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J.S.G. SIMMONS (1915-2005): IN MEMORIAM (Anthony Cross)

This morning, Tuesday 11 October 2005, there came in the post, in an envelope
with an instantly recognizable address label, formal notification of the death of John
Simmons on 22 September. John himself had prepared the notice — only two details had to
be completed: the date of his death and the terminal year of his Emeritus Fellowship at All
Souls. It reads as follows:

JOHN SIMON GABRIEL SIMMONS
b. Birmingham, 8 July 1915
d. Oxford, 22 September 2005

Library Staff, University of Birmingham, 1932-9, 1946-9
Librarian-Lecturer, University of Oxford, 1949-69
Fellow of All Souls College, Oxford, 1965
Reader in Slavonic Bibliography, University of Oxford, 1969-70
Librarian and Senior Research Fellow, All Souls College, 1970-82
Emeritus Fellow, All Souls College, 1982-2005

This notification was prepared by the deceased and is sent out in accordance with
his instructions. It was his wish that there should be no memorial service in connection with
his death. He approved Rushbrook Williams’s precedent whereby any memorial donations
were sent to the Codrington Library, All Souls College, Oxford.

There is so much of the man in this precise and lucid enumeration of his career and
in the self-effacing instructions to be followed on his death. But so much is omitted and left
to be conjured up in the memory and mind’s eye of the countless numbers of scholars who
had the good fortune to know him personally or to be his correspondents. Those who did

not know him, however, in his ideal environment of Oxford and its libraries and who did



not have the opportunity to hear him lecture, talk, or guide missed much. It is hard to
imagine an Oxford where one no longer catches a glimpse of this small, grey-suited man
striding through its streets, flat-capped and raincoated in inclement weather, on the way
from All Souls to Bodley or the Taylorian or, in happier times, on his way home to his
beloved wife, companion and amanuensis, Fanny, who pre-deceased him in 1999 and left
him utterly desolate.

I had learnt of his death in an earlier email from Christine Thomas, the recently
retired Head of Slavonic Accessions at the British Library and a devoted friend and
colleague of John, and I had duly informed members of ERCSA (passing on, incidentally,
the slight error in the date of his death). It was Christine, the Editor of SOLANUS, which
John had supported from its foundation many years ago, who had organized the special
number of a journal to celebrate the 90™ birthday of John on 8 July 2005 (New Series, vol.
19). There were nineteen contributions from longstanding and devoted colleagues and
admirers in Britain, America, Russia and Ukraine and there is little doubt that there would
have been dozens of other scholars, only too glad to have written something, had they been
invited and space allowed. As it was, it was a fitting tribute to a man who was strongly
opposed to the very idea of the Festschrift (which he considered among other things a
bibliographer’s nightmare) and one which, Christine informs me, truly delighted John “who
asked for an extra 35 copies to send to friends all over the world”. The ‘Dedication’
emphasized “our deep affection for him and our gratitude for the inspiration, help and
encouragement he has given to two generations of Slavonic scholars, especially
bibliographers, librarians, and historians of the book”. Three of the contributions are out-
and-out tributes to John, but all contain references to his kindness and generosity, erudition
and wisdom, and all will be read with pleasure by those who knew him and will acquaint
those who didn’t with some of the qualities of this “outstanding example of that now

endangered species, the scholar librarian” (the words are Will Ryan’s).



John became a member of the Study Group on Eighteenth-Century Russia from its
very inception in 1968 and, indeed, gave a talk on bibliography at its first meeting and an
appreciation of the late Professor P.N. Berkov at the second. He contributed to the fifth
issue of the Newsletter (1977) a long review of the first volume of the Istoriia
dorevoliutsionnoi Rossii v dnevnikakh i vospominaniiakh (1976), edited by P.A.
Zaionchkovskii. The tenth issue of the Newsletter in 1982 was dedicated to John on his
retirement as Librarian of All Souls and he was made the first Honorary Member of the
Study Group, in which he retained a strong interest up to his death. Signal evidence of his
unflagging attachment was the invaluable name and subject indexes he compiled of the
Newsletter’s first twenty-five issues (XX VI (1998), 70-81).

John will be sorely missed. I personally owe him a great deal.

Anthony Cross

ELENA BORISOVNA MOSGOVAIA (1950-2005): AN APPRECIATION

Elena (Lena) Mozgovaia died on Sunday 5 June 2005, her fifty-fifth birthday, after a
long illness. The news of her death reached me by the St Petersburg grapevine — a mutual
friend from the Russian Museum phoned a former research student of mine, who had first
introduced me to Lena in the early 1990s, and he phoned me. Lena was a pioneer as far as
the Study Group was concerned, the first Russian scholar regularly to attend our January
meetings under her own steam. She refused offers of support from the Group’s BASEES
subsidy, insisting that it be reserved for younger scholars. She first visited in 1996,
accompanied by her daughter Olga, and gave a paper on ‘National traditions in 18th-
century Russian sculpture’. (See SGECRN, 24 (1996), which also contains her ‘note’ on
Anton Losenko’s work ‘Iz”’iasnenie kratkoi proportsii cheloveka’.) Thereafter she attended
annually up to and including 2002, giving papers in 1998 (on Russian theoretical
compositions on figurative art from the second half of the 18th century) and 2000 (on a new



statue of Peter the Great). Regulars will remember her well-organised, clearly focused talks
and businesslike delivery. She disapproved of speakers who ignored the time limit. Not
only did she attend herself, but she also sent us speakers from among her colleagues and
research students, as well as eliciting contributions for the Newsletter from fellow scholars
in Russia.

Lena Mozgovaia spent virtually her whole career, as student and teacher, at the St.
Petersburg I. E. Repin State Academic Institute of Painting, Sculpture and Architecture, in
the Academy of Arts building on Vasil’evskii Island, where latterly she was professor of
the history of sculpture. Her candidate’s dissertation was on the work of the Ukrainian
architect Ivan Petrovich Zarudnyi (?-1727), focusing on his wooden sculptures for the
iconostasis of the Peter-Paul cathedral, a daring subject for its time, since religious
sculpture was a tricky topic to accommodate within the prevailing secular framework of
Petrine studies. ‘Tvorchestvo Zarudnego’ (Leningrad, 1976) remains unpublished in the
archive of the Academy of Arts, although the avtoreferat (1977) appeared in print, as did
articles on Zarudnyi’s triumphal arches and his note books (in the Repin Institute’s series
Problemy razvitiia russkogo iskusstva, 7 and 8 (1975)). In 1999 the monograph
Skul 'pturnyi klass Akademii khudozhestv v XVIII veke (St. Petersburg, ‘Zero-design’)
appeared, an archival-based study of the theory and practice of education for Russian
sculptors. As the editor’s preface noted, the author had succeeded as no one else could in
conveying the ‘academic atmosphere’ and values of the Academy. One might add that this
is probably because Lena regarded herself as a link in that artistic and pedagogical chain
dating back to the 1750s. Her family was steeped in sculpture, her husband Slava a restorer
in the Hermitage, who has worked on many major projects in and around St Petersburg, and
her daughter Olga a specialist on the history of the preservation of sculpture.

Many Study Group members enjoyed Lena’s generous hospitality at her apartment in a
solid, high-ceilinged Stalin-era block on Suvorovskii Prospect, admired the elegant
paintings, sculptures and pre-revolutionary furniture in the sitting room (Lena could trace
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her ancestry to the Russian nobility and had inherited a number of items) and the exotic
bathroom decorated with mirrors and shells. The kitchen was the hub of conviviality at
whatever hour you visited. There was always food sizzling on the stove or waiting in the
fridge, and an array of unusual drinks to be sampled. Lena’s research students would arrive
for tutorials, friends would drop in and out. Some readers will remember the aged cat
Murka, who ate raw eggs. Lena presided over her ‘salon’ with infinite good humour, a
slightly old-fashioned figure with an air of authority about her. She and I were more or less
contemporaries, but I always felt like the junior partner in the relationship.

I have lost count of the number of times Lena put me in touch with the right person in
the right place — a word from her brought access behind the scenes in the Publichka,
Peterhof, the Hermitage (where among other things 1 was treated to a visit to Peter I's
garderob, a chance to see a rarely displayed deathbed portrait and a close encounter with
Rastrelli’s wax bust of Peter in the cellar.) Lena did not, I think, altogether approve of my
multidisciplinary ‘Russian cultural landmarks’ project, which embraces kitsch along with
‘great’ art, but she immediately grasped what it was all about and thereafter helped
unstintingly with references, xeroxes, illustrations and contacts. [ was able to a small extent
to repay some of her kindness by organising access for her to view two plaques by the
sculptor Fedot Shubin in a house at the Roehampton campus of Surrey University, where
the caretaker was alarmed by the unlikely sight of Lena balancing precariously on a table to
get a good shot of the plaques. An article ensued (‘Proizvedeniia F. I. Shubina v
Velikobritanii’, in I. V. Riazantsev ed., Russkoe iskusstvo novogo vremeni. Issledovaniia i
materialy (Moscow, 2000), pp. 94-104). Comparative studies that resulted from her January
visits to the British Library included a paper on ‘A Project to Create a School under the
Auspices of the Royal Academy of Fine Arts in London’.

Lena was also the best of friends on a more mundane level. In 2000, leaving the
Library of the Academy of Arts I tripped down a deceptive half-step and landed in an
inelegant heap at Lena’s feet. When British stoicism faltered and I admitted that I had



injured my ankle, she commandeered one of her students (refusal was not an option) to
drive us in his car to the nearest polyclinic, where Lena whisked me vne ocheredi past a
great throng of bol'nye (most of whom, she commented disapprovingly, were probably
suffering from alcohol-induced injuries) into the nearest surgery, where 1 was duly
bandaged up. One voiced wishes with caution. On one occasion I chanced to remark that it
would be nice to have a flat in St. Petersburg (a statement hedged about in my own mind
with conditionals as I considered the costs, anxiety about security, legal complications and
so on). A couple of months later Lena phoned to say than an excellent flat had come up, but
I had to decide quickly as it would soon be gone. She was not offended by my refusal and
bought it herself. Subsequently I and other members of the Group stayed there at various
times.

Sadly I did not see Lena during the last year and a half of her life. In the autumn of
2002 she began to speak of being ‘too old’ to travel. Rumours reached me and others that
she was ill, but, with characteristic discretion, she never divulged details outside her family
circle. Letters and e-mails went unanswered and I knew that something was seriously
wrong when she failed to deliver an article (on a Russo-British theme) promised for Tony
Cross’s Festschrift and was unable to attend the International Conference in Wittenberg,
from where, as participants will recall, a message was sent to her. She was delighted at the
birth of Olga’s son in 2004 and, by all accounts, enjoyed taking him out for good ‘airings’
when she was still feeling well enough.

If 1 have dwelt on the personal as much as the professional, it is because in my
relationship with Lena Mozgovaia the two were inextricably entwined, as is the case with
all the relationships that one values most in Russia. She has left a monument to herself in
the hearts of her British friends. Visits to St. Petersburg will not be the same without her.

Lindsey Hughes (SSEES, UCL)



SYNOPSES OF PAPERS READ AT THE 46™ MEETING OF THE STUDY GROUP
AT HIGH LEIGH CONFERENCE CENTRE, HODDESDON, ON 4-6 JANUARY 2005

I.  ROGER BARTLETT (Nottingham), “German Popular Enlightenment in the
Russian Empire: Peter Ernst Wilde and Catherine I1”

The term ‘popular Enlightenment’ has been applied to attempts to relate the abstract
ideas and scientific innovations of the Enlightenment to real everyday life. A major
development in eighteenth-century European societies was the effort by benevolent members
of the educated classes to rise up the common people out of ignorance, superstition and their
daily common ills and vices. The motivation was a mixture of rational calculation, social
engineering and philanthropic or religious altruism, often also a strong sense of duty and
obligation on the part of the ‘enlightened patriot’; popular Enlightenment also accorded
perfectly with the leading theories of statecraft of the later eighteenth century. A recent
historian of this phenomenon in Germany, die Volksaufkldrung, Holger Boning, has traced its
evolution in several stages: from the abstract intellectual Enlightenment to the ‘economic and
publicly useful’ stage, concerned particularly with agrarian and medical improvement, and
through to the ‘popular Enlightenment’ proper and its growing concern for popular education.
This practical and activist approach to Enlightenment became conspicuous in the second half
of the century.

The phenomenon was supranational: witness the huge international success of the
famous medical tract Avis au peuple sur sa santé (1761) by the Swiss physician S.-A. Tissot,
translated into numerous European languages. Britain had its own popular medical writers, but
translations and adaptations of Tissot went through many editions in Britain, and America,
between 1765 and 1815. Tissot’s work appeared in Russia, in 1781, and he was influential
too in the German lands. In Protestant German and other territories local literati worked with
the Lutheran Church and local authorities to improve the lot of the common people. Germany



was also a prime source for popular Enlightenment in Russia; the paper examines some
examples.

The first case is the medical man Peter Emst Wilde (1732-1785), from Pomerania,
who spent most of his adult life in Russia’s Baltic provinces, which comprise most of present-
day Latvia and Estonia, where landowners spoke German and their peasant serfs Latvian or
Estonian. Wilde gained an MD from Greifswald in 1765 and that year began publishing in
Mitau (Courland) a weekly, The Country Doctor [Der Landarzt]. He soon moved into the
Empire, settling in the Baltic German estate of Oberpahlen/PSltsamaa, in the northern
Estonian-speaking part of Russian Livonia. He had been recruited by the estate’s owner,
Major W. J. von Lauw. Lauw was eager to develop literacy in his estates, and to improve
public hygiene and the health of his peasants, and he brought Wilde to Oberpahlen to establish
a ‘lazaret’ or hospital. Wilde remained at Oberpahlen for the rest of his life. He undertook a
wide range of activities specifically intended to foster the public good and the welfare of the
common folk, and continued his medical output with further publications. The most famous
are the Estonian-language medical periodical Short Treatise on Medicine (Liihhike
Oppetus...1766) and its Latvian counterpart The Latvian Physician (Latweeschu Ahrst, 1768).
These were landmark publications, the first periodicals in their languages, in which relatively
little was published before 1800: a milestone in Latvian and Estonian literary and publishing
history.

Wilde made what wider reputation he had with his medical writings, but of interest
here are his practical activities, in which von Lauw gave him great support. Wilde's primary
task was to run the new hospital; beyond this he also obtained official authorization to set up a
pharmacy, which successfully dispensed primarily local herbal remedies, employing one or
more trained pharmacists. He cherished wider plans for medical education, in which the
pharmacy had an important role; and he established what he called a ‘medical school’ in
Oberpahlen. But he also wanted to develop education there more widely. A primary parish
school already existed, concentrating on basic literacy ~ the Lutheran Church required its flock



to be literate, to be able to read Church books, and in Livonia the Church demanded that its
pastors be fluent in Latvian or Estonian; consequently peasant literacy in Livonia was way
above peasant literacy in Russia. Wilde had greater aspirations: he wished to set up an
institution at the level of a university. This over-ambitious dream may have been inspired by
the Academia Petrina, a higher-education college established by Duke Peter of Courland in
nearby Mitau in 1768. Pedagogy was in fact a life-long interest and concern for Wilde, and his
ideas on the subject were evidently established from an early date. His desire to make his
pupils think for themselves, and to treat them as dignified individuals with their own rights and
wishes, expressed in his scheme of medical education and his later writings, reflects
fundamental principles of liberal Enlightenment pedagogy. This approach even extended to
the treatment of animals — in 1770 Wilde published a treatise on horsebreeding — and it also
informed his view of the surrounding Estonian peasantry: they were rational individuals, to be
treated as fellow humans. Wilde was a convinced opponent of serfdom.

Wilde also attempted to spread enlightenment through other channels. He set up a
short-lived ‘Livonian and Curonian Economic Society’ with its own Transactions; and he
established his own printing press at Oberpahlen. Just as he had successfully obtained official
permission for the unusual institution of a private country pharmacy, so he persuaded the
provincial authorities in Riga to approve a private press. He was exempted from censorship,
provided that he printed only his own works and that these ‘should contain nothing contrary to
religion, the state or the laws of the land’.

The printing house began work in October 1766, soon after Wilde's arrival in
Oberpahlen. Apart from its publications, it had a small income from the production of
ephemera, such as marriage announcements and occasional poems. But its output was very
limited — only 16 titles published by Wilde are known — and it was unprofitable; in 1770 von
Lauw bought it from Wilde and supported it and its losses himself. After Lauw’s death in
1786 it was rented by one Michael Grentzius, who soon moved it to nearby Dorpat/Tartu. In
1791 Grentzius bought the press outright; he continued his publishing activities in Dorpat,



becoming printer to Dorpat University after its refoundation in 1802. So Wilde’s press, despite
its difficulties, became the foundation of an established nineteenth-century business. H. L.
Bacmeister, based in St. Petersburg, declared that Wilde’s undertaking, ‘a censorship-exempt
private printing operation in the countryside, in a province like Livonia’, was ‘such an
unexpected phenomenon and so remarkable with regard to literature, that we cannot leave its
origins and progress unremarked’. It was indeed exceptional in the then circumstances of the
Russian Empire, since government or official institutions maintained a monopoly which was
almost unchallenged until the 1770s, even in the capitals and the Baltic provinces, and
provincial presses scarcely existed — things changed dramatically only after the famous 1783
decree on private presses. Wilde’s press is also remarkable in being largely unknown in the
literature.

Wilde’s most active years were the 1760s and 1770s, but he went on working up to his
death in December 1785. Lauw’s death the following year brought evidence of the material
difficulties of his and Wilde’s work: his estate was declared bankrupt. Wilde and Lauw had
undertaken a great deal, and must have had an impact, though this is hard to judge; but they
evidently overestimated the receptiveness of their Livonian audience. Wilde’s admirable,
persistent and consistent striving to put his principles into practice was a sign of the times, and
he was not alone in his work in Livonia; but his success in his ‘second fatherland’ was limited.
Popular Enlightenment was big business in Germany, but despite the work of Baltic literati it
was less in tune with the attitudes of more conservative native Baltic-German estate-owners,
and still less with those of the mass of the Russian nobility.

Nevertheless, expressions of popular Enlightenment are also to be found in the heart of
the Empire. A striking example is Jakob Sievers, whose work as Governor of Novgorod and
Tver provinces has been analysed by Robert Jones. Sievers attempted to improve his
enormous territory, the size of France, in much the same way that Wilde sought to improve the
environs of Oberpahlen. As Jones put it, ‘[Sievers] was convinced that most forms of misery
were the products of vice and ignorance, and that they could be eliminated through virtue and
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enlightenment. [...] He saw most elements of the status quo as ripe for improvement’. But
Sievers eventually fell out with his patron the Empress professionally because of the
frustrations of his subordination to authorities in St Petersburg which he saw as unresponsive
and hostile. Like Wilde, but at the highest level, he found that he could not fully realise his
aspirations. However, the most elevated representative of this way of thinking about society in
the Empire was not Sievers, but another German, Princess Sophie Auguste Friedericke von
Anbhalt-Zerbst: Catherine II. As Grand Duchess and neophyte Empress, Catherine read the
German and Austrian cameralists and other European thinkers as well as the French
encyclopédistes and Physiocrats. Most interesting here, however, is her basic mind-set, the
view of life she brought with her from Germany. She came from an aristocracy steeped in
hierarchical estate thinking; but her rather impoverished family also stood firmly in a tradition
of Lutheran faith and military duty — specifically Prussian service — which also left an
important imprint. Her childhood experiences of religion gave her a clear sense of the
desirability of religious toleration. The same might be said of her approach both to horizontal
social relations, among the elite, and to vertical social relationships: did her statement as
Grand Duchess that enslaving one’s fellow man is against both Christianity and natural law
reflect childhood understandings of German practices and Lutheran ideas? Catherine’s social
policies as Empress essentially embodied the aspirations of the popular Enlightenment,
nowhere more clearly than in the educational reform on which she finally settled in the 1780s.
These things have been cited as expressions of Enlightened Absolutism; and so they were.
What Wilde sought to do in Oberpahlen, Catherine II, Frederick II and Joseph II wished to do,
mutatis mutandis, in their domains. Neither Wilde nor Sievers grasped sufficiently what was
practically achievable in the particular circumstances of their work; Catherine by contrast was
skilfully pragmatic, and she also balanced foreign and domestic requirements better than her
adviser Sievers. Her Enlightened Absolutism was less single-mindedly radical than the
sometimes unworldly efforts of Peter Wilde. But both sought to bring popular Enlightenment
to their ‘second fatherlands’ of Russia and Livonia.
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II. MANFRED SCHRUBA (Ruhr-Universitiit Bochum), “N. M. Karamzin’s
Poetological Poetry”

Poetic self-reflection didn’t play a distinctive role in Russian 18" century poetry.
For classicist poets the most appropriate place to discuss poetological topics was the
didactic poem in the spirit of Horace’s and Boileau’s verse treatises on art of poetry.
Besides the didactic current the appearence of the poetry theme in Russian classicism can,
if at all, be observed in shape of some elements of literary tradition. The poets were little
interested in poetological problems beyond questions of poetry rules — like the writer’s
conception of his own position and function in society, psychological implications of the
creative process, finally, the literary work’s impact on the reader. This circumstance is
possibly connected with the peculiarities of the normative classicist poetics: firstly,
occurrences which are not submitted to a rationalist approach (such as intuitive artistic
procedures) fall apart from the area of poetological reflection; secondly, the classicist poet’s
image is a quite rigid constant corresponding to the genre applied by the author. The
situation changes since the end of the 1780s, not least in the train of the new literary current
of sentimentalism. In Karamzin’s poetry of this period there is a lot of poems with
poetological content. The character of these poems significantly differs from the
autopoetical works of the classicist period.

The first of them is the poem Poeziia (1789). Its formal features — about 200 verses
written in six-foot iambs — resemble at the first glance the epistles on poetic art in the spirit
of Boileau. But the six-foot iambs here do not establish the customary alexandrine meter.
The content is also different: Karamzin provides a kind of a mythical history of poetry.
Divine by provenance, it is given to mankind in the state of paradisiac innocence, in which
the first poets extol their blessedness and sing the praise of God; with the Fall of man the
poetry is fallen, too; after that follows its rebirth and ascent; the particular stages of this
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process — the biblical period, the ancient Greek period and the ancient Roman period; after
the passages on classical antiquity follow immediately the modern times with passages on
English and German-language poetry. Remarkable is the demonstrative absence of French
poets, which can be hardly explained if not with a conscious rejection of the classicist
poetics, which in its Russian variety was almost entirely oriented on French patterns. And
so, already in Karamzin’s first poetological poem distinctly emerge particular anti-classicist
features. They manifest themselfs in the refusal of mentioning French authors, most
glorified by the coryphaeuses of the antecedent literary formation, and in the refusal of
discussing any poetic rules.

In the first Aonidy booklet (1796) Karamzin has published the poem Otvet moemu
priiateliu, kotoryi khotel, chtoby ia napisal pokhval'nuiu odu velikoi Ekaterine — a subtle
praise of the empress in an unusval manner of a ‘quiet lyre’, distinguished from the
stereotyped devices of the ‘roaring’ lyre. The external division in three uneven quasi-
stanzas underlines the three-part composition of the poem with a distinctly expressed
logical structure of a syllogism with two premises in the first two stanzas and a conclusion
in the third. If the first stanza is written in the spirit of sentimentalism, the second stanza
represents a thematic, stylistic, rhetoric and metric quotation of the classicist panegyric
solemn ode genre. In the third stanza there is again a sharp stylistic contrast; the
simplification concerns not only the syntax and the rhetorics, but also the phonetic
instrumentation. Three clearly distinctive styles in each of the stanzas can be considered as
a manifestation of three stages of the development of Russian poetic language. If the second
stanza is a representation of the classicist past, and the first stanza stands for the
sentimentalist present, then the third stanza programmatically mirrors the future stage of the
literary language’s development. In the following Karamzin repeatedly exposed the
corresponding language program — an orientation on a homogeneous universal style,

distinguished by lucidity and elegance. It is a style of the cultivated salon visitor, who
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avoids in his utterances scholarly ponderousness — in the name of lucidity, and plebeian
rudeness — in the name of elegance.

In the second Aonidy booklet (1797) Karamzin published two lengthy poems
devoted to the poet and poetry topic. One of them'is the poem K bednomu poetu. If the
preceding poetological poems consider the choice of a new poetic tradition and the search
for a new poetic language, so in the next one the attention is focused on the poet's image
and on the creative process. In comparison to the poet’s image in Russian classicist poetry
and to real biographies of the epoch’s literati — mostly civil servants or army officers -
Karamzin’s image of a ‘poor poet’ looks quite non-traditional. His ‘poor poet’ is poor
because he does not serve anywhere as he refuses to serve. Against material profit as a
motif for literary activity Karamzin sets the idea of self-sufficient poetic talent. The genuine
glory is not longer a reflection of the monarch’s glory, when the poets praise them in
panegyric works; this is a glory attained by a self-sufficient, autonomous poetry obtaining
dignity from itself. The second main poetological concept of the poem consists in the
emphasizing of the meaning of phantasy, poetic imagination in the process of artistic
creation. The factual pauperism of the ‘poor poet’ transforms into a poetological picture of
a psychologic attitude required for creative activity — a condition including such qualities
like curiosity, undullness of the sense organs, craving for impressions, readiness for the
search of creative ideas and solutions. Poverty, as a metaphor of creative non-saturation,
provides richness of poetic imagination. The poet appears in the poem as an ‘artful lier’.
The poetological sense of this approximation of creativity and poetic imagination to lying
can be seen in the circumstance that it sharply contradicts the postulates of classicist
poetics, in particular, its orientation on reliability and on literature’s didactic function.

In the same Aonidy booklet Karamzin also published the poem Darovaniia. It
represents a kind of a solemn ode to poetic creation. Not only the rhyme pattern in the
decastichs, but also the stylistic features, the language and the pictoriality connects this

poem with the genre of the classicist panegyric ode. Karamzin describes the emergence of
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Art — the origins, circumstances and conditions of the apparition of artistic creation in the
history of mankind. The initial term is ‘Nature’, implying nature beauty. To the apparition
of Art contribute the intellectual abilities and the emotional susceptibility of the artist. Still,
to transform Nature in Art the performance of a genius is required. Karamzin among the
first in Russia uses this term (cardinal for German poetological conceptions of the Sturm
und Drang period) for the designation of an exceptionally gifted artist. Some ideas of the
poem seem to be inspired by German art theoreticians, especially by Immanuel Kant’s
Kritik der Urteilskraft (1790) and by Gotthold Ephraim Lessing’s Laokoon: oder iiber die
Grenzen der Malerei und Poesie (1766). The poem develops and heightens the main
poetological thoughts of the previous poem; the idea of poetic imagination is enhanced by
the concept of genius, and the topic of autonomy and self-sufficient dignity of poetry is
supplied by the conception of immortal poetic glory.

In the third and last booklet of the donidy (1798-1799) Karamzin has once more
placed a text devoted to the theme of the poet and poetic creation — the verse epistle Protei,
ili nesoglasiia stikhotvortsa. The poet compares himself to Protheus — a goddess from
Greek mythology, supplied with the gift of prediction and the ability to transform into
different shapes. By using the Protheus image Karamzin develops the thought of a thematic
and emotional multiplicity of poetic creation outlined in the former poems. New is the
nuance of inconsistency underlining the idea of freedom and unbridledness of the creative
process. Comparing to the former poems, special emphasis is made on susceptibility and
sensitiveness as an obligatory precondition of artistic creation. As the main poetical
emotion appears the feeling of love. Karamzin considers the relation of sensitiveness and
poetical creation. He characterizes the affiliation of love and poetry with a series of
aphoristic remarks; he is aware that the supremacy of emotionality in creative thinking is
afflicted with the ‘inconsistencies’ mentioned in the title — as a possible violation of inner
logic, compositional and thematic integrity; but these are secondary problems because they
do not affect the genuine purpose of poetry, which can be described as a phenomenology of
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feelings, enhanced by two other objectives — to touch and to please the reader. By rendering
emotionality as the foundation of poetical creativity, Karamzin — in succession of the
Germans of the Empfindsamkeit school — makes an another step withdrawing him from the
rationalist poetics of the classicism.

The main stages Karamzin has passed on this way are: in the poem Poéziia — the
rejection of old French patterns and the choice of a new etalon in the shape of English and
German poetry; in the poem Otfvet moemu priiateliu — the rejection of the restraints of a
distinct generic, thematic and stylistic division of classicist poetics and the idea of a new
literary language unbridled by the three style theory; in the poem K bednomu poetu — the
declaration of the autonomy of poetry and of the self-sufficient dignity of the poet beyond
the social order of the court; in the poem Darovaniia — the introduction of the idea of
genius and poetical immortality; and, finally, in the poem Protei, ili nesoglasiia
stikhotvortsa - the rejection of the classicist priority of reason and the declaration of the
priority of emotions.

kkkkk

16

————



III. ED WEEDA (Dordrecht), “Politics and Morals: the Functional Diversity of the
18th-Century Epic”

As Cynthia Hyla Whittaker has very convincingly shown in her book Russian
Monarchy. Eighteenth-Century Rulers and Writers in Political Dialogue (2003) rulers,
writing justification literature, and writers, writing advice literature, were in political
dialogue with each other, in an attempt to achieve the general welfare for Russia. As
representatives of one the ‘high genres’, the Russian epicists of the 18" century certainly
participated in this dialogue, each, of course, having their own motivation to write an
advisory text. In this paper only original Russian texts that consist of at least one completed
canto will be discussed, which leaves out Trediakovskii’s Tilemakhida (in spite of the
importance of the original text for the education of future rulers), as well as the efforts of
Maikov, Sumarokov, and Derzhavin. For a detailed account of the development of the 18™-
century Russian epic in relation to questions of rulership and national consciousness I refer
to my article ‘Rulers, Russia and the 18"-Century Epic’, which will be published in SEER,
April 2005.

Kantemir’s Petrida, ili opisanie smerti Petra Velikago (1730) was the first step in
the development of the epopee in Russian literary history and it was unmistakably
politically motivated. The poem concentrates around the characterisation of the deceased
tsar, which forms the basis for the political exemplary function of the poem. Peter is
depicted as an absolute hero, the perfect ruler who possesses qualities that were considered
virtues in both Hellenistic culture and the Christian Church: justice, foresight, wisdom,
soberness, courage, temperance, faith and love. The question of factual correctness is
obviously of secondary importance. Temperance, for instance, was certainly one of Peter’s
underdeveloped virtues.

This image of human perfection is held up before Anna Ioanovna. In a key passage
of the poem, which at first sight seems to be a laudation of Anna, the author in fact merely
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expresses his hope that Anna will prove to be a better ruler than Catherine I and Peter II.
The expression of hope implies a discreet appeal to follow the example of Peter the Great
and as such is nothing less than a political statement. It was Anna’s task to re-establish the
innovative spirit of the Petrine reforms that had been undermined by conservative forces
after Peter had died. In this context it may be remarked that Kantemir in 1730, together
with A.M. Cherkasskii and V.N. Tatishchev publicly plead for the absolute power of the
monarch as institutionalised by Peter, who was disputed by the Verkhovniki and other
groups of Nobles who tried to secure civil and political rights for their social estate. Anna’s
accession to the throne in February 1730 formed a good occasion to remind the new
empress of the merits of her illustrious ancestor and to criticize the politics pursued by
Catherine I and Peter II that had led to the decay of the attainments, realised under the reign
of Peter the Great. Anna was to once again create order out of chaos, to regain the lost
respect of the other nations and to restore Russia’s position in the field of international
politics. The kinship that initially seems to provide a reason for panegyric on Anna actually
implies an imperative obligation for the new empress to imitate and surpass the exemplary
image of her ancestor.

The two cantos of Lomonosov’s Petr Velikii appeared in 1760 and 1761
respectively. Like Kantemir’s Petrida, the poem has an exemplary function, which, when
perceived against the background of the political situation Russia was in when Lomonosov
wrote his poem, had a political bearing. Encouraged by Ivan Ivanovich Shuvalov,
Lomonosov started to work on his epic not later than November 1756, the same year in
which Elisabeth Petrovna’s health declines and her favourites, Aleksandr and Ivan
Shuvalov, started to play a more prominent role in state policy.

Legitimacy of the ruler and stability of government, which because of Elisabeth’s
poor health and the increasing influence of the Shuvalovs on policy became items of
interest in the late fifties, are central themes in the first canto, which describes the inner-

political problems Peter was confronted with in his early years. Peter’s opponents are all
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guided by ignorance and uncontrolled passions, and their actions bring chaos to the
country. Those who support Peter and his policy of reform are guided by Reason and
Knowledge, two categories that were highly estimated by the Shuvalovs and by
Lomonosov himself. Again Peter is portrayed as the absolute hero, an example for the other
rulers of the world, his daughter Elisabeth included. Like Anna, Elisabeth has the task to
follow her father’s steps, a duty that would be transferred to Elizabeth’s counsellors in case
of the empress’ incapability of government. She is to continue the line of innovation and
historical advance by completing Peter’s program of reforms in order to eventually reach
the ideal situation that forms the end of historical development: The Golden Era.

Mikhail Kheraskov’s Chesmesskii boi (1771) marks the introduction of a new
conception of the epic. The poem is not about a single, absolute hero, but about a successful
and important national-historic event: the sea battle in the Guilf of Chessme against the
Turkish fleet in 1770 that was won by the Russians. Instead of the single image of the ideal
ruler, Kheraskov presents a multitude of ideal heroes that actively take part in the narrated
event. As a consequence the exemplary function of the poem is not primarily focused on
the current ruler, and the political statement made is of a more general character. It is the
task of the next generation of generals, admirals and soldiers to follow the example of the
Russians depicted in the poem, so that the victory in the Gulf of Chessme would eventually
lead to the total subjection of the Turks. The responsibility to achieve the general welfare is
no longer carried by the ruler alone: the tsar’s male subjects, in their role of ‘syny
otechestva’, have their responsibilities as well. The emperor’s task is to serve the interests
of the state, guided by reason. The generals and soldiers in their turn should serve both state
and ruler in an appropriate way: the fatherland in the mind, Catherine in the hearts, whereby
the personal interest is always placed second to the interests of nation or state.

More than military successes, however, moral superiority not just over the defeated
Turks, but also over the other European peoples, the ancient Greeks included, is required to
achieve the general welfare. The strength, the high ethic standards, the flowering of arts and

19



sciences and the prosperity that characterise Russia under the reign of Catherine the Great
as depicted in Chesmesskii boi make the country the modern substitute of ancient Greece.
Russia is profiled as the new cultural centre of Europe and the saviour of the civilized
world. The fulfilment of this Messianic prophecy, which coincides with the emergence of
the ideal society, largely depends on moral factors, since it is the result of a combination of
the ideal form of government — absolute monarchy — and Christian-ethical purification and
inner perfection of the individual, leading principles in the Masonic circles of which
Kheraskov was a respected member.

The functional shift from a predominantly political advisory text to a moralistic
advisory text is completed in two of Kheraskov’s major epic poems: Rossiiada (1779) and
Viadimir Vozrozhdennyi (1785). In both poems the realisation of paradisiacal conditions in
Russia is associated strictly with the spiritual side of life. To restore the original condition
from before the fall of man, each person should resign himself to God’s decrees and to the
Laws of Nature in order to obtain divine wisdom (premudrost’). Science, interpreted as the
study of the works of God by many of the early modern scientists, helped to reveal the
divine plan that underlies nature and was considered one way to reach God. Introspection
was another way to find the laws of God and Nature. It would result in a natural revelation
of reason, whereby, as Locke wrote in his Essay Concerning Human Understanding (Book
IV, Chapter 19, section 4) “The Father of Light, and fountain of all knowledge,
communicates to mankind that portion of truth which he has laid within the reach of their
natural faculties”.

This portion of divine truth (istina) should be the point of departure for every ruler
who strives after the general welfare of the country and the people he or she reigns over.
The process of how to reach this grade of moral perfection and how to obtain this ‘istina’

and Reason that should guide every decent monarch as well as every decent subject,
Kheraskov describes in his Rossiiada and Viadimir.
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It is obvious that this kind of epic requires a different method of characterisation of
persons than we have met in Petrida or Petr Velikii. The main characters are by no means
the absolute and exemplary heroes that we find in the epics of Kantemir and Lomonosov.
Both Joann and Vladimir do not represent the ideal image of a tsar right from the start, and
even at the end of the poems, after they have been reborn, the danger to fall back into their
old sinful way of life and to loose again all that had been gained is still present.

To support the main characters in the process of moral purification, required to
become a worthy ruler, Kheraskov introduces persons, who represent the virtues Ioann and
Vladimir initially lack. In Rossiiada, for instance, Adashev is Ioann’s example in political
and court affairs. As a man of virtue Adashev is a white crow at [oann’s court, which he
would have been at Catherine the Great’s court as well and which makes him an example
for Kheraskov’s contemporaries. The same is true for Kurbskii, who represents the military
power and resoluteness that Ioann and the other members of court lack.

Ioann’s third and most important helper, Vassian, represents all the moral virtues an
individual, rulers included, should possess in order to be able to contribute to the
achievement of the state of general welfare. Thus, in Rossiiada and Viadimir the
achievement of ‘obshchee blago’, the certificate of good government, goes hand in hand
with a modest, devout, ascetic lifestyle, in which ‘truth’ and ‘sincerity’ are keywords. A
lifestyle that in some of its aspects is hardly ever associated with court life during the reign
of Catherine the Great. And despite the panegyric passages that present Catherine as the
exemplary ruler for all the other earthly monarchs, this seems to be Kheraskov’s moral
lesson for Catherine and her courtiers. The favourites and courtiers that surround Catherine
resemble Kheraskov’s flatterers like Glinskii, or intriguers like Sagrun, whereas they
should resemble characters like Adashev, Kurbskii or Vassian. Catherine herself lacks the
piety and devoutness that plays a vital role in the conception of the ideal ruler held up by
the influential Masonic section of society. Furthermore, Catherine’s mild attitude towards
other religions, her sceptical attitude towards freemasonry and especially her rationalistic
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worldview, as opposed to the spiritual conceptions of ‘premudrost’ and ‘istina’, are not in
line with Kheraskov’s ideas about the perfect ruler.

Tsar’, ili spasennyi Novgorod, Kheraskov’s last large epic poem, appears in 1800
and is dedicated to Paul I, who came to the throne in the same year. The political statement
is made more emphatically in Tsar’ than in Kheraskov’s previous epics. The poem is
Kheraskov’s contribution to the discussion about the ideal form of government, about
revolution, about tyranny, equality and liberty and about the relationship between the ruler
and his subjects, in which Kniazhnin, Plavil’shchikov, and later Ryleev, Pushkin and
Lermontov participated.

A clear-cut political statement on the title page of the poem leaves no room for
doubt about the position taken by Kheraskov in the discussion: “Tsars are Gods that can be
seen by us, and their will is sanctified power”. For Kheraskov any question about political
equality between the ruler and his subjects is completely out of order. A country that lacks
a powerful monarch will soon be bowed down by disorder, caused by parties that demand
liberty and equality. The historical situation Kheraskov repeatedly refers to, is the French
Revolution, which he describes as “the disgrace of our era that brings shame to the human
kind”, thus placing the political events in a moralistic context. Nobles who support the
revolutionary ideas are depicted as traitors. Their neglect of the traditional values is an
offence against the laws of religion, the laws of nature and the natural order of things, for
this occasion applied to the social structure of society. These nobles confuse liberty with a
lack of control and the possibility to do whatever one deems well for ones own interest.
Here Kheraskov seems to refer to article 67 of Catherine the Great’s Nakaz of 1767, where
it reads, that “social and civil liberty consists not in doing every one as he pleases”. As for
Kheraskov, real freedom of the people can only be realised under the reign of an autocratic
ruler whose power is based on (but not necessarily restricted by) laws. Approximately the
same applies to the people’s desire for equality. Pure rationality (‘umstvennost’) — as

opposed to ‘razum’ or ‘premudrost’’ gained by revelation — denies the power of God and
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eventually undermines the power of the tsar, the legitimate ruler, who is God’s
representative on earth. Again jurisdiction, based on high ethic standards and on the
principals of natural law and its hierarchic order of things, is the only possible way to
secure real equality. ’

kkkk®
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IV. KIRILL OSPOVAT (MOSCOW), “Aleksandr Sumarokov and the Social
Status of Russian Literature in the 1750-60s”

In this paper I argue that the strategies underlying Sumarokov’s behaviour both as a
writer and as a member of the social elite were governed by his views on the status of
literature in society. In his article, “Sumarokov und Boileau”, Joachim Klein suggests that
the ideal of politeness — politesse — can not be applied to the Russian society of
Sumarokov’s time, and that the poet’s behaviour was modeled on that of the rude
philosopher — le philosophe. Here I propose a hypothesis that challenges that claim. It takes
as its starting point the observations made by Klein in another paper, namely, that
Sumarokov’s tragedies served the literary tastes of the empress Elizabeth and her court, and
that during Elizabeth's reign the court was Sumarokov’s only audience. For Sumarokov,
who belonged to the nobility and was an adjutant of the “Night Emperor”, Aleksei
Razumovskii, poetry was integral to the life of the court and the aristocracy in general, and
thus the social standing of a poet was equivalent to that of a courtier.

Breaking with the traditions of his own class, Sumarokov declared poetry to be his
main occupation. He had no other choice after he was dismissed from his position as
director of the Russian theater in June 1761: Ivan Shuvalov, the empress’s favorite, was not
satisfied with Sumarokov’s management skills, and Sumarokov was even accused of
embezzlement. Nevertheless, Shuvalov decided to represent the poet’s retirement as both
voluntary and honorable. The ukaz given to the Court Office reads: “E. i. v. izvolila
ukazat’: gospodina brigadira Sumarokova, imeijushchago direktsiiu nad rossiiskim teatrom,
po ego zhelaniiu ot sei dolzhnosti uvolit’ [...] I vsemilostiveishe ukazala za trudy ego v
slovesnykh naukakh, kotorymi on dovol’no zdelal pol’zu, i za ustanovlenie Rossiiskogo
teatra, proizvodit’ zhalovan’ia, kakovoe on nyntche imeet bez zaderzhaniia. Gospodin
Sumarokov [...] Budet starat’sia, imeia svobodu ot dolzhnostei, usugubit’ svoe prilezhanie v
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sotchineniiakh, kotorye skol’ emu chesti, stol’ vsem lyubiashim chteniie, udovol’stviie
prinosit’ budut”.

The contents and style of this ukaz have little in common with the standard Russian
bureaucratic formulas of the eighteenth century. Moreover, they are so flattering to
Sumarokov that he could have well have composed the ukaz himself. He now found
himself in the position of court poets during the age of Louis XIV, who were paid for being
poets alone. Louis Racine wrote in the biography of his illustrious father in 1747: “He
could not even hear of any occupations that were contrary to the spirit of the Muses; poetry
was the only thing he loved”. Likewise the famous actor Ivan Dmitrevskii, whose
acquaintance with Sumarokov dates to the 1750s, wrote about his retirement in 1807: “On
mog by dostignut’ do samykh vysokikh chinov; no nakonets vozlubia spokoistvie dushi, ne
zhelal byt’ ni voinom, ni sudieiu, ni pridvornym chinovnikom, no liubochestvoval byt’
filosofom, piitom i priamym chelovekom”. Sumarokov’s retirement thus laid the
foundations for his social identification as a writer.

In his post-retirement writings Sumarokov defended literature as an occupation that
deserved social approbation. For example, he wrote to Catherine in March 1770: “D’étre un
grand capitaine et vainqueur est un grand titre, mais d’étre Sophocle est un titre qui n’est
pas moins”. The comparison between the social standing of a military commander and a
poet is here topically relevant, alluding as it does to the conflict between Sumarokov and
General Petr Semenovich Saltykov, the governor of Moscow, over the staging of one of his
plays. At the same time it corresponds to a long tradition of apologies on behalf poetry that
goes back to a speech by Racine before the French Academy. Sumarokov uses this
argument once more in a draft translation of a poem by Frederick the Great, “Croyez que si
j’étais Voltaire” (1757). The poem was first published in January 1758, but Sumarokov
probably did not start translating it until early 1762, when the accession of Peter III to the

Russian throne and the cessation of hostilities against Prussia made conditions more
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acceptable for the reception of a poem by Russia’s arch enemy. Sumarokov’s accurate
translation reads:

Kogda b ia byl Vol’terom,

1 ne byl na prestole,

Dovol’stvuias’ by malym,

Nye tverduiu fortunu

la sam unichtozhal [...]

Na chto mne chaiatel’na slava

Zhit’ posle smerti,

Vo khrame pamiati?

Odna minuta schast’ia stoit

V istorii t'my let [...]

Priiatnosti utekhi

Prirodnoi prostoty,

Ne sonnoe vesel’e,

Vsegda ot pyshnosti i ot nachal’stva,
Velikikh ubegali.

Tolpa sikh prelestei
Sodruzhestvennaia svobode

Zabavy prazdnyia predpochitaet
Surovym dolzhnostiam [...]

Vol’ter v uedinenii svoem [...]
Podvergnut’sia udobstvuet spokoino
Zakonu dobrodeteli premudrykh [...]
A mne pogibel’iu volneniia grozimu,
Prenebregaia buriu, dolzhno

Tak myslit’, zhit’, umret’,

Kak dolzhno Koroliu.

I would like to suggest that this translation can be seen as Sumarokov’s attempt to
justify his social status as a poet. Frederick says that the position of a poet is preferable to
that of a warrior. Voltaire, who is mentioned here and who was Sumarokov’s most
important model in European literature, could be regarded as a professional poet. Voltaire
describes himself as such in his memoirs written in the 1770s. In a letter to Frederick
(1749) he wrote that poetry was his main occupation, his métier. The concept of the poet
expressed in Frederick’s “Croyez que si j’étais Voltaire” may also be traced back to
Voltaire, more specifically to his early anacreontic poem, “Sur 1’usage de la vie”, which
elaborates the hedonistic ethics of the aristocracy. Voltaire describes poetry as an

occupation of an enlightened aristocrat or courtier, for whom intellectual exercises are more
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important than a career in the military or civil service. He opposes the eagle to the

nightingale, the general or minister to the poet:
Passez du fracas des cours
A la douce solitude;
Quittez les jeux pour I’étude:
Changez tout, hors vos amours.
D’une recherche importune
Que vos coeurs embarrassés
Ne volent point, empressés,
Vers les biens que la fortune
Trop loin de vous a placés:
Laissez la fleur étrangere
Embellir d’autres climats;
Cueillez d’une main légére
Celle qui nait sous vos pas. [...]
Et tandis que I’aigle altiére
S’applaudit de sa carriére
Dans le vaste champ des airs,
La tranquille Philomeéle
A sa compagne fidéle
Module ses doux concerts. |[...]
On voit souvent plus d'un roi
Que la tristesse environne;
Les brillants de la couronne
Ne sauvent point de I’ennui:
Ses mousquetaires, ses pages,
Jeunes, indiscrets, volages,
Sont plus fortunés que lui.

In a poem published only posthumously Sumarokov adopts the anacreontic mode of
Voltaire’s poem to express the same hedonistic vision of the poet’s calling:

Otkupit’sia mne ot smerti,
O stikhakh by ia ne dumal,

O bogatstve by ia dumal:
Stikhotvorstvo Stikhotvortsa
Ot mogily ne izbavit:

A svoei on vechnoi slavy,
Vechno chuvstvovat’ ne stanet;
No stikhi daia narodu,
Lyudyam delayu zabavu,

A bogatstvo sobiraia,

Im ne delaiu zabavy;

Tak bogatogo pochtennei
Mnogokratno Stikhotvorets |...).
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As we can see, in the poems by Voltaire and Sumarokov the ideology of aristocratic
idleness directly suports the poet's inclusion in the ranks of high society. Sumarokov
navigated these ranks with ease, priding himself on being a stimulating and witty
conversationalist. Semen Poroshin, tutor to Grand Duke Paul, confirms that Sumarokov
was known for his wit; this was for Sumarokov the main area where a writer could win
respect in high society. Dmitrevskii writes: “Sumarokov liubil veselit’sia, smeiat’sa, i
potomu okhotno poseshchal soovbschestva blagopristoinyia. V veselom dukhe imel on dar
zaniat’ svoeu ostrotoiu mnogochislennuiu besedu i ee razveselit’ [...] Sovershenno razumeia
iskusstvo obkhozhdeniia, izoschren obshimym utcheniem, koego nikogda ne vykazyval,
snabden poznaniiami ne pedantskimi, odarem krasnorechiem prirodnym, poluchal on
udobno verkhovnost’ i pervenstvo nad vsemi sobesednikami; tut-to on byl istinnyi vitiia i
stikhotvorets”.

Portraying Sumarokov in this manner, Dmitrevskii exploits the same motifs as Voltaire,
characterizing the poet as one who combines profound learning and sparkling wit.

This notion of the poet underpins Sumarokov's demands for social approbation.
Translating Frederick’s s poem, he probably had in mind the future king’s first letter to
Voltaire, dated August, 8, 1736 and first published in Voltaire’s Qeuvres of 1748. The
poem paraphrases several paragraphs in the letter that characterize the relationship between
poet and the future king — a relationship of the sort Sumarokov could only dream of
cultivating: “Vos poésies ont des qualités qui les rendent respectables et dignes de
’admiration et de 1’étude des honnétes gens. [...] j’ai senti que les avantages de la
naissance, et cette fumée de grandeur dont la vanité nous berce, ne servent qu’a peu de
chose, ou pour mieux dire 4 rien. Ce sont des distinctions étrangéres & nous-mémes, et qui
ne décorent que la figure. De combien les talents de I’esprit ne sont-ils pas préférables! Que
ne doit-on pas aux gens que la nature a distingués par ce qu’elle les a fait naitre!”

Once more Frederick argues that intellectual talents are more deserving of respect
by men of true nobility (honnétes gens) than the advantages afforded by birth or high social
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standing. The society of honnétes gens was Sumarokov’s ideal audience; in the real world
of the Elizabethan court this society consisted of a small circle of aristocrats who
appreciated belles-lettres. Although the empress herself paid little attention to literature, but
— beside her love for the theater — we know at least two cases when she read — or at least
scanned - books of poetry. In 1743 she allowed Kantemir to dedicate to her a manuscript
collection of his literary works; in 1752 she gave her imprimatur to Trediakovskii’s
Sochinenia i perevody and financed its publication. Beside the Empress and her favorite,
Ivan Shuvalov, we must mention vice-chancellor and later chancellor Mikhail Vorontsov;
the President of the Academy of Sciences Kirill Razumovskii; and the Russian ambassador
to Sweden and later tutor to Grand Duke Paul Nikita Panin. Already in 1748 Vorontsov
sent copies of Lomonosov’s and Trediakovskii’s works to Panin. In the same year Panin
wrote with regard to an ode by Lomonosov: “Est chem, milostivoi gosudar’, v nyneshnee
vremia otechestvo nashe pozdravit’”. In his diary Semen Poroshin recounts that Panin said
of Lomonosov and Sumarokov: “Kak oni dvoe perevedut’sia, tak [...] ne vidat’ eshche,
ktob nam vmesto nikh sluzhit’ mogli”.

The literary education of these aristocrats was based on the manuals for noblemen
and courtiers that came into fashion after the publication of Yunosti chestnoe zertsalo and
were often translated and republished in Elizabeth’s reign. These manuals also depicted the
ideal of the worldly intellectual, who, despite his proximity to the court, appreciates
learning. Abbé Bellegarde (Sovershennye vospitanie detei..., translated into Russian in
1747) says that a perfect gentleman “ucheniia, chteniia i nastavleniia ne preziraet”; the
manual, Istinnaia politika znatmykh i blagorodnykh osob, translated by Trediakovskii,
states: “Nevozmozhno somnevat’sia, chtob nauka nye byla polezna znatnomu i
blagorodnomu cheloveku”. Sumarokov himself had the same idea of a nobleman’s conduct;
in his comedy, Narciss we find Timant, a nobleman, spending a good deal of time at home
reading books; when Kornilii invites him to go hunting, Timant says: “Tak edak i ot Boga i

ot liudei i ot samovo sebia otstanesh; nadobno inogda i doma posidet’”.
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This notion of what it meant to be an aristocrat could readily accommodate writing
as a professional activity. Panin said in 1764: “Umet’ stikhi delat’ i znat’ pravila poezii
pokhval’no”. In one of the articles published in 1763 in the university journal, Svobodnye
chasy, poetry is described as an important part of a nobleman’s education: “Mnogie
dumaiut, chto stikhi pisat’ bezdelitsa [...] Kto bol’she v nevezhestve utopaet, tot bol’she
preziraet stikhi: i ot togo proizoshlo zakluchenie, chto balgorodnomu cheloveku stikhi
pisat’ podlo. Mne kazhetsia, net blagorodnee uprazhneniia, obrashat’sia v naukakh. Ne
vsem dolzhno dvorianam byti stikhotvortsami, a ne prezirat’ stikhotvorstva, konechno,
dolzhno vsem....”

This is exactly what Sumarokov had in mind. It should be added that the few
enlightened aristocrats of Elizabeth’s time did indeed recognize that a writer was worthy of
respect in high society. In a letter to Vorontsov written in 1748 Panin states that the latter
“has respect for the learned”. Nevertheless, Sumarokov, though a nobleman, failed to gain
the respect he sought; paradoxically it was Lomonosov, the son of a fisherman, who
succeeded in doing so. In a letter to Shuvalov, Vorontsov refers to Lomonosov as “nash
drug”. Neither of them could have spoken of Sumarokov in such terms.

*kkkH
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ARTICLES

I. HEOIIYBJIMKOBAHHOE ITPOJO/DKEHHE CTUXOTBOPEHMS A.C.
INHMIOKOBA ‘CTAPOE 1 HOBOE BPEMSY’

B 1784 roay B xypHane Cobeceonux niobumeneii poccutickozo cnroéa A. C.
[IIrmkor omybmxoBan Hebonpmoe (32 cTpokH) cTuxoTBOpeHHe ‘CTapoe U HOBOE BpeMs'.
e cTpodEl 3TOro CTHXOTBOpeHHs pasBHBaTH u3mobnenHylo IlIMmKOBEIM TeMy:
IPHTHBONOCTABJICHHE CTaporo ¥ HoBoro. M crapoe, pasymeercs, OBUIO JydIie HOBOTO: B
CTapHHY JIOOH He JITATH, CYNPYTH He H3MEHATH ApYyr Apyry u np. Ctuxu 6Grum Xopomo
HaNACaHbl, BUAMMO, NOHPABHINCE unTaTeaM, H [lInmkoB omy6nHKkoBan HX eme ABaKMIEL.
B 1789 r. B xypHane becedyrowuii zpancoanun u B 1804 rony B [pyee npoceewerus.
3nece ctuxu 6pumm HasBaHm: “Tlechs Crapoe u HoBoe Bpems, win Kamens, He narommuit
okaH4uBaTh cnoB. ([lepeBox ¢ dpanmysckoro)”. C Kaxaoi myOnukauue#f CTHXOTBOpEHHE
YBEIMYHBANOCH B pasMepax M B “Ilpyre mpocBemeHHs” COCTOSIO M3 BOCBMH CTpod mo
IIeCTHANUATH CTPOK B Kaxmol. Kaxnas crpoda HaumHaercs co cnosa “beBano ...” (B

NPeXHH BEKH, NMpPEXHH rofsl, B MPEXHH MOPH M T.I.), Y€MYy MPOTHBOMOCTaBiAfeTCea “A

HeIHE YX He 7Tak...”. IIpm 3ToM Xaxpas cTpoda HeHCTBHTENHHO 3aKaHYIHBATCA

CapKaCTH4YeCKOM HMHTauMell Kamuld, HaMEKalomero Ha JanbHeimmee nedanbHOE HIH
¢puBonbHOE paszBuTHE COORITHI:

Marts BEpPHT NOXBanam,
A DouYKa BCEM CnoBam,
Yro werosns et Gonraer;
Ona cnabeer, Taer,

W yects ee nowna-
Kaxa, kaxu, kaxa!

B nocneanutt pa3 IlIumkos Hamedaran 37oT TekeT B 1831 roay B 4eThHIpHAALAaTOM
toMe Cobpanus covunerui u nepesodos.'
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Cruxy nonB30BaIMCh NONYIAPHOCTBIO: OHH HOBONBHO YacTO BCTPEYAlOTCS B
PYKONHUCHBIX KomusaxX. OmHa M3 TakMX KONMH Haxomutcs B apxuBe OneHuHEIX. U
HasuiBaetcs Ponno. ‘Crapoe u HOBoe BpeMs’.” TeKCT CONEPXHMT CIHCOK CTHXOTBOPEHHS
IllumkoBa ¢ HE3HAYMTENBHBIMH Pa3HOMTEHHAMH. OJTO OMMOKM NepenucYuka, 3aMmeHa
co6crBeHHbix uMeH (Kumt — Yaut, Menukpera — Maprapera), nepecTaHoBKa OTAEALHEIX
CTPOK, HHOTJa NPOMYCK CTPOK (IO 9eThipex MoApsan). 3aMeHa HEKOTOPHIX cioB (B Gexe — B

cyze) u np. Bocsmas, mocnennss, crpoda y [lIumkoBa BHIMSAAT CleayIomuM o6pasoM:

BeiBano B npeskHH NOPb!
JleBu4bH CKPOMHBI B30PBI
HH NBIHOCTBIO NHPOB,
Hu MHOXECTBOM IapoB,
Ha uectrocTs 06patenHs!,
He cMenu GbITh NpenbEHHDI;
A HEIHE YXX He TaK:
Ilpen 3maToM HecTb MYCTAK.
B GoraTom exunaxe,
Xots 6 6u1n uepTa raxke
H Bcex raynee Kaur,
Onnaxo yGeaut
Muanyto Menukpety,
3a6bIBIIKCE, CECTD B KapeTy
U exath ¢ HUM ... Kyna?
Kaxa, kaxu, kaxa!

B OneHMHCKOM CITHCKE KOHeN cTpods! TakoB: “... ybemut // Miaxyio Maprapery, //
3abuBmKcs, cecTs B Kapery // U exats ¢ HEM Tyna // Kaxa!

Jleno ogHako He B 3THX MaJIO 3HAYMTENBHBIX pasHOuTeHHsX. CamMoe HHTEpecHoe,
uro B ONeHHHCKOM cHCKe 3a nocnennei y Illmmkosa BockMoii cTpodoii cienylor panHee

He HW3BecTHHE eme AecaTh. Bor mx TexcT. Ctpodsl noHymepoBaHm MHOIO. MHOIO Xe

paccTaBjIeHE! 3HaKH npenuHanus. Opdorpadus nprOmDKEHAa K COBpeMEHHOM.

9.

Bot Tak-to0 BCTaph Ghieano:
VYkpan KTo MHOIO WM Mano,
Bein Genewn unb Gorar,
BentMoxun ponHoit Gpar,
Emy He yBaxanu,
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3a IeHsI'H Ke mpomiansy,
A HEIHE YK He TaK:
Bopyer, rpabut Bcak
Cxopee, uTof HaxuTBCA,
C Benbmoxeit noaenutsesn,
B nepeere nocne xurh
EMuOM® JHIND TONBKO CABITE.
Kro % mano HaBopyert,
ToT ccbinky He MHHYeT
Cewmba xk ero notuna
Kaxa!

10.
BrIBano B nMpexxHH BEKH
JIume YTHAY YeNOBEKH
JIOCTOMHCTBO OJHO.
Ypes HUX TO NHIIB OHH
Bepx B3aTe Han noanoft nectuio
C onuofi TONLKO YECTHIO
Becbma GnaxkeHHs! OHK.
Hetne % Cnyuan oaHH
BnaxeHCTBO ROCTABNAIOT,
BorarcreoM Hanensior.
Byas cnyya#t — yM Ha yTo,
JIOCTORHCTBO HHYTO.
Hesexa TopxecTByer,
Borau B uuKax nukyert
A yMHHU2 nowna
Kaxa!

11.

BriBano sctape cMesnucs,
Yro moaH 3aHHMANKCD
OnmHHM MO WIEFONbCTBOM
Kynpsamu n nuuom.

ITo nnatsio XoTs BCTpEUany,
TTo HeM He npoBOXKanH.

A HBIHE YK He TakK:

He werons xro - gypax.
Besne nm npesnpator,

WM B ofecTsax ckyvalor:
O 4eM ¢ HUM peyb HayaTb?
O KHHrax paccyxaaThb.
Toedy! ... 310 Haoeno.
Hayka. CxyuHo peno.
YyeHOCTB Xe nowna
Kaxa!
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12.
beisano Bctaps coupanuce
U B o6mecTBo Cheaxkanucs
Cuzets u paccyxnats,
Iipyr npyra HaCTABNATE,
TopokaM JMHINB CMEATHCS,
O uecTH He KcaThCA.
Y10 X HbIHYE BCE He TaK.
B cobpaibe e3nuT Besk
Han 6nuxHuM 4TOG pyraTscs,
Ha 4ecTHOCTS MOKYIIAaThCA,
Y106 B KapTH! NOKIpPaTh,
Hpyrux o68opoBath
Wnu Beero THIIMTLCS,
C uMeHueM NPOCTHTECH,
3aKamAsTECA HTTH
Kaxa!

13.
Brisano 8 Crapsl rogs!
Baaxennbie HapoLl
Hmenu 4ucT 3aKoH.
On Obin yueHba NOJH,
Brin kpoTok, Obin noneseH.
A nuine Cyesep,
Xamxa u nuuemep
3aKoHOM ynpaBnaer,
CBATLIHIO YHHXaET.
OH y4uT No CTpacTaM,
TMoneepxeH KouM caM.
Bes Bepa uctpeGunacs,
Tuere nopaGotunacs,
A HaGoXHOCTL notuna
Kaxa

14.
BeiBano B npexHy roasl
Takoil He 3HATH MOMBI,

Yro6 apyxBy na Cnosax
A 35106y Ha nenax
Jipyr npyry H3bABAANH,
Tonutiky He 3HanH,

A HBIHE YX He TaK,
JIums CTynHINEL OAMH wWar,
Halizews npysel Tu1 Tyay,

Ho Toneko kamuei xyuy
3a nasyxo#t nepx,
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Ha cmyqait Geperu.
XO0Th pyKy NOMKHMAIOT,
Bce B cBete o6ewuaior,

CMOTpH, 4T06 He noiiTi
: Kaxa!
15
Briano B Craps! Beku
XeHaTu! YenoBexu
Pon He Gy GeixoB,
Xomunu 6e3 poros,
Poramu He XBanwiIHCh,
OT HHx He GoraTHauCe.
A HEIHE YX He TaK.
Kro xoger 6ris Gorar,
Jeny Tot BRIGHpaeT,

Ha npenects numb B3upaeT.
Ho HpaBy HYXb! HeT.
3noroit yx noxap npoiner,
Benemora xonb MomoGHT,
My B por Toraa 3aTpyouT,
YT0 KeHymKa nowna
Kaxn! - Kaxu! - kaxa!

16.

B nuu npexHue GriBano
Cyneit xote Obln10 Mano,
3abuinn Bee Cynbu
BriBanu XoTs H NHH
(To u3penxa cimyyanoch
U 3anmeo kazanocs),
A HEIHE YK He TaK:

B Cyneiiku nezer Besk,
XoTb rpaMoTe He 3HaeT,
A B3aTKH ofHpaer.
Bcen npaBut Cekpertaps,
H nowna 3ta Teaps
Bopouaer nenamu,
Cynsamu ¥ uX yMaM.
A 4ecTHOCTS BCA nowna

Kaxa!

17.
Berape npexie kaxk Owipano:
Boraropa HuMmano
3a 10, uTO OH Gorar,
Hne 3natHOMY, 4TO CBAT,

3a 10 He yBaXaiH,
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IouTeHps He Kazanu.

A HBIHE Y He TaK:
Xota 6 on Omn Aypak,
Jluwb TONBLKO HTO 3aBpeETCH,
Bce obmecTteo 3afiMeTcs
Hne aakate uas 3eBats,
Ho npasay 406 ckasarts,
H3eoaun uto 3aBparsc,
Bo3moxHo nb TOMY cTaThes
3aknane! BOMK

Kaxa!

18.
Bce B cBere nepeMeHUNOCH,
Bce Gnaro uctpebunocs.
370 B31N0 Hal BCEM BepX,
3110 NpaBHT YMOM BCeX.
Bce B cBeTe AHLIEMEPCTBO,
Bce B cBete cyesepeTBO

[Tocneanss cTpoda He MoXKeT OBITH MOCTPOEHA IO 3aMaHHOHA cxeme; “A HEIHE XK He
Tak”. MoxeT GEITh OHa 3aMEIKaJia CTHXOTBOPEHHE M MO3TOMY CO3HATeNBHO OBlLIa chenaHa
ykopodeHHO# (6 cTpok BmecTo 16). BO3MOXHO, OXHAKO, 9TO AOIICAIIHNA TEKCT HE MOMH:
oH ofpriBaeTCs B KOHIE CTpPaHHUIIE, a 00/10kKa, Ha KOTOPO#H MOTJIO GEITH MPOROJDKEHHE, B
TETpafKe OTCYTCTBYET.

Haspauue cruxorsopeHus ‘PoHZO’ moxTBepxaaeT ykasanue IlInmkosa, uTo nepen
HamMH nepeBox ¢ ¢paHnyckoro. I[losTudeckHe cnOBapH ONpENENdlOT pPOHOO Kak
cTHXOTBOpeHHe u3 13- 15 cTpok (B Hamewm ciaydae — 16) ¢ noi;'ropmomnucn pedpeHOM.
Moxet 6bITh, LlINmKOB NeficTBHTENBPHO NepeBel MOMHOCTBIO COCTOAINEE H3 ABYX CTpod
CTHXOTBOpPEHHE, a MOTOM, OKPBUICHHBIH ycniexoM, 10o6aBisan HOBElE CTpodH.

K coxanenuio, ppaHIy3ckaii OpurEHan HaM He H3BecTeH. OQHAKO NMOMY/SAPHOCTD
CTHXOTBOPEHMSI CBHIETENBCTBYeT, HUTO B CO3HAHMH YHMTaTellel OHO C YCMEXOM
yKIansBanoch B pycckHe HpaBhl. M HeW3BeCTHHI aBTOp TOXKE NPONOIDKHIA HOBBLIMH
cTpodaMH TOMYNAPHOE CTHXOTBOpPeHHE. Bpsn ym opurmHanbHOe (paHIly3ckoe pOHAO

MOTJI0 COCTOATE MOYTH M3 TPEXCOT CTHXOB.
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Tpyauo yro-mubo ckas3arh O BpeMEHH CO3JaHHA 3TOro NpomomkeHus. JIMCTHI, Ha
KOTOPHIX OHO HAaITMCaHO, CJIOXKEHH! IONONaM B TETPAAKY, H BOASHEIE 3HAKH NPUXOIATCS KaK
pa3 Ha cepeAiMHy. JTO 3aTPYAHSET JaKe HEHANEKHYIO JaTHPOBKY MO BOMSHEIM 3HAKaM.
MOXHO TIpennoJIOXKUTh, YTO CTHXH Hammcawbl mo3gHee 1804 roma, xorma Ilumxos B
TpeTHii pa3 ony6mukoBan B Jpyze npoceewjerus cBOIO Hanbonee MONHYIO BEPCHIO.

Ouerb TPYAHO YBHAETH B 3THX CTHXaX Kak#e-TO KOHKpPETHhE HaMEKH — aBTOpY
BaxHa obmas Haes M H300MHUeHHe OOmMEX MOPOKOB COBPEMEHHOCTH: B3ATOYHHYECTEBO,
INeroNbCTBO, HeGnaromapHOCTh, Mpa3mHOCHOBHEe M np. Moxer ObiTh, crpoda mecaTas
accolmHpoBanach ¢ mo6HMIaMu Anexcannpal 3 HernacHoro xomurera (Bpsa JIH CIOBO
cayuai ana o6o3HadeHns (aBopHTH3Ma MMeeT B BHAY uapcrBoBanue Exarepusn II), a
crpoda TpHHAZLATas HaNOMHHANA O KaKHX-TO HE COBCEM OPTONOKCAIBHEIX PENHIHO3HBIX
YBIEYCHHAX M JEHCTBHAX Napi M €ro OKPYXeHHs (HEBO3MOXHO YTOYHHTH OITH
NPENNONOKEHHS H3-3a OTCYTCTBHA JaXKe MPHUOIH3NTENLHON NaTHPOBKH).

Cronb xe TpYAHE M HEONPEHENCHHE Da3MEIIUIEHHA 00 aBTOope OOHapyXEHHEIX
crpod. Bpaa mu 310 IllmmkoB. CTHXH COBEpIIEHHO NOALIEH3YPHEI, H OH, HaBEPHOE,
BIUIIOYHA OB HX B NMOCNEAHIOK MySanKkauuio cobpanns counnenut. Kpome toro, oHM SBHO
cnabee, yeM H3BeCcTHEIE HaM CTpodm! Illumkosa: cnabuie HeyNauHble pUMEL, CIOMaHHEIH
pasmep, HeyAadHEle CIOBOYNOTpeOnenus u np. Cka3saHHOE CIpaBeUIHBO JaXKe C y4eTOM
BO3MOXHO! MOpYM MNpH MNepenHCKe: CM., HAMpUMep, HeBpa3yMHTE/NbHbIE HaYalbHBIE
crpoxu ctpodn 10, Mano BpasyMHTENBHYI0O TPETBIO CTpPOKY B crpode 16 mm
NpPeANnoCNeNH IO CTPOKYy CTpods cemHanuaroii. Moxer OHTB, HempogecCHOHANbHEIN
NEpenuCYHK CWIBHO YCTan K KOHIY pabOTH: CTUXOTBOpEHHE HAaNHCAHO HE MHCAPCKHM,
XOpOoIIo BrpaboTaHHEIM HHTE/UIMIEHTHEIM IIOYEPKOM CKOpEe BCEro Hadasa (IepBoii TpeTH)
19 Beka.

Hogrle cTpodr!, kTo 651 HE GBUT HX aBTOp, MPOZOJDKAIOT M Pa3sBHBAIOT OCHOBHYIO
uzero [lInmkosa: B mponutoM OBla Hekas HOWUIMYECKas yTonmudeckas crpaHa (Poccus).

HeHemHee BpeMsi MCKa3WJIO, MCIIOPTHIIO, YHHYTOXHIIO 3Ty yTomuio. Bcio cBOIO *H3HB
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HIMmKOB CTPEMHNICS K NPHHUMIIHAIBHO HENOCTIXKMMON HeNH: BO3POAHTH H OXHBHTH TY
yronudeckyio Poccuio, KOTOpoH Ha caMOM Jejie HAKOTJA He CYImecTBOBano. I'naBHEIM
BparoM 3TOM MIM/UTMYECKOH 3alaqu: CKOHCTpYMpoBaTh Oyayinee M3 MPOLUIOr0 MHHYC
Hacrosmee — Owio gna llImmkoBa Bce ycunueaiomeecs (0CODEHHO B NEPBEIE TOAB
IIapCTBOBaHMs AnekcaHapa 1) zanagHoe BIMAHHE.

Bo BcakOM ciydae, He H3BECTHHIE paHHee CTpodsl MNpeacTaBisIOT coboio
mOoOONMBITHEIH 00pa3syMK pYyCcCKOH CTHXOTBODHOH CAaTHpHE, HAaHCaHHOM ABHO C
KOHCEPBaTHBHHIX MNO3MIMA: CTHXH NPOAO/DKAIOT M pa3sBHBAlOT HIEH BCEM XOPOIIO
H3BECTHOrO CTHXOTBOPEHMS IN1aBH KOHCepBaTHBHOM napTuy — A.C. lllumxosa.

Moxer OsTh, KOMY-HHOYZb H3 KOJUIEr YAACTCA ONPEACTUTh aBTOpa 3THX CTHXOB H
yKa3aTh Ha HCTOYHHK 3TOr0 COYHHEHHS.

Mapk Anstmyitep (Pittsburgh)
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II.  PIECES OF SILVER: THE PEACE WITH SWEDEN, 3 AUGUST 1790

Some twenty-five years I visited an antiques fair somewhere in Norfolk and found my first
piece of eighteenth-century Russian silver. Much more recently, I acquired another piece of
silver which is closely connected with the first. One was a box, the other, a medal. The link
was the peace treaty that Russia signed with Sweden on 3/14 August 1790. The context of
my pieces of silver is thus on the one hand Russo-Swedish relations but it is also in equal
measure Russian medallic art and the contribution of medallists and silversmiths.

I
The real history of the production and distribution of medals dates, like so much

else, from the reign of Peter the Great.! There were, nevertheless, precedents and parallel
developments from earlier reigns, notably the production of ‘zolotye’, gold coins, which
were awarded for military prowess and often sewn to apparel’ Those distributed to
participants in V.V. Golitsyn’s Crimean campaign of 1689 bore the likenesses of Peter and
Ivan on one side and of the regent Sophia on the other. Golitsyn himself and a few of his
commanders received extra large versions that were in the nature of commemorative
medals. It was, however, the outbreak of the Northern War that gave Peter the opportunity
to institute the regular production of what are now termed service medals, nagradnye
medali, awarded to officers and soldiers fighting in particular battles or campaigns and
differentiated according to rank. This was a practice, which was later to be imitated by
other nations, of distributing medals (in some cases as many as 3000) to participants in
battles rather than to those distinguishing themselves in those battles. During the course of
the war no less than twelve battles on land and sea were commemorated, including, of
course, Poltava and Hang6-udd. Events during the war, but not uniquely, also gave rise to

commemorative medals, pamiatnye ili memorial’'nye medali. It is indicative of their
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different designation that while the ‘service medals bore inscriptions in Russian, the
commemorative medals frequently had Latin inscriptions. One such medal on the peace
with Sweden in 1721 was sent appropriately to the Pope and gold medals on the death on
Peter himself were presented to foreign diplomatic representatives. There were also
instances of a third category of medals, the individual, imennye or personal’nye, rewarding
outstanding national, most often in these years military, figures, such as Admiral Apraksin.

It is all too easy in many areas to move more or less directly from the reign of Peter
I to the reign of Catherine II, an ‘imperial stride’ which the empress herself encouraged, but
as regards the development of medallic art it is almost justified. During the reigns of Peter
IT up to and including that of Peter III, few new medals of any description were produced,
although there were many new mintings (novodely) from originals of Peter I's reign. There
were important technological advances in, for instance, the production of dies (shtempeli)
and, significantly, the training of young Russians who became leading medallists under
Catherine II — Samoila Iudin and Timofei Ivanov. Both were pupils of the English
medallist, Benjamin Scott jr., best known for a medal (in both gold and bronze variants) on
the death of Elizabeth.” Commemorative medals were produced for coronations and, for
instance, the opening of Moscow University in 1754, but there seems to have been but one
example — and that right at the end of Elizabeth’s reign — of service or nagradnye medals.
The major Russian victory over the Prussians at Kiinersdorf in August 1759, towards the
end of the Seven Years” War, was marked a year later by a silver medal with appropriate
eyelet (s ushkom) for a ribbon, over 35,000 of which were distributed during the next seven
years (way into the reign of Catherine).

In contrast, Catherine’s reign was what has been called a ‘golden age for the art of
the medallist in Russia’. The empress herself was very interested in medals — as collector,

as historian, as propagandist, even as designer. One of the early notable achievements she
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promoted was the so-called ‘Lomonosov’ series of historical medals, portraits of Russian
princes and tsars from Riurik to Elizabeth.® Of her own devising was an ambitious medallic
history of Russia for which she envisaged no less than 235 subjects, of which ninety-four
were minted before her death. These series, together with medals struck to honour
illustrious individuals, formed the collection presented by Princess Dashkova to Edinburgh
University, following the graduation of her son in 1779, which Scots Magazine declared “in
elegance of design, as well as of execution, not inferior to the medals of any nation in
Modern Europe”.® Catherine, who suggested not only subjects for new medals but also
often the wording of their mottoes and inscriptions, bestowed sets of medals, in silver or
gold, as gifts to foreign correspondents, dignitaries and monarchs. She would also present
an existing medal, usually in its gold variant, to individuals who for specific reasons earned
the imperial benevolence. The gold medal commemorating the unveiling of Falconet’s
‘Bronze Horseman’ in 1782 was a much favoured gift and, to give two British instances,
was sent in 1789 to Alexander Bruce of Edinburgh in recognition of his essay on the health
of armies and navies and in the same year was the reward for an English skipper who
rescued four Russian sailors escaping from Swedish imprisonment and delivered them to
the Russian navy.’

The unveiling of the Falconet statue was but one of the notable events of
Catherine’s reign to be marked by impressive medals, produced both by native Russian
medallists and by foreign specialists working in Russia, and all employed at the St
Petersburg mint. To the names of the Russians Ivanov and Iudin, working at the height of
their powers, should be added the Wichter brothers, Johann Georg and Georg Christian,
and the gifted Johann Gass and Karl Leberecht. It is Leberecht (d. 1827), arriving in Russia

in 1779, the same year as Cameron and Quarenghi, who was to produce some of the
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outstanding portrait medals of the last decades of the eighteenth century, including those of
Potemkin, Suvorov and Greig.

II
All three men were closely involved in what remained the main subject and raison

d’étre of medals — war, or, in this specific instance, wars with Turkey and Sweden, a reprise
of the earlier wars against traditional enemies.

At the end of the 1780s Russia was locked in wars on two fronts against Turkey and
Sweden. On 24 August/ 4 September 1787 Turkey, in the face of intense Russian
provocation, had declared war. Catherine, who a few weeks earlier had returned to
Tsarskoe Selo from her famous journey to the Crimea, responded with her war manifesto of
7/18 September. Subsequent to Suvorov’s successful defence of Kinburn in October 1787,
the Russians made little progress in the early months of 1788. Catherine decided to send a
fleet under Admiral Greig from the Baltic to the Mediterranean to incite the Christian
Orthodox peoples of the Danubian Principalities to revolt and to wrest naval supremacy
from the Turks. Its dispatch, however, was delayed by unexpected difficulties with the
British — this was not to be a repeat of the Chesme expedition nearly twenty earlier.
Gustavus III of Sweden, meanwhile, was already committed to large-scale armament and
although he knew the Russian fleet had not set sail, he nevertheless began hostilities against
Russia on both land and sea in June 1788. He was, however, to be confronted and
confounded by Greig’s fleet, which engaged the Swedes at Hogland on 6/17 July in a
bloody and inconclusive battle which nevertheless stymied Gustavus’s proposed siege of St
Petersburg. The death of Greig in October deprived the Empress of her most reliable and
experienced naval commander and the subsequent naval engagements between the two
powers favoured first one, then the other; not unexpectedly, Swedish and Russian historians

differ, often fundamentally, in their assessments of the outcome of the battles and
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skirmishes that took place in the navigationally difficult waters of the archipelago.® It was
to be the destruction of the Swedish galley fleet by the Russians under Prince Karl Heinrich
of Nassau Siegen on 13/24 August 1789 that elated Catherine and “was equal to the victory
at Chesme”, according to her secretary, Khrapovitskii’s diary entry.” This was known as
the first battle of Svensksund. Almost a year later, on 28 June/9 July 1790, the Swedes took
their revenge at the second battle of Svensksund. By the summer of 1790, however, the
ressources of both sides were drained and the war had reached a stalemate. Russia and
Sweden signed the Peace of Viridla in August and Catherine was free to turn all her
attention to the south. The fortress of Ochakov had been taken the previous December, but
it was the storming by Suvorov’s troops of the seemingly impregnable fortress of Izmail on
the lower reaches of the Danube on 11/22 December 1790 that hastened the end of the war
against Turkey. Potemkin, however, did not live to see the war he had fought brought to a
successful conclusion with the Peace of Jassy on 29 December 1791/ 9 January 1792, when
the empress, pace Pitt and British threats of the previous year, was delighted to receive
Ochakov among her new possessions.'?

The first war against Turkey in the early years of Catherine’s reign had been marked
by a succession of medals, both commemorative and service. Among the former, Gass’s
medal in honour of the victor at Chesme, Aleksei Orlov (1770), and Johann Jéger’s for
Fieldmarshall Count Petr Rumiantsev-Zadunaiskii, commander of the Russian armies
(1774), are impressive both in artistry and size (the Rumiantsev is over 9 cms in diameter).
The victory at Chesme as well as the Peace of Kuchuk-Kainardzhi in July 1774 were
celebrated with both commemorative and service medals.!' Thirteen years later, Russians
and Turks were again at war and medals were produced to mark the victories at Kinburn,

Ochakov and Izmail. On each of these occasions there were interesting variations in their
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production and distribution. For Kinburn a total of twenty silver medals, the size and shape
of a ruble, were awarded to participants chosen for their outstanding bravery by their
comrades-in-arms — a unique instance in the eighteenth century. Understandably, they are
among the rarest of medals.'? In contrast, 15000 silver medals were minted for the storm of
Ochakov: they were oval in shape, 4.3 cms x 2.45 cms, with the monogram of Catherine on
the obverse side and the inscription ‘for valour displayed at the capture of Ochakov
December 6 1788’ (Za khrabrost’ okazannuiu pri vziat’e Ochakova dekabria 6 dnia 1788)
on the reverse. Like the Kinburn medal they were womn on the left breast with the ribbon of
the Order of St George.'* A more melancholy fate befell the similar medals minted for the
bloody storming of Izmail: the death of Potemkin led to a delay in the striking of the
medals until 1794 and few of the 15000+ silver medals and officers’ gold crosses were ever
distributed. In 1805 over 13000 medals were sent to the mint to be melted down.'* The
melting down of medals was, incidentally, a regular occurrence and after the death of the
recipients, medals were required to be handed back.

The first nagradnye medals for action during the Russo-Swedish war were produced
in 1789 to mark Russian naval victory at Svensksund. The inscription on the reverse, ‘For
valour on Finnish waters August 13 1789’ (Za khrabrost' na vodakh finskikh...), was a
conscious echo of ‘For valour on Ochakov waters’ (Za khrabrost’ na vodakh
ochakovskikh...) on the medal commemorating the victory in the Liman where Samuel
Bentham played such a prominent part. Over 14,000 round silver medals were struck as
opposed to 5000 for the Liman.'®

It is, however, the respective peace medals which have a particular interest and

which, of course, stimulated the present paper. Both the Russo-Swedish and Russo-Turkish




peace treaties had a long pedigree and the medals struck had their influential precedents.
The campaign medal distributed to the Russian troops following the peace of Kuchuk
Kainardzhi in 1774 was diamond-shaped and silver; it bore the likeness of Catherine on the
observe side and the inscription ‘To the victor’ (Pobediteliu) within a laurel wreath and,
below, ‘Peace concluded with the Porte 10 July 1774’ (Zakliuchen mir s Portoiu...) An
astonishing 150,000 medals were struck, together with a further 30,000 silver tokens
(zhetony), which bore on the obverse side the inscription ‘Obtained by victories’
(Priobreten pobedami) and ‘Peace with the Turks’ and the date on the reverse.'® The medal
distributed to the troops after the Peace of Jassy was essentially the same size as its
predecessor but oval; instead of the likeness of the empress it bore her monogram, while on
the reverse side were the words ‘To the victors at the peace’ (Pobediteliam pri mire) with
the date. Some 93,000 medals were produced and a further 30,000 tokens. The St
Petersburg mint also struck commemorative medals in three sizes, seemingly in gold, silver
and in copper.!” The reverse side, which depicts a shield with the Russian double-headed
eagle and a scroll showing the part of the Black Sea region, including Ochakov, that Turkey
had ceded to Russia, bears the initials of the medallist Johann Georg Wichter. The wording
is that of the 1774 tokens — ‘peace obtained by victories’. There is thus more than a touch
of triumphalism in the inscriptions on the Turkish medals; this is noticeably absent in the
medals commemorating peace treaties with Sweden.

The Peace of Nystadt, which signalled the end of the Northern war on 30 August
1721, was greeted with the production of an unprecedented number of medals in gold and
silver and in different sizes for distribution according to rank and with Latin inscriptions for
foreign dignitaries. The elaborate inscriptions, which, incidentally, recorded Peter’s new
title of emperor for the first time, include on the obverse side the words ‘bound by an
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alliance of peace’ (soiuzom mira sviazuemy).'® The peace with Sweden concluded in
August 1743 was, apparently, not commemorated during Elizabeth’s reign but was termed
‘eternal’ (vechnyi) on the inscription for one of the medals commissioned for the historical
series during Catherine’s reign. This was the pious hope expressed once more with the
conclusion of the peace of Virila in August (yet again) 1790. Catherine herself was very
involved with the design and inscriptions and very anxious that the number distributed
should not be less than for Nystadt and Kuchuk Kainardzhi. In the event about 90,000
silver campaign medals were minted, to be worn with ribbons of the Order of St Vladimir.
The medal, which was designed by Gavriil Kozlov, a professor at the Academy of Arts,
was of an unusual octagonal shape with a portrait of Catherine wearing a laurel crown,
engraved by Leberecht on the obverse side and the inscription ‘For service and valour’ (Za
sluzhbu i khrabrost’) and the date on the other.' It was on the gold and silver
commemorative medals that there appeared the inscription ‘Neighbourly and eternal’
(sosedstvennyi i vechnyi) around the upper rim on the reverse side, with, in the centre, a
laurel wreath through which arose an olive branch, and beneath the further words: ‘Peace
with Sweden concluded 3 August 1790°. The largest of the medals, 8.3 cms in diameter,
bore on the obverse side the portrait of Catherine from a die by medallists Johann Jéger and
Johann Gass,”® while the portrait on my silver medal, 5.2 cms. in diameter, was the work of
Samoila Iudin (d.1800), his last attested die.! The reverse in both instances was the same.
However, in addition to the campaign medal, some 30,000 silver tokens, 2.2 cms in
diameter, had also been produced for distribution to the troops and navy. They bore neither
portrait nor monogram of the empress; instead, the design on the reverse side of the medals
was divided between the obverse and reverse sides of the token.
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Such a token was incorporated into the silver box in my possession. Although the
hallmarks are partially erased, it can be established that the box was produced in Moscow
in 1793, when the assay master was Andrei Titov. Sadly, there is no silversmith’s mark.?
A token became the centre piece of the lid — both outside, where it is framed by an eight-
pointed star, and on the inside. Finally, the bottom of the box bears an engraving of
banners, drums and trumpets, very typical of Classicist military oramentation. The
practice of adorning silver and gold boxes, which were most often, of course, for snuff,
with portrait medallions of the monarch or other worthies, was quite common; indeed one
such box with Catherine’s portrait (from a die by Timofei Ivanov) and commemorating the
peace of 1790 was in the great Stockholm exhibition of 1998.2 As for the peace itself, it
was far from ‘eternal’: in 1809 a humiliated Sweden ceded Finland to Russia and there was

little talk of neigbourliness or eternity.
Anthony Cross (Cambridge)

NOTES

! The main sources used for the general overview of Russian medallic art in the eighteenth
century and, in particular, in Catherine’s reign are: E.S. Shchukina, Medal 'ernoe iskusstvo
v Rossii XVIII veka (Leningrad, 1962); L.M. Gavrilova, Russkaia istoricheskaia mysl’ i
medal’ernoe iskusstvo v epokhu Ekateriny II (St Petersburg, 2000); Dmitrii Peters,
Nagradnye medali Rossii vtoroi poloviny XVIII veka (Moscow, 2004).

2 See 1.G. Spasskii, "Zolotye” — voinskie nagrady v dopetrovskoi Rusi’, Trudy Gos.
Ermitazha, TV (Leningrad, 1961), 92-134.

3 See my By the Banks of the Neva: Chapters from the Lives and Careers of the British in
Eighteenth-Century Russia (Cambridge, 1997), pp. 229-30.

4 Evgenia Shchukina, ‘Catherine II and Russian Medallic Art’, in Catherine the Great &
Gustav III (Helsinborg, 1999), p. 313.
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3 See Gavrilova (2000), pp. 30-64.

§ Scots Magazine, XLI (July 1779), 398. See my ‘Edinburgh University’s Cabinet of
Russian Medals’, Study Group on Eighteenth-Century Russia Newsletter, no. 1 (1973), pp.
27-8.

7 Scots Magazine, LIII (March 1791), 149-50; RGADA, Fond. 1239, op. 3, d. 64998, ff.
84-84v., quoted in Shchukina (1999), p. 314.

L Compare, for instance, Jan Glete, ‘The War at Sea in 1788-90°, in Catherine the Great &
Gustav 111 (1999), pp. 184-94 with Peters (2004), pp. 166.

® Pamiatnye zapiski A.V. Khrapovitskogo stats-sekretaria Imperatritsy Ekateriny Vioroi
(reprint of edition of 1862) (Moscow 1990), p. 202.

1 For the magisterial survey and analysis of all the intricacies of the Russo-Turkish and
Russo-Swedish conflicts of these years within the context of the complex and ever-
changing diplomatic relations on a European scale that involved so many other nations, one
should of course turn to the appropriate chapters in Isabel de Madariaga’s Russia in the Age
of Catherine the Great.

'I' Catherine’s reign saw the resurgence of the service (nagradnaia) medal, which,
incidentally, was for the first time also awarded to civilians — a whole series of medals from
the 1760s and 70s bore the same inscription — “for works useful to society’, (za poleznye
obshchestvu trudy), followed by the date.

12 peters (2004), pp. 110-15.

13 bid, pp. 150-3. 410 gold crosses were also distributed to officers distinguishing them
selves in the battle (ibid., pp. 154-7).

" Ibid., pp. 184-93.
15 Cf. ibid., pp. 135-6 and p. 169.
' Ibid., pp. 92-7.

' The medal I own is, sadly, of copper and measures 8cms in diameter.
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'8 1.G. Spasskii and E.S. Shchukina (comp.), Iz kollektsii Gosudarstvennogo Ermitazha:
medali i monety Petrovskogo vremeni (Leningrad, 1974), p. 21 and items 55-9
(unnumbered pages).

19 peters (2004), pp. 178-181.

2 This medal is illustrated in Catherine II & Gustav III, p. 318, no. 282.

2! See the list of his work in Shchukina (1962), p. 118.

2 Apart from the Moscow mark — a mounted St George spearing the dragon, there is a
further partly erased mark: ---3 above —T. See M.M. Postnikova-Loseva, N.G. Platonova,
B.L. Ul'ianova (comps.), Zolotoe i serebriannoe delo XV-XX vekov (Moscow, 1983), p.
205, no. 2094.

B Catherine Il & Gustav III, p. 219, item 195.
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IIL “O TIIPECTYIUIEHUSX M HAKA3ZAHMUAX” Y. BEKKAPHA.
HEU3JAHHBIN NIEPEBOJ M.M. IEPBATOBA

Kak H3BecTHO, Ipexne 4eM HanmcaTh CBOH OpHTHHAIbHEIE NMpou3BseacHus, M.M.
Illep6aTtoB Tpyamncs Han nepesogamu. C 1750-x rogmoB oH ofpamaercs x paboram
KpPYMHEAmMX  eBpONMEeHCKMX  MEICHMTENeH, TMNOCBAMEHHEIM  QYHAaMEeHTAIbHEIM
XapaKTepUCTHKAM COBPEMEHHBEIX €My MOHapXHii, KaK HpPaBCTBEHHEIM, Tak M cyTyGo
ropuaudeckuM. FimenHo B 50-e roasl oH mepeBonHT TpakrtaT Lluuepora O donscnocmsax
(1757 r.), “PaccyxIeHHs O NpHYMHAX BeNHYeCTBA PHMIAH M MajeHHa UX’ MOHTeECKbe,
“Bek Jliopouka XIV” Bonbrepa (1758 r.), 1 apyrue'. Ilo cnpasemmuBoMy yTBEPKICHHIO
3.I1. Pycram-3ane, “‘c mepBhLIX MIaroB JIMTEPaTYPHOH AEATENLHOCTH NMUcATENb NOAYHHAET €€
onHOM obmel 1eNH — MOPaJBHOMY MEPEBOCHHTAHMIO CBOMX corpaxaan” (Pycram-3ame
2000, c. 15). Ilpu sTtom HeyauBuTensHO, 9to MMsA lllepGaroBa Gurypmpyer B cmmcke
NepeBONUMKOB npou3sBenenus Y. bexxapua O npecmymnenusx u Hakasaruax, OOHOH M3
CaMEIX COAEPKaTeTbHEIX KHUI HTAIBSHCKOrO |, IHpe, epponeiickoro [IpocBemenns.

Illep6aToBckuii nepeson Tpaktata O npecmynnenusx u Haxasanusax (Illepbatos)
u3BecteH ¢ 1953 r., korna ¢. BenTypu B cBoeii cratse 0 cynnbe nponssenenus bekkapua B
Poccuu npuBen ceeaenus o ToM, 910 Illep6aTor nepsrM nepepen (A06aBHM: LENHKOM) 3TO
npou3BeneHne Ha pycckuii a3nik (Bentypn 1953, c. 170). Xotsa ¢ MoMeHTa nybauKkanux
ctats¥ BenTypu npouno 6onee nonyeexa, cienyeT OTMETHTh HE3HAYUTENBHELH Iporpece B
H3Y4eHHH ynomsaHytoro mepesoza. Jlume B 1964 r. ILLH. BepkoB onpegemsn, 910
mepbGaToBCKUM mepeBoA caenaH ‘“‘c ¢paHuysckoro s3uka” (Bepkop 1968, c. 65). Toro xe
MHEHHA NpHACPKMBACTCA M aHIIHicKAM HccneaoBatens J. JIGHTHH, 3aMeTHBIIHMH, YTO
lepbatoB nepesen npon3ssenenne bekkapua u3 ppanmysckoro uzganus Mopene? (1766 r.
- cp.: Jlentun 1982, c. 129; Jlentun 1996, c. 181). B xonue 80-x ronos ©.M. PemeTHukos

NOBTOpAET TOUKYy 3peHHs bBepkoBa M HacTamBaeT Ha (PAaHIY3CKOM ITPOHCXOXACHHH

mep6aroBckoro nepesona (Pemernuxos 1987, c. 104).
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B maxHOl cTaThe s cTaBMO mepen coboi 3amady OCBETHTh BONPOC 00 HCTOYHHKE
mepOaTOBCKOro MepeBofa M IpOCIeAdTh €ro CBA3H C APYTHMH BXKHBLIMH TEKCTaMH
pycckoit kynstypsl XVIII Bexka.

[Nepen TeM, KaK nepefiTH K TOTHOMY ONpEAECACHHIO HCTOYHHKA, CIEAYET KOCHYThCH
Bonpoca 06 ofme# HCTOpHM TpagHIMK NMpoH3BeAeHHs bekkapua, KOTopoe AOIIO JO Hac B
Buge aByx penaxuui. C ofHOH CTOpPOHEL, CYmeCTBYeT ‘KaHOHHMYECKas' PpeAaKiHs IMATOro
HTaNbAHCKOTO H3ZaHusa 1766 r., oTpaxaiomas NOCHeAHIOW BOMIO aBropa. C apyroii
CTOPOHH MMeerca peldaxkuus Mopemie, no koropoit [I. Ma3u HameuaTan MTajIbIHCKOE
n3nanue 1774 r. IToBOPOTHEIM MOMEHTOM B HCTODHH NPOHM3BENEHHs SBHIOCH Kak pa3
u3nanue Masm, Gnaronaps xotopoMy Ha Gmmxkaiimue 200 et HMEHHO penakius Mopesne

OKa3aynach CaMOH BIMATENBHON — aXke B HTAILAHCKOM KOHTEKCTE.

To-Bunumomy, Bepxos ¥ JIeHTHH DpHmUIM K CBOEMY 3aKMIOYEHHMIO 00 MCTOYHHKE
mep6aTOBCKOro NepeBoia HCKIIOYHTENBHO Ha OCHOBE TOro, YTO OH BHIMOJIHEH C YYETOM
penaxuun Mopernne. OnHaKO NpHBeNEHHEIE JaHHBE OTHOCUTENIBHO H3AATENbCKOH HCTOPHH
TeKcTa bexkapHa IO3BOMNSIOT CKOPPEKTHPOBAaTh TOYKY 3pEeHMA Mccnemosareneif. bosnee
TOrO, €CTb BCE OCHOBaHMA monarark, 4r0o lLllepGatoB mnepeBen O npecmynaenusx u
HAKQ3GHUAX C WTANBSHCKOTO A3bIKa. Bo-nmepBhiX, B pykomucu Ne 588 Opmuraxsoro
Cobpanud NpH ONHMCAHMH CITHCKa H3YYacMOro IepeBoa MMEECTCs yKa3aHMe ‘“‘nepeBol ¢
HTanBAHCKOro”.> Bo-BTOpEIX, B 70-¢ roas Illep6aToB akTHBHO NMEPEeBOAMII C HTATBAHCKOTO
f38Ka — HanpuMep, Oceoboocdennwiii Hepycanum T. Tacco u Cmpawnviii cyo 3. FOHra.*

INpexxne Bcero, cnemyeT NMpOBEpUTH THUMOTe3y 06 HTANbIHCKOM HPOHCXOXIACHHH
mepbaTOBCKOro mnepesoAa. lmarenbHOe CiMdeHHe (paHLY3cKOro Tekcta Mopemne c
HTATSHCKHM TeKCTOM Ma3u (KOTOpEI OBUI BEINOJNHEH, HAIIOMHHM, C Y9€TOM BCe TOH XKe
penakuud Mopemre) o0HapyXWwio HeMalO TEeKCTOBHIX pas/IHYHil B psne (parMeHTOB
npousBenerus. HeobxoauMo oTMETHTR, YTO MPH BCEX 3THX Pa3NHUMAX MmepOaTOBCKUMA
NepeBOA COBNANaeT HMEHHO ¢ TeKCTOM Masu — Hampumep, KONOJHEHUA aBTOpA K MATOMY

M3JaHKIO, OTCYTCTBYIOIIME B pefakumu Mopenne, HO MMelomuecs B M3JaHMH Masy,
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conepxarcs u B nepesofe LllepGaroBa. Takum o6pa3oM, OCHOBHIBASCH Ha pe3yibTarax
TEKCTONOTHYECKOr0 aHanMsa,’ cleqyeT 3aKIO4MTh, 4TO IepbaToBckmit mepeson O
npecmynieHuax u HaxasaHusx DBexxapua, HECOMHEHHO, BEIIIONHEH Ha OCHOBE
HTIBAHCKOTO M3AaHus Masu 1774 r.

3ameTHO, 4TO, B OCHOBHOM, lllepGaroB cTpemmiacs k OykeanpHO# mnepenade
HTAIBSAHCKOTO TeKCcTa. Mexay TeM, B JaHHOM nepeBofe ocoboe BHHMaHHe ofpamaer Ha
cebst meNBlif psAa OTPHBKOB, CYIIECTBEHHO OTIHYAIOMMXCA OT TEKCTa HCTOYHMKA. AHAIH3
JaHHHIX (PparMEHTOB MNO3BOJNAET 3aKIOYHTH, YTO IIPH COCTAaBJIEHHH CBOEro nepeBoaa
Illep6aToB HCMONB30OBA TAIOKE [IBa BTOPHYHBIX HCTOYHHKA — Enuzasemunckyro bubauo n
Haxa3s Exarepuns II.

Ilepefinem Temepe k Gonee noxpoOHOMY aHanu3y mMepOaTOBCKOM PYKOMHCH C
HeNbIO paccMOTpeTh caM npouece pabots lliepbaTosa-nepesoaurka. Hamu 651iu u3bpane:
IBa OTpEIBKA M3Y9aeMOro NepeBoAa, BXOAAIIME — COOTBETCTBEHHO, B CeAbMYIO rnaBy O
npecmynnenusx u Haxasawusx (“3Haku u obpanel cynebuele”) M B cenpMyIO rnaBy
Kommenmapus k xnuze 0 npecmynnenusx u nakasanusx Bonbrepa® (“O mpectymneHuu B

NpONOBEJAHHH, H O AHTOHMHK"):

L
Mepesop lllep6aToBa Hranbanckuit HCTOMHKK Hakas
(n. 13) (c.17) (cT. 176)
Moxuo okazarenscrea | Possono distinguersi le prove di | Moxuo [OKa3aTebCTBA
e HiH UTh HamBa [un reato in perfette, ed in|L enili Ha

poma, #a copbpwennin u |imperfette. Chiamo perfette | PO02, H2 _COBEDUICHHBIA H
necobpwennbia. S mabiBaio |quelle che escludono la Hecopepuentpis. S Ha3piBaio

COBEepIIEHHLIMH KOTODbIA
KOTOpbIe p0551b11-1t5 ch? un tale non sia HCKMIOYAIOTH  yxXe  Bch
HCKINIOYAI0TD e Bch | reo: chiamo imperfette quelle | goamoxrocTH KB mokazamiio

BO3MOXHOCTH Kb _MOKA3AHIKO | che non la escludono. Delle | neBunHoCTH _o6BuHREMaro; a
HEBHHHOCTH __ OOBHMHSEMAr0; & prime 2 - : HeCOBepUIeHHbIMH Tk, KOTOpbIA

necopbpuiennbiMU Th, KOTOPBIA | o\ fficiente per ceit BO3MOXHOCTH He
ceit BO3MOJXHOCTH HCKJIIOYAIOTS, Onwno

COBEpLICHHOS nOKa3aTenbCTBO
AOBONBLHO YTBEPOHTD, 4TO
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eHie

TakuXs ____ JCKA3aTENLCTEBDL
HCKJIIOYANIO BO3MOXHOCTh Kb
TNOKA32HII0 HEBHHHOCTH

oOBHHAEMAro, XOTH  Kaxpaoe
NIOPO3Hb [OKA3aTENLCTBO OHbIE

H__HEHCKITIOYaeTh. NpuGaBHMb
Kb __CeMy W TO _ 4TO

HECOBEPUICHHbIS
OKa3arTen Ha KOTOphblIE

otsunsemsii [o6BrRseMblil] He
orebrcTBYETD HUYEro, uro 6bl

goBomHO  GblIO KB ero|-
ONpAaBMaHilo, XOTA HEBHHHOCTS |°

ero u gombxHa 6b1 eMy nonmaTtb
cpencTea Kb o'ra'm
CTAHOBATCA Bbh TAKOMB cgqau
YXe€_COBEpIIEHHbIMH.

ATHVIO .

3aKOHbl fICHB! M _TOYHBI

TaMb

DoArb CYIbH HECOCTOHTD HH Bb
YyeMb HHOMB, KaKb BbIBECTb
Hapyxy phiicTBie. EcTiM BB
H3LICKAHIH [IOKA3aTeNbCTBD

TJIeHis H KHTD
HMETB MPOBOPCTBO n
cnocoGHOCTh; 4TO0BH _ BHIBECThH

b, iche uno non sia reo,

1(dire che se per ccunadl

queste in particolare & possibile
per
Punione loro nel medesimo
soggetto & impossibile che non
lo sia. Notisi che le prove
imperfette, delle quali pud il
reo giustificarsi, e non lo faccia
a dovere, divengono perfette.

Dove le
- | Leggi sieno chiare, e precise,
J|Pofficio di un Giudice non

consiste in altro che di
accertare un fatto. Se¢ nel
cercare le prove di un delitto
richiedesi abilitd, e destrezza,
se nel presentarne il risultato &
necessario chiarezza, e
precisione; per giudicarne dal

i | risultato medesimo, non vi si

richiede che un semplice, ed
ordinario buon senso, meno
fallace che il sapere di un
Giudice assuefatto a voler

trovare rei e che tutto riduce ad
T i

A KB

OCYXJeHie YHHHMOE
NPECTYNHHKY €CTb NPaBHJBHOE.
(cT. 177)

Yro xb  Kacaercs
HECOBEpIEHHBIXD

JOKa3aTeJILCTBD, TO
HaIUVIeXHTH ObIThb HXDB YHCHY
BecbMa BEJIHKOMY s
COCTaBJIeHIA COBEpLEeHHAro
[OKa3aTeNbCTBA: cupbun
Hafo6rO, 4TOGBL _coemmHenie

no

. | BckXb TakHX'b [OKA3ATENLCTBDL

HCKNMIOYano BO3MOXHOCTL Kb

NOKa3aHio HEBHHHOCTH
oOBHHAEMAro, XOTH  KaXpoe

NOpO3Hb_JOKa3aTeNAbCTBO OHbIA
H_He MckmiovaeTsb. [IpuGaBuMb
ceMy H TOo,  uTO
HEeCOBEpIIEeHHbIA
[OKa3aTenbCcTBA, HA KOTODbIA
obBuHAeMblt He OoTBETCTBYETD
HH4ero, 4To Gbl NOBOJLHO GbLIO
Kb ero onpaBpaHilo, XOTH
HEBUHHOCTb €ro M HOMKHA Obl
nonaTh _ CpedcTBa Kb
oTBBTY, CTAaHOBATCA Bb TaKOMb
cayuab yxe coBepIICHHBIMH.

(cT. 178)
I 32KOHBbI_SICHbl M _TOYHbI
Tamb OONIb CYABU HE COCTOUTD
HM _Bbh _4YeMb MHOMb, Kakb
(ct. 179)
Bb u3bickauiu JOKA3aTeNLCTED
eCTYIUICHIS eXHTD
uMETh NPOBOPCTBO H
cnocoGROCTR; 4YToOB BBIBECTH
H3Bb CHXD H3bICKaHi

OKOHYaTeNbHOoe noJioXxeHie,
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H3b CHXB M3bICKAHIN HanoOHO MMBTL TOYHOCTL H
OKOHYATeNbHOE _ NONMOXKeHie, ACHOCTb _MbICHel; HO 9YTOGBI
HapoOHO HMEeThb TOYHOCTE M CYINTL 1O OKOHYATENLHOMY
SICHOCTb _MBICNEi; HO _4TOGbI ceMy MOJIOXKERi1o, He erca
CYIHTb O __ OKOHYATENLHOMY WM
CEMY MONOXKEHII0, H eTCH 2Hpan0e DRecyAgicd e, KOTOpRE
BbprbinmMb Gynets
Gonmue HHYEro, Kakh NpPOCTOE 0 . HeRAME Bee
30paBoe pa3cyxnieHie, KOTOpoe 3HaHie CyAnpu _ NpuoObIKIIAaro
BepuefiuuMb ~ Oymers HAXO pe3gh BHHOBATBHIX.
OpenBOAHTENEMD, HEXENH BCe
3HaKM CYOBM  npuobbiKilaro

Ecnu cnuuuTh, HAnpUMeEp, NEpBhie NpEAnoXeHHs MmepOaTOBCKOro NepeBoia ¢
TekcToM crathH 176 Haxa3a, HanedaTaHHBIM B TpeTheM CTONOLE, TO MOXHO JIErKO
YCTaHOBHTh, 4TO IIepGaTOBCKHI BapHaHT OyKBaNbHO COBMajaeT ¢ TekcToM Hakasza. Yxe
NpH NEepBOM MOBEPXHOCTHOM CIMYCHHH MOXHO 3aMeTHTh, 4T0 lllepb6aToB HempepslBHO
NepexoauT OT OZHOIO MCTO9HMKa K apyromy. Csepx Toro, ocoforo mHHTEpeca
3aCIYXHBAIOT TE MECTa, B KOTOPHIX OOHapy>XHBaeTCs KOHTaAMHHAUHA — K NpHMepY, B
nepsodl Tabauue, pAAoM ¢ NapawienbHOM cTathed 179 Haxasa, ofpamaer Ha cels
BHHMaHHE COI03 “eCTVIM”, TaK Kak BHYTpH NepenucaHHoro u3 FHakasa ¢parmeHra
(uMeroTCA B BUAY MOJHOCTHIO NepenucaHurle cTatek 178 u 179) oH sBNseTCs BCTaBKOM M3
HTAIBSHCKOrO H34aHWsA Masu (Cp. HMTAMBAHCKHM TEKCT, TAE COI03 “se” BHIIENAETCS
ABOMHEIM NOAYEPKUBAHUEM), CBHAETEBCTBYIOMEH O KOHTaMUHAUHUK. [Tono6HEIe mpUMepEI
HETPYAHO YMHOKHTb.

Cpasy Boshuxaer npobGnema: nmogyemy IllepbatoB mpu mepeBome NpOH3BEXEHHA
Bexkapua npuberan Kk BTOPHUHEIM HcTOuHHKaM? Bompoc 06 Hcmonn3oBanuu
Enuzagemunckoii Bubnuu cnexyer paccMOTpeTh 0c060, Tak Kak B JAHHOM CHydae

3HAYHTENBHYIO PONIb CHIrpano TO o6cTosTenscTBo, 90 B XVIII B. eme me cymecTBoBaio
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nepesoja CBAIIEHHOrO NHCAaHMS Ha pYCCKHH SA3HIK, €ro NPONO/DKANM YHTaTh Ha
nepKoBHOCIABAHCKOM.? C yd4eTOM BHINIECKA3aHHOrO MpEACTABJIAETCS JOTHYHBIM, YTO
Ilfep6aroB, ono3nas GuONelickyi0 LHTaTy B HCTOYHHUKE, HE NIEpPEBEN € Ha PYCCKHH, a
nepenucan npaMo u3 Eausagemurcioi bubnuu. Uto xe Kacaercs obpamenus k Hakasy, 1o
meno oGCTOHT clioxkHee. BakHO HANMOMHHTS, 9TO B Hakase CONEPXHTCS NEPBHIH NIEPEBOA
OTAENBHEIX OTPHIBKOB TeKcTa Bekkapua, ocymectsienHsli I".B. Kosunkum no nopydesnio
Exateprrrl. He mcxmodeno, gro Illep6aToB 3amMcTBOBan roroBelii mepeeon u3 Haxaza
JIMIOB U1K TOTO, 9TOGH! OBICTpee 3aKOHYHTH CBOIO paboTy. BnpoueMm, Heo6X0auMO CKa3aTh,
910 fJanexo He Bce ¢parmeHTH FHakasa, B3sTeHe M3 Bekkapma, OBUIN NepenmHMCaHEl
Ulep6aroBeiM. Ilockomsky IllepbatoBy, HMes Jeno ¢ COBpeMEHHOH eMy
3afafHOEBpoNeHcKoff TEPMHHONOTHEH, NPHIINOCE CTONKHYTBCA C  OYEBHAHEIMH
NEpeBOTYECKUMH TPYAHOCTAMH, XYMAaercs, 9TO, MO-BHAHUMOMY, Haxas 3a9acTyio CIyXuil
eMy JIMHIBHCTHMYecKHM ofOpasuoM — ocobeHHO npH mnepeBome IOPHAMYECKHAX K
dunocopckux TepMHHOB MM cnoBocoderTaHmi.’ B OCTANLHOM, MO Kako¥ NpHYIHHE
Illep6aTos mpuGeran x Tekcty Haxasza, ¢ aGCOMIOTHOM HOCTOBEPHOCTHIO YCTAHOBHTH
BECBMa CJIOXKHO, BOTPOC NOKa OCTAETCS OTKPHITHIM.

B 3akmoueHue, Helb3s HE KOCHYTBCS BOMpOCa O JaTHPOBKe mep6aToBCKOro
nepeBona. [IpMHAB BO BHHMaHME, 9TO B TOYHOCTH ONPEAENHT: BpeMs CO3AAHASA NEpeBoja
JOCTaTOYHO MNpo6neMaTHYRO, HAaYHEM C YCTAHOBNEHHA KpalHHX XPOHONIOTHYECKHX
IpeneNoB, MeXAY KOTOPEIMH OBUI ocymecTeieH nepeBon. Terminus post quem — 1774 r.,
KOrfia MTANnbSHCKOe M3JaHHe Ma3u BHILIO B cBeT. Terminus ante quem — 1790 r., roxa
cmeptu camoro lllep6arosa. bonee TouHas NaTHPOBKA BEAET HAC K HIOTE3€ O MPHUIHHAX,
o xotopriM LllepGaToB pemun nepesecTr npou3seneHne bekkapua.

B 1788 r. lllep6aToB Hanucan PasMvlutieHus 0 cmepmuoli ka3uu,'® B KOTOPHIX OH
ocrnapuBan TOYKY 3peHHs Bexkapua, M BRICTYman 3a CMepTHYIO Ka3Hb. Kak ormeTmn
Bepxos, “B mnpenmcraenenuu IllepbatoBa bekxapua — 3aCay)XHBRlOIIHH YBRKEHHUS
dunanTpon, HO HenmpakTHUHHIA M, Gomee Toro, yronuunei” (Bepxos 1968, c. 65).
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Haseproe, MOXHO 65U10 GBI MpPEeANONOXUTE, ITO MmepbaToBckui nepesox OmN 3amymaH
Kak 9acTh Gonee o6mero npoekTa, HapPaBJCHHOIO Ha KPUTHYECKYIO PEBH3HMIO COTHHEHHH
Bexxapua. Toraa mMoxuo Oruto 6m oTHecTH nmepeBox K 80-M romaM, CKOpee BCero,
He3ajoiro N0 cocraBneHus Pasmuiunenui. B HOMB3y 3TOrO NPEANONOXEHHSA MOXHO
npusecTH ToT (paKT, uTo IllepbaToB (B oTiMuMe OT paHHHX mepeBoZoB 50-X rofoB) He
CONMpOBOAMJI TEKCT KPUTHYECKHMM 3aMeTKaMH Ha NOJX, Kak 651 ocrasisis 3a cofoit npaso
BEPHYTBCH K 9TOMY BONpocy mo3xe. M Bce Jke IDH COCTaBJICHHH YHCTO IMPaKTHYECKOTO
nepeBoia CTPAHHEIM BHIMJIAAMT HCIONB30BaHHE BTOPHYHBIX HCTOYHHKOB. Kpome Toro, B
DYKONHCH  NPHCYTCTBYET MHOXECTBO  4ABTOPCKHX  IIONpABOK,  JOKAa3HIBAIOMIMX
BHHMATENBHYIO H KPOIIOTJIHBYIO (2 He MOCNEmHYI0) paboTy Hal NEPEBONOM.

Bolnee nepceKTHBHEIM HaM KaXKeTCs NMPEANOoXKeH e, 9To mepbaToBcKuil nepeson
O npecmynaenusx u Haxa3anusx OTHOCHTCH K 70-M rojaM, xoraa GuUTH nepeBeICcHb! TAKKE
Oceobodicoennviii Hepycanum T. Tacco u Ecmecmeennas norumuxa ILA. Iomsbaxa." C
3TMMH TPOM3BENEHMAMH COYMHeHMe bexxapma pONHHT CHMNATHS K «PBILIAPCKHM))
nobponeTensM ¥ MONMTHYECKHM NONOXEHHAM 3noxy Ilpocsemenns (B nepeyio ouepens,
YKPEIJIEHHIO KOHCTHTYUHOHHOH  MOHapxmu). OTHOCHTENBHO  MHTEIUIEKTYaIBHEIX
untepecoB lllepbaTora B 70-e roael CTOMT HanmoMHHTH cnoBa Pycram-3ape: “TlepeBon
IllepbatoBsiM Ecmecmeennoti nonumuxu CBHNETENBCTBYET O €ro riy0OKOM HHTepece K
MOABJMBIIMMCA B 3anagHo# EBpone HOBLIM NMPOM3BEAEHHAM Ha COLMATLHO-NONUTHIECKHE
teMul” (Pycram-3aze 2000, c. 24). Het Hy»XAH roBOpHTh O TOM, UTO Habmonesue Kacaercs
u nepesosa O npecmynnenusx u Haxasanusx. B CBA3M ¢ NaHHEIM TpEAINONOKEHHEM
HeOe3BIHTEpeCHO OTMETHTB, 4TO B 1773 r. lllep6aToB namucan ITpumeuanus na Bonvwoi
Haxas Examepuner I1,'* B KOTOPBIX OH OGBMHSI HMIIEPATPHILY HE CTOJBKO B YIOTpeGIeHHH
(camMa MMMnepaTpHua NpH3HABala €ro), CKONbKO B MCKaxeHWH uaeit 1I1.-JI. Monreckee.”
VuutHBas, 4ro npom3peneHue DBekkapua mpexacTaBnseT cofol OZMH H3 MCTOYHHKOR
Haxasa, n 910 1774 r. aBnserca terminus post quem mepGaTOBCKOro mepeBofa, KakeTcs

YMECTHBHIM BEICKa3aTh mnpeanonoxeHuwe, uro IllepbaToB npucTymun X HcenoaHeHHIO
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nepeBofa KHUTH HTaNbIHCKOTO MBICHMTENS Cpa3y NOCHEe HaNHCaHUS YNOMSHYTHIX
Ilpumevanuii (T.e. mnpEMepHO B cepemuHe 70-Xx TromoB), cTpemach Iiybxe
HHTEpIPETHPOBaTh TeMBl Hakasa W TeM CaMEIM KPHTHYECKM IpOaHaNIH3HPOBaTh
pedopmaTopckyro mestensHocTh Exarepuurl'® Ho 3to ocraercsa, GesycnosHo, pabougeit
runoTe3oi, Tpebyromeit AanpHEHMUX NOATBEPKACHHMIH.

Henspannei#t mepGaToBckuit mepeson O npecmynneHusx # HAKA3GHUAX WMeEET
HECOMHEHHOE 3HAaYeHMe KaK IEpBEIH MMONMHLIN MepeBOR KHUIM Bekkapua Ha pyCCKHii S3BIK,
YTO BaXHO, C MTANbIHCKOTO A3bIKa, H TaKXKe KaK CBHIETENILCTBO TECHOH CBA3H MEXAY
OCHOBHBIMH IIPOM3BEACHUAMH pycckoi KynbTypsl X VIII Beka.

Ettore Gherbezza (Udine, Italy)

[TPUMEYAHWA

! MHTepecHo OTMETHTSH, 4TO MEpeUHCIICHHBIE MEPEBOMEI IlepbaroBa omy6iMKOBaHEI HE
OBIM M IO CHX MOP XPaHATCS B pyKomHCHOM otaene Poccumiickoli HaumoHansHol
Buﬁm-lorexu (. 885, Opmuraxnoe Cobpanue).

2 Hassaume Mopenne MpOHCXOMHT OT HMeEH A. Mopeiue, nepBoro MepeBoAdIuKa TPaKTaTa
Bexxapna Ha (paHIy3CcKHii A3BIK.

3 Cwm.: PHB, ¢. 885, Ne 588 — “Pocnucs poccHifCKMM PYKOMHCHEIM KHHIaM, HaXOAAmmMCs
B OubnuoTeke xH. Muxaiina Muxa#inoprua Illep6aToBa, BHOpPaHHEIM H3 reHEpanbHOro
Karasnora Bceif GubMmoTeKy O TeMu xe Hymepamu. 1791 r.”, 1. 7.

4 Ha camoM Jienie, 3TOT NepeBOX CAENaH C HTATLAHCKOTO nepenoxenus O. AmsbepTy, a He
¢ aHrmmMiicKoro opuruHana mmM ¢panuysckoro nepesona II. Jle Typrepa (cp.: Jlentun
1996 c. 180).

5 Momustit pas6op cm.: “Il Dei delitti e delle pene nella traduzione di Michail M. Séerbatov.
Edizione e commento”, Tesi di dottorato di E. Gherbezza, Venezia 2005 (cM. ocoberno ri.
II c. 87-147).

6 Kax m uananwe Masn, mep6aTOBCKMI MeEpEBOXA COCTOMT M3 ABYX 4dacTell. B mepBoi
CONEpPXUTCS MepeBol MpomsBenenus Bekkapua, BO BTOpoit — nepeeod Kommenmapus x
knuze 0 npecmynnexusx u Haxasanusx Bonetepa.

7 B mepeoM cronGue pacmonaraeTcs TexcT mepBarosckoro mepesoma (LllepGatos), Bo
BTOpPOM — TEKCT HTIbSHCKOro HcTouHuKa (Masu 1774), u B TpeTheM — TEKCT BTOPHYIHOrO
HCTOYHMKA (B mepBoif Tabnuue — TekcT Haxasa, BO BTOpoM — TeKCT Enuszasemunckoil
Bubnuy). TIpocTEIM TIOAYEPKHBAHHEM BBUICIAIOTCA (parMeHThi, MPaKTHYECKH AOCIOBHO
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nepenucangne [llep6aToBriM HemocpeacTBeHHO U3 Hakasa, a NBOHHEIM NOXYEPKUBAHHEM
BELAENIEHE! MECTa, NIepeBEeACHHARIE H3 H3AaHud Masu.
g Hepsmi& MOJTHEIM NepeBOX Ha pyCCKHit BRIHAET B cBET JIMms B 1867 .

% B kauecTBe npHMepa NpuBeneM B3ATHe H3 Haxasa BHIpaXeHHS “‘CHNOTHCM WIH
copascyxnenue” (nepeBof HranpgHCKOro “sillogismo”), “camoe neficTne, CIyIHBIIEECS B
UCTIONHEHHH TpecTyrwieHud» (mepeBox HT. “corpo del delitto™), “B3sare mox crpaxy”
(mepeBon HT. “catturare”) u T.I.

10 ITpoussenenune ony6nuxosano B “Urenuax B UMnep. ObmecTBe HCTOPHH H ApeBHOCTEH
poccuiickux” (1860, I, c. 57-72), u B “Coummenmax Ku. M.M. Ilep6arosa” (1. I
“Honmmecnme counnenns” / [Tox pen. U.I1. Xpymoga. CII6., 1896, c. 427-456).

" Mepesons: 3T HaxoasTcs B pykonucy Ne 229 Dpmuraxsoro Cobparus, OTHOCAmeNHCS K
nepnony, cnenyomemy 3a 1773 r.

12 pyxomuce (cM. Spmut. Cobp., Ne 40) Grna omy6muxopana ILT, JIlo60MHPOBEIM B KHHTE:
Ku. M M. Illepbamoe. Hewznanusie counnenna. Mocksa 1935 r..

'* Hanpumep, 11lep6atoB ynpexan Exateprry 3a HapymeHHOe e ofemaHue yKpeIUIATh [0
JmaTraeckyio Bnacth Cenara. Jing MonTteckse CeHar — HeYTO BpoAe NaplaMeHTa, BEICIIHA
3aKOHOJATENIBHEIA OpraH; VI HMIEpPaTpPHUE — MOCAYIIHOE OpyAHe B ee pykax (cp.:
JlenTnn 1969, c. 42-43).

o Kpome Toro, Bepkos 3aMeTy, 9To ¥ B faneHe#meM, B XIX Beke, “ofcyxnenne KHUIH
Bexkapya M mepeBoa ee Ha pycckuif 38K OBUIM CBOEro poja MOCTAHOBKOH psja
3n060HEBHEIX BOMPOCOB, paccMaTpuBaTh KOTOpPEIE NPAMO H OTKPHITO B INEYaTH He
no3sonsina nensypa” (bepkos 1968, c. 69).

'® Mpesxae Bcero, HEoGX0MMMO NPOBECTH TIATENBHbIE apXMBHEIE pashickaHms B Mockse
(Tounee, B PTAIA), rae xpausitcs ocHoBHbIe Gonas! [llepOaToBHIX.
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IV. F. ALGAROTTI’S PROJECT FOR AN ‘HISTOIRE METALLIQUE DE LA
RUSSIE’

In 1753, having spent long years abroad in the service of his powerful patrons
Frederick II and later Augustus III of Saxony, Francesco Algarotti finally returned to Italy,
sick and disillusioned. His reputation as an art connoisseur and versatile man of letters
preceded him and from Venice, Bologna, and later Pisa — where he died in 1764 — he
corresponded regularly with scholars and foreign visitors who sought his advice and
mediation whenever they wished to purchase works of art. Surviving letters testify that in
the final year of his life he was in touch with M. L. Vorontsov who, unlike the new men
who came to power after Catherine II came to the throne, had traveled abroad “dlia
lecheniia i otdykha”. During this gilded exile, the Chancellor managed to get his protégé
Lomonosov accepted as a member of the Bologna Academy and also made every effort to
promote the merits of the mosaic technique that Lomonosov had devised (furthering his
cause with Algarotti t00).

In two letters dated 1764 the Venetian man of letters expressed his amazement that
Russia still had no representation of her metallic history; this is why — during a meeting
held in Pisa at the beginning of the year — he had submitted a project to the Russian
magnate and, having evidently received a positive reply, had prepared a draft.! Algarotti
included the text of 55 Latin inscriptions destined for the Storia metallica della Russia
(Metallic History of Russia) in the collection of his own works that he was preparing for the
Leighom publisher Coltellini, and which appeared after the author’s death.

The idea of an Histoire métallique went back to the beginning of the seventeenth
century and had been taken up again in the context of the so-called Petite Academie,
founded in 1663 by J.-B. Colbert to encourage cooperation between the various arts to
celebrate the might of the Sun King. The task of the men of letters (who included Racine
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and Boileau and later Paul Tallemant) involved in the Academy’s work, was, among other
things, to produce inscriptions for monuments and medals; the latter task was achieved in
1702 with the publication of a sumptuous volume illustrating medals depicting the main
events in Louis XIV’s reign. This initial achievement was later followed by numerous
others and in various European countries. By proposing a Russian equivalent, Algarotti was
clearly acknowledging the importance of the young power, which was compared to the
other great empires of Europe. On the other hand, the time was evidently ripe for a project
of this kind, since independently — as I suppose? — of Algarotti’s project, in 1772 a fine
volume with similar aims was brought out in Potsdam by P. Ricaud de Tiregale (Medailles
sur les principaux évenements de I’'Empire de Russie depuis le régne de Pierre le Grand
Jusqu'a celui de Catherine II avec des explications historiques). Tiregale’s book, however,
brought together and commented on already existing medals of the Russian empire, even if
some of these were modified compared to the originals. Algarotti’s project, on the other
hand, involved creating new medals and thus responded to a general conception of unity.

By the time he returned to Italy, Algarotti had already experienced, as one of his
interpreters observed, “the rise and fall of the free lancer turned courtier |[...], typical of
many men of his generation™ Just as at the beginning of his literary career he had dedicated
his Newtonianesimo per le Dame to Anna Ioannovna, addressing a celebratory ode to her, it
may well be that his acquaintance with another Russian dignitary and the fame of the
“Minerva of the North” (Minerva in solio sedens — Minerva sitting on the throne —reads one
of the inscriptions with reference to Catherine II) now raised his hopes with the Russian
court. In actual fact, however, such hopes were a trifle misplaced, since, despite preserving
the title of Chancellor, Vorontsov no longer had any influence over the Empress.

The Storia metallica is, first and foremost, a courtier’s tribute to the power of
Russia and its monarchs, conducted in solemn tones and with the aid of literary
reminiscences: of Elizaveta Petrovna it is said, for example, that Ligneam magna ex parte

accepit, lateritiam reliquit (“She found it [Russia] mostly built of timber, and left it built of
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brick™). This phrase, adapted to fit a different situation,’ actually mirrors a quotation from
Svetonius about Augustus: “He rightly boasted that he had found it [Rome] built of brick
and had left it built of marble”; thus the work of the empress was implicitly compared to
that of Augustus, and the traditional parallel between St. Petersburg and Rome was
underlined yet again.

The parallelism between the history of Rome and the rise of Russia, dear to
Algarotti and so frequent in the literature of the day, is used as a decorative motif (each
episode is represented with a profusion of quotations and comparisons from classical
mythology) and at the same time projects the works of the Russian tsars into a mythical
dimension. The inscriptions of the Storia metallica are in chronological order, from Peter to
Catherine II; the choice of the episodes to be represented (in which Vorontsov may have
had a hand) reflects both Algarotti’s personal interests and ideas which were common to
Europe’s intellectual élite. Emphasis is thus given, for example, to the innovative aspects of
Peter’s achievements, by then universally acknowledged and part of the legend that
surrounded the Tsar: his travels abroad in the interest of the country, the creation of the
fleet, the Military Statute, the expansion of the Empire’s boundaries, victory over Sweden,
the creation of the Table of Ranks, the foundation of the new capital and the Academy of
Sciences (Templum Minervae, artibusque omnibus dicatum (“The temple dedicated to
Minerva and to all the arts”)). But there are also some more personal moments, when
Algarotti recalls the use of timber from Kazan’ to build the Baltic fleet; this detail had
already been mentioned in the journal of his voyage to St. Petersburg (1739), where he
emphasized the immense efforts that Peter had made to build the fleet.

The salient episodes of the individual reigns are divided equally between war and
peace; among the former, which often involved the rest of Europe too, the choice was more
predictable, because the Russian ships’ entry into the Black Sea, the annexation of new
territories along the Baltic, interference in the question of the Polish succession, victories

over the Swedes and the Turks and Russia’s newly acquired borders were objective, to
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some extent, ‘compulsory’ themes; Algarotti’s selection of the distinction that each
sovereign had gained in the field of the organization of the state and of civil society, on the
other hand, seems to me to be somewhat more personal. Significant milestones were, for
example, geographic expeditions, which from Peter’s time onwards had defined Europe’s
eastern borders and the configuration of the south and the far east of Russia; discoveries of
enormous importance for the international scientific community which Algarotti had
reported fairly extensively in his journal, including his own talks with Delisle; this, in fact,
was the only part of the Petersburg Academy of Sciences’ activities that he had really
appreciated and not dismissed disdainfully. It is possible that in the years that intervened
between his journey to Russia and writing the Storia metallica new information may have
induced Algarotti to change his opinion; on the other hand, the purpose of the Storia was
above all encomiastic, not informative.) In the same way, the use of Kazan timber to build
ships is presented here as a heroic moment, whereas in the journal the description of such a
titanic achievement also included serious doubts about the rationality of Peter’s decisions.
Another cultural milestone during the reign of Anne is duly immortalized: the
foundation of the Cadet Corps (Gymnasium Martis, imperii spes (“Gymnasium of Mars,
hope of the empire”)); regarding this period of Russian history Algarotti could go back to
his own direct experience too and to data he had gathered from numerous informers in the
course of his travels. A case in point is probably the Ladoga canal: the construction of this
impressive and highly costly work, directed by Miinnich, had to be re-financed several
times during the Twenties. Algarotti in fact associates the canal with Miinnich (4nnona
urbis fossa munichiana firmata (“The city’s supplies were guaranteed by Miinnich’s
canal”)) and it also features in letter V of Algarotti’s book Viaggi di Russia amongst the
Field Marshall’s numerous deeds of distinction. Algarotti greatly admired Miinnich, whose
projects, as Francis Ley points out,” were known in Europe largely thanks to Algarotti’s
book. His interest in the canal — which enabled the capital to be fed and also guaranteed
trade — is, I believe, no coincidence: for the Venetian writer the miracle of St. Petersburg,
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founded by a Tsar who claimed to know nothing about trade, had been its rapid
development on international trade routes: Ostia Nevae, incolis tantum cognita, nunc
omnium Europae gentium emporium (‘The mouth of the Neva, known previously only to
the local inhabitants, is now the emporium of all the peoples of Europe”). This was not
simply a mannered compliment, because also in his poetic epistoles Algarotti celebrated
Peter for having opened Finland’s sea to industry, trade and the arts, and indeed he incited
his compatriots not to wait at home for the arrival of fur-clad Danes, or Russians, but to
explore new routes to sell their wares.

Algarotti’s mercantilistic and populationist convictions also transpire from his
description of the first deeds of the reign of Catherine II: Omnes in Russiam invitatae
gentes (“All peoples have been invited to Russia”) and Munificentia Augusta liberorum
sine parentibus parens (“The sovereign’s generosity is like a parent to parentless
children”), with reference to the foundation of the Moscow Foundling House. All this
testified to the Empress’s concern for ‘human capital’, a subject, as we know, dear to
numerous European intellectuals in the eighteenth century (and to Algarotti among them).

Algarotti had a whole series of traditional commonplaces at his disposal to describe
Elisabetta Petrovna: apart from her military conquests, her clemency, her beauty, the way
she followed in her father’s footsteps; I already mentioned her accomplishments in building
St. Petersburg, but another aspect of her administrative skills is highlighted: Auctis sine
querela vectigalibus (“Taxes were increased without giving rise to complaints”), with
reference to Petr Suvalov’s tax reform.

It is therefore clear that Algarotti did not only select those episodes from Russia’s
history that could easily be represented on medals, but also facts which, in his view, had
contributed to forming the framework for civil society in Russia. The celebration of
Catherine II’s first legislative acts (Jure emendato, certibusque legibus definito (“The law
was amended and clearly defined”)) corresponds to this vision, even though it is fairly

predictable, given the resonance that the deeds of the new sovereign enjoyed in Europe. I



would just like to point out that in the Storia metallica epithets taken from Graeco-Latin
mythology become increasingly frequent to describe Catherine: she is compared at once to
Minerva and Venus, and to Minerva allied with Apollo (i.e. wisdom with the arts): quite
comprehensible, if one considers that metallic history was the author’s way of ingratiating
himself with the empress.

So what image of Russia does the Storia metallica give us? That of a young, war-
like nation, comparable to Rome not only in terms of its military glory, but also in terms of
the way social life was increasingly organized, thanks to enlightened sovereigns and their
ministers: an image that Catherine herself would have appreciated, had she received the
project.

Maria Di Salvo (Univerity of Milan, Italy)

NOTES

! Pisa, February 13,1764, in Opere varie, vol. V, (Livorno, 1764), pp. 17-18.

2 Although it may be remembered that Algarotti’s admirer and biographer D. Michelessi
before becoming Gustav III’s confidant, had spent some time in 1770 at Friedrich II’s court
and dedicated his biography of Algarotti to the Prussian king.

3 F. Arato, 1l secolo delle cose (Genova, 1991), p. 98.

4 Feofan Prokopovich might have the same passage in mind when he addressed Russia with
the words “[Petr] zastal v tebe silu slabuiu i sdelal po imeni svoemu kamennuiu”, but,
again, Algarotti’s motto seems to start from the actual changes introduced by Elizabeth.

3F. Ley, Le Maréschal de Miinnich et la Russie au XVIIF siécle (Paris, 1959). See for
example pp. 118, 154,24 .
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V. TIMCBbMO U3 TEMHHIBI

“MunoctusoMy MoeMy rocymapio asmomke Tumogdero TepenTheBHUy H
rocyfapeiHe TeTymxe Pemocbu ['puropbeBHe H ¢ meManunaMm[u]. IlnemMsHHEMK Bam
Jmutpet I'puropeeB npemHoro xinansercs. MspecTHo Tebe Oyam, NAMIOMKA M TETYIKa,
NMOBHHEH 1 BameH MHJIOCTH, 9TO S MOJHAN y Bamielf MIJIOCTH Ha JBOpe OKJajA TBOH H,
CIIOBO, HE 3HAI0 HHYEro, NMOBHHEH s Temepp waxe. Ioxkanyit, msmomka TuModeit
TepenTheBHY M TeTyImKa, He INOMNOMHHTE MOel Jocanbl, HE MOPHTE MEHS TOJIOXHOIO
CMEpPTHIO, M S Bally MHJIOCTB, KaKk Bor BEIHECeT, NOJDKEH A ¥ BaC HOTH Li€JI0BaTh, HE TOKMO
IeNIOBaTh, AODKeH oOBeBatsh. Iloxkamyif, AANIOMIKA, HE OCTaBb TEMHHIIHOTO MOEr0
NpOMIEHHS, 32 YTO AODKESH A Bamel MMIIOCTH CHYXHTb Oe3pisMeHHO. Bpatiy Moemy
Huxonaio Tumodeeruwio u cecrpuue Karepune Tumodeerne u Ilpackosbe Tumodeenne
M3 TeMHHLB! 6paT Baml KIaHAETCS, OXKalylite, NOKIOHATECH OaTIOKe CBOEMY M MaTymKe
®enocre 'puropresHe, a MoeMy AANIOMKe, 9T00 MEHA HEe NMOKMHYNH B TEMHHIE. 3a CeM
TMHCAN IUIEMAHHHK TBOM JMHTpel, HC TEMHHIE CI€3HO KIIaHAIOCH .

3T0 NMHUCEMO, AaTHpoBaHHOe 1728 roaoM M agpecOBaHHOE CTPANYEMY BOTHUMH
Tpouue-Cepruesa MoHacTeipa TuModero CuHABCKOMY, OBUIO HanmMCaHO €ro
NIIEMSHHAKOM, XHTENeM Yeaauoro ropona bexenka Jimutprem ITonkoBEM, 3aKIEOYSHHBIM
B MECTHYIO KONOAHHYBIO H30Y.'

Ha nepBriii B3raA, TEKCT NMUCHMA JOCTATOYHO 3aypsaeH ¥ ManouHdopmaTueeH. Ha
JIBE TPETH OH COCTOMT M3 PUTYANBHEIX NOKIOHOB JSMIOMIKE, TETYIIKE K HX JCTAM, MpOCchOs
He 3a0HITh €ro aBTOpa M He JaThb yMepeTh TONIOAHOM cMepThio, ofemanus GHITH 3a 3TO
BeyHO GmaropapHeIM M Jmmb MumoxonoM [lonkoB ynommHaeT 00 okiaae OT HKOHEI,
NOJHSTOM MM Ha ABope y asanu. OaHako, Kak H3BECTHO, YaCTHasd NEpenucKa ropoxaH
XVIII 8. Gonpimas peAKoCcTs, a YK MHCEMO, TIOCNAaHHOE M3 TIOpPbMEI, TeM Gonee. Ho kak
Boobme Morno OHITH OHO HAMMCaHO, NEPeJaHO Ha BOMIO M TeM Oonee COXpaHHTHCA B

ropoackoM apxm;e? YToOEl OTBETHTH Ha 3TH BOIIPOCE! HANO IOMNBITAaTECA BBIACHHTH, YTO
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npeacrasisina coboif TeMHuua He60bImOro mpoBrHLUHaEHOro ropoaka XVIII B. H KaKoBH
6BUIM YCNIOBHA CONEpXKaHusA B Hel?

Kak H3BECTHO, CTPOHTENECTBO TIOPEM B Ka4ecTBE CIELHANbHBIX NMEHHTEHUHAPHEIX
yapexaeHndi Hadanocs B Poccuu mmmie B mapcrsopanMe Exarepunsr II nocne cynebnoi
pedopmur 1775 r. Jlo atoro, korna cyaeOHEIMH (yHKUMAMH ofnamand eBa JH HE BCe
OpraHel MCIIOJIHHTENBHON BJIACTH, MPaKTHYECKH NPH KaXIOM H3 HUX ObUIa KOJOAHHYBA
u3ba, rae 3aKIOYEHHEIE COAEPXANHMCh OO BEIHECEHHS INPHTOBOpa, a B IITaTe 3THX
y9IpexaeHHH YHCIHINCH 3alUIeYHBIX O] MacTepa, T. €. NajayH, MPOH3BOAHBINIHE NEITKH H
TeNecHBIe HakasaHHusi. O6mue yCnOBHA COACPKaHUS B TIOPbMaX TOr0 BpeMeHH JOCTAaTOYHO
noApoGHO ONKCaHH B COOTBETCTBYIOMEH MHTEpaType’, 4To H3baBnseT OT HeOGXOMMMOCTH
HX NOBTOPATH. Hac e HHTepecyeT KOBKPETHOE Y3HJMINe H3-3a CTeH KOTOPOro BHIPBAJIOCh
Ha BOJIO BECTOKa OT OJHOIO M3 €ro y3HHKOB. B mokymeHrtax Bexxeukoro ropomoBoro
MarucTpaTta H BOCBOJCKOH KaHLE/IAPDHH HMEIOTCH, XOTh K OOpHIBOMHEIE, HO JOBOJIBHO
MHOTOYMCIEHHEIE YIIOMHHAHHA O KOJMOXHHUYbeH M30e, MO3BONAIOMNE COCTABHTH O Hed
IOOBOJIHO IOJTHOE NPEIACTaBIECHUE.

He cmorps Ha HasBaHue “n30a”, 3TO, ecTecTBeHHO, He OblNa cneuHaIbHas
noctpo#ka, HO BCEro JHMb MOMEMICHHE B TOM )K€ [EPeBAHHOM CTPOEGHHM, TIle
pacrnonarancs ¥ caM ropoxoso# Maructpar. Cyns mo BceMy, OHa NpencTaBiasna coboi,
OOHY KOMHATy, HEMOCPEACTBEHHO NPHMEIKaBIIYI0 K TaK Ha3blBaeMOH ‘“‘oaba4ecKoin
CBETJIHEE”, T. €. TOMYy NOMEIIEHHIO, TA€ BeJOCh NENONMPOM3BOACTBO MarkucTpaTra H
NpOHCXOMWIH ropoackue coseTsl.’ ITo BCell BHAMMOCTH, OHM pa3’fie/IUTHCh CEHSAMH, B
KOTOPHIX HaXOAMCA “HYXHHK”. OTa AeTamb QUIypHpPYET B pade NJOKYMEHTOB, MOCKOJIBKY
HEKOTOpHIE apeCTaHTH! HMEHHO, KOrJia HX OTBOIWIM B HYXHHMK, KDHYAIH “CIIOBO M Aeno”,
Nno-BHAHMOMY, pacCYHTEIBag, IT0 GyAyT YCHHIMIAHH NPHCYTCTBYIOIIHMH B Marucrpare.’
Hyxuuk, Hamo nonarars, ObUI OOHWH Ha BCE CTPOEHHE. 3aMETHM, 9TO OTXOXee MECTO B
Bexenxoii TiopeMe, TakuM 06pa3oM, GEIO TEIUIEIM, B OTAMYHE, HaNpPHMEpP, OT TIOPEMH

IlerponasnoBckoli kpermocTH B [letepGypre, rae “HyHHKH” HaxOmWIMCh BO JBOpe.*
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Hen3sectHo, kakoBe! OBUIM pasMeps! KONogHMubed W30k Bpax mu 310 Gpina Gonbluas
KOMHATa, HO, COBEpPIIEHHO OYEBHIHO, YTO OHA HHKOIJA He MycToBaja. Tak, B OHOM M3 Aen
yIIOMHHaeTcs O 16 3aKIIOYeHHEIX HaXONMBIIMXCA TaM ofHOBpeMmeHHO. Cpean HuX OBuIO
OJMHHANAUATh OeXemKuX KyIIOB, ONHA Kym4MXa H narepo KpecThsH.® TakuMm o6GpasoM,
MYXYHHEl H OJKCHIIMHBI CONEPXATHCh BMECTe H Talke BMECTe JAepKanu Bcex
NPECTYITHHKOB, HE 3aBHCHMO OT TSDKECTH HpEeNBABNCHHEIX MM oOBHHeHH#H. Tak, cpenu
YOOMAHYTEIX 16 HaXODWIHCh JBa 4ejiOoBEKa, CHAeBmMe no Jeny of yOmiicree. Bcee
OCTalbHBIE, KaK YTBEpXIal MarucTpar, ObUIM 3afep)kaHBl M3-32 JONTOBHIX 06A3aTeNbCTB.
ITpu 3TOM cCOLMAaNBHEIN COCTAB 3aKIIFOYEHHEIX JAJIEKO He Beeraa OB CTOME XKe ONHOPOACH:
B ONHOM NOMEINEHHH AepXami He TOJBKO IOpPOXKaH ¥ KPecThiH, HO M CBAIMECHHHKOB,
HHOTra MeNKHUX YHHOBHUKOB, BOCHHBIX, B TOM 4HcJie odHIEepoB.

ITpocr6a 0 moMom¥ B MPOUHTHPOBAHHOM MHOIO B CaMOM Hadale IMChME KOHEYHO
*Ke He cnyvaitna. JlefiCcTBUTENBHO, Kak u3BecTHO, B XVIII B., A2 1 B Gonee mosauee Bpems
3aKIOYCHHBIE NHTANWCh TeM, YTO MM NPHHOCHIM PONCTBEHHMKHM, MIH 3a cdeT cbopa
MHJIOCTHIHH, JUIA 49ero HX CHNEIWadbHO BOOWIM IO yiuuaM H Oasapam. 3a 1723 r.
COXPaHWJIOCH YIIOMHMHaHHE O TOM, YTO AeHIHMK Bexxelxol paTymM BMecTe ¢ OXHHM H3
3aK/MI0YEHHBIX, KOTOpPOro eMmy ORIIO NOpydYeHO OXpaHATh, “XOAMITM K HEeMy B JAOM
yxmna‘m”." Bexxenkue JOKYMEHTH CBHAETENBCTBYIOT O TOM, YTO W3 KOJOAHHYbeH H30bI
3aKMIOYEHHRIX HEPeAKO OTIMyCKamH (MO-BHAHMOMY, NMOJ 4YeCTHOE CNOBO, a MHOTAa IOA
KapaynoMm) aoMoi M naxe B xabak. Tak, mampamep, B 1763 r. aBa ropoxaHuHa OBLIM
HOYBIO apecTOBaHEI 3a NBbJIHYIO JAPaKy M HX BMECTE C €Ile ABYMS CBHACTENIMH OTBEJH B
MarucTpaTcKyl0 TIOPbMY, TOCJIE 4ero ‘“3a KapayloM Marucrparckoro neHmmuka [lerpa
MoTOBHNOBA... €me A0 YTPEHHArO NEHHs COIUIHM, H MO BNYCKY NENOBAIbHHKA, GHB B
IToaropaoM kaGake # BHINKHB NOTpeOHOE YHC/IO BHHA M NHBa, NPHILUIH K MarucTparty, npu

KOTOpOM pedeHHas MOMUIKS HAXOMWTNA, H, NOCTYKABCS Y CEHHBIX JBepeil (KOTOpHIS GhUIH
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3ameprsl), 3a HEOTNOPOM TeX JBepel PpO3ONUIMCs BCE [O JAOMaM CBOMM...”.
TesHCTBOBABIIMI BMECTE C NOPYYEHHEIMH €My 3aK/IOYEHHBIMH JEHINMK, HalO IOJararh,
HM He NpensTcTBOBall.

Kak u B apyrmx roposax PoccHH TOro BpeMeHH, ABEPH KONONHAWIBEH H30BI
Bexenxoro Marucrpara B OCHOBHOM OBLTH OTKDHITH AJIA MOCETHTENEH — JXeH M MyMei
3aKMIOYEHHEIX, HX POICTBEHHMKOB M MPOCTO 3HAKOMEIX, NPHYEM BPEMS TNOCEINEHMs, MO-
BHIAMOMY, HAKaK He orpaHmdaBanock. [loceTHTem nomoary ocTaBaluCh B KONOAHAIbEH
n30e, pacnMBany BMECTe C 3aKIO9CHHEIMY CITHPTHOE, HIPAIH B KapTH H T. 1.

O6mas xapTHHa, co3faBaeMasd OEXENKHMMH NXOKYMEHTAMH, XOTA CpefH HHX HET
TaKuX, KOTOphe OBLIM cHeNuambHO MNOCBAIICHH OIMCAHHIO KONONHMYbEH H30H H
YCIIOBHSM COIEpXKaHHit B Hel, ¢ Touku 3peHus denoBeka XX u TeM Gonee Hagana XXI B.
IOOCTaTOYHO MpoTHBOpeuuBa. C oxHON CTOPOHEI, MEl HabmonaeM OnpesieIeHHYIO IIPOCTOTY
HpPaBOB, HEU30EXKHYI0 B YCIOBHAX MAaJEHBKOIO ropoAKa, IA€ H 3aKMOYEHHHIH, H
nomuuMeNcTep, H TIOPEMINMK, M Hanad GBUM eclM He POACTBEHHHKAMH, TO XOPOIIHMHU
3HaKOMBIMH, XONMIM K ApPYT APYry B NOCTH M CHAENH 3a ONHHM CTOJNOM B kKabake. Dta
naTpuapxaibHad INpocToTa 6e3ycinoBHO ofjeryana ycJIOBHS CORCPXKaHHs KOJOIHHKOB,
nenas WX, Kasajoch OB, HEMBICIMMO JETKHMH B CpPAaBHEHMH C MOCIERYIOMHUMHU
cronetusMu. IIpaBaa, mpu 3TOM CTOHT CHENATh OrOBOPKY, KOO MOXKHO IIPEATIONOXHTH, ITO
Ha IIPaKTHKe BCe CKa3aHHOE OTHOCHMTCS B NMEPBYIO OYepenb K CAMHM ropoKaHaM, KOTOpEIE,
MONaB B 3aKMOYEHHE, OKa3hBaNHCh B olee BREIFOIHOM MOJIOXEHHH, Ye€M NpPeACTaBHTENH
JApYTHX CONMAaNBHBIX Ipymmn. Tak, OCaKEHHEIM B KONOXHHYBIO M30y KpecTbsiHaM TPYAHO
GHUIO PacCYMTHIBATH M Ha COYYBCTBHE KapayJdbHEIX, U Ha NOMOIb POACTBEHHMKOB. C
ZApYyro#l CTODOHEI, €CTh HEMaJIO CBHAETENLCTB TOTO, 9TO NPEACTABHTENH BNACTH HEPEIOKO
HCTIOJIb30BAMIH 3aKITIOYEHHE B KOJOOHAYBIO H30y B CBOMX KOPHICTHEIX HHTepecax. Boobme
HalO 3aMETHTh, YTO TONACTh B 3aKIOYEHHE OBUIO OYEeHb JIerko. 3aKOH IOYTH HUKaK He
PErIaMEHTHPOBA B KaKMX MMEHHO CIydYasdX 4enoBeK Mor OHTh MOABEPrHYT apecty, M

TIOpEMHOE 3aKTI09eHHe OBIIO MO CYTH J€MEHTOM OOLINEHHOCTH, TIOBCEAHEBHOCTH, TAKHM
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ke, Kak H ¢H3uvecKoe Hakazanwe. Ho Taroke He OBIT pernaMeHTHpPOBaH H PEXHM
coiepXKaHHs1, CTPOrOCTh KOTOPOro 3aBHCENa HCKMOYHTENBHO OT BOJIM YHHOBHHKOB. Tak, B
1758 r. B xpecTeannH nomemuxa ¢.M. Koznosa Bacumit SIkosnes xanosancs B I'naBHbH
MarucTpar, 9ro B bexkemke “Ha TOpry” mo npHkasy OJHOrO M3 CIY)XamlHX Marucrpara
apecTOBaIM NPHKa39AKa €ro X03sHHa H “AepKaTr B bexxenkoM MarucrTpare B KOJIOOHHIbeH
TIOpbMe TIOA KapayJioM SIKO 3/10fies, ¥ MOPHT FOJIOQHOIO CMEPTHIO H HHKOBO K HeMy He
IONyIaeT, U MUY JaroT KapayNbHEIE XOZaKW bexxemkoro Marmcrpara 3a Jadio, 9T0 He
ZIOBONMBHO. B 1Ol e TiopbMe ofme ¢ HHM cozep)katna MHOXecTBO Bexxeuxoro yesmy
MyXecKa H JXEeHCKa MOJy B HECHOCHHIX M TSDKENBIX IENAX M JKenesax H pyrascs, H ais
TeCHON HyxAs! He nonmymaioT” . IIpH 3T10M OH RobaBiAl, YTO KOMOAHHYBA H36a “c CTOpOH

oropoxeHa 3a60poM, a JBepbMH — B MAaruCTPAT, TaK 9TO M CBeTy HeT™!

. Hazo 3ametuTs,
uyTo noAOoOHEIE XanoOH Ha COJEpXXaHWE apecTOBAHHEIX 33 MeJIKHMe NpaBOHApyWEHHA
BCTpeYaroTcs JOBOJNBHO 9acTO M, Kak NpaBHJO, B HUX IIPACYTCTBYET YNOMsHyTas Gopmyna
— “4K0 310/1eeB”, OUEBHIHO YCBOSHHAs U3 3aKOHOAATENBECTBa M Mpenosaraiomas ocobeHHo
CYPOBBIf peXHM cozepxaHui. [Io MHEHHIO KATYIOIMMXCA, OHH MIH MX PONCTBEHHHKH
noao6HOM KeCTOKOCTH He 3aCTYy)KHJIH. 3TO CBHAETENLCTBYET O TOM, 4TO, HECMOTPA Ha TO,
410 XHTenu bexenka u ero okpecTHOCTEH BpAA M YHTaMM TPyAH Yesape Bekkapna Hin
IpYTHX COBPEMEHHHIX €My NpOCBeTHTeNeld, CYMTAaBIIAX, YTO TIOPEMHOE 3aKMOYeHHe,
CBA3aHHOE C NMHIIeHHeM CBOOOAH, caMo mo cebe ABNAETCA Cephe3HHIM HAKa3aHHEM H He
JOJDKHO CONMPOBOXAATHCS AONONHATENBHEIMA My9CHHAMH, OHH OJHAKO HAXOOWIH YCIOBHA
colepaHHs B KonomHWueed H30e bexemkoro marmcrpata HeoOBIYHO M depecdyp
MECTOKHMH, HeCOpasMEepHEIMH XapaKTepy COBEpHICHHHIX HpEeCTYIUIEHHH, a OTCYTCTBHE
CBeTa W 3anpeT Ha CBHAAHWSA M BOBCE HapymIeHWeM MpaB 3aKmo4YeHHHX. [Ipu 3TOM CTOMT
NON4EePKHYTh, YTO Xanob Ha He3aKOHHOCTh CaMOro apecTa NMpaKTH4ecKH He BCTPEYaeTcs.

Wnaye roeops, mnpaBo moGOro YHHOBHHKA IPHMEHHTH NOJOOHYIO CaHKLMIO HE
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ocnapuBanock. CpoK 3aKO9eHHS Takke HHKAK HE perfjaMeHTHposaici. Xopomo
H3BECTHO, YTO BJACTH NHITAIHCH 60poThCS ¢ CymeOHOH BOJOKHTOI; B €KaTepHHHHCKOE
BpeMsl MArHCTpaT JOJDKeH GBI pery/iSpHO HampaBiATh B I IaBHEIA MarucTpaT BEAOMOCTH O
9Hcie KONMOAHHKOB, HO Ha CpPOKaxX 3aKIOYEeHHA 3TO HHKaK He ckasmiBanoch. Hepenxo,
ocobenHO, Koraa pedb mula 00 YTONOBHEIX MPECTYIUICHHSX, N0 BHIHECEHHA MMPHroBOpa
JIOAH CHAENH B KOJoNHHIBelH H3be mo HeckombKo JieT. M 3TO mpH TOM, WTO MPECTYNIHHKH,
KaK MNpaBHJIO, HE 3aNMHPAMCh B CBOHX MNpPECTYIUIEHHSAX, HO, HAIIPOTHB, KaK MpPaBHJIO,
9HCTOCEpAeYHO M MOXHO AaKE CKa3aTh NMPOCTORYIIHO PACCKA3HIBAIH O COBEPINEHHOM
naxe, Korza peus mma o6 ymemuierHoM yobmiictBe. M TyT Hamo BepHyTBCA K
NPOLMTHPOBAaHHOMY MHChbMY. Kak MOIIO OHO, anpecOoBaHHOE POACTBEHHMKAM, OKa3aThCs
Cpenu JOKYMEHTOB rOpoA0BOro Marucrpara?

U3 cnexcreennoro aena Jmutpus [lonmkoBa BEISICHSETCH, 9TO ero OOBHHMWIM B
orpabneHun uepksx. IToxumenHsIe OKIaibl OT MKOH OH NMPOAaBan Ha peiHKe B Mockse, rae
3a 3THM 3aHATHEM €ro 3acTal OAWH U3 3eMJIAKOB. [1o Bo3Bpamenny B Bexxenk “LepKoBHBIH
TaTh” OBUI apecToBaH. Yepe3 MOCEINaBMIYIO €ro B KONOmHWYBeH m36e Mare Asas
INOCOBETOBAN IUIEMAHHHKY CKa3aTh Ha JOMpOce, YTO NMpoJasan okiak, noaobpaHHEli Ha ero
aBope, a yToOBl Moka3zaHus BHTNAnenH Gonee noctoBepHBIMH, IMuTpuit nomkeH Opin
HanucaTh BHIIENpPHBEASHHOE NIACEMO, OTAATh MaTePH, a Ta Kak Osl ciy4aiiHo 06pOHUTD Ha
yJIHLUe — TaK, 9To6s kTo-HHOYAB ero monobpan u mepenan B MarucTpar. Tak M CAYYHIOCH,
HO C/lefOBaTeNs M, NPHBHIKIIHM K YHCTOCEPAEYHEIM NPH3HAHMAM NOICHEACTBEHHEIX, BCA
3Ta XHTpOYMHas KOMOHHALIMA NOKa3a/ack CIHIIKOM CJIOKHOH, a NOTOMY NOAO3PHTENBHOMH,
M B pesynbTare oHH 6e3 ocoboro TpyAaa aokomanuck A0 HCTHHHEL MHage rosops,
NpeCTYNHHK INepexXMTpHa camoro cebs. OKOHYaTeNbHOE pelleHHe MO ero Aexy Owulo
BhIHeceHO MockoBckoit rybepHcko#i kaHmenspreid B 1731 r.. 6HB KHyTOM H BHIpBaB
HO3JpH, cocnath B OXOTCK, a €ro ABOp ONMHCATH ¥ NPOAaTh ¢ TOpros. [IpaBaa, HCMOMHHTE
MPHEroBOp cpasy xe B bexenke He cymenmu: “3annedHsIx aen macrep” denop Burokypos u

cam B 3TO BpeMmsa OBLT B3ATH K cieacTsuio B Yrmy. [Tonkosa mpHuLIoch OTNpaBasTh B
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Mocksy, rae HenocTaTka B NONOOHBIX «MacTepaxy, Hafo monarats, He 6su1o. Ho mpexne
9eM 3TO MPOH3OMLI0, OH YXKe Ycnes OTCHACTh B 3aKMOYeHHH MO MeHbIeEH Mepe TpH rona.
Oxarako MO MepKaM TOro BpeMEHH 3TO GRUI B CYIMIHOCTH MYCTAKOBHIA CPOK, a B JAaHHOM

Cllydae NpeCTYNHHK, HAAO [0araTh, MEYITaN, ITO6E! OH MPOMIMICS KaK MOXHO Aomsme. '

A. Kamenckui (Russian State Humanities University, Moscow)

I[TPUMEYAHMA

'PrAJIA. ®. 459. Bexenkas BoeBoackas kannenspus. On.1. J1.3. J1.33.

2 Cm.. Huxuras, BH., T loppma u cceuika: Hcemopuueckoe, 3axoHoOamenvHoe,
aoMunucmpamuenoe u 6GvimoGoe NONONCEHUE 3AKMOYEHHBIX, NepecHiibHbIX Oemed u
0C8000X#COEHHBIX U3-N0O CMPANCYU CO BPEMEHU BOIHUKHOBEHUSA PYCCKOT MIOpbMbl 00 HAWUX
Onedl. 1560 — 1880 22. CII6., 1880; I'eprer, M.H., Hcmopus yapcxoii miopemet, M., 1960.
T. 1; Auucumos, E.B., Juiba u xnym: nonumuueckuii coick u pycckoe obwecmso ¢ XVIII
gexe. M.,1999. C. 589 - 614.

*PTAJIA. @.709. Bexeuxnit roponosoit marucrpar. On.2. 1.1200. JI.1.

4 Cm. Hanpumep: Tam xe. J1.1193. J1.1-2.

5 Anncumo, E.B., IOnutii 2pad: ITemepbype épemen Ilempa Benuxozo. CII6.,2003. C. 173.
SPrAlIA. ©.709. On. 2. [.1201. JL.1.

” Tam xe. 11.132. J1.2.

8 Tam xe. JI. 1196. J1.3.

? Tam xe. J1.1173. J1.4206. 43.

19 Tam sxe. ®.459. 113. J1.33-90.
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VL «BEPTWINH» M. H. MYPABBEBA. K IPOBJEME I'VMAHHM3MA B
POCCHH.

B wucropun eBponeiickodi KymeTypH m3BecreH “Beprmmiit” Ilerpapxm,
BEJIHKOJIENHOE PYKOMHCHOE H3JaHHE MPOM3BEACHMH JATHHCKOTO MO3Ta, XpaHsAIMmeecs B
Hactosmee BpeMa B AmOpo3nanckoi buGmmoreke B Munane. “Beprumit” xe M.H.
Mypassesa (1757-1807), onHOro M3 OCHOBONOJOXHHKOB PYCCKOTO CEHTHMEHTAIH3Ma, B
1803-1807 rr. moneuuTens MOCKOBCKOrO YHHBEPCHTETa ~ 3TO IK3EMIUIAD HH-KBapTO
6asenbckoro u3ganus koHna 1540 rr. ITonHoro cobpanrua coanHeHHH aBTOpa, ¢ OOHMBHEIM
KOMMEHTapHeM Ha-NajdblHH aBTOPHTETHBIX Y9EHBIX aHTHYHOIO M HOBOTO BpeMEHH, MOZX
penaxuneti 'eopra ®abpuuns u3 Xemaunepa:

P. Vergilii Maronis Opera, quae quidam extant, omnia: cum veris in Bucolica,
Georgica & Aeneida commentarijs Tib. Donati & Seruij Honorati, summa cura ac fide a
Georgio Fabricio Chemnicense emendatis / Adiecto etiam ab eodem rerum & et verborum
locuplete in ijsdem memorabilium indice. Quibus accesserunt etiam Probi grammatici,
Pomponij Sabini, Phil. Beroaldi, loan. Hartungi, Iod. Vvillichij, Georg. Fabricii, Bonfinis,
& aliorum annotationes... Basileae: ex officina Henricpetrina [Heinrich Petri], [> 1547].

On xpanurca B Hayuno#t Bubmaoreke MockoBckoro YHuBepcHTeTa,' B cocTaBe
«xHHr M. H. 1 H. M. MypasbeBeix, noxxepreoranHbX K. MypasseBoii», BIOBO# nucaTens
H MaTepbio nekabpucTa, B 1844 r., mociie cMEpTH IOCNERHETO.

A “TekcT”, 0 KOTOpOM HIeT peYsb B HacTosmel paboTe, COCTOMT M3 3aMETOK Ha
NonsX NaHHOM KHHIH, BEpHEE — M3 Te€X MHOTOYHMCIEHHHIX IIOMET, KOTOpHE HMEIOT
HEMOCPEACTBEHHOE OTHOMIEHWE K Hell’ W KOTOpHE — NpH BCeX HMX pasHoobpasuu H
HECHCTEMATHYHOCTH — OT/IMYAIOTCA ChNelu(UIeCKNM XapakTepoM W BHYTPEeHHHM

€OHHCTBOM.
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Kax GmOmmoreka, Tak M uyHuTatensckue mHeBHMKHM M. H. MypaBbeBa yxe cramu
NpeAMETOM pa3MYHEIX HCCAENOBaHHH,” HO 3Ta KHHra He IpUBJEKala JOJDKHOIO
BHUMaHuUs. [TockONbKy nosiHas myOnMKaums 3aMETOK elle XKIOEeT CBOEero 4aca, HacTosmas
pabota craBuT cebe LeNbio MPEeACTABHTH UX B OOMHKX YepTax ¥ ONnpeaeNuTs HX 3HaYeHHE B
KOHTeKCTe pyccko#t KynsTyphl nocneare#t uersepta X VIII Beka.

[Teproit M3 noMeT HalEro “rexcra” MOXHO MOXamyl CYUTATH BlANENbYECKYIO
HAANMCh Ha THTYIBHOM IJHCTe, rae MypaBbeR CO3HATENBHO YCYTyOHNI OTMedeHHBIH
napajUienu3M MeXay HadanbHeM “M” Haamucu npeasixymero Bnagensua (M. Joh.[ann/es]
Gideon Pellius),’ u unuumnanom coero umenn (M. Muravieff), a Taxoke 1 MeKy AaTamu
npuobpetenus kKauru — 1721 r. u 1771 r. cootBercTBeHHO. B TO Bpema eMy Gsuio 14 e,
oH xun B Bonorame, kyna 6bl1 KOMaHOHPOBaH ero oTell, BOeHHHH HHXeHep. OKOHYHB
THMHa3uit npy MOCKOBCKOM YHHBEPCHTETE, B NMPOBHHUMSUIBHOM FOpOAE OH TIpOAODKan
ceoe ofpasoBaHue ¢ nomompbio Mux. Anap. 3acOOMMCKOTO, HpENOAaBaTeNs PHTOPHKH
Bonoroackoro IyXOBHOro CeMMHApHs, BNOCNEACTBHMM nepeBomunka [eopeux.’ He
HCKITIOYEHO, 9TO HMEHHO OT Hero MypaBbeB IONY9H)l pOCKOIIHOE H3naHue Beprumis.

Ho OCHOBHOW KOpNYC HHTepeCYIOMHMX Hac 3aMeTOK BocxoauT k 1776-1777 rr.f
BpeMeHH, KOT/Ia aBTOp YxKe caesnal cebe HMs B IMTEpaTypPHOH cpene CTONMMIEL, paboTtan Hax
Tparenueit bonecnae, Han HOBAaTOPCKUMH HoevlMu nupuyeckumu onbimamu B 3aHAMAJICK
HTAIBAHCKMM f3bIKoM. OHH BeTpedalotcs Ha (OOKOBEIX M HHDKHHX, MOPOH M BEPXHHX)
NONSAX CTPaHHL, NMOMEMmAlOMMX BCe NpOM3BeAcHHS Beprunmsa a Takke NpOAODKEHHE
Oneudst WTanmbsHCKOro rymaHucra Maddes Bemxmo (Maffeo Vegio, 1407-1458) nu
KopoTkue noamsl Komap, Copoxa u Imua. OHK TECHATCA Ha cTpaHMLax Oonee U3BECTHHIX
smuzonoR (IV kHuru Bykoaux ¢ NMpopodecTBOM O «miageHue», IV KHUrE Oweuodwl, ¢
anu3onoM [MOOHEI), MEXAY TeM KaK Ha MOJAX APYTHX KHHI BCTPEHalOTCs €NWHHYHEIE
3amMerky. IToMuepKMBaHHMA, KPECTHKH M JpYTHe 3HAKM OTCEUIKM IOKa3hIBAIOT, K KaKOMY

CTHXY HJTH CIIOBY, CTHXOTBODHOI'O TEKCTA HIIH KOMMEHTAapHA, OHH OTHOCATCA.
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Cpeayu HHX MOXKHO Pa3NM9HTh TPH Ipynnel: 1) nmpuMedaHHs AMTEpPaTYpHOro HIH
¢GuIonory4ecKoro Xxapakrepa, dallile BCEro Ha JaTHIHH, CBOeoOpa3sHOe pacmHpeHHe
JIATHHCKOTO KOMMEHTapHs; 2) aBTOPCKHE MEepeBOAH OTAENBLHEIX (PparMeHToB, H, I11aBHOE,
3) uATaTh MPOU3BEAEHHH HOBHIX, 2 HHOTAA K APEBHHX, MO3TOB, MIOApaXKaBIHX Beprunmio,
KM Kacalomuxcs nomo6Hol TeMbl, TO ¢ KOPOTKMM BBEIEHHEM IO-JATHHCKM (HampuMep:
Hoc imitavit in ... celeberrimus ...), T0o camu 1o ceGe.

PaccMOTpHM KaXKZyi0 rpyniy o OTAENBHOCTH. B HEKOTOpHIX NpuMedaHHsAX IO3T
MypaBreB MpodeCCHOHANLHO CYAHT O MOTPeIIHOCTAX JIATHHCKOIO aBTOpa: HanpHMEp, B
nepBoit 3x102e OH OTMEYAeT MPOTHBOPEYHE MeXIY MOOOBHBIMH BOCKIHLIAHMAMH Tutnpa
H ero cegrMu BonocamH (B. I, 28; ct. 5), a no MOBOXY 9eTBEpTOi MECHH SHellob! NUIET,
9T0 OT4agHHEe OHEeA BHIPOKEHO XONONHO, XyXe 4YeM B aHAJNOIMYHOH CleHe
Oceoboacoennozo Hepycanuma T. Tacco: “In sequentibus desperatio Aeneae videtur mihi
frigidior expressa ac Renaldi” (3. IV, 381, cr. 846).

Penko MEl HaxoAMM BHIPOKEHHE €ro 3CTETHYECKOTO BOCHPHSTHS JNAaTHHCKOIO
TexcTa,' 4damre BCTpedaeM NpMMEdaHHS “HO MOBOAY”: HampuMep, B Hauame [eopzux
MypasreB “Gecenyer” ¢ aBTOpOM KOMMEHTapHi O KOMHO3HMLMH AMAAKTHYECKHX [O3M,
npuBons B npuMmep Iopauns, Osuana, Byano u Pacuna-cama’ (I'. I; cr. 117-118), a B
9eTBepTO KHHIH ONMCcaRyue o0mecTBa MIeN 3aCTaB/IeT €ro NepecKa3ksBaTh Ha JATHHH TY
cTpannuy @Ppanyysckou nosmuxu MapMOHTeNd, IAe OTMEYalOTCs NpPOTHBOpPEYHS B
3cTeTHYECKMX B3rmaaax Tacco (mpH 3ToM MypaBheB MOKa3kIBaeT CBOE HEMOCPEACTBEHHOE
3HaHHe WTambsHckoro opurunana)® (I'. IV, 8-12 ; cr. 313-314). Ecnu o cepresHEIX
npeaMerax MypaBreR pasMHIIUIAET IO-JTAaTHHCKM, TO O MOOBH, 0 HeoOXOAUMOCTH
BIIOOJICHHBIX NEMUTHCA ¢ KeM TO HH OGBUIO CBOMMH YYBCTBaMH U O CTpaxe IPOH3HECTH HMS
BO3/MIOGIEHHOM 0c06BI, OH mumeT no-Pppaxiyscku (. IV, 10; ct. 787)." Cpean nepesonos,
HaxonuM Havano nepsoit axnoru (“Tityre tu patulae”), HanucaHHOe MECTHCTONMHEIM SMBOM
(B. 1, 1-7; ct. 1-2)" u xBa OTpHIBKA Hagama ImHbl, OAMH BOCXOMAIMH K caMOMy Hadgany,

apyroii k cepeaune 1770-mx rr. (A. 1-12; cT. 1929-1930). Kpome Hux, MypaBbeB BELIETHN
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OTACNbHHE CTHXH byxoaux u  Sueiios:, oTmagalomyecs o0coGoff NaKOHMIHOCTHIO
BelpaxeHus. JIIOGOMBITHO, YTO B KOMMEHTapuH K [eopzuxkam OH NpPUMETHN ONMH H3
HEMHOTHX yueneBmuxcs ¢parmentos apyra Karymwra llunen u u3smso nepesen ero. “Te
matutinus flentem conspexit Eous, et flentem paulo vidit post hesperus idem” cran:

H ympom 3ananace, 6 chesax meoux 3aps,

H myx eeuepnuiii cegem mebs 6o naaue 3pa (I'. 1, 280-302; ct. 173-174).

Ho GonpmMHCTBO H3 3amMHCOK COCTaBIfeT CBoeoOpa3Hblfi KOMMEHTapHii,
OTCHNAIOMME HE TONBKO K MCTOYHHKAM OCHOBHOTO TEKCTa, a — ropasfio 4ame — K ToH
TPaOWIMA, HCTOYHHKOM KOTOpOH TekcT sBasderca. [IpumedartensHo, 49TO MONONOl
MypaBseB COOTHOCHT BeprunueBble CTHXH bykoaux u [eopauxk ¢ — Tak CKa3aThb —
«IIpOCBETHTENLCKOM» Tpamuuuei Dnukypa (Tucemo x ITughornecy), Jlyxpenns (O npupode
seweii), Llunepona (O npedenax oobpa u 3na) u Osunus (Pacmer). Ho eme HHTepecHee
¢akT, 9TO OH NPOCHEKMBAECT BEPrHUIMEBYI0 TPANUIMIO OT MO3JHEH AaHTHYHOCTH MO
6mmxaiimei COBpeMEHHOCTH.

IToMHMO caMBIX HM3BECTHHIX INpPOHM3BENCHMH, H3 aHTHYHEIX MypaBbeB HUTHPYET
no3My o6 actposomuu M. Manunus, catupel A. . Ilepcus (I B. H. 3.), noamy Crns
Hramuka o myRugeckux Boitnax (II B. H. 3.), moaMy Pervigilium Veneris Hen3BecTHOTO
aBTopa. He 3a6riBaeT OH M JIaTHHCKHX MO3TOB HOBOTO BpeMeHH, Mapka Heporuma Buans
(Marco Girolamo Vida, 1485-1566), aBTopa Tpex xmur De Arte Poetica, u lapns-
Anvdonca lioppenya (Charles-Alphonse Dufresnoy, 1611-1668), asTopa nosmmr o
xuBonucu De arte graphica.

U3 mnucateneif Ha HAUMOHAIBHEIX s3bIKaX, Ha TNomax bByxoaux uvame Bcero
BcTpevaeM umsa B ctuxu T. Tacco (B cBa3M ¢ nacropanbHOH Apamolt Amurma), HO
npucyrctByer u Mapko Komstemnmuuu, asrop nubperro onepsl Apmuda;” cnemyior
“celeberrimus” XK. B. Pycco (1671-1741), remurt U. Dmuac lnerens u Opamen X. ¢on
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Kneiict, pycckue JIOMOHOCOB, KOTOpPOrO LHTHPYIOTCH TEpeBOARI, BK/IIOYECHHEIE B
Pumopuxy, u CyMapokos.

Ecnu mo nosony gerBeproi#i 3xnorn MypaebeB otMedaeT, 9to JK. B. Pycco B3an
OYeHb MHOTO H3 Hee B cBoeii Ode Ha denb podicoenusn I'epyoza bpemanuu (B. IV, 8-10; cT.
45-46), To oH HaxomuT y apyroro Pycco, JKan-)Xaka, peMHHHCIIEHIMIO H3 CTHXOB BTOpO#
kuurd leopzux “O fortunatos nimium, sua si bona norint/ Agricolas...” (“BraxeHHBl
KpecThbsiHe, eciii 6 ToNpKO 3Ha/MmM cBoe 6naro”).'

Cpenu npyrux nmucareneif, MMHTHpYIOmHX [eopaukam, BCTpedalotcs B Bonsrep H
suavissimus voluptatis poeta Chaulieu, u mpyro#i mo3t Hacnaxaenus, JI. b. Mapuso,
npafa Onarofapst ero peNWIHO3HOM moaMe H3buenue maadenyeg.* A 1o nOBOAY
OITHCAHMA JOXIA BO BTOPOW KHHre, MOCE psAla OTPHIBKOB aHTHYHHIX aBTOpPOB, MypaBhbeB
ckpoMHO noGaenser: «Neque hoc absimilis mihi videtur» (“3T0 TOXEe MHe Kaxercs
noxoxe”); cienyer ceapmas crpoda ero Odut decamoii. Becna. K Bacuavio Heanosuuy
Maiixosy (T. 11, 326; ct. 239)."°

ComocraBneHus, BH3BaHHBIE Da3MUYHEIMH NECHAMH Onedb! He YIAMBIIOT:
MypaBreB 3Han K MOOOBHO LUTHPOBAJ aBTOPOB OX M JMHYECKHX IMO3M, Tacco mpexae
Bcero, HO ¥ BonkTepa Inpuade:, Knonmroka Meccuadst u ap.; B 1779 r. on gabasun:
«Tenepp MOXHO NPHCOBOKYNHTh Hauano Hame# GecmeprHoit, kak Enelina, Poccuazns.
1779» (3. I; ct. 373-374). U ero BHHMaHHe NIPUBIIEKAIH TakOKe pasHble Tpareauu Pacuua u
CymapoxoBa, rie Hames OTpaKeHHe TOHKHH rcuxonorusM Beprunus — asTopa yerseprofi
necuy (o Junoue).

Ho npumegaTensHO, 9T0 € TOH Xe moboBbio MypaBbeB 3alMCHIBAT H OTPHIBKH
repoii-koMuueckux noaM bByano u B. Maitkosa. Psanom ¢ HEMH, H €ro JIATHHCKHE 3aMETKH
3BH4aT Kak mapomus: “Facete vertit hoc Boileau in ridiculum, ubi artificem
capillamentorum, ita inducit, ad uxorem suam loquentem...” (“OcTpoymMHO 3TO
napoaupyet byano, rae 3acrasisier napHKMaxepa Tak FOBOPHTSH Xkere...”; 3. IV, 340; cr.

839-840)."” U 3meck aBTOp He 3a6EIBa)l YIOMHHATh O CBOHX 3KCNEPHMEHTaX: IOHOLIECKOMH
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Tpareaun [JJuoowa, BOOCNEACTBUH mpeameTe cobcTBeHHOM Gecnomanuofl KpHTHKH,® M
HeflaBHei nosme Ocada Hapew: “Hoc ipsum ita sonat ruthenice redditum in Poemate de
Obsidione Narvae” (“To e caMoe Tak 3BYYHT B pycCKOM mepeBone B noame o6 Ocane
Hapsu”; 3. IV, 690-692; ct. 875-876)."” UreHHe MypaBLeBCKHMX 3alHCOK NPOM3BOAMT
OIIyIIeHWe KyNbTYpH NECTPOM HO LENOCTHOM, HaeT BhedaTeHHe IOCETHTh obmiee
MPOCTPaHCTBO, A€ HaXomsT cebe YIOTHOE MECTO aHTHYHEIE MCCIefOBaTeNH NPHPOZE,
HaGOoXHEIE MEICTUTENH B (PHBONBHBIE NIO3TH, IPeKH H PYCCKHE, BEIUKHE H MajeHbKHE A0
camMoro JBaNATHIETHETO HX aBTOpa.

[TosToMy, mOIBeAs HTOTH CKa3aHHOTO, XOYETCS ONpPENESIMTh “TEKCT' — MpeAaMeT
Halero Ha6moAeHHA, Kak NpousBeAeHHe pycckoro rymanucra koHua XVIII 8. Tepmun
“ryMaHncT” B CMBIC/E JIUTEpaTOpa, 3aHMMAIOmerocs aHTHYHHIM HacneaueM (humanae
litterae), ¥ MpPOM3BOAHOE CNOBO «TYMaHH3M» IpPHMEHHTENbHO K Poccum o6EMHO He
ynotpebnmorca. 3mech, KOHEYHO, pedb He MIOET O NEpHORM3allMH KYJNBTYPHEIX 3IOX, a
npocto o6 ompeaeneHun MUpOBOCNpHATHS MypaBheBa B JaHHOM IEPHOZE €ro JXH3HH, O
Ayxe cnenn(uIecKoro TeKcTa.

TMoMHMO HCTIONB30BaHKA NATHIHH M LMTHPOBAHUA YXKe YKa3aHHEIX NMpPOH3BEACHHH,
HHTEpeC aBTOpPa K KYJAbTYpe HTaIbSHCKOrO IyMaHM3Ma NOATBEPXKOAeTCA TEM, YTO Ha
BHYTPeHHE# CTOpOHe mnepefHel OOJOMKM OH MPHKICH JIMCT, CONCPXAIHM NaTHHCKHH
TEKCT nepBoil 3KIord mon 3arnasueM Jagrnuc rymanucta Mapka Meponuma Bumm, o
KOTOpPOM MEI YK€ TOBOPHJIH, a, Ha nmojuix BBeAenus (Prolegomena) B Byxonuxu, 3amucan
(Ha pycckoM s3BIKE) XKH3HB ero aBTopa, Miomusa ITomnonus Jlera —~ unu Cabuna (Giulio
Pomponio Leto, 1428-1497), ocHoBatens Pumcko# AxameMmuu, ¢aHaTHI€CKOro
NpUBEPKEHIA aHTHIHON KY/IbTYPHL, IO MONKTOK BOCCTAHOB/IEHUSA A3BIYECKUX PHTYAJIOB.

He Tonbko HHTEpecC, HO U YYBCTBO YJacTUs B KYJNBTYpe F'yMaHH3Ma, H A2)XKe CBOEro
pofia OTOXIECTBCHHE C ORHHMM W3 €€ PaHHUX NPEACTaBHUTENEH MOXKHO YCMOTPETH B TOM
¢akTe, 9T0 Ha 3amHe#l CTOpPOHe ¢op3ala KHHUTH, M3AMHEIM JIATHHCKAM MOIYYCTaBOM

MypagseB 3anucan Ty 3aMeTKy, Kotopyio [leTpapka Hanucan Ha cBoeM “Beprunun” nocne
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cmepty Jlayphl: “Memorabilia quaedam de Laura manu propria Francisci Petrarcae scripta
in quodam codice Virgilii in Paphiensi Biblioteca reperto”.

BwMmecTe ¢ TeM, MypaBbeBa He mokuaan uHTepec K Poccun. Ha 310 ykaseiBaloT He
TONBKO LUTHPOBAaHHE HMEH H CTHXOB PYCCKHX aBTOpPOB, OT JIOMOHOCOBa JO HEro camoro,
HO M TIIATENBHOCTH, C KOTOPO#H OH oTMedan Bce cBeneHnd o Ckuduu, BCTpedalomuecs B
KoMMeHTapuH K [eopeuxam Ilommnonus Jleta,  ocoGeHHO Takoe “BOCKIHUAHHE”, IIOYTH
eIMHUYHOE HCKIOYEHWE CpelM Cephe3HHIX JATHHCKHX “raocc”: “Bo3MOXHO MM CTONBKO
noapoGHocTe#t 3HaTh ceMy rocnoauHy ITommonmio CabuHy, KOTOpEIE He MOTYT K 4eMy
IpyroMy NPHMEHHTHCH, KaK K Poccun? Hurne me ymyckaer oH, 9ro HHOYAB cKa3aTh O
Capmaumn v Cxudun” (I'.I; ct. 162). 3necs MypaBres nposB/si yAHBATENBHOE TyThe: KaK
SBCTBYeT H3 3amHMcaHHON MM Omorpadpmu Jletra, oH Beab 06 3TOM He 3HaNM, HO ryMaHHCT
JeHCTBHTENBHO coBepmmi “ckudckoe myremectBHe”, B 1472 r., conposoxaas Codero
IManeonory, xoraa oHa BeIIUIA 3aMyx 3a MeanoMm III Bacunsesuuem.

EcrectBenHo, kak B XV Beke nyTemecTBHUe HaCTOALIEro ryMaHKCTa B MOCKBY, Tak
u pabota MypaBreBa Han “Beprunmem” He o3Ha49ana BO3HMKHOBEHHME TyMaHH3Ma B
Poccun. B 1780-e rr. cam aBrop pemmn “ocBoGomMT cebf M3 TDKKOro JABIXaHHA
[NenanTrgecko#t ATMocheprl”,” i B IMIHOM H B TBOPYECKOM IUIaHe, NepecTan nevaTaThed,
nucan “mia ceba” Piéces fugitives (“nerkue cTrxoTBopeHna”). TeM He MeHee, B cBOeH
KPaTKOBPEMEHHOMH AeATeNbHOCTH noneuutens MOCKOBCKOrO YHHBEPCHTETa OH NOCTapasIcs
OCYIIECTBHTh CBOH IOHOIIECKHE KyJAbTYPHHE MAeaNH, MOOWPAA IIHPOKYIO MpOrpaMmy
NepeBONOB AHTHYHEIX aBTOPOB; H NOCMEPTHBIE OT3HIBEI TAKMX JHMTEpaTopoB, Kak H.
Komanckuii, A. Mep3anakoB, H. TI'meawy, K. Bamiomkxos u P. T. Tloxopckmii,”
noauepkuBatomue B MypaBbeBe IpPEeHUMYIIECTBEHHO “mo0OBE K IOpeBHHM, JyX

IpeBHOCTH”,” TIOKA3KIBAIOT, YTO €ro CTPEMIEHHS NPaBHIBHO BOCIPHHUMAIHCh.

Laura Rossi (University of Milan)
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IMPUMEYAHWA

' Hb MI'V 1 Ie 52. Jlanee CCHUIKM Ha 3TOT 3K3eMILIAp GYAYT MAHH B TEKCTE C YKa3aHHEM
HNPOKOMMEHTHPOBaHHEIX IPOH3BEJEHHS, KHATH H CTHXOB — COUETaHHEM HadaIbHOH OyKBH
H puMCKO# H apaGckoii urdp, 1 cTon61a/0B, PAIOM C KOTOPHIM/H NOMEIAETCA 3aMeTKa.
Cepneuno 6Gnaroaapio Y. JI. Benukoaryio, I'. A. Kocmomunckyio, M. H. Jleruanrenko, A.
U. Jhio6xuHa 1 Apyrux GRIBIMX M HacTOAMMX coTpyanukoB Hayuno#t Bubmaorexu MI'Y
3a GecnpHMEpHO Tembii NpHeM, ACNbHYIO NOMOINb M LEHHBIE COBETH Ha HPOTSKEHUH
MHOTHX JieT obmeit paboThl HAX MypaBEEBCKHM HacHeIHEM.

2 [ockonbKy MypaBbeB 9acTo HCIONB30BAT MOGHMEIE KHUIY M Kak paGOdHe TETpanu Wi
IHEBHHK, Ha ¢op3ane ¥ ApYrux cBOOOAHEIX ymucTax “Beprunma” MEel HAXONWM HampuMep
PaHHHI BapHaHT HAaYaIbHOM CLEHE! ero Tparexuu Fonecnas u nepedeHs ero myOGamkatmii ¢
1773r.mo 1777 1.

3 3.1 Nlecoxuna, ‘B 6ubmoteke nexabpucta Hukurs: Mypasbesa’, Knuza. Hccnedosanusn
u mamepuanvi, C6. XVIII (M. 1969), c. 210-217; U1.®d. MaptrHos, ‘Bubmmoreka u
yuTaTensckue gHepHuku M. H. Mypasresa’, llavamuuxm xyromypei. Hosvie omxpeimus.
Excezoonux na 1980 2. (JI. 1981), c. 48-62; L.IO. domerxo, ‘M. H. MypaBbeB 0 4TeHHH:
u3 pabounx TeTpaneit koHua 1770 — wavana 1780-x ronos’, Pyxonucu. Peoxue H30arnus.
Apxugel, H3 ghondoe 6ubnuomexu Mockosckozo Yuusepcumema (M. 1997), c. 102-125. Y.
@DOoMEHKO CIpaBEeATUBO IHIIET O TOM, 4T0 Id MypaBbeBa uTeHHe GBUIO “BAOXHOBEHHEIM,
HaNpsOKEHHBIM H IUIOZOTBOPHEIM TBOPYECKHM TpPYAOM™, “OJHOBPEMEHHO ... paGoToi,
yueboii, ynoonscterHem” (102).

 OH ocTaBuN pAN MOMYEPKUBAHMUI, HCTIPABNEHHH U IOMET (GUIIOIOrHYECKOTO XapaKTepa.

3 P.M. Jlazapuyk, *“... C JIaTHHCKOrO A3Ka nepeseseHH Ha Bonorae” (Kto 65u1 mepeeiM
nepesogunkoM “I'eoprux” Beprwma™?)’, Jlazapayk P.M., Jlumepamypnas u
meampanvnas Bonozoa 1770-1800-x 20006 (Bonoraa 1990), c. 83-95.

® Onu Bce HanMCaHHBE YEDHWIAMM, — W3MMHON “GENOBOH” CKOPONMCHIO HIH
noayycraBoM. ATpuOyuMs M JaTHpPOBKAa MOATBEPXKAAIOTCS COMOCTAaBICHHEM C
namposaﬂnbmu nucbMaMu MypasbeBa, xparsmumucs B OITH TUIM (. 445).

Aaanormxmo 3aMeTKy Haxonum B paboueii Tetpanu 1776 r. (cp. L. Rossi, ‘Aspetti della
ricezione della cultura italiana negli scritti di M. Murav’ev’, in Settecento Russo e Italiano,
a cura di Maria Luisa Dodero e Maria Cristina Bragone, (Bergamo 2002), p. 185).
¥ Hanpuwmep, B Smue o maxomut “I’empreinte de I’ Antiquité” (“nevars ArTHUHOCTH”; 3,
63-64; ct. 1933-1934).

% Louis Racine (1692-1763), asTop noaum : La religion, Poéme sur la Gréce.

' Ccrmasice ma Texcr ¢paniysckoro mnucarens (Jean-Frangois Marmontel, Poétigue
frangoise (Paris 1763), p. 326) MypaBseB NONONHSAET €ro LUTaTH W3 Paccyxcdenus o
2epouveckoti noame Tacco (T. Tasso, Discorsi del poema eroico (Napoli, 1594), L.1, L.2).
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!B sameTkax dunonorudeckoro xapaxrepa Mypasses npuGeraeT K aBTOPHTETY HEMEIKHX
yaeHuXx, I'poHoBus (Johannes Fredericus Gronovius, 1611-1671) B aBTOpPOB KHHIH
Fundamenta stili cultioris (Leipzig 1766), Gottlieb Heineccius, 1681-1741 u Johann
Matthias Gesner, 1691-1761.
2 Bnocmemcteum Mypasser nepesen ero reksaMetpoM (cp. M.H. Mypasses,
Cmuxomsopernus (JI. 1967), c. 253).
9 MypaBrep monyumn ero B nomapok or H.A. JIbBoBa B Havane CBOMX 3aHATHH
HTaIBIHCKOro s3hika (cp. L. Rossi, op. cit., pp. 185; 195-6).
14 « e paisible habitant des champs n’a besoin, pour sentir son bonheur, che de le connoitre.
J. J. Rousseau, La nouvelle Heloise, tom. V, p. 29” (T". II, 458-459; ct. 253-254).
' On 06WITbHO UMTHPYETCA K Ha CTPARKNAX SHelisl.
6 cp. M.H. Mypagses, yx. cou., c. 127.
'7 Pewr mner 06 3musone noamut Le lutrin (Hanoii), 11, 43-46,
'* pO PHB, ®. 499, ex. xp. 37, 1. 3-20.
' Cp. JLA. Anexuma, ‘ApxmHbie Matepuamst M.H. Mypassera B dommax oraena
Wkonuceﬁ’, 3anucku omoena pyxonuceii, Bun. 49 (M. 1990), c. 61.

JneBHEKOBas 3aMeTka koHna 1780-x rr. (PO PHB, @. 499, ea. xp. 30, 1. 83).
2! H. Komaucknii, ‘Ha xomumry Muxaitna Hmarriaa Mypassesa’, Becmuuk Eeponi,
oktA6ps 1807, Ne 19, c. 189-196; A. Mep3nskos, ‘Heuro 06 axnore’, Sxrozu I1. Bupzunus
Mapona, nepesegennsie A. Mep3makoseM, npod. HMmnepatopckoro MockoBckoro
VYausepcureta (M. 1807), c. IX-XX; H. WU. TI'meawy, Paccyscenue o npuuumax,
3aMeONAIOWUX ycnexu Hauledl Cro6ecHOCmMu — YUTAHHOE B TOPXKECTBEHHOM cobpaHuMH
[Tomommuukom BubGmuorekaps KomnexCKuM accecopoM W KkasanepoM ['meamdem (CIIG.
1814); K.H. bamomxkos, 'TIuceMo xk U.M. M.-A. o couuHerusx r. MypaBseBa, H3JaHHBIX
no ero konumHe’, Coin omevecmsa, 1814, 4. 16, Noe XXXV, c. 87-116; P.T. I'onopckui,
‘Hedro 0 Hameit >XMBOMHCHOM Ipo3e M O HEIHEIIHEM COCTOSHHH PYCCKOH CIIOBECHOCTH
Boobme’, Vkpaunckuii secmuuk, 1816, 1. 4, nex., c. 374-384.
4 Cp. 4epHOByI0 3aMeTKy batiomkosa (I'.A. Kocmonnnckas, ‘Koucrantus Batiomkos —
penakrop “OmunueBnx nucem” M. H. Mypassesa’, Pykonucu. Pedxue Hz0arnus. Apxuesl,
W3 dpornos 6ubmuoreku Mockosckoro Yausepcurera (M. 1997), c. 147).

*hkkk
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VIII. JAYXOBHAS KYJbTYPA IIEPBOM TPETH XVIIIl BEKA HA NPUMEPE
MOHACTBIPCKHX U APXMEPENCKAX NOABOPH CAHKT-IIETEPBYPTA

Uzydenue xpamoBo#i apxurexTypn Poccmu (B wuactHocTH Cankt-Ilerep6ypra)
Ronroe BpeMs OBUIO HENOCTYIIHO U OTE€HECTBEHHBIX HCCNEAOBaTeNeH, BBHAY H3BECTHBIX
HCTOPHYECKUX ITPUIMH.

K 1917 roxy B Canxt-Ilerepbypre nacumthiBaniocs oxono 470 IlpaBocnaBHEIX
LEpKBell, B YHCIO KOTOpHIX Bxomuno 50 MOHacTHIpCKMX mnoaBopuil. M3 HmEx Ha
CEerONHANIHME NeHb COXPaHWIOCh TONBKO 20. BONBIIMHCTBO M3 HHX NOMUIM IO Hac B
HCK2OKEHHOM M MEpecTPOSHHOM BHJE, TaK KaK JOATOE BpeMs HCMOMb30BANMCh HE NO
HasHaveHuio. [Toxsopesi 0coGEHHO MOCTpajamM: XpaM MOHACTHIPCKOTO MOABOPbS MOT
npeBpaTHTECA B MeOenpHY10 (abpuKy, ckiall, KaToK, CTaHUHIO METpo, OOMEeXHTHE,
yHuBepMar © T.J. O4eBHANO, 9TO TeMa CO3JAaHMA H CYIMIECTBOBAHHA MOABOPHH CErOXHA
BHI3EIBAET MOBLIMEHHEIN HHTepec. B mepByio odepenb, 3TO CBA3AHO ¢ HEOOXOMAMOCTHIO
PEKOHCTPYKLMM M pecTaBpallu¥, BO3BpaEHHEIX LlepkBM XpamoB, a Takke C
NPOEKTHPOBaHKEM HOBBIX KOMIIIEKCOB noasopHii B [leTep6ypre.

BriepBbie MOHACTHIPCKOE NMOABOPhE SBHUIOCH MPEAMETOM CMELHATBHOTO H3YdeHHs B
KaHOUJATCKOH Jaucceprauuu “MoHacTHIpckAe H  apxuepeiickue noaeopes CaHKT-
[lerepbypra XVIII-Hauana XX BekoB”, 3amMIMEHHOH aBTOPOM HAcCTOAIMEH CTATHH B
Canxr-IlerepOyprckoM rocyaapCTBEHHOM aKaNeMHYECKOM HHCTHTYTE  )KHBOIMCH,
CKyIbNTYpH H apxutextyps uM. WL.E. Penuna Poccuiickoii Akanemun xynoxects B 2000
roay.'

Camo cnoBO “no;BOpbe” HaM KRKETCA CErodHsA YCTapeBIIdM, a ero
TnepBOHaYaNbHOE 3HadeHHe yTpauyeHo. O NpPOMCXOXAEHHM Ha3BaHHUSA CBHAETENLCTBYIOT

HECKOJIBKO Bepcuit.? B auccepTauuu NpemioxkeHa ciexyomas GopMynmupoeka: ITonsopss
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- 3TO TPEACTABUTENBCTBA MOHACTHIpeH, MOyXOBHBIX MHCCHH, OpYrHX enapxui
(apxuepeiickue moxsopbs), a Takke MHEIX IlpaBocnaBreix ITomecTHEIX Llepkeeit, dame
BCEro B CTONHLE WM KPYMHOM ropoje, C XpaMOM WM 4YacoBHeH, KeneHHBIMH M
XO3SHCTBEHHBIMH INOCTPONKaMH Ha COGCTBEHHOH TeppHTOPHH, KOTOPhIE BBIINOTHAIOT
6orocmyxebHEle, MTpeICTaBATE/ILCKHE, ATMAHKCTPATHBHO-XO3SMHCTBEHHEIE H HPaBCTBEHHO-
MPOCBETHUTENLCKHE H NANOMHHYECKHE QYHKIIMH.

AKTHBHOE CTPOHMTENBCTBO MOHACTHPCKHX NOABOPHH B CTONHMIE NPUXONMTCA Ha
konen XIX - mawamo XX BB., Kxorma ceaTee OOMTeNM NepexuBalOT CBOEOOpasHElH
peneccanc.’ Poct connansHOM GYHKIHY NOXBOPHIA B rOpoae K 3TOMY BPEMEHH, BHOCHT

3HaYHTeNbHbEIE H3MEHEHHS B HX apXHTEKTypHHe pemieHns. QopMupyercs THN
MOHACTBIPCKOrO MOABOPbS, NMPEACTAB/MIOMHHE KOMILIEKC COOpPYXEHHH (XpaM, XHIOH JOM,
X034iCTBEHHEIE MMOCTPOHKH M MOHACTEIPCKHH Cal), HIPaloMMX POib IPancCTPOHTENBHEX
OOMHHAHT, KaK HMCTOPHYECKOrO LeHTpa, TaK H NPOMHINUIEHHEIX palioHoB CaHKT-
Tetepbypra.* Onnaxo, TPagWLMs OpPraHW3aUM¥ MOHACTHIPCKMX TOABOPHH BOCXOAUT KO
BpeMeHH ocHoBaHus Canxr-IletepOypra.

Ilepeme Ma3aHKOBEIC H JEpeBAHHEIE NOABOPbA NMOSBHIMCEH €INE 32 HECKONBKO JIET
JO Hadajna cTpoHuTeNnbcTBa AJsiekcanapo-Heeckoro monacthips. Cosunmanue xpamoB Gpulo
r/aBHOM 3anaveif, pafu KOTOPOH EMHCKONE! CTAIH NnpHeskars B [Terep6ypr.” Mo uMenHoMy
ykasy uapas or 6 mapra 1708 r. “apxumanaputy XyThiHA MOHacThHipa” Peogocuio
SlnosckoMy BeneHo exath B Cankt-IlerepOypr m B HOBO3aBOEBaHHEIE ropoga —

Hlmotens6ypr, Hapey, Komopre, u B SIM6ypx. IIpuexas B Iletep6ypr, deomocnuii
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SHoBckuil ycTpomscs Ha noasopbe HoBropoacko# emapxuu, KOTOpoe HaxOOMIOCh Ha
[Tetporpaznckoii cropore B npuxoae uepkeu Ycnenus Ipecesaroit Boropoauuel.

Wepapxu paHbme BceX OMMYTWIH HEOOXONMMOCTE HMETh Ha Caydalf CBOHX
NpHE3NIOB B CTOMHIY CNEeNHAIbHbIE MOMEmeHus ~ “JOMBI OyXOBHEIX oco6”. Tak B 1710
rony ®eonocu#t SHosckui obpatunca k IleTpy ¢ nmpomeRHeM O NpeOCTaBIEHHH MecTa
IUIA NOABOPhA. YdacTok pasmepoM 12x20 caxxeHs OBUI OTBEAEH Ha JOpOre U3 ropoxa,
KoTopas H 0003HayMna HamnpasieHHe Hesckoro mpocnekra (Ha yriay HeBckoro mpocnekra
H TOrJa eme He cymecToBaBmeii Mano#t Mopckoii ymuus).* Ma3zankoBoe noasopse 65110
NOCTPOEHO 3a ueThlpe roga no pucyHkam JI. Tpesunu u 3a 3to Bpema ®eonocuit Anosckuit
6 onpeaenen Ierpom I HactosTenem Anekcannpo-Hesckoro MoHacTrIps. M3 noasopui,
PacroIOKEeHHEIX Ha AXMHPAITEHCKON CTOpOHE, TaKXe H3BECTHO NMOABOPhE AJEKCAHIpO-
CBHPCKOro MOHACTHIpA, KOTOPOE MOSBHIIOCKH, 11O Boje [leTpa, HEOXHOKPATHO MOCcemaBmero
MOHACTHIpb.”

ITo BpeMeHM CBOEro BO3HHKHOBEHMUA, Aanee cieayeT noaeopse Tpouue-Ceprueoit
JlaBpr Ha peke PoHTaHKe, nocTpoerHoe B 1718 roxy, Ha 3emne noxanoearnoit Ilerpom L
CTpOHTENBCTBO MOABOPHI Ha OTBEJEHHEIX MECTaX BEJIOCh apXHepesMH 3a CBOH cuer. Tak
KameHHEH g0M Ha Hepe (Heaanexo oT HulHemHero Ty4koBa MOCTa) MOSBHICA Y €MHCKONA
Pasanckoro m Mockoeckoro Credana SAsopckoro. Peodan IIpoxomoBud emmckon
[TckoBckwuit, a 3areM HoBroponckui Bramesn HECKONBKAMH MOABOPBAMH. OHHO H3 HHX
6BU10 “NpOTHB AIMHpANTEHCKOro Jyry, KaMeHHble HeGonpmue nanars’’. C yTBepXKIACHHEM
Caareiimero Ilpasutensctyromero Cunona y ®eopana nossaseTcs eme OAHO NMOABOPBE
Ha Gepery pexu Kaprosku.! [Toctpoennoe no mpoekty deodana, nogBopse WMENO BHI

noOpoTHOM apxuepedckoli ycansOmI: Ha ydyacTKe pacnonarajock HECKONBKO OOMOB H
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IEpKOBb, OCBSIMEHHas BO MMA 12-TH AnocronoB’ O pasHOCTODOHHHX HHTeEpecax
®eohara, B TOM YHCNe U K APXHTEKTYpe, MACAN NaTCKHH myTemecTBeHHHK QoH ['asen: “Y
HEro CHMIbHAs CTPACTh K MOCTPOMKAM, KOTOPEIE XOTh H ONYCTOLIAIOT €r0 Ka3HY, 3aTO OY€Hb
kctath B Ilerep6ypre, rae Tak MHOro He3acTpoeHHEIX MecT”. B 1721 roay npu moasopse
OTKpHIBa€TCA MIKONA, B KOTOpYKw ®eodaH npuHMMaeT “cHpoT 6e3 BCAKOrO 3BaHMA™.
Cornacuo coobmenuio A.A. Haprosa, ITetp I moceman Spopckoro u Ilpokxonosudya Ha
nomeopbax: “Y Credana, axo y MoHaxa, a y ®Peodana Beceno u BpeMs NIpOBOAMTH He
CKYYHO”, ~ OTM€4aJ rocyzxaps.'”

Ecnmn cpaBHMTH OnyONHKOBaHHEE H300paKeHHS NONBOPHA C H300paOKEHHAMH
HepKBeif TOro BpeMeHH, TO HAIlIpalllHBaeTCs BEIBOJ, - 9TO MOHACTHIPCKHE H apXHepeHckue
noxaeopbsa nepso#t TpetH XVIII Beka He MONY4YHIM BHI LIEPKOBHOTO COOPYXXEHMS, XOTA
HMENH JOMOBEIE XPaMEl.

Baxnas pons, otBoaumas npu Ilerpe 1 cTtpouTenscTBy noasopwii, Kak cnocoly
obecneanTs XKHUBYIO CBA3b Mexay [lerepOyprom u enapxusamu ctana npuanHON GRICTpOro
yBEJTHYEHHS NPeACTaBHTENLCTE eNapXuit ¥ MoHacThipe#i Ha BacunseBckoM ocTpoge. Cpenu
ZIOMOB COCTOATENBHOro cocnoBus— kHa3g ®.A. I'omuunna, rpada B.M. Ctpemmera, Ha
HabepexHoit nossumick: Hosropoackoe, Bonoroackoe, Pocrosckoe, Pazanckoe, nogBopee
IlcxoBckoro apxuepes ¥ nomsopbe Tpomme-CeprueBoii Jlaepr.! JlepeBsHHOE MOABOpBE
Anekcanapo-HeBckoro MOHAaCTHIpA HaxOAWIOCh Ha 7-of muuuM. Mmenso Tam 9-ro
despans 1721 roma npoxoawno mnepsoe 3acefaHme (ceccus) eme O(QHIMATBLHO HE
orkpuroro Cesrefimero Cunozna. Kamenroe noasopse 6510 noctpoeHo B 1726 roay mox

pykosogcteoM J[I. Tpesunu u T. Illeprderepa mo THUNOBOMY mNpoOeKTy “moma Ans
HMMEHMTERIX.”
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MonacTripckue B apxuepeiickie noasopks nepsoit Tpetd XVIII Bexa, He momygnnu
BUA LEPKOBHOTO COOpYXEHMs (XOTf HMeNH AOMOBHE Xpambl). Ha paHHHX cramusx
co3nauus [lerepOypra mOABOphS BHIMONHAIM BHNOJNHE KOHKPETHHE 3ajauy: NEpBHle
Ma3aHKOBHI€ H JCpeBAHHHIEC, mosBUBMmHECA B 1710-e roaml, obecnednBay BpeMEHHOE
MecTOnpeORIBaHME IPHUEIKAIOIMX B CTONMIYY apXuepeeB; ¢ yudpexiaeHHeM JyXoBHOM
KOJUIerHH KaMEHHLIE MTOABOPEA COOPYXAIHCH U1 MOCTOAHHOIO Npe6HBaHHsA apXHEpees B
CTONHLE, TIOITOMY OTBeHYaNM TpeOOBaHHAM JKWJIOTO CTPOMTENBLCTBA TOr0 BpeMeHH. SIpKo
BBIPOXKEHHBIA JXKHIOH XapaKTep 34aHHN BNOMHE COOTBETCTBOBAJ HX Ha3HA4YCHHIO H,
HECMOTPS Ha HEKOTOpHIE OTKJIOHEHMA OT “06pasnoBoro” weprexa, MOABOPhA OPraHHYHO
BIMCHIBATMCH B JKHITYIO 3aCTPOHKY BacHibeBCKOro ocTpoBa, He Hapymas apXHTeKTYpHOro
obnnka HabepexHoii.

BaxxHaa rpagocTpoHTeNbHas poONb IMONBOpHH, Ha KoTopyio ykasan Iletp I B
npouecce IUIAHWHPOBKH FOPOACKON TEPPHTOPHH, B 3HAYHTENBHOH CTENEHH COXPaHMNACh
IIpH CO3JaHMH KOMILIEKCOB MOHACTRIPCKHX nmoaBopuit koHua XIX Hagane XX cronetus.

B mocneneTpoBckoe BpeMA 3HaYCHHE MOHACTEHIPCKHX MOABOPHIA B CTONMHLIE 3aMETHO
cHmwkaercs. CTpOHMTENLCTBO HOBEIX MoxBopuit Bo BTOpo#t monoeune XVIII cronerus
IpEeKPaTHIIOCH, YTO 00BACHSETCS o6mel rocy1apcTBEHHOM NOJIMTHKOA TOrO BpeMEHH.

HMuna Cemenopa (Cankr-TlerepOypr)

IMPUMEYAHWA

' MoHacCTHIpCKHME TOABOPES HHOTO XapaKTepa MOTYT YCTPaMBaThCS Takxke B CeNbCKOH
MecTHOCTH. OHH HMeIOT OonbImoe XO3AHCTBEHHOE 3HAaY€HHE, NPH HMX, KaK MpaBHJIO,
6GBIBAIOT YTOABS.

' Cemenosa U.C. Monacmuipckue u apxuepeiickue nodsopes Canxm-Ilemepbypza XVIII-
navana XX eexos. ABropedepar Ha COMCKAHHE YYeHOH CTeneHH KaHIMAATa apXHTEKTYpHL.
Cankr-TletepGypr. 2000. B pa6ore 3aTpOHYTH, KaKk TeMbl HCTOPHKO-COLMANLHOIO
Xapaktepa (BONpOC BO3HMKHOBEHHS, CYIMECTBOBAaHHMS, YHMYTOXKEHHS M BO3POXIACHHS
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NOABOpHH), Tak H mpoOJeMB TPafOCTPOHTENBLHBIX, KOMIIO3HMIIMOHHEIX H CTHJIEBBHIX
ocoGenHocTeit mepkoBHOro 3oa4ectsa Cankr-IlerepOypra. I'naBHo# Henpo paboTal GELIO
BOCTIONHeHHe npofena B M3ydeHHH nepKoBHOM apxutekTyphl Cankrt-Ilerepbypra, a Taike
CO3JaHMA YCIOBHI U PeKOHCTPYKUMH, HCIIONB30BaHUA (C ydyeToM nepeaaun ux Liepksu)
M IIPOEKTHPOBAHHUS HOBHIX KOMILIEKCOB MOHACTBIPCKHX NOABOPHIA.

2 B Tonxosom cinosape B.M. Jlana yxasamo: “Tlomeopbe — 3ae3xmif, HOCTOSIBIA ABOD,
BBe3kKaa K306a, C MECTOM [yid Jomajeil # BO30B; NOCTHHHIIA; OOIHPHEIA JIOM C “YXOXaMH
MHTPOTONKTA, apxHepes”. DHuMKIoNeaHdeckui cnosaps ®.A. Bpokraysa u U.A. E¢pona
coofmaer, 9T0 MOABOPhE 3TO — “KMias MECTHOCTh (MOABOpHOE BIANEHHE) B ropoe,
IpeUMYIIECTBEHHO B CTOJHIE, COCTAaBALIOmAas 0OKKHOBEHHO COOCTBEHHOCTh MOHACTHIPS,
HaxXo[AImerocs BHe ropoia iy faxe 3a rpanuueit. [Ipu noasopbe 9acTo ycraHaBAHBaOTCA
LIePKBH, CO INTATOM CBSIIEHHO M LEPKOBHOCTY)XHTeNell W3 MOHAIIECTBYIOMMX TOTO XK€
MoHacTHpa. [logBOpBS HMEIOT LENbI0 cOOp B MONB3Y MOHACTHIPA INOXEPTBOBaHHH M
HOXOROB”.

’ HoBHM apXHTEKTYDHEIM aKKopioM HabepexHoil HeBH sBHJICS KOMIUIEKC MOABOPHA
Kueso-Ilewepcko#t VYcnenckoit JlaBper apxutektopa B.A. Kocskosa, craBmmii
XapaKTepHEIM OpHEHTHpOM NaHopaMK BacmibeBckoro ocTpoBa. MoHaCTHIpCKHE
KOMIUIEKCH ABJIAMCh NOMHHHPYIOMMMH aKIEHTaMH KaK LEHTPa, TaK H MPOMEIMJIEHHEX
paliOHOB, 9TO MO3BONAET rOBOPHTb 00 MX y4acTHH B (OPMHPOBAHHH apXHTEKTYPHO-
XyOOKeCTBeHHOro ofpasa ropoa B HeNOM. BaXHO OTMETHTb, 9TO apPXHTEKTYPHO-
IVIRHHPOBOYHEIE  PEINEHHA  3THX  KOMIUIEKCOB  BOCXOAAT K TpamuUHAM
MHOTO(QYHKIMOHANLHEIX JPEBHEPYCCKMX MOHacThipell. AHcambmu MoHacThipeit XV-XVI
BB. IOMHUMO IJIaBHOro o0bneMa — Xpama, BKIIOYANH apXHepeickuil KOPIYC H Tpane3Hyio,
KOTODHIE MOT/IH COEOHHSATHCA TNEpeXonaMH H TIPYNMHPOBANHCH BOKPYT UEHTPAILHOH
wiomann (HanpuMep, PepanoHTOB MOHACTHIpb). XapaKTepHEIM NPHEMOM Takke OBUIO
JieNleHHe TEPPHTOPHH MOHACTHIpS Ha MapafHylo (C CaloM), XHIYI0 H XO3SHCTBEHHYIO
30HH. JTH 0COOEHHOCTH, HapaBHE C JPEBHEPYCCKHM ONBITOM BKJIIOYCHHS MOHACTHIpei B
FOPOACKYIO CTPYKTYpPY, HAallIH MPOJO/DKEHHE B YCTPOHCTBE KOMIUIEKCOB MOHACTHIPCKHX
noasopuit koHua XIX Bexa.

4 MoHacTeipy ObUIH KpaliHe 3aMHTepECOBaHEI B OpraHH3amuM NOABOpHE B Mockse H
Cankr-Ilerepbypre, a Takke B KpYNMHEIX ropogax. byayus Ha dHyxoli TeppHTODHH,
MOHACTHIPCKOE IMOABOpPEE OBUIO NMpPH3BAaHO NpPEACTABAATHL CBOM MOHACTHIph B IpYroi
enapXxHd. MOHacCTHIpH, HaxoAAIMECs 3a IpaHMUlEeH Takke MOTIH OTKPHITh MOJBOphE B
cTonmuue (noasopbe APOHCKOro MOHacTEIps, noasopse IlexuHckoi JlyxoBHO#H MuCCHH).
XpaMBl MOHACTBIPCKHMX NOABOPHH 3aHHMaMK 0co60e MECTO B NyXOBHOMH XH3HH ropoxa. C
MOsBJICHHEM MOABOPHH, B roponax ykpemmserca 6orocmyxeOHEIH MOHaCTHIpCKHH yKian.
IIpy nomBOpbAX OTKPHIBAIOTCA BOCKPECHBIE MIKOJBI, KHHIOMNEYaTHHIE MaCTEpPCKHe,
HKOHOITHCHEIE KJIACCH!, FOCTHHHMLIB Ui NaIOMHUKOB. Ha noxBophaxX cyXuau yBaxKaeMaie
M ONBITHHIE CTaplEl, a TalKe HaXONWIMCh TyNOTBOPHBle MKOHEL IloABOpES moMoramx
OpraHM30BHIBATh MNAJOMHHYECTBA B MOHAacTHIpY. Hepenko mnpuxoxkaHe noABOpbA
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CTAHOBWJIMCEH IIOCHYIIHMKAaMH MOHacTeipedf. [[ns cTpouTenbcTBa moasopuit BhIOMpanu
caMble BRITOZHEIE MECTa: MO BO3MOXHOCTH, B IIEHTpPe ropoja, BOJH3H TOProBEIX MECT H
BOK3a/I0B, — MHEIMH CIOBaMH, Ilie nocemaeMocTs Obuta 6m MakcumanbHOM. ITomBopes
TaK)Ke BO3HHKaNMH B paiioHax paGoumx OKpawWH, Ile OpH HHX, B LENAX DPEJIHTHO3HO-
HpPaBCTBEHHOrO BOCITMTAHHA 3aBOACKOro U (abpHIHOro HacelleHHS, OTKPLIBAIIUCH AECTCKHE
NPHIOTH], 0OMECTBa TPE3BOCTH U Tpynomobus. MHOrve XpaMh MOHACTBIPCKMX IOABOPHUI
BO3BOAMIHCH B 9€CTh NAaMATHBIX AaT: B decTh 300-netna Joma Pomanoseix; B namsars 100-
netus OrtegecTBeHHONM BOHHE 1812 roma; B mamMaATh chOaceHHs CEMBH HMIIEpaTopa
Anexkcangpa III npu xpymerun noesna 17 oxrsbps 1888 rona; mamars KOpOHOBaHMA
Huxkonaa II u T.n. MOHacTHIpcKMe NMOXBOpbA AaNM Ha3BaHMS JBYM YJIHIAM ropoja:
Tpouuxas yn. (HeHe yn. Py6unmTeiina), 6buia Ha3BaHa MMEHEM HaxXOAWBHIErocs Ha Hei
Tpouue-Cepruesoro noaBopss, a Takxe Apxuepeiickas ynuua (Huige yia. JIssa Toncroro)
noayvyuna CBOe Ha3BaHHE OT pacHoyiokeHHoro Ha Oepery pexu KapnoBku noasopes
Hoeropozackoro apxuenuckona Peodana [Tpoxonosmya.

3 Ilo 1721 r. IlerepSypr W OTBOEBaHHAas TepPMTODHA COCTOSNA B BENOMCTBE
Hoeropoackoro murpononura Mosa. Kpome Ilerep6ypra B coctae Horropoackoit emapxuu
Bxomum: Bribopr, SIM6ypr, Hapea, Konopse u [limccems6ypr.

S Vuactox 6min 3adMKCHpORaH Ha MNaHe 9acTH AjMupanreiickoro ocrtpoea 1737r.,
ucnonuensoro Ilerpom EponxumeiM. M300pakenne moasopes omyGnukoBaHo: boraaHos
AMN. “Ucropudeckoe, reorpadpuueckoe u Tonorpadpugeckoe onucanue Cankr-Ilerepbypra
OT Havana 3aBefieHus ero ¢ 1703 no 1751 roa”. CII6. 1779., Tabmuua XXXV, dur. 46.

7 MoHacTHpB OcHOBaH B 1506 r. npenonobueM AnekcarapoM CaupckmmM. B Hagane XVIII
B. MOHACTHIPh CHJIBHO NOCTPajan OT HamajeHuii WBENOB M NMTOBLEB. B 3TO Bpems
MOHACTEIph noMmoraer rocynapcrsy B CeBepHoli BoliHe, B CTPOHTENBCTBE CTONHLE! (B
YacTHOCTH B COODYXCHHH AJsexcaHapo-HeBckoro MOHacTHIpi) M AOXOAMT MNOYTH OO
nonsoro ucromenns. K sagany XVIII B. MoHacTHIpE Takoke HMen nmoaBopse B Mockse.

¥ Ipn yupexnenun [Myxoero#t xomnernn (Cestefimero Cunopa) B 172Ir., Ietp I
HasHayaer Credana SBopckoro mnpeacemarenmem, a ®eodana IIpokxonosuwa BuIle-
NPE3UICHTOM.

? Wsobpaxenne momBopes omybmuxosaHo: Bpuxmep A.I. HMcmopus ITempa Benuxozo.
CII6. 1882. T.2 c. 627.

1 Haproe A.A. “Pacckasn o Tletpe Bemmkom”. Hcmopuyeckas urmocmpayus. CI16. 2001.,
c. 92,

' [TonBopes 3abuKCHpPOBaHE! Ha IUIaHe YacTH BacHIseBcKoro ocTpoBa Mexay 1-o# i 24-i
nuHuAMEA, Halepesxno#t B.HeBs! ¥ ManbiM NpoCneKTOM, ¢ MOKa3aHHEM CYIIECTBYIOMIEH
3acTpoiiku 1741 r., B yeprexax CTOKroipMCKOH KOJLTEKIMH, Ha IUtaHe 3urreiima 1737r. u
Ha AkcoHoMeTpuueckoM mane [1.Cant-Unepa-HU.Cokonora 1764—-1773 rr.

e o ok ok ok
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NEWS ITEMS

“International Workshop on “Reading Russian Cultural Texts”

On 2-5 July 2005 about thirty members of the Group and guests met for a workshop at
the Villa Cagnola, Gazzada, to the south of the Lombardian town of Varese, Italy. The
terrace of the villa commands spectacular views across to Lake Varese and the Alps. The
conveners were Maria Di Salvo and Lindsey Hughes, who asked each speaker to focus on a
single specific ‘text’ of his or her choice and to discuss its significance within the context of
eighteenth-century Russian culture. (As usual, we had in mind the ‘long’ eighteenth
century, from the late seventeenth to the early nineteenth). Speakers came up with a rich
variety of materials — plays, poems, articles, a sermon, translations, historical documents,
letters, diaries, medals, ritual and ceremony, maps, a songbook, a building, and a tomb - all
of which allowed ample scope for making links. Few speakers strayed much beyond the
stipulated twenty minutes, despite occasional failures of technical equipment. The
discussion was lively and the criticism constructive, both inside and outside the conference
room.

In keeping with the Group’s traditions, a cultural programme of local interest was
arranged. There was a guided tour of the old villa, which adjoins the modern conference
centre and houses a fine collection of paintings, porcelain, majolica and oriental pottery. On
the final morning about half the group visited the nearby small town of Castiglione Olona
to see buildings and art commissioned by Cardinal Branda Castiglioni (1350-1443),
including his Palace, Church di Villa, the Scolastica (school of music and grammar), and
the Collegiate Chapter and Baptistry, with magnificent frescoes by Masolino da Panicale.

Because the papers are at various stages of completion, ranging from notes for
discussion to chapters destined for longer works, there are no plans to publish the complete
conference proceedings. However, contributions by Cross, Gherbezza, di Salvo, Kamenskii

and Rossi appear in this issue of the Newsletter. A complete list of panels and papers
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appears below:

Panel 1. Denis Shaw (Birmingham): ‘Reading the Book of the Great Map’; Janet Hartley
(London): ‘Two Lists of Supplies Given to Army Recruits, Voronezh 1770 and Keksholm
1799’; Anthony Cross (Cambridge): ‘Pieces of Silver: The Peace of August 1790,

Panel 2. Gareth Jones (Bangor): ‘Truten’ 1769. Novikov’s Kakovy moi chitateli. Who
were the 18th-century readers?’; Giovanna Moracci (Urbino, Italy): ‘A Play and its Source.
Catherine II’s adaptation of Diderot’s dramas’; Andrei Zorin (Oxford): ‘Andrei Turgenev's
Diary, 1799-1803".

Panel 3. Lindsey Hughes (London): ‘The Tomb of Peter I in the Peter-Paul cathedral’;
Paul Keenan (London): ‘Account of the Wedding of Peter Fedorovich and Ekaterina
Alekseevna (1745); Simon Dixon (Leeds): ‘Catherine II's Coronation Ritual’.

Panel 4. Eliza Malek (Lodz, Poland): ‘Komicheskaia opera kniazia D. Gorchakova
“Kalif na chas™; Ettore Gherbezza (Udine, Italy): ‘Shcherbatov’s Translation of Beccaria's
Dei delitti e delle pene’; Alessandra Tosi (Cambridge): ‘Zinaida Volkonskaia, “Couplet sur
le gothique” (18127?)’; Phillip Bullock: (London): ‘Noveishii tualetnyi pesenniik dlia
milykh devushek i liubeznikh zhenshchin (Orel, 1821): A missing link in the history of the
Russian romance?’

Panel 5. Alexander Kamenskii (Moscow): ‘An 18th-Century Letter from Prison’; Roger
Bartlett (Nottingham): ‘The St Petersburg Panopticon (1807-1818)’; Wendy Rosslyn
(Nottingham): ‘The First Annual Report of the Women’s Patriotic Society (1816)’.

Panel 6. Gary Marker (New York): ‘Peter I’s Decree on the Coronation of Catherine,
November 1723’; Viktor Zhivov (Berkley): ‘Strategii prorochestva: Propoved' Stefana
lavorskogo na pamiat' Alekseia cheloveka Bozhiia’; Elise Wirtschafter (Pomona, USA):
‘Religious Instruction in 18th-Century Russia: The Catechisms of Platon Levshin’.

Panel 7. Maria Di Salvo (Milan): ‘Algarotti’s Project for an ‘Histoire métallique de la
Russie’; Laura Rossi (Milan): ‘”Vergilii” M. N. Murav’eva. K probleme Gumanizma v
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Rossii’; Mikhail Velizhev (Moscow-Milan): ““Pis’mo k izdateliu” N.M. Karamzina (1802)
v kontekste evropeiskoi literaturnoi kritiki’.

There was also an illustrated presentation on the project ‘Italian Architects in St.
Petersburg’ by Nicola Navone of the Archivio del Moderno, Mendrisio, Switzerland.

ok o ok o ok
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BOOK REVIEWS

La Culture frangaise et les archives russes. Une image de l'Europe au XVlille
siécle. Etudes réunies par George Dulac avec le concours de Dominique Taurisson et celui
de Monique Piha et Marina Reverseau. Centre International d’Etude du XVIlle Siécle:
Ferney-Voltaire, 2004. Pp. v, 374. Plates. Bibliography. Index. ISBN 2-84559-015-6.

Interdisziplinaritdt ind Internationalitit. Wege und Formen der Rezeption der
franzésischen und der britischen Aufkldrung in Deutschland und Russland im 18.
Jahrhundert. Herausgegeben von Heinz Duchhardt and Claus Scharf (Verdffentlichungen
des Instituts fiir européische Geschichte Mainz, Abteilung fiir Universalgeschichte, hrsg.
von Heinz Duchhardt, Beiheft 61). Vg. Philipp von Zabern: Mainz, 2004. Pp. XI, 312.
Index of personal names. ISBN 3-8053-3360-9.

Both these collections of essays, in some ways quite dissimilar, are concerned with
international cultural relations and cultural transfer in the eighteenth century. Both seek
formats which avoid traditional conceptualisations of bilateral cultural connections. Dulac’s
volume, part of the series Archives de I'Est, based at Montpellier, offers a range of articles
deriving from work in progress on Franco-Russian cultural relations. Unlike the interesting
but conceptually flawed volume on L'influence frangaise en Russie au XVIlle siécle
reviewed in the last issue of the Newsletter, that of Dulac and his contributors explicitly
distances itself from ‘une vision conquérante de I’“expansion” de la langue, de la littérature
et de lart frangais’ (p. 1); it emphasizes the multifariousness and multiplicity of
international cultural ‘encounters’ and situates Franco-Russian contacts in a suitably rich

context. The collection is also closely and explicitly tied to the exploitation of new archival
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materials, and provides two survey articles, a review by P. Zaborov of previously used
sources in the field (pp. 285-92), and a listing by George Dulac (293-303) of Russian
institutions in Moscow, St Petersburg, Kiev, Lvov, Odessa and Tartu which hold relevant
manuscript materials — part of a larger archive guide to come; in addition Vladimir Somov
reviews ‘Les “russica” francais dans les archives russes’ (27-36). The articles themselves
make wide use of archival materials, Wladimir Berelowitch delves into unpublished
Russian material to study Russian accounts of travels in France (7-15), a suitable
counterpart to his recent solid study of French travellers in Russia (in S. Karp & L. Wolff,
eds, Le Mirage russe au XVIlle siécle, 2001). Two authors investigate epistolary sources.
Otto Langhorst studies the eighteenth-century correspondence with Russia of Dutch
booksellers, active in the book-trade which contributed much to the import of French
culture (15-26), and Michel Kowalewicz outlines aspects of the ‘German language
networks around the St Petersburg Academy of Sciences’ (211-38). Kowalewicz gives a
well-informed account of the German academicians and their many correspondents,
drawing on the large number of published letters as well as the Academy archives, whose
vast epistolary treasures are still far from exhausted: here especially the letters of J. Euler
and G. Miiller. This is a fruitful topic; Kowalewicz’s initial, in this volume somewhat
incongruous insistence on the primacy of ‘germanophones’ at the Academy is balanced by
the observation that the early ‘veritable infatuation of the Russian elites with the German
language’ (220) was increasingly succeeded by the domination of French, in some part
because of Russian experiences at German universities. The majority of the fourteen
articles, however, are focused on individuals. The central figure is Friedrich Melchior
Grimm, the subject of four essays. Grimm studies are about to be revolutionized by
significant new publications. Alexandre Stroev’s paper, on ‘F. M. Grimm et ses
correspondants d’aprés ses papiers conservés dans les archives russes, 1755-1804° (55-82),
describes an annotated inventory which he is composing of all Grimm’s papers in Russia;
Sergei Karp’s ‘La correspondence entre Grimm et Catherine II: la longue histoire des
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manuscrits et des éditions’ (83-98) discusses the problems and choices raised by the current
preparation of a new complete edition of Grimm’s correspondence with the Empress. In
addition the late Jochan Schlobach’s judicious brief cultural biography traces the ‘grandeur
et misére’ of this ‘Russian, Frenchman and German’ whose impact in Russia was both
enabled and constricted by the nature of his contacts with the highest Russian society, on
the one hand direct and cordially personal, on the other narrow and circumscribed (37-54);
meanwhile Madeleine Pinault Sgrensen describes the relatively unknown Grimm, ‘amateur
d’art, critique et courtier’ (99-132). New archival material sheds further light on Falconet’s
assistant ‘Marie Collot & Pétersbourg’ (Marie-Louise Becker, 133-72) and on Diderot and
the Swedish Court (Sergei Karp, 183-210); while Dominique Triaire analyses the
manuscript Memoirs of Stanislaus Auguste of Poland (173-82). Finally, George Dulac and
Jodo Miranda report on their huge labours in tracing and analysing the complex and far-
flung papers of Ribeiro Sanches, the Portuguese Jewish doctor who had such influence on
D. A. Golitsyn, Diderot, and members of the Russian elite (239-83). The paper gives a
broad description and analysis of Sanches’ ideas, and sketches a plan of further research;
appendices list biographical chronology, surviving manuscripts, and other archival sources.

Altogether this is an impressive volume. The articles are of uniformly high quality
and provide extensive detail on the subjects treated, allowing the reader into the
researchers’ rabochii kabinet to watch their investigations at the grass-roots; one has a clear
sense of new contours emerging. The painstaking reconstructions of original contexts and
contacts, while focussing on persons and episodes belonging to France, project a richly
cosmopolitan, Europe-wide network of connections, driven by an equally diverse range of
motivations and aspirations: as the title promises, these elements of French culture and
Franco-Russian contacts appear as part of a European tapestry.

Duchhardt and Scharf attempt to reach the same goal by different means. Their
volume on the reception of the French and British Enlightenments in Germany and Russia

presents papers from a German-Russian conference organised in 2001 by the German and
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Russian corporate members of the International Society for Eighteenth-Century Studies,
and shares several contributors with that of Dulac. As with La Culture frangaise..., the
book’s title, Interdisciplinarity and Internationality, reflects the desire to escape from the
routine clichés of bilateral cultural transfer and ‘to insert national and scholarly reception
histories into a European context transcending disciplines’; while the format chosen seemed
suitable especially when ‘the laggard status of their [German] fatherland vis-a-vis France or
England, so often remarked upon by German authors as early as the second half of the
eighteenth century, is taken into account’ (pp. 286-87). As Claus Scharf explains in his
extensive ‘Afterword’ (which also acknowledges the work in his field of the Study Group),
the organizers focused their attention on a small number of selected topics: reception in
Russia and in Germany of certain French and British thinkers whose status is now generally
acknowledged; topics involving delayed reception (‘Boileau and the ode’ and
‘Shakespeare’); Freemasonry, as an area of social-historical research; and selected broad
themes such as European discourses of ‘the good/Enlightened monarch’. Each topic was to
be addressed by two specialists, one for each country; while comparison was not required,
neither was it ruled out. This attractive format proved in practice, however, to be
organizationally over-ambitious and could not be brought to final fruition in its original
form: the selection of published papers offered is consequently partial and somewhat
unbalanced. The thinkers represented are Bayle (in Germany only), Voltaire (three papers),
Montesquieu (two papers), Rousseau (two papers), Hume (in Russia only). Boileau and the
ode have two papers, Shakespeare one (on his reception in Germany), ‘the Enlightened
monarch’ two. Michel Kowalewicz examines English and French pedagogical ideas in both
Russia and Germany; Manfred Agethen weighs up ‘Thirty years of German research on
eighteenth-century Freemasonry’. Once again, the standard of the contributions is in
general impressively high. The original intention of juxtaposing surveys of Russia and
Germany is however further subverted by variety of format — thus Galina Kosmolinskaia’s

convincing discussion of Hume, despite its wide range of reference, is intentionally
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narrowly focused on his reception by Karamzin (pp. 233-44); and while NadeZda
Alekseeva discusses ‘Boileau in Russia’ generally (209-18), Hermann Stauffer concentrates
on ‘the antique and the modemn in Klopstock’s ode-writing’ (187-208). The absence of
some comparators is also a great loss: no German Hume appears, and Agethen’s excellent
summation of recent German research on German Freemasonry left me eager for a similar
piece on Freemasonry in Russia.

Given the focus of the conference on specific areas of cultural transfer and
reception, it is somewhat unexpected that the first three articles and 34 pages are devoted to
the broader historical and European framework which transcends the actual conference
subject. The volume opens with a key-note address by Manfred Hildermeier,
‘Enlightenment traditions in Russian history’ (1-15). In a wide-ranging but not wholly
convincing discussion Hildermeier conflates ‘the Enlightenment’ and ‘Enlightened
politics’, relating them to subsequent historical developments but spending most of his time
in the pre-revolutionary Imperial decades. He argues that the principal legacy of the
Enlightenment in Russia was ‘that the Western option came on to the agenda of Russian
history’ (p.2) and that ‘Enlightened politics’ in the Empire had in fact far more impact than
the collapse of 1917 has led us to believe. Heinz Duchhardt then addresses the concepts of
“Europa” and “Aufklidrung” (17-23), while the late Alexander Mylnikov offered a typology
of European Enlightenments (25-34). As befits a Czech specialist, Mylnikov’s very
interesting paper pays attention to smaller national cultures, suggesting three main
categories reflecting different circumstances — Britain and France, where Enlightenment
began and whence it spread; principal reception countries, including Prussia, Austria,
Russia, pre-partition Poland; and peoples culturally similar to the latter but who had lost
their national independence — many Slavs, the Magyars and Greeks. He also seeks lines of
filiation back to the Renaissance and Tsar Ivan III. These in themselves thought-provoking
contributions are somewhat out of kilter with the rest of the volume. Altogether, however,

even though it failed to match the conference organizers’ intentions, this rather mixed
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collection is valuable in both its factual and its interpretative offerings. Both volumes under
review make significant contributions to elucidation of the web of European ideas and
cultures and their reception in the eighteenth century.

Roger Bartlett (Nottingham)

ok

I

A.A. Preobrazhenskii et al. (eds.), Pis’'ma i bumagi imperatora Petra Velikogo, vol.
XIII, part 2. (Moscow: Drevlekhranilishche, 2003). 677 pp.

It is eleven years since my review of Part I of Volume XIII of Peter the Great’s Letters
and Papers appeared in this journal (SGECR, 22, 1994, pp. 46-53). Since then, as black
boxes around their names indicate, virtually all the editors of Part 1, including the
otvetstvennyi redaktor A. A. Preobrazhenskii, have died. Given the snail’s pace of
publication so far (the project was approved by Alexander II in 1872 and the first volume
appeared in print in 1887), it also seems highly unlikely that anyone reading this review in
2005 will live to see the series completed. (For further background, see my 1994 review.)
Still, we should be grateful that it has not fizzled out altogether, for Pis’'ma i bumagi are
essential sources for all scholars working on early eighteenth-century Russia and each new
volume brings previously unpublished or inaccessible material into circulation.

This latest volume contains 373 documents (letters, instructions, notes, edicts, treaties,
lists, texts with Peter’s handwritten annotations) dating from 14 June to the end of
December 1713. Each text ends with archival and printed locations of originals and copies
and (in footnotes) textual variants. Detailed commentaries to each text occupy pp. 248-580

and include related materials as well as explanatory notes. For example, the commentary to
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no. 6269, a short letter dated 25 October, in which Peter congratulates Menshikov on the
capture of Stettin and reports a Russian victory on the river Pelkene in Finland (pp. 473-9),
contains letters from Menshikov to Peter (22 Sept and 1 Oct.), exchanges between
Menshikov and the Holstein envoy H.-F. Bassewitz on the release and safe passage of
Swedish troops who surrendered, an agreement with King Friedrich Wilhelm of Prussia (25
Sept/ 6 Oct.) on the temporary occupation (sekvestratsiia) of Pomeranian lands by Prussia
and Holstein (“for his majesty the tsar has no intention of acquiring any of the conquered
places in the German lands for himself, nor to retain any of the provinces, lands and
fortresses taken there from the king of Sweden”), and a letter from Friedrich Wilhelm to
Peter with assurances of friendship. The volume ends with a bibliography and excellent
indexes of personal and geographical names and subjects, which also cover Part 1. Scholars
have at their fingertips sources from dozens of archives, some published for the first time
and others more fully and/or more accurately transcribed than before.

The year 1713 does not feature prominently in general histories of Peter’s reign.
There were no major domestic reforms, no battles to rival Poltava, but Peter, who spent
June to December in St Petersburg or Finland or somewhere in between, did not relax the
pressure, either on others or on himself. The first document in the volume (no. 6041) sets
the tone. On 14 June Peter wrote to Menshikov in Holstein from Kipen’ near St Petersburg,
where he was taking his “usual spring cure” before departing for Finland to join “either the
army or the fleet, whichever is more convenient”. He congratulated Menshikov and his men
on the surrender of the Swedish General Magnus Stenbock at Tonning in Holstein and
reported that the enemy has left the whole of Finland in Russian hands (“ostavil v nashu
dispozitsiiu™). He reported that the “St. Nicholas”, a ship purchased by Menshikov, had
docked at Reval. Peter ordered Menshikov to stay put in Holstein in anticipation of further
gains from Sweden in Stralsund and Wismar. He was especially anxious not to antagonize

the Turks. (In fact, a Russo-Turkish peace had been signed at Adrianople on 13 June, but

98



Peter had not yet received word of it.) The letter ends with orders to buy grain in Lilbeck
and Hamburg. Provisions shortages for Russian troops in Germany are a recurring theme.

Foreign policy is the focus of much of the material in this volume. Part 1 ended with
the treaty of Adrianople, news of which Peter received somewhat ungraciously, writing to
his principal negotiator Peter Shafirov on 15 July that article 10 (which left open the
question of tribute payments to the Crimean khan) was a “hole for those [Turkish] curs to
creep back in through the Christian fence” (p. 61). He also balked at the clause barring
Russian troops, including himself, from entering Poland, fearing that the whole world
would soon learn that his own subjects had placed restrictions on their sovereign’s
movements (“nevol’no nikudy ezdit’ svoeiu personoiu”, p. 61), but he conceded that his
captive ambassadors had acted under duress from their Turkish jailors. (The clause on
Poland would soon be breached when in October 1713 units under V.V. Dolgorukii, A. I
Repnin and R. Bauer returned to Russia from Stettin through Poland (no. 6303)).

The benefits of peace in the south were counterbalanced by the uncertainties of
diplomatic realignments further west, following the end of the War of the Spanish
Succession. Peter held out hopes of a congress to be held in Brunswick (later postponed),
which in addition to negotiating terms among the participants in the Spanish war was also
to consider a settlement in the Northern war, with the mediation of Great Britain and the
Netherlands (see nos. 6388-6391). Russian military and naval successes in Finland in 1713-
14, where it proved comparatively easy to eject the Swedes, contrasted with uneven
progress in north Germany, mainly as a result of rivalries among Russia’s allies. Peter’s
frequent appeals to King Frederick IV of Denmark through his ambassador Prince V L.
Dolgorukii to agree to a joint invasion of the Swedish mainland met with silence or
prevarication (see nos. 6295, 6332 et al.) Russia’s agreement to allow Prussia to occupy
Stettin met with protests from the Danes and Saxons (nos. 6215, 6225.) Relations with
Poland were particularly complex, exacerbated towards the end of the year by rumors that
Augustus II planned to make a separate peace with the Swedes through the mediation of the
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king of France. At the same time, diplomatic niceties were maintained. On 20 October, for
example, Peter wrote to George Elector of Hanover congratulating him on the birth of a
daughter to his son, the future George II (no. 6253).

Some documents throw further light on the rules of Peter’s upside-down world, in
which subjects became superiors. Peter’s correspondence with F. Iu. Romodanovskii, his
mock tsar, in which Peter Mikhailov poses as “humble servant” to “Sire” (see no. 6051),
continued unabated. One of Romodanovskii’s duties was to ratify Peter’s service
promotions. In 1712 Peter had declined the rank of full general in view of his defeat by the
Turks in 1711, but following Russian successes in Holstein earlier in the year now felt able
to accept. “Sire” duly sent orders to Admiral F. M. Apraksin, who conferred the promotion
in the mock tsar’s name at Helsingfors (Helsinki) on 6 August (see no. 6168). In October
Peter begged “His Majesty”, in the name of the All-Drunken Assembly, to grace St
Petersburg with his presence (nos. 6233-6234) for the namedays of Menshikov and Tsaritsa
Catherine in November. Sometimes Peter wavered between exerting his will and accepting
subordinates’ advice. In July, for example, he forwarded a proposal to join in naval
operations off Reval, but was dissuaded on the grounds that his presence was more needed
in St. Petersburg and he should not expose himself to danger. In a petulant hand-written
letter dated 7 July (no. 6099) he wrote to Vice-Admiral Comelius Cruys, referring to his
many years of service, “about which I shall not write in detail, since it is well known how
many battles, actions and sieges I have taken part in. Everywhere good and honest officers
begged me not to leave. The same thing happened before my recent departure from
Holstein, where not only my own countrymen but also Danish and Saxon generals begged
me to take part and to refuse to be sent to sit at home, like a child”. Even so, he agreed to
relinquish his command, so as not to be an impediment to this “good enterprise”.

Chronological grouping of diverse correspondence brings home the intensity of
Peter’s activity. To take a sample three-day period, on July 2-3 he wrote to the kings of
Poland, Denmark and Prussia, to B. P. Sheremetev, G. H. Goertz, L. A. Sytin, B. I. Kurakin
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(three letters), Menshikov, F. M. Apraksin, Cornelius Cruys, Tsarevich Aleksei Petrovich
(curt hand-written orders to gather timber for boat building), P. S. Saltykov, V. S. Ershov
and A. A. Kurbatov (ordering the last three to recruit more carpenters for the admiralty), A.
Ia. Nesterov and the Senate. (Peter scolded his senators for their failure to convict enough
criminals and demanded greater productivity, with threats.) On 4 July, now abroad the ship
“Poltava” on his way to Kronstadt, he wrote to tell Catherine that he hoped to be with her
soon.

Mid-August found Peter sailing off Finland, as Swedish troops abandoned coastal
settlements and headed inland. Peter wrote to Catherine (“Katerinushka, drug moi,
zdravstvui”) on 12 August: “We don’t expect a battle, for yesterday General-Lieutenant
[Mikhail] Golitsyn, who was pursuing the enemy, reported that he could not catch them as
they had all muin away” (no. 6168). On 28 August Russian land forces, accompanied by
Peter, captured Abo (Turku) without any resistance, following an earlier skirmish (see
series of letters dated 30 August, no. 6181-6195). A circular encouraged local people to
return to their homes, assuring them that they were in no danger unless they corresponded
with the enemy, in which case they deserved death (no. 6199).

There is comparatively little here on civic reform and only a few hints of grander
schemes. Rough notes penned on 27 November (no. 6361), for example, refer to copying
“the order of grades of all ranks, apart from military” (“poriadok gradusov vsekh chinov,
krome voinskikh™) from Swedish and other codes. An interesting series of letters bring into
focus the issue of the diversion of trade from Archangel to St Petersburg on pain of
confiscation of property (no. 6301). In some regions it was specifically Russian leather
(iuft’) and hemp that were diverted, in others the ban on Archangel trade was more
comprehensive. Many edicts end with the characteristic warning: “And in order that this
our edict be made known to everyone, write it and display it around the towns of Smolensk
gubemiia everywhere, both in churches and on city gates, so that everyone is aware of it

and no one makes excuses on the grounds of ignorance” (p. 160). Similar orders to other

101



gubernii (nos. 6304-6307, 6310-6312) reveal a veritable war of attrition on the Gorod, as
Archangel was known. As always, Peter’s letters feature everyday matters alongside
international politics. On 30 July (no. 6154), for example, he instructed Menshikov to order
various provisions from Amsterdam for transport to Liibeck and from there by boat “to
arrive by autumn, before St Petersburg ices up”. The shopping list included barrels of new
season’s herrings, French Muscat, oranges and lemons, fresh oysters, Indian salted bamboo
and mangoes in vinegar.

Eyes other than mine will no doubt alight on different gems in this rich trove. In the
current precarious situation for scholarly publishing in Russia, editing a volume of primary
sources to such high specifications is a labour of love and scholars of early eighteenth-
century Russia everywhere are greatly endebted to the researchers at the Institute of
Russian History of the Academy of Sciences and RGADA in Moscow who prepared the
texts, commentaries and indexes: V. A. Artamanov, L. K. Bazhanova, S. Iu. Koroleva, T.
A. Lapteva, G. A. Sanin and D. A. Shirina. It is good that the 2003 St. Petersburg
tercentenary released sufficient resources to publish another volume. (Rossiiskii fond
Sfundamental'nogo issledovaniia and Rossiiskii gumanitarnii nauchnii fond are
acknowledged as sponsors.) The print run was a thousand, five hundred less than Part 1.
One waits in hope for Volume XIV, Part 1, work on which, apparently, began in 1973.

Lindsey Hughes (School of Slavonic and East European Studies, University College
London)

LEL S L)
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EDITORS’ POSTBAG
ANNUAL MEETING OF THE STUDY GROUP

The next UK annual meeting of the Study Group will take place at the High Leigh
Conference Centre, Hoddesdon, 4-6 January 2006.
Speakers and their provisional titles/ subjects are:

Maria Cristina Bragone (Italy): ‘K istorii vospriiatiila Erazma Rotterdamskogo v
Rossii v XVIII veke’; Maeve Cunningham (UK): ‘Dr John Rogerson and Banking in
Russia’; Charles Drage (UK): 'Russian Model Conversations in Grammar and Travellers'
Handbooks, 1770s to 1830s’; Anna Krasil’shchik (Russia): ‘Favouritism in 18"-c. Russia’;
Erin McBumey (USA): ‘Portraits of Catherine II'; Denis Shaw (UK): ‘Varenius’s
Geography in Russia’; Mikhail Velizhev (Russia): ‘Mysli o Rossii: novyi tekst Iakova
Ivanovicha Bulgakova’; Michela Venditii (Italy): ‘O perevode Voltera Cheraskovym i
Karamzinym’; Andrei Zorin (UK): ‘Pope’s “Eloise to Abellard”: Romantic Love in Russia’

Please note that the programme for 2006 is FULL, but Lindsey is happy to receive
proposals for the 2007 meeting. Full details and application forms for attendance will be
sent out early November. You are advised to book early as last year the conference centre
was full and several late applicants were disappointed.
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The VIII International Conference of the Study Group

The next internation al conference of the Study Group will be held at Van Mildert
College, University of Durham, UK, from Saturday 4 July to Thursday 9 July 2009. The
local organizer will be Professor Patrick O’Meara, principal of Van Mildert.
patrick.o'meara@durham.ac.uk

For a virtual tour of Durham Cathedral and Castle, a Unesco World Heritage Site,
see http://www.dur.ac.uk/~dla0www/c_tour/tour.html

Proposals for panels on any aspect of Russian history and culture in the ‘long’
eighteenth century (late 17™ to early 19" cc) will be considered at the 2006 meeting of the
Study Group (see above). In keeping with SGECR’s traditions, the membership of panels
should be international and there will be no formal discussants. The languages of the
conference will be English and Russian. Papers will last twenty minutes. We ask you also
to restrict your proposals initially to THREE speakers and a chair, to allow the possibility
of accommodating individual scholars who may be new to the Group.

Please send your proposals for panels and individual papers by e-mail to
Lhughes@ssees.ac.uk or by post to Prof. L. Hughes, SSEES, Senate House, Malet Street,
London, WCIE 7HU.

New President of ECRSA

The recently elected President of ERCSA (to succeed Irina Reyfman) is Hilde
Hoogenboom. Her address is: Dept of Languages, Literatures and Cultures (Slavic and
Eurasian Studies), Humanities 240, The University of Albany (SUNY), 1400 Washington
Ave., Albany, NY 12222. Email: hhoogenboom@albany.edu
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PUBLICATIONS

Ioakim [aka Joachim] Klein, Puti kul’turnogo importa: Trudy po russkoi literature
XVIII veka (Moscow: Iazyki slavianskoi kul’tury, 2005). 576pp. ISBN 5-9551-0058-X

An important collection of Joachim’s articles written over the last twenty-five years
and previously published mainly in German. All the articles have been revised and
rewritten. The collection is presented in four parts. Part I (pp. 19-215) is devoted to
‘Pastoral’naia poeziia russkogo klassitizma; Part II (pp. 219-390) comprises nine
subdivisions — ‘Truba, svirel’, lira i gudok’, ‘Reforma stikha Trediakovskogo v kul’turno-
istoricheskom kontektse’, ‘Lomonosov i tragediia’, ‘Lomonosov i Rasin’, Rannee
Prosveshchenie, religiia i tserkov’ u Lomonosova’, ‘Russkii Bualo? Epistola Sumarokova
“O stikhotvorstve™ v retseptsii sovremennikov’, Sumarokov i Bualo: Epistola “O
stikhotvorstve” i “Poeticheskoe iskusstvo™, ‘Liubov’ i politika v tragediiakh Sumarokova’,
‘Sumarokov i Rzhevskii (“Dimitrii Samozvanets” i “Podlozhnyi Smerdii’”’; and Part III (pp.
393-520) has the following six sections — ‘K problematike i spetsifike russkogo
klassitsizma: Ody Vasiliia Maikova’, ‘Bunt protiv khoroshikh maner: “Elisei, ili
Razdrazhennyi Vakh” V.I. Maikova’, ‘Bogdanovich i ego “Dushen’ka™, ‘Literatura i
politika: “Nedorosl’” Fonvizina’, Religiia i Prosveshchenie: Oda Derzhavina “Bog™,
‘Poet-samokhval:"Pamiatnik” Derzhavina i status poeta v russkoi kul’ture XVIII veka’

Eliza Malek (ed.), Praca i odpoczynek w literatach slowianskich (Lodz:
Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu Lodzkiego, 2003). 385 pp. ISBN 83-7171-7210. The
Proceedings of a conference held in Lodz in 2002. Of particular interest for eighteenth-
century Russian specialists are the following three articles: Sergei Nikolaev, ‘Russkii
pisatel’ XVIIIv. — kuznets, portnoi, stoliar, pedant, “guliaka prazdnyi™ (pp. 121-30), Anna
Varda, ‘"Piit” i “rifmach”. O reputatsii poeticheskogo tvorchestva v XVIII veke’ (pp. 131-
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45), Ol'ga Kalashkhnikova, ‘Trud i razvlechenie v bytu i tvorchestve F. Dmitrieva-
Mamonova (Dvorianin-filosof. Allegoriia)’ (pp. 147-54).

Viktor Zhivov, Iz tserkovnoi istorii vremen Petra Velikogo (Moscow: Novoe
literaturnoe obozrenie, 2004). 358 pp. ISBN 5-86793-335-0. Two major interconnected
studies, prefaced by a long Introduction. The first is devoted to an unknown work by Stefan
lavorskii, protesting against the establishment of the Holy Synod, whilst the second
investigates the procedures for electing an arkhierei in pre-Petrine and Petrine times in the
context of the church’s attitude to the eastern patriarchs and to tsarist authority. A number
of previously unpublished texts by Ilavorskii and others appear as an appendix.
Bibliography, index and photographs of documents.

Roger Bartlett, 4 History of Russia (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2005). 336 pp.
ISBN: 0-333-63263-X. Roger Bartlett traces the history of Russia from its beginnings to the
present. While offering a broad perspective on Russia's historical development, Bartlett also
focuses on Russia's role as multiethnic state and empire, the place of the majority peasant
population in the Russian/Soviet polity, and the development of Russian and Soviet society
and culture. It is the perfect introduction for anyone interested in the complex and
fascinating country’s history.

R. Bartlett and L. Hughes (eds.), Russian Society and Culture and the Long Eighteenth
Century. Essays in Honour of Anthony G. Cross (Munster: LitVerlag, 2004). A collection
of essays in honour of Professor Anthony Cross and his work on Imperial Russia's
eighteenth-century culture and connections with Britain, the volume brings together
contributions from 16 leading scholars in the field of Russian studies. Issues addressed
include the diplomatic, social, cultural, literary and linguistic history of the period,

including its international dimensions.

106



