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On the Language Beliefs of Ivan VySens’kyj
and the Counter-Reformation*

HARVEY GOLDBLATT

A longlasting historiographic tradition informs us that Ivan Vy$ens’kyj, the
Orthodox Ruthenian “monk from the holy Athonite mountain™! was the
resolute foe of the post-Tridentine Catholic Church and a fierce opponent of
the Jesuit-inspired ‘“new learning” which—especially after the founding of
the Vilnius Academy by Piotr Skarga in 1579—quickly disseminated
throughout the Ruthenian lands as part of an organized propaganda cam-
paign against the institutions of the Eastern Orthodox faith.? Scholars of dif-
ferent critical orientations long have agreed that the ideas and literary
stance of this “patriotic defender” of the Ruthenian Orthodox heritage
remained essentially unaffected by Counter-Reformation models and pat-
terns of thought.>

*  Research for this article was supported by a grant from the Social Sciences and Humanities
Research Council of Canada, which I gratefully acknowledge.

1 On the life and writings of Ivan Vy%ens’kyj, see N. F. Sumcov, “loann Vy3enskij
(Jurnorusskij polemist natala XVII st.),” Kievskaja starina 11 (1885): 649—77; L P. Zytec'kyj
(Ziteckij), “Literaturnaja dejatel’nost’” Ioanna Vilenskogo,” Kievskaja starina 29
(1890): 494 —532; 1. Franko, Ivan VySens’kyj i jeho tvory (Lviv, 1895) (cited after Ivan Franko,
Zibrannja tvoriv u p’jatdesjaty tomax, vol. 30 [Kiev, 1981}, pp. 7-211); A. Kryms’kyj (Krym-
skij), “Ioann VySenskij, ego %izn’ i so&inenija,” Kievskaja starina 50 (1895):211-47 (cited
after A. Ju. Kryms’kyj, Tvory v p’jaty tomax, vol. 2 [Kiev, 1972], pp. 380-455); J. Tretiak,
Piotr Skarga w dziejach i literaturze Unii brzeskiej (Cracow, 1912), esp. pp. 233-87; M. S.
Voznjak, Istorija ukrajins’koji literatury, vol. 2, Viky XVI-XVIII (Lviv, 1921), pp. 125-70;
M. Hrulevs’kyj, Istorija ukrajins’koji literatury, vol. 5 (Kiev, 1927), pp. 284-352; L. P. Ere-
min (Jer’omin), Ivan ViSenskij. Soinenija (Moscow and Leningrad, 1955), pp. 223-335; L. P.
Jer’omin, Ivan VySens'kyj. Tvory (Kiev, 1959), pp. 3—39; P. K. Jaremenko, fvan Vysens'kyj
(Kiev, 1982); V. Seviuk, Ivan Vyjens’ kyj. Tvory (Kiev, 1986), pp. 3-18. For a bibliography of
Ivan Vysens’kyj, see, inter alia, L. E. Maxnovec’, comp. Ukrajins’ki pys’mennyky:
Biobibliohraficnyj slovnyk, vol. 1 (Kiev, 1960), pp. 230-36; Jaremenko, Ivan VySens’'kyj, pp.
118-40.

2 On the spread of Counter-Reformation thought in general, and the impact of the Jesuit order
in particular, in the Ruthenian lands, see Tretiak, Piotr Skarga, esp. pp. 34—82; A. Martel, La
langue polonaise dans les pays Ruthénes: Ukraine et Russie blanche, 1569— 1667, Travaux et
mémoires de 1'université de Lille, n.s., Droit et lettres, 20 (Lille, 1938), pp. 219-58; M. Kos-
man, Reformacja i kontrreformacja w Wielkim Ksigstwie Litewskim w Swietle propagandy
wyznaniowej (Wroctaw, 1973), esp. pp. 104 —68; J. Tazbir, Piotr Skarga: Szermierz kontrrefor-
macji (Warsaw, 1978).

3 It is important to note that not only the “national-patriotic” school of VySens’kyj scholar-
ship, which can be said to have its origins in Pantelejmon Kuli§’s exaltation of Vy3ens’kyj as
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The reasons which provoked VySens’kyj’s ferocious opposition to intel-
lectual and cultural life in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth during the
reign of King Sigismund III Vasa (1587-1632) and allegedly led the
Athonite monk to reject totally all ideological schemes and literary models
connected with the Catholic Counter-Reformation have been explained by
scholars in various ways. Most frequently, reference has been made to the
fact that VySens’kyj’s oeuvre was intimately bound up with the traditional
and “simple” teachings of Orthodox monasticism which repudiated the
“cunning” Latin doctrine and “pagan” rhetorical craft that ostensibly
characterized much of contemporary Polish and Ruthenian literature.*
Vysens’kyj thus has been distanced not only physically but spiritually and
ideologically from the active mainstream of cultural life in the multinational
Commonwealth. In particular, he has been defined as a retrograde
“apologist for ignorance” in contradistinction to progressive “defenders of
learning,” such as Meletij Smotryc’kyj and Peter Mohyla, who in their cul-

both “prophet” and “apostle” (P. A. Kuli§, Istorija vossoedinenija Rusi, vol. 1 [St. Petersburg,
1874], pp. 289-319), but also its Soviet counterpart has tended to impose upon Vy3ens'kyj
and his work a Romantic historiographic vision which seriously misrepresents the dialectical
relationship between “nations” and “confessions” that is of such fundamental importance for
Orthodox Slavic culture in the early modern period: see R. Picchio, “Questione della lingua e
Slavia Cirillometodiana,” in Studi sulla Questione della lingua presso gli Slavi, ed. R. Picchio
(Rome, 1972), pp. 7—13. This interpretative tradition, which places great (if not exclusive)
emphasis on Vyfens’kyj as the “conscience of the nation,” views his writings primarily as a
defence of the “national” heritage against the assaults of Counter-Reformation trends that are
identified above all with the Polish nation and its “Jesuit” culture. Even those scholars who
have sought to give adequate consideration to confessional concerns often have had their views
shaped by critical clichés which can be traced back to the confrontation between “Orthodox”
and “Catholic” culture immediately before and after the Church Union declared at Brest in
1596: see, in this regard, D. Frick, “Meletius Smotricky and the Ruthenian Question in the Age
of the Counter-Reformation” (Ph.D. diss., Yale University, 1983), pp. 39-75; F. Sysyn, “Peter
Mohyla and the Kiev Academy in Recent Western Works: Divergent Views on Seventeenth-
Century Ukrainian Culture,” Harvard Ukrainian Studies 8 (1984): 155~-87. One might include
here a body of Soviet scholarship—largely indebted to an Orthodox historiographic
tradition—which regards VySens’kyj as one in a series of “political and social activists” who,
since 1596, have struggled to liberate the Ukrainian lands from “reactionary” Vatican
influence: see, for example, L. Kyzja and M. Kovalenko, Vikova borot’ba ukrajins’koho
narodu proty Vatikanu (Kiev, 1959), pp. 38 —46.

4 Ever since the appearance of studies by Kuli§, Franko, iytec’kyj, and others in the latter
decades of the nineteenth century, scholars often have based their evaluation of Vy3ens’kyj’s
work on the opposition, made by the author himself, between not only the type of information
offered in his writings and alternative messages but also the manner of rhetoric used to convey
that message and other types of verbal expression. In particular, scholars have made frequent
reference to a number of passages in which Vy3ens’kyj offers a topical condemnation of rhetor-
ical “stratagems” (xytrosti ) and equally topical affirmation of Christian “simplicity” ( prostota):
see A. N. Robinson, Bor’ba idej v russkoj literature XVII veka (Moscow, 1974), pp. 319-27.
Cf. fn. 105 below.
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tural programs for the Ruthenian inhabitants of the Commonwealth
consciously—and often extensively—employed the tools of their “Latin”
rivals.’

Other scholars, in seeking to elucidate the ideological position adopted
by VySens’kyj in his writings, have had recourse to historiographic formu-
fae that relate to the religious and ideological conflict between the Reforma-
tion and the Counter-Reformation. According to this interpretation,
VySens'kyj was an ardent propagandist who combated the influence of
Catholic thought by means of highly effective satire and irony, combined
with merciless invective, in a manner similar to “humanist and Reforma-
tion” (i.e., non-Catholic) writers such as Ulrich von Hutten, the celebrated
German patriot, ardent supporter of Luther’s cause, and bitter adversary of
those who resisted the spread of the “new learning.”® Scholars noted that
Vygens’kyj’s criticism of the Protestant Reformation was far less hostile
than his denunciation of post-Tridentine Catholicism,” and hypothesized
that he might have been influenced in his youth by the increasingly success-
ful assaults of Protestant and heterodox propaganda being conducted in the
1560s and 1570s throughout the Kingdom of Poland and the Grand Duchy
of Lithuania.® At the end of the nineteenth and beginning of the twentieth

5 See Martel, La langue polonaise, pp. 259—66. It is paradoxical that this negative evaluation
of Vy3ens’kyj’s thought, which is still influential in contemporary scholarship, has its origins
in Kuli§’s exaltation of the Athonite monk’s “apostolic ignorance™: cf. I. Franko, Ivan
VySens’ kyj, pp. 15-17, 164—65.

6 See I. Franko (Miron), “loann Visenskij. (Novye dannye dlja ocenki ego literaturnoj i
ob&estvennoj dejatel’nosti),” in Franko, Zibrannja tvoriv, vol. 27 (Kiev, 1980), pp. 318-19.
Beginning with Franko—and especially in the Soviet period—a dominant historiographic trend
has established an intimate connection between Vysens’kyj’s “democratic humanism” and
“utopian beliefs” and the ideological schemes of the “progressive” Protestant Reformation (in
contradistinction to “reactionary” Counter-Reformation thought): see V. S. Xaritonov, “Ivan
VySens’kyj i rozvytok idei jevropejs’koho humanismu,” in Literaturna spadstina kyjivs’ koj
Rusi i ukrajins'ka literatura XVI-XVIII st. (Kiev, 1981), pp. 197-222. On the difficulty of
applying conventional labels such as “Renaissance,” “Reformation,” and “Baroque” to
Vysens’kyj’s oeuvre, see G. Grabowicz, Toward a History of Ukrainian Literature (Cam-
bridge, Mass., 1981), pp. 37-38.

7 See, most recently, Seveuk, Ivan Vydens’kyj, p. 6. Almost a century ago, Myxajlo
Hrusevs’kyj advanced the view that VySens’kyj’s condemnation of “heresy” was not limited to
the teachings of the Protestant Reformation but directed at all deviations from the Orthodox
faith (M. Hrulevs’kyj, Istorija Ukrajiny-Rusy, 10 vols. [reprinted New York, 1954-57],
6:420-26). Cf. M. V. Dmitriev, Pravoslavie i reformacija. Reformacionnye dvifenija v
vostolno-slavjanskix zemljax (Moscow, 1990), pp. 98-119, esp. pp. 100—101.

8 On the impact of Protestant propaganda among the Ruthenians, see Tretiak, Piotr Skarga,
pp. 34-52; Martel, La langue polonaise, pp. 203—18; S. Kot, La Réforme dans le Grand-
Duché de Lithuanie (Brussels, 1953), esp. pp. 56— 58; Kosman, Reformacja i kontrreformacja,
esp. pp. 21-103; G. H. Williams, “Protestants in the Ukraine during the Period of the Polish-
Lithuanian Commonwealth,” Harvard Ukrainian Studies 2 (1978):41~72 and 184—-210; Dmi-
triev, Pravoslavie i reformacija. Insofar as Reformation influences on Vy3ens’kyj are con-
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century, moreover, a number of literary specialists pointed to not only
interesting thematic correspondences but also, on occasion, revealing stylis-
tic affinities between the Orthodox monk VySens’kyj and such “anti-
Catholic” (i.e., Calvinist and Anti-Trinitarian) Polish writers as Mikotaj
Rej, Marcin Krowicki, Marcin Czechowic, and Gregorz Pawet z Brzezin.’
In other words, even when scholars challenged the notion that VySens’kyj’s
writings represent a total rejection of all things new and Western, they
almost always focused their attention on the impact of Reformation
thought. !0

If one considers the language debates which took place in the late six-
teenth and initial decades of the seventeenth century between the defenders
of Ruthenian Orthodoxy and its adversaries regarding the nature and pres-
tige of the Slavic language, as well as the legitimacy of a Ruthenian vernac-
ular standard,!! one can observe that here, too, scholars have stressed the

cemned, scholars have placed particular emphasis on the importance of his native city of Sudova
Vysnja (Sadowa Wisznia) where, among other religious and cultural activists, the celebrated
political and religious polemicist Stanistaw Orzechowski (himself of Ruthenian origin)
preached and where Marcin Krowicki—the first Latin rite priest in the Commonwealth to be
married, future Calvinist and Anti-Trinitarian, and author of the Obraz a kontrefet wiasny
Antykrystéw (Pificzéw, 1560)—served as priest and took part in the dietine of the Ruthenian
palatinate: see HruSevs’kyj, Istorija ukrajins’koji literatury, 5:286-88; Seviuk, Ivan
Vysens’kyj, pp. 5-17.

9 See Franko, Ivan VySens’kyj, p. 8; HruSevs’kyj, Istorija Ukrajiny-Rusy, 6:399-421; V. N.
Peretc, “Ivan Visenskij i pol’skaja literatura XVI veka. Issledovanija i materialy po istorii sta-
rinnoj ukrainskoj literatury XVI-XVIII vekov, 1,” Shornik Otdelenija russkogo jazyka i slo-
vesnosti 101, no. 2 (1926): 15-47.

10 An important exception to this tendency can be observed in the work of Volodymyr Peretc
(“Ivan ViSenskij i pol’skaja literatura,” pp. 24—-30, 34—42), who detected revealing textual
coincidences between Ivan Vy$ens’kyj and such quintessentially Catholic writers as Stanistaw
Sokotowski, Benedykt Herbest, Piotr Skarga, and Jakub Wujek. It is unfortunate, indeed, that
the research carried out in the 1920s by Peretc, HruSevs’kyj, and others could not be continued
in the 1930s and beyond.

11 On the Ruthenian language disputes of the late sixteenth and first half of the seventeenth
century, see P. L. iytec’kyj (iiteckij), OCerk literaturnoj istorii malorusskogo nareéija v XVII i
XVIHI vv., vol. 1, Olerk literaturnoj istorii malorusskogo naretija v XVII veke (Kiev, 1889),
and its Ukrainian translation: Narys literaturnoji istoriji ukrajins’koji movy v XVII vici, ed. L.
A. Bulaxovs’kyj (Lviv, 1941); M. Weingart, “Dobrovského Institutiones,” pt. 1,
“Cirkevnéslovanské mluvnice pfed Dobrovskym,” Shornik Filosofické fakulty University
Komenského v Bratislavé 1 (1923):637-95; Martel, La langue polonaise; N. 1. Tolstoj,
“VzaimootnoSenie lokal’nyx tipov drevneslavjanskogo literaturnogo jazyka pozdnego perioda
(vtoraja polovina XVI-XVII v.),” in Slavjanskoe jazykoznanie: Doklady Sovetskoj delegacii,
V. MeXdunarodnyj s’’ezd slavistov (Moscow, 1963), pp. 230-72; R. Mathiesen, “The
Inflectional Morphology of the Synodal Church Slavonic Verb” (Ph.D. diss., Columbia Univer-
sity, 1972), pp. 50-63; 1. K. Bilodid, Kyjevo-Mohyljans’ka akademija v istoriji
sxidnoslov’ jans’ kyx literaturnyx mov (Kiev, 1979), esp. pp. 48—84; G. Y. Shevelov, A Histori-
cal Phonology of the Ukrainian Language (Heidelberg, 1979), pp. 566-80; R. Picchio,
“Church Slavonic,” in A. Schenker and E. Stankiewicz, eds., The Slavic Literary Languages:
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discrepancies between VySens’kyj’s “old Orthodox Slavic” beliefs and the
views held by his more “practical” and “secular-minded” Ruthenian con-
temporaries.!2 Accordingly, in response to the frontal attack on the
Ruthenian cultural heritage launched by Piotr Skarga with his On the Unity
of God's Church under One Shepherd,'® Vy3ens’kyj did not contend—as

Formation and Development, Yale Russian and East European Publications, 1 (New Haven,
1980), pp. 28 -32; B. A. Uspenskij, Jazykovaja situacija Kievskoj Rusi i ee znalenie dlja istorii
russkogo literaturnogo jazyka (Moscow, 1983), esp. 55—-84; idem, Istorija russkogo literatur-
nogo jazyka (XI-XVII vv.), Sagners Slavistiche Sammlung, 12 (Munich, 1987), esp. pp.
259-74; B. Struminsky (Strumins’kyj), “The Language Question in the Ukrainian Lands
before the Nineteenth Century,” in R. Picchio and H. Goldblatt, eds., Aspects of the Slavic
Language Question, 2 vols., Yale Russian and East European Publications, 4 (New Haven,
1984), 2:9-47; D. Frick, “Meletij Smotryc’kyj and the Ruthenian Language Question,” Har-
vard Ukrainian Studies 9 (1985):25-52; H. Goldblatt, “Orthodox Slavic Heritage and
National Consciousness: Aspects of the East Slavic and South Slavic National Revivals,” Har-
vard Ukrainian Studies 10 (1986): esp. 337—-43; O. Nedeljkovi¢, “The Linguistic Dualism of
Gavrilo Stefanovi¢ Venclovi€¢ and ‘Prosta Mova’ in the Literature of the Orthodox Slavs,” in
Studia Slavica Mediaevalia et Humanistica Riccardo Picchio dicata, ed. M. Colucci,
G. Dell’Agata, and H. Goldblatt (Rome, 1986), pp. 592—-610.

12 On VyZens’kyj’s language beliefs, see B. Groschel, Die Sprache Ivan VySenskyjs: Unter-
suchungen und Materialen zur historischen Grammatik des Ukrainische, Slavistiche
Forschungen, 13 (Cologne and Vienna, 1972), pp. 7—26; Robinson, Bor’ba idej v russkoj
literature, pp. 319-36; Frick, “Meletius Smotricky,” pp. 172—76. On the dubious notion of a
“secular élite,” which allegedly “did not attempt to resurrect Church Slavonic” but rather
“quietly engaged in the production of a vernacular body of literature to replace the old, error-
laden Bulgaro-Slavonic texts,” see A. Sydorenko, The Kievan Academy in the Seventeenth Cen-
tury, University of Ottawa Ukrainian Studies, 1 (Ottawa, 1977), pp. 6-8. For a discussion of
Sydorenko’s work within the tradition of Ukrainian historiography, see Sysyn, “Peter Mohyla
and the Kiev Academy,” pp. 158 —-60.

13 Piotr Skarga, O jednosci Kosciola Bozego pod jednym Pasterzem i o greckim od tej
Jednosci odstqpieniu (Vilnius, 1577). A revised version of the work appeared in print in
Cracow in 1590 under the title O rzqdzie i jednoSci Kosciola Bozego. . . and was dedicated to
the newly crowned King Sigismund III Vasa; this version was republished, also in Cracow, in
1610. Scholars generally accept the view that VySens’kyj’s Kratkoslovnyj otvit Feodula and
Zacapka mudraho latynika z hlupym rusinom were written in direct response to the Athonite
monk’s acquaintance with the 1590 edition of Skarga’s assault on the Ruthenian Orthodox her-
itage. On the impact (both direct and indirect) of Skarga’s writings on VySens’kyj, see Tretiak,
Piotr Skarga, pp. 233-87; Eremin, Ivan Visenskij, pp. 295—-96, 316—25. For Skarga’s argu-
ments against the “Slavic language” (“jezyk Slowieriski” ) see part 3, section 5, of the work, as
published in P. Gil'tebrandt, Pamjatniki polemileskoj literatury v zapadnoj Rusi, vol. 2
(=Russkaja istori¢eskaja biblioteka, 7) (St. Petersburg, 1882), cols. 482-88, esp. cols.
485-87. One should note that an evaluation of Skarga’s comments on the Slavic language and
Ruthenian Orthodox tradition should not be evaluated solely on the basis of the “fundamental
differences” between the Polish Jesuit and the Athonite monk; cf. Peretc, “Ivan Vifenskij i
pol’skaja literatura.” Indeed, as shall be shown below, it might be argued that VySens’kyj’s
statements on the language of the Liturgy in chapter 3 of the KnyZka do not oppose Skarga’s
views but, instead, seem to reflect in a number of ways the influence of the language beliefs
held by the Polish Jesuit and other leading proponents of Counter-Reformation thought in the
Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. For the purpose of the present study, it is also important to
point out that in both his polemical treatise of 1577 and elsewhere (especially in his Kazania o
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did many Ruthenian cultural activists—that, like Latin and Greek, the
Slavic language had full dignity by virtue of its grammaticality.* He
asserted, instead, that the Slavic tongue was a prestigious literary medium
favored by God precisely because it lacked the “cunning” techniques
characteristic of Greek and especially Latin,!5> These scholars further have
pointed out that—in contrast with Ruthenian scholars, such as Smotryc’kyj,
who aimed to establish a functional equivalence between, on the one hand,
Latin and the Slavic language and, on the other hand, Polish and a
Ruthenian vernacular standard—the Athonite monk apparently relied nei-
ther on the major sixteenth-century intellectual trends of Western Europe
nor on the theories which echoed the ideological struggle between the
Reformation and the Counter-Reformation.! Even those scholars who
managed to detect in Ivan Vy3ens’kyj’s language beliefs, or in the language
of his writings, at least a partial application of certain well-established
theoretical principles have focused primarily on the impact of Protestant
patterns of thought.!” To sum up: although much has been made of

siedmi sakramentach [Cracow, 1600]), Skarga’s discussion of the Orthodox Ruthenian linguis-
tic patrimony is intimately bound up with the issues of intelligibility and the language of the
Liturgy: see D. Frick, Polish Sacred Philology in the Reformation and the Counter-
Reformation, University of California Publications in Modern Philology, 123 (Berkeley, 1989),
pp- 201-4.

14 See Martel, La langue polonaise, pp. 264 —66; Mathiesen, “The Inflectional Morphology,”
pp- 55—-60; Frick, “Meletij Smotryc’kyj,” pp. 32—34. Cf. the comments on “the perfect gram-
matical Slavic language,” in contradistinction to the “vulgar imperfect Polish writing,” offered
by Myxajlo Rahoza, Metropolitan of Kiev and Galicia, in an encyclical letter of 1592 praising
the achievements of the Lviv Brotherhood: “...udlenie svjatyx'’ pisanii zélo oskudé, pace e
Slovenskoho Rossiiskaho jazyka, i vsi Celovéci prilofisasja prostomu nes’’ver$ennomu Ljad-
skomu pisaniju, i seho radi v'' razli‘nyja eresi vpadoSa, ne védusce v'’ Bohoslovii sily
s''verSennaho hrammatiCeskaho Slovenskaho jazyka” (cited after Mathiesen, “The Inflectional
Morphology,” p. 59).

15 See Eremin, Ivan Vilenskij, esp. pp. 23-24, 171, 191-98. For a discussion of
Vysens’kyj’s views on the nature and status of the Slavic language see Robinson, Bor’ba idej v
russkoj literature, pp. 319-32.

16 This vision of Vy¥ens'kyj's “spontaneity,” so important for Kuli§'s definition of the
Athonite monk as “prophet” and “apostle,” was extended to the language of his writings as
well. Here, too, Franko played a vital role in establishing an interpretative tradition according
to which the writings attributed to VySens’kyj were compiled by a relatively “unlearned” per-
son, were minimally dependent on any kind of language theories, and were largely guided by
the author’s “living feelings” coupled with popular usage: see Franko, Ivan Vysens’'kyj, pp.
209-10.

17 Since the end of the last century, scholars frequently have attributed the use of the “vulgar
tongue” (prostaja mova | prostyj jazyk) or the “Ruthenian tongue” (ruskyj jazyk | ruskyj
dialekt) by VySens’kyj and contemporary Ruthenian writers to the “fundamental Reformation
belief” that the unique message of the divine Scriptures and the Liturgy be made accessible to
“simple people” in an “intelligible language™: see P. P. Pljuf¢, “Russkaja ‘prostaja mova’ na
Ukraine v XVI-XVIII vekax,” in Nalal’nyj étap formirovanija russkogo nacional nogo
Jjazyka. Sbornik statej, ed. B. A. Larin (Leningrad, 1961), pp. 219-36; idem, “Do pytannja pro
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Vysens’kyj’s bitter polemic with the Counter-Reformation linguistic
thought of Skarga and the Latin tradition championed by Polish polemicists,
little attention has been focused on the possible influence of language poli-
cies elaborated by the post-Tridentine Catholic Church.

*
* ok

Chapter 3 of Vy3ens’kyj’s KnyZa (The Book) contains the passage most
frequently cited by scholars as emblematic of the Athonite monk’s language
beliefs:

Do not subvert the Gospel'® and the Apostle!® in the Church during the Liturgy with
the vernacular tongue ( prostym jazykom). But after the Liturgy, so that people might
understand, explain and interpret them in a simple way ( poprostu).2°

In this terse yet precise statement on language usage, VySens’kyj makes
two crucial points:

(1) During the Liturgy the Slavic language alone must be employed in
the readings from the Gospel and the Epistle,?! for the use of a vernacular
tongue would subvert the Liturgy of the Word.??

(2) After the Liturgy the biblical lections must be “explained and inter-
preted”? in the vulgar tongue, so that people might understand.

tak zvanu ‘prostu movu’ XVI-XVHI st. na Ukrajini,” in Pytannja istoryinoho rozvytku
ukrajins’ koji movy, ed. 1. K. Bilodid (Kharkiv, 1962), pp. 91~96; Groschel, Die Sprache Ivan
Vysenskyjs, pp. 12— 14. Cf. Frick, “Meletij Smotryc’kyj,” pp. 40—46.

18 [e., the Gospel pericopes, which represent the high point and most solemn action in the
Liturgy of the Catechumens.

19 Te., the liturgical book containing the readings from the Acts of the Apostles and the Epis-
tles of the New Testament (particular St. Paul’s Epistles). These lections are read before the
Gospel pericopes.

2 “Evanhelie i Apostola v cerkvi na liturhii prostym jazykom ne vyvoralajte. Po liturhii ¥
dlja zrozumenja ljudskoho poprostu tolkujte i vykladajte” (Eremin, Ivan Visenskij, p. 23). All
subsequent references to VySens'kyj’s writings will rely on Eremin’s 1955 edition; page
numbers will be given in parentheses.

21 See fn. 19 above.

22 On the biblical lections and their place in the Liturgy, see V. Dolotskij, “O &enii sv.
pisanija pri bogosluZeniju,” Xristianskoe (tenija 24, no. 2 (1846):145-60; K. T. Nikol’skij,
Obozrenie bogoslufebnyx knig po otnoeniju ix k cerkovnomu ustavu (St. Petersburg, 1856);
F. Brightman, Liturgies Eastern and Western, vol. 1, Eastern Liturgies (Oxford, 1965), pp.
36ff; 1. Herwegen, Die Heilige Schrift in der Liturgie der Kirche (Berlin, 1931); M. Solovey,
The Byzantine Divine Liturgy. History and Commentary, trans. D. Wysochansky (Washington,
1970), pp. 188—203; J. Mateos, La célébration de la parole dans la liturgie byzantine, Orien-
talia Christiana Analecta, 191 (Rome, 1971), pp. 110-41.

23 One should note that the imperative forms tolkujte and vykladajte appear to be more than
mere synonyms in Vy$ens’kyj’s vocabulary; instead, they seem to refer to the two distinct
actions of translation and explication connected with the sermon. In other words, the Athonite
monk seems to suggest here that it is inappropriate to offer either a literal translation of the
biblical readings or a commentary on them (in the vulgar tongue) immediately after chanting
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Although this textual fragment has received a good deal of attention—
especially by historians of the Ukrainian language—it is surprising that it
rarely has been examined either as a liturgical solution that based itself on
certain well-defined principles of language speculation or in the larger con-
text of VySens'kyj's writings and against the full backdrop of cultural
influences and counter-influences which characterized late sixteenth- and
early seventeenth-century Ruthenian culture. The purpose of this paper is to
demonstrate that, in defending the sacrality of the Slavic language and
attempting to define precisely the limits of acceptability to be imposed on a
Ruthenian vernacular, the Athonite monk might have relied on certain
conceptual formulae and aspects of the language policies set forth at the
Council of Trent and spread throughout the entire Polish-Lithuanian Com-
monwealth by post-Tridentine Catholicism.

*
* %

Scholars often have ascribed Vysens’kyj’s exaltation of the Slavic language
as a sacred tongue “most beloved of God,”?* as well as his injunctions
against the use of a Ruthenian vernacular, to the Athonite monk’s
“intolerant” and preeminently “medieval” Orthodox literary stance.?’ There
is no question that in his writings VySens’kyj felt not only duty-bound to
affirm the unique status of the Slavic tongue—for only it could offer believ-
ers salvation? —but also obliged to impose severe limitations on the

the pericopes in the Slavic language, but that both acts are necessary “after the Liturgy.” Cf. the
patristic distinction (and at times synonymity) between “OuiAla” and “Sidoxn’”/
“Sidacxadic.” Cf. also Pope John VIII's Industriae tuae addressed to Prince Svatopluk of
Moravia (880): “Nec sanae fidei vel doctrinae aliquid obstat sive missas in eadem Sclavinica
lingua canere sive sacrum evangelium vel lectiones divinas novi et veteris testamenti bene
translatas et interpretatas legere aut alia horarum officia omnia psallere. . .” (F. Grivec and F.
Toms3i¢, eds., Constantinus et Methodius Thessalonicenses, Fontes [= Radovi Staroslavenskog
Instituta, 4] [Zagreb, 1960], p. 73). On the parallels between VySens’'kyj’s formulation in
chapter 3 of the Kny?ka and the language policy of the Roman curia in the Cyrillo-Methodian
period, see fn. 34 below. As shall be shown below, the issue of defining the sermon as both
“translation” and “commentary” is an important item of discussion at the Council of Trent. On
the use of the designation “wyklad” (as well as its derivatives) and other terms in regard to the
“translation” and “interpretation” of the Bible in Poland during the Reformation and Counter-
Reformation, see Frick, Polish Sacred Philology, pp. 1, 251-52.

% “Ato dlja toho diavol na slovenskij jazyk borbu tuju maet, zane ¥ est plodonosnijsij ot vsix
Jazykov i bohu ljubimsij” (23).

25 Indeed, VySens’kyj’s authority as an apologist for Orthodoxy is sometimes presented as
one of the principal obstacles to the emergence of a national Ukrainian language in the period
of the Reformation and Counter-Reformation: see O. Pritsak and J. Reshetar, “Ukraine and the
Dialectics of Nation-Building,” Slavic Review 22, no. 2 (1963):7—-8. Cf. Sydorenko, The
Kievan Academy, pp. 6—8.

26 In chapter 3 of the Kny’ka, immediately after his comments on the Liturgy, Vy3ens’kyj
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possible application of a vernacular tongue during the liturgical service.?’
Nevertheless, it would be a serious error to underestimate the significance
Vy3ens’kyj attached to the use of a “common language” after the Liturgy.
In his opinion, the vernacular not only could but had to be utilized in the
service of “explication and interpretation” so that “the people might under-
stand.” The Athonite monk thus proposed a function for a Ruthenian ver-
nacular which appears to reflect an attitude typical of much of Ruthenian
literature from the middle of the sixteenth century onwards.?®

It is important to stress that in his writings, always offered in polemical
opposition to alternative positions, VySens’kyj was especially preoccupied
with the problem of audience capability and intelligibility. On the basis of
Christian doctrine, he sought to ensure that his epistles would break down
the notion of a divided (i.e., learned versus unlearned) humanity and, more
specifically, that even “simple and unlettered listeners” would have the pos-
sibility to grasp the message of truth contained in the Kny#ka.2® One should

offers a defence of the Slavic tongue which appears to rely on longstanding beliefs regarding
the sacrality and inspired origins of the language of the Slavs. Indeed, there are cogent reasons
to suggest that the Athonite monk might have drawn upon an Orthodox Slavic theory of verbal
expression which appears to have crystallized in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries under the
impact of the Hesychast spiritual revival. (On the close link between devotional practice and
language speculation in Hesychast teachings, see H. Goldblatt, Orthography and Orthodoxy:
Constantine Kostenecki’ s Treatise on the Letters, Studia Historica et Philologica, 16 [Florence,
1987), esp. pp. 3-9, 347-50.) According to VySens’kyj, the Slavic language represents not
only the perfect language of revelation—standing in sharp contradistinction to the imperfect
language of man—but also the very essence of a spiritual tradition, for it is the instrument of
salvation against which the devil is directing his entire struggle: see fn. 24 above. One should
recall, in this regard, that in the introduction to his Knyzka, the Athonite monk asserts that the
primary impulse behind the writing of the book resided in his obligation to expose falsity for
the salvation of human souls in Rus’: “Posylaju vam terminu o 1%, kotoraja nad istinnoju u
vaSej zemli carstvuet. . .. Siju Ze terminu, nacisto prevedsi, i infim vsim znati o tom dajte,
pone? ne o lyko ili o remenec idet, ale o ciluju kofu, se est o spasenie dus nasix i da ne pohib-
nem i dolasne i vicne ot Boha Ziva” (7-8).

27 Or, more specifically, that the vernacular could not be employed until after the Orthodox
faithful had participated in the Eucharist.

22 Here one might mention works, such as the Peresopnycja Gospel (1556-61), the
Ruthenian Cathechism of Szymon Budny (1562), the Lexicons of Lavrentij Zyzanij (1596) and
Pamvo Berynda (1627), and the Homilary Gospel of Meletij Smotryc’kyj (1616), all of which
seck to emphasize the importance of using a Ruthenian vernacular by virtue of its “intelligibil-
ity” for “simple people™: see Martel, La langue polonaise, pp. 76-97; Frick, “Meletij
Smotryc’kyj,” pp. 40—46.

2% See Vy¥ens'kyj’s comments, in the first preface to the Kny?ka, on the best way to read his
work: “Pr’’v'’e ubo da budet protitatel iskusen. . .aby i prostym bezknifnym sluxadom razum
redenyx javijen i v'’misten byl” (9). Cf. Smotryc’kyj’s definition of the duty of every preacher,
as presented in the preface to his Homilary Gospel: “Khdy? to est’’ kaZdoho Xristianskoho
Kaznodii povinnost. . .voli i prikazanjam Bozskim prostyx i neukix ljudej uliti” (cited after
Frick, “Meletij Smotryc’kyj,” p. 44).
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not forget that for Vy3ens’kyj the correspondence between “simplicity” and
“illiteracy” was intimately bound up with the gift of apostleship.3® In other
words, according to the Athonite monk, only the use of an “apostolic”
dialect could help all strata of society, even “simple people,” emerge from
their functional “spiritual infancy” and prepare them for participation in a
more dignified medium—that is, the Slavic language—which had been
illuminated by theology and which could lead them to salvation through its
use in the most sacred parts of the divine service.!

Hence, Ivan VySens’kyj’s remarks on the language of the Liturgy in
chapter 3 of the KnyZka aimed to serve two very important purposes which
might underscore the distinction of sacred and apostolic media: first, the
Athonite monk was spiritually bound to defend the sacrality of the Slavic
language and its exclusive role in the divine service; second, he was obliged

30 See Acts 4:13: “Now when they saw the boldness of Peter and John, and perceived that
they were unlettered and common (“dypdppotor xoi (Siéton” / “neknizhna i prosta™) men,
they wondered; and they recognized that they had been with Jesus.” Significant here is that, in
accordance with the apostolic model, the coupling of “simplicity” and “illiteracy” betrays a
topos which reflects the traditional teaching of the Church regarding the necessity of using ver-
nacular tongues for the purpose of preaching and missionary activity. See Picchio, “Questione
della lingua,” pp. 34-63; idem, “Il posto della letteratura bulgara antica nella cultura europea
del medio evo,” Ricerche Slavistiche 27-28 (1980—1981): 37—-64; idem, “Literaturni i ezikovi
aspekti na starob#lgarskata tradicija,” in Vrori mezhdunarodni kongres po bdlgaristika, Sofija,
23 maj-3 juni 1986. Plenarni dokladi (Sofia, 1986), vol. 1, pp. 79-101.

31 In chapter 3 of the Kny#a, in his celebrated exaltation of the monastic way of life
(25-44), VySens’kyj alludes to the role of the vernacular as a missionary and instructive
medium. In particular, the Athonite monk explains here that, as St. Paul had been compelled to
do at Corinth (1 Cor. 3: 1-9), so he, too, in an age of dissension and disbelief, was required to
offer to his public—that is, the *“spiritual infants of Rus’ "—*“milk, not solid food” (38-39). It
is noteworthy that the identical image drawn from St. Paul was used by Cardinal Caesar
Baronius, the most authoritative historian of the Catholic Counter-Reformation, to justify the
use of a Slavic tongue as an apostolic dialect in the mission to Great Moravia: “. . . ita natam
recens Ecclesiam lacte nutriens parvolorum. . . fore ut Moraviensis Ecclesia Matris ex qua gen-
ita est lingua perfecte loquutura esset” (cited after Picchio, “Literaturni i ezikovi aspekti,”
p- 93). (See R. Picchio, “La Bulgaria nella storia ecclesiastica del Baronio,” in Per Valdo Zilli,
ed. S. Bertolissi [Rome, 1986], pp. 41-52.) For a similar image employed at the Council of
Trent, in reference to the vulgar tongue as an instrument of explication during the Mass, see
Chapter VIII of Session XXII (17 September 1562): “Quamobrem, . . . ne oves Christi esuriant,
ne parvuli panem petant et non sit qui frangat eis [Lam. 4.4]: mandat s. Synodus pastoribus et
singulis curam animarum gerentibus, ut frequenter inter missarum celebrationem vel per se vel
per alios ex his, quae in messa leguntur, aliquid exponant, atque inter cetera Smi. huius
Sacrificii mysterium aliquod declarent...” (Concilium Tridentinum: Diariorum, Actorum,
Epistularum, Tractatuum nova collectio [Freiburg, 1901- ], vol. 8, p. 961.) All subsequent
references to the acts and deliberations of the Council of Trent will rely, where possible, on the
volumes of this edition. The first number will refer to the volume; the second numeral will give
the page.
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to confirm the rightful place of the vulgar tongue as an apostolic instrument
of instruction and explication.

*
* ok

There is little doubt that in chapter 3 of the Knyka VySens’kyj sought to
expound a message which was in complete accord with the dogmatic teach-
ings of Orthodox Christendom. It is no less true that not only VySens’kyj’s
views on the Slavic language and a Ruthenian vernacular but also those of
contemporary Ruthenian writers (both Orthodox and Uniate) living in the
Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, such as Smotryc’kyj and Josafat Kun-
cevy¢, most certainly expressed an attempt to reflect the traditional teaching
of the Church regarding the use of sacred and apostolic languages.

It is noteworthy, in this regard, that the Athonite monk’s particular
admonitions about the Slavic language—as well as his opposition to the
presence of the vulgar tongue in the Liturgy together with an insistence on
its use after the reading of the liturgical texts—are highly reminiscent of the
position concerning Latin and a Slavic vernacular taken by the Roman
Church during the “Cyrillo-Methodian language controversy.” As Riccardo
Picchio clearly has shown, the papal letters connected with the Moravian
mission not only presented a consistent policy on the use of the sacred
media such as Latin and Greek in relation to a Slavic “apostolic” dialect but
also appear to have offered conceptual formulae and a specific terminology
sanctioned by the theoretical and practical tradition of the Eastern and
Western churches.32 Picchio has drawn particular attention, in the epistles
sent by Popes John VIII and Stephen V, to the crucial distinction made in
regard to the Mass between the sacred formulae of the divine Mysteries,
which could be chanted by no one but the priest and consequently only in
Latin, and the ceremonial portions which included the legitimate participa-
tion of laymen in liturgical functions and therefore could be chanted in a
Slavic vulgar tongue. The Roman curia did not oppose the use of the Slavic

32 Picchio, “Questione della lingua”; idem, “Il posto della letteratura bulgara”; idem, “Lingua
d’apostolato € lingua liturgica nella chiesa latina e nel Primo impero bulgaro,” in A#ti dell’8°
Congresso internazionale di studi sull’ alto Medioevo, Spoleto, 3—6 novembre, 1981 (Spoleto,
1983), pp. 269-79. Picchio has examined the “Cyrillo-Methodian language question” not only
within the general context of the traditional language policies of the Church but also
specifically against the background of the attitudes held by the Roman Church towards the use
of vulgar tongues in the ninth century. See, in this regard, the formulation of the bishops at the
Council of Tours (813), who expressly demanded the translation of homilies into the language
of simple people: “ut easdem omelias quisque aperte transferre studeat in rusticam romanam
linguam aut thiotiscam, quo facilius cuncti possint intelligere quae dicuntur” (J. D. Mansi, ed.,
Sacrorum conciliorum nova et amplissima collectio, 53 vols, in 60 [Paris, 1901 -27], 14: 85,
can, 17).



18 HARVEY GOLDBLATT

tongue during the Mass,3? but could not sanction its use either in the cele-
bration of the sacred Mysteries and divine offices or in the chanting of the
biblical lections before (or to the exclusion of) the Latin readings; in other
words, Rome could not accept the notion of Slavic as a sacral language.3*
However revealing we might find the similarities in phrasing between
Vysens’kyj’s statements on the use of the Slavic language and the vulgar
tongue and the language policy of the Roman curia formulated in regard to
the Cyrillo-Methodian mission, they do not provide us with any concrete
information on the particular source for Vy3ens’kyj’s language beliefs. It is
appropriate first of all to ask whether—and if so, to what extent—the
Athonite monk’s precise formulation in chapter 3 of the Kny#ka might have
drawn upon a particular source in the Orthodox Slavic cultural heritage.
There is no question that, from the establishment of the Slavic Church in
Bulgaria under Boris and Symeon, a nascent Orthodox Slavic tradition of

33 As shall be seen, the issue of where—if at all—the vuigar tongue can be employed during
the Mass is of critical importance not only to the Orthodox monk Ivan Vysens’kyj but also to
the participants in the deliberations at the Council of Trent.

3 1t is important to emphasize that the fundamental opposition of sacred language (i.e.,
Latin), to be employed in the celebration of the Mysteries, and apostolic “dialect” (i.e., Slavic),
to be used so that instruction be made accessible to all who cannot understand Latin, is
expressed not only in the epistles which have been identified by scholars as hostile to the Slavic
Liturgy, such as John VIII's epistle to Methodius (879), Stephen V’s epistle to Prince Svato-
pluk (885), and the Commonitorium for the papal envoys John and Stephen (885), but also in
documents regarded as supportive of celebrating the Mass in the Slavic language, such as
Hadrian II’s letter to Princes Rostislav, Svatopluk, and Kocel (869), and John VIII's celebrated
Industriae tuae addressed to Prince Svatopluk (880): see Picchio, “Il posto della letteratra bul-
gara.” Significantly, moreover, in both groups of letters one finds admonitions about the use of
the sacred language which are not limited to the Eucharist but refer also to the Liturgy of the
‘Word, that is the biblical lections, and thereby are strikingly similar 1o VySens’kyj’s remarks in
phrasing and. intent. Thus, on the one hand, Pope John’s oft-cited “defence of the Slavic
Liturgy” is equally insistent that the Gospel be chanted in Slavic only after the Latin text be
read: “Iubemus tamen, ut in omnibus ecclesiis terrae vestrae propter maiorem honorificentiam
evangelium Latine legatur et postmodum Sclavinica lingua translatum in auribus populi Latina
verba non intelligentis adnuntietur” (Grivec and Tom$i¢, Constantinus et Methodius, p. 73).
On the other hand, Pope Stephen V’s alleged “prohibition of the Slavic Liturgy” is highly rem-
iniscent of Vy3ens’kyj’s rigid liturgical distinction between the sacred language and the vulgar
tongue: “Divina autem officia et sacra mysteria ac missarum solemnia. . . nullo modo deinceps
a quolibet praesumatur. . . excepto quod ad simplicis populi et non intelligentis aedificationem
attinet, si evangelii vel apostoli expositio ab eruditis eadem lingua [i.e., in the Slavic language]
annuntietur, et largimur et exhortamur et ut frequentissime fiat monemus, ut omnis lingua lau-
det Deum et confiteatur ei” (Grivec and Tom3i¢, Constantinus et Methodius, p. 77). The phras-
ing of Pope Stephen’s Commonitorium is even closer to what we find in chapter 3 of the
KnyZka: “Missas et sacratissima illa ministeria. . . ne aliquo modo pracsumatur, penitus interdi-
cit. Verumtamen si aliquis Sclavorum lingua tam doctus invenitur, ut post sacratissimam
evangelicam apostolicam lectionem eius explicationem doctus sit dicere ad aedificationem
eorum, qui non intelligunt, et laudat, si fiat, et concedit et approbat” (Grivec and Tomsi¢, Con-
stantinus et Methodius, p. 75).
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language speculation appears to have stressed both the apostolic and sacred
aspects of the Slavic linguistic patrimony.33 In regard to the apostolic com-
ponent it is essential to remember that the very legitimacy of the Slavic
tongue seems to have been grounded in its function as an instrument for
explication and popular preaching in accordance with the Pauline spirit
extolled by both the Latin and Greek Churches. As Picchio has pointed out,
Prince Rostislav’s celebrated appeal to the Byzantine emperor in chapter 5
of the Vita Methodii—". . .but we Slavs are a simple people (prosta ¢ad’)
and there is no one among us who could instruct us in the truth and give us
knowledge36 —may have sought to underscore reliance on language prin-
ciples invoked by both Churches with regard to the use of apostolic
“dialects.”’

In subsequent periods, the apostolic “simplicity” ( prostota) of the Slavic
language frequently would be opposed to the “stratagems” (xytrosti) of
Hellenic instruction.?® The topical affirmation of the Slavic language as an
illuminating instrument of interpretation revealed in the age of Grace is a
recurrent motif in many East Slavic and South Slavic texts.3® Nonetheless,
in the history of Orthodox Slavic language speculation prior to the time of
Ivan VySens’kyj and the concurrent ideological struggle between the Refor-

35 See Picchio, “Literaturni i ezikovi aspekti.”

36« . .a my Sloveni prosta dad’ i ne imam’’, ife by ny nastavil’’ na istinnou i razoum’’
s"’kazal’’” (P. A. Lavrov, Materialy po istorii vozniknovenija drevnejSej slavjankoj
pis’mennosti, Slavistic Printings and Reprintings, 57 [The Hague and Paris, 1966], p 72).

37 “In particular, the formula prosta ¢ad’ conforms to the definition of the ‘simple people’
(vulgus plebs) which was employed by the Roman Church in that period for apostolic activity.
Indeed, it does not seem unreasonable to translate the Slavic prosta ¢ad’ with the Latin expres-
sion simplex populus used by Pope Stephen V in his epistle to Methodius [see fn. 34 above]”
(Picchio, “Il posto della letteratura bulgara,” p. 24). Cf. G. Y. Shevelov, “Prosta dad’ and Pro-
staja mova,” Harvard Ukrainian Studies 12/13 (1988/1989): 593 -624.

32 On the topical condemnation of “pagan craft” and equally topical affirmation of “Christian
simplicity,” which can be found in the writings of many Orthodox Slavic writers—including
Ivan Vy$ens’kyj (10)—up to the time of Archpriest Avvakum (among the East Slavs) and
Paisii Hilendarski (among the Balkan Slavs), see R. Picchio, “L’‘intreccio delle parole’ e gli
stili letterari presso gli Slavi ortodossi nel tardo Medio Evo,” in Studi slavistici in ricordo di
Carlo Verdiani, ed. A. M. Raffo (Pisa, 1979), pp. 245-62; Robinson, Bor’ba idej v russkoj
literature, pp. 319—-41; G. Dell’Agata, “The Bulgarian Language Question from the Sixteenth
to the Nineteenth Century,” in Picchio and Goldblatt, Aspects of the Slavic Language Question,
1:161-62; B. A. Uspenskij, “OtnoSenie k grammatike i ritorike,” in Literatura i iskusstvo v
sisteme kul’ tury (Moscow, 1988), pp. 208 -24.

3% Le., the inspired books, such as the Nomocanon, which previously had been obfuscated by
the “cloud of wisdom” (oblakom’ premoudrosti) of the Greek language, now—because they
“had been made intelligible” (rek3e istlokovany) through the Slavic language—could dispel the
darkness of ignorance and bring forth the light of knowledge: see Lj. Stojanovi€, Stari srpski
zapisi i natpisi, vol. 1 (Belgrade, 1902), pp. 7—8, 17; E. Mel’nikov, “Vyskazyvanija o russkom
i slavjanskom jazyke i bor’ba s inostrannymi slovami v drevnej Rusi (XI-XVII v.),” Slavia.
Casopis pro slovanskou filologii 22 (1953): 577.
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mation and the Counter-Reformation, the doctrine of apostolic simplicity,
while extremely important, remained the exclusive property of the sacred
Slavic tongue and totally separate from vernacular language. In particular,
the Orthodox Slavic theory of verbal expression, which appears to have
crystallized in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries under the impact of the
Hesychast spiritual revival and which undoubtedly was influenced by the
resurgence of Atticism as well as the heightened philological concerns
characteristic of fourteenth-century Byzantine culture, could hardly have
identified the positive values of apostolic simplicity with a level of verbal
expression (i.e., the “common tongue™) that remained entirely beyond the
bounds of the linguistic patrimony of Orthodox Slavdom.*® Sustained by a
vision of Greco-Slavic spiritual unity and cognizant of those Greek-
speaking monks and churchmen who questioned the ability of the Slavic
language to render the conceptual subtleties of Christian doctrine, Orthodox
Slavic writers from fourteenth-century Trnovo to sixteenth-century
Muscovy do not appear to have focused on the link between apostolic sim-
plicity and the vulgar tongue.*! In seeking to establish an even more rigid
distinction between sacred and profane, they do not seem to have insisted
that a prostyj jazyk be used as an apostolic instrument of interpretation and
explication.*? Thus, although VySens’kyj was no doubt aware of the impor-
tance attached to the apostolic and sacred components in Orthodox Slavic
speculation, it is unlikely that the Athonite monk relied on a particular
Orthodox Slavic language model for the functional relationship between the
Slavic tongue and the vernacular which he offered in chapter 3 of the
KnyZ?ka in defence of the Christian spiritual heritage.

* * %*
If the formulaic comments offered in chapter 3 of the Kny%a were not
entirely shaped by patterns of thought connected with a tradition of Ortho-
dox Slavic language speculation, it is reasonable to assume that, like con-
temporary Ruthenian writers (whether Orthodox or Uniate), such as
Smotryc’kyj and Kuncevy¢, VySens’kyj may have been influenced in his
language beliefs by the ideological conflict between the Reformation and
the Counter-Reformation as it evolved in the lands of the multinational
Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. In this regard, it is important to recall
not only the impact of Vy3ens’kyj’s early years in Sudova Vysnja (Sadowa

40 See Goldblatt, Orthography and Orthodoxy, pp. 222, n. 16, 231, n. 2, and 252-53.
41 Goldblatt, Orthography and Orthodoxy, pp. 350-60.
42 See Uspenskij, Jazykovaja situacija Kievskoj Rusi, pp. 55—64.
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Wisznia), where the dietine of the Ruthenian palatinate sometimes con-
vened,”> but also—and perhaps even more significant—the Athonite
monk’s references in his writings to his years in Luc’k, where—as he put
it—he had encountered at least one leading representative of the Catholic
clergy and had been exposed to the sweet temptations of Latin rhetoric.*
Nor should we forget that, even after he had embraced the contemplative
life on Mt. Athos, VySens’kyj continued to follow closely events in the
Ruthenian lands.*® Finally, we should remember that his reputation for eru-
dition among the Athonite monks was such that he was entrusted with the
difficult task of responding to Skarga’s polemical treatise, On the Adminis-
tration and Unity of God’'s Church under One Shepherd, which had been
reissued in Cracow in 1590.46

Notwithstanding the position taken by some scholars since the end of the
nineteenth century,*” it seems probable that VySens’kyj’s language beliefs
were conditioned not by Protestant trends but by the policies of the post-
Tridentine Catholic Church. While it is true that the motive of intelligibility,
found in numerous texts from the middle of the sixteenth century to justify
the use of a Ruthenian vernacular for homiletic and polemical purposes,*
may indeed reflect the ideological schemes of the Protestant Reformation, it
is only in Counter-Reformation ideas—as formulated at the Council of
Trent and elaborated in the lands of the Polish-Lithuanian Common-

43 See fn. 8 above.

44 The passage in question is to be found in the second preface to the Kratkoslovnyj otvit
Feodula: “I ja bo nikohda vo toj probf byl i sam svoim sluxom latynskoho oratora svid(il. Dija
Ceho krotko, tixo xolju pripomniti. . .to, ¢to latynskij orator, dostojnstvom sana mistr, imfl
druzbu so mnoju v Lucku i ne utail tilesnoe poZadlivosti predo mnoju, kotoroju zvitjaZen byl,
ato kak bluda ot cnotlivye devicy pragnul i ne mohl povabkami toho sebf zednati. . .ric’ mi
sladkimi i besidami prel’stil devicu i tim slovesnym poxlibstvom cnotu devicy vedome ukral”
(135). On the basis of his examination of chapter 5 of the KnyZka, Franko concluded that
Vysens’kyj was well acquainted with not only Kyrylo Terlec’kyj, Bishop of Luc’k, and his
entourage but also Dionysij Zbirujs’kyj, Bishop of Xol'm (Franko, “Ioann ViSenskij,” pp.
323-24). One should note, in this regard, that a number of scholars also have indicated that
Vysens’kyj was active in the Greco-Slavic-Latin academy founded in Ostrih by Prince Kon-
stantyn Ostroz’kyj. However, Vy%ens’kyj’s participation in the work of the academy remains
far from certain: see Kryms’kyj, “Ioann ViSenskij,” pp. 388 -90.

45 Indeed, all of VySens’kyj’s extant writings were written on Mt. Athos in conscious
response to a particular crisis or perceived ordeal in Rus’. One should not forget that for
Vysens’kyj, in accordance with what he regarded as the basic tenets of Orthodox spirituality,
ascetic detachment and concern for self-perfection in no way minimized the apostolic and pro-
phetic roles of the monks in Christian society. Cf J. Meyendorff, A Study of Gregory Palamas
(London, 1964), pp. 198—-201; idem, Byzantium and the Rise of Russia. A Study of Byzantino-
Russian Relations in the Fourteenth Century (Cambridge, 1981), pp. 108-12.

46 See Eremin, Ivan Visenskij, pp. 316—20. See also fn. 13 above.

47 See fn. 17 above.

48 See fn. 28 above.
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wealth—that the Athonite monk could have found a clear exposition which
contained the traditional teaching of the Church regarding the use of sacred
and apostolic languages. In other words, in the Tridentine language princi-
ples, which were quickly transmitted to Poland and affirmed in the writings
of leading proponents of Counter-Reformation thought, Vy$ens’kyj could
have discovered not only an affirmation of the uniqueness of a sacred
medium but also a rigid opposition to the indiscriminate*® use of the ver-
nacular coupled with an insistence that it be employed to ensure the intelli-
gibility of Christian teachings for “simple people.” Indeed, it is not surpris-
ing that the linguistic proscriptions set down by the Uniate archbishop of
Polatsk Josafat Kuncevy¢ are closest to the phrasing and intent of the
Athonite monk.5® The fact is that in the age of the Counter-Reformation,
Vysens’kyj and Kuncevy¢, for all their differences, manifested a similar
concern for reform based above all on the restoration of a traditional spiritu-
ality, an essential component of which resided in the proper use of language
in the Liturgy.!

*
* ok

At the Council of Trent, which met in a series of thirty-five sessions inter-
mittently between 1545 and 1563, the Roman Catholic Church sought to
react to all aspects of Reformation teaching, especially in its most radical
forms.5? In the participants’ defence of an ecclesiastical hierarchy which
served as the mediator for God’s saving Grace through the sacraments, no
topic was of greater importance than that of the Eucharist. One should note,
in this regard, that all stages in the crucial discussions on the real presence
and the Sacrifice of the Mass could be distinguished but not separated from
the “language question,” that is, the debates on the nature of and the rela-

49 See fns. 56 and 61 below.

50 See Kuncevyd's instructions for Uniate priests: “Khdy te?’ &itajut’’ Evanhelie, albo
Jjakuju molitvu v holos abo ektenii, ne majut vykladat slovenskix slov’’ po rusku, ale tak Citati
Jjako napisano. Utitannoe zas Evanhelie abo fitie styx Citajudi ljudem, mohut vykladati” (cited
after Martel, La langue polonaise, p. 99).

51 Recent studies by Sister Sophia Senyk, offered in deliberate reaction to certain well-
entrenched historiographic clichés, convincingly have demonstrated the importance of
Hesychast devotional practices (in their Muscovite version) for Kuncevy¥’s spirituality
(S. Senyk, “The Sources of the Spirituality of St. Josaphat Kuncevych,” Orientalia Christiana
Periodica 51 [1985]): 425-36).

52 For an excellent treatment of the principal doctrinal issues dealt with at the Council of
Trent, see J. Pelikan, The Christian Tradition. A History of the Development of Doctrine, vol.
4, Reformation of Church and Dogma (1300-1700) (Chicago and London, 1983), pp.
245-303.
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tionship between Latin and the vulgar tongues.” Indeed, after Session IV
(8 April 1546) of the Council, which dealt with the need to define the rela-
tive authority of Church and Scripture as well as the status of the Vulgate
and vernacular translations of the Bible,3* the problem of the vulgar tongue
exclusively was bound up with the issue of the Liturgy.

The most detailed inquiry into the question of liturgical language at the
Council of Trent is to be found in the rulings handed down by Session XXII
(17 September 1562), entitled “On the Sacrifice of the Mass.” In particular,
the relation between Latin and the vulgar tongue in the Liturgy was treated
most fully in Chapter VIII of Session XXII, which aimed to elucidate the
twofold function of the Mass as both Sacrifice and instruction: in other
words, the chapter sought to affirm not only that “the Mass may not be cele-

brated in the vernacular,” but also that “its Mysteries are to be explained to
the people™:3

Though the Mass contains much instruction for the faithful, it has, nevertheless, not
been deemed advisable by the Fathers that it should be celebrated indiscriminately in
the vernacular tongue. Wherefore, the ancient rite of each Church, approved by the
holy Roman Church. . . being everywhere maintained, that the sheep of Christ may

53 1t should be noted that the present study is a logical outgrowth of previous research
devoted to Slavic “language questions” carried out in both Italy and the United States under the
direction of Riccardo Picchio. See Picchio, Studi sulla Question della lingua presso gli Slavi;
Picchio and Goldblatt, Aspects of the Slavic Language Question; H. Goldblatt, “The Language
Question and the Emergence of Slavic National Languages,” in The Emergence of National
Languages, ed. A. Scaglione (Ravenna, 1984), pp. 119—-73; Frick, “Meletij Smotryc’kyj.” On
the language debates which took place at the Council of Trent, see, inter alia, H. Schmidt,
Liturgie et langue vulgarie. Le probléme de la langue liturgique chez les premiers
Réformateurs et au Concile de Trente, Analecta Gregoriana, 53 (Rome, 1950); J. Froger, “Le
concile de Trente a-t-il prescrit de donner des explications en langue vulgaire pendant les
cérémonies liturgiques?,” Ephemerides liturgicae 73 (1959):81-115, 161 -205; A. De Marco,
Rome and the Vernacular (Westminister, Md., 1961), pp. 93—-140; R. Theisen, Mass Liturgy
and the Council of Trent (Collegeville, Minn., 1963); L. Lentner, Volkssprache und Sakral-
sprache. Geschichte einer Lebensfrage bis zum Ende des Konzils von Trient, Wiener Beitriige
zur Theologie, 5 (Vienna, 1964), pp. 197~305.

54 On Protestant arguments defending the translation of the Holy Scriptures into the vulgar
tongue as well as the deliberations of Catholic theologians—carried out in conscious reaction
to the Protestant programs—which led to the decrees adopted at Session IV of the Council, see
Schmidt, Liturgie et langue vulgarie, pp. 23—95. One should note that in the discussions on
vernacular translations, the issue of the Slavic Scriptures, and the part allegedly played by St.
Jerome in their creation, was raised by Thomas Campeggius, Bishop of Feltre (Schmidt, Litur-
gie et langue vulgaire, pp. 82—83). Yet even here the justification for translating the Bible into
the vulgar tongue was presented in /izurgical terms: “Nec etiam abusum habendum censeo,
quod sacri libri vernacula lingua legantur, cum divus Hieronymus Illyrico idiomate missam
ediderit, cuius usum permisit ecclesia Illyricis” (Conc. Trid. 1: 503).

55 “Caput octavum. Missa vulgari lingua non celebretur, eius mysteria populo explicentur”
(Conc. Trid. 8:961).
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not suffer hunger, . . . the holy council commands pastors and all who have the care
of souls that they. . . explain frequently during the celebration of the Mass some of
the things read during the Mass, and that among other things they explain some
Mystery of this most holy sacrifice, especially on Sundays and festival days.5

One can detect in the decrees of Session XXII four important points which
appear to have been equally decisive in the structures of VySens’kyj’s
thought:57

(1) While it is true that the Mass contains instruction, it is in essence a
Sacrifice. For this reason, the Mass may not be celebrated in the vulgar
tongue.8

(2) At the same time, the Church is obliged to use the vernacular for the
purpose of explaining the Mysteries to the people.*®

(3) The use of the vulgar tongue is linked with a particular function and
place in the celebration of the Mass.%0

(4) The vernacular must be employed in accordance with the authority
of the Church.!

The decrees promulgated at Session XXII of the Council represent an
outgrowth of two long series of deliberations which followed Session XIV
(25 November 1551) and Session XXI (16 July 1562).52 One should note

56 English translation partially cited after H. J. Schroeder, Canons and Decrees of the Council
of Trent (St. Louis and London, 1941), p. 148. “Etsi missa magnam contineat populi fidelis
eruditionem, non tamen expedire visum est patribus, ut vulgari passim lingua celebraretur,
Quamobrem, retento ubique cuiusque ecclesiae antiquo et a sancta Romana ecclesia. . . probato
ritu, ne oves Christi esuriant. . .: mandat s. Synodus pastoribus et singulis curam animarum
gerentibus, ut frequenter inter missarum celebrationem vel per se vel per alios, ex his, quae in
missa leguntur, aliquid exponant atque inter cetera Smi. huius Sacrificii mysterium aliquod
declarent, diebus praesertim Dominicis et festis” (Conc. Trid. 8:961).

57 Obviously, our intention at this point is not to suggest any direct influence but rather to
elucidate certain analogies or parallels between the deliberations and decrees adopted at the
Council of Trent and Ivan VySens’kyj’s mode of thought.

58 Or, more specifically, there are parts of the Mass which cannot be chanted in the vulgar
tongue. See, in this regard, Canon IX of Session XXII: “Si quis dixerit. . . lingua tantum vulgari
missam celebrari debere, . . . anathema sit” (Conc. Trid. 8:962). On the use in Canon IX of the
crucial word tantum (rather than nonnisi), see De Marco, Rome and the Vernacular, esp. pp.
127-30.

59 Cf. the title to Chapter VII of Session XXIV (“De Reformatione™): “Sacramentorum virtus,
antequam populo administrentur ab episcopis et parochis explicetur. Inter missarum solemnia
sacrae paginae explanentur” (Conc. Trid. 9:981).

60 ., the sermon (or homily) is to be delivered in the vulgar tongue after the chanting of the
biblical lections but before the Mystery of the Eucharist. One should note, however, that the
exact position of the sermon during the Mass remained an objection of contention at the Coun-
cil. On the meaning of the phrases “inter missarum celebrationem” (Session XXII) and “inter
missarum sollemnia” (Session XXIV), as well as the Tridentine deliberations on the place of
the sermon, see Froger, “Le Concile de Trente,” esp. 16264, 186—89.

61  See Froger, “Le Concile de Trente,” pp. 178-83.

62 For the relevant texts, see Froger, “Le Concile de Trente,” pp. 95—115. Froger has remind-
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that both in the earlier phase of these preparatory deliberations (3 December
155124 January 1552),5 as well as in the discussions that took place more
than a decade later (19 July—16 September 1562),% a starting point was
offered by ten “articles” (that is, programmatic statements) taken from Pro-
testant doctrine, submitted on 3 December 1551, which were prepared for
examination by theologians at the Council precisely because they most
clearly and forcefully rejected the sacrificial character of the Mass and the
sacrament of Orders.5 Of particular interest for both series of deliberations
is Article IX, which dealt with the problem of the vernacular language in
relation to the Protestant notion that, because the Mass was only a memorial
and instruction for the faithful, and not the Sacrifice of the Cross, it must,
by virtue of its essence, be intelligible to the commonality:

The rite of the Roman Church. . . must be condemned; and the Mass must be cele-
brated only in the vernacular, so that everyone understand; and to attribute certain
masses to certain Saints is a fabrication.%6

In response to the Protestant tenet that the Mass must be celebrated “in
the vernacular only,”®’ many participants at the Council of Trent, in both
series of discussions, sought to stress the vital and unique role that Latin
had to play in the liturgical service. For a good number of distinguished
theologians at the Council, such as Josse Ravesteyn and Bartholomaeus de
Miranda, the special status granted to Latin was based on a twofold distinc-
tion in the Mass: in other words, in one part of the Liturgy—more
specifically, in the “type of functions and ministries which are performed by
the priest himself”®® —only a sublime language and “sacred instrument”

ed us to distinguish carefully between the preparatory deliberations of the fathers and the
definitive decrees adopted at the Council (p. 92).

63 See Schmidt, Liturgie et langue vulgaire, pp. 97-119.

64 Schmidt, Liturgie et langue vulgaire, pp. 119-51.

65 Schmidt, Liturgie et langue vulgaire, pp. 97 - 100.

66 “Ecclesiae romanae ritum. ..damnandum esse; missamque non nisi in lingua vulgari,
quam omnes intelligant, celebrari debere; imposturamque esse, certas missas certis sanctis attri-
buere” (Conc. Trid. 7:377). On the relevant texts of Protestant theologians, such as Martin
Luther and John Calvin, and their claim that the vernacular is essential to the nature of the
Liturgy, see Froger, “Le Concile de Trente,” esp. pp. 93—94; De Marco, Rome and the Vernac-
ular, pp. 93-100.

67  See fn. 58 above.

68  “Considerandum igitur duplex esse, quod ad propositum negotium pertinet, genus
officiorum quae in ecclesia apud populum celebrantur, unum quod cum populo agitur ad eius
exhortationem, consolationem et aedificationem, atque hoc certe in ea omnino lingua fieri con-
venit, quam populus intelligit, alioqui quam aedificationem et exhortionem accipere posset
populus, qui sermonem exhortatiorum et aedificatorium sermonem proponi populo in ea lingua
quam non intelligit?. . . Alterum est genus officiorum et ministeriorum, quae ab ipso sacerdote
tanquam populi intercessore et advocato apud Dominum Deum aguntur inter Deum et sacer-
dotem pro populi salute, quae si hactenus cognita sunt populo, ut intelligat pro se fieri supplica-
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such as Latin, in contradistinction to the vulgar tongues, could be “espe-
cially expedient” in maintaining “the majesty of this unspeakable Mys-
tery.”®® Furthermore, in answer to Protestant attacks on the use of Latin,
another distinct but interconnected argument seems to have been of funda-
mental importance for the fathers at the Council: only the preservation of
Latin in the Liturgy could safeguard the unity of the Church which
embraced “many peoples distinguished by a great difference of
language.””° Indeed, inasmuch as exposing the “divine and holy Mysteries”
to numerous translations in the vernacular threatened the very essence of
the Mass, an insistence on Latin represented the defence of a sacred heri-
tage against the onslaught of the Protestant Reformation. Thus here, too,
emphasis on the notion of a sacred linguistic medium, the definition of
language as the essence of a spiritual and cultural community, the preserva-
tion of a language in defence of the faith—all these ideas can be viewed as
essential components in Vy3ens’kyj’s language beliefs.”!

Notwithstanding the considerable attention devoted to the unique role of
Latin in the Liturgy, one should not forget that many fathers at the Council
of Trent felt equally compelled to offer a strong defence of the vernacular
for the “exhortation, consolation, and edification” of the people.”? Indeed,
some of the participants at the Council believed that the use of the vulgar
tongue in the liturgical service deserved special consideration. Especially
noteworthy, in this regard, are the comments of Bartholomaeus de Miranda,
Archbishop of Toledo. Proceeding from the crucial distinction between, on
the one hand, the Sacrifice and certain other parts of the Mass (i.e., the read-
ings of the Epistle and the Gospel) which had to be recited in the Latin
tongue and, on the other hand, those very same parts which had to be

tionem apud Deum Patrem.” (cited after Froger, “Le Concile de Trente,” p. 99). See Schmidt,
Liturgie et langue vulgaire, pp. 103—104; De Marco, Rome and the Vernacular, pp. 107-8,
122-23.

69 “Hac enim secreti ratione et maiestas huius ineffabilis mysterii rectius servatur, et populus
excitatur ut de eo reverentius et maiori cum devotione cogitet. Lingua enim latina, quae in
titulo crucis Domini tamquam quoddam divinum instrumentum est consecrata, mysteriis mis-
sae in occidentali ecclesia celebrandis, maxime convenit” (Conc. Trid. 7: 482).

70 “[Ecclesia in occidentali], quae cum tot gentes magna diversitate sermonis distinctas et fre-
quentissime inter se communicantes brevi terrae spatio complectatur, uno hoc profecto ser-
mone, qui omnibus communis est, in peragendo hoc communionis sacrificio uti debuit” (Conc.
Trid. 7:482). See Schmidt, Liturgie et langue vulgaire, esp. pp. 115-16; De Marco, Rome and
the Vernacular, p. 115.

7! It is noteworthy that, in response to the contents of the above-mentioned Article IX, Caesar
Ferrantius introduced the example of the Slavic Liturgy as proof of the “inconveniences” which
could arise from translating the Mass into the vernacular (Conc. Trid. 8:742). See Schmidt,
Liturgie et langue vulgaire, pp. 122-24.

72 See fn. 68 above.
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explained afterwards in the vernacular, the Spanish archbishop suggested
that Article IX not be considered heretical like all the others.” In his opin-
ion, the use of the vulgar tongue at certain levels of the Liturgy was
required and should have an official character in order that it reach the pub-
lic. In particular, it was necessary during the Mass to “interpret” the Epistle
and the Gospel in the vulgar language.’

It is important to note that, for some participants in the conciliar deli-
berations, the notion of “interpreting” the Epistle and the Gospel in the ver-
nacular went beyond mere “explanation” or “commentary” to include the
idea of “translation” as well.”> Hence, a significant theme in the discussions
at the Council of Trent was whether the sermon (i.e., the “interpretation”)
ought to be accompanied by a literal reading (i.e., “translation™) in the vul-
gar tongue.’® As indicated above, moreover, the particular place of the
sermon—that is, whether it should immediately follow the Gospel
pericopes—also appears to have been a subject of considerable impor-
tance.”” Here as well, therefore, the demand that the vernacular be used in
matters of “interpretation” (i.e., in the sermon), the concern not only for
“explanation” but also for “translation” of the biblical lections,’® and the
attention given to the specific place of the sermon—all were relevant issues
for Ivan VySens’kyj in his efforts to safeguard the Orthodox spiritual tradi-
tion.

One should not forget that among the numerous deliberants who spoke
out (albeit in various ways) in favor of the use of the vernacular in the
Liturgy, one could find at least two participants whose dioceses had well-
developed Slavic liturgical traditions (in Glagolitic), namely, Albert de
Glirici, Bishop of Veglia (Krk), and Mutius Calinus, Archbishop of Zara
(Zadar).”™ While the former sought to defend the status of the vulgar tongue

73 “Alii quoque articuli haeretici sunt: sed nonus non debet, ut alii, damnari de celebratione
missae in lingua: licet canon semper debeat latina lingua et secreto dici, ob mysteria magna, ut
Basilius docet. Alia etiam debent lingua latina legi, sed in concione declarari: in quo major
fructus offertur populo. Quae declaratio necessaria est, et in ecclesia fieri debet” (Conc. Trid.
7:437).

74 One can recognize the views of the Spanish archbishop in the declaration made by a gen-
eral assembly on 4 January 1552: “Et quidam vellet statui a sancta Synodo, quod in missis pub-
licis semper aliqui interpretarentur epistolam et evangelium in lingua vulgari” (Conc. Trid.
7:441).

75 See Froger, “Le Concile de Trente,” esp. pp. 164-65. On the Polish terms used during the
age of Reformation and Counter-Reformation to signify “translation” and “interpretation,” see
Frick, Polish Sacred Philology, pp. 251-52.

76 See Froger, “Le Concile de Trente,” p. 167.

77 See fn. 60 above.

78 See fn. 23 above.

7 See S. Graciotti, “Il pensiero del Polacco Hosius (1558) sull’uso liturgico del volgare
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in the Mass in general terms,* the latter reacted to an anti-vernacular canon
by specifically referring to the use of the Slavic tongue during the celebra-
tion of the Mass in Dalmatia.3! Indeed, especially revealing are the
correspondences in phraseology between Ivan Vy3ens’kyj and Mutius
Calinus, who “did not reprove the custom in Dalmatia, where after the
reading of the Latin Gospel, the vernacular is also added so that these peo-
ples might better be instructed.”8?

%
* Kk

The ideas set forth at the Council of Trent on the nature of and relationship
between sacred and vulgar tongues quickly spread to the major cultural
centers of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. The diffusion of Triden-
tine formulations to the Commonwealth was accomplished, above all,
through the missionary and educational programs of the Jesuit order, which
was taken under special royal protection in 1565. More specifically, the
liturgical solutions reached at Trent were reflected in the writings of such
leading proponents of Counter-Reformation thought in Poland as Cardinal

slavo,” in Studi in onore di Arturo Cronia, Collectanea di Studi sull’Europa Orientale, 7
(Padua, 1967), pp. 229-30. It is also noteworthy that in reaction to Article IX (see fn. 66
above), Paul II Gregorianczi, Bishop of Agram (Zagreb) sought to defend the interests of the
“Eastern churches,” including the dioceses where the “Mass is celebrated in their own
language, which. . .is derived from St. Jerome™: “9. non videtur generaliter damnandum de
lingua vulgari, quia in multis locis, ut est in sua dioecesi, missae eorum lingua celebrantur,
quam dicunt esse B. Hieronymi: et placeret constitui, ut celebrans declararet, lingua vulgari”
(Conc. Trid. 7:443).

80  «“[n 4, cap. ratio quare missa latina lingua celebranda sit, non videtur bona, neque damnandi
qui vulgari lingua celebrant. Et in ecclesia Hierosolymitana sancti sepulchri celebrantur missae
qualibet lingua, quae est sub caelo” (Conc. Trid. 8:766).

81 Tt is interesting to note that Mutius Calinus could also suggest that the Slavic language was
something more than a mere vernacular; indeed, in a letter written to Cardinal Luigi Cornaro
Camerlengo (6 December 1563), the archbishop of Zara sought to underscore the similarities
between the Slavic tongue and Latin: “. . . si ancora perche detta lingua schiava antica non ¢ la
volgare, e materna di quei popoli, anzi & loro cosi oscura, come quasi a nostri idioti Italiani la
Latina” (L. Jeli¢, ed., Fontes Historici Liturgiae Glagolito-Romanae a XIII ad XIX saeculum
[Veglia, 1906}, p. 28).

8 “Multa in canones, et praesertime in eo de non dicenda missa in lingua vulgari; se non
improbare tamen morem in Dalmatia, ut post latinum evangelium subiiciatur etiam vulgare, ut
illae nationes magis instruantur” (Conc. Trid. 3: 1, 385). Cf. Mutius Calinus’s remarks to Car-
dinal Camerlengo (see fn. 81 above): “Ma non fu impedito che secondo I'antico uso, ed univer-
sale di quella Provincia (di Dalmazia) si potessero celebrare fuori della cittd per la Diocesi le
messe e gli uffizi divine nella lingua Schiava antica. . . . Ma perche il mio popolo desiderava
infinitamente, che nelle chiese di certe confraternite (della cittd di Zara) alla messa Latina fosse
restituito 1'uso de quelle Epistoli ed Evangeli in lingua Schiava, supplicai Sua Signoria Illus-
trissima, che si degnasse come Supremo Inquisitore concedere loro questa grazia” (Jeli€,
Fontes Historici, p. 28).
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Stanistaw Hosius, who played a central role in introducing the Jesuits and
inaugurating the Catholic reforms, and Piotr Skarga, the great Jesuit and
royal preacher.33

As Sante Graciotti rightly has pointed out, Cardinal Hosius, who was one
of the five papal legates during the last period of the Council of Trent, not
only could not have offered language views different from those adopted at
Trent but also might have influenced the conciliar deliberations.®* Indeed, it
appears that the definition of Hosius as the resolute opponent of the liturgi-
cal use of the vulgar tongue in all its forms is in certain need of revision.®
In two works published in 1558 and written in direct response to alternative
positions—namely, A Treatise on the Express Word of God® and A Dialo-
gue On Whether It is Fitting that the Chalice be Permitted to
Laymen. . .and the Divine Office be Performed in the Vulgar Tongue®
—Hosius dealt with all major liturgical issues raised during both the early
and later phases of the Council of Trent. These included the special status
of the Latin tongue as a sacred medium, its importance for preserving
Catholic unity and Church order, the problem of intelligibility,®® and,
finally, the question of a Slavic liturgical vernacular for Catholic worship in
Poland.?® One should not forget that these two polemical works, which
stressed the rigid liturgical distinction between sacred and vulgar tongues
but apparently did not preclude the explanation of the biblical readings (i.e.,
the sermon) in the vernacular,”® were quickly translated into Polish under

83 This section of the paper is greatly indebted to David Frick’s highly perceptive treatment
of the problems of biblical translation and liturgical language in Reformation and Counter-
Reformation Poland: see Frick, Polish Sacred Philology, esp. pp. 36—44, 192-93, 202-9. 1
would like to thank Professor Frick for his generous assistance and for graciously allowing me
to make extensive use of the relevant chapters in his book before it went to press.

8 Graciotti, “T! pensiero del polacco Hosius,” pp. 217-20, 229-30.

85 Graciotti, “Il pensiero del polacco Hosius,” pp. 217-20, 229-30. Cf. Frick, Polish Sacred
Philology, pp. 40-44.

86 De expresso Dei verbo. . . libellus (Dilinga, 1558).

87 Dialogus de eo, num calicem laicis,. . .ac divina officia vulgari lingua peragi fas sit
(Dilinga, 1558).

88  Hosius’s insistence that the sacred language of the Liturgy (i.e., Latin) need not be intelli-
gible fully corresponds to the position taken by many participants at the Council of Trent. One
wonders, however, if by suggesting that the language of the Slavic rite is partially unintelligible
even to the priests themselves, Hosius—like Skarga after him—was not implicitly raising the
Slavic language to the status of a sacred tongue: see fn. 98 below. Cf. Frick, Polish Sacred
Philology, p. 204.

89  See, in this regard, B. Otwinowska, “Polski dwuglos o jezyku narodowym w Kosciele
(Hozjusz-Frycz),” in Andrzej Frycz Modrzewski i problemy kultury polskiego Odrodzenia, Stu-
dia Staropolskie, 42, ed. T. Bierfikowski (Wroclaw, 1974), pp. 131 -63; Graciotti, “Il pensiero
del polacco Hosius,” esp. 229-36. Cf. Frick, Polish Sacred Philology, pp. 42-44.

90 Frick has noted that, in response to Protestant claims that 1 Cor. 14 justifies a vernacular
Liturgy, Hosius asserted: “Quid si Pauli prescriptum hoc, magis ad praedicationes, quam ad
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the title Books on the Clear and Pure Word of God®' Thus, as David Frick
has noted, “through this roughly contemporaneous translation, Hosius took
part in the debates not only in Latin but also in Polish.”?

It was stated above that, although scholars often have pointed to the
importance of VySens’kyj’s bitter polemic with Skarga’s On the Unity of
God's Church under One Shepherd regarding the dignity of the Slavic
language and Ruthenian Orthodox cultural tradition,” they rarely have
sought out possible parallels or points of similarity between the Orthodox
monk, who spent most of his adult life on Mt. Athos, and the Polish Jesuit,
who after completing his novitiate was dispatched to the eastern lands of
the Commonwealth and came into frequent contact with various heterodox
sects as well as its Orthodox inhabitants. Yet the fact is that in his
writings—from the Unity of God’ s Church under one Pastor, first published
in 1577, to his Sermons on the Seven Sacraments, which appeared in 1600%
—Skarga offered a vision of the relationship between sacred and vulgar
tongues which, in large part, could have been readily accepted by
Vysens’kyj. Like the deliberants at the Council of Trent and Hosius before
him, Skarga underscored the strict distinction between the Mass—which
was far more than instruction and must therefore be celebrated in a tongue
which was both unintelligible and immutable—and the sermon, which
ought to be celebrated in the vulgar tongue.” Indeed, on the basis of this
fundamental difference, the spiritual leader of Counter-Reformation Poland
not only bemoaned the fact that the Jesuit order had not been better trained
in the Slavic language and had not cultivated a Ruthenian vernacular in the
service of explication and propagation of the faith.% He even implied that

precationes pertinere uidetur?” (Frick, Polish Sacred Philology, p. 43, fn. 30). Cf. Schmidt,
Liturgie et langue vulgaire, pp. 125-35, passim.

91 Ksiegi o jasnym a szczyrym Stowie Bozym (Cracow, 1562). This fact should not escape our
attention when considering possible influences on the language beliefs of Vy3ens’kyj, who
undoubtedly knew Polish well: see fn. 46 above.

92 Frick, Polish Sacred Philology, p. 36.

93 See fn. 13 above.

94 L., the Kazania o siedmi sakramentach (Cracow, 1600). Frick has pointed out that one of
Skarga’s sermons, namely the Kazanie o mszy, “contains his most general and yet complete
statement on the question [of ‘intelligible’ language and the scriptural component of the Mass];
it covers all the specific points made on the use of the Slavonic liturgical language in his On the
Unity of the Church of God under one Pastor. . .” (Frick, Polish Sacred Philology, p. 203).

95 FPrick, Polish Sacred Philology, pp. 203—4.

%  As Skarga notes in his O jednosci Kosciota Bozego. . .: “By§my byli czuyni, mogligmy
dawno szkoly Ruskie mie¢ a wszytkie pisma Ruskie przeyrze€, y w Stowieriskim ich i¢zyku
mieé swoie katoliki éwiczone. Trzeba bylo y na Polski, abo na Ruski iezyk przeklada¢ Ruskim
narodom rzeczy, ku temu stuzace, zeby rychley prawde obaczyli. Dobrze by y do przed-
nieyszych Ruskiego nabozefistva panow vczone posylaé, a onym ich bledy y
niebespieczefistwo vkazowaé” (Gil’tebrandt, Pamjatniki polemideskoj literatury, 2: 499).



LANGUAGE BELIEFS OF IVAN VYSENS’KYJ 31

the Slavic tongue, perhaps because it was now unintelligible,” could be
placed—along with Latin, Greek, and Hebrew—among those special and
sacred media in which one could celebrate the Mass.%®

It is thus possible that the author of the statements regarding the
language of the Slavic Liturgy contained in chapter 3 of the Kny#ka could
have had recourse to the precise conceptual formula dealing with the
language of the Liturgy offered by the revised system of post-Tridentine
Catholicism. In other words, Ivan VySens’kyj, the patriotic defender of
Orthodox spirituality, might have found it beneficial to rely on the language
policies of the Catholic Church, as formulated at the Council of Trent and
quickly transmitted to Counter-Reformation Poland, in order to affirm the
unique status of the Slavic language and elucidate its precise relationship to
the vulgar tongue. Further studies should focus not only on the decisive
importance of Counter-Reformation thought for the culture of Orthodox
Slavs from Ruthenia and Muscovy to Serbia and Bulgaria, but also on the
fact that it was precisely the existence and vitality of the spiritual commun-
ity of Orthodox Slavdom which made possible the penetration and spread
throughout that community of ideological clichés elaborated by the Catholic
Counter-Reformation.*®

*
* ok

Nevertheless, VySens’kyj’s position on the liturgical “language question”
seems to have differed sharply from the deliberations which took place at
the Council of Trent in one very important respect. Indeed, it is fair to say

97 In his Kazanie o Mszy Skarga writes: “Rug pierwey Slowieriskim naszym dawnych oycow
iezykiem Msza §. czynili, y dzi§ czynia. Na on czas iezyk ten ktory si¢ tez Bulgarskim zowie,
rozumiany byt dzi§ go ani zaden Bulgar, ani Karwat, ani Moskwa, ani Rusin nie rozumie, az z
wielkiey nauki y pilnosci. Bo tylo w ksiggach on iezyk zostal, a lud prosty insze stowa w
mowe wprowadzit” (cited after Frick, Polish Sacred Philology, p. 204, fn. 38). Cf. fn. 81
above.

98  “Wszytek §wiat Chrzefciarfiski z starodawna Mszey §. nie odprawuie, iedno kila iezykow,
abo Laciriskim, abo Greckim, abo Chaldeyskim, abo Stowieriskim. Nikt od tysigca lat y daley,
swego igzyka, ktorym mowi, do Liturgiey y Mszey nie wnosit, iedno ten z ktorym wiare §.
przyiat” (cited after Frick, Polish Sacred Philology, p. 204, fn. 40).

9 Paradoxically, as Picchio has shown, it was the work of Skarga himself which facilitated
the diffusion of one of the major ideological tools of the Counter-Reformation among the
Orthodox Slavs. His compendium of Cardinal Baronius’s Annales Ecclesiastici (Rome,
1558-1607), first published in 1603 under the title Roczne dzieje koscielne od Narodzenia
Pana Boga naszego lezusa Christusa, not only appears to have circulated in a Russian version
(Baronij) in Muscovite Russia during the “Time of Troubles” but came to be considered an
authoritative writing among both the Old Believers and representatives of the Russian Church.
It was the official version of Baronij published by the Synodal printing house of the Russian
Orthodox Church in 1719 which spread throughout the still-vital cultural community of Ortho-
dox Slavdom and which became one of the most important sources for Paisij Hilendarski’s
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that this apparent distinction testifies to the Athonite monk’s efforts to pro-
vide a traditional and yet peculiarly Orthodox solution to the problem of
liturgical language use in general and of the homily in particular. While it is
true that discussions did occur at Trent concerning the precise place for the
homily,!% all participants in the deliberations appear to have been in agree-
ment that the biblical lections and commentary in the vulgar tongue should
take place “during the celebration of the Mass” 0! but before the “Sacrifice
of the Mass.” None of the church fathers at the Council seems to have pro-
posed that the homily be offered “after the Mass,” that is, following the
celebration of the Eucharist. Yet this is the very idea which the Orthodox
monk VySens’kyj appears to put forward in chapter 3 of the KnyZa:
namely, one is to explain and interpret the Gospel and the Pauline Epistle in
the vulgar tongue after the Liturgy,!9 that is, after the prayer behind the
Ambo.103 According to the Athonite monk, therefore, it seems that the
homily could not interrupt the Liturgy, all parts of which had to be cele-
brated in the Slavic language. -

It is noteworthy that in the structures of VySens’kyj’s thought one can
detect not only a traditional pattern of language speculation stressing the
special role of the Slavic tongue as an instrument of salvation,'% but also a
contemporary attitude strongly opposing the influence of the curriculum in
the new Jesuit schools and the renewed importance given to preaching in
the Ruthenian lands.'®> One should not forget that Ivan Vy3ens’kyj’s

Istorija Slavénobolgarskaja (1762): see R. Picchio, “Gli Annali del Baronio-Skarga e la Storia
di Paisij Hilendarski,” Richerche Slavistiche 3 (1954): 212-33.

100 Je,, for example, immediately following the Gospel pericopes or after the Credo: see fn.
60 above.

101 Te., “inter missarum celebrationem” or “inter missarum sollemnia”; see fn. 60 above. Cf.
Vysens’kyj’s phrasing in chapter 3 of the KnyZka: “Evanhelie i Apostola v cerkvi na liturhii
prostym jazykom ne vyvoralajte” (23).

102 “Po liturhii ¥ dlja zrozumenja ljudskoho poprostu tolkujte i vykladajte” (23).

103 See Father Solovey (The Byzantine Divine Liturgy, pp. 330—31), who points out that,
although the homily is a constituent part of the Liturgy of the Catechumens, in some places it is
delivered not after the Gospel but following the Holy Eucharist. Indeed, he notes, “the custom
of preaching after the prayer behind the Ambo is still prevalent in the Russian-Orthodox
Church” (p. 202). Cf. N. I. Barsov, “Propoved’,” in Enciklopedileskij slovar’, ed. F. A. Brock-
haus and 1. A. Efron (St. Petersburg, 1890), 25:548-49; G. Lenhoff, “Problems of Medieval
Narrative Typology: The Exemplum,” in Gattung und Narration in den dlteren slavischen
Literaturen (Zweite Berliner Fachtagung 1984), ed. K.-D. Seemann (Wiesbaden, 1987), pp.
117-18.

104 See fn. 26 above.

105 Yet, as James Murphy rightly has noted, “It is extremely difficult to discuss in theoretical
terms a movement. . .seeking simplicity. The movement is apparently continuous with the
whole history of the Church. The history of Christian preaching is filled with recurrent cycles
of antipathy to rhetorical form. . . . But all the evidence seems to point to the conclusion that a
purposeful choice of nontheory was regarded by many churchmen, over many centuries, as a
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comments in chapter 3 of the KnyYka were offered in response not to the
Polish adversaries of Orthodox Ruthenian spirituality but rather to “those
among us” (i.e., among the Ruthenians) who blasphemed against the Slavic
language and its tradition and thereby participated in the work of the
devil.10 Tt thus seems that the Athonite monk felt duty-bound to expose
abuses in the liturgical practices of the Ruthenian “school preachers,”
whose actions threatened the supreme position of the Eucharist by giving
precedence to seductive preaching over self-perfection and salvation.!%” In
VyZens’kyj’s opinion, an exaggerated emphasis on preaching, which was
delivered immediately after the Gospel and gave precedence to the rhetori-
cal skill of the speaker over the apostolic need for instruction, would not
only invalidate the unvarying link between reading and homily authenti-
cated in the early Church but also draw attention away from the unique and
redemptive act of the Eucharistic Sacrifice.!%8

sk
% %k

The present study leads us to conclude that:

(1) It is wrong to suggest that Ivan Vy$ens’kyj’s language beliefs did
not depend on certain well-defined principles or traditions of language
speculation. _

(2) It is incorrect to define either VySens’kyj’s ideas on the “vulgar
tongue” and its relationship to the Slavic language, or the language of his
writings, as conceived primarily under the influence of the Protestant Refor-
mation. While it is true that the motive of intelligibility, found in numerous
texts from the middle of the sixteenth century to justify the use of a
Ruthenian vernacular for homiletic and polemical purposes, may indeed
reflect Protestant ideological schemes, it is clear that the Athonite monk
could not have found a clear exposition in Reformation thought which not

viable way to respond to Christ’s preaching mandate” (J. Murphy, Rhetoric in the Middle Ages.
A History of Rhetorical Theory from St. Augustine to the Renaissance (Berkeley, 1974), pp.
299-300.

106  See Eremin, Ivan Visenkij, p. 23.

107 Vygens’kyj’s attack on the excessive attention given to preaching connected with “Latin
sophistry” would be developed in his later writings, especially in his Poslanie lestnoe i
blagogovijnoi staricy Domnikii (written ca. 1605).

108 In commenting on the situation which still prevails in the Russian Orthodox Church (see
fn. 103 above), Father Solovey has observed that “perhaps the reason for moving the sermon to
the end of the Liturgy was that the faithful, after having heard the sermon after the Gospel, left
the church thus omitting the most important part of the Divine Liturgy—the eucharistic-
sacrificial part. Even St. John Chrysostom complained in his homilies that many Christians
came to church only to hear the grandiloquence of the preacher and, after having heard, left [cf.
Migne, PG, 48, 725]” (Solovey, The Byzantine Divine Liturgy, p. 202, fn. 47).
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only affirmed the uniqueness of a sacred medium but also both rigidly
opposed the indiscriminate use of the vernacular and insisted that the latter
be employed to ensure the intelligibility of Christian people for “simple
people.”

(3) VySens’kyj’s language speculation reflects the traditional teaching of
the Church regarding the use of “sacred” and “apostolic” languages.

(4) In his defence of the sacrality of the Slavic language, as well as the
attempt to define the limits of acceptability to be imposed on the use of a
Ruthenian vernacular, VySens’kyj might have had recourse to the precise
formulaic language of the post-Tridentine Catholic Church.

(5) The language beliefs elaborated at the Council of Trent quickly were
transmitted to the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. VySens’kyj could
easily have become acquainted with these language beliefs in the writings
of both the leading proponents of Counter-Reformation thought in Poland
and his Ruthenian contemporaries. Thus, Catholic language speculation
could have assumed considerable importance in what Vysens’kyj saw as a
defence of the Orthodox spiritual tradition.

(6) Notwithstanding VySens’kyj’s apparent reliance on formulations
linked with the language policies of the post-Tridentine Catholic Church,
the Athonite’s monk’s views regarding the place, nature, and precise func-
tion of the sermon seem to have been in sharp contrast to the position
representative of Catholic Counter-Reformation thought in the Polish-
Lithuanian Commonwealth.

Yale University



The Conflict between the Secular and the Religious Clergy
in Eighteenth-Century Western Ukraine

JOHN-PAUL HIMKA

In the late eighteenth century a conflict between the secular clergy, backed
by the episcopate, and the Basilian religious order was one of the dominant
features of ecclesiastical life in Western Ukraine.! The conflict generated a
daunting body of documentation as the monks and bishops took their cases
to Rome, Warsaw, and Vienna and as the authorities to whom they
appealed tried to sort out the merits of the respective arguments. The
conflict concemed property rights, with the Basilian order and the
episcopate at odds over cathedrals, estates, and even marketplaces. It con-
cerned episcopal jurisdiction, with the bishops working to reassert their
authority over the order. It concerned the selection of bishops, with the
Basilians arguing that only they could provide candidates for episcopal
office. And it concerned the administration of eparchies, as the Basilians
opposed the establishment from the secular clergy of cathedral chapters.
These issues were all logically connected, as the present article will demon-
strate. The conflict broke out in the 1740s and was essentially resolved, in
the secular clergy’s favor, in the 1780s.

The first historical account of the dissension was provided by Mykhail
Harasevych who was not primarily a historian but a consistorial official in
the early nineteenth century. He was still close enough to the conflict for his
Annales Ecclesiae Ruthenae to be permeated by a partisan anti-Basilian
spirit. The Annales even contain a special section entitled “Damna s. unioni
a PP. Basilianis illata. Angustiae cleri saecularis,”? but passages directed

1 An earlier version of this paper was presented at the conference “From Kievan Rus’ to
Modern Ukraine: A Millennium of Growth” sponsored by the Ukrainian Research Program at
the University of Illinois, June 1988. I would like to thank the Social Sciences and Humanities
Research Council of Canada for a grant to study the Greek Catholic Church, 1772-1918, a
research project from which information in this article was drawn. I have profited from the
advice of Sr. Sophia Senyk and Iaroslav Isaievych.

2 Mykhail Harasevych (Michael Harasiewicz), Annales Ecclesiae Ruthenae (Lviv, 1862), pp.
520-39. It is interesting, however, that in 1801, as a member of a crownland commission,
Harasevych supported the Basilians against a group of Polish nobles who tried to remove them
from the Przemy$l (Peremyshl’) gymnasium, which had been entrusted to their care. Mykhail
Malynovs’kyi (Michael Ritter von Malinowski), Die Kirchen- und Staats-Satzungen beziiglich
des griechisch-katholischen Ritus der Ruthenen in Galizien (Lviv, 1861), pp. 416-17.






