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Preface

This volume contains papers presented in their initial versions at the International Con-
ference entitled Literary Mystifications and Ethnic Myths in European National Discour-
ses, which took place on 20-21 October 2001 in Uherské Hradisté the Czech Republic. The
conference itself was an outcome of the two-years research work carried out by scholars
from Bulgarian, Polish and Czech universities. The participants were Jan Rychlik, Profes-
sor in History at the Charles University, Prague — leader of the project, Ognyan Kovachev,
Assistant-professor in Comparative Literary History at the St. Kliment Okhridski Universi-
ty, Sofia who proposed the topic, and Georgi Minczew, Professor in Bulgarian and Medie-
val Literature at the University of Lodz. They combined their efforts and diverse fields of
study within the frame of Literary Mystifications and Ethnic Identity in Slavic National
Discourses. The project traced the cultural and political impact of the literary mystification
techniques on the genealogy and formation of predominantly Western and Southern Slavo-
nic nationalist discourses. The mystification technique is a widespread phenomenon in
European literature during the 18th and the 19th centuries. The research also reflected the
transformations of and the disputes on the Slavic nationalist discourses in the first half of
the 20th century.

The literary archive of the study comprised not only exemplary mystifications as Ruko-
pis kralovédvorsky a zelenohorsky (Kralovedvorsky and Zelenohorsky manuscript) and
Veda Slovena but also heterogeneous literary, historical and religious texts. They were
studied in the discursive fields of History, Freedom, Patriotism, Messianism, Religious
Purism, Antiquity and Language. The rise of the Slavic nationalist discourses repeats cer-
tain formation processes in the already established European nations, only in a more radi-
cal way, owing to the lack of political and cultural autonomy. This ambiguity of the simul-
taneous desire for identitication with the totality of European values, and imposing narratives
of the superiority of a separate ethnic group, was the focal point of the research. The project
and the present volume hope, as well as many other recent and significant works in this
field, to shed light on one of the topical enigmas in contemporary uniting Europe: the
outburst of nationalism in Balkan and other former communist states.
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National Poets and National Mystifications

GEORGE G. GRABOWICZ

1. THE "NATIONAL POET"
(The Cases of Mickiewicz, Pushkin and Shevchenko)

The material subsumed under the topic of the “national poet” involves several impor-
tant and interconnected areas of study: intellectual and literary history, canon formation
and reception theory, and that broad field of social and culture studies that deals with
collective and symbolic representations, with collective memory, and with myth and myth-
making.! Although each of these subsets has a voluminous background literature, an over-
arching and synthesizing approach to the subject at hand, one that would consider the
various disciplinary foci, still seems to be lacking. An interdisciplinary focus, of course,
invariably presents its own special challenges, but the matter is complicated by the fact that,
apparently by default, the topic has been left to literary historians, and in the main to those
who in today’s idiom would be labelled “nationalist.”” Whatever the other ramifications, it
is particularly evident that the discourse surrounding “the national poet” is somehow im-
manently autarchic—and this applies as well to recent scholarship that is not avowedly
nationalistic, such as, for example, western slavistics. The traditional national scholarship,
generated as it is by the symbolic-collective sense of, and social need for asserting identity,
is, understandably, predisposed or indeed programmed to look inward and to keep what is
outside at bay or at least out of focus. The non-national scholarship (to take again the case
of western slavistics) may not be explicitly so programmed, but the power of inertia and the
authority of the “native” tradition, and the unconscious tendency to imitate it and be tutored
by it, may work just as effectively at maintaining a selective, nation-centered perspective.
In a word, the comparative focus, that contextualization that is essential for seeing the
phenomenon clearly and analytically has been largely absent. And it is a structured ab-
sence. In every national tradition the attention paid to the national poet has been immense
and continuous, but it is precisely the comparative discussion that has been lacking—and
made all the more obvious by the fact that the neighboring cultural, historical, and typo-
logical models have been so close at hand.

*k

Is the paradigm itself, however, universal or particular? Does every literature, in effect,
every society or nation, have its “national poet”? At first glance it seems apparent that while
the notion and the historiographic topos of “national poet” is extremely wide spread—from
Iceland to Australia, from Malta to literature written in Hebrew in 19th century Russia—it
is not unequivocally universal. France, for example, seems to be lacking a consensus on this
issue. (When pressed on the point of who is the French national poet, Andre Gide reported-
ly said: “Victor Hugo, hélas.” The qualification is telling.) Something similar obtains in
American literature: most knowledgeable respondents would suggest Walt Whitman, but
there is no solid consensus. Presumably a similar situation obtains in Canada, where the
distinction between anglophone and francophone communities, and beyond that the offi-
cial doctrine of multiculturalism, would presumably dictate the absence of such a consen-
sus. The same would appear to apply to Belgium. And indeed we would intuitively assume



that this would be the case for most if not all federal multiethnic states (like former Yugo-
slavia or former Czechoslovakia). In some cases, as in Dutch literature, the central, most
esteemed writer may be a prose writer or dramatist, but not a poet. That, too, may be
significant for the kind of relationship, or “social contract,” that exists between the canon-
ized writer and his audience. In some cases, as in Australia, the “national poet” may be only
a simulacrum, indeed an elaborate hoax.>

The absence of universality does not, of course, preclude the need to discern patterns
and regularities, and to identify the enabling (if not unequivocally “essential”) features.
One may postulate that as a rule (exceptions do exist) the “national poet” is a function of
pre-Romantic, and then, with greater intensity, of Romantic poetics and with it a historical
nexus where the given society or nation creates or canonizes its “national poet” in the
process of crystallizing or reformulating its own identity. This pattern is most obvious in
the Slavic countries, but it also applies to nations with seemingly stable identity. As recent
research has demonstrated, the canonization of Shakespeare as the English national poet
coincides both with the political unrest at the end of the 17th century and in turn draws on
the manifest period of crisis of Shakespeare’s own time.

In short, the notion of “national poet” has its own historicity. Roughly speaking its
origins lie in the Enlightenment, and in such allied notions as the natural man and the noble
savage, in Genius and genius loci, in the search for the modern day equivalent of Homer, in
the deeply rooted values of classicist poetics where the epic is seen as the preeminent genre,
the mode in which the voice of the collective is articulated, and, not least of all, the belief
in the special and yet untapped creative energy of the primitive. I will return to this in my
discussion of Ossian.

In the Romantic period proper, the role of the poet as bard is strongly adumbrated by the
social, political and psychological features of the Byronic model. To speak of it as influ-
ence or fashion is to underestimate its impact: for continental Europe (England, of course,
is an exception—one can hardly be a prophet in one’s own country), it becomes for a time
the essential model, and its fusion of political dissent and indeed involvement in the liber-
ation struggle, of acerbic social criticism, the sense of personal mystery and of some dark
fatum hanging over one’s life, and, not least of all, esthetic subtlety and indeed a refined
dandyism become the new paradigm. While some features may change and emphases may
be modulated, the Byronic image becomes iconic, certainly for the poets I should like to
focus on here. For Mickiewicz—as reflected both in his early poetry and his early visual
potrayals, his portraits—this is a basic frame of reference. The same is true for Pushkin—
despite, and indeed precisely because he also thematizes the Byronic icon (and himself
within it) and subjects it to that very irony that is part and parcel of the Byronic legacy. Even
Shevchenko, who on the surface, i.e., in light of his own self-portrayals and his subsequent
iconic portrayal in the general reception as a poet of the common people, a kobzar or folk
minstrel, would seem distant from this model, is also firmly within its legacy, particularly
its essential components of political and social rebellion and a dark fatum or curse hanging
over the poet.

In effect, the transition from the model of Byronic poet to that of national poet involves
a massive conflation of the literary and cultural with the social and political contexts. In
each of the societies in question—the Polish, the Russian and the Ukrainian—the social
and political conditions are so propitious, and the need for a reconfiguration and restating
of national identity so overwhelming, that the respective poet, having already achieved
unparalleled prominence during his lifetime, becomes shortly after his death an unchal-
lenged culture hero, and by the end of the century the national icon. One can say without
exaggeration (and massive bibliographies attest to this) that for each of their respective
nations/societies Mickiewicz, Pushkin and Shevchenko, moving through largely analogous



stages of apotheosis (of Bard, Martyr, and Prophet), become massive cult figures, the very
epitomes of the national spirit, deified heroes in the secular religion of each of these societies.

A final preliminary issue concerns the functional equivalence of the various designa-
tions or names for the given national poet within his particular national tradition. In other
words, we will assume at the outset, that the designation of wieszcz for Mickiewicz, or
kobzar (Bard) for Shevchenko (for Pushkin the term “national poet,” nacional 'nyj poet, was
applied still during his lifetime) are essentially equivalent. It will become apparent, howev-
er, that there are numerous subtleties and nuances here, that in the respective (often inter-
connected) receptions implicit hierarchies are at work, that, for example, as a “narodnyj
poet” (in various instances of the Russian, but also the early Ukrainian Reception, Shevchenko
may be seen as indeed the Ukrainian national (or rather “popular” or “people’s”) poet, but
not thereby the equivalent of a Mickiewicz or Pushkin—presumably the “true” or “valid”
national poets.® Ultimately, the notion and paradigm of “national poet” is part of the cultur-
al and political discourse of the given group, and that, of course, must also factor in mo-
ments of social and political status and differentiation within it.

k

Although it is evident from the preceding that an essentialist and metaphysical reading
of each poet and his national role—in effect, the belief that his sublime prominence is due
to the fact that he incarnates the voice and thus spirit of the nation—is hardly adequate as a
critical or historiographic notion (and is indeed merely a recapitulation of some basic Ro-
mantic premises), the matter may be put even more directly: the national poet is made, not
born. The national poet—as can be demonstrated in each of our three cases—is a product
of a process of reception, with altogether clearly discernible stages and players in the pro-
cess, with social forces at work that are large and awesome, but clearly subject to analysis.
The prominent role that teleological thinking plays here, the idea that these poets were
preternaturally fated to assume their respective roles, the belief that theirs is an organic and
essential manifestation of the national ethos are all largely unconscious, but highly deter-
mined and coded facets of the overall reception process—all resonating within the given
social context.

This, of course, is not to imply that the actual creative output, the ouevre of the poet is
somehow of secondary importance in the process of his canonization; on the contrary, it is
the very core of the process. On the one hand, the very choice of thematic focus—Mick-
iewicz’s Pan Tadeusz, Pushkin’s Boris Godunov, Shevchenko’s Hajdamaky, to point only
to a central narrative in each poet’s canon—is such that it looks unerringly to the key
moments in the nation’s experience and ethos and in so doing lays a powerful claim to
speak in the name of the entire collective, of the nation itself. While examples abound,
Shevchenko’s major political poem, “The Epistle” (1845) may serve as a paradigmatic
case. Its subtitle, “To my Dead, Living and Still Unborn Countrymen, Both in Ukraine and
Outside of it,” manifestly lays claim to an ineffable bond with the collective, a bond (later
developed with many nuances in the overall corpus of his poetry) that transcends time and
place and is of the order of a sacred trust and mission. The same is true of the others.
Already in Konrad Wallenrod (1828), through his eponymous hero, Mickiewicz was laying
claim to being (albeit still in masked and Byronic guise) a secret leader of, and martyr to the
nation’s cause. In Forefather’s Eve Pt. III (1832) the revelation of the poet/hero—through
his symbolic second birth and rechristening as Konrad—and his claim to representation of,
and spiritual leadership over the nation is given as high and tragic psychodrama. The iden-
tification of poet and nation is given with utter directness: “I and the fatherland are one./ I
am called Million—because for millions/ I love and suffer torments”. In the Books of the
Polish Nation and Polish Pilgrimage (1832), a brochure that was both symbolically and
literally intended as a catechism for the Polish emigration, and for Poland itself, the role of




speaking to and instructing the nation is amplified both by the Biblical diction and stance
and the messianic doctrine it conveys, a doctrine in which the chosen, preternatural role of
the Poet-Prophet is paramount.* Finally, even in Pan Tadeusz, which functions, as I have
argued earlier, as an epitaph for the poet—even while it assumes the grandiose dimensions
of a national epos—the poet’s bond and identification with the nation is everpresent.® It is
continued, of course, in Mickiewicz's subsequent activities, especially his lectures on Slav-
ic literature at the Collége de France, and it becomes the centerpiece and the central truth of
his reception.

Pushkin’s self-inscription into the collective consciousness, his assumption of spiritual
leadership and ultimately the mantle of prophecy follows an analogous path, although it is
also moulded by his biographical circumstances and the literary discourse of his society,
particularly its salon culture and the overarching importance it places on distance, irony
and wit. Still, the bardic, “national” stance is assumed at a very early stage, for example in
“Freedom, an Ode” (1818) where the twenty year old poet already speaks to his nation and
its recent history as both a contemplative seer (echoing the “poetry of the North” and its
echoes of Ossian) and indeed (in the spirit of Shelley’s dictum) as the nation's unacknowl-
edged lawgiver. In the poetry that follows, the light and playful and ironic is continually
matched—whether in echoes of the Decembrist uprising and works written to the Tsar
himself®, in comments on Russia’s colonization of the Caucasus (the ending of the “Prison-
er of the Caucasus”), his comments on the Polish uprising of 1831, his historical works,
particularly “Poltava,”—by a stance that implicitly arrogates to the poet the role of speak-
ing in the name of Russia itself. The examples are numerous and the poetics subtle, and the
topic clearly requires closer attention. As with Mickiewicz and Shevchenko, Pushkin also
overtly assumes the diction and iconic role of prophecy.

*

The matter may be put more directly: not only do the poets in question address their
societies and their respective collective experiences through a broad thematic range, and by
prioritizing history and the central social and political issues “ideologically”” and formally
substantiate their claim to a “personal,” intimate, “one-to-one,” indeed coterminous and
indissolubly linked relationship with the nation’s experience, they also directly inscribe,
indeed “program” their reception. At issue is what I have been calling symbolic autobiog-
raphy.”

Most generally, the sense of symbolic autobiography involves not so much the writer's
readiness to reveal key moments of his internal and hidden life as to endow them with both
narrative extension and a certain narrative autonomy, and in particular to thematize them.
In the case of Mickiewicz, Pushkin and Shevchenko, this thematization is precisely in the
direction of the poet as Bard, and then, with ever greater intensity, of the poet as preternat-
urally chosen, indeed a transcendant, sacred, poet-prophet. Along with self-reflection and
self-consciousness, what defines symbolic autobiography and gives it its peculiar reso-
nance is not the autobiographical moment, or event, or detail as such (for this is contingent
even in "straight" or traditional, or avowedly veristic autobiography), but precisely its sym-
bolic component, its encoding. In Shevchenko, who along with Mickiewicz provides a
paradigmatic instance of symbolic autobiography, this encoding conforms to the basic struc-
tures of his mythopoesis and involves such key moments as the conflation of the fate of the
poet/kobzar with the fate of the nation (whereby his trials recapitulate those of the collec-
tive), the patterning of his life (the symbolic biography) in terms of the movement between
and thus recapitulation of the antipodes of communitas and structure, and, specifically in
his case, the enabling, reciprocal relationship between the poet as sinner and prophet.?

In effect, in each of our cases the poet perceives and intuits both the “poetics” (i.e.,
dominant “ideology,” values, collective anxieties and memory, mythologems and so on) of
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his society and his own power or “chosenness” (and, as Harold Bloom has argued, a strong
poet is ever ready to affirm his chosenness’ —and that would appear to be axiomatic for the
“national poet”) and by articulating a symbolic (at times only implicit or fragmentary)
master narrative that conflates his life and that of the collective provides the blueprint for
his subsequent reception. Imperceptibly he leads the reader and then the critic to accept a
new script and with it a new unprecedented and unique role for the author. The process, of
course, is synergistic and depends on very early, unequivocal validation, which in the case
of all three poets is biographically attested. (In the case of Mickiewicz fate herself provided
for the fact that he was born on Christmas Eve; his parents continued the pattern by calling
him Adam; the sense of chosenness was encoded rather early it would seem.) The process
of such grandiose self-identification is also extremely risky. Misjudging one’s power—and
the poetics of reception, and the social code involved—opens up the risk of ridicule. But
great achievement is always contingent on great risk. Characteristically, too, all three poets
find subtle means, primarilly through the use of irony, self-irony and masking to deflect and
control the risk involved. That sense of risk is also communicated to the audience and thus
contributes to the expectations and the aura of success and chosenness that is generated by the
poet and that in time becomes its own teleology, in effect, a self-fulfilling prophecy.

On the personal, psychological level the readiness to take risks, to dare, is common, as
the biographical evidence shows, to all three poets, although it is most often discussed in
connection with Pushkin and his predilection for duels and ultimately his death in one. In
purely literary terms, it is most revealing that all three poets project this sense of risk-taking
and challenging their audience (which are two sides of the same coin) by engaging in
unprecedented formal innovation within their respective literary traditions and in the liter-
ary craft as such. In short, the claim to chosenness must be substantiated from the outset—
although it is also clear that the full extent of the poet’s esthetic achievement and the chal-
lenge he poses becomes apparent only to subsequent generations.

*

Along with the psychological encoding and the esthetic and formal innovation, a cen-
tral moment is that of discursive fit. In each case the poet unerringly recognizes and devel-
ops that discursive mode which is central to his society, which resonates with its collective
sense of self and its mode of dealing with that sense. This, too, of course, is a synergistic
process; and it may indeed seem tautologous or even banal i.e., signalling more or less that
“the poet talks to his audience in a language it will understand.” But the point, I believe, is
important. For in the historical and existential sense the “national poet” is tantamount to, or
basically comprehensible only within the “national discourse.” (It refers back to my earlier
point that in the absence of such an enabling discourse the paradigm itself does not arise—
as witnessed by those literatures where there is no “slot” for “national poet.”) In the case of
Poland, Mickiewicz as national poet, as wieszcz, is fully comprehensible only if one also
factors in the powerful role of Polish Romantic messianism—which he himself, of course,
was the first to articulate and generate, but which extends beyond him. The fact that his pre-
eminence was challenged by the other great Polish Romantic poet, Juliusz Stowacki, who
also claimed to be a wieszcz, and that later Zygmunt Krasinski attempted to further expand
the idea by proposing himself as a third wieszcz, indeed a synthesis (to Mickiewicz’s thesis
and Stowacki’s antithesis), suggests that in the given discourse the idea of the national poet
and the concrete person who occupies the role were indeed distinct. Krasinski’s ultimate
failure in inscribing his theory of “three wieszcz’s” into the collective consciousness also
suggests that in the reception process the ideological discourse cannot ignore the esthetic
factor and that the options for manipulation are circumscribed.

Analogously to Mickiewicz, Shevchenko both incribes his sense of millenarian popu-
lism on the Ukrainian public and resonates with its pre-existent variant. As national poet, as
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the “father of the nation,” he can hardly be understood outside of that paradigm. But here
again, he is not coterminous with it. He is also a product of a process of reception and a
nexus of other paradigms—slavophile, Herderian-essentialist-“folkist,” “all-Russian” fed-
eralist, proto-nationalist and so on—which have been in a dynamic state of flux since his
canonization as national martyr still during his lifetime, and as national prophet immediate-
ly after his death. Already in 1876, in a lengthy article on “Shevchenko, the Ukrainophiles
and Socialism,” the eminent Ukrainian (and all-Russian) scholar and political theorist
Mykhajlo Drahomanov, a political dissident in Geneva, speaks of the various mutually
exclusive and contradictory socio-political interpretations of Shevchenko within Ukrainian
society—all of which, however, implicitly accept and celebrate the “national poet.” Draho-
manov’s rueful and ironic conclusion: “Such is always the case with prophets.”!

A similar plurality of interpretations—all still subsumed by the overarching para-
digm of “national poet”—is equally apparent in the respective receptions of Mickiewicz
and Pushkin. The case of the latter is particularly revealing for the way in which it shows
how the “national poet” functions and thrives not only in nations/societies which, like the
Polish and Ukrainian, are undergoing profound political crisis (both, after all, project the
“national poet” as an antidote to political subjugation and as a symbol of and a strategy
for attaining independence), but also in a society that is attempting to come to grips with
its imperial sense of self and at the same time accommodate the stirrings of nationalism
(a process which still has not played itself out in Russia). For his part, Pushkin inscribes
himself into the surrounding imperial discourse, at times with apparent fervor (cf. the
final coda of the already mentioned “Prisoner of the Caucasus,” or “To the Slanderers of
Russia,” or “Poltava”) while at the same drawing important nuances and focusing on the
crushing, even malevolent side of the cause of empire (paradigmatically in “The Bronze
Horseman,” but also in “The Captain’s Daughter” and most strikingly in his late lyrics
that anticipate and all but predict his death).

What is most striking in the Pushkin reception, however, and an instance that does set it
apart from the analogous Mickiewicz and Shevchenko phenomena, is that a distinct turning
point in that reception can be identified. For in a real sense Pushkin began as a rather
unlikely candidate for “national poet”: his imbededness in the elite, salon culture of the day,
his irony, lightness and wit, his predilection for parody, his programmatic aristocratism,
eroticism and dandyism'' —and all this in the face of the fact that in Russian culture the
notion of “nation” was, as in most other Slavic cultures, often blurred with the “narod,” i.e.,
“the people”—did not augur well for his future canonization. The need for a culture hero
clearly took precedence, however, and his death in a duel was immediately transformed
into martyrdom in the collective public opinion of the intelligentsia—which itself occupied
the ambiguous role (echoing that of Pushkin himself) of being both dependent on and
politically dissident to the state. But the defining moment was the Pushkin celebration of
1880, particularly the culminating speech by Dostojevsky in which he inscribes Pushkin
into a new, messianic Russian nationalism and takes what was long bemoaned by Russian
critics as Russia’s weakness, i.e., her derivativeness, her imitativeness, and on the basis of
Pushkin’s perceived openness to all cultures and models now recasts it as the very essence
of his and her greatness—and universalism."? As much as this may be a “hijacking” of the
historical Pushkin, it is emblematic of the way in which the “national poet" functions as a
mirror, indeed a protean force, for the societal needs that drive all literary reception and
with it the still barely examined processes of collective identity formation and myth-
making.
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2. NATIONAL POETS AS MYSTIFICATIONS

The seeds of mystification—taken here most basically as a conscious substitution of the
false or the virtual for the real and authentic, and as the manipulation and exploitation of a
collective need for a personally, voluntaristically interpreted “higher” (national) end—are
already implicit in the national poet’s symbolic self-designation. When the poet portrays
himself as coterminous or indeed identical with the collective, the nation (Mickiewicz’s “I
am million...” and numerous analogous formulations by Pushkin and Shevchenko) he is on
the one hand skirting ego-inflation (which becomes all too palpable and unappealing when
lesser poets attempt to cast themselves in this guise) and on the other—speaking from the
objective, rational perspective—engaging in a form of Romantic mystification. (The very
notion of “national poet” is, of course, largely if not exclusively a product of Romantic
poetics.) More concretely, aspects of mystification can be seen as inhering in the very
process of reception, in the sociology of the poet’s canonization. It is more than apparent
that in many of his hypostases Pushkin—the dandy, the esthete, the casanova, the friend-of-
the-Decembrists-who-just-managed-not-to-get-involved, the Kamerjunker and court poet,
bred from the time of the Lycee to be faithful servant to the Monarch—was not a likely
candidate for the exalted post of national poet. But given the enabling moments noted
above, and, above all, the transfiguring topos of martyrdom, the process of canonization is
primed and then becomes inexorable.” And all these potentially “disqualifying” moments
are simply swept under the rug. Moreover, in high canonic, i.e., “patriotic” discourse it
becomes bad form merely to mention them. Even the most sympathetic, indeed loving
discussion of the national bard that touches upon some of these issues, as for example,
Tertz’s Progulki z Pushkinym can raise a storm of protest.

The same, of course, can be said of Mickiewicz and Shevchenko: the issue, after all, is
systemic, not particular. In the case of Mickiewicz we have the curious instance of a self-
avowed national wieszcz, who also implicitly casts himself as a leader of and sufferer for
the national cause (viz. Konrad Wallenrod) who not only draws on an official government
stipend after leaving Russia, but when the hour of greatest national crisis arrives—the
November 1830 uprising—cannot tear himself away from his Russian aristocratic friends
in Rome and dallies there for months; by a circuitous route he manages to get only as far as
Poznan, but by then the uprising is over. He joins the retreating patriots and becomes one of
the emigres. He writes his best works—Dziady III, Ksi¢gi narodu i pielgrzymstwa pol-
skiego and then Pan Tadeusz and for many in the emigration becomes a spiritual leader.
While some remember his absence at the crucial moment their scepsis is overshadowed by
the role of wieszcz he seems destined to play, i.e., which society in the main has already
accepted. After his death and apotheosis in the reception these real life ambivalences re-
cede even further into the shadows—even in the critical, scholarly discourse. The role of
national bard simply cannot tolerate them, and this role—to assert the national cause'* —is
clearly more resonant and functional than any ambiguity or scepsis.

Though it may appear suprising to some, similar ambivalence can be found in Shevchen-
ko—it cannot but be there. (And it is not the issue of sexual or gender ambivalence which
has recently so exercised the traditionalist critics.) To put it most succinctly, it is the pres-
ence in his total corpus of what I have called a duality, of “unadjusted” and “adjusted”
literary stances, values and personae which express themselves on both sides of the Ukrai-
nian/Russian linguistic (and cultural) divide, i.e., not only in the fact that he writes his
poetry mostly in Ukrainian and his prose in Russian, but that the feelings and values ex-
pressed therein are remarkably distinct, centering as they do on a Romantic metaphysics of
passionate revolt in the Ukrainian poetry and controlled irony and distance in the Russian
prose.® To the extent that Shevchenko is organically integrated into both the patriotic and
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proto-dissident Ukrainian society and the Imperial all-Russian one, and functions exceed-
ingly well within both, he is—according to the topos of the national poet in the Ukrainian
context, i.e., as the kobzar that he himself projects—a hybrid. Indeed, in this Ukrainian-
cum-Russianness he is an ambivalent and thus an impure figure, and the subsequent popu-
larreception, to this day, must turn a blind eye towards it. (In his own day Shevchenko, with
wit and conscious irony, concealed it with the peasant hat and coat he wore over his black
tie and tails when in Petersburg society.)

In short, the paradigm of national poet is totalizing and essentialist—and as all such
symbolic evocations of the sacred it simply must distance and conceal the “out of frame”
real-life material. From an objectivist point of view the paradigm is itself a mystification.
The best evidence for this are the structured absences of the historical record I have just
touched upon: in the literary scholarship in question they have seldom if ever been an area
of investigation. Only now is a more searching, deconstructive focus being given to Mick-
iewicz—and this reflects far-reaching changes in Polish society. In contrast, Russian and
Ukrainian society is still in each case highly resistant to such revisionism, and attempts in
that direction are few and far-between.

3. “NATIONAL MYSTIFICATIONS”

The mystifications we shall discuss here can be seen as the obverse, the shadow side of
the drive to canonize the “national poet” or hero and to create the realm of the sacred. I am
drawing a sharp distinction here between run-of-the-mill mystifications and national mys-
tifications. In his study of Les Grandes Mystifications Litteraires (1911) Augustin Thierry
provides only one which falls in the category I would designate as national mystification—
Macpherson’s Ossian. Of the others, some may still be remembered or studied (Thomas
Chatterton’s creation of Thomas Rowley, for example, or Prosper Merimee’s Guzla), but
most of these personal or local mystification are now altogether forgotten, or known only to
specialists. The difference between them and the “national” ones is far reaching.

My focus here will be on several texts, their creation and reception: Macpherson’s Os-
sian; the Igor Tale, Vaclav Hanka’s Rukopisy kralovédvorsky a zelenohorsky, Elias Lon-
nrot’s Kalevala, the Finnish national epos, and the Book of Vles. Each of these texts carries
with it a large body of secondary texts: analyses, polemics and so on and each could easily
serve as a separate topic in its own right; the following is thus only a preliminary, and
necessarily selective statement of the problem.

*k

Ossian

The paradigmatic and preeminent instance is the very first. In the late 1750s James
Macpherson, who was only in his early twenties, but who had already published some
sentimental-gothic poetry that had elicited little notice was commisioned by the literary
guru of Edinburgh, Hugh Blair to collect Gaelic folklore. (A major focus of the Scottish
Enlightenment's interest in classicism and the place of Homer in letters was precisely the
“relationship between primitive society and genius™.)'® In 1760 Macpherson published in
Edinburgh the first fruits of his labors—a slim collection entitled “Fragments of Ancient
Poetry Collected in the Highlands of Scotland and Translated from the Galic or Erse lan-
guage.” In this first edition his name—as “translator”—does not even appear on the title
page; the preface, claiming that these fragments are but small pieces of a larger epic and
that they undoubtedly can be ascribed to the ancient Bards, was written by Blair. Their
success was instantaneous—although almost from the beginning doubts were also raised
about their authenticity. A second edition followed a few months later. In 1761, after another
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expedition to discover the full epic reach of this poetry, Macpherson published Fingal, an
Ancient Epic Poem and in 1763 another epic poem, Temora. Collectively they constitute
the Poems of Ossian. Many later editions followed.

In Scotland the enthusiasm for Ossian was, understandably, great. In the aftermath of
the political defeat of 1745 and Scotland’s absorption by England it was seen as an essential
vindication of Scottish honor, dignity, antiquity and identity. Not all Scotsmen were so
persuaded—a major sceptic was the philosopher David Hume. The most steadfast critic
was Dr. Samuel Johnson who suspected a forgery from the outset and in 1773 even under-
took a journey into the Highlands to personally investigate the oral sources. He was cate-
gorical in his judgement on the authenticity of Ossian: “...my opinion of the poems of
Ossian is already discovered. I believe they never existed in any other form than that we
have seen.” And caustic as to the Scottish reception: “they are seduced,” he wrote “by their
fondness for their supposed ancestors. A scotchman must be a sturdy moralist who does not
love Scotland better than the truth...”"

In fact, Macpherson was never able to show the Gaelic sources from which he had
purportedly translated: either the manuscripts or the oral sources. The Gaelic Ossian was
finally published in 1805 (in three volumes) — almost ten years after Macpherson’s death—
and apparently did raise his credibility again; but modern scholarship has shown it to be a
translation of Macpherson’s English Ossian.'

And yet the manifest historical effect was quite different. Translations of Ossian—Ger-
man, French, Italian, Russian and other—created a whole new poetics—of pre-Romanti-
cism, of the power and aura of the poetry of the North, of the already noted fusion of genius
and the primitive, and most of all of the implicit value and validity of national literatures
and national identity. For all of Dr. Johnson’s reliance on reason—and his opposition was
perhaps above all based on his rejection from a classicist perspective of the murky and the
gothic in this poetry—Ossian heralded a new Romantic poetics. The list of those who were
drawn into its orbit (if for some only temporarily) as translators, imitators, or outspoken
admirers is impressive: Herder, Goethe, Schiller, Biirger and Klopstock, Horace Walpole,
Byron, Sir Walter Scott, Coleridge, Keats, Wordsworth, Shelley and Tennyson, Karamzin,
Kapnist, Gnedich, Derzhavin, Batiushkov, Pushkin and Baratynskij, Marquis de Saint-Si-
mon, Arnault, Chateaubriand and Mdm de Stael. Napoleon, it is said, took the eight volume
Italian translation of Ossian with him on his campaigns and wrote that it "..contains the
purest and most animating principles and examples of true honor, courage and discipline
and all the heroic virtues that can possibly exist.”*

That Ossian was soon exposed as a mystification did not become an impediment to the
success of the mythologem and its transformation into a touchstone of Romantic poetics.
Even after the fact of Macpherson’s authorship became incontrovertible, Herder, the phi-
losopher of nationalism and the father of the seminal paradigm of the Volk, the narod,
remained an essential supporter of the Ossianic concept. In Scotland there always remained
a warm spot for Ossian and Macpherson—to this day. But this was not only a Scottish
tradition. Hazlitt—an important critic—puts Ossian—not Macpherson—in the ranks of
Shakespeare, the Bible and Dante—"a feeling and a name that cannot be destroyed.”*
Mathew Arnold—a seminal critic—puts it even more strongly:

Make the part that is forged, modern, tawdry, spurious, in the book as large as
you please; strip Scotland, if you like, of every feather of borrowed plumes which
on the strength of Macpherson’s Ossian she may have stolen, there will still be
left in the book a residue with the very soul of Celtic genius in it, and which has
the proud distinction of having brought the Celtic genius into contact with the
nations of modern Europe, and enriched all our poetry for it.*!
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This, in a nutshell, is the operation of the myth—the evocation of the spirit of the place,
the genius loci and the collective that transcends reason and indeed mere literary authentic-
ity. And indeed has its own entirely separate afterlife. More to our purpose, it highlights
the—undoubtedly for some—uncomfortably close proximity of the idea of national poet—
and the underlying ideas of Genius, national identity and the national literature that is its
voice—to the practice and the “national sanctioning,” so to speak, of literary mystifica-
tions. Ossian, characteristically created ad maiorem gloriam nationis, becomes the para-
digm that was fated to be repeated, over and over.

k

The Igor Tale

Perhaps the first direct legacy or reincarnation of Ossian, precisely as a mystified i.e.,
putatively original/authentic text, and not as adaptation or translation, is none other than
the Slovo o polku Igoreve, the Igor Tale, which is now the subject of a new, highly detailed
and persuasive study by Edward Keenan 2. In his earlier study Andre Mazon gives ample
insightful analysis to the Ossianic tenor, the background, the mood and feel of the Slovo;
and as Keenan (and Mazon and Schamschula) note the first references to the Igor Tale
appear in Russia in the 1790’s—at the very height of the Ossian vervor there (and in Europe
in general). But this similarity, in fact, was observed earlier. As noted by Ju. D. Levin, in his
impressive but not quite comprehensive overview of Ossian in Russian literature, in 1834,
when it became apparent that Ossian was a mystification, there appeared in the journal
Biblioteka dlja chtenija a critical note (probably written by O. I. Senkovsky) saying that:
“As to the Igor Tale we strongly suspect a mystification: it has the strong aura of Ossian; its
phrases are literally cut from Macpherson's cloth.”* Levin goes on to decry this “negative”
side to the palpable typological similarity between Ossian and the Igor Tale—something he
clearly cannot find in himself to admit let alone analyze; and this lacuna is the single
greatest weakness of his work. For us, however, the juxtaposition of not so much the texts
as their receptions serves to highlight some central features in the mystification syndrome
we are addressing. Apart from the similarities in poetics, and the absence of any actual
source manuscript (the original of the Igor Tale, as we know, conveniently burned in the
1812 fire in Moscow), there is another echo of Ossian, and that is the way in which authen-
tic texts antecedent to the forgery are now debunked as derivative of the forged—putatively
older—text. As Cogan had said: “When the originals, which he (Macpherson) himself had
used were presented as evidence of his inaccuracy, he denounced them as spurious fif-
teenth-century Irish versions of his third-century poems.”?

Something analogous occurred with the Zadonshchina, which came to be seen as deriv-
ative or secondary to the Igor Tale. (One can be thankful, however, that unlike the case with
Gaelic studies the collection of old Rusian texts was not apparently impeded.)

Unlike Ossian, however, the Igor Tale, was not unmasked and indeed became an official
national epos, the very icon of Russian antiquity, dignity and statehood. (Given the political
pecking order, the Ukrainian and Belarusian claims to it were always peripheral to those of
the older brother.) As such it became part of the national self-image and revisions to this
image were not anticipated. And this is where the mystification bares itself in a manner much
more striking than with the topos of the national poet. In short, it corroded the scholarly
establishment, the very workings of scholarship. As seen most dramatically in the episto-
lary trail of D. S. Lixachev’s campaign against A. A. Zimin®, it became an issue not of an
impartial search for the truth, but of a vendetta and a project to suppress heretical thought.
To this day in Russian and Ukrainian scholarship—one need not even mention the text-
books—it is virtually impossible to find a single reference to Mazon or Schamschula or
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Keenan. It is as if the doubters and their closely reasoned arguments never existed. Schol-
arship has been reduced to ritual and dogma, and—as wittnessed by a recent study by a
certain Borys Jatsenko which provides nothing less than a paleographic recreation of the
original text—to its own parodic parthenogenesis.?

The Czech Manuscripts

The Kralovédvorsky manuscript “discovered” by Vaclav Hanka in 1817 and the Zeleno-
horsky manuscript (both: RKZ) are another reincarnation of Ossian—this time through the
direct midwifery of Herder and with a curious paleographic twist: this time the manuscripts
were there, and they were certainly old, but something was off nonetheless. From the first,
such eminent scholars as Josef Dobrovsky were suspicious—although many others—Safa-
rik, Palacky, Tomek and others were enthusiastic supporters. In time more and more ques-
tions were raised and the issue became transformed into one of German detractors and
Czech defenders.

One need not recapitulate the excellent chronology of the debates on the Czech manu-
scripts prepared by Jozef Koc¢i.”” Before turning to the central issue of their debunking by
Jan Gebauer and Thomas Masaryk, however, one should note that in the preceding decades
the RKZ become the very touchstone of Czech patriotism; to question them was to hedge
on one’s patriotism and risk national ostracism; as Koci puts it, “the RKZ became explosive
national-ideological material”’; the only response to growing (German) scholarly and phil-
ological critical scrutiny was to charge that it all was nothing but an anti-Czech bias.?®

A profound reversal came with the work of the leading philologist Jan Gebauer who in
1886 showed that linguistically the RKZ were a forgery and called for further paleographical
and chemical analyses.” For the philosopher and future president of Czechoslovakia,
Thomas Masaryk, who introduced Gebauer's article in his journal Athenaeum, the issue
touched the very basis and future of the Czech national cause. ** For Masaryk, as reflected
in various writings as well as in his correspondence, particularly with the eminent Slavist
Vatroslav Jagié, the basic issue was that the national cause could not be based on falsehood
and self-deception, nor subordinate to the tyranny of self-styled patriots and opportunists
and their threat to ostracise the heterodox; for him as for Gebauer the RKZ problem had to
be decided within the Czech community—not by others; the very dignity of the nation
demanded that it be faced squarely and the mystification admitted and put behind them.*

To be sure, this did not end the debates; they contined to the 20th century and indeed last
to this day. In the interwar period especially there were various attempts to revive them—
and indeed aid came from other countries, e.g. Polish traditionalists. But in time the Czech
scholarly establishment came entirely over to Gebauer’s and Masaryk’s side: the RKZ is
now authoritatively seen as a forgery.*

What is most telling for our purpose, however, is that even while the defense of the RKZ
had become the prime example of national duty and defense of national honor—and was
indeed "authenticated” by the “father of the nation,” FrantiSek Palacky*—the mystifica-
tion was largely reversed. The national discourse, led by the scholarly establishment—
albeit with great polemics and over a very long time—found the strength to affect revision
and demystification.
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The Kalevala

In 1950 the American folklorist Richard M. Dorson coined the term fakelore, which he
later developed in his 1976 book Folklore and Fakelore. By “fakelore” he meant “the pre-
sentation of spurious and synthetic writings under the claim that they are genuine folklore:
“These productions,” he argues, “are not collected in the filed but are rewritten from earlier
literary and journalistic sources in an endless chain of regurgitation, or they may even be
made out of whole cloth, as in the case of several of the ‘folk heroes’ written up in the image
of Paul Bunyan...”?* This is also the very tactic applied by the Grimm brothers to Kinder
and Haus Marchen (1812; 1819)—with later editions showing much embellishment, re-
working, adaptation, and falsification of data about informants; all the while, however, they
are all presented as pure, authentic oral tradition.®

The problem arises with special intensity with the Kalevala. There is, of course, a genuine
difficulty in placing a universally esteemed and highly esthetic work, the acknowledged
voice of the Finnish people in the category of mystifications; it skirts the edge of political
incorrectness. But such a formulation also sharply highlights the problems involved.

In 1828 Elias Lonnrot, a medical doctor, but with an abiding interest in folklore and the
classics begins his folklore research and collection in Finnish Karelia. In 1832 with other
like minded friends he established the Finnish Literary Society and already in August,
1833, he writes the Society of the need to collect and arrange the various materials so that
all the heroes (Vainamoinen, [lmarinen, Lemminkainen) could be joined in one overarch-
ing work—i.e, an epic poem.

The fruit of his labor was not long in coming. Lonnrot first published the Old Kalevala
in 1835, (12 poems, 12,000 lines). Much later, in 1849, there appeared the New Kalevala
(50 poems, 22,700 lines) now compiled and unified into an epic, an epic now presented as
a national epos—presumably preexisting in the past and now restored to its original unity
by Lonnrot. Significantly, the epic model was uppermost in his mind: during this process
“he wrote friends that he would not quit until he could match half of Homer and that he
hoped that future generations would value the Finnish epic as highly as the Gothic peoples
esteemed the Edda and the Romans 'if not quite Homer than at least Hesiod'.”*

As described by Wilson, the problem lies not so much in the fact that Lonnrot combined
individual songs into one epic whole, but that the individual songs are themselves synthe-
sized, created:

In brief, his method was to take the variant of a narrative poem he liked and to fill
it out by drawing lines from other poems, sometimes from other variants of the
same poem, sometimes from separate narratives, and sometimes even from a
different type of poem—Iyrical poems, incantations, wedding lays. Then, be-
cause the lines of his completed text had been collected from different regions,
he would normalize the language, smoothing out the dialect features of the
separate lines. The result was a poem perhaps more esthetically satisfyinf but
one which by modern standards could not be called an authentic folk creation.”

The work, in short is more like a cento, a pastiche, than a folk epos; it is the product of
an individual creator—albeit based on authentic material. As Wilson also goes on to argue,
this was “established Romantic practice... to reshape the poems intuitively into the more
artistic creations they had supposedly once been. Indeed, almost every collector from the
time of Porthan had followed the same practice of producing composite texts.”

This point has broad implications: as with the blurring of the lines between the individ-
ual and the collective that occurs in the Romantic posture of the national bard discussed
above, here, too, there is an implicit mystifying thrust to the Romantic attitude toward the
text as process, experience and feeling rather than objective artefact. This poetics, of course,
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resonated powerfully with feelings of national pride and self-worth; the reconstructed past—
free of foreign influence—becomes the model for future development; and indeed the Ka-
levala is generally seen as the leavening for the Finnish national awakening. It also serves
as the model for the Estonian epos—Friedrich Kreutzwald’s Kalevipoeg.

In terms of our selected examples the reconstruction in the Kalevala of an “Ur-epos”—
even though Lonnrot knew that the material he was working with was not that—is indeed a
form of mystification—but one with a high goal. As with Ossian, the Igor Tale and the
RKZ, the issue of antiquity, or lineage, is central—it lies at the heart of the issue of authen-
ticity. As Anatole France had put it with respect to the original model: “Ossian seems the
equal of Homer when one thinks him to be ancient; one despises it when one knows it’s
Macpherson”® . With this, too, comes the issue of geneology—which is the central nexus
of identity, whether individual or collective.

Questions regarding authenticity, validity, and motivation posed by such scholars as
Dorson, Wilson and Dundes, were, for the most part, seldom asked by traditional Finnish
scholars (and certainly not by Soviet or now the post-Soviet ones). In the traditionalist
discourse the topos and canon of “the national epos” was generally treated as revealed truth
and hardly as subject to deconstruction. As Wilson shows, the distinction between Lon-
nrot's individual poem and the collective (and his own) imaginings about the nature of the
work was drawn only very late and basically only under the pressure of collective trauma.
In short, the reconceptualization of the Kalevala as Lonnrot's poem basically came only
after defeat in the war with the Soviet Union. In the pre-war and war years the emphasis was
entirely on the collective, national, “primordial” and even historical nature of the work.
Now the new Finnish scholarship seeks in the Kalevala not a model of a “national epos”,
but the deep structures of shamanistic poetry and the universality of myth.* As to the
fundamental question of Romantic folklorism and more broadly Romantic values and their
role in the creation and subsequent reception of this and other “national epics”—to pose the
question is to answer it. This, after all is the very agenda of nation formation or "national-
ism." The title of Olli Alho's sympathetic review of Wilson's study is: "On Nationalism in
a National Science"* How could it be otherwise?

%

The Book of Vles

The remarkable career of the contemporary Book of Vies (Russian: Velesova or Vies
kniga; Ukrainian: Velesova or Vles knyha) shows not only the viability—indeed the flour-
ishing—of national mystifications and the opportunities they provide for ideological ma-
nipulation, but also their raw mass appeal, particularly in periods of upheaval when stan-
dards and institutions—and the canon—are in flux and disarray. The text of the Book of
Vles purports to date from the 6"-9" centuries A.D., and to be written in a pre-Cyrillic (and
presumably pre-glagolithic) script, and to express, the religion, the wisdom, the history and
ethos and so on of the pre-Christian Rus' from the 2" millenium B.C. to the time of its
writing. (The implied focus of these writings is the Kievan area, today's Ukraine, but
characteristically, the most recent Russian versions place it in the North, in Novgorod.) The
text was purportedly found in 1919 by a Russian White Army colonel named Ali Izenbek
during the Civil War in Ukraine in the guise of inscriptions on ancient wooden slats. These
were purportedly taken by him to Brussels, where in the inter-war period they were “tran-
scribed* by the Russian emigre engineer and amateur folklorist Jurii Miroliubov. During
the German occupation they were allegedly lost to the Nazis (the Gestapo). In fact, no
evidence for their existence was ever produced. Extracts from the text were first published
between 1954 and 1959 in several issues of the Russian emigre journal Zhar ptitsa in San
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Francisco. Subsequently, both Russian (1966) and Ukrainian (1968, 1979) emigre versions
were published. While the Soviet Union existed the text of the Book of Vles and discussion
of it was largely suppressed in that country; after the collapse of the Soviet Union it became
a best-seller, with print-runs in the tens of thousands in Russia (as many as 25 and 50
thousand) and smaller but still sizeable runs in the thousands in Ukraine.

From the beginning, scholars, especially linguists, had dismissed the Book of Vles as a
forgery. In 1990, with its rapidly growing popularity, the Russian philologist Oleg Tvorogov
wrote a lengthy and detailed analysis of the text in the authoritative Trudy otdela
drevnerusskoj liyteratury (vol. XLII) exposing it—from the linguistic, philological, textual
and contextual-historical sides—as not just a forgery, but, linguistically speaking, a very
crude one. Its formal aspects (verse structure etc.) were revealed as entirely obfuscatory. As
could be expected, this had not the slightest effect on the popularity of the Book of Vles.
Indeed the fact that for purposes of analysis Tvorogov had published the entire known text
of the forgery was taken in subsequent editions as proof of its legitimacy. Clearly, for the
intended audience what was said about it was less important than the fact that it was men-
tioned in a scholarly treatise. This technique of mimicry or proof by contiguity is highly
typical of the parascholarly discussion that attends the defense of the Book of Vles in both
Russia and Ukraine.

The reception and role of the Book of Vles in the two countries, however, offers very
instructive contrasts. In the beginning, i.e., the 1950s and 60s, there seemed to be some
synergy between the Russian and Ukrainian proponents of the Book of Vies (although
fervent Ukrainian nationalists were suspicious.*’ In newly independent Ukraine and Rus-
sia, however, there was a clear parting of ways: each side saw this as its own "national
monument," containing material from, and reflecting only its ethos. Seldom, if ever, did
they acknowledge that the respectively northern or southern neighbour is also celebrating
and appropriating the same text. In this regard the Ukrainian side has been more consistent:
all the proponents of the Book of Vies see it exclusively as an “ancient Ukrainian” text. To
be sure, one Russian edition (A. I. Asov’s, of 1997) does note the Ukrainian claims, but then
in traditional fashion subsumes that under a general ““all-Russian” rubric.

The issue of competing national claims for what is an evident forgery is not what is most
interesting here, however. Instead, as noted, these are the differing “national” roles of this
mystification. As is clearly brought out by Victor A. Shnirelman's study of “Russian Neo-
pagan Myths and Antisemitism”* and Maja Kaganskaja “The Book of Vles: Saga of a
Forgery,”* this text has come to be a Bible for the right-wing neo-paganists in Russia, a
movement and an ideology that is shared by a broad gamut of “patriotic” parties.* In short,
it has become part of a political ideology or agenda—even while that ideology or agenda is
loose and fuzzy and essentially populist. In essence, here the Book of Vles serves primarily
to convey conjoined anti-Christian (“primordially Russian”) and anti-Zionist (and anti-
semitic) attitudes and feelings.

In Ukraine the situation around the Book of Vles is more diffuse, and clearly less polit-
ical, but more ambient and in a sense more ominous for the status of culture and scholar-
ship. For while the Book of Vles does not have here an explicit right-wing and neo-pagan
function, it has for all practical purposes been appropriated by the “patriotic” (“national-
ist”) side as a touchstone of Ukrainian antiquity (and thus historicity, dignity, etc.). (For
some, it may indeed play an ideological right-wing function, but such views are clearly
marginal.) Of itself, this “patriotic side,” i.e., its discourse, is not marked by openly right-
wing or neo-pagan moments, but it is implicitly anti-western, anti-liberal, and all but ex-
plicitly anti-intellectual. What is most telling, however, and in this regard quite distinct
from the Russian case, is that this agenda has now firmly taken root in the educational and
academic establishments. In short, having been in the early 1990s only a pet project of
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eccentric pseudo-scholars like Borys Jatsenko and amateur-scholars like the prolific writer
and activist Valerij Shevchuk, the Book of Vles, its defense and celebration as ur-epos of
the Ukrainian people, has now been openly embraced and endorsed by the official school
curriculum. Not only in the grade-school and high school levels, but also for university
curricula—as witnessed by the normative school program for Ukrainian literature*® which
is published by the Ministry of Education and the National Kyiv University as well as in the
most recent university handbook for Ukrainian literature.*’ Virtually all recent high school
handbooks, anthologies and encyclopedias of Ukrainian literature include the Book of
Vles as a fundamental text. Indeed this practice has even been exported beyond Ukraine's
borders: taking its cue from the Ukrainian Ministry of Education, textbooks for Ukrainian
literature published in Poland (although for the Ukrainian minority there, to be sure) also
highlight the Book of Vles. (This pattern is not yet evident in Russia, although some in-
roads have been made on the regional level.)

It is evident that the Ukrainian situation reflects not only the upsurge of nativist patrio-
tism, but the breakdown of quality control in the academic field, particularly the humani-
ties. This itself, is a separate chapter relating to the destruction of the humanities in Ukraine
in the Stalinist 1930s, a chapter has not been concluded for the simple reason that the newly
independent Ukrainian state never instituted any academic reforms on the level of cadres,
and did not have at its inception and still does not have any cultural or academic policy—
other that the path of populism and least resistance. Such a state of affairs, of course,
provides inordinately fertile ground for even more bizarre mystifications, such as the pro-
jection of Ukrainian antiquity into the distant pre-historic past*® (where virtually any ele-
ment of the ancient world, be they the Etruscans or Amazons are shown to have been really
Ukrainian) or the emigre Ukrainian-American John Stojko's manic rendition® of the 16"
cent. Voynich Manuscript (itself a mystification perpetrated upon Rudolf II, the Holy Ro-
man Emperor by John Dee the English astrologer). In the mid-1990s Stojko's borderline
hallucinatory text has been republished in Ukraine as an Ur-Ukrainian dialogue between
the "Orians" (i. e, Aryans) and the Khazars.®® While this text has not yet been formally
accepted into the canon, there is ominous movement in that direction—it already exists in
various school handbooks and anthologies and the "normative program" of the Ministry of
Education noted above also includes it.

It is abundantly clear that toleration of one mystification in a given national canon
cannot but enable others. The enthusiasts of the Book of Vlies regularly defend the authen-
ticity of that text by appealing to the history of the Igor Tale, which, as they claim (and the
entire Russian and Ukrainian literary and philological establishments also assert), has been
proven authentic despite all scepticism. But in fact nothing has been proven: the consensus
has been reached by assiduously ignoring the contradictory evidence—and treating the
Igor Tale as a sacrosanct national epos that is beyond doubt and as far as matters of authen-
ticity are concerned beyond discussion, indeed a mythologem. It is thus both ironic and
highly revealing that in his debunking of the Book of Vles O. Tvorogov repeatedly assails
the "blasphemy" of aserting its authenticity by recourse to the example of the Igor Tale.”!
But the pattern, in fact, is identical.

4. CONCLUSIONS

1. While further analysis is required, particularly with a focus on reception and the
sociology of literature, one can postulate that the notion of “national poet” is but the nar-
rower articulation of the larger notion of “national hero” or national icon. This would pre-
sumably provide an answer for why the French are missing a “national poet’: in the period
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in question, i.e., when the modern French nation was being formed, the field of letters was
particularly crowded, but dominating over it all was the great national epic and the outsize
figure at its center—Napoleon. One may postulate something analogous in the American
case. At both crucial stages of America’s nation formation—the Revolutionary War for
Independence against England and then the Civil War—the national scene is dominated by
the figures of George Washington and Abraham Lincoln, and no literary figure comes
close to rivaling their iconic status. It seems clear, in short, that the canonization of the
national poet as national hero is intimately connected with the political dimension of the
overarching national discourse.

2. It follows from this that cultural and political needs, or “cultural readiness" drives
both the invention and the reception of the topoi and mythoi in question—both the national
poets and the national mystifications. Both are made not born. Macpherson's Ossian is the
paradigm—he is both archetypal poet and mystification. But the pattern is continually
repeated—the need for a “national poem” or “national epos” is no less pressing than the
need for a national poet.

3. It is also obvious that once a given paradigm or icon, be it the “national poet” or the
“national epos,” is established in the popular consciousness it is hard to dislodge. It as-
sumes a life of its own and is highly resistant to debunking by intellectual means. As a
mythologem, and in its developed form a myth, it becomes not only a component, but a
determining factor in the collective self-image, a basic feature of identity. At the same time,
it is not entirely impervious to social and cultural revisionism, and a national mythos, be it
the RKZ or Adam Mickiewicz can indeed fade into the archives or (in the case of the latter)
the intellectual-cultural pantheon.

4. The true “medium”—indeed “essence”—of both the icons and the mystifications is
the rhetoric, not the “factage”; the way people speak about the “Poet” and the “epos” is
much more important than what they say. Each national tradition presents ample illustra-
tion, but the rhetoric/ethos of the Czech arguments supporting the RZK against the German
charges is especially eloquent. As in all myths, the medium is the message. Thus the way
the defenders of the Kalevala or the Igor Tale (be it a well-known scholar like D. Lixachev
or a charlatan like B. Jatsenko) or the defenders of the Book of Vles shape their argument,
their discourse, is the crux of the matter—i.e., the recourse to pathos and patriotism, to the
transcendant value of the collective, to the primordial existence of the nation or the narod.
All specific arguments of merit and “fact” are utterly secondary and indeed superfluous. In
the words of the major Russian defender and impresario of the Book of Vles (A. Asov),
“The main argument for [its] authenticity cannot be expressed in words. It comes from
personal spiritual experience. Authenticity is suppplied by the very spirit of the Book of
Vles, its mysteriousness, the great magic of the word.”>

5. Still to be elaborated is the typology of national mystifications, specifically with
respect to recurring constants and unexpected variants, both of which were alluded to here.
Some of the most interesting variants concern the incursion of mystifications into scholar-
ship—as is amply demonstrated in today's Russia and Ukraine with respect to the Book of
Vles. Different societies may indeed have different tolerance levels for the irrational in
general and for mystifications in particular, although the phenomenon, presumably, is uni-
versal. In some measure this tolerance relates to the viability and authority of the educa-
tional establishment vis a vis broad popular tendencies; in some measure it may be a func-
tion of the institutions of an open society. The criteria and scenarios still need to be examined.

6. The arguments presented here may appear to echo the new anti-primordialist ortho-
doxy in academic circles which stresses the invented nature of nations and traditions (cf.
Gellner, Hobsbawm, Anderson et al). But important distinctions and delineations are in
order. Mystifications and the manipulation of symbols of the collective past, fakelore and
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so on, do indeed fall into that category—but they should not be seen as eo ipso denying the
preexistence of those collectives i.e., nations—no matter how palpable the manipulation
may be. (This, of course, is a large issue that deserves separate discussion.> The phenom-
ena of mystifications and symbol manipulation should be seen as universal mechanisms of
national identity formation and need not necessarily imply the artificiality or artifice of the
nation, or the now so frequently asserted “innate danger” of nationalism. They also should
not be ascribed solely to “nationalistic inferiority complexes™* and seen as something that
presumably applies only to small and threathened nations. As the examples treated here
show, the gamut is rather wide—the Scots, the Finns, the Czechs and the Ukrainians; and
considering both the Igor Tale and the Book of Vies very much also the Russians. Hardly
only the marginal.

When viewed in tandem with the question of reception and the codification of col-
lective memory, the creation of national poets, national icons and heroes must surely be
seen as a universal phenomenon—and one which warrants further study.
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Bohater narodowy w Swiadomosci kulturowej
Stowianszczyzny

BOGUSEAW ZIELINSKI, POZNAN-£.ODZ

Postaci bohateréw narodowych odgrywaja niezwykle wazna rolg w procesie ksztatto-
wania §wiadomosci narodowej poprzez semantyke symbolicznego jezyka wspolnoty etno-
kulturowe;j, strukturg znakéw identyfikacyjnych tej wspdlnoty oraz wpisane w dang postacé
przestanie. Obraz bohatera narodowego jest tylko jednym z elementéw zbioru wspdlnie
uznawanych wartosci, funkcjonujac jako upersonifikowany ideat grupowy.

Bohater narodowy zajmuje w kanonie historycznym narodu bardzo wazne miejsce jako
bohater publiczny, gdyz podstawowa cecha bohatera narodowego jest powszechnos¢ i pu-
blicznos¢ jego kultu. Jest on — pisze Magdalena Miciniska — depozytariuszem uznawanych
przez naréd wartosci, reprezentantem wspdlnoty, jaka stanowi nardd. ,,0 tyle tworzy¢ moze
personalny system wartosci, o ile wciela r6zne, aktualizowane i zmieniajace si¢ cechy,
uznawane przez zbiorowos¢ za walory dodatnie; wciela tez jednak wartosci ciagte, trakto-
wane jako ogdlnoludzkie i ponadczasowe.! Joseph Campbell za warunki sine qua non
kreacji mitu bohaterskiego uznat przezwycigzenie osobistych i lokalnych ograniczen histo-
rycznych na rzecz powszechnie uznawanych wartosci ogélnoludzkich, §mier¢ bohatera jako
cztowieka wspétczesnego, wreszcie jego odrodzenie i powrdt jako cztowieka wiecznego —
udoskonalonego, ponadjednostkowego, uniwersalnego.’

Bohater narodowy jest reprezentantem wartosci uniwersalnych, lecz jednoczesnie uosa-
bia ideaty swojego narodu. W niniejszym tekscie bgdzie nas bardziej interesowata struktura
zbiorowego wizerunku bohatera narodowego Stowiafiszczyzny, gdyz semantyke podmiotu
czynu bohaterskiego uksztattowaly tozsame w swych funkcjach i celach procesy narodo-
twoércze odrodzenia narodowego. Wspélnoty narodowe Ernest Gellner charakteryzuje za
pomocg dwoch stanowisk badawczych: stanowiska esencjonalistycznego, eksponujacego
kulturowy i historyczny aspekt wigzi narodowej oraz stanowiska konstruktywistycznego,
gloszacego, ze narody nie sa czymsS realnym, obiektywnym i koniecznym, lecz Ze sa to
jedynie byty przygodne, tworzone przez elity.?

Benedict Anderson definuje naréd jako byt ,,wyobrazony*, wspélnote par excellance
kulturowa i historyczna, Swiadoma swego obrazu, systemu wartosci, symboli i idei. Prze-
szto$¢é stanowi zasadnicze tworzywo we wtérnym procesie ,,wyobrazania narodu®.* Wybo-
ru bohatera narodowego, jako znaku identyfikacyjnego wspdlnoty — pisze M. Miciriska —
dokonuja zatem cztonkowie spotecznosci identyfikujacy si¢ wzajemnie dzigki tej samej
kulturze i Swiadomie uznajacy swa odrgbna tozsamosc¢. Publiczny charakter kultu odr6znia
bohateréw od tzw. wielkich ludzi czy genialnych jednostek, ktére moga zaistnie¢ bez swe-
go zbiorowego tla. Czyn bohaterski byt aktem swiadomym i zamierzonym, zwiazanym
z osobistym po§wieceniem, a czesto i heroiczng $miercia.’

Geneza bohatera narodowego, podmiotu czynu bohaterskiego, nierozerwalnie zwigza-
na jest z problemem mitotworczej dziatalnosci odrodzenia narodowego, procesu zoriento-
wanego na budowe nowoczesnego narodu, zwréconego w przysztosc.

Struktura bohatera narodowego stowiariskiej przestrzeni kulturowej zostata ukonstytu-
owana w odrodzeniu narodowym Stowian, jako jeden z elementéw systemu autoidentyfi-
kacji stowianskich spotecznosci etnicznych i narodowych. Odrodzenie narodowe byto czgscia
wielonurtowego procesu historycznego, kulturowego i ideowego, obejmujacego narody
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stowiarnskie, zyjace w graniacach cesarstwa austriackiego, ale réwniez poza nim. Wsréd
odradzajacych sie Stowian obserwujemy jednak szczegdlnie intensywna funkcjonalizacje
polityczna i kulturotwdrcza owych romantycznych tendencji. Mitologiczna tres¢ odrodze-
nia narodowego stanowi klucz do wspdtczesnosci, gdyz wypracowato ono nowoczesne
systemy autoidentyfikacji stowianskich spotecznosci etnicznych i narodowych, ,,zakreslito
ramy narodowego imaginarium, wypetnito je zdarzeniami i postaciami o wyjatkowym cigzar-
ze emocjonalnym, a takze usytuowalo je w obrebie albo wobec wszechstowiariskiego
i europejskiego universum.® To odrodzenie narodowe uksztattowato poczucie jednosci
i odrgbnosci narodowej, dokonato rewaloryzacji i aktualizacji akceptowanych przez dana
spoteczno$¢é wartosci, tradycji i instytucji, uznawanych za oficjalna forme zbiorowej eks-
presji uczué narodowych. Odrodzenie narodowe realizowato funkcj¢ separacyjna, tworzac
srodkowoeuropejska przestrzeri matych ojczyzn, gdyz wykreowato stowiariskie wspdlnoty
narodowe oraz nowoczesne autodefinicje etnokulturowe na obszarze Stowianszczyzny.

Odrodzenie narodowe petnito jednak réwniez funkcje integracyjna, realizujac typ kul-
turowej wspélnoty ponadnarodowe;j, regionalnej. Z jednej strony rozbito trwajaca do epoki
klasycyzmu jednos¢ kulturowa Europy, spoczywajaca na tradycji judeo-chrzescijanskie;j,
ktére zostaly wchionigte przez chrzescijafistwo, a — z drugiej strony — tworzy ono nowe
typy wspélnot, spetniajac funkcje synkretyzmu kulturowego i politycznego. Najbardziej
znang z ponadregionalnych wspdlnot kulturowych jest bez watpienia Europa Srodkowa,’
ale poniekad paralelna do Srodkowoeuropejskiej, ponadnarodowa przestrzeri kulturowa,
tworzy potudniowa Stowiafiszczyzna, pozostajaca w kregu oddzialywania Slaviae ortho-
doxae.® Z tych wzgledow w niniejszym tekscie nie sa przeciwstawiani bohaterowie Slavia
Latinai Slavia Orthodoxa, lecz, odwotujac si¢ do kategorii pojeciowych Latinitasi Cyrilli-
anitas, stworzonych przez Aleksandra W. Mikotajczaka i Mariolg Walczak-Mikotajcza-
kowa, bohaterowie Stowiafiszczyzny sa postrzegani integralnie, jako elementy aksjolo-
gicznej wizji stowianskiej kultury, bgdacej pomostem i przestrzenia dialogu migdzy
zachodnim i wschodnim kregiem cywilizacji europejskiej.’ ,,Wydobycie tego, co scala Sto-
wianszczyzng w jej wlasnym duchowym bycie i co taczy ja z cala chrzescijariska Europa
wydaje sig¢ tu wazniejsze od tego, co rozdwaja Slavie w niej samej i co odr6znia ja od reszty
Europy*.'?

Struktura bohateréw narodowych Stowianszczyzny!

Bohaterowie Stowiafiszczyzny tworza system semantyczny, bedacy personalnym od-
wzorowaniem narodowego i ponadnarodowego modelu tradycji narodowej, kulturowe;j
i historycznej. Ow system tworza: 1) bohaterowie politycznej i kulturotwérczej funkcjona-
lizacji narodowej i ponadnarodowe;j historii; 2) bohaterowie narodowego imaginarium,; 3) bo-
haterowie S§wiata folkloru; 4) bohaterowie wszechstowianskiego i europejskiego univer-
sum.

ad. 1). Bohaterowie politycznej i kulturotworczej funkcjonalizacji narodowej i po-
nadnarodowej historii stanowia najliczniejsza kategori¢ bohateré6w Stowianszczyzny, sym-
bolizujacych geneze narodu, chrystianizacj¢ i inne, wazne dla przysztosci narodu etapy
jego dziejow, ktore uleglty funkcjonalizacji. Bohaterowie narodowych mitéw o pocho-
dzeniu. Bohaterowie narodowych mitéw o pochodzeniu, sa znakami semantycznymi wtas-
nej koncepcji narodu, wynikajacymi z potrzeby stworzenia wyimaginowanej przesztosci
narodowej oraz wyidealizowanej przysztosci. ,,Znaé mity to tyle, co poznawac tajemnice
poczatkéw rzeczy“ — pisze M. Eliade."? Kultura i piSmiennictwo Stowian nie zachowato
z wczesniejszej, zbiorowej pamigei §wiadomosci swego geograficznego pochodzenia, czy-
li tzw. topogenezy" ani stowiariskiej wspdlnoty.'* Bohaterowie narodowych mitéw o po-
chodzeniu wywodza si¢ z monumentalnej historiografii stowianskiej, pochodzacej z wcze-
snego Sredniowiecza, ktéra wywarta ogromny wplyw na tradycje¢ kulturowa, narodowa
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i polityczna oraz uzyskata szeroki rezonans literacki w wielu krajach.'® Istotne jest jednak
nie samo istnienie zabytkdw monumentalnej historiografii, lecz sposoby ich wykorzysta-
nia. Bohaterowie mitéw o pochodzeniu sa bowiem zawsze czgscia skierowanego w przy-
sztos¢é projektu.'® Bohaterowie lechickiego mitu Polski, Paristwa Wielkomorawskiego, Le-
topisu z Baru lub Rusi Kijowskiej zawieraja elementy wazne dla przysztosci narodu i jego
wizji: okreslenie praojczyzny, przyczyny wyjscia, przybycie na ziemie niezamieszkale, ety-
mologiczny wywdd nowych nazw ziem, plemienia — narodu i wodza, zalozenie stolicy,
kreacja Wieku Ztotego, upadek po $mierci zatozyciela."”

Pierwsi wtadcy Panstwa Wielkomorawskiego stanowig jednoczes$nie panteon bohate-
réw-protoplastéow stowackiej panistwowosci, ktérzy tacza sie réwniez z czeska tradycja.
Pribin a nastepnie jego syn Kocel, wasale Ludwika Niemca, kréla zachodniofrankoniskie-
go, wiladali ksigstwem w okolicy Balatonu, gdzie zbudowali wiele koSciotéw. Do pierw=
szych wiadcéw Moraw nalezat Mojmir, Pribin i Kocel. Dzieto budowy wielkiej federacji —
Rzeszy Wielkomorawskiej kontynuowat Swigtopetk. Okoto 880-885 na dworze Swigto-
petka — z rak arcybiskupa morawskiego Metodego — przyjat chrzest pierwszy historyczny
wtadca paristwa czeskich Przemyslidéw — Borzywoj. Uksztattowane ostatecznie w X wie-
ku panstwo czeskie przejeto wielki dorobek i tradycje panistwowosci wielkomorawskie;j.
Libusza, ksigzniczka stojaca na czele plemienia Stowian zachodnich, jest rzekomg zatozy-
cielka rodu Przemyslidéw, ktérej legendg upowszechnita znana opera Bedficha Smetany. '

Zatozycielem chorwackiej dynastii Trpimiroviciéw, do ktérej nalezata wigkszos¢ wiad-
c6w chorwackich do XII wieku byt Trpimir (845-865). Wiadcy tej dynastii poczatkowo
nosili tytul ksiazat, a wnuk Trpimira — Tomislav (910-930) — tytutowat si¢ juz krélem.
Tomislav ucielesnia symbol pierwszego kréla i zarazem kréla zjednoczyciela, gdyz po raz
pierwszy w dziejach chorwackich zjednoczyt Chorwacj¢ Dalmatynska z Chorwacja Po-
sawska i wedtug tradycji papiez Jan X przekazal mu korong krolewska. Letopis popa Duk-
ljanina wymienia Svevlada jako pierwszego wiadce stowiariskiego."® Zatozycielem dynastii
serbskiej byt Stefan Nemanja. Tradycja bosniacka eksponuje rolg pierwszej dynastii — Ko-
tromanjiciéw, ktérej wybitnym przedstawicielem byt Prijezda I (ok. 1250—po 1282). Boha-
terem, ktory patronuje poczatkom butgarskiej paiistwowosci jest chan Asparuch, zatozyciel
panstwa w bizantyjskiej dotad Tracji, gdyz tradycja butgarska podkresla znaczenie osiedle-
nia si¢ plemion protobulgarskich wsréd ludnosci stowiariskiej. Historiografia biatoruska
koncentruje si¢ na osobie pierwszego historycznego ksigcia (wtadcy) Ksigstwa Potockie-
g0, ktérym byt Ragwotod, zatozyciel dynastii Ragwotodowiczéw. Ukrainiska historiografia
eksponuje znaczenie ksigcia Ruryka jako zalozyciela dynastii Rusi Kijowskiej — Ruryko-
wiczow.

Bohaterowie poganscy i chrzescijanscy. Bohaterowie poganscy i chrzescijafiscy wy-
razaja gleboki przetom cywilizacyjny, faczacy si¢ z chrystianizacja poszczegdlnych na-
rodéw, bowiem historyczno$¢ narodéw stowianskich waze si¢ nierozerwalnie z przyjgciem
chrzescijanstwa. Béstwa pogarniskie do wiedzy o dawnej Polsce, jak wiadomo, jako pierw-
szy wprowadzil Dtugosz.® W nauce polskiej obok mitologii narodowej badana byta réw-
niez oryginalna mityczna koncepcja rozwoju kultury, ktérej impuls dato dzieto Z. Dotegi
Chodakowskiego O StowiariszczyzZnie przed chrzescijaristwem (1818). Pogariska Stowiani-
szczyzna byta dla niego wyidealizowang, mityczna kraina. Ujecie to opierato si¢ na kon-
cepcji ,,skazenia® kultury pogainskiej przez chrzescijanistwo. Nawrét do Stowiainszczyzny
poganskiej, rozumianej jako rodzimy odpowiednik wierzeri o béstwach antycznych znaj-
dujemy takze w pracach P. Aignera, K. Wiesiotowskiego i in., ktérzy podazali tropem
Dtugosza.?! Problematyke przetomu cywilizacyjnego, taczacego si¢ z chrystianizacja po-
szczegblnych krajow podejmuja powiesci Jozefa Ignacego Kraszewskiego (Lubonie, Bra-
cia zmartwychwstaricy, Mastaw), ktére badal Wincenty Danek,” cykl Karola Bunscha
(Dzikowy skarb, Ojciec i syn, Rok tysieczny), i cykl Gotubiewa Bolestaw Chrobry.*
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Ksigciu, a pdzniej krélowi Mendogowi (12007—-1263) tworcy Wielkiego Ksigstwa Li-
tewskiego, przysztego wielkiego organizmu ,,Biatorusko-Litewskiego Panstwa®, poswie-
cony jest dramat Stowackiego pt. Mindowe. Poni6st on klgske w walce z Krzyzakami i w
zamian przyjal chrzescijafistwo (1251), uzyskal potwierdzenie tytutu krélewskiego, ale w
dziesig¢ lat p6Zniej porzucit chrzescijanstwo.

Wokét probleméw przetomu chrystianizacyjnego, religiotwdrczej roli paristwa oraz re-
lacji pomigdzy Swiatem polityki i kultury (religii), oscyluje twérczos¢ Teodora Parnickie-
20.% Powiesci z czaséw rzymskich podejmuja problematyke ksztattowania sie podstawowego
kanonu chrzescijainstwa oraz stosunek chrzescijan do niechrzescijan (Stowo i ciafo, Twarz
ksigzyca). Plastyczny obraz Rzymu za Nerona i stosunkéw miedzy stolica 6wczesnego
Swiata o rodzacym si¢ chrzescijanstwem daje powies¢ H. Sienkiewicza Quo vadis (1896).

Szczegdblnie silny kult apostotéw Cyryla i Metodego obserwujemy w krajach chrzesci-
jaristwa prawostawnego i na Stowacji.? Od dziedzictwa misji braci soluniskich zaczyna sie
historia literatury stowackiej, poniewaz dwa pierwsze oryginalne zabytki piSmiennictwa
stowiariskiego, a wigc zywoty Konstantyna i Metodego powstaty na obszarze Wielkich
Moraw, ktérych jadro stanowity ziemie zamieszkale przez przodkéw dzisiejszych Stowa-
kéw.2

Bohaterowie — symbole potegi Sredniowiecznych panstw. Bohaterowie — twércy
i symbole potegi Sredniowiecznych panistw stanowig kategorie bohateréw, w ktérych spote-
czenstwa czcza wlasne, ale minione wizerunki wielkosci i chwaty. Nierzadko sg one
romantycznym konstruktem, pelniacym funkcj¢ kompensacyjna, gdyz powstaly w czasie
politycznej zaleznosci. Ci bohaterowie na ogdt rzadziej staja si¢ przedmiotem literackich
projekcji, natomiast czegsciej pojawiaja si¢ w publicystyce politycznej i historycznej, bywa-
ja patronami — rewidowanych i rewaloryzowanych — ideologicznych funkcjonalizacji.
Przyktadéw jest wiele: Bolestaw Chrobry jako wielki wtadca, a ostatnio patron idei integ-
racji europejskiej oraz ostatni z Piastow, Kazimierz Wielki, bedacy krélem idei solidaryzmu
narodowego i postepu,” czeski krél Wactaw IV (1346-1378), ktéry w 1355 roku korono-
wal si¢ w Rzymie na cesarza, wydawca stynnej Zfotej Bulli, wielki mecenas czeskiej
kultury.

Wielkos¢ starego paristwa chorwackiego symbolizuja KreSimir III, KreSimir IV i Zvo-
nimir. Ten ostatni koronowany na kréla Chorwacji, potaczyt Chorwacje wlasciwa z czgscia
Dalmacji. Posta¢ Zvonimira, w ktérego ksztattowaniu legendy wielka role odegrat Letopis
popa Dukljanina, b¢dac symbolem wzlotu paristwa i symbolem klgski, jest jednoczesnie
gtéwna postaciag mitu narodowego.?® Czesto przymiotnik ,,wielki* lub ,,madry* wskazuje
na rangg i czes$¢ jaka potomni oddaja wybitnym wiadcom. Tak jest i w przypadku Stefana
Urosza I Wielkiego (1243-1276), ktéry odbudowat znaczenie polityczne Serbii, zatozyl
podwaliny pod jej wielki rozwdj gospodarczy oraz przeksztalcit Serbig w batkaniskie mocar-
stwo.” Dzieto to kontynuowat Stefan Duszan (1331-1355), tworca cesarstwa Serbéw i Gre-
kéw, gdyz zamierzal on przejaé dziedzictwo Biznacjum i ogtlosit si¢ w roku 1345 carem
Serbéw i1 Grekéw. Jednak centralna postacig serbskiej historii, tradycji i mitu narodowego
jest bohater kosowski ksiaze Lazar.*® Kr6l Bosni Tvrtko I (1354 —1391), doprowadzit do
wielkoSci Bosnig, gdyz ogtosit si¢ krélem Raszki (Serbii), Bosni, Dalmacji, Chorwacji
i Przymorza, cho¢ nowe krélestwo nawigzywato do tradycji krélewskiej dynastii Nemanji-
ciéw. Wielkos¢é Czarnogory symbolizuje Stefan Crnojevié, kreowany jako kluczowa postaé
czarnogorskiej tozsamosci.*!

Car butgarski Symeon Wielki (893-927) podbit i przylaczyt do swego panistwa znaczne
obszary Pétwyspu i realizowal plany potaczenia pod swa wtadza Butgarii i Bizancjum.
Wtadcy Drugiego Carstwa Butgarskiego — Asen (1187-1196) i Katojan (1197-1207) réw-
niez sa waznymi postaciami bulgarskiej tozsamosci kulturowe;j. Jarostaw Madry symboli-
zuje potege Rusi Kijowskiej. Bohaterami Polski i Biatorusi sa Giedymin (ok. 1275-1341),
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wielki ksiaze litewski, (od 1316), ojciec Olgierda, dziad Wiadystawa Jagielty, tworca potegi
Litwy oraz krdl polsko-litewski — Wtadystaw Jagielto. Wazne miejsce na rosyjskim pante-
onie zajmuje Piotr I Wielki — car i zatozyciel Piotrogrodu (Sankt Petersburga) oraz twérca
potegi imperialnej Rosji.

Narodowi $wieci. Narodowi §wigci, patroni narodowych tradycji stanowia specyficzng
grupg bohateréw, spetniajac dwa warunki: ,,bohaterstwa narodowego* i Swigtosci®. Zasad-
niczym skladnikiem $wiadomosci narodowej w obrebie pdznosredniowiecznej Europy
chrzescijanskiej byt czynnik religijny, wyrazajacy si¢ przede wszystkim w kulcie §wigtych
— protektoréw $wigtej idei narodowo-paristwowej. Sw. Stanistaw, dokonat ,,sakralizacji pol-
skiego procesu historycznego“*? §wiety Wactaw i Jan Hus* uosabiaja czeska tradycje
i Swiadomos¢ narodowa, a §wiety Sawa i Lazar, meczennik kosowski, symbolizuja serbska
tozsamos¢é duchowa.’*

Narodowi Swigci petnig szczeg6lna, kulturotwdrezg rolg w obrebie wiasnych tradycji.
Ci patroni idei narodowo-panstwowych dzielg si¢ wyraZnie na dwie grupy, §wigtych zwia-
zanych z poczatkami panstwa i korzeniami narodowej historii oraz §wigtych zwigzanych
z p6zniejszymi etapami historii narodowej. W szczegdlnej roli wystepuja Sw. sw. Cyryl
i Metody, bedacy nie tylko §wigtymi Stowacji, ale przede wszystkim §wigtymi Swiata Cyril-
lianitas. Kazda z tradycji narodowo-panstwowych posiada patrondw idei panistwa i Koscio-
fa. Przyktadow jest wiele: §wigty Stefan wegierski, Sw. Wojciech i §w. Stanistaw w Polsce.
W Czechach Wactaw I (921-929) zabity przez swego brata Bolestawa oraz zona Borzywo-
ja—Ludmita i Wactaw II, na ktérego czes¢ utozono chorat Svaty Vaclave, petniacy funkcje
hymnu panstwowego.* Odrebna, bardzo ciekawa kategoria bohatera sg Swiete i kr6lowe,
patronki kultury i narodowej tradycji. Przykladem moze stuzy¢ polska krélowa Jadwiga,
zatozycielka (odnowicielka) Akademii Krakowskiej i Eufrozyna Potocka, laczona z krzy-
Zem nazywanym jej imieniem, symbolem chrzescijafistwa na Biatorusi (,,Swigtej Potockiej
Ziemi®).

Wtadcy §wiata Slaviae Orthodoxae sa jednoczesnie Swigtymi Cerkwi i paiistwa. Szcze-
g6lny zwiazek paristwa z prawostawiem wynikatl z tradycji bizantyjskiej, polegajacej na
niepodzielnosci wladzy religijnej i wladzy politycznej. Przyktad serbski dobrze uswiada-
mia nierozerwalny zwiazek serbskiego paristwa i serbskiego Kosciota, gdyz nieomal
wszyscy serbscy Sredniowieczni wladcy sa jednoczes$nie Swigtymi serbskiej Cerkwi prawo-
stawne;j, ilustrujac nierozdzielno$¢ nalezacego do sfery sacrum i posiadajacego charyzmat,
paristwa .

Do klasycznych opracowar tematyki bohateréw narodowych nalezy praca Thomasa
Carlyle’a pt. Bohaterowie (1840). Wyodregbniona kategorig¢ w panteonie bohateréw tworza
zwycigscy wodzowie historycznych krajéw i ziem Europy Srodkowej oraz ,.batkarnskiej
przestrzeni kulturowej*. Zwiazani sa oni z wypetnianiem dwéch wielkich misji — obrona
przed zalewem germanskim z Zachodu oraz obrong chrzescijanistwa na wschodzie przed
Turcja. Zawisza Czarny, Sobieski, Czarnecki, Batory — oto poczatek wielkiej plejady boha-
teréw polskich, ktérzy mieli przynies¢ ,,pokrzepienie serc™ w niewoli lub warunkach zag-
rozenia. Zasadniczo zwycigscy wodzowie Stowianszczyzny nie tworzyli wielkosci krajow
Europy Srodkowej, a na obszarze ,,batkariskiej przestrzeni kulturowej* ten typ podmiotu
czyndw bohaterskich w czasach nowozytnych nie wystepuje. Potega panistw stowianskich
zaznaczyta si¢ w Sredniowieczu (na Pétwyspie Batkanskim), a nawet, jak w przypadku
Polski - po wiek XVIII - po czym kraje stowianskie popadly w niewole lub zaleznosc.
Europa Srodkowa - twierdzi Kundera - nie jest paistwem, lecz kultura, losem. Dlatego
bohaterowie czynéw tragicznych tej ,,ziemi wyobrazonej*, ktérzy sa §wiadomi zagrozenia
swej egzystencji, bedac czesto ofiarami w grze z potega osciennych mocarstw, stanowia
najbardziej liczng kategorig bohateréw. Na Pétwyspie Batkariskim brak kategorii zwycigs-
kiego wodza znajduje rekompensate w popularnosci i powszechnosci bohaterskiego hajduka.

29



Dynastia Jagiellonéw, wywodzaca si¢ od Wtadystawa Jagietty, ktérzy panowali na Litwie,
w Polsce (w latach 1386-1572), a takze w Czechach i na Wegrzech, dostarcza przyktadéw
polskich bohateréw, ktérych oddziatywanie promieniuje na obszar catej Stowiafiszczyzny.
Stanowi to jedno ze Zrédet zywego na stowiariskim potudniu polonofilizmu, ktéry tak prze-
nika barokowy epos Osman Ivana Gundulicia.”” Wtadystaw Warnericzyk, przelat krew w
celu obrony chrzescijariskiej cywilizacji, wiazac losy Polski i Stowian pod jarzmem turec-
kim. Ten syn Litwina i ksi¢zniczki ruskiej, ,,nieSwiadomie przelat we wilasnej krwi dostoj-
no$¢ przeznaczefi cywilizacyjnych rodu, z ktérego wychodzit — jak pisal Henryk Moscic-
ki. Krél byt cztowiekiem Zachodu®, zginat ,,dla idei jagielloniskiej, ,,symbolizujacej kulturg
Zachodu w przeciwiefistwie do barbarzyiiskiego Wschodu“.*® Ofiara Wtadystawa War-
neficzyka, Ludwika II Jagielloiiczyka, ktéry zginat bezpotomnie pod Mohaczem, geniusz
dalekowzrocznego meza stanu — Stefana Batorego oraz chwata oreza Jana III Sobieskiego
— oto przyklady, ktére znalazty odbicie w historii i kulturze Stowian potudniowych.

Dynastia Habsburgéw, z ktéra na wiele wiekow zrosty sig¢ losy Stowian, szczegdlnie
pod panowaniem tureckim, nie mogta da¢ StowianszczyZnie bohateréw, ale w czasie jej
panowania pojawili si¢ bohaterowie, ktérych dziatalnos$¢ zwiazana byta gtéwnie z ruchami
,»odsrodkowymi“ wewnatrz monarchii czy wrecz insurekcja antyhabsburska® . Chorwaccy
bohaterowie narodowi i uczestnicy spisku anyhabsurskiego Fran Krsto Frankopan (1643—
1671) i Petar Zrinski (1621-1671)“° chorwacki bohater ban Josip Jela¢ié (1801-1859), sym-
bolizujacy posta¢ zwycigskiego wodza, ktéry wznosi swéj miecz w obronie praw Chorwa-
téw, a takze obroricy braterstwa Chorwatéw i Serbéw — oto nieliczne przyktady
antyhabsburskich bohateréw Stowianszczyzny.

W tej grupie znajduja si¢ réwniez bohaterowie, symbolizujacy pierwiastek ,,sumienia
narodu®. Patrza oni w przysztos¢ i dostrzegaja symptomy kleski w okresie najwigkszego
tryumfu, jednoczesnie za$ wskazuja droge do zmartwychwstania lub odnowy. Ten typ ilu-
struja np. Piotr Skarga, Stariczyk oraz Wernyhora.* Lizdejka w wieszczy sposob ttumaczyt
sen Giedymina, zapowiadajacy wielko§¢ Wilna. W folklorze potudniowostowianiskim wy-
stepuje podobny typ bohatera. Ignjatije (Gnjatije) to swigty, ktéry przeszedt gteboka prze-
miang i mimo, ze uprzednio byt zabdjca, stal si¢ obrofica mtodych kobiet, stojac na strazy
ich szczescia i czci. )

Bohater walki i ofiary. Europa Srodkowa przeniknigta jest pierwiastkiem tragicznym
imetafizycznym. Z jej historia sprzggla si¢ Swiadomos¢ tragizmu dziejow, Swiadomosé, ze
egzystencja matych krajéw i narodéw moze zosta¢ w kazdej chwili zagrozona. Ten pier-
wiastek wyraza bohater walki i ofiary. Bohaterowie ci sa dzie¢mi okresu niewoli i heroicz-
nych zmagan o odzyskanie ojczyzny oraz spadkobiercami powstariczej tradycji i insurek-
cyjnego lub hajduckiego (hajdamackiego) czynu wyzwolericzego. Znajdowali rzesze nasla-
dowcéw, choé réwniez wzbudzali kontrowersje, gdyz tradycja powstan stata w opozycji
wobec imperatywu przetrwania. Ci bohaterowie walki i ofiary oraz meczennicy za naro-
dowa sprawe na og6t sa podzieleni miedzami krajow, tradycji i narodowych historii,
a wizerunek bohatera byl réwniez wypadkowa warunkéw, ktére ksztattowatl wrég. Rosja
caréw, Habsburgowie oraz Imperium Osmariskie — to gtéwni przeciwnicy stowianskich
bohateréw. Paradoksy ksztaltujacych si¢ stowiarniskich tozsamosci sprawily, ze wrég lub
nieprzyjaciel odkrywany bywat coraz blizej, nieczgsto okazywatl si¢ nim dawny szczepowy
wspotbrat: Polak i Ukrainiec, Czech i Stowak, Butgar i Macedoriczyk, Serb i Chorwat.

Bohater walczyt i stawat si¢ ofiara w obronie wlasnej tozsamosci. Kosciuszko i Trau-
gutt sa symbolami zywiolowego, lecz daremnego protestu i rozpaczy po upadku ojczyzny.
Traugutt jest bohaterem m. in. dwéch wielkich powiesci: S. Strumph-Wojtkiewicza (Trau-
gutt ) i J. Dobraczyiniskiego pt. (Piaty akt) oraz noweli E. Orzeszkowej pt. Gloria victis.
Obraz Traugutta jako opromienionego legenda meczennika tworzyty ksiazki W. Przybo-
rowskiego, S. KoZzmiana oraz liryka patriotyczna F. Faleniskiego* i K. Ujejskiego. W tra-
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dycji biatoruskiej rozpowszechnione jest ponadto twierdzenie, ze Kosciuszko to ,,bohater
Rzeczpospolitej, ale biatoruskiego pochodzenia“.* Wsréd bohateréw dwdch narodéw mozna
wymieni¢ gen. J6zefa Bema, ktéry wstawit sie na Wegrzech walka ,,za wasza i nasza wol-
no$¢™, a takze walczacych tamze Henryka Dembowskiego i J6zefa Wysockiego.

Wyjatek stanowi przyktad Jana Zi7ki i Jana Husa, ktérzy utozsamiaja wespét idee walki
i ofiary. Cechy Zizki jako wybitnego wojskowego i krwawego rewolucjonisty, wspotist-
nialy z wizerunkiem Husa, ktéry przygotowywal ,,ponowne narodzenie Bozego Stowa w
Czechach®, ,,przygotowanie drugiego przyjscia Chrystusa, o catkowite odnowienie wszyst-
kich rzeczy, az Chrystus zostanie uznany za kréla najpierw w Czechach, a potem w catym
Swiecie chrzescijariskim®.*

Balkariscy bohaterowie walk i zmagai z Turkami naleza do $wiata historii oraz swiata
folkloru.

Plejada bohateréw walk z Turkami jest liczna. Sposrdéd bohateréw sredniowiecznych
przyktadowo mozna wymieni¢ dynasti¢ serbskich despotéw Brankoviciéw: oSlepionego
Grzegorza, Vuka znanego w epice jako Smok Ognisty Vuk, Jerzego (1485-1496), Jovana
(1496-1502). Szeroko znana byta posta¢ Jana Hunyady’ego, wojewody siedmiogrodzkie-
g0, rzeczywistego dowddcy wypraw przeciwko Turkom (np. w latach 1443 i 1454) wraz z
krélem Polski i Wegier — Wiadystawem Jagielloniczykiem. W gronie zwycigskich wodzéw
mozna rowniez widzie¢ Ravbara, stoweriskiego feudata, ktéry zwycigzyt Turkow w bitwie
pod Siskiem.

Panteon dziewigtnastowiecznych serbskich bohateréw walk z Turkami otwieraja Ka-
radziordzie (Jerzy Czarny) i Milosz Obrenovié, przywddcy dwoéch serbskich powstai
i zatozyciele dynastii, ktére okreslity serbska historie XIX i XX wieku.* Lazar Mutap,
serbski bohater z pierwszego powstania serbskiego, jest symbolem wielkiej odwagi i mo-
ralnej odpowiedzialnosci przed historia, obrofica bezbronnej ludnosci.

Bohaterowie walk o wyzwolenie Czarnogéry z korica X VIII po II pot. XIX wieku znani
sa z historii, literatury oraz folkloru (Vuk IV): Vuk Micunovié, Janko i Bogdan Puraskovi-
ciowie, wladyka Danilo, Vuk Mandusié, Batri¢ Perovi¢, Lazar Pecirep, Vuk Koprivica,
Nikac od Rovinja.

Bohateréw walk z Turkami wykreowata takze butgarska XIX-wieczna walka narodowy-
zwolericza. Ten panteon tworza: Georgi Sawa Rakowski, jeden z najwybitniejszych przy-
wodcoéw butgarskiego ruchu narodowowyzwolericzego oraz Wasyl Lewski — strateg, ideo-
log i organizator butgarskiego wyzwolenia, a takze Christo Botew — najwybitniejszy ideo-
log butgarskiej rewolucji narodowej i zwolennik idei zjednoczenia wszystkich narodéw
batkanskich. Narodowymi bohaterami macedoriskimi sa Goce Dolczew (1872—1903) i Pitu
Guli, przywddcey powstania ilindenskiego (2. VIII. 1903). Ten ostatni oddat zycie, odma-
wiajac wycofania si¢ przed przewazajacymi sitami tureckimi. W nieco p6Zniejszym okre-
sie przywddca ruchu wyzwolericzego zostat Jane Sandanski, ktéry nadat ruchowi charak-
ter lewicowy.

Bohaterowie szlacheccy i chlopscy. Odrodzenie narodowe wiazato si¢ z demokratyza-
cja proceséw spotecznych i powstaniem szerokich rzesz rodzacej si¢ inteligencji jako pod-
miotu historii narodowej. Jednak ruch rewolucyjny odrodzenia narodowego, jak i epoki
wczesniejsze, dostarczaja przyktadéw historii, ktéra przybiera forme¢ walki klas uprzywile-
jowanych i plebejskich. Rewolucja Krakowska stworzyta ,,czarng legende¢®, czyli ruch ra-
bacyjny Jakuba Szeli. Bohater pozytywny i bohater negatywny zaistnieli w jednym porzadku
historycznym, rodzac pytanie o moralny ksztatt polskich dziejéw. Bohaterowie chtopskich
rewolucji znani sa tradycji kilku krajéw, np. Matija Gubec — to przywédca buntu chiopski-
ego w Chorwacji w 1573 roku, stoweriskim bohaterem chtopskim jest Peter Klepec, prze-
ciwstawiajacy si¢ nedzy i niesprawiedliwosci, znany réwniez jako bohater stowerniskich
opowiadani ludowych.
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Bohaterskie kobiety. Wyjatkowe miejsce wsrod bohateréw walki zajmuje ,,bohaterska
dziewica®, migdzykulturowy motyw o kobiecie-wojowniku, przebranej w meskie szaty.
Polska tradycja taczy posta¢ Emilii Plater z powstaniem styczniowym i sytuuje t¢ niewiaste
pod widocznym wplywem tradycji bohaterki Wielkiej Rewolucji Francuskiej. W nieco
odmiennym kontekscie wystepuje ,,bohaterska niewiasta* na potudniowostowianskim ob-
szarze kulturowym. Jej odpowiednikiem moze by¢ Delija devojka, ktéra czgsto jest wy-
bawcg swych wybrankéw serca, uwalnia tez z wigziet kochankéw i ojcéw. Innym warian-
tem tej bohaterki jest Ljuba hajduk Vukosava.* Tradycje rycerska i chrzescijariska taczy
Majka Jugovicia, bohaterka ktérej figuratywny wizerunek nawiazuje do Matki Boskiej
Bolesciwej, stanowiac przyktad serbskiej Dolores. W kregu mitu kosowskiego funkcjonuje
inna bohaterska kobieta — Kosowska dziewczyna (Kosovka devojka), bgdaca symbolem
mitosierdzia i wspotczucia.

Rewolucjonista i profeta. (Powstaniec i pisarz). Bojownik o narodowa sprawg zajmo-
watl w gronie stowiariskich bohateréw wazne i szczeg6lne miejsce, po dzis dzien fascynujac
literatéw, historykéw i publicystéw. Polscy powstancy, hajducy potudniowostowiariscy i
kozacy z Zaporoza, demonstrowali poswigcenie dla ojczyzny i przywiazanie do religii.
Jednoczesnie bojownikéw tych rézni wiele cech. Polski powstaniec zawart w sobie cechy
wzorca rycerza i Sarmaty, ale zacigzyta na nim jednak pamig¢ kolejnych bezskutecznych
zrywow, tragicznych walk i krwawych klgsk. Z wizerunkiem powstaica wspoétistniat stere-
otyp meczennika i zestarica.¥’ Tym, czym byt dla Polakéw Sybir, tym byto dla Stowian
potudniowych jarzmo tureckiej niewoli.

Dopetnieniem typu bohatera-powstarica, podejmujacego zbrojna walke o wolnos¢ oj-
czyzny, byt drugi z kolei model XIX-wiecznego herosa: bohater-wieszcz, narodowy poeta,
wcielenie dawnego bohatera-proroka w porozbiorowej rzeczywistosci. Polski wieszcz byt
nie tylko natchnionym twérca i przenikliwym wizjonerem, ale i duchowym przywddca
narodu.®® Orezem poety byto pidro, a jego sita — mysl i serce. Najwigkszym bohaterem-
wieszczem na polskim panteonie byt oczywiscie Adam Mickiewicz, ktérego promieniowa-
nie obejmowato nieomal cala Stowianszczyzne.* Przetom romantyczny zrodzit nowa kate-
gorig osobistosci — profetow Stowiariszczyzny, jak np.: Jozef Dobrovsky (1753-1829), Jozef
Jungmann (1773-1847), Jan Kollar (1793-1852), Pavel Jozef Safatik (1795-1861) i F. L.
Celakovsky (1799-1852).

Kult narodowego poety, wizjonera, profety, osobowosci wybitnej, wiazat si¢ si¢ z ro-
mantycznym buntem, ktdry, jako najpetniejsze wcielenie indywidualizmu, oddat we wta-
danie najbardziej fascynujace romantykow sfery filozofii cztowieka i Swiata. Kult ten wy-
nikat z romantycznego przeswiadczenia poznawczego, ze jedynie geniusz mogt przeniknad
tajemnice natury, historii, cztowieka i sztuki. Narodowi poeci nie zgadzali si¢ na porzadek
istniejacy w stworzonym przez Boga §wiecie. Realizujac ,,urzad kaptanski poety*, stali si¢
twércami ,,narodowych religii“ — mesjanizméw, ktdre byty narzedziami przemiany otacza-
jacego Swiata.

Mesjanizm polski, uznany powszechnie za najbardziej klasyczny wsréd mesjanizmow
dziewigtnastowiecznych, zywit przekonanie, ze historia ludzka powiela przebieg historii
Swietej i ze porozbiorowe dzieje Polski powtarza¢ maja meke i zmartwychwstanie Chrystu-
sa.” Idee mesjanistyczne staly sig poniekad klasyka odrodzeniowych literatur stowiariskich
1 wystepuja w tworczosci Petra Njegosza, Christo Botewa i Iwana Wazowa, Ljudevita Stura,
Iwana Szewczenki, Janka Kupaty.

Mesjanizm Mickiewicza-towianczyka jest mesjanizmem perfekcjonizmu moralnego.
Ozywia go wiara w ostateczny tryumf dobra i nadejscie Krélestwa Bozego na ziemi. Po-
przez ofiarg i cierpienie jednostka oraz naréd wznosza si¢ ku Bogu, a Bég, wkraczajac
w ich zycie, nadaje sens egzystencji. Sens historii nabiera znaczenia profetycznego i opty-
mistycznego. Mesjanizm polski jest przede wszystkim mesjanizmem heroistycznym i in-
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dywidualistycznym, pozostale mesjanizmy, szczeg6lnie potudniowostowianskie, cechuje
kolektywizm. L. Stdr (1815—-1856) jest twoérca mesjanizmu stowackiego, w ktérym prze-
wazaja zachowawcze tresci spoleczne. Odrodzenie Stowacji ma byé powrotem do stowian-
skiej starodawnosci, ma zachowaé archaiczne formy i instytucje spoteczne.”

Mesjanizmy potudniowostowianskie wieloma cechami r6znia si¢ od polskiego. Mesja-
nizm polski eksponuje profetyzm wieszcza, mesjanizm serbski — stygmat ludu powotanego
do czynu. Mesjanizm polski jest bowiem proba osiagniecia takiej ,,zbiorowej Swigtosci
i mocy proroczej“, ktéra rzucona na szale polityki nie tylko przewazytaby sily armii, ale
wymusita niejako na Bogu cud zmartwychwstania Polski.*> Mesjanizm serbski zmusza do
tego celu swych orgdownikéw gwattem zemsty bez wywierania presji na Opatrznosé. Po-
lacy terroryzuja Boga polska religia cierpienia, Serbowie — wiara w §wigty czyn kosow-
skiego rewanzu.” Inny z potudniowostowiaiskich mesjanizméw odrodzeniowych, butgar-
ski mit narodowy Christo Botewa, taczyt watek Chrystusa z watkiem Lazarza. Los narodu
bulgarskiego Botew przedstawial w symbolice ewangelicznej, dramacie ukrzyzowania
i obrazie Lazarza, czekajacego na cud autorezurekeji.*

Mesjanizmy wschodniostowianskie odréznia od polskiego akcentowanie glebokich
konfliktéw spotecznych. Mesjanizm biatoruski i ukrairiski eksponuje stygmat ludu upomi-
najacego si¢ o swe prawa. Mesjanizm polski podsuwa formutle ,,jam jest milion“, mesja-
nizm biatoruski — ,,lud milionowy*. Bialoruskie i ukrairiskie mesjanizmy przesuwaja po-
nadto znaczenie z historii na przestrzen, ktéra ulega sakralizacji oraz eksponuje wymiar
losu zbiorowego. Szewczenko w ,,Hajdamakach* (1841) tworzy i rozwija kult wyidealizo-
wanej przesztosci kozackiej i mogit wraz z symbolami Dniepru, ,,spladrowanej Ukrainy*,
a takze solidaryzuje si¢ z niedola ludu (oglad z pozycji mas). Kupata akcentuje zwiazek
czlowieka z ziemia-Matka, tworzy wizerunek ,,wiernych a ubogich®, dumnych, cho¢
ne¢dznych mieszkancéw tej ziemi — ,.tutejszych. Mesjanizm biatoruski nie oczekuje inge-
rencji Opatrznosci. Bogiem sprawiedliwosci w poezji Kupaty jest Storice, gdyz jej figura-
tywne i istotowe wyobrazenie zaczerpnigte zostato z ludowego wizerunku solarnego.

Wyjatkowa jest rola Franceta PreSerena, w ktérego tworczosci, jako jedynego ze sto-
wianiskich romantykéw, wystepuje zatarcie ostrej opozycji ,,my-oni* i zastapienie modelu
konfrontacji, otwartym modelem kultury, eksponujacym wspdlnotowosé, koegzystencje
i wizjg przysztosci.®

Ostatnig, by¢ moze nieco mechanicznie wyodrebniona grupa bohatera panteonu naro-
dowego — zauwaza M. Micinska — jest bohater obcego pochodzenia i nazwiska. Najlep-
szym przyktadem jest Napoleon Bonaparte, ale cze$¢ jaka Napoleonowi oddawali Polacy
nie byta udzialem wszystkich Stowian. Cesarz Francuzéw byt dla Polakéw przez stulecie
storficem, w ktdrego promieniach znaleZli si¢ Poniatowski, Dabrowski, Wybicki, Sutkowski,
Kozietulski i inni.*® Jednoczesnie tworzyta sie czarna, negatywna legenda Napoleona, de-
precjonujaca lub wrecz negujaca catkowicie jego zastugi dla Polski. Harmonizowata ona
z negatywna oceng Napoleona w innych krajach stowianskich.

Narodowi §wigci-patroni znajduja si¢ w opozycji wobec bohateréw pracy. W swiecie
stowianskim wystepuje charakterystyczny deficyt bohateréw pracy. Istnieje kilka regionéw,
w ktérych ta kategoria jest reprezentowana: Czechy, Stowenia 1 Wielkopolska.

Wielcy bohaterowie wspoélczesnej historii. Nalezy zwréci¢ uwage na wielkich bohate-
réow XX wieku. WSréd nich mozna wymieni¢ Jézefa Pitsudskiego, Tomasza Masaryka, Ed-
warda Benesa, Broza Tite 1 innych. Typem wspéiczesnego bohatera narodowego o ludowym
rodowodzie, symbolizujacego prawde o dzisiejszych czasach jest np. Lech Watgsa.”

ad. 2). Bohaterowie narodowego imaginarium

Bohaterowie wielkich mitéw narodowych jako mitéw kleski i martyrologii. Boha-
terowie narodowego imaginarium stanowia najwazniejsza grupg stowiariskich bohateréw,
bedac jednoczesnie bohaterami wielkich mitéw narodowych. Srodkowoeuropejskie i potud-
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niowostowiarniskie mity narodowe przybraly posta¢ mitéw kleski i martyrologii. Bohate-
rowie tych mitéw stanowia szczegdlna, w sensie dostownym i przeno$nym, rodzing. Sto-
wacki bohater Mateusz Cak, chorwaccy bohaterowie Zrinscy i Frankopanowie, stoweriscy
grafowie z Celja wykazuja pewne podobienistwa i cechy wspdlne. Czesi usytuowali dwie
zasadnicze, wykluczajace si¢ wzajemnie wizje swego narodu i jego miejsca w Stowian-
szczyznie i Europie. Wizje te w sposéb symboliczny wyraza Cyryl i Metody oraz Jan Hus.
Odrebny przypadek stanowia bohaterowie mitu kosowskiego. Bohaterowie mitéw naro-
dowych wystepuja w tradycji w sprzecznosci z ustaleniami historiograficznymi, nie jest
jednak istotna prawda historyczna, ale funkcja.

Bohaterowie wielkich srodkoweuropejskich mitéw narodowych naleza do najpotezniej-
szych rodéw magnackich, posiadajacych olbrzymia wtadz¢ i majatek, i sprawujacych w
r6znych okresach politycznych decydujaca wtadze polityczna i kulturalng. Rodowe i feu-
dalne siedziby bohateréw staty si¢ gtéwnymi osrodkami politycznymi i kulturalnymi,
odgrywajacymi role oSrodkéw ponadregionalnych. Cakovec, a szczegdlnie Ozalj, byty
waznymi o$rodkami pi§miennictwa. Tren¢an i Nitra — stolica udzielnego paristwa Caka.
Istnieja pewne wspdlne elementy taczace wymienione mity. Wszyscy bohaterowie dziataja
na obszarze cesarstwa habsburskiego, sprzeciwiajac si¢ jego centralizacyjnej polityce, a takze
posiadaja szerokie zwiazki rodowe. (Grafowie celjscy sa zwigzani koligacjami rodzinnymi
ze Zrinjskimi-Frankopanami, spowinowaconymi z rodzing ostatniego despoty serbskiego
Dborda Brankovicia, a takze Maciejem Hunyadym. Mateusz Cak miat szerokie koneksje
w Swiecie 6wczesnych sobie moznowladcéw, a nawet wspieratl kréla Kazimierza Lokiet-
ka). Zrinjscy, Cak i grafowie celjscy byli §wietnymi zotnierzami i dowédcami wojsko-
wymi.*

Mitologizacja tych bohateréw sigga XIX wieku i ,,renesansu Stowiafiszczyzny* (termin
Preloga). Nowo tworzone narody, usitujace w dobie odrodzenia narodowego dowies¢ swych
praw do niezawislej egzystencji, staraty si¢ wykazac historyczno-prawnymi racjami do
posiadania ziem, na ktérych egzystowaly. Z dziejéw starano si¢ zatem wydoby¢ takie oso-
by, wydarzenia lub okresy, ktérych wymowa polityczna zawierataby w sobie racje ,,prawa
historycznego* do terytorialno-administracyjnej autonomii na obszarze Chorwacji, Stowa-
¢cji czy Stowenii. Od okoto potowy XIX wieku postaci te staja si¢ przedmiotem uczonej
historiografii (Zrinjski — R. Lopasi¢, F. Racki, V. Bogisi¢; Cak—F. M. Sasinek), a nastgpnie
ulegaja przeksztalceniu z problemu naukowego w element ideologii narodowej. Gléwna
role w mitologizacji oraz utrwaleniu i upowszechnieniu kultu odegrata literatura. Lj. Stur
przedstawit M. Caka jako bojownika na rzecz stowackiej niezawistosci. J. M. Hurban poswig-
cit mu dramat historyczny Bitka u Rozhanoviec. Mit Zrinjskich-Frankopanéw upowszech-
nita powies¢ Eugena Kumicicia Urota zrinjsko-frankopanska (1892—-1893), jedna z naj-
bardziej popularnych chorwackich powiesci.® Apoteozy samego sprzysiezenia jako zrywu
niepodleglosciowego i ostatecznego wykrystalizowania ideologicznego zakresu znacze-
niowego, dokonat Antun Staréevié i jego zwolennicy Partii Prawa (,,prawasze*).®* Grofowie
celjscy stali sig bohaterami wielu dramatéw z zakresu narodowe;j historii.®!

Nieco inaczej przedstawia si¢ sytuacja z mitem kosowskim jako mitem Smierci —
zmartwychwstania . Ksztattowat sie on w procesie przeksztatcania religijno-paristwowe-
go kultu ,,wysokiego* w kult ,,niski*“. Dla Swiadomosci kosowskiej charakterystyczne jest
wspdtistnienie dwoch, zwiazanych z Kosowem, kultéw: kultu ,,wysokiego®, kultu cerkwi
oraz kultu ,,niskiego®, folklorystycznego. Z czasem historiografia i epika ludowa przysto-
nita ,,wysoki“ kult §wigtych serbskiego panteonu narodowego i patrona Cerkwi prawosta-
wnej, kultem ,,niskim* trzech 0s6b serbskiego mitu narodowego. Car Lazar, Mitosz Obili¢
i Vuk Brankovi¢ stanowig symbol mitu narodowego, triade §wigtosci, mestwa i zdrady. Ze
zjawiskiem wspotistnienia i wspotoddziatywania kultu ,,wysokiego® i ,,niskiego* zwigzane
jest charakterystyczne dla serbskiej tradycji przesunigcie znaczenia z ,,przymierza Swi¢-
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tosawskiego™ na ,,przymierze kosowskie®. Trzeba tu wspomnie¢ o innym, paralelnym mi-
cie serbskim, micie serbskich exoduséw (seoba). Arsenije III Carnojevi¢ jest bohaterem
mitu seoba, a takze i antybohaterem, gdyz wymowa tego mitu jest ,,antykosowska*.

ad. 3). Bohaterowie Swiata folkloru

Bohaterowie Swiata folkloru stanowia o istotnej réznicy pomiedzy Srodkowoeurope;j-
skimi bohaterami stowiariskimi oraz bohaterami ,,batkariskiej przestrzeni kulturowe;j*. Potud-
niowostowiariscy bohaterowie §wiata folkloru tworza wazna, rozbudowana i liczna katego-
ri¢ podmiotéw czynéw bohaterskich, podczas gdy na obszarze Srodkowoeuropejskim sa
oni zjawiskiem marginalnym. Junacy folkloru wywodza si¢ ze Swiata historii epickiej i panuja
na wielkim obszarze. Pochodza z réznych okreséw historycznych: z wieku XIII-XVIII,
czyli z okresu niewoli tureckiej, ale wielu z nich zostato ulokowanych w czasach krélewi-
cza Marka.®

Krélewicz Marko (1331-1395) jest historycznie serbskim Sredniowiecznym wiadca
(1371-1395), synem Vukasina Mrnjavcevicia. Rola Marka jako postaci historycznej nie
odpowiada jego bogatej i szerokiej stawie epickiej. Jest on bowiem najbardziej popularnym
bohaterem pies$ni na obszarze Stowianszczyzny potudniowej, o ktérym méwia piesni serb-
skie, chorwackie, macedoniskie, stoweriskie i in. Najstarszy przekaz o Krélewiczu Marku
pochodzi z dzieta Hektorovicia (1555)% i Orbiniego (1601).5 Z Markiem zwiazane sa inne
migdzykulturowe motywy i tematy: o przyjazni i walkach z sitami nadprzyrodzonymi,
walkach z magicznym wrogiem (Arabowie), o ozenku, Smierci. Jest on obrorica stabych
i uci$nionych, rzecznikiem sprawiedliwosci i prawdy. Jego pobratymami sa: Milos Obilic,
Relja od Pazara, beg Kostadin, a nieprzyjaciétmi: Musa KesedZija, Filip MadZarin, Mina
od Kostura, Ljutica Bogdan, Turcy i Arabowie.

Bohaterami folkloru sg réwniez postaci, ktérych prototypy naleza do historii antycznej,
np.: Vojvoda Prijezda jest gtéwnym bohaterem piesni o oblezeniu i upadku Stalaca (Smrt
vojvode Prijezde), natomiast piesii Zrtvovanje deteta, dotyczy biblijnego motywu ofiarne-
go (Vuk II, 98 i inne antologie).

Bohateréw Swiata folkloru mozna usystematyzowaé wedtug kryterium junackiej chro-
nologii i geografii. Najwazniejszych bohateréw piesni epickiej wymienia H. Czajka w wy-
zej cytowanej pracy. Do junakéw czternastowiecznych nalezy Relja (Hrelja),® ktérego pro-
totypem moégt by¢ wiadca Macedonii panujacy nad Srednim biegiem rzeki Strumy
w pierwszej potowie wieku XIV. Piesni bohaterskie wymieniaja jego imi¢ jako Relja od
Pazara, Relja Bosnjanin, Relja Budimlija, Relja Krilatica. Bohaterem z tego okresu jest
réwniez Ljutica Bogdan, uwazany za wtadcg poludniowej Macedonii oraz car VukaSin,
ojciec krélewicza Marka, ktory zginat w roku 1371 nad rzeka Marica.’’” Z bohateréw pigt-
nastowiecznych najbardziej znani sa: Janko Sibinjanin (Janosz Hunyady), rycerz wegier-
ski, ktérego piesii przedstawia jako pobratyma Marka. Drugim bohaterem, réwniez taczo-
nym z krélewiczem Markiem, jest Sekula (Janosz Szekely), rycerz wegierski, kuzyn Janka
Sibinjanina. Do innych bohateréw XV-wiecznych nalezy Musa Kesedzija (Arbanasa), ry-
cerz albariskiego pochodzenia, Matija (Matijas) ,,budimski®, krél Maciej Korwin (1458—
1490), syn Janosza Hunyady’ego.

Znanym junakiem z tego okresu byl Puro Smederevac, ktéry panowal w Serbii w latach
1427-1456, syn Vuka Brankovicia, (ale nie nosit nazwiska ojca). Stjepan Herceg (Jerceg) —
to Stjepan Vukcié, hospodar Hercegowiny i kontrowersyjny junak, ktérego piesn taczy
z walkami o skarby w Dubrowniku.

Petar Mrkonji¢ jest bohaterem pies$ni uskockich i hajduckich Pogranicza Wojskowego
i Liki (Vuk III, 24, 42), jako posta¢ historyczna nie zostat zidentyfikowany. A. Kaci¢ za-
licza go do grona bohateréw dalmatyrskich z IT pot. XVII wieku.®® Piesni muzutmanskie
widza w nim bohatera walczacego z chrzescijanami. Wazne miejsce w gronie bohateréw
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zajmuje uskok Ivo Senjanin, pochodzacy z nadadriatyckiego miasta Senj. Do siedemnasto-
wiecznych bohateréw naleza Stojan Jankovié, ktérego piesi nazywa ,,0d Kotara Janko*
oraz Smiljanié Ilija, uskok z Kotaréw (Vuk III, 25), a takze Todor od Zadra (historycznie
Todor Kladni¢) — junak uskocki z Ravnih Kotara (Krainy).

Odrebna kategorie bohateréw stanowia réznorodni hajducy i uskocy, wystepujacy na
calym obszarze Stowiariszczyzny.® W Bos$ni do najbardziej znanych hajdukéw nalezy Vuk
Mandusié¢ (Vuk II, 87), ktory jest zaliczany do junakéw czarnogérskich i dalmatyriskich
oraz Ilija Smiljancic¢ i Stojan Jankovié. Macedonskiemu junakowi Karposzowi cesarz Leo-
pold I nadat tytut ,,kr6la macedoriskiego®. Serbskiego hajduka Ljutice Bogdana (Vuk I,
722724, 725) jako postaé historyczna, wspominaja historycy bizantyriscy. Byt on rzeko-
mo wtadca potudniowej Macedonii (pomigdzy Seresem a Wardarem). Najbardziej znane-
go hajduka albaniskiego Muse KesedZije, piesti epicka czesto wiaze sytuacyjnie z krélewi-
czem Markiem i przedstawia ich jako zaciektych wrogéw (Vuk II, 67).

W gronie najbardziej popularnych junakéw piesni epickiej pozostaje Starina Novak,
Butgar z pochodzenia i jego syn Grujica Novakovi¢ (dijete Grujica). Najprawdopodobniej
W postaci tego pierwszego bohatera zachowata si¢ swiadomos¢ istnienia dwoch znanych
historii junakéw: starszego, Novaka Debelicia z XIV lub XV wieku i mlodszego Baba-
Novaka, hajduckiego harambaszy z koica XVI wieku. Baba-Novak, walczacy z Turkami
i Stefanem Batorym, zostat spalony jako zdrajca w Siedmiogrodzie, znany jest pieSniom
serbskim, chorwackim, macedoriskim, butgarskim i rumunskim. Natomiast Debelicia pies-
ni serbskie, chorwackie, butgarskie i macedonskie tacza z Krélewiczem Markiem i sara-
jewska géra Romanija (Vuk II1, 4).

Sposréd bohateréw czarnogorskich wielka stawa ciesza si¢ Crnojevici — rodzina feu-
dalnych wiadcéw w Zecie (Czarnogdrze). Wiadali oni w Zecie do 1499 roku, czyli do
wlaczenia tych ziem do Skadarskiego sandZaku. Najwazniejszymi czlonkami rodziny sa:
Stefan (1426-1465), Ivan (1465-1490), Durad (1490-1496) i Stefan (1496-1498). Crnoje-
vici, o ktérych méwi kilka piesni, uwazani sa za symbole czarnogérskiej niezawistosci.
Ivan mial swa siedzibe poczatkowo na Zabljaku, a potem na Cetynii. Syn Ivana (w piesni
Maksim) poturczyt si¢ i przyjat imi¢ Skender-beg. Wygnat on z kraju swego brata Purda,
ktéry najpierw schronit si¢ w Wenecji, a potem wyruszyt do Konstantynopola i przyjat
islam. Ow DPurad uprzednio zalozyt na Cetynii pierwszg drukarni¢ i wydat dwie pierwsze
staroserbskie ksiggi: oktoih (1494) i psalterz (1495). Najbardziej znanym czarnogérskim
hajdukiem jest Bajo Pivljanin (Nikoli¢), pochodzacy z Pive w Hercegowinie, harambasza
broniacy Boki Kotorskiej. O tym wsp6lnym junaku Hercegowiny i Czarnogéry méwi wiele
piesni (Vuk IIT i VII; A. Kacié).

Sposrdd licznej plejady serbskich bohateréw starej i nowszej narodowej historii mozna
wymieni¢ Duszana Stefana Nemanyjicia, Stefana Decanskiego (Vuk 11, 36, 37), UroSa (1355—
1371); UroSa i Mrnjavcéeviciéw: kréla VukasSina, despote Ugljesze (Vuk II, 33). W okresie
przed popadnigciem w niewole turecka wybija si¢ posta¢ Durada Brankovicia (Smedere-
vac), syna Vuka Brankovicia, wtadajacego Serbig w latach 1427 — 1456 (Vuk II, 79; 82,
83). Wybitnym bohaterem §wiata folkloru jest Oblaci¢ Rade (Zmaj ognjani Rade lub Zmaj
od ognja Rade) oraz Jug i Jugovici, znani z kosowskiego cyklu epickiego. Z pierwszym
powstaniem serbskim taczona jest posta¢ Zmaja od Nocaja (historycznie Stojan Cupic).
Z grona chorwackich bohateréw szesnastowiecznych najczesciej jest wymieniany Pura Da-
nici¢ (Jura), katolik, pobratymiec kr6lewicza Marka, wojewoda senjskich uskokéw.

Szeroko jest znana plejada bohateréw muzutmariskich.” Bohaterem narodowej mitolo-
gii bosniackich Muzutmanéw (Bosnjakéw) jest bohater epicki Alija Derdelez (Gerzelez),
zwiazany z Sarajewem i podsarajewskq géra Igman. Konstruowany kanon mitologii i ide-
ologii narodowej Bosnjakéw nie moze si¢ uporaé z pewnymi zjawiskami dialogu migdzy-
kulturowego, w ktorych, jak na przyklad w opowiadaniu Ivo Andricia pt. Wedrowki Aliji
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Dzierdzieleza, postaé tego bohatera zostata poddana modernistycznej parodii .

Bosniaccy Muzutmanie posiadaja tez innych bohateréw, ktérzy, podobnie jak junacy
stowianscy, petnia podobne funkcje w narodowym modelu kulturowym. Husein-kapetan
Gradascevié,”” przywédca powstania autonomicznego przeciwko Turkom, jest bohaterem
walki i ofiary oraz HadZi Lojo, przywddca powstania przeciwko austrowegierskiej okupa-
cji. Ponadto znani sg na catym obszarze potudniowostowianiskim inni bohaterowie muzul-
marnscy. Mustaj-beg Licki jest junakiem muzutmanskim, o ktérym méwia piesni chrzesci-
janskie. Beg Ljubovi¢ jest muzulmariskim junakiem z XVII wieku. Smail-Aga Cengi¢,
bohater bosniackich Muzutmanéw pochodzacy z Hercegowiny, zyskat stawg w boju na
Grahovcu 1836, ale jest jednocze$nie bohaterem negatywnym poematu Ivana MaZuranicia.
Tomi¢ Mijat (Mihat) — to hajduk z zachodniej Bo$ni, pochodzacy wedtug tradycji z Duvanj-
skoga polja. W piesniach Mijat czesto jest kojarzony z begiem Kopciciem, ktérego byt
poddanym (kmet-Cobanin). Piesni o Mijacie Tomiciu stanowia poniekad wyodrgbniony
cykl, szczegdblnie popularny w zachodniej Bosni i Dalmac;ji.

W tym gronie wyjatkowa wydaje si¢ posta¢ Budaliny Tale lub (od Orasca Tale), popu-
larnego bohatera muzutmanskiego z Pogranicza Wojskowego, posiadajacego wyrazne ce-
chy komiczne.

ad. 4). Bohaterowie wszechslowianskiego i europejskiego universum

Stowianiszczyzna wykreowata bohateréw, reprezentujacych panstowianska wspoélnote
ponadnarodowa i bedacych elementami dziedzictwa europejskiego. Nobilitacji szczepu stowi-
ariskiego, a przede wszystkim jego potudniowe] galezi stuzyt kult Aleksandra Wielkie-
go. Obecnos¢ Aleksandra w panteonie stowiariskim, obok innych rzekomych Stowian —
Gotéw i Wandali, uwiarygodniata zarazem pochlebny autoportret zbiorowosci stowiariskiej,
jako spotecznosci niezwyciezonych wojownikéw.”® Do symboliki Aleksandra jako wodza
niezwycigzonych wojownikéw probowali nawiaza¢ apologeci Jana III Sobieskiego. Jedna
z postaci dawnego chorwackiego humanistyczno-barokowego panteonu stowiariskiego jest
Dioklecjan (245-316) — cesarz rzymski, gdyz po abdykacji powréceit w rodzinne strony do
stotecznej Salony (Splitu). Posta¢ Dioklecjana stanowi stata cze¢$¢ sktadowa przekazu nobi-
litujacego Stowian poprzez wiaczenie do Swiata stowiariskiego na zasadzie tozsamosci te-
rytorialnej postaci z dziejéw starozytnych i wczesnochrzescijaiiskich, przede wszystkim
papiezy i cesarzy (np. Konstatyna Wielkiego, Justyniana). Dioklecjan jako Stowianin po-
jawia si¢ w traktacie dominikanina z Hvaru V. Pribojevicia De origine et successibusque
Slavorum (1532). Wspomina go takze Orbini w dziele II regno degli Slavi (1601)™

Chorwackie pochodzenie oraz autorstwo pisma gtagolickiego i zapoczatkowanie pis-
miennictwa chorwackiego tradycja chorwacka przypisywata sw. Hieronimowi (znanemu
réwniez jako Jeronim, Jerolim), ur. (ok. 347—-420). Dlatego ten ojciec Kosciota zachodnie-
go, thumacz Pisma $w. na tacing, cz¢sto byt obdarzany przydomkiem Hrvatin, lub Dalma-
tin.

Szczegblne miejsce w tradycji Stowianszczyzny zajmuja bracia soturiscy Cyryl (Kon-
stantyn, 826 lub 827-869) i Metody (pomigdzy 815 a 820-885), tworcy piSmiennictwa
stowianskiego, wigci zajmujacy istotne miejsce w stowianiskiej tradycji religijnej i naro-
dowej, chociaz byli ludZmi kultury hellenistycznej i wyksztalcenia bizantyjskiego. Dzieto
Cyryla i Metodego sprawia, ze sa oni nie tylko apostotami narodéw stowianskich, ale row-
niez ojcami ich kultury, ktéra stata si¢ czgscia europejskiego dziedzictwa kulturowego.
Znalazto to wyraz w ogloszeniu §w. sw. Cyryla i Metodego Wspétpatronami Europy. Oj-
ciec $w. Jan Pawet II w encykilce Egregiae virtutis pisat: ,,Przemawiaja za tym rozliczne
racje natury zaréwno historycznej, jak i wspétczesnej, majace swe pokrycie zaréwno teolo-
giczne i koscielne, jak tez i kulturalne w dziejach naszego europejskiego kontynentu*.”

Tradycja cyrylo-metodejska od XIX wieku zacz¢ta dodatkowo nabiera¢ znaczenia na-
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rodowego, jako idea afirmujaca jedno$¢ Stowianszczyzny i Zrédlo jej tozsamosci kultu-
rowej. Popularyzowaniu kultu braci soturiskich stuzyty liczne uroczystosci rocznicowe (ty-
siaclecie misji na Morawach — 1863, tysiaclecie Smierci Cyryla — 18609, tysigclecie §mierci
Metodego — 1885). Ideg cyrylo-metodejska probowano wyzyskiwac dla potrzeb rosyjskie-
go panslawizmu, ale gléwnie stanowita ona fundament austroslawizmu. Chorwaccy org-
downicy idei cyrylo-metodejskiej widzieli w niej potaczenie zasady jednosci chrzescijaristwa
opartej na prymacie Rzymu z zasada narodowego charakteru kosciotéw.”

Na ziemiach chorwackich upowszechnianie kultu braci sotuniskich zwiazane byto z osoba
biskupa Josipa Juraja Strossmayera (1815—-1905), ktéry wyznaczat Chorwatom wielka misj¢
budowy i integracji Stowian potudniowych. Chorwacja miata si¢ sta¢ potudniowostowian-
ska Toskania, pielggnujac tradycje cyrylo-metodejska i odnowiony glagolityzm. Odrgbny
i konkurencyjny projekt zjednoczenia politycznego Stowian potudniowych, najpierw pod
protektoratem rosyjskim, a péZniej — zgodnie z wizja Hotelu Lambert — skupionego wo-
kot Serbii, jako stowianiskiego Piemontu, realizowat charyzmatyczny przywddca ruchu
ilirskiego Ljudevit Gaj.
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Summary

National hero in the cultural awareness of Slavs

The characters of national heroes have great importance for the national awareness formation process,
mostly through semantics of symbolic language belonging to an ethno-cultural community, structure of
identifying signs of a given community, and the mission ascribed to the character in question. The national
hero is a personification of a group ideal, which fulfills basic functions of generality and publicity of a
cult. The national hero’s genesis is inseparably tied with myth-creation activities of national revival — a
process focused on creation of a modern nation oriented toward its past.

Slavic heroes represent a system of meanings, which is a personified reflection of national and supra-
national model of national cultural and historical tradition. This system consists of: 1) heroes of political
and culture-creating functionalization of national and supranational history, 2) heroes of national imagi-
nation, 3) heroes of the world of folklore, 4) heroes of pan-Slavic and European universum.

The heroes of political and culture-creating functionalization of national and supranational history is
the most numerous category of heroes symbolizing the nation’s genesis, conversion to Christianity and
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other historical periods important for the nation’s future. This category also includes both pagan and
Christian heroes of origin myths, heroes-founders and heroes-symbols of might of medieval states. e.g.
Czech king Viclav IV. (1346-1378) or saints that became national patrons, such as Czechs St. Viclav
(Wenceslas) or Jan Hus. This category also includes a specific and very important type of national poet
believed to be a prophet, a spiritual leader of the nation and a visionary, such as Polish poet Adam Mickie-
wicz. The heroes of political functionalization of history appear to be mostly successful leaders, e.g.
Czechs Jan Zizka and Jan Hus, and folk heroes, such as Croatian Matija Gubec (a hero of the 1573
uprising). This category includes also women-heroines, e.g. Czech princess Libuse or Polish “virgin
heroine” of the national uprising, Emilie Platter, and seminal figures of recent history, e.g. Pole Jézef
Pitsudski, Czechs Tomas Garrigue Masaryk and Eduard Benes, Yugoslavian Broz Tito and others. A type
of a present-day national hero of “lowly” origin who symbolizes the truth of our times exemplified in Pole
Lech Watesa.
_ The heroes of national imaginarium include characters of seminal Slavic myths, e.g. Slovak Matyas
Cék, Croatian Zrinski and Frankopan families, Slovenian earls of Celj. The heroes of Kosovan myth are
classified as a separate case. Within national tradition, the heroes of seminal national myths act differently
than historical evidence suggests. However, their function in the national myth is more important than the
historical truth.

The category of folk lore heroes includes many types of heroes and is characteristic especially for the
Slavic part of the Balkans cultural region.

The heroes of Pan-Slavic and European universum include both Slavic and non-Slavic characters from
history, culture and religion, who lived and worked among Slavs and uplifted them noticeably, such as
Alexander the Great, Diocletian, St. Jerome, St. Cyril and St. Method, Jan III. Sobieski or Jan Hus.
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Veda Slovena — a Bulgarian Invention
of Literary Institution and Nationalist Discourse

OGNYAN KOVACHEV

The Veda Slovena collection book, containing “Bulgarian folk songs from prehistoric
and pre-Christian times” (V. I, 1874), and “ritual songs from pagan times” (V. II, 1881) gave
rise to the first — of kind and continuity — debate in Bulgarian literary life. The lack of
agreement between the initially announced by the compiler and publisher Stefan Verko-
vitch status and significance of the book and the positions of the Fin de siecle Bulgarian
and foreign literary historians inscribed on it the long-lasting label of “literary mystifica-
tion”. Verkovitch’s attempt aimed at letting Europe know a corpus of “archaic songs”,' and
he expected it to transform radically the then dominant notions of civilization models,
cultural history, the local ethnic, and the great European tradition. Notwithstanding the
final effect and the contradictory evaluations, it is still expecting its many-sided and pro-
found study. Up to now, the discussion and the outlined attitudes focus — with singular
exceptions — on questions of pro and contra the authenticity of the folklore works presented
in the Veda.” This antithetical duality only accumulates argumentation in favor of each
preconditioned choice and thus considerably increases the emotional and evaluative mode
of the statements, reduces their dialogic possibilities, and limits the heuristic perspectives
of the study. To maintain nowadays the priority of the ‘authenticity’question is, I dare say,
a doubtful pleasure. It is actually part of a whole series of questions, concerning the much
more significant issue of the place of Veda Slovena in the Bulgarian literary canon. Within
this frame I shall define my essay as a prologue in the study of this collection (and its
reception) as a radical move in the formation of the Bulgarian nationalist discourse and
literary institutions. My task here is to introduce and elucidate the basic concepts and in-
strumental notions, to map out those discursive fields where the literary mystification par-
ticipates most actively in the process of imagining the Nation. Finally, I shall outline in
detail the common places of Veda Slovena and the paradigmatic for the European XVIII
and XIX centuries Ossian mystification of James Macpherson.

The prerequisites of Verkovitch’s radical move — a series of steps, as much intentionally,
as intuitively realized — are inherent in the ambivalent cultural and political condition, in
which the Balkan nation-states came into being. This ambivalence is produced and main-
tained through the transformation of at least three primary identification lacks in collec-
tive’s ethnic consciousness: legitimate knowledge of its own past (historical events, kings,
myths, heroes), matrix of consolidating values (ethnic or national virtues), as well as eth-
nic, religious, and political sovereignty. The transformation of these lacks by inventing
cultural, historical, and political symbols and their implanting in the collective conscious-
ness is the most influential contribution of literary mystifications in the formation of the
respective nationalist discourses. That is why Veda Slovena needs a careful comparative
study of at least two textual fields: 1) the archive, comprising its Revival hypotexts and the
metatexts following its publishing, and 2) the aggregate of generically related works in
European literature. Yet here it is necessary to specify that in Verkovitch’s project the will
for initiation-as-restoration of the “immanent” historical statute of the nation prevails over
the acts of self-colonization? performed by the ethnic consciousness, which compensate its
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traumatic lacks. This two-cycle move should not be reduced only to a negatively marked
reformulation of the compensatory mechanism. It also brings to the fore antiquarian’s re-
solution to give assistance to nation-imagining in the process of mutual invention of liter-
ary (cultural) and state institutional figures: the collection of ancient texts and/or things —
the publisher and the museum; the collector — the classifier; the editor/writer — the academi-
cian/critic; the poet - the politician. The impulse to renovate the semantics — to purify the
past of the race, to take away its black shame and transmute it into inspiration (to quote Ivan
Vazov, the ‘patriarch of Bulgarian literature’) — remains in the second place. What Verko-
vitch offers is not an evolutionary development of the “national consciousness”, but a sud-
den mysterial revelation of the sacred ethnic proto-origins.

It is time to start explaining the conceptual frames of some key notions in my study. The
expression nation-imagining here is far from the pejorative semantics of concoction, fabri-
cation, and designates a variety of heterogeneous activities, which aim at giving shape,
procuring image for a sublime yearning, materializing visions, or incorporation of collec-
tive desires. Obviously, this formula is much related to Benedict Anderson’s famous defi-
nition of a nation as an imagined political community. Imagining is the only way for main-
taining both the everyday and the historical sense for community in men and women who
have never met, nor even heard of each other. It preserves its constitutive function through-
out the nation’s existence, which - as Renan put it — is ‘a daily plebiscite’. The nation is a
product of a pluralistic imagination by virtue of which it thinks itself in “definite, although
elastic” spatial and quantitative boundaries — ‘nation” and ‘mankind’ can never coincide —
and as independent of any universal political and religious hierarchies.* In short, nations
are cultural and political constructs created by particular communities of intellectuals and
ideologists as indispensable prerequisites for building the nation-state. Thus defined, the
notion of nation-imagining is genealogically close to the notion of nationalism. The use of
the latter necessitates special clarification with a view to the heavy burden of negative and
traumatic significations it bears.

From historical point of view such words as nation, nationality, nationalism have began
to establish their contemporary meanings in different parts of Europe since the mid-eigh-
teenth century. An opposition between the initially liberal, democratic, and progressively
minded, and the conservative, chauvinistic and imperialistic uses of patrie and patriotismin
France and England marked the commencement of the Age of Nationalism. Hobsbawm
writes: “The term ‘nationalism’ itself was coined to reflect the emergence of this tendency,
notably in France and a little later in Italy, where Romance language lent itself to this
formation.””> However, references to the etymology rather dispel the charm of the concepts,
than mystify the notion of the “natural foundations” of a nation, such as kinship by blood,
common territory, language etc. Etymologies do not identify the proto-origins of the na-
tion, but the linguistic grounds of a nationalist ideology. Ernest Gelner points out in Na-
tions and Nationalism that a “mere category of persons (say, occupants of a given territory,
or speakers of a given language, for example) becomes a nation if and when the members
of the category firmly recognize certain mutual rights and duties to each other in virtue of
their shared membership of it.”® Thus Gelner rationalizes and converts into an instrumental
formula his notorious earlier phrase, which blows up the nationalist mythology of nation’s
‘sacred antiquity’: “Nationalism is not the awakening of nations to self-consciousness; it
invents nations where they do not exist.”” Anderson expresses some critical reserves to-
wards Gelner’s rhetoric. He argues that Gelner overemphasizes the idea of intended falsifi-
cation, but not creation of the nations, and generates theoretical possibility for opposition
between “real” and “imagined” communities. According to Anderson, all nations are of the
second kind. This divergence of the nationalist discourse should not be overlooked, al-
though the two activities are not easily distinguishable one from another. Just the opposite,
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their (in)separability can be regarded as a typological sign of the similarity of techniques
applied in the process of nation-imagining and the literary mystification.

The term ‘literary mystification’ shall be used in two supplementary meanings:

1) a kind of author’s stance, which presents his text as someone else’s, usually antique,
creation;

2) an initiation practice, which integrates a particular individual or community in a
larger national or supranational (transcendental) context.?

Nevertheless even this theoretical delimitation is provisional, the first meaning is more
closely related to the Philological studies and the literary institutions, which were quickly
establishing themselves during the period under discussion. It not only designates the sub-
stitution of the differential sign/nature in-between the oral (folklore) and the written (liter-
ary) status of the work but also questions an important institutional component, such as the
author function. According to Michel Foucault, the concept of “author” characterizes “a
specific kind of existence of the discourse”.’ The pragmatic effect of this notion is that it
connects the function not only to the name of the author and the identification/classifica-
tion of the respective work, but also to the modes of its reading. In analogous way function
the concepts of the “work™ and the “unity of the work™. In the acts of reading the author
function becomes a crossing point of the historical and the aesthetical aspects of a given
work, that is to say its aesthetic value is a historically variable quantity. It brings signals,
which inform the reader what codes he can apply towards the given text. His ultimate
choice is to decide whether he will use them or will look for another ones. Literary mysti-
fications as Ossian and Veda Slovena— being phenomena of the marginal hence particular-
ly problematic literary provinces — make public this author function in a radical way."
Nikola Georgiev also pays attention to the literary factor, which the split author function
ascribes to such kind of mystifications: “Even in cases of clear self-disclosure or explicit
exposure, not to mention the undecided ones, the mystification work as regards the author
acts hesitantly, ambiguously, not quite determinately — the meaningful trace of the double
author function always remain. Here is to be found the connection between the mystifica-
tion’s mechanism and the artistic conventionality of the work in general and of the ‘author’
in particular (italics mine — O. K.).”"

When Verkovitch ascribed to his collection of Rhodope Mountains folklore the name
Veda — referring to an Eastern tradition, rather exotic for the Balkans — he proceeded just in
the way of Macpherson, who provided with an author his “Fragments of Ancient Poetry”,
discovered in the Highlands. In both cases the acts of naming initiated historical and aes-
thetical parameters of reading of the wrapped up in mystery “folk epics”. Both antiquarians
used the chosen strategies of representation as a way to eliminate any other receptive pos-
sibility. Nonetheless, there was yet another reason for the long lasting interest towards the
“works” under discussion. It was due to an intriguing paradox — the debate on authorship
they opened subverted the very foundation of this literary institution just at the time when
it is being laid. The irreversible effect of this conversion is that it takes such cases out of the
classical folklore context and locates them in the literary framework. In general, this relo-
cation does no wrong if only it is not considered in qualitative terms, such as ‘folklore is the
most genuine spring of inspiration for literature’ or ‘literature is the highest fulfilment of
folklore’s potential’.

The second —initiating and integrating — aspect of the literary mystification has a larger
anthropological inscription. It legitimises both the “ingenuous” and the premeditated use
of forgeries, rewritings, translations in the invention of proves of belonging to the “redis-
covered” tradition, culture, nation. Special attention deserves the application of the mysti-
fied knowledge in the scientific and educational discourses of the Slavonic Revivals. Dur-
ing the late X VIIT and XIX centuries they perform universally accepted “natural” ideological
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functions. The (re)construction of the past by means of positively rationalistic and/or mys-
terious supernatural evidences as well as the pragmatically orientated knowledge of the
present are subordinated to the project of a future nation-state with its boundaries, citizens
and institutions. In the national discourses of the southern and the western Slavs the initial
Utopia of an ethnic (language/cultural) and/or confessional (Orthodox/Catholic) Slavonic
Community reaches a paradoxical turn. The idea of such a community could be described
as a synecdoche of their desires to join the great family of European nations. However, in
the process of its realization it finally disseminates the Anti-Utopia of antagonistic nation-
alist ideologies. This growth of nationalistic consciousness is a seemingly surprising effect
of the globalisation strategies of the Slavs. Nevertheless, it reproduces processes, already
existing in other European nations, only in a more radical way due to the lack of political
and state autonomy. The ambivalence of the desire for affiliation to the established Europe-
an identity values and for simultaneous production of narratives glorifying the superiority
of the respective Slavonic ethnos manifests itself in the abundance of mystification tech-
niques in various texts with aesthetical, scientific, pedagogical, and political characteris-
tics. The studied literary device becomes a site of interplay of the Same and the Other, past
and present, history and literature, politics and aesthetics.

The desire for crossing the boundary of cultural and political isolation and for joining
greater and/or more renowned kindred communities is distinctly expressed in Verkovitch’s
project. It is remarkable that the first moves in the Veda Slovena debate are made and
sustained by philologists and historians in Russia, Serbia, France, and Austria-Hungary.
This situation is a result of the still low level of institutionalization and self-reflectivity of
Bulgarian literature during the 1860s and the 1870s, which is caused by the lack of auto-
nomous state institutions. On the other hand, the international spread of the debate testifies
to the success of the collector’s publishing politics. The first publication of a “vedic”” Rhodope
song — “Drevnyaya Bolgarskaya pesnya ob Orfee”'? — in 1867 and the first volume of the
collection printed in 1874 presented its original variant in Bulgarian (marvashki dialect)
and their translations respectively in Russian and French. Rajko Zhinzifov, who was an
emigrant from Macedonia and lived in Odessa, was the translator in Russian. It is hardly a
mere coincidence that he translated in Bulgarian works of the same genre as the Russian
Slovo o polku Igoreve (Lay of Igor’s Campaign) and the Czech Rukopis kralovédvorsky a
zelenohorsky (Kralovedvorsky and Zelenohorsky manuscript) “found out” by Vaclav Han-
ka and Josef Linda.”® The song was published as a separate brochure with a short introduc-
tion, reprinted by Ivan Si¥manov in his large survey “The French science and Veda Slovena
with a special reference to the critique of Louis Leger (Pages from the history of Bulgarian
ethnography)” (1925). The introduction describes Verkovitch as a “Serbian and Bulgarian
archeologist” and provides concise information about the place and the way in which the
song was discovered. Along with that it emphasizes “that feeling, which the finding of Mr.
Verkovitch should evoke in his compatriots, inhabiting Turkey.” All this initial enthusiasm
for the genuine Slavic-Bulgarian antiquity here non-problematically displays the accepted
for ‘immanent’ relation between the ethnic definiteness of the folklore work and the forma-
tion of the respective national self-consciousness. As if in order to prevent even a shadow of
a doubt in the nationalistic standpoint of the brochure the introduction contains a phrase by
Dositej Obradovich, quoted by Verkovitch himself in a letter: “that a people, who does not
know what national pride is, lies and is going to lie buried in the ground.” **

Before the Veda undertaking Stefan Verkovitch is already known as the collector and
publisher of an earlier folklore collection — Folk songs of the Macedonian Bulgarians.
Book One. Women'’s Songs (1860)." The volume raised no suspicions in its authenticity
and was estimated as a valuable contribution to the early Bulgarian folklore studies. There
was no ‘Book Two’ of this collection. In 1874 the intention was different: Verkovitch obvi-
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ously took on a folkloristic enterprise, designed for export. I will not tackle right now the
questions of the literary canon formation; I would only point out that special care for the
translation as an integral part of the publication of these songs. It not only revealed the need
for integration of the then most southern Slavonic folklore anthology in supraregional Eu-
ropean contexts, but also had a canonizing effect. The translation had to inform the studious
foreign readers about the contents of the songs, and also to canonize at home and abroad the
discovered “new, antique” Bulgarian works and alongside with them - the corpus of the
Bulgarian literature. But soon after the first delight came the reservations, both at home and
abroad, even in connection with the “Orpheus’s marriage”. The first, who expressed some
doubts, were Stefan Zahariev in a letter to Verkovitch in 1870, and Louis Leger in his article
“Les chants bulgares du Rhodope d’aprés un travail de Mr. Dozon™!¢. The Bulgarian ad-
dressed (and soon withdrew) his distrust in the authenticity of the published text, but the
scepticism of the French remained inflexible. It was aroused by 1) the mythologizing nar-
rative of the Bulgarian past, and 2) the inaccuracies in the French translation by Janko
Safarik. Impartially considered, this scepticism unmasked the often occurring in Bulgarian
culture situation of belated development. This time the efforts of Verkovitch were invoked
by the historical and linguistic ideas of Georgi Rakovski."” First L. Leger and K. Irecek, and
after them I. SiSmanov and M. Arnaudov stated the hypothesis that Verkovitch reproduced
and exemplified Rakovski’s conceptions of history, concerning the “samskrit origin”'® of
the Bulgarian language and race, as well as of other southern Slavs." In his historical and
ethnographical studies Rakovski laid on Bulgarian grounds the characteristic foundations
of all nationalistic doctrines: the language, the territory, the past, the reliques in which they
are deposited, and their antiquity, uniting the ethnos.? Rakovski’s fundamentalism is easily
identifiable ideological offspring of the Paissij’s mythos — to adopt the term of Northrop
Frye, which in his turn he borrows from Aristotle — of the birth of the Bulgarian race. Father
Paisij in his Slavonic-Bulgarian History (1762) traced it from Noah’s son Apheth (Japheth)
— the favourite hero of Indo-European scholars and Russian slavjanofils.?! This method of
(re)construction of an ancient origin is an essential (pre)romantic component of the narra-
tives, underlying all nationalist discourses in Europe during the X VIII and the beginning of
the XIX century. However, for Leger such a mythopoetic déja vu was a source of rising
scepticism and an object of cool rational and sarcastic scientific debunking. Regarding the
reproofs concerning the translation into French, during the Revival, the texts in other lan-
guages are appropriated without strict rules. This condition considerably reduced the limits
between the translation from and into Bulgarian, on the one hand, and the retelling, and the
authorized adaptation, on the other hand. In the case of Veda Slovena, this was the second
step in the modification of the oral “original”. First was the re-writing as recording of the
folklore texts under the cover of their correction, stylistic and generic normalization. Yet
the first collectors in the XVIII century practiced this kind of re-writing,? the same one
practiced Verkovitch in the commonly accepted as authentic collection of Macedonian
songs in 1860. Well then, is there a clear-cut formal borderline between an editor’s and a
forger’s attitude towards the transformation of the oral folk text into a written one?%

Thus the reading of Veda Slovena started with the debate on the authenticity of texts,
layed down in a self-doubling book-boundary — between the universally accepted (and yet
strange) cultural history and the newly revealed mystic truth about our ethnic primal ori-
gins. Even before the publication of the first volume in 1874, the two major distrustfully
critical standpoints already existed. The first was formalistically (and folkloristically) gaz-
ing at the song’s texts in hope to find out inside them (im)possible proofs for genuineness.
This standpoint’s horizon was the refutation of the contra arguments. The other critical
standpoint was focussed on the cultural-historical narrative in which Verkovitch wrapped
up his “discovery” and which was part of the nation-imagining. Within its conceptual frames,
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the suspicion that Veda Slovena was inspired only by a patriotic enthusiasm for uncovering
the unfamiliar foundations of the Bulgarian (Slavonic) tradition and contains the unadulter-
ated results of a diligent fieldwork splits itself. On the one hand is the impulsive mistrust on
behalf of scholars with who Verkovitch was already engaged in polemics — of the kind he
maybe wilfully attempted to bring into being — in his introduction to the first volume.** The
other suspicion is in the order of analogy — in European literary history both the collection
and the debate already have a series of hypotexts, the original of which — the Poems of
Ossian — has been published in remote Scotland between 1760 and 1765 by the school-
teacher James Macpherson. Conscious of the risk to revive the Enlightenment and pre-
romantic beliefs in the cabbalistic coincidences of history, I would remind that this was the
time when father Paisij finished writing his Istoria Slavenobolgarskaja and started spread-
ing it in manuscript (sic!) among the literate Bulgarians. This reminiscence of Paisij’s His-
tory is to explicate the functional doubling of the fiction of the past in Veda Slovena, a
doubling, designed to transform the “epos” as a constitutive frame of national conscious-
ness into an objective historical narrative. Such disguises of the past employed both the
Bosnia-Croatian and the Scottish connoisseurs of ethnic relics. In the Bulgarian case, the
idea of such invention and not actual “discovery” of the ethnic origins aroused either indig-
nation or bashful euphemisms like “patriotic purposes.” It is Ivan SiSmanov, who set up the
biased comparisons between Veda Slovena and Ossian. According to him, the Bulgarian
mystification and the chief malefactor Gologanov remained on an incomparably lower
aesthetical, cultural-historical and moral level, compared to their Scottish analogues.? It is
strange that this negative evaluation a priori retained its uncritical acceptance in both camps.
With very rare exceptions,? the writings of both the advocates and the accusers went no
further than the application of the names of Macpherson and Ossian as folklore formulae
with the constant meaning of “faked folklore works.” In fact, several common sub-plots can
be outlined in the parallel reading of the Ossian and the Veda Slovena socio-cultural plots.

I. Discovery and publication

The Scottish schoolteacher James Macpherson (1736-1796) published between 1760-
1765 a series of texts, which he presented as translations of poems created in very ancient
times, and preserved in the Highlands. Macpherson insisted that the original language of
the discovered manuscripts and the written down songs was Gaelick, dated back to the III-
IV century, and their author is the mythic Celtic bard Ossian. The series includes Fragments
of Ancient Poetry (June, 1760), Fingal (1762), Temora (March, 1762), and The Works of
Ossian, the Son of Fingal (London, 1765). Macpherson has made a translation of the Homer’s
Iliad and was the author of several books on British history.”

On request of the Bosnian antiquarian Stefan Ilich Verkovitch (1827-1893) the Bulgar-
ian teacher Ivan Popiliev Ikonomov (Gologanov) started searching and writing down in
Macedonia folklore songs in marvashki dialect. The songs discovered by Gologanov con-
tained traces of ancient cultural layers and mythological narratives, as well as obscure and
incomprehensible phrases and lines. He sent them to Verkovitch who published them in
Moscow and Belgrade between 1867 and 1881, as pre-historic Rhodope songs, in the two
volumes of Veda Slovena. Verkovitch has already collected and published “women’s folk
songs” in Narodne pesme makedonski bugara (Belgrade, 1860), the authenticity of which
no one has contested.

II. The initial reception

The “originals” of the works in both cases have been covered with noble dust ever since
the remote past times of the race’s forefathers. Macpherson’s discovery aroused huge aesthet-
ical, historical and patriotic enthusiasm in Scotland. The poems quickly gathered popularity
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in Britain, and on the Continent. For Ossian’s admirers the ballads carried the melancholic
mystery and elegiac aura of the Early Middle Ages. His poetry was perceived as a brilliant
illustration of the British XVIII Century taste for the “natural genius” and “pure poetry”, of
Rousseau’s doctrine, advocating the superiority of the primitive and the wild, of the Sublime,
blending terrifying obscurity and touching delicacy. In Germany, the Ossian’s traces stimu-
lated the Bildung of “national consciousness” in Herder’s concepts of history and folklore,
and Humboldt’s visions of language as an emanation of the ‘Volksgeist’, in the activities of
the brothers Grimm as collectors and philologists, and the aesthetical views and educational
models of Goethe and Schiller. Ossian brought about the degree of interest and confidence,
with which European public received the Serbian folk songs, presented by Vuk Karadzic.

On its publishing, the “Ancient Bulgarian song of Orpheus” was met by the Bulgarian
immigrants in Russia and their educated compatriots within the Turkish Empire with un-
derstandable patriotic enthusiasm. Verkovitch took pains to spread the sensational news in
the Serbian press and among Russian ethnographers, French archaeologists, and scholars
of Hinduism. His efforts succeeded to provoke a serious scholarly interest, the result of
which was a French expedition in the Rhodope Mountains and Macedonia. Its leader Al-
bert Dumont confirmed the existence of the song and made the Rhodope songs known to
“all West-European scholars”.?® For the authenticity of the Veda stood Slavic scholars, such
as Alexandre Chodzko, who succeeded Adam Mickiewicz in the Chair of Slavonic lan-
guages at Colleége de France, the Czech Leopold Geitler from the Zagreb University, the
authoritative Bulgarian folklorists Kuzman Sapkarev and Dimitar Marinov.

II1. The rediscovered ancient world of the ethnos

Macpherson’s contemporaries ascribed the supposed antiquity of the works to those
XVIII century aesthetic conventions, which are simultaneously an outcome of the sensual-
ist and empiricist tendencies in Enlightenment philosophy and a subversion of the neoclas-
sicist model. At the same time the Third century Gaelic Ossian is a strong argument in the
debate between the Ancient and the Modern, supporting the claim of the latter that each
nation is distinguished with its specific culture and that cultural traditions can exist outside
the Hellenic-Roman Classical line of descent. Thomas Warton in his History of English
Poetry — one of the first national literary histories — denied the possibility that works of the
classical antiquity can serve the aims of modern “pure poetry”.? Its model became the
medieval folklore works — simultaneously counter-classical and pre-Christian. For their
connoisseurs the more wild and “barbarous” — Nordick, Celtick, Gothick — the more En-
glish was a given poetry. They discovered the grandeur of Ossian’s language in its naivety:
a language, knowing no abstract lexis, no prosopopoeia, and no allegory.

Verkovitch dated the naissance of his “Bulgarian folk songs™ back to the “prehistoric
and pre-Christian times”. In the introduction to the first volume Verkovitch built his hy-
potheses and attestations that it were not the Hellenes who laid the foundations of the
archetypal culture on the Balkans.*® In his rhetoric, as well as in that of Macpherson’s
champions, echoed the Homer question, born simultaneously with the Classical philology.
Verkovitch: “There is no doubt that Homer is among the most amazing and important
creations, but this does not mean that nobody can find a light and have a glimpse in the
darkness to see what has happened before him.””*! Hugh Blair: ,,Ossian, Homer and Aristo-
tle enjoyed a natural affinity, the first two having been inspired by nature, and Aristotle
having studied nature in Homer.**

IV. Denunciation/Canonisation

The first who announced their mistrust in the authenticity of the Ossian corpus were
Horace Walpole, the author of the first “Gothic story”, and the Scottish philosopher David
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Hume. The patriotic enthusiasm reached an extremely high degree and this urged the latter
to declare that he will not allow “nationalistic prepossessions to blur his reason.” He recom-
mended Blair to compare sections of Fingal and old Gaelic manuscripts, and to find High-
landers who knew and still performed the songs. Nevertheless, the real re-evaluation of the
Macpherson’s “fragments” began Samuel Johnson. In 1773, after his famous trip with
Boswell to Scotland, he declared his conviction that the poems have never existed in any
previous form and Macpherson will never be able to show any originals. The institutiona-
lised scepticism of Dr. Johnson compelled Macpherson to start preparing the publication of
the Gaelic originals. He worked on it till the end of his life in 1796. On the next year, the
Scottish Highland Society launched an investigation to find proofs of the existence and the
oral spread of the local folklore tradition, among which Macpherson reckoned Ossian.
Seven years later, the investigation came to a compromising conclusion: by the mid-eigh-
teenth century, there had existed an active oral tradition, but Macpherson has considerably
changed it in the works he presented. The final judgment then belonged to Walter Scott. He
admitted that Macpherson is the author of Ossian, and insisted that the significance of his
deed should not be judged only in the parochial frames of Scottish patriotism and noble
primitivism, but also concerning his capability “of giving a new tone to poetry throughout
all of Europe.”

The mistrust in Verkovitch’s “Rhodope songs” appeared even before the first volume of
the Veda. First expressed their suspicions Stefan Zahariev in 1870 and Louis Leger in 1873.
In 1874, negative attitudes expressed Constantine and Josef Irecek, followed by authorita-
tive philologists like Marin Drinov, and Alexander Pypin, and Leger’s smashing second
article. The negationist’s camp was divided between the questions of forgery and the mys-
tification of national history. The second volume paradoxically increased the negation.
During his stay in Russia Verkovitch made inhuman efforts to persuade the Russian and the
Bulgarian political and scholarly elite in his rightness. However, it was the nationalistically
inclined government of Stefan Stambolov, which organised the first investigation (1888)
for proofs of the songs’ authenticity. It was followed by the investigations of the Bulgarian
newspapers “Svoboda” and “Macedonia”, and two expeditions of Verkovitch himself but
their results were not at all encouraging. After Verkovitch’s death in 1893, the publications
of renowned Bulgarian scholars as Al. Teodorov-Balan and Ivan SiSmanov steadily estab-
lished the opinion that the songs are inauthentic, but Veda Slovena is “the first Bulgarian

book of international significance”.*

The pairing of the socio-cultural narratives of Ossian and Veda Slovena here charts
several thematic fields common for the nationalist discourses and the literary mystification:
the fields of History, Patriotism, Antiquity, and Language. The incorporation of the West-
ern and Southern Slavonic mystifications from the XIX century will make active another
discursive fields as well — those of Freedom, Messianism, Religious purity, and Education.
Their actualisation is symptomatic of another parallel: between the consolidation of the
ethnos and the liberation/construction of a nation-state, on the one hand, and the creation of
a national literature, on the other hand. Thus, each particular literature generates and culti-
vates the longing for form of its imagined political communities.

Notes

1 The inverted commas here express not so much a doubt in the ancient origin of the texts, as remind of
their new contextualization. Their incorporation in the already assembling literary and cultural plot
of the national Revival will not be interpreted in the organicistic evolutionary mode of the tradition,
but in the genealogical context of heterogeneous and multigeneric texts related to the Veda in various
ways.
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See the two chronicles describing the development of the argument up to now and presenting the
participants and their positions in Veda Slovena. (Open Society Fund: Sofia), 1997, Vol. 11, prepared
respectively by Milena Benovska (441-474) and Plamen Bochkov (475-490).

The metaphor of “self-colonizing” is resourcefully applied towards the phenomenology of the con-
struction of Bulgarian national culture in Aleksander Kiossev’s “Lists of the absent” (“‘Spisaci na
otsastvashtoto”, Bulgarskiat canon? Krizata na literaturnoto nasledstvo. Aleksander Panov Publish-
ing House: Sofia, 1998, 9-15), in English: “The Self-Colonising Cultures”, Cultural Aspects of the
Modernisation Process, Oslo, 1995). Here and further in the footnotes the titles of the quoted Bulgar-
ian texts are transliterated in Latin.) In my use of this metaphor I find it necessary to emphasize
something that the cited study considers self-evident: the ‘self-colonization’ effect is not only a unique
phenomena in peripheral cultures, but a typological initial limen in the formation of each new nation-
al culture. Therefore what makes the difference between predecessors and newcomers on the Europe-
an cultural scene is not so much the presence or the absence of the model, but the extent of their
partial overlapping, as well as the measure and the duration of the modeling impact.

See Anderson, Benedict. Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of National-
ism. London: Verso, 1983.

Hobsbawm, Eric J. Nations and Nationalism since 1780. Programme, Myth, Reality. Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 1992, p. 121. The etymology of nation and its derivatives from the Latin natio (race,
people, homeland) is a commonplace in many studies on nationalism and Hobsbawm offers a detailed
bibliography. See also Anderson, B., op. cit., and Timothy Brennan. “The National longing for Form.”
(ed.) Homi K. Bhabha. Nation and Narration. Routledge: London and New York, 1991, p. 45.
Gelner, Ernest. Nations and Nationalism. Blackwell: Oxford UK & Cambridge USA, 1993, p. 7 .
Gelner, Ernest. Thought and Change. Weidenfeld and Nicholson: London, 1964, p. 169.

There is an ‘apophatic’ necessity of theoretical argumentation, due to the lack of such terminological
explications in most of the texts, participating in the Veda Slovena debate. In my use the notion of
literary mystification is completely divested of the negative evaluation ascribed to it by both the
eminent ‘accusers’ of the folklore collection Prof. SiSmanov and Prof. Arnaudov and its staunch
‘advocate’ Ivan Bogdanov. In his book Veda Slovena i nasheto vreme (Sofia, 1991) Bogdanov writes:
“We can speak about mystification proper only when the looking like actual (mystifying) but in fact
not existing work is made completely by the forger who finds the suitable moment to offer it to the
cultural audience as a manuscript or publication. In both cases the forger uses the heightened public
interest towards a definite kind of works especially towards unknown folklore ones.” (Veda Slovena,
Vol. I, 624; translation mine) This insertion of the term within the conceptual frame of folklore is
indicative of a principal divergence of the attitudes concerning the book and the very discussion:
whether we look at them from the side of folklore or from that of literature.

Foucault, Michel. “What is an Author”, The Foucault Reader. New York: Pantheon Books, 1984, p.
107.

Jack Lynch applies the Foucauldian conceptual grid of the author function to the Ossian case. See
Lynch, Jack. Authorizing Ossian. Minneapolis, 5 October 1995, http://andromeda.rutgers.edu-jlynch/
Papers/ossian.html.

Georgiev, Nikola. “The Gologanov Case,” ABV, 10-16. 11. 1981, 45, p. 4.

This is the Russian title of the song, which in English translates as “Ancient Bulgarian song about
Orpheus”. The Bulgarian title under which the song is included as N° 15 in the first volume is “Orfeo-
va zhenitba so kerka na harapska krale” (“Orpheus marries the daughter of the Arab king”).

On Zhinzifov’s translations see Penev, Boyan. Istoria na novata Bulgarska Literatura. V. 3, Sofia,
1977, p. 511-16. See also Pavlov, Ivan. “Socialna i literarturna konkretisacija na Zhinzofovija prevod
na Kraledvorskija i Zelenohorskija rakopis,” in: Velicko Todorov. Ivan Pavlov. Bulgaro-cheshki li-
teraturni paraleli. Part 1. St Kliment Okhridski University Press, 1992, p. 31-41. Ivan Pavlov gives
other critical sources as well.

Veda Slovena. 1997, V. 11, p. 9.

Narodne pesme makedonski bugara. Kniga prva. Zhenske pesme. U Beogradu. 1860.

Revue politique et littéraire, 27 novembre 1873. The article bears an indicative motto in Spanish: “De
todas las cosas seguras, la mas seguras es dudar,” meaning “Among all the things certain doubt is the
most certain one” (Veda Slovena, 11, p. 22).

Georgi Rakovski, pseudonym of Sava Stoykov Popovich (1821-1867), is a highly influential ideologue
of the Bulgarian national Revival. He is a revolutionary and a poet, and author of ethnographic,
historical, linguistic and religious treatises and books. His works — a peculiar blend of scrupulous
factuality and romantic visions — are devoted to the (re)invention of the glorious Bulgarian past and its
‘immanent’ ethnic and Christian priority over the Turks and the Greeks.

The “samskrit” theory of Rakovski is an illustrious example of his visionary etymological approach.
He combines the meaning of the Bulgarian phrase “sam skrit” (“self-hidden”) and its homophony
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with the fascinating at that time Sanskrit theory of the language origins in order to prove that the
Bulgarian precedes any other natural language.

See Veda Slovena, 11, pp.7, 36, 54-55, 63-69. Nevertheless the preconceived and sometimes insulting
mentor’s tone, which acad. Arnaudov allows himself towards Verkovitch, the proposition about Ra-
kovski’s influence is hardly refutable: “If we compare more closely the conceptions, formulated in
the introduction to the first volume of Veda Slovena, with the theoretical elucidations of Rakovski in
the pointed out works, there is no doubt that we are facing no spontaneous kinship but a direct conti-
nuity, an influence on behalf of the authoritative teacher and Verkovitch plays the role of a true adept
...” (Arnaudov, M. “Vaprosat za vaznikvaneto I dostovernostta na Veda Slovena predi 1944, op. cit.,
p. 66). Regarding Rakovski Arnaudov follows an already established scholarly tradition: Leger,
Aleksander Teodorov — Balan, 1. SiSmanov.

See Pokazalec ili Rakovodstvo kak da se iziskvat I izdirjat naj-stari cherti nashego bitija, jazyka,
narodopokolenija, starago ni pravlenija, slavnago ni proshestvija i proch. (Odessa, 1859); Kratkoe
razsazhdenie varhu tamnie i lazhovnie nachala, na koih e osnovana stara povestnost vseh evropejskih
narodov (Belgrade, 1860); and Njakoliko rechi o Assenju Parvomu, velikomu tzarju balgarskomu i
sinu mu Assenju Vtoromu (Belgrade, 1860)

As a monk in the Chilendar monastery on the Athon peninsula Father Paisij (1722-1773) is renowned
as the author of the Bulgarian first and most powerfully stimulating national history book Istorija
Slavenobolgarskaja, finished in 1762.

Simultaneously with the rise of Ossian’s glory a three-volume collection of folklore ballads entitled
Reliques of Ancient English Poetry (1765) gained substantial popularity. The collector Bishop Tho-
mas Percy felt free to rehash and edit the oral texts and even included modern imitations. Nevertheless
without this volume it would be difficult to imagine the (pre)romantic ballads of Biirger, Goethe,
Blake and Coleridge.

Veda Slovena falls into a time “out of joint” also in respect to the standards of writing down the
folksong texts. As Milena Benovska observes in her extremely helpful “Chronicle of the Veda Slove-
na debate”, at the time when the songs have been collected and printed the “before admissible and
welcome editor’s interference is now accepted and considered as a manifestation of unscientific and
incorrect approach” (Veda Slovena, 11, p. 467).

In his introduction Verkovitch interweaves a plot of the debate with the opponent experts: “Some
scholars, with whom I shared something concerning the meaning of these testimonies and the scien-
tific significance they might have, did not even want to hear my comments but immediately confuted
them with the assertion that ‘everything up to now existing in our world, which is good and useful as
regards culture, has its original grounds in Homer and comes from the Greeks’. [...] That such a rule
is neither relevant nor just will acknowledge I think everyone who loves the truth” (Veda Slovena, 1, p.
18).

See Veda Slovena, 11, p. 7.

The only exceptions familiar to me belong to Nikola Georgiev, op. cit., who succinctly retells the
Macpherson affair, and to Ivan Bogdanov, op. cit., who presents a more detailed bibliography on the
literary mystification. The Bulgarian writing on Macpherson should include also Marco Mincoff, A
History of English Literature. Part II: 1700-1832. Naouka i Izkoustvo, Sofia, 1976, pp. 139-141.

See lan Haywood. The Making of History: A Study of the Literary Forgeries of James Macpherson
and Thomas Chatterton in Relation to Eighteenth-Century Ideas of History. (London and Toronto:
Associated University Presses, 1986), and Paul J. de Gategno. James Macpherson (Boston: Twayne
Publishers, 1989).

SiSmanov, Ivan, op. cit., Veda Slovena, 11, p. 15.

Warton, Thomas. History of English Poetry. 1774, p. 434.

Verkovitch has the courage to put the question straightforwardly: “since there exists — it is well-known
— a significant kinship and similarity between the ancient Greek and the ancient Slavonic languages —
as branches of the undivided Indo-European stem, why not admit such a close kinship in blood rela-
tions as well?” (Veda Slovena, 11, p. 19).

Ibid., p. 19.

Blair, Hugh. Critical Dissertation on the Poems of Ossian (1763). See Paul de Gategno. Op.cit, p. 100.
In fact, Blair asked Macpherson to collect the Ossian songs as a material for this dissertation.

See De Gategno, Paul J. Op. cit., p. 111.

See SiSmanov, Ivan. Op. Cit., p. 7.



Nationalist Literature as a Mystifier of Folklore:
The Hristo Botev Case

ALBENA HRANOVA

The traditional statement of the romantically founded Bulgarian folkloristic studies
says that Bulgarian folklore (and especially the folksong) in general glorifies “the people’s
struggle for national freedom”. This institutionalized statement even does not trip over
some simple questions asked here and there throughout the whole 20™ century within the
very same folkloristic discourse: questions like “Why the people glorifies Krali Marko in
innumerable heroic songs?”’ (Krali Marko, the Sultan’s vassal who died at Kossovo polie as
a Sultan’s ally is the most outstanding “defender of the slaves” in the whole South-Eastern
epic tradition — a fact which is not understandable in the nationalist thinking), and “Why
there are no songs gloritying Levski, Benkovski, and all other real heroes of the Bulgarian
national struggles in the 19" century?” And in the very few songs about the national strug-
gles registered here and there everybody can see that the thesaurus of the modern nation-
alist discourse is totally “mistaken”, its semantics reaches the margins of the nonsense, and
these few songs are not popular, and although written down they are marginalized and
never used as examples of the general statement of the folklore studies.

The classic nationalist literature of the Bulgarian 19" century initiates different ver-
sions on the relations between the inherited popular culture and the penetrating modern
revolutionary discourse. According to Ivan Vasov’s classic novel “Under the Yoke” (1888—
1894) “the people was thirsting for the great speech of freedom... it was hearing the invig-
orating speech, thirsty, as a throat for a crystal stream”. On the contrary, in Hristo Botev’s
poem “Elegy” the penetration of the political discourse ends in “... Each voice is dumb./
Hollow, terrifying, clang the chains/ from which no sound of freedom comes™.

Botev is perhaps the first to register painfully the misunderstanding in the dialogue
between the pre-modern and the nationalist cultures, and the first to fill the gap between
them; combining the fury for the very existence of the gap with the installing of a speech
that projects its invisibility, thus making the language capable of collective national iden-
tifications.

Botev’s first strategy is to define the gap only as a “genre” problem in the poem “To My
First Love”: “Put aside that song of love... hear the woods and foliage moan,/ hear the
thunder of past centuries/ and, word by word, how they intone/ tales which long ago took
place/ and songs of hardships yet to face.// I'd have you sing that song as well,/ to sing it,
girl, and make it ache,/ to sing how brother, brothers sell,/ how strength and youth but run
to waste/ and how a widow mourns her lover/ and little homeless children suffer.// Sing, or,
silent, go your way...”. After the formulae beginning with Botev’s “how...” everybody
can supply today hundreds of Bulgarian folklore quotations fitting to Botev’s “topical”
items. But in every moment of the comparison between Botev’s genre and thematic re-
quirements and the authentically existing same motifs in folklore the gap will be evident
enough again. The polemic division in fact is not between the “love song” and the other
“genres’ or themes of the songs; it is a division between meanings; between the tradition-
ally non-political contents, and the political intention of the discourses. Thus the girl from
the poem is in fact a personification of the collective voice precipitated in folklore — and
Botev’s furious ideological dictation is directed just to this wide thematic range of the
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collective voice. But the dictation remains alone, the political aggression of the type “sing
as [ am dictating to you, or silent, go your way” meets no answer at all. The voice in the
poem really has been absolutely silent, and has gone away, but not because it has obeyed the
imperative. On the contrary, the figurative interlocutor as if is not hearing the imperative at
all, and does not participate in the dialogue, and is not offended because of the general
invalidity imposed upon her, and in general is not aware of the fact that somebody speaks
and shouts, and dictates, and dreams for freedom and for “a monstrous litany of death”. The
silence of the interlocutor is a traumatic one only for the speaker — the nationalist voice
must not remain alone, the statements of the private voice should be masked as shared,
requited ones, because they aim at building a nation. Thus the traumatic emptiness between
the collective traditional voice and the unique ideological discourse should be overmas-
tered and overcome by the same who felt it and who expressed it. And it is done in the
poem, of course by the ways and means of an easy thematic travesty — thus “To My First
Love” begins to look like a love poem, a private drama of misunderstanding — a problem
occurring between a great ideologist and his incompetent lover (something like “the tragic
flirt of Salome — a princess, with John the Baptist — an intellectual”, as Jose Ortega y Gasset
would say).

The next strategy of sticking the hiatus is the very nationalist voice to be represented not
as saying, but only as reinforcing and intensifying what is already said by the tradition. This
is expressed in Botev’s poem “On Parting”: “Don’t cry, mother, don’t grieve/ that I grew up
as an outlaw,/ an outlaw, mother, a rebel...”. The formula “an outlaw, mother, a rebel”’
supplements a modern political quality (“a rebel”) to the heroic notion of the haidouk
romance, thus providing the continuity and defining the nationalist thinking as inherited by
the tradition. The syntax of the formula is stiff enough being frequently repeated in folklore
texts — with the only, but very important difference in the terms — “a haidouk, mother, a
villain” says the folklore formula, and makes evident Botev’s intentional political and axi-
ological gesture of substitution. To change the traditional “villain” to the patriotic “rebel” is
an act not only of replacing the terms, but also of transiting the meanings and the values.
Not only in his poetry, but also in his political journalism Botev pays much attention to that
replacement, explains in details and argues the change — and thus the gap is evident enough
again. If the penetration of the modern “rebel” in the old haidouk discourse needs so much
explanation in the second half of the 19™ century, it could not be defined as inherited and
traditional. What is more, for instance Zakhari Stoyanov, the author of “Notes on the Bul-
garian Uprisings” and “Hristo Botev. An Approach to a Biography” in the 80’s of the 19®
century knows that the gap between the traditional romance and nationalism continues to
exist. According to his “Notes...” the only participation of the old haidouk voivodes in the
national revolution — the April uprising (1876) was only to lie that they are going to partic-
ipate in the battles (but they did not). And, in the pages referring to Botev’s last days in the
uprising, Zakhari Stoyanov puts such words in his mouth: “Do you remember when you
said in Vallachia that the whole people is going to meet us at the Danube? To that people we
are now nothing more than villains™. So, in these lines Botev’s vocabulary degrades to the
pre-nationalist meanings — before the revolution the “villain” has been substituted by the
“rebel”, and days before the revolution’s final failure the revolutionary vocabulary turns
back to the pre-modern estimation, and Zachari Stoyanov in fact elucidates Botev’s verse
“an outlaw, mother, a rebel”’, and the whole attempt to find a continual tradition of the
nationalist impact as a deeply touching illusion.

In spite of such an easy evidence of the gap then, the formula “an outlaw, mother, a
rebel” proved to be very successful nowadays: even in a thick up-to-date Bulgarian-English
Dictionary (written by Bulgarian scholars) one can read such an “English” description of
the Bulgarian word “haidutin”: “haidouk, outlaw, rebel”. So, even a dictionary uncon-
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sciously quotes the classic Bulgarian nationalist discourse and syntax of Botev’s poem “On
Parting” in the role of a stiff, denotative, passionless, and non-intentional descriptive sys-
tem — and what is more, attributed to a corpus of English language words and meanings.

And the next Botev’s strategy of hiding the interstice between tradition and nationalism
lays in his poem of genius “Hadji Dimiter”: “...It’s harvest now. Slave girls — chant/ your
songs of grief. And you sun, shine/ upon this land of slaves. My heart/ be hushed. One rebel
more will die.// He who falls while fighting to be free/ can never die: for him the sky/ and
earth, the trees and beasts shall keen,/ to him the minstrel’s song shall rise...”. We must say
immediately that “the minstrel’s song” in the English translation is changing the intention
of the verse with the special “Middle Age” connotations, and the sense of a special and
unique “profession” in the very term “minstrel”. For the moment we shall prefer to translate
the verse as: “and singers are singing songs about him” which is very near to the original.

This formula - “and singers are singing songs about him” — proves to overcome all the
traumatic non-coincidences between the individual nationalist voice and the collective tra-
ditionalist one. The suggestive force of the formula is so great that for a century nobody
happened to check what singers are singing, when and what they are singing (a profound
checking shows that authentic folklore sings in fact nothing like that, and does not use the
term “freedom” at all; what is more, when the “rebels” appear in several folklore texts their
images seem to be deviant enough compared to Botev’s strong formula). In “and singers
are singing songs about him” the unity occurs to happen — the different cultural voices have
finally weld together. The discrete and partial sections in the discourses have been arranged
in a powerful condensed kernel. The triple etymologic figure (“... singers... sing... songs”)
contains that settled sedimentary tautology which is basic for the notion of the “truth”.
From this point forward every difference has the social right to exist, because that ovo, ab
which the social languages can disperse and multiply further on in the “treasury” of the
national culture, has been already constituted.

The verse “and singers are singing songs about him” is also a dictation, but much more
mastered and hidden than the furious naked imperative in the poem “To My First Love”
(“Sing, or, silent, go your way...”). “Hadji Dimiter” considers its intention not an impera-
tive one, but an already — and “eternally” — existing fact, a calm general statement. On the
contrary to the great Veda Slovena mystification plot, on the contrary to Ivan Gologanov,
who (as they say) mystified folklore by writing its very texts, Botev — with the verse “and
singers are singing songs about him” wrote the stiff folklore image, and dictated our mental
picture of folklore. It is a mental picture shared in all folkloristic studies that are sure even
until now that Bulgarian folklore in general “glorifies the people’s struggle for national
freedom”.

Note

1 Botev’s writings are quoted here according to: Hristo Botev. Poems. Translated by Kevin Ireland, Sofia
Press, 1974.
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Mudsl 1 peaiuu B 00pase 4eX0B B POCCHICKOM
00111eCTBEHHOM MHEHHMH
(Bropas mosioBuHa XIX — Hayasno XX Beka)

3. C. HEHAIIIEBA

Mudonoruzanuss HUCTOPUIECKOTO MPOMIIOTO Kak MeXaHH3M (GpOpMHUPOBaHUS
00IIECTBEHHOTO MHEHUS, C OJHON CTOPOHBI, U KaK HHCTPYMEHT BO3ACHUCTBUS Ha HETO, C
JPYTOi, IMEeT IMHPOKOE PacIpOCTPaHEHHE B 00IIECTBEHHOH MBICTH. Kak mpaBuito, B TAKUX
CITydasK MICOIOTHS HATIONHSACTCS CTEPEOTUIIAMH BEChbMa AIEKUMHU OT PEATHH MPOIILIOTO.
OnHako pedb He HJIeT 0 MAaHHUITYJIMPOBAaHUN HCTOPHEH, TOCKOIBKY TOCIIEIHEE TPEANOoIaracT
CO3HATEJIbHOE HCKa)KEHHE HUCTOPUUYECKOTO Mpollecca, UMEeT M3HA4YalbHO 3aJaHHYIO
YCTaHOBKY U TIpeciielyeT ONpeAeCHHYIO 11eTb. B To jke Bpems BBHICTpOEHHAst Ha TaKUX
OCHOBAHUSX KOHIICTIIINS B KOHIIE KOHIIOB MOKET OBITH OITPOBEPTHYTA. YIIOTpEOICHHIE TEPM-
WHa ,,MICTH(UKAINSA *, Ha HAII B3IJIA], eie 00ee He COOTBETCTBYET MPEIAMETY 00CYKICHNS,
nb0 ¢ caMoro Hadaja BKIIIOUACT B ce0s MppeabHBIN, 3a4acTyl0 HETaTUBHBIN MO CYTH
KOMIIOHEHT.

Wrax, Mudonorusaiys UCTOPUH B MICOJOTHMH U COOTBETCTBEHHO B OOILIECTBEHHOM
MBICIIM O3HA4YaeT MIMPOKOE PACHPOCTPAHEHHUE YCTOMYMBBIX CTEPEOTHUIIOB, KOTOPHIE
TIPEOIOTICIIH BPEMEHHBIC U TIPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIC TPAHUIIBL, YTPATHITH B 3HAYUTEIIHHON CTENICHU
XapaKTePUCTUKH, CBOHCTBEHHBIC KOHKPETHBIM (haKTaM HIIH SIBICHUAM, ¥ TOIBKO OTYACTH
TTOJITAI0TCS PEKOHCTPYKIIHH.

[Tpumepom Hen30EIKHOTO CTOIKHOBEHUSI MU(]a O PEIIUTHO3HOM U JTyXOBHOM €IHHCTBE
CJIaBSIH U peajnii HASHHO-TTIOMTUTUYECKOTO Pa3BUTHS YEIICKOTO 00IIIeCTBa BO BTOPOI MTOJIOB-
uHe XIX — Hauane XX Beka SBIAIOTCSA POCCUNHCKO-YEIICKUE B3aMMOOTHOLIEHUS B 3TOT
TIEPHO]T.

B xonue 50-x rogoB X1X Beka B Poccuiickoil nuMnepuu, BCTYNUBLIEH B MEPUOJ
Oyp>Kyas3HBIX pedopM, yCKopsieTcs Tpolece JuOepann3aui 001IeCTBeHHON KU3HH.
Heo0xonumo Takke OTMETHTh, 4To KpbIMckas BOifHA, HECMOTpS Ha MOpakKEHHE B HEil
Poccun, cnoco6¢cTBOBaNA 3/1€Ch POCTY MHTEpPECa K BHEHIHETOJIUTUYECKUM CIOKETaM.
OOurecTBeHHBIN MObEM, KOTOPBI MEpeXHUBalN ClaBsHE, PUKOBBIBACT BHUMaHUE
poccUiicKOW MyONMIUCTUKHA KaK K OalKaHCKOMY, TaK M 3amMaJgHO-CIaBIHCKOMY
HarpaBJIeHUsIM.'

B poccuiickom 00mEeCTBEHHOM MHEHHH COXPAHSIHCH JOBOJIBHO YCTOWYHMBHIC
CTEPEOTUIBI BOCIPUATHS YEIICKOr0 OOIIEecTBa, OOIIECTBEHHON JKU3HU B MOHApXHUHU
['aGcOypro. B 1IEJIOM M POJTH CIaBsH B HEl, B 4acTHOCTH.? Cpeiy MPUYKH MOSBICHUS TAKAX
CTEPEOTHIIOB, HX JUIUTEIHHOTO CYIIECTBOBAHUS H JIAKE PACIIMPEHUS MaCIITa00B BIHSHUS
BO BTOPOif moToBUHE XX Beka MOKHO BBIICIUTH B IIEPBYI0 OYEPEIb HACHHO-TTIOTUTHICCKIE
OCHOBaHHA. BMecTe ¢ TeM OTrpOMHYIO PONb B IMOSBICHHU H YKPCIJICHHH BO MHOTOM
UIITI030PHBIX, BeChbMa JATCKUX OT NEHCTBUTEIHHOCTH INPEACTAaBICHUHN HTpana U
IICUXOJIOTHYECKass MOTUBaLUs. IMEHHO MOATOMY B OCBELICHUHM COOBITHI, OllEHKaX
JESTCILHOCTH BEIYNIUX UYCHICKUX MOJUTHKOB 3a4acTyr0 Tpeoliajaid dMOLIUU U Cy0-
bekTHBU3M. OrpeziesieHHoe MecTo B (pOPMHUPOBAHUY UACOIOTHYECKUX M TONUTHYCCKUX
MH(]OB 3aHUMAET M HEJOCTATOK WH(POPMAlHWH, HU3KANA YPOBEHb Pa3BUTHUS CPCICTB
KOMMYHHUKAIINH.

OdeBUIHO, YTO XapaKTep BOCIPHATHSI YEXOB POCCUHCKUM OOIIECTBEHHBIM MHCHHEM
3aBHCEN OT IIEJI0r0 KOMILJIEKCa Kak OOIMX, Tak M Ooyiee 4acTHBIX (GaktopoB. K oburmm
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(akTopaM Takoro pojia OTHOCSATCS MOJUTHYECKUH (FOCYIapCTBEHHBIN), PEIUTHO3HBIIH,
UJICOJIOTUYECKHUI M JYXOBHBIH. Psij Oonee yacTHBIX (PakTOpOB, TaKkKe OKa3bIBABIIMX
CYIIECTBEHHOE BIMSHKE Ha (hopMHUpoBaHKe 00pasa yenickoro odmecTsa B Poccun, IexuT
B IICUX09MOIMOHANBHOHI cepe. U Te, 1 aApyrne UMesn MEHSIOLIYIOCs TPAKTOBKY, pa3Hoe
KOHKpETHOE coziepxaHue Bo Bropoil nmosnoBuHe X1X u B Hauane XX Beka. OHAKO OYEHb
MHOTO€ MX U 00BbeIMHANIO0. B OCHOBE Oompenessionero, eciu MOXHO TaK CKa3arh —
100aIbHOTO TTOIX0/1a, BO MHOTOM 00YCIIOBIMBAIOIIET0 3HAUMMOCTb KAk J0T0 U3 HA3BaHHBIX
(baxTopoB, ObLIO yOeXkIeHHnE O MPUHAIC)KHOCTH YEXO0B K ,,cJIaBTiHCKOMY Mupy . [Tpu aTom
LENOCTHBII XapaKTep NOCIETHETO MPEICTABISIICA SIBIEHHEM BECbMa HILTIO30pHBIM. ,,Cam
oH (cmaBsHCKUH Mup — 3. H.), — mrcan B 1878 . A. H. IIpmuH, — B HACTOAIIYI0 MUHYTY
HCHONHEH TaKUM MPOTHBOPEUUEM OCHOBHBIX NMPUHIUIOB MOIUTHYECKUX, PEIUTHO3HBIX,
UCTOPUYECKUX MTPEIaHni, 0011eCTBEHHO-HAIMOHAIBHBIX CTPEMIICHHH, YTO TPOTHBOPEUHS,
Kaxercs, HecoequHUMbI . O1u npotuBopeuns A H.ITeimun (1833-1904), BuaHbIi pycckuii
YUEHBIH-CIaBHUCT, HCTOPHK JIUTEPATYPbI, STHOTpad), MyOIHIIUCT, OUH U3 JTYUIINX 3HATOKOB
COBPEMEHHOIO €My IMOJ0KEHHS CIAaBIHCKUX 3€MEIb, ONPENEN TakK: ,,IPaBOCIABHE — U
KaTOJIMIIN3M, HEYKJIOHHAsl aOCOMOTHASI MOHAPXUS — U NMPUBBIYKA... K KOHCTHUTYIIHOHHOH
XKU3HU... 00pYCCHHE — M yIOPHAs 3al[MTa HAPOAHOM HHIMBUIYaIbHOCTH .?

B3auMooTHOImIEHNS 4eX0B U pycckux B KoHIEe X1X — Hauane XX B. B MONHOM Mepe
BIIMCBIBAIOTCS B IIPUBEICHHYIO CXeMy. B 3Tl CBsI3U {pyroii BUAHBIN UCCIIE0BATENb UCTOPUU
cnaBsiHckux HapoyoB A. JI. [ToromuH yTBepaa, 4To haKTopsl, pa3beUHSBILIHIE CIaBIHCKHIE
HapoAbl, OBUIN BCETJa CUIIBHEH TeX, KOTOpble nX oObeanHsun. K mepBbIM OTHOCHIINCH
MIPEKJIE BCETO ,,fOCYIapCTBEHHAs 000COOIEHHOCTR | ,,pasHOCTE penuruu‘.* IIpu aTom
HaunboIee MPOTHBOPEINBOMH, PA3HOBEKTOPHOH OBl TPAKTOBKA NPEACTaBICHUI 00 0000
CBSI3H, CYIIECTBYIOIIEH Mex Ty cnaBsiHaMu. [Toxamyii, TpyaHO HalTH CTOIBKO MIIITFO30PHOTO
U (aHTACTUYECKOTO B KaKOH-TMOO APYrodl KOHIEMIMH, CKOJIBKO B HAEaTHCTHYCCKUX
MOCTPOCHUSIX 00 0COOOM CIIaBIHCKOM XapaKTepe, CIAaBIHCKOW TyXOBHOCTH M HIMpE —
cJIaBsTHCKOM Mupe. Ha Hamm B3misi, sipue BCETo 3Ta 0COOCHHOCTh MPOSBUIIACH B TEOPHH — B
JOKTPHHE CIIABIHO(HIIOB, M HA TIPAKTHUKE — B IOJINTHKE TIOKPOBHUTENHCTBA Poccrn 103KHBIM
CIIaBsHaM, CTPAIAIOIIIM 1Ol OCMaHCKUM HIOM.’

TpanunuoHHO B MPOTHBOCTOSHMM 3amaaa U BocToka, poMaHO-Te€pPMaHCKOTO U
CIaBSIHCKOTO MHUpa YexaM BCerja OTBOAMIAch ocobas poib. JTa ujies, Ype3BbIUAHO
HomyJsipHas eme B nepBoi monosuHe X1X Beka, He yTpauuBaeT CBOEH aKTyalbHOCTH U
HaKaHyHE MEpPBOW MHUPOBOW BOWHBI. B 3TOT mepuox oHAa CTAaHOBUTCA JHIIL Oosee
OIIPE/IEIIEHHOM, OCKOJIBKY Pedb HJIET yXKe He O BedHOH OophOe MBYX MONISPHBIX CHII —
TEPMAHCKON M CIaBIHCKON CTHXHI, @ 0 KOHKPETHOM CONPOTHUBIEHUH HEMEIKOMY ,,JIpaHr
Hax OcTeH", U mocyeayIoIeM Hen30e:KHOM BOOPY>KEHHOM CTOJIKHOBEHMH ,,FépMaHCTBA U
cnapstHcTBa . OOpa3s 00IIECIaBIHCKOTO Bpara, KOTOPOro OJMIETBOPSUTH cOOO0N HEMIIBI, B
POCCHICKOM OOIIECTBEHHOM MHEHUH SIBIISICS OHUM M3 CAMBIX CTOMKHX CTEPEOTHIIOB.

B T0 ke BpeMs B TEOPETHUECKHX PACCYKICHUSX CIaBTHO(PHIOB ITOI0KEHHUE YEX0B OBLIO
BCErJa MCKJIIOYNTENbHBIM, H00 Ha MPOTSIKEHWH MHOTHX BEKOB OHM OBIIM HE TOJIBKO
OMrKaHIINMK COCENIIMM 3allaIHON IIMBIIIN3AIMN, HO ¥ HApOAOM, OKa3aBIINMCS B 30HE
Hanboliee CUIIBHOTO ee Bo3aelcTBua. OO0 9TOM MHCAIOCh MHOTO U B CAMOM Pa3IMYHOM
koHtekcte. Tak, A. C. XoMsIKOB B ,,3amucKax 0 BCEMUPHOW UCTOPUU MTOTUEPKUBAI, YTO
,,TIOJSKH M YeXHU PaHbIlIe IPYTUX CIaBSIH BCTYMIJIN B KOHTAKT ¢ 3amajJ oM U UMEHHO 1103-
TOMY IOTIaIM MOJ BIACTh dyxke3emieB“.” DTa Tema Oblia MOMyJIspHA M Y MO3AHUX
cnaBsHO(mI0B B 70-¢ — cepeanne 90-x roqoB XIX B. n HakaHyHE NIEPBOI MUPOBO BOITHEI.
Becnoit 1914 1. razera ,,HoBoe Bpemst“ — 0THO U3 U3AaHUH, OOIBIIE JPYTHX COXPAHIBIINX
NPHUBEPIKEHHOCTh CIIaBIHOQWIBCKUM HJeajaM, — IHcala, 4TO ,,IOYTH BCS YEUICKas
MHTEJUIUTEHIIUA TPOMTUTAaHA /IO TAKOH CTETIEHN HEMEIIKUM JTYXOM, 4TO HE UMEET U MOHITHS
0 cnaBsHCKHX neiax“.’ Pazymeercs, 4To B nubepanbHO-IEMOKPATHYECKON mpecce
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MHOTOKPATHO BBICKA3bIBAJIACH M TPOTHUBOIIOIOXKHAS TOUKA 3PEHUS, yTBEP KAaBIIIas, YTO YEXH
B CJIaBSHCKOM MHUpE IMPUHA/IekKAIH e/[Ba JIM He K CaMOif POCBEIIIEHHON YaCcTH CIIaBsHCTBA.

OnHUM H3 MCXOIHBIX MOMCHTOB B (POPMHPOBAHMN B POCCHICKOM 00IIECTBE 0Opasza
4eX0B OBLIO KpaifHe KpUTHUECKOE OTHOIIEHHEe K MoHapxuu ['adbcOypros. JIyx obmmueHms
MOPSAIKOB, MAapSAIMINX B COCETHEH MMIIEPHH MPOHU3BIBACT BCIO CIABIHO(DHIBCKYIO
ny6nunuctuky. [lonoxkenue, cioxusuieecs B cepeauHe 50-X rogos, o4eHb APKO
OoXapakTepU30BaHO B MEPBOM HoMepe kypHana ,Pycckas Gecema™ (1856—1860),
BeIXoAuBIIero noa penaxmueit A. 1. Komenesa (1806—1883). ABcTpus, ,,cBsI3aHHAs elIe C
Poccueli cBexxnMu BOCTIOMHHAHUSAMH OnarogesHuil ee B 1848 r, cTpamach 3aKOHHOTO
BIMSTHHS €€ Ha 3eMITH CIIaBsIHCKHE, 005Ch 3a Mtammto, n motomy yroxaas OpaHimm n AHIIHH,
00s1Ch 3a BCeT/1a TOTOBOE YCKOIB3HYTh U3 €€ PYK IEPBEHCTBO B [ epMaHCKOM COTO3€. .. TOJDKHA
Obl1a OTCeIb OECIPEeCTaHHO PUBOJIMTH B JIGHCTBUE BCE ITPYKMHBI CBOCH TUIIIIOMaTHYECKOM
XHUTPOCTH, YTOOBI y/iepKaTh 32 COOOI0 M BBITOJIBI MUPA, HACTOSTEIHLHO TPeOyeMOro rpyCTHBIM
HOJIOXKEHHEM ee (PMHAHCOB, U MOJIUTHYECKOE BIMSHHE, JOCTABICHHOE el YeCTOII00NEM ee
rOCY/IapCTBEHHBIX JIFOmei .’

Henpemenno mucanock u 00 yIynummBoit atMocdepe B ABCTpUH, TOPOYHOCTH OOIIIECTBA,
MacmTabOHOCTH JOHOCHUTENHCTBA, MPOJaXHOCTH YHHOBHHYECTBA, HEUCTKOCTH,
JIBYCMBICIICHHOCTH 3aKOHOB, MOJ03PUTEIBHOCTH MpaBuTEabcTBA U T.A.'° C ropeusio
co00111a710¢h, yTO aTMOc(epa cTpaxa nosieet aaxe B [Ipare, mo muenuto A. 1. Kormrenesa
—TOpOJIE ,,1I0 MPEUMYIIIECTBY CIABSIHCKOM U O0Jiee yIEHOM, YeM JIPYTHUe ClIaBsHCKUE ropoja‘.
[To HaOMrOIEHUIO IPyTOTO BUIHOTO pyccKoro yueHoro-cnasucta A.H. [TemuHa, B 1858 1,
T. €. y’KE Ha CaMOM H3JIETE ATIOXH HE0aOCOTIOTH3MA, JIFOIH ITO-TIPEKHEMY OOSUTHCE BBIPaXKaTh
CBOH MbICIH.'!

Bomnpoc o Bepe, Bepx0BHOM Havasie BHyTPEHHEH ®KU3HU, UMEI ONpeeNatolee 3HaYeHHEe
B ()OpPMHPOBaHNK 00pa3a YeXOB HE TOJIBKO Y CIIaBIHO(DHIIOB, HO U Y POCCHUCKHX JIHOEPaoB,
a TaKke y TPaJUIIMOHAIUCTOB, IPEACTaBUTENCH MTPABOT0 KOHCEPBAaTHBHOTO HAIIPABICHUS
oOmecTBeHHOH *)W3HU. B koHIIe 70-X IT. B cBOeM 0OoOmaromem Tpyae ,,[lanciaBusm B
MIPOIIJIOM W HACTOSIIEM" OJMH W3 JYYIINX 3HATOKOB MCTOPHH U KYJIBTYPHI CIaBIHCKHAX
HapogoB A.H.IIpimuH He mpeMHWHYN HamucaTh clenyromee: ,,Her cmopa taxxke, 9To
KaTOJUIM3M C Pa3sHbIX CTOPOH BPEAUT HAlMOHAJBHBIM yCIE€XaM CJABSHCTBA: OH
9KCIUTYaTUPYEeT HApOAbI AJIs MOJUTHYESCKUX IIeNiel, yIbTPAaMOHTAHTCKUX (HAarHETaHUS
karoindeckoro Qanarusma — 3. H.) n mecnornyecknx, He UMEIOMIMX HUYETO OOLIEro ¢
peNUTHEHR; C APYTOH CTOPOHBI, KaK TEOJIOTHIECKast CXOTaCTHKA OH Bpax1e0eH CBOOOTHOMY
Pa3BUTHIO HayKu“!? .

HamomuuM, 9TO TMaBHBIA MOCTynar ciraBsHO(UIOB Ob11 chopmynupoBan A. C.
XOMSIKOBBIM M IJIACHJI, YTO ,,CIIABSIHUH BIIOJIHE CJIABSIHWHOM BHE IPAaBOCIABHs OBITh HE
moxet™. I* TIpotuBonocrapierne Poccun u 3amana, a TOYHEe CIaBSHCKOTO Mupa 1 EBpoTib
OJTHOM M3 CBOMX OCHOB MMEJIO MJCI0 €IMHOTr0 BepoucmnoBenanus. OTaaBas IpUOPUTET
mpo0ieMam TyXOBHOCTH, CIIABTHO(MHIIBI ITOJIaT AN, YTO SIUHBIH TYXOBHBIA MHp CIIaBSHCTBA
BO3MOKEH TOJIFKO Ha OCHOBE ITPABOCIIABHSI.

B 10 ke BpeMs KaTOMUIM3M 00eCIIeuyrBall JyXOBHYIO MOIs MOHapxwuu ['abcOypros u
6onee Toro, — mo yoexaenuto M. C. Akcakosa (1823—-1886), criaunBan aBcTpuiickoe
cI1aBAHCTBO. [Ipn TOM HCTHHHBIMH KaTOJIMKAMU SBJSUTUCH JIMIIB MONAKU. C TOUKHU 3peHUs
CJIaBSIHO(MIIOB, XOPBATBHI, CIIOBEHIIBI M CIIOBAKU SIKOOBI COXPAaHMJIM OCTATKH ITPAaBOCIaBHON
Bepsl. HanbGoree crnoxxHoe monoxkerne 0bu1o ¢ yexamu. Jlake B CO3HAHUU 00pa30BaHHOM
00IIECTBEHHOCTH OBITOBANIO MHEHHE O JKUBYUYECTH WJACH TyCH3Ma, YTO B CBOIO O4Yepenb
JIaBaJIo MOBOJ JITIsl Pa3rOBOPOB O BO3MOKHOCTH OOpAIIeHHUs YeX0B B IIPaBOCTABHE.

UYro e KacaeTcs OLIEHOK YeIICKOM MoauTHKH 60-X To0B, TO OHa ObIIa MPOTHBOPEUUBOI.
CrnastHo(WIIBI HAOTIOAIN OTIPECIICHHBIE YCIIEXH B IPOTHBOCTOSIHUY ¢ BeHol, mpu3HaBaiu
3aCIIyrd 4€XOB B JAOCTIKEHHH MX MOJUTHYECKOH mporpaMMbl. OJHAKO POCCHUMCKUX
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CIIaBSHONI000B HE yJOBIETBOpsAJNA cama MporpaMma, OHa Ka3ajlach CIHMIIKOM
He3HauuTenbHOH. Tak, B 1864 . B omHoM u3 iceM HO.D.Camapus (1819 1876) mpuznasai,
YTO BCE 3aMBICIIBI YCTIICKUX MOJTUTHKOB PEaTH30BaHbI. ,,B 3TOM UX ycrex u 3aciyra. A ux
eI, B CYITHOCTH, OBLTH CKPOMHBI, Ha €K bl OTpaHHYeHbI, 4

Kak yxe yka3siBasioch, OTHOIICHHE K 4exaM ObLIT0 BeChMa HEOTHO3HAYHEBIM. B mepemoBoit
crarbe oT 13 HosOpst 1865 . M.C. AKCaKoB MOMBITAJICS ONPEACIUTD POJIb, KAKYIO ChITPan
yexu B peBostoninu 1848 1. [lns ananusa Obul u30pan CraBsHCKHUN cbhe3l. AKCakoBa
BO3MYTHJIO, YTO ,, OOIIKM SI3BIKOM* aBCTPHUIICKHE CIIABSHE ,,U30paiu caMu, J0OPOBOIBHO™
HEMETIKHH s36IK. bonee Toro, manck mpoekTa deaepanu3animy MoHapxuu ['abcOypros Ha
ycrex OBLTH WM IMOCTAaBJICHBI MOJ] COMHEHHE B CHIIY IEJOr0 KOMITJIEKCa apTyMEHTOB.
HawuBaxHeHmii 1OBOA COCTOSI B TOM, YTO ,,BBICIIUM ITOTHTHYCCKUM HAYAIOM IS
CJABSHCKOW (efepariuu’ ObUIO MPU3HAHO ,,HA4aJl0 HEMEI[KOC — BJIACTh HEMEIIKOTO
ummneparopa“.'> CripaBeyInBO OT/1aBasi IPHOPUTET B pa3pabOTKe TEOPHH ,,pAaBHONPABHOCTH
BCEX aBCTPUNCKUX HAPOMOB* U€XaM, OH MOTIBITAJICS BEISIBUTH BCE MPOTHBOPEUHS U CIIA0bIC
CTOPOHBI JOKTPHUHBI aBCTpOCcTaBm3Ma. [1o MHEHHIO AKCakoBa, 3Ta TeOpHUs ObIIa HE TOIBKO
BHYTpPEHHE TPOTHBOpPEYNBA, HO M ,JJOKHA B CaMOM cBoeM ocHoBauuu“.!° Ee
HECOCTOSTEIHHOCTH OH ITOMBITAJICS TPOIEMOHCTPHUPOBATH B CBOEM aHAIN3E CIIOKHUBIICHCS
cutyauuu B uMmnepuu. Jlrobas ¢enepanuzarys npenosaraia aeleHue HaceIeHHs UMIIePHH
Ha TPYIIbI, YTO MOTJIO MPUBECTHU JIMIIb K HOBBIM HECKOHYAECMbIM cropam. SIBHOE
HEMOHMMAaHUE Y aBTOPa BBI3BAJIO )KEJaHHE YEXOB ,,IPUMKHYTh CJIOBAKOB K CBOEH Ipymme’.
Kakoii sxe aprymMeHT ObIT BEIIBUHYT AKCAaKOBEIM? [Ipek/ie BCETO — COMPOTUBICHUE CAMUX
CIIOBAKOB: ,,9TO ApPOBUTEHUIIIEE M MOYTCHHEHINICe U3 3aITaJHBIX CIABSHCKUX TUIEMEH™ HE
XOTEJO OBITH ,,JIOTIIOMICHHBIM YeXaMHU‘, OTACICHHBIMU OT ,,MHOTOYUCICHHOW YacTH
CJIOBAIIKOTO TUIEMEHHU, KOTOpasi OOMTAET B IpeJesiax CIOBAIIKOTO KOPOIEBCTBA ™.

Bo3sBpainasics k npobieme deneparyn, AKCaKkoB €lie pa3 CTaBUT 110]] COMHEHUE caMy
uzero, noo eciu BeCTH pedb ,,0 Hadaje TyXOBHOM, IOJaraéMoM BO IIIaBY MOJUTHYECKOTO
3aHUs,— OOIIecTaBIHCKAs Hed pa3ieTacTcs Kak MPHU3pak, a OCTAITCS IUIEMCHHBIS
aneMenTbl”.!” TIprdeM HU YeXu, HE XOPBaThl, HU CepObI, HU JIPYTUE HAPOIBI HE [TPE/ICTABIISUTH
,» TAKOI BHYTpEHHEH TyXOBHOU CHIIBI, KOTOpAst MOTIIA OBI TaTh ABCTPUH HOBOE ITOJTUTHYECKOE
caMoOoTIpe/ieNIeHNe U TTOCTaBUTh CIaBIHCKUI 3JIEMEHT BBIIIE JIEMEHTa HEMEIIKOTO — XOTs
yike u ocnabesiero.'® Bonee Toro, B 0HO# U3 cTareil, 0myOJIMKOBaHHBIX B ra3eTe ,,JleHp"
B 1865 1., AKCakoB yKa3bIBaJ Ha ,,BHyTpEeHHEE MpoTuBopeure contradictio in adjecto™ Teopuu
PaBHOTIPABHSI BCEX HAPOJIOB, Ha €€ JUKHBOCTH ,, B CaMoit cBoei ocHose !

BraronpusaTHBIi TOBOPOT CyABOBI aBCTpUICKOTO caaBsHCTBA M.C. AKCaKkoB CBS3BIBAI
HCKJTFOYUTEIHHO C IOUCKOM ,,001IIeH pOIHOH ITOYBHI‘, 3aKTFOYAFOIICHCS B TTOJIHOM OCO3HAHUH
,»JIyXOBHOH CYIHOCTH CIaBIHCKUX Hadan". Mexay TeM Ooiiee BCEro B POTHBOPEUHH C
TaKAMU HaYaJlaMH HaXOJUIIUCh YeXH. ,,CaBsHCKas (eiepanusi, 0 KOTOPOH MEUTAIOT UeXH,
BO3MOXKHA Oy/IET TOJBKO TOT/AA, KOTJa OTBHIIETCS JUIs Hee BhICUIEE MOJMTHYECKOe, HO
CITaBSHCKOE JKe,— HE OTBICUCHHOE, a )KABOE M JCHCTBUTEIHHO CyIIee Hadyamo*.

OnHako HaUTIIaBHEHIICH ,, TS HJICH BCECTABIHCKOTO OpaTCcTBa™ IBISIIACK ,,HIIes BBICIIICTO
IYXOBHOTO CMUHCHUS B Bepe™. AkcakoB OyKBaIbHO TpeOyeT, 4TOOBI 3amajHbIe CIaBSIHE
BCTQJIM HAa MYTh MOUCKOB ,,IPSIKIC BCETO TAKOrO OOBEAUHCHHS ™, MyCTh ,,[IOPCBHYIOT O
YHUCTOTE CIAABSHCKOTO Heana BEPhl M IEPKBH, — & OCTaNbHOE MpHiIokuTces™.*® B Takom
KoHTekcTe Pocenn, ,,eIMHCTBEHHO MPECTaBUTEIBHUIIC 3TUX HCKOMBIX JUTSI CJTaBsSH Haval™
CJIEZIOBAIIO ,, BBICOKO M B CTPOTOH YHCTOTE JEpKaTh MOIUTHYECKOE M JTyXOBHOE 3HAMS
crnaBsHCTBA !

Kak y>xe roBopiitoch, aBCTPOCIIABUA3M H ITOTIBITKH €TI0 MO (PHKAIIH BBI3BIBAIIN TIOTHOE
OTpHIIAaHNE HA KOHLEMIIMOHHOM ypoBHE. B 3Tolf cBA3M mMccienoBaTesnn yKas3bIBalOT Ha
OTaceHus CIaBIHO(HUIOB M3-32 BOBMOXKHOCTH MOSBICHHUS MOIIHOTO CJIABSHCKOTO
rocyJ1apcTBa, KOTOPOE MOIVIO ABUThCS MPOTUBOBEcOM Poccuiickoit umnepuu B LlenTpanbHOM
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EBpomne. ITogo6Has mepcrnexkTuBa He ocTaBisia MecTa Poccun B pelieHHH CIaBSHCKOTO
BOIIPOCa, yMaJisijia ee poilb B TPAJAUIIMOHHON cepe MHTEPECOB. ,,BOZHUKHOBEHUE PSZIOM C
Poccueit caMOOBITHOM, CHITPHOM CITaBTHCKOW MOHAPXUH IPUBIICKIIO OBI K HE BCE TE FOXKHBIC
CJIaBSIHCKHE TIIIEMEHA, KOTOPBIE MBI TETIEPh OT ce0sl OTTaIKMUBaeM, 1 uimmio 01 Poccnio
3HAYeHUsI — OBITH SAMHCTBEHHBIM COCYIOM IIPABOCIIABHSI U CIIABSHCKUX Havall Ha 3emie”.”
B T0 e Bpemsi citaBsHO(UIIBI TOTHOCTHIO 0J100psiIr 00PHOY aBCTPHICKHX CIIABSH 32 CBOU
HAIlMOHAJIbHBIC U MOJUTHYECKHUE MTPaBa.

Heo0xoauMo ykaszarb, 4TO B JTUCKYCCHIO O CMBICIIE CIaBIHCKUX WHTETPAalMOHHBIX
KOHIIeTIINH BKITFoUmIcs U Bmaguvup VBanosud Jlamauckuii (1833—-1914). BerymurensHoe
yreHue poueHTa [lerepOyprckoro yHuBepenTeTa ObIIIO OMyOIMKOBaHO B rasere ,,JleHp™ B
1865 . 3nech OH NoOABEPT KPUTUKE U YEHICKUHN aBCTPOCIABU3M, U WINTUPU3M, U TOJABCKUN
MECCHOHHU3M, U YKPanHCKuit pemepanizm.?

VHTepecHeHIIUM HOKYMEHTOM, AEMOHCTPUPYIONIUM BOCHPHUATHE M TPAKTOBKY
POCCUICKUMU OOIIECTBEHHBIMHU JICATEISIMH YEIICKOH MONUTHYECKOM )KU3HU cepeaurHbl 70-
x ronoB X1X B., ABISIOTCS NMUCbMa NMpOTOMEpes MpaBociaBHOro xpama B Ilpare A.
Jle6enena.** JIroGOMBITHO, ITO [TOCIAEAHUI pacCMaTpHBa ceOs ,,0(hHIIHATBHBIM IIPEICTABH-
TeneMm pycckux B IIpare. HacTh ero xoppecnonaeHunu aapecosana Meany [lerpoBuuy
Kopuumnosy.” D10 6b110 Bpems, korna W.I1. KopHUIOB yKe CIOXKUT ,,c ceOs 3BaHHEC
npencenarens ,, Cankr-IleTepOyprckoro oTaeneHus CIaBIHCKOTO OIaroTBOPUTEIBHOTO
0011eCTBA U JIMIIh BPEMEHHO MCIONHS €ro o0si3anHocTH.?® [1aTh ke mucem A. JleGenesa,
HACBHIIEHHBIX OIEHKAMH YEHICKUX COOBITHUH, HAampaBJICHBI KHA3I0 AJEKCAHIPY
Wnnapronosudy BacuiasankoBy, Ty OIHIACTY, 10 CBOMM B3IIIsIaM OJIM3KOMY K JTMOEpaTbHBIM
Kpyram, IpeJceaaTento 9Toro obiectsa ¢ 18 ampens 1876 .77

Urak, B ampesne 1876 I. pycCKuil CBAIIEHHUK IBITAICA PACKPHITh INIABHBINA CTEPKEHb
MOJIUTHYECKOTO NMPOTUBOCTOSHUS CTapOYEeXOB M MIJaJo4uexoB. B cBoem mucpme OH
yTBEp:KJaJl, 4TO ,,CTAPOUEXU 33aJaUCh PEUIMTENBHOI MBICIBIO 3a0UTh MIIAJJOYEXOB* U
HCIIONB3YIOT IS 3TOTO CYAeOHbBIE PacClIeI0BaHus ,,3a ledaTHbie ocKopOenus.” Tak, Sna
Ckpeitmosckoro (1831-1883), pemakropa ,,Politik*, on mpencraiser ,,TTaBHBIM 3alpaBy-
TEJIeM B ATy MHHYTY BCEH CTApOYCIIICKOM MOTUTUKA ‘. B35B Ha ce0st yCTpOHCTBO Ipa3THUKA
B yecTh D. [Tamarkoro, TOT X0TeN BO3BEIMYHUTH TOCIEIHETO U “OTHM, TaK CKa3aTh, OCBETH-
Th CBOIO MOJUTUKY*.”

IIpoTouepeii kacaercs 1 000MX KPYIHEHIINX YenICKUX JuepoB — . Purepa, KoTopslit
paHee HUKOT/Ia He TTOCeNIal CBAIIEHHNKA, a ,,TyT TpH paza Opi1’, 1 @. [Tamankoro, koToporo
HaBecTmi caM A. JleGeneB ¢ ,,IPIITHYHBIME ITO3IPABICHUSAMH U OaroxenanusamMu . OTHaKo
B IOTIBITKE N3BECTHBIX YCIICKHX JIeATeICH 3aBA3arh ,,TONUTHIECKHE cBsA3H ¢ [letepOyprom*,
A. JlebenieB ycMaTpHBaeT JIMIIb MPSIMYIO KOPBICTb. FIMEHHO B 3TOM KIIIOYE OH TPAKTYeT
cTpemiieHHe crapouexoB cBszarbes ¢ Koncrantunom IlerpoBuuem IlobenoHocueBbIM
(1827-1907). BnustrenpHblii TOMUTUK, ¢ 1868 T. oH ObLT ceHaTopoM, ¢ 1872 1. — uneHOM
Tocynapcteernoro Coserta, a ¢ 1880 mo 1905 rr. sBmsncs obep-mpokypopom Curona. I1o
MHEHHUIO PYCCKOTO HaOImtofaresis, B AEHCTBUTEIBHOCTH CTAPOYEXH MEUTANH ,,yKPACHUTh
MMamankoro pycckoit 3Be3noi* (momguepkuyro B opurunaie — 3. H.). A. JleGenes
HACTOWYHBO MPOCHT ,,0THIOb HE TIOMOTAaTh 3TUM BH/JIOM IJIABHBIM BOXKASM CTAPOUCIICKUM,
100 BUIUT CIUHCTBEHHOTO pyra Poccuu B nuiie a-pa bpaynepa.

Hacrositesns npaBociaBHoro xpama B [Ipare He OblT IPUHIMITHATBLHBIM TPOTHBHUKOM
TOTO, YTOOBI ,,pyCCKHE OpJCHAa W OCOOCHHO 3BE3J(bl KPACOBAINCH HA TPYAH 3ACHIHUX
nepenoBhIX Jironei. OnHako OH ,,BOBCE HE jKeJas Obl, YTOOBI OHM B HTOM cllydae
SKCTIITYaTHPOBAIN PyCCKUX, X ,,ACKPEHHHE, CEp/IeUHbIC OpaTCKUE CHUMIIATHU B TOJIB3Y
CBOETO Y3KOT0 MapTUKyIspu3ma‘.’!

HHTepec npeAcTaBsioT caeayomme cTpoku 3 nuckMa A. JleGenesa : “S yBepeH, na u
Br1 yxe 3HaeTe o ToM, uto Purep u [Tanankuii He UMEIOT HUKaKUX cuMmnaTuii k Poccun®. B
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KauecTBe JOKa3aTeIbCTBA MPUBOIUTCS CUTYyalus Ha BcTpede oceHbio 1875 n y K.Mpeuexa
(HamOMHMM, YTO MUCHMO OBLIO OTIIpaBicHO 23 ampes, a 28 anperst 1876 T. yxe morydeHo
agpecatom). Torma @. [Mamankwii ,,Tak pe3ko TOBOPWII O PYCCKOM IMPABUTEIBCTBE U O
PYCCKHX, 9TO XO3SIMH MPOCHJT 32 HETO M3BUHEHHUS, ,,yKa3bIBas Ha €ro ctapocTs .2 KoHeuHo,
B ITOIOOHOM apryMEHTAIIMN CMETIAIICh U JINYHAS HETIPUS3HB, U ITOTTBITKA O0BSICHATH HEKUH
BaKyyM BOKpYT pycckoro mporouepes B IIpare. OnHako mocnenHee 00CTOATENbCTBO CaM
OH OOBSICHSCT HE JIMYHBIMU MPOMAXaMH, a ,,KpaiHel OTM30PYKOCTHIO MOJUTHYCCKUX
BOXKJICH, OTKA3aBIIMXCS CIEIATh €T0 ,,IPOBOJHUKOM CBOUX IMOJUTHYECKUX BHIOB .S

B nsitu anpecoBannbix KHA310 A. . BacunpunkoBy BecbMa IPOCTPAHHBIX TUChbMax A.
JlebGeneBa 4emICKO-pYCCKUE OTHOIICHHS PACKPBIBAIOTCS C pa3HBIX CTOpOH. Tak, koHer 60-
X TOZIOB XapaKTePU3yeTCs KOPPECIIOHACHTOM KaK ,,IEPHOJ] PYCCOMAHUH ', KOT/Ia 1 3apOINIACE
unes 06 ycrpoiictse nepksu B [Ipare. B ctonb 61aronpuaTHbIX yCIOBHUIX, HA BOJIHE ,, TAKOTO
COUYYBCTBUS OBLITO HEOOXOMUMO ,,3aBA3aTh Y3€I LTS B3AUMHOTO COMMKEHUS 1 H3ydeHus .
Kakwue jxe 1enu mpecnenoBaio yupexaeHue npaBociiaBHON 1epkBu B Ilpare? B ouens
OTpaHWYCHHOM 00BeMe el mepemaBaauch (PYHKITMH KOHCYJIBCTBA, MOCKONBKY TaKOBOE
,»YCTPOUTE 3[1€Ch HE MPECTaBIsIeTCs HamoOHBIM . [IepBoOUepenHOi 3a1aueii ObLTO CIe/Tu-
Th ,,32 IBIDKCHUAMHU M KOJICOAHUSMHU MOITHHHBIX COUYBCTBHU™, CIIYKUTh ,,0PTaHOM JIJIS
B3aMMHOTO COJIFKCHUS PYCCKHUX € uexamu™“. B 3Tol CBsI3u HHTEpeCcHa (OPMYIHPOBKA IIeIICi
3TOro MpoekTa, BeickazanHas @. bpaynepom. B untepnperanuu A. Jlebenena, @. bpaynep
3asBIISLT, YTO YEXU YCTPOUIIH IIEPKOBB ,,B CIEAYIONUX BUaX: 1. 4TOOBI MPUBIEYL PYCCKUX
B [Ipary; 2. ycTpOHUTB 371€Ch BIIOCIIEACTBUHN KOHCYIBCTBO; 3. CBECTH 3CUIHEE TyXOBCHCTBO
C TIPABOCIABHBIM; 4. IMETH TIOCTOSHHOE CPEICTBO JUTSA B3AWMHOTO HAIIETO OOIIeHUs .3

Kazanock, uro B koHIe 60-X TOMOB OBITH CO3MaHBI MPEATIOCHUIKH [T aKTHBH3AIHA
JIMYHBIX OTHOIIEHUH, IS ,,HAIIETO ¢ HUMU cOmmKenus . OIHaKo ,,BBIIIIO COBCEM He TO 3
B 70-¢ rozsl ,,B030yKICHHOE B YeXaX COYYBCTBUE K PYCCKHM ITOYTH COBEPIICHHO UCUE3TI0",
I'maBHas npuumHa OXJ1aXxAeHUS BUJIE]ach B OTKa3e pOCCUICKOro nocia B Bene nogaepxarh
,»CETIapaTHCTUYECKHUE CTPEMIICHHS YEXOB, BBIPQXXCHHBIC MMH B OCHOBHBIX CTaThIX
COTJIAIIICHUS, WJIM TaK Ha3bIBaeMBIX ,,DyHmamMeHTaTpbHBIX WwiaHKax . [Tockompky 5Ta
nHpOpManus 1ana 6e3 KaKuX-T100 pa3bsICHEHH, OHa MOJKET CBHIICTEIIECTBOBATH O BEICOKOM
ypOBHE HH(GOPMHUPOBAHHOCTH MOJTYYaTEeIsl TOU KOppecHnoHaeHINH KH. A. 1. Bacupunkosa.

HimenHo B meproz OXJIaKIeHUs TPOSIBIITUCH ,, 1 IPYTHE HEMPHUSITHBIE KaueCTBa MPAKCKUX
94eXoB*. ,,DTO Upe3MEPHOE CAMOJIFOOME, XBACTOBCTBO — HETIOHATHOE B 00Pa30BAHHBIX JIFOMISX,
a TIPU ATOM COBEPIIIEHHOE HEBEKECTBO OTHOCUTENBEHO Poccun u pycckoro obmectsa®. 1
OIIATH CEHTCHIINS, 3ByYalllass MHOTOKPATHO y CIIaBIHO(DHIOB: ,,Mbl MAJIO 3HAEM UYEXOB, a
OHM Hac — ente MeHbIe.’ [TaBHbIi 0OnMMuuTeNsHbIH yaap A. Jlebenena ObUT HAPaBICH
MIPOTHUB CTapoueXxoB. Tak, Mo ero MHEHHIO, Y CTAPOUYEIICKUX BOXKICH, ,,He ObLITIO HICKPEHHUX
U rnybokux cumnaruii k Poccun®. Ilo HaOMIOAEHUSIM PYyCCKOTO CBSIICHHUKA, OHU
OTHOCHWJINCH K HEH ,,C yCTapeIbIMU NpeapaccyakaMu ‘. UTo kacaeTcsi CUMIATHi, MPOSBUBII-
uxcst B 60-¢ TOITbI, TO OHH OOBSICHSIOTCS TEM, UTO TOTIa CTapOodeXu HaAesuich, Oyaro ,,Pocens,
HAXOZSICh B HATSHYTHIX OTHOIICHUSIX C ABCTpHEH, TOJICPKUT YEXOB B UX CTPEMIICHHSX .
[omoOHbIe ,,MeUTaTEIFHBIC HAMISHKIBI* HE MIMETH HUKAKHIX ITOJUTHYECKIX OCHOBAaHHH. ABTOP
nuchbMa ObUT YOXKICH, UTO BOXK/TH CTAPOUEXOB, ,,HAXOSICh T10/I IABIICHUEM, C OJTHOW CTOPOHBI,
YEIICKON apUCTOKPATHH, a C APYTOH, TYXOBEHCTBA, CTPEMSATCS K HEBO3MOKHOMY — K CTapbIM
(dhopmam cBOCH MOTUTUYCCKOM KU3HU . Mex Iy TeM 3a ujeei BoccTaHOBICHUS Yelckoro
koponeBcTBa A. JleOeneB BuUIENn €IWHCTBEHHOE JKEJIaHUE ,,UTPATh B TOJIUTHKY U B
MHHHCTPOB®,

He meHee sipkue XxapakTepUCTUKU JaHBI H MiagodexaM. HacTtosTens mpaBociaBHOTO
xpama B [Ipare cTaBUT MoJi COMHEHUE BOBMOYKHOCTH MX MOMTHUECKOTO BIMSHHUS HA YETIICKOE
00I1[eCTBO, HE MPUEMIICT U30PAHHOTO UMH MOJUTHYCCKOTO Kypca U HE BUAUT B HUX, NAXKE
B NEPCIEKTUBE, COIO3HMKA U apyra Poccun. Tak, B OIHOM M3 IHCEM OTMEYAETCs, UTO

62



,,MIIaJIOUCIICKUEe ObUTA OBl OJaroHajeKHee, CClIM ObI JIyUlINe U3 HUX, KAaKOBBI [ perpsi,
[OJTB30BAJIUCH COCTOSIHUEM M CBSI3SIMM M MMENM BIMSAHHE Ha CBoe cTano.’* Pycckoro
HaOmomaTens KpaifHe cMyIIaeT M CONHMANbHEINA cocTaB HanmoHanbHOW mapTHH
cBoOOmOMBICIATIHX. OH MPSIMO MUTIIET, YTO ,,K TON TAPTHH IIPHCTAITN TAKHE JIFOITH, KOTOPHIC
0 CBOMM KPaHOCTSM HE MOTYT WMETh C HaMH HU4Yero obmero“. Bomee Toro, mo ero
MHEHHMIO, 3Ta MOJUTHYECKasi IPyNINHUPOBKAa HE MOINA ,,C/IeNaTh HUUETrO MOJNEe3HOTO JJIs
YemIcKoro Hapoaa“. B pesymnbrare aBTOpoM muchMa ObLT C/IeTIaH BBIBOI, YTO MJIAJ0YEXH HE
JIOIDKHBI ObLTH ,,aMeTh ¢ Hamu (Poccueii — 3.H.) kakue-HuOyab cBsi3u™.*°

CTonb TEeCCUMHUCTHYHAS KapTHHA YEUICKOW MOTUTHYCCKOHN KU3HH, ,,TOCTOSHHOE
JaBIICHIE TepMaHM3Ma Ha UEXHUI0 W ero YCIEeXH Ha OKpanHaX ' BBIHYKIAJIH POCCHHCKHE
odunmansHeie cepsl U OOMECTBEHHBIX AesTelIe oOpamars 0coboe BHUMAaHUE HA ITOT
peruoH. ,,Poccus momkHa cmacT 3TO MieMs OT MCYE3HOBEHUS WM MOTIONICHUS
repMaHm3MoM‘,—3akiodaet A. Jlebener. OH BbIpakas yBEpEHHOCTb, YTO ,,paHO HIIH O3HO
Poccust coBepiut 3710 Aeno™,*! st 4ero caeaoBano HATH Ha COMMKEHHE C YCXaMH.

,»OQUIHATEHEIA TPeICTaBUTETh PycCKuX B [Ipare” mpemmaran nporpaMmy JIeHCTBHIA
B 3TOM HampaBieHuu. [Ipexie Bcero poccuiickoe o0ImEecTBO ,, HE JODKHO 00pamarh
BHUMaHUS Ha MOBEJICHUE 3[CIIHUX TOIUTHKAHOB®. B TO ke Bpems BecTH nena ObBLIO
HE00XO0/IMMO, ,,HE 3aTparuBas KX caMostoous ‘. Peus 11a B ToM umcie U 0 pUHaHCUPOBAHUH
YEXOB, C TEM, YTOOBI OHH ,,MOTJIM OCHOBATEIbHO H3y4yaTh MyX PYCCKOM ku3HU.* UTO *Ke
KacaeTcsl PeIMTMO3HOM KM3HH YEXOB, TO HACTOATENb MPABOCIABHOTO XpaMma OTKPBITO
MIPHU3HABAJ, YTO ,, B PEITUTHO3HOM OTHOIICHUH — II0Ka HUYEro He MoykeM**. OH pacIieHuBaI
KaK 3HaUMTEIIHHBIN yCIIeX yKe caM (akT CYIIecTBOBaHU MPaBOCIaBHOTO Ipuxoa B [Ipare:
,»JJOBOJTBHO TOTO, YTO MBI CITY’KUM, & YSTIICKUI HApOJI BUIUT U CIBIIIHT HaIlle 00TOCITyKEeHHe .
JInue B Oy/y1eM He HCKITI0YaIach BO3MOXKHOCTb ,, KAKUX-HHOY/Ib BIMSHUN Ha PETUTHO3HOE
COCTOSIHUE 3/ICIITHETO 00IIecTBa’.

[TepcniekTrBBI MpaBociaBus B Uexuu ObUTM HUYTOKHO Mabl. ,,[IpaBociaBue, B TOi
¢dbopme, Kak MBI €ro MOHUMaeM M KaKk OHO y Hac JEPIKHUTCS, 31eCh MOXXHO CKa3aTh,
HembIcMo™, — et A. JleGeneB B cBoeM muchMe K KH. AWM. BacunpunkoBy ot 28 mas
1876 1. CBor cOOCTBCHHBIE BOSMOXKHOCTH B JJAHHOM OTHOIICHUH OH OIICHMBAJ BeChMa
ckpoMmHO: ,,O0pa3oBaTbCsl MPHUXOJ MOXET XOTh celuac M3 HeOOJbIIOro yHcia
PAacIIONOKEHHBIX K HAM YEXOB, — IIOSICHSIET OH, — HO YTOOBI OHH CAENIAINCH TPABOCIABHBIMU
B ITOJTHOM CMBICJI€, U YTOOBI BIIOCIJIE/ICTBHE ITPABOCIIABHE, ONSATH CKAXKY B HAIlIEM CMBICIIE,
CIIENaNoCh TOCMOACTBYIOMIUM — 3TOTO HEb3s cenars™.

Uro kacaercs cooOpakeHUH pycCKOi CTOPOHBI, TO TYT A.JlebeneB oTpuIial B Ka4ecTBE
MOOYANTENIFHOTO MOTHBA ,,KAKyIO-HUOYIb CHIY [JUIs| aruTanuy MpOTHB ABCTpHH™.*
[Tporouepeii monarai, 4to ,,B GONBIIMHCTBE JIIOJCH, COUYBCTBOBABIIMX JIENy YCTPOUCTBA
nepksu B [Ipare®, Obutn HHBIC TOOYXKACHHUS. ,,] TaBHOE — 3TO ObLJIAa YBEPCHHOCTD, YTO YEXU
JKeJAIoT MPUHATH MpaBociaBue. OH MUIIET, YTO ,,B TAKOM CMBICIIE BHICKA3bIBAJIUCH
HEKOTOPHIC U3 MPEICTaBUTEIICH MOCKOBCKUX cIaBIHOIIIOB . [To ero MHEHHUIO, HEKOTOPHIE
HamOoIee IMOCIIeNOBATEIbHBIC U3 HUX COXPAHIN TaKyI TOUKY 3pEHUS Ha MPOTSIKCHUU
JIOJITOTO BPEMEHH. ,, YBEPEHHOCTH 3Ta ObLIa OMMO0YHOM, HO HCKPEHHEH 1 MMena 3a co0oit
HEeKoTOphie 0ocHOBaHUs . [Tog00HBIC paccyxaeHus TPEOOBAIM CEPbE3HBIX MOsICHEHHI. OHU
nocnenosaiu B aBrycte 1876 r. Hactositens mpaBocnaBHoro xpama B Ilpare mucan: ,, 51
Ooutbliie 1 OOJBIIIE YTBEPIKAIOCH B TOH HA/IXK /e, YTO LIEPKOBB Hallla, Hallle 0OrociyXeHne
CO BPEMEHEM ITOCITY)KUT MOBOPOTOM K YCTPOHUCTBY B UeXwn HapOTHOTO OOTOCITY:KEHHUS,
HapOTHOM MepKBH“.+

OH BHOBb U BHOBB ITOBTOPSICT paHEe yXKe BBICKA3aHHYIO MBICIb, YTO ,,HAICATHCS Ha
YTBEpIKICHHE PABOCIIaBUs B TOH (opme, KaK Mbl IOHUMAEM €ro, HEBO3MOXXHO“. OH HIleT
Hanbosee yoequrenbHble apryMeHThl. OJJHAM M3 HUX CTajla HEIPHUEMIIEMOCTb JUIsl YEXOB
,,TIOCTOB M HAIIIETO IIPOJIOJKUTENBHOTO Oorociyxenus . 3arem A.JlebeneB HaxoauT Oosee

63



HIUPOKYHO (hOPMYITY: ,,COBPEMEHHOE OTPEUYCHHUE YEXOB OT CBOMX IICPKOBHBIX MMPHBBIYCK,
TIECHOTICHHH, 00PATIOB HEBO3MOXKHO “® . B KauecTBe NOMONMHUTENFHOTO T0BOIA OH MPHBOIUT
CBOI1 cHIOp ,,C OTHUM PYCCKHUM JIUIIIIOMAaToOM , KOTOPBIH 3asBJIsi, UTO ,,B HHTEpecax Poccuu
HEe)KeNaTeIbHO, YTOOBI marmu3M norud*. TeM caMbIM pacnanoch Ol eTHHCTBO KaTOIMUECKOMH
nepkBu. bes mporuBoseiicTBus marctBa bucmapk ,,comper u3 [epmannu oqHO TBEpHOE U
moTHOe 1enoe”.*” B Takom konTekcTe A. JIeGeseB pe3Kko BBICTYMHI IPOTHB TPHOPUTETA
MOMUTHYECKOH 1enecoo0pasznoctu. OH monarai, 4To ,, B Jelie PacpoCTPaHEHUs] UCTHHBI
MBI JOJDKHBI 00paniaTh BHUMAaHHUE HC HAa €€ MOJHUTHYECKYI MPHUTOJHOCTH, a Ha €¢
cymectBo®.

YeM ke OBLTH TaK MPUBJIEKATEIBHBI Yexu? Poccuiickuii peacTaBUTENb JOCTaTOYHO
MIPSIMO OTBEYACT U Ha 3TOT BoTIpoc. C ero TOUKH 3peHMsI, YeXH JOJKHEI OBITh Toporu Poccnn
M0 HECKOJBKHUM JOBOJaM. ,,Bo-mepBbIX, Kak CIaBsHE; BO-BTOPHIX, Kak Ooiee Apyrux
KaTOJIMUYECKHX CJIaBSH COUyBCTBYyIoIIHe HaM ‘. OH OCTIapuBaeT Te3MC, BhICKa3aHHbIN A.U.
BacuipaukoBBIM, YTO PyCCKHE ,, IBIIINCH 3/1€Ch MO3HO CO CBOEH mpomara"gjoi®. B cBoro
odepens MPOTOMEpE MmojaraeT, 9To ,,II03IHO, HO HE CIUIIKOM", MTOCKOIBKY ,,HApPOIHOE
CaMOCO3HaHKE POOYIUIOCH 3/1€Ch C 0COOEHHOIO KHBOCTBIO HE OYCHB JaBHO . ¥

A. JleGeneB OBLT HCKpEHHE YOCXKACH, 94TO B UeXHn ,,BO3MOKHO BO30YKICHUE TYCCH-
tu3ma““.> [Ipu 5TOM OH MONara, 4ro ,,KJIt0d K STOMY JBIKEHUIO  Poccus ieprkasa B CBOUX
pykax. UTo jxe moapasymMeBalioch MOJ CTOJb (aHTACTHUYCCKUM 3asiBIcHHEM? X0
pacCy X JICHUN PYCCKOTO CBAIIEHHUKA JOCTATOYHO MapajgokcaneH. Bee ,,omeMeHThI ams
BO3POXKICHHSA ,,[YCCUTH3MA™, IO €r0 MHCHHUIO, COXPAHINCh B MHOTOYHCICHHOU cpere
yexoB-miepecerneHieB. OTciona ,,IycCHTU3M * oibkeH Obu1 uaTh B Yexuto. Oqrako B Poccun
Ha PEJMTHO3HbIC YyBCTBA IIEPECENICHIIEB HE 00palanoch HUKAKOTO BHUMAHU. A 3T0 Oblia
yIKe cepbe3Hast omunoKa. YTo ke KOHKPETHO PEKOMEH10BaNIOCh peAnpuHsITh? [Ipex e Bcero
,»,CIICTIOBAJIO BOWUTH B CHOILICHUS C TAMOIITHUMH CBSIIIICHHUKAMH, TOOYK1aTh MX K TOMY, 4TOOBI
OHH BOCKpEIIIAJIY B HAPOJHOM MaMsTH KJIn4Y ['yca 1 ero CTpeMIICHUs, YTOOBI YCTPAUBAIHU B
MamsTh O HEM Hpa3IHUYHbIC Tpoleccuu’.’’!

Kpome Toro, mpemmaranoch MaKCHMAIBHO PACIIUPHTE IESTEIHLHOCTH MO TIEPEBOTY ,,Ha
YETICKUH A3BIK O0TOCTYKeOHBIX KHHT . [IpH 7TOM UMENHICh B BUIY KHUTH ,,KaK HAIIIH, TaK
U KaTOJUYCCKHUEC, JTJAaTHHEHUs, B ocobeHHocTH JluTypruu. A. Jlebenes Ben pedb TakKe O
psijie BaXXHBIX OPraHM3alMOHHBIX Mep. B yacTHOCTH, OBUTIO HEOOXOAMMO ,,yCTPOUThH U3
TaMOIIIHETO JYXOBEHCTBA Kakoe-HHOy/Ab MaJeHbKOe YMpaBieHHe OOIUHON, — U HU TMOJ
KaKMM BHJIOM He TOMYHMHSATE UX Karonndeckoit Koncuctopun*.*? Jlanee B miuchMe CIeyeT
pock0a ,,MCIIICAThCS * ¢ EMICKOIIOM BOBIHCKOT emmapXuu, B3 THCS 32 3TO JIEIIO ,, TOPSI0 U
JIEHCTBOBATH MOCTIEIOBATEIFHO  HEYTOMUMO ‘. IMEHHO OT BOJBIHCKHX YEXOB ,,TBIKCHHC
ryccutusma mnepenuio 0bl B KyTHOTOpPCKUN OKpYT, Jajnee B CEBEPO-BOCTOYHYIO YaCTh
Yexuu“.>* B ogHoM 13 6ojiee MO3MHUX MHUCEM MPOTOMEPEN BBICKA3BIBAT HAMEXKIY, YTO
CBSIIICHHUKU BOJIBIHCKOW emapxuu, BO3MOXHO, ,,COTIACATCS BBOAUTH Majo MoMaly
CITaBSHCKO-YeNICKoe Gorocmyxkenne’.>

Brutn moctaBieHs! u 6onee oOmue 3a1a4m. ,,B BHIax 1apoBaHIs 4eXaM CPEICTB U3Y9IaTh
Poccuro® Ob110 TIPEINIOKEHO ,,CHAOANUTE 110 BOSMOKHOCTH JIYYIINMH KHUTaMH 3ICIIHUE
My3eH 1 001ecTBa“. ECTeCTBEHHO, UTO INIAHUPOBAIOCH MOMOJIHUTD (DOHIBI PYCCKOTO OT/IEa
6ubmrorexu Yerickoro HalMOHAIBEHOTO My3est. [1o HabroneHusiM potouepes A. Jlebeesa,
YCHICKUH My3eil ,,eBa cymniecTBoBai” . Ero ¢uHaHCOBOE MOJOKEHHE OBUIO TIAYCBHBIM,
MOdTOMY ,,0KHJIaTh OT My3es, 9TOOBl OH caM MPHUOOpEeTan PycCKue KHHUTH, OBIIO
HEBO3MOXXHO .3 CsiieHHUK [Ipaskckoit 1iepkBu Opai Ha cebst 00s3aTeNbCTBO ,,CHECTUCH
CO BCEMHU PYCCKUMH YHHBEPCHTETAMHU ', YTOOHI ,,yICHBIC KOPIOPAINU CHAOANUIH CBOUMH
UCCIIEIOBaHUSAMHE YEHICKY10 Onbnuoteky ™. K ero ynusnenuro, B Uexuu He ObLIO U CIIaBTHCKUX
00I1[eCTB, MOTOOHBIX OTCUCCTBCHHBIM CIABIHCKUM KOMUTETaM. ,,CiiaBus™, yupeKIcHHAs
CTY[ICHTaMH, HE IMOJIb30BAIACh ,,HU COUYBCTBUEM, HU ITOMOIIBIO CO CTOPOHBI OOTaThIX M

64



BIIMSTCIBHBIX KJaccoB oOmiecTBa”. HacTosTenp mpaBociaaBHOTO Xpama B [Ipare Obut
paszipakeH U TeM, 4TO ,,3/1eIIHNEe OOTaThIe JIIOU COBEPIICHHO PAaBHOAYIIHBI K U3y4YEHHUIO
CIIABSIHCTBA, XOTS [IOCHLIAIOT 3HAYMTENIbHbIE JICThl B Pum*“.% TIpruemM OH aKIeHTHPOBAT
oco0oe BHMMaHME Ha CIaBTHCKHX MCCIEIOBaHMAX, MO0 0e3 HUX ,,HEBO3MOXKHA 37paBast
MOJINTHKA ¥ UICKPEHHEE PAa3yMHOE OTHOILICHNE YEX0B ™ K PYCCKHM.

BecbMma ,,cTporue u peskue CyXJICHHA™“ 0 BOXKASAX CTAPOUCHICKON MApTUU H MPEXkKae
Bcero o @. Purepe moasepriuch HEOOBINON MEPEOIICHKE MOCIC BU3UTA ITOTO JICATEIIS B
[Mapwmx. C Bo3Bpamienuem B [Ipary ,, ero B3msia cTain 0ojblie U OOJbILE OTPE3BISATHCS .
OnHaKo TPyJHO MPOKOMMEHTHPOBAThH coolIieHne nporonepest A. Jlebenena o Tom, 9TO ,,B
HacTodllee BpeMs™“ T.e. B KoHIE Mas 1876 ., ,,BOKIU CTApOUECLICKUE XOTAT Y3HATh
HaIpaBJIEHUE PYCCKOM MOJUTUKU U NOJTYYUTh MHCTPYKIIMIO, KaK UM JIeHcTBOBATh™ . UTO
CTOMT 32 9TOH nH(popmalei? 3asiBiIeHHas O3UIHS HE SBISETCS PE3yIbTaTOM KOHTAKTOB 1
noroBopenHocreii ¢ @. Purepom, T.k. IeperoBopoB ¢ HUM, TIO-BUAUMOMY, He ObL10. Pycckuii
CBSIIIICHHUK CJIeJIaJl BBILICPHBEICHHOE 3aKITIOYCHHE, NCXOMS U3 HECKOJIBKMX 00CTOSITENBCTB.
[Ipex e Bcero oH MMeN B BUY mmoe3nky rpada Ana Fappaxa, kyparopa Uemickoit MaTuibt
B Poccuro Becroit 1876 1. Cynst mo omHOMY 13 iceM u3 Mnana bonecnasa ot 26/14 anpens
1876 1., mpuHamIexkaero nepy Hekoero O. [Tiga, ,,pageTerst pyccKo-4emcKOro COMMKSHUS
U ajipecoBaHHOTO K KHs13t10 A.M. BacunpaukoBy, rpad ObLT ,,0JHUM U3 CaMbIX PEBHHBBIX
npuBepxkeHieB Poccun n cnaBsgHckoro aena‘. [Ipuyem peds uia o nenax, ,,COCTaBISIOIINX
CBOETO pojia MOJTUTHICCKYIO TaitHy“."’ B ueM e coctosiia ee cyTh? UelicKuii mocianer
rpad SI. I'appax xoTen ,,I03HAKOMHUTBCS C PyCCKUM OOIIECTBOM M TIOTOBOPHTH O Jienax .
On nazesuics ,,[IONYyYUTh AyANEHINIO Y CaMOTO HACJIEIHHKA, IIO3HAKOMHUTECS ¢ Tpadom
[lyBamoBsiM, KHA3eM [opuakoBbiM“.’® Kak BUINUM, pedb mIa O POCCHHCKUX TOCY-
JTAPCTBEHHBIX JIESATENAX CaMOro BEICOKOTo paHra: o [Terpe Aunapeesuue IlyBanose, B 1866—
1874 rr. — mede xannapmos, B 1874-1879 rr. — nocne B Jlonnone, nu Anexkcanape
Muxaiinosuue T'opuakoBe, MUHUCTpE MHOCTpaHHBIX ael B 1856—1882 rr. Ilenpio xe
BO3MOJKHBIX TIEPETOBOPOB OBLIO MOTyUEHHE TOJICPKKH ,,pyCCKOH TUMIOMATHH, €CIn OBl B
HEMHOTO H3MEHEHHOM BHJ1e, YeM B Typiu, 1n00 Tak, Kak aBCTPUHCKHE HEMITBI M Ma/IbSIPBI
HIIYT TTOJICPKKH TIPYCCKOM TurioMaTuu’,>

O wmuccun f1. Fappaxa mucan u nporouepeid A. Jlebenes. B nanHoM ciyuae rpad
IpeJcTaBiIeH Kak JHIO0, o3ByuuBliee B Poccun ,jomorarensctBo™ ®. Purepa u ero
okpyxeHus. [To MHeHHUIO TpoTouepes, 3TH AeATEH UCXOIUIH ,,13 MOJTUTUYECKUX TOJIBKO
pacdeToB, a He U3 N3YUCHUS AyXa HApOJHOHN KHU3HU PYCCKUX M U3 NCKPEHHNX CUMIIATHH K
Ham*.** Pycckuit CBAEHHNK OBLT KpaiiHe 00€CIIOKOCH TeM, Kak ObI pOCCHICKast TUTIIIOMATHSI
HE OTHECJIaCh HEOCTOPOXKHO ,,K TAKOMY 0OpAIIEHHIO K HEH OTHOTO U3 HanboIee CUIbHBIX U
JIeATENbHBIX [IEMEH CJIaBIHCKUX B ABCTpHHU %!

Kak ke pa3zBuBajach CHUTyallus Yy CTOJb BIMATEIBHOIO Hapoja mocie cMmeptu Pp.
[Manauxoro? B koM poccuiickue HaOIOAaTEIN BUIEIN €ro mpeeMHuKoB? Kazanoch Obl,
BOIIPOC 3TOT PUTOPUUECKHUH, ECTECTBEHHBIM HacsIeHUKOM Jiena [Tamarkoro Opu1 @paHTHIIEK
JlamucnaB Purep. B 3To0if cBSA3M poccuiicKuil HaOMIODATENh KATETOPUYECKA YTBEPKIIACT,
YTO ,,TAKOTO aBTOPUTETHOT'O, TAKOTO JI0OPOCOBECTHOTO M TAKOTO MPEIAHHOTO MPEICTABH-
TeJlsl YeHICKUX HHTepecoB, kakoB O[but| [Tanankuii, Het”. Ha aTom done ®. Purep siBisiics
3HAUUTEJIBHO OoJiee c1aboi moMuTHYeCcKol (Urypoii. XoTsi OH U UMEJ ,,MHOTO TOCTOUHCTB®,
,,OCOOCHHO BCErJa CHIIBHBI €ro peuu‘, MpPOU3BOAMBIIKE ,,HA MACCy MOTYIIECTBEHHOE
BIIEYaTJICHNE", HO OH He 00Jajal ,,caMOCTOSTEIbHOCTRIO U TBEPIOCTHIO B MIPUHINNAX ",
,,CIAIIIKOM TojiaBasicst BHynreHusm* [eiirrammepa n CKpeHroBckoro.

3meck A. JlebeneB BeeT pedb o Upe3BhIUaifHOM BIMsTHAN Ha 31 @. [Tamamkoro aByx
U3BECTHBIX YCHICKHX ITyOIUIIMCTOB U MOMUTHKOB: AHToHHHA OToKapa Lleritrammepa (1832—
1919), onnoro u3 penakropoB raszetsl ,,[lonutuka“ (Politik) 1 Slna Cranucnasa Ckpeii-
moBckoro. [IpudemM nmocineqHuit OTpEeKOMEHI0BaH Kak Hanboiee BeposSTHBIHN conepHUK .
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Purepa. Ilo xpaiineit mepe 5. CkpeiiioBckuii cam ce0s ,,BOCXBaJIsUI™ Kak yesoBeKa,
,,KOTOPBIH JTydllie BCEro MOHUMAT, IICHIIT U YyecTBOBa [lamarkoro®.®

B cBoro ouepens, purypa . CkpeHmoBckoro BeI3bIBaNa y nmpoTouepes A. Jlebenena
camblie Oonpire coMHeHHs. OH MPSMO THCal, YTO TOT ,, €[Ba JIM TOAUTCS CTOATH B Yele
yenickoro Hapoaa“. bonbie Bcero Hacropaxusaio nopeaeHue 1. CKkpelioBcKoro, ero
HEMOCTOSHCTBO B OTHOIICHUH TIOJIMTUYECKUX MapTHEPOoB. To oH ObLI B IpyxOe ¢ OparbsiMu
I'perpamu u Bo Bpaxe ¢ O. Purepom, To miest Ha CONMKCHUE C MOCASAHUM. ,,[10 1apoBaHusIM
OH ropaszio BeIne Purepa, HO B MOpaJIbHOM OTHOILICHUH OH HE MOJIb3YETCsI XOPOILeit clnaBoii®,
— THcaJ PYCCKUi CBAMCHHUK. [locmenHmii XapakTepu30Bajd YCHMICKOTO MOIUTHKA U
MyOIHIINCTA KaK ,,0TIATHHOTO adepucTa®. U 1emmo 3aKImro9anoch He TOIBKO B TOM, UTO BIIaes
coctossnueM B 500 twic., S.CkpeilmoBckuil umen rpomMajubie goiaru. Ilonoxenue
yCyTyOIIsuIoCh TeM, 4TO ero adepbl SKOObI UMEJH ,,BXKHOE BIMSHHUE HA €r0 MOJUTHYECKHE
yOeKACHUS U ICHCTBUS . DTO BBIPA3MIOCh Kak Ha oTHoteHuu 5. Ckpefiosckoro k Poccun,
TaK U B PEJIOKEHNH CBOUX YCIyT Miagouexam.® B kauectse aprymenta npotus 5. Ckpeii-
I0BCKOTO TpoTouepeit A. JlebeneB naxke nmpusen mueHue VBana (na) [amamkoro, cerHa
,,OTIIa gerickoro Hapoxa™: ,,Ecmu 661 CkpeiimmoBckoro 3actpennin B benrpazae (oH Torma
6[ew1] B Benrpane), CnankoBckuit ymep, a LlefiTrammepa 9€pt B3s1 — TO OBLT OBI MOKOM
(mup) B Yexax“.% 3nech crneayeT MOsICHUTD, 4To peub uaet o Kapne CramkoBeckom (1823—
1880), omHOM 13 ocHOBareneit HannonaapHOM nmapTuu cBOOOAOMBICIIAIINX.

B mucsmax u3 Iparu storo nepuona rosoputcs u o SJue [MBane Skosnesnde] Bamike,
yemickoM mybnumucte, ¢ 1858 mo 1868 rr. HaXxogWBmIeMCs Ha YePHOTOPCKOM
TUIIOMaTH9Ieckoi cimyxoe, a ¢ 1868 mpoxuasmeMm B Cankr-IletepOypre. C 3TOTO XKe
Bpemenn Sl. Bammuxk sBisics unenoMm CaskT-IleTepOyprckoro OTHENEeHUS CIaBSHCKOTO
OmarorBopuTtenbHOro komurera. Ccpliasch Ha MHGOPMAILMIO HEKOEro ,,9eHICKOT0o
CTOPOHHMKA CONIMIKCHUS aBCTPUICKHX cliaBsiH ¢ Poccueit o moBoay 000IHOM MOIb3bI™
(tak B opurunaie — 3. H.), Hactositens npaBociaBHoro xpama B [Ipare coobmian, 4yro 1.
Bamnmk ,,coctouT Ha ciyx0e aBCTPHUICKOTO MPaBUTEIHCTBA®, 0COOCHHO HHTEPECYETCS
JIeTaMH CITaBSHCKOTo KomuTeTa.* Errte 6oiee pasBEPHYTYIO XapaKTEPHUCTHKY STOMY JEATEITIO
nmaet caMm mporouepeit A. Jlebenes. On mumret o 5. Bammike kak 00 ,,04¢Hb COMHUTEIBHOM
arnaHocTh . CooOIIaeT, YTO MOCHIEHU ,,cHOCHTCS ¢ PUrepoM nmocpeicTBoM minpoBaIbHbIX
tenerpamm”. Ilpu 3TOM cam PyCCKHUil CBAIICHHUK MOJIB30BAJICS ,,CO00IICHHBIME UM (5.
Baryiukom— 3. H.) cBegeHusmMu o 31emHuX naptusax . Kak okazanocs, moixydeHHas U3 3TOro
WCTOYHHKA WH(OpMamus u JudHble HaOmoneHus A. JleGemeBa OBLIH ,,COBEPIICHHO
coracHbl*. Jlanee nporouepeit yrounset, yto f. Bauauk nocssiua ero ,,B TalHbI 37€IIHER
MONMUTHKH elle Torna, korna A. Jlebenes Tonbko ,,ipenHazHadancs B [Ipary*. Hecmorps
Ha To, 4TO coBeThI 5. Baiytuka ,,0b111 BecbMa Oaropa3yMHbI, TEM HE MEHee PoTorepei
BCE-TaKH PacCMaTPHUBAI €r0 Kak ,,aBCTPHHCKOE OKO 3a Jenamu komutera“. s’

OnHUM U3 BechbMa JIeIIMKATHBIX ObLT BOIPOC 0 (YUHAHCHPOBAHUH JIESTEILHOCTH HE TOJIBKO
camoit [Ipakckol mEepKBH, HO M PA3ITUYHBIX MPOEKTOB, CIIOCOOCTBOBABIINX OBI
,»O3HAKOMJICHHUIO C HAIIMMU BO33pEHUSAMHE . JICHbI'M HCIPAIINBAINCEH U HA TIepeBOoAbI JIu-
TYPTHH Ha YSTIICKHUH S3BIK C TTIOSICHEHUSMH, ¥ Ha TIONTOTOBKY KHUTH JUTS YTEHUSA 110 ,,IcTopun
LEPKBHU", B KOTOPOH OBl PacKpbIBaJIacCh ,,(panplib, KaKas 3ajienia B OCHOBY KaTOJIMYECKUX
BO33PEHUI" ¥ KOTOpast ObI CITyXKKiTa YIeOHUKOM JIs IIPaBOCIaBHBIX cliaBsiH.®® Kak mokasanu
nocienyromme coObITHS, BeYHasi poccuiickas nmpobiieMa HeXBaTKH JeHer u Oropo-
KpaTH4ecKas BOJOKHTA CTOSUIM Ha MYyTH peaju3aliy Kak MOMOOHBIX, TaK U JIPYTUX
3aMBICITOB.”

IIpotounepeem A. JlebeneBbm 1 kHs13eM A. V. BacHIIBUMKOBBIM 00CYKIAIUCh CAMBIC
pa3IMyHbIe NMPOMAraHIUCTCKUE MPOEKTHI, HAaNpPaBICHHbIC HA O3HAKOMJICHHE YEIICKOTO
ob1ecTBa ¢ ku3HbI0 Poccun u orMaramu npaBociiaBusi. B aToM oTHomeHun pabora ¢
YEIICKOM MepHouKoi ObUIa MPU3HaHA MaJIO TPOAYKTHBHOM, ITOCKONIBKY ,,3/1€IIIHIE T'a3€ThI
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TaK MaJibl, YTO HE MOT'YT [TOMEIIATh HA CBOMX CTONOIAX CTaTel KPYITHBIX M CEPhE3HBIX .

Kpome Toro, oTnEIbHBIC M3AAHMS OYEHb IUIOXO PACXOAMIHCH. B 3TOM cBA3M pycckuii
CBANICHHUK S3BUTEJIBHO 3aMEUaeT, UTO ,,37CHIHA IMyOJInKa, XOTS W CUUTAET cebs
00pa30BaHHOM, CKylla Ha KHUTH®. B KkadecTBe CBHAETENBCTBA MPUBOANTCS OTCYTCTBHE
HHTEpeca K NMEePeBOiaM ¢ PYCCKOTO KakK TPYAOB CAMOTO IpoTouepes, Tak 1 mo33un A. C.
ITymxuna u M. 1O. JlepmonToBa. Hactositens npaBocnaBHol 1iepkBu B [Ipare ¢ ropeusto
3aMeyaer: ,,TO JIM IepPeBO/bl ClIadbl (2 HEKOTOPbIE NEHCTBUTENBHO CIIadbl, IOTOMY 4TO
HEBO3MOYKHBI ), UJIM TIOTOMY, YTO CaMa KU3Hb 9y’K/1a IJIs 4eXOB, TOJIBKO 3TH NEPEBO/IBI THXO
UYT y KHUTOMPOAaBI[OB™."!

I'my6GunHast ’ke IpUYrHa 3aMETHOM XOIOHOCTH , T0 MHEHHIO ITpotouepes A. Jlebenena,
COCTOsIA B TOM, YTO ,,4EXH CIHIIKOM ITaTPHOTHI, CIMIIKOM HCKJIIOUUTEIbHBI B JTIOOBH K
cBoeit HapogHOCTH . Bonbllle Bcero OHM MHTEPECOBAIUCH ,,CBOCH HCTOpUEl U 60pHOOH ¢
HeMiamu“. Hanbomnee sS(pkuM IpUMEpOM MPUCTPACTHH YeXOB OBLIO UX YBICUEHHE TAKUMH
npousBeneHusIMH, kak ,,Cmepts Moanna I'yca®, ,,CmepTs JKKku®, X0Ts ,,HU Ta , HU ApyTas
JipaMa He UMEIOT B ce0e HUUETO IpaMaTHIeCcKOro™ ¥ JUIsl PyCCKHUX ObLIN ObI BEChbMa CKyYHBI.
OJtHAKO CIIEZI0BAJI0 YUUTHIBATh BKYCHI UETIICKOTO OOBIBATENS M OBITH TPH BBIOOPE ITEPEBOIOB
»KpailHe BHUMATEJIbHBIMH, a TIPH W31aHUH — SKOHOMHBIMHU ‘. OOCYXIaINCh JTaKe TaKHe
JIeTany Kak popMar pasHyHbIX U3TaHUH U T.I."

Koneuno e, He ObUT 000¥ICH ¥ BOIIPOC O POJH PYCCKOTO SI3bIKA B MEKCIIABSIHCKUX
oTHoIeHHsAX. IMEHHO ero TpakToBKa 00yCIOBIMBAET B U3BECTHOM MEpe MECTO JTyXOBHOTO
¢daxTopa B ¢popmupoBaHun oOpas3a 4exoB B poccuiickoM obmecTBe. HacrosTens
IIPaBOCJIABHOTO Xpama B [Ipare momarain, 4To B Jiee O3HAKOMIJICHHS YEXOB C TaKUMH
SIBICHUSIMHA POCCHHCKOH KM3HHU, O KOTOPBIX ,,HUUETO HE 3HAIOT Ha 3amaje U K KOTOPBIM
BIpodeM EBpomna 3amaHas HUKOTIa He MPUAET , HAWTydIlee CPEACTBO — U3y4EHHE PyCCKOTO
s3pika. OJJHAKO M B JIAHHOM CJIy4ae OH BIIOJIHE OOBEKTHBHO KOHCTATHPOBAJ, YTO TAKUX
XKENMAIOIIHX TI0 PA3HBIM PUYUHAM OBLIO SIBHO MaJio.”

Crenyer ykasaTb, 9TO MpOOIEMBI, KOTOPHIE OCBEIIAT B CBOCH MEPEINCKE HACTOATEINh
mpaBociaBHOro Xpama B [Ipare, He pa3 MOTHUMAIICH U B POCCHIICKOH Tpecce B OCIIETHIE
nBa necarmiaerns X1X B. Tak, oco6oe MecTo B poCCHHCKOH myOnuiucTuke kKoHma 80-x
rogoB 3anumaer ¢urypa B. W. JlamaHckoro, Kk 7ToMy BpeMEHH M3BECTHOTO MCTOpHKa-
crnaBucta, B 1865-1899 rr. mpodeccopa IlerepOyprekoro yansepcutera.” I'pomaaHbIii
pe30HaHC MMeNla ero cepusi crareil ,,BOCTOUHBIN CIaBIHCKUN BOMPOC™ U ,,3amaHbIH
cnaBsHCKUil Borpoc™.”> CoxpaHsisl MPUBEPKEHHOCTh CBOUM MPEIKHUM YOSKICHUSIM, OH
BHOBb 1 BHOBb MOIYEPKHUBAI, UTO ,,[IPOBHJICHUE BBI3BIBACT BECh MPABOCIaBHbIN BoCTOK,
BCE CJIABSHCTBO Ha KOJOCCAJIbHYI0 OOphOy ¢ JATHHCTBOM M repMaHCTBOM . B craThe
,,PYCCKHH 5I3bIK BMECTO HEMEIIKOTO, CJIaBSHCKOE OOTr0CIy)KeHHEe BMECTO JIaTHHCKoro™ B. 1.
JlamaHCKUI BBIHYXJEH OBLI NMPU3HATH, YTO ,,BBEACHHE I'PEKO-JIATHHCKOTO 00psna u
CJIaBSHCKOTO OOTOCIY)KEHHS y Y€XOB, MOpaBaH, CIOBEHIIEB, XOPBAaTOB MPUHAMICKUT K
3aj1auaM CJIABSIHCKUM ropaszio 0osee TpyAHBIM U CIIOKHBIM, 9€M N3Y4YEHHE PYCCKOTO S3bIKa
U PYCCKOM JIUTepaTyphl cpe ciiassi.” Ha myTH peausatuu 3Toi uien, ,,0y1b XOTb IECITKA
TBICSTY 3aMHTEPECOBAHHBIX *, 00BEKTUBHO CTOSITH CEpbe3HbIe MpensTcTBHs. [Ipexe Bcero
OblJIO HEOOXOAMMO MMETh Ha CTOPOHE ATOTO JBHKEHHUS OTPOMHOE KOJIUYECTBO
cBsieHHoCTyxuTenel. Eme Oornee cymectBeHHbIM (akTopom Oblia mo3uiust Puma. B
JTAHHOM ClIy4ae HEKOTOpbIe MPOMOBEAHMKH, CIYKUBIIME IO CIABIHCKOMY O0OpsIy, IO
MHEHHUIO PYyCCKOTO CIIaBHCTA, M HE AYMaJH MOKHIATh JOHO PUMCKOTO KaTOJIWIH3Ma, a
HaJEsUTUCh JOOUTHCS CIIENUaIbHOTO MANCKOro paspenieHus.”” [Ipu 3TOM OHH CCBUIAIHChH
Ha >HIUKIUKY mamns! JIbBa XIII ot 1880 1, KoTOpas pa3pemana cIaBsHCKOE OOTOCTYKEHHUE
YEepHOTOPCKUM KaTOJTMKaM aHTHBAPCKOTO ANOIIE3a.

Iomo6HbIe paccysxaeHus B. W, JlamaHCKHiA paciieHUBAI KaK DIyOOUaiImie 3a01y K ICHUSL.
CrnumikoM BeJMKa OblIa MPONAcTh MEXK/1y BOCTOYHBIM, IPABOCIIABHBIM U 3aIla/IHbIM, JIaT-
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WHCKHM CIIaBIHCTBOM. ,,JIJaTHHCTBO OTOPBAJIO 3aMaHOE CIABSIHCTBO OT €r0 POJHOM MOUBEI,
HOJYMHUIIO €T0 TePMAHCTBY, UCKAa3HJIO €0 TYXOBHYIO IPUPOIY, YOHIIO €0 HPaBCTBEHHYIO
CaMOCTOATEIbHOCTD, IOAYUHHUIIO POMAHO-TE€PMAaHCKUM HJi€ajlaM, BO MHOTOM HECOTIIACHBIM
CO CIIaBSIHCKUMH U HEPEAKO UM TUAMETPAIIbHO IPOTHBOMOI0KHBIM, OTYYUIIO UX OT POIHBIX
OparbeB, COXPAHMBILKX CIABIHCKYIO EPKOBb, — IOJYCPKUBACT OH B CBOEH cTarbe.’

KoneuHo, monemMuka nmpogoinkatach 1 1o MHOTHM JpyTruM ctoxeram. [Topoii uexu o0B-
UHSIUCh PYCCKOW CTOPOHOW Jlake B HEAOCTATOYHOM IIOYMTaHUU namatu ['yca, cBoero
JYXOBHOTO BOXk 4. Tak, Ipa3aHOBAHUE MATHBEKOBOTO I00MIES CO THS POXKIACHUS ,,CBATOTO
MHCTpa‘ HE CTaJI0O UMIIYJIBCOM K Pa3BUTHIO ,,HAPOAHOro nyxa“. J[BUKEHHE B 3TOM
HampaBJIEHUH 3a1J10XJ10, KOHCTatrposai oauH u3 apropos UCIICBO. Tonbko co BpeMeHeM
OHO MOIJIO IaTh KAKHUE-TO TUIOABL. "

B ator nepuon u3nanus, nponaraIMpoBaBIIne CaBTHO(GUILCKUE Uiealbl, CTapaTeIbHO
OTCIIC)KMBAIOT BCE MyOJIMKAIIMKU B YEIICKOW Mpecce, B KOTOPBIX B TOM HJIM HHOM KOHTEKCTE
o0cyskaanack npodiaemMa BO3MOKHOCTH BBEJCHUS ,,HAPOJHO-LIEPKOBHON OpraHu3aIuu™ y
4exoB.*' B MHOrOYHCIICHHBIX 3aMETKaX Ha 3Ty TEMY IPOBOAUTCS MBICIB O TOM, YTO SKOOBI
CIaBsSHE-KaTOIMKNA MEUTAIOT O CIABIHCKOM OOTOCIYXEHHH, KOTOPOE ,,HE CTOWUT B
MIPOTUBOPEUHH C MATICTBOM . B T0 e Bpemst unraresnto Oblia MpeocTaBIeHa BOSMOKHOCTD
03HaKOMHTbHCSI C TOYKOHN 3PEHUSI CTAPOUCIICKOTO n3anust ,,Pokrok*. ABrop onyonukoBaHHON
B HEM CTaTbHU COMHEBAJICS B TOM, YTO MOXHO OBLIO HAAEATHCS Ha YTBEP)KICHHUE CPEAU
4eXOB KMPWILII0-Me()OANEBCKOI LIEPKBH KaK paiMKaIbHOTO CPE/ICTBA JIs CHIACCHUSI YETICKOM
Haluu. ,,B Hamie BpeMs W IpH TENEpenrHeM MON0KEHHH OHa CTaja Obl HEBO3MOXHOW H
BpEIHOH, Korna Obl MPUCTYIWIN K NMPAKTHYECKOMY OCYIIECTBICHHUIO ee”. B crarpe
COBEPIIEHHO CHPABENTUBO TOBOPUTCS, UTO ,, HY’KHO CUUTATHCA C (PaKTaMH, a HE TOHATHCS
3a yromusamu*.¥!

BHoBb 9Ta Tema OblTa MOAHATA HA CTPAHUIIAX POCCUNCKOM MPECChl OCAEHEN TPEeTH
XIX B. B paMKax 0OCYXJEHHsI BOIIPOCA O MOIBITKE OOBbEIMHEHHS CTAPOKATOIMYECKOH
[EepKBH ¢ mpaBociaBHOM.® OpHUM 13 Hanbonee aKTHBHBIX MPOIATaHANCTOB MOTOOHON
unen ctaix A.A.Kupees (1833-1910), B 1878—1879 rr. mpencenarens CaHKT-
[TerepOyprckoro crnaBsHCKOTO KOMHTETa, cekperaph [lerepOyprekoro otaena OOmecTsa
Jr00OUTENeH TyXOBHOTO IPOCBELICHUsI. BepHbIi MpuBepKkeHell CIaBIHO(DUIBCKUX HIEaJI0B,
MHOTHE TOABI TeHepal-aJIbIOTaHT MpU BeduKoM KHsA3e Koncrantune Hukxonaesuue, oH
nosarail, 4To ,,CTapOKaTOIMYECTBO MPHOIN3UT K MTPABOCIABUIO YEXOB .

B nponoseau crapokaronuueckux uaei cpenu uexoB A.A. Kupee Buaen cpeactso
MpoOyXACHHUSI X OT PEIUTHO3HOTO CHA, CIIOCOOHOE 3aCTaBUTh MX CHENATh mIar K
MIPaBOCIIABHIO, BCTIOMHUTH ITpeIanus BpeMeH Bennkoit Mopasuu 1 rycutckux BoiH.** Bee
9TO JJOJDKHO OBLIO MPUBECTH K JAAJIEKO HJIYIINM ITOCIECTBUSIM: BEPHYTh YEXOB K JIPEBHEMY
NPaBOCIABHOMY JIOTMaTy, K CJIaBTHCKOMY SI3bIKY IpH OorociyxeHuu. [Tpu aToM yexu Moriu
COXpaHUTH 3anajaHble GopMbl B cBoel nepkBu. A. A. Kupees cumrain, 4To HECMOTps Ha
pasHuLy ,,B Gopmax, oOpsiax u OOTOCIOBCKMX MHEHMSAX, CAMHCTBO LEPKBEH BIIOJHE
BO3MOKHO.3* B CBOMX MHOTOUHCIICHHBIX ITyOMHINCTHYESCKAX BBICTYIUICHHSIX OH PEILUIOXKHUIT
PsIT KOHKPETHBIX MEp, BepHEE MPUHIIUIIOB, Ha KOTOPBIX M MOTJIO IPOM30MTH 00beANHEHUE
CTapOKATOJIMKOB C MPABOCIABHBIMU. UeXUn B JaHHOM Cly4yae MPECTOsIIO ChITpaTh poJib
MPOBOJAHMKA B MPOBEJCHUHU ITOM aKIMM B APYTUX CIABIHCKUX KATONMYECKUX 3EMIIAX.
3HAKOMCTBO C MyOJUITUCTUKON 3TOTO JIEATENs TTO3BOIMIO COBPEMEHHBIM OT€UECTBEHHBIM
HCTOPUKAM BCJIEA 32 HUM 0e3 KakuX-JmOOo KOMMEHTapHEeB yTBEPXKJaTh, UTO ,,IIOTBITKA
YeIICKUX HanuoHanbHbIX Aedreneil K. Cnaakosckoro n @. bpayHepa BBeCTH IPaBOCIaBUE
y 4eX0B He nmena ycrexos* .3 Koneuno, momo6HbIi BEIBOI A. A. Knupeesa TpeGyeT cephe3HbIX
YTOUHEHHMH B CBETE MPUBEICHHBIX BBIIIE MaTepPHajoOB, KOTOpPbIEe, HAIPOTUB, TOCTATOYHO
yOenUTEeNbHO CBUICTENBCTBYIOT O TOM, YTO BPSIJ I BCEPhE3 MOKHO TOBOPUTH O MOIBITKE

3

,»BBCJICHHS MPaBOCIaBusi y uexoB “ co croponbl ®. BpayHnepa, u yx tem oOomnee K.
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CnaikoBCKOro, BeChMa pacueTIMBOTO M OMBITHOTO HonuTHka. KpoMe Beero mpoyero, 06a
OHM TIPU BCEM JKEJAaHUM HE MMEJIH BO3MOKHOCTEH IS NMPaKTHYECKOH pean3aiuu
cOpMYIHPOBAHHOHN HJIEH, MOCKOJIBKY HU OUH, HU JPYyTrod HE SBISAINCH HEPKOBHBIMU
(dyHKIIMOHEpaMH HEOOXOMMOTO YPOBHSI.

Cronb akTUBHOE 00CYKICHUE B POCCHICKOH ITpecce TaKoro O0JIE3HEHHOTO BOTIPOCa He
MOIJIO HE BbI3BaTh OTBETHOW peakuuu. Ciemyer XoTsi Obl YIIOMSHYTh CTAThIO YEIICKOTO
¢unonora, cnasucta, ¢ 1871 1. nouenTa, a ¢ 1875 r. npodeccopa Bapurasckoro yHuBepcu-
tera O. O. IlepBonbda (1841-1885). Ee nazpanue ,Yenicko-pycckue HepopasyMeHUs
TOBOPHT caMo 3a ceOst. ABTOP BBIHYK/ICH OBIJI ITPU3HATD, YTO MIPOOIEMa BEPHI €1IIE CO BPEMEH
cB. Knpnnna n Medoans Oynopaxut crnaBsHCKHH MHP. ,,Borrpoc o BeponcrnoBenaHun 4y Th
HE TOTyOMII 4eX0B, MTOCCOPHII OKOHYATEIBHO MONSKOB U PYCCKHX M CCOPHUT MOCTOSHHO
xopBaroB u cep6os”,— moguepkusaet O. [TepBonbd.*® OH mbITasCsa pasbsICHUTD POCCHHCKOI
nyOJIMKe, YTO YeXH BCETAa IIOMHSIT, YTO PEJIMIHO3HOE MPOTHBOCTOSIHUE Uy Th HE IPHHECIIO
rudesb yenickoMy Hapony. IMEeHHO o3ToMY YelicKast MHTEJTUTCHIMS BBICTYIAeT IIPOTHB
CTIOPOB O BEPE, CUMTACT €€ JIETTOM Ka)KI0TO YaCTHOTO JInIa. YTO KacaeTcst OTHOLICHHS YEXOB
K IPaBOCIABHOMY BEPOHCIIOBEIAHNIO, TO, IO MHEHHIO ITpodeccopa, YeHICKMA Hapox OTHOCH-
TCsI K HeMy BItoiHe apyxento0no.8” O. TlepBoib(h BechMa SIPKO BBICTYIIMI B 3aIUTY Y€XOB
KaK HeMHOTOYMCJICHHOTO HapoAa, CHITPABILErO B UCTOPUHU UYEJIOBEYECTBA BUIHYIO POJIb.
VIMEHHO OIIBIT I'YCHTCKOTO JIBU)KCHUS SIBIISLIICS BECOMBIM BKJIJIOM YEXOB BO BCEMUPHYIO
HCTOPHIO U B 9TOM CMBICIIE IPHHAJUIEKAT ,,BCEMY 00pa30BaHHOMY desioBedecTBy . ['ycusm
paccMarpuBaiics Kak ,,eIMHCTBEHHOE CIABSHCKOE KYJIBTYpHOE SIBICHHE, KOTOPHIM
HHTEPECYIOTCS Be3e B 00pa30BaHHOM MHpE, TIe HEeHUTCs uaes %

Mexy Tem n B Hadane XX B. KaTOIMIECTBO CJIABSH, B TOM YHCIIE M Y€XOB, TPAKTOBAJIOCH
KaK UCKITIOYUTENBHO JIE3MHTErPALIOHHbIH ()aKTOp B pa3BUTHH CIIABSIHCTBA, €T0 lyXOBHOCTH.
OHO e SIBIISUIOCH MPUYMHON C1a00CTH 3ana(HbIX CIaBsiH, X 3aBUCUMOCTHU OT coceJiei,
IPEXkJC BCEr0 HEMIIEB. ,, YCBOMB JIATHHCKOE BEPOMCIOBEIAHHE U Clladble CBOMM pa3bell-
WHEHUEM, OHHU UCIIONHSIIA POJIb BTOPOCTENICHHYTO, a MOAYAC U MPSMO MOAYHMHEHHYIO™, —
YTBEpKAal OJUH M3 OPaTOpOB HAa coOpaHMM MOCKOBCKOTO oTjena MmMmeparopckoro
PYCCKOTO BOEHHO-HCTOPHUECKOTO 00miecTBa B aBrycre 1914 %

B 10 e Bpems poccuiickue myOIMIUCTBI aKIEHTUPYIOT BHUMaHHE Ha clIaboCTH
Karojndeckod tpaauuuu B Yexun. Hexotopble U3 HUX YKa3blBalOT Ha MH(OJIOTU3AIHIO
UJICOJIOTMYECKOH CyTH rycusma. [Ipu 3TOM BepHOCTh WjeajaM T'yCUTCKOTO JBH)KCHHS
MIEPECTaeT PAaCCMATPHUBATHCS KaK ITyTh BO3BPAIICHHS K TPABOCIaBHBIM KOpHIM. KoHewHo,
BIIMSTHUE CTAPBIX B3IIS/IOB IIIE MPOCIICKUBACTCS B HEKOTOPBIX IMTyONUKAMAX. Tak, KHPHILIO-
Me(OaNEeBCKYI0 HJICI0 TO-NPEKHEMY paccMaTpPUBal KaK CBI3YIOIIEE 3BEHO MEXKIY
ClIaBsiHAMHM, HE3aBUCUMO OT uX BepoucnoBenanus, 1.C.ITanbMoB, OOUH U3 BUIAHBIX
HCCIleIoBaTeel HCTOPHU TYCHTCKOTO JBMKeHHs B Poccnu.”® OnHako Bce BO3pacTaBIast
UHIH(HEPEHTHOCTH YEXOB K PETUTHO3HOMY BOIIPOCY, 0COOSHHO 10 CPABHEHUIO C ITOJISIKAMU
1 XOpBaTaMH, J1aBajia Ha/Ie)K/Iy, 9T0O IMEHHO Y HUX pyco(nibCckue HacTpoeHus OyayT Ha-
nbonee ycroiunBbMA. Poccuiickuii koHCYN JKyKOBCKHI C TOTHOH YBEpPEHHOCTHIO COOOTIIAT
n3 Ilparu, 4T0 ,,KaTONMYECTBO B CMBICIIE CHJIBI, TOM CHIIBI, KOTOpas TaK HECHMMMATHYHA
CPeaM PyCCKUX B Cpejie MOISIKOB — B YeXUH He CyIIEeCTBYET, T.K. B NIa3aX YEX0B KaTOIHIIN3M
— Opy/ne aBCTPUHCKON BITACTH, HEHABHUCTHOM BceMy Hapomy*.’”!

CrnenyeT nmpu3HaTh, 4TO PAaCCMOTPEHHBIH MaTepHall CIUIIKOM MO3aW4yeH, YTOOBI
MIPEACTAaBUTh IENOCTHYIO KapTHHY 00pa3a 4exoB B pycckoM obOmiecTBe. COBEpIIEHHO
€CTECTBEHHO, YTO MAJINTPa MHEHHUH, yUUTHIBAS CTOJb ITUPOKHE XPOHOJIOTHIECKUE PAMKH,
Obl1a 3HAYUTEIBHO pa3HooOpasHee. [IpeanpuHsTas MOMBITKAa BOCCO3/1aTh OINH U3 ACTICKTOB
HCTOPHH MPABOCIABHOW MHCCHU B UeXUM TOKa3bIBAET, YTO BPSA JIM MOXHO TOBOPUTH O
TOM, YTO €JAMHEHHE CIIaBSH Ha OCHOBE OOLIHOCTH PEIMIMU MUMEJIO KaKHe-TO peasibHbIC
MEePCIEKTHBEL. Y TBEPXK/ICHHE 00 HHTETPUPYIOLICH POIH PETHUTHO3HOTO (hakTopa’ maneko
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OT MCTHUHBI, 0COOCHHO KOTJa pedb MJCT O 3amaJHbIX ciaBsHax. MIimo3uu, nmopoi
J00pocoBecTHOE 320y XkK/IeHHE, a 3a4aCTyl0 CO3HATENLHO BHENIPSIEMbIE HJICOIIOTHUECKHE
MTOCTPOCHUSI — BOT HEM3MEHHBIE KOMIOHEHTHI TOJOOHBIX JOKTPHH. AHAIIN3 TEPETTUCKH
npotouepest mpaBociaBHoro xpama B Ilpare A. JlebeneBa, a 3aTeM M €ro NMpeeMHHUKOB
CBUJIETEIBCTBYET, YTO MBICIb O IPEBpAILEHUN IPaBOCIaBHOM Muccuu B [Ipare B mocneqHen
tpetn X1X — Hagane XX B. B HEKHH 0COOBIH LEPKOBHO-AUILIOMATUYECKUN OpTaH
M3HAYaJIbHO OKa3ajlach WIITIO3UEH, OIMH U3 MEePBhIX OPraHU3aTOPOB MUCCHH CO3HATEIBHO
OTKa3aJICs OT IMPOBE/ICHUS B )KU3Hb TPABOCIABHOMN HJIEH, TPOBO3IIAIIABIIEH €INHCTBO BCEX
CITaBSHCKUX HApomoB.”

B cBs3n ¢ neATenBHOCTBIO PYCCKOM MPAaBOCIABHOW IIEpKBH B IIpare coBpeMeHHBIMU
HUCTOPUKAaMH, Ha HAll B3N, U3JIUIIHE aKIEHTUPYETCs BHUMAHHE HA CTPEMIICHHH Kak
MO3IHUX CJIABSIHO(HIIOB, TaK ¥ CIABSHOMOO0B-TPAANIIMOHAINCTOB, HE MMEBIINX YETKOM
UJICHHO-TIOINTHYECKOW OPUEHTAIIMH U IPYIIIHPOBABIIMXCS BOKPYT CIaBIHCKHX OOIIECTB,
0Ka3aTh JYXOBHOE BIHSHKE HA YCHICKYIO OOIIECTBCHHOCTh.” AKTUBHO KyTBTHBHPYCMBbIi
HanboIee aHTAKMPOBAHHON B CJIABSIHCKOM BOTIPOCE YAaCThIO0 POCCHUHCKUX MHTEIUIEKTYaIOB
MU} 0 BO3MOXXHOCTH JTyXOBHOTO COJNMKEHHUSI OCTaBaJCs, B U3BECTHOH Mepe, MmyOiu-
LHUCTUYECKOM aKIuel, He MPEeoJ0JIEBIIEH OIPOMHBIN pa3pblB MEXAy MponaraHjgoi u
KOHKPETHOM MONNTHKOM. HY MEUTHI 0 pelMriHo3HOM €IMHEHUH, HU TONBITKH PACIINPEHUS
PYCCKOTO sI3bIKa B CJIaBIHCKUX 3€MJISIX B ITOcieaAHue Tpu aecsatuiietst XIX Beka, HU IPOEKThI
SKOHOMHYECKOTO0, MOTUTHUYECKOTO U KYJIbTYPHOTO COTPYAHHMYECTBA CIaBAH C KOHCTH-
TyuroHHOW Poccuell B Havane XX Beka HE MPUHECTH CYLIECTBEHHBIX PE3YJbTaToB, IO
KpaiiHeil Mepe B ToM 00beMe, Ha KaKOW PacCUNTHIBAIN NX HHUIMATOPHI.

JInme ¢ OroBOPKOH MOXKHO COINIACUTBCS C YTBEPIKACHUEM, YTO HAYAJIO AEATEIbHOCTH
PYCCKOil mpaBociiaBHOM 1epkBH B [Ipare siBiIo co0O0W OYEBUIHBIN PE3ysIbTaT YCHIIUH K
COJMIKEHUIO MEXJy POCCHMCKHMH MaHCIaBUCTCKUMH KPYraMHu ¥ JIUJIEPaMH YEIICKOTO
MOJUTHUYECKOTO TPeICTaBUTENbCTBA. [lymMaeTcs, yTo BpsA JU BEPEH M TE3UC O TOM, UTO
MMEHHO MPaBOCIIABUE BCTAJIO HA MyTH YDIyOJEHUS OTHOUICHWH MEXIY YCHICKUMH H
POCCUHCKMMHU MONUTHYECKUMH JEATEISIMHU B CMBICHIE ,,JIUTEIbHON COBPEMEHHO
MTOHUMAEMOM YENICKON BHENIHETOMUTHIECKOM TuHIN.” Xapakrep pasBUTHSI PyCCKO-
YEIICKMX OTHOLICHUH HAXOIUIICS B CIIOKHOM 3aBHCHUMOCTU OT B3aUMOZCHCTBUS IOJIU-
THYECKOTO (TOCYapCTBEHHOT0), PETUTHO3HOTO0, UICOIOTHYECKOTO M AYXOBHOTO (haKTOPOB.
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The Myth of the Kidnapped Faith and the Bulgarian
National Discourse

NIKOLAY ARETOV

Every identity is build on the basis of some kind of identifying core that includes some
marks of distinguishment, of continuity, codified in some kind of mythology, which could
be primary and secondary. In both cases it is a complex of narratives that carries crucial
knowledge and for this reason is often repeated in some conditions that are strictly regulat-
ed in space, time and in ritual practice. These narratives arrange the relations of the subject
of the identity with the world both in vertical and horizontal plane. They materialize this
through building a structure of representations, feelings and strategies, coded in meaning-
ful functional figures that have their precise estimation. The subject of the identity identi-
fies and correlates with them. The figures from the horizontal plane are projections of the
figures of the vertical and vice versa. Each of them is connected with certain type of events
and the narrations about them are not accidental, but are build by certain range of obliga-
tory elements and narrative structures. The analogy between the main mythical figures and
the archetypes described by C. G. Jung proposes additional resources for penetration in
every mythical system.

Prehistorical times showed a clear dichotomy: small and distinctly drawn Own (the
clan, the family, the tribe — which meant a group of people that lived together) opposed to
the boundless and hostile Alien which was though as Evil. The Own was defined by a
system of myths, that explained the origin and codified the signs of identity. The Alien was
distinguished not so much by the presence of some alien signs but by absence of the signs
of the Own. It was thought negatively, not as something different, but as something ‘not-
own’. The main opposition constructed two clear lines: Chaos — Cosmos, near — far, up —
down, good — evil, God (gods) — Satan (demons), human — non-human, etc. It was obvious
that the negative pole enveloped different things that were not differentiated. The figures of
the Evil were crucial and the story about the fight with them was one of the main devices for
self-identifying. Later this opposition will deal with couples of notions like culture — bar-
barism, Christianity — paganism, Orthodoxy — heresy, etc. The territory of the Own gradu-
ally expanded and the alien acquired its own signs and meanings and began to differentiate
into good and evil, hostile and non-hostile, attractive and repulsive, etc.

National mythology is a secondary mythology' that emerged not earlier than the late
18" century. Based on the fundamental oppositions and not denying already existing Chris-
tian construct the new mythology redefined self-images and images of the other, the main
figures and the narratives about them. It built new variation of the time of the ancestors —
the glorious past that had its historical coordinates but was still sacral. The pantheon changed
— new figures emerged, old ones gained new meaning. The figures of the Baptist and the
Saint (the Heavenly Defender) remained but they obtained clear national features. Gradu-
ally the main figure of the Founder was reshaped and was associate with the state. The
group of the Heroes and Warriors increased, so do the narratives about their great deeds and
glorious victories.

Side by side with the own Heroes appeared the figures of the Other. They communicat-
ed in some way with the figures of the Own and formed with them a system. The Other
appeared in several main types that had their variations: The Abductor, The Barbarian, The
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Religious Other, The Plotter — weak, civilized but perfidious, The Envious, The Insidious
Beauty, etc. In some cases these types and their variations represented qualities that could
combine in one figure. In their essence the main figures were archetypes and they had their
analogies not only in some abstract mythology but in the Bible too.

When one looks closer at the particular national mythologies, Bulgarian and other Bal-
kan nations included, one could see that the plots about heroic deeds and glorious victories
did not predominate, as one could presuppose. Depressive traumas, narratives about de-
feats, misfortune and destruction were more often. The central place of the Kosovo battle
(1389) and the epic of Krali Marko (Marko Kralevic, ‘Mark, the King’s son’) in Serbian
and Bulgarian mythology were among the most remarkable instances. The case of the
soldiers of King Samuel blinded in 1014 by Byzantine Emperor Basil IT Bulgaroctonus
(“‘Slayer of the Bulgarians’) was similar. There were at least two strategies towards traumat-
ic events. The first one tried to convert them into heroic events, the second put the stress on
the tragedy. The central figure in the traumatic plots could be seen as secular variation of
the figure of the Martyr. One very significant instance was Balkandgi Iovo from the ex-
tremely popular in more recent time folk-song with a problematic authenticity.

It is well known that people’s memory often made heroes from ambiguous historic
figures, attributing to them patriotic motives that they did not have. The most familiar
instance in Bulgarian context was the Ottoman vassal Marko and the separatist Momchil.
This is one interesting and not sufficiently studied phenomenon that is typologically sim-
ilar with mystification.

* ok %k

The collision between Christianity and Islam leading to changing the faith by force is
still one crucial source for mythical plots. The faith, the religious identity is thought as
something extremely valuable that could become an object of kidnapping and first and
foremost of destroying. Unlike books and women? (the two other main objects of kidnap-
ping and destroying in Bulgarian mythology) the faith obviously could not be stolen which
means illegally appropriated and used by the Other. One more deep analysis of that plot
could reveal some kind of previous inner hesitation and insecurity. One is afraid to lose
something that may be lost, something with which he or she is not so organically and
indivisibly connected. From one particular viewpoint fears could be thought as inverted
forms of hidden desires. The opposite change of the faith — the conversion of a Muslim into
Christian — appeared only as an element of bigger narrative structures and, of course, did
not cause trauma, but happiness. On the other hand faith and ethnicity merged in mass-
consciousness and the popular name of the phenomenon is making Turk, while the word
islamisation was seen as bookish, as erudite.

The plot about changing the faith by force was a direct prolongation of the traditional
conflict Christians — pagans known from the popular early Christian lives of martyrs. On
the other hand it resembled one another crucial plot in Bulgarian national mythology — the
story of the ‘Unhappy Family’, the story of the kidnapped beautiful Bulgarian young wom-
an and the attempts of the relatives to rescue her.® This plot owed its name to the first new
Bulgarian short novel, written by Vasil Drumev in 1860. One could presuppose that these
two plots had common mythical base, that they came from common archetype. It is possi-
ble to re-construct one common plot — kidnapping of a woman (for some reason she was not
rescued), followed by changing the faith by force (the victim could not manage to commit
suicide) and eventually — the suffering and the traumatic memories. Similar chain of events
could be traced in the short story Turkish Pasha by Lyuben Karavelov, some parallels exist-
ed with the folk-motif about the return of the Janissary. The plot about the burned books
could be thought as transformation of the plot about the unhappy family — the main struc-
ture remained, but the element woman was replaced by the element books, preserving its
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status of super-value. All the three plots get into circulation both orally and as written texts.
Due to Drummev’s short novel Unhappy Family and the other early prose works the plot
about the kidnapped woman was perceived mainly as literature. The plot about the burned
books was perceived both like literature after the publishing of the Monologue or thoughts
of Metropolitan Ilarion before burning the Bulgarian books from the Metropolitan’s library
in Turnovo by Vasil Popovich. But the plot about the kidnapped faith circulated mainly as
folk-songs, legends and their recordings. It was essential part of many new lives of martyrs
too. They all groundlessly claimed to represent real events. Many variations of the three
plots could be seen as mystifications, some of them deliberate. This was particularly char-
acteristic for some works about burned books and especially for some lives of martyrs
written in Month Athos.

Here I will look briefly at some written local chronicles dealing with changing the faith
by force. I will leave for further study the similar plots in lives of martyrs and folk-song as
Do you give, Balkandgi Yovo, beautiful Yana to Turkish faith. These chronicles represented
actualization in the field of religion of the archetypal conflict between We and the Other,
adding some new and important elements. The basic and most popular text was the note of
Methodi Draginov How Chepino was made Turk, published by Stephan Zachariev in 1870
and re-published repeatedly afterwards.* The title was added later and appeared in several
variations. The authenticity of the text was seriously questioned by Ilia Todorov and others.
> Without great changes the almost same story appeared in some other texts - Chronicle of
Batkunian Monastery “St. Peter and St. Paul’® and Chronicle of Golyamo Belovo village.’
The same events were included in the more large Historical notes.® All these works are
connected in between and were with disputable authenticity. One could add also The sec-
ond ruination of Bulgaria,” a manuscript, published by the Russian scholar Laminski in
1869, and so called Drjanovo copy™ of the famous history, written by monk Paisiy from
Khilendar.

I am not going to deal here with the question about the disputable authenticity not only
because it is almost solved but mainly because it goes beyond the problems of this paper.
From the viewpoint of the national mythology and mass-consciousness is crucial not if an
event happened, but if the public believed that it had happened. Almost everybody believes
in the stories about the islamization by force. One other question is important, but it is
difficult to find a clear answer. Since when the people started to believe in this kind of
stories, since when they started to dominate in mass-consciousness. These questions are
connected with the growth and the spread of the plot. Here I can only mark some of the
possibilities.

Generally speaking the appearance of this kind of texts was connected with some edu-
cated representatives of local patriotic intelligensia. They had access to the existing means
of distribution of texts and ideas. On the other hand the public was already prepared by the
same patriotic intelligensa for adoption of that kind of plots. This process began not earlier
than the middle of the 19" century, but the first publications appeared in the 1870s.

The appearance of a new image of the enemy, a new object for demonizing was charac-
teristic for this plot. More precisely speaking there were two enemies — Turks and Greeks.
They acted together against Bulgarians. Greeks were the traditional enemy, Turks were
relatively new enemy. Specific acts and their psychological motives were attributed to both
of them. These acts and motives were, if not false, at least not typical for them. These were
not familiar to the people historic facts, but suspicions, fears, which meant — hidden desires.
As a matter of fact in the historic notes one could find a transitional stage of the process of
new demonization. Its first appearance was in the History of monk Spiridon, who connect-
ed the fall of the Bulgarian kingdom with perfidious deeds of Patriarch of Constantinople.
The same duality of the Enemy was characteristic for Methodi Draginov. Here “the cursed
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metropolitan Gabriel” also encouraged Mehmed pasha in his satanic deeds.

Other peculiarity of the Methodi Draginov’s historic note was that it pointed at the time,
the cause and the perpetrators, but there were not heroic figures yet. These who refused to
adopt the Islam rested anonymous victims. The heroization of the new martyres of the faith
showed up in Historic notes, where many died for the Christian faith. In Historic notes
appeared avengers for the suffering of the people, as in the prose works, dealing with the
motive of the Unhappy Family. This was also manifestation more of the desire that of the
fidelity to the truth.

The motive about the kidnapped faith was essential element of Bulgarian national my-
thology and still have reserved place in Bulgarian national discourse. Two basic self-imag-
es could be found here — The Martyr (the victim) and the Liberator, the Avenger. The two
main images of the Enemy were also sketched — The Perfidious Greek clergyman and The
Brutal Infidel. These figures interacted in a specific way and formed the main plot in Bul-
garian national mythology. This plot was constructed from two basic events — kidnapping
and liberation (revenge); a violation of the cosmic order and its restoration. This was repe-
tition of something important, that had happened in illo tempore, as Mircea Eliade said,
that determined the present day. This repetition was important and desired because it con-
solidated the ethnic community. That is why the question of the authenticity of the texts that
carried the plot was left aside and did not caused problems for the advocates of nationalism
and for their devoted public.
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Cist Hajka

ZDENEK BENES

V déjinach kazdé historiografie najdeme dila urcujici epochu. V déjinach té Ceské patii
mezi takovéto dila Kosmova Kronika Cechii na samotném pocitku jejiho vyvoje; pro 19.
a znacnou c¢ast 20. stoleti jim byly Dé&jiny narodu ceského Frantiska Palackého. Mezi tato —
feceno modernim terminem paradigmaticka dila — patii i prosluld Kronika ¢eskd Véclava
Hajka z Libocan (1541). Ceské historické mysleni a jeho vyvoj ovlivnila specifickym zpi-
sobem. Byla zivym dilem po tfi a pul stoleti, a byla to doba, jejiz pocatek je po vSech
strankdch socidlniho Zivota nesouméritelny s jejim koncem. Prob€hly hluboké zmény ve
stylu mysleni, zménila se pfirozené i podoba samotné historiografie. Proménily se proto
i zpiisoby a charakter Eetby Hajkovy kroniky. Ukolem tohoto piispévku je alespoi v na&rtu
popsat a prihlédnout ptitom i k $ir§Sim souvislostem celku historického mysleni, tedy
k historické kultufe.

Pfipominat podrobnéji genezi Hajkovy kroniky a jeji misto ve vyvoji Ceského déjepi-
sectvi neni snad tfeba obsdhle popisovat. Uz Ctvrtstoleti je zndmo, Ze kronika vznikala
v prostifedi ndbozensky i stavovsky do zna¢né miry oteviené humanistické druziny Jana st.
Hod¢jovského z Hodé€jova a s jeji podporou. Vzniklo dilo, jez bylo do té doby nejucelenéj-
$im a nejpodrobnéjSim vypsanim Ceskych déjin a které bylo také ctendtsky Zivé a pritazli-
vé. Neni proto divu, Ze béhem ctyf desetileti se stalo kronikou autoritativni, jeZ byla pro
dalsi kronikére prvoradou informacéni zakladnou. Plnym pravem proto ke konci druhého
desetileti 19. stoleti oznacil H4jkovu kroniku za — feceno dneSnim terminem — dilo paradig-
matické, davajici tedy zakladni charakteristické rysy celému jednomu obdobi c¢eského dé-
jepisectvi. Hajkovské obdobf trvalo ptes dvé stoleti, pfekonalo je aZ osvicenské historické
mysleni Gelasia Dobnera a Josefa Dobrovského; veelku pfirozené dvou prvnich velkych
kritikti Hajkovy kroniky. Zatimco Dobner ve svém kritickém vydani piaristického piekladu
kroniky do latiny se snazil Hijkovy omyly a chyby opravovat a uvadét ,,na pravou miru®, tj.
do souladu s osvicenskym pristupem k historii, spokojil se v ndvaznosti na néj Dobrovsky
ve svych Déjindch Ceské feci a literatury se suchym konstatovanim, Ze jako déjepisec nema
tento rymar Zadnou zdsluhu, jako basnik pak zasluhu velmi malou. Lze mu pri¢ist jen jistou
cenu Vv li¢eni mravi a zpisobu mysleni Cechti jeho doby, vytknout mu pak v této souvis-
losti pouze ndrodni zast viici Némcuim, diky niZ se uchyluje az ke hrubym I1Zim.

V tomto hodnoceni se uz ozyva ocenéni, jemuz se Hajkovi dostalo i ve Wiirdigung der
alten bohmischer Geschichstschreiber (1830) Dobrovského zika FrantiSka Palackého. Také
podle ného ma Héjek jen nepatrny smysl pro historickou pravdu a ticty k ni. Chybi mu také
jakykoli vyssi svétovy a Zivotni nazor, svobodnéjsi politicky pohled a cit pro ndrodni za-
Jjmy, smysl pro vyznamné a charakteristické zjevy v dusevnim Zivoté lidském - jednim slo-
vem vSe, co miiZe zvysiti historikovu cenu; jeho vypravéni vSak nechybi ujistujici ton a Sirokd
mnohomluvnost, jimiZ Hajek vse, i déje nejskvélejsi a nejtypictéjsi, zplostuje a rozvodiiuje
a utdpi rovnéZ bezbarvé a nechutné ve vseobecné zemdlenosti a Zalostnosti.'

A v Uvodu ke svym D&jinam ndrodu eského z roku 1848 nachézi pro Hajka slova jesté
tvrdsi: cely déjezpyt a déjepis Cesky neznd vétsiho Skiidce nad muZe tohoto, ktery dav se do
spisovdni obsirné kroniky ceské, jal se s neslychanou nestoudnosti nejen vymysleti a na-
dobro liciti dle zdani svého pribéhy nebyvalé, ale i podklddati jim za prameny spisy rovnéZ
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smyslené a od nikoho, ani od spisovatele samotného, nevidané. A toto veliké pasmo IZ{
a klamii chytre ukrytych, za kteréZto my na misté spisovatelové stydéti se musime, podano
Jjest ndrodu nasemu za pravou kroniku roku 1541 a za takovou prijato i prijimd se bohuZzel
ode mnohych aZ podnes!

A lze sem polozit také zrod dvou velkych mytizovanych ¢teni Hajkovy kroniky. Aby-
chom jim snadng&ji porozuméli, podivejme se ve stru¢nosti na strukturu Hédjkovy kroniky
a jejiho li¢eni Ceskych déjin. Hjek zac¢ina vykladem o ptiivodu a pocatcich Cechd, avSak
v ramci toho vykladu také mluvi o pfedslovanském osidleni ¢eské zemé. Pak ndsleduje
seznam ,,muZzu, jez spisovatel ve svém dile ndsledoval“. A teprve poté v analistickém sché-
matu li¢{ Geské d&jiny od p¥ichodu Praotce Cecha do nové vlasti jeho lidu (roku 644) az do
roku 1527. Za pozornost stoji Hajkovo vyli¢eni vrcholné doby pohanské epochy d&jin Ce-
chd, jimZ byla vlada kn€Zny LibuSe. Pozoruhodnd je uz svym casovym zafazenim do let
710-735. Vzhledem k vytvofenému datu prichodu Cecht a do zemé, tradi¢niho stfedové-
kého schématu sedmi pohanskych kniZat a uz Kosmou uvedeného data pokiténi prvniho
Ceského knizete Bofivoje r. 894, jde o datovani vérohodné. Navic zaplnil dobu LibuSiny
vlady fadou udélosti, které rovnomérné, rok po roku, rozprostiel v uréeném casovém use-
ku. Nebudeme je tu detailné uvddét,® pro nase potfeby bude stadit uvést jejich logiku.
V prvnich letech své vlady (710-713) LibuSe zakldda hrady, patfici ji samotné Ci jejim
sestram; poté nésleduje doba zakladani vsi a mést, Klecan, Zatce, Libné€ aj. V roce 722 je
Libusi povoldn na kniZeci stolec Pfemysl a jeho svatbou s Libusi je poloZzen zdklad Premys-
lovské dynastie. Této vrcholné fazi celého obdobi ovSem piedchdzi neposlusnost prostého
lidu —r. 720 — jiz vladkyné fesi ustavenim vladdy zemand a vladykd; soucasti tohoto déni je
také spor mezi Rohoném a Milovcem o ves Chuchli, jez vrcholi LibuSinym soudem. R. 723
je zaloZena Praha a po ni dalsi vsi a hrady a hospodarské dvory. Zaroven jsou nalézdna
loziska drahych kovi, zlata a stiibra, a je zahajena razba minci.

Do zpisobu Hajkova vypravovani nejstarSich, mytologickych, ¢eskych déjin nds mtize
uvést popis udalosti, poloZené nasim kronikafem do roku 733. Tehdy méla Libuse za pfi-
tomnosti mnoha “starsich a znamenitéjsich” obyvatel ceské zemé prorokovat o nalezistich
drahych kovii v zemi. Nejen Ze LibuSina proroctvi jsou verSovand, ale v kronikarové vykla-
du se lze docist i neuvétitelné podrobnosti. Hijek vi, Ze LibuSe drZela v ruce zlatou Zdbu,
Ze pfed svym prvnim proroctvim povstala z kniZeciho stolce ,,malo ddle poodesla a zasta-
vila se na jedné vysoké nad rekau VIhtavau skale* a pak, obradcena smérem k zdpadu vy-
fkla proroctvi, podle néhoz se pod Bfezovym vrchem nachdzi stiibro. Poté se méla obratit
nalevo proti poledni a pfedpovédét ndlez zlata v Jilovém a déle se obratit k vychodu a pred-
povédét sldvu Kutné Hory:

,.Vidim horu tii hrbetii, ana

stribro z sebe vydava,

tu hojnost jeho bude bez miry;

ale Ze ma tri hrbety,

trikrat stribro sejde

a zase trikrat vzajde;

médi krasné pri tom vidim velikii oblohu,

vam to vSecko 1 vasim budiicim zaslibiti moh[aju.

Takovéto vypravéni v nds zfejmée vyvola ismév. Pfesto bychom neméli prehlédnout, Ze
jde o obraz, jemuz nelze upfit psychologickou vérohodnost. Kronikérovo liceni, vychaze-
jici z eského stiedovékého podani davné ¢eské minulosti, obsahuje fadu presnych tdaji,
v zdsadé odpovidajicich pfedstavé o postaveni a tGloze panovnika a stavli v ¢eském staté
16. stoleti, a predevsim je zhistorizované prostfednictvim logicky konsekventni datace. AvSak
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osvicenci a jejich metodicky dédic Palacky jej odmitli, nebof jej Cetli v diskurzu osvicen-
ské racionality. Ta spocivala na zdkladech pravé se rodici historické empirické védy, jeji-
miz zaklady byly dva principy, jeZ podstatnym zptsobem ménily interpretaci, ale i samu
povahu historické skutecnosti. Jejim prvnim pilifem byla — a je dosud — empiricko-kriticka
metoda. Opira se o konstrukt historického pramene, vytvofeny pomoci kritickych nastroju,
jejichz zakladnim smyslem bylo usili proniknout k samotné objektivité déjin, oprosténé od
jakychkoliv pozd€jsich interpretaci. Metodickym vychodiskem tohoto postupu byla, jak
opravnéné soudi U. Muhlack, metodika klasické filologie. Ta vytvofila strukturovany
a pevnym pravidlim podfizeny soubor reguli, s jejichz pomoci se ma historik relevantnim
zpusobem historické skute¢nosti, tj. minulosti, zmociniovat. Druhym pilifem byla — jako
vzdy jen dobové podminénd — povaha raciondlniho diskurzu. Minulost v ném byla podii-
zena osvicenskym kategoriim mysSleni, zdsaddm rozumu své doby. Tak bylo vytvareno
interpretaéni prizma, pro néhoz se piiznaénym symbolem stalo nové slovo, jeZ se v té dobé
zacalo prosazovat, totizZ dé€jiny — slovo svou etymologii odkazujici na (samotné) déni, na
minulost jako takovou. V souvislosti s tim se pak objevuje i soubor dalSich slov a pojmi,
které se s takovouto interpretaci minulosti dostavaji do strukturnich vazeb: vyzkum, nebof
jenom prostiednictvim metodického vyzkumu lze dojit pravdy, nebo védec, tedy badatel
postupujici pri svém hledani pravdy ostatnimi védci uznanym empirickym a kritickym
zpasobem. V takovémto interpretaénim schématu samoziejmé nemohl ostatné malo vzdé-
lany a ,,pouze ptirozené vypravécsky nadany katolicky konvertita prvni poloviny 16. sto-
leti ani jeho historické dilo obstat. Zrodil se mytus kronikarského lhate.

Héjkova kronika je ale nejen ditétem své doby, ale pfedevsim jiného diskurzu, jiného
pristupu k minulosti. Pro naseho kronikafe pravé zminény klicovy pojem — dé&jiny — totiz
neexistoval. Pfedmétem, jimz se on zabyval, byla historie. Slovo historie svym ptivodem
odkazuje jinam — na zkoumani, psani; podle Aristotelova vymezeni, pfejatého pro stfedo-
vék i Isidorem ze Sevilly, byla historie vypravénim o vécech, jezZ se skutecné staly. Proto
byla historie pfimo vazana na poeticka a rétoricka pravidla, a historicka skute¢nost tu vy-
stupovala povytce v podobé skute¢nosti historiografické. Humanisttiv pohled na minulost
byl prefigurovan pfijatymi a sdilenymi rétorickymi pravidly.* Humanisticky obraz minu-
losti byl proto také veden jinou logikou, neZ ten osvicensky. Z jejiho hlediska byl nejen
nepfesny, ale také vnitiné konfizni. Jeho rysy totiZ nebyly konstituoviny metodicky vede-
nym zkoumanim, nybrz jinym zptisobem. Humanistickd historiografie sice znala heslo ,,ad
fontes", rozuméla mu vSak jinak, nezZ novoveka historickd véda. Nebyl to piikaz ke kritic-
kému prezkoumani historické skutecnosti prostfednictvim informace, jez by ji byla pokud
mozno co nejblizsi, byt se i v prostiedi humanistického déjepisectvi setkdvame s prvnimi
kroky empirickych historickych postupi, zejména v piipadé tzv. filologické kritiky. ,,Ad
fontes* byla vyzva k zachovavani (kulturni) tradice, jak pred casem presvéd¢ivé odiivodnil
P. Burke. Odtud pochopime obecné humanistické usili zaalpské Evropy o nalezeni mosti,
spojujicich ji s antikou a jejim dédictvim.’ V obrazu nejstarSich ¢eskych déjin 1ze snadno
rozpoznat odlesky toho pojeti dé€jin barbarskych ndrodd, jak je zndme z antické fimské
literatury, naptiklad z dél Caesarovych nebo Tacitovych. Jeho zdkladni body Ize sestavit do
hierarchické fady déjinné existence ndroda, s niZ se setkdvame v ¢eskych humanistickych
historickych i historii piibuznych dilech na kazdém kroku. Samoziejmé také u Hdjka. Na
jejim vrcholu stoji kral, vlddnouci zemi za pomoci pevného ,regimentu’, tj. spravy zemé,
na niz se podileji dalsi vrstvy politického naroda, v ¢eském piipadé stavové. Tak je zajisto-
van v zemi fad (civitas) a pravo. I stit a spolec¢nost vSak maji své nutné predpoklady, a to
v zemeédelstvi a v existenci mésta, jak to odpovidalo obrazu Germanie, jeZ vytvofil ve svém
proslulém spisu Tacitus.

Strategie tohoto uvazovani byla spiSe syntetizujici neZ analyzujici. Z hlediska ars histo-
rica, jde o celkovou konstrukci obrazu minulosti a jeho povahu, neZ o jednotliva fakta.
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kovy obraz minulosti. Tento rys podporovala i skute¢nost, Ze historie byla pro humanisty
i ¢imsi hlubsim, nez jenom popisem minulosti. Byla ucitelkou Zivota, zdsobarnou exempel;
jednim velkym Mementem ztstdvala i jako celek. Prostfednictvim narratio byla tak vzta-
hovana k pfitomnosti a z ni zpétné posuzovana a hodnocena. Historie byla prostiedkem
praktické etické a také estetické vychovy.® Byla poucenim, ale i zdbavou — jak ostatné
i sdm nds autor v dedikaci kroniky krali Ferdinandovi I. pfipomind. Teprve v takovémto
rdmci nabyvala zjistitelnd fakta své skute¢né hodnoty. Osvicensk4 kritika se vSak soustfe-
dila pfedev§im na opraveni faktografickych omyla. Pokud se tyka doby, pro niz zadné
domaéci pisemné prameny nejsou, a kterou Héjek takika v analistické dplnosti popsal, tedy
7. a 8. stoleti, vytkl mu ve své obsdhlé kritice Palacky pfedevsim podvody heuristické.
Hijek se tu opird o vymySlené pisemné prameny, které ostatné€ ani on sdm (!) v seznamu
uzitych dél neuvadi.

Vime vsak dostateéné dobte, Ze Hijkova kronika sviij vliv neztratila ani po osvicenské
kritice. Zistala oblibenou ¢etbou az do druhé poloviny 19. stoleti. Cetbou oviem uZ jen
lidovou; mezi historiky byla dilem nejen odsouzenym, ale také téméf zapomenutym. Ve
védeckém historickém diskurzu se znovu objevila az v poloviné osmdesatych let.
A v souvislostech, které byly vice neZ symptomatické. Vritil se k ni Jaroslav Goll ve svém
Historickém rozboru basni RK (1886), aby ji urcil jako zdkladni pramen, z néhoZz autor
podvrzenych basni vychdzel. Kronika se tak posunula do jiného interpretacniho pole. Na-
misto (odmitnutého) néstroje zkoumani reality historické skutecnosti se stala prostiedkem
analyzy jeji mytologizované podoby — a to pfi zachovani piisného védeckého diskurzu,
slouziciho vSak nyni k analyze fikce. Tento pfesun mél sviij $irs$i kontext. Hijkovy prib&hy,
i obdobné dals$i motivy z Ceskych déjin, se od tficatych let 19. stoleti stavaly vdéénym
ndmétem mnoha uméleckych de€l. Staci pfipomenout slavnostni operu B. Smetany Libuse,
jejiz libreto vychézi z podvrzeného Rukopisu Zelenohorského — Libusina soudu — a pfipra-
venou ke slavnostnimu otevieni Narodniho divadla, v niZ dostava mytus prvni ceské knéz-
ny monumentdlni rozméry. Vzpomenout miZzeme i na vytvarnou vyzdobu divadelni budo-
vy, jeZ zpodobiiuje mytologizovanou narodni minulost v nékolika vrstvach soucasné. S timto
krokem souvisi i dal$i z moZnych ¢teni Hajka, totiZ jeho cteni jako literatury. Hijek je od
konce 19. stoleti postupné znovu ocenovdn jako spisovatel a jeho dilo je interpretovdno
predevsim jako literdrni text. Je tak reflektovana skutecnost, Ze v Hajkovi je rozpozndvan
zakladni motivisticky pramen pro téméf celou ¢eskou preromantickou a romantickou his-
torickou prézu i poezii; pro K. H. Méchu byla kronika nejpéknéjsim romanem ceskym.”
Z historika Héjka se stal beletrista a vytvofilo se tak druhé mytologizované ¢teni kroniky.

Presunuti Hijkova obrazu ceské minulosti, stejn€ jako jinych, jemu pfibuznych inter-
pretaci do sféry uméleckych (a nékdy i jen pseudouméleckych) obrazi minulosti je v§ak
také krokem k dal$imu, uz tietimu, diskurzu. Ten uzZ nenf podiizen védecké racionalité. Je
vlastn{ historickému védomi spole¢nosti, vaizanému na soucasné kulturni kédy a aktudlni
potieby. Historické védomi vytvari svébytné obrazy minulosti, Zijici v moderni spolecnosti
vedle obrazu v€deckého a spolu s nim, aniz se vzdjemné rusi ¢i vyluCuji. Umélecké obrazy
jsou v jeho ramci jednémi z nejpisobivéjsich. Receno jednoduchymi terminy, history je tu
prekryvana riznymi podobami story.

Ale story vnimdme prece predev§im jako celek a nikoli jako sumu ¢4sti. Roman je
smysluplny jen jako celek; v dnesni dobé ovSem romdn z valné ¢asti nahradila telenovela.
Ale i ona je rozdélena do mnoha dili jenom proto, aby byla vnimana jako celistvy epicky
utvar. Mozna zvlasteé tento druhy piiklad muze ptisobit nasilné. Pfesto je opravnény, teleno-
vela je v mnoha ohledech elektronizovanym typem ,,romdnu na pokracovani‘. Také Hajek
pusobil — i spolu s dily z ného odvozenymi — pfedevsim v 18. — 19. stoleti, ale dokonce jiz

e

ve stoleti 16. jako ,lidové ¢teni** a plnil tak nékteré z loh, které dnes pripisujeme masové
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kultute. AvSak Hajkova kronika je dnes jiZ jen ,,mrtvou minulosti*, pfestala byt soucasti
zivé literatury. V Sirs{ vefejnosti pisobi snad uz jenom jako symbol nepiesnosti, omylnosti,
¢i dokonce lhani. Historikiim pak slouzi jako pramen k poznani historického mysleni 16.
stoleti. A jeji interpretaéni osudy nds vedou k pozndvani promén historické kultury
v paradigmatech renesan¢niho humanismu, osvicenstvi a historismu. Na této vyvojové skale
pak presveédcivé, byt na jednom dile, ukazuji jeji vyvojovou i statickou mnohorozmérnost,
ina jeji vnitini rozpornosti. Ukazuje se tu, jak z zivné pldy jednéch déjin vyridsta vzdy
nékolik historii. A tak se lze ptat: Kde dnes odhalime Hajka dne$nich dn? Tj., co utvari
nase dnesni historické védomi, a jak jej utvari? Odpovéd nechme pro tuto chvili otevie-
nou...
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Bitva na Bilé hore a mytus o tristaleté porobé
(transformace mytu v déjinném vyvoji)

JAN RYCHLIK

_Jen midlo historickych udélosti a dat ¢eskych déjin je tak pevné zafixovdno ve v€domi
Cechil, jako 8. listopad 1620, den bitvy na Bil€ hofe. Pokud bychom udélali prizkum mezi
dospélou Ceskou populaci, zjistili bychom, Ze vétSina lidi v Ceské republice mé sice jen
matnou piedstavu o tom, kdo s kym na Bilé hofe vlastné bojoval a pro¢, avSak zato skoro
kazdy vi, jak bitva dopadla a jaké to mélo nasledky. Kdo chodil do ¢eské Skoly, ten si
nepochybné z hodin déjepisu a ceské literatury zapamatoval, Ze onu straslivou bitvu jsme
i1\ Cesi“, zrazeni svymi spojenci, prohréli, a Ze ,,pohroma bélohorska* je zac¢atkem ,,doby
temna“, meznikem, od kterého se pocitd obdobi nesvobody a ztrity ceské statni samostat-
nosti. Takto pojaty vyklad vyznamu bitvy na Bilé hote se postupné petrifikoval nejpozdéji
v 19. stoleti a bélohorsky mytus se tak celkem tispésné zaradil po bok tragédii jinych naro-
dd, predevsim kosovského mytu u Srba.

O Ceském stavovském povstani let 1618-1620, bitvé na Bilé hote a jejich dusledcich se
od 19. stoleti navrsilo tak zdvratné mnozstvi literatury, Ze dnes jiZ zfejmé neni v sildch
zadného jednotlivce, aby ji obsdhl celou.! Téma bude jisté i v budoucnosti pfitahovat po-
zornost. Historickd fakta jsou ale pomérné prostd a dala by se shrnout ndsledovné: 8. listo-
padu 1620 se na misté zvaném Bild hora na zdpad od praZskych méstskych hradeb stretly
armady dvou eskych kralG: habsburského kniZete Ferdinanda Styrského, militantniho
katolika, honosiciho se v té dob¢ jiz rok rovnéZz cisafskym titulem, a Fridricha Falckého,
kalvinisty, zeté anglického kréle Jakuba I. a viiddce némeckych protestantd. Oba Ceské kréle
si zvolili titiZ CeSti stavové, tj, zdstupci Slechty a svobodnych kralovskych mést. Ferdinanda
II. ptijali bez volby roku 1617 na nétlak jeho bratrance, tehdejstho cisafe a ¢eského krale
Matyase II. (1611-1619), Fridricha si zvolili roku 1619, poté, co zemiel Matyas, proti které-
mu se o rok dfive — 23. kvétna 1618 — vzboufili.

Historik pracuje s minulosti, coZz ma své vyhody i nevyhody. Vyhoda spoc¢ivd v tom, Ze
na rozdil od soucasniki udélosti zn4 jeji vysledek. Nevyhoda je v tom, Ze si nemiZe prehrat
v laboratornich podminkdach cely proces znovu a nikdy se tak nedozvi, zda by jiné feSent,
pokud by bylo byvalo v dané situaci zvoleno, pfineslo i jiny vysledek. V konkrétnim ptipa-
dé mizeme fici jen tolik, Ze volba Fridricha Falckého nakonec nepfinesla ani pomoc Ang-
lie, ani pomoc némeckych protestantd. Samotny spor o ¢esky trin se rozhodl pravé na Bilé
hote, v malé bitce trvajici ani dvé hodiny, ve které Maxmilian Bavorsky, velici cisarské
armadg, rozprasil Fridrichovo stavovské vojsko. Cesi se sice poskromnu vyskytovali ve
Fridrichové arméde, nasli bychom je vSak nepochybné i v cisafském vojsku. Celkove vzato
bylo ale Cechil na obou strandch poskromnu. V bitve se uplatnili pfedevsim Zoldnéfi, se-
brani z nejriznéjsich ¢asti Evropy. Spatné placené, ¢i spiSe v poslednich mésicich viibec
neplacené, stavovské vojsko nemélo k boji veétsi motivaci a jeho cast z bitvy proto radéji
utekla. Bojovd hodnota zemské hotovosti (tj. domobrany) bojujici na Fridrichové strané
byla z hlediska vycviku a zkuSenosti problematickd. RozpraSeni stavovské armédy pied
Prahou, utek krale Fridricha z Cech, a pfedevs§im podlomend moralka a neochota k dal§imu
boji zplsobily, Ze vitézstvi krale Ferdinanda II. (1619-1637) bylo dplné.

Boj o triin mezi militantnim katolikem Ferdinandem a kalvinistou Fridrichem byl i bojem
dvou pojeti stétu a tedy i bojem o dal$i charakter Ceského kralovstvi. Ferdinandova kon-
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cepce predpoklddala absolutisticky stat, kde panovnik vladne zcela samostatné, a kde vSichni
poddani jsou s timto panovnikem stejné viry. Fridrich, zvoleny z viile vzboufenych stavi,
predstavoval koncepci stavovského statu, kde redlna moc je v rukou $lechty a svobodnych
mést, zatimco panovnik je realizatorem stavovskych zajma. Z toho také plynulo, Ze panov-
nik se nema co starat o to, jakého vyznani jsou jeho poddani. Konflikt mezi dvoji koncepci
statu byl tehdy celoevropskou zéleZitosti. Josef Pekar o ném v kontextu Bilé hory napsal:
»»Zesileni absolutni moci panovnické bylo tenkrat pokrokovym heslem, jeZ postupovalo
vitézné z Francie a Spanél do ostatni Evropy. Zapas o n€ by byl sveden nepochybné v staté
¢eském i tehdy, kdyby byla vitézstvi obdrZela dynastie falcka: i tu diive ¢i pozdéji by mu-
sela byti feSena otdzka, zda panem ve staté je kral ¢i stavové.*?

Bila hora znamenala vitézstvi koncepce Ferdinandovy, i kdyZ v omezené mife se
stavy podilely na spravé zemeé prinejmensim aZ do terezidnskych reforem v 18. stoleti (im-
perium mixtum). Potrestani viidct povstani a predevsim konfiskace majetku jeho tcastni-
ka, aby se naplnila cisafska pokladna pro dalsi vedeni valky, nazyvané dnes valkou tficeti-
letou, byla celkem logickym krokem, ptekvapujici pro nds mtze byt jediné jejich velky
rozsah, ktery byl i podle dobovych méfitek a srovnatelnych udalosti skutecné neobvykly.
Faktické uzakonéni absolutismu, dédi¢nosti éeského triinu v muzské i Zenské linii a pro-
hlaSeni katolicismu za jediné povolené vyznani v Cechich v Obnoveném ziizeni zemském
(0ZZ) roku 1627 (na Moravé o rok pozdéji) bylo pak vlastnim uskute¢nénim Ferdinando-
vy statni koncepce. Nerespektovani ndboZenské svobody a ,,odvékych* stavovskych prav
bylo pfedmétem kritiky a nejriznéjsich polemik ze strany stavovské emigrace, resp. vy-
hnanych protestantt jiz v 17. stoleti. Bylo mozno vést polemiku o tom, zda je skute¢né
Ferdinand II. legitimnim ¢eskym krdlem, avSak o tom, Ze Cesky stat trva, nikdo polemiku
nevedl, protoZe tento fakt byl ocividny. Na rozdil od vnimdani Bilé hory jako konce ¢eské
samostatnosti, které zdomdacnélo az v 19. stoleti, si po vlastni Bilé hote takovouto otdzku
nikdo nekladl, protoZe nebyla relevantni. Habsburkové vladli v ¢eskych zemich po roce
1620 stejné jako pred stavovskym povstanim roku 1618 jen jako cesti kralové. Spojent Ces-
kych zemi s ostatnimi zemémi, kde Habsburkové vladli — s rakouskymi zemémi a Uhrami,
se statopravné od zvoleni Habsburkd na ¢esky trtin v roce 1526 nezménilo. Byla to i nadéle
pouhd persondlni, ¢i spiSe redlnd unie. Ani Ferdinand II., ani jeho ndstupci na této véci nic
nezménili. K skute¢nému vytvareni jakéhosi Rakouska dochdzi teprve v poloving 18. sto-
leti za vlady Marie Terezie (1740-1780), a to postupné, i kdyZ zmény nastolené po Bilé
hofe k takovémuto vyvoji nepochybné pfipravily cestu. Receno opét s Pekafem: , Poné-
vadz vsak pokofenim odboje moc kréle ve vSech zemich zesilela, stavsi se takika neobme-
zenou, nabyly i vét$i moci videiiské tGfady dstiedni.*

Neobstoji ani tradi¢ni chdpédni roku 1620 jako poc¢atku tpadku ceského jazyka a kultu-
ry. Obecné vzato, Habsburkové se nestarali o ndrodnostni a jazykové poméry v zemi. Zna-
my a ¢asto uvadény ¢lanek OZZ o zrovnopravnéni némciny s ¢estinou nebyl néjakym po-
kusem o germanizaci, uz proto ne, ze chapani naroda v dneSni podobé jesté v 17. stoleti
neexistovalo. Slo o reakci na fakticky stav v zemi. Je nepochybné, Ze diisledkem Bilé hory,
konfiskaci a emigrace byl také piichod nové, pfevdzné némeckojazycné Slechty. AvSak
Cechy byly dvojjazyénym tzemim jizZ ddvno pred Bilou horou, mimo jiné ¢astecné prave
diky pfistéhovalectvi Luteranti z Némecka do severoceského pohrani¢i (pfi hranici se Sas-
kem).* Je sice nesporné, Ze formdlni zrovnopravnéni néméiny s estinou v delsi casové
perspektivé vedlo k vychyleni rovnovahy smérem k némciné a dpadku Cestiny, avSak to
rozhodné nebylo cilem Ferdinanda II. Masivni prosazovani némciny do statni spravy je
opét zalezitost predevsim 18. stoleti a souvisi s vytvafenim moderniho centralizovaného
statniho apardtu. Stru¢né feCeno: predstava o roku 1620 jako pocatku jakési bliZze nedefino-
vané ,cizi nadvlady* a ,,germanizace* je mytem, ktery nemd oporu v historickych faktech.
Jak vsak tento mytus vznikl a pro¢?°
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Podle Josefa Petrané se zacal postupné€ uvedeny mytus vytvaret jiZ v druhé poloviné
17. stoleti zasluhou domaéci ceské katolicka Slechty, kterd méla opravnény pocit, Ze jeji vliv
na politické zdleZitosti v zemi upada. I kdyZ byla tato $lechta spojena s Habsburky
a s katolictvim, nemohla ignorovat skutecnost, Ze v predbélohorskych pomérech hrala vedle
panovnika mnohem vyznamné;jsi tlohu. U baroknich historiografii Bohuslava Balbina a Jana
FrantiSka Beckovského se skutec¢né objevuji vycitky na adresu videtiského dvora, Ze Ce-
chiim (tj. ¢eské slechté) stdle pfipomina — byt nepiimo — vzpouru z let 1618—1620 a husit-
skou, resp. protestantskou tradici, ackoliv od ,rebelie jiZ uplynulo vice nez pul stoleti
a i potomci téch, ktefi byli tehdy protestanty, se jizZ davno stali dobrymi katoliky a vérnymi
poddanymi. Z toho vyplyval zavér: staré udalosti z let 1618—1620 nemohou byt dnes jiz
divodem k tomu, aby bylo Ceské Slecht€ upirdno postaveni, které ji ndlezi a predevsim aby
byla zkracovdna stard prava a privilegia Ceského kralovstvi.® Petrdfitiv postieh je nepo-
chybné spravny, avsak hlavni diraz na Bilou horu, jako na konec samostatnosti, byl polo-
Zen teprve ve druhé poloviné 18. stoleti, kdy v disledku centralizanich snah Marie Terezie
a jejtho syna Josefa II. (1780—1790) Cesky stdt redln€ zmizel a stal se vlastné pouhou provincif
habsburského statu, nesouciho pak od roku 1804 i formalné nazev ,,Cisafstvi rakouské.*

Datum bitvy na Bilé hofe jako periodizacniho mezniku poprvé pouZil Josef Dobrovsky
v roce 1791.7 V prvni poloviné 19. stoleti se mytus Bilé hory Siroce rozvinul, coZ bylo
umoznéno také tim, Ze ztratil svij piivodni ndboZensky podtext. V pojeti 19. stoleti nejde
jiz o vitézstvi katolikd nad nekatoliky, ale do popfedi se dostava difve neexistujici motiv
ndrodnostni, ktery si pfisvojuje i katolickd vétSina. Na Bilé hofe je porazen Cesky narod
jako celek. Je porazen ,,cizdky," ktefi jej prisli oloupit o jeho stard a posvatna prava. Acko-
stle vice a vice ztotoZfiovani s Némci. Bitva na Bil¢ hofe je tak nakonec jednim z mnohych
konflikti Cechl s Némci, ve kterém tentokrate — na rozdil od ,,slavné doby husitské* — Cesi
podlehli.t

Koncepci Eeskych déjin jako ,,stykani a potykani* se ,,dobrych® Cechil se ,,zlymi Némci
nachdzime v ucelené podobé u Frantiska Palackého, byt koteny tohoto pojeti jdou mnohem
hloubéji do minulosti a stopy je mozno nalézt dokonce jiZ v humanistickém obdobi. Palac-
ky koncepci vyrazné obohatil vyzdvihovanim husitstvi jako vrcholu narodnich déjin a na-
opak Bilé hory jako tragédie ¢eského ndroda. V tivodu ke svym ,,D&jindm nérodu ceského
v Cechédch a v Moravé* o tom napsal: ,,Hlavni tedy obsah a zdkladni tah celého d€jinstva
Ceskomoravského jest, jakoZ jsme jiZ podotkli, ustavicné stykani a potykani se Slovanstvi
s Rimanstvim a Némectvim, ve smyslu nyni vylozeném; a jelikoZ Rimanstvi dotykalo se
Cechiv ne samo sebou, ale tém&F veskrze jen prostiednictvim Némectva, mize se také fici,
Ze dejiny Ceské zakladaji se viibec hlavné na sporu s Némectvem, €ili na pojimdni a zamitani
spusobiv a fadiav némeckych od Cechiv*®. A ddle: ,,Ze tif vélek o zélezitosti duchovni,
kterymi v poslednim pdltisicileti vSichni narodové kiesfansti az do dna zbouieni byli, dvé
prvni, mévie za pii¢inu ndboZenské potieby, v Cechéch povstaly i skonaly, a byly vlastné
vélky Ceské. V jedné narod nas, zachovavsi az potud neporusené jadro bytu svého, skutky
zdzraénymi cely premohl takorka svét; ve druhé, zpronevériv se sim sobé, nejen nedovedl
nic slavného, ale pfiSel i bez mdla na mizinu.“'° Pfitom do zapomenuti upadla zcela sprav-
nd Palackého myslenka vyjadfend rovnéZ v dvodu, Ze totiz byt byla Bild hora tragédii,
musela prijit, protoZe stavovsky stit byl v toku dé€jin jiz odsouzen k zaniku a absolutismus
v dané historické situaci (na pocatku 17. stoleti) pfedstavoval pfirozeny pokrok vpred. Pro-
to Palacky chape pocitek vélky tficetileté jako okamzik, kdy Cechy vstoupily do své nové
historické doby."

Predstavé Bilé hory jako konce ¢eské samostatnosti, po které ndsleduje dlouhd doba
ttrap, velmi napomohly historické price Ernesta Denise ,,Konec samostatnosti ¢eské*
a ,,Cechy po Bilé hote* vydané v cesky v letech 1893 a 1905-1906. Denis ptimo navdzal na
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Palackého a zfejmé proto se jeho pracim v Ceském prostedi dostalo pomérné velkého ohlasu.
Pfitom je zajimavé, Ze i Denis, podobné jako pfed nim Palacky, vidél i pozitivni stranku
absolutismu pro ¢esky vyvoj, predev§im v delsi ¢asové perspektivé. Vyhodu vidél ve fak-
tickém sjednoceni ¢eského a moravského zemského prava, do té doby znacné odliSného,
jakoZ i v tom, Ze cisafovym odmitnutim poZadavku respektovat zdsadu augSpurského nd-
bozenského miru z roku 1555 také pro Cechy' byly vlastné ¢eské zemé definitivné vycle-
nény ze Svaté fise fimské: ,,Vitézstvi Habsburklv i pfi hroznych ukrutnostech, jimiz vy-
znacen byl jejich skvély dspéch, i pii lhostejnosti i liknavosti vétSiny panovnikiv, i pfi
soustavném nepratelstvi druhych, mélo alesponi za $tastny vysledek, Ze zemi dalo pomérny
pokoj, Ze sjednotilo pod vladou jediného pana jednotlivé zemé korunni a chrénilo je proti
ndjezdu cizimu. Slované Cesti a moravsti, jsouce podrobeni stejnym osudtim, prosli tymiz
krisemi, a historicky jejich vyvoj byl podobny: kdyZ se pak probudili ze své lethargie stale-
té, jejich dusevni stav byl dosti podobny, tak Ze spolecné a stejnym téméi krokem mohli
opét pocit preruseny svij zivot politicky. S druhé pak strany Rakousko, a¢ se s pocatku zda
to paradoxnim, pro tuhou svou vérnost ke katolicismu a pro soukromé prospéchy své ctiza-
dosti nebylo nikdy mocnéfstvim opravdu némeckym. Vlada cisaiskd netoliko nepfipravo-
vala splynuti Cech s ¥i§i némeckou, nybrZ chranila jich proti Némecku, a to pravé v dobg,
kdy ochably cit narodni a tinava byly by je bez ochrany vydaly v§em pokustim dédi¢ného
nepritele.”

Hlavnim cilem ceské politiky v 19. stoleti se stala, jak zndmo, obnova Ceského stitu
jako samostatného celku v rdmci habsburskych drzav. Pfedstava Bilé hory jako mezniku,
kde byla prava ¢eského statu bezdiivodné ukracena, aniz ovSem samotna mys$lenka samo-
statnosti zanikla, poslouZila jako argument v tomto politickém boji. Byla vytvorena nasle-
dujici koncepce: v ddvnych dobdch zde mél ¢esky ndrod svij velky a silny stat, ktery tspésn€
odrazel vSechny utoky svych nepfétel — sousedii. Casem byl tento stat oslaben a Cesky
narod svym nepfatelim doc¢asné podlehl. Nyni (v 19. stol.) vSak nadesel ¢as, kdy se narod
probudil (,,obrodil*), aby opét dosahl své byvalé velikosti. To také znamen4, Ze tento narod
musi obnovit i vlastni stit. Z mytu bélohorského vyplyva tak vlastné nepfimo i mytus na-
rodniho obrozeni, kdy narod ,,ukfiZovany na Golgoté Bilé hory*, vstava z mrtvych. Proto
také Cesti historici pfed prvni svétovou vdlkou byli mnohem vnimavéjsi pokud jde o problémy
konce ¢eské samostatnosti.'

Tieba jesté tici, Ze v lidovém chipani méla obnova narodni velikosti i svou socidlni
dimenzi. ,,Staré dobré casy* byly totiZ (samoziejmé zcela naivné a v rozporu se skutecnos-
ti) chapany i jako vék socidln{ spravedlnosti, kdy se ,,lidu* vedlo ,,dobfe*, zatimco nyni se
mu daff ,,Spatné*. Pobélohorska doba zaroven ziskala charakter obdobi, kdy je postiZzena
vétSina obyvatelstva ztratou starych prav a svobod. Je to doba zvySeného utisku podda-
nych, kterym ,,cizi vrchnost bere jejich stara prava. Mistni vzpoury a jejich viidcové byli
jiz v 18. stoleti ¢asto obsahem lokdlnich povésti. V 19. stoleti ziskdvaji tyto povésti celona-
rodn{ charakter a ziskavaji i ndrodnostni natér. Hrdina jiZ neumira v boji za néjaké staré
mistni vysady, nybrz se z néj stavd vadce odboje ceskych poddanych ¢i mésfant proti
nepiejici cizi vrchnosti, pfic¢emz tento boj ma celonarodni vyznam. Tak je tomu napiiklad
i v dnes snad nejzndméjsi antifeuddlni povésti o Janu Sladkém-Kozinovi a povstani Cho-
dd, kterd se diky Jirdskovu literarnimu zpracovani stala soucdsti narodniho historického
védomi. Socidlni dimenze, misici se s narodnim motivem soucasné znamena, ze v takovémto
pojeti obnova nékdejsi narodni velikosti bude znamenat i obnovu socidlni spravedInosti
a lidem se opét bude dafit ,,dobie*."

Bélohorsky mytus prosel ve 20. stoleti nékolika transformacemi. Prvni nastala
v souvislosti s politickym bojem za vznik samostatného ceskoslovenského statu, ktery
v Ceském pojeti splyval od pocatku se staitem ceskym. V roce 1915 vydal Alois Jirdsek svij
roméan ,,Jemno* odehravajici se na pozadi prondsledovani tajnych nekatolikii za vlady Karla
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VL. (1711-1740). Néazev ,,temno* se velmi rychle vZil. ACkoliv autor v romdanu chtél titulem
priblizit pouze atmosféru kolem kanonizace Jana Nepomuckého (1729), zacala byt jako
Ltemna“ oznacovana celd pobélohorska doba, kterd — také v kontextu ttrap 1. svétové valky
— zacala byt chdpana jako obdobi, kdy ¢esky narod musi vypit svij ,,kalich hofkosti az do
dna. S ohledem na poméry v ,,dobé temna“ se pak obdobi narodniho obrozeni muselo tim
vice jevit jako ,,svitdni po dlouhé noci‘ a probuzeni k ,,lepSimu Zivotu* ndroda v budoucnu.
Zodpovédnym za ,temno‘ byli Habsburkové, resp. jejich stat. V memorandu, které ode-
vzdal T. G. Masaryk v dubnu 1915 dohodovym mocnostem, se vyslovné zdlraziiuje trvaji-
ci (alespon de iure) samostatnost eského statu, kterou redlné znic¢il habsbursky absolutis-
mus.'® V riznych jinych dokumentech té doby lze najit rovnéz odvolavky na Bilou horu
a utrpent, které Cechiim pfinesla."”

Vznik samostatného ¢eskoslovenského statu 28. fijna 1918 byl nejen v Sirokych vrst-
véch, alei v oficidlni propagandé€ chapan jako ,,od¢inéni Bilé hory* a ,,osvobozeni z tfistaleté
poroby.“ Na margo té€chto predstav napsal Josef Pekar jiZ tehdy toto: ,,Na Bilé hote dostali
jsme se pod kola osudu, stali jsme se bezmocnou kofisti domu Rakouského; ztratili jsme
své sebeurcenf statni, narodni, mravni; dne 28. fijna [1918] jsme se vékovych pout zbavili
— to je tak zhruba myslenka, jiZ spojujeme navzdjem obé velkd data, mezi nimiz lezi tfi
dlouha stoleti. Historik [...] bude moci konstatovati, Ze tato filozofie nesrovnava se ve
vSem se skute¢nosti.“® Presto se v ¢eském prostiedi chdpdni 28. f{jna jako opaku Bilé hory
pevné fixovalo a odtud se rovnéz odvijela teze o potiebé ndpravy kiivd, které c¢esky narod
utrpél pod Habsburky vinou Némcu. Pravné zaniklé Rakousko-Uhersko bylo zpétné zto-
toznéno s celou epochou Habsburkt na ¢eském triné po roce 1620, a byly mu pfipisovany
i pokusy o asimilaci ¢eského naroda, ackoliv nic podobného viderisky dvir nikdy nezamys-
lel. Tak metamorfézou mytu Bilé hory vznikl novy mytus — o tfistaleté rakouské porobeé.

Teze 0 ndrodnostnim ttisku Cechii v Rakousku a jejich germanizaci se objevily jiz v 19.
stoleti v souvislosti s jazykovymi zdpasy mezi Némci a Cechy. Cesti politici méli pocit, Ze
Viden nadrzuje Némctm, naopak némecti nacionalisté zase obvitiovali dvir, Ze je pfili§
naklonén Cechéim. Tvrzeni o germaniza¢nich snahich Vidné kaZdopadné neodpovidaji
skutec¢nosti, a to nejen ve vztahu k 17. a 18. stoleti, o ¢emzZ jiZ byla ostatné fec, ale ani ve
vztahu ke stoleti ndsledujicimu, resp. pro obdobi pred prvni svétovou vélkou. O nerovno-
pravném postaveni Cechti v monarchii bylo mozno hovorit z hlediska jejich podilu na spra-
vé stitu jako celku, nikoliv vSak z hlediska narodnostniho. V rakouské ¢asti monarchie (na
rozdil od Uher) byla dstavné zarucena rovnopravnost v§ech narodi i jazykt. Némdcina ne-
byla nikdy uzdkonéna jako statni ¢i hlavni dfedni jazyk, byt se o to Némci snaZzili. Samo-
ziejmé, sprava izemi, na kterém Zilo obyvatelstvo hovotici nejméné deseti jazyky, se neo-
besla bez urcité vnitfni jednotici fec¢i. Takovouto fe¢i mohla byt logicky jediné némcina
jako jazyk dvora, hlavnitho mésta a dynastie a jako lingua franca tehdejsi stfedni Evropy.
Tuto skute¢nost v§ak nemoZzno povazovat za germanizaci. Habsburkové samotni se nepo-
vazovali za Némce, germanizaci nenémeckych dzemi v Zddném sméru nepodporovali
a neméli zajem vytvaret z Rakouska narodnostné némecky stat, protoze ten by se logicky
snazil o pfipojeni k sousednimu sjednocenému Némecku. Habsburkové proto zcela sprav-
né pokladali vSenémeckou myslenku za smrtelné nebezpeCi pro samotnou existenci mo-
narchie. Cesko-némecky konflikt véetné jazykovych sporti nebyl zpisoben existenci habs-
burské monarchie, nybrz tim, Ze v Cechédch a na Moravé Zily vedle sebe dvé stejné vyspélé
narodni komunity, z nichz kazdd méla vlastni program. Konflikt pokracoval i po roce 1918,
kdy se Rakousko-Uhersko rozpadlo, coz jasné dokazuje, Ze nebyl vdzan na tento statni
utvar.? 5

I kdyZ koncepce 28. f{jna jako od¢inéni Bilé hory stdla u kolébky vzniku Ceskosloven-
ska, pro upevnéni statu nebyla vhodnd. Uvedend interpretace déjin totiZ nemohla nadchnout
ndrodnostni mensiny, na prvnim misté pak ¢eské Némce. Koncepce byla nevhodnd i hlediska
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zapojeni Slovenska do dé&jin nového stétu, a to navzdory tomu Ze v roce 1620 se shodou
okolnosti po delsi dobé ceské a slovenské déjiny opét jednou protnuly. Ferdinand II. byl
rovnéz pretendentem na uhersky triin. Povstani uherskych protestanti pod vedenim Gabora
Bethlena, namifené proti nému, sice ¢asové odpovidalo ¢eskému stavovskému povstani
(Bethlen byl ostatné Fridrichovym spojencem), skoncilo vSak nikoliv porazkou, ale kom-
promisem.?® V Uhréch, které tvortilo tehdy redlné€ predevsim Slovensko, tak nedo$lo
k nastoleni absolutismu, ale do zna¢né miry naopak k upevnéni stavovské moci a boj mezi
stavy a panovnikem zde trval jesté témér celé jedno stoleti. Ve slovenskych déjinich proto
rok 1620 nepfedstavuje Zidny meznik a mechanické prenaseni vyznamu bélohorské poraz-
ky na pfevazné katolické Slovensko pusobilo spiSe kontraproduktivng.

Novou metamorfézu prodélal mytus Bilé hory po roce 1938 v souvislosti s mnichovskym
diktdtem a néslednou likvidaci Ceskoslovenska. V&c nyni vypadala tak, Ze uz v letech 1618-
1620, stejné jako nyni v roce 1938, byli Cesi zrazeni svymi zdpadnimi spojenci, ktef{ jim
odmitli pfijit na pomoc. Spojnice byla vedena pfedev§im mezi postojem Anglie Jakuba I.
a Velké Britanie ministerského predsedy Nevilla Chamberlaina. Odtud byly rozvijeny i né-
které dali paralely: jiz v roce 1620 se Cesi — stejné jako o tii sta osmndct let pozd&ji —
ob&tovali za Evropu a hodnoty zdpadn civilizace, pficemz ,,zrada” se spojenciim jiZ tehdy
vymstila: odmitli pfijit Cechim na pomoc proti Habsburkim, protoZe se chtéli vyhnout
vélce, a ,,za trest” pak museli val¢it s Habsburky sami jesté dalSich dvacet osm let. Feno-
mén prvniho Mnichova mél i dalsi podobu: vestfilsky mir z roku 1648, kterym byla habs-
burskd moc v ¢eskych zemich ponechdna nedotcena, zacal byt oznacovan za ,,druhy*.
Mnichov (po Bilé hofe), nebof uz tehdy, stejné jako v roce 1938, jednali nasi spojenci
,,0 nas bez nas*. Pobélohorska doba ,,temna‘ zaéalva byt srovndvana s novodobym ,,temnem*
nacistické okupace v letech 1939-1945 a obnova Ceskoslovenska v roce 1945 pak s koncem
Htristaleté poroby“ roku 1918. I tato paralela ovSem opét kulhala ve vztahu ke Slovensku,
kde obdobf let 1939-1945, tedy obdobi formalné samostatného slovenského statu, nebylo
zdaleka chapano jen negativné a pro nemalou ¢ast slovenské populace byla dokonce nao-
pak pfirozenym vyvrcholenim dosavadniho narodniho vyvoje.

Bilou horu a dobu pobélohorskou vyuzili pro své politické cile po roce 1945 mistrné
komunisté, kteff ji jednak kladli do protikladu s dobou husitskou, jednak ji ddvali za pii-
klad zrady vysSich tfid na zdjmech ¢eského ndroda, pii¢emz €inili paralelu s ddajnou ,,zra-
dou* Ceské (resp. Ceské a slovenské) burzoazie v mnichovskych dnech roku 1938. Komu-
nisté také zapojili Bilou horu do své kampané za urychlenou konfiskaci pozemkového
majetku Némci, MadarG a zradci ndroda, pficemz — podobné jako pted nimi v roce 1919
agrarnici — oznacovali rozparcelovani velkostatkd za od¢inéni pob€lohorskych konfiska-
ci.? Zdenék Nejedly prelakoval urychlené pivodni Palackého koncepci na rudo. Z husitt
se tim stali socidlni a narodni revolucionafi a z Taboriti dokonce jacisi ,,protokomunisté*
bojujici za beztiidni spolecnost. Novy, cerveny natér dostala i literarni tvorba Aloise Jirds-
ka, pfi¢emz vibec nevadilo, Ze Jiraskovi — za prvni republiky sendtorovi za pravicovou
narodné demokratickou stranu — byl marxismus a komunismus naprosto cizi. O dob¢& pobé-
lohorské Nejedly napsal: ,,Po nejvyssim rozkvétu pak prichdzi doba nejvétsiho upadku
ndroda — pob€lohorskd doba. Povstani r. 1618 vedla Slechta, a vedla je bez lidu. Vol4 se po
mobilizaci lidu, po vyburcovani lidu jako za husitskych povstani. Ale marné. Neslysi Slech-
ta, nesly$i burZoasie (sic!). Pfichdzi pordzka, hroznd porazka. A ti, ktefi se pokladali za
ndrod, mizi. Zmizela ¢eska Slechta. Byla vybita nebo prchla za hranice a jeji misto zaujali
cizaCti dobrodruzi, ktefi neméli s ndrodem vibec nic spole¢ného. Mizela, az zmizelai Ceska
burzoasie (sic!). Mésta se ponémcila a co zbylo z burZoasie, paktovalo se stale vice a vice
s cizim panstvem. V 17. a 18. stoleti jsme narodem bez §lechty a bez burzoasie. Zistali
sedldci a plebejskd vrstva ve méstech. Jen to je Cesky narod, ale i ti hrozné stradaji. Je to
doba strasné jejich poroby, socidlni, nabozenské i narodni. Tak tato doba i zlistala v paméti
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ndroda. Je to doba nejhlubsiho ipadku ndroda — takové je minéni, takova je tradice ndroda,
takovd byla i skute¢nost.“? TotéZ hodnoceni Nejedly jinak uvedl i v dvodu ke svym ,,Dé&ji-
nam narodu ¢eského™, kterymi hodlal — jak je ostatné zfejmé jiz z ndzvu — pfimo navazat na
Palackého, oviem v marxistickém duchu.?

Pobélohorska doba jako protiklad husitstvi byla politicky vyuZivdana komunisty i ve
vrcholnych letech studené vélky v padesatych letech. ,, Temnem® byl nyni kapitalisticky
Zapad, ,,svétlem* pak tzv. socialistickd pfitomnost, idajné pfimo navazujicim na husitstvi
a jas ndrodniho obrozeni. Unorovy pfevrat z 25. inora 1948 — v komunistické terminologii
znamy jako ,,vité€zstvi pracujiciho lidu nad reakci* — byl prezentovan jako definitivni odci-
néni Bilé hory, ,lidovd demokracie” naopak byla jakymsi navratem k idedalim husitstvi
a narodniho obrozeni na vySsi trovni. Doba pobélohorska se stala symbolem tpadku, stej-
ného upadku, jaky existoval v predmnichovské Ceskoslovenské republice. Jakymisi spik-
lenci temnot pak byli stoupenci — af uZ skutecni nebo domnéli — ,,starého* ( = nemarxistic-
kého) mysleni doma. V doslovu k vydani Jirdskova ,,Temna“ v roce 1955 napt. Nejedly
napsal: ,,I dnes v§ak md nam Temno mnoho co fici, ano dnes, kdy jde nejen o formy narod-
niho Zivota, ale o sam charakter naseho lidu, novy, socialisticky charakter, snad jesté vice,
nebof ukazuje na sam kotren reakce i v samém nasem lidu. Proto i dnes ¢t€éme Temno a uéme
se z n€ho. Velmi nds pouci i posili v boji proti dneSnimu Temnu, stéle jeSt€ se udrZujicimu
v naSem lidu, i kdyZ vitézné pfekondvanym svétlem Rijna. A vyvrzme ze sebe i posledni
jesté zbytky Temna!*?*

Neni jisté ndhodou, Ze v rdmci uvolnéni politické atmosféry v Sedesatych letech doslo
mimo jiné i k prvnim vyraznéj$im pokustiim o novy pohled na Bilou horu, na ,,tfistaletou
porobu® a v zapéti i na idajné ,,velké tradice naseho naroda®, jejichz dédici méla byt KSC.
Vyvazen€jsi pohled na Bilou horu a celé nasledujici obdobi piinesly nesporné prace Josefa
Polisenského, na kterych je mozné dobie sledovat i posun historického mysleni.” Nepiimo
na neudrZitelnost Nejedlého koncepce poukézal v roce 1963 Bediich Loewenstein.”® Hlav-
ni zdsluhu na odmitnuti Nejedlého absurdnich ndzorG mél ale medievalista FrantiSek Graus,
ktery jiz v poloviné Sedesatych let hovofil o potiebé nové koncepce dé€jin, kdyz napsal:
,Jistou zvlastnosti nasi doby je, Ze stojime pied troskami historické koncepce 19. stoleti
a 7Ze si tuto skute¢nost za¢iname uvédomovat.“?’ Poukédzal i na to, Ze d&jiny kazdého naroda
tvoii jeden celek, ktery je navic zasazen do SirSiho evropského kontextu, pfi¢emZ doba
ndrodné buditelska, kdy se z déjin vybiraly urcité useky, které se politicky hodily, jiZ minu-
la.®

Jak pozdéji konstatoval ,,velky normalizator* historické obce Vaclav Krdl, ,,Graus se
v roce 1968 soustredil na utoky proti koncepci narodnich déjin, jeZ se opirala o Nejedlého,
jmenovité o jeho tezi, Ze komunisté jsou dédici nejlepsich tradic naroda.** Je ale charakte-
ristické pro vyvoj normaliza¢nf historiografie, Ze Kral nebyl schopen nabidnout nic lepsi-
ho, nez pravé Zderika Nejedlého, na kterém ov§em Kralovi imponoval jeho rozchod s Gollovu
Skolou a ,,ndvrat* k Palackému a Jirdskovi.*® Odklon od Nejedlého podle Kréle vedl k ,,re-
vizionizmu* a nakonec i k popirani velikosti ,,vitézného tinora* a obdobi ,,vystavby socia-
lismu.*: ,,Socialismus [...] se potom prestal jevit jako logické vyvrcholeni narodnich déjin,
ale naopak byl prezentovan jako nejhlubsi tipadek, srovnatelny historicky nanejvys s Bilou
horou, nebo s temnem nacistické okupace.“* Kral mél kupodivu v tomto ohledu mimofad-
né pravdu: kritické prozkoumdéni obdobf stalinismu skute¢né muselo badatele dovést pravé
k takovémuto zavéru.

Za normalizace se nicmén¢ Kridlem pozadovany navrat k Nejedlému nakonec neusku-
te¢nil. Kral se pres veskerou svou snahu nestal ani profilujicim historikem vymyslejicim
koncepce. Nejedlého pojeti bylo totiZ moznd pfijatelné pro ¢eské komunisty-normalizito-
ry, mélo vsak tu vadu, Ze nebralo ohled na Slovensko a vracelo historické mysleni oblou-
kem zpét k pokusim o jakysi historiograficky c¢echoslovakismus, tj. o mechanické zacle-
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néni slovenskych déjin do ceskych. D4 se fici, Ze v sedmdesatych a osmdesatych letech
nebyla nakonec zformulovdna Zddnd koncepce a na rozdil od padesatych let nevidime ani
pokusy jakkoliv ideologicky vyuZzivat motiv Bilé hory. Na tom se nic podstatného nezmé-
nilo ani po paddu komunistického reZzimu v roce 1989, kdy se sice objevil urcity zdjem
o star§i diskuse nad smyslem Ceskych déjin,* avSak soucasné opét i vyraznd nechut
k vytvareni jakychkoliv d€jinnych koncepci vibec.

AvSak kazda generace se ke svym dé&jindm, véetné déjin starSich, vraci znovu. Proto se
jisté i v budoucnosti dockdme nové interpretace Bilé hory a mozna tedy i nové transforma-
ce bélohorského mytu. Myty v minulosti pomohly utvofit historické védomi. Dnes je jejich
puasobeni zpravidla kontraproduktivni, byt tato otdzka mize byt predmétem diskuse. Histo-
rik musi ale kazdopadné pfesné rozliSovat, co je mytem a jaka je historickd skutecnost.
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Abstract
The Battle at the White Mountain and the Myth about Three Hundred Years of Thraldom

On 8" November 1620 in the battle on the White Mountain near Prague the army of Ferdinand II
(1619-1637), King of Bohemia and the Holy Roman Emperor, defeated the army of Frederic the Palatine
(1619-1620), the rival king, elected by the revolting Protestant estates. Since the end of the 18™ Century
this event started to be considered as the end of Bohemian independence. This was historically wrong
because even after the White Mountain the Lands of the Bohemian Crown remained to be united with
other Habsburg domains (e.g. Austrian Lands and Hungary) only by the personal union, just like before
1619. In the 19" Century emerged the myth that the White Mountain was the beginning of bondage of the
Czechs, the beginning of Austrian thraldom and the supremacy of German language. Myth of the White
Mountain obtained the political significance already in the second half of the 19" Century in the Czech
political struggle for separate status in Austria-Hungary. It was used also during the World War 1. as
a political and ideological argument in the struggle for independence. The proclamation of independent
Czechoslovak state on 28" October 1918 was subsequently considered as an anticlimax of the White
Mountain, e.g. as the end of the three hundred years lasting thraldom. Such interpretation, however, was
unacceptable for the Slovaks because in their history the battle at the White Mountain played no role. The
Myth of the White Mountain was also used for political purposes by the Communists after 1945.
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Kpaaeasopckas u 3esienoropckas pykonucu (PK3) u ux Biiusinue
Ha pycckyro gureparypy XIX Beka

JIXOJIMUIJIA ITABJIOBHA JIAIITEBA

[epsrie cenenns o PK B Poccun otHOCsATCS K 1820 I, KOTIAa M3BECTHBIN CIaBIHOIIO0
U rocyaapcTBeHHbIN gedarens A. C. [IumikoB u3nan pycckuil mepeBof 3Toi pykonucu. B
cnenytomeM 1821 r. [lIunikoB omy6aukosan u P3.

C HauasIoM BBEICHUS B POCCUHCKHUX YHUBEPCUTETAX MPEIMEeTa CIaBIHCKOM (uitonornu
1 oTKpeITHEM B 1835 T Kadenp mo »toit aucimuminae PK3 Hammm mmpokoe mpruMeHeHne B
3aHATHAX CO CTYJACHTAMH: TEKCTBI PYKOITMCEH ITOJIBEPTAINCh UMH (PHIIOIOTHUECKOMY
aHAJM3Y U NEPEBOIMIINCH HAa PYCCKHUHN A3bIK.

B kauecTBe MCTOYHMKA AJIsI UCTOPUUECKOTO HCCIEJOBaHHUSA MEpBBHIM B Poccun
ucnonszoBas PK3 3Hamenutslii Bnocneactsuu pycckuit ciasuct W. U. Cpesnesckuii. B
1838 1. B padore ,,CeliMbI* OH IpUMEHUIT MaTepuai P3 s BBIBOIOB 00 0OIICCTBEHHOM
YCTpOHCTBE, 00pPa30BAaHHOCTH M JPYTMX OCOOCHHOCTSIX KM3HHU JIPEBHUX ciaBsH. Yepes
nBa roma CpesHeBckuit oopatuics u k PK, mcrons3oBaB ee ais nccinenoBaHui O IpeBHEH
PEIUTHH CIIaBsH.

B 1841 . H. JI. Banwumier, Bnocieacteuu mpodeccop Knerckoro yHuBepcuTeTa, B
COYMHEHUH, TOCBSIIICHHOM CPaBHUTEIBHOMY H3YYEHHUIO TePMAHCKOTO 1 CIIaBSIHCKOTO NpaBa,
ornupaics B ,,0oremckoii* yacti Ha PK3. Bce ynomsHyThie yueHble HE COMHEBAINCH B
nogmuHHOCTH PK3 1 cunTanyu ux 3amMedarenbHBIME MAMSATHUKAMH JIPEBHEH JTUTEpaTyph
yexoB. Takoe ke MHeHHe BbIcKa3biBalI U A .CokonoB, m3gaBmmii B 1845—-1846 r. B Kazanu
PK3 B pycckoM mepeBojie ¢ COOCTBEHHBIM BBEACHHEM M NMPUMEUYaHHSIMH. ABTOp, TOTIA
abcospBeHT KazaHckoro yHuBepcUTeTa, MOAPOOHO TIEPEUHCIIUII TEPEBOABI U ITyOINKaIuK
otaenbHbIX yactel PK, mosiBuBIIMECS O ATOTO B PYCCKOM Me4aTH, U JeTalbHO OMUCAl
coctaB PK, uto B Poccun 65110 ocymmectieHo Brepssie. [Ipu orienke PK rimaBHBIM aBTOpH-
tetoM miist CokontoBa Obu1 @ Ilanmankwii; HO pyCCKU aBTOP BBICKA3aJ U PSIIT KPUTHUESCKUX
CYKIEHMI, Kacarolmxcst cXoJcTBa otAeNnbHbIX 105M PK co ,,CiioBoM o nonky Uropese® u
PYCCKHAMH TTECHAMH. AHAIOTHYHBIM 00pa3oM pa3zodpana CoxonoBeiM 1 P3. B miemom aBTop
KHUTH 6€30r0BOPOYHO BEPUT B MOATUHHOCTH PK3, a nctopnueckne HecoOTBETCTBUS B HUX
00BACHSIET IPEBHOCTHIO. CXOACTBO A3bIKA C APYTUMHU CIaBTHCKUMU SIBIIsIeTCS, 10 COKOJIOBY,
MOATBEPKACHUEM OOITHOCTH UX MPOUCXOXKICHHS.

B 1846 1. BbIien nepsbii pycckuit ctuxorBopHblil nepeson PK. IlepeBonunik — H. bepr
— maszBan PK ,,cobOpanmeM demickux cTuxoTBopeHUH“. Ha m3manme bepra oTkimkHYICS
M3BECTHBIH B TO BpeMs pycckuii myonuiuct O. CeHKOBCKHN, KOTOPBIN PEITUTEIEHO OTBEPT
noumHHOCTH PK, paBia, 6e3 HayuHO# apryMeHTalny, a JIMIIb Ha OCHOBAaHUH TOTO JI0BOJIA,
YTO ,,IAMSTHUKHU" OTKPBITHI B ,,Mak(epcoHOBY 3MOXY™ U MPEACTABIAIOT CO00i ,,KOIEeKC
yHukyc®. Cnenyer otaarb gonkHoe O. CEHKOBCKOMY, KOTOPBIH B 00CTaHOBKE BCEOOIIETO
BOCXHIIECHUS (anbcu(uKaTaMy MOCMEJT BHICKA3aTh CBOIO PEIIUTENBHYIO YBEPEHHOCTh B
,»HE3aKOHHOCTH " NX MTPOUCXOKACHHUSL.

C xonma 50-x 1. maTepec k PK3 mposeusror yuennku npodeccopa IlerepOyprekoro
yausepcureta V. U. Cpesnesckoro — A. H. IIemmun u I1. A. JlaBpoBckuit, yBriekimecs
PYKOIHCAMH, BKIFOUEHHBIMU CPEe3HEBCKUM B YHUBEPCUTETCKUH KypC JICKIHH O CIIaBIHCKUX
nuteparypax. [1. A. JlaBpoBckuii BecHOM 1860 T. COBEPIITNII TOE3/IKY MO YEIICKUM rOpojiaM,
0 KOTOpPOH Hamucas BHOCIEACTBIH HOIPOOHBII oT4eT. B HEM pycckuil ciraBuCT M3IT0KHIT
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uctoputo otkpbiTus PK3, ykazam Ha pacnpocTpaHeHHe UX B JUTEpaType U C yAOB-
JIETBOPEHHEM KOHCTATHPOBAJ, YTO MAMATHUKHU 3aHAJIM MECTO B HayKe O CIaBSHCTBE Kak
peauaiiye no ApeBHOCTH U ,,IPAroLeHHENIIINE [0 COEP>KaHHUIO CBOEMY JIJIsl HICTOPHH IIpaBa,
SI3bIKA U [T093UU OTAAJICHHOH AIOXH KU3HHU chaBsHCKOU . I1. A. JIaBpoBCKHi OCTAaHOBWIICS U
Ha Xolle HauaBulelica yxe torga B Yexun auckyccuu o nognuHHoctd PK3 u ounenusan
BBICTYIUICHUSI KPUTHKOB KaK MPSIMYIO IOMBITKY HEMEIKUX IIOBHHHUCTHYECKHUX KPYTOB
JUCKPEUTUPOBATh CIABIHCKYIO HAyKy U IPUHU3HUTH IPECTIDK CIaBIHCTBA BO BCEM MHpE.

IToutn ogHoBpemenHo ¢ JlaBpoBckum mocetun Ilpary u A. ITeimuH, KOTOPHIN ToXe
oAPOOHO omHMcal cBoe MpeObIBaHNE B YEHICKOH CTONUIIE M AETAIBHO paccKa3all PyCCKOH
mybmmke 00 PK3, ocTaHOBUBIINCH M Ha TIOJIEMHUKE TI0 TOBOAY ,,TaMATHUKOB . Cam [TermuH
B OTO BpPeMs MPEACTAET 3alUTHUKOM UX NOAIUHHOCTH. BIOCIENCTBIY yUYEHBI U3MEHHIT
CBOE MHEHHE.

B tom ke 1861 . gBaxib1 BeIcTyHI 110 Boripocy 00 PK3 1. U. Cpesnesckuii. Onna u3
cTaTel MpeAcTaBIsieT COOOH MOMBITKY 3aIIUTUTH PyKONIMCH Ha OCHOBAaHWH HAayYHBIX JI0BOJIOB.
Omna mocssmeHa Bompocy 06 smudgeckoM pasmepe PK3. CpesHeBckmii momaraet, 94To
SMUYECKUH IECATHCIOKHBINA CTUX, CBOHCTBEHHBIHN ITAMSTHHKAM, SBIISICTCS OOIIINM JUIs BCEX
3amajiHbIX CIaBSH U JJaKe JOCTOSTHUEM BCEX CIaBsH B LIeIoM. B ipyroii ctatbe Cpe3HeBCKUil
yrnoMuHaeT 00 00BMHEHHH ['aHKH B MOTIOTaX M BO3MYIIAETCS STUMHU ,,HECIIPABEITHBBIMU
Y JIOXKHBIMU BBIXOJKAMHU .

Taroke 1 opunmanbHbie opransl M. AkageMun Hayk MyOJIMKOBaJIM Ha CBOMX CTPaHHUIIAX
CTaTbM NMPOTUB YEMICKUX KpUTUKOB nojiinHHocTH PK3. Kpome akagemuka Cpe3HeBCKOro
ABTOPOM HX ABJISLIICS Apyroi akageMuk — A. A. KyHuKk, KOTOpbIil IbITalICs ONPOBEPTHYTh
comHeHust . Mukiommya B noguHHocTH PK. KyHUK HaXomuT mpocyeTsl B KPUTHUKE MHEHU I
Deiidanika, HO yrioMHHaeT Takke 1 00 omrbkax @. [Tanankoro u He MPOSBIISET BOCTOPTa
10 TOBOJLY KHUTH OpatbeB M peuek, 3aliiaBInX MoAIMHHOCTb pyKonuceil. B nemom Kynnk
cuntai, 94To B 1817 1., B CBSI3U C O€ICTBEHHBIM MOJ0KEHUEM CIIABUCTUKU, HUKTO He 00Ia1a1
JIOCTATOYHBIMH 3HAHUSMH, YTOOBI COBEPIIUTH TOT MOJJIOT, O KOTOPOM TOJIKYIOT KPUTHKH.

B 1871 1. BeImen B cBet cOOpHUK ,,I1033us cnaBsH, m3nanubeiil H. B. [epbenem. B Hem
MIPUHSIN y9acThe u3BecTHBIE yueHble A. @. Tmimpdepauar u O. ©. Mumnep. Musurep
ornyOJIMKOBaJ 0030p CIABSIHCKUAX HAPOIHBIX MIECCH, KOCHYBIIKCH TpH 3ToM 1 PK3. Hukakux
comHeHu# B nopmuHHOCTH PK y Munnepa He BozHukaet. CxonctBo Mexay necHamu PK u
JPEBHUMH MPOU3BEICHUAMHU JIPYTHX CIABIHCKHX HApOJOB OTMEYanoch MMILIEpOM C
BooxayienineHueM. A. @. ['uinbp(epanHr, moMecTHBINT B TOM e COOpHHUKe, 9To 1 Mutep,
CTaThIO O YELICKOM IUTEpaType, UCTIoNb30Bal cofepxkanne PK3 kak apryMeHT 1715 BBIBOJA,
YTO YK€ Ha CAMOM HCTOKE MCTOPHH B YEIICKOM MO33UU MPOSABISIOCH KUBOE CO3HAHUE
00pbOBI 32 HAPOIAHOCTH, KAKOTO HEJIb3sl 3aMETUTh HUTAE Oojee B TormamHedl Empore.
HayuHble aprymeHTbl TpOTHBHUKOB NouinHHOCTH PK3 T'mnbdepnunr orepraet. [TlonsiTku
OCMapuBaTh MOJUIMHHOCTh PYKOTUCEH MPeICTaBIsI0TCS [ MiIb(epIuHTY T10/I0M TPOKCKOB
HEMEIKUX BPAroB YEIICKOH HaruoHaidbHOCTH. [IpaBna, I'mnbdepaunr, Oynydn ydeHbIM
BECbMa JPyJUPOBAHHBIM, 3aMedall B COAEP)KaHUM HEKOTOphIX meceH PK koe-kakue
HecooOpaszHocTu. Ho yOekieHne ero B MoAIMHHOCTH ,,[TAMSITHUKA * OBIJIO CTOJIB HE3BIONEMO,
YTO OH YCMOTpEJ B 9THX HECOOOPA3HOCTSIX JIMIIIb HOBBIE, paHee He MPUBIICKaBIINEe K cede
BHUMaHHMsI CBEJICHUsI. BMecTo TOro, 4To0bl 3amoJ03puTh MOJUIMHHOCTh UCTOYHUKOB,
'unbdepauHr moanancs cBoei ciaBiHOPUIbCKON MPEAB3SATOCTH, U €T0 IIMPOKUE 3HAHHS
OKa3aJIuCh HEJOCTATOUHBIMU JIJIs TPEOJOIECHNUS OBIAJIEBIIEH UM alPHOPHON HIEH.

B 1872 . mosiButocs HoBoe mananue PK, mpennpunrstoe H. Hekpacosim. Texer ObL1
W3JaH B BYX TPAHCKPHUMIHAX — CTAPOUEHICKOM M HOBOYEHICKOH. 3a TEKCTaMH CIEYyeT
CIIOBaph, Aajiee — TpaMMaTHYeCKHe TOSICHEHUS U pA NpUIoKeHUH. B uncie nocneauux —
OTpbIBKU U3 ,,XpoHUKU" Ko3bMbl [Ipakckoro Ha JTaTHHCKOM sI3bIKe, XpOHUK Jlamummuia,
[TynkaBsl u BaiyiaBa ["aeka u3 JInbouan. B nenom uznanue Hekpacosa He BHECTIO 0COOBIX
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JIomnoiaHeHul B u3ydenue ceneHuit o6 PK. Ero 3HaueHue cocrtosiymo numib B pac-
HPOCTPaHEHUH CPeu pycckoi myonuku ceeaenuit 0o PK, ee popme u conepxanum.

Ha u3nanue Hekpacosa otospaincs pycckuil yueHnbslil A.C.byaunosud. OH pazmensin
CIaBIHO(DMITBCKYIO KOHIICTIIIHNIO, cauTan PK3 | kiramom 4emckoro S361ka U HAPOTHOCTH U
Ha3bIBaJ M3Aanue HekpacoBa oOpa3oBbIM.

[TporuBononoxHbIM 0T36IBY Bynunosuua Oputo MHeHue B.W.JlamancHoro. OH 00bsiBII
paboty HekpacoBa HeHay4HOM, OO TOT He 3HaJ, YTO ,,eCTh HA CBETE KPUTHKA, 0€3 KOTOPOii
Het Hayku“. [To mueHuro Jlamanckoro, HexpacoBy HensBecTHa kputuka PK ®eiidannkom.
PenieH3eHT BhIpaXkaeT MOJHOE HEAOBEPHE K PHUIIONOrHIecKoii oOpasoBaHHOCTH Hekpacosa.
OTH CyXJIeHHs BBICKA3aHBbl, IPaB/a, JIUILIb Yepe3 7 JeT MOcie BhIXoaa B cBeT KHuru He-
KpacoBa, OJTHAKO OHH TTOJHOCTBHIO OTPAXKaloT TO TIyOOKOE HEeloBEpHE, KOTOPOE MHTAl
JlamaHCKHU# K ,,0TKpBITUAM® ['aHKH, ¥ KOTOpOE B 0CO00i Mepe MpOsIBISIETCS] B €ro 001-
UpHOIt pabote, u3nanHoi B 1879 .

B kon1ie 70-x rogos XIX B. co crartesamu 00 PK3 BeicTymu npodeccop BapiaBekoro
yauBepcurera B. B.Maky1eB. DTu cTaThH BBIILIH 3aTE€M OTJCIEHBIM COOpHUKOM B 1879 1.
B nepBoii U3 HUX aBTOP U3IaraeT HCTOPUIO OTKPBITUSA P3, 0ocTaHaBIMBaeTCs Ha apryMEHTax
3aIUTHUKOB MOJUTMHHOCTH, KOHCTaTHPYET MX HEYOEeIUTENbHOCTh W NPUBOJIUT CBOM
JI0Ka3aTeNIbCTBA MOAJIOKHOCTH TEKCTOB, yKa3bIBas Ha ,,CMELICHHE JIPEBHUX (OPM sI3bIKa C
(hopMaMu M3BECTHBIMHU, UTO XapaKTEPHO ISl ,,HaMsATHUKA . MaKyIleB oAIBepr COMHEHHIO
npuBeneHHbie B ,,Cyne JIuOymu‘ ncropuueckue GpakTel, Kak TO: 0 ceiiMe, O Cy/IHBIX JIeBaX,
0 JIOCKax TpaBAofaTHbIX. MakymieB cuuTaet, 4To JIMOyIMH Cy/l MOT TIOSIBUTHCS JIMIIb B
Hauvane XIX cToneTus, 1 KOHCTaTUPYET, YTO HEMb3s 3alIUIIATh TaK Ha3. 3eIE€HOTOPCKYIO
PYKOITHCH JOBOIAMH, KOTOpBIe peacTasieHs [lamankuM, [ladapukom, I"aTranoit, Tomexom
U HEKOTOpbIMH ApYruMH. Uto ke kacaetcs PK, To Maky1ies nmpru3HaBai ee MOAITHHHOCTb.
Ho y4enslii TIaTenbpHO CIeIu 3a BCeMH MaTepragaMu o uccnenosanuto PK, B Tom uncie
U 32 KpUTHKOiL. [TocTerneHHo ero B3IIIsT M3MEHMIICS KOPEHHBIM 00pa3oM, 0COOEHHO Mociie
TOro, KaKk y4uTellb YEHNICKOH TMMHa3uM B bpHo A. Bamek oTBepr Ha OCHOBAaHUU
(uIonorMYeCKUX JTaHHBIX He TonbKo P3, Ho 1 PK, a MakyteB yoemuics B mpaBoTe Bammeka
ocyie MPOOIDKUTENbHON Oecerpl ¢ HUM. TakuM oOpa3om, MakyIeB ObLT Cpesii pycCKuX
yueHbIX Hanbosee KBaJIM(UIIMPOBAHHBIM ISl CBOETO BPEMEHHM KPUTHKOM IMOJIMHHOCTH
PK3. Ero kpuTHka 0CHOBBIBaJIACh HA YHCTO HAYYHBIX MPUHIUIIAX HccienoBanus. Ha Ham
B3[VIsI/I, OH BHEC CBO¥ COOCTBEHHBIHN, YCTh U BEChbMa CKPOMHBIN BKJIaJ B pa3o0iiaucHue
3HAMEHUTHIX (PambCU(PUKATOB, HE TOBOPS YK€ O TOM, YTO PACIPOCTPAHWI MHEHHE O
nmoutoxkHocti PK3 cpeny unratomneil pycckoi myOnuK.

Moyt omHOBpeMEeHHO ¢ MakyIeBsIM BBICTYIIN ¢ KpuTuKoi PK3 Taxske mpodeccop
[MerepOyprckoro ynuepcurera B.W.Jlamanckuii. Ero ocHoBHas pabora mpoTuB moji-
unHOocTH PK3 HOCHUT Ha3Banue ,,HoBeilnne maMaTHUKY APEBHEUCHICKOTO SA3bIKa“. B Hel
aBTOp pe3ko oto3Bascs o kuure llladapuka u Ilamankoro ,,/IpeBHeinine maMsaTHUKH
gemckoro s3bika” (1840), momaras, 9To 3TO U3AaHUE ,,TOPOAMIIO M PAa3BEI0 MHOXKECTBO
CaMbIX HEMpPaBHIBHBIX COOOpaKeHMUI, CaMbIX TTeUaIbHBIX OIIMOOK U 3a0myxaenni ... He
HaliieTCcs B Halllel HayKe JPyToro UCCIeJOBaHuUs, BTOPOU KHUTH, — 3aMedal JlaMaHCKuii, —
KOTOpasi uMesia Obl Takoe BpeIHOe M JAypHoe BiusHue . [IpuMepoM 3TOTO BIMSIHHS
JlamaHcku#t cuntaeT haHATHYHYIO BEpPY Psia PYCCKHX CIIaBUCTOB B MOAMMHHOCTH PK3. A
0OBSICHSCT OH 3TO BIUsiHKUE aTMOC(hepoii eBpornetickoii cinaBuctuku 30—40-x rogos XIX B.,
B KOTOPOH yBJIEUEHH CIABUCTOB 3aMa/HOCIABIHCKAM JBMKCHUEM M €TO BESIHUSMH OBbIITH
€CTeCTBEHHBI 1 Hen30exHbl. Ho Tereps, Mo MHEeHHIO JIaMaHCKOT0, MHHOBAJIO BPEMS CIIEIOTO
MIPEKJIOHEHUSI TIepe]] aBTOpUTeTaMu, Terepsb repoun JInbynmna Cyna n Kpanensopckoit pyko-
MHUCH YK€ OTXKHIU OTIYIIECHHBIC UM CPOKH, U HE TOJBKO IJIS APYTHX CIaBsH, HO U JUIs
caMHX 4exoB, Tak uTo PK3 coxpaHAI0T JHIIb HCTOPUYECKOE 3HAUCHHE, KaK TPEIMET BEphI
U 000KaHMsI HECKOJIBKHX MOKOJICHHUH, KaK TAMSITHUKH YUEHOH JIOBEPUMBOCTH U CI1ab0OCTH
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KPUTHKH, BIPOYEM 3aKOHHBIX M HEM30€KHBIX B ’KU3HU Ka)KJJ0N HAyKH B HAYaIbHBINA EPHOJ
€e pa3BUTHSL.

JlamMaHCKUH KaTErOPUUYECKU BBICKA3bIBAETCS MPOTUB MOMNBITKU CPE3HEBCKOTO 3aIIUTH-
Th ['aHKYy W NPUHU3HUTH 3HAUCHHE pa3obiadeHus riocc B ,,Marep Bepbopym“,
ocymectienHoro B kaure A. [Tarepsr. [IpuBens noxasarensctsa [lladapuka u [Tanamkoro
B nonib3y noaimuuHocT PK3, JlamaHCKuUi BEICKA3bIBAaeT CBOE YBAXKEHHE K YEIICKUM YUEHBIM,
HO CO BCEH PEIIUTENbHOCTHIO OOBSBISIET UX apPIyMEHTBI HECOCTOATENBHBIMU. TOT (axT,
yro [[ladapuky u [lanamkoMy m01aro BTOpHi BEeCh yYCHBIH M HEYYEHBIH MHp, HaHEC, MO
MHeHHI0 JlamaHcKoro, orpoMHBIH Bpe Hayke. Jlanee JlaMaHCKUI O4eHb BBICOKO OLIEHUBAET
pabotsl 10.Delianuka, kak nmepBeIi ynap mo nanxeorpaguueckuM U KPUTHYECKHM
cyxnenusm [lananxoro u Hladapuka, ,,KOTOpBIE ... HEAOCTOWHO U HEMPWJINYHO OTPUIIAIIH B
Jlo6pOBCKOM CaMy!O CyIIECTBEHHYIO H JIyYIIYI0 CTOPOHY €T0 yMa U 1apOBaHMUsI, NIaBHYIO
€ro CHjy — KPUTHKY, ...HECIIPaBeUIMBO OTBEpraiy ero naineorpaduieckue 3Hauus™ . 13
OopIoi padboThl JlaMaHCKOTO O ,,TaMSATHUKAX  BUIHO, MEXIY MPOYMM, YTO M CaM OH,
Oy/tyd¥ MOJIOZIBIM YIEHBIM, BEpHJI B TOATHMHHOCTH PK3, a coMHEHMS 3aKpanch B €T0 AyNIy
aumb B 1875 1.

Counnenns Jlamanckoro 06 PK3 nMenn Oompiroe 3HAYCHUE IS PYCCKOM TUTEPATyPHI.
Emte n B XX B. BcTpeuaich OT3bIBbI 00 3TOH paboTe, Kak MOJI0KUBILEH KOHEIl TPEKIOHEHHIO
nepea KyMHpaMH, He IIaJUBIIEH aBTOPUTETOB, BBICOKO CTaBHUBILIECH MCCIEIOBAaHUS KpH-
TuKOB noxuHHOCcTH PK3, monopBasmueit Bepy B camu nmaMATHUKH. B xoHue 70-x rogos
XIX B. comHenue B nojmuHHocTH PK3 BbIpazun u pycckuil ciaBHUCT, BIOCIEACTBUU
mpodeccop HoBopoccuiickoro yansepcurera A. A. Koaydunckuit. Takum 06pa3om, K KOHITY
80-X ros10B B pyCCKOI CIIABUCTUKE YKE IOCTENEHHO YTBEPKAAI0Ch MHEHHE O MOIJI0KHOCTH
PK3, BbiBuHYyTOE M nozep:kannoe MakyrieBbiM, Jlamanckum, Kouyonnckum. OmHaxo
9TO BOBCE HE 3HAYMT, YTO K TOMY BpeMeHH 3amUTHUKH nojyinHHOCTH PK3 B Poccun yxe
nepesennchk. B 1880 1. Boimna kaura A. CTOPOXKEHKO, CIEIABIIET0 MOMBITKY MOJBECTH
UTOT BceM paHee pazpadoranubiM uccnenoBanmsaM PK3. Cam CtopoxxeHKO TpHaepKUBaETCS
MHEHHS, IPOMEKYTOYHOTO MEKAY MO3HLIHUAMU KPUTUKOB U 3alIUTHIKOB PK3, HO ¢ ABHBIM
YKJIOHOM B cTopoHy nocineanux. Tekctol PK3 kaxyres emy npoussenenusimMu XIX Beka,
HalMCaHHBIMH KaKUM-TO IOPUCTOM, HE JINIIEHHBIM ITO3THYECKOTO fapoBaHus. OfHaKo, Mo
MHeHHI0 CTOpOXKEHKO, HaleHHbIe B Hayajne XIX B. TEKCTHI NMPEJCTABIAIOT COOOM
MO3/IHENIITNE CTIMCKH, U3TOTOBIEHHBIE, OBITH MOXKET, Jake U B Hauane XIX B., B TO Bpems
KaK JIpeBHHE OPUTHHAIBI yTpadeHbl. BripodeM 3Ta BepcUs HUKAaKUMH J0Ka3aTeIbCTBAMU
He aprymMeHTupyetcs. CKoIb TPYIHO ObIIIO HEKOTOPBIM POCCHICKIM YUCHBIM €IIIE U B KOHIIE
XIX B. oTkazarecst oT yoexaeHus B moaauHHOCTH PK3, MOKa3bIBalOT KHUTH KHEBCKOTO
cnaBucta A. CrenoBuda. B cBoem ,,Ouepke genickoit nuteparypsl™ (1886) on momectun
PK3 B paznen ,,J{peBHsis mopa‘, XOTs © OTMETHIL, UYTO 00€ PyKOMUCH HAXOSTCS MOJ] CUIILHBIM
nojo3peHueM. [lomaras, 4To OKOHYATEIBHBIA NMPUTOBOP elle He BhIHECeH, CTemnoBUY
MIPOJIOJKAET TOBOPUTH O PYKOIHUCSAX KaK O MOJUIMHHBIX MaMATHUKAX APEBHOCTH. CXOACTBO
neced PK ¢ mpomsBeneHnsIMH APYTruX CIaBIHCKHX 3THOCOB (4TO moamMeTni CTernoBHd)
MIPE/ICTABISIFOTCSI €My apryMEHTOM B ITOJIb3Y YTBEPKICHUS 00 00IIeM MPOUCXOKICHAN U
JPYTHX TTAMSITHUKOB U3 OJIHOTO CJIABSIHCKOTO HAPOJAHOTO UCTOYHHKA, U3 OOIIHOCTH OTHOTO
CIIaBAHCKOTO Tyxa y pasHbIX ruieMeH. Cam CTenmoBHY HE NMPHHAIEKAT K TEM YUCHBIM,
koTopsle onupanuck Ha PK3 B cBoeit nccnenosarensckoit padore. Ero yoexxaeHue B moai-
WHHOCTH ,,TAMSTHUKOB" O0BSICHSIIOCH JIMIIb CIABIHO(DUIECKAM MHPOBO33PEHHEM, CTaBIII-
UM B 86-0M Tojly y»K€ aHaXpOHU3MOM.

Ouepennoe mHeHHE 00 PK3 OBLITO BEICKa3aHO B PYCCKOH TUTEPAType H3BECTHBIM YICHBIM
I1. O. Mopo3oBbim, KoTopslid B 1888 . Hanucan s 3-ro Toma ,,Bceobueit uctopuu jim-
TepaTyphsl* OombIIoN pasznen ,,Hosas muteparypa cnaBsHCcKkuX HapoaoB*. [To aToMy MHEHHIO
BUHO, YTO HECMOTPSI HAa pa3IMyYHbIC OTKJIOHEHHS OT MPOTPECCUBHON JTMHUU KPUTHKHU, B
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pYyCCKOit TuTepaType Bce 0oee HapacTano HeJOoBEpHE K YTBEPKACHUSAM O MOIMHHOCTH
pykonuceil. MOpo30B B 4aCTHOCTH TOBOPHUT O TIOOYKACHUSIX, KOTOPBIMH JIOJIXKHBI B TIEPBY IO
odepeb pyKoBoACTBOBaThCs 3amuTHIKH PK3: ,,Ecinm 061 geficTBuTEnbHO OBIIO 0Ka3aHO,
YTO MTAMATHUKH OJJIOXKHBI, TO HAyKe CIIABSIHCKOH (DHIIONIOTUH U IPEBHOCTEH OBbIT ObI HAHECEH
BEChbMa YyBCTBUTENbHBIN ynap. [Ipumtocsk Okl MpHU3HATE, YTO OYEHH MHOTOE U3 TOTO, Ha
4yeM B MPOAOIKEHHUE MOTyBEKa CTPOMIINCH HaydyHbIe TEOPUH, €CTh HEe Oomee ueM B3/JopHast
(baHTa3MsI JOCY)KETO MAaTPUOTH3MA, ... IPUILIOCH Obl BBIYEPKHY T U3 HAYKH ... TPY/IbI LEITBIX
MIOKOJICHNH YBa)KaeMBIX U JJAPOBUTHIX JeATeNeH, MPUILIOCH OBl 3a9BUTh, YTO CIaBSHCKAS
HayKa ... IOCTPOCHA HE TOJIKO Ha IEecKe, HO MpsiMo Ha Bo3ayxe“. [Ipu3naBas Bce 310,
Mopo30B OJHAKO PEUIMTENbHO NpHcoeanHseTcs K kputukam PK3, ,moromy uto en-
MHCTBEHHas [eJIb HayKH 3aKJIF0YaeTcs B UCTHHE . B 00111eM MOXXHO OTMETHTH, 4T0 MOp030B
CTOSUT Ha YPOBHE COBPEMEHHOM eMy HayKH, a JalbHeHIIne HCCIeI0BaHUS MOIUTH HIMEHHO
10 TOMY ITYTH, KOTOPBIH Ka3aJcs *elaaTelbHbIM Mopo30By, TO €CTh MO MyTH BBIICHEHUS
HCTOYHUKOB, MaTePHAJIOB U CPEACTB (habCUPUKALIH.

Opnaxo etre 1 B Hauane XX B. PK3 umenu B Poccuu cBoux 3amuruukoB. [Tocinennss B
pycckoit mopeBomtormonHoit mureparype o0 PK3 crates H. [letpoBckoro ,,3HaueHune
IIPOM3BEACHHI HAPOAHOTO TBOPYECTBA [UIS CIIABSIHCKOTO BO3POXK/ICHH)S *, OITyOIMKOBaHHAS
B 1914 ., mocesiiieHa He MpobIeMe TMOMTMHHOCTH WK moioxHocTH PK3, a ux piausHuI0
Ha XyJO)KECTBEHHOE TBOPUECTBO YEXOB M MHOCTPAHIIEB, HA PACIPOCTPAHEHHUE CIOKETOB
PK3 B EBporme. ABTOp cuMTaet, 4To 00€ pyKOIHCH NPUHECIIH CIaBTHCKOMY BO3POXKICHHIO
ropaszo OoJbIle TOJIB3BI, HEXEIN KaKUEe-INOO IONIMHHBIC MAaMATHUKH JIPEBHOCTH,
oOHapyxeHHbIC B HOBeHee Bpems. Pabora [leTpoBckoro orpaxaer TOT ypoBeHb, Ha
KOTOpOM BeJiach nosneMmuka mo sonpocam PK3 Bo Bropom gecsatunerun XX Beka, KOrna
pemuTensHbIe yaapsl no noguaHocT PK3 yxke Obli HaHECEHBI.

JanpHelnme crophl MoKa3ajid TOJIbKO, 4TO (anbCU(PUKATHI 3alIUIIAINCH JTHO0 MO
OTKPOBEHHO HAIIMOHAINCTUYECKUM COOOPaKEHHUSIM, JINOO IO HEBEIKECTBY.

Ucropus otHoueHus pycckux yueHbiX K PK3 orpaxaeT sTambl pa3BUTHS PyCCKOM
00IIECTBEHHO-UCTOPHYECKON M JTUTEPAaTypHONH MBICIH, NEPEX0] OT POMAHTHUIECKON
BOCTOP’KEHHOCTH K KPUTHYECKOMY OCMBICICHHIO HCTOPHUYECKHX SIBICHUH, TIPEOIOTICHIE
CIIaBSIHOPMIBCKUX MTOCTPOEHHUH. B To ke Bpemsi, uctopusi pycckoit suteparypsl 06 PK3
CBHUJICTEIBCTBYET O JKUBYUECTH NPEAYOSKICHNH, TOAKPEIUIAEMbIX TeHICHIINEeH MPUHIMATh
xkenmaemoe 3a neiicteurenbHoe. Koneuno, monemuka 06 PK3 B Poccuu mo cBoemy Hakamy
HECOM3MEepHMa CO CIIOpaMH O 3HAMEHUTHIX (anbcudukarax B Uexnu, rae mpodiIeMsl nx
MTOJVTMHHOCTH 33JIeBaJI caMble KOPHM HAIMOHAIbHOH >kn3HU. Ho B OCHOBE pa3BuTHA
pycckux mueHnir 06 PK3 nexanm moxokue MOTHBBEI. MOKHO, BUAUMO, 0€3 HATSKKA
yTBEp:KJIaTh, YTO CIOphl B Poccuu ycTynmanu mo uX MHTEHCHUBHOCTH criopaMm B Yexuu B
Takoi xe mMepe, B kakoit PK3 kacaroTcs, o oqHOM CTOPOHBI, YELICKOTO Hapo/a, a, C APYToi,
CIIaBAHCTBA B I1eJIoM U Poccuu B 4acTHOCTH.

B 3axirouenne cieyer oTMEeTHTb, YTO YSIIICKUE OISIKH UMEITH 3HAaYNTENIbHOE BIUSIHUC
Ha PYCCKYIO JINTEpPATypy O CIaBSIHCKUX APEBHOCTAX, O CIABIHCKOM (OJIBKIOpE H
STHOTpaduH, 0coOeHHO B rrepBoii monoBruHe XIX B. Co BpeMeHN Hayaia KpUTUKHU PYKOTIHCEH
9TO BIMSHUE MajaeT. Pycckue yueHble-ClIaBUCThI B OOJIBIIMHCTBE CBOEM BEPHIIH B MOMJI-
uHHOCTH PK3, nckamy apryMeHTshI, JOKa3bIBaIOIINE UX IPEBHOCTh M HETATUBHO OT3BIBAIICH
0 KpuTukax. Takasi HO3HUIUS OOBSICHICTCS, HA HAIll B3O, A1 XIX B. pOMaHTHYCCKUM
OTHOIICHNEM K CIIaBSHCTBY H CIABIHO(PHIBCKUMH TPAJAUIHUSMH, HE TOTHOCTBIO YTaCIINIMU
BILIOTH 710 peBomounu 1917 . Ho cnenyer otnarh 10MKHOE U PYyCCKUM KPUTUKAM MOJI-
naHocTn PK3, Kcrath ckaszaTh, BecbMa SpyANPOBAHHBIM B CBEJCHUSIX 00 MCTOPUH JaT-
MHCKOTO MIMChMa U PEaTuCTHYECKH CMOTPEBIINM Ha HCTOPUIO IPEBHUX CIIaBSH; OHU BHECIIN
OIIPE/ICIICHHBIH, XOTSl U CKPOMHBIH BKJIaa B 60pb0y ¢ dhanbcuduKkausMu B HayKe.
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Kult hor v ¢eském narodnim mytu

EDUARD MAUR

Vyslovi-li pfed ndmi nékdo slovo ,.hory*, vybavi se ndm obvykle obraz krajiny, kterd je
pro nds esteticky pritazlivou, kterd v nas vyvolava piijemné pocity, jejiZ ptivab obdivuje-
me, do jejthoz klidu se uchylujeme pred shonem velkomésta, v niZ se prosté citime dobte.
VEétsinou si pii tom neuvédomujeme, Ze tomu tak nebylo vzdycky, Ze pro naSe predky, a to
nejen ve stfedoveéku, ale jesté hluboko do novovéku, byla horskd krajina ¢imsi nepftatel-
skym, ¢emu je 1épe se vyhnout, Ze odpuzovala i désila svou drsnosti a svymi nebezpecimi,
Ze esteticky idedl stfedovékého i renesancniho ¢loveéka neztélesiovaly hory, ale ismévna
niZina s obdélanymi polnostmi, drobnymi hdjky, klidnymi fickami, krajina zalidnéna
a bezpeénd.' Velmi hezky ndm to dokldd4 napiiklad verSovany popis cesty z Prahy do In-
golstadtu z pera ¢eského humanisty Bohuslava Hod€jovského z Hod€jova (1545). Krajina
zdpadné od Plzné, kterou bychom dnes oznacili spiSe za fadni, autorovi pfipomind antickou
Arkadii, zatimco pohraniéni hory, dnes oblibeny cil turistiky z obou stran hranice, Hod¢-
jovsky prechazi se stisnénymi pocity, jevi se mu spiSe nepiatelskym a nebezpe¢nym pro-
stiedim, takZe citi nemalou tlevu v okamzZiku, kdy je opousti.> Krdsa horské krajiny se
prosazovala v lidském védomi jen zvolna. Plné zacala byt ocefiovdna vlastné az
v romantismu, kdy se také stala predmétem intenzivniho turistického zdjmu.
krajiny, nejlépe ztélesnény krajinou alpskou, ale spojilo s nékterymi pohofimii jednotlivymi
horskymi vrcholky i dal$i vyznam, a tim je ucinilo jesté pritazlivéjSimi. Proménilo je
co znamenaly pro Stirovu generaci slovenskych obrozenci Tatry, co pro ni znamenal Kri-
vén nebo Kralova Hola.? U Cechd se nejriznéjsi ndrodni symboly a predstavy spojovaly
spise s ,,matickou Prahou* neZ s horskymi velikany, ale ani hory nepfisly zkratka. Kameny
Z ,,posvatného* lil’pu, Hostyna, Radhosté ¢i ,,tajemného™ Blanika i dal§ich vrchu, jako byl
zdpado&esky Cerchov, nemohly chybét v zakladech Narodniho divadla* a samy zmin&né
i dalsf vrchy se staly pfedmétem obecné ndrodni tcty, jeZ do zna¢né miry nahradila nékdej-
$1 barokni kult poutnich mist nebo s nim piimo splynula.

Byla to ostatné praveé barokni epocha a zejména fenomén poutnich mist, které stly
u zrodu sldvy jednotlivych ,,pamatnych* vrchi, nebof temena nékterych z nich byla v 17.
a v prvni poloviné 18. stoleti ozdobena poutnimi chramy, které svym umisténim na hote
na jedné strané navstévnika priblizovaly k Bohu a na druhé strané tim, Ze ovlddaly jako
zdaleka viditelné dominanty Siroké okoli, demonstrovaly moc a sldvu vitézné cirkve. Ba-
rokn{ doba vSak svym zdjmem o krajinné dominanty napomohla i pfekonat tradi¢ni strach
7 hor, z pusté a clovéku nepratelské horské krajiny, jakou predstavovaly do té€ doby napfi-
klad Krkonose. Nejlepsi svédectvi o tom dodnes vydava kaple sv. Vaviince na SnéZce (1 605
m n. m.), kterou tu dal postavit v letech 1668—1681 Krystof Leopold hr. Safgo¢ a u niz poté
pétkrat rocné konaly bohosluzby, nebo vysvéceni labského pramene (1 350 m n. m.) kralo-
véhradeckym biskupem Janem z Talmberka roku 1684.% V baroku se vSak setkdvame
i s nesmélymi pocatky moZno fici turistického, tj. ideologicky nezatiZzeného zajmu o hory,
projevujictho se namahavymi vystupy na jednotlivé vrcholy, cestami, které jsou podnikany
jen z estetickych a pozndvacich davodui. Tento zdjem dokladaji naptiklad vystupy jezuit-
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ského hvistorika Bohuvslava Balbina na Sedlo (726 m) v Ceském stiedohofi, na nejvyssi
vrchol Ceského lesa Cerchov (1 042 m) u DomaZlic nebo na strmy vulkanicky kopec Bo-
fen (539 m) u Biliny, které Balbina napliiovaly, jak dokladaji jeho Miscellanea historica
regni Bohemiae, nejen estetickymi dojmy, ale i hrdosti nad dosaZzenym ,,sportovnim® vy-
konem.®

Sléva vétSiny ,,posvatnych* vrchi ¢eského ndroda sahd svymi pocdtky do baroka. Ba-
roknimi poutnimi misty byl nejen Hostyn, ale napiiklad i Rip nebo Radhost, barokni kaple
stdla i na Malém Blaniku. Projevy potridentské barokni zboZnosti se pfitom v kultu posvat-
nych hor casto spojovaly s demonstraci barokniho patriotismu, opirajiciho se zpravidla
o lokdlni povésti a legendy. Tak tomu bylo zejména v pripadé jihomoravského vrchu Hos-
tyna (735 m), ozdobeného mohutnym baroknim poutnim chramem, vyzdvizenym ve 40.
letech 18. stoleti na misté star$i kaple uprostied valti tajemného pravékého hradisté.’
V hostynském piipadé doslo k zajimavému spojeni maridnského kultu, ktery byl nejvy-
znamngj$im kultem barokni epochy, s historickou tradici boje proti Tatarim v roce 1240,
jez se zase stala — vzhledem k dlouholeté konfrontaci Moravy s tureckym nebezpecim —
nejvyznamnéjsi moravskou véale¢nou tradici, a pravé toto spojeni propujéilo hostynskému
kultu jeho mimotadnou Zivotnost. Barokni historiografie se vSak pokusila spojit s Hostynem
i tradici moravského pasobeni sv. Cyrila a Metodéje, ktefi odtud méli vypudit nikdy neexis-
tujiciho slovanského bizka Hostajnova ¢i Radegasta, jehoZ jméno bylo vytvoreno svévolnym
etymologizovanim na zdkladé mistntho jména Hostyn, spojovaného se slovanskym jménem
host, gost, a¢ ve skute¢nosti §lo spiSe o mistni jméno ptivodu némeckého (Hohenstein).

Nejstarsi, jeSté pomérné struc¢ny zdznam hostynské povésti najdeme u Bohuslava Bal-
bina (1665). Podle ného se na Hostyn uchylili v roce 1240 obyvatelé z okoli, byli zde oble-
Zeni Tatary a poté zachranéni zdsahem P. Marie, kterd zpisobila, Ze na oblehatele zacalo
padat z nebe kament, coZ je pfinutilo, aby odtahli. Balbin rovnéZ pfipomind studnu, kterou
si ziznici Moravané na Hostyné u P. Marie vyprosili, coz je dalsi dtlezitd souc¢ast hostynské
legendy. Jinou verzi zaznamenal o mélo pozdéji Balbintv fadovy spolubratr Jif{ Crugerius.
I podle ného P. Maria na prosby oblezenych obhdjct Hostyna, traipenych nedostatkem vody,
dala vytrysknout na Hostyné pramenu vody, takze Tatafi, vidouci marnost svého poc¢inani,
odtdhli. Crugerius se ale navic zmiiuje o maridnském obrazu ¢i soSe, kterou poté méli
vdééni Moravané na hote poftidit. Definitivni podobu dal maridnskému zdzraku na Hosty-
né kiizovnik Jan FrantiSek Beckovsky ve své Poselkyni starych piib&htiv ¢eskych (1700).
Také on mluvi o zazracném objeveni se pramene, které zachranilo obhdjce Hostyna pred
tatarskym obléhdnim, misto kameni padajiciho z nebe vSak podle ného Tatary zahnal pfi-
val vody a hromobiti. Beckovsky tu zfejmé uzil motivu ,legio fulminatrix®, tj. povésti
o zachranéni fimské legie Marca Aurelia pfed Markomany, kterou spojil s motivem mari-
anskym a lokalizoval na Hostyn. Ze zminénych autorl pak vychézeli i dals{ tvirci hostyn-
ské legendy jako barokni historiograf Moravy Jan Jif{ Stfedovsky nebo autor nezndmé
marianské pisné z 18. stoleti, popisujici velmi sugestivné, jak nad Hostynem ,.hned hrom
téiskal tudy dolu, krev, kamenti, kroupy spolu, i ohné prsely, Tatara hubily*.

Ke vzniku poutniho mista na Hostyné — pouté tu mame dolozeny poprvé k roku 1625 —
nepochybné prispéla skutecnost, Ze jeho okoli siln¢ vzdorovalo rekatoliza¢nimu tsili pobé-
lohorskych katolickych vrchnosti, Lobkovici a Rottalt. Patrame-li v§ak po tom, jak vznik-
la sama hostynska povést, musime vziti v ivahu vice momentd. V prvé fadé musime mys-
let na obecnéjsi motivaci danou tureckym nebezpecim, které v 16.-17. stoleti ohroZovalo
Moravu a zejména jeji jihovychodni pomezi, kde se pravé nachazel Hostyn, déle pak mo-
menty lokdlni, jakymi bylo dominantni postaveni Hostyna v krajiné, existence tajemnych
valli na jeho vrcholu a snad i dojem, kterym piisobil na mysli véficich obraz P. Marie Ochra-
nitelky, prikryvajici plastém klecici kiestany, umistény v kapli, kterou asi dali postavit na
Hostyné hornici, povolani sem v 16. stol. Pravé tento obraz mohl byt jakymsi inspirativnim
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zdrojem povésti. Pocatkem 17. stol. byl sice na rozkaz mistni nekatolické vrchnosti znicen,
avSak vzpominka na néj se zfejmée udrzovala velmi dlouho a postupné se snad rozrostla ve
vyse uvedenou povést. Kdyz pak po roce 1650 nova katolicka vrchnost panstvi Bystfice
pod Hostynem — Jan hrabé z Rottalu - dala pofidit pro kapli novy obraz, zobrazujici tento-
krét oblibeny typ P. Marie Vitézné, ktery byl dodateéné doplnén reliéfem znazornujicim
zdzracné pobiti Tatarl, dostalo se povésti i konkrétniho vytvarného ztvarnéni. Hostyn se
pak stal poté, co byla kaple v letech 1740—1748 nahrazena vystavnym baroknim chrdmem,
pfednim moravskym poutnim mistem.

Na rozdil od marianské tradice se vySe zminénd cyrilometodé€jska tradice v kultu Ho-
styna nikdy pfili§ neuplatnila, zato se vSak stala dstfedni tradici blizkého Radhosté (1 129
n. m.), jednoho z nejvyssich vrcholti Moravskoslezskych Beskyd.® Tento strmy vrch
s tajemnymi skalnimi dutinami ve svych ttrobach, tvotici vyraznou dominantu beskydské-
ho podhii, byl opfeden cetnymi lidovymi povéstmi o ¢arodéjnicich, o podzemnich chod-
bach a pokladech, povéstmi, které v mnohém pfipominaji tradici blanickou. Dfevény
a pozdéji kamenny kiiZ na jeho vrcholku byl od barokni epochy pfedmétem pravidelnych

M v

riznd lidova podani. Lokalni povésti, které se k vrchu vazaly, mu ov§em nemohly zajistit
vyznamnéj$i misto v ndrodni mytologii. Toho se mu dostalo teprve diky tradici cyrilometo-
déjské, kterou s timto vrchem, v dobé velkomoravské nepochybné neosidlenym, spojil
moravsky barokni historiograf Jan Jiff Stfedovsky (Sacra Moraviae historia sive Vita S.
Cyrilli et Methodii, 1709), a to opét na zakladé etymologickych vykladt. Solunsti bratfi
totiz podle ného méli na Radhosti vymytit kult pohanského boha Slovant Radegasta, dolo-
Zeny ovsem némeckymi stfedoveékymi kronikami jen v severonémecké Retfe, nikoliv ale
na Moravé.

Baroknim poutnim mistem byl ostatng i &esky Rip (459 m n. m.), spiSe neZ vyskou
napadny svou dominantni polohou v drodné stfedo¢eské nizZiné.” K Ripu byla jiZ v raném
sttedovéku lokalizovana povést o piichodu starych Cechti do jejich vlasti a kromé toho
byla na jeho temeni rovnéz v raném stfedovéku postavena na pocest vitézstvi kniZete Sobé-
slava I. nad némeckym krilem Lotharem u Chlumce roku 1126 dodnes stojici romanska
kaple. V barokni dobé se i ona stala mistem pouti, které mély upevnit katolicismus v kraji,
kde se, a to pravé na panstvi predniho katolického rodu pant z Lobkovic, trvale dochovala
v ilegalité pocetnd nekatolickd mensSina. Tyto pouté sahaly svymi pocatky jizZ do doby pied-
bélohorské, kdy r. 1592 ziskala Rip spolu s roudnickym panstvim zndmé piedni katolickd
Slechti¢na Polyxena z Pernstejna, vdova po Vilému z Rozmberka, pozdé€ji provdand za
Zdenka Vojtécha z Lobkovic.

Star$i koreny méla i tradice blanickd, sahajici az do pocatku 15. stoleti.'° Tehdy putovali
na horu lidé ze Sirokého okoli na zdklad€ zmateného vypravéni jakéhosi laika, Ze tu jsou
uloZeny kosti apostolti Petra a Pavla. Zminéné pouté ziejmé vyrustaly ze stejného ndboZen-
ského vzrusent, které o néco pozdéji, roku 1419, dalo vzniknout husitskym poutim na hory.
V téze dobé se Blanik objevuje ve vidéni Oldficha z Rozmberka, pfedpovidajiciho hrizy
husitské doby, koncem 15. stoleti naopak figuruje v proroctvi utrakvisty Mikuldse Vlase-
nického. U neho se jiZ vyskytuje i motiv tajemného vojska dliciho v Blaniku, které vypudi
v nejhorsi chvili neptatele z Cech. Ten poté piechdzi i do jinych proroctvi a udrZuje se az
do 18. stoleti i v lidové tradici, pricemZ postupné ziskava protihusitské zaméteni, které si
udrzuje i v nejstar$Sim beletristickém zpracovani povésti, k némuz pristoupil 1. Schiffner
v dobé¢ josefinské.

Na zminéné starsi tradice ,,pamatnych mist™ navdzala ideologie formujiciho se novodo-
bého ceského nédroda, tak jak se postupné vytvarela od konce 18. stoleti a rozvijela ve stoleti
devatendctém. Zminéné Ctyfi vrchy se stdvaly od pielomu 18. a 19. stoleti predmétem sku-
te¢né mimoradného a nékdy az blouznivého zajmu historiki, basniki (dilezitého mista se
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jim dostalo napiiklad v Kollarové Slavy dcefi), sbératelli povésti, ale i vytvarnych umélct
a hudebniki v ¢ele s Bedfichem Smetanou, ktery blanickou povést polozil za zaklad zave-
recného ¢isla svého cyklu symfonickych basni Ma vlast, a Zdeiikkem Fibichem, autorem
opery Blanik. O vyznamném misté naSich ¢tyf ,,posvatnych hor* svéd¢i i ten fakt, Ze jejich
obrazy vyzdobil Julius Mafdk cisafskou (dnes prezidentskou) 16zi Narodniho divadla.
Ceské statni pravo i za demokratické pozadavky ceské politiky, pravé odtud jsou ve slav-
nostnich privodech dopravovany do Prahy roku 1868 hlavni zakladni kameny k Narodnimu
divadlu. Slavnostni projevy prondsené pri téchto prilezitostech oslavuji jednotlivé hory
jako mista slavnych &ind starych Cechii (spolehlivymi prameny oviem vét§inou vibec
nedoloZenych), mista hodna tdcty a kultu.

Stars{ tradice je ov§em rovnéZ modifikovdna v souladu s nové se utvafejicim obsahem
to na povésti blanické, jejiz charakter se v pribéhu 19. stoleti méni jednak tim, Ze se velite-
lem podzemniho vojska ¢ekajictho v Blaniku na posledni bitvu stava svaty Vaclav, jednak
tim, Ze spici vojsko se stava vojskem husitskym, zatimco ve starSich verzich povésti i ve
star$ich literarnich zpracovanich $lo naopak o bojovniky proti husitim. Podobné naptiklad
na Radhosti je ptivodni motiv vitézstvi nad pohanstvim nahrazen spisSe kultem boha Rade-
gasta jako symbolu slovanského ddvnovéku, coz nachdzi vyraz v tom, Ze roku 1930 je na
Radhosti vedle starsi kaple z roku 1898 postaveno nejen sousosi sv. Cyrila a Metodéje, ale
i stejné populdrni, ne-li populdrnéjsi socha Radegastova, zndma dnes predevsim z vinéty
noSovického piva Radegast, jehoZ ndzev ma ziejmé evokovat silu nékdejsiho slovanského
bozstva. Pravé na Radhosti — podobné jako na blanickém mytu spojujicim motiv husitsky
a svatovaclavsky — lze velmi hezky dokumentovat synkreticky charakter ideologickych
predstav 19. stoleti, nebof na beskydském vrcholu je mluvéimi narodniho hnuti oslavovan
jak pohansky btih Radegast jako symbol slovanského davnovéku, tak i sv. Cyril a Metodgj
jako moravsti patroni, ktef{ Radegastiv kult naopak potladili. Jestlize naptiklad Frantisek
Palacky, roddk z podbeskydské vesnice Hodslavice, ktery mél v détstvi Radhost stdle na
ocich, v mladické basni Na horu Radhost z roku 1817 vol4 ,,Jasné Radosti vznes korunu
svou !/ Slovaniv oltafi a Slavie vérnd / ty pamatko ! a utéSuje se, Ze sice ,,prestali valnych
koufit obéti / rodové hostinsti; vic ni zvucné / Radogosti ! hdj svéceny nevold; / vécné
onémélf i chram i knézi*“, nicméné Ze ,,predce tajemstvi vérné ti chova / starozitny dub;
a do srdce potomkim, / pfi utichlém slavnéji kiru lesav / silu véje otciv zesnulych®, pak
po Metodé&jove vyroci v roce 1885 v kultu Radhosté sili vlastenecky ladény kult cyrilome-
todéjsky, ktery posléze dava vzniknout na Radhosti i cyrilometodéjské kapli.

Popularitu Hostyna, jehoZ kostel byl Josefem II. zrusen, vyrazné posilil ,,ndlez Ruko-
pisu krdlovédvorského, jehoZ autor v basni Jaroslav v podstaté pievzal hostynskou povést
v podobgé, kterou ji dal kdysi Beckovsky. Sestisté vyroci tatarského vpadu na Moravu, sla-
vené v roce 1841, pak dalo podnét k rozsdhlym penéZnim sbirkdam, za jejichz pomoci byl
znovu postaven zpustly hostynsky chram, zruseny Josefem II., ktery opét zacal pritahovat
poutniky z celé Moravy. Oslavy hostynského vit€zstvi nad Tatary dévaji také prileZitost
k tomu, aby byla zdliraznéna jednota Cechti a Moravanti, ktef{ se spolecné postavili tatar-
skému nebezpeci. Popularita Radhosté, o niZ se vyznamné zasadil FrantiSek Palacky, roste
ve druhé poloviné 19. stoleti zejména v souvislosti s vyro¢imi 1863 a 1885 1 se stoupajicim
vyznamem cyrilometodéjského kultu, v némz dochdzi na Moravé k spojeni katolického
presvédceni s mySlenkou ndrodni a slovanskou. Dochdzi ale i k tomu, Ze pivodné Cisté
naboZenské pouti na Rip se postupné méni — zejména roku 1848 a v 60. letech 19. stol. —
v politickd shromaZzdéni, od nichZ se cirkev distancuje a jejichZ organizatofi jsou dokonce
soudné stthdni, zatimco pouté na Hostyn si naopak udrZuji vyrazné ndboZensky (a soucasné
narodni) charakter.
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Zminéné naciondlni konotace spojované s ,,posvatnymi vrchy* za¢inaji pozvolna sléb-
nout od konce 19. stoleti, postupné s tim, jak se Ceskd kultura vymartiuje z vylucné sluzeb-
nosti narodni ideji. Dilezity pfedél tvofilo vyvraceni pravosti Rukopisi, které se citelné
dotklo zejména povésti hostynské, a je§té vice vznik samostatného Ceskoslovenska.
U Hostyna, ktery zistava dodnes pfednim moravskym poutnim mistem, vystupuje znovu
do popredi ndbozenska slozka jeho ticty, od 50. let 20. stoleti se zdejsi pouté stdvajii jakousi
demonstraci vérnosti katolicismu v podminkdch komunistické vlady, zatimco Radhost se
méni spise v cil béZné horské turistiky. Myty spojované s jednotlivymi horami se stavaji od
konce 19. stoleti predmétem kritické analyzy, kterd ukazuje, Ze vétSinou nejsou zakotveny
v historické realité, postupné se pak zacina studovat historicka a spolecenskd podminénost
vzniku téchto mytd a jejich historicka dloha. Oslabeni nékdejsi ideové konotace ,,posvat-
nych®hor se projevuje i vznikem persiflaZi, karikujicich nékdejsi aZ blouznivou tctu k t€émto
mistim. Po prvni svétové vilce pfinesly snad nejdrastict€jsi projev tohoto nového vidéni
»posvatnych vrchi* Haskovy Osudy dobrého vojaka Svejka, jejichZ hrdina na jednom mis-
té pronasi k ruskému zajatci tatarské narodnosti zndmy soustrastny vyrok: ,,Tak ty jses tedy
Tatar...., ty jsi se vydafil.... Hm — zn4g Jaroslava ze Sternberka? To jméno nezn4s, ty kluku
tatarskd ? Ten vam natfel prdel pod Hostynem. To jste vod nds jeli, vy kluci tatarsky, z Moravy
svinskym krokem. Patrn€ vds ve vaSich ¢itankdch neuceji, jako nds to ucivali. Znas hostyn-
skou Panenku Marii? To se vi Ze nezndS — ta byla taky pfi tom, vSak voni vds, kluky tatar-
sky, tady v zajeti pokitéji.“!"" A zcela neddvno se podobné persifldze dostalo i blanickym
rytifim, ktefi se ve znamé hie Jary Cimrmana Blanik mén{ z bozich bojovnikt v poSetilé
senilni stafiky, spokojené travici v blanickém podzemi svij ¢as hloupym tlachanim. Ne-
znamena to, Ze by zminéné vrchy jiz nebyly viibec spojovany v povédomi vefejnosti s ¢eskou
historii, s jejimi slavnymi okamZiky. Toto spojeni je ov§em mnohem volnéjsi nez v 19.
stoleti a v nékterych pripadech zcela ustupuje do pozadi.

V nasem vykladu jsme se prozatim zaméfili pouze na jednotlivé vrchy, vétSinou se
osaméle ty&ici nad okolni krajinou, jako je tomu nejzieteln&ji v piipadé Ripu. Pokud hled4-
me nikoliv osamoceny vrch, nybrz celé pohoii pevné zakotvené v ndarodnim mytu 19. sto-
letf, najdeme vlastn€ jen dvé: Beskydy se svou valaSskou a zbojnickou tradici'® a prede-
v§im Sumavu, tedy pohoii odd€lujici Cechy od Rakous a Bavorska. Pravé tento horsky val
byl za naciondlniho napéti, ptiznacného pro 19. stoleti, Cechy chdpan a opévovan jak hraz
odd€lujici Cesky (slovansky) a némecky (germénsky) Zivel, jako krajina mnoha skutec-
nych i domnélych vitézstvi Cechii nad némeckymi vetielci, jako krajina hrdinska."

S predstavou pohrani¢nich hor jako p¥irozené hradby Cech se setkdvame velmi zahy.
Ceskym stiedovékym kronikdfim i cizim navst€vnikiim Cech se pfimo vnucovala diky
geografickému charakteru Cech, pfipominajicich jakysi amfitedtr obklopeny horskymi
hiebeny. Jiz Kosmas charakterizoval ve 12. stoleti Cechy jako ,,kraj, kolem dokola obklice-
ny horami, jeZ se podivuhodnym zptisobem tahnou po obvodu celé zemé, Ze se na pohled
zd4, jako by jedno souvislé pohofi celou tu zemi obklopovalo a chranilo.“! Tuto ptedstavu
prijimaji i humanisticti déjepisci jako Aenea Sylvio Picolomini nebo Johannes Aventinus,
ktefi ji navic dopliuji tim, Ze Ceské pohrani¢ni hory ztotoziuji s Hercynskym lesem, uva-
dénym v antickych pramenech.” Se zdrodeénym pokusem vy¢lenit Sumavu jako hlavni
hrdz proti nepfatelskym vpadiim se poprvé setkime u Bohuslava Balbina. Podle jezuitské-
ho historika, ktery po urcitou dobu pisobil i v Sumavském podhtii v Klatovech, maji Ce-
chy ,.tvar prekrasného amfiteatru®, nebot kolem nich ,,strmi do vyse hory, jez je obklopuji
jakousi vé¢nou ochrannou hradbou. V téchto horach®, pokracuje Balbin®, méli davni oby-
vatelé Cech své vyborné tito&iste, v tyto hory doufali a véfili — jak kdesi vyklada Sylvius —,
Ze jejich zemé je obklopena pfirozenym ndspem a nedobytnou palisddou.” Balbin dile
konstatuje, Ze ,,nejniZsi hory jsou smérem k Moravé, za nejhiife prostupné se povazuji ty
k Bavorsku®, tedy Sumava s Ceskym lesem, kterou Balbin po vzoru humanistickych auto-
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rii nazyvd antickym jménem Gabreta. U Balbina se poprvé setkdme s tim, Ze pravé Sumava
je oznaCena za misto nejvyznamnéjSich vitézstvi Cechl nad neprateli, kterd vlastenecky
jezuitsky historik pfipomina bez ohledu na to, Ze Slo vlastné o vitézstvi husiti nad katolic-
kymi kiizaky: ,,A tak se ddvni Cechové mohli opfit o ochranu svych hor a hvozdi a odnesli
si nejedno vitézstvi nad cisafi, krdli a sousednimi kniZaty: staci si precist o bojich knizete
naseho Bfetislava a jinych panovniki, obzvlasté pak o bojich proti kiizakim u Domazlic,
Tachova a jinde.*!® 5 5

V plné mife se vSak kult Sumavy (némecky Bohmerwald) a Ceského lesa jako hraze
proti vn€jsimu nepfiteli rozvinul teprve v dobé formovani moderniho ¢eského néroda, kdy
se stal diileZitou sou¢dsti Ceské narodni ideologie. Oslavu Sumavy jako pohrani¢niho pev-
nostniho valu zname jiz z doby predbieznové, napiiklad z epické basn¢ Labyrint slavy,
v niZ si jeji autor Jan Erazim Wocel roku 1846 zaverSoval:"

Tam, kde Ceskd zemé se zavird,
Sumava svou fizu, z Cernych bori
Tkanou, velebné prostird

Pres rozsahlou dolinu a horu

Na nejvyssi vrehii Ceskych bani
Cnéji Zulovi tam velikani,

Jako pésté obrovské se pnouci
Na vrahy se pres meze hrnouci

A'v jiné z Wocelovych basni, ve které autor roku 1838 oslavil vitézstvi Bretislava I. nad
Jindfichem III., k némuZ doslo v Sumavskych priisecich roku 1040, vyzniva obraz Sumavy
podobné:

Sumavo temnd! do tvého stinu
Klesl rytitstva némeckého kvét
Ty mu tam Septds piseri pohrebni
Piseri neskoncenou tit€ékem let'

Tomuto hrdinskému pojeti Sumavy se zpo&itku neubrénili ani némeéti autofi z Cech,
pokud zdstavali vérni myslence ¢eského zemského patriotismu. Podobné jako ¢esky bas-
nik Wocel chdpal napiiklad Sumavu i némecky lokalni spisovatel Georg Leopold Weisel,
ktery své historické zpracovani chodského sporu ze 17. stoleti, publikované roku 1848,
zahajuje tim, Ze pfipomind ,der geschichtlich beriihmte Bhmerwald, diese médchtige Schan-
ze des Cechenlandes*,"” ov§em nechdpal ji jako etnicky pfedél, nybrZ jen jako pevnostni val
na pomezi dvou teritoridlnich celkt, z nichzZ s jednim se identifikoval.

Predstava Sumavy (némeckého Bshmwerwaldu) — toto pojmenovani bylo v 19. stoleti
bé&zné vztahovano nejen na vlastni Sumavu, ale i na horské pasmo tvorici zemskou hranici
mezi Domazlicemi a Chebem, nazyvané dnes Cesky les* — jako hradby Cech proti némec-
kym vpadim, ozila zejména v sedmdesatych letech, v dobé bezprostiedné po netispéchu
zépasu o Ceské statni pravo, radikalizujictho tdborovym hnutim Siroké vrstvy obyvatelstva,
V této dobé jiz méla jednoznacné naciondlni konotace, jak to velmi dobfe vidime ve zna-
mych nacionalné tdernych basnich Elisky Krasnohorské, shrnutych v cyklu Ze Sumavy
(1873). V autor¢inych versich, psanych s pouZzitim prvkt mistniho nafeci, pfed o¢ima Ces-
kého ctendfe defiluje krajina, kde ,,bufka, zle ha vojna“ chodi z Némec ,,jak Selma
v krvela¢ném chvatu.. ., jako mofe v rozkaceném b&hu*. Zastavi ji v§ak ,,pevné hory....misto
bfehu®, narazi na ,,mocné skély*“, jimz sam Buh pfikazal, aby tu staly jako ,,Ceské zemé
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hrady®, najde tu Sumavské lesy, kde koulejici se kimen vola Némctim na potkani vstfic :
»Deld vase hlavy!“, kde se ruéej bézici po skalisku méni ,,v samu krev*, kde vitr ,,hika
pisen nendvisti® (baseri Chodska).

Spolu se Sumavou, kterd byla zdhy zasaZena probouzejicim se turistickym ruchem,
byla do Ceského hrdinského mytu vtaZena i blizkd podhorskd krajina kolem DomaZlic,
jedno z mdlo mist v Cechéch, kde ceské etnik}lm dosahovalo az kvsamé hranici. Domazlic-
ka krajina, tvotici jakousi branu oddé€lujici Cesky les a vlastni Sumavu, byla opévoviana
jako misto tidajnych nescetnych ceskych vitézstvi nad Némci, ktet{ vyuzivali praveé zdejsi
piihodné terénni situace ke vpadiim do Cech. A spolu s domazlickou krajinou se stali pred-
métem obdivu i jeji obyvatelé — Chodové, n¢kdejsi straZci zemské hranice a poté vytrvali
bojovnici proti pob&lohorské vrchnosti, takze pro okoli Domazlic se zahy vZzilo oznacen{
Chodsko.? K popularité Chodu pFitom prispél vedle jejich historické tlohy ochranct hra-
nic ijejich vyrazny ndrodopisny svérdz, ktery se v poloviné 19. stal pfedmétem zdjmu
ptrednich ceskych spisovateli v ¢ele s BoZzenou Némcovou a Karlem Jaromirem Erbenem,
a jejich boj za stard privilegia, odnata jim po bitvé na Bilé hote. Jejich spor s vrchnosti se
stal jakymsi symbolem zapasu Cechii za staré pravo a zdhy nasel své ztvarnéni v dile Aloi-
se Jirdska (Psohlavci 1883) i dalSich autort. Pokud jde o boje s nepfitelem pronikajicim do
zemé, lze konstatovat, ze v okoli Domvailic skute¢né doslo ve stfredovéku ke dvéma vy-
znamnym bitvdm, ve kterych zvitézili CeSi nad neptatelskym vpadem, poprvé roku 1040,
kdy tu ¢esky kniZe Bietislav porazil fimského krdle a pozdg€jsiho cisare Jindficha III, a roku
1431, kdy tu téméf bez boje zvitézili husité nad patou, posledni kiiZovou vypravou proti
husitskym Cecham. Nepiili§ daleko od Domazlic pak v dobé vlady Jiftho z Podébrad doglo
v letech 1467 a 1468 k méné vyznamnym poty¢kam, pfi nichZ bylo zapadoceskymi stou-
penci Jitiho z Podébrad poraZeno bavorské vojsko, tvotici soucdst kiiZové vypravy proti
Hhusitskému krali®. yzruéené fantazie obrozencu vSak k Domazlicim umisfovala i dal${
vitéznd vystoupeni Cechd, v pramenech lokalizovana jen matné a nepfesné, dokonce tu
naslai dé&jisté idajného Zabojova vitézstvi oslavovaného falzem Rukopisu kralovédvorské-
ho.

K heroizaci krajiny u Domazlic vyznamné prispél FrantiSek Palacky, ktery napsal ve
svych déjindch, Ze ,,cestou zajisté k Domazlicim téméi vSelikd vojska nékdy z Némec do
Cech tdhnouci vedena byla“. Palacky také dosti ndsilnou etymologii ztotoZnil s DomaZzlicemi
hrad Vogastisburg, u néhoz v 7. stoleti slovansky vlddce Sdmo porazil franského kréle
Dagoberta, a pfes Domazlice napiiklad nechal tahnout roku 805 do Cech i jeden ze ti{
proudii vojska Karla Velikého. A tak neudivi, Ze Alois Vojtéch Smilovsky, kdyZ v novele
Parnasie z roku 1874 1i¢i mocny dojem, ktery vyvolal u trojice ¢eskych poutnikd pohled
z vrcholku Sumavské hory Ostry k Domazlicim, pfipomind jak tfi vySe zminéné vitézné
bitvy Cechii (1040, 1431, 1467), tak i vitézstvi Sdmovo a Zabojovo. A nepfekvapi ani to, Ze
prvé Ceska encyklopedie, Riegriiv Slovnik nauény, sugeruje ¢tendfi v hesle Domazlice (1862)
misto vécné informace predstavu, Ze krajina kolem tohoto mésta ,,pokryta jest slavnymi
bojisti, na kterych némecka vojska do Cech vpadld za své brala®.2

Ceska vitézstvi nad Jindfichem III. a nad kiiZaky se objevuji nejen v poezii Jana Erazi-
ma Wocela a EliSky Krasnohorské, ale vitézstvi v roce 1431 vénoval jednu ze svych basni
i Karel Jaromir Erben. Domazlicka krajina je také jako Zadn4 jind zastoupena ve vytvarné
vyzdobé Nérodniho divadla. V salénku prezidentské 16Ze najdeme i Mardkav pohled na
mésto DomaZlice a ve foyeru pfipominaji hrdinskou minulost kraje hned dvé lunety Miko-
1ase AlSe: Prvni z nich — StrdZ na pomezi — predstavuje odhodlanou dvojici pravékych
strazcl hranic, druhd — Domazlice — evokuje stiny a ptizraky padlych z ddvného Cesko-
némeckého bojiste.

V PoSumavi v t€ dob¢ ziskala velkou popularitu piseni domazlického poslance A. Stei-
dla,,Sumavan‘ s charakteristickym refrénem ,,Af to v Cechdch jak chce chodi, Sumavan se
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neodrodi*, naciondlni rétorika pronikala i do pisni spojenych s jednotlivymi poSumavsky-
mi obcemi, jako byla piseni ,,Na Sumavské nivé®, jakdsi hymna obyvatel méstecka StraZov,
které svym jménem snad pripominalo straZni funkci jeho stfedovékych obyvatel na zemské
stezce. Podle slov této pisné Strazov ,, vérnych Cechii kolébku, léno udatnych reki pied
nepriteli stiezil“ a podnes je osudem jeho obyvatel ,,byt na straZi posud proti vliviim cizoty,
jenZz [!] by nds rdd odrodil, odcizil a odhodil“. K vyraznému vyznamovému posunu doslo
i v ¢eském prekladu ¢i 1€pe zpracovani zndmé pisné némeckého Sumavského roddka An-
drease Hartauera Tief drin im Bohmwerwald. Zatimco ptvodni pisen je prosta nacional-
nich konotaci, v ¢eském textu autor vzpomind, jak v détstvi do své ,,vlasti Ceské hled¢l
bezelstné* a pozoroval, ,,jak vétfik pohrava s ceskymi pralesy* a v zdvérecné strofé slibu-
je: ,.Vazit a milovat tu na$i Ceskou vlast, / je nejkrasnéjsi ctnost a nejmilejsi slast.“?

Z fady pohrani¢nich vrcholii se pfitom za tdborového hnuti 60. let vy€lenil jeden, ktery
nabyl pifimo povahy mystického symbolu: nejvyssi vrchol Ceského lesa Cerchov, vypinaji-
ci se nad DomaZlicemi. Kdmen z této hory (ve skute¢nosti ovS§em pochazejici z nedalekého
lomu u Havlovic)* nesmél chybét v zdkladech Ndrodniho divadla a vrch sdm se zéhy obje-
vil i v poezii Elisky Krasnohorské. Pfi slavnostnim pfevozu do Prahy byl kdmen natfen
cervenou barvou, kterd podle dgbového tisku méla byt ,,znamkou krve u Domazlic proli-
t€“,” v Praze pak jej poslanec Skarda pfedal Sboru pro postaveni Ndrodniho divadla se
slovy: ,,Na severnim tpati velebné Sumavy, kde v starych dobdch jiZ vtirali se nepfatelé do
milené nas{ vlasti, hrd€ strmi do vySe vrch Cerchov, ktery svédkem byl, kde Sdmo porazil
franckého krale Dagoberta, kde zvitézil Bfetislav, kde chrabii Husité porazili hordy kfizac-
ké.“2 A ve versich vlastenecké basniiky se Cerchov proménil pfimo v Zivou bytost, v dravé
zvife stfezici piechod pres Ceskou hranici. Dokonce jeste roku 1924 se roddku z Domazlicka
Jindfichu Simonu Baarovi v basni Cerchovu, tvofici po jejim zhudebnéni Jindfichem Jin-
dfichem oblibenou soucast repertoaru zapadoceskych péveckych sbori, jevila tato hora
jako ,,mohyla rekd, Slovanstva pilit nejzapadnéjsi, obétni oltar na véky veéka*, drzici straz
nad zemskou branou a délici svou Zulovou patou dva svéty, Cesky a némecky.”’

Dobovy romantismus umocnény nacionalni myslenkou heroizoval krajinu kolem Do-
mazlic tak sugestivné, Ze u nezasvéceného ctenare dila BoZzeny Némcové ¢i Aloise Jirdska
vznikala predstava krajiny div ne velehorské, obrovského vavlu zanikajictho ,,v oblacich
i ve tméach“.?® Ostatn€ jiz obrozensky dramatik Jan Nepomuk Sté€panek ve hie Bietislav 1.,
Cesky Achilles, aneb vitézstvi u Domazlic* (1813) pfedstavoval svou reZijni pozndmkou
zdejsi krajinu jako ,,vysoké hory, sem tam rozsedliny, jedna skéla na druhé, takze vrchni do
oblak se strméti zdaji“.* Pfi navstévé Chodska museli byt ov§em &tendfi Jirdskovych Pso-
hlaveti rozCarovani, kdyZ tu hledali jako spisovatelka Tereza Novakova ponuré srazy alpského
charakteru a nasli spiSe smavy kraj luk, kyprych poli, rybni¢ki a piivétivych kopcti.*

V dobé, kdy Tereza Novakova navstivila tuto krajinu, se jiz Ceskd literatura a celd Ceska
kultura pfestavaly podfizovat tzce pojatému narodnimu zdjmu, tak jak to bylo pfiznacné
pro 19. stoleti. V moderni ¢eské literatuie uz nebylo mista pro posvatna bojisté a pro horské
hradby, na nichz se tiistil odpor dto¢nika. Podobné rekvizity doznivaly spiSe v pracich
autord tiettho fadu. Pedstava Sumavy a Ceského lesa jako hranice nepfatelskych svéti se
vSak zacala stdle vice prosazovat v bavorském prostfedi, kde az dosud chybéla. JiZ v roce
1908 vyzyval lokalni list Waldmiinchener Grenzbote k bojkotu nové rozhledny na Cercho-
vé, postavené Klubem Ceskych turistd, ve které vidél ,,bastu proti némectvi*, postavenou
Cechy ,,v ryze némeckém kraji*, vzdorovéz, kterd ,,z hrdé vyse shlizi dold do znasilnénych
kraji némeckych, jakoby zarovei tvrdou svoji stavbou vzdorné a hrozivé ohlasovala ndim
Neémcim v milé zemi bavorské silu a moc ¢eského ndroda“. Tyto nalady pak se ddle rozvi-
nuly po roce 1914 a nasly zajimavy odraz mimo jiné v dodnes hranych slavnostnich diva-
delnich hrich o vitézstvich, jichZ dosdhli mistni Bavoti nad ceskymi vetielci za husitskych
valek, ale i v fadé dalSich projevi lokalni kultury.?!
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V cCeské literatuie a publicistice se dnes uZ setkime s bojovné naciondlnimi konotacemi

jen vyjimeén&. Zistala viak Sumava tak, jak ji objevili romanti&ti poutnici 19. stoleti bez
rozdilu ndrodnosti, jak ji znali pfedev§im Adalbert Stifter a Karel Klosterman, nadherna
horskd krajina lakajici svym majestatnim klidem a neporusenosti své piirody. A tento ob-
raz Sumavy Zije dodnes, i kdyZ dilo obou zmin&nych autord jiZ éte jen malokdo.
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Zusamennfassung

Der Kult der Berge im tschechischen Nationalmythos

Die Betrachtung der Berglandschaft als einer schonen Landschaft hat sich im menschlichen Bewusst-
sein nur allmihlich durchgesetzt. Eine volle Anerkennung fand sie eigentlich erst in der Zeit der Roman-
tik. Die Romantik verkniipfte mit einigen Gebirgen und einzelnen Berggipfeln nicht nur das dsthetische
Ideal, sondern auch eine weitere Bedeutung. Sie verwandelte sie in Nationalsymbole, schuf daraus Schau-
plitze des Nationalmythos. Bei der Entstehung des Ruhmes einzelner ,,Gedenkberge* stand die Barocke-
poche und besonders das Phiinomen der Wallfahrtsorte, bei denen die Anfinge der mythischen Uberliefe-
rung in manchen Fillen noch tiefer in die Vergangenheit zuriickgehen. Der Autor zeigt dies am Beispiel
von vier ,,Gedenkbergen — Rip (Georgsberg) und Blanik in Bchmen sowie Hostyn und Radhost (Rad-
hoscht) in Mihren. Der Nationalkult dieser Berge gewann im 19. Jahrhundert an besonderem AusmaB, als
er alle Kunstbereiche beeinflusste und in der Politik bedeutend zur Geltung kam (Volksversammlungen
am Ende der 60er Jahre). Dieser Kult wurde im Fall Blaniks mit der Tradition des hl. Wenzel und mit der
hussitischen Tradition verbunden, im Fall Rips mit den eigentlichen Anfiangen des bohmischen Volkes
und Staates, bei Hostyn mit der Tradition des Kampfes gegen die Tataren und bei Radhost synkretisch mit
der Verehrung der hl. Kyrill und Method sowie der slawischen Gottheit Radegast. Seit der Wende vom 19.
zum 20. Jahrhundert, als die tschechische Kultur begann, sich von dem einseitigen Diktat des nationalen
Interesses zu befreien, begannen diese Kulte abzuschwichen und wurden einer kritischen Revision durch
Historiker unterzogen. In der Literatur erschienen auch deren Persiflagen. Was ein ganzes Gebirge an-
geht, wurde im Nationalmythos eine auBlerordentliche Stellung dem Bergmassiv an der westlichen boh-
misch-deutschen Grenze — dem Bohmerwald eingerdumt, der als ein Damm zwischen dem tschechischen
und dem deutschen Element betrachtet wurde, an dem sich alle Angriffe duerer Feinde zerschlagen. Eine
besondere Aufmerksamkeit galt dabei der Stadt Domazlice (Taus) und dem nahen Berg Cerchov (Schwarz-
kopf).
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Slovansti svétci a obrozeni. Kult jazyka ml¢eni v Cechéch

PANAYOT KARAGYOZOV

Kiestanskd svatost je osobitym zrcadlem svétovych d&jin. V tomto smyslu je Rimsky
fif,! zatimco ndrodni kiestanské pantheony jsou jeji konkretizaci. Svétci, na jedné strané
zahrnuti do tohoto kalendére, predstavuji piinos daného ndroda pro kiestanstvi, av§ak na
stran€ druhé ukazuji lokdlni pantheony skutecnou suverenitu statu, jeho stabilitu a vzdjem-
né vztahy s pfislusnou cirkvi. Nepfitomnost svétci stejného rodového ptivodu v liturgic-
kych kalendéfich nepfimo ,,prozrazuje* bezstatnost daného naroda.

Formovani slovanského kiestanského pantheonu asynchronné, avsak typologicky pres-
né reprodukuje obecné kiestansky svétecky korpus, vytvoreny jesté pred schizmatem v roce
1054. Soucasné s tim vSak pomérné pozdni christianizace a specificky déjinny osud Slova-
ni?? zpasobily svéteckou rozmanitost jejich mistnich pantheont.

Rané stfedovéké slovanské kulty v ¢eskych zemich, Polsku, Bulharsku, Srbsku a Rusku
napomahaji k vnitfnimu upevnéni daného statu a jeho mezinarodnimu uznéani kfestansky-
mi centry a ostatnimi evangelizovanymi ndrody. Prvni narodni slovansti mucednici nebo
apostoliim rovni svétci u Cechii, Bulhart, Rust a Srbti mohou byt oznaceni také jako dy-
nasticti svétei. Tito svétci davaji prvotni impuls dynasti¢nosti a statnosti, av§ak samotny
stit pozdéji podnécuje vyzdviZzeni svych poddanych na nebesky oltaf. A to plati také opac-
né — kdy?Z je statnost nepevnd nebo zcela zniCena, vyrazné se sniZuje, nebo zcela zastavuje,
rovnéz kanonizace mistnich dobrodinct. Provdzanost mezi kanonizaci a statnosti je hmata-
teln&jsi u katolikd, avSak vyskytuje se — tieba i v mensi mife — i u autokefdlnich pravoslav-
nych cirkvi a ekumenického patriarchatu v Catihradé.

Tak Qapfﬂdad do trojtho déleni Polska mezi Rusko, Rakousko a Prusko (1772, 1792
a 1795) Rim uznal jedendact polskych kultd, ale v letech 1767-1938 jen dva, pfi¢emz ani
uniat sv. Josafat Kuncewicz (1 1623, kanonizovan 1867), ani sv. Kliment Maria Hofbauer
(1 1820, kan. 1909; matka byla Ceska, otec Némec) nebyli polského piivodu.

Podobnou tendenci je mozné pozorovat i v skomirajici ceské statnosti. Po prvnim kultu
potvrzeném papeZskou sankef z roku 1204 — kultu sv. Prokopa — neni az do roku 1729
vyzdvizen na nebesky oltaf ani jeden Cech.’ Paradoxem je, Ze nevidany rozkvét ceské
statnosti a kulminujici svétské a cirkevni souZiti v dobé vlddy Karla IV. (1346-1378) nena-
pomohly kanonizaci ani jednoho etnického Cecha! Ve sféfe svatosti se Karel IV. ukazuje
spiSe jako cisaf Svaté fiSe fimské, nez jako Cesky krél, ktery misto toho, aby se vénoval
rozmnozeni lokdlni, ¢eské svatosti, upfednostiiuje v Praze shromazdovani relikvii svétct
z riznych obdobi i regiont kiesfanského svéta.*

Jednotlivé slovanské ndrody ztriceji svoji statni nezavislost v rtiznych obdobich,’ av§ak
pokusy o jeji znovuziizeni podnikaji pfiblizné soucasné. Na rozdil od antropocentrické
evropské renesance je slovanské obrozeni — v fadé€ vztahd renesanci opakujici — vyhradné
etnocentrické.® Jednim z prvki etnocentrické slovanské ideologie je ndbozenstvi a zv1asté
pak instituce svétct. VyuZiti svatosti je vSak podfizeno zdkladnim narodnim prioritam a je
pfedur¢eno ndboZenskym a konfesnim status quo v konkrétnich slovanskych oblastech.

U jiznich Slovant je svatost postavena proti tureckému isldmu a feckému fanariotstvi.

s

Kulty, jeZ jsou funkéni v obrozeni, se vazi k mucednikiim isldmu, ke kanonizovanym mo-
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narchiim a zvlasté pak ke svétcim-buditelim a osvétovym pracovnikiim. V druhé polovi-
né 19. stoleti jsou bulharské svétské kalendare dopliiovany vedle jiz schvédlenych svétct
také jmény zahynulych v ozbrojenych stfetech s porobiteli kiestand.” U Srbt je vyjimecné
silné vyuziti kosovského mytu.

Pro Poldky, ktefi nepotiebuji obrozeni jazyka, literatury ani viry, je hlavnim cilem po
celé 19. stoleti izemni sjednoceni vlasti a znovuziizeni politické nezdvislosti. V poémé
,,Konrad Wallenrod* A. Mickiewicz pfeméniuje v litevsko-polsky mytus prozieni italského
politologa Niccola Machiavelliho o dvou typech boje: slabého — lisky a silného —Iva. V tfeti
dasti ,,Dziadt* vsak basnik-prorok ptevadi taktiku lisky — Konrada Wallenroda v otevieny
ozbrojeny boj Gustava prerozeného v Konrada, proti kterému je postavena klidnd pokora
knéze Petra. Zakladnim mytem polského romantismu vSak je mytus rozervaného ,,Polska
jako JeziSe narodd*. Tento mytus vstupuje do ur€itého vzdjemného plisobeni se svatostani-
slavskou legendou, podle niZ na 72 kust roztrhané t€lo sv. Stanislava (f 1079), chranéného
orly (polsky znak), opét srostlo. Kult sv. Stanislava se transformoval od protimonarchistic-
kého® ve statotvorny, dosahuje svého apogea v obdobi romantismu. SmiSeny s mesianis-
mem hraje dlohu pasivni (nepodnicené k ¢inu), av§ak podnécujici analogie.

Situace u Cechii v dobach predobrozeneckych i v obrozeni samotném je dosti odliSna.
Na rozdil od jihoslovanskych narodi a Polakd, ktefi vyznavaji jednu viru, jsou Cesi kon-
fesné rozdéleni. Dals{ ceskou zvlastnosti je, Ze od vytvoreni Svaté fiSe fimské roku 962 az
do roku 1993 Cesky ndrod i jeho stat politicky fungoval v mnohondrodnostnich a mno-
hostatnich politickych ttvarech. AvSak — jak na této konferenci zdGraznil Jan Rychlik —
bitva na Bilé Hore (1620) z formalniho hlediska nezménila specifickou ceskou statnost, ale
predpovédéla zménu ideologického paradigmatu. Béhem nésilné protireformace, kterd zacina
roku 1627 a ktera stanovuje katolicky monopolismus,’ velkd ¢ast svétské i duchovni inteli-
gence emigruje, jind je vyvrazd€na a tfeti konvertuje ke katolicismu a kolaboruje
s habsburskymi porobiteli. To zdkladni, co spojuje Cechy katoliky s nekatoliky, Cechy
emigranty s tmi, kteff neemigrovali, Geskou aristokracii s prostym lidem, Zijici Cechy
s predky a d€jinami atd., je jazyk. Pobé€lohorské omezeni CeStiny jako jazyka nizsi spole-
enské vrstvy a venkova piedznamenavalo bliZici se plnou asimilaci Cechii. Proto je tedy
jazyk zdkladnim kamenem ceského narodniho obrozeni, a proto jsou na jeho obranu pfi-
zvani také svétci. 5

JiZ na dsvitu své statnosti formuji CeSi nepocetny, avSak vyjimecné funkéni ndrodni
panteon. Jeho zdklad je tvofen trojici ¢eskych mucednikl (sv. Ludmila, sv. Vaclav a sv.
Vojtéch) a jednim poustevnikem (sv. Prokop), ktery optimalné vyjadiuje dynamické vniti-
né-Ceské a evropské dominanty.

Zivot a mucednicky skon sv. Ludmily (1 921) spada ptiblizné do stejné doby jako nd-
rodné-centrické tendence, které byly zapocaty po smrti Karla Velikého (843), ndsledkem
¢ehoz se v zapadni a stfedni Evropé konstituuje fada narodd a statd. V tomto smyslu zda-
raziiuje posmrtny kult sv. Ludmily novou ¢eskou kiestanskou existenci mladého statu.

Aviak jiz o nékolik desetileti pozdg&ji Cesi zjidtuji, Ze jejich stt se nachazi skute¢né
mezi Rimem a Konstantinopoli, ale od obou mést je piili§ vzdilen, a Ze jejich historicky
osud je nerozlu¢né spjat se sousednimi Némci. Statnik a kfestansky knize Vaclav to rychle
pochopi a nastupuje cestu ¢esko-némecké mirové koexistence. Sv. Viclav (f 929/935) je
prohldSen patronem a ochrdncem ceského stitu a jeho nepsany zakon mirového souZitf
Cechti a Némct ml¢ky doprovazi rozkvét a prosperitu jeho krajand.

Na rozdil od sv. Ludmily a sv. Viclava, ktefi pfedstavuji novy ndrodni typ svétce,'
rozsifuje tieti Cesky svétec, sv. Vojtéch (1 997), tzemné-ideologické parametry ¢esko-né-
meckého kiestanského souziti, pficemZ mu pripojuje eurokiestansky rozmér." Ale kdyz se
stavd ziejmym, Ze kosmopolitni kfesfanstvi je jen idedl zakryvajici Cist€ narodni zdjmy,
prohlasuji Cesi sv. Prokopa (T 1053) za obhdjce cyrilometodéjského odkazu a ochrance
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Cechi pied Némci. I pres nejednoznacny vztah katolické cirkve k dilu svatych bratif Cyri-
la a Metodéje je jejich Cesky kult trvaly a platny.

Poslednim ceskym stiedovékym kultem je sv. Hedvika Slezska (1 1243, kan. 1276,
1680, 1706), kterd predstavuje — i kdyZ je z hlediska izemniho, narodnostniho i jazyko-
vého okrajova — sestupny vztah mezi elitou a niz§imi spolecenskymi vrstvami stfedovéké
(Ceské) society. Pon€kud s predstihem pripometime jen to, Ze stfedoveéky zaklad ceského
kiestanského panteonu pak zavr$uje dvojice svétcli Jana Nepomuckého a Jana Sarkandra
a ochrankyné Ceské rodiny Zdislava z Lemberka ( 1252, prohldsena za blahoslavenou 1907,
kan. 1995). Takto tito nepocetni, avSak velmi funkéni svétci Ceského kiestanského panthe-
onu optimdlné odrdZeji mistni pozemskou realitu.

Absurdni z dnesniho, ale zcela logicky ze stredovékého pohledu, je zvlastnosti to, Ze
vrazdami v rdmci rodu a ndslednymi kanonizacemi sv. Ludmily a sv. Viclava z rodu Pte-
myslovcl, se potvrzuje charismatickd i statni kontinuita této dynastie, av§ak masovym vy-
vrazdénim posledniho s nimi soupeficiho rodu — rodu Slavnikovcl — a vypuzenim jejich
pribuzného sv. Vojtécha z Ceskych zemi, si Pfemyslovci soucasné zajistili jednolitost
a eurokiesfansky charakter Ceského kniZectvi.

Spolecné, co spojuje svétce stiedovekého ceského panteonu, je jazyk! V Zivotech Lud-
mily, Viclava, Vojtécha (a v mensi mife) i Prokopa jsou akcentovany slovansky/Cesky ja-
zyk, slovanské knihy a slovanska liturgie. S ¢eStinou je rovnéZ nerozlucné spjat nesporny
¢esky mucednik a neuznany svétec mistr Jan Hus, jehoz Zivot a dilo propojuje Cesky stie-
dovék s evropskou renesanci.

Ucta ke svétctim dosahuje v Eeskych zemich apogea v dobé Karla IV. NaboZensk4 ne-
snasenlivost a mnoho vélek nasledkem papezskych schizmat, husitstvi a reformace silné
oslabuji vefejnou oslavu svétci. Tato tendence se méni az béhem 17. stoleti. V pribéhu
baroka se sestavuji po celé Evrop€ martyrologia s ndrodnimi svétci. I kdyz je cesky stfedo-
véky panteon ,,zakonzervovan* na celd Ctyfi staleti, pokus o jeho obnoveni, rehabilitaci
a roz§iteni provadi az Cesky jezuita Bohuslav Balbin, ktery v roce 1682 soustfeduje do
hagiografického sborniku Bohemia sancta® cirkevné pfiznanou i potenciondlni Ceskou
svatost. Balbin sice provadi rehabilitaci ceského stfedoveékého panteonu, ale ta nabira sku-
te¢nou rychlost az po Tolerancnim patentu Josefa II. (1780) a vrcholu dosahuje pocitkem
20. stoleti, kdy se pieta k Ceskym stfedovékym svétcim setkdva s tictou k Janu Husovi,
Jeronymu Prazskému a ostatnim z rGznych pfi¢in nekanonizovanym ¢eskym mucedniktiim. "

Populédrni je domnénka, Ze v tzv. obdobi ,,temna‘ hrali jezuité nejen protireformacni,
ale rovnéz i proti¢eskou roli. Casto (a pfehnang) se zdiiraziiuje odsouzenihodné dilo jezu-
ity Antonina Konidse, av§ak zaml¢uje se anebo podcenuje podil jezuitd na zachrané a za-
chovani ¢eského jazyka. Spole¢nym v tomto protikladu se stava to, Ze i nicent, i tvofeni se
provadély piehnané po jezuitsku. K bliz§imu vyjasnéni tohoto pohledu mutze slouzit vztah
k svatosti a jazyku v dobé baroka a obrozeni v ¢eskych zemich.

Zakladni, jazykovy smér Ceského obrozeni zac¢ind jiz baroknim slavismem a svym zpu-
sobem se proplétad i do habsburského statniho programu rekatolizace, ktery predpokladal
néavrat k predhusitskym duchovnim tradicim.™ Na jedné strané je retrospektivni rehabilita-
ce Ceského stfedovékého panteonu pro katolickou cirkev v Habsburské monarchii ptijatel-
na z toho diivodu, Ze vznika prakticky jiz pfed schizmatem roku 1054, ale na druhé strané
neni pro katoliky prijatelny jeho silny diraz na slovanskou liturgii, ktery konotuje jazykové
pozadavky husitstvi a reformace. Vychodiskem z tohoto protikladu mtze byt vynechani
bohosluzebné funkce Cestiny. Anebo miZe byt Cestina stanovena jako prostiedek komuni-
kace, ale pouze za predpokladu jejiho plného deideologizovani v minulosti, pfitomnosti
i budoucnosti! Tak byla vytvofena jazykova situace ,,jak mlcky hovoftit nebo mluvice ml-
cet?”, jejiz ideologickou personifikaci se stali Jan Nepomucky (+1393) a jeho ,,dvojnik*
Jan Sarkander (11620).
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Ceské obrozeni se sjednocuje kolem hodnoty Jeden jazyk naSe heslo bud. Jazykovy
smér slovanského obrozeni je nejsilnéjsi u Cechti a ,,ne nahodou jesté ve stoleti 19. byli
Cesi nazyvani , filologickym* narodem." Ale ve stejné dobé konstatuje Adam Mickiewicz
¢eskou jazykovou ,,nedostate¢nost”, pricemz dodava: ,liczba dziet ogloszonych przez
Czechoéw jest ogromna. Niewatpliwie napisali oni wigcej niz Polacy, Rosjanie, Serbowie,
niz wszystkie ludy stowianiskie razem wzigte. A jednak jest to literatura osobliwa, nie ma
ona zadnej mocy samoistniej. (...) Dla Czechow narodowos¢ lezata w ich plemieniu, w ich
jezyku; zasada jej bylo nie stowo wilasciwe, ale jezyk, jako narzedzie tylko, Srodek wy-
powiadania mysli, a nie jako tworzyciel mysli. Chcieli broni¢ narodowosci Ustawami, zarzad-
zeniami, sita; nie rozumieli, Ze mowa przetrwaé tylko swa wewnetrznag moca moze...“.'°
Nekompromisni politicky a ideologicky natlak Habsburki na Cechy na dlouhou dobu za-
stavil plnohodnotné uzivani a rozvoj cestiny. Ne ndhodou sestavitel sborniku Bohemia sancta
a spisu Obrana jazyka slovanského, zvlasté pak ceského (1672) Bohuslav Balbin vybird
jako svoji hodnotu ,.In silentio et spe fortitudo mea* (V mlcen{ a nadéji skladam svou silu.)
a Jan Kollar se obraci k potomkiim s omluvou: ,,Nesud'te o nds podle toho, co jsme fekli,
ale podle toho, co jsme si dovolili fici.“ Proto tedy na dlouhou dobu (a v riznych obdo-
bich) vyjadioval silu Cechii jazyk ml&eni. Ostatn& napiiklad jazyk Svejka je osobitou mo-
difikaci jazyka mlcent, ale pfipomeiime pfi této prileZitosti, Ze v predvecer prvni svétové
valky je Hasktiv nadporucik Lukas vykreslen jako obojzivelnik, ktery ,,Mluvil némecky ve
spolec¢nosti, psal némecky, Cetl Ceské knizky, a kdyZ vyucoval ve Skole jednoro¢nich dob-
rovolnikd, samych Cechd, iikal jim davérné: ,,Budme Cesi, ale nemusf o tom nikdo védét.
Ja jsem taky Cech.“ PovaZoval &esstvi za jakousi tajnou organizaci, které je 1épe zdaleka se
vyhnout.*!” Koncem 20. stolet{ o. Jindfich Zd. Charouz zdidraziiuje specifika ¢eské verbalni
komunikace, pfi¢emz zivot bl. Jana Sarkandera nazval jako Hlas v miceni."

Formovani, v§znam a cirkevni pfizndni kultu svatého Jana Nepomuckého je vhodnym
zapisem do sloZité spolecenské situace v ¢eskych zemich koncem 17. a na pocatku 18.
stoleti.

Na rozdil od humanismu, ktery vyuZziva antické myty a symboly k vyzdviZeni skutec-
nosti, mytizuje baroko pfitomnost.” Patina ¢asu a ironie osudu mytizovaly a mystifikova-
1y stfedovékého mucednika Jana Nepomuckého, a tak cirkvi a Habsburkiim nezbylo nic
jiného, nez jej pretvofit v symbol a nad hlavu mu dat barokni aureolu.”’ Avsak stejné tak,
jako je jednou z hlavnich funkci svétci slouzit za piiklad hodny nasledovani, ziskava nejen
zakladni kanoniza¢ni motiv, ale i nejmensi podrobnosti ze Zivota svétce pozdé€ji pro veétici
sugestivni vyznam.

Johan z Pomuku neni ,&istym* Cechem, ale pochézi z némecko-¢eské rodiny. Tyto
okolnosti vyuziva habsburskd ideologie, snaZici se po celd desetileti zaménit slovansky
narodné-jazykovy patriotismus za patriotismus naboZensko-tizemni — to znamend, Ze dile-
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ny iSe.?? I tak byl v8ak poloviéni ¢esky ptivod Jana Nepomuckého ¢eskymi katoliky vitdn.
Ti se opirali o skute¢nost, Ze Jan Nepomucky je Cech a Ze hovofil esky.

Johan z Nepomuku je chronologicky vzato pfibliznym vrstevnikem Jana Husa. Skutec-
nost, Ze oba Zili prakticky ve stejnou dobu v Praze, presvédcuje o tom, Ze v Cechdch kon-
cem 15. stoleti zdaleka ne vSichni byli heretiky. Ve srovnani s Husem, ktery je ,,mluvéim
Ceského ndroda“* a ktery — kromé toho, Ze byl skvélym fecnikem — zanechal i bohaty
literarni odkaz, mezi nimz je také traktit o ceském pravopise, je notaf a zpovédnik Nepo-
mucky jen obyCejnym statné-nabozenskym ctenarem a posluchacem. Ostatné dokumenty,
které ovéfoval, a zpovédi (zejména kralovniny), které vyslechl, s jistotou nebyly v Cestin€.
Popularizace jeho obrazu —a po uznani kultu i jeho vizualni rozsitent prostfednictvim soch,
obrazi i literarnich Zivoti svétce — musi byt pfimérem pro zpodobnéni dobrého Cecha -
katolika, ktery je povinen loajdlné a beze slov splnit udélenou mu préci.
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Nedlouho pfed Nepomuckého umucenim byli protizdkonné a bezdivodné obvinéni dva
katoli¢ti kné€Zi a svétskym soudem v Praze popraveni, ale i tak nebyli tito dva cirkevné
prohldseni za mucedniky. Nepomuckého mucednictvi neni proto vysledkem obycejného
konfliktu mezi duchovenstvem a svétskou moci, ale vznika za osobni ucasti krale-schizma-
tika Vaclava IV. To znamend, Ze Nepomuckého kanonizace je opétovnym pranyfovanim
Viclava IV. a aktudlnim varovanim z Vatikanu Habsburkdm, ktefi ,,zestatiuji a sekulari-
zuji majetky katolické cirkve v Rakousku.*

Od dob mucednické smrti Jana Nepomuckého roku 1393 aZ do zacatku procesu jeho
prohlaseni za blahoslaveného uplynulo mnoho ¢asu. Je zcela pfirozené, Ze neexistuji Zadni
zivi svédci ani Nepomuckého umucent, ani jeho ranych zazraki, avSak pisemné svédectvi
arcibiskupa Jana z Jenstejna je nalezeno ve vatikdnskych archivech aZ po kanonizaci. Po
roce 1534 je procedura kanonizovani jiz dosti pfisnd a striktni a v konkrétnim pripadé se
muzZe uskutecnit pouze na zdkladé via per cult tj. ,,existujictho od praddvna kultu®. To sice
miZe vést ke znamym komplikacim,” ale rovnéz se vyvaruje hledani a potvrzovani fady
podrobnosti.

Vzhledem k tomu, Ze byl Jan Nepomucky vrZzen polomrtvy (v prubéhu ¢asu se ukdza-
lo, Ze byl jiz zcela bez Zivota) z Karlova mostu, stdva se most v disledku této uddlosti
jednim z jeho svéteckych atributli. V $ir§im kontextu pak most symbolizuje vztah mezi
sttedovékem (kdyZ svétec odchdzi na vécnost) a barokem (kdyZ jsou provadény pokusy
o jeho prohlaseni za blahoslaveného), a tak se timto zptisobem vynechava a ignoruje epo-
cha ,heretické renesance®. Most a tekouci voda (kterd se vléva do vétsi feky a ta pak do
ohromného mofte) v tomto smyslu spojuji lokalni stfedovékou svatost se svatosti obecné
kiestanskou.

V neposledni fadé md kanonizace Jana Nepomuckého pro ceské katoliky i evropsky
rozmér. Soubézné s prevladajicimi etnocentrickymi a slavocentrickymi tendencemi proti-
naji obrozeneckou dobu i tendence eurocentrické. Slovansky obrozenecky europeismus
ma jak svétsko-osvétovou, tak i religiézni orientaci. ProhlaSeni za blahoslaveného a nasle-
dujici kanonizace Jana Nepomuckého jsou pro tento ,,navrat do Evropy* pfihodné i proto,
Ze Ceské dé&jiny jiz maji podobnou analogii. Svaty Vojtéch, ktery je po vefejném konfliktu
s vyS§i svétskou moci vyhnan z ceského kniZectvi, je vyuZit po své kanonizaci jako spojeni
mezi svymi krajany a eurokfesfanstvim. V kontextu obrozeni kanonizace stfedovekého
mucednika a barokniho svétce Jana Nepomuckého obrodily dobré katolické renomé Ce-
chii v katolické Evropé, kterd po dlouhou dobu povaZovala viechny Cechy za heretiky.?
A tak jako je smrt svatého Vojtécha vykoupenim ceského pohanstvi a dvoji viry, je muced-
nictvi sv. Jana Nepomuckého osobitym vykoupenim Ceského kacitstvi.

Idea cirkevné oslavit Jana Nepomuckého prochdzi riznymi fazemi a pfeménami. Nej-
drive v8ak bylo zapotfebi, aby byl kanonizovdn Viclavem Hédjkem mylné uvadény Nepo-
muckého ,,dvojnik*, kterého ve Vltavé v roce 1383 utopil krdl Vaclav IV. kvili uchovani
zpovédniho tajemstvi, a nikoliv o deset let pozdé€ji zavrazdény generdlni vikar, ktery potvr-
dil proti krélovské vili volbu opata Kladrubského klastera. Jako hlavni motiv prohlaseni za
blahoslaveného je vyzdvihovano mucednictvi, které ptislo nasledkem Nepomuckého od-
poru proti svétské moci. AvSak s kanonizaci Tomase Becketta (1 1170, kan. 1172), Stanisla-
va ze Szczepanova (T 1079, kan. 1253) a jinych podobnych stfedovékych muéednikd svét-
ské moci je plan pro martyria tohoto typu ,,pfeplnén®, ale kromé toho si cirkev nepieje
a neni pro ni zddouci postavit se proti vladnouci moci. Je zfejmé, Ze cirkev nepotiebovala
jen ,Cistého* mucednika — ochrance zpovédniho tajemstvi, ale rovnéz —1i kdyz zndmé a plné
dokumentované — mucednictvi Jana Sarkandra, jehoZ proces prohldseni za blahoslaveného
zacina teprve v roce 1715, ale zakoncen je v roce 1860 (kanonizovédn je papeZem Janem
Pavlem II. v roce 1995). Katolické cirkvi a videfiskému dvoru byl potiebny konkrétni své-
tec pro konkrétni tcel a definitivni volba padd pravé na Jana Nepomuckého, pricemz pfi
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exhumaci jeho télesnych ostatkil v roce 1719 se dochazi k zavéru, Ze se po 326 letech po
jeho mucednické smrti zachoval jeho ,,jazyk®. A tak jakoby ,,0od praddvna* existovala le-
genda, ze zpovédnik kralovny Jan Nepomucky byl umucen kralem, ktery chtél zjistit kra-
lovnina manzelskd ,,tajemstvi*. Zachovany ,,jazyk" se automaticky zménil v relikvii — symbol
zpovédniho mlceni, ale jeho vlastnik je prohldsen za blahoslaveného az v roce 1721
a kanonizovan v roce 1729 jako patron zpovédniho tajemstvi. V kontextu habsburského
absolutismu (a pozd€ji i pfi jinych ptilezitostech) se tak povysuje na kult nejen zpovédni
tajemstvi, ale ml¢eni obecné.

Tak v sobé ¢eské narodni obrozeni obsahuje dva odporujici si (a mozna i vzajemné se
dopliyjici) jazykové paradoxy: Ceskou fec, kterd se zachovala i pfes mnozstvi spalenych
¢eskych knih i updleni Jana Husa a ztvrdly a nehnijici ,,jazyk* ml¢en{ sv. Jana Nepomuc-
kého.

Podle podobnosti virtudlné srostlého téla svatého Stanislava ze Szczepanova, které bylo
pred tim rozclenéno, se také ,,jazyk* Jana Nepomuckého preméiiuje v symbol a v podné-
cujici analogii. Relikvie je vystavena k vefejnému uctivani a v prabéhu 137 let ,,jazyk®
polibilo bezméla na sedm miliontd véficich.” Tronii osudu zistavd, Ze se tito zbozni 1idé
neklanéli a neuctivali jazyk ceského slova, ale ,,jazyk* svého mlcent...

I pres peripetie, které provazely kanonizaci sv. Jana Nepomuckého, se jeho kult stava
nejroz§itendjSim Ceskym kultem jak v ¢eskych zemich, tak i v ciziné. Za hranicemi Ces-
kych zemi je sv. Jan Nepomucky populérni jako patron mostt!

Jezuité, ktefi vénovali cirkevnimu uznani kultd svatych dosti usili, pfijimaji sv. Jana
Nepomuckého za svého patrona. Proto, ale nejen proto, je svaty Jan Nepomucky nazyvin
Jjezuitsky svétec. Tato prezdivka tak ziistava i po roce 1961, kdy se jej jezuité oficidlné
vzdavaji, a dokonce je odstranén i z jejich liturgického kalendére. Od svého prohlaseni za
blahoslaveného az dodnes je svaty Jan Nepomucky povaZovan za symbol ml¢eni — ml¢eni
jednotlivych lidi, skupiny lidi, celého naroda... Kult ml¢eni se stava prostfedkem pozem-
ského neporuseni a nebeské spasy a neustéle se zakorenuje do védomi celé fady generaci.
Takové konotace vyvoldval v priibéhu ,,normalizace* i Svétec na mosté (1978), stejnojmenny
romén Jiftho Sotoly.?

V roce 1973 védecky vyzkum prokdzal, Ze uchovana organickd tkan v lebce patrona
zpovedniho tajemstvi neni jeho jazyk, ale zbytek mozkové tkan€. Pfi t€ piileZitosti tehdejsi
primas Ceské katolické cirkve kardindl FrantiSek Tomasek prohldasil, Ze to ,,nejen nesniZu-
je, ba pravé naopak jesté zvétsuje vyznam této relikvie, nebof jazyk je podfizen lidskému
mozku®...

Karel Havlic¢ek Borovsky, aniz by védél o tomto rozlusténi, uvadi do souvislosti v polo-
vin€ 19. stoleti vztah mezi Ceskym jazykem a ,jazykem™ svatého Jana Nepomuckého
v epigramu Ceskd modlitba takto:

Svaty Jene z Nepomuku,

drZ nad nami svoji ruku,

af ndm Buih dd, co dal tobé,
by nas jazyk neshnil v hrobé!

Poznamky:

1 Karagjozov, Panajot. Slavjanskite svetci v Calendarium Romanum generale ot 1970 g. In: Pragensia
ad tempora nostra, Praha 1998, s. 316-319.

2 Poprvé tento termin uvadi A. Mickiewicz v Prednaskdch ze slovanskych literatur na Collége de Fran-
ce (1840-1844). Polsky bdsnik rozliSuje nezdvisly a nesoub&zny rozvoj jednotlivych slovanskych
nédrodi od jejich obecné déjinného osudu, ktery je vyjadien jejich padem pod cizi politickou, jazyko-
vou a ndboZenskou nadvladu.
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Kanonizace sv. Hedviky Slezské (7 1243, beat. 1267 ) — iniciovana jiz krdlem Premyslem Otakarem
II., avSak dovrSend az po intervenci polského krdle Jana Sobieského v roce 1680 — se miZe jen stéz{
povazovat za Cesky kult v striktné narodnim smyslu.

Soustfedénim ostatkil svétcli v Praze se snazil Karel IV. pfeménit stredoevropske mésto ve skuteCnou
fi¥skou metropoli, ve zvldstni Rim, kde se v poutnictvi schizeji v&Fici z celé fiSe. Karel IV. zavadi
rovné€Z ,,Den svatosti®, kdy byly svétecké relikvie slavnostné vystavovany na Karlové ndmésti v Praze.
Kadlec, Jaroslav. Pfeh]ed ceskych cirkevnich déjin, Rim 1987, s. 189.

Jako osudové pro Slovany se ukazaly byt roky 1389, 1396, 1620, 1795, 1917, 1944/5.

Prvky obrozeneckého etnocentrismu jsou filologismus, historismus, folklorismus, slavismus, mesia-
nismus, snahy o mystifikace a jiné.

Viz: Stojanov, Manju. Balgarskite svetci i macenici ot epohata na turskoto vladicestvo. In: Carkvata
i sdprotivata na balgarskija narod srestu osmanskoto igo, Sofija, 1981, s. 164—174.

Rozclenéni sv. Stanislava je uskute¢néno na prikaz krale Boleslava Smélého. Riznou pievahu dvou
zakladnich svatostanislavskych legend béhem prislusnych historickych obdobi predstavuji Zygmunt
Sulowski a Zygmunt Wiktorzak. Stanistaw ze Szczepanowa. In: Nasi swigci, Poznaii 1995, s. 515—
530.

Mezi lety 1627 a Toleranénim patentem Josefa II. roku 1780 je jedinou dovolenou konfesi v ¢eskych
zemich pod habsburskou vlddou katolictvi.

Viktorka, Viktor: K hagiografickému kontextu vojtésskych legend, in: Sv. Vojtéch v ceské a polské
literature a uméni, Opava 1999, s. 54

11 Viz: Karagjozov, Panajot. Sv. Vojtéch v konteksta na istorijata, ceSkija christijanski panteon

i geopolitikata. In: Njakogasnite slavjani dnes, Sofija, 1997, s. 35-45. Polsky pteklad: Swiety Wojci-
ech w kontekscie historii, chrzesciariskiego panteonu Czechow i geopolityki, Przegtad Powszechny,
Warszawa 1998, s. 64-71.

12 Prvni seriozni pokus sebrat v jedné knize Ceské svétce uskuteciiuje Jifi Bartold Pontan v roce 1608,
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kdy ve Frankfurtu vydava sbirku Bohemia pia. V roce 1659 sestavuje Albrecht Hanovsky Vestigium
Bohemiae piae. Uvedené sborniky ziejmé pouZival — i kdyZ je podrobil kritice — sdm B. Balbin pfi
sestavovani sborniku Bohemia sancta (Svati Cesi, 1652). Cesky jezuita nejen sbira, ale 1k1a51f1kuje
Ceské svétce a blahoslavené, pficemZ pouZivd rovnéZ fadu cizich hagiografickych pramend
i metodologii (predevs1m podle knihy Bavaria sancta, 1615-1628). B. Balbin rozdélil svaté Cechy do
tif skupm Do prvni skupmy zahrnuje Ceské patrony a svétce, ktefi se t€8i souhlasu svatého stolce,
pricemz néktef{ z nich jsou kanonizovani papezem. Zde jsou sv. Ludmila, sv. Véclav, sv. Vojtéch, sv.
Prokop a jini. Spole¢né s témito Cechy je v této skupin€ pfitomna i fada svétcd, kteff sice nejsou
etnickymi Cechy, avSak jsou v ¢eskych zemich uzndvani (sv. Vit, sv. Zikmund, sv. Leopold Bamber-
sky aj.). Do této kategorie jsou zafazeni i sv. Cyril a Metodg] a také teprve v roce 1989 kanonizovand
sv. Anezka Ceskd. V druhé skupiné jsou soustiedéni svati CeSi, jimZ se v Ceskych zemich tradi¢né
vénuje tcta (zde se nachdzi Jan Nepomucky), ale kteif nejsou Rimem oficidln€ kanonizovani nebo
prohldseni za blahoslavené. V tfeti skupin€ se nachdzeji Cesi, ktef{ zemfeli za pravou katolickou viru
rukou pohanti nebo kaciit, ale ktef{ nejsou cirkevné prohldseni za svaté. Je pochopitelné, Ze jadro této
kategorie predstavuji katolici padli v dobé husitského hnuti a reformace. Zde je i v roce 1995 kanoni-
zovany Jan Sarkander. V samostatné ¢dsti v hagiografickém sborniku B. Balbina jsou zahrnuti rov-
néz v pravdé zemfieli zpovédnici stejné jako knézi, ktefi zahynuli v dobidch morovych epidemif (po-
vétSinou jezuité).

Naproti tomu Jan Hus, Jeronym Prazsky a dal$i nekatolici — kvili tomu, Ze protestanti nepfizndvaji
instituci svétce — nejsou formdln€ uznani za svaté a jsou kanonizovdni Ceskym ndrodnim védomim.
Mocalova, V.V.: Ceskaja literatura, in: Istorija literatur zapadnych i juznych slavjan, Moskva 1997, dil
L., s. 667-670.

Jen v obdobif let 1775-1825 vydali Cesi 28 gramatik, 28 pouceni o jazyku a 14 slovnikii (Ko&i, Josef:
Ceské ndrodni obrozeni, Praha 1978, s. 113).

Mickiewicz, Adam: Dziefa, Warszawa 1955, t. VIII, s. 47-43.

Hasek, Jaroslav: Osudy dobrého vojika Svejka, Praha 1967, s. 167.

Knéz a mucednik Jan Sarkander, Olomouc 1994, s. 6.

Wollman, Frank: Slovanstvi v jazykové literdrnim obrgzem’ u Slovanii, Praha 1958, s. 27.

S postupem casu se tento mucednik stava z Némce Cechem, z Johana Jan, z Pomuka Nepomucky.
Kronikdi Véiclav Héjek rozdvojuje osobnost svétce, pricemz uvadi jeho stejnojmenného dvojnika,
ktery byl kralem utopen o deset let diive. Z politické obéti svétské moci je Nepomuk pretvoren
v mucednika zpovédniho tajemstvi.

Ze vsech svatych katolické cirkve je pouze sv. Jan Nepomucky zobrazovan s aureolou s péti hvézdic-
kami.

Némecko-Cesky pivod sv. Klimenta Maria Hofbauera je ,,rozmetdn“ v jeho religiézné-teritoridlnim
pusobeni a videtiském centrismu.
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28

Pekat, Josef: T1i kapitoly z boje o sv. Jana Nepomuckého, in: Postavy a problémy ceskych déjin, Pra-
ha 1990, s. 237.

Kadlec, Jaroslav: Déjiny katolické cirkve, Olomouc, sv. IIL., s. 420.

Na prohldSeni za blahoslavené Jana Nepomuka a Jana Sarkandra ma velky podil i nejvytfibené;si
znalec a teoretik kanonizace Prosper Lambertini (budouci papez Benedikt XIV.), ktery vyslovuje
fadu pozndmek a nesouhlasi.

Pekat, Josef: T1i kapitoly z boje o sv. Jana Nepomuckého, in: Postavy a problémy ceskych déjin, Pra-
ha 1990, s. 236.

Vicek, Emanuel: Osudy ceskych patronii, Praha 1995, s. 273.

O podobné sugesce se snazi i pfedchdzejici roman Tovarysstvo JeZiSovo (1969).

PeswomMme

B konTekcTe BSaI/IMOOGyCHOBHCHHOCTH MEXKY COCTOSIHUEM TOCyNapCTBECHHOCTHU OTACIIBHOB3ATOI'O

HapoJia ¥ BO3MOYKHOCTHIO KAHOHHM3AIIMU HAIIMOHAIBHBIX IIPABETHUKOB B CTAThe PACCMATPUBACTCS IPOLIECC
(hopMHpPOBaHUS MAHTEOHA YCHICKUX CBATHIX. Oco00e BHUMaHHE YHEISETCS «KOHCEpBAIMN» MAaHTEOHA
YEIMICKUX CBATBIX TOCIE peraroiieit outebl Ha benoit rope (1620) 1 mombITkKaM €ro «peabHInTalliNny 1
TOTIOTHEHH B 310Xy bapokko u Bo3poxaenus.

LlenTpanpHOe MECTO yIeIeHO Crenu(UUeCKH YelICKoi BepOalbHOM KOMMYHUKALMH BO BpeMeHa

T"abcOyprekoro BiiaaprdecTBa U POPMHUPOBAHUIO KYJIBTA S3bIKa MOJTYAHUS, CHMBOJIOM KOTOPOT'O CTaJI AaTPOH
HCTIOBeHO TalHbl cB. SIH Henmomyuxwuii (T 1393, kan. 1729).
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CiioBeHcke uaeje y Muctupurkanujama ¢goJakiaopa 19. Bexa

JIEJAH AJJIAUNR

VY CHOBEHCKHM KyJITypaMa TOKOM POMaHTH3Ma IapaliellHO Cy ce pa3Bujaiie Hjieje
HaIMOHAIHOT Oylerba 1 pollec HaTHAIIMOHATHOT HACHTH()HUKOBaka KPO3 jauarmke Uieja o
CJIOBEHCKO] y3ajaMHOCTH. OTKpHBame OJINCKOCTH HAPOJAHUX KEMKEBHOCTH M BEPOBaba
CJIOBEHCKHX HapoJia IpeJICTaBIballo je jeJHO O/ yIIOPHUILTA IlbUXOBOT MprOmkasama. [Ipor-
UpHBam-e HHTEpEca 3a yeMeHy OamTiHy 1pyrux CIoBeHa oJjpaaBalo ce y II0jaBH IIPEeBo/a,
BECTH 0 HOBUM 30Mpkama 1 ctyarja. [lopen n3BopHOT (Bokiopa, kao rpalje 3a mpoyyaparbe
MUTOJIOTHjE CIIOBSHCKHX Hapo/a, ojaBmie ¢y ce y 19. Bexy u Muctudukanyje Gorkiopa,
3aCHOBaHE Ha HEM3BOPHUM, M3MHIIJBEHUM LpTaMa MUTOJIOIIKKX Ounha, jyHaka u orahaja.
OsBa 10jaBa 1MOHAjBUILIE Ce Oriefa y PyKoNUcHMa Koje je Toooke oTkpruo Yex XaHka, y
36upim Munoja MuojeBuhia, y cTHXoBMMa cprickor ryciapa JluBjanoBuha y Kmurama
[Merpanosuha, pagosuma bemopyca llnunesckor ([peBspaHckor), 3amucuma Pyca
CaxapoBa, Xpsara Jlyke Mnuha, 6yrapckor yunrespa JoBaHa [omoranosa, koju je
obomanysmm Credpana Beproruha, 00MaHyo ¥ 1eo €BPOIICKIX CIIABUCTa TOOOKELHM OTKpH-
UMa BEJCKHMX CTapHHA HAJIa3¢ Ce, y3rpell, M HEKU CIIEMEHTH KOj! yIyhyjy Ha IPacioOBEHCKO
3ajCTHUIITBO.

CrnaBeHoduicke, naneodarkaHCKe, MHIO0EBPOIICKE U APYTe KYJITYPHO UII HAJCTHHYKH
LEHTpHpaHe uieje y MucTudukaijama Goikiopa y CBoje BpeMe HICY OHIIe Y YKIKH HCITH-
THBalba OBHX TBOPEBHMHA HACTAJUX MHUMO YCMEHOI NpeHoliewma. CaMo Nmurtame
HaJHALIMOHAITHOT IIEHTPpUpamba MUCTH(HUKALI]a HEOCTIOPHO MMa U KYJITYPHO-UCTOPHjCKE
U TEOPHUjCKE acIeKTe.

MucTnhrKaTopH Koju U3MHUIILBA]y (OIKIOPHE IPTE MUTOJIOIKHUX Orha pajiu HCTHIakha
UJieje CIOBEHCKe OJIMCKOCTH KOpUCTE HEKONMKO cTpareruja. [lpuceajarwem myhee ce Mu-
TOJIOLIKH, PUTYAJIHH, JICKCUYKH, OHOMACTHYKH, IIOCTHYKH U JPYTH EIEMEHTH HEKe JIpyTe
CIIOBEHCKE TpaJHIHje YKIbYUYjy y ToOOKe (onkimopHe 3amuce cBor Hapoaa. Ha mpumep,
Mpey3uMajy ce MMEHA JbYIIN MM MUTOJIOIIKAX Oumha, mpey3nmajy ce lUXOBH aTpHOyTH U
HOCTYIILH U3 IPYTHX CIOBEHCKUX TPAIUIINja UM 0OPEIHH MOCTYIILH, TOSTHYKA CPE/ICTBA.
INopen mpucBajamba HHOCIOBEHCKHUX €IE€MEHaTa MOTY OUTH ) CIO8EHCKOM OYXY USMUUL-
JbeHa unu npeobpasicena UMEHa, CBOjCTBa, o0penu u 1p. Takse cumynanuje Hajuenthe ce
jaBJbajy MPUIMKOM H3MHUILbamka Onha Koja OXyXOBJbaBajy CHJIC IMPHUPOAC, OITMYABA]jY
MoOpaJiHa Hadela WX ClIaBe IparpeTke. Ajeropujcku ce morpaljyjy ocobune Ouha mmm
T0jaBa M 3a0KPYXyje MAHTEOH, YUME C€ CYTepHIIY IPEBHOCT U LEITOBUTOCT MHUTOJIOIIKOT
cucrema CroBeHa.

VYHouieweM “crapux’’ CIIOBCHCKHX €JICMEHATa, ayTOPH MUCTH(UKAIH]a Cy MOCTU3AIH
HUCTOBPEMEHO BHIIE IHMJbeBa. Hajmpe Cy CBOjy HAIMOHAIHY KYJITYpPY YKJbBYUYHIH Y
HaJIHALMOHAIIHY, CIOBEHCKY nopoauwy. [Ipu Tome, oHH ce, Hajuerhe, oclamajy Ha elleMeHTe
KOjH ¢y y eTHOTpadcKoj U (poIKIoprcTHYKOj tuTeparypu Beh mozHaru. Hanmonanaa Kyntypa
Tako ce MpUOJIMIKABa APYTHM CIOBCHCKHM KyiTypama. [IoTBpie O CIOBCHCKHM
ocobeHocTrMa (hONKIIOpa JA0Ka3yjy U Ja JOTHYHH HAPOJ MMa IMOY3JaHO KOJCKTHBHO
namhemwe. HacynpoT Tome, ako je MUTOJOIIKK WM (DOJIKIOPHH TMOAATAK jEJINHCTBEH —
UCTHYE Ce BpJIMHA Hapoja KOjU je jellMHHU YCIleo Jia cauyBa OHO IITO Ccy Apyru Beh
3abopasuin. [lopen HanMOHATIHE TOPJOCTH UCIOJbABA C€ M HAJHALMOHAIHU IIOHOC Y
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OIIIITECIIOBEHCKUM OKBHpHMA, jep ce moTBphyje na cy u CroBeHH, UMal ¥ 3allaMTHIH
CBOj MaHTeoH — kao ['puy, Pumsbanu unu repmancku Hapoau. OBne he Outn ykazano Ha
HEKOJINKO TUNMHMYHUX MPHUMEpa MpoNarnpama HJeje CIOBEHCKE Y3ajaMHOCTH Yy
MHUCTHHKAHjaMa (OTKIOpA.

JAPWJIO ce jaBpa ko ucrounnx CioBeHa, a Kof jykHIX CIoBeHa HeMa ITOTBP/Ia OBOT
teonnma. OBa ped ce cpehe ko Cpba y banary Tek kao u3y3eTak y UMEHY jeHOT JICTHET
npasHuka. Munoje Musiojesuh je y ¢B0joj Kibu3u [lecme u 0buuaju yKkynHoe Hapooa cpnckoe,
kopuctehu cBoje ,,Hanasze" u3 ucroune Cpouje, Harrcao je aa je Japuio 6or para: Japun je
ouo boe bojue u pamosa cmapux Cpba, koea cy 36anu Japun, Jap, Japu, Byp, Bypum u T.11.
(26-27). BacemuBame HCIPITHAM CIIECKOM JapunoBux nMeHa Beh n3zaszusa nmogo3peme. [1o
n300py UMeHa, MOTI0 61 ce mpeTnoctaBuTH 1a he Munojesuh Japuna y cBoM TONTHUCHBAKY
HapoJiHe Bepe U necama Be3ary 3a boplha, anu ra on Besyje 3a Jlazapa u 1azapcku odpen. Y
necMama Koje oH HaBozH, JIazapeBo uMe ce y popmu Ipr3nBama wik oopahama u3jeaHauana
ca — Japurno, Japyne, boxuno, boxone. Y Hekum necmama, Jlazap (Japumo) ce mo3usa na
npumu gap (0p. 151, 154, 165). JTazapcku obpen je kox 6ankaHckux CIOBEHA JE€BOjadKu
mponeh M oo/ KOju MpeIBOIN IeBOjKa 00yUeHa y MYIIIKO OJIENIO M KOjy Ha3uBajy Jlazapewm.
[Tpema ayTeHTHYHUM 1 BUIIECTPYKO MOTBP)EHUM €THOTpa(CKUM U3BOPUMA, HHjE BaJballo
Jla ce Jiazapuye - TpyIe neBojaka cycpehy, jep Ou Taga q0masuiio 10 BUXOBOT cykoba. Y
TOME ce HECYMIbUBO OIVIe/Ia paTHUYKA cuMOomHKa. Muojeuh o Tome, melhyTum, He nuie.
AtpulyTH Koje oH npunucyje Jlazapy, a koju ce He cpehy y Apyrum 3amnucuma HapOAHUX
necama, norpal)yjy ciauky bora para: npecmpawinu, pamuno, onaj cmpawan jypuwan (155).
ITecma y ko0joj je HajmyHHje Jla3zap mpencraBibeH Kao paTHUK MeBa, mo MunojeBuhy, o
CIpeMamy BEIHKE BOjCKE ¥ epmose )y 1y206e Koja Tpebda 1a ce Omje y TajieKuM KpajeBIMa
Benukoe Xunoywa u nycmom I’nobouthy ca MUTCKUM MPOTUBHULIUMA — bymum Tamapom,
noeanum Anemanom, ypnum ocama, I'amama (148).

JIAIA U JBEJBO. V obpennum necmama rcrtounnx Crnosena cpehy ce y npuneBnma
peun Jlana, Jlamo. V nazapuukum u HEKMM ApyruM oOpeanum necmama Cpoa, ped /bewo
jaBiba ce y MpUNEBUMA. Y CTapOpPYCKHM JICTONHCHMA TYCTHHCKOM M HIATjeBCKOM, y
HUcmopuju Iowcke uz 1460. Jana [{nyroma, u 'y pyCKMM MUTOJIOLIKUM criucuMa 18. Beka
Jlamo u Jbesbo ce mpeacTaB/beHH Kao CIOBCHCKH 00roBH JbyOaBu. Y neny Crogencka u
pycka mumonoeuja Aunpeja Kajcaposa, Jlagom ce HazuBa croBeHcka Benepa, 1ok je Jlenuja
(JIenno), cun Jlage — manu 6or JbyOaBu, ciimuan pumckoMm Kynunony. Mnanu Byk Kapanuh,
JOII HEZIOBOJBHO YIO3HAT Ca TPAHHUIIOM U3BOPHOT M HEN3BOPHOT, y [ljechapuyu, TpBoj 30MpIu
CPIICKMX HApOTHUX TIecaMa Kojy je 00jaBuo, mpeHeo je Munbeme Kajcaposa aa je Jbesso
6oxuh cun Oorume Jlame, cioBeHcke Benepe. Adanacjes, nume o Jlagum xao Oorumu
nposeha u 06mauyHoj HUM(U jecTe, alld TBPIH KaKo je OHA M MOKpoBUTEbUIla Jbyoasu (I,
227-228).

OBge unmeHUIIE, Y3 yBepema Mutosora 19. Beka fa cy Jlaga n Jbesbo 60rou y cioBeHCKOM
MaHTEOHY, Omia je ocHOB MutojeBnheBOM HOTIICHBABKY CTHXOBA HaponHUX rnmecama. OH je
J1a0 CBOj, TOOOXKE CPIICKH MPHIIOT M JIOIIPUHOC OHOME IITO Cy Taja MUTOJIO3W BEPOBAIIH.
MuutojesuheBa HOBHHA OMIIO je MPOIIHNPEHE MTOPOANIIE OOTHIbE JbyOaBH MykeM U hepkom,
TaKoO J1a KOJI Fhera MoCToje oTall ¥ Majka, Jhew u Jlada, Te cuu u hepka, [lowen u lomwena.
Kon mera ce jaBba u ume Boszmo , a mIac /b MOBE3yje Ce KaTKaj ca KEHCKUM HMEHOM
Jbumana. Kaga ce nornenajy BpcTe rnecama y TroAUIIBEM UKIYCY Y KOjUMa Ce M0jaBJbyjy
TIPUIIEBH — KOJ] CaKyTlJbada-MUCTH(HKaTOpa 3araxa ce MPOIIMPEhe IPUTo/a Ha MBaHIAHCKE,
JbyJbaike, fyphesnaHcke, criacoBiaHcKe, KpaJbHUKe TIECMe, Y KOITy, XKeTeIauke ecMe, — a
THME Cc€ HapyIlaBa MOTHBCKO-TIOETHYKH CHCTEM HApOIHHUX oOpeaHux mecama. J[ok ce y
NOY3aHUM 3alMCHMA /be/b0 U 100 jaBJbajy caMo Kao NpUIeBH y HekuM MustojesuheBum
necMama OHH Cy U JiejiaTHa Juia, 0orosu jbydasu (0p. 169, 245, 249).

Bbyrapcku yuurtess JoBan ['onoraHos je 3a apyry Keury Beoe crosena Ctedany BepkoBu-

120



hy nocnao n3muIbeHE TecMe BeJCKuX cTapuHa. [llect penarnBHO KpaTKHX ecama Toooxke
cy nesaHe Ha JlagoBnas (6un npazoHux Ha momyu-me u HA MOMu-me, KO-mo NPA30HUK
npasonyeanu cve ceupku u xopa). OUUIIETHO je IPa3HUK HAYMELCH 0 YINISoY Ha HEKe 01
nporehHuX mpasHuka Miaaux. Y JaJoBIaHCKHM IecMama jaBiba ce Jlasap. To, HapaBHO,
HUje XpUIIThaHCKH, alli HUje HU Mmarancku Jlasap — U3 ja3apcKor neBojadukor odpenaa, jep
HeMa HU OIX0/1a, HY JIeBojaka. Y OBUM IlecMaMa, kao y Behunu necama [onoranosa, Hema
npurnesa. Y mbHUMa ce HarvaniaBa JjbyoaBHa U cBaj0eHa cUMOOIIKa — cBa/10a HeOeCKHX Tea
(1, 6), JbybaBHO rarame (4, 5), Jbysbarbe y KOJICBIH (2) WK y TOPH HAa CAMOBUIICKOM MECTY
(5).

Muctudukarop denopyckor ponknopa, Llnunescku, npeactasiba Jlany u Jbesmy xao
OoroBe Jby0aBH, Ocamajyhin ce Ha Taj1a MO3HATE CIIUCE PYCKUX MUTOJIOTA.

HawuBHa je Ouia Bepa TBopalla JIaykKHE CIOBEHCKE MUTOJIOTH]e 1a he HBHUXOBO €0 Ha
omkpueary 3ajeIHNUYKe OANITHHE YTHIATH Ha CKJIAJHE OJHOCE CIOBEHCKHX Hapojaa y
CaBpEMEHOCTH, Jia he OOroBH U3 IPEBHUX U 3a00paB/bEHUX BEKOBA YMUPHUTH U YCKIAIUTH
pa3IUYUTe MONIUTHYKE TEXKEbE U HHTepece. [[IeMeHUTH MO/ Ha CBET THX JIeIaTHUKA 01O
je onpehen nuuHuM ocehameM WM MPHUXBATAKHEM MPOrpamMa yKiIanama HAllMOHATHUX
TpaauilMja y MIHPY CIOBEHCKY 3ajenHuily. He3aBHCHO of1 Tora Jia JIu je Takap MOACTHUIA]
ouo onpelen ocehamem ynyheHoCTH Ha OJIMCKE HAPO/IC MJTH KOMIICH3A1M]joM Hemorpaleror
UJICHTUTETA, CBC MUCTU(HUKAIM]C 3aHEMAPY]y UCTUHCKO CTamhe CTBAPH U JOHOCE JIAXKHU
cazipxaj.

MucTH)UKAIIjOM Cy ayTOPHU XTENH Ja UCIPEIhadye y CTAPUHH CBOje HAI[MOHAIHE
KYyJIType, a OCIIamballi Cy ce Ha JJOCTYITHA MUTOJIOIIKA 3Hamha. CTora cy BHXOBH MAHTCOHH
CITMYHH, a OHO IITO CE jaB/ba Ka0 Pa3juKa, MPOU3MIA3N U3 MUCTH(HHKATOPOBOT IaBarba
BAXHOCTH CHIIaMa y MPHUPOIH, APYIITBY, Xepojuma mporuioct. [Ipeneo crobome y
norpahuBamby MUTOBA Hala3M ce y MIMEHOBAY, aTpHOyHpamy, TOOOKHUM TEKCTOBUMA U
puryanuma. JleTabHija UCIUTHBAKA MOTY Ja YKy Ha YKJbYUHBAKE U PEoOpaKaBame
IpaJIMBHAX YECTHIIA MUCTU(DHKAIH]E, KA0 U HA [[e0 MOTUBAI[MOHH JIAHAIl Y HACTAHKY J€THOT
HEHM3BOPHOT JIe1a.

Peswome

Caassinckue ujaed B MuctTupukanusax goabkiaopa XIX Bexa

ABTOp paccMaTpUBAET NaHCIABAHCKME HIeH B (osbkIopHbIX MucTHGuKanuax XIX sexa: cepba
Munomra Munoesuua (,, [Techu u obuuau éceco napooa cepobckozo ‘), bonrapuna Vosana [onoranosa
(,, Beoa crassan** Credana Bepkosuua), 6enopycca [pepistckoro. [TokazaHo, Kak MO/ BIUSHUEM TOTIAIIHUX
MH(}OIOrHYeCKHX 3HAaHUH MUCTH(ULIUPOBATACH YACTh CIIABIHCKOIO MaHTeoHa - 6oru sitooBu (Jlaza, Jlenso,
[Monens, [onens), 6or Boiiubl (Spuio, Sp, IOpu). [logaenkamMu B yCTHO#M Tpaguliui HECYIIECTBYOIINX
MH(POJIOTHYECKUX NEPCOHAXKEH XOTENH HMPOCIaBUTH COOCTBEHHBIN HApOX, KOTOPBI COXPAHWII JPEBHHE
BEPOBAHUs, & TAKIKE YKPEIUTh €r0 NPHHAUISKHOCTb K CEMbE CIABIHCKHX HApPOOB.
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»Cepaap* I'puropa IlapianyeBa — me:xkay Mmugom
u muctuduxanuei

HUKOJIAY YEPHOKOXEB

ITosma I'puropa IlapnuueBa paccka3biBaeT 3HAKOMYIO, HE TOJBKO C JIMTEPATypHO-
NCTOPUYECKOHN TOUKH 3pEHHS, HCTOPHIO — OHa OITM3Ka, IIPEIK/IE BCETO, CTPAXKIYILIIM, KOTOPbIE
HE TOJBKO XOTSIT UMETh CBOMX I'€pPOEB-3aIINTHUKOB, HO CTPEMSTCSA M MPOCIABIATh UX B
NpeaHusIX U NECHSX, TaK KaK repoil morndaeT B ONTBE M BPAru OMKCBIBAIOT €TO BEJINKYIO
CHJIY ¥ HCKJIFOUMTENbHY0 XpadpocTh. Bennune cmeptu Ky3zmana con3mepuma co ckopObio
€ro MaTepH M OCTaBIIMXCS 0e3 3aufuThl Jrofeil. I Bce 3TO cOXpaHEHO B PUTYaJbHBIX
JCHCTBHAX, 0OEperaroieil MOTruiry, HeBECTEHI.

Cama uctopus moamel [lapnudesa ,,ApMaTonoc” (HamrcanHasi Ha BEICOKOM I'PEUeCcKOM
SI3bIKE — KaTapeByce) BeCbMa MHTEPECHA M OKa3aTelIbHA, TOTOMY YTO TBOPCHHUE PHCBAcBaCT
CBOEMY aBTOpY UMsl, UM ,,HOBOro ['omepa“™ (1o KpuTnueckuM oreHkam B Adunax 1860
rojia), — poiib, HECOMHEHHO CKOBBIBAIOINIAs U, OIIyIaeMast, PO>KJICHHBIM B OXpHie O3TOM,
KaK OTTaJKMBAIOIIasi, OTUYXKIAIOIIas ero oT cBoero. Bor mouemy, coBceM e€CTECTBEHHO,
[MTapnmaeB Gepercst, XOTS W € OMO3/1aHUEM, 33 TIEPEBOJ] TTOIMBI HAa CBOM POIHON S3BIK H
MEPEBOJUT €€ TaK KaK CUMUTAET, YTO OHA CMOIIa Obl 3By4aTh IOIHOIEHHO JJIS €ro
COBPEMEHHHKOB, JI0CTUIIIA OBl MAKCHMAJILHOTO BO3ACHCTBHSI.

Hcropust OTKpBITHS aBTOPCKOTO MepeBoza ,,Cepaapa‘ cama 1o cede HHTepecHa 1 OnrcaHa
HeoiHOKkpaTHO. Ho He MeHee MHTepecHa U CUTyallus CONEPHUUECTBA MEKIY aBTOPCKUM
(ITapnmaeBa) u Oojee MO3THUM MEPEBOJOM, CACIAHHBIM AHpeeM [epMaHOBBIM IO
MOJICTPOYHUKY AJlekcaHapa Musesa.

B coBpeMeHHBIX 00NTapcKUX CIOBAPSIX O CIOBE ,,cepAap™ yka3aHo, YTO OHO CTapoe,
HEePCUACKO-TYPELKOTO IPOUCXOKACHUS U, €CIIN JOBEPUTCS IPUMEPY B TOIKOBOM CIIOBApe,
3apspKeH HEeraTMBHOM »Heprueil — a mpuMep aaH u3 , I aiinyku’ boresa — ,,...MIu Typenkue
ceprapsl... O4eBUAHO TO, UTO YYXKJAOCTh CJIOBA, XOTSA B CTpokax boTeBa sTa 4yXI0CTh
YIBOCHA OTPEENCHNEM ,,TyPEIKUI, OHO UMEET HE TOJIHKO HEraTHBHOE 3By4aHUE, HO U
HeceT B ceOe MOTEeHNHall 3araflouHoro, Aaxe sKk30THdeckoro. [lapnmdeB BeIOMpaeT mis
GonrapcKoro 3araBys CBOEH JTaBPOBEHUAHOH! IT03MBI HIMEHHO 3TO CIIOBO, TAK KaKa, BEPOSITHO
B TO BPEMS U B HEKOTOPBIX PETHOHAX CTPAHBI €T0 OTPHUIlATENIbHAS OKpacKa, €CJId OHa Ha
CaMoM JieJie CyIIeCTBYET, He ObLIa CTOIb MOIIHOM.

Bonee mo3nuee 3arnaBue, BeiOpanHoe A. I'epmanoBbIM, — ,,BoeBoma™ mpumaeT mosu-
THBHBIA CMBICJ MOCJIAHHUIO MTO3MBI — T.€. MPHOOIIAECT €€ K TPaauIHH OO0ITrapcKoTo
BO3POXK/ICHYECKOTO TEPONYECKOTO CKa3a.

Hapoxnnsie necuu, kotopeie I[lapnuueB HCMoNb3yeT, pacCKa3bIBalOT O ,,KalUTaHE
Kysmane®, a moHsTHe Kanuman CBOUM HOBBIM 3By4aHHEM YTBEp)KIacTcs BO BpeMEHa
Bospoxaenus, koTopsiM Ou3kH KanuTad ['eopruit Mamapues, kanutas aen Hukona, kamu-
taH [leTko BoeBo/Ia,u Xpabpble KaUTaHbI TOCIE OCBOOOXKICHHSI, KOTOPBIE OCYIIECTBHIH
coenmHenue. KannraH, mo-BHAMMOMY, COXpaHIET BOEBOACKOE, KOMaHJMPCKOE 3HAYCHNUE, a
TaKKe YTBEPXKIAET MOHATHE O OONBIICH cTerneHn opraHuzoBaHHOCTH enoro. (M, ecnun
TIOHSTHE KalMTaH, IPEUMYIECTBEHHO CBSI3BIBAIOT C MOJIOJIOCTHIO, TO HECOMHEHHO ,,KaIli-
TaH jaen Hukona® SBisieTcst OKCIOMOPOHOM).

C ato0i1 Touku 3peHwus, Beioop [lapiauuera — ,,Cepaap™ 6osiee BepeH HapOJIHOI TECHE,
4yeM Mo3aHee npeanountanue ['epmanosa — ,,BoeBoga‘.
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Hapsaay ¢ OoTME4YeHHBIM acCHeKTOM OTJAJCHHOTO BO BPEMEHHM BTOPHUYHOTO
MH(]OIU3aTOPCKOTO MOTEHIINAIIA, KOTOPBII COIEPKUTCS B 3ariIaBUU, HEOOXOIUMO OTMETH-
Th ¥ MHTEpecC [lapnuyena K emie oJHOMY I'eporo, MOSBISIONINICS BO BTOPOH, HAMMCAHHOM
Ha TPEYECKOM s3bIke modme — ,,CkeHmepOeit™, ABIAIONIUICS, B TUTAHE MCTOPHYECKOM
(urypaxmsanuu, COOTBETCTBHEM I03Ke MOsABUBIIErocs ,,OMep namu‘ iBo Aunpuya.

Hmenno Takum oopasom, nosmsl [lapnuyesa ,,Cepnap™ u ,,CkeHaepoeii*, a u naxe cam
aBTOP, CJIOBHO IPEIYyraJbIBalOT HIIH, TOUHEe, COlepkaT B cede Tparu3M M TpaBMaTH3M
0aJKaHCKUX MEPEX0JI0B OT OIHOW BEpbI B IPYTYIO, OT OJHOTO s3bIKa B JIPYTOif, OT OAHON
KyJBTYPBI B IPYTYIO.

[epeson ITapnuueBa Ha OoATapCKUil AI3BIK YBOANT YATATEIS BO BPEMEHA TSDKEICHIITNX
CTpaJaHnii 0OBIKHOBEHHOTO YeNIOBEKa (KPECThSIHIHA), BO BpEeMEHA TEPOEB M TATAHNIECKUX
OWTB, MPOCIABICHUS CTPaJaHus M TepoU3Ma — MepeBOj CBOOOACH OT KOHKPETHOCTH
ucropuyeckoro (rorma kak ,,CkeHaepOei™ HArpyXeH UCTOPUYCCKON 3HAKOBOCTHIO),
COXpaHsisi HEKOTOphIe reorpaduueckue JIOKaIU3alum, Il TOTo, YTOObI BOMTH B pyciio
MuctuuKanuoHHOTO-MHpoTBOpeHus. Texker IlapiauueBa CIOBHO yJIaBIMBAaEeT OHO
npenanue,' 9To0bl PaCIIMPUTH €0 B CTOPOHY BTOPUYHOTO MU(DA.

Texcr [TapnnyeBa coBceM SICHO, [Jayke OTHO3HAYHO, BXOUT B TPAJUIIMIO 310CA, C OM-
WHAIUEN TepONYeCKOTO U MOMYMHEHHOCTRIO TAKUM TeMaM, KaKk cmpaoanue u 6opvoa.

M3BecTHO, YTO CyIIECTBYET MHOTO NECEH MOCBSIEeHHbIX Ky3MaHy, 1 MOTYMHEHHBIX, B
HEKOTOPO# CTENeHH, X CBA3aHHOCTHU B ONPEACICHHBIH MK, UMes B BUILY TO, YTO U 00
9TOM repoe MOXKHO CKa3aTh — JIF000H Moc/IeAHHIi BIACTUTEb OCTACTCS B TAMSITH O THOEIH
CTpaHbl WIN KOHKPETHOM MECTHOCTH C HEM30E€KHHBIM MPUCBOCHHEM €My I'€pOMUYECKON
00opoHEI TpoTHB 3axBaTdnka. (Takue kak: Momumi, Kpanu Mapxko, Ban [lnmmvan.)

[Tocne cmepru Ky3mana ocraeTces necrst (eBIa, CICMOT0 HUIIETO), CoACpIKaliias B cede
pa3HbIe [10 CBOEMY OTHOIICHHIO O/IMH K APYTOMY rojioca u niay (ero Heectsl Mani/Mapun)
— mocuie pacckasa o OuTBe, B KoTopoii Ky3maHn HaXoIuT CBOIO TepONYECKYI0 CMEPTh, BpeMsi
CJIOBHO OCTaHaBIMBACTCS, CKHMMAETCS B rope 00 HEBO3BPAaTHMO yTPAuCHHOW OIoOpe M
yTpadeHHOM 3aIHUTHHKE.

Cawm paccka3 o 6utse, 0 x1nBoM Ky3mane, HeceT B cebe TEIuIo *K1U3HH, TETI0, KOTOPOoe
JIaeT 3aIUTHUK — ATO TOBECTBOBAHUE KaK OBl yIIaBIMBACT MOCIEIHUE Yaphl CEpJILa repost,
CJIOBHO B HETO BITUTHIBAIOTCA MOCICAHNE KAaIUIK IIPONNTOI ero kpoBu. EcTecTBeHHo, pacckas
BO3BpAIIAET TO, YTO ,,0bLJI0 PEXK I, YTOOBI BEICCTH €r0 B cepy ,,Bcerna oputo*. [lareTika
TTOBECTBOBAHMS a/IeKBaTHA TEPONUECKOMY Pa3Maxy MPOM30IIEIIIEro, TAKMM 00pa3oM, TTodMa
[MTapimaeBa peKOHCTPYHPYET CMBICI IIPOUCXOISIIIETO, IPEBPAIIAs €r0 B TPOU30IIE/IIIee —
a4 OTevyaseHHbIX ,,CHPOTHl M BAOBBHI CIOBHO SIBISIETCSI 30BOM K IEBILY, KOTOPBIH
HOSIBIISIETCSI, /IS TOTO, YTOOBI BBIBECTH UCTOPHIO U3 €€ JIOKAILHOCTH U IPUAATh el Ipyroi
CMBICI, T.€. IPEBPATUTh IPEaHKE B (3CXaTOIOTUYECKYIO) JETEH LY, CBI3bIBAsI €€ CyOCTpaTHO
¢ (BTOpHYHBIM) MU(DOM.

KitroueBoe mecto B ,,Cepmape’, ¢ TOUKH 3pSHUSI HHTEPECYIOMICH MEHS MPOOIeMaTHKH,
3aanMmaet [1IEBEL, HO 3a ero TeHbIO BUAHEETCS pykKa KOTEHCTa, MpudeM (hHUHAI TTO3MBI
MTOKa3aTeJIeH TeM, YTO BBIBOAUT 00€ KyJIbTypHO-3HAKOBBIE (DUTYPBI, paccrionaras ux ogHa
K/3a IpyTOii:

Ilpocax crasen 6 zycau 06oecmpyHHu
6v3nesauie Manunu cmpaoanus,
51 21ce, BepeH KONUCH, HAWbPMAT CoM.

CrnaBHbIM HUIIKHK NEBeL HE ,,[IOET 0%, a ,,BocreBaeT™ ,,MalnuHbl cTpajaHus™, IOTOMY

9TO TpoMKasi recHs 0 Outee Ky3maHa 1 ero cMepTH yxe crieta. [ epondeckoe 3asBUI0 BHOBb
0 ce0e B OIICHKE IEBIa:
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U Mapcosu cryeu ev3xnuyaniiem

u eepoes negyu C1aoKo2NACHU

uje nponesim CuHa e U Malikd

u bescmvpmuiem YBeHyanu UMam.
Hexa nnaue maiixa xyoae’ cuna,

KOU pob dicus e u pod uge ympemu —
U 8 dicusome, U N0 CMbPMU MbPMDBE.

B cpaBuenuu ¢ nepesonom I'epmanosa, nepeBox [lapnuaeBa kak ObI OrpaHUIUBACTCS
Goee MPOCTHIMH, OUHIIICHHBIMH, TPSMBIMU HA3BAaHHUSAMH, HO TIEPBBIN CTHX MTapa0KCAIbHBIM
o0pa3oM compskaeT HUIIEHCTBO M ciaBy. MIMEHHO 3/1ech HEM30EKHO BO3HHKAET
HEOOXOIMMOCTD OIKMCATh BO3MOKHOCTH CJIIOBOCOYMUTAHUS ,, HUIUI claaBHBIN . UTo memaet
Huiiero ciaaBHbIM? UeM oH ciaBeH? Tem GpakTom, 4TO OH HCITOIHSET ECHIO O FePOMUYECKON
CMEpTH WM TEM, YTO MEBELl alPHOPH CIABEH, TaK KaK OH SBIAETCS HOCUTENIEM MaMATH, Tak
KaK € €ro IOsBICHHEM B OOIIECTBE OH CaM NPEBPAIlaeTCs B €ro 00beIMHSIONINM,
3aBOPaKMBAOIINH, THIIITHOTU3UPY Ot Apyrux HeHtp. (TyT cnenyer otMeTHTh, 9T0 hHUrypa
TIeBIIAa 0COOEHHO aKTHBHO MPHUCYTCTBYET HE TOIBKO B TBOpuecTBe [lapiniuesa, HO 1 B 1033UH
Kunzugosa). [Touemy ITapiandeB moguepkruBaeT He BCIO pacCKa3aHHYI0 HCTOPHUIO KakK Ip-
MHAJUIeXkKAIYI0 MEeBIly, a JUIIb MaluHbl CTpagaHus, KOTopele BocneBaoTcs? Mmeer nu
caMmo CII0BO ,,Bb3IIEBAIIe  TO e 3Ha4eHue U A [TapiarueBa, KOTOpoe OHO UMEET U CeroHs?
[Touemy orcycTByeT 00pa3 yMTaTENs], & KOIIEUCT OCTACTCS JIMIIb MIPU aKTEe 3alUCH H, 9TO
JUIS HETO CaMOT'0 03HAa4aeT 3TOT aKT?

B MoeMm jxemaHMHM JaTh OTBET Ha 3TH BOIPOCHI, s MO3BOJIO ceOe HAYaTh CO CIIOBA
»Bb3IeBanie”. B ymorpednenun 3Toro ciosa B 31moxy BospoxaeHus, eiie co BpeMeH
UCTIONIb30BaHus ero B ,,IIpensectHuke ['opckoro myTHuKa PakoBCKOTo, akIeHT MajjaeT Ha
CBSI3b MEXK]y aKTOM IICHHS U 00BEKTOM — ,,BOCIIOl CBOIO CTapyI0 CliaBy TPYOHBIM rojiocom!
B ,.Cepnape BocneTsl cTpajanus ManuHbl, Ha UTO UMEETCS HECKOJIbKO mpuunH. [leBern
moet (BOCmeBaeT) O TOW, KOTOpas COXpaHsSEeT MaMsATh O repoe, KOTopas B CBOEM
,,[IOMEIIaTeIbCTBE YXOAUT B MBICIM MHOMHPHBIE, HO SIBISIETCS €AMHCTBEHHO KHBOU
BU3YaJIbHOH, T.€. JIOCTYITHOHM B3INIsJiaM OOIIECTBa, CBI3bI0O MEXKIY MEPTBBIM I'epoeM M,
JIMIICHHBIM €T0 3al1Thl, MUPOM paboB. ['eponHs — xpuiia ceoero doxectsa — Kysmana, HO
OHa M €ro JXepTBa, J0OPOBOJIBHO MPHHECHIAst ce0sl B )KEPTBY MEPEJT 0ITAPEM IepONIECKOTO.
C sToit TouKH 3peHus — cebeornaun — Maiis 1 neBel] HCHTHYHBI B CBOEM ITOTPYKCHUH B
Mup npeganus o Kyzmane, oHU caMy IENa0T BCE BO3MOXKHOE AJIsl IPEBPALIEHNUS B JIETEHY
Morydero OoraTelps: 00a pa3HbIe O OTHOMICHHIO K €XETHEBHIO, 00a SBISIOTCA
MOCPEHUKAMHU MEX/Y TepOMYEeCKUM M OOBIICHHBIM, 00a — XpaHuTenu namaru. Kpome
TOTO, TPOCJIABICHUE CTPAJaHH, 1aeT BO3MOXKHOCTh MOCTaBUTh UX B OMNPEACICHHYIO
HEHHOCTHYIO0 Hepapxuto. Texct [Tapnnyena CIOBHO MOJCKA3bIBAET, YTO HE TOJIBKO OypHbBIE
1 MCKITIOYNTEIbHbIC POSBICHNS TEPONIECKOTO MOTYT M OYIyT BOCIIEBATHCS, HO M THXOE,
ynryoneHHoe B ce0st cTpajanue 00pedeHHOI JKeHIMHBI. Malist 3TO IPyToe JINIIO )KEHCKOTO
Hauaja B [103Me U B oTan4ae oT Hensl — cama repouHs 1 MaTh repos, A1 KOTOPOH BaXHO,
YTO y €€ CbIHAa CMEPTEIbHbIC PaHbl TOJIBKO HA IPY/IU — OHA HE MOXKET IO3BOJIUTH cede, HO
MOXXET BbICKa3aTh UX )KEJIaHHBIMH, T MyOJMYHbIC POSBICHUS CKOPOU, /U1t Maiu JKU3Hb
YXOIUT B MUP CHOB, r1ie Ky3maHn Bo3Bpataercst k Heil. JKeHckoe cTpaianne 0COOSHHO SPKO
BBIPa)KEHO B OOJITapcKoit IUTepaType BpeMeH Bo3poKaeH!S M OTHUM M3 €TO MPOSBICHUH
siBisieTcs Maist.

CnaBublit HUIUHA — Qurypa, KoTopas, ¢ ONpeNeICHHOW TOUKH 3PEHHMS, aHAIOTHYHA,
Maue, Tak KaKk OH IOET O €€ CTpaJaHUAX — COITpUYAcTeH UM — a uepe3 Hux 1 Ky3zmana. Cama
HIeCHs SBJIAETCS aKTOM OTnauu 3HaHuH — B CrnoBape Haiinena I'epoBa onHO U3 3HauCHUM
CJIOBA ,,[TESIH" — 3TO ,,CBSITON ", ,,y4eHBIN . UTO MPUBOIAMT K MpoOIeMe O HeaJpecOBaHHOM
cobuparenbeTBe.
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OntHaKo, KOMHUPYET JIK TPOCTO ,,KOTIEUCT ™, UTO OH KOMUPYET U KakuM oopazom? (CioBo
,,Korenuct* He Bxoaut B cotaB CnoBapst Haiinena ['eposa) .

A Kak MOXHO KOIIMPOBATh YCTHOE CIIOBO, IecHI0? U moueMy ee konupyror?

ITepeBon I'epmaHOBa BOCIIPUHMMAET YHTATEINS B JPYyTOM TUIE B3aWMOTOHOIICHUH ¢
00e33ByueHHOH TIeCHEH, ToTa Kak iepeBox [lapmaeBa npepriBaeT CBS3b ,,TIOTPeOUTEICH
TekcTa. B xoHTekcte nepesona [lapnudesa, T.e. B KOHTEKCTE BPEMEHH, aKT 3alHCH, AaXkKe
€CJIM HUKTO Cpa3y He MPOYUTAET 3allMCaHHOE, COU3MEPUM C JKETaHUEeM depe3 3aluch JaTh
OLICHKY KYJIBTYpHOT'O 3HAUCHHUs IECHHU; aKT 3aIIUChIBAHUS SIBISIETCS KYJIBTYPHO-COXPaHH-
TENBHBIM H, B TOKE BPEMS, YBOAUT IIECHIO B APYTHe c(ephl KyIBTYPHOTO OIIBITA; TOMOTast
TIepexo/y OT OTHOTO THIIA KyJIBTYpPhI K pyromy. Jist nepeBosa [TapindeBa 3amuceiBanme
MIPE/ICTABIIST IOPOTy B Oyyliee, 3To aKT COXPAHEHHUS MOCIaHus il Oyaymux BpemeH. B
9TOM CMBICJIE, HET HEOOXOAMMOCTH B NMPHUCYTCTBUM UMUTATENsl, OH JOCTAaTOYEH CBOEi
MOTEHIIMANBbHOCTHI0. KomenucT coxpaHnser, ,,KOHCEpBUPYET (CO BCEMHU BBITEKAIOIIUMHU U3
9TOTO0 MOCIEICTBUAMM) )KUBYIO TIECHIO U HAJIEETCS, YTO KTO-TO, KOTJIa-TO €€ MPOYUTACT.

(durypa cobuparerst IpUCyCTBYET BO MHOTHX TEKCTaX MOAM BpeMeH Bozpoxenns, a
B HEKOTOPBIX M3 HUX NEBEII SBJISCTCS U IMHIIYIIIM YeJI0BEKOM, HAIIpHIMeEp, TOBECTBOBATEb
B ,,KpoBagoii pyOamrke*.)

[TeBer; u cobuparenb aKTUBU3UPYIOT pa3Hble BO3MOXKHOCTH TEKCTa, JUISi TOTO, YTOOBI
YBECTH €ro B MHBIC KYJIBTYpHbIE OPOHUTHI — IIEBEIl — B CTOPOHY MHU(]a, a coduparenb — B
cropony muctudukanuu. pyrumu cioamu, nosma [lapnnyesa, ocobeHHO ee mepeBo,
KOTOPBIN JeiaeT OH caM, 3asiBISET O BO3MOXKHOCTH OOMTaHHS €€ B Pa3IUUIHBIX
MIPOCTPAHCTBAX — MPEAITUTEPATYPHI U TUTEPATYPHI.

Cama nmosma I'puropa ITapiiaeBa cTpaHHBIM 00pa30M PUCYTCTBYET U HE TIPHCYCTBYET
B HAaIJMOHAJILHBIX JINTEeparypax bankanos 19 Beka: yBeHYaHHas B €€ aHOHUMHOCTH B [ perini,
HO BTOpas mosmMa [lapnuyeBa Tam e NMCKPUMUHUPOBAaHA M3-3a 00BSBICHHOMN
HallMOHAJIBHON aBTOMHJCHTH(UKAIMKM €€ aBTOpa; 110 ATOM NMPUYMHE MpeHalIexKaras
Gonrapckoil BO3pOXKICHCKON JINTEpaType, HO MPUCYCTBYIOIIAs B HEl, B OCHOBHOM, Yepe3
nepeBos, caenannblii B 20 Beke; BINHMCaHHAS W B JUTEPATypHYIO HcTopuio Pecrrybnmukn
MakelOHHN W TIepeBefeHHAs Ha MaKEJOHCKUH S3bIK; MMEIOIasi MMOJHOE MPaBO OBITH
BKJIFOUEHHOH B aHTOJOrMH THMa ,,00pa3 anbaHIeB B juTeparype OankaHCKUX HapomoB™
BMecTe ¢ ,,Ckenaepoeiiem*.

Takum oOpaszom, moamy I'puropa Ilapauyesa ,,Cepaap” MOXKHO PacloOXKUTH B
HECKOJBKHX chepax nHTeprpeTHpoBanus. C OAHON CTOPOHBI OHA —3TO TEKCT O OATKAHCKOH
KyJIBTYPHOH CIUIaBICHHOCTH; C IPyTOM — OHAa OXBAaTHIBACT CBOW I'€POMUYECKHE TTOCIaHUs,
BKJIIOYAsl UX B MHU(PHUUECKHE KOHCTPYKIMH; a HAPsSAy C 3THM B HEH OCYIIECTBISETCS
MHUCTH()HKAIIMOHHBIE BOBMOKHOCTH PaccKka3a 0 MEpTBOM repoe.

BxiroueHue moaMbl B TpEYECKyI0 M B OOJNITapCKylo JUTEPaTypHYIO TPajHIUu
OCYIIECTBIIACTCA Ha JIByX YPOBHSAX — OJTHO (IPEU4eCKOe) — BEICOKOE, METAIO3UIIMOHUPOBAHHO-
JUTEpaTypHOE, a Apyroe (Oonrapckoe) — BO3BPAIIEHHOE B TPaaAWLIUU (HOJIKILOPHOH
HapaTHUBHKH.

MMenHO ¢ 3TOH Touku 3peHus mnosma ,,Cepaap® — BHYTPH TEKCTa U KOHTEKCTYaJIbHO
(IUTepaTypHO-UCTOPUUCCKH), a Jake U B chepe Ouorpaduu cBoero aBropa — HaXOIUTCS B
NpoCTpaHCcTBEe MKy MU(DOM U MUCTH(HKAIHMEH B HEJOCEraeMOCTH UX MHOTO3HAYHOCTH.

1 Cwm. l'eopruesa, A. P3ka3u n paska3Bane B Obirapckus ¢onkiop. C., @urypa, 2000.
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Mucrtupurkauuu u panscupukannu B myOTuKaAMAX
BOCTOYHOCJIABAHCKOTO0 ¢osabkiaopa 1830-1850-x ronos

AJIL TOIIOPKOB

Ha mpotspxernn XIX—XX BB. B Poccun u [pyrux CIaBIHCKUX CTpaHax OBLIO CO3IaHO
MHOKECTBO (hOIBKIOPHBIX TEKCTOB M OMTMCAHUI MU(OIOTHUECKIX BEPOBAHUN, HMEIOIINX
OTYACTH MJIM IMOJHOCTHIO (anbCUPUIMPOBaHHBIH XapakTep. Hanbonee n3BecTHBIM
¢danbcuukaTroM Takoro poma ObuTa 3HaMeHHUTass KpangemBopckasl pyKOMHCh, CO3MaHHAS
yenrckuM utonorom u nmodrom B. 'ankoii (1817 1.). B Teyenue nosnyBeka oHa cunTanach
OZIHUM U3 HanOoIee EHHBIX HCTOYHUKOB JJIsl PEKOHCTPYKIIMHU CIIaBIHCKONH MU(OJIOTHH, a
KOT/Ia MoAiJieNika ObUIa, HAaKOHEIl, pa3o0iadeHa, 3T0 OblIIO BOCHPHUHATO YEXaMH MOYTH KakK
HaIlMOHAJIbHAS TPare/us.

[Mopnenku B o61acTu GONBKIOPA YCTAHOBUTH 3HAYUTEIBHO TPYIHEE, YeM TOJICIKH
UCTOPUYECKUX JOKYMEHTOB. ECIH TeKCT ObUI 3amKcaH U3yCTHO, TO HET U €T0 PYKOIHCH, a
pa3 HeT PYKOIHCH, TO HEJb3sl ONEPEThCsl Ha JIaHHbIC naneorpaduu U UCTOPUH SI3bIKA.
B monaBnsromeM OONBOIMHCTBE CIy4aeB MCCIEA0BATENb JUIIEH BO3MOXKHOCTH
MEepPENpOBEPUTH TEKCT, OOPATUBIINCH K €ro UCHodHUTeN0. OH BBIHYXICH BEPHUTH
cobupareiro GorpKIOpa Ha CIOBO.

Cama npuposia GobKIOPHOTO TEKCTa TaKOBa, YTO MPEIoNaraeT akTUBHOE y4acTHe
MOCPE/IHUKA ¥ B €TI0 MUCbMEHHOW (PMKCAIINK, ¥ B M3TOTOBICHUH ,,KOHEUHOTO MPOAYKTA™ —
OITYJIMKOBAHHOTO TEKCTa (MBI TOBOPHM Ceiuac IaBHbIM 00pa3oM 0 COOMpaTeIsixX MpoIIoro,
HE BOOPY)KEHHBIX ay/l0 — M BHJeoamnmaparypoii). Cobuparenb TOMKEH HAWTH MCIIONHH-
TeJIsl, OPraHU30BaTh CUTYAIHIO, OIATONPHUATCTBYIOIIYTO 3aHUCH, 3a(hMKCHPOBATh TEKCT (YTO
TOE HEJIETKO, 10O TOBOPUT MIIM TIOET YEIIOBEK, KaK IIPABHJIIO, TOpa3io ObIcTpee, 4eM MOXKHO
3arucars), OTOM Iepenucarh TeKCT Habeso (peadbHO — BOCCTAHOBUTH LIETOCTHBIN TEKCT
Ha OCHOBE YEpPHOBBIX 3anKceil, bonee nim MeHee e ekTHbIX ). EcTecTBeHHO, UTO IpH Beex
9THX JACHUCTBUAX (QOIBKIOPUCT OMHUPACTCS HAa CBOE CYObEKTHBHOE IIOHUMAaHHUE TEKCTA.

@onpknopHble (HaTbCHUPHUKATH TOXH POMAHTH3MA ITOJYAC TPEACTABISUIA COOOH
cBOe0Opa3HbIe TUTEPATypHbIE hanTa3nu Ha (GobKIOpHBIE TeMbl. OHHU BO3HHUKIIM B Ty JTIOXY,
KOT/1a JINTEPATOP CUUTAJI ISt 05l BO3MOYKHBIM ,,yJTyHIIaTh  HAPOIHOMOATHYECKUE TEKCTHI,
BO3BpallaTh UM UX ,,IOAJIMHHBIA, apxaudeckuil xapakrep. [panp mexay nmyOnukanuei
(G oaBKIIOpa U eT0 JUTEPATYPHOM 00pabOTKON UMea BeChMa 3bI0KHIA U HEONPEACICHHBIH
Xapaxrep.

B XIX B. emie oTCyTCTBOBAJIO MIPE/ICTABICHUE 00 YHUKAIBHOCTH Ka)KA0TO BApHAHTA
BpAJ I KOMY-HHOYIb NMPUIIIO OBl B TOJOBY 3aMHCHIBATh M IMyOIMKOBATH TEKCT C
coOmrogeHneM Bcex (poHETHUECKHX 0coOeHHOCTeH peum mcmomHuTens. bonee Toro,
CYMTAJIOCHh BO3MOKHBIM HCIIPABIISITh TEKCT, MPUOIMIKAst €70 K THITOTETUUECKOMY IIPOTEKCTY.
3HaMeHuTHI coOuparens u mydaukarop ¢donbkiopa [1.B. Kupeesckuit (1808—1856) B
U300MJIHMH ,,M3TOTABIMBAJ* CBOJHBIC TEKCTHI JYXOBHBIX CTUXOB, FOpa3/io OoJiee MoIHbIE 1
HCTIpaBHBIE, YeM ayTEHTUYHBIE BepcHH. Bripodem, cTenens cBOOO/BI 00paIIeHHs C TEKCTOM,
XapakTep M pe3yJabTaThl OCTOPOHHETO BMEIIATENHCTBA BEChbMa BapUUPOBAIUCH — OT
HE3HAYUTEIBHON CTHIMCTHYCCKON mpaBKku cka3ok y A.H. AdanacbeBa 10 counHeHUS
COOCTBEHHBIX CKa30K B ClaliaBoi rncesgoHapoanoi manepe y U.I1. Caxaposa.

[pakruuecku Bee HOIbKIOPHO-ITHOrpaduIeCcKre MyOIUKaIiK epBOH MOIOBHHBI XX
BeKa B OOJIbIIIEH NI MEHBILIEH CTENIEH! HE COOTBETCTBYIOT COBPEMEHHBIM HayYHBIM HOPMaM.
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@DoJbKIIOpHBIE TEKCTHI, KaK IPaBUIIO, MPHUBOAMIUCE B OOJIEe TN MEHEee OIM3KOM H3JI0KEHHH,
4acTo B JIMTEPaTypHOIl 00paboTKe, HEe YKa3bIBAIOCh, I/Ie, KOTJa M y KOTO CliellaHa Ta WIH
nHas 3anuch. [Ipenanust 1 ObUTHYKY BOCIIPUHUMAINCH HE KaK CTIelu(niecKue :KaHpOBbIe
00pa3oBaHMs, a MPOCTO KaK paccKa3bl O MOIMHHBIX WM BEIMBIIIICHHBIX COOBITHSX, HE
TpeOyromme OyKBaJIbHOTO BOCIPOM3BEICHNS. [I€CHM 3anMChIBAIIN B OCHOBHOM ITO]T TMKTOBKY,
a HE B )KUBOM HCIIOJTHEHUH; IIPU 3TOM He (PUKCHPOBAIH UX OOPSIOBOE OKPYIKECHHUE U T. 1.
Hossle, Oonee cTporue SIUIMOHHBIC MPUHIHUIBI BHIPaOATHIBAIUCH ITOCTENEHHO Ha
npotsikeHuu 1850-1860-x IT. 1 aKTUBHO 00CYKIAINCH B 3TO BPEMS.

T.T. IBaHOBa HEAABHO CIIPABEATINBO OTMETIIIA, UTO ICJICHNE Ha HAyYHBIC M HOMY/ISIPHBIC
ITyONMMKAIMK /UL ATOTO Meproa BOOOIIe OKa3bIBACTCS HEAKTyalIbHBIM: ,,Bce m3nanus B
OZIMHAKOBOM CTENEHN UMEIOT XapaKTep UCTOYHHWKOB U MOYTH BCE OHHM B PAaBHOH Mepe HE
OTBEUYAIOT CTPOTO HayYHBIM TpeOoBaHuAM .! [IpOIUTHPOBAaHHOE BHICKA3BIBAHHE, BIIPOYCM,
HYXJIaeTCs B YTOUHEHHH: CTEIeHb (DAaKTOIOTMYECKOW TOYHOCTH Bce ke Oblja BechbMa
Pa3IHyYHON y pa3sHbIX U3AHUHI TOr0 BPEMEHH; €CTECTBEHHO, YTO KOMIHMJISITUBHBIC COUNHEHUS
HamonoOue ,,beita pycckoro Hapona“ A. B. TepemeHko 3aciaykKHBalOT MEHBIIIE TOBEPHS,
4yeM OECXUTPOCTHBIE KOPPECTIOHICHIINH B TYOEPHCKIX BEOMOCTSIX.

C apyroii CTOPOHBI, HY’)KHO YYUTHIBATh, YTO HAPOAHAs KyJIBTYpa B [IEJIOM U (POITBKIIOP B
YacTHOCTY B IepBoi nojaoBuHe XIX B. elie He MOABEPINIMCH TAKOMY Pa3pyILIECHUIO, KaK B
nocnenytoriee Bpemsi. B 1830—1840-e rr. MoxkHO ObLII0 HEMOCPENCTBEHHO HAOMIOATh TAKUE
ABJICHHUS, O KOTOPBIX MTO3/IHEE YK€ CYAUIIH IO BOCIIOMHHAHUAM U BTOPUYHBIM IIepecKa3am.

K ocobennoctsim kynbTypHO# cutyarun 30-40-x rr. XIX B. MOXXHO OTHECTH TO, UTO
TOI/Ia eIlle HE 0CO3HABAJIOCH JOCTATOUHO SICHO PA3ININe MEXIy MyOnnKarueii QoiIbKIOpHBIX
TEKCTOB M Xy/0’KECTBEHHBIMH IIPOM3BEACHUSIMHI Ha (ONBKIOpHBIE TeMbl. [TyOnukannei
PYCCKOTO M yKpauHCKOTo (OJIbKIOpA 3aHMMAJIHMCh MUCATENN, KOTOPbIE OAHOBPEMEHHO
UCIIOJIb30BaIH (DOIBKIIOP KaK MaTepHal JJIsi CBOMX OCJIETPUCTHYECKUX ITpou3BeieHuH (B.
N. Tans, M. H. Maxkapos, C. B. Makcumos, II.A. Kynum, M. A. MakcumMoBUY # JIp.).
DoBKIOPHBIE TEKCTHI YaCTO MOMEIIATNCH B JINTEPATY PHO-XYA0KECTBEHHBIX XKypHAJIaX 1
MpeHa3Havaluch I MUPOKOH ayguTopuu (Hampumep, odepku A. XapuUTOHOBA B
,»OTeuecTBeHHBIX 3amuckax” win C. M. OcokuHa B ,,CoBpemennuke*). Kaura B. . Jlans
,,O MOBEPHUSX, CYEBEPUAX U MPEPACCYIKAX PyCCKOTro Hapoa“ Oblia OmyOIHKOBaHA BIIEPBHIC
B KadecTBE CEpUU O4YEPKOB B razere ,,Mmmoctpanua”. I'paHnia Mexay paccka3oMm u3
HapOJIHOTo ObITa, ITHOrpapUIECKUM OYEPKOM U STHOTpA(UUECKUM OMHCAHHEM BOOOIIe
Obls1a JOBOJIBHO Pa3MBITOH.

MHorue npenanus, JIETeH bl, CKa3KH Pa3HbIX CIABIHCKUX HAPOJOB, TOMEIICHHBIC B
mpaanax 1830-1840-x rr., HecyT Ha cebe YepThl TUTEpaTypHOI 00padoTku. B kHUTAaX U
crarbsix M. T. Bopuuesckoro, K. B. Boiinunkoro, M. H. Makaposa, 1. I1. Caxapoga, I1. M.
Inunesckoro, JI. CeMenbckoro hakTUYCCKHUIl MaTepuan ObLI MICAPO MPUYKPAIICH
BBIMBICIIOM, pa30aBiicH (paHTACTUYCCKMMHU T00aBKaMu, OCIIICTPU3UPOBAH M HAMEPEHHO
apXanu3upOBaH.

O noxnenkax M.I1. Caxaposa (1807—1863) B HacTosIIee BpeMs CYIIECTBYET OOIIUPHAS
JUTEpaTypa: yCTAaHOBICHO, YTO OH CaM COYMHSUI CKa3KH, KOTOPBIC BBIIaBAJ 32 HAPOJIHBIE,
HOJIB3YSICh TIPH ATOM croxketamu ObutnH u3 COopHuka Kupumm Jlanunosa u ccbuiasich Ha
HECYIIECTBYIOIINE PYKOMMCH, MPAaBHJ TEKCTHI 3aTOBOPOB M 3arajiok, Jiejal BCTaBKH B
MyOIUKYEeMBbIC M TEKCTHI IPEBHEPYCCKUX MTAMSITHUKOB.

OnauM n3 Hauboee spkux danbcrupukaroB cepeauHsl XIX B. 0bu10 counHenue [1.M.
IImunesckoro ,,benopycckue Hapomusie npenanus (manee — BHII), mognucanHoe
niceBnoHuMoM I1. Jlpeensnckuii.’ BHIT 6bimm iepBoii myonukarueit [1. M. Illmuiesckoro
(1823-1861), m3BecTHOr0 BMNOCIEACTBUU JXKypHalucTa, NMHUcCATENs M aBTOpa
sTHOrpaduyeckux counHenuii o benopyccun. Hanucannas B popme crioBapsi, myoaukarus
BKJIFOYAJIa onrcanue 36 60roB u nyxoB ,,0enopycies” (baran, benyH, BaBkanaka, Bactpyxa,
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I3zesa, [I3enka, 3opka, Kansna, Kynano, JIano, Jlené, [1arona, [lepyn, Pacamaxa, Pycanku,
Uyp-6or, Sra-6aba-kacusuHas-Hara, JApsuio, [Imok; Basuna, I'apuyku, J[3eBos, Kbk,
Kemens, 310351, Kanyk, Kymensran, Jlazasuk, Jlroomen, JIsst, Mapus, Mema, [Tansaapa,
Tamnaxa, Lemus, [lenper). [To3naee, B 1852 1., B TOM e H3MaHUA MTOSBUIOCH POIOIKCHUE
BHII, B xotopom mano omumcanue emie 16-tu nepconaxert (bopass, Iapauk, JXKeBKHIK,
3nbin3ens, 3uukya, Kimukyn, Knenpuuk, Kisickyn, Koma, JIsnanmyk, Heinzens, [TaBeTHHK,
Magnuunvk, Pasamapa, llateBuia, Spkyn).* O0miee 4nuciio nmepcoHaxel 6eIopycCKoi
nemoHosiorud, onucanubix [1.M. [lInuneBckum, TakuM 00pa3om, TOCTHIIO 52-X.

U3 texcra BHII siBcTBOBamO, 9TO aBTOpP caM OBIN BBRIXOAIEM U3 bemopyccuu u
OCHOBBIBAJICS Ha COOCTBEHHBIX HaOMONeHMAX. [ToCKOIBKY e Oeopycckne moBepbs He
IIPOCTO M3JIAraINCh, HO BOCCTAHABIMBAIOCH X IIPOMCXOXK/ICHUE B CBSI3H C IPEBHEPYCCKUM
S3bIYECKMM MTAaHTEOHOM KHs13s BiaguMupa, To myOauKaiys nMesa Takke 1 4epThl y4eHOTO
Tpakrara. J[peBisHCKHII coueTas B OJHOM JIMIE U coOupareis (QoibKiIopa, U ero
ny0OJIMKaTopa, M UCCIIeIOBATEINs CIaBTHCKOW MU(OIOTHH.

ABTOp MOAPOOHO OMMCHIBAI BHEIIHOCTh TaKMX O0roB, Kak Ilepyn, Spuna u ap., nx
arpulyTel u pyHkumu. [lpu 3TOM cuTyarus m300paxkanach TakuM 00pa3oM, Kak OyaTo
BEpOBaHHA B JPEBHEPYCCKHUX S3BIYCCKUX OOTOB OCTaBANWCH M BO 2-i deTBepTH XIX B.
BIIOJIHE aKTyaJbHBIMHU B benopyccun. VX mpeacTaBisiig B HaIsLIHBIX 00pa3ax; B 60roB
PSMIIICH BO BPEMs ITPa3THUKOB M 00PS/I0B, 00pallaanch K HUM B IIECHSX, YIIOMUHAIH X
HUMEHa B IOTOBOPKAX U MPOKIIATHIX.

[TpuBoas Genopycckue NOBephs, IECHU U OTOBOPKH, J{pEBISTHCKIH cOO0MIIal, MEXTY
mpo4yuM, u 00 ux reorpaduueckoM pacmpocTpaneHuH. M3 mogoOHBIX cooOImeHui
SIBCTBOBAJIO, YTO aBTOP HE MPOCTO XM B bermopyccuu, HO MHOTO XOIMI M €311 110 HEH,
3HAN B JIeTaIIX (OJIBKIOpP U BEPOBAHMUS PA3HBIX PAOHOB M OB B CHJIaX OCMBICIHUTD X
CXOZIHBIE YEPThI U pa3IHyusl.

Ha nporsbxenun nmyoankanuu J{peBlstHCKUi HECKOJIBKO Pa3 CChLIASTCsI HA yUEHBIE TPYIIbI
Ha PyCCKOM M TIOJILCKOM SI3bIKaX, OJHAKO, HO €r0 CJI0BAaM, HCIIOIb3YET OIyOIMKOBAaHHbIC
paHHee CBEICHHS TOJIBKO JUIS CPaBHEHUS C COOpPaHHBIMH UM caMHM Martepuanamu. OH
MTOYEPKHUBAET, YTO MPUBOANT JIMIIIb TAKNE CBE/ICHNS, KOTOPBIE €1II¢ HEN3BECTHBI YUTAIOIICH
ny0OJIMKe, XOTS €TO U HE COOTBETCTBYET PEaIbHOCTH.

B 6enopycckom nanTeone JIpeBisiHCKOro MMEIOTCs: 00T HCKOHHO-CIIaBSIHCKHE (PYCCKHE)
U 3aMMCTBOBAaHHbBIC Y MOJISKOB U JUTOBIEB. [0 CBOEMY MpPOMCXOXKACHHIO OOr'M MMEIOT
HEOHOPOIHBIA XapakTep. Cpean HUX ymoMsHYT [lepyH, KOTOpPBIH SBIISUICS BEPXOBHBIM
6orom Brmagmmuposa manteona. Mimena apeBHepycckux 6oros Jlaxn0bora n Bomoca
MIPUCYTCTBYIOT B TOJNKOBAaHMAX MMeH J[3enku u barana; mms cnassHckoro bembora — B
TOJIKOBaHMU UMeHH beyHna. OToXIeCTBICHUE ITHX ,,JlyXOB** C IPEBHECIIABIHCKMMHU OOramMu
UMEeT MPOM3BOJILHBII XapaKkTep M OCHOBBIBAETCS HA CAMOM O0IIEeM CXOACTBE (DYyHKIMH
(Bonoc, Jaxs6or) win u ¢yukiuu, U umexu (benoor). J[peBIstHCKUN BKJIFOYII B CBOM
MIAHTEOH M MEepPCOHa)XeH, KOTOpbIE MPHU3HABAINCH CIABIHCKMMH OOTaMH HayKOW TOTO
BPEMEHH, O/THAKO MO3/HEee ObUIN IMOABEpPTrHYTH coMHeHnto: Komsna, Kynano, Jlano, Jlené
(JIenp), [Tarona, Yyp, Ara-6a6a, SApeuto. EcTh 3meck 1 mepcoHaxku pearbHON 0eT0pyCCKOM
JIEMOHOJIOTHH: BOBKaJlaka, IMOK, KaayK, pycaika U ap. JpeBIsHCKUM HMPUNHCHIBACT
(GyHKIMH OOTOB M HEKOTOPHIM HA3BaHMUSM IIPA3THUKOB WIIM KaJICHJAPHBIX JaT; TAKOBBI
Tanaka u llenpen.’

C TouKH 3peHns PyHKIMOHAIBHON B 9TOM TAHTEOHE BBIICIISIOTCSI, BO-TIEPBBIX, OOXKECTBa
npuponHbIX sBieHnit u ctuxuii (Kymano, [Tarona, [epyH, Pycanku, Spsuro, XXerk, JIazaBuk;
CIOZIA JKE€ MOXKHO OTHECTH OJIMIIETBOPEHMS BpeMeH rojia: JKbineHs — 6or ocenn, 31031 — 6or
3uMbl, JIsst — 6oruns BecHsl, Llens — 6oruHst jgera) u, BO-BTOPBIX, 00KECTBA MOPAIBbHBIX
SIBIIEHUU WJIM COIMANIbHBIX MOHATHH, CBSI3aHHBIX C )KM3HBIO YenoBeka (bemyH, Bactpyxa,
H3enka, Kansa, Jlano, Jlené, Uyp, Spsuio, 13eBost, Jlroomen, [Tansuapa, Tanaka, [lleaperr).
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ITpu atom Bactpyxa, Kansina, JIano, Jlené, J13eBost, JItodMen cooTHOCATCS CO chepoit TFoOBH
u Opaka, a benyn, ta xe Bactpyxa, /[3enka, 3opka, Kynano, fpsino, Tanaka, [eaperr
PErymupyIoT chepsl MI0I0pOIHs, MTUPIIECTB, OOraTcTBa, MIJIOCEPHs, cUacThs. baran u
Basnua siBASIOTCSI HOKPOBUTEISIMH JIOMAIIHETO CKOTA.

B omimane ot 60roB, yXu IMEIOT 37I0KO3HEHHBIH XapakTep: Pacamaxa — rpo3HbIi 1yX,
Sra — 3106HsI1H, Kagyk — crapimii 3108 1yx, Mela — HEUUCTHIH AyX.

HawnGonee neHHBIMU JUTs UCCIIEOBATENCH C1aBTHCKOW MU(OIOTUU ObLIM CBEJCHUS O
[epyne, Uype, Spuiie, Tak Kak OHU UMEJIN YHUKAJIBHBIA XapakTep U HUYETO MOJJ00HOT0 HU
y OenopycoB, HU Y PyCCKHUX, HU Y IPYTHX CIAaBIHCKUX HApOJOB HH paHee HU MO3JHEE HE
¢uxcupoBanocsk. Marepuans! [Ipesnsuckoro o Spune, [lepyne m Uype MHOTOKpaTHO
MePEeCKa3bIBAINCh U aHAIN3HPOBAINCH B TOCICAYIOMNX COYNHEHHSX IO CIAaBSHCKOH
mudonoruu.

A.H. AdaHacheB B CBOUX 3HAMCHHTHIX ,,] [03THYECKHX BO33PECHHSX CIABSH Ha IPUPOLY
Ha JICCATKAX CTPAHUIL Iepecka3biBacT HaOmoneHus Jpennsuckoro. 13 BHIT oH 3auMcTBYeT
ormucanwme [lepyna (I, 247, 291, 432, 628; 11, 357, 735, 769) u SApunst (I, 441-442), 6a0b1-
Aru (111, 586), ,,3upku™ — 6orman cyactes (111, 327), a Takke MHOTOYHCIICHHBIX JTyXOB,
TakuX Kak ,,benyn® (I, 94), ,,onHornaseie Mamrotku™ (I, 194), ,,rapiryxu’, JeTaromnime B BUIS
xunabix nrui (I, 506), ,,Basuna®, nyx-nokposutens nomanei (11, 72), ,,0aran®, oxpanu-
tenb poraroro ckora (11, 72), ,,uyp* — 6or, oGeperarouuii rpaHHIbl 3eMEIbHBIX BIaJICHUH
(I, 90), ,,nenka* — oxpanurtens knaaos (11, 371, 770), ,,ma3aBuku® — oqHOTIA3bIE CTAPUIKH
POCTOM ¢ HOTOTOK 1 apmuHHO0 6opomoit (11, 775), , Jlsams®, ,,. e, ,, Kemens u ,,3r0351°
— OJNIMIIETBOPEHUS YeThIpeX BpemeH roaa (111, 679-681).

I1. C. EdumMeHKo MONMOXKHI CBHICTEIHCTBO JpeBIstHCKOTO O Spuiie B OCHOBY CBOCH
MH(DOITOrHYECKOI PEKOHCTPYKIIMH, cOrIacHo KoTopoit ['eopruii [TodenoHocer B ciaBsHCKOM
TPaJUINK PUHST Ha cebst 4epThl si3brueckoro Spuibl.” AHamoruuubiM obpasom A. K.
Kupkop B momyssipHO# cTaThe 0 epekUTKax si3b149ecTBa B benopyccnu HMpoko HCHoIb30Ball
coobmenust Ipesnsackoro.® K BHIT cnopagnueckn oOpammaiTcss U COBPEeMEHHBIE
HCCIIEIOBATENN CIaBIHCKON Mudonoruu. Tak, Hanpumep, B.B. MBanos u B. H. Tomopos
moJpoOHO 00CyXaaroT coodmenne JpesiasHckoro o SIpuiie n MpHU3HAIOT €ro BIOJHE
paBaonoa00HbIM.’

B To ke Bpems HOCTaTOYHO PaHO HAMETHJIOCH M CYIIECTBEHHO MHOE, KPUTHUYECKOE
ornomenue k BHII. Taxk, nanpumep, A. A. [ToreOHs nucan B padote, ormyOIMKOBaHHON B
1865 1., o Tom, uto [pesnsauckuii B BHIT ,,cMemmBaeT cBon 1 uyxwue paHTa3MH C HAPOTHBIMH
MTOBEPBHSMH, BBIIAET KAKME-TO BAPBAPCKNE BUPIIH 332 HAPOJHBIC IECHN M TOTOMY aBTOPH-
TETOM... OBITH He MoxkeT .Y Heckombko Hmske ou roBoput 0 BHIT kak 0 ,,MyTHOM HCTOYHHKE®,
XOTS M TIPU3HAET, YTO B OTACIBHBIX COOOMIEHHUAX [IPEBISTHCKOIO MOXET OBITh ,,HEKOTOpast
JIOJISI UCTUHBI."!

U. . HocoBunu, kpynHeimuii 6enopycckuii ¢ponpkinopuct u nexcukorpad XIX B.,
W3JaTeNb ITOCIOBHI, TIECEH U COCTABUTEIb CJIIOBAPSI OEIOPYCCKOTO SI3BIKA, MOAPOOHO
paszobpan BHII u mokasain, uto [peBnsHCKUil co3maBas 00pa3sl 60T0B Ha OCHOBE HEBEPHO
MIOHATHIX CIIOB M IMOcHoBull. Tak, HaIpuUMep, gacmpyxa, COracHo JpeBIsHCKOMY, 3TO ,,TO
e, 4To AcTpest, 00rrHs paB/ibl ¥ HesaoMyapus ™ (c. 9). JIpeBisHCKuii cOO0IIAET, 4To oBephe
0 6acmpyxe COXpaHUJIoch B MoruieBckoii u oryactu B BureOckoil rybepHnu, XoTs U He
YTOUHSIET, B YeM HMEHHO 3aKJII09aJI0Ch 3TO oBephe. Kpome 3Toro, OH MpHUBOAUT TOTOBOPKY
,»,badsIm, sk O BacTpyxa“ m TonmkyeT ee ciemyromuM oOpas3oMm: ,,Buanmib, kak OynTo
Bacmpyxa, To ectp xak Oynro memomyaperHas, cripasemmsas (c. 10). M. Y. Hocoswuu
BO3pakaeT Ha 3T, 4TO ,,BocTpyxa 3HAUUT TOJIBKO: 1) € A3BIYKOM OCTPBIM, SI3BUTEIBHBIM,
HAHOCSIIAst KOMKOCTH; 2) 0COKa, TOJ00HO CepITy pexyIiiast maabibl,'> 3HauuT, 6eopycckas
AcTpes He Ooree 4eM IITOJ Helopa3yMEeHHs.

PasBepuyTtyto kputuky BHII nan uepes neckonbko jet mocie M. U. Hocosuua u A. 1.
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KuprnuvHUKOB B KHHUTE 0 KyIbTe CBATOT0 ['coprust Ha Pycu.'* HecKoIbKO CTpaHHUIT OCBSITHIT
taoke [1. M. Ilnunesckomy A. H. I1bimuH B ,,Victopun pycckoii atHorpaduun’. O BHIT A.
H. ITeinuH nucai: ,,...3To — paboTHI 0YEHB IOHONIECKHE, HEPEIKO COBCEM NTPOCTOIYIIHBIC.
B stHOTpadnm u ocobnuo B Mudonorun ox (I1.M. Illmunesckuii. — A. 7)) Ob1T caMmoyUKa,
MEXKIY TEM Ha ATOT Pa3 ero TAHYIIO HIMEHHO K Mudonorun. Codupast HapoJHbIE IPEAAHUS,
HInuneBckuil yBepeH, 4TO HAXOAUT B HUX caMoe€ MpsMOe MPOAOIKEHUE S3bI4eCKOH
JIPEBHOCTH, M HAXOMUT y OENOpPYCOB IIENbIe JECATKU sI3bIYE€CKUX ,,00r0B* U ,,00THHB",
KOTOPBIX OMUCHIBAET HHOT/IA C OOJIBITUMHU TOIPOOHOCTMH — MX BUIA, OJIESIHUS, UX T00PBIX
1 311X jeiicTBrit... . Kacasch mocienyromux my6mukanuii 1. M. IImunesckoro, A. H.
[TeImH OTMEYAET, YTO MHOTOE B €ro COOOUICHHSX MMEET TOJBKO OCIIeTpUCTHYCCKUH
HHTEPEC U HE MOXKET CUUTATHCS TOCTOBEPHBIM. Tak, HaIpUMED, €ro CKa3KH — ,,He 3alUCh
HapOJIHOTO TEKCTa, @ COOCTBEHHOE M3JI0KEHHE CIKETA, C INTEPATypPHBIMU YKPAILICHUSIMH,
KOTOpBIE, 0 HEOOXOMMMOCTH, TTOJPBIBAIOT JOBepHE U KO Bcemy Tekety™.'S A. H. ITbmun
ToKa3aJ TaKKe, YTO LENbIN psa Oenopycckux neceH, koropeie [1.M. [lInunesckuii Be1aBa
3a CBOM 3aIMCH, Ha CAMOM JIeJie 3aNMCTBOBaHbI MM 13 cOopHUKOB SI. Uewora n E. TenmkeBnya.
C onenkamu A. H. Tlpinuna Obi1 no3anee conuaapen u E. @. Kapckwuii.'®

B nocnennue necarunerns tBopueckoe Hacneane I1.M. IlInuneBckoro HEOAHOKPATHO
NPUBJICKAIO BHUMaHKE Oeopycckux uccienonareneii. I. B. Kucenes Ha 0CHOBE apXUBHBIX
JTOKyMEHTOB BoccTanoBun Ouorpaduto I1. M. Inunesckoro.'” Tloxpo6ublit pazbop
stHorpadmueckux counnenuit [1. M. Illnunesckoro npoaenau B kaure M.K. Tumenko. '
311ech, MEXIy TIPOYKMM, PACCMOTPEHO KPUTHUYECKH U cozepkanue BHIT." ABrop yTBep:kmaer,
YTO B rajiepee si3prdeckux 6oros, co3nannoil I1.M. IlInnieBckuM, MHOTHE HA caMOM JIeTie
HHKOT[Ia He OBUTH M3BECTHBI Oeopycam.”

Jnst Toro 4ToOBI HAIsAHEE TPEACTaBUTh cede, 10 KAKOH CTENeHH HEAOCTOBEPHBI
coobenus [1. M. LInuneBckoro, mpuBeeM MpUMeEp U3 €ro CTaTbU O BOIKaX-000POTHSX.
KoMMeHTHpYsS H3BECTHOE CBHAETEIBLCTBO I'epomoTa o HeBpax, KOTOPHIE yMENH
obopaumBaThcs Bonkamu, [1. M. [lImunesckuit ormevaer: ,,K cunerenscTBy ['epomora mp-
nbaBUM TO IpeaHue xuTeei muHckoro [Tomecks (MuHCKOI Ty0. ), aTo O8uduii KU HEKoTIa
BO3JI€ HbIHeHHero I. [I1MHCKa B memepe, Ha BBICOKOH TOpE, OKPY>KEHHON CO BCEM CTOPOH
o3epamMu M yepomom (TPOCTHUKOM OOJBIINM), Kyaa, OyITO, CChUIANM €ro 3a Jep3KHe
cruxu...“.?! K atomy mecty I1. M. LImuneBckuii fenaet mpuMedaHue: ,,3ammucano ¢ ycT
Hapoaa“.”? KaxkeTcs, KOMMCHTAPHUH B 3TOM CITydae U3JUIIHH.

Hanee I1. M. lllnuneBckuil mpomomkaeT paccyxkaaTs 06 OBuUIUEBEHIX ,,MeTa-
Mopdozax®: ,,O4eHh MOXKET OBITHh, 4TO OBHIWH, KUBS MEXKIYy HBIHCITHUM MHHCKUM
[Tonecsem n IIpuaHenposbeM, noacIyman denopycckoe (HEBPCKOE) HAPOIHOE MPEAaHue
0 BOBKaJiakax ¥, HAa OCHOBAHWH €r0, Hamucayn usBecTHwie ,Ilpespamenus....* 1. M.,
[MnuneBckuit qaxke mpeanonaraet, 4To OBUANI cHavYaia Hanmucan cBou ,,IIpeBpameHus
,,Ha HBIHCIIHEM MOJbCKO-MIMHCKOM WJIH OCJIOPYCCKOM HApedyuu™, HO MOCJE ,,BEPOSTHO,
YBIICYEHHBIH 1yBCTBOM HApPOAHON TOPJOCTH, KAK PUMIITHHH, HE XOTEeJI 00HAapO0BaTh CBOCH
[093MU Ha YyKOM SI3bIKE (BapBapcKoMm), 0OSICh TeM OCKOPOUTH JIATHHCKUX My3“.**
[TonoOHBIME aHEKIOTHYECKUMHU CykAeHuAMN HarmosHens! 1 BHII, ognako unrarens,
HEJJOCTaTOYHO 3HAKOMBIH HU C OEIOPYCCKHUM SI3BIKOM, HH ¢ OeNIopyccKoii aTHOrpadueii, He
BCEI/Ia MOXKET UX KPUTUYIECCKH OLICHUTD.

Takoe Bneudarnenue, 4ro Bpems or BpemeHu II.M. IllnuneBckuil u caM HauuHaIl
COMHEBATHCS B CBOMX MUCAHMIX M YYyBCTBOBAJ KaKOE-TO HEYZLOOCTBO OT M30bBITKA
coOcTBeHHBIX (paHTa3ui. Torna MOSBISUIINCH OTOBOPKH TAaKOTO THHA: ,,Bripouem, Bce »tn
OCTAaTKH I3bI9E€CKIX BEPOBAHNIT - peZIKOCTH B benmopyccnu: OHM H3BECTHBI OoJIee B IPEIaHNH,
4yeMm Ha jgene’.?

B 10 Bpems kak qns ogHHX [IpeBISHCKMH MpeAcTaBiIsAa co00M NUIIb 00BEKT A
HacMelleK, Apyrue AoBepuruBo cTpousin Ha ocHoBe BHII cBom ydeHble paspickaHus 1o
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cnaBstHckoi Mudoorun. A. A. IToreOns u nozanee A. M. Kupnn4HUKOB BBIHYXIEHBI ObLITH
YHOMHHATH [[PEBISHCKOTO TOJIBKO AJIS TOTO, YTOOBI PA3bsACHUTD, IOYEMY OHU HE CIMTAIOT
BO3MOJKHBIM HCIIOIB30BaTh cOOOIIaeMble UM cBeneHus. B To e Bpems A. H. Adanacbes
HA JIECATKaX CTPAHHUI] CBOMX ,, ] 109THYECKHMX BO33pEHNUII CIaBSH HA IPUPOAY * MEPECKa3bIBAET
BHII, fenast ux ogHUM U3 HanOOJIEe BaYKHBIX HCTOYHUKOB O BEPOBAHMSX OEIOPyCOB.”

BHII He siBnsitorest B neniom anscudukanmeit. I1. M. IlnuneBckuil eiicTBUTENEHO
cobupait beropycckuii hobKIOp, HAOMIOIAT BOOUHEO 00PSIIbI  00BIYaH, CaM OBLT BBIXOAIICM
u3 benopyccun u nocemasi ee Bo Bpems yueos! B [lerepOyprekoit 1yxoBHOH akagemun. 1
teM He MeHee BHII HeBO3MOXKHO paccMmaTpuBaTh Kak JOCTOBEpHbIM mcTouHMK. [1. M.
[InuneBckuii paHTA3UPOBAI, TOCOUHHSIT PeallbHbIC TAHHBIE CBEICHUSIMH 3aHIMATEIbHBIMH,
a T0/19ac ¥ COBEPIICHHO HEMBICIMMBIMH, BbIIaBast MX 3a COOCTBEHHBIE 3allMCH W3 yCT
npocTomoauHoB. OH AaBaj HEPACUJICHEHHO CBEACHHUS pealbHble, OCHOBAaHHBIC Ha
COOCTBEHHBIX HAOMIONCHUAX, U UX MHTEPIPETAINH, OTPAXKAIOIINE €T0 MPEICTABICHUS O
ciaBsiHCKOM si3bluecTBe. Psaj tonkoBanmit [1.M. IllnuieBckoro ocHOBaH Ha ONIMOKAaX,
Henopa3dyMeHnsaX. OH OTBICKMBAJ OOTOB B HEMPABMWJIBHO MCTOJIKOBAHHBIX MOTOBOPKAaX,
MECHSX U (POpMyIax MPOKISITHI, TPON3BOIBHO OTOXKAECTBIISUI TIEPCOHAXKEH OeTOpyCCKOH
JIEMOHOJIOTHH (peasbHbIX W BBIIyMaHHBIX) C IPEBHECIABIHCKUMH W aHTHYHBIMH OOTaMu.

Koneuno, B Haie Bpemst Masno kto yntaer [1. M. HInunesckoro. OgHako ero gpantazun
JIABHO OTOPBAJHChH OT CBOEro nepouctouHuka. [lepeckasannsie A.H. AdaHacbeBbIM U
JPYTHMH HCCIIEIOBATEIISIMH CIIaBIHCKON MU OIOTUH OHU OKa3alIUCh BEChMa YMECTHBIMH B
TIEpUOl HOBOTO MHU(OIOTHYECKOTO W HAallMOHalIbHOTO PeHeccanca xonna XX — Havaia
XXI Bexa.

1 T. I. UBanosa. Jluteparypa mo pycckomy ¢omnbkiopy B 1800—1855 romax // Pycckuii dombkiiop.
bubmuorpaduueckuit yxazarens. 1800-1855. CII6., 1996, c. 8.

2 A.H.IIsmun. 1. Uctopust pycckoit atHorpadun. CI16., 1890, T. 1, ¢. 276-313; 2. [Tognenku pykomuceit
n HaponHbIx teceH. CI10., 1898, c. 24-30; H. H. Bunorpaznos. 1. I1. Caxapos u ero ,,Pycckne HapoHbIe
3arajaku u nputau’ // XKypn. Mun-Ba Hapos. npocsemnienus, 1905, 4. 359, Ne 6, otx. 11, ¢. 229-265; C.
B. CaBuenxo. Pycckas nHapozHas ckaska. Kues, 1914. C. 123-134; M. K. A3anosckuii. ctopust pycckoit
dompkmopuctuku. M., 1958, . 1, c. 355-362; H.B. HoBukoB. Pycckast cka3ka B 3amucu nepBoif OJI0B-
unbl XIX Beka // Pycckue cka3ku B 3anucsax u myOiaukauusx nepsoit nonosunsl XIX Bexa / Cocr.,
BCTynHT. cT. M KoMmMmeHT. H.B. HoBukosa. M.; J1., 1961, c. 43—45; D. B. Ilomepanuesa. Cyab0bl pycckoit
ckasku. M., 1965, c. 72-73; C. A. Tokapes. Ucropus pycckoii sTHOrpaduu. M., 1966, c. 198-200; B.I1.
Ko3snos. Taitasr panpcudukanmm: Axanus noaaenok uctopuueckux uctounnkos X VIII-XIX Bekos. 2-
e m3a. M., 1996, c. 199-207; A. Adanacwes. [Ipouncxoxaenue muda. M., 1996, c. 573-575, 580, 581,
590, 591, 603.

3 Jlpesnanckui. benopycckue HaponHble npeaanus // [Ipubasnenns k Kyprary MuHncrepcTBa HapoIHOTO
npocsemenus. 1846. Ku. 1. C. 3-25; I1. /[pesnanckuii. benopycckue HapogHble moBepbs. CTaTbs BTOpast
// Tam xe. Ku. 3. C. 85-125.

4 Hlnuneeckuii I1. benopycckue Hapomasie moBepbsi. Ctarbst TpeThs // [Ipubasnenus k XKypuamy
MunucrepcTBa HapoaHoro npocsemenuns. 1852, Ku. 3. C. 37-68. 3-g1 vacTp myGiukanuu Obuia
MO/IHMCAHA y)Ke He TICeBIOHUMOM, a MOIMHHON (hamMuiineii aBTopa 1 03ariiaBieHa, Kak 1 CTaThbs 2-5,
,,bernopycckue HapoHbIe oBepbs . Bripouem, 3-s yacTh IyOIMKaLUK ChIpajia 3HAYUTEIbHO MEHBIIYIO
POJIb B MOCIEIYIONIEM H3yYEHHH CIaBSHCKOTO SI3bIYEeCTBA U MBI COCPEIOTOUMMCS [NIaBHBIM 00Pa30M Ha
COJICPKaHHUHU JBYX IIEPBHIX CTaTeH.

5 Tanaxa — HapOAHBIN 00BIYAN KOJICKTUBHOM B3aUMOIIOMOIIH B XO3HCTBEHHBIX PaboTax y OeI0pycoB
1 IPYTUX CIaBIHCKHUX HapOXOB. [[/uadpay — 0fHO U3 OeopyCcCKUX Ha3BaHUH HOBOTOHETO Beyepa (ero
Ha3BIBAIIN TaKXkKe wuoopas Kyyys, bazamas kyyys) (cm. Dtaarpadis benapyci. Miunck, 1989. C. 491,
542). ,,B HEKOTOPBIX MECTaX BCE KHHIIBI H3BECTHBI I10J] OOIIMM HMEHEM maiaueex — OT CII0BA ManaKd.
A Tanakor Ha3pIBaeTCs JeBHIA (KHHIA, HECyIlas BEHOK <...> HHOIJA CJIOBO Tajlaka 3aMEHSEeTCS
Ha3BaHUEM 0OocuHu, IOTOMY 4TO, IO IPEJaHUIO Hapoaa, Tanaka CUNTAETCS KAaKUM-TO BBICIIMM
CymIecTBOM (0UeBH/IHO MUDOIOTHUSCKHIM ), TOKPOBUTEIBCTBYOIIUM x)atBe™ ([ Inunesckui [1.M. J1ox-
nHku. benopycckuit HapoaHblii 00bIyail. Criennyeckoe npejcrasienue B AByx aeicrusx. CII6., 1857.
C. VIII, npum. 15).
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6

9

Acgpanacves A.Jloatrueckue Bo33peHus cinassiH Ha mpupoxay. M., 1865-1869. T. 1-3 (Pempunr 1994 1.
). CcblIKM Ha JaHHOE M3aHME NPHBOAATCS B TEKCTE; puMcKas nudpa o0o3HauyaeT ToM, apabcekas -
CTpaHUILy.

Edumenxo I1. C. O Slpune, s3p14eckoM O0kecTBE pyccKux ciassH // 3am. Pyc. reorp. o-Ba mo Ota-Huio
stHorpaduu. 1869. T. 2. C. 77-111.

Kuprop A.K. Cnenpl si3pdecTBa B Ipa3iHecTBaX, oOpsaax u necHsx // JKusonucHas Poccus: Jlu-
ToBcKoe 1 Oenmopycckoe [lonecwe. PenpunaTtHOE Bocnpounssenenue usnanus 1882 r. Munck, 1993. C.
249-276.

Hsanos B.B., Tonopos B. H. ViccnenoBanusi B 001acTH ciaaBsHCKUX apeBHocteit. M., 1974. C. 180-
181, 185-187, 193-194, 212.

10 Ilomebns A. A. CumBon u mud B HapogHO# Kynbrype. M., 2000. C. 192, npum. 25.

11
12

13
14

15
16

Tam xe. C. 211, npum. 34.

Benopycckue necun, codbpannsie U.M. Hocouuem // 3an. umm. Pyc. reorp. o-Ba mo OTa-Huio
stHorpaduu, 1873, 1. 5, . 55.

Kupnuunurxoe A. Cs. T'eopruit u Eropuit Xpabpsiii. MccinenoBanue TuTepaTypHOl HCTOPHH
xpuctuanckoit gerensl. CII6., 1879.

IMoinun A. H. Uctopust pycckoit stHorpadun. T. 4. benopyccus u Cubups. CII6., 1892. C. 72-73.
Tam xe. C. 75.

»,MeCTHBIIl ypoKeHell, MPOBEALINI JAETCTBO B OJHOM H3 Oermopycckux 3axomyctuid, oH (I1. M.
IInuneBckuit.— A. 7.) 04eHb XOPOLIO 3HAN OEIOPYCCKHH OBIT M, HPH JIy4LNIEM COCTOSHHUH
9THOTpauIecKoi HayKH, MOT OBl JaTh HEMAJIO IIEHHBIX MATEPHANOB JUIA ero xapakrepuctuku. Ha
CaMOM JKe JIeJIe €r0 CTaTbH HOCAT OeJUIEeTPHCTUUECKHI XapaKTep; B HUX aBTOP J0BOJIBHO JIETKO OTHOCHTCS
K T€M WJIM JPYTUM 00psaaM U 00bIYasiM, TaK 4TO, YATAS €ro CTaThbH, HEJb3s ObITh BIIOJIHE YBEPEHHBIM
B IIpaBuBOCTH coodmenuit (Kapckuii E.@. benopycsl. T. 1. BBenenue B u3yueHue si3plka U HapOIHOH
cnoBecHocTH. Bapmasa, 1903. C. 224).

I Kicanéy. Tlomyxki ims1. Minck, 1978. C. 247-281. Cm. Taxxke: I Kicanéy.“... 51 xply 3 iMi, 51 poc CSIpojt
ix...“ // Tlombimst. 1974, Ne 3. C. 219-235.

Hiwmenka 1. K. J1o HapoaHbIX BeITOKAY: 30ipaHHe i BbIByUsHHE Oernapyc. anbriiopy y 50-60-s rr. XIX
cT. Minck, 1986. C. 36-64.

Tam xe. C. 42-47.

Tam xe. C. 46.

UlInunesckuu I1. M. UccnenoBanue o BoBkanakax: Ha ocHoBanuu Genopycckux mnosepuii / Mocksu-
Taaud. 1853. Ne 5. Ku. 1. Otxo. II1. C. 8.

Tawm xe. C. 8, mpum. 18.

Tam xe. C. 8.

Tawm xe. C. 8, mpum. 20.

Lnunescxuii [1.M. Jloxunku. benopycckuit Hapoaublii 00br4aii. ClIeHHYeCKOe MPEACTaBICHUE B IBYX
nevictBusax. CII6., 1857. C. VII.

Tonopros A. JI. O6 ucrounukax ,,[losTuueckux Bo33peHuii cnassH Ha npupony™ // ,,A.H. Adanacnes.
[MoaTHueckue BO33peHus ciaBsiH Ha npupoxy ‘. CrpaBouno-Oubmmorpadpuueckue marepuanst. M., 2000.
C. 41-42.
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Genius loci — Genius personae: Topol¢ianky

(Tomas Garrigue Masaryk na Slovensku I1.)

ZORA VANOVICOVA

Na rozdiel od historickej vedy, ktord konstruuje a mapuje dejiny v urcitych obdobiach
a kontextoch vlastnym spdsobom, folkloristika ma moZnost paralelne sledovat akési alter-
nativne, skryté dejiny v predstavach ludi, ktori ich prezivaju, prostrednictvom zaznamena-
vania memoratov ¢i rozpravania zo zivota. Najma v lokalnych mikropriestoroch s vyraznym
geniom loci, ktory akoby prifahoval aj genia personae a postupne kumuloval k sebe vy-
znamné osobnosti, prezivaju skryté dejiny na drovni kazdodenného Zivota obyvatelov, po-
znamenaného prebiehajicimi historickymi procesmi. Duch miesta a osobnosti sa tu
v zloZitych procesoch premieta cez zorné uhly prebiehajiceho Casu. Zarovei je tu vhodna
pdda na posobenie a prevrstvovanie réznych podob ,.historickych mytolégii, ako ich na-
zyva L. Liptdk, ktoré pozna¢ili vyvoj na Slovensku v 20. storo&i. Stidium dstnej slovesnosti
mdze niekedy prave v tychto procesoch postihnif prvky, ktoré stidiu histérie v Sirokom
zébere unikaju.

Obec Topol¢ianky (okres Zlaté Moravce) na Slovensku je dodnes zndma svojou histo-
rickou tlohou v prvej polovici 20. storo€ia, ked pravidelne niekol’ko mesiacov v roku by-
vala nielen oddychovym miestom prezidenta republiky T. G. Masaryka, jeho rodiny a dal$ich
vladnych Cinitelov i v§znamnych hosti doméacich ¢i zahrani¢nych, ale zaroven aj centrom
riadenia Ceskoslovenského $tatu.! Bola jednou z mala lokalit, kde sa v tom obdobf sustre-
dovali politické a diplomatické nitky, kde sa formovali mytotvorné prvky imidZu prvého
prezidenta, odkial sa tlacou §irili pribehy o prezidentovom vzfahu k drobnym Tudom, o jeho
kulte, kde vznikali umelecké fotografie z jeho sukromného Zivota aj kniha Capkovych
rozhovorov s nim. Pre obec to bolo obdobie, ked’ sa stala znamou ako ,,Masarykove Topol-
Cianky* a niesla Stafetu dobrych vztahov Cechov a Slovékov i zdstavu spoloéného 3titu
v priaznivych ¢i nepriaznivych podmienkach jeho politického vnimania.

Geografické i historické postavenie Topol¢ianok zanechalo svoje stopy v historickom
povedomi obyvatelov. Okrem reprezentativneho postavenia koncom 19.a v prvej polovici
20. stor., ktoré obec so zdmkom spdjalo s habsburskou monarchiou a prvou Ceskosloven-
skou republikou, historické vedomie obyvatelov urcovala aj poloha obce v blizkosti Nitry,
centra slovenského katolicizmu, ale aj v blizkosti oblasti spojenych s Madarskom, ktoré
v 20. storo¢i dvakrat okupovalo dzemie juzného Slovenska (1919 a 1938). Teda aj silné
konfesiondlne zakotvenie, a zdrovenl pocit etnického ohrozenia spdjal obyvatelov obce
s ideoldgiou vojnového slovenského statu a s glorifikaciou jeho prezidenta — vodcu — kiaza
Jozefa Tisu. Preto obyvatelia vnimaji svoju vyznamnu historiu nielen hlbSie do minulosti
(napr. ku gréfovi Janovi Keglevicovi TopolCianskemu-Turkobijcovi) fixovanej hmotnymi
pamiatkami, ale aj intenzivnejsie v jej vyvinovych premenéch.

Posledni majitelia z rodu Habsburgovcov zdmok s anglickym parkom od r. 1890 do
1918 vybudovali, opravili, postavili maly lovecky zdmok a planovali si v Topol¢iankach
zriadif velké sidlo. ESte dnes sa v obci v dobrom spomina napr. ,,nasS herceg arciknieza
Jozef August®, ktory v r. 1900-1905 dal rozsirif zdmocky park, ale aj gréfka, ktora vraj po
svojej smrti lietala ponad polia a delila svoj majetok jednotlivym obciam. Zamok naposle-
dy patril arcikniezafu Ferdinandovi, nastupnikovi trénu, ktorého zabili r. 1914 v Sarajeve.
Obyvatelia obce ho mali radi a ako privrzenci monarchie spo&iatku po vzniku Ceskoslo-
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venska prijimali jeho predstavitela T. G. Masaryka len rozpacito. Za Rakusko-Uhorska boli
Topol¢ianky Zupnym mestom a pévodni ,,meSfania“ si uchovavali v povedomi svoj ,,ho-
nor*‘.

Od r. 1923, po postaveni kvalitnej cesty, vodovodu a po elektrifikacii sa obec so zna-
mym Zreb&incom stala letnym sidlom prezidenta republiky, ktory bol milovnikom koni.
Vtedy priSiel TGM prvy raz. Byval tu kazdy rok dva tri mesiace (okrem r. 1932, ked' bol
chory) az do r. 1933. Bolo to priaznivé medzivojnové obdobie budovania Ceskoslovenskej
republiky. Kvdli ndvstevam prezidenta sa postavila budova na ubytovanie hradnej straze,
pretoze prvy rok, ked TGM prisiel, bola jeho ochranka ubytovand v Skole a deti isli preto
do skoly o dva mesiace neskor. Slavnostny uvitaci ceremonidl sa zacal rozvijaf az neskor,
ked ho spoznali a obltbili si ho. Habsburgovcom sa vSak nikdy osobitné uvitanie v obci
nepripravovalo. V Topol¢iankach byvalo uvitanie prezidenta TGM pri jeho prichode velko-
lepé. Nikdy ho neprijimali ako Cecha ¢i ,,cudzieho* (aj sdm sa hlasil za Slovdka) a povaZoval
sa za obyvatela obce. Postavili pre neho sldvobranu, zhromazdilo sa vela Tudf a pri zamku
pod gastanmi ho vital uvitaci vybor. Poobede a vecer tancovali a spievali krojované skupin-
ky. Bolo pohostenie pre obyvatelov, kazdy vecer sa spievala piesenn Taticko stary n4s, se-
divi hlavu mas... a v jazdiarni sa premietali filmy. Na tenisovych kurtoch miestne deti
hosfom zbierali lopticky a dostdvali za to cukriky alebo pomarance. Tradicia uvitacich
ceremonidlov sa uchovala aj pri prichode prezidenta E. BeneSa. Pri navSteve prezidenta
A. Zapotockého sa tieZ robievali vecierky, kde spievali a tancovali folklérne stubory, ale uz
zaujem Tudi nebol spontanny.

Odr. 1935, ked TGM abdikoval, sa v Topol¢iankach sporadicky vystriedali na kratSich
¢idlhsich, oficidlnych ¢i neoficidlnych navstevach takmer vsetci ¢esko-slovenski a slovenski
prezidenti (J. Tiso 1938, E. Benes 1947, K. Gottwald 1948, A. Zapotocky, A. Novotny,
L. Svoboda, G. Husdk, M. Kova¢, R. Schuster — V. Havel sa nikdy v Topol¢iankach neza-
stavil). O prezidentoch koloval vtip zrejme z 50. rokov: Masaryk bol vyuceny kovac, vyko-
val republiku. Druhy prezident Benes bol horlivy futbalista — ten ju rozkopal, Gottwald bol
vyuceny stolar, urobil jej rakvu a Zapotocky bol kamendr, urobil republike pomnik. (Roz-
praval J. B. 1929, TopolCianky.) Zaujimavé a priznacné je, Ze medzi nimi chyba slovensky
prezidentJ. Tiso, a tak sa prezentuje dojem, Ze Ceskoslovensku republiku priviedli k ipadku
Cesi. Zaroven sa vSak poukazuje aj na kontinuitné chdpanie vyvoja Ceskoslovenska
v povojnovom obdobi, bez jeho naruSenia odClenenim Slovenska. E. BeneS nastiipil do
prezidentského dradu v zlozitejsej situdcii, ked sa bliZila 2. svetova vojna a rozpad Cesko-
slovenska. Tiez chodieval rad do Topol¢ianok, kde byvali pri tej prileZitosti dostihy. Pani
Hana BenesSova dostala od Zien kroj a tancovala sa slovenska beseda. Tri dni byvali zabavy,
¢o obyvatelia vel'mi vitali.

Néavstevy slovenského prezidenta J. Tisa, ktorych bolo len niekol’ko, byvali vel'mi krat-
ke (celkovo bol v Topol¢iankach asi trikrdt). Vyznamnd a pamétnd bola jeho ndvsteva (eSte
nie ako prezidenta, ale ministerského predsedu) 16. jila 1939 na priti v Topol¢iankach na
sviatok Panny Marie Skapuliarskej, ktorej je zasvitena kaplnka. Vtedy bolo aj jeho jediné
okdazalé uvitanie v obci. Slizil oms$u pri polnom oltari. Neskor vo vojnovom obdobi uz
nebola vhodnd doba na jeho oficidlne oslavovanie pri ndvSteve. Pamitnici vSak intenzivne
a nostalgicky spominaju na jeho navstevy v obdobi ,.ked bol Tiso Masarykom* a prizndvaju,
Ze bol vel'mi oblibeny. Ako prezident chodil na tri-Styri dni s kuchdrom a dvoma ochran-
karmi. Pri tej prilezitosti odslizil v kaplnke omsu, ministroval mu kasteldn a chlapci z obce.
Pri prechadzke vo viniciach pri zdmku priSiel medzi robotnikov a porozpraval sa s nimi.
Bola jesen, odrezali velky strapec hrozna, ozdobili stuzkou a ,,dekorovali ho*.

Najviac a najhlbSie spomienky sa v istnom podani zachovali len na T. G. Masaryka.
Oficidlne pestovany kult TGM, samotnd jeho osobnost a pdsobenie za prvej Ceskosloven-
skej republiky zachovalo v TopolI¢iankach trvaly pozitivny a vzorovy model ,,Taticka pre-
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zidenta®. Hovorili: Ludia ho volali Taticko a jeho mottom bolo: Vsade na jeseri je krdsne
v prirode, ale jeseri v TopolCiankach je najkrajsia. Cyklus ustnych podani o prezidentovi
Masarykovi v Topol¢iankach ma niektoré vSeobecnejsie Crty, ktoré charakterizuju folklor-
nych hrdinov. Podobne ako v Bystri¢ke pri Martine, kde rodina Masarykovcov travila leto
v rodinne;j vile, a podobne ako v oficidlnom kulte sa vytvaral obraz ,,dobrého otca naroda‘
prostrednictvom spomienok na stretania ludi-obyvatelov obce s prezidentom, na jeho pri-
vitanie, na spoluzitie obce s hostami v zamku kazdy rok dva tri mesiace. Spomienky vy-
zdvihuji najmé zdujem obyvatelov o vyuZitie materidlnej, socidlnej podpory (Cakali na
prezidenta na réznych miestach, aby ho poZiadali o pomoc, pricom niekedy musela zasa-
hovaf ochranka prezidenta), ale tiezZ spomienky na velmi silny zdujem prezidenta a jeho
rodiny o prvky tradi¢nej kultiry v obci, povysené vSeobecne na prvky slovenskej fudove;j
kultdry (dotyka sa to najméi ticasti A. Masarykovej na tradi¢nych svadbach v obci, pri¢om
ddvala nevestam dary, ktoré si v rodindch uchovavaji dodnes ako pamiatku, toho, ako A.
Masarykova pozyvala do Topol¢ianok fotografov a maliarov, ktori pre fiu malovali typy
miestnych obyvatelov, motiv babicky, ktord nosila kazdé rano prezidentovi vodu zo stud-
nicky a potom mu rozpravala miestne povesti atd’). Pripominaju sa takisto konkrétne mies-
ta, ktoré TGM rad navstevoval — Masarykova alej v parku, kde sa prechddzal pri nepriazni-
vom pocasi, Masarykova besiedka, ktoru si dal postavit na navrsi (za totality ju zvalili, aby
sa nattho ,,zabudlo®), ale aj stary dub pred zdmkom s nizkou drevenou lavickou na klati-
koch, kde vraj Masaryk seddval (¢o pamétnici popierajd).

Charakteristické a odli$né od tstnych podani v Bystricke je pre topol¢iansky folklér to,
Ze nenadvizuje vyznamnym spdsobom na starSie rozpravkové zanre tstnej tradicie. Prezi-
dent nie je v obci ni¢im vynimocnym, pretoZe je iba jednym (a neslachtickym) z vyznamnych
obyvatelov zamku, na akych boli obyvatelia v svojej histérii zvyknuti. Prave naopak, velmi
realisticky sa v motivoch folklérneho cyklu objavuje hrdé povedomie a nadhlad obyva-
telov, ktori nepreberajui nekriticky ponikany kult, ale dovoluji si pravo vyslovit vlastny
nazor zoCi-voci osobnosti aj vulgarnym slovom. Objavuje sa to napr. v suvislosti s motivom,
ked si miestne chudobné, ale neoblibené Zeny vymohli u prezidenta podporu na opravu
domu, a legionar, ktorého prezident stretne, pozdravi a ohldsi sa mu ako ,,Tomas*, mu tyka
a hrubo odvrkne zato, Ze nevypomohol radsSej legiondrskym vdovam. Rovnako v motive
posmes$ného odmietania pontkanych nezndmych potravin (horcice k parkom) pri pohoste-
ni ob¢anov obce, alebo pri sifazi hrdych opatovskych murdrov s ¢eskymi majstrami, kto-
rych pozval Masaryk na opravu zdmku, pricom musel uznat, Ze slovenski{ boli lepsi atd.
Stalo sa tiez, Ze prezidenta pristavil clovek z obce, ktory kritizoval pomery s pocudovanim,
Ze sa Tudia eSte nechytaju zbrane, a bol nasledovne postaveny pod policajny dozor.

Topol¢ianky su silne katolicka obec s tradiciou maridnskych puti. V stvislosti s konfesiou
je paradoxné, a zdroven prizna¢né pre formovanie obrazu folklérneho hrdinu, ako si ho
v zaujme harmonizovania okolnosti ¢i ospravedliiovania urcitej ,,nedokonalosti hrdinu*
vzhladom na predstavy miestnych obyvatelov prispésobovali informéaciami, kde sa zdoraz-
noval prave Masarykov katolicky povod a jeho nabozenské prejavy v detstve. Hoci sa miest-
nej pute a ndbozenského Zivota obce nezucastiioval ako neskor prezident Tiso, Sirili sa
informécie od miestneho kanonika, Ze Masarykova rodina bola katolicky naboZna
a pravidelne chodila na pif do Sastina, kde Masaryk miniStroval. AZ pod vplyvom manZzel-
ky prestipil na ind vieru. Znakom jeho krestanstva mala byt aj jeho obluba zvuku zvonov,
ktoré sam dal vyhotovif po vojne pre topol€iansky kostol.

Masaryk rad chodieval na prechadzku do lokality HruSov, kde mu postavili maly po-
mnik. Za slovenského Statu ho vSak odstranili. AZ v 90. rokoch ho obnovil miestny skaut-
sky oddiel, ktory nesie jeho meno. Zaujimavé si osudy bronzovej sochy T. G. Masaryka od
Otta Gutfreunda v Nitre, ktord umiestnili pred okresnym sidom 28. oktébra 1928. Je to
jedind socha TGM na Slovensku. Sdm Masaryk sa odhalovania nezucastnil, pritomny bol
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jeho syn Jan Masaryk. Pri sldvnosti spieval Studentsky spevacky zbor. Za slovenského $tatu
r. 1939 sochu odstranili, ale Nitrania ju pred roztavenim schovali.’ V 90. rokoch ju objavili
v depozite Nitrianskej galérie ¢lenovia Ceského spolku na Slovensku, avsak primator Nitry
J. Prokes (Slovenska narodna strana) ju odmietol vratif na pdvodné miesto, pretoZe vraj nie
jenato ,,politickd nalada®. Nakoniec obec Topol¢ianky umoznila 10. marca 2001 jej umiest-
nenie vo vestibule zdmku, ale iba na obdobie piatich rokov. Aj tato skutocnost ma azda
suvislost so spormi zastupitelstva obce s miestnymi podnikatel'mi (tzv. ¢echoslovdkmi),
ktoré sa snaZi utlmovat Masarykov vyznam a presadzovat v povedomi skor prezidenta Tisu.
Zastupitelstvo dalo vyhotovif tabulu s chronolégiou navstev vSetkych prezidentov
v Topol¢iankach, aby eliminovali prilisné vyzdvihovanie ,,Masarykovych TopolCianok*,
avsak terajsi majitelia a podnikatelia v zimku im ju nedovolili inStalovat.

Po vojne poslednd ndvsteva prezidenta E. BeneSa v Topol¢iankach trvala len kratko.
Spomienky na neho ho opisuju odliSne ako TGM v jeho vztahoch k obyvatelom, aj obyva-
telov k nemu. PriSiel z Bratislavy na koc¢i s manZelkou a Studenti zo Zlatych Moraviec stéli
kazdych 50 metrov, aby ho uvitali. Pévodne sa mal zdrzatf v Topol¢iankach dlhSie. Po nie-
kolkych diioch vSak bol pri iom stale lekar a v tichosti aj odcestoval. Bolo to uz po poprave
J. Tisu, preto sa hovorilo, Ze dostal v Topol¢iankach pordzku a ugiel odtial. Ustne podanie
dokonca konkretizuje, Ze Benes dostal pordzku, pretoZe mu ¢ierny havran v noci zobdkom
klopal na okno. Zdoraziluje sa, Ze TopolCianky boli miestom, kam chodil ,,obeseny aj ti,
ktori podpisali jeho smrt* (E. Bene§ a K. Gottwald). Benes sa vraj v stvislosti Tisovym
procesom vyjadril, Ze dvaja kohtiti nemo6zu byt na jednom smetisku, preto jeden musi zomrief.
Po Tisovej poprave poslal este nejakého generdla, aby zistil, ¢i popravili skuto¢ne Tisu a nie
,-nejakého bacu®.

Névstevy dalsich prezidentov v Topol¢iankach boli len kratkodobé a v tstnom podani
sa zachovali len v zmienkach. R. 1948 pri svojej ndvsteve Topol¢ianok odovzdal robotnic-
ky prezident K. Gottwald zdmok ,,Judu®, teda do uZivania Revolu¢ného odborového hnutia
na rekreacné ucely, a tym skoncilo obdobie jeho vyluénej tlohy ako reprezenta¢ného Stat-
neho zariadenia. Zamok dodnes patri odborovému zvézu, ktory zaraba na prenajimani ex-
kluzivnych priestorov byvalych, pdvodne zariadenych apartmanov prezidenta Masaryka
a Alice Masarykove;. .

Je zndme, Ze postkomunisticky vyvoj na Slovensku, ako vébec prechodné obdobia
a spolocenské krizy, priniesol so sebou aj vIny ,,prehodnocovania“ historickych skuto¢nos-
ti ¢i ndvratov k zaml¢iavanym mytom. Najmi v stvislosti s rozdelenim Ceskoslovenska
a vytvorenim samostatnej Slovenskej republiky, ktora v niektorych skupindch obyvatelstva
asociuje s resentimentom na vojnovy slovensky S$tdt aj na ,,sporné* odstiidenie jeho prezi-
denta Jozefa Tisu ako vojnového zlo¢inca, sa vyvoldvaju nacionalistické ndlady ale-
bo konfesiondlne nétlaky. Tento vyvoj bolo istym spdsobom mozné ocakdvat po Styrid-
safrocnom obdobi tabuizovania niektorych historickych skutocnosti, ktoré podporovalo
formovanie historickych mytizacii. Dnesna hypertrofia zdujmu o histériu, ktord konstatuje
L. Liptak, a kontroverzné vyklady historickych udalosti, hladanie ,,pravdy®, ,historickej
spravodlivosti® vedud Casto aj k ich laickej, diletantskej aktualizicii. ,,...prili§ priamociare
pouZivanie histérie mdZe byt velmi lahko sticasne aj jej zneuZivanim®.* Roz8irujd sa ndzo-
1y, Ze ,historici st neobjektivni, Tudia doveruji len urcitym historikom (,,Duricovi otvorili
vatikdnske archivy®) a ur¢itym Casopisom (Svedectvo). V sicasnosti s moznostami rozsi-
rovania a oboznamovania sa s roznorodymi ,,dokumentmi*, ktoré sa volne publikuju, si
dostupné Sirokému okruhu zaujemcov, objavuji sa zaroveil snahy o obnovovanie starSich
kultov osobnosti a azda aj o nahrddzanie jedného kultu inym.

Takéto ndznaky vyvoja mdzeme ndjst aj v ,,skrytej historii folklorneho materidlu
v Topol¢iankach, ktory so sebou nesie ich status genia loci. Folkloristickd sonda v Topol-
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Ciankach poukdzala na navrstvovanie mytov dotykajticich sa roznych historickych obdobi
a osobnosti (monarchie — CSR — slovensky Stat, Habsburgovci — TGM — Tiso ). Je to zaro-
venl model, ktory vo vyvojovej linii nakoniec zuzuje chapanie kontextu Slovenska a formuje
ho od povedomia SirSieho eurépskeho zaradenia k uz§iemu naciondlnemu mysleniu.

Ak je masarykovsky mytus v dne$nej dobe schopny vytvarat v lokdlnom mikropriesto-
re podmienky na jeho vyuZivanie ako modernej atrakcie (turizmus, komercia), sme zaroveil
aj svedkami sndh o presadzovanie ,,spravodlivého* hodnotenia dejin obce ako letného sidla
desiatich prezidentov, medzi ktorymi sa zdoraziiuje aj na zdklade konfesiondlneho pre-
svedcCenia a politickych inklindci{ pritomnost a pamiatka slovenského prezidenta J. Tisu.
Zije aj tu akdsi ,.illizia 0 moZnosti cez manipulovany vyklad minulosti ovplyvnif si¢asné
zmyslanie, a teda aj buddcnost...“.’ Na jednej strane stoji stabilny pozitivny obraz ¢eskoslo-
venského (nekatolickeho) prezidenta Masaryka, na druhej strane v priese¢niku a na pozadi
pomyselného mytického stretnutia ,,sudcu* a ,,obete* (E. Benes — J. Tiso) obraz slovenské-
ho katolickeho ,,mucenika‘.

Pri vSetkych obrazoch osobnosti v tstnej slovesnosti sa v§ak vyberaju a vyzdvihuju len
urcité vlastnosti, prvky a charakteristiky ich pdsobenia, ktoré vyhovuji formovaniu kon-
krétneho typu hrdinu v konkrétnom obdobi. ,,Pretoze schopnost mytu prezit, prispdsobif sa

TS

okamzitym politickym potrebam je nekone¢na®, pise L. Liptdk.°®

Poznamky:

1 Pozri napr. publikdciu GaSparikovd-Hordkova, A.: U Masarykovcov. Bratislava 1995, tieZ Klimek, A.:
Boj o hrad. 1., Praha 1996 a dalSie.

2 Slovnik obci na Slovensku. Bratislava 1976, heslo TopolCianky, s. 168-169. Obec leZi na severovychode
Zitavskej pahorkatiny v doline potoka LevesS a Hostianskeho potoka. V jej chotdri sa nachddza Velka
topol¢ianska obora (s vyskytom jeleila, srnca, daniela, mufléna a diviaka), Mald topol¢ianska obora
(daniel) a Zubria obora na chov zubrov. Zdklady prirodného parku upravil na Ziadost gréfa Keglevicha
J. Gillemot po r. 1840. Park sa vyznamne rozsiril r. 1900-1905, ked v iom na Ziadost arciknieZafa
Jozefa Augusta Habsburského vysadil J. Strnad znamu alej cervenych bukov a dendrologicku Cast.
Obec sa spomina od r. 1293. Po r. 1918 sa podmienky v obci rozvijali (vodovod, Zeleznica, lesné
a vinohradnicke hospodarstvo, Zreb¢inec). Kastiel' bol zbarokizovany v pol. 18. stor., klasicisticky roz-
Sireny r. 1830 asi podla projektu J. Hilda. Nachddza sa v iom okrem miuzea historického nabytku
a barokovej kaplnky aj dnes komerc¢ne vyuzivané obyvacie apartmany T. G. Masaryka a jeho rodiny
s povodnym mobilidrom, kniZnica, a od 50. rokov je v lom rekreacné stredisko ROH, dnes
v podnikatelskych rukdch, reStaurdcia a kaviareri.

3 Po Viedenskej arbitrazi po okupécii Levic madarskym vojskom preniesli odtial' sochu Milana Rastisla-
va Stefdnika do Nitry, kde uZ nestdla Masarykova socha. Pri jej odhaleni v mdji 1939 T. J. GaSpar
vyzyval, aby sa Nitra stala silnou hrani¢nou pevnosfou slovenského Statu. Uvdadza Macho, P.: Stefanik
ako symbol a mytus v historickom vyvoji. Slovensky narodopis 49, 2001, ¢. 3, s. 320.

4 Liptdk, L.: Storocie dlhsie ako sto rokov. Bratislava 1999, s. 27.

5 Tamze, s. 29. V obdobi, ked' sa pocifuje narodna nejednotnost a roztriestenost ¢i anarchia, podobna tej,
ktord je v pamiti zapisand z minulosti, hfad4d sa opora aj vo ,,vodcovskom principe” (zavedeny
v slovenskej ustave r. 1942), ktory pomadhal ,,zjednocovaf narodné sily* a ,,zomknutie naroda‘“ — pozri
L. Liptdk, c. d., s. 215-217.

6 Tamze, s. 282.

Za cenné informacie autorka vyslovuje podakovanie PhDr. M. Kovacovi, CSc.

Priloha:

Mama so mnou na rukach, mal som dva roky, a s kvetmi pre Pannu Mdriu i$la, v Opatovciach a stretla
prezidenta Masaryka na koni. Pyta sa jej: Marka, kam ide§? — Myslel si, Ze kvety st pre neho, ale mama
povedala, Ze st pre Pannu Mariu. Hovori: Daj kvety Panne Mdrii a tento (chlapec) bude pre mna. — Potom
kazdy rok, ked prezident prisiel do Topol¢ianok, zastavil sa u nds a vzal ma na kofia. Najprv som nechcel
— Nechcem {sf k tomu starému ujovi. - Potom som ale chodil rad.
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Masaryk iSiel so mnou na koni a i$li sme okolo pastiera. Prezident hovori: Servus, Jano. — On bol
stary legiondr. — Kto je to? — Tomas. — Bozaj ma v rif, ked si LakuSkdm urobil dom a nie legiondrskym
vdovam. — Nendvideli ho pre Lakusky. Tie si vedeli pytaf — klakli si: O nas spasitel, 6 naS vysloboditelr...

Ked sa za prezidenta Masaryka opravovali niektoré miestnosti v zimku, najmi Stukatdry, tak zavolali
na tieto prace ¢eskych murarov. Ale opatovski murdri, ktori boli dobri sadrari, sa urazili, Ze ved’ oni stavali
aj Vieden, aj Budapest, vedeli dokonca, ktory dom ktora rodina murdrov stavala (Jenisovci, OndriaSovci,
Poliakovci). Dohodli sa teda s prezidentom na skuske, Ze kto skor a lepSie pracu urobi. Cechom sa sadra
liala a prdca opatovskych murdrov bola lepSia. Zjednali na pracu teda domdcich, ale opytali sa ich: Co ste
tym Cechom urobili? — Dali sme im do sadry soli. — No, to je jedno, aj tak ste lepsi, lebo oni to nezbadali.

Rozpraval M. A. K., nar. 1930 v Zlatych Moravciach. Zapis Z. Vanovicovd, Martin 1999.

Povodne boli na tympanéne zamku v rohoch tri bohyne — Diana, Flora a Ceres. Roku 1890 dal ar-
ciknieza Karol Ludwig restaurovat zamok a sochy dal zloZif. Na vrchol dal habsbursky erb, ktory bol
povodne v tympanone. R. 1923 prisiel Masaryk, 1924 dal postavit manzardy, zvysif strechu a reStaurovat.
Vtedy dali pred vchod zamku navozit velki hibu kamenia. Pytali sa robotnika, preco. Ze ked budii zha-
dzovat habsbursky erb, aby sa rozbil na kiisky.

A eSte si pamitdm to, Ze teta Marta Fidesovd z Obyc, ktord k ndm dlhé roky chodievala, nosievala na
chrbate v demizéne panu prezidentovi kysld vodu zo zliabku, ktora tam vytekala na Obyciach. Prezident
ju obluboval, takzZe kazdé rano uz o Siestej hodine bola v kastieli s tou ¢erstvou vodou. A potom sa zakaz-
dym zastavila u nds, pochvalila sa, Ze aki odmenu za to dostala. Kedze mu priniesla ti dobrd vodu -
zliabok obyckej kyselky je hore na kopcoch, jako sa ide hore na Stoky. T4 teta Marta Fidesova sa zozné-
mila s mojou starkou cez prvi svetovi vojnu, ked’ obe chodili za manzelmi do Novych Zamkov, kam boli
sustredeni vojaci, kym iSli na front do prvej svetovej vojny.

Ale eSte spominala, bola tu takd 99 rocnd Kldra Orlinova sa volali, aj ti boli u prezidenta Masaryka
rozpravaf svoje zazitky z mladosti. No, 1932, 1931 zomreli. Boli, hentam bola velikd gréfova zahrada, ze
si ocistili mrkvu a zjedli, dostali korbd¢om a museli odrabaf za to, to im spominali. Potom spominali ta
starkd, ako zazili zrusenie poddanstva v Topol¢iankach. Totizto ten most, Co ste iSla zo zamku, sa robil
novy, prave ked bolo zruSené poddanstvo. Aj oni tam pomdhali a priSol stoli¢ny hajduch povedat, Ze
v Presporku zrusili poddanstvo. Tak povalali aj ¢o spravili, poddani, vSak, i§li vybraf si urbdr. V richtdrskej
truhle aj este ten urbdr, kniha bola aj, mgj stary otec bol richtar. Aj to zmizlo, vidite, aj to banujem, Ze som
z tej truhly, ked to k dalSiemu richtdrovi prendsali a boli tam spisy z 18. storoCia, Ze som volaco z toho
nevzal. Aspon ten urbar. Neni toho. Ja som...Ze to spalili, ja som to dovedoval. Tak vybrali ten urbar do
plachty a nosili pred nim sviecu a po Topol¢iankach chodili ti poddani. Tak spominali td starkd. A boli aj
u neho. A rozpravali aj o viniciach, jako dal gréf doSikovat z Franctzska vinohradnikov, jako naSich zau-
Cali, jako dal urobif veliky pluh, ktory fahali tri pare volov a tym spdsobom regalovali, takd hlboku orbu
robili, pod tie vinice, jako chodili oberaf a nakolko ti Tudia, pravda Co... i§li hladni, Ze sa najedia toho
hrozna, lenzZe ¢o, bez nejakého zdkladu potom boli hnacky, vselico bolo, tak potom gréfka prikazala
postavif koSiar, eSte dodnes stoji tam, navarif gula$ najprv, aby sa to najedlo vSetko a potom mali ist oberat
hrozno. Tak gréfka posledna ¢o bola, mala lasku k vinu a pestovaniu vinic... ona bola galantského gréfa
Esterhdzyho dcéra, oni to mali tam vinice. TakZe sama si napriklad napriadla nite, ¢o sa uvazovalo hrozno
na zimu, no. Nadymila to. Sama Ze v priru¢nej pivnici aj stahovala vino, a vini¢iarkam, kazdé rdno prika-
zala dévat Zemlu z mliekom, aj ona, mlieko, hrn¢ek mlieka, Zemlu, suseda chodievali, stard Anc¢a spomi-
nali. A na Slavu vzkriesenia kazdej novy ru¢nik kipila. Tam je na obraze, td Angelika, teda pekna...
A jazdievala ta gréfka na bielom arabovi, na kobyle, volala sa Tdna a bola tak naucend, Ze ked jej dala
cukor, kocky cukru na ruku, tak lahla. Ona na nu vysadla a ona s nou vstala. Takd peknd Zena, predstavte
si, zila velmi dlho, pretoZe ja som bol taky chlapec a stary otec bol tu richtdrom a prisli z obecného
zasadania — a viete ¢o je nové? Pani gréfka poslala Ziadost o domovské pravo. Zrejme to k niecomu potre-
bovala. Vsetci sme jej odsuhlasili, Sak to bola jedna dobrd Zena...

T. G. Masaryk do Topolc¢ianok si vZdy priviedol aj svoje deti. Syna Jana a dcéru Alicu, aj druhd Olgu
s defmi. Syn Jano Masaryk bol viacmenej impulzivnej povahy, chodieval aj s nasimi mlddenci do krémy.
Hlavne do hostinca Kukovicovi a stalo sa, Ze sa tam aj pobil. A otec prezident mu dohovdral: Jene, ty mi
ale délas starosti. Ze se musim za tebe stydét, synu. Co tady vyvadis, vzdyf tady Ziji sporddanf lidi, abys
veédél a to tady délas vylomeniny, jako pubertiacky kluk? — A tento jeho syn sa vraj z krémy vracal pozde
v noci cez okno do zdmku na prizemi a vtedajsi strdZcovia legiondri, boli to legiondri francizski, ruski
a talianski, ho nekontrolovali...

Tak na jeseri chodievali. Ovsem takto to bolo. Pan kanonik spominali, Ze td rodina jako jeho bola
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poboznd. Chodievali rok &o rok, ak on bol narodeny 1850. Do Sastina na puif, ministrovdval. On sa potom
zozndmil — vZdy zabudnem, ako sa volala jeho manZelka — td ho prehovorila, on sa dal prekrstif na ti...
neviem ktord to bola viera, ¢ital som to o nom totiZto. TakZe takto, oni uZ potom katolici neboli. Ale boli
krestania teda indc, Sak aj Jana ked' zabili, Sak Ze mal otvorenu tam, tusim Svité pismo v tej izbe...Ale Ze
vzdy hovorili, Ze rad si vypocuje zvony. Tu sa zvonievalo o pol piatej rdno... Ze si velmi rad, Taticek
povedal, vypocuje zvony.

A stalo sa aj to dokonca, Ze pristavil ho ¢lovek, to boli sused a povedal mu, Ze stile eSte neni tak
dobre, ako by malo byf, Ze sa divi, Ze by sa [udia mohli chytif aj zbrane, eSte aj ja by som Siel. — Potom boli
pod dozorom.

Neviem, ako aj s tym bude, pravda, lebo ved’ on bol pomerne obltbeny, a napriklad tu vel'mi. Pan
prezident Tiso ako. Viete. Tu bol vemi obltbeny... Bol tu po Viedenskej arbitrdzi, a kricalo sa tam:
Vsetko spif, a to hned! — Viete, recnilo sa. Stary apo prisli nasmieSeny a hovoria: Ale ja som sa zasmial,
jedna panicka Ze nohou dupkala, Ze - Setko spet, a to hnet! — Viete, to spodné tizemie zabrali. Madari.

Rozpraval J. B., 1929, Topol¢ianky, nahravka Z. Vanovic¢ova 2001

...Sa kazdému klanal a chodil aj cez polia, kdekade na koni a sdm, tam uz nechcel nikoho. A uz ked
boli na roli ludié, tak sa prihovorel....Kopali sa zemiaky, upiekli mu, sadol si s nima, jedol, povypytuval sa
¢o ako...a jeden mu, taky hovori, taky stary, starSi uz teda bol a hovori: Pan prezident, skovajte sa, hintam
vas Sandari nahdnajui. — Ale oni ti Sandari ho ako strazili.

Masaryk Zdy povoldval aj chlapcov tam do zdmku a uz im ddval teda ako aj zajesf. Mal radost z nich
auz im ddval parky a horcicu. Tak on mu jeden hovori, chlapec: Pan prezident, tito sracku mi nedavaj-
te...- To nepoznali. Bol v mojom veku aj ten.

Rozpravala K. B., nar. 1908, Topol¢ianky, nahravka Z. Vanovicova 2001

Summary

Genius loci — Genius personae: Topolcianky

Though historiography provides a distinct view on historical events, there is also existing a parallel of
alternative history. This parallel view is formed by ideas of people, experiencing particular historical
events. Thus folklore study can record it in form of memorates and life-stories. This hidden history is
surviving in everyday life of people, affected by running flow of history. Especially local micro-spaces
connected with a special genius loci attract also genius personae, cumulating important personalities in
relatively small territories.

If speaking of the small town of Topol€ianky in the district of Zlaté Moravce (Slovakia), people still
use the habitual phrase Masaryk’s TopolCianky to name it. After origin of Czechoslovak republic in the
1918 an originally Habsburgs* residence with the castle, English park and stables became a summer resi-
dence of the president (from 1923). From this time almost every Czechoslovak president paid shorter or
longer visits to the place. Tomd§ Garrigue Masaryk, who founded the tradition of this summer residence,
used to spend here also the longest time. He was followed by Edward Benes, Jozef Tiso, Klement Gott-
wald, Antonin Zapotocky, Antonin Novotny, Ludvik Svoboda, Gustav Husdk, Michal Kova¢ and Rudolf
Schuster (only Vaclav Havel has never turned up to the castle).

An officially created and cherished cult of Masaryk formed positive pattern of an image of ,.the
daddy Masaryk®, existing until today. However, historical consciousness of citizens encompasses much
deeper and wider perception of historical events, remembering also other important personalities coming
into the city. This historical tradition mentions even representatives of important Austro-Hungarian noble
families, who were visiting Topol€ianky before Masaryk’s times. Also controversial presidents Benes§ and
Tiso, who was the head of questioned Slovak State (1939-1945) are very well remembered. Consequently,
the post-communist situation of the present Slovakia enables several corrections of ages protected myth
of ,,Masaryk’s Topol¢ianky*. On the one hand this myth is exploited by tourism as a modern comercial
attraction in the micro-space of the town. On the other hand we witness endeavours to create ,right*
evaluation of history of the town as a summer residence of ten presidents. In this case the emphasis is put
on the role of the president Tiso, what is probably caused by religious belongings.

There is a bi-polarity between stable positive image of first Czechoslovak (non-Catholic) president
Masaryk and images of two war presidents. The figures of Benes and Tiso are depicted as a ,,judge* and
his ,,victim®. At the same time Tiso represents an image of suffering Slovak Catholic “martyr”. All repre-
sentations are choosing and emphasising only certain elements and characteristics.
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