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SYNOPSES OF PAPERS READ AT THE 50" MEETING OF THE STUDY GROUP AT
HIGH LEIGH CONFERENCE CENTRE, HODDESDON, ON 5- 7 JANUARY 2009

I. NIKOLAOS CHRISSIDIS (Dept. of History, Southern Connecticut State University):
“Crying Their Hearts Out: An Incident of Public Penance in the Reign of Catherine the

Great”

In 1754 Aleksei Zhukov, kaptenarmus of the Life Guards of the Preobrazhenskii Regiment,
and his wife Varvara were arrested for having orchestrated the double murders of Zhukov’s
mother and sister. Specifically, they were accused of convincing servants who worked at their
own household and that of Zhukov’s mother to perpetrate the killings so that the couple could
finally be free of the mother’s constant and vocal complaints regarding their marriage. Soon
after the crime, the authorities apprehended all conspirators, initiated prosecution procedures
and passed judgment on them. Twelve years later, however, final punishment had yet to be
meted out. As a result, some of the arrestees had died in prison while others (among them
Aleksei and Varvara) were still languishing in custody, their cases apparently having fallen
through the cracks of the bureaucratic wheels. Suddenly, in 1766 the Zhukovy case came to the
forefront of the judicial scene of Moscow through Catherine II's decision to finally inflict
punishment on the convicts. As was her wont, Catherine commuted the death penalty for the
couple. She also grasped the opportunity to cultivate her image as a strict but compassionate,
law abiding but pious monarch whose Orthodox credentials were equally as impressive as was
her upholding of the law. In that sense, Catherine tried to score points on both the judicial and

the ecclesiastical fronts. At the same time, she used the occasion to teach the unruly
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Muscovites a lesson on law and order. The result was a minutely prescribed and choreographed
series of very public penances that Aleksei and Varvara performed in pre-selected churches of
Moscow, after which each was banished to monastic exile for twenty years.

The case resurfaced in 1766 at the instigation of Moscow’s Politsmeisterskaia
Kantseliariia, which submitted a report to the Senate asking it to confirm the 1754 death
sentences (in accordance with relevant articles from the Ulozhenie of 1649 and the Military
Statute of 1716) and to proceed with the punishments. Given the capital crimes involved and
following the 1744 ukaz (which remanded all death sentence cases to the sovereign) and the
1754 decree (that converted all death sentences to punishment with the knut, branding with
special lettering and commitment to the galleys), the Senate submitted a report to Catherine. In
it, the senators noted as a mitigating factor the length of time Aleksei and Varvara had spent in
prison after being tortured during the investigation. However, given the enormity and
premeditated nature of the crime, they recommended applying the 1754 decree. Thus stood
things when the case reached Catherine’s desk.

From the available documentation, it is not entirely clear whose idea it was to stage the
public penance. One thing is for sure: Catherine did not accept the Senate’s recommendation.
Instead, she proceeded to commute the death sentence to twenty years in monastic exile after
which the Zhukovy could become free provided that they showed trustworthy evidence of
repentance. But before sending Aleksei to the Solovetskii monastery and Varvara to the
Dol’matskii Monastery in Tobolsk, Catherine and her advisors decided to stage a very public
ritual of penance, to be performed no less than four times, during which the Zhukovy would
express their remorse in front of the population of Moscow for everyone to see. The
deliberations on this part of the case involved a number of institutional agencies. For example,

Moscow’s Gubernskaia Kantseliariia confirmed that Zhukov’s wife was not pregnant, so that



Catherine could ensure that Varvara would not freeze to death. In addition, Catherine had a
committee of three hierarchs of the Russian Orthodox Church look for precedents in which
public penance was imposed. Naturally, this committee was made up clerics allied with the
empress: Dmitrii, Metropolitan of Novgorod, Innokentii, Bishop of Pskov and Gavrill, Bishop
of Tver’. It was they who composed an elaborate penitential choreography whose repeated
performance was timed in such a way as to maximize the audience and coincide with the
Lenten period of fasting, repentance and hope for salvation. The end result was a public
penance spectacle that had all the trappings of a carefully scripted and directed theatrical
production.

The churches chosen for the ritual were the Dormition Cathedral (in the Kremlin); the
Church of Sts. Peter and Paul on Basmannaia; the Church of St. Paraskeva on Piatnitskaia (in
Zamoskvorech'’e); and the Church of St. Nicholas, called Iavlennyi, on Arbatskaia (in
Zemliannoi gorod). The latter two churches were particularly preferred by those seeking
remission of sins. The Church of Sts. Peter and Paul on Basmannaia was in the so-called
Captains’ Settlement, that is, the area of Moscow inhabited mainly by military officers.
Penance at these four different geographic locations in the city targeted particular groups
within the Muscovite population but also sought to publicize the Zhukovy punishment to the
largest number of people possible. The government even authorized the issuance of a popular
print (lubok) to add to the publicity and enhance the staying power of the penance’s message.

The penitential choreography for each occasion resembled a well-staged theatrical play.
The police were to guarantee widespread publicity by announcing the time and place of each
occasion a day in advance “to the whole city.” On the moming of the assigned day, military
guards would escort the convicts to the selected church. The Zhukovy were to exhibit a forlorn

appearance and be barefoot, dressed in simple, rough robes, with their hair loose, and in chains.
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Each was to hold a lit candle and be accompanied by a priest. Once at the assigned church,
Catherine’s manifesto was to be read and thereafter the convicts had to kneel down and each
recite a prayer. Subsequently, the pair was to beg all passersby and church-goes for their
prayers and forgiveness. Meanwhile, a deacon was supposed to read a supplicatory prayer to
God to accept the Zhukovy penance. Both prayers and the entreaty had been composed by the
ritual’s compilers and were supplied in advance.

More public edification was to follow. At a particular moment during the religious
service, an ambo was to be erected just inside the church doors. A skilled clerical orator was to
present a sermon (also provided in advance) explaining the occasion and ensuring that the
audience received the appropriate message. At the service’s end, the Zhukovy were to kneel
and beg for forgiveness once more. The compilers allowed for no alteration to the constituent
parts of the ritual: it was to be followed exactly on all four occasions. The staging of these
performances was scheduled for two Sundays (the fourth and fifth of Great Lent), the Thursday
of week five of Lent (that is, the day of the Great Canon of St. Andrew of Crete) and for
Lazarus Saturday. Timing them during Lent sought to highlight the penitential aspects of the
whole affair, and to emphasize the themes of mercy and salvation given that Holy Week was to
follow. Thus, the passion and resurrection of Christ could be a beacon of hope for the
Zhukovy.

In fact, salvation, justice (pravosudie), and mercy were the major themes of the sermon.
Defining the crime as one against both God and the church, the sermon emphasized the
enormity of matricide. At the same time, it presented God as an objective judge and a merciful
father. Thus, provided that they sincerely and truly repented, the exiled Zhukovy could gain
redemption. The church for its part could guarantee that their repentance would be noted,
provided that it was authentic. The temporal punishment of penance and exile thus served as a
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tool through which they could avoid eternal punishment in hell. As for the larger audience,
they could learn from this occasion to fear God and avoid sin, but also they could hope for
God’s mercy, provided that they sincerely tried not to repeat past sins. The occasion could thus
provide “instruction” (nastavienie) for everyone, not just the convicts. The sermon also
presented the applied punishment as a confirmation of ancient church customs and rules thanks
to the intervention of Catherine the Great. It was she who upheld these rules and it was through
her that the sword of divine justice did not fall upon those who deservedly merited it. The
sermon ended with entreaties to convicts and audience to pray, so that the opportunity offered
the Zhukovy by the church and by the pious monarch would bear the fruits of salvation. Both
the Zhukovy prayers and the deacon’s supplicatory prayer reverberated with much the same
themes.

In the manifesto of March 24, 1766 announcing the final resolution of the case,
Catherine professed particular concern for the salvation of Aleksei’s and Varvara’s souls. She
also claimed that their case posed a dilemma for her: what kind of punishment could in fact
satisfy both divine and state law? In good cameralist mode, Catherine presented herself as both
spiritual and secular ruler whose job it was to maintain justice according to the monarch’s law
and to care for the moral and spiritual welfare of her people. State law called for the death
penalty. But Christian mercy advised her otherwise, hence followed the commutation of the
death penalty to penance and exile for the couple. Incidentally, Catherine apparently worried
much less about the souls of the servant accomplices given that they were branded on the face,
had their nostrils slit and sent to hard labor.

Per the published sources, the final resolution of the Zhukovy case appears unique in
Catherine’s reign given that a special ritual of public ecclesiastical penance was prepared and

performed before banishment to monastic confinement was imposed. This of course begs the
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question of what Catherine was trying to accomplish by staging such elaborate penitential
performances.

To be sure, there was a lot of grand standing on the empress’s part. In the manifesto,
she claimed to be horrified by matricide, and we have no reason to doubt her sincerity on this.
And given that punishment had not been meted out for a long time, the empress needed to
show that the law came down harshly upon those guilty. Thus, in finally closing the case in
such a way, Catherine targeted the street theater concocted for the Zhukovy at many audiences.
Military personnel, and in particular, the Preobrazhenskii Regiment constituted one such
audience. Penance and exile helped her avoid problems that might arise were she to punish
harshly even a low ranking officer of the regiment that had supported her bid for the throne. To
a certain extent, Catherine may have been mindful of Muscovite public opinion as well given
that a final verdict had not been pronounced on the case for a long time. It is likelier, however,
that her attitude towards Moscow influenced her decision more. She loathed the old Russian
capital and considered it a place of prejudice, fanaticism, indolence, and barbarity. The
manifesto and the sermon presented the murders as an affront to order and to law, both divine
and natural. Thus, the murders may have reflected in Catherine’s eyes the general disorder and
lawlessness of Moscow. The revolving penances and the attendant orchestrated publicity could
teach the unruly Muscovites a lesson.

Another audience Catherine targeted was the church. It’s true that she was in a position
of strength over the church at the time, but still there were some open fronts. The secularization
of monastic lands was still recent and the Matseevich affair had not been fully resolved by
1766. And she chose major supporters of hers among the higher clergy to staff the committee

that compiled the ritual. The Zhukovy case provided her with a forum at which to appear as the



merciful monarch who adheres to church rules and cares for both the material and the spiritual
well being of her subjects.

The Zhukovy penance also has elements of what Foucault called the juridico-political
nature of the spectacle of public torture and execution in eighteenth-century France. Through
the staging of penance, the injured law of the monarch was reaffirmed and order restored. But
unlike the ambiguity of salvation that informed French public executions by torture, Alexei and
Varvara’s redemption is uncertain but depends a lot on their future conduct. Redemption
figures as an option because monarch and church choose to offer it. And it is redemption based
on class (the Zhukovy were petty gentry), given that their servant accomplices were not
afforded a similar opportunity. Eventually, the penance spectacle was a political operation
through and through. It presented Catherine as a stern and strict wielder of the sword of secular
justice, but also as a merciful monarch who could have an impact as to when and how the

sword of divine justice fell.
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II. CATHERINE RAI (Paris): “Van’ka Kain, Louis-Dominique Cartouche and
Jonathan Wild: Matvei Komarov’s Life and Adventures of Van’ka Kain and its Western

Sources”

Matvei Komarov's Obstoiatel'noe i vernoe opisanie dobrykh i zlyx del rossiiskago
moshennika, vora, razboinika i byvshago moskovskago syshchika Van'ki Kaina, vsei ego zhizni
i strannykh poxozhdenii (1779) has traditionally been presented as one of the first “truly”
Russian novels. Yet most of its eighteenth-century editions comprised a translation of a 1722
French chapbook, Histoire de la vie et du procés de Louis-Dominique Cartouche. In
Schelmenroman in Russland (1961), Ju. Striedter showed that it also shared a few common
features with Fielding’s Jonathan Wild, translated into Russian in 1772-1773, but did not,
however posit the existence of a kinship between the two texts. Russia’s book market being
still undeveloped in the 1770s, it seems unlikely that the appearance of two foreign novels
about famous Western bandits, on the one hand, and about an authentic Russian thief, on the
other, within a few years of each other, was a mere coincidence. The possibility of real
influence is suggested by two additional facts: 1) Komarov’s novel was the third attempt to
produce a commercially successful story about Kain; 2) Komarov himself, was more of a
compiler than of a novelist, even by eighteenth-century Russian standards. The paper’s purpose
is to look more closely at the grounds for comparing Komarov’s novel to the two Western
sources it has been ascribed.

Cartouche and Kain, as historical figures, both enjoyed extraordinary fame, not only in
their lifetime, but also long afterwards. While they were active, both were deemed to be

connected with every major crime that was committed. At the height of their glory, they both



looked invincible. When finally caught, both had long and highly publicized trials, during
which both betrayed all their accomplices.

German translations of Cartouche’s biographies appeared as early as 1722. Reaching
Russia proved more complicated: the first Russian translation, by one Captain Neelov, was
published in 1771. It was completed not directly from the French, but from a German version,
the identification of which has caused much speculation. According to the Svodnyi katalog,
Neelov based his translatation on Leben und Thaten des Welt-beriichtigten Spitzbuben Louis
Dominique Cartouche und seiner Cammeraden, Sammt Deren gantzen Procef, End-Urtheil
und Execution: Nach dem wahren Pariser Exemplar iibersetzt, Hamburg,1722.

In my view, a more likely candidate is the version entitled: Wahrhafte
Lebensbeschreibung des franzdsischen Erzspifibubens Cartouche und seiner Kameraden
hergenommen aus den Procesakten und andern besondern Nachrichten — a title which exactly
corresponds to the Russian. Published in 1757 in Copenhagen, it has 96 pages, which is
roughly the same length as Neelov's work. There are also a number of textological arguments.
Neelov’s version of the author’s preface is a very faithful translation of the author’s preface in
the Copenhagen edition. Two long passages in Neelov’s text, which simply do not exist in the
French original, were added by the unknown author of Wahrhafte Lebensbeschreibung....
Generally speaking, the latter is the source of many a discrepancy between Neelov’s version
and the French narrative. Omissions and mistranslations alone make up a total of 228,

Neelov’s translation is not the one which Komarov added to his story of Van’ka Kain.
A comparison of the two Russian texts reveals 498 diverging elements. It is unclear whether
Komarov edited Neelov’s version or whether he reprinted another existing translation.

As Ju. Striedter pointed out, the similarities between Komarov’s biography of Kain and

the “Histoire de Cartouche” pertain to form rather than to content. Both pursue the same




literary aims: a) featuring the historical character of the outlaw as a celebrated chief of a gang
of highwaymen, b) catering to the readers’ eagerness for sensation with the account of his
feats, as well as, c) fuelling their joy over every successfully performed deceit or swindle and
d) satisfying their curiosity with various historical or geographical details. At the same time,
the criminal’s career is designed to provide a moral lesson: it shows that, however greatly
gifted someone may be, if a faulty education has turned him into an evil-doer, he will come to
an infamous end. And both books are organised as a succession of short adventures viewed
from the outside by a narrator who never fails to comment and moralize on them.

According to Ju. Striedter, Komarov retained only the general outline of the French
booklet. This conclusion requires a slight qualification. Twice in his criminal career Cartouche
had the same occupations as Kain. First, he served as a spy for the Police Lieutenant-General
in Paris. Then he eamed his living as a purveyor of false recruits, a line of business also not
unknown to Kain, although he never engaged in it himself and did no more than arrest those
who did or help their victims.

The link between Cartouche and Van’ka Kain was established before Komarov. The
narrative known as the Autobiography of Van’ka Kain (1777) called Kain the Russian
Cartouche: Zhizn’ i pokhozhdeniia rossiiskago Kartusha, imenuemago Kaina.... This
Autobiography was one of Komarov’s sources. He followed its pattern faithfully, kept all its
episodes and left them in the same order, adding only a few digressions, explanations and
occasional comments. Well into the 19™ Century Russian readers identified a book not with its
author but with its main character. Komarov was therefore hardly likely to abandon the parallel
with Cartouche if he wanted to sell his book.
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Jonathan Wild’s criminal organisation bears a striking resemblance to the one described
by Komarov. This is all the more interesting as neither the Autobiography nor the so-called
Short Tale on Van’ka Kain (Kratkaia povest’ 1775) give any details at all on Kain’s system.

Ju. Striedter’s comparison between Komarov’s Kain and Fielding’s Jonathan Wild is
based on two arguments: 1) both are biographies of non-fictional rogues; 2) Komarov’s
characterizing his hero as ‘slavnoi’ is reminiscent of a central compositionnal element of
Fielding’s work: his claim to illustrate Mr. Wild’s “greatness”. Komarov, however, did not so
much as hint at a Kinship. Even if he did read Jonathan Wild, it seems unlikely that he ever
paid attention to Fielding’s warning that “Roguery and not a rogue, is my subject” or took
Fielding’s famous words about “greatness” otherwise than at their face value. This difference
in perspective made Ju. Striedter dismiss the connection. And yet, here too, it seems that a few
qualifications could be put forward.

Komarov followed some of the prescriptions of what could be termed the novel “a la
Fielding™: a plot entirely dominated by the narrator, barely individualized characters viewed
principally from outside, a preference for rapid successions of short scenes and a constantly
intervening author’s figure whose remarks appear as so many counterpoints to the unwinding
of the plot focused upon demonstrating his own cleverness. Thus he addressed his readers
directly no less than five times in the very core of his narrative, which echoes chapter XIV in
book I of Fielding’s novel, where the latter, having called upon his reader three times in less
than two pages, came back to him again on closing his chapter and book.

Komarov has been much criticized for his verbose, polemical footnotes in which he
dwelled on the poor quality of his sources. Fielding, too, was not averse to the occasional
explanatory note on the appalling literacy of the anonymous source from which he allegedly

received the record of the famous dialogue between Wild and the ordinary of Newgate (Book
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IV, Chapter XIII). And he indulged in explanations on his rogues’ speach much in the same
way as Komarov later did. Komarov shared with Fielding a preference for brief episodes
rapidly succeeding each other: the second part of his book in which he narrated Kain’s
adventures as police informant, is divided into short numbered chapters, each devoted to a
single adventure.

Another common feature is that both heroes write and the reader is shown the result of
their efforts. In Kain’s case, this goes no further than the note pinned on his master’s gate on
running away (§13). The content of this note was appropriated from the Autobiography by
Komarov, who did, however, take the trouble to regularize the meter of the second line. Wild’s
achievements as a letter writer are well-known (Book 111, Chapter VII).

There are also similarities in content between the two stories. One of the cases “solved”
by Kain as a representative of the police involves stolen bills of exchange (Komarov, Chapter
29 to be compared with Book I1, Chapter V, in Jonathan Wild). In another, Kain returns stolen
goods to their owner in exchange for a reward (same chapter in Komarov, see Jonathan Wild,
Book III, Chapter VI). Both heroes have their men give false evidence in court.
Skorobogatov’s perjury allows Kain to have a woman that he loves jailed; once she is behind
bars, he talks her into marrying him so that she can be released. Wild, too, falls passionately in
love with a woman, the very faithful wife of his favourite victim, Heartfree. Instead of having
her arrested, he uses perjury to get rid of her husband; then persuades Mrs Heartfree to sail
with him to Holland under the pretense of raising enough money to free her husband from the
debt-pit (Book I1, Chapters IV to X). Kain is eventually arrested because of a crime against a
woman (Komarov, § 112). Wild’s fall too is caused by a crime against a woman, except that
the victim was the same Mrs Heartfree and the crime - attempted murder (Book 111, Chapter
1X).
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Komarov’s direct source for these episodes is most probably the Autobiography. But
the Russian translation of Jonathan Wild was published in 1772-3, and therefore could have
served as the primary source for the Autobiography and, thus, indirectly influenced Komarov.

The one thing that can be said with confidence is that in the eyes of the eighteenth-
century reader Kain was associated with Cartouche. Whether that same reader associated Kain
with Jonathan Wild, is much more a matter of conjecture because we still cannot assess to what
extent the name of Jonathan Wild was known to the Russian public of the 1770s.

Both Wild and Cartouche plunged into oblivion forever as soon as the turn of the
century. Kain, in contrast, soon came back to the front of the literary scene to play an entirely
different role, that of a popular and very Russian hero who no longer was identified with
foreign rogues but with very familiar national figures of bandits: Razin, Pugachev, Ermak
Timofeich, and later, other celebrated robbers of the 19" century.

Ironically, what Komarov and his predecessors had aimed at was only achieved in the
nineteenth century. This, in turn, illustrates that Russian popular culture has very literary roots,
which are not necessarily Russian: it took some fifty years before figures of bandits like

Van’ka Kain became a convincing type of Russian hero.
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IIl. ANGELA BYRNE (Ireland): “Why wouldn’t they content themselves to dress like
Christians?’: Fashion and Self-fashioning in Late Eighteenth-Century Russia’

By the late eighteenth century, European fashion and dress metamorphosed from displays of
wealth and status set out in medieval sumptuary laws, to the public display of virtue (or lack
thereof). Extravagant dressing came to be viewed as distasteful; modesty became the order of
the day among the Western upper-classes. Even though the connection between fashion and
morality did not gain currency among Russian nobles until the 1820s, the same standards were
brought to bear on them by Western observers.

‘Why wouldn’t they content themselves to dress like Christians?’, the Irish lady’s maid
Eleanor Cavanagh wrote of ‘the country women [...] with their blue and yellow and green
cloth petticoats bound with gold, and bouncing bobs of earrings in their ears and shift sleeves
like men’s shirt sleeves!” (Royal Irish Academy, Dublin (henceforth RIA), MS 12L30, pp 22-
3). This maid’s introduction into the wider world was rather a baptism of fire as she crossed the
continent with her Anglo-Irish mistress, Katherine Wilmot, in 1805. Everything in Russia was
new to this woman who had never left Ireland before, but one of the things that struck her most
was the way people were dressed. The letters and diaries composed by Martha and Katherine
Wilmot and Eleanor Cavanagh as guests of Princess E.R. Dashkova in 1803-08, illustrate the
degree to which fashion and dress were vital aspects of these travellers’ ‘Russian experience’,
as they contain detailed descriptions of the manner of dress of all members of Russian society.
Indeed, these manners of dress made such an impression on Martha Wilmot that she made
sketches in her diary depicting a merchant man and woman, a maiden in traditional costume
and a beggar (RIA, MS 12120, pp i-iv).
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While I am cautious about treating the matter too much in terms of ‘black and white’,
there is little to occupy the grey area when it comes to the huge differences in dress between
urban nobles, and merchants and peasants. The Wilmots were impressed with the traditional
dress of the merchants and peasantry, but the pervasiveness of Western dress among the upper
classes merited lengthy diatribes from travellers disappointed to travel so far and at such
expense only to enter into a society whose appearance was very similar to that at home. People
expected to be confronted with the unfamiliar, exotic and ‘Oriental’; instead, they were greeted
on the quays of St Petersburg with French and English-style gowns and liveries. They
desperately sought the ‘different’ and ‘other’, and grasped hold of merchant’s rouge and pearls.

Despite the fact that late century urban noble dress was almost wholly under the
influence of French and English fashion, noble Russians did add some of their own flair to the
imported fabrics and dresses they donned. However, despite wishing for new sights and exotic
dress, any ‘Russification’ of appropriated Western fashions did not impress these travellers.
Glittering jewels, massy powdered wigs and heavy make-up altered the Classically-influenced,
simpler style of Western dress in vogue at the time; yet these travellers saw only a poorly-
executed version of that to which they were accustomed. Travellers’ accounts place
innumerable diamonds, pearls, and other precious stones of inordinate size on noble women
and men at every occasion of note. These indiscriminate displays of jewels, gold and silver
were considered distasteful and inelegant. Martha Wilmot considered them ‘gaudy trappings’
(RIA, MS 12122, p. 37), and ‘often more like a jeweller’s shop, than any adornments selected
by good taste’ (RIA, MS 12124, p. 80).

Merchant dress was the antithesis of all contemporary Western fashion philosophy, so
why was it so revered by the Wilmot sisters? However distasteful they considered overt
displays of wealth, they admired the highly decorative and lavish dress of merchants as
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‘traditional’ Russian culture standing in opposition to the levelling tide of Westernisation.
Their brightly-coloured clothing, their preference for luxurious materials such as brocade and
velvet, the masses of jewels they wore (particularly pearls) and the outlandish appearance of
their headdresses made them these travellers favoured subjects. Martha Wilmot’s first
impression of merchant dress was indeed a lasting one, and led her to declare the merchant
woman ‘dressed in the true taste of her country’ and her husband ‘equally attached with his fair
one to the customs of the past ages’ (RIA, MS 12L17, pp 83-5). By the end of her five-year
stay in Russia, she had come to consider them (along with the peasantry) the last remaining
protectors of Russian traditional culture, and feared that their wonderful costume would
disappear with the next generation as Russian society and culture appeared to become
increasingly Westernised. At Kaluga, she concluded that their ‘wonderful costume [...] will
not long hold out against the changing propensity of the present age [...] Russia will lose (to
the eyes of strangers at least), one of the most attractive of her possessions, for the riches and
the singularity of the merchants distinct existence is, I believe, peculiar to Russia’ (RIA, MS
12022, pp 70-72).

Although Martha Wilmot continued to be overwhelmed with wonder and excitement
every time she encountered these merchants, her sister Katherine understood quite well the
cause of her own fascination with them. After one winter day’s excursion in Moscow, she
wrote: ‘this was the first time | really felt myself in Russia! All the merchants and merchants
wives in their costumes [...] their long beards, fur caps, and long coats tied with a silk sash
(resembling an Indian shawl) have a much more original and noble preternatural an appearance
than all the excellencies of the country put together’ (RIA, MS 12M 18, unpaginated). Having
travelled from one side of Europe to the other, she was finally gratified with a glimpse of the

exotic and Oriental. While the nobility’s excessive displays of wealth were subject to heavy
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criticism, the excesses of the merchants were made acceptable by their sheer difference, their
Oriental and exotic appearance serving to satisfy travellers’ desires and expectations. As the
Russian elite emulated Western European fashion and mores, so too were they judged by
travellers’ Western standards; the merchants’ rejection of Western lifestyle and their position
as the last bastions of traditional culture in Russia rendered them immune to the same
accusations of over-dressing, over-use of rouge and indiscriminate taste.

Although most Russian nobles affected Western dress in attempts to appear educated,
respectable and wealthy Europeans (a process begun in law by Peter I), some Russian
noblewomen also chose to look to (or remain in) the east for inspiration, donning turbans.
Some added their own flair to imported costumes, managing to incorporate aspects of
traditional Russian dress, such as shawls, into their French and English dresses. Whether these
Russian women were trying to be different or were merely following yet another Western trend
(turbans began to appear on Western promenades from the mid-1770s), remains to be seen.
What is certain is that these examples of rejection of Western fashion were not considered
original or positive by Western travellers, but were rather seized upon as further proof of the
complete lack of taste among the Russian elite; here a complex duality is revealed. The turban,
that classically Oriental piece of clothing, was seized upon by travellers as a signal that no
matter how many French fashion magazines were imported by upper class Russians, their
inclination was still to the east, they were still not completely Westernised — despite the fact
that turbans were in fashion in the West too. What distinguished the lower classes and
merchants as oriental, uniquely Russian, and untouched by emerging capitalism and cultural
uniformity, did not translate up to the elite; it merely served to confirm their lack of originality

and taste in these travellers’ eyes.
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Peter | used sumptuary law as a tool of modernisation, while other European states used
it to maintain the status quo. Understanding the very different purposes and meanings of dress
helps in understanding what elite Russians intended by their clothing, and how travellers
interpreted that. Upper-class Russians operated within a highly representational society, in
which the number of serfs at one’s disposal and the amount of roubles spent on clothing and
jewellery were important symbols of power and status. Self-fashioning as Westerners was part
of the noble Russian effort to appear not only powerful and wealthy, but also as cultured and
educated. However, only forms of dress which appeared to maintain a disappearing way of life,

impressed travellers — not those that made its disappearance seem all the more inevitable.

ek ek

IV. ELENA SMILYANSKAYA (Russian State University for Humanities (RGGU),
Moscow): “Leaving the Borders of Their Intellectual Home: Russians in the Eastern
Mediterranean during the Russo-Turkish War of 1768-1774”

Russia’s presence in the Eastern Mediterranean began with the Archipelago Expedition
during the Russo-Turkish War of 1768-74, specifically the activity of the Russian fleet under
Count Aleksii Grigor’evich Orlov.

From the beginning, the expedition attracted attention across Europe. In Russian
propaganda it was presented as an attempt to liberate suppressed co-religionists, as a

confrontation between Muslim and Christian worlds, and as a cultural mission to the cradle of
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antique civilisation that had been trampled by barbarians. Western-European writers, of course,
saw less high-minded goals in the Russian incursion.

Discussion of the true goals, objectives, and consequences of this expedition continue
to this day. The First Russian Archipelago Expedition still poses questions about both the
political and cultural context of this enterprise. Among these questions: what was the image of
the Eastern Mediterranean in eighteenth-century Europe? Was there a difference between
Western-European and Russian perceptions of this region? Did Russians really intend to
liberate Greeks from the Turkish yoke and, if so, how did they hope to do so? In the end, was
the Russian plan in the Eastern Mediterranean ‘a castle in the air’ or a strategic diversion to
other international plans. How did the plan affect later developments?

During the Enlightenment, the Eastern Mediterranean represented both the birth of
civilisation and its defeat by the barbarians. Western Europeans often blamed not only the
Turks, but also Byzantine Orthodoxy and the Great Schism of 1054 for the degradation of
antique culture. In their search for ancient ideals, western travellers often desired an almost
mythical place, glossing over or not noticing ancient Christian monuments and links to
contemporary life. Even when reality intruded—through the need for organised trade or
political relations—Iliterary stereotypes still influenced everyone from adventurers to military
engineers. All of these men described the region as “the Land of the Iliad” or the “Land of
Odysseus”.

Eighteenth-century Enlightenment Russians (including the empress!) did not avoid the
ancient roots of Greece, but added an appreciation of the region as a holy land, imbued with
over a millennium of Christian history. In fact, Greece’s “pagan” past was sometimes

overshadowed by its connections with Orthodox sacred places, highly respected saints and
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monasteries—Mount Athos and Patmos were important stops in a pilgrimage to Jerusalem
from Rus’/ Russia.

Russians understood that their insertion into the Eastern Mediterranean, long
anticipaled, would be seen by Greeks and Balkan Slavs as aid to co-religionists. Preliminary
information received from the Balkan region assured Catherine II and Orlov that the Greeks
were ready to take arms against the Turks (and in spring 1770, the Russians, Balkan Slavs, and
Greeks began their actions together in Morea). Influenced, however, by their enthusiasm for
the classical world, both the sponsors and the members of the expedition began to imagine
Greeks, whom they were going to liberate, as antique heroes. Catherine II called the inhabitants
of Morea/Peloponesis “Spartans,” albeit ones holding an Orthodox cross in their hands. It was
a picturesque image, but one surely to be disabused. After first failures in Morea, many
illusions about Orthodox unity dissipated: Russians started to blame Greeks for their
incapability to fight in a regular army against their enemies. For their part, Greeks accused
Russians for not giving enough support and provoking an inevitable disaster. In fact,
disagreements about the role of Russians in the tragedy for the Greek population in Morea still
influences Russian and Western—mostly Greek—interpretations of the First Archipelago
Expedition. (In support of a Russian interpretation, one might note that Catherine at first didn’t
claim to send a fleet to liberate Greeks, but rather to give both Russians and Greeks the
possibility of a help for “each side” to gain “what is worthy” for itself.)

Yet, if not the liberation of Greece, what was the aim of the Russian expedition? There
can be no doubt: the Russian fleet came to the Eastern Mediterranean to gain a strategic
position to the rear of Turkish forces. From the very beginning, all other intentions—to free
Constantinople, to take territories, and to liberate Greeks—were only ‘castles in the air’, no

more than a theme in correspondence with Voltaire and a game played for public opinion. In
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fact, Russian forces in the Mediterranean were rather weak, poorly equipped, unskilled, and the
great victory of Chesme (June 24-25, 1770) was practically miraculous. This victory, however,
helped to realise many of former dreams (‘Spanish castles’ in Catherine’s words): to blockade
the capital of the Porte, to become masters of maritime transportation in the Levant, and even
to declare twenty islands in Aegean sea as a ‘Russian archipelago principality’.

Nevertheless, Russia was not yet prepared for its new geo-political position, and the
political and economic consequences of its Mediterranean presence are still not completely
clear. Russian trade was too weak to be developed in Mediterranean. Worse, Russia had no real
strategy for state building in her Archipelago possessions. (Nikita Panin proposed to build
‘something like Dutch sates’ in Greece, but Catherine Il never took it into serious
consideration.) In the end, Russian administration of the islands was not significantly different
from Turkish rule.

Rather than geopolitics, the most important consequence of the First Archipelago
Expedition may have been the development of more cultural exchange. The Russian fleet
seriously influenced life near its two main military bases in Mediterranean, Russian crews
spent months on the isle of Paros in Archipelago and in Livorno or Pisa in Tuscany. Russian
crews also lived on Malta and Minorca, they organised a system of permanent transportation
between St. Petersburg and Mediterranean, and used various European ports to repair their
ships. The Russian presence was accompanied by luxurious festivities and celebrations, and
Russian officers became desirable guests in Italian aristocratic society.

Most importantly, expedition members had the rare experience of leaving the borders of
their intellectual home. These men had the opportunity to compare the mythological with the
real and to place themselves within the great flow of Mediterranean civilisation. Russian

officers (to some degree prepared by the first Russian translations of classical literature)
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developed an interest in antiquity that surpassed their desire to appreciate Orthodox culture.
Russian and foreign members of the expedition admired the ‘marvellous’, ‘charming’ sites of
Ancient Greek civilization, and even excavated the ‘tomb of Homer’ on the ‘Russian’ isle of

los. The European press enthusiastically published reports about this work in 1772.

Besides the military operations on the islands, there was also vast cartographic work,
exploration for minerals, descriptions of the economic conditions of their acquired lands, and
the creation of plans for the islands’ reconstruction. For example, in 1771, Leonardo Depash
Krenenskii created a description of the island of Milos, and offered to build a new city and to

relocate people to live there!

Also as a result of the Expedition, literate society throughout the Russian empire began
to devour new books on ancient Greek and Mediterranean culture, new maps, new antique
artifacts, and Russian- and foreign-press accounts of the Eastern Mediterranean.

Thus, the Eastern Mediterranean ceased to be the only centre of attraction for
pilgrimage to Orthodox antiquity and the land of the Iliad and the Odyssey. This in turn
changed cartographic lines into reality—the land was full of real people. So with the Greeks, as
it was with the Turks and Arabs, it was necessary to create a real, pragmatic relationship. In
fact, four years of being the rulers of the Archipelago justified the importance of more-or-less
amiable relations in Levant.

After the end of the war in 1775, the Russian fleet left Archipelago and the history of
its Russian principality ended. However, Catherine’s administration used various tools
(sermons, celebrations, monumental propaganda, etc.) to shape the historical memory of the
expedition, and spent a lot of energy and gold on the great victory celebration of 1775. By this
juncture, the historical myth was complete—the expedition was purportedly organised only to

‘help co-religious Greeks and Slavs’, and that Russian empress in this way had realised the
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plan of Peter 1. The most successful proclamation of these ideas came, interestingly enough,

from the famous Metropolitan Platon (Levshin).

To support this theme, Catherine the Great herself planned to erect a number of
monuments to commemorate the Russian presence in Archipelago. In fact, she continued to
play her games with the Aegean islands even after she had to have known that that the

Mediterranean possessions had become too expensive a plaything.

It seemed that many of the illusions should have been dashed—the Greeks were far
from being “Spartans holding Orthodox Crosses,” and their liberation appeared to be far off.
Even more illusory was the taking of Constantinople. However, in St Petersburg the discourse
continued. Catherine’s “Greek Project” of 1782 and the preparations for a new squadron in
1786 showed that the First Archipelago Expedition retained her great fame.

For Europeans, the appearance of a Russian fleet in the Mediterranean created a new
geo-political reality, a change in the perceived balance of power. This also had social and
cultural implications. It is no accident that authors of a contemporary study on the perception
of Greece (Olga Augustinos, David Roessel and others) date the birth of European
philheffenfsm — the vision of a reborn and liberated Greece — precisely with the arrival of the

Russian fleet and a Greek uprising in Morea in 1770.
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V. ALEXEI EVSTRATOV (University of Paris-Sorbonne, France) Russian Drama in

French: Sumarokov’s Sinav and Truvor and its Translations.

The .reception of European literature in Russia and the pro-Russian stance of European writers
are traditional subjects in literary history and the study of cultural transfer. Early translations of
Russian literary works in European languages appeared in historiography as cosa rara, the
effect of the efforts of a few enthusiasts (like Gottsched, for instance). But these translations
were, in fact, at the center of the Russian monarchy’s cultural project, which was closely
related to the Russian Empire’s political interests. Because of this connection an important
work could be published abroad in translation before the Russian edition (e.g. the first editions
of Kantemir’s Satires: 1749 — in French, 1752 - in German, 1762 — in Russian; another
example — the first editions of Semira by Sumarokov: 1762 — in German, 1768 — in Russian,
etc.). The position of these translations — between two or more linguistic areas — makes them
an interesting subject to study. Yet, this aspect of cultural interaction within the eighteenth-
century Republic of Letters has not been studied in any comprehensive way. This paper
explores the case of Alexandr Sumarokov’s Sinav and Truvor, one of the most important
Russian tragedies of the eighteenth century from the point of view of staging history and
criticism. The study seeks to reconstruct the history of the tragedy’s translations and to give an
idea of the translations’ pragmatics.

1. My interest in the subject arose from the study of a manuscript that I “rediscovered”
in the French National Library (BNF). This is a French translation of Sumarokov’s tragedy
Sinav and Truvor, which has escaped scholars’ attention, though it is listed in Horn-Morval’s

bibliography of French translations and adaptations of foreign dramas. From the point of view
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of form, the text is unique in the history of Russian literature in translation because this is the
first French verse translation of a Russian dramatic text.

1.1. The Russian version of the tragedy was first performed in July 1750. The original
edition was published in 1751, as well as the first French translation in prose by Aleksandr
Dolgoruky (Sinave & Trovore, tragédie. St. Petersbourg: Dans I’Académie Impériale des
Sciences, 1751). The translator was probably Prince Aleksandr Sergeevich Dolgoruky, the son
of Sergej Petrovich Dolgoruky, a state official, and Irina Petrovna Dolgoruky. Aleksandr was
born in 1722, and went to Paris to study in 1742. He was perfectly fluent in both Russian and
French, which explains the accuracy of the translation, and its closeness to the Russian text.

See, for instance, Gostomys!’s lines from the opening scene (I, 1):

[Tpuuno xenaHHoe, HnbmeHa, MHOIO Bpems,
CoeavuuTb T060# MOE ¢ LiecapcKUM naems.
Becsb rpan cero uaca HeTEpneNWBHO XKAET,

B koTopbiii KpoBb MOA B nopdupe NpoLBeETeT.
Yx k O6paky ontapu uBeTaMy YKpalIEHHBI,

U Gpaunbis cBellid B CBETUILHHKH BOH3EHHBIL:
loToBbea, Aleph MO, FOTOBLCA BHUTH B XpaM.

Cf.:

Le jour que j’avois tant desiré, Iiméne, est enfin venu, d’unir par vous ma Famille a
celle de ’Empereur. Toute la ville attend avec impatience cette heure ot la Pourpre doit donner
un nouvel éclat & mon sang ; déja les autels sont ornés de fleurs pour la Pompe nuptiale, & les
flambeaux de I’himen sont prets a s’allumer ; preparés, vous ma Fille, preparés vous, a aller au
Temple (p. 5).
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In March 1751, sending a copy of the work to Thomas Birch Daniel Dumaresq, the
chaplain of the English Factory at St Petersburg wrote that this novelty was meant to please the
Austrian envoy, thus suggesting that the play was in some way relevant to the political
situation at that time.

1.2. This translation made the tragedy accessible to the European reader. In 1753
Johann Cristoph Gottsched, a German writer and professor, published a review of Dolgoruky’s
translation of Sinav and Truvor in his magazine Das Neueste aus der anmuthigen
Gelehrsamkeit (1753. Bd. 3. S. 684-691). The article gave a summary of the play with a few
lines in German translation (see articles of Gukovskij and GraBhoff). Gottsched admired
Sumarokov’s treatment of national history, and finished the piece by urging German writers to
imitate the Russian poet.

Some two years later, in April 1755, the Parisian Journal étranger published a long and
complimentary review of Sumarokov’s play, setting out the subject of the tragedy and quoting
its most remarkable scenes. The quotations were, obviously, based on the Dolgoruky

translation, but the author slightly changed the text, for instance, in the opening scene:

‘Le jour que j’avois tant désiré, Ilmene, est enfin venu ; jour heureux, qui par vous doit
unir ma famille a celle de nos Maitres. Toute la Ville attend avec impatience ce moment, ot la
pourpre va donner & mon sang un nouvel éclat. Déja les Autels sont ornés de fleurs, les
flambeaux de I’hymen s’allument. Préparez-vous ma fille, préparez-vous 2 me suivre au
Temple (p. 115-116).
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The anonymous critic also set some themes from the tragedy into the context of the
century’s political discourse. He commented, for instance, on the dialogue between Sinav and
Truvor in the first scene of the second act:

Le jeune Prince [Truvor] continue d’entasser ici sentances sur sentances. On ne peut
que sgavoir gré a I’Auteur d’avoir saisi cette occasion, pour déclamer contre I’injustice et la
cruauté; vice odieux, trop souvent reprochés aux Gouvernemens despotiques; vice dont sa
nation s’est viie plus d’une fois la victime, mais dont les Peuples n’étoient pas autrefois plus
exempts que les Princes & leurs Ministres : & s’ils ont terni quelquefois le caractére du
Réformateur méme de la Russie, il faut avouer que souvent il en trouva ’excuse dans le génie
de la Nation. Ainsi M. Soumarokoff ne peut trop s’élever contre les défauts si long-tems
communs aux Souverains & aux Sujets. Précher & la Russie la justice & I’humanité, c’est
seconder I’exemple auguste, qu’elle recoit aujourd’hui de la Princesse qui la gouverne. C’est

donc I’ Auteur lui-méme qu’il faut écouter ici, & non pas le Prince Trouvore (p. 130).

Thus, according to the Journal étranger, this dramatic soliloquy was used to defend and
legitimize Elisabeth’s reign. In the final passage of the article the author explains that he does
not know whether or not the play has any historical basis, but concludes that the tragedy was
tremendously successful in Russia, and would be as successful on any foreign stage, which are
sufficient reasons why the poet’s motherland should be proud of the work: “C’est un
monument des progres, que les Arts, introduits par Pierre le Grand, ont faits en Russie sous la
protection de son Auguste Fille” (p. 156). There are clear echoes here of the official rhetoric
glorifying the Russian monarchy commonly used in pro-Russian writings of the time like

Voltaire’s Histoire de l'empire de Russie sous Pierre le Grand (1759-1763) and others.
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One of Gottsched’s disciples, Christian Gottlib K&lIner, translated the summary of the
play that had been published in the Journal étranger for the collection Sammlung einiger
ausgesuchter Stiicke der Gesellschaft der freien Kiinste zu Leipzig (1755. 2 Jg. S. 81-149).
(Soon after, in 1757, Kdllner received a position in Moscow University). In 1758, an extract
from the French article translated by Grigorij Kozickij was published in the Russian periodical
Ezemesdcnye socinenid (T. 2. Dec. P. 507-539).

1.3. The verse translation found in the BNF is accurate and correct:

Cet instant ou mon cceur a long tems aspiré

Cet instant qu’en secret j’avois tant desiré

Cet instant est venu d’unir par vous, ma fille,

Au sang de I’Empereur celui de ma famille.

La Porpre qui distingue Ilmene, un si haut rang
Donne un nouvel éclat a I’eclat de mon sang.
Quand Novogrod I’attend avec impatience
Pouvez vous temoigner autant d’indifference?
De vos tristes regards que dois-je presumer?

Les flambeaux de I’hymen sont prets a s’allumer;
Les autels sont parés; la pompe nuptiale

Brille deja des pleurs qu’a nos yeux elle étale
Preparés vous, ma fille, au temple on vous attend (BNF. Coll. Rondelle. M.RE 249, p. 1).

The translation is evidently quite close to Dolgoruky’s (see above). The author’s name
is mentioned in the title of the work: “Sinave et Trouvore Tragedie Russe Par Monsieur de
Soumarokoff Mise en vers frangois Par M. Lespine de Morembert Comedien frangois De Sa
Majesté Imperiale De toutes les Russies A Saint Petersbourg 17517 (bid., f. 3).

2. Antoine-Nicolas de Lespine de Morembert, originally a French actor, also served as

tutor in the Corps of Pages while in Russia. We do not know much about his life and career.

However the information gleaned from his letters to Charles-Simon Favart and Favart’s wife is
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useful, not only for a biographical study, but also for the diplomatic and social history of the
Russian court.

2.1. The correspondence of de Morembert with Favart, a famous dramatist, librettist,
and director of the Opéra comique in Paris, was published for the first time in 1808 by Favart’s
grandson. This publication contained five letters: four from de Morembert to Favart and one of
Favart’s responses. Chronologically, there are two parts: two letters date from 1745 and three
are from the early 1760s. I have found in the BNF the manuscripts which Favart’s grandson
used while preparing the publication. These manuscripts include six of Morembert’s letters
(two to Mr Favart and four to Mme Favart) which were not published, all dating from the early
1760s. This correspondence, as well as some other sources, makes it possible to reconstruct the
main phases of de Morembert’s career and life in Russia.

2.2. De Morembert was born in 1708 in France and came to Saint-Petersburg in 1742 to
serve the Empress Elisabeth as an actor in the French company. From his first known letter to
Favart in September 1745 one can learn a little about his situation by that time. His
correspondence with Favart, and also with Jean Monnet, another director of the Opéra
comique, testifies to the fact that he was in contact with the theatrical milieu of Paris. Indeed,
he also mentions Boquet, the costume designer of the Opéra comique, and some other people
connected with the Parisian stage.

De Morembert performed both tragic and comic roles, but it seems that the Russian
courtiers were not completely satisfied with his qualities as an actor. In the summer of 1758
Ivan Shuvalov wrote to Karl Sievers, a master of ceremonies, that de Morembert would stay
with the company until the following spring, but that he was not a very good actor. De
Morembert did not write at all about his stage career in the correspondence remaining from the

early 1760s, probably because of his dismissal. The most frequent topics of his correspondence
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are debts, favours and acquaintances. In January 1761, after Elisabeth’s death, de Morembert’s
tone was disillusioned. He observes of the Russian court: “Les foux et les bas bouffons y font
fortune.” He was unhappy with his situation and wanted to leave the country. The prince
Repnin had already agreed to take him to Spain as a secretary, but debts prevented de
Morembert from receiving an official diplomatic position. Still, he hoped to receive an
unofficial one.

2.3. On 22 January 1757, Elisabeth signed the treaty of Versailles uniting the Russian,
Austrian and French courts. Chevalier McKenzie Douglass, a Scotsman in service to Louis
XV, was one of the active supporters of this alliance. In a missive asking the Foreign Minister
to pay the agents providing him with information while he was in Russia, Douglass wrote of de
Morembert as someone well-informed about Russian affairs.

When Catherine came to power, de Morembert decided to remind the French Foreign
Ministry about his past service and seek to have his appointment renewed. The main subject of
his unpublished letter to Favart of 9 October 1762 was his financial troubles. He sought to
revive an annual gratuity he had received from the Foreign Ministry in 1756 and 1757. In the
letters to Favart de Morembert explains the kind of services he provided for the French
diplomatic mission: he had prepared reports on the Russian court’s political disposition and
sent them to France. Apparently his attempts to approach the Foreign Ministry in the early
1760s were fruitless, and, dismissed from the theater, he chose a literary career.

3. De Morembert’s earliest literary works showed to his attention to the Russian court
requirements, both as an actor and as Ivan Shuvalov’s client.

3.1. De Morembert sent the manuscript of the translation to Favart and asked his old
friend to publish it, promising both commercial success and the king’s approval of the

publication:
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Voila la tragedie Russienne de ma traduction en vers dont je parle la mienne du 28 :
septembre d[ernie]r: si tu peux la faire imprimer et me faire le plaisir dont je te parle par

ladi[te], ni roy ni Prault n’auront rien a s’en repentir (/bid., f. 1).

Among the letters we have, that dated 28 September 1762 does indeed mention some
dramatic works, which de Morembert promised to send to Favart the next spring. So, we can
date this transmission to the beginning of the Catherine’s reign (spring of 1763?). The verse
translation could have been written earlier still: first, the titlepage of the manuscript gave 1751
as the date; second, Sinav and Truvor was performed in French on 6 September 1754 in the
court theater and the staged version would have been in verse. This performance could also
explain the need to translate the work into verse.

3.2. A newly translated edition, which was planned but never carried out, certainly had
its own pragmatics. De Morembert wrote a great deal about his literary projects in the early
1760s. In his letter to Favart dated 28 September 1763, he remarks that, if he had not left
France twenty years earlier, he would attempt a career as an author: as proof of his talent, he
includes a short poem. He also mentions an ode on the death of Elisabeth and a tragedy called
Licurge, both of which he sent to France, the former having been lauded by Favart. (I could
find no evidence that these works still exist.) In February 1763, he sent a poetic work divided
into songs to Favart and a certain abbé Couché and asked them to read it. In January 1764 he
asked Mme Favart to carry out an experiment with his new play in verse: she should forward
the work to Favart without naming the author and then await his judgement on it:

S’il la condamne absolument, au feu sans appel, au feu: si par un bonheur inesperé il la

trouve la la, passable; digne d’etre joué, qu’il la fasse executer, si elle tombe motus: si elle
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reussit grace a ses corrections parlés, Madame, parlés; dites luy alors le noeud de ce badinage
(BNF. Coll. Rondel. MS 291. Piéce 34, f. 1 verso).

' One of de Morembert’s ideas was to collaborate on a comic opera with Mme Favart.
According to the project, she was to send him the plan of a play and his work would be to put it
into verse: “Si cette piece n’est pas belle par ma faute s’entend elle n’en sera pas moins rare
Plan fait a Paris Piece versifiée en Russie!” (letter from Moscow, February 11 (22), 1763, BNF.
Coll. Rondel. MS 291. Piéce 30, f. 1 verso).

After his dismissal in the late 1750s, de Morembert wanted to try his luck as a dramatic
author. To achieve this goal he used his Parisian connections, especially the Favarts, who, by
that time, were renowned for their dramatic works in both France and Russia.

3.3. The manuscript in question consists not only of the text of the tragedy, but also of
de Morembert’s foreword and a dedication to Ivan Shuvalov. In the foreword de Morembert
makes a mysterious observation on the choice of the play: “Des raisons que je ne peux rendre
publiques m’ont fait preferer cette Piece cy d’autres du méme auteur...” (BNF. Coll. Rondelle.
MRE 249, f. 2 verso). He also stresses that he could not have finished the work without the
support of the high-ranking people who helped him. One of them was, obviously, Shuvalov
himself. De Morembert begins the dedication with the following rhetorical question:

A qui pourrois je offrir un travail qui pour ainsy dire s’en fait sous vos yeux, et auquel
vous m’avez aidé dans ses difficultez par la delicatesse que vous possedés et de votre langue et
de la notre méme, si ce n’est a V.E.? (Ibid., £. 3 verso).

In the foreword, de Morembert regrets the limited use of the Russian language among

the European literati, and stresses the speed of the Russian theater’s development:
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...le thédtre Russien est encore dans son enfance pour ne pas dire au berceau mais aussy
pour rendre justice a la verité s’il va du pas dont il commence il est a croire qu’il atteindra tous
les autres en peu de tems. L’on trouve parmi la jeunesse Russienne le gofit, I’emulation, et le

genie dramatique (/bid., f. 2).

There is no explanation given for the striking rapidity of the evolution of Russian
dramatic arts, but the dedication to Shuvalov clearly aims to emphasize the role of aristocratic
patronage. In 1762, Shuvalov was preparing to travel to Europe, and, in encouraging the
edition of Sinav and Truvor, he probably wanted to revive his fame as a patron of the arts
before his arrival.

The simultaneous publication of Sinav and Truvor in Russian and in French was very
significant, for it highlights an important aspect of this early evolution of Russian literature: the
creation of a national literature was especially important not simply in the local context of the
country, but also in the broader international cultural and political context.

Friedrich Moser wrote in Der Herr und der Diener (1759), that the court had its own
language and its own politics. In tragedy these two systems operate in close correlation.
Tragedy’s importance in the shaping and transference of political categories gave the genre the
force of a political declaration. This is why the Russian court ordered the translations and
summaries of topical literary works.

De Morembert’s adaptation of Sinav and Truvor was part of his career project. To bring
it to fruition, he relied on two different social networks: the Parisian theatrical milieu and the
Russian aristocratic sphere. The text, however, was never published. Thus, the case of de
Morembert reveals the gap between the two modes of existence of literary works translated

from Russian in the eighteenth century: 1) the propagandist use of the texts (see the history of
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Sinav and Truvor’s translations and criticism), and 2) the real situation of the European literary

markets and theatrical stages where a Russian work did not carry but relative value or interest.

Wk

VI. GALINA BABKOVA (Russian State University for Humanities (RGGU), Moscow):
“‘OTKpbIBas AETCTBO...": AeTcKas npecrynHocTs B Poccun 18 B.”

Bropas nonoBuna XVIII B. TpaaHUMOHHO cUMTRETCA BpEeMEHEM KapAWHANLHOM
TpaHcqopMalMK 3aKOHOAATENECTBA B OTHOLIEHMM MAJNONETHUX MpPECTYNHUKOB, H3IBbATHE
KOTOPBIX OT O0UICYrONOBHBIX CAaHKUWIA NPOM3OLLIO B COOTBETCTBMM C YKa3oM OT 26 WIOHs
1765 r. ina noHUMaHHA XapaKkTepa CyAONPOM3BOACTBA NpH pasbupaTensCTBE e, B KOTOPhIX
Ovuti  3amewaHsl HecopepuieHHoneTHue, B 1740-60-x rr. 3HAYMTENBHBIH HHTEpec
NpEACTaBAAET KOMMMEKC AENONPOU3BOACTBEHHON NOKYMEHTalUMH, cloxusieilica 1) B
npouecce BEIpaGOTKH M yTBEpPX/EHHA BbILIEHA3BAHHOrO yKa3a; 2) B pe3ynbTaTe MNepenuckH
mexxay Cenatom W Jkcreauumeit 0 KONOAHUKAX NPH KaHuenapuu CeHara, ¢ OAHOH CTOPOHBI,
1 CbiCKHBIM npHKasom, a 3atem oOpasosaHHOM Ha ero mecre B 1763 r. MockoBcKoit
Po3bickHO 3Kcneauuued, ¢ apyroit ctoponsl. [oBoAOM ANst NEpeNUCKH CTaN CEHATCKHUt yKas,
natupyemsiii B [IC3PH no axto ero nyGaukaiuu 31 mapra 1763 r.

Yka3 cran cneactsueM obcyxaeHHs npobneMbl MasloNeTHHUX npecTynHukoB B Cenare
28 deppana 1763 r. B pesynsrate BceM cyneGHbIM MecTam GbLT0 NpHKa3aHO B TEYEHHE HEeNH
NpUCHaTh B ODKCNEAMLKIO O KOJOAHMKAX BEJOMOCTM O COAEPXAIIMXCA Y HHX

HECOBCPIICHHONETHHX, KOTOPLIE HAXOAHANCE NOA CNeACTBHEM N0 NOAO3IPEHHUIO B COBEPLICHHH
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«CMEPTHLIX YOMHCTB M B ApYrux TaryaHmux BuHax». 9 oktabps 1763 r. no mpuumHe
HEYNOBNIETBOPHTENBHOCTH NocTynasiueii ¢ MecT HHdopmauuu CeHaT MOCTAHOBHA HAMPaBUTh
BO BCE BOEBOJACKHE, MpPOBHHLMAJLHbIC W ry0epHCKHMe KaHLENAPWH HOBBIA yKas, KOTOpBIi
peryauposan xapakrep cBeneHuil, 06A3aTeNbHbIX K NPHCLUIKE B DKCNEAULMIO O KONOAHUKAX.
Bo-nepsbix, He06X0a1MMO ObIIO NPEACTABAATL O KAXKAOM MANOJIETHEM OTACNLHO «CO MHEHHEM
TEX MECT», BO-BTOPLIX, B SKCTPAKTax Hajo Obl10 yKa3blBaTh BO3PACT HECOBEPIUEHHONETHHX Ha
MOMEHT MpEeCTYMJEHus, B-TPETHHX, AaHHbLIE O MAJIOJNETHUX HO/MKHBI ObUTM coobiarTeca
OTACNBHO OT MPOYUX KaTeropudt KOMOAHMKOB, B-yeTBepThIX, CeHAaT nogYepkuBan, 4TO
nono6HON npakTHKe HamIeKano CclefoBaTh «H Bhpeab», (aKTHHYECKH CTAHOBACH CYAOM
nepBoii HHCTaHLMY MO AeNaM O AETAX NPECTYNHHKAX

Crons npucranbHoe BHUMaHne CeHata K npobinemMam HECOBEpLIEHHONETHUX
npaBoHapyluTesnei 66110 06YCNOBICHO TEM, YTO CUTYaLHA C PaCCMOTPEHHEM AEN, B KOTOPbIX
OblIK 3aMellaHbl AeTH, NPAMO MPOTHBOPEUMNA YETKO ApPTHUKYJMPOBAHHOMY B pAfie YKa30B
3uMbl-BeCHBl 1763 rr. HaMepeHHIO BAACTH «O cKopediieM» W B «YKasHbIE CPOKH» O
«KONOAHMKAX pelteHuH». B nmeuarHom BapuaHTe ykasa or 28 ¢espansa 1763 r., koTopbiii
nossunca 31 MapTta Toro e roaa, CeHaT MOTMBMPOBaJ HEOOXOAUMOCTE KHMETB PacCyACHHE
0 MaJIoIETHHX» TeM (PaKTOM, YTO OHH «COAEPKATCA B pa3HbIX MECTaX 00 yxa3a (KypcHB MOH —
I".B.) noa kapaynom».

JaHHoe yTBEepKAEeHHE PaCXOJAUTCA C YCTOABIIMMCA B UCTOpHOrpadiy MHEHHEM O TOM,
YTO YTONOBHOE  3aKOHOJATENbCTBO B  OTHOLIEHMM  HECOBEPIIEHHONETHUX  Obino
MOAM(DHUMPOBAHO CEHaTCKUMH yka3aMu oT 23 aerycta 1742 r. v 18 mona 1744 r. Kak
M3BECTHO, OHH COCTOANMCH MO Aeny oOBuHaBuedica B ybuicree 14-nerneit [lpackoBbu
®enopoBoii M ycTaHaBnMBanu cHayana 17, a 3atem 12 et Kak BO3pacT COBEpLICHHONETHS, a

TaKKe 3HAYHTENbHO CMAr4yaJd HakasaHHA [And ManoJICTHHX. OGcmeuue npoﬁnemm
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3aKOHO/JATENIBHOTO PEryiHpOBaHNA OTBETCTBEHHOCTH AeTell npecTynHukoB B Cenare 8 1763-
1765 rr. naer OCHOBaHMA YTBEPXAAaTh, YTO HH OMH H3 YNOMHHABILUXCA CEHAaTCKHX YKa30B B
JIeHiCTBHTENBLHOCTH He MMen 3akoHHOM cunel. Byayuu npeacrasnenst Enuszarere Iletposue B
BUAE CEHATCKMX JOKNaf0B, OHM TaKk W He ObiiM KOHPUPMOBAHBI NOCNEAHEH, XOTA
npeAnarajiuch Ha ee pacCMOTpeHHe YeTwipexcant — B 1742, 1744, 1746 v 1750 rr.

3TO NOATBEPXKAAIOT M BEAOMOCTH (B LEAOM OHM cojepxanu uHpopMauuio o 23
HECOBEPIIEHHONIETHUX KONOAHMKaxX), mpucnaHHbie u3 ChickHOrO npukaza ¥ MockoBcKo#
Po3sickHoilt 3xcneauuuy B JKCneauuuio o KonoaHukax B 1763-1764 rr. ¢ uenbio HCNONHEHUA
ykaza ot 28 ¢espana 1763 r. Ux ananu3 no3sonser caenath caeayioliue BeiBoabl. 1. B
CoickHoM npukaze u  MockoBckoii  Po3bickHOM — 3KcneauMuMM K KaTeropuu
HECOBEPLUECHHONETHHX OTHOCHJKCH HUa, AocTHrwre 19 ner. CosepiueHue npecTynaeHus Ao
yKa3aHHOro Bo3pacTa ObINO T/IaBHBIM OCHOBaHHEM J[UIA M3BATHA MX OT OOILEYrONOBHBIX
cynebHo-CneACTBEHHbIX MeTOA0B M caHKuui. [loHATHe «ManoneTHWi» Kak KayecTBEHHas
XapaKTepuCTHKAa BO3PACTHOTO COCTOAHWA B 3KCTPaKTax MOCEAOBATENBHO MPUMEHANOCH
TONBKO K svuam no 12 ner (kak MpecTynHWKaM, Tak W notepneBuium). Jns ocranbHbIX
BO3PACTHBIX KaTeropuil MOHATUA «MAJIONETCTBA» WK KHECOBEPLUIEHCTBA JIET» UCTIONB3OBATUCH
B OCHOBHOM B KauyecTBe OOBACHEHHMA MOBOAA MPHUHATHA B OTHOLUEHMH HHX TeX MM HMHBLIX
pewenni (0CBOGOXKACHHA OT MEITKH, CMATYEHHUA HaKa3aHHUA U T.A4.)

[IpuHuKnE! onpenenerns BospacTa noctynaswux B CeickHO# npukas 1 MockoBckyio
PO3LICKHYI0O 3KCMEAHUMIO KOAOAHHKOB ObLIM cheayromuMu. Bo-nepBeix, npu nepeeiX
paccnpoca JONpocax KOMOJHHKH CaMM «MNOKa3blBalW», CKOJNBKO WM JieT, a BO-BTOPbIX,
BbILIEHA3BAHHBIE MHCTAHUWM MOrJIM HanpaBHUTh 3ampoc, Kak npasuio, B Kamep-koaneruio ¢
Uenb0 CBEPKH MOKaszaHW#M MOACNEACTBEHHLIX ¢ AaHHBIMH BTOpO# peBusnu (1744-1747 rr.).

OueHp 4acTo BBIACHAJIHCDH CYLWIECTBEHHBIE PA3HOYTEHHA, NMOCKOJbKY HECOBEPIUCHHONETHUE
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noAo3peBaeMble ObIIH CKIOHHLI 3aBbILIATEL CBOH (akTHueckuii Bospact. U CrickHoii npukas, U
Mockosckas Po3bickHas 3KCMEAHLMA YYHTHIBAIM AaHHBIA QaKT, NPUHKUMas BO BHUMAHHE He
TOT BO3PACT, KOTOPbIii yKa3klBa¥ CaMH MalofieTHHE, a TOT, KOTOphLIH PUrypupoBan B JaHHBIX
BTOpOii peBU3HH.

2. B 1740-x — nauane 1760-x rr. (mo ykasa ot 10 despana 1763 r.) B CeickHOM
npuxase/ MockoBckoi Po3bickHOM 3kcneavumu npu pasGupartenscTBe JeN, B KOTOPBIX
rnasHbiMH CYOBEKTaMH NPECTYMIEHHS WAK COOOIHMKAaMHM BhICTYMaNM aeTH, 10 nyHKT 6 rnaskl
Bouncknx npoueccoB OBl OCHOBHBIM  3aKOHONATENbHbLIM AKTOM, pEryJHpoBaBLIMM
NPHMEHEHHH NbITKHU.

Ipamas ccoinka Ha 10 nyHkT 6 rnassl BouHckux npoueccos cogepxkurcs B 9 u3 10
Aell, pacCMOTPEHHE KOTOphIX Obino Hauato B ChickHOM npukase Ao ¢espans 1763 r. u
9KCTpaKThl U MHEHHE 1O KOTOphIM Oblnu nepesaHbl B DKCNEAMUMIO O KONOAHHKaX B 1763-
1764 rr. B 8 cayyasx Ha ee OCHOBaHMM ObINO BBHIHECEHO pelEHHE O HEMpHUMEHEHHH K
HECOBEpPLIEHHONETHHM NOAO3PEBAEMBIM MbITKH, YTO OOBIMHO BEKNO 3a co60# OCTaHOBKY B
pasGuparenscrse aena. He nmes BO3MOXHOCTH MBITATh, MPHKa3 HE 3HaJ, KaK pellaTh BOMpOC C
«pa3’HOpeyHsAMH» B J0OMpOCax NOACNEACTBEHHBIX W BEPHTH JIH NOKa3aHHAM MAJIOJETHHX Ha
TpeTbHX NHU. YKa3aHHaa cuTyauus Qukcupyercs B 7 fienax, B KXAOM W3 KOTOpbIX ChickHOMH
NpHKa3, CChiNasCh Ha OTCYTCTBHE YETKHX MPaBH1 MpPOBEACHHA CJEACTBHA B OTHOIIEHHH
«Hepopocneiy, npuHMMan pelieHue o6 oTnpaBke COOTBETCTBYIOWErO 3anpoca B CeHar.

HenpumeHeHye NBITKH HE O3HAYaNo0, OJHAKO, MOJAHOIO M3IBATHA MAJIONETHHX OT
AONpPOCOB € MPHCTPacTbEM M APYrHX crnocoGoB MopanbHoro BozjeicTeua. M3 23
HECOBEPLICHHONETHUX, 3KCTPakThl O KoTopsix OblnM ornpaBneHbl u3 ChICKHOrO npukasa/
MockoBckoii PossickHO# 3KcneauuUMH B DKCNEAHMLMIO O KOJNOAHMKAX, TOABKO 6 Owinu

«crpalunBaHbl NOA TaeTbMH» unu Garoramu, | HOnpaluBanca «NpH MBITKAX» APYrHX
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durypantoB gena. Xapakrep npecTynieHuii, B KOTOPHIX ObiNM 3aMellaHbl YyKa3aHHbIE
ManoNeTHHe, MO3BOAAET MPEANONOKHTb, 4TO peweHHA ChICKHOrO mnpukasa GbliK
00ycnoBneHsl, BO-NEPBBIX, CEPHE3HOCTHIO MHKPHMHHMPOBABLIMXCA oOGBMHEHWH (y6GuiicTBo,
pa36oii), a BO-BTOPBIX, 3HAUHTENbLHBIMH POTHBOPEUHAMH B NIOKA3aHMSAX 10A03PEBAEMBIX.

Tlpu npoBeaenuH cneacTesus no JenaM © HecoBeplUeHHONETHUX ChiCKHOI
npuka3/Mockosckas Po3biCkHad 3KCNeAULMA NPAKTHYECKH Cpasy HAYMHAIOT WCMIONb30BaTh 2-
ot myHKT HMeHHoro ykasa ot 10 despans 1763 r. «O nopsaake NpoM3BOACTBA YrONOBHLIX A€
no BOPOBCTBY, pa3folo M NpUCTaHOAepxKaTeNnbCTBY». Ha €ro OCHOBaHMM BMECTO MBITKH K 9
MaJOJIETHUM TOJI03PEBAaEMbIM ObINM MPHUMEHEHBI «(YBEILCBaHMA» Yepe3 CBALIEHHHKA W
noBajIbHbI# O0BICK.

3. B nepepanHbIX B DKCMEMHULMIO O KOJNOAHHKAX MPOEKTaX MPHIOBOPOB MO Aenam
ManoNeTHUX npectynHukoB CobickHO#  mpukas/MockoBckas Po3piCKHas — 3KCneAWLHA
npeanaraiy 3HauYWTENLHOE CMArdeHue caHkuuil, auddepeHUMpys UX B 3aBHCUMOCTH OT
TAXECTH COJEAHHOr0o H BO3pacTa HecoBeplleHHoneTHero. MockoBckas PossickHas
3KCMEANLIMA CYMTaNa BO3MOXHBIM YMEHBIICHHE HaKa3aHHMA TOJBLKO B TOM Clyyae, €CiH
00BHHAEMBIH OCTABAJICA HE «YKa3HBIX JIET» HA MOMEHT BbIHECEHHs NPHroBOpa.

4. 3HauyuTensHbIA 06EM nocTynuBiel nHPOPMALIMKM O HAXOAALIKUXCA MO ClEACTBHEM
MaJOIETHUX ACHO 0003HaYMn  HACTOATENbHYIO MOTPEOHOCTL  YCOBEPLUEHCTBOBAHUSA
3aKOHOJATEeNLCTBA B MX OTHOLIEHHH M 3acTaBun CeHaT 3aHATHCA BHUMATENbHBIM H3y4YEHHEM
NpeLIeCTBYIOUHX NOMNLITOK ypPeryinpoBaHus AaHHOro sonpoca. Ha sacemanuu 25 mas 1764
r. 6b110 peweHo NoBTOpHO paccMoTpeTs Aeno I1. PenopoBoit U cocToaBLMIACA NO ero nosoay
ceHaTckuil noknaa. B nporokose 3acenaHus OTAENBHO OTMevanach HeoOXOAMMOCTD
«NOCTAHOBMEHUA BHOBb 3aKOHA» O MAJIOJIETHUX, «PACCY)KNEHHE» O KOTOPHIX AOMKHO Obliio

cocroaThes B o6uiem cobpannuu Cenara.
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12 Hos6ps 1764 r. ykasaHHoe coGpanue 6biI0 NpoBeeHO, U MO €ro uroram, obpainas
ocofoe BHHMaHHME Ha «BaOXHOCTH» Bonpoca, CeHaT npHKasan, BO-NEpBLIX, M3YUHTH
coOcTBeHHbIE  3aKOHOAATENbHLIE  ONpEACNEeHHMA,  KacaBUIMECs  HECOBEpLIEHHOMETHHX
npasoHapylinuTeneH, a BO-BTOPbIX, «CNpaBUTCA» C 3aKOHOAATENLCTBAMH  «APYrHX
XPHCTHAHCKHX HapooB W nogaHHbix Ee Mmnepatopckoro Benuyectsan. B Teyenue 3umbl-
BecHbl 1765 rr. mo BONpOCY 0 HaKa3aHUAX MANONETHUX U XapakTepe MPUMEHABIUMXCA K HUM
CNENCTBEHHbIX MeroAoB OBIM  CAenaHbl CrEUManbHble BBIMUCKH W NEPEBOAb M3
«JINDNAHACKUX 3EMCKMX NpaB», «MaNOpPOCCHHUCKHX npas», Maraebyprckoro, CakCOHCKOro,
LIBEACKOro NpaBa U «ICTNAHACKUX PHILAPCKUX NpaBy.

B npotokonax 3acefaHuii OTCYTCTBYIOT Kakue-nnGo ynomuHanus o6 obcyxaeHuu B
CeHare nNPUMHUMNOB BO3PAcTHOrO ONpejeNeHUs COBEpPIIEHHONETHA W XapakTepa
NeHWTEeHLHapHOro BO3ACHCTBMA HAa MAaNONETHHX NPECTYNHHKOB B MHOCTPAHHBIX CHCTeMax
npaBa. OHM TaKKe HE OKA3anM BIMAHMA Ha OKOHYATE/NbHBIA NMPOEKT CeHaTcKoro ykasa. Kak
NpeACTaBAAETCA, 3TO OBIIO CBA3AHO C ABYMA MPHYMHAMM,

Bo-nepBbix, BBIMHCKH M3 €BpONeicKOro H MaaopoCCHHCKOro 3aKOHOAATENbCTBA
HarnsaQHO NPOJAEMOHCTPUPOBANM OTCYTCTBHE €AWHCTBA W ACHOCTH B JaHHOM Bonpoce. C
onHo# cTOpOHbl, B JIndnsHackom, 3cTnsHackoM, Manopoccuiickom, MaraeGyprckom
cakcoHckoM npase 14 unu 16 ner nonaranuch BO3PACTHBIM PYGEKOM MIBATHA OT MBITKH U
3aMeHbl CMEPTHOH KasHH TeJecHbIM HakasaHuAMH. Onmako, ¢ Apyroff CTOPOHBI, 3TH Xe
CHCTEMBl MpaBa COAEPXKaNH  MOCTAHOBJAEHHA MNO TEM >€ BOMPOCaM, B KOTOPhIX
ycTaHaBnuBancs Apyroit und BooOuie HE Onpeaesnsancs BO3PACT HACTYMJEHUS YrONOBHOM
OTBETCTBEHHOCTH.

Bo-BTOpbIX, B CpaBHEHMH C TpPaJUUMAMH MasopoccHiickoro M eBponelickoro

3aKOHOAATENbCTBA (ECTECTBEHHO, TOM €ro wacTH, KoTopas paccMmatpuBanack CeHaToMm)

39



pOCCHICKHE 3aKOHOAATeNbHbIE TMPEIIONKEHHA, KacaBIUMeCs MAaNONETHHX MpPECTYMHHUKOB,
3aBLIUANH BO3PACT HACTYMJCHHA YronoBHOH faeecnocoOHOCTH u oOTAMYanuch Gonbuiei
YeTKOCTBIO NMpH ero onpezeneHun. Ocoboro BHHMaHMA B JAHHON CBA3M 3aCNYXKWBAIOT
3KCTPAKTHI, KoTopsle 7 aHBapa 1765 r. npeacraBuna YnoxkeHHas komuccus 1754-1766 rr., a
TaloKe CeHaTCKui noknan, nepeaaHHsld Ha paccMoTpeHue Ennzasere [lerposne B 1742 r. B
«CHHTE3UPOBAHHOM BHAE» AAHHLIC MaTepHalbl IEMM B OCHOBY yKas3a oT 26 uioHa 1765 r.

Cenarckuit nownan 30 wions 1742 r., npemnaran CYWTaTh MaJIONETHHMH JML, He
poctdriumx 17 ner, Ana KOTOpLIX B ciy4ali COBEpIUEHHS HMH TAXKKHX YrOJOBHBIX
npecTyniaeHui CMEpPTHasA KasHb 3aMEHANach MyONMYHBIM HaKa3aHWEM MJIETBMH H CCBUIKOH B
MOHACTBIpb Ha pa3Hbie cpokH. B npeanoxenuax ¥YnoxeHHoH komuccuun 1754-1766 rr. 15 ner
nonarajJucb BO3PACTOM, COBEpILEHHE NPECTYIUIEHHH B KOTOPOM BIEKNO TMOJHYIO MeEpy
YroJIOBHOH OTBETCTBEHHOCTH. BUHOBHbIE B yMBILLIEHHBIX yOuiicts getu ot 10 mo 15 ner
NOJNIEXAaNU HaKa3aHHIO NAeTbMH, A0 10 neT — po3raMy W CCbIIKE B MOHACTEIPb.

Ha 3acepanunu 11 mapra 1765 r. Cenar, ccbinasch Ha UMeHHOH yka3 Tlerpa | ot 17
anpens 1722 r. ¥ «¥Mes OBOJIBHOE PacCy)KAEHHE), MOCTAHOBUI MO KPUMHHANBLHBIMY JenaM
«KaK MYXKECKOMY, TaK H JKEHCKOMY MOJy COBEpLIEHHOH BO3PacT CYUMTaTh CEMHAAUATh JEeT».
[netu w po3ru, «a He GaTOXbE» NPEANaranoch YCTAHOBUTb B KauyeCTBE OCHOBHBIX BHIOB
TeNIeCHBIX B3BICKAHWH ANA HECOBEPLUCHHOJNETHHX MpaBoHapylTeneii: aetu ot 10 go 15 ner
noAJNexany HaKka3aHuio po3raMu, a ot 15 go 17 ner — naeremu. Jlo 10 ner pebenok cunranca
NOMHOCTBIO YrONIOBHO HEBMEHAEMBIM H ocBoboxxaancs oT moboit oTBercTBeHHOCTH. Ero
HajUIeXano OTAABATh [UIA HaKa3aHMA «OTLAM, MaTepiM WK MOMELMKY», ocBoOOoXaas Ha
Gyayuiee ot kakux-nubo nopospenuit. 23 anpens 1763 r. Exarepune 11 6bin npeacrasnex
poknan Cenara, koTopblif oHa yrBepauna 2 mas Toro xe roga. B TIC3PU nanubifi ykas

JIaTHPOBaH Mo AHIO ero ny6nukauuu 26 uons 1765 r.
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Taknm 06pa3om, B COOTBETCTBHH C YKa30M OT 26 uioHa 1765 r. Bnepseie B pyCCKOM
npase Obil yeTko o6o3HaueH BospacT HepeecnocobHoctH (10 ner) W HacTynneHus noaHo#
aeecnocobHocTH (17 net) no yronoBHeiM fenam. Ilpu 3ToM oH Obll 3HAYHTENBLHO BBILLE, YEM B
eBponeiickom mnpase Toro e BpemeHn (7 u 14/16 ner coorBercTBeHHO). [lapannensHo
MPOU30LINIO 3HAYHTENbHOE CMAMYEHHE HAKa3aHHWM ANA MaNoONETHHX MPECTYMHUKOB 4Yepe3 UX

M3bATHE OT 00LIEYrONIOBHLIX CAaHKLIWA,

*kokkok
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ARTICLES

1. CIIOPHBIE BOITPOCBI BHOT'PA®HH H.II. HUKOJIEBA (Koraza

poaniica? Koraa sxennnca? Koraa ocnen?)

B kparko#t 6uorpadgun Hukonas INlerposrya Hukonera, HanmucaHHoOW APYroM, y4eHUKOM H
BOCIMTaHHHKOM no3Tta Crenmanom MacnoBbM cka3aHo, 9To OH poamsca 10 sosbpa 1758
roga.' Ota mata OGLIMHO YKA3hIBAETCH B HEMHOTOYMCIEHHBIX NOCBSAIIEHHBIX Huxonesy
paGotax.” OfHAKO NpH NEPBOM K€ BHUMATEJHHOM pacCMOTPEHHHM OHa BEI3LIBAET
CEepbEe3HBIC COMHEHHA,

B 1777 roxy oTaensHOR KHYMKKOM BhlIA HUKONeBckas Camupa na obvivau u
Hpaewl pazepaugernbix mooel nunswne2o éexa. Ilozanee (1797) oHa Gwlia HanevataHa B
counHenusx Huxonesa ¢ npumeudanveM: 'Cus catupa ecTh nepsblfft noa asropa B 1770
roxy. OHa 6buta y)xe HanewyaraHa NMPOTHB €ro BOJH 1.3 Taxum obpa3oM nory4aercs, 4To
Hukones COUMHII CBOE TepBOE CTUXOTBOpeHue (rpomamnoe: oxono 300 ctuxos!) B 12 ner.
C npyroii ctoponsl, Macnos coobimaer, yro Hukones 'Ha 17-M roay Hanucan noBoNbHO
OCTpOE M HaNONHEHHOE HCTHHAMH COuMHeHHe nox Hassamwem: Camupa na Hpager'.
(ctp.15-16) Ecnu on pomunca B 1758, 10 Hamucan ee B 1775 roay, a caM asTop
yrBepxnaetr, uto B 1770. Toraa on pomunca B 1753. Ilocnennsas jgara, Kak YBHIHM,
KaxeTcs, O/IHXKe K HCTHHE.

Onnako 3Tof JaTe MPOTHBOPEYMT MNpUMedaHwe K 'Miawmwmu Ha BocluecTBHE
Exatepunnl AnekceeBHbl Ha mpecton’ (1773): 'ABrop. HMen ochMHaauaTh JET, Koraa
coumnun curo wamumio'.! Ecim ato npaspa, To Hukones pomunca B 1755 roay.

Haxonenl, Ha THUTYJIBHOM fHCTe KoMemuH Camonrobuebiii cmuxomeopey aBTOP

coobun: 'Couunena B 1775 romy. B nepssifi pas mpencranena B 1781 roay'’ IMseca
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OT/IMYAETCH He3aypSAHBIMH JOCTOMHCTBaMH: OCTPOTOH  BBIMBICNTA, OneCTALHMH
IMANOraMH, COBEPIIEHHBIM JUIA TOTO BpeMeHH cTHXOoM. ONHAKO M3 CKa3aHHOro CIemyer,
yro HuxoneB Hanucan O3TOT OCTpbii maMber Ha MNPOCHABJICHHOrO JpaMaTypra
(A.I1.Cymapokosa) B Bo3pacte 17 ner.

Eme Gonplie myTaHHUb! B rox poxachus HuxoneBa BHOCHT ero xeuutsba. [lata
3TOM JkeHUTHOBl YCTaHaBNIMBAaeTCs, Kaxercs, BrmonHe TouyHo. B JIHeBHMKe HEKOero

Mannagua JlapoBa MMeeTCs TPH 3AMHCH:

1. 2 HosaGpn 1777. ITozHakommics ¢ KHsDKHOIO KaTtepuHoit AnexkcanapoBHOM
Jlonropykosoio.

<BHu3y cTpaHHIBl npHMeuaHuHe>: Bcxope 3a TeM Beumemmed 3a
ctuxorsopua H.I1. Huxonepa

2. 11 ¢epans. Bou1 y xua3qs Muxanna Anexcanaposuya Jlonropykosa. On
MHe cka3ai, rjae noM Hukoseseix.

3. 12 ¢epansa. O6enan y Hux.<onas> Ilerp.<oBuua> Huxonesa. Karepuna
AnexcanznposHa ObiUla MHE OYEHB paja, MOZApuia INENKOBHIM INATOK, B3dna y
Karepuus: INetpopust.®

Takum o6pasom, cBagpba cocTosnack rae-To Mexay cepeauHoi Hosbps 1777 u
cambIM HauanoM despans 1778. OnHako c 3Toif AaToii BO3HMKAeT BO3HHKAET HEKOTOpas
npobnema. Coin HukoneBa, KaK YTBEpXKAAIOT aBTOPHTETHbIE CIIPaBOYHHKH (GeccrnopHbIM
JIOKa3aTeNbCTBOM sBnsAeTca Mockosckuli nexponone, 11 (1908)) pomunca 25 mas 1778
rona.” Cnenosarenbo, ecnu Exatepuna JiMuTpueBHa 3a6epemenena B cepeauHe HoA6ps
1777 ropa, To A0 poXaeHUA NepBeHla MpoiIo YyTs 6onee mecTH Mecaues. Bpaa nu npu
TOrJiaUIHEM YPOBHE MEJHIMHBI TaKo# pe6EHOK MOI BEDKHTD. 32 BCEMH 3THMH COGBITHAMH
OIIYIIAETCA Kakas—TO poMaHTHYeckas HcTopusa. Ha ato, kaxercs, Hamekaer u C.Macos:
'Ha 27 rogy oH >keHMJCA IO YyBCTBY cepaua Ha Iﬁmxne Honropykosoii ...' (cTp.19).
CnoBa '4yBCcTBO Cepaua’ CKPHIBAIOT, BHANMO KakHe—TO 06CTOATENBLCTBA, COMYTCTBOBABIIHE
ceampbe, Moxer ObITh, Kakue-TO mnpensaTcTBus. HekoTopsili cBeT Ha 3Ty HCTOpHIO

NpONUBAET HeaBHO onybnuKkoBaHHoe mucsMo Ilerpa Misanosuua IManuHA K NAEMAHHUKY
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ero kumio A.B.Kypakuny. B muceme ITammu npocut samuTuts HMYILECTBEHHbIE

NpETCH3HH HHKOHCB&, B cyanbe KOTOpOro OH NpHHUMaJ caMoe HNCKpEHHEE y4acTHeE:

Ipenposoxnato yepes cue XxonaTalicTBOM MOHM B MHJIOCTHBOE, Iie
BO3MOXHO, BOCHOMOXeHHe Bame mobGe3nsii Mo [Jpyr Kusase
Anexcannp bopucowd Bpyumrens cero Hukomas [Ilerposuua
Huxonesa, chiHa noko#fHoro naBeero mnpuatens wmoero Iletpa
Muxatinosiua. Bl noxanyerte BBICAyIIaTh OT HEro, KAaKHM YXKacCHBIM
GecuenoBeuneM OTell JEHbI €ro, KHA3L AJEKCaHApP AJieKceeBuY
Honropykuii BBEpraerT HX ¢ HEBHHHO HAPOXICHHBIMH YXX€ NETHMH B
GencrBeHHeRLIyI0 HUIIETY NMOA BHAOM 3a TO 6yATO, YTO JOYL €ro
BO3pOCTOM B JABajlaTh CEMb YK€ JIeT BbILLIA 3aMYX YX000M om
pooumens <! Kypcup Mmoit,~ M.A.>; HO 3a aBOpsHHHA CO BceM cebe
POBHOTO, H 3a YecmHo20 4enosexa <KypcuB Moil,— M.A.>; B caMoii xe
BEUIM JUIA TOro, yro® He NOMYCTHTH €€ IONYyYHTh M3 CBOEro, M
MaTepHee HMEHHE, HHYEro 0 CBOeH CMepTH, W 4yTob CHOCHNa OHa ¢
TepneueM, KOrja OH pa3jaer OHoe NOGOYHBIM JeTsAM OT CBOeH
XOJIOTNKH, KOTOPYIO ACPXHT SBHO CBOCIO HANIOXHHLEIO; fa U JUIf Yero
IO4b €BO HApyIIWJia H TEM LENOMYAPHE CBOE, YTO BEIILIA 3aKOHHO
3aMyX B JBajllaTHCEMH JieTaX, H HapoAuia aetell OT HEro, a He mo
npuMmepy ero oT xonona <...> Ceii rocnogun Huxones Hazerochk BaM
YK€ HMEHEM U3BECTEH I10 HECKOJIBKHM €r0 CTHXOTBOPHBIM H3JIaHUsM.

IMuceMo otnpasneno u3 Mockbl M natupoBaHo 14 mapra 1781 roga. Ilpocsba
ycnexom He yendanack. Tects Huxonesa A.A . Jlonropykmii gepes rog (1782) ckongancs,
a cnycta eme rog 'B 1783 roay- Bce MMEHHMA €r0 MEPELUIH K CHIHOBBAM AJIEKCaHApY,
denopy H Muxauny'.’ OnHaKo HYXHO 3aMETHTb, YTO Pa3roBOpH! O 'GencTBeHHeHmeH
HuMmeTe' MaHWHCKOTO mMpoTexe ObUIM fBHO mMpeyBemu4ensl. Hukones, Buaumo, obnanan
JOCTATOYHO XOPOIIMM ¥ HE3aBHCHMBIM COCTOSHHeM. Mbl 3HaeM, 4T0 B 1795 roay oH
npoxasan oM B Mockse, a B 1796 — uMenue.'” HecMOTps Ha 3TH NPOJaXH 3HAUHTENbHAS
HEIBWXXMMOCTb Y Hero ocrtasanack. Ilepen HamecTBueM ¢paHuy30B OH HMEN «B
NOOMOCKOBHON IepeBHe COGCTBEHHBIA TeaTp ... M OrPOMHEBIA 1OM, BBICTPOEHHBIH Ha

nofo6ue 3aMKa B TPH eTaxa Ha 52 caxeHsx» ([TamMaTHHK mpy3ei, c1p.25-6). B 1812 rony B



nmuceme k JI.M.XBocTOBY OH CeTOBal Ha CBOM MOTEpH: 'PazopeHHbiii, orpabieHHbIH,
JMIIeHHSIH B moaMocKoBHOH ¥ B Mockse Gojiee Hexenu CTO ThICAY HMEHHA OT obiero
Bpara Poccum .. 1" Bnpouem, cyas no ocniomunanusm C.T.Axcakosa,  nocie BOHHEI OH
skt 8 MockBe B COGCTBEHHOM aoMe BriojiHe obecneyeHHo H 6esbenHo.

B TO e BpeMs M3 NUCbMa CTAHOBUTCA ACHBIM, YTO Huxones, no Bceil BEpOATHOCTH,
OueHb OGHI MONIO/IYIO IeBYIIKY, TalHO yBE3 e U3 ZIoMa M MPOTHB BOJH OTHa 0bBeHyancs
¢ BO3MOONEHHON.. BHAMMO, HHTHMHbIE OTHOIIEHHMS! HA4alMCh paHblle W OnaropoxHbIi
MOJIOZION 4eJIOBEK pajy CIAceHMs 4YeCTH CBoeH MoOMMOH pelumicsa Ha OTHAaAHHBIA mmar.
(Hepapom ITaHuH B CBOEM NMHCHME HA3BIBAET €r0 YECMHLIM 4en06exoM.) A pasbipeHHBIH
ote;r OOBHMHAN B OGE3HPABCTBEHHOCTH H COOCTBEHHYIO JI0Yb H €€ CIHMIIKOM
npeanpuUMYHBOro Myxa. 060 Bcex atux obcrosaTenscrBax [TaHuH, ecTeCTBEHHO, HE mucal
Kypaxuny.

IIpu 31oM nuceMo [TaHMHA BHOCHT HOBBIE COMHEHHS B BONPOC O JaTe POXACHHSA
Huxonesa. o ero cnosam, Hukones umeer aete#t (1.e., no xpaitneit Mepe asyx). ITucemo
HanucaHo B 1781. Tak YTo OH XeHaT K 3TOMY BpeMEHH HE MeHee ABYX-TpeX JIeT, T.e. ¢
1778 rona, 4o BrosHe noATBepXKAaeTcA 3anucsvu INannaaus Jlaposa.

Macnos rosopHuT o xxeHuTE6e Hukonesa 27-u ner otpoay (ctp.19). Takoe TounOE H
HE KpYIJIo€ YHCIIO BbI3bIBaeT AoBepue. Ho B TakoM cnyyae HukoneB nomked G6uu1 poautses
B 1750 nmu 1751 rogy (a ue B 1758!). [Ipasna, [Tarus xeaxcas1 otMedaet, uto Exarepuna
AnekcaH/IpOBHA, BBIXOMA 3aMYX, Toxe uMmena 27 ner. Moxer GbITh, 06a 4nc/Ia cMeInanuch
B namsiTH 6uorpada. Jlesuua 27-Mu JeT MO TeM BPeMEHaM MOTJIa CYHTATLCA CTapoll 1eBOH.
Mosxet 6biTh, HukoNeB B cBOMX pacckasax mpubasun ceGe HECKONBKO JIET, CAENAB TeM
caMbiM cebfi ee pOBECHHKOM, 4TOOb! He BLITANETh CMEIIHBIM H3-33 JXEHHTHOB Ha
nepespeno# nesuue crapume ceba pospactom. Ho Bce-takm, mymaercs, ¢ nauGonbineit

BEPOATHOCTBIO MOXHO CHMTAaTh BpeMeHeM poxaenus HukoneBa maxe He cepemmmy, a,
ckopee, 1751-2 rr.
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ITo croemy mpoucxoxaennio Hukones npuHamiexan eciy H He K OYEHb CTAPOMY,
HO J[IOCTaTOYHO MOYTEHHOMY MBOPSHCKOMY pOAy, Hayalno KOTOpOMY IOJIOXH
¢panmysckuii nonkosHuk J{.Hukonms—[lemaHop, npecenusuuiics B Poccuro B XVYII Bexe.'?
Oren Huxonesa Obi1  reHepan-MaiopoM  TpPHBHJIETMPOBAHHOTO  rBapieificKoro
ITpeo6paxeHckoro nosika u Gbin CBS3aH POACTBEHHBIMH M APYXXECKHMH y3aMH CO MHOTMMHM
CaMbIMH 3HaTHBIMH M M3BECTHBIMH pPYCCKHMH GaMMIHAMH. Tak, 'HaBHHM CBOMM
npusteneM' HasbiBaeT [lerpa Muxaiinosuya Hukonesa B yxe untuposansom muceme [erp
Visanosuu [IlawwH, 3HaMEHWTHIH MNONKOBOJAEL, ONWH M3 KPYNHEHLIMX BETEMOX
ExaTepHHHHCKOTO BpeMenn."

IMerp MuxaitnoBuy npuxoAuacs poAcTBEHHHKOM KHaruHe E.P.JlamkoBo#, koTtopas
Gbuta B poncTBe ¢ Gpathamu IManumsivu.'® VivuolM, 06pasoBaHHOM, BrAacTHOH KHATHHe,
BHOMMO, O4YeHbL TMNOHpaBwicas MuuoBHAHBI Manbuuk. 'Huxona#i [lerpoBuu Hukones,
OJlapeHHBI NPUATHOIO HAPYXHOCTHIO U XKHBLIM XapaxkrepoM, Oyay4du wecty jet, obpaTui
Ha ceba ocoboe BHuManue Knarunu Exarepuns! PomaroBHBI J{amxoBoi#, xotopas no
POACTBEHHOMY 3HAKOMCTBY C €ro pOJMTENEM, BHIIPOCHJIA y HEro ChlHA Ha CBoE
nonedenue.' Jlamkosa Kk TOMy BpeMeHH Obina yxe MaTepblo ABOUX Aeteil, 06 o6pazoBaHuy
KOTOpHIX OHa O4eHb 3aGoTHnach, H 06 oGpaloBaHHHHK CBOEro BOCHMTaHHMKa Toxe: «Bce
cpeactBa ObutH ynmorpebrnieHs! ansn obpasoBaHHA cnocobHoctedt MHoro obeinasiero
IOHOIIK ¥ NpHNIaraeMo 0coO0eHHOE CTapaHue AaTh €My NODKHbIE IO3HAHUA B MAaTEMaTHKE H
CIIOBECHOCTH, K 4eMy OH MMeN ocobyio CKIOHHOTh. B mponomkeHue cBoero BocnmuaHus,
cBepXx f3blka oTedecTBeHHOro, Hukones croibko ycmen B jnuTeparype (paHIy3cKOH M
HTaJMaHCKOM, YTO MOr He TOKMO CBOOOAHO OOBACHATHCA, HO M MHCaTb HAa CHX ABYX
sseikaxy. ([Tamamuux Opyseii, ctp.14-15). 3t10T pacckaz o Onectamem oOpasoBaHuH
Hukonepa, BAAMMO, HECKOJIBKO NpeyBENHYEeH, T.K. B lome lamkosoi Huxones Haxoauncs,
KaK yBHIMM, ropasio MeHbllle BpEMEHH, YeM Nojdy4aercsa no pacckasy Macnosa. He
cnyyafiHo TOT ke Ouorpad Ha cnemyiomell CTpaHHLE TOBOPDHT O «HEHNOCTaTKe

METOAMYECKOro yueHus» y 6yaymero nucaresns (ctp.16)
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IMocne cmeptn Myxa M.U.[Jamxosa (1764) geHexHeie Aena BAOBbI OKasaluch B
OYeHb IUIAYEBHOM COCTOSIHMH, M KHATHHA fABa roga (1765-1767) mposena B Mockse.
Buaumo Toraa oHa u 3a6Gpana k ce6e Hukonesa. ManbyuKy B 3TO BpeMs, BO3MOXHO, ObLTO
14-15 net (a He wecThb, Kak coobumaer 6uorpad). Bekope (konew 1769) Mamkoba, cHavana
pepHyBmuch B [lerepGypr (HaBepHOe cO CBOMM BOCIHMTAHHHKOM), yexana ¢ NETEMH 3a
rpanuity. Jlo 3TOro oHa TpH MecsIa ToXe C JAeTbMH NyTelecTBoBana no Poccun, e3auna B
Kues.'® Her Hukaxux u3BecTu#, uto HuKoNeB NPHHHMAN y4acTHe B 3THX MyTEIIECTBHAX.
Bo3smoxHO, oH ocTaBajics (M Hemoaro: rog—nasa) B IlerepOypre B cemeificTBe OJHOro M3
IManunbix (BepoatHo, Ilerpa, ¢ xotopeiM [lamkoBa 6bina B poAacTBe MO MYXKy H Obina
ApYXHa, X KOTOPHIH, Kak MBI NOMHHMM, GbUT 6ITH3KHM APYTOM OTIIa MATBYHKA).

MBI 3HaeM, uto Jlamkosa 3a6oTunace 0 Aenax H kaprepe Huxonepa, koraa oH 6su1
yXe COBCEM B3pDOC/IbIM HYEJIOBEKOM. JTO J[OKa3bIBAETCH EAHWHCTBEHHBIM H3BECTHBIM

MACBMOM KHATHHH K CBOEMY BOCIIHTaHHHKY:

Bama Opa He TONbKO HameyaTaHa, HO TaK NoOHpaBunach EJ
BEJIMYECTBY, uro BEI Ha ceii moure Wix Ha Oynyuieit momydure 3HaK
Monapiero 6n1arosojieHHs; KaKk JaBHHHA Ball XpYT COBETYIO BaM HaNHCaTh
['<ocnomuny> Ilnatony AnexcaHApoBHYY MHCEMO , KOTOpoe 5 6epych emy
JOCTaBUTh, B OHOM H3BABHTE CBOIO 6J1arofapHOCTB, YTO OH MPHYHHOIO,
YTO CHsl Ofa NMOHPABMJIACh, YTO Bbl 3HAETE OT MEHA, YTO OH OHYIO YHTal
EA BEJIMY <ectBy>: 4TO Bbl TEM MEHEE OXHJAH CEro LIACT/IMBOTO
ycnexa, 4To, He rOpAsch OHOHR, OCTaBJLUTH Ha MO IPOM3BOJI NeYaTaTh HIIH
HET OHYIO. 3aTeM MpOCTHTE, Kehalo BaM BCskoro Giaromonyuus, a 3a
HEJO0CYrOM TOJIBKO BaM CKaxy, YTO MCKpEHHe BaM Aobpa xenaet

K. Jaukosa

[TTpuMeuanue: uncO, MecAL M TOA He moanucaxhL.]'®
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XoTs MHCHMO W He JaTHPOBAHO, OHAKO YCTAHOBHTH GoJiee HIIH MEHee TOYHO BpeMs
ero Hamucanus HetpyaHo. Ilmaron Anexcanaposwu 3yGoB cran daBopuroM Exatepunb
neroM 1789 roma. B camom konue 1791 r. (29 mexabps) mocne MHoroneTHeil BOHHEI GBI
NOANHMcaH Ha BbIroAHBIX 1A Poccuu ycnosuax mup ¢ Typuueii. C 1783 no 1794 Namxosa
6blna aupekTopoM AKaseMHM HayK. Yke B QeBpane 1792 roma B KypHane AKajeMHH
Hoegvle esxcemecaunvie coyunenun 6pina onybnukosana oga Hukonesa. MoxHo nonarats,
4TO 3TO KaK pa3 ¥ Gblia Ta camas 04a, nevaTtaHue KOTOpPO# aBTOp OCTaBJIAI Ha Mpou3BoN’
mpempa.” Torpa e 3Ta oja BEUIA OTAENBHOH OpoLIIOpOi, KOTOPYIO, BEPOATHO, H
yutan 3yboB umneparpuue. TakuM 06pasom, MECEMO MOXKHO AaTHpoBaTh 1792 rogom.

U3 Texcra BuAHO, Kak TporaTenbHo 3a6oTutcs JlalmkoBa O CBOEM BOCIIHTaHHHKE.
IToaty B 1792 rony Gsino, HaBepHoe, yxe nopsaka 40 ner. OaHako JlamkoBa HE TOJIBKO
NO-MaTepHHCKH pajfyeTcs ero ycnexy, Ho H noApoGHO HacTaBiseT ero, MOYTH JHMKTYET,
Kakoe IMUCEMO H B KaKHX BRIpaAKEHHAX CJIEAyeT Hanucats GaBOpHTY, YTOOBI yNpO4HTh CBOE
nono)enue. '3nax MoHapinero OnarosoieHua’ Toxe Bckope 651 nonyuex, o yem Hukones
OMOBECTHII CBOHX YHTaTeNel B 0, HaleyaTaHHoO#H B CieIyiomeM roxy. '

Buorpad pacckassiBaer, wro ExarepuHa 'mosapuna eMy M3 COGCTBEHHBIX pykK
30/10ThI€ ¢ OpuManTamMu 4ackl M Tabakepky 3a ony Ha ITokopenue Ouakosa' ([Tamamuux
opyseii ..., 20). BoaMoxHo, B pacckase CIIHCh [Be Harpambl. 3a oy (TouHee Be Oabl')
Ha B3aTHe OuaxoBa Hukonesy Gpum BpyueHn! B 1789 noporme wacel, a 3a Apyryio ony
1791 ropa nonapox 6sL1 ckpoMHee — 30510Tas Tabakepka.

Hawm, omHako, nmopa BepHyThCs K loHomeckuM rogam Hukonera. Kak coobuiaer
Guorpad, 'Ha 16—M roay Bo3pacra oH 6bu1 3anucaH B ['Bapauto' ([Tamamuux opyseii ..., 15).
Kak Mbl yxe uMenu Bo3MOXHOCTh yOemutncs, natam C.MacnoBa ocoGeHHO JOBEpATH He
cnepyer. Ho ecnmm cuurate rogoM poxaeHus Huxonesa 1750 mmm 1751 w npunsars
'mieCTHAANATSH JIeT' 32 NOCTOBEPHYIO ATy, TO 310 cobbiTHEe Morno nmpouso#tu B 1767-8 rT.
Bnpouem '3anmucad’' He o6s3aTeNbHO O3HA4YaeT, YTO IOHOINA HEMEMIEHHO MPHCTYNHI K

cnyx6e. OHa MOT/Ia HAYaTECA M FOAOM MM ABYyMS mo3xe. Bo BciakoM ciyyae, npeGbiBaHHe
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B nome JamxoBoit (4 B gome Iletpa [lannna, ecnu TakoBoe HMEJIO MECTO), BUAMMO, ObLIO
He o4eHb AoiaruM. OHAKO 3aciyXHBaeT AOBEPHA paccka3, YTO MONOIOH YENOBEK B 3TO
BpeMA NMOCTOSHHO HAaXOJMTCA B KPYTY CaMbIX NPOCBELIEHHBIX H 3HAYMTEJbHBIX JOOACH
CBOEro BpEMEHH, CpelH KOoTopblX, Kpome [lamkoBoii, 6uorpadom Haspaubl 'TlanuHsl,
[llyBanoBsl ¥ M ApYrHe 3HAMEHHThIE COBPEMCHHHMKH ... KOTOpBIE, YBaXxas DOJMTENA
Huxkonesa ... He TONBKO He CKyuanH Gecenol0 MONOAOrO 4eNOBeKa, HO €llEe HaXOMWIH
NPHATHOCTh B €ro pasroBOpaX, HENPHHYKACHHOCTH M OCTphIX 3aMeuaHHaAX' (cTp.16).
AxcakoB, mno3HakoMuBiuuiica ¢ HuxoneBbiM Muoro mnosmuee (1812) 3anomann
XapakTepHy10 AeTanb ero obnuka M mnosefeHus: 'Boo6me mMoxHO Gbii0 3aMETHTB, 4TO
H¥KONIEB HEKOr/ia XKHMBAJ B 3HATHOM KpYTy 1 GbUT H3BecTeH npu asope’.”’

Cnyx6a ero mna, mo—BHAMMOMY, AOCTATOYHO ycmewHo. Tak, OJHAXAbl OH H3
KpeiMa 6bu1 mocnaH kypbepoM K camoit umMnepatpuue. ITo cnoam 6uorpada, 3to
PYTHHHOe cuyxebHOE MNOpYYCHHME KpyTO M HaBCerja H3MEHHJIO JKH3Hb MOJIOZOro
TanaHTIMBOro yenosexa. [To nopore on mpocTyauics, 3a6onen H 3peHHe ero 3Ha4YHTENBHO
yxymuunocs (ctp.19). BeposTHo, ono 6bu10 cnabemM elme ¢ IOHOLIECKHMX, MOXKET OBITh, C
IOeTckux netr. B panHeM (cBoeM 'mepBoM') yxe ynoMHHaBLIeMcs cTHXOTBopeHHH Camupa
Ha obblyau u Hpaest passpaujennevix niodel HulHewHe2o 6exa, HanevatansoM B 1777 roay,
a HalMCaHHOM, MO cJioBaM asTopa, B 1770, T.e. mo HameMy pacuety, KOria asTopy ObL10

OKOJIO ABaAUAaTH JieT, HukoneB nucan:

51 caMm cMOTpIO B JIOPHET, HO TOJBKO JUIS TOTO,
Yro xyno BXy 5 6€3 MOMOLIHM ero.

PaBHO KxaK u 0OukH Ha TO 1 HazeBaio,

Uro ¢ Hyxno# BBeyepy 6€3 OHBbIX MPOUHTAIO.
A ecyy 6Bl rna3a nojgy4me KTo MHe nan!

51 6pocun 661 TOpHET, 0KOB He Haxesa.”'

3peHne, no BCel BEpOATHOCTH, YXYAIIANOCh MEMJIEHHO M IOCTeneHHo. Bpsa iu

cnenoii opHUEp MO yBE3TH H3 IoMa AEBYIIKY U 06BEHYATHCA C Hell MpoTHB BoMHM oTua. Tak
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YTO BBIXOJ B OTCTaBKy M3-3a CIENoThl B uMHe Maiopa ([Tamamwuuk, ctp.19) nocnemosan
3HaunTeNnsHO mo3xke. B 1789 roay (1.e. Tonmbko uepes 11-12 ner mocie poMaHTHYECKOH

MEHUTEOBI) B Hogbix eoicemecaynbix covunenusx NOSIBUNAcCh YK€ YNOMHHaBLIAdAci Ofa

Hukonesa Ha B3stHe OuakoBa, HamHCaHHas OT MMEHH 'OTCTaBHOro' ciy)xusoro Mowuces
Cnenuosa. [IceBnoHHM, HECOMHEHHO, MONYEPKHBAN (PHU3MYECKHH HENOCTaTOK aBTOpa. A

InUTeT 'OTCTaBHOM' (CJIY)KHMBBIH), KaXKETCA, yKa3bIBAET, YTO aBTOP OKOJIO ITOr0 BPEMEHH,

No-BHAMMOMY, BBIIIEN B OTCTaBKY.
A eme uepes 12 ner, B 1801 roxy, HukoneB Hanmcan CTHXH Ha BOCHIECTBHE

AJICKC&HIIP& 1 na NpecTOon. OHH HaYHHANHCH CICAYIOIHMH CTPOKaMH:

Yro xapKa KpOBb IO XHJIaM JILETCH
U nnaMeHs omymars aaetr?

Kyna, kyna TBo#i yx Hecercs,
JInensbiii 3peEna o317

Tebe nb cpenn aus BO ThME CHAALLY,
CenmMb net easa npeaMeThl 3pALLy,
KpbuiaThl MBICH BOCXHINATD?

Takum o06pasom, 3Ha4uHTENbHOE YXyAUIEHHE, MO cnoBaM camoro Hukonesa,
npousouwio auime B 1794 romy, xorxa OH CTajg «eiBa npeaMeTsl 3psimy». Brpouem,
KaXeTcs, KaKHe—TO OCTaTKH 3PEHHS COXpaHsIHCh M MHOTO IO37Hee, MOXeT OwiTh, IO
KOHLA >kxu3HK. Tak, MacnoB paccKa3sIBaeT, 4T0 «B MOAMOCKOBHHII nepesHe Hukones nmen
coOGCTBEHHBIH TeaTp U 3a rojl nepes HalleCTBHEM (DpaHIly30B OH caM Mrpail HepBYIO poio B
Ceamocnasge, Tparequn cob6cTBeHHOro counHeHMA» (cTp.25-6). BooGme oH Bcerna xeman
Ka3aTbCsl 3pAUHM M OYUEHb He JIIOOMN, ecH KTo—HHOYAL faBan 4yBCTBOBATh €ro cnenoty'.?
AKcakoB c nerkoii uponuelf BcriomuHan o nperensun HukoneBa kak Gynro He 3amedarn
coOGCTBeHHOH CIENMOTEL: ... OH ... 3arJIAbIBajl KO MHE B KHMry, Kak OyATO cpaBiaich, HE
omnbes M g, moroM Opan ee B pyKH M, Kak 6yATO Mo KHHUre, MPOROKaN YTeHHE Ha4aTOH

muowo meecsl'?! Jlpyr Huxonesa H.lllatpos roeopun Axcakosy: 'HukoneB ... mMeer
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CTpPaHHOE JKeJaHHE Ka3aThCA 3pAYHM M JIOOHT rOBOPHTH O YHCTOTE CBOEFO IUIAThd M
ONPATHOCTH CBOMX KOMHAT, TOTAa KaK MOIUEHHHKHU—CIYTH OZIEBAIOT ero B 4YepHoe Oemse,
HeYHLIEHHOE IUIaThE U COACPXKAT €r0 KOMHATHI 3aCOPEHHBIMH H rpssummn’.zs Y1o6b! MMETH
nogo6Hele mpereH3WM H Gonee MAM MeHee YCHEWHO OCYIIECTBIATH NMOAOOHYIO MIpY,
HaBEepHOE, HyXHO ObUIO COXPAHATH KaKHe—TO OCTATKH 3peHH.

Hpyroe aeno — B cTHXax. 3aech noguepkuBaHHe cBOel CIenoThl NPHAABAIO OONHKY
aBToOpa AOTONHMTENbHBIA NO3THYECKHH KOJNODHT, BhI3biBas accouuaunn ¢ ['omepoMm H
MunsroHoM. [ToaToMy B nostuueckux omycax HukoneB 0xoTHO Ha3sbiBan ceOs CIENIIOM.
YnomaHyTsle cTuxH Anexcanapy I 1801-ro rona nanucansl Huxonegoim crenwvim. Tak xe
noanucancs Hukones noza noceauexnueM Anexcauapy 1 tpareaun Ceemocnas.

HWTak, MBI MOXeM CuHTaTh, YTO HHKONeB mo—HacTosflleMy OcCJen, T.€. JIMIIMICA
BO3MOXKHOCTH CaMOCTOATEIBHO 4MTaTh W nucaTh B camoit cepeamne 1790-x ropos. K
3TOMY BpPEeMEHH OH YK€ ObI OYeHb H3BECTHHIM, 3HAMEHUTEIM MUCATENEM, H JaXKe, MOXHO
CKa3aTh, MpoLIeN 3¢HAT CBOEH Ciasbl.

CnenaHHble NONBITKH YTO4YHUTh Guorpaduio Hukonesa no3sossiior HECKOMBKO NO—
MHOMY B3MJIIHYTh Ha pasBHTHE €ro TBopuyecTBa. Tak, ecnu nambner Ha Cymapoxosa
HalmMcaH He B CEMHAOUaTh JieT, a B 24-5, a BO BTOpO#l pefakuMH MOCTaBJieH Ha
MPHABOPHOM TeaTpe, Koraa noaty ObUIo yXe 3a TPHMALATh, TO CNEAYEeT MO-APYroMy H
ropasio cepre3Hee OTHECTHCh K ponn Hukonesa B ymreparypHoit Gopnbe u k ero

CTO/NIKHOBEHHAM C (POHBHIHHCKHM KDYKKOM.?®

Mapk AnsTmrysnep (University of Pittsburgh)

NPUMEYAHMUSA

| Hamamnux opyseu Huxonaio Ilempoeuwy Huxonesy (M., 1819), c.13. Ota uebonsinas
KHHra, K KOTopo# Mbl 4acTo Oyaem oGpamarbcs, ABNAETCA BaXXHEHIIMM MCTOYHHKOM I
usydenns Teopdyectsa Hukonesa. OHa nocpsmmeHa chiHy nosta Hukonaio Huxonaesuuy
Hukonesy u n3nana C.Mac/ioBbIM, KOTOPEIH B MIOCBAIICHUH Ha3bIBACT HEJABHO YMEPIIETO
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noITa CBOHM 'Apyrom H Gnarozerenem'’. (B aanbHeiiieM CCbUIKH Ha Ha 3Ty OHorpaduio
Hukonesa — B Tekcre.)

2 H.JAKouerkoBa, aBTOp HaubGonee mnoNHON K HacTosueMy BpeMeHH OGuorpaduu
Hukosnepa, 6oniee OCTOpOXXKHO Ha3bIBaeT NaTy ero poxcaeHus: ok<ono> 1758 (Cnoeape
pyccxkux nucameneii XYL gexa, 11 (CII6., 1999), 350.

3 Ceoonviit kamanoz pyccxou knueu XYL eexa, I (M.,1964), 304, no. 4631.

4 Cnoeapbv pycckux nucameneii, 11, 350.

S Poccutickuii heamp, 4. XV (Cn6., 1785), 7.

6 'Tloxoxnenns moHaxa Ilamnanus JlaBpoBa (M3 MOMIHHHOrO O HeM zena)', Pycckuli apxus,
no. 8 (1878), 445, 448.

7 Cm. KouerkoBy, Crosape pycckux nucameneti XY eexa, 11, 349-50.

8 I.A Jpyxwunun, Heuseecmuvie nucoma pycckux nucameneil kuasio Anexcanopy
Bopucosuuy Kypaxuny (1752-1818) (M., 2002), c. 286. (B nansueitmem: JpyKHHUH.)

9 Tam e, c. 287. [IpaBna, moGumen H Gnu3kHil Apyr HacleAHAKA MaJo YTO MOT CAENaTh
no npocs6e ceoero asau. Yxe 19 centsbpa 1781 rona on Beiexan smecte ¢ IlaBnom u ero
XEeHOM B MpOOJDKMTENBHOe nyTemectsMe no EBpome, a cpasy no Bosspamenun (20
HosiOps 1782 ropa) noBeneHHeM HMMIEpaTpHUBl 'OBUT yAaneH OT ABOpa C NpHKazaHHEM
OTNIPaBUTBCA HA JKHTENsCTBO B capatoBckue uMmeHua' (ILA Jpyxunun, 'Kuasp
ABKypakun. Onbir Guorpapuu’, Tam oce, c. 29-33. Hyxso oTMETHTB, YTO
pexomenpamma ITanuHa okasanack nosmHee BecbMa nose3Hod Hukonesy. On obpamancs K
Kypaxuny ¢ mpocs6amu i BcTpeyan 6narocknoHHbI npueM. CM. mam arce, 280-5.

10 Mocxkoecxue éedomocmu (9 uions 1795), c. 997; (5 ausapa 1796), c. 25.

11 H.H.Huxones, Tlucemo JI.M.XBocToBy. 5 Hoa0ps 1812'. [ly6maxanus HU.d.MapreiHosa
<M.I".AnsTmrysnepa>, ITucema pycckux nucameneii XVII eexa (J1., 1980), c. 410.

12 Cm..KouerkoBy, Croeape pycckux nucameneti XVII gexa, 11, 350.

13 ApyxunuH, c. 286.

14 'Bpatea I[TaHHHBI NPHXOAUIIHCE KY3€HaMH MOel CBEKPOBH: HX MaTepH <...> OsUH
cectpaMH <...> . CbIHOBbS €€ JOBOAMNHCH MoeMy MYy aanpsMu’ (E.P.Jlamkosa,

3anucku. ITucoma cecmep M. H K. Bunemom uz Poccuu. Ilon pen.C.C.Jimutpuesa.
Cocrasurens I.A.Becenas (M., 1987), c. 55.

15 Namkosa. 3anucku, c. 90-3.

16 'Tlucemo Exatepunel PomanoBuel Jamkosoit k Huxonato [Terposuuy Hukonesy',
Pycckan npasoa. Jlumepamypnuiii anemanax na 1860 200 (Kues, 1860), c. 72-3.

17 Oda e.u.6. scemunocmuseiiweti zocyoapwiie Examepurne Anexceeéne ...na 3axmoverue
mupa ¢ Ommomarcxoro ITopmoio 1791 200a dexabpa 29 Ous, 6cenoddaneriwe nooHocum
ea gepHonoooannuiii Hukonaéi Huxonee cuin Ilempa (M., YuuB. tun., y B.Oxopokosa,
1792). MepsonauansHo Gputa omyGmmkoBaHa B F06blx eJiCeMECAUHLIX COYUNEHUAX, M.
LXVIII (desp. 1792), c. I-XV11 (Ceodnuiii xamanoz pycckoii knueu XYL sexa, 11, 303,
no. 4621.
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18 Ooda eues ecemunocmugetimeti 2ocyoapeiie Examepumne Anexceegne ... 6
ceudemenbcmeo Oyuieénazo baazooapeHus Kax 6000we 3a npoaumvin 60#CeCMEEHHbLIA
weopomel Ha 6cex 4aod poccuuckux 06HAPOO0SAHHbIM MAaHugecmom cenmabpa emopazo
OHA 6 Nemo YapcmeosaHus ea: 6cepoccKazo, 6 mpudecams 6mopoe, MAsPuvecKazo 6
nepeoe Ha decams, max u COBHO 3a OKA3AHKYIO 6LICONAUULYIO MUROCMb HAZPANCOEHUEM
manyio dcepmey 3a Genuxus brazomeopenus npumecwiazo ea éepronodoarHozo Huxonas
Huxonesa (M., Tun. Xp. Knaynus, 1793) (Tam ice, no. 4622).

19 Jee 00v1 Ha e3amue nobedonocHvim poccutickum eouncmeom enpoda Ouaxosa 1788
200a Oexabpa 6 Oua couunennvin nepeéas 2.T..m 6 yapcmee Mmepmevix, 6mopasn
omcmaensim condamom Mouceem Cnenyosoim ([Cn6.,Tun.Paxmanunosa), 1789) (Tam aice,
302, no. 4617).

20 C.T.AxcaxoB, 'JlutepaTypHsie 1 TeaTpalbHble BocioMuHaHua', Cobpanue couurnenuii 6
yemeipex momax, 111 (M.,1956), 16.

21 ITosmer XY11I sexa, buorpadpuueckue cnpasxu 1.3.Cepmana, cocraBnenne
I'.I1.Makoronenko u U.3.Cepmana, noaroroska Tekcta H npuMedachus ['.C. Tatunesoi, 11
(J1.1972), 491-2. (3ameTum ewe pasz, uro nogobHoe o cebe BpAA X MOT HanMCaTh
JBEHAAUATHICTHHH Mab4yHK.)

22 "YKepreonpuxowenue. [losma Ha cydail H3zanus mMunocTBeix MaHHpecToB ['ocysapem
Wmneparopom anekcanapom [laBnoBuuem B mepBoe Bhicoyaifliee MPHCYACTBHE €ro B
Cenare B 15 #i AeHp MO BOCHIECTBHM HA MPECTOJ OT BepHonoananHoro Hukonesa cnenoro.
Anpens nus 180-# roxa’, Ormen pyxomuce#t Poccuiicko#t HauuoHanbHoll OGuGmHoTEKH
<CI16>, A XVII. 183 (1), n.4.

23 C.T.Akcakos, Yx. cou., c1p.12.

24 Tam xce, c1p.18.

25 Tam sce, c1p.15.

26 Cm. B.UlCrenanoB, ‘[lonemuka oxpyr [I.U.DoHBH3MHA B mnepHOA cCO3NaHHA
Hedopocns', Pyccxkas numepamypa XVIII sexa @ ee ceasax ¢ uckyccmeom u rayxot, XVIL
sex, c6. 15 (JI., 1986), 204-29. Cm. Taoke omybnukoBaHHYI0O HM e catupy 'O6en
Munacos', koTopas BellIa M3 Kpyra PoHBH3MHA H OXHMM M3 IJIaBHLIX IepoeB KOTOpOi
apnserca Huxones: 'K uctopun nuteparypubix nonemuxk XYIUI B. (“O6en Munacos”)',

[My6nuxauus B.I1. Crenanoa, Edcezo0nux pyxonucrnozo omoena IMywixurnckozo doma Ha
1976 200 (J1.,1978), c. 146.
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IL. ‘O 271a6HbIX NpUNUHAX, OMHOCAUUXCA K RNPUPAWEHUIO
xyoodcecms u Hayx’: O0 aBropcTBe craThbH, npunucbiBaBmeiica H.H.

HoukoBy, iy Tpu aHOHHMHBIX COYHHEHHUS

L
Ha crpanunax nepsol 4wactw Mockosckozo esicemecaunozo usdanus  (1781),
MPOCYIIECTBOBABIIEr0 POBHO OAMH rofi, Opula MEXAY NMpoYMM OnyOGIMKOBaHA aHOHHMHAasA
cTathsl ‘O 21ABHBIX NPUHUHAX, OMHOCAWUXCA K npupawjeHuio xyoodicecme u Hayk'. Crates
9Ta AOJTO€ BPEMA OCTaBajach H3BECTHA TOJNBKO Y3KOMY KpPYry HCTOPDHKOB JIMTEpATYphI.
[Toxoxe, yro B XIX cToneTHH K ykasaHHOM CTaThe H3 HOBHKOBCKOTO )XypHasia BIEpBhIE
npussek obwecTtBeHHoe BHuMaHue A.U. Heseneno (1845 - 96), mepeneuartaBminit B
CBOCH MaruCTEpCKOH AMCCEPTALMH OTACNLHBIE M3 HEE BBIICPKKH C MPHCOBOKYMACHHEM
coOCTBeHHBIX 3aMeyanuii. B yacTHOCTH, OH nucan:
[IpexpacHas craths ‘O rnaBHBIX TNPHYHHAX, OTHOCALIMXCHA K
NPHPAIMEHHIO XYAOKECTB H HayK' TOBOPHT O 3apOXXACHHH HayK H
HCKYCCTB B YEJIOBEYECTBE M O TOM, YTO CNOCOOGCTBYET MX Da3BHTHIO U

pacnpocTpaHeHHIO B Hapoje'.

Hanee cnemyer KpaTkui#t nepeckaz craThd 0Oe3 Kakoro-nu6o OOBACHEHHA WM
KpHTHYeCKoro paszbopa mpocTpaHHbIX H3BNeYeHHH. BripoyeM, kakoro-i1ubo obvicHeHus B
TO BpeMs ¥ He TpeboBanoCh, IIaBHOE XKe Ae0 ObUIo caenaHo — H3BJICUEHHS H3 aHOHUMHOM
cratbi XVIII Beka He OCTalNCh He3aMEYEHHBIMH; BO BCSKOM Clly4ae, MOC/IEAYIONIHE
HCTOPMKM JIMTEpaTyphl, TOBOPS O MNPOCBETHTENHCKOM HANpaBICHHH HOBHKOBCKOMH

?

WYPHAIMCTHKH, OXOTHO LMTHpOBaMM ‘O rjaBHBIX NpHYHHAX...” He mo Mockoeckomy

u30anulo, Ho mo aucceprauuu A.U. Hesenenosa®.
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Cnycrs copok JieT nocie BbixoAa B cBeT MccnenoBanus AWM. Hesenenosa, B 1916
rony B.A. Boromo6oB, yuenuk Kmouesckoro, eemyctun kuury H.H. Hoeuxoe u ez2o
6pems. ABTOp 3TOrO HCCIEHOBaHHA TAKKE OrPaHH4YHICA OOMIHM pacCyXICHHEM H
TNPOCTPaHHBIM LIUTHPOBAHHEM NpH paszbope HHTepecylolel Hac CTaThu:

B cratbe ‘O rnaBHBIX NMpPHYMHAX, OTHOCAIIMXCA K NMpPHPAIIEHHIO

XYHOXECTB M HayK’ YKa3bIBaeTCs, YTO HayKH NMOABMAIOTCH TOJIBKO TOrAa,

KOTZa OpraHW30BaHHOE 4YeloBeYecKkoe OOIecTBO JaeT HeoOXoAuMYlIo

GezonacHOCTD A CTOKOHHOH BAyM4YHBO#H paGoThl MbiciH. [lnd pa3sBHTHA

Hayk HeobOxoauma cBofoza MBIC/H, “BOIBHOCTBIO OHH upouae'ram'r”:'.

AHanu3upys TY HJIH HHYIO CTaTblo M3 Mockoeckozo uzdavusa, B.A. Boromo6os
MCIONB30Ba Ge3muHble 060poTh Bpoae “Mockosckoe uzoarue BUamT...”, “Mockosckoe

?

us0anue pasbupaer...” H T.A., YTO BIOJIHE €CTECTBEHHO, MOCKOJNBKY AaBTOPCTBO B
HOBMKOBCKOM JKYPHaJI€ YKa3blBaJOCh B HCKIIOYMTENBHBIX cCiyvasx. “Bo mHorux
OTHOLIEHHAX 3aMEYATENbHYIO CTaThio” ynomsuyn srnocneactsud u [.B. [lnexanos B
Hcmopuu pycckoii obwjecmeenHol Mbicau.

Urak, ctates ‘O rnaBHBIX NPHYHHAX, OTHOCALIMXCS K MPUPALIEHHUIO XYAOXKECTB H
HayK’ XOTfl M HaXONMJach B IOJIE 3PEHHA AOPEBOMOLHOHHON OOINECTBEHHOCTH, OJHAKO
BHHMaHHE K He#l BCE jke ObUIO MOBONBHO OrpaHHYEHHBIM, a YacTOTa LMTHPOBAHHMA
(axktHyeckn HHuUTOXHON. [Tonoxenue 3To uamenunoces B 1947 r., Koraa BelllieN B CBET
4eTBepTEIii TOoM Hcmopuu pyccxoli aumepamypbi, Ha CTPaHHLAX KOTOPOTO COBETCKHMH
uccnenoBaTenIMu OBLT BBIABHHYT pAA HOBBIX MOJOXEHHH B CBA3H CO CTaTeel M3
HOBHKOBCKOro xypHana. [.Il. Makoronenko u 1.3. Cepman, aBTops! pazaena ‘ Hosuxos’, B
YaCTHOCTH COOOIUIH Cliedylolee:

BriicHeHMI0  Bompoca,  KakMe  OGIUECTBEHHBIE  YCJIOBHA
Cnoco6CTBYIOT Ppa3sBHTHIO HayK, mNocBAlmeHa cratkd ‘O  IJaBHBIX

NpHYHHAX, OTHOCALIMXCA K NMPHPAIICHHIO XyA0XKeCTB U Hayk'. CTaTes 3Ta
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Oe3 mOAMMCH, BMAMMO, OpHrHHaNbHad. MbICNH, pa3sBUBaeMbie B Hel,
6MM3KH K MHOTOYMCJICHHBIM HOBHKOBCKHMM BBICKA3bIBAHMSM, U MOXHO
NIPEATIONOXHTh, YTO H CTAaTbd NPHHAIEKHT eMy. B craThe BHIABHraroTCA
nBa Te3uca. [lepserii: Tonbko cBoGoma cnocoGCTBYET pacLBETY HayK M
XYHOXECTB, M BTOpPOH: TONBKO HAapOX €CTb MCTHHHBIH XpaHUTENb
3aBoeBaHHi Haykd. Bea craths ObUla MONHa HaMEKOB Ha MOJMTHYECKHI
pexxum Poccuu, uto pmenano ee BechMa 3no0oaHeBHOH. U 3to He

eMMHMYREH CTyyalt B Mockoeckom usdanuu’.

B cpoelt o6mupHoili MoHorpadun Huxonaii Hoeukos u pyccxoe npoceewernue XVII
eexa (1951) I'.I1. Makoronenxo eme pa3 NOBTOPHTCH:
BriicHeHHIO Bompoca O TOM, YTO Xe CHOCOGCTBYET pa3BHUTHIO
HayK, nocBsmeHa cTathd ‘O TIJIaBHBIX NpPHYMHAX, OTHOCALIMUXCA K
NPHPAIICHAIO XyN0XecTB W Hayk’. CraThd 3Ta 6e3 NMOMIHCH, HO MBICIH,
pasBHBaeMble B HEH, OJM3KH K MHOFOYHCICHHEIM BBICKa3bIBAHHAM
HoBHkoBa, H MOXHO NpEANONOXHUTb, YTO JaHHAA CTAaTbi NPHHALICKHT

emy®.

Ilpemnonoxenne I.II. Maxkorosenko ObuUI0O HeMemleHHO oOpameHo B
YCTaHOBJIEHHBIH (paKT myTeM BKIIOYEHHA cTaThi ‘O JIaBHBIX NpHYHHAX...' B M36pannvie
couunenus HoBHKOBa, BEILIEMIIHE B TOM e roay . Mrak, 1951-i roa — 310 roz, B KOTOpoM
aHOHMMHas cTaTbd M3 Mockoeckozo u3danus BApPYr, COBEpPIICHHO Oe3noKasaTeNbHO,
obpena cBoe aBTOpCTBO H Oblia BKIIOYEHa B obwecTBeHHOE co3HaHue. [lopmepxan unero
I'.Il. MakoroseHKo ¥ Takoil KpyNHbIW COBETCKHiH JmTepaTypoBesi, kak A.B. 3ananos. B
1968 rony, B Guorpadun HoBukopa, Benueaiie#t MaccoBbIM THpauoM B cepuu Kusne

3amMeyamenbHulx niodeti, OH B YaCTHOCTH MUCA:
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IMocne Ympennezo céema HoBukoB ¢ sxBapa no aekabpo 1781
roga Bbimyckan Mockoeckoe edicemecaunoe u3danue — IKYpHal,
CHYXHBHIHK €ro NpoJo/NKEHHEM, HO OT/IMYaBIIMHCA oT Ympennezo ceema
BKJTIOYEHHEM CTaTe# 10 MCTOPHH, reorpad iy X NONTHTHKE.

Ha ctpannnax 3T0ro >xypHajia HEpelKO 3aTParHBaJIECh BOIPOCEH!
COBpEMEHHOM JeiCTBHTENLHOCTH, HpaBOY4eHHsA AOMOJTHANHCH
KPUTHUYECKMMHU HaOMIOAEHHAMH HaJl OKpYXXalole# XH3HbI0. ABTOpP CTaThU
‘O rjaaBHBIX MPHYMHAX, OTHOCAINAXCH K NMPHPALLEHHIO XYAO0XKECTB H HayK’
- ouesuaHo, H. Y. HoBukoB — nucan o ToM, YTO MUId pa3sBHTHA Hayk
HeoOXomuMBl YCTOMYHBOE COCTOSHHE MOJMUTHYECKMX YYpEeKICHHH,
cBobona mpicau. Tak, HayKH JOCTUIIHM ycnexa B pecnyOnukaHckoM Pume,
HO Korja “riocienoBano mozjoe paGcTBO BO BpeMEHa HMIEpPAaToOpoB, TO
ceit GnaropoaHeiimii sxap BApyT norac”.

O Poccuu B craThe HE rOBOPHIIOCE HHYEro, HO MBICIb YHTATENs
HeBOJIbHO obpamanach K He#, BCTpedas CTPOKM O TOM, YTO “HMrAe, rae
TONBKO pabcTBO, XOTA 6b1 OHO GBLNO M 3aKOHHO, CBA3BIBAET Aymy Kak Gbl
OKOBaMM, He JOJKHO OXKHIAaTh, YTO6 OHO MOTJIO MPOM3BECTH YTO-HUOYIBL

BemMKoe”.

[Npeanonoxenune I'.Il. MakoroHeHKO HacTOJBKO YTBEPAHJIOCH B OOLIECTBEHHOM H
aKaJIeMHYECKOM CO3HAHHH, YTO CTaThio ‘O riaBHBIX NPUYHHAX..." NPHHAIMCH BKIKOYATh —
LEIMKOM MM B H3BJCYEHMSAX — B Pa3fIMuyHOrO poja aHTONOTHHM K cOopHuku (Pyccxue
nucamenu o numepamyprom mpyoe (1954), Hcmopus sacmemuxu: namamuuxu Mupoeoii
scmemuueckoii muicau (1962), Pyccxaa cunocodpus emopoii nonosunvr XVIII eexa:
Xpecmomamus (1990), Maconcmeo u pycckas kynemypa (1998) u npou.). Kpome Toro, 3ta

CTaTha ClieNanach NpeIMETOM paccyxaeHu# H o606meHunit 1A MHOIHX TMTEPATYPOBE/IOB,
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HCTOPHKOB, (uIOCO(OB, NMpaBOBEAOB, MENAroroB, HCKYCCTBOBEHOB M TNCHXonoros. U
Bcionly HoBHKOB nouHTaeTCA aBTOPOM.

IMocne ny6mukaumu cratem m3 Mockoeckozo u3dawus B COGPaHHH COUMHEHHH
HoBukoBa, M3gaHHOM [OBOJBHO GONBIIMM THPAaXOM, BOTIPOC O TOM, KTO € €CTh
HCTHHHBIH aBTOp 3TOH CTaTBH, KaXETCsA, HUKOTAA ¢ Tex 1op M He cTaBuica. Mexny TeMm,
KaK HaM TNpeACTaB/AEeTCs, CYIIECTBYIOT BCE OCHOBAHMA JUIA TOTO, YTOOGHI YCOMHHTECS B
HCTHHHOCTH YTBEPAHBILEroCA NOJIOXKEHHA.

Hopukos we 6pin aBTOpoM crathéi ‘O rIaBHBIX npuumHax...’. Ilepex Hamu —

nepeBos ¢ ppaHIly3CKOro...

IL

B 1762 rony B Jlonaoue GbU10 HanmeyaTaHO aHOHMMHOE COYMHEHHE MOJ Ha3BaHHEM
Paccyacoenue o coépemennom cocmosnuu aumepamyput ¢ Eepone (Considérations sur
l'état présent de la littérature en Europe). 10T A0BONLHO OOBEMHBIN TPAKTAT COCTONI H3
25 rnas. Bropas rnasa ero Ha3blBajach TaK Xe, KaKk U CTaTb U3 Mocko6ckozo usdanus —
‘O rnaBHBIX MPHYMHAX, OTHOCALIMXCSA K MpHpaIIEHHIO XyaoxkecTB H HayK’ (‘Des causes
générales qui contribuent a I’avancement des Arts et des Sciences’). CraTss, noMelleHHas
Ha CTpaHWIAX HOBMKOBCKOIO H3JaHMs, NpeAcTaBnfer coboif nojHL nepeBoA BTOPOH
rMaBbl B3 (PaHIY3CKOro aHORHMHOTO COYMHEHHsA. Kpome Toro, 3To mepeBoi AOBOMLHO
TOYHBIN, XOTA ¥ He Briojne cBoGoAHbIH oT omubox. Cp. HauaIbHbIE CTPOKH BTOPOI I/1aBbl
dbpaHLy3CKOro TpaxTaTa M COOTBETCTBYIOUMH PparMenT U3 Mockoeckozo u30anus:

A la naissance du Monde, I’homme étoit tout occupé a chercher une

modique subsistance, ou & défendre ses possessions contre la férocité des

ours & des lions. Sans loix & sans aucune sorte de communication, il

menoit une vie errante, craintive, incertaine, 4 peu prés comme nos

Sauvages dans les foréts de I’ Amérique, ayant tout a craindre de I’avidité

de ses semblables & de la c_ruauté des bétes farouches’.
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Ot camoro Havaja MHpa 4eNoBeK €IHHCTBEHHO O TOM TOJBKO
crapancs, Kak Gbl HMeTh HyxHoe cefe MpONMHTAHHE WIH 3alHTHTH CBOE
BlafeHHe OT JIIOTOCTH Measeaed M nbBoB. He HMMEs HH 3aKOHOB H
HHMKaKOro cooOIleHMs, OH MPENpOBOXIaI JHH CBOH, CKUTAJCH B CTpaxe H
rpy6ocTH, ¥ KK MOJOGHO IUKMM, PAaCCESHHBIM [0 JieCaM aMepPHKaHCKHM,
omacasch BCerja TO XamHocTH cebe mofoOHBIX, TO CBHUpENCTBA AMKHX

3Bepeii'°.

OjHako BHayasle 3afafiiMCs BOMPOCOM: KTO )K€ ABJACTCA aBTOPOM AHOHMMHOTIO
¢panuysckoro Tpakrara? [TosBHBIIKHCE Ha CBET, Paccydicoerue 0 COBPEMEHHOM COCMOAHUU
aumepamypst 6 Eepone TOTHac BHI3BANO PAM XYPHANBHBIX OTIJIHKOB: BO (PpaHIy3CKHX
noBpeMeHHBIX H3faHuax 1762-3 romo Obul0 omyOnHKOBaHO, MO MEHbLIEH Mepe, 5
pelieH3MH, B KOTOPBIX NMOAPOGHO paccMaTpHBAJIOCh COAEP)KaHHE aHOHHMHOrO TpakTtaTa. B
HEKOTOPBIX M3 HHX CBeleHUsA 00 aBTOpe OTCYTCTBOBAJIH, YTO BIOJHE €CTECTBEHHO, HO B
conepxaHumn XypHana L’'Année Littéraire 3a 1762 roa nocne Ha3BaHusa pa3bupaemoii
KHUIH clefoBana HHTpHrywomwas cpasa “Par M. I’Abbé A...... "l B nmpyrom xe
NOBPEMEHHOM H3JIaHUH - B JDHYUKAONeOUYeCKOM JiCypHane - WM aBTOpa Ha3bIBAIOCH
Bnonke — a66ar O6pu (Abbé Aubri)'?, Onnako Bckope, B 1769 roay Beimen JIMTepaTypHBIit
cnipaBoyHuk La France littéraire, B kotopoM aBTopcTBO a66ara O6pH onposepranocs'. B
Ka4yecTBE € HCTHHHOrO aBTopa ObU1 HaszBaH (paHuysckuit dunocod Pobume. Ortuero
uMeHHo Pobune Obun0 mnpunmucaHo aBTOPCTBO PaccyxcOenus B CIPABOYHHKE He
MOACHANOCH. PaKTHYECKH BCE ABTOPHTETHEIE (PPAHILY3CKHE C/IOBApH, BRILIEMIIHE C TeX NOp
H BKJTIOYAIOIIHE JIMTEPATYPHYIO CripaBKy 0 Po6uHe, yTBEpXIAlOT OHO M TO Xe: aBTOPOM
Paccyacdenun o cospemernom cocmoanuu aumepamyps: 6 Eepone asnsercs Xan-Batucr-

Pene Pobuue (1735 — 1820). Kaxercs, 4To 3T0 MHEHME NpPOYHO YTBEPAMNOCH BO

ppanuysckoll 6uGmuorpapuueckoii HTEpaTYpe M NEpeuyio B Hay4HBIC MpEACTABIEHUS
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Apyrux ctpad. BnpoueM, Paccyowcoenue Pobune — sto tpysa, KOTOPEIA peIkO CTAHOBHIICS
NpeaMETOM MPHCTAIBHOTO BHUMaHHA HcenenoBatened. Helnye e, €ciy U BCIOMHHAIOT O
Paccyxcoenuu Pobure, TO NMpeHMYIIECTBEHHO B CBA3M C couMHeHMsMu [dsuna IOma,
MEpeBOAYHKOM  KOTOPBIX Obin  (paHuysckuit Bombmomymen''. Tak, Hanpumep,
COBpEMEHHEIH HcclienoBaTes Mumens Manep6 B CBoe# CTaThe 0 BOCIPHATHH COYHHEHHH
1. FOMma Bo ®panumu'’ mumer, uto Pobuke, aBTOp Paccyscdenus, UCTBITAN HECOMHEHHOE
BIIMSHHE 3HAMEHHTOro IIOTIAHACKOro (uocoda u B KauecTBe NOKA3aTENbCTBA NPUBOIUT
nonoxenus u3 oyepka ‘Of the Rise and Progress of the Arts and Sciences’. [To MueHuio
uccnenosares, 3tot ouepk FOMa, Bxopaumii B kuury Essays Moral and Political (1742),
uMeer MHoro obwero ¢ TpakraroM PoOune. B wactHocTH, BO BTOpOH rnase (!)
Paccyxcoenun comepxarcs HIACH, TNMOYEPNHYTBIE M3 YKazaHHOro couuHeHus IOma.
3axmoyas HabmoaeHue, nocegieHoe B3auMocsasu Pobune u [Oma, M. Manep6 nuwer:;

Csoeobpa3nas peuenuus OMa X0TH M He SABNANACH B CTPOrOM CMEIC/E
aKaJieMHYECKOM, OZIHAKO X OHA NPHHEC/A ONpeAeNeHHYIO NOJIb3Y, MOCKOMbKY TaK
WIM HHaue MNpPOBOAMNOCH pacnpocTpaHenue uaeH IOma, mycTe u mnyTeM
noBTOpeHHi, fo6aBneHHH U HCKaXeHUI; BIpoueM, B NONOGHOro poza peuenuuy
€CTh H CBOM HENOCTATOK, MOCKONbKY KOMMEHTATOPhI 3aTPYAHAIOTCA 0 CHX MOp
ONpeeMHTS, 9TO xe NpuHamIexHT FOMy, a uto - Pobune's.

Hcrurnas npasaa! IIpoBecTy rpaHMIbl HHTEIUIEKTYATBHONH COGCTBEHHOCTH MEXAY
IOMoM 1 Pobune — 3a/iaua ype3BbYaliHO TPYAHAA H, KXeTcs, Hepaspemumas. [leno B ToM,
yt0 Paccyscoenue Po6uHe — 3TO He OPHTHHANBHOE COUHHEHUE (paHLy3cKoro dunocoda,
KaK MOBCEMECTHO M E€JMHOAYIUHO cuuTanock Ko cHX nop. Ilepen Hamu — nepesox ¢

aurnuiickoro...

L
IlpocmaTpuBass  onmcanue  Paccyxcoenus  Pobune  BO (panLy3cKux

6ubnuorpaguYecKux CNpPaBOYHHKAX, B YacTHOCTH, B La France littéraire (1769), mbl
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o6HApY)XHIH 3arafiouHOE YKa3aHWe, YTO 3TO COYMHEHHE eCTb MEepeBol C anrmmiicoro’.
OnHako KOHKDETHBI MCTOYHHMK NpH 3TOM yKasaH He Gbui. bonmee TOro, Ha THTYJIBHOM
srcTe (paHIy3cKoro Paccysicoenusn OTCYTCTBOBAIH KaKne-IMG0 MOMETE! I yKa3aHHA Ha
nepesoHo#i xapaktep TpakraTa. [losTroMy cKasaTh HaBepHOE, OTKyJa BO3HHKIJIO 3TO
yKasaHHe — HEBO3MOXHO. Brpouem, He oGomwnock 1 6e3 Kypbe30B: B ClieLHaNBHOH pabore,
MOCBAlEHHON aHamu3y ¢unocoguu PobGune, Hemeuxuit Hccnemosatens Pelnxapa
Ans6epT mucan, uto Paccysicoenue PobGuHE ecTb NEpeBOA U3 COUYMHEHHMHA aHTIMHACKOH
nucatensruub! r-ku Llepunan'®, Mctounuk s1o#f omubku nerko o6HapyXkuBaeTcs — AE0
B TOM, uto PoOuHe neAcTBHTENLHO mepeBoaws couHHeHMA r-xH lllepupan, oxHako
P.Anms6epr oueBnaHO cMeman ngBa OubnuorpadHyecKkHX ONMMCAHHA, WAYIIMX NMOAPAA B
6uorpaduaeckom crosape JL.I. Mumo'”,

Hrak, Oblnn M yka3aHus Ha nepeBoAHONH XapakTep (paHLY3CKOro TpakTara
nomewensl B La France littéraire (1769) Ha OCHOBAHMM KakKHX-TO CBeJEeHHH, no ommbke
MK 1Mo MHOM KaKoil nmpuuHHe — ceHyac cka3aTh yxe HeBo3MOXHO. Kak Ol TamM Hu Obino,
dpanuysckoe Paccysicdenue — 3To K Ha caMoM JeNie mepeBof ¢ aHrMiickoro’. B xoze
AONONHHUTENBHBIX Pa3sbICKAHHH HaM YIanoCh YCTaHOBHTH, YTO aHTJIMACKHM OPHTHHAJIOM,
JexauM B OcHOBe Paccyscoenus Pobune, sBnserca Hccaedosawue 0 HotHewiHeM
cocmosruu usswHou crosechocmu 6 Eepone (An Enquiry Into the Present State of Polite
Learning in Europe). 310 nccrneoBanue BhIILIO aHOHKMHO B Jlonzore B 1759 roay, T.e. 3a
TPH rofia N0 MOABJEHHS Ha CBET (paHuysckoro Paccyscdenus’, OTHAKO WM €rO aBTOpa
CTaI0 AOMOAJIMHHO M3BECTHO B CaMOM CKOpoM BpemeHH. Yepes 15 ner aurauiickoe
Hccnedosanue BHINJIO BTOPHIM MEPECMOTPEHHBIM H3JAHHEM, HA THTYILHOM JIHCTE
KoToporo 6bU10 nomerneHo ums aBtopa — Onusep Monacmur.

Kax wussectHo, Hccnedoeanue o HoiHewHeM cOCMOAKUU USAWHOL CAOBECHOCMU @
Egpone sBnsietcs nepBbIM CaMOCTOATENbHBIM MpoussenenueM I'onacmuTa, KoTopoe, Kak
HM YIWBHTENBHO, H MO Celf JeHb OCTaeTCd COYHMHEHHEM MEHEe BCET0 H3YYEHHBIM.

BCPOSITHO, 3THM TOJIBKO H BO3MOXHO OOBACHHUTH TaKoe KONMUYECTBO 3arajiok, Koropoe
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okpyxaer Hccredosanue [onpcmuta. BrpoueM, 3arafzoumbiif Xapakrep Hccnedoearnus
NPOABJIAETCA B TNONHOH Mepe JMIIbL NPH CONOCTAB/CHHH aHTJIHHCKOTO MOMTHHHHUKA H €ro
¢paHuysckoro Bapuanta. CpaBHWTENBHBIA Xe aHanu3 amrmadickoro Hccnedoganus w
¢panuysckoro Paccysicoenus, BHIONHEHHEI OCHOBATENBHO H MOAPOGHO — 3TO Tema s
OTHENBHOM CTaThH, XOTA YK€ ceHyac MOXHO CHeNaTh HEKOTOpHIE CYHIECTBEHHBIE
HaOmonenus.

Cxoncto mexny aHrmmitickum Hccaedosanuem w panuysckum Paccyscoenuem
obHapyxuBaeTCs yxe Ha ypoBHe amurpadoB. Tak, Hccnedoeanue TonncMmuta cHabxeHo
AByMs smurpadaMu: rpeveckuM H naTuHCKMM. ['peueckuit anurpad, MCTOYHHK KOTOpOro
paHee He ObUI YCTAHOBJIEH aHIIMHCKHMH KOMMEHTATOpaMH, NpeAcTassieT coGol CHIbHO

UCKaXEHHYIO LMTaTy M3 nmuceMa AnosuioHus Tuanckoro: “Epoi mpog Mirocdpoug eoti

eMa, mpog pévior copiotdg 1 ypoppatotdg 1 T totovto Yévog €tepov avlpdmav

kaxodoupévav ovte vov ot gikia, pijte votepov mote yévorto™!

. Bropo#t xe anurpad
B3at l'onacmuroM u3 aateiHd: “Tolerabile, si aedificia nostra diruerent aedificandi capaces”
(uCTOUHMK He ycTaHOBNEH). Bo ¢paniysckom xe Paccysicoenuu Pobune noMemeH Tonbko
naTHHCKuH snurpad, a nuTaTa A3 NHCEMa ANoJUIOHAA THaHCKOro BEIMYIIEHA.

OnHako Jaxe TOBEPXHOCTHOE ciM4yeHHe aHramiickoro FHccaedoeanus o
¢paniysckoro Paccyscoenus TO3BONAET 3aMeTHTh, uTO Paccyxcoenue Pobune He
ABISETCH B CTpOroM CMeicie nepesomoM Hccredosanus T'onpcmura. Ilpexne Bcero
CleAyeT 3aMETHTB, YTO (paHuy3ckoe Paccyscdenue Gonee 06bEMHO U COCTOMT U3 25 I1as,
anrmuiickoe xe Hccnedoeawue — w3 14 rnas. 310 BnpoyeM OOBACHAETCA TEM, YTO NpH
obmuocTH pa3bupaemoro marepuana pa3buBKa riiaB BO (paHIy3CKOM H3JaHHH HOCHT
6Gonee npoxymanmslit xapakrep. Tak, HanpuMep, nATaf raasa aHrHACKOro Hecredosanusn
1759 rona HaseiBaercs ‘O HBIHELIHEM COCTOSHHH H3smHOMK cnosecHocTd B HMramuu’ (Ch.
V: ‘Of the present state of polite learning in Italy’), xoTs HasBanue 3T0 H He OTPaXKacT ee
MCTHHHOTO COJEP)KaHHs, OCKONBKY CIOJIa BKITIOYEH MaTepual, NOCBAEHHBIA TuTepaType

Tepmanuy, Fonnanaun, Vcnanuu, iisenn u Jauun. Bo dpanmysckom xe Paccysicoenuu
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3TOT HENOCTATOK WMCTIpABJEH ¥ PACCMOTPEHHIO JMTEPATYpsl TOH WIH HHOH CTpaHbl
nocesmeHa oTnenbHas rnasa (Ch. VII: ‘De I’état présent de la Littérature en Italie’; Ch.
VIII: ‘De la Littérature d’Allemagne’; Ch. IX: ‘De la Hollande’; Ch. X: ‘De ’Espagne’;
Ch. XI: ‘De la Suede’; Ch. XII: ‘Du Dannemark’). Ecnu e Mbl 3arjnsHeM BO BTOpoe
u3naume anrnmiickoro Hecnedosanua (1774), 10 MBI OOHapyXuMm, YTO B ITOM
HCTIPAaBJICHHOM M TIEPECMOTPEHHOM H3JaHHK pa3OHMBKA I/aB OT/IHYAeTCs OT MEpPBOro
u3gannsa 1759 rona W Ha3BaHMs INaB B HEM NPHBEJEHB! B COOTBETCTBHE C (paHLy3CKUM
Paccyacdenuem (1). Y1 BOT 34€Ch Mbl CTAIKMBaeMCA C NepBoi 3araaxo — VI3BeCTHEI i B
MCTOPHMH JIMTEpaTYphl MpPHUMEPHI TOro, 4Tobbl TOT WJIM MHOM nHcaTenb NMpH NOBTOPHOM
M3JaHUH CBOEr0 COYHMHEHHA MNEpecMaTpUBal COMNEpIKAHHE CBOEH KHMIH, OMHPasCh Ha
npeANeCTBYIOMHI HHOCTPaHHbIH nepesoxa? BozmoxHo nu 3107

bonee Toro, sropas rnasa aHrnuickoro Hccredosanus 1759 roma, uHTEpECyoLIas
Hac B CBA3H C mepesoaoM B Mockoeckom uzdoanuu HosukoBa, HaswiBanack ‘O6 ymaake
nutepatypsl apeBHHX’ (‘Of the decline of ancient learning’). CooTBercTByIolmas xe eii
rnaBa M3 ¢paHnuysckoro Paccyscoenus Pobune 1762 rona HasbBanach, KaKk Mbl OMHHM,
‘O rnaBHBIX MPHYHMHAX, OTHOCAIIMXCA K MPHpAINEHHIO XyAoxecTs U Hayk’ (‘Des causes
générales qui contribuent & I’avancement des Arts et des Sciences’). Mexnmy TeMm, BoO
BTOPOM HM3JiaHuH Hccnedosanus NepBOHAYaIbHOE Ha3BaHHE I7aBEl YOPaHO H BMECTO HEro
NOMEMIEHO Ha3BaHHE, B 3HAYMTENIbHOH Mepe HamoMHHalomee (paHnysckuii Bapuaut — ‘O
npruyrHax, cnocobcTBylomux ynanky nutepatypel’ (‘The Causes which contribute to the
decline of learning’).

YuuTEIBasA CKa3aHHOE BbILIE, MBI BBIHYXXICHHI 3aKTIOYHTD, YTO 60 [OJIACMHT 3HAN
O CyWecTBoBaHHM (Qpanuysckoro Paccyocdenus PoGuHe, onoOpuTENnsHO BCTpeTHN
M3MEHEHUS, B HEM COJCPXAINMECS, ¥ MOTOMY NPHHSAI BO BHAMAHME TH U3MEHEHHUS MpU

NOCNEAYIOWEM NEPEH3IaHHK CBOEro TpakTata, H60 MBI MMeeM zeno ¢ Gonee rnyGokoi

TaltHoi.
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Bropas e 3araaka cocToHT B ToM, yto paHuysckoe Paccysicdenue Pobune, xak
M3BECTHO, BBIIUIO B Jlonnowe. Mexay TeM, ¢paHuy3ckuil BOABHOLYMEL, CMONOLY
NOKHHYBIIMA poAuHy W mepebpapmmiics B ['OJUIaHAMIO [0 MIPHYHHAM MHTEJUIEKTYAIBHO-
OUCCHOCHTCKOTO CBOWMCTBA, BCE CBOH COYHHEHHA H34aBaj MPEHMYIIECTBEHHO B
Amcrepaame. Berxomut, uto Paccysicdenue, ninansoe B JIOHOOHE, ABJISETCA enBa JIH He
COMHCTBEHHBIM HCKIOYEHHEM. 3TOT (aKkT Takke ClIeAyeT MMeTb B BHAY NPH YTEHUH
cnenyiomux HabmoneHui.

3aumcTBOBaHMsA I'onacMHTa M3 couMHeHHH (paHmysckux mnucateneil (mpexie
Bcero, BomeTepa ¥ Mapku3a I’ApaHca) H3y4eHB! NOBONBHO Xopowo. OnHako Tema
‘Tonncmut n Pobune’, kaxercs, 10 CHX NMOp HE pacCMaTpHUBANach U BOOOLIE He CTABUIACH
B 3apy0exHOM JMTepaTypoBencHHH. [Ipuunna e 3akmoyaeTcs B TOM, YTO (hpaHLy3cKHe
HCCIIEIOBATENM HE MOJO3PEBANM O CYLIECTBOBAHMM TNpAMON B3aHMOCBA3H MEXAY
Paccyacoenuem Pobune u Hecnedoeanuem TonacMuTa H Beera pasbupany ero oTAETbHO
OT TEPBOHCTOYHHKA, AHTIMACKHE )€ MCCNEJOBATENH B CBOIO OYEPEAb HE 3HANH O
CYUIECTBOBAHMM TNpAMON  B3auMOcBi3M Mexnmy Hccredosanuem Tonmemura |
Paccyxcoenuem PoOuHE H MOTOMY HE 3aMEYaIH NMapaJOKCOB, BO3HHKAIOIUHMX TOJNBKO NpPH
CPaBHHTEJIBHOM H3Y4YEHHH 3THX JABYX COYMHEHHIA.

Wrak, ¢panuysckoe Paccyxncdenue Pobune mnpexncrasnser coboli 3HaYHTENLHO
paclMpeHHbI mnepeBol aHrimmickoro Hccredoeanus T'onacMHTa, BHIIEALIErO TpPeMs
rofgaMu pasee. Mexny TeM, HaM Hen3BecTHO, uToObl Pobune rae-nuGo noaTsepaun KK
ONMpoBEpr CBOE ABTOPCTBO OTHOCHTENBHO (paHLy3cKkoro Paccyscdenus. ABTOPCTBO
Po6une BnepBuie yka3aHo B La France littéraire (1769), n cBefeHHA M3 3TOTO U3AaHHA
BMOCJICACTBHH TIEPEeLIH BO BCe aBTOPHTETHblE GMONHOrpaduyeckue CripaBOYHMKH, XOTA
Kakne-H60 ocHOBaHMA NJia Momo6HoM aTpubynum Hurge He npupoAAtcs. Jla u cambli
dakr Bbixoma dpanuysckoro Paccyscdenus B JloHpoHe, a He B AMCTepiame, rae
npoxusan PobuHe, 3acTaB/sAeT WHaye BIMJHYTh Ha yXe CyllecTBYiomue naHHee. Bee sto

¥ no6yAUNO HAC K NanbHEHITHM pa3biCKaHUAM.



Kmou K OKOHYATejbHOMY paspelleHHIO 3arafiki Mbl HalIM Ha CTpaHHLax
aHrJMiicKOro ydeHoro xypHana Notes and Queries 3a 1904 rop. B okra6psckom
OTAE/NIEHMH ITOr0 H3JaHus ObUIO MOMEILIEHO B BBICHIEH CTENEHM NpUMeYaTelbHOe
cooblieHHe, KOTOPOE, MOXOXKE, BHIMANO M3 TOJNA 3PEeHHA CNELHATHCTOB, 3aHHMABIIHMXCH
u3ygenneM TeopuyecTa Ionicmuta. TIpHBOZIMM BIIONHE 3Ty KOPOTKYIO 3aMETKY’>, aBTOP
KOoTOpo# yKpbuIics 3a HHHumanamu W.D.:

GOLDSMITH’S ‘PRESENT STATE OF POLITE LEARNING’
- There is in my possession a manuscript book of Nathan Drake,

once widely known by his essays on eighteenth-century literature. It

consists partly of extracts from his favourite authors, partly of notes on

their lives and bibliography. Amongst the latter 1 found a very curious

reference to Goldsmith. It is to the effect that the poet, settling down to a

literary life after his wandering abroad, composed the ‘Enquiry into the

Present State of Polite Learning,” in two languages, French and English;

that he endeavoured unsuccessfully to get the former published abroad; but

that after the issue of the English edition it was published in London in

1762, under the title ‘Considérations sur I'Etat Présent de la Littérature en

Europe.’

I have looked all through the British Museum Catalogue without

finding any book with this title, nor have I ever met with any confirmation

of this story in any biography of Goldsmith. I should be glad, at any rate,

to know if such a French book exists, for it seems to me equally incredible

either that Goldsmith should have written it in French, or that in 1762 a

translator should have thought him worth translating. =~ W.D.

Hinxe nomermiaem pycckuii nepeBos 3aMeTKH:

‘UCCIIENOBAHME O HbIHEIIHEM COCTOSIHUM U3SILHON
CJIOBECHOCTHW’ T'OJIACMUTA
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- B MoeM pacnopsikeHHH HaxOQMTCA pyKONHCh KHMTH Hartana
Hpeiixa, KOTOpBI HEKOr#a CNABWICA CBOMMH 3CCESMHM O JIMTEpaType
BOCEMHaquaToro cronerus. Kuura 3ta oT4acTH COCTOMT K3 OTpPBIBKOB,
BEIOpaHHBIX aBTOPOM U3 COYHHEHHI CBOMX MOOMMBIX nucaTeneii, 0TYacTH
ke H3 3ameToK OHorpaduueckoro m GuGmmorpaduueckoro xapakrepa.
Cpenu nocnegHux s u OOHapyXun BecbMa JMOBONBITHYIO HMCTODMIO,
kacalomytocs I'ongcmuta. Cyts ee B ToM, uTto ['ONJICMHT, BCTYNHB Ha
JIMTEpaTypHOE IOMPpHILE MOCJHEe CKUTaHHH MO YYXHM KpasM, COUMHHI
Hccenedoeanue o HbIHEWHEM COCMOAHUU mu;naﬁ chogecHocmu Ha ABYX
A3BIKAX, aHTTHHCKOM M (paHIy3CcKOM; NPHYEM BCe MONBITKY HameyaTaTh
¢panuy3ckuit BapHaHT 3arpaHuuei ocrasmcs 6e3 ycnexa, ogHako B 1762
rofy Nnocie BEIXOJa Ha CBET aHITMACKOro H3faHus GpaHIy3cKuil BapHaHT
Bce ke Obln onybnukoBaH — OH Belmen B JIOHmOHE mox Ha3BaHHEM
Considérations sur I'Etat Présent de la Littérature en Europe.

51 BHMMATENBHO H3y4un Bech katanor bpurasckoro Myses, onHako
 KHMTH C TaKMM Ha3BaHHEM MHE OTBICKAaTh HE YAANOCh, KaK BAPOYEM H
BCE TMOMNBITKK OOHApY)XXHTb MOATBEPXKAEHHE J3TOr0 pacckasa B
XU3HeomucaHuy ["0lICMHTA OKa3alKCh HanpacHbIMH. Bo BeskoM ciyuae,
s Oymy upesBbMaliHO mpH3HaTeneH 3a Jnobbie CBEACHHA O TOM,
CyLlecTBYeT NM Ha camoM zene 5Ta ¢paHuysckad kuura. Jlugno mme
KKETCH HEBEPOATHBIM, yToObl ['0ONACMMTY MPHIIO HA YM RaMHCaTh CBOE
WCCNenoBaHue Mo-ppaHiy3CcKH, CTONb XK€ HEBEPOATHBIM KaXETCs MHE H
1O, YyTO B 1762 rogy Hekul nNepeBOMYHK B3AyMal NEPEBECTH COUMHEHHE
HHMKOMY Heu3BecTHoro asropa. [W.D.]

[Tocne nucbkMa 4YWTaTENs CIEAOBAN PENAKLHOHHBIH OTBET, B KOTOPOM, MEXAy
NPOUMM, YKa3bIBANMCh BbIXOAHBIE HAaHHEIE (paHLy3cKoro Paccyscdenus, a TaiKe

co06IIaNoch O TOM, YTO KHHIa 3Ta NpUNMchiBaeTcs (paHiysckoMy BosbHORYMUY Pobune,
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KOTOpBI# MHOrO MnepeBOAMN ¢ aHriMiickoro. OnHaKo NpHCIaHHbIE YHTATENeM CBEACHHA,
U3BAEYCHHEIE U3 HeonmybnukopaxHol xuuru H. petika (1766 — 1836), Tak u octanuch 6e3
BHHMaHHA pelaKluH.

Kaxerca, ecTs Bce ocHoBaHuA nosepaTh cBenenuam H. [lpeiixa. Ha BeiMbicen aTo
HHCKOJIBKO He moxoxe. M ecliH NMpUHATE 33 HCTHHY NpEanosioxeHue o ToM, 9ro ['onacMur
AB/IAETCA aBTOPOM HE TOJIBKO aHrnuHcKo#, HO M (paHIy3CKOH KHHMIH, BCE NapafoKChl H

3arafiki, M3JI0XKE€HHBIE BhIIIE, TOTYAC [TOYy4aloT CBOE obbsAcHeHue.

IV.

CpaBHeHHe BTOpOM rnaBel ¢GpaHUy3ckoro PaccydicOeHus H COOTBETCTBYIOLIEH
yacTH aHrnuiickoro Mccredosanus NoKa3bIBaeT, YTO BO ()PaHIy3CKOM BapHaHTE MMEIOTCH
¢dparMeHTHl, OTCYTCTBYIOLIME B aHrimiickom opurumane. [IpuBemeM onMH H3 TaKHX
¢dparMeHTOB:

Les Anglois ont fait de grands progrés dans la Philosophie: je les

attribue a cette fiere liberté de penser & d’écrire dont ils donnent I’exemple

4 I'Univers. Personne n’ignore que “Domitien fit mourir Metius

Pompotianus, parce qu’il avoit chez lui une mappemonde & un recueil des

harangues de Tite-Live. Personne n’ignore que quelques portraits,

qu’Hermogene de Tarse a inférés dans son Histoire, lui couterent la vie.”

Par-tout ol la servitude, méme la plus légitime, retiendra I’ame comme en

prison, il ne faut pas espérer qu’elle produise rien de grand?®.

B pycckom nepesone u3 Mockosckozo ejceMecayH020 U3OAHUR ITOT OTPHIBOK
NpeAcTaBlieH CAeAYIOMmMUM 00pa3oM:
AHrnuyaHe BeNHKHE OKasalH ycrnexH B (uiocodun, nNpHuMHY
TOMY T0Jlaralo f ropAaylo BOJIBHOCTb MX MBIC/IEH H COYHHEHHH, KOTOphIe

MoryT 6bITh IPHMEPOM LIENIOMY CBETY.
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Bcakomy wu3BecTHo, uro “JlomMMTHaH ymepTBun Meuus
IMomnonnana 3a TO, 4TO OH HMen y ceba oOmmii ueprex cBeTa M
cokpamenue Tuta Jlusua. HuxoMy Taioke HeGe3bI3BECTHO, YTO OpMOEHY
TapcuckoMy HEKOTOpbIE BHECEHHBIE HM B €10 MCTOPHIO ONHCaHHA CTOMIH
#u3HA”, Jla B HMTHE, TAe TOAbKO pabcTBO, X0TA 6 OHO OBLIO M 3aKOHHO,
CBA3BIBAET AyWry Kak Obl OKOBaMH, He JOIDKHO OXHAATh, YT0O OHO MOIJIO

IIPOH3BECTH '-ITO"HHG)'JIB BCJIHKOE“.

HcrounukoM ckpbiToii uuratel y [onacmura (C HEBEpHO pacCTaBNEHHBIMH
KaBbMKaMK) apnserca JKusub Oeenadyamu yesapeii CperoHusa. Cp. B COBpeMEHHOM
pycckom mnepesope: “Merruii Ilomnysnan [6e1 ymepuusneH] — 3a TO, 9TO Hpo HEro
rOBOPHIIH, GYATO OH UMEN HMIIEPATOPCKHIA FOPOCKON H HOCHII € COB0I0 YepTex Beel 3eMiu
Ha NepraMeHTe U pedu napeii u poxueit u3 Tura Jlusua...”; “I'epmorena Tapcuiickoro 3a
HEKOTOphIe HaMeKH B ero Hcmopuu ou [= [loMunuan] Toxe youn...” 5,

Vimes B Buny dpaHITy3CKHii TEKCT, MOXKHO 3aKIOUMTDh, YTO ['OJIACMMT, BEPOATHO,
nonb3oBanca TpakratoM abbara Jle-Myana x’Opxesans Considérations sur l'origine et le
progreés des belles lettres chez les Romains, et les causes de leur decadence (1750). B atom
Tpaxrare IMTata u3 CBETOHMA MNOJHOCTHIO COBMAJaeT C TEKCTOM, MPUBENEHHBIM Y
Tonnemuta®®, Teopenue ppaHiysckoro a66ata, MO-BHIUMOMY, MOXHO OTHECTH K OTHOMY
M3 HCTOYHHMKOB, KOTOPBIM NoNb3oBasicst onacMuT nipu paGoTe Ha CBOMM COYMHEHHEM.

Boneto cyme6 cmyumnock Tak, 4ro Fccredoeanue 0 HulHewHeM COCMOSHUU
usawnoli cnosechocmu 6 Egpone cramo mepBoit W mnocnexHell xHmro# IommeMura.
Hesanonro [0 cBoeit cMepTH OH ycmesl MOArOTOBUTL BTOPOE MEPECMOTPEHHOE H3/laHHE
Hecnedosanus, ognako A0 BEIXOZA TPakTaTa B CBET aBTOP HE JOXKHI BCETO HECKONBKO
mecsmeB. CBepx TOro, ¥ MOCHEAHHM OOKYMEHTOM, MpHHamIexamuM Iepy [onncmura,

OKasanachk pacrucka, HMEHllas caMoe HEMOCPEACTBEHHOE OTHOINCHHE K Hccnedoeanuio:

68



Received from Mr. James Dodsley for improving the second
edition of my Polite Learning and putting my name to the same, the sum of

five guineas, as witness my hand.”’

B 3axuioueHne noaBeaeM KpaTkuif HTOT CKa3aHHOMY:

1. Cratea B Mockoeckom edcemecaunom usoanuu (1781) HosukoBa mpezacraBiser
cobo’i nmepeBox BTOpOii riassl U3 ¢panuysckoro Paccyrcoenus (1762), koropoe ¢ 1776
rona M no cell ieHb NpUNUChIBaeTCA ppaniy3ckoMy BoibHOAYMIlY PoGnne.

2. ApryMeHTOB B nojb3y arTopcTBa PoOuHe o6HapyxuTh He yhamock. Bonee Toro,
¢pannysckoe Paccysxcoenue spumno B JIOHIOHE, MEXIY TeM KaK COYMHEHHA CBOH
Pobune u3gaBan npeMMyILECTBEHHO B AMCTepIaMe.

3. 3ameTka, noMelIeHHas Ha CTPaHMIAX JIOHAOHCKOTO YYEHOro )KypHana 3a 1904 roz,
No3BOJAET HNOMYCTHTh, YTO ['ONACMHT SBNAETCA ABTOPOM HE TOJNBKO AHMNHKCKOro
Hccnedosanus, Ho u ¢panuysckoro Paccyscoenusn. JJoKyMeHTaNIbHOE MOATBEPXKIACHUE
3TUM CBEAICHUAM CIENYeT MCKaTh B aHIMACKMX apxuBax. JTo 3ajaya juia Oyxymux
HccnenoBaresen.

4. O6HapyXeHHe paHHEro pyCCKOro mnepeBoja H3 (paHuysckoro Paccyscoenus
lonpacMuTa no3BosiAeT INIyOXKe TMOHATH cCaMblii MEpeBOj, a TaKKe BHECTH

COOTBETCTBYIONINE JOTIONHERHS B 0GcTOATENbHYIO GubmHorpaduio F0.J1. Jlepuna®,

B.1. CUMAHKOB
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BOOK REVIEWS

L

S. A. Kozlov. Putevye zapiski Iu. F. Lisianskogo i LF. Kruzenshterna 1793-1800:
Predystoriia pervogo puteshestviia rossiian vokrug sveta. Sankt-Peterburg: Istoricheskaia
illiustratsiia, 2007. 304 pp. ISBN 978-5-89566-068-3.

This book has two dedications. One is to the Empress Catherine II, in whose memory it was
written. The other is to Lindsey Hughes. “We have considered it important and highly
symbolic’, Sergei Kozlov declares, ‘to dedicate this publication, recounting graphic and
unforgettable pages of Russo-British relations, to her blessed memory.” He thanks Isabel de
Madariaga for her patronage of the publication, and a considerable range of colleagues both
Russian and Western — for help and support of various kinds. Older members of the Study
Group will have clear memories of the great difficulties inhibiting contacts in earlier years,
making the more recent opportunities for collaboration all the more welcome.

The book begins with a substantial introduction entitled ‘Sea voyages of Russian
officers on British ships from the 1760s to the 1790s. On the way to the first round-the-
world journey by Russians’. Of course, although some inhabitants of Arkhangel’sk might
have disagreed, since they had been sailors for centuries, the traditional date for the
foundation of the imperial navy is 1696, two years after Peter the Great first embarked on
manoeuvres on the White Sea in the company of ‘Rear Admiral’ Patrick Gordon and
others. As Lindsey Hughes emphasised at a celebration entitied ‘Scotland and the Russian
Fleet’ organised by the Royal Society of Edinburgh in 1996, Peter had a passion for ships
that pervaded his activities on dry land, too. She quoted with approval some observations of

Evgenii Anisimov:
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Why a ship? I think that to Peter it was not only a means of transport for freight

across the water’s surface? The ship — Peter’s eternal love — was to him a symbol of

a structure organised and calculated to the inch, the material embodiment of human

thought, complex movement by the will of rational man. Furthermore, the ship for

Peter was a peculiar model of the ideal society, the best form of organization relying

on knowledge of the laws of nature in man’s eternal struggle with the blind

elements.
(See Lindsey Hughes, ‘Peter the Great: A Passion for Ships’, in Mark Cornwall and Murray
Frame, Scotland and the Slavs: Cultures in Contact, 1500-2000 (Oriental Research Partners
and Dmitrij Bulanin Publishing House, Newtonville MA and Sankt-Peterburg, 2001), pp. 3-
20.)

Catherine the Great was more of a landlubber. (Did she ever undertake a sea
voyage?) Moreover, whatever other characteristics she shared with her predecessor, a
profound belief in the ‘ship of state’ does not appear to have been one of them. On the other
hand, partly because eighteenth-century history had moved on, she had a more complete
world view than Peter, as demonstrated by her interest in comparative vocabularies, for
example, as well as in global circumnavigation. And she certainly promoted the navy from
the very beginning of her reign, asking George III for permission to send twenty young
officers to England for training at the end of 1762. The Admiralty College instructed them
to spend all their time afloat and to range widely, with no more than two of them to each
vessel so that they would learn English more quickly. They visited many parts of the world
ranging from South America to the East Indies. On their return, they drew on what they had
learned at Chesme and other battles against the Turks. Careful preparations were made for
the first global circumnavigation which was to be led by G.I. Mulovskii and joined by the
natural scientists P.S. Pallas, 1.G. Rudol’'f and G.I. Forster, the last of whom had
participated in Cook’s second expedition of 1772-1775 and published his two-volume 4
Voyage round the World in London in 1777. Catherine ordered the Russian fleet which was
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to consist of five ships to raise the Russian flag and coat-of-arms on any lands and islands
not yet discovered by other European powers, and to bury ‘a strong tar bottle’ on them with
an inscription in both Russian and Latin. The voyagers were to give a good impression of
themselves, and to name any discoveries as they pleased. Sadly, having devoted three years
to planning and preparation, Mulovskii perished in the battle against the Swedes off the
Aland Islands in July 1789, and the expedition that he was to lead was abandoned.

However, among the fourteen young officers sent in a second wave of stazhirovka
in October 1793 were two lieutenants, lurii Lisianskii and Ivan Kruzenshtern, who were to
enjoy greater success, partly because they already had some experience, having entered the
Naval Cadet Corps in 1783 and 1785 respectively and seen action in battles on the Baltic,
including the one in which Mulovskii lost his life. Quite possibly, Kruzenshtern in
particular already entertained the idea of a round-the-world voyage. As he and Lisianskii
were seconded to British service, both of them began to write journals, which comprise the
major part of Kozlov’s book.

Lisianskii’s is the more expansive, partly because it was written in tandem with an
active correspondence between himself and his brother Ananii, some of which was included
in the journal. His first encounter with what was soon to be called the nation of shopkeepers
was of persistent money-grubbing as he paid a guinea for his uniform in Hull and every
step to London seemed to cost a shilling. But he was happier among new shipmates on
board L 'Oiseau captained by Robert Murray, with whom he enjoyed playing cards every
evening. He thought himself in paradise rather than service as, with his brother officers, he
knocked back not only wine but a whole ocean of rum, French ‘vodka’, gin and porter.
However, of course, he was also interested in what the British thought about Catherine and
her policies as well as all kinds of natural history and the byt i nravy of the various peoples
with which he came in contact.

Lisianskii was soon recording in technical detail a raid on Barcelona, the

specification of British cannon and the telegraph announcing the arrival of ships in Halifax
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harbour. At the beginning of 1795, he first set off from the port of on a visit to the West
Indies, cured by the ministrations of Murray of the yellow fever from which he reckoned
two-thirds of English troops sent there died. He was shocked in Antigua by the treatment of
slaves in Antigua as if they were horses. Back in Halifax, Lisinskii transferred to an
American merchant ship for a visit to the USA. A stay in New York was cut short by an
outbreak of the plague, but he was there long enough to form the judgment that its stone
buildings were up to the best European standards. He was even more impressed by
Philadelphia, where he managed to obtain an audience with George Washington and was
deeply impressed by the simplicity of the President’s manner. As he moved on, he was less
impressed with the southern states than with the northern, where everybody seemed to earn
his own living by hand or brain.

Later voyages took Lisianskii even further across the oceans to Africa and India,
China and Japan, of which he wrote with comparable, even greater colour. In contrast, the
journal of Kruzenshtern was more laconic, faithfully recording positions, directions and
climatic conditions. Their later careers were also marked by divergence. Lisianskii retired
from naval service in 1809 with the rank of captain. His two-volume Putesheshestvie
vokrug sveta... was published in St. Petersburg in 1812 and an English translation, 4
Voyage round the World.... — in London in 1814. The passage from this work concerning
Lisianskii’s visit to the USA quoted by A.G. Cross confirms that there is material in
Kozlov’s edition not to be found in 4 Voyage. (See A.G. Cross, “By the Banks of the
Thames”: Russians in Eighteenth Century Britain, Oriental Research Partners, Newtonville
MA, 1980, pp. 170-2, for this quotation and a survey of the British episodes in the careers
of both Lisianskii and Kruzenshtern.) Kruzenshtern was associated from 1811 to 1841 with
the Naval Cadet Corps, of which he became Director in 1827, later receiving many orders
as well as promotion to full Admiral. With an apt epigraph — ‘Sailors write badly, but with
due sincerity’ — he also published an account his voyages in three volumes from 1809 to
1812. They were translated into several languages, including English in 1813.
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Kruzenshtern’s atlas of the South Pacific Ocean, later used as evidence for Russian claims
on the Antarctic, came out in 1824,
Kozlov’s work is accompanied by many excellent tables and illustrations, as well as
a most useful chart of the Russian terminology for sails from for-bom-bramsel’ and bom-
kliver to kontr-bizan’. Once again, he is to be congratulated on the scholarly presentation of
sources that will be widely used.
Paul Dukes (University of Aberdeen)

L
0.G. Ageeva, Imperatorskii dvor Rossii 1700-1796 gody, Moscow: Nauka, 2008. Pp. 380.
Index. ISBN 978-5-02-035516-3.

Among the most obvious trends in Western scholarship over the past twenty years has been
a drift away from the socio-economic research that preoccupied the majority of the
historical profession in the 1960s and 1970s. And among the more unlikely beneficiaries of
this return to politics and culture has been the history of monarchy in general and of royal
Courts in particular. Once dismissed as an especially arcane branch of the antiquarian study
of kings and queens, Court history is now informed by all manner of sophisticated cultural
theories. Among Anglo-American scholars, the subject has spawned a flourishing Society
for Court Studies (www.courtstudies.org), founded in the United Kingdom in 1995 and
established in the USA three years later. The Society’s bi-annual journal, The Court
Historian, has already reached its fourteenth volume. Early-modern Courts have benefited
more than most from this revival of interest, which has been just as prominent in France,
Germany, Austria and Italy as it has in the Atlantic world. Indeed, one of the most
important contributions of two early English-language collections ~ Ronald G. Asch and
Adolf M. Birke, eds., Princes, Patronage and the Nobility: The Court at the Beginning of
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the Modern Age, c. 1450-1650 (London: Germany Historical Institute London; Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1991) and John Adamson, ed., The Princely Courts of Europe:
Ritual, Politics and Culture under the Ancien Régime 1500-1700 (London, Weidenfeld and
Nicolson, 1999) — was to alert an Anglophone readership to the fruits of continental
scholarship which has gone from strength to strength over the past decade.

Naturally enough, aspects of this burgeoning enterprise have already been reflected
in the historiography of early-modern Russia, most notably in the work of P.V. Sedov,
Zakat moskovskogo tsarstva: Tsarskii dvor kontsa XVII veka (St Petersburg: Dmitrii
Bulanin, 2006) and, in a very different key, Richard S. Wortman, Scenarios of Power: Myth
and Ceremony in Russian Monarchy, 2 vols. (Princeton, Princeton University Press, NJ).
Three contributions on Russian subjects in Michael Schaich, ed., Monarchy and Religion:
The Transformation of Royal Culture in Eighteenth-Century Europe (London: German
Historical Institute London; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007) have drawn, in turn,
on a growing body of Russian-language scholarship on the cultural life of the eighteenth-
century Court, including N.A. Ogarkova, Tseremonii, prazdnestva, muzyka russkogo dvora
(St Petersburg: Dmitrii Bulanin, 2004). Conscious that the Court was in one sense a
symbolic fiction to which foreign ambassadors were accredited, not least because
ambassadors’ accounts remain a revealing source of information for the historian, authors
such as these have gone on to explore further overlapping definitions of the Court as a
magnificent site for representational display (or rather a series of sites, since monarchs both
great and small everywhere occupied a variety of both winter and summer palaces); as a
social group, including, importantly and in some ways uniquely, elite members of both
sexes; and as the political centre of the informal patronage networks on which eighteenth-
century Russian government depended.

Until recently, however, all such enquiries have been hampered by the lack of a
basic study of the Imperial Russian Court as a unit of jurisdiction comprising the offices

responsible for governing not only those who resided in the imperial palaces, those present
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when the ruler held court, and the Court’s many and varied employees, but also its
extensive landholdings. It was some indication of the need for such a study that N.E.
Volkov, Dvor russkikh imperatorov v ego proshlom i nastoiashchem (St Petersburg, 1900),
a compilation of fundamental legislation first published in St Petersburg at the beginning of
the twentieth century, should have been reprinted in Moscow 101 years later. Useful as it
remains, however, this volume took no account of the massive archival legacy of individual
service records, personnel lists, account books, and bureaucratic reforms that constitute the
essential working materials of the history of any royal Court. K.S. Pisarenko offered one
way round the problem in a characteristically imaginative attempt to trace the fluctuating
fortunes of a wide range of courtiers and servants at the Court of Empress Elizabeth.
Beneath its conversational tone, deliberately intended to attract a non-specialist readership,
Povsednevnaia zhizn’ russkogo dvora v tsarstvovanie Elizavety Petrovny (Moscow:
Molodaia gvardiia, 2003) incorporates all manner of fascinating insights on diet, dress,
disease and dissipation, all of them drawing on the author’s enviable archival erudition. Yet
although such a pointilliste approach yields real and often unexpected dividends in the
attempt to recreate the life and workings of the Court, it cannot wholly compensate for the
lack of a structural account of its organisational underpinnings.

0O.G. Ageeva signalled her intention to meet this need with the publication of
Evropeizatsiia russkogo dvora, 1700-1796 gg. (Moscow: Institut rossiiskoi istorii RAN,
2006), a 264-page monograph, issued between flimsy paperback covers in a minimal tirazh
of 300, which falls into three parts. The first, longest, and most original section deals
primarily with the reorganisation of the Court offices in the reign of Peter I and with the
introduction of European titles for Court functionaries under his immediate successors. The
second, more derivative, part covers Court ceremonial, with particular reference to the
Imperial title, the coronation, and the birth of members of the imperial family. The third
part outlines the secular festivals of Court life, ranging from the annual celebrations of the

Guards Regiments and the various orders of chivalry to the balls and masquerades which
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punctuated the secular Court calendar. The title of the book is nevertheless misleading,
since very little of it is devoted to the second half of the eighteenth century, which is treated
only fleetingly in the last two parts and ignored in the first.

The book under review — an elegantly produced hard-back, presumably issued in a
larger print-run (no tirazh is given) - is in every way more substantial. The first of its two
parts, which reprises in revised form a good deal of the information from the first section of
the author’s earlier book, is devoted to recurring attempts to reorganize the eighteenth
Court, prompted partly by expansion, partly by financial disaster. This time, however, there
is a substantial and rewarding chapter on the reigns of Peter III and Catherine II which
gives, among other things, the first properly documented account of the crisis of 1786 (pp.
166-76). This part of the book covers not only the ceremonial and banqueting functions of
the Court, but no less crucially the stables and the imperial hunt (the subject of a
remarkable but unwieldy study by Nikolai Kutepov at the end of the old regime). It also
offers an important discussion of the management of Court estates. The second part of the
book contains chapters on the various social groups at court, beginning with the elite
cavaliers, continuing with the top female courtiers and the middle-ranking males, and
culminating in a particularly interesting study of the servants.

Copious factual information of this sort confronts the historian with serious
problems of presentation and it cannot be denied that Ageeva’ style occasionally veers
towards the lumpy. The four tables, tracing staffing developments across the whole century,
are especially effective. Extra analytical sharpness might have been achieved by a
comparative analysis of the kind attempted by Jeroen Duindam, Vienna and Versailles: The
Courts of Europe’s Dynastic Rivals, 1550-1780 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2003). However, Ageeva’s only reference to Western scholarship [p. 5, n.6] is to the
Russian translation of Norbert Elias’s classic work of sociology, The Court Society —
Pridvornoe obshchestvo: Issledovanie po sotsiologii korolia i pridvornoi aristokratii, s

Vvedeniem: Sotsiologiia i istoriia (Moscow: 2002) — a reductionist thesis, first published in
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1969, but largely dating from the 1920s, which has been one of the principal targets of the
recent generation of Court historians. This may be one reason why the basic analytical
thrust of her book seems misplaced. She is especially keen to show that, despite the
Europeanization of the titles of Court offices and ranks, mostly in the 1730s, no single
European Court was taken as a model (the range of reference was much wider than other
some previous authors have been tempted to suppose), and ‘Europe’ was not always the
obvious reference point for change. As a result, Russia acquired ‘its own distinctive
[osobyi] European variant of Court ranks, compatible with Russian traditions, and the
particular circumstances of the old Muscovite palace economy and also of the political
passions, boiling around the throne’ (p. 358). Those more familiar with developments
elsewhere in Europe might have been inclined instead to emphasise how the Muscovite
Court itself fitted naturally into a wider and by no means monolithic European pattern.
Whereas itinerant medieval princely households had everywhere settled at a permanent
dwelling place (Residenz) by 1700, the transformation took place in different ways and at
different speeds, and even as more or less regular institutions formed around departments
responsible for ceremonial, banqueting, the stables and the hunt, Courts remained complex
social organisms, following their peripatetic monarchs to a range of summer and winter
palaces, sometimes for whole seasons, but often for only days at a time.

However, it would be absurd to expect the first book on such a vast subject to offer
the last word. By far the greatest of Ageeva’s achievements is to present the reader with a
vast amount of detailed evidence on every important aspect of the Court’s organisation and
personnel. Much of this information is given here for the first time, all of it marshalled into
clearly organised sections complemented by a useful index of names. All of us interested in
early-modern European monarchy, and in the Russian Court in particular, are very much in
her debt.

Simon Dixon (University College London)

80



Patrick Gordon’s Diary: Recent Conference and Publication

Although the eighteenth century would have to be elongated to an unprecedented extent to
include them both comprehensively, two new publications have some relevance to the
discussion of one of the most significant questions of Russian history, the extent to which
the way was prepared for the reforms of Peter the Great before his return from the Great
Embassy.

The first of them is Volume 1 of the Diary of Patrick Gordon of Auchleuchries, the
beginning of a project that has experienced forty years of ups and downs before coming to
fruition. A meeting at Aberdeen University on 7-8 May discussed vol. 1 along with vols. 2
and 3 already translated into Russian by Dmitry Fedosov and published by Nauka. Fedosov
is the editor of the work in translation and in the original, vols. 1-4 of which should be
published by the end of 2010.

Readers might be interested to know of the proceedings of the meeting, which will
be published later in 2009.

THE DIARY OF PATRICK GORDON, AND ITS CONTEXT

7 MAY THE DIARY

Tour of Old Aberdeen [ went & see the Colledge in the Old Towne, and was very well
received, and showed all worth the seeing there. 7 July 1686

Papers by Paul Bushkovitch, ‘Patrick Gordon and Russian Court Politics’; Dmitry Fedosov,
‘Treasure Appreciated at Last: Gordon’s Chronicle and Its Publication’;

Mikhail Ryzhenkov, ‘Description of the Manuscript’; Oleg Nozdrin, ‘The Descendants of
Patrick Gordon’; Waldemar Kowalski, ‘Patrick Gordon in His Own Words: a Soldier, a
Scot, a Catholic’, with comments from Robert Frost and Karin Friedrich.

8 MAY THE CONTEXT
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Christoph Witzenrath, ‘Cossacks in Siberia, with special reference to John E. Wills, 1688:
A Global History, London, 2001, p. 99: “The greatest geopolitical transformation of the
world of the seventeenth century was the explosive expansion of Russian trade and
settlement across Siberia”’; Steve Murdoch, ‘The Scottish Diaspora in Maritime Warfare in
the 17 and 18cc: Russia in the Baltic Context’; Dmitry Fedosov and Oleg Nozdrin, ‘Lion
Rampant to Double Eagle: Scots in Russia, 1500-1700°, a prosopography composed with a
grant from the Royal Society of Edinburgh’; Paul Dukes, ‘Russia and the General Crisis of
the Seventeenth Century Revisited’.
Visit to Town Archive ‘I was invited to a collation by the Lord-Provost and magistrates,
where with my ffriends I was heartily entertained, and all my relations who were there
made burgesses.’ 8 July 1686

Here are the publication details.
The Diary of General Patrick Gordon of Auchleuchries, 1635-1699. Volume 1: 1635-1659,
edited by Dmitry Fedosov with a Foreword by Paul Dukes, published by the AHRC Centre
for Irish and Scottish Studies, University of Aberdeen, accessible via website. Here is the
blurb: The great Russian historian, S.M. Soloviev, regarded Patrick Gordon as “one of the
most remarkable men” ever employed by the tsars, and was grateful to him for “recording
his adventures and existence day by day, leaving to us curious tidings of himself, of his
brothers in arms, and of Russia before the age of transformation” — and much else besides.
Passages from the Diary were published in 1859. Now, 150 years on, the appearance of the
first of six volumes marks the beginning of the publication of the complete work. In
Volume I, Gordon writes of his early life near Ellon, Aberdeenshire, and of his military
apprenticeship in the armies of Sweden and Poland, with colourful descriptions of people
(including many fellow Scots), places and events.

Here are the details of the second publication.
Paul Dukes, Graeme P. Herd and Jarmo Kotilaine, Stuarts and Romanovs: The Rise and

Fall of a Special Relationship, Dundee University Press. Here is the blurb: The Stuarts and
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the Romanovs are two of the most famous dynasties in history. While there have been
many books about both, this is the first to discuss a full range of contacts between them.
Stuarts and Romanovs throws fresh light on both dynasties and encourages comparisons,
especially concerning their attempts to establish variants of absolutist government within
the framework of international relations. The book combines the study of revolutions in
commerce, diplomacy and war in the context of relations between Britain and Europe
throughout the seventeenth century. The vital trade statistics and shifts in emphasis are set
out comprehensively, including an Atlantic dimension. A full account is given of the
evolving diplomatic interchanges between the two dynasties, and the connections between
hostilities in Western and Eastern Europe during this period are also flagged up.
Throughout there are illustrative anecdotes and engaging ‘pen portraits’ of the people and
places involved.

Paul Dukes (University of Aberdeen)
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‘Put’ Petra Velikogo’ and the Proposed ‘Institut Petra Velikogo’

At the end of May I was invited to attend an international congress entitled ‘Petr Velikii i
goroda’ and held in the Peter and Paul Fortress in St Petersburg. The congress was part of
an ambitious project entitled ‘Put’ Petra Velikogo’, masterminded by the Fond Likhacheva,
that envisages the establishment of an institute for Petrine Studies. What follows are
documents received at my request from the organizers of the project with a view to
acquainting the readership of the Newsletter with this striking initiative (Anthony Cross)

[IYTDH [IETPA BEANUKOI'O

PO CGCCHRCKAIA MPOTPAMMA

Mporpamma «lyTe MeTpa Benukoro»

Poccuiickas nporpamma «[lyre Iletpa Bemukoro» wuHuummupoBana @OHIOM HMEHH
Jimutpus JInxadesa (Canxr-IlerepOypr).

Llens nporpaMmbl — coneicTBHE KyIbTYPHOH HHTErpauuy OOJBIIMX H MaJIBIX POCCHIICKHX
ropoioB, kotopeie 06sa3annt Ilerpy I cBouM ocHOBaHMEM HIIM HCTOPHUYECKH CBS3AHBI C €ro
pestensHocteio.  Ilporpamma mnomnepkana IlpasurenscrBom Caukr-IlerepOypra u
[Ipesunentom Poccuiickoit Menepanuu.

Uma u peanms Ilerpa | wamonnens! riyGOKMM HMCTOPHYECKHM CMBICIOM  JUIS
rocynapcTBeHHMKa M natpuora. Iletp 1 3anoxun  Bce  ocHOBHBIE  (hOPMBI
rocyapcTBeHHOCTH, B KoTopbiX Poccus passuBaercs u ceroans. B nawase XXI Beka
onpeaensoee 3HaYeHne NpHodpeTaeT ryMaHuTapHas, MPOCBETUTENbCKAs COCTABIIAIONMAS
nestensHocty IleTpa, npuHUMNHAILHEI BHIOOP JUIA CTpaHbl HOBOH COLIMOKYNLTYPHOH
MOJIEJTH.
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Benen 3a Canxr-IlerepGyprom Iletp ocnoBan Gonee 50 Gonpinux ¥ MasbiX rOpoaOB:
[Nerposaponck, Omck, Exarepun6ypr, Hrmxuuit Tarun, [epms, Taranpor, Hosaa Jlanora,
Bennnuit Bosouek u apyrue. MHorue Gonee cTapbie pycckue ropoia OKasaiuch TECHO
CBA3aHHBEIMHU C €r0 HEYeMHOH CO3MAATENIbHON NEATENBHOCTBIO: APXaHTeNbCK, ACTpaxaHs,
Boponex, Crapas Pycca, Ilepecnasns, BopoHex, A3oB. Bce 3TH ropoja 1o npaBy MOXHO
Ha3BaTh METPOBCKHUMH, MOCKOJNBKY HX HCTOPHYECKas CaMOHICHTH(HKALMs CBf3aHa C
durypott Iletpa I u ero CnOABMXHHKOB. 3TO OTKDHIBAET HOBBIE MEPCHEKTHBHBIE
BO3MO)XHOCTH JUISi TYMAHHTAPHON MHTErpauMy POCCHACKHX TEPPHTOPHIA.

IletpoBckue ropona ecte He Tonbko B Poccuu. Ilerp muoro esamn mo EBpone. Tonbko
Benukoe nocosiscTBO N06GBIBANIO B fiecATKax eBponelickux roponos. Iletp Brises B Epony
COTHM PYCCKHX JmofeH — MJMIUIOMAaTOB, HHXXCHEpOB, BOEHHBIX, KopabnecTpouTeneil.
HUctopuueckas namate 06 3THX BH3MTaX COXPAaHHWJIAChb BO MHOrMX ropozax. Tam ecTb
My3€H, NaMATHHKH, MEMODHANbHbIE JOCKH, MPOU3BEAEHHA MCKYCCTBA, MOCBAIIEHHbIE
[Terpy. 310 nO3BONAET pacIMpHTE CBA3H Poccun u Eppornsl.

[Mporpamma «IIyte Iletpa Benukoro» HOCHT KOMNJEKCHBIH XapakTep M BK/IOYaeT
MEpOTPHUATHA KYIbTYPHO-IIPOCBETHTENBCKOTO, HAYYHOro ¥ HH(OPMALIHOHHOFO XapaKTepa.
LlentpanbheiM coberrieM nporpamMmbl B 2009 rogy sensercs KoHrpecc neTpoBCKHX
rOpOJIOB.

Llens koHrpecca - cofieiiCTBOBaTh YKPEIJICHHIO HCTOPHYECKOH M KyJbTYpHOH oOLIHOCTH
NETPOBCKHX TOpOJOB, JaTh CTapT LIMPOKOMY OOLIEPOCCHACKOMY KYJNBTYPHOMY,
o0pa3oBaTeIbLHOMY M Hay4HOMY MpOLIECCY, HAIIPAaBJICHHOMY Ha M3Y4eHHE H OCMBICICHHE
nesatensHocTH Ierpa Bemukoro, Ha ycHieHHE €ro HCTOPHYECKOrO aBTOPHTETA.

MexayHapoaHbIii KOHTpece NeTPOBCKHX ropoAoB

28-30 maa B Canxrt-IleTepGypre npoxoaun MexayHapOAHBIX KOHIpecC NETPOBCKUX
ropofoB, KOTOpBIH CTaN KIIOYeBBIM coOBITHEM poccuiicko#t mporpammbl «Ilyte Ilerpa
Benukoro».

Konrpecc otkpsuica B uerBepr 28 mas B IocynapcrBeHHOM Mysee ucropuu CaHKT-
[Terepbypra. Ha Konrpecc coOpanuce Gonee AByXcoT 4€noBeK H3 TPHAIATH PErHOHOB
cTpaHbl, 6onee YeM MOMyCOTHH rOPOAOB, a TAKXKE rOCTH M3 JECATH METPOBCKHX rOPOAOB
Esponni . M3 nerpoBckux pernoHoB Poccuu ObUIM NpHriameHsl pPyKOBOAMTENM
aAMHMHHCTpalMH, YHHOBHUKH, 3a8HMMAIOLIHE BBICOKHE MNOCTHI B cdepe KyabTyphl,
My3edtueiii paboTHHKY, OMbNHOTEKApH, HCTOPHKH, KpaeBebl.
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[IpuBercTBHE yHacTHHKaM KOHrpecca Hampasun IIpesupment Poccuiickoit ®enepauuu
Jmutpu#t Meznsenes. IlnesapHoe 3acemamue B artpuyme KomerpaHTcKOro jaoma
[leTponasnoBcko#  kpemocTh oTkpeuta BHue-ryGepuatop Camnxr-lIlerepGypra Asna
Manunosa. Ha otkpeitun KoHrpecca BeicTynunn nucartens Januun I'paHuH, AMpeKTop
TocynapcreeHHoro OpmuTaxa Muxaun I[luotpoeckuit, mupexrop ®Pouna Jluxauesa
Anekcannp Ko6ak, HayuHsii pyxoeommrens mnporpammbl «IIyms Iletpa Benmukoro»
npodeccop Esrennit Anucumos, npodeccop KemGpumxckoro yHWBepcHTeTa OHTOHH

Kpocc u apyrue.

Heneratst KoHrpecca MpuHAMM y4acTHe B HEPEMOHMH NOMYACHHOIO BHICTpENa U3 MYIIKH C
Hapsiukuza GactuoHa IerponapnoBckoit kpenmocTy, noceTuan Moruity Ilerpa Benukoro B
INerponasnoBckoM cobope.

Bo BTOpoif neHs paboTa xoHrpecca Opina paszenera Ha NATh TEMATHYECKUX CeKUMHA:
INeTpoBckas Haes B pyccKkoll HCTOPHH M KyJIbTYpe
INetpoBckue ropona — npobieMbl H NEPCNEKTHBLI H3YYEHHA
[MeTpoBcKHE MAMATHHKKH MCTOPHH H KyIbTyphl — OXpaHa, pecTaBpaLus,
HCIIOJIB30BAHUE
TTeTpoBCcKOE CYAOCTPOCHHE M CYAOXOACTBO
Esponefickue nyremecrsus Iletpa

3a gBa nHA Ha IJICHAPHEIX H CEKIMOHHEBIX 3aceJaHHSIX Npo3Bydano Golee mecTHAECATH
HHTepecHEHIKUX JOKNanoB y4acTHHKOB H3 Poccun, Asctpun, bensruu, Benukobpuranun,
Hunepnannos, Hranum u @panuun; obcyxaammcs npoGneMbl W NepCneKTHBDI
coctaBjienns Beepoccuiickoro cBosa naMsTHHKOB NETPOBCKOI 3moxu, 6buna o6HapogoBaHa
M moanepxaHa ydactHukamMu KoHrpecca unes nmucarens Januuna ['panuHa 0 co3gaHud B
[lerepbypre NuctutyTa Ilerpa Bemikoro.

UHCTHTYT IIETPA BEJJUKOI'O

Unctutyt Iletpa Bemikoro yupexaeH B pamkax nporpammsl! «ITyts Ilerpa Benukoro» noa
arupoii [IpaBurensctea Cankr-IlerepOypra.

Uncrutyr Iletpa Bemukoro — HayuHO-TpOCBeTHTENbCKOE YyupexaeHue. Ero muccusa —
cOlleliCTBHE M3YYEHHMIO M TNpOABIKEHHIO B cdepax KyasTypsl, o0Opa3oBaHui,
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rymMaHuTapHelX Hayk Haciaeaus [lerpa Bemuxoro, BomloTHBLIErocsfs B €ro
rocyapCTBEHHOH, BOGHHOHU U KyJNbTYPHOH NEATENLHOCTH.

3agaun MuctHTyTa - paspaGoTka W peanusauys Hay4HO-NPOCBETHTENBCKHX MpPOrpaM,
HalMpaB/eHHBIX Ha MW3y4YeHHe H NponaraHay NETPOBCKOrO Hacnenus; CconeHcTBHe
KYNbTYpHOH MHTErpatMu NETPOBCKUX roponoB Poccuu u Esponsil.

OcHoBHble HanpaBjieHAs AestesnbHocTH Ha 2009-2011 roas::

e [lposenenne exeroansix TeMaruyeckux KoHrpeccoB neTpoBCKHX ropozios

e PaspaboTka M MpoBeJEHHE €XErOAHOro LiepeMOHHaNa B JeHb poxaenus Ilerpa
Benukoro (9 uions)
W3nanmne xkauru «I'epOpl meTpoBCKMX ropofoBy
Opranusatus MexayHapoaHoro npoekra «Ilo cneaam Benukoro INoconsctean
[Ty6nuxauus nucem u 6ymar Ilerpa Bemukoro; usmanue ¢yHmamMeHTaIbHBIX
TPYAOB, NOCBAIIEHHBIX AeATenbHOCTH [etpa
Co3panue noaHeBHOM neronucH xu3nH [letpa I
Co3panuve u u3naHue CBoja MEMOpPHANbHBIX M HCTOPHYECKHX NAMATHHKOB
Poccnn u Esponnl, cBfizaHHBIX C JesrenbHocTsio Iletpa Bemuxoro m ero
CTOJIBHXXHUKOB

e Coznanue u u3ganve Csoja My3eHHBIX NaMsATHUKOB Poccud, CBA3AHHBIX C
nestenpHOCTEIO [TeTpa Benukoro u ero noABMXHAKOB
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Editor’s Valedictory

This is the thirty-seventh and last issue of the Newsletter that I shall edit (the last seven,
since 2003, with my co-editor Alessandra Tosi, without whose input it would have been
difficult to cope, particularly over the years since my retirement). It includes synopses of
the fiftieth meeting of the Study Group, which seems a very appropriate time to say
farewell and to hand over the reins to a very worthy and distinguished successor, Simon
Dixon, who will inevitably and rightly, but with his usual tact, make changes and
improvements.

It is hard to think that more than forty years have passed since founder members of
the Group and visiting scholars met for the first time at the University of Nottingham. The
initial membership of the Group was twenty and had grown to over fifty by the time it was
decided that we should try to establish a more permanent record of our meetings and a
forum for notes, reviews, bibliographies and other such items to replace the typed synopses
I had distributed from the fifth meeting. Synopses of the tenth and eleventh meetings were
the first to appear within the covers of what has become known as the SGECRN or in
Russia as the golubaia tetradka. Although the actual page size may not have pleased
librarians over the years, I was and am very happy with both the design and colour of the
cover which was produced in happy cooperation with the design and printing department at
the University of East Anglia from 1968 until 1981, when I removed to Leeds. The quality
of both production and contents has grown considerably with the years but from the very
beginning the Newsletter has contained much of real and lasting scholarly value, despite the
initial decision not to include full-length articles (a policy only abandoned in the last few
years). The Newsletter has become essential reading for anyone and everyone interested in
any aspect of eighteenth-century Russia. The Group’s individual membership, although
inevitai:ly fluctuating over the years, is well over 100 and the tirazh is an average 250

copies. Sadly, back numbers, apart from the most recent years, are no longer available and
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there are only a limited number of libraries possessing a full set — not surprisingly, given
the original print run was fifty (when the annual subscription was 60p).

Perhaps the most heartening aspect of the whole enterprise has been the close bonds
of friendship and mutual support the Group has fostered among scholars, very rapidly
widening its appeal, not least through its Newsletter, beyond the United Kingdom and
attracting to its membership and to attendance at its annual meetings scholars from Italy
(first among equals), Germany, Holland, Belgium, France, Poland, Bulgaria, USA, Canada,
and, of course, Russia. The Group has never been a gathering of nonenties but of luminaries
with an unusual sense of loyalty. I look at the list of scholars who gave papers at the earliest
meetings of the Group, when the practice was to move around universities (sometimes
twice a year), and it includes Paul Dukes, Charles Drage, Gareth Jones, Isabel de
Madariaga, Will Ryan and Roger Bartlett (and myself?). It is truly remarkable that all these
scholars will be giving papers or chairing sessions at the Group’s eighth international
conference at the University of Durham in July this year.

Over the years distinguished members have died, notably John Simmons, who
attended the first meeting and who provided a typically wonderful index to the first twenty-
five issues of the Newsletter in 1998, Barry Hollingsworth, an outstanding scholar who also
attended all the early meetings and was tragically cut off at the height of his powers, and, of
course, most recently Lindsey Hughes, whose devotion to the cause was immense and long-
standing and whose loss cannot be measured. Their obituaries and those of many other dear
and near colleagues have appeared in the Newsletter.

The Study Group and the Newsletter are much beholden to its Treasurers, of whom
there have, incredibly, been only two over the forty plus years. My colleague at the
University of East Anglia, Robin Lucas, shouldered the burden until 1981 and since then
Patrick O’Meara has magisterially kept us afloat — and if that were not enough, took on the

organization of the Durham conference.
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The international conferences which began in East Anglia back in 1977 have always
produced their own published Proceedings, some selective, some gigantic, and are a
permanent record not only of scholarly endeavour in the long eighteenth century but also of
the participation of a large number of scholars, immortally captured in the group
photographs. There are a remarkable number of people who have participated in perhaps
six, seven, and in several cases, all eight events. The photographs deserve your attention,
but there are no prizes for recognizing who, where, and when. At the same time, we are
indebted to non-UK members for the organization of wonderful conferences in
Bloomington, Gargnano, Leiden and Wittenberg. In addition to the Gargnano conference,
Maria Di Salvo (on two occasions with Lindsey) organized three workshops in Gargnano,
Gazzada and Ravenna (in memory of Lindsey) that gave rise to their own publications

From the very beginning the Group sought to provide an ambience in which
graduate students could feel at ease and present papers based on their doctoral research and
benefit from the advice and help of more senior scholars. This aspect has, I think, been
supremely successful. It is in the Newsletter that some indeed have achieved their first
publication. It is of course to the mladoe plemia that we look for the continuing flourishing,
indeed, very existence of the Group and of the Newsletter. It is due to the efforts of one
such, Paul Keenan, that the Group now boasts its own website: Paul has already produced a
list of contents of the Newsletter.

In my very first editorial back in 1973 (when [ was as young as Paul!), I wrote that
the Study Group’s “aim is to promote interest and research in the eighteenth century in
Russia and to provide a forum for the reading and discussion of all facets of eighteenth-
century Russian culture”. I think it has largely succeeded. Perhaps immodestly, I might
therefore finish with words that are not mine but those of John Simmons, referring, a
decade ago, to the contributions made to the Newsletter by my faithful soratniki, whose

cooperation “has shown that a shoestring operation can support an enterprise which
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deserves (and receives) the respect of the community of learning wherever Russian
eighteenth-century history and culture are the objects of study”.

Tony Cross
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EDITORS’ POSTBAG

CHANGE OF EDITORSHIP

We are delighted that the editorship of the Newsletter will now pass to Simon Dixon in
whose capable hands we are sure it will continue to flourish. Contributions for the
Newsletter should therefore be addressed henceforth to:

Professor Simon Dixon,

Sir Bernard Pares Professor of Russian History
School of Slavonic and East European Studies
University College London

Gower St

London WCIE 6BT

s.dixon@ssees.ucl.ac.uk

NEXT MEETING OF STUDY GROUP

The next UK meeting of the Study Group will take place from Monday 4 to Wednesday 7
January 2010 at the High Leigh Conference Centre, Hoddesdon.

The organizer wishes to receive proposals for papers at the meeting on any topic in any
discipline related to the ‘long’ eighteenth century in Russia and the Russian Empire. The
format of meetings allows a generous 45-50 minutes per paper (although shorter reports are
also welcome) and provides an excellent opportunity for discussion and feedback from an
international audience. The languages are English and Russian. Synopses of papers are
published after the conference in the Group’s Newsletter. We particularly welcome
postgraduate students, for whom we have a limited number of free or subsidized places.
High Leigh Conference Centre is easily reached by road or train from London (20 minutes
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from Liverpool Street Station) or from Stanstead Airport.

Registration forms and further information will be mailed to members in the UK and
Europe in November, with an electronic version circulated via our e-mail list for those
further afield. Please send offers of papers and enquiries to Dr Erin McBumney:

eem34@columbia.edu
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