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When and Where was Ol’ga Baptized?!

OMELJAN PRITSAK

The question of when and where the Rus’ queen Ol’ga was baptized
has puzzled scholars up to the present day. As recently as 1979 to
1984, four scholars—one French, one British, one Russian, and one
American—have attempted to provide a definitive answer. They
have not succeeded: indeed, they have arrived at mutually
exclusive conclusions.2 The root of all this difficulty is that the
relevant sources contain ambiguous and contradictory statements.

1 This paper was presented at the III World Congress for Slavic and East European
Studies (Washington, D.C.), at session 12: “The Christianization of Rus’,”” which
was sponsored by the Shevchenko Scientific Society and was held on 3 November
1985.

2 Jean-Pierre Arrignon, “Les relations internationales de la Russie Kiévienne au
milieu du X°®siécle et le baptéme de la princesse Olga,” Occident et Orient au X si¢-
cle. Actes du IX® Congres de la Société des Historiens Médiévistes des I’Enseignement
Supérieur Public, Dijon, 2—4 juin 1978, Publications de ’Université de Dijon, 57
(Paris, 1979), pp. 167-84; the Russian version is: Z.-P. Arin’on, ‘“Me¥dunarodnye
otnosenija Kievskoj Rusi X v. i kre§enie knjagini Ol'gi,”” Vizantjskjj vremennik
(Moscow), 41 (1980):113-24; cf. also idem, *“Les relations diplomatiques entre
Byzance et la Russie de 860 a 1043, Revue des études slaves (Paris), 55, no. 1
(1983):129-37.

According to the author, Ol'ga visited Constantinople in 957 on commercial
matters and at that time was granted two receptions by the emperor. Arrignon
maintains, however, that she was baptized in Kiev at the end of 959.

Dimitri Obolensky, ‘‘Russia and Byzantium in the Mid-Tenth Century: The
Problem of the Baptism of Princess Olga,”” Greek Orthodox Theological Review 28, no.
2 (1983):157-71. According to Obolensky, both of Ol’ga’s receptions in Constan-
tinople took place in 957, while she was still a pagan. Her political and commercial
mission there was a failure, and therefore ‘‘the question of the time and place of
Ol’ga’s baptism remains an open one” (p. 171).

Gennadij Georgievit Litavrin, ‘‘PuteSestvie russkoj knjagini Ol’gi v Konstantino-
pol. Problema isto¥nikov,” Vizantjiskij vremennik 42 (1981):35-48; idem, “O
datirovke posol’stva knjagini OI’gi v Konstantinopol’,”” Istorjia SSSR, 1981, no. 5,
pp. 173-83. Litavrin, who dates Olga’s two audiences to 946 (see fn. 24), was
unable to make up his mind about the year and the place of O’ga’s baptism.

See also the chapter ‘‘Diplomatija knjagini Ol'gi,”’ in A. N. Saxarov, Diplomatija
Drevnej Rusi IX~- pervaja polovina X v, (Moscow, 1980), pp. 259-98.

In this country, Professor Ellen Hurwitz of Lafayette College is working on
Ol’ga’s biography. In her presentation at the Seminar in Ukrainian Studies at Har-
vard University on 10 May 1984, she tentatively set Constantinople and the year 959
as the place and date, respectively, of Ol’ga’s baptism.




6 WHEN AND WHERE WAS OL’GA BAPTIZED?

Three groups of sources have come down to us. The first group
comprises two Byzantine sources, one contemporary with the event
and the other later in date but generally considered reliable. The
second group consists of the contemporary Lothringian (Lorraine)
Chronicle, and the third, of two later Rus’ sources.

The most detailed account is that found in the second book of
De cerimoniis aulae Byzantinae. That second book was written under
the auspices of the learned Byzantine emperor Constantine VII Por-
phyrogenitus (944-959). It describes ceremonies held during the
two visits of the Rus’ queen Ol’ga/Helga/Helen to Constantinople.
The first reception, which took place on Wednesday, September 9,
is described in full detail. The second, occurring on Sunday,
October 18, is dealt with briefly.3

Although the relevant texts of the De cerimoniis specified  the
exact day of the month and even the day of the week, they failed to
provide the information most important to us, namely, in what
year, or years, Ol’ga’s two visits took place.

During the reign of Constantine VII—i.e., between 16 December
944 and 9 November 959 —September 9 fell on a Wednesday and
October 18 fell on a Sunday only twice: in 946, and again in 957.4

Ioannes Skylitzes, a high military officer, wrote his history of the
Byzantine emperors (encompassing the years 811 to 1057) most
probably in the last quarter of the eleventh century. He is credited
by modern scholars as careful and trustworthy in his reference to
earlier sources. Skylitzes writes: 3

§6.Kai v Tob more kari §6. The wife of the archont of the
‘Pouaiwr ékmheboavros Rus’ [Igor’] who at some previous
apxovros T@v ‘Pas past had sailed against the
yauer), *EAya Tobvoua, Romans (Byzantines), Helga

70U &vdpos avris by name, after her husband
&mofavovTos TapeyEveTo passed away, arrived in

év Kovoravrwovmore.. Kol Constantinople. Having been
BawTigleloa kai Tpoaipeaw baptized and having shown
elhixpivods emdetkvuuérn resolve for the true

mioreas, déiws TiumBetaa faith, she was honored

3 Ed. Johannes Jacob Reiske, vol. 1 (Bonn, 1829), pp. 594-98.

4 Cf. Litavrin in Istorjja SSSR, 1981, no. 5, p. 174.

5 loannis Scylitzae Synopsis historiarum, Editio princeps, ed. Johannes Thurn (Ber-
lin, 1973), p. 240.
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ThS TpoaLPETEWS €T’ in a manner worthy of that
olrov &védpaue. resolve and returned home.

Skylitzes often gathered data from various sources and retold it in
abridged form. Hence, this excerpt from his account, which con-
sists of two separate sentences, could have combined data from two
different records, each of which referred to one specific visit of
Ol'ga/Helga to Constantinople.

In presenting his history of individual emperors—in this case, of
Constantine VII—Skylitzes organized his material topically, devot-
ing two or more paragraphs to each subject. Each topic he treated,
insofar as possible, chronologically. Helga’s visit (§6) is mentioned
just after the visits of two Hungarian leaders: Bovlo-
oovdfia/Bovht{obs (Bulcst; ca. 948) and I'uhas (Gyula; ca. 952)
(§5). The remainder of the two paragraphs following the account
deal with barbarian visitors who eventually embraced Christianity.

One can speculate that the first sentence in Skylitzes (§6) refers
to a visit by the pagan Ol’ga/Helga shortly after the death of her
husband Igor’ (ca. 945), when his naval expedition of 941 would
still have been well remembered in Constantinople (that memory
would hardly have been vivid sixteen years later, in 957). The
second sentence, on the other hand, could have been taken from
an account of Ol’ga’s baptism.

The Lothringian Chronicle was composed by the continuator of
Abbot Regino of Priim, who is generally identified as Adalbert of
Trier. Adalbert himself took part in the Rus’ mission of 961 -962,
before becoming archbishop of Magdeburg. A cycle of information
about that Rus’ mission exists, for the years 959, 960, 961, and
962.6

The data from the entry under the year 959 are crucial for us
here. The relevant text reads:

959. . .Legati Helenae reginae  959. . .The envoys of Helen, the

Rugorum, quae sub Romano Queen of the Rugi’ who was
imperatore Constantinopolitano  baptized in Constantinople under
Constantinopoli baptisata est, Romanos, Emperor of Constantinople,

6 <« Adalberts Fortsetzung der Chronik Reginos,”” ed. Albert Bauer and Reinhold
Rau, in Quellen zur Geschichte der suchsischen Kaiserzeit (Darmstadt, 1971), pp.
214-19.

7 1 discuss the (Ripuar Frankish) form of the Rus’ name Rug- in the article “The
Origin of the Name Ris/Rus’,”’ forthcoming in the Festschrift Bennigsen (Paris).
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ficte, ut post claruit, ad having come to the king [Otto I],
regem venientes episcopum et requested, spuriously, as it turned
presbiteros eidem genti out later, to ordain a bishop and
ordinari petebant.? priests for their people (gens).

By the end of the same year, Otto I had responded positively to
Ol’ga’s request, by ordering that Libutius be consecrated the first
missionary-bishop of the Rus’. This occurred in 960 (entry for that
year). Libutius, however, was for unknown reasons detained, and
then died suddenly, on 15 February 961. Adalbert of the Benedic-
tine St. Maximin Monastery at Trier was selected to become the
second missionary-bishop for the Rus’ (entry for 961). Adalbert
did go to Rus’, but after a short stay there was obliged to return
home empty-handed (entry for 962).

The last entry in the chronicle of Regino’s continuator Adalbert
is for the year 967. In 966, after his Rus’ adventure, Adalbert
became abbot of the Weissenburg Monastery in neighboring
Alsace-Lorraine. Then, having been entrusted with the archdiocese
of Magdeburg (Otto I intended for Magdeburg to become the base
for German missionary activity to the pagan Slavs),® Adalbert left
Alsace-Lorraine for the imperial east. His chronicle entry for 959
was written not in that year, but later, after the failure of the Rus’
mission: this is clear from the text’s ficte, ut post claruit ‘spuriously,
as it turned out later’. The story about the Rus’ mission must have
been edited no earlier than the second half of 962 (the year of
Adalbert’s return from Rus’). It is remarkable that in Adalbert’s
presentation Romanus II, who died on 15 March 963,10 is referred
to as the current Byzantine ruler. 1!

8  Adalbert, “Continuatio Reginonis,”” in Albert Bauer and Reinhold Rau, Quellen
zur Geschichte der sachsischen Kaiserzeit, p. 214.

9 On Otto I and his missionary activity, see Ernst Dummler, Kaiser Otto der Grosse
(Leipzig, 1876; 2nd ed. 1962); R. Holtzmann, Otto der Grosse (Berlin, 1936); P.
Kehr, Das Erzbistum Magdeburg und die erste Organisation der christlichen Kirche in
Polen (Berlin, 1920); A. Brackmann, Magdeburg als Hauptstadt des deutschen Ostens
im frithen Mittelalter (Leipzig, 1937); John J. Gallager, Church and State in Germany
under Otto the Great, 936—973 (Washington, D.C., 1938); W. Schlesinger, Kir
chengeschichte Sachsens im Mittelalter (Cologne and Graz, 1962); L. Santifaller, Zur
Geschichte des Ottonisch-Salischen Kirchensystems (Vienna, 1964).

10 About the chronological data mentioned here and in the next two paragraphs,
see V. Grumel, Traité d'études byzantines, vol. 1: La chronologie (Paris, 1958), p. 358.
11 Not surprisingly, several late Old Rus’ texts—the first known to me being the
““Russkij xronograf’’ edited in the year 1512, and another, the ‘‘Xronograf of the
year 1617 (“‘the second Russian redaction’’)—name Ol’ga’s host, the Byzantine
emperor, as “‘Romanus™: “Pri sem’ cari Roman® v 1&to 6463 krestisja Ol'ga.”
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Since Adalbert himself visited Rus’ in 961 -962 and surely met
with Ol’ga/Helga there, two pieces of his information must be
accepted as fact: first, that the Rus’ queen was baptized in Con-
stantinople, and second, that Ol’ga’s baptismal name was Helen,
which was also the name of the then ruling empress, the wife of
Constantine VII. But Adalbert’s naming of the Byzantine ruler who
witnessed Ol’ga’s conversion demands explanation. Had Ol’ga been
baptized during the sole rule of Romanus II, her baptismal name
would have been not Helen, but Theophano, the name of Romanus
II’s wife. Simple chronology also refutes any such possibility.
Romanus II succeeded his father, who died on 9 November 959,
and became emperor on 10 November 959. It would have been
impossible for Ol’ga/Helga to arrive in Constantinople, be baptized
there, return home, and send her envoys to Otto so that they
arrived there still in 959.

An explanation for Adalbert’s phrasing can be proposed, how-
ever. Romanus II was crowned already on 6 April 945, and held
the title of basileus from that time, during the remaining years of
his father’s reign. Therefore it is feasible that Constantine VII,
occupied with his literary work, delegated Romanus II, his son and
co-emperor, to represent him at the ceremony of Ol’ga’s baptism
by the patriarch. Adalbert’s information would then be not only
correct, but also based on an insider’s knowledge, as a prelate who
was a close collaborator of Otto I, the friend of Constantine VII
(see pp. 20-21, below).

The Rus’ primary chronicle, the Povést vremennyx &’ (= PVL),
has as the date of Ol’ga’s visit to Constantinople the year A.M. 6463
= A.D. 954-95512 But this information was not original: it was
simply borrowed from Pamyjat’ i poxvala knjazju ruskomu Volodimeru,
by Jakov Mnix (the Monk) of Al’ta.

See Andrej Popov, Obzor xronografov russkaj redakcii, vol. 1 (Moscow, 1866), p. 176,
and vol. 2 (Moscow, 1869), pp. 259, 271.

As a curiosity one can add that the name ‘‘Romanus’’ was also in the ‘‘Spaso-
Jaroslavskij xronograf”’® (lost in 1812), part of a miscellany which also included the
famous Igor’ Tale. See G. N. Moiseeva, Spaso-Jaroslavskij xronograf i Slovo o polku
Igoreve, 2nd ed. (Leningrad, 1984), pp. 40-41,

The name ‘‘Romanus” also appears in the Mazurinskij letopisec (see fn. 31
below).

12 PVL, ed. Lixatev, vol. 1 (Moscow and Leningrad, 1950), pp. 44-46.
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Jakov ca. 1070 completed a chronology of the saintly rulers of
Rus’. 13 He established the first exact date in the history of the Rus’
dynasty: 11 July AM. 6477 = AD. 969, the date of Ol’ga’s death.
Jakov also corroborates the information by Adalbert—a source cer-
tainly unknown to him—that the Rus’ queen was baptized in Con-
stantinople and that her baptismal name was Olena (Helen). He
also made a chronological statement concerning the date of the bap-
tism, although there he used the ‘‘round number’ 15: he stated
that Ol’ga lived as a Christian for ‘15 years.”” The editors of the
PVL took this piece of information literally: counting backwards
(subtracting 15 from 6477) they arrived at the year AM. 6463 =
AD. 955 as the date of Ol’ga’s conversion in Constantinople (6477,
6476, 6475, 6474, 6473, 6472, 6471, 6470, 6469, 6468, 6467, 6466,
6465, 6464, 6463). In short, the year AM. 6463 = A.D.955 as the
date of OlI’ga’s journey to Constantinople and conversion there was
computed artificially and hence has no validity.

We should keep in mind that apart from the two dates taken
from Jakov—one exact (AM. 6477 = AD. 969) and one deduced
(AM. 6463 = A.D. 955)—the editors of the PVL knew very little
about Ol’ga’s rule. The usual, artificial triad of years after Igor’s
treaty (and his presumed death)—that is, the years A.D. 945
through 947 (AM. 6453-6455)—is marked by Ol’ga’s epic
revenges and legal reforms, but the remaining sixteen years of her
rule, from A.D. 948 to 964 (AM. 6456-6472) are ‘‘empty years” (V
18to 6456, V 1&to 6457, V 1&to 6458, V 1&to 6459, V 1&o 6460,
etc.), with the single exception of the entry under discussion, for
AD. 955 (A.M. 6463). 14

Just as there were two Olegs in the Rus’ chronicle tradition (esp.
the PVL)—Oleg, the historical king of Rus’, and Oleg the Seer, the
epic hero 1’ —so there were also two Ol’gas: Ol’ga/Helen (Olena),
the historical queen of Rus’, and Ol’ga/Vol’ga the Wise, the cun-
ning and vindictive epic heroine. Hence, we must distinguish the
deeds of the two personages, that is, we must separate the histori-
cally valid oral traditions from the epic stories and legends.

13 The text is given by Evgenij Golubinskij in his Istoriia russkoj cerkvi, vol. 1:1,
2nd ed. (Moscow, 1901), pp. 238-45; the passages dealing with Ol'ga are on pp.
241-42. Cf. A. A. Zimin, *“Pamjat’ i poxvala [akova Mnixa i Zitie knjazja Viadimira
po drevnejSemu spisku,”’ Kratkie soob¥tenjja Instituta slavianovedenjja, vol. 37 (Mos-
cow, 1963), pp. 66-75, especially p. 70.

14 pYL ed. Lixatev (see fn. 12), pp. 40-49.
15 0. Pritsak, The Origin of Rus’, vol. 1 (Cambridge, Mass., 1981), pp. 142-53,
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The Actions of Ol’ga the Queen

1. After Igor’s violent death, his
queen reorganizes the state’s
administrative affairs and system
of taxation (s.a. AM. 6454 and
the end of 6455);

2. Ol’ga travels to Constantinople,
to be baptized by the patriarch
(s.a. AM. 6463);

3. Ol’ga receives the baptismal
name of Helen (< Olena;
s.a. AM. 6463).

The Deeds of Helga the Wise

1. Stories about Ol’ga’s three

(or four, depending on what version
of the chronicle is read)

revenges for her husband

Igor”’s death, embellished with a set
of anecdotes based on the Varangian
war stratagems (s.a. A.M. 6453 -6454);
2. Story about an unnamed
Byzantine emperor as both Ol’ga’s
baptizer and suitor, and the

ways Ol’ga the Wise outwitted him
(s.a. AM. 6463);

3. Story about an unnamed
Byzantine emperor sending envoys
with gifts to Ol’ga and her
humiliation of them in

revenge for her alleged

mistreatment in Constantinople

(s.a. AM. 6463).

4. In conversation with the patriarch,
Ol'ga expresses fear of the reaction
to her conversion of her pagan son
and people (*“ljud’e moi pagani i
syn’’ moj, daby mja bog”’ s’ bljul”’
ot vsjakogo zla’’; s.a. AM. 6463).16

We should add a third set of factors: that of hagiographic elements
elaborated in the chronicle’s entry for A.M. 6465:

1. Ol’ga’s baptismal name, Helen, was adopted after that of the
wife of Constantine I, the first Christian Roman emperor (s.a. AM.
6463).

2. Ol’ga came to Constantinople seeking divine wisdom, and in
doing so she surpassed the Old Testament’s Queen of Ethiopia
(Sheba), who set out to test the wisdom of King Solomon (s.a. A.M.
6463).

3. Ol’ga was a precursor of Volodimer’s baptism of Rus’ (s.a.
AM. 6495).17

16 pyL, ed. Lixatev (see fn. 12), p. 44.
17 “Agte by lix” zakon™ gret’skij, to ne by baba tvoja prijala, Ol'ga, jae b8
mudrgj§i vs&x telovEk™,” PVL, ed. Lixatev (see fn. 12), p. 75.
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In evaluating the data of the Rus’ tradition scholars did not pay
sufficient attention to one very important piece of information con-
tained in the PVL: namely, that Ol’ga’s baptismal voyage to Con-
stantinople was directed not to the person of the emperor, but to
that of the patriarch. Scholars have wondered why Constantine VII
described the ceremonial aspects of the two visits of Ol’ga/Helga
without mentioning her conversion or her Christian name Helen.
The answer is very simple: Ol’ga arranged her personal religious
act not with the emperor, but with the patriarch of Constantinople.

I

As mentioned above, Constantine VII describes Ol’'ga’s two visits
to Constantinople, one of which took place on Wednesday, the 9th
of September, and the other on Sunday, the 18th of October.
There are several discrepancies in his descriptions of Ol’ga’s two
receptions. First, there is a difference in the numbers of Ol’ga’s
entourage on the two occasions:!8

Entourage September 9th October 18th
Envoys (&moxpiotapior) 20 22
Merchants (mpayuarevral) 43 44
Ladies-in-waiting ({8co¢) 6 16

Although on both occasions Ol’ga was accompanied by her
husband’s nephew (apparently named Igor’, styled in the treaty of
A.D.944 as: [Igor’] net’ Igorev’’),1° only for the first visit is there a
mention of envoys of Svjatoslav, her minor son and the official
ruler of Rus’ (oi dvfpwmor 700 LpevdoadaBov).

Apparently OP’ga did not have official business with the emperor
on her second visit, on October 18, since her official translator (6
épumveds Tis apxovrioams), named on the occasion of the visit on
September 9, when the Rus’ archontissa is said to have conferred
with the Byzantine ruler, was absent on October 18.

Chapter 15 of the second book of De cerimoniis, the conclusion
of which contains information about the ceremonies conducted dur-
ing the two receptions for ““Ol’ga the Rhoseng’’ (Soxm s “Eryas

18 De cerimoniis, ed. J. J. Reiske, vol. 1 (see fn. 3); reception on September 9 (pp.
594-98) and on October 18 (p. 598).
19 See PVL, ed. Lixatev (see fn. 12), p. 34.
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s ‘Pwaérns) 2 was either written down or edited by Constantine
VII himself2! The chapter, which consists of an introduction and
five subchapters, each describing the ceremonies performed to
honor the non-Christian visitors, has recently been analyzed by G.
G. Litavrin. 22

The royal author wrote his account as a detailed description of
the ceremonies, not as a discussion of state matters. The central
setting for his descriptions was the Great Palace with its many
magnificent halls, in the first instance the Magnaura with its throne
of Solomon, artificial singing birds and roaring lions, the Triclinium
of Justinian (II), and the Chrysotriclinium. The date of chapter 15
is organized more or less chronologically, by days of the year.

In describing one series of ceremonies, Constantine twice inserts
digressions about similar events on the occasion of another recep-
tion, namely, that of the Omeiyad Spanish envoys. The result is
that his account is mingled with the story of the ceremonies con-
ducted upon the arrival of envoys from Muslim Tarsus in northern
Syria.

I suggest that the short description of the second reception of the
Rus’ queen, on October 18, was appended to the longer description
of the events of her first visit on September 9 only because the
important part of the second visit took place in the Chrysotri-
clinium, as did the finale of the ceremonies during the first visit.

The events of September 9 and October 18 did not, however,
take place in the same year. Since during the reign of Constantine
VII, only two years—946 and 957 —matched the textual day, week,
and month (Sunday, October 18, and Wednesday, September 9) of
his descriptions, the first reception must have taken place in the
year 946, and the second in the year 957.

Having conducted a precise analysis of the dates and events as
they are presented in De cerimoniis, G. G. Litavrin proved that
Ol’ga’s main visit to Constantinople, on September 9, a Wednes-
day, must have taken place in the year 946 (during the fourth

20 See the table of contents to Constantine’s De cerimoniis, ed. J. J. Reiske, vol. 2
(Bonn, 1830), pp. 510-11.

21 See Gyula Moravesik, Byzantinoturcica, vol. 1, 2nd ed. (Berlin, 1958), pp.
380-81.

2 Litavrin, “Putefestvie. . .Ol'gi,”” pp. 42-44,
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indiction). 2 This means that Ol’ga’s second visit to Constantinople,
that on October 18, a Sunday, took place in 957.2¢

Further confirmation of the year 946 as that of Ol’ga’s first jour-
ney to Constantinople is the statement of Skylitzes that Helga
(Or’ga) of Rus’ arrived in Constantinople following the death of
her husband (700 &vdpds aivrhs dmobavévros),? Igor’, who was
killed in ca. 945. At that time it was politically necessary for the
Rus’ queen to renew ties with Constantinople. Igor’, the first
member of the Rus’ dynasty to go south and conquer Kiev, had the
primary goal of gaining control over the recently established trade
route ‘“‘from the Varangians to the Greeks (Constantinople).”
Shortly before his violent death at the hands of his adversaries,
Igor’ concluded an important trade treaty with the Byzantine
emperors. Since in the Middle Ages all treaties were valid only as
long as the signatories themselves were alive, on Igor’s death the
Rus’ polity badly needed the renewal of that vital contract.

Ol’ga’s request, directed to Otto I, that he send a bishop and
clergymen to Rus’ is dated to the summer of 959. There is no rea-
son to doubt this chronology. The request must have been made
after Ol’ga’s conversion, but not long after it. The two acts must
have been part of one and the same plan. From this perspective,
October 18 (957) as the date of Ol’ga/Helga’s conversion best fits
the requisite time sequence.

Sailing from Constantinople to Kiev took ca. 35—-45 days.26 Ol’ga
should have returned home by the end of November 957. During
958 Ol’ga must have discussed with her advisors and with the lead-
ing men of Rus’ (especially the retinue) the introduction of a
church organization in Rus’. The result was that already in the
autumn of the same year, Ol’ga dispatched her envoys to

B Litavrin, “PuteSestvie. . .Ol’gi,” pp. 46-48; idem, ‘O datirovke,” pp. 179-83.
M4 G. G. Litavrin (see fn. 2) insists that Ol'ga traveled to Constantinople only
once, and that both receptions (that of September 9 and that of October 18) took
place in the same year, namely, 946.

25 See fn. 5. Cf. also Johannes Zonaras (the first half of the twelfth century), Ep:
tomae historiarum libri XVIII, ed. by Mauricius Pinder (Bonn, 1897), p. 485:

3\ (3 ~ e r 3 1A € ~ \ ~ ’ 3 ~
Kai 7 Tov kata ‘Pouaiov ékmhevaavros ‘Pas yauern "Elya, Tob fvvevvérov alris
TehevTnoavTos, wpoanihle o Paoihel kai Bamriocleioa Tiunleiad Te, ds Exphy éme-
véaToev.

On the value of his data, see Moravcsik, Byzantinoturcica, 1:344-45,

26 See N. N. Voronin, “Sredstva i puti soob§®enija,”” in B. D. Grekov and M. L
Artamonov, eds., Istorjja kul'tury drevnej Rusi, vol. 1 (Moscow and Leningrad, 1951),
p. 286.
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Frankfurt-am-Main; they arrived there in the early summer of 959.

i

All Old Rus’ Chronicles and other texts, except for one, give the
“‘canonical” date of AM. 6463 (A.D. 955) for Ol’ga’s baptism. The
source of that dating was—as shown above—the approximate com-
putation done by Jakov Mnix (ca. 1070). The exception is a
Novgorodian abbreviated chronicle from the second half of the six-
teenth century, quoted by F. Giljarov, where the year AM. 6466
(AD. 957-958) occurs instead: ‘V 1&to 6466 ide Olga v
Car’grad” i krestisja ot”’ patriarxa i ot”” carja, a car’ bo xotjaie za
sebe, i naretena byst’ vo svjatom’ kre$enii Elena.”” 27

If one takes into consideration that in Novgorod—beginning with
the thirteenth century —the system of ultra-March dating was in use
(see N. G. BereZkov, Xronologiia russkogo letopisanija (Moscow,
1963], pp. 27, 37, 39), one can explain AM. 6466 as the ultra-
March version of the March-year AM. 6465 (A.D.956-957). Since
in Kievan chronicle writing the ultra-March-system was unknown
until the 1150s, and only the March-system was in use (BereZkov,
op. cit., pp. 38, 55), the older source must have had the date AM.
6465.

This is precisely the date for Ol’'ga’s baptism at which I arrived
above, on the basis of an analysis of the data of Constantine
Porphyrogenitus’s work: October A.D.957.

Cesare Baronio (Baronius, d. 1607) has in his Annales Ecclesias-
tici (see the appendix, pp. 22-23) the year A.D. 958 as the date of
Ol’ga’s baptism. This puzzling year which has never been under-
stood, now has a plausible explanation: Baronio was also using a
source with the ultra-March system of dating, where October A.M.
6466 in fact corresponded to October A.D. 958. (Cf. also the appen-
dix, the concluding paragraph, p. 24.)

An indirect corroboration for the year 957 as the date of Ol’ga’s
second visit to Constantinople and that of her conversion is found
in the Hustyn Chronicle. Unfortunately, the text of the original
Hustyn Chronicle has not come down to us. What has survived are
two (reworked?) redactions from the seventeenth century. One of

21 F. Giljarov, Predanija russkoj natal’noj letopisi (Moscow, 1878), p. 260a. Con-
cerning the Novgorodian abbreviated chronicle (‘‘Novgorodskaja V letopis’*’) see
Aleksej A. Saxmatov, Obozrenie russkix letopisnyx svodov XIV—-XVI w. (Moscow and
Leningrad, 1938), p. 196.
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these, made in 1670, was published; the editor was the heiromonk
Myxajlo Losyc’kyj of the Hustyn Monastery, located near Pryluky
in the Cernihiv polk—hence the text’s “‘learned” name. 28 The text
retells the story of Ol’ga outwitting the Byzantine emperor, as
related in the Kievan Primary Chronicle of the Hypatian type (the
emperor is named Konstantin syn Leonov). 1t also contains two
extraordinary additions:?

LY

(1) i kresti ju sam’’ patriarxa Polievkt” ‘and she was baptized by

the patriarch Polyeuctus in person’;

(2) Zonaras” glagolet”, jako togda Theofylakt”’ b&é patriarx”
‘Zonaras [Ioannes, the Byzantine chronicler of the first half of the
twelfth century]l says that at that time Theophylactus was
patriarch’.30

28 <Gustinskaja 1&topis’,”” in Polnoe sobranie russkix letopisej (hereafter PSRL), vol.
2, pt. 3 (St. Petersburg, 1843). On the Hustyn Chronicle, see Myxajlo Martenko,
“Hustyns’kyj litopys,”’ in Radjans’ka encyklopedija istoriji Ukrajiny, vol. 1 (Kiev,
1969), pp. 494-95, and Olena Apanovy®, Rukopisnaja svetskaja kniga XVIII v. na
Ukraine. Istoriteskie sborniki (Kiev, 1983), pp. 66—77.

2 See the appendix, pp. 22-24.

30 Zonaras was certainly right (see fn. 25), as was Baronio, since in 955 (the date
of OPga’s baptism taken by the Hustyn Chronicle from the P¥L) the name of the
patriarch of Constantinople was in fact Theophylactus. It is clear, then, that the
Hustyn Chronicle took its information from two sources: the year of Ol’ga’s bap-
tism from one source, the PVL; and the name of the patriarch who baptized Ol’ga
from another, which remains uncertain.

There is also confusion in the Old Rus’ chronicles about the name of the Byzan-
tine emperor whom Ol’ga visited. While chronicles of the Hypatian type correctly
give the name of Constantine Porphyrogenitus, the Laurentian text of the PVL
names, anachronistically, John 1 Tzimisces (969-976): ‘‘cr’ imjanem’ C&m’skii.”
See PSRL, vol. 1, 3rd ed., by E. F. Karskij (Leningrad, 1926-28), col. 60. There is
a logical explanation: the Laurentian Chronicle replaced the emperor Constantine
Porphyrogenitus in the story of Ol’ga’s visit by John Tzimisces (b. 924), who
became emperor in the year of OP'ga’s death (969). The Byzantine ruler, with
whom the crafty Ol'ga had dealings, must have been, in the view of the Old Rus’
literati, her equal, as was the robust soldier John Tzimisces, the later pacifier of
Svjatoslav. The weak Constantine seemed to them. unworthy of acceptance as
Ol’ga’s partner. On the name ‘‘Romanus,” see fn. 11.

Marcin Kromer (see the appendix, pp. 23-24) repeats the Laurentian data
(Tzimisces), and the author of the Hustyn Chronicle—who apparently did not have
access to a chronicle of the Laurentian type—found it necessary to add this informa-
tion at the end of his presentation: ‘‘Kromer” hlaholet”, jako za carstvo Ioanna
Zamosky Olha krestysja>> (PSRL, vol. 2, p. 244).
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We do not know where the original author of the Hustyn Chron-
icle got his information; 3! one possible source was the fragmented
collection of manuscripts held in the Cave Monastery in Kiev. But
since the author undertook to polemicize with Zonaras, who puts
Ol’ga’s baptism before the death of Theophylactus, he must have
had some basis for his assertion, which disagrees with the dating of
the Primary Chronicle.

The editors of the first edition of the Hypatian Chronicle, who in
1843 appended the Hustyn Chronicle to volume 2 of the Polnoe
sobranie russkix letopisej, found it necessary to add after the Hustyn
Chronicle’s “‘Polievkt’”’ the following comment: “In almost all
the Rus’ chronicles the year of Ol’ga’s baptism is given as AM.
6463, or AD.955; in that case the patriarch Polyeuctus, who was
consecrated on 3 April 956. . ., could not have been her baptizer,

31 The earliest Polish chroniclers, the so-called Gallus Anonymus (fl. 1112-1116)
and Magister Vincentius (‘‘Kadiubek,” d. 1223), have no data for the history of
Rus’ in the tenth century.

Jan Diugosz (1415-1480) was the first Polish chronicler to include early Kievan
history, in the chapter ‘“‘Polonorum origines fabulosae’’ of his annals of the Polish
kingdom. There he says: ‘“Olha Constantinopolim, imperante aput Grecos Czemi-
sky [<PVL of the Laurentian tradition], a patriarcha Constantinopolitano in fide
Christiana edocta, supersticione gentilium relicta, baptisma accepit barbaroque nom-
ine mutato, pro Olha Helena appellatur”’; the year is not given (Annales seu Cronicae
incliti Regni Polonige, ed. Jan Dgbrowski, vols. 1-2 [Warsaw, 1964], p. 122).

Like Dlugosz, Maciej Stryjkowski (1547, d. after 1582), the Polish historian most
popular among Ukrainian literati of the seventeenth century, presents an account of
Ol’ga’s baptism on the basis of the PVL of the Laurentian type. He names the
emperor as ‘‘Jan Zemiski,”’ and gives the baptism’s date as AM. 6463 = AD. 955
(Kronika Polska, Litewska, Zmodzka i wszystkiéi Rusi, 2nd ed., by Mikolaj Mali-
nowski, vol. 1 [Warsaw, 1846}, p. 120).

Interestingly enough, Zaxarija Kopystens’kyj (d. 1627), who has been proposed
as the author of the Hustyn Chronicle by several scholars (especially A. JerSov),
gives in his Palinodija (ca. 1620-1622) completely different data concerning the
“fourth> baptism, i.e., that of O’'ga: “Potom’ okolo roku 935, za carja Konstan-
tyna Osmoho y za patriarxy Theofylakta, jak’’ Hreckij ystoryk’ Ioann’ Zonaras™ v’
tretem’® tomi pySet”, a druhij zas’, beruly to z”’ Roskyx litopyscov’ —za carja
Ioanna Cemysky a za patriarxy Vasylija Skamandrena, okolo roku 970 povidajut” y
pySut’’, y2”’ caryca Olha. . .priixala do Konstantynopolja do carja loanna Cemysky,
kotoruju patriarxa z”° mnohymy bojar§ okrestyl”’, Helenoju nazval”’ ”’ [on the mar-
gin of one source is noted: Zonaras”, lyst”> 116]. Here the year *935,” which
occurs in both the edition by P. A. Gil’tebrant published in the Russkaja istoriteskaja
biblioteka, vol. 4 (St. Petersburg, 1878), col. 972, and the ‘Pomorian MS” presently
held in the library of the University of Michigan (p. 405), is apparently a clerical
error in which a 3 was substituted for the first 5 in 955 (cf. the appendix, p. 23).
The year ‘970" relates to John Tzimisces, who ruled 969-976.
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as it is said in G.M. and A. [acronyms for the then known
manuscripts of the Hustyn Chronicle].’” 32

32 PSRL, vol. 2, 1st ed. (St. Petersburg, 1843), p. 244. Only two other texts
known to me mention Patriarch Polyeuctus in connection with Ol’'ga’s baptism.
These are the Kievan Sinopsis (the first extant edition: Kiev, 1674), and the Mazu-
rinskij letopisec (last quarter of the seventeenth century):

Sinopsis Mazurinskij letopisec

AM. 6463 - AD. 955. . .Velykaja AM. 6463. . .Togo Ze godu velikaja
knjahynja knjaginja

Kievskaja, y vseja Rossiy i vsea Rusii Ol’ga s velikim imeniem
Olha, z velykym’’ yminiem” v** stroy vstroi narotitom karable i poide k
naro&ytom’’ korablmy pdjde k*’ Cary- Carjugradu, i priSed s ruskimi bojary i

hradu y pry$édsy s>> Raskymy boljary y  dvorjany v Car’grad. Pri greCeskix
dvorjany pred lycé Késara Hréteskaho, carex [sic] pri Romane

po Strijk6vskoho svidytel’stvu, Ioanna krestisja vo imja otca i syna
Zemysky, yly Cymysxija, a po Litopisaniju i svjatago duxa

prepodobnaho Néstora Petérskaho

{a chronicle of the Hypatian typel, Kon-

stantyna Lednova syna. . .

Tohda Patriarx Caryhradskij Poliévkt, ot patriarxa Poluexta,

a po svidytel’stvu Litopysca Zondar§,

Theofilakt’’. . .dano jej ymja Eléna. . . i naretennaja byst’ Elena. . .

(Sinopsis. Kiev 1681. Facsimile mit einer (Letopiscy poslednej tetverti XVII v.
Einleitung von Hans Rothe [Koln, 1983],  PSRL, vol. 31 [Moscow, 1968}, p. 39).
p. 178 (19b) —179 (20a).

The beginning of both texts with the phrases vseid Réssii/ vsea Rusii and the
designation of the ruling elite as bo(l)jary i dvorjany indicate that both made use of
“Nestor,” which was apparently a “‘xronograf”’ of the sixteenth (or even the final
half of the seventeenth) century.

The Mazurinskjj letopisec (i.e., from the collection of F. Mazurin) is a very pecu-
liar “‘northern’’ compilation dating from the last quarter of the seventeenth century
that made use of earlier Novgorodian sources. On the one hand, it contains—
especially in its opening passages—many fictitious and obviously invented stories.
But on the other hand, it also includes items ‘‘which deserve our attention,” as
noted by Mixail N. Tixomirov with regard to some data concerning the thirteenth
century (Kratkie zametki o letopisnyx proizvedenijax v rukopisnyx sobranijax Moskvy
[Moscow, 19671, p. 52).

One may speculate that the common source of the Sinopsis and the Mazurinskif
letopisec named more than one emperor (Mazurinskij letopisec: *‘pri gredeskix
carex’’). In fact, we know that between the spring of 948 and 9 November 959,
there were two emperors in Constantinople: Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus, and
his son and co-ruler Romanus II (see p. 9, above, and Grumel, La chronologie, p.
358). If that hypothetical source was also a source of the Hustyn Chronicle, then its
compiler chose to name a different emperor, that is, Constantine. This explains why
the emperor who was contemporaneous with the patriarch Polyeuctus is named as
“Constantine’’ in two instances (the Hustyn Chronicle and the Sinopsis), and as
“Romanus’’ in another (the Mazurinskij letopisec). The compiler of the Hustyn
Chronicle must have purposely opted for ‘‘Constantine,”’ since Baronio, whom he
explicitly quoted, had ‘““Romanus’’ (<Reginonis Continuator).
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In light of the arguments presented in the present study, how-
ever, just the reverse is the case: The only patriarch who could
have baptized Ol’ga in Constantinople on 18 October 957 was
Polyeuctus, who occupied that see from 3 April 956 to 5 February
970.33

We know that the date for Ol’ga’s conversion as given in the
PVL was taken from the pamphlet by Jakov Mnix known as Pamjat’
i poxvala Viadimiru. Jakov had investigated remnants of the Kiev
oral tradition about Ol’ga and Volodimer ca. 1070. Jakov Mnix
provided no exact date for Ol’ga’s conversion, however. As shown
above, the year AM. 6463 /A.D. 955 was arrived at by the chronicler
by subtracting fifteen years from the exact date of Ol’ga’s death
established by Jakov Mnix; the calculation was due to Mnix’s
remark that Ol’ga lived as a Christian for 15 years; apparently Jakov
used here the ‘“‘round”’ number of 15 instead of the correct ‘“‘odd”’
one of 13.

There is one more reliable Old Rus’ source corroborating that
Ol’ga received baptism in Constantinople. One of the first Kievan
metropolitans, Ilarion the Rusin, in his sermon “‘Slovo o zakoné&

. 1 o blagodati’’ delivered at the Cathedral of St. Sophia in
Kiev ca. 1050, stated the following: ‘On’’ Ze s’ materiju svoeju
Elenoju krest’ ot lerusalima prines$a, i po vsemu miru svoemu
razslav8a, véru utverdi§ja: ty Ze s’’ baboju tvojeju Ol’goju prinesie
krest”” ot” Novago lerusalima, ot” Konstjantina grada, i sego, na
zemli svoej postaviv”’, utverdista V&ru’,”’3 ie., “‘He [Constantine
I, emperor A.D. 306-337], together with his mother Helen [St.
Helena, b. ca. AD. 248, d. ca. AD. 328], had fetched the [Holy]
Cross from Jerusalem, and sent it [the Cross] throughout his entire
Pax, [and in doing so] they strengthened the Faith: in the same
way you, with your grandmother Ol’ga, brought the [Holy] Cross
from the New Jerusalem, from Constantinople, and, having it, [the
Cross] put in your land you both strengthened the Faith.”

The parallelism in the passage—Constantine and Volodimer
versus Helen and Ol’ga—makes it clear that the true activists were
the two ladies, Constantine’s mother Helen and Volodimer’s grand-
mother Ol’ga. In fact, Helen was credited already in early Church
history (first mention in Ambrose’s panegyric on Theodosius the

33 See Grumel, La Chronologie, p. 436.
34 Des Metropoliten Ilarion Lobrede auf Viadimir den Heiligen und Glaubensbekenntnis,
ed. Ludolf Miuller (Wiesbaden, 1962), pp. 118-19.
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Great in A.D. 395) with the discovery of Christ’s cross during her
travels to Jerusalem. 3’ Since Helen (and not Constantine) went to
Jerusalem, it was also Ol’ga (and not Volodimer) who is credited in
the passage with having travelled to Constantinople in order to
bring the Christian faith to Rus’.

v

Ol’ga’s embassy to Otto I in 959, shortly after her visit to Constan-
tinople, has been regarded as a parallel to that made by the Bul-
garian ruler Boris one hundred years earlier. Before making his
final arrangements with the Church of Constantinople, Boris, too,
had tested the possibilities of Rome. Although at first glance the
similarities between the two instances may be striking, an analysis
and comparison of the international situation in the Christian
church in the 860s with that in the 950-960s points to differences.
The Bulgars of Asparuch who entered Moesia, a Roman province,
were recognized in a treaty of 681 as federati of the empire. Popes
Agapitus II (946-955) and John XII (955-964) were no match for
Nicholas I (858-867) or John VIII (872-882), and the pious
Patriarch Polyeuctus had none of the personality of the rigorous
theoretician Photius, patriarch in 858-867 and 877-886. Besides,
Ol’ga sent her embassy not to the pope in Rome, but to King Otto
I in Frankfurt. Also, by the middle of the tenth century, Byzan-
tium was no longer interested in religious proselytism, especially
beyond the frontiers of the Imperium Romanum; there was also no
schism between Rome and Constantinople after the official reunion
in 920.36

Constantine VII was a great admirer of Otto I, whom he called
“‘the Great” in his De administrando imperio.>’ He betrothed his son
(and co-regent) Romanus II to Bertha/Eudocia, a Frankish princess
closely related to Otto I;3® Constantine became fond of his

35 See H. Thurston and D. Attwater, eds., Butler’s Lives of the Saints, vol. 3 (Lon-
don, 1956), pp. 346-48. _

36  Concerning the Peace of the Church proclaimed in June 920, see Henri Gré-
goire, in The Byzantine Empire, pt. 1 (= The Cambridge Medieval History, vol. 4), ed.
J. M. Hussey (Cambridge, 1966), pp. 137-38.

37 De administrando imperio, ed. Gyula Moravcsik, Eng. trans. R. J. H. Jenkins
(Budapest, 1949), p. 142.

38 Bertha (the daughter of Hugh of Arles, King of Italy, 926 -947) was the sister-
in-law of Adelheide of Burgundy (b. 931, d. 999), daughter of King Rudolf II of
Burgundy (912-937); in 951 Adelheide became by a second marriage the wife of
Otto I. See Chris Wickham, Early Medieval Italy: Central Power and Local Society,
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daughter-in-law and mourned her premature death in 949.
Liutprand of Cremona, the Western ambassador who conducted
diplomatic missions to Constantinople in 949 and 968, refers to
Constantine VII in very warm terms3?

Otto I, during the greater part of his rule as king, and especially
in the 950s and 960s, after his decisive victory over the Hunga-
rians, displayed intense missionary activity and contributed to the
establishment of church organizations in Eastern Europe, particu-
larly among the Danes (‘‘Varangians’’) and the Slavs. Clearly, Otto
was the authority O’ga needed. It is reasonable to suggest that it
was Emperor Constantine VII (or Romanus II, since he is named in
Adalbert’s chronicle) who—after Patriarch Polyeuctus baptized
Ol’ga—advised her to request missionaries and a church organiza-
tion from his friend Otto I, at that time the only active proponent
of missionary activity in Eastern Europe.

The Rus’ queen Ol’ga was baptized in October 957 in Constan-
tinople by Patriarch Polyeuctus. This was a personal, private
conversion. When Ol’ga later wanted to baptize her entire realm,
she turned to the professional missionaries of Otto I, following the
advice of the Byzantine emperor Constantine VII.

Harvard University

400- 1000 (Totowa, N.J., 1981), p. 226, and pp. 177-83.
3% “Ljutprands von Cremona Werke,”” ed. A. Bauer and R. Rau, in Quellen zur
Geschichte der sachsischen Kaiserzeit (see fn. 6), pp. 252, 254, 330.
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APPENDIX

The Sources of the Hustyn Chronicle’s Account of Ol’ga’s Baptism

The Hustyn Chronicle (HC) mentions Ol’ga’s baptism twice: first, chro-
nologically within its main text (A); and second, in its discourse about the
five Rus’ baptisms, the fifth and last being that of Volodimer in 988, with
Ol’ga’s baptism referred to as the fourth (B). The discourse is sandwiched
between the years 986 and 987. Here are the relevant texts:

A, B.

V”’ lito 6463 (955). Pojde Olha vo  Cetvertoe Ye krestysja Rus’ ot”
Hreky k* Caryhradu, ydiZe so Hrekov”’ za Olhy knjahyni. . .
Cestiju prijata byst’ y Sija Olha xody vo Caryhrad”’
ljubezni ot’’ carja Konstantyna, navykaty

syna Leonova. . .

Y kresty ju sam’’ patriarxa Polievkt’’ viry ko patriarxu Polievktu, po

y nareCe ej ymja Elena. . . smerty Theofylakta patriarxy, pry

. cary Hreteskom’” Konstantyni

sedmom’’, v’* Iito 955, jako na§”’
Ruskij litopysca hlaholet’’, a vedluh”
Baroniusa lito 958; ydiZe patriarx”’
naudy ju viry y kresty ju, y narete
ymja ej Elena. . .

Zonaras” hlaholet”, jako tohda Zonar” hlaholet”, jako tohda

Theofylakt bi patriarx™, . . Theofylakt™ bi
patriarxa.?

Kromer”’ hlaholet”, jako za carstvo

Ioanna Zamosky Olha krestysja.!

The HC includes either in the text or along its margins six sources; two of
these, the PVL of the Laurentian type and Zonaras, have already been dis-
cussed. The others are the following:

Bar. 958 = Annales Ecclesiastici (1588-1607) by Cardinal Cesare Baronio
(Ruthenian: Baroniug), b. 1538, d. 1607. The work contains a passage
concerning Ol’ga’s baptism under the year 958, as rightly quoted by the
HC. Information was taken from two sets of sources, one Byzantine and
the other German. The passage reads:

1 p. 244; contains the following marginal notes: Bar. 958./ Mar. Bil. kn. 1, 54./
Krom. kn. 3, 43 y 46, v” lito 950./ Gvagn. o Moskvi 22, v” lito 942./ Zon. tom. 3./
Krom. kn. 3, 46.

2 p. 253; contains the following marginal notes: Mart. Bil. 54./Zonar” tom’’ 3./Bar.
958.” Zonar™ tom”’ 3.
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AD. 958. . .[Byzantine sources] “Et ea, quae fuerat uxor ducis Rhos, qui {Igor’]
contra Romanos classem adduxerat, Elga nomine, mortuo ipso viro, Constantinopo-
lim se contulit, et baptisata cum sincerae Fidei cultum se suscipere instituisse osten-
diset, et pro sui propositi dignitate ornata domum rediit.”

[German sources] ‘‘Die ista est mentio apud Reginonem anno sequenti, quem
nominat Helenam his verbis: legati Reginae Rugorum, sive Russorum [sic], quae
sub Romano Imperat. Constantinopoli baptisata est, ficte (ut postea claruit) ad
Regem Ottonem venientes Episcopos, et presbyteros eidem genti petebant” (vol. 16
[Luca, 1744], p. 101).
Baronio deals with Ol’'ga’s embassy to Otto I again under the year 959.
There he bases his information on the annals compiled by the continuator
of Regino, i.e., Adalbert, in particular on the items for the years 959-62:
the case of Libutius, and Adalbert’s unsuccessful mission to Rus’ (ibid., p.
104).

Adalbert’s name, as ‘“Rugorum ordinatus Episcopus,”” reappears in
Baronio’s work in connection with his advancement in the year 971 (ibid.,
p. 210).

b

Mart. Bil,, kn. 1, 54 = Marcin [and Joachim] Bielski (b. ca. 1495, d.
1575), Kronika Polska. Nowo przez syna iego wydana (Cracow, 1597). The
relevant passage (p. 54) reads: ‘“Ta Olha iezdzila do Konstantynopola
wiary chrze$cianskiej wykna¢ y tam sie okrz¢ifa a imie iey dano Helena.
Gdy iechala z Carzygroda blogostawil iey Patryarcha. . . .”

There is no mention of any date nor of the names of the patriarch or
emperor.

In Bielski’s earlier work, Kronika tho iesth Historya Swiata (Cracow,
1564), however, on fol. 427 b (Book 9: ‘‘O Ksiestwie Moskiewskim™’),
one finds the following relevant passage: ““Olha. . .okrzéila sie Greckim
obyczaiem iechawszy do Grecyey tha napierwsza krze$Cijanska pania byla v
Rusi: bylo temu lat od stworzenia $wiata, 6463. za Cesarza Jana Konstan-
tynopolskiego” (date and emperor’s name after the PVL of the Laurentian
type).

Krom. kn. 3, 43 y 46, v’ Iito 950 = Marcin Kromer (d. 1589), De origine
et rebus gestis Polonorum libri XXX (Basilea, 1584), Liber tertius, pp.
45-46.

The number ‘3’ (in ‘43’) was an error, substituting for ‘5’. Here is the
text:

Aliquanto post Russi, imperantibus apud Graecos Basilio et Constantino fratribus,
loannis Zemiscae filiis [sic] post nongentesimum octogesimum [sic] annum a
Christo nato, hoc est, 6497 ab orbe condito, ut ipsorum annales habent publice ad
eandem religionem accesserunt cum Volodimirus dux eorum. . .. Tametsi Olga
siue Helena Volodimiri huius auia aliquanto ante, post Igori mariti sui mortem pro-
fecta Constantinopolim Zemisce imperante Christiana facta erat. Lambertus
Saffnaburgensis [Lampert of Hersfeld, d. ca. 1080] qui ante quingentos fere annos
Chronicon rerum Germanicarum annotavit, scribit, anno Christi nati 960, Rusciae
gentis legationem ad regem Ottonem primum venisse. . .(< Adalbert). Marginal
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notations: “‘Russi. loannes Zemisces imp. Constantinop. 980 ann. [an error; actu-
ally 988-989] 6497 mundi annus secundum Russos. Russi Graecorum sectam
amplectuntur. Olga. / Lamb. Saffnaburgensis, error. 960.

The year ‘950 in the HC is certainly an error for Kromer’s ““960.”

Gvagn. o Moskvi 22, v”’ lito 942 = Alexander Guagnini (Polish Gwagnin,
b. 1534, d. 1614), Sarmatiae Europeae descriptio, pt. 5. ‘“‘Moschoviae
descriptio.”” Here I quote the first edition [Cracow], 1578), which was not
used by the author of the HC: ‘‘Rutheni omnes postquam semel fidem
Christianam Graecorum ritu Anno restitutae per Christum salutis 942.
susceperunt, sub Olha Ducisa and Wolodimiro filio. eius [sicl. . . (fol.
171).

Guagnini’s date of 942 as the year of Ol’ga’s baptism is due to an error
in his conversion of dates from the AM. era (in which the year began in
March) and/or from the indiction to the Christian era (with the year
beginning in January). The same type of error (of 12-13 years) often
occurs in the work of medieval Western chroniclers writing about Eastern
Europe. For instance, Jan Dlugosz in his history of Poland gave the year
A.D. 1212 for the Kalky battle based on a Rus’ source apparently citing the
dateAM. 6463 (= A.D. 1224/25). Similarly, A.D. 942 in Guagnini resulted
from an erroneous conversion of AM. 6463.

None of the sources quoted by the HC, including the PVL and Zonaras,
had any information that it was the patriarch Polyeuctus who baptized
Ol’ga.

See also the erroneous dating in M. Kromer’s work (cited above),
where AM. 6497 is wrongly explained as A.D. 980, instead of the correct
AD. 988-989. Here, as often in the Annales of J. Dlugosz, the error is
eight years.

An addition: the exact date of Volodimer’s baptism was AM.6496 (A.D.
988; see PVL); the number AM. 6497 is due to the (Novgorodian?) ultra-
March re-dating.



Meletij Smotryc’kyj
and the Ruthenian Language Question

DAVID A. FRICK

1. This article investigates the position of Meletij Smotryc’kyj (ca.
1577-1633) in the linguistic debates that took place among the
Orthodox populace of the Polish Commonwealth in the age of the
Counter-Reformation. It deals not with the internal development
of the linguistic media in question, but with Smotryc’kyj’s opinions
about them: their relative authority, their acceptable range of use,
their proper form. Consequently, I draw my arguments from the
explicit statements on language and culture which are to be found
scattered throughout all of Smotryc’kyj’s work, not only grammati-
cal, but also polemical and homiletic.! I also look to the nature of
his general cultural activities for corroboration or further elucida-
tion of the statements.

The use of the term ‘‘language question’ implies the adaptation
of concepts elaborated in the language controversies known as the
Questione della lingua that took place in Italy during the fourteenth
to the sixteenth century. I organize much of my discussion around
the concepts of dignitas and norm that can be traced to the model
provided by the Italian Cinquecento.? Dignitas referred to the cul-
tural acceptability of a linguistic medium, its ability to serve as a
language for church, society, or literature. Once the dignitas of a
language had been established, the debate centered on its norm,
that is, which parts of the linguistic patrimony were to be accepted in
the cultural language and on what basis the selection was to be made.

1" For a discussion of Smotryc’kyj’s corpus of works, see David A. Frick, ‘‘Meletius
Smotricky and the Ruthenian Question in the Age of the Counter-Reformation”
(Ph.D. diss., Yale University, 1983), pp. 19-37.

2 On the Italian Questione della lingua, see Thérése Labande-Jeanroy, La question de
la langue en Iwlie (Paris, 1975); Robert A. Hall, The Italian Questione Della Lingua:
An Interpretative Essay (Chapel Hill, N.C., 1942); Maurizio Vitale, La questione della
lingua, 2nd ed. (Palermo, 1962); Maria P. Simonelli, ‘“‘Aspects of the Language
Question in Italy,”” Aquila: Chestnut Hill Studies in Modern Languages and Literatures,
3 (1976):174 -84,
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Although the Italian humanists provided an authoritative
codification of these concepts, they were not the first to discuss
such problems in such terms. Indeed, the Italian debates represent,
in one sense, an adaptation of the models provided by the linguistic
controversies of classical antiquity and the early Church.?® The
Ruthenian language question, as one of the many debates over
“‘national”’ linguistic media during the Reformation and Counter-
Reformation, certainly shows, albeit indirectly, the imprint of
Italian Renaissance Humanism. It is also, however, a stage in the
older discussion over languages intended for sacral versus mission-
ary purposes carried on in both the Eastern and Western churches.

My use of the term ‘‘language question’’ is also connected with
research on Slavic language controversies recently conducted under
the direction of Riccardo Picchio, in Italy and at Yale University.
This work has produced, among other things, two collections of
papers devoted to the many Slavic language controversies dating
from the time of the Cyrillo-Methodian mission up to the twentieth
century.* The present study falls within that continuing research.

2. Five languages with varying levels of dignitas played roles in the
Ruthenian debates of the late sixteenth and early seventeenth cen-
tury. They were Greek, Latin, Slavonic (‘“‘stowien-
ski’’/“‘slavenskij’’), Polish, and Ruthenian (‘‘ruski’’/‘‘ruskij’’).’

3 See Arno Borst, Der Turmbau von Babel, Geschichte der Meinungen tiber Ursprung
und Vielfalt der Sprachen und Voiker (Stuttgart, 1957 -63); Gustave Bardy, La question
des languages dans I'église ancienne, vol. 1 (Paris, 1948).

4 Riccardo Picchio, ed., Studi sulla Questione della lingua presso gli Slavi (Rome,
1972); Riccardo Picchio and Harvey Goldblatt, eds., Aspects of the Slavic Language
Question (hereafter Aspects), 2 vols. (New Haven, 1984). For an overview of the
language question among the Slavs, see Picchio’s ‘‘Guidelines for a Comparative
Study of the Language Question among the Slavs,” in the above-cited Aspects,
1:1-42, as well as Goldblatt’s ‘“The Language Question and the Emergence of
Slavic National Languages,”” in Aldo Scaglione, ed., The Emergence of National
Languages (Ravenna, 1984), pp. 119-73.

5 On the language controversies in the Ruthenian lands in the late sixteenth and
early seventeenth centuries, see P. 1. Ziteckij, Oterk literaturnagj istorii malorusskogo
naretija v XVII i XVIII w., vol. 1. Oterk literaturnoj istorii malorusskogo naretjja v
XVII veke (Kiev, 1889), and the Ukrainian translation, edited by L. A. Bulaxovs’kyj,
Narys literaturngji istoriji ukrains’koji movy v XVII vici (Lviv, 1941); Milo$ Weingart,
“Dobrovského Institutiones: Cast I  Cirkevnéslovanské mluvnice pred:
Dobrovskym,> Sbornik filosofické fakulty University Komenského v Bratislav® 1
(1923):637-95; Antoine Martel, La langue polonaise dans les pays Ruthenes: Ukraine
et Russie blanche, 1569-1657 (Lille, 1938); N. I. Tolstoj, ‘‘Vzaimootno$enie
lokal’nyx tipov drevneslavijanskogo literaturnogo jazyka pozdnego perioda (vtoraja
polovina XVI-XVIIv.),” in Slavianskoe jazykoznanie: Doklady Sovetskoj delegacii,
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Central to the Ruthenian language question was a discussion of two
Orthodox linguistic media. On the one hand, the Ruthenian
language question can be seen as the third in the series of debates
over the Church Slavonic language, which had long been used as
the sacred and literary language of the entire community of Ortho-
dox Slavs. On the other hand, it can be seen as the first attempt to
establish the dignitas, however limited, of a local ‘‘vulgar tongue”’
to be used for certain well-defined, non-sacral—i.e., ‘‘apostolic”—
purposes.

In articulating its policy toward the use of various languages, the
Church employed the concepts of sacred and apostolic languages.
In simplest terms, the Church encouraged the use of apostolic
languages to spread the Word among the nations and to instruct the
common people. The Latin church insisted that a sacral language
be employed in celebrating the solemn portions of the Mass.

Recent scholarship by Picchio has shown that Church doctrine
on the use of sacred and apostolic language provided the terms of
discussion for the first Slavic language question, which grew out of
the Cyrillo-Methodian mission in the ninth century. According to
Picchio, we should distinguish between at least two stages in the
earliest controversies: (1) the affirmation of the legitimacy of
Church Slavonic as an apostolic language in Moravia under the
Latin church, and (2) a defense of Church Slavonic as a sacral
language alongside Hebrew, Latin, and Greek in the First Bulgarian
Empire.®

Subsequent Slavic language debates made use of the same con-
cepts. In the Explanatory Treatise on the Letters, our prime source
for a study of the linguistic controversies in the Balkans in the four-
teenth century, Constantine Kostenetki reaffirmed the dignity of
Slavonic as a ‘‘supranational’ sacred language and rejected attempts

V. MeZdunarodnyj s’'ezd slavistov (Moscow, 1963), pp. 230-72; Robert C. Mathiesen,
“The Inflectional Morphology of the Synodal Church Slavonic Verb>” (Ph.D. diss.,
Columbia University, 1972), pp. 50-63; Riccardo Picchio, ‘““‘Church Slavonic,” in
Alexander M. Schenker and Edward Stankiewicz, eds., The Slavic Literary Languages:
Formation and Development (New Haven, 1980), pp. 28-32; Bohdan Struminsky,
“The Language Question in the Ukrainian Lands before the Nineteenth Century,”
in Aspects, 2:9-47.

6 Riccardo Picchio, ““Mjastoto na starata bilgarska literatura v kulturata na sredno-
vekovna Evropa,” Literaturna misal 25, no. 8 (1981):19-36.
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to substitute local, ‘‘national’’ variants.” The concept of sacred and
apostolic languages also played an important role in the Ruthenian
debates of the late sixteenth and early seventeenth century. We
can speak of two major aspects of the Ruthenian language question:
a defense of the use of Slavonic as a sacred language, and an
attempt to regulate the use of a new apostolic language, the
Ruthenian ‘‘vulgar tongue.”

3. The Ruthenian language question grew out of the intense confes-
sional competition that took place throughout the Polish Com-
monwealth, but especially in the Grand Duchy and the Ruthenian
lands, during the Counter-Reformation. The heterodox were the
first to see the eastern territories as a field for missionary activity,
and they added devotional works in the Lithuanian and Ruthenian
vulgar tongues to their arsenal of Polish confessional literature.8
The Catholics responded in kind and soon produced catechisms,
lives of the saints, and postils of their own in Polish, Lithuanian,
and Ruthenian. ® The militant spirit of the post-Tridentine church in
Poland is evident in the statement of the Polish Jesuit, Piotr
Skarga: ‘“We would not need the East and West Indies; Lithuania
and the north are a true India.”’10

7 Harvey Goldblatt, “Orthography and Orthodoxy: Constantine Kostenetki’s
Treatise on the Letters” (Ph.D. diss., Yale University, 1977); idem, *“The Church
Slavonic Language Question in the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Centuries: Constan-
tine Kostenetki’s Skazdnie izvjavijénno o pismenex,”’ Aspects, 1:67-98; idem, ‘“The
Language Question and Emergence of Slavic National Languages,” pp. 131 -39,

In tracing the spread of confessional propaganda, we can cite, for example, the
publication of Jan Seklucjan’s Katechizmu tekst prosty dla prostego ludu (Konigsberg,
1545), M. MaZvydas’s Lithuanian Catechismusa prasty szadei (Konigsberg, 1547), and
Szymon Budny’s Ruthenian Katixisis (Nesv&%, 1562).

For example, Jakub Wujek published his Postilla catholica in Cracow in 1573 in
order to compete with Mikolaj Rej’s Calvinist S'wigzych stow a spraw Panskich . . .
kronika albo postylla, polskim jezykiem a prostym wyktadem tez dla prostakow krétce uczy-
niona (Cracow, 1557); Mykolas Dauk%a published a Lithuanian catechism in Vilnius
in 1595 and a translation of Wujek’s Postilla mniejsza in 1599; finally, a Catholic
Katixisis, translated from Latin into Ruthenian, was published in Vilnius in 1585 to
compete with Budny’s work. See Marceli Kosman, Reformacia i kontrreformacia w
Wielkim Ksigstwie Litewskim w $wietle propagandy wyznaniowej (Wroctaw, 1973), pp.
3-20, for bibliography on Reformation and Counter-Reformation printings of devo-
tional works in the Grand Duchy. See Martel, La langue polonaise, pp. 203 -258, for
material on Protestant and Catholic propaganda among the Ruthenians.

8. Cited according to Kosman, Reformacia i kontrreformagia, p. 113: “Non
requiramus Indias Orientis et Occidentis; est vera India Lituania et Septentrio.”
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The beginnings of the discussion on the use of the Ruthenian
vulgar tongue can be traced to the Protestant and Catholic printings
of devotional works for the ‘‘simple people” of the eastern lands of
the Polish Commonwealth. Yet it is a polemical work by Skarga
that constitutes the explicit point of departure for many, if not all,
aspects of the Ruthenian language question. As part of his agita-
tion for a church union of the Othodox Ruthenians with Rome,
Skarga published a pamphlet entitled On the Unity of the Church of
God under One Shepherd and on the Greek Apostasy from that Unity
(Vilnius, 1577; revised version, Cracow, 1590).1! In it he expressed
opinions on the use of both the Church Slavonic language and the
Ruthenian vulgar tongue. In his view, Church Slavonic lacked the
dignitas to fulfill elevated cultural functions; without a fixed gram-
matical and lexical norm, the language was unsuited for scholarly
purposes. According to Skarga, only Latin and, at least theoreti-
cally, Greek, with their well-established traditions and fixed norms,
had the full dignitas of cultural languages:

Furthermore, the Greeks greatly cheated you, O Ruthenian nation, that in
giving you the holy faith, they did not give you their Greek language.
Rather, they ordered you to stay by this Slavonic language, so that you
might never attain true understanding and learning. For only these two,
Greek and Latin, are languages by means of which the holy faith has been
propagated and disseminated throughout the whole world, without which no
one can attain complete competence in any field of learning, least of all in
the spiritual doctrine of the holy faith. Not only because other languages
change continuously and are unable to be stable within their framework of
human usage (for they do not have their grammars and lexicons; only those
two are always the same and never change), but also because only in those
two languages have learned disciplines been established, and those discip-
lines cannot be translated adequately into other languages. And there has
not been in this world, nor will there ever be any academy or college where
theology, philosophy, and other liberal arts could be studied and understood
in any other language. No one can ever become learned through the Sla-
vonic tongue. 12

11 Ppiotr Skarga, O jednosci Kosciota Bozego pod jednym Pasterzem i o greckim od tej
Jednosci odstgpieniu (Vilnius, 1577).

12 Cited according to Petr Gil’tebrandt, Pamjatniki polemiteskoj literatury v zapadnoj
Rusi, vol. 2 (= Russkaja istoriteskaja biblioteka, 7) (St. Petersburg, 1882), cols.
485-86: ‘‘Ktemu wielce ci¢ oszukali Grekowie, narodzie Ruski, iz ci, wiarg §. podai-
ac, igzyka¢ swego Greckiego nie podali. Ale¢ na tym Slowiefskim przesta¢ kazali,
aby$ nigdy do prawego rozumienia y nauki nie przyszedl. Bo tylo ty dwa sa igzyki,
Grecki a Lacinski, ktorymi wiara §. po wszem $wiecie rozszerzona y szczepiona iest,
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In Skarga’s view, Church Slavonic lacked not only the qualities
which would lend it full dignitas, but also the requisite for use in less
dignified, propagandistic modes of expression—namely, intelligibility:

And now hardly anyone understands it [Church Slavonic] perfectly. For
there is not a nation on earth which speaks it the way it is found in the
books. And it does not have its rules, grammars, and lexicons for the pur-
pose of interpretation, nor can it anymore. Wherefore, when your priests
(popi) wish to understand something in Slavonic, they must have recourse
to Polish for interpretation. 3

Skarga did, however, recognize the benefits of a well-defined use
of the Ruthenian vulgar tongue alongside Polish, and saw one of the
failures of Jesuit activities in the Ruthenian lands precisely in the
unwillingness to make use of Ruthenian for propagandistic purposes:

Had we been alert, we could long ago have had Ruthenian schools and have
looked through all the Ruthenian writings and have had our Catholics
trained in their Slavonic tongue. We should also have translated into Polish
or Ruthenian works for the Ruthenian people which serve that they might
more quickly see the truth. It would also have been good to send scholars
to the leading noblemen of the Ruthenian rite and indicate to them their
errors and their peril.!4

Skarga referred to Polish and Ruthenian, as languages suitable for
missionary activities, on more or less equal terms. His statements
on the Ruthenian language question are in accord with his views on

okrom ktorych, nikt w zadney nauce, a zwlaszcza w duchowney, wiary S§.
doskonalym by¢ nie moze. Nie tylo przeto iz inne igzyki vstawicznie si¢ mieniaig a
w swey klubie viywania ludzkiego sta¢ nie mogg (bo swych grammatyk y kalepinow
nie maig, ty dwa tylo zawzdy iednakie sa, a nigdy si¢ nic mienia), ale tez przeto, iz
w tych tylo dwu nauki vfundowane sa a przelozy¢ sie na inne i¢zyki dostatecznie nie
mogg. Y nie bylo ieszcze na swiecie, ani bgdzie zadney akademiey, ani kollegium,
gdzie by theologia, philozophia y inne wyzwolone nauki inszym si¢ igzykiem vczyly
y rozumie¢ mogly. Z Slowienskiego igzyka nigdy zaden vczonym by¢ nie moze.”

13 Loc. cit: ““A juz go teraz prawie nikt doskonale nie rozumie. Bo tey na §wiecie
nacyey nie masz, ktora by im tak, iako w ksiggach iest, mowila; a swych tez regut,
grammatyk y kalepinow do wykladu nie ma, ani iusz mie¢ moze. Y stad popi waszy,
gdy co w Stowienskim chcg rozumiet, do Polskiego si¢ vda¢ po ttumactwo musza.”
14 Op. cit., col. 499: “Bysmy byli czuyni, moglismy dawno szkoly Ruskie mie¢ a
wszytkie pisma Ruskie przeyrze¢, y w Slowiefiskim ich iezyku mie¢ swoie katoliki
¢wiczone. Trzeba bylo y na Polski, abo na Ruski igzyk przektada¢ Ruskim narodom
rzeczy, ku temu stuzace, Zeby rychley prawde obaczyli. Dobrze by y do przed-
nieyszych Ruskiego nabozefistwa panow vczone posyla¢, a onym ich bledy y
niebespieczenstwo vkazowac.”
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the Polish language.l> For him, only Greek and Latin had sufficient
dignitas to be used for sacred and scholarly purposes. Other
languages, such as Church Slavonic, Polish, and Ruthenian, lacked a
fixed norm and could not be used for elevated purposes. Skarga
advocated the use of Polish and Ruthenian as ‘‘apostolic’’ languages.
Church Slavonic, it would seem, in its lack of both dignitas and intel-
ligibility, was unsuited for any cultural use.

Skarga’s charges that Church Slavonic lacked dignitas due to the
absence of a well-established grammatical and rhetorical norm were
answered in two ways. One point of view is represented by Ivan
Vy3ens’kyj (ca. 1550-ca. 1620), a Ruthenian monk who was active
at Mt. Athos. He argued that Church Slavonic was ‘‘more honored
before God than Greek or Latin precisely because it lacked the
‘‘pagan deceits’’ of grammar and rhetoric. For him, as for partici-
pants in earlier discussions on the Slavonic language, the divine ori-
gin of the Slavonic language had established its dignitas.

For 1 will tell you a great secret, that the devil is so envious of the Slavonic
language that he is barely alive for his anger. He would gladly destroy it
completely and has directed his entire struggie to this end, to make it the

15 On the Polish language question and, among other things, Skarga’s place in the
discussions, see: Claude Backvis, Quelques remarques sur le bilinguisme latino-polonais
dans la Pologne du seizieme siecle (Brussels, 1958) (also published in Polish under the
title “‘Uwagi o dwujezycznosci lacinsko-polskiej w XVI wieku w Polsce,”” in Claude
Backvis, Szkice o kulturze staro-polskiego [Warsaw, 1975], pp. 528 -624); Maria
Renata Mayenowa, ed., Walka o jezyk w Zyciu i literaturze staropolskiei (Warsaw,
1955); Tadeusz Ulewicz, ‘“W sprawie walki o jezyk polski w pierwszej polowie XVI
w. (paralele czeskie, problem przedméw drukarskich),” Jezyk Polski 36
(1956):81-97, Irena Mamczarz, ‘“‘Alcuni aspetti della Questione delia lingua in
Polonia nel Cinquecento,” 'in Studi sulla Questione della lingua presso gli Slavi, pp.
279-325; Maria Renata Mayenowa, ‘‘Aspects of the Language Question in Poland
from the Middle of the Fifteenth Century to the Third Decade of the Nineteenth
Century,” in Aspects, 1:337-76.

According to Mamczarz (pp. 294-95), Skarga defended the use of Latin in the
liturgy on account of its grammatical stability, and contrasted Latin with the mutabil-
ity of the vulgar tongues (see Piotr Skarga, Kazania o siedmiu sakramentach [Cracow,
16001, p. 94). Similar terms occur in the argument against translating the Bible from
Latin into the vulgar tongues in the anonymous preface to Jakub Wujek’s Polish
Bible translation published posthumously in Cracow in 1599: ‘‘Naostatek, poniewaz
sie te igzyki nasze coraz odmieniaia, iako to zna¢ po onym katechismie Woyciecha S.
Bogarodzica, w ktérym sila sléw iest staropolskich ktorych teraz nie viywamy:
tobySmy tez musieli kazdg razg Bibliz odmieniaé, zkadby sie trzeba obawiaC wiele
bledow w tak czestym ttumaczeniu. Dla tych y inszych przyczyn iasna rzecz iest, iz
dosy¢ iest do zachowania wiary, mie¢ pismo §. igzykiem powszechnym, iaki v nas
iest Lacinski” (f. ***1),
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object of disgust and hatred. . . . And it is for this reason that the devil
wages this battle against the Slavonic language: because it is more fructi-
ferous than all languages and more beloved of God, since it leads to God
through simple, diligent reading, without any sort of guile, without pagan
deceits and handbooks, i.e., grammars, rhetorics, dialectics, and other
vainglorious perfidies, proper to the devil; it builds simplicity and humility .

.Know, thus, that the Slavonic language is more honored before God
than Greek or Latin. 6

Nonetheless, in his defense of Slavonic Vy$ens’kyj shared certain
ideas with his less conservative compatriots. For example, he, too,
sought to establish the dignitas of Slavonic by comparing it with
Greek and Latin. Moreover, in another passage, he seems to have
contradicted himself by establishing grammar and rhetoric as a part
of an Orthodox program of study.!7

Other Ruthenian scholars, many educated in Catholic and hetero-
dox schools, were able to respond to Skarga’s challenge on its own
terms. In general, the Ruthenian language question was character-
ized by an attempt to defend the dignitas of Slavonic by virtue of its
grammaticality. Skarga’s charges were soon answered by a series of
Slavonic grammatical and lexical works and by the founding of
Orthodox schools. Among the grammars and lexicons produced by
this new cultural activity were a Khramatyka slovenv ska jazyka, con-
taining a reprint of the work Osomo Zestii slova (Vilnius, 1586); Adek
photes. Hrammatika dobrohlaholivaho ellinoslovenskaho jazyka (Lviv,
1591); Lavrentij Zyzanij’s Leksis and Hrammatika Slovenska (Vilnius,
1596); Smotryc’kyj’s own Hrammatiky Slavénskyja pravylnoe Syntagma
(Vevis, 1619); and Pamvo Berynda’s Leksikons slavenorosskij i imens

16 Cited according to Ivan ViSenskij (Vy$ens’kyj), Sotinenjja, ed. I.P. Eremin
(Moscow and Leningrad, 1955), pp. 23~24: “‘Skazuju bo vam tajnu velikuju: jak
dijavol tolikuju zavist imaet na slovenskij jazyk, Ze ledve Ziv ot hn&va; rad by eho
do 3tety pohubil i vsju borbu svoju na toe dvihnul, da eho obmerzit i vo ohidu i
nenavist privedet. . . . Ato dlja toho diavol na slovenskij jazyk borbu tuju maet,
zane % est plodonosn&j§ij ot vs&x jazykov i bohu ljubim$ij: poneZ bez pohanskix
xitrostej i rukovodstv, se ¥ est khramatik, rytoryk, dialektik i prolix kovarstv
titeslavnyx, diavola ven&stnyx, prostym prilelnym &itaniem, bez vsjakoho
uxi$¢renija, k bohu privodit, prostotu i smirenie buduet. . . .Tako da znaete, jak
slovenskij jazyk pred bohom &estné&jsij est i ot ellinskaho i latinskaho.”

17" Visenskij, Sotinenja, pp. 175-76. On VySens’kyj’s pedagogical program, see
P.K. Jaremenko, Ivan Vy¥ens'kyj (Kiev, 1982), pp. 84-102, and Frick, ‘‘Meletius
Smotricky and the Ruthenian Question in the Age of the Counter-Reformation,”
pp. 172-76.
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Tl kovanie (Kiev, 1627).1% The pace of Ruthenian philological
activity in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth century was
matched by the establishment of Orthodox schools and ‘‘academies”
in Ostrih, Lviv, Vilnius, Kiev, and elsewhere. °

4. Smotryc’kyj’s participation in the Ruthenian language question can
be seen as part of his general concern for the ‘‘spiritual good”
(bonum spirituale/ dobro duchowne) of the Ruthenian nation; it was
closely linked to his activities in pedagogy and book production.?®
Smotryc’kyj sought to provide the Ruthenian nation with the proper
cultural equipment to compete more successfully with the other
nations of the Polish Commonwealth. Essential to the nation’s spiri-
tual well-being, in his view, were a flourishing noble class, schools,
monasteries, printing presses, teachers, and preachers, as well as
well-edited books for use in the liturgy and in personal devotion.

Smotryc’kyj’s Hrammatiky Slavénskyja pravylnoe Syntagma (Vevis,
1619) can serve as a point of departure for a study of his opinions on
the language question. It contains his most explicit and direct
response to Skarga’s charges. There Smotryc’kyj assigned to Sla-
vonic a level of dignitas equal to that of Greek and Latin by claiming
(and then providing) for it the same sort of fixed grammatical norm
possessed by the classical languages:

It will depend on your dutiful zeal, diligent teachers, that the benefit of
grammar, which, in the Greek and Latin languages, has been shown
through experience itself to be clearly significant, be felt in the Slavonic
language as well, and, in time, through a similar experience, be proved
significant. For you who have studied the art of Greek or Latin grammar

18 See Weingart, ‘‘Cirkevn&slovanske mluvnice,” pp. 650-88, and Mathiesen,
“‘Inflectional Morphology,”” pp. 50-63.

On the establishment of schools among the Orthodox Ruthenians, see K. Xar-

lampovit, Zapadnorusskie pravoslavnye 3koly XVI i natala XVII v. (Kazan’, 1898); V. L
Askolenskij, Kiev s drevnejSim ego utiliStem akademieju (Kiev, 1856; photomechanical
reprint, Leipzig, 1976); A. Jablonowski, Akademia Kijowsko-Mohilanska (Cracow,
1899-1900); E.N. Medynskij, Bratskie 3koly Ukrainy i Belorussii v XVI-XVII wv. i ix
rol’ v vossoedinenii Ukrainy s Rossiei (Moscow, 1954); Zoja Xy¥njak, Kyjevo-
Mohyljan’ska akademija, 1st ed. (Kiev, 1970), 2nd ed. (Kiev, 1981); and the special
issue of Harvard Ukrainian Studies (vol. 8, no. 1/2 [June 1984]) devoted to the Kiev
Mohyla Academy.
2 On Smotryc’kyj’s cultural program for the Ruthenian nation, see Frick, ‘““Smo-
tricky and the Ruthenian Question,”” pp. 106152, and Frick, ‘‘Meletij Smotryc’kyj
and the Ruthenian Question in the Early Seventeenth Century,” Harvard Ukrainian
Studies 8, no. 3/4 (December 1984):351 -375.
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know what it brings to an understanding of the purity of the language, as
well as of the correct and fine spelling, writing, and understanding of written
works according to the characteristics of the languages. Every benefit that
the grammars of the above-mentioned languages commonly bring, the Sla-
vonic grammar is surely capable of bringing in its Slavonic language. 2!

In the rest of the preface Smotryc’kyj sought to answer Skarga’s
second main point, i.e., the notion that Church Slavonic is unsuit-
able for scholarly pursuits. The grammar itself was conceived as a
school textbook and Smotryc’kyj addressed himself in the preface to
the ‘“‘school teachers.”’?? To justify the study of Church Slavonic,
Smotryc’kyj first placed it on a level with the two sacred and classical
languages of humanistic Europe. He then provided a curriculum for
the young students of the Ruthenian schools. Studies were to begin
with the use of a bukvare based on the grammar, so students would
become accustomed to the Slavonic forms in their earliest years. In
the next stage, students would read the horologion and then the
Psalter before beginning their actual study of the grammar. Addi-
tional readings might be drawn from the Proverbs of Solomon, or
from the Wisdom of Solomon, or the Wisdom of Sirach, ‘‘or some-
thing else translated from the Greek into the pure Slavonic
language.”?

Further investigation may yet wuncover parallels between
Smotryc’kyj’s ratio studiorum and the programs of study in Protestant
and Jesuit schools of the Latin West. For now, we note a functional
equivalence between, on the one hand, the roles of Latin and the
given local vulgar tongue in Western schools and, on the other hand,
the roles of Church Slavonic and Ruthenian in Smotryc’kyj’s pro-
gram. Smotryc’kyj and his Ruthenian contemporaries viewed the

21 Meletij Smotryc’kyj, Hrammatiky Slavénskyja pravylnoe Syntagma (Vevis, 1619),

facsimile edition, ed. V. V. Nim¢uk (Kiev, 1979), pp. II"": ‘‘PoZitoks grammatiki v
jazyku greckom i Latinskom samym dosv&denem okazale zna¢nyj/ aby i v Slaven-
skom doznans/ a zatasom podobnyms dosv&d¥enem i znatne okazans byl/ na
povinnoj vaSej Ljubot3atelnyi Utitele pilnosti zaleZati budets. V&daete abovEms/
kotoryistesja greckoi/ ljubs Latinskoi Grammatiki xudozstvu u&ili/ $to ona ests ku
ponjatju jak jazyka Cistosti/ taks i pravoho a sofinnoho/ vedluhs vlasnosti dialek-
tovs i movenja/ i pisanja, i pisme vyrozumenja. V3eljakij poZitoks/ kotoryj kolveks
preretonyxs jazykove Grammatiki &niti zvykly, bez vontpenja i Slavenskaja v
svoems jazycE Slavenskomr uliniti moZets.”’

2 On Smotryc’kyj and pedagogy, see M.V. Kravlenko, ‘V&ennja M.
Smotryc’koho pro osnovni pryncypy vykladannja hramatyky,”” in V.V. Nim&uk et
al., ed., Sxidno-siov’’jans’ki hramatyky XVI- XVII st. (Kiev, 1982), pp. 128-29.

2 Smotryc’kyj, Hrammatiky, pp. III*~V.
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Slavonic language as the supranational language of the church and
the church books common to all Orthodox Slavs. According to
Smotryc’kyj’s directions, lessons were to be read in Slavonic ‘‘in the
usual manner of the schools and interpreted in Ruthenian.”” The
Slavonic language was to be ‘‘maintained among the students in
everyday school discourse by threat of punishment.’’?*

More details of Smotryc’kyj’s opinions on the Ruthenian language
question can be found in his polemical and homiletic works. Like
Skarga, Smotryc’kyj discussed the use of five languages with varying
levels of dignitas:- Greek, Latin, Slavonic, Polish, and Ruthenian.
These were to be subjects of study at Ruthenian schools,?® and they
are the languages in which he cited the Bible. He made explicit com-
ments concerning the use of each, and wrote original works in all but
Greek.

Smotryc’kyj established a clear hierarchy among these languages.
For him, Greek, Latin, and Slavonic had full dignitas and formed a
sort of trinity of sacral languages.?® The most explicit statement on
the composition of this trinity is to be found in the preface to the
grammar, where Greek, Latin, and Slavonic are grouped as the
languages that possess a fixed grammatical norm. Ruthenian and, as
we shall see, Polish were to be used in interpretation and explanation
for the benefit of the less learned.

Precisely this conceptual hierarchy of languages can be inferred
from the fictitious translation history which Smotryc’kyj provided for
his Polish polemical work entitled Threnos, That Is, the Lament of the
One Holy, Universal, Apostolic Eastern Church . . . Translated First

24 Smotryc’kyj, Hrammatiky, p. III': “‘¢itany buduts zvyklyms $kols sposobom
Slavenskii Lekcii/ i na Ruskij jazyks perekladany . . . Dialekts v zvykloj $kolnoj
rozmové Slavenskij/ meZi t8atelmi pod karanem® zaxovans.”

% In a polemical work entitled Exgthesis abo Expostviatia (Lviv, 1629) Smotryc’kyj
responded to charges that the Uniates had neglected education, stating: ‘‘Szkaly dla
¢wiczenia dziatek w igzyku graeckim, lacifiskim, slowiefskim, ruskim y polskim sa
nam sporzadzone” (p. 28Y).

26 The inscription which Pilate ordered placed over Christ’s cross in Hebrew,
Greek, and Latin (cf. John 19:19-22) provided the scriptural model for subsequent
trinities of sacred languages. Throughout the Orthodox Slavic tradition we find vari-
ous such trinities, each reflecting a particular view of languages and culture. In the
Bulgarian discussions of the tenth century and the Serbian discussions of the four-
teenth century, trinities of sacred languages were posited which included Slavonic
but often lacked Latin (e.g., Hebrew, Greek, and Slavonic). Such trinities often
reflected a negative attitude toward the Latin language and Latinity. Smotryc’kyj’s
Ruthenian trinity of Greek, Latin, and Slavonic marks the return of Latin to a posi-
tion of importance in the culture of the Orthodox Slavs.
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from Greek into Slavonic, and Now from Slavonic into Polish .
(Vilnius, 1610).27 It is generally agreed that there was no Greek ori-
ginal or Slavonic translation, and that Smotryc’kyj wrote the work in
its extant Polish form. In order to give the work greater authority,
Smotryc’kyj claimed that it had been written originally in Greek and
then translated into Church Slavonic—in other words, into a
language of equal dignitas. Subsequently it was translated into the
less dignified Polish language so that it might be understood by the
widest group of people. According to Smotryc’kyj’s view of the rela-
tive dignitates of these three languages, Church Slavonic possessed
the expressive capabilities necessary to render adequately the theo-
logical concepts found in the Greek ‘“‘original,”” whereas Polish did
not:

Therefore, many Latin words have been used (especially in the main
chapter on the procession of the Holy and life-giving Spirit) for the explana-
tion of the terms used by theologians, which could not be translated prop-
erly from Slavonic into Polish. 28

Thus Greek, Slavonic, and Latin, as languages of roughly equal dig
nitas, are all able to render theological subtleties. Polish, though it
lacks the dignity of a cultural ianguage, nonetheless possesses the
quality which makes it suitable for polemical purposes—intelligibility:
we read in the preface that Threnos had been translated into Polish
“for the easier understanding of all people.”’ 2 Of particular interest
here is Smotryc’kyj’s use of this linguistic hierarchy in a fictional
account, the purpose of which was, perhaps, to render more
genuinely ‘‘Orthodox’’ a work written in Polish with passages in
Latin.

A similar translation history, but one apparently intended as a true
account, is found in the preface to Smotryc’kyj’s Homiletic Gospel or
Sermons for Each Sunday and Holy Days, Written Two Hundred Years
Ago in Greek by Our Holy Father Callistos, Archbishop of Constantino-
ple and Ecumenical Patriarch, and Now Translated Anew from the Greek

27 Meletij Smotryc’kyj, Threnos To iest Lament iedyney $. Powszechney Apostolskiey
Wschodniey Cerkwie . . . Pierwey z Graeckiego na Stowiehski, a teraz z Stowiehskiego
na Polski przetozony. . . (Vilnius, 1610).

2 Smotryc’kyj, Threnos, p. XV": “Dla czego tez y do obiaénienia terminow Theo-
logom przyzwoitych/ ktore sie z Stowienskiego na Polski wtaénie przelozy¢ nie mog-
ly/ sila sie stow Lacinskich (zwlaszcza w owym glownym O Pochodzeniu $wigtego y
2ywot daigcego Ducha/ Artykule) zazywa.”

2 Smotryc’kyj, Threnos, p. VI': “‘dla snadnieyszego wszech ludzi poigcia.”
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and Slavonic Languages into Ruthenian (Vevis, 1616) .30 This Evanhelie
utitelnoe, or Homiletic Gospel, came to serve as something of a postil
among the Orthodox Ruthenians in the seventeenth century. The
particular work in question consists of sermons based on Gospel
themes and arranged according to the church calendar. It was tradi-
tionally attributed to Callistos, patriarch of Constantinople from 1355
to 1363. There were at least two printed editions of the work in
Church Slavonic: (1) the edition published in Zabludov in 1569 at
the behest of Alexander Xodkevy¢, and (2) the reprint by Gedeon
Balaban, Archbishop of Lviv, which was issued at Krylos in 1606.
Smotryc’kyj’s edition published in 1616 in Vevis was the first transla-
tion of the work into Ruthenian; it was the basis for Peter Mohyla’s
“newly translated” version which appeared in Kiev in 1637.31

The edition of 1616 seems to have been printed with one of at
least five different prefaces containing dedications of the work to:
(1) the Solomerec’kyj family; (2) the Ogins’kyj and Volovy¢ fami-
lies; (3) the Volovy¢ family; (4) Anna Xodkevy&ivna; and (5) Fedor
Masal’s’kyj.32 Smotryc’kyj placed his name after the preface dedi-
cated to the Solomerec’kyj family alone. This preface said that the
translation was the work of Smotryc’kyj and was offered to the
Solomerec’kyj family as an ‘‘antipelargesis,’”’ that is, as repayment
for the opportunity to study in German centers of learning that the

30 Evhlie utiteinoe albo Kazanja, na ko¥duju nedlju i Svjata urotistyi, preze Stho Otca
naSeho Kalista, Arxiepskopa Konstantinopolskoho, i Vselenskoho Patriarxu, pred dvéma
sty &t Po khrecku napisanyi, a tepere novo z Khreckoho i Slovenskoho jazyka na Ruskij
pereloZenyi.
31 The title page to Mohyla’s edition bears much the same wording as
Smotryc’kyj’s, but with the addition of the word povtore: ‘‘a teper povtore novo z
Greckoho i Slovenskoho jazyka na Ruskij pereloZenoe.”” In a preface dedicated to
Bohdan Stetkevy? Ljubavyc’kyj, Mohyla stated that the first edition had been pub-
lished by the Orthodox Brotherhood in Vilnius; all reference to Smotryc’kyj as
translator was omitted. It is possible that knowledge of the transiator’s identity had
been lost by this time; it is also possible that Smotryc’kyj’s name was suppressed
due to his famous conversion to the Uniate church. It should be noted that
Mohyla’s ‘‘newly translated” edition differs from Smotryc’kyj’s' work primarily in a
few orthographic matters.

The title page and three of Mohyla’s prefaces to the Homiletic Gospel of 1637 may
be found in Xv. Titov, Materjjaly djja istoriji knyinoji spravy na Vkrajini v XVI- XVIII
w. Vsezbirka peredmov do ukrajins'kyx starodrukiv (Kiev, 1924), pp. 321-41.
32 For a discussion of the various prefaces to Smotryc’kyj’s Evhlie utitelnoe, see
Frick, ‘“‘Smotricky and the Ruthenian Question,” pp. 20-23. I have seen prefaces
1, 2, and 3; prefaces 4 and 5 are discussed by V. V. Nim&uk in a study accompanying
his facsimile edition of Smotryc’kyj’s grammar (V.V. Nim&uk, Hramatka M.
Smotryc’koho—Perlyna davn’oho movoznavstva [Kiev, 19791, pp. 14-15).






