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A Note from the Editors

TheFirst Ten Yearsof Harvard Ukrainian Studies

In the springof 1977, the first issueof a newjournal,Harvard Ukrainian
StudiesHUS, was p:resentedto the scholarly community. "-It intends.,"
wrote the editors in their introductory note, "to be an internationalforum
for the exchangeof current scholarlyresearchin Ukrainian studiesand to
cultivate an interdisciplinaryapproachto the field."

Now, ten yearslater, we canlook backat the ten volumesin twenty-five
issues,comprising over 5,500pagesof HUS. In theseyearswe havetried
to follow the intent of our introductory note. Our journal haskept an inter
national and interdisciplinary profile, both whenit came to its contributors
and to its subjectmatter. While topicsdealing with modernfolklore, econ
omy, andpolitical sciencewere not absentfrom HUS’s pages,our profile

has beenhistorical and philological, with the stresson pre-modernperiods;

within thoseperiods,therewas virtually no limitation as far as the philolo
gies were concerned--werangedfrom the Slavic to the Chinese.

The bulk of HUS’s articlesand reviews dealtwith Ukrainian studiesas
the term is commonlyunderstood,with specialattentionpaidto publication
of sourcematerials. In order to offer a forum for theexaminationof crucial
problemsin Ukrainian studies,specialthematicissueswere put together,of
which threehaveappearedhitherto. "The Kiev Mohyla Academy" com
memoratedthe 350thanniversaryof the founding of the first Orthodoxcol
lege in EasternEurope. Thefocal point in this discussionwas the multicul
tural aspectof that institution of higher learning. The issue, "The Political
and Social Ideas of VjaeslavLypyns’kyj," was devotedto the ideasand
theoriesof that Ukrainianpolitical thinker, and for the first time his legacy
was madeknown to Westernscholars. The problemof Ukrainian national
consciousnesswas brought into relief in an issuedevotedto "Conceptsof
Nationhoodin Early Modern EasternEurope," with contributionscoming

from scholars representingmany of the nations involved. The fourth

thematicissue, the volume for 1988, will be the publication of the proceed

ings of the International Congress Commemoratingthe Millennium of
Christianityin Rus’-UkraineRavenna,April 1988.

So much for Ukrainian studiesin the strict senseof the word. The ten
volumesof HUS, however,also contain articlesdealing with two areasof
researchrelevant to the Ukrainianpast: Oriental and Byzantinestudies. In
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part, the presenceof such articles in HUS reflectedthe interestsand com
petenceof its editors,one of them an Orientalist, the othera Byzantinist.

Therewasalso a theoreticalreasonbehindaccordinghospitalityto publica
tions of this kind: the convictionthat the Ukrainianpast,especiallyits early
periods,couldbest be understoodin two of its importantcontexts,Oriental
and Byzantine. This had not beenthe prevailingview sincethe 1930s, and
the narrowing of outlook in Ukrainian scholarshiphappenedboth in the
SovietUkraine andoutsideof it. When it cameto Byzantium,we realized
that the present-dayRus’-Ukraine-a land which a thousandyears ago
acceptedByzantineChristianity and culture, andwhich in prerevolutionary
timesboastedprominentByzantinists,was the only majorEuropeancountry
withouta significantacademicpositionin the field of Byzantinestudies.

The samecould be said of Oriental studies. Between 1918 and 1930
therewere active at the Ukrainian Academy of Sciencesfour institutions,
the Chairof JewishCulture andthe JewishHistorico-ArchaeographicCom
mission,and two NearEasternCentersfor Arabo-Islamic studiesand for
Turkology. All four were headedby the eminent OrientalistAhantanhel

Kryms’kyj. At present,the land with the Khazarianand Turko-Tatarback
ground,which for centuries was also home to large JewishandArmenian
minorities, has no scholarlyinstitutions worth mentioningin these respec

tive fields. The pastvolumesof HUS corrected this imbalancewithin our
limited means:the journal also becamea meeting place for studentsof the
earlyUkrainianpast,as well as for Byzantinistsand Orientalists.

As a further exampleof the contributionsof HUS to interdisciplinary
studies, we should mention Jewish topics discussedin the journal. Both
Ukrainianand Jewishscholarsfoundin its ten volumesnew discoveriesand
analytical studiesconcerninga peoplemany of whosemembersmadethe
Ukrainian territory their home for centuries,starting with Ancient Greek
andKhazartimes.

HUS has published419 articles and reviews by 241 authors from 22
countries. The majority of them 158 came from the United States;they
were followed by scholarsfrom Canada27, Poland 13, England9,
Israel 9, Germany 8, and France 7. Three each were from Italy,
Yugoslavia, and Turkey, and two each were from Austria, Australia,
Greece,Hungary, and Romania. Finally, one each came from Bulgaria,
Czechoslovakia,Holland, Lebanon,Singapore,Sweden,and the Ukraine.
The newdevelopmentsin the SovietUnion give us reasonto hopethat par
ticipation by Soviet Ukrainian scholarsin HUS will increasein the near
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future. Of the 241 HUS authors,only 70 were Ukrainiansor scholarsof

Ukrainianbackground.This showsthat Ukrainian studieshaveestablished

themselvesin internationalscholarship.
Time brings inevitablechangesof perspectivein scholarlymatters. Still,

in all cultural enterprises,somecontinuity is salutary. Thus,as HUS enters
upon its seconddecennium,we expectit to continue its role as an interna
tional forum for Ukrainian studiesand their wide background,but we also
expectthat the newgenerationof ablecontributorsand editorswho are now
assistinguswill improve uponour efforts.

OmeljanPritsak
Ihor evenko

Harvard University



The Pogromsof 1881*

OMELJAN PRITSAK

To Marc Raeff

Thepogroms that beganin the RussianEmpire in April 1881 in the city of
Elisavetgradnow calledKirovohrad are rightly regardedas a watershedin
the history of modernJewry.’ Scholarshavebeenunableto elucidate the
causesof thesedeplorableevents. The specializedliterature suggeststhree
sets of questions. The first set asks how the disturbancesstarted, who
startedthem, and whetherthey were plannedor spontaneous.2The second
set of questionsdealswith the characterof the disturbances,that is, whether
they were a rural or urbanphenomenon.3Finally, the third set inquires into
the circumstancesleadingto the outbreakof the pogroms. Werethey con
ditionedby "historical geography,"4or were they sparkedby the accelerat
ing urbanizationand industrializationof a backwardsociety?5The "histori
cal geography"hypothesisproposestwo basiccatalystsfor the pogroms:

* This is a revisedversionof a paperpresentedon 14 December1980 at theconferencecom
memoratingthe 100th anniversaryof the pogroms,arrangedby theCenterfor JewishStudies,
Harvard University. I use this opportunity to expressmy thanksto ProfessorsEzra Mendel
sohn andMarshallShatzfor their contribution in editing this version.

Thebasic literatureincludes: Iulii Gessen,"Pogromyv Rossii," Evreiskaiaèntsiklopediia,
vol. 12, cols. 611-18; ShimonDubnov, History of theJewsin Russiaand Poland, trans. I.
Friedlander,vol. 2 Philadelphia,1918, especiallypp. 247-51; idem, Evrei v Rossii i Zapad
noi Evropev antisemitskoireaktsii MoscowandPetrograd,1923,especiallypp. 11-15; Mina
Goldberg, "Die Jahre 1881-1882 in der Geschichteder RussischenJuden" Ph.D. Diss.,
University of Berlin 1933; hereaftercited as Goldberg; Mark Vishniak, "Antisemitism in
TsaristRussia,"in K. S. Pinson,ed.,Essayson Antisemitism,2nd ed. New York, 1946. pp.
121-44; YehudaSlutsky, "Ha-geografiyashel praot 1881," He-avar 9 1962: 16-25; Slut
sky, "Pogrom," EncyclopaediaJudaica 1971, vol. 13, cols. 694-701;Hans Rogger,"The
JewishPolicy of Late Tsarism: A Reappraisal,"WienerLibrary Bulletin, 25, nos. 1-2, n.s.
22-23 1971, pp. 42-51; J. Michael Aronson "Geographicaland Socio-economicFactorsin
the 1881 Anti-JewishPogromsin Russia,"RussianReview39, no. 11980: 18-31.
2 Archival materialpublishedin 1923 absolvesboth the imperial governmentandrevolution
ary circlesfrom complicity, but not as is shownherefrom coveringup.

An urban origin is suggestedby J. Michael Aronson in his "Geographicaland Socio
economicFactors."

Elaboraledby YehudaSlutsky, "Ha-geografiyashelpraot 1881."
The second view has been defendedby J. M. Aronson in his "Geographicaland Socio

economicFactors."
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the allegedtraditional rebelliousnessof the local Ukrainian masses,and

their allegedtradition of anti-Jewishhatredand persecution,going back to

the seventeenthandeighteenthcenturies.

I

Two groups of primary sourceson the 1881 pogromshavebeenpublished:
official documentsfrom the archivesof the Departmentof Police of the
Ministry of the Interior in St. Petersburg,and private papers. The docu
mentswere publishedsoonafter the revolution of 1917 when for a short
time researchershad access to the state archives by G. Ia. Krasnyi
Admoni.6They consistof two parts: telegramsand reports,mainly from the
local authoritiesto the imperial government;and a collectionof memoranda
and information receivedor compiledby the state-appointedinvestigatorof
the pogroms,Major-GeneralPavel Ippolitovich Kutaisov, dispatchedto the
southon 12 May 1881. TheKutaisov papersdatefrom approximatelyMay
1881 to February1882. The instructionsto Kutaisov,signedon May 12 by
both the Minister of the Interior, CountN. P. Ignat’ev and the chiefof the
Departmentof Police, V. K. Plehve,requiredKutaisov to visit all places
where disturbanceshadoccurred, to presentan accountof events,and to
analyzewhat conditionscausedthe unrest.

The official documentslist placesand datesof the disturbances.In the
majority of casesthey alsodescribeand estimatethe valueof the destroyed
property. They do not, however,always give exact numbersof either the
victims of the disturbancesor of the rioters. Data about thesegroups are

often incomplete. In 1929 the Ukrainianhistorian Volodymyr Rybyns’kyi
maintainedthat the materialspublishedby Krasnyi-Admonidid not exhaust
all documentsrelating to the pogromsof 1881 in the archivesof the police
departmentin St. Petersburg. Also, Krasnyi-Admoni did not deal at all

with documentsin the provincialarchives,including thosein the Kiev Cen
tral Historical Archives, where-according to Rybyns’kyi-Ukrainian

documentsthatneverreachedthe tsaristcapital arestored.7

6 Materialy dlia istorii antievreiskikhpogromov v Rossii, vol. 2: Vos’midesiaiyegody 15
aprelia 1881 g.-29 fevralia 1882 g., edited and with an introduction by G. Ia. Krasnyi
Admoni PetrogradandMoscow,1923. HereaftercitedasAdmoni.

Volodymyr P. Rybyns’kyi, "Protyievreis’kyi rukh r. 1881-honaUkraini," Zbirnykprats’
ievreis’koi istorychno-arkheohrafichnoiKomisii/Vseukrains’ka Akademiia Nauk. Zbirnyk
Isrorychno-FilolohichnoViddilu 73.11 1929, 139-40. HereaftercitedasRybyns’kyi.
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In additionto the publisheddocuments,a descriptionof the Elisavetgrad

pogrom is among materialspreparedat the directionof Baron G. Ginzburg

for the use of Pahlen’sCommission1882. The description,written by a
Jewishgroup,was laterpublishedby ShimonDubnov.8

Mostotherpublicationsand privatepapersrelating to eventsin Elisavet
grad are not concerneddirectly with the pogrom.9 There are two excep
tions: the reminiscencesof a Russianpublic figure and publicist underthe
pseudonymP. Sonin-M., publishedin Evreiskaiastarina in 1909,10and a
study by Volodymyr Rybyns’kyi, publishedin Kiev in 1929, of the diary of
a Ukrainian eyewimessof the Elisavetgradpogrom,OpanasMykhalevych,
town physicianand Ukrainianpolitical activist.

II

On 1 March 1881,AlexanderII was assassinatedby membersof the revolu
tionary organizationNarodnaia volia "People’sWill"; among the con
spiratorswas a Jewess.12During the latter half of March an intensiveanti-
Jewish campaign was launched in the Russianright-wing press, spear
headedon March 20 by Novorossiiskiitelegrafpublishedin Odessa.13 The
pressspreadrumorsthat the Christianpopulationof NovorossiiaNew Rus
sia was planning to mountanti-Jewishpogromsduring the Easterholidays
to avengethe killing of the "beloved Tsar." The city of Elisavetgradwas
namedas the startingpoint for the actions. Naturally enough,Elisavetgrad
Jewsaskedthe local policeto takeaction to protectthem. Theyalso started
to buy arms.

8 Dubnov,Evrei v Rossii,pp. 13-14; for an Englishtranslation,see his History of theJews,
2:250-51.

I have in mind the following documentaryeditions: Die Judenpogromein Russland.Im
AuftragedeszionistischenHilfsfondsin London, 2 vols. Cologne,1909-10;"Antievreiskoe
dvizheniev Rossii v 1881 i 1882 g. Iz zapiski,prednaznachennoidlia PalenskoiKommissii,"
Evreiskaiastarina, 1909, pp. 88-109, 265-76; S. Dubnov, ed., "Zapiskaob antievreiskikh
pogromakh1881 goda,"Go/os minuvshego1916, no. 3, pp. 243-53; N. M. Gelber,"Akten
stueckezur Geschichteder Judenpogromein Russlandim Jahre 1881," Menorah 5, no. 7
1927: 7-13; idem, "Di rusishepogromenonheybdi 80-eryorn in sheynfun estereikhisher
diplomatisherkorespondents,"Historisheshrifin fun Yjvo 2 1937:466-96; E. Tscherikover,
"Naye matenalnvegn di pogromenin Ruslandonheybdi 80-eryom," Historishe shrftn 2
1937:444-65; IsraelBartal, ed.,Ha-sufotba-negev1881-1882Jerusalem,1975.

P. Sonin-M., "Vospominaniia.oiuzhnorusskikhpogromakh1881 goda,"Evreiskaiasta
rina 1, no. 14 1905: 207-81,especially207-11. HereaftercitedasSonin.
1 Rybyns’kyi, pp. 171 -82.
12 HessiaHelfman1855-82.
13 SeeEvreiskaiaêntsiklopediia,vol. 12, col. 612, andAdmoni, pp. 226, 230, 241.
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On aboutMarch 15, the chiefof the Elisavetgradcity police, Il’ia Petro
vich Bogdanovich,receiveda strangevisitor, who claimed to be a retired
statecouncillor. Hesurprisedthepolicechiefby hisstronganti-Jewishsen
timents,and he spoke about an impendingJewishpogrom in Elisavetgrad.
On about March 20, the statecouncillor departed,but his hotel room was
taken by two young visitors, one from St. Petersburgand the other from
Moscow. One was clad as a fashionablemerchant,the other as a coach
man. They visited local tavernsand otherestablishmentsselling beerand
liquor, and fraternizedwith the clientele.’4

Following the instructionsof the governor-generalof Odessa,the gover
nor of Khersonordered,on April 10, that all police district chiefsexercise
special vigilance during the Easter holidays.15 Consequently, the city
administrationof Elisavetgradaskedthe commanderof themilitary unit sta
tioned nearby,GeneralKosich, to placesomeof his troops at thedisposalof
the chiefof the city policefor thedurationof Easter.

The Easterholidays, April 12-14,passedwithout incident. The police
and the military maintained order in the city. In the fair grounds
moskovskielavki, the vodka tavernsremainedclosed. Meanwhile, some
twenty young strangersarrived in town, ladenwith moneyand attired like
their two predecessorsfrom the capitals. They mingledwith the local peo
ple and werenoted in differentparts of thecity.16

Since Easterhadpassedby without incident, on Wednesday,April 15
the chiefof police informed GeneralKosich that therewas no longerany
needto maintain the stateof alert. City life returnedto normal: it was the
first market day after Easter,and the prohibition againstselling vodkawas
lifted. Peasantsfrom the surroundingvillages startedto arrive; surprisingly,
many of them were pulling empty carts.17Around 2:00 p.m. the military
retired to theirbarracks. The chiefof police senta telegramto the governor
of Khersonwith the assurancethat life in Elisavetgradhadreturnedto nor
mal.

14 Sonin, pp. 207-210.
15 Admoni, pp. 20, 241 -43. The following presentationis basedmainly on documentspub
lished by Admoni, Sonin,arid Rybyns’kyi.
16 See Sonin, pp. 212-13, andRybyns’kyi, p. 176. They werethought to be andprobably
wereyouths fromMoscow, since in thesourcestheyareseveraltimes referredto as "Moskvi
chi" fellows from Moscow. SeeAdmoni, pp. 77, 80, 400, andRybyns’kyi, pp. 165, 176.
17 Admoni, p. 211. The pogrom’s organizersregardedthepeasantsas incapableof starting
disturbances.They wereonly summonedto cometo thecity with empty carts to take awaythe
Jews’ property once it lay in the streets. This was the typical role of peasantsin an urban
pogrom. Compare, for example, the situation in Kiev Admoni, p. 403 and Pereiaslav
Admoni, p. 114.
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Two hours later, around 4:00 p.m. that same April 15, disturbances
broke out in the marketplace. In a tavernownedby a Jew, a local drunk
broke a vodka glass, which promptedthe proprietorto strike him. Other

drunk patronslet out criesof "the Jewsare beatingour people,""the Jews
havebribed the police," and"the Jews havepurchasedfirearms." Havoc
broke out. It spread to the surroundingtaverns. Their patrons and the
marketgoersturned into a mob. They robbedand destroyedJewish shops
and houses,throwing everythingthey foundwithin them into the street.t8

The mob in the marketplacewas estimatedby eyewitnessesto number

about one thousand. Simultaneously,bands of about forty people each
sprangup in different parts of the city, led by the strangersfrom the capi
tals.’9 The mob included women of high society someof whom partici
patedin the drunkards’orgies and children, so the police, someof whom
were also heavily intoxicated,avoidedusingforce. The chiefof policeper
sonally madefutile efforts to stop the mob. At his order, some fifteen to
twenty activists were arrested the strangersfrom the capital were not
caught. The police chief now demandedhelp from GeneralKosich, and
soonone detachmentof hussarsarrived. With the hussars’help,order was
partially restoredin the centerof the city by evening. Only the synagogue
was still beleagueredby the mob, which claimedthat Jews were shooting
from insidethe building. The disturbancescontinuedthroughoutthe night.
In one tavern an elderly Jew was found dead, the only fatality of the
Elisavetgradriots. -

At about 7:00 a.m. on the morning of Thursday, April 16, the mob
startedto reappearin small groups,joined by peasantswho continuedto
arrive for the post-Eastermarket. Many, as mentionedabove,were pulling
empty carts-anunusualcircumstance. Thenewly arrived peasantsdid not
actively participatein the riots, but some of them started to collect the
"ownerless" goodsin the streets. The military and the policehadreceived
no specific instructionson how to act. Now also organizedinto small units,
they remainedpassive;someevenacceptedlooted gifts, suchas watchesor
sweets. Many of the policemenhad alreadybeen treated to vodka.20 In
some instancesthe mob preventedthe military from arrestingrioters. The
passivityof the local police and military units,underthe inept commandof
GeneralKosich, gave rise to the idea that in fact the actions against the

18 Seethediary of Mykhalevych,in Rybyns’kyi, pp. 173-75.
19 Sonin, pp.210-211.
20 Some policemenvoluntarily pointedout Jewishhomesto therioters so asto spareChris
tian housesandpossessions.SeeRybyns’kyi,p. 174.
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Jewswere not a crime, but to the contraryhad beeninstigatedor weresup

portedby thegovernment.
The riots continuedinto late eveningthroughoutthe city, except in its

center,where rich Jews and Christianslived; that quarterwas well guarded
by the military. GeneralKosich demandedmore troops. Only after three
cavalry squadronsof the Ol’viopol’ regimentarrived, at about 11:00 p.m.,

did the military start to actprofessionally.The city was divided into several
military sectorsand placedundertight control. The peasantsalreadyin the
city were notallowed to leavewith looted goods. Sentriesat the city gates

prevented a new wave of peasantsfrom entering. Finally order was
restored,just before the arrival of the governorof Kherson,A. E. Erdeli, on
themorningof Friday, April 17.

But the damagehad alreadybeendone. On Thursday,April 16, for the
first time, the looting and beatingof Jewsby a city mobhad takenplace in
the presenceof the police and military without their appropriateinterven
tion. That day is responsible,in a sense,for the entire subsequentwave of
pogromsin the RussianEmpire. On that day was born the misguidedcon
viction that the tsar’s subjectshada dutyto beatJews.

III

The riots in Elisavetgraddirectly ignited a total of five pogromsand one
failed attempt, all i:n placesalong the railway. Theseoccurredin two
waves, on April 16--i8 Elisavetgrad, Znam’ ‘ianka [Znamenkaj, Holta

[Goltal, Oleksandriia [Aleksandriiaj and on April 16-17 Anan’iv

[Anan’ev] and Berezivka [Berezovka]. The largest one took place in
Elisavetgraditself; it claimed one victim and causedextensivedamage.
The secondlargestpogrom tookplace at Berezivka,a town with a Jewish
majority. The remaining three occurredon a much smaller scale. One
attemptedpogrom, at the city and railroad station of Oleksandriia, was

aborted.2’All in all, forty-eight anti-Jewishdisturbancesoccurredin Kher
son guberniiabetweenApril 15 and April 28 of 1881. Six took place in
cities and towns,and forty-two, the clearmajority of them, in villages and
hamlets. These stark figures impressedthe imperial government. The
official view concerningthe pogromsof 1881, that of the Minister of the

21 The analysisof this andthe otherElisavetgrad-centeredpogroms is basedon thematerial
in Admoni especiallypp. 1-34, 226-316,468-79,530-39. Seealsotheappendixandthe
map at the endof this article. In the appendix,the Russian placenames usedby thetsarist
administration,which areprovided in parenthesesin the text, are in the first column. The
nineteenth-centuryform Elisavetgradis usedthroughout for present-dayKirovohrad.
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Interior, CountNikolai PavlovichIgnat’ev, was that they were essentiallya
rural phenomenon,provokedby Jewish economicexploitation of the illit
eratepeasantry.His view was sharedby the contemporaryRussianintelli

gentsia. The idea spread,due to the impact of populist theories,the blind

disregardfor the urbanproletariat,and,aboveall, the superficialanalysisof
statisticaldata.

Contraryto the official statements,the disturbancesof 1881 did not burst
out spontaneouslyand simultaneouslyin different places. They were all
imported from Elisavetgrad.Two incidentsdescribedin the official reports
are typical. In the first case, three peasantsfrom the village of Mala
MamaikaMalaia Mamaika 10 km. northeastof Elisavetgradwho had
witnessedthat neither the policenor the army hadintervenedin the beating
of Jews and looting of their property,were persuadedby agitatorsthat the
tsar had issuedan order ukaz to undertakea pogrom. Having arrived
home on the night of 16/17 April these threepeasantsimmediately de
stroyed the local Jewish tavernand, with some forty other villagers, pro
ceededto theneighboringvillage of Vysoki Bairaky VysokieBueraki 12
km. northeastof Elisavetgrad. There they mobilized some local people
and vandalizedthe Jewish taverns. On the next day,April 17, peasantsin
the neighboringvillage of Mar’ ‘iivka Mar’evka some 11 km. north of
Elisavetgraddemolishedtwo tavernsownedby Jews,one in their own vil

lageMar’ ‘iivka and theother in OleksandrivkaAleksandrovka.22
In a secondinstance,a peasantfrom Sofiivka Sofievka, in the Vitia

zivka Vitiazevka volost’, on his way to the town of Brats’ke Bratskoe,
witnessedon April 21 anti-Jewishdisturbancesin the town of Vitiazivka
77 km. southwestof Elisavetgrad.Believing in the existenceof an order
from the tsarto beatJews,he decided-underthe influenceof alcoholcon
sumed in Vitiazivka-to take an activepart in this patriotic activity. Con
tinuing his journey to the village of Antonopil’ Antonovka/Antonopol
some90 km. southwestof Elisavetgrad,he assembledthe village elders,
treatedthem to vodka, andproclaimedthat as the tsar’s messengerand a
memberof the secretpolice,he was entrustedwith thedestructionof Jewish
property in the region. He invited the local authoritiesto cooperatein his
undertaking,assuringthem that he was in possessionof a copy of the tsar’s
decree ukaz. The self-styledimperial agentfailed to provoke a distur
bance in Antonopil’ becausethe local tavern owner had a reputation of
being a "goodJew." So the peasantfrom Sofiivka,assistedby the Antono
pil’ village authorities,proceededto the villages locatedfurtherout. In two
of them, Katerynivka Katerrnovka and Khutor Gavrilenkov, he was

22 Admoni, pp. 23, 252, 477-78.
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contentto force the innkeeperto provide his party with vodka, but in the
third, Kam’ ‘ianuvatka-Kamenovatka,the drunken"crusaders"destroyed
the local Jewish tavern. The spree ended when the party arrived in
Brats’ke,wherethe drunkenadventurerwas himselfarrested.23

Thesetwo well-documentedinstancesprovebeyondany doubtthat the
pogrom-like disturbancesin each locality were not spontaneous,snowbal
ling peasantmovements. The incidents occurredat the instigation of out
side agitatorsclaiming to be executingthe tsar’s will. An analysisof the
chronologyand geographyof the Elisavetgrad-centereddisturbancesshows
that the unrestwas imported from the urbancenteralong railway lines and
then along water and land routes. Illiterate peasantsparticipatedin the dis
turbances,not due to an allegedtraditional rebelliousness,but becausemis
guidedby agitatorsfrom the cities, they believedthemselvesto befaithfully
implementingthe ordersof theirpatrimonial tsar.24

Disturbancesin thecountrysidearoundElisavetgradwere minor, and the
numberof both instigatorsbetweenone and eight and "fellow-travelers"
between five and forty was insignificant. There were, in fact, no real
"pogroms" in the countryside,but ratherforty-two relativelymild "distur
bances." In only a few of the villages in which disturbancesoccurredwere
thereany residentJewsandeventhen, usuallyonly a few; in many of the
villages,therewere Jewishtavernsbut no residentJewsseethe appendix.
Whereasin Elisavetgraditself 418 housesand 290 shops,with a totalvalue
of 1,938,209rubles,were destroyed,in the entireElisavetgraduezdof 619
villages and hamlets,only twelve houses,eleven shops,and twenty-three
tavernswere damaged,with a totalvalueof 29,157rubles. In the forty-two
hamletsand villages locatedin the gubemiia’s threeuezdsElisavetgrad,
Oleksandriia,and Anan’iv that underwentturmoil, damagewas also com
paratively low: forty-three houses,nineteenshops,and thirty-two taverns,
for a total damageclaim of 59,665rubles. Thesefiguresseethe appendix
confirm that theElisavetgrad-centereddisturbanceshadno homebasein the
villages. My detailedstudy-hereand in the appendix-islimited largely
to those wavesof the pogromsthat were centeredin Elisavetgrad,because

23 Admoni, pp. 249-50,475-77.
24 Mykhalevychcites one casein Elisavetgradwhere peasantswillingly sparedan elderly
Jew, but since theywereafraidnot to have obeyedthetsar’s order,theypretendedto havepil
laged his homeRybyns’kyi, p. 175; see also Admoni, p. 471. In someinstancesChristians
willingly concealedJewishpropertyduring daysof crisis; see Rybyns’kyi, pp. 141-42. The
peasantsof AbramivkaAbramovkaKirovohrads’kaoblast’ gaveprotectionto Jewsfrom the
hamletof Poklitarivka Poklitarovka. Controversyarosearound an army officer’s excessively
severepunishmentof severalof Poklitarivka’speasantsfor their attackson Jews;seeAdmoni,
p. 250.
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only a microanalyticinquiry into the first instanceof the phenomenoncan
facilitate the studyof the whole.

IV

The Elisavetgradregion was still colonial territory during the first half of
the nineteenthcentury. It came under Russianrule piecemealduring the

secondhalf of the eighteenthcentury, whenthe tsaristempireabsorbedthe
formerstatesof the ZaporozhianSichHost and the CrimeanKhanate.All
cities,towns, and the greatmajority of villages were new settlementsestab
lished there from the secondhalf of the eighteenthto the first half of the
nineteenthcentury. The city of Elisavetgradwas foundedas a Russianmili
tary stronghold. Its first buildings were constructedbetween1754 and 1757
as part of a line of fortification againstthe Turks. The regionwas called
Nova Serbiia New Serbia, since it was originally settled by Serbo
Croatianmercenariesfrom the OttomanEmpire.25Around the fortressthere
soon settled non-military people of various origins. By 1757 the town
comprised128 dwellings,and by 1788 that numberhad increasedto 1,062
dwellings with 4,746 inhabitants. Between1788 and 1823 thesenumbers
doubled. In 1803 therewere already574 Jews listedin the municipal regis
ter, and by 1861 their numberincreasedto 8,073out of a total population
of ca. 23,000. The 1897 censusrecords23,967 Jews in Elisavetgrad,or
about39 percentof thetotalpopulationof 61,488. Many othernationalities
were also representedin the city: apart from UkrainiansandJews,the in
habitantswere Moldavians,Bulgars,Germans,Poles,Russiansand others.
The Ukrainianswere clearly in the minority.

The comparativelyrecent origins of Elisavetgradand the very mixed
characterof its population would argue againstthe importance of geo
graphic or ethnicfactors in explaining the outbreakof the pogroms.26Nei
ther a traditional rebelliousnessamong the local "masses,"nor an anti-
Jewish hatred going back to the Khmel’nyts’kyi era 1648 and the
Haidamak uprising 1768 existed in or around Elisavetgrad. Although
repeatedin many scholarlyand popular books,this thesisis simply wrong.

25 On the colonization of Elisavetgradand the southern Ukraine, see E. I. Druzhinina,
luzhnaiaUkraina v 1800-1825gg. Moscow, 1970; idem, Iuzhnaia Ukraina vperiodkrizisa
feodalizma1825-1860gg. Moscow, 1981; D. S. Syvolap, ed., Kirovohrads’ka oblast’,
Istoriia mist i sil Ukrains’koi RSR Kiev, 1972,esp.pp. 81-93. On thepre-1897history of
Elisavetgrad,see also "Elisavetgrad"in Evreiskaiaèntsiklopediia,vol. 7, cols. 513-14;and
AlekseiN. Pashutin,lstoricheskii ocherkg. ElisavetgradaElisavetgrad,1897.
26 Slutsky, "Ha-geografiyashelpraot1881."
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The anti-Jewish excesses of July 1648, a time before Bohdan

Khmel’nyts’kyi consolidatedhis power,occurredin the westernpart of the

Cossackterritories the poiky, or the districts of Bratslav, Kal’nyk, Bila

Tserkva [Belaia Tserkov’], and Uman’.27They did not extendto the terri
tory of the later Kherson gubemiia, the larger part of which was then
included in the Chyhyryn Chigirin polk the other part remainedwithin
the CrimeanKhanate.

Chyhyryn was Khmel’nyts’kyi’s home. If the traditions of the hetman
and his slogans were preservedanywhere, it was in Chyhyryn. Small
wonderthat GeneralKutaisov, the imperial specialinvestigatorof the 1881
pogroms,was surprisedto learn that in the town where,as he put it, "the
soil was best prepared"for anti-Jewishexcesses,no disturbanceswhatso
ever occurred.28

The Haidamakrebellionwas limited to the Ukrainian territorieswithin
the Polish Commonwealth;it did not extendto thoseunderRussianrule, or
to the lands then part of the Crimean Khanate.29The nineteenth-century
uezdsof Elisavetgradand Oleksandriiain the Khersonguberniiawere part
of the RussianEmpire in 1768 and the Anan’iv uezdwas part of the Cri
meanKhanateuntil 1791.

The largestsingle group in Elisavetgradwas the Jews; other residents
were, as mentioned,colonistsvarying in ethnic origin. In 1881 only some
55 percentof the city’s inhabitantshad beenborn in the city itself;30 about
25 percentwere immigrants,mainly from the neighboringUkrainian and
CentralRussianterritories.

27 Detailsin Mykhailo Hrushevs’kyi,Istoriia Ukrainy-Rusy,vol. 8, pt. 3 Kiev andVienna,
1922,pp. 28-50. Important is theoppositionbetweentheleaderof themob, whom theCos
sacks called Maksym Km vonos according to a contemporary [1649] German account,
GrOndlicheund denkwurdigeRelation der NewlichenCosaken-Revoltewider die Cron-Polen
unterCommandogen. Chmielnicki. - -‘ p. 7, "der gen. Major Krziwanos"was a mercenaryof
Scottishextraction,and thenoblemanszlachcicBohdanKhmel’nyts’kyi, who wasonly then
emergingas the Cossack’sleader. A new analysisof "The Hebrew Chronicleson Bohdan
Khmel’nyts’kyi and the Cossack-PolishWar" was undertakenby BernardD. Weinryb. Har
vard Ukrainian Studies1, no. 2 June1977:153-77.
28 Admoni, p. 416.
29 AleksandrLola, Haidarnats’kyirukh na Ukraini v XVIII St.: Zbirnyk dokumentiv,ed. Ivan
Butych and Fedir ShevchenkoKiev, 1970; Wladyslaw Serczyk, KoliszczyznaCracow,
1968; Serczyk, HajdamacyCracow, 1972; Zenon E. Kohut, "Myths Old and New: The
HaidamakMovement and the Koliivshchyna1768 in Recent Historiography," Harvard
Ukrainian Studies1, no. 3 September1977:359-78; Omeljan Pritsak, "Ukraine astheSet
ting for the Emergenceof Hasidism," Israel and theNations.Essays.- - in Honor of Shmuel
Ettinger Jerusalem,1987,pp. lxvii-lxxxiii.
30 Kirovohrads’kaoblast’ , p. 86.
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Severalrallying crieschantedduring Elisavetgrad’spogromswere noted
and recorded;none refer either to Khmel’nyts’kyi or to the Haidamaks.
The constantand mostvehementcry heard in 1881 was contemporary,not
historical, in nature: "The Jews killed the emperor. There is an order to
beat them. The local authorities are hiding it."31 This slogan was often
combined with one giving vent to financial grievances:"The Jews are our
bloodsuckersand predators."32Variousversionsarose: "Beatthe Jew, and
pillage his property,"33or "Why, it is Jewish-owned,thereforeseizeit."34

V

The historical-geographicalexplanationfor the pogroms in the Kherson
guberniiahas beenbasedon falsepremises. The pogromsand disturbances
of 1881 were nota rural, but an urbanphenomenon.They were not condi
tioned or facilitatedby historical geography,since the territory in question
knew neither the tradition of rebelliousnessnor that of anti-Jewishhatred
and persecution. Moreover, there was no spontaneityin the "waves" of
pogroms. They were artificially instigatedvia a newly built communication
network-the railroad-andthey traveled from one city, and its adjacent
towns, to the next. Elisavetgradwas probably chosento be the starting
point for the pogromsbecauseit had a largeJewishpopulation,was located
centrally in relation to other centersof Jewry in the south, and was con
nected to them by rail. It may be that the disturbancesrelatively mild in
rural villages and hamletswere a cover-upmeantto strengthenthe Russian
intelligentsia’s myth about the peasants’ explosive, self-generated,anti-
Jewishsentiments.

The publishedofficial dataabout the rioters arrestedin Elisavetgradand
other places in Kherson guberniiaare very incomplete. Of the 607 riot
suspectsarrestedin Elisavetgrad,dataon the social statusof only 498 and
on the occupationof only 363 are available.35Also, the official statisticssay
nothingabout the young "visitors" from the capitals. Even so, the official
documentscontainvital information.

The majority of riotersarrestedwere Orthodox 562; amongthem were
181 townsmen,130 "retired soldiers,"6 foreigners,1 honorary nobleman,
3 "others," and 177 peasants. The unusually high number of "retired

Admoni, pp.254,481.
32 Admoni, p. 479.

Admoni, pp. 477-78,481.
Admoni, PP.244-45;see also252, 476.
Admoni, pp. 536-37.
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soldiers" arrestedis puzzling: who were they, and why were they among
the rioters? The ratio of peasantsto non-peasantsis also surprising:177 to
321. This figure alonecontradictsthe assumptionthat the pogromsof 1881
were essentiallya peasant-perpetratedphenomenon.

Of the 181 townsmen, only 69 were local people from Elisavetgrad.
Who were the other 112, and what was their place of residence? The
official datagive information aboutonly eight rioters from outsideElisavet
grad, all of whom were residentsof Ukrainiantowns:

Kremenchuh 3
Kherson 2
Myrhorod 1
Tarashcha 1
Chyhyryn 1

The majority of arrestedpeasantswere strangersin Elisavetgrad:105 of
the 117 peasantsarrested claimed residenceoutside the city. There is
official documentationfor only 14 of the 105:

a Peasantsfrom the Ukraine: Kiev region
Podillia region
Chyhyrynregion 1

3

b Peasantsfrom Russia: Kalugaregion 4
Kursk 3
Tula 2
Penza 1
Riazan’ 1

11
Of the eighty-fourrioters arrestedin the Oleksandriiauezd-forwhom,

surprisingly,detaileddataare available-onlyaboutone-third wereOrtho
dox Christians;the majority were Russiansectarians.36Of the 118 persons
including twenty females arrestedin the town of Anan’iv, ninety-two
were townsmen, twenty were "retired soldiers," and only five were
peasants.37In the town of Berezivka,of the 120 personsarrestedsixty-four
were townsmen, sixteen were "retired soldiers," and forty-or exactly
one-thirdof thosearrested-werepeasants.38

36 Admoni, p. 538.
Admoni, P. 539.

38 Admoni, p. 538-39.
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As noted,information aboutthe rioters arrestedin Elisavetgradis incom
plete; occupationsare notedfor only 363 people.39Strangelyenough,large
numbers of them were either unskilled workmen 102, day laborers
eighty-seven, or domestics thirty-three-all part of the incipient
proletariat. Therewere also six prostitutesand thirteenunemployedpeople.
The numberof non-peasantswas 288. That is, only seventy-fiveof the 363
rioters whoseoccupationis known were peasants,or only aboutone-fifthof
the total numberarrested.4°

Fortunately,there were very few fatalities during the disturbancesand
pogroms-oneelderly Jew4’ was found dead in Elisavetgrad and the
mutilatedbodies of two Jewswere found in Berezivka.42The documents
publishedby Krasnyi-Admonigive somedetailsabout the social statusand
the occupationof a numberof Jewsvictimized in Elisavetgrad. It is clear

that most of them belongedto the classof poor townsmen.
The pogrom did not touch Jewish financial potentatesin Elisavetgrad;

the twenty-oneJewish-ownedindustrialplantsin the city were notdisturbed
at all,43 nor were the fashionablevillas of their ownersharmed. The same

situation prevailed in Anan’iv.44 Apparently,the Elisavetgradpogrom was

not instigatedwith the aim of directly harmingJewish livesand/orfinancial

interestsin the cities, but ratherto senda messageseep. 29, and to create
the illusion of rural anti-Jewishpopularire.

VI

Whatwas theattitudeof the authorities?45The Elisavetgradregionwas part
of the guberniiaof Kherson, in turn a componentof thegeneral-government
of Odessa.As in all otherparts of the empire, the maintenanceof law and

Admoni, p. 537.
40 Mina Goldbergconcludes: ".. . die ortsansässigenBauern zu denAusschreitungengegen
die Juden lediglich verleitet worden... . im Pogrom von Elisavetgradwaren die meisten
PlUndererausdengrollrussischenGouvernementszugezogeneBauernund Arbeiterscharen....
Die innereEinstellungder BauemStidruBlandszu denPogromenläBt sichdurch die erhobenen
Protesteder einzelnenBauemgemeindengegen die PlUnderer erkennen Goldberg,pp.
38-39.

Admoni, p. 22.
42 Admoni, p. 92.

Admoni, p. 494.
Admoni, P. 255.

‘ On the problem in general, see Nikolai P. Eroshkin, Istoriia gosudarstvennykhuchre
zhdenii dorevoliutsionnoi Rossii, 3rd ed. Moscow, 1983; P. A. Zaionchkovskii,
Pravitel’stvennyi apparat sa,noderzhavnoiRossii v XIX v. Moscow, 1978; F. Stein,
GeschichtedesrussischenHeeresHannover,1885.
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order in the urbanareaswas the job of imperial police officers, whereasin
hamletsand villages after 1864 it was the responsibilityof locally elected

peasantofficers, supervisedby the police. The imperial police was headed

by the chief of the Departmentof Police, a subdivision of the Ministry of
the Interior. In 1881 the imperial policewas understaffed46and unprepared
to combaturbanriots,, The local peasantofficers were usually uneducated
and lackedprofessionaltraining.

Whensuddenlyconfrontedwith a large-scaleriot, the inexperiencedPo
litseimeisterof Elisavetgrad,Cavalry CaptainI. P. Bogdanovich,47lost his
headand failed to specifyordersproperlyto the division commander,Gen
eral Kosich. Kosich receivedmuddled instructions, too, from his other
superiors,especiallyfrom the governor-generalof Odessaand the governor
of Kherson. Kosich, inexperiencedin urbanunrest,remainedmore or less
immobile for two cruLcial days. The result was two unrestraineddays of
looting and destructionof property. Only after the governor-generalof
Odessadispatchedseveralmore experiencedofficers, including the gover
nor of Kherson,to the town, and the commanderof the SeventhCorpssum
moned additional troops-onebattalion of infantry and threesquadronsof
ulans, which arrived in Elisavetgradon the morning of April 17-werethe
riotsquelled.

In general,peasanteldersrespondedpositively to the summonsof their
police officers. In some instances,however,an uneducatedstarosta fell
prey to anti-Jewishagitators and led the rioters or otherwisecooperated
with the instigators. In two cases,starostasfled their villages. Punitive
mountedpatrols,usuallyone squadronof fifteen to eighteenmen, were sent
to quell village riots.

The imperial authorities-especiallyGeneral Kosich, who came under
the severe criticism of special investigator Kutaisov-were not very

efficient in managing the Elisavetgradevents,but they did try to restore
peaceand order. To spareOdessaandKishinev, the governor-generalof
Odessaunhesitatinglycalled up a detachmentof the awesomeDon Cos
sacks; he also sent his chief of gendarmesto exposedBerezivka and
Anan’iv. When word spreadabout the cooperationof military troopswith

rioters in Elisavetgrad,the matterwas immediatelyput underpolice investi
gation.

46 In the tradeand industrialcenterof Elisavetgrad43,000inhabitants in 1881 therewere
only six seniorpolice officers andeighty-onepolicemen. The otheruezdcentersof theguber
niia that experienceddisturbanceshadeven smallerpolice forces, eachemploying four senior
officers andnineto twelve policemen. SeeAdmoni, p. 488.
‘1 Pashutin,Istoricheskiiocherk,p. 33.
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The imperial authorities were as surprisedby the outbreak of the
pogromsas were governmentofficials on the local level. It is impossibleto
suspectthem of organizingthe pogromsor of complicity in them. But once
the disturbancesbegan,the authoritiesdid their best to coverup the actions
of the non-peasantringleaders.Someblatantexamplesare discussedin the
following section.48

VII

It hasalreadybeenshown that the Elisavetgradpogromwas neithera spon
taneousmovementnor a rural phenomenon.Nor was it conditionedor
facilitatedby so-calledhistorical geography. The only explanationremain
ing to be consideredis that the pogromswere the result of an urbancon
spiracy.

The historian Hans Rogger formulatedthe vital questionwell in 1971,
giving it two components: "Who were thoseroving bandsof young men
from St. Petersburgor Moscow whoseappearancein Ukrainiantowns and
cities supposedlypresageda pogrom,and who, if anyone,had sent them on
their ugly missions?’’49

The answerto both partsof Rogger’squestionmay be foundin the docu
ments relating to the Zhmerynka pogrom which occurred at the end of
April: first, the 1881 pogroms were apparentlyplannedby Moscow mer
chants; second, the hired executors of their designs were demonstrably
membersof the artelsof highly mobile railroad workers.

ZhmerynkaZhmerinka,a regionalcenterin the Vinnytsia oblast’ of the
Ukrainian SSR,is locatedin Podillia Podolia, forty-sevenkilometersfrom
the city of Vinnytsia.5°The town grewarounda railroad station established
in 1865,whenthe Kiev -Balta line was built. Due to its strategiclocation,
the station became,over the next ten years,an importantrailroad junction
of EuropeanRussia. In 1871 Zhmerynkabecameconnectedto the western
frontier station of Volochys’k Volochisk, and thus gainedcontrol over
traffic to the AustrianEmpire. But of still greaterimportancefor Zhmeryn
ka was the constructionof the Odessa-Kievrail line in 1866-1871, which
meant that Zhmerynka was now linked on the one side to Odessa,and on
the otherto Kiev, and via Kiev-KonotipKonotop-Kursk, to Moscow.

48 A typical example: GovernorA. E. Erdeli grantedhis permissionfor theorganizationof a
reliefCommitteeto helpthearrestedrioters; Admoni, p. 281.
‘ Rogger,"TheJewishPolicy of Late Tsarism," p.45.

See A. F. Oliinyk, ed., Vinnyts’ka oblast’ Kiev, 1972, p. 217; "Zhmerynka," in
Radians’/caentsyklopediiaistorii Ukrainy hereafterRElU,vol. 2 Kiev, 1970,p. 150.
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On 27-28 April 1881, therewas a pogromin Zhmerynka.5’It was per

petratedby an artel of railroad workers. The two main instigatorswere the

technicianAleksandrPaderin,headof the fifth division of the Southwestern

Railroad,and Ivan Glazkov, supervisorof the artel of carpentersworking
for the railroad.. Of importanceis Glazkov‘s statementto the local police
officer uriadnik on April 27 that "the Moscow merchantrysent several
hundredworkersto beatJews,and saidthat thosewho beatJewswould not
be [held] responsiblefor their actions,since there is nothing against the
governmentin it."52

Every time therewas a lull in the rioting, Paderinwould appearand
rousethe looters onceagain, treating them to vodka with the cry: "Boys
rebiata, you do not work properly-youshould havemorevodka!" As a
result,the railroad workers destroyedninety-five Jewishhousesand shops,
valuedat 95,000rubles.53

On the night of April 28, the military arrived, and ninety-nine rioters
were arrested,among them the two instigators. Early in the morning of
May 1, the procuratorof the Odessajuridical chamber,which had authority
over Zhmerynka,arrivedandstartedinvestigations. Of the ninety-nineper
sonsarrested,sixty-three were sentenced.Paderinreceiveda three-month
prison sentence. But then a surprising thing happened: the governor-
general of Kiev, General Aleksandr Romanovich Drentel’n, orderedthat
Paderinimmediately leave the Ukraine "the Southwesternterritories’ .54

Strange,too, is that GeneralDrentel’n gaveno detailsabout the Zhmerynka
pogromor resulting trials in his telegramsand reportsto the Ministerof the
Interior. Information about these matters comesonly from the papers of
Kutaisov.

FastivFastov,like Zhmerynka,owedits importanceto the construction

of the Kiev-Odessarail line, whereuponit becamea railroad junction.55In
1876, a line connecting Fastiv with Znam"ianka Znamenka, near
Elisavetgrad,was built. Oneof the stationson that line was the small town
mestechkoof Smila Smela,which had a Jewish majority. No detailsare
availableabouta pogromknown to haveoccurredat the Fastiv railroad sta
tion.56 There is some information, however, about a violent pogrom that
occurredin Smilaon May 3-4; theresome6,000people,mainly newcomers

‘ Details in Admoni, pp. 292-95;417-21.
52

- Admoni, p. 292.
Admoni, p. 292. Compare thetotal damageclaim of 59,665 rubles causedby the rural

rioters in all Elisavetgrad-centereddisturbancesp. 15.
Admoni, P. 420.
M. F. Rudych,ed., Kyivs’kaoblast’ Kiev, 1971, pp. 679, 683; REIU 41972: 377.

56 Admoni, p. 12 doc.36.
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from the Central Russianprovinces, rioted, four peoplewere killed, thirty-
five wounded,and about 800 Jews sufferedloss of propertyamountingto
200,000rubles.57Threeindividuals were found to be the main instigators:
Aristid Mikhailov Gievskii, secretaryof the Fastiv railroad; Dr. Adolf L.
Bernshtein,a Jewish convert and director of Smila’s Sophia Hospital,
belongingto the countsBobrinskii ownersof severallocal sugarfactories;
and Ivan I. Monastyrskii, an official of the Fastiv railroad, whosefather
was in the service of the counts Bobrinskii.58 The documentsdo not say
whetherthe threeinstigatorswere punished.

On May 5-6, there was a pogrom at the frontier railroad station of
Volochys’k.59 Whereastelegramsto the Minister of the Interior repeatedly
call the rioters "peasants,"6°specialinvestigatorKutaisov referredto them
as "drunkenrailroad workers."61

Locatedat the otherendof the Ukrainianterritories, on the Kiev-Kursk
line leading to Moscow, was the railroad junction of Konotip Konotop.62

On April 27, two hundredrailroad workers, including some supervisors,

stageda pogrom in Konotip.63 Again governmentaction was surprising:

the governorof Kharkiv Kharkov, GeneralSviatopolk-Mirskii, statedin a
telegramof May 27 to the Minister of the Interior that mostof the suspects

were releasedbecauseof lackof evidenceagainstthem.M

The danger coming from the direction of Kursk Moscow was fully
realizedby the director of the Kursk-Kharkiv-Azov railroad, who, in a
letter to the governorof Kharkiv, datedMay 7, informedhim about a suc
cessfulpreemptivepacificationof hiswork force of 1,325employees,mas
ters, foremen,and workers. All thesemen, after having stated that they
hadno financial or othercomplaints,were inducedto swear not to partici
pate in any riots or anti-Jewishactivities.65The texts of two supporting
documentswere appendedto the director’s letter, and are preservedamong
the papersof Kutaisov.66

Admoni, P. 28 doc.65,pp. 107-11,208-19,534.
Admoni, pp. 108-11. The otherinstigatorswere richandinfluential townsmen,thebroth

ers Grigorii andAmos Ivanov alias Sysenkov, Sysoenko,the telegraphistsic! Aleksandr
Ivanov Sergeev,andEfim Gusev,son of arich merchantsic!. Admoni, pp. 102, 112.

On Volochys’k, seeM.I. Mekheda,ed.,Khmel’nyts’kaoblast’ Kiev, 1971,pp. 145-47.
Admoni, p. 31 doc.71, 32 doc.72, 35 doc.85, 36 doe.87.

6! Admoni, p.421; seealsop.S3l.
62 On Konotip, seeI. Makukhin,ed., Sums’kaoblast’ Kiev, 1973,p. 252;REJU2:462-63.
63 Admoni,p. 11 doc. 35,pp. 13-14 doe.41.

Admoni, p. 17 doc.54.
65 Admoni, Pp. 295-96 doc.26.
66 Another important railroadjunction wasKremenchuhin Poltava guberniia. On that city,
which hada largeJewishpopulation, seeI. T. Bulanyi, ed.,Poltavs’kaoblast’ Kiev, 1967,pp.
463-70; REIU 2:501-502; Evreiskaia èntsiklopediia, vol. 9, cols. 832-33. After the
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The data assembledhere prove beyondany reasonabledoubt that the

highly mobile railroad workers were the main executorsof the pogroms in

1881. The data tell us also about the strangebehaviorof the imperial

authorities and establishment. After a certain pogrom or disturbance

occurred, the authorities did their best to wipe out all trace of the true

ringleaders,usually the "stars" from the capitalsstoiichnyegosti. True,
the authoritiesdid not iLnitiate the pogroms,but they certainlywere culpable

of coveringup and destroyingthe "smoking guns." This was due mainly

to their indoctrination Land the brainwashingeffect of the fashionablepopu

list dogmathat the pogromswere a ruralphenomenon,allegedly theexpres

sion of "popularire" againstJewish economicexploitation. The authori

ties not only subscribedto this artificial construct, but also sympathized
with the pogrom activists and ringleaders.Seldomwould they arrest such

personagrata, and when they did, they would not persecutethem seriously

seethe caseof Paderin,above.

It was also redundant: the lesserauthorities conscientiously falsified

their reportsin order to mollify their superiors. Insteadof naming the true
culprits-the railroad workers and other representativesof the incipient
urban proletariat-thereportsincluded the usual face-savingformulas-
‘‘peasants’’ and ‘‘popular ire.’’67

VIII

What was the role of the Moscow merchantsin the 1881 riots? The Mos
cowmerchants,the largestsinglegroup amongthe merchantsof theempire
seethereferenceto the moskovskielavki, above,were of the oriental, very
conservativetype. Even in the nineteenthcentury,they tradedon the streets
and in open air marketsthe city of Moscow had forty-one such markets,
varyingin size; as in the NearEast, "trade rows" lavki, or separatepas
sageways,concentratedon particular specialties. They vehementlyopposed
Western innovations, like banking or commercial exchange,until 1886,

pogroms in Kiev andKonolip, the governorof Poltava, Bil’basov, summonedto Poltava the
35th Brians’k Infantry Regiment,despitetheJewishpopulation’s complaintsaboutthe incon
venienceof havingan occupyingarmy in their city. See Admoni, pp. 29-30 doe.68. On the
role of railroadsandrailroadl workers in the 1881 pogroms,see Admoni, pp. 40-41 doc.99.
Evidenceaboutthat role sumprisedthe imperial administration,which expectedpeasantsto be
themain perpetrators.
67 Seealsothestatementby Goldberg: "Da die Spurender RädelsfUhrerund die der Provo
kation der Beamtenvon denBehördenvollig verwischtwurden, itt esunmUglich, einen direk
tenZusammenhangzwischeneinzelnenUrhebernder Pogromezu rekonstruieren"Goldberg,
p. 39.
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when the governmentorderedthe demolition of the iavki in the Moscow
Kitai-gorod.68

In the century between 1750 and 1850-61, the Moscow merchants
encounteredthree typesof competitors.69Two types-thenoble industrial
ist and the serf-peasanttrader-were of domestic origin and therefore
manageable.But the third competitor was foreign, and so poseda real

danger. The foreign capitalistand producerof goods, the merchantof the

new West Europeantype, was a threat with which Moscow merchants,
encounteringthem first through the CongressKingdom of Poland, had to

cometo grips. The catalystfor conflict, which developedfrom the 1 840sto

the 1 880s, was the activity of Polish-Jewishmerchantsand industrialists,
centeredin Warsaw/Lód7°and in Odessa,expandinginto the Ukrainian
territoriesof the RussianEmpire, until then the preserveof the Moscow
merchants.7’

The Ukrainian territories that were part of the RussianEmpire in the
nineteenthcenturycomprisedthe following four zones. Eachhad a unique
historical past before it was incorporatedinto the empire:721 Sloboda
Ukraine/Left-BankUkraine, with its centerof Kharkiv; 2 Malorossiia/
Het’manshchyna,with centers in Chernihiv Chemigov and Poltava; 3
Iugo-ZapadnyiKrai, with centers in Kiev and Berdychiv Berdichev; 4
Novorossiia/SouthernUkraine,with its centerof Odessa.

The SlobodaUkraine came into existence in the 1630s, as a colonial
enterpriseof UkrainianCossackand peasantrefugeesfrom the Polish Com
monwealth who submitted to the tsar of Muscovy. It was incorporated
more or less into the Muscovite economicsystemduring the eighteenth

68 See Robert Gohstand, "The Shaping of Moscow by Nineteenth-CenturyTrade," in
Michael F. Hamm,ed., The City in RussianHistory Lexington,Kentucky, 1976,pp. 160-81,
especially163, 165, 171; idem, "The Geographyof Tradein Nineteenth-CenturyRussia," in
JamesH. ButerandR. A. French,eds.,Studiesin RussianHistorical Geography,vol. 2 Lon
don, 1983,Pp. 329-72.
69 SeeAlfred J. Rieber, Merchantsand Entrepreneursin Imperial RussiaChapelHill, NC.,
1982,pp. 40-79.
70 This wasespeciallytrue after the abolition in 1851 of the tariff borderbetweenthe King
dom of Polandandtherestof theempire.
7! On the competition betweenPolish and Russian merchantsand industrialists in the
Ukraine, see OleksandrOhioblyn, Ocherki istorii ukrainskoifabriki: Predkapitalisticheskaia
fabrika Kiev, 1925, reprinted in 0. Ohloblyn, A History of Ukrainian Industry Munich,
1971.
72 For generalinformation,see: Volodymyr Holubuts’kyi, Ekonomichnaistoriia Ukrains’koi
RSR.Dozhovtnevyiperiod Kiev, 1970; F. Los’, ed.,Istoriia robitnychovoklasu Ukrains’koi
RSR,vol. 1 Kiev, 1967; Ivan Hurzhii, Rozvytoktovarnohovyrobnytstvai torhivli na Ukraini
z kintsia XVIII St. do 1861 roku Kiev, 1962; idem, Ukraina v systemivserosiis’kohorynku
60-9Okhrokiv X1X st. Kiev, 1968. SeealsoA. Shevel’ev,ed., Istoriia Ukrains’koi RSR,vol.
3 Kiev, 1978.
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century. Even in the nineteenthcentury, despite the Ukrainian national

revival in Kharkiv gubemiia,for instance,64 percentof the merchantswere

Russians.73The former Hetman State 1648-1785,or Maiorossiia, was

incorporatedinto the empireonly between 1764 and 1785,but it startedlos

ing economicindependencesoonafter the defeatat Poltava 1709. The

imperial governmentassumedthe right to regulate Malorossiia’s imports

and exports to the benefit of the Moscow merchantsby meansof prohibi
tions and special tariffs.74 Beginning in the 1830sthe Moscow merchants
unexpectedlymet with fierce competitionthere,coming from the Congress
Kingdom of Poland.75 This and the rebirth of the Ukrainian merchant
class76changedthe economicpicture, so that by 1897 the role of Russian
merchantsin Malorossiiahad decisively declined,to 25 percentin the Cher
nihiv and Kiev gubemiiasand 13 percentin thePoltavagubemiia.77

The lugo-ZapadnylKrai Polish: Podole,Wolyil, Ukraina; during the
nineteenthcenturythe general-governmentof Kiev, Podillia [Podolia], and
Volhynia becamepart of the RussianEmpire as a resultof the secondand
third partitionsof Poland1793, 1795. Consequentlythe imperialadminis
tration regardedit as a Polishterritory until the Polish uprisingof the 1860s.
Only at that time, underthe impact of Slavophileideology,did the imperial
bureaucracychange its policy and begin to de-Polonizethe "aboriginal
Russian"land. The urbanand mercantilepopulationof the Iugo-Zapadnyi
Krai was basicallyJewish,centeredin the mestechkishtetlor towns. The
economiccenterfor thesemestechkiwas Berdychiv,78then the secondlarg
est Jewishcommunityin theempire: in 1847,Jewsnumbered32,761 out of
a total populationof 41,000. In 1855, the city’s guild membersnumbered
2,812Jews and 70 Christians. Berdychivalsohouseda branchof the Polish
StateBank.

Rieber,MerchantsandEntrepreneurs,p. 93.
See Konstantyn Konoisenko, Ukraine and Russia: A History of EconomicRelations

betweenUkraine and Russia,1654-1917Milwaukee, 1958; Ohloblyn, History of Ukrainian
Industry,esp.Pt. 1: "Ocherkiistorii ukrainskoifabriki: Manufakturav Getmanshchine"[origi
nally published in Kiev in 1925]; idem, Narysy z istorii ukrains’koi fabryky: Kripats’ka
fabrykaprinted in Kharkiv andKiev in 1931, then confiscated.

Seeabove,fn. 68.
76 On the Ukrainian industrial region, see W. L. Blackwell, "The Historical Geographyof
Industry in Russiaduringthe NineteenthCentury," in Studies in RussianHistorical Geogra
phy2:402-10.

Rieber,MerchantsandEntrepreneurs,p. 93.
78 On Berdychiv, see 0. 5. Chornobryvtseva,ed., Zhytomyrs’kaoblast’ Kiev, 1973, PP.
164-67;REIU 11969: 123.
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Novorossiiabecamea colonial territory of the RussianEmpireafter the
incorporationof the territories of the ZaporozhianSich and the Crimean
Khanate.79Economic leadershipwas soonassumedby the city of Odessa
built in 1794,80 due to its extraterritorialstatusas a free port since 1817.
Until the 1 860sOdessa’stradeand commercewere dominatedby Mediter
raneanmerchants,mainly Greeks and Italians. CatherineII encouraged
Jewish settlementin Novorossiia. Jews flocked thereboth from the lugo
Zapadnyi Krai and from Austrian Galicia. By 1828, 4,226 Jews lived in
Odessa,or 12 percentof the city’s total population at the time. By 1855
their numberhad increasedto 17,00021 percent,including 477 merchants
and families. By the 1 840smost of the bankersand moneychangersin
Odessawere Jewish,and during the early 1 870sJews took control of grain
exports, Odessa’smain trade commodity. The Greek responsewas the
pogromthat tookplace in Odessain the springof 1871.

The Kingdom of Poland, in union with the RussianEmpire throughthe
personof its tsar, was the productof the Congressof Vienna1815. As a
result of the initiative and vision of the kingdom’s financeminister, Count
Ksawery Lubecki-Drucki, the relatively small ethnic Polish lands,which
had neverbeforeexcelledin economicaffairs, suddenlydevelopedgreater
economicprowessthan the immenseRussianEmpire.8’ By the mid-1880s,
the Kingdom of Polandwas producingone-fifth of all the empire’s textiles,
one quarterof its steel, two-fifths of its coal, and one-fifthof its sugar. Half
the Polish productionwas sold in the empire, mainly in the Iugo-Zapadnyi
Krai and in Novorossiia.82This developmenttook place becauseLubecki
Drucki, taking advantageof the Kingdom’s status as a free-tradezone,
encouragedforeign investors, mainly Germans including many German
Jewsand Frenchmen,and madedaring useof WestEuropeantechnology
and know-how. Thus, he establishedin 1828 in Warsaw the first State
Bank in EasternEurope. Within a few years this comprehensiveeconomic
program turned Congress Polandinto the most industrializedcountry in
continentalEurope,secondonly to England.

On the colonizationof Novorossiia,see Druzhinina,Iuzhnaia Ukraina v 1800-1825gg.;
idem, Iuzhnaia Ukraina vperiodkrizisafeodalizma1825-1860gg.
° On Odessa,see L. V. Hladka, ed., Odes’kaoblast’ Kiev, 1969, pp. 85-102; REJU 3
1971: 264-65;PatriciaHerlihy, Odessa:A History, 1794-1914Cambridge,Mass.,1986.
8! Mieczyslaw Ajzen, Polityka gospodarczaLubeckiego1821-1830Warsaw, 1932. See
alsothe Englishversionof theclassic study by Rosa Luxemburg,The Industrial Development
of PolandNew York, 1977; I. I. Ianzhul, Istoricheskii ocherkrazvitiia fabrichno-zavodskoi
promyshlennostiv Tsarstve Pol’skom Moscow, 1888; I. Edlickii, "Gosudarstvennaiapro
myshlennost’v TsarstvePoI’skom v XIX v.," in Geneziskapitalizma i promyshlennostiMos
cow, 1963,pp. 278-304. SeealsoW. L. Blackwell, "Historical Geography,"pp. 390-96.
82 Rieber,MerchantsandEntrepreneurs,p. 66.
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Soon the Kingdom’s Jewish urbanmassesin 1841 numbering 179,000,

or 40 percentof the totalurbanpopulation83-newly emancipated,follow

ing the Germanmaskilim "enlighteners",with whom they now entered

into economiccooperation-tookpart in theseexciting ventures. By 1897

Jews accountedfor 73 percentof all those engagedin tradeandindustry in

the Kingdom of Polandwhich by 1880 was steadily expandinginto the

Iugo-ZapadnyiKrai and Novorossiia.84Herein lies clear motivation for the
Moscowmerchantsto resentJewisheconomicactivities in the Ukraine.

IX

Fromthe 1 840s, Ivan SergeevichAksakov was activein Moscow as a jour

nalist, administrator,diuma member, Moscow entrepreneur,and, interest
ingly, studentof the Ukrainianmarkets.85His role in the militant Slavophile

movementwas unique: he was not a theoretician,but an eminent practi

tionerwho, asa pan-Slavistcrusader,enjoyedtremendouspopularity.86
After his deathin 1886,Aksakov’sfriendsand admirersin Moscowcol

lectedand publishedhisnumerousarticlesin sevenvolumes. Volume three
of the collection is entitled "The PolishQuestionand WestRussianAffairs:
The Jewish Question,18601886."87The articles were originally published
in the Moscow journalsDen’, Moskva, Moskvich,and Rus’.

Connectingthe Polish questionwith the Jewish questionand the dates
1860 to 1886 were certainly not accidental. "Aksakov," writes Stephen
Lukashevich, "at first, linked the Jewish problem with the problem of
Polonism in the westernregion: [accordingto Aksakov, 0. P.] the Poles
were both exploiters and invadersof Russiannationality; the Jews were
leecheswho weakenedthe populationby draining their economicvitality,
thuscreatingfavorableconditionsfor Polonization."88

83 Evreiskaia èntsiklopediia,15, col.745.
84 Evreiskaia èntsiklopediia,15, col. 757. SeeRieber,MerchantsandEntrepreneurs,p. 185.
85 It was Ivan Aksakovwho wrote thebasicdescriptionof thefairs iarmarki in theUkraine:
Issledovanieo torgovlena ukrainskikh iarmarkakh St. Petersburg,1858. On this figure see
StephenLukashevich,Ivan Aksakov,1823-1886: A Studyin Russian Thought and Politic’s
Cambridge,Mass.,1965.
86 S. Vengerov, Kritiko-biograficheskii slovar’ russkikh pisatelei i uchenykh,vol. 1 St.
Petersburg,1889,335-36.

SochineniiaI. S. Aksakova,vol. 3: Pol’skii vopros i zapadnorusskoedelo: Evreiskii
vopros.1860-1886Moscow, 1886.
88 Lukashevich,Aksakov,pp. 96-97.
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Aksakov illustratedwhat he consideredto be therapaciousnessof Jewish
exploitation in forceful, vivid, and virulent terms. Struggleagainstexploi
tation becamethe main slogan of his anti-Jewishpropaganda. Aksakov
wrote:

Onefinds in the westernprovincesa degreeof exploitationthat cannotbecompared
to the exploitationof the worker by any factory-owneror landowner. There, [Jew
ish] exploitation, like a boa, is strangulatingthe population. It drainsall the bloodof
the people and keepsthem fettered in such a horrible bondagethat no worker or
peasantin Jew-freeRussiacanhavean ideaabout it. . . .It is somuch more insulat
ing becausethe exploitersbelong to anotherraceandanothercreed.89

Aksakov‘s reactionto the pogromsof 1881 speaksfor itself. In an arti
cle devotedto those events,he hadnot a word of compassionfor the vic
tims. "The man," he wrote, "who has visitedevenonceour southernand
western border provinces. . . [the Ukraine], where Jews live unhampered,
and who has seenwith his own eyesthe oppressionof the local Russian
[Ukrainian] population by Jewry we have been there many times will
know that the popularmovement[sic!-O. P.] is not only natural,but even
quite unsurprising.’‘90

It is in Aksakov’s Moscow circles that one can seekout the ideologists
who stimulatedthe Moscowand St. Petersburgmerchantsto organizethe
"spontaneous,"popular anti-Jewishpogroms in the Iugo-ZapadnyiKrai
and Novorossiiain 1881.’

The pogrom in Odessa,mastermindedby that city’s Greek merchants,
hadoccurredin the spring of 1871. The timing of the pogromsof 1881 was
perhaps not accidental: it marked the tenth anniversaryof the Odessa
pogrom,and it had the sameeconomic-religiousbackground. One plausi
ble hypothesisis that the Moscow merchantsfollowed in the footstepsof

89 Englishtranslationquotedin Lukashevich,Aksakov,p. 97.
90 Aksakov, "‘Liberaly’ p0 povodu rozgroma Evreev" Rus’, June 1881, in his
Sochineniia,vol. 3 Moscow, 1886, p. 719. Aksakov’s work was continuedby a symbolic
duo, theMoscowmerchantD. I. Morozov andthenoblemanPrinceD. N. Tsereteli. The latter
was editor of Russkoeobozrenie, financedby the former. About that journal Rieber writes:
"Thejournal championedthedemandsof Moscow’s economicinterestsagainstall foreign and
ethnic competitorsalongthe peripheryfrom thePacific Maritime provincesto Persiaand the
Balkans. Its favorite targets were what wascalled ‘the Lodzist nest’ [referring to the Polish
industrial city of Lód] and ‘the aggressiveJewish-Germanyenemy.’ Anti-semitic polemics
reacheda new height, culminating in suchprovocativecommentsas ‘the Jewsarestrongerthan
thelaw.’" Richer,MerchantsandEntrepreneurs,p. 185.
9! An Odessa rabbi statedclearly in his memo to Kutaisov that the Russianmerchantswere
themain instigatorsof thepogroms in 1881; Admoni, pp. 299-300. SeealsoRybyns’kyi, p.
179.
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their Greekmerchantco-religionists.92To implementtheir ugly "program"
they employedroving bandsof seasonalrailroad workers, mostly from the
Russianguberniias,93the incipient proletariat.

Harvard University

92 Mykhalevych notes in his diary the connectionbetweenthe pogroms of Odessaand

Elisavetgrad.Rybyns’kyi, p. 179.
This has already been detectedby Goldberg, pp. 22-23, 38-39: "ResUmierendist zu

sagen,daBjudenfeindlicheIntentionenvornehmlich der russischenBourgeosiefür den Aus
bruch der Pogromevon grofier Bedeutung waren p. 23.
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Abbreviationsusedin theappendix

c = celler of wine and/orwhiskey
d. = derevniavillage
dnl = datanot listed
E, W, N, S = the cardinalpoints usuallyfrom Elisavetgrad
g. = gorodtown/townlet

h = houses
inh. = inhabitants
KO = Kirovohrads’kaoblast’, ed. D. S. SyvolapKiev, 1972
m. = mestechkoformerly privately ownedtown/towniet
MO = Mykolaiivs’kaoblast’, ed.V. 0. Vasyl’iev Kiev, 1971

mp = movableproperty
obl. = oblast’

00 = Odes’kaoblast’, L. V. HladkaKidv, 1969
Orth. = Orthodox-Christian

s. = selo/selenielargevillage
sh = shops

= taverns
v. = volost’ ruraldistrict

Noteto the map

The mapof the Elisavetgrad-centeredpogroms and disturbances1881 is based
on the mapin KO, pp. 8-9.

In thedocumentspublishedby Krasnyi-Admoni, the namesof localities are often

misspelled,making their identificationandlocalizationdifficult. Examples:
2. misspelledCherliakovk-p. 23;

6. misspelledPoliktarovk- p. 23;

7. misspelledSisovk- p. 477;

8. incorrectlynamedSemenovkap. 530;
8. misspelledDolivovk- p. 477;

20. misspelledKamenovodk-p. 249;

24. misspelledBoerakip. 23;

25. misspelledMardevk-p. 478;

27. misspelledAdzankap. 5; Adzhlik p. 23;
28. misspelledKrasik-Iar p. 23;
32. misspelledDolin-Kalilik- p. 23, Dolina-Kamenkap. 530;
34. misspelledKalinovka p. 530;

44. misspelledStrunov- p. 256;

45. incorrectlynamedBerezovkap. 530.



Appendix: List of Placeswith Disturbances
with Evaluationof Damagesin rubles

of Name PresentName
Jurisdiction
Reference

in 1897 Map Location

Distancefrom
Elisavetgrad
orother
Centerin
Kilometers

Dateof
Disturbances

Jews
Found
Dead

Jews
Hurt

Immovables
Destroyed

h sh t

and

Total
Value
Claimed
in Rubles

Admoni, pp.

I. ElisavetgradCity

Kherson Kirovohrad;oblast’
1881: center;KO, Pp. 81-124

Jews

15-17
April

1 418 290 1,938,209
mp
1,897,077

1-6,20-26,
28, 31, 34,
226-32,
241-86,
299-301,
316,468-
79, 530,
536-37

II. ElisavetgradUezd

d., Chemiakhivka,Kiro-
v. 838 vohradraion; KO, p.

366, mapp. 329

4.3 S night
16-17
April

4incl.
1 man-
sion

1 6,500
mp
2,117

23, 24, 249
fn. 1,474-
75,477,530

Lelekivka,Kirovohrad
v., Rail- raion; KO, p. 349, map
3,540 p. 329
3,510,

5.3W l7April 3 6 3,120 23,249fn.
1,474-75,
477, 530

d., Sazonivka,Kirovohrad
v.; less raion; KO, p. 349, map

inh. p. 329: Vysoki Bairaky

c5 W 17 April 1 400 475

s., v. center; Hruz’ke, Kirovohrad
Orth. raion; KO, p. 361, map
84 p. 329

18W 17 April 2 4 2 4,100 23, 249 fn.
1,475,477,
530

-t
rr,

0

C
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Reference
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Distancefrom
Elisavetgrad
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Date of
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and
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Claimed
in Rubles

Admoni, pp.

6 Poklitarovka,d., Vladi-
mirovka v.; 1881:24
houses; 1897:less than
500 inh.

Poklitarivka,Kiro-
vobradraion; KO, p.
364, mapp. 329: Osyt-
niazhka

21.2 NW 17 April 1 1 1

1 1

1,752 23, 177-81,
249 fn. 1,
250, 278,
280, 475,
477, 530

7 Sasovka,d., Kom-
paneevkav.;984 Orth.

Sasivka,Kompaniivka
raion;KO, p.380,map

p. 367:Hubivka

21.2 SE 17 April 4,086 23, 249 fn.
1,250,475,
477, 530

8 Zelenovka,d., Kom-
paneevkav.;less than
500 inh.

Zelene,Kompaniivka
raion; KO, p.380,map

p. 367:Lozuvatka

20 SE 18 April 2 320 23, 249 fn.
1,250,475,
477, 530

9 Grigor’evka, d., Kom-
paneevkav.; less than
500 inh.

Hryhonvka,Kom-
paniivkaraion; KO, nI

31.8 SW 18 April 1 460 23, 249 fn.
1, 250, 475,
477, 530

10 Egorovka,d., Kom-
paneevkaV.; lessthan
500 mb.

Iehorivka, Kom-
paniivkaraion; KO, nl

31.8 SE 18 April 1 500 249 fn. 1,
250,475,
477, 530

11 Aleksandrovka,d.,
NechaevkaV.; lessthan

500 inh.

Oleksandnvka,Kom-
paniivka raion; KO, nl

45 SW 18 April dnl 249 fn. 1,
475,477,
530

12 Pustopol’e,d.,
Nechaevkav.; 568
Orth.

?, Kompaniivkaraion;
KO, nI

45SW 19 April

.

1 300 249 fn. 1,
475, 477,
530
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13 Rostovka,d.,
Nechaevkav.; less than
500 mb.

?, Kompaniivkaraion;
KO, nI

45 SW 19 April 50 475

14 Petrovka,d., Lozovatka
v.; lessthan500 inh.

Petrivka,Kompariiivka
raion; KO, p. 382, map

p. 367

46 SE 20 April 1 100 475

15 Miroliubovka, g.,
Erdelievkav.; 917
pop.; Orth. 897; other
20

Kirovka, Mala Vyska
raion; KO, p.411,map

p. 384

81 W 20 April dnl 249 fn. 1,
475, 477,
530

16 Vitiazevka,m.,
Vitiazevka v.; 687
pop.; Orth. 637, other
50

Vytiazivka, Bobrynets’
raion; KO, pp. 138-45,
map p. 125

77 SW 21 April 4 3 3 5,536 23, 24, 177,
249, 249 fn.
1, 250,
475-77,530

17 Katerinovka,d.,
Vitiazevka v.; lessthan

500 inh.

Katerynivka,
Bobrynets’ raion; KO,
nl

87 SW 21 April 700 476

18 Antonopol’ Anto-
novka,d., Bratskoev.;
less than500 inh.

Antonopil’, Mykolaiiv
oh!.,Brats’ke raion;
MO, p. 285, mapp.
256

ca. 90 SW 21 April dnl 249, 249 fn.
1,475-76,
530

19 GavrilenkovKhutor,
Bratskoev.; less than
500 mb.

?, Mykolaiiv oblast’,
Brats’ke raion; MO, ni

ca. 95 SW 21. April 1 250 476

U’
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20 Kamenovatka,d.,
Bratskoev.; 593 Orth.

Kam’ ‘ianuvatka,
Mykolaiiv oh!.;
Brats’keraion; MO, p.
256

ca. 100 SW 21 April 1 683 249, 249 fn.
1,476-77,
530

TOTAL
without Elisavetgrad 16/17-

21 April

12
mcI. 1

man
sion

11 23 28,857

III. AlexandriiaUezd

21 Aleksandriia,g., uezd
center;1881: 15,980
pop.; Jews4,794

Oleksandriia,centerof
raion; KO, pp. 600-19

75 NE 19 April 1 1 600 24, 252 fn.
1,479-80,
495, 530

22 Znamenka,Railroad
station; 1,055 pop.;
Orth. 1,013;other42

Znam"ianka,centerof
raion; KO, pp. 286-305

40 NE 17 April 4 mc!.
1
hotel

1 1 10,300 5, 23, 252,
478,530

23 Malaia Mamaika,d.,
Vysokie Bueraki v.;
590 Orth.

Mala Mamaika,Kirov.
raion; KO, p. 349, map

P.329

10.6 NE night
16/17
April

1 260 23, 477-78,
530

24 Vysokie Bueraki,s.,
centerof V.; lessthan
500 inh.; 1972:921
pop.

Vysoki Bairaky,Kirov.
rason; KO, pp. 349-59,
mapp. 329

12 N night
16/17
April

2 440 23, 477-78,
530
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25 Mar’evka,d., Vysokie Mar"iivka, Kirov. ca. 11 N 17 April 1 383 23, 253,
Bueraki v.; less than raion; KO, p. 349, map 478, 530
500mb. p.329

26 Aleksandrovka,d., ? Kirov. raion; KO, nl ca. 12 N 17 April 1 383 23, 478, 530
Vysokie Bueraki v.;
less than500 inh.

27 Adzhamka,s., centerof Adzhamka,Kirov. 21 E 17 April 1 86 5,
v.; 9,745 pop.; Orth. raion; KO, pp. 329-40 23,479,530
9,458,other287

28 Krasnyilar,s.,Adz- Chervonyilar,Kirov. 26E l7April 1 1,581 23,479,530
hamkav.; 2,077 pop.; raion; KO, p. 366, map
Orth. 793, Old Believ- p. 329
ers 1,284

29 Klmntsy, s.,Adzhamka Klyntsi, Kirov. raion; 12 S 17 April 4 1,867 23, 253,
v.; 2,690 pop.; Orth. KO, pp. 361-62,mapp. 479, 530
1,333,Old Believers 329
1,353,other4

30 Subbottsy,s., Adz- Subottsi,Znam’ ‘ianka 28 NE 17 April no dam- 479, 530
hamkav.; 3,828 pop.; raion; KO, p. 327, map age
Orth. 3,795, other33 p. 286

31 Pokrovskoe,s., Adz- Pokrovs’ke,Kirov. 16 SE 17 April no dam- 479, 530
hamkav.; 3,267 pop.; raion; KO, p. 365, map age
Orth. 3,263, other4 p. 329 -.
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32 DoninaKamianka,s.,
Kazarniav.; 799 Orth.

Donyno-Kam"ianka,
Znam’ ‘ianka raion;
KO, p. 327, map p. 286

ca. 20 N 18 April 1 1 3,316
mp
2,629

23, 477,
479, 530

33 Gubovka,s., Novgo-
rodka v.; 5,287 pop.;
Orth. 5,251,other36

Hubivka,Kompaniivka
raion;KO, p. 380, map

p. 367

30 SE 18 April 4 1,661 479, 530

34 Kamenka,s., Novgo-
rodka v.; 5,174 pop.;
Orth. 5,093, other81

Inhula-Kam"ianka,
Novhorodkaralon;KO,
pp. 447-48,mapp.
425

ca. 50 SE 18 April 5 173 479, 530

35 Ploskoe,s.,
Krasnosel’ev.; 1,396
pop.; Orth. 1,373,other
23

Ploske,Znam’ ‘ianka
raion; KO, p. 311, map

p. 286

ca. 60 NE 19 April 16 479, 530

TOTAL 16/17-
19 April

20 3 7 20,683

IV. Anan’ev Uezd

36 Golta,s., Railroad sta-
tion; 7,062 pop.; Orth.
5,307,Jews 1,245,
other5l0

Holta Pervomais’k,
Mykolaiiv obl., ralon
center;MO, pp.
654-72

ca. 135 SW 17 April 34 19 5incl.
3 c

45,846 14, 24,254,
280-81,
480-81,
530,538-39

00

C
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37 Anan’ev,centerof v., Anan’iv, Odesaoblast’, ca. 190 SW 26-27 164 14 19 38,498 14, 26, 34,
g.; 1881: 15,220pop.; raion center;00, pp. April mci. 8 91-92,254-
Jews7,650 139-58 c 55, 48 1-82,

487,495,
538-39

38 Berezovka, Berezivka,Odesa ca. 220 26-27 2 159 17 lie. 450,000 14, 26,91-
bez"uezdnyigorod; oblast’,raion center; SWS April 92, 255-57,
6,154 pop.; Orth. 00, pp. 249-59 482-83,
2,461,Jews3,458, 487, 530,
other235 538,539

39 Gandrabury,5.; 4,845 Handrabury,Odesa 7 W from 27 April 5 3,450 92, 255,
pop.; Orth. 4,817,other oblast’,Anan’iv raion; Anan’ev 484,530
28 00, p. 180, mapp. 139

40 Romanovka,m.; less Romanivka,Odesa 16 SE from 27 April 4 md. dnl 92
than500inh. oblast’,Anan’iv raion; Anan’ev 1 c

00, p. 182, mapp.
139:Shymkove

41 Zavadovka,d., 1,404 Zavodivka,Odesa 9 NW from 27 April 4 1 7,000 92, 256,
pop.; Orth. 1,315,other oblast’,Berezivka Berezovka 484, 530
89 raion; 00,pp. 279-80,

map p. 249

42 Teftulova,d.; less than ?, 00,nI ca. 30 from 28 April 2 1,300 92, 256,
500 mb. Berezovka 484, 530



C

1881 Form of Name PresentName Distancefrom Total
Administrative Jurisdiction Elisavetgrad Date of Jews Jews Immovables Value

No. Jurisdiction Reference orother Disturbances Found Hurt Destroyed Claimed Admoni, pp.
Populationin 1897 Map Location Centerin Dead h sh t in Rubles

Kilometers and

43 Sirotinka,d.; less than Syrotynka,Odesa ca. 27 NW 28 April 2 351 256,484,
500inh. oblast’,Mykolaiivka from Bere- 530

raion; 00, p. 683, map zovka
p. 662: Petrivka

44 Strukovo,5.; 535 Orth. Striukove,Odesa 32 SW from 28 April 1 330 256,484,
oblast’,Mykolaiivka Berezovka 530
raion;00, p. 683, map

p. 662:Petrivka

TOTAL 26-28 2 371 50 40 546,775
April mcI.

12 c

V. Tiraspol’ uezd

45 Bemardovka/Berezovka, ? MoldavianSSR 27 April 2 2incl. 9,100 256-57,
d.; less than500 inh. 1 c 484, 530,

538

46 Demidovo,5.; lessthan ? MoldavianSSR 27 April 1 100 257,484,
500inh. 530

TOTAL 27 April 2 3 md. 9,200
1 c



1881 Nameformand PresentName Distancefrom Total
Administrative Jurisdiction Eiisavetgrad Date of Jews Jews Immovabies Value

o. Jurisdiction Reference orother Disturbances Found Hurt Destroyed Claimed Admoni, pp.
Populationin 1897 Map Location Centerin Dead h sh t in Rubles

Kilometers and

47 Shpeier,s.;2,l35pop.; ?Odesaoblast’;OO,nl

VI. OdessaUezd

4,6 1 14 93,485,
RomanCath. 1,983, May 487, 530;
other197 cf. 539

48 Varvarovka/Mikhailovka, Varvarivka,Odesa lOMay 1 1 1 80 485,487,
m.; 2,352pop.; Orth. oblast’,Ivanivkaraion; 530; cf. 539
1,562,Jews781 00, p. 32, mapp. 412

TOTAL 4-10
May

2 1 1 94

GRAND TOTAL
Khersongubemia 15 1 2 823 357 74 2,543,818

April-10
May

md.
2

md.
13c

man
sions
and1
hotel
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TheLithuanianPrince-MonkVoje1k:
A Studyof CompetingLegends

DAVID M. GOLDFRANK

The political mythology of Rus’ createdheroesfrom a set of princeswho

datedback to pagantimes. The earliestlegends,focusing on military and
political prowess,containedelementsof folklore. Native writers also com
bined hagiographic motifs with information from chronicles and other

sourcesto producea corpusof lives of saintly princes whoseoutstanding
traits were either martyrdomor defenseof Rus’ from religiously hostile

foreigners. The concomitant political doctrines, supporting the rule of
Orthodox princes,were simple, consistent,and cogent,and they remained
constituentelementsof EastSlavic stateideology down to 1917.’

The adventof Lithuanianpower in Western Rus’ in the thirteenth and
fourteenth centuries added new clans of legitimate princes to the
Rjurykovyèi. The Lithuanianprince who convertedto Orthodoxy and then
promotedor defendedChristianRus’ against"PaganLithuania" becamea
novel topic for Rus’ princely biographyandhagiography. The subsequent
establishment of the polity of Lithuanian Rus’ created a conceptual
dilemmafor Lithuania’s ruling dynasty andfor her Orthodoxprinces. After
1386 fidelity to Orthodox traditionsclashedwith the Lithuanian dynasty’s
Catholicism. However, the earlier associationof some membersof the
dynastyand their predecessorswith Orthodox Rus’ allowedcontemporaries
to createa history in which the heroic Lithuanian Orthodox prince was a
positive figure. Simultaneously,Muscovite political thinkers were faced
with the challengeof incorporatingthe LithuanianRus’ Orthodoxpast and
presentinto their "all-" or "common-Rus’" polity in order to facilitate
claims to the WestRus’ heritage. They, too, could make useof the virtu
ousLithuanianOrthodoxprince.

The first Rus’ literary treatment of such a figure was the life of
Mindovg’s sonVojelk Vaivilkas; d. 1267 or 1268.2 Although he was a
monk, his father’smurdercausedVojelk to seizepower, with help from

N. I. Serebrjanskij,Drevnerusskieknjafrskie fitija Moscow, 1915; also in tenija v
ObJ’estveistorii i drevnostejrossijskix, vol. 3/4 1915; M. Chemiavsky,Tsar and People
New Haven,1961,pp. 5-100.
2 Rus’ian forms of Lithuaniannames are given as they appearin the sources;Lithuanian
formsaregiven in parenthesesthefirst time anameappears.
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the WestRus’, in at leastpart of Lithuania.3The original versionof his life
containedin the Galician-Voihynian Chronicle GVC gave rise to two

otherseparateVoje1k traditions,one Novgorodian-EastRus’ andthe other

Lithuanian-Belorussian.Theselegends,aboutwhich this is the first special
study, expressedseveralconflicting political views of the two main heir
competitors to Kievan Rus’. The Voje1k traditions also illustrate one
developmentof historical myths and the viability of the heroicmonk-prince
themein late medievaland earlymodemEasternEurope.

I. THE VOLHYNIAN VOJSELK

The Voihynian Voje1k tale V-GVC lies at the centerof the nearlycon
tinuousLithuanianentries in GVC for 1261/2-1277/8677O-6786,but it
is a completecompositionin its own right.5 Theorigin and developmentof
V-GVC is difficult to determine,partially becausethe history of GVC itself
is somewhatenigmatic,andalso becausethe chronicle traditionsconcern
ing Voje1k are contradictory. Hen’sors’kyj’s reasoned scheme of
hypotheticalsvodsor redactionsis adequatefor the purposesof this study:
1266 produced in Xolm, favoring Danylo Romanovy, 1285/86Xolm,
for Lev Danylovy, 1289 Ljubomyl’, favoring Volodimer Vasyl’kovy,
and the final year 1292 ?Pinsk, for Mstyslav Danylovy, as well as 1234
Peremy1’, for Danylo.6 However, the hypothesis concerning late
thirteenth-centurychronicle writing in LithuanianRus’, and the questionof
the relationshipbetweencertain GVC entries, the Polish annalsroczniki,
and the NortheastRus’ chronicles,demandsomepreliminaryattention.

The besthistoricalaccountsof Voje1k arefound in studiesof Lithuaniaduring thesecond
half of the thirteenthcentury. TheseincludeHenryk Paszkiewicz,Jagiellonowiea Moskwa,
vol. 1: Litwa i Moskwa w XIII I XIV wjeku Warsaw, 1933; V. T. Pauto, Obrazovanie
litovskogogosudarstvaMoscow, 1959,pp. 382-87;andZenonasIvinskis, Lietuvos istorija
Rome, 1978,pp. 196-99. Also reliable is S. Suhedêlis,"Vaivi1kas," EncyclopediaLituan
ica hereafterEL,6 vols. Boston,1970-78,6:29-30.

Polnoe sobranie russkix leropisej hereafterPSRL,37 vols. to date St. Petersburg,Len
ingrad, Moscow, 1841-, 2nd ed. cited throughout,unless otherwise specified: 855-78;
trans.G. A. Perfecky,The Galician-VoihynianChronicle Munich, 1973,pp. 80-91.

Myxajlo Hruevs’kyj wasthefirst to considerV-GVC a separatework: Istorija ukrains’koji
literatury, 5 vols. Kiev andLviv, 1923-27;rpt., New York, 1959-60,3:186-88.
6 A. N. Hen’sors’kyj,Halyc’ko-Volyns’kyj litopys:Proces skladannja,redakcii i redaktory
Kiev, 1958. Supportingandopposingviewsarepresentedin Hruevs’kyj, Istorija, vol. 3, pp.
180, 188; V. T. Pauto,Ocerkip0 istorii Galicko-VolynskojRusiMoscow, 1950,p. 109; and
A. N. Nasonov, Istorija russkogoletopisanijaMoscow, 1969, pp. 234-42,amongothers.
Hens’ors’kyj sometimesusestheUkrainian zvid asan equivalentfor the popularif imprecise
Russiantermsvodto designateredactionor compendiumof chroniclematerials.
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The Galician-VoihynianChronicleand Lithuania

The notion of a Voihynian appropriationof Lithuanian Rus’ chroniclewrit
ing first appearedin Pauto’s 1950 studyof Galicia-Voihynia and then, in
greaterdetail, in his 1959 work on early Lithuania.7His argumentswere

basedchiefly, but notexclusively,on factual content;Hen’sors’kyj accepted

at least the Lithuanian Rus’ origin of some of the information about
Lithuania.8Erëmin and OchmañskichallengedPautoon the stylistic con
sistencyof the entire Voihynian section of the chronicle,but they did not

refute him.9

An internalanalysisof GVC does,in my view, yield evidencethat some

personrecordedeventsin Lithuania and Lithuanian Rus’ during the latter

thirteenthcenturywithin the frameworkof Rus’ chronicle traditions. The

successiveor joint reignsof six princesin Lithuaniaor LithuanianRus’ are
recountedin order: Mindovg Mindaugasafter 1252 to 1263,with Roman
Dany1ovy in Navahrudakup to 1259; TrenjataTreniota, in this case
explicitly in Lithuania and Samogitia,1263-1264; Vojelk alone, 1264-?,
and with his Rus’ brother-in-law Svamo, ?- 1268; Svarno alone,
1268-1270;and Trojden Traidenis, 1270-1282’°see appendix1-A.
varno, who succeededDanylo in Xolm before reigning with Voje1k, is
treated as the genuine prince of Lithuania and ruler in Navahrudak,the
centerof what was then LithuanianRus’.’1 The GVC also includes events
pertainingsolely to Lithuanian affairs or to Lithuanianrelationswith lands
beyond Rus’. In the former case, the chronicler revealsfamiliarity with
Lithuania’s internaldivisions and its main Rus’ cities, andevendisplaysa
local patriotism.’2 Finally, the recapitulationof Lithuaniannamesinclud
ing on two occasionsthe more native form Voj’volk for Voje1k reveals
someacquaintancewith the Lithuanianlanguage.13

How are we to accountfor the transmissionof all the Lithuanian infor
mationin GVC? The fact that different entriesfocuson each of six leading
contemporaryGalician-Voihynianprincesprecludesstipulating any previ
ously identified redaction as having incorporated all the Lithuanian

Pauto,Oëerki, pp. 113-21,and Obrazovanie,pp. 37-42.
8 Hen’sors’kyj,Halyc’ko-Volyns’kyjlitopys, p. 4.

I. Erëmin, "Volynskaja letopis’ 1289-1290gg. kak pamjatnik literatury," Trudy Otdela
drevnerusskojliteratury hereafter TODRL 13 1957: 102-117; J. Ochmauiski, "Nad
Kronik Bychowca,"StudiaZród?oznawcze121967:155; Pauto,Obrazovanie,p. 38.

PSRL2:815-78trans.Perfecky,pp. 62-91; cf. Pauto,O’erki, pp. 113-20,andObra
zovanie,pp. 37-42.
11 PSRL2:864-69trans.Perfecky,pp.84-86.
12 UnderA.M. 6786: PSRL2:876trans.Perfecky,p. 91, misprintedas6788.
13 PSRL2:863. In theXlebnikov andPogodinmanuscriptstheform waschangedto Voje1k.
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accounts. The entries concerningDanylo’s andLev’s Lithuanian policies
appearto have been written by Voihynian Xolm chroniclers. Others,
which recount the Lithuanian succession,internal events, and specific
foreignpolicies,betraya local outlook.

The inclination of Voihynian annaliststo borrow from foreign chron
iclers is evident in the relationshipbetweenGVC and the roczniki. The
direct influenceof a hypotheticalearlierKievan chronicle on Polish works

hasalreadybeennoted.14 There is also one clearand pertinentexampleof
paralleltextswhere the primacyof the Polish versionis likely: the reports
of Mindovg‘ s raids on Mazoviain 1262.‘ No otherGVC and Polish chron
icle entries have such a close verbal relationship; apparently, however,
startingwith the 1266redaction izvod/svod,successivereworkingsof the
Voihynian Chronicle incorporatedPolish and LithuanianRus’ materialand
information.16

The VoihynianVoje1kTale

The V-GVC is presentedin the entriesfrom 1263 to 1268, that is, insidea
section coveredfirst by the 1266 redaction and its continuationand then
integratedand reworkedin 1286 and 1289/1290.17The GVC containsthree
other Voje1k entries for an earlier period-?1252-1259. These, too,
concernDanylo, lack indications from the 1289 redaction,and constitute
the earliestknown Vojelk gesta. The first two, noting his acts of war,
peace-making,baptism, and attemptedtrip to Mount Athos, seemto be a
sourcefor the first part of V-GVC.’8 The third recordsVo$elk’s captureof
Danylo’s son Roman during a Tatar-Voihynian invasion of Lithuania’s
lands in Rus’.’9 Although Roman’s subsequentfate is not mentioned,the
third notice hardly preparesthe readerfor the impendingand different treat
mentof Vojelk in theV-GVC-as a piousChristian,an ally of Svarno and
Vasyl’ko.

A relatively longtext for a chronicle report, V-GVC is a unified literary
work, albeit interrulted by other entries. It begins with the story of
Mindovg’s murder by his brother-in-law Dovmont Daumantas and

14 Franciszek Sielicki, "Kroniki staroruskie w dawnej Poisce," Slavia Orientalis 13
1964: 134-38.
15 Compare PSRL 2:855; Monumenta Poloniae historicaelPomniki dziejowe Poiski
hereafterMPH Lviv, 1864-91;rpt., Warsaw, 1960-61; n.s. Warsaw, 1946-, 2:807; cf.
MPH3:362; 8:116-17.
16 See the entriesfor AM. 6787, 6791, and6794; PSRL2:880, 895, 897 trans.Perfecky,pp.

91, 98, 99.
‘ PSRL2:858-70trans.Perfecky,pp. 83-99.
18 PSRL 2:819,830-31 trans.Perfecky,pp. 64, 69.
19 PSRL2:847 trans.Perfecky,p. 77.
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nephewTrenjata,and with a retrospectivesection relatingVoje1k’s moral
progressfrom bloodthirsty pagan to Orthodox monk. Related next are
Trenjata’s successionand the murder of his rival Tovtivil Tautvilas of
Polock, followed by Trenjata’s murder by Mindovg’s former servitors.
ThenVoje1k, who had fled to Pinsk,returnsto Lithuania with forces from
that city andNavahrudak,seizespower, and,with the aid of varnoand of
Vasyl’ko’s troops, subduesenemyprovinces. After a successfulLithuanian
invasionof Polish Mazovia, Voje1k turns full power over to Svarno and
returnsto the monastic life underhisoriginal mentor,Gregory of Polonyna.
A shorttime later, with Vasyl’ko’s assurancesof safety,Voje1k acceptsan
invitation to Volodymyr-Volyns’kyj to confer with Lev; therehe is killed
by Lev and buried in amonastery. vamo continuesto reign in Lithuania,
but soondies and is succeededby the apparentlyunrelatedpaganTrojden.

The tale is not without interest from a purely literary standpoint,for it
contains elementsof both folklore and hagiographyor homiletics. The
entire structureof Vojelk’s life, with its adventuresand endeavors,has a
heroic quality. He makesfive major journeys: an initial move from the
princely throne of Navahrudakto the PolonynaMonastery,a secondfrom
Polonyna to Mount Athos and then back to Navahrudak, a third from
Navahrudakthrough Pinsk to Lithuania, a fourth to the Monasteryof St.
Daniel at Uhroves’k,and finally one to Volodymyr-Volyns’kyj. Eachof the
first four journeys includes a major feator deed:adopting Christianity and
monasticism,foundiiig a monasteryupon his returnto Navahrudakand so
defying his angry father, exacting revengeand establishingorder over
rebellious Lithuania, and reassuming the habit. The last trip, to
Volodymyr-Volyns’kyj, results in Voje1k’s death. The hagiographicele
mentsincludehis quarrelwith hispaganfather,his discipleshipto Gregory,
and his return to the cloister prompted by a feeling of having "sinned
greatly beforeGod andman." Yet the chronicle does not treathim as an
Orthodox prince-martyr,in spiteof his violent death. After Svamo’s pass
ing, Lev was undisputedlythe seniorprince of Galicia-Volhynia, which
precludedthe riseof a cult honoringhisvictim.20 The folkioric motifs in the
tale are as striking as the Christian ones. Voje1k begins his careeras a
daily practitioner of human sacrifice in Navahrudak in Lithuanian
Vaivi1kas means"hospitable wolf". Dovmont murdersMindovg as an
act of revenge:they were marriedto sisters,and whenMindovg’s wife died
andher sistercame to mourn,Mindovg seizedDovmont’s wife for himself.
Trenjatadoesnot simply assassinateTovtivil; thetwo try to kill eachother,

20 Whethera local cult of Voje1k arosenearNavahrudakis anopenquestion. On somepos
sibilities, see below, Pt. 3.
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and Tovtivil dies becausehe is betrayed by his own men. Mindovg’s
former groomskill Trenjataas he is leavinghis bath. Then, out of jealousy

towardsSvamo,Lev kills Voje1k, after they havebeendrinking togetheras
commonguestsof "Markholt the German" in the companyof a mediator
and father figure, Vasyl’ko Romanovy. Thesemotifs haveparallelsin a

varietyof traditions,including Greekmythology and thePovést’ vremennyx
let.21

The story is also significant from the standpointof political ideology.
The text beratesMindovg as a paganand as a murderous"autocrat." His
assassinationis manifestlyunderstandable,but Voje1k is just as clearly the
legitimate ruler: "All the Lithuanians welcomed their crown prince
gospodii." Yet, Vojelk the monk doesnot wish to rule forever, so he
installs Svarno as coru.ler and successor.Significantly, Voje1k recognizes
his uncle Vasyl’ko as overlord from the start; Vasyl’ko remainsVoje1k’s
"father" after the return to the monastery. vamo’s succession,with the
chronicler’s condemnationof Trojden’s paganismand praise of his four
brothers’ Christianity independentlyof their wars against Vasyl’ko,22

imply that Lithuania shouldbe Christianand that Rus’ suzeraintyor direct
rule thereis proper. All the same,this tale,along with the otherLithuanian
entries, reveals a grudging respect for the legitimacy of the native
Lithuanianprinces,even as pagans,and for Lithuanian rule over the lands
of Rus’. The V-GVC thus paves the way conceptually for the peculiar
Lithuanian-Rus’symbiosisof the threesubsequentcenturies.23

The GVC Vofielk Informationand Other ChronicleTraditions

Hruevs’kyj believedthat the V-GVC was a separatecomposition,written

underSvarno before he died.24 Its general accuracy,in light of the analo

gousinformation containedin the unrelatedLivonian RhymedChronicle,

supportsthe hypothesisthat V-GVC was composedsoonafter Vojelk’s

21 Note, for example,theAgamemnoncycle. A parallelmurder in thebathhouseis found in
"NesastnyjDanila," Ivan-Bogatyr’: UkrainskievoLebnyeskazki,ed. N. Zabila Kiev, 1960,
pp. 57-65. Ja. S. Lur’e, withoutreferringto theseentries,statedthat theGVC asa whole con
tains more epic-folkioric motifs than other Old Rus’ chronicles: "K izueniju letopis’nogo
anra," TODRL27 1972: 87.
22 PSRL2:869,871 trans.Perfecky,pp. 86, 87.
23 Incidentally, M. V. Malevskajaclaims that architecturaltechniquesalso migratedfrom
Navahrudakto centralLithuania in the latter half of the thirteenthcentury: "Arxitekturnyj
kompleks Novogrudskogodetinca XII-XIV vv.," Drevnerusskoegosudarstvo i slavjane,ed.

L. D. Pobol’ eta!. Minsk, 1983,pp. 122-25.
24 Hruevs’kyj,Istorija, vol. 3, pp. 188-89.
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murder.25On the otherhand,the existenceof differing reportsin the Polish
and EastRus’ chroniclesraisesthe questionwhetherthe surviving version
is the original GVC entry for the eventsof 1263-1267/1268.

Theearlysurvivingroczniki canaid usin determiningwhich information
for 1263-1267 is likely to havebeenfound in the 1266 redactionand its
continuation,and to haveformed the basis of the earliestreportsof neigh
boring chronicles,both Polish and Rus’.26 Oneclaims that "Trenjata and

the Lithuanians" killed Mindovg and that Voje1k and Tovtivil "Theo

philus" killed Trenjata.27Another, which is closer to the V-GVC, states
that Trenjatahatcheda conspiracy,killing Mindovg and two of his sons,
and that Voje1k left a Rus’ monasteryto avengehis father and kill "Tren
jata and otherprinces.’‘28 A third simply recordsthat Lev killed Vojelk.29

The fifteenth-centuryPolish annalist Jan Diugosz appearsto havecom
bined the extantroczniki noticesconcerningthemurdersof Mindovg, Tren
jata,and Vojelk with a characterizationof Mindovg’s tyranny. The latter
was possiblyderived from the GVC or one of the earlierVolhynian redac
tions. Diugosz also advanceda seemingly rational motive for Vojelk’s
murder-hewas attemptingto siezeRus’ lands.30Did Dlugosz find this
motive, contradictingthe V-GVC, in a Voihynian redaction,or did he use
his imagination, as he mostcertainly had in assigningMindovg a specific
role in the 1262 campaignagainstMazovia?3’ Whateverthe casehere, the
GVC ?1252-1259and roczniki entrieson Voje1k provideevidencethat
the continuationof the 1266 redactioncontainedpassagesthat were them
selves sourcesfor V-GVC and may have been written before Lev suc
ceededSvarno in Xolm in 1270.32 The East Rus’ chronicleshelp confirm

25 The Livonian RhymedChronicle, ed. andtrans. J. C. Smith andW. L. UrbanBlooming
ton, 1977,pp. 88-89.
26 See Gerard Labunda, "Glówne linie rozwoju rocznikarstwa Poiskiego w wiekach
rednich,"KwartalnikHictoryczny78, no. 41971: 804-837.
27 Rocznikkapitulny krakowski, MPH 2:807-808;cf. Katalog biskupówkrakowskich5,
MPH 3:362-63.
28 RocznikKrasiñskich, MPH 3: 132.
29 Roczniktraski, MPH 2: 840.
30 JanDlugosz,Historiae Poloniae libri XII: Anna/i seucronicaeincliti regni Poloniae, 2
vols. Leipzig, 1711, 1:773-76.Also Opera omnia, ed. A. PrzezdzieckiCracow, 1863-87,
9:387-88,392, 404-405. Polish translation:Rocznikicyli kroniki, siawnegoKrólestwaPol
skiego Warsaw,1961 -74, 7/8: 176, 182, 199; cf. PSRL2:858 trans.Perfecky,p. 82.
‘ Cf. Dlugoszandthe rocznik tradition: MPH 2:588-808;3:75, 206, 308, 363; 8: 117-18;
Diugosz,Roczniki,7/8: 171 -72. Hen’sors’kyj believesthat Dlugoszobtainedall of his infor
mation from the 1285/1286redaction:Halyc’ko-Volyns’kyjlitopys, pp. 58-62. Seebelow, fn.
49.
32 Seebelow, pt. 2. The V-N1C, however,only mentionsMindovg, his kinsmen-assassins,
his covictim Tovtivil, and the avengerVoje1k: A. N. Nasonov,ed., Novgorodskajapervaja
letopis’ hereafterNPL MoscowandLeningrad,1950,p. 84.
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this thesis. All EastRus’ versionsstemin partfrom the Novgorod1 Chron
icle NIC, whoseVoje1k Tale V-N1C is clearly dependenton V-GVC.
The fifteenth-centuryRogoskChronicle RC, however,is also peculiarly
relatedto a Pskov reworking of Novgorodiantraditions. RC namesTren

jata,who is not mentionedin any other East Rus’ chronicle,and statesa
fact otherwisefound only in the roczniki: that he was killed by Voje1k.
Whateverthe textualconvoy of the RC ‘S "Trenjata," the evidencefrom the

roczniki and RC is that at leastone earlyWestRus’ accountof theseevents
differentfrom theV-GVC was circulated.33

The known historical situationexplains the role of Dovmont in the sur
viving V-GVC: Dovmontfled to Lithuania,servedas princeof Pskov from
1265 until his deathin 1299, and was an agentof East Rus’ designson
Polock and Lithuania.34The V-GVC’s hostility to Dovmont could easily
havederived from Lithuanianor LithuanianRus’ enmity towardhim as an
actual rival. The distinct treatmentsof Tovtivil in the roczniki and by
Dlugoszprobablyreflect an entry in the 1266redactionor its continuation.
This would haveassociatedTovtivil with Voje1k becauseof their pastcon
nections and similar, if separate,attemptsto rely on Rus’ forces to oust
Trenjataand takeover Lithuania.35Underwhat circumstances,then, did V

GVC arise?

The VoihynianVojelk and the GVC Redactions

An internal analysisof the V-GVC indicates a reworking of entries in the
1289 redaction that focus on varno and might well be the work of his
chronicler.36 vamo is very much at the center of the recountingof
Voje1k’s rule in Lithuaniaand most of his subsequentfate, while Vasyl’ko
is sometimesaddedas an afterthought. Voje1k’s respectfor Vasyl’ko fol
lowing the return to monasticism is somewhat suspect. St. Daniel’s
Monastery in Uhroves’k is close to varno’s Xolm, not to Vasyl’ko’s
Volodymyr-Volyns’kyj, but the V-GVC has Vojelk say: "Closeby are my

Cf. PSRL 15: 33; A. N. Nasonov,ed.,Pskovskieletopisi hereafterPL, 2 vols. Moscow
andLeningrad,1941 -55, 1: 13; ci. alsothe schemanoting thedilemmaconcerningRC in V.
I. Oxotnikova,Povest’o DovmonteLeningrad,1985,p. 100.

The earliest Dovmont sourcesareNPL, pp. 85-86, 90; PL 2:16-18,21-22. His chief
rival and target of attack from Pskov in 1266 was JerdenGerdienis/Erdanasin Eastern
Lithuania, who controlled Polock and Vitebsk in December 1264 but not during 1265:
Friedrich Georgevon Bunge,Liv-, Est undCurldndischesUrkundbuchnebstRegesten,6 vols.
Reval andRiga, 1853-71,6: nos. 336-37. Later Lithuanian-Belorussiantraditions claimed
that DovmontsubduedPolock from Pskov andthen attackeda Vojelk-1ike figure: seebelow,
Pt. 3. A genuinemysteryis the "Dovmont" recordedin the LaurentianChronicle ashaving
beenkilled while leadinga Lithuanianarmy againstTorok andTver in 1285: PSRL1:483.

PSRL2:847, 860-61 trans.Perfecky,pp. 77, 83.
36 Cf. Pauto,Oëerki, pp. 116-17;Hen’sors’kyj,Halyc’ko-Volyns’kyjlitopys, pp. 39-40.
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son sn" Svarno and my other lord gsn" and father, prince Vasyl’ko
Vasilko."37 Svarno is also the chief figure in the war of 1265 with
Poland.38 The account enumerateshis lossesand condemnshis conduct,
while praisingVasyl’ko and his sonVolodimer. Nevertheless,the tale has
Vojelk immediatelyrelinquish the throne to Svamoand say to him: "This
land has been securedopasena for you." Vasyl’ko’s name is also
appendedto Danylo’sin the V-GVC’s retrospectiveentry under 1263 about
Voje1k’s peace-makingin Xolm, whereasin the earlier flashbackreport of
this event,under1253/1255, no mentionis madeof Vasyl’ko.39

What about the two stories in the V-GVC that highlight Lev together
with Voje1k? The first, in contrast to the earlier narrative, states that
Voje1k madepeacewith Danylo in Ha1y not Xolm, and then servedas
godfatherto Lev’s son Jurij.’° The secondconcernsVoje1k’s fear of Lev,
needfor Vasyl’ko’s surety,eveningof revelry,and murder. A rationalLev
certainly would not havewantedthe secondset of eventsrecordedas they
stand. He could only havebeenhelpedby the first, if it had beencoupled
with a more explicit rendition of Voje1k’s betrayal of Danylo and his
seizureof Romanthan is foundearlier, under 1259. The authorof the 1289
redactionprobably distorted Lev’s motives for killing Vojelk, but this is
hardly evidencefor the thesisthat Lev’s chroniclers-presumablythose
who continuedand editedthe 1266 redactionfor the period from 1270 to
l286-composedan earlier story about his Lithuanian victim that is any
thing like theV-GVC.4’

The contents of the surviving tale thus do not indicate that Lev’s
chroniclerseditedany of the Vojelk noticesconnectedwith Svamo. On
the other hand, Archimandrite Gregory of Polonyna is mentionedmost
favorably in the accountsof Vojelk’ s tonsure1253/1255and his returnto
monasticism1268. This would indicate that Gregory or an ally of his
playeda role in unifying the chronicle material relating to Voje1k.42 The
authorappearsto haveput togetherinformation aboutboth Voje1k and the
rise of Christianand Rus’ influence in Lithuania,andyet to havestoodout
side princely rivalries. A writer close to Gregory and representingthe Rus’

PSRL 2:867. Could an original gsn" for vamo explain why Vasyl’ko is drugii gsn"
moi? Hruevs’kyj, Istorija, vol. 3, p. 187, transmits theoriginal logically asfollows: "ot tut
kolo mene syn mij Svamo.a druhyj-hospodynmij otec’ knjaz’ Vasylko."
38 PSRL 2:864-67 trans. Perfecky, pp. 84-86; cf. MPH 2:592, 80, 75, 206. The
roczniki’s 1266 is sounderthantheGVC’sAM. 6776/A.D. 1268.

PSRL2: 830-31 trans.Perfecky,p.69.
40 PSRL2:859 trans.Perfecky,p. 82.
‘‘ Hen’sors’kyj, Halyc’ko-Volyns’kyjliropys, pp. 60-61. The earlierentries could be from
the 1266 or the 1286 redaction.
42 Cf. Hen’sors’kyj,Halyc’ko-Volyns’kyjlitopys, pp. 63-66.
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church in Lithuanian territory and its connectionswith Xolm and/orVolo
dymyr but not explicitly partial to either Voihynian dioceseis the most
likely author or editorof the version of the Vojelk tale that survivesin the
GVC.

Hruevs’kyj’s hypothesisconcerning Svamo’s connection to the V
GVC, on the other hand, is probably correct. Gregory’s presencein
Uhroves’k near Svarno’sXolm lends credenceto it. Also, the Gregory-
orientedredaction of previous Vojelk material may havebeenproduced
parallel to, if not as part of, the 1289 redaction.43This work could have
been done under the direct influence of Vasyl’ko’s son Volodimer or
daughter-in-lawOl’ha Romanivnaof Brjansk. They were both copyists, if
not writers;’ their marriageis one of the eventsthat interruptsthe flow of
V-GVC;45 and similar sobriquetsare usedfor Vasyl’ko and Gregory.46The
mention of Voje1k’s baptism of Jurij L’vovy, then, should be seen as a
preludenot to Voje1k’ s betrayal of Danylo and abductionof Romanto jus
tify Lev’s urge for vengeance,but rather to Lev’s diabolically inspired
murder of his Lithuanian compater.47 Moreover, not Lev, but rather
Vasyl’ko and his son Volodimer were constantrivals of Trojden, Svamo’s
successorin Lithuania,48 and thus had a greater interest in promoting
Voihyniancontrol overLithuania’s Rus’ lands.49

II. THE NOVGORODIAN PROTOTYPEOFTHE EAST RUS’ VOJSELK

The V-N1C is the basic East Rus’ revision of V-GVC. Originating in the
contextof the strugglesof Novgorod and Pskov againstEasternLithuania
and Livonia, and sandwichedbetween the accountsof real events in

Cf. Pauto,Ocerki,p. 114.
‘1 Ja. D. Isajevy Isaevië,"Iz istorii kul’turnyx svjazej Galicko-Volynskoj Rusi s zapad
nymi slavjanami v XII-XIV vv.," in Pol’.a i Rus’, ed. B. A. RybakovMoscow, 1974, pp.
265-66.

PSRL2:861-62trans.J’erfecky,pp. 83-84.
46 .jakoe ne byst perednim/povsejzemli, i ni po nemne budet":PSRL2:859, 913.

PautoandHen’sors’kyjpresumethat Voje1k killed Roman Dany1ovy, who disappears
from the GVC after the abduction: Ocerki, pp. 113-14; Halyc’ko-Volyns’kyj litopys, pp.
60-61.
48 Note the entries for A.M. 6770, 6772, 6782, 6784, and6790: PSRL 2:855-56,862-63,
871, 874-76,888-89 trans.Perfecky,pp. 80-81,85, 87, 89, 96. Perfecky’sreadingof the
entry for AM. 6784 is misleading. The original statesthat afterconsulting with Lev, Volodi
mer alonesenttroops to opposeTrojden’s settlingof Prussianrefugeesin HrodnaandSlonim.

Hen’sors’kyj also seesthehandof Gregory in theGVC Voje1k tradition, but, dueto the
presenceof Jurij L’vovy andthe archimandritein thesameentry,considersthe integrationto
havetakenplacein the1285/1286redaction:Halyc’ko-Volyns’kyjlitopys, pp. 63-64.
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Novgorod’srelationswith Lithuania,50V-N 1C is partof a Novgorodianand
Pskoviancycle that also includes the chronicle tales and the lives of Alek
sandrNevskij and Dovmont.51 Obviously, the V-N1C has not receivedthe
samescholarlyattentionas the othertwo liveshave.

The V-N1C omits the folkloric elements,Voje1k’s fateafter he subdued
Lithuania, and his ties to the Voihynian princes.52Otherwisethis version
follows the heroic-hagiographicstructure of the V-GVC and further

emphasizesthe religious didactic, fantastic, and crusading elements.
Voje1k is now "chosen"by God as "His champion"who "recognizesthe
true faith" and journeysall the way to Mount Sinai-the site of the first
dispensation.53He is baptizedthereand receivesthe New Law and then
goesto Mount Athosfor tonsure.He finally returnsto the Christianpartsof
Lithuania,wherehe foundshis monasteryand quarrelswith his father. The
V-N1C specifiesthat Voje1k retainedthe monasticrule during his punitive
attackon Lithuania and vowedto returnto the monasteryafterthreeyears.
Throughout this venture he is "armed with the power of the
cross,.. . glorifying the Holy Trinity,. . . avengingChristianblood." Brief,
tight, andconsistent,the V-N1C forms a "verbal icon."

The local origin of N1C’s 1261-1266entriesabout Lithuania is incon
testable,but the dateof the V-N1C’s compositionis problematic. The ter
minusante quemfor the protographof the oldestN1Cmanuscriptis 1333.

50 NPL,pp.83-85.
5! On the role of theselives in the developmentof thePskov Chronicles,see theconflicting
viewsof H.-J. Grabmuller,Die PskoverChronikenUntersuchungenzur russischenRegional
chronistik Wiesbaden,1975,pp. 102-123;andOxotnikova,Povest’o Dovmonte,esp.p. 70.
The Life of Aleksandrdid not enterN1C until themid-fifteenthcentury: V. L. Janin,"Cerkov’
Borisa i Gleba v Novgorodskomdetince: 0 novgorodskom istonike ‘itija Aleksandra
Nevskogo,’" in Kul’tura srednevekovojRusi, ed. A. N. Kiprinikov and P. A. Rappoport
Leningrad,1974,p. 92.
52 The V-N1C’s interestin the "good" Tovtivil, on theotherhand,was natural: in 1262, as
theChristian princeof Polock, he joined theNortheastRus’ forces in an attackon theJur’ev:
NFL, pp. 82-83.

The inclusion of Sinai heremay not be accidental. A bylina basedon a twelfth-century
Novgorod pilgrimmageto theHoly Land mentionsSinai, andthe archbishopVasilij Kalika
1329-52, under whom the earliest known recensionof N1C was written, propoundedthe
Sinai-influencedHesychasticdoctrine concerningParadise: "Sorok kalik so kalikoju," in
Byliny,ed. V. I. Cicerov Moscow, 1957,pp. 375-83,497-98;A. A. axmatov,"Account of
theText," in The Chronicle of Novgorod, trans.R. Michael andN. ForbesLondon,1914; rpt.,
Hattiesburg, 1970, p. xxxviii; A. I. Klibanov, Reformacionnyedvifenija v Rossii v
XIV-pervojpolovineXVI v.v. Moscow, 1960, pp. 138-45. I am indebtedto ProfessorIhor
Sevenkofor pointing out a possibksignificanceof this surprisingly early referenceto Sinai
alongwith Athos.

NPL, pp. 5-6, 99-100. Saxmatov doesnot note any distinctly Novgorodianredaction
between1167 and 1333; Razyskanijao drevnejix russkix letopisnyxsvodaxSt. Petersburg,
1908,pp. 379-80.
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The close textual connectionbetween the V-N1C and the DovmontCycle
offers some more useful clues.55 It appearsthat the Novgorod chroniclers
edited an accountof Dovmont’ s warsof 1265-1266togetherwith the V
GVC and that thesetwo related texts then servedas sourcesfor the Dov
mont Vita DV in the original Pskov Chronicle PC.56This work could
havecommencedas early asthe late thirteenthcentury, whenDovmontwas
still alive, but more likely occurredin the early fourteenthcentury. Curi
ously, the initiation of local Pskovchroniclewriting coincidedroughly with
the "all-Rus’" endeavorsof the metropolitan Peter a Voihynian, he
servedfrom 1308 to 1:326, which influencedthe N1C redactionof 1333.
Peteror one of hisentouragemay evenhavebeenthe transmitterof V-GVC
to Novgorod as well as of the source for the RC ‘S "Trenjata." Accord
ingly, V-N1C ought to be datedto the middle years of the 1289-1332
period.

This version expressesone chiefthemeof the Lithuanian entriesin the
moreopen-mindedGVC, namely,that the only good Lithuanian is a Chris
tian. In the case of Novgorod, given the experiencesthere with the
Livonian Knights, the only real Christianis Orthodox. The essentialfunc
tion of V-N1C was to bolsterlocal ambitions towardLithuania,just as the
original V-GVC furtheredVoihynian claims. In this connectionthe Dov
mont sequelto V-N1C was suitable, since Dovmont servedPskov in the
same way as Vojelk and varno servedVolhynia and Lithuania’s Rus’
lands.

The V-N1C remainedthe basic East Rus’ Voje1k legend for over four
centuries.The presumablyNovgorodianauthorhad no reasonnot to lionize
him and good reasonto do so, since Novgorodand PskovneededOrthodox
Lithuaniansto fight for Rus’ againstLithuania in the latter thirteenth cen
tury. It was only necessaryto remove him from his specific West Rus’
environmentand allegiancesand transformhim into a politically unattached
Orthodox hero, struggling for the true faith. Such a Voje1k would have
beenan ideal candidatefor inclusionamong the saintly, if not beatified,
princesof Rus’. The East Rus’ "all-Rus’" chronicles,which flourished
after the mid-fifteenthcentury, and their sixteenth-centuryderivatives,quite

Grabmiiller andOxotnikovamiss this connection.
56 This is found or reflectedin thePskov 2 or 3 Chronicle: cf. NPL, pp. 84-85; PL 1: 13,
2: 16, 82-83.

For questionsabout the first real DV and the developmentof the Pskov cycle, notethe
opposingtheoriesof GrabmUller,PskoverChroniken,pp. 114-68,andOxotnikova,Povest’o
Dovmonte,pp.1-7O. For Peterandtherelationshipbetweenhis "all-Rus’ "chroniclewriting
andN1C, seeSaxmatov,Raz’yskanija,pp. 245, 380, andhis "Account," p. xxxviii.
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naturally appropriatedVoje1k and Dovmont together.58They found the
"verbal icon" of the V-N1C suitablefor severalpurposes,as we shallsee.

III. RYMONT-LAVRY -VASILIJ:
THE TRANSFORMED WEST RUS’ VOJSELK

The Lavry Tale V-Lay occurs at a crucial turning point in the initial,
mythological section L-myth of the Lithuanian-Belorussian2 Chronicle

LB2, at the end of Lithuania’s secondlegendarydynasty, i.e., the line of
Viten Vytenis, and at the beginning of the reigning one, i.e., the line of
Gedimin Gediminas.59Justifying the accessionof the Gediminids, this
story is a fundamentalstatementof Lithuanian political-historical mythol
ogy. The genesisof V-Lay is difficult to determinedue to scantevidence

about the origin of LB2. The dating of LB2 and the origin of the separate
parts of L-myth, amongthemV-Lay, remainmoot issues.60

The Genesisof theLithuanian-Belorussian2 Chronicle

Lithuanian chronicle writing commencedin the 1 380swith an accountof
Gedimin’s sons. By about 1432, it had createda record of the period
1341-1431that glorified Olgierd Algierdas and Vitovt Vytautas. This
was appendedto a SmolenskBelorussian"all-Rus’ " redactionof 1446 to
produce what has been termed the Lithuanian-Belorussian1 Chronicle

58 The inclusionof theV-N1C was part of aprocesswherebytalesof Batu’s invasion; of the
martyr-princesMixail Jaros1aviand Mixail A1eksandroviof Tver; of the cycle of Dmitrij
Donskoj, the Battle of Kulikovo, and Toxtamy’s revenge; and of Dovmont from a Pskov
chronicle were insertedamongthe more nonnal,laconic entries:Lur’e, Obserusskieletopisi,
pp. 67, 77-78, 116-21. Lur’e doesnot refer to theVoje1k entries,which actually confirm his
conclusions.Cf. Oxotnikova’schart,Povest’o Dovmonte,p. 100.

The five known versionsare found in PSRL35:94, 150-51, 178, 198-99, 219-20; a
sixth is indicatedby the variant PatriarchalCodexreadingsfor the Archaeologicalrecension,
PSRL 17: 253-56.
60 Earlierstudiesinclude I. Tixomirov, ‘0 sostavezapadnorusskixtak nazyvaemyxlitovskix
letopisej,"Zurnal Ministerstva narodnagoprosve.éenijahereafterZMNP, 1901: March,pp.
8-36,andMay, pp. 79-119;alsoJ. Jakubowski,"Studianadstosunkaminarodowociowymi
naLitwie przedUni Lubelsk," Prace TowarzysrwaNaukowegoWarszawskiego,1912, no. 7,
pp. 1-98; and F. P. Suyc’kyj, "Zaxidn’o-rus’ki litopysy jak pam"jatky literatury," pt. 1,
Zbirnyk ist.-JIlol. viddilu Ukrajins’koji akademiji nauk, vol. 2 Kiev, 1921; Russian trans.,
Kiev, 1927. Among later onesareOchmañski, "Nad Kronik4 Bychowca," pp. 155 -62; B.
N. Florja, "0 ‘LetopisceByxovca,’" in Istoëniki i istoriografija slavjanskogosrednevekov’ja,
ed. S. A. Nikitin Moscow, 1967, pp. 135-44; M. A. Judas,Lietuvosmetraiai Vilnius,
1968; idem, "Xronika Byxovca," in Letopisi i xroniki, ed. B. A. RybakovMoscow, 1974,
pp. 221 -24; V. A. Camjarycki, Belaruskija lerapisyjak pomnikiliterarury Minsk, 1969;N.
N. UIaik, "Belorussko-litovskoeletopisanie,"Voprosy istorii, 1984, no. 12, pp. 63-72;
idem, Vvedeniev izuëeniebelorusskogo-litovskogoletopisanijaMoscow, 1985,pp. 1-172.
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LB 1.61 The various recensionsof LB 1 and its constituentparts go no

further than 1446, which is thusthe terminuspostquemfor the original.62

GenuineLithuanian-Belorussianchronicle writing does not seem to have

beendonefrom the latter 1440sto theend of the century.63

The first true "Lithuanian Chronicle" is LB2, which extendsinto the

early sixteenthcentury. Eight recensionssurvive,all of themroughly iden

tical for the period up to 1446 notall continuethat far.M The creativecore

of the LB2 is thus the L-myth, which runs to the deathof Gedimin 1341,

as well as the revisionof the post-1341 LB 1 material.

The sole "early recension" of LB2 textually closestto LB 1 breaksoff

before 1446 and gives no post-1446 clues about its composition.65Two of
the five closely related "intermediary" recensionsrecounteventswith tra
ditionalRus’ datingfrom A.M. 7000 to 7022-7023A.D. 1514-1515,and
concludewith anotherset, which usesa Westernchronologyfrom the four
teenth century down to 1567.66 Accordingly, an original LB2 may have

beencomposedsoonafter 1515. AnotherPolish-language"intermediary"
recension is found in a manuscriptcontaining Polish versions of the
LithuanianPrivilege of 1447 1457, theLithuanian Statuteof 1529, and an
encomiumof that year to King SigismundI by Albrecht Gatol’d Gos

tautus, the chancellorof Lithuania 1522-1539 whose ancestorsfigure
prominentlyin LB2.67 Most likely, then, an original official "intermediary"
version of LB2 was part of a packageof historical and legal works
representingthe Lithuanian "establishment"at the end of the 1 520sor the

61 See Camjarycki, Belaruskija letapisy, pp. 11-118; Lur’e, Obéerusskieletopisi, pp.
38-42
62 Examples are the Suprasi’, Nikiforov, and Academy recensions: PSRL 35: 19-67,
103-114.
63 For internal evidenceof this gap betweenthe "late" recensionsof LB1 and LB2, see
PSRL35:79,122-25,166-67,192,212-13,233-34.
64 PSRL 35:90-102, 128-66, 173-91, 193-211,214-33; PSRL 17: 152-90, 247-93
variant readingsfor "Patr.".
65 This recension,called theKrasiñski, may well havebeen a first working draft of LB2, but
is found in a late sixteenth-centurymanuscript: A. Bruckner, "Die Visio Tundali in
böhmischer und russischerUebersetzung,"Archiv für slavische Philologie 13, no. 1
1891: 201; Ochmañski, "Nad Kronik Bychowca," p. 160; PSRL 35: 10-11, 128-44: Cf.
amjarycki,Belaruskijaletapisy,pp. 136-37.

The RumjancevandPatriarchal-irecensions:PSRL 35:212-13;PSRL 17:185-90. The
PSRLreproducesas footnotedvariantstwo incomplete"intermediary"versionsof LB2, which
were taken from thesamePatriarchalmanuscript,the late seventeenth-centurySinod. no. 790,
which theeditorsof PSRL omitted:PSRL 17: v-vu, 152-90,247-93.

TheOlszewski recension:PSRL35: 12, 173-92.
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early 1530s.68 The convergenceof influence for the prominent families
mentioned in LB2 points to the years 1510/1522_1527,69a period con
sistentwith the otherdatapresentedhere.70

The Lithuanian Historical Myths and theLavry Tale

The structureof L-myth is rather simple. It begins with the flight of
PalemonPalemonasand otherRomannobles from Nero’s tyranny-they
journey to the mouthof the Nieman-andthen gives a narrative, consistent
in style, about the fictional and historical princesof the Lithuanian lands
and their expandingterritory in Rus’ down through the reign of Gedimin.7’
BesidesV-Lay, several legendsabout place-names,clans,paganpractices,

and cities are insertedinto the account,sometimeswith a characteristiccon
nectiveclause, such as vozvratimsjavospak"let us resume’,72 evidence

of a layeredcompilation.

A key source for names and events in this fanciful account,which

reflectsthe actual significanceof thirteenth-centuryNavahrudak,is GVC.73
The V-Lay is more dependenton GVC than is any other part of L-myth,
and thusshouldhaveformedpartof the original, in spiteof the fact that the
surviving "early" recension of LB2 does not contain this particular
legend.74

The V-Lay has four sections. They relate: 1 the successionof the

fictional Narymont Norimantasand his four brothers,followed by his

quarrel with the second,Dovmont; 2 the careerof the youngest,Trojden,

68 The "Chronyczka"that follows theOlszewski LB2 text andendsin 1446 appearsto have
been added around 1535, rather than when the initial "intermediary" version was written:
PSRL 35: 192-93.
69 Ochmañskimade note of the careerof the last Monivid Manivydis, who was voevodaof
Eiiki Eisiskesduring 15 10-27, and AlbrechtGato1’d, chancellorduring 1522-39: "Nad
Kronik4 Bychowca," p. 159. According to L-myth, however,Eiiki was associatedwith the
Dovoinovi clan, not the Monivids: PSRL 35: 129. Earlier Jakubowskipointed to a Gatol’d
and a Gedroickij who studiedin Cracowin the late fifteenth century:"Studia," pp. 31-32.
70 Therearetwo othersurviving recensionsof L82. The "late" Rainskij and "combined"
Evreinov recensionsaddmaterial for theearly fifteenthcentury.someof which is alsofound in
LB 1: PSRL 35: 162, 230. The Evreinov recensionintegratesmaterial from the "early" and
"late" recensionsand is not simply "early" or "first", asOchmañskiclaims: "Nad Kronik
Bychowca,"pp. 155-56.
‘ PSRL35:90-97, 128-32,145-53, 173-81,193-201,214-22;PSRL17:247-53.
72 PSRL35:91,129, 130, 131, 174,175,176,195,197; PSRL26: 250.

SeeJudas,Lietuvos metra’iai, p. 58.
In the "early" recension,L-myth simply breaksoff afterthe beginningof Trojden’s reign

in themiddle of page 72 obverse,withoutreachingthesuccessionof Gedimin,andis followed
on page73 with the section for 1341-1446incomplete:PSRL35: 132. Ochmaiskibelieves
that this recensionlacked V-Lay, which he sees as a special work with a supplementary
justification of theGediminid/Jagelloniandynasty,but he doesnot discussV-Lay per Se: "Nad
KronikaBychowca,"pp. 155-56,160.
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and the early life of his fictional son Rymont Rimantas,who becomes

the Orthodox monk Lavry-Vasilij;75 3 the murderof Trojden by Dov
mont, followed by the revengeof Lavry 4 the successionof Viten. The

four sectionsareanalogousto the GVC’s storiesabout: a Mindovg’s quar

rel with Dovmont;b Vojelk’s careerup to the timeof the founding of his
monastery;c the murderof Mindovg followedby Voje1k’s revenge;and
d Vojelk’s renunciationof his princely rights to Svarno. Dovmont’s
quarrelwith Narymontand the assassinationof Trojdenreproducethe folk
lone aspectsof Mindovg’s seizure of his sister-in-lawand the bathhouse
murder. Rymont-Lavry’s sojournwith the fictional "Lev Mstislaviè" and
the founding of the Lavryev Monasteryon the Nieman near Navahrudak
follows Vojelk’s early period, but without his paganbutchery.76 Aristo
cratic genealogy,heavily dependentupon GVC, is prominent in V-Lay.
Roman’sthird and fourth sons,Gedrusand Go1’a,are explicitly described
as sires of the historical Gedroickij Giedraitis and Golanskij Galan
princesthe latter had a semi-Orthodoxheritage,who belongedto the two
most prominent,purely Lithuanian princely clans of the fifteenth and early
sixteenthcenturies.77The ratherprolific Svirskij Svirskis princesclaimed
descentfrom Dovmont78 whom, incidentally, V-Lay representsas having
been"good, noble, and intelligent," and thus worthy to be chosen"Grand
Prince of Pskov," in spite of his treachery toward Narymont. Roman,
clearly a resurrectionof Lev and vamo’s lost brother,is here a descendent
of Palemon’scompanionDovsprunkDausprungas,whosevery name is
takenfrom that of Mindovg’s "brother" in GVC.79 Thesefamily legends,
moreover, parallel the myths of the aristocratic Roman origins of the
patriarchsGatol’d, Dovoin Davainis,and Monivid.80In fact, almostall of

Lavry is saidto be his Lithuanianname,and"Vasilij" from Vojelk? his Rus’ianname.
76 Jakubowskisupposedthat theauthorswrote aboutrealpeople,but usedtalesfrom GVC as
literaiy sources:"Studia,"pp. 51-52.

SeePSRL35: 132; W. W. Kojalowicz Kajalovicius, HerbarzrycersrwaW. X. litewskiego
1658, ed. FranciszekPiekiosiñski Cracow, 1897, pp. 7-8, 23; J. Wolff, Kniaziowie
lit ewsko-ruscy od koñca XIV wieku Warsaw,1895, pp. 65-76, 94-115, 505-518;Oswald
Backus, Motives of WestRussianNobles in DesertingLithuania for Moscow,1377-1514
Lawrence,1952,pp. 137- 140, 145, 153-54.
78 Wolff, Kniaziowie, pp. 505-518.

PSRL2:847 trans.Perfecky,p. 77; 35: 145. This couldbe anotherincarnationof thehis
torical Vojelk, whose monasticname,according to an unattributedsource,was Roman: N.
Elagin, "Pervye xristianskiemueniki v Litve," ZMNP 38, pt. 2 1843: 113. Voje1k was,
after all, the historical Trojden’s immediateLithuanianpredecessor.The historical Roman
disappearedfrom the sceneafter his captureby Vojelk; hemayhave died a violent death in
LithuanianRus’.
80 For the non-princelyGato1’d, Dovoinovi, and Monivid Manvydas clans,see Backus,
Motives, pp. 137, 138, 145.
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the otherLithuanian families, which J. Wolff consideredto be "pseudo
princes," pretendeddescentfrom Gedrusor Dovmont8’ see appendix
1-B.

The historical Lavryev Monastery, which was most probably the
restoredcloisterof Voje1k,82 also has a special role. Sometraditionshav
ing a quasi-hagiographicfoundation are presentedin the account of
Rymont’s progressfrom paganto Christianto renunciatorymonk, his peti
tion to Narymont for a place to build a monastery,and his first act there,
that is, building the Church of the Holy Resurrection. Once the original
founder, Vojelk, was killed following a rather non-asceticdrinking bout
and was buried in Volodymyr, arevisedlegend,giving him a new nameand
presumablyinterring him on the spot,madeperfectsensefor the cloister.

The V-Lay is thusan integralpart of the completedL-myth, but with a
particular connection to the Lavryev Monastery and Orthodoxy in
Lithuania,as well as to the Gediminid-Jagellonian,Go1’anskij,Gedroickij,
and many otherpurely Lithuanianfamily legends. Theoverall structureof
the recordedlife of Lavry constitutesanother"verbal icon," somewhat
similar to the V-N1C. In addition, the story of Lavry’s campaignrevealsa
familiarity with Pskov traditions concerningDovmont’s attemptsto take
over Polock and EasternLithuania. An East Rus’ chronicle connectionto
V-Lay is thusalso a possibility.

81 Wolff, Kniaziowie, p. 665.
82 To my knowledge,archaeologyin theNavahrudak/Niemanregionhas not turnedup any
other late thirteenth-centurysites that could havebeenVojeIk’s monastery:D. Gurevi, Drev
nosti belorusskojPonemanii Minsk, 1962, p. 199; S. A. Tarakanova,"Arxeologieskaja
razvedka p0 Nemanu," Kratkie soobfenija Instituta istorii material’noj kul’tury 57
1954: 105. The Lavryev Monasteryfirst appears,in a sourcefrom 1386, assupportedby the
OrthodoxGediminovyi, and around 1524 was sufficiently important for its archimandriteto
be appointedheadof theTrinity Monastery in Vilnius: Amvrosij, Istorija Rossijskojierarxii, 6
vols. Moscow, 1807-1815,5: 1; P. M. Stroev,Spiski ierarxov i nastojatelefmonaslyrejRos
szjskojcerkviSt. Petersburg,1877,p. 545; MetropolitanMakarij, Isrorija russkojcerkvi, 13
vols. in 12 St. Petersburg, 1857-83; 2nd and 3rd eds., 1883-1903, 5:171; Akly
otnosjajiesjak istorii ZapadnojRossii, 5 vols. St. Petersburg,1846-53,2: no. 125. As
earlyas 1709, after the cloisterhadbeen Uniate-Basilianfor ninety-two years,its fatherscon
sideredboth VojeIk andLavry to havebeenthemonastery’sfounders:Arxeografieskijsbor
nik dokumenrov otnosjajéixsja k istorii Severno-ZapadnojRusi, 14 vols. Vilnius,
1867-1905,12: 162-63. It was suppressedaround 1837. Recentlythevillage Lauryava,a
kilometer or so west of where the Vaoukarivulet flows into the Nieman and about25 km.
northeastof Navahrudak,was thesite of thecollective farm Zorka, a library, a hall of culture,
and a monumentto 187 partisansslain in World War II: Belaruskajasaveckajaencykiapedyja,
11 vols. Minsk, 1968-75,7:352.
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Political TendenciesandAuthorship

The political ideasof V-Lay representa developmentand deviation from

V-GVC. Some popular participationalong with hereditary successionis

assumedby the original, in the way that Voje1k acquirespower with the

approvalof "all the Lithuanians,"but his right to hand powerover to his

brother-in-lawis assumed,too.83 V-Lay shows a similar interplayof politi

cal forces,but the conceptof an electiveprinciple within a narrow dynastic
group is more pronounced,and the role of aristocratsis stipulatedeven

more clearly than in other parts of LB2. When Narymont dies, "the
Lithuanian and Samogitianlords" selectTrojden. After Lavry defeats
Dovmont, the victors returnto the new capital, Kernov Kernave. Lavry
renouncesany desireto rule and nominatesViten. The prince-monkrea

sons that his surviving nephewsare disqualifiedby their youth and, implic
itly, by the design of their father Narymont, who had given his own coat-
of-arms, the centaur, to his brothersand fashioneda new one for himself,
thepogon/vytis-aman mountedon a rearing horsewith a sword extended
from hisoutstretchedarm, symbolizingthe ability to defendthe realm. The
candidatepossessingsuch strength is Viten, Trojden’s former marshal
konjuij from Samogitia,descendantof the two ancientRomanclans that
bear the "Rose" and "Columns" coats-of-arms.Thelords thereuponelect

him, becausethey do not wish to disobey their "hereditary sovereign"
Trojden, who had singledout the young Viten for his exemplaryphysical
and mental qualities and elevated him to high office. Lavry, the
transformedVoje1k, is now an instrumentof the semi-electivesuccession
of Gediminidsrather than of the claims of the Voihynian Rjurykovyèi to
Lithuania.

The contentsof V-Lay canshedsomelight on the authorshipof the com
pletedL-myth and LB2. Scholarssofar havefocusedchiefly on the closely
connectedCatholic Gedroickij and Gato1’d families and on the mixed
Orthodox!Catholic Go1’anskij family, whose outstandingrepresentatives
were both educatedand very powerful in the late fifteenth and early six
teenth centuries. Theseare the most prominent non-ruling clans in the
chronicle.84The Romanorientationof at least one Orthodox legend of L

83 PSRL2:861,867 trans.Perfecky,pp. 83, 86.
Jakubowski,"Studia," pp. 31- 32; Ochmañski,"Nad Kronika Bychowca,"pp. 158-59;

Camjarycki,Belaruskijaletapisy,pp. 156-58; Juas,"XronikaByxovca," pp. 223-34; G. Ja.
Golenenko, "Studenty Velikogo Knjaestva Litovskogo v Krakovskom universitete v
XV-XVI vv.," in Kul’turnye svjazi narodovVostonojEvropy v XV! v., ed. B. A. Rybakov
Moscow, 1976, pp. 228--40; Cf. Michal Giedroyá, "The Rulers of Thirteenth-Century
Lithuania: A Searchfor the Origins of GrandDuke Traidenisand his Kin," OxfordSlavonic
Papers,n.s. 17 1983: 13.
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myth, the Catholictraditions containedin the secondhalf of LB2, and the
Catholicismof almost all Lithuanian families that figure in the chronicle
point to a RomanCatholicauthor.85At the sametime, the useof the Ortho
dox chronology,the retentionby the "early" recensionof LB 1 ‘s character
izationof Vitovt’s Polishgarrisonin Smolenskas "infidel" nevernyi,and
the central place of V-Lay in L-myth all indicate a significant Orthodox
role.86 A new argumentin favor of a Gatol’d is that the previouslynoted
Albrecht was namestnik of Navahrudak during 1503-1505 and
1508- 1509,and voevodaof Polock in 1514. He was thus in a position to
learn local Orthodox lore and to integrate it with otherLithuanian tradi

tions.87As chancellor,moreover,he musthaveknown all of the Lithuanian
nobility’s interests and thus those genealogicalclaims that L-myth and
especiallyV-Lay furthered.

The V-Lay, then, is an Orthodox-basedlegend used by part of the
Lithuanianelite to introducethe electiveprinciple and to elevatea Catholic

dynasty and the mainly Catholic families in LB2 without slighting the
Orthodox. The authorof V-Lay, probablya Catholic, was a tolerantparti

sail of Lithuania’s mixed aristocratic-monarchialpolity.

Excursus:The LostElisej Vita

According to the Hustyn’ Chronicle of the mid-seventeenthcentury,
Lavry’s namein Rus’ was not Vasilij, but Elisej.88 A Polish source from
the same time also indicated that there was a lost Rus’ life of "Elisej
Lavryevskij" that centeredon a miracle from the time of "King" Alex
ander. Alexander became Grand Prince Velikij knjaz’ of Lithuania
Samogitiaand Rus’ in 1492,andalso King of Polandin 1501. Elisej was
a Lithuaniannoble who had achievedahigh position at court, but then fled

to solitude. He wastonsuredby anothermonk, attracteddisciples,founded

the Lavryev Monastery and becameits first archimandrite,but after an

arduousascetic life was murderedby a young man. For purposesof ritual,

85 TheL-myth Containsa legend aboutPrincessPrakseda/ParaskevaEvfrosinija of Polock
accordingto which shedies in Romeinsteadof in Jerusalem,as in the sixteenth-centuryEast
Rus’ version,so that afterwardstheChurchof St. Praxediswasbuilt therein her honor:PSRL
22:206-220;PSRL35: 130, 147, 175, 195, 216. V. K1juevskij wascertain that a mucholder
vita underliesthe extant EastRus’ oneDrevnerusskijaitija svjaiyxkak istori’eskij istonik
[Moscow, 1871], p. 262, which would imply anotherdivergentMuscoviteand Lithuanian
Belorussiandevelopment,analogousto that of theV-GVC.
86 PSRL35:73,140,PSRL17:281.
87 Backus,Motives, p. 138. The uniqueBrief Voihynian Chronicleof Ca. 1515 representsa
more authentic,purely Orthodox,andRus’-orientedwork that focuseson theOstroskij fam
ily: PSRL35 125-27.
88 PSRL21843ed:345-46.
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the dateOctober 23 was given, but no year was specified.89While this

differs from the time of Voje1k’s deathgiven in GVC, the thematicparal

lels are obvious. At the presentstate of our knowledge, the origin and

interrelationshipof both Vasilij and Elisej are a mystery,as is the October

date.90Nevertheless,it is clear that in Western Rus’ the original Voje1k

legendsplit into two, wherebyLavry becameheir to the political element

and Elisej to the religious one. Curiously, the historical monk Voje1k was

much closer in spirit to the violent prophet Elisha than to the martyr

Laurus.9’

IV. MUSCOVITE-LITHUANIAN COMPETITIONAND RIVAL VOJELKS

A curious phenomenonof late fifteenth- and sixteenth-centuryEast Euro
peanpropagandawarfare is that the East Rus’ beganto use the V-Ni C to
counter Lithuanian dynastic claims and Polish power, while Lithuanians
and the WestRus’ further developedbothV-GVL and V-Lay for domestic
and international reasons. This can be seenespeciallyin the development

of a variety of politicized literaryendeavors:Muscovitechronicles,the later
redactionsof thePskovDV, and Lithuanianhistoriography.

The NovgorodianVojselkat theServiceof

EastRus’ Ideologists

Early sixteenth-centuryMuscovite genealogicaltales claim that Viten de

scendedfrom the Smolenskprinces, fled from Tatar captivity, settled in

Samogitia,married a beekeeper’sdaughter,and was killed by lightning
before he could sire any children. ThereuponViten’s slave and marshal
konjuij Gedimin married his widow, sired sevensonsby her to found a
new dynasty,and set about to increasehis wealthand poweras the agentof
the GrandPrince of Vladimir. Thesestories also claim that Rjurik de

89 Makarij, Istorija russkoj cerkvi, 9: 176-77.
9° Cf. MichalGiedroy,"The Arrival of Christianity in Lithuania: Early ContactsThirteenth
Century," OxfordSlavonicPapers,n.s. 18 1985: 18-19; the author kindly suggestedthat I
investigatetheconnectionbetweenElisej and theVoje1k myth. Makarij’s and Golubinskij’s
dates for the founding of Elisej’s abbey 1225 and for his death 1250 and canonization
1514 are interesting guesses;however, they are not based on early or reliable sources:
Makarij, Istorija russkoj cerkvi; E. Golubinskij, Istorija kanonizaciisvjatyx v russkoj cerkvi
Moscow, 1903,p. 217; andAkty izdaemyeVilenskojuarxeografieskojukomissieju,39 vols.
Vilnius, 1864-1915,1: 39-41.
9! The original, second-centuryLaurus andhis twin brother Florus were stone-cuttersand
martyrs from Dalmatia:ActaSanctorum,Augustii, 3:521-24.
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scendedfrom Prus, the brotherof EmperorAugustusof Rome.92The con
nections to LB2 are obvious: Roman origin of princes, successionin
Lithuania of the "marshal"from Samogitia,and Gedimin’s sevenchildren.
Now, however, the Rjurykovyëi are of royal blood, Gedimin is a com
moner, and Lithuania and West Rus’ are historically subordinateto the
seniorprincesof Rus’.

The actualrelationshipof the EastRus’ fabricationsto LB2 is harder to
establish. The most logical event for the first known crystallizationof the
Prus legend, the udov povest’, is the coronationof Ivan III’s grandson
Dmitrij in 1498. The claim of Roman origin, however, was already
current among Lithuanians by the 1470s,94 and the Moldavian court pro
duced in the 1480sor 1490sa similar myth for Dmitrij and his mother
Helena.95Still earlier, by 1412/13,PrussianGermansrecordedthe assertion
that Gedimin had been Viten’s Pferdemarschalk,96while other Prussian
sourcessaid thatGedimin wasViten’s brotheror son.97

To determineon the basisof all this information which Roman-originor
marshallegendinfluencedthe others is impossible.98It is clearonly that
the purely Lithuaniansection of LB1, which goesback to Ca. 1380-1432,

influenced the Lithuanian genealogiesof the East Rus’ tales. With their
tendentiousand greatly falsified synopsis of Lithuanian history, the tales

92 R. P. Dmitrieva, Skazanieo knjazjaxvladimirskix Moscow and Leningrad, 1955, pp.
16-70, 178. See M. E. Bykova Byczkowa. "Legendao pochodzeniuwielkich ksi4t
litewskich: Redakcjemoskiewskiez koñca XV i z XVI wieku," Studia Zród?oznawcze20
1976: 183-99; and her "Obie tradicii rodoslovnyx legendpravjaix domov Vostonoj
Evropy," in Kul’turnye svjazi, pp. 292-98.

This work underliesthe better-knownPoslanie o Monomaxovmvenceand Skazanieo
knjaz’jax vladimirskix. Variantsfrom thePovest’aregivenby A. A. Zimin, who links this one
directly to Dmitrij’s coronation: "Antinye motivy v russkoj publicistike konca XV v.," in
Feodal’najaRossija vo vsemirnoistorkeskom processe, ed. L. V. CerepninMoscow, 1972,

pp. 128-38; so does L. V. Cerepnin in Obrazovanierusskogocentralizirovannogogosu
darstva Moscow, 1960,p. 16. Cf. Ja. S. Lur’e, Ideo1ogiceskajabor’ba v russkojpublicistike
konca XV-nacalaXVI veka MoscowandLeningrad,1960,p. 388.

Jakubowski,"Studia,"pp. 32-34; Camjarycki,Beloruskija letapisy,p. 146.
A. B. Boldur,’ ‘Slavjano-MoldavskajaXronika v sostaveVoskresenskoj letopisi," in

Arxeologiëeskij ezegodnik za 1963 1964, pp. 76-78; PSRL7:256-59. An interestingcoin
cidenceis that ManiaMarinka IvanovnaGol’anskajawasmarriedto the Moldavianvoevoda
Ilia 1432-33, 1435-42,a probableancestorof Dmitrij throughhis maternalgrandfather
Stefan cel Mare: Wolff, Kniaziowie, pp. 96-97; N. lorga, Histoire des rournains et de la
romanitéorientale,9 vols. Bucharest,1937-,4: 108-130;PSRL7:257-58.

ScriptoresrerumprussicorumhereafterSRP,5 vols. Leipzig, 1861 -74, 5:223.
Petrus von Dusberg, Chronika terrae Prussiae, SRP 1: 15. Russko-Livonskieakty St.

Petersburg,1868, no. 531; Je. OchmañskiOxmans’kij, "Gediminovii-’Pravnuki Sko
lomendovy,’ " in Po1’a i Rus’ p. 358.
98 ëamjarycki seesthe origin of this marshallegend as a Prussianreactionto the defeatat
Grunwaldin 1410: Belaruskijaletapisy,p. 146.
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constitutean East Rus’ responseto LB 1, a responsewhich challengesthe

Lithuanianswith assertionsof their dynasty’s plebeianorigin and original

fidelity to Orthodoxy. At this pointVoje1k entersthe picture.

The Muscovitegenealogicalreworking of the Lithuanianchroniclescon
tinued with the little-studiedsixteenth-centurygenreknown as the Abbrevi
atedLithuanian Chronicle ALC. One exemplarycopy from 1526-1533
hasbeenpublished.99it is basedon a "late" LB11°° and is followed by a
recension of the Muscovite genealogy of the Lithuanian princes.10’ A
hagiographicallyembellishedversionof V-N1C and a new recensionof DV
introducethe work,102 and thereforethey play the samerole in ALC as L
mythandspecifically V-Lay do in LB2-namely,they introduceGedimin’s
descendants,who now have princely blood due solely to intermarriage.
Voje1k, whosehomemonasteryis placed at Mount Athosand who is given
the monastic name of the warrior-prophet David, initiates the obvious
heroes of the Muscovite version of Lithuanian history-the putative and
realOrthodoxLithuanianprinces.’03

Simultaneouslyabout 1527-1531 the Muscovite genealogiestook a
slightly different road, fabricating a Rus’ origin for all the Lithuanian
princesfrom the line of RogvolodBorisoviëof Polock.104Thisparallelsthe
purporteddescentof the Polockprincesfrom the Lithuaniansin L-myth.105
According to the Muscovite version, which first appearsin 1538 in the
VoskresenskChronicle and thererevealsfamiliarity with at leastthe names
in the GVC, Voje1k and Dovmontwere both the sonsof Mindovg, whereas
Trojden "Projden" was his nephew. Gedimin was no konju.ij, but

G. Boguslovskij, "Soskraennajalitovskaja letopis’," Smolenskajastarina Smolensk,
1,no.21911: 1-19.
100 Cf. Boguslovskij, "Sokraëennaja.. .letopis’," pp. 7, 8, 14, 15; PSRL35:57, 61, 65, 71,
75-76, 132-33 137, 140-41.
101 Thegenealogicalsourceis of thePoslanie type.
102 v I. Oxotnikova Corrects Camjarycki’s linking of the ALC’s Voje1k to V-GVC:
"Povest’ o pskovskomknjazeDovmonte: K voprosuob istonikax i avtoreRasprostrannoj
redakcii," TODRL 33 1979: 266, 128; cf. Belaruskija letapisy,p. 128.
103 The other two areNaqmontGediminovy, coprinceof Novgorodin 1333 -36, andhis
brother, GrandPrince Olgierd 1343-77; their alleged Orthodoxy is underscoredto set the
stagefor Jogaila’s "apostasy":Boguslovskij,’‘Sokraennaja. . .letopis’," pp. 9, 14, 17. ALC
may alsohave initiated a characteristicfeature of thecreative sixteenth-centuryVoje1k tales,
all of which, in conformity with standardhagiographictaste,specificallyhave the hero return
fromhis punitive expeditionto his monastery.
104 PSRL 7:256-59, 30; also PSRL 17:593-95, 601-602; Bykova, "Legenda," pp.
188-89; idem, "Otdel’nye momenty istorii Litvy v interpretaciirusskix genea1ogieskix
istonikov," Po1’sa i Rus’, pp. 370-71; B. M. Kioss, Nikonovskij svod i russkie letopisi
XVJ-XVII vekovMoscow, 1980,pp. 177-80.
105 PSRL35: 130, 147, 175, 95, 216. SomeversionsinsertRogvolodbetweenGinvilJBoris,
thefirst allegedChristianLithuanianprinceof Polock,andhis children.
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Voje1k’s secondcousin twice removed106see appendix 1-C. A reli
giouslyembellishedif brief versionof the V-N1C, along with specialnotes
concerningOlgierd andNarymontGediminovy as Christians,now went
into the chapteron Lithuanianprincesof the official "Sovereign’sGeneal
ogy." Theseserved to fortify the place of the Gediminovyëi within the
Muscovite aristocracy,as well as Moscow’sactiveclaim to hegemonyover
Lithuanian and WesternRus’°7

At roughly the sametime, Muscovite political hagiographyconcerning
Vojelk reached its pinnacle with the highly influential, official, and
ecclesiasticalNikon Chronicle.’08 Theauthors,who apparentlywere aware

of V-GVC, developeda saintly and politically relevantVojelk out of V
N1C. As if presagingone of Ivan IV’s foreign policy goals, the Nikon
Chronicle saysthat Voje1k occupiedbothLithuania and Estoniaduring his
year of reprisals,and that therehe foundedchurchesand monasteriesand
then installedhis "chief general Andrej Dani1ovi" Svamo?as "grand
prince."09Vojelk returnedto his monastery,wherehe "endeavoredto do
severeand greatly virtuous labor, and after much exertion and at a very

greatagedied in theLord."
A different hagiographicaldevelopmentassociatedwith Novgorod and

Makarij archbishopthere, 1526-1542,and then metropolitanof Moscow,
1542-1563 made use of the official genealogiesand started to treat
Vojelk and Dovmontasbrothers. As such, thesetwo founda specialplace

in the capitaland in the Stepennajakniga,a popular,mid-sixteenth-century

work of "all-Rus’" sacred historiography, where Vojelk and his
"brother" were the only Lithuanianprinceswhose liveswere recounted.110

‘ PSRL7:164-65,253-54.Vojelk mayappeartwice: ashimself Vy.leg andas "Vid,
egoe ijudi volkomzval" Vid, alias "Wolf".
107 Rodoslovnajaknigaknjazeji dvorjan rossijskixi vy&ix Barxatnajakniga, 2 vols. Mos
cow, 1787, 1:28-30. Bykovanotesthat someversionof theLithuaniangenealogyis present
in almost all of the genealogies:Rodoslovnyeknigi XVI -XVII vv., kak istoriesk,j istonik
Moscow, 1975,pp. 175-97. Apparentlyunawareof V-N1C, she linked what she saw asa
fifteenth-centuryreworkingof the VolhynianVojelk legend to theMuscovitecult of theTrin
ity: "Legenda,"pp. 195-96:cf NPL, p.84.
108 PSRL10: 144-45. Cf. Pauto,Oerki, p. 144. TheNikon Chronicle’sversion is slightly
closer to thoseof the 1497 and 1517 svodsne zaby than to the Ermolin Chronicle ne
izmeni; cf. Kioss, Nikonovskijsvod,p. 180; PSRL23:85-86;PSRL27:58-59.
109 Kloss does not list GVC asone of the sourcesfor the Nikon Chronicle,but where else
could one have found "Andrej Danilovi" as Voje1k’s successor?Nikonovskijsvod, pp.
139-99,esp.180.
110 PSRL 22, Pt. 1: 301-302. A transitional "Middle Redaction"DV is precededby an
ALC-influenced rendition of V-NIC which concludeswith a doxology and also presents
Voje1k andDovmont asbrothers:Oxotnikova, "Povest’,"pp. 264-65. From Oxotnikova’s
discussionof the chroniclesourcesfor the "Middle Redaction"DV, it is clearthat thecorn-
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The ultimateEastRus’ literary developmentof the Vojelk motif was the

ExtendedDV, which was composedafter StefanBatory’s seigeof Pskov,

1581, and which is connectedspecifically with that city’s role on the

northwestfrontier and with Muscovy’s strugglesagainstPoland-Lithuania

and Sweden. Adopting material from several of the variant East Rus’
sourcesfor Vojelk and Dovmont, this version replacesthe formulary

descriptionof Dovmont’s youth with Voje1k’s life and transferssome of

the earlierDV characterizationsto Voje1k. The ExtendedDV emphasizes
Voje1k’s breakwith his ancestors,"divine illumination," monasticpath to
purification,obedienceto his superior,enjoymentof divine protection,con
tinuous piety, and courage. Once more a monk residing at Mount Athos,
Voje1k travels to Lithuania twice, the first time to converthis "brother"
Dovmontand to attemptthe samewith "their father," and the secondtime
to exactrevenge"for Christianblood."11’

The "all-Rus’" chronicles,the official genealogies,and the Stepennaja
kniga reacheda substantialaudienceamong the elite into the late seven
teenthcentury, if not beyond."2 Thus the original NovgorodianVojelk,
conceivedaround1300, had a four-centuryhistory; the legendbeganas an
expressionof the local struggleagainstBaltic neighborsand developedinto
a componentpartof the EastRus’ claim to the Kievan Rus’ legacy and of
the accompanying rivalries with Poland-Lithuania and Sweden. The
sixteenth-centuryEastRus’ Voje1k, with his devotion to the "divine writ
ings," monasticism,and militant propagationof Orthodoxy-theperfect
monk and the perfect Christian warrior-was a typical creation of
Muscovy’s regionalhegemonicnationalismand yet was conceptuallytrue
to the original Novgorodianprototype.113

mon denominatoris the NovgorodianSofia ratherthan another"all-Rus’" chroniclesub
family.
H Compare Serebrjanskij,Zitija, "Teksty," p. 143; PL 2: 16. It is basedon the ALC and
"Middle" DV Vojelk talesaswell asthestandardEastRus’ chronicleversion: Serebrjanskij,
itija, p. 278; Oxotnikova,‘"Povest’," pp. 274-78. Oxomikovaclaims that a commonsource
from about the 1520s underliesboth ALC and the ExtendedDV: "Povest’," pp. 267. Her
argumentsand evidence,however,do not indicate why the fusion of variousDovmont tradi
tions shouldhaveoccurredin suchan unknownsourceratherthanduringthecomposingof the
ExtendedDV with theVojelk tale.
112 Serebrjanskij,2tija, "Teksty," pp. 143-44. Even the locally important ExtendedDV
survives in at leastsevencopies:Oxotnikova,"Povest’,"p. 262.
113 Cf. H.-J. Grabmuller’sreviewof WernerPhilipp, "Heiligkeit und Herrschaftin der Vita
AleksandrNevskijs,"Forschungenzur OsteuropaischenGeschichte18 1973:55-72, in Rus
sia medievalis41979: 132.
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The Voihynian Vojklk, Lavry, andLithuanian Politics

Lithuanian chronicle writing and historiographyhad their own peculiar
developmentin the sixteenth and seventeenthcenturies. First came a
revised and expanded version of the LB2 known as the Lithuanian
Belorussian3 Chronicle LB3. At presentrepresentedonly by the Byxo
vec Chronicle BC which breaks off at about 1506/1508,114the revision
was begunin the 1520sor 1530sand completedin the 1550s; it circulated
in a slightly different versionin the 1 570s.115Displayingblatant anti-Polish
sentiments,"6as well as an awarenessof Muscovite-Lithuaniangenealo
gies,117 it is ultimately the work of an Orthodox patriot with ties to
Navahrudakand the cultural revival centeringaroundSluck and,perhaps,
the newly establishedSuprasi’ Monastery.118The LB3 was followed in
1582 by the publication of the Kronika of the erudite Polish immigrant
canonand courtofficial, Maciej Stryjkowski,who utilized a varietyof Rus’,
Polish,and other sourcesin expressinga republicanand pro-Polish,patri

otic attitude.119
The chroniclers’ first creative manipulationof the prince-monkmotif

afterLB2 was to rediscoverthe WestRus’ Voihynian Voje1k-not only
thename,which is foundin LB2, but also the legend.’2°Sometimebetween

114 PSRL32: 128-73. It is alsopublishedin RussianandLithuaniantranslation: M. N. Tixo
mirov, XronikaByxovcaMoscow, 1966; R. Jasas,LietuvosMetratis: BychovoKroni/ca Vii
nius, 1971.
115 N. N. U1aik, "‘Litovskaja i mojtskajakronika’ i ee omoeniek xronikamByxovca i
Stryjkovskogo,"in Slavjanei Rus’,ed. E. I. Krupov Moscow, 1968,p. 360. Also Suyc’kyj,
"Zaxidn’o-ruski litopysy," pp. 99-100;Camjarycki,Belaruskija letapisy,pp. 180-88;andB.
N. Florja, "0 ‘LetopisceByxovca,’" pp. 135-44. For alternativeviews that discount evi
dencefrom the "combined"LB2 or Stryjkowski,seeOchmai%ski, "Nad Kronik Bychowca,"

pp. 158-60;Judas,"Xronika Byxovca," pp. 220-31. Note,however,PSRL35:234-38;and
Maciej Sti-yjkowski, Kronika poiska,litewska, imódskai wszystkiejRusi, ed. Mikoiaj Mali
nowski, 2 vols. Warsaw,1846; ong. KOnigsberg,1582,vol. 1, pp. 331ff.
116 PSRL32:139-40,151, 153, 160-62.
117 LB3 claims that Viten was killed by thunder, a fact that could have been found in
genealogieswith or without V-N1C: PSRL 32: 136; Dmitrieva, Skazanie,pp. 166, 179;
Boguslovskij, "Sokraennaja.. .letopis’," p. 16. PSRL17:589,601.
118 PSRL32:168-73;Camjarycki,Belaruskijalerapisy,pp. 184-85;A. I. Rogov,"Suprasi’
kakodin iz centrovkul’turnyx svjazej Belorussiis drugimi slavjanskimistranami,"in Slavjane
vepoxufeodalizma,ed. L. V. CerepninMoscow, 1978,pp. 324-27.
119 Stryjkowski, Kronika, 2:97, 173, 232ff. In certain placeshe is consciouslyopposing
what we now know to be LB3: PSRL32:57, 75. Cf. A. I. Rogov, Russko-pol’skiekul’turnye
svjaziv epoxuVozroidenijaMoscow, 1966,pp. 123-56.
120 The "intermediary"recensionof LB2 hadalreadyinterpolatedVoje1k’s nameat theend
of thefirst legendaryRoman dynastyasoneof thethreesonsof "Ringolt," but containedthe
qualification: "Nothing further is written aboutthat Vojvi1ak." The addition, which could
have derivedfrom anawarenessof theWestRus’ Vojelk, doesnot appearto have servedany
particularpolitical purpose:PSRL35:92, 131, 149, 176, 197, 218. The interpolatednatureof
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1520 and 1570, one of the authorsof the LB3 injected a reworking of the

GVC’s stories aboutMindovg and Voje1k into the mythological history at

the appropriateplace,between the demiseof the first reigning "Roman"

clan Palemon’sand the accessionof the secondCentaur.121Two of the

themesfrom LB2 further developedin LB3 are the progressof Christianity

in Lithuania and its historical sovereignty. The Voihynian Mindovg and

Voje1k, with their paganismintact,were useful figures for the development

of bothmotifs. The naturaleditorial approachof the author of LB3 was to
removeVoje1k’s subordinationto the Volhynian princesand to makehim
an independentrival-which explainshismurder-ratherthan to imply any
Rus’ right to controlLithuania.122

The fact that BC breaksoff temporarilybefore Vojelk’s deathcompli

cated any further deductionsabout the intentionsbehind the LB3 revision.

The resurrectionof the Voihynian Voje1k may havebeenpromptedby the
Muscovite manipulationof the NovgorodianVoje1k. It also could have

been conceivedin responseto contemporaryWest Rus’ interest in the
GVC,123a native historythat is often less thankind to Lithuania.

Stryjkowski,who relied on both LB3 and the works of Polish historians
for his "facts,"24 madea politically imaginative addition concerningthe
politics of successionafter the murders of Mindovg and Trenjata.’25
According to him, the realm was shaken by internecine strife. The
Lithuanian "Grand Principality and Rzeczpospolita"required one true
sovereignto dealwith the realm’schief enemies,Livonia and Prussia,and
also with Rus’. The nobility assembledto elect a prince, and the native
Rus’ calledfor one of their own. The ethnic Lithuaniansand Samogitians,

theVojvi1ak insertis clearfrom what follows: "After thedeathof Ringolt Ringolt is an
obvious equivalent of the last phase of the GVC’s Mindovg: both survive a combined
Mongol-Rus’ invasion of Lithuania andhave threeknownsons,amongwhom Vojelk is the
legitimatesuccessor.
121 The Lithuanianstatesmanand scholar RotundusCa. 1520-84noted the existenceof
three versions: one close to the "early" and "combined" LB2 "Ringoltum sterliem
decessesse";one close to BC "regno fihio Mendago. . .reliquit"; andone which appearsto
bea variant of the "intermediary" and "late" LB2 "fihium Volsuincum reliquisse. . .sedeum
imbellumfuisse, itaqueNovogrudioscomtemptaeiusagnavia,ad SuintarumLituanis et Samo
gitis imperatem defecisse":Jakubowski,"Studia," p. 97; cf. PSRL35:92, 131, 149, 176,
197, 218; PSRL32: 132.
122 Cf. PSRL35: 147, 149, 154, 157; PSRL32: 132-34, 138-41,143-45,151, 153.
123 Cf. axmatov,"Predisiovie,"PSRL2: viii-ix.
124 Stryjkowski presents both the GVC-LB3 and the Polish historiographic tradition
Dlugosz,et a!. concerningthemurderof Trenjata:Kronika, p. 299.
125 Stryjkowski, Kronika, pp. 299-304. The version of his history written completely in
versebut neverpublishedwas even more imaginative, poetic, and colorful: 0 poczqtkach,
wywodach,dzielnokiach sprawach rycerskich i domowych siawnegonarodu litewskiego,
iemojdskiego i ruskiego, ed. Julia RadziszewskaWarsaw,1978,pp. 200-202.
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on the otherhand,pointed to their Romanancestry,as well as to the fact
that they ruled overthe Rus’ andwere neverruledby others. Onceelected,
a Rus’ would favor his morenumerouscountrymen,who would then take
overLithuania. ThereforeVoje1k, as an adult heir, had to be forcedto take
the throne. He doesso and becomesa warrior-prince who tries to seize
Volodymyr-Volyns’kyj when Lev invites him there for peace talks.
Stryjkowski ends with Vasyl’ko and Svamoreproachingthe murderer of
Lev for defying "the law of all nations," breaking the code of guest-
friendship,and therebybringing shameuponthe Rus’.

Theseanti-Rus’ motifs may be linked to threespecific events:the actual
Muscovite-LithuanianWar of 1563-1582,Moscow’s control of a goodly
part of Belorussiaduring this period, and LithuanianOrthodox supportof a
Muscovitecandidatefor the throneduring the interregnaof the 1570s,after

the line of Gedimin had died out. Stryjkowski was in principle not anti
Rus’ at all,’26 but for political reasonshe transformeda story that promoted
Rus’ dominationof Lithuania into one that reassertedLithuanian rule over

Rus’. The nobility also displays statesmanshipin these renditions of
Vojelk and LavryL the lattercalling a sejmor assemblyto electhissucces
sor.127 Stryjkowski’s accountsof Vojelk and Lavry subsequentlywent
almostverbatiminto the early seventeenth-centuryBelorussianLithuanian
SamogitianChronicle,which on the whole was narrowerin scopeand anti-
Polish.’28 Stryjkowski’s renditionsalso influencedthe very pro-PolishHis
toria by the moralizing Jesuit genealogist,Albert Kojalowicz.’29 Under
standably,therethe dangersof electinga Rus’ grandprinceare emphasized
evenmore. At the sametime Voje1k takes on a somewhattragic hue, as
his desire for bloody vengeancedisplaceshis former monastic morality.
Although he continues to wear the habit, "philosophy" no longer
penetratesit. His own murder, howeverdespicable,is thus a result of this
fallen state.

Stryjkowski’s Voje1k and Lavry-Orthodox Lithuanian prince-monks
with quasi-republicansentimentsand crucial roles in the nation’s pre
Catholic period-passedas real historical entities into later Lithuanian,

126 Stryjkowski,Kronika, pp. 80-82.
127 Kronika, pp. 300-301, 329-30. On the intellectual context of Stryjkowski’s political
views,see S. F. Sokol,Po1itkeskajai pravovaja mysi’ v BelorussiiXV!-pervojpolovinyXVII
v. Minsk, 1984, esp.pp. 71-105,where a despotic knjaz’ is contrastedto the lawful
korol’.
128 PSRL 32:27-30,32-34; cf. N. N. U1aik, "‘Litovskaja i mojtskajakronika,’" pp.
367 -72.
129 Albert Wijuk-Koja!owicz, HistoriaeLitvanaepars prior Gdansk,1650,pp. 93-130; cf.
ZenonasIvinskis, "Kojalowicz-Wijuk, Albrecht," EL 3: 150-52.
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Belorussian,and Polish writings. The Ukrainian Hustyn’ Chronicle,on the

otherhand,restoredthe Voihynian orientationof Vojelk.’3°

So long as both the princely-military and monastic ideals flourished in

Eastern Europe, the Voje1k legends retained vitality. Only in the
nineteenthcentury did critical scholarshipstart seriously to separatefact
from fancy.’3’

GeorgetownUniversity

130 The Hustyn’ Chronicle synthesizedtheGVC, V-N1C, LB2 andStryjkowski in rendering
bnefversionsof both Voje1k andRymont-Elisej, not Lavry: PSRL2 1843ed.:343-46.
13 T. Narbutt, for example, expressedthe highest degree of romanticism and credulity:
Dzieje starolytne narodu lirewskiego,9 vols. Vilnius, 1835 -41. Eighty moreyearspassed
before Suyc’kyj demonstratedthe essentiallyfictional nature of L-myth: "Zaxidn’o-rus’ki
litopysy," pp. 167-223. For anotherview, seeGiedroyé,"The Rulersof Thirteenth-Century
Lithuania."
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APPENDIX 1: Historical andMythological Genealogies
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APPENDIX 2: The Voje1k andGenealogicalTraditions
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APPENDIX 3: Abbreviationsof Chroniclesand Texts

ABL AbbreviatedLithuanianChronicle
BC ByxovecChronicle
DV DovmontVita Life of Dovmont
GVC Galician-VolhynianChronicle

LB I Lithuanian-Belorussian1 Chronicle
LB2 Lithuanian-Belorussian2 Chronicle
LB3 Lithuanian-Belorussian3 Chronicle
L-myth Mythologicalsectionsof LB2

Ni C Novgorod 1 Chronicle

PC PskovChronicle
RC RogoskChronicle

V-GVL Voihynian Vojelk tale
V-Lay Lavry tale

V-N1C N1C Voje1k tale



The "Psalter"of Feodorandthe Heresyofthe "Judaizers"
in theLastQuarterof the FifteenthCentury*

CONSTANTINEZUCKERMAN

In 1478 the boyarrepublicof Novgorodwas finally occupiedby Muscovite

troops. The annexation,which came after years of Moscow’s growing

sway over Novgorod, constitutedone of the greatestachievementsof the

expansionistpolicy of GrandPrince Ivan III 1462-1505.The subsequent
integrationof the former republic into the autocraticGrandPrincipality of
Moscow was expectedlypainful.1 To eradicatereal or imagined seditions,
IvanIII initiateda long seriesof confiscations,deportations,and executions.
Yet it was not until the city was virtually ruinedby his grandson,Ivan IV

the "Terrible", that the sin of Novgorod’sbygoneliberty was fully expi
ated.

Politics aside, the conquestof Novgorodhad another,quite unexpected

sequel. ArchbishopGennadii, appointedto the Novgorodsee in 1484,was
soonto discoverthat his eparchy was infestedwith a heresywhich he ini
tially defined as a mixture of Judaismwith "Marcionism and Messalian
ism." The only analogieshe could find between"the chaptersagainst the
MessaliansBogomils" in the Kormchaia book and the practicesof the
Novgorod heretics, however, were the non-observanceby the heretical
priests of abstinencefrom food and drink before a mass,and the heretics’
readinessto deny underoath all their unorthodoxbeliefs. For lack of better
evidence,he eventuallyabandonedthe secondpart of his accusation.2The

* I expressmy gratitudeto my teacher,ProfessorV. D. Levin, who supervisedthewriting of
this study; to ProfessorsM. Altbauer andS. Pines,whoreadits initial versionandsharedwith
metheirvaluableremarks;andto Miss H. Zuckeimannfor her helpful comments.

V. Bernadskii,Novgorod i Novgorodskaiazemlia v XV veke Moscow and Leningrad,
1961, p. 200ff.; J. L. I. Fennel!, Ivan theGreat of MoscowLondon, 1961, pp. 29-65; A.
Zimin, Rossiiana rubezheXV-XVI stoletii Moscow, 1982,pp. 76-82.
2 The sourcesarecollectedin N. KazakovaandLa. Luria Lur’e, Antifeodal’nyeereticheskie
dvizheniiana RusiXIV- nachala XVI veka Moscow, 1955hereafterAED. The accusation
of Messalianismappearsin Gennadii’sletters in 1487 to BishopProkhorof Saryandin 1489 to
loasaph,theformerarchbishopof RostovAED, pp. 310, 316-17. However,in a subsequent
letter to MetropolitanZosima sentat the beginningof October1490, heconcentratedon the
accusationsof Judaism,andthechargeof Messalianismwasnotbroughtup at thechurchcoun
cil of October1490, which condemnedthehereticson his instigationAED, pp. 379-86.
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main chargeagainstthe heretics remainedtheir allegedJewish leanings,
and here, indeed,theirpersecutorscould presenta bettercase.

Contactswith theJews

In a letterto the newly appointedMetropolitanZosima1490-1494,Gen
nadii traced the emergenceof the heresy to a certain Jew who came to
Novgorod from Kiev with Prince Mykhailo Olel’kovych 1470: "And
from that Jew," claimedthe archbishop,"the heresyspreadin the land of
Novgorod."3 The nameof this Jewwas given as Skhariain the "Story of
the Recently-appearedHeresy"written by losif, abbotof the Volokolamsk

monastery. losif blamed Skharia for the seduction into Judaismof two
Novgorod priests, Denis and Aleksei. Both priests, according to the
"Story," used the subsequentarrival at Novgorod of the Jews Osiph
Shmoilo Skariavei probably Skharia-beyand Mosei Khanush to learn

moreabout Judaism,and evenexpressedthe wish to have themselvescir

cumcised. The Jews are said to have dissuadedDenis and Aleksei from
taking a step that could result in their exposureby the Christians,but they
did changeAleksei’s nameto Abraham and his wife’s to Sarahand advised
bothprieststo practiceJudaismsecretly.4

There is no reasonto assumethat this story was inventedby losif, who
could hardly know that in the Jewish tradition the namesof Abraham and
Sarah, the first gentiles converted,are those most commonly given to
proselytes. The tale’s mostprobablesourcewas the priest Denis himself.
Arrested in Moscow in October 1490 togetherwith a group of otherhere

tics, Denis was tried by the assembledchurch council anddeclaredhis full

repentance.5Having renouncedthe heresy,he was not in a position to
refusehis interrogatorsinformation on its origins. Nor, apparently,did he
resist the temptation to diminish his own guilt by denouncingAleksei,
alreadydeadby the time of the council, as the only quasi-convertto Juda
ism. Confidential detailson the Jewishcontactsof the first hereticswould
not havebeenavailable to Gennadii, who wrote beforeDenis’s arrest and

interrogation. Thus, the fact that these details first appearedin losif’s
"Story" by no meansunderminestheir authenticity.

AED,p.375.
‘ AED, pp.468-69.

AED, pp. 382-86; 388. An excellentsurveyof theNovgorodstageof the heresyis given
in Zimin, Rossiiana rubezhe, pp. 82-92. Seealso E. Hoesch,Orthodoxieund Haeresieim
alten RusslandWiesbaden,1975,especiallyfor thecomprehensivebibliography.
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The"Six Wings" and the "JewishPsalter"

Personalcontactswith Jews,restrictedas they were to the two heresiarchs

Denis and Aleksei and to the periodbefore the heresy’s actualdissemina

tion, were never consideredby its persecutorsto be more than circumstan

tial evidence. The real issuewas to exposethe actualbeliefsand practices

of the accusedas a deviation from Orthodoxy-to prove, as Gennadii

reiteratedin his letters, that the entirebody of the hereticswere "of Jewish

mind.’ ‘6

The archbishopprovided two specific groundsfor the allegation. The

first concernedthe heretics’ use of the Jewish systemof chronology,with

which they becameacquaintedthrougha translationof the "Six Wings," a
fourteenth-centuryHebrew astronomicaltreatiseby Immanuelben-Jacob.7
Interestin the "Six Wings" in the Ukraine and, later, in Novgorod was
generatedby the failure of the world to end at the close of the seventh
millennium-i.e., in September1492, accordingto Orthodox chronology.
The Jews,on the otherhand,who put the creationof the world at a much
later date, were, by their counting, still safely in the third centuryof the
sixth millennium. Gennadiihimself admittedin 1489 that if the endof the
world did not come as expected, it would further embolden the heretics

"and put a greatstrain on Christianity." Thus "the heretics of Jewish
mind. having studiedthe ‘Six Wings,’" could use it all the more suc
cessfully "to seducethe Christians.’‘8

6 AED, pp. 310, 316, 318; cf. pp. 375-76,383.
A. Sobolevskii, Perevodnaia literatura Moskovskoi Rusi XIV-XVII vekov = Sbornik

ORIaS 74 St. Petersburg,1903, pp. 413-19,provides a partial edition of thetext; cf. V.
Kuzakov, Ocherki razvitiia estestvennonauchnykhi tekhnicheskikhpredstavleniina Rusi v
X-XVIIvv.Moscow, 1976,pp. 78-81.
8 AED, pp. 318-19. Cf. a paralleltext: "And as to theyearsthat thehereticshave stolen
from us using the Jewishchronologyukrali u nas eretiki zhidovskimichisly-in all these
years,kings and popesand patriarchsare written by name,and where should oneput them?
And asto the ‘Six Wings’ that theystudiedandwith which theyseducetheChristiansimagin
ing that theybring an omenfrom heaven,it is not their invention" AED, p. 311. Ia. Luria, in
his "UnresolvedIssuesin the History of theIdeologicalMovementsof theLate FifteenthCen
tury," in MedievalRussianCulture, ed. H. Bimbaum andM. Flier = California SlavicStudies
12 [1984], pp. 156-67,following theunpublishedthesis of J. Howleu, claimsthat "it is abso
lutely impossible to confirm that the referenceto zhidovskiechisly ‘the Jewish calender’,
belongsto thehereticsthemselvesand wasnot reconstructedfor them by Genadij" andcon
cludesthat "it is apparentlyunjustified to include Shestokryl"amongbooks readby thehere
tics. Luria doesnot cite Gennadii’s more explicit referenceto "the hereticsof Jewishmind"
who "havestudiedtheSix Wings," but heprobably doesnot considerit sufficiently confirmed
either; also, hedoesnot hesitateto dismiss as"legendary"p. 62 theJewmentionedby Gen
nadii and identified as Skhariaby losif from Volokolamsk. However, Luna’s hypercriticism
loses muchin Convictionbecauseit is so strikingly selective. In spite of the fact that noneof
Gennadii’s statementscan be in any way "confinned,"Luria acceptshis letters asa generally
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No wonder,then, that Gennadiistressedthe otherevidencefor the Jew
ish characterof the heresy. The repentedheretic Naum,who denouncedhis
former fellows before the Novgorodarchbishop,supportedhis accusations
with a written corpus delicti: "the bookletstetradi accordingto which
theyprayedin a Jewish an’9 Gennadiiidentified the contentsof these
bookletsas psalms,and explainedthe emergenceof this Jewish versionof
thePsalterin a specialexcursus.

As punishmentfor the crucifixion of Christ, God let the Jews be exiled
and their holy booksdestroyed.The Christiansalonepreservedan authori
tative translation,procured300 yearsbefore Christby King Ptolemy. Yet
the Jews madeup for their loss by adoptingthe texts"expounded"for their
sake by the heretics and renegadeChristians Aquila, Symmachus,and
Theodotion. "Thus the Jews of our times," concludedGennadii, "hold to
the hereticaltradition,having distortedthe psalmsof David and the prophe
cies accordingto what the hereticstransmittedto them."10

The use of this Jewish Psalter by the Novgorod heretics appearedto
presentsuch a manifestdivergenceinto Judaismthat Gennadiisent "the

booklets" to MetropolitanGerontii and to IvanIII as materialevidencesup
porting Naum’stestimony.1’ To Gennadii’sdisappointment,his requestfor
a full-scale condemnationand executionof the heretics met with little
response:the entire matter was consideredof little importance, and the
Psalteritself seemsto havemadeno impressionin Moscow at all.’2 But the
Novgorodarchbishopdid not give up. About threeyearslater, he urgedthe
new metropolitan,Zosima,to follow the apostolicrules againstintercourse
with Jews andJudaizersand to takemeasuresthat "no Orthodox Christian

reliable sourceseeIa. Luria, "L’hérsie dite desjudaisantset sessourceshistoriques,"Revue
desetudesslaves45 [1966]:esp.p. 56; he startsrequiringsomeunspecified"confirmations"
only when thearchbishophappensto mentiontheJewishaspectof theheresy.

AED,pp.310,316.
10 AED, p. 319. In Luria’s opinion, Gennadii’s excursuswas directedexclusively against
Jewsanddid not imply the identificationof thepsalmsusedby theheretics"mirskiepsalmy,"
in Luria’s definition with the distortedJewishPsalter; see La. LunaLur’e, Ideologicheskaia
bor’ba v russkoipublitsistike kontsaXV-nachalaXVI vekaMoscow, 1960, pp. 190-92.
However, this fine distinction is not only illogical, but alsocontradictsthe text. In thedescrip
tion of thetranslationprocuredby Ptolemy,Gennadiistressedthat it included "the entire Holy
Scriptureand these psalms siia psalmy, that is, the Psalter,as well." The phrase"these
psalms" can only refer to the hereticalpsalms mentionedat the beginning of the sameletter
AED, p. 316, which meansthat Gennadiidid considerthem to be a distorted versionof the
biblical Psalter. It is obviousthat Gennadiicreatedhis peculiartheoryon theorigin of theJew
ish Psalternotbecauseof an interestin it per se,but in orderto explaintheorigin of thePsalter
usedby theheretics.
" AED,pp.310,316.
12 See Gerontii’s and Ivan III’s answersto Gennadii, in AED, pp. 313-15; ci. Polnoe
sobranierusskikhleropisei, vol. 4, p. 238 = ibid., vol. 20, p. 253.
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may associatehimselfwith heretic or Jew, especiallyif [the latter] has the

dignity of priest and may associate[the Christian] in their impure prayer

and make him follow the Jewish custom."3 That letter provoked the

aforementionedarrest and trial of Denis togetherwith about thirty other

heretics.
Gennadii’sdescriptionof the Psalterusedby the hereticsnotesa number

of peculiar featuresthat suggestedits identification with the curious con

temporary treatiseentitled "Knigy glagolemyaPsaltyr’," describedin a

short introductionas the "twenty kathismasof the Psalter of David the

prophet" translated"from the Jewish languageinto the Rus’ languageof
the Orthodox Christians"by Feodor,"the newly baptized."4Thispassage
explains why Gennadiiwas ready to recognizea text which evidently dif
fered from the OrthodoxPsalteras a certain-thoughheretical-versionof

the Psalterof David. The self-professedJewish origin of Feodorand his

"translation" allowed Gennadii not only to attribute the discrepancy

betweentheheretical and the OrthodoxPsalterto a Jewishintrigue, but also
to considerthe useof the heretical versionas a major proof for the Jewish

characterof theNovgorodheresy.
Gennadiiprovedto be moreright, in a sense,than he himselfcould have

suspected.In spite of its perfect structuralconformity with the Orthodox

Psalter of the Sledovannaiatype-Feodor’s "psalms" are divided into
twenty "kathismas" and followed by nine "odes’‘-the contentsof the
self-styled"Psalter" havevery little in commonwith the Psalmsof David.
N. Tikhonravov was the first to identify someof the "psalms"as transla
tions of certain Jewish prayers,and more were recognizedas such subse
quently.’5 In view of these findings, the conclusion that the "Psalter" of
Feodoris in reality a translationof theJewishprayer-bookMa/vzorbecame
commonplace.’6Gennadii’sconceptof the "Psalter" was revisedaccord
ingly, yet the heretics’ use of it remained the main argumentof scholars

13 AED, p. 376.
14 Edited by M. Speranskii,"Psaltyr’ zhidovstvuiushchikhv perevodeFeodora evreja,"
Chteniiav Obshchestveistorii i drevnosteirossiiskikh hereafterChOIDR, 1907, bk. 2; seep.
53,cf. pp. 13-19.
15 Speranskii,"Psaltyr’ zhidovstvuiushchikh,"pp. 11-12, 44-51; cf. S. Ettinger, "Jewish
Influenceon theReligiousFermentin EasternEurope atthe Endof theFifteenthCentury" [in
Hebrew],in YjtzhakF. BaerJubileeVolumeJerusalem,1960,pp. 228-47,p. 231, fn. 15. In
orderto avoidconfusionwith thebiblical Psalter,Feodor’s "Psalter" is hereafterreferredto in
invertedcommas.
16 N. Meshcherskii,in Istochniki i sostavdrevneislaviano-russkoiperevodnoipis’mennosti
IX-XV vekovLeningrad,1978,p. 29, citing P. Kokovtsov, describesFeodor’s "Psalter" asa
translationof "65 Talmudicprayers";Luria, in his variouspublications,defines its sourceasa
"medievalJewishpsalter"whateverthat maybe. Theseslight aberrationsdo not violatethe
generalconsensus,however.
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who consideredthe influenceof Jews and Judaismto be the predominant
factor in the shapingof the Novgorodheresy.’7

The aim here is to take a freshlook at the text and to check the validity
of its acceptedinterpretationand the historical conclusionsit has engen
dered. In fact, some of the problems inherent in identifying Feodor’s
"Psalter" with the Jewish Mahazor were apparentalready to those who
propoundedthe view. In an introductory note Feodorproclaimedhis newly
found Christianfaith, while in a short colophon he dedicatedthe "transla
tion" to GrandPrinceIvan III and assertedthat it was executed"with the
blessingand at the request"of Metropolitan Philip 1464_1473.18Feodor
was also the authorof an epistle "to the entirekin of Judah," in which he
described his baptism "with the blessing" of Metropolitan lona
1448-1461and urgedall Jewish people,and especiallyhisown conimun
ity of origin-it was Ruthenian-speakingand must havebeenone of the
numerousJewishcommunitiesin the Ukraine or Belorussia-tofollow his

exampleand embraceChristianity.’9

Why should such a devout Christiantranslatethe Jewish prayer-book?
The explanationsprovided so far have taken the characterof spy stories
featuring Feodoras the secretagentof the Jewish mission whosebaptism
was a pioy from the very start, or Feodor as the renegadeChristian who

betrayedhis newly adopted faith and being in Moscow! produced a

prayer-book for the future use of Skhana "and his collaborators" in

Novgorod.2°Such speculationsbring usno closerto an understandingof the

text and its historical background.

A systematiccollation of Feodor’s text with its sourcesreveals a very

different picture. An expositionof the findings is complicatedby the fact
that most Slavistsdo not know Hebrew. I hope that the singularity of the
text will commandthe interestof the readerin spiteof this majorobstacle.

See,especially,Ettinger,"Jewish Influence,"pp. 230-32, whoCites theearlier literature.
8 Speranskii,"Psaltyr’ zhidovstvuiushchikh,"pp. 53 and72.
‘ M. Sokolov, "PoslanieFeodorazhidovina," in 0 eresizhidovstvuiushchikh= ChOIDR,
1902, pt. 2, p. 109; it is remarkablethat Feodorclaimsto havebeen "strengthenedin theChris
tian faith" by "my GrandPrinceVasily Vasil’evich, theTsar of Russia,thepillar of theChris
tian faith." Feodor’sUkrainian or Belorussianorigin is indicatedby dialectical tracesin his
languageSperanskii, "Psaltyr’ zhidovstvuiushchikh,"p. 36, as well as by the Ashkenazi
Polish recensionof his prayers,which containssuchcharacteristicpassagesas"Adir ‘adirenu
psalm 9"; "My yidme Jakh umy yishwelakh" at the endof "Nishmath kol hay" psalms
55-56; and"Zakhor brith ‘Abhraham"after "Shophekol ha’ares"psalms11-12.
20 See,especially, Speranskii,"Psaltyr’ zhidovstvuiushchikh,"pp. 13-19, 37-39, who
cites thespeculationsof Tikhonravovand theothers. Also seeEttinger, "Jewish Influence";
A. Konrad,Old RussiaandByzantiumViennaandStuttgart,1972,pp. 167-69.
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Translationfrom Memory

In most of Feodor’spsalms,the main part of the text is a passagefrom a

Jewishprayer or a combinationof passagesfrom one or several prayers.
This free mergingof elementsfrom different liturgical texts, as well as the
abundanceof minor and apparentlyunconsciousdeviationsfrom the origi
nal in the translatedpassages,indicate that Feodor was translatingfrom
memory.

An instructiveexampleof one suchminor deviation occursin a passage

Feodor derived, and somewhatabridged, from the prayer "Unetanneh
Tokef" for the High Holidays:

You judgewho shall live and who shalldie: who [shall perish]by water andwho by
fire, who by hungerandwho by satiation,who shallbe struckdeadandwho shallbe
strangled....[psalm44]

The referenceto satiation-ratherunusualas a cause of violent death-is
due to a memory failure brought aboutby confusion of two liturgical con
texts and possibly facilitatedby the slight resemblancein pronunciationof
oibha’ satiation and the original somo thirst.2’ By way of contrast, in
Hebrew transcriptionthe two words do not havea singleletterin common.
So the error could hardly haveoccurredif Feodorhad had a written text
beforehim.

A combinedtext like psalm 36 can hardly be explainedexcept as the
result of translationfrom memory. It consistsof supplicationsfrom dif
ferent prayers for the High Holidays, supplementedwith a few lines of
Feodor’sown. The translatedpart revealscharacteristicslips of memory:
"You look hliadish’ = ro’ eh in [sic!] the repentanceof the repentantones
kaiushchikhsia= hashavim,"ratherthan "You haveconcern roseh in
the repentanceof the wicked ones haresha’im"; and,below, "And your
right hand is stretchedout to acceptthe wicked ones hreshnia," rather
than "the repentantones" of the original.

Even more instructive is the transformationof the first passageof the
prayer "Geula," due this time not to Feodor’s failing memory,but to the
peculiarityof the oral liturgical tradition that he followed in his translation.
"Geula" is precededin the morningliturgy by a text from the Bible which
ends with the confirmation "I am the Lord your God; Numbers

21 Thecombinationof hunger-plentysatiation appearsin oneof the"Zikhronot," also part
of the High Holidays liturgy, in a rather similar context: God judgesamongthe countries
"which to hungerandwhich to plenty."
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15: 37-41," and the first passageof the prayer was originally conceived
as praiseof this divine reminderandpromise:

True and firm andestablishedand enduringand right and faithful and belovedand
preciousand desirableand pleasantand reveredand mighty and well-ordered and
acceptableand goodand beautifulis this word untousforever andever.22

In the later liturgical tradition, however,this list of attributeswas immedi
ately attachedin pronunciationto the word God from the precedingbiblical

quotation. The praisesof God’s word were as if transferredto God himself,

and since the list is long enough,the violation of the formal syntax thus

createdcould not be caughtby ear. In the written text of the prayer-book,

of course, the biblical text and the "Geula" remain perfectly separate.

Feodor, however, followed the oral interpretation and adapted the text

accordingly:

God is true and firm and established,etc. It is good and beautiful and proper to
praisehim forever andever,halleluja. [psalm 59]

In this casewe cannotascribeto Feodora consciousalterationof the text:

he just translatedwhat he heard,trying to do so in a syntacticallycoherent

way.
Hewas not alwayssosuccessful,however. Theabsenceof a written text

to consultexplainsthe abundanceof errors suchas lack of word agreement
in number, case,and gender: in recalling the prayersline by rhythmical
line, Feodordid not alwaysrememberto coordinatethe grammaticalforms

of eachtranslatedline with the restof the sentence.

Of specialinterestare the caseswhere the disintegrationof the syntax is

complete,such as in psalms 11 and 58. The opening lines of both psalms
are quite comprehensibleand allow identification of their respective
sources;afterwards,however, only some membradisjecta of the original
text can be traced, in a context which makes no sense at all. This
phenomenoncan be explainedby the fact that unlike the otherpsalms,in
which Feodorused prayerssaid everyday or at leastseveral timesa year,
he chosefor psalms11 and 58 somerareodespizmonimrecitedonly once
or twice a year.23In both caseshe could rememberclearly only the first
lines, and the disintegration of syntax that follows seems to reflect his

22 TherearenumerousEnglishtranslationsof theJewishprayer-book;cf., e.g.,AvodathYom
Hazikaron. Holiday Prayers. A New Ritual for New Year andDay of Atonement,16th ed.
New York, 1945. In the transliterationsof Hebrew passagesI usually did not attempt to
reconstructFeodor’sAshkenazipronunciation.
23 "Shophetkol ha’ares"and"Atah hu’ ‘eloheynubashamayim."
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agonizing-andvain-attempt to recollect more. If this observationis

correct, it providesus a rare insight into the very processof Feodor’s toils

as translator.

The CompositionofFeodor’s "Psalter"

The namesof both main versionsof the Jewish prayer-book-Siddur,the

"orderly arrangement"of the daily prayers,and Mahazor,the "liturgical

cycle" for each of the big holidays-revealits essentialpurpose: to deter

mine not ony the textsfor each liturgy, but also their proper order. Thus

every separatetext becomesfunctionally void when removed from its

appropriateliturgical context,and halakicrules determinehow much of the

prayermust bereiteratedif its sequenceis at somestageviolated.

Feodor’stext dispensedwith the order of the synagogalliturgy. Of the

three daily prayers, not one can be recovered in the "Psalter" in its

entirety. Wherewe do possessnearly all the componentsof a certain seg

mentof the Saturdaymorningprayer, the reconstructionof its propersequel

would require the following arrangementof the psalms: 50-56,27, 18-23,

29-34, 6, 59-64, 66-67. On the average,Feodor switchedfrom one
liturgical contextto anotherevery two or threepsalms: in only a relatively
few casesdoes a more considerablegroup of five to sevenpsalmsfollow
the order of one and the same prayer. Thus in the text of the "Psalter"
nothingis left of the functionalstructureof the Jewishprayer-book.

Theexplanationis not that Feodordid not care about the compositionof

hiswork, but that he structuredit accordingto a different principle. Aban
doningthe triple division of the synagogalliturgy into the evening,morn
ing, and afternoonprayers,Feodor conceivedhis entire "Psalter" as one
liturgical unit. The prayer"Aleynu Leshabeali,"which concludeseach of
the threedaily prayers,constitutesthe last two psalmsof the closingtwen
tieth kathismaof the "Psalter." The benediction"Qadish Yatom," said
aftereach prayer, is divided between"odes" 1, 3, and 4, which "follow"
Feodor’s "Psalter" in imitation of the Orthodox Psalterof the Sledovan
naia type. And just as Feodor’s first five psalmsreproducethe beginningof
the opening prayer of the Day of Atonement,his last three "odes" are
clearly influencedby the so-calledpsuqeyde-zimra, versespronouncedat
the closingof the ark, that is, at the very end of the last liturgy of the same

holiday.
Applying this unified concept,Feodorentirely eliminatedthe numerous

textual repetitionsthat characterizethe Jewish liturgical cycle: no single
passageappearsin the "Psalter" twice. Ignoring the normativeorder of
the Jewishprayer-book,Feodorarrangedhis psalmsaccordingto the asso
ciation of ideasand images. His sequenceof prayers,mostabsurdfrom the
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viewpoint of the Jewish liturgy, can often be explainedby this new struc
tural principle. Thus Feodorswitchedfrom the Saturdaymorning prayer
"Yoser ‘Or," psalms18-23 to the precedingeveningprayer"Maaribh

‘Arabhim," psalms 24-25, since both texts treat the creation of the
luminaries. He mergedthe "Prayer of Rabbi" with the "Prayer before a
journey" psalm 41 and joined them to the "Benedictionfor the new
moon" psalm42, becauseall threecontain similar pleasfor successin
daily life. The translation of the prayer "Geula" psalms 59-64 and
66-67 is interruptedat the exclamation"Who like you [God]. . . makes
wonder" with someof the "Benedictionsat dawn," providing an elaborate
illustration of the marvelsof God "who does his deedin a wonderful way"
psalm 65. There are many examplesof this kind, and while not every
transitionin the "Psalter" lends itself to such an explanation,the associa

tive connectionsbetweenthe differentcomponentsof the text endowit with

a certain literary unity, which is entirely absentfrom the functionally struc
tured Jewishprayer-book.

Not only Feodor’sapproachto the order of the prayers,but also his free
treatmentof their text can often be explainedby compositionalconsidera

tions. For example,whenbreakingup someprayersinto severalpsalms,he

modified the text tojoin the looseendsbetter. Thus the benediction:

Blessedyou are,our Rock, our King, our Redeemer,the creatorof the holies [i.e.,
angelsi. May your namebepraisedforever, our King, who createshis servants

was not just divided betweentwo psalms,but adaptedas the ending of one
of them:

Blessedyou are, our Creator,24our King, our Redeemer,the creator of the holy
angelswhopraiseyour name,our King, forever. [psalm29,fine]

andretranslatedas the openingof the other:

Praisedis your name,Lord, who creates. . . [psalm30125

Having dissolvedall establishedliturgical contexts in the "Psalter,"
Feodorscrupulouslyremovedfrom the textshe had chosenevery reference
to the specific timesand festivals they were instituted to honor. The crea
tion of a single, recycled,and time-detachedsequelof textsleft no place for
this kind of specificity. Thus, from the benedictionsfor the new moon

24 Feodor followed the erroneous interpretation of sur rock as yoser creator; cf. the
instancemarkedby fn. 28, below.
25 Cf. a similar adaptationat thetransitionbetweenpsalms28 and29.
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psalm42 and for the full moon ode 2 he excludedthe lines containing

the blessingfor the moonitself. The Saturdayevening prayerpsalm47

required a more thorough purification: having omitted the word "Satur

day," a few lines directly referringto the "seventhday," and a short sup

plication about resting on the Sabbath,Feodorconcludedhis revision by

replacingthe final benedictionfor Saturdaywith a generalone takenfrom

the "Benedictionfor the threefestivals." The latter alsoreplacedthe origi

nal benedictionfor the New Year in psalm 5726 Finally in the text of the

eveningprayer"Maaribh‘Arabhim" psalm24, the authorturned "night"

into "day and night" and "evening" into "morning or evening," even

thoughthe latteradditionrenderedits contextbarelyintelligible. Thesetwo

minoralterationsreduceFeodor’sintent to breakoff with the timesand fes
tivals of the synagogalliturgy almostto an absurdity,making its conscious
characterall the more evident.

The acceptedview of the "Psalter" as a translationof Mahazor thus
provesto be misleading: Feodordid notconceivehis work as a translation
of any existing form of the Jewish prayer-book,nor indeedcould it be used
as such in any Jewish liturgy. The translatedprayers,or passagesfrom
prayers,servedFeodor as raw materialfor his own composition. We will
now look at the religious experienceand ideas underlying this unique
remakingof the traditional liturgical texts.

TheTransformationofPrayersinto Psalms

The biblical Psalter,like the medievalMahazor,comprisesa collection of
prayers. If we set aside all the differencesin background,structure,style,
etc., betweenthe two textsand simply compare them as two ways of self-
expressionin prayer, the discrepancyin the "praying ego" becomessthk
ing. The psalms,with relatively few exceptions,are personalprayerscom
posedin the first personsingular. The prayersof the Mahazor,intendedfor
the commonworship of a congregation,speak,with evenfewer exceptions,
in the nameof the entireJewishpeople,that is, in the first personplural. In
the "Psalter" createdby Feodor,the texts from the Mahazor, for all they
lose as prayers in the formal halakic sense,acquire the characterof a per
sonal, individual prayer. For Feodornotonly titled, but also conceivedhis
compositionas apsalter.

26 Cf. the passagefrom psalm 44 that in the original containeda specific referenceto the
High Holidays: "In theNew Year it is written, andin the Day of thefastof Atonementit is
signed,who shall live Feodorreplaced theentire introductory passagewith the short:
"According to yourjudgment,[it is decided]whoshall live citedabove,p. 83.
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This effect is most commonly achievedby augmentingthe prayer, or
passagefrom a prayer, designatedby Feodor to becomea separatepsalm
with one or more introductory lines containing a personalappeal to God.
About a third of the psalmsare providedwith suchan opening,which can
easily be identified in mostcasesby thecontrastbetweenthe "I" it features
and the "we" in the restof the psalm. Someof theseappealsare quite
unsophisticated,like "God, pardonmy soul" psalm51, "God, pardonme
and bless me every day and hour" psalm 69, or "Praisethe Lord, my
soul" psalm29, borrowedfrom the Psalterof David and usedin a similar
capacityin synagogalprayer.

Some other introductory passagesare more elaborateand require a
closer integration in the main body of the psalm. Thus the first line of the
prayer "Blessed is he who spoke and there was the world" appears

enclosedin a personal supplication: "Bless God, 0 my soul! God,

strengthenmy thoughtand assuagemy heart,illuminate my eyes,keepme

from a transgressionbefore you, God. Blessedare you, my God, [who]

spoke and therewas the world psalm72. In psalm57 Feodorintro

duceda passagewhich in the original beginswith the supplication"Fill us

with your goodnessandmakeus happyby your redemption,"with the fol

lowing lines:

0 my soul, blessmy God andLord! You are my procreatorand my consolerwho

filled me with breadat dayand with sleepat night.

This statementof fact necessitateda correspondingalterationof the suppli
cation,and so Feodorcontinued: ". and our fullness is in your goodness,
and our happinessis in your support27 Not all the introductory pas
sagesare equallywell formulated,yet their generalsentimentis alwaysthe
same.

Suchintrusions of personalprayerare not restrictedto the opening lines.
They may appearafter the initial benedictionpsalm24 or in the middle
psalm21 of the translatedtext. In psalm41, originally a prayerfor com
mon welfareat the celebrationof the new moon, Feodornot only excluded
the referenceto this particular festival,but also turned the plea "and may
you give us a longlife" into "and may you give me a long life," sothat the
entireprayeracquiredthe characterof a personalappealto God.

27 Feodoreliminatedfrom his Psalterevery referenceto future redemptionexpectedby the
Jews;seebelow, pp. 89-91, 93.



THE HERESYOF THE "JUDAIZERS" 89

The sixteenthof the so-called"EighteenBenedictions"appearsin the

"Psalter" in two versions, which together provide probably the most

graphic illustration of the transformationof a common prayer into a per

sonalone. In the first version,Feodortranslatedthis text almost word for

word:

Hearour voice,Lord our God! Have pity and mercyon us, God our Lord andKing!

Accept with good grace our prayers,for you are the Lord our God who hearsthe
prayersof your people. [psalm 16]

At its secondappearance,however,this prayer underwent a characteristic

metamorphosisof the "praying ego":

Acceptmy prayer,0 God! Hearmy voice,0 God! Purify my thought,0 God, and

have mercy on me! Accept with pity our sic I prayers,for you are Lord God who
hearswith grace. [psalm 68]

Contrary to Christianity, in which prayeris a matterof personalpiety, in
Judaismthe common prayerconstitutesthe climax of community life; its
contentsare the greatestexpressionof the unity of the Jewish people. For
Feodorthis bond is all but lost, and though he prays basically the same
prayers,he adaptsthem to reflect his individual experience,his aloneness
and detachment.

TheIdeologicalEmendationsin the "Psalter"

Oneof the prayers chosenby Feodor for his "Psalter" basesthe pleafor
the returnof the Jewishpeopleto Zion on a prophecyof Zephaniah:

At that time I will bring you home, at the time when I gatheryou together; yea, I
will make you renownedand praisedamong all the people of the earth, when I
restoreyour fortunesbefore your eyes,saystheLord [111,201.

Feodorreproducedthis quotationin a versionof hisown:

I will make you renownedandpraisedwhen I gatheryour gone astrayzabludshikh
beforeyour eyes,saysLord God. [psalm71]

The famousappealof Mosesto God on Mount Sinai recursin prayersas a
testimonyof God’s commitmentto the futureof the peopleof Israel:

RememberAbraham,Isaac, andIsrael, thy servants,to whom thou didst swearby
thine own self, and didstsay to them, "I will multiply your descendantsas the stars
of heaven,and all this land that I havepromisedI will give to your descendantsand
they shall inherit it forever." [Exodus 32:13]



90 CONSTANTINE ZUCKERMAN

Feodormodified this commitmentas follows:

As you say to our father[s] Abraham,Isaac, Jacob: [I] will shelter your children
undermy hand and saveyou by my graceandby my holy presence.[psalm681

A numberof passageswhich underwentsimilar treatmentare scattered
throughoutthe entire"Psalter." Originally they all containedsupplications
for the restitutionof the ancientglory of the Jewish people, yet their con
tentswere modified by Feodor to such an extent that the remains of the
original wording are barelysufficient for the identification of their sources.
Togetherthey provide us with an explicit indication of Feodor’sown view

on the subject.
From the closingsupplicationof the prayer"Geula" the right-handtext

below, Feodorretained only the bare frameworkof the initial appealand

the final benediction:

Creator28of Israel,accept Rock of Israel,ariseto
theprayersof Israel, the help of Israel
do not deprivetheir anddeliver, accordingto

children
of thethoughtand sense your promise,Judahand

that knew [or: would know] Israel,our Redeemer,the

your gracesandyour deeds Lord of hostsis his name,

eternal
andyour holiness the Holy Oneof Israel.

andyour presenceon Mount
Sinaiand [yourl praise

from your
people,theholy city

Jerusalem.29
Praisedare you, Lord God, Blessedareyou Lord,

halleluja. [psalm671 who redeemedIsrael.

Feodor reinterpreted the plea for national deliverance as a plea for
knowledgeof God and his grace,the gracewhich in Feodor’s paraphraseof
the verse from Exodus is presentedas the pledge for the survival of the
Jewish people. The same quest for knowledgewas introducedby Feodor
into his version of an ode pronouncedin Polish-Lithuaniancommunities
after the "Musaf" prayerof the Day of Atonementif a circumcisionwas

performedthat day:

28 See fn. 24 above.
29 The concludingportion of thepsalm cf. psalm 5 is appendedratherloosely to the initial
appeal.
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Rememberthe covenantof Abraham
andthe offering of Isaac

andthe graceof Jacob andbring homethe tentsof

to admonishyourpeopleproperly Jacobanddeliver us for

for thesakeof thosewho knew the sakeof yourname.

your holy name.3°
Who bearsthe sealof
distinction, the sign of
covenantbetweenusandyou,
our father, if not we in our
flesh?...

And do not bereaveour heartsof Remember,do notviolate your

thethoughtthat knew [or: would covenantwith us and return
know] your nameandyour with pity to the remainder
deedandthe forceof appeal. of Israelanddeliver us for thesake

of yourname...
Make happyyour mankindendowed
with reason,your propercreation.
[psalm 12J

Again the fulfillment of the covenantis identified with the knowledgeof
God, oncegrantedand now all but lost; the requestto "bring homethe tents
of Jacob" is replacedwith a reminder of the latter’s "grace." No trace
remainsof the main topic of the original text: the symbolicmeaningof cir
cumcisionas a token of everlastingcovenantbetweenGod and hispeople.3’

In all the passagescited, the notion of knowledgeemergesas Feodor’s

alternative to the traditional vision of national deliveranceso deeply em
bodied in Judaism. The gatheringof the "gone astray" is evidently con
nected with their illumination by "the thought and sense that knew
poznavshi" God’s graces, with the supplicationnot to "bereave our

30 The last words of thephrase"ulichati podobno liudi tvoia delopoznavshiimia tvoje svia
toie" areevidentlycorrupted,as aremanyotherpassagesin the text. "Delo" should be read
"delia" cf. "delo imeni eho" which should be "delia imeni eho," psalm 1, and
"poznavshi"should be read"poznavshikh": in the latter, thefinal "kh," often written above
the line, was evidentlyomitted. "Thosewho knew your holy name" arethe patriarchsmen
tioned atthebeginningof thepsalm.
31 Againstthis background,it wasonly to be expectedthat Feodorwould eliminate from the
prayer"Rseh" everyreferenceto therestitution of thefire-offeringsin thetemple:

Accept,0 Lord God,your Accept,0 Lord our God, thy people
peopleand bringnearyou Israel and their prayer; restore

our will and ourprayers, the service to the oracleof thy
to say properlymorning house;receivein love and favor
andeveningpraiseand both the fire-offeringsof Israel
adorationto you, God andtheir prayer, and may

the serviceof thy peopleIsrael
be everacceptableunto thee.

[psalm10].
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heartsof the thoughtthat knew poznavshiyour nameand deed." And it
is hardly a coincidencethat this notion of knowledgereappearswith the
samepersistencein the descriptionof Feodor’sconversionto Christianity
and in his missionaryappealsto his former coreligionists. In the introduc

tion to his "Psalter,"our authorpresentshimself as "Feodor,the newly-

baptized, who knew poznavshi light from darkness,good from bad, and
who knew holy baptism." In the Epistlealreadymentioned,Feodor,aftera
very similar descriptionof his own baptism,directly summons"the entire
kin of Judah.. . to know ,poznati the true light" of the Christian faith:

"May your blind eyesgetopenedand may you know poznali by estethe

true light 32

TheIdiosyncraticChristianity ofFeodortheJew

The contentsof the work that Feodorpresentedto his high patrons,Metro

politan Philip and Grand Prince Ivan III, as "the Psalterof David" led

scholarsto accusehim of a hidden adherenceto his old faith. The fact is,
however,that this text not only revealsFeodor’salienationfrom the Jewish

religion, but also containsa curious test-casefor the sincerity of his Chris
tianity. In the famous "anti-Christian" passageof the prayer " ‘Aleynu
Leshabeah,"originally directed against heathens,the worshipers render
praiseto the Lord

since he has notmadeus like the nationsof the lands and has notplacedus like the
families of the earth, since he has notmade our portion like theirs, nor our lot like
that of all their multitude, for they prostratethemselvesbefore vanity and before
emptinessandpray to a god that savesnot.

For medievalJews,this passagehad an additional, hidden meaning. The
numerical value gimatriya of the letters in Hebrew constituting "and
before emptiness"was found to be identical with the gimatriyaof "before
Jesus,"and so it was interpretedby the worshipers. Hence the customto
spit at the pronunciationof "and beforeemptiness."33

One couldhardly imaginea betteropportunityfor Feodorto indicatehis
hiddendisdainfor Christianity-if that were his trueattitude-thanby sim
piy translatingthewords in questionas they are and spitting at the appropn
ate moment, perhaps. For he translated"the nations of the lands" as
"heathens,"and "the families of the earth" as "the sinnersof the earth";
also, who in Moscowcould suspectthat in this passage"emptiness"would

32 Sokolov, "PoslanieFeodorazhidovina,"p. 107.
See Aleinu Le-shabbe’ah,in EncyclopaediaJudaica, vol. 2 Jerusalem,1972, cols.

555-58.
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refer in fact to Jesus?Feodorrewrotetheproblematiclines, however,in his

usualmanner:

for they did notknow ne poznashathestrengthof theircreator in] their prayer

just as [in] their deed. [psalm73]

It is obviousthat Feodorwas awareof the popularinterpretationof the orig

inal text of the passageand wantedto avoid it by all means.

Yet Feodorused extremediscretion in introducing his Christian beliefs

into the text of the "Psalter," as two more exampleswill indicate. Con

trary to the Christianswho recognizedthe messiahin the personof Christ,

the Jews still await their messiahand pray for hiscoming. Feodorleft most
of the prayers pertaining to this out of the "Psalter," but the texts he
selecteddo contain two short referencesto the messiahstill to come. Both
were meticulously emended. According to the first of the "Eighteen

Benedictions,"God "remembersthe graces of fathers and will bring a

redeemergo’el to their children’schildren." Feodorreducedthis to "will

bring joy psalm1. The exclamationin the Saturdaymorningprayer

"None but you [Godi is our redeemerfor the days of messiah"became
"None but you redeemediskupil us for the final days" psalm19. The
expectationof the future messiahdisappears,and the act of redemptionis
placed in the past in accordancewith Christianbelief. Theseemendations
betraythe Christianityof the author,yet they are hardly discemableto those
unacquaintedwith the Hebrewtext of thepassagesadapted.

ThoughproclaiminghisChristianity, Feodorturned to the Jewish liturgy
for the sourceof hisprayers; thoughprayingJewishprayers,he insistedon
making them fully compatible with his newly acquired Christian faith.
Moreover,a close scrutiny of Feodor’s prayersrevealsclear tracesof the
Orthodox liturgy as well, especiallyof the appendixof nine "following"
odespeculiar to the SledovannaiaPsalter,read in the churchand absent,of
course, from the Hebrew original. Be it just an idiom from the ninth ode
clumsily installedby Feodorinto one of his psalms,34or the interlacing-
this time equally successfulin style and substance-ofthe first following
ode of the OrthodoxPsalterwith a passagefrom the benediction"Qadish

In Feodor’s text: "Boh vyshnii daet’ milost’, s’ ‘tvorivyi vsia, pomianuti milost’ otets’ i
prizovet’ radost’ chadom’" psalm 1; theuseof the infinitive pomianuti, which violatesthe
syntax of the sentence,can be explainedonly as an imitation of "pomianuti milosti, iakozhe
hiahola ko ottsem nashim in the ninth "following" ode of theOrthodox PsalterLuke
1:54.
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Yatom,"35 all testify to the gradualpenetrationof the Christianliturgy into
Feodor’sreligious consciousness.Feodor’sefforts to adorn his text with
Old Slavonic forms reveal anotheraspectof the sameprocess. Although
this stylizationcanat timesbecomeridiculous-for example,whenFeodor,
usingobsoleteaorist forms, appealsto God in a strangemixture of second
personsingular and plural36 -it reflects Feodor’swill to put his prayers
into the proper"Rus’ languageof the Orthodox Christians,"37and his gra
dual assumptionof hisnew Christianidentity.

An outstandingexampleof this fusion of JewishandChristianelements
is psalm38, one of the very few in Feodor’s text that appearto be entirely
original:

Great is your grace and the fear of you in heavenand on earth in the heartof each
creature. And the heavenly forces,Kherubimand Ophanim,Ajasim, Seraphim,Igri
lim, Akhasim and Asmalim andMulim and Malakhim, mankindendowedwith rea
son, all animalsand birds and reptiles and treesand herbs,mountainsand valleys,
fire and water,sun and moon and stars in their full strength,all shall praisetheir
God with awe and obey your commandments.They long for your gracemorning
and evening,kneeland reachout their handsbeforeyou. High are the ears of you,
who hearsprayersproperly,andthe graceof your love.

The image of all creation worshipping God has certain Hebrew parallels,

yet none of them approachesFeodor’sradical anthropomorphismin the
descriptionof nature.38The only literary influencedetectablein the text of
the psalm is of the apocryphalode of Shadrach,Meshach,and Abed’nego
known to Feodoras the eighth ode of the SledovannaiaPsalter. The ode is
composedof a seriesof appealsto angels,mountains,birds, animals,etc., to
bless and elevate God, and it features,among many others, most of the
creatureslistedin Feodor’stext.39

The first part of Feodor’sode3 is a short summaryof theode of Mosesafter thecrossing
of the Red SeaExodus 15, which constitutes the first "following" ode of the Orthodox
Psalter; cf. Feodor’s"Pesn’ Bohu poite emu, slava ehonad tvaren’em’ svoem’" to "Poem
Gospodevi,slavnobo proslavisia,"or Feodor’s"tsari i kniazi ehipet’skiapotopi v mori," to
"izbrannia vsadniki. potopi v Chermnem mod" in the Slavonic original. On the
significanceof "Qadish Yatom" in Feodor’s"following" odes,see above,p. 85.
36 "Blahosloventy Hospod’ Boh, nahbe odeste, zhazhdenbe napoiste,aichennakormiste"
psalm65.

This is howtheRus’ languageis definedin Feodor’sintroduction to his Psalterseefn. 14,
above.
38 The closestHebrew parallel to Feodor’spsalm, the so-called"Pereq Shira," as well as
other descriptionsof Creationworshipping God, were studied by M. Beyth-Aryeh, "Pereq
Shira" Ph.D.diss.,Hebrew University,1967.

Cf. "blahoslovitevsia ptitsy nebesnyia,zveri i vsi skoty" in ode 8 to Feodor’s"vsiaky
zveri i ptitsa i hadi," or "blahoslovitesolntsei mesiats,zvezdynebesniaHospoda"in theode
to Feodor’s "i ospod’ ikh solntse i luna i zvezdyv ikh suestrakhompokhvaliat."
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This Christian "sourceof inspiration’ ‘-the similarity of certain formu

lations still does not justify calling it a source-appearsto be matchedby

the Hebrew ranks of heavenly forces as if directly transferredfrom one of

the Hebrew lists of the celestialhierarchy. Indeed,Feodor’sranking con

sists,for the most part, of nameswell representedon theselists. However,

it does not follow the sameorder as any of them, and it featuresonly nine
ranksinsteadof the usual ten; moreover, it containscertain Akhasim and
Mulim which are not known in the Hebrew angelology. Surprisingly
enough,these Akhasim and Mulim proveto be the qualitiesof ashmalim

Feodor’s Asmalim who are, according to the Talmudic etymology,

animals of fire who move hastily, hahashim, and talk, memalelim
Feodor’sMulim.4° The reasonfor introducingthese nonentitiesseemsto
be that Feodor, having forgotten some of the acceptednames, wanted
neverthelessto bring the numberof the angelicranks to nine, which is their
number in the Christian tradition. Thus the transcriptionof their Hebrew
names is but a stylization, inspired, no doubt, by namesfor cherubs and
seraphimretainedin Christianliteraturein their Hebrewform.

The heterogeneityof Feodor’s text is quite revealing of the ambiguous
religious consciousnessof the author, torn betweenhis old and new identi
ties. He gaveup all hopesfor the restorationof the ancientglory of the
Jewishpeopleby the futuremessiah,yet he continuedto pray for restitution
of the old "knowledge" to those "gone astray"and to believe in the sur
vival of the children of Abraham by God’s graceand presence. Feodor’s
ambivalentattitudeto hisJewishpastmay alsoexplain the emergenceof his
pseudoepigraphic"Psalter." Commissioned by the metropolitan to
translatethe Psalter of David utilized by the Christians in liturgy and
prayer, Feodorpresentedhis patron with the prayershe prayedhimself, still
borrowed for the most part from the Jewish liturgy, yet with all the
modifications discussedabove. Onemay wonderwhy he did not make his
work more explicitly Christian, yet this is not a question that textual
analysiscananswer. With the limited dataavailable, it seemsprecariousto
go any deeperinto the evasivepsychologyof this "echtereligiosePseudo
epigraphie."4’

40 BabylonianTalmud,Hagiga fol. 13, p. a-b. I owe this crucial referenceto my friend, Mr.
M. Kister.
41 Cf. W. Speyer,"Falschung,pseudoepigrafischefreie Erfindungund ‘echtereligiose Pseu
doepigraphie,’"PseudoepigraphaI= EntretiensHardt, 18,pp. 33 1-72.
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TheReceptionofthe "Psalter" by Contemporaries

Feodor’s "Psalter" is preservedin two manuscripts,both miscellaneous
collectionsput togetherCa. 1490 by one of the best-knowncontemporary
literati, the monk Ephrosin from the Monasteryof St. Cyril on the White
Lake.42As is often the case,"the literary convoy" of the work containsa
clueto its perceptionby readers. In one of the manuscripts,aptly definedin
recentresearchas an "encyclopaedic"collection,43the "Psalter" appears
along with such heterogenoustexts as the Khozhdenieof the abbot Daniel
and the Zadonshchina,as well as numerousotherhistorical and theological
entries. The other manuscriptis much more homogeneous.This collec
tion consistsof liturgical texts, specialprayers,remarks on church disci
pline, etc., and it was identified accordingly as Ephrosin’s trebnik a hand
book of church rites used by a priest mentionedin a late fifteenth-century
catalogof the monasterylibrary.45

The fact, in itself exceptional,that Ephrosin included the same text in
two different collections indicatesnot only his interestin the "Psalter,"but
also a certaindivaricationin hisestimationof it. On the one hand,Ephrosin
consideredit a text worthy of readingand placedit in a chetii sbornik; on
the other, he placedthe "Psalter" in his trebnik as well, for possibleuse in
prayer. The apocryphalcharacterof Feodor’s "Psalter" was, no doubt,

clear to Ephrosin,yet his collections reveal a distinct taste for this kind of
literature.46The fact that therewas anotherversionof the Psalterof David
botheredneitherhim nor othercontemporaryreaders,as longas they liked
the text itself.

Ephrosin’sOrthodoxy is beyondany doubt, and his attitude to Feodor’s
"Psalter" mustbe consideredrepresentativeof its initial reception. Exactly
as described by Gennadii, the "Psalter" originally spread in separate
"booklets." Eachof the two copiesincorporatedby Ephrosinin hiscollec
tions had lost the first folio beforeit reachedhis hands. Nevertheless,there
seemsto havebeen a completetext in the monasterylibrary, for in the

42 See Ia. Luria Lur’e, "Literatumaia i kul’turno-prosvetitel’naiadeiatel’nost’Efrosina v
kontseXV v.," Trudy Ordeladrevnerusskoiliteratury hereafterTODRL 17 1961: 130-68.

R. Dmitrieva, "Chet’i sborniki XV v. kak zhanr,"TODRL 27 1972: 150-80.
M. Kagan,N. Ponyrko, andM. Rozhdestvenskaia,"OpisaniesbornikovXV v. knigopistsa

Efrosina," TODRL 35 1980: 1-300; the manuscriptin question,KB-9, is describedby M.
Kaganon pp. 105-144. Ms. Kaganis wrong, however,in her statementp. 144 that both
manuscriptsof Feodor’s"Psalter" are written in the same hand; cf. the facsimile samples
appended by Speranskiito his edition in "Psaltyr’ zhidovstvuiushchikh,"tablesfollowing p.
72.

KB-6, describedby N. Ponyrko in Kaganet al., "Opisaniesbomikov."
46 Luria, ‘Literatumaiai kul’tumo-prosvetitel’naiadeiatel’nost’Efrosina," passim.
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trebnik the lost introduction to the "Psalter" could be restored on the

reverseside of the precedingfolio. The abundanceof scribal errors,some

of them evidently attemptsto make sense of passagescorrupted by a

precedingcopyist,may alsotestify to the initial popularity of Feodor’stext.

Whatrequiresan explanation,then, is not theuse of the "Psalter"by the

Novgorodians-whichin itself does not makethem hereticsany more than
it did the venerablefraternity of St. Cyril-but ratherthe inquisitional zeal
it inspiredin the Novgorodarchbishop. And indeed, it proves to be not the
only lapsein Gennadii’sargumentationagainstthe heretics. A recentstudy
has shown that the "heretical" icon discoveredby Gennadii,in one of the
episodesin which St. Basil of Caesareais depictedas cuttingoff a hand and
a leg of Christ, in fact representeda rarebut perfectlycanonicalinterpreta
tion of the so-called eucharistical miracle.47 Some witchcraft practices
which Gennadiialso attributed to heretical intrigue,48 albeit interesting as
vestigesto heathenbeliefs, are equally irrelevant to the main subjectof his
accusation.Thus it is not surprisingthat the Council of 1490, thoughgath
ered at Gennadii’sinstigation, retainedonly a small portion of the latter’s
chargesagainst the heretics. Neitherthe fathers of the council,nor losif of
Volokolamsk, who subsequentlyrecastthe accusationsagainstthe "Judaiz
ers" in a scholarly and systematicmanner,49madeany mention at all of
Gennadii‘s main evidencefor the "Judaism"of the heretics: their use of
the "hereticalPsalter."

*
**

The religious ferment in Novgorod in the last quarterof the fifteenth cen
tury was bredby a combinationof different factors. Frustratedexpectation
of the endof the world underminedthe authority of the church tradition.

The elimination of the relative autonomyof the Novgorod church,espe
cially the introductionof the cult of saintsveneratedin Moscow,provoked
oppositionamongthe local clergy.50The appointmentto the Novgorodsee

N. Goleizovskii, "Dva epizodaiz deiatel’nostinovgorodskogoarkhiepiskopaGennadiia,"
Vizantiiskii vremennik411980:esp. 125-30.
48 In a letter of 1488 to BishopNifont of Suzdal’;AED, pp. 312-13.

Cf. Luna, "L’hérésie," pp. 49-67, with its referencesto Luria’s earlierstudiesof Losif’s
polemical writings.
50 One of themain accusationsraised againsttheNovgorodhereticsat theCouncil of 1490
was that they "reproachwith abusivewords, defameanddo not veneratethegreatRus’ saints
Petr, Aleksii andLeontii andSergii, the wonder-workers,andothersaintedreverendfathers";
AED, p. 384, cf. p. 385. However,before theconquestof Novgorodby Moscow, it was not at
all obvious that NovgorodiansshouldveneratePetr,Aleksii andSergii, who werecloselyasso
ciated with Moscow, or Leontii, locally veneratedin Rostovwhich belongedto Moscow, as

"great Rus’ saints." On the introduction of the cult of Sergii to Novgorod as a means to
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of GennadiiGonzov, a henchmanof Moscowand an inveteratesimoniac,
aggravatedthe situation.51 Yet, whateverother factors were involved, the
first heretics’encounterwith the Jews andtheir subsequentinterestin Juda
ism gave their confrontationwith Orthodox dogma a peculiar coloring.
According to the metropolitanZosima, the Novgorod heretics not only
attackedthe official doctrineof the church,but also "praisedamong them
the rejected Old Testamentand praised the Jewish faith."52 We know,
indeed,that the hereticsobtaineda completeSlavonictranslationof several
Old Testamentbookspreviously known in Rus’ mostly in compilations.53
On the marginsof one suchcompilation, a Moscow follower of the Novgo
rod heretics,IvanChemyi, left a seriesof notes in which he praisedcertain

Old Testamentprescriptions;similarnotesdiscoveredin two otherOld Tes
tament collectionsbelong either to Ivan Chemyi or to some like-minded

reader.54It was not for nothing, then,that of all the labelscurrentin the his
tory of heresies,the one that stuck to the Novgorodhereticswas that of zhi
dovskaiamudrstvuiushchii‘ou&n6ppovcç.

On the otherhand,there is very little evidencethat the Novgorod here
tics actually tried to imitate the Jewish way of life or adoptedany Jewish
religious practices. The desecrationof icons and the biting of the Holy

Cross,attributedto them in the verdict of 1490,cannotbe consideredsuch,

despite the fact that for the fathersof the council everything"contradicting

the divine law and the Christianfaith" was ipso facto "accordingto the

Jewish custom." The only accusationindicative of Jewish influence was
that all heretics"veneratedSaturdaymorepache than the day of Christ’s
resurrection[Sunday]’55 wedo not know what form this preferentialven
erationtook. Nevertheless,noneof the hereticalclerics renouncedhis posi
tion in the church,and no heretic performedcircumcision,not to speakof
the moreelaborateelementsof the Jewish ritual. Indeed,one could hardly
expectthat a few encounterswith the Jews in the early 1470s, restrictedas
they were to Denis and Aleksei, could provide them with enough
knowledgeof Judaismso as to impart a distinctly Jewish characterto the

appeaseMoscow on theeve of the final conquest,see A. Khoroshev,Tserkov’ v sotsial’no
politicheskoisistemeNovgorodskoifeodal’noi respubliki [Moscow, 1980],pp. 178-80.
‘ A certainmonk Zakharwent so far asto accuseGennadiihimself of heresyandto reject
theentirechurchhierarchy for buying andselling churchdignities; AED, p. 380. Cf. E. Golu
binskii, "Istonia russkoi tserkvi," vol. 2, pt. 1, ChOIDR, 1900, p. 617. Curiously, this
Zaithar, whose entire activity seems to exclude any Jewish influence, was condemnedas
"eresemnachalnik" by thesamecouncil of 1490, togetherwith Denis’sandAleksei’s group.
52 AED, p. 384.

AED, p. 320.
AED,pp.280-99.
AED, p. 383.
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entire movementin the quartercentury to come. The interestin Judaism,
whether in the Old Testament, in the Six Wings, or even in Feodor’s
"Psalter" translatedfrom Hebrew, did not disappear,but the Novgorod
hereticsseemto havebeenmore eager"to praise" it in their controversy
with theofficial church than to implementit in practice.56

There is irony in the fact that Feodor’s "Psalter," so meticulously
adaptedby the author to his new Christianbeliefs, was used,along with
Orthodoxreaders,by Christiandissenterswho had a soft spot for Judaism.
But whateverusewas madeof it subsequently,the "Psalter" is interesting
first and foremostas a personaldocumentwhich offers us a rare chanceto
look into the turbulent religious consciousnessof its author. And in this
respect,the phenomenonit reflectsmay notbe as isolated as it appears. At
about the same period, the Jewish-Ukrainianmilieu from which Feodor
came produced the well-known translations,or rather adaptations,from
Hebrew that later penetratedMuscovite Russia. To what extentwas this
literary activity the work of the Jewishconvertsto Christianity, who were
numerousat the time? And was it not thesetranslationswhich were instru
mental, in turn, in attractingthe Christians whose conversionto Judaism
provokedthe expulsionof the Jews from Lithuania in 1495? A further
studyof thesetextswill no doubtcontributeto a betterunderstandingof this
inadvertentsymbiosisof "Christianizers"and "Judaizers"that left a pecu
liar mark on Ukrainian, Belorussian,and Russianreligious and intellectual
history.

Centred’histoire et civilisation de Byzance,
CollegedeFrance,Paris

56 Forpossiblestructural parallelsbetweenthe Novgorodheresyandcertainpre-Reformation
and Reformationmovementsthat drew inspiration from the Old Testamentandfrom Contem
poraryJudaism,cf. L. Newman,JewishInfluenceon Christian ReformMovement,Columbia
University Oriental Series,23 New York, 1925. No direct influence from this directioncan
be ascertained,however.



"Povest’o Esfiri":
TheOstrohBible and Maksim Grek’s Translation

of theBook of Esther

MOSHE TAUBE and HUGH M. OLMSTED

A certain "HOBeCTb o Ec4pH" hereafterPE has long beenknown to be

associatedin somemanuscriptswith the compositionsof Maksim Grek, but

the text itself hasneverbeenpublishedor evensummarizedin detail.’ It has

beenrepeatedlyidentified in manuscriptsof Maksim’s collected writings

most recently and reliably in Sinicyna 1977, 237-42,and Bulanin 1984,

223-27. WhenA. I. Ivanov lists it in hisextendedregisterof works attrib

uted to Maksim,2 he implicitly ascribesthe translationto Maksim, though

he doesnot discussthe issue and it remainsunclearjust what he meansby

the words "Maksim’ s translation.’‘3

Scholarsconcernedwith the history of the SlavonicBible havepaid little

attention to PE,4 the mostextensivecommentbeing in a footnote by I. E.

Evseev1912-13II, 1343fn.. Referringto PE as simply one of a seriesof

"minor fragmentarycommentarieson individual Biblical loci," attributed
to Maksim Grek, Evseevclearly neither wantedto associatehimself with

The earliestthreereferencesarebasedon thesamemanuscriptGBL Rum. 265, character
ized by A. V. Tereenko1834,265 as"a seventeenth-centuryBelorussianmanuscript"; cf.
Archbishop FilaretGumilevskij, 1842, 69 fn., andA. X. Vostokov’s descriptionof theRum
jancev manuscriptcollection 1842, 380. Tereenko’sreference, "floneem or Ec4px"
emphasisadded,gives the impression that the text maybe an extractor a retelling, but he
declares that the translation resemblesthe version in the printed Bible of 1633 [sic!-i.e.,
1663], with the inclusion of a quantity of Russian words. Vostokov repeatsTereenko’s
description verbatim but with the conectdate 1663, adding that PE is divided into 30
chaptersinsteadof the9 in the1663 Bible. We follow theusageof TODRL for standardabbre
viations of manuscriptcollectionsand published sources;see also the list of Referencesand
Abbreviations,below.
2 Ivanov 1969, s. n. 70. Citationsaccordingto Ivanov’s list will be prefixed Ivc-, thus here
Ivc7O. For somecautionarynoteswith respectto this book, see Olmsted 1971, with further
correctionspassimin Bulanin 1984 andSinicyna 1977.

Tereenko: "llepeBo Boo6necXoHBI C flTHO1O 1633 [!} E116J111e10;T0JThXOy MaxcHMa

BMemaHo MHOFO PYCCKHX CflOB." Vostokov "flepeBo Boo6uecxoeH c neqaTHMM. Tosn,Ko

3JCb BMeIIIaHO MHoro PYCCKHX CJIOB 1 O6OpOTOB." Ivanov: "llepeBOTh MaICCHMa cxoje c

fleqaTBl,IM UePKOBHOCJIaBHCXHMff0 nMee’rMHOFO PYCCKHX CJJOB I O6OPOTOB."

Ivan Rodestvenskij,in his 1885 monographon Esther,does not mention PE; it was
apparentlyunknownto him.
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the attributionto Maksim nor to creditMaksim with a role in the history of

the EastSlavic Bible.5
We submit that MaksimGrek did play a direct and importantrole in the

Slavic translationof the Bible, for 1 PE is a completetranslationof the

Greekbook of Esther,6and 2 the translationmost probably was madeby
Maksim himself. We further intend to show that the PE was usedby the
compilers of the OstrohBible of 1581 hereafterOB as their primary text
in creatingtheir Esther;they also referredto a copy of the 1499 manuscript
GennadijBible hereafterGB, and editedtheir revisedtext againsta Greek
versionof the LXX different from Maksim’s original. The similarity of PE
to the 1663 BHJ1H$1, noted by Tereenko, Vostokov, and Ivanov, is
explainedby the fact that that Bible essentiallyreproducedthe OB.7 For the
book of Esther,then, the PE was also largely the sourceof the 1663 Bible

text.

The PEfollows the full LXX text of Esther. It is thus very different from

the GB, where the parts of Estherthat correspondto the Hebrew Masoretic

Text MT generally reproducean older Slavonic translation,8while the
additions, newly translatedfrom Latin, are gathered,as in Jerome’s Vul
gate, at the end. PE containsthe full LXX text with the additions to MT
appropriatelydistributedaccordingto the Greektradition.9

PE differs from the OB Estherin the following particulars:a The title,
lloBecm o EcMpH, is foundonly in the MaksimGrek tradition, as opposed
to the standardEC4JMPJ, of all other traditions; b The text is divided into
thirty chapters,in contradistinctionto the nine of OB and the 1663BM6Juui

or the ten of MT and the 1751 ElizabethBible.’°

In thesamearticle 1912-13I, 1285, Evseevcategoricallystates: "Ha coc’raB Bw6irnH, Ha

xapalcrepee cJIaBzHcicoroTexcranepeBowi MaxcnMa rpeKa He MOFJIH OKa3am BJHSHHJl. OHH
CTO$IJIH BH
6 More specifically, it representsa Septuagint LXX version belonging to recensionb,
accordingto theclassificationrepresentedin Hanhart1966, esp.84-87.

Seefor examplethediscussionin Avtokratrova-Dolgova1985.
This translationis controversialboth as to age and as to placeof origin, but in scope it

agreeswith the MT. It is knownonly from EastSlavic manuscripts,the oldestof which dates
to the late fourteenth century. Vostokov 1842, 35, Gorskij-Nevostruev I, 53-57,
Rodestvenskij1885, Meerskij 1956, 198-209, and Alekseev 1987 believed it was
translated directly from the Hebrew. Sobolevskij 1903, 433-36 and more recently
Altbauer-Taube1984 andLunt-Taube1988 havearguedthat it was translatedfrom aGreek
version,now lost, that differed significantly from theLXX.

Thus A precedes1:1, B comesbetween3:13 and 3:14, C andD replaceMT 5:1-2, E is
between8:12and 13, andF follows 10:3.
10 In MI, chapter10 hasonly threeverses,while in LXX it alsoContainsaddition F. The full
text is includedin PE excludingthecolophon,so that thefinal versebegins"Etouç tthproi
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The PE is known in two "types" of the collectionsof Maksim Grek’s
works, the so-calledBurcevand Nikiforov types."The former aroselate in
the sixteenth century. Much of its reception and disseminationwas in
Belorussiaand the Ukraine,where it was actively usedby Orthodoxbeliev
ers in their struggleagainstthe encroachmentsof Westernreligious currents
on Orthodoxy. The Nikiforov type is of less relevancehere, for not only
are its origins later seventeenthcentury, but its version of the PE is

believedto derivefrom the Burcevtype.12

The Burcevcollection, like many othercollections of Maksim’s works
dating from the late sixteenthor early seventeenthcentury, includes what
could summarilybe describedas two categoriesof compositions: thosethat
are found in and inherited from the oldest, mostauthoritativemanuscripts
contemporaryto Maksim, and whoseattribution to him causesfew ques
tions; and thosethat are "added" compositions,like the PE, which join the

manuscript tradition only after Maksim’s lifetime. The authority of the

Burcev collection is such that one has reasonablegrounds for suspecting

that the additionsmay also originatewith Maksim himself.’3Our discussion

will be basedon a singlecopy, KUL 378, which we believe to be a good

representativeof the text. 14

We ascribethe translationof the PE specifically to Maksim Grek. In gen

eral, in its fidelity to the senseand syntax of the Greektext and in its non

standardRussianSlavonic features, it betraysa translatormore familiar
with Greek than with Slavonic. More especiallyits linguistic and stylistic
featuresmarkit specifically as the work of MaksimGrek. It is clear that the
translatorhas no difficulty in understandingthe Greektext, a featurethat is
especiallyhighlighted in caseswherethe OB version differs from the PE

ikzat?.cov’rocfito? a1o1 ica’t Koitárpaç", but thedifferentdivisionsmisled Vostokov to
statethat chapter10 is missingfrom thePEin Rum.265.

The basictypesof Maksim’s manuscriptswereidentified and namedby N. V. Sinicyna,
first in a seriesof articlesin which her typological conclusionswere originally detailede.g.,
1971, 262 andfn., then in a morecomprehensivesurvey in her monographon Maksim Grek
1977,223-79. For theBurcev andNikiforov collectiontypes,see Sinicyna1977, 237-42.
12 The Burcev type’s links to the Ukraine and Belorussiaare discussedby Olmsted 1977,
201-208, 379-80 and Bulanm 1984, 220. For the derivation of the Nikiforov type, see
Olmsted1977, 208-27,380-84and Bulanin 1984, 132. In particular, theentiresectionof
theNikiforov typecontainingthePE is probablyderivedfrom theBurcev type.
13 The presumptionof Maksim’s authorshipmust,of course,bebolsteredby detailed textual,
linguistic, andotherevidence,aswe undertaketo providefor thePE below.
14 KUL 378 is earlyamongBurcev manuscriptsseeAppendix,no. A-i. Variation is largely
expectedto be restricted to phoneticand orthographicUkrainianismsand Belorussianisms,
suchas: 2:2, A:3, etc. uapystandardRCS iapIo, BR hardeningof palatalizedr; 2:3 o6pHx
standardRCS o6pMx; Ukr lossof distinctionbetween[i] and[y]; D:7 nprnui cii standard
RCS npeM’HHc Ukr syncretismof [é} and[ii.
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text presumablyas a result of the OB compiler’seditorial decisions. In

many suchcases,the PEtext agreeswith the Greekagainstthe OB:15

1:18 LXX: ‘CipUVVE; ‘rulers’ wives’

PE: iiaceirnKHbI

OB: MYtIHTJIHHUbI KIIbI

2:15 LXX: o1&v iO’ricv ‘she neglectednothing’

PE:HHTO!C ripecTyriiiia i.e., verbcorrectly takenas derivingfrom

aecw ‘set aside,reject,neglect’

OB: HH1iToIce npiuioxui.e.,mistakenlyfrom ti0rtt ‘put’16

C:12 LXX: v àythvt Oav&roD
PE:6Osi3HrnOCMPTHO1O

OB: CMep’rM pa mistakenlyfrom yovEIç?

D:3 LXX: tpi’&to
PE:onpamecsifrom itepc&tv
OB: npe3pJIwnmistakenlyfrom 1tt6Eiv?

Certainpeculiaritiesin the Slavic style are unlikely to be the work of a
native Slav. This fact, too, suggeststhat the translatorwas more comfort
able with the Greek than with the RussianChurch Slavonic, and even,
perhaps,that he may havebeena nativeGreek. This is bolsteredby the
presenceof many featurestypical of translationfrom Greek,suchaspartici
pies as complementsof verbs of perception,substantivizedneuterplurals,
and the like.

Of greaterinterest,many of the pecularitiesare preciselyof the type that
are already well known as characteristicof Maksim Grek’s style, such as
the choiceof case-endings,and use of prepositions. The following inven
tory is only a sampling; other featurescould beadducedas well.

Genitive plural nominal forms in -x are surely the best-knownidiosyn
cracyof Maksim’s style; their presencehas repeatedlyservedresearchers
as reliable supportingevidencefor attributing compositionsto Maksim.17
This usageis prominent in the PE and providesa strongargumentin favor
of our attribution. As in Maksim’s original works, in the FE the locative

Other classesof disagreementwill be describedbelow. For a similar rangeof examples
taken from the printed 1859-62 Kazan’ edition of Maksim’s works hereafterKI, see loci
adducedby Baracchi1971-72II, 251-55.Ourcitations fromthestandardLXX text aretaken
from Hanhart1966.
16 Rodestvenskij1885,212 alsonotedthisexampleasamongthemistranslationsm OB.
17 Cf. Sobolevskij 1910, 263; Riga 1936, 85, 95; Denissoff1943, 76; andBaracchi1971-72
I, 267-70,and II, 252-53. Maksim’s syncretismof genitiveandlocative plural forms is real
ized in both directions, asOlmsted hasshownOlmsted 1977, 257-58; 401-404; 1981; and
forthcoming,a, particularlyin theearlymanuscripts,beforeit hasbeennormalizedout by suc
cessivegenerationsof Russianscribes. Thus genitive formsfunction for syntactic locativeas
well as thereverse.
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forms occur in alternationwith the standardgenitive plural endings in a
whole range of uses of the genitive: as complementof prepositionsor
verbs, in negation,possession,and with animate nouns in the "genitive
accusative"construction.We cite only selectedexamples:’8
2:7 LXX: v & t t&Xáat airnç toç yovEIç

PE:nonpecTaBiieHinjIce powremexesi
OB: HO IIPCCTBJIH!M Ice poejie e.a

3:8 LXX: 8voç tv & vówv toi3 f3arn?wçitapaioioatv
PE: K3h11C 1apcKIx I 3KOHX He CJ1UICT

OB: iuozu H 3ICOH uapcane cJiymalo’r

4:13 LXX: itapx thvtaç toç’Ioiaou;

PE: aqe BC’kX iyeex

OB: naqe BCtX I1YH

C:! LXX: vtovwv iucvta r& pya Kupi’oD
PE: BOCIIOMEH$IBCX kiix FOCIIOIXHHX

OB: flOMHHIOIC hia rocnouisi
8:5 LXX: itq.tp9ljto àitocYtpaqnlvat t& ypátata thàta?

.tva ‘5ith ‘A.t&v, th ypapévtaàitoXOai toç ‘Ioöczouç

PE: HOBCJIWja BO3BPTJ1TCSIllHCHMH

nociaasiOT AMaHa IM}IZ rIoBeJrbJIUOFYHTH Hyeex

OB: llOB 3111 a BO3BT$IT HHCHMSI

uociiaasiOT AMaHa MMMXC noBeJItJiHOrY6HTH Hyea
9:16 LXX: icai. àvE7taIyavtoàith ‘rGv itoXu’wv

FE: i noma OT 6paHex

OB: rioqma O’r 6paHe

The mixture of animateand inanimate noun-endingsin a single syn
tagmawas identified by Sobolevskij1903,264 fn. as typical of Maksim’s
original works. It is found in PE:
2:3 LXX: ccd ittXácwaav icopwia itapOcviith ica t

PE: ja H36epymOTPOXOBHUH BbI O6pHX B11OM

OB: ja c16epyTBMW,I dB1CTBeHH11, 1o6po3paHbI

The confusionof accusativeand locative in directional expressionsis
typical of Maksim’s style, although it has beenlittle mentionedin works
about him. As part of his whole stylistic profile, it is a good diagnostic

featurecf. Olmsted1977,257-58,401-404;and 1981.

18 At least five otherinstancescan be found, in 2:17 Bax, 6:1 Hex, and8:7, E:15, and
10:3 Iytex or Iymeex. A measureof the form’s unacceptabilityin standardRussianSlavonic
is that all occurrenceshavebeeneliminatedin favor of normalgenitiveforms in theOB.
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1:22 LXX: KUI àitcrrciXv ciç it&xav vv 3aatXzuviat& thpav

PE: If riociaBO BCe IapCTBoH CTPHX

OB: 11 nocilaKHIH Kb BCM BJICTJ1MCBOHM,

RI, BJ1CTH H BJICT1 GB

D:12 LXX: t91KEv itI thvpá?ov a&rfiç
PE: IIOJIOZH Ha BhIH esi

OB: 803J10KHuaBbIJO esi
Someother idiosyncratic usesof case-forms,mostly with prepositions,

are typical of Maksim’s style:’9

1:15 LXX: KUì àItIjTYE1XUv airrji a’ra tot; vó.toç

PE: i clca3amaey no3aKoHex

OB: H BB3BCTHU1 ey rio 3KORY

C:7 LXX: i’va eo öóav àvOpthitoi 6o eEOD
PE: a He IOJIOXCY ciay qeJIoBbqynaveciiay 6ouo

OB: a e BO3M C3IBM J1OBK riaieCJIBbI 6ozHsi
5:14 LXX: öè Ei’cEX8C ç rv &xijv

PE:miIHH...nnHp

OB: Tb! K BHHH ... HaH}Ip

In the verbalsystem,it is striking that the PEtext rendersthe Greekmor
phologicalmedio-passivepreponderantlyby meansof a reflexive construc
tion, in contrast to OB’s more frequent periphrastic passive or the
equivalentindefinite-personalactive constructionwith third personplural
and accusativeobject.
2:2 LXX: tr9ijtw t anX.I lopáata

PE: a B3MWYTC$I iapy OTpOKOBUbI

OB: zaB3MWYT uapiodBHWI

2:3 LXX: icai tapaöoOijtoxav t voSp
PE: i a nprncaicyTcsienyxy

OB: H a BHXOBM

2:8 LXX: icd Eh EaOrSp
PE: 14 ripeecsiEc4Hp

OB: If 6i,icm nosTaEcp =GB

2:22 LXX: ccd idOi Map&thp 6 Aáyoç
PE: i noKa3acsiCJIOBOMapjioxeio
OB: BO3BCTHfflaCJIOBO Mapoxeo

8:1 LXX: ia Map&xaocitpoaciij8i ICO touarnXoç
PE: H MapoxeirIpw3Bac$I OT iapsi

OB: i MapoxeHHPII3BH6Mcm K iapio

19 For a similar range of examples taken from the printed 1859-62 Kazan’ edition of
Maksim’s workshereafterKl,seeloci adducedby Baracchi1971-72II, 25 1-55.
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Why, and at what stagein his life, did Maksim undertakeanew translation
of Esther? Unfortunately,there is no direct evidenceto answerthis ques
tion. No quotes from the PE text have yet beenidentified in his original
writings.20Only in one rathermarginalinstancedoeshe refer to the text. In
an original composition,the "DiscourseAgainst the Blasphemersof the
MostPureMother of God" Ivc 149, CJIoBoHa XJIHMKM IIPHCTM 5OICHSI

MaTepH, he has occasionto comparethe Virgin Mary with otherrighteous

women in Scripture KI I, 499, among whom are listed Esther and
Susanna. We may note that in addition to the PE, the Burcev collection
containsan excerpt from the book of Susanna1vc68, frequently entitled
"MoiiHTBa ue.uoMypernuIslCocaHhl" in the manuscripts.Both of these
are generally associatedwith a "Prophetic Miscellany," a group of
excerptsfrom the Old Testamentprophetswith catena,taken by Maksim

from the manuscript tradition associatedwith the eleventh-centurypriest

Upir’ Lixyj. All of thesefocus on the plight of righteousvictims unjustly
accusedor otherwisesuffering-athematicconcentrationthat hasparticular
relevancein Maksim’s own compositionsand biography.21It is thus quite
reasonableto attribute to Maksim a personalsympathy for the figure of
Estherand the lessonsof her story. This scarcelyprovidesan explanatory
motivating factor, however,the moreso since Maksim mentionsten righ

teouswomen,and no particularemphasisis placed upon either Susannaor
Esther.

We may speculatethat Maksim, having had occasionto perusethe GB
translationof Esther, was dissatisfiedto discoverthat its text differed from
the GreekLXX and hencethe Orthodoxtradition. ThebasicMT partof the
text correspondedto the Hebrewthis point might or might not havebeen
clear to him, but the additionsdirectly reflect the text and organizationof
the Latin Vulgate, with which he clearly was familiar. The vehemenceof
his anti-Latin views is generally known. His displeasure with the
"Latinate" GB text might well havepromptedhim to undertakea transla
tion that would satisfy hisOrthodoxpoint of view.

Sympathyfor Estherand dissatisfactionwith extantSlavonicversionsof
the book of Esthersuggestmotivesthat might be attributed to Maksim as
reasonsfor his making a new translation,but they cannotconstituteproof.
Theascription of the translationto Maksimmust,therefore,rest-atleastat

20 It shouldbe saidthat thebook of Esther is scarcelymentionedin the works of theGreek
andLatin churchfathers;ef. Hanhart1966, 38.
21 See Olmsted forthcoming, a for an introductory survey of the contents,themes,and
ratherextensiveusesin Maksim’s original works of the PropheticMiscellany, and somedis
cussionof theSusannaexcerptp. 25 andnote.
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this stage of investigation-primarily on the combined grounds of

manuscripttradition, linguistic features,andtextual relationships.

Until now, no one has suggesteda connectionbetweenthe OstrohBible

and the PE, much less a link to Maksim himself. Ivan Rodestvenskij

argued,adducing many examples1885 207-214,that the OB Esther is

primarily the older Slavonic translation cf. fn. 8, above, which was

included in the GB, somewhatedited on the basis of the Greek LXX.
Gorskij and Nevostruevgavemoreweight to the role of LXX, concluding
1855-19171:57 that unlike the GB Esther, the OB version representsa

separatetranslationfrom the Greek; Riskij 1978:98concurs.Thisview is

moreaccurate,althoughapartfrom implying that the OB editors themselves

were responsible,Gorskij and Nevostruevdo not elaborateon the natureor
sourcesof the "translationfrom the Greektext," let alone suggestany con
nection to Maksim Grek. We will show that the PE was the primary basis

for the OB text.
The close relationship of PE and OB is evident in sharedvariants-

additions, omissions,and otherdeviations-thatare not known from any
Greekversion of the text. Particularlysignificant is a long omission,from
the third word of 9:17 after icd àvtcxóaato, i mornmathrough 9:31.
Here are somesharedvariants:
6:12 LXX: ?itoiSxcvoçiat& Keqa?fig

PE,OB: cicop6sicIcop6MeIoeiweio
B:5 LXX: itpç th jx tiv aatXthv ExYta8EaçtUYXáVE1V

PE,OB: a&I uapcTBieaiueHe HOJI}IJIO

THXOCTM OB THXOCTb w cpeiue

3:8 LXX: v totçOv&tv
PE,OB: Bb BCkX $I3bIUX

4:8 LXX: éK eavuroD
PB,OB: OT F0p114$ICMPTH

6:10 LXX: touq tj 8cpwtciovtt v tf
PE, OB: yesiHHuy yrOH’ ciiyicawey BO BOpt aame

8:6 LXX: ia ttç vcoj.uxt ao8fivat

PE, OB:øicaxocrlacTHcsi

Even in caseswhere they do not completelyagree,PB and OB variantscan

show closesimilarity with one anotheragainsttheLXX:

A: 13 LXX: ccdiit&tv t aatXt itp aitSv

i CKa3aiapy sizeoaMIOT

OB: i ciaaiapiosizeoa floMbIfflJflhlOT
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3:14 LXX: ccd itpocthy1 thav toIç Ov&nv to4touçivai
iç thy 1tpav twtrv

PE: I! rioeieo 6MCTbBCM OTOBhIM6MTI BO ypyeHxIH eH1,

OB: H UOBCJTCHO6MCTb BCkM OTOBOM6LITR BO ypeemi eHb22

Not only is the OB Esthercloseto the PE, it surelyderivesfrom it. In
caseswhere PE and OB disagree,directionality can frequently be dis
tinguished,for PE agreeswith LXX, and clearly precedesOB. Mistransla
tions in OB can frequentlybe explainedas corruptionsof the PE text, e.g.:

3:8 LXX: icd oi auj.Lpcpt t ctXzI
PE: i He H ycrrkx iapio

OB: H He HCTHX i.apio

6:9 LXX: ica&tco tóv p1Uv toi xoiXwç tv vówv

PE: H zxa CTh HHOM OT IPCJIBHbIXpyr UPHBbIX

OB: H ThCTbCHey OT IIPCCJ1BHbIXpyr uapex
B:6 LXX: icd &iyrpou itatpbç1J.t&v

PE:H BTOPOoTLa Haiuero
OB: i oparo01’ iapsi namero

D:5 LXX: àit tevwtévi àith toi ç6oi

PE:CTkCHeHOT cpaxa

OB: cesime01’ cpaxa

D:7 LXX: tf3aXv rb pGuxatflç
PE:1IpCM}IH}ICH I.BT jirn.a esi

OB: H3M’HHCSI .uine eu
It should be notedthat the "density" of OB‘s agreementwith the different
sourcesvariesover the length of the book. Somesectionsshow extended
word-for-wordagreementwith PE; othersshowgreaterdeparturesfrom PE

and greaterproximity to eitherGB or a different versionof the LXX text.
For example, in addition E, the compilersevidently did not use PE at all,
but madean effort to translateindependentlyfrom LXX. Their PE proto
graphmay havelacked this additionin whole or in part.23 Evenwith such
departures,however, it is to the PE that the OB text shows the closest
affinity overall.

The influenceof the GB Estherand a version of LXX on OB has been
noticed, especially by Rodestvenskij. The general dependenceof the
OstrohBible on the text of the GennadijBible was first indicatedby Gorskij
and NevostruevI, viii. With respectto the Esthertext in particularthey
say only that it or are they referring exclusively to the additions?was

22 In this casethewords toçOvatv are lackingalsoin theb recensionandin the 1518 AId.
edition.
23 E:5-9is missingin theKUL 378copyof PE.
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translatedfrom the Greek I, 57. Rodestvenskij adducedseveralexam

ples of "doublets" in the OB version1885, 214, in which asingleGreek

expressionwasrenderedtwice in the Slavonic: oncein a form correspond

ing to the GB, and the secondin a form correspondingto the LXX.

Rodestvenskijtook the latter to demonstratedirect useof the LXX by the
compilers of GB citing examplesfrom 1:1, 1:4, and 2:7. In fact, they

derive from thePE. For example:

4:1 LXX: è1ttyvoç‘tb cVtEO14LEVOV

PE: pa3yMtB 3MbHI1JIM0

GB: 6k Basi BceeIceTB0P$IU1Uapb

OB: pa3yMbB 3MbIffluI$IMO H BC elce TBOP$IJJ1iap

8:3 LXX: id itávtwv t&v ‘Aithv
PE: Ha BCtMH HMHIIM AMaHOBMMH

GB: ThOMOMb AMaHOBOMI,

OB: Ha OMOM H H BCM HMbHHeM AMaHOBMM

It hasbeensuggestedthat the LXX Greektext used by the compilers of

OB was the Aldine 1518 editio princeps e.g., Mathiesen 1981, 92. A
similar view was expressedspecifically for the book of Joshuaby Lebedev

1890, 342-49,and by Alekseevfor the Songof Songs1985, 122. As for

Esther, Rodestvenskijnoted with somewhatgreater reservation 1885,
210 that someof the readings in the OB text showed similarity to the
printed Aldine Aid. and ComplutensianCompi. editions, as well as to
"certain manuscripts."Hecites:
A:!! LXX: dEv uirrà v tf 1cap&

Aid., Compl: A, 311, b

tè viSitvtov toyro v tfj iap& aicoi: 23624

PE: epxcamecoHHece BO cepxw

OB: pizame coirnecie Wb cepw cn

7:9 LXX: EimEV öè ... ciç tov wV oirroç & yvthici
toito t ?ovi&v toi3 taipo25 v rI odç ‘roi3 ‘At&v

&tE £1CcLXEt airthv itI tèv &iitvov t&v aci?wv
icd itE to&rou ltuOop.Evo; VO ltap’ v tV

‘th iata czçovovicaI dltE 248itpç ‘rev ccatXa

PE: peeK ... 01$H OT CKOH1OBceliK B$Ime BMbB

peo KPCTmpeJ0MOM aMaHOBbIM

era upH3hIBameeroHao& IPbCKMM

H 0 CeM MenhITaBypa3yMOT eHHoroOTPOKOB

3aMbImmsIeMoe pe’ie IC iapy

24 Sigla andotherconventionsareasin Hanhart1966.
25 This word is omittedin MS 108,butpresentin Aid.
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OB: peieIce ... OHH OT cicorweCeM zeBtzuImeBwrkB
ipeBoripej OMOM MHOBMM

eraflPH3MBUI erouao6 IIaPbCKHM

I 0CM BCIThITa ewaro OT OTPOICI pa3yM’hB

3MbIffluiMO H peeK iapio
As is clear from theseexamples,the PE text follows Aid. moreclosely than
doesthe OB. WhenOB agreeswith Aid., it is becausePE agreeswith Aid.
Now, this sort of similarity is sharedby a numberof Greek manuscripts;

they are thereforenot distinctiveand cannotbe usedto show a particularly

close link betweenAid. and OB. WhenOB and PEdisagreein thoseread
ings characteristicof Ald. as part of the b recension,PE agreeswith Aid.
against OB. Comparein A:11 the insertion of CI! lfl OB; in 7:9, OB’s
omission of KPCT and its addition of i pee. The identification of PE
casts a new light on the relationship between OB and Aid.
Rodestvenskij’scaution in linking the readingstoo closely with Aid. was

quite justified. In a sensehis examplesno longer prove what they once

seemedto. Further examplesin support of our contentionmay be easily
adduced,26e.g.:

A:2 Aid., b: 9EpatEitç V V a1i
LXX standardtext: 8cpa7tEovév t

PE:cJIyze6bHHKCbIH BO 2BOPh

OB: ciyzaB BOP

D: 1 LXX standard,Aid.: EScYatoth iLtátux tfiç 9EpwtEaç

icd ptJáAEto tv öóv autç
PE: coBJIeIec$IpM3 pa5oJIflHhIx, M o6ie’iecsiBO ciiay CBO1O

OB: ciieecsi C W3 CKOp6HI,Ix, H o6ieecsi B PH3M CBTJ1LI27

Altogether,then, the acceptednotion that the OB editors relied specifically
on a copy of the Aid. 1518 edition-at leastwith respectto Esther-isin
needof revision. Instead,theyevidently useda manuscriptwhich, like Ald.
and PE’s protograph,representedthe b recension,but which differed in
someparticularsfrom both of them. PE agreeswith Aid. more frequently
than doesOB, but thereare disagreements,e.g.:

26 Still otherexamplesarefound in C:14,C:26,C:27, 5:5, 5:7.
27 TheOB disagreementswith PE andAid. find someparallels in individual manuscripts:
CKOp6H!IX correspondsto Greek itvOoç, in the 13th-centuryVaticanMS 248; and B PH3M
cBtTjmxsI to th Lpô.natijç öóc, found in the 10th-centuryGrottaferrataMS 392.
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2:15 LXX, Aid.: v àva ipoik8c.u ‘ray póvovE9p [‘ciç

Ouyatpàç’Auva&4à&poi ltacpèçMapSoao] EaEX8EIv

PE: eraxe iwnornicsiBPM Ec1pHBHMTM28

2:15 LXX, Aid.: v vctOato [airrf] ó eivoioç
PE: OT HHXZ 3aHoBkzaJIeBHyx29

4:11 LXX: n tz Ovi jtávvafiç aatXaç ytvdxict

PE, OB: JIKO o6MtasIuape BC$I Btc}i30

From suchexamplesone may concludethat the PEitself was also produced
noton the basis of Aid., but rather from a manuscript representing a tradi

tion close to Aid. Thisprototypehasyet to be identified.

Our conclusionsabout the provenanceof the Ostroh Bible’s book of
Esthercanbe summarizedas follows:
1. OB andPE are closerelatives,with OB largely deriving from PE.
2. The generally acceptedderivation of OB from GB and LXX must be

adjustedin the following particulars:

a. presumedLXX readingsderivelargely from PE.
b. residualLXX readingsderivenot from Aid, but from somedifferent
version of the LXX, belongingto recensionb but less similar to Aid.
than is PE.

3. Thepatternof borrowing,as definedby the densityof proximities to the
various sources,varies: in some sectionsthere are greaterdepartures
from PE and greaterdependenceupon GB or LXX. The PEprotograph
may have lacked addition E altogetherso an effort-which one must
acknowledge as unsuccessful-wasmade by the OB compilers to
translateindependentlyfrom LXX.

4. The PELXX prototypeis closerto Aid. than is the LXX Esthertext used
directly by the OB compilers,but it, too, differs from Aid.

5. Doublet readingsin the OB Estherderivefrom PE plus GB or, margi
nally, LXX aswell.

28 The bracketedsection in Aid. is omitted not only in PE, but also in someof the oldest
Greekmanuscripts,e.g. CodexSinaiticus,4th cent. formerly GPB andnow British Museum,
the ChesterBeatty papyrus, 3rd century,aswell as in the a recensionmanuscripts106, 107
Ferrara,14th century.
29 Thebracketedwordin Ald. is omittedin PE as well asin themajorGreekuncialwitnesses
and in recensiona.
30 Rodestvenskij1885, 212 thoughtthattheOB compilershadmisreadOvi asørt, but in
fact OB oncemore simply reflects PE. Greekmanuscriptswith Oii areknown e.g. MS 392,
Grottaferrata,10th century;the PE renderingis more likely to be a faithful translationfrom
such a manuscriptthan a mistake on the part of Maksim ci. commentsabove about the
translator’sknowledgeof Greek.
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Since the earliestBurcev manuscriptdatesto aroundthe time the Ostroh
Bible was being produced,we may ask whether the PE could, insteadof
deriving from Maksim Grek, havebeeninsertedinto the Burcevtradition at
just that moment? Couldit haveoriginatedwith the compilersof OB them
selves?Thisquestionbrings evengreaterproblemsof its own:

1. How to explainthe MaksimGrek featuresin the language.
2. How to explain the simultaneousgreaterfidelity to the LXX text and

the lessstandardSlavonic in the PB than in the OB text.

3. How to explainthe derivative,secondaryrelationof the OB text to the
PE.
4. What alternativeorigin to positfor the PEitself.

Taking all of these problems into account,we submit that it is highly
improbablethat the PE text could haveoriginatedwith the OB compilers
themselves.Unless one acknowledgesMaksim Grek’s role, no plausible
sourceis evident. The simplest,mostsatisfactoryexplanationis that Mak
sim Grekhimselfmadethe translation.

Nevertheless,some indirect connection betweenthe presenceof the
early Burcev manuscriptsin the Ukraine and Belorussiaand the biblical

publishingproject in Ostroh is not to be excluded. Both the Ostroh project

and the increasedcirculationof Maksim’s manuscriptswere certainly con
nected with the heightenedinterestat the time in defendingOrthodoxy
againstchallengesfrom the West.

Much remainsunclear. It would be helpful to gain a more concrete
understandingof why and whenMaksim might haveundertakenthe transla
tion of Esther. But evenso, we believe that our discussionhas established
that Maksim Grek was the translatorof the PE. The manuscripttradition,
the fidelity to the Greek, the plausibility on grounds of personalinterest,
and,especially,the pecularitiesof language-allthis togethermakesacom
pellingcasefor ascribingthe translationto Maksim.

Further,the textual relationshipsbetweenthe PE text and the OB version
of Estherare close and apparent.The OB compilers seemclearly to have
usedthe PE as their primary text, relying on the GB version and another
GreekLXX text by turns for secondaryeditorial support. Thus, the Ostroh
Bible’s text of Esther, togetherwith the derivative version in the 1663
BIf6Jm1s, shouldbe acknowledgedas derivedprimarily from the translation
madeby MaksimGrek.

Evidently,then,MaksimGrekmust be given credit not only for another
significant translationthat has hitherto gone unacknowledged,but also for
having contributedto the developmentof the Slavonic Bible tradition in a
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muchmore substantialway than hasbeensuspected. Furtherwork should

continueto throw light on the imposingheritagehe left in Muscovy.3’

Hebrew University
Harvard University

APPENDIX: ManuscriptsContainingthe PE

Theprefix ‘BMS-’ designatesthe listings in Belokurov 1898; ‘S-’ refers to pages
in Sinicyna 1977. The fact and locusof the PE’s inclusion in thesemanuscripts
whereunidentifiedis providedby Sinicyna; other referencesare identified explic
itly. Folia aregiven whereavailable.
A. Burcev manuscripts in which the PE hasbeenidentified:

1. Katolicki Uniwersitet Lubeiski KUL 378, Fols. 424.9-440v.22,late 16th
cent. BMS-; S 240. Source of text as cited in presentarticle. Description:
ëapov 1976 II, 17-23. inc. B Jiero BTOPO uapcTBa ApTaxcepxcoBaBeirn
Icaro.. desco6opoMI paoc’ro I BecejrneMnpeji 6oroM B po BO

BeK B juoex CBOHX

2. BAN Dobroxot.32 Voskr. 6, Fols. 301v-[317v], late 16th cent. BMS-; S
240. Description: Sreznevskij-PokrovskijII, 63-69 PE is describedas fol
lows: "HoBecmo Ec4pn" KHHraEc4Hpb.Fir. 85-aj..

3. BAN 1.5.97 Burc. 25, Fols. 235v-243, late 16th cent. BMS-; S 239-40.
This manuscriptis summarily registeredin Burcev 1901, 64-65 a very brief
listing; FE not mentioned. Ivanov s. n. 70 declaresthat in this manuscript
"noMeweHaBCJI KHH Ec4Hpb, Ha 30 KOOTKHX rilaB, BMCTO 9, Ha

IcoTopble oHapa3eJieHaB BH6IrnE 1663 r." This characterizationis repeated
word for word, with only the mostminor changes,from Vostokov 1842, 3801,
whereit refers to Rum. 265; cf. also his useof Vostokov’s text cited in fn. 3,
above.

4. Vilnius 249/49 Fols. 288-13001, 17th cent., BMS192; S 241. Description:
Dobrjanskij 1882, 402-410PB is describedas follows: "HoBecm o Ec4ipw
rJxaB 30 BMCTO 10. KoHaeTcsIjcgra CJIOBaMU: Wb irioex. HeocTaeT nocJiej

HerocTnxa,CPBHHTJIBHOC fle’LaTHOJOBH6Jue".
5. GBL Rum. 265, Fols. 356v-[368], 1st half of 17th cent.? BMS49; S 241.

Description: Vostokov 1842, 380 PE is described as follows: "3jecn
noeiueaBCJL I}mfra Ec4mph, Ha 30 KOPOTKIX rJlaB, BMCTO 9, Ha

ICOM paenena OHjI B F,H6JIHH 1663 r. HocMeHe10 rnaBi, 3ecb, KaK i B

31 This paperwas written while MosheTaubewas in Cambridgeas Visiting Fellow at the
HarvardRussianResearchCenter, duringhis sabbaticalleavefrom the Departmentof Slavic

and the Departmentof Linguistics, Hebrew University. He is grateful to both the Russian

ResearchCenterandthe HebrewUniversity for the financial supportthat madethis leavepossi

ble. Both authorswould like to expresstheir indebtednessto HoraceG. Lunt for theconsider
ablehelp he providedduring the editorial process.
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BM6JUW 1663 r. HeT. flepeBoBoo6wecxoeuC ne9aTHj,IM. Tomxo 3ecbMHOO
PYCCKHX CJIOB M O6OPOTOB". Cf. also notes 1 and 3 above.

6. GBL Muz. 8290 Stroev 61, 2nd quarterof 17th cent. BMS-; S 240. No
otherdescription.

7. GPB OLDP O.XV/1291, 18th cent. 1726 BMS239; S 240. Description:
Loparev1892-99III, 26 PE not mentioned.

Burcev manuscriptscharacterizedby Sinicyna1977: 241-42 as not containingthe
PE are: GPB Sof. 1200, 1201 BMS225, 226; GBL Kostr. 32 BMS-; GBL

Tixonr. 632 BMS78; CGALI op.l N.93 BMS-; GBL Prjanin. 136 BMS165.

Additional Burcev manuscriptsadducedby Bulanin 1984:223-27 are alsocharac

terizedas lacking the FE: CNB AN USSR no. 285 p.17 BMS 197; Gos. Ermita
Russkij otdel E/RB-30 BMS-; Minsk, GB BSSR 091/4236 BMS-; CNB AN
USSR, RO, DA/P-no. 521 BMS193; Minsk, GB BSSR 091/4195 BMS-/CNB

AN USSR,RO, no. 176/673BMS-.

B. Nikiforov manuscripts identifiedas containingthePE:

1. GBL Nikif. 79, 2nd quart. 17th cent. BMS-; S 237. No otherdescription.
2. CGADA RO MGAMID no. 585, 2nd quart. 17th cent. BMS3; S 237. No

otherdescription.
3. GPB Pogod. 1144, 17th cent. BMS215; S 238. No otherdescription.
4. GIM Sëuk. 537, Fols. 302v ff., 17th cent. BMS73, repeatedas BMS 189; S

238. Description: Jacimirskij 1896-97I, 121 whole manuscript:pp. 117-26.

PE describedas follows: "HoBecTi, o ECHPH. Haq: B jieo BTOPO uapcrBa
ApTaKcepKcoBaBejirncoro."

5. GBL Egor. 1198, end 17th-beg. 18th cent. BMS-; S 238-39. No other
description.
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The LanguageQuestion in the Ukraine

in the Twentieth Century 1900- 1941*

GEORGE Y. SHEVELOV

VI. THE YEARS OFUKRAINIANIZATION 1925-1932

As a body of official documents, decrees, and resolutions,the policy of
Ukrainianizationcanbe tracedfrom the year 1923,or evenfrom 1920. But

as a seriesof practicalmeasuresimplementedconsistentlyand persistently,

it hardly beganearlier than 1925. As Popov rightly reported: "The broad

work of the party in the field of Ukrainianization unfolded. . some time
aroundthe summerof 1925" 282. In Juneof 1926,L. Kaganovijustly
spokeof the first anniversaryof UkrainianizationBudivnyctvo48. By that
time, two prerequisitesfor the policy hademergedin the Ukraine: a new,
urban-basedintelligentsia who had broken with the countryside,not yet

very numerousbut large enoughto be taken into account;and a marked,

thoughstill very limited, Ukrainianelementwithin the party. Otherfactors
favoring the introduction of the new policy were the reconstruction,by
1925, of industryruinedduring the years of civil war, and the proclamation
of industrialization made at the Fourteenth Congressof the Communist
Party of the SovietUnion CPSU in December1925; thesewould precipi

tate an influx of peasantsto the industrial centers. Whether the peasants

would become Russianizedor whether, on the contrary, they would
Ukrainianize the cities was now a development indisputably on the
horizon-andone fraughtwith consequencesfor decadesto come.

The impendingdevelopmentwas importantnotonly for the Ukraine,but
also for all other non-Russianparts of the USSR. There were other-in
fact, crucial-considerationsof an all-Union characterat play that madethe
CentralCommitteeof the CPSUcastthe dicefor Ukrainianizationandpress
for its speedy materialization. They brought about the downfall, in
Decemberof 1925, of E. Kviring as the First Secretaryof the CentralCom
mittee of the CommunistParty of the Ukraine CPU, a Latvian who since
1918 hadbeenactively againstUkrainianizationand who in 1925 was at

* Editors’ note: Part 1 of this study, comprising five chaptersandcoveringtheperiod up to
1925, appearedin vol. 10, no. 1/2 June1986.
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bestlukewarmto it. L. Kaganoviwas appointedin his placeand received
the specialtask of actively promotingthenew policy while making surethat
it did not exceedthe limits acceptableto the party-i.e., that it did not
overflow into separatismin politics nor, in fact, in culture. Kaganovihad
been tried and tested on numerous occasionsand in various places-
Saratov,Home!’, Ninij Novgorod,Vorone, Turkestan;from 1922 he had
workedin Moscow. Probablythe only First Secretaryof the Central Com
mittee of the CPU who to that time hadmasteredUkrainianand occasion
ally usedit in public, he was a ruthlesspartyman and an ace troubleshooter.
Kaganovi was appointedon 6-7 April 1925 Visti, 8 April 1925, no. 79.
Justtwo monthslater, on July 13, V. Cubar, a Ukrainian, becamechairman
of the Council of People’sCommissarsCPC, and Rakovs’kyj wassentto
London as the Sovietambassador,eventhoughby that timehe seemsnot to
haveopposedUkrainianization. Rakovs’kyj’s signaturehad appearedon a
decreeof 8 August 1923 that strongly favored an actualUkrainianization
Zbirnykuzakonen’ 1923,29, p. 919; other signatorieswerePetrovs’kyj and
Bucenko.

The reasonsfor the new directionof the CentralCommitteeof the CPSU

were the collapseof expectationsfor a proletarianrevolution in the industri

alized countriesand the stabilizationof Europe. The party turned to the
new policy of supportingcolonial revolutionsin the hope that they would
weakenthe West and hastenits downfall. Although he did notmentionthe
first consideration,Stalin fairly frankly expoundedon the secondat the
Twelfth Congressof the CPSU,in April 1923:

One of two things: eitherwe put in motion, revolutionizethe deeprear of imperial
ism, the oriental colonial and semicolonialcountries,and thus acceleratethe down
fall of imperialism,or we miss [doing so] and herewith strengthenimperialismand
by the same token weakenthe powerof our movement The entire Orient looks at
our Union as at an experimentalfield. If in the framework of that Union we solve
correctly the nationalproblem in its practical application,[if] we here,in the frame
work of that Union establishreally fraternalrelationsamongthe nations, an actual
cooperation...the entire Orient will seethat in our federationit hasthe bannerof
liberation,hastheadvanceguard, in the wakeof which it must go, and this will be
thebeginningof thecollapseof world imperialism. Dvenadcatyjs"ezd480

As an additional considerationhe pointed out that "formerly oppressed

nations occupy the areas most neededfor economicdevelopmentand the

placesmost important from the pointof view of military strategy" 481.
The national republics were to becomeshowcasesof these develop

ments. Stalin did not concealthat even the small Asiatic Soviet republics

carried more weight than the Ukraine in this regard: "If we commit a
minor mistakein the Ukraine,this would not be so sensitiveamatterfor the

Orient. But a minor mistakein a small country,an Adjaristan population
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120,000,would create a reaction in Turkey and in the entireEast" 659.

Nonetheless,the Ukraine was to follow the samepath. There the general

policy of korenizacijagoing to national roots was to becomeUkrainiani

zation, evenif in Stalin’s thinking theprocesswassuperfluous.

Stalin’s utterancesshould be supplementedandin part correctedby the

materials of the Fifth Congress of the Communist International. The

congressheld threespecial sessionsdevotedto the national question,on 30

June and 1 July 1924, at which D. Manuil’skij was the main speaker. The

outcomewas the adoptionof a resolutionthat focusednoton the Orient, but
on Central Europeand the Balkans. After stating that "the national ques
tion after the World War hasacquireda new importanceand, at this time, is
oneof themostessentialpolitical questionsof CentralEuropeand the Bal
kans" Cinquièmecongrès427, the resolution devoteda separatesection

to the Ukrainianquestionin Poland,Czecho-Slovakia,and Romania,which

began: "The Ukrainian question is one of the most important national
questionsin CentralEurope" 430. Oneoverall solution shouldbe sought

for the Ukrainianlandsoccupiedby the threestates: just as colonial move

mentsin Asia and Africa were regardedas crucial for the covetedcollapse

of the greatWesternstates,so the Ukrainianquestionwould be the key to
the dissolution of Poland, Czecho-Slovakia,and Romania. The ultimate
goal of the policy adoptedby the congresswas the unification of all the
West Ukrainian lands with the Ukrainian SSR. Kaganovi, already in
charge of theUkraine, expressedthe new principle thus: "If for Oriental

nations the Uzbek, Turkmen and Kazakh republics can and must be the

model, for theWesternnationalities the Ukraine must serve as an example

and a model of solving the problems of national liberation of oppressed
massesby theproletariat" Budivnyctvo41; alsopp. 42, 50.

In 1925 these problemsbecamemore acute. On the one hand, in the
bitter struggle within the CPSU Stalin neededsupport from every quarter,

including the not very numerousnational communistshe did receive the
support of Skrypnyk; e.g., Skrypnyk 114; it was not by chance that
Zinov’ev, his main opponentat the FourteenthParty Congressin December
1925, madeoverturesto thesesame "comrades" Dvenadcatyjs"ezd 604.
On the other hand, the international situation, with the formation of S.
Baldwin’s conservative,anti-Sovietgovernmentin England1923 and the
conclusionof the Treaty of Locarno 1 December1925,was perceivedin
the Soviet Union as the beginningof an encirclementby enemies. Finally,
eventsin Poland,which in 1926 led to the coup of J. Pilsudski,could have
hadsomeimportancespecificallyfor the Ukraine.
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It was in the wake of theseinternal and, especially,externaleventsthat
the Ukrainian minority in the CPU found itself tolerated and even

encouragedin its long-dreamed-ofpolicy of Ukrainianization. The fact that

this policy was most strongly motivated by circumstancesoutside the

Ukraine, that eveninternally motivation camemore from within the CPSU

than from within the CPU, and that, in any case, it did not arise as any

popular movement,explains its strengthsand weaknessesas well as the
relativeeasewith which it would later be discontinued. The policy did not
reflect a movementof Ukrainians againstMoscow, but, to a greatextent,
representedjust anotherturn in the policy of the Kremlin. As Petijurapro

phetically wrote in a letter to M. Sumyc’kyj 3 November1923: "In gen

eral the affair of Ukrainianizationmakesthe impressionof a certain tactical

move on the part of Bolsheviks;if it does notyield the desiredoutcomes,it
will soonbe abandoned"2, 542.

In anticipationof thedecisionsof the Twelfth Congressof the CPSU, the

SeventhConferenceof the CPU 4-10 April 1923 spokeof "the complete

independenceof the Soviet republicsin their national-culturaldevelopment

and sufficient independentaction in economics"Rezoljuciji221. In April

1925,at its plenarysession,the CentralCommitteeof the CPU gavea broad
survey of the state of Ukrainianization, and in June 1926, at the next

plenary session, it issued "Theses on the results of Ukrainianization,"

which would serveas political guidelinesfor the next five years. After

wards therewashardly any majormeetingof the CPU in which theseprob

lems did not figure prominently. Oneindirect testimonyto the importance

they hadis the speechof S. Kosior, First Secretaryof the CentralCommit
tee,at the November 1928 plenarysessionof the CentralCommitteeof the

CPSU. That was the year collectivizationof the peasantryhad beenunder
taken. Kosior devoted 13 pagesof text to thecollectivization,and 34 pages

to UkrainianizationKosior 21ff..

No lessattention wasgiven to Ukrainianizationby the government. Of

basic import were the decreeof the All-Ukrainian Central ExecutiveCom
mittee andthe CPC on 30 April 1925, "On measuresfor the speedycom
pletion of Ukrainianization in the Soviet Statemachinery,"and the decree

of the CPC on 16 July 1925, "On practical measuresfor the Ukrainianiza
tion of the Soviet Statemachinery" Zbirnyk uzakonen’, 6 June 1925, no.

26, pp. 202f.; 10 August 1925,no. 56, pp. 653ff.. They weresupplemented

by severalothersconcerningspecificmatters: e.g., "On the form for texts

signboardson buildings of Soviet institutions," of 10 October1925; "On
the order for installing, on the territory of the Ukrainian SSR, signboards,
inscriptions, letterheads,seals,and labels in Ukrainian," of 31 December
1925 Zbirnyk uzakonen’ 78, 1925, pp. 653, 983-viddil I; 27, pp. 486,
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483f.-viddil II; "On the Ukrainianization of clerical work at the com

modity exchanges,"of 15 June 1926 Durdenevskij 158. In 1926 the
People’sCommissariatof Educationpublisheda whole book of decreesand

directions,entitled Ukrajinizacija radjans’kyxustanovDekrety, instrukciji

i materijaly, no. 2, Kharkiv. All the decreesand laws were summarized

and reconfirmedin the extensive"Regulationson securingthe equality of
languagesand on assistanceto the developmentof Ukrainian culture,"
dated6 July 1927 Durdenevskij145-54.

If one comparesparty resolutionsand governmentdecreesof 1925 to
1927 with those of precedingyears,someimportantdifferencesin phrasing
andcontentbecome obvious. In 1919, "all local languagesare declared
equalin their rights" Sobranieuzakonenif1919, 23, p. 347; in 1920, it is
statedthat "the Ukrainian languageshould be used alongside the Great

Russianone" Sobranieuzakonenif1920, 1, p. 5; in 1923 this is explicitly
rejected: "The formal equality of the two languagesmostwidespreadin
theUkraine, Ukrainianand Russian,as appliedso far is insufficient" Zbir
nyk uzakonen’ 1923, 19, 914. Now the exclusive use of Ukrainian is
requiredof all civil servants,to begin not later than 1 January 1926; those
who cannotor do not want to comply must be fired Zbirnyk uzakonen’
1925,26, 381; no one who does nothavea commandof Ukrainianis to be
employedin any governmentoffice; everyonewho appliesas astudentat a

university, institute, or collegeshouldpassan examinationin the Ukrainian

languageDurdenevskij 149.
The very motivation for Ukrainianizationhad changed. Previouslythe

impetus was the necessityof accommodatingthe peasantryas shown in
part 1, chap. 5. Even in June 1923, the associationof the Ukrainian
languagewith the countrysidewas preeminent. The resolution passedby
theJune 22 plenary sessionof the Central Committeeof the CPU contained
suchstipulationsas "In organsof the provincial [party] committees,materi
als concerningwork in the countryside,both official and by local authors,
must be published in Ukrainian"; also, "The work of conferencesof
delegates,[and] of circles and discussionsspivbesidyin villages, should
be conductedin the Ukrainian language" Kul’turne budivnyctvo23 if..

The clear implication was that party life beyondthe countrysidewas to
proceedin Russian,asbefore.

Now such use of Russianwas being rejectedoutright, as implying the
inferiority of Ukrainian culture and languageand its imminent withering
away in confrontationwith the superiorRussianculture and language;the
latter wasassumedin the "theory of the conflict of two cultures" allegedly
launchedby D. Lebed’ see part 1, chap. 5, who was removedfrom the
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Ukraine at the sametime as Kviring, in 1925. In 1926, the identification
of the Ukrainian culture and languagewith the village was flatly rejected

e.g.,by Zatons’kyj-Budivnyctvo12, as was any assertionof the superior
characterof the Russianculture and language. Zatons’kyj declaredthat

suchcontentionswerebasedon a falseidentificationof the Russianculture

with the proletariat and the Ukrainianone with the peasantryBudivnyctvo

16. When Skrypnyk was reproachedfor the suppressionof the Russian

languagein theUkraine-which musthavebeena referenceto the situation

in thecities-herespondedthat therewas no suchsuppression,because"in

rajony, in thecountryside"party andstatemachineryoperatedin Russianif
the rajon or the village were RussianSkrypnyk 55. This followed the

resolutionof the Central Committeeof the CPU of 19 July 1927 suggest
ing that rajony with sucha national minority must haveenough "agricul

tural literature in Russian,which takesinto accountpeculiaritiesin the agri
culturalwork of Russianpeasantsin the Ukraine" Budivnyctvo204. Both
Skrypnyk and the Central Committee were silent about the policy of
Ukrainianization aimed at the retreatof the Russianlanguagefrom the
cities, and the summaryregulationsof 6 July 1927 bluntly statethat cities
andtowns couldnot be madeinto separate"national-territorial administra

tive units" 8, Durdenevskij 146. Some unpublishedcirculars on the
mattermustalso havebeensentout; for instance,in the Artemivs’k district
Donec’k region there was a requirementthat 75 percent of bookspur

chasedby librariesbe in UkrainianXvylja 1930,40.
Theoreticalfoundationsfor the policy of Ukrainianizationare few in the

programmaticparty documentsof the time. This is hardly surprising, for it

is indeeddifficult to reconcilethe policy with the Communistprogramas a
whole, in which all nationalproblemsareonly of tactical interest. Thus L.
Kaganovi, the factual supervisorif not the major proponentof the policy,

The "theory" incriminated to Lebed’ was stated in his article "Nekotorye voprosy par

tijnogo s"ezda,"publishedin Kommunist,17 March 1923, no. 59. Its main thesis was: "The
active Ukrainianizationof the Partyand consequentlyof theworking class the Party cannot
undertakeit without also transferringit onto the working class would now be a reactionary
measurein relationto the interestsof cultural advancement,becauseartificial introduction of
the Ukrainian languagein the Party and in the working class with the present political,
economic,andcultural interrelation betweenthecity and thecountryside would mean taking
thepositionof the lower culture of thecountrysidein comparisonto thesuperiorculture of the
city.

Lebed’ recommendedthat theUkrainianlanguagebe admittedwheretheUkrainianpeasant
wanted it, but no further. He envisagedthe future engulfmentof the Ukrainianlanguageand
culture by theRussianones.

The first strong reactionto theseviewscamefrom 0. Sums’kyj, in his article"P0 povodu
odnoj formuly," to which Lebed’ answeredin the article "Pomen’e pospenosti"; both
appearedin Kommunist,4 April 1923, no. 78.
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in his programmaticreport at the Tenth Congressof the CPU November

1927, couldonly refer to the internationalsituation and to "our answerto

the imperialists and their henchmen, the petty-bourgeois democrats"

Budivnyctvo 150. Implicitly, this constitutedrecognitionof the tactical
natureof Ukrainianization.

The practicalmeasuresthat madeup Ukrainianizationconcernedthe use
of the Ukrainian languagein the statemachinery,on the onehand,and in

culture, in the broad sense,on the other. Of course, in both areas,this

entailedthe de-Russificationof the cities and industrial centersandaffected

only the urban centers of the country. The countrysidedid not needany

Ukrainianization. Theentirepolicy was centralizedandconductedfrom the
Central Commissionfor Ukrainianizationof stateinstitutions,headedby V.

Cubar, chairman of the CPC. The Commission was founded on 16 July

1925, and brancheswere establishedin the administrative centers of the

country Zbirnykuzakonen’ 1925, 26, 384.
Ukrainianization was compulsoryfor all state officials. Every official

was requiredto passan examinationin the Ukrainianlanguageand culture.
For those who did not know Ukrainian or knew it insufficiently, special
courseswere organized. At the beginning such courseswere free, but
instruction was scheduledfor two hours after the regular work day; from
1927 thoselagging behindin Ukrainianizationhadto pay for their instruc

tion Regulations of 6 July 1927, § 65, Durdenevskij 153. Thosewho
evadedor, after completing the course,still failed an examinationwere to

be fired without any unemploymentcompensationibid., § 72. Thosewho

passedwere requiredto useUkrainian in all written correspondenceand in

all oral communicationswith Ukrainian visitors and partiesUkrajinizacija
12, 23, passim. All coursesof instruction in Ukrainian were under the
supervisionof so-calledCentralCoursesof Ukrainian SubjectsCentral’ni
kursy ukrajinoznavstva organizedin Kharkiv, which establishedprograms
of instruction and sent inspectorsto check on how the Ukrainianization
measureswerebeingimplementedin variousoffices andinstitutions.

The languageof the army remainedbasicallyRussian. Yet besidesthe
Ukraine’s two schools for Red Army officers, onein Kharkiv andthe other
in Kiev, a Cavalry Corps of Red Cossackswas organized in Hajsyn,
Podolia. Skrypnykdemandedthat the army be reorganizedinto territorial
units boundto the areafrom which the recruits came Majstrenko 1 15f.,
but little wasdonein this regard.

In education,the successof Ukrainianization in the elementaryschools
grades one through four was stunning. While in 1922 the number of
Ukrainian schools was 6,105 and those Ukrainian in part i.e., Russian-
Ukrainian was 1,966, in 1925 the numberswere 10,774and 1,128,respec
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tively the totals were 12,109 in 1922 and 15,209 in 1925; Ukrajinizacija
62. By 1930 the number of Ukrainian elementary schools had again

jumped, to 14,430vs. 1,504 Russianschools; for seven-gradeschools, the

numbers were 1,732 vs. 267 Skrypnyk 210f.. In all non-Ukrainian

schools,the Ukrainianlanguagewastaughtas a subject. Accordingto Siro

polko 25, by the end of 1927, 77 percentof elementaryschool students

were Ukrainian, a figure almost equalingthe percentageof Ukrainians in

thepopulation80.1 percent.
The change was less dynamic in other types of schools, but it was

definitely noticeable. Among professional schools, the number of

Ukrainian schools equaled 65.8 percent, supplementedby 16 percent

Ukrainian-Russianand 5.3 percent Russian-Ukrainianschools as of I
November1929; Siropolko61. For workshopschoolsfabzavuc eventhe

most rigid laws on Ukrainianization,the regulationsof 6 July 1927 that had

demandedthe use of Ukrainianin all schools,were more lenient, insisting
only on the "native language"of studentsDurdenevskij 149. Nonethe

less, eventhe vocational schoolsnumbered42 Ukrainian, 48 Russian,and

100 bilingual Siropolko 72. The so-calledworkers’ faculties three- or

four-year coursesdesigned to prepare little-educated workers to enter

schoolsof highereducationwere, at the sametime, 48 Ukrainian, 7 Rus
sian, and 18 bilingual Siropolko 77. Institutes of highereducationnum

bered 14 Ukrainian, 2 Russian,and23 bilingual Siropolko 92. By special

ity, the numberswere as follows: agricultural-3 Ukrainian, 6 bilingual;

pedagogical-6 Ukrainian, 4 bilingual; technological and medical-2

Ukrainian, 2 Russian,and7 bilingual Siropolko204. Accordingto Skryp

nyk 184, by 1929 the instituteswere up to 30 percentUkrainianized. But

one mustkeepin mind that in mostbilingual schoolsof higher and indus

trial educationthe most important subjectswere more often than not taught

in Russian,whereasUkrainianwas usedto teachsuchmarginal subjectsas

political educationand the like.
The Ukrainianizationof the press reached68.8 percentin 1930, and 87.5

percentin 1932 Siropolko 191. Landmarkeventswere the Ukrainianiza
tion of the centralorgan of the Central Committeeof the CPU, Komunist,
on 16 June 1926; the founding of the Ukrainian newspaperfor industrial

workers,Proletar, in 1926; and the Ukrainianizationof the oblast’ newspa

per in Odessa,ornomors’ka komuna, previously entitled Izvestija 31

August 1929; Skrypnyk 134f., 142, 148. According to Majstrenko112,

in 1930 only threemajornewspapersin theUkraine were still published in

Russian: in Odessathe important Ve’ernie izvestija, in Stalino, and in

Marijupol’ now Zdanov. In 1930 the circulation of Komunist was

122,000;of Proletar, 79,000;of Visti, 90,000; yet that of Radjans’keselo,
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gearedto the peasantry,reached600,000Skrypnyk24. Factory newspa
perswere 63.4 percentUkrainian-languagein 1930. In someinstancesthe

Ukrainianizationdrive broughtaboutcut-backsin circulation,and in others,
its growth e.g., in Kryvyj Rih; Kosior 27.

The numberof journalsgrew quickly, andso did their differentiationby
types. Thetraditional literary andpolitical "thick" journalsrepresentedby
ervonyj 1jax alonefrom 1923 now includedregionalpublications2yttja j
revoijucija in Kiev, Zorja in Dnipropetrovs’k, Metalevi dni in Odessa,
Literaturnyj Donbas in Artemivs’k-Stalino, andthoserepresentingspecific

literary organizations VAPLite, Literaturnyj jarmarok, Proliifront-the
group led by M. Xvyl’ovyj, Nova generacija -the futurist group of M.

Semenko,Zaxidnja Ukrajina, Molodnjak, Hart-the All-Ukrainian Union

of ProletarianWriters, etc.. Various other typesof journals proliferated,

amongthem political, technological,theatrical,scholarly, illustrated,popu
lar, andjournals of music, as well as those of literary criticism, of the
cinema,of satire and humor. The total number of Ukrainian journal titles

reached326 in 1929 Siropolko191.
In book production,publicationsin Ukrainianconstituted45.8 percentin

1925/26, 53.9 percentin 1927/28, and 76.9 percentin 1931, according to
Siropolko 184. According to Skrypnyk 212, in 1931 Ukrainian titles
comprised65.3 percentof publications,while in circulation they were 77
percent.Thedifference,clearly,was dueto masspublicationsin Ukrainian.

Among scholarly books, up to 50 percent were published in Ukrainian;

among textbooks for higher education, up to 79.4 percent were in
Ukrainian.

Russian theater, including opera, was practically expelled from the

Ukraine. Major theatrical buildings in downtown urban areas were
assignedto Ukrainian companiesthat hadpreviouslyperformedin periph
eral and often poor locales. Sometimesthesemeasuresencounteredresis
tance,e.g.,by the Odessaopera,with its long-standingItalian and Russian

tradition. In 1931 there were in the country 66 Ukrainian theatercom
panies, 12 Jewish, and 9 Russian EU 2, 3328. The production of
Ukrainian cinemagrewmarkedly 36 films in 1928, and Ukrainian radio
began to broadcastin 1924/25.

After many leanyears,thebudgetof the UkrainianAcademy of Arts and
Sciencesin Kiev soared. Although technicalpublishing facilities were still
inadequate,the Academy published46 books in 1925 Zvidomlennjaza
1926,5, 11, 75 in 1926 ibid., 125ff., 93 in 1927 Zvidomlennjaza 1927,
90 in 1928, and 136 in 1929 EU 2, 3336. The staff of the Academy
increasedat a roughly equivalentrate.
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Ukrainianizationcrossedthe frontiersof theUkrainian SSRto touchthe

millions of Ukrainians who lived in other Soviet republics,especiallyRus

sia. Themovementwasparticularly successfulin the Kuban’ region, but in

some other places, too, Ukrainian schools, Ukrainian newspapers,and

Ukrainianclubswere founded.
The main goal, however, was clearly the de-Russificationof the cities

and industrial centersof the Ukraine. Unrelentingly, andoften blindly, the
heavymachineryof the totalitarianstatestruckagainst thesestrongholdsof

Russian languageand culture in the Ukraine. At the beginning of the

Ukrainianization drive, individual voices spoke out, demanding that the

workers be Ukrainianized e.g., V. Zatons’kyj, 1926-Budivnyctvo13;

Xvyl’ovyj 1926-Shevelov1978, 40. The demandwasrisky as a slogan,

becauseit implied that Ukrainianizationwas not desiredby the proletariat,

but imposedon it. Yet suchslogansdid appearin the provincial press,e.g.,

the Stalino-districtnewspaperDiktatura truda published in Russian!car

riedphraseslike "accelerationof the Ukrainianizationof themasses"and

urgedthe government"to push forward the actualUkrainianizationof the

proletariatof theDonbas"quotedfrom Xvylja 1930, 49f..

It wasSkrypnyk who rescuedthe situation,with his theory thatRussian-

languageworkers in the Ukraine formed two groups: those who were

Ukrainianby origin but werepartly Russianizedand spokea mixture of the

two languages;and those who were completely Russian. For the first

group, more numerous,Ukrainianizationwasbut ahelp in their precarious

situation of beingneither one thing nor the other. The Russiannationality

of thesecondgroupwasto be respected:its membersshould be attractedto

the Ukrainianculture andlanguageby its intrinsic value, without coercion

Budivnyctvo31, 61ff.; Skrypnyk 151. This highly vulnerablethesis was
incorporatedinto the programmaticparty documentsof theplenarysession

of the CentralCommitteeof the CPU in June 1926,underthe title "On the
resultsof Ukrainianization."58

Coercionwas, theoretically, admissibleonly in relation to stateofficials

and only when they were on duty. In reality, however, Ukrainianization

was implementedand probably conceivedas a frontal offensiveagainst

the languageand cultural pursuitsof the cities. In undertakingto Ukraini

anizethis or that newspaper,and in all othermeasures,it wasimpossible to

distinguish betweenthe two groupsof workers, not to speakof the overall

Skrypnyk’s theory of Ukrainian workers who have forgotten their nativetongueis strik
ingly similar to the "theory" of Romanianswho have lost their mother tongueapplied in
Romanianlegislationto justify theRomanizationof BukovinaUkrainians. Seebelow, chap.8,
section2.
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infeasibility of assigningindividuals to only one of the two groups for
instance, even workers of Russian descent spoke Russian with some
Ukrainian admixture. And, of course,no one askedthe membersof the

nominally Ukrainiangroup whetherthey wantedto return to their original,

allegedlypureUkrainianenvironment. Somesenseof the workers’ attitude
is containedin reportsof a poil organizedamong workersof Artemivs’k, in

the Donec’k region Kosior 1929, 25. Eighty-four personswere ques

tioned about their attitude toward Ukrainianization. Their responsesto the

initial questions showed that 49 understood Ukrainian well and 14,
poorly-from which it follows thoughthis was not statedexplicitly that
21 or 25 percent did not understandUkrainian at all; 35 could read
Ukrainian, 19 could write Ukrainian, 18 could speakthe languagefluently,
and 2 could speakit poorly. Eighteensubscribedto Ukrainiannewspapers,
and 24 read Ukrainian booksandjournals. In responseto the prime ques
tion, 59 said-probablyreflecting somepreliminary indoctrination by the

press and radio-that it was desirable to organizediscussiongroups on

Ukrainiansubjectsfor workers, and 14 wantedUkrainian booksto be less

expensive.
Xvylja 1930, 54 quotesan activememberof the Komsoniolas saying:

"I needthat Ukrainianization as you [need] the Jewish Talmud!"; he also
cites workers who were said to have been in favor of Ukrainianization,
amongwhom some could well have been sincere. The opponentswere

undoubtedlysincere,but thereis no way to determinewho and how many
the supporterswere. After all, Ukrainianizationwas the official line, a cam
paign to bring it aboutwas in full swing, and in the communistsystem,it

waseasyto solicit thedesiredresponse,howeverinsincere.

In world history, during industrialization somecities areknown to have
changedtheir languageunderthe impactof the surroundingcountryside;for
instance,Praguelost its Germancharacter,as did Riga and Tallin. But the
processusually took at leastone generation. The Ukrainian promotersof
Ukrainianizationmusthavefelt pressuredto move more quickly, given the

industrializationdrive launchedin November1926, at the FifteenthConfer
enceof the All-Union Communist Party, and its supplementationa year
later, in December 1927, by the drive to collectivize the peasantry
announcedat the Fifteenth Congressof the CPSU. They knew that the
industrial centersof the Ukraine had to becomeUkrainian before the mass
migration of peasantsinto thecities if thenewcomerswere to avoidbecom

ing subsumedin the urban Russian-speakingenvironment. In their zeal,
party members,bolsteredby the Bolsheviks’ traditional convictionthat the

massesare pliable and that coercionand fear are the foundationof politics,
appliedcoercionborderingon violence. Occasionallythey showedsurpris
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ing naïveté. One example of the latter is the requestof Kosior 23
addressedto party members:"At meetings,conferences,encounterswith

your comrades-dospeakUkrainian." Ironically, it recallsa similar appeal

attributedto S. Petijura2, 372 ten yearsearlierseepart 1, chap.3.
The impact of thepolicy of Ukrainianizationon the statusand prestigeof

the Ukrainianlanguagewas complex and oftencontradictory. Xvyl’ovyj’s
declarationthat "Ukrainianization. . .is the resultof the invincible will of a

nation of thirty million" Shevelov 1978, 17 was at best wishful thinking.
Launchedfrom Moscow, taken up and directed by the Communist party
with its specific methods,Ukrainianizationmet with sympathyand support
from some groups of the Ukrainian populationand a cautious neutrality
from someothers. In the party itself, the policy was promotedby aminor

ity. According to the official data, Ukrainiansformed 37 percentof the
party in 1925 and 47 percentin 1926 "Tezy CK KPbU," June 1926.
Budivnyctvo61. The increaseshouldbe viewed with caution: in those
years Ukrainianswere often being advancedfaster than non-Ukrainians,
and many a careeristcould profitably declarehimself to be a Ukrainian
without being one. How many of theseold and new Ukrainians genuinely

supportedUkrainianization? There are many statementsto the effect that

resistanceto Ukrainianization was strong within the party e.g., Cubar,

Budivnyctvo37, in the tradeunions see,e.g.,Kosior 1929, 26, and in the
stateinstitutions;moreover,thereis evidencethat evenduring the yearsof
Ukrainianization, Ukrainians in the party experiencedharassmente.g.,
Sums’kyj, 1927-Budivnyctvo 134. Therewere chargesthat Ukrainianiza
tion was merelyan artificial camouflagewhich toooftenwas in thehandsof
non-Ukrainianse.g.,Sums’kyj 1927, Cubar1926-Budivnyctvo135, 37.
Finally, theUkraine’s Russianminority, which in the largecities and indus
trial centerswas often the majority, tried with a few exceptionsto ignore
or circumventthepolicy wheneverpossible.

As a result, the effects of Ukrainianization were far from straightfor
ward. On the one hand, more people than ever masteredUkrainian and
becameto someextentfamiliar with Ukrainian literatureandculture; some
of them evenswitchedto speakingin Ukrainian. The Ukrainianlanguage

was heard more frequently in the streetsof the major cities, although in
none did UkrainianreplaceRussianas thevehicle for everydaycommuni

cation. On the otherhand,the auraof coercionandartificiality accompany

ing the policy arousedhostility. The numberof derisive jokes about the
Ukrainian languagewhich, unfortunately, have never been collected or
publishedran high.
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The social basis for the policy of Ukrainianizationwas thin; in fact, it
comprisedonly the Ukrainian intelligentsiathat belongedto or sympathized
with the Communistparty. Theproletariatand the middle classwere at best
indifferent. There was also no overt enthusiasmon the part of the peasan
try, but this fact shouldnot be misinterpreted.In those social and cultural
spheresthat were not yet in party hands,e.g.,in the church,Ukrainianiza
tion progressedvehementlyand rapidly. Foundedin October 1921, after
several years of groundwork, the Ukrainian AutocephalousOrthodox
ChurchUAOC becameinfluential and grew very fast, in both rural and
non-rural settings. In 1927 it hadabout 1,050parishesVlasovs’kyj 151

vs. 8,324 traditionalRussianones Curtiss 223, with referenceto Antireli
gioznik 1929, 4, 115. Mostof the Ukrainianparisheswere veryactive and
foundsupportamongthe population.

The Ukrainian church was strong in the Podolia, Kiev, Poltava, and
emihiv regions. On the other hand, Kharkiv had only 12 parishes,
Dnipropetrovs’k-Zaporija had 29, Odessa-Mykolajiv-Khersonhad 6
Vlasovs’kyj 152. The numberof parishesbelonging to the UAOC was

only 11 percentof all parishesibid., 154. But one has to takeinto account
that the Ukrainianchurch hadgrown rapidly, that its beginning was non-
canonical,that it hadmarriedbishops,and that it was constantlybeing chi
canedand persecutedby the regime ibid., 155ff.. In addition, the number

of Ukrainian parishesincreasesif one considersthat in addition to the
UAOC therewere two otherUkrainianchurchorganizations:the Ukrainian
AutocephalousChurchheadedby Feofil Buldovs’kyj ibid., 194, and the
so-calledActive ChristChurch,which the Sovietauthoritiessupportedin its
activity againstthe UkrainianOrthodoxAutocephalousChurchibid., 164.

Another channel into which peasants’ energy was directed was the
cooperativemovement.In 1928 therewere 41,734cooperatives,which car
ried on 74 percent of the retail trade EU 2, 1126. Some unions of
cooperatives,such as Vukopspilkaand Si!’ s’ kyj hospodar, were large and
influential.

Neither theUAOC nor the rural cooperativesneededany Ukrainianiza
lion. They were Ukrainian in their very essence,as was the mass of
Ukrainian peasantry.In fact, while supportingor promoting their church
and cooperatives,the peasantsappearedindifferent to official Ukrainianiza
tion. Whethera Narkomfinwrote aletter to a Narkomfustin Ukrainianor in
Russianwas a matterof little concernto the peasants,and mostof them
caredlittle aboutthe languageusedin Communistpropaganda.

A potential source of support of Ukrainianization was the Ukrainian
intelligentsianot aligned to the party, especiallyscholars, teachers,and
writers. The return of the emigrantsM. Hruevs’kyj, M. Voronyj, V.
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Samijienko, and many others in 1924-1926exemplified the will of these
groups to cooperatewith the new policy. But the Soviet regime was
paranoically suspiciousof any initiatives in the policy of Ukrainianization
coming from outsidethe party. Studying the chronologyof events in the
Ukraine gives one the impressionthat every escalationof Ukrainianization
brought about the destruction of a Ukrainian force or of a potential
Ukrainianforce.

Thefirst blows fell on party memberswho genuinely supportedthe p01-

icy. The attackson the "nationalistdeviations" of M. Ravi-erkasskija
Jewish historian of the Ukrainian Communistparty, as opposed to the

official CommunistParty of the Ukraine in 1923-1924Majstrenko101,
the repressionof M. Xvyl’ovyj in 1925, initiated by Stalin himself, the
purge of the virtually all-Communist editorial board of ervonyj !ljax in

1926 Budivnycivo 101, the banishmentof Sums’kyj and Hryn’ko to Rus
sia in 1926-1927,the liquidation of the historian M. Javors’kyj and his
school in 1930 Polons’ka 1, 66 were among the many such measures
undertaken. In 1930, Skrypnyk announced the unmasking of nine
specificallynine! "counterrevolutionaryorganizations"Skrypnyk222.

From 1927-1928on, intellectualswho were notparty membersbecame
targets of the attacks. The fate of the Ukrainian intellectuals connected
with theUkrainianAcademyof Sciencesin Kiev is well documented.Until
1926-1927 scholarsaffiliated with theAcademy and their researcherswere
paid by the state and were relatively free to pursue their work. A new
approachwas introduced by Skrypnyk himself. During a visit to the
Academy in 1927, he orderedthe dismissalof two academicians,K. Xar
lampovy and F. Myenko Polons’ka 1, 53. About thesametime March
1927,P. Ljubenkodemandedthat the AcademybecompletelySovietized
Budivnyctvo131ff.,and a little laterL. Kaganovicalledthat it be "freed
from bourgeoisinfluences" Budivnyctvo152. The party assignedyoung
Communiststo study under Academy memberswithout evenasking the
latter’s consentPolons’ka 1, 51. In 1928, sevenparty men were imposed
on the assemblyof the Academyibid., 54. The newly reelectedsecretary
of the Academy, A. Kryms’kyj, who was also one of its founders, was
removedfrom that post ibid., 55. In 1929, the CPCdeclaredthat hence

forth candidatesto the Academywould benominatedby the public and not
by the Academy membersthemselves.As a result, on 28 June 1929, at a
sessionopento the public, underintensepressureand in a voice vote, seven
party candidatesof high rank, including Skrypnyk, were elected to the
Academy ibid., 61. As early as July 1928, the Academy declaredits
readinessto work within the Five-year Plan ibid., 56, and in 1929 it
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enteredinto "socialist competition" with the BelorussianAcademy ibid.,

63.
With the addition of "new blood," the time had come to purge the

Academy of the old "bourgeois-nationalist"influence. In the summerof
1929, all voluntaryscientific societiesaffiliated with the Academyweredis
bandedPolons’ka 2, 119. At the same time, scoresof the Academy’s
associateswere arrested,includingthe chairmanof its Ruling Boardand its
actual spiritus movens,S. Jefremov. There followed the arrestsof, it is

estimated,severalthousandpeoplewho were indirectly connectedwith the

Academy or who had engagedin the national liberation movementof

1917-1920.Thus, the backgroundwas set for the highly publicized court
trial of "traitors," "bourgeois agents," and "nationalistic wreckers"
allegedly united in a counterrevolutionarySojuz vyzvolennja Ukrajiny

SVU, or "Union for the Liberationof the Ukraine" 9 March-19April

1930. Of the 45 individuals put on trial otherswere sentencedwithout a
trial, 29 were affiliated with the Academy Polons’ka 1, 74. In effect,
these actions crushed the Academy and the intelligentsiaof the Ukraine
who hadparticipatedin the fight for the country’s liberation someten years
before. In early 1931, the reprisalscontinued,bringing banishmentof the
otherpillar of the Academy,M. Hruevs’kyj, to Russiawhere he died in
unclearcircumstancesand the final dismissaland arrest of A. Kryms’kyj.
Thepublicationsof the Academywere suspended.All work in the humani
ties was chargedwith being "bourgeoisnationalist," while the sciences
were directedto undertakethe technicaltasksposedby industrialization.

In literature the apolitical "neoclassicists"were forcibly silenced. The
writers’ organizationsVAPLite in Kharkiv andMARS in Kiev were forced
into "self-dissolution" 1927, 1929 and "self-criticism," and many of
their memberswere persecuted.To counterbalancethe influenceof these
organizations,new "proletarian" organizationswere founded under the
protectorateof the party. Two such organizationswere ostentatiously
greetedby L. Kaganoviat the Tenth Congressof the CPU in November
1927 Budivnyctvo152: "Molodnjak" 1926 and VUSPPAll-Ukrainian
Union of ProletarianWriters, January 1927. Devoting their work entirely
to party propaganda,the membersof theseorganizationsproduceda large
quantity of writings, none of which had any literary value. Analogous
developmentstook place in theater,music, and the arts. Cubar statedin
June 1926 Budivnyctvo39 that Ukrainian culture and its indispensable
vehicle, the Ukrainian language, would attract the population, especially
city-dwellers,by its high achievements.Yet everythingpossiblewas done
to precludesuchachievements,so that Ukrainianwritings were identified as
low-level pieces of propaganda. Similar developmentstook place in
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Russianculture, but there not all artistic or cultural achievementswere
eliminated. Whetherthis differencewas due to a deliberatepolicy or to the
lower cultural level of the Communistrulers in the Ukraine is a mootques
tion.

Simultaneouslywith the "proletarization"of Ukrainianculture, all man

ifestationsof "spontaneous"Ukrainianizationmet with severereprisals. In
ecclesiasticalmatters,the year 1928 brought the arrest of Metropolitan
Vasyl’ Lypkivs’kyj, all the bishops,and many priests of the UAOC. By
1931, that church, as a separateentity, was completely destroyedand, by
the sametoken,the Ukrainianlanguageeliminatedfrom churchuse. In the
cooperativemovement,resthctionsbeganin 1927. Soon directinterference
by the governmentin the form of high taxation and similar measures
crushedwhat had beenthe relatively independentUkrainian cooperatives
EU 1, 1127. This meantfurther limitations on the use of the Ukrainian
languagein the economicrealm.

Thus, Ukrainianization was actually a two-sided process. Measures
aimed at spreadingthe Ukrainian languagewere paralleledby measures
aimedat degradingthe Ukrainian cultureand language. The latter meas
ures spread fear among the population. Speaking Ukrainian publicly,
thoughofficially encouraged,was in generalconsideredto be risky, unless

an occasionwas explicitly designedto be conductedin Ukrainian. The
stigmaattachedto the useof Ukrainianin the largecities did notdissipate;59
instead,it acquirednew dimensions. Well-educatedpeoplewere to speak
Ukrainian in public whenprescribed,but not spontaneously.Thosewho
wantedto succeedwere expectedto passexaminationsin Ukrainian, butnot
to use it any more than required.

OccasionallyRussianchauvinismwas exposedand counteracted,and its
perpetratorswere persecuted. Among such cases were those of M.
Romanovskij, theater reviewer for Russiannewspapersin Kharkiv, who
was chargedwith hinting at the allegedinferiority of Ukrainian culture
Skrypnyk 62ff.; A. Malickij, a professorof law who ridiculed Ukrainiani
zation Majstrenko138; the OdessaPhilharmonicSocietySkrypnyk89ff.,

144,which disdainedUkrainianmusic. But no exponentof anti-Ukrainian,
pro-Russianviews was legally persecuted.In the worst scenario,they were
publicly criticized and dismissed,whereupon they left for Russia and
obtainedgoodpositionsthere.

Note the resolution of the CPC of 1 December1925: "Some functionaries know the
Ukrainian languagebut are ashamedof using it" Ukrajinizacija 62; Zatons’kyj iii 1926,
notedthesamein relationto industrialworkersBudivnycl-vo14. Thereis no way to establish
wheretheshameendedandthefearbegan.
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The most publicized case was that of D. Lebed’, who was transferred
from the Ukraine to Russiain 1925. Although thereafteroften criticized in
the Ukrainian press, Lebed’ useda new post in Russia to fuel the anti
Ukrainian side of Ukrainianization. In 1928 he publishedin the organ of

the CentralCommitteeof the CPSU an article on "the theoryof the conflict

of two cultures," a theoryhe was credited with devising. Therehe con

tendedthat any surviving Russifying tendency constitutedno immediate

dangerin the Ukraine, whereasthat "which knocks on the door, the ele

mental force stixija of Ukrainiankulak chauvinism,today requiresspecial

attention" Lebed’ 1928,87.
Tom from its only real potential social basis, imposed by a non-

Ukrainian party andstate machine,deprivedof sincerity and spontaneity,

consistentlycounterbalancedby anti-Ukrainianmeasures,Ukrainianization

appearedto the averageRussianor pro-Russiancity dweller as a kind of

comedy,occasionallyhaving somedramaticovertonesbut still aboveall a
comedy. He learnedin what circumstancesand to what degreehe had to
reckonwith this official façade,he learnedthat thesewere relativelylimited
and small, and he learnedthat it was wise not to transgressthe boundaries.

He knew that, by law, those officials who did not have a commandof

Ukrainian were to be fired; he also knewthat whereasa messenger,a typist,

or a secretarywasoccasionallydismissedon thesegrounds,the high func

tionaries, or specy, were in practice excusedfrom Ukrainianization. He

knew that whereassignboardswere scheduledto be redonein Ukrainian

by the resolution of the CPC of 3 October 1925-Ukrajinizaczja 14,

behind the façadethe old Russianbureaucraticmachinecontinuedto exist

cf. Kosior 29.
The city dwellerswho actuallydiscoveredfor themselvesthe Ukrainian

languageand cultureand wholeheartedlyembracedthem were mostclearly
a minority. For the majority, Ukrainianization was but a mimicry, a
pretense,a ruse. Onesmallexampleepitomizestheir attitudeandthe situa
tion. An issue of the mnogotiraka internalcircular Za radjans’ku aka
demiju 1931,no. 9 [11] printedfor the UkrainianAcademyof Sciencesin
Kiev, supposedly the foremost exponent of Ukrainian culture and the
strongholdof the Ukrainian language,carried a front-page appealby five
academiciansto join in the spirit of socialist competition. The text was
accompaniedby portraits of the signatoriesand facsimilesof their signa
tures. The appealwas in Ukrainian and the namestypesetunder the por
traits were in Ukrainiantranscription:Symins’kyj , Je.Pawn,Fomin,Plotni
kov. The signatures,however, readSiminskij and E. Paton-bothRussian
forms-andFomin andPlotnikov-writtenwith i vos’meriënoeRussianH.

It was obviousthat the appealhadbeenput togetherin Russian,andthat for
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publication it had donneda Ukrainianguise, or elsethat the academicians,
for whateverreason,deliberatelychoseto signit in Russian.

In someindustrial centerseventhe guise of Ukrainianizationwas fero
ciously resisted. As late as 1930, in Artemivs’k the Donec’k region, out
of 8,323 clerks, 3,681 44.2 percent did not comply with the orders to
Ukrainianize,and 796 succeededin being excused. In the industrialcenters
of the Stalino now Donec’k district, outof 92 elementaryschools,only 2
were Ukrainian; none of the higher schoolswere Ukrainian Xvylja 1930,
40, 47. As one of the workers said: "We talk a lot about the Ukrainian
language;it is high time to try to talk in Ukrainian. I adviseour union to

conduct the first generalmeetingof workersin Ukrainian" ibid., 51. The
implication, of course, is that until that time mid-1930 no suchmeetings

were conductedin Ukrainian.
Thesesituationsshowthat all too often, in the largecities andindustrial

centers the use of the Ukrainian languagewas no more than a pretense.
Whenit cameto importantevents,Russianwas usedconsistently. In such
circumstances,a derisive attitude toward the Ukrainian languagebecame

widespread. One of the most frequentanti-Ukrainian jokes was to ask:
"Do you speakseriouslyor in Ukrainian?"

A coerciveadministrativecampaigncould hardly succeedin transform

ing Russianand pro-Russiancity speakersinto Ukrainians. This was even

less possiblein the milieu of a two-faced, contradictorypolicy which, on

the one hand,encouragedand requiredthe use of Ukrainian and, on the
otherhand,viewed any sincerepersonalmove in that direction as suspect
and dangerous.Sums’kyj was perspicaciousenoughto declare,as early as
in November1926, that "forced Ukrainianizationof the state machineryis
nonsense"Budivnyctvo107. Xvyl’ovyj hadone of the charactersin his

novel Val’dnepy publishedin 1927 call Ukrainianization "idiotic" and

"a dragon social processes"Shevelov1978,44.
The successesof Ukrainianization, if any, lay elsewhere. Passive

mastery of Ukrainian, though still not universal, now encompassedmuch
broadercircles. No statisticsare available,but it is beyondany doubtthat
the numberof peopleinterestedin Ukrainian culture grew substantially.
Probably someintellectualswho underdifferent circumstanceswould have
worked within Russianculture opted,instead,for the Ukrainian one. One

suchindividual was IvanKaljannikov,who becamethe UkrainianpoetKal
jannyk andwas laterliquidated as an "Ukrainian nationalist". No doubt
more suchcasescanbe uncoveredand documented.Finally, the policy of
Ukrainianizationleft an indelible imprint on the normalizationof the stan
dardUkrainianlanguage.
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A rapid upsurge in the publication of manualsand textbooks of the

Ukrainian languagecharacterizesthe years of Ukrainianization. Their cir
culationwas unprecedentedlyhigh. In fact, thecompilation andpublication

of suchmaterialsbecamehighly lucrative. Accordingto an incompletelist

ing given in ervins‘ka andDykyj, in 1925-1928,60 textbooksand manu

als of Ukrainian were publishedin the Ukrainian SSReach edition was

countedas one item. Theseincludedtextbooksfor various schoolgrades

as well as self-instructionmanuals. Many of theseappearedin severaledi
tions. Presumably,the numberof publishedtextbooksclimbed evenhigher

in 1929-1931,afterrules for Ukrainian orthographywere published. Some

of thesebookswere written or compiledby outstandinglinguists,suchas 0.
Kurylo, 0. Synjavs’kyj, andM. Sulyma.

The years 1925-1928also saw the publicationof two new Ukrainian-

Russian dictionaries and four Russian-Ukrainianones, some of which

appearedin several editions. Of the Ukrainian-Russiandictionaries, the

most importantand interestingwas the new edition of B. Hrinenko’sSb

var ukrajins’koji movy, edited and supplementedby S. Jefremov and A.

Nikovs’kyj. Three volumes appeared,for the letters A-N, in Kiev in

1927-1928. Leaving the entire text of the original Hrinëenko dictionary
intact, the editors addedtwentieth-centurymaterials, including many loan
words about which Hrinenkohadbeenvery cautious. Thus the new dic

tionary was plannedto be asynthesisof old andnew. Unfortunately,it was

nevercompletedbecausethe editors becameembroiled in the trial of the

svU.
The Rosijs’ko-ukrajins’kyi slovnyk the Academy beganto publish in

1924 added five more volumes, covering words through the letter P
1927-1933. Editorial techniqueshad improved considerably in com
parisonto the first volume. Excessivepopulismwas in part overcome,and
the dictionarygrew into a representative,reliable, and fairly completecol
lection of Ukrainianwordsand idioms. Its noveltieswere, in the words of
the editors, "improvementsin differentiationbetweenmeaningsof Russian
and Ukrainianwords,more precisionin commentary,clearerdelimitationof
stylistic nuancesin the meaningsof Ukrainian words and phrases" II,
1054.

Great emphasiswas placed on the compilation of terminologicaldic
tionaries. This work was concentratedin the Academy of Sciences,where
in 1921 an Institute of theUkrainianScientific Languagehadbeenfounded.
The institute comprisedfive departmentsagriculture,technology,society
and economy,natural history, arts and thirty-threesectionsPolons‘ka 1,

80. In 1926 it occupied 11 editors,2 philologists,3 technologyexperts,21
paid irregularly collaborators and 250 unpaid collaborators,who were
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responsibleto the institute’s head,H. Xolodnyj Zvidomlennjaza 1926, 14.

After the SVU trial 1930, where Xolodnyj was accusedof "terminologi
cal sabotage"and was condemned,the institute was formally liquidated,
but in practiceit becamefrom 1931 part of the Instituteof Linguistics.
During 1925 to 1932, the Instituteof the Ukrainian Scientific Languageand
its continuatorpublishedmore than 27 terminological dictionariesGre
gorovich10ff. lists 27, but the list is incomplete:e.g.,Rosijs’ko-ukrajins’kyj
slovnykvijs’kovoji terminolohiji by S. and 0. Jakubs’kyj [1928], Slovnyk

antropolohiënoji terminolohiji by A. Nosiv [1931], Rosijs’ko-ukrajins’kyj
slovnykpravny&ji movyeditedby A. Kryms’kyj [1926] are not included;
accordingto Slavjanskoejazykoznanie1, 252ff., the total number of termi

nological dictionariesthen publishedin the Ukraine was 49. The institute
also had contractsto publish34 more suchdictionaries.

Virtually all dictionaries published in 1925-1932 were Russian-
Ukrainian or Ukrainian-Russian.There were almostno dictionariesbased
on languagesother than Russian, the single apparentexceptionbeing I.
arovo1’s’kyj‘s German-Ukrainiandictionary1929.

The compilation of terminological dictionarieson private initiative for
the most part died, and the work was essentiallycentralized. Thisreflected
what was probably the most importantnovelty of the period: the effort to
achieve normalization of the language. In the Academy dictionary this
effort manifesteditself moderately,mostly in editorial remarks on style
accompanyingdebatablewords. Terminologicaldictionarieswere as a rule

prescriptive, even though in most cases they were subtitled "Project."
Their datawere incorporatedinto schoolbooksand "adopted"by general

publications. Following their prescriptionswas the responsibilityof style

editorsand proofreaders,as decreedby the CPCZbirnykuzakonen’, viddil

II, 31 December1927, p. 483. However, the penetrationof new terminol

ogy into the spokenlanguage,if any, was very limited, due to the general
characterof Ukrainianization.

Work on normalizationof Ukrainian spelling had the most far-reaching
and mostdurableeffect. The Academy’s "main rules" najho1ovniipTa
vyla wereclearly both insufficient anddebatable. Somesupplementswere

provided in the Ukrajins’kyj pravopys by M. Hruns’kyj and H. Sabaldyr
1925, but it was generally agreedthat a thorough revision was needed.
Revision of theserules startedwith the appointment,on 23 July 1925, by

the CPC, of a specialcommission. The commissionoriginally consistedof

36 persons,including ten Academyaffiliates and tenprominentCommunist

party members. Formally, its first chairmanwas Sums’kyj,Commissarof
Education,later succeededby M. Skrypnyk; in fact, direction was in the
handsof 0. Synjavs’kyj, an outstandinglinguist. The commissionunder-
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took to reviseand expandthe Academy of Sciences’previouslypublished
Najho1ovniipravyla ukrajins’kohopravopysu,approved by the Commis
sanatof Educationin 1921. It was then to presenta draft for generaldis
cussionand approvalby a specially convokedconferenceand,finally, by
the government. It was decidedthat the commissionwould establish not
only the rules of orthography,but also of morphologyin its written form,
of punctuation, and of some elements of orthoepy and accentuation
Synjavs’kyj 94. The guiding principle for the normalization was "the
tradition and the natureof the Ukrainian language,"with attention to its
history ibid., 95f.. The written rules set down by the commissionwere
editedby A. Kryms’kyj, V. Hancov,andSynjavs’kyj the orthographicdic
tionary,by H. Holoskevy,and then were passedalong for final additional
editing to Synjavs’kyj.

In August 1926, a draft was printed and madesubject to public discus
sion. About sixty letters proposing changeswere receivedSynjavs’kyj
98; subsequentlya Conferenceon Spelling Pravopysnakonferencijawas
convenedin Kharkiv, participation in which was by invitation only. It was
in sessionfrom 25 May through 6 June 1927. The participantswere four
high functionaries of the Commissariatof Education,five membersof the
Ukrainian Academy of Sciences,twenty-eight university professors of
linguistics andphilology, eight teachers,sevenjournalists,and eight writers
Synjavs’kyj 109. Three participantsrepresentedthe Western Polish
Ukraine: K. Studyns’kyj,I. Svjencic’kyj, and V. Simovy.

The conferencewas obliged to confront the difficult problem of two
orthographic traditions, the Central-Eastvs. the West Ukrainian. On the
questionof the renditionof I andg in loan words1 or 1’, g or h, the confer
encedid not reachagreement.Resolutionof this issue,as well as the final
form of the written rules,was entrustedto the presidiumof the orthographic
commission:Skrypnyk, A. Pryxod’ko Deputy Commissarof Education,
Kryms’kyj, Synjavs’kyj, and S. Pylypenko, a writer. After ten meetings
and long discussions,the presidium approvedthe final text preparedby
Synjavs’kyj. On the controversialquestionof renderingforeign I andg, a
compromisewas introduced:to use I andh in loan words of Greekorigin or
mediation,and to use 1’ and g for foreigng in loan words of Latin and
modernEuropeanorigin or mediation. Theserules were signedinto law by
Skrypnykon 6 September1928; publishedin 1929, they becamecompul
sory in all schoolsand publicationsof the Ukrainian SSR. Thetext of these
rules comprised103 pages,as comparedwith the no more than 20 of the
Academy’spreviousrules on spelling. Neverbefore was the spellingand
the morphologyof theUkrainian languagecodified in such detail andpreci
sion.
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The work of the orthographic commissionwas by no meanssimple or
easy: it had lasted more than three long years. Behindeach discussionof
this or that orthographicrule stoodtwo different cultural traditionsand two
disparateschoolsof linguistics. The new codewas a compromisethat did

not satisfy either party. What was worse, the compromises did not
correspondto any one tradition or school,but introducedrules of spelling
and pronunciationthat were totally new. It is impossibleandunnecessary
to note all the controversialspelling problemshere. To illustrate the con
tradictions it suffices to focus on two rules, concerning the rendition of
foreign 1 and g. Typically, as alreadystated,usagein the WesternPolish
Ukraine had foreign words with 1’ and g, and that in the Central-Eastern
RussianUkraine, with 1 and h; in both casestherewere someexceptions.
Synjavs’kyj presentsthis discrepancyas being chiefly a West European
tradition vs. a Byzantineone. Forthe mostpart, this presentationis invalid.
Politically dependentcolonial nations usually acquire the bulk of their
loan words through the mediation of the governingnation. This was the
Polesin the WesternUkraine,and the Russiansin the Central-East.Many
words borrowed in the late sixteenth or seventeenthcentury from West
Europeanlanguagesthroughoutthe Ukraine were adopted,becauseof the
Polish mediation, with 1’ and g; later, however,under Russia,they were
readoptedwith / and h. Vice versa, some words introduced into Old
Ukrainian up to the fifteenth centurywith I and Ii from the late twelfth
and early thirteenth century, all instancesof g changedto h in Ukrainian,
both in nativeand borrowedwords in the WesternUkraine were readapted
to Polish, receiving 1’ and g. Thus, with a few exceptions,all loan words in
the Ukrainian languageof the Central-EasternUkraine haveI or 1’, as does
Russian,with h usedconsistentlyas a substitutefor StandardRussiang; in
the Western Ukraine the same words all have 1’ and g for Western g.
Seekingother sourcesfor this developmentmay bolsterUkrainians’ self-
respect,but historicallyno otherexplanationis valid.

In the two partsof the Ukraine then separatedby a political frontier, the
choiceof I or 1’, of h or g was dictatedby Russianor Polishmediation. In
each part of the country, the system of the other part was unknown in
everyday communication. Prescribing the unknown pronunciation, and
then only to a portion of loan words,constituteda radical linguistic experi
ment. It is questionablewhether such an experimentcould succeedin an
independentstate;certainly, it hadlittle chanceto succeedin the conditions
of a bilingual intelligentsiaand of a low level of educationamong other
social groups just beginning to acceptUkrainianization. In other words,
none of the social and political prerequisitesfor the experiment’ssuccess
existed. Although elaboratedvery carefully by the bestlinguists, the ortho
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graphic rules of 1928/29were utopian and doomedto failure. From the

very beginning,they were highly unpopular. The plannedreconciliationof
two cultural traditionsremainedunachieved.The preservationof two dif
ferent traditions could not be brought about by a peculiar, artificially
imposedcompromise.6°

Innovationsin vocabularycauseda different reaction,becauseat issue
was not a changein known languagecomponents,but the additionof lexi
cal items to the vocabularyalready in use. The use of Galicianisms in the
standardlanguage,so importantbefore 1925, now gaineda new topicality.
A. Nikovs‘kyj gave a fit characterizationof the new situation: "The
question.. .of the influence of the ‘languageof Galicia’ ‘ha1yanéyny’,
onceso live and acutein our press, is now subsidingin the Central-Eastern
Ukraine.Previouslythe situationwas suchthat becauseof Galicianphrases,
the readerof Ukrainian bookscould find himself annoyingly distressedby
drasticwordsand becomeantagonisticto readingin Ukrainian. Now, when
thereare Ukrainian schools,Ukrainian institutions,more of the press,and
plenty of dictionaries,the achievementsof the Galician literary language
should not be rejected. On the contrary, they should be welcomed and
appliedfor generaluse,as materialwell workedoutvyroblenyj, very often

to the point, and conveyingWestEuropeaninfluences" Nikovs‘kyj xv.
Similar pronouncementswere madeby other lexicographersof the time,

e.g., Z. Vysoc’kyj 1926, P. Horec’kyj 1928, 0. Kurylo 1928, see
Wexier 153,andH. Xolodnyj 1928. Xolodnyj, as director of the Institute
of the Ukrainian Scientific Language,wrote: "The works of Verxrats‘kyj

havepointedout the main road to be trod in future" Visnyk IUNM 1.61

The Academy dictionary also includedmany Galicianwords and phrases,

someof which were labeledas regional and someof which were not, indi
cating that they were consideredregular componentsof the standard
language. For instance,the primary equivalentof the Russianword zavod
s.v. is given as vyrobnja, without any comment,whereasin the discussion
of this choice referenceis made to four previous dictionaries by 0.
Partyc’kyj, F. Piskunov,Je. Zelexivs’kyj, and V. Kmicykevy, threeof
which are GalicianShevelov 1966, 119; in the entry zavidovat’ s.v., on
theotherhand,the wordpozavydity is markedas Galician.

60 A paralleldevelopmentwith a similar outcomeoccurredin Belorussia.A Conferenceon
Spellingwith guestsfrom the West took placeon 14-21 November1926; its proceedings
werepublished in 1927; the draft of its resolutions was published in 1930. The rules were
abolishedby thedecreeof the CPC of Belorussiain 1933 Mayo 26ff..
61 In this context, it is interestingto note how a Galician studentof Verxrats’kyj ‘s assessed
his language:to him, Verxrats’kyj wrote "in such a heavy language"that his subjectbecame
themostdifficult of all sax 36.
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This new attitude toward things Galician was reflectedin attemptsto
establishcontactswith West Ukrainian linguists. Their invitation to the
Conferenceon Spelling of 1927 was one such measure. The election of
four Galicianscholarsto membershipin the Academy in 1929 was another.
At the demandof the government,they were expelledfrom the Academy
in 1934:Polons’ka 1, 62; 2, 22. During the first yearsof its work, the Insti
tute of the Ukrainian Scientific Languagesent drafts of its terminological
dictionaries to Lviv for suggestionsand revisions Shevelov 1966, 119.

During Ukrainianization,a numberof Ukrainian languageinstructorswere
Galicians who had immigrated in the revolutionary years 1917-1920or
evenlater Shevelov1966, 117.

The willingnessto include someGalicianismsin the standardlanguage
was anothermanifestationof the general attitude. Those who worked at
normalizingthe standardlanguageby filling its gapsgenerally gavepriority
to the internal resourcesof the language. It was expedient,therefore, to
open the standardlanguageto various dialects, to treat it as "a common
interdialectaland superdialectalmiThovirkovuj nadhovirkovuUkrainian
literary language"Synjavs’kyj 100. This general attitude underlay the
"spelling compromise"betweenthe West and the Central-Eastdiscussed
above. Lexical Galicianismswere, however,different from the materialof
otherdialects. They did not comedirectly from local dialects. Rather,they
were componentsof the Lviv koine, that is, they were sublimatedby having
risen to an urban and-to some extent, even if low-literary standard.
Otherdialectswere typically rural and virginally primitive; at best, someof
themhad beenexpandedand generalizedthroughuse in folklore.

Such considerationsdid not stop the languagelegislatorsfrom seeking
out Galiciandialectismsand, at least in theory, elevatingthem to the stan
dardlanguage. Time and again, they referredto dialectalexpeditions,to
recording dialectalvocabulary,and to usingit in generaland terminological
dictionaries. M. Hladkyj wrote 1928: "We turn the attention of our
collaborators.. .to the need of studying. .Ukrainian folklore and the
materialsof dialectologicaland ethnographiccollections" translatedand
quoted in Wexier 115. 0. Kurylo added1925: "The Ukrainian folk
mentality, as expressedin the language,has in it much materialfor render
ing abstractions,and this shouldbe usedin the scientificlanguageinsteadof
coining new and artifical expressions"Kurylo 1942, 9; Wexler 115.
Accordingly, expeditionswere sentto various localities,with directionsthat
typically read as follows: "[The material must be gathered] for the most
part from peoplewho, by living in villages, havepreserveda sufficiently
pure language,people who are tied in their work to the conditions and
needs of the village: peasants,potters, smiths, locksmiths, carpenters,
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weavers, fishermen,hunters,mechanics,etc." Wexier 116. Data col
lectedon dialectologicalexpeditions,recordsof dialectalmaterialsmadeby

paid and unpaidcollaborators,and excerptsfrom earlier dialectal records

constitutedthe foundationof the very rich card files of the Institute of the
UkrainianScientific Language.

In the useof thesedata, words were often semanticallyrecycled,that is,
words semanticallyrooted in village life, including agricultureand handi
crafts, were assigneda new "industrial" meaning, as in the case of
vyrobnja, originally ‘workshop’, then ‘factory, mill,’ or prohonyëmen

tioned above, originally ‘shutterbolt’, then ‘bolt’ in general Shevelov
1977, 255. Such a recycling is a natural, spontaneousprocessin the
languagesof societies that industrialize. In the Ukrainian case,however,
the recycling was partof a planned,organizedreshapingof the language.

Alongsidethe useof colloquial and dialectalmaterials,new words were
coined on the basis of existing morphemes,most frequently by affixation

e.g.,dvyh-un and ru-ij ‘motor’, vy-myk-a‘electrical switch’, etc.. Some
of these, such as dvyhun and vymyka’, have been acceptedinto the
languageShevelov1977, 255f.,but the majority exist only on the pagesof
terminological dictionaries. Words were also created by compounding,

though less frequently, e.g., sklo-riz ‘glazier’s diamond’, vodo-zbir

‘cistern’, etc.
The restorationof archaicelements,a devicewidely usedin developing

languages at the time of nationalrebirth e.g.,in Czech,was generallynot
typical of the normalizationof Ukrainianat the timeof Ukrainianization. In
scientific terminology, suchrestorationwas exceptional;it was used only a
little morefrequently in legal court terminology. Restorationwas rare in
military terminology, where the Cossack terminological tradition of the
seventeenthand eighteenthcenturies,resuscitatedby the national army of
1918-1921, was rejected, with but a few exceptionse.g., sotnja ‘com
pany’, anci ‘entrenchment’-Jakubs’ki s.vv.. The reasons for this re
strained attitude were probably twofold: on the one hand, there was the
strong populist tradition establishedas early as the nineteenthcentury; on
the otherhand,therewas the desireto stay away from the usages of the mil
itary in the Ukrainian NationalRepublic and the Hetmanate.Nonetheless,
in the prefaceto theRosijs’ko-ukrajins’kyjslovnykpravny’oji movyKiev,
1926, its "editors" i.e., A. Kryms’kyj declared:"We havedeliberately
introduced into the dictionary many words from the old Ukrainian legal
languagein order to disclosethe tie of the contemporarylanguagewith the
old one,to buttressthe present-daylegal languagewith a historical founda
tion, and to show how many words the contemporarylanguage of the
Ukraine retainsfrom the old legal languageand how gravelyerr thosewho
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accusethe present-dayUkrainian languageof being artificial, forged,Gali
cianized. It provesthat the Ukrainianlanguagesometwo or threehundred

years ago used those same words that at times, it seems,so grateon our
Russianizedear" Kryms’kyj 1926, viii. Thisdictionarywas severelycnt
icizedby Skrypnykin 1931. In fact, however,it containedonly Ca. 2,000
archaicwords the total numberof words was over 67,000, which were
singledoutby the editorial commentstar. ancientand had no prescriptive
intent Krymskyj 1926,v.

Behindall thesepractices,no doubt, was an effort to purgeUkrainianof
excessive patterning on Russian. This was the same process which
occurred in Czech, during its national rebirth purgedof Germanisms,in
Bulgarian in relation to Turcicisms,in Romanianin relationto Slavicisms.
The crucial difference in those cases,however, was that Bulgaria and
Romaniawere fully independentstatesand that the Czechswere benefitting
from cultural autonomyin a constitutionalstate. Neither situationwas true
of the Ukraine at the time.

The decision to rely upon internal lexical resources,primarily those of
the "unspoiled" popular language, was one on which all Ukrainian
languagelegislatorsseemedto agree,but not all of them wantedto imple
ment the decisionequally. Onecandistinguishtheir division into two main
groups.

Onegroup aimedat filling gapsin the languagethat up to then had typi
cally beenfilled by insertingRussianwords. Linguists in the secondgroup
proposed,in addition to filling the gaps, to replaceelementsconsidered
non-nativewith native ones. One can call the trendof the secondgroup
ethnographic,that of the first, synthetic i.e., striving for a synthesisof
native rural componentswith urban, Europeanones; cf. Shevelov 1962,

314ff.; the first group was extremely puristic, whereasthe secondwas

moderately puristic. The main representativesof the ethnographic,
extremelypuristic school were Kryms’kyj, Je. Tymëenko,0. Kurylo in her
early writings, M. Hladkyj, S. Smereyns’kyj, and, outside the Soviet
Ukraine, V. Simovy in his early writings and I. Ohijenko. The synthetic,
moderatelypuristic trend was representedby 0. Synjavs’kyj, M. Sulyma,

M. Nakonenyj,0. Kurylo in her later writings; close by them stood V.
Hancov and A. Nikovs’kyj.62 The extremepuristic trend was strongerin

62 cf* Nikovs’kyj’s statement:"Now that the state,thestatemachinery,businesscorrespon
dence, professional and technical groups,science and school are placing demands on the
Ukrainianlanguage,our languagecan undergo,alongwith a quantitativegrowth,a severedrain
of blood, jetting up [from theground] to, afterall, empty heightsof routineandillusory techni

cal perfection"vi.
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Kiev, the moderateone in Kharkiv. ThevolumeNormy ukrajins’koji litera
turnoji movy, by 0. Synjavs’kyj, although publishedin Kiev 1931, was
written in Kharkiv, as were two detailedsurveys of the modem standard
Ukrainian language,collectively written and edited by L. Bulaxovs’kyj:
Zahal’nyj kurs ukrajins’koji movy dija vyteliv-zaonykiv 1929 and
Pidvyenyj kurs ukraj ins’ koji movy 1931. These three were major
achievementsin the descriptionof the standardUkrainian languageof the
time. Conventionally, the two groups,and the trendsthey represented,are
alsolabeledthe Kiev versusthe Kharkiv school.

The Kiev, extremelypuristic, school was strongly representedin many
terminologicaldictionaries. For instance,on its recommendationekvator
was to be replacedby rivnyk,paralel’ nyf by rivnobinyj , konus by stifok,
sektorby vytynok,tepsel’ by pryiy’ka, kursyvby pys’mivka,etc. Linguists

of this school were also activein studying syntax. Here,too, the tenor of
their activity was to bring the literary languagecloseto the spokenlanguage

while freeing it from blind patterningon Russiansyntax. Formsand con
structionsuntypical of colloquial speech,whether basedon Russianor on
the traditions of Greek or Latin, were rejected by the extremely puristic

school: activeparticiples,passiveconstructions,and substantivesdenoting
processeswere considerednon-Ukrainian. Kryms’kyj went so far as to
have the word zmist ‘contents’ replacedby the phraseDe o je, literally

‘what is where’, in publicationsof the Academy of Sciences.The simplis
tic approachbecamenearly humoristic in Zrazky prostohoslova Kiev,
1929 by Oleksander Synjavs’kyj not to be confused with Oleksa
Synjavs’kyj. In general,verbal constructionswere recommendedat the
expenseof nominalones.

The Kharkiv, moderatelypuristic, school was not so categoricalin its
prescriptions. It fully admitted constructionsbasedon Europeantradition
and practice, while also supportingthe expandeduse of "native" construc
tions. Linguists of this schoolclearly distinguishedbetweenvariousstyles
and genres,whereasthe extremistsvirtually disregardedsuch differences.
As in lexicography, in syntax the moderatesdefendedthe synthesis of
popular"colloquial" elementswith assimilatedEuropeancomponents.In
lexicography, this approachis well representedin Prakiy’nyj rosijs’ ko
ukrajins’kyj slovnyk,by M. Johansen,M. Nakoneènyj,K. Nimynov, and
B. Tkaëenko-1926.

Interestingly enough, the ethnographicschool found hardly any fol
lowers in belles-lettres. A few works recordedcolloquial rural speech-
e.g.,by A. Holovko and K. Hordijenko-butthesewere stylizationsoffered
through the mediation of a narrator. The generaltrendclearly favored the
urbanlanguage.Within this trendone canspeakof writers whocultivateda
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refined "Europeanized" language e.g., M. Zerov, M. Ryl’s’kyj as
opposed to those who adoptedthe colloquial urban language, with its
choicesthat easily included some Russianismse.g., M. Xvyl’ovyj, M.

Semenko.A chasmseparatedprescriptivelinguistics from the writers. It

is telling that M. Hladkyj wrotea full volumeof criticism, occasionallystri

dent, of the language of contemporary writers Mova suëasnoho

ukrajins’koho pys’menstva, Kiev, 1930; first publishedin Zyttja j revoiju

cija 1928, 11-12,and 1929, 1 -6. Couchedin softer languagebut essen
tially in the same vein was a study by M. Sulyma on the languageof
Xvyl’ovyj "FrazeolohijaMykoly Xvyl’ovoho," ervonyj1jax 1925, 1-2,

pp. 263-86, in which Sulyma systematicallycontrastedthe "most origi
nal, most cardinalpeculiaritiesof popularUkrainian massphraseology,"to
"the Russianizedlanguageof the big cities, of Donec’k factories,of bar
rack colonies,of sanatorialzones, of responsiblespecialists"263f., to
"the contemporary intelligentsia’s chat balac<ku about writers, about
scholars,aboutnewspapers,the languageof city-dwellers" 283.

This discrepancybetweenwriters and linguistsat least thoserepresent
ing the ethnographictrendwas symptomatic. It showedthat the "perfect"
Ukrainian standard languagedevised by linguists was an abstract ideal
which might, at best, prevail in the longrun, butwas for the timebeing uto
pian aswas "spelling" which requiredrelearningall foreignwords. In an
interplay of what existed with what should have existed,a compromise
would gradually have been found. It probably would have occurred if
Ukrainianization lasted. But Ukrainianization did not last. It beganto
weakenand wither in 1931. With the year 1933 it would be officially dis
continued.

The work of the Ukrainianlinguistsof the Ukrainianizationperiod was
notentirely in vain, however. For the first time in the history of Ukrainian,
the languagewas normalized, and the normalizationwas conducted,basi
cally, on a scholarlybasis. Much of the languagelegislationwould be ren
derednull and void; yet much remainedthroughthe traumaticeventsof the
1930s, when virtually all the linguists of the period of Ukrainianization
were silencedor destroyed.

For all its artificiality, groundlessness,internalcontradictions,tragicomic
excesses and zigzags, Ukrainianization reasserted the existence of
Ukrainian as a standardlanguage,ratherthanjust a sumof rural dialects. It

extendedthe masteryof that standardlanguagethroughvariousstrataof the
population,and contributedto its survival during the coming years of con
straint andpersecution.
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VII. BETWEEN 1933 AND 1941: THE UKRAINE

UNDER POSTYSEVAND XRUSCOV KHRUSHCHEV

The waning Ukrainianization cameto a suddenhalt with the arrival in the

Ukraine’s capital, Kharkiv, of Stalin’s plenipotentiary,Pave! Postyev,on
25 or 26 January 1933. Postyev,a Russianand a prominentparty man in

the Ukraine in 1923-1930,was generally known as an adversaryof
Ukrainianization. He hadbeenrecalledto Moscow in 1930, probably due
to oppositionagainsthim by Ukrainian CommunistsSkrypnyk?. Now, in
1933,he returnedin triumph, to fulfill what was probablyhispersonalwish

and was certainlyhis official commission;to crushhis ideological andper
sonal foesand to subdueUkrainiansin the party and as a nation. Return
ing with him was Vs. Balickij, not long before removedas chief of the
secretpolice, and about three thousandparty membersfrom Russia. Their
common assignmentwas to exterminateany and all Ukrainian resistance
Majstrenko 147. Appointed Secondrather than First Secretaryof the
Central Committee of the CPU as well as First Secretaryof the Oblast
Committeeof the party in Kharkiv, Postyevhad the right to give ordersto
anyonein the Ukraine,including the First Secretaryof the CentralCommit
tee, S. Kosior. The theoreticalbasisfor Postyev’sactivity was announced
a year later, at the SeventeenthCongress of the CPSU, where Stalin
declared that by that time "local nationalism," i.e., Ukrainian in the
Ukraine,hadbecomethe principal danger. Within this party line, Postyev
remainedthe absolutedictatorof the Ukraine until 1937.

The violent end of the Ukrainianization policy was brought about by
internal and external developments. In spite of its promoters’ many
declarationsthat the policy was not aimed at the appeasementof the
peasantry,Ukrainianizationwas in fact plannedas exactly that. Now, by
1933, appeasementwas no longeran issue. Stalin was engagedin an unde
claredwar with the peasants.It beganwith the proclamationin 1929 of the
policy of forceful collectivizationand took materialform with the liquida
tion of the kulaks in 1930-1931and the "minor" famine of 1932, caused
by the state’sheavy-handedgrain collection. Thesewere a preludeto the
famineof 1933 that killed severalmillion peopleand brought the Ukrainian

peasantryto its knees. Achieving the capitulationof the peasantrywas one
of Postyev‘s major tasks and he carried it out to perfection. From 1931,
therewas no longerany needto makeoverturesto the Ukrainianpeasants.

In foreign policy, the hope to bring about "world communism"with
Moscow at its centerthrough colonial liberation movements,the hope that
had motivated the policy of korenizacija, including Ukrainianization,was
frustrated. Instead,a major war in Europewas becominga tangiblepros-
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pect with the Nazis’ seizureof powerin Germanyon 30 January 1933, the
same week that Postyevarrived in Kharkiv. In that war, the Ukraine
would be the main arena. Thereforethe countrymust be ruthlesslypacified
and rendereda Russianprovince. Thiswas Postyev‘s secondassignment.

The policy of Ukrainianization was not formally abrogatedeither by
Postyev or by any other party or governmentofficial. The Twelfth
Congressof the CPU, held in January 1934, in its resolutionon the reportof
the CentralCommittee,briefly mentionedthe taskof "further unfolding the
Bolshevik Ukrainianization" Rezoijuciji 559. Only deviationsfrom the
"correct Ukrainianization" causedby "bourgeoisnationalists"or "their
agents,"including Skrypnykat their head,were to be excisedmercilessly.
HenceforthUkrainian culture, and the Ukrainian languageas an essential
ingredient thereof, should follow the dictum "national in form but
proletarian/socialistin content," coinedby Stalin as early as 1925,although
launchedonly at the SixteenthCongressof the CPSU in 1930 Luckyj 177,
Stalin 367. Referencesto the successesof Ukrainianizationcanbe found
in pronouncementsof party leadersduring the Postyevera. For instance,
M. Popov, in November 1933,mentionedcontinuity in party policy in this
respect;in January1934, a resolutionof the Twelfth Congressof the CPU
advised"speedingup national culturalconstructionand BolshevikUkrain
ianization basedon industrialization and collectivization"; as late as May
1937, the ThirteenthCongressof the CPU faulted "the insufficient Ukrain
ianization of the Party, the Soviets, and particularly of trade-union and
Komsomolorganizations"Kostiuk 73,75, 125.

Severalgesturesin that directionwere orderedby Postyev:the erection
of monumentsto Taras Sevëenkothe poet was depictedas being guarded
by a kolxoznik, an industrial worker, a young communist,and a red
guardistin Kharkiv 1933-1935and Kiev 1935-1939,the transference
of the capital to Kiev 1934 and, most important, the appointment of
several renownedUkrainians to leading governmentbut not party posts,
including V. Zatons’kyj as commissar of education, A. Xvylja as his
deputy, and P. Ljubenko as chairman of the CPC the latter two were
former Borot’bists. SeveralRussian-languagenewspaperswere estab
lished in cities of the Ukraine, but the only official outlets of the Central
Committee,the newspaperKomunistand the journal Bil’ovyk Ukrajiny,
continued to be published in Ukrainian alone. In the same vein, several
Russiantheaterswere founded,without displacing Ukrainian ones; opera
continuedto be performedin Ukrainian.

Factually, however,the impetusfor Ukrainianizationhad vanished. All
its leadingcadresin boththe Commissariatof Educationand in the Ukrain
ianization courseswere arrestedand either sent to labor camps or shot to
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death. The promotorof the whole process,M. Skrypnyk, faced with the
demiseof all hisaccomplishmentsand imminent personaldestruction,com
mittedsuicideon 7 July 1933.

The mostperniciousaspectof Postyev‘s policy lay not in the prohibi
tion of the Ukrainianlanguagenor in the formal abolition of Ukrainianiza

lion, but in the nearly total destructionof Ukrainian intellectuals. In har
mony with the new slogan of culture national only in form, anyonewho
ascribed to the traditionsof the Ukrainian pastwas to be silencedor de
stroyed. The terrorassumedpreviouslyunheard-ofproportions.Thousands

were arrestedon falseaccusations;underunbearableconditionsand torture,

they "confessed"to belong to undergroundsubversive"organizations"

which never existedandnever figured in any open trial, but which were

mentionedin thepublic speechesof Postyev,Kosior, and others. By refer

ring to thesecontrived comments,Kostiuk 85-108 determinedthat there

were fifteen such fabricatedorganizations,among which some allegedly

had thousandsof members.The executionsof the very real "members"of
those fictitious organizationswere in some instancesmadepublic, espe
cially after the murder of S. Kirov in Leningrad on 1 December 1934
which had no trail leading to the Ukraine,but more often were conducted

in silence. Not a singlegroup of the intelligentsiain the Ukraine escaped
the arrests and executions, from clergy to engineers,from workers in
cooperativesto actors,from writersto agronomists.Somegroupswere vir
tually liquidated. Such was the fate of the priests of the Ukrainian Auto
cephalousOrthodoxChurch,of the usuallyblind singersof Ukrainian folk
lore kobzari and lirnyky; Shostakovich, 214f., of the professors of
VUAMLIN All-Ukrainian Association of Marx and Lenin Institutes, in
1933; the organizationwas disbandedin 1936,of historianswho had stu
died with M. Javors’kyj 1933, of artistsbelongingto ARMU Association
of RevolutionaryArtists of the Ukraine, and of membersof the Academy
of Sciences. The closure of the Academy of Sciences’ institutes of
evëenkostudies,of Jewish proletarian culture, and of Polish proletarian
culture during the latter half of the 1930swas probably also due in part to
the decimationof their members. Other groups of the intelligentsiawere
affected selectively,but in none was thepercentageof victims low.

For party members,arrests often came following public denunciation
during thepurgethat raged in 1933-1934and resultedin the party’s expel
ling 23 percentof its members,or 27,500 people Kostiuk 61, of whom
2,750hadheld leadingpositions Narysy411.

The loss of the intelligentsia was all the more painful becausethe
severelyquelled and decimatedpeasantry was incapable of producing a
new wave of intellectuals.
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Also falling victim to the purge were periodicalse.g.,Litopys revoiju
ciji, discontinuedin 1933; lstoryk-bil’ovyk, closedsometimein the mid
1930s; Nova [later Socija1is1yna]hromada,in 1933; Zyttja j revoijucija in
1933; ervonyj ljax in 1936,theaterse.g.,the theatergroup "Berezil’,"
disbandedin October 1933,and cinemathe fameddirector 0. Dovenko
was sentto Moscow the sameyear.

Struck at the sametime were the nationalminoritiesof the Ukraine,with
the single exceptionof the Russianone. Jewish,Bulgarian, Moldavian,
German,Greek,and Polish administrativeunits were disbandedentirely or
in part, and their schoolsand presswere closedentirely or in part Kostiuk
94*63

The gaps in the ranksof the Ukrainian intelligentsiawere as a rule left
unfilled; in the party and in the state machinery, those eliminated were
replaced. More often than not, the new functionaries were Russians. As
already mentioned,when Postyev came to Kharkiv from Moscow, he
brought with him 3,000 party workers. In November 1933, he noted that
1,340 "comrades" had beennewly appointed to district managerialjobs
and that 237 out of 525 new secretarieswere serving district party com
mittees,withoutdisclosingtheir nationality. Ten thousandmen were sentto
administerthe collectivefarms; most likely, the majorityof them wereRus
sians. "Political detachments"were createdat tractor stationsMTS and
state farms "with the aid of the All-Union CP that supplied4,500 party
men" Kostiuk 28, Narysy 402, who were undoubtedly predominantly
Russian. The samewas probably true of the newly formed June 1933
group of industrial "party organizers," especially in the Donec’k basin
Narysy399f..

An important developmentduring the Postyev era in the Ukraine,
though one not initiated by him, was the growing centralization of the
administrationin the SovietUnion. In overtviolationof theconstitutionsof
the USSR and its componentrepublics, various republicancommissariats
were replaced,one after another,by all-Union or mixed commissariatscen
teredin Moscow. At the time of the formation of the USSRtherewere five

63 As of thebeginning of 1927, therewere 21 nationalrajony in the Ukraine: 9 Russian,7
German,3 Bulgarian, 1 Polish, 1 Jewish. Severalmore were in theplanning stage:6 Greek,3
German,2 Jewish,andadditional Russian ones. Apparently,the majority of plannedrajony
were indeedestablishedin the years1927-1931Itogi raboty,p. 23. All hadschoolsin their
nationallanguages.No such schoolssurvived into the 1940s. In the postwarperiod, official
and semi-official pronouncementsmention only Polish, Hungarian,and Moldavian schools,
i.e., schoolsusing the languagesof the "new" nationalminorities incorporatedinto the Soviet
Union at war’s end e.g., Bilodid 8. The silence aboutschoolsof other nationalminorities
would imply their absencethis did not apply to Russianschools, for Russianswere no longer
considereda nationalminority.



150 GEORGEY. SHEVELOV

all-Union commissariats; by 1935, the number had grown to twelve
Sadovs’kyj 103. The Constitutionof the UkrainianSSR,adaptedin Janu
ary 1937, recognizedonly eight republicancommissariats,such as: auto-
transportation,dwelling construction,municipal economy, furniture and
carpentryindustry, local fuel industry, educationwhich did not extendto
institutions of highereducation,art, or culture,and social securityKonsti

tucija 76. This meantthat the "government"of the UkrainianSSRhadno

more functions or rights than a municipality. New laws and proclamations
concerningmatters specifically Ukrainian were issued in Moscow and

implementedfrom there, in completedisregard of rights grantedby the
original constitution. Suchwere,for instance,the laws on the formationof
six newdistricts in the Ukraine 19 November1935;Sadovs’kyj 98 and on

the improvementof coal mining in the Donec’k region 31 March 1940;
Narysy443, as well as annualregulationson the size of areassown with
variouscrops,amonghundredsmore. Sadovs’kyj98 countedthat in 1935
alonetherewere 526 such laws. After all, the constitution 16 held that
"the laws of the USSR are binding on the territory of the UkrainianSSR,"

a provision that specified no limits to interferencein the internalaffairs of
the Ukraine.

The effect of the anti-Ukrainianterror that followed upon Stalin’s pro
nouncementof "local nationalism"as the majordangerto the existenceof
the SovietUnion, andof the unscrupulousand relentlessgovernmentcen
tralizationon the use and statusof the Ukrainian language,was dramatic.
In cities and larger towns, it went underground,except for officially sanc
tioned ceremonialoccasions. The achievementsof Ukrainianization,small
as they were, in inculcating the Ukrainian languageas a medium of com
munication in urban everydaylife were struck down. Russianwas fully
reinstalledin that function. Evenwithin the Academyof Sciences,Russian
becamethe languageof normalconversationPolons’ka2, 37, and evenby
official data, the percentageof Ukrainiansin the Academy fell to 54.9 by
1937. The name changesof the Academy reflected its evolution: until
1935, it was "All-Ukrainian," then it became"Ukrainian," and from
1936, the Academy "of the UkrainianSSR." Also, the immediateeffect of
the direct subordinationof the whole state machineryto Moscow was the
switch to Russianthroughoutthe governmentadministration.

Superficially,however,Ukrainianremainedthepredominantlanguagein
the Ukraine. Statistically, the numberof Ukrainian schools,pressorgans,
theaters,and publishedbooksexceededRussianones,although thesewere
on the rise.
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The Postyev-Ba1ickijterror had one more, less directeffect on the status
of the Ukrainian language. StandardUkrainiancould havebeenenhanced
by the eminenceof Ukrainian culture as expressedin literature, cinema,
theater, etc. But this was precludedby the terror that stalked writers,
cinemaand theaterdirectors, artists,composers,etc. As a rule, its victims
were the Ukraine’s most outstandingcultural figures. Les’ Kurbas, the
leaderof modemUkrainiantheater,was arrestedand eventuallyliquidated,
as were many prominentactors;OlexanderDovenko,the leadingpersonal
ity in cinema,was forced to leave the Ukraine; Mykola Xvyl’ovyj, perhaps
the most outstandingUkrainian prosewriter of the time, was driven to sui
cide; hundredsof talentedwriters, those capableof independentthinking
and experimentation, including the most gifted novelist Valerijan
Pidmohyl’nyj and the leadingplaywright Mykola Kuli, were shotor ban
ished,neverto return. The writers who remainedwere as a rule careerists
with little talent or individuals willing to adaptthemselvesto the situation.
The generallevel of literatureand art, now squeezedinto the narrow frame
work of socialistrealism and political slogans,fell so low that it lost all
appeal. Interestingworks were exceptionsthat tendedto appearonly at
longintervals e.g.,Vernyky [The riders] by Jurij Janovs’kyj,1935. The
samegeneralsituationobtainedin all Sovietliteraturesof the time,M but the
percentageof writers who fell victim to the terror in the Ukraine was higher
than in, say, Russia. Most critical was that Ukrainian literature virtually
lost all attractionfor the reader. EvenUkrainianprerevolutionary,classical
literature and art were purged, and much of it was either not reissuedor
banned.

The Postyevera cameto an abruptend in 1937. In mid-Marchhe was
suddenly and without any explanationrecalledto Russia, where he was
arrestedand then disappeared.Balickij sharedhis fate. One reason for
Stalin’s action could havebeenPostyev’semphaticattemptsto build up his
personalpopularity in the Ukraine, which Stalin may haveperceivedas
threatening.Anotherreasonmight havebeenthe aggravationof the inter
national situation. In 1936 Germany embarked on a course of military
aggressionand reoccupiedthe Rhineland. This remindedStalin of the role
he intendedthe Ukraine to have in any future war. A new pacification of

the country was becoming imminent. Stalin may have contemplatedthe
liquidation of the Ukraine as evena nominalstate; Postyevand his efforts
at personalglory did notsuit sucha scheme.

64 A decreeof theCentralCommitteeof theRCP disbandedall voluntaryliterary organiza
tions andmade writers state functionariessupervisedby the centralizedUnion of Writers 23
April 1932.
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If this speculationis correct, Kosior, who with the removalof Postyev
becameostensiblythe numberone personin the CPU, misconstruedthe

reasonsfor the removal of Postyev. In the resolutionsof the CPU’s Thir

teenthCongress,which convenedon 27 May 1937,Postyev’sdemisewas

used to revivify the problem of Ukrainianization.Thecongress,without
mentioningPostyevby name,blamedhim for "the insufficientUkrainiani
zationof the party, of the soviets,and particularly of tradeunionsand Kom
somol organizations"and for "the inadequatepromotion of Ukrainian
Bolshevikcadresto leadingparty, soviet,economic,and tradeunionposts"
citedfrom Kostiuk 125. This is the more significantbecausethe Constitu
tion of 1937 said nothing about languagein the Ukraine, except for the
statementthat "citizens of the Ukrainian SSRhavethe right to an educa
tion. This right is secured.. .by school educationin the native language"
Konstitucija 122, p. 75; it is noteworthythat the wordkola ‘school’ in the

Ukrainianvernacularmostoftenrefersto elementaryschool.

The reactionof the Kremlin and the eventsthat followed were notpubli

cized; to someextentthey canonly be conjecturedhere. In its issueof July
9, Pravdaattackedthe Central Committeeof the CPU. In Augusta special
commissioncomprising V. Molotov, N. Eov, and N. Xruov Khrush
chevwas sent to Kiev, and a plenarysessionof the Central Committeewas
convoked. According to unconfirmedinformation providedby the sovietol
ogist Avtorxanov,by that time "several trainloadsof specialNKVD troops
had arrived in Kiev from Moscow" quoted from Kostiuk 127. It is a
justified guessthat the Moscow commissionexpressedno confidencein the
Central Committeeof the CPU and the governmentof the Ukrainian SSR.
Whateverresistance,if any,may have followed, P. Ljubenko, the headof
the CPC, committedsuicide on 30 August 1937. In the next few days two
of Kosior’s aides,M. Popovand M. Xatajevy, were arrested;Kosior him
self was recalledto Moscow, wherehe disappeared.All othermembersof
the Politbureau,all membersof the Orgbureau,all membersof the Control
Commission,all but two of the 62 membersand 40 candidatemembersof
the CentralCommittee,all the leadingfigures in the Ukrainian government,
includingthe Commissarof EducationZatons’kyj and hisdeputyXvylja, as
well as a substantialnumberof oblast’ and local functionaries,were liqui
dated. The entire machineryof rule was destroyed. It was, without ques
tion, a coup d’etat. What is especiallystriking, and what makesone specu
late that the very existenceof the Ukrainian SSRwas in danger,is that for
five monthsno one was elected or appointedto replace those dismissed.
SeveralRussian"comrades"now controlled matters in the Ukraine, the
obscure individuals Starygin, Lemkov, Smimov, Ljutavin, pilevoj, and
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Te1eov listed in Kostiuk 131, but even they held no publicly defined

posts.
Finally the decision to maintain the formal existenceof the Ukrainian

republic prevailed. On 28 January 1938, it was announcedthat N. Xru
ov, a Russian,was "elected" the First Secretaryof the Central Commit
teeand M. Burmistenko,anotherRussian,its SecondSecretary;on Febru
ary 22, a new chairman of the CPC, D. Korotenko, was announced;
appointedcommissarof educationwas H. Xomenko,a political nonentityof
whom little was known before or after his appointment. The interregnum

endedwith the election of the CentralCommitteein June 1938,at the Four
teenthCongressof theCPU.

The impact of theseevents,which borderedon the liquidation of formal
Ukrainian statehood and the urban use of the Ukrainian language, can
readilybe imagined. The terror of 1937- 1938 was muchmore intensethan
that of 1933-1934; the accompanyinguncertaintyand bewildermentwere
extremelypowerful additional factors. The new tenorof things was made
veryclear by two new measurestakenby Xruov. Before his "election,"
startingon the first of January1938, the daily organof the CentralCommit
tee of the CPU, Komunist,published in Ukrainian since 1926, was aug
mentedby a Russian-languagenewspaper,SovetskajaUkraina. This was
tantamountto recognitionthat the Soviet Ukraine and its governingparty
gave the Russianlanguagethe same statusas the Ukrainian language. If
any specific eventcanbe consideredthe formal end of Ukrainianization,the
initiation of that newspaperwas this event. It roughly coincidedwith the
liquidation of the lastold-guardUkrainianelementsin the party: the former
Borot’bists,including P. Ljubëenkoand A. Xvylja, and the former prerev
olutionary Ukrainian Bolsheviks, including V. Zatons’kyj and H.
Petrovs’kyj the latter escapedarrest,but was removedto Russiaand given
a humblepost.

The secondmeasureof both symbolicand largepractical import was the
decreeof the CPCof 20 April 1938 on the compulsoryteachingof the Rus
sian languagein all Ukrainian "non-Russian"schoolsbeginning in the
secondgrade,for four to five hours weekly Majstrenko160; prior to that
time, teachingRussianstartedin the third grade,for two to four hours per
week Siropolko 48. The FourteenthCongressof the CPU June 1938
emphasized"the necessityto eliminate the after-effectof the hostile sabo
tage in the teachingof the Russianlanguagein elementaryand secondary
schools as well as in institutions of highereducation,"and c iected the
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necessitydirectly with the dangerof "the separationof the SovietUkraine
from the Union of SovietSocialistRepublics" Rezoijuciji601f..65

In accordancewith the new policy, some old propagandasloganswere

modified and somenew ones were promulgated,eitherdirectly from Mos
cow or via Kiev. During the Postyevera,the prevailing sloganhadcalled
for the rejectionof artificial barriersbetweenthe Ukrainianand the Russian
nationsand languages.Constantlyreiteratednow, in 1938, was the asser
tion that the Ukraine is an inseparablepartof the SovietUnion and that the
friendshipof the united Soviet peoplesis eternal,with emphasisplaced on
the greatnessand leadingcharacterof RussiancultureKostiuk 140; Narysy

428. This concept was also projected back into history. The contention

that the Ukrainian as well as Belorussiannationality first aroseafter the
Tatar invasionof the thirteenth century, whereasprior to that time there

existed a monolithic "old-Russiannationality" that was the common

ancestorof Russians,Ukrainians,and Belorussians,was overtly formulated

only later, afterWorld War II. But as early as August 1934, Soviet histori

ans were instructedthat "the history of Great Russia[should] not be torn

apartfrom the history of othernationsof the USSR" J. Stalin, A. danov,
S. Kirov, "Zameanijap0 povodukonspektauebnikap0 istorii SSSR," K
izueniju 23. This was tantamountto abolishingthe history of the Ukraine
andothernon-Russiannationsand to its dissolutionin the "history of the
USSR," i.e., in practice, of Russia. This concept was systematicallyset
forth in the all-Union obligatory textbook editedby Andrij estakov,enti
tled Istorija SSSR,kratkij kurs first edition 1937, with many subsequent
ones; cf. Shtepa 128ff.. This newly created"history of the USSR"-

which beganno earlierand no later than half a million yearsago-actually
replacedthe history of the Ukraine, especially in schools. A set purpose
loomed behindthe Sta1in-estakovconcept that the Ukrainian culture and
language had no deep historical roots, but were due to the historical
accidentof the Tatar invasionand thus were fatedto witheraway.

In terms of practical languagepolitics, the time of the dictatorshipof
Postyevand later Xruov brought substantialchangesin educationand
publication.

In education,an increasingnumber of schools in urban and industrial
centerswere de-Ukrainianized;theseswitchedin part, underZatons’kyj, to
dual Ukrainian-Russianusage and later to instruction in Russian. The

The often quotedpronouncementof Xruov, "Now all peopleswill study the Russian
language" Pravda, 16 June 1938, is ambiguous:it is unclearwhetherhe is referring to the
new policy or to a generalstatementon theadvantageof being in commandof Russianbecause
it is the languagein which Lenin andStalinwrote.
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developmenthas beenconfirmedby numerouswitnesses,but it cannotbe
fully substantiatedby statistic data,for from ca. 1938,dataon the distribu
tion of Ukrainianand Russianschoolshaveusuallybeenwithheld cf., e.g.,
the article on educationin Ukrajins’ka radjans’ka encyklopedija17, 412.

What information appearedin the press was episodic and cannot be
verified. For instance,Xruov reportedto the FourteenthCongressof the
CPU that therewere 17,736 Ukrainianschoolsin the republic, with a total
of 4,319,000studentsPravda, 16 June 1938. The semi-official publica
tion of the Academy of Sciencesof the Ukrainian SSRRadjans’kaUkra
jina za20 rokiv, Kiev, 1937,p. 98 addedthat Ukrainianschoolsconstituted

82.8 percentof all schools. Thesedata seemhighly suspect. Even at the
peak of Ukrainianization, in 1930, the numberof Ukrainian schoolswas
16,162 and their percentageof all schools in the Ukraine was 77. The
blackout of data on the languageof educationwhich extendedto other
areasof culturallife, suchas theater,film, radio,party and governmentpro
nouncements,etc. shows that the de-Ukrainianizationof educationwas
carriedout furtively and gradually,but alsoconsistentlyand relentlessly. In
institutions of highereducation,the switch to Russianas the languageof
instruction was acceleratedby the formation of an All-Union-Republican
Committee to deal with matterspertainingto highereducation1936, to

which correspondinggovernmentagencieswere subordinatedthe USSR’s
Ministry of Higher and Special Education was formally establishedin
1946.

Statisticaldataon the revival of Russiantheatersin the Ukraine are also
lacking. But if in 1933 "forty new theaters"were foundedNarysy407,
one cansafelyguessthat most if notall of them were Russian.

Productionof books in Ukrainian underwenta declineunderPostyev
and Xruov. In 1930, titles publishedwere 6,394. The numberdwindled
to 3,472 in 1933; 3,232 in 1936; 2,566 in 1937; 2,159 in 1938; 1,895 in
1939 EU 1, 977. Of the totalnumberof bookspublishedin all languages,
Ukrainianbooks, perannum,constituted79, 69, 59, 60, 52, and 43 percent.
Again, thereis reasonto surmisethat the bulk of the non-Ukrainianproduc
tion was in Russian. In addition, Russianbookspublishedin Russiawere
imported freely and in largequantities. The main reasonfor the declinein
the percentageof Ukrainianbookspublishedwas the policy of the govern
ment; the reasonsfor the declinein absolutefigureswere more complicated.
Among them were, probably, the public’s reluctance to read literature
imbuedwith official propagandaand,generally, low in quality; anotherwas
a decreasein the number of readers, due to the extermination of the
Ukrainianintelligentsiaand educatedpeasantry.
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Russian newspapersstarted to grow in number under the Postyev
regime; in Xruov’s time, practically every oblast’ had a Russiannewspa
per alongsidethe Ukrainian one Narysy 427. The general shareof Rus
sian newspapersgrew from 10.1 percentin 1933 to 22.2 percent in 1940
EU 1, 992. In addition, many Russiannewspaperswere imported, and
some evenhad a specialprinting produced in the Ukraine e.g.,Pravda.
In many cases the pre-Ukrainianizationdichotomy of Ukrainian for rural

use and Russianfor urban and industrial use,so vigorouslydeniedduring
Skrypnyk’s era, was reintroduced. In certain casesthis was evenreflected
in the titles of newspapers:e.g.,publishedin Kharkiv were the Ukrainian

Socia1istynaXarkivyna vs. the RussianXar’kovskij raboij; published
in Odessawere the Ukrainian ornomors’ka komuna vs. the Russian
Znamjakomunizma.

All these developmentsreflected, on the one hand, a political course
aimed at the gradual undermining of the part played by the Ukrainian
language,and, on the other hand, a certain attitude among speakersof
Ukrainian. It was impractical to adhereto a languagewhosecommunica
tive valueand social prestigewere steadily falling. Undertheseconditions,
surprisingwas not the retreatof the Ukrainianlanguage,but ratherits rela
tive tenacity. This was, possibly, the explanationbehindthe cautiousand
slow pace of the de-Ukrainianizationmeasures,as well as the furtiveness
and secrecyof the Russifyingones. For one thing, the ferocious terror con
ductedagainstUkrainian intellectualsas a rule was not noted in the press,
except at the beginning of the Postyevera. Of course,considerationof
possiblerepercussionsoutsidethe Soviet Union must also havehad some
effect. Nonetheless,the main policy goal Skrypnyk hadset-namely,that
peasantsjoining the proletariatin Ukrainian-speakingcities would preserve
their Ukrainian language-was destroyed. The new industrial recruits

arriving from the countrysideentereda Russian-speakingmilieu in which
the prestigeof theUkrainianlanguagewas low and its communicativefunc
tion only rudimentary. Thesepeasantswere destinedto be denationalized.
This was evenmore true of those who succeededin moving into the higher
echelonsof the society,to becometechnicians,administrators,ideologists.
The traditional deficient structureof Ukrainian speakerswas being rein
stated: again, those who spoke the languagewere primarily peasantsand
the humanistintelligentsia.

The political course of the 1930s also deeply affected the Ukrainian
languagefrom within. It was subjectedto regimentationmoreseverethan
any in its history. For the mostpart this was anothermanifestationof the
centralizationand regularizationtypical of the time; in part it had been
preparedby the earlier, strict regimentationof the language’sspelling in
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the broadsense,including morphologyand orthoepy, terminology,syntax,
and vocabulary. The spirit of standardizationthat hadbeenintroducedby
the normalizersof Skrypnyk’stime was now turned againstthem.

During the SVU trial, S. Jefremov,accusedof sabotagein his language
work, reasonablystated: "I think that sabotagein language is merely
impossible. Whena saboteurfloods a mine he does not leave his visiting
card, but when one compiles a dictionary he places his name [on
it].. . Everyone who writes wants to be read by the broadestcircles of
readers. In my opinion, sabotageis unthinkablein that area"quoted from
Smal’-Stock’kyj 102f.. Nonetheless,the language normalizers of the
1920swere accusedof sabotage,and thechargewas repeatedad nauseam.

Thecampaignagainstthese"saboteurs"would rage for more than two
years. Not only linguists, but also politicians were participants,including
Postyev,Zatons’kyj and,most actively,Xvylja. The attackwas initiatedin
1930 with an article by Naum Kahanovyentitled "Proty ‘narodnyctva’ v
movoznavstvi Kudy ide ukrajins‘ka literatuma mova?" Against popu
lism in linguistics [Where is the Ukrainian languagegoing?J,which was
publishedin Prapor marksyzmu no. 1, the outlet of VUAMLIN, a party
institution opposedto the subduedbut still suspectAcademy in Kiev. A
man of Jewishdescentand of Russianculture,Kahanovyproduceda use
ful studyabout the history of activeparticiplesin Russian,which remained
his only scholarly work. He venturedinto problemsof Ukrainian when it
was still protected by Skrypnyk and when the latter’s sway over the
Ukraine seemedsecure. Kahanovy’s position in the 1930 article was
essentiallyclose to that of Synjavs’kyj and other "anti-ethnographers"in
Ukrainianlinguistics, but his sharpertone invoked the specterof Marxism
in linguistics. WroteKahanovy: "For a linguist, particularly for a sociol
ogist and a Marxist, it is obvious that such a path [as recommendedby
Kurylo and Sulyma] is impossible. The slogan ‘back to the people’s
speech’ is essentially conservative and harmful." And he concluded:
"This languagei.e., StandardUkrainian of the future] will, of course,be
createdon the basisof so-called ‘popular’ speech,but the latter will serve
only as the foundationand by no meansas the entireedifice. Thatedifice,
that real literary language,will appearas the synthesisof heterogeneous
components. It shall absorbthe popularcomponentsand the jazycyje [the
literary languagedevelopedby Galician Moscophiles,containing Church
Slavonic and Russianelementsl and the languageof newspapersand jour
nals, etc. This is the path of all languages.Such is also the path of the
Ukrainian literary language" 63-64. Without directly referring to the
Russianlanguagethis was not yet in fashion,Kahanovy actually called
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Ukrainian away from the excessesof populism to the patternfamiliar to
him in StandardRussian.

A few monthslater a new article by Kahanovy was published,also in
Prapor marksyzmu1930, 3, under the innocuous title "Kil’ka shy pro

slovnyky" A few words aboutdictionaries. It was directed againstthe

Academy dictionary, noting only in passinga terminologicaldictionaryof

mechanics. Kahanovy had grounds for two of his criticisms: that the
Academydictionary relied on prerevolutionarysourcesand often neglected
new words of the Sovietperiod; and that some words inventedduring the
Ukrainianization period were "pseudo-scholarlysubstitutes" surogaty;

124. In comparisonto subsequentarticlesby Kahanovy and to those by
Xvylja and his subordinates,the tone of the article is moderate,althoughit
does contain two denunciatorystatements: "this is scholarly sabotage"
124 and "Ukrainian bourgeoisnational [sic!j xutorjanstvo" 126. The
latter word, derived from xutir ‘farmsteadof a wealthy farmer’, is here
synonymousto kulakdom, a serious political incrimination in the cir
cumstancesof the time.

In a year or two, whenthe "unmasking" of Skrypnykand of the purists

in Ukrainian linguistics becametopical, Kahanovy‘s daring sally opened

the gateto a meteoriccareer. Suddenlyhe becamethe headof an officially
approvedandpromotedantipunstmovement,the directorof the Instituteof
Linguistics in Kiev, the editor-in-chiefof the newly founded periodical
Movoznavstvo,and a correspondingmemberof the Academy May 1934-
Polons’ka 2, 32-in a word, the arbiter in Ukrainian linguistics. After
Skrypnyk’s downfall, the quiet and partiy scholarly tone of his political
debut proved too mild. Kahanovy underwent "self-criticism" for the
"insufficiency" but not inadequacyof his approachin 1930. He should
have spoken,he admitted, not of populism, but of aggressivebourgeois
nationalism;he shouldnot havejust discussedproblemsbut inaugurateda
languagepogrom.

Accordingly, a third article by Kahanovyappeared,in the monthly Za
markso-lenins’kukrytyku 1933, 10. It bore the title "Movna teonja
ukrajins’koho buruaznoho nacionalizmu" The language theory of
Ukrainianbourgeoisnationalism. Here it was claimedthat representatives
of the ethnographicschool in Ukrainianlinguistics,i.e., Kurylo, Tymenko,
and their followers, "continuedthe tradition of the Union for Liberationof
the Ukraine [SVU]" 37, that to them the peoplemeant the kulaks on
which point, strangelyenough,they are chargedto have followed in the
footstepsof Potebnjaand Vossler-pp.34, 32. A work by anotherlinguist,
Smereyns’kyj,was describedas a "frontal attackof the class enemyon
the developmentof theUkrainianliterary languageas undertaken[?] by the
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Communistparty according to the indications of Lenin and Stalin" 39.
The chargeagainst the "bourgeoisnationalists"referredspecifically to the
sevenfollowing points: 1 rejectionof neologismscoinedduring the revo
lutionary epoch; 2 rejection of international words; 3 rejection of
languagecomponentscommon to those in languagesof the other Soviet
republics, especiallyRussian; 4 attempts to inculcate language com
ponentshaving a class enemy character;5 attemptsto spreadfeudal and
bourgeois ideology through language; 6 attemptsto spread artificially
createdlanguagecomponents;and 7 distortion in the meaningof many
notions,especiallythosepolitical and economic.

The immediatepretextfor Kahanovy‘s third articlewas the publication,
in Kiev, of a collection of articlesentitled Na movoznavomufronti 1931.
The volume was the first publication of the Institute of Linguistics of the
Academy of Sciences. The institute was organized on 7 March 1930 to
replacethe Instituteof the UkrainianScientific Languageand otherlinguis
tic sectionsand commissionsof the Academy Visti VUAN 1930, 2, p. if..

The institute’s director,and the editorof the collection,was H. Tkaèenko,a
party man. The bulk of thebook was devotedto criticism of the Academy’s

previouswork in linguistics in light of the new political requirementsand
phraseology,asthe title of the collection indicates.

The "program" of Tkaenkodiffered but little from that of Kahanovy.

As Tkaenkowrote in Visti VUAN 1930, 4: "The proletariat, who took
power into their hands in the Ukraine, also brought with them their
language,theirphonetics,vocabulary,and phraseology.While widely mak
ing use of the attainmentsof their predecessors,the proletarians adapt
everythingto their needs,to the needsof the broad toiling masses,begin
ning with spelling and the meaningof individual words" p. 12. Hence
Tkaèenko’s promise that the Institute of Linguistics "will periodically

reporton its work in factories,to the massof workers"p. 16.
Tkaenko’sprogram,however,was consideredfaulty andhence,in the

phraseologyof the time, bourgeoisnationalistbecausehis criticism was
said to havebeen relatively mild and, particularly, becausehe failed to
expel all the old cadre of linguists from the Academy and to destroyall
their work. Insteadhe declaredthe necessity"to selectfrom the olderstaff

of the linguistic institutionsthosewho had betterqualificationsand who sin

cerely undertookto build Soviet-styleresearch"p. 17. Following hiscall,

the publishedfirst three volumes of the Academy dictionary were all
reviewedby V. Jakymiv, M. Kalynovy, and 0. Synjavs’kyj, and in part
vol. 2 by 0. Kurylo, who also reviewed research in dialectology.
Tkaèenko,while rejecting Smereèyns’kyj’s views, still considered the

latter’s book on syntax to be a useful collection of data. That approach,and
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the work of such collaborators,arousedKahanovy’s ire. He wanted, as

did the party, all work of the Academy linguiststo be discredited,and the

staff to be dismissedand liquidated,which would laterhappen.
Kahanovy‘s third article, unlike his first two, was not a daring solitary

call. It was part of a well-organizedfrontal offensive against "national
ism" and "sabotage" in linguistics. Discounting vitriolic attacks by

Postyev, the somewhat more professional campaign opened with A.

Xvylja’s article in Komunist,4 April 1933,"Za bi1’ovyc’ku pyl’nist’ na

fronti tvorennja ukrajins’koji radjans’koji kul’tury" reprinted in

Movoznavstvo 1, 1934. On 25 April 1933, a commission,headedby

Xvylja and chargedwith reexaminationof work "on the languagefront,"

was organizedat the Commissariatof Educationits two resolutions,one of

a generalcharacter,the otherspecifically on terminology,were publishedin

Movoznavstvo1, 1934, pp. 15-21. Two days later, on April 27, Pravda
publisheda far from professionalcorrespondencefrom Kiev by a certainB.
Levin concernedwith "how bourgeois nationalistsbossedorudovali"
that vehementlyattacked"the group of Petijuroviteintelligentsia.. Elena

Kurillo [!], ProfessorTimenko, Draj-Xmara, Selud’ko a.o.," accusing

them of "a zoological hatred to everything coming from the Russian

language,"and H. Tkaenko, "under whosewing the bourgeoisnational

ists gathered." That same year, 1933, Xvylja publishedanotherarticle,
"Na borot’bu z nacionalizmomna movnomu fronti" in Za markso
lenins’ku krytyku, 7, and the book Znyyty korinnja ukrajins’koho
nacionalizmuna movnomufronti Kharkiv. Beginningin 1934, the newly
organized semiannualorgan of the Institute of Linguistics,Movoznavstvo,
at first edited by P. Mustjaca, a Moldavian, and then from no. 5 by N.
Kahanovy, took over the campaignH. Tkaenko simply vanished. Its
first issuecontained,following an editorial note,reprintsof Xvylja’s article
and of two resolutionsof the Commissariatof Education,and an article by
S. Vasylevs’kyj entitled "Dobyty voroha" To deal a final blow to the
enemy, which in tone and characterstrongly resembledthe writings of
Xvylja.

The specific measures called for by Xvylja, his commission, and
Vasylevs’kyj were to purgethe cadreof linguistsand linguistic institutions;
to withdraw all the publicationsof the "bourgeoislinguists" in terminol
ogy, lexicography,and syntax; to revisespelling; and to preparenew gen
eral and terminological dictionaries. The principal accusationagainstthe
work alreadydone was expressedby Xvylja thus: "Ukrainian nationalists
carried out a large-scalesabotageon the linguistic front in attemptingto
tear away the developmentof the Ukrainian languagefrom the Russian
language" Znyscyiy..., 4. The main targetsof the attackwere the chief
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representativesof the ethnographictrend in Ukrainian linguistics: Kurylo,
Tymëenko,Smereyns’kyj, Kryms’kyj, and Selud’ko, as well as Sulyma,
all of whom were said to havebeen "assistantsof the bourgeoisiein its
struggle against the proletarianrevolution" and to have "fosteredfascist
interventionalistplans" Vasylevs’kyj 29, 36. Many others were men
tioned in passing cf. a long list, compiled by P. Horec’kyj and I.
Kyryèenko,of "saboteurs"in Movoznavstvo2, 41, which included such
representativesof the moderate trend as 0. Synjavs’kyj and L.
Bulaxovs’kyj. Ludicrousas thesechargeswere, they could notbe refuted,
becausethe accusedwere never allowed any public self-defenseand
becausethe works on which the incriminations were basedwere immedi

ately withdrawn. In the conditionsof a total blackout, the accusedwere
fired from their jobs, arrested,and more often than not liquidated. The
introductory editorial of Movoznavstvocalledupon linguists "to break for
ever with the bourgeois philological tradition and to walk out into the
kolxoz fields and factories." More to the point were reproofs for specific
recommendationsthat were labeledas localisms,regionalisms,archaicisms,
and infelicitous neologismsResolutionof the Commissariatof Education;

Movoznavstvo1, 18.

The initial general articles calling for a sweeping purge in linguistic

matterswere followed by ones on specific issues. P. Horec’kyj defended
the suffixes -nnja, -ttj a and -ka in substantivesdenoting processes,
-yk and -yk in substantivesdenotingacting persons,-vydnyjin adjectives
denotingsimilarity, -yr - in loan verbs; exceptfor the first two, theseforms
were borrowings from RussianMovoznavstvo 1, 37-57. H. Sabaldyr

rejected archaic syntactic constructions that had been recommendedby
Smereyns‘kyj ibid. 1, 53-67. D. Drinov solicitedthe useof somegeo

graphicalnamesin their Russianforms ibid., 5, 43-51. 0. Babenkosug

gesteda similarapproachin physical terminologyibid., 5, 53-57. Some

articleswere essentiallya critique of the languageof somepublishedwork,
intendedeither to discredit the author e.g., V. Babak on Ostap Vynja,
Movoznavstvo3-4, 49-60; translationsof Lenin’s works-Kahanovy,
ibid., 9-24 or, in the caseof "proletarian writers," to laud him e.g.,V.

Masal’s’kyj on I. Kyrylenko, ibid., 25-47. In the samevein, the Institute

of Linguistics published several pamphlets "unmasking" the linguistic

misdeedsof bourgeoisnationalisme.g., N. Solodkyj, Iz sposterefrn’ nad

syntaksojusuasnoji ukrajins’koji hazetnojimovy;and K. Nimynov, Proty
nacionalistyënohokidnyctva v syntaksiukrajins’koji literaturnoji movy,

both publishedin Kharkiv in 1934 and a small collectionof articleson the
languageof some"proletarian" writers Mykytenko,Kornijèuk, Holovko,

writers of children’s books, were criticized by Kahanovy,0. Finkel’, M.
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Tetijevs’kyj, 0. Matvijenko, in Za jakist’ xudozn’oji movy,Kharkiv, 1934.

There were also attackson historiansof the Ukrainian languageand on
etymologists,as well as salliesagainst"bourgeoisnationalism"in the Mol
davianlanguageand in the Turkic languages;a characterizationof them is
beyondthe scopeof this study.

The theoreticallevel of thesediscussionswas uninspiring: they offered

no contributionto generallinguistics. In fact, their only essentialpoint was

to bring Ukrainian closerto Russian-apolitical problem,not a scholarly

one. In fact, the very target of the critics, namely,the ethnographicschool
of the 1920s, was not strong in theory. That school’s tenorand approach
were romanticallyemotional and populisticallypatriotic, ratherthan based
on a consistentphilosophyor theory; its naturedid not provoke theoretical
discussion. The only attemptat sucha discussion,the article by 0. Finkel’
entitled "Termino1ohine kidnyctvo i joho teoretyne korinnja"
Movoznavstvo2, which was directed chiefly againstT. Sekundaand M.
Kalynovy, failed on the theoretical level. Referring to Humboldt’s and

Potebnja’stheoryof a word’s internalform 69, Finkel’ tried to provethat
terms without an obvious internal form have the advantageof being free
from unnecessaryassociations70, a debatablepoint but one neverprop
erly developed. Both etymologically lucid and etymologically opaque
terms haveadvantagesanddisadvantages.But, generally speaking,whena
word becomesa term, its etymologicalties are broken. For instance,when
in Slovene‘comet’ is renderedas repatica, derivedfrom rep ‘tail’, hardly
any astronomerwho uses this word thinks of a dog’s or cat’s tail. When a
Hungarian calls ‘ethnography’ néprajz, basedon nép ‘people’ and rajz

‘description’, so that the term literally means‘a people description,’ the
"concreteness"of the word hardly precludeshim from being as good an
ethnographeras, say, any American scholarworking in that field. Finkel’
made some comparisonswith Czech and Polish, but thesehe took from
Sekundaand usedhaphazardly.Terminologicalproblemsin the languages
of Lithuania, Latvia, Finland, Yugoslavia, India, and the Arab countries
were notevenmentioned. Time and againFinkel’ strayedfrom a scholarly
key into cheapjournalismborderingon political denunciation.

Even quantitatively,the linguistic attackwas limited. Probably all its
publicationscouldbe collected in a singlevolume. But somearticlescon
stantly reappearedin newspapersand journals publishedfor masscircula
tion, and they were continually quoted and referred to. This saturation
createda depressingand suffocatingenvironmentfor linguistic endeavors.

Nominally the journal Movoznavsivohad an orientationtowardMarrism.
But therewere no followers of Marr in the Ukraine not evenKahanovy
espousedMarrism; the single, feeble attempt at an original work was V.
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Babak’s report at a conferenceof young scholars, "Pro dejaki pytannja
istorynohorozvytku ukrajins’koji movy"; Visti AN Ukr.S.R.R.," 1936, 1,

185-195. The gap was filled with translationsof works by RussianMar
rists. In 1935 the Institute also publishedan anthology of Marr’s texts,
Narysy z osnov novoho vennjapro movu, compiled by M. Suhakand I.
Zborovs’kyj; this, too, containedno original contributions. The generally
low level of the publicationcan be shownfor issues1-5 by grouping the
contents into political denunciations,Marrists’ writings, and scholarly
materials; thesethreekinds of materialsare representedby 333, 74, and 37
pages,respectivelydiscountingthe chronicleand the terminologicallists.
Under Kahanovy,no scholarly bookswere publishedand Movoznavstvo

was the only outlet for scholarshipin linguistics,66 so it can be said truly
that linguistic study in the Ukraine was entirely suspended.

Undoubtedly,Xvylja regardedthe revision of spellingas hismost urgent
linguistic task. That task was accomplishedin a veryshort time. Unlike the
precedingcodeof spellingrules,the newone was not subjectto public dis
cussion, but only to several of Xvylja’s pronouncements.Nor was it
revealedwho carriedout the actualwork-most likely it was Kahanovy.
The new spellingwas introducedin newspapersand otherpublicationssud
denly, in May 1933, without any preliminaries. Unpreparedreaderswere
confronted with an accomplishedlinguistic coup. Teachersand students
realizedthat the languagerules they knew were now invalid, whereasthe
new ones were unknownto them. Soon,however,the rules were set forth
in preliminary form in a little-knownperiodical,Po1itexninaosvita1933,

6; seeHol’denberh and Koro1evy 180. A separatebooklet of the new
rules,entitled Ukrajins’ kyj pravopys,was publishedat the end of 1933.

According to Xvylja Za markso-lenins’kukrylyku 1933, 7, 18, 126
corrections,many of them substantial,were made to old rules, and the
chapteron foreign words was rewritten in its entirety. For native words

The several pamphletse.g., N. Solodkyj’s decrying nationalism in lingustics did not
differ in toneor in scholarlylevel from articlesin Movoznavstvo.One peculiarpublication was
thesmall collectionof articleseditedby N. Kahanovyë,Mova robitnyka Kharkiv, 1934,con
taining contributions by Kahanovy, L. Dohad’ko, V. Nevzorova, Z. Veselovs’ka,and I.
urba. The articles contained observationsaboutwhat was supposedto be the languageof
workersat the locomotive mill in Kharkiv. Inasmuchas they relate to strictly Ukrainian and
not generalSoviet languagedata, bne can presume that they were actually basedon the
languageof peasantsrecently driven en masseinto industry, a case with parallels to the
"mobilization" of shock-workersin literaturedescribedby V. Hxyko in Suëasnist’ 1980, 2,
pp.7O-95. Specific elementsof the languageof workersin theUkraineremainedunexplored,

just astheywere before thepublicationof Kahanovy’ s sixty-pagecollection; theydid not fit
the schemeof Soviet ideology, which consideredworkers to be politically andculturally the
leadingclass.
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having doublet forms,preferencewas given to the forms resemblingRus
sian:e.g., in the genitive singular of femininesubstantivesending in a con

sonant, the desinence-y was replaced by -i radosti, soli. Such forms

occur primarily in the Southeasterndialects, so that a certain shift in the
dialectal basis of the standardlanguageensued. In some cases,however,

spellingsthat existedin no majordialectswere introducede.g.,the genitive
singular imeni insteadof the older form imeny. In the distribution of the

adjectival suffixes -s’k- vs. -z’k- vs. -c’k-, the Russianforms were fol

lowed so closelythat it was impossibleto give any rule basedon the struc

ture of Ukrainian. The formulationthat speakersshouldbe led by language
habitswas reiterated,but nothingwas said about thesehabitsbeing Russian
ratherthanUkrainian.

In the choice of how to spell loan words, the relianceon Russianwas

nearly absolute. Useof the letter g was abolishedwholly, so that, say, in

UkrainianGoethewas spelledHete; the distribution of 1 vs. 1’ was copied,

with all its inconsistencies,from Russian,where the usagewas historically

motivated Is1andja vs. Finijandija. As notedin the precedingsection,
East-CentralUkrainiandid, as a rule, haveloan words in the form mediated

by Russian,so for the speakersof that-largest-partof the country, the
new literary usagewas a welcome innovationor, rather, returnto the old

practice. For WesternUkrainians, the new spellings were a flat repudia

tion of their speechhabits, which in the rendition of foreign words mostly

followed the Polish pattern. In the SovietUkraine,the timescalledfor fos

tering activehostility to all things Galician. The nameof the Academy of
Scienceswas changedfrom "All-Ukrainian" to "Ukrainian," and its Gali
cian memberswere dismissedseeabove,chap. 6. Virtually all Galicians
who lived in the Ukrainian SSRwere arrestedand liquidated. Xvylja went
so far as to accusethe "Galician language" ! of being imbued with
"numerousinfluencesof Polish bourgeoisculture" Za markso-lenins’ku
krylyku 1933,7, 21.

But thenew spellingswentfarther than wasjustified by the speechhabits
of any speakersof Ukrainian. Wordsthat hada form differing from the
Russianone beforethe spellingreform of 1928/1929were now relegatedto
the Russianusage, e.g., xemlja ‘chemistry’, Ijampa ‘lamp’ now became
ximija, lampa. While admitting the pronunciationof g in some native
words onomatopoeic and naturalized medieval borrowings Xvylja
dropped the letter g from the Ukrainian alphabet Znyéyty..., 69,

apparentlyat the instigationof Postyev. Overall, eitherthe completeiden
tity of Ukrainian and Russianforms or a one-to-onerelation betweenthe
two was introducedwholesale,the only majorexceptionbeing adherenceto
the traditional so-called "rule of nine letters" the rule required that the
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WestEuropean i be renderedas y after nine consonantsif before another
consonant,and as i in otherpositions;the rule was alreadypart of the origi
nal spellingof 1919-noteits § 10. All in all, no more thanperhapshalf a
dozen foreign words preserved their traditional Ukrainian form, e.g.,
adresa, pota, Evropa vs. Russianadres,po’ta, Jevropa.

In lexicography, the new Institute of Linguistics was chargedwith
preparing replacementsfor the Academy’s generalRussian-Ukrainiandic
tionary and for all the withdrawn terminological dictionaries publishedor
cancelledin preparation. The chronicle sectionof Movoznavstvotime and
againlisted new dictionaries-elevenin number-asbeing in preparation
2, 143; 3-4, 165. Supposedly,not only Russian-Ukrainian,but also
English-,French-,and German-Ukrainiandictionarieswere to be published.
None of these appeared. In terminology, publishedduring Kahanovy‘s
time were only the so-called "terminological bulletins," i.e., lists of
Ukrainianequivalentsfor themost commontermsand abridgeddictionaries

for school use. Five terminological bulletins-botanical,mathematical,
physical,technological,and medical-werepublishedin 1934-1935,rang
ing in length from 24 to 82 pageseach of which aboutone-fifth was taken
up by a theoreticalintroductiondirectedagainst"bourgeoisnationalists".
Publishedduring the sametimespanwere ten schooldictionaries,rangingin
length from 35 to 212 pages,for the fields of biology, botany,geography,
mathematicstwo, chemistry,anatomy,naturalhistory, zoology. The only
terminological dictionary on a somewhat higher level was Slovnyk

medynojiterminolohiji, 1936 220pp..
During Xvylja’s time the dearthin the publicationof new dictionaries-

always an unmistakablesign of a language’ssuppression-wasreinforced
by the lack of new monographsin linguistics and of Ukrainian language
manualsfor adults. Exept for Poradnykz ukrajins’kohopravopysuta punk

tuaciji, by 0. Bondarenkoand J. Kudryc’kyj, nothing was publishedin
thoseyears.

The promisednew generaldictionarypreparedby the Academy did not

appear. The only completedwork by the Institute of Linguistics in this
domain was a Russian-Ukrainiandictionary compiled by S. Vasylevs’kyj
and Je. Rudnyc’kyj, editedby Vasylevs’kyj and P. MustjacaKiev, 1937.
That work falls far short of all the requirementsappliedto academicdic
tionaries. It is relatively limited in size 890 small pages;in specific entries
the semanticbreakdownis underdeveloped,phraseologyunderrepresented,
and the choice of vocabulary is arbitrary, with no referenceto sources.

Clearly, thecompilers soughtprimarily to excludeall "classhostile" words

and to include all "revolutionary" words, as well as, of course, to avoid
"Ukrainian bourgeois nationalism": whereverpossible they selectedor
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introducedwords close to Russiananddeletedsynonymsthat might lead
the user to stray from this orthodox path. Their task was all the easier
becausethe compilersdid not delve into the realm of synonyms,lest the
usergain the impressionthat Ukrainian was richer in words and semantic
nuancesthan Russian. Examplesof words takendirectly from the Russian,

with the necessaryphoneticsubstitutions,canbe quotedby the score,e.g.,

hruzovyk ‘truck’, uzak ‘alien’, pryhorod ‘suburb’, rysystyf ‘trotting’. No

less numerous were the semanticadaptationsof Ukrainian words to the
Russianones,following the rule of one-to-onerelation, e.g.,Russiandvor
‘yard’ was renderedas Ukrainian dvir, without noting any synonymscf.
Ukrainianpodvirja, obijstja; since two Russianwords,rybak and rybolov,

correspondto the Ukrainian word rybalka ‘fisherman’, the latter was

assignedto Russianrybak while for Russianrybolov the same word was

introducedas a Ukrainianform.

In summary,the Russian-Ukrainiandictionarypublishedin 1937 almost

ideally reflectedthe ideologicalrequirementsmadeof it. Yet it appearedat
the wrong time. The dictionary’s publication coincided with the fall of
Postyev and the subsequentnew wave of terror, which engulfed
Zatons’kyj,Xvylja, and P. Ljubenko,as well as their followers and hench
men. Kahanovy,too, was slated for annihilation, as were many of the
"proletarian" writers he had praised, such as I. Mykytenko and I.

Kyrylenko. But more scapegoatswere needed. The dictionary provided
them. Two conespondentsof Pravda,T. Li1’enko andD. Vadimov,were
dispatchedto Kiev with the specialassignmentto find Ukrainiannational
ism within and aroundthe CPU. The campaignXvylja had promoted in
1933 was repeatedin 1937,only this time Xvylja was the target. Between
reports on how Ukrainian nationalism was allegedly blossoming in the
museumsof Kiev Pravda, 25 September1937 and in the Kiev Opera
Pravda,4 January1938,one articlemadea particularly frenziedattackon
the Instituteof Linguistics.

The issueof Pravda dated 4 October 1937 publishedthe article, entitled
"Kak ‘oiali’ ukrainskij jazyk" How the Ukrainian language was
‘rectified’. It was signedN. N. Koevoj,probablya pseudonymLi1’enko
and Vadimov may havebeenthe authors. Since the scholarlyproduction
of the institute was nearly nil, andsince Koevoj, or whoeverthe authors
were,clearly understoodlittle about linguistics,the target of the attackwas
the newly publishedRussian-Ukrainiandictionary. To quote from the
report: "Ukrainian nationalistsexertedevery effort to tear Ukrainian cul
ture away from the fraternal Russianculture and to direct the Ukrainian
peopletoward the capitalistWest, towardfascistGermany"; "The enemy
of the peopleXvylja directed all his’ endeavorsto fighting so-called ‘Rus
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sianisms,’which quite legitimateand necessaryUkrainianwords were often
understoodto be.... This line of Xvylja’s becameofficial becauseit was
supportedby the enemiesof the peopleLjubenko, Popov, and Killerog.
For four years the Ukrainian languagewas ‘rectified’ in that way." The
author[s} obviously knew very little about the campaignof 1933 and the
"nationalism"of the twenties so that he presentedit as beginningin 1933
with Xvylja!

Specific factsin the Pravda report were few. The dictionary rendered
Russian upravijat’, verxovnyj, batrak, torga b1agoduinyj, zlonravnyj,
gonka,starejina, lom, glyba, sjurtuk, lugovoj, and s1uebnyeeasyby the
Ukrainiankeruvaty,najvy’yj, najmyt, kramar, bezzurnyjand bezturbotnyj,

neputjayj, honytva, najstariyj, bruxt, bryla, surdut, 1unyj, andurjadovi
hodyny, respectively. The authorof the report maintainedthat the Russian
words shouldbe used in the Ukrainian dictionaryentries. Theothercharge
was that the dictionary following the officially adoptedspelling admitted
the declensionof the words bjuro and depoand,in part instrumentalsingu
lar, radio-usagethat was condemnedas the "grossestvulgarization"in
Russianthese words are indeclinable. It was for giving such usagesthat
Xvylja and the compilersof the dictionarywere saidto havepavedthe way
for Germanmilitary intervention.

The accusationwas so ludicrous that membersof the Institute of
Linguistics, headedby MustjacaapparentlyKahanovy hadalreadybeen
removed,politely repudiatedthem, a daring and rare act in those days.
They admitted only that verxovnyj ‘supreme’ should havebeen used in
Ukrainian, too. The root of the problem was that until 1936-1937verxov
fly] was usedin Russianto denotethe supremecourt, which in Ukrainian
was generally renderedby najvyéyj sud. The Constitutionof 1936-1937
introducedthe new governmentalbody called, in Russian,verxovnyjsovet,
which in Ukrainianwas to be renderedverxovnarada. In justifying their
choice, Mustjacaand his colleaguesstatedthat the dictionarywas already
printed when the term appeared,and they promisedto rectify the situation
in the next edition. Disagreementwith anythingPravda printed was un
precedented. In the issue of 29 December 1937, D. Vadimov yes, no
longer Koevoj! respondedwith the report "Russko-ukrainskijslovar’ i
ego sostaviteli" The Russian-Ukrainiandictionary and its compilers.
Paraphrasingthe statementof Koevoj his alter ego?,Vadimov wrote,
"Following the instructionsof the fascistagentsLjubëenkoand Xvylja, the
bourgeois nationalists expelled vytravlivali from the dictionary every
word evenslightly similar to Russianand internationalterms while filling
the dictionary with hostilehumbug." He labeledthe compilers of the dic
tionary a "gangof spiesthat haveensconcedthemselvesin the Instituteof
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Linguistics." His statement"The majority of the compilersof the diction
ary havebeenunmaskedas bourgeoisnationalists,as traitors of the father
land with long-running experience" would indicate that its authors and
editorhadby that timebeenjailed. The dictionarywas withdrawnfrom cir

culation.
At about this sametime, Komunistlaunchedan attackagainstXvylja’s

Ukrajins’kyj pravopys. Finding an anti-Russianbias in that work was even
harderthan determiningone in the dictionary. The only factual reproaches
containedin the spelling manualwere againstEvropa the word would be
Jevropain Russianpronunciationandagainstcompoundwords of the type
dvopoverxovyjand trystupnevyj,which following the Russianpatternwould
begin with dvox- and tr’ox - Russiandvux-, trëx-. The remainderof the

article reiteratedthe familiar formulas aboutespionage,fascism, interven

tionism, etc.
The Instituteof Linguistics hadbeenrouted, nearly all its workers had

beenarrestedand eithersent to forcedlabor campsor shot, and thepublica
tion of Movoznavstvowas suspended.The situation in linguistics resem
bled that in the political leadershipof theUkraine.

A few remarks about the staff of the linguistic institutions of the

Academy are in order. After the majorpurgeof 1929, whenthe trials con
nectedwith SVU were initiated, a few collaboratorsof the Instituteof the

UkrainianScientific Languageescapedcensureand becamemembersof the
Instituteof Linguistics that replacedthe defunct institution. Noneof these
individuals survived the purge of 1933. The new staff of the Institute of
Linguistics was swept away in 1937-1938,with only two exceptions-I.
Hubarevs’kyj and I. Kyryenko. Onepersonwhosenameappearedin all
threeperiodswas P. Horec’kyj, but even this exception is deceptive: in
1932 or thereaboutshe was arrestedandfor severalyears notallowedto do
scholarly work. A list of the collaboratorsof the institute is given by
Polons’ka2, 169ff.; unfortunatelyit is not fully accurate. Any continuity
in Ukrainianlinguistic studywas lost.

No linguistsremainedto reviseXvylja’s spelling. Yet the languagehad
to be "purified" from Xvylja’s and Kahanovy’s "nationalistic" distor
tions. The initiative was taken by the style editors of party publications.
Thereare now no written documentsconfirming this activity, but I, for one,
saw lists of prohibitedwords that the style editors of Komunistsent to all
periodicals. The lists containedtwo columns. The first was titled "Words
not to be used,"andthe secondborethe heading"Words to be used." The
words in the secondcolumn were closer to Russianthan those in the first.
Although the lists were never published, they were taken as binding.
Anothersourceof informationaboutthe languagenorms was official publi
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cations,especiallythe translationof the book Kratkij kurs istorii VKPb,
whose Russianoriginal was approved and partly written by Stalin and
whoseUkrainian text mirrored the original as closely as the anonymous
translatorsdeemedpossible. Only in exceptionalcaseswere instructions
rectifying the languageprinted: for instance,Hol’denberhand Korolevy

246 registera Movnyj bjuleten’ 1; Kiev, 1936 basedon the Ukrainian

translationof Lenin’s work not available to me. In most instancessuch
instructionswerehectographed.

The havocin norms for the Ukrainianlanguageheavily affectedschools.
Teacherswere confusedand frightened,and studentswere bewildered.Not

to follow the new trend was criminal, but to follow it was impossible,

becauseof the lack of information. Instability seemedto be an inherent

featureof the Ukrainianlanguage,in contrastto Russian,which sufferedno
upheaval of any kind. The already damagedprestige of Ukrainian sank

further.
With the rise of Xruov and the cessationof mass terror, the situation

beganto normalize. As if symbolically, the Institute of Linguistics got a

new director, M. Kalynovyè. His fields were Sanskritand the Romance

languages,but at leasthe was a scholar,not a careerparty man-afterall,

ruov wanted to establish order, not to foster Ukrainian culture and
language. Somereal changestook place only later, with the occupationin

Septemberof 1939 of Galicia and WesternVoihynia and their legal incor
porationinto the UkrainianSSRexceptfor the Berestja[Brest] area,which

went to Belorussia;in Juneof 1940 theoccupationspreadto Bukovina.

Consciousof the perilouseffects of the tsaristadministration’spolicy of

Russificationduring World War I, the governmentof the USSRsoughtto

play on the patriotic, i.e., Ukrainian andanti-Polish,feelings of the West

Ukrainianpopulation. Of the sevenmajor newspapersthat beganpublica

tion replacementsfor the "bourgeois"newspapersthat were shutdown on

the day of the occupation,six were in Ukrainian and only one in Polish.

A Russian newspaperalso began publication, but it was designed
specifically for the military. The university and all institutions of profes
sionaleducationbecameUkrainian. UkrainianreplacedPolish on all sign

boards;it becamethe languageof the legal systemand generaladministra

tion Prokop46ff.. To be sure, the arrest and ‘deportationof Ukrainian

civic leadersbegana few daysafter the occupationProkop45, underthe

directionof political police NKVD, whosecadreswere Russian;but dur

ing the first monthsof the occupationthe heaviestblows fell on the Poles.67

67 By the beginning of 1941, however, terror had clearly begun to be directed against
Ukrainians. The incompatibility of what was labeled "bourgeoisnationalism"with the new
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All thesemeasuressignified a necessityfor somesemblanceof protecting,
and even fostering, Ukrainian languageand culture also in the "older"

Soviet Ukraine. The steps taken in that direction had a symbolic and
superficial character, for no cessationof Russification was intended.
Nonetheless,therewas somereaction to the newsituation.

Someideaof the characterandscopeof the "newwave" in nationaland
languagepolicy in the Ukraine canbe obtainedfrom an enumerationof the

new measures.The Galiciansexpelledfrom the Academy in 1934 were

restoredto their academicstatus. To demonstrateregardfor the oldergen
erationof Ukrainian scholarsand writers, academicianA. Kryms’kyj, who
for yearshadbeenin disfavorand in dangerof annihilation,was celebrated
and bestowedan orderon theoccasionof his seventiethbirthday,in January
1941, althoughhe was not entrustedwith any editorial work later, at the
beginningof the world war, he was apparentlymurdered.At the Institute

of Linguistics,Movoznavstvowas revivedundera new title, Naukovizapy

sky; volume 1 appearedin 1941. L. Bulaxovs’kyj was given the task of
preparinga survey of Modem StandardUkrainian which was published,in
two volumes, after the war. A new standardizationof spelling was ini
tiated: M. Hruns’kyj, a scholarof the older generation,was commissioned
to undertakethe task,andin 1939 his Ukrajins’kyj pravopysfourth edition
appearedin print. In what was perhapsthe mostsymptomaticgesture,the
nationalnot only social liberation of the WesternUkraine was touted. For
the first time, the phrase "the greatUkrainian people" appearedin pro
paganda.For example,Pravdagave the following accountof Xruov’s
report at the Fifteenth Congress of the CPU, in May 1940: "Comrade
Xruov endedhis speechwith a toastin honorof thegreat Ukrainianpeo
ple reunitedunderthe leadershipof comradeStalin in one SovietUkrainian
state" [Pravda, 17 May 19401;he is quotedas having said the phrase "the
reunificationof the great Ukrainianpeoplein one Soviet Ukrainian state"
Pravda, 18 May 1940; emphasismine. Until that time, the epithetwas
reservedfor the Russianpeoplealone,as in Xmov’s speechat the Four
teenthCongressof the CPU two years previously: "The Ukrainian peo
ple... is bound with blood ties to the greatRussianpeople" Pravda, 16
June1938.

regimehadbecomeclear. This becameespeciallyevidentin thecaseof 59 Ukrainiannational
istsbrought to trial in Lviv in Januaryof 1941 Prokop78. Evensooner,with thearrival of
MetropolitanNikolaj Jaruevi earlyin 1940, theactive Russificationof theOrthodoxchurch
in Voihynia beganProkop58.

In Bukovina, occupieda yearlater, on 28 June1940, the political swaytowards Ukrainian
waslessostentatious;it is saidthat the languageof administrationwasto agreatextentRussian
Prokop83.
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The measureswere decorativein character;they introducedno substan
tial changes in the status of the Ukrainian language. The rules of the
"SovietUkrainian" languageset forth in 1939 were imposedon Galician
writers and schoolstudentswithoutany concessionsWexier 153; the new
edition of Ukrajins’kyj pravopys published in that year only eliminated
some inconsistenciesand incongruities. Governmentfunctionaries and
other delegatessent to Galicia, Voihynia, and Bukovina used Ukrainian

when speakingwith or for the "natives." This had a favorableeffect on
the statusof the Ukrainianlanguage. By that timeany remainingUkrainian
linguistswere so frightenedthat they darednot raisetheir voices. By con
trast, somewriters did ventureto do so, althoughthey, too, hadbeensub
jectedto persecution.

As hasalreadybeennotedchap.6, during the yearsof Ukrainianization
many writers were unhappy with the severeregularizationof the standard
languagemotivated by populist interests,and with the linguists of the eth
nographicschool who imposedrules on literature without regardfor its
unique requirements.By 1937-1938,the languagesituation had changed
radically, but the seeds of mutual discontent were again in evidence.
Ukrainianwas againseverelyand arbitrarily regularized,this time in favor
of similarities with Russian. A numberof words, phrases,and syntactic

constructionswere outlawed.
Writerscould and did protestby usingprohibited languagecomponents.

Onewriter who did so was Mykola Baan. To give one example,the word

bryla ‘block, boulder’, as already noted, was proscribedby no less an
authority in questionsof Ukrainian linguistics than Pravda,yet Baanused
it in his-otherwiseofficially approved-translationof SotaRustaveli’sThe

Knight in Tiger’sSkin. In additionto such"silent" resistance,therewas at
leastone instanceof "loud" resistance,evenprior to the occupationof

Galiciaand Volhynia. In 1939Literaturnahazetano. 34,July 4 published
an article by Jurij Janovs’kyjentitled "Narodnamova." Janovs’kyjovertly
objectedto what he calledthe impoverishmentof the languageby styleedi

tors who barred so many words and phrasesin popular use. Reversing

roles,Janovs’kyjmadethese"purificators" of the Ukrainianlanguagefrom

so-callednationalistic words into "nationalists" themselves: "It was in

their Ukrainian nationalist interest to call native words nationalistic, to

expel the national spirit narodnyj dux from the literature, so that the

writer would becomeunableto servehis nation." He continued:"Follow
ing the exampleof style editors of newspapersand publishing houses,we
constructsomethinglike languagehencoopsand hold themup as something

worthwhile." Janovs‘kyj went on to indulge in unabashednational roman

ticism: "The history of a languageis the history of a nation. A nation’s
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languageis her soul, her pride, her past,presentand future. . . . Let us love

our people’slanguage. If thereis no language,thereis no writer. Let us be
frank: we are negligent in our attitude to the language. Our languageis
poor, lean, colorless, awkward, half-baked. . . We do not study the

languageof our classicalwriters. Wedo not know the languageof our peo

ple, neatand tidy." He concluded:"Let us learnfrom our people. Let us

learnfrom Stalin [sic!]."
Every charge was here, expressedin Aesopian language. The "im

poverishment" of the languagemeant its Russification, "style editors"
referred to language standardizers, "language of the people" was
Ukrainian free from the prescriptionsof Soviet planners. Those who

devoted themselvesto that language,the linguists who perished in the

purgesof the 1920sand 1930s, Janovs’kyj did not evenmention. But the

Soviet reader,accustomedto all publishedmaterialsbeing replete with an

official set of clichés,was sensitiveto the smallestnuances.No doubt, the
articlewas understoodby many in the meaningJanovs’kyjhad intended.

Literaturna hazeta tried to organizea discussionof the article. It pub

lished in no. 36, 16 July 1939 four responsesto Janovs‘kyj ‘s initiative-

by a writer M. Ryl’s’kyj, "Davno naznle pytannja", by a teacherM.

O1eko, by a journalist H. Sabata, and by a studentP. Perepelycja.

Ryl’s’kyj wrote: "The systemof issuing decrees,of prohibitionsand re

strictions, the systemof administrativeinterference,cannotbe beneficial to
the developmentof languageculture." He acceptedwhat Ukrainian hadin
common with Russian,but he also defended"Polonisms," within and
without quotationmarks. He wantedthe dictionary being preparedat the
Instituteof Linguistics to besubmittedto a public discussion.

No furtherdiscussionensued,and Janovs’kyj‘s articlehasnotbeenmen
tioned since. Yet neither Janovs’kyj nor the editor of Literaturna hazeta
was punished-anovelty for the time. After so many years of relentless,
cruel mass terror, an intellectual had spoken out about the Ukrainian
languagesituationwithoutpaying dearlyfor the act.

An effect of the occupationof Galicia, Voihynia, and Bukovina was the
exposureof the SovietUkrainianpopulation, albeit limited permissionsto
visit the occupiedregions were issued only by the secret police, to an
entirely differentstatusof the Ukrainian language. In the WesternUkraine,
speakingUkrainian was an act of pride and defiance. During the ensuing
years, a number of the Soviet even communist intelligentsia became
"contaminated"with the samekind of nationalismas well as otherkinds,
including political. Among them were K. Hupalo, playwright, H.
Stecenko,prosewriter, and J. Pozyanjuk,correspondentof Komsomolec’
Ukrajiny. These individuals broke with the Soviet systemand ideology;
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sometook partin the struggleagainst it during the war years,in reactionto
the Soviet languageand nationalitiespolicy. Suchchangeoverswere hardly
a massphenomenon,but they werenot insignificant.

Twelveyearsearlier, in November1927, L. Kaganoviëhad listed seven
items in definingRussiannationalismin relation to the Ukraine. Theseare

quotedbelow in full:

1 Lesseningof the significanceof the Ukraine as a part of the USSR;
attemptsto treat the USSRas in fact a liquidation of thenationalrepublics

2 Preachingof a neutral attitudeby the party towardthe development
of Ukrainianculture; treatmentof the latter as a backward,"peasant"[cul
ture] in oppositionto the "proletarian"Russianone

3 Attempting to preserveat any price the predominanceof the Russian
languagein the internalofficial, social,and culturallife of the Ukraine

4 [Maintaining a] formal attitudetowardUkrainianization,often recog
nizedonly by word of mouth

5 [Constantly] regenerating great-power chauvinistic views that
Ukrainianization is artificial, that it leans on a "Galician" language
incomprehensibleto the people,etc.;fostering theseviews in the party

6 Tending not to carry out the policy of Ukrainianizationin cities and
amongthe proletariat,but limiting it to the countrysidealone

7 Tendentiously exaggeratingspecific distortions in carrying out
Ukrainianization,and attemptingto presenttheseas an entiresystemof the

violation of rights of national minorities Russians,Jews Budivnyctvo
153.

The definition reads as a characterizationof the Postyev-Xruovera
avantIa lettre, althoughits composer,Kaganovi,hasneverbeenlabeleda
nationalistor a deviatorof any sort from Stalin’s "general line." In fact,
the years between 1933 and 1941 was a periodof systematicand frontal
attackagainst the Ukrainian culture and language,as well as against the
Ukrainian intelligentsia. The periodcompareswith the monthsof the first
Sovietoccupationof the Ukraine in 1918, only on a much larger scale. Its
effects were devastating.It broughtabout the Russificationof many speak
ers of Ukrainian; it precludedthe plannedgrowth in the useof Ukrainianin
cities and industrial centers;and it causedmany speakersof Ukrainian to

developfeelingsof servility and fear.
After several years of disrepute, Russianchauvinism had triumphed.

Within the Soviet Union, overtly chauvinistic anti-Ukrainian utterances
were not allowed in public. Abroad, however, such censorshipdid not
exist, and someRussianémigrésapprovedof the underminingof Ukrainian.
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Yet if the goal of the new de-Ukrainianizationpolicy was to deala mor
tal blow to the Ukrainian languageandculture, it failed-at leastfor the

time being. Thatfailure was evidentin the reactionof at leastsomespeak

ersof Ukrainianto theoccupationof the WesternUkraine. During the war

years it would be recognizedby the governmentitself, as it reverted to
patriotic,nearly nationalisticslogans. In otherwords,the conflict between
Ukrainian and Russian,as the two languagesin the Ukraine, was not set
tled. It continuedinto the postwaryears,without resolution. What Soviet

policy did achievewas to draw the conflict back to the situation before
Ukrainianization was undertaken: the peasantryand the humanistintelli

gentsiawere aligned againstthe workers and technologicalintelligentsia,

althoughthe makeupof all thesegroupschangedradically, usuallyin a way
that did not favor Ukrainian.

The novelty of the 1933-1941period was that along with overt efforts
to Russifyspeakersof Ukrainiancame interferenceinto the very substance
and structureof the Ukrainian language, interferencewhich opened it
defenselesslyto Russianinfluencesand which shifted the dialectal basisof

the standardlanguageeastwards. The actualpenetrationof Russianele
mentsinto written Ukrainian during that time is hardto measurequantita
tively, but it seemsnot to havebeenvery heavy; Soviet linguistic policy

legitimized Russianismswhich were alreadycommon in Ukrainian, rather
than introducednew ones discounting, of course, common Sovietisms
which spreadvia Russianto all the languagesof the SovietUnion. The
essentialcharacterof the Ukrainian languageunderwentno majorchanges,
as canbe confirmedby comparingliterary or journalistic textsof, say, 1925
with thoseof 1935 or 1940. The major attainmentsof the short yearsof the
Ukraine’s independenceor semi-independencewere retained. A much
greaterchange was evident in a comparisonof newspaperspublished in
1905-1917,on the one hand,andthoseof 1925,on the other. Thesecon
clusionsare impressionisticandshouldbeverified quantitatively. Nor can
one observe any drastic reductionof Galician componentsin the general
not technical languageof 1933-1941.

There was, however,one potentially important innovation: the opening
of Ukrainian to Church-Slavonicismsintroduced, naturally, via Russian.
Church-Slavonicismswere usedin the nineteenthcenturyby Sevenkoand
P. Ku1i, but the subsequentpredominanceof populistic trendseliminated
mostof them from Ukrainian. The developmentresulted in the "mono
linguality" of the Ukrainian standardlanguageas opposedto the "bi
linguality" of the Russianlanguage,in which ChurchSlavoniccomponents
were importantandoftenhad a specific stylistic roleShevelov 1966, 166ff;
1977,261f.. During the Sovietperiodthe bilingualUkrainianintelligentsia
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introduced Russian Church Slavonic, on the Russian pattern, into
Ukrainian; the Ukrainians were temptedby the easy stylistic effect they
produced. The main channelswere newspapers;important, too, was the
work of someoutstandingUkrainianpoets e.g.,the words euzvdyj,obezhla
vyv, smrad in Tyyna, 1936-1937;syvohlavyj,vrayj in Ryl’s’kyj 1940;
zveruje, otec’, svjaennyj, istynnyf in Baan 1937-1938. In poetry,
Church-Slavonicismsbecamean ingredientof odes, a genre encouraged
and imposedunderStalin. The opening of the gatesto RussianChurch
Slavonicismsthreatenedto changethe stylistic structureof Ukrainian. The
culminationof this developmentwould comein thepostwaryears.

VIII. THE INTERWAR PERIOD 1920-1939
IN THE WESTERN UKRAINE

After World War I, the WestUkrainianlandswere divided among adjacent
states. In July 1918, Romania occupied Bukovina; by May 1919, the
regionsof Pidljaia, Xolm Cheim, UkrainianPolissia,and WesternVolhy
nia were occupiedby Poland; in Julyof the sameyearthe Polish occupation
of Galicia was completed;after the temporarydivision of Transcarpathia
among Czech, Hungarian, and Romanianmilitary forces, in September
1919, the regionbecamepart of Czecho-Slovakia.It is accordingto these
divisions that the languagequestionis discussedhere.

1. Ukrainian LandsunderPoland

A principle of Polish policy in the Ukrainian lands was to forestall unity
among the Ukrainians. Thereforethe policy in Galicia was different from
that in thoselandspreviouslybelongingto Russia.The separationof Galicia
from other Ukrainian lands was especially strict. Galician publications
were forbiddenoutsideGalicia, UkrainianGalicianorganizationsoutlawed,
and any kind of collaborationwas consideredillegal EU 1, 555. The re
striction of Ukrainian activities was strongerin the other formerly Russian
lands than in Volhynia. Among the former Russianlands, there were
differences in policy toward Voihynia, toward Ukrainian Polissia, and
towardXolm and Pidljaia. In Pidljaia, during the 1930s,Polandinstituted
the completeprohibition of a Ukrainianpress,publications,and public use
of the language,dissolution of the society Ridna xata with its reading
rooms, and the subordinationof the Ukrainian cooperativemovementto
Polish surveillance. Therewere attemptsto revivify local ethnicgroupdis
tinctions evenwithin Galicia. Particularly persistentwas the case of the
Lemkians Lemkos, who were often considereda separatepeoplehaving
nothing to do with Ukrainians. Non-Lemko teacherswere eventually
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removedfrom local Lemko schoolsand, in 1938, the teachingof Lemkian
insteadof StandardUkrainian was even introducedin elementaryschools.
Some attemptswere madeto keep the Huculs and the Bojkians Bojkos
apart from the Ukrainian identity, but thesewere more sporadicEU 1,
562.

The legal statusof the Ukrainian languagein Poland was determined
partly by internationaltreatiesandpartiy by the Polishconstitutionand Pol
ish laws. The earliestinternationaltreatiesrelevant to the issue were that
concludedat Versaillesbetweenthe Allied Nationsand Poland,on 28 June
1919, and that concludedat Riga betweenSoviet Russiawith the Soviet
Ukraine and Poland,on 18 March 1921. The Versaillestreaty stipulated,
amongother things 7: "No restriction shall be imposedon the free use
by any Polish nationalof any languagein privateintercourse,in commerce,
in religion, in the press,or in publicationsof any kind, or at public meet
ings. Notwithstandingany establishmentby the Polish Governmentof an
official language,adequatefacilities shall be given to Polish nationals of
non-Polishspeechfor the use of their languageeither orally or in writing,
beforethe courts." The subsequentsectionsread: 8 "Polish nationals
who belong to racial, religious, or linguistic minorities shallenjoy the same
treatmentand securityin law and in fact as otherPolish nationals. In partic
ular they shall havean equalright to establish,manage,and control at their
own expensecharitable,religious,and social institutions,schools,andother
educationalestablishments,with the right to use their own languageand to
exercisetheir religion freely therein"; 9 "Polandwill provide, in the
public educationalsystemof towns and districts in which a considerable
proportionof Polishnationalsof other thanPolish speechare residents,ade
quatefacilities for insuringthat in the primary schools instructionshall be
given to the children of such Polish nationals through the medium of their
own language"Parry417f..

The Riga treatyreassuredUkrainiansin Poland"in conformity with the
principle of the equality of peoples. free developmentof culture and
languageas well as the exerciseof their religion" 7, 1; Riga, p. 10. At
that time, the future of EasternGalicia was in limbo. That decision was
issuedtwo years later, on 15 March 1923, by the Conferenceof Ambassa
dors of the Allied Nations. It recognizedthe Ukrainian partof Galicia as a
part of Poland, and reservedfor it certain singularitiesin law Makowski
241, Dombevs’kyj 192.

In accordancewith the obligationsPoland had accepted-butwithout
providing for the autonomyof the Ukrainianregion-thefirst Polish consti
tution, of 17 March 1921, stated the following in two articles: 109
"Every citizen has the right to preservehis nationality and to foster his
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languageand national peculiarities. Special statutesshall secure to the
minorities in the Polish state full and free developmentof their national
peculiaritiesby means of autonomousunions of [those] minorities es
tablishedby public law, in the frameworkof generalself-governingunions.
The State shallhaveright of control in relationto their activity as well as of
replenishmentof their financial means in caseof need"; 110 "Polish
citizensthat belongto minoritiesof nationality, faith, or language,havethe
right, equalwith othercitizens,to found, oversee,and manage,at their own
expense,charitable,religious, and public schools and other educational
institutions,as well as [the right to] use their languagein them and to prac
tice theprescriptionsof their religion in them" Handeisman128.

The Constitutionof 23 April 1935 reiteratedthesetwo articles word for
word. Moreover,it added: 7, 2 "Origin, religious confession,sex,and
nationalityshallnot be reasonsfor the limitation of his [the Polishcitizen’si
rights"; however,these rights were limited: 10 "No activity may be
contrary to the goalsof the Stateas expressedin law. In caseof opposition,
the Staterecurs to meansof constraint"Constitution1935,58f., 34f..

Neither constitution designatedPolish as the state official language.
This notionwas, however,firmly establishedby particularlaws. According
to the resolutionsof the Sejm of 16 February 1923,and of the Senateof 23
March 1923, the languageof thesetwo institutions was exclusively Polish
Dombevs’kyj 199. On 31 July 1924, a law specifically on the state
official languagewas adopted: 1 "The official languageof the Polish
Republic is Polish. All state and self-governingauthoritiesas well as the

officers of administrationconducttheir businessin internaland externalser
vice in the official language,with the exceptionsreferredto in the following
articles" Dombevs’kyj 199, Papierzyriska220ff.. In 1927, the Ministry
of Military Affairs issueda decreethat began: "All military authoritieson
the entireterritory of the Polish Republicconducttheir affairs in both inter
nal and external service only and without any exceptionin the state, i.e.,
Polish language"Dombevs’kyj 213.

Exceptionsto the exclusiveuseof the Polish languagewere permittedin
the five województwaof Lviv, Stanyslaviv,Ternopil’, Voihynia, and Polis
sia. In March 1920, EasternGalicia was renamed"Eastern Little Poland

Ma/opoiskaWschodnia." By an order of 3 December1920, all of Gali
cia was divided into four województwa,with that of Cracowaddedto those
of Lviv, Stanyslaviv and Ternopil’. The bulk of the Lemko region was
includedinto the Cracow województwo and thereforewas excludedfrom
any guaranteeof language rights. Laws concerning the predominantly
Ukrainian województwawere numerousand overlapping,but their essen
tials canbe summarizedas follows. In the courts of the five województwa
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in question,judges should acceptstatementsin Ukrainian and respondin

that language,but all the internaldocumentationshouldproceedin Polish.

A courtdecisioncanbewritten, if the partiessodemand,in bothPolish and
Ukrainian. Thepolice was obliged to recordtestimonyin Polish alone. All
appealsmade to highercourts outsidethe five regionshad to be in Polish.
Promissorynotes could be written in Ukrainian in the five województwa
with Ukrainian population, but then they could be contestedtherealone.

Within the regionsmail could be addressedin Ukrainian,but telegramsand

packageshad to be addressedin Polish Dombevs’kyj 204f..

Schoollegislation was no less entangled. The semi-official publication

of the Ministry of Educationissued in English1928 stated: "The mother

tongue in the public and private minority schoolsis not only used as [the]

languageof instruction, but it is consideredequalto the Polish languagein
internal administration, in conferences of the teachers’ council, in
correspondencebetweenthe schooland parents,and in schoolcertificates"
Education 128. Thisregulationvirtually confinedUkrainian to use within

school walls. To open an elementaryUkrainian state school-provided

Ukrainians were not less than 20 percentfrom 1932, 25 percentof the

community-it was requiredthat parentsof not less than 40 children apply
to the schoolauthoritiestheir signaturesshould all be notarized;to have
Ukrainiantaught as a subjectin a Polish school,the signaturesof 18 parents
sufficed Education 123f., Dombevs’kyj 236. The law also permitted

Ukrainianprivateschoolsto existon various levels. Openingsucha school

was regulatedby a law of 11 March 1932. In eachcasepermissionwas to
be grantedby the Polish administrationuponthe submissionof the school’s
statuteand programand of the applicant’scertificateof non-involvementin
any crimeagainstmorality or againstthe state. Privateschoolswere subject
to the surveillanceof the state administration. It was understoodthat a
school would be closedif the administrationfound that instruction there
was disloyal to Poland or if the school failed to neutralize harmful
influencesupon youth DziennikustawRzeczypospolitejPolskiej 1932, no.
38, p. 545f.. The same law decreedthat teachers’ seminariescould be
either Polish or bilingual. To open a bilingual state school, the written
application of the parents of at least 150 students was required
Dombevs’kyj 246f.; to open a bilingual technical school szkoia

fachowa,at least40 percentof the perspectivepupils shouldbe Ukrainian
and,again, theirparentsshouldhavesubmitteda special,signedapplication
ibid., 248. Therewere also variousdeadlinesfor such applications,some
setlongbeforethe beginningof the academicyear.
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In sum, the openingof Ukrainian schoolswas madedependenton many
formalities, such as certified signatures,deadlines,eligibility in terms of
official censusdata, and loyalty to the Polish state,any of which could be
manipulated as desiredby authorities. The existenceof any Ukrainian
schoolwas completelydependenton the local educationaladministration,
which was entirely in Polish hands and which was often hostile to any
expansionof Ukrainianeducation. In theory, Poland’s international com
mitmentsrequired it to permit Ukrainian schoolsfree "in law and in fact";
in reality the establishedlaws did not favor educationin Ukrainian,and the
actualsituationwas worse.

According to official data, in 1928 Polandhad 804 Ukrainianpublic ele
mentary schools, 2,120 bilingual ones, and 1,722 Polish ones with the
Ukrainian languageas a subject-altogether4,646 schoolsoffered some

educationin Ukrainian Education 126. The dynamicsof the educational
system are revealedby a comparisonof the interwar situation with that
prior to 1919. For instance,in 1914, Galicia had 2,510 public elementary
schools with instruction in Ukrainian, or 41 percent of all elementary
schoolsEU 1, 928. Under Polandthe general numberof schoolsgrew,
but that of Ukrainian schoolsdeclined drastically from 2,510 in Galicia
alone to 804 for Polandas a whole. A new type of bilingual school was

establishedand becamepredominant. Soon growing in numberto 2,120,
the bilingual schoolswere a meansof gradualbut nearly certainPoloniza
tion.

The crucial yearsin the decreaseof Ukrainianschoolswere the first half
of the 1920s. In 1922/23Galiciamorepreciselythe threewojewództwaof
Lviv, Stanyslaviv,and Temopil’ had 2,450Ukrainianschools;by 1926/27,

that number had dropped to 864. There were no bilingual schools in

1922/23,but by 1926/27their numberstoodat 1,339. In 1926, in the three
Galicianwojewództwathe ratio of Ukrainianto Polish schoolshad become
864 vs. 2,298 Papierzyñska259.

In prerevolutionarytimes, Voihynia and the Polissia and Xolm areas,

like the rest of the RussianUkraine, had no Ukrainian schools. These
startedto appearunderthe Germanoccupationduring World War I, when
their numberis estimatedto havegrown to about 250. In 1922/23 their
numberwas 442, vs. 89 bilingualand 543 Polish. By 1926/27,however,it
sank to 2 versus392 bilingual and 683 Polish. In 1937/38the figures were
8,520 and 1,459 respectively of the latter, 853 taught the Ukrainian
languageas a subject. Polissia had a negligible number of Ukrainian

schools: 22 in 1922/23,noneof which survivedinto the next academicyear

one private school remained in Berestja. The Xolm region had no
Ukrainianschoolsat all. In 1922 theLemko areahad 79 Ukrainianschools;
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in 1937/38, by contrast,no Ukrainian schoolsexisted there, although 58
schoolswere bilingual. It is surmisedthat throughoutPolandduring the late

thirties 7 percentof Ukrainian childrenwent to Ukrainian schools,45 per

cent to bilingual schools, and 48 percentto Polish schoolsPapierzyñska
259,EU 1, 945.

In Galicia the numberof Ukrainian high schoolshimnaziji and liceji
was, in 1931/32, 5 state and 13 private schools;in 1937/38, the numbers

were 10 and 35, respectively. By contrast, Polish schoolsof thesetypes

numbered120 in 193 1/32 and 220 in 1937/38. The presenceof Ukrainian

technical schoolswas negligible: 4 private Ukrainian schools in 1931/32
and 4 private and 1 state school in 1937/38. Outside Galicia, therewere
practically no Ukrainian high schoolsor professionalschools in the Polish
stateEU 1, 945.

The university at Lviv was linguistically entirely Polish, including the

courseson Modem and Old Ukrainian taught by J. Janów. Chairs of

Ukrainianlanguageand literature were admitted only at the University of
Cracow, outsideUkrainianethnic territory. The University of Warsawhad
a facultyof GreekOrthodoxtheology, butall subjectswere taught in Polish.
In September1920Polish authoritiesofferedto opena Ukrainianuniversity
in Stanyslaviv. Whetherthe projectwould havematerializedif the Ukraini
ans had cooperatedis debatable; in any event, the offer was rejected

Mudryj 84f.. The issuewas raisedoncemore in 1926, but again without
any result Papierzyñska266f.. In 1921-1925a clandestineUkrainian
university existed in Lviv, but by its very naturethat institution could not
developinto a full-fledged, recognizededucationalcenter. The only educa
tional institutionof highereducationwith instructionin Ukrainian that was
open to Ukrainianswas the GreekCatholicTheologicalAcademy in Lviv,
foundedin 1928.

Within Galicia, activesupport of Ukrainianschoolswas centeredin the
UkrainianPedagogicSocietysomerepresentativesin the Polish Sejm and
Senatealso supportedthe issue. Foundedas early as 1881, the Pedagogic
Society resumedits activities afterWorld War I and the Polish occupation.
In 1926it took the nameof theRidnakola Native schoolsociety. Ledby
intelligentsia,the organizationhad a fairly broadbase. By 1939, it included
2,074 chapters with 105,000members. The Polish authorities, as men
tioned, did not permit Ridna kola to operatein any Ukrainianregionout
side Galicia.

The history of Ukrainian representationin the Polish Sejm and the Sen
ate is rather complex: indeed, it reflects the overall developmentof
Ukrainian-Polishrelations. The electionof 1922 was boycottedin Galicia,
except for a small group of Xliboroby who favoredthe Polish government
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Papierzyiska137; that year Volhynia and Polissiatogetherwith Pid1jaia
sent20 deputiesto the Sejm and 6 to the Senateibid., 149f.. The election
of 1928 sent48 Ukrainiandeputiesto the Sejm8 from Voihynia and 11 to
the Senate for comparison, that year the Sejm had a total of 444
members-whichwould fall to 208 in 1935-and96 in the Senate. In the
electionof 1930, the correspondingnumberswere 26 and 5; in the elections
of 1935 and 1938, they were 14 5 from Volhynia and 5. The declinewas
broughtaboutby the Polish policy of terror so-calledpacificationin 1930
and after 1935 by changesin the Polish constitution and electoral rules.
Clearly, Ukrainian representationoften split on specific issueswas too
small to influence Polish legislation substantially; nonetheless,with its
declarationsand interpellations,it was still an important factor in shaping
public opinion, in bringingthe problemsof Ukrainiansin Poland, including
languagelegislationand languagestatus,to public attention,and in preclud
ing further potential violationsof Ukrainianrights.

Anotherfactor determiningthe statusof the Ukrainianlanguagewas the
Polishterror againstUkrainiansand the Ukrainianterror againstPoles. Pol
ish action againstUkrainianshad threecrests: in 1919,during and after the
Polish-Ukrainianwar, when it is estimatedEU 1, 556 that up to 23,000
Ukrainianswere imprisoned;in 1930, when the pacificationof Ukrainians
was launched,especiallyin the countryside,so that branchesof Prosvita
were sacked,the boy scoutorganizationPlast was disbandedand prohib
ited, and severalUkrainianhimnaziji were closed; and in 1938. The Polish
terror againstUkrainiansas a group was directed by the government,with
the activeparticipationof paramilitaryorganizationslike Strzelecand some

other Polish groups. By contrast, the organized Ukrainian terror, which
startedwith the founding of the clandestineUkrainian Military Organiza
tion 1920 and gainedmomentumafter its entry into the Organizationof
Ukrainian Nationalists1929, had an individual character, in that it was
directedagainstPolesbelievedto be anti-Ukrainianand againstUkrainians
believedto be traitors in the Ukrainian-Polishconflict; yet, it also targeted
Polish property, meansof communication,and industry. Ukrainianterror,
which arose as a reaction to Polish terror, strengthenedPoland’s anti-
Ukrainian courseand, in the long run, was one factor contributing to the
demiseof the democraticsystem in Poland’s gradual shift to an authori
tarianstate. Landmarksin that developmentwere J. Pitsudski’scoup d’etat
in 1926, the disbandingof the Sejm and the Senatein 1930precededby the
pacification, the introductionof the new constitutionin 1935, and the dis
bandingof the Sejm and the Senatein 1938.
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With thesechangesin the political structureof Poland, it becameeasier
to pursuean anti-Ukrainianpolicy in the economicdomainand to carry out
such other externally non-political measures as settling an estimated

300,000 Polish farmersand city dwellers in the Ukrainian lands EU 1,

580, excluding Ukrainiansfrom state service,transferringpublic servants

of Ukrainiannationalityto WesternPoland,etc. The resultingsituationwas
a Ukrainian-Polishwar overt yet without a front, fueled by spreading
mutual hatred,which madea compromisevirtually impossible. In such
conditions, the attemptat reconciliation,the so-calledpolicy of normaliza
tion, could yield no results.

Yet until its defeatand disintegrationin September1939,the Polish state

was not openly or consistentlytotalitarian. Ukrainian political partiesstill
existed,and they hadsomerepresentation,howevercurtailedor decorative,

in the legislativebodies.Ukrainian schoolswere in decline, but they were
not entirely proscribed;the Greek Catholic church did not undergoeither
liquidation or the imposition of state control, but remained, instead,a

bulwark of Ukrainian culture and language.68Restrictedfrom pursuing

careers in state institutions, Ukrainians plunged into economicactivity.

Some operatedon private initiative, thus creating a Ukrainian merchant
class. Others organizeda broad cooperativemovementand unions of
cooperatives,among which some, such as Centrosojuzand Maslosojuz,

gainedsufficient economicstrengthto bereckonedwith.
TheUkrainianpresswas subjectto somerestrictions,but it was not sub

mittedto preliminarycensorship.It could,at least in Galicia, reflect various
political views and attitudes, including nationalist and communist ones.

Both quantitative growth and diversification characterizethe Ukrainian
pressin Galicia at this time. During the interwarperiodGalicia had 44 pol
itical organsdiscountingtwo publishedby Moscophilesand 3 illustrated
biweeklies. Among Ukrainian periodicals,therewere 5 designedfor chil
dren, 5 for women,8 for boyscouts,7 for students,6 for teachers,5 for
workers in cooperatives,6 religious and theological,9 literary, 1 of the arts,
2 of music, 1 of cinema, 1 of humor and satire,4 historical and philosophi
cal, 1 of law, 1 of bibliography,2 popularscientific, and 2 devotedto local
lore; the total numberwas 143. True, thesefigures encompassthe entire
twenty-year interwar period: in no one year were 143 periodicalspub
lished. But the brief lifespantypical of earlier stagesin the history of the

68 Thesamecannotbe said of theOrthodoxchurch in Poland. It was subjectto fairly strict
statecontrolasprescribedby thedecreesof 30 January1922 andof 10 December1938. In the
XoIm regionthe 389 Orthodoxchurchesthat hadexistedin 1914 were reducedto 51 in 1939
EU 1,564.
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Ukrainianpressexpandedin thoseyears: the averagelongevity of aperiod
ical during that periodwas 7.7 years. The dataare tallied on the basis of
lists given in EU 1, 933-936,and are not exhaustive.The situation was
much worsein other regionsof the PolishUkraine,with their 4 generalpoi
itical periodicals,3 churchand 3 cooperativeperiodicals;also the Ukrainian
press was completelysilencedin Polissia and the XoIm region during the
1930s.

Book productionboomed. The numbersof Ukrainian bookspublished
during the interwar periodwere:

1924 195
1928 450
1931 342
1932 288
1934 346
1935 223

1938 476

The averageprinting jumpedfrom 2,204 to 6,524copies. Again, however,
therewas a disproportionbetweenGalicia and otherUkrainian lands. For
instance, in 1930, Galicia-the regions of Lviv, Stanyslaviv, and
Ternopil’-published340 books,whereasbook productionin Voihynia was
10 23 Ukrainianbookswere publishedin Polandproper EU 1, 978.

The peculiarcombinationof suppressionwith certain liberties, of legal
regulationswith total arbitrarinessby some officials, had an impact on the
statusof the Ukrainianlanguageand on the psychologyof its speakersin
the PolishUkraine. Not only was theUkrainianlanguagea vehicleof com
municationamongfarmers,clergy, and intellectuals; it also was a meansof
national self-assertionand defianceagainstthe existingpolitical regime. In

the mid-nineteenthcentury, it was possible to be a Ukrainian, even a
Ukrainian patriot, and yet speakin Polish to one’s family. In the period
betweenthe two World Wars, suchduality becameimpossible. Excluded
from official use and often rejectedas a meansof communicationby the
state administrationand the co-territorial Polish population, the Ukrainian
languagewas purposefullyusedat frequentlargepublic manifestationsas a
badgeof belongingand as a self-imposedstigma. It seemedas if to the nor
mal languagefunctionsof communication,appeal,and expressionof affec
tivity as establishedby C. K. BUhier in hisSprachtheorie,1934 the func
tion of ostentationwas added. Thesepsychologicalunderpinningssome
times stifled spontaneityin speech. In the larger cities of the Russian
Ukraine, a total and apparently impersonal negation of the Ukrainian
languageled to its diminishinguse; in the cities of the Polish Ukraine, a
virulent but haphazarddegradationof the Ukrainianlanguagebroughtabout
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a peculiarkamikazeattitude, in which choosing to speakUkrainianhadele

mentsof social hysteriaand of the speakers’mutualquasi-hypnosis.
S. sax, a longtime resident of Lviv and a fairly objective memoirist,

recollects 232 as a heroic act how, as first-graders,he and hisclassmates
undertooka trip by rail from Lviv. The children were instructedby two
seventh-gradersthat each small boy shouldgo, one by one,to the wicket at
the main station in Lviv and ask for his ticket in Ukrainian. Eachboy met
with abuseand insult from the Polish cashiers,but the tickets were pur
chasedand the ride took place. The deprivation of spontaneityfrom the
speechact was certainlyby no meansnormal. This minorepisodereflects
the statusof the Ukrainian language under Polish domination, and the
experienceof Ukrainianspeakersin the interwarperiod.

It is difficult to say whether this collective psychosison languagepre
cludedthe Polonizationof the population. In termsof social strata,it was
most typical of the educatedclassesincluding the clergy, but it also
affectedmany middle- and lower-middleclasspeople. The defiant attitude
evenexpandedto the countrysidewhere, in general,Ukrainian was used
"naturally", especiallywhereverUkrainian peasantshad to confront new
Polish settlers. ax notes a clergyman’sobservationthat, among educated
lay people, in all of urban Galicia he knew only two families in which a
father, son, and grandson-i.e.,three generations-identifiedwith the
Ukrainiannation andusedthe language;Sax 63. Even if the observation
was an overgeneralization,it reflects on the languagesituation. No doubt,
the collectively accepteduseof the Ukrainianlanguagefor ostentatiouspur
poseshamperedsuch processes.Yet it hardly stoppedthem. The Polish
languageremainedmore prestigiousand, in the long run, it is prestige-
especiallyif combinedwith material advantages-thattips the balancein
suchsituations.However, the interwarperiodwas too short a time to allow

any far-reachingconsequencesof the new attitude to manifestthemselves.
The whole period lastedbut twenty years,and a "new attitude" towardthe
Ukrainianlanguagebecamefairly widespreadsometime after the linguistic
andsocial fronts were established,following the incorporationof Galicia
into Poland. Clearly, that "new attitude" was sharedby those outsidethe
boundsof the humanistintelligentsia. In spiteof the efforts of the Polish
administration to preclude such a development, the number of non-
humanist-technical,in the broadsense-intelligentsiagrewconsiderably.
Lawyers,physicians,and engineerswere at the centerof that group; mer
chants, proprietors, cooperativeentrepreneurs,and the like expandedits
peripheries. V. Simovy, a thoughtfulobserverof Ukrainian languagecir
cles in Lviv, describedthe linguistic situation thus: "After the First World
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War. . . our life becamemuch more difficult, but the frameworkfor our life

broadenedsubstantially"Simovyë 1 934[1], 90.
The languageof the church was a special case. The Greek Catholic

church, which was very influential in Galicia, continuedthe tradition of
usinga Ukrainianvariantof Church Slavonic as its liturgical languageand
the Lviv koine or dialect of Ukrainian in sermonsand in communication

with parishioners.OutsidePoland,the Orthodoxchurch was subjectto the

Russian church authorities; in Poland, the high Orthodox hierarchy

remainedRussianor pro-Russian,and the liturgical languagewas Church
Slavonicwith Russianpronunciation. Many Orthodoxchurchcommunities
in Voihynia and Polissiawere dissatisfiedwith the church’s stand. A broad
movementfor the de-Russificationof the Orthodox church began in the
1920s,and part of that effort becamenot only the Ukrainianpronunciation
of ChurchSlavonic,but the introductionof the Ukrainianlanguagefor cler
ical use. After a long and often violent campaign,the Orthodox church
authoritieshad to concedethat, in principle, Ukrainian was admissiblein

churchservices,without renunciationof Church Slavonic Statementof the
Metropolitanof WarsawDionisij, 2 August 1928;seePapierzyrIska112.

In internalstructureand form the Ukrainianlanguageof Galicia-which
influencedthat in Voihynia and Polissia-remained,as in Austrian times, a
regional koine typical particularly of Lviv. It was not closed to dialectal
elements,which variedfrom district to district, but with the growth of edu
cation thesedialectal featureswere gradually suppressedand replacedby
elementsof the Lviv koine. This regionalcharacterwas not the outcomeof

a deliberate policy or attitude. On the contrary, in principle Ukrainian

speakersin the PolishUkraine wantedto eliminatemanyGalicianpeculiari
ties from their languageand to be all-Ukrainian or, as they put it, to adhere

to the Ukrainian spoken in the Dnieper region naddniprjans’ka mova.
The high esteemin which StandardUkrainian as developedin the Russian
Ukraine was held transpiredalso from another term then used for that
Ukrainian literary language, Great-Ukrainian velykoukrajins’ka mova.

By accepting the term Galicians implicitly agreedto consider themselves
and their languageto be "Little-Ukrainian" althoughthat designationwas
neverused. In themid-l930sa more carefulattitudeabout the "purity" of
the languagewas noted by Simovy 1934a,90. It was also he who
registeredsome "hyper-GreatUkrainianisms," i.e., Russianwords and
phrasesusedby Ukrainianspeakersin Polandbecausethe speakersmistook

them for "pureUkrainian" 1934b,150.

This was the core of the problem. Contactsbetweenthe Polish Ukraine

and the Russian Ukraine becametenuous after the Sovietizationof the
latter; from the mid-1930sthey came practically to a standstill. As part of
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the campaignagainst"capitalist spies" and "saboteurs,"the slogan "the
frontier underlock and key" was launched. Certainly the war being waged
by the Kremlin againstthe peasantryrequireda completecommunication
black-out.

The only advisersavailable to Ukrainians in Poland on questionsof
"pureUkrainian’ ‘-i.e. the Kiev Standard-werea small numberof emi
grantsfrom the RussianUkraine who left in or about 1920. One suchemi
grant interestedin questionsof languagewas ModestLevyc’kyj, who wrote
"Paky i paky" Volja 1920 and publishedUkrajins’ ka hramatykadija

samonavannja3rd ed., 1923;anotherwas Je.yka1enko,who wrotePro
ukrajins’ku literaturnu movu1920; first publishedin 1907. Neitherwas a
linguist. Levyc‘kyj was a writer, and ëykalenko was originally a land
ownerand agriculturalist. Theonly professionallinguist among the erfiigré
languageadviserswas Ivan Ohijenko. Very active in the field, Ohienko
publishedUkrajins’kyj sty1isty’nyj slovnyk1924, ystota i pravyl’nist’
ukrajins’koji movy 1925, Narysy z istoriji ukrajins’ koji movy 1927; not

actually a history, andSkladnja ukrajins’koji movy,in two volumes1937,
1938,amongotherworks. Particularlyinfluential was thepopularmonthly
Ridna mova that Ohienko published in Warsaw in 1933- 1939; there he
appliedthe approachof the Kiev ethnographicschoolof the 1920s, which
was destroyedby 1933. Ridnamovamadeuse of every kind of language
propaganda: in additionto articles, it publishedreviews of the languageof
various publications,advice to readers,responsesto their queries,fictional
dialoguesabout languagequestions,linguistic jokes, etc. But the emigrants
from the RussianUkraine were preventedby the Polish administrationfrom
settling in Galicia and other Ukrainian regions; as a rule they were re
strictedto purely Polishterritory, especiallyWarsaw,which mademaintain
ing personalcontactsprecarious.

In Galicia a similar approach,but withoutgoing to Ohijenko’sextremes,
was takenby V. Simovy. After 1923, whenhisNa temymovyappearedas
a book, Simovy publishedlittle in the field of linguistic advice and Stan
dardization,only a few articlesscatteredin various periodicals.

Due to these circumstances,the practical impact of the Standard
Ukrainianlanguageon the Lviv koine was limited. Schoolgrammarseither
stuck to the Galician tradition entirely S. Smal’-Stoc’kyj and F. Gartner,
Hramazykaukrajins’koji [rus’koji] movy,fourth edition, 1928 or innovated
very little Hramalyni vpravy, for variousgradesand types of schools,by
0. Popovy, 1924-1928;detailed bibliography in Simovy 1934c, 39.
After the Sovietoccupation,in September1939, the Kiev standardas it
existedat that time; seeabove,chap. 7 was imposedby the authoritieson
all written textswithout anydiscussion. Therewas no time to influence the
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oral standard,however,and it remainedintact until the retreatof the Soviet
forces,in June 1941.

The "Great-Ukrainian" orientation of speakersin the Polish Ukraine
was thusmuch more theoreticalthan real; by contrast,their exposureto Pol
ish influences was very real indeed. Elementary phonetic substitutions
apparentlysufficed to makeborrowingspalatable. They aboundedin urban
life, startingwith forms of social conductsuch as addressingpeopleand
endingwith technicalnotions. Theformerwas examinedat somelengthby
Simovy 1934d. Among the forms of addresshe noted was panedobro

diju Polish panie dobrodzieju and among titles, pane mecenasePolish

panie mecenasiein addressinga lawyer sax, 264 reminiscesthat among
studentsof the Ukrainianhimnazija in Lviv, Polish bookson good forms of
behavior circulated widely. The use of urban technical terms was
reflected, for example,by colloquial namesfor tram lines, such as dvzjka,
&irka, pjatka, etc. Polish dwójka, czwórka,piqtka. Studentsof a given
grade in school were called: estak,semak,vos’makSax 233: cf. Polish
szóstak, siódmak,ósmak. When a soccer team was organized at the
Ukrainian high school akademk’nahimnazija in Lviv it was given the

namekruzok hry nizn6ji pylky; one studentof that school recalls that the

studentscalled it futbolevyj kijub sax 84; the episodebeganas early as
1908. Both theseusageswere patternedon Polish pilka nona, kiub fut

bolowy. In the phonetic substitutions,Polish accentual patterns often
remainedunchanged.In that way the pattern -- : - -- trámvaj : tramváju,

completelyalien to Ukrainian,was introducedinto the Lviv koine.

The general situation wrought by the interrelation between the Lviv

koine and StandardUkrainian is reflectedparticularly clearly in mattersof

spellingand,in part, of terminology.
The recommendationsput forth in Najho1ovnii pravyla ukrajins’koho

pravopysupublishedby the UkrainianAcademy of Sciencesin Kiev 1919,
1920, 1921 met with some criticism in the Polish Ukraine M. Voznjak
1921, V. Hnatjuk 1922. In 1920-1922the evenko Scientific Society

Naukovetovarystvo im. ev’enka in Lviv deliberatedover matters of

spelling, in an often heated debate. 0. Makaruka rejected them pas
sionatelysax 175f.. Theoutcomeof thesedeliberationswas the publica
tion, in 1922, of a booklet of Pravopysni pravyla formulated by K.
Kysilevs’kyj Karpova 130, which had gained the approval of the
evenko Scientific Society subsequentlymodified by 0. Panejko as

memberof a commissionappointedby the regional inspectorof secondary

schools,I. Kopa-Sax176.
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Someof the traditional spelling rules used in Galician Ukrainian were
set aside by the new rules e.g., the separatespelling of the verbal postfix
sja and of -mu endings in the future tense, the etymological spelling of

someconsonantalclusters, but otherswere wholly corroboratede.g.,the

exclusion of apostrophes,the retentionof all foreign instancesof g asg, not

h, the rendition of I in West Europeanloan words as basically palatalized

I’. Other Kiev rules were acceptedin part e.g.,double n, d, t, 1 in neuter

substantives,although not s, z, , , : therefore zilija, but kolosja or

admittedas alternativesto traditional Galicianspellingse.g.,in neutersub

stantives-ja and -je: zyttja and zyttje; bahato andbohato, inyj and ynyj,

maëuxaand maoxa,dative singular in masculinesubstantivesin -ovi and

-ovy.
Upon their publication, the spelling rules of the SevenkoScientific

Society were criticized by those who wantedstrongeradherenceto Kiev
spelling e.g., M. Rudnyc’kyj, 1923, as well as by those who advocated
more reliance on the Galician tradition e.g., V. Hnatjuk, 1923; I.

Pan’kevy, 1923; V. Dombrovs’kyj, 1925; bibliography,partly inaccurate,
in Karpova 131f., 134, and some additional items in Sax 175ff.. In any

case,the new rules,which were publishedonly as a proposalprojekt, did
notbecomecompulsory,becausethereexistedno authority that could make
them so. Consequently,the spellingrules were rarely appliedconsistently,
and usagesin publicationscontinuedto differ.

Following the Kharkiv Conferenceon Spelling of 1927 and the publica
tion of its resultantUkrajins’kyj pravopysin 1929, the evenkoScientific

Societydecidedto adopt that setof rules,on 25 May 1929. Commissioned

by the society,M. Voznjakprepareda Ukrajins’kyj pravopysiz slovnykom
of about6,500words; 1929. Theinconsistenciesin spellingcausedby the
compromiseof two traditions were felt no less strongly in the Polish
Ukraine than they were in the Soviet Ukraine e.g., the criticisms by S.
Smal’-Stoc’kyj and M. Rudnyc’kyj, among others, referred to-
inaccurately-inKarpova 136. Only the replacementof the 1929 spelling
by that of Xvylja, with its strongRussianizingtendency,temperedGalician
hostility to the 1929rules. For instance,K. Kysilevs’kyj’s Pravopysnipra
vyla and Pravopysnyj slovnyok 1934 in some casescite besideseach
other both the spellingof 1922,by the SevenkoSociety,and that of 1929.

Even this cursorypresentationof the orthographicproblemsin the Polish
Ukraine during the interwar period illustrates the tension betweentwo
conflicting desires-that is, to maintain the spellings of the "Great
Ukraine" and to preserve at least some elements of the Galician
tradition-andthe impasseto which thenormalizationof Ukrainianspelling
had come.
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A similar situation obtained in terminological work, though there it
existed on a smallerscale,becausethe problemsconcernedsmallercircles
of peopleand becausethe scopeof suchwork was very limited, due to the
lack of funds and specialistsin the field. Discounting K. Levyc‘kyj ‘S

Pravnyyj slovnyk,publishedin a secondedition in 1920 but in structure

and compilationbelonging to the Austrian period, substantialnew termino
logical works were only Volodymyr Levyc’kyj’s on mathematical,physi

cal, and chemical terminology, and Z. Lys’ko’s Muzycnyjslovnyk1933.
Thesetwo works constituteda compromisebetweenthe Kiev dictionaries
and the Galiciantradition.

In general lexicography, too, the same conflicting tendenciescan be
observed. Lexicographicalwork was very limited. Only a few practical
dictionaries were published,all rather small in size: the Polish-Ukrainian
and Ukrainian-Polishdictionaries by I. Svjencic’kyj 1920 and by Je.
Hrycak and K. Kysilevs’kyj 1931, and the German-Ukrainiandictionary

by H. Nakonetschna1939.

In grammar,therewere no publicationsthat presentedthe systemof the
literary languageas a whole. The most importantworks, Opisfonetyczny

jzyka ukraiiskiego by I. Zilyns’kyj 1932 and Znaennjaukrajins’kyx
prykmetnykivby R. Smal’-Stoc’kyj 1926, covered limited topics; also,
they treated standard language data alongside dialectal materials, often
devotingmore attentionto the latterthan to the former.

In sum, the linguistic work carried on in the Polish Ukraine was an
importantcounterbalanceto the devastationin Ukrainian linguistics that

occurredunder the Soviets in the 1930s. Consideredon its merits, that
work was unsystematicand restricted in scope; still, it shedslight on the
languagesituationin the Polish Ukraine and on the effort to overcomeits
isolation. Thereexistedmuch goodwill for unifying the Ukrainianstandard
language,but there were also strong centrifugal forces at play. What is
more important, there were no external circumstancesthat could have
broughtaboutsucha unity. The political regimesand stylesof life were so
outspokenlydifferentin the two parts of the country that no languageunity
was possible. In simplified terms, the concernsthat the two parts had in
commonwere the deprivationof the Ukrainianlanguage’sessentialrights,
on the one hand,and its survival in spite of that condition, on the other.
Governmentmethodsagainst the Ukrainian languagealso differed in the
two parts. Nominally, underPolish rule therewas no governmentinterfer
encewith the internal structureof the language. Yet in fact, in bothPoland
and the SovietUnion, the longtermpolicy goal was identical: the extermi
nation of the Ukrainian language. Under Polish domination, Ukrainians
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could conductboth activeandpassiveresistanceto that policy; in the Soviet
system,only passiveresistancewas feasible.

The similarities and the differences in the status of the Ukrainian

language,and of the Ukrainiansthemselves,in the SovietUkraine versus
the PolishUkraine is epitomizedby two eventsdescribedbelow.

In Kharkiv, in 1933, when attacksagainst"bourgeoisnationalism"in
the Ukrainian languagebegan,an instructor at the Industrial Academy sur
namedPolons’kyj his first nameis unknownto me daredto raisehis voice
in defenseof the accusedXvylja, Znyyty..., 112. Hewas arrestedthat
samenight. It is unknown whether he was shotor died in prison or in a
laborcamp; at any rate,he was neverheardfrom again.

In March 1923, when the Polish governmentdecreedthat in Ukrainian
high schoolsPolish was to be usedin administrationand in the teachingof

history and geography,an instructorin Lviv namedMyxajlo Haluyns’kyj
took the floor to protest. He, headof a family of four, was immediately
fired. Ukrainianorganizationscame to his aid. He gainedpopularrecogni
tion: indeed, in the next electionsto the Sejm, he ran as a candidateand
was elected. In the next election he becamea memberof the all-Polish
Senate,and subsequentlythe deputyspeakersax 141ff..

Of course,the deedsof neitherPolons’kyj nor Ha1uyns’kyjcurbed the
anti-Ukrainianpolicies of the SovietUkraine andPoland.

2. Ukrainian landsunderRomania

After the occupationof Cernivci on 11 November 1918 and the ensuing
occupationof all Bukovina, Romanian law came into effect. In the next

four yearsthe legal statusandrights of the Ukrainian languagewere deter
mined by Romania’sinternationalobligationsvis-à-vis its national minori
ties, as well asby the Romanianconstitutionand otherlaws.

Internationally, two treaties came into play: the Treaty of Saint
Gerinain, which Romania signed reluctantly, in Paris, after a delay of
several monthson 9 December 1918; the treaty had been submitted to
Romaniain Septemberin Saint-Germain,and the Treaty of Sèvres,signed

on 10 August1920.
In the Treaty of Saint-Germainthe language obligations assumedby

Romaniaare outlinedin articles8, 9, and 10: 8 "No restrictionshallbe
imposedon the free use by any Romanian national of any languagein
privateintercourse,in commerce,in religion, in the press,or in publications

of any kind, or at public meetings Notwithstandingany establishmentby

the Romaniangovernmentof an official language,adequatefacilities shall

be given to Romaniannationalsof non-Romanianspeechfor the use of
their language,either orally or in writing, before the courts"; 9 the
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Romanian government recognized the right of citizens "to establish,
manage,and control at their own expensecharitable,religious, and social
institutions,schools and othereducationalestablishments,with the right to
use their own language"; 10: "Romaniawill provide in the public edu
cationalsystemof townsand districts in which a considerableproportionof
Romaniannationalsof other than Romanianspeechare residentadequate
facilities for ensuringthat in the primary schoolsinstructionshall be given
to the children of such Romaniannationals through the medium of their
own language"Treatiesiii, 3727f..69

By contrast,in the Treaty of Sèvres,concludedtwo yearslater, which for
the first time legalizedthe Romanianoccupationof all of Bukovina 3, 6;
Materialien,206f., nothingwas saidabout the rights of minoritiesor about
their language.

The obligationsassumedby Romaniain Saint-Germainwere not incor
poratedinto the RomanianConstitutionof 28 March 1923: there it was
statedthat 126 "the Romanianlanguageis the official languageof the
Romanian state" Constitution 24, and in several instances it was
reiteratedthat Romaniancitizens of various languagesshould have the
samerights [ 8 e.g.] "All Romaniansindependentlyof their ethnicorigin,

language,or religion are equal in law’ ‘-p. 6. Nowhere, however,did it
guaranteeany rights to languagesother than Romanian. The Constitution
of 27 February 1938 preserved§ 126 intact where it became § 94-
Constitution 2, p. 19, but obliteratedall referencesto other languages,
makingthemnon-existentin the legal sense.

Of the published laws relating to the status of Bukovina or to the
Ukrainian languagethereand in the kingdomas a whole, two should be
mentionedhere. The decreeof 19-31 December1918 entrusteda special
minister later called the president of the regional commission with
governingthe region; in fact, this official was a dictatorwho stood outside

the law. His dictatorial powerswere extensive,for Bukovina existed in a
stateof siege from 1918 to 1928 and then againin 1938 to 1940, up to the
Soviet occupationon 28 June 1940. The first ministersof Bukovina were
I. Nistor from the Liberal party [Romanianconservatives],and T. Savciuc

Saveanufrom the National-Peasant[tárànist I party.
The secondlaw of major importancewas no. 176 decreeno. 2,571 of

the Ministry of Educationdated24 July 1924, which referredto Romani
ans"who forgot their mothertongue": 8 "Citizensof Romanianorigin
who forgot au pierdut; literally, "have lost" their mothertongue must

69 Thesestipulationsare,generally, identical to thosesubmittedto and acceptedby Poland.
Seeabove,chap.8, 1.
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give their children education only in public or private schools with
Romanianas the languageof instruction" Colectiune530. The law, writ
ten in deliberatelyambiguouslanguage,doesnot specifywhether its provi
sions obligate isolated families living outsideRomaniaor largerpopulation

groups. It was, however, an open secret that it was intendedto apply to
Ukrainians. Thus the law introduceda legal division of nationalminorities

into two groups: those entitled to preservetheir languages-Hungarians

and Germansas explicitly guaranteedby § 7 of the samelaw-and those
deniedthat right-aboveall Ukrainians. In its applicationto Ukrainiansthe
law was buttressedby some Romanian historians who "proved" that
Ukrainians in Romaniawere but linguistically SlavicizedRomanians. In
any case,the law only sanctionedwhat was already being practiced. The
resolution of eachparticularcase was shapedin part by regional or local
circularsand,probablymoreoften, by the arbitrary decisionof a particular
administrator,be it an agentof the civil governmentor of the military, of
the generalpolice or of the notoriousRomaniansecretpolice siguranta.
The law openedthe way to the worst forms of terror, including unwarranted
arrests,tortures, and corporalpunishments,as well as to a reign of fear; on
the other hand, it allowed for unexpectedbreechesin the generalpolicy,
including short-livedparticularfavors.

The history of Ukrainians and of the Ukrainian languagein interwar
Romania is divisible into three periods. During the first ten years
1918-1928its governmentwas occasionallyand briefly run by the con
servativesand the "people’s party" Partitul poporului of General A.
Averescu;as arule, however,powerwas in thehandsof the mostconserva
tive "liberals" headedby I. Bràtianu. The timesseemedto requirethe total
negationof all things Ukrainian. Very soonafter the occupation,all admin
istrative and court officeswere Romanianized.The traditional regionalpar
liament of Bukovinaceasedto exist, and local self-governmentwas discon
tinued. All Ukrainianpolitical partieswere disbanded,soUkrainianscould
be electedto Romanianlegislativebodies solely as membersof Romanian
parties. Their representationin the assemblywas, consequently,very small
1 in the electionsof August 1919, 3 in those of May 1920, 4 in those of
January 1922, in an assemblyof Ca. 390 deputies-Kvitkovs’kyj 340, 343;
Piddubnyj 222, and there were no Ukrainians in the Senate;those who
were representativesrarely raised their voices about Ukrainian affairs.
Most of the cultural and other societiesthat before the Romanianoccupa
tion had dotted Bukovina there was a total of 1,763 such chapters-
Piddubnyj 131 were also dissolved;somedid survive,however,and a few
new ones arose. The closing of the Rus’ka besida society, which had
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existed since 1869,entailedthe destructionof its 125 readingrooms lists in
Piddubnyj 132ff., Kvitkovs’kyj 364.

The liquidation of Ukrainian educationalinstitutions took severalyears,
but that, too, was accomplished.The University of Cemivci was entirely
Romanianized,and its Ukrainianchairswere reorganized.Three Ukrainian
high schoolshimnaziji were closedin Kicman’ in 1920, in Vynycja in
1921; in Cernivci in 1925; the Ukrainian languageas a subjectwas discon
tinued in 1927. In primary educationthe tempo was slower,but the results
were the same. While in 1910/11Bukovinahad216 Ukrainian elementary
schools vs. 179 Romanian ones, by 1922/23 the number of Ukrainian
schoolshad fallen to 155 and the numberof Romanianones had grown to
391 Piddubnyj 144; Kvitkovs’kyj 365. The processwas acceleratedafter
thepublication, in 1924,of the law on "Romanianswho forgot their mother
tongue"; by 1927 therewere no longerany Ukrainianschoolsin Romania
and the Ukrainian languagewas not taught at all. This policy was but
tressedby the settlementof Romaniansin Bukovina. With the agrarian
reform of 30 July 1921, somelands ownedby the church were confiscated
for distribution amongpeasants.Romanianswere enticedto move to Buko
vina by promisesof parcelsof the confiscatedland.

Periodicaland book publication in Ukrainian were not wholly prohib
ited, but they were subject to severecensorship. Many periodicalswere
closed,including the mostreputedNova Bukovyna1918; someperiodicals
were later revivedunder different names,so that in numberthereseemto
have beenmore such publications than was actually the case. The real
situation is revealedby a look at their duration andcharacter. There were
17 periodicalsin 1919-1928: 14 political weekliesor biweeklies,2 satiri
cal journals, and 1 literary journal. There was no daily newspaper. The

averageduration of a periodicalwas, however,only one and a half years,
often with gaps within that span tallied on the basisof Kvitkovs’kyj 635f.

and Piddubnyj 137ff.. In hardly any one yearwere more than threeperiod
icals published. They were small in size and poor in content, style, and
language. The numberof bookspublishedwas 39 titles in nine years, for
an averageof 4 to 5 per year. Therewas one Ukrainiantheater,in Cernivci,
which did not stageperformancesdaily Kvitkovs’kyj 593. Bessarabiahad

no Ukrainianpublicationsor institutions.
In ecclesiasticallife, the,Orthodoxchurchwas completelydominatedby

Romanians. In 1921 the "Greek Oriental" church was renamed the
"Orthodox Romanian";in 1925 it was subordinated,as one of five metro
politanates,to the Patriarchof Bucharest.The administrationof the metro
politanateconsistedof the Eparchial Council, Consistory,and the advisory
Eparchial Assembly,with its forty laymenand twenty priests. Ukrainians
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hada voice only in the EparchialAssembly,which meantthat they could

not participatein any decisionmaking;evenin that body,only two Ukrain

ians were membersKvitkovs’kyj 373f.. Ukrainian priests were required

to carry and use Romaniandocumentsand were encouragedto preachin
RomanianPiddubnyj 127.

In 1928 the Peasantparty came to power,a developmentwhich initiated

the secondperiodin the Romanianoccupation. A certaindegreeof liberali

zationwas expectedand somemeasuresof the new governmentpointed in
that direction. The stateof siegewas lifted, andcensorshipbecamesome
what milder-measuresnot revoked by the governments,coalition and
liberal, that followed one after anotherin the years 1931-1937.This was
not the case,however, with other innovations introducedby the Peasant
party. Undertheir government,teachingof the Ukrainian languageandof
religion in Ukrainian was introduced in schools with a majority of
Ukrainian pupils: eight hours weekly in the lower grades,six hours in the
upper grades decree of 31 December 1929. The actual teaching of
Ukrainiancontinuedto be hamperedby a lackof teachersandschoolbooks.
The decree permitting Ukrainian education was canceledby the liberal
governmentin 1933; by a decreeof 9 September1934, twenty-fourteachers
who hadorganizedUkrainiancourseswere dismissedKvitkovs’kyj 369.

The tAränist periodand the following years broughtotherdevelopments
favorableto Ukrainiansandtheir language,albeit limited ones. For the first
time since the Romanianoccupation,a legal Ukrainianpolitical party was
foundedin Bukovina, the UkrainianNationalParty 1927. It campaigned
for the revision of land distribution as decreedby the agrarianreform of
1921, for the admission of the Ukrainian language in education and
administration,andfor cessationof the treatmentof Ukrainiansas Romani
ans who "forgot their mothertongue" Kvitkovs’kyj 347. In the elections
of 1928,Ukrainiansgot one seatin the assembly;in the electionsof 1930,
they gainedfive in the assemblyandone in the Senate;in the electionsof
1932, two in the assembly,and again two in the elections of 1933.
Ukrainian cultural activities centeredaroundthe Narodnyjdim in emivci
were renewed. By 1937 Bukovinahadat leastfifteen Ukrainian societiesof
varioustypes, e.g.,cultural, feminist, studentKvitkovs’kyj 359. In 1928,
a Ukrainian daily, as, beganpublication in ernivci; in 1933, a monthly
for children, Lastivka, startedto appearKvitkovs’kyj 650. The relative
relaxation in censorship prompted Ukrainian nationalists from outside
Romaniato found a monthly, Samostijnadumka, and a weekly, Samos
tijnist’, in emivci; Bukovinianswere amongtheir editors the periodicals
appearedin 1931-1937 and in 1934-1937,respectively. Theseperiodi
cals survived into 1937 because they focusedon non-Romanianproblems;
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evenso, they were occasionallysuspendedby the censorshipKvitkovs’kyj
651. Also published were social-democraticperiodicals Nove fyttja,
1931-1934 and even a Sovietophile one Borot’ba, 1926-1929. The
numberof periodicalspublishedsimultaneouslygrew to 7 or 8; the general
numberof titles fell to 10, but now their averagedurationwas 4 to 5 years,
a healthy sign. They still continuedto be modestin size, and journalisti
cally their level was often not high. Circulation was limited as at times
hadonly 600 subscribers,and it neverhad more than 3,000-Kvitkovs’kyj
645f.,so they werecontinually publishedat a loss and in needof subsidies.

There were otherdrawbacksand failuresin Ukrainiancultural activity.
Attempts to establish contacts with Ukrainians from other regions of
Romania, especiallyNorthern and SouthernBessarabia,did not succeed.
The Ukrainiantheaterin Cemivci hadto accedeor circumventsuchorders

of the local administration as a prohibition against wearing Ukrainian
national attire Kvitkovs’kyj 352. In 1929 Ukrainian cooperativeswere
submitted to state surveillance and soon thereafter ruined economically.
Summercoursesin the Ukrainian language,initiated in 1926 andgaining
some popularity, were forbidden in 1933/34 Kvitkovs’kyj 676f.. Most
important,Ukrainianschoolsdid notexist continuously,and Romanianwas
the languageof communication in the cities. The church, too, remained
basicallyin Romanianhands,although in 1932 Ukrainian representationin
the Eparchial Assemblygrew to 14, and in 1931 a Ukrainian Orthodoxfra
ternity was foundedin emivci Kvitkovs’kyj 375f..

The establishmentof King Carol’s military dictatorshipover Romaniain

1937-1938was accompaniedby the elimination of parliamentarism,the

dissolutionof all Ukrainianand Romanianpolitical parties,the introduction

of a new constitution, and the reintroductionof the state of siege. The
"liberal course" of the preceding decadehad ended. Bukovina was
included in the newly formed region tinut of Suceava,which obliterated

traditional boundaries. In April and Juneof 1937, two large-scaletrials of
Ukrainiannationaliststookplace,and their publicationswere closed. Of all
its Ukrainiansocieties,Bukovinaretainedonly five Kvitkovs’kyj 371; of
all its Ukrainianperiodicals,only as remained. National minoritieswere

supervised, from May 1938, by a special Commissariat-Generalfor
National Minorities.

In April 1940 promisesof changewere madeto the Ukrainian represen

tatives by the Romanianregime, now facedwith the Sovietoccupationof
Galiciaand the threatof a similardevelopmentin BukovinaandBessarabia.
On 28 June 1940 the Soviet army crossedthe Romanian border. The
Soviets gave the Ukrainian languagein Bukovina, the Xotyn area, and

SouthernBessarabiathe samestatusit had in the SovietUkraine.
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The gains that the Ukrainian languagehad madeunder Austria were
reducedto very little during the twenty yearsof Romanianoccupation. Its
functions shrankessentiallyto domesticuse and, to a limited extent, to use

by Ukrainian societies,theater,and press. Socially, Ukrainianlost the cities

and was reducedprimarily to peasantuse,not in its standardform but in a
numberof dialects. Its statusin the church was precarious. Among intel
lectuals, Ukrainian was employed for everyday matters only by
humanists-teachers,priests,journalistsof the underdevelopedUkrainian
press. In spokenUkrainian, words for new notionswere as a rule cited in
their Romanian form. Contacts with the Soviet Ukraine were virtually
non-existent,sothat neither the Ukrainianizationmeasuresnor the Russify
ing trendsof later yearstouchedBukovina. Somewhatmorevital werecon
tacts with adjacentGalicia, for, after all, Polandand Romaniawere allied.
Inasmuchas Ukrainianwas usedfor literary mattersin Bukovina, it was in
the Galician Lviv koine, despite the Bukovinian Ukrainians’ purported
dislike for GaliciansPiddubnyj 99, whom they were apt to addresswith
the phrase,"Out of Bukovina, strangers."

To illustrate the Ukrainian languagethen in use,one canpoint to issues
of the newspaperXliborobs’ka pravda of 6 February 1938 and Samos
tijnyk of 31 May 1936 and of 17 January 1937; the relevantpassagesare
photographicallyreproducedin Kvitkovs’kyj 648, 653. Although in ideol
ogy the two periodicalsdiffered starkly, their languageis nearly identical,
due clearly to patterningon the languageof Galiciannewspapers.In spel
ling the two publicationshavein commongenif, Ljenin, Pidhirja in general
no apostropheis used, ideol’ogiji; in phonology, narid, villjav, blesku,

znainnja, vzajimno, dzdannje; in morphology, svjatkovannja, vsi zdib

nosty; in syntax, pjat’ ox pidsudnyx. .vidpovidatymut’, nosyteijamy
ideji.. .ljudy; in vocabularyand phraseology,kruhy ‘circles’, zabyrajemo
stanovye ‘we are taking a position’, pidloennja petardy, prykaz, na
dnjax, rumuns’kyjhorofanyn,v cilomu sviti, pid teperL’njuporu.

Given its own state of affairs, both political and linguistic, Bukovina
could not exert any influenceon the Ukrainian standardlanguagein either
the Sovietor the Polish Ukraine. The only linguistic goal that it could rea
sonably undertakewas to preserveits own Ukrainian languageat a bare
minimum. That it did.

3. TranscarpathiaunderCzecho-Slovakia

Following the disintegration of the Austro-Hungarianmonarchyand the
proclamationof an independentHungary 16 November 1918, the new
social-democraticgovernmentof M. Károlyi granted, on 24 December
1918,autonomyto Transcarpathia,now called the "RutheneLand" Ruska
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Kraina, including its own parliamentand "usageof its own language"
Markus 13. This developmentdid not materializebecauseof the quick
paceof events: the communistputschof 21 March 1919, with the ensuing
civil war and intervention by neighboringstates, which swept away the
communistregime. During the short-livedSovietepisodein Transcarpathia
late March to early April 1919 one decreeno. 24 prescribedfor use in
schoolsthe local languageas codified in the grammarof A. Voloyn Stec’
11. But at that time westernTranscarpathiawas occupiedby the Czecho
Slovakarmy from 15 January1919 and the southeasternpart of the coun
try by the Romanianarmy, while in the central regionHungariansstill pre
vailed. By May 1919, Czecho-Slovakforces were in possessionof all of
TranscarpathiaexceptSighetand its environs.

On 8 May 1919, in UThorod, a GeneralNational Congressconvened. It
compriseddelegatesfrom local "people’scouncils" narodni rady, and
its task was to decide upon the future of the country. The congresswas to
chooseone of three possibilities: to remain in Hungary, to unite with
Romania,or to unite with Czecho-Slovakia.A fourth possibility, of uniting
with the Ukraine, was theoretical,only: besideshaving disparatesocial and
political structures,Transcarpathiaand the greaterpartof the Ukraine were
separatedby territoriesheld by Polesand Romanians.In the circumstances
the GeneralNational Congressunanimouslydecidedto unite with Czecho
Slovakia. Whetherthat congress,whosedelegateswere notelecteddirectly
by the population,representedthe actualwill of the Transcarpathiansand to
what extent the decision was influenced by the presenceof the Czecho
Slovak army are open questions. What is certain is that the other options
hadnot found any active supporters. HenceTranscarpathiabecameincor
poratedinto Czecho-Slovakianot through any armedconflict, as had hap
penedin the Soviet Ukraine, in Galicia, and, on a smaller scale, in Buko
vina, but either by its free will or by indifference. The incorporationof
Transcarpathiainto Czecho-Slovakiawas sealedby the Allied Powers’
recognitionof the decision in their treatywith Czecho-Slovakiasigned at
Saint-Germainon 10 September1919.

This Treatyof Saint-Germainalso laid the foundationfor the legal status

of Transcarpathiaand for languagepolicy in it, definingthe region 10 as
"The Rutheneterritory" and as "an autonomousunit within the Czecho
SlovakState," granting it "the fullest degreeof self-governmentcompati
ble with the unity of the Czecho-SlovakState." The treaty also provided

11 that "the Ruthene territory" shall havea special Diet which will
"have the power of legislation in all linguistic, scholastic,and religious

questions,in matters of local administrationand in otherquestionswhich
the laws of the Czecho-SlovakStatemay assignto it." The regionwas to
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have a governor appointed by the president of Czecho-Slovakiabut
"responsibleto the RutheneDiet." Czecho-Slovakiaagreed 12 that
"officials of theRutheneterritory will be chosenas far as possiblefrom the
inhabitantsof this territory." Finally 13, "the Rutheneterritory," like

all otherCzecho-Slovakareas,was entitled to electdeputiesto the general
assemblyof Czecho-SlovakiaTreaties3708f..

The Czecho-Slovakconstitutionadoptedon 29 February 1920 dealt
with languagerights in two articles. One 128, 3 guaranteedall citizens
the right to "use freely any languagethey choosein private and business
communications,in all matterspertainingto religion, in the pressandin all
publications whatsoever, or in public assemblies." Concerning the
languageof education: 131 "In townsanddistricts in which therelives
a considerableportion of Czecho-Slovakcitizensspeakinga languageother
than Czecho-Slovak,the children of such Czecho-Slovakcitizens shall in
public instruction, andwithin the boundsof the generalregulationsrelating
thereto,be guaranteeda due opportunityto receiveinstructionin their own
language. TheCzecho-Slovaklanguagemay at the sametimebe prescribed
as a compulsorysubjectof instruction" Constitution 1920, pp. 45f.; the
Czechtext, pp. 93f.. The constitutionleft openthe questionof an official
languageas well as that of the specific rights of other languagesin educa
tion andadministration.

Theseproblemswere addressedandresolvedin the law of 29 February
1920, said to appear"in pursuanceof § 129" of the constitutionand popu
larly called the "languagelaw." It opens 1 with the proclamationof
the "Czecho-Slovaklanguage"a politically motivated linguistic misno
mer; that languageis defined[ 4] as Czechin theCzechland andSlovakin
Slovakia as the country’s language,determiningthat it is the language:
"1 In which the work of all courts,offices, institutions,undertakings,and
organs of the Republic shall be conducted....2 In which the principal
texts of state and other banknotesshall be printed. 3 Which the armed
forces of the country shall use for the purposeof command,and the
languageof the service" Constitution48f.; Czechtext-Sobotaiii, 140f..
It did makethe provision that in localities where20 percentor moreof the
population spoke another language,courts should accept statementsand
formulatechargesin that language;anotherprovisionwas that the minori
tieswere entitled to educationin their language 5, p. 49.

The provisions on Transcarpathiaof both the constitution and "the
languagelaw" largely paraphrasethe Saint-Germaintreaty. In the consti
tution 3, 2 Transcarpathiais called "the autonomousterritory of Car
pathian Rus’" and it is guaranteed "the highest measure of self-
governmentcompatiblewith the unity of the Czecho-SlovakRepublic";
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accordingly, it "shall have its own Diet, which shall elect its presiding
officers piedsednictvoand otherofficials." This Diet shall "legislate in
linguistic, educational, and religious matters, in matters of domestic
administrationand in such other mattersas may be assignedto it by the
laws of the Czecho-SlovakRepublic" Constitution4, 22; the Czechtext, p.
39f.. In the same spirit, the "language law" stated: 6 "The Diet
which shall be set up for Rutheniashallhavethe right, reservedto it, of set
tling the languagequestionfor this territory in a mannerconsonantwith the
unity of the Czecho-SlovakState" ibid., 49; Czechtext-Sobotaiii, 148.

There was no consensuson what to call the unexpectedlyacquiredland,
which almostcould be regardedas a birthday presentto Czecho-Slovakia.
Legally, the nameacceptedby the "GeneralStatute" of the region was
"SubcarpathianRus’" PodkarpatskáRus, yet anothername,Rusinsko,
was alsoadmitted. The first wasjustified on the groundsof historical tradi
tion, the secondwas probablya translationof "the Rutheneterritory" from
the treaty of Saint-Germain. Both names were given only "until lawful
resolution" do právoplatné ápravy; but there was a surety that "in
schools the people’s language lidovj jazyk shall be the language of
instructionas well as the official [language]in general"; that languagewas
also calledRuthenianrusins/ç. It was to be introducedas soonas possi
ble in the first grade and graduallyextendedto highergrades. As a subject
it was to be compulsoryon all levels Sobotai, 132.

Thatsurety was brokenfrom the very outsetof Czechactivity in Trans

carpathia. Ukrainian peasantswere often not sure what language they

spoke. In 1918 the villagers of Pistrjalovedeclared: "We are unableto

decide; they [the Hungarians]tookfrom usour Ruthenianschoolsand tried

to wipe out our language. Now we master neither Rutheniannor Hun

garian" asquotedby Jedlins’ka96. Whatwas worse,the Transcarpathian

intelligentsiawas similarly divided. Someconsideredthe local languageto
be Ruthenianbut basedon which dialect?, others indignantly rejected
what they consideredto be a hillbilly idiom and insistedupon adoptingthe
Church Slavonic-Russiantradition, in its many variants. Seekingobjective

advice, the authorities approachedthe Czech Academy in Prague. In a

good democratic vein, that academy respondedthat it was up to the

membersof a nationalityto decide what literary languagethey wantedto

use. But it advisedagainstthe creation of a new Ruthenianlanguageon a
dialectalbaseand for theuse of theUkrainianlanguagein its Galiciangarb,
"because the local Rutheniandialects. . .are beyond any doubt a Little-
Russiandialect," althoughin an etymological spelling that was more famil

iar to the Transcarpathians.As for the Russianlanguage, the academy
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recommendedthat it be taught as a subjectin the secondaryschool Tich
1 12f..

In good faith, guided by both democraticprinciplesand the opinions of

scholars,the Czecho-Slovakauthoritiesinvited to Praguefrom Vienna the
relatively young Galician linguist, Ivan Pan’kevy1887-1958. He was

to be languageadviserin the departmentof educationin the region Stec’

19. To his greatamazement,Pan’kevy realizedthat he had beengiven

"dictatorial rights in mattersof language,"as expressedin his letter of 25
January 1920 Muynka 131. But oncehe confrontedthe local situation,

his enthusiasmfaded quickly. About threemonths later he wrote: "I am

sick and tired here. One has to fight for the alphabetas we had it in the
1850s. The Russophileswould not admitthe people’slanguageand started
to fight againstanythingthat has no Russianform. I seeminglymeansome
thing here and [yet] apparently [I standfor] nothing" Muynka 131. In
order to promotethe Ukrainian languagePan’kevyhad to make one con
cessionafteranother,especiallyin mattersrelatingto the alphabetand spel

ling. Evenso, his secondaryschool grammarHramalykarus’kohojaz9ka
dija molodyxkijas ko1 seredn9xy horozan’skyxwas not publisheduntil
1922. In the meantimeA. Voloyn’s unapprovedgrammarMetodiëeska
hrammalykakarpato-russkahojazyka dija narodn9x ko1, 1901 and 1919

was used; it was written basically in Russianwith an admixtureof some
local features,such as infinitives in -ty and jak insteadof kak. Vo1oyn’s
grammarwas designedfor primary schools,whereold textbookswere used
exclusively.

In a luckier positionwas anotherGalician,V. Birak, also a memberof
the Transcarpathianschool administration. His task was to compile school
anthologies of literature Rus’ka ‘ytanka dija I. kljas9 hymnazijnoëy
horoans’kyx" kol", 1922; the same for the fourth grade, 1924. Birak
gave literary texts without adapting them to local speech; he simply
explained unfamiliar words and expressionsby referring to their local
equivalentsin footnotesJedlins’ka100.

The Czechswho were to dealwith the local populacein Transcarpathia
probablyexperienceda reaction similar to that of Pan’kevy. The Czechs’
democraticand pro-Ukrainianpolicy did notmeetwith approvalamongthe
Transcarpathians.Factionsamong them greetedeachCzechmeasurewith
animosityand public or privatedenunciations.According to Magocsi 140,
the first such denunciationwas sent to Praguein February 1920. New
comersto the region, both Galiciansand Czechs,musthaveregardedsuch
incidentsaspetty andspiteful.
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Given this situation,the Czechsdid not fulfill some of their obligations.
They did not convokean assembly. The first governorof the territory was
to be a local man, but-perhapsfor want of a native on whom a clear
majority would agree-anAmerican of Transcarpathiandescent,Gregory
Zsatkovich,was appointedin April 1920. His position was mainly ceremo
nial; in charge of practical matters of governancewas his deputy,Petr
Ehrenfeld, a Czech. This arrangementwas probably one reason for
Zsatkovich’sresignationafter less than a year March 1921. The headsof
the schooladministrationwere also Czechs,first JosefPeekuntil 1924,
then Josefimek. Facedwith a severeshortageof qualified teachers,Peek
engagedsome Galicians, Russianimmigrants who had no commandof
eitherStandardUkrainian or of local dialects,and Czechlegionarieswho
had spentseveralyearsin Russiaand learneda bit of spokenRussianStec’
16.

All this seemedto constitutea deliberatepolicy by the Praguegovern
ment to absorba colony, which Transcarpathiaafter all was Zsatkovich
gavethis as theofficial reasonfor his resignation;probablythe appearance
was to some degreetrue. But the lack of a local political elite in Trans
carpathiacertainlyexacerbatedmattersand,at leastin Czecheyes,justified
Prague’spolicy. Anotherjustification could havebeena strongCommunist
influencein the region at the time Markus17.

It was underthesecircumstancesthat the Galicians,with limited support
among the Transcarpathians,beganto promote the adoption of standard
languagebasedon literaryUkrainianas usedin Galicia. Besidesservingas
advisersto schoolsand preparingtextbooks,the Galicians’ most important
undertakingswere founding on 9 May 1920 and actively promotingthe
cultural society Prosvitaand publishing severalperiodicals, most on that
society’s behalf. These ranged from the scholarly Naukovyj zbirnyk
1922-1938to the popularannualKalendar1923-1938to the children’s
monthlies Pëôlka 1923-1934 and Na. rodn9j kraj 1923-1939. By
1923 Prosvitahad establishedfour branchesand 82 readingrooms in addi
tion to those in Uhorod; by 1934, the numberswere 10 and230, respec
tively. It also ran an Ukrainian theater Rus’kyj narodn9j teatr,

1921-1929,a choir EU 2, 2371, and the Narodn9j dom that openedin
Uhorod in 1928. Begun in 1921, the Ukrainian boyscout organization
Plast becamean indisputablesuccess.The Galicians’ main success,how
ever, was that the region’s intellectuals, including even the elderly and

highly respected Avhustyn Voloyn 1874-1945/1946?,joined the
Ukrainianorientation. Voloyn’s Russophilegrammarof 1919 reappeared
in a revisedversion in 1923 as Metodyënahranatyka karpato-rus’koho
jaz9ka. Its languagewas still a far cry from StandardUkrainian, which the
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author never mastered, but his revisions pointed in that direction.
Voloyn’s linguistic evolutionreflecteda generaltrend. Thus, the situation
in Transcarpathiain 1923 differedfrom that of 1919-1920.

Yet Pan’kevy and like-minded peoplehad not forgotten the lessonof
earlier years. At the First TranscarpathianCongressof Teachers16-17
April 1920 no one even raised the question of accepting Standard
Ukrainian, becausethe general mood was in favor of the local dialects
Jedlins’ka98, Stec’ 18. The situation promptedPan’kevy in his gram

mar to disguisethe Ukrainian languageas an adaptationof the Carpathian
Verxovynaand Maramuredialects,of which he gavebut a few peculiari
ties what are sometimestaken by Pan’kevy as dialectal features-e.g.,
Jedlins’ka101-werebutetymologicalspellings,and to give etymological
spellings,actually pseudo-etymological,with i from o renderedas ô, but i
from e renderednot as ê, but as ë, i.e., by "jat’." That spelling remained
obligatory for the nextcoupleof years.

The successof Pan’kevy and the Prosvitasociety shouldnot be exag
gerated. The Ukrainian orientation or "party" remained one of the
region’sthree language"parties"; by no meansdid it gain sway over the
entirecultural scene. A good ideaof how thingsstoodis presentedby the
survey of the situationin the region’s secondaryschoolscirca 1924 made
by Gerovskij 1934, 512: of four himnaziji, two offered instruction in
Ukrainian, one in Russian,and one in both; of the three teachers’ sem
inaries, two taught in Ukrainian and one in Russian,at least formally; in
reality, instructionin both Ukrainianand Russiandepending,of course,on
the capabilitiesand educationof each teacherhada strongadmixtureof
local dialecticismsandevenof ChurchSlavonic. As late as 1923, a teach
ers’ congressrejectedPan’kevy‘s grammar,by a vote of 544 votes to 2
Magocsi 140.

In general,however,knowledgeof Ukrainian and regardfor it was on
the rise, whereasuse of Russianand of the local dialectswas in retreat.
This alarmedthe Russian"party"; it closedranksandrushedto do battle.
As a counterpoiseto Prosvita, the RussophileA. Duxnovy Society was
foundedin May 1923, to promoteRussianlanguageand culture. Justas in
Prosvitathe activistswere immigrantsfrom Galicia, sothe organizersof the
Duxnovy Society were mainly Russianimmigrants. This development
overlappedwith the installation of a new Czechadministrationprone to
Russophilism,GovernorA. Rozsypalandhis deputeeA. Beskid.

The Duxnovy Society quickly organizedchaptersand reading rooms
274 readingrooms in 1931; cf. Gerovskij 1927, 514, foundedpublications
the monthlies Karpatskij kraj, 1923- 1925, and Karpatskij svët"
1928-1933,1938; yearbooks,etc., andinitiated so-calledDays of Russian
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Culture. The society awardeda literary prize and lobbied with influential
Czechs,adroitly taking advantageof traditional Czech Russophilism. In

1937 the organizationclaimed 21,000 membersProsvitahad 15,000. In
organizingits anti-Ukrainian activity the Duxnovyë Society imitatedmea
suresProsvitahaddeveloped. It produceda Russiangrammarthat success
fully counterbalancedPan’kevy’sUkrainianone. In 1924thereappeareda
Grammatika russkagojazyka edited by E. Sabov who, incidentally, in
1923 defendedthe useof the local dialectsagainstbothUkrainianandRus
sian. The new grammar’sauthor, AleksanderGrigor’ev, was not named,
becausehe was a native Russianwho had little to do with Transcarpathia
he residedin Preov-Tichi 1 14f..

The campaignin supportof the Russianlanguagewas bestsummarized
by Gerovskij also an outsider in Transcarpathia,to whom Standard
Ukrainianwas a "language"in quotationmarks. In 1927 he wrote: "To
learnthat ‘language’ [Ukrainian] a Carpatho-Russianstudentmustspendno
less effort than to learn the Common-Russianliterary language,with the.
difference that in the first instancehe will not be rewardedwith accessto
any significant cultural values, whereasthe Common-Russianlanguage
would immediatelyopen to him the rich treasuresof the world-renowned
Russianculture"142.

The militant anti-Ukrainian propagandaof the Duxnovy Society was
most strongly manifestedin the popular publication series "Narodnaja
biblioteka" and related publications, totaling 115 items Magocsi 159,
among them: Narodnyj katexizm", 1926;Spor" o jazykëv" Podkarpatskoj
Rusi i dskaja Akademija Nauk" by N. Zorkij, 1926; V" em" glavnaja
opasnost’ by A. A. Volkonskij, 1929; Nacional’naja i jazykovaja
prinadidnost’ russkagonaselenijaPodkarpatskojRusi, 1928 more infor

mationin Nikolajenko 26, tec’ 93ff..

Both "parties"endeavoredto emphasizenativeroots ratherthan émigré
connections.The Ukrainian "party" invoked the spirit of L. Csopey,the
compilerof a Ruthenian-Hungariandictionary in 1883,whereasthe Russian

"party" pointedto A. Mytrak, who hadprepareda Russian-Hungariandic

tionary in 1881.
The Russian-Ukrainianlanguagewar went on with alternatesuccesses

and failures, but generally the Russophileswere gaining and the Ukraino
philes were losing. In September1924, Pan’kevy and Birak were
relievedof their dutiesin the central schooladministrationMuynka 135.
The Czech administration, apparently tired of the incessant"language

war" and traditionally Russophile,begangradually to shelve its original

pro-Ukrainianpolicy. A law of 3 February1926 statedthat "the Ruthenian
Little-Russianlanguageis allowedto be used" 100, 2; Sobotaiii, 173;
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emphasismine, not that it should be used. On 9 June 1930, the Land
Presidentof Transcarpathia,Rozsypal,decreed that since the language
questionhad not beenresolved,school inspectorswere to use the Czecho

Slovak languagein official correspondence.Widespreadprotests caused
the decreeto be withdrawnin August 1930 Stec’ 25, but its very appear
ance is significant. On 7 November 1930, the Czecho-Slovakminister of
education admitted Russian textbooks for school use ibid. and on 1
October 1936, he recommendedtheir use Stec’ 27. The trendculminated
in the establishmentof equalrights for Ukrainian and Russian,on 15 July
1937 ibid.. Applying the very nameUkrainian to "Subearpathia"was
declaredillegal in 1933,andagainin 1936;Magocsi229.

Under theseconditionsthe Ukrainian orientation found an unexpected
ally: the Communistparty, which had made use of the traditional local
languageRuthenian.In June-July1924, the Fifth Congressof the Com
munist International decided that one and the same Ukrainian problem
existedin Poland,Romania,andCzecho-Slovakia,and that its final solution
required that all theselands join the Soviet Ukraine. A local language
would hinder that plan. Communistsof Transcarpathiawere ordered to
switch to Ukrainianand to establishcontactswith Communistsof the Soviet
Ukraine. In December1925, the editor-in-chiefof the Communistdaily
Karpats’ka pravda, I. Mondok, attendedthe Ninth Congressof the Com
munist party of the Ukraine in Kharkiv Jedlins’ka 104. At that time
Ukrainianizationwas in full swing, andMondok was apparentlyimpressed
by what he saw. In 1927, he again went to Kharkiv, this time for the
Conferenceon Spelling,where he pledgedacceptanceof whateverspelling
would be adopted. From 14 February 1926, the newspaperhe edited
appearednot only in the Ukrainian languagewith localismsincluded,of
course,but also in Ukrainian orthography. This was an unprecedented,
revolutionaryeventin the region: in Decemberof the sameyear, the edi
tors publisheda resolutionof the SeventhRegionalConferenceof the party
underthe title "End of the languagequestion" Stec’ 56. Theendof the
languageproblemit was not, but perhapsthe beginning of a final resolution
was in sight.

The exampleof Karpats’ka pravda found some followers: the social-
democraticnewspaperVperedin 1926,the Christian-NationalistSvoboda
in 1930, someliterary publicationsStec’ 58f., Tich 125f.. In the third
edition of his grammarPan’kevy introducedseveralchangesin morphol
ogy von insteadof on, nominative plural synéinsteadof syny, yj instead
of ëzj, etc.; tec’ 74, although his spellingremainedetymological. In the
years to comea more "up to date" textbook by Ja. Nevrli was published
for school use pt. 1 in 1937; pt. 2 in 1938; it was heavily patternedon
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SovietUkrainiangrammarstec’ 73. Also adheringto "phonetic" spel
ling was Franc Ahij’s yva mova1936. With the official recognitionof
the equality of Ukrainian and Russianas local languages,the problemof
Ukrainian spelling became essentially irrelevant. In 1937-1938
"phonetic" spelling was permittedin schoolsStec’ 73. The timeswhen
the censorshipcrossedout any sentencescalling residentsof the region

Ukrainianshadgoneby Stec’, 58.
But habits died hard. Accustomedto an ongoing discussionof its

language, Transcarpathiansociety carried the debate further. In most
encountersthe Russianorientation proved to be victorious. To mention
only the most striking events: In May 1929, the group of teacherswho
belongedto the "Teachers’ Society of SubcarpathianRus’" Uëitel’skoe
tovariestvo PodkarpatskojRusi split into two: when at its conventiona
majority voted for using "traditional" textbooksin the lower gradesand
Russianones in the uppergrades,teachersof the Ukrainian orientationleft
and formed a separate "Public Teachers’ Society in Uhorod"
Narodovec’keuëytel’s’ke tovarystvo v UThorodi tec’ 23, 67. In 1937
pro-Russiangroups foundedan opposing "Russianblock" tec’ 63; in
response,in October 1937, Communistsattendinga congressof Prosvita
organizeda "Ukrainian block" ibid.. Beginning in the early 1930s
"school strikes" brokeout randomly in villages,eitherto show supportfor
Russianas a languageof instructionor to protestagainstit Stec’ 30. In
the autumn of 1937 the Czechadministrationdecidedto relegatethe ques
tion of the languageof instructionin schoolsto the local population. Voters
were to say whether they preferred the grammar by Pan’kevy or by
pseudo-Sabov. The Russianorientationwon the schoolplebiscite313
schoolsfor Russian,against 114 for Ukrainian-Magocsi226. The pro-
Ukrainianfaction contendedthat the Russophiles’victory was due in partto
their exploitationof the ambiguity of the term russkij/rus’kyj, which voters
took to mean"TranscarpathianUkrainian," and in part to electoral fraud
by the administration.Thereseemsto be no way to verify this contention.

The continual state of "language war" resulted in two interesting
developments.One was the revival of the orientation favoring a specific
local language,whoseoutletbecamethe weeklyNedëlja1935-1938sup
ported by the Greek Catholic church. The National Theaterin UThorod
begangiving performancesin Ruthenianfrom 1936; Magocsi 223. The

other developmentwas a sharp increasein Czechschools. In 1920 there
were 321 elementary"Ruthenian"schoolsvs. 22 Czechones;in 1931, 425
vs. 158, respectively; in municipal schools, data for 1938 point to 21
"Ruthenian" schoolsvs. 23 Czech ones Magocsi 358. The growth of
Czechschoolsis accountablepartly by the increaseof Czechsin the region,



206 GEORGE Y. SHEVELOV

from nearly zero in 1919 to 30,000 by the endof Czechrule Marküs 17,
andpartiy by the decisionof Jewishparentsas well as perhapsUkrainian
parentsto sendtheir childrento schoolswherethey were not exposedto the
"languagewar" or uncertain terminology and languagenorms. Also, in
"Ruthenian" schools of higher education,Czech textbooks were often
used: for instance, in 1934, at the Mukaevo teachers’ seminary, 4
"Ruthenian"bookswere in usevs. 68 Czechones Stec’ 62. Thesewere
the first stepstowardCzechizationof the region.

The policy of Czechizationdid not materializebecauseof the fall of
Czecho-Slovakiain the late 1930s. Under the pressureof contemporary
events, the Czecho-Slovakgovernmentfinally initiated actualautonomyfor
Transcarpathia,on 26 June 1937, and grantedit in Octoberof 1938. The
first regionalgovernmentwas formed, with A. Brodij at its head; whenit
provedto be pro-Hungarian,that governmentwas dismissed,having existed
for only eighteendays. On 2 November1938 the region’ssouthernborder,
including UThorodand Mukaevo,was occupiedby Hungary; Xustbecame
the capitalof the remainingterritory, On 12 February 1939, in a general
election, the block of Ukrainianpartieswas the only onesubmittedfor con
siderationin voting. The Ukrainian list received88.7 percentof the votes
cast, in dramaticandunexplainedcontrastto the censusof 1930, in which
455,000personsdeclaredthemselvesto be Rutheniansandonly 2,355 said
they were Ukrainians EU 1, 568, tec’ 61; was the reversala patriotic
demonstrationin the faceof Hungarianaggression?.The proclamationof
Transcarpathia’sindependence,on 15 March 1939, as Hungarian troops
marchedinto the region, had apurely symboliccharacter. By March 20 the
Hungarianoccupationof Transcarpathiawas complete.

The languagepolicy of the new Hungarianregime-whichexisted for
aboutfive years,until 27 October1944-wassimilar to that of the regime
that had existed to 1919: it was hostile to the Ukrainian and Russian
languagesand practically prohibited their use. But now the region was
given the specialnameof "Subcarpathianterritory," a few pro-Hungarian
local men were admittedto theHungarianparliament,and the "Ruthenian"
languagewas allowedto be a secondlanguagein the administrationand in
the primary andsecondaryschoolsMarkus21. The Hungarianlanguage
program was set forth in S. Bonkáló’s article "Rus’kyj lyteratum5rj
jaz9k-A Ruszin irodalmi nyelv" published in Zorja-Hajnal 1-2,
UThorod 1941. The principlesoutlined therewere the basis for the text
book Hrammatykauhrorusskohojaz9ka dija serednyxuëebn9xzavedenyf,
by Ju. Maryna UThorod 1940; cf. Nikolajenko 27. Maryna declaredthat
his grammar sought to restore etymological spellings and colloquial
pronunciations,the former to emphasizethe differencesfrom Ukrainian,
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and the latter, from Russianas related in tec’ 32. Compiled in the same
spirit was I. Harajda’sHrammatykarus’kohojaz9kaUhorod 1941.

Under the Sovietoccupation,beginning in October 1944, the standards
of the Soviet Ukrainian languageand spelling becamecompulsory. The
"languagewar" hadcometo an end.

The period of Czech domination,during which languagediscussions,
albeit often pointless and mostly low-level, flourished, left a deepimprint
on the region. This small territory with less than a million inhabitants,
many of whom hadvery little education,a regionwithout any largecities,
saw twelve grammarspreparedand publishedcounting revisededitions of
the same grammar in a span of twenty years. The periodicalpresswas
blossoming. The political press was differentiatedby party. The non
political pressincludedperiodicalsfor children, for scouts,and for youth,as
well as periodicalsof humor, pedagogy,religion, economy, scholarship,
and literature. According to Gerovskij 1934, 534, during one year
1933?in Transcarpathiathereappeared14 publicationsin Ruthenianand
Russianonedaily, five weeklies, two biweeklies, six monthliesand 8 in
Ukrainianoneweekly, threebiweeklies,four monthlies.According to EU
1, 997, overthe entireCzechperiod, the regionhad62 Ukrainianperiodi
cals, in comparisonwith 39 Russian,34 Hungarian,and 13 Czech. Book
production surpasseda thousandtitles. Thesefigures are stunning,espe
cially in comparisonwith those of the preceding,Hungarian period. A
similar upsurgecanbe observedin the educationalsystemand in the "local
language,"beit Ukrainian,Russian,or, in particular,Ruthenian. Linguistic
motleynessdid notprecludethe spreadof educationnor the readingof pub
lications.

Indeed,the linguistic chaos,undoubtedlypresent,should not be exag
gerated. The threehostile camps-Ruthenian,Ukrainian, and Russian-

were not so distant from eachother as the era’s polemical articleswotild
indicate. Publicationsin pure StandardUkrainian were very hardto find,
and the few in Russianwere mostly by non-nativeto the region authors.
All included elementsof the local dialects, in differing measures. In that
sensethe traditional Ruthenianlanguagevariety wasnot being eliminated,
but was being amalgamatedwith other languages. Transcarpathiawas
working its way toward acceptingone of the real standardlanguages,that
is, Ukrainianor Russian.

To illustrate, let us takeafragmentfrom a book for childrencompiledby

AvhustynVoloyn afterhe convertedto theUkrainianorientation:

- Stomaju robyty?
- Ydy, Yvane,poobterajtablu, stol, lavycè, popozeraj,cy je krejda,emy1o,

cy èystakola?
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Y ja ne lënovavsja,vse tak fern robyv, jak mnëpan uyte1’ rozkazaly. U
poludneotvoryvfern v9zor9y koly’m peredavklju panuuyteIju, poxvalyly mene.

Yboja due ljublju ystotu y porjadok. Azbuka73

Local dialectal words and forms are in italics, whereas traditional
ChurchSlavonic and Russianonesare in bold type.

In later publicationsthe numberof localismsdiminished,but as a rule at
least some continued to be present. The "language war," insofar as
Ruthenianwas concerned,hadbecomepointless. As a systemit was dead;
yet, isolated elements of it were very much in evidence. The conflict
betweenUkrainian and Russian,by contrast, was on an entirely different
level: they were lockedin mortal combatin Transcarpathia,in a struggle
for survival. In the case of Russian, the attraction of literature which
Gerovskij hadpointedout probablycarried less weight than the appealof
its being,presumably,the languageof overlordspans’kyj. Like the char
acter in Gogol’s play "Marriage" who could not believe that Sicilian
peasantsspoke Italian which he mistook for French, so the Transcar
pathianbelieved,subconsciously,that Russianwas the languageof lords
andnotof plebeians,as Hungarianhadbeenduring and to someextentafter
the Hungarian domination. In 1924, Hnatjuk still observed a striving
toward "a ‘noble, lordly’ language,which to someseemsto be only Hun
garian" 24. In that sense,traditional linguistic Russophilismdissipated
after the Sovietoccupationof 1944,due notonly to official policy, but also
to the demiseof the image of Russianlords, engenderedby contactswith
non-aristocraticRussians.

In oral speech,StandardUkrainian was not usedby Transcarpathian
natives during the Czech period, nor was its Galician variant. There is
insufficient evidenceto determinewhether a Transcarpathiankoine,based
on one dialectwith an admixtureof Hungarian,Czech,StandardUkrainian,
Church Slavonic, and Russianwords, was in the making, or whether in
towns the commonlocal languagewas a local dialect. The secondoption
seemsmore likely, but that does not preclude the possibility that some
words and forms becametypical of a larger area. The chaotic language
situationin schoolsand in publicationsmay havereflectedsucha trend. If
that was indeed the case,in this respect,even more than in the written
language,the societyof the regionremainedon a preindustriallevel. The
peculiarity of language developmentin Transcarpathiain the interwar
period was rooted in the combinationof this social level with the demo
cratic measuresinstitutedby the Czechs.
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IX. RETROSPECTIVEREMARKS

The attentive reader will draw his own conclusions from the material
presentedhere. Somewill see in it proof of the viability of the Ukrainian
language;others,proof of its vulnerabilityand frailty. Perhapsbothimpres
sions are correct. In any case, thereis no point here in going into further
detail or in reiterating what has beensaid. On the otherhand,some gen
eralizations concerning the period 1900- 1941 as a whole are not inap
propriate.

The Ukrainian question, and the subordinatequestionof the Ukrainian
language, acquired international dimensions. The most convincing evi
dencein this respectis not the question’semergenceat diplomaticconfer
encesand negotiations,but the fact that for decadesthreepowerful govern

mentsengagedin activepersecutionof the Ukrainian language-thoseof
St. Petersburg!Moscow, of Warsaw,and of Bucharest-anda fourth-of
Prague-consideredwhether it shouldundertakesucha policy. The forms
this suppressiontook varied. It was a policy of total suppressionin tsarist

Russia,and very much so, also, in the first two occupationsof the Ukraine
by the Russiansand in that by the White Army and by Romania. It was a
policy of restrictionand confrontationin Poland,and of supportfor the rival
languagein the last years of the Czecho-Slovakdominationof Transcar

pathia. A peculiarstandwas takenby the Russiansaftertheir final occupa
tion of the Ukraine: apparent support for the Ukrainian languagewith
simultaneousundercuttingof its socialbaseand persecutionof its bearers.

All the occupyingpowersappliedthe policy of compartmentalizingthe
territory where the Ukrainian languagewas spoken. Before World War I
obstacleswere erectedagainst contactsbetweenthe RussianUkraine and
the Austro-HungarianUkrainian lands. After that war some frontiers
becamealmost impenetrablethat between the RussianUkraine and the
otheroccupations;others,while not so rigid, hardly fosteredthe unity of
the language. Besidesthe restrictionsimposedby the existenceof political
frontiers, therewere differencesin legislationand in ways of life that were
sometimesno less seriousobstaclesto unity. Moreover,undereachoccu
pation measureswere takento split the Ukrainianterritory or to divestit of
some peripheral areas. In the Soviet Ukraine, starting in the 1930s, such

areaswere the southernKursk and westernVoroneoblastsand the Kuban
region. In Poland, the Lemko region was separatedfrom Galicia, Galicia
was separatedfrom Voihynia, and both of thesewere divided from the Po
lissia and Xolm regions. In Romaniaa barrier was erectedbetween the
Ukrainiansof Bukovinaand thoseof Bessarabia,and in Czecho-Slovakiaa
wall was built betweenTranscarpathiaand Ukrainian districts in Eastern
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Slovakia. All these partitions were intended to make the Ukrainian
languageareasmaller,and in somecasesthey apparentlysucceeded.

Contacts acrossthe frontiers and acrossthe administrative boundaries
weakenedsubstantially,but they did not cometo a completehalt. Galicia

continuedto influence the languageof the Soviet Ukraine, although on a

lesserscale than prior to the Soviet occupationcf. examplesquoted in

Shevelov 1966, 124; cf. also the contacts of the Ukrainian Institute of

Scientific Languagein Kiev with the SevenkoScientific Society in Lviv.

Much later, in 1970, a Ukrainianlinguist in chargeof the standardizationof

the Ukrainianliterary languagesummarizedthe presenceof Galicianismsin

the Soviet-prescribedversion of StandardUkrainian as follows: "Elim

inated from scholarly, journalistic, and official texts, Galicianisms were

preservedpredominantlyin the spoken languageand in fiction, in which

they often are entirely justified" Piliñski 366. The statementis notable

for its recognitionof the official policy of excising Galicianismsa policy

going backto the 1930sand in its acknowledgementof their presenceas

late as 1970. Whether Galicianismshave appearedonly in fiction is, of

course,questionable.Galician influencesalso spreadto Bukovinae.g., to

the nationalist publications there and to Transcarpathiaeg., in the
variegatedactivity of Iv. Pan’kevy.

On the other hand, the Polish Ukraine was exposedto the impact of
Kharkiv and Kiev, especially in the 1920s. In part this influence came
directly, throughscholarlyinstitutionssuch as the Academy of Sciences;in
part through party contactsbetweenthe CPU and the CPWU; and in part
throughthe Ukrainianpolitical emigration in Polandand adjacentcountries
I. Ohijenko a.o..

Thus theunity of the Ukrainianlanguagewas maintained,but simultane
ously, due to the limited channelsof contact, regional differenceswere in
large measureretained. The Galician koine did not mergewith Standard
Ukrainian,and a uniqueversionof StandardUkrainianwas probablyin the
makingin Transcarpathia.

Theseare obvious and indisputablefacts. A discussionof the social
basisof the Ukrainian languagemuststand on shakierground. Before the
beginningof the century, Ukrainian was plaguedby an orientationon the
peasantry,almostexclusivein the RussianUkraine and predominantin the
Austrian Ukraine. In the early twentieth century attemptswere made to
reorient the language,at leastin part, towardsthe intelligentsiaand the city.
In literature, the attemptswere successfulKocjubyns’kyj, LesjaUkrajinka,
Vynnyèenko; in life, apparently,more often than not they failed. Infre
quently did useof Ukrainiango far beyondthe humanistintelligentsia, and
only exceptionally did it reach the technical intelligentsia,businessmen,
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capitalists,and industrial workers; the attempt to involve the latter during
the time of Ukrainianizationwas for the mostpart ineffective. More effec
tive were the sameattemptsin the Polish Ukraine. Out of the necessityto
competewith Polish and Jewishenterprises,a class of Ukrainianbusiness
men beganto takeshape. But the advancetoward urbanizationwas slow
and limited. In terms of social base, Ukrainian remained an incomplete
language.

More striking was the substantialgrowth in the areasof life servedby
the Ukrainian language: from agriculture to religion, from musicologyto
financial bookkeeping,from poetry to economy. But in pure scienceand
technology,whereattemptsto introducethe use of the Ukrainian language
were made,Ukrainian did not find broad support and, after the periodof
Ukrainianization,shrankconsiderably.Thisreflected,of course,the gapsin
the social baseof the language.

In termsof prestige,the Ukrainian languagewon many victories; a cer
tain numberof individualseducatedin Russianor Polish schoolsand in the
Russianor Polish culture switched back to their native Ukrainian. The
capacity of Ukrainian to serve on a high cultural level could no longerbe
denied. Yet among the non-Ukrainian urban populationthe reputationof
the Ukrainian languageremainedlow, and a derogatoryattitude toward it

was by no meansexceptional. In many casesUkrainiansdefectedto other
culturesand languages:Russian,Polish,Romanian,and Czech. Very often
the principal motivation for such defections was career or financial
advancement,butbehind it loomeda lack of enthusiasm,or evenof esteem,
for the Ukrainianlanguage. Underall four occupations,Ukrainianfailedto
becomethe usualand commonmeansof communicationin the largeurban
and industrialcenters.

An importantshift took place in the ideological foundationfor the useof
Ukrainian. Before the twentieth century, the main argumentfostering the
use of the Ukrainian languageby the educatedwho, after all, were bi
lingual was the needto communicatewith, and enlighten,the peasants,
who were not bilingual and therefore would presumablybe doomed to
remaininguneducatedor evenilliterate if not approachedand instructedin

Ukrainian. This argumentlost its conviction and fell into disuse in the
twentiethcentury. There were someattemptsto replaceit with slogansof

romanticderivation,presentinglanguageas a manifestationof nationalsoul
and as a depositoryof nationalculture, or the most importantattributeof a
nation.

With the caution of a scholarwho preferredto stay away from ideologi

caldictums, Vasyl’ Simovy wrote in 1934: "If one takes into accountall

the earmarksthat make a nation a nation, languageis one of the most
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important features of the nation’s existence. Hence the extraordinary
endeavorsto preservethe language,becauseit is assumedthat with the col
lapse of the language,the nation stopsexisting Such an understandingof
languageas the factor of utmost importancein the existenceof a nation
becomespart of the national political life of that nation. Such an under

standingof languageis rather emotional in character,but one cannotbut
reckon with it. We canfight that understandingas it pleasesus, butwe feel

thereis somethingin it" 35.
The ambivalenceexpressedby Simovyë, his acceptanceand rejection,

simultaneously,of the slogan of languageas the determinantof nation, is

indicative of the very situation of the Ukrainian language at the time.

Undernormal conditionsthe existenceof a languagedoesnot needmotiva
tion or explanation. It would be highly unusual to start proving la raison

d’être for, say, Frenchin Franceor English in England. Thoselanguages
are simply there, as the air men breatheis there. No speakerwould even

imaginemotivating their presence. If speakersof a languageseekmotiva

tion for their language,an abnormality in the situation of the languagein

questionis alwayspresent. The Ukrainian languagein the first half of the

twentiethcenturywas, from this point of view, in a transitionalstage: from
a motivated presenceto an unmotivatedone. When in the mid-nineteenth
centurythe languagewas spokenvirtually by peasantsalone,the motivation
of its understandabilityto peasantswas both necessaryand sufficient. The
writings of a Kvitka or of a Marko Vovok, with their stylized narrator
standingin for the peasant,were in harmonywith that motivation. After P.
Ku1i, Franko,Kocjubyns’kyj, and Lesja Ukrajinka-thatis, after the for
mation of a Ukrainian intelligentsia-thesituation changedradically. The
languageof these writers and of their social group shared phonetics and
morphologywith that of the peasants,but lexically and syntactically it was

a far cry from the languageof the countryside. The writings of a Ryl’s’kyj,
a Semenko,a Baan, amongmany others,did notmeetthe requirementsof
"rural ingenuousness."The representativesof the "ethnographictrend"
in linguistics of the 1920sKurylo, Tymenko, Ohijenko, Simovy, a.o.
strivedto fill the gap betweenthe standardlanguageand the languageof the
peasants. It would be futile to try to guesswhat would havehappenedif
their ideasand efforts hadprevailed,if they had not beencrushedby the
Sovietstatemachinery. There is someindication, however,that a number
of these same linguists Kurylo, Simovy moved away from the ethno
graphicorientation.

Languageas the embodimentof the "national soul" was too romantic
and poetic a notionto be acceptableas motivation in the ageof scienceand
technology. Even the thesisof languageas the repositoryof a national
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tradition was not quite applicable, becausearchaicization played no
significant role in the developmentof the Ukrainian languagein the twen
tieth century. The language of, say, the seventeenthcentury is hardly
understandableto a contemporaryspeakerfrom any social group. This
"crisis in motivation" led to the non-motivatedexistenceof the Ukrainian
language,or to what is the same,motivation by merepresence. By coin
cidencethis was the normal conditionfor any viable language. In the cir
cumstancesof the bilinguality of the educatedclassesand of Ukrainians’
bitter competitionwith the languagesof the ruling nations-Russian,Pol
ish, Romanian,and, in part, Czech-thisnormal condition, paradoxically,
was abnormal. Hencecamethe timid but recurringattemptsto stickto the
romanticconceptof languageas theembodimentof the nationalsoul.

The first half of the twentieth centurybrought the StandardUkrainian
language normalization of an unprecedented degree. A healthy
phenomenonin itself, in practice it took on somewhatunhealthy forms
when linguists, instead of selecting among featuresthat did exist in the
language,assumedthe right to shapethe languageon their own, occasion
ally building entirely artificial, non-existent forms. True, this excess
markedthe "spelling" of 1928 only in the rendition of foreign words,
where impositionof a systemthat existed nowherein the languagelohika
but l’ozung, etc. was attempted.To someextentthis also appliedto vocab
ulary in general, and to terminological vocabulary in particular. These
impositionspreparedthe ground,during the next reversalin Soviet policy,
for another imposition of non-existentstandardsonto the language,this
timeRussianonesXvylja’s spellingand terminology. Of course,the very
fact that such experimentscould take place was testimony to the per
manently abnormalsituation of the language, with its incomplete social
basesand manifestationsof internal incompletenessthe underdevelopment
of technicalterminology,the lackor underdevelopmentof urbanforms and
genresof speech,including urbanslang.7°

70 The absenceof Ukrainianurban slangwas in part compensated,in thespeechof theintelli
gentsia,by insertionsof Russian clichés words and phraseswith ironic overtones. Sulyma
264 notedthe phenomenonin his analysisof M. Xvyl’ovyj’s language: "When XvyI’ovyj
writes in a broken language,this is really ‘for the intelligentsia’ becauseit was theywho had
createdthis ‘brokenness.’" Sulyma’sexplanationis, however,incorrect:"Someoneis unable
to speakUkrainiancorrectlyandspeaksin a distortedlanguage,with Russianisms,whereashis
appearanceandtoneare such to make people think that he talks facetiously, deliberately‘for
laughs.’ And then they get accustomedand consider that mannerof speecha joke." The
actual reasonfor that deliberate,ironic useof Russianismsby people able to speakUkrainian
perfectly asXvyl’ovyj did was to fill thegapcreatedby theabsenceof Ukrainianurbanslang.
Hiddenbehindthis usagetherewas alsoa derogatoryattitudetoward the Russianlanguage,an
instanceof thederisiona dependentnation commonlyhastoward thoseon whom it depends.
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The intrusion by the government-inthese particular cases,by the
Russian-rungovernment-intoa language’s internal regulation was a

Soviet innovationand invention. Neitherthe Polish nor the Romaniannor

the Czechgovernmenthadused suchtactics: nor had they beenappliedby
the tsaristadministrationin prerevolutionaryRussia. In their policy toward

the Ukrainian language,all of these hadresortedto measuresof external
coerciononly: banning the Ukrainianlanguagefrom public use,entirely or

selectively; imposing the state languageon speakersof Ukrainian through

education,cultural developments,careeropportunities, territorial resettle

ment; settlementof the ruling nationality on Ukrainian territory, etc. The
Soviet system,in addition to applying all these "classic" methods, intro
ducedinterferenceinto the structureof the Ukrainian languageby prohibit
ing certainwords,syntacticconstructions,grammaticalforms, spelling, and

orthoepic standards,while promoting others patterned on Russian or
directly transplantedfrom Russian. Through these tactics the conflict
betweenthe Ukrainianand the Russianlanguagesin the SovietUkraine was
extendedfrom thingsexternalto the languageinto the languageitself. The
contamination was to affect not only speakersof Ukrainian, but the
languageper se in its intrinsic structure.

Under such constantassault, what augmentedUkrainian’s ability to
resistwas the tradition althoughin mostcasesnot realizedby its speakers
of the short-livedperiodof Ukrainianindependencein the NationalRepub
lic and the Hetmanateof 1917-1920.Thatstrengthcamenot from apoliti
cal program,nor even from knowledgeof the historical factsof the period
which were erasedfrom the nation’s memory by distortion and suppres
sion, but from the actual imprint theseyears left on the language,in two
respects:first, by extendingits functions to areaswhereit was notadmitted
previously especially state administration and education; second, by
enrichingit with new lexicaland syntacticelements. This growth resumed,
in part, at the time of Ukrainianization.

Theentirerange of innovationsfrom the 1917-20periodhasneverbeen
studiedthoroughlyor extensively. Yet evensomerandomexamplesshow
how many Ukrainian words-to limit ourselveshere to vocabulary-that
now seemquite "natural" and indispensablestemfrom that time. A con
temporaryspeakerof Ukrainianwould be surprisedto learnthat the follow
ing nine words, which belong to the neutralcommon stockof the language,
were not listed at all or not in their present-daymeaning in the most
comprehensiveof the prerevolutionarydictionaries, namely,Hrinenko’s:
dopovid’ ‘lecture’, ‘paper’, holova ‘chairman’, hurtok ‘circle’, hurtoytok
‘hostel, dormitory’, lystivka ‘postcard’, stavytysja‘to treat, to have an atti
tude toward’, urfad ‘government’, ustanova ‘office, institution’, zdibnyj
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‘gifted, capable’. h his correspondence,M. Kocjubyns’kyj systematically
usedfor ‘postcard’ the word vidkrytka cf. Russianotkrytka;e.g.,his letter
of 24 November 1903-Kocjubyns’kyj 304. Vynnyèenko in his diary
wrote "ja do vs’oho vidnousja" 1911, sposibni1914, andpredsidatel’
1914, 1915; pp. 35, 119, 130, l67.’ J. yka1enko, in 1908, also used
predsidatel’ II, 1 ic.

All thesewords excepthurtozytok,which apparentlyemergedafter the
Sovietizationof the Ukraine can reasonablybe assumedto havegained
their new meaningat the time of Ukrainian independence.Someof them
are recorded in S. Ivanyc’kyj and F. Sumljans’kyj’s 1918 Rosijs’ko

ukrajins’kyj slovnyk included there are stavytysja, ustanova, zdibnyj;
holova and urjad occur there,too, butalongsideolderwords borrowedfrom
or patternedon Russian:predsidatel’,pravytel’stvo, respectively, which
were commonin the pre-1917Ukrainianpress;othersare not yet included.
It is in the Academy dictionary of 1924 and thereafterthat we find dopo
vid’, hurtok, and lystivka, and it is therethat urjad is no longer accompanied
by pravytel’stvo. Characteristically,mostof thesewords did notenter into
the "Galiciankoine."

Theseand many otherwords from independencetimes were so strongly
rooted in the languageby the end of the 1920sthat even the "purge" of
Ukrainianvocabularyin the 1930s,underPostyevand Xvylja, was unable
to delete them; moreover, such words were probably mistaken for
"genuine"and native vocabulary.72During the comprehensivewitch hunt
for "nationalistic" witches and afterwards,numerouswords from these
times were incriminatedand subject to elimination, especiallyif they had
doubletscommon with Russian,such as bihun - poijus ‘pole’, pidsonnja -

klimat ‘climate’, ijudnist’ - naselennja‘population’, nyzka- rjad ‘many’, na
di - na foni ‘againstthe background’and many more. Yet the wordscon

tributed during the years of independencesurvived in those casesin which
the "old" words fell completely out of use and, therefore, the "new"
words now not so new proved to be practically unidentifiableand irre
placeable. After all, the entire languagepurgeas well as human purge
after the 1 920swas in a sensebut a struggle with the spectralor realpatri

71 But in a sentenceof 1914 we findhurtok 66. Apparently,the word cameinto usevia the

languageof revolutionaryparties andbecamecommon in theyearsof thestrugglefor indepen
dence.
72 The Ukrainian names for months-siëen’ January’, /jutyj ‘February’, etc-apparently
also enteredgeneralusageat the time of independence.Beforetherevolution,Cykalenko,for
instance,systematicallyusedthe "international"ones: janvar,fevral’, etc. in the Ukrainian
case,takenfrom theRussian.
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mony of the brief period of independence. The legacy of that period

became and remained an important level in the Standard Ukrainian

language.
In retrospect,in the period from 1900 to 1941, the Ukrainian language

advancedrapidly in the sensethat it becamemore rich, widespread,and

regularized. Yet, existing as it did under four occupations,it remained

incompletein termsof its social baseand in terms of the avenuesof life it

served. Furthermoreit was threatenedby the generalbilingualism of the

entire educatedpopulation on Ukrainian territory. Bilingualism always
tends to become monolingualism; in each particular case, theoretically,

speakerscanopt for eitherof the two languagesinvolved. Thethreatof the
non-Ukrainian option in bilingualism in the Ukraine was heightened
becausethe competinglanguageservedas a channelto all other languages,
primarily the Western ones: Russianin the RussianEmpire and in the
Soviet system, Romanian in Romania,Hungarian or Czech in Transcar
pathiaand,to a lesserdegree,Polish in Polandbefore 1918, the Galician
intelligentsiaas a rule knew at leastone of the major Westernlanguages,

German.
This situation was recognizedrepeatedlyby leading personalitiesin

Ukrainiancultural and political life, sometimeswith indignation,sometimes
with understanding.As early as 1891, Ivan Franko wrote about Russian

Ukrainians: "They usually know only one language, the Muscovite

language in which they were taught in schools This is their entire

apparatus criticus" Tymoenko 2, 18. In 1910, S. Jefremov stated:
"The Ukrainianhasborneand still bearstwo souls in his breast:he gotand
still gets accessto all generalhuman emotionsfrom a Russiansource,in a
Russianattire.... The worst evil of our recentpast was that Ukrainiano
philism looked at Ukrainian life as a parochialism,as a partial variantof
generalRussianlife" Lotoc’kyj 2, 436. S. Petljura,in 1912, drew a con-
elusion from this situation: "I think that for the given moment in the
developmentof the Ukrainian movementukrajinstvo, the influence of
Russianculture is the only available means to raiseour national culture,
becausethereare so few roads to Europethat theseroadslook ratherlike
very narrow paths" Petljura 2, 191. It is for this reason that Petijura
regardedUkrainiantranslationsof the world’s literary classicsas a problem
with political significanceibid., 508.

A faithful mirror of that dependenceon the languageof the ruling nation
was the productionof dictionaries. In the RussianUkraine,whether tsarist
or Soviet, Russian-Ukrainianand Ukrainian-Russiandictionarieswerepub
lished almost exclusively for the years 1918-1961,bibliographerslist,
discountingabridgedschool dictionaries,only five [five!] Ukrainian-West
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European dictionaries: one French, two German, and two English;
Hol’denberh and Korolevy 125ff.. In the Austrian and, later, Polish
Ukraine, German-Ukrainianand Ukrainian-German,Polish-Ukrainianand
Ukrainian-Polish dictionaries predominated;in pre-1918 Transcarpathia,
Hungarian-Ukrainianand Ukrainian-Hungarianones were the norm. Such
dependenceon the languageof the ruling nation was a major handicapfor
the normal developmentof the Ukrainian languageand, in fact, for the

growth of more than the language. It was one more manifestationof the
incompletenessof the Ukrainian languagein the first half of the twentieth
century.

New York
January- November,1981
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NOTESAND COMMENTS

UkrainianIllustrations and NotationsAddedto
Two Seventeenth-CenturyBooksheld in the

Helsinki University Library*

BOHDAN A. STRUMINSKY

1. Ukrainian ReligiousCardsfrom the SeventeenthCentury

The first religious cards offered for sale or distributed freely among
worshippersappearedin Kiev in 1627, according to D. A. Rovinskij, the
expert in this kind of religious art among East Slays.’ They were madein
Kiev’s Monasteryof the Caves and the Poajiv Monastery by monks,
including such masters of the religious woodcut as Ilija and Prokopij.2
Woodcutsfrom theCavesMonasterywere not only usedas illustrationsfor

printed books,but also were printed separatelyfor sale or free distribution,
or were often glued to manuscripts.3Paulof Aleppo, who visited Kiev in
1654, notedas a curiosity that the CavesMonasteryalso printed "icons of
the saints" iqünatal-qiddisin.4 The Ukrainianvenerationof icons printed
on paperwas seenas heretical by Muscovites. The Muscovite voivod of

* I am indebtedto EdwardKasinec,head of the SlavonicDivision of the New York Public
Library, for bringing theseitems to my attentionandfor his bibliographicalhelp in preparing
this article.

D. A. Rovinskij, Podrobnyjslovar’ russkixgraverovXVII -XIX vv. St. Petersburg,1895,
cols.224-25. Also S. Maslov, "Bibliografieskie zametkio nekotoryx cerkovno-slavjanskix
staropeatnyx izdanijax. 1. Gravirovannye listki Kievo-Peerskoj tipografli," Russkij
filologiceskij vesrnik Warsaw 44 1910: 353-63; P. M. Popov, Ksylohrajiëni doky
Lavrs’kohomuzeju,vol. 1: Ukrajins’ki starovynnigravjury typu ‘narodnyx karrynok’ Kiev,
1927, preface; V. Siyns’kyj, "Istorija ukrajins’koho graverstvaXVI-XVIII stolittja,"
AnalectaOrdinis S. Basilii Magni "Peredvojenninevydani ‘Zapysky CSVV’ ", vols. 4-6,
ser. 2, sec. 2, vol. 5 11, fasc. 1-4 Lviv, 1942-Rome,1967, p. 270; J. D. A. Barniot andJ.
S. 0. Simmons, "Some UnrecordedEarly-printed Slavonic Books in English Libraries,"
Oxford SlavonicPapers1951: 112-13; I. P. Kryp"jakevyë, P. J. Lucyk, and F. P. Mak
symenko,"Narodni hravjury XVII st.," Ukrajins’ke mystectvoznavstvoKiev 5 1971: 151.
2 Rovinskij, Podrobnyjslovar’, cols.238, 245.

P. Popov, "Materijaly do slovnyka ukrajins’kyx graveriv," Ukrajins’ka knyha
XVI-XVH-XVHIst. Kiev, 1926,p. 324.

"Voyage du PatriarcheMacaire d’Antioche," Patrologia Orientalis Paris 26, fasc. 5
1949: 699.
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Kharkiv, Ofrosimov, reported in 1658 to Moscow: "Seeing their [the
Ukrainians’] little religiosity becausethey pay homageto papersheets. ., I

havewritten this to you."5 When such papericons appearedin Muscovy,
PatriarchJoachimbannedthem, in 1674.6

According to P. Klymenko, in the Ukraine religious cards from wood-
cuts were made in the seventeenthcenturyevenby masterswho worked
independentlyfrom religious book printshops.7P. Popov noted that "a con
siderable part of the oldest xylographic engravingswith an independent
function were foundby ‘excavations’ in old book covers."8More indepen
dent engravingswere laterfound in book coversin theWesternUkraine.9

Thetwo engravingsunderdiscussionhere appearedon the endpapersof
PeterMohyla’s Ai’Ooç Kiev, 1644,now held in the SlavonicLibrary of the
HelsinkiUniversity Library.

The first illustration, on the inside front cover, representsthe Madonna
with the Son sitting on her left arm fig. 1. Brief engraveddescriptions
appearbeside the figures: MP 88 Mijtip eEoi ‘Mother of God,’ in

Greek and ‘NC XC I4Hc8ci, XPHCTOCI, ‘JesusChrist’, in Slavonic; the

repetition IC XC is handwritten. Two brouches,or floral embroideries,
adornthe Madonna’skerchiefand right shoulder. She holdsherright hand
beforeher and Jesusstretcheshis in her direction. The Greek letters‘tN
‘He that is’, i.e., God; cf. Exodus3: 14, clumsily written, appearon either
side of Jesus’ head. The icon is fitted under an arch supportedby two
columns,a motif commonin front pagesof Ukrainian religious imprints of
the sixteenthto eighteenthcenturies. An inscriptionabovethe arch reads:
MATEVb Bfl IC XC Hb ‘Mother of God. JesusChrist, the Son’. Thepos
sessivedative constructionof the first phrase,and the useof the accusative
ratherthan the nominative,representa vernacularform as againstthe more
official SlavonicMATH BKI Ia. The useof the front, insteadof back,jer at
the end of the word ‘son’, which is contrary to the spelling used in
Ruthenianimprints from the sixteenth centuryon, reflects a Middle Bul
garian spelling mannerism which appeared in Ukrainian religious
manuscriptsuntil the earlyseventeenthcentury.’°

Kryp’ ‘jakevy et a!., "Narodni hravjury," p. 150.
6 Rovinskij, Podrobnyjslovar’ , cols.227-31.

P. Klymenko, "Ukrajins’ki knyhodruky,"Bibliolohicni visti Kiev, 1924,vols. 1-3, pp.
116-17.
8 Popov,Ksy1ohrafinidosky,p. 6.

Kryp"jakevyè eta!.,"Narodni hravjury," pp. 155-61.
10 Cf., e.g.,aBpaaMl,, Hcaa1c1 icaaiu, in two manuscriptgospelsof the earlyseventeenthcen
tury; J. P. Zapasko,Ornamental’neoformlennja ukrajins’koji rukopysnojiknyhyKiev, 1960,
pp. 91, 106.
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This type of Madonnahas a numberof parallelsamong illustrationsin
Ukrainianreligious booksof the seventeenthcentury,of which it may be an
imitation. The most similar one appearsin TpiLUoH Kiev, 1627, in an
illustration madein 1626 by the wood engraverSI. T. with a morecom
plete0 N, i.e., Sv in Jesus’nimbusand with a differentposition for MP
88, andis repeatedinYacociloBi, orna, 1629." Otherparallelsappearin
CJI8xe6HMIcr, Lviv, 1646, where only the letter 0 remains in Jesus’

nimbus,and in AKaO1CT’B Kiev, 1625,in which letters in the nimbus are
transformedinto an ornament. A copper-plateby 0. Tarasevyd. 1703
printed on silk, with an empty nimbus,representsthe laststagein the oblit
erationof that Greeksymbol.’2

The secondreligious card, glued to the inside back cover of MOo;,
representsJesus’ascensionto heavenfrom the Mount of Olives in the pres
ence of the apostleson the fortieth day after the Resurrection fig. 2.
Although Acts 1:2-12 enumerateonly elevenapostlesas presentwithout
JudasIscariotand withoutMatthias,who was later selectedto replacehim,
this card shows twelve apostles,according to the popular belief. Mary,
Motherof Jesus,who accordingto Acts I: 13-14 appearsamongthem only
after they returnfrom the Mount of Olives is here depictedas presentdur
ing the Ascension, with the letters MP Ek appearing above her head.
Angels on either side point fingers to the sky cf. Acts I: 10-11, where
"two men in white apparel"standby the apostlesand explain the meaning
of all that has occurred,but their fingerpointing is not mentioned.Jesusis
presentedagainstthe backgroundof a radiantlight, within a medallion sup
portedby two angels. Two treesin the backgroundon both sidesare meant
to representolive trees. The sceneis framedby an arch on two columns,
like that of the first card. The inscription above the arch reads:
BO3HECEHI4E OCflOTA HAIIIEO IA XTA ‘The ascensionof our
Lord, JesusChrist’, with the Greeksigmafor the Cyrillic capitalc, a com
mon occurrencein title pages, illustrations, and vignettes of Ukrainian
imprints of the sixteenth to eighteenthcenturies. But the archaicspelling
BO3HECEHHE rather than the usual BO3HECEHIE indicates an author
who did notadopt the spelling dominantin imprints from the sixteenthcen
tury. The archaic-øe appearedin Ukrainianmanuscriptsuntil the second
half of the sixteenthcentury.’3

‘ Rovinskij, Podrobnyjslovar’, col. 412; T. N. KamenevaandA. A. Guseva,Ukrainskie
knigi kirillovskojpeëatiXVl-XVIIIvv. Moscow, 1976,no. 455.
12 KamenevaandGuseva,Ukrainskieknigi, nos. 719 and431; Popov, "Materijaly," p. 325.
13 Cf. Zapasko,Ornamental’neoformlennja,p. 80 the PeresopnycjaGospelof 1556-1561:
YTeHHe.
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A handwritten inscription has been addedbelow the figure of Jesus:
llpMtTe noKJIoHTecIa ‘Come and bow’ a phrase from the Eastern
liturgy. Handwritten inscriptions in Latin on the oppositepage read:
Patris et Fuji et Spiritus SanctiAmenamen ‘of the Fatherand the Son and
the Holy Spirit Amen, amen’ and BeatissimaVirgo Maria, conseruame,
famulumtuum humiliorem,ProcopiumBazakowsky‘The MostBlessedVir
gin Mary, preserve me, one of Thy humbler servants, Prokip
Bazakovs’kyj.’ A Polish phrasecan also be discerned: nie chodzqc ‘not
going.’

Like the first card, the secondappearsto be a renderingof the motif that

appearsin a numberof Ukrainian religious publicationsof the seventeenth
century. The closest parallels found to date are the woodcut in John
Chrysostom’sBecruiHa iHL CTHX1, Ariim Kiev, 1624,probablythe
work of Tymofij Petrovy, and that in TpiWioH1 Lviv, 1642, madeby
B 0 Z.’4 The mostsignificant difference is in the position of Mary’s arms:
whereasthey are folded in the card discussedhere, they are extendedin the
book illustrationsthe earlyChristianoransfigure. Otherparallelslack the
olive trees, and their Mary has arms eitherfolded as in ArxocToJm, Lviv,
1639, one illustration within the book or extendedas in eaarreJIoH1,,
Lviv, 1636; in OKToix1,, Lviv, 1639; ArloeToirl,, Lviv, 1639, front page.’5
In someof them Christ appearsnot in a medallion,but in a half-circle of
clouds the Lviv Gospelof 1636 and theLviv Octoechosof 1639.

Both cards representthe relatively high level of woodcut art doneout
side of the known religious printshops. To appreciatetheir quality, one
needsonly to compareour cards with the primitive and crude samplesthat
appearin Klymenko’s article. The inscriptionsin both cards allow us to
datethem to the earlyseventeenthcentury, i.e., nearto the very beginnings
of the developmentof this art form in the Ukraine. Thecards may well be
considerablyolder than thebook into which they havebeenpasted.

2. Eighteenth-CenturyUkrainian Notationson CharlesXII andMazepa

In additionto historical chronicles,concisehistorical notationson the mar
gins of other, usuallyreligious, textswere made in pre-nineteenth-century
Ukraine. One eventthat inspiredownersof religious books to make such
notationswas the defeatof King CharlesXII and HetmanIvan Mazepain

KamenevaandGuseva,Ukrainskieknigi, nos. 417 and814.
Kamenevaand Guseva,Ukrainskieknigi, nos. 677,590,701,and812.
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their campaignagainstPeterI in 1708-1709. I have publishedone such

notationfrom a Slavonicprayerbook preservedat Harvard its authormay
havebeena Muscovite.’6

Publishedhere is anotherexample,takenfrom a book now held in the
Slavic Division of the Helsinki University Library. Two notationson the
Swedish-Ukrainian-Muscovitewar of 1708-1709 are inscribed on the
blank side of leaf 104 of the 3epiajrio 6orOcJIOBiH of Kyrylo Trankvillion
Stavrovec’kyj Poajiv, 1618, which was once the property of the
Meyhir"ja MonasterynearKiev fig. 3.

The notationswritten in an eighteenth-centuryUkrainian cursivescript,
readas follows heresuperscriptletters arerenderedalongsidethe others:

Pox8 a4/ii BB HoeBpIHMé1 feTMaHi, il KaBaJiepi,IBawb Maena1,MHHJTI, BeJIM
KOM 8 flepeaiiciao fflBeja KoTopo[ro] HapoYHoaTiarR8Jrhc Hoiicxou ejiu
c K0T0pHM Muoro 6kI 8?HRRJI 8KpaHt BMCTO Ero flocTaBJlewb reTMaHoM IBaH1,

CKoponacK1I 6HBUII4! H0JII0BR141 CTapo86cxrnB rJi8xoB CMhIM FcjpeM

CoHBoJ1eHIeM O6q.mIM1 BCkX1, YHHOB1, XOBRJ,IX H CB’bIKHX1,

a4i4,: lioHA i: Hami, BOHCKaMH CBO14Mf BJUfKO il MaJloPoccrncxMHKopoj
wecioro BOHCKOM ero flo HolrTaBolo PorpoMHJr, lCe JIeJBo WB Tpex [crossedout:
mIcIa’T’ax] CTaX1, 8TKi, Maenoio a tHrIp1, H Ocjn,uic [sic] Wb YKOB a
OcTaBml,rn Ero Bet BOIWK Bet o6poBoJrne i IC}BH Op8xiceHoKJ1OHHJrnC.
TaM K BCb o6o’i, ii APTInnePi, BlaTa. i BC B HOJIOH HorHarn,I [crossedout: BB

Pawi,B pxi,J, PoocJ1aiuBi, Porn,ieM0cK0BCKIe FopoW,I

Translation

In the year 1708, in the month of November,Hetmanand CavalierIvan Mazepa
betrayedthe Great Sovereign. He went over to the Swedes,whom he had delib
erately draggedin from the Polish land and with whom he did a lot of damageto the
Ukraine. IvanSkoropads’kyj,the formerColonel of Starodub,wasinstalledas Het
man in his placeat Hluxiv by the Sovereignhimself, with the generalconsentof all
clericalandsecularranks.

In 1709, on June27, our Sovereignwith his GreatandLittle Rhossicarmiesrouted
theSwedish King with his army at Poltava,sothat he barelyescapedin the strength
of threehundred[crossedout: thousand]with MazepaacrosstheDnieperandsettled
in atOakiv [Ozi], while the rest of his army, all the fifteen thousand,voluntarily

capitulated,throwing down their weapons. Thewhole train and artillery were taken

thereand all were driven into captivity [crossedout: to Orenburgi and sent to vari

ous Muscovitetowns.

In the first notation, the unusualelement is the name Ukraine as the

country to which HetmanMazepaallegedly "did a lot of damage,"because

its official namewas Little Rhossiacf. the next notation.

16 B. Strumins’kyj Struminsky, "Mazepiana in the Harvard Manuscript Collection
1691-1709,"Harvard Library Bulletin Cambridge,MA, 28, no. 1 January1980,p. 80.
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In the secondnotation, the unknown authorat first correctly statedthat

Charles XII and Mazepacrossedthe Dnieper with three thousandmen,’7
but then, for some unknown reason,reducedthat numberby nine-tenths.
Our author did not know that CharlesXII actually settled in at Bender,
whereasOëakivwas only the first Turkish fortressto which he came,hav
ing crossedthe Boh River on 18 and 19 July 1709. On the other hand,he
gave the correctnumber of Swedeswho capitulatedat Perevolonaon 30
June 1709, that is, fifteen thousand.’8The mention then crossedout of
Orenburg,a town establishedonly in 1735, showsthat the notationswere
mademanyyears after theeventsto which they refer. Most Swedishpris
onerswere in fact sent to Siberia,19beyondthe Ural River, on which Oren
burg was situated.

HarvardUniversity

‘ Cf. OrestSubtelny, The MazepistsNewYork, 1981,p. 52.
18 Cf. S. M. Solov’ev,Istorija Rossii,vol. 8 Moscow 1962,p. 358.

[F. M.] Voltaire, Histoirede CharlesXII Pans,1895,p. 151.
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Fig. 2
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Fig. 3



REVIEW ARTICLES

RobertConquest’sHarvestof Sorrow:

A Challengeto theRevisionists

VLADIMIR N. BROVKIN

HARVEST OF SORROW: SOVIET COLLECTIVIZATION AND THE

TERROR-FAMINE. By Robert Conquest. New York and Oxford: Oxford
University Press,1986. 412pp. $19.95.

RobertConquest’sHarvestof Sorrowis one of the most importantbookson Soviet
and Ukrainianhistory in recent years. It is not only a study of the famine and its

consequencesin the Ukraine in 1932-33,but also an interpretivehistory of Soviet
peasantryfrom the OctoberRevolutionto the mid-1930s. Placing Conquest’sbook
in the contextof contemporaryhistoriographyis not an easy task,becauseit is a

monumentalwork. It breaksnew groundin the study of thecivil war, local peasant

conditionsduring the collectivization, demography,economics,local government,
popularattitudes,governmentpolicy, andmanyother fields. Conquestcombinesa
viewfrom above-a studyof the leaders’decisions,debates,motivations,andactual

policy-with a view from below-a descriptionof how thesepolicies affectedsin

gle individuals, families, villages, entire regions, and nations, particularly the

Ukraine. Thesetwo accountsare skillfully interwovento producea broadandyet
detailedpanoramaof one of the mosttragic eventsin twentieth-centuryhistory.

The book hasbrought from oblivion a humantragedyof millions of Ukrainian
peasantsfor decadeslargely ignored in Western historiography. Because the

famine-its origins, extent, and consequences-areat the center of Conquest’s
attention,critics and reviewershave generallydiscussedConquest’streatmentof it
ratherthan the book as a whole.’ Yet in order to understandConquest’sthesisand
the validity of his evidence,it is essentialto follow his examinationof Bolshevik

See, for example,areview no authorindicatedin Foreign Affairs 65, no. 4 1987:908,
focusingon the issuesof the famine alone. Patricia Blake, in her review entitled "The War
Against thePeasants,"Time 128 8 December1986:91, avoided mentioning the Ukrainian
aspectof thetragedy. It would be impossible to comment on all thereviewsandresponsesto
Conquest’sbook. To date I havecountedover forty in theAnglo-Americanpressalone, most
of whichregardthe book asa remarkableachievement.For example,David Shipler described
it as "a powerful, well-documentednew work," in Washington Monthly 19 February
1987:59; andArch Paddingtoncharacterizedit as a "monumental contribution, in Commen
tary 83 June1987:74.
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policy towardpeasantsfrom 1917. The historical dimensionof the book is a key

part of its overall thesis. The eventsof 1932-33must be seenin light of whathap
penedin the Ukraine in 1918-1922. During both of thesecampaignsin the coun
tryside, in Russia and in the Ukraine, the Bolsheviks launched an attack on the

kulaks, extracted"surplus" grain, and sent armed detachmentsto subdue the
peasants. In both campaigns the result was famine, and in both the issue of
Ukrainiannationality figured prominently.

Discussing the Communists’ first, 1918-1922campaignagainst the peasantry,
Conquestmakesthree important points. The first applies to both Russia andthe
Ukraine, andthe secondandthird specificallyto the Ukraine. The first is that poli
cies of War Communism-thatis, grain requisitioning-werenot causedby war
emergency. He correctly points out that the crucial decreeswere passedin May
1918, before any serious hostilities in the civil war began. Grain requisitioning,

attackson the "village bourgeoisie"or kulaks, and the creation of the so-called
communeswere ideologically motivated p. 47. Thesewere initial attempts to
moveto whatLeninbelievedwasa "socialist" form of agrarianproduction.

The secondargumentconcernsthe characterof the Bolsheviks’ war with the
peasantry.I could not agreemore with the propositionthat in both Russiaand the
Ukraine the peasantrebels,the Greens,representedat leastas greata dangerto the

Bolshevik regimeas did the Whites p. 50. In termsof numbers,participants,and

casualties,the peasantwar eclipsedthe more visible war of the Bolsheviks versus

the Whites. TheBolshevikshadavery weakbasein thecountrysidein generaland
almost nonein the Ukraine. Conquestprovidesmuch new data, ignored by other
historians, on peasantrebellions against the Bolsheviks.2Crucial here is that the
peasantresistance in the Ukraine was stronger than in Russia. Of utmost
significancefor the future wasthe fact that the Bolsheviks were defeatedin the
Ukraineseveraltimes during the 1918-1922period. In severalprovincesthey were
defeatednotby theWhites,but by detachmentsof Ukrainianpeasants.3

The third argumentis that the battlesof the civil war on Ukrainiansoil in gen
eral, and the Bolsheviks’ battles with the Ukrainian peasantsin particular, were
inseparablyconnectedwith the issue of Ukrainian national resurgence.That fact
madethe civil war in the Ukrainedifferent from the civil war in Russia. Whenthe
Bolsheviks requisitioned grain in Russia, they were not perceived as foreign
invaders,but when they requisitionedgrain in the Ukraineto feed Russiancities, the
conflict inevitably acquireda nationalcharacter. The establishmentof Soviet power
in the Ukraine was at the sametime the establishmentof Russianpower. Having

beendefeatedin the Ukraineseveral times, Lenin settled,Conquestargues,for a

2 MosheLewin, for example,in his well-knownRussianP’asantsandSovietPower:A Study
of CollectivizationNew York, 1975, does not provide any data on the numerouspeasant
uprisingsagainsttheBolsheviksduring 1918-1922. By contrast,PeterScheibertdoespoint to
this evidencein his latestmonumentalstudy,Lenin an der Machf:Das RussischeVolk in der
RevolutionWeinheim, 1984,pp. 153 -56.

For a vivid accountof the Greenmovementin the Ukraine, seeIvan Derevenskii,"Ban
dity," Byloe Moscow,no. 24 1924,pp. 253-73.
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grandcompromise.He abandonedgrain requisitioning, andgranteda largedegree
of culturalautonomyto the Ukrainians.

The Bolsheviks’ experienceduring their first war on the peasantryisimportant

for an understandingof their habits andreactionsnineyearslater. Their eagerness
to teach the peasantsa lessonduring the new socialistoffensive, as it was called,

mustbe seenin this context. It is to Conquest’scredit that he,unlike so manyothers
who havewritten on thehistory of collectivization, seesthe interconnectionbetween
thetwo attackson thepeasantry.

Much hasbeenwritten on Bolshevikintra-partydebatesin the 1920s,the origins
of the grain procurementcrisis of 1928, and the beginnings of collectivization.4

Here, too, Conquestoffers somenew argumentsand insights. He recognizesthat
Nikolai Bukharin’s ideaswerecertainly moderate.Therewasindeeda greatdiffer
encebetweenBukharin’smethod of inducingpeasantsto acceptcollectiveforms of
agriculturein the distantfuture and themethodsactually employedby Stalin. Con
questpoints out, though, that all Bolshevik factions were committedto one-party
rule, to the eventualextinction of the marketeconomyp. 64, and to the liquidation

of the kulaks as an economicforce. The Bolsheviks differed on when and how to
proceedto "socialism,"not whether. StephenCohenarguedrecently thatmethod
andpacemadeall the difference,and that the excesseswerethe very essenceof the

Stalinist transformationthat cost so many lives.5 About Bukharin, Conquestargues

that his ideaswere impracticaland unrealistic,becausethe peasantswere adamantly
unwilling to acquiescevoluntarily to collective forms of agriculture. Clearly, Con

questdoesnot see the ideas of Bukharin’s faction or their actual recordin 1929 as
representinga political alternative. The right opposition hardly tried to resist
Stalin’s policy, and Bukharinagreedin principle thatthe kulakswere to be ruined as

an economicforce p. 94. Moreover, the party as a whole distrusted NEP, was

suspiciousof the economicmechanismof the market, and as a result wasincapable

of dealingwith the economic disequilibrium of 1928. The peasantsreactednor

mally to the market’s low prices in 1928. They held on to their products,andpro
curementsfell. Insteadof adjustingprices,the partyandStalin reliedon administra
tive methods,which in turn wreckedthe marketmechanism.

Of the enormousliteratureon thesesubjectsit is essentialto note at least the following:
StephenCohen,Bukharin and the BolshevikRevolution:A Political Biography, 1888-1938
Oxford, 1980; Robert Tucker, Stalin as Revolutionary New York, 1973; and idem,
"BetweenLenin and Stalin: A Cultural Analysis," Praxis International 6, no. 4 January
1987:462-76hereTucker arguesthat Stalin hadhis own program in the 1920s, ratherthan
that he maneuveredbetweenthe Right andthe Left; Adam Ulam, Stalin. The Man and His
Era Boston, 1987; R. W. Davies, The Socialist Offensive:The Collectivization of Soviet
Agriculture, 1929-30Cambridge,Mass., 1980;JamesMillar andAlec Nove, "A Debateon
Collectivization: Was StalinReallyNecessary?"ProblemsofCommunism,July-August 1976,
pp. 50-62.

StephenCohen,Rethinking the SovietExperience:Politics and History since 1917 New
York andOxford, 1986,p. 48.
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It should not be overlookedthat Lenin hadactedin exactly thesame fashion in a
similar situation ten years earlier. In the spring of 1918, economistsand some
Bolshevikssaid that the only way to get the grain was to increase fixed prices.

Lenin refusedto "capitulateto the petty bourgeoisiein the countryside," as he saw

it, andrespondedwith forciblegrainrequisitioning.6
Why did theBolsheviksact as they did despitethedire warningsof FedorDan in

1918 and Bukharin in 1928 that agricultural production would fall becausethe

peasantswould have no incentive to produce? Conquest’sanswer is that when the

market mechanismwas ruined, "the advantageof control over crop outweighed the
disadvantageof that crop’s shrinkage"p. 116. Stalin is shownas a skillful politi
cian, moving two stepsforward and onestepbackward,appeasingthe moderatesby
talk aboutcontinuationof NEP, paperingover his disagreementswith Bukharin,and
yet clearlypushingfor a new offensive in thecountrysidewhile alwaysleaving open
theoption of distancinghimself from thosewho engagedin "excesses."

Conquestconcludesaboutthe 1920s that becauseall Bolsheviks distrustedthe

market,were committedto resumethe "socialist" offensiveat somepoint,andwere
incompetentto deal with pricemechanisms,the Communistparty wason a collision

coursewith the peasantry.Thecataclysmsof 1930-1933were largely an outcome

of the party’s ideological commitments,perceptionsof economicreality, and long-

term goals.

Unlike manyotherhistorians,Conquestregardsthe processesof dekulakization,
collectivization, andterror famineas threeseparateand yet intrinsically connected

stagesin theunfolding of theCommunistparty’scampaignin thecountryside. Most
researchhas concentratedon collectivization. Until very recently, very little has
been done on dekulakization, and virtually nothing on the terror famine in the
Ukraine. Conquestseeseachof thesethreestagesas having its own dynamics and
its own causesand consequences.The destructionof the kulaks was intended to

decapitatepeasantresistance;collectivizationwasto establishpartycontrol overthe
grain supply; andtheterrorfaminewasto starvetheUkrainianpeasantsinto submis
sion.

Conquest’sdata on the liquidation of the kulaks as a class presentsa dramatic

andmoving pictureof a vast humantragedy. The definition of a kulak wasflexible
enoughto fit anyonewho daredto opposepartypolicy. Conquestoperatesnotjust
with figures and numbers,staggeringas they are, but with individual biographies,

citing voluminousevidenceon thedeportationof this categoryof peasantsto labor
camps,mines, and settlements. Many died en route to their destination, especially

children.

Onmanypoints in this discussion,Conquest’sideasand dataclashwith the work
of the so-calledrevisionists,a groupof Americanhistorianswho define their taskas

6 For adiscussionof thedebatesbetweenLenin andhis opponentsin May 1918, seeVladimir
Brovkin, The MensheviksAfter October: Socialist Oppositionand theRise of the Bolshevik
Dictatorship Ithaca,N. Y., 1987,pp. 102; 226; 230.
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studying socialprocessesin Stalin’s "Russia."7It is important to notethat someof
the revisionists’ writings cameout after Conquest’sbook appeared. Apparently
becauseit is hardto argueagainstthe evidenceon thehorrorsof dekulakization,the
revisionists concentrateon the positive aspectsof the social mobility createdby
dekulakization. SheilaFitzpatrick, theleaderof the new cohortof socialhistorians-
revisionists, recentlyput forward an argumentaboutwhat shecalled the "involun
tarymobility" of the peasants-aeuphemisticexpressionfor the deportationof the

entire socialstratum of well-off peasantson the basis of ill-defined socialcharac
teristics.8 She arguedthatas aresultof involuntarypeasantmobility, "Tens of mil
lions of peasantsmoved to towns and becameworkers in the 1930s," and the

.generaltrendof mobility in the Stalin periodwasupward."9Unfortunately,she
ignores Conquest’sevidencethat the party actually tried to preventkulaks from
being employedin industry. Secondly,to characterizethe deportationof peasants,
so eloquentlypresentedin Conquest’sbook, as upwardmobility is to falsify the his
toncalrecord of the kulaks’ fate. Evenofficial Soviet historians,whosejob it is to
defend"classstruggle,"haverefrainedfromdoing so.

The purposeof the massivecollectivization drive in the winter and spring of
1930, accordingto Conquest,was to establishparty control over the grainsupply.
In this endeavorStalin had the support of the bulk of the party activists p. 145.
The drive’s revolutionarymethodsof coercionservedanotherpurpose-toconsoli
dateStalin’spositionas the supremeleader. Conquestunambiguouslystatesthat the
decisionto launchthis offensivewasmadeby Stalin at theendof 1929. Crashcol
lectivization of agriculturewasStalin’s policy. Scoresof partydecisions,circulars,
and targetsof collectivizationlevels to beachievedtestify to that fact.

The revisionists challengethis interpretationon two points: one is the issue of
control; the otheris the issue of initiatives from below, akey conceptin all therevi
sionists’ writings. In contrast to Conquest, Lynne Viola, like other revisionists,
emphasizesthat it was local zealotswho practicedexcesses.Local legislation on
dekulakization, she argues,precededthe central legislation, which tried to bring
order to theprocessof dekulakization. The centralorgansof theparty, accordingto
Viola, tried and failed to establishcontrol over local activists. She arguesagainst
the propositionthat Stalin "unleashed"local zealotson thepeasantry.The thrustof
her thesis is that the centralleadershiptried to regularize, control,andevenrestrain
local activists.10Sincetherewas a lot of chaos in the countryside,and local party
activists did whateverthey pleasedto fulfill the instructions of the center, Lynne

Sheila Fitzpatrickdefinedthe agendafor this groupof historians in "New Perspectiveson
Stalinism," RussianReview45, no. 4 1986:357-73,which was subjectedto severeCriticism
by StephenCohen,Geoff Eley, PeterKenez, andAlfred G. Meyer, ibid., pp. 375-408.
8 Fitzpatrick, "New Perspectiveson Stalinism," p. 366.

Fitzpatrick, "NewPerspectiveson Stalinism," p. 365.
° Lynne Viola, "The Campaignto Eliminate the Kulak as a Class, Winter 1929-30: A
Reevaluationof theLegislation," SlavicReview45, no. 3 Fall 1986:503-525, particularly
505-506. By contrast,see V. Taniuchi, "A Note on theUral-SibenanMethod,"SovietStud
ies33, no.41981:518-47.
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Viola andJ. Arch Getty argue,therewasno effectivecontrol from aboveandinitia
tive camefrom below.

At first glance, theseseemto bemeaningfulrevisions. In fact,however, they do
not reviseanything that hasnot beenacknowledgedby Conquestandmanyothers.
Theydo, however,reversethe orderof things. Of courselocal potentateshada lot
of freedomto disposeof the lives andpropertyof a targetedsocialgroup. Thepoint
is, though,that it wasthecentralleadership’sintention to grant thelocal zealotsthat
enormouspower. Conquest’sdata shows that local Communistscertainly did not
wait for encouragementfrom Moscowto engagein excesses.More important,how
ever, is that by carefully following movesfrom below andthe flow of party direc
tives from above,Conquestshowsthat the initiative and theexplicit ordersto liqui
datethe kulaks as aclass,and to speedup the collectivization,camefrom above,at
the end of 1929. The party’s central leadershipsentquotason deportation,and it
was the center that mobilized 25,000activists to storm the countryside. Evidence
that thecentertried to hold the unleashedstorm troopers in checkdoesnot change
the fact that it initiated, conducted,andcarried out the policy of massdeportation.
On theotherhand,control, in thesenseof theparty’scapabilityto extractgrain from
the countrysideregardlessof the peasants’wishes,wasestablished.That wasthe
main purposeof collectivization,as Conquestcorrectlypoints out.

When the revisionistsrefer to initiatives from below as instrumental in pushing
the partycenteralongthe pathof excesses,they forget that all theseinitiatives were
set in motion from aboveto begin with. Moreoyer,if the local activistsdaredto ini
tiate something the centerwas displeasedwith, theseinitiatives were ruthlessly
suppressed.Conquest provides numerousexamplesof what happenedto local
activistsand collective farmchairmenwhen they steppedout of line andsidedwith
the peasants.

The word "below" needsa more precisedefinition. Whenthe revisionists say
"below" they fail to explain that the word does not refer to peasantsor any other
socialgroup,but to local Bolshevikzealots.The impressionthey create is that there

was somekind of socialmovementfrom below for the transformationof society,for

Stalinistrevolution. Sincein view of theoverwhelmingevidenceit is impossibleto
arguethat the peasantssupportedcollectivization,the revisionists simply speakof
support "from below." Viola equatesthe participationof the thousandsof worker-
activists mobilized by the party to storm the countrysideto working-classsupport
for collectivization." In her judgment,,the collectivizationdrive was, amongother
things, a waron peasantbackwardness.’2To summarizethe revisionists’ arguments

so far: the new offensive in the countrysidecame in responseto pressuresfrom
below; there was widespreadsocial support for this new stage of socialist recon
struction; Stalin wasnot responsiblefor the excesses;and in any case,the peasants’
"involuntary mobility" improvedtheir socialstatus.

1 Lynne Viola, BestSonsof theFatherland:Workersin theVanguardof SovietCollectiviza
tion NewYork andOxford, 1987.
12 Viola, BestSonsof theFatherland,p. 213.
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Some Soviet analysts are beginning to view critically the whole concept of
"storming the countryside"as somethingthat could be calledsocialist construc
tion.13 An Americanrevisionisthistorian, in contrast,praisesas the bestSonsof the
fatherlandnot the unfortunatepeasantswho resisted,but those activistswho de
scendedupon them4 Time is working against the revisionists, though. If pere
stroika continues,more documentsmay come out to show what Conquesthas
alreadyindicated.

Conquestshows that oppositionandresistanceto the stormingof the countryside
involved, in varying degrees,all groupsof the population,including the activists.
Scoresof them werepurgedwhen they failed to excel in their stormingefforts. The
purgeof local cadrescontinuedunabated,primarily becausethey sided with peasant
interests. Mutinies brokeout in someunitsof the armedforcesby thosereluctantto
fight againstdefenselesspeasants,women,and children. Someparty activistswent
through a crisis of consciencewhen they discoveredwhat "storming the country
side" really meant. Conquest’sevidenceon peasantresistanceto dekulakization
and collectivization is so overwhelming that it canbe considereddefinitive. It
shows how ephemeralis the notionof the so-calledcollective farmmovement.’5The
only peasantmovementthat existedwas a reactionagainstcollectivization. Con
quest cites irrefutable evidence about numerous "terrorist acts" against party
officials. The countrysideflared up in peasantrebellions againstthe Communists
onceagain. The conditionsof civil warwererecreated. Peasantdetachmentsreap
peared,"recalling thoseof the first peasantwar in 1918-1922"p. 155. One had
to be over twenty-five to rememberclearly conditionsin the countrysidenine years
earlier, whenthe Bolshevikswere defeatedin the Ukraineduring their first assault
on the peasants.It is only logical that this time they would try to make surethey
would win. Rebellionswere brutally suppressed.Executions,taking of hostages,
deploymentof armedforcesagainstthe "nestsof counterrevolutionaries’‘-that is,
peasantsrendering resistance-alltheseelementsof the first peasantwar were in
practiceagain. The long-termweapon against the peasants,particularly the most
rebelliousones,the Ukrainians,was to take away their grain abovethe subsistence
level. Grainprocurementsweresteppedup year after yearfrom 1928 to 1932, Con
questshows,asgrainproductionwasfalling precipitously.

Peasantresistanceto subjugationtook the form of violent protest, the slaughter
of animals,and thenof passiveresistance.The areaof cultivationcontracted;fields
wentunattended.A kind of peasantstrike againstcoercion was in effect. Increase
in procurementsof grain coupledwith the decreasein production,concludesCon-

13 For a discussionof a recent Soviet appraisal of the collectivization, see Vera Toltz,
"DebatesOverStalin’s Legacyon theEveof theSeventiethAnniversaryof theOctoberRevo
lution," RadioFree Europe/RadioLiberty ResearchBulletin, no. 407 15 October1987.
14 Viola, BestSonsof theFatherland,p. 172.

In his RussianPeasantsand SovietPower,MosheLewm continuallyrefersto the"collec
tive farm movement";here,p. 426.
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questas well as other analysts,16were the immediate causesof famine in the
Ukraine.

J. Arch Getty, true to the revisionists’ way of looking at the evidence, again
absolvesStalin of direct responsibility. He writes: "But thereis plentyof blameto
go around. .. . It must be shared by. . . activists. . . and peasantswho chose to
slaughteranimals, burn the fields, and boycott cultivation in protest."7In other
words, the peasantschose to hurt themselves.They probably would have been
betteroff hadthey chosento submitto the partydictatorship. Getty reversescause
and effect here. First therewas the new onslaughton the countryside,then came
peasantprotest,and then came a decreasein production. But the main factor, as
Conquestshows, was not the decreasein production,or the bad harvest-thathap
penedoften-butthe increasein procurements.Thekey question,then, is of intent.
Did Stalin and the party leadershipknow that the procurementtargetsthey hadset
would causefamine,or did they simply makea mistakein their calculations?

Hereagain, the peasants,notStalin, are at fault, accordingto Getty. He argues
that Stalin and the topparty leadershiphadgotusedto the peasants’trying to outwit
the partyand hide grain: ". . .kulaksandotherpeasantswere routinely understating
harvest,hoardinggrainand sabotagingthe nationaltransformation."8That is why
the leadershipincreasedthe procurementtargets-tomake sure that the "hoarded
grain" would be delivered. Getty clearly implies that Stalin was guilty at worst of
miscalculation.Getty put forward theseargumentsafter Conquest’sbook cameout
and in responseto it. That meansthat he simply ignored the following evidence,
presentedin the book.

Thepartyofficials wereawareof what the real situationwas. As Conquestput it:
"The activistsknew very well that pits full of grainwere a myth" p. 221. In July
1932, targetsof grain delivery from the Ukrainewere set, and the Ukrainianparty
recognizedthey were impossible to meetpp. 222-23. Stalin insisted on targets
that could leadonly to famine. Let us assumefor amomentthat Getty is right, and
that Stalin proceededon the assumptionthat peasantshoardedgrain and that there
would be enoughgrain left for themafter thetargetsweremet. If that were the case,
faminewould havebeena tragic calamity,a miscalculation,butnota deliberatepol
icy to starve the peasants.Even in this situation,it would be logical for the party
leaderto ascertainwhat the real situation was. Stalin flatly refusedto considerthe
Ukrainianparty’s reportson thecritical situation. Thus he bearsfull responsibility
for proceedingon his assumptionsratherthan on hard data. If Stalin’s intent was
not to inflict famineon the Ukrainian peasants,why did he not releasesomegrain
backto peasantswhen it wasobvious that there wasno hoardedgrain and when
faminebeganin the fall of 1932? Stalin deniedthat any famine existed,and no

16 See, for example,BohdanKrawchenkoand Roman Serbyn, eds.,Famine in Ukraine,
1932-1933Edmonton, 1986; B. Krawchenko, "The GreatFamine of 1932-33 in Soviet
Ukraine:CausesandConsequences,"Critique Glasgow,no. 17 1986,pp. 137-46,particu

lady 143-44.
17 J. Arch Getty, "Starving theUkraine," LondonReviewof Books9 22 January1987,p. 7.
18 Getty, "Starving theUkraine."
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relief wasgranteduntil hundredsof thousandsweredying, in the spring of 1933.
The measurestaken to collect grain could hardly be called a struggle against

hoarding, sincethey included house-to-housesearchesand confiscationof the last
cup of grain in peasanthouseholds.Strugglesagainsthoardinghardly justified ten-
yearprison termsfor picking a few potatoesfrom a field for hungry children. Evi
denceis overwhelmingfrom a wide arrayof sourceson the systematicconfiscation
of food from peasantsin the fall of 1932.

It is to Conquest’screditthat heacknowledgesthat local partybossesand collec
tive farm chairmentried to do somethingto help the village p. 227. Despitetheir
signalingof the catastrophe,a decreehalted remittanceof grain to collective farms
for labordays as late as November 1932 p. 238. According to Conquest,25 to 30
percentof agricultural middle managementwas arrestedin five months of 1932
alone, on the chargeof sabotagingpartypolicy. There wasrealpressurefrom below
to adjustpartypolicy, but Stalin’s leadershippursuedits own course,as on earlier
occasions.What otherevidenceis necessaryto demonstratethat Stalin deliberately

inflicted famine on the Ukrainiancountryside?Millions died, and deathswerecon
cealedfrom the world. Conquestestimatesthat five million died in the Ukraine,one
million in the North Caucasus,and one million elsewhereas a result of famine, and
that six and a half million died due to collectivizationand dekulakizationp. 229.
Famineaffectedthe Cossacklandsand the lower Volga aswell, but the hardestblow
was sufferedby the Ukrainianpeasants,as one-fifth to one-quarterof them died p.
249. This severedemographicblow was coupled with a wave of repressions
againstthe Ukrainian intelligentsiaand the church. Of 240 writers writing in the
Ukrainian language,200 wereimprisonedor killed in Stalin’s time p. 271. If this
recordwere the result of a foreign occupation,which many Ukrainiansview it as,
few would object to calling it genocide. Conquestsays that the crime committed
againsttheUkrainiannationwasindeed,by thestandardsof internationallaw, geno
cide.

Whenevidenceis so overwhelmingthat it is difficult to say anythingsubstantive
about it, the easiestway to deal with it is to dismiss it as unverifiable or somehow
suspect.There is nothingsubstantiveGetty cansayto denythat the authoritiessys
tematically confiscatedfood from peasants,stoppedremittance of food for labor
days to collective farms, and purged local functionaries who tried to help the
peasants.This evidencecannotbebrushedasideas the excessesof local satrapsor
as the miscalculationsof Stalin. All Getty cansayis: "The most striking tales are
generallysecond-handandunverifiable."9

The irony is that the publication of somenew documentsin the Soviet Union
supportsConquest’spresentation. Moscow News recently publisheda letter of
Mikhail Sholokhovin which hecitescomplaintsby a peasanton how dekulakization
was conductedin his native Don regionin the summerof 1929:

TheWhites took only grain andhorses,but our very own power took awayeverything to the
last thread. They took the kids’ blanket. I pleadedwith them and wantedto buy the blanket

19 Getty, "Starving theUkraine."
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back, I’d borrow money to do so. But they told methey did not needthemoneyandtold me to
catchfourteenchickens.2°

If Conquesthad obtainedthis letter from Westernor émigrépublications,as he did
others, J. Arch Getty, Craig Whimey, and other revisionistswould be quick to
discredit it becauseof its non-proletarianand hence counterrevolutionaryorigin.
Their chargesagainst Conquest’ssourcesamount to exactly this. In his review of
Conquest’sbook Whitney calls debatablethe validity of Conquest’scentral thesis
that "famine was specifically aimed as an instrument of genocide against the
Ukraine" becauseConquestreliedon émigréUkrainiansources.Although Whitney
admitsthat theevidencein the sourcehe considersparticularlyobjectionable"may
indeedbe reliable," he nonethelessreproachesConquestfor using books "pub
lishedby emigresin theUnited StatesandCanada."2’

There are no scholarly, moral, or legal grounds to disqualify sourceson the
groundsthat they are written by exiles or migrés. They must be usedand verified
againstothersources,andthat is exactlywhatConquesthasdone. He makesuseof
an impressivearray of a variety of sources,including letters,memoirs,andofficial
Soviet documents. If dekulakizationwent on in the way describedin Sholokhov’s
letterandin otherletterscited by Conquest,is it implausiblethat the sameprocedure
wasfollowed threeyearslater, whengrainwasbeing extortedfrom the peasants?

The key piece of evidencethat the deliberatepolicy of inflicting famine was
aimedspecificallyat the Ukraineis that the bordersbetweenthe UkraineandRussia

were sealed,andfood was confiscatedat the botderwheneveranyonetried to bring
it across. Getty has no comment on this, and Whitney, as mentionedearlier, is
suspicious of the sources. Another reviewer of Conquest’s book countedand
analyzedhis sourceson the closedbordersissue,andconcludedthat the evidenceis
convincing.22

Finally, the historians and analystswho tend always to give the benefit of the
doubtto Stalin questionthe validity of Conquest’sthesison the groundsthat there

was no rationalefor such a monstrouscrime as the deliberatecreationof a famine
for killing millions of peasantsand thus undermining the country’s economicand
military potential. Of coursetherewasno rationalefor it, if we assumethat Stalin’s
priorities were like ours. But they were not. One can arguethat there was no
rationalefor decapitatingthe RedArmy’s high commandin 1937, yet Stalin did so.
Why assumethat Stalin caredanymoreaboutthe peasants?Considerationsof secu
rity alwayscamefirst to the dictator. Faminewasa policy designedto makepeasant
rebellion impossible,and evenGetty recognizesthat Stalin wantedto break peasant
resistance.That took priority overthe country’seconomiclosses.

20 "Sholokhov on OutragesDuring the Period of Collectivization," MoscowNews,no. 28
17 July 1987,p. 9.
21 CraigWhitney’s review of Conquest’sbook appearedin theNew York TimesBookReview,
26 October 1986,p. 11.
22 PeterWiles, "Stalin’s Two Famines,"NewYorkReviewof Books,26 March1987, p. 43.
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Let us turn now to acritiqueof thereactionsof somenon-revisionistscholars.In
his review of Conquest’sbook, an eminentBritish historian,Alec Nove, agreedwith
Conquestthat it wasa man-madefamine, and thatStalin wasresponsiblefor it. He

also supportedConquest’sestimatesof the deathtoll: "It is appropriateindeedto

call it terror famine." Most importantly, Nove concurswith Conquestthat Stalin’s

motivation in creatingthe faminewasto teachthe peasantsa lessonthey would not

forget. On just onematterdoesNove disagreewith Conquest’sinterpretation-as

heputs it, on the Ukrainianaspect.23Did the peasantsin the Ukrainedie because
they were peasantsor becausethey were Ukrainians? Nove’s answer is clear
enough: becausethey were peasants.Stalin wantedto crush peasantresistance.
Sincemost of the agricultural areawas in the south-thatis, in the Ukraine-the
Ukrainianpeasantshadto bear thebrunt of the blow. Sincethe faminestruckother

agriculturalareasas well, in the North CaucasusandLower Volga, arguesNove, it

did not havean explicitly anti-Ukrainian character. Similarly, Nove suggests,the

decimationof the Ukrainian intelligentsiaand the attack on the Ukrainian church

should be seenin the contextof the decimationof the intelligentsiain all republics
andof the attackon theRussianchurch.

The flaw in this reasoningis the artificial division of "Ukrainian peasants"into
"Ukrainians" and "peasants." Peasantsin the Ukraineresisteda new storming of
their countrysidebecauseit wasan attackon their way of life, their traditions, their

very identity. In other words it was an attackon whatmade them different from

otherpeasants,whatmadethem Ukrainian. Furthermore,when peasantsin central

Russianprovincesfaced requisitiondetachmentssent from Moscowor Leningrad,

they did notperceivethem as foreign. Whenthepeasantsin theUkrainefacedsimi

lar detachments,they most certainly regardedthem as foreign intruders. Peasant
resistancein the Ukrainenecessarilyinvolvednationalfeelings. In certainareas,the
worker activists extractinggrain did not even understandthe languageof those
whom they were sent to subdue.The history of Ukrainianpeasants’relationswith
the Moscow Bolsheviks wasdifferent from that of Russianpeasants.The Bolshe
viks managedto preservetheir control over CentralRussia,despitepeasantrebel
lions, in 1918-1921,but in the Ukrainethey weredefeatedandhadto reconquerthe
land. This maywell havebeenthe factor in Stalin’s decisionto hit at the Ukrainian
peasantsparticularly hardduring the secondstormingof the Ukrainiancountryside.
The fact that other territories in the south were also affectedby famine, and that
RussianCossacksandKazakhsdied in theseterritories, doesnot in itself disprove
the argumentconcerningtheUkraine. Hitler perpetratedgenocideagainst theJews,
yet the Nazis also systematicallymurderedGypsies,Poles,and membersof other
nationalities. Thatdoesnot meanthatHitler’s policieswere not a genocideagainst
the Jews. Similarly, Stalin’s repressionsagainstthe intelligentsiain all the Soviet
republics do not invalidate the anti-Ukrainian nature of repressionsagainst the
Ukrainian intelligentsia.

23 Alec Nove, "When theHeadis Off...," NewRepublic,3 November1986,pp. 34-37.
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Thecrimesof the Stalin eraare so overwhelmingthata naturalhumanreactionis

to disbelievethem. It is in the natureof the Westernlegal tradition to regardsome
one innocentuntil proven guilty. For many decadesthere was a tendencyin the
West to dismiss the horror stories in Stalin’s Soviet Union as the fabricationsof
émigrés. Some people, like Getty, worry that revelationsof their veracity may
poisonthe climate of understandingbetweenEastand Westandaidreactionarycir
clesinterestedin discreditingthe Soviets. But the evidenceassembledin this book
cannotbe dismissedfor reasonsof political expediency. The tragic fate of the mil

lions who died must be discussedand examined,not only in the West, but in the
Ukraine.

Oberlin College
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MEDIEVAL RUSSIAN CULTURE. Edited by Henrik Birnbaum
and Michael S. Flier. Berkeley: University of California Press,
1984. xii, 395 pp. $35.00.

The title of this collection of articles is at once both comfortably cognizableand

annoyinglyambiguous. One thinks oneunderstandswhat is meantby "medieval

Russianculture," yet when one tries to pin down the separatecomponentsof the
title, perplexityensues. In what sense"medieval"? In whatsense"Russian"? In
whatsense"culture"? Thesequestionstakeus beyondadiscussionof the terminol

ogy of the title and lead us to a considerationof the conceptualproblemsin the
book.

"Medieval" certainly is not to be understoodin the West Europeansense as

referringto theperiod betweenthe ancientworld andtheRenaissance,sincethegeo

graphical area under discussionexperiencedneither to any significant degree.

Without the sandwichingperiods,Ancient and Renaissance,in what sensecanwe

call this period "medieval"? However "medieval" is beingusedhere,it seemsto
allow theinclusion of articlesaboutMuscovy from the fourteenthto the seventeenth
century,but to excludearticles about Ukrainianand Belorussianlands during that
sameperiod.

"Russian"certainlyis not to beunderstoodin the present-daysenseas designat

ing the "Great Russian" nationality, since "Great Russian," as a language
identifier, developsonly towardthe latter part of the period covered. The editors
allowedauthors to usethe term "Rus’ian" if they so desired, which would seemto
indicateaconcessionto logic andclarity, yet mostauthorschosenot to exercisethis
option. Their refusalleadstoo oftento confusionin the communicationof concepts.
Perhapsthe most blatantexampleof this confusionis Dean Worth’s "Toward a
Social History of Russian,"in which he attemptsto "provide an outline sketchof

what is meantby ‘socialhistory of a language,’andthenshowhow suchahistory is
illustrated by the specific case of Russian" p. 234. Worth never sufficiently
clarifies whetherhe means"Russian" including "Rus’ian," that is, the common
ancestorof Ukrainian and Belorussian,or "Russian"in the senseof the language
thatdevelopedfrom the Muscovitedialect. In eithercase,comparisonwith thehis
torical developmentof the other EastSlavic languageswasobligatory, while com
parisonswith Southand WestSlavic languageswouldhavebeenhelpful.

"Culture" is certainly not to be understoodin the anthropologicalsenseas the
customsand habitsof a people-forexample,whetheroneplacesthe left handin
the lap when oneeats. Yet it is not entirely clear that it canbe understoodin the
sensethat, sayJacquesBarzunusesit whenhe calls himself a "cultural historian":
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religious and philosophical thought, fine arts, andso forth. RussellZguta’s article

on monasticmedicineexemplifiesthis particularambiguity, for the author seems
unsurewhetherhe is writing aboutthe "low" cultureor "high" cultureof medicine
in Rus’. Other articlessuggestthat what we generallyunderstandas Kievan Rus’
canbe considereda cultural unit with the areathat presently includesthe South
Slays and Moravia. That is, there is nothing to distinguish "Rus’/Rus’ian/
Russian"from "Slays," exceptfor a few minor linguistic peculiarities. We might

rememberthat thetwelfth-centurycompilerof the PrimaryChronicleapparentlyhad
no difficulty in attributingto Sviatoslavthe view that thecenterof his realm wason
theDanube. In addition, the editorsdivide the book into threesections: Cultureand
Society,Art and Architecture,Languageand Literature. Apparently,then,thereis a
subsetof "medievalRussianculture" called "culture" as distinct from art, archi
tecture,literature,andso forth, but what that is remainsunclear.

The essay"The Balkan Slavic Componentof Medieval RussianCulture" by
Henrik Bimbaum is intendedto be an introductory essay to the volume, yet it is

vagueand confusing. WhatBirnbaum refers to as "component"appearsto be the
same concept as Ingham’s "continuity of tradition." And what Birnbaum calls
"Balkan Slavic" appearsto be merely Byzantinecultural influencesthat filtered
throughthe areathatwe know as Bulgariaand Serbia,whereasotherByzantinecul
tural influencesfiltered throughthe Crimea. On page4, we learnthat the cultural
developmentof "Old Rus’" as well as Serbia"was patternedprimarily on Byzan

tine models and examples,"whereason page5, we are told that, in addition to
Byzantium,Bulgariawas"the chiefmodel" for "Kievan Rus’." Are "Old Rus,"
and "Kievan Rus’" two different areas,two different times,or is thereon some
level a contradictionhere? Furtheron, we are told in rapid successionthatpletenie
sloves,althoughintroducedinto Rus’ from "Bulgaria," is actuallypart of the "Ser
bian sub-componentof medievalRussianculture," but in fact is "Byzantine" p.
19. If thereadergets confusedit is no wonder, for Birnbaum does not distinguish
betweentheBalkan-Slavic"medium" andthe Byzantine-Greek"message."

Throughouthis article, Bimbaumcompoundsthe confusionby referring inter
changeably,it seems,to "Russia," "Old Rus’," "medievalRussia,"and "Kievan
Rus’." Thereis very little attemptat any terminologicalrigor. "Russia" is even
expandedat onepoint to include all EastSlays p. 21. The deepstructureof the
mindsetseemsto coincidewith the Pogodin-Solov’evtheory, which arguesthat the
"GreatRussians"originatedalongtheDanube,beforethey movedfirst to Kiev and
then,in orderto escapetheTatars,to Moscow. Whatever"Russian"is, asopposed

to Bulgarian or Serbian, or even Rus’ian, is blurredand run together. "Russian"
becomesacatchallthatcanthen beappliedindiscriminatelyto anything Slavic.

I regretthat discussionof the conceptual-tenninologicalproblemprecludesdis

cussionof eacharticle. Concernaboutvagueterminology andfaulty conceptualiza
tions is by no meansminor or irrelevantif thesepreventcomprehensionof manyof
the ideas and distinctions the authors try to make. The resulting obscurationsis

unfortunate,since therearea numberof excellentcontributionsin the collection by

someoutstandingscholars. Among them areNormanInghamon the closeconnec

tion betweenBohemianand Rus’ literature aboutmartyredprinces; Andrzej Poppe
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on the so-calledKhersonianantiquities,whose"authenticity"canbedatedno ear

her than the late fifteenth century; Ia. S. Lur’e on, among other things, the

Novgorod-Moscowheretics;and Gerd Freidhofon an analysisof diglossia in the

GennadiiandOstrohBibles.

DonaldOstrowski
Harvard Universily

UKRAJINS’KA ANTROPONIMUA XVI ST.: COLOVICI IMENU

VANNJA. By RozalijaJ. Kersta. Kiev: Naukovadumka,1984. 152

pp. 1.10rub.

In the first part of her study RozalijaKerstagivesan outline of the systemof male

namesin the Ukraine in the sixteenthcentury accordingto the "traditional" in

Soviet onomastics,that is groupingby the number of componentsfrom one to

three. Discussingsometypical suffixes,especiallyof patronymicsand metronym
ics, shealso indicatestheir geographicaldistribution-for example,-‘a in western

Galicia, -‘at in Transcarpathia,-enja, -‘ak, -‘uk in the WesternUkraine, -enkoin the
Braclavpalatinatesince such nameswere later known as "Cossack"names,this
fact maybe of interestto historiansalso, -enokin Kiev whichseemsto tie thatcity
to Belorussiawith its -onaknames. For somereasonthe authordid not pinpoint the
geographyof the -yyn metronymicsp. 25 that are so typical of Galicia. Kersta’s

word-formativeprinciples are not always well thought out e.g., she erroneously

ascribesadetoponymicalorigin to some-enkonames[p. 35].

The main body of the work is devotedto men’s Christian names, including

phoneticand morphologicalchangesin official churchnames. A glossaryof folk
variantsof suchnamesis a valuableaddition. Unfortunately,the author’s inatten
tion to the Greeksourcesof thesenamespreventedher from evenrecognizingsome
problems. A case in point is the fate of the Greek9: Why wasthis alien sound
replacedby anotheraliensound[f]? Why was it sometimesalsoexpressedby [t] or
[ft]? Why did Ukrainians and other EasternSlays treat 0 differently than did
Bulgaro-MacedoniansandSerbs?.

The lack of abroaderlinguistic perspectivecanalso be seenin instanceswhere
the authorwasunable to detect obviousforeign influences-e.g.,the Polish-based
namesBapToluxw, BanTopoMet p. 106, the Tatar-basednamesObdula p. 89,
ACJIaHOBHq1, p. 131.

In her list of sourcesthe authorhasfailed to provide full identificationfor two of
them, evidently due to censorship eonsiderations: "Porn’ ‘janyk Horodya
XV-XVI St." for which shefails to mentionthe editor and the placeand dateof
publication: I. B. Rudnyc’kyj,Winnipeg,1962; and"Opysykorolivyn v rus’kyx
zemljax XVI v.," Lviv, 1895-1900,vols. 1-3 for which shedoesnot identify the
editor: Myxajlo Hruevs’kyj. Her bibliographyis markedby an easternbloc bias:
it is limited to items publishedin the RussianEmpireand theUSSRincluding tern-
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toneslater destinedto becomeSoviet, as Galicia and to the peoples’ democracies
or landsdestinedto becomesuch. The only exceptionis work by F. Mikiosich
perhapsbecausehe lived in what is now neutralAustriaandoriginatedfrom whatis
now communistYugoslavia.

The book was published by the shabby techniqueof rotaprint, in a mere 750

copies. Despitethe study’s not veryhigh level, it deservedbetter.

BohdanA. Struminsky
Harvard University

SEJM KORONACYJNY JANA KAZIMIERZA W 1649 R. By
StefaniaOchmann. Acta UniversitatisWratislaviensis,705; Historia,
45. Wroclaw, 1985. 270 pp. 285 zi.

Over thirty yearsago, Wiadyslaw Czapliñski describedthe period from 1648 to
1655 as one of the most poorly researchedin Polish internal history. Since that
time, strides have beenmade towards explaining domestic affairs in the Com
monwealthduring the Khmel’nyts’kyi uprising. Czapliñski’s Dwa sejmyw roku

1652: Studiumz dziejów rozkiadu Rzeczypospolitejszlacheckiejw XVII wieku
Wroclaw, 1955 representedagreatstep forward in thestudy of Polishpolitical cul
tureandof theCommonwealth’shandlingof theKhmel’nyts’kyi uprising. In 1978,
Lucja Czçcik devoted a monographto the Diet that confirmedthe Zboriv Agree
ment Sejmwarszawskiw 1649/50roku [Wrociaw, 19781. Now StefaniaOchmann
haswritten amajorstudy of the CoronationDietof 1649.

Dr. Ochmannhasalreadyexaminedthe Dietsof 1661-1662,duringwhich King
Jan Kazimierz failed in an attempt to reform the administration of the Com
monwealth. In focusingon the CoronationDiet of 1649, she has selecteda less
decisivecase. Her goal here is not to examineamajorissue,but to developstudy of
Polishparliamentarismthroughan in-depthlook at the Coronationtype of Diet. In
practice, however, her scope is broaderthan the title, becauseshemust inevitably
dealwith theConvocationDiet and,in particular, theElectionDiet that precededthe
CoronationDiet. Thereforeher extensive first chapterpp. 11-81 provides a
penetratingdiscussionof the governmentand of political factions during the early
phaseof the Khmel’nyts’kyi revolt.

The bulk of Ochmann’sbook is a day-by-daydiscussionof the proceedingsof

the CoronationDiet chap. 2, pp. 85-184. Her goal is to recreate events on The

basisof a Gennan-language account preserved in Gdañskin two copies, supple
mentedby aPolish-languageaccountpreservedin Wrociaw, as well as two smaller
fragments,accountsin the diariesof Albrycht StanislawRadziwill and Kazimierz
Obuchowicz,and other materials. In the sourcesOchmannlists, only the Vatican
materialspublishedin the Basilians’ Analectaaremissing,although shedoesutilize
the reportsof the PapalNuncio published in Zerela do istorii Ukrainy-Rusyby

StepanTomashivs’kyi. Ochmannhasdonea greatservice in recordingthe Diet’s
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workings in a clearand collatedform. Unfortunately,shedid not publishany of the

sourcesshehasso thoroughlystudied.

The volumeconcludeswith a chapterexaminingthe natureof the Diet’s proceed
ings and theresolutionsit enacted.It servesthe studentof both Polishparliamentar
ism and of the politics of the period. Readingthe chapteris anexcellent lessonin
the structureandworkings of the Diet, illustrating how difficult it was for that insti
tution to takedecisiveaction.

Ochmann’swork is essentialto any discussionof Polish policies during the

Khmel’nyts’kyi revolt. Not only doesher analysisof the CoronationDiet provide

new information on the revolt, but the book offers a new interpretationof the first
yearof the revoltprecedingthatDiet.

Ochmannoutlinesthe differencesin policy betweenthe ruling faction, usually
called the peaceparty, headedby Crown ChancellorJerzyOssoliñski, andthe war
party, which she calls the hetmans’ faction, consisting of Prince Jeremi
Wigniowiecki, the Lithuanian Field Hetman Prince JanuszRadziwill, and Crown
Vice-ChancellorAndrzej Leszczyñski. The peaceparty wishedto establishpeace

with Khmel’nyts’kyi and to continueWiadyslaw’s anti-Turkishwar plan by wean
ing the Cossacksawayfrom theTatarswith concessions,as well as by maintaining
analliance with Muscovy; the warparty sought to crushthe rebelsand proposedto
win the Tatarsawayfrom the Cossacksby payingthem tribute,to destroy the Cos
sacks, and to subject the peasantryof the Ukraine to full serfdom. Ochmann
discussesOssoliñski’s plans as including a domesticreform program that would
have increasedthe centralgovernment’sstandingarmyandstrengthenedthe power
of the organsof government-boththe king and theDiet. She also placesdomestic

politics in the contextof Khmel’nyts’kyi’s foreigncontactsandplans. Although the
hetmandeclaredhis support for JanKazimierz-indeed,taking credit for his elec
uon as king-Khmel’nyts’kyi continuedto deal with Muscovy and the Ottoman
Empire. He also sought the support of Transylvania, encouragingSigismund
RákOczito persistin his efforts to gainthePolishthrone,evenby force.

Ochmannis critical of Osso1iiiski’s anti-Ottomanpolicy, arguing that Muscovy
had lost any interest in such a joint program. She seconds Wiadysiaw
Konopczyiski’sargumentthat Winiowiecki, not Ossoliiiski, wasthe truesuccessor
to the anti-Ottomanprogram, sinceafter the Tatar alliance Khmel’nyts’kyi and the
Cossackshad becomethe instrumentof Islam and the forepostof the Ottomansin
the Ukraine. Her endorsementof Konopczyñski in this casereflects her general
negativeevaluationof the peaceparty andpositive appraisalof the aims of the war
party. By sticking closely to factional maneuveringsand statements,Ochmann
omitsdiscussionof underlyingissuesof the time serfdomandeconomy,differences
in socialstructurein the Ukrainian lands and Poland, the Counter-Reformationand
Orthodoxy. As a result shecanbe more sympatheticto the program of the war
party thanmostPolishhistorianshavebeenof late e.g.,ZbigniewWójcik.

After dealingwith grandpolitical designs,Ochmannanalyzesthe policiesof the
newking. She seeshim as trappedbetweenadesireto meetCossackdemandsand a
realizationthat the SenateCouncilandthe Diet would not agreeto sweepingconces
sions. Ochmanndemonstratesthat, from the first, Jan Kazimierz’s policies faced
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greatdifficulties, as the Lithuanian military leadersunderminedthem by ruthlessly

suppressinguprisings in the GrandDuchy and the disorientednobility in the King
dom supportedthemmoreout of asenseof weaknessthanof conviction.

Ochmann’snext topic is theunfinishedbusinessof theElectionDiet heldoverto
the CoronationDiet. She divides this businessinto threecategories: the repercus
sions of the Pyliavtsi fiasco 23 Septemberwhen the Polish army fled beforethe

CossacksandTatars;religious affairs; andthedemandsof RoyalPrussia.

She argues that the army at Pyliavtsi had not been assembledto defeat the
enemy;rather, it wasintendedas a showof force duringthenegotiationsconducted
by AdamKysil and the peacecommissioners,which everyoneexpectedto succeed.
She calls Pyliavtsi apolitical, not a military, defeat,and shedraws attentionto the
political infighting within the Polishcamp. Ochmannponderswhy contemporaries
did not understandthat theleadersof the Pyliavtsi forcehaddesireda peacefulset
tlementthat wouldhaveavoidedamassacreof theirown peasantsandsubjects.

There is much in her argumentthat explains Pyliavtsi, but it is a bit too neat.
Onecansympathizewith the confusionof contemporaries.An anny of 30,000,con
taining the country’s lastmilitary forcesafter the captureof thehetmans,hadbeen
routed. Military commandershadfled to Lviv, takenup a collectionfor its defense,
andthen absconded,leaving the city to ransom itself. No onepolicy dominatedin
the Polisharmy, particularly since Winiowiecki’s troops were a major component
of thePyliavtsi forces. Ochmanntoo cursorily dismissesAdam Kysil’s chargethat
Polish attacksunderminedhis peacemission to Khmel’nyts’kyi, and too categori
cally placestheblamefor its failureon the CossackleaderMaksym Kryvonis. Also,
while someeasternlandownersmight haveregretteddestroyingtheir subjects,they
had seldomrefrained from slaughteringCossackand peasantrebels. In any case,
Ochmannmaintainsthat it wasthe noblesfrom theselandswho supportedthe pro
gram of the hetmans’factionto destroy the Cossacks.In reality, Kysil, a leaderof
the peaceparty, mostfrequentlymadestatementsthat to destroyone’s subjectsis a
Pyrrhic victory.

If Ochmanndoesnot dealcomprehensivelywith thePyliavtsi affair, sheis more

thoroughin discussingits consequences.The nobleswho had not takenpart in the

fiasco demandedthe punishmentof the participantsand leadersresponsiblefor the
defeat.Becausethe issue involved military leadership,it was relatedto the issueof

designatinga military leaderto functionin placeof the two Crownhetmans,whom

the Tatarsheld in captivity. The Diet’s affirmation of the army’s designationof
Winiowiecki underminedthe king’s policies. In general,military leadershipwasin

chaos,since the lifetime termof the post of hetmanmadeit impossiblefor the king
to changehetmansevenwhen they were unable to fulfill their duties. The entire
affair also madethe nobility reluctantto raisethe taxesneededfor theregulararmy
that Ossoliñski sought. All these issueswere postponedfrom the Election to the
CoronationDiet.

The ElectionDiethadleft severalreligious issuesunresolvedas well. While the

Cossackrebellionhadstymied efforts to effect a new unionof the Easternand the
Westernchurch,it hadalso createdan anti-Orthodoxclimate in the Diet that made
Orthodoxnoblesreluctant to argue their casepublicly. In general,they sawtheir
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supportof Jan Kazimierz as ensuringameliorationof their grievances.They were

little disposedto join with theProtestants,partially becausetheyarguedthatonly the

Greekand Roman faiths were guaranteedfreedomin their lands-notnewcomers,
whetherUniateor Protestant.In addition, theOrthodox noblesfelt the samerevul
sion to Antitrinitarians thatCatholics and indeedTrinitarian Protestantsdid, which
made them reluctantto join in suchmattersas the defenseof Iurii Nemyrych, an
Antitrinitarian whoseright to hold the office of podkomorzyof Kiev wasquestioned.

In contrast,the Protestantsfelt endangeredin 1648, andrealizedthat the campaign

againstthe Antitrinitarians might be only a preludeto a campaignagainst all of

them. The Protestants,led by JanuszRadziwill, were in a difficult position. They

hadlittle to offer thezealousCatholics,and facedwith the greatrevolt, they resisted

breakingranks. Consequently,duringthe interregnumof 1648, unlike that of 1632,
theProtestantswerenot evenableto conductawell-organizedpolitical offensive.

In contrastto the Protestants,thedelegatesfrom RoyalPrussiafound theirpartic
ularist causestrengthened.The revolt had devastatedthe easternlands and the

nobles living there realizedthat they neededassistancefrom their brothersfurther

west. This madefinancial supportfrom rich RoyalPrussiaindispensable,andput its
delegatesin a good positionto arguethe RoyalPrussianregionalist cause,particu
larly in choosinghow to financemilitary support.

The Election Diet had sent thesethreeproblems back to be discussedby the
dietines,but in calling a new Diet, the king put on the agendapaymentof the army
and foreign affairs, suchas a Muscoviteallianceanda war againstthe Tatars. The
dietines, however, debatedsuch mattersas equalizationof taxes for all regions,

misuseof funds, WiadyslawIV’s responsibility in causingthe revolt, and the need

to ensurethat neitherthe king northe Senatemadeconcessionswithout the Diet’s
consent. Ochmannshowsthat the dietinescontinueddebatesfrom the ElectionDiet
and resistedtheroyal propagandafor a foreignwar following an expectedagreement
with theCossacks.

In discussingthe proceedingsof the CoronationDiet, Ochmannshows how the
king and Ossoliñski found little support for their foreign policy. She arguesthat
their fear that magnatessuchas JeremiWiniowiecki and JanuszRadziwill would
cooperatewith the TransylvanianRákóczis,who contemplatedinvading the Com
monwealth to obtain the throne, crippled their actions. The king and chancellor

expendedtheir energieson underminingfoesand missed a crucial opportunity to
reform theoffice of hetmanby abolishingits lifetime tenure. Most important,Och
mann demonstrateshow a Diet called to discussmilitary issues spent little time
doing so, and in the enddid not evenappropriatethe fundsneededfor sufficiently
increasingthemilitary.

As for themattersleft over from the ElectionDiet, the Pyliavtsiaffair wasburied
largely becausepowerful senatorsfearedthat a trial could reboundagainst them.
They were grateful to Ossoliñski for defusingthe question. The demandsof the
Protestantswent unredressed.The Prussiandelegatesweremore successfulin put
ting throughtheir program,which ledto the furtherdeclineof centralpower.
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Ochmannhascontributedgreatlyto the study of theKhmel’nyts’kyi periodeven
if heranalysisof someissuesmay be questioned. Regrettably,shealso showsevi
denceof holding someof the stereotypicPolish views on Polish-Ukrainianaffairs.
Accordingto her, theactionsof theCossacksandthepeasantsin therevolt led to the
belief in Poland that "they hadcrossedthe bordersof normsmandatedin thecivil

ized world" and the goal of the religious Union hadbeento draw Rus’ "into the
orbit of Latin culture." Suchoccasionalslips in mindsetdo not, however,minimize
Ochmann’s accomplishments. She has filled in the wide range of political
maneuveringsandissuesof early 649. She hasremindedus how issuesthat seem
minor todayandproceduresin which we have little interestdeterminedthe resolu
tion of greataffairs. Similar workson the Dietsof 1646, 1647, 1648 andsubsequent
ones would give us a fuller understandingof the governmentand policies of the

Commonwealthduringthegreatrevolt.

FrankE.Sysyn
Harvard University

THE UKRAINIAN NATIONAL MOVEMENT IN GALICIA,
18 15-1849. By Jan Kozik. Translatedfrom the Polish by Andrew
Gorski andLawrenceD. Orton. Edited andwith an introduction by

LawrenceD. Orton. Edmonton: CanadianInstitute of Ukrainian
Studiesand the University of Alberta, 1986. xxi, 498 pp. $29.95
Can.cloth, $19.95paper.

This volume brings togetherin an Englishtranslationtwo books by the late Polish

historianJan Kozik,’ the first a study of the Ukrainiannationalawakeningin Galicia
between1830 and 1848 originally published in 1973, the seconda study of the
Ukrainian nationalmovementin Galicia during the revolutionary years1848 and
1849 publishedin Polish in 1975. The central subjectof the first book is the cul
tural movementspearheadedby the RuthenianTriad of Markiian Shashkevych,
Iakiv Holovats’kyi, andIvan Vahylevych in the 1830s. The central subject of the
secondbook is thepolitical organizationof 1848,the HolovnaRus’ka Rada,andthe
journal Zoria Halyts’ka in which the views of the Rada found public expression.
Thefirst volumefocuseson cultural issues,while the secondis mostconcernedwith

political developments,and it is a tribute to the historical sensibility of the author

that the two halvesfit togetheras effectively as they do. For Kozik, from the very

beginning,is profoundlyconsciousof the political nuancesof cultural awakening,

and he remains reciprocallyatunedto thecultural implicationsof political life. The
result is a masterfullysubtlepictureof the interpretationof politics andculturethat

1934-1979;seeHarvard Ukrainian Studies6, no. 2 June1982:244-50.
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wasso strikingly characteristicof the nineteenth-centurynationalawakeningin the
Ukraineand in EasternEuropegenerally.

Onecannothelpbeing struckby the sensitivity of Kozik, a Polish historian,in

the handlingof his Ukrainiansubject. This is all the morenoteworthyinasmuchas
oneof the volume’sthemesis the developingbitternessof cultural relationsbetween
Poles and Ukrainiansin Galicia and the failure to achieveany meaningfulpolitical
cooperationin the revolutionaryyears 1848-1849.While tracing the development
of the fateful antagonismbetweenthe two nations, Kozik never loses sight of the
instancesand possibilities of cooperation,of the historical alternativetragically
unrealized. In 1833 it wasstill possiblefor Waciaw Zaleski,the Polish Slavicist,to
conceiveof and to publish "Polish and RuthenianSongs"as oneproject in one
volume. In Kozik’s view, it wasPolish political explosions-in1830, in 1846, in
1848-thatdisruptedthe earlypromiseof culturalharmonyby forcingUkrainiansto
decideexplicitly whetherthey were for or againstthe Polishcause. Kozik doesnot
pursue this analysis in detail for the events of 1830 and 1846, and one is left
wondering, for instance, why exactly the massacreof 1846 should have
"definitively discreditedthe Polesin Ukrainianeyes" p. 162. Furthermore,Kozik
offers no explication for the contemporaryUkrainian observationthat "the year
1846 madea laughing stockof the Poles in the eyesof the Ruthenianpeasants"p.
162. Here Kozik seemsto take for granted that we, too, will appreciatethe
"humor" of theoccasion,andthat we will acceptthecultural consequencesas self-
evident.

The eventsof 1848 receivemuchmore detailedattention,and connectionsand
consequencesare more rigorously analyzed. The failure of political cooperationis
dramatizedby focusing on the organizationalpolarizationof Galicia betweenthe
Polish RadaNarodowaand the Ukrainian HolovnaRus’ka Rada-openlycompet
ing, for instance,for signatureson petitions for andagainstthe partitionof Galicia.
On the other hand, Kozik continuesto balancehis accountwith the instancesof
almost-successfulcooperationthatpointed towardsan alternativehistorical develop
ment. At the Slavic Congressin Prague, remarkably, the Polish and Ukrainian
delegatesdid agreeon acompromisefor an administrativelyunited provincewith
two national cultures. This compromise in Praguenever had any real political
consequencesin Galicia, but Kozik betraysan almost bewilderedsatisfactionthat
such a compromisewaspossibleat all in 1848. The forceof nationalantagonism
wasalmostirresistible. Iakiv Holovats’kyi, oneof the RuthenianTriad in the 1830s,
who still believedin cooperationwith thePolish revolutionariesat the beginningof
1848, soon hadto renouncethatbelief. In Juneheconceded: "I canseethat there
is no point in trusting Messrs.the Liakhy. They would like brotherhood,but at a
high price, becausethey want to sacrifice our language,our nationality, all our
strength, for the future Poland"p. 348. Kozik, however,lamentsthe "tragedy"
p. 360 of Polish-Ukrainianantagonismin 1848, and the point of view he finds
most sympatheticis thatof Vasyl’ Podolyns’kyi, who proclaimed: "Onewho does
not wish to recognizeaRuthenianis not worthy of being calleda Pole,"and "One
who doesnot wish to recognizea Pole is not worthy of beingcalled aRuthenian"
p. 359. Kozik is clearlyvery muchemotionallyengagedby this position, and one
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begins to appreciatebetter the nature of the Polish author’s fascinationwith his
Ukrainian subject. For the Ukrainiannational dilemma in the nineteenthcentury
servesas a sort of mirror thatreflectson the Polishnationaldilemmaas well. It was
no accidentthat Polesand Ukrainiansbeganby collecting andpublishing their folk

songstogether.

If for Kozik the crucial conditioningfactor for the developmentof Ukrainian
nationalismin Galicia wasthe interactionof Polishand Ukrainianelements,at the
same time he explores in fascinating detail the formative institutional influences
exercisedupon the Ukrainian nation by the Habsburggovernmentand the Greek
Catholic Uniate church. Neither influence was straightforward, for while both
governmentandchurchactedas important sponsorsof Ukrainiannationaldevelop
ment, they both also imposedseriousconstraints,which Kozik does not hesitateto

identify. The interestsof the dynastyand of the churchwere often closely allied,

andKozik tells the remarkablestory of theMetropolitan’sprogramin the 1830sfor
oratoricalexercisesby young seminarians:they were to deliver addressesof loyalty
to the Habsburgemperor. While most of the seminariansgave their speechesin
Latin, German,andPolish,Shashkevychwasoneof four to speakin Ukrainian-his

first public presentation-andan observerrecalled that his words "raised the

Ruthenianspirit by a hundredper cent" p. 47. It should not surprise us to find
Shashkevychin the seminary, for almost all the figures who guided the national
awakeningof the early nineteenthcentury camefrom the clergy. "They are all
priests!" exclaimedIvanVahylevych,who foundthis disturbing,"And I am study
ing to becomea priest!" p. 60. Even in 1848 the HolovnaRus’ka Radaheld its
meetingsin the GreekCatholic seminaryin Lviv. The churchhierarchy,however,
was hostile to the literary and linguistic concernsof the RuthenianTriad, and the

Ukrainiannationalawakening,as Kozik suggests,took the form of an internal strug

gle within the church. By 1848we find the Metropolitanalmostcomicallyconfused

aboutwherehe standsbetweenthe nation and the dynasty. When asked to sign a

petition against the partition of Galicia, he replied that he was quite indifferent:

"This one is the sameas the other,and I will not sign it either,because,to tell you
the truth, I have alreadysignedthe requestto the ministry in supportof partition"
pp. 269-70. By 1848-1849,whereKozik leavesoff, the nationalmovementhas
already gonebeyondthe walls of the seminary,andthe conservativeMetropolitan
couldnot quite keepup with theeventsof arevolutionaryyear.

Interestingly,when Iakiv Holovats‘kyi denouncedthe Metropolitan, Mykhailo
Levyts’kyi, in 1846, it was for beingtoo Polish in his sympathies,certainly not for

being too ioyal to the Habsburgs.For Holovats’kyi himself, in the same article,

offered the Rutheniannation to the dynastyas a "bulwark againstrevolutionary
machinations,"recognizedthe Rutheniansas the "children" of the Emperor

Francis, invoked the spirit of JosephII, and proclaimed that "the Ruthenian
nationality’s entirehopelies in Austria,in which everynationality hasbeensafe and
secure"pp. 168-69. Kozik’s extensivesamplingsof political opinion leaveno
doubt about the overwhelming prevalenceof Habsburg loyalism among the

Rutheniannationalspokesmen,and Kozik himself does not hesitateto expresshis

own strong negativejudgment in historical hindsight. At the very end of the
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volume, when he addressesthe loyalism of the HolovnaRus’ka Radain 1848, he
concludesthat "its political short-sightednesswasappalling" p. 367. The strong
verdict comes as no surprise to the reader,for Kozik from the very beginning
presentsHabsburgpatronageas a dubiousbasis for nationaldevelopment.Oneof
the most fascinatingaspectsof the book is his analysisof the systemof imperial
censorshipin the 1830s,and the obstaclesto publication that were facedby the
Ruthenian Triad from the censorsin Vienna and in Lviv. When the landmark
Ukrainian literary anthologyRusalkaDnistrovaia was published in 1837, it could
only find its way into print in Budapest-andwasunavailablein Galicia.

Kozik regretsRuthenian loyalism to the Habsburgs for two reasons: first,
becausehedoesnot believethat Habsburgsponsorshipwasanythingbut tacticaland
insincere-andthereforedestinedto be disappointing-and,second,becausehe is
disturbedto find the Ukrainiansof Galicia so unquestionablyin the campof social
and political conservatism. Just as Kozik is wistful about the failure of Polish-
Ukrainiancooperation,so he is wistful abouttheweaknessof liberal andrevolution

ary impulsesamongtheRutheniannationalists. Theyaretheheroesof his book, and
it is all too clearthat he wisheshis heroeswere more progressive.The Ruthenian
Triad subordinatedeverythingelseto their literary efforts, "expressedthemselves
on nationalratherthan social issues,"and, though they protestedagainstsocial ine
quality and robot compulsoryfeudal labor, "they did not suggestfundamental
change" p. 65. Kozik concludes: "Unfortunately, before 1848 the Ukrainian
spokesmendid not have an adequateplan for changing existing conditions" p.
123. As for 1848, "the Holovna Rada Rus’ka also had no set programmeon
socio-economicissues"p. 252. It is the word "unfortunately" whichbetraysthe
historian’spersonalengagement,andonecannothelpsuspectingthat this emphasis
on inadequateplansandnonexistentprogramsservesas a sort of euphemisticsum
mation of socialconservatism."Shameon us," declaredoneUkrainianspokesman
in 1849,regrettingthat his nationdid not display morerevolutionarysolidarity, "we
shall be ashamedof ourselveswhen the newsspreadsaroundthe world" p. 354.
Whathe found shamefulin 1849 is not unrelatedto whatKozik finds "appalling" in
historicalretrospect.

Kozik’s typical insistencethat therewas"no setprogrammeon socio-economic
issues" is not only politically but also historiographicallysignificant. For Kozik,
programor no program,is not fundamentallyinterestedin writing socioeconomic
history. His own cultural-politicalapproachis well adaptedto "national ratherthan
social issues’‘-the samepriority thathe discernsin theRuthenianTriad. Theopen
ing sentenceof the volume-’ ‘The latter part of the eighteenthcenturysawa crisis
developin the feudal-ruraleconomyof EastCentral Europe"-seemsalmost ironi
cally inappropriateby the time one has finishedreading. It is as if Kozik had to
make a tokengesturetowardsthe historiographicalschool in which he wastrained
before moving on to leave such categoriesof observationand analysisdistinctly
aside. Kozik wrestles intellectually with his own postwar historiographicalback
groundin confronting a topic of nineteenth-centurynational awakening,just as he
must cometo termswith his own Polishperspectivein takingon a Ukrainiansub
ject. Thathis work is subtly markedby theseaspectsof personalengagementin no
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way diminishesthe excellenceof his historical achievement.On the contrary,our
awarenessthat the historian has intellectually and culturally disciplined himself
makesit all the morepossiblefor the Ukrainiannationalspokesmenof nineteenth-
centuryGalicia to speakto us so revealingly in this impressiveand importantwork
of history.

LawrenceWolff
BostonCollege

RODNAJE SLOVA I MARALNA-ESTETYCNY PRAHRES. By
AlehBiembiel. London:Associationof Belorussiansin GreatBritain,
1985. 242 pp.

This study wasfirst preparedin Belorussiain 1979-1981by the historianof philo
sophy,Aleh Biembiel, then forty yearsold, as a seriesof interviews with Belorus
siansand Russiansliving in Belorussiaon the alarmingstatusof the Belorussian
language. "If the book is not ‘killed,’ I will donateit to you with an autograph,"
the compiler told oneof the intervieweesp. 140. His fears for his study were
confirmed. But his book did not die, becauseit circulatedin typedcopies, oneof
which reachedEngland,to be publishedthereby the Associationof Belorussiansin
Great Britain.

Whereasin otherSoviet republicsthereis astrugglefor dominationbetweenthe
local languageand Russian,theissue in Belorussiais the preservationof the vanish
ing local languageat leaston the basisof bilingualism. The compilerhimself, in a
"self-interview," statedthe goal of the preservationiststhus making useof Soviet
political jargon: "it is important that the potential possibilities [sic] of one of the
most wonderful achievementsof establishedsocialism, i.e., mass bilingualism, be
usedin ourrepublic to thefull extent, for thebenefitof eachof thefraternalcultures,
for thebenefitof a communistrenewalof theworld" p. 191. Neither thecompiler
nor the intervieweessharing his views and his jargon gave any thought to the
meaningof bilingualism, which is usually a complementaryrelation betweentwo
languagesbasedon a division of roles,or, to put it more bluntly, an incomplete

knowledge of two languageswhich, together, createsan impressionof complete
ness. In the caseof Belorussia,all important aspectsof life are conductedin the
Russianlanguageas is stressedmanytimes by thoseBiembiel interviewed. The
Belorussianlanguageis restrictedmostly to art andrecreationbelles-lettres,theater,
songs, popular journalism and Landkunde some scholarly work on the local
language,literature, folklore, history, etc.; all educationfrom kindergartento
university is in Russianwith only sometokengesturestowardsBelorussian. The
trendis towardsRussianmonolingualism,with somepartial knowledge of Belorus

sian for limited purposes. An almost identicalsituation exists in Kashubia, in the
Polish People’sRepublic,but at least therenobody speaksof bilingualism; at best
one speaksof regionalismwith the cultivation of the local idiom whetherit is
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consideredlanguageor dialectmakesno differencefor somecultural functions like
thoseto which Belorussianis increasinglybeingreduced. The situation of Amen-
canethnicminorities havingSaturdayschools,dancegroups,choirs, andperiodicals

editedby thosewho havenot yetadjustedto Englishmonolingualismis not dissimi
lar from that of Belorussians.Thus that languageis clearly beingrelegatedto the
statusof an ethnicminority language,ratherthan thelanguageof acountry.

Its official status is not even guaranteedby the constitution of the Belorussian
Soviet Socialist Republic as is the statusof local languagesin three other repub
lics; therefore,the language’sdefendershaveto resort to article 66 of the republi
can constitution,which says: "Care for the preservationof historical monuments
andother cultural treasuresis a duty and obligation of citizens of the Belorussian

SSR" pp. 168, 192, 237. If a languagehasto bedefendedas amonumentof his
tory and a cultural treasure, then it is no longer a practical, living entity.
Vynnyenkowasquotedas sayingthatUkrainianwould becomeanormal language
when even prostitutes in Kiev offered their services in it. Prostitutes may be
chargedwith manythings,but certainlynot with a lack of realismor practicality. A
languagecultivatedexclusivelyby idealistsis adeadlanguagecf. the statusof Cor
nish, for instance.

The compilerand otherswho took part in his study tried to convince the Soviet
authoritiesto help the Belorussianlanguagebecauseits miserablesituation played
into the handsof enemiesof the USSRin the West pp. 191-92,236. They did
not notethat theWestitself hadhardlyaglowing recordin fosteringweaklanguages
a case in point is the attitude of the English toward the Irish languageand that
perhapsthe expansionof Russianwestwards, closer to the heart of Europe a
Russian-speakingoutposthaving already beenestablishedin the KOnigsbergarea
wasahigherpriority for Soviet strategiststhanconcernabouttheviews of theWest.
The limit of Soviet concernaboutthe opinion of the West or the Third World was
expressedby a village teacher:the Belorussianlanguageis still usedon radio andin
magazinesand newspapers"out of political considerations,so that the Belorussian
SSRmight stay in theU.N." p. 83.

One of the participants,a historian,suggestedthat Belorussia,as a particularly
weak nation, might be the first testing ground for the abolition of non-Russian
languagesand culturesin the USSR: "The fate of not only Belorussia,but also all
othernationalculturesandlanguagesis beingdecidedhere,in Belorussia"pp. 42,
227.

In two casesthe public opinion samplewentbeyondtheBelorussianrepublic. A
theologianfrom Bialystok in Poland,speakingin good Belorussian,said: "Salva
tion is only in JesusChrist. The languageis a path to Him" p. 196. A historian
from the Smolenskareasaid: "It is not a nation that createsthe statebut it is the
state that createsa nation" an acceptablestatementfor America, but very dubious
for Central-EasternEurope; therefore"the ruling partyand the governmentof the
BelorussianSSR should look to the creationof favorableconditionsfor continuing
the still unfinishedprocessof Belorussianrevival and further developmentof the
Belorussianlanguageand culture" pp. 202-204. How much good will that
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governmenthasfor promoting such developmentwasindicatedby the fate of the
book.

A philosopherandexpertin aesthetics,aRussianwho hadcometo identify him
self with the Belorussiannation,said speakingin Russian:"Harodnia [in Polish
andRussian,Grodnol is our hope. The Polishtelevision operatesas afactor in cul
ture there"p. 121. The overall situationwasboldly expressedby ayoung female
writer speakingin Russian: "Belorussia is a colony of Russia, in everything,
including languageand culture. A policy of Russification is being carriedout by
Muscovitesand ourown collaborationists.. . . Orthodoxyinsteadof Uniatism is a
major carrierof Russification"pp. 43-44.

Ukrainians who lament the degradationof their language in the Soviet Union
may find bitter solace in this book, whereUkrainians areoften cited as a positive
exampleof the preservationof native languagepp. 31, 32, 34, 50, 80. As
StanislawJerzy Lee wrote: "I found myself at the bottom and I heardknocking
from down below."

BohdanA. Struminsky
Harvard University

WIDMO PRZYSZLOCI: SZKICE HISTORYCZNO-PUBLICYS
TYCZNE. By Marian Zdziechowski. Lausanne:Editions L’Age
d’Homme, 1983. 236 pp. paper.

The story of this book’s delayedappearancecan be viewed as symbolic. Made
availablerecentlyby aSwitzerland-basedpublishinghouseas thefirst volumeof the
plannedDzielawybraneby MarianZdziechowski1861-1938, it is actually apho
tographicreproductionof the original 1939 publication. Widmoprzyszlosciwas
Zdziechowski’slast collection of essays,preparedfor print partiy by himself but
published only posthumously. It so happenedthat the book’s production was
finishedin September1939 in Vilnius-obviously not the best possibletime and
place for the publishing market. Almost all the printed copiesperishedduring the
war-a sadly fitting ending for the whole of Zdziechowski’s work, the essenceof
whichhadalwaysbeenhistoriosophicpessimismandcatastrophism.

Thebook hascomeoutagainat a time when,afterseveraldecadesof nearlytotal
oblivion, Zdziechowskiseemsto haveresurfacedin Polish historical,political, and
critical consciousness.During his lifetime he enjoyed well-deservedrespectas a
scholar, writer, and public figure he served as rectorof the university of Vilnius,
andafter the 1926couphewasevenconsideredacandidatefor presidentof thePol
ish Republic,an option whichhe dismissedout of hand. Moreover,his monumen
tal works Mesjaniki i Slowianofile 1888, Pesymizm,romantyzma podstawy
chrzekijañstwa1914,and particularlythe collectionof essaysEuropa,Rosja,Azja
1923 graduallybuilt up his fame as a catastrophicseerand prophet. But, ironi
cally, towardthe endof his life-when a genuinecatastrophewasinevitably draw-
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ing near-hisinfluenceon Polish minds beganto diminish rapidly. As oneof his
studentsin Vilnius, CzeslawMiiosz, reminiscesin an essaywritten in the early
l940s in Nazi-occupiedWarsaw,Zdziechowski’sgrim vision of the future seemed
then to correspondwith the vaguepremonitionsof the younggeneration;however,

in his unconditionalcondemnationof both nationalismandcommunism,theold pro
fessordifferedwidely from theyouthof the 1930swho,as arule, tendedto toy with
radical solutions,either right-wing or left-wing.1 It is highly significant that the
recentrevivalof interestin Zdziechowski’sCassandricvision of modernhistory not
all premisesandconsequencesof whichare acceptedby today’sreaders,to be sure2
coincides with the wider phenomenonof a dramatic upsurgeof anti-totalitarian
opposition among Polish intellectuals. Onecould saythat only after the historic
experiencesof thepastfive decadeshasZdziechowskifinally found readerswho are
ableto understandhim, if not agreewith him completely.

The book underreview, whichconsistsof eight essayswritten between1923and
1938, canserveas a good introduction to the author’ssystemof historiosophicand
political ideas. Zdziechowskiappearshere not only as a visionary prophet who
presagesthe ominoustriumphs of totalitarianism,but also as a down-to-earth,even
though seemingly "anachronistic," political thinker. The basic premisesof his
outlookwere,nonetheless,religiousandethical. While believingin God asa source
of good, he believedwith equal force in the real existenceof evil. The areawhere
this evil manifesteditself most visibly was the realm of politics, which hadbeen
irrevocablytaintedby Machiavellianand Nietzscheanconceptsof theemancipation
of politics from ethics. The ultimate outcome of these concepts was, in
Zdziechowski’sview, the modemideology of nationalism,on the onehand, andthe
ideology of communism,on the other, thelatter beingespeciallydangerousbecause
of its dynamism,long-rangestrategy,and appeal. Zdziechowskigoesso far as to
accuseJózefPilsudski of "underestimatingthe Bolshevik threat" and to call the
Riga Treaty "the Riga crime." The only ideological solution that could possibly
thwart the offensiveof Bolshevismwasthe revivalof Christian ethicsas abasis for
political actions, although, in accordancewith his historiosophical pessimism,
Zdziechowskiviewed that solution as amatterof moral obligation ratherthan as a
practical probability.

In anycase,the political conclusionshe drawsin theseessaysare quite specific.
He appearsas a self-declaredconservative,even to the point of being a staunch
defenderof the ideaof constitutionalmonarchy-anextremelyunpopularconceptin
thoseyears of triumphant republicanism-asthe only system that can preservea
continuity of tradition and an organicstructureof society. While opposingthe left
wing of the political spectrum in interwar Poland even in its milder form,
representedby thePolish Socialist party, he is equally repelledby the right wing’s

Czeslaw Milosz, "Re1igijno Zdziechowskiego,"in idem, Prywatne obowiqzkiParis,
1980,p. 240.
2 Cf. Jan Prokop, "Zdziechowski,Rewolucja,Zydzi," in idem, Szczególnaprzygoda-yé
nadWisiq: Studiai szkiceliterackie London, 1985.
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sloganof "nationalegoism,"voicedby RomanDmowski and his NationalDemo
cratic party. In this context, it is worthy of note that the problem of ethnic or
nationalminorities as well as the problemof Poland’shistoric relationswith Russia
andthe Ukraineoccupyaspecialplacein most of theeight essays.A studentof the

history of Polish-Ukrainianrelationswill be particularly interestedin readingthree
of them: "Idea poiska na Kresach," "Pierwiastek zachowawczy w idei
ukraiñskiej" a polemical review of ViacheslavLypyns’kyi’s [Waclaw Lipiñski]
Lysly do brativ khliborobiv, and"Ukraina aRosja. Trylogia BohdanaLepkiego."
Here, as elsewhere,Zdziechowski’sline of reasoningwas molded by the coex
istenceof his Christian ethics with a historiosophicalpessimism,which made it
impossible for him to think in categoriesother than the self-contradictory. While
being in favor of grantingrights to the Ukrainianminority, he viewedtheir aspira
tions as ultimately destructive for the Polish state; while supporting the idea of
Poland’s alliance with the Ukraine in face of the Soviet threat, he wasperfectly
awareof theunfeasabilityof an alliancein whichneitherof the two partiescould be
fully satisfied; while beingfree from narrow-mindedchauvinism,he was nonethe
less convincedthat the courseof Polish andUkrainian history could lead only to
irresolvableconflict.

StanislawBaranczak
Harvard University

THE LOOK OF RUSSIAN LITERATURE: AVANT-GARDE
VISUAL EXPERIMENTS, 1900-1930. By Gerald Janecek. Prince
ton, New Jersey:PrincetonUniversityPress,1984. 314 pp. $47.50.

Literature,asopposedto painting, is not ordinarily conceivedas a visual experience.

While the shapeof words,the style of a font, the layoutof a page,andthe length of

a line may at times attract separateattention, these elements, for the most part,
remain neutral, virtually "invisible" aspectsof literature. Leaving aside Baroque
figure poems, the most serious challenge to this traditional, linear, semantically
orientedperceptionof literature wasmountedby the Avant-Gardein thebeginning
of this century. At no other time wasthe awarenessof languageas a visual and
graphicelementkeeneror theeffort to undermineits syntacticandsemanticfunction

stronger. Thanks to ItalianFuturism andthe internationalDadamovement,as well

as contemporary"Concrete"and"Intermedia"poetry, the visual aspectof writing

hasassumedan importantplacein modemartisticconsciousness.

GeraldJanecek’sinterestingandhandsomelyproducedbook exploresthis partic
ularphenomenonin Russianavant-gardeliterature. In his examinationof Symbol
ists, Futurists,andConstructivists,that is, of five well-known literary figures and
severallesserknown ones,Janecektakeshis readeron a tour of highly heterogene

ousvisual experimentsin both proseandpoetry. It is worth emphasizingthat his is
not a study of genre,e.g., of visual poetry, but ratherof "visual effects" or devices



262 Reviews

in thebroadestsenseof the word. Janecekexamineseverythingfrom doubledashes,
paragraphindentations,orthography,and handwriting,to the elaborate,asyntactical
typographicalarrangementsof wordson a page. While muchof th book is neces

sarily descriptive,with the text accompaniedby manyexcellentreproductions,it is
also rich in rarebibliographicalinformationand insightful analysisof literary works
andthetheoriesthatmotivated theirproduction.

Aside from a cursory introduction to the "Europeanparallels" and two appen
dixes, the heartof the volume is madeup of five chaptersdevotedrespectivelyto
AndreiBely, Aleksei Kruchonykh,Vasilii Kamensky,Ilia Zdanevich,and Vladimir
Mayakovsky.

In discussing"the visual expressiveness"of Bely’s texts the Symphonies,
Petersburg,Kotik Letaev,as well as someof the poetry, Janecekfocuseson the
Symbolist’suseof suchdevicesas doubledashesand indentationsto emphasizecer

tain partsof his text. For Bely, thelayout of the pagewasrelatedto intonationand
oral interpretation. Janeceknotes that "nowhere in his theories does Bely give
independentvalueto thevisualcomponentof thetext."

The lengthy chapteron "Kruchonykhand the ManuscriptBook" dealswith a
numberof issues.Janecekarguesthatbesidebeingexperimentsin definingthe lim
its of the "book" as an idea, Kruchonykh’s manuscriptpublications confront

severalotherproblems,amongthem therelationshipof illustration to text, thevisual

qualitiesof a text,and,in particular,the link betweenmoodand handwrittenscript.
The next chapteris devotedto Kamensky. Here the focus is on the conceptof

the page as a visual space, with discussioncentering on nine "ferroconcrete"
poems. As Janeceknotes, in the absenceof syntax, theseworks undermine the
linearreadingexperienceandforcethe eyeto movealongthe pageas if in a paint
ing. Janecekreturnsto Kamenskyagain in achapterdevotedto typography,where
he analyzeshis "typographicallyorientedpoems."

The main figure in the chapteron typographyis Ilia Zdanevich. However, the
readerwill find here brief discussionsof other individuals as well, most notably
DavidBurliuk, Igor Terentev,Aleksei N. Chicherin,and El Lissitzky. This chapter
chroniclessomeof the more unusualrevolts againstconventionaltypesettingprac
tices,with many fine examplesof unorthodoxverselayouts and inventive typogra
phy. Zdanevichis approachedfrom the perspectiveof his five one-actzaumplays.
Their unusualtypesettingwasdesignednot only to haveavisual impact,but to serve

as asystemof phonetictranscriptionfor accuratelyrecitingzaum.
ThelastchapterexaminesMayakovskyand the typographicalarrangementof his

poetry,namely, thelesenka,or stepladderline. Janecekconcludesthat thelesenkais

abreakingdevice,"essentialto thereadingand interpretationof Mayakovsky’spoe
try," a "guide for recitation" that "hasno independentvisualsignificance." As a
naturaloutgrowthof this conclusion,he devotesa separatesectionon "How to Read
Mayakovsky."

Consideringthe variety of material covered in this book, it would have been
helpful if Janecekhad provideda summary. As it is, thebook’s organizationseems

ratherarbitrary,andthe chaptersreadmore like individual papersthan as units of a
single monograph. One questionswhy the chapterson Bely and Mayakovsky,as
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well as the sectionon Zdanevich,werenot groupedtogetherin someway, inasmuch
as theyall dealwith the relationshipof the visual to oral performanceelementof
literature. In thechapteron Kruchonykh,Janecekstatesthat "a careful, thorough
readingof his works, which is mademore difficult and challengingby the format,
remainsto bedone." It is ashamethathe did not at leastessaysuchareadinghere,
for of all the chapters,this one is least successfulin integratinghis observations
aboutthe visual featureswith their implication for "literature." The readeris left
wonderingwhatexactly is theeffectof graphicson thetext andon its meaning.

Despite these quibbles,Janecek’sbook has muchto recommendit. It is gen
erally successfulin achievingwhat it setsOut to do. It not only opensnewdoorsfor
research,but it sensitizesreadersto an important andoften misunderstoodaspectof
theAvant-Garde. Specialistsin theUkrainianAvant-Gardewill find muchto stimu
latetheir own research.

OlehS. Ilnytzkyj
Universityof Alberta

RUSSIA: THE ROOTS OF CONFRONTATION. By Robert V.

Daniels. Cambridge,Mass.: HarvardUniversity Press,1985. x, 411
pp. $25.00.

ProfessorDaniels seesthe roots of the Soviet-Americanconfrontationin the con
trastinghistoricalexperiencesof the two protagonists. His book tracesthoseexperi
ences, combining a watered-down textbook history of Russia with a similarly
watered-downversionof Americanhistory. As such, it holds a lesson on the perils
of comparativehistory.

A fundamentalproblemwith Daniels’ssurvey is that he presentscontroversial
issuesof historiographyin sucha way that makesit difficult to distinguish history
from popularhistorical myth. For example,in contrastto the United States,which
"has hardly any history," Russia "has beena nationalentity. . as long as any of
Europe’s modernstates. RussiahasbeenRussiasince the dawn of recordedhistory
in EasternEurope" pp. 26-27. The fact that Kievan Rust,with its centerrather
far removedfrom today’s Russia, "gaverise to the claimby somemodernUkraini
ansthat Kievancivilization belongsto their history andnot to that of theGreatRus

sians" p. 29 is dismissedin a paragraph. EvenOmeljan Pritsak’s The Origin of
Rus’ is listed in the bibliographyas The Origin of Russiap. 374. When Muscovy
expandedinto today’s Ukraine and Belorussia,it "easily assimilated" the local
inhabitantsp. 32. The Soviet reconquestof the non-Russianstatesthathadgained
independencefrom the RussianEmpire immediately after the First World War is
given short shrift, and eventhe Polish-Sovietwar of 1920 is describedas a Polish
attempt "to recoverRussianterritories"p. 145-to thewestof Kiev!
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Daniels’sbasicargumentis that the West shouldacceptthe legitimacyandper
manenceof the Soviet Union within its currentbordersandsphereof interest.This
becomesclear in Daniels’streatmentof thepostwarperiod. The origins of theCold
War were,he tells the reader, "almostunimaginablycomplicatedand controver
sial" p. 213. Oneis temptedto arguethat the issueswere actually rather stark:
Stalin retained what Hitler had originally conqueredas German Lebensraum.
Would the countriesthatnow constituteWarsawPacthavebeenmerelyFinlandized
instead of Sovietizedif America and Britain had taken less umbrageat Stalin’s
determinationto carveout asphereof influenceformhalf of Europe?Danielsseems
to think so. He writes ".. any possibility that the West might havemade conces
sions to Stalin and thus softenedhis policies died with the political fortunes of
Henry Wallace" p. 240. Given that in his questfor power Stalin showedhimself
to be at leastas bloodthirstyas Hitler more so when it came to the treatmentof his
own subjectsthis statementseemsnaive in the extreme. Daniels’scomparisonof
McCarthyism to the Zhdanovshchina,even as a "distant analogue" p. 244,
betraysan utter lack of historical perspective. It wascertainly true andunfortunate
that McCarthyite blacklisting cost some talented individuals their jobs; but
McCarthyismwas a molehill in comparisonto the Zhdanovitemountain of totali
tarianabusesin whichpeoplelost their lives.

Daniels concludesby stressing the permanenceof the Russianchallenge. He
calls upon the Westto be understandingof the USSR’s insatiablequestfor security
and to recognize that the Russians’ thinking is "warped by their tormented
history. . .and old obsessions"p. 358. Perhaps,he counsels, if we refrain from
waving the bloody shirt andacceptas permanentthe Soviet dominationof half of
Europe, a Russian Dubek will emergeand the system will evolve to the point
whereareal andpermanentdetenteis possible. Onecanimagineovertwo millennia
ago a Carthaginiancounterpart to our sageprofessorcounselingin similar terms

aboutthosesecurity-obsessedandparanoidRomansjust acrossthesea.

JamesE. Mace
Washington,D.C.

A HERITAGE IN TRANSITION: ESSAYS IN THE HISTORY OF
UKRAINIANS IN CANADA. Editedby ManolyR.Lupul. Toronto:
McClellandandStewart,Ltd., 1982. 344 pp. $9.95 Can., paper.

Ukrainian-Canadianshold a uniqueplace in the history of the Ukrainian diaspora.
Whereasother immigrantsfrom the Ukraineendedup in countrieswith established
social,political, andcultural traditions, thefirst major immigration of Ukrainiansto
Canadain the pre-Worid War I era wasthe result of the Canadiangovernment’s
effort to settleremoteand sparselypopulatedpartsof WesternCanada. In so doing,
the Ukrainian settlersand their offspring were able to contributeto, andbecomean
integral partof, whathasbeenreferredto asthe "Canadianidentity."
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The essaysin this volumedealwith theexperiencesthatultimately formedwhat
cannow legitimatelybecalleda Ukrainian-Canadianas distinct from aCanadianof
Ukrainianancestry,both of which exist in Canadatoday. Written by someof the
foremostrepresentativesof Ukrainianscholarshipin Canada,thecollectionprovides
a lucid analyticaltreatmentof the history of Ukrainians in Canada,as well as an
examinationof their contemporarysituation.

John-PaulHimka’s openingessay, "The Backgroundto Emigration," sets the
generallyhigh tone of thebook. His clear,concise,yetcomprehensivediscussionof
the appallingsocial and economicconditions suffered by the averageGalician and
Bukovinian peasantleaves no doubt as to what drove many of them to travel
thousandsof miles in the hopeof abetter life. Furthermore,Himka providesa use
ful insight into someof the political influencesthat affectedthe growth of national
consciousnessamong Ukrainianpeasantsand shapedthe attitudesof the younger
membersof theUkrainianintelligentsiain Canada.

The inclusionof the lateVladimir J. Kaye’s descriptionof the threemajorphases
of Ukrainian immigration to Canadais welcome. Updatedandrevisedby Frances
A. Swyripa, this essay,as well as othersin thebook, attestto thefaét that the accep
tanceof Ukrainiansby Canadiansociety,andtheir subsequentcontributionto it, was
by no meanseasy. Apart from suchobvioushindrancesto integrationas thelack of
knowledgeof English, Ukrainian immigrantsfaced a largely hostile physical and
socialenvironment: the former-the harsh Canadianwinter spent in isolatedand
primitive conditions; the latter-the backlashto the immigration from the mainly
Anglo-Celtic community,which regardedthe newcomersas a threat to its superior
wayof life andeconomicwell-being.

Wsevolod Isajiw, in a contribution entitled "Occupational and Economic
Development,"presentsthe thesis that the occupational"entrancestatus" of the

first immigration of an ethnic group determinesits social mobility; this, in turn,

affectsthe rate of diversificationinto other occupations.He contendsthat oncethe

initial statusof an immigrant group is established,it takesat leasttwo generations

beforethe groupcandivestitself of it. Moreover,if thereis a subsequentimmigra

tion of the sameethnicgroupwith a different "entrancestatus," it haslittle effect

on the existing perceptionof the group. From thesepremises,Isajiw proceedsto
trace the socioeconomichistory of Ukrainian-Canadians,beginning with the first
immigration and ending,moreor less, in the 1970s.The datahe providesareexten
sive and instructive,coveringnot only thechangesin thepictureof Ukrainianoccu
pationalandeconomiclife, but also thesocial, political, andeconomicenvironment

in which thechangestook place.
The essaysby Orest T. Martynowych,Nadia Kazymyra, Rose T. Harasym,and

BohdanHarasymivdealwith theincreasein participationof Ukrainian-Canadiansin

politics. The period 1896 to 1923, the focus of the essay coauthoredby Mar
tynowych andKazymyra,dealsprimarily with the incubationalphaseof Ukrainian
involvement in Canadianpolitics andthe subsequentfirst forays into municipal and
provincialpolitics.
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RoseHarasymexaminesthe years1923 to 1945, which includethesecondmajor

immigration of Ukrainians to Canada. It is a time, as sheshows,when political
activity amongUkrainian-Canadianswason the increase,stimulatedby suchfactors
as the Great Depression,the popularity in Canadaof the Ku Klux Klan’s anti-

Catholic andanti-immigration campaigns,the failure of the Ukraine’s strugglefor
independence,andthesubsequentinflux into Canadaof Ukrainianpolitical refugees.

Bohdan Harasymiv’s essay "Political Participation of Ukrainian Canadians
Since 1945" deservescareful reading. It is an astuteand perceptiveanalysis of
Ukrainian-Canadiansin thepost-WorldWar II period which untanglesandperspic
uously setsout today’s complexpolitical situation. He hastakeninto accountsuch
factors as: time of immigration first, second,or third wave; areasand placesof
settlementEasternvs. WesternCanada,urbanvs. rural; and the increasingdiver
sity of economic and social conditions. Generally, his evidencepoints to a
Ukrainian-Canadiancommunity that is becomingmore self-confidentand hence
moreassertivewithin the Canadianpolitical framework.

An examinationof internal structuresamongUkrainian-Canadiansis dealt with
in essays7 through 9. The late Paul Yuzyk, whosevaried andexemplarycareer
includedearly work on the study of religion amongUkrainiansin North America,
discussesboth the history andthe morerecentdevelopmentsin religious life among
Ukrainian-Canadians.The data he provides show, for example,that as of 1971
almost one-thirdof the Ukrainian-Canadianpopulationhad turnedawayfrom their
more traditional religions,Orthodoxy andCatholicism,to someform of Protestan
tism.

Regrettably,the increasein diversity, which could be a sign of a vibrant and
growing community, hasbeenand continuesto be a sourceof friction. There is,
moreover, considerable organizational duplicatkin, which O1’ha Woycenko
describesin heressay"CommunityOrganisations."She givesasoundpresentation
of a complex subject that, due to the number of organizationsand th religious,
social,and/orpolitical shadestherein,could havebeenoverwhelming. OlehGerus’s
essay deals with the history of the Ukrainian CanadianCommittee UCC, an
umbrella structure founded to encompassthe many Ukrainian organizations,to
break down barriersof friction and mistrustbetweenthem, and to provide a united
front representativeof the Ukrainiancommunity in Canada.The UCC hasbeen,as
Gerus points out, more or less successfulin forging internal unity and cohesion
within the community and providing external representationon behalf of
Ukrainian-Canadiansgenerally.

Manoly Lupul and FrancesSwyripa deal with public and private Ukrainian-
languageinstruction,respectively.Theformer tracestheerraticandproblem-strewn
courseof "Ukrainian-languageEducation in Canada’sPublic Schools," showing
that resistanceto it camefrom both within and without the Ukrainian community.
Initial efforts in the public sectorwere hamperedby a predominantlyAnglophile
Canadiansocietyhostile to any non-Englishinstruction in thepublic schoolsystem.
Surprisingly, more recent attempts to incorporateUkrainian-languageinstruction
into the public systemhave receiveda more positive responsefrom the Canadian
provincialand federalgovernmentsthanfrom theUkrainian-Canadiancommunity.


