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IURIIDAVIDOVICH LEVIN (1920-2006): A PERSONAL MEMOIR 

On my bookshelves there is a curious leather bound volume of John Bunyan's 
Pilgrim's Progress, comprising three parts published in duodecimo in London, but from 
different editions from the years 1776, 1775 and 1778. Its value, however, lies in the 
inscription on the inside cover: 'Mr John Higginbotham from W. Tooke. St Petersburg, 
April 25, 1782', revealing that it was a gift from the Chaplain to the British 
Congregation in the Russian capital to one of the British Colony's leading merchants. 

In the course of time the book was acquired by lurii Davidovich Levin, who 
decided that it would be an appropriate gift for Academician Mikhail Pavlovich 
Alekseev on the latter's seventieth birthday, inserting a card on which he wrote: 
'dorogomu uchiteliu v den' 70-letiia s liubov'iu i blagodarnost'iu. Iu Levin. 5 iiunia 
1966 Leningrad'. After Mikhail Pavlovich's death in 1981 it was returned by his widow 
to lurii Davidovich, who, knowing that I had published an article on Tooke, gave it to 
me a few years later. It is, however, dear to me above all for its connections with 
Mikhail Pavlovich and lurii Davidovich. It was precisely in 1966 that I had met them 
both for the first time in Pushkin House. Mikhail Pavlovich was sitting at his desk in his 
office on the first floor of Pushkin House and behind him stood a small dapper man 
with wavy ginger hair and smiling eyes, whom he introduced to me as his senior 
colleague and whom I always thereafter regarded as his trusted lieutenant. We talked a 
little about Karamzin and my growing interest in Anglo-Russian literary contacts. They 
were warm and welcoming and indulgent towards someone hardly embarked on his 
academic career. My acquaintance with lurii Davidovich soon developed, however, into 
a close friendship that endured virtually forty years until his death on 22 January this 
year at the age of 85.1 still find it difficult to come to terms with the fact that any future 
visits I make to St Petersburg will not include those keenly anticipated meetings and 
meals I enjoyed with him on so many occasions. 
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My bookshelves also display all the books that lurii Davidovich subsequently 

wrote, edited, or to which he contributed. They include a complete set of those 

wonderful volumes produced by Mikhail Pavlovich's Sector for Relations between 

Russian and Foreign Literatures, all inscribed by lurii Davidovich and by many 

members of the Sector, who appear with him on the photograph, here reproduced 

(figure 1), which was presented to me after a talk I gave in Pushkin House on 18 April 

1974. 

lurii Davidovich had been recruited for the Sector in 1956, was briefly its Head 

between 1985 and 1987, and even after his retirement in 1990, continued to act as 

Consultant. The present Head of the Sector, the Hispanist Vsevolod Bagno, in his 

Foreword to the Bibliograficheskii ukazatel', published to mark lurii Davidovich's 75,h 

birthday in 1995, wrote that "it is no exaggeration to say that at the present time lurii 

Davidovich Levin, the pupil and follower of M.P. Alekseev and V.M. Zhirmunskii, is 

the most typical representative of the world-renowned Petersburg school of comparative 

literature, the foundations of which were laid by Aleksandr Veselovskii". 

Although lurii Davidovich wrote about German and French literature, his 

passion was for English culture and it was our mutual devotion to Anglo-Russian 

literary and cultural relations that was the bedrock of our friendship and collaboration, 

lurii Davidovich had just finished his fourth year of study in the English Department of 

the Philological Faculty of Leningrad University when he volunteered for the army 

defending his beloved home city of Leningrad. After the war, towards the end of which 

he was seriously wounded, he returned to the university and in 1951 defended his 

kandidatskaia 'Zarozhdenie kriticheskogo realizma v angliiskoi literature (tvorchestvo 

Dzhordzha Krabba)'. I remember how much lurii Davidovich knew about Crabbe, how 

he quoted him to me, as an honorary East Anglian, and how I would send him whatever 

appeared about the poet. But in 1966, when we first met, he was already nearing the end 

of his doktorskaia, 'Shekspir v russkoi literature XIX veka (Ot romantizma Í realizmu)', 

which he defended two years later. The book, reworked from this thesis, eventually 
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appeared only in 1998 and was translated a few years later into English by a member of 

the Study Group, Nicholas Crowe, for the series 'Anglo-Russian Affinities', of which I 

was General Editor, but, sadly, the publishers ended the series before it could appear. In 

the interim Levin's reputation as one of the leading Russian Shakespeareans had been 

cemented by a number of articles, including a massive contribution to Shekspir i 

russkaia kul'tura (1965), edited by Alekseev, and by his election to the vice-presidency 

of the Soviet Shakespeare Commission. For members of the Study Group, however, 

Levin's standing as a pre-eminent scholar of eighteenth-century Anglo-Russian literary 

relations was established by two fundamental pieces of bibliographical research and 

careful analysis which were also completed in the 1960s and appeared in the first two 

volumes (1967 and 1970) published by his Sector. 'Angliiskaia prosvetitel'skaia 

zhurnalistika v russkoi literature XVIII veka', occupying with its magnificent 

bibliographies the first hundred pages of Epokha Prosveshcheniia, and the 

complementary study 'Angliiskaia poeziia i literatura russkogo sentimentalizma' with 

similar appendices and of similar extent, appearing in Ot klassitsizma Í romantizmu, are 

simply indispensable for research not only into Anglo-Russian relations but also into the 

history of Russian journalism and of Russian poetry, as well as into the careers of 

individual writers, poets and translators. The importance of these two studies was 

recognized by their republication some twenty years later in the collection of Levin's 

selected articles under the title Vospriiatie angliiskoi literatury v Rossii: Issledovaniia i 

materialy. This was also to be the first book by Levin to appear in English: in 1994 

Garth Terry's Astra Press published in Catherine Phillips's translation The Perception 

of English Literature in Russia: Investigations and Materials. 

Apart from the articles included in this collection (five of the seven were on the 

eighteenth century), many other pieces written by Levin on Anglo-Russian subjects 

were firmly rooted in the eighteenth century. A towering achievement was his work on 

Ossian. In 1980 he published Ossian v russkoi literature: konets XVIII - pervaia tret' 

XIX veka and three years later produced in the series 'Literatumye pamiatniki' Dzheims 
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Makferson: Poemy Ossiana (1983), for which he was both translator and editor and 
much else. Here English literature and translation come harmoniously together as they 
did on so many occasions in lurii Davidovich's career and he was as passionate about 
the one as about the other. He was both a theorist of translation and a practitioner. (I am, 
incidentally, deeply indebted to him for translating at least three of my articles into 
Russian!) He translated beautifully from English literature, particularly English verse, 
from Shakespeare, via such as Bums, Scott and Moore, to Auden. Many of these 
versions were collected for his 'Britanskoi muzy nebylitsy': Iz poezii Anglii i Shotlandii 
(1996). In 1985 he published his widely reviewed Russkie perevodchiki XIX veka i 
razvitie khudozhestvennogo perevoda, a fascinating journey through the achievements 
of many of his illustrious predecessors from Zhukovskii to Veinberg, and it was fitting 
that the Festschrift offered to him on his 80th birthday in 2000 should be entitled Res 
Traductorica: perevod i sravnitel'noe izuchenie literatur and included contributions 
from admirers in many countries. The culmination of his work in this area was the 
publication of the two-volumed Istoriia russkoi perevodnoi khudozhestvennoi 
literatury: Drevniaia Rus'. XVIII vek, volume I (1995) of which was devoted to prose 
and volume II (1996) to drama and poetry. The project was Levin's, he edited both 
volumes and contributed significantly to the writing. It is a lasting monument. 

There is another aspect to lurii Davidovich's involvement with England in which 
I am more than pleased to have played my part. It was the fate of so many Russian 
anglisty in Soviet times that their admiration for English culture and for England was of 
necessity confined to their reading and to their occasional intercourse with visiting 
Brits. When I organized the first International Conferences of the Study Group in 
Norwich in 1977 and 1981,1 was anxious that there should be a good Russian presence. 
In 1977 I invited eight Soviet scholars, but only two came or were allowed to come. 
Among those missing were Alekseev and Levin. Mikhail Pavlovich was ill and his 
absence meant that lurii Davidovich was also obliged to remain in Leningrad, although 
his paper 'Russian Responses to the Poetry of Ossian' subsequently appeared in the 
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conference proceedings (1979) It was in the light of that experience that I composed the 

dedication to my book By the Banks of the Thames: Russians in Eighteenth-Century 

Russia (1980): "For My Russian Friends,/ for those who have seen England,/ for those 

who might still, and/ for those who never will", fervently hoping that lurii Davidovich 

would be not in the third category but in the second. Failing again in 1981, although his 

paper 'Rannee vospriiatie Dzhonatana Svifta v Rossii' was published in the proceedings 

(1983), I feared the worst, but a few years later, I was astonished and delighted to 

receive a telephone call from him - and from a hotel in Cambridge! He had managed to 

get a place in a group of writers and translators which was to visit various places in 

England, including Cambridge, and I was able to whisk him away to Grantchester for 

the evening. In 1989, however, I was at last successful in my bid to bring him to 

Hoddesdon to attend the third of our international conferences: his 'The English Novel 

in 18th Century Russia', published in the proceedings in 1994, was a paper he actually 

delivered! 

It was in January 1989 that after forty-five happy years of marriage he lost his 

beloved wife Minna Isaevna, who had been his superior officer during the war and to 

whom he was truly devoted. News of her death came in a letter from Natal'ia 

Dmitrievna Kochetkova, whom I had known even longer than lurii Davidovich and 

whom I was equally anxious to invite to England to meet members of the Group about 

whom she had largely known through the Newsletter and their published writings. It 

was at Hoddesdon and, subsequently, during a stay at my home in the summer of 1989 

that lurii Davidovich and Natal'ia Dmitrievna, who had been colleagues in Pushkin 

House for many years, came to know each other much better. Indeed, it is from late 

1989 that the poem 'Natasha' dates: Slishkom bystro zhizn' prokhodit nasha / 

Razvevaia proshloe, Í‡Í dym, No, byvaet, vstretitsia Natasha, / I vnezapno stanesh' 

molodym, / I real'noi stanet peremena / Tvoego zemnogo bytiia. / Bud' ona vovek 

blagoslovenna, / Devochka liubimaia moia! 
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lurii Davidovich and Natal'ia Dmitrievna were to marry on 21 December 1990 
and to spend fifteen contented years together. During the last years following his stroke, 
Natal'ia Dmitrievna cared for him with selfless devotion. The poem which I have just 
quoted appeared in a collection of his verse, Iu.D. Levin i Iu.D. Levinu: stikhi raznykh 
let, prepared by Natal'ia Dmitrievna and published in 1995 in a tiny edition 'dlia 
nemnogikh' to mark his 75th birthday. 

Anyone who spent some time in lurii Davidovich's company will know how he 
was an inexhaustible source of poetry, Russian and English. His memory was 
phenomenal and he was always able to provide an apt quotation. Fewer know that all his 
life he wrote poetry. The young frontovik (see figure 2) found some solace and release 
in poetry. His 'Pliaski smerti' are particularly harrowing testament to the terrors and 
horrors he witnessed: Bezhat' bez pamiati vpered, / Ot strakha isstuplenno voia, / I 
rukhnut' vniz, oskaliv rot, / S prostrelennoiu golovoiu ('Ataka', 1943) 

One of the earliest poems, dating from 11 October 1938, is dedicated to Vladimir 
Markov, the closest friend of his university days. The last section of the booklet is 
Markov's ('V.F. Markov Parnas - Levinu'), poems dedicated to him under various, 
mainly Russian, guises (from Derzhavin to Maiakovskii). The war separated them and 
led Markov to the USA where he gained fame as the Professor of Slavic Literature at 
Berkeley and wrote his seminal Russian Futurism (1969). Professor Markov attended 
our first International Conference in Norwich (see the photograph of participants in the 
conference's proceedings), where he hoped for a reunion after so many years with lurii 
Davidovich, but in vain. They eventually met in Petersburg towards the end of 1990 and 
in Zvezda, no. 2(1995) there appeared Levin's tribute to his friend on the latter's 75th 

birthday. In the 1990s lurii Davidovich achieved the international fame his work 
deserved. In 1988 he was awarded the degree of Litt D. honoris causa at Oxford (see 
figure 3) and in 1993 he was elected a Corresponding Member of the British Academy. 
In 1994 he became President of the Modem Humanities Research Association and gave 
his presidential address at University College London on 7 January on 'English 
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Literature in 18th Century Russia'. Articles on Shakespeare appeared in Oxford 

Slavonic Papers (1989) and on Fielding in Slavonic and East European Review (1990) 

and on Burns and Ossian in Scottish publications. The death of lurii Davidovich leaves 

a great hole in the lives of the many who loved and admired him, but he leaves us a rich 

legacy. 

Anthony Cross 
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SYNOPSES OF PAPERS READ AT THE 47™ MEETING OF THE STUDY 
GROUP AT HIGH LEIGH CONFERENCE CENTRE, HODDESDON, ON 4-6 
JANUARY 2006 

I. DENIS SHAW (University of Birmingham), "Bernhard Varenius' Geographia 
Generalis and its Translation and Publication in Peter the Great's Russia (1718)" 

The publication in Russia of Bernhard Varenius' much acclaimed Geographia 
Generalis in 1718 is regarded as a significant step in the introduction of geography as a 
scientific enterprise in that country and as an important contribution to Peter the Great's 
campaign to modernize his realm. Three Latin editions of the Geographia Generalis 
had been published in Amsterdam by Louis Elsevier in 1650, 1664 and 1671. These 
formed the basis for the Latin editions edited by Isaac Newton which were published in 
Cambridge in 1672 and 1681. Newton's editions in turn provided the basis for certain 
later translations. 

The first translation of the book into another language was Richard Blome's 
English-language edition, entitled Cosmography and Geography, published in London 
in 1682,1683 and 1693. These appear to be translations of the Amsterdam version. The 
Newton Latin editions were re-edited and republished by James Jurin in Cambridge in 
1712 and then translated into English and published as A Compleat System of General 
Geography by 'Mr. Dugdale' and Peter Shaw, M.D. in London in 1733. Further editions 
of this translation appeared in 1734,1736 and 1765. 

The Russian edition of 1718, the Geografiia general'naia, was chronologically 
only the second non-Latin edition of Varenius' book to be published (reflecting, without 
doubt, the general ignorance of Latin in Petrine Russia). The translator was Fedor 
Polikarpov of the Moscow Printing Office and the book was published, according to the 
title page, 'by command of His Most Sacred Tsarist Majesty' in Moscow in June, 1718. 
Since Polikarpov's translation contains neither Newton's copper plates nor the map of 
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the Southern Hemisphere from Jurin's version of 1712, it has been suggested that it is 
based on Elsevier's Amsterdam edition of 1664. 

Why did Peter the Great select Varenius' book for translation and order it to be 
published in 1718? Unfortunately, in the absence of hard evidence, it is impossible at 
present to answer this question in any definitive way. What we might do is attempt to 
approach a satisfactory answer by comparing the book with its apparent competitors, at 
other circumstances which may have influenced Peter's choice, and then at the book's 
contents in the light of what we know about Peter's proclivities and policies of reform. 

Peter's reign witnessed the translation into Russian of several well-known 
geographical works of Western origin. For example, Philip Cluverius' An Introduction 
into Geography, both Ancient and Modeme, comprised in six books, which dates back 
to 1629, seems to have been translated into Russian at the beginning of the eighteenth 
century. It was a popular geography in seventeenth-century Europe, giving a brief 
introduction to mathematical geography (details of co-ordinates, the natural zones into 
which the earth is subdivided, general points about the distribution of land and sea, and 
so on), but the greater part is a description of each country and territory in turn, from its 
main physical features to human settlement, history and so on (an approach which was 
later dubbed by the Russians stranovedenie). In 1710 there was published a book under 
the title: Geografiia, Hi kratkoe zemnogo kruga opisanie, which appears to have been 
based on an earlier translation of a Dutch atlas of the sea, dated to 1688. Again, with 
much of the material relating to the sea omitted, and after a brief discussion of 
mathematical geography, this is basically a stranovedenie. Christian Huygens' 
Cosmotheoros, which was first published in the Hague in 1698, was translated and 
published in Russia in 1717. This was essentially an astronomical work. Finally, the 
very popular Kurtze Fragen or New and Easy Introduction to the Study of Geography 
by Way of Question and Answer by Johann HObner, was translated and published in 
Russia in 1719. This was designed for use in schools and again, after a short 
introduction to mathematical geography, is a detailed stranovedenie. 
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Varenius' book is different from all of these. Rather than describing the world 
country by country, it is what Varenius called a 'universal' or 'general' geography - in 
other words, a geography "which considers the whole Earth in general, and explains its 
properties without regard to particular Countries". It thus falls into the tradition of 
mathematical geography - a discussion of the major characteristics of the earth as a 
planet and their significance for various kinds of geographical practice. 

In thinking about Peter's choice of Varenius, two other books come to mind. 
One is the Systema Geograficum of Bartholomaus Keckermann (1611), and the other 
Nathanael Carpenter's Geography Delineated, published in Oxford in 1625. Both of 
these devote considerable space to general geography, particularly Keckermann. As to 
why these were not chosen for translation into Russian, assuming that Peter and his 
associates were aware of them, one can only guess that they were regarded as inferior to 
Varenius since the latter was a later development to Keckermann's enterprise and 
accorded more space and depth to universal geography. Needless to say, no universal 
geographies appeared in Russia prior to Peter. Thus, if Peter and his associates were 
interested in universal or general geography, Varenius' geography appears to have been 
the best available. The book's connection to Amsterdam would no doubt have appealed 
to Peter, as would the fact that Isaac Newton had edited two editions for the sake of his 
students at Cambridge. As was the case with at least one other geographical translation, 
it seems likely that it was recommended, or at any rate commended, by Peter's 
associate, Yakob Brus. Bras, it is known, studied mathematics in London, was an 
admirer of Newton and collected the letter's books. His library contained a Russian 
edition of Varenius. Brus was also, like Peter himself, much interested in geography. 

As regards the text itself, perhaps the most significant point to make is that 
Varenius, like other contemporaries and like Newton, regarded geography, and 
particularly general or universal geography, as a branch of mathematics. Peter was 
acutely aware of his country's mathematical backwardness which put Russia at a 
disadvantage in all kinds of ways, and strove to overcome it. Varenius' book gave a 
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fresh, mathematical vision of the world, unprecedented in Russia, and moreover one 
which carried the imprimatur of Newton himself. It must have seemed in itself like a 
vision of modernity. This mathematical approach comes out strongly in Book 1 of the 
work, or what Varenius calls 'the Absolute or Independent Part' (chasf sovershennaia). 
Here, after a chapter devoted to 'Preparatory Propositions from Geography and 
Trigonometry' (a brief lesson in the latter), there follow chapters on such topics as the 
sphericity of the earth, its dimensions and how they have been measured, its internal 
composition, and the major divisions of its surface into continents and oceans. There are 
further chapters on mountains, on the ocean and its properties including tides, on rivers, 
on the air and atmosphere, and on winds (including wind direction by reference to the 
points of the compass). 

The mathematical character of Varenius' geography reaches its apogee in Book 
2 or the Relative Part (chasf razsmotritel'naia). Here much of the mathematical 
structure essential to the realization of what we might call Peter's geographical project 
is given: mapmaking, navigation, practical astronomy, location finding, the calculation 
of time, and of what were known as 'climates' (in Russian translated as strany or krai) -
the differing length of day and night at different latitudes. 

Finally, if Peter would have valued the second part of Varenius' book for 
providing the basis for many of the activities which were dear to his heart, then the 
importance of the third and final book ('The Comparative Part, regarding the Earth' -
chasf uravnitel'naia) must have seemed self-evident, for the emphasis here is on the 
actual practice of mapmaking and on the practicalities of navigation by sea. Chapter 
headings in this section (from the Dugdale-Shaw edition, reflected in the Russian 
edition) include: 'Of the art of navigation in general, and of shipbuilding in particular' 
(including 'the requisites to sailing in perfection' and 'the things to be observed in the 
building of ships'), 'Of the lading of ships', 'Of the art of navigating or conducting a 
ship' (including calculating how far a ship has sailed), and 'To find the points of the 
compass in all places' (including how to make a sea-compass, and to allow for magnetic 
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variation). In this final part of the book, then, Peter's love of sailing and mapmaking is 

reflected in the form of practical instructions by Varenius. 

Varenius' Geographia therefore provides a comprehensive and systematic 

analysis of the universal or mathematical geography of the globe according to the 

scientific understanding of the day. But it is far more than this. It is also an account of 

how to put that mathematical geography to use in the solution of a host of basic 

geographical problems. Its potential significance for Peter's modernizing project must 

have been apparent both to the tsar himself and to his advisers, as it was to scientists 

throughout Europe until well after Peter's day. 

***** 

II. CHARLES DRAGE (Imperial College London), "Russian Model 
Conversations in Grammars and Travellers' Handbooks from the 1730s to the 
18308È 

The use of model conversations as a teaching device to give practice in the 

classical and modem foreign languages was known in the sixteenth century to Mathurin 

Cordier (1479-1564) in France and in the seventeenth century to Johann Amos 

Comenius (1592-1670) in Moravia. When Joachim Lange (1670-1744) included one 

hundred model conversations in Latin in his new Latin grammar published in 1707, he 

was therefore following a well established tradition. 

The first Russian edition of Lange's model conversations came out in St 

Petersburg in 1738. It had four tracks, the original Latin track, a Russian track translated 

from the Latin by Martin Schwanwitz (died 1740), a German track probably also the 

work of Schwanwitz, and a French track. A second edition appeared in or after 1748, a 

third in 1763, and a third impression in 1789. There were also three Moscow editions, 

those of 1776, 1785 and 1800. The Moscow editions differ from those of St Petersburg 

in that they include a fifth, modem Greek track. 
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Lange's Shkol'nye razgovory contain ten sections, each with ten conversations, 
which follow a schoolboy from getting up in the morning until he retires to bed at night 
under the protection of his guardian angel. All the conversations in each of the ten 
sections except the last take place between two pupils, both of whom are named (in the 
last section the interlocutors are a pupil and his teacher). In content and structure they 
are typical school conversations. 

The model conversations which Johann Heym (1759-1821) published in his 
Russische Sprachlehre fiir Deutsche (Riga, 1794) at the end of the eighteenth century 
belong to the sub-genre of merchants' and travellers' conversations which focuses on 
the traveller's life at his destination. These conversations go back to those of Noel van 
Barlement of the early sixteenth century, and in fact the brief sentences which open 
Heym's text are so close to van Barlement's text that they may have been taken from 
him. Later conversations may reflect the conversations of Michael Groening's 
Rossiiskaia grammatika (Stockholm, 1750) and of its chief source, J.R. des Pepliers's 
Nouvelle et parfaite grammaire royale frangoise et allemande (Berlin, 1689). Heym 
certainly knew the Russian conversations in Jacob Rodde's Russische Sprachlehre 
(Riga, 1773), because he criticizes their language; so there may also have been an 
influence from some of their ninety-six dialogues. On the other hand, Heym appears not 
to have been indebted to P.I. Zhdanov's Angliska grammatika (SPb., 1772). In 1804 
Heym published a 'new, fully reworked and expanded edition' of his Russische 
Sprachlehre fiir Deutsche, in which he brought in new material and added stress marks 
to the Russian texts. 

Lange and Heym were both German academics: the author of the third group of 
model conversations examined here was a French noblewoman, the novelist, short-story 
writer and educationist Stephanie-Felicite, comtesse de Genlis (1746-1830), who had 
lost her husband in the carnage of the French revolution: he had been executed in 1793 
as a Girondist. 
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Her model conversations, like those of Heym, were designed for merchants and 
travellers, but, unlike Heym's, they belong to the sub-genre of merchants' and 
travellers' conversations which is concerned mainly with the journey itself and the 
process of settling into the new environment. Again unlike Heym's, they deal with 
practicalities, renting accommodation, buying furniture, and finding employment rather 
than with the niceties of behaviour in polite society. 

Mme. de Genlis's conversations were first published in her Manuel du voyageur, 
whose first edition probably appeared in the 1790s. It seems that she herself composed 
her original texts in French and that they were then translated by native speakers into 
other European languages. Numerous multilingual editions followed with various 
combinations of languages. The first edition to include a Russian track may have been 
the hexalingual Florence edition of 1821. Its conversations are printed in parallel 
English, German, French, Italian, Spanish and Russian tracks. 

Heym aimed to prepare his students for Russian life, particularly social life, in 
Moscow: Mme. de Genlis has a pan-West European viewpoint (the addition of a 
Russian track in the 1821 Florence edition resulted in only trivial consequential 
changes). Being substantially de novo compositions, Mme. de Genlis's conversations 
display significant changes from earlier collections. Further, if successive editions of 
her conversations are compared, they can be seen to have undergone a considerable 
internal evolution. 

First, unlike previous model conversations designed for travellers, five editions, 
one of 1809 (36 dialogues: Cologne), two of 1821 (52 dialogues: London; 62 dialogues: 
Florence), one of 1825 (46 dialogues: London) and a posthumous one of 1833 (64 
dialogues: Leipzig; Mme. de Genlis had died in 1830) describe the journey as starting 
with a sea crossing: collections of conversations by previous authors have the travellers 
setting off in a coach or on horseback. The inference is that these editions were intended 
for the English market. 

15 



Second, the Florence edition of 1821 has several references to 'warriors', both 
wounded and victorious. There is a single mention of a wound caused by a sword or a 
fire-arm in the 1809 edition (dialogue 20), but it is not described as having been 
sustained in battle. This dialogue was dropped from the London edition of 1821. It is 
present in the Florence edition of 1821, dropped again from the London edition of 1825, 
only to be restored in the Leipzig edition of 1833. Evidence of a preoccupation with war 
and its aftermath has disappeared by the time of the London edition of 1825 and of the 
Leipzig edition of 1833. The Cologne edition of 1809 (dialogues 34-36), the Florence 
edition of 1821 (dialogues 40-46,48) and the Leipzig edition of 1833 (dialogues 39-46) 
contain many conversations dealing with the difficulties encoimtered by young 
tradesmen and professionals in trying to establish themselves in foreign countries. Is 
there other evidence of a large-scale emigration of such people to the continent or of 
their migration within the countries of the continent at this time? 

As already pointed out, unlike previous authors of model conversations, Mme. 
de Genlis appears not to have borrowed extensively from her predecessors. An 
exception is a group of conversations lifted en bloc from Zhdanov's Angliska 
grammatika and inserted into the London editions of 1821 (between dialogues 14-24 
inclusive) and 1825 (between dialogues 12-23 inclusive). That this was soon recognised 
to have been a mistake appears from the fact that this group of conversations was 
removed from the Leipzig edition of 1833. This edition, on the other hand, for the first 
time includes a conversation devoted to travelling by steamboat (dialogue 3). 

* * * * * 
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III. PAUL KEENAN, (London School of Economics and Political Science), "The 
Question of Access to the Summer Gardens in St Petersburg in the First Half of 
the Eighteenth Century" 

Scholarship on the Imperial Summer Gardens in St Petersburg during the eighteenth 
century has tended to focus either on the physical aspects, such as their planning or their 
contents, or the wider meaning of these elements - for example, relating to the theme of 
Paradise or the control of Nature. The paper instead chose to discuss the Summer 
Gardens as an important social space in the early decades of the city's existence and 
focus on the issue of access. This approach reflects the fact that, during the late 
seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries, the elaborate gardens maintained by the 
leading royal courts, both in capital cities and at separate sites such as Versailles, 
performed an important function as a forum for social interaction. On the one hand, they 
provided a space in which to see and be seen by one's social peers. On the other hand, 
they provided pleasant surroundings in which to engage in related sociable pursuits, 
such as strolling and polite conversation. The Summer Gardens represent this type of 
space in St Petersburg, particularly before the development of Nevskii Prospekt, which 
would become the main avenue for such informal strolling in the city from the end of 
the eighteenth century onwards. 

Importantly, however, unlike the aforementioned European examples, the 
Summer Gardens were largely reserved for the members of the Imperial family and the 
members of their personal retinues for the first decades of its existence. Exceptions to 
this were linked to events organised by the Court for wider participation or privileged 
individuals. For example, the diary of Friedrich-Wilhelm von Bergholz, a member of 
the duke of Holstein's retinue, describes a number of events hosted in the Summer 
Gardens during the early 1720s attended by the Imperial family, members of the elite 
and foreign dignitaries, not to mention members of the naval establishment. On the 
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other hand, Bergholz's entry for 24 August 1721, when the duke strolls in the Summer 
Gardens with Anna and Elizaveta Petrovna, notes that the duke and his retinue alone 
had been granted the privilege to have unrestricted access to the gardens at any time. 
Similarly, Carl Reinhold Berch, a Swedish visitor to St Petersburg in 1735-36, notes 
that, for the most part, the gardens were reserved for use by the Empress and her close 
circle. The only exceptions to this rule were for those attending either comedies, 
performed in the theatre by the Carp Pond, or kurtagi held in the Summer Palace. In 
both cases, the Kamer-fur 'erskie zhurnaly entries make clear that such occasions were 
restricted to the Generalitet and members of the Court. Berch also describes the 
privileged access granted to the Habsburg minister, Count Karl Heinrich von Ostein. 

The exceptional nature of any kind of wider access to any part of the Summer 
Gardens is also highlighted by the very few occasions on which it was permitted. For 
example, when Anna Ivanovna's corpse was laid in state in the 'old' (i.e. Petrine) 
Summer Palace in mid December 1740, 'people of all ranks' were permitted to visit. 
However, given the palace's comer location, this was not access to the wider gardens as 
such. An earlier example provides a clearer case. The published account of the wedding 
of Anna Petrovna to Karl Friedrich, duke of Holstein, in late May 1725, notes the 
involvement of Court dignitaries, foreign ministers and office-holders up to Rank 7 in 
the official celebrations in the main Summer Gardens. However, more significantly, in 
the same section, the account also notes:... / vse podlye raznykh chinov liudipushcheny 
byli dlia gulian 'ia v ogorode Eia Velichestva. The ogorod in question is the area which 
would later become the third Summer Gardens and not a reference to Tsaritsyn 
Meadow, as the festivities held there for the wider populace (the traditional form of 
roast meat and wine fountains) are mentioned separately, with the meadow and the 
gardens clearly distinct. Bergholz's description of the celebrations does not mention the 
presence of a wider group of people. Although the exact composition of this group of 
podlye cannot be established, this occasion nevertheless represents one of the first 
occasions when the Imperial gardens had been open to a wider social group than simply 
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the Petrine elite. 

From the late 1740s onwards, the situation regarding access to the Summer 
Gardens began to change, although, in part, this dynamics of this development are 
affected by the availability of sources, which do not exist for the earlier period. For 
example, the log entries in the Zhurnaly dezhurnykh general-ad "iutantov provide 
important details about the practicalities of the security arrangements around the 
Imperial residences, including the Summer Gardens. The entries for this period make 
clear that there were guards at the entrances to the gardens, like the gates by the 
Partikuliarnyi verf on the Fontanka river and at the bridge across the Swan canal, 
separating the 'first' Summer Garden from Tsaritsyn Meadow, which also controlled 
access to the Court theatre (or 'opera house') built there in the early 1750s. The Guards 
regiments provided a sentry patrol for the gardens themselves, consisting of a junior 
officer, two corporals and twenty soldiers. Instmctions were issued to the sentries 
according to the occasion and Court personnel who required regular access would be 
issued with a special ticket or seal to allow them to pass. For example, such tickets were 
issued to the priests, deacons and psalm-readers serving at the two ('old' and 'new') 
Summer Palaces and to the myriad Court gardeners. 

For the first decade of Elizaveta Petrovna's reign, the evidence would suggest that 
the exclusivity of the Summer Gardens was maintained for all but a small elite. For 
example, the Kamer-fiir'erskii zhurnal for 1750 included a written communication 
(pis'mennoe soobshchenie) sent to the Office for Ceremonial Affairs in May stating that 
the ambassador from the Habsburg Empire was to be allowed to stroll in the empress's 
gardens. It concluded with the statement that this privilege had been extended to 
previous foreign ministers, as indicated by several of the foreign accounts, such as 
Bergholz, noted above. Similarly, an order to Major Gur'ev of the Life Guards in the 
Zhurnaly dezhurnykh general-ad "iutantov from July of the same year made clear that 
any foreign minister, member of the Generalitet or other distinguished (znatnye) 
persons wishing to stroll in the Summer Gardens should be allowed to do so, but that 
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'common' (podlye) people should be firmly excluded. In relation to the Court events, 
noted above, which either took place in the Summer Gardens or required guests to 
access the Summer Palace through the gardens, tickets were strictly controlled by the 
Court Office and the Office for Ceremonial Affairs. These were then checked by a 
kamer-lakei stationed alongside the sentries at the main entrances. 

However, it was during the 1750s that there was a concerted effort to allow access 
to the gardens on a more regular basis for a number of groups within St Petersburg 
society. This process began in May 1752, when an ukaz was issued to the Police 
Chancellery enabling access to the first and second Summer Gardens on Sundays and 
holidays (torzhestvennye dni) for both Russian subjects and foreign dignitaries for the 
purposes of 'strolling'(guliaf). The various groups were listed in some detail, beginning 
with members of the military, including all members of the Life Company, the staff and 
senior officers of the Life Guards and other army regiments, members of the Cadet 
Corps, the Artillery and Engineering Corps, and the Navy. The list continued with civil 
ranks, equivalent to military officers (sostoiashchiia v rangakh ofitserskikh), and all of 
the nobility, without exception (bez iz"iatiia), along with their families. Finally, it 
included several non-noble social groups, principally merchants (both Russian and 
foreign) and, perhaps reflecting Elizaveta's social experiences during her father's reign, 
senior foreign naval personnel. Serfs (referred to as kholopy) were expressly forbidden 
from the gardens, as were liveried servants, who also could not accompany any member 
of the permitted groups mentioned above. Although the ukaz mentions punishment 
(nakazanie) for offenders, it is left undefined. 

This access was dependant on a strict dress requirement, which can be linked to 
similar elements in Elizaveta Petrovna's orders from the same period regarding wider 
access to other important social forums, such as the 'public' masquerades and the 
increased attendance at the Court theatres. In this case, the ukaz required the 
aforementioned people to be dressed appropriate to their rank or status (v pristoinykh s 
ikh zvaniem plafiakh) in order to be allowed into the gardens. Ladies were not allowed 
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to enter if they wore clothing considered inappropriate for the setting, such as dresses 
without the under-frames (ne v fizhmennykh iupkakh). The merchantry were not 
permitted to have beards or 'untidy' hair (v borodakh i raspretanykh volosakh), where 
the latter may refer to the lack of a wig or appropriate styling for one's natural hair. A 
sentry order from May 1755 made more explicit reference to various items of peasant 
dress which were specifically prohibited. 

Another important development followed in June 1755, when an ukaz from the 
Court Office permitted the aforementioned groups, with all of the same restrictions, to 
use the first, second and third Summer Gardens on both Thursdays and Sundays. The 
inclusion of the third Imperial gardens coincided with the residence of the Court at 
Petergof and it is revealing that, with its return in August, the sentries were informed 
that the third Summer Gardens was no longer open on either day. Given its proximity to 
the 'new' Summer Palace, it is perhaps unsurprising that the third Summer Gardens 
should be largely reserved for use by the Imperial family and their immediate social 
circle during their residency. In June 1756, a division of access between the three 
Summer Gardens emerged, with the empress ordering that foreign ministers and 
members of the Generalitet from the rank of brigadier upwards were allowed to 'stroll' 
in the third gardens on the permitted days (Thursdays and Sundays), whilst everyone 
else was restricted to the first and second gardens. Therefore, although the gardens were 
being made more accessible in these ukazy, there was also an attempt to distinguish 
between a selective elite and a wider group, which included non-nobles. 

The gradual widening of access to the Summer Gardens was consolidated in the 
early 1760s, when Peter II issued an ukaz based on the earlier models of 1752 and 1756 
in terms of permitted groups, their dress restrictions and the respective gardens. The 
growing recognition of the social aspects of gardens can be seen in the opening of other, 
previously private gardens to wider access. For example, in June 1759, the journal 
Prazdnoe vremia vpol'zu upotreblennoe carried a notice announcing that the gardens of 
the Cadet Corps were to be opened on Thursdays and Sundays to people 'of all ranks', 
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with the established exception of liveried servants and the poorly-dressed. The gardens 
also formed part of the general cultural development of the capital under Catherine II, 
with the young women of the Smol'nyi Institute encouraged to make use of the Summer 
Gardens from the mid-1760s onwards, both as a 'natural' setting and to hone their social 
skills. A later but nevertheless related development was the emergence of pleasure 
gardens, or 'vauxhalls' after the English inspiration, in St Petersburg from the 1780s 
onwards, where a wider and importantly paying 'public' could participate in such 
activities. Therefore, the long-term impact of the ukazy on the Summer Gardens in the 
1750s made a significant contribution to the development of an important social space 
within St Petersburg. 

* * * * * 

IV. ERIN MCBURNEY (Columbia University), "The Portrait Iconography 
of Catherine the Great: An Introduction" 

This paper will examine approximately tJiirty official or state portraits of 

Catherine the Great, beginning with an engagement portrait from 1745 by Grooth and 

concluding with her final representation by Lampi in 1794. The poet Derzhavin 

rhapsodized that in this last portrait of the Empress, Catherine seemed to embody 

universal intellect, great spirit and even an aspect of divinity. Catherine is portrayed 

realistically and appears as an elderly, almost grizzled monarch - neither goddess nor 

idealized woman - but a wise and maternal empress (figure 1). What the artist had 

captured was the culmination of a forty-year process - the construction of an image of 

rule - wherein Catherine II transformed herself from a minor German princess into an 

imperial icon of the Russian state. 

22 



The historian O.A. Omel'chenko has observed that Catherine the Great produced 
more written records than all other Romanov tsars combined. Similarly, the art historian 
D.A. Rovinskii identified at least 500 engraved images of the Empress (based on 
portraits, sculpture and medals) that were extant in Russia a century after her death. 
While this enormous textual legacy has been well-researched, the visual record has not. 
Yet Catherine worked and reworked her visual image as assiduously as she wrote and 
rewrote various editions of her memoirs. We know from her correspondence with Baron 
Friedrich Melchior Grimm and the sculptor Etienne Falconet, among others, that she 
closely supervised the commissioning of her own portraits just as she micromanaged the 
design and execution of the colossal statue of Peter the Great. Catherine understood 
better than most enlightened absolutists the need to constantly magnify her virtues and 
elevate her person, to re-present herself on the symbolic stage of power, a stage she 
occupied splendidly for more than three decades. She experimented with her own visual 
representation in order to create an idealized portrait self through which, symbolically, 
she educated and administered her empire and successfully transcended both gender and 
genealogy. The visual record of her reign as embodied within her official portraits 
reveals an extraordinary and evolving iconography of power. 

Prior to her coup in 1762, Catherine spent eighteen years as Grand Duchess at the 
Russian court. After she produced an heir in 1754 (the future Paul I), she consciously 
began to create a new role for herself, one that defied convention and superseded the 
traditionally powerless position of royal spouse. She emerged in the late 1750s as an 
intelligent and ambitious politician who was both more capable and more interested in 
affairs of state than her spouse, Grand Duke Peter. Catherine was in effect seeking and 
cultivating power and it is in this period that she began to experiment with both textual 
and visual media to articulate and project her political ambitions. Coincident with the 
first draft of her memoirs, she commissioned portraits of herself by Rotari that were 
striking for the diversity of their pictorial images and the absence of the normal 
conventions of royal portraiture (figure 2). After 1756 Catherine was never painted with 
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her husband nor did she employ any visual references to him or to their son. In 

hindsight this seems a startling affirmation of her desire to rule in her own right, and of 

her manipulation of the portrait medium to elevate her status and legitimize her 

aspirations. 

Over the course of the next thirty years, the Empress commissioned a series of 

portraits whose iconography supported and reinforced the political exigencies of ruling 

Russia. We see transformation and reinvention - from the young, seemingly grief-struck 

tsarina mourning at the bier of the Empress Elizabeth in 1761 to the celebrated (and 

enormous) equestrian portrait of the Empress Catherine II astride her white charger, 

sword drawn, firmly in command of steed and nation (figure 3). That two such extreme 

images were painted by the same artist within the same year seems almost improbable 

yet they underscore the Empress' grasp of the propagandists possibilities of art. 

Although Catherine suffered from sovereign illegitimacy as a German-bom, female 

usurper and regicide, the equestrian portrait embodies all of the traits that her husband, 

Peter œ≤, was perceived to lack as tsar. The Empress appears as at ease on horseback as 

she was on the throne - decisive, courageous and - with troop formations and the 

Troitskii-Sergei monastery in the background - unmistakably the saviour and protector 

of the Russian military and Orthodox Church. This portrait, unlike her memoirs, 

embraces and celebrates the coup d'etat of 1762 and bears out Madame de Stael's 

epigram: "Le talent n'a point sexe." 

If the Eriksen equestrian portrait may be seen as Catherine's attempt to literally 

seize legitimacy (and the throne), and insert herself into the dynastic pantheon of 

Romanov rulers, then subsequent coronation portraits over the following decade should 

be evaluated in terms of her desire to placate foreign critics and display her unique 

qualifications as a legitimate European monarch engaged in enlightened and 

Enlightenment discourses. While corresponding with Voltaire, D'Alembert and Diderot, 

Catherine commissioned European and Russian artists to portray her majesty in 
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conventional style - full-length, opulent, life-size portraits in front of a throne, 
surrounded by the hallmarks of office such as crown, sceptre, orb and coronation cloak 
as painted by Roslin, Torelli and Rokotov. 

But a single, conventional visual idiom did not suit an Empress who ruled her 
empire in more than one guise: she prosecuted wars on more than one front, acquired 
vast territories and travelled across Russia in order to display herself to her diverse 
subjects and inspect her new lands. From 1770 onward, Catherine experimented with 
allegorical representation to portray conquest and celebrate victory, first as Minerva the 
wise patroness of the arts and literal patroness of the Imperial Academy of Art, then as 
the Legislatrix or Lawgiver, a semi-divine and semi-allegorical figure closely associated 
with Themis, goddess of Divine Justice and lawgiver to a grateful nation. This would be 
the apotheosis of her portrait imagery and was most often illustrated by Levitskii and 
Lampi between 1780 and 1794 (figure 4). As Karamzin observed, Catherine wished to 
command her empire like a "terrestrial goddess" and it was through the symbolic 
personage of the Lawgiver that she fulfilled this desire. 

There has been a reluctance on the part of historians to interrogate the visual 
record in Russian history. In the case of Catherine the Great, her portrait iconography 
illuminates a particular political culture and reveals much about the development of her 
mythology of rule, especially the breadth and depth of her ability to reinvent and renew 
her symbolic imagery. Catherine, like Lorenzo de' Medici, understood the political 
possibilities of art and utilized her portraits as instruments of statecraft. She did indeed 
become an icon, an emblem of Russia and the most Russian Mother of the Fatherland, 
and her portrait iconography reveals the extraordinary complexity of this process. 
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Portraits considered in the talk: 

Grooth, Grand Duchess Ekaterina Alekseevna Ò 1745 (Hermitage) 

Lisiewska, Grand Duke Petr Fedorovich, Grand Duchess Ekaterina Alekseevna and 

Kalmuck page, 1756 (National Portrait Collection, Gripsholm) 

Rotari, Three portraits of Grand Duchess Ekaterina Alekseevna from 1758-1761: 

Rotari, Ò 1758 (Herrenhaus Schierensee) 

Rotari, Ò 1760 (Herrenhaus Schierensee) 

Rotari, 1761 (Tretiakov) 

Toque, Empress Elizabeth, 1758 (Hermitage) 

Vishniakov, Empress Elizabeth, 1743 (Tretiakov) 

Caravaque, Empress Anna Ioannovna, 1730 (Tretiakov) 

Antropov, Peter III, 1762 sketch with Peter I on wall (Tretiakov) 

Antropov, Peter III, 1762 (Tretiakov) 

Antropov, Catherine II, sketch for coronation ceremony, 1762 (Tretiakov) 

Eriksen, Catherine II in Mourning Attire, 1762 (Tretiakov) 

Grooth, Empress Elizabeth with Moor, 1743 (Tretiakov) 

Grooth, Grand Duchess Ekaterina Alekseevna on Horseback, 1744 (Russian Museum) 

Grooth, Grand Duke Petr Fedorovich on Horseback, undated (Tretiakov) 

Eriksen, Catherine Hon Brilliante, 1762 (Hermitage) 

Eriksen, Catherine II in front of a mirror, sketch, Ò 1770 (Herrenhaus Schierensee) 

Eriksen, Catherine II in front of a mirror, after 1762 (Hermitage) 

Rokotov, Catherine II, 1763 (State Historical Museum, Moscow) 

Torelli, Catherine II in her Coronation Robes, 1762 (Russian Museum) 

Eriksen, Catherine II in Coronation Robes, 1778 (David Samling, Copenhagen) 

Roslin, Gustav III, 1777 (National Portrait Collection, Gripsholm) 

Roslin, Catherine II, 1776 (Hermitage) 

Rokotov, Catherine II (after Roslin), 1780s (Russian Museum) 

Torelli, Catherine Has Minerva, Patroness of the Arts, sketch Ò 1770 (Tretiakov) 
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Torelli, Catherine II as Minerva, Patroness of the Arts, 1770 (Russian Museum) 
Torelli, Allegory of the Triumph of Catherine II, 1771-72 (Tretiakov) 
De Meys, Allegory of the Crimean Journey of Catherine II in 1787, 1788 (Tretiakov, 
Russian Museum and State Historical Museum) 
Levitsky, Catherine the Great in the Temple of the Goddess of Justice, 1783 (Russian 
Museum) 
Levitskii, Catherine Has Lawgiver in the Temple of Justice, 1783 (Tretiakov) 
Levitskii, Catherine II, Empress, undated (no longer extant) 
Lampi, Catherine II, 1793 (Hermitage) 
Lampi, Catherine II, 1794 (Hermitage) 
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Figure 1 Giovanni Battista Lampi, Catherine II, 1794 (Hermitage) 
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Figure 3 Virgiiius Eriksen, Catherine Hon BrilHante, 1762 (Hermitage) 
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Figure 4 Dmitrii Levitsky, Catherine II in the Temple of Justice, 1783 (Tretiakov) 



V. ANDREI ZORIN (University of Oxford), "∆ËÁÌ¸ ÔÓ ¿ÎÂÍÒ‡Ì‰Û 

œÓÛÔÛ (ÕÂÒÓÒÚÓˇ‚¯ËÈÒˇ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰ «œÓÒÎ‡ÌËˇ ›ÎÓËÁ˚ Í ¿·ÂÎˇÛ ¿Ì‰Âˇ 

»‚‡ÌÓ‚Ë˜‡ “Û„ÂÌÂ‚‡)" 

—ÚËıÓÚ‚ÓÌ˚È ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰ œÓÒÎ‡ÌËˇ ›ÎÓËÁ˚ Í ¿·ÂÎˇÛ ¿. œÓÛÔ‡, Ì‡‰ ÍÓÚÓ˚Ï 

¿Ì‰ÂÈ »‚‡ÌÓ‚Ë˜ “Û„ÂÌÂ‚ ‡·ÓÚ‡Î ‚ 1802-1803 „„., Ú‡Í Ë ÌÂ ·˚Î Á‡‚Â¯ÂÌ. ¡ÓÎÂÂ 

ÚÓ„Ó, ÏÓÊÌÓ ÒÍ‡Á‡Ú¸, ˜ÚÓ ÓÌ, ÔÓ ÒÛ˘ÂÒÚ‚Û, ÌÂ ·˚Î Ì‡˜‡Ú - ‚ Á‡ÔËÒÌ˚ı ÍÌËÊÍ‡ı ¿. 

“Û„ÂÌÂ‚‡ ‚ ÌÂÒÍÓÎ¸ÛËı ÏÂÒÚ‡ı ‡Á·ÓÒ‡Ì˚ ‡ÁÓÁÌÂÌÌ˚Â ‚‡Ë‡ÌÚ˚ ÓÚ‰ÂÎ¸Ì˚ı 

ÒÚÓÍ, ÌÓ ÌË Ó‰ÌÓ„Ó ˆÂÎÓÒÚÌÓ„Ó Ù‡„ÏÂÌÚ‡ ÂÏÛ ÔÂÂ‚ÂÒÚË Ú‡Í Ë ÌÂ Û‰‡ÎÓÒ¸. ¬ 

ˆÂÎÓÏ ˇ‰Â ‰ÌÂ‚ÌËÍÓ‚˚ı Á‡ÔËÒÂÈ “Û„ÂÌÂ‚ ÙËÍÒËÛÂÚ Ò‚Ó˛ Ú‚Ó˜ÂÒÍÛ˛ ÌÂÛ‰‡˜Û: 

"¬ÓÚ Ó‚ÌÓ ÏÂÒˇˆ, Í‡Í ˇ Ì‡˜‡Î ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰ËÚ¸ ›ÎÓËÁÛ Ë Â˘Â ÌË˜Â„Ó ÌÂ Ò‰ÂÎ‡Î". (–Œ 

»–À». ‘. 309. ≈.ı. 1239. À. 23Ó·.) «‡ÔËÒË ÚÓ„Ó ÊÂ ÒÓ‰ÂÊ‡ÌËˇ ÓÚÏÂ˜‡˛Ú Ë ‰‚‡, Ë 

ÚË ÏÂÒˇˆ‡ Ì‡˜‡Î‡ ‡·ÓÚ˚ “Û„ÂÌÂ‚‡ Ì‡‰ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰ÓÏ, Ë ÌÂÓ‰ÌÓÍ‡ÚÌÓ ÔÓˇ‚Îˇ˛ÚÒˇ 

Ë ÔÓÁ‰ÌÂÂ. “ÂÏ ÌÂ ÏÂÌÂÂ, “Û„ÂÌÂ‚ ÌÂ ·ÓÒ‡ÂÚ ‡·ÓÚ˚. ¡ÓÎÂÂ ÚÓ„Ó, ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰ 

ÔÓÒÎ‡ÌËˇ œÓÛÔ‡ ÒÚ‡ÌÓ‚ËÚÒˇ ‰Îˇ ÌÂ„Ó Ò‚ÓÂ„Ó Ó‰‡ ÏÂËÎÓÏ Â„Ó ÎËÚÂ‡ÚÛÌ˚ı 

‰‡Ó‚‡ÌËÈ, Ë ÒÓ·ÒÚ‚ÂÌÌÓÈ ˜ÂÎÓ‚Â˜ÂÒÍÓÈ ÒÓÒÚÓˇÚÂÎ¸ÌÓÒÚË ‚ ˆÂÎÓÏ. 

"—ËÊÛ Á‡ ›ÎÓËÁÓÈ. ”ÒÔÂıÓ‚ ÌÂÚ. ÕÓ ˜ÚÓ Â˘Â ÔËÒÍÓ·ÌÂÂ, ˇ ·Ó˛Ò¸, ˜ÚÓ· ÌÂ 

ÔÓÒÚ˚Î‡ ‚Ó ÏÌÂ Â‚ÌÓÒÚ¸ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰ËÚ¸ ÂÂ. [...] ¬ÒÂ Â˘Â Í‡ÊÂÚÒˇ ÏÌÂ, ˜ÚÓ ˇ Í‡Í-ÚÓ 

‡‚ÌÓ‰Û¯ÂÌ ÌÂ ÚÓÎ¸ÍÓ Í ›Î<ÓËÁÂ>, ÌÓ ÍÓ ‚ÒˇÍËÏ ÛÒÔÂı‡Ï ‚ ÀËÚÂ‡ÚÛÂ". (“‡Ï ÊÂ. 

À. 54Ó·.) »ÏÂÌÌÓ Á‰ÂÒ¸ ÓÍ‡Á˚‚‡ÂÚÒˇ ÒÍ˚Ú‡ ‰Îˇ ÏÓÎÓ‰Ó„Ó ‡‚ÚÓ‡ Á‡„‡‰Í‡ 

ÒÓ·ÒÚ‚ÂÌÌÓ„Ó ÔÂ‰Ì‡ÁÌ‡˜ÂÌËˇ. ”ÊÂ ‚ÂÌÛ‚¯ËÒ¸ ‚ 1803 „„., ËÁ ¬ÂÌ˚, „‰Â 

Ì‡ÔˇÊÂÌÌÓ Ë ·ÂÁÛÒÔÂ¯ÌÓ ¯Î‡ Â„Ó ‡·ÓÚ‡ Ì‡‰ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰ÓÏ, ‚ œÂÚÂ·Û„, ÓÌ ÛÁÌ‡ÂÚ 

Ó Ì‡ÏÂÂÌËË ¬. ¿. ∆ÛÍÓ‚ÒÍÓ„Ó ÔÂÂ‚ÂÒÚË ÔÓÒÎ‡ÌËÂ Ë Ô˚ÎÍÓ ÔÓÒËÚ Â„Ó ÌÂ ·‡Ú¸Òˇ 

Á‡ ˝ÚÛ ‡·ÓÚÛ Ë ÓÒÚ‡‚ËÚ¸ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰ ÂÏÛ. —ÚÓÎ¸ ˝ÍÁËÒÚÂÌˆË‡Î¸ÌÓÂ ÓÚÌÓ¯ÂÌËÂ ¿Ì‰Âˇ 

»‚‡ÌÓ‚Ë˜‡ Í ˝ÚÓÏÛ ÌÂÁ‡‰‡‚¯ÂÏÛÒˇ ÎËÚÂ‡ÚÛÌÓÏÛ ÔÓÂÍÚÛ, ·˚ÎÓ, ·ÂÁÛÒÎÓ‚ÌÓ, 

Ò‚ˇÁ‡ÌÓ Ò Â„Ó ÎË˜Ì˚ÏË Ó·ÒÚÓˇÚÂÎ¸ÒÚ‚‡ÏË, ÔË‰‡‚‡‚¯ËÏË ‡Ì„ÎËÈÒÍÓÈ ÔÓ˝ÏÂ Ó 

ÒÚ‡ËÌÌ˚ı ‚ÓÁÎ˛·ÎÂÌÌ˚ı, Ò‚ÓÂÓ·‡ÁÌ˚È ‡‚ÚÓ·ËÓ„‡ÙË˜ÂÒÍËÈ ÔÓ‰ÚÂÍÒÚ. 
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√Î‡‚Ì˚Ï ÔÓ˝ÚË˜ÂÒÍËÏ ÔÓËÁ‚Â‰ÂÌËÂÏ ¿Ì‰Âˇ “Û„ÂÌÂ‚‡ Ë Â‰ËÌÒÚ‚ÂÌÌ˚Ï 

ÓË„ËÌ‡Î¸Ì˚Ï ÒÓ˜ËÌÂÌËÂÏ, ÓÔÛ·ÎËÍÓ‚‡ÌÌ˚Ï ËÏ ÔË ÊËÁÌË ·˚Î‡ ›ÎÂ„Ëˇ -

·ÓÎ¸¯ÓÂ ÒÚËıÓÚ‚ÓÂÌËÂ, ÔÓÒ‚ˇ˘ÂÌÌÓÂ ¬‡‚‡Â ÃËı‡ÈÎÓ‚ÌÂ —ÓÍÓ‚ÌËÌÓÈ, ÍÓÚÓ‡ˇ 

ÓÒÂÌ¸˛ 1800 „. ·ÂÊ‡Î‡ ËÁ ‰ÓÏ‡ Ë ÒÚ‡Î‡ ÔÓÒÎÛ¯ÌËˆÂÈ ‚ ÏÓÌ‡ÒÚ˚Â. œÓ Ó·˘ÂÏÛ 

ÏÌÂÌË ,̨ ÔË˜ËÌÓÈ ÒÚÓÎ¸ ÌÂÓ·˚˜ÌÓ„Ó ‰Îˇ ÏÓÎÓ‰ÓÈ ‰‚ÓˇÌÍË ÔÓÒÚÛÔÍ‡ ÒÚ‡Î‡ ÂÂ 

ÌÂÒÔÓÒÓ·ÌÓÒÚ¸ ÔÂÂÊËÚ¸ ÒÏÂÚ¸ ÓÚˆ‡. 

“Û„ÂÌÂ‚ ·˚Î ÔÓÚˇÒÂÌ ÚÓÌÍÓÒÚ¸˛ ˜Û‚ÒÚ‚ ¬‡‚‡˚ ÃËı‡ÈÎÓ‚Ì˚. ŒÌ 

ÌËÍÓ„‰‡ ÌÂ ‚ÒÚÂ˜‡ÎÒˇ Ò ÌÂÈ, ÌÓ ıÓÓ¯Ó ÁÌ‡Î ÂÂ ÒÂÏ¸˛, ÔÓÒÍÓÎ¸ÍÛ Â„Ó ÏÎ‡‰¯ËÈ 

·‡Ú ¿ÎÂÍÒ‡Ì‰ ·˚Î ÔÓÏÓÎ‚ÎÂÌ Ò ÏÎ‡‰¯ÂÈ ÒÂÒÚÓÈ ¬‡‚‡˚ ¿ÌÌÓÈ ÃËı‡ÈÎÓ‚ÌÓÈ 

—ÓÍÓ‚ÌËÌÓÈ. ŒÌ ÔÓÒ‚ˇÚËÎ ¬‡‚‡Â ÃËı‡ÈÎÓ‚ÌÂ Ò‚ÓÈ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰ ¬ÂÚÂ‡ Ë ›ÎÂ„Ë˛, 

‚ ÍÓÚÓÓÈ ËÁÓ·‡ÁËÎ ÂÂ Ó‰ËÌÓÍÓ ÚÓÒÍÛ˛˘ÂÈ ‚ Á‡·Ó¯ÂÌÌ˚ı ÏÓÌ‡ÒÚ˚ÒÍËı ÒÚÂÌ‡ı. 

» ‚ ÔÓÒ‚ˇ˘ÂÌËË ¬ÂÚÂ‡, Ë ‚ ›ÎÂ„ËË ‰Ó˜ÂÌˇˇ Î˛·Ó‚¸ ¬‡‚‡˚ ÃËı‡ÈÎÓ‚Ì˚ 

·˚Î‡ ÓÚ˜‡ÒÚË ˝ÓÚËÁËÓ‚‡Ì‡. –‡·ÓÚÛ Ì‡‰ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰ÓÏ ÔÓÒÎ‡ÌËˇ œÓÛÔ‡ “Û„ÂÌÂ‚ 

Ì‡˜‡Î Ò‡ÁÛ ÊÂ ÔÓÒÎÂ ÓÍÓÌ˜‡ÌËˇ ‡·ÓÚ˚ Ì‡‰ ›ÎÂ„ËÂÈ. ÕÂÚ ÒÓÏÌÂÌËˇ, ˜ÚÓ ÙË„Û‡ 

Ô˚ÎÍÓÈ Ì‡ÒÚÓˇÚÂÎ¸ÌËˆ˚ œ‡‡ÍÎÂÚ‡ ÓÚ˜‡ÒÚË ÒÎË‚‡Î‡Ò¸ ‰Îˇ ÌÂ„Ó Ò ÔËÚˇ„‡ÚÂÎ¸Ì˚Ï 

Ó·‡ÁÓÏ ÒÚ‡¯ÂÈ —ÓÍÓ‚ÌËÌÓÈ. 

≈˘Â ·ÓÎÂÂ ÒÛ˘ÂÒÚ‚ÂÌÌ˚È ÍÓÌÚÂÍÒÚ ‰Îˇ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰‡ “Û„ÂÌÂ‚‡, ÚÂÏ ÌÂ ÏÂÌÂÂ, 

ÒÓÒÚ‡‚ÎˇÎ‡ ‰Û„‡ˇ ËÒÚÓËˇ. ¬ÓÒıË˘ÂÌËÂ ¿Ì‰Âˇ »‚‡ÌÓ‚Ë˜‡ ¬‡‚‡ÓÈ 

ÃËı‡ÈÎÓ‚ÌÓÈ Ó·ÛÒÎÓ‚ËÎ‡ Â„Ó ËÌÚÂÂÒ Í ÏÎ‡‰¯ËÏ —ÓÍÓ‚ÌËÌ˚Ï. œÓÏÓÎ‚ÎÂÌÌ‡ˇ Ò 

Â„Ó ·‡ÚÓÏ ¿ÌÌ‡ ÃËı‡ÈÎÓ‚Ì‡, Ì‡‚Ë‚¯‡ˇÒˇ ÂÏÛ ˇ‚ÌÓ ·ÓÎ¸¯Â, ·˚Î‡ ‰Îˇ ÌÂ„Ó 

ÌÂ‰ÓÒÚÛÔÌ‡, Ó‰Ì‡ÍÓ ÓÌ, ÓÚ˜‡ÒÚË ÌÂ‚ÓÎ¸ÌÓ, ÓÍ‡Á‡ÎÒˇ ‚ÚˇÌÛÚ ‚ ÓÏ‡ÌË˜ÂÒÍËÂ 

ÓÚÌÓ¯ÂÌËˇ ÒÓ ÒÂ‰ÌÂÈ ÒÂÒÚÓÈ ≈Í‡ÚÂËÌÓÈ ÃËı‡ÈÎÓ‚ÌÓÈ. ◊Û‚ÒÚ‚Ó ‚ ˝ÚËı 

ÓÚÌÓ¯ÂÌËˇı ·˚ÎÓ ÒËÎ¸Ì˚Ï ÚÓÎ¸ÍÓ ÒÓ ÒÚÓÓÌ˚ ‰Â‚Û¯ÍË, ÔËÒ‡‚¯ÂÈ ¿Ì‰Â˛ 

“Û„ÂÌÂ‚Û, Ô˚ÎÍËÂ ÔËÒ¸Ï‡, „ÓÁË‚¯ËÂ ·ÂÒÔÓ‚ÓÓÚÌÓ ÔÓ„Û·ËÚ¸ ÂÂ ÂÔÛÚ‡ˆË˛. 

ÕÂÁ‡‰ÓÎ„Ó ‰Ó ÓÚ˙ÂÁ‰‡ ¿Ì‰Âˇ »‚‡ÌÓ‚Ë˜‡ ‚ ¬ÂÌÛ ÓÌ ÔÓÒÎÂ ÏÛ˜ËÚÂÎ¸Ì˚ı ÍÓÎÂ·‡ÌËÈ 

ÔËÌËÏ‡ÂÚ Â¯ÂÌËÂ Ò‚ˇÁ‡Ú¸ Ò‚Ó˛ ÒÛ‰¸·Û Ò ≈Í‡ÚÂËÌÓÈ ÃËı‡ÈÎÓ‚ÌÓÈ, Ó‰Ì‡ÍÓ Ë 

ÔÓÒÎÂ ˝ÚÓ„Ó ÓÌ ÓÍ‡Á˚‚‡ÂÚÒˇ ÌÂÒÔÓÒÓ·ÂÌ ÔÂÓ‰ÓÎÂÚ¸ „Ó¸ÍÓÂ Ó˘Û˘ÂÌËÂ 
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ÒÓ·ÒÚ‚ÂÌÌÓÈ ıÓÎÓ‰ÌÓÒÚË Ë ÌÂÒÔÓÒÓ·ÌÓÒÚË Í ÔÓ‰ÎËÌÌ˚Ï Ë „ÎÛ·ÓÍËÏ ˜Û‚ÒÚ‚‡Ï, 

ÓÒÓ·ÂÌÌÓ ‡ÁËÚÂÎ¸ÌÓÈ Ì‡ ÙÓÌÂ ·ÂÁÓ„Îˇ‰ÌÓÈ ÒÚ‡ÒÚË ≈Í‡ÚÂËÌ˚ —ÓÍÓ‚ÌËÌÓÈ. 

ƒÎˇ ÏÓÎÓ‰Ó„Ó ˜ÂÎÓ‚ÂÍ‡, ‚ÓÒÔËÚ‡ÌÌÓ„Ó Ì‡ ÎËÚÂ‡ÚÛÂ "·ÛË Ë Ì‡ÚËÒÍ‡", 

ÔËÁÌ‡Ú¸Òˇ ÒÂ·Â ‚ ÒÓ·ÒÚ‚ÂÌÌÓÈ ıÓÎÓ‰ÌÓÒÚË ÓÁÌ‡˜‡ÎÓ ÔÓ‰‚Â„ÌÛÚ¸ ÒÓÏÌÂÌË˛ Ò‚Ó˛ 

˜ÂÎÓ‚Â˜ÂÒÍÛ˛» ÒÓÒÚÓˇÚÂÎ¸ÌÓÒÚ¸. ƒÎˇ ¯ËÎÎÂËÒÚ‡ “Û„ÂÌÂ‚‡ ÚÓÎ¸ÍÓ Ô˚ÎÍËÂ ‰Û¯Ë, 

˝ÌÚÛÁË‡ÒÚ˚ Á‡ÒÎÛÊË‚‡ÎË Ô‡‚‡ Ì‡Á˚‚‡Ú¸Òˇ Î˛‰¸ÏË, Ë ‚ Ò‚ÓËı ‰ÌÂ‚ÌËÍ‡ı ÓÌ 

ÔÓÒÚÓˇÌÌÓ ‰ÂÊËÚ ÔÂÂ‰ ÒÓ·ÓÈ ˝ÍÁ‡ÏÂÌ Ì‡ ˜Û‚ÒÚ‚ËÚÂÎ¸ÌÓÒÚ¸. ŒÒÍÓÔÎÂÌËÂ 

¿·ÂÎˇ‡, ÌÂÒÔÓÒÓ·ÌÓ„Ó ÓÚÍÎËÍÌÛÚ¸Òˇ Ì‡ ÒÚ‡ÒÚ¸ ‚ÓÁÎ˛·ÎÂÌÌÓÈ ÓÍ‡Á˚‚‡ÂÚÒˇ 

Ò‚ÓÂ„Ó Ó‰‡ ÒËÏ‚ÓÎË˜ÂÒÍËÏ ‡Ì‡ÎÓ„ÓÏ Â„Ó ÒÓ·ÒÚ‚ÂÌÌÓ„Ó ‰Û¯Â‚ÌÓ„Ó ÒÍÓÔ˜ÂÒÚ‚‡, 

ÌÂÒÔÓÒÓ·ÌÓÒÚË Î˛·ËÚ¸, Á‡Í˚ÚÓÒÚË ‰Îˇ ÌÂ„Ó ÏË‡ ÔÓ‰ÎËÌÌ˚ı ˜Û‚ÒÚ‚ Ë 

ÔÓ˝ÚË˜ÂÒÍÓ„Ó ‚‰ÓıÌÓ‚ÂÌËˇ. 

¬ ÔÂÂÔËÒÍÂ ›ÎÓËÁ˚ Ë ¿·ÂÎˇ‡ ·˚Î Ë Â˘Â Ó‰ËÌ ‡ÒÔÂÍÚ, ÒÛ˘ÂÒÚ‚ÂÌÌ˚È ‰Îˇ 

¿Ì‰Âˇ “Û„ÂÌÂ‚‡. ¬ Ò‚ÓËı ‰ÌÂ‚ÌËÍ‡ı, ÛÊÂ ÔÓÒÎÂ ÔÓÏÓÎ‚ÍË Ò ≈Í‡ÚÂËÌÓÈ 

—ÓÍÓ‚ÌËÌÓÈ ÓÌ ÓÚÏÂ˜‡ÂÚ, ˜ÚÓ Ì‡˜ËÌ‡ÂÚ Ì‡ıÓ‰ËÚ¸ Û‰Ó‚ÓÎ¸ÒÚ‚ËÂ, ÔÂ‰ÒÚ‡‚Îˇˇ ÒÂ·Â 

Ò‡ÏÓ„Ó ÒÂ·ˇ ‚ ÓÎË ÓÚˆ‡ Ë ÏÛÊ‡. “ÂÏ ÌÂ ÏÂÌÂÂ, ËÏÂÌÌÓ ‚ÌÛÚÂÌÌˇˇ ‚ÓÁÏÓÊÌÓÒÚ¸ 

ÔËÏËËÚ¸Òˇ Ò ÔËÌˇÚ˚Ï Â¯ÂÌËÂÏ ÓÍ‡Á˚‚‡ÂÚÒˇ ‰Îˇ ÌÂ„Ó Ò‚Ë‰ÂÚÂÎ¸ÒÚ‚ÓÏ ÚÓ„Ó, 

˜ÚÓ ÓÌ ÌÂ ÔÂ‰Ì‡ÁÌ‡˜ÂÌ ‰Îˇ ÎËÚÂ‡ÚÛÌ˚ı Á‡ÌˇÚËÈ. »ÒÚÓ˜ÌËÍ ˝ÚÓ„Ó, ÌÂÒÍÓÎ¸ÍÓ 

ÒÚ‡ÌÌÓ„Ó ÛÏÓÁ‡ÍÎ˛˜ÂÌËˇ ÏÓÊÌÓ Ú‡ÍÊÂ Ì‡ÈÚË ‚ »ÒÚÓËË ÏÓËı ·Â‰ÒÚ‚ËÈ ¿·ÂÎˇ‡, 

ËÁ‚ÂÒÚÌÓÈ “Û„ÂÌÂ‚Û ‚ ‡Ì„ÎËÈÒÍËı ÔÂÂÒÍ‡Á‡ı. œÓ Ò‚Ë‰ÂÚÂÎ¸ÒÚ‚Û ÙËÎÓÒÓÙ‡, 

ÓÚ‚Â„ÌÛ‚ ÔÓÌ‡˜‡ÎÛ Ò‰ÂÎ‡ÌÌÓÂ ËÏ ÔÂ‰ÎÓÊÂÌËÂ Ë ÔÂ‰ÔÓ˜Úˇ ÒÚ‡ÚÛÒ Î˛·Ó‚ÌËˆ˚ 

ÔÓÎÓÊÂÌË˛ ÊÂÌ˚, ›ÎÓËÁ‡ ÏÓÚË‚ËÓ‚‡Î‡ ˝ÚÓ ÚÂÏ, ˜ÚÓ ÒÂÏÂÈÌ˚Â ıÎÓÔÓÚ˚ 

ÌÂÒÓ‚ÏÂÒÚËÏ˚ Ò Û˜ÂÌ˚ÏË Á‡ÌˇÚËˇÏË, Ì‡ ÒÚÓˇ˘ËÈ ÙËÎÓÒÓÙ ‰ÓÎÊÂÌ ÔÓÒ‚ˇÚËÚ¸ ÒÂ·ˇ 

ÏÛ‰ÓÒÚË, ÍÓÚÓ‡ˇ ÌÂ ÏÓÊÂÚ ÒÓ˜ÂÚ‡Ú¸Òˇ Ò ‰ÓÏ‡¯ÌËÏË Ó·ˇÁ‡ÌÌÓÒÚˇÏË. 

œ˚Ú‡ˇÒ¸ ÔÂÂ‚ÂÒÚË ÔÓÒÎ‡ÌËÂ œÓÛÔ‡, “Û„ÂÌÂ‚ ÓÚÓÊ‰ÂÒÚ‚ÎˇÎ ÒÂ·ˇ 

Ó‰ÌÓ‚ÂÏÂÌÌÓ Ë Ò ıÓÎÓ‰Ì˚Ï ¿·ÂÎˇÓÏ, ‚ ÔÓÎÓÊÂÌËË ÍÓÚÓÓ„Ó ÓÌ ‚˚ÌÛÊ‰ÂÌÌÓ 

ÓÍ‡Á‡ÎÒˇ, Ë Ò ˜Û‚ÒÚ‚ËÚÂÎ¸ÌÓÈ ›ÎÓËÁÓÈ. —ÔÓÒÓ·ÌÓÒÚ¸ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰˜ËÍ‡ Ó·ÎÂ˜¸ ÂÂ 

ÒÚ‡ÒÚ¸ ‚ ÛÒÒÍËÂ ÒÚËıË ÔËÁ‚‡Ì‡ ·˚Î‡ Ò‚Ë‰ÂÚÂÎ¸ÒÚ‚Ó‚‡Ú¸, ˜ÚÓ Ë Ò‡Ï ÓÌ ÌÂ 

·ÂÁÌ‡‰ÂÊÌÓ ÔÓÚÂˇÌ ‰Îˇ „ÎÛ·ÓÍËı Ë ÔÓ‰ÎËÌÌ˚ı ˜Û‚ÒÚ‚. œÂÂ‚Ó‰ œÓÒÎ‡ÌËˇ... 
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œÓÛÔ‡ ‰ÓÎÊÂÌ ·˚Î ‰‡Ú¸ ‚˚ÒÓÍËÈ ÔÓÚÓÚËÔ ÎË˜ÌÓÒÚË ≈Í‡ÚÂËÌ˚ ÃËı‡ÈÎÓ‚Ì ,̊ 

ÔÓÏÓ˜¸ ÂÈ ÔÓ˜Û‚ÒÚ‚Ó‚‡Ú¸, ˜ÚÓ ÂÂ ËÁ·‡ÌÌËÍ ÔÓÌËÏ‡ÂÚ Ï‡Ò¯Ú‡· ÂÂ ÒÚ‡‰‡ÌËÈ. ¬ ÚÓ 

‚ ÊÂ ‚ÂÏ ,̌ ÓÌ ÙËÍÒËÓ‚‡Î ÌÂÔÂÓ‰ÓÎËÏÓÒÚ¸ ÔÂÔˇÚÒÚ‚ËÈ, ‡Á‰ÂÎˇ˛˘Ëı 

‚ÓÁÎ˛·ÎÂÌÌ˚ı, ÓÔ‡‚‰˚‚‡ˇ ÒÚ‡ı “Û„ÂÌÂ‚‡ ÔÂÂ‰ Ó·ˇÁ‡ÚÂÎ¸ÒÚ‚‡ÏË, ‚ ÍÓÚÓ˚Â ÓÌ 

‰‡Î ÒÂ·ˇ ‚Ó‚ÎÂ˜¸, ÛÌË‚ÂÒ‡Î¸ÌÓ ÁÌ‡˜ËÏ˚ÏË ÎËÚÂ‡ÚÛÌ˚ÏË ÏÓ‰ÂÎˇÏË. ÕÂÛ‰‡˜‡, 

ÔÓÒÚË„¯‡ˇ ÔÓÔ˚ÚÍË ¿Ì‰Âˇ »‚‡ÌÓ‚Ë˜‡, ÔÂÂ‚ÂÒÚË œÓÒÎ‡ÌËÂ ›ÎÓËÁ˚ Í ¿·ÂÎˇÛ, 

ÒÚ‡Î‡ Ò‚ÓÂ„Ó Ó‰‡ ÔÂ‰‚ÂÒÚËÂÏ Â„Ó ‡ÌÌÂÈ Ë ˜ÂÁ‚˚˜‡ÈÌÓ Á‡„‡‰Ó˜ÌÓÈ ÍÓÌ˜ËÌ .̊ 

* * * * * 

VI. MICHELA VENDITT1 (University de L'Aquila, Italy), "Ã˚ÒÎË ËÁ 

›ÍÍÎÂÁË‡ÒÚ‡ ¬ÓÎ¸ÚÂ‡ ‚ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰‡ı ’Â‡ÒÍÓ‚‡ Ë  ‡‡ÏÁËÌ‡" 

¬‡ÊÌÓÒÚ¸ Ë ÏÌÓ„ÓÙÛÌÍˆËÓÌ‡Î¸ÌÓÒÚ¸ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰˜ÂÒÍÓÈ ‰ÂˇÚÂÎ¸ÌÓÒÚË ‚ XVIII 

‚ÂÍÂ ÛÊÂ ‰‡‚ÌÓ ÓÒÓÁÌ‡Ì‡; ÓÌ‡ ˇ‚ÎˇÂÚÒˇ Ó·˙ÂÍÚÓÏ ËÒÒÎÂ‰Ó‚‡ÌËÈ ‡ÁÌ˚ı ÔÓ‰ıÓ‰Ó‚. 

√ÛÍÓ‚ÒÍËÈ ÓÔÂ‰ÂÎËÎ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰˚ XVIII ‚ÂÍ‡ Í‡Í "ÒÓÒÚˇÁ‡ÌËÂ Ï˚ÒÎÂÈ", „‰Â ‡‚ÚÓ˚ 

·ÂÒÂ‰Û˛Ú ‰Û„ Ò ‰Û„ÓÏ, Ó·ÒÛÊ‰‡ˇ ÓÔÂ‰ÂÎÂÌÌ˚È ÔÂ‰ÏÂÚ. —Â‰Ë ı‡‡ÍÚÂÌ˚ı 

˜ÂÚ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰˜ÂÒÍÓÈ ‰ÂˇÚÂÎ¸ÌÓÒÚË ˝ÚÓ„Ó ‚ÂÍ‡ ‚˚‰ÂÎˇ˛ÚÒˇ ÂÂ ‡ÌÓÌËÏÌÓÒÚ¸ Ë/ËÎË 

ÍÓÎÎÂÍÚË‚ÌÓÒÚ¸, ‡ Ú‡ÍÊÂ Ì‡ÎË˜ËÂ ËÌÚÂÚÂÍÒÚÛ‡Î¸Ì˚ı Ò‚ˇÁÂÈ ÌÂ ÚÓÎ¸ÍÓ Ò 

ÔÓ‰ÎËÌÌËÍÓÏ, ÌÓ Ë Ò ‰Û„ËÏË ÒÓ‚ÂÏÂÌÌ˚ÏË ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰‡ÏË ÚÓ„Ó ÊÂ ÚÂÍÒÚ‡. 

œÂÂ‚Ó‰Ì˚Â ÚÂÍÒÚ˚ ÓÚÂ¯ÂÌ˚ ÓÚ ÍÓÌÍÂÚÌ˚ı Ó·ÒÚÓˇÚÂÎ¸ÒÚ‚ Ëı ‚ÓÁÌËÍÌÓ‚ÂÌË ;̌ 

ÓÌË ÔÓˇ‚Îˇ˛ÚÒˇ Á‡˜‡ÒÚÛ˛ ·ÂÁ ÛÍ‡Á‡ÌËˇ ËÏÂÌË ‡‚ÚÓ‡ ÔÓ‰ÎËÌÌËÍ‡ ËÎË Ò 

ÌÂÓÔÂ‰ÂÎÂÌÌ˚Ï ÛÍ‡Á‡ÌËÂÏ ÚËÔ‡ "ËÁ ËÌÓÒÚ‡ÌÌÓ„Ó ‡‚ÚÓ‡", "ËÁ Ù‡ÌˆÛÁÒÍÓ„Ó 

‡‚ÚÓ‡", Ë Ú. Ô.; ‚ÒÚÂ˜‡˛ÚÒˇ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰˚ Ò ÏÓ‰ËÙËˆËÓ‚‡ÌÌ˚Ï Á‡„Î‡‚ËÂÏ; ËÌÓ„‰‡ 

ÏÂÌˇÂÚÒˇ Ê‡Ì, Ì‡ÔËÏÂ, ÒÚËıÓÚ‚ÓÌ˚È ÚÂÍÒÚ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰ËÚÒˇ ÔÓÁÓÈ ËÎË Ì‡Ó·ÓÓÚ. 

»ÌÚÂÂÒÌ˚Ï Ë ÁÌ‡˜ËÚÂÎ¸Ì˚Ï ÔËÏÂÓÏ ÍÓÌˆÂÔˆËË ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰‡ ‚ XVIII ‚ÂÍÂ 

ˇ‚Îˇ˛ÚÒˇ ÔÂÂ‡·ÓÚÍË ’Â‡ÒÍÓ‚˚Ï Ë  ‡‡ÏÁËÌ˚Ï Ã˚ÒÎÂÈ ËÁ ›ÍÍÎÂÁË‡ÒÚ‡ 

¬ÓÎ¸ÚÂ‡. 
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 Ó˝ÎÂÚ ËÎË ›ÍÍÎÂÁË‡ÒÚ - Ó‰Ì‡ ËÁ ÔÓ˝ÚË˜ÂÒÍËı ÍÌË„ ¬ÂÚıÓ„Ó «‡‚ÂÚ‡, 

‡‚ÚÓÒÚ‚Ó ÍÓÚÓÓÈ ÔËÔËÒ˚‚‡ÂÚÒˇ —ÓÎÓÏÓÌÛ. ≈‚ÂÈÒÍÓÂ ÒÎÓ‚Ó ÍÓ˝ÎÂÚ Ó·ÓÁÌ‡˜‡ÂÚ: 

‚Â‰Û˘ËÈ ÒÓ·‡ÌËÂ, Ó‡ÚÓÒÚ‚Û˛˘ËÈ ÔÂÂ‰ ÔÛ·ÎËÍÓÈ, ÔÓÔÓ‚Â‰Û˛˘ËÈ ‚ 

ÒÓ·‡ÌËË, ÔÓÛ˜‡˛˘ËÈ Ì‡Ó‰. œÓ˝ÚÓÏÛ ‚ —ÂÔÚÛ‡„ËÌÚÂ ˝ÚÓ ÒÎÓ‚Ó ÔÂÂ‚Â‰ÂÌÓ Ì‡ 

„Â˜ÂÒÍËÈ ecclesiaste, ËÁ ÒÎÓ‚‡ ecclesia; ÀÛÚÂ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰ËÚ qohelet Í‡Í 

"ÔÓÔÓ‚Â‰ÌËÍ"; ‚ ÛÒÒÍÓÈ ¡Ë·ÎËË ÔËÌˇÚÓ Ì‡Á‚‡ÌËÂ " ÌË„‡ ›ÍÍÎÂÁË‡ÒÚ‡ ËÎË 

œÓÔÓ‚Â‰ÌËÍ‡". ›ÍÍÎÂÁË‡ÒÚ, ÔÓ˝Ú-ÔÓ‚ÂÒÚ‚Ó‚‡ÚÂÎ¸, Ú‡‰ËˆËÓÌÌÓ ÓÚÓÊ‰ÂÒÚ‚ÎˇÂÚÒˇ Ò 

—ÓÎÓÏÓÌÓÏ. 

 ÌË„‡ ›ÍÍÎÂÁË‡ÒÚ‡, Ó·˙ÂÍÚ ‡ÁÎË˜Ì˚ı, ˜‡ÒÚÓ ÔÓÚË‚ÓÔÓÎÓÊÌ˚ı ˜ÚÂÌËÈ, 

ÒÓÒÚÓËÚ ËÁ 12-ÚË „Î‡‚, Ó·˙ÂÏÓÏ ÓÚ 10 ‰Ó 30 ÒÚËıÓ‚. œËÏÂÌÓ ÔÓÎÓ‚ËÌÛ ˝ÚÓÈ 

ÔÓÛ˜ËÚÂÎ¸ÌÓÈ ÍÌË„Ë, ÒÓÒÚ‡‚Îˇ˛Ú ËÁÂ˜ÂÌËˇ Ë ÒÂÌÚÂÌˆËË ‚ ‚Ë‰Â ‰‚ÛÒÚË¯ËÈ. 

—ÛÓ‚˚Â ·Ë·ÎÂÈÒÍËÂ ‡ÁÏ˚¯ÎÂÌËˇ Ó ÔÂıÓ‰ˇ˘ÂÏ ı‡‡ÍÚÂÂ ˜ÂÎÓ‚Â˜ÂÒÍÓ„Ó 

ÒÛ˘ÂÒÚ‚Ó‚‡ÌËˇ Á‡ÍÎ˛˜‡˛Ú ‚ ÒÂ·Â ÒÓÓ·‡ÊÂÌËˇ Ó ÚÂ˜ÂÌËË ‚ÂÏÂÌË, Ó ‡ÁÌËˆÂ 

ÏÂÊ‰Û ‚Â˜ÌÓÒÚ¸˛ Ë ÒÏÂÚ¸˛. œÓ‚ÚÓÂÌËÂ ˆËÍÎË˜ÂÒÍËı ÔÓˆÂÒÒÓ‚ ÔËÓ‰˚, 

ÌÂËÁ·ÂÊÌÓÒÚ¸ ÒÏÂÚË, ÍÓÚÓ‡ˇ Û‡‚ÌË‚‡ÂÚ ‚ÒÂı, ‚˚‡ÊÂÌ‡ ÁÌ‡ÏÂÌËÚ˚Ï 

ËÁÂ˜ÂÌËÂÏ "ÒÛÂÚ‡ ÒÛÂÚ", "vanitas vanitatum". 

»‰Âˇ ·ÂÌÌÓÒÚË ÏË‡, vanitas mundi, ÒÚ‡ÌÓ‚ËÚÒˇ ‚ÔÓÒÎÂ‰ÒÚ‚ËË Ó‰ÌÓÈ ËÁ 

„Î‡‚Ì˚ı ÚÂÏ ÎËÚÂ‡ÚÛ˚ Ë ËÒÍÛÒÒÚ‚‡; ‰‡ÌÌ˚È ÏÓÚË‚ ÔÓıÓ‰ËÚ ˜ÂÂÁ ËÒÚÓË˛ 

Á‡Ô‡‰ÌÓÈ ÍÛÎ¸ÚÛ˚ ÓÚ ÒÂ‰ÌÂ‚ÂÍÓ‚˚ı Totentanz Ë dance macabre ‰Ó ˝ÔÓıË ·‡ÓÍÍÓ, 

„‰Â ÚÓÊÂÒÚ‚Û˛Ú ÒÍÂÎÂÚ˚, ˜ÂÂÔ‡ Ë ÔÂÒÓ˜Ì˚Â ˜‡Ò˚. 

ÀËÚÂ‡ÚÛÌÓÂ Ï˚¯ÎÂÌËÂ XVIII ‚ÂÍ‡ Ì‡ÒÎÂ‰ÛÂÚ ˝ÚË ·Ë·ÎÂÈÒÍËÂ ÏÓÚË‚˚ Ë 

ËÒÚÓÎÍÓ‚˚‚‡ÂÚ Ëı ÔÓ-Ò‚ÓÂÏÛ. “ÂÏ˚ ›ÍÍÎÂÁË‡ÒÚ‡ ‚ÔËÒ˚‚‡˛ÚÒˇ ‚ ‰ÛıÓ‚ÌÓÂ 

Ì‡ÒÚÓÂÌËÂ ˜ÂÎÓ‚ÂÍ‡ ˝ÚÓ„Ó ÒÚÓÎÂÚËˇ: Ì‡‚ÒÚ‚ÂÌÌ˚Â ÔÓÛ˜ÂÌËˇ ‚˚‡ÊÂÌÌ˚Â ‚ 

ÙÓÏÂ ‡ÙÓËÁÏÓ‚ Ë ‡ÔÓÙÚÂ„Ï, ÓÚ‚Â˜‡˛Ú Ì‡ ‚ÓÔÓÒ Ó ÒÏ˚ÒÎÂ Ë ÏÂÒÚÂ 

˜ÂÎÓ‚Â˜ÂÒÍÓ„Ó ·˚ÚËˇ ‚Ó ‚ÒÂÎÂÌÌÓÈ. œÂÂÎÓÊÂÌËÂ ÔÓ˝ÚË˜ÂÒÍËı ÍÌË„ ¡Ë·ÎËË 

‚ıÓ‰ËÚ Ú‡ÍÊÂ ‚ ÒÓÒÚ‡‚ Ó˜ÂÌ¸ ‡ÒÔÓÒÚ‡ÌÂÌÌÓ„Ó Ê‡Ì‡ ‰ÛıÓ‚Ì˚ı Ó‰. 

Precis de I 'Ecclesiaste ‚ÓÁÌËÍ ‚ Ò‚ˇÁË Ò ÔÓÒ¸·ÓÈ Ã. ‰Â œÓÏÔ‡‰Û Í ¬ÓÎÚÂÛ 

ÔÂÂÎÓÊËÚ¸ ‰Îˇ ÌÂÂ ÔÒ‡ÎÏ˚ ‰Îˇ ‰ÛıÓ‚Ì˚ı ÛÔ‡ÊÌÂÌËÈ. ‘ËÎÓÒÓÙ Â¯ËÎ 
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Ó·‡ÚËÚ¸Òˇ Í ‰Û„ËÏ ˜‡ÒÚˇÏ ¡Ë·ÎËË, ÔÂÂÎÓÊË‚ ‰‚Â ‚ÌÂ¯ÌÂ ÔÓÚË‚ÓÔÓÎÓÊÌ˚Â 

ÍÌË„Ë ¬ÂÚıÓ‚Ó «‡‚ÂÚ‡: ›ÍÍÎÂÁË‡ÒÚ - ÔÓ‚ÓÁ„Î‡¯ÂÌËÂ ·ÂÌÌÓÒÚË ‚ÒÂ„Ó ÁÂÏÌÓ„Ó Ë 

ÔÂıÓ‰ˇ˘Â„Ó, Ë œÂÒÌ¸ ÔÂÒÌÂÈ - ÚÓÊÂÒÚ‚ÂÌÌÓÂ ÒÎ‡‚ÓÒÎÓ‚ËÂ ÁÂÏÌÓÈ Î˛·‚Ë. 

Õ‡ÔÂ˜‡Ú‡ÌÌ˚Â ‚ÏÂÒÚÂ ‚ 1759 „Ó‰Û Precis de I'Ecclesiaste Ë Precis du Cantique des 

cantiques ÌÂÏÂ‰ÎÂÌÌÓ ·˚ÎË ÓÒÛÊ‰ÂÌ˚ ˆÂÍÓ‚ÌÓÈ ˆÂÌÁÛÓÈ. 

¬ÓÎ¸ÚÂ ÓÚÍ˚‚‡ÂÚ Ò‚ÓÂ ËÁÎÓÊÂÌËÂ ›ÍÍÎÂÁË‡ÒÚ‡ ‰‚ÛÏˇ ‚‚Ó‰Ì˚ÏË 

ÔÓÁ‡Ë˜ÂÒÍËÏË ÚÂÍÒÚ‡ÏË: ˝ÔËÒÚÓÎÓÈ-ÔÓÒ‚ˇ˘ÂÌËÂÏ ‘Ë‰ËıÛ ¬ÚÓÓÏÛ Ë 

œÂ‰Û‚Â‰ÓÏÎÂÌËÂÏ ‡‚ÚÓ‡. ¬ ÔÓÒ‚ˇ˘ÂÌËË ¬ÓÎ¸ÚÂ ÒÓÔÓÒÚ‡‚ÎˇÂÚ ÔÛÒÒÍÓ„Ó ÍÓÓÎˇ 

Ò —ÓÎÓÏÓÌÓÏ, ÔÂÂ˜ËÒÎˇˇ Ëı ÒıÓ‰ÒÚ‚‡: Ó·‡ ÓÌË ÍÓÓÎˇ, ÙËÎÓÒÓÙ˚ Ë ÔÓ˝Ú˚. 

¬ Ó·‡˘ÂÌËË Í ˜ËÚ‡ÚÂÎ˛ ¬ÓÎ¸ÚÂ ÓÔÂ‰ÂÎˇÂÚ Ò‚ÓÈ Precis Í‡Í "‚ÓÎ¸Ì˚È 

ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰"; ‚ ÓÚÎË˜ËÂ ÓÚ ›ÍÍÎÂÁË‡ÒÚ‡, ÒÚËıË ÍÓÚÓÓ„Ó ·˚ÎË ‚‰ÓıÌÓ‚ÎÂÌ˚ —‚ˇÚ˚Ï 

ƒÛıÓÏ, Â„Ó ÒÓ·ÒÚ‚ÂÌÌ˚Â ÒÚËıË ‚ÌÛ¯ÂÌ˚ ‡ÁÛÏÓÏ. √Î‡‚Ì˚È ÒÏ˚ÒÎ ›ÍÍÎÂÁË‡ÒÚ‡, ÔÓ 

ÏÌÂÌË˛ ¬ÓÎ¸ÚÂ‡, ‚ ÚÓÏ, ˜ÚÓ ̋ ÚÓ Ì‡ÒÚÓˇ˘ËÈ "ÍÛÒ Ì‡‚ÒÚ‚ÂÌÌÓÒÚË ‰Îˇ Ò‚ÂÚÒÍËı 

Î˛‰ÂÈ"; ‚ ÌÂÏ ÓÔÂ‰ÂÎÂÌ‡ ÌË˜ÚÓÊÌÓÒÚ¸ ˜ÂÎÓ‚Â˜ÂÒÍËı ‰ÂÎ Ë Ó‰ÌÓ‚ÂÏÂÌÌÓ 

ÔÂ‰ÔËÒ‡ÌÓ Í‡Í ‡ÁÛÏÌÓ ÔÓÎ¸ÁÓ‚‡Ú¸Òˇ ÔÓ‰‡ÂÌÌ˚ÏË ¡Ó„ÓÏ ·Î‡„‡ÏË. 

Precis ¬ÓÎ¸ÚÂ‡ ÒÓÒÚÓËÚ ËÁ 42 ÒÚÓÙ, ÔË˜ÂÏ Â„ÛÎˇÌÓ ˜ÂÂ‰Û˛ÚÒˇ ÚË 

‚ÓÒ¸ÏËÒÎÓÊÌ˚Â ¯ÂÒÚËÒÚË¯Ëˇ Ë ÚË ‰‚ÂÌ‡‰ˆ‡ÚËÒÎÓÊÌ˚Â ˜ÂÚ‚ÂÓÒÚË¯Ëˇ; 

ËÙÏÓ‚Í‡ ÒÚÓÙ ÌÂÂ„ÛÎˇÌ‡: ‚ÒÚÂ˜‡˛ÚÒˇ ‚ÔÂÂÏÂ¯ÍÛ ÔÂÂÍÂÒÚÌ˚Â Ë Óı‚‡ÚÌ˚Â 

ËÙÏ .̊ »Á 12 „Î‡‚ ›ÍÍÎÂÁË‡ÒÚ‡ ÙËÎÓÒÓÙ ÔÓÔÛÒÍ‡ÂÚ ÔÓÒÎÂ‰Ì˚Â ÚË. √Î‡‚Ì˚Â 

ËÒÚÓ˜ÌËÍË ¬ÓÎ¸ÚÂ‡ ˝ÚÓ ¬ÛÎ¸„‡Ú‡ Ë Biblia breves in eadem annotationes 1532 „Ó‰‡. 

√Î‡‚Ì˚Â ÔËÂÏ˚ ÔÂÂ‰‡˜Ë ÒÏ˚ÒÎ‡ ·Ë·ÎÂÈÒÍÓÈ ÍÌË„Ë Á‡ÍÎ˛˜‡˛ÚÒˇ ‚ 

ÒÎÂ‰Û˛˘ÂÏ: ‚Ó-ÔÂ‚˚ı, ËÒıÓ‰ˇ˘ËÈ ËÁ ÔÂ‚ÂÌÒÚ‚‡ ‡ÁÛÏ‡ ‚Á„Îˇ‰ ¬ÓÎ¸ÚÂ‡ Ì‡ 

ÏËÓ‚ÓÁÁÂÌËÂ ›ÍÍÎÂÁË‡ÒÚ‡ ÔÓ‰˜ËÌˇÂÚ ‚ÒÂ ‚˚ÒÍ‡Á˚‚‡ÌËˇ ÎÓ„Ë˜ÂÒÍÓÈ ÓÔÔÓÁËˆËË 

"ËÒÚËÌÌ˚È / ÎÓÊÌ˚È"; ‚Ó-‚ÚÓ˚ı, ÁÌ‡˜ËÚÂÎ¸ÌÓ ÒÏˇ„˜‡ÂÚÒˇ ÂÁÍÓÒÚ¸ Ë ÒÛÓ‚ÓÒÚ¸ 

·Ë·ÎÂÈÒÍËı ÒÛÊ‰ÂÌËÈ, ÌÂ ÔÓ‰ıÓ‰ˇ˘Ëı, ÔÓ ÏÌÂÌË˛ ‡‚ÚÓ‡, Í ÒÓ‚ÂÏÂÌÌÓÏÛ 

ÏËÓÓ˘Û˘ÂÌË˛. ¬ ÛÒÒÍÓÈ ÎËÚÂ‡ÚÛÂ ÚÂÏ‡ÚËÍ‡ ›ÍÍÎÂÁË‡ÒÚ‡ ÔÓˇ‚ÎˇÂÚÒˇ Ë 

‡ÒÔÓÒÚ‡ÌˇÂÚÒˇ ‚ ÒÂÂ‰ËÌÂ XVIII ‚ÂÍ‡ (¿. œ. —ÛÏ‡ÓÍÓ‚, Ã. Ã. ’Â‡ÒÍÓ‚ Ë Â„Ó 

ÊÛÌ‡Î˚). 
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¬ 1770-Â „Ó‰˚ Ï‡ÒÓÌ˚ ËÌÚÂÌÒË‚ÌÓ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰ˇÚ ÎËÚÂ‡ÚÛÌ˚Â ÔÓËÁ‚Â‰ÂÌËˇ 

¬ÓÎ¸ÚÂ‡; Ù‡ÌˆÛÁÒÍËÈ ÙËÎÓÒÓÙ ‰Îˇ ÌËı - Ó·‡ÁÂˆ ÒÎËˇÌËˇ ‡ˆËÓÌ‡ÎËÁÏ‡ Ò 

ÂÎË„ËÓÁÌ˚Ï ‰ÛıÓÏ. ¬ ˜‡ÒÚÌÓÒÚË, ‡ÁÏ˚¯ÎÂÌËˇ Ó ·ÂÌÌÓÒÚË ÁÂÏÌÓ„Ó ÏË‡ 

ÒÓÒÂ‰ÓÚÓ˜Ë‚‡˛ÚÒˇ Ì‡ ÚÂÏÂ ·ÂÒÒÏÂÚËˇ ‰Û¯Ë; Û˜ÂÌËÂ Ó ‚Â˜ÌÓÒÚË ˜ÂÎÓ‚Â˜ÂÒÍÓÈ 

‰Û¯Ë Ó˜ÂÌ¸ ‡ÒÔÓÒÚ‡ÌÂÌÓ: ÔÓÒÎÂ ÒÏÂÚË ‰Û¯‡ ‚ÓÁ‚‡˘‡ÂÚÒˇ Í Ò‚ÓÂÏÛ 

ÔÂ‚Ë˜ÌÓÏÛ ËÒÚÓ˜ÌËÍÛ Ë ÔÓ„ÛÊ‡ÂÚÒˇ ‚ ·ÓÊÂÒÚ‚ÂÌÌÓÂ ·Î‡ÊÂÌÒÚ‚Ó. ¬ ˝ÚÓÏ 

ÏËÓ‚ÓÁÁÂÌËË ÒÎË‚‡˛ÚÒˇ ‚ÓÂ‰ËÌÓ ıËÒÚË‡ÌÒÍËÂ Û˜ÂÌËˇ (—‚ˇ˘ÂÌÌÓÂ œËÒ‡ÌËÂ, 

·Ó„ÓÒÎÓ‚ËÂ, ÚÂÍÒÚ˚ ÓÚˆÓ‚ ˆÂÍ‚Ë) Ò ÍÎ‡ÒÒË˜ÂÒÍËÏË ÙËÎÓÒÓÙÒÍËÏË ¯ÍÓÎ‡ÏË 

(ÒÚÓËˆËÁÏ, ÌÂÓÔÎ‡ÚÓÌËÁÏ Ë Ú. ‰.) Ë ‚ÓÁÁÂÌˇÏË ÒÓ‚ÂÏÂÌÌ˚ı Ï˚ÒÎËÚÂÎÂÈ 

(‘ÓÌÚÂÌÂÎ¸, ¬ÓÎ¸ÚÂ Ë ‰Û„ËÂ). 

’Â‡ÒÍÓ‚ ÔÛ·ÎËÍÛÂÚ ‡ÌÓÌËÏÌÓ Ò‚ÓË œÓ˜ÂÔÌÛÚ˚ˇ Ï˚ÒÎË ËÁ ›ÍÍÎÂÁË‡ÒÚ‡ 

‚ÔÂ‚˚Â ‚ 1765 „Ó‰Û ‚ ÛÌË‚ÂÒËÚÂÚÒÍÓÈ ÏÓÒÍÓ‚ÒÍÓÈ ÚËÔÓ„‡ÙËË; ‚ÚÓÓÂ ËÁ‰‡ÌËÂ, 

ÁÌ‡˜ËÚÂÎ¸ÌÓ ËÒÔ‡‚ÎÂÌÌÓÂ, ‚˚ÔÛÒÍ‡ÂÚÒˇ ‚ 1779 „Ó‰Û Ò ‰Ó·‡‚ÎÂÌËÂÏ œÂ‚˚ı ÚÂı 

„Î‡‚ ËÁ œÂÏÛ‰ÓÒÚÂÈ —ÓÎÓÏÓÌÓ‚Ëı, ÓÔÛ·ÎËÍÓ‚‡ÌÌ˚ı ‚ÔÂ‚˚Â ‚ ÊÛÌ‡ÎÂ 

«”ÚÂÌÌËÈ Ò‚ÂÚ» „Ó‰ÓÏ ‡Ì¸¯Â. ¬ Ú‡ÍÓÏ ‚Ë‰Â, Ò ‰ÓÔÓÎÌËÚÂÎ¸Ì˚ÏË 

ÌÂÁÌ‡˜ËÚÂÎ¸Ì˚ÏË ËÒÔ‡‚ÎÂÌËˇÏË, Ã˚ÒÎË ’Â‡ÒÍÓ‚‡ ÔÂ˜‡Ú‡˛ÚÒˇ Â˘Â ‚ 1786 „Ó‰Û 

Ë, Ì‡ÍÓÌÂ ,̂ ÓÌË ‚ÍÎ˛˜ÂÌ˚ ‚ “‚ÓÂÌËˇ ’Â‡ÒÍÓ‚‡ 1796-1803 „Ó‰Ó‚ (˜. 7, 1800). — 

ÚÂı ÔÓ ÓÌË ·ÓÎ¸¯Â ÌÂ ÔÂÂËÁ‰‡‚‡ÎËÒ¸. 

»ÒÔ‡‚ÎÂÌËˇ, ‚ÌÂÒÂÌÌ˚Â ’Â‡ÒÍÓ‚˚Ï ‚ ÔÓÒÎÂ‰Û˛˘ËÂ ËÁ‰‡ÌËˇ, Í‡Ò‡˛ÚÒˇ, 

ÔÂÊ‰Â ‚ÒÂ„Ó, ÒÚËÎËÒÚËÍË Ë Ó·ÌÓ‚ÎÂÌËˇ ÛÒÚ‡Â‚¯Â„Ó ˇÁ˚Í‡; ‚ ÓÚ‰ÂÎ¸Ì˚ı ÒÎÛ˜‡ˇı 

ÁÌ‡˜ËÚÂÎ¸ÌÓ ÏÂÌˇÂÚÒˇ ÒÏ˚ÒÎ ÓÔÂ‰ÂÎÂÌÌ˚ı ÏÂÚ‡ÙÓ Ë ‚˚‡ÊÂÌËÈ; ‚ ÔÂ‚˚ı ÚÂı 

ËÁ‰‡ÌËˇı - 40 ÒÚÓÙ, ‡ ‚ ÔÓÒÎÂ‰ÌÂÏ ËÁ‰‡ÌËË - Ëı 39. 

” ’Â‡ÒÍÓ‚‡ ÚÓÊÂ ÂÒÚ¸ ‡‚ÚÓÒÍÓÂ ÔÂ‰ËÒÎÓ‚ËÂ, „‰Â ÔÓÒÎ‡‚ÎÂÌ‡ 

ÔÂÏÛ‰ÓÒÚ¸ ›ÍÍÎÂÁË‡ÒÚ‡, ‰‡ÌÓ ÒÓ‰ÂÊ‡ÌËÂ ·Ë·ÎÂÈÒÍÓÈ ÍÌË„Ë Ë ÓÔÂ‰ÂÎÂÌ‡ 

ÙÛÌÍˆËˇ ÂÂ ÔÓÛ˜ÂÌËÈ; Á‡ÚÂÏ ÒÎÂ‰ÛÂÚ topos modestiae - Á‡ˇ‚ÎÂÌËÂ ‡‚ÚÓ‡ Ó 

ÒÓ·ÒÚ‚ÂÌÌÓÈ ÌÂÒÔÓÒÓ·ÌÓÒÚË Ò‡‚ÌˇÚ¸Òˇ Ò —ÓÎÓÏÓÌÓÏ-›ÍÍÎÂÁË‡ÒÚÓÏ; ‚ ÍÓÌˆÂ ÔÓ˝Ú 

ÒÓÓ·˘‡ÂÚ, ˜Ú· ÔÓ·Û‰ËÎÓ Â„Ó ÒÓ˜ËÌËÚ¸ Ò‚ÓÂ ÔÓËÁ‚Â‰ÂÌËÂ, ‡ ËÏÂÌÌÓ «ÒÓÍ‡˘ÂÌËÂ 

›ÍÍÎÂÁË‡ÒÚ‡ Ì‡ Ù‡ÌˆÛÁÒÍÓÏ ˇÁ˚ÍÂ, Ó‰ÌËÏ ‚ÂÎËÍËÏ ÒÚËıÓÚ‚ÓˆÂÏ ÌÂ‰‡‚ÌÓ 
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ËÁ‰‡ÌÌÓÂ; ÌÓ Í‡Í ÌË ÚÓ„Ó ÚÓ˜ÌÓ ÔÂÂ˜ÂÒÚ¸, ÌË ‚ÒÂ„Ó ›ÍÍÎÂÁË‡ÒÚ‡ Ì‡ ÒÚËıË 

ÔÂÎÓÊËÚ¸ ‰Îˇ ÏÌÓ„Ëı ÔË˜ËÌ ÌÂ‚ÓÁÏÓÊÌÓ: ÚÓ ÌÂ ÔÓÍË‰‡ˇ ÒÎÂ‰Ó‚ ÏÛ‰‡„Ó 

œÓÓÍ‡ Á‡ËÏÒÚ‚Ó‚‡Î ˇ ÌÂ˜ÚÓ ÓÚ ÔÓ‰‡Ê‡ÚÂÎˇ Â„Ó, ÏÌÓ„Ó ÔÂÂÏÂÌËÎ Ë ̃ ÚÓ Ò Ì‡¯ËÏ 

ÔËÒ‡ÌËÂÏ Ì‡¯ÂÎ ÌÂÒıÓ‰ÌÓÂ, ÓÚÒÚ‡‚ËÎ». 

“‡ÍËÏ Ó·‡ÁÓÏ, Ë ¬ÓÎ¸ÚÂ, Ë ’Â‡ÒÍÓ‚ ÔÓ‰˜ÂÍË‚‡˛Ú Ì‡‚ÓÛ˜ËÚÂÎ¸ÌÛ˛ 

ÙÛÌÍˆË˛ ‚ÂÚıÓÁ‡‚ÂÚÌÓÈ ÍÌË„Ë Ë ÂÂ ‡ÍÚÛ‡Î¸ÌÓÒÚ¸. 

’Â‡ÒÍÓ‚ ÌÂ ‚ÁˇÎÒˇ Á‡ ÔÂÂ‡·ÓÚÍÛ Ò‡ÏÓÈ ¡Ë·ÎËË, Í‡Í Ò‰ÂÎ‡ÎË ÏÌÓ„ËÂ 

ÎËÚÂ‡ÚÓ˚ XVIII ‚ÂÍ‡, ÌÓ Ó·‡ÚËÎÒˇ Í ›ÍÍÎÂÁË‡ÒÚÛ ÔÓÒÂ‰ÒÚ‚ÓÏ ¬ÓÎ¸ÚÂ‡. ¬ Â„Ó 

ÒÎÓ‚‡ı ÓÚ‡ÊÂÌÓ ÔÓÌËÏ‡ÌËÂ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰‡ Í‡Í ÒÔÓÒÓ·‡ ‡ÒÔÓÒÚ‡ÌÂÌËˇ Ë ·˚ÚÓ‚‡ÌËˇ 

Ó·˘Ëı ÚÂÏ, ‚˚‡ÊÂÌÌ˚ı Ì‡ ‡ÁÌ˚ı ˇÁ˚Í‡ı. ’Â‡ÒÍÓ‚ ÒÓ˜ËÌˇÂÚ Ò‚ÓË ÒÚËıË ÔÓ 

ÏÓÚË‚‡Ï ›ÍÍÎÂÁË‡ÒÚ‡, ÒÒ˚Î‡ˇÒ¸ Ó‰ËÌ‡ÍÓ‚˚Ï Ó·‡ÁÓÏ Í‡Í Ì‡ ¬ÓÎ¸ÚÂ‡, Ú‡Í Ë Ì‡ 

¡Ë·ÎË .̨ 

— ÙÓÏ‡Î¸ÌÓÈ ÚÓ˜ÍË ÁÂÌËˇ ’Â‡ÒÍÓ‚ ÌÂ ÒÓı‡ÌˇÂÚ ÏÂÚË˜ÂÒÍÓÈ Ë 

ÒÚÓÙË˜ÂÒÍÓÈ ÒÚÛÍÚÛ˚ ÒÚËıÓÚ‚ÓÂÌËˇ ¬ÓÎ¸ÚÂ‡; œÓ˜ÂÔÌÛÚ˚ˇ Ï˚ÒÎË ÒÓÒÚÓˇÚ 

ÚÓÊÂ ËÁ ˜ÂÚ‚ÂÓÒÚË¯ËÈ Ë ¯ÂÒÚËÒÚË¯ËÈ, ÍÓÚÓ˚Â Ó‰Ì‡ÍÓ ˜ÂÂ‰Û˛ÚÒˇ ·ÂÁ 

ÓÔÂ‰ÂÎÂÌÌÓ„Ó ÔÓˇ‰Í‡; ÒÚËıË Ì‡ÔËÒ‡Ì˚ ˇÏ·‡ÏË. ’Â‡ÒÍÓ‚ ‚Ó ‚ÒÂı ËÁ‰‡ÌËˇı, Ò 

ÔÂ‚Ó„Ó ‰Ó ÔÓÒÎÂ‰ÌÓ„Ó, ÔÓÒÚÓˇÌÌÓ ‚‚Ó‰ËÚ ËÒÔ‡‚ÎÂÌËˇ Ë ËÁÏÂÌÂÌËˇ ‚ Ò‚ÓÂ 

ÔÓËÁ‚Â‰ÂÌËÂ. 

  ‚ÓÎ¸ÚÂÓ‚ÒÍËÏ ÒÚËı‡Ï Ó·‡˘‡ÂÚÒˇ Ú‡ÍÊÂ Õ.  ‡‡ÏÁËÌ ‚ Ò‚ÓÂÏ 

ÒÚËıÓÚ‚ÓÂÌËË ŒÔ˚ÚÌ‡ˇ —ÓÎÓÏÓÌÓ‚‡ ÃÛ‰ÓÒÚ¸, ËÎË Ï˚ÒÎË ‚˚·‡ÌÌ˚Â ËÁ 

›ÍÍÎÂÁË‡ÒÚ‡; ÓÌÓ ÔÓˇ‚ÎˇÂÚÒˇ ‚ 1796 „Ó‰Û Ì‡ ÒÚ‡ÌËˆ‡ı Ò·ÓÌËÍ‡ «¿„Î‡ˇ». 

 ‡‡ÏÁËÌ ˇ‚ÌÓ ÔË‰‡‚‡Î Ò‚ÓËÏ ÒÚËı‡Ï ËÁ ›ÍÍÎÂÁË‡ÒÚ‡ ‚‡ÊÌÓÂ ÁÌ‡˜ÂÌËÂ, 

ÔÓÒÍÓÎ¸ÍÛ ÓÌË ÓÚÍ˚‚‡˛Ú Â„Ó ÔËÊËÁÌÂÌÌ˚Â ÒÓ·‡ÌËˇ ÒÓ˜ËÌÂÌËÈ (ÃÓË ·ÂÁ‰ÂÎÍË 

1797,2; —Ó˜ËÌÂÌËˇ, 1,1820). 

¬ ÓÚÎË˜ËÂ ÓÚ ’Â‡ÒÍÓ‚‡, Û  ‡‡ÏÁËÌ‡ ÌÂÚ ÔÂ‰ËÒÎÓ‚Ëˇ, Ë ‰‡ÊÂ ÌÂ 

ÛÔÓÏËÌ‡ÂÚÒˇ ËÏˇ Ù‡ÌˆÛÁÒÍÓ„Ó ÙËÎÓÒÓÙ‡. — ‰Û„ÓÈ ÒÚÓÓÌ˚, ‚ÌÂ¯Ìˇˇ ÙÓÏ‡ 

ÒÚËıÓÚ‚ÓÂÌËˇ, ÍÓÎË˜ÂÒÚ‚Ó ÒÚÓÙ Ë ËÙÏÓ‚Í‡ ÔÓÎÌÓÒÚ¸˛ ÒÓ‚Ô‡‰‡˛Ú Ò 

ÔÓËÁ‚Â‰ÂÌËÂÏ ¬ÓÎ¸ÚÂ‡. 
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ŒÔ˚ÚÌÛ˛ —ÓÎÓÏÓÌÓ‚Û ÃÛ‰ÓÒÚ¸  ‡‡ÏÁËÌ‡ ÔËÌˇÚÓ Ò˜ËÚ‡Ú¸ ‚˚‡ÊÂÌËÂÏ 

ÔÂ‰ÓÏ‡ÌÚË˜ÂÒÍÓ„Ó ‰Ûı‡ ËÎË ÒÂÌÚËÏÂÌÚ‡ÎËÁÏ‡, ÔÓÒÍÓÎ¸ÍÛ Ú‡Ï ‚ÒÚÂ˜‡˛ÚÒˇ 

ı‡‡ÍÚÂÌ˚Â ‰Îˇ ‰‡ÌÌÓ„Ó ÔÂËÓ‰‡ ÔÓ˝ÚË˜ÂÒÍËÂ Ó·‡Á˚ Ï‡Í‡ Ë ÌÓ˜Ë, ÔÓÓ·‡ÁÓÏ 

ÍÓÚÓ˚ı ˇ‚Îˇ˛ÚÒˇ ÕÓ˜Ì˚Â ‡ÁÏ˚¯ÎÂÌËˇ ›. fiÌ„‡. 

Œ·‡·ÓÚÍ‡  ‡‡ÏÁËÌ‡ Ò‚ÓÂÓ·‡ÁÌ‡ Ë ÂÁÍÓ ÓÚÎË˜‡ÂÚÒˇ ÓÚ ÔÂÂÎÓÊÂÌËÈ 

¬ÓÎ¸ÚÂ‡ Ë ’Â‡ÒÍÓ‚‡. ◊ÚÓ·˚ ÔÂÂ‰‡Ú¸ ‡ÙÓËÒÚË˜ÂÒÍËÈ, ÔÓÔÓ‚Â‰˜ÂÒÍËÈ ÒÚËÎ¸ 

›ÍÍÎÂÁË‡ÒÚ‡, ¬ÓÎ¸ÚÂ Ë ’Â‡ÒÍÓ‚ Á‡ÍÎ˛˜‡˛Ú ‚ Í‡Ê‰Û˛ ÒÚÓÙÛ Â‰ËÌÓÂ 

ÒÓ‰ÂÊ‡ÌËÂ, ÔË˜ÂÏ Ò‡ÏË ÒÓÁ‰‡˛Ú ˇÍËÂ ÒÂÌÚÂÌˆËË.  ‡‡ÏÁËÌ, Ì‡ÔÓÚË‚, 

ÛÍÎ‡‰˚‚‡ÂÚ ÓÚ‰ÂÎ¸ÌÓÂ ËÁÂ˜ÂÌËÂ ‚ ˇ‰ ÒÚÓÙ, ÔÓËÁ‚Ó‰ˇ ‚ÔÂ˜ÂÚÎÂÌËÂ ÚÂÍÛ˜ÂÈ 

Â˜Ë, ÒÂÏ‡ÌÚË˜ÂÒÍÓ„Ó enjambement; Ú‡ÍËÏ Ó·‡ÁÓÏ ÒÚÓÙ˚ ÚÂÒÌÓ Ò‚ˇÁ‡Ì˚ ‰Û„ Ò 

‰Û„ÓÏ. ƒËÒÍÛÒË‚Ì˚È ÚÓÌ ÒÚËıÓ‚  ‡‡ÏÁËÌ‡ ‚˚‡Ê‡ÂÚÒˇ ‚ Ì‡ÎË˜ËË ‚ÓÒÍÎËˆ‡ÌËÈ, 

ËÚÓË˜ÂÒÍËı ‚ÓÔÓÒÓ‚, ÔˇÏÓ„Ó Ó·‡˘ÂÌËˇ Í ‡‰ÂÒ‡ÚÛ.  ÓÏÂ ÚÓ„Ó, ÂÒÎË 

ÒÓÔÓÒÚ‡‚ËÚ¸ ÒÚÓÂÌËÂ ÔÓ˝ÚË˜ÂÒÍÓ„Ó Ó·‡Á‡ Ò ÔÂ‰˚‰Û˘ËÏË ‡‚ÚÓ‡ÏË, ÚÓ 

 ‡‡ÏÁËÌ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‡˜Ë‚‡ÂÚ ÔÓÒÎÂ‰Ó‚‡ÚÂÎ¸ÌÓÒÚ¸ ıÓ‰‡ ‡ÒÒÛÊ‰ÂÌËÈ. 

  ÒÚËıÓÚ‚ÓÂÌË˛ ÌÂÔËÂÏÎÂÏÓ ÓÔÂ‰ÂÎÂÌËÂ ÀÓÚÏ‡Ì‡ ÔÓ˝ÁËË  ‡‡ÏÁËÌ‡ 

Í‡Í "ÔÓÁ‡Ë˜ÂÒÍÓÈ"; ÒÚËıË Á‰ÂÒ¸, Ì‡ÔÓÚË‚, Ó·Î‡‰‡˛Ú Ó˜ÂÌ¸ ÒÎÓÊÌÓÈ Ë 

ËÚÓË˜ÂÒÍË ÓÚ‰ÂÎ‡ÌÌÓÈ ÙÓÏÓÈ, ‚ ËÁÓ·ËÎËË ‚ÒÚÂ˜‡˛ÚÒˇ ‡ÁÎË˜Ì˚Â ÚÓÔ˚, 

ÒÂÏ‡ÌÚË˜ÂÒÍËÂ Ë ÒËÌÚ‡ÍÚË˜ÂÒÍËÂ ÙË„Û˚. 

  ÚÓÏÛ ÊÂ Ó·‡ÁÌÓÒÚ¸ ŒÔ˚ÚÌÓÈ —ÓÎÓÏÓÌÓ‚ÓÈ ÃÛ‰ÓÒÚË  ‡‡ÏÁËÌ‡ 

Ì‡‰ÂÎÂÌ‡ Ï‡ÒÓÌÒÍËÏË ÒËÏ‚ÓÎ‡ÏË Ë ÍÓÌˆÂÔˆËˇÏË; ÛÊÂ ‚ Á‡„Î‡‚ËË ÒÚËıÓÚ‚ÓÂÌËˇ 

ÔÓ˝Ú ÛÍ‡Á˚‚‡ÂÚ Ì‡ ÍÎ˛˜Â‚ÓÂ ‚ ÍÓÌÚÂÍÒÚÂ Ï‡ÒÓÌÒÚ‚‡ ÔÓÌˇÚËÂ ÏÛ‰ÓÒÚË. 

œË ÒÓÔÓÒÚ‡‚ÎÂÌËË Ì‡˜‡Î‡ ·Ë·ÎÂÈÒÍÓÈ ÍÌË„Ë Ë ÔÂ‚˚ı ÒÚÓÙ ÂÂ 

ÔÓ˝ÚË˜ÂÒÍËı Ó·‡·ÓÚÓÍ ‚˚ˇÒÌˇÂÚÒˇ, Í‡ÍËÏ ÒÔÓÒÓ·ÓÏ ‡‚ÚÓ˚ ËÁÎ‡„‡˛Ú ÒÓ‰ÂÊ‡ÌËÂ 

›ÍÍÎÂÁË‡ÒÚ‡. —‡ÁÛ ‚ÚÓÓÈ ÒÚËı ·Ë·ÎÂÈÒÍÓÈ ÍÌË„Ë ÒÓ‰ÂÊËÚ ÁÌ‡ÏÂÌËÚÓÂ 

‡ÔÓ‰ËÍÚË˜ÂÒÍÓÂ ËÁÂ˜ÂÌËÂ: "—ÛÂÚ‡ ÒÛÂÚ, ÒÍ‡Á‡Î ›ÍÍÎÂÁË‡ÒÚ, ÒÛÂÚ‡ ÒÛÂÚ, - ‚ÒÂ 

ÒÛÂÚ‡", ÔÓÒÎÂ ˜Â„Ó ÒÎÂ‰ÛÂÚ ‰ÎËÌÌ˚È ˇ‰ ‰ÓÍ‡Á‡ÚÂÎÒÚ‚ ˝ÚÓ„Ó ÔÓÎÓÊÂÌËˇ, 

ÓÔË‡˛˘ËıÒˇ Ì‡ ÒÓ·ÒÚ‚ÂÌÌ˚È ÓÔ˚Ú —ÓÎÓÏÓÌ‡-›ÍÍÎÂÁË‡ÒÚ‡. ¬ÓÎ¸ÚÂ, ‡ ‚ÒÎÂ‰ Á‡ 

ÌËÏ Ë ÛÒÒÍËÂ ÔÓ˝Ú˚, ÔÂ‚‡˘‡ÂÚ ˝ÚÓ ËÁÂ˜ÂÌËÂ ‚ Á‡ÍÎ˛˜ËÚÂÎ¸ÌÓÂ ‚˚ÒÍ‡Á˚‚‡ÌËÂ 

40 



Í‡Ê‰ÓÈ ËÁ ÔÂ‚˚ı ÚÂı ÒÚÓÙ; ‚ ÌËı ÔÓÍ‡Á˚‚‡ÂÚÒˇ ÒÍÓÓÚÂ˜ÌÓÒÚ¸ ÒÚ‡ÒÚÌÓÈ 

ÏÓÎÓ‰ÓÒÚË, Ï‡ÚÂË‡Î¸Ì˚ı ˆÂÌÌÓÒÚÂÈ Ë Ì‡Û˜Ì˚ı ÁÌ‡ÌËÈ. 

”Í‡ÊÂÏ Ì‡ „Î‡‚Ì˚Â ÏÓÚË‚˚ ÒÚËıÓ‚ ¬ÓÎ¸ÚÂ‡ Ë Ì‡ Ëı ÔÂÓ·‡ÁÓ‚‡ÌËÂ 

ÛÒÒÍËÏË ÔÓ˝Ú‡ÏË. ¬Ó ‚ÚÓÓÈ „Î‡‚Â  ÌË„Ë ›ÍÍÎÂÁË‡ÒÚ‡ —ÓÎÓÏÓÌ ‡ÒÒÍ‡Á˚‚‡ÂÚ, 

Í‡Í ÓÌ Â¯ËÎ ‡Á‚ÎÂÍ‡Ú¸Òˇ Ë ÛÒÎ‡Ê‰‡Ú¸ ‚ËÌÓÏ Ò‚ÓÂ ÚÂÎÓ, ˜ÚÓ·˚ ÔÓÌˇÚ¸ ‚ ˜ÂÏ 

·Î‡„Ó, ÌÓ ‚ÒÂ ˝ÚË ÓÔ˚Ú˚ ÔË‚Ó‰ˇÚ Í Á‡ÍÎ˛˜ÂÌË˛ Ó· Ó·Ï‡Ì˜Ë‚ÓÒÚË ÔÎÓÚÒÍËı 

Ì‡ÒÎ‡Ê‰ÂÌËÈ. 

” ¬ÓÎ¸ÚÂ‡ Ì‡·Î˛‰‡ÂÚÒˇ ÁÌ‡˜ËÚÂÎ¸Ì‡ˇ ‡ÏÔÎËÙËÍ‡ˆËˇ ÔËÒÛÚÒÚ‚Û˛˘Ëı ‚ 

·Ë·ÎÂÈÒÍÓÏ ÚÂÍÒÚÂ ÚÂÏ; ‚ ÔÂ‚ÓÈ ÒÚÓÙÂ ÒÚËıÓÚ‚ÓÂÌËˇ, ‚ ˜‡ÒÚÌÓÒÚË, ËÙÏÛ˛Úˇ Ë, 

Ú‡ÍËÏ Ó·‡ÁÓÏ, ‚˚‰ÂÎˇ˛ÚÒˇ ÍÎ˛˜Â‚˚Â ÒÎÓ‚‡ volupte / ivresse / degoflte / 

enchanteresse. 

’Â‡ÒÍÓ‚ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰ËÚ ÔÂ‚˚È ÒÚËı Ù‡ÌˆÛÁÒÍÓ„Ó ÔÓ˝Ú‡ ‰ÓÒÎÓ‚ÌÓ, ÌÓ ÛÊÂ ‚Ó 

‚ÚÓÓÏ ÒÚËıÂ ‚ÓÎ¸ÚÂÓ‚ÒÍ‡ˇ volupte (ÔÓıÓÚ¸, ÒÎ‡‰ÓÒÚ‡ÒÚËÂ) ÔÂ‚‡¯‡ÂÚÒˇ ‚ 

ÌÂÈÚ‡ÎÌÛ˛ "Á‡·‡‚Û ‚ ÓÒÍÓ¯‡ı";  ‡‡ÏÁËÌ ÚÓÊÂ ÒÏˇ„˜‡ÂÚ ˝ÚÓÚ ÏÓÚË‚ ‚ 

˜Û‚ÒÚ‚ËÚÂÎ¸ÌÛ˛ "ÌÂÊÌÛ˛ ÒÚ‡ÒÚ¸". 

¬ÓÎ¸ÚÂÓ‚ÒÍ‡ˇ ivresse (ÓÔ¸ˇÌÂÌËÂ), ÏÂÚ‡ÙÓ‡ ‚Î‡ÒÚË ˜Û‚ÒÚ‚ Ì‡‰ ‡ÁÛÏÓÏ, 

‚˚‡ÊÂÌ‡ Û ’Â‡ÒÍÓ‚‡ ˜ÂÂÁ Ó·‡Á "ÒÎ‡‰ÍÓÈ ÓÚ‡‚˚";  ‡‡ÏÁËÌ ÒÓ‚ÒÂÏ ÓÔÛÒÍ‡ÂÚ 

ÚÂÏÛ ÓÔ¸ˇÌÂÌËˇ, Á‡ÏÂÌˇˇ Â„Ó Ó·‡ÁÓÏ ˆ‚ÂÚ‡ Ë Â„Ó Û‚ˇ‰‡ÌËˇ, ÔÓ˜ÂÔÌÛÚ˚Ï, 

‚ÔÓ˜ÂÏ, ÚÓÊÂ ËÁ ›ÍÍÎÂÁË‡ÒÚ‡. œÓÌˇÚËÈÌ‡ˇ Ô‡‡ degoflter - enchanter ‚˚‡Ê‡ÂÚ Û 

¬ÓÎ¸ÚÂ‡ ÓÚÚ‡ÎÍË‚‡ÌËÂ Ë ÔËÚˇÊÂÌËÂ, ˜ÂÚÍÓ ÔÂ‰ÒÚ‡‚Îˇˇ ‚ÌÛÚÂÌÌÂÂ 

— „- -= ̂ -——- -
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Ó·‡˘‡ÂÚÒˇ Í ¡Ë·ÎËË Ë ÛÔÓÚÂ·ÎˇÂÚ ÚËÔË˜ÌÛ˛ ÙÓÏÛ «ˇ ÂÍ» (dixi ego). 

œÓÒÎÂ‰Ì˚È ÒÚËı  ‡‡ÏÁËÌ‡ ‚˚‰ÂÎˇÂÚÒˇ Ò‚ÓÂÈ ÓË„ËÌ‡Î¸ÌÓÒÚ¸˛; ÔÓ˝Ú 

ÏÓ‰ÂÌËÁËÛÂÚ ÙÓÏÛÎÛ ’Â‡ÒÍÓ‚‡ (Ë ˇ ÒÍ‡Á‡Î) Ë ÔÓ‰˜ÂÍË‚‡ÂÚ ÔÂ‚ÂÌÒÚ‚Ó 

‚ÌÛÚÂÌÌËı ˜Û‚ÒÚ‚. —ÎÓ‚Ó "Î˛·Ó‚¸" (ÍÓÚÓÓÂ ‚ÒÚÂ˜‡ÂÚÒˇ Û  ‡‡ÏÁËÌ‡, ‚ÏÂÒÚÂ Ò 

ÔÓ‰Ó·Ì˚ÏË, 16 ‡Á, ‚ ÓÚÎË˜ËÂ ÓÚ ‰Û„Ëı ‡‚ÚÓÓ‚, „‰Â ÓÌÓ ÔÓ˜ÚË ÓÚÒÛÚÒÚ‚ÛÂÚ) 

Á‡‚Â¯‡ÂÚ ‡ÏÔÎËÙËÍ‡ˆË˛ ·Ë·ÎÂÈÒÍÓ„Ó Ó·‡Á‡ Ì‡ÒÎ‡Ê‰ÂÌË .̌ »ÌÚÂÂÒÌÓ, ˜ÚÓ 

 ‡‡ÏÁËÌ Á‡ÏÂÌˇÂÚ Ú‡‰ËˆËÓÌÌÓÂ ÒÎÓ‚Ó ÒÛÂÚ‡ ÔÓÌˇÚËÂÏ "ÏÂ˜Ú‡". —ÎÓ‚Ó "ÏÂ˜Ú‡" 

‚ÒÚÂ˜‡ÂÚÒˇ ‚Ó ÏÌÓ„Ëı ÒÚËıÓÚ‚ÓÂÌËˇı ÒÂÂ‰ËÌ˚ ‚ÂÍ‡ ‚ ÁÌ‡˜ÂÌËË "Ó·Ï‡Ì, ÔÎÓ‰ 

‚ÓÓ·‡ÊÂÌËˇ, ÔËÁ‡Í". 

Œ‰Ì‡ ËÁ „Î‡‚Ì˚ı ÚÂÏ, Á‡ÚÓÌÛÚ˚ı ‚ ›ÍÍÎÂÁË‡ÒÚÂ, ˝ÚÓ ‡ÁÏ˚¯ÎÂÌËÂ Ó 

·ÂÒÒÏÂÚËË ‰Û¯Ë; ˝Ú‡ ÚÂÏ‡ÚËÍ‡ Á‡ÌËÏ‡ÂÚ ˆÂÌÚ‡Î¸ÌÓÂ ÏÂÒÚÓ ‚ ÙËÎÓÒÓÙÒÍÓÏ Ë 

ÎËÚÂ‡ÚÛÌÓÏ Ï˚¯ÎÂÌËË XVIII ‚ÂÍ‡. ¬ ÚÂÚ¸ÂÈ „Î‡‚Â ›ÍÍÎÂÁË‡ÒÚ‡ „Ó‚ÓËÚÒˇ Ó 

ÍÛ„Ó‚ÓÓÚÂ ‚ÂÏÂÌË, Ó ÚÓÏ, ˜ÚÓ Û ‚ÒÂı ·Û‰ÂÚ Ó‰ËÌ Ë ÚÓÚ ÊÂ ÍÓÌÂˆ, Í‡Í Û ˜ÂÎÓ‚ÂÍ‡, 

Ú‡Í Ë Û ÊË‚ÓÚÌÓ„Ó. ◊ÚÓ ·Û‰ÂÚ ÔÓÒÎÂ ÒÏÂÚË, ÓÒÚ‡ÂÚÒˇ ÓÚÍ˚Ú˚Ï ‚ÓÔÓÒÓÏ, Ì‡ 

ÍÓÚÓ˚È ˜ÂÎÓ‚ÂÍ ÌÂ ÏÓÊÂÚ ÓÚ‚ÂÚËÚ¸ (3: 20-22). ¬ ÔÂÂÎÓÊÂÌËË ˝ÚÓ„Ó ÏÂÒÚ‡ 

¬ÓÎ¸ÚÂ ‰Ó·‡‚ÎˇÂÚ ÔËÏÂ˜‡ÌËÂ, ‚ ÍÓÚÓÓÏ ÓÌ ËÁÎ‡„‡ÂÚ Ò‚ÓÂ ÔÓÌËÏ‡ÌËÂ: ˜ÂÎÓ‚ÂÍ 

ÌÂ ÏÓÊÂÚ ÔÓÒÚË„ÌÛÚ¸ Ú‡ÈÌÛ ÒÏÂÚË ‡ÁÛÏÓÏ, ‡ ÚÓÎ¸ÍÓ ‚ÂÓÈ (22-24). ’Â‡ÒÍÓ‚ 

(20-22) Ó˜ÂÂ‰ÌÓÈ ‡Á ÓÚÒÚÛÔ‡ÂÚ ÓÚ ¬ÓÎ¸ÚÂ‡, ̃ ÚÓ·˚ Ó·‡ÚËÚ¸Òˇ ÔˇÏÓ Í ¡Ë·ÎËË, Í 

ÒÚËıÛ 3: 20 ËÁ ›ÍÍÎÂÁË‡ÒÚ‡: "»Á Ô‡ı‡ ÒÓÚ‚ÓÂÌ, / ¬Ó Ô‡ı ÔÂÓ·‡ÚËÚÒˇ". ¬Ó 22 

ÒÚÓÙÂ ÚÂÏ‡ ·ÂÒÒÏÂÚËˇ ‰Û¯Ë Á‡‚Â¯‡ÂÚÒˇ ÙËÎÓÒÓÙÒÍÓ-ÍÓÒÏÓ„ÓÌË˜ÂÒÍ»Ã 

‡ÒÒÛÊ‰ÂÌËÂÏ Ó ÒÏ˚ÒÎÂ ‚ÒÂÎÂÌÌÓÈ Ë Ó ÌÂ‚ÓÁÏÓÊÌÓÒÚË Â„Ó ÔÓÒÚË„ÌÛÚ¸, Á‡ÍÎ˛˜‡ˇÒ¸ 

ÒÂÌÚÂÌˆËÂÈ: "ÕÂ ÁÌ‡ÂÏ Ï˚ ‰˚¯‡ /  Û‰‡ ÔÓÈ‰ÂÚ ‰Û¯‡" 

- * • * — Â-ˆÂ Ó‰ËÌ Ï Ó Ú ‡ ¬ ) ™ * ^ ^ — 0 ^ 

> ∆ » 1 ¸ ·Û‰ÂÚ ‚ ÚÂÎÂ ÌÓ‚ÓÏ?» 
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(22) ›ÚÓ ÔˇÏÓÈ Ì‡ÏÂÍ Ì‡ ‡ÒÔÓÒÚ‡ÌÂÌÌÛ˛ ‚ Ï‡ÒÓÌÒÍÓÈ ÒÂ‰Â ÚÂÓË˛ Ó 

ÔÎ‡ÚÓÌË˜ÂÒÍÓÏ ÏÂÚÂÏÔÒËıÓÁÂ, Û˜ÂÌËË Ó ÔÂÂÒÂÎÂÌËË ‰Û¯. 

–‡ÁÎË˜Ì˚Â ÏËÓ‚ÓÁÁÂÌ˜ÂÒÍËÂ ÛÒÚ‡ÌÓ‚ÍË ÔË‚Ó‰ˇÚ ‡‚ÚÓÓ‚ Í ‡ÁÌ˚Ï 

‚˚‚Ó‰‡Ï ‚ Á‡ÍÎ˛˜ËÚÂÎ¸Ì˚ı ÒÚÓÍ‡ı Ò‚ÓËı ÒÚËıÓÚ‚ÓÂÌËÈ. œÓÎÓÊËÚÂÎ¸ÌÓÂ 

ÓÍÓÌ˜‡ÌËÂ ·Ë·ÎÂÈÒÍÓÈ ÍÌË„Ë Á‡ÍÎ˛˜‡ÂÚÒˇ ‚ ÚÓÏ, ˜ÚÓ ÒÎÂ‰ÒÚ‚ËÂÏ ‚ÒÂı 

ÔÂ‰˚‰Û˘Ëı ÒÓÓ·‡ÊÂÌËÈ ˇ‚ÎˇÂÚÒˇ ÌÂÓ·ıÓ‰ËÏÓÒÚ¸ ÛÔÓÚÂ·ÎˇÚ¸ Í‡Í ÏÓÊÌÓ ÎÛ˜¯Â 

·ÓÊÂÒÚ‚ÂÌÌ˚È ‰‡ ÊËÁÌË. ¬ ¬ÛÎ¸„‡ÚÂ ÊÂ ‰Ó·‡‚ÎÂÌ˚ ÔÓÁÊÂ ‚ ÍÓÌˆÂ ÍÌË„Ë 

›ÍÍÎÂÁË‡ÒÚ‡ ÒÎÓ‚‡: "Deum time et mandata eius observa" (Vulgata 12: 13). 

flÍÓ ‚˚‡Ê‡ˇ Ò‚ÓÈ ÂÎˇÚË‚ËÁÏ, ¬ÓÎ¸ÚÂ ÛÔÓ‰Ó·ÎˇÂÚ ˜ÂÎÓ‚ÂÍ‡ Ò ÚÓ˜ÍÓÈ ‚Ó 

‚ÒÂÎÂÌÌÓÈ: ˝ÚÓ ÚËÔË˜Ì˚È ÔÓ˝ÚË˜ÂÒÍËÈ Ó·‡Á ‚ ‰ÛıÓ‚ÌÓÈ ÎËÚÂ‡ÚÛÂ XVIII ‚ÂÍ‡, 

Ó·‡ÁˆÓ‚Ó ÔÂ‰ÒÚ‡‚ÎÂÌÌ˚È, ÍÒÚ‡ÚË, ‚ Â„Ó ‡ÒÒÍ‡ÁÂ ÃËÍÓÏÂ„‡Ò (ÔÂÂ‚Â‰ÂÌÌÓÏ Ì‡ 

ÛÒÒÍËÈ —ÛÏ‡ÓÍÓ‚˚Ï ‚ 1759 „Ó‰Û). œËÏÂÌÂÌËÂ ÔËÎ‡„‡ÚÂÎ¸ÌÓ„Ó ≥≥ (ÔÓ‰Î˚È) Ë 

ÒÎÓ‚‡ neant, ÓÚÌÓÒˇ˘ËÂÒˇ Í ˜ÂÎÓ‚Â˜ÂÒÍÓÏÛ ÒÛ˘ÂÒÚ‚Û, ÓÚÏÂ˜‡ÂÚ ÌËÁÓÒÚ¸ Â„Ó 

ÔÓÎÓÊÂÌËˇ ‚Ó ‚ÒÂı ÒÏ˚ÒÎ‡ı ÔÓ Ò‡‚ÌÂÌË˛ Ò ¡Ó„ÓÏ; Ó·‡Á palais eternels (‚Â˜Ì˚ı 

˜ÂÚÓ„Ó‚) ‚ÁˇÚ ËÁ ÔˇÚÓÈ „Î‡‚˚ ›ÍÍÎÂÁË‡ÒÚ‡ (5: 1). ’Â‡ÒÍÓ‚ Ó·˙Â‰ËÌˇÂÚ ‚ 

ÔÓÒÎÂ‰ÌÂÈ ÒÚÓÙÂ Ò‚ÓÂ„Ó ÒÚËıÓÚ‚ÓÂÌËˇ ÌÂÍÓÚÓ˚Â ‚ÓÎ¸ÚÂÓ‚ÒÍËÂ Ó·‡Á˚ Ò 

·Ë·ÎÂÈÒÍËÏË; ÔËÚÓÏ ÓÌ Û·Ë‡ÂÚ ÛÍ‡Á‡ÌËˇ Ì‡ ÌË˜ÚÓÊÌÓÒÚ¸ ˜ÂÎÓ‚ÂÍ‡ Ë ‚‚Ó‰ËÚ 

·Ë·ÎÂÈÒÍËÈ ÏÓÚË‚ timor Dei. 

«‡ÍÎ˛˜ÂÌËÂ Û  ‡‡ÏÁËÌ‡ Á‡ÌËÏ‡ÂÚ ‰‚Â ÒÚÓÙ˚ Ë Á‡ÏÂÚÌÓ ÓÚÎË˜‡ÂÚÒˇ ÓÚ 

ÓÍÓÌ˜‡ÌËÈ ‰Û„Ëı ‡‚ÚÓÓ‚.  ‡‡ÏÁËÌ ÓÔËÒ˚‚‡ÂÚ Í‡˜ÂÒÚ‚‡ «‚ÂÎËÍÓ„Ó ÏÛÊ‡», 

ÔÂ‰ÒÚ‡‚Îˇ˛˘Â„Ó ÒÓ·ÓÈ Ó·‡ÁÂˆ Ô‡‚Â‰ÌËÍ‡; ˝ÚË Í‡˜ÂÒÚ‚‡ ˜ËÒÚÓ ‚ÌÛÚÂÌÌË, 

ÛÔ‡‚ÎˇÂÏ˚ ÔÂÏÛ‰ÓÒÚ¸˛; ‚ÏÂÒÚÓ Ó·‡Á‡ ·ÓˇÁÌË ¡Ó„‡ Û  ‡‡ÏÁËÌ‡ 

ÔÓÚË‚ÓÔÓÎÓÊÌÓÂ ÓÔËÒ‡ÌËÂ ·ÂÒÒÚ‡¯ÌÓ„Ó ˜ÂÎÓ‚ÂÍ‡: ÓÌ ÌÂ ·ÓËÚÒˇ ÒÏÂÚË, Ë·Ó ÓÌ‡, 

ÒÓ„Î‡ÒÌÓ Ï‡ÒÓÌÒÍÓÏÛ Û˜ÂÌË˛, ˇ‚ÎˇÂÚÒˇ ÎË¯¸ ÔÂÓ·‡ÊÂÌËÂÏ. ◊ÂÂÁ ÒÏÂÚ¸ 

˜ÂÎÓ‚ÂÍ ÒÚ‡ÌÓ‚ËÚÒˇ ·ÂÒÒÏÂÚÌ˚Ï, ÒÓ‚Â¯‡ˇ Ò‚ÓÂ Ó·ÓÊÂÒÚ‚ÎÂÌËÂ. ”  ‡‡ÏÁËÌ‡, 

Ú‡ÍËÏ Ó·‡ÁÓÏ, ÌÂÚ ÔÓÚË‚ÓÔÓÒÚ‡‚ÎÂÌËˇ ‚˚ÒÓÍÓ„Ó Ë ÌËÁÍÓ„Ó, ÔËÒÛ˘Â„Ó ÚÂÍÒÚ‡Ï 

¬ÓÎ¸ÚÂ‡ Ë ’Â‡ÒÍÓ‚‡; ˜ÂÎÓ‚Â˜ÂÒÍÓÂ ·˚ÚËÂ ‚ÍÎ˛˜‡ÂÚ ‚ ÒÂ·Â Í‡Í Ï‡ÚÂË‡Î¸Ì˚È Ú‡Í 

Ë ‰ÛıÓ‚Ì˚È ÏË: "ŒÌ ÚÂÎÓÏ Ì‡ ÁÂÏÎÂ, ÌÓ ÒÂ‰ˆÂÏ ‚ ÌÂ·ÂÒ‡ı". 
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¬ ËÚÓ„Â, ¬ÓÎ¸ÚÂ Ë ÛÒÒÍËÂ ÔÓ˝Ú˚-ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰˜ËÍË Ó·‡·ÓÚ‡ÎË ·Ë·ÎÂÈÒÍËÈ 

Ï‡ÚÂË‡Î ÍÌË„Ë ›ÍÍÎÂÁË‡ÒÚ‡ ‰ÓÒÚ‡ÚÓ˜ÌÓ ‚ÓÎ¸ÌÓ, ‚ ÒÓÓÚ‚ÂÒÚ‚ËË Ò Ëı 

ÏËÓ‚ÓÁÁÂÌ˜ÂÒÍËÏË Ë ÔÓ˝ÚË˜ÂÒÍËÏË ÛÒÚ‡ÌÓ‚Í‡ÏË; Ëı ÒÚËıË ˇÍÓ ÔÓÍ‡Á˚‚‡˛Ú 

ÔÓÌËÏ‡ÌËÂ Ë Ô‡ÍÚËÍÛ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰‡ ’ ÿ ‚ÂÍ‡. 

***** 

VII. MARIA CRISTINA BRAGONE (University of –‡ ≥‡), "  ËÒÚÓËË 

‚ÓÒÔËˇÚËˇ ›‡ÁÏ‡ –ÓÚÚÂ‰‡ÏÒÍÓ„Ó ‚ –ÓÒÒËË ‚ ’ ÿ ‚ÂÍÂ" 

÷ÂÎ¸˛ ‰‡ÌÌÓÈ ÒÚ‡Ú¸Ë ˇ‚ÎˇÂÚÒˇ ·Â„Î˚È Ó·ÁÓ ÛÒÒÍËı ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰Ó‚ 

ÔÂ‰‡„Ó„Ë˜ÂÒÍÓ„Ó Ú‡ÍÚ‡Ú‡ ›‡ÁÏ‡ –ÓÚÚÂ‰‡ÏÒÍÓ„Ó De civilitate morum puerilium 

(ÔÂ‚ÓÂ ËÁ‰‡ÌËÂ: ¡‡ÁÂÎ¸, 1530), ÍÓÚÓ˚Â ÔÓˇ‚ËÎËÒ¸ ‚ –ÓÒÒËË ‚ XVIII ‚ÂÍÂ, Ë 

‚˚ˇ‚ÎÂÌËÂ ÌÂÍÓÚÓ˚ı Ëı ı‡‡ÍÚÂËÒÚËÍ. 

¬ ˜‡ÒÚÌÓÒÚË, ·Û‰ÛÚ ÔÓÒÏÓÚÂÌ˚ ÒÎÂ‰Û˛˘ËÂ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰˚: 

‡) ÛÍÓÔËÒÌ˚È ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰, ÒÓÒÚ‡‚ÎÂÌÌ˚È ». œ‡ÛÒÓÏ ‚ Ì‡˜‡ÎÂ XVIII ‚ÂÍ‡; 

·) ÔÂ˜‡ÚÌ˚È ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰, ÒÓÒÚ‡‚ÎÂÌÌ˚È ¿. ÃÂÎ¸„ÛÌÓ‚˚Ï Ë ‚˚¯Â‰¯ËÈ ‚ 

ÃÓÒÍ‚Â ‚ 1788 „. 

ƒ‡ÌÌÓÂ ÒÓ˜ËÌÂÌËÂ ›‡ÁÏ‡, ÍÓÚÓÓÂ ÒÓ‰ÂÊËÚ ÌÓÏ˚ ˝ÚËÍÂÚ‡ Ë Ô‡‚ËÎ‡ 

ÔÓ‚Â‰ÂÌËˇ ‰Îˇ ‰ÂÚÂÈ, ·˚ÎÓ ËÁ‚ÂÒÚÌÓ ‚ –ÓÒÒËË ‡Ì¸¯Â XVIII ‚ÂÍ‡: ‚ 

‰ÂÈÒÚ‚ËÚÂÎ¸ÌÓÒÚË, ÓÌÓ ·˚ÎÓ ÔÂÂ‚Â‰ÂÌÓ, ÔÓ ‚ÒÂÈ ‚ÂÓˇÚÌÓÒÚË, ≈ÔËÙ‡ÌËÂÏ 

—Î‡‚ËÌÂˆÍËÏ ‚Ó ‚ÚÓÓÈ ÔÓÎÓ‚ËÌÂ XVII ‚ÂÍ‡ Ì‡ ÓÒÌÓ‚Â ÔÓÎ¸ÒÍÓ„Ó ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰‡ 

‚ÓÔÓÒÓ-ÓÚ‚ÂÚÌÓÈ ÔÂÂ‰ÂÎÍË Ú‡ÍÚ‡Ú‡, ÔËÌ‡‰ÎÂÊ‡˘ÂÈ –ÂÈÌı‡‰Û ’‡‰‡Ï‡Ë˛ 

ÀÓËıÛ, Ë ÔÓÎ¸ÁÓ‚‡ÎÓÒ¸ ‰ÓÒÚ‡ÚÓ˜ÌÓ ·ÓÎ¸¯ËÏ ÛÒÔÂıÓÏ, Í‡Í Ò‚Ë‰ÂÚÂÎ¸ÒÚ‚ÛÂÚ 

ÍÓÎË˜ÂÒÚ‚Ó Â„Ó ÒÔËÒÍÓ‚, ÍÓÚÓ˚Â ‚ÓÒıÓ‰ˇÚ ÍÓ ‚ÚÓÓÈ ÔÓÎÓ‚ËÌÂ XVII ‚ÂÍ‡, Í 

Ì‡˜‡ÎÛ Ë Í ÔÂ‚ÓÈ ÔÓÎÓ‚ËÌÂ XVIII ‚ÂÍ‡. œÂÂ‚Ó‰ ≈ÔËÙ‡ÌËˇ —Î‡‚ËÌÂˆÍÓ„Ó 

‡ÒÔÓÒÚ‡ÌËÎÒˇ ·ÂÁ ÛÍ‡Á‡ÌËˇ ‡‚ÚÓ‡ ÒÓ˜ËÌÂÌËˇ Ë ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰˜ËÍ‡. 
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  Ì‡˜‡ÎÛ XVIII ‚ÂÍ‡ ÓÚÌÓÒËÚÒˇ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰ Ú‡ÍÚ‡Ú‡ ›‡ÁÏ‡, ÒÓÒÚ‡‚ÎÂÌÌ˚È 

»Ó„‡ÌÌÓÏ œ‡ÛÒÓÏ (1670-1735), ˜ÂÌÓ‚ÓÈ Ë ˜‡ÒÚË˜Ì˚È ·ÂÎÓ‚ÓÈ ÒÔËÒÍË ÍÓÚÓÓ„Ó 

ı‡ÌˇÚÒˇ ‚ –ÛÍÓÔËÒÌÓÏ ŒÚ‰ÂÎÂ ¡¿Õ ‚ œÂÚÂ·Û„Â (˜ÂÌÓ‚ÓÈ ÒÔËÒÓÍ: 26.3.1.10, 

21ÎÎ.; ·ÂÎÓ‚ÓÈ ÒÔËÒÓÍ: 26.3.1.11,4 ÎÎ.). 

œÂÂ‚Ó‰ œ‡ÛÒ‡ ‚ ˜ÂÌÓ‚ËÍÂ ÓÁ‡„Î‡‚ÎÂÌ «Î‡Ú‡ˇ ÍÌËÊËˆ‡ ≈.–. Ó „ÓÊÂÌËË 

Ì‡‚, ËÎË Ó ·Î‡„Ó˜ËÌÌÓÏ ‰‚ËÊÂÌËË ÚÂÎ‡ ˆ‚ÂÚˇ˘Ëˇ ÏÎ‡‰ÓÒÚË. ¿‚ÚÓ ÒÓ˜ËÌÂÌËˇ 

ÛÍ‡Á‡Ì ËÌËˆË‡Î‡ÏË; Ì‡ ÔÓÎˇı ÔÂ‚Ó„Ó ÎËÒÚ‡, ˇ‰ÓÏ Ò Á‡„Î‡‚ËÂÏ, ÔÓÏÂ˘ÂÌ‡ Á‡ÔËÒ¸: 

"Erasmi de Civilit: morum". Õ‡ Ó·ÎÓÊÍÂ ˜ÂÌÓ‚ËÍ‡ Ì‡ıÓ‰ËÚÒˇ ÒÎÂ‰Û˛˘‡ˇ Ì‡‰ÔËÒ¸: 

"«Î‡Ú‡ˇ ÍÌËÊËˆ‡ ≈‡ÒÏ‡ –. Ó ˆ‚ÂÚÛ˘ÂÈ ÏÎ‡‰ÓÒÚË". »ÌËˆË‡Î˚ ≈.–. ÔÓˇ‚Îˇ˛ÚÒˇ 

Ú‡ÍÊÂ ‚ ·ÂÎÓ‚ËÍÂ, Á‡„Î‡‚ËÂ ÍÓÚÓÓ„Ó, ÔÓÏÂ˘ÂÌÌÓÂ Ì‡ Ó·ÎÓÊÍÂ, Á‚Û˜ËÚ ÔÓ˜ÚË 

Ó‰ËÌ‡ÍÓ‚Ó:  ÌËÊËˆ‡ ≈.–. ÁÎ‡Ú‡ˇ Ì‡Â˜ÂÌÌ‡, Ó „ÓÊÂÌËË Ì‡‚ ËÎË Ó ·Î‡„Ó˜ËÌÌÓÏ 

‰‚ËÊÂÌËË ÚÂÎ‡ ˆ‚ÂÚÛ˘Ëˇ ÏÎ‡‰ÓÒÚË. Õ‡ ÔÓÎˇı ˜ÂÌÓ‚ËÍ‡, ‚ÔÎÓÚ¸ ‰Ó „Î‡‚˚ Œ 

Ì‡‚‡ı Ë ÒÚÓˇÌËË ÚÂÎ‡ ‚ ˆÂÍ‚Â, ÔÓÏÂ˘ÂÌ˚ ‡ÁÌ˚Â Á‡ÏÂÚÍË, ‚ ÓÒÌÓ‚ÌÓÏ Ì‡ 

Î‡ÚËÌÒÍÓÏ ˇÁ˚ÍÂ, ÍÓÚÓ˚Â ÔË‚Ó‰ˇÚ Î‡ÚËÌÒÍÓÂ Á‡„Î‡‚ËÂ „Î‡‚˚ ËÎË ÛÍ‡Á˚‚‡˛Ú Ì‡ 

ÔÂ‰ÏÂÚ, Ó ÍÓÚÓÓÏ Ë‰ÂÚ Â˜¸ ‚ ÚÂÍÒÚÂ. 

œÂÂ‚Ó‰ œ‡ÛÒ‡ ÌÂ ËÁÎÓÊÂÌ ‚ ‚ÓÔÓÒÓ-ÓÚ‚ÂÚÌÓÈ ÙÓÏÂ, ÔÓÒÍÓÎ¸ÍÛ ÓÌ ÌÂ 

ÓÒÌÓ‚˚‚‡ÎÒˇ Ì‡ ÔÂÂ‡·ÓÚÍÂ ’‡‰‡Ï‡Ëˇ, ‡ Ì‡ ÓË„ËÌ‡Î¸ÌÓÏ ÚÂÍÒÚÂ Ú‡ÍÚ‡Ú‡ 

›‡ÁÏ‡, ‡ ÚÓ˜ÌÂÂ, ÔÓ ÏÌÂÌË˛ Õ. –Â‚ÛÌÂÌÍÓ‚ÓÈ, Ì‡ „‡Ï·Û„ÒÍÓÏ ËÁ‰‡ÌËË 1678 „. Ì‡ 

Î‡ÚËÌÒÍÓÏ Ë ÌÂÏÂˆÍÓÏ ˇÁ˚Í‡ı. ÃÌÂ Û‰‡ÎÓÒ¸ ÔÓÒÏÓÚÂÚ¸ ÎÂÈÔˆË„ÒÍÓÂ ËÁ‰‡ÌËÂ 

1685 „., ÍÓÚÓÓÂ ÓÁ‡„Î‡‚ÎÂÌÓ: Liber aureus Erasmi Roterodami, De civilitate morum 

puerilium. Das ist: Ein gtildenes Buchlein des Erasmi Roterodami von Hbfligkeit der 

Sitten und Geburden der bluhenden Jugend. 

¬ Ò‚ÓÂÈ ‡·ÓÚÂ œ‡ÛÒ ËÒÔÓÎ¸ÁÓ‚‡Î ÌÂÏÂˆÍËÈ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰ ÚÂÍÒÚ‡ ›‡ÁÏ‡ Ë 

ÓËÂÌÚËÓ‚‡ÎÒˇ Ì‡ ‰ÓÒÚ‡ÚÓ˜ÌÓ ‰ÓÒÎÓ‚ÌÓÂ ‚ÓÒÔÓËÁ‚Â‰ÂÌËÂ ÓË„ËÌ‡Î‡, Í‡Í 

‰ÓÍ‡Á˚‚‡ÂÚ, Ì‡ÔËÏÂ, ÒÎÂ‰Û˛˘‡ˇ ˆËÚ‡Ú‡: 

Munus autem formandi pueritiam multis constat partibus, qvarum sicuti prima, 
ita, prscipua, ut tenellus animus imbibat pietatis seminaria: Proxima, ut liberates 
disciplinas & amet & perdiscat (c. 3) 
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Das Ampt aber die Jugend zu unterweisen / stehet in vielen StQcken / unter 
welchen das Erste auch das filrnehmste ist / daB ein Knabe den Samen wahrer 
Gottesfurcht / das ist / der reinen Lehre / von Kindheit auf empfange. Darnach / daB er 
die freyen Kunste / Zucht und Erbarkeit beydes lieb habe / auch lerae und fasse. (c. 3) 

◊ËÌ ‚‡ÁÛÏÎˇÚË ÏÎ‡‰ÓÒÚ¸ ÒÓÒÚÓËÚÒˇ ‚Ó ÏÌÓ„Ëı ˜‡ÒÚÂı, ÓÚ ÌËıÊÂ ÔÂ‚‡ˇ Ë 
Ì‡˜‡ÎÌ‡ˇ ÂÒÚ¸, ˜ÚÓ· ÓÚÓÍ ÒÂÏˇ Ô‡‚Â‰Ì˚ˇ ËÎË ËÒÚËÌÌ˚ˇ ·Ó„Ó·ÓˇÁÌÓÒÚË, ÒËÂ˜¸ 
˜ËÒÚ‡„Ó Û˜ÂÌËˇ ÓÚ ÏÎ‡‰ÂÌÒÚ‚‡ ‚˙ÔËˇÎ. œÓÚÓÏÊÂ ˜ÚÓ· ÓÌ ÛÏÌ‡ˇ ıÛ‰ÓÊÂÒÚ‚‡, 
Ì‡Í‡Á‡ÌËÂ Ë ˜ÂÒÚÌÓÒÚ¸ ‚ÓÁÎ˛·ËÎ, Ì‡Û˜ËÎÒˇ Ë ÒÂ‰ˆÂÏ ‚ÌËÏ‡Î: (26.3.1.11, Î. 2). 

¬ 1788 „. ‚ ÃÓÒÍ‚Â ‚˚¯ÂÎ ÌÓ‚˚È ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰ De civilitate morum puerilium ‚ 

‰‚Ûı ‡ÁÌ˚ı ËÁ‰‡ÌËˇı, Ó‰ÌÓ ËÁ ÍÓÚÓ˚ı ÒÓ‰ÂÊËÚ ÚÂÍÒÚ ÚÓÎ¸ÍÓ Ì‡ ÛÒÒÍÓÏ ˇÁ˚ÍÂ, 

‡ ‰Û„ÓÂ Ô‡‡ÎÎÂÎ¸ÌÓ Ì‡ Î‡ÚËÌÒÍÓÏ Ë ÛÒÒÍÓÏ ˇÁ˚Í‡ı. ¬ Ó·ÓËı ËÁ‰‡ÌËˇı, ÔÓÒÎÂ 

ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰‡ De civilitate, Ì‡ıÓ‰ËÚÒˇ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰ Ú‡ÍÚ‡Ú‡ ËÁ‚ÂÒÚÌÓ„Ó „ÛÏ‡ÌËÒÚ‡ ’Û‡Ì‡ 

ÀÛËÒ‡ ¬Ë‚ÂÒ‡ –ÛÍÓ‚Ó‰ÒÚ‚Ó Í ÏÛ‰ÓÒÚË. 

œÓÎÌÓÂ Á‡„Î‡‚ËÂ ˝ÚÓ„Ó ÌÓ‚Ó„Ó ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰‡ ÒÎÂ‰Û˛˘ÂÂ: ≈‡ÁÏ‡ 

–ÓÚÂÓ‰‡ÏÒÍ‡„Ó ÃÓÎÓ‰˚Ï ‰ÂÚˇÏ Ì‡ÛÍ‡ Í‡Í ‰ÓÎÊÌÓ ÒÂ·ˇ ‚ÂÒÚË Ë Ó·ıÓ‰ËÚ¸Òˇ Ò 

‰Û„ËÏË. Õ‡ ÚËÚÛÎ¸ÌÓÏ ÎËÒÚÂ Ó·˙ˇ‚ÎˇÂÚÒˇ, ˜ÚÓ ÚÂÍÒÚ ·˚Î ÔÂÂ‚Â‰ÂÌ Ò Î‡ÚËÌÒÍÓ„Ó 

Û˜ËÚÂÎÂÏ ¿ÎÂÍÒ‡Ì‰ÓÏ ÃÂÎ˚ÛÌÓ‚˚Ï "‰Îˇ ÔÓÎ¸Á˚ Ó·Û˜‡˛˘Â„ÓÒˇ ‚ ÃÓÒÍÓ‚ÒÍÓÈ 

—Î‡‚ÂÌÓ-√ÂÍÓ-À‡ÚËÌÒÍÓÈ ¿Í‡‰ÂÏËË ˛ÌÓ¯ÂÒÚ‚‡". 

ƒÎˇ Ò‚ÓÂÈ ‡·ÓÚ˚ ÃÂÎ¸„ÛÌÓ‚ ËÒÔÓÎ¸ÁÓ‚‡Î ÚÂÍÒÚ ›‡ÁÏ‡ ·ÂÁ ÔÂÂ‡·ÓÚÓÍ, 

ÒÍÓÂÂ ‚ÒÂ„Ó, Í‡Í Ò˜ËÚ‡ÂÚ Õ. –Â‚ÛÌÂÌÍÓ‚‡, ÙÂÈ·Û„ÒÍÓÂ ËÁ‰‡ÌËÂ 1530 „., Ú.Â. 

ÔËÊËÁÌÂÌÌÓÂ ËÁ‰‡ÌËÂ ÒÓ˜ËÌÂÌËˇ. ◊ÚÓ Í‡Ò‡ÂÚÒˇ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰‡, ÃÂÎ¸„ÛÌÓ‚ ÌÂ ÒÚÓÎ¸ÍÓ 

ÓËÂÌÚËÓ‚‡ÎÒˇ Ì‡ ‰ÓÒÎÓ‚ÌÓÂ ‚ÓÒÔÓËÁ‚Â‰ÂÌËÂ ÓË„ËÌ‡Î‡, ÒÍÓÎ¸ÍÓ ÒÚ‡‡ÎÒˇ, 

˜ÚÓ·˚ ÒÓ‚ÂÚ˚ Ë ÛÍ‡Á‡ÌËˇ ·˚ÎË ÔÓÌˇÚÌ˚ ÏÓÎÓ‰˚Ï Û˜ÂÌËÍ‡Ï, ËÌÓ„‰‡ Ë ˜ÂÂÁ 

ÓÚÌÓÒËÚÂÎ¸ÌÓÂ ÛÔÓ˘ÂÌËÂ ÚÂÍÒÚ‡. —ÎÂ‰Û˛˘‡ˇ ˆËÚ‡Ú‡ ÔË‚Ó‰ËÚ ËÌÚÂÂÒÌ˚È 

ÔËÏÂ: 

Picturae quidem veteres nobis loquuntur, olim singularis cuiusdam modestiae 
fuisse semiclusis oculis obtueri: quemadmodum apud Hispanos guosdam semipcetis 
intueri blandum haheri videtur & amicum: item ex picturis discimus, olim contractis 
strictisque labiis esse, probitatis fuisse argumentum. (c.10) 
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’ÓÚˇ ‚ ÔÂÊÌËˇ ‚ÂÏÂÌ‡, Í‡Í ‚Ë‰ËÏ Ï˚ Ì‡ ÒÚ‡ËÌÌ˚ı Í‡ÚËÌ‡ı, Á‡ 
ÓÒÓ·ÂÌÌÛ˛ ÌÂÍÓÚÓÛ˛ ÔÓ˜ËÚ‡ÎÓÒ¸ ÒÍÓÏÌÓÒÚ¸ ÒÏÓÚÂÚ¸ Ì‡ ‰Û„‡„Ó ÔË˘ÛË‚¯Ë 
„Î‡Á‡: Ú‡Í Í‡Í ÌÂÍÓÚÓ˚Â Ë ËÁ √Ë¯Ô‡ÌˆÓ‚ Á‡ Î‡ÒÍÓ‚‡„Ó Ë Ó·ıÓ‰ËÚÂÎ¸Ì‡„Ó ÔÓ˜ËÚ‡ÎË 
ÚÓ„Ó, ÍÚÓ ‚ ÔÓÎÓ‚ËÌÛ „Î‡Á ÒÏÓÚËÚ: Ú‡ÍÊÂ Â˘Â ËÁ ÊË‚ÓÔËÒÂÈ Ì‡Û˜‡ÂÏÒˇ, ˜ÚÓ ‚ 
‰Â‚ÌËˇ ‚ÂÏÂÌ‡ ÒË‰ÂÚ¸ ÒÊ‡‚¯Ë Ë ÒÓÏÍÌÛ‚¯Ë „Û·˚, ·˚ÎÓ ‰ÓÍ‡Á‡ÚÂÎ¸ÒÚ‚ÓÏ 
ÌÂÔÓÓ˜ÌÓÒÚË, (Ò. 11) 

»Ú‡Í, ˜ÚÓ·˚ ÔÓ‰‚ÂÒÚË ÌÂÍÓÚÓ˚Â ËÚÓ„Ë, ÏÓÊÌÓ ÒÍ‡Á‡Ú¸, ˜ÚÓ ‚ XVIII ‚ÂÍÂ 

Ú‡ÍÚ‡Ú ›‡ÁÏ‡ ÔÓÎ¸ÁÓ‚‡ÎÒˇ ‰ÓÒÚ‡ÚÓ˜ÌÓ ¯ËÓÍËÏ ÛÒÔÂıÓÏ, ÔÓÒÍÓÎ¸ÍÛ ÒÛ˘ÂÒÚ‚Û˛Ú 

ÚË ‡ÁÌ˚ı Â„Ó ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰‡, ËÁ ÍÓÚÓ˚ı ÔÂ‚˚È ·˚Î Ò‰ÂÎ‡Ì ‚Ó ‚ÚÓÓÈ ÔÓÎÓ‚ËÌÂ XVII 

‚ÂÍ‡, ÌÓ ‡ÒÔÓÒÚ‡ÌˇÎÒˇ Ë ‚ ÔÂ‚ÓÈ ÔÓÎÓ‚ËÌÂ XVIII ‚ÂÍ‡. 

œÂÂ‚Ó‰˚ ·˚ÎË ÒÓÒÚ‡‚ÎÂÌ˚ Ì‡ ÓÒÌÓ‚Â ‡ÁÌ˚ı ËÁ‰‡ÌËÈ Ë Ò ‡ÁÌ˚ı ˇÁ˚ÍÓ‚. 

œÂ‚˚È ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰ ÒËÎ¸ÌÓ ÓÚÎË˜‡ÂÚÒˇ ÓÚ ÔÓÒÎÂ‰Û˛˘Ëı, ÔÓÒÍÓÎ¸ÍÛ ·˚Î Ò‰ÂÎ‡Ì 

ÔÓÎ¸ÁÛˇÒ¸ ‚ÓÔÓÒÓ-ÓÚ‚ÂÚÌÓÈ ÔÂÂ‡·ÓÚÍÓÈ ÚÂÍÒÚ‡ ›‡ÁÏ‡, ÔÓ ‚ÒÂÈ ‚ÂÓˇÚÌÓÒÚË Ò 

ÔÓÎ¸ÒÍÓ„Ó. ¬ÚÓÓÈ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰ ·˚Î ÒÓÒÚ‡‚ÎÂÌ Ò ÌÂÏÂˆÍÓ„Ó, ‡ ÚÓÎ¸ÍÓ ÔÓÒÎÂ‰ÌËÈ Ò 

Î‡ÚËÌÒÍÓ„Ó. 

◊ÚÓ Í‡Ò‡ÂÚÒˇ ÓÚÌÓ¯ÂÌËˇ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰˜ËÍÓ‚ Í ÚÂÍÒÚÛ, ÓÚÏÂ˜‡ÂÚÒˇ ÔÂÂıÓ‰ ÓÚ 

‰ÓÒÚ‡ÚÓ˜ÌÓ ÚÓ˜ÌÓ„Ó ‚ÓÒÔÓËÁ‚Â‰ÂÌËˇ ÓË„ËÌ‡Î‡ Í ·ÓÎÂÂ 'Ò‚Ó·Ó‰ÌÓÏÛ' ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰Û, 

ÍÓÚÓ˚È, ÒÍÓÂÂ ‚ÒÂ„Ó, Ô˚Ú‡ÂÚÒˇ ‰ÂÎ‡Ú¸ ÚÂÍÒÚ Ú‡ÍÚ‡Ú‡ ›‡ÁÏ‡ ·ÓÎÂÂ ‰ÓÒÚÛÔÌ˚Ï 

ÏÓÎÓ‰˚Ï Û˜ÂÌËÍ‡Ï. 
***** 
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ARTICLES 

I. KHERASKOV TRANSLATOR OF POPE: A RUSSIAN MANUSCRIPT IN 

VENICE AND THE BIRTH OF RUSSIAN SENTIMENTALISM' 

I 

In his bibliography of English poetry of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries 

in Russian translation Iu.D. Levin lists several editions of Pope's Eloisa to Abelard for 

the period 1765-1806. The first anonymous translation was published no less than five 

times: 

* Epistola Eloizy ÍÓ Obelardu, in Sto novykh novostei sochineniia gospozhi 

Gomes, 1.1, SPb. 1765, pp. 175-196; 

* Iroida I. Eloiza ÍÓ Abelardu, published in a small volume in which also 

appeared Iroida II. Armida Í Rinol'du, SPb., s. d. [but 1773],2 pp. 5-19; 

* Iroida, Eloiza Í Abelardu, in Modnoe ezhemesiachnoe izdanie, Hi biblioteka 

dlia damskogo tualeta, SPb. 1779, ch. I, fevral', pp. 83-97; 

* Iroida. Eloiza ÍÓ Abelardu, in Novye ezhemesiachnye sochineniia, ch. Ill, SPb. 

1786, sentiabr', pp. 78-103; 

* Eloiza ÍÓ Abelardu, in Sobranie noveishikh pesen i raznykh liubovnykh 

stikhotvorenii,M. 1791, ch. l,pp. 152-166.3 

Levin, although not discussing the question of the source of this translation in 

any detail, speculates that a French version was likely to have been used. However 

neither Levin,4 nor other scholars of the Russian reception of English literature in 

general and of Pope in particular, deal with the question of the translator's identity.5 In a 

study devoted to a different topic R.M. Gorokhova is the only scholar to suggest the 

name of Mikhail Kheraskov as a possible translator of Epistola Eloizy Í Abelardu.6 

Gorokhova bases her hypothesis on the fact that the 1773 edition comprises two texts: 
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the translation from Pope and Armida k Rinol'du, i.e. a reworking of a long poem 

entitled Armida which first appeared in 1760 in Poleznoe uveselenie, the journal that 

Kheraskov edited at Moscow University from January 1760 to June 1762. 

Once again the author of the translation is not mentioned. Yet because 

Kheraskov's name appears at the end of an issue that included other works certainly 

authored by the writer, as if he intended to sign the whole issue, Gorokhova concludes 

that all the works gathered in the 1773 edition belong to him. 

This attribution is confirmed by a manuscript I recently found in Venice which 

includes the same text as the one appearing in the 1765 edition.7 Key information is 

given at the end of the manuscript, such as the place of publication (Moscow), the 

translator's name (Kheraskov), the year of the translation (1758) and the fact that a 

French version of Pope's text had been used. 

II 

Analysis of the five editions listed above, which Levin regarded as re-prints of 

the same text, in fact reveals two different versions: on the one hand, four virtually 

identical editions and, on the other, the substantially different 1765 edition. 

What then is the relationship between the two different editions and which is the 

source of the translation? Some light on these issues is shed by the 1773 edition in 

which each text is introduced by a note which is worth quoting in full: 

The Primechanie to Iroida I. Eloiza ÍÓ Abelardu (p. 2) states that: 

Sei perevod uchinen eshche v 1755 gode, i bez pozvoleniia trudiashchiagosia v 
onom, mezhdu skazkami vesma neizpravno napechatan, a potomu, chto on plodami 
molodosti pochitat'sia dolzhen, to i zdes' nakhodiashchiiasia pogreshnosti strogo 
vzyskivaemy byt' ne mogut. 

The following text, Iroida II. Armida Í Rinol 'du, also begins with a Primechanie 
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(p. 20) asseerting that: 

Sleduiushchaia iroida vziata iz Tassovoi piimy, Osvobozhdennyi Ierusalim; 
prezhde ona napechatana byla v Poleznom Uveselenii, a nyne s ispravleniem 
vtorichnym tisneniem izdaetsia. 

We shall first discuss the question of the source. 

The editorial formula of the 1773 edition is very close to Charles-Pierre 

Colardeau's Epitres amoureuses d'Heloise a Abailard, et d'Armide a Renaud (Paris, 

1758), a successful volume which established the French fashion for the Ovidian heroic 

epistle, a genre widely popular throughout Europe. For a long time the similarities in the 

'packaging' of the texts led scholars to believe that the 1773 anonymous edition was a 

straight translation from Colardeau.8 In actual fact the introductory notes quoted earlier 

contain statements that, if taken at face value, would pre-empt such assumptions: firstly 

the translation of Eloiza Í Abelardu was done before 1758; secondly the author of 

Armida Í Rinol 'du drew directly from Tasso. 

Supported by these claims Gorokhova concludes that Colardeau's volume (about 

which, incidentally, we do not know when it fell in Kheraskov's hands) may have 

stimulated the future author of Rossiiada to revise and adapt his youthful translation of 

Epistola Eloizy (drawn from a French version appearing before Colardeau's), to write, 

or perhaps just to restyle, Armida and finally to re-issue the two texts together. 

As suggested by Gorokhova, Kheraskov may have known Gerusalemme via the 

French version of Jean-Baptiste de Mirabaud.9 Therefore, in my view, he could have 

planned a work on Armida's woes independently from Colardeau only to discover later 

that the Frenchman had already already translated it. Alternatively Kheraskov may have 

been encouraged by Colardeau's success to address the same topic, but drawing directly 

from Tasso. 

Either way, in the 1773 edition Kheraskov would have limited himself to make 
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his own translation conform more closely to the canons of the Heroides. Hence 
Kheraskov may have added the two introductory notes precisely with the intention of 
minimizing Colardeau's influence by implicitly stressing his independence from a text 
that he would have certainly known in 1773, but that now risked to be regarded as his 
source. 

Gorokhova's conclusions are particularly perceptive considering that she 
probably was not in the position to compare the texts she discusses, for a comparison of 
the two editions clearly reveals that Colardeau could not have been Kheraskov's source. 
Moreover, the general tone of his Armida k Rinol'du differs from Colardeau's version, 
being to some extent closer to the second part of the sixteenth canto of Tasso's poem. 

Similarly, Epistola Eloizy presents significant points of difference from 
Colardeau's: whilst the first edition is chronologically incompatible with the Epitre 
amoureuse d'Heloise a Abailard, the second was not influenced by Colardeau's free re-
working of Pope, in which the French author, unconcerned with a faithful translation, 
had opted for fluent Alexandrines ("plus imitee que traduite", is stated on p. 9 of the 
Avis de I'editeur in the above mentioned edition). 

On the contrary, Kheraskov's first edition is a very accurate rendition of Pope's 
work. The changes made in the second edition do not reflect a wider freedom from the 
original as it would perhaps have happened if Kheraskov had been influenced by a 
French verse edition (being that Colardeau's or one of the many free translations 
appearing between 1758 and 1773), something that would have entailed re-writing the 
work ex novo. 

In order to explain the proximity of the first edition to Pope's text we need to 
presume that the intermediary French translation mentioned in the manuscript was 
rather literal. 

The only edition that seems to share this feature and to be chronologically 
compatible with Kheraskov's version is the one appeared in the six volumes (Euvres 
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diverses de Pope. Traduites de I'anglois. Nouvelle edition, considirablement 
augmentee, avec de tres belles figures en taille-douce published in 1754 by Arkstee & 
Merkus (Amsterdam and Leipzig). The GSuvres diverses de Pope, which represents the 
first extensive French collection of Pope's work including Eloisa to Abelard, was edited 
by Elie de Joncourt and based on the Warburton edition.10 

Each new edition of this collection of Pope's work was supplemented with fresh 
translations,11 hence the appearence of multiple versions of the same text. The same 
applies to Eloisa to Abelard, although in the first volume of the 1754 edition only one 
version, the extremely accurate prose translation entitled Epitre d'Heloise a Abailard, is 
included (at pages 327-345).12 The author was Fiquet du Bocage whose translation had 
already appeared with minor variations in a miscellany of English works. It is 
therefore plausible that Kheraskov drew from Fiquet du Bocage's prose translation for 
his Epistola Eloizy. At the same time it cannot be ruled out altogether that in the period 
between the first and second edition Kheraskov did not have access to the original either 
directly (although few among contemporary Russian literati could read English) or via 
an acquaintance. The Preduvedomlenie appended to the translation in the 1773 edition 
in which the historical antecedents of the text are outlined coincides almost word for 
word with Pope's The Argument whilst being absent from the prose version discussed 
above and totally different from that of Colardeau's edition. 

In any case, a degree of awareness about the faithfulness of the translation 
emerges in the Preduvedomlenie where the Epistola is described as "chastiiu 
posledovana podlinniku na aglinskom iazyke, chastiiu so vsem vziata iz onago" (p. 4), a 
statement that perfectly encapsulates the features of Kheraskov's translation. 

Ill 
A close reading of the first statement quoted above also reveals a few hints 

useful for reconstructing the text's history. The Preduvedomlenie states that the first 
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edition of the translation, which came out a decade after it had been made, had not been 
authorized by its author. On the contrary the anonymous translator declares himself 
unhappy with this edition seemingly for three reasons: the clumsiness due to youthful 
ineptness, the numerous mistakes and misinterpretations, and its insertion "mezhdu 
skazkami", i.e. sandwiched between fictional stories inappropriate to the nature of 
Pope's text. 

We shall start from this latter point. It is true that the miscellany in which the 
first translation of 1765 appeared was not appropriate for Pope's long and passionate 
monologue depicting the vicissitudes of Abelard and Eloisa, their desperate declaration 
of love and general reflections on the tragic conflict between the promptings of the heart 
and social constraints. Sto novykh novostei is the Russian version of Cent nouvelles 
nouvelles, a popular collection of French tales of love and adventure written in the 
1730s by Madeleine-Angelique Poisson de Gomez.14 Moreover, starting from the very 
first page of the first volume the anonymous Russian editor openly admitted the 
somewhat erratic genesis of the collection, a feature it must be said, far from uncommon 
at the time. 

Sochineniia gospozhi Gomets na frantsuzskom iazyke takuiu ot publiki 
pokhvalu imeut, chto ia nashed nekotorye manuskripty perevedennyia iz sta novykh 
novostei voznamerilsia predat' ikh pechati; khotia ia tochno i ne znaiu, kto nad 
onymi trudilsia [...] a chto ia onoi v nekotorykh mestakh perepravil, to proizoshlo ot 
mnogokratnykh perepisok, ibo vse manuskripty buduchi cherez mnogie ruki 
spisyvaemy, obyknovenno nakonets iz khoroshikh khudymi stanoviatsia [...]. 

It is not therefore surprising that the anonymous translator of Pope, i.e. 
Kheraskov (whose choice of text revealed as we shall see, a far higher literary profile 
and poetic sensitivity), was unhappy about such unsuitable coexistence (his, by the way, 
was the only poem in the collection) and about the unscrupulous editorial approach. 
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But is this episode of a then common editorial deviousness able to explain the 

decision to include such a disclaimer eight years after the first edition and the decision 

to re-print the same note after a further six years?15 In other words, why such 

persistence in deploring the accidental character of that first edition nearly three decades 

later? 

In order to answer these questions it is necessarily to look into the history of 

Pope's reception in Russia and to the literary interests of the first likely translator of 

Eloisa to Abelard in Russian: Kheraskov. 

√ 

In 1755 Kheraskov arrived in Moscow to take up an administrative post at the 

newly founded University, of which in 1761 he was to become director (kurator). 1755 

is also the year of Kheraskov's literary debut.16 At that time a group of young literati 

who, like Kheraskov, belonged to Sumarokov's "school", had gathered at Moscow 

University. Kheraskov was soon to become the focus of the group, a literary entourage 

that was instrumental in the creation of his literary journals of the early 1760s: Poleznoe 

uveselenie, Svobodnye chasy, Nevinnoe uprazhnenie, Dobroe namerenie. In parallel, as 

was customary at the time, Kheraskov looked with interest at European literature and 

tried his hand at translating and reworking foreign works. 

Two works by Pope were already circulating at that time in a Russian translation 

made via a French intermediary version. These were two prose translations of the 

heroic-comic poem The Rape of the Lock, which date to the late 1740s; the first, by I. V. 

Shishkin remained in manuscript form, the second penned by an anonymous translator 

was published in 1761. In 1754 Lomonosov's pupil Nikolai Popovskii tried to publish 

his verse translation of the philosophical poem Essay on Man. The Holy Synod, 

however, refused the imprimatur until 1757, when the translation, revised according to 

the Synod's demands, was finally published.17 

Kheraskov certainly knew Popovskii's translation of Essay on Man and 
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approved its faithfulness to the original. Possibly Kheraskov had read the Russian 

translation in its manuscript form in 1754, the year in which the translation was carried 

out, while in St Peterburg where both he and Popovskii lived at the time. 

Interest in Pope was certainly in the air. In 1761 Moscow University Press, for 

example, in addition to the anonymous translation of The Rape of the Lock 

(Pokhishchennyi lokon volosov), also published The Temple of Fame (Khram slavy).19 

Kheraskov wrote this translation in iambic hexameters (the Russian Alexandrine verse 

also chosen by Popovskii) to render Pope's heroic couplets. Furthermore, in 1761 The 

Dying Christian to his Soul (Umiraiushchii khristianin Í dushe svoei) and Ode on 

Solitude (Uedinennaia zhizn') were published in Poleznoe uveselenie™ Further 

evidence of the interest of Kheraskov's circle in English poetry is the Obzor angliiskoi 

poezii appearing again in Poleznoe uveselenie a year later. Most probably the Obzor was 

drawn from Voltaire's Essai sur la poesie epique (devoted to Milton) and from the 

Lettresphilosophiques XXI-XXII in which he praised Pope. 

In this context the translation of Eloisa to Abelard appears wholly in keeping 

with the literary interests of the young Kheraskov who may have started working on it 

as soon as he arrived in Moscow (as stated in a note to the 1773 edition) and completed 

it within three years (as reported in the manuscript). However, the vicissitudes with the 

censorship which delayed the publication of the first Russian translation of Pope 

presumably created a feeling of uncertainty about the author and a certain caution in his 

potential translators. This is even more true considering that Eloisa to Abelard, although 

not touching on theological questions addressed in Essay on Man, certainly was not a 

mere stylistic exercise in defence of the allegory as was the Temple of Fame. As we 

shall see Eloisa to Abelard was a daring work both stylistically and in its depiction of 

passion, a feeling that in Russia had until then been firmly channelled both in formal 

and ideal terms in the classicist canon. 

Kheraskov had already carved for himself a public role, was on his way to a 

brilliant career in one of the most prestigious cultural institutions of the time, and had a 
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leading role in Moscow intellectual life, close to Masonic circles which were viewed 
with suspicion by the authorities. Hence Kheraskov was probably hesitant to expose 
himself to danger with a translation that, similarly to Popovskii's, could have brought 
the wrath of the Holy Synod. 

Probably, Kheraskov's criticism of the "pirate" edition in 1773 and 1779 stems 
from these considerations, in addition to the stylistic inaccuracies of the first edition and 
the flaws contained in the 1765 edition which in themselves were not serious enough to 
justify such persistent justifications on his part. 

This explanation is supported by the fact that in the second version, besides 
stylistic improvements, Kheraskov tones down the passionate tones of Eloisa's 
monologue and other ardent expressions. We shall now look at these amendments in 
more detail. 

V 

About 50% of the text was revised by Kheraskov, a clear sign of intense labour 
on both style and metre (not always successful, it must be said) which lasted a fairly 
long time. It was not simply a technical issue for the changes seem to reflect a degree of 
self-censorship on the author's part. 

To quote a few examples: 

Line 33 of the first edition reads: "Pol serdtsa estestvo[,] druguiu on imeet", 
whilst in the second edition it is changed into "Pol serdtsem bozhestvo, drugoiu on 
vladeet". Significant is the replacement of "estesrvo" ("rebel nature" in the English 
original) with "bozhestvo" which takes hold of half of Eloisa's heart, whilst the other 
half belongs to Abelard. 

In the second edition line 73 "Vse prelesti togda v litse tvoem siiali" replaces 
the more audacious "Kazalos' nebesa v litse tvoem siiali" of the first version. 
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Similarly in the following verse we read "Sladchaishiia slova tvoi usta veshchali" 

instead of the previous bolder "Bozhestvenny slova usta tvoi veshchali". 

Likewise, line 77 is changed from "Togda ia prelesti chuvstv nezhnykh 

pokorilas'" to "Togda ia prelesti svobodno pokorilas'" and line 78 which read "I angela 

zabyt' v liubeznom smertnom tshchilas'", in the second edition becomes "Mne 

angel'skaia ten' v litse tvoem iavilas'" which conveys a more restrained description of 

Eloisa's anguish when yielding to her attraction for Abelard. 

Lines 89-103 also show substantial differences mostly intended to put in Eloisa's 

mouth expressions more suitable to her monastic state. For example the second version 

omits the image of a God envious of men's love, the God who - unsuccessfully -

tempts Eloisa with a celestial alternative to earthly passions ("Khotia by predomnoi tron 

bozhii nispal', line 95 in the first version). 

Similarly in line 105 the word "priroda" which in the first edition refers to the 

sensual sphere ("Priroda im sama izbavam kazhet put'") is later omitted ("Im vse na 

svete sem Í zabavam kazhet put'"); line 113 changes from "Liubovnik moi v krovi 

okovan nag lezhit" to "Liubovnik moi v krovi razterzannyi lezhit", i.e. the adjective 

"nag" referring to Abelard's emasculation eventually disappears. In line 138 "Gliadela 

ne na krest, gliadela na tebia" becomes "I videla ne krest, ia videla tebia", a turn of 

phrase that tones down Eloisa's grief at the monastic life enforced upon her. "Vot 

nezhnosti moei zhelannoe priiatstvo" (line 205) expressing Eloisa's desire for earthly 

gratification is turned on its head in the second edition - "“Û nezhnostei moikh 

zhelannoe prepiatstvo" - which via an oxymoron equates Abelard to an obstacle (albeit 

a loved one) to Eloisa's inclination for monastic bliss. 

Line 207 "Edina tol'ko smert' tsep' bed moikh prervet" invokes death as the 

only possible respite from the pain caused by her lover's absence. Such utterance, 

clearly ill suited to a nun, is transformed in the second edition into a simple statement of 

her final estrangement from Abelard ("No mne uzh na tebia nadezhdy bol'she net"). 

Whilst in line 239 of the first version Eloisa explicitly appeals for a restraining of the 
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senses ("Pridi nastav' menia prirody obuzdat'"), in the second edition the same passage 
is transformed into Eloise's plea for Abelard to teach her how to tame her feelings 
"Pridi nastav' menia sebia prevozmogat'". 

Similarly Eloisa reminisces about the first night of love with Abelard in line 271 
("Gnushaius' i liubliu hi noch' vospominat'"), which is later changed to a more 
restrained recollection of the loved one ("Styzhusia, i liubliu tebia vospominat'"). 

In the first version lines 306-308 openly refer to Abelard's lost virility 
("Svetilniki liubvi taboi ne vozgoriatsia / Opasnost' strastnym byt' tebe uzh ne strashit / 
Zakon tebe vnushen i estestvo molchit"), a subject eventually toned down : 
"Serdechnyia ogni v tebe ne vozgoriatsia / Tebie smushcheniia nichto ne prikliuchit / 
Zakon tebe vnushen, v tebe liubov' molchit". 

Likewise one of the numerous recollections of the passion between the two 
unfortunate lovers in line 360 of the first version ("Vse prezhni nezhnosti ty 
khladnost'iu smarai") is dropped in the second version ("V svidan'e na menia, kol' 
mozhesh' ne vzirai"). 

Many more examples could be quoted, but even a cursory investigation into the 
differences between the two versions clearly reveals Kheraskov's change of heart by the 
time he applied himself to the second edition. For this same reason the first edition is far 
more interesting both for its unconventional character and as a means to reconstruct the 
literary situation of Russia in the second half of the eighteenth century. 

VI 

As we know, Pope's work narrates the story of Eloisa and Abelard, employing 
the model of the Ovidian heroic epistle, featuring the heroine's monologue expressed in 
epistolary form, the erotic theme treated in elegiac tones, and the theme of lover's 
desertion and separation. Starting from these historical and literary premises, Pope 
creates a timeless representation of love as self-sacrifice, of desperate and boundless 
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passion foreshadowing what would become a key topic in romantic literature. The 
conflict between desire and religious faith, flesh and soul, devotion to God and earthly 
love is experienced by the heroine in the gloomy and almost gothic setting of Paraclete 
monastery in which the real life Eloisa had been locked up. Further suggestions of a 
romantic sensibility emerge from the heroine's "deep solitudes", her wondering in 
"awful cells", surrounded by a wild nature as a counterpoint to her solitary monologues. 

The frequent descriptions of sensual passion alternate with Eloisa's vain efforts 
to embrace the religious devotion appropriate to her status. Recent scholarship has 
perhaps unduly amplified the eroticism of Pope's verses.22 Yet the fact that "sexual and 
divine love get confused in Eloisa's mind" is indeed a thorny issue.23 At times, the 
poem verges on the blasphemous as when the nun declares her readiness to renounce the 
divine call for a life spent with the loved one, or when she describes the monastery as 
the realm of the "skuka mrachnaia" (the "Black Melancholy" of the original), rather 
than a place of quiet meditation, or when Eloisa appeals to Abelard to tear her away 
from celestial worship, almost as if God was a rival in love. 

We can call this work "romantic" only in broad terms rather than for specific 
literary modes. Yet in the literary context of its time Eloisa to Abelard was an 
innovative work which gave rise to countless imitations and adaptations which enjoyed 
great success, particularly in France, in the second half of the eighteenth century. 

The Russian reception of Pope's poem, beginning in 1755 with Kheraskov's first 
translation attempt,24 is therefore remarkable, particularly considering that the recently 
emerged classicism then reigned undisputed. 

Kheraskov's interest in Pope, even if initially based on a nearly word-for-word 
prose translation, testifies the writer's taste for extremely fertile and entirely new 
literary topics: the characters were peculiar to the work's plot rather than being 
mythological and abstract figures. Moreover, in contrast to the classicist's rational and 
moralizing approach, the clash between reason and feelings, duty and instinct was 
resolved in favour of the latter. Kheraskov went a step further even in comparison to his 
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teacher Sumarokov who had already focussed on human feelings in his love poems and 
in the so-called dukhovnye stikhotvoreniia of the 1740s and 50s. Notwithstanding their 
psychological insights and generic flexibility Sumarokov's poems were in keeping with 
classical tradition in terms of abstract character and didactic tone.25 

Nurtured under Sumarokov's wing, Kheraskov would have seen in Pope's poem 
(particularly in the "open" prose form which he knew of at the time) a development of 
elements already discernible in his teacher's poetry. On the one hand, there was the 
subtle analysis of the inner conflict of a heroine torn between desire and sacrifice, 
fluctuating between despair and fervour. On the other hand a degree of formal 
ambiguity enabled Kheraskov to combine in his translation traits of the epistle in verse, 
the elegy and the tragic monologue. He thus began to experiment with what would later 
emerge as the heroic epic, although without being yet aware of its generic framework. 
Admittedly, Kheraskov's Epistola Eloizy is at times inferior to the original, particularly 
in the translation of Eloisa's declarations of love, especially since Kheraskov waters 
down or altogether omits a number of them, probably sensing that they run counter to 
the moral and literary orientations of the time. For example Kheraskov leaves out the 
celebrated verses 75-76 in which Eloisa extols the total freedom of love: 'Love, free as 
air, at sight of human ties, / Spreads his light wings, and in a moment flies'. 

Beyond the challenge of giving poetic form to an intermediary text in prose there 
was also the issue of finding suitable lexical and syntactical expressions (which Russian 
poetry lacked in the pre-Murav'ev and pre-Karamzin period) to convey the erotic 
content and subtle psychological analysis of Pope's work. 

Kheraskov's Alexandrine verses in Epistola Eloizy are indeed burdened by 
slavonicisms, by the choice of a metre traditionally used for tragedies and epic poems 
and, as had happened in Popovskii's translation, by the frequent correspondence 
between rhymed verses and syntactic unit. Yet Kheraskov's translation marks the 
beginning of the search for ways of describing the human psyche, a search due to 
continue until the end of the century 
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Such an "experimental" approach (although the term is perhaps overstated) bore 
its fruit in Kheraskov's first significant literary work, Venetsianskaia monakhinia 
(1758), a drama influenced by Epistola Eloizy. 

Much has been written about this work. In nineteenth-century studies on the 
eighteenth century, Venetsianskaia monakhinia has been in turn described as a deeply 
original work, anticipating the bourgeois drama of Diderot and Mercier,27 future 
developments in Russian theatre,28 and has even been held as the first instance of a pre-
romantic tragedy in Russia.29 

This work is far from the Classicist canon in terms of its precise location 
(Venice, the monastery of Saint Justine), the historical setting (1618, a plot against the 
Spanish ambassador and its accidental victim, a young noble), the characters' social 
background (neither heroes nor sovereigns, but common people) and plot (a love affair 
ending tragically). 

Even conceding that Sumarokov's tragedies, from Khorev (1747) onwards, 
constantly deviate from classicist norm,30 Kheraskov's case appears to be rather 
different. One main point of difference is represented by the setting of the heroine's 
action. Following the demise of her parents and brother and believing her fiance 
Coranzo to be dead, Zanetta decides to join a convent. Coranzo, however, returns, 
sneaks in her cell, awakens Zanetta and reminds her of her promise. The heroine, 
although shaken, does not renounce her vows. On his way out from the monastery 
Coranzo crosses the grounds of the Spanish Embassy and is captured under suspicion of 
being a conspirator. Jailed but determined not to reveal the reason for his nocturnal 
trespassing, Coranzo is initially condemned but eventually reprieved. Zanetta, however, 
discovers this too late and deeming herself responsible for his death, blinds herself. 
Coranzo reaches her only to witness her death and he then kills himself. 

Venetsianskaia monakhinia presents several parallels with Epistola Eloizy: 
similarly to Eloisa shut in Paraclete monastery, the young Zanetta pines away in a 
gloomy monastery, her heart is reeked by the dramatic clash between resurgent love and 
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obedience to vows and she experiences self-loathing for her enduring passion despite 
the religious devotion that the monastery should inspire in her. At times Zanetta even 
uses turns of phrases already uttered by Eloisa. The drama, however, is devoid of 
sensual pathos, erotic longings and defiance to God, for the cautious Kheraskov 
contains his drive towards literary innovation well within the accepted boundaries and 
his meek Zanetta has little in common with the passionate Eloisa unable to forget 
Abelard's embraces. 

Kheraskov was certainly inspired by Pope, among others, in his interest in new 
forms of poetry, an occurrence that has lead some scholars to believe that his poetry of 
the 1760s was already marked by a sentimentalism ante litteram. Gukovskii, on the 
contrary, maintained that the coexistence in Kheraskov of classical and sentimental 
stylistic features would be a consequence of the general atmosphere of the post-
Pugachev period and of his Masonic affiliation in 1776 and would begin with his 
sleznye dramy of the 1770s (starting with Drug neschastnykh of 1774).31 Such a view is 
no longer current, having been discounted by several scholars in the last fifty years, 
including Pospelov,32 Nazaretskaia,33 Zapadov,34 Levin,35 and Davydov.36 

Pospelov and Nazaretskaia in particular have hilghighted the importance of 
sentimentalism in Kheraskov's work since the 1760s. Pospelov indicates two collections 
of poems, Novye ody (1762) and Filosoficheskie ody i pesni (1769), as the "sources of 
Russian sentimentalism, a movement that as such would emerge only twenty-five to 
thirty years later with Karamzin's work."37 The repertoire of motifs spans from vanitas 
vanitatum to death as consolation, to the rejection of civic values in favour of subjective 
ones and the search for resonances between human sensitivity and the natural world. 

Nazaretskaia further expanded and supported Pospelov's view through an 
investigation of the organs of Kheraskov's circle, the Moscow literary journals of the 
early 1760s, indicating in these periodicals the catalyst of the new aesthetics and poetic 
style which within thirty years would have changed the configuration of Russian 
literature.38 
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Thus Kheraskov and his group must not be overlooked when looking at the long 

process of the transition of Russian poetry from Sumarokov to Karamzin via a re-

elaboration of the genres of the elegy, the idyll, the song poised between obedience to 

classicist norms and their overcoming.39 Thus the translation of Pope's Eloisa to 

Abelard represents an important milestone in the evolution of Russian literary forms and 

taste in the second half of the eighteenth century. 

Daniela Rizzi (University of Venice) 

Translated by Alessandra Tosi 
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II. " “Œ ”Ã≈≈“ ∆»“‹ Œ¡Ã¿ÕŒÃ": WIZARDS AND DIVINERS IN LATE 

EIGHTEENTH CENTURY RUSSIAN THEATRE 

The absent koldun 

Russian comic operas and comedies of the late eighteenth century included a 

wide repertoire of stock characters, from the foot soldier to the philosophe, and most of 

these have received due critical attention1. Very few such 'types' are native Russian 

incarnations: most, such as the raisonneur or the sentimental lovers, would be as much 

at home at Fontainebleau as on the boards of the Hermitage Theatre. One exception is 

the koldun, or wizard, and the vorozheia, or fortune-teller; roles as Russian as kvas, yet 

almost completely neglected by modern critics2. David Welsh dismisses the most 

emblematic wizard of all, Ablesimov's Faddei, as a 'comic figure', who 'diverts the 

audience with his quick wits and ingenuity'3. Berkov discounts as 'Ï‡ÎÓËÌÚÂÂÒÌÓ no 

ÒÓ‰ÂÊ‡ÌË˛'4 Iukin's comic opera Koldun, vorozheia i svakha. Yet the koldun was 

much more than a conventional comic element: he represented a specific Russian self-

perception, the culmination of Lukin's programme of 'ÔÂÎÓÊÂÌËˇ Ì‡ Ì‡¯Ë Ì‡‚˚'5. 

There is an undeniable parallel with foreign equivalents, such as Rousseau's archetypal 

Le devin du village (first performed 1752): after all, comic opera was itself a French 

invention6. But the Russian version of the devin distorts the foreign paradigm. These 

Russian wizards and witches are ingenious, charismatic, self-serving, shamelessly 

mercenary, and often alcoholic. Their appetites and ambitions dominate the drama. Yet 

despite their moral ambiguity, they act as the plot's deus ex machina, controlling the 

other characters by subtlety and suggestion. The social role of the real eighteenth-

century wizard was complex and contradictory: his dramatic presence was no less so. I 

contend that the koldun, as recreated on stage for a sophisticated audience, embodied a 

dangerous impulse toward critique and dissent. How else to explain the popularity of 

'ÔËÚ‚ÓÌÓ„Ó ÍÓÎ‰Ó‚ÒÚ‚‡'7 among a dozen other available folkloric motifs? As I shall 
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show, the koldun was the ideal vehicle for a Russian theatrical 'type' that actually pre-

existed him. Firstly, I assess the cliche of the koldun, in theatre and in society. Secondly, 

I examine the principal characteristics that invest wizards and diviners with their 

iconoclastic energy: power, secret knowledge, deception, cupidity, and cunning. To do 

so, I draw on six plays from the 1770s and 80s: Ablesimov's Mel'nik - koldun, 

obmanshchik i svat, Krylov's Kofeinitsa, Catherine the Great's Shaman sibirskoi, 

Maikov's Liubovnik-koldun and Derevenskii prazdnik, Hi Uvenchannaia dobrodetel', 

and finally Koldun, vorozheia i svakha, attributed to lukin8. This is merely a selection: it 

omits the anonymous comedy Izoblichennyi koldun (1780), Kniazhnin's 1788 

Dobrodetel'nyi volshebnik, and Plavil'shchikov's 1794 sequel to Mel'nik, among other 

examples9. In every play in which they figure, the koldun or vorozheia mocks social 

norms and subverts values, adding to the genre a subtle extra dimension of critique. 

The koldun in comic opera 

In comparable fashion, Russian comic operas generally had an agenda that could 

only be expressed indirectly. From its first appearance in 1772 (Popov's Aniuta), comic 

opera dared to be more polemic than previous theatre had been about the oppression of 

the serfs - either by allowing serf characters to voice their troubles, or through subtle 

mise-en-abime. Ablesimov's Mel'nik is an example of the latter: one of Faddei's songs 

is set to the tune of Stepan Razin, a dangerously populist note to strike in the aftermath 

of the Pugachev rebellion10. Krylov's Kofeinitsa, with its fierce exposure of injustice 

and corruption, culminates the tradition of polemical comic operas. Its tone was, indeed, 

too extreme: although sold on completion, it was not performed until 1869. Liubovnik-

koldun, more mildly, satirises the '·ÂÒÒÓ‰ÂÊ‡ÚÂÎ¸ÌÓÒÚ¸ Ë ÔÓ¯ÎÓÒÚ¸' of court 

society11. Catherine the Great's agenda was the most explicit: Shaman (1787) is the last 

of a trilogy of plays ridiculing Freemasonry and mysticism. But, through her title 

character, Catherine becomes enmeshed in contradictions. It is never clear whether or 

not the Siberian shaman, Lai, is a fake: he certainly seems more comfortable sewing 
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boots than performing for nobles, yet his self-sufficient air leaves us wondering whether 

he really might deserve his title of '140 degrees'. His 'speaking name' ironically 

suggests the barking of a dog, and yet with non-noble characters, such as the butler, his 

speech is natural and coherent. Is he a quack, a guru, or both? By leaving Lai's integrity 

unresolved, Catherine urges 'each audience member to assume actively the 

responsibility' for identifying deception in the play, and by analogy, in public life12. But 

this enlightened message carries, like Lai himself, a risk of sedition and disturbance -

one that would hardly be endorsed by Catherine herself in the latter, more conservative, 

years of her reign. 

Overall, with its folk elements and peasant protagonists, comic opera represented 

'a step in the direction of a more democratic theatre'13. Its heroes were serf lovers or 

down-at-heel raznochintsy. It concerned itself with themes common to every layer of 

society (such as fortune-telling). It glorified outcasts and the dispossessed, bestowing 

'Russian traits... most generously on negative or low characters'14. Yet, because it 

'attacked the abuses of serfdom and not the institution itself15, any attempt at polemic 

was ultimately inconclusive. Direct criticism was not tolerated in society. However, 

practitioners of magic did not register on the social scale; they were, often, extremely 

negatively perceived. So they became, by Welsh's criteria, indubitably Russian, and 

also the ideal vehicle for concealed critique. The koldun or vorozheia emerge as a 

distillation of disenchantment and cynicism, mise-en-abime within an apparently failed 

critique, as cunningly as Ablesimov concealed a tune within a tune. Their ambiguous 

position in theatre reflects - often with great accuracy - their position in society. As 

Krylov said of his dramatisation of a kofeinitsa, 'ˇ ÒÔËÒ˚‚‡Î Ò Ì‡ÚÛ˚'16. 

The koldun in society 

Comic operas show the changing role of magic in society. The kofeinitsa, a more 

specialised from of the vorozheia, who told fortunes by reading coffee grounds, evolved 

in response to Russia's growing urban bourgeoisie. The vorozheia was welcome in most 
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social spheres; she shared with the koldun certain functions such as prediction, 

matchmaking, and finding lost objects. '...Both types of specialist needed to be treated 

with care because of their supernatural associations and ability to cast spells, but 

generally the sorcerer was feared while the folk healer was respected'17. However, the 

koldun's reputation fell victim to increasing sophistication: Iukin's Koldun, vorozheia i 

svakha illustrates the generation gap in attitudes to magic. The Sueverovs still believe in 

koldovstvo, but Tamir, the young hero, laughs away their faith in magic as 'Í‡ÍÓÈ 

‚Á‰Ó! Í‡ÍÓÂ ÒÛÂ‚ÂËÂ!'( I, ii: 253) But the countryside remained, in fiction and in 

reality, a haven where '...rural divinatory specialists performed a valued role in the 

community, helping its members to cope with an essentially hostile world and a 

predetermined fate'18. Iukin's pretended koldun claims to have arrived from the country, 

and similarly in Liubovnik-koldun, the false koldun is described as 'ÍÓÚÓÓÈ Û Ì‡Ò ‚ 

‰ÂÂ‚ÌÂ ÓÒÚ‡ÌÓ‚ËÎÒˇ' (I, ≥: 221-2). 

Koldun, vorozheia i svakha is particularly useful because it showcases the 

attributes and paraphernalia of contemporary wizards and witches. The Sueverovs 

refuse to many off their daughter Nadiuzha without the advice of a koldun and a 

vorozheia. Nadiuzha's lover, Tamir, asks his cunning servant Koz'ma to impersonate, 

by turns, a wizard and a witch, in order to convince the Sueverovs that Tamir is their 

ideal son-in-law. As a wizard, Koz'ma is imposingly bearded, and conjures within a 

circle while intoning formal incantations ('‡ÁÒÔÛÚËÚÂÒ¸ ‚˚ „Ó˚ ‚˚ÒÓÍËˇ... 

ÔËÍÎÓÌËÚÂÒ¸ ‚˚ ÎÂÒ‡ ‰ÂÏÛ˜ËÂ', II, ≥≥: 278) to invoke a 'one-eyed demon'. His 

'witch' is a crone equipped with bundles of dried herbs for curing illnesses and making 

love-charms, as well as powders which she dissolves in water to foretell the future. 

Koz'ma's task is complicated - comically - by Sueverov's contempt for vorozheii and 

Sueverova's equal mistrust of kolduny. Negative attitudes to magicians, as to any fringe 

group, were inevitable in eighteenth-century society. Medor the shepherd, in Maikov's 

musical drama, sounds much more a man of his time when delivering this piece of 

invective against gypsy fortune-tellers than when he gathers a posy for his beloved: '”Ê 
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˝ÚË ÔÓÍÎˇÚ˚Â ÷˚„‡Ì˚ ÚÓÎ¸ÍÓ ˜ÚÓ ÎÛ„‡ Ì‡¯Ë ‚˚Ú‡‚ÎË‚‡˛Ú... ÕË˜Â„Ó ÌÂ ‡·ÓÚ‡ˇ 

ÚÓÎ¸ÍÓ Ì‡¯ ıÎÂ· ˇ‰ˇÚ (I, ≥: 153).' But this is nothing beside the real venom bestowed 

by N. I. Novikov on the entire species of kofeinitsy, in a 1772 article from his journal 

Zhivopisets. Krylov's Kofeinitsa is, in fact, adapted from Novikov's account of how a 

coffee-diviner wrongly accused a serf of theft. As a result, the unfortunate serf was sold 

into the army (Krylov grafts on a happy ending). Novikov's article is a bitter indictment 

of credulity, superstition, and the women who survive by exploiting these qualities. He 

makes no allowance for the indigence and frailty of elderly fortune-tellers, assuming 

that they have wilfully chosen their dishonest existence. Christian practice is low on 

Novikov's list of reproaches: he excoriates the kofeigadatel 'nitsy rather for the personal 

and financial hardship they cause. 

In rural areas, diviners were perceived 'as professional and more or less positive 

figures'19. These country wizards were not Gandalfs or Merlins: they were ordinary 

men, who usually practised a skilled but solitary, introspective trade, such as 'miller, 

horse-doctor, tailor...hunter, fisherman, woodsman, beekeeper, shepherd'20. The miller 

was the exemplar. In Nikolev's comic opera Rozana i Liubim21, it is said that Rozana 'y 

Ì‡¯Â„Ó ÏÂÎ¸ÌËÍ‡ „ÓÒÚ˛ÂÚ', (I, vi:180) to imply that she is seeking a husband. The 

miller's powers were unspecified but dreaded, rumoured to range from trafficking with 

werewolves to conjuring up fiances. Ablesimov's Mel'nik - koldun, obmanshchik i svat 

illustrates both beliefs. The credulous Filimon mistakes Faddei's millstone-rolling for 

the approach of a demon; Ankudin later accuses Faddei of'‰¸ˇ‚ÓÎ¸˘ËÌ‡' (III, v: 242). 

But Faddei's actual function is to matchmake, or rather to persuade the bride's family to 

accept the suitor he has chosen. This essential wizardly task is also the theme of 

Liubovnik-koldun, as of Iukin's Koldun, vorozheia i svakha. In the latter play, the aptly 

named Sueverov recounts the sad story of a muzhik who married in spite of a koldun's 

prediction that the match would be disastrous. The koldun was, of course, proved right 

by events (I, iv). Novikov puts the same story rather differently when he describes how 
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a coffee-diviner caused a woman to jilt her fiance by foretelling that her husband would 

leave her after twelve years . 

What irks Novikov is the persistent belief, in defiance of enlightenment, 'that 

such predictions always came true'23. He concedes that some people are born to be 

fooled (a circumstance that keeps kolduny and vorozheii well-fed), but his real gripe 

against belief in magic goes even deeper. '≈ÊÂÎË ·˚ ÍÓÙÂÈÌËˆ˚ ÌÂ ‰ÂÎ‡ÎË ËÌÓ„Ó 

‚Â‰‡, ÍÓÏÂ ‚˚Ï‡ÌË‚‡ÌËˇ ÎÊ‡ÏË Ò‚ÓËÏË ‰ÂÌÂ„, Ú‡Í ÏÓÊÌÓ ·˚ ÔÓ‰ÛÏ‡Ú¸, ˜ÚÓ Ò‚ÂÚ 

ıÓ˜ÂÚ ·˚Ú¸ Ó·Ï‡ÌÛÚ¸, ËÚ‡Í, ‰‡ ·Û‰ÂÚ ÓÌ Ó·Ï‡ÌÛÚ. ÕÓ ÓÌ‡ ÂÒÚ¸ ·ÓÎÂÂ ÒÂ„Ó Ò‡Ú‡Ì‡, 

·ÓÎÂÂ ÒÂ„Ó ÌÂÒ˜‡ÒÚË˛ Á‡‚Ó‰˜Ëˆ‡ ‚ ˜ÂÎÓ‚Â˜ÂÒÍÓÏ Ó‰Â, ÌÂÊÂÎË Í‡Í ‰ÛÏ‡˛Ú. —Ëˇ 

ÔÓÍÎˇÚ‡ˇ Ú‚‡¸ ÔË˜ËÌÓ˛, ˜ÚÓ ÌÂ‚ËÌÌ˚Â Î˛‰Ë ÔËıÓ‰ˇÚ ‚ ÔÓ‰ÓÁÂÌËÂ, ÓÌ‡ 

‚ÓÒÒÚ‡‚ÎˇÂÚ ÌÂ‰Ó‚ÂËÂ, ÒÒÓ˚ Ë ÌÂÒÓ„Î‡ÒËˇ'24. His last words are vital: the coffee-

diviners' greatest sin is that they arouse dissension and disbelief within society. But 

surely freedom to do so is at the root of any enlightened culture? This is the same self-

contradiction Catherine encountered through Shaman sibirskoi. That magical 

practitioners, as a group, continued to function despite isolation and persecution makes 

them central to any study of eighteenth-century Russian self-perception and identity. 

They were sustained, as we shall see, by their powers - perceived or real. 

Power and esotericism 

Magicians and fortune-tellers 'were thought of as a professional group on the 

fringes of society' . This professionalism was underlined by a public perception of 

their skills as limitless, esoteric, and dangerous. This perception could be exaggerated, 

or self-enforced. In Liubovnik-koldun, the credulous Starodumova ascribes powers to 

Milovidov ranging from thought-reading and summoning the dead, to chiromancy, 

astronomy, and prophecy, and even the modest ability to 'ÛÁÌ‡Ú¸ ‚Ò∏, ˜ÚÓ Ò Ì‡˜‡Î‡ 

Ò‚ÂÚ‡ ·˚ÎÓ.˜ÚÓ ·Û‰Â¯¸...' (I, ≥≥: 222). All kolduny deliberately aim to inspire terror, as 

in Mel'nik, when Filimon, although petrified by imaginary demons, is forced by Faddei 

to submit to a blindfold (I, ii). There is a similar scene in Koldun, vorozheia i svakha, 
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where Koz'ma intimidates the susceptible Sueverovs by turning them to face the 

audience and ordering them not to utter a sound, cough, sneeze or move an inch during 

his incantation. Once the 'demon' is invoked, Koz'ma reinforces his omnipotence by 

assuring the shivering couple, 'ÍÓ„‰‡ ˇ Á‰ÂÒ¸, Ú‡Í ÌËÍÚÓ ÌÂ ÚÓÌÂÚ' (II, ≥≥: 278). ÕÂ 

markets himself as ‡ 'ÍÓÎ‰ÛÌ, ÍÓÚÓÓÈ ÍÓÎ‰Ó‚‡Ú¸ Ú‡ÍÓÈ Ï‡ÒÚÂË˘‡, ˜ÚÓ Ë ¡ÓÊÂ 

ÛÔ‡ÒË' ( I, ≥≥: 269). The esoteric nature of magic is as crucial to emphasise as its 

frightening element. Koz'ma, as a vorozheia, tells Sueverova that, although he uses 

herbs and potions to foretell suitors, the herbs alone - without his skilled input - are 

insufficient: '‰Îˇ ˝ÚÓ‚Ó, Ï‡ÏÛ¯Í‡, ÌË Ú‡‚, ÌË ÍÓÂ¯ÍÓ‚ ÌÂ ·˚‚‡Â¯¸; ‡ ÛÁÌ‡¯¸ ÚÓ 

ÏÓÊÌÓ ‚ÓÓÊ‚Ó˛' (II, ı≥≥≥: 284). Krylov's kofeinitsa emphasises that time has no 

power over her: she can foretell by night or by day, morning or evening (II, iii: 59). Lai 

the shaman boasts of his mysterious books, containing arcane secrets: 'ÏÓÂÈ ÍÌË„ ÌÂÚ 

ÔÓ‰Ó·ÌÓÈ ‚ Ò‚ÂÚÂ' (II, ≥≥: 210). Yet the power of witches and wizards was not based 

solely on ceremony, fear and mystique (deliberately reinforced), but also on their fringe 

status. As exiles from society, they remained outside its rules. 

The plays discussed here furnish several examples of this kind of isolation. Lai's 

outlandish Chinese upbringing and peculiar robes automatically distance him from 

conventional society. Catherine amplifies his estrangement by making him speak in 

animal voices or comparing him to a Chinese doll - itself an alien object. Stretching a 

point, one might argue that the 'pretended' kolduny are internal exiles - divorced from 

their real selves, acting a role within society. But the most realistic example of a 

fortune-telling minority group is the gypsies described in Maikov's Derevenskii 

prazdnik - otherwise a quaint 'pastoral drama', modelled slavishly on Rousseau's Le 

devin du village. Two young shepherds, Medor and Nadezhda, are in love, but 

Nadezhda refuses to trust in Medor's sincerity without some supernatural reassurance. 

The setting is a well-regulated country estate, with frequent mutually flattering bursts of 

song exchanged between the master and the serf choir (' ÓÎ¸ ÍÂÒÚ¸ˇÌÂ ÏÌÓÈ 

‰Ó‚ÓÎ¸Ì˚, / Ò‡Ï¸ ÒÓ·ÓÈ ‰Ó‚ÓÎÂÌ ˇ' sings the master (I, ii: 157)). Maikov lays on thick 
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his moral of 'reciprocity and mutual obligation' between serf and master, and master 

and state26. But there is one sour note absent from the French prototype: the master 

invites a troupe of wandering gypsies to the feast. Unimpressed by the moral harmony 

they find, one of the gypsies sings a cynical ditty denying the possibility of living 

honestly: 

'◊ÂÒÚ¸ Ì‡ Ò‚ÂÚ ËÏˇ ÎÓÊÌÓ 

”ÍÛÒËÚ¸ ÂÂ ÌÂ ÏÓÊÌÓ... 

œ‡‚Ó Ò „ÓÎÓ‰Û ÛÏÛ¯¸'. 

And he is unperturbed by the instant massed response. 

'“˚ ˆË„‡Ì ÔÓÍÎˇÚÓÈ ‚Û¯¸' (II, ii: 161) 

Crucially, after this contrapuntal exchange of values, the gypsy proceeds to 

expose corruption in the 'happy family' of the estate. The master encourages him to 

read the palm of the village elder, despite the letter's obvious reluctance. The gypsy 

promptly tricks the elder into confessing that he has been robbing the peasants. No 

divinatory skill is used here; the gypsy relies on the elder's faith in - and fear of -

chiromancy to provoke his confession. The master takes this impromptu accusation and 

confession on faith - displaying his belief in the gypsy's occult insight - and, after a 

thorough scolding, pardons the offender. Medor then arrives, requesting that the gypsy 

confirm his love for Nadezhda. The gypsy (instructed by the master) issues his 

endorsement, Nadezhda is convinced, and the play enters its predictable saccharine 

conclusion. But the gypsies are notably absent from the final bucolic chorus. Their key 

role in resolving the affairs of others does not redeem their outsider status. In all these 

plays, the power of magical specialists is exerted obliquely. Despite the terror inspired 

by his demonic associates, Ablesimov's mel'nik cannot order Aniuta's parents to accept 

Filimon as a son-in-law. He resorts to persuasion and trickery. Krylov's kofeinitsa_has 

the power to frame an innocent peasant, but she cannot save herself from being sent to 

prison when her scheming is exposed. 
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Trickery and Suspicion 
Power over others' lives was a crucial element of magic, but it is remarkable that 

in none of these plays is the power genuine. In every case the diviner achieves his or her 
ends by deception or sleight of hand. For palm-reading gypsies, or for the corrupt 
kofeinitsa, deception is achieved by straightforward invention, coupled with a little 
psychological skill. The kofeinitsa gradually leads the impressionable Novomodova's 
suspicions toward Petr by 'intuiting' more and more details (height, hair colour, 
complexion, wedding date, a description of his fiancee) until the picture is complete (II, 
iii: 58). In reality, she has had a description of Petr from the bailiff, who wants him 
implicated. 

In all three wizard plays, the wizard privately acknowledges his fakery. Faddei 
the mel'nik soliloquises that he has never met a spirit in his life, and that he exploits 
local superstition to supplement his living (I, i: 219). Both Koz'ma in Koldun, vorozheia 
i svakha and Milovidov in Liubovnik-koldun assume their roles in order to gain 
influence over the other characters. Milovidov uses masks, mirrors and puppet-play to 
fool his female dupes. Fakery may also require 'acting up' to the customer's 
expectations. Koz'ma begins his pitch by singing a song in praise of his master, Tamir 
(rather like the kofeinitsa's word-picture of Petr). Since this is not sufficiently outre to 
overawe the Sueverovs, so he summons a demon as well - or rather, by suggestion, he 
makes the Sueverovs believe that a demon has assumed the features of Tamir (who has 
actually just sneaked in through their garden gate). Ablesimov's miller uses mirror 
tricks to deceive the women, but he is too wise to try any magic on Ankudin, Aniuta's 
practical old peasant father. To convince Ankudin, Faddei resorts to his other profession 
- matchmaker or svat - and uses straightforward persuasion to win the old man over. 
Faddei's final piece of trickery is a play on words, as well as a play on the social strata 
of rural Russia. He has promised Aniuta's mother that she will marry a nobleman, 
Ankudin that she will marry a peasant. Filimon combines both - he is an odnodvorets or 
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smallholder, a man who owns and works his own land. This happy compromise, or final 

trick, depending on one's attitude, ends the play on a celebratory note. 

These comedies exhibit a peculiar duality of perception of the koldun or 

vorozheia: they are simultaneously regarded with absolute trust (of judgement) and 

absolute suspicion (of motive). In Maikov's Derevenskii prazdnik, the master addresses 

a gypsy scornfully as '√ÓÒÔÓ‰ËÌ “ÛÌÂˇ‰Âˆ' (II, ii: 158), but, in the same scene, accepts 

as gospel the gypsy's accusation of his trusted servant, the village elder. In Koldun, 

vorozheia i svakha, Sueverov delivers this trenchant verdict on fortune-tellers: 

'¬ÓÓÊÂÈÍË ‚ÒÂ„‰‡ ‚Û¯¸ 

“ÓÎ¸ÍÓ ‰ÂÌ¸„Ë ÎË¯¸ ·ÂÛ¯¸,' (II, ı≥≥: 282) 

while remaining himself in thrall to the surely equally unreliable forecasts of 

kolduny. This paradox suggests an underlying duality in Russian society, reflected 

differently in other plays. For instance Izlet, a peasant from Rozana i Liubim, threatens a 

landowner but venerates the empress, as though both were not part of the same 

exploitative system. 

Greed 

Faith Wigzell says of 'rural divinatory specialists' that 'none demanded 

payment, for it was believed that this would nullify the effect of cures, charms and 

predictions, but they accepted, indeed expected, gifts'27. This statement clashes with the 

blatant cupidity of on-stage 'divinatory specialists'. There can be no better index of the 

realism of these plays than their obsession with lucre. Krylov's opera hinges on the theft 

of six silver spoons: the kofeinitsa is greedily determined to extort them all from the 

bailiff, and it is her persistence that betrays their scheming. Maikov's gypsy insists that 

his palm be crossed with silver before he performs. He is unafraid to threaten the 

master, '·ÂÁ ÒÂÂ·‡ ÌË˜Â„Ó ‰Ó·‡„Ó ÌÂ Û„‡‰˚‚‡ÂÏ' (II, ≥≥: 158). A wizard charges ten 

roubles, a witch one, in Koldun, vorozheia i svakha. Koz'ma coolly informs the 

Sueverovs that '‚Â¯¸ ÍÓÎ‰Ó‚ÒÚ‚Ó ÚÓ Î˛·ËÚ ‰ÂÌ¸„Ë' (II, ı≥: 274). Koz'ma is certainly 
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not averse to remuneration: not only does he collect payment from the Sueverovs for 

each of his roles, but he extracts a promise from Tamir that he will be allowed to marry 

his beloved, Palageia, as a reward. Ablesimov's miller has a vast appetite for wine, 

vodka and beer, which he demands in addition to cash down-payments - fifty kopecks 

to find Filimon's horses, ten to conjure up Aniuta's future husband. Mel'nik was partly 

based on Rousseau's Le devin du village, but the contrast in pecuniary attitudes is 

striking. The devin responds to the young lovers' question, 'Quel don pourroit jamais 

payer un tel service?' with a paternal, 'Je suis asses ‡Û∏ si vous etes heureux' (I, vii: 

1109). Compare Filimon's naive words of praise to Faddei: 

'“˚ Ì‡Ï, ‰Â‰Û¯Í‡, ÔÓÏÓ„‡ 

” ÍÓ„Ó ÍÛ˜ËÌ˚ ÏÌÓ„Ó.' 

with the miller's ironic aside, 

'fl ÚÂÏ, ‰ÂÚÛ¯ÍË, ÔÓÏÓ„‡ 

” ÍÓ„Ó ÂÒÚ¸ ‰ÂÌÂ„ ÏÌÓ„Ó' (I, ≥ : 224). 

The 'nothing for nothing' candour of the koldun foreshadows the financial 

imperatives that would haunt later Russian literature. 

’ËÚÓÒÚ¸ and Identity 

The trait shared by all wizardly characters is ıËÚÓÒÚ¸ - a blend of cunning, 

ambition and self-preservation. This is often stated openly: Milovidov explains away his 

dissembling behaviour as ‡ 'Ï‡ÎÂÌ¸Í‡ˇ ıËÚÓÒÚ¸ ÍÓÚÓÛ˛ ·˚ fl ÌËÍÓÏÛ ÌÂ ÔÓÒÚËÎ, 

˜ÚÓ· ÌÂ ‚ ‡‚Ì˚ı ÒÓ ÏÌÓ˛ ·˚Î Ó·ÒÚÓˇÚÂÎ¸ÒÚ˚ı' (I, ≥ : 233). In Koldun, vorozheia i 

svakha, Nadiuzha actively urges her lover to come up with some ıËÚÓÒÚ¸ to save the 

situation (I, ii: 253). Cunning is a means of survival and control, just as the wizard's 

supposed powers are a means of controlling destinies. But ıËÚÓÒÚ¸ is also an attribute 

of non-wizardly, but very Russian, characters in other comedies. Semion, a woodcutter 

from Nikolev's Rozana i Liubim, displays apparent alcoholism, lack of scruple and 

relentless self-interest. Woodcutting was, as we have seen, one of the occupations 
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practised by suspected kolduny. Like a good koldun, Semion works for whichever side 

pays him most, and preferably for every side at once. Afanasii, the jester from 

Kniazhnin's Neschasfe ot karety2*, is another ambiguous character, ‡ 'ÔÂÒ˚˘ÂÌÌ˚È 

ÊËÁÌ¸˛ ˆËÌËÍ'29. Although born a serf, he lives with the gentry - in this case, the 

foolish, Gallomanic Firiulins. When Firiulin threatens to sell Luk'ian into the army, 

threatening his marriage to Aniuta, the young serf couple beg Afanasii for help. They 

offer him the wedding presents Luk'ian has just obtained at great expense in the town. 

Cunningly guessing the Firiulins' weakness, Afanasii advises Luk'ian to petition them 

in French. The Firiulins are shocked by the idea of mistreating a Francophone and 

cancel Luk'ian's sale. Afanasii takes all the credit for the happy ending - but he also 

takes the wedding gifts. Catherine II creates a Slavic scapegrace in her 1785 comedy 

Obmanshchik, a conman and diamond thief called Kalifalkzherston, whose credulous 

mentor believes Ms tales of meeting Seneca and Alexander the Great. The play belongs 

to her anti-Masonic trilogy; Kalifalkzherston overtly parodies the real-life magician, 

Cagliostro. 

None of these plays can be read outside a Russian context: any characters 

translated from French comedy are thoroughly naturalised, and in the process, warped. 

Despite his 'livre de grimoire', asphodel wand and omniscient 'Art' (I, vi: 1103-4), 

Rousseau's devin appears two-dimensional beside the robust, hard-drinking Faddei the 

miller. Similarly, the suave, cynical courtier Fabrice in Favart's Ninette ‰ la cour30 (the 

model for Rozana i Liubim) pales next to his Russian counterpart, crude, earthy Semion. 

The koldun type remains defiantly indigenous. Conversely, where the ambiguity and 

mockery represented by kolduny are not needed, Russian drama can reject a foreign 

model. Kheraskov had access to The Tempest through La Place's translation, but his 

Russian adaptation, Gonimye (1775)31 discards the supernatural trappings of 

Shakespeare's original. Gonimye is a sentimental drama radiating the sentimental 

virtues of '‰Ó·Ó‰ÂÚÂÎ¸ÌÓÒÚ¸' and 'Ô‡ÒÒË‚ÌÓÒÚ¸ . The wizard Prospero becomes the 
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colourless Don Gaston, mouthing virtuous homilies; Caliban is a stereotypical 'devoted 

retainer'33. The koldun clearly belongs in comic, rather than serious, drama. Russia has 

a long tradition of clowning or ˛Ó‰ÒÚ‚Ó, and like the clown, the koldun can be seen as 

‡ 'Ò‚ˇÁ¸ Ò Ó·ÎË˜ÂÌËÂÏ Ó·˘ÂÒÚ‚ÂÌÌ˚ı ÔÓÓÍÓ‚ ÓÒÓÁÌ‡Ì‡ ‰‡‚ÌÓ'34. But his role is not 

an expression of 'Ó·˘ÂÒÚ‚ÂÌÌ˚È ÔÓÚÂÒÚ': the koldun's critical penetration is 

circumscribed by his urge to look after number one. He functions like the negative of a 

raisonneur, arranging others' lives to suit himself. And yet, his unrelenting self-interest 

does not negate the significance of his craft, or its symbolic links 'with time and the 

future, destiny, and political power'35. 

Wigzell claims that the real koldun's role was to interpret and humanise a 

frequently hostile world for simple, vulnerable people36. But perhaps the role of the 

theatrical koldun was to expose the danger of simplicity: the danger, for the Russian 

people, of allowing themselves to be constantly, audaciously, and farcically tricked, 

deceived and controlled. The title of a recent study on Stalin, The Sorcerer as 

Apprentice, suggests the metaphoric resonance of wizardry in Russian society . The 

koldun's private life remains hidden, and his public identity is a construct of others' 

imagination. He thrives by exploiting the gullible, managing information and invariably 

extracting his fee. Faddei's song from Mel'nik might speak for many Russian 

governments: 

 ÚÓ ÛÏÂÂÚ ÊËÚ¸ Ó·Ï‡ÌÓÏ 
¬ÒÂ ÁÓ‚ÛÚ ÚÓ„Ó ˆË„‡ÌÓÏ 
¿ ˆË„‡ÌÒÍÓ˛ Ûı‚‡ÚÍÓÈ 
œÓÒÎ˚‚Â¯¸ ÍÓÎ‰ÛÌ Û„‡‰ÍÓÈ. (I» ≥: 220) 

Muireann Maguire (Cambridge) 
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BOOK REVIEWS 

I 

Peter Hoffmann, Gerhard Friedrich Muller (1705-1783). Historiker, Geograph, 
Archivar im Dienste Russlands, Frankfurt-am-Main: Peter Lang, 2005 (Herforder 
Forschungen, Band 19). Pp. 393. Bibliography. Name Index. ISBN 3-631-54586-X. 

Gerhard Friedrich MUller spent most of his adult life in Russia, as a member of 
the St Petersburg Academy of Sciences: he was appointed as Adjunkt on its opening in 
1725. Even in an age when academic specialisation had not yet become commonplace 
or necessary, MUller distinguished himself by the variety of his academic pursuits and 
the energy and level of achievement which he brought to them. He is best known for his 
contributions to the development of Russian historical studies, most notoriously for his 
part in the development of the 'Norman question' (according to Hoffmann, the famous 
quarrel was largely a product of prejudice and distortion on the part of Lomonosov). 
MUller has attracted considerable scholarly attention in recent years, in Russia from 
such specialists as L. P. Belkovets, A. Kh. Elert and Aleksandr Kamenskii, in western 
languages notably from Gudrun Bucher and J. L. Black. Much of this work, however, as 
Hoffmann states, is devoted to particular fields of MUller's activities, and Hoffmann is 
here concerned to present a comprehensive synthetic account which will do proper 
justice to the breadth and multifaceted nature of his career (something also attempted, 
however, by Black in his two volumes). The book, which goes back to Hoffmann's 
1959 Humboldt-University doctorate, supervised by Eduard Winter, on Muller's 
geographical studies, is divided into two parts, Biography and Life's Work (Das Werk). 
The latter in turn is subdivided into eight chapters, giving accounts of MUller as 
historian and archivist, his geographical work, ethnographic and linguistic interests, his 
pedagogical activities and his contributions as 'journalist' - both publisher and writer, 
and finally considering his impact in Europe, especially his importance for the 
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contemporary German image of Russia. The study is completed by a chronicle of 
Mttller's life, with 'an attempt at a bibliography' of his voluminous writings and, 
selectively, of writings on him. 

After studies in Rinteln and Leipzig, Muller arrived in Petersburg a fresh young 
graduate, barely twenty years old. In his first years he concerned himself with a variety 
of subjects, notably astronomy, taught in the Academy gymnasium, and acted as a 
general dogsbody. Increasingly he was drawn into the work of the Academy 
Chancellery, a prestigious office which had the same official status as a government 
College; by 1729 he was deputy to the Secretary, Schumacher, and moving towards the 
career of an academic bureaucrat - he also had responsibility for the Academy press, 
and produced copy for the St Petersburg Newspaper (Sankt-Peterburger Zeitung). In 
1730, now a full Professor, he made a journey to Germany, Holland and England, on 
both personal and Academy business, during which he was elected Fellow of the 
London Royal Society. But on his return he found that Schumacher's previous 
benevolence had changed into hostility (the reasons are unclear); he had to return to 
properly academic work. He turned to history, and to study of the eastern realms of the 
Russian Empire; and he was delighted to be asked in 1733 to join Bering's second 
expedition to the east, the so-called Great Northern Expedition. This gigantic 
undertaking, involving hundreds of people and lasting ten years, was MUller's real 
training ground and introduction to Russia. During its course, zig-zagging across 
Siberia, he learnt Russian, developed views and working methods which informed the 
rest of his life's work, investigated virgin Siberian town archives, recorded and 
collected data and items of scientific and ethnographic interest. In Tiumen he found and 
married his wife, the widow of a German surgeon. Siberia was a researcher's dream: 
MUller wrote later that 'We came into a flower paradise of mostly completely unknown 
plants, into a zoo where we found the rarest animals of Asia gathered before us, to a 
cabinet of antiquities full of ancient heathen burials, with many a curiosity preserved in 
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them - in a word, into regions still untravelled for the beneficial purposes of the learned 
sciences' (quoted p. 83). 

Having set out in the reign of Anna Ioannovna, in 1743 MUller returned to the 
the reign of Elizabeth, and to radically changed circumstances in the Academy. For the 
next twenty years he doggedly and energetically pursued his academic work, writing up 
the results of his researches, plagued by Academy intrigues and the pervasive enmity of 
Lomonosov, who was increasingly influential while Elisabeth remained on the throne 
and I. I. Shuvalov in favour. He was honoured or burdened with a plethora of official 
tasks and commissions, such as supplying materials to Voltaire for his history of Peter I, 
of which MUller was very critical. From 1747 to 1750 he served as rector of the 
Academy university - which brought with its new contract the obligation to take 
Russian citizenship - in 1748 became head of the newly-created History Department in 
the Academy, in 1754 the Academy's permanent Secretary. In between, in 1749, his 
proposed text for an anniversary lecture had provoked the ire of Lomonosov and 
spawned the controversy over the 'Norman theory' which brought him great 
unpleasantness. Finally in 1765 he accepted nomination as Director of the new Moscow 
Foundling Home: a job less unsuited to him than it might appear, given his previous 
experience and interest in teaching and pedagogy at the Academy gymnasium and 
university and elsewhere, and his organizational talents which were needed to build up 
the Foundling House, both literally and metaphorically. While retaining his membership 
(and salary) of the Academy in Petersburg, he moved away from its frictions and 
demands to a fashionable project under the direct eye of the new Empress, and for 
which he gained the rank of College Counsellor, which carried hereditary nobility. 
Moscow was also home to the archive of the College of Foreign Affairs, a great 
attraction: MUller soon successfully agitated to be moved to work there, abandoning his 
post at the Foundling Home in 1766. The archive, of which he became Director and 
which he radically reorganized, remained his base until his death in 1783. 
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In his discussion of MUller's historical work, Hoffmann is concerned to 
emphasize its context: when MUller began there were no modern broad accounts of 
Russian history - he was later instrumental in bringing Tatishchev's to public notice. 
There was also no tradition of systematic documentary research and publication, and 
MUller laid the foundations of this: he not only opened up archival materials for the first 
time, he was also unusual in his insistence on letting them speak for themselves through 
exact reference and quotation. His primary concern with documentary accuracy, 
Hoffmann explains, meant that he concentrated on detail and neglected larger 
interpretative perspectives, something which set him apart from the younger generation 
of such as Lomonosov and Schldzer. It was also the case that most of his historical 
publications concerned the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries: studies of earlier 
periods (including the question of Russia's origins) were 'excursions into a fringe area' 
(p. 188). In addition, his organizational work in Russian archives - especially the 
Moscow archive of Foreign Affairs - was critical for the development of the Imperial 
archival system: Hoffmann agrees with W. Molleken that MUller was 'the Nestor of 
Russian archival science' (p.279). 

Hoffmann emphasizes, however, how much more MUller accomplished than in 
the field of history alone. Particularly his work on Siberia was multi-disciplinary, 
extensive and path-breaking. He surveys his achievements in archaeology, ethnography 
and Siberian linguistics - his important Siberian finds are now part of the Hermitage 
collections - and his very extensive contributions to geography and cartography, both 
in the field and in the quiet of the study; for a time he was co-director of the Academy's 
Geographic Department. MUller was also of great importance in the development of 
periodical publishing in Russia, beginning with his editing and contributions from 1728 
to the Sankt Peterburgische Zeitung and its Russian translation Sankt Peterburgskie 
Vedomosti, but especially through his editorship of Ezhemesiachnye sochineniia 1755-
1765, the first Russian popular-scientific journal, and his creation of Sammlung 
russischer Geschichte (Collection of Russian History, 9 vols, 1733-64), the first 
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historical periodical of the Empire, of great significance for Russia despite being in 
German, but also well circulated abroad. Hoffmann disputes the common Soviet view of 
Lomonosov's importance in the origins of Ezhemesiachnye Sochineniia. As editor 
MUller himself prepared much of the copy of the periodical, and it is significant that 
after his departure to Moscow nobody could be found in the Academy to take on the 
labour of editorship, and the journal ceased publication. MUller's own voluminous 
writings were to a large extent in German, and this, together with Sammlung Russischer 
Geschichte and his huge largely international correspondence, made him well-known in 
German scholarly circles and a significant influence in the development of the 
contemporary German image of the Russian Empire. 

Hoffmann succeeds very well in his goal of drawing a rounded and convincing 
picture of his subject. His account of his hero is very positive, but appears to be well 
balanced, and is agreeably free from theoretical and ideological concerns: rather he 
stands as a defender of MUller against the limitations of Soviet scholarship and the 
common Soviet 'pro-Lomonosov' tendency to minimize his significance and deserts or 
attribute to him anti-Russian bias. The book also reads very well. Hoffmann is 
commendably ready to acknowledge gaps in his information - for instance the paucity 
of sources on MUller's personal life - and also to name and cite other scholars and their 
opinions in the text. At the same time he draws upon a very extensive source base, 
including archival materials from the Academy archive and RGADA - curiously, these 
are nowhere separately listed or discussed. The source coverage reflects both 
Hoffmann's long-time preoccupation with MUller and the fact that he has not done 
eveiything one might expect from a younger scholar (he is over 80) to bring his 
researches up to date. He cites, for example, notes on MUller's correspondence with J. J. 
J. Rost which he took in the Academy archive in 1959, but also remarks on their 
deficiency for current purposes (pp. 146-47). Similarly his coverage of the latest 
literature is incomplete. His statement that there 'is no special work on the history of the 
College of Foreign Affairs' (p. 154) overlooks A. Joukovskaia's recent impressive 
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thesis on the subject (Le service diplomatique russe au XVIIIe siecle: Genese et 

fonctionnement du college des Affaires etrangeres. These de doctorat. Paris: Centre 

d'etudes du monde russe, sovietique et post-sovietique, 2002. SSEES/UCL Library: R. 

IX. D. JOU). He does not list or mention the 1998 publication on J. G. Eisen by his 

colleague Erich Donnert and the present reviewer, which published most of Eisen's 31 

letters to MUller - Hoffmann has looked at part of this correspondence in the archive, 

but his ignorance of the rest leads to false conclusions about the publication of Eisen's 

essay in the Sammlung Russischer Geschichte in 1764 (p. 135). This episode is correctly 

illuminated in the new book by I. JUrjo, Aufklurung im Baltikum. Leben und Werk des 

livlandischen Gelehrten August Wilhelm Hupel (1737-1819), ¬·€‡Ë Vg: K6ln-Weimar-

Wien, 2006 (see my review forthcoming in Slavonic and East European Review). Apart 

from this case, however, no serious errors were noted; and the book overall offers a 

successful, informative and readable account of its subject. 

Roger Bartlett (Nottingham) 

V V T ^„ *r 

II 

S.A. Kozlov, Russkaia provintsiia Pavla Bolotova: 'Nastol'nyi /calendar' 1787 goda, 

Seriia Russkii puteshestvennik epokhi Prosveshcheniia, Biblioteka Fonda pamiati 

svetieishego kniazia A.D. Menshikova, 'Istoricheskaia illiustratsiia', Sankt-Peterburg, 

2006,207 pp. Illustrations. Notes. Index. 

Until 1985, even 1991, few visitors from the West visited the Russian provinces. 

Therefore, they were spatially remote as well as distant in time for most eighteenth-

century specialists. Meanwhile, the centralised Soviet state did not encourage 
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kraevedenie, and so there was little to read about the provinces beyond books and 
articles published before 1917. More recently, the provinces have become more 
accessible to all, and local publications have abounded. In this connection, Sigurd 
Ottovich Shmidt has made the distinction between closely-focused kraevedenie and 
more wide-ranging regionologiia, adding the comprehensive concept of globalizatsiia. 

Among the relevant works that did manage to appear during the Soviet period 
was Zhizn' i prikliucheniia Andreia Bolotova opisannye samim im dlia svoikh 
potomkov, 'Academia', Moskva-Leningrad, 1931, abridged from 29 volumes of 
manuscript in epistolary style each approximately 400 pages in length. Bolotov was po-
svoemu a globalizatchik, taking a keen interest in the affairs of the wider world as well 
as in the day-to-day concerns of running his small estate near Tula and managing a 
larger crown property nearby. 

Now, the record kept by his son Pavel for the year 1787 has been prepared for 
publication by Sergei Kozlov, already well-known for his books on the Cossacks and on 
travellers. It is a sign of new times that one of his retsenzenty is the American 'Nensi 
Shilds KoUmann'. It would also have been impossible in the old Soviet days to make 
the dedication to the memory of the great deeds of the Empress Catherine II. The 
Empress, as we shall see, makes a personal appearance in the pages of the nastol'nyi 
kalendar'. 

Before them, there is an introduction divided into two chapters. The first poses 
the question: generation gap or continuity? The father's story is no doubt familiar 
enough. Andrei Timofeevich was born in 1738 into a respectable noble family of 
modest means at the ancestral estate of Dvorianinovo. He spent many of his early years 
with his father's regiment, one of whose postings was in the Baltic provinces. He 
learned German, therefore, before he went on a short visit to relatives in St. Petersburg. 
Then, commissioned as an officer, he was soon assigned to the headquarters of General 
Korf in Kdnigsberg during the Seven Years' War. Having absorbed much of German 
and other European culture, he took advantage of Peter Ill's Manifesto of 1762 
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abolishing compulsory service to return to his beloved Dvorianinovo. He later became 
manager of a local large crown estate, Bogoroditsk, but also found time to develop his 
many intellectual interests. Married in 1764, he fathered seven children. 

Among his collaborators was bis favourite son Pavel. For example, when he set 
up a theatre for children in 1779, and wrote the play Chestokhval for it, Pavel played the 
leading part, Cleon. The son developed the father's love of reading and made full use of 
the large library created by Andrei Timofeevich on a wide range of subjects, history, 
natural sciences and agriculture among them. Pavel Andreevich also joined in the 
construction of a landscape park at Bogoroditsk and other outdoor activities. 

Chapter Two of Kozlov's introduction is concerned with the centrepiece of his 
book. For more than fifty years, Bolotov Senior kept a Register of Current Events, and 
the Desk Calendar for 1787 is a further example of a dutiful son following in his 
father's footsteps. It is divided into two parts, the first recording the daily routine of 
provincial life, the second expatiating on it and on events further afield. Written in an 
open and often emotional manner, the Desk Calendar was not meant for publication but 
is well worth reading, nevertheless, containing as it does some purple passages as well 
as other observations that may be more mundane but are still informative. The 
introduction closes with an analysis of the manuscript itself, the paper, the binding and 
cover, the handwriting and notes. There are many black-and-white illustrations, 
including reproductions of watercolour paintings by both father and son. Altogether, 
this is a most handsome and meticulously prepared publication. 

Pavel Bolotov's record of the year 1787 begins with a description of the 
celebrations of the arrival of the new year on a clear, frosty day. He joined a 
considerable company to attend local church services. He then had a haircut to make 
himself decent before dinner, after which some danced polkas and quadrilles while 
others played cards. Pavel danced so much that he could hardly walk. Some of the 
guests stayed for supper, and those still there at the end of a long day went to bed late. 
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Throughout the rest of the year, there was a considerable further amount of 

dancing and card-playing. Musicians, including some fleitraversisty and enthusiasts for 

the balalaika and the gusli, would occasionally drop by. Pavel himself was learning to 

play the violin under the tutelage of a resident music master, a crippled Polish nobleman 

occasionally succumbing to the temptations of strong drink. In this respect, he was not 

alone, for many of those invited to the Bolotov table came near to sliding under it. There 

were many frolics, including crossdressing and all manner of japes. But the Desk 

Calendar also records its author's persistence at reading as well as writing. In addition 

to a range of devotional works, there was Pokhozhdenie Telemakax much beloved by his 

father, albeit in the earlier translation of Fenelon's work by A.F. Khrushchev coming 

out in 1747 rather than that of I.S. Zakharov just published in 1786, probably now read 

by the son. Among Pavel's other reading matter was Vekfil'dskii sviashchennik, Sirota 

aglinskaia Hi istoriia Ó Sharlotte Summers^ and books on Columbus and Peter the Great. 

Periodicals came from the Novikov press; Russian, German and English newspapers 

were occasionally delivered, too. But Pavel's studies were not all reading and writing. A 

drop of ammonia was among objects that he studied under a microscope, while he made 

practical use of the astrolabe. He kept regular records of the weather. 

Pavel's year was by no means estate-bound. There were fairly frequent visits to 

Tula for shopping, for example. However, the great event of the year in town was the 

reception for the Empress Catherine on 20 June, of which we now have a description by 

the son to amplify that already available by the father. Pavel lacks Andrei's literary 

talent, but provides more information on such events as Catherine's visit to the theatre 

for a performance of the comedy Khvastyn and the opera Arkas i Irisa. 

Now and again, the work and play of the provincial nobility were threatened by 

the dissatisfaction of the lower orders. To be sure, there was nothing on the scale of the 

Pugachev Revolt, when Andrei Timofeevich and his fellow dvoriane were 'all 

convinced that the lower orders and the mob, and particularly all the slaves and our 

servants, were secretly in their hearts, although not outwardly, devoted to this evildoer, 
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and generally all revolted in their hearts, and were ready at the least spark to make fire 
and fiame.'[Zhizn' i prikliucheniia, III, 145-6] Nevertheless, the peasants showed their 
displeasure at an inequitable survey, and complained about an unjust steward. 
Moreover, highwaymen were active on one of the roads leading to Tula. Pavel 
witnessed punishment by knout for criminals at the town jail. From the outside world, 
Potemkin sent orders for the preparation of weapons and mustering of recruits as war 
approached with Turkey. However, Pavel was able to gain deferment as well as the rank 
of sergeant. He had good reason at the end of the year, therefore, as he read the Bible 
and played the violin, to thank the Lord for his protection. 

Undoubtedly, the Bolotovs were a remarkable family. For that very reason, their 
experiences were atypical, and it is difficult to use their writings for the purpose of 
historical generalisation. However, the son's Desk Calendar, like the many works of the 
father, certainly serves to indicate that the world of the Enlightenment stretched as far as 
the neighbourhood of Tula. No doubt, it will be necessary reading for all those seeking 
to add to the literature on the subject. 

While thanking Sergei Kozlov for his admirable efforts, one is conscious that he 
is already himself extending his interests more widely. He proposes in 2007 to publish 
the journals of lu. F. Lisianskii and I.F. Kruzenshtern composed while serving as 
volunteers on British ships in the 1790s along with some of their letters, and is currently 
spending some months in Japan looking for traces of yet more Russian travellers. 
Meanwhile, the rest of us can at least contemplate a visit to the estate museums at 
Dvorianinovo and Bogoroditsk as we read the nastol'nyi /calendar'. 

Paul Dukes 
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EDITORS' POSTBAG 

VIII INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE OF THE STUDY GROUP ON 18TH-
CENTURY RUSSIA (2009) 

The VIII International Conference of the Study Group on 18th-century Russia 
will be held at Van Mildert College, Durham University, UK, from Saturday 4 July to 
Thursday 9 July 2009. 

The local organizer will be Professor Patrick O'Meara, Master of Van Mildert. 
Proposals for panels and on any aspect of Russian history and culture in the 

'long' 18th century (late 17th-early 19th cc) already received and those still on their 
way will be considered at the 2007 meeting of the Study Group next January 3rd-5th. In 
keeping with SGECR's traditions, the membership of panels should be international and 
there are no discussants. We ask you also to restrict your proposals initially to THREE 
speakers (20-minute papers) and a chair, to allow the possibility of accommodating 
individual scholars, who are also asked to submit proposals for papers 

Please send your proposals by e-mail or by post to Prof. L. Hughes, SSEES, 
Senate House, Malet Street, London, WCIE 7HU 

STUDY GROUP'S WEB-SITE 

As many of you will now be aware, following on from the discussion at 
January's meeting, the Study Group now has its own web-site, located at: 
http://www.sgecr.co.uk/ 

First and foremost, the site is intended to be a source of information about the 
Study Group. This means that it includes details on how to join the Group, the 
programme for upcoming meetings and proposals for papers/panels at the international 
conference. It will also act as an archive of the Study Group's various publications, 
listing the contents of the issues of the Newsletter and the proceedings of the Group's 
various conferences and workshops. The long-term goal is to provide access to articles 
and synopses from the older issues of the Newsletter, with the content limitation set at 
ten years prior to the current issue. Due to time constraints, this is an ongoing project 
and is restricted to English-language content for the present time. Mistakes in the 
scanning process will occur and Paul Keenan would be grateful for notification of any 
required corrections. Any other suggestions or general comments on the site's content 
are very welcome at: p.keenan@lse.ac.uk 
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NEXT MEETING OF STUDY GROUP 

The next UK meeting of the Study Group will take place from Wednesday 3 to 
Friday 5 January 2007 at the High Leigh Conference Centre, Hoddesdon. The 
provisional programme includes papers from Rodolphe Baudin, Philip Longworth, Lena 
Marassinova, Kirill Ospovat, and Tatiana Smoliarova. 

The organizer is still seeking papers for the meeting on any topic in any 
discipline lated to the 'long' eighteenth century in Russia and the Russian Empire. The 
format of meetings allows a generous 45-50 minutes per paper (although shorter reports 
are also welcome) and provides an excellent opportunity for discussion and feedback 
from an international audience. The languages are English and Russian. Synopses of 
papers are published after the conference in the Group's Newsletter. We particularly 
welcome postgraduate students, for whom we have a limited number of free or 
subsidized places. The total cost for registration and two days' accommodation in 
standard rooms, with all meals and beverages from tea on Wednesday to lunch on 
Friday, will be in the region of £110. (En-suite rooms are available for a supplement.) 
High Leigh Conference Centre is easily reached by road or train from London (20 
minutes from Liverpool Street Station) or from Stansted Airport. Registration forms 
will be mailed to members in the UK and Europe in November, with an electronic 
version circulated via our e-mail list for those further afield. Please send offers of papers 
and enquiries to Professor Lindsey Hughes, School of Slavonic and East European 
Studies, UCL, Gower Street, London WCIE 6BT l.hughes@ssees.ac.uk 

VOLTAIRE'S LETTERS TO CATHERINE 

The following item appeared in The Times on 2 June 2006: "Letters from the 
French Philosopher Voltaire to Catherine the Great, the Russian Empress, have been 
sold to a collector for 583,200 Euros (£400,000) a world record for letters from the 
period. The letters discussed the partition of Poland and Catherine's first war with the 
Ottoman Empire. The 26 missives were sent between 1768 and 1777, some signed 'the 
hermit'." 
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PUBLICATIONS 

Sara Dickinson, Breaking Ground: Travel and National Culture in Russia from Peter I 
to the Era of Pushkin. (Studies in Slavic Literature and Poetics, vol. XLV.) Amsterdam 
and New York: Rodopi, 2006. 291 pp. ISBN: 90-420-1949-2. 

Alessandra Tosi, Waiting for Pushkin: Russian Fiction in the Reign of Alexander I 
(1801-1825) (Studies in Slavic Literature and Poetics, vol. XLIV.) Amsterdam and New 
York: Rodopi, 2006.429 pp. ISBN: 90-420-1829-1. 

Emmanuel Waegemans (ed.), Russia and the West: Missed Opportunities, Unfulfilled 
Dialogues (Brussels: Koninklijke Vlassmse Academie van Belgie voor Wetenschappen 
en Kunsten, 2006. 65pp. (Articles on CI8 by Koningsbrugge, Cross, Waegemans and 
Zorin). 

POSTSCRIPT 

JOHN SIMMONS AND CHRISTOPHER WREN'S SUNDIAL 

Just as we are going to press, The Times (16 June 2006) came up with an item that 
might serve as a postscript to my obituary for John in last year's Newsletter. Jane 
Shilling in her column in Times 2, p. 19, writes: "While we are on the subject of unquiet 
shades, I find myself anxious about the response of the spirit of the late Dr John 
Simmons, an historian of All Souls College, Oxford, who left his college an undisclosed 
sum, on condition that a sundial designed by Sir Christopher Wren was moved back to 
its original position over the college chapel. 
Some Victorian busybody moved it to a position by the Codrington Library in the 
1870s, where it remains to this day, a source of dismay to Dr Simmons during his time 
at All Souls. It is a noble gesture, to try to shape a will in order to rectify some grievous 
error that one hadn't quite been able to sort out in one's lifetime, and if the Fellows had 
any imagination, they surely would have grasped the chance to make good the uncouth 
meddling of their Victorian predecessors. They haven't, though. A spokesman for the 
college said that they were declining the bequest because the conditions were too 
'onerous.' Oh, honestly. If I were the shade of Dr Simmons, I should haunt the lot of 
them, floridly: corking their wine, tainting the roast swan and peacock at high table and 
gibbering loudly during their festivities until they changed their superior Oxford 
minds." 
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