Narodzhennia Don
Kikhota” [The Birth of Don Quixote], in Samostiina dumka [Independent
Thought], 6, No. 6-8 (June-August 1936), 337-43. In this penetrating essay,
the author discusses the meaning of Don Quixote and Sancho Panza in the
universal human context and, above all, attempts to isolate the moment of
transmutation of Quixana into Quixote.

At about the same time, Bohdan Kravtsiv wrote ‘“Don Kikhot v
Alkazari” [Don Quixote at Alcazar], in Don Kikhot v Alkazari: Esei [Don
Quixote at Alcazar: Essays] (Lviv: n.p., 1938), pp. 92-93. This essay,
written in October 1936, had been inspired by the defense of the Alcazarin
Toledo at the outbreak of the Spanish Civil War. The author ponders this
event in terms of the perennial conflict between the elements of Quixotism
and Panza-ism. In the same vein is levhen Sverstiuk’s *““Slidamy kazky pro
Ivanovu molodist™ [On the Trail of the Story of Ivan’s Youth], in Shyroke
more Ukrainy (Wide Sea of Ukraine) (Paris: P.1.U.F., 1972), pp. 54-66, in
which he presents a story about a dispute between two brothers (a roman-
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tic and a realist) on the merits of Quixotism in life.

Quixotism in the context of Ukrainian realities is the subject of
Dmytro Dontsov’s ““Sancho Panza v literaturi i v zhyttiu [Sancho Panza
in Literature and in Life], in Dvi literatury nashoi doby (Two Aspects of the
Ukrainian Literature of Our Age) (Toronto: Ukrainian Echo, 1958), pp.
124-153. Dontsov, who wrote this essay in 1934, gives an interesting
analysis of the modern Ukrainian cultural and ruling elite in terms of the
philosophy and attitude of Don Quixote and Sancho Panza.?® A similar
approach is also taken in Sherekh’s essay ‘““Nasha suchasnist’ — Nashe
mystetstvo” [Our Contemporaneity — Our Art], Dumky proty techii
[Thoughts Against the Current] (Munich: Ukraina, 1949), pp. 61-78, in
which the author focuses on the apparent dichotomy between the tradi-
tional so-called ‘“Ukrainianism” and contemporary reality.

At the turn of this decade, another essay appeared in which Quixotism
is viewed as playing a key role, not only in preserving, but also in promot-
ing Ukrainian national and cultural consciousness. Valentyn Morozin “In
the Midst of the Snows,” Report from the Beria Reserve: [His] Protest
Writings, trans. and ed. John Koklasky (Toronto: Peter Martin, 1974),
pp- 85-113, using Don Quixote as his term of reference, tells how the
so-called ‘“‘Shestydesiatnyky’ (the cultural generation of the sixties)
sparked the Ukrainian national and cultural renaissance in the post-
Stalinist era.

Other

In 1929, in the Literary Building in Kharkiv, a curious “‘literary dispute”
took place. The participants — all of them well-known literary figures of
the twenties — were asked to define the identity of the . . .*“Green Mare.”
One of the contestants, Ivan Kulyk, in his ‘““allegorical” discourse, con-
cluded that the “Green Mare” was Rocinante, with Don Quixote riding on
its back. The contestants’ entries were not only of literary interest, but they
also contained satirical comments on contemporary issues related to the
Ukrainian cultural scene of the twenties and Soviet literary policies in
Ukraine, which could not be discussed openly. In spite of all the specula-
tions, however, the identity of the ““Green Mare” remains a literary enigma
to this day. Kulyk’s presentation (along with all the others) was published
as “Promova I. IU. Kulyka™ [I.Iu. Kulyk’s Discourse], Literaturnyi Iar-
marok [The Literary Fair], No. 2 (January 1929), pp. 238-39.

Finally, mention should be made of a unique ‘‘autobiography” of a
well-known Ukrainian poet and writer Mykhailo (Mike) lohansen. This
imaginative composition was written by his colleague Ivan Senchenko
‘“Autobiohrafiia Maika Iohansena” [The Autobiography of Mike

29. Ievhen Malaniuk also interpreted, albeit in passing, the Ukrainian character and
psychology in terms of Don Quixote and Sancho Panza in his essay ‘“‘Buriane polittia,
1917-1927" [The Tempestuous Years, 1917-1927), Knyha sposterezhen’ [Logbook: Essays]
(Toronto: Ukrainian Echo, 1962), I, 11-32. This essay had been written in 1927.
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Iohansen], Literaturnyi Ilarmarok [The Literary Fair], No. 3 (February
1929), pp. 1-3. Iohansen’s fantastic genealogy is ‘‘traced back” to an
imaginary “sister” of Cervantes, Dofia Ana, making both writers distant
“relatives.” Although this fictional ‘“‘autobiography’” has no direct bearing
on the theme of Don Quixote in prose narrative, it does point to a certain
intimacy with which some Ukrainian writers regard Spain and its literary
and cultural achievements.

Translations and Adaptations of Don Quixote

The first opportunity for the Ukrainian public to become aquainted, in its
own language, with Don Quixote came as late as 1891, when Ivan Franko
published his versified interpretation of Cervantes’ masterpiece. However,
Franko’s work, which was supplemented by a concise introduction about
Cervantes and his novel, could give the reader only a general idea about the
subject matter and the underlying philosophy of Don Quixote. As a full
translation of this novel became more urgent, one of Franko’s contempor-
aries, Volodymyr Samiilenko (with many translations from Spanish to his
credit), reportedly undertook the task. It is not known, however, whether
he finished his translation, or how far his work progressed. The fate of the
translation manuscript is presently also unknown, and there is little hope
that it will ever be located. In view of the quality of Samiilenko’s art of
translation, the disappearance of his manuscript is considered an irreplace-
able loss for Ukrainian literature.’® ~

In the twenties, at least two literati undertook the task of translating
Don Quixote into Ukrainian. One such attempt was an abridged adapta-
tion for young people by Antin Lotots’kyi, trans., Vysokodumnyi lytsar
Don Kikhot iz Manchi [The Presumptuous Knight Don Quixote of La
Manchal], 2 vols. (Lviv: Moloda Ukraina, 1924-25). Of this publication an
anonymous reviewer stated that, for the time being, this ‘‘gap in Ukrainian
literature could be bridged by Lotots’kyi’s two-volume adaptation. There
are countless such adaptations in world literature and, therefore, it was
easy for Lotots’kyi to follow foreign models.”*! The reviewer also main-
tains that, from the point of view of the young readership, the first volume
is the most interesting, and that any further editions should be reduced to
only one volume based on the first part of Don Quixote completed by
episodes from the second.?? For Lotots’ki, “‘Cervantes’ novel is not only a
satire of the novels of chivalry, but also a faithful portrayal of the struggle
between man’s higher goals and his lower passions.’’?* The didactic worth
of Don Quixote was undoubtedly Lotots’kyi’s prime motivation in under-

30. Hryhorii Kochur, **Roman Servantesa na Ukraini” [Cervantes’ Novel in Ukraine],
Vsesvit [The Universe], No. | (January 1967), pp. 86-7.

31. Bibliografiia [Bibliography], Litercturno-naukovyi visnyk [The Literary-Scientific
Herald), 92, No. 1 (January 1927), 88-9.

32. Bibliografiia, Literaturno-naukovyi visnyk, pp. 88-9.

33. Antin Lotots’kyi, trans., introd., Vysokodumnyi rytsar Don Kikhot iz Manchi [The
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taking the project of translating and adapting Cervantes’ novel for the
benefit of Ukrainian youth.

Two years later, there appeared another translation of Don Quixote by
Mykola Ivaniv, Don Kikhot z Lamancha [Don Quixote of La Mancha]
(Kyiv: Derzhavne Vydavnytstvo Ukrainy, 1927), which enjoyed three
editions. After the 1927 edition, the other two appeared under the title of
Vyhadlyvyi idal’ ho Don Kikhot Lamanchs’kyi[The Ingenious Hidalgo Don
Quixote of La Mancha] (Kharkiv: Ditvydav, 1935 and 1936). There are
noticeable differences between the 1927 edition on the one hand, and the
1935 and 1936 editions on the other, since Ivaniv seemingly had decided to
revise the first version. The translation is good, although unfortunately
abridged. The only consolation is that his editing had been guided by his
wish to keep the general plot-line intact. Notwithstanding the merits of his
effort, Ivaniv’s translation (because of its abridged form) fails to give the
reader a full insight into Cervantes’ novel. His interest in Don Quixote had
been aroused by the following characteristics of this novel which, in his
own words, can be considered as

a satire of the novels of chivalry; the first humorous novel; a portrayal of Spain in those
times; partly an autobiographical work; a symbol of the eternal collision of two worlds
— reality and illusion — and, finally, Don Quixote as a symbol of man in an era of
transition. ™

In 1941 or 1942 there appeared another Ukrainian version of Don
Quixote entitled Smishnyi lytsar [The Amusing Knight] by Petro Solomo-
novych (pseud. of Petro Mihovk). The only available reference to this
publication appeared in an obituary of Petro Mihovk to the effect that
“S.P. [Solomonovych, Petro] gave the public the eternally vital Don
Quixote in a book entitled Smishnyi lytsar.” 3

The need for a full Ukrainian translation of Don Quixote was far from
being satisfied by a full translation of the novel from a Russian version by
Vasyl’ Kozachenko and Ievhen Krotevych, Don Kikhot Lamanchs’kyi
[Don Quixote of La Mancha] (Kyiv: Molod’, 1955).3¢ The mere fact that
this is a translation of a translation suggests that the work leaves much to
be desired, as far as its literary merit is concerned. However, the poems that
are found in Don Quixote were masterfully translated directly from the
Spanish by Mykola Lukash. The futility of this hybrid publication is

Presumptuous Knight Don Quixote of La Mancha}, by Miguel de Cervantes Saavedra (Lviv:
Moloda Ukraina, 1924), I, xv.

34. Mykola lvaniv, trans., Peredmova [Foreword}, Don Kikhot z Lamancha [Don
Quixote of La Manchal, by Miguel de Cervantes Saavedra (Kyiv: Derzhavne Vydavnytstvo
Ukrainy, 1927), p. xii.

35. lurii Stanynets’ “*Nad svizhoiu mohyloiu™ [By a Fresh Grave], Duk/ia[a Carpathian
pass], 16, No. 3 (1968), 235.

Unfortunately, since Mihovk’s work was a war-time publication, we were unable to locate
and examine a copy of it. We are inclined to believe, however, that it must have been a
translation or adaptation of Don Quixote, rather than an original work.

36. In view of the fact that there is certainly no shortage of able and experienced
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further emphasized by the fact that in the sixties the same Mykola Lukash
had already completed his own full translation from the Spanish of Don
Quixote entitled Zavziatyi idal’ho Don Kikhot Lamanchs’kyi [The Impla-
cable Hidalgo Don Quixote of La Mancha)]. This literary event had been
announced in journals, and excerpts of the translation had even been
published for readers to savour, in advance, Cervantes’ prose in Lukash’s
interpretation. As one critic put it,

This [Lukash’s translation], actually, will be the first Ukrainian translation of Cer-
vantes’ novel that meets the most severe requirements both in terms of penetrating the
original text and in its outstanding linguistic mastery. The name of the translator alone
is a guarantee that his new work, like all his previous ones, will become a remarkable
event in our literature. Only now will we have a translation that could match the most
outstanding attempts by the other European literatures to assimilate that great
novel.*’

Unfortunately, Lukash’s translation has not been published to this day,
and the critic who evaluated his work has since fallen into disgrace with the
Soviet authorities.>®

Finally, it shoud be mentioned that a number of Russian and Yiddish
translations and adaptations of Don Quixote also appeared in Ukraine to
meet the cultural needs of the Russian and Jewish minorities in the period
between the 1870’s and the 1930’s.%

Ukrainian literati in the field of literary translation who could have translated Don Quixote
from the original, it is not unlikely that this particular version of the novel may have been
inspired by political considerations. It was done from the Russian version by N. Liubimov,
Khytroumnyi idal’ho Don Kikhot Lamanchskii [The Ingenious Hidalgo Don Quixote of La
Mancha), by Miguel de Cervantes Saavedra, 2 vols. (Moskva: Goslitizdat, 1951). Migel’ de
Servantes Saavedra: Bibliografiia, p. 5S1.

37. Kochur, p. 87.

38. In all likelihood, Lukash’s work has been barred from publication because in 1973 he
was expelled from the Union of Writers and threatened with imprisonment in a psychiatric
institution when he offered to serve out the five-year sentence given to a very sick literary critic
Ivan Dziuba (see note #30). The Ukrainian Herald: An Underground Journal from Soviet
Ukraine, Issue 7-8 (1974), trans. Olena Saciuk and Bohdan Yasen’ (Baltimore: Smoloskyp,
1976), pp. 137, 195.

The translator and literary critic, Hryhorii Kochur (see notes 30, 37), was punished in the
same manner by the Soviet authorities and for a similar reason. The Ukrainian Herald, Issue
7-8, p. 193.

39. In Russian: N.K. Gernet, trans., Don Kikhot Lamanchskii (Odessa: Bendt, 1874); n.
trans., Don Kikhot Lamanchskii (Odessa: Aktsionoe Iuzhnorusskoe Obshestvo Pechatnovo
Dela, 1899); E.A. Sin’kevich, trans., Don Kikhot Lamanchskii (Kiev: F.A. Joganson, 1912);
A. Rudol'fovich, trans., Don Kikhot Lamanchskii (Odessa: n.p., 1925); M. Leontevoi, trans.,
Don Kikhot Lamanchskii (Odessa: Odespoligraf, 1928).

In Yiddish:1. Kipnis, trans., Don Kikhot (Kiev: Kultur-Liga, 1930); B. Hutians'kyi, trans., Don
Kikhot (Kiev: Ukrderzhnatsmenvydav, 1936).
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Don Quixote in Ukrainian Art

Prominent Ukrainian artists also made an important contribution to the
interpretation of the theme of Don Quixote in art.*® Among the first are
Teofil Kopystyns’kyi, a portraitist and religious painter, who illustrated
Ivan Franko’s Pryhody Don Kikhota [The Adventures of Don Quixote]in
the 1890’s;*! and one of Kopystyns’kyi’s contemporaries, the painter and
engraver Olena Kul’chyts’ka, who created her well-known engraving Don
Kikhot.* In the thirties a young artist, Vitol’d Manastyrs’kyi, established
himself in the realm of Ukrainian art with several outstanding paintings,
among which there is also one entitled Don Kikhot.*?

However, the major contribution came after World War II from a
renowned Ukrainian artist Borys Kriukow. He was engaged by El Ateneo,
one of the most reputable publishing houses in Argentina, to illustrate a
series of classical works of world literature, among which was Don Quijote
(Buenos Aires: El Ateneo, 1952-54). Kriukow’s art has been repeatedly
praised since his arrival in Argentina by such respectable dailies as La
Prensa and La Nacion, and the exclusive cultural journals At/antida and El
Ateneo.** The Argentinian novelist Max Dickmann had this to say about
Kriukow’s art:

Kriukow was a galley slave type of an artist chained to his painter’s easel by the urge to
express his character, which was just as enigmatic as it was rich in hues of the most
opposing types. He was a painter, illustrator and cartoonist both anecdotal in his
themes and lyrical in their execution. He had an almost divinatory mental ability to
grasp the subtlety of a given theme, no matter how foreign it may have been to him. He
would not only fathom scenes of Ukrainian life, but also themes of a most antipodal
nature, as for example in books like The Thousand and One Nights, The Divine Comedy,
Don Quixote, or Quevedo’s works. Today, the latter [two] impress us as having been
rendered by an artist of unadulterated Spanish ancestry.**

On the first anniversary of the artist’s death, La Nacion, in its weekly
cultural supplement, commented as follows:

40. Among the foreign artists whose illustrations were widely used to embellish Ukrain-
ian editions of Don Quixote was the Frenchman, Gustave Doré (1832-1883).

41. Mystets'tvo druhoi polovyny XIX-XX stolittia[Art in the Second Half of the Nineteenth
— Beginning of the Twentieth Century), Vol. IV, pt. 2 of Istoriia ukrains’koho mystetstva[The
History of Ukrainian Art](Kyiv: Akademiia Nauk Ukrains'koi RSR, 1966-68), pp. 282-83, et
passim.

42. Olena L. Kul'chyts’ka, Don Kikhot; lllus. in Tvorchist’ Oleny Kul chyts'koi[The Art
of Olena L. Kul'chyts’ka], by 1.V. Seniv (Kyiv: Akademiia Nauk Ukrains’koi RSR, 1961),
p. 106.

43. Radians’ke mystetstvo 1917-1941 rokiv([Soviet Ukrainian Artin 1917-1941], Vol. V of
Istoriia ukrains'koho mystetstva [The History of Ukrainian Art], p. 401.

44. Boris Kriukow (Buenos Aires: Edicion Olga Gurski, 1970); Iurii Tys-Krokhmaliuk,
“Borys Kriukiv,” Vyzvol'nyi shliakh [Liberation Route], 6, No. 8 (August 1956), 940-45;
Jorge Tys, “*Borys Kriukov, el pintor ucranio en Argentina,” Ucrania libre, No. 10-11 (March
1956), pp. 332-35; etc.

45. Introd., Boris Kriukow, n. pag.
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In 1964 he received the prize of Codex Publishers at the International Competition of
Illustrations for Don Quixote in Madrid. . . . His exquisite talent of illustrating can be
enjoyed in numerous books published here and abroad, and particularly in those in the
series “‘Unforgettable Classics™ of El Ateneo Publishers. As an eternal pilgrim in the
world of fiction and a traveller in the world of reality, Kriukow felt as completely at
home in Dante’s Hell as on the dusty roads of La Mancha. The characters of Boccaccio
and Zola, of Poe and Quevedo were all equally familiar to him. They stare at us from
the pages of a given book like a natural incarnation of the visual thought of its author
making it easier for us to fathom his world.*

Among the better-known works by Kriukow with the Don Quixote
theme are the oil paintings Don Kikhot i Sancho Panza [Don Quixote and
Sancho Panza), Lytsars’ki Romany [Books of Chivalry] (showing Don
Quixote reading) and a tempera portraying a defiant Don Quixote with his
sword drawn. The tempera had been a prize-winner at the International
Contest in Madrid mentioned above.*’

Finally, among the artists presently working in Ukraine who have
dealt with the Don Quixote theme are Anatolii Bazylevych and Valentyn
Lytvynenko.*® The masterly but ill-fated translation by Mykola Lukash
probably would have been embellished by the modernistic illustrations of
O. Petrova, some of whose sketches illustrated Pt. I, Chaps. i and xxv of
Don Quixote, which appeared in Vsesvit [The Universe] in 1967.4°

It is a pity, however, that fate and human folly prevented the foremost
Ukrainian master of the graphic arts, Borys Kriukow, and the masterly
translator of Don Quixote into Ukrainian, Mykola Lukash, from combin-
ing their rare talents to create what might have been a lasting monument to
Cervantes and Don Quixote in Ukraine and Eastern Europe as a whole.

46. Heino Zernask, **Boris Kriukow y sus mundos imaginarios,” La Nacion, 10 March
1968, Sec. 3, p. 3, col. 4-7.

47. Boris Kruikow, Illus. 13, 29, 38.

48. “Miguel’ de Servantes Saavedra,” Vsesvit [The Universe], No. 4 (April 1966),
pp. 99-101.

49. Mykola Lukash, trans., Zavziatyi idal’ho Don Kikhot Lamanchs’kyi [The Implacable
Hidalgo Don Quixote of La Mancha]}, by Miguel de Cervantes Saavedra, in Vsesvit, No. 1
(January 1967), pp. 80-90, 93-94, 96.



Ap CIABYTHYU

I'erbman Caraiinaunmii y Bipiax
K. CakoBuua (1622)

B icTopii Ykpaiuu, cepea AOBroro psay reTbMaHiB Bificbka 3anopo3sKoro
yn i camoi IeTbMaHLUMHKU, Ha#bisblle BUPiI3HAIOTHCA TPH YKpaiHCBKi
ocobucrocri: [lerpo KonameBuy Caraitnaunuii, boraax 3uHoBiii Xmenp-
HUUbkHii Ta IBaH Ma3sena. IIpo ocTaHHix ABOX iCHye HeMaJla JliTepaTypa.
XXuTTa it OiASIBHICTB NepLIOro 3 LMX Aep)XaBHHUX Aif4iB, Ha XaJib, MaJlo
JocJliKeHe, a TBOPiB KpaCHOr0 MMCBMEHCTBA NPO HbOT O 1ie MeHIue. | ue B
toii vac, konu I1. KonaweBny Caraiinaunuii OyB oJHMM i3 nepuLINX reThb-
MaHiB, IO MOC/IIJOBHO MNpalLlOBaJIi I [EPXABHOTO BH3BOJICHHS
Ykpaiuu Ta ii ycaMocTiiiHeHHs. BesiMkolo Mipoto BiH miarorysas Te, 110
3asepwinB I'etbMaH BboraaH XmenbHHUbKHIE — cTBOpeHHs B 1648 p.
(hakTHYHO He3asIeXKHOI Aep)KaBH.

Muxaiino MakcuMoBHY, MabyThb nepllunii y Hali# HoBi# iTepaTypi,
BHCJIOBMBCA npo noJiiTyHi HaMmipu I'eTbMaHa Caraiinaunoro. Ha iforo
IyMKY, TeTbMaH, 3BiJIbHIOIOYHCh BiJ] MOJILCHKOI 3aJIEXHOCTH, TIHOOKO
BipuB, wo YkpaiHa, cebTo HoBa “KuiBcbka Pycb. . .BM3BonMTBCAH. . .
i 6yne camocrTiiiHoro” (B opuriHaini: “Kuesckas Pycb. . .ocBoGoauT ce6-
f. . .4 6yner caMocToATeNbHOI™) ! A “1106 JocArHyTH nboro, KuiBcbkiit
Pyci Tpeba 6yJsio cnepiily MOHOBHTH CBOIO MpPaBOCaBHy MHTPONOJIit0”, 2
1o it 6ys10 3po6iene. CiioBa MakcHMOBHYA CBiYaTh He JIMilIe PO npar-
HenHs IeTbmana CaraiinauHoro, a i npo caMocTilHHUbKI inei ykpaiHiiB
cepeauHn XIX cT..

llo sBnsna coboro HaLioHabHA CBiAOMICTb yKpaiHuiB 3a ['eTbMaHa
CaraiigauHoro? Y xapaKkTepHCTHLi “I0XHO-pycckoit sutepatypsl XVII
B.”, wo Oysa HaapykoBaHa B xypHaJli Kuesckas cmapuna 1885 p., Muko-

1. M. Makcumosnu, “Cka3aHnie o [lerpb CaraiinauHoms”, Kues.ianun (Mockaa, 1850),
KH. 3, ctop. 157. [po camocTiiiticTb Ykpainu B XVII cT. nucas Takox M. IlNatuyk y kHuxui
Bxcunor pionoco no.ia (Mocksa, 1857):
Hanusaiiko, Caraiinaunuid. . .
JopoweHko, [JopolueHko!
Tinskn TH Tpyyascs Jlsacekoro [,]
Mockoscexozo nancmea; [nepxasu - AC)
Tinbku TH XTiB YKpaiHi
Camompshvoeo Llapcmea. (Ctop. 305).
MinkpecneHi paaku 6ynH BUAYYeHi HAPCHKOIO LIEH3YPOIO, aie MiC/19 HaAPYKyBaHHA KHHXKH
BIHCaHi 0J1iBLIEM PYKOIO cCaMOTro aBTopa. €AHHHI Ha 3axoai npUMipHHK [[aTUYKOBO1 KHHXKH
30epiracTbca B aBTOpa Li€l CTATTi.
2. Tam xe, cTop. 157-58.
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na CyM1I0B TakK MKcaB PO TOro4acHUX yKpaiHuiB (nMojaro B nepekyafi 3
pociiicbkoi):
Cui1010 HauioHaIbHOI CBIIOMOCTH YKpaiHChKi [B OpHriHai “roXHO-pycckue™] nmoan
noyatky XVII cT. cTosnu ayxe BUCOKO, BHILE YKpaiHCbKUX ntoaeit kinus XVIIcT., He

3ralylo4H BXK€ 3HaAYHO Mi3HILIOrO Yacy, KOJIK HaCTaJlo 3arajibHe JyXoBe 3y6oXKiHHA i
3apiOHeHHA. 3

IMoneMika npaBocnaBHUX i3 KaTOJIMKaAaMHM, 110 Hamarajiucsi MoJjib-
umty Fanuuuny, Bonuub i HaBiTh [IpaBobepexks, MpUUYMHMIACHL A0
3aB34T01 60pOTHLOM 32 HaLliOHaJbHY He3alJIeXHiICTh YkpaiHu. SickpaBuUM
BHMABOM caMe TakuX nparHeHb ctaB I'eTbmaH Caraiigaunuii. lle Gyna
Jly’)ke TaJlaHOBHTa i BceGiyHO po3BHHEHa jroauHa. BilicbkoBuii cTparer,
LIAHOBAHHH 3HAaBUAMM BOEHHOTO MMCTELTBAa, BiH OCATHYB KijJibka
6nmckyuux nepemor y 6osix NpoTH cyJiTaHCbkoi TypeuunHH, cararouu
okosiMub KOHCTaHTHHOMOJIA, BU3BOJIAKOYM HEBiIILHUKIB. 1616 p. ko3akn
nia #oro npoBoaomM Hananu Ha Kagy (Teonocito), cnanunu i moTonusu
rajiepu-KaTOpry i SHULIMIIM 14 THCAY TYpKiB i TaTap, BU3BOJIUBLIM 6araTo
6panuis. ITin XoruHom 1621 p. ko3auwke Bificbko I'eTbMana Caraiinauy-
Horo 0yJio BHMpilIaJIbLHOKO CHJIOK B PO3rpoMi TypeubKkol apMmii, o 3a-
rpoxyBana ciabiii [Tonbmi Ta iHmKMM KpaiHam ocepeanboi EBponn. Le
6yB oMH i3 HebaraTboX reTbMaHiB, AKi A6aH PO CyBOpY AHCLMILTIHY B
Ciui Ta BcebiuHe BHILKOJIEHHS KO3albKoro Bilicbka. Sk ni3Hiwe ['eTbMaH
Masena, N'erbMaH CaraiigauHuii naBaB 3HauYHi CYMH rpoileif Ha LIKOJIH,
LUEPKBH Ta LunMTani, A6aro4u npo 36epekeHHs i pO3BUTOK OyXOBOCTH
CBOro Hapoay.

Linkom noriuHo, mo KacisH CakoBHY, PEKTOp LWWIKiJl KHIBCbKHX,
yBaXkaB 3a CBiif 000B’130K MolllaHyBaTH reTbMaHa BeJIHYaJIbHUMH Bip-
wamu. Bonn Oynu npouHTaHi Ha Horo NoXopoHi, a NOTiM — y nouIupe-
HOMY 00Ocs3i — BuIaHi okpeMolo kHHXkoio 1622 p. IToBHHM# TekcT
THUTYJILHOT CTOPiHKHM TaKHii: 4

3. H.®. Cymuos, “XapakTepHcTHKa 10XHO-pycckoii nutepatypsl XVII B.”, Kiesckas
cmapuna, 1885, ctop. 1.

4. doToKOMiA THTYNLHOI CTOPiHKH, 3p0obJieHa 3 opuriHany, wo 36epiracTucs B Kuesi.
Yci uMTaTH BipLIiB — 32 TEKCTOM, 11O B KHH3i YKkpaincoka noesia: Kineys X Y1 —nouamok
XYII cm. Ynopanuuku B.I1. Konocosa, B.1. Kpexotens, Kuis: “*Haykosa nymka”, 1978. B
OKPEMHX BHMAJKax LMTATH 3BiPEHO 3a KCEPOKCOBAHOK KOMi€w 3 mepuioapyky 1622 p.
CakoBu4iB npaBonuc He nocninoBHUiA. Ti caMi c10Ba y HLOTO HaNMMCAHO Pi3HO. HABIThb Y
CYMDKHUX pAKax: €CT, €CTb; pbiliep, PHLEP; TaM, TAMD; -AUATh, ~AUATH. . . . OCKibKH LE
He MOBO3HaBYa Npaus, TaKi BUNAJKH TYT He 06roBoproloTECA. Sl TOYHO UMTYIO 3a AXxepe-
JlaMH, WO 3a3HayeHi B Uil NpUMiITLi.
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Ipyn wuiii Haroni Tpeba BUNpPaBUTH [Bi OYEBHUIHI MOMHIIKH, SKHX
JONycTUIINCA Ti, Wo nucanu npo ue BuaaHHs. O.I1. MonvaHoB y cBoii
KOpOTeHbKiil cTareiili N0 Padancekoi eHyukaonedii icmopii Yxpainu
3MIHIOE CJIOBO ‘“KaJIOCHBIH” Ha ‘“¥aJlocTHbI” (yctaBnsie T)S i Takum
YHHOM pOCIHILMTL NepBiCHe HANMMCaHHA, AyXe BJIaCTHBE U1 YKPaiHCbKO1
BHMOBH: BiCHHUK, XaJliCHH#, npucTpacHuii. . . (6e3 T B HanucaHHi il BUMO-
Bi). Jlitepatypo3HaBeus C.1. Macnos, BinoMHii coJliaHICTIO B JOCIIiIKEH-
HAX), y cBoiii ctatTi “Bipwi Kacciana CakoBuya Ha xcaaocHuii nozpeb
II. K. Cazaiioaunoz2o” 3acTynae HalmMcaHHs “3anopo3koro” cJoBoM “‘3a-
nopoxckoro”. * MoxuinBo 3po6unn ue ynopsaaHuku abo — npaBaononi6-

" Hille — UeH30pH, W06 HabGJIH3UTH MepBiCHe HaNMHCaHHA OO CY4aCHOTO
pociiicbkoro.

Kumxka CakoBHYa CKIaJaeThcs 3 BiplIOBaHOI mepeaMoBH, 19-ox
neknaMauiii Ta eninory. Ha camMoMy nouaTky, micjisi THTYJIbHOI CTOPIiHKH,
yMileHo repb “cuUjIHOro BO¥CKa. . . 3aMOpPO3KOro”, a mig HUIM — LIECTH-
pAnkoBuii Bipil, enirpama Ha ueil rep6. Banepiii llleBuyk, Ha3BaBUIN LiE
BHIaHHA “BHIATHOIO MOETHYHOIO KHUrolo B KHeBi”, Haraaye, 1o aBTop
“BMpoBa/DKy€ B YKpaiHCbKHi Biplll. . . cunaby”.”3 UMM TBepIKEHHSAM He
MOJKHa He MOTOONTHCH, OCOOJIMBO MiCJIA MepUIOro B YKpailHChKiii JiiTe-
patypi pumoBaHoro tBopy “Xrto #pme. . .” IBana JXopaBHMUBLKOrO 3
Jlyubka, HanucaHoro 1575 p., “Ilichi npo Ko3aka IInaxty i Kynuny”
(1612?) rta iHmmx, Hanp., “Kosak Baiima”, mo crtBopeHi cunabo-
TOHIYHHMM BiplIaMH, 6JU3bKHMH OO0 HAPOOHHUX MiCEHb.

Bipwi CakoBH4a Jesiki JOC/IiZHMKH Ha3WBAJIH MaHETipUYHUM TBO-
poM, 8iHILIi NOPiBHIOBAJIH 3 MTOXOPOHHHUM IJIayeM, abo roJIoCiHHAMH, “Nsi-
meHTOM”. Ha Miit nornsg, ui Bipiui Halikpaiue kasicudikyBaTH K icTOpHY-
Hi. O4eBHOHO, B HUX € €JIEMEHTH MaHeripHKiB, ajle BOHH AKOCb PO3IJIH-
BalOThCA i 3HMUKAIOTh 3a CYBOPUMH (hakTaMM 3 HUTTA MOKiiHHKa, LIO
HisKkoM ciaywHo 3a3HauyuB yxe T. Ilauoscekuit.® @PopmanbHo Wi Bipiui
6m3bKi 0o nekyiAMauiit — ix, sk Bigomo, it 6yJ10 BUKOHAHO Ha MOXOPOHi.
I1in K0>XXHOIO YaCTHHOIO MOCTABJIEHO iM’ Ta Mpi3BHLLE CTyAeHTa (cryaes)
6patchkux wwikin y Kuesi, 1o BurosouryBaB noxsasy HaJ TPyHOI TreThb-
maHa. La ¢opmasibHa 0co6JiMBiCTL AaBana JekoMy !0 sKyChb MiACTaBy
3apaxoByBaTH Bipmii oo apamaTHyHOi TBopuYocTH. OCKiNbKH LIE He
BJIACTHBI JifiJIOTH, a CKOpillle MOHOJIOTH, AyMalo, L0 Kpaile TPaKTyBaTH

S. Padanceka enyur.ionedia icmopii Ykpainu (Kuis, AH YPCP, 1972), Tom 4, cTop.
49.

6. Mamepia.lu 0o 8uguering icmopii ykpaincokoi .1imepamypu. Tom I. [Jaens ykpain-
cora timepamypa. Ynopaakysanu O.1. bineuskuid, ®. 5. llonom (Kuis: “PaasHcbka wko-
na”, 1959), crop. 253.

7. Banepiii llleBuyk, “Kuisceki noetn XVII-XVIII sixiB™, Aninpo, 1980, 4.9, ctop. 118.

8. Iemopia yKpaincekoi aimepamypu. [lasns aimepamypa (Kuis: “*Haykosa qymka™,
1967), Tom |, ctop. 320 (aBTOp po3ainy — B.I1. Konocosa); C.1. Macnos — nuB. npumitky 6.

9. T. NMauoscbkuit, JTexyii 3 kypcey “lecmopia ykpaincokoi aimepamypu XY I-X Y1l cm.”
(J1bBiB: JIbBiBCbKHIi yHiBepcuTeT, 1965), cTop. 41.

10. M.C. I'puuaii, Yxpaincexka opasmamypeia XY11-X Y111 ¢cm. (Knig: “Buwa wxona”™,
1974), cTop. 14.
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iX MpOCTO AK BipLIOBY TBOPYiCTh, TOrOYaCHy MOE3il0, 3 iCTOPHYHHUMH
MOTHBaMH.

IonoBuuit nepconax Bipwis CakoBnua — Ilerpo KoHamieBuu Ca-
raiinauduil. 3 OGaraTboX psAAKiB Ai3HAEMOCA MpPO KUTTEMHCHI HaHi
reTbMaHa:

Ypoaunbcs OH Bb Kpasix NOArOPCKHX NMPEMHCCKHX.

BuixoBan Bb Bbph uepkBu Bcxonneu 31 nbT abruHckux.
Ilon notom ao OcTpora, A1 HayK YUTHBBIX,

KoTopbi TaMb KBHT/IH 32 6J1aro4ecTHBLIX
Kusaxar. . .
Tamb Teasl KoHallleBHY yac HeMaJiblil KHBLUH

U Hayk Bb nucmb HalloM clIOBEHCKOM HaBbIKLLIH,
IMoTtoM, BHAAYK cs OHTH CNOCOGHBIM 10 MEH3ICTBA,

Ilon no 3anopo3Koro c1aBHOro pbiLEPCTBa,
MexH KOTOpbIM Npe3b Yac He MaJiblif XKHIOHH

U puuepckux abnHocTiii TamMb noka3syroun.
I'etmaHoM notom co6t Boiicko ro o6parno,

H31b HUM MeHXHe TaTapoB M TypkoB GuBano. [6uno - SIC]
3a cBoero retMancTBa B3saa Bb Typuex mbcro Kady,

AX ¥ caM necap Typckiii 6bUT Bb BEJIMKOM CTpaxy,
Bo My 4oTbIpHaALATbL THCAY TaMb JIOAY 36u,

KaTtapru eaMHb! nanauna, Apyrid noTonun,
MHoro Torasi 3b HeBond xpucTiaH csoboaun. . .

(3i cniB 13-ro cnynes)

ITicna noBroro mnepesiky NMOABUriB reTbMaHa, fioro 3aciyr nepen
BilficbkOM 3anopo3bKHM Ta BCi€l0 YKpaiHOlO, K TAKOX OKPEMHX €Mi30iB
i3 HOro »XMTTA, 11O CXOXe Ha iCTOPHYHHIT JiTOMHUC, 3a3HAUYCHO:

PoKy THCEua WIECTh COT JBAJECAT BTOPOTO,
Morpe6en Bb MoHacTbipu 6paurBa Kiesckoro,
Ha koTopuiit THcAui#l kunka odpbposan,
A xe Gbl TaM Haykn QyHIOBaHO, Xajan.
(3i cniB 17-ro cnynes)

3naerncs, wo 1 BigoMocTi OyIH OCHOBHHMMH [pKepeslaMH A0
XKHUTTEMHUCY reThbMaHa, IKHii CKJ1aJaii HayKOBLi BXke HOBITHBOTO 4acy, 60
BOEHHI 3aBUPIOXH, 0c0OJIHBO BU3BOJIbHA BiiiHa 1648-50 pokiB, MOHU LMK
6araTo apxiBiB. ¥ npaBOMBOCTi JaHUX, 3apUMOBaHHX y Bipimax, nokHio
HiXTO He CyMHiBa€TbCA.

Obpa3 I'etbmaHa CaraitnayHoro B noka3i CakoBHya Ma€ OHY CBO-
€pilHY pHcy, iKYy Tpeba HaroJIOCHTH:

. . reTMaH He caM npe3b CA, Je4 BOIICKOM €CT CNaBHbIH,
A BOWHCKO TbOK MeTMaHOM, A0BOJ TO €CT ABHbIH,
T'eTMaH 6e3b BO#CKa ITO X €CT, BOMCKO Thik 6€3b Hero?
3rona HbYoro He €cTb €aHH 6e3b apyroro.
(3 nepeaMoBH)

Oui TsxkyBaTi cunabiyHi Bipui, Ans Kpaworo cnpuiiMaHHs, BapTo
nepeka3aTH Cy4aCHOIO YKPaiHCbKOIO MOBOIO:
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. .reTbMaH He caM co601o, a BiiicbkOM CNaBHHIA,
Biiicbko cnaBHe TakoX reTbMaHOM — Ha L€ € JO0BiJ ABHHIA,
Bo wo % retbMaH 6¢3 Biiicbka, Wo BiHCbko 6€3 HbOro?
30BciM Hivoro He BapTi oanH 6e3 onHoro!

OTxe, NPOBIOHUK i Hapid — L€ OOHICTb, IOJIOBA if TijIO y MOBHIi
enHocTi. OKpeMo B3ATi, BOHH HiYOTO He BapTi M MaJo wo Bapri. LlikaBo,
1o noaibHy ayMky 3ycrpivaemo npu6ausHo 80 pokiB mi3Hile B “dymi”
IetbMana Ma3senu, wo ii nowMproBanu ko63api no Vkpaiui, sk mo-
3paJHHLLKOMY IOHOCHB MOCKOBCbKOMY LiapeBi Kouy6eii (ui Bipii 3Haii-
JIEHO B TAEMHOMY apxiBi MOCKBH yxXe 3a HalllOro yacy):

Ha xopabenb norasaimo,
MHoro ntone# noJsivimo;
OaHak CTHPHHK CaM KepYe,
Bech kopabenn ynpasye.
Muynka 6iaHa MaTKy Mae
I oHol nocnyxae.!!

I'etbMaH Ma3sena XoTiB UMMM psAlkaMH BIIJIMBATH Ha THX, IO OifAJH
“Be3 OoAHOI NOJIITHKK™, CIYTyBaJH TypKaM, JIfXaM, MOCKaJIiM 3apaaH
BJIACHOI BHroaH, “He B €eH ryx” TATHYJH, ToMy “IIpe3 He3roay Bci
nponanu, Cami cebGe 3BoeBanu”. 3a CaraiinayHoro Takoro uie He 6yJio,
npuHaiiMHi He OyJsio ioro Tak Gararto, sk mi3Hile, 3a Ma3senu, koiu
aBTOHOMHA YKpaiHCbKa JepXaBa CTaBaJa 3aJjieXHoro Big MockoBii Ta 1i
catpana Ilerpa L.

Y nepeamoBi CakoBHY ayxe nobpe 3’COBye, 11O Take cBoboga uM
nakK “BOJIHOCTB”, IKY BiH CTaBUTb HaJ yce B XXHMTTi, LIOChb Take, “ILITO
Haiibonworo ectb B moaex”. Ilepen cBobonoro mocTynaerncs HaBiTh
rigvictb. [ani aBTop po3ropTae uwijiMii TpakTaT i3 NpUBOAY LLOTO:

. . nocsbauuTu MoryTh Bch cTBOpeHs,

KoTopbiH 3b HaTypbl NparHyTh cBO6OXKeHS.
3o0510Tasi BOJIHOCTb — TaKb €4 Ha3bIBalOTh.

HoctynuTH €n Bch nHiHe cs cTapaoTs.
Jleu oHa He kaxaoMy MoOXeT ObITH AaHa,

Tonko TbiM, WTO HOPOHATL OHYH3HLI M NaHa.
MeH3cTBOM €H poilepb Bb BoiHaX OOCTYNyHOTb.

He rpouMmu, ane KpBio cfi €H AOKYNYIOTb.
Boiicko 3anopo3ko€ BOJIHOCTH HabbuU10

ToiM, ke BbpHe oiiun3Hb u kpostoM cayxuno.
KpoiiHukn o ux MeH3icTsb cTapbie nucanm,

SIkb OHHM HenpuATeneit oiuHcTbIX GHBany,
MopeM, CyXoM, 4acTOKpoTb NbLLO, H ThK KOHHO,

XoTsii ca HenpuaTeab UX youpan 36poiiHo.

(3 nepenMoBH)

11. Isan Masena, /Tucanna (Kpakis-JIbBiB: “YkpaiHchke BHAaBHHUTBO", 1943), cTop.
27-28.
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XapakTepu3yrO4H K03aKiB, aBTOD He 3a[10BOJILHAETbCH CBOEIO CyYac-
HicTI0. 3an0po3bKe BiiCbKO, 6€3 AKOTO He MOXeE r€TbMaH CJIaBHUM OyTH,
Xxoue BiH 36araTHTH e H BHHATKOBMM pojaoBonoMm. Ilpasamswmii
XPHCTHSAHHH, 3BepTacThcs CakoBuy 10 bibii, BUBoas4H 3anopoxuiB “3
HachbHHa oHoro lagera, Kotopeiit 33 CuMOM nokpbut OTui€e cekpeTa™.
SlcHa pi4, TakHH MITOJIOTIYHHH pOAOBIA — He IO iHILe, K MOETHYHA
¢irypa. 3aTe BXKe Y 3rofii 3 iCTOPHYHOLO MPaB/I00 3By4aTh HACTYINHI PAAKH
npo Te, LIO Li X caMi KO3aKH

3a Onekra, pocckoro MOHapxH, NJbIBaaH
B yonHax no mopy u Ha llapbrpaa wrtypmysans.
Hx To npoakH 3B POCCKMM CS MOHApXOK KPECTHIIH
Bnaaumepom, u B Bbph Toit cTaTeune xunu.
TpH KOoTOpO# M OHH TaKb CTOATH CTATEUHE,
e 3a HIO YMHPATH FOTOBH KOHEYHE.
(Takox i3 nepeamMoBH)

Ictopuuyna nam’ate y CakoBHYa — [yxKe BaKJIMBHi Hal[iOHAJILHHIH
¢dakTop. MoxHa ragaTtH, wo BoHa Gyna mowMpeHa B Ykpaiui 3a [eTb-
maHa CaraiimauHoro. IBaHu 6e3 poay i niemMeHH 3’BNATLCA 3HAYHO
ni3Hiwe, micins ckacyBaHHa Civi Karepunoto 1I. Slk 3ragyBaB yxe
CyMUOB, NOLIMPUTLCA TOAi “AyxoBe 3y6okiHHA i 31piOHeHHA™, 60 Hawjio-
HanbHO cBinOMHMii mox ykpaiHcbkuiit XVII cT. nepeTBOpHTLCA NPOTArOM
HaACTYMHOTo, NicJsAMa3enuHCbKOro 4acy, B 6e3popMHy eTHorpagivHy
macy — 6e3 ocBiTH i npoBoay, 6e3 icTopH4HOI NaM’ATH B Hapodi, Hal
AKUM JIiICKaTHME MOCKOBCbkHIi 6aTir POMaHOBHX Ta iXHiX BHCJTY)KHHKIB.
CakoBHY 3aCBiquy€ Te, WO reHisIbHO npocnaBuTh Tapac llleBueHko 220
pokiB mni3Hiwe, MoBuaB, “Byno konuce B Ykpaini. . . .” He 3abyBae
aBTop BipmiB HaragaTv 4yMTaueBi, WO

BbiBanu MexH BONCKOM TbIM KHA3b W nmaHbl,
C KOTOpBIX BbIXOAH/H 006PbLIH reTMaHBbl,

AxuMB H TOTB HX reTMaH, Ilerps Konawesuy, 6bu1,
Kotopsiii cnpas puuepckux ABJIHOCTIO BCIOABI ClbLIL.

Ockinbku reTbmaH Oe3 Bilicbka Hi4oro He BapTHii, CakoOBHY rOJI0OCHO
npocnaBnse xopoOpicTb, yMinicTh i 3aB3ATTA Ko3akiB, 60 ue Biiicbko
“oitun3Hi €cTb NOoTpeOHO”. TakHil 3aKOH JKUTTH, O — K CMIBA€ThCH B
HapoJHiii MiCHI — “Ha ropi. . .JKeHLi XXHYTb, a NOMiJ rOPOKD. . . KO3aKH
inyTn”. Tomy

YkpanHa TbiM BOHCKOM BbliaJie 30CTaBaeT.

A rae 3anopo3uoB HbT, TaTapuH BNagaer. . .
Ko3ak, vb Matoun b 36pou, Hb wHwaka,

Cruraer TaTtap, 661 MOrJ1 1ONACTH Jlollaka.
YUHHTL 3[POBIO CBOEMY 4acTO OABAXEHA,

Bbl TOJIKO HEBOJIHMK MorJl MbTh BbICBOGOXEHS.

Taki-To cnpuTHi it MOTOpPHI OTi ko3aku! Sk mi3niwe Eneii B IBaHa
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KoTtnspescbkoro! Be3 36poi i HaBiTh 6e3 koHs, AKLLO Tpeba, “CTHraloTh”,
cebTo noBnATL TaTtap, Hai3HHUKIB i3 Kpumy. Lle x BoHM, 3anopoxui,
“oiiun3nb Hawoi cyTr 060poHoto, OT TaTap NOraHbIX U TYPKOB 3acJIOo-
Hoto”. [lpaBauBe 306paxkeHHs PoJli YKpaiHCBKOro, 30KpeMa 3anopo3b-
KOro, ko3aursa! 3acnoHoro ko3aku Oynu He nuile 11 YKpaiuu, a i quis
Bciel EBponu, mo po3BuBanacs, po3usiTana ii noxuHana 6arati njoau
KyJbTYpH — TOJi, KOJH YKpaiHa KpUBaBHJIach y HECKiHUEHHHX OHUTBax
NPOTH TYpeUbLKHUX i TaTAPChKHUX JIFOOJIOBIB i NMaJliiB YKpaiHCbKHX CiJl.

Cstakamu Toro cyts (0x) mbcra nononckin
U kpau noaropckin, ax Tebk H 6ensckie,
I'ne MHOro MOraHHWH KpbLBE XPHCTIAHCKOMH po3nan,
A XHBO NM030CTaNlbIX ThiX Bb HEBOJIIO 3abpan.
(Yci Heno3HaueHi UMTAaTH — 3 NEpPeaIMOBH)

Sk yxe 3ranado, CaraiinauHuii i Horo Kk03aku — ue OAHICTb, €AHICTb.
Came TOMy BOHH it O6ynH nepeMoxusaMu y noxonax i oursax. KpacHo
CKa3aBllIH Npo Biiicbko 3anopo3bke, CakoBHY 3HOBY i 3HOBY NOBEPTAETLCS
o obpa3ly caMoOro reTbMaHa, sKOro JOMOBHIOE OKDEMHMH LUTPUXAMH,
HeHaye MaJjiip — MeH3JieM; To nopiBHIo€ 3 Onedipom (6i6niitHum Ono-
¢depHOM, sikoro o6manuna KOauTa, HanoiBLK Horo i Biapy6asiuu fiomy
roJioBY), TO 3 aTEHCbKHM BifiBaXkHUM KoposeM Konpom, saxuii BosiB cam
NpHAHATH cMepTb, abu HwIe Horo G6aThkKiBLMHA Oyia wina, He noaiseHa,
60

. .nenbii €cT CTPaTHTH XHBOT 3a OHUH3HY,
H1xHu HenpHATENO N0CTAaTb CA Bb KOPH3HY.
KTo 60BtM 32 0ifiuH3HYy He XOueT BMHpPATH,
ToT NOTOM 3B OH4YH3IHOIO MYCHTb NMorubaru.
(3i cniB opyroro cnynes)

OcTaHHi nBa pAOKH 3By4aTb — sk apopusMm! lo pedi, wo ctpody
nepekiaB Ha cyyacHy MoBy MakcuM Punbcbkuii — BoHa GyJsia HagpykoBa-
Ha K uMTaTa y crarri Macnosa:

Tax Kkpailic roJI0By NOKJAaCTH 32 OTUYH3HY,
Hix ntoTHm Boporam aicTaTbcs B JapOBH3HY.
bo xTo 3a pinHuii Kpa#t HE XOo4Ye NOMHPaTh,

13 piaHUM Kpa€em Toii caM MycHTb norubars. |2

Cama 3ragka npo Koapa He 3anoBosbHse CakoBuua. BiH mykae
iHIIKMX aHaJoriii B aHTHYHOCTI, 10 AKO1 NpHYallanack i JaBHA YKpaiHa
—3a ponomoror OnbBii, XepcoHecy Ta iHIIMX MiCT-JepXkaB Ha MiBHi4-
HoMy 6epe3i UopHoro Mopa. ToMy Take nopeuHe nopiBHAHHA [ eTbMaHa
CaraiinayHoro 3i cnapTaHCbKHM KopoJieM JIeoOHH10M, “KOTOpbIil MEHXXHE

12. XKypuan YKpaincexa .iimepamypa, 1942, 4. 5-6, crop. 226. IepenpykosaHo y
36ipHuky Mamepia.au, T. |. — auB. npuMiTKy 6.
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(MyxHbo - SIC) kponsa Boioan Kcepkceca”. OueBnaHo, nepcekuii nap
Kcepkc TyT BHCTynmae BTiJIEHHSM TYpeLbKO-TATAPCbKHX 3arapOGHHKIB.
Likaso, wo aBTop Bipuwis 3arnu6aioeTscs B feTai nepemMor cnapraH-
CbLKOTO KOpOJIsi, HiGH POTOTHMNA reThbMaHa, MyAporo ii Binyanoro Cnapri
Jleounpa, akuii

LllecTbcOT TONIKO 3b CO60IO PLILEPOB MalOUH,
Bnan 31 Humu, KcepkcoBo Boiicko py6atouu,
KoToporo no naTbkpoTb CTO THCAYBII GbUIO,
Jley oT wWeCTEX cOT ABaAUATbL THCAY ro y6bUTO.
(3i cnis apyroro cnyaes)

Yci uji BigoMocTi cBinuaTs, wo CakoBuy 6yB 1o6pe o3HaloMIIeHH ! 3
icropiero I'ennagu, Cnapty it binsbkoro Cxony. YncenbHicTs Biiicbka,
Moxe, i He TouHa. ["oyloBHe Te, WO Ti YHCIA CIYXHIH IJis aBTOpa Ba-
rOBUTHMH aTpubyTaMH y 3MaJItOBaHHi NOABHTiB YKPaIHCLKOIO reTbMaHa,
SIKOro MPUPiBHAHO 10 KOPOJIiB, LIAPiB YH iHIIKX BU3HAYHUX OCOOHCTOCTEH
aHTHYHOCTH. 3raJku npo erunercokoro uaps Pinsgensoda (cnoBa M’aToro
cnynes), npo uicapiB KoHcTaHTHHOMONA (C/10Ba LLIOCTOTO cnynes), Mpo
uaps CanaTtuHa 41 nak apabcbkoro CaiaauHa (ci10Ba BOCLMOTro cnyaes),
Ak i npo Onekcannpa MakenoHcbkoro (cnosa 12-ro cnyaes) Ta iioro
6arbka ®Pinuna yn IIununa (cnoBa nes’sToro cnyaes), sk TakoX Mpo
Hiorena uu HaBiThb BaneHca, pumcekoro imnepatopa Banenra (croBa
10-ro cnyaes), — yce ue 3acBiguye HayuTaHicTh aBTopa Bipwis. CakoBuy
OpyayBaB LMMH Ta iHUIMMH iMEHAMH JOCHTb BiJIbHO — TakK fK Mi3HiLue
NOEeTH-KJSCHLUMCTH rpajucs AnosuioHom, Beneporo, 3escoMm i T.m.

HamamroBasiun noptpet I'etbmana CaraiipauHoro, iHoai ickpaBo-
06pa3HHMH CJIOBaMH, 3 I0NIOMOTroI0 MeTadop Ta eniTeTiB, 3ragaBLIH NPo
floro wenpi moxepTBM Ha LIKOJIH, LUMUTA il uepkBH, CakoBuY e i
nonae, AKHH-TO Mae OyTH 3pa3koBHii reTbMaH Yd 3pa3KOBHil JIHUAp
y3araji:

C Toro reTMaHa KOXAblii PbILEP HEX CA YYHTD,

Axb 661 Thk MB Ha cBBTE TOT KHBOT CBOH KOHUYHTD.
Oto oH B Bbpb cBoeil cBATO# TpBan cTaTeuHe

U 0itun3HbI CBOEH GOPOHHN ThDK MEHXHE,
M maetHocTiO n06pe cBo€to WagoBsan,

He Ha kocTkH u KapTbi M 36bITKH 0bGepTan. . .
Bunbn on u JIBoBckoe 6paTcTBO, XOTH AaneKo,

Liepkxos ux Bb Mbcth Haabnun He nenasko,
CyMy 3HauHylo rpouiit no 6paursa nekrosan,

A xe O6bl HAyKH TaMb ObUTH, MHJTHE Xazan.

(3i cnis 14-ro cnynes)

MMicns uboro nepeniky yecHot I'erbMana CaraiinauHoro aBrop Bip-
WiB, KOPHCTYKOYHCh HarO0K0, CKJ1aJa€ CBOEPiAHMI NPaBHUI KoeKc 1S
nonkoBoAuUs Y HUuaps B3arani. CykynHicTb BiHCbKOBHX, ETHYHHX, NOOY-
TOBMX YH BCAKHX iHIIMX npaBun nobpe BHKIaAeHO B MOHO03i 18-ro
cnyaes. 'eTbMaH NOBHHEH MAaTH, NepeayciM, Taki “LHOTLI": “60493Hb 60XK-



86 STUDIA UCRAINICA

y10”, “Tpe3BOCTb, YyHHOCTb, CTATEYHOCTh. . . YUCTOCTL" . CakoBHY NpoO-
OBXY€, L0 reTbMaH 44 JMuap

B Hayub Tbhbk BbEHHOM Hex GyaeT UBHYEHBIH,
lonoaoM M X0N010M ThDK NPH3BLIYAEHDbIH.
Bo He 3aBue Bb 06031 cBbxan BosMHa,
Ho6pa 3 canamaxotro noayac kabaHuHa. . .
O Hanosx KOWTOBHbIX TaM Hb mombiLNAiA,
Ane Ha Boab, ecnu paunul, nepectasa#. . .
Maer TbhX reTMaH Bb Boiicky MbTu cnpaseanuBocT,
Jo6pbix MHNIOBATH, 31bIX 3aCh KapaThb 3a HX 3J10CTb.

I 3akiH4ye aBTOp HiI6H NapaboJioto, 1o ii cka3aB “eaHH rpelkiii” pinocod:
“nbnire ecto MbTH 51Ba Han enenamMu I'eTmaHoOM, a HbXenH eneHs Han
nBamu”.

OcKiJIbKH reTbMaH 4 JIMLap y3araji MyCHTb OyTH “LBHYEHbIH”, ce6-
TO oOcCBiYeHUH, po3yMHMil, To CakoBHY 3aneBHA€, WO “rynblii cam
3BCHUHET H BOiCKO MoryOuTs” Ta 1ue i noaae, 1o “aBTOp HE MyTHUTL”, a
Kaxe cyTy npasay, 60 nuuap Moxe “HaiOoOJILIHM BOMCKOM psaauTH”,
AKLLIO 3ragaHi “uHoThL. . . 6yner MbTH”. IHIIMMH cnoBaMHu, nuLlIe 110 aM-
Ha 3i CBATHM 000B’A3KOM, “Cb MOXBaJIOI0”, MOXKeE BOKOBATH, 3000yBato4H
nepemory. BotoBaTH He 3 MeTOl0 36arayeHHs, He 3 METOO TOHEBOJIEHHA, @
HaBMaKH — BH3BOJIEHHA.

O60B'130k NMHUAaps — nocTiiiHo n6atu npo cBoboay. ToMy pekTop
LUKi71 KHIBCLKUX HE Bara€ThCA MOBYUTH YHTa¥a, MOXKJIMBOTO KaHAMATA HA
T'YMaHHOro JIHLaps:

. .3a Haiibonwyto Hex ce6t Haropony
IMounTaeT poiuep, Krabl koro Ha ceo6oay
Bbi3BosnuTs, 32 wiTo rpbxos co6b ornyiuenbe
OnepxuTh, a No cMepTH Bb Hebb BbMbLUEHbE.
(3i cnis 13-ro cnynes)

OTXe, XTO BU3BOJIAETbCA H BHU3BOJISE iHILIKUX, TOMY nOpOra npocTo a0
He6a! [lns npaBOMBUX XpHCTHAH ue Oyna cnpaBii BeJiMka Haropoja.

3 HaroaH MOXOPOHY reTbMaHa, 11O NOMep BiJ He3aroiHoi pauu (Big
oTpyiiHoi cTpinin B 6010 Nix XOTHHOM), TOBOPUThLCA 6arato npo cMepTh,
Npo Ky TOAi 4acTo nucayv noetH. Y CakoBH4a BOHA HiKOro He 0OMHHaE,
3ycTpiva€ Bcix, 6iAHHX i 3aMOXHHX, yCiX CTpHIKE MiJ OAHH TOPLUMK:

Moctkna npemynporo ova ConomMoxa,
M oHoro cunHoro poiuepa Camncoxa,
He Boixynunses Kpesyc oT Hen GoratcTBom,
M He o6oponnnbea i Kcepkcec BouHcTBOM,
Bo €it cam npaBonaBua bor Toe npaso nan,
AOGbI NoA €M BNaa3y Kaxablil 410BEK noaneran.
(3 eninory)

Taka Bxe MOTYTHSl OTa CMEpTb, sk Ni3Hile B ['puropis CkoBopoau.
3a6pana BoHa ii 'eTbmana CaraiimauHoro. Ane aBTop BipiuiB 3aneBusie
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6e3cMepTs s HpOTo. Tak NocTae 0Ha 3 HalpaHilIKX i HalikpawwMXx o B
yKpaiHCbKiil JliTepaTypi:

HecMepTenbHoOM cnaBbl 4OCTOMHBIH reTMane,

Tsosa cnasa B MosiuaHio Hbrabl He 30cTaHe,
Mokn Oubnps 36 JubcTpoM MHOTOPBIGHBIE NIILIHYTH
BynyTs, noTel abnHOCTH TeX TBOM CIIBIHYTH.

He 3aiinews Bb rny6okoe Hbkrabl 3anomMubHs,
AHnb T4 nbrTa nycTtaTh Bb qonroe monubusa.
Bo ecnu sbixsanser Krpeuia Hectopa,
Axinneca, Askca, a Tpos I'ektopa,
ATeHuuKoBe cnaBaTb kpona Ilepuxneca
H cnasHoro oHoro 3b HuM TeMmucTokneca,
Pum 3ace 31 cMbaiocTr csoro xBanuts Kypunyia
M 31 wacauebix NoThivok caasuTh Tomnerowa,
Tenwt Tex u Poccia Ietpa Ca[raliinaunoro
MonacTe ntoaem, Bb NaMaTky Bbky notomHoro,
AOGbI €ro nocnyrsl kpsaBbiH Bch 3HanH
UM npeav Hapoabl rogHe €ro BCNOMHHAJH. . .
(3i cniB 17-ro cnynes)

OcTtaHHi 10 paakiB ui€i IMTaTH — IJIS KpaLLOro CipuMaHHS TEKCTY
— HaBOKY HHK4e B nepeknani M. Punbcbkoro. Bapro npuragaru cyvac-
HOMY uuTaueBi, wo “Poccia” B CakoBH4a 3HauuThL “KuiBcbka Pych”, ak
NpaBUJIbHO TJYMa4HTh i nepekyiagady. MockoBito, 4d nak “MockoBckoe
I'ocynapctBo”, nuiue Iletpo I nepeiimenyBaB Ha “Poccuio” nicns kpuBa-
Boi nepemord nifg ITonraBoto 1709 p., TakHM YHHOM NPHCBOIBILH yKpaiH-
cbKy (pycbky) cnanwmuy s MockoBii (Mix iHWKM, ruski, “pycbkuii”, y
NoJIbCbKii MOBI LUe i Tenep yXXHBA€TbCA 3i 3HAYEHHAM “NaBHbOYKpaiH-

CbKHI").

Sk Hectop Ta Axin — y I'peuii repoi,

Ak I'ektop cMminuBuit npocnasusca y Tpoi,

B Arenax cknanacsa IepuksioBa xBana

1 TeMicTOk/10Bi rpUMINHK cKpi3b Aina,

Ax MyxHicTb Kypuis y Pumi Bci xBannau

1 nepemorxHoro Iomnes 6oxecTBHH,

Xaii CaraiinauHoro noBik-Bikis

Ipocnasutb Hawa Pych, ik NpHKNaa A CHHIB,
LWo6 npo aina iforo HawaAKH CNOMHHANH

I rizHuM iMeHeM B HapoJax Ha3uBanw. 13

* % X

O6pa3 I'etbMaHa CaraiigauHoro, Ha aJb, He BTilIaBCs HAJIEXHOO
yBarow cepej Jlitepatypo3HaBuiB MuHynoro. Cepriii €ppeMoB y cBoiit
Icmopii ykpainceko2o nucemeHcmeéa (neplidii TOM HAaNUCaHO 1ue 10
Ykpaiucbkoi PeBontouii) 30BciM He 3aiiMa€TbCA TaKoKO TEMOIO, JIMLLE
LUMTY€ BCHOTO LIICTh PAKIB NPO JTHLAPCTBO 3aMOPOXLiB, '4 He BXOAA4H B

13. IMavoscbkuit, cTop. 39.
14. Cepriit €ppemMoB, Icmopis yKkpaincskoco nucsmencmea (Jlainuir: “Ykpaincbka
HaknagHa”, 1924), 1. 2, cTop. 223.
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aHani3. YkpaiHcbky BipiioBy yitepatypy X VII cT. ouiHIO€ BiH nepeBaxHo
HETaTHBHO.

Muxaiinio Bo3Hak y ApyroMy ToMi cBo€i Icmopii ykpaircekoi aime-
pamypu (1921), nogatouu Maibxke B noapobuusax CakoBHYIB XKHUTTEMMC,
narigHile ctaBuThca a0 BipuuiB, BingsHavae GiorpadiyHi naHi npo reThb-
MaHa, 3apMMOBaHi B HHUX, a NOAEKYyAM HaBiTh ix aHauni3ye. lo6pum cno-
BOM 3raaye IOOC/iAHHK TPaKTyBaHHA 3aMopoXUiB. Yce X TakH HeMae€
MOBH NP0 OPraHiyHy CHiJIbHICTb MiX reTbMaHOM i ko3akaMH. BucHOBOK
Bo3Hsika CTOCYETHCA MEPEBAXHO JIITEPATYPHHX BapTOCTEil TBOpPY:

Ha Bipwax CakoBM4a CHiHMH 10 [O€AKOro CTYNHA BMJHB JIATHHO-MOJILCLKOT
NOETHKH il PHTOPHKH LIKIJI. . . KPACHOMOBHOCTH. . . NOMHCATHCA yPHBKOBHUMH BiCT-
KaMH 3 MiToJiorii, pHMCBbKO1 Ta rpeubkoi cTapoBHHH, reorpadii i icTopii, xou wui
HeaocTadi He pa3AaTh, 60 ix Hagpobnse TanaHOBMCTICTL i TenuloTa NOuYyBaHb
asropa. I3

O6’ekTHBHHIT BUCHOBOK Bo3Hska, i3 kMM 1ue it Tenep MoOXHa mno-
FOJMTHCH, 3BYYHTD B YHICOH i3 XapakTepHcTHKolo Bipiiis CakoBuua, o 1
3po6uB Bonogumup Ilepetu y cBoeMy nocnimkeHHi 0aBHbO1 yKpaiHCbKO1
noesii poki 20 paHnilue (BoHo 6ysio HaapykoBaHe 1900 p. B [leTep6yp3i):

IToeru B YkpaiHi, sk i B [lonbuui, BiarykyloTbca Ha 3Ha4Hi noail cBoro 4acy, ocni-
BYHOTb Ta OMJAKYIOTb NMPOBIAHHKIB Ti€l CycninbHOI KAfcH, 00 AKOol caMi Hane-
®aTb. . . . y TBopi KacisHa CakoBuuya — BCi xapakTepHi 0COGIMBOCTI Cy4yacHUX
#iloMy NOJILCLKMX TBOPIiB TOrO XaHPY, IMICTy i Npu3HayeHHA. . . . [poxoBCcbkHi,
3anosro no CakoBH4a, 1aB fOMy 3pa3okK y Bipllax Ha CMepTb 3aMoiicbkoro, Ae ayxe
Baasno 306pa3uB 3HAYHICTL Takol BTPATH i nepepaxyBaB yCi NOABHIH NOKiHHHKKA. 16

MepeTu 6yB nepiinM, LLIO M0JAB NOJILCHKE IKEPESO — Ks. St. Grochows-
kiego wiersze i insze pisma (Krakéw, 1607) — sike nocnyxuno ykpaiH-
CbKOMY NOETOBi 3a 3pa3ok. 3pewitoto, CakoBHYiB TBip He OYB €AMHUM
BHMAaAKOM y TOH vac.

Ha >anb, MeHi HeNOCTYMHI iHI JOopeBOMIOLiHHI KDHUTHYHI npal, B
skux 3raaytotbcs Bipmi CakoBHua. HaToMicTb ocTaHHi paasiHCbki
BHAaHHA HAaMOXBATi. Y HHUX CKPi3b MiAKPEC/IIOIOTH KJISCOBE po3LIapyBaH-
HSl B CYCINiJIbCTBi, HEOAMiIHHY PHCY METOAY COLiAIICTHYHOrO peasi3Mmy.
O6pa3 I'etbmaHa CaraiimayHoro, penbedpHO HakpecieHHit CakoBHYEM,
AKOCb pO3BOAHIOEThCA, cTa€ HeviTkum. Jlume B.II. Konocosa B “ko-
NeKTUBHII” Icmopii ykpaincekoi aimepamypu (1967), He 3Baxalouu Ha
NPHUIIUCH 3ralaHoro MeToay, NpaBAMBO XapaKTepH3ye€ rerbMaHa. BoHa
nopevHo uutye 3 BipiiB: “reTMmaH 6e3 Boficka — wwTo % e€cTb? Boiicko
ThDK 6e3 Hero. 3rosia Hbyoro He ecTb €auH 6e3 npyroro”. HocaigHuus
C/IYyLIHO KOHCTATy€, LU0 “NpOBidHHI MOTHB” TBOpY, He 3BaXKalOYM Ha
NMOXOPOH TreTbMaHa, “6aabopHii, XHUTTECTBepMKYIO4HI".!” TuMuacosa

15. Muxaiino Bo3usk, Icmopia ykpaincekoi .aiimepamypu (J1bsis: “Ipocsita”, 1921),
ToMm |, yacThHa I, cTtop. 282.

16. B.H. Ilepetu, Hcc.1edoeanua u mamepua.isi no ucmopuu cmapuHHoli YKpauHckoli
aumepamypel XYI-X Y11l sexos (Mocksa - Jleunurpan: AH CCCP, 1962), ctop. 146.

17. Konocosa, ctop. 318 — nuB. npuMiTky 8.
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BinMra nig paasHcbkuM nagoM aana Kosocosiit 6nuckyvy Haroay Bin-
3HaYMTH y TBOpi HaHrosOBHilleE:

Mignicwun BilicbkoBi nobnecTi i MopansHi akocTi [leTtpa Konawesnua Caraitaauno-
ro, CakoBHY nepLIHM B YKpaTHCbKiil NaBHiil noe3ii CTBOpMB MOHYMeHTaIbHHIi 06pa3
ileanbHOro HaUiOHANILHOrO repos i HaiNMB HOro BHPa3HOK BHXOBHOI (GYHKLIEIO
(“c TOro reTMaHa KOXIblii pbillep HEX CA YYHTH!™)!8

Hyxe nope4yHa Takox il xapakTepHCTHKa NoeTHKaJbHUX 3acobiB y Bip-
11ax: aBTop “Maibke He BXXMBa€E MeTadop”, 0HaK “LLEePO BBOAUTD NOPiB-
HAHHA, oco6nMBO noobAo4M aHasorii 3i crapoaaBHbBOO iCTOpiED”, 3
METOK TMiJCHJIEHHA €MOULIHHOCTH “NOeT HarHiTa€ OaWH eniTeT Ha
apyruii” 1° Touo.

He mMoxHa He 3ranaTtH “HaB4anbHHUil NOCiOHUK™ Icmopia ykpaincokoi
aimepamypu. [lasna aimepamypa (1969), B skoMy cTopiHku npo CakoBu-
ya HanucaB .M. [Toniuyk. B ocHoBHOMY BiH TpHMa€ThCs iHTEpripeTalii,
wio ii 3po6una Kosnocosa, ota xiHka — eIMHa aMa30HKa cepe1 KO3aKiB Ha
Ciui! INoniwyk nigkpecntoe, wo Bipuii “cTaHOBAATH A HAC NMEBHY WiH-
HiCTb i fIK iCTOPHYHO JOCTOBipHa po3noBiab npo xuTTsa Ilerpa Caraii-
Ja4yHoro”, a Ha obpa3 reTbMaHa OMBHTLCA AK Ha “MYXKHbOro Gopus 3a
cBob6oay i HeszanexHicTb 6aTbKiBILMHH”, “X0poOporo i Mynporo kepiBHH-
Ka 3anopi3bkoro Biiicbka”.2 Bax1HBe TyT CNOBO “‘He3aNIeXHIiCTh”, IO
floro ycyHyTb paAsiHCbKi LUEH30DH 3 Mi3HilIMX XapakTepucTHk ['eTbMaHa
CaraiinauHoro y npausx iHmmx gocnaigHukiB. [oniuyk Harosowye:

CakoBHY CJIaBHTb T€TbMaHa Ak N106OpHHKa HaykH i KynbTypH. Caraiinaunuii cnpuss
Bi/IHOBJIEHHIO NpPaBOCJIaBHOI LEPKBH, PO3BHTKY OCBiTH, MIATPHMYBaB 3B'A3KH 3
BueHUMH konaMu Kuesa. Pa3om 3 ycim 3anopisbkuM BilicbkoM 3anucascs no Kuis-
cbkoro Gpatcrsa.2!

Tam xe iine MoBa Npo reTbMaHa sik Npo “HalioHanbHOrO repos”. A 1040
“MeTaopHyHHX 06pa3iB”, TO cKa3aHo, 1O iX “ynmaio”. Lle koHTpacTye 3
TBEpIKEHHAMH OeAKHX NoNnepeIHHUKIB, AKi 3a3Hayasu, wo ix “mano”. Ueii
Xe JOC/iIHHK HaBOOWTbL rapHy Meradopy npo rereMaHa: “TBosl CBi4ya
siCHasl 10X 3racjia”, a TakoX TroBOpPHTbL Npo “dinocodcnko-peniriitni
po3aymu”, “emouiiiHe 3a6apBieHHA”, CIYLIHO BiA3Havae, WO B “NEAKHX
MicLfiX MJlay 3a reTbMaHOM Haraaye 3a ¢GopMoOI HapoOAHi FOJIOCiHHA”,
nyxe 61HM3bKi 10 “HapOJHOMICEHHOTrO PEYHTATHBY, 22 30KpeMa y BHCTYTIi
YyeTBEpTOro cnyaes.

Ha npeBenukuii xaJib, Maiike HiYoro noaibHOro HeMae B NiAPYYHHKY
“Is CTYHneHTIB QinosoriyHux ¢akynwTeTiB” [asna ykpaincoxa aime-

18. Tam xe, cTop. 319.

19. Tam xe, cTop. 319.

20. Iemopia yKpaincekoi .iimepamypu. [lasna .1iimepamypa (Kuis: “Buwa wkona™,
1969), ctop. 201 (aBToOp niaposainy — ®.M. Moniwyk). He nnytatu usoro niapyuxuka 3
akaaeMiYHMM BHOAHHAM 1967 p., WO Mae€ Taky camy Ha3By.

21. Tam xe, cTop. 201-202.

22. Tam xe, cTop. 202.
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pamypa (1978), wo BuiilioB y cBiT npuban3no 10 pokis ni3Hiwe (nmicns
YeproBoro MOoCKOBCLKOTo norpomy B 1972 p.) i 3actynuB niapy4Huk 1969
p. B.JI. MukuTtacs i T.1. [1ayoBcbkHii, aBTOpH po3ainy npo CakoBHuua, y
UbOMY OCTaHHbOMY BHJaHHi moaalrTh obpa3 I'eTbmaHa CaraiinauHoro
He TakuM penbedHUM, sk y KonocoBoi Ta Iloniuyka. 3HoBy HanyuieHo
TYMaHHOCTH: Ti caMi UMTaTH, HiOH i1 Ta cama yu noaibHa aprymeHTauis,
ane He Te came BpaxeHHA! CTyaeHTH ¢inosioriyHux dakynbreTiB OTpHU-
MYIOTb TYT He NMOBHHI JliTepaTypHHii NOPTpET reTbMaHa, a JiMile ioro
ecki3. [Jobpe, w0 Xxou 3ragaHo “no6pO3HYIHBICTbL FreTbMaHa y CTaBJIEHHI
10 YKpalHCBKOTO CYCMilIbCTBa, HOro MoXepTBYBaHHS Ha LUMMTasi, MO-
HACTHpi, UEPKBH i 0cOOJIMBO LIKOJIH”, “MaTepianbHy i MOpanbHy I0Mo-
mory” 3 KuiBcekoMy Ta JIbBiBCbkOMY OpaTcTBaM i T.Mm.

* ¥ %

Cunabivni Bipwi CakoBHYa, HaNHCaHi TOro4aCHOK KHHXXHOKO MO-
BOIO, B OCHOBHOMY 3p03yMiJli OCBi4€HOMY YHTa4eBi, 0COBJIHUBO TOMY, XTO
03HaitoMJIEHHH i3 MONbLCHKOIO Ta 60aait TPOXH 3 LEPKOBHOCIIOB’AHCLKOIO.
Ane neski paaxu, 6e3 nepeka3sy YM nepeksjialy Cy4acHOK MOBOIO, PO3y-
MiTH He TaK TO ii lerko. MacoBHii YHTay He BYHTA€E NEePILOTBip, nepeapy-
KOBaHWil y 3rafaHiii yxe aHTosnorii Ykpainceka noesia: Kineys XYI
—nouamok XYII cm. (1978). Hivoro quBHOro B LUbOMY HeMae. Axke
Bipiam 6inbi sk 360 poki. He 3Baxcaroun Ha apxaiuHi MOBHi oco6u-
BOCTi Ta iHOIi pi3He HamMcaHHs THX caMux ciiB, CakoBHYIB TBip Ma€
3HayHy JliTepaTypHO-Ni3HaBa/jbHy BapTicTb. OkpeMi neknsamanii nos-
HayeHi BUpa3HUM XHCTOM noeta. O6pa3 I'etbmana CaraiimayHoro, fik
yXe 3raayBajiocs, HaKpecjeHO Y 3rofi 3 iCTOPHYHOIO NpaBAOHO, MO-
MHCTELILKOMY, XOY JyXe 4acTo He3rpabHolo cuiaboro, w0 He Oae ec-
TETHYHOro 3agoBosieHHs. Lle ycBiIOMIIIOIOTL CyyacHi QOC/iOHMKH OaB-
HbO1 yKpaIHCBbKOI JIiTepaTypH. AHTOJIOTIA Anoaaonosa alomua: Kuigceki
noemu XYII-XYIII cm. (1982) Ta nepuinii TOM L1eCTUTOMHOI AHmoaozii
YKpaincokoi noesii, a came Ykpaincoka doncoemnesa noesia: Teopu no-
emie XI-XYIII cm. (1984) yxe MatoTb ypHUBKH 3 TBOpY CakoBHYa B rapHHX
nepeknagax Bonoaumupa Kpekorns it Banepis LlleBuyka, no peui, 3i
36epexxeHHAM cunabu. Ilokuio ocydacHeHo nuile ypuBkH. (ToMy aBTOp
ui€l CTaTTi NepekaB, a NOAEKYH Nepeka3aB CyyacHOK MOBOIO Bci Bipiui
CakoBHua).

Hacamkideun Tpe6a xo4 kopoTko cka3aTH npo camoro Kacisna Ca-
xoBuya. Haponuscs BiH 1578 p. B ceni [Torenuyi (ITogrennyi) Ha Tenepitu-
Hifi JIbBiBILIMHI B poAuWHi mpaBociiaBHOro cBslleHWka. HasBanu iioro
Kanicrom. Poguna 6yna, MabyTb, He Oyke 3amMoxHa. Sk nosigomise
Bo3Hsk, 2 yepe3 Opak HaJeXHOro JOrjsay, CBUHS BilKycHJia HEMOBIATI
KasnicToBi oaHe Byxo, L0 cTaJIo Mi3Hillle NpeIMETOM TJ1y3yBaHHs 3 6OKy
NeAKHX MOJIbCbKHX MOJIEMICTIB, sIKi MOrOpIXKyBaJiH NPOCTOTHOAIAM.

23. M.C. I'puuaii, B.JI. Mukutace, ®.4. lllonom, [asus ykpaincexa .aimepamypa
(Kuis: “Buuia wkona”, 1978), crop. 167-68.
24. Bosusk, crop. 277.
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HaBuaBca CakoBuy y 3amoiicekiii Ta KpakiBchkiii akapemisix.
[MocTpuriuuce y yeHui, npuiiHas iM’a KacisHa. Skuiice 4ac 6yB gskoMm i
BH3HAYMBCS THM, LLIO YACTO CKaKaB y IPEUKY, 3a ILI0 HOro XOTi/I MoBiCHTH,
ane BiH wacauBo yTik. ¥ 1620-24 pokax 6ys pextopoMm KuniBcbkux G6pat-
CbKHMX LLIKiJI, KoM i HanHucaB cBoi Bipiui, a #oro yuHi npounTanu ix Ha
NOXOpOHi rerbMaHa. 30aeTbCcs H TYT, Yy YepHEUOMY CTaHi, He LypaBcs
KiHOK i ToMy BTpaTuB pekTopcTBO. O6paeHHit, nepeiiios 1625 p. no
YHIfITiB, OTPHMYIOYH B Haropojly BH3HauyHy nocaay B 6a3uiisHCbkoMy
MoHactupi B Jly6Hi, ne Takox BiaBinyBaB. . . 4yepHHUb. [IpunoBnenui,
ypATYBaBCA Nepexoa0M LiJIKOM Ha kaTonHurBo. [Ticns usoro ayxe 3aB3s-
TO BHCTYMNaB i3 KPUTHKOIO YHIATCLKHX i MpaBOCIaBHHUX LEPKOB, PO XHGH
SKHX 3HaB i3 nepLIOKepesi, HaBiThb i3 BiacHoi nosedinkH. [Tomep 1647 p.
KaTOJIMLLKUM KanessHoM y KpakoBi.

Sk BHOKO 3 LUMX XHTTENHUCHMUX naHuX, CakoBHY OYyB JIFOAHHOIO
OyiiHol HaTypH, 6/H3bKOIO 0 6apokko, WIO i 3acBil4eHO MOAEKyAH B
floro Bipuiax, a we Ginblue B MOJeMiYHHX MUCAHHAX, 30KPEMa B KHHXK 11
Iepcnexmuea abo 3’acysamus 6ayois, epeceli i 3a6060oHié y 2peKko-
pycokiii yepkei (Kpaki, 1642), 1o BHiilliza y CBiT NOJLCLKOI MOBOIO.
OcymxyBatu aBTOopa BipiiB 3a iforo noxoaeHbkH HaBpsld 44 Tpeba.
CakoBHY XHB y 4ac niGepajibHHX MOIIAAIB HAa LHOT/IMBICTH YH MakK
“nipUCTiiiHe MOBOMKEHHA™ i He AyMaB JOBroO Mpo 3MiHY JyXOBHHX rocrno-
napiB. T.3B. “npoaaxHicTs” (BipoOBH3HaB4a, MOJIITHYHA YH BCAKa iHLLIA)
TOAi MOTHBYBaJaCb HApOJHHM NpHCAiB’AM: “pHba 1ykae, Ae riubue, a
NoavHa — ae Jiiniue”.

University of Alberta



OJIEKCAHOPA SABOPCbKA-KOIAY

3 enicroaspHoi cnagqumnu I'puropis Ckosopoau

['puropiit CkoBopoaa HaleXHTb 10 THX CBiTHJIJIFOJCTBA, LLO X HiKOJIH He
NpUTEMHIOBANA TiHb 3a0yTTs. 3a CBOro XHUTTA NpUBepTaB 10 cebe yBary
CYYacCHHKiB HaHUIMPLUINX BEPCTB HApOAdY, BiJ CeNAH A0 HAaHBHILOI apuc-
tokpartii. Xou 3a xuTTA CKOBOpPOAH TBOPH HOro He APYKOBaHO, BOHH
PO3XOMIIUCh Y PYKOIMHCAX, iX YHTAJIH HA LULUPOKHUX NpocTopax Ykpaiuu i
no3a Yxpainoro. Po3xoaunuch y Konisx, NepenucyBaHi 3 BEJIMKUM IMi€TH3-
MOM, KUl JOXOQMB @)X 10 HAaCcJliAyBaHHsA HOro No4epky, A0 “aBTEHTHYHO-
ro Hanoao6JieHHA”. Ax YOTUPH pokH nicas cMepTH CkoBopoau Bneplie
HaapykoBaHo feio 3 fioro cnaamuau. lonuie 1894 p., ce6To BcTONITTH
cMmeptH dinocoda, Imurpo baraniit 3ailicHMs HaykoBe BUIaHHA TBOPIB,
Bpa3 3 Giorpagiunum Hapucom “XKutta I'puropis Ckosopoau” nepa M.
Kosanuucbkoro. Toai Takox BHHLLIM ApYKOM AesKi JIMCTH dinocoda. 3
noyatkoM XX cT. i3 3annsHoBaHoro B.[1. bonu-Bpyesnuem geoToMHHKa
TBOpiB MNOSABUBCA TiNbkd OAMH ToM. [HocnigHa i BMOaBHM4a npaus
cnaguuuu ¢inocoda po3ropHyiach LLOHLIE B APYTii MOJOBHHI HALLIOrO
cronitTa. 3a 6i6niorpadicto 3 1972 p. HauucaroeTbes 1442 oguuuui
suaaHb TBopiB CkoBOpoAM Ta npalib npo Hboro. [IoBHe BUAaHHsA TBOPIB Y
nBox Tomax 3aiiicuuna Akanemis Hayk YPCP 1973 p. (koxHuit TOM Mae
nonan 500 ctopinok). CaMe B ApyroMy ToMi nomiieHo 125 nucris, a 3
Hux 79 agpecoBaHi Ao Muxaitna KoBanuHcbkoro craau npeamMeTom-
TEMOIO Li€l npati.

3Buuaiino, pinocodcbki TBOpH CxoBOpoaH Haibisblle ONpalbOBaHi.
HocnigHUKKM CTBEPAUIIM OPHTiHaNbHICTb Teopii “cpoaHoi npaui” Ta diso-
cohcbKy CHCTEMY MOETHYHHUX i eTHYHHX norasaais. ' CkoBopoay sik aBTopa
“Cany 60xecBEeHHHX MiceHb” NiTepaTypo3HaBLi BBaXalOTb 3a NEPLIOro
CNpaBXHbOTO JipHYHOro noeTa, a Horo “XapkiBcebki 6aiiku™ 3a HaiiBHILIE
XYOO0XHE AOCATHEHHA y LibOMY XaHpi 3 yaciB Toi enoxu. HocnigHuku,
NpawooYM HajJ TeKCTaMH, BUABHIIM 6araTuit ponbkiopHuUit eneMeHT i Le
BX€ BE3CYMHIBHO BEeJIMKHMil BKJIaJl Y BHBYEHHI JIiTEPaTYpHOI TBOPYOCTH
CkoBopoad. 3a/HLIaeThCA HaJasli MaJloBUBYEHA NEPeKJaaHULbKA Oifib-
HicTb Qisiocoda, a 30BCIM He PO3I/ISIHEHA €MICTOJfAPHA CMajJLlIMHA, XOY
nocniguuk Ckosopoan Hdomer OnsHuuH wwie 1928 p. nucas, wo auctu
¢inocoda Tpeba 3auuCaATH A0 JliTepaTypH.2 A BTiM, y4eHi He Tak To i
[1aBHO MOYanu po3MISAaTH JIMCTH CJaBHHUX JIIOJEH He TifIbKH AK JKepeia
6iorpadiii, ane sk i XyQ0XHi TBOPH.

1. Iemopia Ykpaincekoi Jlimepamypu, sua. Akagemis Hayx YPCP, Kuis 1967.
2. Dr. Domet Oljancyn, Hryhorij Skovoroda, Ostenropaische Forshungen, Berlin 1928.
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Lle# HoBuii acnekT enicrosiorpadii 3pomxyerbes Ha nepesiomi XVIII-
XIX croniTb, a ocobnuBo 3 noyatkoM XIX cr. V 1866 p. BUXOaUTH LiiHHa
36ipka nuctis (James P. Holcombe, Literature in Letters), ne nomiiueHo
no6ipky nucriBe XVII, XVIII, XIX ct. V¥ nepuuiii nosioBUHi Haworo cro-
JITTA BUXOOATH LikaBi 36ipKH JIUCTIB, 1110 3aXOMIIOIOTH Yac Bi 49 poxy no
Xpucra ax g0 1940 p. (A Second Treasury of the World's Great Letters
(New York: Simon and Shuster, 1941). I'any3sb enicTonorpagii po3susa-
erbes y XIX cT. B KOXKHiH kpaiHi, HABiTb CynpoTH CBOro poAda ono3uiiii, iK To
6yno B [Tonbwi 3 nuctamu Agama Miukesuua. JIncTH BUaaeThes cnepluy
ypUBKaMH, a NOTiM MOBHi BeJIH4e3Hi 30ipHHKH HaBiTb MEHLLUX MUCbMEHHH-
KiB, 60 came B HallLIOMYy CTOJIiTTi enicToJiorpagis akTyasilyeTbCs, CTA€ Ha
uep3i aHA. LlikaBa it B Hac icropis enicroniorpadii. 3ragaTtu 6, Ha npuknan,
mo nuctd Tapaca llleBueHka npusteni novanu 36upaTtu 3apa3 no ioro
cmepTu. Tak, oue “OcHoBa” 3i6pana 64, a nig kiveub XIX ct. Onexcanaep
Kouucbkuii 3i6paB 174 nuctu. Uepes “yka3n™ He Mir ix apykyBaTtu. [lepiua
apykoBaHa 36ipka nuctiB y udcii 154 noxoauts 3 1911 p., a Bxke m’sTa,
[oTenep ocTaHHA, 1o BHillna apykom y Yikaro 1960 p. micturs 223
nuctd. Sk Bimomo, B Kuesi 1965 p. BugaHo aBa Ttomu nucriB Jleci
Vkpainku. HenaBHo ayxe LikaBi iMcTy reTbmaHa IBaHa Ma3senu 3i6paB 3
nosibcbkux apxiBiB npog. Opect CyotenbHuit (Bua. Y BAH, CLIA 1975p.),
a npod¢. FOpiii JIyubkuii 36ipky nucriB [Tanteneiimona Kyniwa. 3su4aiivo,
3rajladi NpUKJagyd He BUYEPNYIOTb UbLOTO MUTAHHSA B YKPaiHCbKOMY JliTe-
paTypoO3HaBCTBi, @ BKa3ylTh Ha BEJIMKY akTyasbHicTb. Enicronorpagis —
ue Temep caMOCTiiiHa, MOBHOBAapTiCHa [ififHKa JliTepaTypo3HaBCTBa.
JIucTH, npuHanexHi 00 Hei, MalOTh JiTepaTypHOTBOPUi komMnoHeHTH. ITia
MM acrekToM po3risHeMo aucti CkoBopoaH Jo iloro ctyneHta Muxaiina
KoBanuHcbkoro.

Mepuuunii nucT 3i 3ragaHux 79 HanucaHHii 26/ 27 TpaBHsa 1762 p., octaH-
Hiit 2 kBiTHa 1794 p. Haiibinbwe nucriB, 60 ax 66, HanMcaHO OO rpynaHs
1763 p. Jluct nepenocraHnHiii 3 26 I1X 1790 p. 3amiTHuit i Ay*e BaxIHBHiA, 32
BucnosoM JI. MaxHoBus, cBoepiaHHii “3anoBiT” ¢inocoda. Tam BiH ne-
peurcIoe Bei CBO1 TBOPH OpHriHaibHi Ta nepeknaini. HacyBaerbes nuran-
Hf XTO caMe OyB aapecat, Muxaiino KoBanHHCbKHiA.

3a BigHaiinenumM cnuckoM yuHiB CkoBopoau B XapkiBcbkiM Konerito-
Mi, gocniguuk Jleonin MaxHoBeusb (JIeonin MaxHoseus, “I'puropiit Cko-
Bopoga”, Haykosa nymka, KuiB 1972) crBepaus, wo Muxaino Ko-
BaJIMHCLKHUii (B HbOro KoBaneHbkuii) Hapoauscs 1744 a6o 1745 p. B poauni
ceauieHuka Moana KosaneHcbkoro Ha XapkiBuimHi. Yuucsa y Koneritomi
Bin 1753 p. ¥ wkinsHoMmy poui 1762/ 63 6yio ifomy 18 pokis, a BcTyaisx 6ys
Ha apyromy poui ¢inocodii. JKus Toai Ha craHuii B poauHi o. bopuca
€ukeBHya B XapkoBi pa3oM 3i cBoiM MosioawnMm Opatom I'puropiem.
Yacro 3ragyBaHHil y 1McTax Takox cHH 0. bopuca Akis-SA1ia Takox yueHb
KoneritoMy, sk i iHwWi cTyaeHTH, npusrteni ¢inocopa, Mukona 3aso-
noscekuit, SkiB IMpaBuubkuii, Onekcii ba3wneBuu. A BTiM, kartajior
“LIKONH” CUHTaKCH noAac 96 yuHiB Ha 1iKinbHUHA pik 1763/ 64, a CkoBopoaa
BuuB Lle i xop KoneritoMy, My3uky, cniB, TOX Kpyr ioro cryaeHriB 6yB
JyKe LIHPOKHH.
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JlocniaHUKIB LiKaBUJIO TaKOX NMUTaHHSA Ae caMe XHUB dinocod, yuure-
moroud B Koneritomi. ITicns nosrux posuykis JleoHinq MaxHoBelb Ha-
TpanuB Ha 3BigomiieHHs pekTopa Koseritomy MoBa BusuneBnya s enuc-
kona Camyina Mucnascbkoro. Tak i BUsiBUIOCH, 110 CKOBOpPO1a XHB TO/i B
[ToxpoBcbkoMy MoOHacTHpi, Ayxe O6nusbko Konerii, pasoM 3 iHwuMH
npogecopaMu, cepell HUX cepaeYHHUM npusaTesnemM 6ys JlaBpentiii Koprer,
BUkagay ¢inocopii. Tam Takox Oyna s yuuTtesiB cninbHa Tpamne3a-
inanbHa. CBo€ MellKaHHA — KeJlilo Ha3uBaB ¢inocod “myseem”, ce6TO
npuMilieHHAM My3. ¥V uboMy x “My3el” 4acTo nHcaB JIMCTH OO CBOrO
CTyneHTa 3 Kisick naTHHH. [IucaB no-JaTHHCLKOMY MpPO30K0 i BipLIaMH,
TaKd 3 HaBYaJIbLHUM HaMipoM, 60 Mi3Hillli NMCTH NUCaHi NO-YKPaTHCLKOMY.
“Bakko BHKJIACTH 3MIiCT LIMX JIMCTiB, — TaKe TYT 6aratcTBo i po3MairTs
OYMOK, 3ayBa)X€Hb HalyuYe€Hb, 3aCTepeXeHb, iHpopMamii. . . . 1x Tpeba
NpocTo BAYMJIEHO i HEOOHOpa30BO YMTATH” — nHiue JI. MaxHoBeusb y
cBOlif mpaui. Sk mxepeno AOCHiAiB XHUTTA Y4eHi Bke BUKOpPHCTANH iX,
BiAKPUBLIY Briepllie JaTy HapOIXEHHA pinocoda, reHe3y AesKUX BiplUiB Ta
iHlIe. AJie TMCTH BHUSBIIAIOTb TAKOX JiTEpAaTYPHOTBOPYi KOMIMOHEHTH, fKi
onpeaiifoTh iX 40 HaiMOJIOALIOrO B JIiTEPAaTYPO3HABCTI XKaHPY — eMnicTo-
nspHoro. [IpaBaa, Tpe6a 3ragaTu, 10 3HaAYHY YaCTHHY JIMCTIB, 60 ax 35,
TBOPATL Biplli, Biplui-no6axaHHs, Biplui-enirpamH, nipu4Hi, Bci dpinocod-
CbKOTO 3By4YaHHs, TOX 3a CBOEK NMOETHYHOIO iCTOTOIO HajlexkaTh OO JliTe-
paTypH. Ane i Npo30Bi JIMCTH MalOThb Ti CaMi KOMIIOHEHTH, K TEMaTHKa,
MOTHBH, NOPTpeT, 06pa3u-Bi3ii, yci BOHH Toro x ¢inocodcbkoro xapak-
Tepy, BCi CMOBHEHi CBiTJIHX MOYYyBaHb.

Besinkoro HiXHICTIO Bil3Ha4alOThCA BCTYMHI 3BepHEHHS ¢inocoda no
Muxaiina Kosanuucwkoro: Haitmopoxuwuii, Haiinto6imuii, JIro6utento
Mys, Typ6oTo i BTix0o Ay Moei, dpyxe eminis, Haiixananiuii 6pare B
Xpucti, Mup 106i, Miit 6pate, Bitaii ckapbe codicTHuHHX nepauH, a To i
uismii Bipw. Bci 3BepHeHHsA 00 agpecaTa 3aBX/IH iHLLi, HIKONM HE NOBTO-
pAlOTLCA, AK i mignucH aBTopa NMCTiB. Big 3Buuaiinoro “TBiii ['puropiit
Casuy, TBiit Hait6inblKii npyr, I'puropiii CaBuy, TBiii ToBapuil No HaB-
yaHHio, misHiwe Bam apyr I'.C. ax mo Tsiit apyr i 6pat, cnyra i pa6,
I'puropiii BapcaBa CxoBopona — Jauuin-Meitnrapa.” € we oaxa uikasa
nianucosa ¢pasa, He Ge3 nerkoi ipoHii, a came “Ocen cepea codicris
I'purop”, BinnosiaHo 10 3BepHeHHs: “Bitaii ckapbe codpicTuunnx nepnaun!”
Bci 3BepHeHHS BHUABIAIOTH LUMPiCTb, cepaeyHicTb. CkoBOpoaa HiYMM He
NoKa3ye CBOEI BULLIOCTH, Ha3uBae€ cebe “ToBapHILIeM NO-HaBYaHHIO” i CKpi3b
CTaBUTh MOJIOAOIrO MPHUATENA Y LUEHTPi, CKEPOBYE HOro Ha BepLUHHU
PO3BHUTKY.

Ha cropiHkax /HCTiB pO3ropraeThCcs ines-Bi3is HOBOI JIKOJHHH,
JIOAMHH CBATOI JyXOBOCTH, sIKa Ma€ NPUroTOBHTH cebe Ha rigHy obuTe b
bora. Tox aBTOp 3a0X04yIHO4H CBOr0 CTYJIEHTA A0 3MaraHHs, Ha3UBa€ HOro
HoBoOpaHueM: “Tenep TH HOBOOpaHeLb: BNPaBJIsIOYHCh BUHHKAMH 3 YaCOM
CTaHell BOIHOM™. ¥ 3MaraHHsx Tpeba iTH B ciiaM HafikpaluMx MyxiB, K
[InaToH, a BiH xe cka3aB: /111 MeHe HeMa HiY0Tr0 BaXX/IMBILLOTO, Hi 6yTH
Y4 CTAaTH KpawuMm”. Y 1boMYy Hanpsami ¢inocod nocriifHo mogae uMtaTu
aBTOpIiB, NOCHUJIA€ APYroOBi “apoMaTHi KBiTOUKH” — ypHUBKH TBOpiB — 11106
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CKpPiNMUBLIKCH iX MEJOM, 3 4aCOM BHPiB Y JockOHanoro myxa. [loaae cno-
cobu SAK mo Toro nmifitu, a came: 36eperTd TBepe3icTh i HEMOPOYUHICTB,
yuTaTH GJaXKEHHi KHHMIH, fAKi OYMILAIOTL Ayuly i HaBYalOTb KepyBaTH
MOYYTTAMH.

3 ineero-Bi3i€lo HOBOI JIOAHHU PO3ropTAEThCA BEJIMYE3HHIH Kpyr Te-
MaTHKH. Y NOYaTKOBHUX JINCTAX HA MEPLIOMY Miclli CTOITb MOTHB NPHUA3HH-
apyx6u. IIpyx6a — “60xeCTBEHHa, COHLE XHUTTA” — MOXE iCHYBaTH
NOMIX CNOpiAHEHUMH AYLIAMH, YUCTHMH, HEMOPOYHHMH, 60 “rHUJIOro
JepeBa He CKJIEITH 3 THHJIMM”. ApPryMeHTye Apy» 0y udTatamMu, ypuBKaMH 3
TBOpiB (inocodis i Tak BiakpuBae MuxaioBi CTEXKY NPUA3HH OO reHiiB
moacra. Lleil MOTHB NpUA3HH ACHUM NMPOMIHHAM OCBIT/IIO€ BCi JIUCTH. 3
HUM B’SXXETbCA MOTHB 10060BH. CrnoBHeHHii HUM scT 33-iit 3 1763 p.,
nucaHuii BipwieM i npo3oto. ABTOp, CTaBNAYM PAl NMUTaHb NOJAE CYTh
n1060BH:

. .10 € Ginbw GoxecTBeHHHUM Hix nt060B xpucTuaHchka? Lllo Take xpucTusaHcbka
peniris, Ak He iCTHHHA i AockoHana apyx6a? Xiba XpHcToc He BCTAHOBHB, 11O BiA3Ha-
Kolo ioro yu4HiB € B3aeMHa nto6oB? Xiba He nto6oB Bce noeaHye, 6yaye, TBOpPUTD,
noaibHo no Toro, Ak BopoxicTh pyiiHye? Xib6a He HasuBae Bora 1060810 iforo Haity-
nrobneHilWKi yyeHb Moan? Xi6a ne MEpPTBOIO Aylia no3lbaBneHa iCTHHHOI 0GOBH,
To6TO Bora?. . .llo nae ocHoBy? — JIro608. o TBopuTL? — JIt060B. Lo 36epirac?
— JIro60s8. o nae Haconony? — JIro6oB, 110608 NoyaTok, cepearHa, KiHeub, anbda i
omera.

(JInctw, ct. 277).

OsicTti pokis ni3Hilwe yntaemo B Onecs bepauuka:

Bce nepeTBopHTLCA B momin,
B xBuni IepuwoocHosH,
Jlnuwe HaBik HEBMHPYLLI
3epHa JltoGosH. . .

TeMaTHka NHMCTiB MOLUMPHOETHCA HA iHLII MUTAaHHA, K MHp OYyLUEBHHIA,
€HTY3if3M y npali, NUTaHHsA paXOCTH, WACTS, L0 i pO3B’A3y€ aBTOP 3rigHO
3i cBoero dinocodiero — “umykai B cobi, TaM BoHO 3axoBaHe”. JKUTTEBI
npobJsieMH, K GigHiCTb, CAMOTHICTb, CTapiCTh 3HAXOAATh HOBE MO3UTHBHE
HacBiT/IeHHs, 60 GigHicTh — A0oOpa, caMOTHICTb — HaMcBATIlLA, a BXe
MyZapicTh — cripaBXHs MaTH yecHoT. Hemano Micus npucesueHo B nuctax
TAaKMM IPHKMETaM, K CKPOMHICTb, TOMipKOBAHICTh, a LLie 30KPeMa YUCTO-
Ta TijJlecHa Tak i AylueBHa. ABTOp Nopyulye Takox npobaemy vacy. Yac —
L€ BeJIMKa LiHHICThb 3a sIKy MOXXHa i Heb6O KYNHTH, a MM “‘crioieMocs Ha
MaiibyTHe, CyyacCHUM HeXTyeMo”, BUTpauyaeMo #oro Ha ApiGHHLUI, a w0
ripuwe Ha rpixu. A “rpix taitb B co6i Bci BUaM 31a”. JIBa ronoBHi nojrocu
3HaXOAATh y JIMCTAX CBOE HACBITJIEHHA: KUTTA i cMepThb. XXUTTa — e
BEJIMKE MHCTELITBO, CrIpaBa AyXe Ba)kKka, i oOHH XpHUCTOC MOXe Lie OaTH i
HaBYMTH. CMepTh OyXOBHa-HEILACTA, CMEPTh TiJIECCHA — YU He €OAHUHHi
BMXin 31 Bcix HeGe3nek. Mu x TyT Tinbku TUM4acoBi. (IIpubnusHo B To# xe
yac Ha Apyromy KiHui EBponu npo N1o4CbKy THMYacoBiCTb, PO CMEPTH
nuute Anekcanaep Ilone, kaxy4H, 1O JFOAMHA TiJIbKH MaJICHKUH aTOM, a
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MoAcbke Tino — Tibku “katemx” mns aywi). CkoBopoda MocTiHO
npuraaye: “nepuu 3a Bce 36epexu aywy. He nns city, a s Xpucra. ns
MeHe XpHCTOC — XHUTTA i cMepTh.” o XpHCTa BiAK/IMKYETHCA aBTOP AYXKe
yacto, Icyc Xpucrtoc “nigkasye” oMy IyMKH, CJI0Ba, 1apy€ HATXHEHHH,
nonomarae. Po3aymytouu npo XpHcTa, aBTOp Mpi€ Npo 06HOBY JIFOIUHH K
TaKol:

O, ax6u HaM B cepue BAWBCA TOH OyX,
SIKMIl BUMTENIb BKJIAB Y CBOIX YuHiB!

To# HOBMIA OyX, WO OBHOJIIOE CEPUS CBOIM BOTHEM;
Toii, Wo cTBOpIOE HOBi MOBH, HOBI [ifIHHS.

3ragaTu 6, L10 U Mpis Npo nepeoOpaXkeHHsA 3HAXOAUTD CBili BUSB y TBOpax
ni3HilwKx Hawux nucbMeHHUKiIB T. llleBuenka, O. KobGunsaucwkoi, O.
BepaHuka, 110 TaKOX Mpi€ Npo “nepeodpaxeHHs ACHe™ Ta B iHILIMX aBTOPIB.
Bi3ist 06HOBH, NEPEeTBOPEHHS B [yXOBY JIIOAUHY COHYKY€ dinocoda no
neaaroriyHUX yHanpsMIIIOBaHb, 110 i CTa€ mKepeioM NpakTHYHUX Nopai-
BKa3iBOK, HanpHkKia, K po3yMiTH NMpUNOBiakH, 60Xk “HEOOOB’A3KOBO Y
rpekiB i TaTHHAH yBiiilLI0 B npuUciiB’a Te, Wwo B Hac”. Sk Tpe6a nepekia-
natH, 60 nepeksagay MycUTh iepeJaTH AyXa TBOPY, a He JOKJIAAHICTb CJ1iB;
K YMTATH; K BHBYATH JliTepaTypy; fiKk AOaTH npo “Anama 3emMcbkoro”
cebTo mpo TiNo, cBoe QiznuHe 340pOB’A; AK AOOMpATH NpUATENiB; fAK
TpakTyBaTH Jofeil MiJUIMX, HEYECHHX i BKiHLI SIK 4epe3 caMoMi3HaHHs,
CaMOJMCLHMIUIIHY NpsAMYBaTH Ha BEpLUMHHM AyXoBi. Bci 3ragani MoTuBH,
Noy4YyBaHHA BKa3iBKM TBOPATb TaKy Pi3HOPOJHICTb 3MICTy, Taky #oro
HACHYEHICTb, LLI0 HEJIETKO BCE Te CIPUAMATH, YH K aBTOP Kaxke “Croxu-
Batu”. 3 6araTcTBa Takoro 3MicTy BUPHHa€ AyXOBHHit o6pa3 dinocoda.
YuTalouu JIMCTH, MU BiAuyBa€MO NpoMiHHA HOro ayui B HiXHOCTI, B
ycMixax paaocTH, y rnubokomy BiquyTTi 'ocnoaa. bauumo iforo Ha mnsxy
caMoaoCKOHaJleHHs i camonucuuniiay. [Ipu3bupani ckapou wenpo pos3na-
POBYE THM, LLIO XOYYThb iX NPUHHATH. Mani, po3kuHeHi TyT i TaM aeraui 3i
1I0AEHHOTr 0 XHUTTS — HE YapoAdiitHi cBiTeska MOHaA4acoBOCTH i MH 6aYHMO
CxoBopoay B “My3ei” ik NHllIe JIMCTa, a TYT A3BiHOK N3BOHUTL. Pinocod
LIBHIOKO KiHYa€ NUCAHHA i MOCMILLIAE A0 O/IM3bKO1 LLIKOJIH Ha JIEKLIi IO JJATHHH,
4y rpekd. To nuilie 3HOB y HeditO “OJIH3bKO NiBHOYI”, a0 iHILIKM pa3om
“Ha cBiTaHky”, abo npH cHigaHky ykiaaae Bipi. IHIKMM pa3om npuiimae B
cebe yeHus i nepeiiMaeThes iHoro posnosianto. baunmo itoro B TpaBHeBHiA
BeUip Mic/is Be4ipHbO1 MOJIMTBH, AK iZI€ 3 XOPOM “MaJIbOBHHUYOI” JOJIHHOIO
Tyau, Ae BoHH 6yayTh cniBaTH. 11 Xopy ckjlaaae To MicHIO, MeJloito, TO
NHlle HOBi CJI0Ba 0 3HaHOI Bxke. “CaM NMpoBOJXY 3 XJIONLAMH HaBYaHHS B
cynponi opraHa”. BiH ke My3uka i gupureHTt. IHwMM pa3om dinocod
BIPOBAXY€E Hac y nsbopaTopito cBo€i AYMKH: “3aBAaBLUH YYHAM BNpaBy,
7ilWoB 40 “My3ero”, HamucaB Bipll 3 MOACHEHHAM clioBa “actposior”. Bia
ZYMOK Npo BUaAHMe He6O 5 NpHiillioB 10 NUTaHb AYXOBHUX.” (CT. 261). Hyxe
iHTUMHMIA, 3BopyLINUBHUEA TMCT 3 22 nucTonana 1763 poky, B AKOMY aBTOp
3ray€ JeHb CBOTO HapoKeHHA. ManeHbKi cCaMOXapakTepUCTHKH PO3KH-
HEHi TYT i TaM — Lie KOLUTOBHi pHUcH B nopTpeTi dpinocoda. Yke B nepunx
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nuctax oo Muxaiina uvraemo: “Sl Taka sl0OMHA, IKa HIKOJIH HE MOXeE
HaCHUTHUTHCA PO3MOBOIO 3 Apy3aMH”. “SI Toil MopsK, L0 BUKHHYTHI Ha
Oeper nig yac aBapii kopab.d, iHIIMX cBoix OpaTiB HENEBHHM rOJI0COM
nonepeaxae SKMX CHpPeH i CTpaxoBHL IM TpebGa Gepertucs i kyau npsamy-
BaTH” (cT. 252) “Tox ckopHcTaiica Xxo4 MOiM AOCBiIOM”, NPOCHTL afpeca-
ta. lle B iHWOMY nucTi: “S % TBepao 3Hako, A BCbOro cebGe NMOCBATHB
LIYKaHHIO OAHi€el nuiie 60xecTBeHHOT icTHHHU. (256) AGO. . .—. . .MOKH A
ycBinomuoro caMoro cebe, NOKH Aylla Kepye Tinom, s Oyny n6aTtu nuiue
npo te, oo BciMa 3acobamu 31006yTH M060B 6aropoanux ayul. e miit
ckap6 i padicTb i kHTTH i cnasa. I Tam xe: “JIro60B BUKIHKAETHCA NH06O-
B'10, AKY NOPOJXKYE J1acKa i MPUXHUJIbHICTb Y NO€AHAHHI 3 YecHOTOKO” (352)
ABTOp — JIIOMHA BeJIMYE3HOl epyAuLii, BEJIMKOro cepus y 3MaraHHi o
CBO€Ei JOCKOHAJIOCTH i CBOrO Y4HS.

Ha cropinkax nucTiB 3apucoByeTbcs npodinb ctyaeHta Muxaiina
KoBanuHcbkoro. Axpecar, 3a ciioBaMu dinocoda, “He 3 nopoau wyJik, a
BiZl KpOBH OpJ1iB 6J1aropoAHUX”, sKi JIMHYTb O BULIOrO. . .3JIiTalOTh OO
coHus™ (cT. 275) 3 TUCTiB BUABNAIOTLCA Pi3Hi MPHKMETH MOJIOAOTO CTYIEH-
ta. Bin, xou4 ¢izuyHo cnabkoro 300poB’s, 3aBX/IH BeCeJIUid, )KapTiBIUBHI,
NUIBHHIA 10 HaykK, TaJJAaHOBHUTHIA. Horo Bipllli NPOHHATI “JIATHHCLKHM
nyxoMm”, ajie BiH i Ay»e BpaX<JIMBHit Ha KpPUTHYHI 3ayBarv cBoro Budress. Ta
noHajJ yce B HbOro, 3a CJI0BAaMH aBTOpaA JIMCTIB, “‘ceplie majaroye, a Aylua
CBiT/IA, YHCTA, AyLIa CXHJIbHA OO YECHOCTH.”

He nomunuscs dinocod, Bubuparouu ioro sixk cBoro 61M3bKOro apyra,
60 sk BinoMo, Muxaiino KoBanHHcbKHil Ha Bce )UTTA 3aJIULIMBCS BipHUM
npusrtenem CkoBopoau. Bin 30epir #ioro TBopH, oro nucTH, BiH HanucaB
nepLUHii XXUTTEMHUC CBOTO C/1aBHOro BunTens. [IpHUHMHUBLINCS OO CTBOpPEH-
Ha yHiBepcuteTy B XapkoBi, KoBaJWHCbKMH NMPHYMHUBCA OO NpOC/aBH
XapkoBa, sky nepen6auns CxkoBopoaa B cBOeMy JIHCTi 3 1790 p., nuiyuu
MONMTBY 3a MicTo 3axapis-XapkiB, IO KOJHMCb CTaHe ‘‘CHpaBXHIM
COHLIEM™.

Y 38’M3Ky 3 pi3HOMaHITHUM 3MICTOM JHCTIB — ¢inocodcbki npo-
6J1eMH, neaaroriydi MOTHBH, JIipHYHiI HACTPOI, — CMOCTEpiraeTbCcs BeJIMKa
pi3HopoaHicTh cTumo. Tak, y JIMCTi NEPLIOMY CTH/Ib PO3MOBHHIi, po3rno-
BigHMH, OpaTOPCHLKO-YPOUYHUCTHI NMpo JIH0O0B; HayKOBHIi BHUKJIAd Ha TeMY
“Myapeub CKpOMHHIA™; MOBYa/IbHUiA PO 310POB’A, a TO i KapTiBIMBHIA, K
npo cogicTHuHi nepnuHH. MoBa JIMCTIB Ayxe 6arata B XyJ0XHi 3aco0u.
ABTOp CKpi3b Aymae obpasamu. To kaxxe 3iiiTH Ha BUCOKY ropy i 3BiaTH
crnocTeperaTH Jolei, To 3HOB 306paxye nanabMy, 1O BUPOCTa€ CTHCHEHA
CKeJIAMH, aje BCe OJHO MpAMY€E Bropy — ao0Opuii npukian ajis MoJoAaoi
JIFOJIMHH B ycAKHX obcTaBHHaxX. baraTo nopiBHaHb ABOCKJIaOBHX fK: OyLlia
IK OpeJi, Sk Taxa, eGpeKTH — CMI€ThCA AK JIACTiBKA, PO3yMI€ThCs AK OCEJ1 Ha
Jlipi; po3BMHEHI NOpiBHAHHA AK Hamp. U1 Oyxa, o 6e3TinecHui, xoBa-
€TbCA B HEAOCTYNMHHMX cdepax, sk BoAa B XKHJIaX 3emili, HEBHAHA [Uid
3BHYaHUX oueil, Ta iHLi.

ABTOp 3an00KH KOPHUCTYETbCS PETOPUYHHUMH MHTAHHAMH, a BOHH
OXHBJIAIOTb TEKCT, 30YIXKYIOTh 3allikaBJIEHHS, NOJIETLLIYyIOTh CNPpUHMaHHSA
3Mmicty. Po3rnsnaroun xBopoOy, ik po3siaJ €JIEMEHTIB y Tijli, aBTOp nepe-
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XOOHWTbL OO0 po3rasay nouyTtiB: “Pamiews, mo tv Garatuit? Tu xBOpHId.
Paniew, mwo tv 6aaropoauuii? T HesgopoBuid. Boiuics cMepTH, noraHoi
cnaBu yepe3 no6pi BuMHKH? TH He 30BCiM 310poBHii aywero. (283)

Ctunb AKCTIB, fK i /i cnoAiBaTHCh, CIOBHEHHU apopu3MaMu. 3 HUX
KOHEHCYETLCS IOJI0BHA AyMKa, BOHH MiJCHIIIOOTb TBEPIKEHHS, K HAMNp.
Ba’XkKJIMBICTh LIIOACHHOI NpaLli B HayLi, “NOBisIbHA NOCTiHiCTb HArpOMa KY€
KifibKicTh Oinbluy Bia cnoniBaHoi”. JyxoBa 30posi CHUJIbHillLIa 3a TifleCHY,
Haue xutTa ue 6e3nepeBHa 6opoTrsba. Hallle xpucTUAHCbKE XUTTA — Lie
BiiicbkoBa cnyx6a. Benuka rpyna agpopu3MiB BiZHOCHTBLCA 4O NPHUSA3HH i
no6BH, sk oue: “Bce nepexoauts, a o608 Hikond. MiuHa i BiuHa 110608
BHHHUKaE 3i cnopiaHeHUX ayul. OgHa 106poUecHICTb pOOUTH 1ACIHUBHM i
36eperae wacts. Jobpi moam, ue apysi bBoxi. Becenicte — e 3q00poB’s
rapMoHiiiHoi aywi”. Konu aBTopoBi npuiiuuiocs nepexuBaTi KOHIIIKTH
Ta pi3Hi HENPUEMHOCTI B CBOEMY OTOYEHHI BiH 3asBnse: “IloxBanbHO € He
nogobatucs noraHum™. lani aprymMeHTye Takox agpopusmom: “Mopsk, K
KaXXyTb, XOPOLUWi AN MOpsKa, Ocesl IJis ocja, a CBUHA s cBUHI”. B
adopusmax 3ycrpivaroTscs it anTuTesu: JisnbHa 6e3aisnbHICTb 36iMbLLYE
Hawi cuad. XTO BCiM CEpPUEM NPOCHThb, TOit yxe Mae. ["apHi BUC/IOBH fiK
“moBua3Ha beciza”, “po3monnsie MoBukH.” He Opakye ii cunorizmis: “Han-
MIpHICTb NMOPOMKYE MNEPECHUYEHICTb, MEPECHYEHICTb HYObLry, Hyabra —
OylieBHUHl CMYTOK, a XTO XBOpi€ Ha Lie, TOr0 He MOXHa Ha3BaTH 310-
posuM.” IlpuBepratoTh yBary cuibHi KoHTpacTtu: Cnabicte —
3piBHOBaXXMTH MYXHICTIO, HABYaHHA HE TPy, a BTixa. Bianouusaii, ane
yHHKa# HaaMipHoro HepobcTBa.

3aMiTHi CBO€IO iHAMBIAYyaIbHOIO NMPUKMETOIO EMiTETH, 3 HUX Ha Mep-
oMy Micui: 60xecbkuil, 60kecTBEHHUH, iICTUHHUIA, OnaxkeHHUi, Gnaro-
poauuit. [pyx6a — icTuHHa, BiuHa, Goxecbka, uucta. My3u cssrTi,
6naroponHi, yapisHi Kamenu, 60xecTBeHHe npaBuno, 60ecTBEHHHII Cro-
Kiif, 6s1axeHHi KHMrU. Jlyxe BiyuHi eniTeTH — rocrpa OyMka, rpu3bka
rpu3ora, i 6yBaloThb 3BH4aiiHi, K YUCTA COBICTb, YECHA Npal, LIKMpa AyLla,
rpy6uii xxapt. MoBa 6Garata B Metadopu, 60 UMTATH TO “apoMaTHi KBi-
TOYKH”, 3aKJIMK Ha NPOTyJAAHKY TO — “nocunaro wanky”. i .n. Ocobnuse
6araTcTBO CHHOHIMIB B iIMEHHHKaX i JiecnoBax. Tak pi3Ho Ha3uBac€ YopTa.
Pa3 BiH caTaHa, TOo cTapuii npoiinucBiT, 34l Ayx, Gic, HaBiTh GiceHs.
[Migkpecntorouu cnocib no6poro BUBUYEHHA NPEAMETY, aBTOP CTABUTH Pi3Hi
cuHoHimMM: “YuTait Horo, ToBuM, yepnaii 3 HbOro, nosepraii, BUKpYyuyi,
HacHuyiicsa!” TekcTH JNMCTIB MepecHnaHi NMpUNOBigKaMH HApPOAHIMH Ta 3
TBOpiB aHTHYHHUX aBTOPIB, i BOHU TaKOX MiAKPECIIOIOTh JYMKY, BACHOBKH,
TBepKkeHHA. Takox 3HaitaeTbes 6araTo uuraris 3 bibJii, 3 nocnasiitanoc-
tona IlaBna, Ta aHTUYHOI niTepaTypH. TeKCTH JNUCTIB — ue OiliCHO HEBHU-
uyeprnHe Mope 3HaHHsA i 6araTcTBa BHCIIOBY.

KopoTkuii ornsa enicronspHoi cnaawuiu I'puropis CkoBopoau
BHUABJISE, IO 3MICT JIMCTIB CMOBHEHHUI YHiBepCaJbHUMHU i€AMH, 3aBXKIH
akTya/JibHUMH. JIMCTH MpoHM3aHi rIMOOKHMH MOYYTTAMH NPHUA3HU JIIO-
60BH, WMpocTH, Ge3nocepedHbOCTH. BimalepkanioroTb BOHH IyXOBICTb
¢inocoda, iforo mocraTb NMPOCBITIEHY ACHICTIO i FIHOOKHUM BiIUYTTAM
Boxoi npucyTHoCcTH. BHABNAIOTH TaKOXX AYXOBY aTMocdepy Ti€i enoxu B
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AKift CniBiCHyBanM aHTHYHHi1 i HOBMH CBIiT, MiToJIOriuHi nocrtaTi, Goru,
CTapo3aBiTHi MPOPOKH, anocToJH i (isocodu HOBILLMX yaciB. Alle noHap
yciM naHye nocratb Icyca Xpucra.

Lli nucTH — yHiKa/lbHi TBOPH EMICTOJIAPHOTO XKAaHPY, 3 AKHX KOX-
HUl — 3aKiHYeHa OMHHM LA AK 3a 3MIiCTOM TaK i 3a popMoto. 3ibpaHi B xpo-
HOJIOriYHOMY nopsaaky, MucTu I'puropis CkoBOpoaH TBOPATHL NCHXOJIOTi4YHY
i CTUNICTHYHY UiNiCTb, HeHaye MoBicTh dinocodcbkoro xapakrepy i gpa-
MaTHYHOTO HaMpyXeHHS.
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OLEH S. ILNYTZKYJ

Les poémes de Mykhail’ Semenko

Mykhail’ Semenko est 'un des personnages les plus méconnus et les plus
énigmatiques des années vingt. Paradoxalement, il est a la fois célébre et
obscur. Son nom, synonyme de scandale, est toutefois peu associé a la
littérature. Certains se souviennent de lui comme d’un traitre a sa patrie,
d’autres voient en lui un bourgeois dont la décadence se serait opposée a
I’essor de la culture soviétique. Peu semblent se rappeler ce qui compte
vraiment : sa contribution a I’évolution de la poésie ukrainienne du début
du xXe siécle. Jusqu’a ces derniers temps, il était le seul parmi les grands
poctes de son époque a ne pas étre étudié et publié tant en Occident qu’en
Union soviétique. Mais ce tort est en voie de redressement. Les traductions
que nous offre Héléne Kassiroff ne sont qu’un des nombreux signes
montrant qu’aprés un demi-siécle d’oubli Mykhail’ Semenko (né en 1892)
recoit enfin I'attention qu’il mérite'.

Toute la vie de Semenko tourna autour du futurisme, depuis 1914,
année ou il langa le mouvement en Ukraine, jusqu’au jour de 1937 ou il fut
fusillé par un peloton d’exécution soviétique. Le milieu littéraire ukrainien
de I'époque, trés conservateur, ne lui pardonna pas facilement son attache-
ment, pas plus d’ailleurs que les critiques soviétiques ou émigrés. Il ne
convient peut-étre plus de qualifier les activités futuristes de Semenko de
brigandage et de bredouillage stupide (termes «d’affection» utilisés
en 1914 par M. Sriblians’kyj, c’est-a-dire M. Shapoval); il n’en demeure pas
moins qu’aujourd’hui encore sa poésie se heurte aux réticences de nom-
breux critiques et lecteurs non initiés a la théorie et a la poétique futuristes.

Les débuts littéraires de Semenko s’inscrivent dans le grand courant
littéraire ukrainien. Il publia d’abord dans la revue moderniste Ukrayin-
s’ka khata, mais rompit bientot avec les tenants de la poésie moderniste et
symboliste pour devenir le propagandiste de la littérature d’avant-garde. la
mission qu’il entreprit dans les années vingt se révéla difficile en raison des
conditions politiques et du conservatisme culturel de son milieu, mais il ne
se laissa pas décourager. Au début de la décennie, il mit ou remit sur pied
plusieurs cercles futuristes, dirigea des publications qui eurent une vie

1. Sans trop entrer dans les détails, mentionnons qu'une excellente édition en deux
volumes des ceuvres de Semenko est récemment parue en Allemagne. Il s’agit de Mykhail’
Semenko/Mychajl’ Semenko, Vybrani tvory/AusgewahIte Werke, sous la direction de Leo
Kriger, 2 vol., Analecta Slavica, vol. 23 et 23/1/1, Wurzburg, Jal-réimpression, 1979-1983.
Fait plus étonnant a noter : la maison d’édition Radyans’kyi pys’'mennyk a publié en 1985 un
recueil de poémes de Semenko, intitulé Poemy [Poémes). C’est la premiére fois depuis 1936
qu'un ouvrage poétique de Semenko parait en Ukraine soviétique.
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éphémeére et fit paraitre de nombreux recueils de ses poémes. 11 eut relative-
ment peu de disciples, mais il est vrai qu’a cette époque aucun mouvement
d’avant-garde ne constituait un phénomeéne de masse. Semenko trouva
néanmoins suffisamment d’adeptes pour lancer en 1927 la revue mensuelle
Nova generatsiia. A la surprise générale, ce fut un succés retentissant.
Consacrée a la littérature, a la théorie, a I’architecture et aux beaux-arts,
Nova generatsiia devint le principal véhicule des idées avant-gardistes en
Ukraine. Elle parut réguliérement jusqu’en décembre 1930, date a laquelle
elle fut supprimée par les autorités.

Semenko ne fut pas seulement un infatigable impresario culturel, il fut
un poéte éminent. Son ceuvre est vaste et variée. Outre de nombreux
petits recueils, il publia deux éditions cumulatives de ses ceuvres poétiques.
Le Kobzar (1925), un recueil de poémes écrits entre 1910 et 1922, comptait
plus de six cents pages. Vers la fin des années vingt (1929-1931), commenga
a paraitre une édition en trois volumes de ses ceuvres (plus ou moins)
complétes. Semenko considérait la littérature comme une activité en per-
pétuel renouvellement. C’est pourquoi il inclut délibérément dans ces édi-
tions presque tous ses poémes, les plus achevés comme les moins réussis, les
poémes traditionnels comme ceux a caractére expérimental, voulant ainsi
montrer I'évolution constante de sa propre ceuvre. Il était manifestement
moins soucieux de présenter un produit fini que de faire voir son chemine-
ment personnel et la transformation continuelle de sa poésie. Pris ensem-
ble, les poémes de Semenko apparaissent extrémement hétérogénes, et
donnent méme I'impression qu'’ils sont I’ceuvre de plusieurs poétes.

Les belles traductions d’Héléne Kassiroff donnent toutefois une idée
différente de I'ceuvre de Semenko. On constatera aisément qu’a part «<Mon
incursion dans I'éternité», «6NP», «L’autoportrait» et quelques autres, les
poémes présentés ici ont pratiquement été coulés dans le méme moule. Ils
ne sont pas vraiment avant-gardistes; a certains égards, ils paraissent
méme assez traditionnels. Empreints de quiétude, contemplatifs ou im-
pressionnistes, ils dépeignent Semenko comme un poéte lyrique, un chan-
tre de la nature en harmonie presque compléte avec I’art traditionnel. Ce
n’est pas ’esprit satirique, le polémiste, le poéte de ’expérimentation et
I’homme révolté que I’on connait.

Ce paradoxe apparent peut s’expliquer par le fait que la majorité des
poémes choisis par Héléne Kassiroff datent des années 1915-1918, alors
que Semenko n’était pas encore vraiment engagé dans ses activités futu-
ristes. Ces poémes furent écrits a Vladivostok, ou Semenko travailla
comme télégraphiste durant la guerre, puis en Ukraine, quelques mois
avant qu'il ne reprit son role de militant.

Les poémes écrits au cours de cette période occupent une place a part
dans I'ceuvre de Semenko, mais ils ne sont pas sans lien avec ce qui a
précédé et avec ce qui a suivi. Dans ses premiers poémes futuristes,
Semenko s’opposa délibérément au style mielleux, musical, élevé et artifi-
ciel des modernistes. Ce sera le signe distinctif de sa poésie. Il cultiva le ton
familier, tendant vers la prose et le prosaique, fuyant I'extraordinaire au
bénéfice de I’ordinaire et donnant méme a I’occasion dans la trivialité et la
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vulgarité. Il avait le don de rendre le banal exotique. La plupart des poémes
choisis par Héléne Kassiroff font ressortir quelques-uns de ces traits, bien
que Semenko s’y révéle dans I'ensemble plus elliptique et plus concis qu’a
I’habitude.

Comme le montrent les traductions présentées ici, Semenko pouvait
au besoin adopter un ton personnel et lyrique mais, contrairement a ses
prédécesseurs les modernistes, il ne tomba jamais dans la miévrerie, le
pathétique ou le sentimental. Sa poésie lyrique comporte toujours une
touche d’ironie, de scepticisme ou d’autocritique, comme si le moi lyrique
se méfiait des émotions ou doutait de leur authenticité. Chez lui, le langage
du coeur passait par celui de I'esprit. L’un de ses derniers poémes, «6NP (A
toi mon enfant qui doit avorter demain)», est a la fois bouleversant et
étrangement froid.

Un dernier mot au sujet du poéme expérimental intitulé «L’autopor-
trait». Semenko écrivit un certain nombre de poémes de ce genre, mais
aucun n’obtint un tel succés. Le critique Leo Kriger a souligné les accents
tendres et mélancoliques de Semenko décrivant le démontage et la recons-
titution de sa personne. Mais I’expérimentation que poursuivait alors le
poéte ne s’arrétait pas a la seule forme littéraire. Tout au long de sa
carriére, Semenko s’intéressa a la synthése et a I'interdépendance des arts.
Dans ce poéme, il utilise avec succes la technique du cubisme, qui décom-
pose une image pour la recréer. Voila un bel exemple de ce qu’on pourrait
appeler un portrait cubiste verbal.

Université de I’Alberta



M. SEMENKO

Poémes!

(Traduits de I'ukrainien par
Héléne Kassiroff et présentés par Oleh S. Ilnytzkyj)

L’expressovent

Avec I’expressovent on se voit toujours.
On est devenu de bons copains.
J’entends sa voix muette qui court

et me perce, et tu connaitras mon ame.

Embrasser le silence de nuit c’est encore mieux.

On n’entend que des cordes lointaines qui claquent.
Les sorciéres se cachent dans tous les lieux.

Les ressacs.

1914

L’asphalte

La chaleur on n’en peut plus

I’asphalte vous rend muet

Mon petit mal ne s’est pas tu

Mon ténor léger est enroué

Voila I’échec qui se décele

et voild mes espoirs qui ratent

J’ai rempli mon esprit extraexceptionnel
avec un livre de dattes.

1914

1. Ces poé¢mes ont d’abord paru dans les recueils Kobzar (Kharkiv: Derzhavne Vydav-
nytstvo Ukrainy, 1925), et Povna Zbirka Tvoriv, 3 vol. (Kharkiv: Derzhavne Vydavnytstvo
Ukrainy, 1929-1931).
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Les mémoires

Moi chanteur azur que je suis

je regarde dans les yeux des pavés
Je crochéte le voile de nuit

des mémoires d’une prostituée.

Les demoiselles. coquettes se proménent

en robes couleur nature morte de Van Gogh.
Elles et moi on s’entr’aime

et j’attends les griffes d’une pieuvre...

1914

L’autoportrait

Khail seme nkomi

Ikhail kokhail alse komikh

Ikhai mesen mikhse okhai

Mkhil kms mnk mikh mikh
Semenko enko nko Mikhail
Semenko Mikh Mikhailse menko
O Semenko Mikhail!

O, Mikhail Semenko!

1914

L’Atlantide

Je réve de terres éloignées

ou régnent les glaciers et les flammes.
Rebecca me regarde a travers une éternité.
Des images de I’Atlantide bercent mon ame.
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Je réve de terres ou demeurent
les volcans, les déserts, les oasis.
Un rayon doré de I'équateur
refroidira mon esprit.

1914
Un paysage
Je regarde une baie ou des voiles chinoises
vont doucement dans le brouillard
et le monde apparait
dans le velours du calme.
1915

Un automne dans les montagnes

L’automne se vide

dans les montagnes et plane tous les soirs
au-dessus d’une baie

Les étoiles deviennent froides.

D’ou viens-tu, d’ou viens-tu, le vent froid?

D’ou viennent tes souffles tes souffles?

J’écoute tes ruisseaux

je vois tes couleurs

Mon ame chante une chanson de I'inconnu

de la tristesse du vent dans les montagnes

au-dessus de la baie azure aux ondes

les étoiles deviennent froides

se vide dans les montagnes.

1915
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Une cheminée d’usine

Une cheminée d’usine avec un cercle rouge
au-dessus du monde
le fer les troncs la grue les chaines
I’eau
2 gueux chinois ils ont deux paniers de pistaches
chacun
deux fillettes en jupettes rouges
deux jeunes filles qui trottent habillées a la mode
et au-dessus le ciel enfumé
et puis au dela de la montagne
la silhouette de la cheminée d’usine comme un rébus
et puis encore la mer.

1916
Les contours des monts
J’aime les contours soulignés des monts chinois
J’admire
ceux des creux et des cimes.
En été ils semblent couverts d’une peau de
tigre
et parfois I’air embaume ici.
1916

Une baie

La brume a caché I'eau et les monts.

Le vent s’est engouffré et a troublé la baie.

Le monde est sans limite et moi je suis un fragment
un morceau de craie.

1916



110 STUDIA UCRAINICA

Par la fenétre

Une bise qui a passé soudain

le bruit d’une automobile par la fenétre ouverte.

La vie instantanée de ce bruit me fait

réfléchir.

La musique primitive des klaxons qui vient du parc.

1916

Le conducteur

Je voudrais étre

un conducteur dans un train de marchandises
et toute la nuit

la nuit triste

froide et pluvieuse

rester prés du frein

en touloupe

se blottir et se pencher

regarder I'abime qui court.
Evoquer les jours passés

mais restés dans le coeur
comme des clairs rayons
évoquer de chers visages
endormis a jamais dans le coeur
a jamais

évoquer

évoquer

en cherchant dans le noir.

1916
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Deux semaines

Voila déja deux semaines que nous nous taisons
Voila déja deux semaines qu’on est deux ennemis...
Avons-nous été aussi méchants que ¢a ou non,

dis, dis?

1916

Le wattman

On se quittera et je partirai pour Chicago
ou Melbourne,

Mais le destin ne voudra pas nous séparer.

Je serai wattman du tramway qui tourne

a droite et a gauche dans les rues ou je vous

reverrai.

Vous serez parmi mes passagers. Et je remarquerai
que vos levres tremblent.

Vous essayerez de me parler de Vladivostok en oubliant
les passagers comme si on en
était isolé.

Je fais un effort pour ne pas fermer les yeux... Mais
nous n'évoquerons pas notre passé
nous ne parlerons pas ensemble,

car le wattman n’a pas le droit de parler.

1916
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L’hirondelle

Je n’ai pas vu I’hirondelle depuis longtemps
Depuis longtemps je n’ai vu ce petit oiseau

élastique.
Dites-donc, ¢a fait des années des années
que je n’ai pas vu I’hirondelle.

1916

La neurasthénie

Les nerfs sont faibles.
Tout s’épuise et s’achéve.
La faiblesse accable

mes réves.

L’impuissance et la torpeur

abiment les mots.

Le cafard me dévore me dévore me dévore
si je la vois morte.

Chasser les souvenirs.

Ne pas aveulir pour survivre.
L’air est ivre.

La neurasthénie.

1916
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L’interférence

Qu’est-ce que c’est

que I’'amour et I’accouplement?
L’interférence spiritualisée,

les atomes, c’est ¢a le machin.

La jalousie, la jalousie,

c’est quoi, ce truc?

C’est la nuit et la cruauté d’Asie
et la faiblesse qui tue.

Les voila ensemble, heureux a I'abri

de cette élégie!

Ce sont des bacchanales sous la lune pourrie.
La psychopathologie!

1917

Tresse mieux tes cheveux

Je te conduis a la torture,

a la souffrance, toi et moi,
éclatons-nous pour la derniére fois.
Il le faut, je t’assure.

Et personne au monde ne verra guére
le bolide aussi tumultueux.

Tresse mieux tes cheveux,

boutonne ton imper.

1917
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Une carte

J’ai mis dans I'infini et 1’éternel
d’une petite carte

ma vie argentine de gazelle
ainsi qu'un hasard.

La faiblesse et puis I’aveuglement du temps
ils réabondent

de mes péchés qui sont innocents

de mes paroles vagabondes.

1918

Les idoles

Mes idoles extraordinaires,
images de mes réveries,
c’était rigolo comme diner,
c’était étrange comme habit.

Vous avez parlé d’une terre

je ne I’ai pas trouvée sur le globe
le rire est tellement amer

bien avant 1’aube!

1918

Ceux qui sont morts

Je suis tenté par ceux qui sont morts
J’aime tous les sévéres

vous étes toujours dans mes maux
vous qui avez quitté la terre
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je ranime voOs COrps

et je couvre de toile vos os pourris
je vous aime ressuscités en choeur
et réapparus en réveries.

1918

Une spirale des analogies

Les maladies et les inconvénients inconnus
dans la voie de la lutte éternelle,
les entraves, d’ou sont-ils venus?
Le temps se précipite et harcéle.

L’angoisse répéte son chant funébre

et dérive loin de I’espoir ainsi que dérivent
en mourant dans les ténebres

la spirale des analogies et I’identité naive.

1918

Les reflets

Je réve de saisir dans les yeux féminins

les reflets de I’infini qui me sont chers.

Mais ces signes mystiques qui n’ont pas de fin
ne sont pas mesurés par un hasard précaire.

Percé par un cordon de I’éther

et lié a ’éternité

irais-je me résigner a la terre

et aux terribles pensées ossifiées?”

1918
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Mets-toi en deuil

Prét d’aller un jour au concert
dans la glace d’'un trumeau

de la petite chambre verte

J’ai vu la mort.

Je suis demeuré abasourdi

J’ai eu tort d’entrer

et de te rendre confuse. Tu m’as dit:
«Oh! Je ne suis pas encore préte.»

Mais lorsqu’un jour encore

je réapparaitrai sur ton seuil
c’est qu’il faudra que tu pleures
et que tu te mettes en deuil.

1918

Heredia

C’était un soir quand la ville s’endort
une semaine avant, c’était mercredi.
Elle me regardait d’un air réveur,
svelte comme un sonnet d’Heredia.
Oui, c’était juste (ce jour-la).

1918
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De tes tendres genoux

A travers mes chansons d’argent
je te vois partout.

Tiens, voila un serpent.

Cache — 1a sur tes genoux!

Cache ton dme et ton coeur
de I'hiver triste et fou.

Je te parlerai a cette heure
de tes tendres genoux.

Une ville

En clignotant comme

des lignes brillantes

comme des corps vibrants
agitent

grimpent

rampent

se déplacent

la symétrie fortuite

des déplacements muets

par moyen de dépassement
reluisent en courant

par des séries silencieuses
reluisent en silhouettes

en feux mystérieux

se dessinent comme des contours
comme des ombres pliées
comme des raies aveuglantes
la géométrie différentielle

des constructions fantasques et des angles.

117
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La saison

Bientot

Les jardins s’ouvriront.

La fumée

obscurcira les corps.

La véranda

fera du bruit la musique.

La-bas

je verrai ma folle.

1918

Un petit feu

Il attirait en mourant au loin ce petit feu.
Toute la nuit il était au sommet.

... Il était loin au dela de la rive opposée...

Il clignotait d’un rayon arrivant jusqu’a I’eau
Son inaccessibilité m’a étouffé.

I1 se passait des chutes des étoiles

qui superrapides pergaient les nues.

... Il était loin au dela de la rive opposée...
Il allait disparaitre dans de grosses toiles
il attirait par des sosies inconnus.

Comme un signe atavique de la joie subconsciente
Le petit feu caressait doucement la nuit.

... Il était loin au dela de la rive opposée...

Le feu attirait par une petite tache tremblante
mais il a di se faner devant I'infini.

1918
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Les maisons

Le CC

De mots

Les maisons sont transparentes

par un soir d’automne

vibrent par le dessin des brise-bise

se refroidissent par les boites éparpillées
luisent par la vie cachée.

1918

Le CC de mon ame

un réve de la Patagonie lointaine

une main qui est comme une flamme
s’est posée sur mon coeur en le chauffant.

Les délégués de tous les échecs

le passé troublant avec sa musique.
Oublier Vladivostok avec

sa colére transasiatique.

1920

La tempéte est plus forte que ’homme

la pluie efface la logique

les éphémeéres que nous sommes

nous n’avons pas connu des lettres magiques.

Un conte trés ordinaire

a désigné ainsi le monde.
Mais je continue a me taire.
Je n’ai pas de mots.

1921
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Repose

Le pére

STUDIA UCRAINICA

Le poison enflammé pénétre dans mon sang,
on n’oublie pas 'odeur du combat.

On ne peut pas empécher son destin,

le fatal, le voila.

Et tu n’auras jamais d’ailes,

le pays lointain ne te sauve guére.
Le passé appartient au ciel,

et toi a la terre.

Tu es loin d’étre génial.

On s’en moque, c’est tout. Tiens une rose.
Mets-la sur ta pierre tombale.

Repose.

1921

Ne pleure pas, ne me tourmente pas
prends vite le sang de mon coeur.
Une petite lueur d’attachement va
a ma rencontre a travers tes pleurs.

Et que son petit coeur vive

au fond de moi en retentissant

dans I’espace a travers les jours et les nuits
1a ou erre le pére turbulent.

1921
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6 NP

/:\ toi mon enfant qui doit avorter demain
A toi — il n’a qu’un mois —
A toi — tu as été congu il j a un mois mais
tu vis des millions de siécles dans le ventre de
la femme que j’aime —
tu as déja un mois et demain tu ne seras plus rien,
tes restes seront jetés dans un seau a lavure
et tu nageras dans un tuyau de canalisation jusqu’a
la mer Noire elle-méme la ou je t’ai fait

/:\ toi —

A toi —

C’est a toi cela.

On ne sait pas et personne — ni ta mére ni moi ton pére —
ne saura si tu étais un gargon ou une fille —

Tu aurais aimé ta maman et aurais dit : maman!

Tu aurais aimé ton papa et aurais dit : papa!

Tu aurais tété ta mere et cligné des yeux au soleil.

Mais les années seraient passées

et tu serais allé au jardin d’enfants

et tu aurais grandi et lutté et fait des enfants.

Sois éternel toi qui nageras dans un seau demain :

demain je chasserai ta meére,

elle ne sera plus dans mon coeur comme toi dans son corps.

Sois éternel toi, impuissant et sensé —

tu as vécu autant que tu I’as da.

Sois éternel toi parce que moi aussi je mourrai,
et ta mére mourra et tu ne seras plus seul

a nager demain dans un seau blanc.

1926
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Mon incursion dans l’éternité

Ecoutez le murmure des aiguilles des pins dans les montagnes
et le bruit des arbres séculaires.
Il ne faut pas oublier
les milliers de siécles
pour la vie moderne.
Soyez reconnaissants a I’éternité qui est en vous
faites tout
ressusciter.
Si vous déterrez le bassin d’un homme
a moitié pourri
vous étes avec cet homme
téte —
3 —
téte.
Ne soyez pas des archéologues morts,
ne transformez pas le passé
en nomenclature —
mécanique!
Regardez :
la momie d’un pharaon git dans le tombeau,
son cure-dent
a coté.
Des cohortes nombreuses misent par millions
ils sont des futuristes comme
nous.
Eux aussi ils érigeaient des murs éternels et des arcs
et ils ont péri
dans leur lutte.
Vous voulez transformer I’homme en une idée de Platon,
tandis que de tous les hommes déborde I’éternité.
Des millions d’hommes présents et futurs
des millions d’hommes
de la mort.
La vie ne meurt pas ainsi.
Ainsi nous allons a I’éternité.
Atlantostroi,
Nilostroi, —
sont remplacé par notre Dnieprostroi.
Voila pourquoi quand je mourrai moi aussi —
mettez mon cure-dent
et ma valise
a coté.
1928
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ANDRIJ HORNJATKEVYC

Ordered Rules in Ukrainian Verbs,
Standard and Dialect

This paper is predicated on the premise that it is possible to obtain all finite
forms of a verb from one “basic stem’’ through the application of a series
of rules. This has been demonstrated for Russian by Roman Jakobson in
his 1948 article in Word; subsequently, this method was applied'by others
to various other Slavic languages. In this paper an attempt will be made to
apply these rules in such a way as to produce the forms of Contemporary
Standard Ukrainian (CSU) and of various dialects.

The premise is that all dialectal forms of a natural language can be
produced from one underlying form. These various dialectal forms are
obtained by

1. making changes in the lexicon/semantics:
muka — boérosno;
2. making changes in the phonology:
¢oh6 — ¢oho;
3. making changes in the rules of generation:
A. parameters of operation,
B. order of rules.
Space and time limitations do not allow us to examine all divergent forms
in all the dialects, so only some representative examples will be chosen
from the morphology of the verb in the non-past (present) indicative.

The underlying form from which all verbal forms will be obtained will
be called the basic stem. Generally, it is identical to the longer of the two
traditional stems of the Ukrainian verb, i.e., the infinitive and present
stems. This basic stem can have the following forms:

u+va kupu+va
V+j
a+tj Eyta+j
i+j hri+j
¥+ my+;
C+V
+a pys+a
+1, xot+i
+o por+6
n+u kyn+u

C+ nes+ ved+ pek+
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V+C
relicta

C+V

C+

+y
+a

&
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zy+v

bbj b+m

Jub+y
let+i

stoj+a
leZ+a
bih+

In the present indicative the desinence is always vocalic, i.e., it always

begins with a vowel. It consists of a personal ending which, if it begins with
a consonant, is immediately preceded by a linking vowel. The personal
endings are these:

sg. pl.
Ist person - -mo
2nd person -§ -te
3rd person -t -t

The linking vowels come in two sets. One vowel is used in the 3rd
person plural, and another is used for all other persons (except for the Ist).

I conj. IT con;.
2sg-2pl -e- -y-
3pl -u- -a-

The linking vowel that will be used can (with a few exceptions) be predicted
on the basis of the structure of the basic stem. Basic stems that end in +y,
+i, +a (if immediately preceded by the cluster oj, or by a palatal consonant)
and the verb bih+ all take II conjugation linking vowels; except for the
athematic verbs (daty, jisty and -povisty), all other verbs take I conjugation
linking vowels. A further exception to this rule are the four stems in +i
(xot+i, rev+i, sop+i, and hud+i), which take I conjugation linking vowels.
The basic stem can end either in a consonant or a vowel. The former
will be called closed stems, while the latter, open. Open stems truncate their
stemfinal vowel before vocalic desinences, and the immediately preceding
stem consonant may undergo mutation. As a first approximation this can
be formulated as
\Y

\ALY Y

There is a special class of verbs that requires a modification of this rule, and
it should precede VJV, viz:
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VAJ va » j/ \Y%

In CSU and U dialects, the j becomes an operator that effects muta-
tions of the stemfinal consonant. This may result either in substitutive CCJ
or (KTCJ) (PPY), or bare (CCJ) softening, viz.:

cC).
KTCJ X
> 3
s
sk
st>§é
e
h>i —jV V =|+ voc
z - con
zd> 73 - low
d>3‘r
PPJ p > pl
b » b]
f » f] _jV V =[+ voc
v »:v] - con
m » mj + bck
CcQJ t >t
d »d
S >3 —jV V =|+ voc
z » 2
r o>y - con
1> ] + bck
n>n

Toward the end of the cycle the j is deleted by the rule

Jg j»3/ C
To complete the cycle the following rule is needed:

T t >/ e #

CCJ (npJ) presents a problem inasmuch as it is applied to II conjuga-
tion verbs (1 sg and 3 pl) but not to I conjugation verbs. It is possible, of
course, to distinguish the phonological environment in the 2 sg — 2 pl
(——e /I conj/, and y /11 conj/); even 3 pl of the II conjugation is
definable ( a), but the problem remains that in both conjugations the
I sgis the same ( u) (as is the 3 pl of the I conj). Let us get around this
problem by stating that

uJv u» j/n

\Y
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and that j does not effect any bare softening. Then J@ is reformulated as
I J
> F/C______

j
Accentuation Rules

In the non-past, there are three possible patterns of accentuation of CSU
verbs:

1. the last accentable syllable is stressed (oxytone);

2. the same stem syllable is stressed throughout the paradigm (bary-
tone); and

3. the desinence is stressed in the | sg, and the immediately preceding
stem syllable is stressed in the other forms (mobile).

In our discussion, the reflexive suffix -sa is unaccentable.
Accentuation information is given as follows:

1. Oxytone verb stems have no accent mark. This means that the final
accentable syllable is stressed.

2. Barytone stressed verbs have the accented stem syllable marked, and
this takes precedence over any subsequent marked syllable.

2. Verbs of the u+va group that are marked on the (truncating) a shift
the stress to the immediately preceding syllable (u) and function as
barytone verbs.

3. Mobile stressed verbs are marked for accent on the truncating vowel.
Let us now apply these rules to a few representative verbs:

kupu+va-i kuputva-e-{ kupu+vi-u-t
VAJ j i J
AV
cCJ
ccJ

T@ 2
kupuju kupuje kupujug

Eyta+j- Eyta+j-e-t Eyta+j-u-g
VAJ
viy
CCJ
CCJ
Jo

Eytaju &ytaje Eytajug



PHILOLOGY

VAJ
ALY 5
cCJ (KTCY)
CCJ

JZ

T

VAJ
VIV
ccy
CCJ
o
T

VAJ
VIV 5
cCJ (KTCY)
CCJ

A7}

T

VAJ
V]V
cCJ
CCJ
]
o

VAJ
VIV
cy
CcCJ
I
T

pys+a-u

$
7
pysu
kol+0-u-sa
J

l
z

koJusa

pros+y-i

v

§
.
prosu
hovor+y-u
J

I
5}

hovoru

hon+y-i

=]

honu

pys+a-e-t

24
2z

pyse
kol+06-e-t-sa

]

7
koletsa
pros+y-y-t

j
§%4

prosyt

hovor+y-y-t
j
i%4
hovoryt
hon+y-y-§
j
z

honys

pys+a-u-t
U
$
7

pysut
kol+6-u-f-sa
i
l
oz
kolugsa
pros+y-a-t
i
$
% 4

prosat

hovor+y-a-t

i
I
z

hovorat
hon+y-a-t
i

0
z

hénpat

129
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but:
kyn+u-t kyn+u-e-mo kjln+13-u-;
ulv j i j
g 24 z 24
kynu kynemo kynut

It is relatively easy to account for some dialectal variations in matters
of external morphology. While the majority of SE dialects (and CSU) use
the ending -t in the 3 sg and 3 pl, some SW dialects depalatalise this ending,
i.e., -t is used. Thus one can account for

SE nesut bizyt leat
and SW  nesit biZyt letat
(Zhylko 1966, 97-99)

The same principle may be applied in the | pl where SE had -mo, and
some Carpathian (SW) subdialects (hovirky) have -me. Thus rébymo and
rObyme are obtained (Zhylko 1966, 98).

A more fascinating question concerns the application of various rules
in a particular order. Let us examine two familiar rules that apply in CSU.

EY c>cy

e orevene » y
y >y [-acc]

In other words, the +/-hgh distinction is neutralised in the environment
+ voc
- con
- bck
- tns
- acc
The other rule states that an underlying y changes to i after j, viz.:

YIJ y »i/j____ # (applied before J&)
e.g., stoj+a-i stoj+a-y-§ stojt+a-a-t
VAJ
VIV j j j
caJ
CCJ
YL i
Jg 24 2z ¥
T

stoju stojis stojat

In CSU, Y1J is applied first, and only much later (closer to the surface) is
EY applied. Thus one obtains
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hra+j-e-§ boj+a-y-5-sa
VIV j
YIJ i
¥ 24
EY e¥ or y
hraje% bojissa
or hrajys

In the Steppe subdialect of SE U (S. Bessarabia and Dnipro), the order is
reversed: (Zhylko 1966, 269)

hra+j-e-§ boj+a-y-§-sa
VIV i
J z
EY y
YIJ 1 i
hrajis bojissa

Consonant mutation gives difterent results in some SE (Steppe, Slo-
bozans¢yna and Central Dnipro) subdialects (Zhylko 1966, 268, 263 and
255 resp.). The operation of KTCJ and CCJ is reversed, i.e., KTCJ is
blocked in these subdialects before [u]:

pros+y-t pros+y-y-§ pros+y-a-t
VAJ
Viv J J J
CCJ § $
KTCJ
I %4 2z 2z
TO

prosu prosys présat

A small group of verbs have stems that end in a non-truncating
consonant. If this consonant is a velar, it undergoes substitutive softening
before all vocalic desinences:

KCV k » ¢
__V
h» z

This rule is applied after the other consonant mutation rules. In CSU it
operates as follows:

. pek+u pek+e-§ pek+u-{
KCV ¢ ¢ ¢
pecui pecés pecit

In some Left-bank Polissian subdialects this rule is not applied in the | sg
(Zhylko 1966, 96) while in some Carpathian subdialects this rule is also
suspended in the 3 pl (Zhylko 1966, 96 and 215), i.e., before high vowels.
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Here KCV is redefined as

. k »¢ + voc
KCV’ — |- cns
h » Z - hgh
This produces the following results:
. pek+u pek+e-3 pek+u-t
KCV' &
peku pecés pekug

In some subdialects (Naddnistrjans’ki, Nadsjans’ki, Pokuts’ki, Buko-
vyns’ki, E Hucul’s’ki and partially Polissja) PPlJ does not operate, and J&
must be modified to operate only in the environment V [-bck]. Then
we obtain

spta-i spta-y-§ spta-a-t
VAJ
VIV J i j
cCJ
C¢J
YIJ
J& mod z
T2
EY

spju spys spjat

(cf. Zhylko 1966, 186)

Many subdialects, particularly SW subdialects, do not have the mobile
stress; verbs that have this pattern in CSU have barytone stress in these
subdialects. This can be obtained by changing the underlying form of the |
sg from -1 to -u. (Zhylko 1966, 185 ff.)

As was stated at the outset, the purpose of this paper is to outline
possible approaches to an examination of the relationship between the
various dialects of Ukrainian (including the standard language), particu-
larly such as can be accounted for by a modification of the rules of
generation or their order. To account for all variations, it would be
necessary to conduct an exhaustive study of dialectology that would far
exceed the limits of this paper; therefore, only a few representative exam-
ples have been examined.

University of Alberta
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Table 1 — Summary of Rules for Ukrainian Verbs, Standard and Dialect

VAJ va>» j/ —V
VIV vV >»j/ —V
KTCJ X
>3
s
sk
> 3¢
st
k
> ¢
t - jV V = + voc
- con
h)i - low
z
zd > 7%
d >3
PPlJ B>»1/P__jV V= + voc
. - con
KCV k » ¢/ V +bCkJ
ccJ t » ¢
d »d
s > i
Z »2 —jV V= + voc
r »f| - con
1 > ] + bck
n»n L J
YIJ y>»i/j——
I j>»@/C__
TS t>F /e 4
EY e > CZ or e »y/
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ANDRIJ HORNJATKEVYC

A Note Concerning One of the St. Sophia Graffiti

In his first volume on the medieval graffiti of St. Sophia’s Cathedral in
Kiev, Vysots’kyi interprets the following text

82533
MiPBBF
Po7area(le)
BBAYARe

BEREBA

~ v

CTTFONTKA

€YTPONHA (1966, 111, 1)
in this way:

“in the year 6560 [1052]

[on] March the third

routed (?)

at nine a.m.

This was [the day of the] 40th
holy martyr

Eutropius” (1966, 17)

The text could therefore be reconstructed as follows:
BB N(ETO) sd3
MOPT(a) B3 T
POZBI'PRMNE

Bh § Y(A)C(B) A(b)NE
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EB ®e T(O) B W

C(BA)T(0)TO M(R)Y(bNN)KD

€\YTPONHA

Vysots’kyi has doubts about the reading of the superscript overthe Y ;
it might be that the letter is a fragment of the Glagolitic letter ® /s/. He
also states that the time is 9 a.m., but it may be that the “ninth hour (i.e.,
None)” is a more correct reading.

He also states that the K (40) refers to the feast of the 40 martyrs of
Sebaste, which is celebrated on 9 March. I believe that he may have been
influenced by the [ (9) of the ninth hour. This interpretation, however, is
unlikely since the event in question took place on 3 March (St. Eutropius)
and not 9 March (40 martyrs).

I propose that the fifth line be read as follows:

EB K& BRT(OPNHKR) fi(UH)

Since the T is a superscript over the Bh |, the line can be interpreted as
follows:

it being Thursday [in] &etyrdesjatnica”
[i.e., Quadragesima, or the Great Lent]

The calendar used by the Byzantine Church repeats itself exactly every
532 years, each such period being called an indiction. The current (15th)
indiction began in 1941, and the one in which 1052 occurred (the 13th)
began in 877. Thus 1052 had exactly the same calendar as will 2116.!

The Chasoslov”’ (1910, 739) gives the dominical letter (BpyutatTo)
for 2116 as T, and the Knrovs rpaNnYHbIH as ‘b . The dominical
letter determines that in that year, 3 March is a Tuesday (Chasoslov’’ 1910,
527):

a B r A e s K
Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat

The A rova I’oamwnhlﬁ for the same year determines that Cheese-
fare Sunday falls on 1 March. Thus the first Tuesday of the Great Lent
will be on 3 March (Chasoslov’’ 1910, 775).

University of Alberta

1. 1052 - 877 + 1941 = 2116.
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