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SYNOPSES OF PAPERS READ AT THE 34TH MEETING OF 
THE STUDY GROUP AT HIGH LEIGH CONFERENCE CENTRE, 
HODDESDON, ON 4 - 6 JANUARY 1993 

I. DANIEL KAISER (Grinnell College, USA), "Name Frequencies 
in Early Eighteenth-Century Russian Towns" 

Names, semioticians tell us, are significant social signs, indicators of social 
states or processes. Sometimes, the changes can be abrupt, and result in names 
without any parallel in earlier name banks. On the heels of 1917, for example, parents 
in a revolutionary era used names to celebrate the Revolution and its heroes. At other 
times the process moves more slowly, reflecting long-term cultural change. An 
example of this more measured pace comes from early Rus' which, despite 
Christianization, long resisted the full absorption of the Christian naming system. For 
example, about a third of all names registered in the Novgorod birchbark charters do 
not derive from the Christian name universe, and numerous documents from Muscovy 
confirm that even in the sixteenth century Christian names were far from universal. 
Instead, Muscovites might be named by birth order (Pervyi, Tret'iak, etc.), physical 
(Bol'shoi, Men'shoi, Sedoi, Krivoi, Gorbun, Dynia) or behavioural characteristics 
(Miasoed, Gordei, Neustroi, Domashnei), or parental attitudes toward the child 
(Nezhdan). Other children were likened to objects, living and handmade (Voronets, 
Bulat, Almaz); some names hint at personal misery: Bezson, Nekras, Nekhoroshka, 
Neliubov'. 

But during the seventeenth century these names gradually disappear, yielding 
their places to Christian names celebrated in the annual church liturgical cycle. 
Censuses conducted by the Petrine government prior to the institution of the first 
reviziia confirm the victory of Christian names. Out of more than 38,000 names 
counted from ten central Russian cities, no more than a handful of non-Christian names 
may be found. The names most usual in these towns were the same names popular 
among Christians earlier in Muscovy: Ivan was the dominant name by far, accounting 
for about 7.8% of the entire population and more than 16% of males. Vasilii, Fedor, 
and Petr followed close behind. Women's names showed more variability: Avdot'ia 
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was slightly more usual than Anna, though each accounted for just over four percent of 
all names. Praskov'ia, Mar'ia, and Irina followed. 

But despite the dominance of Christian names in these towns, the Christian 
naming system as a whole was evidently not fully victorious. The observed 
frequencies of names in these ten towns do not correspond very closely to the actual 
appearances of those names in the church calendar. Although Ivan (or Ioann) is the 
single most-often recalled name in the calendar, matching rather well the popularity of 
that name in the ten central Russian towns, other popular names match the church 
festivals more poorly. For example, among men Vasilii was not the second-most usual 
name in the calendar as it was among men in the ten focus towns;both Fedor and Petr 
were both recalled in the calendar much more often than Vasilii, yet Vasilii was the 
more usual name in early eighteenth-century Russia. Similarly, Avdot'ia (Evdokiia) 
was much less usual in the church liturgy than Anna, yet both names were almost 
equally popular among eighteenth-century Russian townswomen. The lack of 
correspondence indicates that in early modern Russia more than the church calendar 
helped determine a child's name. 

Comparison with name frequencies from late eighteenth- and nineteenth-century 
Russia suggests that, if in Muscovy different social layers depended upon the same 
names, by the eighteenth century social estates had begun to mark themselves by their 
names. Fekla, Akulina, and Pelageia had definitely become peasant names, while 
gentry women were more likely to wear names made popular by elites in the eighteenth 
century (Elizaveta, Ekaterina). Urban estates gradually sorted out a middle ground of 
names. 

Of course, much further substantiation is required to demonstrate the thesis 
conclusively. Consultation of nominal records for four towns for the seventeenth 
century and eighteenth century, part of a new project devoted to a history of urban 
society in this period, should make it possible to determine whether in fact social orders 
used names to mark off their status. 

* * * * * 
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II. ANDREW CURTIN, "Aleksei Petrovich Antropov as Icon 
Painter" 

Aleksei Petrovich Antropov (1716-95) stated that he could "paint icons in 
iconostases; has the art to paint wall and ceiling history paintings in churches" in his 
1760 petition to Elizabeth to become painter to the Holy Synod. For him an icon was 
an object, a physical format for religious imagery but by no means the only one. 
Antropov was painter to the Synod from 1760 to 1795, fulfilling other requirements as 
well as icon painting. He worked on the icons for many churches and in his Synod 
role demanded special powers to supervise icon painting in Moscow. 

Few of Antropov's icons remain, those that do are remarkably varied in style. 
An icon of The Visit of Empress Augusta to St Catherine' (undated) is attributed to 
him by the Tretiakov Gallery. The image keeps the eye moving within it, leading us 
from the two dark soldiers in the right-hand foreground to the Emperor Maxentius who 
is picked out in pale clothing. Stepping to our left into the composition he begins a 
motion leftwards and backwards which is continued by the gesture of the soldier 
behind Mm, through the arch and ultimately to the figures of St Catherine standing in a 
strong "S" curve and the Emperor's wife going to kneel before her. The cloaks of both 
lie in agitated folds and give the figure of the Empress an "S" curve mirroring that of 
the saint thus providing a visually interesting and mobile conclusion for the eye. 

In contrast to this his 1776 icon The Appearance of Christ to Mary Magdalene' 
allows the eye few opportunities for movement and keeps it frozen on the figures who 
are brought closer to the picture plane. Christ and the Magdalene are both broad, 
movement is not emphasised by drapery - which hangs in deliberate, straight folds. 
The eye is given no variation to play over save Christ's cloak which forms a colour 
contrast with his tunic, but having gently led the eye up in a curve it falls back down in 
the same straight line as his body. 

Antropov's manner in the 'Magdalene' icon emphasises Christ's instruction to 
her to tell the apostles he had risen. It was painted as a wedding gift for Maria 
Fedorovna on the occasion of her marriage to Paul and thus emphasises her personal 
duty to spread Christianity. 

A tailoring of the image's formal qualities to its content is, however, insufficient 
as a full explanation for the visual diversity of Antropov's icons as the dynamic manner 
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of the 'St Catherine' icon also exists in what Antropov regarded as a history painting, 

"The Last Supper" altarpiece at St Andrew's, Kiev, and in his 'Peter œ√. The static 

manner of the 'Magdalene' icon and its pair 'St Paul' appears in portraits of the type of 

'Anastasia Izmailova' as well. 

In all probability the 'St Catherine' icon, like The Last Supper1 and 'Peter œ√, 

was to be viewed as part of an environment through which the eye had to travel to the 

image. So Antropov keeps the eye in motion over and through them to prevent an 

unpleasant break. The 'Magdalene' icon, like the 'Izmailova' portrait, was to be seen 

in isolation — it is a votive image and the portrait was for private rather than public 

display — and so he keeps the eye still on the image. 

Antropov's icon painting was, therefore, formed by aesthetic considerations 

external to it, which were skilfully adapted to the subject depicted. 

* * * * * 
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III. PAOLA FERRETTI (University of Cambridge), "V.F. Malinovskii 
and his Rassuzhdenie Ó mire i vnine" 

Vasilii Fedorovich Malinovskii (1765-1814) is a notable figure in the history of 

Russian thought. He left posterity a rich and original body of ideas, condensed in a 

few hundred pages, much still unpublished. His published work appeared in the 

crucial years between the French Revolution and the defeat of Napoleon and exerted an 

influence on the development of Russian thought which has yet to be recognized to its 

true extent 

Malinovskii was born in Moscow into a family of noble origin. Soon after he 

completed his studies he was recruited by the historian G.F. Miiller to work in the 

Moscow Archive of the College for Foreign Affairs. There he spent a few years, 

before being transferred to Petersburg. In 1789 he asked to be moved to the diplomatic 

mission in London, in the service of Count Semen Vorontsov. When he returned to 

Petersburg, almost two years later, he took with him the already completed first part of 

what remains his most significant work, the Rassuzhdenie Ó mire i voine. written at 

Richmond in 1790. Its sequel was composed later, in 1798, near Petersburg, and the 

two parts were not published in Russia until 1803. Waiting for a more propitious 

moment, Malinovskii never managed to publish its third part, rediscovered only in 

recent times. 

In 1791 he expressed the wish to be sent to the war operations in Turkey. By 

the time he arrived in Jassy the war between Russia and Turkey (which began in 1787) 

had already ended, and as secretary he took part in the peace negotiations. He had to 

spend another two years in Jassy (from 1800 to 1802), as General Consul in Moldavia 

and Wallachia, before returning to his former work in the College for Foreign Affairs in 

Petersburg. After long years of faithful, unrewarded service in the College, 

Malinovskii became in 1811 the first Director of the Tsarkoe Selo Lycee. Moving from 

the antechambers of great foreign politics to the corridors of the most promising Lycee 

in Russia in the first quarter of the nineteenth century, he acquired a unique opportunity 

to influence with his views and ideas a group of intelligent young men, groomed to be 

the future leaders of Russian society. He served, however, as Director for only two 

years, dying in 1814 at the age of forty-nine. 
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Malinovskii's life was characterized by a constant and untiring search for ways 

to implement the projects that he elaborated to solve many of the most relevant social 

and political problems of his time. The fusion of the theoretical treatment of the 

question of peace with concrete proposals for its attainment distinguishes in a particular 

way his tract Rassuzhdenie Ó mire i voine. It has no precedent in the history of Russian 

thinking on the question of peace, and shares some features with the ideas expressed by 

better known European authors on the same theme such as Jeremy Bentham, William 

Penn and Saint-Pierre. The tract is one of Malinovskii's earliest works, but it already 

presents a mature political vision on the problem 

Part I of Rassuzhdenie Ó mire i voine is mostly focused on a highly critical 

depiction of war. Malinovskii attacks the prevailing opinion in favour of war, showing 

its utter irreconciliability with the new historical era marked by the advent of the laws of 

Reason. The ideal referent of Malinovskii's discourse is always Europe, a community 

highly defined by the presence of the Enlightenment and of common cultural and 

spiritual features. His primary intent here is to do away with current distortions that 

favour war, so he reviews all the possible arguments, beginning with the one of war as 

necessary to defence and territorial expansion, to the one of war as a salutary curb on 

excessive population growth. Considering the psychological factors influencing man's 

inclination towards war, Malinovskii critically analizes the suggestive power of war 

rhetoric and the figure of the conqueror. The Russian thinker answers these arguments 

by opposing to them a different idea of the greatness of a people and of a leader, linked 

to a more authentic vision of the people's welfare, to which he gives absolute priority. 

In his thought there also emerges the necessity for a profound revision of politics as 

commonly practised at the courts of Europe, characterized by a detrimental 

secretiveness which prevents peoples from having any influence on the ruling of their 

states. 

Part œ is devoted to illustrating Malinovskii's plan for the definitive elimination 

of war in Europe. Here he underlines the ineffectiveness of the current system of 

mediation, where neither the temporary peace agreements nor the alliance agreements 

can act as rules, being dictated by changeable and particular conditions, and therefore 

variable themselves. He introduces the idea of the necessity to have permanent laws in 

order to rule the mutual conduct of the states. Independence, territorial sovereignty and 

sovereignty of the peoples can be protected only by a "General Union", where a special 
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General Council, formed by the delegates of the European states, would make laws 
respected. Each case of aggression would be settled within the "General Union". The 
mutual respect among states would not be dictated by coercion but by agreement, by 
considering that the benefits of some states are inseparable from those of the others. 
Malinovskii even suggested a form of control of the people over the conduct of the 
governor. 

Part HI is oriented towards a definition of the social and juridical aspects of 
Malinovskii's proposal. Illustrating his criticism of the conventional law of nations, the 
Russian thinker suggests a new regulation for the relations among peoples. His 
formulation of the concept of state, as based upon a stronger identity between language 
and state itself, would be the first step towards a re-definition of European balance. He 
also shows how a correct interpretation of the Christian doctrine is functional to a 
pacific coexistence of European peoples. The building of supranational structures can 
provide an escape from the arbitrary use of power among states. However, within each 
state it is necessary to carry out social reforms in order to eliminate any state of 
suffering and exploitation that is in clear contradiction to the pursuit of peoples' 
welfare. In this part we, therefore, find Malinovskii's radical proposal for the abolition 
of serfdom and a periodical redistribution of the land among its 'natural' common 
owners. 

* * * * * 
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NOTES 

L A NOTE ON THE CHILDREN OF PETER THE GREAT 

The problems of royal succession in eighteenth-century Russia were 
exacerbated by a dearth of adult male heirs, a situation rectified only in the latter half 
of the century with the birth of the four sons of Paul I and Maria Fedorovna. But 
earlier Romanovs could hardly be accused of wilfully failing in their procreative 
duties. Tsar Aleksei had thirteen children by his first wife Maria Miloslavskaia, eight 
girls and five boys, bom between 1648 and 1669. (Maria died at the age of 43 just 
after the birth of her final daughter). His second marriage to Natalia Naryshkina 
resulted in three children, notably Peter himself. Peter followed in his father's 
footsteps by marrying twice, Evdokia Lopukhina in 1689 and Catherine in 1712, but 
there seems to be no consensus on how many legitimate children he fathered. 
(Children born to mothers other than his two wives would require a separate study.) 
Robert K. Massie's "melancholy list" of the children of Peter and Catherine contains 
twelve names.1 M.L Semevskii counted eleven.2 A wall chart of the dom 
Romanovvkh. acquired in the Moscow Metro in 1991, lists three children (one with a 
question mark) from the first marriage and eight from the second, but on closer 
inspection turns out to be based on a chart from a standard encyclopedia.3 So, how 
many children were there? The survey that follows makes no claims to offering a 
definitive solution to the puzzle, but may leave the record a little bit straighten 
Readers of this Newsletter are invited to send in corrections. 

Only one of the sons of Peter's first marriage — Aleksei, bom 18 February 
1690 — reached adulthood. A second son, Alexander, was bom on 3 (18?)) October 
1691 and died on 14 May 1692. His funeral, when he was laid to rest beside 
Tsarevich Il'ia (Tsar Fedor's infant son, who died in 1681), was attended by the 
patriarch, boyars and Tsar Ivan "in deep mourning", but not by Peter himself.4 Some 
reference books mention a third son, Pavel, said to have died in 1693, but neither his 
birth nor his death are mentioned in the admittedly incomplete palace records 
(dvortsovye razriadvV When the Danish envoy Just Juel visited the Cathedral of the 
Archangel in Moscow in 1711 he mentioned only the tomb of Alexander, whom he 
referred to in error as "the present monarch's elder son".5 
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The uncertainties about the family of Peter and Catherine are much greater. 

Several writers mention sons Peter and Paul, bom in 1704 and 1705 respectively, 

their existence deduced from a few laconic references.6 "Petrushka" first appears in 

a letter from Peter, dated March 1705 and lacking its beginning, to Catherine's 

companions Daria and Varvara Arsen'eva (the future wife and sister-in-law of 

Alexander Menshikov), in which he begs them "don't abandon my Petrushka. 

Matushki. please have some clothes made for my son, and when you travel make sure 

he has enough to drink and eat."7 This must have been the "little son" referred to by 

Catherine in a letter of 27 November 1704, whom Peter was supposed to "release 

from prison" when he came to Moscow, a jocular reference, according to Semevskii, 

to Catherine's pregnancy.8 If Petrushka was bom in December 1704, he must have 

been conceived in St Petersburg in the spring of 1704, whilst his brother Paul was 

the result of Peter's stay in Moscow in December-January 1704-5. In October 1705 

Catherine and her friends congratulated Peter on the capture of Mitau castle in 

Courland "as a result of your efforts", adding that they, too, had been amusing 

themselves "thanks to your efforts" and congratulating him on the birth of a son. 

There was a postscript: "Peter and Paul ask for your blessing and send you 

greetings".9 To the best of my knowledge, neither boy is mentioned again; lists 

which include them usually state that they died before 1707. Neither appears among 

the members of the imperial family buried in the Cathedral of SS Peter and Paul, 

suggesting that they were not officially acknowledged and/or were buried elsewhere.0 

The first adequately documented and officially recognised child was 

Ekaterina (Catherine), bom on 27 December 1706. n In a letter dated 29 December 

gospodin colonel Peter was informed of the happy event and asked not to grieve on 

account of the birth of a daughter.12 Peter replied to Catherine via her companion 

Anisa Tolstaia from Zotkiew in Poland on 8 January 1707 : "Thank God that the 

mother also came through the birth safely. You write that all is well (k mini, as the 

old saying goes) and if that's so, one can be more pleased with the birth of a daughter 

than of two sons." He sent a gift for mother and daughter and instructed Catherine to 

make her way to Kiev, there to await further instructions as the roads were bad.13 

Ekaterina died on 27 July (June?) 1708. 

Anna — the future mother of Tsar Peter œ≤ — was bom on 27 January 1708. 

Peter wrote to Catherine on 29 January: 'I think that my letter should reach you just at 
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the time of the emergence of the goose from the cellar. I am longing to hear about it, 

and, God willing, hope to hear that everything has gone well... I miss you." 1 4 On 3 

February Tsarevich Aleksei wrote to Peter from Moscow to report that he and his aunt 

Natalia had acted as godparents for the "new arrival."15 

The future empress Elizabeth, bom on 8 December 1709, has been 

documented elsewhere. After her there was a longish gap before the birth of two more 

obscure daughters, Natalia (3 March 1713, referred to as Maria in some sources) and 

Margarita (8 September 1714), who died within a month of each other in 1715.1 6 

After so many daughters and deaths there was naturally great rejoicing at the birth on 

28 (29?) October 1715 of Tsarevich Peter Petrovich, who entered the world just a 

few days after Peter's first grandson, Peter Alekseevich. 1 7 When Peter Petrovich 

was proclaimed heir in Aleksei's stead in 1717, his parents watched his development 

with pride and anxiety. On 28 June 1717 Peter wrote from Germany: "Petrushenka, 

how are you? Greetings on our joint nameday tomorrow. God grant that I see you 

happy. I was unable to read your letter, but √11 put it away until I get home and them 

you can tell me what it says. Give regards and a kiss to your sisters from me."18 

In July 1718 Catherine wrote that Peter had been ailing because of teething, but now, 

with God's help, was in good health and had cut three eye-teeth. "And please take 

care, Dad, because he has a bone to pick with you, namely when I tell him that his 

papa has gone away he doesn't like it; he likes it much better when you tell him that 

his papa is here."19 In August she reported that Peter Petrovich was amusing himself 

drilling his soldiers and firing cannons.20 The laconic reports of the boy's death on 

25 April 1719, here in an extract from the daily journal kept by Alexander 

Menshikov's household, make painful reading: "His Excellency [Menshikov] visited 

the palace and spend about an hour in the apartments of His Royal Highness the 

tsarevich, then left for home. At four in the afternoon General Apraksin sent an 

orderly with the news that the tsarevich had died, at which His Excellency left at once 

for the palace, went to the apartments and made the necessary arrangements for the 

funeral." The scribe adds the poignant detail that at the time of his death Peter 

Petrovich was three feet four inches tall. The next day the tsarevich was interred in 

the Alexander Nevskii monastery, the body transported by boat to the accompaniment 

of a thirty-one gun salute from the fortress and later laid to rest to the sound of a 

regiment of the grenadiers of the rifles of the Preobrazhenskii guard.21 
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On 2 January 1717 another son, Paul, had been bora in Wesel in the 
Netherlands. Peter wrote to Catherine on 4 January, rejoicing at the birth of "another 
recruit".22 The next day celebratory letters were despatched to dignitaries at home 
and abroad: "I inform you that on the second day of this month in Wesel my wife 
(khoziaka) gave birth to little soldier Paul, having failed to reach me here. Please 
inform the officers and men. I recommend him to the officers to be under their 
command and to the men as their comrade. Give all of them regards from me and the 
newborn."23 To his niece Ekaterina Ioannovna, married to the Elector of 
Mecklenburg in April 1716, he boasted: "You are probably envious that we old folk 
are more productive than you young ones."24 Sadly, as Peter was dispatching these 
letters his son was already dead. Catherine wrote to Prince Boris Kurakin on 8 
January: "It is with deep sorrow that I inform you that the almighty God saw fit to 
transport our new-bom son Tsarevich Paul from this world four hours after his birth. 
Truly, this sadness is very painful, but what's done is done and so we bow to the will 
of God.25 In a letter dated 11 January Peter acknowledged receipt of Catherine's 
letter concerning "the sudden event which turned joy to sorrow, but I can only 
respond as did Job, that man of many sorrows, that the Lord giveth and the Lord 
taketh away."26 

Their last daugher, another Natalia, was born on 19 (20) August 1718. Peter 
received a note to the effect that "Your wife has given birth to a daughter, who cries: 
oh! oh! Her name is Natalia; be so good as to congratulate her."27 She died a little 
more than a month after her father, on 4 March 1725. According to the envoy from 
Holstein, Bergholz, she was strikingly pretty, nice and well brought up "and would 
not have been inferior to the other princesses, her sisters, in beauty if God had 
deigned to prolong her life."28 Several portraits of her survive, as they do of Peter 
Petrovich. 

After a period of adequate, albeit patchy, documentation, uncertainty returns at 
the end of the reign. Bergholz claims that Catherine bore a premature (stillborn?) 
child in September 1721, remarking on her absence from the wedding of Count 
Pushkin on account of ill health29 Many writers mention a third boy named Peter, 
said to have been buried on 24 October 1723, but without reference to the date of his 
birth.30 On closer inspection this turns out to be the reburial of Peter Petrovich (died 
1719), whose remains were transferred from the Church of the Resurrection of 
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birth.30 On closer inspection this turns out to be the reburial of Peter Petrovich (died 
1719), whose remains were transferred from the Church of the Resurrection of 
Lazarus to the Church of the Annunciation in the Alexander Nevskii monastery on 
that date.31 Massie's list ends with another Paul, allegedly bom and died in 1724. 
This was a busy year for Catherine, with her coronation in May and the trial and 
execution of William Mons in the autumn. She suffered some sort of attack on 26 
May and was still very weak when she returned to St Petersburg in July.32 Could 
this have been the result of a premature birth? For the time being the existence of this 
last child remains unconfirmed. 

Paucity of information at the beginning of Peter and Catherine's relationship is 
explained partly by the irregular nature of their liaison. Uncertainties may also reflect 
changes in court record-keeping. Peter's own birth in May 1672, like those of his 
siblings, was noted in the court records — razriadnye or dvortsovye zapiski (later 
published as dvortsovye razriady) — which listed ceremonies, mainly of a religious 
nature, including liturgies for royal births, baptisms and funerals. These zapiski 
appear to have been discontinued around 1700, having already begun to change 
radically in content in the mid-1690s.33 The records which replaced them, for 
example the calendars or pokhodnye zhurnaly. often had a quite different focus and 
were far from consistent in recording births and deaths.34 The Supplement to the 
Ecclesiastical Regulation of 1721 specified that parish priests were to keep registers 
(metriki) of birth and deaths and forward the data to the Synod, but frequent repeats 
of the instruction suggest that they often failed to do so.35 However, this omission at 
grass roots level hardly explains the vagueness about such matters in the palace. Peter 
seems to have been a model father to his second family in all respects except that of 
accurate record-keeping. 

Lindsey Hughes (School of Slavonic and East European Studies, 
University of London) 
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12 Semevskii, p. 335. The letter is dated here 1707 in error. Given the well-attested 
dates of Anna's birth in January 1708, Catherine could hardly have given birth to 
Ekaterina in December 1707. 

13 –Ÿ, V, 13: Pis'ma russkikh gosudarei i drugikh osob tsarskoeo semeistva. I (M., 
1861), 1. The "little one" is mentioned again in a letter to Menshikov, 26 December 
1707: ÿ . ≤, 200. 

1 4 –ÿ, ÿ(≥), 43-4. 

1 5 Pis'ma tsarevicha Alekseia Petrovicha. Í ego roditeliu gosudariu Petra Velikomu. 
gosudarvne Ekaterine Alekseevne i kabinet-sekretariu Makarovu (Odessa, 1849), p. 
23. See also ≈ÿ, ÿ(≥), 65 (8 February), 71-2 (18 February, to Alexis), 390 (13 
February: congratulations from Menshikov). 

16 Bogdanov, p. 283. According to this source, Natalia died on 27 May, Margarita 
on 27 July. Semevskii gives Natalia's birthdate as 27 March. 
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17 See, for example, the allegorical engraving "To the illustrious royal union forged 
by God" (Zubov and Picart, 1715) in M.A. Alekseeva, Graviura petrovskopo vremeni 
(L., 1990), p. 139. 

18 Sankteeterburgskii filial Instituta rossiiskoi istorii Rossiiskoi Akademii Nauk 
(SFI), fond 270, delo 84,1.552 (Appended to a letter to Menshikov). 

19 Pis'ma russkikh gosudarei. 1,76. 

20 Ibid., p. 80. 

21 'Podennye zapiski kn. A.D. Menshikova', Rossiiskaia Natsional'naia Biblioteka. 
Otdel rukopisei, fond 480, ed.khr. 2,1.35-35 ob. 

2 2 Pis'ma russkikh gosudarei. I, no. 83. 

23 SFI, fond 270, delo 84,1.24 [To Prince Golitsyn, Semenovskii Regiment]. 

24 SFI, fond 270, delo 84,1.44. 

25 Ibjd,, delo 86,1.1. 

26 jbjd,, delo 84,1.67. 

27 Pis'ma russkikh gosudarei, 1.82. 

28 F.W. von Bergholz. Dnevnik kammer-iunkera Berkhgol'tsa. vedennyi im v Rossii 
v tsarstvovanie Petra Velikogo s 1721-1725 g. (M., 1902-3), 1725, p. 86. 

29 jbM. (M., 1857), 1721, p. 180. 

30 E.g. Semevskii, p. 342. Bogdanov, p. 374. 

3 1 Petersburgskii nekropol' ili spravochnii istoricheskii ukazatel' lits ... po 
nadgrobnvm nadpisiam Aleksandronevskoi lavrv (Moscow, 1883), p. 103. 

32 Semevskii, p. 169,172. 

33 On Peter's birth see Dvortsovye razriady. ÿ (1645-76) (Spb., 1852), 889; 
Dopolneniia Í ÿ tomu Dvortsowkh razriadov (Spb., 1854), pp. 463,469. 

34 Pokhodnve zhurnalv Petra 11695-1726 (Spb., 1853-5); 2nd ed. (Spb., 1910-13). 

35 J. Cracraft, The Church Reform of Peter the Great (London, 1971), p. 246. 

* * * * * 
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II. ¬Œ«ÃŒ∆Õ¿ À» –≈ ŒÕ—“–” ÷»fl «¿Ã€—À¿ 'œ≈“–»ƒ€' 

 ¿Õ“≈Ã»–¿? 

¬ ÂˆÂÌÁËË Stefano Garzonio ‰‡Ì‡ Ó˜ÂÌ¸ Ó·ÒÚÓˇÚÂÎ¸Ì‡ˇ Ë ‰ÂÎ¸Ì‡ˇ 
ÓˆÂÌÍ‡ ÍÌË„Ë Mietta Baracchi Bavagnoli Le Origini del poema epico russo *La 
Petrida' di A. Kantemir (1990). * fl Ò ˝ÚÓÈ ÂˆÂÌÁËÂÈ ÒÓ‚Â¯ÂÌÌÓ ÒÓ„Î‡ÒÂÌ Ë 
ÔÂ‰Î‡„‡ÂÏ‡ˇ Á‡ÏÂÚÍ‡ Í‡Ò‡ÂÚÒˇ ÚÓ„Ó ‚ÓÔÓÒ‡, Ì‡‰ ÍÓÚÓ˚Ï 
Á‡‰ÛÏ˚‚‡ÎËÒ¸ ‚ÒÂ, ÍÚÓ Ó 'œÂÚË‰Â' ÔËÒ‡Î. 

Õ‡ÔÓÏÌ˛, ˜ÚÓ ‚ ËÁ‚ÂÒÚÌ˚ı ‰Ó ÒËı ÔÓ ÒÔËÒÍ‡ı ÒÓı‡ÌËÎ‡Ò¸ ÚÓÎ¸ÍÓ 
' ÌË„‡ 1', ÚÓ ÂÒÚ¸ ÔÂ‚‡ˇ ÔÂÒÌˇ ÔÓ˝Ï˚. —Ó˜ËÌË‚ ˝ÚÛ ÔÂ‚Û˛ 'ÍÌË„Û' 
‚ÂÒÌÓÈ 1730 „.,  ‡ÌÚÂÏË ‡·ÓÚÛ Ì‡‰ ÔÓ˝ÏÓÈ ÌÂ ÔÓ‰ÓÎÊ‡Î. ¬ ‡‚„ÛÒÚÂ 
1730 „., ‚ ÔÂ‰ËÒÎÓ‚ËË Í ÔÂ‚ÓÌ‡˜‡Î¸ÌÓÈ Â‰‡ÍˆËË '—‡ÚË˚ V Ì‡ 
˜ÂÎÓ‚ÂÍ‡',  ‡ÌÚÂÏË Ó·˙ˇÒÌˇÎ ˜ËÚ‡ÚÂÎˇÏ, ˜ÚÓ ÓÌ "ÔÓ ÓÍÓÌ˜‡ÌËË Ò‚ÓÂÈ 
˜ÂÚ‚ÂÚÓÈ Ò‡ÚË˚ Ì‡ÏÂÂÌ ·˚Î [...] ÛÔÓÚÂ·ËÚ¸ ‚ÂÏˇ Ò‚ÓÂ, ÍÓÚÓÓÂ ÂÏÛ 
‰Ó ÓÚ˙ÂÁ‰‡ ‚ ̃ ÛÊËÂ Í‡ˇ ÓÒÚ‡‚‡ÎÓÒˇ, Ì‡ ÔÓ‰ÓÎÊÂÌËÂ 'œÂÚË‰˚', ÍÓÚÓÓÈ 
Ó‰ÌÛ ÔÂ‚Û˛ ÍÌË„Û ËÁ‰‡Î Â˘Â ÔÂÊ‰Â ÚÂÚ¸ÂÈ Ò‡ÚË˚; ÌÓ Û‡ÁÛÏÂ‚ ˜ÂÂÁ 
ËÒÍÛÒ, ˜ÚÓ ‰ÂÎÓ ÚÓ ÌÂÏ‡ÎÓ„Ó ÚÂ·ÛÂÚ ÔËÎÂÊ‡ÌËˇ, Ú‡ÍÊÂ ÎË¯‡Òˇ Í ÚÓÏÛ 
ÔÓÚÂ·Ì˚ı ËÁ‚ÂÒÚËÈ, ÓÚÎÓÊËÎ ÚÓ ‰Ó ‰Û„Ó„Ó ‚ÂÏÂÌË, ÍÓ„‰‡ Ë ÒÔÓÒÓ·˚ Í 
ÚÓÏÛ ÎÛ˜¯Â ·Û‰ÛÚ Ë Ï˚ÒÎË Â„Ó, ‡ÁÎË˜Ì˚ÏË ÌÛÊ‰‡ÏË Ì˚ÌÂ ÒÏÛ˘‡ÂÏ˚Â 
ÒÔÓÍÓˇÚÒˇ".2 

¬ ÓÒÌÓ‚ÌÓÈ Â‰‡ÍˆËË V Ò‡ÚË˚ ˝ÚÓ ÛÔÓÏËÌ‡ÌËÂ ÒÌˇÚÓ.  ‡ÌÚÂÏË, 

Ó˜Â‚Ë‰ÌÓ, ÓÚÍ‡Á‡ÎÒˇ ÓÚ ÔÎ‡Ì‡ ÔÓ‰ÓÎÊÂÌËˇ 'œÂÚË‰˚*. 
ÕËÍ‡ÍËı ˜ÂÌÓ‚˚ı Ï‡ÚÂË‡ÎÓ‚ ËÎË ÔÎ‡ÌÓ‚ ˝ÚÓÈ ÔÓ˝Ï˚ ÌÂ 

ÒÓı‡ÌËÎÓÒ¸, ÔÓ˝ÚÓÏÛ ‚ Ì‡¯ÂÈ ÔÓÔ˚ÚÍÂ ÂÍÓÌÒÚÛÍˆËË Á‡Ï˚ÒÎ‡ Ï˚ 
ÏÓÊÂÏ ÔÓÎ¸ÁÓ‚‡Ú¸Òˇ ÚÓÎ¸ÍÓ ÚÂÍÒÚÓÏ ÔÂ‚ÓÈ ' ÌË„Ë' ÔÓ˝Ï˚. 

À.¬. œÛÏÔˇÌÒÍËÈ ‚ Ò‚ÓÂ ‚ÂÏˇ Á‡ÏÂÚËÎ, ÔÓ ÔÓ‚Ó‰Û 'œÂÚË‰˚', "˜ÚÓ 
‚Òˇ ÔÓ˝Ï‡ ‚˚Á˚‚‡ÂÚ ·ÓÎ¸¯ËÂ Ë ÔÓÍ‡ Â˘Â ÌÂ‡ÁÂ¯ËÏ˚Â ÒÓÏÌÂÌËˇ [...]. 
√Î‡‚Ì‡ˇ ÚÛ‰ÌÓÒÚ¸ — ‚ ‚ÓÒÒÚ‡ÌÓ‚ÎÂÌËË ÔÎ‡Ì‡. ≈ÒÎË ÔÂ‚‡ˇ ÔÂÒÌ¸ 
(Â‰ËÌÒÚ‚ÂÌÌ‡ˇ, ‰Ó¯Â‰¯‡ˇ ‰Ó Ì‡Ò Ë ÌÂÒÓÏÌÂÌÌÓ Â‰ËÌÒÚ‚ÂÌÌ‡ˇ 
Ì‡ÔËÒ‡ÌÌ‡ˇ) ÔÓÒ‚ˇ˘ÂÌ‡ ÒÏÂÚË œÂÚ‡, ÚÓ ÒÔ‡¯Ë‚‡ÂÚÒˇ, ˜ÚÓ ÒÓ·Ë‡ÎÒˇ 
 ‡ÌÚÂÏË ‡ÒÒÍ‡Á‡Ú¸ ‚ ÒÎÂ‰Û˛˘Ëı? [...] ◊‡ÒÚ¸ ÚÂÏ˚ ÏÓ„Î‡ ·˚Ú¸ ÓÚÌÂÒÂÌ‡ 
‚ ˝ÔËÁÓ‰Ë˜ÂÒÍËÈ ‡ÒÒÍ‡Á Ó ÔÓ¯ÎÓÏ (ÔËÏÂ˚, ÓÚ Œ‰ËÒÒÂË ‰Ó 
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ÀÓÏÓÌÓÒÓ‚‡, ·ÂÒ˜ËÒÎÂÌÌ˚ Ë Ó·˘ÂËÁ‚ÂÒÚÌ˚, ÌÓ ÌÂ ‚Òˇ ÚÂÏ‡. »ÎË ‚Òˇ 
ÔÓ˝Ï‡ ‰ÓÎÊÌ‡ ·˚Î‡ ·˚Ú¸ ÔÓÒ‚ˇ˘ÂÌ‡ Ó‰ÌÓÈ ÒÏÂÚË œÂÚ‡ (Á‡ ˜ÚÓ „Ó‚ÓËÚ 
Á‡„Î‡‚ËÂ)?"3 

◊ÂÂÁ ‰‚‡‰ˆ‡Ú¸ ÎÂÚ ÔÓÒÎÂ ÒÚ‡Ú¸Ë œÛÏÔˇÌÒÍÓ„Ó ¿.Õ. —ÓÍÓÎÓ‚, ÌÂ 
Ì‡Á˚‚‡ˇ Ò‚ÓÂ„Ó ÔÂ‰¯ÂÒÚ‚ÂÌÌËÍ‡, ÌÓ Í‡Í ·˚ ÓÚ‚Â˜‡ˇ Ì‡ Â„Ó ÌÂ‰ÓÛÏÂÌËˇ 
ÔÓ ÔÓ‚Ó‰Û ÔÎ‡Ì‡ 'œÂÚË‰˚', ÔËÒ‡Î, ˜ÚÓ "Á‡Ï˚ÒÂÎ ÔÓ˝Ï˚ ÏÓÊÌÓ 
‚ÓÒÒÚ‡ÌÓ‚ËÚ¸".4 » ‰‡ÎÂÂ ÓÌ ËÁÎ‡„‡ÂÚ ÒÓ‰ÂÊ‡ÌËÂ ÔÂ‚ÓÈ ÍÌË„Ë 
'œÂÚË‰˚': "¡ ÔÂ‚ÓÈ ÍÌË„Â ÔÓ˝Ï˚ œÂÚ ÌÂ ÛÏË‡ÂÚ, ‡ ÚÓÎ¸ÍÓ Á‡·ÓÎÂ‚‡ÂÚ. 
¬ ÍÓÌˆÂ ÔÂÒÌË, ÓÎËˆÂÚ‚ÓÂÌÌ‡ˇ Ë Ì‡Á‚‡ÌÌ‡ˇ Î‡ÚËÌÒÍËÏ ËÏÂÌÂÏ 
—Ú‡Ì„ÛËÓ, ·ÓÎÂÁÌ¸, 'ÔËˇ‚ ‚Î‡ÒÚ¸', ‰‡ÌÌÛ˛ ÂÈ ÔÓ ·ÓÊÂÒÚ‚ÂÌÌÓÏÛ 
ÔÓÛ˜ÂÌË˛ ‡ı‡Ì„ÂÎÓÏ ÃËı‡ËÎÓÏ, 'ÛÒÚÂÏËÒˇ Ì‡ œÂÚ‡'. Œ‰Ì‡ÍÓ ˝Ú‡ 
‚Î‡ÒÚ¸ ·˚Î‡ ‰‡Ì‡ ·ÓÎÂÁÌË ÚÓÎ¸ÍÓ ÔË ÛÒÎÓ‚ËË, ˜ÚÓ ÓÌ‡ ‚ ÚÂ˜ÂÌËÂ ˆÂÎÓ„Ó 
„Ó‰‡ ÌÂ ÔÓÒÏÂÂÚ ÔÓ‡ÁËÚ¸ Ò‚Ó˛ ÊÂÚ‚Û ÒÏÂÚ¸˛ [...] —ÎÂ‰Ó‚‡ÚÂÎ¸ÌÓ, ‚ 
ÔÂ‚ÓÈ ÍÌË„Â Ï˚ ËÏÂÂÏ ÚÓÎ¸ÍÓ Á‡‚ˇÁÍÛ, Á‡ ÍÓÚÓÓÈ ‰ÓÎÊÌÓ ·˚ÎÓ 
ÔÓÒÎÂ‰Ó‚‡Ú¸ ‰ÂÈÒÚ‚ËÂ, ‡ÒÒ˜ËÚ‡ÌÌÓÂ Ì‡ ˆÂÎ˚È „Ó‰, ÔÓÒÎÂ ˜Â„Ó ‰ÓÎÊÌ‡ 
·˚Î‡ Ì‡ÒÚÛÔËÚ¸ ‡Á‚ˇÁÍ‡ — ÒÏÂÚ¸ „ÂÓˇ". 

¬ÂÌÓ ÓÔÂ‰ÂÎË‚ ‚ÂÏÂÌÌ˚Â ‡ÏÍË ËÁ‚ÂÒÚÌÓ„Ó Ì‡Ï ÚÂÍÒÚ‡ ÔÓ˝Ï˚, 
—ÓÍÓÎÓ‚ ÔÓÚË‚ÓÂ˜ËÚ Ò‡ÏÓÏÛ ÒÂ·Â, ÍÓ„‰‡ ‰‡ÎÂÂ ÛÚ‚ÂÊ‰‡ÂÚ, ˜ÚÓ 
"ÔÓ‚ÂÒÚ‚Ûˇ Ó ÔÓÒÎÂ‰ÌÂÏ „Ó‰Â ‰ÂˇÚÂÎ¸ÌÓÒÚË œÂÚ‡,  ‡ÌÚÂÏË, 
ÌÂÒÓÏÌÂÌÌÓ, Ì‡¯ÂÎ ·˚ ÔÓ‚Ó‰ ‡ÒÒÍ‡Á‡Ú¸ ‚ ÙÓÏÂ 'ÔÂ‰ËÒÚÓËË', Ó·˚˜ÌÓÈ 
‰Îˇ ÍÎ‡ÒÒË˜ÂÒÍÓÈ ˝ÔÓÔÂË, Ë Ó ÒÓ·˚ÚËˇı ÔÂ‰¯ÂÒÚ‚Û˛˘Ëı ÎÂÚ".5 ÕËÊÂ Ï˚ 
ÔÓÔÓ·ÛÂÏ ÔÓÍ‡Á‡Ú¸, ˜ÚÓ ÔÓ‰Ó·ÌÓ„Ó ‡ÒÒÍ‡Á‡ Ó ÒÓ·˚ÚËˇı 
"ÔÂ‰¯ÂÒÚ‚Û˛˘Ëı ÎÂÚ"  ‡ÌÚÂÏË ÔËÒ‡Ú¸ ÌÂ ÔÂ‰ÔÓÎ‡„‡Î, Ë·Ó 
ÔÓ˝ÚË˜ÂÒÍÓÂ ËÁÎÓÊÂÌËÂ ‰ÂÈÒÚ‚ËÈ Ë ÔÓÒÚÛÔÍÓ‚ œÂÚ‡ Á‡ ÔÓÒÎÂ‰ÌËÈ „Ó‰ 
Â„Ó ÊËÁÌË ÌÂ ÚÂ·Ó‚‡ÎÓ ÌËÍ‡ÍÓ„Ó ‚ÓÁ‚‡˘ÂÌËˇ Ì‡Á‡‰. 

œÂ‚‡ˇ ÔÂÒÌ¸ œÂÚË‰˚ ·˚Î‡ Ì‡ÔËÒ‡Ì‡, Í‡Í ÔÓÎ‡„‡ÂÚ «.». √Â¯ÍÓ‚Ë˜, 
ÏÂÊ‰Û Ï‡ÚÓÏ Ë ‡‚„ÛÒÚÓÏ 1730 „., ÚÓ ÂÒÚ¸ ‚ ÚÓÚ ÔÂËÓ‰, ÍÓ„‰‡ ¿ÌÌ‡ 
»Ó‡ÌÌÓ‚Ì‡ ÛÊÂ ‚Óˆ‡ËÎ‡Ò¸, ÌÓ ı‡‡ÍÚÂ ÂÂ Ô‡‚ÎÂÌËˇ Â˘Â ÌÂ ‚ÔÓÎÌÂ 
ÔÓˇÒÌËÎÒˇ.^ Œ·˘ÂÒÚ‚ÂÌÌÓ-ÔÓÎËÚË˜ÂÒÍ‡ˇ ÒËÚÛ‡ˆËˇ ÒÓı‡ÌËÎ‡ 
ÌÂÍÓÚÓÛ˛ ÌÂÓÔÂ‰ÂÎÂÌÌÓÒÚ¸. ÃÓÊÌÓ ·˚ÎÓ Ì‡‰ÂˇÚ¸Òˇ Ì‡ ÚÓ, ˜ÚÓ ÌÓ‚‡ˇ 
ËÏÔÂ‡ÚËˆ‡ ‚˚ÔÓÎÌËÚ ÔÓÊÂÎ‡ÌËÂ, ÒÓ‰ÂÊ‡‚¯ÂÂÒˇ ‚ ÔÂÚËˆËˇı, Ó‰ÌÓÈ 
Ì‡ÔËÒ‡ÌÌÓÈ  ‡ÌÚÂÏËÓÏ Ë ‰Û„ÓÈ — ËÏ ÔÓ˜ËÚ‡ÌÌÓÈ. —Â‰Ë ˝ÚËı 
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ÚÂ·Ó‚‡ÌËÈ ·˚ÎÓ ‰‚‡ ÓÒÌÓ‚Ì˚ı Ë Ò‚ˇÁ‡ÌÌ˚ı ÏÂÊ‰Û ÒÓ·ÓÈ Ó„‡ÌË˜ÂÒÍË: 
Ó‰ÌÓ ËÁ ˝ÚËı ÚÂ·Ó‚‡ÌËÈ — ‡Á˚‚ Ò ¬ÂıÓ‚Ì˚Ï Ú‡ÈÌ˚Ï ÒÓ‚ÂÚÓÏ Ë 
ÛÌË˜ÚÓÊÂÌËÂ ÍÓÌ‰ËˆËÈ — ÌÓ‚‡ˇ ËÏÔÂ‡ÚËˆ‡ ‚˚ÔÓÎÌËÎ‡. ¬ÚÓÓÂ — 
ÚÂ·Ó‚‡ÌËÂ Û˜Â‰ËÚ¸ ‰‚ÓˇÌÒÍËÈ Ô‡Î‡ÏÂÌÚ Ë Ô‡‚ËÚ¸, ÓÔË‡ˇÒ¸ Ì‡ 
ÌÂ„Ó, — ¿ÌÌ‡ »Ó‡ÌÌÓ‚Ì‡ ÌÂ ‚˚ÔÓÎÌËÎ‡. œÂÚË‰‡ (ÔÂ‚‡ˇ ÂÂ ÔÂÒÌ¸) 
ÔËÒ‡Î‡Ò¸ ‚ ÚÓ ‚ÂÏˇ, ÍÓ„‰‡, ÔÓ-‚Ë‰ËÏÓÏÛ,  ‡ÌÚÂÏË Â˘Â Ì‡‰ÂˇÎÒˇ, ˜ÚÓ 
ÌÓ‚‡ˇ ËÏÔÂ‡ÚËˆ‡ Ò‰ÂÎ‡ÂÚ ÚÓ, ˜Â„Ó ÓÌ Ë Â„Ó Â‰ËÌÓÏ˚¯ÎÂÌÌËÍË ÓÚ ÌÂÂ 
Ê‰‡ÎË. 

 ‡Í ÊÂ ÒÓÓÚÌÓÒËÚÒˇ œÂÚË‰‡ Ò ÔÓÎËÚË˜ÂÒÍÓÈ ÒËÚÛ‡ˆËÂÈ 1730 „., 

‰ÂˇÚÂÎ¸Ì˚Ï Ë Á‡ËÌÚÂÂÒÓ‚‡ÌÌ˚Ï Û˜‡ÒÚÌËÍÓÏ ÍÓÚÓÓÈ ·˚Î  ‡ÌÚÂÏË?7 

 ‡Í ‚Ë‰ÌÓ ËÁ 1 ' ÌË„Ë', ‰ÂÈÒÚ‚ËÂ ÔÓ˝Ï˚ ‰ÓÎÊÌÓ ·˚ÎÓ ‡Á‚ÂÌÛÚ¸Òˇ 
‚ ÔÓÒÎÂ‰ÌËÈ „Ó‰ ˆ‡ÒÚ‚Ó‚‡ÌËˇ œÂÚ‡ I. ◊ÂÏ Ó·˙ˇÒÌˇÂÚÒˇ ‚˚·Ó ËÏÂÌÌÓ 
˝ÚÓ„Ó „Ó‰‡ ÊËÁÌË œÂÚ‡ I? ¬Â‰¸ ÓÌ ÌÂ Ó·ÓÁÌ‡˜ÂÌ Í‡ÍËÏË-ÎË·Ó 
ÓÒÓ·ÂÌÌ˚ÏË ÒÓ·˚ÚËˇÏË. 

¬ Ò‚ÓÂÏ ÍÓÌÒÔÂÍÚÂ ÍÌË„Ë √ÓÎËÍÓ‚‡ œÛ¯ÍËÌ Ò ÓÒÓ·ÂÌÌ˚Ï 
‚ÌËÏ‡ÌËÂÏ ÓÒÚ‡ÌÓ‚ËÎÒˇ Ì‡ ÚÓÏ, ˜ÚÓ ‚ 1724 „. (ÚÓÚ „Ó‰, ÍÓÚÓ˚È ¡Ó„ 
ÔÓ‰‡ËÎ œÂÚÛ≤) ÔÓ Á‡ÔËÒË œÛ¯ÍËÌ‡ "ÒÓ˜ËÌˇÎÓÒ¸ ÌÓ‚ÓÂ ÛÎÓÊÂÌËÂ".8 ›Ú‡ 
Î‡ÍÓÌË˜Ì‡ˇ Á‡ÔËÒ¸ ÚÂ·ÛÂÚ ‡Ò¯ËÙÓ‚ÍË.  ‡Í ÛÒÚ‡ÌÓ‚ÎÂÌÓ ‚ ‡·ÓÚ‡ı 
¿.√. Ã‡Ì¸ÍÓ‚‡9 ‚ ÔÓÒÎÂ‰ÌÂÂ ÔˇÚËÎÂÚËÂ ÊËÁÌË œÂÚ‡ ÓÌ Ì‡ÒÚÓÈ˜Ë‚Ó 
‚ÓÁ‚‡˘‡ÎÒˇ Í ‡·ÓÚÂ ÔÓ ÒÓÒÚ‡‚ÎÂÌË˛ ÌÂÍÓÂ„Ó Ò‚Ó‰‡ Á‡ÍÓÌÓ‚ 
("ÛÎÓÊÂÌËˇ"), ÍÓÚÓÓÂ ‚‚ÂÎÓ ·˚ ÔÓˇ‰ÓÍ Ë ÒËÒÚÂÏÛ ‚ Â„Ó ÒÓ·ÒÚ‚ÂÌÌÓÂ 
Ó·ËÎ¸ÌÓÂ Ë ˜‡ÒÚÓ ÔÓÚË‚ÓÂ˜Ë‚ÓÂ Á‡ÍÓÌÓÚ‚Ó˜ÂÒÚ‚Ó. 

¬ ÔÓ˝ÏÂ, ÔÓÒÎÂ ÚÓ„Ó, Í‡Í  ‡ÌÚÂÏË ‚˚ÒÍ‡Á‡Î (Ó˜ÂÌ¸ Í‡ÚÍÓ) 
Ì‡‰ÂÊ‰Û, ˜ÚÓ ¿ÌÌ‡ »Ó‡ÌÌÓ‚Ì‡ ÔÓ‰ÓÎÊËÚ ‰ÂÎÓ œÂÚ‡ L ÓÌ Ó·˙ˇÒÌˇÂÚ 
·ÓÎÂÁÌ¸ Ë ÒÏÂÚ¸ ËÏÔÂ‡ÚÓ‡ ÚÂÏ, ˜ÚÓ ¡Ó„, Û‚Ë‰Â‚ ‚ÂÒ¸ ÏË "‚ ÁÎÓ·‡ı 
Ó·ËÎ¸Ì˚È", Â¯ËÎ Á‡·‡Ú¸ œÂÚ‡ I Ì‡ ÌÂ·Ó: 

... Â„Ó ÊÂ ÌÓÒËÚË 
«ÂÏÎ˛ ÌÂ‰ÓÒÚÓÈÌÛ˛ ‚ÓÁÓÏÌÂ‚ Ú‚ÓÂˆ ·˚ÚË, 
  ÒÂ·Â ÏÛÊ‡ ‚ÓÁ‚ÂÒÚË, Ë ‰ÛıÓÏ Ë ÚÂÎÓÏ 
¡ÓÊÂÒÚ‚ÂÌÌ‡, ÒÏÂÚÌ˚ı ‚ÒÂı ÔÂ‚ÓÁ¯Â‰¯‡ ‰ÂÎÓÏ,...10 

¡Ó„ ÔËÁ˚‚‡ÂÚ Í ÒÂ·Â ‡ı‡Ì„ÂÎ‡ ÃËı‡ËÎ‡ Ë ‚ÂÎËÚ ÂÏÛ 'ÓÚ˙ˇÚË' 
œÂÚ‡ I 'ÓÚ ÓÒÒËˇÌ', ÌÓ ÌÂ Ò‡ÁÛ-, 
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... ÌÂ ÔÂÊ‰Â ÓÚ¸ˇÚË 
»Ï‡¯Ë ÓÚ ÓÒÒËˇÌ, ÌÂÊÎË ·Â„ Ì‡˜‡ÚË 
¬ÚÓÓÈ ÒÓÎÌˆÂ ËÏÂÂÚ ÓÚ Á‡Ô‡‰ Í ‚ÓÒÚÓÍÛ, 
— ÒÂ‚ÂÌ˚Ï ‚ÂÚÓÏ ‚Â‰Û˘ ıÎ‡‰, ÁËÏÛ „ÎÛ·ÓÍÛ ...11 

›ÚÛ „Ó‰Ó‚Û˛ ÓÚÒÓ˜ÍÛ ¡Ó„ ‰‡ÂÚ œÂÚÛ, ˜ÚÓ·˚ ÓÌ ÏÓ„ '‰Ó‚Â¯ËÚ¸' 
ÛÊÂ ËÏ Ì‡˜‡Ú˚Â ‰ÂÎ‡. 

œÓÒÍÓÎ¸ÍÛ ‚ Á‡‚ˇÁÍÂ ÔÓ˝Ï˚ ‰‡ÌÓ ÓÔËÒ‡ÌËÂ ÌÓ‚ÓÈ ÒÚÓÎËˆ˚, ÛÊÂ 
ÔÓÒÚÓÂÌÌÓÈ, ÏÌÂ Í‡ÊÂÚÒˇ,  ‡ÌÚÂÏËÛ ÌÂ ·˚ÎÓ Ì‡‰Ó·ÌÓÒÚË, Í‡Í ÔÓÎ‡„‡Î 
—ÓÍÓÎÓ‚, ËÁÎ‡„‡Ú¸ 'ÔÂ‰ËÒÚÓË˛* œÂÚ‡ I Ë Â„Ó ˆ‡ÒÚ‚Ó‚‡ÌËˇ (Í‡Í 
ÔÓÒÚÛÔËÎ ÀÓÏÓÌÓÒÓ‚ ‚ ÔÓ˝ÏÂ œÂÚ ¬ÂÎËÍËÈ, ÓÌ ( ‡ÌÚÂÏË), Í‡Í ˇ 
ÔÂ‰ÔÓÎ‡„‡˛, ÏÓ„ ÒÓÒÂ‰ÓÚÓ˜ËÚÒˇ Ì‡ ËÁÓ·‡ÊÂÌËË Á‡ÍÓÌÓ‰‡ÚÂÎ¸ÌÓÈ 
‰ÂˇÚÂÎ¸ÌÓÒÚË œÂÚ‡ I ‚ ÔÓÒÎÂ‰ÌËÈ „Ó‰ Â„Ó ˆ‡ÒÚ‚Ó‚‡ÌËˇ. 

» ‚ÔÓÎÌÂ ‚ÓÁÏÓÊÌÓ, ˜ÚÓ œÂÚ ‚ ÌÂÓÒÛ˘ÂÒÚ‚ÎÂÌÌÓÈ ˜‡ÒÚË 'œÂÚË‰˚' 
ÏÓ„ ·˚Ú¸ ÔÂ‰ÒÚ‡‚ÎÂÌ ÌÂ ÚÓÎ¸ÍÓ Í‡Í ÍÓ‰ËÙËÍ‡ÚÓ ÛÒÒÍÓ„Ó 
Á‡ÍÓÌÓ‰‡ÚÂÎ¸ÒÚ‚‡, ÌÓ Ë Í‡Í ÒÚÓÓÌÌËÍ ‚ Í‡ÍÓÈ-ÚÓ ÏÂÂ Ó„‡ÌË˜ÂÌËˇ 
Ò‡ÏÓ‰ÂÊ‡‚ÌÓÈ ‚Î‡ÒÚË. 

—ÓÏÌËÚÂÎ¸ÌÓ, ˜ÚÓ Ú‡ÍÓÂ ÔÓ˝ÚË˜ÂÒÍÓÂ ËÁÓ·‡ÊÂÌËÂ œÂÚ‡ I 
ÒÓÓÚ‚ÂÚÒÚ‚Ó‚‡ÎÓ œÂÚÛ ËÒÚÓË˜ÂÒÍÓÏÛ,12 ÌÓ ÓÌÓ ÏÓ„ÎÓ ‚˚‡ÁËÚ¸ 
ÔÂ‰ÒÚ‡‚ÎÂÌËˇ Ò‡ÏÓ„Ó  ‡ÌÚÂÏË‡, Ó ÍÓÚÓÓÏ Â„Ó ·ËÓ„‡Ù Ë ‰Û„ ‡··‡Ú 
√Û‡ÒÍÓ ÔËÒ‡Î, ˜ÚÓ  ‡ÌÚÂÏË‡ "‚ÓÒıË˘‡Î‡ ¿Ì„ÎËˇ, „‰Â Ô‡Î‡ÏÂÌÚ 
Ò‰ÂÊË‚‡ÂÚ ‚Î‡ÒÚ¸ ÏÓÌ‡ı‡ ‚ ÓÔÂ‰ÂÎÂÌÌ˚ı ÔÂ‰ÂÎ‡ı Ë ÌÂ ÔÓÁ‚ÓÎˇÂÚ ÂÈ 
ÒÚ‡Ú¸ ‚˚¯Â Á‡ÍÓÌÓ‚, Ó„‡Ê‰‡ˇ ÔÓ‰‰‡ÌÌ˚ı ÓÚ ÔÂ˜‡Î¸Ì˚ı ÔÓÒÎÂ‰ÒÚ‚ËÈ 
Ò‡ÏÓ‚Î‡ÒÚËˇ".13 

» ÔÓÁ‚ÓÎ˛ ÒÂ·Â ÔÂ‰ÔÓÎÓÊËÚ¸, ˜ÚÓ ‚ ÓÒÛ˘ÂÒÚ‚ÎÂÌÌÓÏ Ë 

Á‡ÍÓÌ˜ÂÌÌÓÏ ‚Ë‰Â 'œÂÚË‰‡' ÏÓ„Î‡ ·˚ ÒÚ‡Ú¸ Ò‚ÓÂ„Ó Ó‰‡ ÔÓ˝ÚË˜ÂÒÍËÏ 

Ì‡ÒÚ‡‚ÎÂÌËÂÏ ÌÓ‚ÓÈ ËÏÔÂ‡ÚËˆÂ. 

»Î¸ˇ —ÂÏ‡Ì (»ÂÛÁ‡ÎËÏ) 

œËÏÂ˜‡ÌËˇ 

1 —Ï. Newsletter. No. 19 (1991), 62-4. 

2 ¿ÌÚËÓı  ‡ÌÚÂÏË, —Ó·‡ÌËÂ ÒÚËıÓÚ‚ÓÂÌËÈ (À., 1956), ÒÚ. 515. 
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5 “‡Ï ÊÂ ( ÛÒË‚ ÏÓÈ - ».Œ. 

6 —Ï.  ‡ÌÚÂÏË, —Ó·‡ÌËÂ ÒÚËıÓÚ‚ÓÂÌËÈ, ÒÚ. 473. 

7 —Ï. ƒ.¿.  ÓÒ‡ÍÓ‚, ¬Óˆ‡ÂÌÊ ËÏÔÂ‡ÚËˆÛ ƒˆˆÏ HPfrHHPBHM ( ‡Á‡Ì¸, 
1880), ÒÚ. 271-5. 

8 ¿.—. œÛ¯ÍËÌ, œÓÎÌÓÂ ÒÓ·‡ÌËÂ ÒÓ˜ËÌÂÌËÈ ‚ ‰ÂÒˇÚË ÚÓÏ‡ı. IX (Ã.-À., 
1944), 453 ( ÛÒË‚ œÛ¯ÍËÌ‡). 

9 ¿.√. Ã‡Ì¸ÍÓ‚, '»ÒÔÓÎ¸ÁÓ‚‡ÌËÂ ‚ –ÓÒÒËË ¯‚Â‰ÒÍÓ„Ó Á‡ÍÓÌÓ‰‡ÚÂÎ¸ÒÚ‚‡ 
ÔË ÒÓÒÚ‡‚ÎÂÌËË ÔÓÂÍÚ‡ ”ÎÓÊÂÌËˇ 1720-1725 „„.', ‚ Ò·. »ÒÚÓË˜ÂÒÍËÂ 
Ò‚ˇÁË —Í‡Ì‰ËÌ‡‚ËË Ë –ÓÒÒËË ≤’-’’ ‚ÂÍÓ‚ (À.. 1970): ≈„Ó ÊÂ, 'œÓÂÍÚ 
”ÎÓÊÂÌËˇ –ÓÒÒËÈÒÍÓ„Ó „ÓÒÛ‰‡ÒÚ‚‡ 1720-1725 „„.', ‚ Ò·. œÓ·ÎÂÏ˚ 
ËÒÚÓËË ÙÂÓ‰‡Î¸ÌÓÈ –ÓÒÒËË' (À., 1971); ≈„Ó ÊÂ, ' ÂÔÓÒÚÌÓÂ Ô‡‚Ó Ë 
‰‚ÓˇÌÒÚ‚Ó ‚ ÔÓÂÍÚÂ ”ÎÓÊÂÌËˇ 1720-1725 „„.'; ‚ Ò·. ƒ‚ÓˇÌÒÚ‚Ó Ë 
ÍÂÔÓÒÚÌÓÈ ÒÚÓÈ –ÓÒÒËË ’ ≤≤-’ œ≤ ‚‚. —·ÓÌËÍ œ¿Ãfl“» ƒ¿ . 

ÕÓ‚ÓÒÂÎ¸ÒÍÓ„Ó (Ã.. 1975). 

1 0  ‡ÌÚÂÏË, —Ó·‡ÌËÂ ÒÚËıÓÚ‚ÓÂÌËÈ, ÒÚ. 243. 

1 1 “‡Ï ÊÂ. 
1 2 Mark Raeff ÔÓ‰Ó·ÌÓ Ó·ÓÒÌÓ‚‡Î ÌÂ‚ÓÁÏÓÊÌÓÒÚ¸ ‰Îˇ œÂÚ‡ I 
ÒÓ‚ÏÂÒÚËÚ¸ Ò‚Ó˛ ‡·ÒÓÎ˛ÚÌÛ˛ ‚Î‡ÒÚ¸ Ò Í‡ÍËÏ-ÎË·Ó ÂÂ Á‡ÍÓÌÓ‰‡ÚÂÎ¸Ì˚Ï 
Ó„‡ÌË˜ÂÌËÂÏ. —Ï. Ã. Raeff, Comprendre l'Ancien regime russe (Paris, 1982), 
pp. 60-3. 

1 3 ÷ËÚËÛ˛ ÔÓ ¬.fl. —ÚÓ˛ÌËÌ, ' ÌˇÁ¸ ¿ÌÚËÓı  ‡ÌÚÂÏË', ‚ ÍÌ. ¿.ƒ. 
 ‡ÌÚÂÏË, —Ó˜ËÌÂÌËˇ. I (—Ô·., 1867), ≥. 
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ÿ. »¬¿Õ Õ» »“»Õ » "ƒ≈ÀŒ –Œƒ€ÿ≈¬— Œ√Œ" 

ƒ‡Ï‡ÚË˜ÂÒÍËÈ ÍÓÌÂˆ ıÛ‰ÓÊÂÒÚ‚ÂÌÌÓÈ Í‡¸Â˚ »‚‡Ì‡ ÕËÍËÚËÌ‡ 

(ÓÍÓÎÓ 1685 - 1742), ÔÂ‚Ó„Ó ÛÒÒÍÓ„Ó ÊË‚ÓÔËÒˆ‡ ÌÓ‚Ó„Ó ‚ÂÏÂÌË, 

Ó·˘ÂËÁ‚ÂÒÚÂÌ. ¬ ÌÓ˜¸ Ì‡ 8 ‡‚„ÛÒÚ‡ 1732 „. ÓÌ ·˚Î ‡ÂÒÚÓ‚‡Ì ‚ Ò‚ÓÂÏ 

ÔÂÚÂ·Û„ÒÍÓÏ ‰ÓÏÂ, ·ÓÎÂÂ ÔˇÚË ÎÂÚ Ì‡ıÓ‰ËÎÒˇ ÔÓ‰ ÒÎÂ‰ÒÚ‚ËÂÏ ‚ 

œÂÚÓÔ‡‚ÎÓ‚ÒÍÓÈ Ú˛¸ÏÂ ÔÓ Ú‡Í Ì‡Á˚‚‡ÂÏÓÏÛ "‰ÂÎÛ –Ó‰˚¯Â‚ÒÍÓ„Ó". 

œË„Ó‚Ó ÔÓ ‰ÂÎÛ ·‡Ú¸Â‚ ÕËÍËÚËÌ˚ı ·˚Î ‚˚ÌÂÒÂÌ 1 ÌÓˇ·ˇ 1737 „. Ë 7 

ÌÓˇ·ˇ ÛÚ‚ÂÊ‰ÂÌ ¿ÌÌÓÈ »Ó‡ÌÌÓ‚ÌÓÈ. —Ú‡¯ËÈ ·‡Ú, –Ó‰ËÓÌ, ÔÓÚÓÔÓÔ 

¿ı‡Ì„ÂÎ¸ÒÍÓ„Ó ÒÓ·Ó‡ ‚  ÂÏÎÂ, ·˚Î ÛÎË˜ÂÌ "‚˜ÚÂÌËË ÔÓ‰ÓÁËÚÂÎÌÓÈ 

ÚÂÚ‡ÚË", Ì‡Ô‡‚ÎÂÌÌÓÈ ÔÓÚË‚ ‘ÂÓÙ‡Ì‡ œÓÍÓÔÓ‚Ë˜‡, "Ë‚ÔÓÍ‡Á˚‚‡ÌËË 

ÚÓÈ ÊÂ ÚÂÚ‡ÚË ‚ˆÂÍ‚Â Ë‚ÌÂÔËÒÚÓÈÌÓÏ ËÔ Â ‰ÂÁÓÒÚÌÓÏ Â‚Ó 

‡ÁÒÛÊ‰ÂÌËË". ŒÌ ·˚Î ÒÓÒÎ‡Ì ‚  ÓˆÍÓÈ ÏÓÌ‡ÒÚ˚¸ ‚ —Ë·ËË ÔÓ‰ 

Í‡‡ÛÎÓÏ Ë ‰Îˇ ÒÓ‰ÂÊ‡ÌËˇ "‚ ÏÓÌ‡ÒÚ˚ÒÍËı ÚÛ‰‡ı ‚Â˜ÌÓ ÌËÍÛ‰‡ 

ÌÂËÒıÓ‰ÌÓ". »‚‡ÌÛ ÕËÍËÚËÌÛ ‚ÏÂÌˇÎÓÒ¸ ‚ ‚ËÌÛ ˜ÚÂÌËÂ ÚÓÈ ÊÂ 

"ÔÓ‰ÓÁËÚÂÎ¸ÌÓÈ ÚÂÚ‡ÚË", ÌÂ‰ÓÌÂÒÂÌËÂ Ë Ì‡ÏÂÂÌËÂ ÂÂ ÛÌË˜ÚÓÊËÚ¸. «‡ 

˝ÚÓ »‚‡Ì‡ ÔË„Ó‚ÓËÎË Í Ì‡Í‡Á‡ÌË˛ ÔÎÂÚ¸ÏË Ë ‚Â˜ÌÓÈ ÒÒ˚ÎÍÂ ‚ —Ë·Ë¸ 

ÔÓ‰ Í‡‡ÛÎÓÏ. ÃÎ‡‰¯ÂÏÛ ·‡ÚÛ –ÓÏ‡ÌÛ ËÌÍËÏËÌËÓ‚‡ÎÓÒ¸ ÚÓÎ¸ÍÓ 

ÌÂ‰ÓÌÂÒÂÌËÂ, Ë Á‡ ˝ÚÓ ÓÌ ·˚Î Ú‡ÍÊÂ ÓÚÔ‡‚ÎÂÌ Ì‡‚Â˜ÌÓ ‚ —Ë·Ë¸ ÔÓ‰ 

Í‡‡ÛÎÓÏ.1 

œË„Ó‚Ó ÔÓ‡Ê‡ÂÚ ‰Ó ÒËı ÔÓ Ò‚ÓÂÈ ÌÂÓÔ‡‚‰‡ÌÌÓÈ ÊÂÒÚÓÍÓÒÚ¸˛, 

ÓÒÓ·ÂÌÌÓ ÔÓ ÓÚÌÓ¯ÂÌË˛ Í »‚‡ÌÛ ÕËÍËÚËÌÛ. »ÒÒÎÂ‰Ó‚‡ÚÂÎË ÛÊÂ Ò XIX 

‚ÂÍ‡ ËÒÍ‡ÎË ÔË˜ËÌ˚ ‰Îˇ Ú‡ÍÓÈ ÌÂÒÔ‡‚Â‰ÎË‚ÓÒÚË - Ë ÌÂ ÏÓ„ÎË Ëı Ì‡ÈÚË. 

Õ.Ã. ÃÓÎÂ‚‡ ÔÂ‰ÎÓÊËÎ‡ ‚ÂÒË˛ ÔÓËÒÚËÌÂ ÒÂÌÒ‡ˆËÓÌÌÛ˛. —Ò˚Î‡ˇÒ¸ Ì‡ 

ÒÎÓ‚Ó "‘‡ÍˆËˇ", ‚ÒÚÂ˜‡˛˘ÂÂÒˇ ‚ Ó‰ÌÓÏ ËÁ ‰ÓÍÛÏÂÌÚÓ‚ “‡ÈÌÓÈ 

Í‡ÌˆÂÎˇËË, ÓÌ‡ ‡ÒÒÏ‡ÚË‚‡ÂÚ Â„Ó Í‡Í ÒËÌÓÌËÏ "Ô‡ÚËË Ò 

ÓÔÂ‰ÂÎÂÌÌ˚ÏË ÔÓÎËÚË˜ÂÒÍËÏË ‚Á„Îˇ‰‡ÏË, ÔÓ„‡ÏÏÓÈ ‰ÂÈÒÚ‚ËÈ, 

¯ËÓÍËÏË Ò‚ˇÁˇÏË Ë ÌÂÏ‡Î˚Ï ˜ËÒÎÓÏ ˜ÎÂÌÓ‚".2 ¬Ó „Î‡‚Â ˝ÚÓÈ 

„ËÔÓÚÂÚË˜ÂÒÍÓÈ Ô‡ÚËË Ò ˜ÂÚÍÓ ‚˚‡ÊÂÌÌÓÈ ‡ÌÚËÔ‡‚ËÚÂÎ¸ÒÚ‚ÂÌÌÓÈ 

ÔÓ„‡ÏÏÓÈ Õ. ÃÓÎÂ‚‡ ÒÚ‡‚ËÚ »‚‡Ì‡ ÕËÍËÚËÌ‡. œÓÒÍÓÎ¸ÍÛ Ô‡ÍÚË˜ÂÒÍË 

ÌËÍ‡ÍÓÈ ‡„ÛÏÂÌÚ‡ˆËË ‚ ÔÓÎ¸ÁÛ ˝ÚÓÈ „ËÔÓÚÂÁ˚ ÓÌ‡ ÌÂ ‰‡ÂÚ, 

ÔÂ‰ÔÓÎÓÊÂÌËÂ ÌÂ ÌÛÊ‰‡ÂÚÒˇ ‚ ÒÂ¸ÂÁÌÓÏ ÓÔÓ‚ÂÊÂÌËË. 



-23-

√Ó‡Á‰Ó ·ÓÎÂÂ Ó·˙ÂÍÚË‚ÌÓ Ë ‚‰ÛÏ˜Ë‚Ó ËÌÚÂÔÂÚËÛÂÚ ÚÂ ÊÂ 
Ù‡ÍÚ˚ “.¿. ÀÂ·Â‰Â‚‡. Œ‰Ì‡ÍÓ ÚÛ‰ÌÓ ÒÓ„Î‡ÒËÚ¸Òˇ Ò ÂÂ ÓÒÌÓ‚Ì˚Ï 
ÔÓÎÓÊÂÌËÂÏ, ˜ÚÓ »‚‡Ì ÕËÍËÚËÌ ‚ÁˇÎ Ì‡ ÒÂ·ˇ ‚ËÌÛ Ò‚ÓÂ„Ó ·‡Ú‡ –ÓÏ‡Ì‡.3 

Õ‡Ï ÔÂ‰ÒÚ‡‚ÎˇÂÚÒˇ, ˜ÚÓ ÌÂÍÓÚÓ˚Â ÓÔÛ·ÎËÍÓ‚‡ÌÌ˚Â Ë 
ÌÂÓÔÛ·ÎËÍÓ‚‡ÌÌ˚Â Ï‡ÚÂË‡Î˚, ÍÓÚÓ˚Â ‰Ó ÒËı ÔÓ ÌÂ ÔË‚ÎÂÍ‡ÎËÒ¸ 
ËÒÒÎÂ‰Ó‚‡ÚÂÎˇÏË, ÔÓÁ‚ÓÎˇ˛Ú ÔÓ-ÌÓ‚ÓÏÛ ÓÒ‚ÂÚËÚ¸ ÓÎ¸ »‚‡Ì‡ ÕËÍËÚËÌ‡ ‚ 
"‰ÂÎÂ –Ó‰˚¯Â‚ÒÍÓ„Ó" Ë ‰‡Ú¸ ËÌÛ˛ ËÌÚÂÔÂÚ‡ˆË˛ ‚ÒÂÏÛ ıÓ‰Û ÒÎÂ‰ÒÚ‚Ëˇ. 

œÂÊ‰Â ‚ÒÂ„Ó ÌÂÓ·ıÓ‰ËÏÓ ÒÍ‡Á‡Ú¸ ÌÂÒÍÓÎ¸ÍÓ ÒÎÓ‚ Ó ÒÓ·˚ÚËˇı, 
ÍÓÚÓ˚Â ÔÂ‰¯ÂÒÚ‚Ó‚‡ÎË ‡ÂÒÚÛ »‚‡Ì‡ ÕËÍËÚËÌ‡ ‚ ‡‚„ÛÒÚÂ 1732 „. 

Ã‡ÍÂÎ –Ó‰˚¯Â‚ÒÍËÈ ·˚Î ÒÌ‡˜‡Î‡ Ó‰ÌËÏ ËÁ ÔË‚ÂÊÂÌˆÂ‚ 
‘ÂÓÙ‡Ì‡ œÓÍÓÔÓ‚Ë˜‡. ¡Û‰Û˜Ë ‡ıËÏ‡Ì‰ËÚÓÏ œÒÍÓ‚ÒÍÓ-ÔÂ˜ÂÒÍÓ„Ó 
ÏÓÌ‡ÒÚ˚ˇ, ÓÌ ÔÓÔ‡Î ÔÓ‰ ÒÎÂ‰ÒÚ‚ËÂ Á‡ ‡ÒıË˘ÂÌËÂ ˆÂÍÓ‚ÌÓ„Ó 
ËÏÛ˘ÂÒÚ‚‡, ÒÓ‚Â¯ÂÌÌÓÂ, Ó˜Â‚Ë‰ÌÓ, ÔÓ ÛÍ‡Á‡ÌË˛ œÓÍÓÔÓ‚Ë˜‡. ◊ÚÓ·˚ 
ËÁ·ÂÊ‡Ú¸ ‡ÒÒÎÂ‰Ó‚‡ÌËˇ ‚ —ËÌÓ‰Â, œÓÍÓÔÓ‚Ë˜ ÎÂÚÓÏ 1726 „. ÔÂÂ‰‡Î 
–Ó‰˚¯Â‚ÒÍÓ„Ó ‚ œÂÓ·‡ÊÂÌÒÍËÈ ÔËÍ‡Á, „‰Â, ‚ÂÓˇÚÌÓ, ÔÓ˜‚‡ ·˚ÎË ËÏ 
ÊÂ ÔÓ‰„ÓÚÓ‚ÎÂÌ‡. ŒÌ ÌÂ ÏÓ„ ÔÂ‰ÛÒÏÓÚÂÚ¸ ÎË¯¸ Ó‰ÌÓ„Ó - Â‡ÍˆËË 
–Ó‰˚¯Â‚ÒÍÓ„Ó Ì‡ Ú‡ÍÓÂ ÔÂ‰‡ÚÂÎ¸ÒÚ‚Ó. ¡ÛÍ‚‡Î¸ÌÓ Á‡ ÌÂÒÍÓÎ¸ÍÓ ‰ÌÂÈ 
‡ıËÏ‡Ì‰ËÚ ËÁ ÔËˇÚÂÎˇ ‘ÂÓÙ‡Ì‡ ÔÂ‚‡ÚËÎÒˇ ‚ Â„Ó ÁÎÓ·ÌÓ„Ó ‚‡„‡ Ë 
Ó·ÎË˜ËÚÂÎˇ, ÔË˜ÂÏ ÌÂÌ‡‚ËÒÚ¸ Í œÓÍÓÔÓ‚Ë˜Û ÒÚ‡Î‡ „Î‡‚Ì˚Ï ÏÓÚË‚ÓÏ 
Â„Ó ‰ÂÈÒÚ‚ËÈ. 5 Ë˛Îˇ 1726 „. –Ó‰˚¯Â‚ÒÍËÈ Ò‰ÂÎ‡Î ‰ÓÌÓÒ Ì‡ œÓÍÓÔÓ‚Ë˜‡, 
Ó·‚ËÌˇˇ ÔÓÒÎÂ‰ÌÂ„Ó ‚ "ÌÂÔËÒÚÓÈÌ˚ı ÒÎÓ‚‡ı", Ì‡Ô‡‚ÎÂÌÌ˚ı ÔÓÚË‚ 
ËÏÔÂ‡ÚËˆ˚ Ë ‚ "ÔÓÚË‚ÌÓÒÚˇı" ÔÓÚË‚ Ô‡‚ÓÒÎ‡‚ÌÓÈ ˆÂÍ‚Ë (ˆÂÎ˚ı 47 
ÔÛÌÍÚÓ‚). œÓÍÓÔÓ‚Ë˜Û Û‰‡ÎÓÒ¸ ÓÔ‡‚‰‡Ú¸Òˇ, ÌÓ ÂÏÛ ·˚ÎÓ ‚˚ÒÍ‡Á‡ÌÓ 
ÔÓËˆ‡ÌËÂ, ‡ ÊÂÏ˜Û„, ‚ÁˇÚ˚È ËÁ ˆÂÍ‚Ë, ÔË¯ÎÓÒ¸ ‚ÂÌÛÚ¸. –Ó‰˚¯Â‚ÒÍËÈ 
ÊÂ ÔÓÒÎÂ ˇ‰‡ ‡Á·Ë‡ÚÂÎ¸ÒÚ‚ ·˚Î ÓÚÔ‡‚ÎÂÌ ‚ Ï‡ÚÂ 1729 „. ‚ —ËÏÓÌÓ‚ 
ÏÓÌ‡ÒÚ˚¸ ‚ ÃÓÒÍ‚Â. Œ‰Ì‡ÍÓ ÓÌ ÌÂ ÓÒÚ‡‚ÎˇÎ ÔÎ‡Ì‡ ÓÚÓÏÒÚËÚ¸ 
œÓÍÓÔÓ‚Ë˜Û. —Â‰Ë Â„Ó ÔÓÒÂÚËÚÂÎÂÈ ‚ ÏÓÌ‡ÒÚ˚Â ·˚ÎË ·˚‚¯ËÈ 
‰ËÂÍÚÓ ÔÂÚÂ·Û„ÒÍÓÈ ÚËÔÓ„‡ÙËË ÃËı‡ËÎ ¿‚‡ÏÓ‚ Ë ‡ıËÏ‡Ì‰ËÚ 
“ÓËˆÂ-—Â„ËÂ‚‡ ÏÓÌ‡ÒÚ˚ˇ ¬‡Î‡‡Ï, ‰ÛıÓ‚ÌËÍ ¿ÌÌ˚ »Ó‡ÌÌÓ‚Ì˚. Œ·‡ 
·˚ÎË ‚‡„‡ÏË œÓÍÓÔÓ‚Ë˜‡ Ë ÓıÓÚÌÓ Ó·ÒÛÊ‰‡ÎË ÒÓ˜ËÌÂÌËˇ 
–Ó‰˚¯Â‚ÒÍÓ„Ó, ÔÓÚË‚ ÌÂ„Ó Ì‡Ô‡‚ÎÂÌÌ˚Â.  ÓÏÂ ˜ËÒÚÓ ÂÎË„ËÓÁÌ˚ı 
Ú‡ÍÚ‡ÚÓ‚, –Ó‰˚¯Â‚ÒÍËÈ ÒÓ˜ËÌËÎ Ô‡ÏÙÎÂÚ '∆ËÚËÂ ÂÂÚËÍ‡ ‘ÂÓÙ‡Ì‡ 
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œÓÍÓÔÓ‚Ë˜‡ ÌÓ‚„ÓÓ‰ÒÍÓ„Ó ‡ıËÂÔËÒÍÓÔ‡'. 31 Ï‡Ú‡ 1731 „. 
–Ó‰˚¯Â‚ÒÍËÈ Ò ÔÓÏÓ˘¸˛ ¿‚‡ÏÓ‚‡ Ë ¬‡Î‡‡Ï‡ Ì‡Ô‡‚ËÎ ¿ÌÌÂ »Ó‡ÌÌÓ‚ÌÂ 
Ó˜ÂÂ‰ÌÓÈ ‰ÓÌÓÒ Ì‡ œÓÍÓÔÓ‚Ë˜‡. œÓÒÂ˘‡Î Ã‡ÍÂÎ‡ Ú‡ÍÊÂ ËÂÓ‰Ë‡ÍÓÌ 
“ÓËˆÂ-—Â„ËÂ‚‡ ÏÓÌ‡ÒÚ˚ˇ »ÓÌ‡, ‰Ó‚ÂÂÌÌÓÂ ÎËˆÓ ¬‡Î‡‡Ï‡. 
œÂÂÔËÒ‡‚ Û –Ó‰˚¯Â‚ÒÍÓ„Ó '∆ËÚËÂ ÂÂÚËÍ‡ ‘ÂÓÙ‡Ì‡ œÓÍÓÔÓ‚Ë˜‡', »ÓÌ‡ 
‰ÓÔÓÎÌËÎ Â„Ó Ò‚ÓËÏË ÏÓÎËÚ‚‡ËË Ë „ËÏÌ‡ÏË. ¬ Ú‡ÍÓÏ ‚Ë‰Â '∆ËÚËÂ' 
Ì‡˜‡ÎÓ ˆËÍÛÎËÓ‚‡Ú¸ ÔÓ ÃÓÒÍ‚Â. 

›ÚÓÚ »ÓÌ‡ ‰Ó ÔÓÒÚËÊÂÌËˇ ÌÓÒËÎ ËÏˇ ŒÒËÔ‡ ¬‡ÒËÎ¸Â‚Ë˜‡ 
–Â¯ËÎÓ‚‡ Ë ÔËıÓ‰ËÎÒˇ ‰‚Ó˛Ó‰Ì˚Ï ·‡ÚÓÏ ÕËÍËÚËÌ˚Ï. Œ‰ËÌ 
˝ÍÁÂÏÔÎˇ Ô‡ÏÙÎÂÚ‡ ·˚Î ÔÂÂ‰‡Ì –ÓÏ‡ÌÛ ÕËÍËÚËÍÌÛ, ÍÓÚÓ˚È ‰‡Î Â„Ó 
ÔÓ˜ËÚ‡Ú¸ Ò‚ˇ˘ÂÌÌËÍÛ ˆÂÍ‚Ë —Ô‡Ò‡ ‚ ◊Ë„‡Ò‡ı »‚‡ÌÛ »‚‡ÌÓ‚Û. ¬ ÍÓÌˆÂ 
ÙÂ‚‡Îˇ ˝Ú‡ ÚÂÚ‡‰Í‡ ÔÓÔ‡Î‡ ‚ ÛÍË ‘ÂÓÙ‡Ì‡ œÓÍÓÔÓ‚Ë˜‡, Ë Ì‡˜‡ÎÓÒ¸ 
ÒÎÂ‰ÒÚ‚ËÂ. ƒÂÎÓ ‚ÁˇÎ ‚ Ò‚ÓË ÛÍË ¿.». ”¯‡ÍÓ‚, Ë 3 Ï‡Ú‡ –ÓÏ‡Ì ÕËÍËÚËÌ 
ÛÊÂ ‰‡‚‡Î ÔÓÍ‡Á‡ÌËˇ ÔÂÂ‰ Ì‡˜‡Î¸ÌËÍÓÏ “‡ÈÌÓÈ Í‡ÌˆÂÎˇËË. –ÓÏ‡Ì ÌÂ 
Á‡ÔË‡ÎÒˇ , Ó·˙ˇÒÌˇˇ ‚ÒÂ Ò‚ÓÂ˛ "ÔÓÒÚÓÚÓ˛" Ë ÔÓÍ‡Á‡Î, ˜ÚÓ ÚÂÚ‡‰¸ 
ÔÓÎÛ˜ËÎ ÓÚ Ò‚ÓÂ„Ó ‰‚Ó˛Ó‰ÌÓ„Ó ·‡Ú‡. Õ‡ ÒÎÂ‰Û˛˘ËÈ ‰ÂÌ¸ ·˚Î 
‡ÂÒÚÓ‚‡Ì Ë »ÓÌ‡.   ÒÎÂ‰ÒÚ‚Ë˛ ÔË‚ÎÂÍÎË Ú‡ÍÊÂ ¿‚‡ÏÓ‚‡ Ë 
–Ó‰˚¯Â‚ÒÍÓ„Ó. œÓ ‰ÂÎÛ –Ó‰˚¯Â‚ÒÍÓ„Ó 15 Ï‡ˇ 1731 „. ÒÓÒÚÓˇÎÓÒ¸ 
"‚˚ÒÓ˜‡È¯ÂÂ ÓÔÂ‰ÂÎÂÌËÂ", ÔÓ‰Ú‚Â‰Ë‚¯ÂÂ ÔÓÎËÚË˜ÂÒÍËÈ ı‡‡ÍÚÂ 
ÓÁ˚ÒÍ‡. 17 Ï‡ˇ »ÓÌ‡ ·˚Î ‡ÒÒÚËÊÂÌ. œÓ‰ Ô˚ÚÍÓÈ ÓÌ ÔÓÍ‡Á‡Î, ˜ÚÓ 
"ÊË‚ÓÔËÒˆÛ ‰Â –ÓÏ‡ÌÛ ÕËÍËÚËÌÛ ÓÁÌ‡˜ÂÌÌÛ˛ ÚÂÚ‡Ú¸ ÓÚ‰‡Î ÓÌ ‰‡·˚ ˜ÂÁ 
ÌÂ„Ó ÍÓÏÛ ÓÌ‡ˇ ËÁÁÌ‡ÚÌ˚ı ÔÂÒÓÌ ÔÂ‰ÎÓÊÂÌ‡ ÓÌ‡ ·˚Î‡ ËÒÍÓÂÂ · 
‰ÓÌÂÒÂÌÓ ·˚ÎÓ ≈ˇ »ÏÔÂ‡ÚÓÒÍÓÏÛ ¬ÂÎË˜ÂÒÚ‚Û ..."4 

»Ïˇ –ÓÏ‡Ì‡ ÕËÍËÚËÌ‡ ‚ ‚˚ÒÓ˜‡È¯ÂÏ ÓÔÂ‰ÂÎÂÌËË ÌÂ ÁÌ‡˜ËÎÓÒ¸, Ë 
7 Ë˛Îˇ ÓÌ ·˚Î ÓÒ‚Ó·ÓÊ‰ÂÌ ËÁ “‡ÈÌÓÈ Í‡ÌˆÂÎˇËË. ¬ ˇÌ‚‡Â 1732 „. 
‚˚ÌÂÒÎË ÔË„Ó‚Ó –Ó‰˚¯Â‚ÒÍÓÏÛ Ë Â„Ó ÒÓÓ·˘ÌËÍ‡Ï. ¬ÒÂ ÓÌË ·˚ÎË 
ÔËÁÌ‡Ì˚ ‚ËÌÓ‚Ì˚ÏË Ë Á‡ÒÎÛÊË‚‡˛˘ËÏË ÒÏÂÚÌÓÈ Í‡ÁÌË, Ó‰Ì‡ÍÓ ÔÓ 
ÛÍ‡ÁÛ ¿ÌÌ˚ »Ó‡ÌÌÓ‚Ì˚ Ëı ÎË¯¸ ‡ÁÓÒÎ‡ÎË ÔÓ ‡ÁÌ˚Ï ÏÓÌ‡ÒÚ˚ˇÏ: 
–Ó‰˚¯Â‚ÒÍÓ„Ó — ‚  ËËÎÎÓ-¡ÂÎÓÁÂÒÍËÈ, ¿‚‡ÏÓ‚‡ — ‚ »‚ÂÒÍËÈ, 
‡ÒÒÚËÊÂÌÌÓ„Ó ŒÒËÔ‡ –Â¯ËÎÓ‚‡ — ‚  ÂÍÒ„ÓÎ¸ÏÒÍËÈ ¬‡Î‡‡ÏÒÍËÈ ‰Îˇ 
ÒÓ‰ÂÊ‡ÌËˇ "‚ ÍÂÔÍÓÏ ÒÏÓÚÂÌËË". 
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 ‡Á‡ÎÓÒ¸ · ,̊ ‚ÓÔÓÒ ·˚Î Á‡Í˚Ú, Ó‰Ì‡ÍÓ Ô‡ÒÍ‚ËÎ¸Ì˚Â ÚÂÚ‡‰Ë 

ÔÓ‰ÓÎÊ‡ÎË ˆËÍÛÎËÓ‚‡Ú¸ ÔÓ ÃÓÒÍ‚Â. “‡ÈÌ‡ˇ Í‡ÌˆÂÎˇËˇ Ì‡Í‡Á‡Î‡ 

Ó‰ÌÓ„Ó ËÁ ÔÂÂÔËÒ˜ËÍÓ‚, "·Ó„Ó‰ÂÎÂÌÌÓ„Ó ÌË˘Â„Ó" ¬‡ÒËÎËˇ √Ó·ÛÌÓ‚‡ Ë ‚ 

ÍÓÌˆÂ ÙÂ‚‡Îˇ 1732 „. Á‡ÚÂ·Ó‚‡Î‡ Ò ¬‡Î‡‡Ï‡ ŒÒËÔ‡ –Â¯ËÎÓ‚‡. œÓ Â„Ó 

ÌÓ‚˚Ï ÔÓÍ‡Á‡ÌËˇÏ ·˚ÎË ‡ÂÒÚÓ‚‡Ì˚ ‚ÒÂ, ÍÚÓ ËÏÂÎ ıÓÚ¸ Í‡ÍÓÂ-ÚÓ 

ÓÚÌÓ¯ÂÌËÂ Í ÔÂÒÎÓ‚ÛÚÓÈ "ÚÂÚ‡‰Ë". —ÎÂ‰ÒÚ‚ËÂ ‚ÂÎÓÒ¸ „Î‡‚Ì˚Ï Ó·‡ÁÓÏ 

‚ ÃÓÒÍ‚Â. 9 Ï‡ˇ 1732 „. Á‰ÂÒ¸ ÔÓÎÛ˜ËÎË ÛÍ‡Á‡ÌËÂ ËÁ œÂÚÂ·Û„‡: 

‡Á˚ÒÍË‚‡Ú¸, Á‡˜ÂÏ ‡ÒÔÓÒÚ‡ÌˇÎ ŒÒËÔ –Â¯ËÎÓ‚ Ò‚ÓË ÚÂÚ‡‰Ë"... ÌÂ ‰Îˇ 

‚ÓÁÏÛ˘ÂÌËˇ Î¸ Í‡ÍÓ„Ó Ë ÌÂ ·˚ÎÓ Î¸ Û ÌÂ„Ó ‚ Ï˚ÒÎˇı ‡Á‰‡˜Â˛ ÓÌ˚ı 

ÚÂÚÂ‰ÂÈ Ì‡Ó‰ ÔË‚ÂÒÚ¸ ‚ Í‡ÍÓÈ ÒÓ·Î‡ÁÌ". ». ◊ËÒÚÓ‚Ë˜ ÒÔ‡‚Â‰ÎË‚Ó 

ı‡‡ÍÚÂËÁÛÂÚ ˝ÚÓÚ ÏÓÏÂÌÚ Í‡Í "ÍÛÚÓÈ ÔÓ‚ÓÓÚ ‚ ıÓ‰Â ‰ÂÎ‡" Ë ‚Ë‰ËÚ Â„Ó 

ÔË˜ËÌ˚ ‚ ÔÓÎÂÏËÍÂ ÔÓ ÔÓ‚Ó‰Û ËÁ‰‡ÌËˇ  ‡ÏÌˇ ‚Â˚, ‡ Ú‡ÍÊÂ ‚ ÔÓˇ‚ÎÂÌËË 

ÌÓ‚Ó„Ó ÔÓ‰ÏÂÚÌÓ„Ó ÔËÒ¸Ï‡ ÔÓÚË‚ œÓÍÓÔÓ‚Ë˜‡.5 

ÕÂÒÍÓÎ¸ÍÓ ÒÎÓ‚ Ó  ‡ÏÌÂ ‚Â˚. ›ÚÓ ÒÓ˜ËÌÂÌËÂ ÏËÚÓÔÓÎËÚ‡ 

ˇÁ‡ÌÒÍÓ„Ó —ÚÂÙ‡Ì‡ fl‚ÓÒÍÓ„Ó Ò ÂÁÍËÏË Ì‡Ô‡‰Í‡ÏË Ì‡ Î˛ÚÂ‡ÌÒÚ‚Ó 

·˚ÎÓ Ì‡ÔÂ˜‡Ú‡ÌÓ ÔÓÒÏÂÚÌÓ ÔÓ‰ Ì‡·Î˛‰ÂÌËÂÏ ‡ıËÂÔËÒÍÓÔ‡ Ú‚ÂÒÍÓ„Ó 

‘ÂÓÙËÎ‡ÍÚ‡ ÀÓÔ‡ÚËÌÒÍÓ„Ó, ‰‡‚ÌÂ„Ó ÌÂ‰Û„‡ œÓÍÓÔÓ‚Ë˜‡. Õ‡ ÒÎÂ‰Û˛˘ËÈ 

„Ó‰ ÔÓˇ‚ËÎÓÒ¸ Î‡ÚËÌÒÍÓÂ ÓÔÓ‚ÂÊÂÌËÂ  ‡ÏÌˇ ‚Â˚. ¿‚ÚÓÓÏ Â„Ó 

˜ËÒÎËÚÒˇ ÔÓÙÂÒÒÓ ÚÂÓÎÓ„ËË ËÂÌÒÍÓ„Ó ÛÌË‚ÂÒËÚÂÚ‡ »Ó‡ÌÌ ‘‡ÌˆËÒÍ 

¡Û‰‰ÂÈ. ÀÓÔ‡ÚËÌÒÍËÈ Ô˚Ú‡ÎÒˇ ÔÓ‰ÓÎÊËÚ¸ ÔÛ·ÎË˜ÌÛ˛ ÔÓÎÂÏËÍÛ, ÌÓ ÂÏÛ 

·˚ÎÓ Á‡ÔÂ˘ÂÌÓ ÔËÒ‡Ú¸ ‚ÓÁ‡ÊÂÌËÂ Ì‡ ¡Û‰‰Âˇ. ÃÂÊ‰Û ÚÂÏ, ÓÚ‚ÂÚ ¡Û‰‰Â˛ 

‚˚¯ÂÎ ‚ Ò‚ÂÚ ‚ ¬ÂÌÂ ‚ 1730 „. ¿‚ÚÓÓÏ Â„Ó ÁÌ‡˜ËÎÒˇ Í‡ÚÓÎË˜ÂÒÍËÈ 

Ò‚ˇ˘ÂÌÌËÍ ¡ÂÌ‡‰Ó ‰Â –Ë·Â‡, ÔË·˚‚¯ËÈ ‚ –ÓÒÒË˛ ‚ ÍÓÌˆÂ 1727 „. 

‚ÏÂÒÚÂ Ò ËÒÔ‡ÌÒÍËÏ ÔÓÒÎÓÏ „ÂˆÓ„ÓÏ ’‡ÍÓ·Ó ‰Â ÀËË‡. Œ "ÔÓ‰ÏÂÚÌÓÏ 

ÔËÒ¸ÏÂ 1732 „." Â˜¸ ÔÓÈ‰ÂÚ ‰‡ÎÂÂ, ‡ ÒÂÈ˜‡Ò ÒÎÂ‰ÛÂÚ ‚ÂÌÛÚ¸Òˇ Í »‚‡ÌÛ 

ÕËÍËÚËÌÛ, ‡ÂÒÚÓ‚‡ÌÌÓÏÛ ‚ ÌÓ˜¸ Ì‡ 8 ‡‚„ÛÒÚ‡ ÚÓ„Ó ÊÂ „Ó‰‡ ‚ÏÂÒÚÂ Ò 

·‡ÚÓÏ –Ó‰ËÓÌÓÏ. Ã˚ ıÓÚËÏ ÔË‚ÎÂ˜¸ ‚ÌËÏ‡ÌËÂ Í ‰‚ÛÏ ÏÓÏÂÌÚ‡Ï 

ÒÎÂ‰ÒÚ‚Ëˇ ÔÓ ‰ÂÎÛ »‚‡Ì‡ ÕËÍËÚËÌ‡, Ì‡ ÍÓÚÓ˚ı ÌÂ ‡ÍˆÂÌÚËÓ‚‡ÎË 

‚ÌËÏ‡ÌËˇ ËÒÒÎÂ‰Ó‚‡ÚÂÎË. 

¬Ó-ÔÂ‚˚ı, ‰ÓÔÓÒ‡ÏË ·‡Ú¸Â‚ ÕËÍËÚËÌ˚ı ‚ ‡‚„ÛÒÚÂ — ÒÂÌÚˇ·Â 

1732 „. Á‡ÌËÏ‡ÎÒˇ  ‡·ËÌÂÚ ÏËÌËÒÚÓ‚, ÍÓÚÓÓÏÛ ‚ ÓÒÓ·˚ı ÒÎÛ˜‡ˇı 

ÔË‰‡‚‡ÎËÒ¸ ÙÛÌÍˆËË ÒÎÂ‰ÒÚ‚ÂÌÌÓ„Ó Ó„‡Ì‡. 8 ‡‚„ÛÒÚ‡ ˜ÎÂÌ˚  ‡·ËÌÂÚ‡ 
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‡Á·Ë‡ÎË ÔËÒ¸Ï‡. ”ÊÂ 9 ÒÂÌÚˇ·ˇ »‚‡Ì ÕËÍËÚËÌ ‰‡‚‡Î ÓÚ‚ÂÚ˚ Ì‡ 
‚ÓÔÓÒÌ˚Â ÔÛÌÍÚ˚ Ó ÔËÒ¸Ï‡ı ·‡Ú‡ –ÓÏ‡Ì‡ Ë ‰ÓÔ‡¯Ë‚‡ÎÒˇ ˜ÎÂÌ‡ÏË 
 ‡·ËÌÂÚ‡. 24 ‡‚„ÛÒÚ‡ ‚  ‡·ËÌÂÚÂ ËÁÛ˜‡ÎË ÔËÒ¸Ï‡ Ë ·ÛÏ‡„Ë ÕËÍËÚËÌ˚ı, 
ÔË‚ÂÁÂÌÌ˚Â ËÁ ÃÓÒÍ‚˚, ‡ Ì‡ ÒÎÂ‰Û˛˘ËÈ ‰ÂÌ¸ ‰ÓÔÓÒÛ ÔÓ‰‚Â„ÎËÒ¸ Ë 
–ÓÏ‡Ì, ‡ÂÒÚÓ‚‡ÌÌ˚È ‚ ÃÓÒÍ‚Â, Ë »‚‡Ì. 26 ‡‚„ÛÒÚ‡ ¯ÂÎ ‰ÓÔÓÒ –Ó‰ËÓÌ‡.6 

12 ÒÂÌÚˇ·ˇ ‰ÂÎÓ ÕËÍËÚËÌ˚ı ÔÂÂ‰‡ÂÚÒˇ ‚ “‡ÈÌÛ˛ Í‡ÌˆÂÎˇË˛, ‡ ÚÓÚ ÊÂ 
‰ÂÌ¸ »‚‡Ì‡ ÕËÍËÚËÌ‡ ‚ÌÓ‚¸ ‰ÓÔ‡¯Ë‚‡ÎË. 

¬ÚÓÓÈ ÌÂÓÊË‰‡ÌÌ˚È ÏÓÏÂÌÚ ÒÓÒÚÓËÚ ‚ ÚÓÏ, ˜ÚÓ ˝ÚÓÚ ‰ÓÔÓÒ 
»‚‡Ì‡ ‚ “‡ÈÌÓÈ Í‡ÌˆÂÎˇËË ˇ‚ËÎÒˇ Ù‡ÍÚË˜ÂÒÍË Ë ÔÓÒÎÂ‰ÌËÏ Â„Ó 
‰ÓÔÓÒÓÏ ÔÓ ÒÛ˘ÂÒÚ‚Û ‰ÂÎ‡. ≈ÏÛ ÔË¯ÎÓÒ¸ Â˘Â ÚËÊ‰˚ ‰‡‚‡Ú¸ 
ÔÓÍ‡Á‡ÌËˇ ‚ 1733 „. — 17 ÙÂ‚‡Îˇ, 8 ‡ÔÂÎˇ Ë 31 Ë˛Îˇ, ÌÓ ÔÓ ‚ÓÔÓÒ‡Ï, ÌÂ 
Ò‚ˇÁ‡ÌÌ˚Ï Ò ÓÒÌÓ‚Ì˚Ï ÒÎÂ‰ÒÚ‚ËÂÏ. œÓÒÎÂ ˝ÚÓ„Ó, ‚ ÚÂ˜ÂÌËÂ ·ÓÎÂÂ, ˜ÂÏ 
˜ÂÚ˚Âı ÎÂÚ ÓÌ ÒÓ‰ÂÊ‡ÎÒˇ ‚ œÂÚÓÔ‡‚ÎÓ‚ÒÍÓÈ ÍÂÔÓÒÚË ·ÂÁ ‚ÒˇÍÓ„Ó 
‡ÒÒÎÂ‰Ó‚‡ÌËˇ. 

œÓ-‚Ë‰ËÏÓÏÛ, ‚ ÚÂ˜ÂÌËÂ ÏÂÒˇˆ‡ ·‡Ú¸ˇ ÕËÍËÚËÌ˚ ÒÍ‡Á‡ÎËÒ¸ ‚ 
ˆÂÌÚÂ ‚ÌËÏ‡ÌËˇ ÒÎÂ‰ÒÚ‚Ëˇ. œÓÚÓÏ ÒÎÂ‰ÒÚ‚ËÂ ÔÓÚÂˇÎÓ Í ÌËÏ ËÌÚÂÂÒ, 
ÌÓ “‡ÈÌ‡ˇ Í‡ÌˆÂÎˇËˇ ÔÓ‰ÓÎÊ‡Î‡ ‰ÂÊ‡Ú¸ Ëı ‚ Á‡ÚÓ˜ÂÌËË ‰Ó 
‚˚ÌÂÒÂÌËˇ ÔË„Ó‚Ó‡. 

Ã˚ Ò˜ËÚ‡ÂÏ, ˜ÚÓ ·‡Ú¸ˇ ÕËÍËÚËÌ˚ ÔÓÔ‡ÎË ÔÓ‰ ÒÎÂ‰ÒÚ‚ËÂ ÌÂ 
ÒÚÓÎ¸ÍÓ Á‡ Û˜‡ÒÚËÂ ‚ ‡ÒÔÓÒÚ‡ÌÂÌËË '∆ËÚËˇ ÂÂÚËÍ‡ ‘ÂÓÙ‡Ì‡ 
œÓÍÓÔÓ‚Ë˜‡', ÒÍÓÎ¸ÍÓ Á‡ ÔÓ‰ÓÁÂÌËÂ ‚ ÔË˜‡ÒÚÌÓÒÚË Í "ÔÓ‰ÏÂÚÌÓÏÛ 
ÔËÒ¸ÏÛ 1732 „." 

›ÚÓ ÔËÒ¸ÏÓ ‰Ó ÌÂ‰‡‚ÌÂ„Ó ‚ÂÏÂÌË ·˚ÎÓ ËÁ‚ÂÒÚÌÓ „Î‡‚Ì˚Ï Ó·‡ÁÓÏ 
ÔÓ ÓÔ‡‚‰‡ÌËˇÏ ‘ÂÓÙ‡Ì‡. ŒÌÓ ÂÁÍÓ ÍËÚËÍÓ‚‡ÎÓ œÓÍÓÔÓ‚Ë˜‡ Ë 
ÔÂ‰ÒÚ‡‚ÎˇÎÓ Â„Ó ‡„ÂÌÚÓÏ Í‡ÚÓÎËˆËÁÏ‡. ¬ ÚÂÍÒÚ Â„Ó ·˚ÎÓ ‚ÍÎ˛˜ÂÌÓ ˇ‚ÌÓ 
ÔÓ‰ÎÓÊÌÓÂ ÔËÒ¸ÏÓ Í ‡ıËÂÔËÒÍÓÔÛ ÓÚ ÌÂÍÓÂ„Ó ÌÂÒÛ˘ÂÒÚ‚Û˛˘Â„Ó Ô‡Ô˚ 
¡ÂÌÂ‰ËÍÚ‡, ÍÓÚÓÓÂ ÒÓı‡ÌËÎÓÒ¸ Ë ·˚ÎÓ ÓÔÛ·ÎËÍÓ‚‡ÌÓ ». ◊ËÒÚÓ‚Ë˜ÂÏ..7 

»Á ÍÓÌÚÂÍÒÚ‡ ‚Ë‰ÌÓ, ˜ÚÓ ˝ÚÓÚ Ô‡ÒÍ‚ËÎ¸ ÔÓËÁ‚ÂÎ ·ÓÎ¸¯ÓÈ ˝ÙÙÂÍÚ. 
»ÌÚÂÂÒÌÓ ÔÓˆËÚËÓ‚‡Ú¸ ‰ÓÌÂÒÂÌËˇ ‡Ì„ÎËÈÒÍÓ„Ó ÂÁË‰ÂÌÚ‡ ‚ 

œÂÚÂ·Û„Â  Î‡‚‰Ëˇ –ÓÌ‰Ó. 7/18 ÓÍÚˇ·ˇ 1732 „. ÓÌ ÓÚÏÂ˜‡Î: 
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"Several of the russ clergy have been taken up of late and sent to the casde of 
this place, among whom are two archbishops; but as yet I have not been able 
to know for certain what they have done.8 

◊ÂÂÁ ÌÂÒÍÓÎ¸ÍÓ ‰ÌÂÈ 14/25 ÓÍÚˇ·ˇ –ÓÌ‰Ó ÔËÒ‡Î: 

His excellency (√‡Ù ŒÒÚÂÏ‡Ì) has been so very busy of late, that I have 

not been able to see him, though I have been at his house almost every day. It 

is generally thought he is employed in examining several of the russ clergy, 

who are taken up for dispersing seditious letters highly reflecting on Her 
Majesty and her ministry, one of which was found in the great haU of the 

court, which has occasioned an order to be published, that if any letters were 

found in the streets or any other place, that they should be immediately burnt 

without being read. 

ƒ‡ÎÂÂ –ÓÌ‰Ó ÒÓÓ·˘‡ÂÚ Ó ÌÂ‰Ó‚ÓÎ¸ÒÚ‚Â ÔË ‰‚ÓÂ ÍÌË„ÓÈ –Ë·Â˚, 

ÍÓÚÓ˚È ÒÚ‡‡ÂÚÒˇ 

to shew the greek church was in danger of being ruined by the lutherans, since 

the most considerable employments of this empire are given to foreigners of 

that persuasion. This and the dispersing of the above mentioned letters has 

occasioned two archbishops and several of the russ clergy to be arrested to 

find out, if possible, who it is that dispersed those letters and assisted the duke 

of Liria's chaplain to compose this book. As count Osterman is at the head of 

this commission, this affair has taken up so much of his time, that none of the 

foreign ministers have been able to see him of late.9 

—‚Â‰ÂÌËˇ –ÓÌ‰Ó ˜ÂÁ‚˚˜‡ÈÌÓ ‚‡ÊÌ˚.  ‡Í ÏÓÊÌÓ ‚Ë‰ÂÚ¸, ÓÌË ·˚ÎË 
ÒÓ·‡Ì˚ ÔËÏÂÌÓ ˜ÂÂÁ ‰‚‡ ÏÂÒˇˆ‡ ÔÓÒÎÂ ‡ÂÒÚ‡ »‚‡Ì‡ ÕËÍËÚËÌ‡, ÌÓ 
Ò‚Ë‰ÂÚÂÎ¸ÒÚ‚Û˛Ú Ó ·ÓÎÂÂ ‡ÌÌËı ÒÓ·˚ÚËˇı. ÃÓÊÌÓ Á‡ÍÎ˛˜ËÚ¸, ˜ÚÓ 
‡ÒÒÎÂ‰Ó‚‡ÌËÂ Ó ÍÌË„Â –Ë·Â˚ ‚ÂÎÓÒ¸ ‚ÏÂÒÚÂ Ó ÔÓËÒÍ‡ÏË ‡‚ÚÓ‡ 
"ÔÓ‰ÏÂÚÌÓ„Ó ÔËÒ¸Ï‡". —Í‡ÊÂÏ ·ÓÎ¸¯Â: "‚ÂÎËÍËÈ ËÁÓ˘ÂÌÌ˚È ÛÏ", ‘ÂÓÙ‡Ì 
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œÓÍÓÔÓ‚Ë˜ ÔËÎÓÊËÎ ÌÂÏ‡ÎÓ ÛÒËÎËÈ, ˜ÚÓ·˚ Ó·˙Â‰ËÌËÚ¸ ˝ÚË ÓÁ˚ÒÍË Ò 
‰ÂÎÓÏ –Ó‰˚¯Â‚ÒÍÓ„Ó. ƒÎˇ ‰ÓÍ‡Á‡ÚÂÎ¸ÒÚ‚‡ ˝ÚÓ„Ó ÔÓÎÓÊÂÌËˇ ÏÓÊÌÓ 
ÔÓˆËÚËÓ‚ËÚ¸ ‰ÓÌÓ¯ÂÌËÂ œÓÍÓÔÓ‚Ë˜‡ ¿ÌÌÂ »Ó‡ÌÌÓ‚ÌÂ, ÔÓ‰‡ÌÌÓÂ ‚ 
‡‚„ÛÒÚÂ 1732 „. " ÓÚÓÓÈ ÍÓÏÔ‡ÌËË ·˚Î ·˚‚¯ËÈ ËÂÓ‰Ë‡ÍÓÌ, ˜ÚÓ Ì˚ÌÂ 
‡ÁÒÚË„‡ »ÓÌ‡, ÌÂÎ¸Áˇ ÔÓÏ˚ÒÎËÚ¸, ˜ÚÓ ÌÂ ËÁ ÚÓÈ ÊÂ ÍÓÏÔ‡ÌË ËÎË Ù‡ÍˆËË 
·˚ÎË Ë ‰ÓÒÂÎÂ ÔÓËÒıÓ‰ˇ˘ËÂ ÔÓ‰ÏÂÚ¸≥; ÔÓÌÂÊÂ Ë Ï‡ÚÂËˇ Ëı Ë 
Ì‡ÏÂÂÌËÂ Ó‰ÌÓ, Â˘Â ÊÂ Ë ‚ Â˜‡ı ÒÓ„Î‡ÒËÂ. » ÔÓÚÓÏÛ Â˘Â ÚÓ„Ó „ÌÂÁ‰‡ 
Ò‚Â˘ÍË ÒÂ‰ˇÚ ‚ ˘ÂÎˇı Ë ÔÓÒ‚ËÒÚÛ˛Ú; ‡ ‰‡Î ·˚ ¡Ó„ ËÁ˚ÒÍ‡Ú¸ Ëı Ë 
ÔÓ„Ì‡Ú¸. ¬˜Â‡ ‚ ËÁ‚ÂÒÚÌÓÏ ÒÓ·‡ÌËË „ÂÍ ˜Û‰Ó‚ÒÍËÈ Ú‡Í ÏˇÎÒˇ Ë 
¯‡Ú‡ÎÒˇ Ë Ò‡Ï ÒÂ·Â ÔÂÍÓÒÎÓ‚ËÎ, „Ó‚Óˇ Ë ÓÚ„Ó‚‡Ë‚‡ˇ, ˜ÚÓ ˇ ÌÂ Ì‡‰Â˛Ò¸ 
˜ÚÓ· ÏÓ˘ÌÓ Ò˚ÒÍ‡Ú¸ ÔÓ‰Ó·ÌÓÂ ÒÂÏÛ ·ÂÁÒÚÛ‰ËÂ: Ó ˜ÂÏ ‰ÓÌÂÒÛÚ ‚‡¯ÂÏÛ 
‚ÂÎË˜ÂÒÚ‚Û ‚˚ÒÓÍÓÔÓ˜ÚÂÌÌ˚Â ÏËÌËÒÚ˚. ¿ ˇ ‡ÒÒÛÊ‰‡˛, ˜ÚÓ ÓÌ Ë 
‚ÌÛÚÂÌÌÂÈ Ù‡ÍˆËË ˜ÎÂÌ Ë ‚ÌÂ¯ÌÂÈ ¯ÔËÓÌ, ÎË¯¸ ·˚ Â˘Â Ë ÌÂÌ‡ÌˇÚ˚È 
ÌÂ‰Â¯Â‚Ó˛ ˆÂÌÓ˛ ... —Í‡Á‡Î ÊÂ Ë Ó –Ë·ÂÈÓ‚ÓÈ ÍÌË„Â, ˜ÚÓ Â„Ó ÒÚ‡‡ÌËÂÏ 
ÔÂÂ‚Â‰ÂÌ‡ Ì‡ ÛÒÒÍËÈ ˇÁ˚Í; ‡ ÚÓ ‰ÂÎ‡ÌÓ ‚ÂÒ¸Ï‡ Ú‡ÈÌÓ, ‡ ÌÂ ÁÌ‡Ú¸, ‰Îˇ 
˜Â„Ó ·˚ Ú‡ÈÌÓ. Œ·ÂÚ‡ÂÚÒˇ ‚Ó ÓÌÓÈ ÍÌË„Â Ì‡ÂÍ‡ÌËÂ Ì‡ –ÓÒÒË˛ ‚ ÚÓÏ 
Ò‡ÏÓÏ, ‚ ˜ÂÏ Ì‡ÂÍ‡ÂÚ Ë ÔÓ‰ÏÂÚÌ‡ˇ Ì˚ÌÂ¯Ìˇˇ ÚÂÚ‡‰Í‡. ¿ ÓÚ ÒÂ„Ó 
‚Ë‰ÂÚ¸ ÏÓ˘ÌÓ, ˜ÚÓ ‚ÌÂ¯Ìˇˇ ÌÂÍËËı ËÌÓÒÚ‡ÌÌ˚ı Ù‡ÍˆËˇ Ò ‚ÌÛÚÂÌÌÂ˛ 
ÁÎÓ‰ÂÂ‚ Ì‡¯Ëı ÍÓÏÔ‡ÌËÂ˛ ËÏÂÂÚ ÒÓ„Î‡ÒËÂ".10 

"√ÂÍ ˜Û‰Ó‚ÒÍËÈ" - ‡ıËÂÔËÒÍÓÔ ≈‚ÙËÏËÈ  ÓÎÎÂÚË, ‡ÂÒÚÓ‚‡ÌÌ˚È 
Á‡ Û˜‡ÒÚËÂ ‚ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰Â ÍÌË„Ë –Ë·Â˚, "ËÁ‚ÂÒÚÌÓÂ ÒÓ·‡ÌËÂ" -  ‡·ËÌÂÚ 
ÏËÌËÒÚÓ‚, "ÔÓ‰ÏÂÚÌ‡ˇ Ì˚ÌÂ¯Ìˇˇ ÚÂÚ‡‰Í‡" - ÔËÒ¸ÏÓ 1732 „. 

“‡ÍËÏ Ó·‡ÁÓÏ, ÍÎ˛˜ Í Á‡„‡‰ÍÂ ÌÛÊÌÓ ËÒÍ‡Ú¸ ËÏÂÌÌÓ ‚ "ÔÓ‰ÏÂÚÌÓÏ 
ÔËÒ¸ÏÂ 1732 „." ŒÌÓ ÌÂ ÒÓı‡ÌËÎÓÒ¸ ‚ Ï‡ÚÂË‡Î‡ı ‰ÂÎ‡ –Ó‰˚¯Â‚ÒÍÓ„Ó. 
Œ‰Ì‡ÍÓ Ì‡Ï Û‰‡ÎÓÒ¸ Ó·Ì‡ÛÊËÚ¸ Â„Ó ÍÓÔË˛ ‚ –ÓÒÒËÈÒÍÓÏ 
√ÓÒÛ‰‡ÒÚ‚ÂÌÌÓÏ ËÒÚÓË˜ÂÒÍÓÏ ‡ıË‚Â ‚ —. œÂÚÂ·Û„Â.11 Õ‡ Ó‰ÌÓÏ ËÁ 

ÎËÒÚÓ‚ ÒÚÓËÚ ‰‡Ú‡: 29 Ï‡ˇ 1732 „. ¬ÂÓˇÚÌÓ, ˝ÚÓ ‰ÂÌ¸, ÍÓ„‰‡ ·˚Î‡ ÒÌˇÚ‡ 
ÍÓÔËˇ (». ◊ËÒÚÓ‚Ë˜ Ò˜ËÚ‡Î, ˜ÚÓ ÔËÒ¸ÏÓ ÔÓˇ‚ËÎÓÒ¸ ‚ Ë˛ÎÂ 1732 „.).12 

œËÒ¸ÏÓ Ì‡˜ËÌ‡ÂÚÒˇ ÒÚËı‡ÏË, ÍÓÚÓ˚Â ÒÎÛÊ‡Ú Í‡Í ·˚ ˝ÔË„‡ÙÓÏ Í 
ÓÒÌÓ‚ÌÓÏÛ ÚÂÍÒÚÛ. 

Œ ÏÌÓ„Ó·Â‰Ì‡ˇ ÓÒËˇ ÔÎ‡˜ËÒˇ ˚‰‡È „ÓÍÓ 
÷‡ˇ ËÔ‡ÚË‡ı‡ ÌÂËÏÂÂ¯¸ ‚ÂÏÂÌË ÍÓÎÍÓ 
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÷ÂÍÓ‚¸ Ú‚Óˇ Ï‡ÚÍ‡ Ó·Î‡‰‡ÂÏ‡ ÂÂÚËÍ‡ÏË 
‚ÂÎˇ˘Ëı ‚ıÓ‰ËÚ¸ ‚Ì˛ ÒÚ‡·‡ÍÓÏ ÔÓÍ˚‚Òˇ Ì‡ÛÍ‡ÏË 
«‡ ˝ÔË„‡ÙÓÏ ÒÎÂ‰ÛÂÚ Í‡ÚËÌ‡ ·Â‰ÒÚ‚ËÈ Ô‡‚ÓÒÎ‡‚ÌÓÈ ˆÂÍ‚Ë, 

ÍÓÚÓ˚Â ‚ ÓÒÌÓ‚ÌÓÏ ÔÓËÒÚÂÍ‡˛Ú "ÓÚ‚ÒÂˇ ÓÒËË ÔÓÍÎˇÚÓ„Ó ˜ÂÎÓ‚ÂÍ‡ 
ËÎË Ô‡˜Â Â˘Ë ‰Ë‡‚ÓÎ‡" - ‘ÂÓÙ‡Ì‡ œÓÍÓÔÓ‚Ë˜‡. Õ˚ÌÂ¯ÌÂÂ ÔÓÎÓÊÂÌËÂ 
ˆÂÍ‚Ë ÒÓÔÓÒÚ‡‚ÎˇÂÚÒˇ Ò ‰ÓÔÂÚÓ‚ÒÍËÏ ‚ÂÏÂÌÂÏ, ÍÓ„‰‡ ÔË 
"Ô‡‚ÓÒÎ‡‚Ì˚ı ıËÒÚË‡ÌÒÍËı „ÓÒÛ‰‡ˇı" ÂÂÚËÍ‡Ï ÌÂ ‡ÁÂ¯‡ÎÓÒ¸ 
‚ıÓ‰ËÚ¸ ‚  ÂÏÎ¸. ¬ ‰ÂÒˇÚË ÔÛÌÍÚ‡ı ÙÓÏÛÎËÛÂÚ ‡‚ÚÓ ÔËÒ¸Ï‡ 
‰ÓÔÛ˘ÂÌÌ˚Â ÓÚÍÎÓÌÂÌËˇ ÓÚ Ô‡‚ËÎ. ÕÂÍÓÚÓ˚Â ËÁ ÌËı ÓÚÌÓÒˇÚÒˇ Ë Í 
Ó·Î‡ÒÚË ËÒÍÛÒÒÚ‚‡: "ˆÂÍ‚Ë ¯ÔËˆ‡ÏË ÔÓÔÓ‰Ó·Ë˛ ÍËÍË ÒÚÓËÚ¸ 
·Î‡„ÓÒÎÓ‚ËÎË, ËÍÓÌ˚ ÏÂÒÚÌ˚Â Ì‡ÔÓÎÓÚÌÂ ÔËÒ‡Ú¸ ¯ÒÚ‡ÌÓ‚ËÎË ‡ÒÔÓÚ˜Ëı 
ÓÍÎ‡‰˚ Ó‰Ë‡Ú¸ ÌÂ‚ÓÁ·‡ÌËÎË". ŒÚ‚ÂÚÒÚ‚ÂÌÌÓÒÚ¸ Á‡ ˝ÚË ÂÙÓÏ˚ 
‚ÓÁÎ‡„‡ÂÚÒˇ Ì‡ ˆÂÍÓ‚Ì˚ı ‰ÂˇÚÂÎÂÈ, Ú‡ÍËı Í‡Í ‘ÂÓ‰ÓÒËË flÌÓ‚ÒÍËÈ, 
√‡‚ËËÎ ¡ÛÊËÌÒÍËÈ, ‘ÂÓÙËÎ  ÓÎËÍ, "„Ó¯ËÈ ÊÂ Ì‡‰‚ÒÂÏË ‘ÂÓÙ‡Ì 
œÓÍÓÔÓ‚Ë˜, ÒÛ˘ÓÈ ËÏÎˇÌËÌ, ÓË„ÂÌÓ‚Ó ‚ÂÎÂÂ˜ËÂ, ÌÂÌ‡Ò˚˘ÂÌÌÓÂ 
·˛ıÓ". «‰ÂÒ¸ ‰Îˇ ÓÍÓÌ˜‡ÚÂÎ¸ÌÓÈ ÍÓÏÔÓÏÂÚ‡ˆËË ÒÎÂ‰ÛÂÚ ÔËÒ¸ÏÓ "Ô‡Ô˚ 
¡ÂÌ‰ËÍÚ‡", ˇÍÓ·˚ ÔÓÔ‡‚¯ÂÂ ‚ ÛÍË ‡‚ÚÓ‡ Ô‡ÏÙÎÂÚ‡ ÓÚ ‚ËÎ¸Ì˛ÒÒÍÓ„Ó 
ÂÔËÒÍÓÔ‡ Ë ÔÂÂ‚Â‰ÂÌÌÓÂ Ò Î‡Ú˚ÌË Ì‡ ÔÓÎ¸ÒÍËÈ ˇÁ˚Í. ¬ÒÂ ˝ÚÓ, Í‡Í 
Í‡ÊÂÚÒˇ, ÌÂ ‚˚ıÓ‰ËÚ Á‡ ‡ÏÍË ÂÎË„ËÓÁÌÓÈ ÔÓÎÂÏËÍË, Ó·˚˜ÌÓÈ ‰Îˇ ÚÓ„Ó 
‚ÂÏÂÌË. 

Œ‰Ì‡ÍÓ ÒÎÂ‰Û˛˘ËÈ ÛÔÂÍ ‡‰ÂÒÓ‚‡ÎÒˇ ÛÊÂ ¿ÌÌÂ »Ó‡ÌÌÓ‚ÌÂ, 
ÍÓÚÓ‡ˇ ‰ÓÔÛÒÍ‡Î‡ ·‡ÍË Ô‡‚ÓÒÎ‡‚Ì˚ı Ò ÂÂÚËÍ‡ÏË, ‚ ˜‡ÒÚÌÓÒÚË 
ÍÌˇÊÌ˚ ◊ÂÍ‡ÒÒÍÓÈ Ò –.√. ÀÂ‚ÂÌ‚ÓÎ¸‰Â (Ó·Û˜ÂÌ˚ ‚ ÍÓÌˆÂ ÌÓˇ·ˇ 1730 „.). 
ƒ‡ÎÂÂ ÒÎÂ‰ÛÂÚ ÙËÎËÔÔËÍ‡, Ì‡Ô‡‚ÎÂÌÌ‡ˇ ÔÓÚË‚ ËÌÓÒÚ‡ÌˆÂ‚: "... 
ÌÓ‚Óˇ‚Î¯ËıÒˇ ‡ÔÓÒÚÓÎÓ‚ ËÏÂÂÏ „ÓÒÔÓ‰ ÌÂÏÂˆ, ÒËÎÌÓ ÚÂı ÔÂ‰‡ÌËˇ ‚ÒÂÏ 
„ÓÒÛ‰‡ÒÚ‚ÓÏ Á‡‚Î‡‰ÂÎË Ë Û ÍÓÚÓÓ‚Ó ‰ÂÎ‡ ÓÌ˚ ÂÂÚËÍË Ì‡ÏË ·Â‰Ì˚ÏË 
·ÂÁ„ÓÎÓ‚Ì˚ÏË ÒËÓÚ‡ÏË ÌÂÍÛÏ‡Ì‰Û˛Ú, ÌÂÚÓÍÏÓ ‚‚ÓÈÒÍÂ ËÎË ‚ÒÛ‰Ì˚ı 
Á‡ÒÂ‰‡ÌËˇı, ÌÓÈ ‚ Ï‡Î˚ı ‡·ÓÚ‡ı, ‚Ó„ÓÓ‰‡ı, ‚ÒÚÓÂÌËˇı, ‚ÔËÒÏÓÚÂı, 
‚Ó ‚ÒˇÍÓÏ ÏÂÒÚÂ Ì‡˜‡ÎÓ Ì‡‰Ó‚ÓÂÏË Ô‡‚ÓÒÎ‡‚Ì˚ÏË ËÏÂ˛Ú ÌÂÏˆ˚ ..." 
—ÓÏÌËÚÂÎ¸Ì˚ÏË Ò ÚÓ˜ÍË ÁÂÌËˇ ÔÓÎËÚË˜ÂÒÍÓÈ ˇ‚Îˇ˛ÚÒˇ Ë ‡ÒÒÛÊ‰ÂÌËˇ 
‡‚ÚÓ‡ "ÔÓ‰ÏÂÚÌÓ„Ó ÔËÒ¸Ï‡" Ó ‚Î‡ÒÚË:"... ÓÚ·Ó„‡ ‚ÒˇÍ‡ ‚Î‡ÒÚ¸ ˇÍÓ ‰‡‚Ë‰, 
ÔÓÚÓÏ ËÂÓ‚Ó‡Ï, Ú‡ÊÂ  ÓÌÒÚ‡ÌÚËÌ, ÔÓÚÓÏ ËÛÎË‡Ì, ‰‡‚Ë‰ ËÍÓÌÒÚ‡ÌÚËÌ 



- 3 0 -

Ò‚ˇÚ˚, ËÂÓ‚Ó‡Ï ÊÂ ËÛÎË‡Ì ÓÚÒÚÛÔÌËÍË ËÓ ÊÂ ÔÓ‰Ó·‡ÂÚ Â˘Ë ËÓ‚ÒˇÍÓÏ 
Ì‡˜‡ÎÒÚ‚Â ... ÌÓÔÓ‚ËÌÓ‚‡ÚËÒˇ ‚Î‡ÒÚÂÏ (Ô‡˜ÂÊÂ ÔÂ‰‰ÂÊ‡˘ËÏ) ÔÓ‰Ó·‡ÂÚ 
‚‰ÂÎÂı ÌÂ‚ÔÓÚË‚Ì˚ı ·Ó„Û ÌË ‚ÂÊ‰‡˛˘Ëı ÒÔ‡ÒÂÌËˇ, ‡ËÚÂÏÌ˚Ï 
ËÌÂÔÓ‰Ó·Ì˚Ï (·Ó„ÓÔÓÚË‚Ì˚Ï) ‰ÂÎÓÏ ÌÂÔËÓ·˘‡ÚËÒˇ, Ô‡˜ÂÊÂ Ë 
Ó·ÎË˜‡ÚË ÔÓ‰Ó·‡ÂÚ ..." —Â‰Ë ·ÓˆÓ‚ Á‡ Ô‡‚ÓÒÎ‡‚ËÂ ‡‚ÚÓ Ì‡Á˚‚‡ÂÚ 
—ÚÂÙ‡Ì‡ fl‚ÓÒÍÓ„Ó, ÒÂÍÂÚ‡ˇ ‘ÂÓ‰ÓÒËˇ √Â‡ÒËÏ‡ —ÂÏÂÌÓ‚‡ Ë ÚÓ„Ó ÊÂ 
–Ó‰˚¯Â‚ÒÍÓ„Ó (‚ Ì‡¯ÂÈ ÍÓÔËË ÔËÒ¸Ï‡ ÔËÒÛÚÒÚ‚ÛÂÚ ÍÓÏÏÂÌÚ‡ËÈ 
œÓÍÓÔÓ‚Ë˜‡ (?): "ÓÚ ÒÂ„Ó ÁÌ‡Ú, ˜ÚÓ ‡‚ÚÓ Â„Ó ÒÓÓ·˘ÂÌËÍ –Ó‰˚¯Â‚ÒÍÓÏÛ"). 

¬ ÍÓÌˆÂ ÔËÒ¸Ï‡ ÊË‚ÓÔËÒÛ˛ÚÒˇ ·Â‰ÒÚ‚Ëˇ Ì‡Ó‰‡, ‚˚Á‚‡ÌÌ˚Â 
ÔÓÎËÚËÍÓÈ œÂÚ‡ I: "œÓÏ˚ÒÎË „ÓÒÛ‰‡˚Ìˇ ‰ˇ‰ˇ Ú‚ÓÈ „ÓÒÛ‰‡¸ ÔÓÎÓÊËÎ 
Í‡ÍËÂ Úˇ„ÓÒÚË Ì‡Î˛‰Ë ·ÓÊËˇ ... ÌÂÚÓÍÏÓ Ì‡ÍÂÒ¸ˇÌÒÚ‚Ó ÌÓËÌ‡¯ÎˇıÂÚÒÚ‚Ó 
Û·Ó„ÓÂ, ·‡ÌË, ÏÂÎ¸ÌËˆ˚, ˚·Ì˚Â ÎÓ‚ÎË, ÍÓÚÎ˚ ÍÎÂÈÏÂÌ˚Â ‚ÍÓÚÓÓÏ 
„ÓÒÛ‰‡ÒÚ‚Â Ú‡Í‡ˇ ÌÂ‚ÓÎˇ ‡Á‚Â ‰Â‚ÎÂ Û Ù‡‡ÓÌ‡. ÃÛÊ‡ Ì‡ÒÎÛÊ·Â ‡Á 
ÊÂÌ Ô‡‚ˇÚ, ÏÛ˜‡Ú ·ÂÁÏËÎÓÒÚË, ‚ÓÁˇÚ Á‡Í‡‡ÛÎ‡ÏË, ÌÂÛÚÂ¯‡˛Úˆ‡ÎË Ì‡ÒËÂ 
ÒÏÓÚˇ ÌÂÏˆ˚ ˜ÚÓ ÓÚËı ‚˚Ï˚ÒÎÛ Ú‡ÍÓÂ ÏÛ˜ÂÌËÂ, Ë‡ÁÓÂÌËÂ, Ì‡ÔÓÔ‡ÌËÂ 
Ò‚ˇÚÓÈ ‚Â˚ ÔÓËÒıÓ‰ËÚ ..." œÂÚÛ I ËÌÍËÏËÌËÛÂÚÒˇ ÔËÌˇÚËÂ ÚËÚÛÎ‡ 
ËÏÔÂ‡ÚÓ‡, ÓÒÛÊ‰‡ÂÚÒˇ Ú‡ÍÊÂ Â„Ó ÔÓ„Â·ÂÌËÂ: " ... ÌÓËÔÓÒÏÂÚË 
ÌÂÒÔÓ‰Ó·ËÎ ·Ó„ ıËÒÚË‡ÌÒÍÓ‚Ó ÔÓ„Â·ÂÌËˇ, ËÒÔÂÎ˛·Ó‰ÂÈÌÓ˛ ÒÛÔÛ„Ó˛ 
ÓÚÊË‚ÓÈ ÊÂÌ˚ ÔÓˇÚÓ˛ (ˇÍÓ ÓÒÛÊ‰ÂÌÌËÍË) ÔÓ‚Â„ÌÛÚ˚ Ì‡‚Âı ÁÂÏÎË 
‚ÔÓÒÏÂı ·ÓÊË˛ ÔÓ‚ÂÎÂÌË˛". 

«‡ÍÎ˛˜‡ÂÚ ÔËÒ¸ÏÓ ÔËÁ˚‚ Í ¿ÌÌÂ »Ó‡ÌÌÓ‚ÌÂ: "œÓÚ˘ËÒˇ ÛÚ‚Â‰ËÚË 
Ò‚ˇÚÛ˛ ‚ÂÛ Ë Ô‡ÚË‡¯ÂÒÍËÈ ÔÂÒÚÓÎ ˇÍÓ ‡ÔÓÒÚÓÎ¸ÒÍÓÂ 
Á‡ÍÓÌÓÔÓÎÓÊÂÌËÂ Ô‡ÍË Ó·ÌÓ‚ËÚË ÂÂÚËÍÓ‚ ÊÂ ÌÂÏÂˆ ‡ÁÓˇ˛˘Ëı 
ÌÂÚÓÍÏÓ „ÓÒÛ‰‡ÒÚ‚Ó, ÌÓ Ë ‚ÂÛ Ô‡‚ÓÒÎ‡‚ÌÛ˛ „ÓÌˇ˘Ëı ËÁ‰ÂÊ‡‚˚ ‚‡¯Âˇ 
ËÁ„Ì‡ÚË, ËÚÂÏ Û‚ÂÒÂÎË Ï‡ÚÂ Ò‚Ó˛ Ò‚ˇÚÛ˛ ˆÂÍÓ‚¸ ..." ≈ÒÎË ÊÂ ˝ÚÓ ÌÂ 
·Û‰ÂË ‚˚ÔÓÎÌÂÌÓ, ÚÓ „ÓÒÛ‰‡ÒÚ‚Û Û„ÓÊ‡˛Ú ÒÚËıËÈÌ˚Â ·Â‰ÒÚ‚Ëˇ, "„Î‡‰" 
Ë "ÌÂ‰ÓÓ‰˚". 

"œÓ‰ÏÂÚÌÓÂ ÔËÒ¸ÏÓ", ÌÂÒÓÏÌÂÌÌÓ, ÔËÌ‡‰ÎÂÊËÚ ÔÂÛ ˜ÂÎÓ‚ÂÍ‡ 
Ó·‡ÁÓ‚‡ÌÌÓ„Ó Ë ÎËÚÂ‡ÚÛÌÓ Ó‰‡ÂÌÌÓ„Ó. ŒÌ ÛÏÂÎÓ ÔÂÂÍË‰˚‚‡ÂÚ ÏÓÒÚ 
ÓÚ ·Ó„ÓÒÎÓ‚ÒÍËı ÔÓ·ÎÂÏ Í ÒÓ‚ÂÏÂÌÌÓÒÚË. œÓ‰Ó·ÌÓÂ ÔËÒ¸ÏÓ ‰ÓÎÊÌÓ 
·˚ÎÓ ÔÓËÁ‚ÂÒÚË ·ÓÎ¸¯ÓÂ ‚ÔÂ˜‡ÚÎÂÌËÂ Ì‡ ÏÌÓ„Ëı. » ÌÂ ÒÎÂ‰ÛÂÚ 
Û‰Ë‚ÎˇÚ¸Òˇ ˝ÌÂ„ËË “‡ÈÌÓÈ Í‡ÌˆÂÎˇËË, Ì‡Ô‡‚ÎˇÂÏÓÈ ‘ÂÓÙ‡ÌÓÏ 
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œÓÍÓÔÓ‚Ë˜ÂÏ, ‚ ÔÓËÒÍ‡ı Â„Ó ‡‚ÚÓ‡. ÃÓÊÂÚ ‚˚Á‚‡Ú¸ ÒÓÏÌÂÌËÂ ÎË¯¸ 
ÌÂÍÓÚÓÓÂ ÔÓÏÂ‰ÎÂÌËÂ ÒÓ ÒÎÂ‰ÒÚ‚ËÂÏ, ÍÓÚÓÓÂ ‡Á‚ÂÌÛÎÓÒ¸, 
Ó˜Â‚Ë‰ÌÓ, ÚÓÎ¸ÍÓ ‚ ‡‚„ÛÒÚÂ - ÒÂÌÚˇ·Â 1732 „. ¬ÂÓˇÚÌÓ, ˝ÚÓ ÏÓÊÌÓ 
Ó·˙ˇÒÌËÚ¸ ÔÂËÓ‰ÓÏ ÂÓ„‡ÌËÁ‡ˆËË “‡ÈÌÓÈ Í‡ÌˆÂÎˇËË (ÓÌ‡ ÙÓÏ‡Î¸ÌÓ 
ÓÒÚ‡‚‡Î‡Ò¸ ‚ ÃÓÒÍ‚Â, ‚ œÂÚÂ·Û„ ÔÂÂÂı‡Î‡ ÚÓÎ¸ÍÓ œÓıÓ‰Ì‡ˇ “‡ÈÌ‡ˇ 
Í‡ÌˆÂÎˇËˇ, ‚Ó „Î‡‚Â Ò ”¯‡ÍÓ‚˚Ï).13 

Ã˚ ÌÂ ËÏÂÂÏ ‚ÓÁÏÓÊÌÓÒÚË ÔÓ‰Ó·ÌÓ ‡ÒÒÍ‡Á˚‚‡Ú¸ Ó ÓÁ˚ÒÍÂ ÔÓ 
‰ÂÎÛ Ó· ‡‚ÚÓÂ "ÔÓ‰ÏÂÚÌÓ„Ó ÔËÒ¸Ï‡ 1732 „.", ‡ÒÚˇÌÛ‚¯ÂÏÒˇ Ì‡ ‰ÓÎ„ËÂ 
„Ó‰˚. œÓ‰ÓÁÂ‚‡ÎË ÃËı‡ËÎ‡ ¿‚‡ÏÓ‚‡, ÒÌÓ‚‡ ‰ÓÔ‡¯Ë‚‡ÎË ŒÒËÔ‡ 
–Â¯ËÎÓ‚‡, ‚ÂÓˇÚÌÓ, ÔÓ‰ ÔÓ‰ÓÁÂÌËÂÏ ·˚ÎË Ú‡ÍÊÂ ‡ıËÏ‡Ì‰ËÚ 
◊Û‰Ó‚ÒÍÓ„Ó ÏÓÌ‡ÒÚ˚ˇ ≈‚ÙËÏËÈ  ÓÎÎÂÚË (‡ÂÒÚÓ‚‡Ì 10 ‡‚„ÛÒÚ‡) Ë 
‡ıËÏ‡Ì‰ËÚ ı‡¸ÍÓ‚ÒÍËÈ œÎ‡ÚÓÌ Ã‡ÎËÌÓ‚ÒÍËÈ (‡ÂÒÚÓ‚‡Ì 12 ‡‚„ÛÒÚ‡), 
‰ÓÔ‡¯Ë‚‡‚¯ËÂÒˇ ËÁ-Á‡ Ò‚ˇÁË Ò –Ë·ÂÓÈ. –‡ÒÒÏ‡ÚË‚‡ÎË Í‡Í ‚ÓÁÏÓÊÌÓ„Ó 
‡‚ÚÓ‡ ÔËÒ¸Ï‡ ÒÂÍÂÚ‡ˇ ÔË‰‚ÓÌÓÈ ÍÓÌÚÓ˚ ¿ÎÂÍÒ‡Ì‰‡ flÍÓ‚ÎÂ‚‡ 
(‡ÂÒÚÓ‚‡Ì 30 ÒÂÌÚˇ·ˇ) ËÎË ÊË‚¯Â„Ó ‚ Â„Ó ‰ÓÏÂ "„Â˜ÂÒÍÓ„Ó Û˜ÂÌËÍ‡" 
»‚‡Ì‡ flÍÓ‚ÎÂ‚‡ (‡ÂÒÚÓ‚‡Ì ‚ ÌÓˇ·Â). œÓÁ‰ÌÂÂ ÔÓ‰ÓÁÂÌËÂ Ô‡ÎÓ Ú‡ÍÊÂ Ì‡ 
»Ó‡Ò‡Ù‡ Ã‡Â‚ÒÍÓ„Ó, ‡ıËÏ‡Ì‰ËÚ‡ Í‡ÎˇÁËÌÒÍÓ„Ó Ë ËÂÓÏÓÌ‡ı‡ »ÓÒËÙ‡ 
–Â¯ËÎÓ‚‡ (ÌÂ ÔÛÚ‡Ú¸ Ò ‰‚Ó˛Ó‰Ì˚Ï ·‡ÚÓÏ ÕËÍËÚËÌ˚ı), ÍÓÚÓ˚Â ‰ÓÎ„Ó 
Ì‡ıÓ‰ËÎËÒ¸ ÔÓ‰ ÒÎÂ‰ÒÚ‚ËÂÏ. Œ‰Ì‡ÍÓ ‡‚ÚÓ‡ "ÔÓ‰ÏÂÚÌÓ„Ó ÔËÒ¸Ï‡" Ú‡Í Ë 
ÌÂ ÛÒÚ‡ÌÓ‚ËÎË ÒÓ ‚ÒÂÈ ÓÔÂ‰ÂÎÂÌÌÓÒÚ¸˛. 

¡‡Ú¸ˇ ÕËÍËÚËÌ˚, ‚ÂÓˇÚÌÓ, ·˚ÎË ‡ÂÒÚÓ‚‡Ì˚, ÔÓÚÓÏÛ ˜ÚÓ 
‡ÒÒÏ‡ÚË‚‡ÎËÒ¸ ÂÒÎË ÌÂ Í‡Í ‡‚ÚÓ˚ ˝ÚÓ„Ó Ô‡ÏÙÎÂÚ‡, ÚÓ Í‡Í Î˛‰Ë, 
ÁÌ‡ÍÓÏ˚Â Ò ÔËÒ¸ÏÓÏ Ë ÁÌ‡‚¯ËÂ ˜ÂÎÓ‚ÂÍ‡, Â„Ó Ì‡ÔËÒ‡‚¯Â„Ó. Ã˚ ÏÓÊÂÏ 
Ó·ÓÒÌÓ‚‡Ú¸ ˝ÚÛ „ËÔÓÚÂÁÛ ÌÂÒÍÓÎ¸ÍËÏË ‡„ÛÏÂÌÚ‡ÏË. ¡‡Ú¸ˇ ÕËÍËÚËÌ˚ 
(ÔÓ Í‡ÈÌÂÈ ÏÂÂ, –Ó‰ËÓÌ Ë –ÓÏ‡Ì) ÛÊÂ Á‡ÂÍÓÏÂÌ‰Ó‚‡ÎË ÒÂ·ˇ 
ÔÓÚË‚ÌËÍ‡ÏË œÓÍÓÔÓ‚Ë˜‡. ŒÌË, ÌÂÒÓÏÌÂÌÌÓ, ‚ıÓ‰ËÎË ‚ ÚÛ "Ù‡ÍˆË˛", Ó 
ÍÓÚÓÓÈ Ú‡Í Í‡ÒÌÓÂ˜Ë‚‡ ÔËÒ‡Î ‡ıËÂÔËÒÍÓÔ ÌÓ‚„ÓÓ‰ÒÍËÈ. ÿ ÒÍÓ·Í‡ı 
Á‡ÏÂÚËÏ, ˜ÚÓ ÔÂÂÔËÒ˚‚‡‚¯ËÂÒˇ ÔÓ-ËÚ‡Î¸ˇÌÒÍË »‚‡Ì Ë –ÓÏ‡Ì ıÓÓ¯Ó 
ÔÓ‰ıÓ‰ËÎË Í ÓÎË ËÌÓÒÚ‡ÌÌ˚ı ¯ÔËÓÌÓ‚, Ò‚ˇÁ‡ÌÌ˚ı Ò Í‡ÚÓÎËÍ‡ÏË.) 
’ÓÌÓÎÓ„Ë˜ÂÒÍË ÔÂËÓ‰ ‰ÓÔÓÒÓ‚ ·‡Ú¸Â‚ ÕËÍËÚËÌ˚ı ‚  ‡·ËÌÂÚÂ 
ÒÓ‚Ô‡‰‡ÂÚ Ò Ì‡˜‡ÎÓÏ Ì‡Ë·ÓÎÂÂ ˝ÌÂ„Ë˜ÌÓ„Ó ÓÁ˚ÒÍ‡ ‡‚ÚÓ‡ "ÔÓ‰ÏÂÚÌÓ„Ó 
ÔËÒ¸Ï‡". 
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ÃÂÚÓ‰ËÍ‡ ÒÎÂ‰ÒÚ‚Ëˇ ÔÓ ‰ÂÎÛ ·‡Ú¸Â‚ ÕËÍËÚËÌ˚ı ÔÓÎÌÓÒÚ¸˛ 
ÒÓÓÚ‚ÂÚÒÚ‚ÛÂÚ ÏÂÚÓ‰ËÍÂ, ÔËÏÂÌÂÌÌÓÈ ÔË ‡ÂÒÚÂ ¿ÎÂÍÒ‡Ì‰‡ Ë »‚‡Ì‡ 
flÍÓ‚ÎÂ‚‡. ¬ÌËÏ‡ÚÂÎ¸Ì˚È ÔÓÒÏÓÚ ‚ÒÂı ·ÛÏ‡„ Ë ÔËÒÂÏ ‰ÓÎÊÂÌ ·˚Î 
Ó·Ì‡ÛÊËÚ¸, ÂÒÎË ÌÂ ˜ÂÌÓ‚ËÍË "ÔÓ‰ÏÂÚÌÓ„Ó ÔËÒ¸Ï‡", ÚÓ ·ÎËÁÍËÂ Ë‰ÂË Ë 
‰‡ÊÂ ÔÓıÓÊËÂ Ó·ÓÓÚ˚ Â˜Ë. 

«‰ÂÒ¸ ÙËÎÓÎÓ„Ó‚ ËÁ “‡ÈÌÓÈ Í‡ÌˆÂÎˇËË ÏÓ„ÎÓ ÓÊË‰‡Ú¸ 
ËÌÚÂÂÒÌÓÂ ÓÚÍ˚ÚËÂ. œÂ‚˚È ÊÂ ‚ÓÔÓÒÌ˚È ÔÛÌÍÚ, ‰‡ÌÌ˚È »‚‡ÌÛ 
ÕËÍËÚËÍÛ ‚  ‡·ËÌÂÚÂ, „Î‡ÒËÎ: "¬ ÔÂ‚ÓÏ ÔËÒÏÂ ÔËÒ‡Î ÍÚÂ·Â ·‡Ú Ú‚ÓÈ 
ÓÏ‡Ì ÕËÍËÚËÌ ÔÓËÚ‡ÎË‡ÌÒÍË ‡˜ÚÓ „ÓÍÓ ÚÓ ÌÂÒÎ‡‰ÍÓ ... Ó·ÓÌÓÏ Ó·ˇ‚ËÚ˚ 
Ò‡ÏÛ˛ ËÒÚËÌÌÛ ·ÂÁ‚ÒˇÍËÂ ÛÚ‡ÈÍË ..."14 9 ‡‚„ÛÒÚ‡ »‚‡Ì ÕËÍËÚËÌ ÓÚ‚Â˜‡Î 
ÔËÒ¸ÏÂÌÌÓ: "¬ ÔÂ‚ÓÏ ÔËÒÏÂ ÔËÒ‡Î ÍÓÏÌÂ ·‡Ú ÏÓÈ –ÓÏ‡Ì ÕËÍËÚËÌ 
ÔÓËÚ‡ÎË‡ÌÒÍË, ˜ÚÓ „ÓÍÓ, ÚÓ ÌÂÒÎ‡‰ÍÓ, ÚÓ ÓÌ ÔËÒ‡Î ÒÓÊ‡ÎÂˇ ÓÒÎÛ˜‡Â 
ÔÓÒÎÂ‰ÌÂÏ ËÎË ÓÓÁ‚Ó‰Â ÍÓÚÓÓÈ ÏÂÊ‰Û Ì‡ÏË Ë ·˚‚¯Â˛ ÊÂÌÓ˛ ÏÓÂ˛ 
Á‰ÂÎ‡ÎÒˇ ,.."15 ¿Ì‡ÎÓ„Ë˜ÌÓÂ Ó·˙ˇÒÌÂÌËÂ ‰‡Î ÔÓÁ‰ÌÂÂ Ë –ÓÏ‡Ì ÕËÍËÚËÌ. 

›ÚÓ ÏÂÒÚÓ ËÁ ÔÂÂÔËÒÍË ·‡Ú¸Â‚ ÕËÍËÚËÌ˚ı ÒÍ‡Á‡ÎÓÒ¸ 
ÚÂÍÒÚÓÎÓ„Ë˜ÂÒÍË ·ÎËÁÍËÏ Í Ù‡ÁÂ ËÁ "ÔÓ‰ÏÂÚÌÓ„Ó ÔËÒ¸Ï‡": " ÓÌ˜ËÏ Á‰ÂÒ 
Ë Ï˚ ÒÎÓ‚ÂÒ˚ ÔÂÔÓ‰Ó·Ì‡„Ó ÓÚˆ‡ Ì‡¯Â„Ó ≈ÙÂÏ‡ —ËËÌ‡ Ë·Ó /Â˜Â/ 
·ÓÎ¯Ë ÒÂ„Ó „Âı ÂÒÚ¸ ÂÊÂ Ú‚ÓËÚË „ÓÍÓÂ ÒÎ‡‰ÍÓ Ë ÒÎ‡‰ÍÓÂ „ÓÍÓ, ËÒ‚ÂÚ 
Ì‡Â˘Ë ÚÏÛ Ë ÚÏÛ Ò‚ÂÚ ..."16 

œÓ-‚Ë‰ËÏÛ, ˝ÚÓ ÒÓ‚Ô‡‰ÂÌËÂ Ë ÓÍ‡Á‡ÎÓÒ¸ ÔË˜ËÌÓÈ ‡ÂÒÚ‡ ·‡Ú¸Â‚ 
ÕËÍËÚËÌ˚ı. œËÒ¸Ï‡ –ÓÏ‡Ì‡, ÛÊÂ ÔÓ·˚‚‡‚¯Â„Ó ÔÓ‰ ‡ÂÒÚÓÏ, Ó˜Â‚Ë‰ÌÓ, 
ÔÂÎ˛ÒÚËÓ‚‡ÎËÒ¸. »Ú‡Î¸ˇÌÒÍËÂ ÚÂÍÒÚ˚ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰ËÎËÒ¸ Ë ËÁÛ˜‡ÎËÒ¸ ‚ 
“‡ÈÌÓÈ Í‡ÌˆÂÎˇËË. —ıÓ‰ÒÚ‚Ó ˝ÚÓ„Ó ‚˚‡ÊÂÌËˇ Ò Ù‡ÁÓÈ "ÔÓ‰ÏÂÚÌÓ„Ó 
ÔËÒ¸Ï‡", Ó˜Â‚Ë‰ÌÓ, ÛÒËÎËÎÓ ÔÓ‰ÓÁÂÌËÂ ÔÓÚË‚ ·‡Ú¸Â‚. œÓÒÎÂ‰Ó‚‡ÎË 
‡ÂÒÚ˚ Ë ‰ÓÔÓÒ˚ ÕËÍËÚËÌ˚ı, ÍÓÚÓ˚Â ÌÂ ‰‡ÎË ÒÂ¸ÂÁÌ˚ı ÂÁÛÎ¸Ú‡ÚÓ‚. » 
ÚÂÏ ÌÂ ÏÂÌÂÂ, ·ÓÎÂÂ ÔˇÚË ÎÂÚ ·‡Ú¸ˇÏ ÕËÍËÚËÌ˚Ï ÔË¯ÎÓÒ¸ ÔÓ‚ÂÒÚË ‚ 
Á‡ÚÓ˜ÂÌËË, ÔÂÊ‰Â ˜ÂÏ ËÏ ·˚Î ‚˚ÌÂÒÂÌ ÔË„Ó‚Ó. 

≈ Â̆ Ó‰ËÌ ‡„ÛÏÂÌÚ ‚ ÔÓÎ¸ÁÛ ‚˚‰‚Ë„‡ÂÏÓÈ Ì‡ÏË „ËÔÓÚÂÁ˚ ‰‡ÂÚ 
ÔÓÚÓÍÓÎ “‡ÈÌÓÈ Í‡ÌˆÂÎˇËË ÓÚ 15 ÒÂÌÚˇ·ˇ 1732 „., ÔÓ‰‚Â‰¯ËÈ ÔÂ‚˚Â 
ËÚÓ„Ë ÒÎÂ‰ÒÚ‚Ëˇ ÔÓ ‰ÂÎÛ ·‡Ú¸Â‚ ÕËÍËÚËÍ˚ı. œÓ‰ÔËÒ‡‚¯ËÂ ÔÓÚÓÍÓÎ 
‚ÏÂÒÚÂ Ò ”¯‡ÍÓ‚˚Ï ˜ÎÂÌ˚  ‡·ËÌÂÚ‡ ÏËÌËÒÚÓ‚ ŒÒÚÂÏ‡Ì Ë ◊ÂÍ‡ÒÒÍËÈ 
Â¯ËÎË ÔÓ‰ÓÎÊ‡Ú¸ ÒÎÂ‰ÒÚ‚ËÂ, " ËÒÔÓ‰ÎËÌÌÓÈ Ô‡‚‰˚ ‡Á˚ÒÍË‚‡Ú¸", 
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ÓÒÓ·ÂÌÌÓ ‚ ÚÓÏ, ‚ ˜ÂÏ ÔÓÍ‡Á‡ÌËˇ ŒÒËÔ‡ –Â¯ËÎÓ‚‡ ÔÓÚË‚ÓÂ˜ËÎË 
ÔÓÍ‡Á‡ÌËˇÏ ·‡Ú¸Â‚ ÕËÍËÚËÌ˚ı. "... ÔÓÚÓÔÓÔ‡ (–Ó‰ËÓÌ‡ - —.¿.) ÔÓ 
Ó·Ì‡ÊÂÌËË Ò‚ˇ˘ÂÌÒÚ‚‡ Ú‡ÍÊÂ Ë »‚‡Ì‡ ÕËÍËÚËÌ‡ ÓÁ˚ÒÍË‚‡Ú ËÔË ÓÁ˚ÒÍÂ 
ÒÔ‡¯Ë‚‡Ú¸ ÓÚÍÓ„Ó ËÏˇÌÌÓ ÓÁÌ‡˜ÂÌÌ˚Â ÚÂÚ‡ÚÍË ÓÌË ÔÓÎÛ˜ËÎË ËÒÚÂı 
ÚÂÚ‡ÚÂÈ ÒÔËÒÍÓ‚ ÍÓÏÛ ÓÌË ÌÂ‰‡‚‡ÎËÎ, ËÒÓ„Î‡ÒËˇ Í‡ÍÓ‚‡ ‚ÚÓÏ ÒÍÂÏ 
ÌÂËÏÂÎËÎ Ë ÌÂ‡Á„Î‡¯‡ÎËÎ Ó·ÓÌ˚ı ÚÂÚ‡ÚÂı ÍÓÏÛ ËÌÂÁÌ‡˛Ú ÎË ÓÌË Ú‡ÍËı 
ÚÂÚ‡ÚÂÈ Û ‰Û„Ëı ÍÓ„Ó, ÔËÚÓÏ ÊÂ ÒÔ‡¯Ë‚‡Ú¸ ËÓ ÚÓÏ ˜ÚÓ ÔÓ‰ÏÂÚÌ˚ı 
Í‡ÍËı ÔËÒÂÏ Ó·ÓÌ˚ı ÚÂÚ‡ÚÂı ËÎË Ó‰Û„ÓÏ Ó˜ÂÏ ÓÌË ÌÂÒÓ˜ËÌˇÎËÎ, Ë 
ÌÂÔÓ‰ÍË‰˚‚‡ÎË Î „‰Â Ë ÌÂÁÌ‡˛ÚÎË ÓÌË Ú‡ÍËı ‰Û„Ëı ÍÓ„Ó".1 7 “‡Í‡ˇ 
ÔÓÒÚ‡ÌÓ‚Í‡ Ó˜Â˜Ë‚‡Î‡ ÍÛ„ ‚ÓÔÓÒÓ‚, ËÌÚÂÂÒÓ‚‡‚¯Ëı ÒÎÂ‰Ó‚‡ÚÂÎÂÈ, Ë 
ÌÂÚ ÒÓÏÌÂÌËÈ, ˜ÚÓ ‚ ÔÓÒÎÂ‰ÌËı ÒÎÓ‚‡ı ÒÍ˚‚‡Î‡Òˇ Ì‡ÏÂÍ Ì‡ "ÔÓ‰ÏÂÚÌÓÂ 
ÔËÒ¸ÏÓ 1732 „." 

¬ÂÓˇÚÌÓ, ÎË¯¸ ‚ËÌ‡ –Ó‰ËÓÌ‡ ÕËÍËÚËÌ‡ ÏÓ„Î‡ ·˚Ú¸ ‰ÓÒÚ‡ÚÓ˜ÌÓ 
ÒÂ¸ÂÁÌÓÈ. ¬ Â„Ó ‚Â˘‡ı ·˚ÎË Ì‡È‰ÂÌ˚ ‰‚‡ ˝ÍÁÂÏÔÎˇ‡ Ô‡ÏÙÎÂÚ‡, 
ÒÓ˜ËÌÂÌÌÓ„Ó –Ó‰˚¯Â‚ÒÍËÏ, ÓÌ ÁÌ‡ÍÓÏËÎ Ò ÌËÏ Ò‚ÓËı ÔËıÓÊ‡Ì. “ÂÏ ÌÂ 
ÏÂÌÂÂ, Ë ÓÌ ·˚Î Á‡·˚Ú ÒÎÂ‰ÒÚ‚ËÂÏ Ì‡ ‰ÓÎ„ËÂ „Ó‰˚. “ÓÎ¸ÍÓ 27 ‰ÂÍ‡·ˇ 
1735 „. –Ó‰ËÓÌ ·˚Î ‡ÒÒÚËÊÂÌ, ‡ 3 ˇÌ‚‡ˇ 1736 „. Ë 17 ÓÍÚ‡·ˇ 1737 „. Â„Ó 
‰ÓÔ‡¯Ë‚‡ÎË, ÔÓ‰ÌËÏ‡ˇ Ì‡ ‰˚·Û. »Á Ï‡ÚÂË‡ÎÓ‚ ‰ÂÎ‡ ‚Ë‰ÌÓ, ˜ÚÓ ÓÌ 
Í‡ˇÎÒˇ, Ó·˙ˇÒÌˇˇ Ò‚ÓÂ ÔÓ‚Â‰ÂÌËÂ "ÔÓÒÚÓÚÓ˛" Ë "Ô¸ˇÌÒÚ‚ÓÏ". œÓ˝ÚÓÏÛ, 
‚ÂÓˇÚÌÓ, Ì‡Í‡Á‡ÌËÂ ·˚ÎÓ ÒÏˇ„˜ÂÌÓ. 

Õ‡ÔÓÚË‚, ÔÓ‚Â‰ÂÌËÂ »‚‡Ì‡ ÕËÍËÚËÌ‡ ‚ “‡ÈÌÓÈ Í‡ÌˆÂÎˇËË ·˚ÎÓ 
„Ó‰˚Ï Ë Á‡ÏÍÌÛÚ˚Ï. —ÎÂ‰ÒÚ‚ËÂ Ú‡Í Ë ÌÂ ÛÒÚ‡ÌÓ‚ËÎÓ, ÓÚ ÍÓ„Ó ÔÓÎÛ˜ËÎ 
ÓÌ Ì‡È‰ÂÌÌÛ˛ ‚ Â„Ó ‰ÓÏÂ ÚÂÚ‡‰¸. ŒÌ ÌÂ ıÓÚÂÎ ‚ıÓ‰ËÚ¸ ÌË ‚ Í‡ÍËÂ 
ÔÂÂ„Ó‚Ó˚ ÒÓ Ò‚ÓËÏË Ô‡Î‡˜‡ÏË Ë ÌËÍ‡Í ÌÂ ÒÓÚÛ‰ÌË˜‡Î Ò ÌËÏË. 
ƒÓÒÚ‡ÚÓ˜ÌÓ ‚ÒÔÓÏÌËÚ¸, ˜ÚÓ Ó‰ÌË ËÁ ÔÓÚÓÍÓÎÓ‚ ÓÌ ÔÓ‰ÔËÒ‡Î Ú‡Í: "¬ 
¬˚¯ÂÔËÒ‡ÌÌÓÏ ‰ÓÔÓÒÂ ÒÍ‡Á‡Î Ò‡ÏÛ˛ ÒÛ˘Û˛ Ô‡‚‰Û ·ÂÁ‚ÒˇÍËÂ ÛÚ‡ÈÍË 
Ë‚ÚÓÏ ‚Ó‚ÒÂÏ ÛÚ‚ÂÊ‰‡ÂÚÒˇ ÔÓ‰ÊÂÒÚÓÍËÏ ËÒÚˇÁ‡ÌËÂÏ ÛÍÛ ÔËÎÓÊËÎ 
(»‚‡Ì ÕËÍËÚËÌ)".18 ÃÓÊÂÚ ·˚Ú¸, Â˘Â ·ÓÎÂÂ ÛÒÛ„Û·ËÎÓ ÊÂÒÚÓÍËÈ ÔË„Ó‚Ó 
ÌÂÔËˇÁÌÂÌÌÓÂ ÓÚÌÓ¯ÂÌËÂ Í ıÛ‰ÓÊÌËÍÛ ÍÓ„Ó-ÚÓ ËÁ ÒÛ‰ÂÈ (ÒÍÓÂÂ ‚ÒÂ„Ó, 
ŒÒÚÂÏ‡Ì‡). “‡ÍËÏ Ó·‡ÁÓÏ, Ì‡ËÏÂÌÂÂ ‚ËÌÓ‚‡Ú˚È ËÁ ·‡Ú¸Â‚, ÓÌ ·˚Î 
Ì‡Í‡Á‡Ì ÓÒÓ·ÂÌÌÓ ÒÛÓ‚Ó, ÔÓÚÓÏÛ ˜ÚÓ ·˚Î Ì‡Ë·ÓÎÂÂ ˇÍÓÈ ÎË˜ÌÓÒÚ¸˛. 
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—ÓÒÎ‡ÌÌ˚È ‚ —Ë·Ë¸, »‚‡Ì ÕËÍËÚËÌ ÔÓ‰ÓÎÊ‡Î Ú‡Ï Ò‚Ó˛ 
Ú‚Ó˜ÂÒÍÛ˛ ‰ÂˇÚÂÎ¸ÌÓÒÚ¸. »ÒÔÓÎÌÂÌÌ˚È ËÏ ÔÓÚÂÚ ÚÓ·ÓÎ¸ÒÍÓ„Ó 
ÏËÚÓÔÓÎËÚ‡ ¿ÌÚÓÌËˇ —Ú‡ıÓ‚ÒÍÓ„Ó Â˘Â ‚ Ì‡˜‡ÎÂ XIX ‚. Ì‡ıÓ‰ËÎÒˇ ‚ 
ÔÂÚÂ·Û„ÒÍÓÈ ¿Í‡‰ÂÏËË ıÛ‰ÓÊÂÒÚ‚ (ÓÌ ÌÂ ÒÓı‡ÌËÎÒˇ). Œ‰Ì‡ÍÓ 
‚ÓÁ‚‡ÚËÚ¸Òˇ ËÁ —Ë·ËË »‚‡ÌÛ ÕËÍËÚËÍÛ ÌÂ ·˚ÎÓ ÒÛÊ‰ÂÌÓ. 
ŒÒ‚Ó·ÓÊ‰ÂÌÌ˚È ÔË ‚ÓÒ¯ÂÒÚ‚ËË Ì‡ ÔÂÒÚÓÎ ≈ÎËÁ‡‚ÂÚ˚ œÂÚÓ‚Ì˚, ÓÌ ÛÏÂ 
Ì‡ Ó·‡ÚÌÓÏ ÔÛÚË, ‚ÂÓˇÚÌÓ, ‚ÂÒÌÓÈ 1742 „. “‡Í Ú‡„Ë˜ÂÒÍË Á‡‚Â¯ËÎ‡Ò¸ 
ÊËÁÌ¸ Ó‰ÌÓ„Ó ËÁ Ò‡Ï˚ı Á‡ÏÂ˜‡ÚÂÎ¸Ì˚ı ÛÒÒÍËı ıÛ‰ÓÊÌËÍÓ‚ ’ ÿ ‚. 

—Â„ÂÈ ¿Ì‰ÓÒÓ‚ (√ÓÒ. ›ÏËÚ‡Ê, —‡ÌÍÚ-œÂÚÂ·Û„) 

œËÏÂ˜‡ÌËˇ 
1 –ÓÒÒËÈÒÍËÈ √ÓÒÛ‰‡ÒÚ‚ÂÌÌ˚È ‡ıË‚ ‰Â‚ÌËı ‡ÍÚÓ‚ (–√¿ƒ¿), ÙÓÌ‰ 7, 
‰ÂÎÓ 221, ̃ ‡ÒÚ¸ ÿ, ÎËÒÚ 37, 37 Ó·ÓÓÚ. 
2 Õ. ÃÓÎÂ‚‡.. »‚‡Ì ÕËÍËÚËÌ (ÃÓÒÍ‚‡. 1972), Ò. 210. 
3 “.¿. ÀÂ·Â‰Â‚‡, »‚‡Ì ÕËÍËÚËÌ (ÃÓÒÍ‚‡, 1975), Ò. 126-127. 
4 –√¿ƒ¿, Ù. 7, ‰. 221, ˜. √’, Î. 612, 612 Ó·. 
5 ». ◊ËÒÚÓ‚Ë˜ »., ‘ÂÓÙ‡Ì œÓÍÓÔÓ‚Ë˜ Ë Â„Ó ‚ÂÏˇ (—. œÂÚÂ·Û„, 1868), Ò. 
340. 
6 —·ÓÌËÍ »ÏÔÂ‡ÚÓÒÍÓ„Ó – Û Ò Ò Í Ó „ Ó ËÒÚÓË˜ÂÒÍÓ„Ó Ó·˘ÂÒÚ‚‡. —≤ 
(fi¸Â‚, 1898). Ò. 359, 373,374. 
7 ◊ËÒÚÓ‚Ë˜. ÛÍ‡Á, ÒÓ˜ Ò. 409, 410. 
8 —·ÓÌËÍ »ÏÔÂ‡ÚÓÒÍÓ„Ó – Û Ò Ò Í Ó „ Ó ËÒÚÓË˜ÂÒÍÓ„Ó Ó·˘ÂÒÚ‚‡. LXVI, (—. 
œÂÚÂ·Û„, 1889), Ò. 522. 
9 ≤‡¯Í‡. Ò. 523-525. 
1 0 ◊ËÒÚÓ‚Ë˜, ÛÍ‡Á, ÒÓ˜.. Ò. 427,428. 
1 1 –ÓÒÒËÈÒÍËÈ √ÓÒÛ‰‡ÒÚ‚ÂÌÌ˚È ËÒÚÓË˜ÂÒÍËÈ ‡ıË‚, Ù. 468, ÓÔËÒ¸ 39, ‰. 
17, Î. 19-25. 
1 2 ◊ËÒÚÓ‚Ë˜. ÛÍ‡Á, ÒÓ˜.. Ò. 407. 
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1 3 ¬.».¬ÂÂÚÂÌÌËÍÓ‚, »Á Ë Ò Ú Ó  Ë Ë “‡ÈÌÓÈ  ‡ÌˆÂÎˇËË 1731-1762. Œ˜ÂÍË 
(’‡¸ÍÓ‚, 1911), Ò. 6. 
1 4 –√¿ƒ¿, Ù. 7, ‰. 221, ˜. VI, Î. 39. 

≥ ‡Ï ÊÂ. 

1 6 –√»¿, Ù. 468, ÓÔ. 39, ‰. 17, Î. 23 Ó·. 

1 7 –√¿ƒ¿, Ù. 7, ‰. 266, ˜. ≤œ, Î. 16 Ó·. 

1 8 “‡Ï ÊÂ ‰. 221, ˜. I, Î. 72. 

* * * * * 
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IV. JOHNSON NEWMAN, A LITTLE-KNOWN ENGLISHMAN IN 

RUSSIAN SERVICE IN THE SECOND HALF OF THE 

EIGHTEENTH CENTURY 

The British subject in Russian service was a far from rare phenomenon in the 

eighteenth century. He was already part of a tradition that had begun long before in the 

reign of Ivan √ , soon after the fortuitous arrival of the English in Muscovy. The most 

visible representative of the new breed was the personal physician to the tsar. There is 

virtually an unbroken line from the mid-sixteenth century to the middle of the nineteenth 

of eminent medical practitioners, who include in their number such as Robert Jacobs, 

Samuel Collins, Robert Erskine, James Mounsey, John Rogerson and James Wylie. 

Numerous British officers served in the Russian army and, from the time of Peter I, 

also in the navy. Pre-eminent among them were Field Marshal James Keith and 

Admiral Samuel Greig, both Scots, like the last four named doctors. Increasingly in 

the eighteenth century specialists of all kinds were recruited into Russian service -

shipbuilders, canal engineers, mechanics, ironmasters, factory managers, teachers, 

artists, architects, gardeners. Noy, Lambe Yeames, Perry, Farqharson, Robison, 

Morgan, Baud, Gascoigne, Brampton, Walker, Cameron, Bush and Gould - a mere 

fifteen names from the hundreds of British subjects who made a considerable 

contribution to the material and artistic culture of Russia, particularly during the reigns 

of Peter I and Catherine œ. But the name of the Englishman who occupies centre stage 

in what follows is not one that commands instant, or even delayed, recognition. Were 

Johnson Newman not mentioned in a recent article by V.A. Somov as the translator of 

the first volume of Pierre-Charles Levesque's Histoire de Russie into English,1 he 

might indeed safely be called completely unknown. 

Much remains obscure in Newman's biography, not least precisely when, how 

and why he first came to Russia. He himself was later to write that he had had 

"intercourse and connection ... with aU ranks of people in Russia since the year 

1755".2 His name is encountered for the first time in 1757, when the Admiralty 

College requested the Academy of Sciences to test Newman's fitness to be a teacher of 

English in the Navel Cadet Corps.3 This move, incidentally, was taken on 22 

January, some two months before Elizabeth's ukaz was promulgated, requiring the 
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qualifications of all foreign tutors in private and public institutions to be certified.4 

Newman was examined by the Professor of Jurisprudence, Frederic-Henri Strube de 

Piermont, who reported that not only did Newman as a native Englishman speak the 

language well but he also knew its grammar soundly enough to teach the cadets.5 In a 

further document, dated 1 February 1757, Newman was already styling himself 

"Informator in the English language",6 but there is no evidence that he ever taught at 

the Cadet Corps. He may indeed have entered instead the College of Foreign Affairs as 

a translator. It is as such, fourteen years later in 1771, that he next swims into view. 

Newman writes to Professor Gerhard-Friedrich MUller, who was by that time Director 

of the Archive of the College of Foreign Affairs in Moscow, to tell him of a letter he 

had received from Daniel Dumaresq, a former chaplain to the British Factory in St 

Petersburg and colleague of Miiller on the commission on educational reform set up by 

Catherine œ in 1764. "¬ÒÂÏ ËÁ‚ÂÒÚÌ‡ˇ ÏÂÊ‰Û √‰ÌÓÏ ƒÛÏ‡ÂÒÍÓÏ Ë ‚‡ÏË 

Ì‡ıÓ‰Ë‚¯‡ˇÒˇ ‰ÛÊ·‡ ÔÓ·Û‰ËÎ‡ ÏÂÌˇ ÒÓÓ·˘ËÚ¸ ‚‡¯ÂÏÛ ‚˚ÒÓÍÓÓ‰Ë˛ 

ÒË˛ ‚˚ÔËÒÍÛ, ÍÓÚÓ‡ˇ, ıÓÚˇ ÒÓ·Ó˛ Ï‡ÎÓ‚‡ÊÌ‡, Ó‰Ì‡ÍÓÊ ÓÌ‡ ÒÎÛÊËÚ ‚ 

ÁÌ‡Í, Í‡Í ÔÓÒÚÓˇÌÒÚ‚‡ Â„Ó ‚ ‰ÛÊ·Â, Í‡Í Ë ÛÒÂ‰Ëˇ Â„Ó Í ÓÒÒËÈÒÍÓÏÛ 

„ÓÒÛ‰‡ÒÚ‚Û", he writes, offering his services as a go-between.7 

It was also in 1771 that there appeared in St Petersburg a pamphlet with the tide: 

Œ ÍËÚ‡ÈÒÍËı Ò‡‰‡ı. œÂÂ‚Ó‰ ËÁ ÍÌË„Ë ÒÓ˜ËÌÂÌÌÓÈ „. ◊‡Ï·ÂÒÓÏ 

ÒÓ‰ÂÊ‡˘ÂÈ ‚ ÒÂ·Â ÓÔËÒ‡ÌËÂ ÍËÚ‡ÈÒÍËı ÒÚÓÂÌËÈ, ‰ÓÏ‡¯ÌËı Ëı ·ÓÓÓ‚. 

Ó‰ÂˇÌËÈ, Ï‡ıËÌ Ë ËÌÒÚÛÏÂÌÚÓ‚. 8 The translator is not identified, but there are 

good reasons to suppose that he was Newman. There is among Catherine U's papers 

in RGADA (former TsGADA) a weighty file bearing the archival description 

'—Ó·ÒÚ‚ÂÌÌÓÛ˜Ì‡ˇ Ù‡ÌˆÛÁÒÍ‡ˇ ÛÍÓÔËÒ¸ ≈Í‡ÚÂËÌ˚ œ, Ó· ÛÒÚÓÈÒÚ‚Â 

Ò‡‰Ó‚, Ë ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰ ÂÂ Ì‡ ÛÒÒÍÓÏ ˇÁ˚ÍÂ'.9 The only reference to this document 

occurs in an article by E.P. Shchukina, who alleges that Catherine "ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰ËÎ‡ Ë 

ÍÓÏÏÂÌÚËÓ‚‡Î‡ ÍÌË„Û ◊ÂÏ·ÂÒ‡' ",1 0 but as I have recently demonstrated,11 

the empress was in fact editing an already published French translation of a major 

English work on the 'English garden', Thomas Whately's Observations on Modern 

Gardening (London, 1770). The French translator, Francois de Paule Latapie, 

provided his version with a long introduction, which in fact includes a translation of the 

very chapter from Sir William Chambers's Designs of Chinese Buildings. Furniture. 
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Dresses. Machines, and Utensils (London, 1757) that was to appear in Russian in 

1771.12 Catherine retained only a litde of the material from Latapie's introduction, 

omitting the excerpt from Chambers. There are, nonetheless, two versions of the 

chapter among her papers. The first bears the tide 'Œ ‡ÁÔÓÎÓÊÂÌËË Ò‡‰Ó‚ Û 

 ËÚ‡ÈˆÓ‚' and the indication "œÂÂ‚ÂÎ »‚‡Ì ÕÛÏ‡Ì" and is followed by a second 

which almost completely, including the tide, coincides with the printed version.13 

Despite a whole row of variants between these two Russian translations, they are 

sufficiendy close in other respects to suggest that they are the work of one and the same 

translator, namely Newman. However, the translations were made directly from the 

English original, which is not surprising, given that the Russian translation was 

pubUshed a mere two or three months after the French version had appeared in Paris.14 

In order to give a unique example of Newman's abilities as a translator from English 

into Russian and to allow comparisons of the two manuscript versions and the printed 

one and also of the English original and the French translation, let us take the opening 

remarks by Chambers about rivers in Chinese gardens: 

The rivers are seldom streight, but serpentine, and broken into many 

irregular points; sometimes they are narrow, noisy, and rapid, at other 

times deep, broad and slow. (Chambers, 1757, p. 16) 

–Â‰ÍÓ Û ÌËı Û‚Ë‰ËÚÂ ÂÍË, ÔˇÏ˚ˇ, ÌÓ ÍË‚˚ˇ, Ë, ‚ ‡ÁÌ˚ı 

ÏÂÒÚ‡ı ·ÂÁÔÓˇ‰Ó˜ÌÓ ÔÂÒÂ˜ÂÌ˚, ÚÓ ÛÒÍË, ̄ ÛÏˇ˘Ë, Ë ·˚ÒÚ˚, 

ÚÓ „ÎÛ·ÓÍË, ̄ ËÓÍË, Ë ÚËıÓÚÂÍ˚˘Ë ·˚‚‡˛Ú. (Õ̧ Į̈ÂÌ, Î. 270) 

–Â‰ÍÓ ‚Ë‰ÂÚ¸ ÏÓÊÌÓ Û ÌËı ÂÍË ÔˇÏ˚ˇ, ÌÓ ËÁ‚ËÎˇ˛˘ËˇÒˇ Ë 

ÌÂÏÌÓ„ËÂ ·ÂÁÔÓˇ‰Ó˜Ì˚Â ÔÓÚÓÍË ÔÂÒÂÍ‡˛˘ËˇÒˇ; ‚ ÛÌ˚ı 

ÏÂÒÚ‡ı ÓÌË ÛÒÍË, ̄ ÛÏˇ˘Ëˇ, Ë ·˚ÒÚ˚, ‚ ‰Û„Ëı ÊÂ ÏÂÒÚ‡ı 

„ÎÛ·ÓÍË, ̄ ËÓÍË, Ë ÚËıÓÚÂÍ˛˘Ë. 

(¬ÚÓÓÈ ‚‡Ë‡ÌÚ, ÎÎ. 283-283Ó·.) 

–Â‰ÍÓ ‚Ë‰ÂÚ¸ ÏÓÊÌÓ Û ÌËı ÂÍË ÔˇÏ˚ˇ, ÌÓ ËÁ‚ËÎˇ˛˘ËˇÒˇ Ë Ì‡ 

ÏÌÓ„ËÂ ·ÂÁÔÓˇ‰Ó˜Ì˚Â ÔÓÚÓÍË ÔÂÒÂÍ‡˛˘ËˇÒˇ; ‚ ËÌ˚ı ÏÂÒÚ‡ı 
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ÓÌË ÛÒÍË, ¯ÛÏˇ˘Ë Ë ·˚ÒÚ˚; ‚ ‰Û„Ëı ÊÂ ÏÂÒÚ‡ı „ÎÛ·ÓÍË, 
¯ËÓÍË, Ë ÚËıÓ ÚÂÍÛ˘Ë. fi ÍËÚ‡ÈÒÍËı Ò‡‰‡ı 1771, Ò. 11) 

Les rivieres suivent rarement la ligne droite; elles serpentent, & sont 

interrompues par diverses irregularites. Tantot elles sont etroites, 

bruyantes, & rapides: tantot lentes, larges, & profondes. 

(Latapie, p. xvi)15 

Unfortunately, Newman's service record has not been located, but the 

subsequent stages in his career may largely be established with the help of various 

archival documents and letters. In the summer of 1777 Nikolai Semenovich 

Mordvinov, on his return to Russia after service in the English fleet, suggested (for 

reasons unknown) in a letter to Andrei Samborskii, the priest at the Russian Embassy 

in London, that Newman "ÔÓ ÏÓÒÍÓÏÛ Ì‡¯ÂÏÛ ÒÎÛıÛ, ÌÂ Ò‡ÏÓÈ ÎÛ˜¯ÂÈ 

˜ÂÎÓ‚ÂÍ"1 6 Newman at that time was acting as secretary of the Russian Ambassador 

in London, Aleksei Semenovich Musin-Pushkin, and continued in that post under his 

successor, Ivan Simolin. This piece of information we learn from the letter of another 

naval officer, this time English, Samuel Bentham, who was journeying to Russia in the 

winter of 1779. In Mittau Bentham met the Duke of Courland, who was very anxious 

to develop trading links with England. When Bentham offered his own services, the 

Duke explained that he was already using Newman who had been recommended to him 

by Musin-Pushkin, but that "N was not the man who suited him, that he had made 

abominable blunders in executing his commissions and besides that as he did not at all 

like his new master Simolin, he wished to have no further connection with him".17 In 

London, Newman, like all members of the Russian embassy, Father Samborskii 

included, carried out numerous commissions and errands for the Russian aristocracy 

and gentry. In April 1779 he wrote to Petr Vasil'evich Bakunin (Men'shoi), a senior 

official in the College of Foreign Affairs, that he was sending him the buttons and cloth 

he had requested, but at the same time he did not let slip the opportunity to complain 

about his lot and to seek some increase in his salary or promotion.18 Two years later, 

on 21 April 1781, he was in fact promoted to embassy councillor (ÒÓ‚ÂÚÌËÍ 

ÔÓÒÓÎ¸ÒÚ‚‡) with an annual salary of 1200 rubles and that summer was sent to the 
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Russian embassy in Portugal.19 He served in Lisbon until the end of 1785, when 

Bakunin's good offices secured him the newly created post of Russian consul at 

Hull.20 Not for the first time, and certainly not for the last, Newman poured out his 

thanks to the Empress in a florid epistie sent via Bakunin: "I feel myself by far too 

deficient in the Colours of any Language, to paint satisfactorily that deep Impression of 

Gratitude and Joy which the Matter and Manner of Your Imperial Majesty's gracious 

favour has indelibly stamped on my Heart and Mind ..."21 

Newman was thus able to return to his homeland. His life in Hull and in 

nearby Beverley, where he lived with his family, passed quiedy and unnoticed. Only 

an insult to the honour of his adopted fourteen-year old daughter by a member of the 

local gentry in 1788 rippled the surface and he appealed to the Russian Ambassador 

Semen Vorontsov for protection and to the British government for satisfaction and 

damages.22 As consul Newman performed his undemanding duties conscientiously 

and satisfactorily, receiving as recompense at the beginning of 1793 the rank of 

collegiate councillor (ÍÓÎÎÂÊÒÍËÈ ÒÓ‚ÂÚÌËÍ). 2 3 He sent off regularly to the 

Commerce College news about Anglo-Russian trade and reports with well-intentioned 

and often sound proposals and advice, but he rarely received answers or 

acknowledgements from the head of the College, Aleksandr Vorontsov.24 It 

occasions no surprise that Newman enjoyed much free time and leisure to devote to 

translations and other literary endeavours. 

In June 1781, just prior to his departure for Lisbon, Newman dared to 

approach the Empress for her patronage for a translation that he wished to undertake. 

The translation in question was to be of an as yet unwritten account of the late Captain 

James Cook's third expedition. Newman informed the Empress that an account of that 

expedition had recently appeared in London, but that the President of the Royal 

Society, Sir Joseph Banks, "(ÍÓÚÓÓÏÛ ËÏˇÌÌÓ ÓÚ ≈„Ó ·ËÚ‡ÌÒÍÓ„Ó 

‚ÂÎË˜ÂÒÚ‚‡ ÒÓ˜ËÌËÚ¸ ≈ÏÛ ËÁÓ ‚ÒÂı ÏÓÒÍËı ÓË„ËÌ‡Î¸Ì˚ı ‰ÌÂ‚Ì˚ı 

Á‡ÔËÒÓÍ ÔÓÎÌÓÂ ÒÔ‡‚Â‰ÎË‚ÓÂ Ë ‰ÓÒÚÓ‚ÂÌÓÂ ÓÔËÒ‡ÌËÂ) Û‚ÂˇÂÚ ÏÂÌˇ, 

˜ÚÓ ÓÌÓÂ Á‡ÁÓÌÓÂ ÓÔËÒ‡ÌËÂ ÒÓ‚ÒÂÏ Ï‡ÎÓ‚‡ÊÌÓ Ë ˜ÚÓ Ì‡ ÓÌÓÏ 

ÌËÏ‡ÎÂÈ¯Â Û‚ÂËÚ¸Òˇ ÌÂ ÏÓÊÌÓ".2 5 Furthermore, Banks had promised to pass 

to Newman for translation into Russian his own manuscript prior to publication. 

Newman's first approach to the Empress, however, did not meet with success. In the 
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event, his departure for Lisbon would have made the project unrealistic. But he did not 

abandon literary plans of a similar nature and when he returned to England, he 

immediately began to think of ways to be useful "tant a la Russie qu'a ma Patrie".26 

In 1789 Newman, together with the Russian consul general in London 

Alexander Baxter and several other Englishmen, was elected to the Imperial Free 

Economic Society, but it is not known whether subsequendy he sent the Society any 

communications or reports.27 His contribution to Anglo-Russian relations was 

somewhat different In that same 1789 there appeared in Hull the first volume of 

Newman's English translation of Pierre-Charles Levesque's Histoire de Russie. copies 

of which he immediately dispatched to St Petersburg. One copy with the inscription 

"For His Imperial Highness Paul Petrovitz Grand Duke of all the Russias", which was 

in the library of Tsarskoe Selo, is now in the Russian National (Public) Library; 

another, a gift for the Empress, is in the Hermitage Library. Sadly, in the latter 

Newman saw fit to show his talents not only as translator but also as odester, penning 

sixteen lines of rhymed banality, beginning: 

Ye vain and envious Foes to Russia's State! 

Be wise in time for Wisdom dooms your Fate: 

Desist ye false from your erroneous Strife, 

Be wise, and imitate Great Catherine's Life.28 

The translation as such was not, however, dedicated to the Empress but to the Vice-

Chancellor Ivan Osterman, the head of the College of Foreign Affairs, to whom a year 

later Newman wrote in connection with his work on Levesque. In his short 

'Translator's Preface' Newman praises "the philosophical Monsieur Levesque" for the 

veracity of the narrative and expresses the hope that the translation will help his fellow 

countrymen to understand better Russian history and also "cement that natural and 

political connection, which, from their first knowledge of each other, has always 

subsisted between the Empires of Russia and Great Britain".29 In his letter to 

Osterman Newman gives interesting details about his translation, the rough draft of 

which he had apparently finished some years earlier. Via Osterman's secretary, a 

certain Valz, he had then become acquainted with Ivan Boltin's œËÏÂ˜‡ÌËˇ Ì‡ 

» Ò Ú Ó  Ë ˛ ‰ÓÂ‚ÌËˇ Ë Ì˚ÌÂ¯ÌËˇ –ÓÒÒËË „ ÀÂÍÎÂÍ‡ (1788), which obliged him 

to make some corrections and improvements to his initial translation, although he adds 
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that Levesque "lui-meme a bien critique" Le Clerc.30 It is also of interest to note that 
the industrious consul was also preparing a translation of Boltin so that in the event of 
there being published an English version of Le Gere's "Histoire fausse et offensante", 
he would be "bien arme a Lui faire la Guerre literaire".31 An English Le Clerc was 
never published. It is understandable therefore that there was no English Boltin, 
although those Englishmen who wrote about the history of Russia at the end of the 
eighteenth and beginning of nineteenth centuries, such as William Tooke, were well 
aware of Boltin's strictures.32 But equally there was no published English Levesque. 
How could that be? 

Newman reminds Osterman that he had sent him "encore l'annee passee quatre 
Exemplaires du premier Tome imprime et corrige" (i.e. after his reading of Boltin).33 

Of the fate of two of these copies we know, but the other two (possibly retained by 
Osterman himself) have either disappeared or survive in some Russian library. As far 
as can be established, the copies in St Petersburg are unique. There are no copies in 
England, in America or in any country contributing to the 'Eighteenth Century Short 
Tide Catalogue', supervised by the British Library in London.34 It is clear from the 
letter to Osterman that Newman had had printed a very small number of 'demonstration 
copies' of the first volume of his translation but could not proceed to publish the work 
until he obtained the patronage he desired: 

Je n'aurais que peu d'Encouragement et de debit au public anglois sans la 
Protection de quelque Personnage anglois, qui me permettroit de la lui 
dedier. J'ai done l'idee de la dedier au Roi, au Prince de Galles, ou a 
quelque Chef de 1'Opposition, tel qu'au Due de Portland ou a Monsieur 
Fox; et la Grace que je solicite actuellement de Votre Excellce e'est de 
m'honorer de Son Entremise aupres de la Cour de Russie pour m'obtenir 
telle Protection et permission; pour que je puisse publier tous ces deux 
Ouvrages en Angleterre et les dedier auquel des susdits Personnages que la 
Cour de Russie jugera a propos de choisir et m'indiquer.35 

It is probable that once again Newman received no answer from the Russian court. 
The year was then 1790 and Catherine was distracted by other reading, not least of the 
'revolting' Radishchev, and she looked with suspicion on all Frenchmen, not 
distinguishing at all, as we know, between "le medecin Le Clerc et le precepteur 

) 
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l'Eveque, qui sont des betes,... et des betes ennuyeuses et degoutantes".36 And it 

was also in 1790, that George Prince, the noted Hull printer who was responsible for 

producing the few copies for Newman, died.37 Newman's hopes of publishing the 

English Levesque were dashed. 

His wish to publish a second work, described in his letter to Osterman, also 

came to nothing. Newman clearly understood that ignorance of foreign languages was 

a huge barrier between nations and he was particularly conscious of British ignorance 

of Russian. 

Depuis l'annee 1755 que je suis entnS en Russie au Service, j'ai souvent ete 

temoin oculaire par Terre et par Mer de quantite d'Anglois qui sont entres 

au Service de la Russie dans tous les Departements et qui faute de sauvoir et 

la Langue et l'Histoire de Russie, n'ont pu communiquer leurs Idees, ni par 

consequent lui etre util sans Interprete, avec toute leur Fidelite, Zele, 

Courage et Sciences reconnus.38 

He had therefore himself written a 'Grammaire russienne pour un Gentilhomme 

Anglois', modelled on Lomonosov's –ÓÒÒËÈÒÍ‡ˇ „‡ÏÏ‡ÚËÍ‡. It was precisely 

according to the same model that Jean-Baptiste Charpentier had written his Elemens de 

la lanpue russe (1768), which coundess foreigners, English among them, had used in 

the second half of the eighteenth century. At the beginning of the nineteenth century, 

when once again the lack of Russian grammar for the English was keenly felt, a 

proposal was made to translate Charpentier's textbook from French into English and 

publish it in London.39 By that time Newman was dead and the manuscripts of both 

his grammar and his translation of Levesque had vanished without trace. He himself 

seems to have vanished also without trace. The burial registers of the two Beverley 

parishes at that date, St John and St Martin (the Minster) and St Mary and St Nicholas, 

were searched without success over the period 1798-1810.40 It is possible, however, 

that Newman returned to Russia. In the passport registers, held at the Passport Office, 

there is an entry under 15 September 1803 for a passport for 'Mr Newman & family', 

on the recommendation of William Eton.41 

A.G. Cross (Cambridge University) 
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V. M.M. SHCHERBATOV'S SWEET TOOTH: ATTRIBUTION OF 
THE SOURCE OF AN UNPUBLISHED MANUSCRIPT 

The Shcherbatov papers in the Hermitage Collection of manuscripts at the St 
Petersburg Public Library include an extensive manuscript in Shcherbatov's hand on 
the subject of confectionery. It consists of 442 pages bound in quarto in a paper board 
binding, paginated by Shcherbatov, and entided 'Nauka dvoretskogo konfeturshika' 
(sic). The work comprises a detailed descriptive guide to desserts and their 
preparation, divided into 695 sub-headings, ranging from numerous varieties of fruit 
preserves and compotes to caramel, ice-cream, tea, coffee and chocolate.1 

P.N. Al'shits and E.G. Shapot, authors of the catalogue to the Hermitage 
Collection compiled in I960, surmise that the work is a translation from an unknown 
French original.2 Professor Joan Afferika, in her meticulous scrutiny of the 
Shcherbatov papers in the Hermitage Collection, published in 1978, agrees that it is a 
translation.3 No attempt is made, however, either by Al'shits and Shapot or by 
Afferika to identify the original. 

Yet the problem of attribution is easily solved. Consideration of the title of 
Shcherbatov's manuscript and consultation of the British Library catalogue suggested a 
possible French original. A comparison of this volume with a transcript of excerpts 
from Shcherbatov's manuscript proves conclusively that the latter is a translation from 
the classic eighteenth-century French cookery book, La Science du Maitre d'Hdtel. 
Confiseur. a l'usage des officiers. avec des observations sur la connaissance et les 
proprietes des fruits. The author, who styled himself Menon and flourished in the mid-
eighteenth century, is described in the Biographie universelle as "ce savant 
gastronome".4 "Ses ecrits," we are informed, "sont, sans contredit, ceux que Ton 
consulte le plus souvent".5 

The Nouvelle biographie generate describes Menon's cookery books as 
"nombreux, recherches et frequemment reimprimes".6 They included Nouveau traite 
de la cuisine (1739), Les Soupers de la cour (1755) and La cuisiniere bourgeoise. first 
published in 1746, of which the same authority informs us: "il est peu de livres qui, 
depuis leur apparition, aient donne lieu a un plus grand nombre de contrefacons, de 
traductions ou d'editions que ce manuel de Tart culinaire".7 



-49-

La Science du maitre d'hotel. confiseur was published at Paris in 1750, and 

was republished in 1768, 1777 and 1788. It was a continuation of La Science du 

maitre d'hotel. cuisinier. avec des observations sur la connaissance et les proprietes des 

aliments, first published in 1749. Excerpts in Russian from La Science du maitre 

d'hotel. confiseur appeared in a cookery book compiled by Nikolai Iatsenkov, 

Noveishaia i polnaia povarennaia kniga (Moscow, 1790-91).8 Shcherbatov's 

manuscript, though undated, almost certainly predates Iatsenkov's published version, 

since Shcherbatov died in 1790. It constitutes, so far as is known, the only complete 

translation of the work into Russian.9 

A. Lentin (Open University) 
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VL A NOTE ABOUT PAUL SCARRON'S VIRGILE TRAVESTI AND 

N.P. OSIPOV'S ≈€≈ÿƒ 

In such scholarly investigation as Nikolai Pettovich Osipov's ttavesty-

masterwork, Virgilieva Eneida. vyvorochennaia na iznanku (1791-6), has received, 

the unanimous view expressed is that Osipov produced a "slavish imitation" or, at 

best, a "free translation" of Aloys Blumauer's Die Abenteuer des frommen Helden 

Aeneas (1782-8). Whether Osipov had slavishly imitated Blumauer's text or rendered 

it in a way describable as translation or whether he had produced a creative and 

imaginative and, thus, original transformation of it is a very arguable matter. But that 

he did use Blumauer's travesty for the composition of his own, and used it massively, 

is an uncontestable fact. The point at issue in the present Note is the relevance to 

Osipov's work of another, far more illustrious ttavesty of Vergil's Aeneid. indeed the 

classic of the genre — Paul Scarron's Le Virgile travesti en vers burlesques (1648-

52). The scholars who recognized Osipov's dependence on Blumauer and who also 

touched upon this issue have all categorically denied any direct connection between 

Osipov's and Scarron's travesties.1 I.I. Steshenko, for instance, while admitting the 

possibility of Osipov's having known French, asserted that "—Í‡ÓÌ ÌÂ ÓÚ‡ÁËÎÒˇ 

‚ ÛÒÒÍÓÈ ÔÂÂ‰ÂÎÍÂ ÌËÒÍÓÎ¸ÍÓ", explaining that "„‰Â ŒÒËÔÓ‚ ÌÂ ÔÓ‰‡Ê‡Î 

¡ÎÛÏ‡ÛÂÛ, ÓÌ ÔÓ˜ÚË ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰ËÎ ¬Ë„ËÎËˇ".2 The highly distinguished and 

usually impeccably scrupulous Boris Tomashevskii made the same assertion, only 

claiming that the passages in the Eneida not dependent on Blumauer "ˇ‚Îˇ˛ÚÒˇ 

Ò‡ÏÓÒÚÓˇÚÂÎ¸ÌÓÈ Ô‡Ó‰ËÂÈ ¬Ë„ËÎËˇ".3 The purpose of the present Note is to 

prove that those assertions are quite incorrect and that Scarron's Virgile travesti did 

indeed play a vital role in the composition of Osipov's Eneida. 

Aloys Blumauer, in the spirit of the 'enlightenment' cultivated in Austria 

during the reign of Emperor Joseph œ, took advantage of the 'Roman' connection in 

his travesty of the Aeneid to inject into it huge doses of vehement satire against the 

Roman Catholic Church. A number of episodes in the Aeneid had to be drastically 

changed or refurbished for this purpose. For example, in Book IV, when Dido is 

suffering mental anguish due to the onset of her passion for Aeneas, Vergil has her 

consult with her sister Anna; Blumauer eliminates Anna altogether and has Dido 

consult her 'confessor* — a Jesuit priest. Vergil's Underworld, in Book VI, becomes 
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in Blumauer's version a HeU ruled over by the Devil and populated with Catholic 

clergymen and monks from popes on down. These are only two of a large number of 

such changes. There are also numerous instances where Blumauer alters the events in 

the Aeneid for reasons not or only remotely connected with his anti-Catholic 

propaganda. For example, instead of the famous Golden Bough episode, Blumauer 

merely has Venus drop a bag of golden coins at Aeneas's feet, the coins thereupon 

carrying out the same function as the Golden Bough. With respect to all these and 

many, many other similar alterations of the Vergilian details introduced by Blumauer 

Osipov did DPI follow suit but reverted back to the original events and episodes of the 

Aeneid. Now, the question is: did he, in those instances, "translate" or "parody" 

Virgil direcdy or did he, instead, make use of Scarron's travesty? A few examples 

will amply prove that Scarron was in fact Osipov's model. 

Let us start with Dido's sister Anna who, as mentioned, was eliminated from 

Blumauer's travesty. In Vergil's text Anna performs her interlocutory role without 

any authorial commentary about her excepting one single epithet: "cum sic unanimam 

adloquitor male sana sororem" [IV, 8, emphasis added, IRTJ.4 Scarron, however, 

devotes twelve lines of verse to a characterization of Anna and of certain 

circumstances of the interview: 

Cette soeur avoit nom dame Anne, 

Teint olivatre et nez de cane 

Et bien moins belle que sa soeur, 

Mais aimable pour sa douceur, 

Capable d'une bonne affaire, 

Qui savoit parler et se take, 

Et si Pleine de charite, 

Qu'en un cas de necessite 

Elle eut ete Dariolette, 

D'ailleurs de conscience nette. 

Shot que la reine la vit, 

Rouge en visage, elle lui dit... [126L]5 

And Osipov, in turn, gives an expansive three-stanza characterization of Anna and the 

scene: 

—ÂÒÚ‡ ÂÂ ·˚Î‡ ÌÂ ÔÓÏ‡ı 
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» ‰Â‚Í‡ ‚ Ò‡ÏÓÈ ÛÊ ÔÓÂ; 
Õ‡ ÔÓÒË‰ÂÎÍ‡ı, ‚ ıÓÓ‚Ó‰‡ı, 
»Á ‚ÒÂı ‰Â‚Ëˆ ÔË ÚÓÏ ‰‚ÓÂ 
—Ó·ÓÈ Í‡Í „Ó„ÓÎ¸ ÓÚÎË˜‡Î‡Ò¸; 
ÕË ‚ ˜ÂÏ ÌËÍ‡Í ÌÂ Ó¯Ë·‡Î‡Ò¸, 
√Îˇ‰ÂÎ‡ ‚ Ó·‡ ·ÂÁ Ó˜ÍÓ‚; 
Œ ‚ÒÂÏ ÛÊ ÒÏ˚ÒÎËÎ‡ ÔÓ‰Ó·ÌÓ: 
 Ó„‰‡, „‰Â, ˜ÚÓ Ë Í‡Í Û‰Ó·ÌÓ; 
Õ‡Ô‡ÒÌÓ ÌÂ ÚÂˇÎ‡ ÒÎÓ‚. 

 Ó ‚ÂÏÂÌË ¯ÛÚËÚ¸ ÛÏÂÎ‡, 
”ÏÂÎ‡ Ú‡ÍÊÂ Ë ÏÓÎ˜‡Ú¸; 
» ÒÓ‚ÂÒÚ¸ ˜ËÒÚÛ˛ ËÏÂÎ‡, 
Õ‡Ô‡ÒÌ‡ ÌÂ Î˛·ËÎ‡ Î„‡Ú¸; 
ÕÂ Á‡ÌËÏ‡Î‡Ò¸ ÔÛÒÚˇÍ‡ÏË, 
ÕÂ ÚÂ¯ËÎ‡ ÒÂ·ˇ ÒÎÓ‚‡ÏË, 
ÕÓ Ò‡Ï˚Ï ‰ÂÎÓÏ Ì‡ÔˇÏËÍ; 
¡˚Î‡ ÍÓ ‚ÒÂÏ ˘Â‰ÓÎ˛·Ë‚‡, 
¡ÂÁ „Ó‰ÓÒÚË Ë ÌÂ ·ÂÁ„ÎË‚‡ ... 
“‡ÍÓ‚ ·˚Î ‡ÁÛÏ ‚ ÌÂÈ ‚ÂÎËÍ. 

ƒË‰ÓÌ‡ ÚÓÎ¸ÍÓ ÎË¯¸ ÛÁÂÎ‡, 

¬Ó¯Î‡ ÂÂ ÒÂÒÚ‡ ˜ÚÓ Í ÌÂÈ, 

¬ÒÂÏ ‰Â‚Í‡Ï ‚˚‰ÚË ‚ÓÌ ‚ÂÎÂÎ‡ 

»Á ÒÔ‡Î¸ÌÓÈ ÍÓÏÌ‡Ú˚ Ò‚ÓÂÈ. 

œÓÚÓÏ ÌÂÏÌÓÊÍÓ ÓÓ·ÂÎ‡, 

» „Îˇ‰ˇ Ì‡ ÒÂÒÚÛ Í‡ÒÌÂÎ‡, 
ÕÂ ÁÌ‡ˇ Í‡Í Ò ÌÂÈ Â˜¸ Ì‡˜‡Ú¸; 
 ‡Í ÂÈ ËÁÓ·‡ÁËÚ¸ ‚Ò˛ ÒÍÛÍÛ, 
» ÓÔËÒ‡Ú¸ ÊÂÒÚÓÍÛ ÏÛÍÛ, 
» ˜ÚÓ ÂÈ ÔÓ ÒÂ·ˇ ÒÍ‡Á‡Ú¸? [294-295J6 

Can it conceivably be mere coincidence, not only that both poets came up with similar 
characterizations where nothing of the sort is found in the object of travesty, but also 
that there should be distinct echoes of Scarron in Osipov's text: " Ó ‚ÂÏÂÌË 



-54-

¯ÛÚËÚ¸ ÛÏÂÎ‡/ÛÏÂÎ‡ Ú‡ÍÊÂ Ë ÏÓÎ˜‡Ú¸" = "Qui savoit parler et se taire"; "» 

ÒÓ‚ÂÒÚ¸ ˜ËÒÚÛ˛ ËÏÂÎ‡" = "D'ailleurs de conscience nette"; "¡˚Î‡ ÍÓ ‚ÒÂÏ 

˘Â‰ÓÎ˛·Ë‚‡" = "Et si pleine de charit6"; "» „Îˇ‰ˇ Ì‡ ÒÂÒÚÛ Í‡ÒÌÂÎ‡" = 

"Shot que la reine la vit, / Rouge en visage, eUe lui dit"? 

Let us now turn to the Golden Bough episode, also eliminated, as previously 

mentioned, from Blumauer's travesty of the Aeneid. Here again to illustrate the 

remarkable closeness of Osipov's to Scarron's approach to the scene, let us take just 

the passage where Aeneas breaks off the Golden Bough. The reading in Vergil's text 

is: 

corripit Aeneas extemplo avidiusque refringit 

cuncantem, et vatis portat sub tecta Sibyllae. [VI, 210-211] 

Scarron's version of this event is embellished: 

II rarracha d'aussi con coeur 

Qu'un chien ou un chat pille ou grippe 

Un morceau de chair ou de tripe. 

Cela fait, riant comme un fou, 

II alia trouver en son trou 

La vieille sibylle Cumee. [218L] 

Osipov, again, operates similarly, clearly picking up the detail of Scarron's meat-

filching dog and turning it into a whole mock-epic simile: 

≈ÌÂ˛ ‚ Ï˚ÒÎË Û„ÎÛ·ÎˇÚ¸Òˇ 

¬ ÚÓ ‚ÂÏˇ ·˚ÎÓ ÌÂ ‰ÓÒÛÚ; 

—Ú‡‡ÎÒˇ Í‡Í-ÌË·Û‰¸ ÔÓ‰Í‡ÒÚ¸Òˇ, 

» ÔÓ‰ı‚‡Úˇ Ò ‡Á·Â„Û ‚‰Û„ 

—ÎÓÏËÎ ÒÛ˜ÓÍ Â‰ËÌ˚Ï ‡ÁÓÏ, 

“‡Í ˜ÚÓ ÌË Ò‡Ï˚Ï ‚ÓÒÚ˚Ï „Î‡ÁÓÏ 

ÕËÍÚÓ ÌÂ ÏÓ„ ÛÒÔÂÚ¸ ÏË„ÌÛÚ¸; 

» ÒÊ‡‚ Â„Ó ÔÎÓÚÌÂÈ ÛÍ‡ÏË, 

œÛÒÚËÎÒˇ ÒÍÓ˚ÏË ¯‡„‡ÏË 

”ÎËÁ˚‚‡Ú¸ ‚ Ó·‡ÚÌ˚È ÔÛÚ¸. 

◊ËÚ‡ÚÂÎˇÏ, ˇ ÏÌ˛, ÒÎÛ˜‡ÎÓÒ¸ 

¬ ÏˇÒÌÓÏ ˇ‰Û ÍÓ„‰‡ ·˚‚‡Ú¸, 
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» Ú‡Ï ˜‡ÒÚÂÌ¸ÍÓ Û‰‡‚‡ÎÓÒ¸ 
—Ó·‡˜¸Ë ıËÚÓÒÚË ‚Ë‰‡Ú¸. 
»Á ÌËı ÍÓÚÓ‡ ÔÓÒÏÂÎÂÂ 
» ‚ ·ÓÈÍÓÒÚË ÔÓÛ‰‡ÎÂÂ 
 Ó„‰‡ ÏÓÒÓÎ ÔÓ‰ÚÂÌÂÚËÚ, 
“Ó„‰‡ ÔÓ‚ÓÌÓ ·ÂÁ Ó„Îˇ‰ÍË 
— ‰Ó·˚˜ÂÈ ÚÓÈ ‚Ó ‚ÒÂ ÎÓÔ‡ÚÍË 
”ÈÚË ÒÍÓÂÈ ÓÚÚÓÎ¸ ÒÔÂ¯ËÚ. 

“‡Í ÚÓ˜ÌÓ Ì‡¯ÂÏÛ ≈ÌÂ˛, 
— ÎÛ˜ Ë ÎÓÒˇ ÚÓ„‰‡ ·ÂÊ‡Ú¸ ... [356-357] 

Finally, let us list one especially striking, single-word example that provides 
compelling proof of Osipov's having been inspired by Scarron. The passage in 
question comes at the end of the Allecto episode in Book œ of the Aeneid where, 
her task of sowing madness and discord accomplished, the Fury reports back, as it 
were, to Juno (in the Aeneid lines 540fF). Scarron has Allecto (Alecton in the French 
text) make a word-play on her own name: "Dame Aimee est alectonee" [274L, 
emphasis added, IRTJ. Nothing remotely like this is found in Blumauer or, needless 
to say, in Vergil. However, in Osipov's version (where — no doubt for the sake of 
richer rhyme possibilities — Allecto becomes her sister Fury, Tisiphone) we read: 
"¿Ï‡ÚÛ Ú‡ÍÊÂ ÔÓÒÚ‡‡Î‡Ò¸/Õ‡ Ò‚ÓÈ ÔÓÚËÁËÙÓÌËÚ¸ Î‡‰" [450, emphasis 
added, fi“]. 

The examples above represent a small fraction of the clearcut, unmistakable 
instances in Osipov's Eneida of Scarron's influence, instances that can be found 
throughout the entire seven-canto work and even, moreover, in passages where the 
model of Blumauer's travesty was being followed. Therefore, the appropriate 
correction ought now be registered in the established knowledge about Osipov's 
masterwork and, as well, in our knowledge about the influence on Russian literature 
of Paul Scarron. Also, it is hoped that the examples from Osipov's Eneida quoted 
above have shown (a point posed, but not pressed, in the foregoing) that Osipov 'used' 
Scarron in exactly the same way, I believe, he 'used' Blumauer — not "slavishly 
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imitating" or "freely Ô-anslating" him but imaginatively ttansforming borrowed ideas 

to create skillful and comically effective versions of his own.7 

I.R. Titunik (University of Michigan) 

Notes 

1 I willingly acknowledge that C.L. Drage does remark the Eneida's "obvious 
indebtedness" to Virgile travesti in his Russian Literature in the 18th Century 
(London, 1978), p. 49, but inasmuch as nothing further is said there and the even 
more obvious indebtedness of the Eneida to Blumauer's travesty is not recognized, I 
assume that Drage simply had Virgile travesti in mind as the generic classic. 

2 I.I. Steshenko, 'I.P. Kodiarevskii i Osipov v ikh vzaimootnosheniiakh', Kievskaia 
starina. Nos. 7-8, pp. 37 and 44. 

3 Iroi-komicheskaia poema. edited by Boris Tomashevskii (Leningrad, 1933), p. 722. 

4 Quotations from the Aeneid are from the Loeb Classical Library edition by H.R. 
Fairclough, 2 vols. (Cambridge, Massachusetts and London, 1986). Citations in 
brackets provide the number of the Book and the line(s) quoted. 

5 The edition of Scarron's travesty used here is Le Virgile travesti en vers burlesque 
par Paul Scarron. edited by Victor Fournel (Paris, 1858). Since the text in that edition 
is printed in double columns on each page, citations in brackets after quotations 
provide the page numbers) plus an L (= left column) or an R (= right column). 

6 The text of Osipov's Eneida used here is the one reprinted in Iroi-komicheskaia 
poema. as identified in note 3 above. Citations in brackets after quotations provide 
only page number(s). 

7 It ought also be pointed out that Osipov's Eneida does include a number of 
completely original passages, i.e.. passages that have no equivalents in either 
Blumauer or Scarron — or, for that matter, even Vergil. 

* * * * * 
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VII. «¿Ã≈“ »   ¡»Œ√–¿‘»» œ.œ. ÿ¿‘»–Œ¬¿ 

—Â‰Ë ÚÂÏÌ˚ı ÏÂÒÚ ·ËÓ„‡ÙËË œÀ. ÿ‡ÙËÓ‚‡ ÓÒÓ·ÓÂ ÏÂÒÚÓ 

Á‡ÌËÏ‡ÂÚ ÔÓ·ÎÂÏ‡ Â„Ó ÔÓËÒıÓÊ‰ÂÌËˇ. ¬ ÎËÚÂ‡ÚÛÂ Ó ÔÂ‚ÓÏ 

ÓÒÒËÈÒÍÓÏ ‚ËˆÂ-Í‡ÌˆÎÂÂ ÔÂÓ·Î‡‰‡ÂÚ ÚÓ˜Í‡ ÁÂÌËˇ Ó ÚÓÏ, ˜ÚÓ ÓÌ ·˚Î 

Ò˚ÌÓÏ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰˜ËÍ‡ œÓÒÓÎ¸ÒÍÓ„Ó ÔËÍ‡Á‡.1 —Û¯ÂÒÚ‚ÛÂÚ Ú‡ÍÊÂ ‚ÂÒËˇ, 

ÒÓ„Î‡ÒÌÓ ÍÓÚÓÓÈ ÓÚÂˆ œÀ. ÿ‡ÙËÓ‚‡ œ‡‚ÂÎ ‘ËÎËÔÔÓ‚Ë˜ ·˚Î ·ÓˇÒÍËÏ 

ıÓÎÓÔÓÏ.2 

—‚Â‰ÂÌËˇ Ó ÚÓÏ, ˜ÚÓ œÀ. ÿ‡ÙËÓ‚ ·˚Î Ò˚ÌÓÏ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰˜ËÍ‡ 

ÌÂÒÓÏÌÂÌÌÓ ‚ÓÒıÓ‰ˇÚ Í ËÁ‚ÂÒÚÌÓÏÛ ‡ÌÂÍ‰ÓÚÛ ».». √ÓÎËÍÓ‚‡ Ó ÚÓÏ, Í‡Í 

"... ¬ÂÎËÍËÈ „ÓÒÛ‰‡¸ ... ÌÂÁ‡‰ÓÎ„Ó ‰Ó ÔÂ‚Ó„Ó Ò‚ÓÂ„Ó ‚ ˜ÛÊËÂ Í‡ˇ 

ÔÛÚÂ¯ÂÒÚ‚Ëˇ, ÔÓ„ÛÎË‚‡ÎÒˇ ÔÓ ÏÓÒÍÓ‚ÒÍËÏ ÚÓ„Ó‚˚Ï Î‡‚Í‡Ï; ... 

Á‡ÏÂÚË‚ ÔÓ‚ÓÒÚ‚Ó Ó‰ÌÓ„Ó ÏÓÎÓ‰Ó„Ó ÒË‰ÂÎ¸ˆ‡, ÓÒÚ‡ÌÓ‚ËÎÒˇ Û 

Î‡‚ÍË Â„Ó Ë ‚ÒÚÛÔËÎ Ò ÌËÏ ‚ ‡Á„Ó‚Ó; Ë ËÁ ÓÚ‚ÂÚÓ‚ Â„Ó ÛÁÌ‡Î Â„Ó 

‡ÁÛÏ, ‡ ‚ ÔÓ‰ÓÎÊÂÌËÂ ‡Á„Ó‚ÓÓ‚ Ò‚Â‰‡‚, ˜ÚÓ ÓÌ ‡ÁÛÏÂÂÚ 

ÌÂÏÂˆÍÓÈ, Ù‡ÌˆÛÁÒÍÓÈ Ë ÔÓÎ¸ÒÍÓÈ ˇÁ˚ÍË, ÒÔÓÒËÎ, „‰Â ÓÌ Û˜ËÎÒˇ. 

—ÂÈ ÓÚ‚ÂÚÒÚ‚Ó‚‡Î, ˜ÚÓ Û ÓÚˆ‡ Ò‚ÓÂ„Ó. " ÚÓ ÊÂ ÓÚÂˆ Ú‚ÓÈ?" -

‚ÓÔÓ¯‡ÂÚ Ô‡ÍË „ÓÒÛ‰‡¸. "œÓÒÓÎ¸ÒÍÓ„Ó ÔËÍ‡Á‡ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰˜ËÍ". ... 

ÃÓÌ‡ı Ì‡ÔÓÒÎÂ‰ÓÍ ÔÓ‚ÂÎÂÎ ÂÏÛ ËÏÂÌÂÏ Ò‚ÓËÏ ÒÍ‡Á‡Ú¸ ıÓÁˇËÌÛ 

Â„Ó, ˜ÚÓ· ÓÌ Â„Ó ÒÓÒ˜ËÚ‡Î Ë ‚Áˇ‚ ‡ÚÚÂÒÚ‡Ú, ÔË‰ÚË Ò ÓÚˆÓÏ Ò‚ÓËÏ Í 

ÌÂÏÛ, Ë·Ó ‰Â Ú˚ ÏÌÂ Ì‡‰Ó·ÂÌ. »Á ÒÂ„Ó-ÚÓ ÒË‰ÂÎ¸ˆ‡ ‚˚¯ÂÎ ÒÎ‡‚Ì˚È 

„ÓÒÔÓ‰ËÌ œÂÚ œ‡‚ÎÓ‚Ë˜ ÿ‡ÙËÓ‚.... ¬ÂÎËÍËÈ „ÓÒÛ‰‡¸ ÓÔÂ‰ÂÎËÎ 

Â„Ó ‚ œÓÒÓÎ¸ÒÍËÈ ÔËÍ‡Á, Ë ÔÓ Í‡ÚÍÓÏ ‚ÂÏÂÌË Á‡ÒÚÛÔËÎ ÓÌ ÏÂÒÚÓ 

Ò‚ÓÂ„Ó ÓÚˆ‡. ..."3 

–‡ÒÒÍ‡Á ˝ÚÓÚ ÒÓÏÌËÚÂÎÂÌ ‚ Ò‚ÓÂÈ ÓÒÌÓ‚Â: Ò‡Ï œÀ. ÿ‡ÙËÓ‚ ‚ ÔËÒ¸ÏÂ 

ËÏÔÂ‡ÚÓÛ ÓÚ 22 ÓÍÚˇ·ˇ 1722 „. ÛÔÓÏËÌ‡Î, ˜ÚÓ "ËÏÂ˛ ˜ÂÒÚ¸ ˇ ... Á 25 ÎÂÚ 

‚ ÏËÎÓÒÚË‚ÓÏ ¬‡¯Â„Ó ‚ÂÎË˜ÂÒÚ‚‡ ÒÓ·ÒÚ‚ÂÌÌÓÏ ÁÌ‡ÌËË ·˚ÚË".4 “‡ÍËÏ 

Ó·‡ÁÓÏ, ·Û‰Û˘ËÈ ‚ËˆÂ-Í‡ÌˆÎÂ ÒÚ‡Î ÎË˜ÌÓ ËÁ‚ÂÒÚÂÌ ˆ‡˛ ÌÂ ‡ÌÂÂ 1697 

„., ÒÓ ‚ÂÏÂÌË "¬ÂÎËÍÓ„Ó ÔÓÒÓÎ¸ÒÚ‚‡",5 ÛÊÂ Ì‡ ¯ÂÒÚÓÏ „Ó‰Û Ò‚ÓÂÈ ÒÎÛÊ·˚ 

‚ œÓÒÓÎ¸ÒÍÓÏ ÔËÍ‡ÁÂ, ‚ ÍÓÚÓ˚È ÓÌ ·˚Î ÔËÌˇÚ 30 ‡‚„ÛÒÚ‡ 1691 „., ÔÓ 
‡ÒÔÓˇÊÂÌË˛ ‚Ó‚ÒÂ ÌÂ œÂÚ‡ I, ‡ ‰ÛÏÌÓ„Ó ‰¸ˇÍ‡ ¿.¿. ¬ËÌËÛÒ‡.6 ¬ ÒÓÒÚ‡‚ 

ÊÂ ÔÓÒÓÎ¸ÒÚ‚‡ œÀ. ÿ‡ÙËÓ‚ ÔÓÔ‡Î, ÔÓ ‚ÒÂÈ ‚Ë‰ËÏÓÒÚË, ËÒÍÎ˛˜ËÚÂÎ¸ÌÓ 
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·Î‡„Ó‰‡ˇ ÁÌ‡ÌË˛ „ÓÎÎ‡Ì‰ÒÍÓ„Ó ˇÁ˚Í‡, ÍÓÚÓ˚È ÓÌ Ò‡ÏÓÒÚÓˇÚÂÎ¸ÌÓ 
ÓÒ‚ÓËÎ Í 1696 „.7 Õ‡ÍÓÌÂˆ, ÌË Ù‡ÌˆÛÁÒÍËÏ, ÌË ÔÓÎ¸ÒÍËÏ ˇÁ˚ÍÓÏ ‚ 1690-Â 
„„., Í‡Í ˇ‚ÒÚ‚ÛÂÚ ËÁ ‰ÓÍÛÏÂÌÚÓ‚ œÓÒÓÎ¸ÒÍÓ„Ó ÔËÍ‡Á‡, œ.œ. ÿ‡ÙËÓ‚ ÌÂ 
‚Î‡‰ÂÎ.8 ◊ÚÓ ÊÂ Í‡Ò‡ÂÚÒˇ œ‡‚Î‡ ‘ËÎËÔÔÓ‚Ë˜‡ ÿ‡ÙËÓ‚‡, ÚÓ, ÓÔˇÚ¸-Ú‡ÍË 
‚ÓÔÂÍË ËÁ‚ÂÒÚË˛ ».». √ÓÎËÍÓ‚‡, Â„Ó ËÏˇ ÌÂ ÙË„ÛËÛÂÚ ÌË ‚ Ó‰ÌÓÏ ËÁ 
ÒÓı‡ÌË‚¯ËıÒˇ ÒÔËÒÍÓ‚ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰˜ËÍÓ‚ Ë ÚÓÎÏ‡˜ÂÈ œÓÒÓÎ¸ÒÍÓ„Ó ÔËÍ‡Á‡ 
1660-1690-ı „„.9 —‚Â‰ÂÌËˇ Ó ÔÂ·˚‚‡ÌËË ÿ‡ÙËÓ‚‡-ÒÚ‡¯Â„Ó ‚ œÓÒÓÎ¸-
ÒÍÓÏ ÔËÍ‡ÁÂ, ‡‚ÌÓ Í‡Í Ë Ó Í‡ÍÓÈ-ÎË·Ó Â„Ó ËÌÓÈ „ÓÒÛ‰‡ÒÚ‚ÂÌÌÓÈ 
ÒÎÛÊ·Â ÓÚÒÛÚÒÚ‚Û˛Ú Ë ‚ ˜ÂÌÓ‚ÓÏ ÓÚÔÛÒÍÂ ·‡ÓÌÒÍÓ„Ó ‰ËÔÎÓÏ‡ œÀ. 
ÿ‡ÙËÓ‚‡. ¡ÓÎÂÂ ÚÓ„Ó-, ‚ ˜ÂÌÓ‚ÓÏ ÚÂÍÒÚÂ ‰ËÔÎÓÏ‡ ‚ÓÓ·˘Â ÓÚÒÛÚÒÚ‚Û˛Ú 
ÛÔÓÏËÌ‡ÌËˇ Ó ÔÂ‰Í‡ı ‚ËˆÂ-Í‡ÌˆÎÂ‡.10  ÂÏ ÊÂ ‚ Ò‡ÏÓÏ ‰ÂÎÂ ·˚Î ÓÚÂˆ 
œ.œ. ÿ‡ÙËÓ‚‡? 

  ˜ËÒÎÛ ÔËÏÂ˜‡ÚÂÎ¸Ì˚ı ÒÓ·˚ÚËÈ ÔÓÎËÚË˜ÂÒÍÓÈ ËÒÚÓËË 
œÂÚÓ‚ÒÍÓ„Ó ‚ÂÏÂÌË ÓÚÌÓÒËÚÒˇ ‚ÒÍÓÎ˚ıÌÛ‚¯ËÈ ÓÒÒËÈÒÍÛ˛ 
Ô‡‚ËÚÂÎ¸ÒÚ‚ÂÌÌÛ˛ ÒÂ‰Û ‚ 1722 „. ÍÓÌÙÎËÍÚ œÀ. ÿ‡ÙËÓ‚‡ Ë √√. 
—ÍÓÌˇÍÓ‚‡-œËÒ‡Â‚‡. Œ·ÒÚÓˇÚÂÎ¸ÒÚ‚‡ ˝ÚÓ„Ó ÍÓÌÙÎËÍÚ‡, ÔÓ‚ÎÂÍ¯Â„Ó Á‡ 
ÒÓ·ÓÈ Ô‡‰ÂÌËÂ ‚ËˆÂ-Í‡ÌˆÎÂ‡, ÌÂ ‡Á ËÁÎ‡„‡ÎËÒ¸ ‚ ÎËÚÂ‡ÚÛÂ, 
ÓÔÛ·ÎËÍÓ‚‡Ì˚ Ë ÏÌÓ„ËÂ Ò‚ˇÁ‡ÌÌ˚Â Ò ˝ÚËÏ ‰ÂÎÓÏ Ï‡ÚÂË‡Î˚.11 Œ‰ÌÓÈ ËÁ 
ÔÓ·ÎÂÏ, Ì‡ ÍÓÚÓÓÈ ÒÓÒÂ‰ÓÚÓ˜ËÎËÒ¸ ˝ÏÓˆËË Û˜‡ÒÚÌËÍÓ‚ ÒÒÓ˚, 
ÓÍ‡Á‡ÎÓÒ¸ Ëı ÔÓËÒıÓÊ‰ÂÌËÂ. ÿËÓÍÓ ËÁ‚ÂÒÚÌ‡ Ù‡Á‡ √.√. —ÍÓÌˇÍÓ‚‡-
œËÒ‡Â‚‡ Ó Ì‡ˆËÓÌ‡Î¸ÌÓÈ ÔËÌ‡‰ÎÂÊÌÓÒÚË ·‡Ú¸Â‚ ÿ‡ÙËÓ‚˚ı, Ó 
ıÓÎÓÔÒÚ‚Â Ëı ÓÚˆ‡ Ë Ó· Ëı Ó‰ÒÚ‚ÂÌÌËÍÂ, ÊË‚Û˘ÂÏ ‚ Œ¯Â. ÕÂ ‡Á 
ÔË‚Ó‰ËÎÓÒ¸ ‚ ÎËÚÂ‡ÚÛÂ Ë ÛÚ‚ÂÊ‰ÂÌËÂ ‚ËˆÂ-Í‡ÌˆÎÂ‡ Ó ‰‚ÓˇÌÒÚ‚Â 
Ò‚ÓÂ„Ó ÓÚˆ‡. ÃÂÊ‰Û ÚÂÏ, ‚ Ï‡ÚÂË‡Î‡ı ‰ÂÎ‡ ÙË„ÛËÛÂÚ Â˘Â Ó‰Ì‡, 
‰ÓÌ˚ÌÂ ÏÂÌÂÂ ÔË‚ÎÂÍ¯‡ˇ ‚ÌËÏ‡ÌËÂ ÔÓ‰Ó·ÌÓÒÚ¸ ·ËÓ„‡ÙËË œ.‘. 
ÿ‡ÙËÓ‚‡. Õ‡ ÔÓÎˇı ÍÓÔËË ‰ÓÌÓ¯ÂÌËˇ √√. —ÍÓÌˇÍÓ‚‡-œËÒ‡Â‚‡ ÓÚ 9 
ÓÍÚˇ·ˇ 1722 „. ÛÍÓÈ œÀ. ÿ‡ÙËÓ‚‡ ÔÓÏÂ˜ÂÌÓ: "... ŒÚÂˆ ÏÓÈ ‚ÁˇÚ ¯ÚË ÎÂÚ 
Ò ÔÛÒÍÓÈ „‡ÌËˆ˚ ‚ ÔÓÎÓÌ, Ë ÌËÍÓ„Ó ÓÚÍÛ‰˚ ÓÌ ÌÂ ÔÓÏÌËÎ".12 Ã‡ÎÓ 
ËÁ‚ÂÒÚÌÓ Ë ·ÓÎÂÂ ÔÓ‰Ó·ÌÓÂ ËÁÎÓÊÂÌËÂ √’. —ÍÓÌˇÍÓ‚˚Ï-œËÒ‡Â‚˚Ï 
Ò‚Â‰ÂÌËÈ Ó· ÓÚˆÂ ·‡ÓÌ‡: "... ŒÌ ÒÎÛÊËÎ ‚ ‰ÓÏÂ ·ÓˇËÌ‡ Ë ‰‚ÓÂˆÍÓ„Ó 
¡Ó„‰‡Ì‡ ’ËÚÓ‚‡, ‡ ÔÓ ÒÏÂÚË Â‚Ó ÒË‰ÂÎ ‚ ¯ÂÎÍÓ‚ÓÏ ˇ‰Â ‚ Î‡‚ÍÂ, Ë Ó ÚÓÏ 
ÏÌÓ„ËÂ ÏÓÒÍÓ‚ÒÍËÂ ÊËÚÂÎË ÔÓÏÌˇÚ"13. —‚Â‰ÂÌËˇ Ó ÔÂ·˚‚‡ÌËË œ.‘. 
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ÿ‡ÙËÓ‚‡ ‚ ‰ÓÏÂ ¡.Ã. ’ËÚÓ‚Ó Ë Ó Â„Ó ÔÓÒÎÂ‰Û˛˘ÂÏ ÓÒ‚Ó·ÓÊ‰ÂÌËË 
ÔË‚Ó‰ËÚ Ë ¬.Õ. “‡ÚË˘Â‚.14 Œ·˙Â‰ËÌÂÌËÂ Ò‚Ë‰ÂÚÂÎ¸ÒÚ‚ √.√. —ÍÓÌˇÍÓ‚‡-
œËÒ‡Â‚‡, ¬.Õ. “‡ÚË˘Â‚‡ Ë œ.œ. ÿ‡ÙËÓ‚‡ ‚˚ËÒÓ‚˚‚‡ÂÚ Ô‡‚‰ÓÔÓ‰Ó·ÌÛ˛ 
‰Îˇ ‚ÚÓÓÈ ÔÓÎÓ‚ËÌ˚ ’ œ ‚. ·ËÓ„‡ÙË˛: ÔÎÂÌÂÌËÂ Ï‡Î¸˜ËÍ‡, ıÓÎÓÔÒÚ‚Ó 

‚ ·ÓˇÒÍÓÏ ‰ÓÏÂ, ÓÒ‚Ó·ÓÊ‰ÂÌËÂ ÔÓ ÒÏÂÚË ıÓÁˇËÌ‡, ÔÓÒÎÂ‰Û˛˘‡ˇ 
ÚÓ„Ó‚Ó-ÔÂ‰ÔËÌËÏ‡ÚÂÎ¸ÒÍ‡ˇ ‰ÂˇÚÂÎ¸ÌÓÒÚ¸. »ÏÂÌÌÓ Í ÚÓ„Ó‚Ó-
ÔÓÒ‡‰ÒÍÓÈ ÒÂ‰Â ÃÓÒÍ‚˚ ‚ÓÒıÓ‰ˇÚ Ë ÒÂÏÂÈÌ˚Â Ò‚ˇÁË ÿ‡ÙËÓ‚˚ı — Í‡Í 
ÛÒÚ‡ÌÓ‚ÎÂÌÓ Ì‡ÏË, ÊÂÌ‡ œ.œ. ÿ‡ÙËÓ‚‡ ¿ÌÌ‡ —ÚÂÔ‡ÌÓ‚Ì‡ ·˚Î‡ ‰Ó˜Â¸˛ 
—ÚÂÔ‡Ì‡ »‚‡ÌÓ‚Ë˜‡  ÓÔ¸Â‚‡,15 Úˇ„ÎÂˆ‡ ÃÂ˘‡ÌÒÍÓÈ ÒÎÓ·Ó‰˚, ÍÓÏÔ‡Ì¸ÓÌ‡ 
ÿ‡ÙËÓ‚˚ı ÔÓ ‚Î‡‰ÂÌË˛ ‡ı‡Ì„ÂÎ¸ÒÍËÏË Á‚ÂÓ·ÓÈÌ˚ÏË ÔÓÏ˚ÒÎ‡ÏË.1*» 
ÃÓ„ ÎË ÔË ˝ÚËı ÛÒÎÓ‚Ëˇı ÿ‡ÙËÓ‚-ÒÚ‡¯ËÈ ÓÍ‡Á‡Ú¸Òˇ ‰‚ÓˇÌËÌÓÏ? 
œÓÏËÏÓ ÒÎÓ‚ œ.œ. ÿ‡ÙËÓ‚‡ 1722 „., "‰‚ÓˇÌËÌÓÏ ÏÓÒÍÓ‚ÒÍËÏ" œ.‘. 
ÿ‡ÙËÓ‚ Ì‡Á‚‡Ì ‚ ¿ÍÚÓ‚ÓÈ ÍÌË„Â 1702 „., "‰‚ÓˇÌËÌÓÏ" — ‚ Ï‡ÚÂË‡Î‡ı 
ÔÂÂÔËÒË ‰‚ÓÓ‚ 1716 „.1 7 ”ÒÔÂ¯Ì‡ˇ ÚÓ„Ó‚‡ˇ ‰ÂˇÚÂÎ¸ÌÓÒÚ¸, ‡ ·˚Ú¸ 
ÏÓÊÂÚ Ë ıÎÓÔÓÚ˚ ·˚ÒÚÓ ‚Ó¯Â‰¯Â„Ó ‚ ‰Ó‚ÂËÂ ˆ‡ˇ Ò˚Ì‡ ÌÂ ËÒÍÎ˛˜‡ÎË 
Ú‡ÍÓÈ ÒËÚÛ‡ˆËË ‰Îˇ ·˚‚¯Â„Ó ıÓÎÓÔ‡, ıÓÚˇ ÒÓ‚Â¯ÂÌÌÓ ÌÂÂ‡Î¸Ì˚Ï 
ÔÂ‰ÒÚ‡‚ÎˇÂÚÒˇ ÛÚ‚ÂÊ‰ÂÌËÂ œÀ. ÿ‡ÙËÓ‚‡ Ó ÚÓÏ, ˜ÚÓ Â„Ó ÓÚÂˆ ÔÓÎÛ˜ËÎ 
‰‚ÓˇÌÒÚ‚Ó ÓÚ ˆ‡ˇ ‘Â‰Ó‡ ¿ÎÂÍÒÂÂ‚Ë˜‡.18 

»Ú‡Í, ‚ÌÓ‚¸ ÓÚÍ˚Ú˚Â Ï‡ÚÂË‡Î˚ ÔÓ‰Ú‚ÂÊ‰‡˛Ú ÚÓ˜ÍÛ ÁÂÌËˇ Ó 
ÚÓÏ, ˜ÚÓ œÀ. ÿ‡ÙËÓ‚ ·˚Î Ò˚ÌÓÏ ÌÂ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰˜ËÍ‡ œÓÒÓÎ¸ÒÍÓ„Ó ÔËÍ‡Á‡, ‡ 
ÔÓ ‚ÒÂÈ ‚ÂÓˇÚÌÓÒÚË — ıÓÎÓÔ‡ ¡.Ã. ’ËÚÓ‚Ó. ƒÎˇ ÒÓ‚ÂÏÂÌÌËÍÓ‚, 
‚ÔÓ˜ÂÏ, ˝ÚÓÚ ‚ÓÔÓÒ ÌÂ ·˚Î ÓÒÓ·ÂÌÌÓ ÔËÌˆËÔË‡Î¸Ì˚Ï. —ÂÏÂÈÌ˚Â 
Ò‚ˇÁË ‰ÂÚÂÈ œÀ. ÿ‡ÙËÓ‚‡ Ò ÔÂ‰ÒÚ‡‚ËÚÂÎˇÏË Ù‡ÏËÎËÈ »ÁÏ‡ÈÎÓ‚˚ı, 
√‡„‡ËÌ˚ı, ƒÓÎ„ÓÛÍËı, √ÓÎÓ‚ËÌ˚ı, ’Ó‚‡ÌÒÍËı, —‡ÎÚ˚ÍÓ‚˚ı 
ÔÓÚ‚ÂÊ‰‡˛Ú ËÒÍÂÌÌÓÒÚ¸ ÒÎÓ‚ √.√. —ÍÓÌˇÍÓ‚‡-œËÒ‡Â‚‡ Ó ÚÓÏ, ˜ÚÓ "... 
Â‚Ó ‚ÂÎË˜ÂÒÚ‚Ó ÔÓÊ‡ÎÓ‚‡Î ‚ÒÂı, ÍÓÚÓ˚Â ÌÂ ÚÓÍÏÓ ËÒ ıÓÎÓÔ ÂÈ ·ÓˇÒÍËı, 
ÌÓ ËÒ ÍÂÒÚ¸ˇÌ ‰ÓÒÎÛÊËÎË ‰Ó Ó·Â-‡ÙËˆÂÒÚ‚‡, ÚÂı ÛÍ‡Á‡Î ÔËÒ‡Ú¸ Á 
‰‚ÓˇÌ˚, ‡ ÓÌ, ·‡ÓÌ, ÔÓÊ‡ÎÓ‚‡Ì ‚ ·‡ÓÌ˚, Ë ÓÌ Â‚Ó ˇÍÓ ·‡ÓÌ‡ ˜ÚÂÚ ,.."19 

ƒ.Œ. —ÂÓ‚ (—‡ÌÍÚ-œÂÚÂ·Û„ÒÍËÈ ‘ËÎË‡Î 
»ÌÒÚËÚÛÚ‡ –ÓÒÒËÈÒÍÓÈ »ÒÚÓËË) 
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REVIEWS 

I. A. Sokolov, Navstrechu drug druyu: Rossiia i Angliia 
v XVT-XVIIT vv. 

(laroslavl': Verkhne-Volzhskoe knizhnoe izdatel'stvo, 1992). 272 pp. 

Appearing "bez ob'iavleniia", Andrei Sokolov's book might also escape 
scholars' attention by the fact that it has been published in laroslavl' and in an edition of 
only 3,000 copies. The author, who was kind enough to send me a copy, lectures at 
the laroslavl' State Pedagogical Institute named after K.D. Ushinskii and his book was 
published with support from the 'Studencheskii fond Iaroslavskoi oblasti'. 

The book belongs to the "nauchnc-populiarnyi" genre and is none the worse for 
that, for Sokolov is a man with a mission to popularize a subject that he considers was 
long taboo or treated tendentiously. In this respect his Introduction is particularly 
revealing. The old iron curtain has gone and "¬ ÂÁÛÎ¸Ú‡ÚÂ ˝ÚÓ„Ó ‚ ÛÒÒÍÓÏ 
Ó·˘ÂÒÚ‚Â ÔÓÒÌÛÎÒˇ Á‡ÏÂ˜‡ÚÂÎ¸Ì˚È, Á‰ÓÓ‚˚È Ë ·Î‡„ÓÚ‚ÓÌ˚È ËÌÚÂÂÒ Í 
ËÌÓÁÂÏÌÓÏÛ. ¬ÒÔÓÏÌËÎÓÒ¸, ˜ÚÓ ÛÊÂ ÌÂ Ó‰Ì‡Ê‰˚ –ÓÒÒËË ‚ ÒÎÓÊÌ˚ı 
Ó·ÒÚÓˇÚÂÎ¸ÒÚ‚‡ı ÔË¯ÎÓÒ¸ ËÒÔ˚Ú‡Ú¸ ÔÓÎÂÁÌÓÂ ‰Îˇ ÌÂÂ Á‡Ô‡‰ÌÓÂ 
‚ÎËˇÌËÂ" (. 3). Within the general parameters of the coupling or opposition of 
'Russia and the West', the more specific problems posed by Anglo-Russian relations 
over the centuries are of particular and significant interest. Some aspects or questions 
have attracted more attention than others and Sokolov singles out the reigns of Ivan the 
Terrible and Peter the Great for their undoubted importance and dynamism but also 
because "Ò ‰Û„ÓÈ ÒÚÓÓÌ˚, ‚ Ì‡¯ÂÈ ËÒÚÓËÓ„‡ÙËË ‚ ˆÂÎÓÏ ÓÚ‰‡‚‡ÎÒˇ 
ÔËÓËÚÂÚ ËÏÂÌÌÓ ˝ÚËÏ ËÒÚÓË˜ÂÒÍËÏ ˝ÔÓı‡Ï, ˜ÚÓ ÓÚ˜‡ÒÚË Ó·˙ˇÒÌˇÂÚÒˇ 
ÚÂÏ, ˜ÚÓ ÒÚ‡ÎËÌÒÍ‡ˇ Ë ÔÓÒÎÂÒÚ‡ÎËÌÒÍ‡ˇ ËÒÚÓËÓ„‡ÙËˇ ‚˚ÔÓÎÌˇÎ‡ 
ÛÍ‡Á‡ÌËˇ ‚ÓÊ‰ˇ, ÔËÚ‡‚¯Â„Ó, Í‡Í ËÁ‚ÂÒÚÌÓ, ˜Û‚ÒÚ‚Ó ÒËÏÔ‡ÚËË Í Ò‚ÓËÏ 
ÔÂ‰¯ÂÒÚ‚ÂÌÌËÍ‡Ï-ÚË‡Ì‡Ï, ÒÚÓˇ‚¯ËÏ Û ÛÎˇ –ÛÒÒÍÓ„Ó „ÓÒÛ‰‡ÒÚ‚‡" (. 
14). Other periods are, in Sokolov's estimation, understudied, particularly the 
seventeenth century. He then moves to consider some of the questions that provoke 
divergences of opinion among scholars, mentioning firstly, the English aims in then-
negotiations with Ivan and secondly, the nature of Peter's foreign policy. Suggesting 
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that the roots of the all-approving, all-excusing attitude towards Peter had its roots in 

the work of such as Solov'ev, he nevertheless takes to task the Soviet historian N. 

Molchanov, who even distorted Marx in his apologia of the tsar and whose statement 

that "ÔÓ‰ ÔÓÍÓ‚ÓÏ ‰ËÔÎÓÏ‡ÚË˜ÂÒÍÓÈ ·Î‡„ÓÔËÒÚÓÈÌÓÒÚË ¿Ì„ÎËˇ 

‚Â‰ËÎ‡ –ÓÒÒËË ‚ÂÁ‰Â, „‰Â ÚÓÎ¸ÍÓ ÏÓ„Î‡" (Diplomatiia Petra I (1979), p. 259) 

represents the nadir of misrepresentation of the true course of events. Sokolov, 

breathing objectivity, will attempt to see events over a long time span in order to 

"‚˚ˇ‚ËÚ¸ „Î‡‚Ì˚Â, ‡ ÌÂ ÒË˛ÏËÌÛÚÌ˚Â ÚÂÌ‰ÂÌˆËË ‚ ÓÚÌÓ¯ÂÌËˇı ÏÂÊ‰Û 

‰‚ÛÏˇ ÒÚ‡Ì‡ÏË" (. 15). 

The two hundred years or so from 1553 to the 1770s that the book covers are 

divided into four chapters as follows: 'Pervoe stoletie: nachalo kontaktov i sviazei 

(1553-40e gody XVII v)\ 'Na puti k reguliarnym otnosheniiam (vtoraia polovina ’ œ 

v.)', 'Pod grom pushek (konets XVII - pervaia chetvert' XVIII v.)' and ' 

"Estestvennye soiuzniki" (20-70e gody ’ ÿ v.)'. We are presented with a generally 

informed and balanced narrative of developing relations in a dominandy political 

context with a commercial admixture but with few references to cultural contacts, which 

to be fair, are richer and more frequent from the last decades Sokolov covers. For the 

British student of Anglo-Russian affairs there is litde that is new in either fact or 

interpretation. That is not the same as saying that Sokolov is not offering the wider 

Russian reading public a whole new landscape in which Russians and British are 

portrayed neither as villains nor heroes and governments turn and twist according to the 

historical moment or indeed in pursuit of long-held aims and objectives. What is 

interesting, however, is Sokolov's range and use of secondary sources. The Russian 

sources are fairly predictable, but there is comparatively wide reference to English 

works. Sokolov manages, for example, to mention in text or notes no less than six 

members of the Study Group with Matthew Anderson in the role of Abou Ben Adhem. 

The several approving references to Anderson's pioneering Britain's Discovery of 

Russia are particularly gratifying, particularly if one recalls the vitriolic attack on one of 

his articles on a related theme by V.M. Vazhinskii in the bad old days. However, 

although one is pleased to note the books that were available, the absence of many 

books, but especially articles in journals that are obviously hard to come by, are a 

reminder on the one hand of how much has been written on Anglo-Russian relations in 
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Britain and America in the last thirty years and how much has still to be read and 

assimilated by Russian scholars, even as well-intentioned and assiduous as Sokolov, 

before they can do justice to this and similar subjects. 

The book has an Afterword by V.G. Sirotkin, a professor at the Diplomatic 

Academy of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, a somewhat condescending effort in 

which he pats the author on the head for his scholarship and lively pen and suggests, 

perhaps not unfairly, that Sokolov paid more attention than necessary to the "nepe-

ÔÂÚËË ÏÂÊ‰Ì‡Ó‰ÌÓÈ ‰ËÔÎÓÏ‡ÚË˜ÂÒÍÓÈ ·Ó¸·˚, ÓÒÓ·ÂÌÌÓ ‚ ’ ÿ ‚". 

A.G. Cross (University of Cambridge) 

* * * * * 
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II. N.F. Shakhmagonov, Khrani Cos nod' Potemkina 

(Moskva: Tovarishchestvo sovetskikh pisatelei, 1991). 207 pp. 

The fate and fortunes of Eighteenth-Century Russia during the Perestroika and 

post-Coup years are of absorbing interest In various reviews for the Newsletter in the 

last two years or so I have attempted to keep track of trends and developments relating 

above aU to Catherine the Great and her reign. Given the unfortunate restraints on 

'academic' publishing, this has meant giving much attention to works produced for the 

edification, delectation, to say nothing of the corruption of the 'massovyi chitatel", as 

nebulous an entity as the 'common man'. It was in my review of the first of the two 

recent editions of Catherine's selected works, the one edited by Oleg Mikhailov, that I 

provided details of some of the more dubious and salacious products emerging from the 

reprint industry, notably Mariia Evgen'eva's Liubovniki Ekateriny and Casimir 

Waliszewski's popular histories (Newsletter, no. 19, 58-61). Mikhailov in his 

championing of Catherine takes Waliszewski to task, branding his works as 

"ÛÒÒÓÙÓ·ÒÍËÂ". The unfortunate lengths to which both the championing of 

Catherine and particularly the calumny of her detractors can go are already very much in 

evidence in N.F. Shakhmagonov's hagiography of Potemkin. 

Shakhmagonov's book is the first contribution to what would seem in principle 

a welcome series which has been entided 'Vek zolotoi Ekateriny' and wiU include the 

following further volumes: 'Pis'ma kniazia Potemkina'; 'G.A. Potemkin v 

vospominaniakh sovremennikov'; 'Ekaterina Velikaia'; 'Pis'ma Ekateriny Velikoi'; 

'Ekaterina Velikaia v vospominaniakh sovremennikov'; 'Kniaz' Grigorii Orlov'; 'Graf 

Suvorov-Rymnikskii'; 'Malen'kaia Ekaterina' [Dashkova]; 'Kantsler Bezborodko'; 

'Graf Rumiantsev-Zadunaiskii'; 'General Petr Panin'; 'Shuvalovy'; 'Stats-damy i 

freiliny'; 'Mel'knuvshii na prestole' [Peter ÿ]; 'Chichagovy'; 'Graf Aleksei Orlov'; 

'Favority imperatritsy'. The series is announced as ‡ "ÔËÎÓÊÂÌËÂ" to the almanac 

Sekret and aimed obviously at the mass market The print-run of the first volume is 

150,000 copies. 

Explaining the choice of tide for the series, the Editorial Board quotes lines 

from a song made popular in recent years by Igor* Tal'kov: 
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»Á Ï‡˜ÌÓÈ „ÎÛ·ËÌ˚ ‚ÂÍÓ‚ 
“˚ ÔÓ‰ÌËÏ‡Î‡Ò¸ ËÒÔÓÎËÌÓÏ. 
“‚ÓÈ œÂÚÂ·Û„ ÏËËÎ ‚‡„Ó‚ 
¬˚ÒÓÍÓÈ ‰Ó·ÎÂÒÚ¸˛ ÔÓÎÍÓ‚ 
¬ ‚ÂÍ ÁÓÎÓÚÓÈ ≈Í‡ÚÂËÌ˚. 
–ÓÒÒËˇ... 

In a similar spirit ‡ "ÍÓÎÎÂÍÚË‚ ÏÓÎÓ‰˚ı ËÒÚÓËÍÓ‚, ÌÂ Ó‰ÛÏ‡ÌÂÌÌ˚ı 
ÎÊË‚˚ÏË Ë ÔÓ„ÌË‚¯ËÏË ‰Ó„Ï‡ÏË, ÌÂ ÓÔÓÓ˜Ë‚¯ËÏË ÒÂ·ˇ ‚˚ÔÓÎÌÂÌËÂÏ 
ÒÓˆË‡Î¸Ì˚ı Á‡Í‡ÁÓ‚ Á‡ÒÚÓÈÌ˚ı ‡‰ÏËÌËÒÚ‡ÚÓÓ‚, ÔÓ‰„ÓÚÓ‚ËÎ ÒÂË˛ 
ÍÌË„, ÔÓÒ‚ˇ˘ÂÌÌ˚ı ‚ÂÎË˜‡È¯ËÏ ‰ÂˇÚÂÎˇÏ –ÓÒÒËË, Ò‚Â¯ÂÌËˇ ÍÓÚÓ˚ı 
ÔÓÏÓ„ÎË ‡ÒÔ‡‚ËÚ¸ ÏÓ„Û˜ËÂ ÔÎÂ˜Ë Ì‡¯ÂÈ ‰ÂÊ‡‚Â" (. 188). Whiter than 
white, the new knights have devoted themselves to the imperial Russian cause, 
convenientiy embodied in the female form of Catherine. They will fight the good fight, 
striking down with a mighty sweep of their swords the enemy hordes, even if to the 
untutored eye these may appear mere windmills or innocendy grazing sheep. One 
could go on giving further extracts from these 'programme notes', but since they 
follow Shakhmagonov's opus, their contents occasion no surprise and allay no dismay. 

Shakhmagonov may, however, also be read from the end. Not inappropriately 
quoting Derzhavin's 'Vodopad', he concludes in the major key: "˝ÚËÏË ÒÎÓ‚‡ÏË 
ıÓ˜ÂÚÒˇ Á‡ÍÓÌ˜ËÚ¸ ‡ÒÒÍ‡Á Ó ˜ÂÎÓ‚ÂÍÂ ÌÂÓ·˚ÍÌÓ‚ÂÌÌÓÏ, Ó ‚ÂÎË˜‡È¯ÂÏ 
ÓÒÒËÈÒÍÓÏ „ÂÌËË, ÓÔÂÂ‰Ë‚¯ÂÏ Ò‚ÓÂ ‚ÂÏˇ, Ó ˜ÂÎÓ‚ÂÍÂ ¯ËÓÍÓÈ ‰Û¯Ë 
ËÒÚËÌÌÓ„Ó ÓÒÒËˇÌËÌ‡, Ó ÍÓÚÓÓÏ ÓÒÒËÈÒÍËÂ ‚ÓËÌ˚, Ó·ÓÊ‡‚¯ËÂ Â„Ó, Ò 
˜Û‚ÒÚ‚ÓÏ Ë ÔËÁÌ‡ÚÂÎ¸ÌÓÒÚ¸˛ „Ó‚ÓËÎË: ’–¿Õ» √Œ—œŒƒ‹ œŒ“≈Ã »Õ¿!" 
(. 187). The drum-beat of "ÓÒÒËÈÒÍËÈ/ÓÒÒËˇÌËÌ" will alert all in tune with the 
sounds and furies of today's politics. Back to the beginning and the battle lines are 
immediately drawn up. On the right, there are the "Î˛‰Ë ‰ÓÒÚÓÈÌ˚Â, ‚Ó¯Â‰¯ËÂ ‚ 
ËÒÚÓË˛ ·Î‡„Ó‰‡ˇ ÒÎ‡‚Ì˚Ï Ëı ‰ÂÎ‡Ï ‚Ó ËÏˇ –ÓÒÒËË" (. 4), "ÛÒÒÍËÂ 
ÛÏ˚", "ËÒÚËÌÌ˚È ÛÒË˜" (. 5), "ÔÓÍÎÓÌÌËÍ ‚ÒÂ„Ó ÛÒÒÍÓ„Ó" (of Potemkin's 
father) (p. 6), "Ô‡ÚËÓÚ˚" (endlessly, sometimes with "ËÒÚËÌÌ˚Â"), "‚ÂÎËÍËÈ 
ÛÒÒÍËÈ Ì‡Ó‰" (p. 16). On the left, there are the thoroughly detestable 
FOREIGNERS — usually "ËÌÓÁÂÏˆ˚", very occasionally "ËÌÓÒÚ‡Ìˆ˚". Sadly, 
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on virtually every page, Shakhmagonov gives the lie to Andrei Sokolov's belief in the 
new "Á‡ÏÂ˜‡ÚÂÎ¸Ì˚È, Á‰ÓÓ‚˚È Ë ·Î‡„ÓÚ‚ÓÌ˚È ËÌÚÂÂÒ Í ËÌÓÁÂÏÌÓÏÛ" 
(see the preceding review). Examples of xenophobia are legion throughout the book, 
but let the following from the first chapter more than suffice: "ÏËÌÛÎË ‚ÂÏÂÌ‡, 
ÍÓ„‰‡ ÛÒÒÍËÂ ‡ÏËË ‚ÓÁ„Î‡‚ÎˇÎË ËÌÓÁÂÏÌ˚Â Ì‡ÂÏÌËÍË" (. 4); "ıÎ˚ÌÛÎ ‚ 
ÌÂÂ (–ÓÒÒË˛) 'Ì‡ ÎÓ‚Î˛ Ò˜‡ÒÚ¸ˇ Ë ˜ËÌÓ‚' ÔÓÚÓÍ ËÌÓÁÂÏˆÂ‚" (. 5); 
"Ô‡ÚËÓÚ˚ ·˚ÎË Í‡ÈÌÂ ÌÂ‰Ó‚ÓÎ¸Ì˚ ÓÔÛÒÒ‡˜Ë‚‡ÌËÂÏ ÔÓˇ‰ÍÓ‚ Ë ÌÓ‚˚Ï 
ÔÓÚÓÍÓÏ ËÌÓÁÂÏˆÂ‚, ‚ÒÂ „Û˘Â Ó·ÎÂÔˇ˛˘Ëı ÛÊÂ ÌÂ ÚÓÎ¸ÍÓ ÔÂÒÚÓÎ, ÌÓ Ë 
ÍÓÏ‡Ì‰Ì˚Â ÔÓÒÚ˚ ‚ ‡ÏËË" (. 12); "ËÌÓÁÂÏˆ˚ ÌÂ Á‡ÌËÏ‡ÎËÒ¸ 
„ÓÒÛ‰‡ÒÚ‚ÓÏ, ÓÌË Ì‡·Ë‚‡ÎË Ò‚ÓË Í‡Ï‡Ì˚ Á‡ Ò˜ÂÚ ÛÒÒÍÓ„Ó Ì‡Ó‰‡, 
ÍÓÚÓ˚È Ëı ÒÚ‡‡ÌËˇÏË, ÌË˘‡Î Ë ‰ÓıÓ‰ËÎ ‰Ó ÔÓÎÌÓ„Ó ÓÚ˜‡ˇÌËˇ" (. 16); 
"ÏÌÓ„ËÂ ÛÒÒÍËÂ ÔÓÏÂ˘ËÍË Ë Á‡‚Ó‰˜ËÍË Á‡˜‡ÒÚÛ˛ Ì‡ıÓ‰ËÎËÒ¸ ÔÓ‰ 
ÒËÎ¸Ì˚Ï ‚ÎËˇÌËÂÏ Ò‚ÓËı ÛÔ‡‚Îˇ˛˘Ëı, ÔÓ˜ÚË ÔÓ„ÓÎÓ‚ÌÓ ËÌÓÁÂÏˆÂ‚, 
ÔË·˚‚¯Ëı ‚ –ÓÒÒË˛ ÌÂ ‰Îˇ ÓÒ‚Ó·ÓÊ‰ÂÌËˇ Ì‡Ó‰‡, ‡ ‰Îˇ ÙËÌ‡ÌÒÓ‚Ó„Ó 
Â„Ó Á‡Í‡·‡ÎÂÌËˇ ‡‰Ë ÎË˜ÌÓÈ Ì‡ÊË‚˚" (. 26). These attacks relate to the 
seventeenth century, to the reigns of Anna and of Peter ÿ, but they and many others in 
the same vein could apply to almost anything or anyone Shakhmagonov gets in his 
sights. Paul I, Prussianizer and Potemkin-hater, is, incidentally, shot down at every 
opportunity. Such attacks were the common currency of hacks during the Soviet 
period, which, it is interesting to note, Shakhmagonov treats comparatively mildly, 
apart from a shaft or two at the red revolutionaries and the bureaucrats of 'Zastoi'. He 
is much more intolerant of "·ÂÁ¯‡·‡¯Ì‡ˇ „Î‡ÒÌÓÒÚ¸" (p. 70) and "‡ÁÌÛÁ‰‡ÌÌ˚È 
ÔÎ˛‡ÎËÁÏ" (p. 45). 

Lashing out at foreigners who swindled Russia, Shakhmagonov of course also 
attacks foreigners who falsified the record — and "ÌÂÍËÈ ÔÓÎ¸ÒÍËÈ ÛÒÒÓÙÓ·  . 
¬‡ÎË¯Â‚ÒÍËÈ" is hanged, drawn and quartered. Some of his greatest sins are 
highlighted, "¬ÔÓ˜ÂÏ, ˜Â„Ó ÓÊË‰‡Ú¸ ÓÚ ËÌÓÁÂÏˆ‡ ¬‡ÎË¯Â‚ÒÍÓ„Ó?" (pp. 126-
7). Shakhmagonov is, nevertheless, sometimes obliged to use foreign contemporary 
accounts, amusingly admitting on one occasion that "ÓÔˇÚ¸ ÊÂ, ÚÓÊÂ Í ÒÓÊ‡ÎÂÌË˛, 
ÔË‰ÂÚÒˇ Ó·‡ÚËÚ¸Òˇ Í ÓÚÁ˚‚‡Ï Ó ÌÂÈ [≈Í‡ÚÂËÌÂ II] ÂÂ Á‡Û·ÂÊÌ˚ı 
ÒÓ‚ÂÏÂÌÌËÍÓ‚" (. 20). However, he does have a problem, and he admits it, 
before standing on his head. "ÕÓ ÌÂ ÒÚ‡ÌÌÓ ÎË, ˜ÚÓ ˝ÚÓÚ ‡Òˆ‚ÂÚ ÔÓËÁÓ¯ÂÎ 
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‚Ó ‚ÂÏÂÌ‡ Ô‡‚ÎÂÌËˇ ÌÂÏÍË .." (. 20). Of course, Catherine changed her spots 

— "ÔÓÒ‚ˇÚËÎ‡ ÊËÁÌ¸ Ò‚Ó˛ Ë ÚÛ‰˚ Ò‚ÓË ËÏÂÌÌÓ ÔÂÛÏÌÓÊÂÌË˛ ÒÎ‡‚˚ 

–ÓÒÒËË Ë ÂÂ ÏÓ„Û˘ÂÒÚ‚‡, ‡ ÌÂ ‡Á·‡Á‡Ë‚‡ÌË˛ Ì‡ˆËÓÌ‡Î¸Ì˚ı ·Ó„‡ÚÒÚ‚ Ë 

ÓÔÚÓ‚ÓÈ ‡ÒÔÓ‰‡ÊÂ Ì‡ˆËÓÌ‡Î¸ÌÓ„Ó ‰ÓÒÚÓˇÌËˇ" (. 21). She "‚ÓÁ‚˚¯‡Î‡ 

ÒÎ‡‚Û –ÓÒÒËË, ‚ÓÁ‚˚¯‡Î‡, ‡ÁÛÏÂÂÚÒˇ, ÌÂ Â‰ËÌÓÎË˜ÌÓ, ‡ Ò ÔÓÏÓ˘¸˛ 

ÛÒÒÍËı Î˛‰ÂÈ, Ò ÔÓÏÓ˘¸˛ Ô‡ÚËÓÚÓ‚, Ò ÔÓÏÓ¯¸˛ Ì‡Ë·ÓÎÂÂ Ó‰‡ÂÌÌ˚ı 

Ò‚ÓËı ÔÓ‰‰‡ÌÌ˚ı...". Enter Potemkin. 

Shakhmagonov takes on all who have belittled the great man, whether they are 

obvious foreign falsifiers or Russian authors (often duped by cunning foreigners). He 

pours scom in particular on Russian novelists (Evgen'eva, M.T. Petrov, author of 

– ÏˇÌËÂ‚-«‡‰ Ì‡ËÒÍËÈ. V. Pikul', author of ‘‡‚ÓËÚ˚, and our friend Oleg 

Mikhailov, who not only edited Catherine's works but also wrote a novel —Û‚ÓÓ‚), 

who have portrayed Potemkin in a bad light, emphasizing his gluttony or his 

lasciviousness or his nail-biting or his bad generalship. He himself loves to burst 

anecdotal bubbles, referring, with a great show of pioneering research, to "original 

documents" that show Potemkin in his true aspect. The biography becomes 

increasingly an account of the battles of the Russo-Turidsh War of 1787-91, in which 

Potemkin's military genius and his close cooperation with Suvorov are stressed. That 

Potemkin was a remarkable man whose career and achievements deserve careful study 

and balanced re-assessment (in the footsteps of Marc Raeff) is hardly a contentious 

issue, but meanwhile to have to follow a biographer who thinks he already possesses 

the philosopher's stone is not an edifying experience. 

A.G. Cross (University of Cambridge) 

* * * * * 
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III. ¿ . ¬. Kamenskii, Pod seniiu Ekaterinv — Vtoraia polovina ’ ≤œ 

veka 

(St Petersburg: Lenizdat, 1992). 447 pp. 

This book forms part of the series Khronika trekh stoletii. which attempts to 

provide scholarly yet readable accounts of Russian history accessible to the general 

public in Russia. The print run is unfortunately small, only 40.000 copies. The book 

will not provide the Western reader with new data — indeed much of it is all too 

familiar to a number of American and British scholars, notably J. Alexander, D. 

Griffiths, R. Bardett, who are mentioned by name, and to many others who are not 

Much of the selection of facts and the ordering of their presentation is also only too 

familiar to the present writer who is mentioned for the first time only on page 291. Of 

Russian scholars, A. Briickner is also often quoted. The author has not done much 

trawling in Russian archives, the fondy examined are given only numbers, so that the 

reader cannot identify the sources quoted, and the secondary Russian literature quoted 

in the footnotes is fairly restricted to the obvious. 

Nevertheless this book is most welcome, indeed it is remarkable that it should 

have been written at all, that in so short a time the shackles of Soviet historiography 

should have been struck off, that the author, as the blurb puts it should be "examining 

the role of Catherine and her place in Russian history through the prism of present 

historical experience". Kamenskii attacks the "shameful silence" of historians and the 

incredible distortions to which a whole age has been exposed. Even today, the study of 

Catherine's reign is glaring by its absence in Russian school curricula, and a good 

word is said only of Ivan the Terrible and Peter the Great Why, Kamenskii asks, did 

Stalin dislike Catherine? 

Kamenskii's approach is frankly biographical, not in the modem Anglo-Saxon 

sense of exploring every corner of the bedroom — Russia has some way to go before 

reaching that degree of prurience — but in the sense that he attempts to examine 

Catherine's actions and policies in her own terms, in relation to her personality, to her 

intellectual formation, to the human and material resources at her disposal, the age in 

which she lived, and the abyss which separated an 'enlightened' empress from the 

ordinary, uncultured middle-ranking and poor nobles who had to put her decrees into 
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effect and who were quite unprepared for positive legislative thought A number of 
pages are devoted to the analysis of the Empress's character and tastes and to their 
importance in the guidance of politics and society. She fought for power, yes, but in 
order to "rabotat' imperatritsei". (p. 104) 

Kamenskii's rejection of the Marxist-Leninist intellectual framework is evident 
from the very beginning. In his preface he refers to the importance of past history in 
times of crisis: never had interest in history been greater than now, when so many 
people were aware that only an intensive study of their past could enable them to move 
forward. And he rejects the "myths" and "ready made, schematic accounts and 
dogmas" of the past decades. Yet Marxism is still evident in his analysis of the 
European ideological background. Kamenskii traces two trends in European political 
thought: the first, on which 'bourgeois' ideas of liberty and democracy were based, and 
the second which he sees as the foundation of something called "revolutionary 
ideology". The timid attempts to introduce ideas of liberty and democracy in the 1760s 
failed, he says, but 'objectively' they contributed to the spread of those processes 
which culminated in revolution. We are still faced with the "zakonomernost"' which 
has bedevilled Soviet historiography. It is also in Kamenskii's grasp of European 
history that the Marxist-Lenininist indoctrination still remains in evidence. His division 
of history into feudal and bourgeois phases would not be accepted by most Western 
historians, who no longer regard the English seventeenth-century revolution as 
'bourgeois', or for that matter the French revolution of 1789. If I have understood the 
author correcdy, he does not think the Marxist class analysis can be applied to Russia, 
because the Russian bourgeoisie was bom in conditions of serfdom, but he does stiU 
apply the Marxist analysis to the formation of classes in Europe in a blanket way. 

Kamenskii also has somewhat odd ideas about art and artists. The whole 
history of Western culture shows, he argues, that artists are always in opposition to 
power. The moment they start to sing its praises, they cease to be creative and become 
only 'quasicultural'. The more the state intervenes in, and regulates the lives of the 
citizens, the greater the opposition between the state and the creative mind. This may 
well have been true of the Soviet Union, but as a generalization it simply doe not hold 
water! What of Van Dyck. Velazquez, HandelT and indeed of Derzhavin's Felitsa? The 
frequent references to current and recent events, and to intellectual debates in Russia 
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add piquancy to Kamenskii's book. He compares, for instance, the impact of a speech 
by Shcherbatov in the Legislative Assembly with that of Iurii Afanas'ev at the first 
session of the peoples' deputies in 1989 (p. 194). 

The re-introduction of the human personality into the historical process is 
evident already in his account of Catherine's coup d'etat. It was not Catherine's long 
standing ambition to 'reign' in Russia which led to Peter's overthrow, but the letter's 
open hostility to his wife during his short reign. Had he not attempted to get rid of her, 
she might not have tried to get rid of him. Kamenskii stresses in a most un-Soviet 
manner the male chauvinism of Kliuchevskii, and indeed, of most of the nineteenth-
century 'democratic' intelligentsia, notably Herzen (and for not dissimilar reasons 
Pushkin), which marked their whole attitude to the role of women in history, and to 
Catherine in particular. He also notes the way in which, when discussing reforming 
tsars in Russia, her reign has been passed over in silence. 

Among the Empress's great merits was the fact that she was not a 
revolutionary, but a slow, steady, reformer. She had a long-term programme, limited 
maybe, which she implemented slowly and surely in the course of her thirty-six-year 
reign. Several times Kamenskii stresses that Catherine provided "stabil'nost", stability, 
contrasting it with the experiences of those who lived through the frightening changes 
imposed by the Communist Party in the twentieth century. In spite of the shock of the 
Pugachev revolt it was a stability "based on a systematic internal policy, without sharp 
fluctuations, and unexpected U-turns, founded on definite principles and with a clear 
consciousness of its aims" (p. 429). He discusses in a totally unideological way the 
great reforms of the 1770s and 1780s. He accepts that after the Pugachev revolt 
Catherine used the nobility to govern the country — what other class could she use? — 
and argues that Catherine was perhaps the most successful Russian reformer of all. 
Her reforms should not be studied as single acts, but as a long term strategic 
programme. Her aim was to strengthen Russian absolutism by providing it with 
"support in the form of a civil society divided into estates", which in turn demanded a 
state of law, and the rejection of coercion and violence. Her reforms were creative, not 
destructive. All this must seem very unfamiliar to a Russian reader brought up on the 
standard Soviet fare. 
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To the highly critical Western historians who, because of serfdom, judge 

Russian rulers more harshly than those of other countries, and only too often assume 

that absolute means all-powerful, Kamenskii may perhaps seem to lean over too far to 

explain Catherine's policies, or to justify her failure to pursue the sort of policies which 

populists in Russia and left-wing liberals in the West thought she should have 

undertaken. This is particularly noticeable in his analysis of the Pugachev revolt, 

which he sees not so much as a positive, forward-looking peasant war, as a cossack 

revolt in favour of a backward cossack Utopia. Indeed he rejects the view that aU serfs 

automatically rose against all masters, redresses the balance of accounts like that of e.g. 

Mavrodin and relies more on Pushkin's History of Pugachev. Pushkin after all knew 

many people who had lived through the Pugachevshchina. Kamenskii also quotes the 

argument by B.L. Vasil'ev that had the Pugachevshchina been victorious Russia would 

have been no better off: some sort of bondage would have had to continue for the new 

nobles would also require manpower to produce food. There was no other economic 

model. Yet for years the Pugachev revolt had been drummed in to Russian 

consciousness as a justified and therefore 'progressive' struggle of the oppressed 

against the oppressors and unless these stereotypes can be broken, Kamenskii argues, 

Russians will not be able to understand their own history. As regards the vexed 

question whether it was possible to free the serfs before they became enlightened, or 

whether they should prove themselves enlightened before they deserved to be freed, 

Kamenskii points out that the contemporary Soviet view had for long been that the 

cultural level of Russians must be raised before freedom and democracy could be 

introduced (p. 262). 

Among the rare items of information new to me is Kamenskii's account of the 

ukaz of 1765 allowing nobles to send insolent serfs to work in the Admiralty, which is 

so often misquoted as allowing banishment to Siberia. It is a typical example of 

Russian legal confusion. As far back as 1718 Peter had allowed serfs who did not pay 

their poll taxes to be sent to the galleys in the Admiralty. In 1764 the Admiralty 

reported that landowners had started to send serfs guilty of other misdeeds. As the 

Admiralty had no permission to accept such serfs what should it do? It was willing to 

employ them as it was short of labour, and it cost only 11 r.p.a. to employ convicts as 

distinct from 3 „ a month for hired labour. The Senate agreed that the Admiralty could 
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accept serfs sent in this way, and Catherine signed the ukaz. allowing landowners to 
send serfs for a limited period to the Admiralty, and to take them back, and hence a new 
departure in noble control of serfs was initiated indirecdy by shortage of labour in the 
Admiralty, as I had first surmised in 1981. As regards the survival of torture, in spite 
of Catherine's attempts to eradicate it, Kamenskii remarks that nothing in the past need 
surprise those who have discovered in the last few years the horrors of Stalin's 
dungeons. 

It is in foreign affairs — which are not his main interest — that Kamenskii's 
touch is less sure, notably in his treatment of the Greek project. But he is frank in his 
condemnation of the partitions of Poland and courageous in his acknowledgement of 
the Russian responsibility for the massacre of the Polish officers in Katyn. Truth in 
Russo-Polish relations must out, if a new relationship is ever to be established. 

Similarly Kamenskii is not quite at home in the intellectual and ideological life 
of eighteenth-century Europe, but he does at least attempt a more refined analysis than 
is usual and does not lump Montesquieu, Rousseau and Helvetius together as 
"prosvetiteli". But he forgets that before the French revolution there was such a thing 
as the American revolution, and that the concept of a 'constitution' has a long history in 
English political thought and practice. 

To sum up: Kamenskii must be judged only on what he admits he has attempted 
to do, namely to put before the Russian reading public a more intelligible and human 
portrait of one of Russia's great rulers, stressing her positive contribution to the 
evolution of Russian government, social structure and culture. He recognises that after 
the Pugachev revolt Catherine relied on the nobles for the implementation of policies 
which were "objectively conservative" in character. She strengthened the Russian 
'feudal' state, thus hindering the process of capitalist development (Marxism will out) 
in Russia. She could not create a genuine civil society because there were no personal 
legal guarantees (this needs further discussion — where were legal guarantees spelled 
out before 1776?). He has tried to place Catherinian Russia in its European context to 
show her acting within the same framework of concepts and policies as her fellow 
enlightened monarchs. "She was more 'sentimental' that is to say 'liberal' than 
Groznyi or Peter, she liked to discuss subjects like human rights and humanitarianism." 
If this portrait may seem at times a litde naive, even 'old fashioned' in the eyes of 
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American historians, more wedded than Kamenskii to Marxist analysis, it is strikingly 
new and modern for the Russian reader. 

One final word: this book is pleasandy free from jargon and written in an easy 
flowing style. But alas, it is marred by terrible attacks of Renglish: rekordsmen. shou. 
shok. and worst of all imidzh ... 

Isabel de Madariaga 

* * * * * 
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IV. 1.0. Shaitanov, Mvsliashchaia muza. "Otkrvtie prirodv" v poezii 
XVIII veka 
(Moscow: "Prometei", 1989). 260 pp. 

The word "nature", along with "Nature", complex and much studied, is one of 
the keywords of eighteenth-century intellectual history. Igor Shaitanov's careful but 
ambitious essay in the history of this idea examines the mutually effective relationship 
of circumambient to internal, "human" nature in terms of the evolution of 
perceptiveness and perception in English and Russian poetry during that century. In 
the second paragraph of his introduction Shaitanov refers to the ever-increasing 
scholarly interest in eighteenth-century Russian literature, and his book, in particular, 
will be an important contribution to Anglo-Russian bibliographies in the matter of its 
relative freedom from laboriously unthreaded "influences", and its resdess pursuit of 
the aesthetic basis upon which English philosophical poetry was able to provoke a new 
apprehension of the natural world in Russia. 

At the heart of the investigation is a need to understand Tiutchev's intellectual 
worry: what is inside man is "natural", as is that which is without yet man's nature 
seems tragically incompatible with the nature of his incomprehensible environment As 
a ground-clearing, we are led to a re-presentation of the idealistic Germans designed to 
be familiar to dix-huitiemistes. Tiutchev's education in poetic paysages moralises. 
Heine, Schelling and Naturphilosophie is displayed as something known so that 
Shaitanov can challenge the assumption that while Trance and Russia" and "Germany 
and Russia" are traditions, "England and Russia" is not Going back to the eighteenth 
century, and to Pope in particular, in order to elucidate the circumstances of this 
discontinuous link, is the point. 

Shaitanov makes much of pastoral poetry, distinguishing between its popularly 
imagined formal narrowness, conventionality and deadly-dull stylizations, and an 
attitude of mind which he calls "pastoral'nost"', a way of looking at things. This latter 
notion is a permanent property of the imagination, Shaitanov writes, inspired by a 
"thirst for naturalness" which has pushed authors — all the way up to Forster and D.H. 
Lawrence — to range enthusiastically over the untamed globe, to the South Seas, the 
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Americas and the Indies. Relying for the most part on English-language scholarship, 
particularly James Congleton's 1952 book Theories of Pastoral Poetry in England. 
1684-1798. Shaitanov attempts to boil down the whole history of pastoral, in the sense 
of a tension between large inspiration and meticulously detailed realization, from 
Theocritus to the eighteenth-century debate of the "rationalists" and "neo-classicists". 
The poet Horace, and most "Modems", held that a surfeit of litde details will kill 
poetry, but the Theocritean canon was fashioned in minute detail, and for Pope, as we 
read, the very fact of generic, formal conventionality could be a living poetic 
phenomenon in itself. 

The "new vision" which informs eighteenth-century Russian nature poetry is a 
reflection of the shift of the poetic gaze from this microscopically wrought purchase on 
newly tamed nature towards the more turbulent deeps of the soul (only to be re-
mapped, later in Tiutchev, back onto external nature). The Humanistic line from More, 
Bacon and Montaigne leads in the eighteenth century to the ideal of active philosophical 
retreat. From this Shaitanov is able to draw those two favourite conclusions of 
intellectual solipsism: melancholia and enthusiasm. The author rightly traces these to a 
conflation of God and Nature, and we have here an example of the way in which his 
book is free-ranging beyond the traditional expectations of the Russian literary 
readership. Shaitanov is juggling with huge, polymorphous concepts, each one 
demanding far more space than the framework of analysis of nature poetry can possibly 
provide. A crash-course technique is occasionally brought into play: lists of 
progenitors of some idea or other, resumes of concepts, a tottering edifice of technical 
terms, names and dates. It holds, but Dr Shaitanov, in treading the same tightrope 
between nebulously suggestive ideas and the substructure of detail that his poets were 
compelled to tread, is facing the frustrations which they faced—and so is the reader. 

Shaitanov's keenness on absolute totalities comes about understandably, 
because the "discovery of nature" was not exclusively a literary or artistic achievement. 
Much of the empirical science of the time looks like a cognate sort of vocalized 
wonderment What is important is the wholeness, as it were, of the optical embrace. 
In Thomson's Seasons, for instance, Shaitanov sees perception not as dispassionate, 
but as an emotionally felt "novoe zrenie". He sees this carried through to Zhukovskii, 
but the real agency of translating to Russia the enthusiasm of vision, he argues, is Pope 
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and specifically the Essay on Man, to which is devoted long paragraphs. In Pope, 
simple observation of nature (the "Pastorals") develops into a didactic understanding of 
its complex laws (Windsor Forest), which in turn is epigrammatically honed in the 
Essay. This work was first presented to Russia by the poet and translator Popovskii 
(the "Russian Pope", naturally). Just as Warburton had defended Pope in England, so 
it was for Lomonosov in Russia to inspire and defend Popovskii's version in the teeth 
of Synodic opposition to its "free-thinking deistic naturalism". What it reaUy means is 
that divine law is not absolutely binding on man because it simply reflects the more 
genuine promptings of the free spirit who, in harmony with greater nature, can relish at 
his leisure the bounty of creation spread about him. Popovskii's translation was one of 
the first books to be printed at Moscow University, one of the first Russian verse 
translations, and a landmark in profane aesthetics, hymning faith in nature and leading 
to one of the earliest overt confrontations between a secular writer and the ecclesiastical 
censor. The argument is that this very public disjunction shows what was occurring 
inevitably: the transition (for example in Derzhavin and Karamzin) from philosophical 
"samosoznanie" to "samochuvstvie lichnosti". The emotion will validate the idea. 

The book moves to its end by treating A.F. Merzliakov's scholarly "classicism" 
(as it stood in the disputatious year of 1825) as a last stand against poetic solipsism. 
Where Derzhavin had conjured "my apprehension of the universe". Merzliakov 
portrays "our apprehension of nature". Merzliakov, then, is bound for oblivion 
because his type of nature, ignorant of these new happenings, is still unreconstructed, 
powerful but seizable, and not fatally melded with the relief map of the soul: thus the 
anxiety of Tiutchev, with one foot always in the eighteenth century which Shaitanov 
has so strenuously attempted to keep between the covers of Mvsliashchaia muza. 
Notably, half of his quotations are from English poems, and most rarely, half of his 
bibliography is in English. He has articulated the symmetries and parallels of the 
century by looking at it, as he has it on p. 29, "with the eyes of a contemporary man". 
The book has a modest print-run of 2000, and it has taken a long time for it to come to 
the attention of western scholars, but for aU that I would recommend it to be sought 
out. 

N.J. Crowe (Oxford University) 
* * * * * 
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EDITOR'S POSTBAG 
THE STUDY GROUP — TWENTY FIVE YEARS OLD 

It comes as something of a shock to realize that it is now over twenty five years since 

the first meeting of the Study Group took place at the University of Nottingham on 17 

February 1968. Litde did I think, as they say ..., when I wrote to Heads of Russian 

departments in November 1967, asking for names of colleagues possibly interested in 

forming a seminar or study group (the name adopted at the first meeting) and prepared 

to meet fairly regularly to discuss eighteenth-century topics, that the initiative would 

strike such a responsive chord. Over thirty meetings later and near to our fifth 

international conference, the Group has achieved a position of high standing among 

Russianists throughout the world. Russian recognition of its attainments and its 

influence has been re-iterated recendy in a substantial article entided 'Izuchenie russkoi 

literatury ’ ≤œ veka v Anglii' and published in Russkaia literature (no. 3 (1992), 225-

34) by Natasha Kochetkova, Head of the Sector for the Study of Russian Eighteenth-

Century Literature in Pushkin House. 

The individual membership of the Group has grown from some twenty British 

scholars to today's figure of over 150 in twelve countries (without ever having gained a 

member in France!). Some 225 copies of the annual Newsletter are distributed. 

Complete sets of the Newsletter are highly prized — I seem to remember that only fifty 

copies of the first two or three numbers were produced. No 1 (1973) gives a list of the 

papers read to the Group in its pre-Newsletter days (twenty nine papers at eleven 

meetings). The meetings were held in different universities until we found our 'home' 

at the High Leigh Conference Centre at Hoddesdon, beginning with our sixteenth 

meeting in December 1975. It was, of course, also at High Leigh that our fourth highly 

successful international conference was held in the summer of 1989. It is worthy of 

note that the first six papers read to the Group at its first three meetings, all held in 

1968, came from Paul Dukes, John Simmons, Gerry Smith, Charles Drage, Isabel de 

Madanaga and myself, who all remain active in the Group, together with other Founder 

Members such as Gareth Jones and WU1 Ryan. Beginning with the very first meeting 

there were always specialists from abroad present and the launch of the Newsletter. 

followed soon afterwards by the first international conference at Norwich with its 



-80-

published Proceedings, allowed the Group to become truly international in membership 
and appeal. 

ITALY 1994 
It seemed a long, long way off, when we first began discussions about the Fifth 
International Conference. But it is now merely a year away. The Villa Feltrinelli at 
Gargano beckons irresistibly. Professor Di Salvo continues to labour heroically on our 
behalf. She will be sending out all the necessary circulars to all members of the Study 
Group. 

NEXT MEETING OF STUDY GROUP 
Contrary to our normal practice of not holding a High Leigh meeting in the years of an 
international conference, a meeting will be held from Monday 3 to Wednesday 5 
January 1994. This will allow a last-minute discussion of the conference arrangements 
but there is also the promise of papers from Natasha Kochetkova and lurii Levin. 
Details will be sent out in due course by Lindsey Hughes. lurii Levin, who has just 
been elected a Corresponding Member of the British Academy, will be coming to 
England to give his Address to the Modem Humanities Research Association, of which 
he is the 1994 President. 

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF EIGHTEENTH-CENTURY RUSSIA 
I mentioned last year the preparations by the Independent Academy of the Humanities 
(Nezavisimaia gumanitamaia akademia) to publish Os'mnadtsatoe stolerie in 1994. I 
take this opportunity to correct the error about the general editorship of the volume and 
to supply details about the full editorial board. 
P.E. Bukharkin (StP Univ) — General Editor 
A.K. Baiburin (Russ Acad Sc) — Ed. of section 'Ethnography and folklore' 
Iu.N. Bespiatykh (Russ Acad Sc) — 'History' 
M.Ia. Bilinkis (StP Univ) — 'Culturology' 
E.P. Karpeev (Russ Acad Sc) — "History of Science and Technology' 
P.A. Klubkov (StP Univ) — 'Philology' 
N.D. Kochetkova (Russ Acad Sc) — 'Literature' 
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K. V. Malinovskii (Russ State Hist Archive) — 'Fine Arts' 

A.L. –Ó„„ Â ‡ (Russ Inst of Fine Art) — 'Music' 

E.D. Frolov (StP Univ) — 'Classical Culture in Russia' 

V A. Kuznetsov (StP Univ) is the Secretary to the Editorial Committee. 

Professor R. Lauer (Univ of Gottingen) and Professor A.G. Cross (Univ of 

Cambridge) were invited to be the foreign specialist members on the Editorial 

Committee. 

DEATH OF MOISEEVA 
Galina Nikolaevna Moiseeva has died in St Petersburg in her seventy first year. An 

eminent specialist in Russian medieval and eighteenth-century literature, she was a 

member of Pushkin House's Group (now Sector) for the Study of Eighteenth-Century 

Russian Literature since the early 1950s. Although bom in Sevastopol', she lived and 

worked most of her life in St Petersburg, where she graduated from LGU in 1948. 

Within a year she had embarked on an unflagging research and publishing career that 

produced numerous books and articles. At random from my shelves I might name 

M.V. Lomonosov i drevnerusskaia literatura (L., 1971), Drevnerusskaia literatura v 

khudozhestvennom soznanii i istoricheskoi mvsli Rossii ’ ≤œ veka (L., 1980) and 

losef Dobrovskii i Rossiia (L., 1990). These three works and several others all bear 

dedications to me and are treasured as a memory of the many occasions on which we 

met and her unfailing kindness towards me. I'm sure that many other members of our 

Study Group remember her with similar affection and deep sense of loss. 


