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PREFACE

Volume six of Roman Jakobson’s Selected Writings, Early Slavic Paths
and Crossroads, incorporates forty-five of the author’s articles on
comparative Slavic studies, the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition and medi-
eval Slavic literatures, written over a sixty-year period (1922-1982)." Of
these, five articles are published here for the first time, and eight studies
have been translated into English especially for this book. Early Slavic
Paths and Crossroads complements Slavic Epic Studies (SW 1V), which
deals with the medieval Slavic oral tradition, in particular The Igor’
Tale; together the two volumes contain Jakobson’s major contributions
to comparative Slavic studies in their medieval aspect.

The most striking feature of Jakobson’s methodological stance as a
medievalist is his repeated emphasis on the necessity of avoiding
‘““aesthetic egocentrism” in studying the literary and visual art of past
ages. As he puts it succinctly, “we are only now slowly breaking the
habit of looking at the Middle Ages through the spectacles of an
Erasmus of Rotterdam or a Boileau” (p. 589). Jakobson’s break with
past habits of viewing the Middle Ages is due to his unique position as
both a twentieth-century Russian philologist and member of the
Russian avant-garde. In his “Retrospect” to SW IV, Jakobson recounts

! Page numbers in parentheses directly after a quote refer to the present volume. In

citing the other volumes of Jakobson's Selected Writings, the abbreviation SW is used,
followed by volume and page number, in Roman and Arabic numerals respectively.
The set as planned by the author consists of seven volumes: 1. Phonological Studies (1962,
2nd expanded edn., 1971); II. Word and Language (1971); 111. Poetry of Grammar and
Grammar of Poetry (1981); IV. Slavic Epic Studies (1966); V. On Verse, Its Masters and
Explorers (1979); V1. Early Slavic Paths and Crossroads (1984); VII. Contributions to
Comparative Mythology. Studies in Linguistics and Philology, 1972-1982 (1985). The
publisher plans several completion volumes which will in effect transform SW into
Jakobson’s collected works. Of these, volume VIII, Major Works, 1976-1980, is scheduled
to appear in 1985. Projected volumes IX and X will contain previously uncollected
writings, as well as unpublished materials from Jakobson’s archive, now part of the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology Archives and Special Collections, Cambridge,
Mass.
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an indicative episode from his schooldays at Moscow University, the
centennial celebration, in 1918, of the one-hundredth anniversary of the
birth of F.I. Buslaev, the great pioneer of Slavic antiquities. V. N.
Scepkin, whom Jakobson always admired as a teacher and scholar for
his “inexorable frankness’, rose to extol Buslaev’'s work, while at the
same time criticizing the ““aesthetic parochialism of the last two centuries
and their alienation from the creative values of the Old Russian visual
and verbal arts, a sectarian egocentric narrowness which the widened
scope of modern thought and aesthetics was summoned to overcome”
(SW IV: 653).

This scholarly sentiment was in the spirit of the times. Social relativism,
the scientific theory of relativity, all were part of what Jakobson
characterized as the “violent crisis that almost all branches of civilized
creation have experienced in the last two decades” which made it possible
“to look with new eyes at the heritage of the Middle Ages” (p. 590). More
specifically, the turbulent avant-garde movement of the 1910’s and
1920’s, in which Jakobson participated both as a young poet and as a
critic, entailed a radical questioning of nineteenth-century values, in
particular of its naturalistic and rationalist biases. The reassessment of the
aesthetic value of Byzantine and Old Russian icon painting is an excellent
case in point. If, for a realistic painter like Repin, icon painters were mere
“dabblers” (bogomazy), for a modern artist like Matisse their work was a
revelation (see SW IV: 380). The Russian Formalists, whose reformula-
tion of the tasks and goals of literary scholarship was largely sparked by
the tumultuous artistic currents of the time, emphasized the relativity of
all artistic schools and canons.? As Jakobson was to quip in 1936, “the
borderline dividing what is a work of poetry from what is not is less stable
than the frontiers of the Chinese empire’s territories” (SW III: 741). In
keeping with the fluidity across space and time of the concept of
“literature”, the Formalists, Jakobson among them, called for the
discarding of critical absolutism and for an immanent and objective
examination of the intrinsic fabric of a literary work.

Later in life, Jakobson did not hesitate to characterize himself, despite
the many geographical displacements he experienced in the course of a
long career, as a “Russian philologist™ (russkij filolog).> During his

2 See Krystyna Pomorska, Russian Formalism and Its Poetic Ambiance (The Hague-
Paris: Mouton, 1968).

3 See Elmar Holenstein, “‘Die russische ideologische Tradition’ und die deutsche
Romantik”, in R. Jakobson, H.-G. Gadamer, and E. Holenstein, Das Erbe Hegels 1I
(Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1984), p. 21. Jakobson’s self-characterization, from a
1976 interview, is inscribed on his gravestone in Cambridge, Mass.
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Czech period (1920-1939), in which more than one-third of the articles
in this volume were written, Jakobson became the adopted son of
Czechoslovakia and a passionate participant in its cultural life, but he
still retained the edge of an outsider. As FrantiSek Svejkovsky notes in
his fine survey of Jakobson’s works on Old Czech literature, ‘‘his
approach to Old Czech literature was truly ‘from the other direction’.
This was primarily due to the fact that he was a foreigner who had joined
the ranks of native scholars. Furthermore, he chose a method different
from those acceptable in this field of scholarship.”* Nevertheless, one
should not inscribe Jakobson’s distinctiveness in the sign of difference or
otherness alone. The direction Jakobson came from, as he himself
directly testifies, was that of “Russian scholarship, whose view of Slavic
problems ‘from the East, not from the West’ has always been an
important counterbalance to the dominant, one-sidedly Western-
oriented tendencies in Czech scholarship” (p. 347).

In his work on the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition Jakobson followed
the incentives of such Russian scholars as Lavrov, Nikol’skij and
Saxmatov, as opposed to Czech scholars who relegated Cyrillo-Metho-
dianism to an “‘episodic”’ and insignificant status and even questioned
the authenticity of its primary sources. (The Russian contribution to
Bohemistics is outlined in detail in Jakobson’s 1938 article “Vyznam
ruské filologie pro bohemistiku”, pp. 792-824.) Chief among
Jakobson’s Czech allies was Father F. Dvornik, who is to be credited
with revitalizing the study of Cyrillo-Methodianism by placing it in the
context of Byzantine history and politics. One of Jakobson’s major
contributions as a Russian scholar was to demonstrate the vestiges of
Czech Cyrillo-Methodianism in the literature of Old Russia, which serve
as direct evidence of the vitality of the Czech-Russian interchange prior
to the Great Schism, as well as of the authenticity of the Vitae of
Constantine and Methodius (see, in particular, “Minor Native Sources
for the Early History of the Slavic Church”, pp. 159-189; “Russkie
otgoloski drevneceskix pamjatnikov o Ljudmile”, pp. 815-819; “Some
Russian Echoes of the Czech Hagiography”, pp. 820-845).

From a wider cultural perspective, the way in which Jakobson’s
Russian background affected his role as a scholar in the cultural life of
the First Czechoslovak Republic is illuminating. Nineteenth-century
Russia experienced the conflict of East and West on a larger scale than
any other Slavic country (viz. the debates of the Westerners versus the

4 F. Svejkovsky, *“Roman Jakobson and Old Czech Literature”, in Roman Jakobson:
Echoes of His Scholarship, ed. by D. Armstrong and C. H. van Schooneveld (Lisse: The
Peter de Ridder Press, 1977), p. 453.
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Slavophiles, the question of narodnost’, etc.). Prince Nikola) Sergeevic
Trubetzkoy, Jakobson’s greatest friend and closest collaborator, at-
tacked the problem of “true” and “false” nationalism as it related to the
conflict of East and West in a series of works of the twenties and thirties,
the most important of which were Evropa i éelovecestvo (‘““Europe and
Humanity”, 1920) and K probleme russkogo samopoznanija (“‘On the
Problem of Russian Self-Awareness’™”, 1927).° In a long and impassioned
letter to Jakobson of March 17, 1921 about the problematics of the first
of these works Trubetzkoy characterized cultural “excentrism”, “the
positing of a center outside oneself, [especially] in the West™, as being as
fatal to true national self-awareness as cultural “egocentrism”. He saw
his work as aimed at sparking a “‘revolution in consciousness’’ consisting
of a “full over-coming of egocentrism and excentrism”, with a subse-
quent ‘“‘transition from absolutism to relativism”. This, he believed, was
the ‘““only hope of putting an obstacle in the way of the aggressive urges
of Romano-Germanic civilization”.® The rejection of the Eurocentric
view of Slavic history was a central thesis of the Eurasian movement,
whose active members included, besides Trubetzkoy, G. V. Florovskij,
P. N. Savickij and P. P. Suv¢inskij. Jakobson was not actively engaged
in the movement’s political aspect, but supported it from the linguistic
side by developing Trubetzkoy’s theory of Sprachbiinde, unions of
languages which transcend the confines of traditional ‘“families” like
Indo-European and serve to unify and unite geographically contiguous
peoples (see SW I: 137-201).

Actually, it is the present volume which most testifies to the affinities
between Jakobson and the Eurasians, in particular, the thoughts of
Prince Trubetzkoy mentioned above. The resistance to “‘excentrism” is
reflected here in Jakobson’s general works on nationalism as a Slavic
question and, in particular, on Slavism as a consequence of Cyrillo-
Methodian ideology (see “Slavism as a Topic of Comparative Studies”,
pp. 65-85). In his popular survey of 1945, “The Beginning of National
Self-Determination in Europe” (pp. 115-128), Jakobson argues that the

3 There can be no doubt that Trubetzkoy’s ideas on *‘egocentrism™ and “‘excentrism”
influenced Jakobson profoundly. In his preface to the Italian translation of Trubetzkoy’s
“critique of Eurocentrism™ Jakobson acknowledges as much: *“‘Despite the fact that in
1921 both of our heads were filled with linguistic ideas, Trubetzkoy was correct when he
sketched the mentioned problematics as ‘what apparently interests you the most and what
is also for me more important than anything else’” (quoted from the original Russian
version in SW VII, 306; cf. N. Trubeckoj, L'Europa e 'umanita, ed. O. Strada [Turin:
Einaudi, 1982], p. x).

¢ N. S. Trubetzkoy's Letters and Notes, ed. R. Jakobson (The Hague-Paris: Mouton,
1975), p. 13.
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“pan-European evolutionary scheme” is inadequate in dealing with the
history of peoples like the Slavs who were at least temporarily influenced
by the Byzantine cultural radiation. The Cyrillo-Methodian experiment
was crucial, since it meant that the Slavs were indeed the first and only
ethnic unit of Eastern Europe which enjoyed a national cultural
language— and thus identity— in the early Middle Ages. In his works
about the Czech Middle Ages, Jakobson repeatedly stressed that the
period had been downgraded by native scholarship precisely because of
the latter’s “‘excentric” dependence on German culture: “Czech scholar-
ship, often without realizing it, involuntarily received from outside the
bias that the medieval Czech region was a mere offshoot of the German
empire which painstakingly attempted to imitate and catch up with its
cultural metropolis. ... Czech society of the nineteenth century subcon-
sciously outlined its cultural past in agreement with its present situa-
tion.” (p. 129.)

Jakobson’s polemic with past views of the Middle Ages was sharp.
Whether one speaks of the Igor” Tale, the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition,
or medieval Czech poetry, three ingrained attitudes, he thought, pre-
vented nineteenth-century scholarship from escaping the bounds of its
own ‘“‘egocentrism’’: over-zealous romanticizing, narrow Victorianism,
and finally, a modernizing view of the history of art based on the
concept of “‘progress”. The Romantics, despite their excesses, benefit
well in his appraisal. Their “naive credulity”, reflected in the “concep-
tion of folk poetry as a miraculous shrine preserving survivals from a
prehistoric age’” (SW IV: 414), was their chief failing. But they are to be
credited with “rehabilitating the Middle Ages in principle”, even if they
“reshaped it in their own image” (p. 692). In examining the fate of the
Cyrillo-Methodian heritage and the Slavic liturgy, they were prone to
imagine its survival in the Western Slavic world in the form of a
clandestine popular sect, whereas as Jakobson has shown, ‘“the home of
that tradition was not ‘hiding places and forests’ but, for example, the
Library of the Prague Bishop and the Latin churches” (p. 717). After the
disbanding of the Sdzava Monastery at the end of the eleventh century,
“it happens, paradoxically, that it is precisely in the Latin texts,
translations, and echoes of Church Slavonic literature that the Cyrillo-
Methodian ideology lived on, with the slogan of Slavic linguistic equality,
with the demand for a liturgy ‘in lingua mea slavonica’ " (p. 716; see also
Jakobson’s analysis of the evidence of medieval Czech-Latin legends,
pp. 166-178).

It was the historical role the Romantics were fated to play that proved
most detrimental to future scholarship on the Middle Ages. The
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forgeries of medieval epics — whether by Macpherson, Chatterton or
Hanka — sparked a violent skepticism, equal to that which the study of
the Slavic mythological tradition was to suffer because of Romantic
excesses (see ‘‘Linguistic Evidence in Comparative Mythology”, SW
VII: 12-32). When the forgeries were exposed, the next generation of
positivist scholars, rather than appreciating the forgers’ context and
motives (see Jakobson’s fine appraisal of Hanka in this respect,
pp. 696-703), dismissed entirely the possibility of any medieval poetry
of value. This attitude, almost a blind faith, typifies Mazon’s “raids
against the Igor’ Tale”, to which Jakobson replied over a period of three
decades,’ as well as Czech positivist scholarship on the abundant native
medieval epics.

If the Romantics inflated certain aspects of medieval art for their own
national or aesthetic purposes, Victorianism — with its innate conserva-
tism — could only deplore as ‘‘tasteless”” works whose multi-tiered
symbolism they failed to grasp (pp. 695, 896) or whose ribald, carniva-
lesque or scatological humor they found offensive (see, in particular,
pp. 680, 683). The exploration of the ‘“unofficial” culture of the Middle
Ages and of ‘“‘carnival laughter” unites Jakobson’s work with that of
Mixail Baxtin, a scholar whose significance Jakobson was one of the first
to recognize. As Baxtin puts it, “a person of the Middle Ages lived, as it
were, two lives: one was the official life, monolithically serious and
gloomy, subjugated to a strict hierarchical order, full of terror, dogma-
tism, reverence, and piety; the other was the life of the carnival square,
free and unrestricted, full of ambivalent laughter, blasphemy, the
profanation of everything sacred, full of debasing obscenities, familiar
contact with everyone and everything.”® Jakobson’s most important
contribution to this subject is his 1958 study “Medieval Mock Mystery”
(pp. 666—690), which is devoted to the Old Czech Unguentarius, the
Easter play whose thematics of mock resurrection, scatological humor,
parodic mixing of scriptural and folkloric elements, and ‘“‘compenetra-
tion of impetuous buffoonery and exalted mystery puzzled and repelled

7 See SW IV and Omeljan Pritsak’s survey of the Jakobson-Mazon polemic, *“The Igor’
Tale”, Roman Jakobson: What He Taught Us = International Journal of Slavic Linguistics
and Poetics 27: Supplement (1983), 30-37.

8 Mikhail Bakhtin, Problems of Dostoevsky's Poetics, ed. and tr. by C. Emerson
(Minneapolis: Univ. of Minnesota, 1984), pp. 129-130. See also Baxtin’s book on
Rabelais. Baxtin’s work in the 1930’s is related to that of Propp, whom Jakobson quotes in
his essay: see Vladimir Propp, “Ritual’nyj smex v fol'klore”, Uéenye zapiski Leningrad-
skogo Gos. universitete 46 (1939); cf. the English translation, “Ritual Laughter in
Folklore™, in V. Propp, Theory and History of Folkiore, ed. by A. Liberman (Minneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press, 1984).
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scholars of Victorian spirit” (p. 680). In exploring the purpose of
medieval humor, Jakobson concludes: “It is hilarity which enables the
earthly everyman to reaffirm himself face to face with the Mysterious”
(pp. 687-688). The “mixed style” of the Gothic mock mystery play finds
parallels in many aspects of medieval life, including gastronomy, as
Jakobson demonstrates in an article of 1965 on a medieval Polish recipe
for pike, “Szszupak po polsku” (pp. 782-791). Also of importance for
Jakobson’s investigation of the “unofficial” culture of the Middle Ages
is his article written in 1935 and published here in English for the first
time, ““A Silesian-Polish cantilena inhonesta from the Beginning of the
Early Fifteenth Century” (pp. 738-772). In it Jakobson analyzes the
oldest extant Polish secular song, “Zaloba na pannu” (‘“‘Complaint
against the Maiden’), a ribald student song in the form of the complaint
of a rejected suitor which depends heavily upon erotic and scatological
folkloric humor.

Even more pernicious than such over-zealous elevation or dismissal is
the “progressive” notion, which as Jakobson says, “arose partly under
the influence of the universalized and oversimplified Darwinian scheme,
and partly under the influence of a persistent and mistaken analogy with
the development of technology” (p. 592). In this approach, all
divergences from the modern, especially the naturalistic canon, were
regarded as simple reflections of earlier artists’ ignorance, primitivism,
or childishness. Jakobson caustically compares the advocates of such a
view to “the ducks in the Andersen fairy tale who declared the newborn
swan to be an ugly duckling and took her differences from ducks to be
mere deficiencies” (p. 592).

In discussing the focus of Jakobson’s work on medieval Slavic
cultures one cannot do better than to cite the self-characterization he
gives in the crowning study of the Czech period, dated 1939, “Cesky
podil na cirkevnéslovanské kultufe” (“The Czech Part in Church
Slavonic Culture”, published here in English for the first time,
pp. 129-152). His work aimed at demonstrating “on the one hand, the
individuality and powerful expanse of Czech Gothic culture and, on the
other, the national and international consequence of the Great Mora-
vian spiritual patrimony” (p. 129). This two-fold task was certainly at
the heart of Jakobson’s activities in Prague and Brno from 1920-1939,
years almost coterminous with those of the First Czechoslovak
Republic: the rehabilitation of the nation’s cultural heritage of the
Middle Ages and of its rightful claim to being the cradle of Slavic letters
and spirituality, both born during the ninth-century missionary activi-
ties of Saints Cyril and Methodius in Great Moravia. The essay, a



XVI1 PREFACE

staunch defense of the national and cultural patrimony of Czecho-
slovakia, appeared in a volume edited by Vilem Mathesius, President of
the Prague Linguistic Circle, Co daly nase zemé Evropé a lidstvu (““What
Our Lands Have Given to Europe and Mankind”) that in many respects
represents the swan song of Czech interwar scholarship. Jakobson’s
championship of the Czechoslovak Republic and his bitter polemics
against the Nazi falsificators of Czech and Slavic history — and, it
should be added, of the Jewish role in both® — necessitated publishing
his essay under the Nordic pseudonym Olaf Jansen, ironically at the very
moment that its author was fleeing to Scandinavia in the wake of the
Nazi invasion.'°®

Jakobson’s study of Czech literature of the Gothic period was an
organic outgrowth of his work on comparative Slavic metrics. His first
book of the Czech period, O cesskom stixe, preimusestvenno v sopo-
stavlenii s russkim (““On Czech Verse, Primarily in Comparison with
Russian”, 1923; see SW V: 3-130), was devoted to a typological
comparison of Slavic verse systems using the phonological approach to
establish their hierarchy of prosodic elements. In it Jakobson examined
the central controversy in the history of Czech versification, the quarrel
between the adherents of a prosody based on stress (the pFizvucnici, from
Cz. prizvuk ‘stress’) and those of a quantitative prosody based on
differences of syllabic length (the ¢asomérnici). His treatment replaced
the previous normative and prescriptive views of such nineteenth-
century theoreticians as J. Kral with an objective linguistic analysis of
the factors that led Czech poets to favor one or the other system in

9 The philological question of Hebrew glosses in Old Czech writings, so important for
the historical phonetics of Old Czech, was ignored because of racial biases. A central topic
of Jakobson’s research of the late 1930’s, it is the subject of a long manuscript, including a
full dictionary of the glosses, which remains intact in the Jakobson archive. Of the
published parts, see, in the present volume, “Iz razyskanij nad staroCesskimi glossami v
srevnevekovyx evrejskix pamjatnikax™ (From Investigations into Old Czech Glosses in
Medieval Jewish Texts), pp. 855-857, and “The Term Canaan in Medieval Hebrew”,
written in collaboration with Morris Halle, pp. 858-886. See also Jakobson'’s first article to
appear in America: “The City of Learning: The Flourishing Period of the Jewish Culture
in Medieval Prague”, American Hebrew, Dec. 5, 1941.

10 The author chose not to include here his bitterest polemical articles of the time,
namely “Usmérnéné nazory na staroCeskou kulturu” [Revised Views of Old Czech
Culture), Slovo a slovesnost 11 (1936), 207-222, and “Neni pravda, ze ... Odpovéd’ na
brozuru K. Bittnera ‘Deutsche und Tschechen. Eine Erwiderung’” [It is not true that ...
Answer to K. Bittner's brochure “Deutsche und Tschechen. Eine Erwiderung”], Slovo a
slovesnost 4 (1938), 117-123. Both are important documents which display Jakobson's
keen consciousness of the moral responsibility of scholarship in a time of political
intimidation and terror. Of equal interest is Jakobson’s popular book of 1943, published in
New York, Moudrost starych Cechii [Wisdom of the Old Czechs], which could not be
included in the present volume because of its length.
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the course of the evolution of Czech verse. Following the elaboration of
the theoretical models underlying Czech verse, Jakobson turned to the
analysis of its historical development from the thirteenth to nineteenth
centuries.'! In 1922-1924 he wrote a lengthy manuscript intended as the
second volume of O cdesskom stixe, Nékolik kapitol z déjin staroleské
basnické formy (Several Chapters from the History of Old Czech Poetic
Form), which remained unpublished for reasons of academic politics
(see p. 527, 896). Three chapters from this manuscript, dealing with the
oldest epic school of Czech verse and its evolution in the fourteenth
century, are published here for the first time (pp. 466—527). Other
parts, also included here, were either published as separate articles
(pp. 538-583, 589-658) or were used in Jakobson’s definitive encyclo-
pedic survey of 1934, “Old Czech Verse”, which has been translated into
English for the present volume. Indeed, Jakobson’s work on Old Czech
literature collected here (pp. 417-695) remains the most exhaustive
treatment of the subject to date and is of abiding interest from a
methodological point of view. Following the statistical method devel-
oped by the Formalist investigation of verse, especially in the works of
Boris Tomasevskij, Jakobson shows how the immanent approach may
be used for the generic differentiation of medieval poetry, for its dating
and chronology, for isolating the poetic norms of different periods, and
finally, for tracing the overall evolution of the system.!?

The notion of verse structure as a hierarchy of various elements in
which the presence of one element as a dominant entails shifts in the
functional roles of the other elements is an important one for literary
evolution. In examining the development of Czech verse of the four-
teenth century, Jakobson shows the dialectical reaction of different poets
and poetic schools to the old norm, the canonic epic octosyllabic
couplet, their shifting of certain elements at the expense of others. In the
twenties and thirties of the fourteenth century, a revolutionary current,
represented by the so-called *‘author of the Hradec manuscript”, was
clearly opposed to a conservative trend epitomized in the remarkable
Legend of St. Catherine. The former attacked the canon head-on
through a prosaization of the rhythmics, lexicon, style and thematics of
his works, while the latter attempted to revivify the epic of high style by
exaggerating its tendencies — by heightening the metrical articulation

1t Jakobson’s work on the verse of the Czech romantics, mostly importantly Macha and

Erben, are contained in SW V (see especially pp. 433-485, 486-504, 505-509, 510-537).
12 See S. Rudy, “Jakobson’s Inquiry into Verse and the Emergence of Structural
Poetics”, in Sound, Sign and Meaning: Quinguagenary of the Prague Linguistic Circle, ed.
by L. Matejka (Ann Arbor: Michigan Slavic Contributions, 1978), pp. 477-520.
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and euphony of the verse and by using elaborate tropes and figures.
These two opposite approaches necessarily entailed other shifts in the
hierarchy of verse values. The author of the Hradec manuscript, who
suppressed the rhythmicality of verse and the role of rhyme, had
recourse to strict syntactic delineation of the line and especially of
couplets, lest the verse cease to be sensed as verse. The poet of the St.
Catherine Legend, on the contrary, was forced to use enjambement and,
in particular, to elaborate the melodics of verse through a play on
contrasting intonations. Ironically, the elaboration of melodics, which
entailed an approximation of prosaic speech, was a significant departure
from the epic norm, and the conservative poet became, in spite of
himself, a contributor to the decline of the verse canon and to its
prosaization. Thus, despite their completely antithetical artistic orien-
tations, both poets proved to be forerunners on the path toward the
development of Old Czech prose. Perhaps the most persuasive summary
of this period in the evolution of Old Czech verse is Jakobson’s
introduction to “Two Old Czech Poems on Death” (1927; included here
in English translation, pp. 589-614). Typically, in the same essay
Jakobson also attempts to bring medieval works back into live aesthetic
perception by offering reconstructions free of the “linguistic dust”, to
use F. de Saussure’s expression, that made them previously inaccessible
to modern readers (see p. 614).

Ever watchful of the distortions that one’s own aesthetic credo impose
on works of the past, Jakobson was astonished to discover, in 1936, that
his long sojourn among Czech Gothic works had prejudiced him against
the subsequent chapter in the history of Czech verse, the Hussite period:
“I attempted an immanent analysis of Czech fourteenth-century poetry
to determine its own specific missions and goals, and then automatically
transferred the concerns of fourteenth-century poetry to that of the
following century” (p. 704). This involuntary projection was brilliantly
rectified in “Remarks on the Poetry of the Hussite Era” (published here
in its first full English version, pp. 704-737), an essay that reflects the
growing semiotic orientation of the Prague Linguistic Circle and that
ranks among Jakobson’s seminal contributions to the history of Czech
literature and culture. Here Jakobson examined for the first time the
verse of the Gothic and Hussite periods as reflections of their general
attitude toward the sign. Poetry was viewed in its interrelation with its
social basis and ideological background, and Hussitism was considered
as a continuation, albeit in radically transformed guise, of Cyrillo-
Methodianism. Hussite verse became in the author’s view not a simple
impoverishment of the previous canon but a system in which the
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aesthetic criterion became secondary to its dominant social purposes. Its
chief evolutionary significance for the history of Czech verse lay in its
freeing of sung verse from the norms of spoken verse. In such a view,
“even such a subordinate unit in the total system of cultural values of
this historical stage [as verse] is the direct bearer of the system’s
evolutionary thrust and eloquently testifies to its remarkably innovative,
revolutionary nature. Even in this small and subordinate cultural sector
we observe how the untamable destructive spirit of a revolutionary era is
at the same time a creative spirit, necessarily carrying suggestions of a
new order.” (p. 737.)

As mentioned above, Jakobson’s work on the Cyrillo-Methodian
tradition was directed toward proving its lasting consequences for the
Slavic world (for an overview of current research on this problem, see
“The Byzantine Mission to the Slavs”, pp. 101-114).'3 In insisting on the
importance of Old Church Slavonic literature for the further development
of Czech and other Slavic literatures, Jakobson brought his philological
expertise to bear on the oldest Slavic texts, solving many a seeming
conundrum in an elegant and ingenious way. As he notes in his article on
the Kievan Missal, “Czech Verse of a Thousand Years Ago” (pp.
347-354), “if we take into account the literary patrimony of the Czech
Church Slavonic period, we enrich the history of Czech literary culture by
almost four centuries” (p. 347). Among Jakobson’s favorite topics of
investigation was the oldest Czech spiritual song, “Hospodine, pomiluj
ny”’ (“Lord Have Mercy On Us”"), which was the subject of a fourteenth-
century treatise by the first specialist in the field of Slavic philology, Jan of
HoleSov. In a series of works included here, Jakobson subjected this song
to minute scrutiny (see pp. 355-375, 376-380, 381-388), arriving in his
study “An Old Church Slavonic Song in the Czech Tradition” (1972;
translated into English for the present volume, pp. 389-401) at the
conclusion that ““in its original redaction it was an Old Church Slavonic
song, which was close in its linguistic and poetic composition to the other
monuments of church song which are preserved in the Cyrillo-Methodian
patrimony”’ and which “probably survived in the Czech lands as a result
of the fact that in the Slavic divine service it was appointed for singing by
laymen” (p. 400). Jakobson subjects the oldest Polish song, ‘‘Bogurod-
zica”, to a similar analysis, and reaches the conclusion that it too is an
Old Church Slavonic text of Czech recension (see pp. 351-352). In his

13 Jakobson’s role in contemporary studies of the Church Slavic tradition is discussed in

Henryk Birnbaum’s essay “Toward a Comparative Study of Church Slavic Literature,” in
his On Medieval and Renaissance Slavic Writing: Selected Essays (The Hague-Paris:
Mouton, 1974), 13-40.
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discussion of the oldest West Slavic liturgical texts, Jakobson consistently
seeks out their Great Moravian roots.

Unique in the twentieth-century re-evaluation of the heritage of
the Thessalonian brethren, however, were Jakobson’s contributions to
the poetic heritage of the Slavic apostles. One of his earliest works on the
poetics of Old Church Slavonic literature was a letter of 1919 written to
his teacher at Moscow University, A. A. Saxmatov, on the clear syllabic
rhythm of the oldest Russian church songs, which was published in the
Bulletin of the Russian Academy of Sciences in 1923 (see p. 240).
Jakobson’s surmise about the existence of Old Church Slavonic poetic
texts hidden in a prosaic context received considerable support when
Prince Trubetzkoy, in 1933, glossed Constantine’s encomium to St.
Gregory the Theologian, cited in the Vita Constantini, as written in
impeccable syllabic verse (see p. 208); this same text was analyzed by
Jakobson in 1970 following his theory of “poetry of grammar and
grammar of poetry”’. The results are an eloquent confirmation of the
role of grammar in the organization of poetic texts as well as an
illuminating perspective on Constantine the Philosopher’s poetics
(pp. 207-239). An avid student of the “Slavic Response to Byzantine
Poetry” (see pp. 240-259), Jakobson traced the roots of the Slavic
written poetic tradition to Constantine’s own poetic fragments (sece
“Stixotvornye citaty v velikomoravskoj agiografii” [*“Verse Citations in
the Hagiography of Great Moravia”], pp. 277-285), to his translation
of the holy liturgy (see “‘Tainaja sluz’ba’ Konstantina Filosofa i
dal’nejSaja razvitie staroslavjanskoj poezii” [“The Divine Service of
Constantine the Philosopher and the Further Development of Old
Church Slavonic Poetry”], pp. 260-276), and to the extraordinary verse
prologue Constantine wrote to accompany his translation of the Gos-
pels, to which Jakobson returned again and again in the course of thirty
years, most recently for the revised version of “Saint Constantine’s
Prologue to the Gospels™ in the present volume (pp. 191-206). Perhaps
the most remarkable of Jakobson’s contributions to the poetics of Old
Church Slavonic literature is his article on the oldest of the Slavic
hymns, to St. Demetrius of Thessalonica, which may be attributed to
Methodius or his immediate circle. Written in 1981 and published here
for the first time (pp. 286-346), ‘‘Sketches for the History of the Oldest
Slavic Hymnody” is a detailed analysis of the hymn’s poetic fabric, with
insightful observations on the poetics of names and the biblical centon
style in general. Like all of Jakobson’s works on liturgical song, it opens
up vast perspectives for the interdisciplinary study of the poetic and
musical aspects of church song in their interrelation.
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As should be clear from the above, Jakobson’s work on medieval
Slavic literatures bears the stamp of a deep comparative approach
applied in both its synchronic and diachronic dimensions. The opening
article in this volume, “The Kernel of Comparative Slavic Literature”
(pp. 1-64), which originally appeared in the maiden issue of Harvard
Slavic Studies in 1953, remains the most concise and methodologically
well-grounded introduction to the subject. In his survey of the Slavic
oral and written tradition Jakobson characteristically focusses on the
influence of linguistic material on poetic form— or, to put it more
bluntly, ‘“‘the pressure of verbal material on verbal art” (p. 1)— which
was a question he addressed in a comparative framework from his
earliest years. If, as Jakobson writes, “it is his mother tongue which
reliably indicates that a man belongs to the Slavic world” (p. 3), then
features common to the Slavic languages as a group will analogously
serve as the identifying mark of a Slavic literature, especially poetry.
This argument is eloquently summed up in a statement by Edward Sapir
quoted below (p. 87): “Since every language has its distinctive peculiari-
ties, the innate formal limitations — and possibilities — of one literature
are never quite the same as those of another. The literature fashioned
out of the form and substance of a language has the color and texture of
its matrix.” !4

Several phenomena, highly characteristic of the grammar of the Slavic
languages, differentiate them as a group and offer to the verbal art of the
Slavs effective and unique poetic devices. Among these are: the impor-
tance and frequency of ‘““‘subjectless’ or “impersonal’” constructions; the
typically Slavic “free” word order; the vitality of morphology, especially
of derivational affixes, which contribute to the “morphological embed-
dedness of the word as such”, with the further consequence of the
palpability of word boundaries and their importance for phrasing and
rhythmics. As Jakobson pursued his investigation of the “grammar of
poetry” in the 1960’s and 1970’s (see SW III), the Slavic material proved
particularly persuasive, especially as regards the ‘‘key role of impersonal
constructions in the poetic context”. The results of his inquiries were
presented in his inaugural address to the Seventh International Congress
of Slavists in Warsaw, August 21, 1973, with a wealth of diverse
examples drawn from Slavic poetry testifying both to the erudition of
Jakobson the reader as well as to the acumen of Jakobson the linguist.
The abstract published here, “Iz jazykovedéeskix nabljudenij nad ob-
§¢imi osobennostjami slavjanskoj poézii” (“From Linguistic Observa-

14 Edward Sapir, Language (New York, 1922), p. 222.
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tions on Common Peculiarities of Slavic Poetry”, pp. 86-94), is part of a
much larger, as yet unpublished monograph, which included analyses
from different Slavic literatures — Slovenian (Zupanéi¢), Ukrainian
(Sevéenko), Russian (Puskin), Czech (Nezval), and Polish (Wierzynski).
In many respects his crowning work in Slavic “‘constrastive poetics”, this
monograph will be published in its entirety in volume IX of the Selected
Writings.*?

As one surveys the vast territory covered in the present volume, one
feels the constant presence of two figures in Slavic history whose mark
on Jakobson’s own thought was indelible: the ninth-century founder of
Slavic literacy, Constantine-Cyril, and the seventeenth-century Czech
champion of universal education, Johann Amos Comenius. Underlying
all of Jakobson’s work on the Cyrillo-Methodian heritage and on
medieval Slavic, especially Czech, literatures is the leitmotif of continuity
which he emphasized in his 1942 tribute to the philosopher Comenius:
“A strong feeling of continuity suffuses, unifies, and inspires the lifework
of this great thinker. It is the same spirit of continuity which permeates
and unifies all of Czech history. Some Czech investigators under-
estimate, minimize, and on occasion even deny this continuity. They
resist that the revolutions, which for more than one thousand years
shaped the Czech cultural and national past, deprived the nation of an
unbroken tradition; and the spirit of continuity simply vanished.
However, precisely the opposite is true: in reality, the historical cata-
clysms, the dramatic tremors, the violent changes in the Czech world
evoked constructive thoughts of continuity, and provoked as well as
strengthened a self-preserving sense of endurance.”!® He stresses that
“the problem of continuity in its practical application is above all one of
the transfer of spiritual values to succeeding generations”. No statement
could be truer of Jakobson’s own work as a medievalist: he did not
conceive the Slavic Middle Ages as the realm of an antiquarian but as a
live storehouse of values of permanence and universal significance. As
Constantine’s and Comenius’ successor, Jakobson believed that “‘true
continuity unites the present not only with the past but also, and most
importantly, with the future”.

'S For now, see three sections already published in SW III, on Zupanéi¢ (577-581),
Puskin (378-387) and Wierzynski (591-600).

6 See pp. 846-849. 1 quote the recent English translation, “The Czech Comenius”,
Cross Currents: A Yearbook of Central European Culture, 1983, pp. 207-210.
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The present volume has been in preparation for many years. The
author established its table of contents and read through most of the
first proofs before his death in July, 1982.!7 Professor FrantiSek
Svejkovsky assisted the author in the initial selection and editing of
texts, especially those in Czech. Susanne Fusso translated eight articles
from Czech into English especially for the volume. The editor owes
particular thanks to Dr. Brent Vine, who during his tenure as assistant
to the Estate of Roman Jakobson read through final proofs of the entire
volume and compiled the index of names, of peoples and languages, and
the exemplary index of texts cited: without his keen eye and philological
acumen the volume certainly would have suffered. The Massachusetts
Institute of Technology contributed both indirectly and directly to the
final preparation of this book by supporting the Jakobson Archives and
Publication Project and by facilitating the editor’s work there as a
research associate in spring 1983. The editor’s chief debt is to Professor
Krystyna Pomorska Jakobson, whose knowledge, help and support
were crucial in seeing the volume through to completion.

Stephen Rudy
New York University

17 The division into two parts, necessitated by publishing exigencies, and the titles

assigned the parts are an editorial decision. A technical note on the transcription of Old
Church Slavonic in the present volume: for the sake of clarity, the front and back yers are
given in their Cynllic form /s, rather than in the conventional transcriptions (*/” or /).
In the Russian transcriptions of OCS script, yis rendered as wui. Cited texts are given in the
orthography of the original, with only slight normalization in a few cases. Jakobson’s
reconstructions of OCS texts, on the other hand, whether in Cyrillic or Latin transcription,
follow the spelling conventions established by N. S. Trubetzkoy: see his Altkirchenslavische
Grammatik, 2nd edition, Vienna, 1968.
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THE KERNEL OF COMPARATIVE SLAVIC
LITERATURE

I. THE COMMON PATRIMONY OF THE SLAVIC LANGUAGES AND ITS
INFLUENCE ON POETIC FORM

1. Language as the basic Slavic communality. 2. The pressure of verbal material on
verbal art, e.g., on alliteration. 3. On verse. 4. On rhyme. 5. On etymological
figures: derivational ( paregmenon). 6. And inflectional (polyptoton). 7. The poetic
load of verb categories. 8. Inversion. 9. Paronomasia. 10. Genders and prosopo-
poeia. 11. Like responses to like formal problems.

The questions ““What is comparative Slavic literature?”, “What are its
aims and tasks?”’ gave rise to a lively discussion among Slavic and
foreign experts on Slavic languages and literatures during the period
between the two World Wars.! The very possibility of a comparative
study of Slavic literatures was reexamined. What, it was asked, are the
specific common traits that unify Slavic literatures, enabling us to
envisage them as a separate, integral domain which is set off from the
literary activities of other peoples? Doubts were expressed as to the very
existence of a common denominator which unifies the various Slavic
literatures and distinguishes them from other literatures.

! Here are a few representative contributions: J. Babala, Zagadnienie lgcznego badania
literatur slowianskich (Warsaw, 1938); A. Briickner, Zarys dziejow literatur i jezykow
literackich (Lwow, 1929); “Eine slavische Literaturgeschichte?”, Prager Presse (4 October
1931), and “‘Geschichte der slavischen Literaturen™, Slavische Rundschau, 1V, 1932; J.
Golabek, “*Zagadnienie lacznosci literatur slowianskich™, Ruch Slowianski, 11, 1929, and
“Literatury stowianskie (Rozwazania o metodzie)”, Marcholr, 1V, 1938; J. Horak,
“Problémy srovnavaciho studia literatur slovanskych a lidového podani slovanského, jeho
cile a methody™, I" Congrés des philologues slaves a Prague, 1929, Section I, Propositions:
5, and “Porownawcze studjum literatur stowianskich™, Ruch Slowianski, 111, 1930; M.
Hrusevs'kyj, “Istorija slovjans’kyx literatur — fikcyja ¢y neobxidnyj naukovyj postuljat?”,
Sveslavenski Zbornik (Zagreb, 1930); W. Lednicki, “Existe-t-il un patrimoine commun
d’études slaves?”, Le monde slave, IV, 1926; A. Mazon, *'Le patrimoine commun des études
slaves™, Revue des études slaves, 1V, 1924; F. Wollman, Slovesnost Slovami (Prague, 1928);
“Vom Geiste des literarischen Schaffens bei den Slaven,” Slavische Rundschau, IV, 1932; K
methodologii srovndvaci slovesnosti slovanské (Brno, 1936); and “Dvé polské polemiky o
slovanskych literaturach,” Slovo a slovesnost, V, 1939,
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Now that this stimulating discussion belongs to the past, we can and
must separate this scholarly problem from the political considerations
which have at times enveloped it and threatened loss of objectivity. One
can only wonder at the naivete with which political slogans were
substituted for scholarly arguments, as when the relevance of compara-
tive Slavic literature was dismissed with a maxim like *“Versailles and
Trianon have put an end to all ‘Slavisms’”. Neither Slavic comparative
grammar nor comparative literature has the slightest legitimate con-
nection with any struggle for or against any kind of Pan-Slavic political
bias.?

Before we attack the problem of the controversial common de-
nominator of the Slavic literatures, it is interesting to expose the
common denominator of the diverse views expressed in the inter-war
discussion. There were two clear-cut and opposed attitudes as to the
historical extent and significance of the Slavic communality ( pospolitost,
in the technical term introduced by the Czech comparativists). Some
scholars, especially linguists like A. Meillet, J. Baudouin de Courtenay,
and N. Trubetzkoy,? take the close kinship of the Slavic languages as the
one objective, substantial sign of Slavic unity. “Language, and only
language, binds the Slavs together”, says Trubetzkoy. Advocates of this
thesis point out the diverse anthropological antecedents of the Slavic
peoples and the crucial differences in their political, cultural, and
religious destinies. Other scholars, on the contrary, are prone to find
manifold signs of Slavic unity, sometimes going so far as to speak of a
specifically Slavic mind, likeness in mentality, behavior pattern, senti-
ments, temperament, philosophical credo, and religious feeling. In Slavic
creative literature they (particularly Briickner) discover certain charac-
teristics supposedly common to the Slavs and peculiar only to them, such
as sensitivity, melancholy, reverie, volatile impressionability, the passage
from one extreme to another, straightforwardness, candor: or, when the

2 The purposeful campaign against independent and objective scholarship behind the
Iron Curtain makes comparative Slavic studies impossible there. Problems of Slavic
literary interrelations and common patrimony cannot be discussed where the seniority and
preeminence of Russian culture is peremptorily postulated. In recent publications like the
collective history of ancient Russian culture (Istorifa kul'tury drevnej Rusi, 11, 1951), the
doctrine of national self-congratulation has simply smothered any hint of the mighty
impact of the South and West Slavs on early Russian literature and its language. The oldest
Slavic alphabet, elaborated by Saint Cyril for Great Moravia, is claimed to be an earlier
Russian invention, and the oral tradition and mythology of Russia is presented as an
independent, original creation.

3 A. Meillet, “De I'unité slave™, Revue des études slaves, 1 (1921), 7-14; J. Baudouin de
Courtenay, *“*Czy istnieje osobna kultura stowianska?”, Przegigd Warszawski, V (1925),
223-6; N. Trubetzkoy, K probleme russkogo samopoznanija (Paris, 1927), p. 93f.
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scholar is in a grimmer mood he finds such “‘old racial traits as anarchy
and mutual hatred, ancient levity (Sclavus saltans), inconstancy —
interpreted by foreigners as falseness — indifference (the avos’ and
nicevo), contempt for the baba, an adulation of hospitality such as is
found in no other race, attachment to tradition, curiosity, an adapta-
bility which approaches xenomania”. But regardless of whether linguis-
tic propinquity is interpreted as the sole all-Slavic earmark, there is
complete accord that it is the most distinct manifestation of Slavic unity.
It is his mother tongue which reliably indicates that a man belongs to the
Slavic world.

Those who insist that Slavic unity and comparative Slavic studies belong
essentially to the linguistic domain cannot exclude from this domain the
poetic language of the Slavic peoples and its comparative analysis: for
language cannot be confined to only one of its functions, and its esthetic
function is among the most vital and inseparable. Thus the most natural
conclusion for the comparative study of Slavic literature would be to
concentrate primarily on the elements of an artistic work that are most
intimately linked with language. Paradoxically enough, questions of
poetic form have been the very ones most neglected in the comparative
history of Slavic literatures. They were nearly forgotten even in the inter-
war discussion on the possibilities and tasks of this comparative
discipline. Frank Wollman’s opportune but scanty reference to “la
connexité des symboles linguistiques slaves comme moyens de formation
dans la stylistique et la métrique’” remained at that time unproductive
and undeveloped.*

The influence of linguistic material on poetic form is undeniable. The
stock of poetic devices available to verbal art is to a high degree
determined by this material. The sound-form of poetic speech depends
directly on the phonemic pattern of the given language. The predilection
of certain languages, for example, for alliteration in poetry is not a
matter of pure chance. The device is particularly favored in languages
which signal the first syllable of the word by accent or other means, and
at the same time avoid too complex or diversified consonantal clusters in
anlaut — at the beginning of a word. The Czech linguist J. Zubaty has
ascertained that of two closely related languages, Lithuanian and
Latvian, only the latter has developed an extensive use of alliteration in

4 K methodologii ..., 146 and 93, cf. 70f.
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folk songs.® It is not difficult to find a reason for this innovation: of these
two Baltic languages, only Latvian stabilized the accent on the first
syllable of the word, thus bringing the anlaut into prominence.

In late Common Slavic, the word accent fell on the syllable which had
rising pitch, or, in the absence of such a pitch, on the first syllable of the
word. This prosodic pattern was lost toward the end of the period of
Slavic unity, but was restored in most of the Serbo-Croatian dialects. In
the majority of the Slavic languages, the opposition of rising and falling
pitch was lost. Czech and nearly all the West Slavic area lost the rising
pitch so that the word accent automatically became stabilized on the first
syllable. East Slavic, toward the thirteenth century, generalized the rising
pitch in accented syllables and thus obtained a free, phonemic word
stress. Given these linguistic premises, we would predict a wider use of
alliteration in oral poetry in Czech, with its unconditionally initial stress,
or in Serbo-Croatian and Old Russian, where stress is conditionally
linked to the initial syllable, than in Modern Russian, with its free
accent. And indeed, in contemporary Russian folklore we find the
iteration of whole consonantal configurations (the so-called zvukovye
povtory.in Brik’s terminology) rather than of single initial consonants,
whereas in certain genres of Serbo-Croatian oral poetry, particularly in
the laments, the iteration of initial consonants is a frequent device: Métni
Cétka | starog svdta, | stavna brdco; I t6 Brdci | Dika Bjése | Brdte Diko.® In
Czech folk songs there is a noticeable penchant for alliteration: Kdo ji ma
Pres Pole, PFesmutné Pachole! or, slunce Stoji nade mlejnem: Kde pak my se
spolu sejdem? or, ROSiCka je Pékna Bila, ROSte na ni ROSmarina. Similarly,
in Old Russian literature, narratives connected with the oral tradition
frequently use alliteration: Malo Medu vareno, a druZiny Mnogo; poidosa
Protivu sobé i pokrysa pole.” In these cases the connection of poetics with
linguistic prerequisites is beyond question.

The structure of any verse is indissolubly linked with the prosodic and
syntactic features of the language in which it is written. How often

® J. Zubaty, O alliteraci v pisnich lotyiskych a litevskych™, Véstnik Kral. ¢eské
spolecnosti nauk, Ttida fil.-hist., 1894,

¢ See B. Jarho, “'Srok i aliteracija u tuzbalicama duzega stiha™, Slavia 111, 75ff., 352ff.
7 See D. Cizevsky, “On Alliteration in Ancient Russian Epic Literature”, Memoirs of the
American Folklore Society, XLII (1949), 125ff. and Geschichte der altrussischen Literatur
im 11., 12. und 13. Jahrhundert (Frankfurt am Main, 1948), pp. 58ff., 405f., 408f.,
410-416, 421.
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Russians, with even a fair knowledge of Czech, complain of the
“‘unbearable monotony” of Czech verse; and how often Czechs acquain-
ted with Russian, among them even poets, make the same accusation
against Russian verse! Neither evaluation is sound: the judges remain
prisoners of rhythmical habits inculcated by their mother tongues.

In Czech verse, the alternation of long and short vowels is completely
independent of the word accent, and provides Czech accentual verse with
the possibility of multiple variations. In one fascinating ballad of Erben,
“Vrba”, abrupt lines composed solely of shorts, like Ani ruchu ani sluchu,
alternate with four-foot trochaic lines consisting again of four dissyllabic
words, but burdened with long vowels: V bouri lité chrani lodi.® 1t is in
skillful quantitative variation that the amazing rhythmic wealth of Czech
words is manifested. To the Russian language, however, this free
distribution of long and short vowels is totally alien, and a Russian,
unless he deliberately readapts his linguistic pattern to Czech, simply
does not grasp these rhythmic variations, even when he accurately
perceives or produces the Czech long and short vowels. The Russian
accented syllables are as a rule longer, and the unstressed shorter, and
therefore the Russian accentual verse impresses a Czech as a measure
with a constant, regular alternation of longs and shorts, evoking a
sensation of tiresome monotony. For example, to average Czech
perception, these lines of Pasternak scan as quantitative anapestic
pentameters:

Gal’vaniceskoj mgloj vzbalamucennyx tu¢ neukljiuze,
Vperevalku, polzkom, probirajutsja v gavan’ suda.
Sinenogie moln’i ljagiskami prygajut v luzu.
Golenastye snasti Svyrjaet tuda i sjuda.

In Russian the position of the stress is independent of word boun-
daries, and may go with any syllable of the word, whereas in Czech the
stress must fall on the initial syllable. Thus in Czech verse the distri-
bution of word boundaries generally coincides with that of word stresses,
while in Russian verse the distribution of word boundaries serves as a
source of variation, subtly shading the poetic rhythm. In Russian a
sequence of five syllables with stresses on both border syllables (x x x x x)
offers four possible phrasing variants conditioned by the place of the
word boundary: junoseskij pyl, junosa sprosil, junyj komandir, jun
kavalerist. It is instructive to compare a trochaic stanza by Puskin with

®  We substitute here the international sign of length [ ] for the usual Czech diacritic [ '].
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its Czech translation by Jung:

Nikogda stal'noj resétki Misto Serpy purpurové
On s_lica ne__ podymal na__S§ij riizenec__si dal,
A_na__grud’ svjatye Cétki S__tvafi hledi ocelove
Vmeésto $arfa navjazal. Pred _ pranikym nezvedal.

All seven of the boundaries dividing the word units (stressed words plus
any surrounding proclitics and enclitics)® within the Czech lines fall
before the odd syllables of the verse, whereas in the Russian lines the first
four of the seven boundaries lie before the even syllables and only the last
three before the odd ones. This suggests a rhythmic opposition between
the caesura phrasing at the beginning of the stanza and the diaeresis
phrasing at the end, to accompany the transition from the severely
negative first.clause to the ecstatic transfiguration evoked in the second.
The absence of this variational element in Czech verse gives the Russian
observer the impression of meagerness and monotony; whereas for the
Czech reader the free variational function of word boundaries in Russian
poetry is so alien that Russian verse seems to him totally lacking in
variational elements and therefore of an intolerable sameness. The whole
character of any verse and our very perception of it proves thus to be
determined by the structure of its language pattern.'®

If the Slavic languages diverge as to the relation between word accent
and word boundary, and between word accent and vocalic quantity,
these divergences are particularly revealing, for they can be analyzed and
interpreted against the background of numerous fundamental likenesses
which continue to unify the Slavic tongues. Most of these divergences
serve simultaneously to split the structural unity of the Slavic languages
as a whole and to unite them into a small number of typological groups.
Thus the phenomenon of free stress unifies the East Slavic languages
with Bulgarian and furnishes similar metrical foundations for poetry
written in these languages. The free vocalic quantity which unites Czech
and Slovak with Serbo-Croatian is of importance for the verse of these
languages. Common metrical problems are faced by languages unified by
the absence of both free stress and free quantity — Polish and
Macedonian. On the other hand, general Slavic phenomena such as the
strong autonomy of word units, their sharp delimitation and their clear-

9 To indicate to which word unit proclitics and enclitics belong, a curved line is used: e.g.
u__vas_li.

10 Cf. R. Jakobson, Zaklady ceského verse (Prague, 1926); cf. Selected Writings, V: *On
Verse, Its Masters and Explorers” (The Hague-Paris: Mouton, 1979), 118ff., 122ff.
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cut opposition to word groups, or the accentuation, division, and
intonation of the sentence, are fundamental prerequisites for including
the metrical patterns of diverse Slavic languages within the common
framework of comparative Slavic metrics.'!

4

Rhyme clearly illustrates how essential the similarity of Slavic linguistic
material is for the formal devices utilized in the poetry of diverse Slavic
peoples. The great Polish linguist Kazimierz Nitsch discovered a striking
feature relevant to all Slavic languages.'? When Slavic written or oral
poetry uses a kind of assonance where only the vowels must be identical,
the quality of the consonants within this kind of loose rhyme is never
totally a matter of indifference: the voiced consonants cannot be
matched with the unvoiced. Slavic assonance permits the confrontation
of words such as the Czech boty — boky — stopy — kosy — sochy. The
different place of articulation (and corresponding acoustic contrasts) of
the consonants K, T, P, or the difference of these stops from the spirants
S and X (spelled ch in Czech) is tolerated in this kind of loose rhyme; but
these words cannot rhyme with body — doby — kozy — rohy.

Here we are faced with an intricate question. Does this poetic
phenomenon result directly from the sharp delimitation of two phone-
mic classes — voiced and unvoiced — which is still valid in the Slavic
languages? And then, when using loose rhymes, does each poetic school
or poet within each Slavic language rediscover the subconscious pro-
hibition of pairing voiced and unvoiced consonants and react in the same
way to the same demands of the verbal material? This prohibition may
be a poetic canon inherited from the common Slavic past in the same
way that the laws, likewise subconscious, of the common Slavic system
of grammatical cases or of aspects were inherited. If this is so, the regular
reappearance of the same prohibition whenever Slavic versification
introduces assonance-like rhymes (as for instance in Gothic, baroque or

"' The scale of oscillations between syllabic, “'syllabo-tonic™ and purely “‘tonic™ (i.e.

accentual) patterns particularly merits exploration on a comparative level after such
controversial and stimulating monolingual inquiries as L. Timofeev, Teorija stixa
(Moscow, 1939); M. Bakos, Vyvin slovenského versa (Turc. Sv. Martin, 1939); M. Dluska,
Studia z historii i teorii wersyfikacji polskiej, 1-11 = Prace Komisji jezykowej Polskiej Akad.
Umigjetnosci, 33, 35 (Cracow, 1948-50); F. Siedlecki, Studia z metryki polskiej, 1-11 =Z
zagadnien poetyki, 4-5 (Wilno, 1937); R. Kosuti¢, O ronskoj metrici u novoj srpskoj poeziji
(Belgrade, 1941), and K. Taranovski, “O tonskoj metrici prof. Kosuti¢a™, JuZnoslovenski
Sfifolog, XVIII (1949-50), 173-196.

12 K. Nitsch, Z historji polskich rymow (Warsaw, 1912), pp. 46ff. and 52.
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modern poetry) can be explained only as a recurrent appropriation from
native oral tradition, which in its turn had preserved a common Slavic
pattern. Such a dilemma will confront us not infrequently, and the
solution in every case can come only after a careful and systematic
investigation. In a similar way Slavic philology, finding in Russian,
Polish, Sorbian, and dialectical Czech the instrumental plural form
snopami instead of the original snopy (from snop ‘sheaf’), followed the
necessary procedures which enabled it to reject the theory of the
prehistoric origin of snopami and to recognize it as a parallel innovation
in the separate lives of these Slavic languages, an innovation due to a
convergent development and to common premises inherited from the
primitive Slavic stock. Whatever the solution to the dilemma discussed
above and to other similar problems may be, we are in any case
concerned with a common Slavic patrimony. Either it is a response of
more recent Slavic poetry to the still present stimuli of the common
Slavic linguistic patrimony, or the response itself is part of a still present
common Slavic patrimony of poetic forms.

The structure of Slavic rhyme is bound not only to the sound features
of the Slavic languages, but also to the peculiarities of their inflection and
derivation. The essential role played in the Slavic word by the der-
ivational suffixes and paradigmatic desinences unavoidably affects
Slavic rhyme. To a much higher degree than in the Romance and
Germanic literatures, the problem of so-called grammatical rhyme is
here decisive for the general structure of rhymes. The identical der-
ivational and inflectional suffixes are the most current material avail-
able for rhymes in the Slavic languages, e.g. Bulgarian dvoica — temnica,
klonove — dolove, mectajax — Zelajax, ubixa — izgnixa. There are poetic
schools and entire poetic epochs which deliberately avoid grammatical
rhymes.Their rhymes may be labeled antigrammatical, since the point of
departure is a consciousness of the banality of grammatical rhymes. This
awareness produces an endeavor to overcome the pressure of linguistic
material upon rhyme and to make the phonemic identity of the ends of
words independent of their morphological identity, and the phonemic
parallelism of the verse closes independent of any grammatical parallelism.
Thus we observe in Slavic rhymed verse either a capitulation to
grammatical rhyme or resistance to it: indifference toward the grammati-
cal aspect of the rhyme is excluded.

5

The poetry of Slavic peoples reacts to the flexibility of Slavic words and
their active capacity to produce a multitude of derivative words by an
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intensive use of the so-called etymological figures, groupings of words
with identical roots but different suffixes. In its semantic aspect such a
device is functionally related to metonymy, since both are based on the
association of images by contiguity. (E.g. nosil’s¢iki nosjat nosu **bearers
bear a burden™: the contiguity of the actors of carrying, the action of
carrying, and the object carried is underlined by the use of one common
root.)

A parallel phenomenon typical of Slavic poetry is homoeoptoton,
the accumulation of words with different roots but identical suffixes.
This figure corresponds in its semantic aspect to metaphor, since the
identity of suffixes signals an identity of the grammatical meaning of
the words and thus the same association by similarity works here as in
metaphor. (E.g. xazivali, pljasyvali: ‘‘there often was, and there is no
longer, strolling and dancing”. The identical suffixes express the similar
iterative occurrence of both actions in the past, their similar cessation,
and the similar indefinite plurality of the actors.)

The relative frequency of etymological figures and homoecoptotons and
in particular the predilection of the metaphoric style for the latter and
the metonymic style for the former is a tempting problem in connection
with the wide usage of both these constructions in Slavic poetry.
Characteristic examples of etymological figures can be cited from the
most ancient poetic monuments of Slavic literature, as in the so-called
Kievan Missal, a Czech tenth-century copy of a text compiled in Great
Moravia in the late ninth century: CbSTonago Klimenta zakonwnika i
mocenika CbSTi CbSTece. It is noteworthy that the Latin model of this
Missal has no etymological figure in the corresponding passage.'® The
same device occurs again and again in the poetry of different Slavic
peoples through the centuries. For instance in the lines of the Czech
baroque poet, Jan Kofinek:

LORYFI v LORU LORYji dilo éerné,
PREgIFi po nich PREguji grose berné ***!4

The etymological figure is reinforced by the homoeoptotons loryri —
pregifi, loruji — preguji and by the complete syntactic parallelism of the
two lines. The fact that the initial root of the second line is repeated only
twice, as compared to the triple repetition in the first line, is compensated
for by the appearance of the phonemic sequences corresponding to the

3 C. Mohlberg, "1l Messale glagolitico™, Atti della Poniificia Academia Romana di
Archeologia, serie 111, Memorie, 11 (1928), 311,
14 J. Vasica, Ceské literarni baroko (Prague, 1928), p. 21.
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root preg-: gr ... ber ... In the famous verse of Kollar, a representative of
late Czechoslovak classicism, we find: SLAvme SLAVHé SLAVu SLAVUY
sLavaych! A similar line from the Dalmatian Renaissance poet Junije
Palmotic (1606—1657) has been cited: sLAvnijeh SLAVa capti SLAvVa. The
rapprochement of Slavi with slavni (gloriosi) dates from Marignola,
Charles the Fourth’s court chronicler. Countless analogical examples
could be adduced from both the old and the new poetry of the other
Slavic peoples.

The etymological figure has found wide application in Russian
folklore. In combination with the homoeoptoton it has given rise to a
variety of neologisms, as in the folk tale: x/éby xlebisty *** psenicy
pSenisty, rzi kolosisty. A maximum load is carried by this device in the
“*Zakljatie smexom” (“Incantation by Laughter”), which employs and
elaborates the poetics of folk spells and was written at the beginning
of this century by V. Xlebnikov, one of the founders of Russian
Futurism. This poem is a sort of test of the potential load of Russian
derivational morphemes. The “Incantation” is composed only of der-
ivatives, mostly neologisms, from the verb smejat’sja ‘to laugh’. It ends
thus:

O issméjsja rassmejal’'no, sméx nadsméjnyx smejacéj.
Sméevo, sméevo,

Usmeéj, osmej, smésiki, smesiki,

Smejunciki, smejanciki,

O rassméjtes’, smexaci.

O zasméjtes’, smexaci.'’

15 Alexander Kaun’s translation of these lines in Soviet Poets and Poetry (Berkeley, 1943,
p. 24) is a skillful rour de force, but proves once again the distinctly greater fecundity of the
so-called “‘word-nests” in Russian and the magnified role assigned to derivation in the
Slavic lexicon and poetry:

Oh, forth laugh downright laughly, laugh of super-laughadors!

Laughery! Laughery!

Belaugh, uplaugh, laughikins, laughikins,

Laughulets, laughulets!

Oh, laugh forth, laugh laughadors!

Oh, laugh on, laugh laughadors!

Contrast the following lines from another Slavic poem, J. Tuwim's “Zielen: Fantazja

slowotwéreza™ (Tres¢ gorejqea, Warsaw, 1937, p. 15):

Kto si¢ pierwszy w cel zielisty wzieli,

Kto z zielinek i pozielcow wiela

Wydrze slad najdrzewiejszego ZIELA,

Kto z zioloci stawow i strumieni,

Zielorostek pierwszy wyzieleni,

Kto z zielistkow, ziolek i przyziotkow

ZIELA zerwie w podslownym zautku,

I w zieliszczu, w szumnej zielbie $wiata,

Antenata znajdzie, Zielonata.
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The abundance of derivatives from a single root (a ““word-nest”, in the
terminology of Russian lexicographers) lends to Slavic poetry an
unusual richness of etymological figures, explicit or implied, so that each
of its images has an aura of associated relations. In Puskin’s Bronze
Horseman, the leitmotif is the barrier set by Peter the Great against the
elements (pobeZdennaja stixija), his miraculous founding of St.
Petersburg ‘‘at the base of the sea’ (pod morem), and the damming of the
Neva’s waves. Edmund Wilson, a subtle connoisseur of Russian poetry,
translates: ‘“‘Splashing with loud waves against her handsome banks,
Neva thrashed about, a sick man on his restless bed.” !® Puskin’s line V
kraja svoéj ogrady strojnoj literally means ‘‘against the borders of her
shapely barrier”. These two roots, the solemn Church Slavonic grad-
(with its familiar, domestic alternant gorod-), which carries the semantic
value of ‘enclosing’, and stroj-, signifying ‘orderly construction’, pervade
the poem, repeatedly bringing out the leitmotif. This etymological
figure extending throughout the epic is unavoidably lost in English so
that the tie between the verbally cognate images — the fortified town
(gorod) planned by Peter, the city that arose (gradd), its iron fences
(ogrady), the river banks (ograda), the bound-off Neva (peregrazdénnaja
Neva), the Bronze Horseman over the barricaded rock (nad ograzdénnoju
skaloju) — this intimate tie is cut and the chain of Puskin’s symbols is
broken.

The semantic integrity of the “nest’ built on the root stroj-, which
Puskin underlines by various means, is likewise inevitably disrupted. He
portrays the young city as shapely bulks (gromady stréjnye) of palaces
and towers, then admires its general “‘severe and shapely aspect’ (strogij,
strojnyj vid), and here the root stroj- is underscored by the punlike
juxtaposition with strog-. The poet condenses an etymological figure to
glorify the warriors v ix STROJno zyblemom sSTROJu (“‘in ranks that sway in
rhythm”, in Wilson’s translation). And in the culminating challenge of
the mad adversary, Peter is apostrophized as sTroize/’, “the builder”.

A Slavic etymological figure is felt so intensely that the repetition of
the root may be omitted. For instance, in modern Czech the common
root of ném-y ‘mute’ and Ném-ec ‘German’ remains palpable. Thus
when the poet Vrchlicky puts into the mouth of Saint Prokop the
indignant words ‘“‘Strazce jsem té zemé Ceské, Jejiz jazyk rvati chcete
Lidu z ust a ponémcit jej!”” (1879), these lines are deliberately equivocal:
*‘you want to tear the tongue out of the mouth of my people and make
them mute”, and “you want to make the tongue of my people German”.

'*  Edmund Wilson, The Triple Thinkers, New York (1938), pp. 72ff.
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In one of the introductory sentences to Kollar's poem Sldvy dcera,
“Narodu mého Aj, onémélt’ uz, byv k urazu zasti jazyk™ (1824), the
words onémél jazyk literally mean “the tongue became mute”, with the
connotation ‘‘the language became German”, while the following
sentence, “UZ hlaholem zpévna usta umlkla némym” (**singing lips have
already fallen silent through mute speech’) suggests an association with
hlaholem némeckym ‘‘German speech” which serves to resolve the
oxymoron, “mute speech”. Xlebnikov’s ‘““Boevaja” (‘‘Battle-Song”,
about 1906), proclaiming napor slavy edinoj i cél’'noj na ném’ follows
Kollar in assigning a double sense to the word slava (‘glory’ and
‘Slavdom’) and merging in the neologism nem’ the inferences ‘dumb-
ness’ and ‘Germans’; compare also Tjutev’s line, “Téx obez’’jazycil
némec’’, “Those were deprived of their tongue by the (mute) German”
(1841).

Esenin’s powerful “Pesn’ o xlebe” (“Song of the Wheat”, 1921)
equates reaping or threshing with carnage, like the epic tradition which
presents a fray as a harvest and the folk riddles which portray husbandry
in battle terms.'” The central image of the poem — Ljudoédke mél’'nice
zubami V rot sujut te kosti obmolét’ — is substantiated by the etymologi-
cal figure linking the verbs Zrat’ ‘devour’ and Zérnov ‘millstone’,
although neither of the two words appears in this text.

6

Another widely used device, closely related to the word variations based
on derivation (paregmenon) is polyptoton, a play of inflectional forms.
For instance, in the remarkable poem of the Czech Romantic Macha,
Maj (May; 1835), the key word of its first lines ldaska ‘love’ keeps
reappearing in different grammatical cases, just as one and the same
object appears slightly differently in each of the successive “stills” of a
moving picture: BYL LASKY ¢as, hrdliccin zval ku LASCE hlas, o LASCE
Septal tichy mech; kvétouci strom lhal LASKY Zel; svou LASKU slavik ruzi pél
*** I fas LASKY — LASKOU kaZdy tvor. In the third song of the same
poem a swift succession of “stills” delineates the wheel (kolo), the

7 Cf., e.g., Na pole na Arskom, Na porubeié tatarskom LeZat vsé pobity. Borody pobrity,
A brjixa rasporoty. = Sheaves (D. Sadovnikov, Zagadki russkogo naroda, SPb. [1901]),
$1225). Pridut rastopériciki, Razlomajut moi késtocki, Télo v val brosjat, A dusu v raj
staséat. = Sheaves on the cart (§1235). Na stikovi, Na bukovi Tak stukali, Tak jukali,
Lezat do smerti pobitye, Golovuski pokrytye *** = Sheaves on the threshing-floor ($1246).
Rézut menja, Viazut menja, B'jut neséadno, Kolesijut menja; Projdi ogon’ i vodu, I konéc méj
— noZ i zuby. = Wheat ($#1275). Brar brata trjot, Bélaja krov’ tecjor. = Millstones ($#1088).
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instrument of execution:

*** télo
U kolo vpleteno nad kolem v kole pnélo
I hlava nad kolem sviij obdrzela stan.

Every movie-goer knows the effective device of montage technique:
each successive ‘‘still”’, although starting from the preceding “still”, is
aimed at a new object; the old object is included in the new *still”’, but is
moved from the center of focus to the margin of the screen. Macha
achieves a similar dramatic tension in repeating a noun but transposing
it from a direct to an oblique case.

Na biehu jezera maly pahorek stoji,

Na ném se dlouhy ku/, na kulu kolo zdviha.
Bliz strmi kolmy vrch, na vrchu vrehol dvoji
Na vys§im vrcholi bila se kaple miha.

U volném privodu ku kapli prisel sbor.

The alternation is strictly consistent: ku/ — na kulu, vrch — na vrchu, vrchol
— na vrcholi, kaple — ku kapli. Only the word kolo is not repeated but is
echoed in punlike form: the unusual epithet kolmy vrch ‘steep (literally,
vertical) summit’ merges with the similar sound of kolo into a single
paronomasia. A vivid parallel to Macha’s poetic declension is the
gradual constriction from wider to narrower targets typical of Russian
folk songs:

Récen’ka bystraja, kruty berezocki,
Kak na kruten’kom berezocke;

Na ném Zoltye pesocki,

Na Zélten’kix na pesockax

Stojat tri sadocka.

Kéak vo pérvom vo sadocke
solov’jusko sviscet.'®

18 B. Sokolov, “Ekskursy v oblast’ poétiki russkogo fol’klora”, XudoZestvennyj fol’klor, 1
(1926), 38ff., especially p. 42. Cf. in spells similar constructions in conjunction with a
“pervasive” (skvoznoj) epithet, as N. Poznanskij (Zagovory, SPb., 1917) calls it; e.g.,
P. Rybnikov, Pesni, 111 (1909), £23:

Est’ sldgvnoe sinee more, U sinego celovéka

Est’ v slavnom sinem more Sinij luk bestetivnyy,
Sinij ostrov, Sinjaja strela bez pér’ja,
Na sinem éstrove I otstrélivaet sinij celovék
Sinij kamen’, Sinim likom bestetivnym,
Na tom sinem kameni Sinej streloj bez pér’ja

Sidit sinij celovék, Pritéi i prizory i uroki ***
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And again in another style and genre, Majakovskij’s humoristic poem
of 1917, in mockingly portraying the hero from different angles, actually
gives the whole paradigm of the noun kadét ‘constitutional democrat’.

Zil da byl na svéte kadét,

V krasnuju sapocku kadér byl odet.
Krome étoj $sapocki dostavsejsja kadétu,
Ni ¢erta na ném krasnogo né bylo i nétu.
Uslysit kadét — revoljucija gde-to,
Sapocka sejcas ze na golové kadéta.

Zili pripevajuci za kadétom kadét

I otéc kadéra i kadétov ded.

Podnjalsja odnazdy prebol’$uscij veter —
V kloc¢'ja Ssapéénku izodral na kadéte,

I ostalsja 6n Cérnyj, a videvsie eto

Volki revoljucii scapali kadéta ***

Such devices are entirely alien to the Indo-European languages of the
contemporary West, which have almost no inflectional declension.

7

It would be easy to continue this demonstration of the imprint which the
uniquely Slavic system of verbal aspects, voices, and moods makes on
poetic narration. The original artistic values which men like Puskin and
Mickiewicz succeeded in deriving from this system are scarcely repro-
ducible in the Romance and Germanic languages.

The potential dramatic force of the Russian morphological categories,
particularly the verbal ones, and the symbolism imbedded in the Russian
verbal aspects have hardly ever been brought out with such intensity and
artistic wisdom as in Puskin’s Bronze Horseman (1833). This “‘Petersburg
Tale” is a confrontation of two irreconcilable heroes. The first, Peter the
Great, need not be named; he is repeatedly introduced by a bare
anaphoric ON: HE who “‘stood” and *‘gazed” and ‘‘thought”. Then the
stixija conquered by him is invoked to forget its ancient hate and
bondage and not to vex with vain anger Peter’s eternal sleep. However
the ““‘conquered element” refuses to resign itself and vexes the sleep not
of Peter, but of the other hero. This hero must be given a name, albeit a
fictitious one — Evgenij — to save him from anonymity, but his surname
1s “forgotten”. The appearance and thoughts of this hero parody the
exposition of the figure of Peter. The dream of a quiet existence with a
wife and a pot of cabbage soup is contrasted to the commanding
thoughts of Peter about the capital and empire to be erected.
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Evgenij’s dreams are destroyed by the roaring elements — the flood of
the Neva, during which the poet again confronts Evgenij with Peter, now
an idol on a steed of bronze, ‘‘steady on its height above the defiant
Neva”, in Edmund Wilson’s translation. Once more Evgenij is parodi-
cally likened to his antagonist in the midst of the inundation. As if
fettered, he is perched on a marble beast, nedviznyj ‘immobile’, like the
bronze Peter, but in contradistinction to him, poor, fearful, and
desperate. The climax of the poem is the last meeting between Evgenij,
who has gone mad, and the idol on the bronze steed.

The limitation implied by the Russian perfective aspect is inapplicable
to the actions of Peter, either as emperor or idol. No declarative sentence
portraying him uses a finite perfective form: stojal, gljadél, dimal, stoit,
sidél, vozvysalsja, nesétsja, skakal. The story of Evgenij’s rebellion, how-
ever, is told entirely in a rush of shortbreathed perfectives: prosnilsja,
vskocil, vspomnil, vstal, posél, ostanovilsja, stal, vzdrognul, projasnilis’ v
ném strasno mysli, uznal, obosél, navél, stesnilas’ grud’, Celé prileglo,
glaza podérnulis’, po sérdcu plamen’ probezZal, vskipéla krov’, stal, Sepnil,
pustilsja, pokazalos’ emu.

The growth of this rebellion is rendered with striking accuracy in
Julian Tuwim’s impressive Polish translation of the poem:'® obudzil sig,
zerwal sie, stanela zgroza, wstal, poszedi, zatrzymal, drgnql, etc. The
contrast with Peter, “Co glowq wznosil si¢ miedziang I w mroku
nieruchomo trwaf”, is sharply outlined by the two imperfectives. The
encounter with the Czar could have been transposed into Polish with the
same precision, but here Tuwim unfortunately lost all contact with the
original, and instead of Puskin’s epic we suddenly hear Tuwim’s own
lyric note.

*Coz, budowniku moj miedziany?
Coz cudotworco?” — syknal zly.
“Juz ja cig” ... | jak oszalaly
Przed siebie pobiegl lotem strzaly,
I zdalo sie, ze Grozny Car

Zaplonal gniewem, wzrok wen wparl ***20

' Jeidziec miedziany, translated by J. Tuwim and commented on by W. Lednicki

(Warsaw, n.d.).

20 pugkin never qualifies Peter, whereas Tuwim uses either the rhetorical oxymoron,
budowniku *** miedziany, made still more emotional by the subject mgj and by the
recurrence of the apostrophe cudotwérco, or he changes Puskin’s simple denotations into
appositions: ON — mocarz z wyciggnietq dloniq, BoZyszcze na spiZzowym koniu *** ON,
Jezdziec goni go Miedziany.
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This is not Puskin’s Evgenij, who does not question (cf. ¢oz ***? ¢67 ***?),
use irony (cf. budowniku moj miedziany), intrude his ego (cf. ja cig), or
leave anything unsaid:

“Dobro, stroitel’ cudotvornyj!™
Sepnil on zlobno zadrozav.
“Uzo tebe! ...”" I vdrug stremglav
Bezat’ pustilsja. Pokazalos’

Emu, ¢to groznogo carja,
Mgnovénno gnévom vozgorja,
Lico tixon’ko obras¢alos’ ***

Evgenij’s “protest”” means simply, ‘““All right, wonder-working builder!
There’ll be a finish to you yet! ...”” Tuwim and those of Puskin’s
overimaginative readers who believe that a subsequent defiant mono-
logue has been omitted here for fear of the censor attribute to Peter’s
antagonist more than the author intends. Evgenij says nothing about his
own role in the retribution, nothing about retribution itself. He merely
applies to the miraculous builder the exhaustive adverb wZo. This
impersonal construction with a zero copula posits a final term, which is
in manifest contradiction to the permanently imperfective aspect mark-
ing the actions of the ‘“‘lord of half the world” (derZavca polumira). The
attempt remains vain, however, and the permanency of the “terrible
czar’ is asserted by a new, subtle contrast of the two aspects, applying to
the separate heroes, pokazalos’ — obrascalos’, and the flight of the rebel
results. The Polish translation arbitrarily wrenches this flight from its
context and without justification transposes Peter’s acts into the per-
fective aspect.

What interests us here is the potential poetic load of the Slavic aspects
and the possibility of maintaining it in translations into other Slavic
languages.

8

The Slavic languages have preserved many common traits in the
structure of the sentence. Such syntactic features are of great significance
for poetic form. The so-called free order of words in the Slavic languages
is in reality a rich store of syntactic possibilities, each of which has a
distinct function. Besides the neutral, unhighlighted word order that is
purely declarative, there are many expressive variations and deliberate
inversions, both subtle and abrupt. Utilizing these variations, poetic
speech achieves diversified emotional coloring, unusual semantic per-
spectives, and rhythmic-melodic innovations. '
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It i1s startling to what degree the artistic devices involving word order
coincide in the poetry of diverse Slavic peoples. The most individual of
Polish, Czech, and Russian poets break up the customary word groups
of the type pan lesi “‘master of the forests” or tépot buntov *“‘tramp of
mutinies” and convert them into the expressive constructions lesi pan,
buntov topot. In such an inversion both words acquire an equally strong
stress and equal prominence, and the boundary between them is
emphasized (optional pause); their individuality becomes more acute.
Macha’s Maj and the verses of the Polish romantics are rich in such
inversions. Here some scholars have suggested a Polish impact on
Macha’s poetic art. The influence is plausible in this case, but similar
inversions appear elsewhere among the Slavs, where such an influence is
out of the question. For example, the first three quatrains of
Majakovskij’s Nas mars (1918) contain, besides buntov topot, six con-
structions of this kind: gordyx golov grjada, mirév goroda, dnéj byk, lét
arba, puli osa, lét bystrolétnym konjam. In Macha’s case, too, it is not the
external impulse which is decisive, but the similarity both of the linguistic
material and of the formal problems.

9

Comparative Slavic poetics must interpret not only the affinities in
phonemic and grammatical structure, but also similarities in vocabulary
and phraseology with reference to their poetic implications. The artist
strives to juxtapose two words of different origin but similar in sound
and to establish a semantic relationship between them. Such parono-
masias are frequent in Slavic literatures, and many of them are common
to the poetry of all Slavic peoples. Let us present two examples of
widespread Slavic paronomasias: the rapprochement of the verbs piti
‘drink’ and péti ‘sing’ or their derivatives; and, the juxtaposition of the
words sokofs ‘falcon’ and vysoko ‘high’ (adverb or neuter adjective).

1. Bulgarian: piem, pEem bijni pEsni (H. Botev).

Russian: Gdé do utra slovo PEI zaglusaet kriki pEsen (Puskin); Rddosti PE), POJ
(Majakovskij).

Czech: 4 kdyz pivko bumbavali — zpivavali (Rubes); Pivicko dobré je *** jak je
mame, tu zPivame, and, BratFi, Pume *** PEime, bratfi *** (popular songs).?!

2. Russian: Letdl soxOLik sOKOL vysokoO (folk song)?? — the paronomasia is

2L See C. Zibrt, Pivo v pisnich lidovych a znarodnélych (Prague, 1909).
22 A. Potebnja, Objasnenija malorusskix i srodnyx narodnyx pesen, 11 (Warsaw, 1887),
301.
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supplemented by a paregmenon. Poleti, méj SOKOL, vySOKO i dalEKO, I vySOKO i
dalEko, na rodimu storonu (dance song ‘““Ax vy seni”’) — the paronomasia is
supplemented by the homoeoptoton vysoké — daleké and by its accentual
variation vyséko — daléko.?® Or, in another variant of the same song, Ty leti, leti,
SOKOLIK, vySOKO I dalekO — the paronomasia is supplemented both by the
homoeoptoton and by a secondary rapprochement of the last syllables of sokolik
with the final syllables of daleké. Compare in modern Russian poetry zal'étsja
vySOKO vysOKO *** [ oxoty poéta SOKOL — golos mjagko sojdét na nizy
(Majakovskij) with an iterated vysoko and with sokol followed by a similar but
inverted sequence of phonemes, gélos. This paronomasia goes far back in
Russian poetic tradition. A line in one of the songs written down for Richard
James in 1619 or 1620 reads, VysOKo SOKOL podnjdlsja,** and the proverb-like
verse 118 of the Igor Tale says, Koli SOKOL» vs mytexs byvaets, vySOKO ptice
vezbivaets, with a supplementary paronomasia KOL{ — soKOLs and a rich
homoeoteleuton, BYVAETb — v&ZBIVAETS.

Ukrainian: SOKOLe jasnyj, Brate mij ridnyj, Ty vysOKo litajes (duma *“The
Prisoner’s Lament™)?® — the identity of the two sequences is completed (SOKOL —
..SOKOL...... ); Tonke VYSOKE, v [ystu §yrOKE, V [ystu SyrOKE, v vérxu kudrjave, A v
tix kudércix SYv SOKIL sydyt, SYV SOKIL sydyt, dalEko vydyt (a ritual Christmas
song, koljadka)*® — the paronomasia is supplemented by the usual homoeop-
toton, vysOKE — SyrOKE - dalEKo, and by a second paronomasia vysoke —syYv with
consonantal metathesis, and by alliteration syv — sokil — sydyt.

Serbo-Croatian: sOKO /éti viSOKO, Krila nosi §irOKo (folksong) — the parono-
masia is supplemented by a homoeoptoton; Létnuo si bih visOko, VisOKO SOKO pod
oblak, A padnuo bih nizoko, NizOKO SOKO na orah (Croatian song of the sixteenth
century) with a supplementary homoeoptoton visOKO — nizOk0.%’

Slovak: Hen ten vrch okrihly, ta vysokA hola: Kto nezna zpod Stitu sivého
sokola (Janko Kral’) — the paronomasia is reinforced by corresponding
phonemic sequences at the end of the second line and at the end of the two
hemistiches in the first line: ok .. Al .| .. vysok. hola || — siv.ho sokola.

The paronomasia of the Czech proverb VLK VLACI dotud aZ i vika
poVvLEKou (““The wolf drags until the wolf himself is dragged™) finds a
correspondence in the Russian folk riddle strax teplo voLoCét, in which
the verb volocét by its phonemic composition prompts the answer to the
riddle — volk ‘wolf” (cf. vol¢ij ‘wolfish’). This rapprochement is not

23 Such accentual variations are a current poetic device in Russian folk songs:
po__zeljonyim, po zelenym, zelenym lugam; a 1 po._ mostu, po_ mostu, po_Sirokomu
mosti.

24 “Velikorusskie pesni, zapisannye v 1619-20 gg. dlja Richarda Jamesa na krajnem
severe Moskovskogo carstva”, Shornik Otd. rus. jaz. i slov. Ak. Nauk, LXXXII, No. 7, p. 20.
25 V. Antonovi¢ and M. Dragomanov, Istoriceskie pesni malorusskogo naroda, 1 (Kiev,
1874), p. 95.

26 Potebnja, Ob'jasnenija ..., p. 299. N

21 F. Kors, Vvedenie v nauku o slavianskom stixosloZenii (SPb., 1907), p. 45.
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confined to Slavic folklore, but appears in the cognate Latvian language
as well; compare the proverb péci vilki vilku vilka (*‘five wolves dragged a
wolf”’). The play upon the words *velks and *velkg represents a special
case, because this noun and verb are genetically related.?® Therefore the
question arises whether this particular paronomasia has accidentally
resurrected a long-vanished connection between two cognate words, or
whether a paregmenon going back to the time when this etymological
connection was still felt has survived in Slavic or Baltic oral tradition.
Aside from such intricate genetic questions, it is time that a compre-
hensive survey was made of the stock paronomasias in the Slavic oral
traditions — an inviting task for comparative Slavic studies.

10

The assignment of words to different grammatical genders increases the
possibility of personifying inanimate objects and thus becomes a
stimulating source of poetic mythology. For the most part, the Slavic
languages coincide here: ‘fire’ (*ogns) is masculine and ‘water’ (*voda)
feminine. Correspondingly, in the folklore of the Slavs, fire and water are
king and queen or brother and sister, as in the Russian riddle, Sestrd
sil'néj brata. ‘Day’ (dvns) and ‘night’ (*nokts) in Slavic proverbs are
father and mother, or son and daughter, or groom and bride.
Majakovskij, stimulated by the Slavic linguistic pattern, represents day
as the ardent lover of night in his poem Vojna i Mir.?° The semantic
significance of genders has been repeatedly emphasized in Slavic litera-
tures since the earliest Old Church Slavonic monument, St.
Constantine’s translation of the Evangeliarium; his preface points out
the difficulties facing the translator, especially in the difference between
Greek and Slavic genders; e.g. in the necessity of rendering the Greek
masculines notauos and aotip by the Slavic feminines réka and dzvézda.
According to the judicious observation of A. Vaillant, it was the
weakening of the allegoric connotation of these nouns in some passages
of the Gospels that made this discrepancy particularly palpable.*® For a

28 See F. Specht, “‘Sprachliches zur Urheimat der Indogermanen”, Kuhns Zeitschrift,
LXVI (1939), 25ff.
29 1 escé ne uspéet/nodd’, arapka,

Lé¢", prodaznaja,/v 6tdyx,/v ten’, —

Na neé/raskalénnuju tusu/vskarabkal

Novyj golodnyj dén’.
30 A, Vaillant, “La préface de I'Evangéliaire vieux-slave™, RES!, XXIV (1948). Cf. the
same complaint repeated with variations by the Old Bulgarian translator, loann Exarch: V.
Jagic, ““‘Rassuzdenija juznoslavjanskoj i1 russkoj stariny o cerkovno-slavjanskom jazyke",
Issledovanija po russkomu jazyku, I, 320fT.
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Slavic poet ‘sin’ (*gréxs) is personified as a man. The Russian painter
Repin was puzzled as to why the German painter Stuck represented sin
as a woman. There would have been no question had he realized that
Stinde is feminine in German. ‘Death’ (*samorte, feminine) appears as a
woman in Slavic folk songs, in an old Czech didactic poem (Smrt jest
velmi chytra knieni), and in the lyric drama Balagancik of the Russian
symbolist Aleksandr Blok, whereas in German poetry it figures as a
robber: der Tod ist ein Rduber. Of course a few discrepancies in the
assignment of gender do occur among the Slavic languages. For
instance, the Czech translator was in despair as to how to render into
Czech the title of Boris Pasternak’s book of lyric poems Sestra moja Zizn’
(My Sister, Life), since Czech Zivort ‘life’ is masculine, in contrast to the
equivalent Russian feminine Zizn’.

11

Despite all the separate and divergent changes in sound pattern,
morphology, syntax, vocabulary, and phraseology which the diverse
Slavic languages have undergone during their historical evolution, a
substantial stock of unchanged, inherited, common properties remains
on all linguistic levels. Furthermore, a number of the changes themselves
are common and convergent, notwithstanding the fact that they took
place in the Slavic languages after the dissolution of Slavic unity.?!
Identical structural prerequisites are a sufficient explanation for these
parallel lines of development. All the common features inherited from
the ancestral language, either through preservation of the primordial
pattern or through convergent modifications of it, constitute the com-
mon linguistic patrimony of the Slavic peoples.

For their poetry, this communality has led to a similar reaction by
similar linguistic material to similar formal problems. We have tried to
show with a few examples how this common patrimony, which is still
alive in the Slavic languages, favors a certain set of artistic means at the
disposal of Slavic poetry.

It is a matter of controversy whether international cultural trends like
classicism, romanticism, realism, and symbolism have given rise to
specifically Slavic variants in the field of artistic ideology and artistic
form in those cases where form is not linked with language. It remains
questionable whether, besides the national peculiarities of Polish, Czech
or Russian romantic painting or music, it would be possible to detect

31 Cf. Meillet, RESI, 1, 9.
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traits which distinguish Slavic romantic painting or music as a whole
from the painting and music of non-Slavic peoples. It is, however, quite
valid to deliberate on the properties of Slavic romantic poetics or, for
example, on specific formal features of Slavic symbolism in lyric poetry.
In such instances a verbal material endowed with common attributes is
shaped along the same lines. This phenomenon of similar reaction to like
international stimuli merits systematic investigation.

We may speak of Slavic “free verse”, even though “vers libre” is an
international phenomenon. The individual properties of the Slavic
variety are determined by the specific marks of Slavic syntax and by the
basically uniform sound-means used for the configuration of the sen-
tence. The predilection of symbolist poetry for nominal constructions
and abstract nouns induces the Czech Brezina (1868-1929) and the
Russian Bal’mont (1867-1943) to invent astonishingly similar novel
forms of expression, which stem from the homogeneous nature of
derivation in the Slavic languages.

For many of the structural features common to the Slavic world a
mere reference to the sameness of the linguistic prerequisites may offer a
sufficient solution. No Russian or Polish literary epoch, and no poetic
school has cast a doubt on the equivalence of the front unrounded / and
the back unrounded y for exact rhymes: hil — byi. Not a single artist,
however refined his rhyming technique, has sought to avoid such
rhymes. This equivalence is a natural result of the fact that the Polish and
Russian / and y are nothing but contextual variants of one and the same
phoneme — a high unrounded vowel, as Baudouin de Courtenay
astutely observed.’? And when we find in the rich and sophisticated
Czech poetry of the early fourteenth century that the same rule applies
consistently, we will not repeat the methodological error made by
Pastrnek,?? who, in spite of the evidence to the contrary offered by every
other kind of source, interpreted the equivalence of i and y in the oldest
Czech rhymes as proof that the two vowels had merged in the Old Czech
language. We are impelled to state that in Russian, Polish, and Old
Czech the phonemic unity of the high unrounded vowel inevitably leads
the poet to rhyme its variants, / and j-.

There are, however, problems which can be solved equally well either
by reference to linguistic phenomena which are still present or by a
projection of the given features into the poetic pattern of the common

32 See, e.g.. J. Baudouin de Courtenay, Vvedenie v jazykovedenie, fifth mimeographed

edition (Petrograd, 1917), p. 111ff.
33 F. Pastrnek, “Uber den altéechischen Reim™, ASPh, X (1887), 582ff.
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Slavic epoch. Only the thorough development of comparative Slavic
poetics will make possible a valid choice between these two solutions in
each concrete case. Finally, there are obvious situations where the poetic
feature cannot be conclusively deduced from the contemporary linguistic
data. Yet in some of these cases the correspondence between the poetic
patterns of the different Slavic peoples is so evident and eloquent that the
hypothesis of a common ancestral prototype becomes imperative. This
issue will be discussed next.

II. THE COMMON SLAVIC ORAL TRADITION

1. The comparison of Slavic folk meters. 2. The comparison of Slavic and other
Indo-European meters. 3. The outlook for comparative Slavic poetics. 4. The
metrical import of the Slavic oral patrimony for written poetry.

The comparative method in historical linguistics has indeed achieved a
remarkable precision in the study of cognate languages. An improved
technique permits us to distinguish correspondences deriving from a
common patrimony from borrowings, convergent innovations, and
accidental coincidences. If corresponding forms go back to a common
prototype, then this prototype can be reconstructed with a still higher
degree of probability. The methodological achievements of comparative
linguistics can and must be extended to poetic language, especially to
verse, as was pointed out by A. Meillet’s pioneering work in comparative
Indo-European metrics.*

The rich oral tradition of the Slavic world provides a rewarding field
for such studies. The comparativist is immediately struck by an array of
peculiar similarities and a common archaic residue, despite all the
divergent innovations and all the elements adopted from outside by the
folklore of any single Slavic people. Three types of Slavic oral poetry
should be distinguished on the basis of manner of delivery: sung,
chanted, and spoken. Each type developed its own metrical pattern: song
verse, recitative verse, and speech (or spoken) verse.

Starting the study of Slavic oral literatures with the intermediary and
hence most complex type, the recitative, we observe three main Slavic
areas of chanted poetry: (1) a Balkan Slavic area encompassing a large
part of the Serbo-Croatian (especially Serbian), Macedonian, and

3% A. Meillet, Les origines indo-européennes des métres grecs (Paris, 1923).
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Bulgarian domain; (2) a North Russian area around Lake Onega and the
White Sea; and (3) a Ukrainian area. All these regions use two recitative
genres: laments and epics. Comparison of Serbo-Croatian and North
Russian recitatives, geographically distant enough to preclude borrow-
ing, discloses the same fundamental difference between the meters of the
laments and of the epics. In both languages the measures of the laments
are symmetrical, that is, they consist of uniform cola. The measures of
the epics are asymmetrical: the cola of the line are uneven. Both Serbo-
Croatian and North Russian laments display two distinct styles, one
more solemn and ornate and the other simple and unadorned. The
solemn style uses longer lines. In the Serbo-Croatian laments (tuzbalice),
the line ends with a syntactic pause, contains a constant number of
syllables, is divided by a mandatory break into a constant number of
equal cola, and manifests a clear-cut trochaic tendency in the distri-
bution of word boundaries and word accents. The long line consists of
three tetrasyllabic cola (e.g. Obasjilo | zarko siince, | siince kiime!) and
the short of two (e.g. Rane mndge, | pa__me bolé).*>* Thus the long line
numbers twelve and the short line eight syllables.

Before making a comparison with Russian folk verse, we must take
into account some of its basic innovations. (1) It abolished the verse-
building role of word boundaries, particularly the compulsory break. (2)
Russian verse, especially recitative verse, widely generalized the ‘‘dac-
tylic”” accentual close (x x X) and tended to substitute it for the original
trochaic close (X x) by adding a supplementary syllable. (3) The Russian
recitative verse pattern preserved the traditional alternation of down-
beats and upbeats, but the external syllables of a line (the initial and
final syllables) became unable to carry strong down beats. Consequently
the first and last of the internal downbeats are the strongest: they contain
a mandatory word stress. The intervening downbeats form a regressive
undulatory curve; every odd downbeat, counting from the last man-
datory stress, is weakened, and every even one is strengthened. If we
consider these three typical innovations, linguistically quite accountable,
we may conjecture that if the long line of the Russian laments (placi,
pricitanija) were of the same origin as the long line of the tuzbalice, we
might expect a syntactically closed trochaic line of thirteen (rather than
twelve) syllables, with the three main stresses symmetrically distributed
among the third, eleventh, and seventh syllables, that is, the first and last

3% Vuk Karadzi¢, Zivot i obi¢aji naroda srpskoga (Vienna, 1867), p. 197; N. Sauli¢, Srpske

narodne tuZbalice (Belgrade, 1929) p. 17.
In these and later examples the word accents have been added by Prof. Gojko Ruziéi¢ of
Columbia University, an expert in the prosody of Serbo-Croatian dialects.
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internal downbeats and the second downbeat, counting back from this
last internal downbeat.

Indeed, this is precisely the long line of the Russian pladi: [X x X X X X X
X X X X X (X)]. The more usual form with a dactylic close (Zadrozalosja
retlivoe serdécusko) appears in free alternation with the rarer dodecasyl-
labic variant (Na__siném__mori volna da skolybalas’). The short line of
the placi, which is also trochaic, has only nine or, optionally, eight
syllables and is divided into two cola by two main stresses symmetrically
placed on the third and seventh syllable (Al’ po__létuSku po_ téplomu, ||
Al’ po__dseni protjaznoj).>® The relation between the short and long line
is identical in the two languages.

In the Serbo-Croatian epic, the asymmetric decasyllable is followed by
a mandatory syntactic pause and is divided by a mandatory break into
two cola, the first consisting of four syllables and the second of six:

To6 Alilu vilo mii¢no bilo,
Pa__ Ajkuni tio progovara:***37

The word boundaries come preferably before the odd syllables, and the
word accents upon the latter, so that at least one boundary of any word
unit precedes an odd syllable of the line. A word boundary before the last
syllable of a colon and a word accent on this syllable are particularly
avoided. Usually a line includes three main accents.>® Close and regular
correspondences to this meter are found not only in the Macedonian and
Bulgarian epic decasyllable, but also in West Slavic (Moravian, Slovak,
Polish, Sorbian) and adjacent East Slavic (Ukrainian, especially western,
and Byelorussian) folk songs, which have a more or less epic or gnomic
tinge. On the other hand, this asymmetric decasyllable is alien to the
oral tradition of the Finno-Ugrian, Altaic, Greek, and Rumanian
environment and its episodic occurrence in North Albanian epic poetry
is definitely due to Serbian importation.

Nearly a century ago this series of similar decasyllabic verse forms in
different Slavic languages and their frequent employment in the proverbs
of various Slavic peoples (e.g. in a Czech medieval record: Jeden nevie, |
co druhého hnete) startled the observant Sreznevskij and prompted him
to consider this decasyllable an epic and paroemiac (proverbial) meter of

3¢ Russkie placi, ed. G. Vinogradov (Leningrad, 1937), pp. 42, 32.

37 Recorded from the Montenegrin guslar T. Vudi¢; cf. Archives Néerlandaises de
phonétique expérimeniale, VIII-1X (1933), 135-53.

3 Cf. R. Jakobson, “Uber den Versbau der serbokroatischen Volksepen™, Selected
Writings, 1V: “*Slavic Epic Studies™ (The Hague-Paris: Mouton, 1966), 51-60.
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Common Slavic corigin.39 This conjecture was undermined, however, by
the fact that no form corresponding to the verse of the Serbo-Croatian
starinské pjésme, ‘‘songs of the olden time™ (actually recitatives) was
found in the Russian szdariny, recitals “'of the olden time”, although they
bear a cognate generic name and embody an archaic epic tradition.
Failure to detect the common form was due to the considerable syllabic
oscillation of Russian epic verse. The fluctuation was particularly
increased because most recordings were made from speech instead of
from the actual chanting; moreover, insufficient discrimination was
made between true masters of epic technique and the average inadequate
narrator. This state of affairs was clearly delineated by Hilferding,*° but
was overlooked or discounted in the leading studies of Russian epic
VErse.

The drawling scansion and symmetrical pattern of the Russian
laments preserved them from disruptive oscillations. In epics the con-
servation of the syllabic frame is much less compulsory. Nonetheless, the
form which fully corresponds to the Serbo-Croatian asymmetric deca-
syllable recurs both in the Olonec and the Archangel regions, either in
its original decasyllabic form (U__&esnoj dovy da u__Nenily),*' or with
the “‘dactylic” close (I1z__togo__li goroda iz__ Muromlja).*? Since the
border syllables are incapable of carrying the strong downbeats, the latter
fall not on the first and eleventh, but on the third and ninth syllables of
the (hen)decasyllabic line. The undulatory regressive curve strengthens
the second downbeat counting back from the ninth syllable, i.e. the fifth
syllable of the line: [X x X x X X X x X x X]. This asymmetric distribution of
the strong downbeats and especially the short interval between the first
two of them induces various deviations from the syllabic pattern, in
particular the extension of this interval by one or two syllables (Iz__togo
bylo goroda iz_ Muaromlja, or, lz_togo_li bylo goroda
iz__Muromlja).*

The basic variant of the verse of the Russian szariny stands in the same
relation to the verse of the Serbo-Croatian starinske pjesme as either the
long or the short line of the Russian plaéi stands in relation to the
corresponding forms of the Serbo-Croatian tuZbalice. The modifications

3% L. Sreznevskij, **‘Neskol'’ko zameéanij ob épiceskom razmere slavjanskix narodnyx

pesen’, Izvestija 11 Otdeleniju Imp. Akad. Nauk, 1X (1860-61), 346ff.

40 A. Gil'ferding, “Oloneckaja gubernija i ee narodnye rapsody™. OneZskie byliny, L.
4l See R. Jakobson, “Zur vergleichenden Forschung iiber die slavischen Zehnsilbler™,
Sclected Writings, IV (The Hague-Paris: Mouton, 1966), 19-37.

42 Emnograficeskoe Obozrenie, XXIII (1894), 146.

43 Cf. N. Trubetzkoy, “W sprawie wiersza byliny rosyjskiej”, Z zagadnier poetyki, V1
(Wilno, 1937), 100-110.
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of Russian epic verse follow the same direction as those of its Bulgarian
counterpart, since the prosodic mutation — the substitution of free
stress for the original opposition of rising and falling accents, and the
accompanying loss of free quantity — was substantially the same in
Russian and Bulgarian.

The other Russian epic meter, the short line of the more sober and
unadorned ‘‘historical songs” (Izvolil na$ car’ gosudar’ || Car’ Ivan da
Vasil'evi¢’)** finds a parallel cognate form in the South Slavic, parti-
cularly Bulgarian, epic asymmetric octosyllable with two cola — the first
of five and the second of three syllables (Ti bése, mama, | bél cervén).*> A
tendency to put the word accents on the even syllables of the line
characterizes alike the Russian, the Bulgarian and the rarer Serbo-
Croatian asymmetric octosyllable, as well as the corresponding balladic
meter in Slovenian (Vam bo junasko pésen pél),*® Czech (Byla__jest
jedna mati¢ka)*” and Polish (Cterysta rubli w posag dat).*®

Thus four Common Slavic recitative meters may be reconstructed: on
the one hand the long and short line of the symmetric elegiac verse, the
former adding one colon to the two cola of the latter; on the other, the
long and short line of the asymmetric epic verse, both consisting of two
uneven cola, with the long line exceeding the short by one dissyllabic
foot. A colon of an asymmetric line is one syllable longer or shorter than
half the number of syllables in the line. The asymmetric verse is based on
a strict combination of even and odd values:

Line Short Long
Number of feet in the line }
Prevailingly accented verse-syllable = e
Number of syllables in the colon } 0dd Even
Longer colon

When we compare the ritual songs of the different Slavic peoples,
we again observe significant formal similarities, in particular the pre-
vailing division of the line by a median break into two equal cola, e.g.
[414], [5]5]. [6]6). Thus we may undertake a reconstruction of the basic
Common Slavic song meters. The traditional wedding speeches of the
best man (Russian druzko, Polish druzba, Czech druzba, etc.) exhibit a

4 A. Gil'ferding, Onezskie byliny, 111, no. 46.

45 V. Stoin, Narodni pesni ot Timok do Vita (Sofia, 1928), no. 1420.

4 See F. Kor$, Vvedenie v nauku o slavianskom stixosloZenii (SPb., 1907), p. 45; A.
Isacenko, Slovenski verz (Ljubljana, 1939), p. 36ff.

47 See R. Jakobson, ‘“‘Poznamky k dilu Erbenovu™, Selecred Writings, V: **On Verse, Its
Masters and Explorers™ (The Hague-Paris: Mouton, 1979), 531f.

8 ). Bystron, Polska piesn ludowa (Bibl. Narod. Ser. 1, 26; Cracow, 1925), p. 36.



THE KERNEL OF COMPARATIVE SLAVIC LITERATURE 27

striking inter-Slavic resemblance, since the syntactic structure of Slavic
languages is particularly conservative and spoken verse in the entire
Slavic oral tradition is based solely on syntactic prosody, as distinguished
from the recitative and song forms, which utilize word prosody primarily.
Here then is an intimation of a Common Slavic spoken verse, and a field
for further exploration is opened before us.

Passing from Balkan Slavic and North Russian to the third living
Slavic recitative tradition, the Ukrainian epics (dum)y) and laments
(holosinnja), the observer notes the profound parallelism in the verse
form of the two genres,*® particularly their parallel shift toward spoken
verse. Despite this considerable reshaping, the original kinship of these
Ukrainian recitatives to the South Slavic and North Russian forms may
still be traced.”®

The Serbo-Croatian prosodic pattern, especially in the Stokavian dia-
lects, is structurally akin to the Common Slavic system. The quantitative
close characteristic of Serbo-Croatian epic verse, particularly the deca-
syllable, may be conclusively explained as a survival of the Common
Slavic metrical tradition. The penult of the Serbo-Croatian asymmetric
decasyllable tends to be filled with a phonemically long vowel, and the two
preceding syllables, the seventh and eighth, with shorts. This tendency
becomes a rule under word accent.

All the basic features of the Common Slavic epic and paroemiac
decasyllable — the constant number of syllables, the compulsory break,
and the prefinal syllables of the line opposed to its initial part by a
regular distribution of quantity — signally correspond to the fundamen-
tals of primitive Indo-European metrics as reconstructed by Meillet.
““Les traits principaux de la métrique indo-europ¢enne’” were brought to
light by a comparison of certain Vedic measures with the corresponding
ancient forms of Greek poetry — ‘‘vers lyriques de la chanson™
(especially Sappho’s and Alcaeus’) and “vers déeclameés™. In view of the
archaic structure preserved by the Baltic and Slavic languages and of the
long persistence of the Indo-European cultural pattern among these
groups, Meillet foresaw the importance of the question, ‘‘en quelle

.....

** F. Kolessa, “Re¢ytatyvni formy v ukrajins’kij narodnij poeziji”", Pervisne
hromadjan'sivo (1927), p. 60ft.

30 For a more comprehensive discussion of the questions broached in this and the next
section, see my “‘Slavic Epic Verse: Studies in Comparative Metrics™, Selected Writings, IV
(The Hague--Paris: Mouton, 1966), 414-463.
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mesure les vers lituaniens, lettes, serbes, etc. continuent les types indo-
européens’’.

Lithuanian oral tradition indeed presents a manifest counterpart of
the Slavic asymmetric decasyllable (A5 girdéjau, | kit motila kalba).®’
Had this Slavic meter preserved an Indo-European pattern (Y Y VU V|
VU UU_—U)and were we to assume its persistence in ancient Greek
poetry, then — guided by Meillet’s conclusion about Greek metrical
innovations — we could predict what might have become of this meter,
had it survived in Greek song on the one hand and in Greek “vers
déclamés™ on the other. We should expect a strictly decasyllabic song
verse with a discarded break and with a slight tendency to expand the
quantitative patterning somewhat more toward the beginning of the line.
Among the pétpa aiosixa, Sappho’s decasyllables actually correspond to
this theoretical assumption.

If a form of identical origin were retained among the archaic measures
of Greek declamatory verse, then, utilizing Meillet’s observations, we
should expect a verse with a basic decasyllabic variant, with a final
anceps preceded by one unchangeable anapestic foot and by two initial
anapestic feet in free alternation with spondee or dactyl. A slightly
moveable caesura would fall within the second foot. This hypothetical
form coincides with the napoiuraxoc ("Egvyov kakov, ebpov Guevov),
which has been analyzed by Usener and Kral,’? and adjudged to be the
most archaic of attested Greek poetic forms.** Even its epic and proverb
function fully concurs with its Slavic counterpart.

Thus the comparison with Greek corroborates the reconstructed
Slavic metrical pattern and projects it far deeper into the prehistoric past.

3

Comparative Slavic metrics is only one chapter in comparative Slavic
poetics, a vast domain yet to be explored. It is clear that the metrical
form of the oral poetry of the diverse Slavic peoples can be traced back
to Primitive Slavic, but the examination of the common patrimony
cannot be restricted to meters. Even a tentative sampling shows that
nearly every type of lore (epos, laments, ritual songs and formulae,

3! A. Vireliinas, “Kupiskeny dainos™, Taura ir Zodis, 111 (1925), 452.

52 H. Usener, Altgriechischer Versbau (Bonn, 1887), p. 43fT; J. Kral, Recka a rimska
metrika, 1 (Prague, 1906), 221ff.

53 T. Bergk. “Uber das ilteste Versmass der Griechen”, Opuscula philologica (Halle a. S.,
1886) p. 392ff; U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Griechische Verskunst (Berlin, 1921),
p. 38If.
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spells, riddles, proverbs) has a common set of Slavic tropes and figures,
phonic and compositional devices, types of parallelism and traits of
imagery. The common structural peculiarities of the Russian and the
South Slavic epos which had long ago struck the inquisitive Miklosi¢,>*
clearly demonstrate two things: that there was a well developed epic
technique among the Slavs before the dissolution of Slavic unity, and the
subsequent thousand-year continuity of this tradition. The question
arises whether there are plots inherited from a common repertory. Critics
correctly condemned the romantic endeavor to reduce the epic tradition
to a purely mythological substratum, but they exaggerated when they
flatly denied the existence of such a substratum. Historical vestiges and
survivals in Slavic mythology reveal an abundant and extremely ancient
common patrimony.>® A cautious inquiry into the mythological ingredi-
ent in Slavic folklore, particularly in the epos, is most inviting and
promising. 3¢

4

The Common Slavic patrimony, still alive in the verse forms of
contemporary Slavic folklore, continues to influence the metrical de-
velopment of Slavic written literatures. New Russian poetry, from its
first steps in the second quarter of the eighteenth century, has sought
models in oral tradition. Several forms have arisen in imitation of
folklore meters. Slackenings of the scholastic syllabic scheme appear
initially as witty reshapings of folk poetry and of its metrical forms,
written for entertainment at the imperial masquerades. Tred’jakovskij,
in 1740, parodied the best man’s speeches, imitating their verse:

Zdravstvujte, Zenivsis’, durak da dura

Esce bljadocka, tota 1 figara.

Tepér’-to prjamo vrémja  vam poveselit’sja,

Tepér’-to vsjaceski poezzanom dolZno besit’sja *** 37

3 F. Miklosi¢, “lzobrazitel'nye sredstva slavjanskogo éposa™, Trudy slav. komissii

Mosk. Arxeolog. Obséestva, 1 (1895), 202-39.

3 Cf. R. Jakobson, “'Slavic Mythology™, Funk and Wagnalls Standard Dictionary for
Folklore, Mythology and Legend (New York, 1950).

¢ Cf. R. Jakobson and G. Ruzii¢, “The Serbian Zmaj Ognjeni Vuk and the Russian
Vseslav Epos”, in RJ's Selected Writings, IV (The Hague—Paris: Mouton, 1966), 369-379.
*7  Another variety of the same type — the buffoon verse (balaganny;j stix) — appears in
Tred’jakovskij's lampoon of Sumarokov's comedy (see A. Kunik, Shornik materialov dlja
istorii Imp. Akademii Nauk v XVIHI veke, SPb., 1864, p. 497ff.):

Neégde, nékogda, nékie zili da byli dva brata,
Kak govorjat, s Arbata,
A trétej durak, da i amer durakom,

Da uz i té oba pokojniki svety.
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Then Sumarokov, in 1763, attempted the oral epic verse in a bold satiric
reshaping of a ludicrous starinka ““Birds’:

Priletéla na bereg sinica,

fz-za polnoénogo morja,

iz-za xolodna okejana:
Sprasivali gostejku priézzu,

Z4 morem kakie obrjady ***8

Puskin picked up both of these forms in his pastiches of folk tales, the
first in Skazka o pope i o rabotnike ego Balde (1830) and the second in
Skazka o rybake i rybke (1833), as well as in a few other poems of the
same genre. Surprisingly enough, his experimentation with Russian epic
verse was primarily suggested by Serbian epics. An interchange of folk
poetry between Slavic peoples, advocated by the Polish writer Woronicz
at the beginning of the nineteenth century,’® soon after proved in at least
three instances to be an important stimulus for the development of
literary forms. Vostokov and Puskin adapted the Serbian epic verse,
Celakovsky and Langer wrote “‘responses” (ohlasy) to Russian stariny
and lyric songs, and Bohdan Zaleski, influenced by Ukrainian oral
poetry, introduced new meters and strophes into Polish.®® What seems
to us revealing in all of these cases is the fact that the foreign Slavic
model is re-evaluated in the light of the native folklore pattern. Thus the
strictly syllabic deseterac prompts the Russian poets to loosen their
habitual scholastic syllabic frame and to re-shape the Serbian epic meter
in the same direction as its Common Slavic prototype was modified by
Russian oral tradition. Freer syllabic intervals between the accents in
Serbian verse are reinterpreted by Russian listeners as a repudiation of
isosyllabism in general, and the obligatory break is omitted. Such are

%8 Cf, e.g., Gil'ferding, I, No. 62:

Vyletala malaja ptica ***

A nacali péti, Zupéti,

Zamorskuju pticu pytati.

— Aj malaja ptica pevica! ***

Kt6 u vas za morem bol’$ii? ***
Consult W. E. Harkins, The Russian Folk Epos in Czech Literature, 18001900 (New York,
1951), p. 23311.
3% J. P. Woronicz, “Rozprawa o piesniach narodowych”, Rocznik Towarzystwa
Przyjaciél Nauk, 11 (Warsaw, 1803). For this reference and other valuable help, I am
indebted to Dr. A. Berlstein, New York Public Library.
60 Cf. N. Trubetzkoy, *'K voprosu o stixe ‘Pesen zapadnyx slavjan’ Puskina”, Belgradskij
Puskinskij Sbornik (Belgrade, 1937), pp. 31-44; W. E. Harkins, op. cit.; A. Kolessa,
Ukrainska rytmika ludowa w poezyach Bohdana Zaleskiego, Lwow, 1900; J. Los, Wiersze
polskie w ich dziejowym rozwoju (Cracow, n.d.), p. 239T.
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Puskin’s devices in translating Serbian [4]6]:

Puskin
V ti poru brat sestré povéril. [9] To je bratac s¢ji vjérovao,
Vot Pavlixa posla v sad zelényj [10] Kad t6 vide mlada Pavlovica,
Ona 6de ndéu u gradinu
Sivogo sokola tam zakolola [11] Te zaklala sivoga sokola,
I skazala svoemu gospodinu *** [11] Pa govorl svome gospodaru ***6!

In the same way a narrator of stariny, Matréna Men’Sikova from
Kenozero, when reciting her own stariny-like paraphrase of a Serbian
epic, which had been reworded by the Russian poet Séerbina, relaxes and
diversifies the rigid decasyllables of the translator, ignoring his obli-
gatory break:

Men 'Sikova Scerbina
Byli junye Ovo i dévuska Mara, [13] Dvoe milyx, | ljubjas’, vyrostali:
Dvoe s tréx lét vyrostali, [8] Janyj Iovo | da dévuska Mara,
S maloletstva | ot trét'ego goda ***
Odnoju vodicej umyvalis’, [10] Umyvalis’ | odnéju vodoju,
Odném poloténcem vytiralis’, [9] Utiralis’ | odnim poloténcem ***
Odin Ze s6n noc’ju vidali. [9] Témnoj no&ju | odin sén vidali ***62

Conversely, Celakovsky interpreted the lack of rigid isosyllabism in
Russian folklore forms as an abolition of isosyllabic feet. Contrary to the
current Czech literary norm, in some of his poems a /a russe he turned to
a freer distribution of stresses and a pure syllabism of the line as the basic
constant; and this was in accord with Czech (and, let us add, Common
Slavic) oral tradition. A few lines from Celakovsky’s ‘“Velika panichida”
are sufficient to demonstrate this latent tendency:

Ne krupobitim ani lijjavcem [10]
Na $irem poli obili polehlo, [11]
To zatopeno, to rozdrceno: — [10]
Ach! pode Moskvou, pode mati¢kou, [10]
Tam na rovinach, smutnych dolinach [10]
Mnoho chrabreho vojska ruského, [10]
Mnoho vojinstva i francouzského [10]
Ku syré zemi hlavou prilehlo, (10]
To rozbodano, to rozkotano [10]
Ostrymi meci, hrotem bodaka, [10]
I privalem to kalenych kouli. (10

¢! V., Karadzic, Srpske narodne pjesme, 11, no. 5.

%2 See Gil'ferding, op. cit., I, 20ff.
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Both forms of Russian free verse continued to develop: the so-called
dol'nik, which reduces the isosyllabism of the feet from a constant to a
mere tendency, and the skdzovyj stix in which isosyllabism is abolished.
Even when there is some alien influence, it appears only as an incitement
to realize a traditional form of the native lore, which is familiar to the
modern poet both from earlier literary adaptations and from the oral
tradition which still surrounds and inspires him, and which speaks the
same language that he does. Thus “new rhythms” in Czech or Russian or
other Slavic poetry of this century are structurally — and often also
genetically — closer to certain forms of the native folklore than to the
French vers libre.

When a Slavic literature is newly born or revives without vital ties with
the local literary past, its first capital poetic productions rest upon native
oral tradition. Such is the case with Janko Kral’ (1829-1876) in Slovakia,
Taras Sevéenko (1814-1861) in the Ukraine, and Hristo Botev
(1849-1876) in Bulgaria.®® Since they make wide usage of folklore forms,
and since these forms still disclose a sensible common patrimony, there
must obviously be a number of striking similarities linking the work of
the three poets. For example, the survival of the [5| 5] verse in the folk
lyrics of diverse Slavic peoples suggested this meter to all three:

Vecdirne sonce | haj zolotylo,

Dnipro i pole | zolotom krylo.

Sobor Mazeépyn | sjaje, bilije,

Bat’ka Bohdana | mohyla mrije ***
(Sevéenko, Son)

Bastino li sem | propil imane,
Tebe li pokrih | s dplboki rani,
Ta moéjta mladost, | male, zeléna
Sthne i véhne | ljuto jazvéna?!
(Botev, Majce si)

Sedivy celkom, | tajny, hlboky ***
Daco ¢udného | javi ten Clovek ***
Na druhom boku | sedi diev€icka ***
Mnich je pokojny | prostosrdeny ***
(Janko Kral’, Povest’)

In all three literatures there develops a literary struggle, similar in

63 M. Bakos$, Vyvin slovenského versa; S. Smal’-Stoc’kyj, Rytmika Sevienkovoji poeziji
(Prague, 1925) and B. Jakubs'kyj, ““Forma poeziji Sevéenka™, Taras Sevéenko, ed. E.
Hryhoruk and P. Fylypovyé¢ (Kiev, 1921); A. Balabanov, “Bulgarski stih”, Iz edin Zivot
(Sofia, 1934), p.298f., and B. Penev, “Hristo Botev”, introduction to Botev's
Stihotvorenija (Sofia, 1931).
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course and consequence, between this radically democratic literary
current which adheres to the folklore pattern and a younger opposing
trend which tends to break with the popular forms and create a
specifically urban and literary verse: P. KuliS (1819-1897) in the
Ukraine, Hurban-Vajansky (1847-1916) and Hviezdoslav (1849-1921)
in Slovakia, and Ivan Vazov (1850-1921) in Bulgaria. It might be noted
that their “new” meters may in turn be reduced to a common de-
nominator: they were fashioned after the Russian model. The latter was
especially pertinent for the Bulgarian and Ukrainian attempts, but was
in competition with Czech models in setting the Slovak versification of
the late nineteenth century.

The recurring contact of the ars poetica of the different Slavic nations
with their oral tradition and thereby with the Common Slavic patrimony
justifies the confession of Tred’jakovskij, one of the few initiators of
modern Russian poetry. He realized acutely that even the famous reform
of versification at the opening of the St. Petersburg period of Russian
history owes its essence to the popular custom handed down from age to
age, while the nomenclature and subsidiary particulars are due to alien
influences:

Indeed, the whole essence of this new versification has been taken over by me
from the intrinsic properties of our verse; and it must be acknowledged that the
poetry of our common people led me there. Although its style is far from perfect,
since the composers lack skill, the cadence of its various feet, at times more
pleasant, harmonious and regular than in Greek and Latin, inevitably led me to
introduce dissyllabic tonic feet into my new hexameters and pentameters *** It is
true that almost all terms used for the verse have been borrowed by me from
French versification, but the essence itself is from our most native and ancient
folk poetry, and hence it is suitable to say that to French versification I owe the
bag, and to the Russian poetic tradition its thousand-ruble contents.%*

This statement, mutatis mutandis, can be applied to most of the vital
innovations in the history of Slavic verse.

¢ V. Tred’jakovskij, Novyj i kratkij sposob k sloZeniju rossijskix stixov (SPb., 1735). He
insists on the force of folk verse in his later studies also, cites lines of popular songs,
breaking them down into “‘tonic™ (accentual) feet, and castigates the ““ignorant and vainly
obstreperous™ among the highly placed people who disdain any recourse to folk song. He
defends rhyme by referring to the inclination of Russian folklore, especially sayings, for
rhymes as, for instance, ‘‘ja, celovék prostoj, ém prjaniki nepisanye: xot" by glatki, tol’ko by
slatki”. In 1765, in the preface to his Telemaxida, an epos in dactylo-trochaic hexameters,
Tred’jakovskij relinquishes rhyme — ““childish whistling” — and this time appeals to the
blank verse of Russian folk songs: ***** our most natural and primordial versification was
completely rhymeless and consisted of both dissyllabic and trisyllabic tonic feet”. His own
use of these principles he considers just a “‘return from a strange, childish and irregular
poetry to one which is our own, ancient, honorable, appropriate and thoroughly perfect™.
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III. THE COMMON SLAVIC WRITTEN TRADITION

1. The Common Slavic frame of Old Church Slavonic literature. 2. Examples of
inter-Slavic literary exchange in the early Middle Ages. 3. The subsequent fortunes
of the Church Slavonic literary tradition. 4. Of the Cyrillo-Methodian ideological
legacy.

When, more than a thousand years ago, the first Slavic written language
came into use and spread, the linguistic differences within the Slavic
world were insignificant compared to the radically diverse dialects within
the present-day German or Italian territories. The relatively few local
peculiarities in sounds, grammar, and vocabulary were subsidiary and
incapable of impeding cultural intercourse between the various Slavic
regions. There was a gradual transition rather than sharp lines of
demarcation among Slavic dialects of that epoch. In the late ninth
century, as Vaillant aptly puts it, the Slavs “were still conscious of
speaking the same tongue”.®® Therefore the Slavic apostles,
Constantine-Cyril and Methodius, were able to use their native
Macedonian dialect for missionary work in Moravia. Moreover, their
teachings in this language were intended not only for Moravians but for
all the Slavic lands, as was expressly stated at the beginning (ns i vosémas
stranamy téms slovéneskyims).®®

The Moravian milieu in which Cyril and Methodius and their disciples
worked naturally influenced the language in which they wrote. Hence in
the basically southern dialect of these texts philologists discover western
ingredients. At the turn of the tenth century, the Moravian birthplace of
Slavic literature and liturgy was devastated, and their centers shifted to
Bohemia and Bulgaria. In the literary language of Bohemia, the western
admixture was reinforced, whereas in the Balkan area the southern (and
specifically Bulgarian) traits prevailed. With the further expansion of the
Slavic literary and liturgical language into the East Slavic lands and into
Croatia and Serbia, new variants arose. Despite all local adaptations,
however, the substantial unity of this cultural tongue was purposefully
maintained during the tenth and eleventh centuries. It was a unique
formation, distinct from all the spoken Slavic dialects of the period, and

65 A. Vaillant, “Les traits communs des langues slaves™, Conférences de I'Institut de
Linguistique de I'Université de Paris, VIII (1949), 29.

%6 The Life of St. Methodius, VIII, and the Life of St. Constantine, XIV: see P. Lavrov,
Materialy po istorii drevnejsej slavianskoj pis'mennosti (Leningrad, 1930), pp. 73 and 26.
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this segregation was essential to set off the hieratic and cultivated tongue
from the vulgar speech. At the same time, these two distinct linguistic
styles did not interfere with the declared purpose of the Slavic Church —
to make the Divine Word comprehensible to the simple folk (prostaja
¢edv) and attainable to every man. “Now hear with your understanding!
Listen, Slavic people! Hear the Word, for it has come from the Lord”,
proclaims Cyril’s verse preface to his translation of the Four Gospels.®’

The traditional name, Old Church Slavonic, is entirely appropriate to
the language which was used by the overwhelming majority of
Christianized Slavs from the time of the Moravian Mission to the First
Crusade, for it emphasizes the specific task of the language and its
essential interdialectal unity. Philologists have rightly designated the
local variants of this standard tongue not separate languages but mere
recensions (izvody) of Old Church Slavonic. Durnovo, in his stimulating
studies on Old Church Slavonic, has pointed out the strong interaction
between three powerful unifying factors in Slavic history at the end of
the first millennium of the Christian era — the political, the purely
linguistic, and the cultural.®®

Politically, there were recurrent expressions of a drive for unified
intertribal power. The Great Moravian Empire encompassed, besides
the entire Czechoslovak world, a significant percentage of the Sorbs,
Poles, and the southern Slavs of Pannonia. Tsar Simeon’s Great
Bulgaria took in Macedonians and Serbs, while Svjatoslav attempted to
set up a Russian-Bulgarian state with Préslav as capital. The Czechs
endeavoured in the tenth century to govern — besides Bohemia and
Moravia — Silesia, Slovakia, the Cracow area, and the Sorbian region
of Milsko. Finally, the Polish king Bolestaw I (992-1025) established a
great inter-Slavic sovereignty which extended into the Polabian, the
Czech, and the eastern Slavic domains.®® Linguistic and cultural ties
between the various Slavic tribes were fostered by such political
unifications and, conversely, facilitated them.

The still considerable linguistic unity of the Slavs favored cultural

87 R. Nahtigal, Rekonstrukcija treh starocerkovnoslovanskih izvirnih pesnitev = Razprave

Akademije Znanosti in Umetnosti v Ljubljani, Filoz.-filol.-hist. razred, 1 (1943), 41-156; R.
Jakobson, “The Beginning of National Self-Determination in Europe”, infra, pp. 115-128,
and “St. Constantine’s Prologue to the Gospel”, infra, pp. 191-206.

8 See especially N. Durnovo, “K voprosu o vremeni raspadenija obsCeslavjanskogo
jazyka™, Recueil des travaux du I*' Congrés des philologues slaves a Praha en 1929, 11
(Prague, 1932), pp. 514-26.

6% See V. Chaloupecky, “Pocatky statu Zeského a polského™, in Déjiny lidstva od pravéku
k dnesku, ed. J. Susta, 1Nl (Prague, 1937); F. Dvornik, The Making of Central and Eastern
Europe (London, 1949).
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relations and rendered possible the creation of the Slavic literary
language, the most significant cultural factor which for a time integrated
all Slavdom. Christianity, with services in the vernacular, contributed in
its turn to prolonging Slavic unity. Nearly the whole of the Slavic world
which was baptized before the First Crusade made use, in varying degrees
and for varying periods of time, of Old Church Slavonic. Thus the
famous Silesian writer of the thirteenth century, Martin of Opava, is not
far from the truth when in his Chronicle of Popes and Emperors, 1268,
he calls Saint Cyril “‘the apostle of nearly all the Slavs™.

As Durnovo says, ‘“at the end of the tenth and in the eleventh century,
people read, preached and worshipped in this language in Novgorod and
Kiev, in Préslav and Ochrid, in Velehrad and on the Sazava’. Moreover,
Old Church Slavonic texts from Great Moravia lived on, even if in
Latinized script and in a local li'nguistic re-adaptation, among the
Slovenians of the tenth century.’® Throughout the eleventh century, the
Croatians struggled to retain the Slavic liturgy, using the same means as
the Czechs and passing through the same stages, but achieving more
favorable final results. In the late tenth century, Czech missionaries
brought the Church Slavonic rites to Poland. Mieszko II used to worship
both in this language (in propria) and in Latin. The Slavic liturgy in
Polish and Bohemian monasteries seems to have run the same course
and ended similarly. The first exile of the Slavic monks immediately after
the schism (zalo veliko ssvdéja sja ve Ljaséxs, in the words of the Kievan
Paterikon) was later followed by the definitive banishment of the
“heretical” abbot and his followers from the Benedictine monastery in
Tyniec, near Cracow, at the beginning of the First Crusade.”" Finally,
according to the still unpublished findings of W. Fritz, there is an
indication that Slavic books were burned by order of the Bishop of
Merseburg in the eleventh century — a testimony that Old Church
Slavonic penetrated even to the Sorbs.

If we are thus justified in speaking of a Common Slavic literary
language, we admit the possibility of viewing the literature in Old
Church Slavonic as a Common Slavic written tradition. Sometimes it is
difficult to localize either the language of an Old Church Slavonic text or
the work itself, for the unity of the Old Church Slavonic linguistic and

7° F. Grivec, Zarja stare slovenske knijzevnosti: Frisinski spomeniki v zarji Sv.Cirila in

Metoda (Ljubljana, 1942); A. Isacenko, Jazyk a pévod Frizinskych pamiatok (Bratislava,
1943).

" Cf. O. Jansen (R. Jakobson), “Cesky podil na cirkevnéslovanské kultuie”, Co daly
nase zemé Evropé a lidstvu, I (Prague, 1939) — cf. the English translation, infra, pp. 129-152;
A. Sobolevskij, “K xronologii drevnejsix cerkovno-slavjanskix pamjatnikov”, Izvestija Otd.
rus. jaz. i slov. Akad. Nauk, XI1-2 (1906), 17f.



THE KERNEL OF COMPARATIVE SLAVIC LITERATURE 37

literary pattern often gained the upper hand over regional peculiarities.
The efforts of some Russian scribes in the eleventh century to maintain
what they observed to be the pure canon of Old Church Slavonic
language and spelling, avoiding any Russianisms, were so successful that
the problem of the origin of some of their manuscripts (e.g. Kuprijanov’s
leaflets) is a hard nut for students to crack.”?

Frequently the formal devices and the literary ideology of the works
themselves are so uniform as to give rise to discussions about which
Slavic country a given opus was written in. Even when the topic of the
work is clearly connected with a definite country, doubts may remain, as
evidenced, for instance, by the bitter discussion whether the mass to St.
Wenceslaus, preserved in an eleventh-century Novgorod manuscript,
was composed in Russia, in Bulgaria, or in Bohemia.”” Texts can acquire
a markedly inter-Slavic character through migrations from one country
to another, or they can have it from the start. For instance, the staff of
translators of the Hamartolos Chronicle seems to have included
Russians, Bulgarians, and Czechs.’* At that time Old Church Slavonic
writings were regarded as the common property of all Slavs who used
this standard language.”® The literary production of the Moravian
Mission was kept up by Bulgarian and Bohemian disciples and followers
and carried over to the whole Slavic East and South.

2

The splendid harvest of the Golden Age of Bulgarian literature under
Tsar Simeon (893-927) was fully absorbed by Russia after its Baptism.

2 See F. Kaminskij, “Otryvki evangel'skix ¢tenij XI v., imenuemye Kuprijanovskimi

(Novgorodskimi)”, Izvestija Otd. rus. jaz. i slov. Akad. Nauk, XXVIII (1923), 273-319; cf.
N. Durnovo, “Russkie rukopisi XI i XII vv., kak pamjatniki staroslavjanskogo jazyka",
Juzinoslovenski filolog, IV-VI (1924-27) and H. G. Lunt, “The Orthography of Eleventh-
Century Russian Manuscripts™, Microfilm Abstracts, X, 3 (Ann Arbor, 1950) 131f.

7* See L. Sreznevskij, “Izvestie o drevnem kanone v &est’ sv. Vjaceslava Cesskogo™,
Izvestija IT Otd. Imp. Akad. Nauk, V (1856), 191f., 275ff.; K. Nevostruev, “Pogled na
historiju istocne crkve u Ceskoj 1 stara istocna sluzba sv. Veceslava”, Rad jugosl. akad.,
XXXI (1872); V. Jagic, SluZebnye minei za sentjabr’, okijabr’, i nojabr’ v cerkovno-
slavjanskom perevode po russkim rukopisiam 1095-1097 g. (SPb., 1886) p. 213ff,; J. Vajs,
“Kanon ke cti sv. Vaclava”, Sbornik staroslovanskych literérnich pamatek o sv. Vaclavu a
sv. Ludmile (Prague, 1929), p. 137ff. (cf. G. II'inskij’s review, Slavia, XI, 359); J. Pekaf,
“Svaty Vaclav”, Svatovaclavsky sbornik, 1 (1934), 89; J. Vasica, ‘‘Staroslovanské liturgicke
zpévy a kanon na svatek sv. Vaclava slozené v Cechach v X. stoleti”, Na dsvitu kfest‘anstvi
(Prague, 1942),

7*  See the discussion by P. Lavrov and N. Durnovo about Hamartolos’ Chronicle as
edited and commented on by V. Istrin, Slavia, 1V (1925-26), 446-84, 657-83, and X
(1931), 801-15.

75 Cf. A. Sobolevskij, Drevnjaja cerkovno-slavjanskaja literatura i ee znaéenie (Kharkov,
1908).
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The encyclopedia compiled in Bulgaria, impressive in its sophistication
and in the skilled transposition of the rich, refined Greek theological,
philosophical, and scientific terminology into Slavic, suited Russian
intellectual needs. When it was copied in 1073 for the Kievan Prince
Svjatoslav, the only essential change made was the substitution of his
name for that of Tsar Simeon in the introductory verse panegyric.

Equally at home in Kievan Russia were the Old Church Slavonic
writings of the Bohemian recension. Similarly, from both Bulgaria and
Bohemia came the sources of the Old Church Slavonic literature of the
second of the younger provinces, Croatia.”® It is almost exclusively to
the Russian and Croatian copies that we owe our knowledge of the Old
Church Slavonic monuments of Bohemian origin. In their homeland all
these texts were “‘deleti omnino et disperditi”, as the Sazava Chronicle
says, at the start of the First Crusade, because of the prohibition of the
lingua Sclavonica in the Czech church by the Bull of Gregory VII, issued
despite the supplication of King Vratislav and contrary to the desires of
the Bohemian people. Although the works of Czech origin that entered
the Russian literary tradition were fully assimilated, a careful analysis in
accord with the acute suggestions of A. Sobolevskij and N. Nikol’skij
may reveal their Czech provenience. The criteria are chiefly lexical and
phraseological Bohemisms. Further, there are common peculiarities
of translation technique, and as a rule, Latin rather than Greek originals
are typical for Czech translated literature. In Bohemia’s original writ-
ings, one finds Czech topics and views and some influence from Western
models.

Translations, especially translated legends, also betray by their selec-
tion of subjects a specifically Czech historical background. From the
time Saint Cyril took the relics of Saint Clement to Rome, along with the
Slavic translation of the Gospel, the worship of the *“‘martyr-pope”
remained deeply rooted in Moravian and Bohemian tradition. Cyril’s
Greek “‘history” of his discovery of the relics, with a prose panegyric and
a verse hymn to the saint, were condensed, perhaps by Cyril himself, into
a single Slavonic work including all three items in abbreviated form and
alternating prose with verse.”” The Old Church Slavonic Missal, which is

7 ). Vajs, Najstariji hrvaiskoglagoljski misal (Zagreb, 1948); K. Horalek, “Kofeny
charvatsko-hlaholského pisemnictvi”, Slavia, XIX (1950).

77 Cf. J. Vasica, “Slovo na prenesenie mostem preslavnago Klimenta neboli legenda
Chersonska”, Acta Academiae Velehradensis, X1X (1948); J. Trifonov, “Dve st€inenija na
Konstantina Filosofa (sv. Kirila) za moétite na sv. Klimenta Rimski”, Spisanie na Bolg.
Akad. na nauk., XLVI1II (1934); N. van Wijk, **O jazyke Slova na prenesenie moslej sv.
Klimenta”, Byzantinoslavica, 1 (1929).
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a free, rhythmic adaptation of an old Latin model and was preserved in a
tenth century Bohemian manuscript, begins with a prayer to Saint
Clement.”® One of the two newly discovered churches built at the time of
Methodius in the capital of Great Moravia seems to have been dedicated
to Clement,”® as were some of the oldest churches in Bohemia, beginning
with Bofivoj’s in Levy Hradec. Clement’s name in its Old Church
Slavonic form (Kliment, Klim) early found wide usage in Czech. Thus it is
quite natural that among Church Slavonic works of Bohemian origin we
find a translation of the Latin life of Saint Clement.®°

A similar translation of the Latin life of Saint George is preserved in
Russian manuscripts. It is obviously connected with the church erected
in the Prague castle by Prince Vratislav (died ca. 920) to the “victorious
warrior, the holy martyr George”.®' The Moravian life of Saint
Methodius, which most likely came to Russia through a Bohemian
medium, appears in a Kievan manuscript of the twelfth century next to
the legend of Saint Vitus.8? This must have originated in Prague when
the monumental church was dedicated to Saint Vitus by Vratislav’s son,
Saint Wenceslaus (921-929). As J. Vasica discovered, this Old Church
Slavonic legend, translating the local Bohemian version of the Latin life
of Saint Vitus, was incorporated in abbreviated form into the Glagolitic
breviary of the Emmaus monastery in Prague, created by Charles IV
(1346-1378) to reinstate the Slavic liturgy.®?

Connected with the activity of the Benedictine monasteries in the
Czech Principality of the tenth and eleventh centuries is the Church
Slavonic adaptation of the Latin legend of Saint Benedict, which has
come down to us in a Croatian copy.®* Saint Boniface is one of the
patrons of the Bfevnov monastery in Prague, and the Church Slavonic

" Cf. J. Vasica, “'Slovanska liturgie nové osvétlena Kijevskymi listy”, Slovo a slovesnost,

V1 (1940).

% J. Poulik, “Objev druhého kostela ve Starém Mésté”, Archeologické rozhledy, 11 (1950)
12-22, esp. p. 18.

80 A. Sobolevskij, “Glagoli¢eskoe Zitie sv. papy Klimenta”, Izvestija Otd. rus. jaz. i siov.
Akad. Nauk. XVII, 3 (1912), 215fT.

8! N. Tixonravov, Pamjatniki otreéennoj russkoj literatury, 11 (Moscow, 1863), 100f.; A.
Veselovskij, Razyskanija v oblasti duxovnyx stixov, Il (SPb., 1880), 163ff.; cf. A.
Sobolevskij, fzvestija ..., X, 1 (1905), 113f.,, and Zitija svjatyx v drevnem perevode na
cerkovno-slavjanskij s latinskogo jazyka (SPb., 1904).

82 A. Sobolevskij, “Mucenie sv. Vita v drevnem cerkovnoslavjanskom perevode”,
Izvestija ..., VIII, 1 (1901), 278fF., and Zitija svjatyx ....

83 J. Vasica, “Staroslovanskd legenda o sv. Vitu”, Slovanské studie, ed. J. Kurz,
M. Murko, J. Vasica (Prague, 1948), pp. 159ff.

84 A. Sobolevskij, “Zitie prep. Benedikta Nursijskogo po serbskomu spisku XVI v.”,
Izvestija ..., VIII, 2 (1903), 121ff; Zitija svjatyx ....
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translation of his Rule, known from a Russian manuscript, has been
acknowledged to be of Czech origin.®>

Another of the Church Slavonic legends translated from Latin in
Bohemia and preserved in Russian manuscripts is that of the proto-
martyr Saint Stephen.®® It reminds us of the altar to him in Bfevnov and
the churches dedicated to him in the eleventh century, the cathedral in
Litoméfice and particularly the Moravian monastery in Hradisté. This
monastery was founded in 1078 under King Vratislav, the champion of
the Slavic liturgy, by his brother Otto of Olomouc and the latter’s wife,
Euphemia, granddaughter of Jaroslav the Wise, with the participation of
the Abbot Vitus of the Slavic Sazava monastery. Saint Apollinarius,
also honored by a Bohemian translation of the Latin legend about him
into Church Slavonic, was the patron of Bofivoj II, Vratislav’s son, who
built a church in Sadska in his name.®” Finally, the worship of Saint
Methodius as Bishop of Sirmium, which came to Bohemia as a part of
the Moravian tradition, prompted a Church Slavonic version of the life
of Saint Anastasia, the Sirmium martyr, particularly popular in
Dalmatia.®®

The Church Slavonic lives of the Czech saints which were compiled in
Bohemia survived either as a part of Russian and Croatian literary
heritage or in the form of Bohemian reworkings into Latin. The priest
Paul (whose name recalls the Apostle taken by Cyrillo-Methodian
tradition to be the first teacher of the Slavs) served as the presbyter maior
of the oldest Prague Church, the court chapel of the Virgin Mary,
recently excavated. He stood particularly close to Princess Ludmila
(d. 920 or 921) and her grandson, Prince Wenceslaus. It is most likely he
who composed the Church Slavonic lives of these two ruler-martyrs,
both written in the second quarter of the tenth century. The first of them
is known only from two digests, one in the Russian Prolog, the other a
Latin version made in Bohemia and found, in its oldest variant, in the
same manuscript as the Sazava Chronicle.®® The life of Saint Wenceslaus

85 N. Nikol’skij, “K voprosu o zapadnom vlijanii na drevne-russkoe cerkovnoe pravo”,
Bibliografic¢eskaja letopis’, 111 (1917).

86  A. Sobolevskij, ‘“‘Muéenie papy Stefana po russkomu spisku XV v.”, Izvestija ..., X, 1
(1905), 10517,

87 A. Sobolevskij, “Mudenie sv. Apollinarija Ravenskogo po russkomu spisku XVI v.”,
Izvestija ..., V111, 4 (1903), 320ff. For stimulating remarks on Bofivoj’s connections with the
Sazava abbot Bozetéch, see R. Urbanek, Legenda t. zv. Kristiagna ve vyvoji predhusitskych
legend ludmilskych i vaclavskych a jeji autor, 1 (Prague, 1947-8), 157, 446.

88 A, Sobolevskij, “Muéenie sv. Anastasii Rimljanki i Xrisogona po russkomu spisku XV
v.”, Izvestija . . ., VIII.

89 Shornik staroslovanskych literarnich pamatek o sv. Vaclavu a sv. Ludmile, ed. J. Vajs
(Prague, 1929); V. Chaloupecky, “Prameny X. stoleti’’ = Svarovaclavsky sbornik, I1, sv. 2.
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came early to Russia in two variants, one of which is known from the
Prolog extract while the other is preserved fully and, despite a slight
Russification, much more faithfully than in the Croatian redaction.®® The
somewhat later Wenceslaus legend, translated from Latin into Church
Slavonic in Bohemia, early became popular in Russia and was therefore
saved for posterity.”!

The legend of Saint Prokop, founder of the Sazava monastery,
which was written there in the sixties of the eleventh century and
modeled after the Church Slavonic legend of Saint Benedict, however,
has come down to us only in a Latin redaction made in the same
monastery in the following century.®?

Further, Croatian prayer books acquaint us with Bohemian hymns to
the Slavic Apostles,”® while Russian tradition preserved the devotion to
Saint Wenceslaus (see footnote 73 above), and a prayer to the Holy
Trinity which mentions exclusively Western saints and such intercessors
for Bohemia as Clement, Demetrius, Wenceslaus, Vojtéch, Prokop,
and Stephen.®*

Close to hagiographic literature is the apology for the Slavic Church
written in Moravia by a pupil of Methodius’s Mission late in the ninth
century. The chronicler Cosmas (1045-1125) testifies that it was retold
there in Latin also, under the title Privilegium ecclesiae moraviensis. The
Church Slavonic version is cited extensively in Nestor’s Chronicle, while
the Latin version is reflected in the Czech Latin legend Passio Sancte
Ludmile.®3 Nestor, one of the outstanding writers of Kievan Russian in

9 R. Jakobson, “‘Some Russian echoes of Czech Hagiography: 1. The Translation of St.

Venceslav’s Relics™, infra, pp. 820-832.

! N. Nikol'skij, Legenda mantuanskogo episkopa Gumpol'da o sv. Vjaéeslave Cesskom v
slavjanorusskom izloZenii (SPb., 1909); J. Vasica, ““Druha staroslovanska legenda o sv.
Vaclavu™, Shornik staroslov. pam., p. TIfT.

92 V. Chaloupecky, “Slovanska bohosluzba v Cechach”, Véstnik Ceské akademie véd a
uméni, LIX (1950), 65-80.

93 See P. Lavrov, Kyrylo ta Metodij v davn'o-slovjans'komu pys'menstvi (Kiev, 1928), and
Materialy po istorii drevnejsej slavjanskoj pis'mennosti (= Trudy slavianskoj komm. AN
USSR, 1, 1930).

% Cf. F. Dvornik, The Making of Central and Eastern Europe (London, 1949), p. 242ff.;
A. Sobolevskij, “Materialy i issledovanija v oblasti slavjanskoj filologii i arxeologii”” =
Shornik Otd. rus. jaz. i slov., LXXXVIIL, 3 (1910), 36ff.; M. Weingart, Ceskoslovenskj: typ
cirkevnej slovanciny (Bratislava, 1949), p. 63fL.; see also Sobolevskij, pp. 54ff. and 8Iff.,
Weingart, pp. 60-63 on two more Czech translations from Latin into Church Slavonic:
sermons by Saint Gregory the Great and the Gospel of Nicodemus.

95 See particularly N. Nikol'skij, Povest’ vremennyx let, kak istocnik dlja istorii nacal nogo
perioda russkoj pis'mennosti i kul'tury (Leningrad, 1930), and “K voprosu o sledax moravo-
¢edskogo vlijanija na literaturnyx pamjatnikax drevne-mongol'skoj époxi”, Vestnik Akad.
Nauk (1933); A. Saxmatov, “‘Povest’ vremennyx let i ee isto¢niki”, Trudy otdela drevne-
russkoj lit. AN SSSR, IV (1940); R. Jakobson, infra, p. 142f.; V. Chaloupecky, “Prameny X.
stoleti”; R. Urbanek, Legenda 1. zv. Kristiana, 1-11 (Prague, 1947).
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the eleventh and early twelfth centuries, shows dependence on Czech
sources not only in this work. The historical parallelism between the two
Russian ruler-saints, grandmother and grandson, and the Czech pair is
so striking that the Czech *“Homelia in festo Ludmile, patrone
Bohemorum”, composed at the end of the eleventh century, or rather its
presumed Church Slavonic prototype, was a natural model for the
imagery of the Eulogy to Saint Olga inserted into the Primary Chronicle
under the year 969:

She was the forerunner of the Christian land, even as the morning star precedes
the sun and the dawn the day. For she shone like the moon by night and she was
radiant among the infidels like a pearl in the mire, since the people were soiled by
sin, and not cleansed by holy baptism. *** She was the first from Rus’ to enter
the kingdom of God, and the sons of Rus’ thus praise her as their leader, for
» 96

since her death she has been praying to God for Rus’.

The corresponding passage of the Homily reads:

Hec in terra Bohemie oritur, ut stella matutina, que solis iusticie, qui est Christus,
quasi prenuncia fidei lumine tenebras erroris effugabat. Hec est primula veri
veris, id est gracie, nam hec prima inter sanctos terre iam dicte sanctificata esse
non ignoratur. Ipsa namque et aurora potest dici, nam luce sanctitatis diem
cultus divini subducebat. *** Quoniam autem beata Ludmila sicut prima
fidelium mater in terra sepe dicta sic et in celo interventrix exstitit, exigunt eius
merita, ut ei debitus honor a fidelibus impendatur.®’

The other works of Nestor, the lives of Theodosius and of Boris and
Gleb, also show incontrovertible evidence of borrowings from Church
Slavonic Lives of the Bohemian recension, particularly from the Church
Slavonic version of Gumpold’s Legend of Saint Wenceslaus.”®

D. Cizevsky even surmises that Nestor had visited Bohemia to bring to
the Sazava Monastery a part of the relics of Boris and Gleb. We learn
from the chronicle of the Sazava monk that in 1093, two years before the
expulsion of the Slavic monks from this monastery, there was a solemn
consecration of the two altars, where reposed the relics of these Russian
prince-martyrs, canonized as recently as 1072. Resting together with

% Cf. S. H. Cross, “The Russian Primary Chronicle™, Harvard Studies and Notes in
Philology and Literature, XII (1930), 173.

%7 V. Chaloupecky “‘Prameny”, p. 546; cf. his remarks on this homily, Na usvitu
kFest'anstvi, p. 161.

%  D. Cizevsky, “Anklidnge an die Gumpoldslegende des hl. Vaclav in der altruss. Legende
des hl. Feodosij und das Problem der ‘Originalitédt’ der slavischen mittelalterlichen Werke™,
Wiener Slavistisches Jahrbuch, 1 (1950).
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them were relics of several other saints revered by the Slavic Church:
Martin the patron of Saint Vojtéch and of the monastery Vojtéch erected
on a Pannonian hill, giving rise to an early legend that he was a native of
Pannonia; the five hermit brethren of Bfevnov who suffered martyrs’
deaths 1n Poland in 1004; Nicholas the Wonder-Worker, particularly
popular at that time in Russia; Andrew, patron of Salonika and believed
to be the apostle to Kievan Russia;’® Clement the martyr-pope and
Stephen (cf. above); finally Pantaleon, very popular in Eastern
Christianity, who figured in the prayer to the Holy Trinity mentioned
above and who gave his name to the eleventh-century Hungarian
monastery of the Eastern Rite, Pentele, and later to the Russian
monastery on Mount Athos.'%°

In Old Russian /lectiones from the thirteenth century on, we find a Life
and Martyrdom of Boris and Gleb which sharply differs from the rest of
the readings and discloses, as Sobolevskij observed, a distinctly Western
approach and a pattern quite unusual in Russian hagiography, in-
dicative of Czech origin.'®! It is amazing that these Russian saints were
sufficiently popular in the Sazava monastery to prompt a local literary
treatment of them just before the definitive end of the Slavic liturgy in
Bohemia. Equally significant is the fact that this Czech work could
penetrate into Russia and find admission into Russian readings in a
period particularly distrustful of spiritual imports from the West. The
veneration of Saint Olga, too, must have spread to Bohemia, as the
adoption of her name in 1ts specifically Russian form among the Czechs
of the early Middle Ages testifies.'®> Thus the worship of Russian saints
— Boris and Gleb and Olga — is taken over by the Czechs; in Russia, on
the other hand, it appears to be influenced by Czech hagiography.

All these details have been necessary in order to illustrate the extent of
literary exchange among the Slavs during the Old Church Slavonic
epoch. We see particularly how the indigenous production of the Czechs
was completely absorbed into the Russian and Croatian literary stocks.
If Russian literature begins by a wide assimilation of the Bulgarian
influx, later on, as Speranskij demonstrates, the main body of the
religious literature of Kievan Russia comes to enrich the South Slavic

99 Cf. N. Nikol'skij, “'’K voprosu o so¢inenijax, pripisyvaemyx Kirillu Filosofu™, Izvestija

po russkomu jaz. i slov. AN SSSR, 1 (1928), 414; A. Pogodin, “*Povest’ o xozdenii apostola
Andreja v Rusi”, Byzantinosiavica, VII (1938).

100 Fontes rerum Bohemicarum, 11 (Prague, 1874), 251f.; J. Vasica, “Vyznam svatého
Borise a Gléba v tradici svatovaclavske™, Svarovdclavsky shornik Akordu (Prague, 1929).
191 D. Abramovi¢, Zitija svjatyx mucenikov Borisa i Gleba i sluzby im (Petrograd, 1916),
pp- XVIIIf. and 113fY,; cf. A. Sobolevskij, fzvestija ..., XVIIL, 3 (1912), 222.

102 R. Jakobson, “Cesky podil”; v. infra, p. 140.
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literary repertory.'?® There were no inter-Slavic literary barriers during
the Old Church Slavonic period, and there existed one single standard
language and one literature with regional shadings, precisely the
“Slavische Sprache und Literatur nach allen Mundarten”, in the
definition of Dobrovsky (1806) and Safafik (1826).

Thus, at the late date of the final dissolution of their linguistic unity,
the Slavs were in possession of a highly elaborated standard language,
which served the church with its many-sided literature and reflected a
growing and progressive culture, benefited by the Byzantine tradition
and by the favorable economic situation of Eastern Europe in the early
Middle Ages.

Beginning with the First Crusade the situation gradually changes. The
Slavic Church and the Church Slavonic literature disappear in the Slavic
West. The dissolution of Slavic linguistic unity is completed, and former
dialects become clear-cut separate languages. Old Church Slavonic
yields to the innovations of the local vernaculars and cedes its place to
the less traditional and far less unified Middle Church Slavonic. Various
political and cultural changes begin to hamper inter-Slavic relations.
Nevertheless, it would be an incautious exaggeration to underestimate
the unifying role of the Church Slavonic tradition. Constantine the
Grammarian, a Bulgarian bookman at the Serbian court in the early
fifteenth century, grasped perfectly the international nature of this
tongue which could not be identified with either the Bulgarian or Serbian
vernaculars. 1°* The Greek-Orthodox Slavs remained for many centuries
linked by the Church Slavonic literary language, and the increasing
differences between the recensions were counterbalanced by mutual
influences. For instance, the Bulgarian type was extended to the Serbs
during the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, while the flow of
Bulgarian and Serbian refugees after the Turkish invasion of the Balkans
introduced a strong South Slavic strain into the language and orthogra-
phy in Russia.!® On the other hand, the Church Slavonic standard in
Serbia, from the time of Saint Sava (d. 1235), received a constant

103 M. Speranskij, “K istorii vzaimootnosenij russkoj i jugoslavjanskix literatur”,
Izvestija ..., XXVI (1921).

104 1. Jagi¢, “Rassuzdenija juznoslavjanskoj i russkoj stariny o cerkovnoslavjanskom
jazyke", Issledovanija po russkomu jazyku Akad. Nauk, 1 (1893), pp. 376f., 296fT. and 491f.
105 A. Sobolevskij, Juzno-slavjanskoe vlijanie na russkuju pis'mennost’ v X1V-XV vekax
(SPb., 1894),
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stimulus from the Russian norm. Constantine the Grammarian insists
on the intimate bond between Church Slavonic and Russian. Since the
seventeenth century, the Glagolitic books of the Croatians have been
adapted to the Russian pattern, and Serbian literature used a strongly
Russified language throughout the eighteenth century.'°®

The discrepancy between the Moscow and Kievan recensions was
reduced by the radical Ukrainization of the former under Nikon
(Patriarch in Moscow from 1652 to 1658). The secularization of Russian
literature in the seventeenth century elevated the native Russian stratum
in the literary tongue and created a definite hybrid structure with varying
ratios of Church Slavonic and vernacular constituents, depending on
the style. Russian has essentially preserved this deliberately hybrid
character down to the present, while romanticism has deprived Serbian
and Ukrainian of the Church Slavonic stratum.!®’

As long as Church Slavonic dominated the literatures of the Greek-
Orthodox Slavs, the ties linking these literatures to each other and to
their common past remained very strong. Even when a gradual secular-
ization circumscribed the Church Slavonic element in literary Russian,
the traditional repertory of stylistic means remained still valid and
productive. The tension between the Church Slavonic and vernacular
components harks far back into the past and connects the devices of
Modern Russian verbal art with those of Archpriest Avvakum!©®
and, still farther back, with Old Russian chronicles and narratives.'®®
The forms of Russian eighteenth-century poetry, whose ‘““High Style”
demands a preponderance of Church Slavonic, are in some respects
more akin in structure to the church poetry rooted in the medieval
tradition than to the classicism which they formally profess. The treatise

106 A, Beli¢, “Ugeice sv. Save i njegove §kole u stvaranju nove redakcije srpskih ¢irilskih
spomenika’, Svetosavski zbornik, 1 = Posebna izdanja Srp. Kr. Akad., CXIV (Belgrade,
1936); A. Sobolevskij, Iz perevodceskoj dejatel’nosti sv. Savvy Serbskogo”, Sbornik Otd.
rus. jaz., LXXXVIII, kn. 3; B. Unbegaun, Les débuts de la langue littéraire chez les Serbes
(Paris, 1935); P. Kulakovskij, “Nacalo russkoj §koly u serbov v XVIII v.”, Izvestija ..., XIII,
kn. 2 (1903).

107 N. Trubetzkoy, “ObsCeslavjanskij élement v russkoj kul'ture”, K probleme russkogo
samopoznanija (Paris, 1927). :

198 V. Vinogradov, “Nabljudenija nad stilem Zitija pr. Avvakuma”, Russkaja Reé’
(Petersburg, 1922) — cf. the English trans. appended to Archpriest Avvakum’s Life, tr. K.
Brostrom (Ann Arbor: Michigan Slavic Publications, 1979), 117ff.; cf. E. Cerkasova, O
vzaimodejstvii russkix narodnyx i cerkovnoslavjanskix élementov reci v russkom literatur-
nom jazyke dolomonosovskogo perioda™, Materialy i issledovanija po istorii russkoego
literaturnogo jazyka AN SSSR, II (1951).

109 A, Paschen, Die semasiologische und stilistische Funktion der tratftorot- Alternationen
in der altrussischen Literatursprache (Heidelberg, 1933); L. Jakubinskij, ‘O jazyke Slova o
polku Igoreve”, Doklady i soobscenija Instituta rus. jazyka AN SSSR, 11 (1948).
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with the eloquent title O pol’ze knig cerkovnyx by such a legislator of the
Russian eighteenth-century poetic canon as Lomonosov (1711-1765)
says literally:

Having weighed the benefit of Slavonic church books for the Russian language, I
dispassionately address all lovers of their native literature and offer the well-
meant advice, out of conviction gained through my own experience in art, to
peruse with industry all the church books. *** The Russian language will
consolidate itself in full force, beauty and richness and will not be subject to
decline as long as the Russian Church continues to be adorned by praises to the
Lord in the Slavonic tongue.''?

His older contemporary Tredjakovskiy (1703-1769) criticized
Sumarokov (1718-1777), the last of the big three, for “‘not having read
enough from our church books in his youth and therefore lacking both a
wealth of choice words and a habit of orderly composition”. A stanza
usually cited as one of Tred’jakovskij’s best is nothing but a close
paraphrase of Church Slavonic biblical verses:

Tred’jakovskij Deuteronomy 23: 1, 2
Vonmi, O! Nébo, i reku, Vonmi Nebo, i vozglagolju,
Zemlja da slysit st glagoly: i da slysit zemlja glagoly ust moix.
Kak dozd’ ja slovom poteku; Da caetsja jako dozd’ ve§€anie moe,
I snidut, kak rosa k cvetku, i da snidut jako rosa
Moi ve$éanija na doly. glagoly moi, jako tuca na troskot.

Later poetry also finds it inviting to paraphrase the old church devotions
more or less closely.

Puskin
Vladyko dnéj moix! dix prazdnosti unyloj,
Ljubonacalija, zmei sokrytoj sej,
I prazdnoslovija ne daj dusé moej;
No daj mne zrét’ moi, o Boze, pregresén’ja,
Da brat moj ot menja ne primet osuzdén’ja,
I dux smirénija, terpénija, ljubvi
I celomudrija mne v sérdce ozivi. (1836).

Lenten prayer by Ephraem Syrus
1. Gospodi i Vladyko Zivota moego, dux prazdnosti, unynija,
ljubonadalija
i prazdnoslovija ne dazd’ mi.
119 About the influence of the church books on Lomonosov’s poetry, see 1. Solosin,

“Otrazenie jazyka obrazov Sv. Pisanija i knig bogosluzebnyx v stixotvorenijax
Lomonosova”, Izvestija ..., XVIII, kn. 2 (1913).
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3. Ej, Gospodi Carju, daruj mi zréti moja pregresenija
i ne osuzdati brata moego ***

2. Dux Ze celomudrija, smirenomudrija, terpénija i ljubve
daruj mi rabu tvoemu.

The phraseology and imagery of the Church Slavonic literary tradi-
tion, especially of liturgic poetry, is still a vital stimulus for the Russian
literary art of the twentieth century, to mention only Blok, Belyj, Kljuev,
Esenin, and Majakovskij, however far from piety the last may appear to
be. His most personal poem, Celovek (1917), literally cites prayers at
the beginning (‘*“Nyne otpuscaesi”’) and in the final line (*‘So svjatymi
upoko6;j”),!!! and is, moreover, introduced by a variation on liturgical
motifs:

Svjascennosluzitelja mira, otpustitelja vséx grexov, —
solnca ladon’ na golové moe;.

Blagocestivejsej iz monasestvujuscix — noci oblacénie
na ple¢ax moix.

Dnéj ljubvi mo¢j tysjacelistoe evangelie celuju.'!'?

4

The Cyrillo-Methodian tradition signifies not only the perpetuation of
the Old Church Slavonic patrimony in language and style and of the
inter-Slavic connections based on adherence to this patrimony, but also
an ideological legacy closely connected to the language problem. The
Moravian Mission professed the equal rights of all peoples and the equal
worth of their languages, demanding above all the recognition of the
sovereignty of their own Slavic nation and tongue. Since the liturgy
symbolized the summit in the medieval hierarchy of values, the right to
conduct the divine services in the national language symbolized the right
to all other values as well. The whole culture, especially the literary
output, became nationalized.

This ideology, which rejected the concept of any privileged nations or
languages, fully dominated the Old Church Slavonic period in Moravia,
Bohemia, and Bulgaria, and in Russia it retained such vitality that Saint

11 One of Blok’s pivotal poems, Ty v polja otosla bez vozvrata”, contains the same

citation in its final stanza and likewise a prayer sentence in the first stanza: Da svjatitsja
Imja Tvoé.
112 Cf. the “‘blizzard ectenes” in Belyj’s **Kabok metélej”"; for instance:

Se grjadét nevésta, obleGénnaja snégom i vétrom reviacim.

Se metél’ grjadét snégom, nenevéstnaja.

V'juge pomolimsja.
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Stephen of Perm’ (1340-1396) deliberately followed the example of the
Slavic Apostles when he invented a completely new alphabet for the
Zyrians and translated the Gospel and liturgy into their language. His
younger contemporary and biographer, Epiphanius the Most Wise
(d. 1420), grasped this connection perfectly and compared Stephen with
Saint Cyril, taking over the five-century-old argument of the so-called
Monk Xrabr, who praised the Slavic alphabet for being “‘created by a
single holy man”, whereas the Greek alphabet was the work of many
heathen men. Epiphanius values Stephen’s accomplishment even more
highly, since Cyril was assisted by his brother Methodius, while Stephen
had no help but God.!!?

Stephen’s undertaking indeed developed most promisingly, until it
was forcibly stopped by the new imperious ideology of the Third Rome:
the Moscow of Ivan the Terrible denied the rights and claims of
vernaculars, and the Zyrian church books were condemned and de-
stroyed. For comparative Slavic literature it is of great interest that,
whereas in the Russian case the Cyrillo-Methodian claim of a full
franchise for every national language was abandoned, while the Cyrillo-
Methodian linguistic and literary tradition remained in florescence, in
the Czech case the process was reversed. There, it was the Church
Slavonic language that capitulated toward the beginning of the twelfth
century, with only meager literary survivals,''* while the Cyrillo-
Methodian ideology, transmitted by the Latin reshapings of the lost Old
Church Slavonic apologetic and hagiographic literature, persisted in the
favorable historical circumstances of the thirteenth and fourteenth
centuries and waged a new successful combat for the use of the national
Czech language in every field of literary and cultural endeavor: and the
language indeed met the highest exigencies of philosophy and
religion.!!®

This combat not only utilized the Church Slavonic precedent ef-
ficiently and referred to it repeatedly, but attempted even to revive the
Slavic liturgy. To this end, Charles IV, in 1344, summoned Croatian
monks faithful to the Glagolitic tradition and settled them in the Prague
Emmaus Monastery, which was dedicated to the blessed patrons of the

113 See Zitie sv. Stefana episkopa Permskogo, by Epiphanius the Wise, ed.
Arxeograficeskaja kommisija (SPb., 1897).

114 R. Jakobson, *O stixotvornyx reliktax rannego srednevekov’ja v Cesskoj literaturnoj
tradicii”, infra, pp. 381-388; J. Vrastil, “Vyznam nejstarSich staroceskych souvislych texti
evangelijnich pro otazku o vlivu bible staroslovénské na staroteskou”, Slovanské studie,
ed. J. Kurz, M. Murko, J. V~3ica (Prague, 1948).

115 Cf, R. Jakobson, Moudrost starych Cechi (New York, 1943).
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Czech kingdom, Prokop, Vojtéch, Cyril, and Methodius. The under-
taking had a many-sided cultural influence. In Bohemia it fostered the
translation of the church books into the Czech vernacular, equipped the
dawning Hussite movement with arguments for the nationalization of
the Church, and gave to Jan Hus a model for his great orthographic
reform. The ties with the Old Church Slavonic tradition and the sense of
Slavic linguistic community were strengthened. Slavic self-consciousness
was stimulated not among the Czechs alone, but, as Jan Dlugosz’s
Historia polonica (1480) testifies, also among the Poles, when with the
opening of new sister communities of the Emmaus Monastery the liturgy
“nobilis slavici idiomatis” was brought into the vicinity of Wroclaw
(1380) and Cracow (1390). The activities connected with the monastery
thus favored an inter-Slavic literary exchange by importing Czech
literature to Croatia, and Croatian Church Slavonic texts into Poland
and Western Russia.!'®

When in the seventeenth century the loss of Czech political inde-
pendence put the national culture and cultural language into acute
danger, appeals to the ever vital Cyrillo-Methodian precedent became
particularly forceful. Both Jan Amos Komensky (Comenius), the para-
mount thinker among the Czech Reformers (1592-1670), and the Jesuit
Bohuslav Balbin, the chief learned exponent of the Counter-
Reformation in Bohemia (1621-1688), effectively evoked the inspiring
lesson of the past. In his Ecclesiae slavonicae *** brevis historiola (1660),
Comenius points out that among modern European peoples “‘the Slavs
were the first to be entrusted with the Word of God in their vernacular”
and that subsequently the Czechs “‘refused to tolerate the Divine Service
in a strange language’ and successfully strove for the familiar liturgy in
the mother tongue. Balbin’s renowned Dissertatio apologetica pro lingua
slavonica, praecipue bohemica (1673) views the grant to the Czechs and to
all Slavs to administer the sacraments in the native tongue as the special
merit of the Moravian apostles and as a sanctification of their language,
“*for in this tongue the Son of God is daily called to earth, and these few
sacred words have such a boundless power that they far surpass the ‘fiat’
which brought the world into being™.

116 P. Syrku, “Zur Geschichte des Glagolismus in Bohmen®, Archiv f. slav. Philologie,
XXI (1899); L. Helmling, Emaus (Prague, 1903); L. Helmling and A. Horcicka, Das
vollstindige Registrum Slavorum (Prague, 1904); B. Havranek, *‘StaroCeska literatura v
hlaholském pisemnictvi charvatském™, Co daly nase zemé Evropé a lidstvu, 1; S. IvSic,
“Dosad nepoznati hrvatski glagoljski prijevodi iz staroCeskoga jezika"”, Slavia, 1 (1922),
297ff. and VI (1927), 40ff.; J. Vasica, “Krakovske zlomky hlaholské”, Slavia, XVIII
(1947), 112ff.; M. Paulova, “L’idée cyrillo-méthodienne dans la politique de Charles 1V et
la fondation du monastére slave de Prague™. Byzantinoslavica, X1 (1950), 174ft.
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IV. SOME IMPLICATIONS

1. Linguistic propinguity favors diffusion. 2. Simultaneous nearness and distance. 3.
Subjective inferences from objective premises. 4. Conclusion.

1

Old Church Slavonic shaped its vocabulary, phraseology, style, and even
some grammatical devices after the model of Greek. In standard Russian
even now the effects of this patterning have remained so significant that a
scholar and polyglot of the stature of Henri Grégoire can declare that it
1s sometimes easier to translate a passage of Leskov or Dostoevskij into
Greek than into French or English. The Christian offshoot of Greek
classical culture penetrated deeply into the Slavic world by means of
Church Slavonic. It is characteristic that when in Bohemia (and already
to some extent in Moravia) Latin rather than Greek originals were
rendered into Old Church Slavonic, many of the Latin terms were
Hellenized, Latin proper names were regularly remodeled in the Greek
manner, certain Byzantine stylistic devices were smuggled in, and at
times even Greek excerpts were inserted.

The Christian offshoot of the other classical culture, the medieval
Latin tradition, was brought into Slavic language and literature through
another channel, late medieval Czech. The enormous task of adapting
the Slavic vernacular to western civilization and of fitting this culture
into a Slavic framework was fulfilled and climaxed by the resplendent
Czech literature of the fourteenth century and the Hussite Reformation.
The transmission into Czech of the opulent cultural terminology of late
medieval Latin, of its literary forms and its philosophical subtleties, was
the great achievement of the Czech kingdom under Charles IV. Such
masterpieces of the late fourteenth century as Klaret’s extensive Latin-
Czech terminological dictionary, the exquisite poem about Saint
Catherine, and Tomas of Stitny’s faithful replica of the Scholastic philo-
sophical system in the Czech vernacular are eloquent evidence of this.!!’
The Czech literary language and literature of the Luxemburg and
Hussite periods were completely adopted by the Poles. Until the
sixteenth century all forms of bilingualism were found in Polish
cultivated circles, as modern Polish philologists have pointed out, from

17 See V. Flajshans, Klaret a jeho druzina, 1-11 (Prague, 1926); R. Jakobson, “'O cestach
k eské poesii goticke”, Zivor, XIV (1936) — cf. the English translation infra, pp. 691-695;
Legenda o sv. Kareriné, ed. and commented on by J. Vilikovsky (Prague, 1941); D.
Cizevsky's statement on the lamentable meagerness of studies about Stitny (Slavische
Rundschau, VIII, 15f.) is still pertinent.
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the use of Czech as the language of culture and fine manners to the
renowned Czech-Polish hybrid (“gmatwanina dwujezykowa’) used by
the elite in literature and conversation.

An interesting example is quoted by Lehr-Sptawinski: Jan Malecki,
the translator of Luther’s catechism (1547), in defending his translation,
went so far as to declare, **“No one ignorant of Czech can speak good
Polish™, and he recommended that men of letters follow Czech models
and use Czech terms. Malecki’s son, Hieronim, in a preface to his
translation of Luther’s Postil (1574), justified his use of many Czech
words by asserting that Czech and Polish are substantially “one and the
same language”, and that the Czechs have a richer terminology and
wider translating experience. The writer Lukasz Gornicki, in his famous
book Dworzanin polski (1566), notes that Czech is the primary source
from which a Polish gentleman draws words lacking in his mother
tongue. The influence of Czech literature on the Poles starts with the
wholesale importation and copying of Czech works, moves on to a slight
adaptation to the local language and restructuring along Polish lines (na
polski lad), and results in an imitation of Czech literary models in a
language and style rich in variegated Bohemisms. This prolonged
grafting process was, as Urbanczyk and other Polonists have de-
monstrated,’'® of great consequence for the Polish literary language and
verbal art. The Czech strain was still apparent in the work of the first
prominent and original Polish poet, Mikotaj Rej (1505-1569), and
despite subsequent purist tendencies, considerable portions of this Czech
import have remained an inalienable component of standard Polish. It
may even be claimed that this lengthy Czech schooling of the Polish
literary tongue and of the literature itself was an essential prerequisite for
the appearance of such wonders as the poetry of Jan Kochanowski
(1530-1584). Observing, on the other hand, the impoverishment of
Czech poetry after its Gothic heights, one might cite Viktor Sklovskij’s
ingenious pronouncement that the line of literary inheritance is from

'8 On Czech-Polish linguistic relations, see: T. Lehr-Sptawinski, K. Piwarski, and Z.
Wojciechowski, Polska Czechy (Katowice-Wroctaw, 1947); T. Lehr-Splawinski, Jezyk
polski (Warsaw, 1947); 8. Urbanczyk, “Z dawnych stosunkow jezykowych polsko-
czeskich” = Rozprawy Wydzialu Filologicznego. Polska Akad.. LXVII, no. 2 (1946); A.
Briickner, Walka o jezyk (Lwow, 1917); B. Havranek, *‘Expanse spisovné ¢estiny od 14. do
16. stoleti”, Co daly nase zemé Evropé a lidstvu, 1 (Prague, 1939); R. Jakobson, **Cesky
vliv na stredovékou literaturu polskou”, ibid. — cf. infra, pp. 773-781; and “Slezsko-
polska cantilena inhonesta ze zacatku XV. stoleti”, Narodopisny: véstnik ceskoslovansky:,
XXVII-XXVIII (1934-1935) — cf. the English translation infra, pp. 738-772: J. Hrabak,
Staropolsky vers ve srovnani se staroceskym (= Studie PraZského linguistického krouzku, 1),
and Smilova skola (Prague, 1941); W. Taszycki, **Czechizmy w jezyku Reja™, Prace
Filologiczne, XI1.
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uncle to nephew, and thus view Polish sixteenth-century poetry as
the continuation and culmination of old Czech poetry.

The westernization of Slavic literary languages gathers momentum
and a new hybrid formation appears in the sixteenth and early seven-
teenth centuries, as Ukrainian literary activity and language undergo
strong Polish influence. It is worthy of note that among the Polish
elements which infiltrated into Ukrainian were many of Czech origin,
since Polish loans to Ukrainian carried the same cultural function as
had Czech loans to Polish. Again the same gamut is run: Ukrainian
authors write in Polish; Ukrainian texts are translated from Polish, or
rather somewhat adapted to the Ukrainian pattern; works are composed
in Ukrainian, but with an upper stratum of Polonisms.''?

The Russian recension of Church Slavonic which served as the literary
language of Muscovy was, as we have mentioned, brought closer to the
Kievan recension in the seventeenth century. A number of Polonisms,
including many of Czech origin, came into Russian at that time, either
through Ukrainian or directly from Polish. For Moscow’s upper and
progressive circles, Polish became the fashionable language, the vehicle
of Western culture, especially toward the close of the century. According
to Lazar Baranovi¢’s testimony, the entourage of Czar Aleksej (1645-76)
*‘did not shun the Polish language and enjoyed Polish literature’. At that
time Polonisms became so widespread in Russian, as V. Vinogradov
points out, that the monk Avraamij complained of his compatriots who
eschewed the homebred literary language in favor of Polish, exactly as
Gornicki a century earlier had observed that his countrymen were
avoiding their mother tongue, preferring Czech.!#°

Ukrainian elements had started to infiltrate into standard Russian at
the turn of the seventeenth century as vehicles of westernization and
secularization. For example, the French-Russian vocabulary compiled in
the Archangel region in 1584 renders ““good night’’ as dobra niche. Boyer
correctly interpreted ni¢ as a Ukrainianism, whereas Larin 1s inclined to
see here merely a slip of the pen.!?! The same form turns up, however, in

119 A. Martel, La langue polonaise dans les pays ruthénes (Lille, 1938); D. Cizevsky,
Istorija ukrajins’koji literatury, 11 (Prague, 1942); A. Briickner, Dzieje kultury polskiej, Il
(Cracow, 1931).

120 V. Vinogradov, Ocerki po istorii russkogo literaturnogo jazyka XVII-XIX vwv.
(Leyden, 1949), p.32f; Cf. L. Bulaxovskij, “K istorii vzaimootnosenij slavjanskix
literaturnyx jazykov”, Izvestija Otd. lit. i jaz. AN SSSR, X (1951).

121 P Boyer, “Un vocabulaire frangais-russe de la fin du XVI-me siécle”, Recueil de
mémoires orientaux. Textes et traductions publiés par les professeurs de I'Ecole spéciale des
langues orientales vivantes a 1'occasion du XIV. Congrés International des orientalistes
(Paris, 1905), p. 461; B. Larin, “‘Parizskij slovar’ russkogo jazyka 1586 goda™, Sovetskoe
Jazykoznanie, I1 (1936), 87.
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a manuscript textbook of colloquial Russian written in Pskov by a
Liibeck German, Tonnies Fenne: Dobra nitz, ‘Guden nachtt’’**? In the
same place, “'Guden dach’’ is translated by a Ukrainian form, Dobri den,
although except in this locution this adjective exhibits only the Great
Russian ending -oj. Ukrainian secular greetings tend here to supplant the
old Russian pious formulas Pomozi Bog, Bog bljudi tebe, etc., quoted on
the same page.

After the Ukrainian-Russian union (1654), the influx of Ukrainian
intellectuals into Russian cultural centers increased during the late
seventeenth and early eighteenth century. According to Sumarokov, *“all
schools were overflowing with Little Russians, so that their provincial
pronunciation took root, and the clergy in particular blindly imitated
their incorrect speech”.'?3 Toward the end of the seventeenth century,
Russian literature too undergoes strong Ukrainization and thus, in-
directly, Polonization. The equivalence of i (or y) and ¢é (lixu — utéxu,
jazyki— véki) and of consonants followed by i and y (kupiti — bity, kidri
— pudry, sily — prel’stili) in the rhymes of such Russian poets as
Simeon Polockij (1629-1680) and his pupil Sil’vestr Medvedev (1641-
1691) is borrowed from Ukrainian poetic usage. It persists in the poetry
of Kantemir (1709-1744), and isolated survivals (like Zizni — otcizny)
appear even in some eminent verses of the nineteenth century.'?*
Polockij, a Byelorussian who came to Moscow already trained in the
Ukrainian school, carried many Polish habits over into Russian po-
etry.'?® His lexicographic manual for translating Polish words into
Church Slavonic, which the Swedish scholar J. G. Sparwenfelt took from
Moscow to Uppsala in manuscript in the 1680’s, symbolizes his cultural
tendencies.

Avoidance of masculine rhymes, long observed in the Russian virsi,
was taken over by Polockiy and his contemporaries from Ukrainian
poetry, where versifiers had more or less confined themselves to feminine
rhymes. In this they were following the Polish canon, valid until the early

122 See Tonnies Fenne's Low German Manual of Spoken Russian, Pskov 1607, eds. L. L.
Hammerich, R. Jakobson, E. van Schooneveld, T. Starck, and Ad. Stender-Petersen
(Royal Danish Academy of Sciences, 1961; vol. 11, 1970).

123 Cf, P. Ziteckij, “K istorii literaturnoj russkoj re¢i v XVIII v.”, Izvestija Otd. rus. jaz. i
slov., VIII, kn. 2 (1903).

2% Phonetically [-ni - -ny], phonemically /-n'i - -ni/. — See V. Zirmunskij, Rifina, ee
istorija i teorija (Petersburg, 1923), p. 132; V. Peretc, Istoriko-literaturnye issledovanija i
materialy, 1 (SPb., 1900), 189, 266.

125 See Virsi. Sillabiceskaja poézija XVII-XVIII wv., ed., with an introduction, I.
Rozanov (Moscow, 1935); N. Glokke, “Rifmotvornaja Psaltyr’ Simeona Polockogo v ee
otnodenii k pol'skoj Psaltyri Jana Kochanowskogo”, [zvestija Kievskogo universiteta
(1896), no. 4; 1. Sljapkin, Sv. Dimitrij Rostovskij i ego vremja (SPb., 1891).
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nineteenth century, which was based on the fact that in Polish all words
(except monosyllables) stress the penult. Although this limitation in
rhyming was accurately sensed as a Polonism unwarrantable in Russian
and Ukrainian poetry, the rule persisted. Sometimes it even forced an
arbitrary shift of the stress to the penult — compare Simeon’s rhymes
ostavi—ijavi (< javi), télo—zélo (< zél6). Even Tred’jakovskij’s pioneer-
ing treatise on Russian versification (1735) admits masculine rhymes
only as an exception, for comic use; and only in such use do they appear,
occasionally, in Tred’jakovskij’s early verses.'?® It took Lomonosov’s
intervention, in his Pis'mo o pravilax rossijskogo stixotvorstva (1739), to
put an end to the Polish prohibition of masculine rhymes, and this
prompted Hryhoryj Skovoroda (1722-94) to a similar reform in
Ukrainian verse some two decades later.'?’

Among more recent examples, a similar grafting with linguistic and
literary forms may be noted in the creation of a new Bulgarian literature
during the second half of the nineteenth century, under the dominant
influence of Russian models. Thousands of words from standard
Russian entered literary Bulgarian.!?® Similarly the Czech lexical,
phraseological, and stylistic pattern was important for modern Slovak
literature.'2®

All these inter-Slavic verbal diffusions transmit the two powerful
civilizing currents: Greek, embodied in Church Slavonic, and Latin, first
imbedded in Old Czech. The two streams may merge, as when Russian
imparted a Church Slavonic strain to Bulgarian, endowing it at the same
time with the contributions of the Western current. The total result is
that most — or even all — Slavic literary languages have a number of
common cultural terms. If, for instance, we leaf through Miklo$i¢’s
dictionary of six Slavic languages,'?® we find many all-Slavic words: a
part goes back to the Common Slavic stock, while the others are
attributable to the Old Church Slavonic or, later, to Old Czech
propagation. Such are the earlier loan-translations from Greek (e.g. the

126 Vesna katit,

Zimu valit,

I 0z listik s drévom Sumit.
127 See Zirmunskij. Rifma. p. 30f.; D. Cizevsky, Ukrajins'kyj literaturnyj barok, 11
(Prague, 1941), 17ff,, and *Skovorodas Reime”, Zfs/Ph, X1V (1937) 331ff.; K. Woycicki,
Forma diwigkowa prozy polskiej i wiersza polskiego (Warsaw, 1912), p. 127f.
128 1, Sismanov, “*Nadenki ot rusko vlijanie v bulgarskata kniznina®, Bslgarski pregled, V
(1899); B. Penev, “Pwrvi stixotvorci” = Chap. XXIII, Istorija na novata bslgarska
literatura, 111 (Sofia, 1933); B. Conev, “Rusko-buslgarski paraleli”, Slavjanski glas, 1 (1902).
129 Cf. R. Jakobson, “L histoire du tchéque et du slovaque littéraires™, Le Monde Slave,
IV (1937), 363ff.
130 F. Miklo§i¢, Dictionnaire des six langues slaves (Vienna, 1885).
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Old Church Slavonic proroks ‘prophet’ and its replicas in all South,
West, and East Slavic languages) and the somewhat later loan-
translations from Western models (Old Czech prédmét ‘object’, pravo
‘right’ were reproduced by nearly all the literary languages of the
Slavs). What has been said about this twofold lexical radiation can be
extended, mutatis mutandis, to the diffusion of literary forms.

2

The mutual propinquity of the diverse Slavic languages substantially
facilitates linguistic, and hence cultural, intercourse — learning, translat-
ing, borrowing. The formation of hybrid structures has played a vast
part in the history of Slavic languages and literatures, both on a social
and individual level. Gogol’, whose Russian was notoriously incorrect,
became the founder of classical Russian prose and an immortal teacher
of Russian artistic style; whereas in the Ukrainian translations of his
work, the fascinating tension between the two linguistic layers is lost and
the artistry collapses. Maksim Bagdanovi¢ (1891-1917), whose mother
tongue was Russian, was the initiator and has remained the leading
master of Byelorussian poetry, endowing it with his Russian linguistic
and literary experience.

When confronted with another Slavic language, a Slav is primarily
aware of the common essence, and he either underestimates the differ-
ences and reinterprets the cognate tongue egocentrically, or he perceives
the divergences and is attracted or repulsed by them. Let us, to take two
of the most distant Slavic languages, recite to a Czech who knows no
Russian, the first sentence of Puskin’s Bronze Horseman: Na beregu
pustynnyx voln Stojal on, dum velikix poln, i vdal’ gljadél. He will easily
transpose them into Czech, word for word: Na brehu pustych vin stal on,
dum velikych pln, i v dal hledél.'>' The Russian vocables will appear to
him to be, in a way, alternants of his own: beregu — brehu, voln — vin,
stojal — stal, etc. Similarly, when a Russian reads the initial lines of
Macha’s Mdj (By! pozdni vecer — pryni maj — Vecerni maj — byl lasky
Cas. Hrdlic¢céin zval ku lasce hlas —), he will, without particular difficulty,
slavishly substitute the Russian alternants: By/ pozdnij vécer — pérvyj
maj — Vecérnij maj — byl laski ¢as. Gorlicyn zval k laske glas (or golos).
Of course laski ¢as in Russian means ‘the hour of caress’, while in

Czech lasky cas denotes ‘the time of love’, so that an “etymological”
131 B. Mathesius translates:
Na biehu pustych vod ON stal —
Dum velkych pln — a hledél v dal.
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translation causes a semantic shift, lending a peculiar tinge to the usual
vernal image; but even for the Russian who knows that /asky ¢as should
be rendered by ljubvi pora, the connotation ‘hour of caress’ remains
valid, because of the obvious etymological equivalence of the Czech and
Russian words.'*?

There must be both an actual distance to render such shifts feasible,
and at the same time a manifest nearness in order to make them
perceptible. Before the last World War, Boris Pasternak stated that at a
moment when his artistic past had begun to weigh heavily upon him, and
yet at the same time he knew that any further creativeness was
ineluctably bound to it, he came upon the Czech translation of his prose
and poems. Through it his own past assumed a surprisingly new, yet
kindred, shape, and he found in this transfigured past a new impetus to
resume his creative path.

The linguistic kinship of the Slavs in its various facets has continued
to prove an important factor in the literary life and interrelations
of the Slavic peoples. The speech criterion is the only indispensable,
objective sign of Slavdom. In the prologue to his renowned poem, Slavy
Dcera (1824), Jan Kollar, the outstanding Czechoslovak advocate of
Slavic reciprocity, declares that he fancies he sees Slavic kinsmen (zrak
mu [Ze Slovana), but once he hears a strange language from their lips and
their mother tongue is mute, the kinship disappears. Only Slavic-
speaking people are Slavs, or to be more exact, only people determined
to speak Slavic. The author of a Polabian vocabulary, Pastor Hennig
(1649-1719), wrote about his Polabian parishioners: ““At present only
a few old men here speak Wendish [Slavic]; and they can scarcely do so
with their children and other young people, as they would be laughed at
for it: the youth has such a revulsion toward their mother tongue that
they don’t even want to hear it, much less learn it. Thus unquestionably
in at most twenty to thirty years, when the older people are gone, the
language also will disappear.” ' The theme of the loss of the mother
tongue by the Polabian and Baltic Slavs, a warning to the rest of the
Slavs to cherish their language, has been treated variously, since Kollar,

132 Cf. G. Maver, “Lo studio delle traduzioni come mezzo d’indagine linguistica e
letteraria”, Recueil des Travaux du I*" Congrés des philologues slaves a Praha en 1929, 11
(Prague, 1932), 177-84.

133 P. Rost, Die Sprachreste der Dravino-Polaben im Hannéverschen (Leipzig, 1907),
p. 10.
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in Czech and other Slavic poetry. It goes much farther back than Kollar,
however — to the leading writers of the Czech Enlightenment (F. M.
Pelcl, 1775), Counter-Reformation (Balbin, 1673), and Reformation
(P. Stransky, 1618, and P. JeSin, 1620), and to the Hussite propaganda
leaflets of 1420 and 1438, which accused the Germans of having
denationalized *‘our tongue’ in Lusatia and beyond, “and of threatening
us with a like fate”.!34

In human speech Ferdinand de Saussure has discovered two ever-
active factors — a particularistic drive or ‘‘parochial spirit” on the one
hand, and a unifying “‘force of intercourse” on the other.'?’ It is of great
historical importance on which of these two opposed stimuli the
attention of the speech community is focused. Clearly such a fact as the
emphasis on linguistic solidarity, recurrent in Slavic literatures from the
early Middle Ages to our own time, cannot be disregarded. The linguistic
homogeneity among the Slavs, repeatedly noted by foreign observers
throughout the Middle Ages,'*® was rigorously affirmed by Slavic
writers from the time of the Russian Primary Chronicle, with its
insistence on the linguistic unity of the Slavic world, and the legends of
the Czech and Polish medieval chronicles about the eponymous Slavic
forefathers, with additional remarks on the immense territory covered by
their descendants (e.g. in Pribik Pulkava’s compilation of 1374). Eiusdem
nobilis slavici idiomatis participatio, eiusdem generosae linguae sublimitas
appears as a weighty diplomatic argument in a letter (1355) in which
Charles IV seeks to win the Serbian King Dusan the Strong over to
the Union of the Churches. Apparently from the Emperor’s favorite
Emmaus Monastery came the alleged Privilegium of Alexander the Great,
launched in the early fifteenth century by Hussite propaganda, which
assigns forever to the Slavic and Czech tongue a vast area, ab Aquilone ad
Meridiem. At the same time, Jerome of Prague was teaching the Poles
that all Slavic lands, Bohemia, Poland, Hungary, Bosnia, Bulgaria,
Russia, Serbia, Albania, Dalmatia, and Croatia were united by the
Bohemorum lingua. Similarly, the abbot of the Emmaus Monastery,
Matous BeneSovsky, declared, in the first attempt at a Slavic etymologi-

134 The Manifesto of 1420 is reproduced in Archiv Cesky, 111, 213, and the pamphlet of
1437, “Kratké sebranie z kronik éeskych k vystraze vérnych Cechov™, in Véstnik Kral.
Ceské spol. nauk (1904), 111

3% F. de Saussure, Cours de linguistique générale, ch. IV, §1.

13 Vita Karoli Imperatoris ab Einhardo dictata (between 814 and 821), ed. H. W. Garrod
and R. B. Mowat (Oxford, 1915): *'lingua quidem paene similes, moribus vero atque habitu
valde dissimiles”™ (Ch. 15). Anonymi Descriptio Europae orientalis anno MCCCVIiI
exarata, ed. O. Gorka (Cracow, 1916): *‘Notandum autem hic quod rucheni, bulgari,
rasenses, sclaui, bohemii, poloni et pruzeni locuntur unam et eandem linguam scilicet
sclauonicam, ex quo patet quod lingua slavica maior est et diffusior omnibus mundi™.
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cal dictionary (1587),'*” that *‘the Czech language has its place not only
in the Czech land but in more than one hundred lands in which our
Slavic language is spoken”, and appended a long list of West, East, and
South Slavic provinces. This identification of all Slavic vernaculars as
variants of one and the same Slavic language, designated by the name of
the author’s own native tongue, has been a recurrent feature in various
Slavic literatures for centuries.'?®

Among Czech humanists, Veleslavin (1590) considers it opportune for
Czechs to know that the Slavic language covers nearly half of Europe
and Asia, while Melantrich (1562) visualizes Czech books as destined not
only for Czechs but for all peoples “who use our noble and widespread
Slavic tongue”. Similar slogans are propagated with particular per-
sistence in Poland: in Kochanowski’s verses — Bo od zmarzlego morza po
brzeg Adrianski, Wszystko byl opanowal c¢ny naréd Slowianski
(**Omen”); in M. Bielski’s prose — wszedzie Slowienski jezyk, poczqwszy
od morza lodowatego *** aZ do morza Weneckiego ktore zowiemy
Adriaticum (1551); in the Latin formulations of the Calvinist historian
Stanistaw Sarnicki, to whom all Slavic peoples are unius linguae nationes,
spread ab Oceano glaciali *** ad mare usque Adriaticum (1587); and in
many other writings of the Polish sixteenth century (e.g., S.
Orzechowski, Gwagnin).

There is, moreover, the leitmotif of the so-called humanist and later
baroque Slavism in the South.'*? The Slovenian writers, Sigmund
Herberstein (1549) and Adam Bohori¢ (1584), point out the close affinity
and vast extent of the Slavic languages. These are again described as
stretching a mari Adriatico in Asiam ad incognita septentrionis usque
littora by the outstanding Croatian lexicographer, Vrancic (1595), and,
in the seventeenth century and later by M. Orbini, B. Ka$i¢, Marin
Drzi¢, Pastric, 1. Pordi¢, I. Lu¢ic, N. Buni¢, J. V. Valvasor, P. R.
Vitezovi¢ and others. Junije Palmoti¢ (1606-57) of the Dubrovnik
school seconds the lines of Kochanowski we have quoted: Slovinski jezik,
koji Od Adrije mora redom Svu koliku zemlju svoji Do pucine mrazne
ledom (Christijada). The same keynotes are sounded, with impressive
perseverance, by numerous Czech and Slovak writers of the baroque
epoch, from T. Pesina z Cechorodu (1663), M. B. Bolelucky (1668), J. V.

137
138

Knizka stov Ceskych, odkud svij pocatek maji a jaky jejich jest rozum.

See Weingart, Slovanska vzajemnost (Bratislava, 1926); Slovanstvi v éeském narodnim
Zivoté (Brno, 1947); T. Ulewicz, Sarmacja — Studjum = problematyki slowianskiej XV i XVI
w. (Cracow, 1950).

139 See particularly R. Brtan, Barokovy slavizmus, Lipt. Sv. Mikulas (1939).
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Rosa (1672), B. Balbin (1673), D. S. Hof¢icka (1678), J. Fischer (1697),
A. Frozin (1704) and D. Krman (1704) to the first manifestations of the
Czechoslovak Awakening at the turn of the nineteenth century. If the
Slovak Jesuit M. Szentivanyj (1695) preached that nullum magis idioma
per orbem diffusum sit, the spokesman of the Protestant Slovaks, J.
Palkovic (1803), echoes that nullius omnino linguae tam late patet, quam
Slavicae, quippe eius, quae ipsa latissime diffusa est. His countryman Jan
Hrdlicka (1786) is aware that there are differences in the speech of
various Slavic peoples and that they may impede mutual understanding,
but he believes that with enough attentiveness a Slav can travel from
South to North and communicate with all the Slavic peoples.'4°

The tenacity and uniformity of this centuries-old attitude throughout
all the Slavic regions is amazing. The traditional pattern is manifest in
the Slavophile verses of Stanistaw Trembecki (1735-1812)'*! and in the
notice of the great Polish philologist, Samuel Linde (1807): “From
Kamcatka to the Elbe and from the Baltic Sea to the Adriatic shore there
extends one and the same language, although it branches off into many
diverse speech variants”.'*Z The same “‘monoglot”, geographic emphasis
runs through the precepts of FrantiSek Palacky (1798-1876), the
foremost Czech historian and ideologist of the last century: *“Our native
land is wherever resounds our tongue, the Slavic language, and thus it is
not only between the Giant Sudetes and the Bohemian Forest but also
between the Tatra and Balkan Mountains, the Caucasus and the Urals”.
Or, according to Janko Kral’ (1847), Od Labe aZ do Kamdatky, z
Kamcatky do Ameriky. Or in the terms of Tjutéev’s ‘‘Russian
Geography”, Ot Nila do Nevy, ot El'by do Kitaja — Ot Volgi po Evfrat,
ot Ganga do Dundja, where both the hyperbole (definition of the borders)
and the pars pro toto (Russian for Slavic) belong to the traditional
imagery.

As Frank Wollman sagaciously indicates, ‘“‘baroque Slavism™ not only
can be shown to be an ancestor of Czechoslovak Kollarism and the
Illyrian movement in the South Slavic world, but its first and direct heir
is the Slavic messianism professed in the circles close to the Polish
Towarzystwo Przyjaciol Nauk in Warsaw (Woronicz, Brodzinski,
Staszic, Linde, and others) and later reflected both in Mickiewicz’s views

140 See A. Prazak, Ndarod se branil (Prague, 1945).

141 C. Backvis, Un grand poéte polonais du XVIII® siécle, Stanislas Trembecki (Paris,
1937), ch. VI: ““Le slavophilisme polonais™.

142 R. Brtan, Barokovy slavizmus, p. 146.
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and in Russian Slavophilism.'*? Kollar’s idea of “Slavic reciprocity”
(vzajemnost) is inspired by this Polish trend, as is the term itself,
borrowed (1830) from Linde’s wzajemnosé. Throughout the nineteenth
century, literary traditions and mutual influences nourished the Slavic
currents in the cultural ideology of diverse peoples of Central and
Eastern Europe. For instance, Gaj’s Illyrism is, in Wollman’s convincing
presentation, bound not only to the appeal of Kollar’s ideas, but
primarily to the South Slavic literary legacy of the three preceding
centuries with its emphasis on a united and Slavic Illyricum. In tracing
this tradition back, we may recall that the ever-Slavic Illyricum was a
prominent Cyrillo-Methodian slogan, which found its way through a
late ninth-century Moravian source into the Russian Primary
Chronicle.'**

If the South Slavic languages were mere variants of one tongue, as
Illyrism held, the problem arose of raising one to the position of
standard “Illyrian”, an aim partly achieved by the common Serbo-
Croatian literary language. Another inference, the “Illyrian” political
unification, was realized on a larger scale by unifying all the South Slavs,
except the Bulgarians.

Nikon’s Ukrainization of the Muscovite literary language disarmed
Ukrainian linguistic separatism for a long time. In this case, the
international character of Church Slavonic favored Nikon’s compro-
mise, whereas the endeavors of Slovak and Moravian intellectuals in the
early nineteenth century to adapt standard Czech to Slovak habits failed.
Czechoslovak unity, although defended by generations of Slovak and
Czech writers, was not realized on the cultural level.

Czech-Polish solidarity as a corollary of linguistic identity or close
kinship has been advocated in the writings of both peoples again and
again since the pact concluded by Premysl Otakar Il with Bolestaw the
Shy in 1277. A few years earlier the so-called Manifesto of Premysl
Otakar had bulwarked the appeal to the Poles for a military alliance with

143 Cf. F. Wollman, “Duch a celistvost slovanské slovesnosti”, Obrysy Slovanstva, ed. A.
St. Magr and Wollman (Prague, 1948) and *“Slovanska myslenka od Dobrovského a
Kollara k Masarykovi”, Co daly nase zemé Evropé a lidstvu, 11 (Prague, 1940); Slovanska
vzajemnost 1836-1936, Slovansky Ustav (Prague, 1938); J. Ujejski, Dzieje polskiego
mesjanizmu do powstania listopadowego wigcznie (Lwow, 1931); Z. Klarnerowna,
“Stowianofilstwo w literaturze polskiej lat 1800 do 1848, Studja z zakresu historji
fiteratury polskiej, IV (Warsaw, 1926); M. Murko, O pfedchudcich illyrismu™, Nové
Atheneum, 11 (1921);, P. Kulakovskij, /llirizm (Warsaw, 1894); J. Pogonowski, Hiryzm i
slowianszczyzna (Lwow, 1924).

144 Cf. F. Dvornik, Les Légendes de St. Constantin et Méthode vues de Byzance (Prague,
1933), ch. VII; and R. Jakobson, *“Cesky podil™, p. 16 — cf. the English translation infra,
p. 143.
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the following argument: “By the same tongue, adjoining frontiers,
consanguinity, is your people linked to ours. Your sons and we are of the
same origin.”’'*> Among the Polish elite in the fifteenth century it was
repeatedly asserted that Polonis et Bohemis unam esse linguam, and in
succeeding centuries, writers of both nations held that they spoke the
same language with but slight variations. No unification has been
achieved, however, on either a cultural or political level.

On the all-Slavic scale, the traditional statements of linguistic unity
were at times accompanied by proposals either for employing one of the
Slavic languages (e.g. Russian, as Comenius suggested) for inter-Slavic
cultural intercourse, or for creating a lingua communis. J. Krizani¢
(1618-83) tried the latter, and was followed, in the eighteenth century,
by the Slovene B. Kumezdej (1738-1805) and in the early nineteenth
century by the Croat J. Voltiggi and the Slovak J. Herkel, who aimed for
Unio in Litteratura inter omnes Slavos, sive verus Panslavismus.'*®
Political inferences, too, were frequently drawn by poets like Gunduli¢
(1588-1633) — more eloquently, one must add, than by scholars. As the
Pole Baudouin de Courtenay, world pioneer in modern linguistics,
soberly stated, the linguistic unity of the Slavic world *‘generates a sense
of kinship from which rises a feeling of tribal brotherhood and the
recognition by writers and thinkers of a common origin and ethnic
solidarity”.'*” Similar deductions made on the basis of the common
patrimony of two or more Slavic languages and subsequent political
conclusions based on them can be traced through the long continuity of
Slavic literatures. In dealing with the literary output of the diverse Slavic
peoples from the Middle Ages to our own day, the student of compara-
tive Slavic literature must take due consideration of these subjective
responses to the objective patrimony, even though this self-
determination may be voiced only intermittently, and regardless of his
own personal agreement or disagreement with these responses.

4

The objection applied to comparative Slavic grammar in its early stages
— "It would be comparative only insofar as the bookbinder fastened

145 A. Petrov, Genrixa ltal’janca sbornik form pisem i gramot iz kanceljarii Otiokara I1

Premysla, kak istoriceskij istocnik (SPb., 1906-7), I, 63-5; 11, 84-9.

1% Jose Voltiggi, Ricsoslovnik (Vocabolario-Wérterbuch) Hlirickoga, Italianskoga i
Nimacskoga jezika (Vienna, 1803); Jan Herkel, Elemenia universalis linguae slavicae e vivis
dialectis eruta et sanis logicae principiis suffulta (Budapest, 1826). Cf. V. Clementis, Slovdci
a Slovanstvo (London, 1944).

147 J. Baudouin de Courtenay, “'Czy istnieje osobna kultura slowianska?" Prreglqd
Warszawski, V, 223-6.
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diverse Slavic languages together”!*® — is more suited to the first
attempts in comparative Slavic literature. Here the literatures of the
individual peoples ‘“‘are boxed one in the other” (ineinander geschachtelt
sind), in Briickner’s witty terms. The maxim that each autonomous field
of research demands its own “hero’” must be applied also to comparative
Slavic literature. Its hero is the Common Slavic patrimony and its effects
on all Slavic literatures. There are several aspects:

— The imprint of the Common Slavic linguistic heritage and of its further
modifications — convergent as well as divergent — on the verbal form of the
various Slavic literatures; common formal devices due to these linguistic
prerequisites, especially similarities and differences in the adaptation by Slavic
literatures of international artistic styles.

— The Common Slavic poetic forms inherited and modified by the oral
traditions of the various Slavic peoples.

— The Common Slavic written literature and its relevance for the further
development of Slavic literatures and literary languages.

— The implications of these three common patrimonies (1. the close and still
palpable kinship of the Slavic languages, 2. the Common Slavic oral tradition
and 3. the Old Church Slavonic language and literature); the inter-Slavic
diffusion of literary languages and literatures and two underlying forces of this
diffusion — Greek and Latin cultures; the pertinent role of hybrid formations in
the history of Slavic literary languages and literatures; tendencies toward inter-
Slavic and Pan-Slavic integration in Slavic literatures since the early Middle Ages
and reactions against such proclivities.

Comparative Slavic grammar cannot replace the grammar of in-
dividual Slavic languages, but the former is a suitable frame for the
latter. The relation between comparative Slavic literature and the history
of single Slavic literatures is similar. The comparative method gives a
retrospect of Slavic oral traditions which in turn permits an insight into
an even more remote past. In place of the usual artificial regional
dismemberment of early medieval Slavic literature, a more integral view
is obtained. Finally, the relation between form and verbal material can
be more completely and consistently elucidated. The adversaries of
comparative Slavic literature have refused to see the forest for the trees:
it would be equally unjust to neglect the individuality of the trees in the
name of the whole forest. Both problems, in this instance the individual
Slavic literatures and the Common Slavic patrimony, must be studied in
close interrelation.

We follow Aleksander Briickner, the eminent Polish Slavist, in his wise

198 Listy filologické, XXI (1904), 442.
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warning that vollig Disparates ldsst sich eben nicht vergleichen. The close
linguistic affinity, with its manifold corollaries, offers a reliable point of
comparison, and we would neither neglect it in favor of a sterile
agnosticism nor replace this objective criterion by such imaginary signs
of Slavic community as the “propensity for ethical realism’ which some
Czech champions of Comparative Literature have chosen to consider
“the paramount trait of the Slavic character”. Without giving the
various controversial definitions of realism,'*® we submit that each one
is applicable only to a part of Slavic writers and literary schools and, on
the other hand, can apply equally well to many individuals and schools
which have nothing to do with the Slavs. Whatever our definition of
realism may be, it remains obvious that the Czech literary trend bearing
this name, and all other currents in the nineteenth century which could
somehow be called *‘realist”, belong to the weakest products of Czech
literature — a literature most brilliant in the movements which de-
liberately surmount and transform reality, as do Gothic and baroque
poetry and, later, romanticism and modernism. By this standard,
Russian literature would be almost exclusively confined to the nineteenth
century, for it is vain to look for realism in Russian letters or icons from
the eleventh to the seventeenth centuries or in present-day Russia, as
Eremin, the keenest Soviet Russian student in this field, recently
stated.'*® Furthermore, since the revisionistic essays on Gogol’, the
alleged founder of the Russian Realist School,!®! justifiable doubts have
arisen whether the label “‘realist” may be applied unreservedly even to
the Russian nineteenth century.

Should we then, with Jifi Horak,'>? accept as the ‘‘highest repre-
sentatives of Slavic literatures’” only those who were in his opinion
““ethical realists’, that is, those who “*by their art influenced the moral,
religious and national-political views of their time™? If so, the Slavic

149 Cf. R. Jakobson, 'O xudozestvennom realizme™, Selected Writings, 111: **Poetry of

Grammar and Grammar of Poetry™ (The Hague-Paris: Mouton, 1981), p. 723fT.

150 1. Eremin, Povest’ vremennyx let (Leningrad, 1947), p. 91f.

151 D. Merezkovskij, Gogol' i cort (Moscow, 1906); 1. Annenskij, Kniga otraZenij (SPb.,
1906); V. Brjusov, Ispepelennyj (Moscow, 1909); A. Belyj, Lug zelenyj (Moscow, 1910), and
Masterstvo Gogolja (Leningrad, 1934); B. Eichenbaum, “Kak sdelana ‘Sinel'”, Poétika,
I-1I (Petrograd, 1919) — cf. the English translation in Dostoevsky and Gogol: Texts and
Criticism, ed. P. Meyer and S. Rudy (Ann Arbor, Michigan: Ardis, 1979), pp. 119ff.; D.
Ciievsky, “Zur Komposition von Gogol's “Mantel'”, Zfs/Ph., XIV (1937) — cf. the
English translation in the above-cited anthology, pp. 137ff., and **Neizvestnyj Gogol'",
Novyj Zurnal, XXVII (1951); V. Nabokov, Nikolai Gogol (Norfolk, Conn., 1944).

32 J. Horak, “Problémy ..." (see note | to §1, above). A still more arbitrary attempt to
define the common denominator of Slavic literature (F. Wollman, *‘Duch a celistvost”,
p. 221f.) says it is “‘usually tendentious; it serves life, defending it and its national and social
development as well. L'arr pour I'art occurs [here] only seldom and restrictedly.”
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literary pantheon would undergo a thorough *‘purge”, while, at the same
time, numerous foreign authors would virtually become Slavic.
Therefore for us the problem of Slavic realism, apart from the question
of diffusion,’>® makes sense only in terms of the interaction of in-
ternational “‘realist” poetics and Slavic verbal material. For example,
there was a literary tendency to draw closer to popular speech.
Bulaxovskij, in discussing the gradual liberation of the syntax, especially
the word order, in different Slavic literatures from various foreign
features, observed: “The reversion to native deposits in syntactic
construction drew Slavic literary languages closer to popular forms of
expression *** and proved to be a spontaneous means of mutually
attracting the Slavic languages. *** Returned to its native pattern, the
sentence in Slavic literary languages actually proved to be, in its
structural peculiarities, close to the forms of expression common, if not
to all, at least to the majority of Slavs.” '>*

Since the expressions ‘‘Slavs” and ‘“‘people with a Slavic mother
tongue’ are synonymous, the primary Slavic property to be explored is
language and all that it implies: in other words, verbal behavior,
particularly the most self-focused verbal behavior — verbal art. As
Edward Sapir said, ‘“the literature fashioned out of the form and

substance of a language has the color and texture of its matrix™.!>*

Written in Cambridge, Mass. and Hunter, N.Y., 1950-51, and first published in
Harvard Slavic Studies, 1 (Cambridge, Mass., 1953), pp. 1-71.

133 See, e.g., J. Heidenreich, Ruské zdaklady srbského realismu (Prague, 1933).

154 L. Bulaxovskij, “K istorii vzaimootnosenij slavjanskix literaturnyx jazykov”, fzv. AN
SSSR, Odd. [it. i jaz., X (1951), 47.

155 E. Sapir, Language (New York, 1939), p. 237.
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I. AIMS OF COMPARATIVE SLAVIC LINGUISTICS

“Slavic Studies”” — the very expression implies their comparative aspect
and raises the question: what enables us to refer to Czechs, Slovaks,
Poles, Lusatian Sorbs, Slovenes, Croats, Serbs, Macedonians,
Bulgarians, Ukrainians, Byelorussians and Russians by the single all-
encompassing term, the “Slavic” peoples? What is their common
denominator?

It is indisputable that the Slavic peoples are to be defined basically as
Slavic-speaking peoples. If speech is the point of departure, the problem
becomes primarily a linguistic one. Since the pioneering work of the
Czech Abbé Dobrovsky (1753-1829), comparative linguistics has proved
the existence of a common ancestral language for all the living Slavic
languages and has largely reconstructed the sound pattern, grammatical
framework and lexical stock of this Common (or Primitive) Slavic
language. The problem of where and by whom this Common Slavic
language was spoken is being gradually solved by persistent efforts to
synchronize the findings of comparative linguistics, toponymy, and
archaeology. The archaeologists’ data are like a motion picture without
its sound track, whereas the linguists have the sound track without the
film. Thus, interdepartmental teamwork becomes indispensable.

Before the dissolution of Common Slavic into separate Slavic tongues,
it had passed through a long evolution. This Slavic linguistic prehistory,
covering at least two millenniums, can to a certain extent be traced: the
comparative study of Slavic languages reveals the relative chronology of
some Common Slavic phonological and grammatical changes; and,
moreover, a few of them may be dated by the evidence of lexical
borrowings from and by Common Slavic.. As the late Meillet, the great
French linguist, repeatedly stressed, comparative historical studies must
surmount, once and for all, the traditional over-simplified approach
which postulated an original unity and subsequent differentiation. In
reality, the two forces, centripetal and centrifugal, may also work in
reverse order and bring about a secondary unification, or act simul-



66 COMPARATIVE SLAVIC STUDIES

taneously with the result that a group of dialects undergoes divergent
developments in one respect and convergent developments in another.
When this concept was applied to the Slavic field, mainly by Trubetzkoy
and Durnovo, it became evident that up to the beginning of our
millennium, dialectal differentiation within Common Slavic did not
impede the diffusion of certain innovations throughout the whole Slavic
territory. It would be incorrect, therefore, to project the dissolution of
Common Slavic to a more remote date.

With the gradual development and expansion of comparative linguis-
tics, the comparative method can no longer limit itself to the problems of
the ancestral language and stop at the stage of its dissolution. The
question of elements of unity and differentiation is extended to include
the period of independent Slavic languages that followed the dissolution
of Common Slavic. The investigation is faced with new tasks: what part
of the common patrimony was preserved by all the Slavic languages and,
on the other hand, what convergent or divergent innovations did they
undergo in their separate histories? Are convergent innovations pre-
determined by similar premises of the common patrimony, or are they
induced by the geographical propinquity of any two given Slavic
languages? Verbal behavior on its various levels is conceived by the
modern science of language as a continuous tension between two
opposite tendencies: integration, conformism, solidarity on the one
hand, and differentiation, particularism, individualization on the other.
Both these movements in thetr interaction require probing study.

The modern inquiry is not confined to the genetic, or as the linguists
say, the diachronic aspect of language. What does the notion of Slavic-
speaking peoples mean from the synchronic vantage point? Any ex-
change of verbal messages requires a common code between the
addresser and the addressee. The degree of communality may vary.
People belonging to the same circle, social group, locality, share the most
homogeneous linguistic code. Verbal intercourse between speakers of
different dialects is less fluid in proportion as the difference between the
two codes in sounds, forms and vocables increases. Confusion ensues
when speech communities involved in verbal intercourse use, not two
dialects of one and the same language, but two different languages,
although cognate and similar. If a Dane, Norwegian and Swede,
inexperienced in inter-Scandinavian relations, meet and converse, they
are at first strongly handicapped by considerable differences in sounds,
forms and vocabulary. For such a listener these differences represent
what communication engineers call ‘“‘semantic noise”. After some
training, however, the listener learns the main differences and, in order
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to grasp what is being said, performs what the engineers have aptly
labeled *““‘code switchings™.

This important phenomenon of verbal behavior, most carefully
studied in the Scandinavian field, is of equal importance in Slavic
intercommunication. ‘“Mountain”, in Czech, is hora, with initial stress,
and gard, with final stress, in spoken Russian. After a brief experience in
code switching, a Czech listener learns to substitute 4 for the Russian’s g,
an initial stress for the Russian final accent, and, consciously or
subconsciously, realizes that the Russian unstressed a corresponds to
both ¢ and o in Czech. The code switching, which in general plays a
considerable role in human verbal relations, becomes decisive in such
inter-lingual communications as between diverse Scandinavian or Slavic
speakers. Thus, Scandinavian or Slavic in its synchronic aspect is a
code with numerous variables. The *‘Czechoslovak language™ of the
Constitution of the first Czechoslovak Republic was a legally recognized
example of such a mobile code with two variants — Czech and Slovak.

I1. COMPARATIVE SLAVIC LITERATURE

Since verbal behavior is the basic element of Slavic communality, verbal
art, as the most self-focused verbal behavior, is a pivotal component of
comparative Slavic studies. I have tried to outline the most essential
aspects of this problem in two recently published essays.! In the various
Slavic literatures the impact of the partly similar, partly different verbal
material on poetic form produces, correspondingly, partly convergent,
partly divergent results. These convergences and divergences constitute
very favorable material for comparative investigation. The observer is
struck by similar responses of the different Slavic languages to cognate
formal problems, for instance, by the remarkable structural similarities
in the Romantic poetry of different Slavic peoples. The free inter-Slavic
diffusion of poetic devices is a by-product of this communality.
Furthermore, the folklore of the Slavic peoples, in spite of innovations
and borrowings from outside, reveals great conservatism and enables us
to ascertain the Common Slavic prototype of present poetic forms, the
meters in particular. We are thus able to reconstruct four Common
Slavic recitative meters — the long and short variety of epic on the one
hand and of elegiac verse on the other. Just as revealing are the structural
similarities between the ritual songs of different Slavic peoples; the

! See “The Kernel of Comparative Slavic Literature™, supra, pp. 1-64, and “‘Slavic Epic
Verse", Selected Writings, IV (The Hague- Paris: Mouton, 1966), 414-463.
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rhythmical pattern of the spoken verse, in its turn, hints at a Common
Slavic patrimony. Poetic forms, inherited by the lore of Southern,
Eastern and Western Slavs from the Common Slavic oral tradition, kept
penetrating into their written literatures and affecting their development.
A comparative study of three Slavic literatures, Slovak, Ukrainian and
Bulgarian — all three of which emerged in the last century without any
vital ties with the local literary past — discloses a striking similarity in
poetic forms. This similarity is due to the orientation toward the native
oral traditions which in all three cases stem from the same common
roots.

III. CHURCH SLAVONIC TRADITION

Besides the oral tradition, another powerful factor — the Common
Slavic written tradition — comes to the fore — an increasingly fruitful
field for the student of Slavdom. The first Slavonic literary language,
labeled by philologists Old Church Slavonic, was fashioned by the
eminent Byzantine scholar and professor in the University of
Constantinople, Constantine the Philosopher, or according to his later,
monastic name, Cyril (827-869), and by his elder brother Methodius for
their missionary work in Moravia and the adjacent regions. From the
end of the ninth century until the First Crusade, Old Church Slavonic
gradually embraced all the Christianized Slavic lands. In Bulgaria,
Serbia and Kievan Russia, it was the sole language of the Liturgy and of
hieratic literature, while in the West Slavic lands and in Croatia it was
the peer of Latin, a position it soon lost in the Slovenian region. The
differences in pronunciation, grammar and vocabulary between the
diverse Slavic dialects of that epoch were negligible, and a uniform
standard language, with only slight local variations, easily expanded.
Literary works in this language migrated freely throughout the area
where it was used, and its integrating features prevailed against regional
particularities. Although later historical developments reduced the
Church Slavonic area, the progressing vernacular differentiation would
have destroyed the unity of this literary and liturgic tongue were it not
for the persistent efforts made toward reunification and literary
intercourse.

In the Slavic East, Church Slavonic was preserved in the Divine
Service, but the gradual secularization of literature brought about either
a partial rapprochement of the literary language and the vernacular, as
in the case of Russian, or a complete vernacularization of the literary
language, of which Ukrainian is a striking example. The Russian, and to
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some extent the modern Bulgarian literary language and literature,
retain a considerable Church Slavonic imprint. The Russian attitude
towards the Church Slavonic heritage is comparable to the role of
Danish elements in Norwegian Riksmaal, while the recent — mainly
nineteenth century — tendency of Serbian and especially Ukrainian to
discard the Church Slavonic verbal tradition, may be compared to the
rejection of the Danish model by Landsmaal, another variety of
standard Norwegian. Identical literary trends governed both these
shifts.

In the Slavic West, Church Slavonic has been confined to ecclesiastical
use in a small — and diminishing — section of Croatia, with temporary
radiation into a few Czech and Polish monasteries. But the legacy of the
Slavic Apostles is by no means limited to the Church Slavonic language
and literature. Their emphasis upon the equality of languages and
peoples, upon the sacred rights and duties of the national language and
its unifying power remained a vital impulse especially in those countries
where Church Slavonic was supplanted by Latin. In this connection the
early and intensive development of Czech vernacular literature and
national ideology is indeed most eloquent. The study of verbal behavior
includes not only speech, not only language as it is used by the speech
community, but also the attitude of the speakers to their own language,
to other languages with which they come in contact, and to language in
general. The development of a language and of the society integrated by
it may largely depend upon such attitudes.

IV. SOME IMPEDIMENTS TO SLAVIC STUDIES

The scope of comparative Slavic studies has greatly broadened and new,
responsible tasks face the investigator. They can scarcely be accom-
plished in countries dominated by totalitarian doctrines, where scholar-
ship is biased and where discussion is not permitted. Slavic studies are
not possible under a racial obscurantism that treats the Slavs as inferior
nations, nor can this inquiry be achieved under a Stalinist dogma. The
structural approach to languages and to their mutual relations, which
forms the natural basis of comparative Slavic studies, is decried there as
“the most refined among the pernicious tools of Western imperialists”. A
device as indispensable to the study of comparative Slavic literature as
formal analysis is strictly prohibited. The vital problem of diffusion,
particularly the so-called “unproductive search for foreign sources” has
been banished from Soviet scholarship, which during the post-war years
has insisted ever more dogmatically on the absolute self-sufficiency of
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Russian culture. Hence, studies on early Russian paganism or oral
poetry ignore their Common Slavic sources, and Soviet histories of
Russian Christian culture conceal its Moravian, Bohemian and
Bulgarian models. Even the Glagolitic alphabet, created by St. Cyril, has
been proclaimed an earlier Russian invention. Furthermore, in Slavic
history, the origin and development of the literary language and of
national self-determination is indissolubly linked with the history of the
Church. As long as the religious aspect is disregarded, no study of these
problems can be at all meaningful. This elimination of the Church from
intellectual history, reduced ad absurdum in present-day Russia, harks
back to a vulgar secularism that haunted many Slavic scholars at the
close of the last century and blinded them to the influence exerted by the
Cyrillo-Methodian tradition.

Under totalitarianism, research is rigorously censored, scientific con-
clusions are determined in advance, and there are more denunciations
than studies, since it is easier — and more profitable — to denounce than
to learn. This literary genre of slanderous denunciation has recently been
insidiously penetrating from the authoritarian areas to America.
Meanwhile, Slavic studies, which until recently occupied a subsidiary,
marginal position in this country, have grown into a prominent and
responsible domain of American scholarship. This rapid development
naturally provoked some malevolence and envy and gave rise to a
number of denunciations, written mainly by those who not long ago had
been praising either the “‘dynamic development™ of present-day Eastern
Europe or, as in the case exposed by Dr. Michael Pap in the Review of
Politics,? Nazi racial science. In the choice of their targets these writers,
as a general rule, imitate the professional slanderers who vociferate
behind the iron curtain. In their denunciations, both published and
unpublished, stupidity and illiteracy compete with baseness. They do not
stop at denouncing even a quotation from the most famous of
Turgenev’s Poems in Prose as an ‘“‘example of Russian communist
jargon”. One can only agree with Eric Hula in America® that the
irresponsibility of these attacks “‘is truly shocking and must be rebuked
most strongly”’.

To counter one variety of propagandistic scholarship by another
would be a shameful capitulation. The strength of American Slavic
studies lies in the possibility of responsible, fearless, objective discussion
of all, even the most burning and controversial, questions in the field,

2 XIV (October 1952), p. 523.
3 Jan. 31, 1953, p. 489.
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discussion sine ira et studio, using every tool that modern linguistic and
literary analysis, as well as the methodological achievements in the
adjacent disciplines, have placed at our disposal.

V. COMPARATIVE STUDIES IN SLAVIC IDEOLOGY

The personal leanings of the student either toward the centrifugal or the
centripetal force in the cultural and political history of the Slavs are
irrelevant. But what he must keep in mind is the thoughtful statement of
the eminent French specialist, A. Vaillant: **Comme les membres d’une
famille divisée, les Slaves, entre eux, peuvent s’aimer, ils peuvent aussi,
s'ils sont trop voisins, se détester, ils ne sont pas indifférents les uns aux
autres.”* In other words, both forces are to be studied in their
continuous interaction through history. They are to be examined in all
their complexity with a judicious wariness of totalitarian historical
recipes that tend to present any conflict of opposing forces as a fight
between good and evil.

In a *‘diversified group™ the members’ attention and sympathies may
be drawn to the diversity of the group or, on the contrary, may focus
primarily on its “‘entirety’’ in order ‘‘to imply a common bond or union”.
In the first case it is particularism, while among the examples illustrating
the second proclivity, Webster’s Dictionary (1950, p. 1762) cites Pan-
Slavism. Jan Kollar (1793-1852), the outstanding Czechoslovak writer
who coined this term, defined it precisely in this sense. Since, however,
the polemics of the last century have given it a somewhat derogatory
connotation, implying a tendency to amalgamate all the Slavic peoples
into one empire, with one common language and polity, 1 shall, in this
paper — to avoid any ambiguity — use rather the term Slavism, which is
commonly used in Czech studies, to designate any trend which highlights
any factors of communality among all or at least some of the Slavic-
speaking peoples.

The origin of this tendency, which represents Slavic unity as an
“intentional object” (to use Husserl’s appropriate phrase), is often
ascribed either to the Romantics, and especially to the influence of
Herder (1744-1803), or to the imperialism of the Romanovs. But besides
the fact that Herder himself, in his Riga surroundings, was notably
influenced by the wave of nationalism and ruralism emanating from the
Russia of Catherine II, there 1s nothing in his Slavophile writings that
had not been long familiar in the centuries-old tradition of Slavic
national consciousness.

* Conférences de I'Institut de linguistique, V111, (Paris, 1949), p. 31.
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VI. CYRILLO-METHODIAN SLAVISM

The all-Slavic slogans are as ancient as Slavic literature itself. One of the
earliest original Slavic works, the Old Church Slavonic Vita of St.
Methodius, written in Great Moravia (the historical prototype of
Czechoslovakia) shortly after his death (885), declares that his mission
was authorized by Pope Hadrian II (869) “for all the Slavic lands” and
attributes to John VIII the declaration (880) that *“all the Slavic lands are
turned over by God and the Apostolic See to our brother Methodius,
saintly and orthodox”. The ninth-century idea of unifying the Slavic
world under the direct jurisdiction of Rome, in line with the revived
tradition of ancient Illyricum, has been only recently uncovered and
elucidated through the investigations of Fathers Dvornik, Grivec, and
Vasica. One of the aims of the restored Illyricum in international affairs
was to counterbalance German pressure. On the other hand, the attempt
to reincorporate Bulgaria into the Illyric province frightened
Constantinople. At the time of the Bulgars’ entrance into the Slavic
Church (893), its ties with Rome had been severed; nonetheless a latent
or patent clash of its interests with Constantinople still existed, as the
oldest Church Slavonic writings (for example, the Monk Xrabr’s
Treatise) suggest. Although the spiritual and political background of the
Salonika Brothers and their activities is definitely Byzantine, the later
strategy of their Moravian Mission, and particularly their idea of a
Slavic bloc bears not a Byzantine but a distinctly Roman imprint. With
all due insistence on this Roman framework, we are far from denying the
tremendous novelty and originality of the Cyrillo-Methodian doctrine®
and the prevailing Byzantine influence on the Church Slavonic language,
literature and culture.

VII. SLAVISM IN THE LATE MIDDLE AGES

A new extension of Rome’s interest in the Slavs coincides with the
conquest of Constantinople by the Crusaders and the ensuing Latin
Empire (1204-1261). The Holy See sanctioned the Czech king and
kingdom and canonized Prokop, the Czech champion of the Slavic
Liturgy (1204); it crowned the kings of Bulgaria (1205) and Serbia (1217)
and achieved transitory success for Church Union in these Balkan lands.
In the forties, with the mediation of the Czech clergy, the Galician
Ukrainians were involved in negotiations for the Union of Churches and

5 See “The Beginning of National Self-Determination in Europe”, infra, p. 115ff.
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the royal crown was bestowed upon their ruler Daniel. These Union
plans for the Slavic East provoked a further significant step: Innocent
VI's recognition (1248) of the Slavic Liturgy in those Croatian bishoprics
where it still subsisted.

Premysl Otakar II (1253-1278), the able ruler of the expanding Czech
kingdom, strove to play a leading part in the religious reunification of
the Slavs. He deliberately restored and fostered devotion to the Slavic
Apostles and countered the German Drang by appeals to the Poles that
laid particular stress on unity of language and origin. Later, all these
slogans assume ever-increasing importance, and the erudite historian
Urbanek is right in describing the fourteenth century as the epoch of
“early Czech Messianism”. The Czech kingdom was considered by the
native writers of that time the successor to the Great Moravian realm
and church. This realm is said to have included Poland and Russia, and a
prominent Czech poet of the early fourteenth century longs for a
national king of the stature of Alexander the Great, who would again
subdue and convert the schismatic (or, as he says, “‘unsanctioned’)
Russians. Old legends are copied, retouched and embellished and new
ones are added to foster the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition.

At the very beginning of his reign, Charles IV (1346-1378) solicited
the authorization of the Slavic Liturgy in Bohemia. Receiving Papal
approval (1346), he founded the Prague Slavonic monastery with
Croatian preceptors of the Glagolitic script and Divine Service (1347); at
the same time the Holy See (1346, 1347, 1354) and subsequently the
Czech king (1355) tried to win the Serbian ruler Stephen Dusan over to
the Union of Churches. Charles’ main argument, recurring again and
again, was the linguistic unity of the Slavs (eiusdem Slavici idiomatis
participatio) and the same liturgic language. Common forms of verbal
communication were conceived by the Emperor as the main inducement
to participation in Communion. In Allen Tate’s congenial wording,
“communication that is not also communion is incomplete”. If common
verbal forms are used not only for intercommunication but also for
partaking of the Sacrament, the religious solidarity corroborates the
linguistic cohesion and vice versa.

True to the self-confident spirit of the early nineteenth century, Kollar
was convinced — and convinced others — that it happened only “‘in den
letzten Zeiten’’ that the Slavic peoples had conceived themselves, for the
first time, as a single nation with one language: after taking stock of their
numbers and finding themselves to be the most numerous nation in
Europe, they had come to a realization of their strength (1837). In point
of fact, all these conclusions are to be found as early as Pulkava’s
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Chronicle (1374). The idea of Poland as a part of an integral Slavic world
(Slavonia) was familiar to the earliest Polish analysts, and the *‘Great
Poland’s Chronicle”, amplified under Kazimierz (1333-1370), resumes,
with a reference to the “oldest codices”, the Cyrillo-Methodian thesis
“quod Pannonia sit mater et origo omnium slavonicarum nationum”. In
Czech writings, these Slavic motifs were, perhaps, reinforced by the
inter-Slavic character of the Regnum Bohemiae that alternately in-
corporated the western section of the South Slavs (under Premysl Otakar
IT), Poland (under Wenceslas II), Lusatia and Polish Silesia (under
Charles 1V). The annexation of Branibory (Brandenburg) under this
ruler revealed to the Czechs the obliteration of their fellow Slavs under
German domination. Since that time the misfortunes of Northwestern
Slavs, solicitously cited already by Vincenc, the Prague chronicler of the
twelfth century, have remained an ever-present warning motif in Czech
and Polish literature.

VIII. SLAVISM DURING THE CZECH REFORMATION

By equating Czech (Bohemorum lingua) and Slavic (Slavorum lingua),
and emphasizing the unity of the Slavic language and nationality, Czech
writers of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries could assert themselves as
one of the most numerous and powerful nations in Europe — at least
potentially. Hence, according to the Abbot of the Slavonic monastery,
M. Benesovsky (1587), ““Czech, that is Slavic, is so widely diffused that
it has no equal in the world, and German is scarce in comparison”.
Accordingly, Czech Renaissance writers intended their books not for
their countrymen alone but for all peoples “who use our noble and
widespread Slavic tongue”. The Czech tradition was taken over and
developed by Polish, Slovenian and Croatian scholars who, in their turn,
taught that Slavs are “‘unius linguae nationes’. Czech and Polish
humanists tried assiduously to provide a historical, geographical and
philological foundation for these tenets: to prove the original unity of the
various Slavic peoples. A Polish theory, renowned for a long time, traced
them directly to the ancient Sarmatians.

Despite the continuity of many old slogans, the Slavic ideology of the
Czechs in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries differs essentially from the
earlier, pre-Hussite creed. But references to the Cyrillo-Methodian
precedent continue to play a significant role throughout the whole period
of the Czech Reformation, from Hussite leaders such as Jakoubek of
Stfibro (1417) and Rokycana (1433) to Comenius, the last and greatest
representative of the Bohemian Brethren’s movement and thought
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(1660). It is startling how many motifs of this Great Moravian tradition
(even the reference to St. Paul as the alleged illuminator of the Slavs)
were familiar to the Hussite preachers. The idea of the Czech nation as a
“rectrix nationum aliarum”, promoted by Charles and his Bohemian
retainers, burst out anew under the militant Hussites. They exploited
linguistic propinquity in order to penetrate such Slavic lands as Poland
and Croatia and they repeatedly sought allies in the Slavic East, as
manifested by the journeys to Russia of Jerome (1412), Kokovec (1491),
and Rokyta (1570). These leanings are also echoed in the radical camp of
the Polish Reform movement. The traditional slogan of the adherents of
the Union, “with the Slavic East for Rome”, was countered by the
Hussites with its direct inverse: “with the Slavic East against Rome”.

Both Roman and anti-Roman Slavism have a cardinal point in
common: both trends may be regarded as religious Slavism — com-
munication is climaxed by Communion. The other characteristic feature
of these two movements is that they arose and developed in the Slavic
West; no similar variety of Slavism is to be found at that time among the
Slavs of the Eastern Church, especially the Russians. Although Kiev and
Novgorod, throughout the eleventh century, maintained close cultural
relations with the Southern and Western Slavs and although the literary
interchange and spiritual ties with the Greek-Orthodox South Slavs were
actually never interrupted, there cannot be found in the literatures of
Kievan Rus’ and Muscovy any traces of an actual native concern for
Slavdom as a whole. Quotations from a Moravian apologetic writing of
the very end of the ninth century, insisting on the aboriginal Slavic
character of Illyricum and tracing a continuity between the Pannonian-
Moravian Church of the Slavic Apostles and St. Paul’s missionary
activity, entered into the Russian Primary Chronicle (1111), which
appends Russia to this alleged continuity. But the Metropolitan
[larion’s proud emphasis on the spontaneous rise of Kievan Christianity,
independent of any examples or influences from without, is indeed
much more typical of the self-confident, world power spirit of Kievan
Russia. Since the late Middle Ages any expression of Slavic solidarity
was, for the Orthodox Slavs, confined to the region under the Eastern
Church. It is from Poland that all-Slavic themes permeated seventeenth-
century Ukranian literature and wove themselves into the sturdy Kievan
Church Slavonic tradition.

Rokyta’s experience in Moscow is particularly illustrative of the
official, autarchic ideology ‘‘totius Russiae’ (vseja Rusi). ‘“Unum me
consolatur’’, wrote the Bohemian Brother, ‘“‘quod gens illa Slavonica
lingua utatur”. He hoped to find a common language with Ivan the
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Terrible, to draw him and his people closer to the Czechs and their
religious movement. Jan Rokyta was peremptorily turned down and
chastized by the Moscow Czar as a ‘“subversive heretic” who under-
mined authority with his fallacious reasoning.

IX. SLAVISM OF THE POLISH GOLDEN AGE

In the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries, Poland was the state
that possessed the largest Slavic population, comprised, moreover, of
more than one Slavic nationality. In its splendid literature, Renaissance
Poland was the worthy heir of Gothic Bohemia. As modern native
philologists convincingly demonstrate, the Polish language had for
centuries shown a true inter-Slavic spirit — it maintained an open-door
policy both toward the extensive Czech importations and the Ukrainian
and Byelorussian contributions. The greatest Slavic poet of that time, the
Pole Kochanowski (1530-1584), in his poems ““Banner” (Proporzec) and
“Omen” extolled the might and diffusion of the “honorable Slavic
nation” and its valiant resistance to the Germans. In the second half of
the sixteenth century Slavic problems were animatedly discussed and
abundantly commented upon in Polish historical literature, which
played a large part in the formation of public opinion. The popular
historian Marcin Bielski (ca. 1495-1575) maintained: ““Not one of us
would be so stupid as to consider Ukrainian, Russian, Serbian, or Czech
as a language different from ours. *** Poles, Czechs, Silesians, Kaszubs,
Ruthenians, Muscovites, Bulgars, Rascians, Serbs, Dalmatians,
Illyrians, Croats, Istrians, all of us belong to one people. *** Unity of
language in itself betrays that we and the Muscovites are one people and
must therefore be the sons of one common father.” Gens Polona was
viewed as the flower totius Slavoniae (Annales by Stanislaw Orzechowski,
1513-1566), the paramount people of the Slavic nation, called upon to
protect and defend all the Slavs (Sarnicki, 1587), while, at the same time,
Czech authors claimed for their own people, king, and language the
supremacy over the whole “‘Slavic nation” (BeneSovsky, 1577).

The discord between the two strongest Slavic states, Poland and
Muscovy, was to Kochanowski a tragic sequel to the Schism, as he said
in his Latin “Epinicion”, lauding King Stephen Batory’s victory over the
Russians (1583):

Moschis genus atque Polonis est idem
Slavicum; dispar scidit uniter aptos
religio, unanimes

quod scindit et fratres malum.
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These views buttressed the campaign for unity between the two
powers, to be achieved through personal union: both were to be ruled by
Ivan upon the extinction of the Jagiellons (1572) or by his son following
Batory’s death (1586) or, finally, by the polish king Zygmunt or his son
Wiadystaw, upon the extinction of Rjurik’s dynasty in Russia. In
support of Ivan’s candidacy, the Primate of all Poland, the Archbishop
of Gniezno Jakub Uchanski, argued that since Poles and Russians
belong to the same Slavic or Sarmatian race they are brothers and must
share a common ruler. “Totius Sarmatiae rex’’ was the rallying cry: one
language, one nation (jedna nacja), one sovereign. Polish intervention in
Russia in the Time of the Troubles appeared to the poet S. Twardowski a
noble fight for national unification. These fruitless efforts were closely
linked to the Uniat cause: political union was to be crowned by the
Union of Churches, toward which the Brest agreement of 1596 was
envisaged as the first step.

In Muscovy, Ivan’s political environment caught up the slogan of
“one sovereign”, and the official historiographic outline, called “The
Book of Ranks™ (Stepennaja kniga), concocted a fitting diplomatic
theory: under Saint Vladimir all the Slavs — Bulgars, Czechs along with
the various Polish and East Slavic tribes — were subject to the “unitary
Russian power”, and since Ivan is the faithful follower of his saintly
ancestor, Moscow as “‘the second Kiev is the rightful heir of the ancient
glory of Vladimir’s Russia. This contrivance vanished, leaving no trace.
As a rule Moscow’s unificationist plans and dreams did not extend
beyond the limits of Eastern Slavdom (vseja Rusi). With respect to the
Eastern Slavs (Great Russians, Ukrainians and Byelorussians),
Muscovy's intentions were strongly uniformist. Nikon (1605-1681), the
Patriarch of Moscow at the time of the annexation of the Ukraine,
endeavored to accomplish the unification of the Czardom’s ecclesiastical
and literary language at the price of its Ukrainization, while Petersburg
potentates persistently imposed the secularized Standard Russian upon
all the East Slavic subjects of the Empire. The unceasing persecution of
the Ukrainian Uniat trend by Russia’s authorities is another expression
of the same centralist bias.

X. SLAVISM UNDER TURKISH EXPANSION

Roman strategy of the time of St. Methodius planned to use the Slavic
citadel centered upon Illyricum not only to counterbalance German
pressure but also to halt the expansion of Constantinople. These two
objectives reappear in Kochanowski’s poetry, with the substantial
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difference that Constantinople had changed masters. Rome’s appeal for
a common effort against the Turkish menace found a ready response in
Polish Messianic aspirations. In 1633 the Warsaw Franciscan, Wojciech
Debolecki, prophesied the defeat of the Turks and world supremacy for
the Slavs, with Poland the elect at their head. His book was dedicated “‘to
the Worthiest and Oldest Peoples of the Polish Realm and to all other
Slavs, *** to relieve their suffering at the weakening which has
temporarily overtaken the Polish Realm™.

The Turkish theme likewise inspires many literary works of the
Southern Slavs. Slovenian and Dalmatian literature of the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries is replete with eulogies of Slavic unity, splendor,
might and extent. Abbot Maurus Orbini of Ragusa, in his famous
attempt to compile the history of the Slavs in its entirety, represented
them as a single nation — the largest in the world both numerically and
geographically (// regno degli Slavi, 1601). Croatian writers assign all-
Slavic leadership to those Slavs who are powerful enough to crush the
Turks and ensure the strongest possible international position for
Slavdom as a whole. Ivan Gunduli¢, the most prominent of the poets of
the famous Ragusa school (1588-1638), in commemorating the Polish
victory over the Turks in 1621, sees in the Polish prince Wiadystaw the
future hiberator of the Bulgars and Serbs, the crowned ruler of Muscovy,
and the unifier of all the Slavs. The blows dealt the Turks by Sobieski,
culminating in the liberation of Vienna (1683), fired another Croatian
poet: Petar Kanavelovi¢ (1637-1712) predicts the political and religious
union of the Slavs under Polish primacy. In Croatian thought, stronger
than anywhere else, Uniat goals and Slavic yearnings merge in their
attitude toward their close neighbors and kinsmen, the Serbs.

At other times it is Russia that takes precedence in Croatian hopes and
expectations. The growth of Moscow, its *‘gathering of the Russian
lands” and successful struggle with the Tatars fascinates the historian
Crijevic Tubero (1459-1527), who regards all the Slavic peoples as
descendants of the Russians, the alleged colonizers of the Illyrian land
and founders of the Czech and Polish kingdoms. When the Turks
overran the Balkans, Russia became the chief stronghold of the Church
Slavonic tradition and the asylum of Serbian and Bulgarian refugees.
Against this background, it is easy to explain the tendency of some
fifteenth-century Balkan Slavic bookmen to identify, or at least connect,
Church Slavonic, considered the primary language of the Slavs, with
Russian — a theory which in its later development made Russia and the
Russians not only the protector, but the source of the other Slavic
languages and peoples. This theory spread, reached even Poland, as
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Gornicki testifies (1566), and at the start of the seventeenth century was
taught in the University of Prague by Jan Matyas of Sudets. The same
concept can be detected in Krizani¢’s writings.

In the 1590’s, under Ivan’s son Fédor, the last of Rjurik’s line, an
enterprising though futile activity was developed in Moscow by the
Croatian Jesuit, Aleksandar Komuli¢, the Apostolic delegate to the
Slavs. Instructed by the Roman Curia "“to maintain in his negotiations
an open door in the question of Union with the Catholic Church” and
banking on unity of language, he tried to win the Muscovites to an anti-
Turkish crusade, tempting them with the conquest of Constantinople, to
which they had “antiche pretensioni’’ as successors of the Byzantine
Empire. Toward the middle of the seventeenth century Poland under-
went a prolonged crisis simultaneous with Muscovy’s restoration and
expansion. The Croats are a sensitive barometer: Gundulic¢’s successor,
Junije Palmoti¢ (1606—1657), raised by the Jesuits, dreamed of Slavic unity
as the foundation for the Union of Churches, and hailed Russia as
Slavdom’s good genius of the North. Juraj Krizanic (1618-1683), the
learned Croatian Franciscan, having prepared for his missionary work
at the Collegium graecum in Rome, went to Moscow in 1659, after a
short visit in 1647, with the ambitious aim of inducing Czar Alexis to
adopt his plan: the Russian-Polish personal union under the Czar, and
then the unification of the “‘whole Slavic people™ under a United Church
with the Slavonic Liturgy, and under the Russian-Polish aegis, primarily
to halt German and Turkish expansion. Far from being an isolated
episode Krizani¢’s design is a typical manifestation of Croatian ideologi-
cal development during the Counter-Reformation. At that time the
pristine Cyrillo-Methodian formula connecting Illyricum with Slavdom
flared up among the Southern Slavs: from the fourteenth century Illyric
was again glossed as Slavic and the legend of Paul’s preaching in Slavic
[llyricum was revived.

The Croatian movement for the union of churches had important
linguistic consequences. Pope Urban VIII took a remarkable step in
appointing Rafael Levakovi¢ to correct the church books in the *“Illyric
language”, whereupon this learned Dalmation Franciscan, with the
help of the Ukranian Uniat Bishop Methodius Terlec’kyj, deliberately
adjusted them to the East Slavic, espécially Kievan, recension of Church
Slavonic, since he believed the speediest way of achieving the union of
Churches was to unify the church language. Two Croatian Jesuits, on the
other hand, laid the foundation of a secular literary language, unified at
least on the Serbo-Croatian level: B. Kasic's Iustitutiones linguae illyricae
(1604) and J. Micalia’s Thesaurus linguae illyricae (1646). Krizani¢ had
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close personal ties with Levakovi¢ and was influenced by the work of this

“reformator librorum ecclesiasticorum linguae illyricae’”. He was anxious
to crown the edifice by creating not only a uniform ecclesiastical
language, but also a unified, all-Slavic secular literary tongue.

Having paid for his dreams by fifteen years of Siberian exile, KriZzani¢
ended his life in Sobieski’s army fighting the Turks. Croatian hopes were
once again centered upon Poland until the appearance of Peter the
Great, who to Gunduli¢’s imitators — Kavanjin (1711) and Rusic (1717)
— was the long-awaited hero come to fulfill Slavic expectations and
liberate the Christians from the Turks.

After the loss of political independence and national freedom (1620),
only the religious aspect of the Slavic problem was actually meaningful
to the Czechs. Pesina z Cechorodu, one of the prominent writers of the
Czech Counter-Reformation (1629-1680) summoned Poland and Russia
to a joint fight against the Ottoman Empire, and at the same time (1675)
a Polish poem of the Ukrainian Archbishop Lazar Baranovy¢ conjures
the Muscovite and Polish eagles to fall upon the Turk in joint effort.
Czech writers of the late seventeenth and eighteenth centuries were
acutely aware of the Cyrillo-Methodian roots of the Czech and Slavic
spiritual tradition. Scarcely anything written on the subject is more
stirring than what Bohuslav Balbin, a Czech Jesuit trained by Polish
advocates of the Union, expatiates in his Dissertatio apologetica (1673)
on the consequences which the use of Slavic in the Communion Service
had pro lingua (et gente) Slavonica, praecipue Bohemica. The propinquity
of Slavic languages was strongly accentuated and utilized by the Czech
Jesuits of the late seventeenth®century for their missionary work in
Russia.

XI. SLAVISM IN THE MODERN PERIOD

The age of western secular revolutions, which started with the American
Revolutionary War, engendered a totally novel Slavic line of reasoning
and policy: for the first time in history, the problem of Slavic solidarity
was approached without any underlying religious idea. This secularized
Slavism arose and spread in Poland during its period of severe political
depression. The Belgian scholar C. Backvis has ably presented a great
Polish poet of the Age of Enlightenment as the chief exponent of this
trend: Stanistaw Trembecki (1735-1812) affirmed that the common
blood, language and mentality of the Slavs, primarily of the Poles and
Russians, entitles them to unification. Under Russian leadership, they
were to hurl back the Germans and occupy their rightful place in the
world.
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These slogans, rapturously caught up by the Russian odist V. Petrov
(1793), were both developed and defied in Polish literary and political
discussions of the early nineteenth century, and a profound interest in
the heritage of the Slavic past was stimulated by the lively competition
between Warsaw and Prague in Slavic studies and inter-Slavic in-
tellectual relations. The majority of the Czech writers of that time
actually repeat or develop Trembecki’s tenets, and as late as in 1884 the
Russian philosopher Vladimir Solov’ev can still reprove the Czechs for
the religious indifferentism typical of their Slavic ideology.

It 1s not always easy to draw a sharp line between this purely secular
idealization of Slavdom and mystical Messianism. One is struck by the
sudden transitions from the one to the other in the pronouncements of
the Warsaw Association of Friends of the Sciences, and not only the
Polish Archbishop Woronicz, an enthusiastic folklorist and poet
(1757-1829), but even such a sober, critical and rationalistic scholar as
Dobrovsky, the Czech pioneer of Slavic philology, sometimes indulges in
Messianic prophecies akin to the poem of the Polish visionary
Bialobolski (1661): *'In the coming era, the Slavic people, spread widely
over the earth, shall, indeed, take their name from Glory [slava, a
fictitious etymology coined at the court of Charles IV and readily
repeated in the Slavic literatures of later centuries]. The Lord will reveal
great things to the world for the sake of the Slavs and through the Slavs™
(1795). Here the boundary between scientific analysis and poetic dream
vanishes, as it did half a century later in Mickiewicz’s lectures at the
Collége de France — ""Tous les peuples ont prononcé leur dernier mot:
maintenant, Slaves, ¢’est a notre tour de parler’’.

In the period between Alexander’s triumph over Napoleon and the
Polish uprising of 1830, both previous Polish trends — the traditional
Western-oriented religious Slavism of the Gentry Republic and the
secularized Eastern-oriented Slavism — intermingle and produce two
mutually-opposed combinations. On the one hand, the Western-oriented
secular Slavism of Joachim Lelewel (1786-1861) developed out of the
radical wing of Polish freemasonry and advocated a common Slavic
revolt led by the Poles under the catchword “‘For our freedom and
yours”. On the other hand there was a revival of religious Slavism, but
now inspired by Trembecki’s vision of Russia heading a united Slavdom.
Stanistaw Staszic (1755-1826), along with Josef Jaroszewicz, another
ardent advocate of this conception (1793-1860), affirmed that whereas
the idea of Slavic unification had been revealed and developed by
Poland, its realization was to be primarily the mission of Russia. The
combination of a pro-Russian orientation with an effort to provide a
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religious foundation for Slavic unity necessarily implies a predilection
for the Eastern Church. Thus, for the first time, the question arose of the
westward expansion of Slavic Orthodoxy, in place of the traditional
striving to westernize the Orthodox Slavs. This Polish trend notably an-
ticipates and inspires the basic ideas of the Russian Slavophile movement.

In its development after 1830, the eastern orientation degenerated into
a sterile conformism, which in Polish textbooks was given the uncom-
plimentary label of “‘national apostasy’: the ‘“‘corrupt” Occident was
condemned, the Romanov autocracy acclaimed, and Russian religiosity
invoked as the spiritual force that would convert the Slavic West to
Eastern Orthodoxy (Count Adam Gurowski, seconded by the outstand-
ing Slovak writer and philosopher, L’udevit Star and his followers in the
late nineteenth century, the Slovak poet, Hurban Vajansky, and the
Czech novelist, Josef Holecek) or at least safeguard the piety of Catholic
Slavs (W. Jablonowski and Count Henryk Rzewuski). The right wing of
the later Russian Slavophiles revived many slogans of these Polish
conformists of the forties and fifties.

This Messianic image of a Slavdom cut off from the godless Occident
and politically headed by Russia was likewise envisaged by the whimsical
Polish philosopher Hoene-Wronski (1776-1853). In his vision, however,
it is Poland that is predestined to bestow upon Russia and the whole of
Slavdom the grace of an unprecedented ‘‘Absolute Union”. Here the
Parisian Pole’s conception approximates the Slavic program shared by
the leading spirits of the Great Emigration. Poland’s Messianic task was
believed to be the spiritual unification of the Slavs. Roman Slavism, once
familiar to Renaissance Poland, is resuscitated in a peculiar Romantic
adaptation: a Mystical Union is the culmination of political unity and
initiates a Slavic era in the cultural history of the world. In Adam
Mickiewicz’s (1798—1856) prediction, Russia, once it is morally reborn,
will join the united Slavic family; the two other leading spirits of Polish
Romantic poetry, Juliusz Stowacki (1809-1849) and Zygmunt Krasinski
(1812-1859), reject Russia forever as the “Slavic Judas™”. The same
excommunication is pronounced upon Poland by the late group of
Russian Slavophiles, particularly by Danilevskij (1822-1885), while
Mickiewicz’s attitude toward Russia was adopted toward Poland by
such early Slavophiles as Samarin (1819-1876).

Roman Illyrism found a zealous continuer in the bishop Juraj
Strossmayer, a chief representative of Croatian cultural and political life
(1815-1905). In a secularized aspect this trend swept through the
Orthodox South Slavs, and there brought about a definitive standard-
ization of the common Serbo-Croatian literary language, thus providing
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the prerequisites for the political union of the South Slavic peoples, later
attained by all of them except the Bulgars.

Ever inspired by the Pentecostal miracle, which had transformed the
Babelic multiplicity of the world’s languages from the punishing
Confusion of Tongues into a grace-bestowing Gift of Tongues, the
Czechs, in their pleas for Slavic solidarity, always insisted with fervor on
the political, cultural and religious individuality of each Slavic nation
and on the sanctity of these individual rights and values. As pointed out
by the greatest thinker of the Czech Revival, F. Palacky (1798-1876),
and his lieutenant, the prominent political leader, F.L. Rieger
(1818-1903), **a variety of parts does not exclude unity, and unity is to be
sought in the harmony of the parts: undifferentiated unity may lead to
one-sidedness and lifelessness, while particularization, unguided by a
unifying spirit, brings weakness and ruin”. The revolutionary overtones
of this appeal for equality, fraternity and liberty were understood by the
conservative Moscow audience of Rieger’s speech at the Slavic Congress
of 1867, and a few months later Alexander II was to declare, “All these
demonstrations disgust me. I'm sorry they took place.”

It is noteworthy that the Slavic movement in the Russian Empire arose
only at the beginning of the last century and as a revolutionary force. It
received its first impetus from the Poles, and its early organizations were
formed in the Ukraine. The oldest of them, the Secret Society of United
Slavs, which participated in the Decembrist conspiracy, aimed at “‘a
federal union of Slavs retaining, at the same time, their individual
independence’. Similar aspirations stirred the Kievan Circle with the
significant name of the Cyrillo-Methodian Fraternity, created in the
forties by three famous Ukrainian writers, Sevéenko (1814-1861),
Kostomarov (1817-1885), and Kulis (1819-1897).

Again, it is Western Slavic ideas, especially Lelewel’s theses, that lie
behind both Odoevskij’s revolutionary poem of 1831, and Bakunin’s
(1814-1876) belligerent Slavism of the forties, which survives in Russian
revolutionary appeals at least until the seventies. In 1852 Bakunin from
his prison cell attempts to win the Tsar’s sympathy for his insurgent
propaganda among the Slavs: “Were your Majesty to raise the Slavic
banner, the Poles and all the Slavic-speaking people in Austrian and
Prussian territories would unite unconditionally, and without any
preliminary negotiations, *** and, under the broad wings of the Russian
eagle, would fling themselves joyfully and enthusiastically not only
against the Germans, the target of their hate, but against the whole of
Western Europe.” Even this *“Confession™ harks back to a Polish source,
the *“Political Storm Imminent” by the noted philosopher Bronistaw
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Trentowski (1848): “Today, if I were Tsar, I should create a free and
happy Pan-Slavic Empire. I would arouse an enthusiasm unprecedented
among the Slavs. *** | would raise the flag of liberty everywhere, and 1
could easily destroy the Turkish and Austrian empires for, in answer to
my call, the masses of Slavs, fired with patriotic fervor, would fling
themselves into battle and fight like lions. *** It is the Slavs who will
shape the future. ***”

Nicholas I wrote on the margin of Bakunin’s appeal: *“In other words,
I should be at the head of the revolt. *** No thanks!” Commenting upon
the police investigation of the alleged subversive activities of the
Slavophiles, the Emperor condemned any instigation of Slavic peoples
against the legal authority of the governments to which they were
subjected: “If force of circumstances brings about the unification of the
Slavs, this will lead to the downfall of the Russian Empire”. He abhorred
all the variants of Pan-Slavism — both the version implied in Puskin’s
poem (“‘will the Slavic streams merge in the Russian sea?”’) and that of
Sevéenko’s more egalitarian poetic reply (*‘the Slavic rivers all flow into
one sea’’). This negative attitude was inherited by Nicholas’ successors,
in particular by Alexander 1II and his chief adviser Pobedonoscev
(1827-1907), who fully understood that any form of Slavism con-
tradicted and menaced the imperial dogma of legitimacy, centralization
and authority. This reasoning retained its force even under the unusual
conditions of the First World War, when the Czarist bureaucracy
hampered the formation of the Czech legion.

Though hostile to the goals of Slavism, the Russian authorities were
not loath to take advantage of its program whenever Russia’s rivalry
with the Great Powers of Europe favored such use or abuse. Let us recall
the short-lived attempt of Russian propaganda to turn to account the
Slavophile tradition of the Southern and South-Western Slavs during
Alexander’s clash with Napoleon or at the end of the Second World
War. A recent and striking instance of such self-interested application of
earlier West and South Slavic ideals, but with a complete inversion of
their actual meaning, is the present western boundary of Russia and the
Russian-controlied states, which corresponds closely to the project of an
all-Slavic empire with satellites, presented on the eve of the First World
War to the Russian Minister of Foreign Affairs, Sazonov, by Karel
Kramar (1860-1937), the leader of the Czech conservatives and re-
nowned advocate of a “Slavic political program”. (This map, which
anticipates even the incorporation of Konigsberg and its outlying
regions into Russia and the bipartition of a truncated Germany, is
reprinted in the Nazi Book Die Tschechen by R. Jung [Berlin, 1937]).
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XII. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The Slavs under the Catholic or Protestant Churches were much more
concerned with the Slavic Idea than the Orthodox Slavs; in fact, nearly
all the essential elements of this idea were created by Catholic and
Protestant Slavs and only later taken over, in part, by the Slavs of the
Eastern Church.

Among the Slavs of the Western Church, it was the Czechs and the
Poles, both of whom had at one time or another been a Great Power,
who were the most active and creative in promoting Slavic ideology. The
Poles, who in their foreign and domestic policy were faced with vital East
Slavic problems, manifested, along with the Czechs, the most persistent
preoccupation with Slavdom. Now and then, spokesmen for the minor
Slavic groups — Croats, Slovenes, Slovaks, Sorbs — implored the
assistance or alliance of the major Slavic peoples.

In the history of the Slavic peoples, religious Slavism has been
incomparably more extended in time and more potent in consequences
than its secularized versions.

Among the Russians, all-Slavic slogans arose under the influence of
the Slavic West, partly through Ukrainian mediation, and they did not
develop before the last century. But for the Moscow and St. Petersburg
rulers even a Russian-oriented variety of Slavdom was hardly
acceptable.

Studies of Slavism must consider both the linguistic premises and the
intellectual, religious and political responses to them, and must treat all
these factors both in their centripetal and centrifugal aspect (integration
sought and counteracted).

All three kinds of responses act reciprocally upon each other so as to
modify the effect of each, augmenting, diminishing or nullifying it; they
influence, moreover, the linguistic basis of Slavdom. Hence all the
factors involved must be analyzed in their interrelation.

Written in Cambridge, Mass., 1953 and presented as a paper on June 27, 1953, at
the inaugural meeting of the Conference of American and Canadian Slavists at
the University of Michigan. Originally published in The Review of Politics, XV1
(1954), 67-90.
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IIECTHAAUATBIO BOMPOCUTEBHBIMH 3HAKAMHU, IIOYTH €QUHCTBEHHbIMH
3HaKaMH NpENHMHaAHUA BO BCEX NATHaAuatTH 4actsx. MpoHuyeckoe co-
rJ1IacCKe aBTOPA C MPAa3AHBIM OT3bIBOM 3a0KEAHCKMX TYPHCTOK O PHMCKOM
(popyMe B KOHLIC TPHHAALATOR YaCTH LIMKJIA —

powiemy jak te Amerykanki
nothing but a view --

— MO3BOJIET NpPH3aJyMaThCsd HAJ €€ HAYaJIbHbIM CEMaHTHYECKUM
KOHTPAcTOM MeXIy ABYMS NooYepeIHbIMH Oe3IMYHbIMHU IJ1aroJIbHBIMHU
¢dopMaMi OOMHAKOBOrO KOPHS M BPEMEHM, HO Pa3/IMYHbLIX BHUAOB H
3aJI0TOB —

Z poczatku szto powoli
potem coraz predzej

az przyszlo si¢ do widoku
jakoby z wysokiej gory.

rAe JaTteSibHbI  uua, (GakyJIbTaTUBHO ONYyUIEHHBIA B MNEPBOM
NpeanoXeHHH, OKa3biBaeTCSA HEIONYCTHM BO BTOPOM.
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Onsatp Oe3nuMyHasi, HO HA ITOT pa3 cTpagaTe/ibHasA KOHCTPYKLHA C
NnpaMbIM  AOIOJIHEHHEM  KPAaCHOPEYHBO OTKPBIBACT nanpHeuiee,
YETBIpHAAUATOC CTHXOTBOPEHHE TOIO X€ LHUKIA —

Na brzegu tarasu
posadzono tuberozy

OTpBIB BBIJEJIEHHOTO, HEOAYILEBJIEHHOr0 O0ObEKTa OEATENIbHOCTH OT
OUTMHHOTO JIesiTeJisi HOBTOPHO MOAYEPKHYT 3aKJIFOUYMTENIbHBIM, CBOETO
polia BONPOCO-OTBETHBIM OHAJIOTOM MEpPEA MEPEXOaOM K LEMH TpH-
HAJUATH BOMPOCOB, U3 KOTOPBIX CJIaraeTcs NocieaHee, MTHAALATOE
CTUXOTBOPEHHE!

czy kwiaty tylko po to sa
aby przypomnialy?

Nie, nie. Takze po to
aby odprowadzaly.

JeicTBeHHbIe CABHIH TMEPCHNEKTUBBI, CO3JaHHBIE Pa3HOPOAHBLIMH
OC3/IMYHBIMH TIOCTPOCHHUSMH Ha Tmnopore OOOUX CMEXHbIX CTHXO-
tBopenmit, XIII u XIV, nobyxnaroT NOAHATH BONPOC O CYLUHOCTH H
3HauuMocTu (Jaka jest podstawowa -asada) 3TOoro mMHOroobpasHoro
KJlacca CHHTaKCHYECKHUX CTPYKTYP B CJIOBECHOM TBOPYECTBE.
Pa3zMmbiuiieHueM O pojid si3blka B XYAOXECTBEHHOW JIMTEpaType,
Edward Sapir. AMHTBUCT U OH Xe NO3T, OTKpPbIBAeT OAWHHAAUATYIO,
3AKJIIOUMTEJIbHYIO TJIaBy CBOEro BBOAHOro Ttpyna Language (1921):
“SA3bikK a5 HAC HeYTo Dosiblliee, YeM CUCTEMBI NEpeaavu Mbicel. DTo
HEBU/MMBIE TOKPOBbI, [APANUPYIOLUMECH BOKPYI Halllero ayxa M
npuaarolLLye npeaonpeaesieHHyro Gopmy ero 1060My CHMBOIHYECKOMY
BbipaxeHuto. Korga  BbipaxeHue  npuoOpetaer  HeOObluHYIO
3HAMEHATENbHOCTh, Mbl €r0 Ha3biBaeM JuTepaTypoH.” OcnapuBas Wi-
030pHOE NpeacTaBieHue 06 abcooTHON cBOOOAE HHAMBUYAILHOTO
XYAOXECTBEHHOrO BBIPAXEHWsi, ABTOP HANOMHHaeT {QopMasbHbie
Ol PAHHHYEHHA, HaJiaraemble HEMOCPEACTBEHHO MaTepHaoM
BbICKa3biBaHUs: “"Language is the medium of literature nonobHo Tomy,
KaKk Mpamop, OpoH3a MM IIMHA CIyXAaT MaTepHalioM CKYJbNTOPY.
[Mockonbky Kaxablii s3bIK pacnojiaraer CBOMMHM OT/JAWYMTEIbHBIMHU
0CODEHHOCTSIMU. NTOCTOJILKY M BPOXAEHHBIE GOpMaJIbHbIE OT pAHHUYEHUS
M — C JAPYrOoH CTOPOHbI — BO3MOXHOCTH, NMPUCYLLME AAHHOHW JIUTe-
paType. HHKOrga H€ COBNajaalT BIOJIHE C OCOGCHHOCTHMH MpoO4YHUXxX
autepatyp. IlpeTtBopsas dopMy M CcyOCTaHUUIO CBOEro s3blKa, JIUTe-
paTypa COXpaHAEeT Jaa M CKjajJl ero MaTpHlbl. XyJA0KHHK ClIOBA MOXET
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COBepLUEHHO He OTAaBaTh cebe OT4YeTa, B 4YeM MMEHHO 3Ta camasi
MaTpHLA NPENSTCTBYET UJIM XK€ COCOOCTBYET U aeT HaNpaBJIEHUE €Tro
TBOPYECTBY, HO KaK TOJIbBKO BCTae€T BONPOC O NEPEBOAE €ro
MPOU3BECHUN HAa MHOM f3bIK, TYT HEMEIJICHHO M HEeNoCpeJACTBEHHO
CKa3bIBaeTCs NMPUPOAA MATPHIBI, JieXKallled B OCHOBE NMOAJIMHHUKA. Beé
CJIOBECHOE MCKYCCTBO aBTopa jubo 3aBeaomo, JMOO HHTYHTHBHO CO-
oTHeceHo ¢ GopMO-00pa30BaTENbHBIM FEHUEM €TI0 POOHOTO A3bIKA H HE
noaJaeTcss HHOA3BIYHOM nepemaue Oe3 ywepba M NepeMUOBKH.™
(TTpuBeneHHas uuTaTa nepeaaer tekct Canupa B pycckod Bepcuu A. M.
CyxoTHHa, 31eCh NOABEPrHYTOR peaaKLHMOHHOMY NEPECMOTPY).
Hanuune nenoro psaa nopaxarouie OJIM3KHX Y€PT B rpaMMaTHyec-
KOM CTpO€ BCEro CHaBSHCKOIO  $3bIKOBOTO  MMpa, HYacTbiO
HEMOCPEACTBEHHO BOCXOJAIUHMX K o0OweMy mnpas3bikoBoMy (oHAy,
4acTbo OOYCJIOBNEHHBIX KOHBEPreHTHbIM Pa3BUTHEM B MO3AHEHIUEM,
HCTOPUYECKOM OBITHH yXke 000COOMBIIMXCS CIABAHCKHMX A3bIKOB, €CTEC-
TBEHHO HaXOOMT cebe MHOIOrpaHHOE OTpPaXX€HHUE B MOITHYECKOH peuu
BCeX 3THX HapoJoOB. B npeaBapuTebHOM OUYepKe 3a/1ay4 CPABHUTENILHOIO
U3Y4eHHUs CJaBSHCKUX JHUTepaTyp' HaMM OBIIM NpHBEJEHBLI NMPUMEPHI
OoOIIMX CJAaBSHCKMM $3bIKaM (DOHOJIOTMYECKMX, CHUHTAKCHYECKHX U
CJIOBAPHBIX YEPT, HCNOJIb30BAHHBIX B MO33HUH CJIABAHCKHX CTpaH. 3TOT
KpYyr BONMPOCOB TpeOyeT JanbHeHLIe#, MpUCTalbHON pa3paboTkH.
Obunue, xuUBy4YeCThb M BHYTpeHHee 6orarcTBo cJIoBooOpa3zoBaTe-
JIbHBIX THE3J M (QUEKTHBHBIX NAapaaMrM SpPKO OT/IMYAET CJaBSHCKHE
A3bIKH OT MOPQOJOTHYECKOr0 COCTaBa POMAHCKMX H TepMaHCKHX
A3bIKOB 3amana. B 6ecene Ha 3Ty TeMy, B AHH BTOPOro, XE€HEBCKOIO
cbe3na guHreuctoB (1931), A. Meillet mowen a0 mapaaoKCajabHOro
YTBEPXKICHMS, YTO B IPOTUBOMNOJIOKHOCTD PYCCKMM PE4€BLIM HABLIKAM,
nobyxnaromuM a610ku magate Heaasneko ot s0JIOHH, AN ¢paHIy3-
CKOro, B 4aCTHOCTH, JUISl €r0 JIMYHOIO fA3bIKOBOTO MBILIJIEHUS CJIOBa
pomme ¥ pommier ri1yboKo pa3jenbHbl ¥ pa3MexéBaHbl. B cinaBsHckoM
CIIOBECHOM YKJIajJe McclemoBaTenu? oTmevaroT u3obumme addukcos
OTHOCHUTEIBHO CHHOHMMHYHBIX, MHOIOIUIAHOBOCTh UX CEMaHTHYECKHX
NPOTHBOMOCTABJCHUH, IIMPOKYI0O KOHTEKCTYaJIbHYIO BapHALMIO CIIOBO-
obpa3oBaTeNIbHbIX 3HAYEHHH U TECHOE cuenieHue Cy(pPHUKCOB C OCHOBOM.
3HaMeHuTOEe XJIeOHMKOBCKOE ‘‘3ak/isiTHe CMeXOM’’, MOCTPOEHHOE Ha
“‘conpsKeHUHN” OIMHAKOBBIX KOPHEH ¢ pa3HOOOpa3HbIMM adpdukcamMu 1
obunbHOE NPOU3BOAHBIMU HeonorusMamu (Cameiiso, cmetiso, | Yemetl,

' “The Kernel of Comparative Slavic Literature™, Harvard Slavic Studies 1 (1953); cp.
HacTosumii ToMm, cTp. Iff.

2 Cp. tunonoruyeckne suionst O. T. Pepsunoit: Cmpykmypa c108006pa3zosamenssix
noaeti (Mocksa, 1969).
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ocmeil, cmewuxu, cmewuku, | Cmeronuuxu, cmeonuuku, | O,
paccmetimech, cmexauu! | O, 3acmeiumecs, ¢mexauu!) O6bUI0, MO BCeH
BEPOSATHOCTH, OTBETOM Ha JIMPUHYECKUH LMKJ *‘3axkasTHe OTHEM H Mpa-
koM’’, HanucaHHbli BrokoM B 1907 r. 6€3 CIOBOHOBLUECTB, HO ¢
IMIMDOKHM TPHUMEHEHHEM 3aKJIMHATEJbHO TOBTOPHBIX INPedHKCOB
(3asepmu, zamuu, | Cepoye, 3amoauu, | 3amemu Oesuuuir c1ed0 — |
Cmepmu nem!) U cnoBooOpa3zoBaTenbHbIX cyddukco (M caogHo
meumanbe, u CA108HO Kpyrcenve, | 3em.as ybezaem, 6ckpbiéaemca méeepob, |
H caosro bezymoe, u c106HO myuenve, | 3absenve u yoaab, cmMAMeEHbe U
cmepms). OtBevyass Ha Metadopuyeckoe TOXaecTBO apdUKCoB,
TIOBTOPSIETCS OJHMH M TOT € KOPEHb C BapUalue# (Jekcuit, OpueHTHpO-
BaHHOM Ha METOHUMMYECKYIHO CMEXHOCTb: C Apyrum 6ydem ciaoko, |
Jpyroit meou nechu cnoém, | C ApYr¥MHu auxan coadamka | *** | Tt 31ail
npo cebs, umo ne xyxce | Jipyroro nasacaa 661 — 6ou kax! | *** | Umo
pocmom u cmarom mol evluies | Cmamuee u kpawe npyrux, Ymo ma
Mmoa00uya nosviwe | Jpyrux mo.100uy yoa.abix (C NpOTHBONOCTABJICHHEM
CyOCTAHTHBUPOBAHHOIO MPHUJIAraTENLHOIO TOMY X€ MPHJIaraTeJIbHOMY
B aTTpUOYTHBHOM M 34eCh BnepBbie XeHCKOH pouu). [loawb3ysace dpop-
MYJIOi PYCCKMX 3aKJHWHAHHH, OTMETUM OCOOYIO “‘JIEMKOCTb CJIOB” B
CeIbMOM, 3aK/IIOYMTEJIbHOM YETBEPOCTULUMH CEIbMOH 4acTH HA3BaH-
HOTO LMKJIa, COMOCTaB/IAIOIEN OBa MapOHUMHMUYECKUX KOpHA (vol’) M
(bol’), Bcyiex 3a TpeTbUM napoHUMOM (pol’), K KOTOPOMY OTCBIJIAe€T
aHadopuueckoe HapeuHe (Tam):

Tam BoJIs BCex BOJIbHEE BOJIb
He npHHeBOJIMT BOJNILHOTO,
H Goneii Bcex 60sbHEE 6ONbL
BepheT ¢ nyTH OKOJILHOrO.

Ctpoda, cnasHHas Q10XHHOM T'yOHBIX B Hauasie KODHEBbIX MOpQEM,
pasHooOpa3uT adp¢ukcamMum TIpaMMaTH4YeCKHe KaTeropuM o0oux
NapoOHWMOB, OTBOAS KaXIOMY H3 HUX MO TAKOMYy ABYCTHILHIO, TOE B
HEYETHBIX CTPOKAX CXOJCTBO B pernepTyape MopQoJorH4YecKUX uepe-
JIOBaHUH (CYIECTBUTEIbHOE B UMEHUTEJILHOM NaeXxe e JMHCTBEHHOTO U
B POAMTE]ILHOM MHOXECTBEHHOTO 4HMCJIa M CpPaBHMTEJbHAs CTENeHb
NPOW3BOAHOIO IPHJIAraTejbHOTO) COYETAeTCs C MepeMellleHHeM
CJIOBONOPSAAKA M C COOTBETCTBEHHOH TMNEPEMEHOW CHHTAKCHYECKOI
dpa3upoBKK: BOJIS 8cex 60.1bHeEe BOJIb — Oonel ecex 6o.avHee 60nb. B
YETHBIX CTPOKaX Napasesn3M puGMyHOLINX NPUIAraTEIbHBIX 80.16HOZ0
M 0K0.1611020 B CBOIO O4Yepe/lb MOAYEPKHBACT UX CHHTAKCHYECKOE PACXOX-
AEHHUE: OTBIMEHHOE U CyOCTAaHTMBUPOBAHHOE NMPHJIATATEILHOE JIHYHOTO
“nopoaa” B poOJIM HEMOCPEACTBEHHOrO M CEMAHTHYECKHM HENO/BJIa-
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CTHOTO IJIarojly JONOJIHEHHUS — He NPUHesoAum 60.1bH020 — MPOTHUBO-
CTOMT UEPAPXMUYECKH HU3IIEMY aTTPUOYTY nNpH 06CTOATEILCTBE MECTA B
abaTHBHOM NpPEeaNOXHON KOHCTPYKLIMM — @epHem ¢ Nymu OKOAbHOZO.

U nns obcyxnaemoro “3aknsaTus’, U AJI9 €ro aBTOpa XapaKTEpHBI
COIIOCTABJIEHUS TIPOTHBOIOJIOXKHBIX MPUMEPOB nopsiaka cioB: C yma
couidy, coudy ¢ yma. B ‘“‘/IlBeHaguaTtu’’ JO3YHI BTOPOH TIJjaBbl —
Pegoaroyvonnbiii deprcume wae! | Heyoomonmnviii He Opemaem epac! —
BCJIE[] 3aTeM BO3BpallaeT NOBEUTENBbHON pOopMe ee HeNOCPeACTBEHHOE,
BEILIECTBEHHOE 3HaueHue — Tosapuwy, euHmosKky odepaxcu, He mpyco! [
ITaabnem-xka nyaeir. Huxe 4eTelpbMs pasjefiaMH, T. €. B 3aKJIIOYEHHUH
LIeCTON rjaBbl, TOT K€ OEBHU3 MOBTOpPEH, Ha 3TOT pa3 cleays 3a
CMepTOHOCHBIM BhrICTpesioM [lerpyxu B Kateky — Tpax-mapapax-max-
max-max-max! — ¥ BHOBb YETHIPbMS pa3jeiiaMu Aajiblle, ‘‘3a YeThipe
3a1uara’’, gecsatas rjasa noaxBaThiBaeT MPEeXHUHN KUY C CYLUECTBEHHOM
HHBEpCHeH B nopsaake cnos — ““Ulae depxcu pesoaroyvonnsiit! | bausok
gpaz Hey2oMOHHblI!”" — ¥ ¢ npuneBoM u3 ‘“‘BapiuaBsHku’ — Bnepeo,
gneped, eneped, | Pabouuii Hapod! ITa aHTENO3MULHS NPAMOTO
JOMNOJIHEHUsT B [IEPBOM MNPEUIOKEHHM H TMPeJUKaTHBHOIO MpH-
farartejibHOro BO BTOPOM CBsi3aHa C 3MdaTuvyeckumMu ob6oporaMu
Cropa ¥ yBelLEBaHHS, OTJIMYAIOLIMMHU 3TY I'JIaBy OT HAPOUHUTOrO €AHHO-
rjacus B MEPBOM BapUaHTE TOrO Xe€ JIO3YHra C €ro TPOeKpaTHbIM
MaXOPHbIM aKKOMIIAHEMEHTOM — JX, JXx, 6e3 kpecma! B necsitol rnase
COTOBApHMIIM  MpEeAOCTepPeraloT MW  OOBMHAIOT B HENOCTATKe
co3HatenbHocTH [leTbky, B3biBatoulero k Cnacy, ¥ HaMnoMHHAKOT
[lerpyxe o ero kpoBomposuTHON pacnpasBe ¢ Kartbkoil. Hakonen, B
nocnenHed, NBEHaALATOM riase noi3Mel ‘‘JIBeHaauaTh’ 3a 3HAKOMOM
oHoMmaToneeH crpenbdbbl — Tpax-max-max! | Tpax-max-max ... —
cjlielyeT OTroJIOCOK HEOTCTYNHOTO JIO3YHra € NePEXoloM OT CTPOEBOTO
UMMEpaTHBA  depoxcume was K  HENOCPeACTBEHHO,  HArJisiJHO
NMOBECTBOBATE/IbHOMY — ... Tax udym — H K TOPXKECTBEHHOMY,
HECJIy4alHO LEPKOBHOCIIABAHCKOMY CJIOTY PE€YH — O0ePHCAGHBIM WA2OM.
KoHeunplit, MaplueBbiii pedpeH IBYX MNpeAbIAYILUX TJIaB C €ro
HanpaBUTEJIbHLIM HapeuHeM —- Bnepeo, éneped — CMEHSAETCS YUCTO
JIOKATUBHOM Pa3HOBHAHOCTBIO TOTO XE Hapeyus B 3aKJIHOYUTEIbHOM
CTHXE BCeil Mo3Mbl Bnepedu — Hcyc Xpucmoc, Kak 6b1 OTBEYaIOLIEM Ha
NOBTOPHYIO OpaBypHYHO NPHIOBOPKY BbIKMHYBILUEH JIO3YHI BTOpOH
rnaeel: 3x, 20X, b6e3 kpecma | Tpa-ma-ma!

Tak Ha3biBaeMblii CBOOOIHBIH MOPANOK CJIOB B CNaBAHCKUX sA3bIKax
Ha JieJle 03Ha4aeT €MKYIO LUKajly XOJOBBbIX, CEMAHTHUYECKH MOTHBHPO-
BaHHBIX OTCTYMJIEHHH OT 6a30BOro, OECMNPH3HAKOBOro, HEHTPAJILHOTO
cTuis peyd. PIIEKTHBHOE BCEOPYXXHE CIIABSHCKHUX SA3bIKOB OJ1aronpusT-
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CTBYET Pa3HOOOpa3HI0 3aKOHOMEPHBLIX BapHALMM B pacnpelacsIiCHHH
CJIOB H CJIOBOCOYETAHMUI BHYTPH Bpa3bl. DTa rHOKOCTb CHHTAKCHYECKOTO
yKJaJia OTKpbIBaja H NPOAOJKAET Pa3BePThIBATh LUHPOKHUE XYI0XKECT-
BEHHbi€ BO3MOXHOCTH Mepe]l CIaBIHCKMM CJIOBECHBIM MCKYCCTBOM B €0
MHOTOBEKOBOM H MHOTrOIUIEMEHHOM ObiTHH. Tak B OZHOM H3 CBOHX
Mactepckux cruxorBopenuit “llneck 6aesuje’’, Munan deaunau man
XapakTepHbid oOpa3en mnocieaoBaTeNbHOH, ITyOOKO OCMBICIIEHHOM
NEePECTAHOBKHU CJIOB:

Ha Hema jow nohu oge
Ila HaM jaBy ycnasa U 6uctpe npobyau
CHOBE,
0a o6e Hohu jow Hema,
HHUKaj, ax HUKaa MopaBa npoTtekia He 61
u3mehy osux XKuua,

H 3ap 6m ukan, y nyctoi opoj lllneckoj
3anucTana Juna, 1o obnaka rosema,

W y rpalby HeHOM 3anepasa nruua!

[a nohu ose jow nema' ***

Kak yxe Obl1o oTMe4eHO Bbille, MOP(OSIOrHYECKHE PEANOCHUIKH
CYLLECTBEHHO CHOCOOCTBYIOT MOABHXHOCTH CHHTAKCHYECKMX KOM-
NOHEHTOB CJIaBAHCKOIO MpeasioxeHus. B rpaMmaTH4YecKuX cpeacTsax,
HCMOJIb3YEMBIX TMO33HEeH CJIaBAHCKMX HapoJoB, MopQosIorHyecKHe
ABJIEHUST TECHO, 3a4aCTYK HEpas3le/ibHO, NEPEIIeTaloTCs C CHHTAK-
CHYECKHMH, HO HEMAJIyIO pOJib NPH BCEM 3TOM HMIPalOT TaKXe aBToO-
HOMHBIE OCOOEHHOCTH KaXJOro M3 3THX ABYX NMJAHOB. Tak pasnuuue
npedHKCOB B LIEMX MHAYe BCELEJIO TOXAECTBEHHbIX IJ1aroJjoB, CO3J1aeT
MOILLIHOE ApaMaTHYECKOE OBHXEHME B XJICOHHKOBCKOH, K IPHMEPY,
cTpoke — Bblxoduau, Bcxoduau, 0TxX00uau é nokoii, a TOXIECTBO CEPHH
npedHKCOB, MPHCOECAMHAEMBIX K COBEPLLICHHO Pa3JIMYHBIM IJ1aroJibHbIM
OCHOBAaM CNIOCOOHO MOBBICHTb H OCA3aTEIbHO CTYCTHTh CEMAHTHYECKYIO
3HAYUMOCTb KaX/1OH NaHHOH NMPHCTABKH.

HaTtuposanHoe maptoM 1925 r. nocnanue Mapunsl LiBetaesoii b. JI.
[TacTepHaky NpUHOCHT HarJAaHbIH 0Opa3yuk npedukca, BO3BEAEHHOI O
B IJIaBHYIO TeMY JIMPUYECKOr O MOHOJIOTa, YeTKO ‘'OYePUYEHHYHO M OTPaX-
JEHHYIO, Kak BeliaeT Bopox0Oa 3akyMHaTenei. ATy TeMy nodat obo-
ramaeT MHOrO3HauYMTEJbHbIMH CEMAHTHYECKMMH BapHALUAMH H, B 4Ya-
CTHOCTH, C CaMOro Ha4aja OOHOBJISET ITHMOJIOTHYECKYIO CBA3b MEXIY
rJ1arojloM paccmasums W OTIJIAarOJIbHBIM HMEHEM  paccmosHue,
OTKPbIBAIOLIMM MEPBbIX H NATHIA CTUX, IPHYEM MEXAY 3THMHU CTPOKAMH
aBTOPCKHUM neduc e ThIpeXK bl NOACKA3bIBAET aBTOHOMHYIO 3HAYHMOCTh
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npedukca, BBIABUHYTOIO K TOMY Xe COJIMXEHMEM C NPOM3BOJAHBIM
NpUJIaraTe/bHbIM pasHsie:

Pac-cTosiHHe: BEpCThl, MHJH ...
Hac pac-ctaBunu, pac-caMiH,
YT06b1 THXO CeOs BENNH,

[To nByM pasHbiM KOHLIAM 3€MJIH.

Pac-cTosHHe: BepCTHI, AaH ...
Hac packneunnu, pacnasnm,

B nse pyku pa3senu, pacnis,
WM He 3Hanu, 4TO 3TO ~— CIUIAaB

BooXHOBEHHH W CYXOXHIIMH ...
He paccopunu — paccopuu,
Paccnounu ...

Crena na pos.
Paccennnu Hac, Kak OpJiOB-

3aroBOpLUMKOB: BEPCThl, AAJH ...
He pacctpounu — pacTtepsnu.
[lo Tpywo6am 3eMHBIX LIHPOT
Paccopann Hac, Kak CHpOT.

KoTtopslii yx — Hy KOTOpbIH — MapT?
Pa30unu Hac — xak xojnony kapt!

JIvobonbiTHO B mo3aHeiined 3ameTke LiBeraeBoit ‘‘oropuMTesbHOE
CO3HaHME HECOOTBETCTBMs obOpa3a’ B INOCJIEJHEH CTpPOKe, T. €. OLUy-
LIEHHE KaTaxpe3bl, KOTOPYK OHAa, TeM HE MeEHee, ocTaBwia ‘‘3a
BbIPA3UTENLHOCTHIO  : 3A€Ch pa3buau BHICTYNAET OAHOBPEMEHHO B ABYX
KOHTEKCTyaJIbHbIX 3HAYCHUSAX: ‘‘pa3sioMav’’ Kaxa0ro u ‘‘pa3po3Huan’
COBOKYMHOCTb. MacTepCcTBO PacCTaHOBKM H COMOCTABJICHHS LLUECT-
HaauaTu ocobeit OAHOro ¥ TOro Xe npedukca BCKpbIBaeT U 060CTpseT,
HaJenss TparuamMoMm, ero obluee 3HauyeHHe, Or.lallarollee pacrnajg Le-
JIOTO M AE3UHTEr paltio 4acTeM.

Bnaronaps xpenocTH M CTOMKOCTH B3aMMHOH CBSI3H MEXAY CO-
YJICHaMH KaXJI0ro CJI0BAPHOro, OCOOEHHO IJ1aroJiIbHOroO rHe3/1a B CJIaBSAH-
CKHX SI3bIKaX, JaXe COBOKYMHOCTb pa3juM4HbIX GOpM riarona udmu co
BCEMH €ro npe(HKCalbLHbIMU Pa3HOBHAHOCTSAMHU, CYNIUIETUBHBIMH 00-
pa3soBaHUSAMH H OTYACTH CJOBONMPOM3BOOHBIMM, OTHacTH ¢paseoso-
TMYECKHMH OTCTYIUICHUSAMH OT TEPBHYHOIO, OCHOBHOIO 3HAYE€HHs
OCMBICJISETCA KaK XH3HEHHOE €AMHCTBO, U 3TH BHYTPEHHHE y3bl JAIOT
XO[1 YBJIEKaTe/IbHbIM TMO3THYECKUM accounauusm. ‘‘Cka3ka o noxnae” B
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Ypokax mysviku Bennbt AxmaayiauHoH (1969), ocHoBaHHas Ha peYeHUH
“moxab MAeT’, CTPOMT Ha 3TOM MOTHMBE CBOEr0 poJa napagurmy
rjaarojla uomu CO BCEH CHCTEMOK CEMAHTHHYECKUX BApUAHTOB, Mpe-
00OpakeHHOH MO3TOM B TKaHb NPUYYAJMBBIX CJIOBECHBIX TPOMOB H
OTBaXHOro MudoTBOpUECTBA:

Co MHoIl ¢ yTpa He paccTaBajca Jloxas.

— O, oTBaxuce! — g rosopuna rpy6o.

OH oTcTynan, HO NPeJaHHO W TPYCTHO,

BHOBb €A 32 MHOW KaK MalleHbKas /104b.
Jlox b Kak KpblIo, MPUPOC K MOEH CIInHe.
Ero kopuna 1:

— CTbIAHCH, HErOAHHK!

K 1ebe B cre3ax B3biBa€T OrOPOAHHK,

Hou x usetam!

Yto Tel Hawea BO mHe?

*** 51 c xuTpocThiO B AylUE owi1a B Kade.
*** [dox/ab] CKBO3bL CTEKJIO XKejall npudmu KO MHe.
A svruaa.

*** Bcxoduaa MOCTPB! YUCTas JIyHa.

51 nymana: 4to nenath MHe ¢ Joxaem?

Beab oH CO MHOH paccTaTbCsi HE 3aXOueT
***Tebe xo0ums cO MHOIO HENPHUIAHYHO. —
*** __ Hy, yept ¢ ToOOMH, — pewunna s, — udu!
*** Moii Maabunk, Joxas! Cxopel uou crona!
ITpowes no cniuHaM OBICTPBIA XOJIONOK.
***Xo3sa1uu qoMa npoluentaln: — YuTy,

€LIe OTBETHIUL Thl 3a 3Ty BCTpevy! —

S 3acmestach: — 3Halo, 4TO OTBEUY.

Bot 6e3obpa3susbl. Jaiite Mue npoumu.

[lyran npoxoscux Bux MoeH Oenbl.

A rosopuna: — Huuero. OctaBbTe.

ITpoiidem n 3T0. — Ha cyxoMm acdanbre

A LIeJIOBajla NMATHBILIKO BObL

B cxoxeM comnocTaBjeHHMM HAYUIETO AOXAA M MO3Ta (BCIOMHHM
WKOJIbHbIA kanamOyp: Ulen nmoxae M fABa CTylJeHTa) B CTHXax
MasikOBCKOro OJHOMY M TOMY Xe [J1arojly Tak e NpUAaHO ABOHHOE
3HauYeHHe ‘“‘pOHTH MHUMO’’ H ‘‘KOHUUTBLCA'': npoudy cmopoHoii, | Kak
npoxodum kocou 00x#0b. Cp. B €ro pa3roBope ¢ cojiHueM Yem max, 6e3
denaa 3axo0umv, | Ko MHe Ha yail 3auiao 661! — ['HE300 COOTHECEHHBIX
IJ1aroJIoB BUAOBOM Napbl uomu-xooums ¢ KoJ1ebaHUEM HX JIEKCHYECKHUX H
rpaMMaTH4YeCKHX 3Ha4yeHHH ri1yboko cpociiock y AXMaaylHHOH C
Ypoxamu mysvicu. Ha ypeptiopy — Ilo yauye moeii komopwiit 200 |
36yuyam wazu — mMou Opy3bA yXOAAT — MOITECCA OTBEYAET CMHPEHHBIM
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30BOM K oauHOuecTBY: [aii cmamb Ha yvbinouku 6 meoem aecy | *** [
HaWTH Aucmey u noowecmu K Auyy | u owymumbs cupomcmeo, Kaxk
6aancencmso. A B ee xe “Tocke no JIepMOHTOBY” CXO0X IJ1arojibHbIA
MaTepHaJl NePEeKIMYKH MEXIY 3a4HHAMHM JIBYX CMEXHbIX cTpod: Cmoii
Ha 2ope! He yxonu myoda | — Cmoii na 2ope! I no meoum caedam | Hanny
mebA.

3HaYMMOCTh KaTerOpMM IrpaMMaTHYECKMX BMIOB, OXBaTbiBaIOLLEH
BCIO CJIaBSIHCKYIO IJ1aroJIbHYIO CUCTEMY M POTHBOTIOCTaBIsAIOLLEH APYr
JPYry CpOJHbIE IJlarojibl COOTBETCTBEHHO WX BHIOBOH IpHHAIEXK-
HOCTH, r11y60oko 0Tobpa3uiach B MOITHYECKOM A3BIKE CJIABSHCKUX JIUTeE-
paTyp, ¢ ero OOLUMPHBLIM NPUMEHEHHEM KPACOUYHBIX CEMaHTHUYECKHMX
KOHTPACTOB MEXy NepGEeKTHBHBLIMHU U UMNEPPEKTHBHBIMM IJIarOJIaMH.
MeTas3bIk0BOE NOKa3aHHE N103Ta HENPEPEKAEMO MPO3BY4AJIO B CTPOKAX
AxmaTtoBol: Mexcdy ‘‘nomHums’’ u “‘ecnomuums”’, opyeu, | Paccmosnue,
kak om Jlyeu | [lo cmpanst amaacubix 6aym.

Written in Cambridge, Mass., 1973, as a part of a report for the Seventh
International Congress of Slavists in Warsaw. First published in the Festschrift
for Vladimir Georgiev: Ezikovedski proucvanija v Cest na akad. V. I. Georgiev
(Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, 1980). '



BEJIMUKAA MOPABUA UJIIK BEJTUKAS HAL
MOPABOW?

Kuura Koxctantuna barpsHopoasoro O6 ynpasaenuu 2ocyoapcmeom,
TPaKTysi O MOpPaBCKOH JepxaBe, TMOJIb3yeTCs 4YeTbipbMs HaMMEHO-
BaHMSAMM, U BCE OHH BIOJIHE COBIIA/IalOT C MOPABCKOW HOMEHKIATYpOH B
CNaBAHCKON MHCbMEHHOCTH. MCTOYHHK HAILMX IPEYECKHX CChUIOK —
Constantine Porphyrogenitus, De Administrando Imperio, Greek Text
Edited by Gy. Moravcsik, English Translation by R.J. H. Jenkins
(BynanemT, 1949), a B cJ1aBSHCKMX NpPHUMEpPAX MBI OTCBHLIAEM K TPYAY
I1. A. JlaBpoBa Mamepuaavl no ucmopuu 603HUKHOEHUA Ope8Heluel
caasanckoi nucemernocmu (Jlenunrpan, 1930).

1) Mopapia (rn. 41/2-as ctpoka) — Mogaga (ITpocTpaHHOE XHTHE
Koucrautuia, rn. XV; [IpocTtpanHoe xutHe Medoaus, ri. V;
[Tponoxunoe xutue Medoaus, crp. 103; JleronucHelH paccka3d o
Konctantune 1 Medoauu, 104; I'maronuueckas cnyx6ba Kupuny u
Medoauio, 134; Ycenenue Kupunna, 156; Oxpunckoe xutue Knumenra,
194).

2) eic v ¢ Mopafiac yiv, 42/19, — Bs 3eman MopagucThn
(IMponoxnoe xutHe Koncranthuaa u Medoaus, 100), semk Mopagnckaa
(Cnyx6a Medonuro, 126/ctux 28 u 127/ctux 36), MopiBcKkad 3emara
(Borpadckoe xutue Hayma).

3) mepi g yawpags s Mopapfiac, 41/1, — Mogagnckara cTpana (Cnyxba
Kupniny u Medoauto, 113/cTux 28); Bh *** MogagnctKAXh CTPANAXD, Bh
crpanhl Mopagncknl ([ToxsansHoe ciioso Kupuany u Medonauio, 84 u 85).
Cp. TIlpoctpannoe xutue Medoaus, ria. X: u MopaRhCKA OEAACTA
NPOCTPANHTH HAYATR BRCA CTPANBI (C pacnogoO/IeHHEM CJIOB OBAACTh H
CTOPANNI).

4) n peyain Mopapia, 13/5 n 40/33; v peyainv MopafBiav, 38/58, —
enHekon8  geankie Mopasnl (CnaBocnosue Kupunny u Medoauio u ux
yuyeHukaMm B boarapckom Cunonuke naps bopuca, 161); W PacTucaaga
KNesa Reanknie Mopagnl (Yenenne Kupuina, 156); weaAws A0 BeAHKAIE
Mopagei (TaMm xKe; Cp. BapHaHT ¢ Oosee apXau4YHbIM CHHTAKCHYECKHM
CTPOEM — AOWAWSE EM8 ReAMKie MopagH : Flopnaﬂ WUBaHoB, bs.ucapcku
cmapunu u3z Makedonusa, Codus, 1931, ctp. 287).



96 THE CYRILLO-METHODIAN TRADITION

JIro6onbiTHO, 4TO H CnaBoCOBHE, H Y CcneHHe — NaMaTHUKH 6oJrap-
CKOro MNpOMCXOXIEeHHs, ¥ 4To o0a mnpumepa M3 YCHEHHS SHBHO
NOOHOBJISAIOT COOTBETCTBYyHOWIMe maccaxu [IpocTpaHHOro >XUTHUSA
KoHcTaHTHHA: PACTHCAAR BO, MOPABCKRIN KNESK (CTP. 60) H AOLIBALIOY KE
emy Mogpagn (cTp. 61).

B0o3MOXHO, 4TO TepMUH Reankard MogaRa MPOTHBONOCTABIIEH ABYM
BoJiee y3kuM 0003HAYEHUAM — BhlWhNMEE, IPaBOOEpeXHas, U AOARNIAM,
neBoOepexHas Mopapa, u oxBaThiBaeT o6a okpyra. Kak oTrmerun
Vaclav Chaloupecky, “jesté v XVI. stoleti nazyva se Nitransko ‘Dolni
Moravou’ na rozdil od ‘Moravy Horni’” (Svatovaclavsky sbornik, 11, 2,
INpara 1939, ctp. 201); ¢ apyro# cTtopoHbl, Medoauii HMeEHyeTCs
apXHENUCKOMOM EhiWNAK  MopagsH M B cBATHAX AcceMaHOBa
Esanrenus (J. Kurz, Evangeliar Assemanuv, II, IIpara 1955, cTp. 292), u
B IIponoxHom xutun Korcrantuna u Medoaus (Jlaspos, ctp. 100; cp.
Harvard Slavic Studies 11, 1954, ctp. 63).

Ho naxe eciu B HEKOTOPBIX Cllyyasix, HanpuMep B TUTyje Pactucnasa
KhHASE EBeéAHKhiA  Mopagm, 3TO peuyeHHe MOXeT ObITh NepeBeaeHO
CJIOBaMH totius Moraviae, Bce e BO3HUKAET BONPOC, MOXHO JIM CYHUTATh
TaKOe 3Ha4YeHWEe NEPBOHAYAJbHLIM M €AMHCTBEHHbIM. [lo cioBam
Konctautuna barpsHopoanoro, “Typku [Maaespsi], nporHaHHbie
IleyeneraMu, MOCEJHIHCL B TOH 3eMIle, T/ie OHH OOHTAIOT TOHBIHE. B
3THX MECTax €CTb HEKOTOpble APEBHHE NOCTONMPUMEYATENbHOCTH: BO-
NepBBIX, 30eChb HaxoAMTCs Ha pybexe Typkuu MocT MMnepaTopa
TpasHa, noToM, B Tpex OHAX IYTH OT 3TOro Mocta, bearpaa ¢ 6amuen
cBsATOro W Benukoro umnepatopa Koncrantuna. [lanee, no teyeHuro
pekH, B AByX AHAX oT benrpana, pacnonoxeH 3HameHuThi CHpMHH, a
3aTeM BenMkas MopaBus, HEKpellieHas, pa3opeHHas TypKkaMH, a paHblle
ynpasnssuiascs CesTonoskoM. TakoBbl AOCTONPHMEYATENBHOCTH H
naMsATHbIE MMEHa [yvwpiopatd ¢ kol énwvouiar] no peke Hctpy”
(40/25-36). F. Robenek, nbITIHBLIA UCTOPUK MOPABCKHX OAPEBHOCTEH,
€CTECTBEHHO MOCTABHJI BONPOC, HE O3HAYaeT Jiu ueyaln Mopafioa B 3TOM
NnepeYHe NaMATHUKOB ¥ MaMATHBIX HMEH OBLIYIO CTOJIMILY, HCYE€3HYBILIETO
rocygapcTBa, Kotopylo TypkH JHUIMIM IpexHero Onaronenus H
6narouyectusd (‘‘Morava, metropole sv. Methodéje™, Hlidka, 1927-1928).

Hoseililine packonku B Oro-BOCTOYHOH MopaBuM SBCTBEHHO
NOKa3bIBaloOT, YTO NpaBobepexne p. MopaBbl 6bLJIO B TEYEHHE AEBATOrO
Beka H OOraTniM M JIKOJHbIM CpeJOTOYMEM CJIABAHCKOM nepxkaBbl.! Ha

Yewckue uccneaopatenn — Jaroslav Bohm, Josef Cibulka, Vilem Hruby, Josef Poulik
— 1oapoOHO 03HAKOMHIIM MeHs OCeHbI0 1957 . C. HOBEHIUHMH pe3yJIbTaTaMH Packonok.
Tpuxouy UM Iny0oKy0 NPH3IHATENLHOCTh 32 HX LUEAPYIO, OPYXKECKYIO, ABTOPHTETHYIO

nomolls, a Yexocnosaukoi Akagemun Hayk 3a paayuiHoe rocTENPHHMCTBO B IHH MOETro
nocnenHero, HezabpeHHoro noceieHus Yexun 1 Mopasun.
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PacCTOSHUH 45 KHJIOMETPOB APYr OT ApPYra OTKPLITHI ABA 3HAYHTE IbHBIX
NpUOPEXHBIX MOCeNeHus, 062 ¢ KAMEHHBIMH LEPKBAMH H OOLLIMPHBIMH
KJlaabuinamH, OJHO HAa TepPUTOPHUH Tak HasbiBaemoro Craporo Mecra
(Antiqua civitas 4elICKO-JaTHHCKUX [JOKYMEHTOB) BO3Jie YTOpCKOro
['paguuia, apyroe Bo3jie AepeBHHM MHuUKynYule HenmogasieKy oT T.
IN'opounna. Ob6HapyxeHHble (yHAAMEHTHI UepkBeH OOJIbLUEH 4acThRO
NpPHHAAIEXAT K 310Xe MOpaBCKo# nesTenbHocTH Knpunna u Mepoaus.
Ho, B TO BpeMs kak Xyd0XeCTBEHHO-NMPOMBILUIEHHbIE U HYMHU3Ma-
THYECKHE HAXOAKH B 000MX rOpOMILIaX CBUIETENLCTBYIOT O TECHOM CBA3U
¢ BuzaHTue#, octaTku LepkBeH, kak mokassiBatoT J. Cibulka u apyrue
uccienosatend (cp. J. Poulik, “Nalez kostela z doby Rise velkomoravské
v trati ‘Spitalky’ ve Starém mésté”, Pamatky archeologické XLVI, 1955,
crp. 345), BOCXOAAT K NPHAYHANCKOMY, HJUIMPHICKOMY 3044€CTBY,
xapaktepioMmy ¥ ans Bonrapuu, u nns Cpemckoro oxpyra, U s
BocTO4YHOro Hopuka. 3TOT BLIBOA HHTEPECHO COMOCTABHTH C OCHOBHOM
CTPAaTErHYeCKON MO3MLHMEH CJIaBAHCKHUX [EPBOYYHTENIeH, T. €. C JIO3YH-
roMm 60pbObI 32 MpeeMCTBEHHOCTh U OOHOBIeHHe UnuMpuka — maviog
100 "1AAvpikob (cp. H. Hukonbckuit, “TToBECT BPEMEHHbIX JIET, KaK
HUCTOYHHMK IJ1 MCTOPHH Ha4aJIbHOTO NEpHOoJa PYCCKON MHCbMEHHOCTH U
KyabTypbl”, Cooprux no pyc. azwiky u caoeechocmu, AH CCCP, 11, BbIm.
1, 1930, rn. VI, F. Dvornik, Les légendes de Constantin et de Méthode vues
de Byzance, Ilpara 1933, rn. VII). TpaaguuxonHas cBoeoOBIYHOCTH
WUIMPHHCKOH NpPOBHHUHM M0OJIXHa Oblia HaWTH cebe ocsazaTenbHOe
BhHIpaXEeHHE U B CaMOCTOATEJILHOH apXHTEKTYpHOM Tpamuuuu. ITO
NO3BOJIAJIO OXHOBPEMEHHO H30eXaTh M O0AMO3HBIX a1 Puma y3 ¢
BH3aHTHACKHMH GOpMaMH, ¥ HENPHEMIIEMOMH /Uil TPEKOB 3aBUCHMOCTH
OT pUMCKHX 0Opa3unoB. TOYHO Tak Xe HECXOXECTb IJIaroJIMUbl U C
JIATHHCKHM, H C FpeyeckuM ajipaBuTOM oOOpailiajia ee B HarjsaHbIH
CHMBOJI CYBEPEHHBIX TMpaB CJaBAHCKOTO $3blKa B LEPKOBHOH H
oO1IeKyNbTYpHOH NeATENbHOCTH MOPABCKOH MHCCHH.

KoTopas u3 aByX npubpexHbIX OOLLHH, OTKPLITBIX YELICKHMH apXeo-
noramu, Obina rnaBHoM pesnaeHumel Pactucnasa u conyHckux 6paThes
B LIECTHAECATHIX rojax? B KOoTOpoM M3 3THX ABYX NMYyHKTOB, B TOM Xe,
YTO CHOyXHJ croimued PacTucnaBy, Wam B IpyroM M3 HHX, HapHI
CBATONOJK, M pa3BHJ OCHOBHYIO [€ATEJbHOCTb BEPHYBIIMHACA B
Mopasurwo Medoaui? I ne Hu uckaTh ctoanny — B Crapom Mecte niu
6nu3 Mukynuui, uMms ee Morio ObiTh Reankara (Bnch) Hapgw Mogasorw,
Velika (ves) — ums oOLLMH, H3JaBHA XOJ0BOE B YELLUCKOH ¥ MOPaBCKOM
HoMmeHkJaType. Ha roro-socroke coppemMeHHol MopaBuH noHbIHE CY-
mectByeT Velka nad Veli¢kou, T. e. Ta camas Velika, koTopas BcribiBaet
B rpaMoTtax Benerpaackoro Monacteips ¢ 1228 roaa (cp. K. Klusak,
Horracké mésto, Bpuo 1957, ctp. 8).
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Ecnu TakoBO OBbLIO MM TOCEJICHHSA, JIEXKALUETO MO HbIHEIUHHUM
CrtapsiM MecToM, To 0coObli HHTEPEC NPUOOPETAIOT NOKYMEHTAILHBIE
JNaHHble, KoTopble HanoMuu J. Poulik B cBoem Tpyne JiZni Morava, zemé
davnich Slovanii (bpuo 1948-1950): “Uvadi se téz v mistech dnes$niho
Starého Mésta u Uherskeho Hradisté na pravém brehu feky Moravy k
roku 1131 villa Veligrad jako majetek biskupstvi olomouckého. Roku
1220 se jiz Veligrad nazyva trhovou vsi nebo méstysem.” Benurpaa u
Benukas BeCb, TOMOHUMHYECKH CPOJHBIE, IO BCEH BEPOATHOCTH, ObLIH
YaCTSAMH OJTHOTO M TOTO Xe€ LEJIoTO.

B naMcKycCMOHHOM mnopsake MoXeT ObITh npeasiokeHa pabouas
runore3a o cMexHoi ¢ Benurpagom Bemuko# (Becu) nag Mopasoro.
WUmsa Benukoi Han MopaBolo JIETKO MOIJIO NpeBpaTHTHCS B Benukyro
MopaBckyro Bech aubo npocto B Benukyio Mopasy, M 3Ha4eHHe
NOCJEeAHEr0 MMEHHN €CTECTBEHHO MNOAABaJIOCh Pa3[BOCHHUIO: C OJHOH
CTOPOHBI, 3TO CTOJIMLA BCEH MOPABCKOH AEpXaBbl, C ApYroi — BcCs
OepxaBa, MOABJIACTHASA 3TON CTOJIHIE.

Ecim ums cronuubl aedcrButesnbHo Obuio  Beankara, nonydaer
o0bsicHeHue 3arafouHbl TUTYN Knumenta OXpHIACKOrO — ENHCKON™S
BEAHYBCK'RIH. DTOT THTYJI, OOBIYHBIH B 3arojioBkax counHeHui KinnmenTa
(cp. H. Tyunukut, Ce. Kaumenm, enuckon cxloee;icxu&, Ceprues nocan
1913, cTp. 199), 3acBuaeTenscTBOBaH yxe B Tekcte XI Beka. B cBaTnax
npu AccemaHoBoM EBaHrenun nopm 27-bIM HIOJS 3HAYKTCA: ¢(BA)Taro
c(Ba)T(uTe)ak o(Ta)ua waw(e)r(o) Kanmenta en(u)ex(o)na geanuckaro
(Kurz, ctp. 306). CornacHo IlpoctpanHoMy xuTHIO KnuMeHTa, gouen-
uieMy B rpedeckor o6paboTke ®eodunaxra (1. H. Boarapckas nerenna),
KnumeHnT Obin mocrtaBiien enuckonoM Bedit{og, T.e. Reanyk —
6ecnipenyiokHas ¢GopMa MECTHOTO HIH OaTeNbLHOrO Mnajaexa (CcMm.
Teodpunakr, Kaumenm OXxpudcku — TPev4eCKUR TEKCT C NEPeBOAOM H
KoMMeHTapusMH A. Munesa, Codus 1955, crp. 74-79). On xe, Kak
otMmeTH TyHuukuit (ctp. 102), umeHyercs enuckonoMm Bedikag, T.e.
EeAksl (POOMTE/ILHBIH Mafex), B IrpeyeckoM Kartajiore nepBbix 00Ji-
rapckux  apxuenuckonoB, koTopbii [onyOuHckuMM  pmaTupyer
JBEHAaAUATHIM BEKOM.

“Bce MONBITKH HAWTH COOTBETCTBYIOLIME eNapXUajibHble ropoaa’ Ha
6anKaHO-CJIaBSHCKOH TEPPUTOPHHM, COTJIACHO CNpaBEeJIMBOMY OT3bIBY
TyHHIKOrO, ‘‘OKa3anuch TIIETHLIMH (CTp. 212), U ero co6CTBEHHbBIE
MOMCKH TOXE He NaJiIi YAOBJIETBOPUTENIbHOTO pelueHus. HoseHiune
6uorpadsr KimumeHTa npuxoasT K TOMY Xe OTPULIATEIbHOMY BBIBOAY:
“Jej lokalizaciou sa zaoberali viaceri, ale doteraz bez uspechu™ (Jan
Stanislav, Osudy Cyrila a Metoda a ich ucenikov v Zivote Klimentovom,
Bbpatucnasa 1950, cTp. 112). “*MecToHaxoxAeHue e NpeaMET BCE OLIE Ha



BEJIUKASL MOPABUSA UJIU BEJIUKAS HAJJ MOPABOIN? 99

TbpceHe’’ (Munes, cTp. 97). Ho yxe M. JIpuHOB, HE HAXOAs 3TOrO HMEHH
HM ‘B OOLUCAIIMX OO HAac BecbMa NOApPOOHBIX cnuckax Gonrapckux
enapxuit U roponos X Beka’, HM ‘B HMMECIOLUMXCA y Hac BecbMa
noapoOHBIX CHCKaX HACEJIEHHBIX MECT 3TUX objacTer’, cOMmocTaBui
3BAHHE ENHCKON's REAHYRCK'BIH C BApUAHTOM, OOHApYXEHHbIM B
CnaBocnosun Kupunny u Medoauio u ux yuenukam: Kanmenrs ***
enHckons Beaukie MogagH M yCMOTpES BO BCEX 3TUX 3araJloyHbiXx 0003Ha-
YEHHAX OTrOJIOCOK MNepBOHa4alNbHOM pesTenbHocTH KiuMmeHta B
Mopasu# (‘' HoBbl# HEepKOBHO-CIABAHCKHH NAMATHHK C YIOMHHAHHEM O
CNaBAHCKMX mnepBoyuntenax’, Kypuwar Munucmepcmea Hapoouozo
IIpocsewernusn, CXXXVIII, 1885, cTp. 191-196, unu Couunenus na M. C.
Hpusnosa, 11, Codus 1911, ctp. 348-353).

[To muenuro Jdpunosa, Medoauii noa KoHew CBoeH NEATEIbHOCTH
BHIMMO BO3BEJ B ENHCKOINCKHi caH He Toabko ["opa3aa, Ho u KnumenTa:
cornacHo ITpocTpanHOMy XHTHIO, elie 00 Toro, kak KiumeHT crtan
Boviyapw vyrotty mpdtog émiockomog, OH yXe ‘‘Ha3zHayasl 4YTeloOB,
MIIOAMAKOHOB, AHAKOHOB M NpPECBUTEPOB’, T. €. Opay Ha ceba npaBo-
Mo4Hs enuckona (cM. Muse, 72 u 74); KpaTkoe (Oxpuackoe) xuTue
KnumeHnTa npaMo yTBepxaaeT, uto vno MeJodiov énickomnos kataotas,
— MO CJAaBAHCKOMY MPOJIOKHOMY TeKCTy, wr Meoopia en(H)ckons
nocragn ce (UBanos, 318). Bonpoc o nocBs1IeHUH BHKAPHbBIX ENTUCKONOB
Medonauem 3aTponyT B nocaanuu nansl Moanna VIII Cearonosky B 880
roay. Chaloupecky oTMeyaeT B HECKOJIbKHMX JAaTHMHCKMX MCTOYHMKaX X
BeKa NoOONbITHBIE U3BECTUA O MOPABCKHX cyddparanax noaBJaCTHBIX
Medoauro (cTp. 89, 160-165, 196-198).

Kak HM ybeauTesibHbl HMCTOpUYECKME BbIKJaAKH JIpuHOBA, €ro
NOMbITKA CBA3aTh ONPEACICHHE BEAHYLCKBIH HEMOCPEACTBEHHO C UMEHEM
BenukomopaBckodl jJepxaBbl rpemudT, TyHHMUKMA npaB, ‘‘kpailuei
MCKYCCTBEHHOCTBIO " (197). Eciiu e umMs cTonulbl 66110 Beankara Hagn
Mopagorw. MM Beankara (Mopaga), TEPMHMH BEAHYBCK®IH caM coboro
noJjiy4aet oObACHEHHE.

[Tponoxnoe xutne KoncrautuHa v Medoaus (ctp. 100-101), He-
CMOTPS Ha CBOIO KPaTKOCTh, 60raTo OpUruHajJbHbIMHU U OYYUTEIbHLIMH
noaApoOHOCTAMHU. 3aKJIIOYMTENbLHOE H3BECTHE O MecTe mnorpeGeHus
Medoans 03agauMBano KOMMEHTATOPOB: AEXKHTA KE Bh BEAHUAH LOLKBH
MopagreTEH 0 ARBRER cToaNA BB ¢THNE 34 0ATAQEMB CRATRIA BOMOpo-
Auux. Tne 6bi1a 312 HepkoBb? Mopaan MiBaHOB XO4eT AyMaTh, 4TO B
Benerpapme, “‘unmeto MectoHaxoauiue odaue olle He € ONpenesicHo
3al0BOJIMTENHO . [lasee eMy ocTaeTcs HEACHbIM, ‘“‘Aa nu cprbopHaTa
IUbpKBa € OMJ1a MOCBETEHA Bb YeCTh Ha CB. BOropoauiia uin nuK B Hes €
uMano ocoben nmapakiauc CB. Boropoauua™ (ctp. 288). Ho B cBete
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HameH pgoragkd o0 MMEHH MOpPaBCKOM CTONMLbI EBeéankaa MOXHO
NONBITaTHCA BOCCTAHOBUTH NEPBOHAYAJILHBIA TEKCT BHILICIIPUBEICHHOM
¢bpa3bl:  AekuTn Ke Bh Beanuk  MopagneThu, UPRKREH  CRATHIA
Borogoanua, o Akemrrk cTpans B cThnk 34 oaTaghmn. Kak u B [TepBom
XUTHH BsivecnaBa, MCKaXEHHMIO TEKCTAa COcoOCTBOBAja yTpaTa MOHH-
MaHHg OeCNpeasIOKHOH KOHCTPYKLUHH ¢ MECTHBIM MAaJACXKOM UEbhKhEH
(cp. HUXe, cTp. 824).

ITocTaBneHubit Bonpoc 00 uMeHHM pe3uaeHUUH CBATONONAKA H
Medoaus XaeT OKOHYATEIbHOIO pa3peLleHHs.

Written in Cambridge, Mass., 1959, and published in Ezikovedsko-etnografski
izsledvanija, in Memory of S. Romanski (Sofia, 1960).



THE BYZANTINE MISSION TO THE SLAVS

Both Thessalonian brothers are presented by two quite diverse Latin
sources of their epoch in nearly identical terms. Quirillus quidam, nacione
Grecus is praised in the oldest version of the Czech Latin Christian’s
legend. Quidam Graecus, Methodius nomine 1s scorned in the Frankish
document Conversio Bagoariorum et Carantanorum. Both brothers were
Greek by origin, education, cultural background, and inclination; both
rendered important services to the Byzantine Empire and Church, and
both were sent by the Emperor and apparently also (takozZe i) by the
Patriarch on a responsible mission to Moravia. Father Dvornik’s
momentous volume — Les Légendes de Constantin et de Méthode vues de
Byzance (Prague, 1933) — and his lifelong inquiry into the activities of
Constantine-Cyril and Methodius among the Slavs showed that their
manifold work must be studied and interpreted in the light of Byzantine
cultural, ecclesiastic, and political problems, as the title of his book
suggests. It was the idea of the indissoluble connection between the
Cyrillo-Methodian legacy and its Eastern Roman fountainhead which
inspired the Dumbarton Oaks Symposium on the Byzantine Mission to
the Slavs."

Doubts had been cast on the Old Church Slavonic Vitae of
Constantine-Cyril and Methodius as to the age of these two legends, or
at least of their Slavic texts, and as to the trustworthiness of their factual
data. In the Analecta Bollandiana of 1955, P. Meyvaert and P. Devos
demonstrated that the end of 882 is the terminus ante quem the Vita of
Constantine the Philosopher had been composed Sclavorum litteris, and
that the supplementary Vita of his brother and successor Methodius
must also have been written in Moravia and only a few years later.
Equally definitive is the following rejoinder to the skeptics.

! Held in 1964. The present paper is a report on the activities of the Symposium, which

are represented in printed form in Dumbarton Oaks Papers XIX (1966). It also contains
concluding remarks about crucial problems that face current Cyrillo-Methodian studies.
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Francis Dvornik’s introductory lecture “Ninth-Century Moravia and
the Byzantine Mission” summed up and substantially reinforced his
argumentation for the high reliability and value of the various historical
testimonies preserved in both Vitae. Their reports about the intercourse
of the mission with Constantinople and Rome find convincing foun-
dation and motivation in the light of the evolving relations between the
papacy and Byzantium. The organic connection between the religious,
cultural, and political purposes of the Byzantine mission, and the
tenacious fight of Moravian Slavs for total independence from Frankish
pressure and infiltration becomes ever more evident. The Byzantine
mission differs radically in its scope, cultural background, and intentions
from the rudimentary ecclesiastic organization under the patronage of
the Passau bishopric; the former agency cannot be regarded as a
continuation of the latter, and the Vita Methodii could therefore praise
his and his brother’s Moravian activities nostri populi gratia, cuius nemo
unquam curam gessit. Cyril’s first aim on arriving in Moravia was to
supply the young Church with liturgical books in the Slavic language.
The brothers were not of the Roman but of the Byzantine obedience;
hence, there is nothing dubious in the circumstantial and rapturous
report of the Vita Constantini about the Slavic liturgy long before their
visit to Rome and the papal approval of this daring innovation.

“The Byzantine Background of the Moravian Mission’ was the topic
of the paper sent by George Ostrogorsky from Belgrade. The mission to
Moravia was an impressive manifestation of Byzantine religious and
cultural expansion and belongs to the same great decade as
Constantinople’s efforts to cement contacts with the Slavic South and
East. In the gradual process of regaining Sclavinias, the organization of
the Thessalonian region as a Byzantine theme in the early ninth century
was a significant achievement. Thessalonica, with its bilingual popu-
lation, was the principal gate leading from the Empire to the Slavic
world. The highest aspirations of the Byzantine State and Church found
in Constantine of Thessalonia a most remarkable intellectual exponent,
who helped to further the awakening of self-awareness among the Slavs
and who assisted them in their defense against German encroachment.

George C. Soulis surveyed *““The Legacy of Cyril and Methodius to the
Southern Slavs™. After its collapse in Moravia, the work of the Slavic
apostles was saved for the Slavs and Europe by Bulgaria when its ruler
Boris, in his endeavor to establish a national church, protected and
encouraged the Slavic missionaries who sought refuge in his land. Thus,
the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition was preserved and further cultivated in
Ochrid and Preslav, two great and dissimilar centers which created a rich
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literature and culture Byzantine in inspiration, yet Slavic in language and
ideology. This trend, inaugurated in Moravia, developed in Bulgaria,
and further transmitted to the Serbs and Russians, succeeded in
converting its Byzantine premises into a program of national self-
determination and universal equality, with particular emphasis on the
sovereign rights of Slavic, as well as any other vernacular, in ecclesia and
in all branches of spiritual life.

In his lecture on “The Heritage of Cyril and Methodius in Russia™,
Dimitri Obolensky was able to trace, despite the paucity of direct
evidence, the initial stages of Christianity in Russia and-the penetration
of the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition into the Kievan state. It is beyond
doubt that St. Viadimir’s baptism, largely patronized by Byzantine
authorities, was followed by the rapid establishment of Slavic liturgy in
Russia. Apparently these authorities realized that the Church of the
Slavic apostles was the only one that could be successfully imposed upon
the numerous population of that powerful and distant country. By the
eleventh century priests of Slavic tongue, both natives and newcomers
from abroad, mainly from Bulgaria, must have been active in Kievan
Russia. The Russian Primary Chronicle cherished the memory of the
Slavic apostles and recognized their fundamental contribution to the
enlightenment of the Russian people. The Cyrillo-Methodian literature
of Moravia took over the eastern patristic belief in the Pentecostal
abrogation of Babel and identified the emergence of the Slavic liturgy
with the gift of tongues, and this idea was echoed by the Primary
Chronicle. The same composite quotation from Isaiah which was used in
Moravian writings, especially in the Vita Constantini, was reproduced by
the Primary Chronicle to glorify Vladimir’s educational efforts, which
were in this way equated with Rastislav's and Constantine’s joint work
in Moravia; and what particularly exemplified the vitality of this
tradition in Russia was that St. Stephen of Perm, enlightener of the
Zyrians and translator of the Scripture into their vernacular in the late
fourteenth century, was praised in his Vira by a repetition of the same
quotation, and that, in general, Epiphanius the Wise, the author of this
Vita, modeled it upon the early Cyrillo-Methodian literature.

The lecture of Horace G. Lunt was devoted to “‘Greek Influences in
Early Slavonic”. From the beginning the language of the Cyrillo-
Methodian mission was fashioned upon Greek; direct borrowings and
especially translations from Greek built a substantial layer of the Church
Slavonic vocabulary, complemented by the strong influence of Greek
upon word derivation and composition, phraseology and syntax, and
style. The radiation of calques from Greek in Christian terminology
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widely oversteps the limits of Church Slavonic proper, encompasses the
entire Slavic territory, and continues despite the later restriction in the
number of countries adhering to Slavic liturgy. The expansion of Old
Church Slavonic in the ninth to eleventh centuries was facilitated by the
lasting lexical, grammatical, and phonologic proximity of all Slavic
vernaculars. Old Church Slavonic assumed the role of a common Slavic
literary language, intended from the beginning to fulfill all spiritual tasks
and at the time of its maximal inter-Slavic expansion, in the eleventh
century, used by Bulgarians, Serbs, Croats, Russians, Czechs, and Poles.
In countries that clung to Slavic liturgy, regional recensions of Church
Slavonic served for ecclesiastic writings, while literature of a more
secular character resorted to various hybrid combinations of this
language with the native vernacular. The basic unity of the Church
Slavonic language was preserved and supported by repeated efforts to
eliminate divergences: e.g., the dependence of the Serbian recension on
the Russian one in the late twelfth and thirteenth centuries; the second
South Slavic influence upon Russian from the end of the fourteenth
century; the mutual adaptations of the Moscow and Kievan recensions,
with orientation toward the former in the sixteenth and toward the latter
in the seventeenth century; likewise in the seventeenth century an
adherence of the Croatian recension to the Kievan model; the Russian
recension adopted by the Serbs in the eighteenth, and by the Bulgarians
in the nineteenth century. Unfortunately, no history of Church Slavonic
in its different regional variants and their interaction has yet been
written. These conservative and expansive tendencies furthered literary
and cultural exchange between countries of Slavic liturgy. Serial trans-
lations which at different moments in different Slavic regions vacillated
between a creative adaptation and a slavish, mechanistic literalism
secured the ties between Church Slavonic and Greek, and the history of
this translational technique and of the Greek imprint borne by Church
Slavonic and by those literary languages which preserved a Church
Slavonic substratum still awaits detailed investigation.

Antonin Dostal discussed “The Origins of the Slavonic Liturgy”.
According to the Vita Methodii, both Greek and Latin missionaries must
have worked in Moravia before the arrival of the Thessalonian brothers.
The Old Church Slavonic liturgic texts have to be interpreted rather as
free adjustments than as literal translations of foreign models. The
surmise that Constantine-Cyril introduced a Slavic adaptation of Latin
liturgy is based on the Kievan leafiets, but they differ in language from his
authentic writings and apparently the text of these leaflets was translated
at a later date; perhaps it belongs even to the Bohemian period of
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Church Slavonic worship, although Bohemia of the tenth century also
maintains vestiges of the Byzantine rite. The question whether or not the
liturgy of St. Peter was translated and used by the brothers can hardly be
answered affirmatively. As to the Prague fragments, their text is
translated from Greek, but both the source of their composition and the
origin of their protograph remain unclear, and we still face the urgent
task of applying the modern techniques for making the underlayer of this
palimpsest available. Presumably the Byzantine mission in Moravia first
introduced a Slavonic version of John Chrysostom’s liturgy, as a
fragment of this translation in the Sinai leaflets testifies. The coexistence
of Slavonic with Greek or Latin in the Cyrillo-Methodian mass remains
undetermined. The question whether Church Slavonic penetrated into
Poland from the Cyrillo-Methodian mission or only later from Bohemia
also remains controversial.

**Old Church Slavonic Poetry’ was approached by Roman Jakobson.
This poetry, hitherto usually overlooked in mediaeval studies, belongs to
the most abundant and remarkable products of the powerful Byzantine
impact upon the Slavic civilization. It was deeply rooted in the wide
creative activities of the two truly bilingual brothers and endowed the
Moravian literature of the 860’s to the 880’s with magnificent master-
pieces of both hymnody and paraenesis. Throughout the tenth and
eleventh centuries, in all the regional variants of Old Church Slavonic
language and culture, poetic art continued the Cyrillo-Methodian
tradition. The late Middle Ages witnessed the further evolution of this
poetry in those countries which still used Church Slavonic as their
ecclesiastic language. Finally, the formation of modern Russian poetry
in the eighteenth century and its subsequent drift were much influenced
by the liturgical tradition of ecclesiastic chants. Thanks to progress in the
comparative investigation of Byzantine and Church Slavonic chants,
students of the song books copied in Russia in the eleventh to thirteenth
centuries can detect and reconstruct their prototypes, which prove to be
at least two to three centuries older. In particular, the analysis of the
early Slavic original canons enables us to ascribe to the Moravian
mission of the 870’s and 880’s, and to its leader Methodius, not only the
canon for St. Demetrius of Thessalonica but also, beyond any doubt, the
Church Slavonic Hirmologion, and to throw new light upon the vexing
question of the divine service practiced by this mission. The intimate
connection of this canon with the Cyrillo-Methodian mission is attested
by the final ode, a poignant yearning, in the struggle against ‘‘the cruel
trilinguals and heretics”, for a return from wanderings over strange
lands to the native Thessalonica, while the close textual and metrical
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coherence between the canon’s troparia and hirmoi proves the anterior
Slavic translation of the Hirmologion.?

Oliver Strunk analyzed “Two Chilandari Choir Books”, the Triodion
Chilandari 307 and the Hirmologion Chilandari 308, both published in
1957 as a part of the series Monumenta Musicae Byzantinae. These two
choir books, like other ancient monuments of Slavic chant, preserve
vestiges of archaic musical and liturgical practices; they can shed new
light on the early history of Byzantine music, and the Triodion in
particular might even be said to constitute a compensating replacement
for a type of Byzantine manuscript that must once have existed but is no
longer extant. Professor Strunk concluded that (1) the archaic Slavic
notation is of Byzantine origin; (2) it must have been introduced well
before the year 1000, perhaps as early as 950; (3) at some time after the
year 1000, perhaps as late as 1050, it was modified in certain respects and
these modifications were again of Byzantine origin; and (4) in certain
other respects it is an original creation because it restricts the use of some
of its borrowed signs in ways quite unfamiliar to Byzantium and because
it has invented at least one sign of its own. Even with these modifications,
however, the Slavic notation continues to retain its archaic character, for
the revisions to which it was subjected were minor ones, affecting only
isolated details. However intimately one may come to understand the
workings of an archaic notation like this one, to think in terms of a
positive transcription on the five-line staff is simply to deceive oneself.
Under favorable conditions, and with the help of unambiguous, un-
impeachable controls, in particular of a Byzantine control, one can as a
rule work out a sort of reconstruction, but the result is highly tentative.
As such an experiment, a musical reconstruction of a Slavic translated
hirmos is proposed.

Kenneth J. Levy dealt with ““The Earliest Slavic Melismatic Chants™;
he analyzed an Old Russian kontakarion, and concluded that the origins
of the Slavic melismatic chants are firmly rooted in Byzantium. The
enigma of the kontakarion notation is finally opened to solution. This
notation enables the musicologist to explore the structure of the asmatic
melodies. Their centonate-formulaic design underlies the compositional
process for many, if not most, early liturgies, and the Slavic chants,
preserving the earliest state of the Byzantine melismatic traditions, have
a unique contribution to make toward the understanding of this process.
The notation of these Slavic chants shows not only archaisms related to
the early characters of Byzantine notation, but also points of contact

2 Cf. infra, pp. 240-259, 260-276, 277-285 and 285-346.
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with Greek developments of the eleventh century. The question whether
these chants were taken over from Byzantium during the same ninth-
century wave of musical and liturgical activity that witnessed the
borrowing of the syllabic chants or somewhat later must be left open.

In his second lecture, on “Recent Archaeological Discoveries in the
Territories of Great Moravia”, F. Dvornik gave a condensed account of
the Moravian and Slovak excavations conducted on a large scale since
1948. Remnants of sixteen or seventeen stone churches of the ninth
century have so far been discovered, whereas until recently it was
thought that there were no stone churches in the state of Rastislav and
Sventopluk. The main finds are concentrated around two neighboring
Moravian settlements — Staré Mésto, presumably the seat of
Archbishop Methodius and his disciples, and Mikul¢ice, the probable
stronghold of Prince Rastislav, with remains of stone walls, a stone
palace, and mansions of nobles. Among the churches found in these
centers, several were built after the advent of the Byzantine mission, e.g.,
the third church unearthed in MikulCice, the largest discovered so far in
Moravia, and other churches with an elongated apse. Similar church
architecture is found at a later period in Southern Russia, where
Byzantine missionaries were active. Most probably this style was
brought to Moravia by the Byzantine mission. Yet, since this type of
construction was dominant in Pannonia, Noricum, and Istria during the
early Christian period, it could have been revived in Moravia as well by
missionaries from Istria and Dalmatia. As to the churches belonging to
the first half of the ninth century, Professor Dvornik rejects the
controversial hypothesis of their connection with the Irish-Scottish style
and with the unlikely activities of Irish missionaries in Moravia. He
raises the question of possible links with the Byzantine cities on the
Adriatic. Among the examples of minor arts, only a few objects so far
discovered could be positively regarded as imported from Byzantium,
but local workshops of native and immigrant artisans in Moravia must
have adopted Byzantine patterns.

The Symposium, as was stated in the concluding remarks, illustrated
the far-reaching role of the Cyrillo-Methodian mission in space and
time, and the wide range of religious, cultural, and political problems
which were brought forward and bequeathed to Slavdom by the
brothers’ venture. The Byzantine roots of their work and legacy were
carefully traced, whereas all the incessant, yet groundless, conjectures
about some pre-Cyrillian Slavic alphabet (despite the clear statement of
the Vita Constantini XIV: Ne spts togo obréli, “‘it has not been found”),
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and attempts to attribute an exaggerated cultural significance to earlier
missions in Moravia or to the faint rudiments of Slavic translations
before Constantine’s Evangeliary, and to deny to the Byzantine mission
any role in the erection of Moravian and Pannonian churches, were
explicitly disproved. In the discussion of the Byzantine impact on the
Cyrillo-Methodian tradition, it was made clear that these cultural
impulses came not only from Constantinople but also from Thessalonica
and from Adriatic coastal cities.

The most important feature of the mission was the vernacularization
of the Scripture and divine service, as both Constantine’s poetic
Prologue (Proglass) to the translated Gospels, and the two Vitae
eloquently confirm. According to the Vita Constantini X1V, Rastislav
asked the Emperor to send a teacher who would translate the true
Christian faith “into our own language” (the formula va svoi ny jezyks
with the predictable anteposition of the enclitic dative ny obviously
cannot be regarded as an interpolation), and in his answer the Emperor
refers to the letters revealed to Constantine by the Lord “for your
language” (v» vass jezyks) as an extraordinary privilege which will “rank
you among the great nations that praise God in their own language”
(svoims jezykoms). This tolerance toward a “barbarian” vernacular,
acknowledged in the Viza itself as unusual, is strategically explicable by
the remoteness and borderline position of the Moravian and Pannonian
area between the East and the West, circumstances which subsequently
called forth a similar, though temporary, compliance on the part of
Rome. Such a concession was more easily made by Byzantium, with its
practice of laissez-faire than by the West with its inveterate tenet tres sunt
autem linguae sacrae, his enim tribus linguis super crucem Domini a Pilato
fuit causa eius scripta. One must also remember F. Dvornik’s suggestion
that, of the two powerful parties fighting for control of the Byzantine
Church and state in the mid-ninth century, the more liberal, democratic,
and flexible faction — originating in the Greens of the Hippodrome —
was apparently favored by Constantine.

The ideological foundations for the basic Cyrillo-Methodian principle
— the equality of all languages and peoples and the sacred right of any
vernacular tongue to be used for all spiritual tasks up to the Holy
Communion — were drawn from the Bible and Eastern Patristic
literature. All right of seniority was denied to languages, since all of them
originated simultaneously at Babel. The reference to the division of
tongues emerges in the early Cyrillo-Methodian apologetic literature and
serves as an introduction to the Old Russian letopisi; the persistent usage
of beginning Czech mediaeval chronicles with a narrative about the
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Tower of Babel was ironically countered by Enea Silvio Piccolomini.
The idea of the Pentecostal miracle, which changed the multiplicity of
languages from the original punishment into a divine gift of tongues and
impelled all languages to glorify the Lord, runs throughout Slavic
literatures of Cyrillo-Methodian inspiration, from the Moravian writ-
ings to the Russian Primary Chronicle and to the Latin Pentecost
sequence of the twelfth century, which praised omnigenarum beatissima
munera linguarum predestined to teach omnes nationes, and which
entered into the missals of the Prague archdiocese (Analecta Hymnica,
LIII, 72). This Pentecostal image of every man hearing the apostles
speak in his own language and understanding the divine words had been
developed in the Eastern Patristic literature, and later, as A. Borst points
out, became much more popular in the marginal areas of the Empire
than in its metropolis.

Scripture and liturgy in the people’s own language was interpreted by
the mission to the Slavs as indispensable to comprehension. Particularly
significant are the favorite references to the Scripture adduced to
consecrate this doctrine. The claim for the comprehension of all the
prayers by “all the brethren” was supported in Constantine’s Proglass,
and in his Venetian disputation with the preachers of the “trilingual
heresy”, by quotations from the First Epistle to the Corinthians; and in
the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition the Slavic apostles are constantly
represented as the true heirs of St. Paul. The introductions to the Vitae
(Const. I and Meth. I1) and the alleged letter of the Emperor Michael to
Rastislav (Const. XIV) paraphrase the verses of I Tim. 2:4 and 7; God
“will have all men to be saved, and to come unto the knowledge of the
truth”, whereunto He ordained a teacher — namely, Paul, according to
the Epistle, or, in the two Vitae, Constantine and Methodius, re-
spectively. Later Stephen, the teacher of the Zyrians, was to be similarly
introduced in his Vita.

The metaphors of Isaiah’s verses (29:18; 32:3, 4; 35:5, 6) about the
ears of the deaf and the eyes of the blind being opened to apprehend the
words of the book, and the tongue of the stammerers (gpgnivyixs) being
ready to speak plainly were utilized in order to describe the effect of the
sacred Scriptures and mass in the native language. This imagery is
paraphrased in the Proglass, the Vita Constantini, the Moravian
Panegyric to Both Teachers of the Slavic People, and, praising Vladimir’s
extension of the brothers’ work to Russia, in Ilarion’s Discourse of Law
and Grace and in the Primary Chronicle. After the schism this imagery
inspired a rancorous tract against the Western Church, which was
accused of having abandoned Peter the Apostle in favor of an imaginary
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imposter, Peter the Stammerer (gugnivyi), the adversary of vernacular
liturgy.

In both the Venetian disputation of Constantine and the Primary
Chronicle, Isaiah’s images are followed by quotations from the Psalms,
especially 95 — ““O sing unto the Lord a new song; sing unto the Lord,
all the earth”. Against the ““trilinguals” Constantine brings forward the
concluding chapter of Mark — 16:17 “In my name shall they cast out
devils; they shall speak with new tongues”. The idea that the greater the
variety of languages that sing the glory of the Lord, the greater the joy of
the heavens, runs through the entire tradition. The multiformity of
languages and, in Vladimir Monomax’s formulation, the uniqueness of
each human creature, the principium individuationis, is considered the
greatest of the Creator’s miracles. The notion of new tongues is highly
important in the further development of the Cyrillo-Methodian trend.
Thus, Ilarion recalls the precept of Matthew 9:17, to put new wine not
into old bottles but into new ones, and concludes that new teaching
demands new peoples and new languages: novoe ucenie, novy méxy, novy
jazyky, novoe i ssbljudetvsja, jakozZe i jests. In this connection the
Panegyric to Both Teachers, composed in Moravia shortly after the
death of Methodius, is particularly revealing: ““as two new apostles, they
did not build their work on an alien foundation, but having invented
letters anew, they carried them out for a new tongue’’ (nova apostola ne
na tuzdemo osnovanii svoe délo poloZvSa ns iznova pismena vsobrazvsa i
savrvSista vs jezyks novs).

The alphabet was a visual symbol of a liturgic and literary language
enjoying equal rights with all other tongues that exalt the Lord.
Therefore, the Glagolitic letters were not supposed to resemble the
Greek model, and this goal was partly achieved by recourse to Oriental
patterns, partly perhaps by reshaping Byzantine cryptography. The
puzzling Slavic changes in the Greek musical notation are possibly due
to a similar intention. The requirement of a new form for a new content
underlies the treatise of the monk Xrabr, compiled in Bulgaria at the
beginning of the tenth century: it proclaims the superiority of the Slavic
alphabet over the Greek, since the former is a Christian creation for
pious purposes, while the latter is rooted in heathenism.

From time to time certain questions are asked — whether the Latin
mass would not have been in closer agreement with the people’s belief in
the magic power of the incomprehensible word; whether the emphasis on
liturgic vernacular was not a blunder which caused the downfall of the
work of the Slavic apostles, first in Moravia and later in Bohemia. Yet
the Slavic people is said to have met the work of both teachers with joy
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(s» radostija), as, almost five centuries earlier, Armenians reacted to the
similar innovation of Nesrop, and we have no contrary evidence. Again,
for the conjecture that the substitution of Slavic worship modeled upon
Greek for a liturgy of Latin language and rite might have produced
discontent, no proof can be furnished. The political background of the
suppression of the Cyrillo-Methodian activities in both Moravia and
Bohemia gives us no reason to suspect that without a vernacular liturgy
they would have been able to survive. Above all, Constantine’s warning,
reported in his Vita XVI and based on Luke 11:52 — “*Woe unto you,
bookmen! for ye have taken away the key of comprehension™ —
indicates unambiguously that his entire ideology excluded any con-
cession in the principle of common and total intelligibility and equality;
there was really no place for an admission that among all the languages
of the world declared to be equal, a few traditionally liturgic languages
were, in the terms of modern satire, “‘more equal’.

Partial defeats were unavoidable. Yet from the beginning, the work of
the Byzantine mission had a wider destiny. In the four copies of
Constantine’s Proglass ““all the Slavs™ (Slovéne vesi) are summoned to
listen to the Gospels translated into their language, and the three Serbian
manuscripts preserve perfectly the syllabic pattern of the dodecasyllable:
Témo Ze uslysite | Slovéne vbsi (*“Therefore hearken, all ye Slavs!”’); so the
arbitrary emendation — Slovéne si (““hearken, ye Slavs, to this!”) is not
only clumsy but completely superfluous. Toward the end of the poem the
Slavic exhortation grows into a world-wide appeal, “‘ye nations”,
modeled upon Isaiah 34:1. The Slavic and the ecumenical scope of the
mission alternate in the Vitae. According to the Vita Methodii V111, the
Pope said to the Pannonian ruler that Methodius was assigned ““not only
to thee but also to all those Slavic countries”, while in the Vita
Constantini X1V, Rastislav asks the Emperor to send a teacher who
could translate the true Christian doctrine into the vernacular, “‘so that
the other countries, on seeing that, would imitate us”. Correspondingly,
the Panegyric to Both Teachers of the Slavic People glorifies Constantine-
Cyril for having taught the people to praise the Lord in their own
language (va svoi jezyks), thus “admonishing the whole world to sing in
native tongues’’.

If “all ye Slavs” were addressed, the question arises whether the
message had been actually received and the legacy accepted. At the end
of the first millennium Slavic dialects, to use Edward Sapir’s for-
mulation, were “homogeneous enough to secure the common feeling and
purpose needed to create a norm”. Throughout the early centuries of
Slavic Christianity, according to the concept persuasively vindicated by
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R. Picchio, the communita linguistica Slava ecclesiastica essentially trans-
cended the differences among the regional recensions of the Slavic
written language and among the spiritual literary creations of the
individual Slavic nations. Among the most significant manifestations of
this supranational unity, one may cite first the intensive inter-Slavic
circulation of the ecclesiastical works, both translated and original, then
the repeatedly centripetal tendencies in the development of Church
Slavonic, and finally a remarkable diffusion of new literary models. The
inter-Slavic growth of favorite literary genres could be exemplified by the
Bohemian, Russian, and Serbian princely vitae, which reach one of their
supreme achievements in the Life of St. Sava. When the international
Church Slavonic community is taken into account, it appears quite
natural that numerous texts of the Bulgarian Golden Age and Czech
writings of the tenth and eleventh centuries entered into the Russian
literary repository; the various reflections of Czech hagiography in the
early Russian Vitae and Eulogies are a corollary of this radiation.
Prokop’s Monastery on Sazava, the Bohemian center of Slavic liturgy in
the eleventh century, must have maintained a lively intercourse with
Kievan Russia; and even a Czech Church Slavonic Life and Martyrdom
of Boris and Gleb, the most popular Russian saints, composed in Latin
style and apparently imported from this monastery, entered into an Old
Russian lectionary.

Attempts of some students to place one of the local variants above all
other Slavic literatures of the Middle Ages bear the stamp of biased
subjectivism. The assertion that Old Russian literature, allegedly the
only one endowed with chronicles and epics, excels in this regard the Old
Bulgarian and early Czech letters forms a vicious circle, because Church
Slavonic literature of Czech and Old Bulgarian recensions has been
preserved almost exclusively through Russian copies and because orig-
inal works of a secular tinge, e.g., the Russian letopisi and voinskie
povesti, did not enter into inter-Slavic circulation. Old Bulgarian or
Czech creations of secular content could hardly, therefore, be expected
to have survived, and the original scope of these literatures simply
remains unknown to us.

Each ancient center of Church Slavonic literature — the Moravian
seat of the Byzantine mission, Ochrid, Preslav, Prague, Kiev, Novgorod
— leaves its own typical mark on the local production. Comparative
evaluation of the technique of translation sometimes discloses a doc-
trinaire preconception of the critic himself. Approaches to the
translator’s task differ radically in Moravia, Bulgaria, Kievan Russia,
the Turnovo school of Euthymius, or Muscovy. For example, the
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detached Moravian attitude toward Greek models, which is manifested
both in translations and in the Glagolitic letters, should not serve to
belittle the literalism of Preslav, which found equally striking expression
both in the reformed, Cyrillic alphabet and in the mass production of
word-for-word translations. This encyclopedic activity enabled the First
Bulgarian Czardom to provide the whole communita with a native
version of manifold patristic and Byzantine works and with an amaz-
ingly expert, fecund, and lasting Slavic terminology for all the branches
of contemporaneous erudition.

While in Constantine’s and Methodius’ lifetime the Slavic translations
were apparently made from Greek only, the following two centuries in
Bohemia (and perhaps the very end of the ninth century in Moravia)
witnessed many translations into Old Church Slavonic from Latin and
vice versa, complementing thereby the Greek imprint upon Slavic
literature and literary language by a Western impetus. However, the
tradition of Slavicized Greek worship had not been lost in the Czech
state of the tenth and eleventh centuries, to judge from several vestiges
detected by Czech philologists (J. Fréek, J. VaSica, F. V. Mares), and
furthermore the Church Slavonic translations from Latin betray the
Greek training of their Bohemian authors.

It is true that the time of the first crusade puts an end to Slavic liturgy
in Bohemia, but the strength of the historical precedents and the vitality
of the Cyrillo-Methodian ideology continued for centuries to stimulate
Czech spiritual development; these factors awakened national self-
awareness and encouraged the rise and growth of literature and
scholarship in the native language; the same tradition underlay the effort
of Charles IV to reinstate vulgare slavonicum as the liturgic language in
his Prague Monasterium Slavorum in order to unify all Slavs in the
Catholic faith, and, on the other hand, inspired the Hussite struggle for
vernacular liturgy; the latter example was followed by Luther. In the
seventeenth century both Comenius, in the name of the Czech
Reformation, and Bohuslav Balbin, the outstanding Czech spokesman
of the Counter Reformation, referred emphatically to the unalterable
significance of the Moravian mission and to its sacratissima missa in the
Slavic language, understandable to all the parishioners. The relationship
of Church Slavonic culture in Moravia and Bohemia with the age-old
Croatian Glagolitic tradition and with the temporary expansion of these
Czech stimuli to Poland still demands a more systematic and objective
exploration.

The discussion whether the prolonged faithfulness of the Orthodox
Slavic peoples to the Byzantine tradition was a benefit or a cultural
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handicap is futile. Who is greater and more original — the Bohemian
Master of Trebon and the skillful responses to Latin models in Czech
trecento poetry, or the coeval Russian Hesychasts — in painting, Andrej
Rublev and in letters Epifanij the Sage with the other artists of the florid
style? In any case, no attentive and unprejudiced observer of Russian
literature from the eleventh century onward could consider its wide
range in the nineteenth century startling and unpredictable. The various
stages and forms of symbiosis between Church Slavonic and the native
colloquial speech gradually prepared the rich and multifarious con-
stitution of the modern literary language; and with all its far-flung
innovations the literature of the St. Petersburg Empire is one bone and
one flesh with the written and oral tradition of many centuries. The late
Henri Grégoire tersely characterized this continuity when he confessed
that, in order to gain a true insight into Leskov’s prose, he found
Byzantine Greek to be a more adequate medium than modern French. It
is the liturgic chant that stands behind modern poetry, and if word of
mouth proves to be a particularly important factor in the formation of
new Russian literature, it is because the Church Slavonic tradition was
oriented primarily toward the Church, so that the secular genres became
the chief dominion of folklore, and hence the latter took an extraordinary
place in Russian verbal art as well as in 