“Lessons of the Kurbskii Controversy”—some retrospective notes

Even though Inge Auerbach in this same volume and Serge Zenkovsky in his review of
Prof. Keenan’s book sought to cast doubt on my dating of the manuscripts, in fact they
did so without any basis. Auerbach’s suggested analogies for the watermarks are simply
wrong; Zenkovsky’s suggestions were based merely on the assumption that, as a
neophyte, I could not know as much about the matter as my senior Russian colleagues.
The edition of the Kurbsky-Groznyi letters edited subsequently by la. S. Lur’e and lu. D.
Rykov (Perepiska Ivana Groznogo s Andreem Kurbskim. L.: Nauka, 1979) adduced no
evidence to change in any significant way the datings | had proposed both in my
appendix to Keenan’s book or in this article from the Banff congress in 1974 (which was
known and cited by Lur’e and Rykov). The new edition of the letters did include, inter
alia, a lot of references to previously unknown copies of the letters, none of which altered
the basic picture presented in Keenan’s book (on the basis of my examination of key
manuscripts) about the chronology of the manuscript history. Of course, the interpretation
of textual filiations and authorship presented in the new edition reaffirmed the traditional
attribution of the letters and rejected Keenan’s hypothesis about their date.

It is important to remember here that we are talking about manuscript dates, not the dates
when the texts they contain might have been written. A late manuscript tradition does not
necessarily mean there could not have been an earlier date of composition of the texts it
contains. In fact, with early Russian materials, it is common not to have manuscripts as
old as their texts.

It was only subsequent to the appearance of the 1979 edition of the “Correspondence”
that a copy of the first Kurbskii letter was found which could fairly confidently be dated
significantly earlier than any of the previously known copies. The publication of the
information about the new discovery was by B. N. Morozov, “Pervoe poslanie
Kurbskogo lvanu Groznomu v sbornike kontsa XVI-nachala XVII v.,”
Arkheograficheskii ezhegodnik za 1986 god (M.: Nauka, 1987), pp. 277-289. Morozov
lays out carefully the paleographical and codicological evidence (and includes
photographs of the pages with the Kurbskii text). He admits that the particular quire with
the Kurbskii text cannot be reliably dated from the watermarks on its paper, but suggests
(persuasively, I think) that the adjoining material in the manuscript supports a case for
dating the copy of the Kurbskii text to the end of the 16" century. Thus, if he is right,
this copy is roughly two decades earlier than previously known ones of any part of the
“Correspondence.”

My purpose here is not to undertake a new review of the Kurbskii controversy, but
merely to point out that what | wrote in my 1974 paper at that time was supported by all
the then available evidence. Neither Auerbach nor Zenkovsky had evidence to the
contrary, nor did the Russian scholars who produced the new edition of the
“Correspondence” a few years later.

Daniel Waugh September 15, 2011
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THE LESSONS OF THE KURBSKII CONTROVERSY
RU SSIA N AN D S LAVI C REGARDING THE STUDY AND PATING OF
0LD RUSSIAM MANUSCRIPTS
Daniel Clarke Waugh

H I S I o R I The purpose of thls article 1s to underline the nc-

cessity of nore caveful study of 0ld Russlan manuscripts
than hazs nitherto been the case if some of the questlons
and misunderstandinps that have arisen in connection with
the Kurbzkii controversy are to be resolved. Professeor
Ecenan's baok hears wilitness te the fact that even in the

adited by case of works as "well known" as the Kurbskii-Groanyi

Uoorrespondence,” their manuscript tradition is in fact
incompletely known and errotiecus conclusions are drawm

Don Ka rl Rowney from 1t.! Work which has appeared in response to Profes-

E; | sor Kecman's questioming of the traditional attrihution of
i : H the "Correspondence’ displavs uneven applicatlon of modern
i Ing Green State U“lVEfSlty methads of manuscript study; as a result, if anything, our
urore of misinformation about the nanuscripts may be in-
creasing as rapldly as our fond of reliable Inlormeeion.
The evidence that will e presented here, while not pro-
tending te he exhaustive, will focus narrawly on Issues
pertaining to the manuscript tradition of the "Corres-
pondence"; the major issues raised by Prafessor Kecnan's
book can best be approached by others once some of the
G' Edward OrChard spurious ohjections to his thesis have Pecn put to resi.
= . ) I am dismayed by the gquality of scholarly publica-
UHIVEI‘SIt}' Of LEthbl’IdgE tiong regarding}the nld Rugsian f:anuscripts f?mm which s
much of our knowledge of redieval and early modern ATEEES B
ultimately comes. It iz mot entirely cleat whether many
of my cnllesgues, especlally chose who have Lad little or
no opportunity Lo acquaint themselves firsthand with Lle
mAanuscripes, are aware that such a prablem exists,  low-
1977 ever, in recent years Lhere hes been growing concern in
the Sowict Unien owver the proper study and description ol
(11d Bussian mawuscvipts-—-sec, for example, the wery sirong
glatewents un such matters by Acadepician Dmlevii
Sarpeevich Likhachev In his fundamental Tehstoicgita
{1962} and most recently in his keynote addresas delivered
at the Tlkhowivow Lecturcs in Moscow in 1972,% Thesc

and
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texlks Lo replace lhose previous cditiens which have bheen
based on only some of the impeortant mAnuscript copies.

Taelb even work that is now in progress may not oeet
all the hiph demands of modern scheolavehip, What many do
not realize--although Likhachev and others have made these
facts abundantly clear——Is that the afds which are avail-
able to those working on manuscrlpts and/or the training
of those same zcholars, on whom we wust vely for informa-
tion, are often woefully Inadequate te the task. Thage
who are brained as historlans or Literature specialists,
as well as those whe ultimacely serve in manuscript re-
positaries as librariang, rarcly receive sufficiently
Lthoraugh grounding in paleagraphy or filigrvanologr. Rarer
5£L11 are the individuals who have the kind of acquaint-
ance wlth what formed the milk of okd Russian litevatuve-—-
werks that are normal Ly terned "relipious"--zsuch as one
could Find among the schelars of the last century, whose
descriptions of the contents of panuscripts are often
exempl ary. Dut even for well-trained scheolars, Lhe pres-—
surcas of the plan may prevent the arducus job of describ-
ing and studving manuseripis from being done with requi-
zite thorouphneszss. Leading speclalblsts are often assigned
to projects that have litrtle ta do with cheir specialties.
Wnen given time, these specialists may scill ke hindered
by the simple fact that they are working with puides ard
technigues that have progresscd liccle bevond what was
achieved In the past century. Such iz cevtainly the casze
fFor Cyvrlllic palecgraphy--ne reliable punide for dating is
gavallable; the card filc of dated hands thal 1s belng
planned will undoubtedly he long in reaslization. Lilke-
wigsc this is true in the study of paper, where, despice
many recent addltions to the literature and reference
guides, there are glaring paps, and the most modern Eech-
nigues remaln largely beyond the ken of most researchers.
One can indicate any tunher of other important feabures of
matuseT lplg==ornament and bindings, just co nane bBwo--
where 5 sinllar pilcture is ta he found.

My illustrations of such problens will concentrate im
two areas-—-the dating ol manuscripes and their codleologl-
val anslysals, that 1=, the total study of the physleal and
toxtnal kistory of individual books.

Tn the absence of dated insceiptions, which are the
oxception vather tham the rule In 01d Busslan nmanuscripts,
one relies amcng other things on Che evidence of hand-
writing and vaper for the purposes of daring. As Likha-
chey has pointed ont, dating by Lhe use of handwriting to
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a precislon of & guarter century is impossible given the
available puides. Hot only did ceopyists often have long
productive lives, bubt eoe finds censcious anachronism in
the Muscovite perlod, if not earlier. T[he existence of
schoals of copyilstzs 2nd serdiptorisa meant that o given
gtyle mlght have a surprisingly long life. Until a whole
geries of monographilc studies has been dewvoted to such
matters and as complete as possible a reference {1le com=
piled, vslng photagraphs of handwelrtlng, one can expect
little improverment 1n our ability to date by handwriting
ta an accuracy of less than half a century,”

What about paper evidence? Although s0 ta state 1s
an aversimplificarion, paper evidence geoans first and
foremost the study of watermarks and specifically the at-
tempt ko match those dn undated manuscripts with thase
foune in dated ones or beoks and reproduced in alhums. As
the late Allsan Stevenson, the forempst American £11i-
granclogisl (watermark specialist) once wrote, "It iz all
too Easg toe class waternmarks wich tin soldicrs and paper
dolls." Stevenson went an to sugegest that even those who
take paper evidence seriausly rarely understand its sip-
nlficance, Its peossibilities for providing wvital Informa-
tlen, and, equally important, its limitations.’ The re-
sult has been an unwillinpness on the part of many schol-
ars to trusi paper evidence, and perhaps more serious,
the tendency to fail to exploli Lo the fullest the possl-
pilities for using it. While T may be owverly oplimistic,
it zeems thai there 1= on Immensze potential for estab-
lighing ware preclse informatlon about dating and pro-
veniegnce af owur Huscovite manuscrlpis than that whiclh we
new hawve, and for dolng so In pard on the basis of paper
evidence,” Yet the problews of essentially non-oxistent
tratning and lack of needed [inding aids mean that prao-
gress will indeed be slow. The wistakes that schalars
make show thze not aonly the deseribers of manuscoripts,
but also those using rthe descripiioms have omly the faint-
esl idea of concepts such as "similarity™ or "identitv" of
waleroarks {Lhere is a difference!}), the significance of
provenance of & dated paper to which one Tefers, Lthe im-
portance ol rums, remmants, sldates, and =0 own.  Even on
the most baslc level of rough matching, inexcusable er-
rers are made, as the following examples will illusirste.

Generally conceded Lo contain among the earllesi
copies of hoth the {irst letrey artribuled to BEorbskid and
the first of the replies attributed te Ivan, M5 Lenlngrad
Public Library {(FBY, Pagadin Collection He. 1367 was



I R T R R R R R R R R RO R R R R R E R IR i O R R R R R R RRRRRRRBRBRRRRRRPNSSNBSCVBNCRRRRRRRIRRDRRRRRRR

222 Wangh: Lessons

dated by Lur'e 1611-12,7 However, as I have demonstrated
and unfortunately at least one of the treviewers of
Apoorypha has chosen to ignore, lut'e dating 1s erroneous,
someching he himself has admitted in private copmunica-—
tion.' v cenclusion about the date of the M$ wasz that
it may be from the 1620s or early 1630s {the range of
dates when ome finds the #ype of watermarks in 1t), but
given available guides and the fact that those water-
warks have not been matched precisely with any yeb knom
in dated hacks or documents, a wore precise dating on the
basis of paper evidence 1s at present imposslible.

Nevertheless, in hls book-length critigue of

Apperupha, Professor Skrynnikev devotes some eflart 3¢}
arriving 4t a more preclsc dating of M5 1567, While oo
the one hand he rightly points out that the present mar-
gin of error (depending on whose views one accepts, any-
where from five to fi1fteen years) makes precise dating by
papet avidence risky indeed, oo the other hand, he seems
confidenc that given the similarity between the water-—
marks in M3 1567 and certaln ones in T, V. Dianova's un-
published album, ote night date M3 1547 to the early
1620=. The similsvities to which he refers are those aof
the "decoratlon”™ of the watermark, but net the Initials
contained In le--a fact which means that the watermark in
Mg 1567 iz not the same as any lo Dlsneva's collection and
therefore cannot be prouped with hers of the early 1620s
on the basis of decoration any nore than ic can be fixed
at around 1630 or so on the same basls.

One observation that should be added chough is the
following: whilc ane twst always be willing to allow con-
siderable margin for error when using watermarks for dat-
ing, in cevtain circumstaunces we can be fairly certain of
the terminus g guod even though we have not found the pre-
cise nmateh for the watermark found in our undated book or
manuscript. Such indeed Is the case with M3 1567. The
typs of watermark found In it (a particular warlant of a
"not™y is apparenily not known before ca. 1620, a fact
reasonably well docunented from the study of paper in
printed Muscovlle books., If the primting establ ishment
in Mozeow, which was one of the larpest counsumers of papert
there im Lhe seventeenth century, did not use any such
paper prioTr to ca. 1620, it is extremaly wnlikely that
such paper would have beecn used In a manuscript prior to
that time. One 15 much mote llkely to [Ind a situation
where toples would he made on remnants of paper from a
latger supply at a date later than that when the bulk of
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the paper was ugscd, but wot sarliey than that date,

Unlike M3 1567, M5 Lenin 5tate Library (GBEL} Undol'-
skil Collecrtiom Ho. 720 has rvemained essentially unstudied,
ever, though it contalns a copy of the fivst Xurbskii let-
ter that is textuzlly of some interest. KReferring to the
unpublished second voluwe of Euntsewich's "Sochineniia
kniazia Kurbekogo,” Dr. Inge aucvbach indicates that this
capy may he from the sixteenth r:r-_*ntLl'J:j,l'.]2 K. A, Tvarow,
in a rotaprint publication of 1972, rather triumphantly
concludes on the basis (apparently) of his own de visu ex—
aminatlon of M3 720 that it dis in fact a4 slzteenth-century
M3.-* TUvarovr finds ome of the watermarks in Lkt to be of
the type of that published by M. P. Likhachev ag Ho. 2718
{second half of the sixtesnth century).™ It 1s instrue-
tiva to compare a drawing {(freshand, but a recasonabkly good
representatien) of che watermark in question with a trac-
Ing of the one cited by Uvarow and with yet another mark
pubhlished in the album of Tromnonin, referved to in a pen-
cilled mote of the turn of the century on the HY (a reier-
ence ignored by Uvarov),'’

My 720, fols.

Tromonin, Ha. 807 Likhachev, Ko.

94-116 (1634) 2718
§ A7
s B
G {
& |
i,
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Allowing for inaccuracies in scale and minor detail in @y
[reehand drawing, I think 11 is painfully obvicus that
Uvarav's identiffcatlion Is erroneous, bul Lhal there are
striking simllarities between the mark in MS 720 and that
in Tronmanin, taken from a4 maomscript beok of 1634, Den—
cnstrating convincing identification would of course da-
mand the use of phetegraphs, beta radiogrephs ar che 1lke
and going back te Trouanin's source rather than using his
tracing. tHowever, wy viswal cxamination of the paper and
comparison of the watermark with that published by Tro-
monin supgests that the two are "good likenesses" and
henee it geemsz likely that M3 720 may be dated to the
16385, a dating whleh exsmination of the other watermatk
in it would seci to support. ”  Adnirtedly the hand 1n the
MS is avchaic for the 16305, but there 1s absolutely no
wey to push these warermarks baclk intn the sixteenth oepn-
tury, when one finds "pot" watermarlks, hut none of the
type found here.

M5 GPE, Collection of the Sclovki Monastery Yo, 962/
852 vontains what Professor Skrynnilkov guire corrvectly in-
dicares are the oldest and hest copics af the first two
letters which Eurbkskii is supposed to have wricten to the
alder Vas'ian and a thitd work attributed to Eurbskii and
addressed to one Ioanm Maogouchenyi.!? 1n Apoorinive Uro-
feseor Keenan incorrectly lumped this menuseript with the
other copics of the first two Jefters to Vasz'dan as lLeilng
from the middle of the seventeanth ceatury.!®  Skrynnikev
in nis eritique provides al leasl partlsal watermark ewvi-
dence sugpesting thar M3 362/852 dacas {vom around che
turn of the seventeenth century; oy awn findings suggest
the first decade nf that cencury. ' lespite the fant that
Professer Skrymmikov has given us valuable additicnal in-
formut fun about the manuscript, & proper codiceleogical
study of M3 9627852 remains to be published.

What iz the significance of this M3, containing works
identifled elsewhere aos Kurbskii's and din copies dating
priot Lo the Line when Shakhovskoi is zuspected of having
initiated the "Correspondence"” oetween KurbskI[l and Iwvan?
While certalnly not totally drrelevant Lo the guestion of
the attribution of that "orrespondence," HE 9627832 pro-
vides no evidence that helps decide the Kurbskii centro-
versy one way or the other. In termns of the relationship
of the texts, It [s the third "Eurbskli Letier Lo Vas'ian,"
not the first two, that 1s dirvectly tised o the First
"Wurbskil Letter ta Ivan." Skryonikow appraprlately un-
dertakes to denonstrate that there Is a connsctlon among
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all three lelters to VYas'ian, but even If such a connce-
tion exists, as zeens to be the rase, ane must sslk wheth-
er it praves Kurbskii's authorship of all three. I am not
persuaded that such is the caze. Tar ane thing, it is im-
porbant to vepemober that the ateribucion of the works d4n
MS 962/852 to XurbskIl is not fourd in that M8 but only in
Lhe latecr coples aof those works——the Salovkl M3 leaves
spdaces where cthe lieadings were supposcd to have been.
Secondly, one should keep in mind the fact that rthe rhied
letter to Vas'ian exlsts In a totally distinct wanuscript
tradltien, one which does not appear to have hegun until
the 16205 ot early 16305.°" By themselves these facts de
oo, of course, disnrove the assertion of the seventconth-
ceptury headings that Furbskii weete the letters, hut
neyertheless, one has rocason ta Suggest that further cx-—
amination of the attribution of the Vasian letters is in
orvder. The early date af the Solovkl M5, as one can sec
from the foregolng, thus really provides no firm evidence
pro ar com regardlog the Eeeman thesis.

Woi only paper evidence buc a variety of data must
he taken inte account jo the description of Muscovite
manuscripts, as one can scc in the ewxanmple of M5 COFE
Pogodin Colleclion ¥o. 14%4, one of the well-known "Kuvh-
skii Collections,'" which is componly dated arcund the end
of the seventeenth century, While the followling infarma-
cien dees not substantially change that dating ot the con-
sequences af LU, newertheless it serves to I1luslrate the
inpeortance of studying nrnament., M3 14%4 conlains two
printed aasivik{ on pages of its table af contenls (fols.
1, 2}, Using the album of Fernova, the [oremost student
af the Elavonic Imprlnis of Muscovy and the early Inper-
14l period, one determlnes that these sqodauis are koown
in printed kooks 1in one case for the peried from LGTS
urrtil the middle of the eighteench coneury, apnd in the
uthet case apnearlng for the first tipe in L706.%  If
ang iz cortect in assumlng that Zernova's guide is com-
plete and that the use of such printed ornament on a scp-
arate sheet made for a manuscript boek would not precede
the uae af that same avnazent in a printed edition, then
the sbvious conclusion is that HS 14%4 cammot antedate
1706.7  Even though the handwriting and rhe watermatks
{which can be [dentified with dated ones uvsed ower a
periad of decades, and then only roughly) could be from
the secventeenth century, they do not contradier the ewi-
dence of ornament.

The question of daling is merely one aspect of the



226 Gaugh: Tessons

cadicologleal study of manuscripts, (me should recegnize
that codicology is a relatively recemt "discipline.'*
But how lmpeorcant it is, especially when we are dealing
with manuscripts such as those containlng the "Correspond-
ence' or related works, manuscripts that are wasdally mls-
cellanies including other works as well snd which have
passed throngh the hands of those whoe mutilated the books,
altered their oripinal contents and the like. The study
of the so—ralled "convoy"=--Lhe works accompanylng in the
manuzcrlipt tradition the one of particular interest to
us==-can be of considerable importance for dating, arceri-
bution, or determiniugzhuw a copy¥ist or patvon understond
the work io question.® Tet we ¢an say very little abook
convey 10 we canncot establish when the manuscript miscel-
lany as we now have 1t was put tagether, whoether that hap-
pened at the time ol copying of the individual parts or at
sofze later date. Even if one takes such thorough descrip-
Lions of Muscovite manuscripts as those found in Bychkov's
exemplary wvolume om parts of the Pagodin Callection, pub-
lizhed neatly a century ags, onc finds the hesr chat mose
seholars have managed to do then or since: indications
Based on the cvidence of handwriting that such and such a
migcellany consises of a certain number of independently-
caopled shartor manusceripts, or perhaps that the mlacellany
1z ohe and in a slngle hand, 2 Tet a closer examination
al the Pagodin Collection, some of whose manuscrlpls con-
tain works In the Kerbskii corpus, suggests that the inde-
pendent parts are not always independent and that aany
whole panuscripts are in faclk parts.

iertainly one canmot suggest that M3 GPB Pogodin Col-
lection Ne. 1573 is oot well known to schelars: 1ts con-
tenes were admirably deseribed by Bychkow, and evoen bhefare
his time works tcontaimed in Lihis M3 were published in the
iy of the Archaeographic Expedition.®  Among others,
Funtsevich and Lur'e have wsed H5 15373 in their work on
the Yurbskii-Grosnyl cotpus. Certaln aspects af M5 15737s
connections with other Muscovite M55 have been indicated
only Tecently, however, 1n wny Appendix to Lpoergider, and
since the writing of the description there, some addi-
Lianal seriking evidence regarding the history of Hi 1573
has come o Light.”™™ 1t curns out that this miscellany is
only one portion ol a large and imnensely interesting
seventeanth-century shornik, which the noted archaeo-
grapher P, M, Stroev acquired apparently in the 18305,
divided into several parts, the order of which he rear-
ranged, and then bound in at least four separate bindings,

T e e

Waugh! lLezsons 227

all now found in his collection (part of the Pogodin Col-
lection). While the bearting of this fact on the Kurbskii
controversy 1s not yet clesar, T can think of no better ex-
axple of the way in which the history of even the "best-
known™ Pusgcovite manuscriprs 1is scilll relatively litcle
known and the way In which proper codicelogical analysis
can extend the horizomsz of our knowledge of them.

M55 GPE Topodin Collection Fos. 1567 and 1494 cxhibitc
similar evidence af alteration, evidence whose signdii-
cance for the stuady of these mannscripts struck me only
after returning £o them following the pubklication of
Apsorycha,  Stroev commonly added a table of contents to
his manuscripts hefore he had them bound; the inseriptions
he made on these tables of contents generally indicated
the place and date when the manuscript was prepared by him
for binding. M5 1587 is an exception to the tule that
Etroev prepared his manuscripis for binding in Moscow) on
its table of contents, one finds the indication of Tver!
In 1832, suppesting posszsible provenance of the manuwscripe
in the region of Twer'. TFurthermore, given the cexistence
of internal breaks in the M3 and the knowledge we are ase-
quiring about the methods Stroev wsed, LU seems entlrely
possible that other portions of thiz ¥5 exist, possibly
bound separately ot with other M5 iragnents in the Strocvy
sharniki that are now part of the Pogedin Cellection. 1Inm
M3 1494 of Lhat colleclion, alse once part of Stroev's
library, cne notes bthat the original foliacion has been
altered and that there was once another work contalned
between Lhe current folios 2538 and 2539, a work that is
now missing.®®  This fact should be taken into account
when comparing #5 1494 with the other “"Kurhskii Collec-
tions™; it way be that the missing part will =till turm
up inm the other maouscripts of the FPogodin Collection.

Somzbimes the question of whether or not certain
works were always in convoy can be selved simply by look-
ing at the pencilled notations made on the ¥5 by some
goholar at the twrn 0f the century hut not published.
Sadly modern scholaxs have tended to ipnere swueh things
and pften tead only the one wotk of which they are prepar-
ing the editiom. A case in peoint is M3 Cenbtral Siate
Archive of Ancient Acts {TsGADA) Colleclivn of the Library
of the Archive of the Ministry of Foreipn Affairs (Fond
181Y, Mo, 60, This book iz another of Ehe well-known
“ehorndil Kuebgkopo," used by Buntsevich as the basis for
hig edition of many of the works attributed to Kurbekiil
and examined subsequently by Lur'e and others.  Among the
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nany works found 1n Chesc Kurbskii Miscellanies dre Crans-
Tacions of chapeers from the widely-known "Chronicles' of
stryjkowskl and Guagninl., Lur'e attempled Lo deal with
the guestlon ol when these Kurbskil Miscellaoies first ap-
pearcd in thelr present form. ™ While recopnlzing that
none of them has bean shown te date earlier than the sec-
ond half of the seventeenth century, he sugrested that the
protograph was one complfed by Kurbskii or his “edinam. -
ahlzviky" and included che Cuagnini tramslatiopns, As
Llucr'e correctly pointed out, the HStryjkowslki cranslations
can be excluded, since they ave indicated in the M55 to

be the work of Andrei Lyzlow in 1682. vYet the Cuagnini
translations mlpght likewize have been excluded, £or a pen-
eilled note on fol. 322 of M3 60 in a hand of the turn of
our century ipdicates "o perevodu Pashkovskogo 1611 g, w
L., s 310-1 po 559-iu stranltsu zdes' perevedeno."?  As ¥
have already suppested in Appendix Ie to Professor Keen-
an's book, there 1s ample evidence for asserting thab the
Guagnini translaticons are [ronm the [irst Polish editlon of
1611 {adiced and expanded by Paszkowskl), nol from Lhe
first Tatin edition of 1378 or suhseguent sixteenth-cen—
tury republications of pertlons of it.

Proper codicological study of the manuscripts would
nol only have prevented certaln wrong assumpblons about
the original composition of the "Eurbskii Hiscellanies"
but also cthe erronecus ascertion so eagerly put Lorrh by
Nikolay Andrevev that the sa-called "Khwvorositlnin Chrono-
graph" somehow proves knowledge of the "Kurbskil Corres-
puudence“jfrlor ta the tlme that Shakhowvzkol could hawve
begun ic.* Tials manuscript, State Histoerleal *useun
{0IMY, Uvarov Collection Ko. L386 (116) is so called be-
cause af its contents and the fact that it belaonged to
Frince I, ¥, EKEhvorestinin in cthe middle of the seventcenth
century. Az a nurher of scholars have failed to notice,
M5 1386(116) iz only one portion of the Ehvorostinin
Chrenagraph; the remaining three portions are found in
other bindings in the Twarov Collection. ®

Does the Khvorostinin Chroeonograph in fact prove
knowledge of the "Correspondence' prior to Shakhovskoils
tine? ITvan Andreevich Klwertostinin, the presumed author
of une of Ehe works Professor Eeenan poslils was a source
for Lthe flrst Eurbskll letter btoe Ivan, wag a cousin of the
owvner of 89 1386(116), I[van Federowvich, While definlre
vrool Iz Yacklng, the most reascnable bhypothesis, giwven
the appearance of the ®8 and the owner's Inseripecion, Is
that the book was complled for Ivan Tadorovich, While the
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date of copying cannat be determined Precisely, there
seeme little reason to question a date of ca. 16403 in
any event, a date of earlder than ca. 1625 camnnt he sup-
ported by any evidence. The claims chat have been made
or implied om the basis of this manuscript veparding esr-
1y knowledge of Lhe "Correzspondence" come from a line fol-
lowing the desecription of the events of the latter 1340s
(# paszage that is apparently condensed from the
Siepaeatle Kelgad, where the copyist has noted, "a
prostrannes o semn pishet o pozharekh 1 o smiatenii
boisrskon v gosudaveve tsarian 1 velikogo kniazdas Twans
Vasil'evicha vasea Rusli granmote chio plsal + Eitvu ko
kniarin Ondredn Kurbskomu protly evo otplskI™ (fol. 320
vgrsay.  If one reads on, une flnds reference to Lhe fall
of Eazan' and then a gimilar statement, "a prostrannce
pishet o wvsem Hasanshkim tgaratwvii w knlre Kazanskogo
veiatia...'" {[el. 321). ¥How Lf one exzanlnes the olthar
rortlons ol the manuscrelpt of whlch 5 138360116} is one
part, ane finds coples af the first twa letters in the
Kurhskii-Craznyi "Correspondence,” the Fazan' Fietory and
a warlety of olLher works. The evidence of the paszszages
cited above Is then gulte clesr: they are simply cross-
references to alher works In the same manuscript, which
the copyist aof ca. 1640 kiew were there. There 15 no
reasan whatsooyer to see those crass-references as comndng
fron carlier than the date of che manuscripe iesclf, nor
is therc any rteasan to conpect the manuscripe ar its con-
tents with Prince Ivan Andreewvich Ehyovostioin, the cousin
of its owner, This example demonstrates very well the
need for codicolagical analysis ol Muscovite manuscripts
by any scholar using them for whatever purpase; even with-
out the completion of same puch needed paleographical and
fidigrasological studies and reference works, ouch more
can be done with codleologleal analysdls.

My conclusions from the foregoing may seen Lo provide
little of positive value for tesclution of the KEurbskii
cottlroversy. The less than satisfactory study of the 01d
Fusslan manuserlpts vontaloning the "Correspondence' and
related works oust Improwve 1f the controversy 15 cto be re-
solved and [t iz incumbent upon those who have no access
ta the manuscripts o ba extremely wary of conclusigns they
canmat check themselves, aven whare those canclusiens are
hased an che Jde vigi examination of the nanuscripts. 1
tond to agree with Professor Crummey's assertion in his
thaugheful reviaw of Apsereypha, that “the carcful study of
the manuscripts has noc--and probably cannot——provide
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conclusive grounds for a precise redating of the Kurbskii
text' (the firsc lecter to Ivand. ™  But he might have
gone one step furcher and suggested that neither has it
provided any grounds whatacever for 3 convincing confirma-
tion of the traditional attrihetion,

Uriiersity of Vashinricn

HNOTES

'Bdward L. Keeran, fhe Hurbeki{-Crosayd Avcorynbo
The Seventesmih-Ueniury fenasis of fhe "lovwsspondavoas !
rT huted to ”Piﬂﬁé Ao M Huvbakid wad Taar Teaw IV,
ampridys, Mas Harvard University Pre=zs, 1971,

D. 5. Li {hachev, Yekelslsgaiia na moterials russkerl
Mtaratury L~XFi1 ov., Moscow-Leningrad, 1962, csp. pp.
lG2:f.: “Zadauhl sostavleniia metodik opiganiia slaviano-
russkikk ruxopizel," drifieografichesakii saheacdidk zo
L8758 g, {1974), pp. 234-242. See also the papers by
Zhukovszaia, Liublinskaia, Granstren, Lebedswva and Fonkich,
and the ersuing discussicn, published in Toe, oid., pp.
2¢3-254,

*Far the Academy of Sclences Library, =everal wolumes
have appsared as part of the Juisanils iukopianogo oidela
Biblioteld Lhademii wand 3550, The lLenin Library has
published, inter alis, Muzsirnos schronies ﬁ'Ksp aert.
Mrtzants, T. 1. ¥o. 1=-MNe. 3005, Moscow, 1261; Sobrande
Foo Lnkcehevicha £ 0N, A, Morkevicha, G::':'..L?:f.-'r:fle, Mn:.scnw.
1959; acd a number of "thematic" descriptions such as Iua.
., Fyxow, "Ipiski 'Istozii o welikom kniaze Soskovskom!
kniazia A. M. Eurbskoego v fondakh Obdela rukoplsei,”
degiaid Oedaiac mdbovissd, wyp, 34 (19730, po. 101-124,

Cne should note as well that the State listorical Mugeum
ig the process of sorpleticg (oull on & mush lass arbi-
tious scaled Lhe description of the lnportant Syoocdal
Collection o 01d Russianr and Slavio manuseripts bhegun Lo
the classic work of Gorskii and Hevostruev in tho last
century: mec, T. M. Praotas'owva, comg. , E@ﬁaqﬂiﬁ Paiu i
Sivedod! Thogo aobeowddlo (e voshedehikh o oopilaamis £.0F
Soratoss 1 A, 2 Nevosdlvueval), pt. I, No.o 577-919, Mos-
cow, LBY8. The technical quality of this cdition, which
iz offzmet from typescript, iz a gocd indiecation of tho low
nriority which such enterprises receive in £he eyes of the
stste peblishing avthorities. I am aot awarc of any in-
tentlone to publish descriptions of othcr undescribed

]
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cotlesticnz in GELM, hut onc should nots that a card cata-
Logque of individaal worxs iv the collecticns there may be
cohsialied by these working in the Manuscript Division.

*2ue Rykony, "Spiski”; alsoe his "Redaktzii 'Isteorii’
Kurhskege, " Arkheosrafiokaskii crhegednik an 1876 god
(ra71), sp. 129=137.  The most complete listing of manu-
scripls containing the Tedorddg attributed to Furkekii i=s
that =y K. A. Uvarcy, "'Tstoriia o velikon kniaze
moshkovskom' A. M. Kurbstogo v russkxol rukopisnol tradilsii
MVII-XIX vv. (Arkkcograticheskii cbzor spiskow

pamiatnikal," Vopix runaket I tearalury (k gemi-
centutiietddn dokborg Miologieneakikh nauk, projfeascra
Kaledwy russkoi I4iepatury Nikolata Vasii'evieoha

Fodovoaoval (= Moskowskiil gosudsrstvennyl psdagouicheskii
institut im. ¥. I. Lenina, Xafedra russkol literatary,
Vehonne aopiski, T. 453), Moscow, 1971, pp. B1-78; seo
dlse Uvarov's "Neizdaonyl trad G, %, Xentsevicha {obzox
granck wtoroogo trma "Sachinenliis xniazia Kurbsxooga'l
Arkheosraliohaskil eahegodnis sa 1377 god (19721, wo. 315-
317,

“one such study that has been compleied in roacent
yvaurs 1s the dissertastion of L. M. Zostickhica, whickh kas
Lecn onoy partially publishes as "1z istorii rukosisnogo
dela Rossii XVZIT weka,” artaccgrayisohesiid sshegodnik su
1884 god (1963), po. 36-76. Ewvidence of the growing con-
vern over development of palzograpby ig Lo be Found in the
proceedings of a4 confersnoe held in 1971, "Konferentsiia,
wesvizshchennaza metodike idenvifizatsii pocherxov v
drevierusskal ruzopisasi knige," deshscgrafionsaskid
ezhegodnik aqg 1571 qed (1972), pp, 3%3-398. Two rocent
studies which illuutrdte the refinement of paleacrackic
analysis that at least oegasionally is kairng applied, with
vary interesting results, are T, v, Sinitsyna, "Knizhnyi
master Mikhall Medovartsew," DPeDHSPUOONSE LaNLaa Luo
Eukopilenatia Nndga, Moscow, 1872, pp. 286-217, and B. M.
Klozzg, "Deiatcli'nost' nmitropolich'ei knigopisnoi maskter-
skol v 20-kk-30-%h godakh XVI wekas L preiskhozhdenie
Niknngvgkoi letopiai, ™ ikid., pp. 315-337.

“allan Stevensaon, dhoebvadiichs ci Paper oz Foidense,
Lawrence : The Univerzity of Kansas Libraries, 196l, . 14,

‘for & briliiant exanpls of the refinenect of
fillgranology and the waluahle results which proser zazer
study can prouucp, see Btevenszon's $he Presplem o) fhe Nia-
Bk 51 i, London: The Bibliagraphical Society, 1947

[1969) .
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*¥or ar elaboration of these views, mes my "Sovict
Watermark gtudies--Achisvemsats and Prospects," Kedfile,
Vol, ¥ 419R9), esp. pp. 27-91, 107-110. Sec zlso the re-
marks of BEdward 1,, Kesnan on the lack of proper study of
papar se in Muscovy snd on some poszible pattorns of uzse
bnat deserva further investigation: "Paper for the Tsar: &
Loty of Ivan IV of 1570," deford Slavonis Papers, H.S,,
Wol. IV {(1%7L1), esp. pp. 21-23.  The interesting critigue
of Keepar's article by 8. A, Elapikow, "0 dopetrovskol
bumage i "bumage dlia tqaria fpig’ma Ivana Iv)’

Kinana," Eniga: Tnoledovaniic 7 mafericiy, vol. 28 [1974),
zp. 157-i6l, misses ihe pulnt ehtirely in takicg Keenan ta
task for suggasting that the nse of papar In sixteenth-
century Muscowvy has not hecn properly studied.  @lepilkov's
corments dare symptomatic of the sad fact that cunt tho
legding experts on papcr study in the Sovice Unlon are tao
little awars of what needs to be done in gaper study fox
g Muscovite period 1f the needed guidez are to he pro-
dueed,  <f. ., however, the remarks by Likhackew, "Zadachi "
Er. 241, and ths summary oI the comments Ly T, Y. Diacowva
in the YEFreniia po doxladam,” Arkheogrvaflohesiold ezhs;
i 2% TEFE aod {19741, p. 257.

Yrreianidia Ivana Sroanogo, Podootovka teksta DL 5,
Likkachewva, Ia. 5. Lur'e, gerevoed 1 xommentarii Ta. 3.
Lur'e, Moscow-Lenlngxad, 1951, 5. 5H37.

mWauqh, "Sovict Watermark Studies,!" pp. 23-101; of,
Sergse A, Yenkovsky, "Prinee Kurhsiy-Tzar Ivan IV Corres-
pondenpe: Refleclions on Edward Zeenan's The Eunbelsd-
drcanyt Apocryrha," The huseian Mevdsw, Vol. 22, ¥o. 3
(1973}, p. 202, Senkovsky nas been properly chastised for
hig oversight by Charles J. Halperin, Lo his "h Heretical
View of Sixtesnth-Century Muscovy. Bdwsrd L. Keenan: The
Kurkskii=-sroznyi ARpocrvina. Review Article," Jafiwbiizher
Tar Gezaqichie Jstewrepaz, NOF. BA, 22, Heft 2 (19741,
pp. 16l-18G, whera one finds as well soms soker skepti-
cism about my own rosults from studying the relevant man-
uscrints.

Up, @, skrvonikov, Devepduia Gromnsgyy L Surbekozo:
Eﬂr@”?{ﬂx Eifuarda Eiwnong, Leningrad, 1973, pop. B-9,

Inc_[n Puercach, "¥urbskij-Studien: Bemerkubngen zu
einen EBuch von Edward L. Heenan," Jufiriilshen plie
gachionoe Gotanropos, MOFPL Bd. 22, HJeft 2 O{1974),

209,

Bl Uvarmsy, "Maloivvestnys 1 nuvcnaidennye siFlskil
sochinenil kKurbskoso,” Tegisy dokiadou £ naushnod
studensheskor Ronferentsid, JTestoriia, ;HEOngmbﬂ,

i ,:,_
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Mowvosibirsk, 1972, p. 397

Zne ot the mest convineing argqumerts refuating the
opiniens of E. Eccnan is the manuscripts of crigi-
nal works of Eurnzkii of the zixteenth certury pre-
served in the USSR, which remained unxrown to thoe
Zoreign scholar,..It is gertinent to give our dat-
ing of the copy of the firzt letter of Xurhskii to
Ivan Croenyi (GBL, WUadel'skii Ocllection, Wo. 720,
fols, 135-138v). The cowy is writter in = single
hand in a wareful semi-uneial o the second half of
bhe sixteentn century: +he watermark oo fols. 135,
138, 139, =to., i3 a zot with a crescent of the tvne
Liknashey ¥o. 27183, Thus even a randorn short ex-
ample plainly shows the corplete lack of substanoce
in the hypolhaesis of X, Keeaan concerning tae in-
dicated correspondence as a lilerary phenomenon of
the zcventasnth capntuny.

I am grateful to a kinég collaague in Hoscow Eor prowviding
ns with a copy of Uvarev's articla,

YN, B. Liknachnev, Palesgrofioheshos snachede
sk veeliangkh sackey, 8t. Petershurg, 1899,

I”Tﬁo pencilled notation is o he pagn Faning fol,
L of the M3 and readsz: "Trom, B07 zdag' 1, 229.,"  (The
refercence to £ol, 229 95 erronoous, aowover, since thnat
particular foliov doss not contein the indivated water—
mark.) ‘he Herow of watermark Ho. BI7 s from XK. la,
Tramenir, Fa'lazmedie anafbov, vidimein v plohohed busige

ey Hoscow, 1244 (reuablished in facsimile uader the

editocrship of J. 5. 6, Sipwons and with supplementary
materia’s provided hy %, A, Xleopikow as Trowmonin's dodfareo
mark Albwr, Hilvorsum: Tho Paper Pubiications Society,
19649},

**The appropriate couparison iz on tho fellowing
page,  1'me representation of the watermark in the MS iz s
Treehand drawing, smaller in scale than thc actual water-
rnazk; the Horox oopy from a tracing on the right is from
che albhum of &4, £, Garaklitoy, P“q’ﬂy wd XA paka Mg

i plsnnkn 1 pechoingkh Aok tov rugghcgo

proalbo; P”PH; e, Moszow, 1983, Regarding the obvious
differences botweon the two picturses, one should pbute thad
while g oifl comparison sauggests= that the sive of the <wo
narks ia tho same, the guality of Heraklitov's drawlngs is
guite suspect. In particular in the giwven mark, the vap
letter, which I read as 2, could easilvy he nistaken for 3
or O, The fact of the rewversal of the letters sa than
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ts 720, fols. 3-9&, Geraclitov, Ho.
137-end. 666 (]E31)

they faoo the handle of the pot is important {usually for
zingle=handled oots, the handle is on the left witzh the
letters roading left to right). Ti would be advisahlc o
cheok Seraklitov's source, an fesikh published in Moscow
in 1631, to see whether in fact the watsrmark therc is not
cleser to that in M3 720 than Geraklitow's drawing would
geem to indicale. 19is comparicon shoueld, of course, be
made directly with bhe HS or with photogrzphs made from
it. ome might note as a desideratum that in the caze cof
manuscripts whose dating mey be of particular importance,
any proper scholarly eoditior should ineluwde accurate re-
produslions of the watermsrss in the paper, if such exist,
sirzs whether or not they can be identified with dated
parks, {their publication would renmove sons of the uncer-
tainties that exist giwven merely verbal descriptions.
Some goholars hal? a century or morce ago <id publicsh
photographs of watermarks in editiorns of texts (2.u., R,
g, Orloy, Domcatrot po Honshinekowa spisku © podobngs,
Hoscow, 1908}, but sadly this felicitcus preccdent has not
been followed.

Yeee z.oc. Skrynnikowv, "Kurbskii 1 ego pis'ma v
Pakovo-Pecherskii nonasbye', " Teedy Oldels dvemerenzelold

Silerpbury, Vel XVIII {1962), pp. 93-1106,
¥ geenan, dvocryphe, po 204, n. 66,
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“The contents of M3 962/852 have been detailed in I.
Ia. Borfix'cw, et al., Ovismie ruloriseld Sclovstaboge
o tyela, nwokkodiashebidheia v biblictehe Eoamnakod
dukchogand okodemdd, prt, 2, Kazan', 1885, pp. 553=553; for
Professor Skhrynnikov's further observations, ses his
Frogpdlaka, pp. 26-27. My own observations on the M5 in-
clude tho following: despils o number of changes in hand
and numbering of the gatherings, paper evidence suggests
that most of the ME is the work of ope serviptorium ab one
time. fhe watermarks are numercus; one notes in particn-
lar in the section containing the works attributed to
Furhzskili (fola. 228-254) a single-handled oot topped bw oa
rogsebla and with lettsrs on the side B/DE, a good likeness
af which is Likhachew, FaleogqiaMMoheskos swqehaeds No,
1352 (1594). This paper iz the primary cne to be found
from Zel. &8 to Lhe end of the M3. Mmong other watermarks
iz 3 similar oot with letters IDSI cn fols. 74, 21, ete,
(similar to the mark that arears to have been drawn with
distortion in Geraklitoy, PLiigrant, No. 426 [1830]13; a
one-handled Dot with 323 (7} {fols. 261, 263, ete.), a gocd
likencss of which is Lixkbtachew, Mo, 1949 (1594 ; a two-
handled pot with g dale 1596 [(fols. 322, 457, etc.)--
Gerkaklitov Nos, 745 and 756 {1600} are good likenesses;
# two-handled pot with somewhal unusual top decorated by
a rosette, on the side the lctters AG and on the basg the
date 2LEL (fols. 128, 130, etec.). It iz pertinent ko
aotc that Lixhachew Wos. 1852 and 194% were taixen by nim
trom a single dated M5, the Sodunov Pealiyr' row in the
Zolovki Monastery Collecticn; SGoraxlitow HWos. 426, 7535,
&nd 756 are also from a single book, a Mineia obalichala
printed in Moszoow, :

' The earlicst coples are in MBS GPB; Pogodin Col-
lection Mo, 16he7, and Gre, Museum Collection Ko, 1331

LA, 5. Zernova, Graamentika kmig moskovskoi pechati
Hirillovakego syl fty XVITAXFFITD ueks, 18F7-1755, Mosoow,
1963, MWos. 13 and 286 respectively. This book is another
illustration of how a fundanental referencc work receoives
Aueh low priovity that Lt is poorly published in 2 minis-
cule edilion.

¥ How #asily one can he nisled by <The data in a man-
uscript can ze seen from the comment made by a schoelar on
the ffav dopol fsovamida inserted in MS 1494, to the cf-
tect that this iz a dated copy of 1677, The reference
was ta oa partially completsd copy of an inscription cn
the top of fol, 238v: "185~-g0 genvarcia v 23 den’ pe' (the
nunbers are written with Cyrillic letters)l. fAs this
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inserigbion exists in corplets coples in other MES
"Kurbskil Miscellanies," it obviously is not here the
original, and in any event, it does not azocar at the
and i the book, whers it would have been found in the
original,

3 The paper and handwriting woulc zuggost that the
table of contents at the feginning of the MS was compileod
at the time the fopy was made and not later, ss frequent-
ly iz the case in 014 Ewssian mapuscoripts,

*TFor a survay of Lthe subject, ses [L0W, ;edeFva,
"Kodikologiia—-nauka o rukeplseykk znicaxh,”™ Yapomsgatel

Agg fotoelsteskie Hoveduling, vai., v {1972), pn. Bé— ?7.
An cxccllent detailed examrole of codicological analysis
may be found in 8, M. Rashtanov, Ookerii russiod divio-
Hﬂtik?, Moszow, 1970, Chaster 4.

** Regarding the ztudy of "conwvoy" zec DL 5. Likha-
uiev, "Iruchenie socstava skbornixs dlia wyiasneniia
torii teksta proizvedenii," Prudy Oidels desonesunskod
B a Lury, Vol, EVIIT (1962), pp. 3-12.

®h. F. Bychkov, Gptﬂah4e bacrrotis-alavionakish 4
rugakiih rukogizer dmp. Publisfncd b£h1i9$3HL, R, I
fpizandis SBEPkGUHS-EEaﬂﬁQHSKuﬂn 1 PusaRikE pikoniangkh
shornikow {me. Sublichrel binlicteki, =
laaz,

Tbld., oo, 135=146.

®kcenan, Apoarypha, pp. 126-13C: my "K izucheniiu
igtorii ruk091Qﬁncn sohraniia B. M. Stroeva,” Tl
Otdoio dvepwerusekol Tifanoturs, Vol. XXX (1973}, wp.
184-203%, and forthocomiog in Vol. XEXLT,

P The original foliation (in Cyrillicl jumps from
237 lon present fol. 258) to 390 (cn present fol. 259},
but zeginnins with the latter an effort was rmade So crase
the num-ers sufficiently to "correot" thom to follow from
237. Similarly the signatures were sltered. Thisz is
precizsely the wind of alteration of M55 that Stroev eo-
gaged Jﬁ

L Poslandia Tuang Grogwuoas, pp. 54%9-551.

N another cxamplea demonstrating how attentieon to
pensilled marcinal netes would have prevenbod the publi-
cation of erronccus informaticn is that of the published
degcripgtios of M5 Ldibrary of the Acadery of Scichens
(BENY, Mo, 32,14.12 in the usually rcliable $pdaatide
Rukisirinnogs obdela Bibidatatd Afndemdd ek 533K, T. 3,
wyp. 42, Mozcow-Leningrad, 1965, pg. 327-329.  The puab-
lizhed description, apgarently relying an the label an
the manuscript's bBinding, indicates that the manuscript

EPAEE - el
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containg Xuwrandy (translated newspapers and pampalets) Eox
1e8c, whereas i fact, as some scholar determined £rem
content analysis and noted in pencil on the marginas, the
period covered s 16B6-1689, with the chronoleogical se-
guence violaled oy the fact that thz folios were bound in
arhltllly nrder,
2dna andreyev's letter to the editor of Nouwyd afio-

werl, Koo 111 (149731, p. 300, written for the benefit ot
a4l these "keomu doroga istoricheskala istins."  The ulti-
mate source for his information was probably 5. 2. Shimddt;
ef, the latter's Stanovionie mosoidckogn zavodershauetya,
Mosecw, 1973, mp. 35-348. Waile andreyvev has wrikten a
tangihy review of f-'lr;';r;r:.pr“' [Fedimada temz: o soekuoliat-
siakh 3. Kinana," Movyd shursal, No, 109 {1%72), pp. 258-
272y, one 2an only regret that a acholar of his resutatjion
hag allawed enotion to becleoud hiz judcment, as nne can
sca in the letter to the editor cited and in asother to
the ecditor of Fusehais mal® of 23 Asril 2972, in wiich
Andreyoy ohjected first of al: to the fast that "sredi
'ucherysh sovetnikov' Tinara ne nazvano ni odnogo iztor-
ika, k?toryi byl by russkim po kul'turc.”

“fThe ather parts of the MES arc Uvarov Collectioh
Mes. 14320108) , 1442{113), and 1581(330);: for dectails,
soo <Drnan, Apcorapha, pp. l09-111,

* Roboxrt 0. Crunpey, "The Kurbssil Controversy,"

Oovadtan Slavcnio Papera, Vol. ®Iv, No, 4 (1972), p, 6AO6,
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