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Abstract

The posthumous publication of Turii Dmitrievich Rykov’s most important
contributions to the study of the writings of Prince Andrei Kurbskii (including
for the first time his kandidat dissertation) has inspired this essay as a tribute
to Rykov, one of the leading specialists on early Russian manuscripts. Rath-
er than focus on the substance of the Kurbskii material, the emphasis is on
Rykov’s own memoir in the book and more generally on memoirs as historical
sources, among them ones written by the noted scholars S. V. Zhitomirskaia
and A. A. Zimin. Appended to the essay are a number of letters which Rykov
wrote to his American colleagues.
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BOITPOCOB O MeMyapax, BKAIO4as ¥ BOCTIOMIHaHA 13BecTHLIX yueHrx C. B. JKuro-
mupckoit n A. A. 3umuna. B npuaoxennm ony6ankosans! miuchMa Prikosa ame-
PUKaHCKUM KOAJA€TaM.

Knioyesble CN0Ba

I0. 4. Prikos, A. A. 3umng, C. B. Xutomupckas, 3. /. Kunan, ka. A. M. Kyp6-
CKMII, BOCIIOMIHAHVI, UICTOPUOrpadusl, UCTOYHUKOBEJeHIIe

to the memory of Iurii Dmitrievich Rykov
namamu Opua Imumpuesuua Poixosa

The recent posthumous publication of Iurii Dmitrievich Rykov’s Kniaz’
Kurbskii i oprichnina Ivana Groznogo [PeikoB 2021] underscores the impor-
tance his early scholarship and serves as a stimulus to think about issues of
memory and memoirs. In what follows, I will begin with some summary com-
ments about the book and its author, but then transition to what really con-
cerns me here: questions about how and how well we remember the past. I
leave it to others to critique his work on Kurbskii, but I hope that this reflec-
tive essay will be an appropriate tribute to a respected colleague whose loss is
deeply mourned. Had I not been inspired by this new book, I might not have
gone into my personal archive, where, as I then discovered, there are a number
of letters he wrote and which I append here. They illustrate his characteristic
openness and generosity to colleagues and are connected in subject matter to
his work on Kurbskii.

The news of Iurii Dmitrievich’s death (an early victim of COVID-19, on
22 April 2020) indeed was a shock.! We had not stayed in touch over the last
quarter century, and in that curious compression of time and memory, I had
somehow imagined him as a still young scholar, one of whose publications I
had in fact recently been using. Yet we were almost age-mates: by some cu-
rious coincidence, IuD and I were at formative stages in our education and
careers at the same moment. Iwasbornin 1941, he in 1946. When we met, but
briefly, ere long ago in Moscow, he was working on his kandidat dissertation;
I was completing my PhD. Neither of us had yet made much of a mark in the
world of scholarship. We had a shared interest in the main subject of his book:
the Muscovy of the 16™ and 17 centuries, and more specifically, the writings
generally attributed to Prince Andrei Kurbskii.?

! See the appreciative obituaries: [Ienyk 2020, @umomkun 2020]. They include
references to a good many of his publications which I am not attempting to discuss here.
I have not yet seen the Festschrift for Rykov published in 2021 [C60opHuK...PbIKOBY
2021].

2 While working on my own dissertation, at the time I was also helping Edward L. Keenan
(referred to here as ELK) with information about manuscripts which he could not
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As he explains in his introductory memoir to this volume, “My Path to
Prince Andrei Kurbskii” / «Moii nyTh K KHs310 AHApero Kypockomy» [Pbi-
KoB 2021: 11-47], IuD’s first serious acquaintance with the subject came from
reading Aleksandr Aleksandrovich Zimin’s Oprichnina Ivana Groznogo, a
book that Sigurd Ottovich Shmidt had recommended to students in his in-
troductory course at the Historical-Archival Institute (MGIAI, MockoBckuii
TOCYZapCTBEHHBIN MCTOPUKO-aPXUBHBIM MHCTUTYT, now the Russian State
University for the Humanities / Poccuiickuii rocyjapcTBeHHbIM T'yMaHUTap-
HbIi yHUBepcuTeT). IuD describes his first meeting with AAZ at the latter’s
apartment, a kind of “interview/exam” which would determine whether AAZ
would agree to direct the aspiring scholar’s senior thesis and potentially the
turther study leading to the kandidat degree. In developing such an integrated
program of training over several years, AAZ was hoping to prepare individ-
uals who would have a solid basis for future careers as scholars. Not surpris-
ingly, in suggesting topics to his potential students, he was choosing subjects
about which he was particularly interested, a typical pattern in the way many
dissertation advisers shape the work of their charges. The possible topics re-
lated to “source study” (istochnikovedenie), which was a long-standing concern
of AAZ, at that moment engaged in defending his “heretical” views about the
dating and authorship of the “Igor Tale” (CnoBo o monky Mropese). What
we might assume hardly needs to be singled out as a “discipline” in itself (af-
ter all, don’t we all engage in source study as part of our work?), was treated
as such in the curriculum of MGIAI One of the topics he proposed was to
study the manuscripts containing Kurbskii’s “History”, a project that in fact
had never been thoroughly done despite the obvious interest in the text. This
then became the focus of IuD’s dissertation work. The topic could combine the
archaeographic work, essential for establishing the “text”, with a particular
tfocus on the oprichnina, about which the Kurbskii “History” contained im-
portant information.

Having finished his undergraduate degree, IuD began working in the
manuscript division of the Lenin Library (GBL, TocynapcteBeHHasi 6ubu-
orexa umenu B. 1. JlenuHa, now RGB, Poccuiickas rocynapcTBeHHasi Ou-
6aroTeka); so he simultaneously embarked on his graduate studies in the
“correspondence” (zaochnyi) division of MGIALI. He finished and defended his

examine personally as he was writing his controversial The Kurbskii-Groznyi Apocrypha
[Keenan 1971]. I have no interest now in being drawn into the debates, especially since
the scholarly consensus has rejected ELK’s hypotheses. I do refer to some of the more
recent publications, in particular the work of K. Iu. Erusalimskii, who studied carefully
Rykov’s work in the process of preparing his own publications of the Kurbskii material.
However, for me to write in depth about this material would require a substantial
investment of time and a degree of expertise on the textual issues which I never did have
when involved in helping ELK.
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dissertation on 27 May 1972.% He was able to publish several articles from the
study, reprinted in this book along with the complete, and previously unpub-
lished dissertation. As Professor Vasilii Vasil'evich Kalugin emphasizes in his
introduction to this posthumous volume of TuD’s work on Kurbskii, despite
the substantial amount of subsequent research on the subject, that work of
half a century ago “not only has not become obsolete but remains as some of
the best in the field, in its study of the sources, the methodology, and in the
depth of the scholarly analysis. The basic conclusions, observations and texto-
logical hypotheses of Iu. D. Rykov are as yet foundational” [Psikos 2021: 9].4

Over the years, the obligations of the work in GBL would hinder IuD
in the pursuit of his personal scholarly interests. This obviously opened the
way for others to produce some of the studies and publication of the Kurbskii
oeuvre that, perhaps, he would have undertaken and for which he had laid the
foundation. Clearly IuD’s work established him as an expert on the material,
which then opened the door for him to be invited to join the distinguished
scholar Iakov Solomonovich Lur’e in producing a new edition (in 1979) of
the Kurbskii-Ivan Groznyi “correspondence” in the venerable series Litera-
turnye pamiatniki [Ilepenucka 1979].° The volume contained the contribu-
tions of a pleiad of important scholars: Zimin, V. B. Kobrin, O. V. Tvorogov
and D. S. Likhachev. IuD’s dissertation work had prepared him to produce the
critical texts of several of Kurbskii’s letters and, with substantial revisions and
updating, write the detailed archaeographic descriptions of their manuscripts.

3 Thad the opportunity to read IuD’s senior thesis and later the kandidat dissertation
summary (avtoreferat), a copy of which he signed on 6 June 1972 and gave me [PsixoB
1972a]. However, I had not attended the defense. While in a letter to ELK dated 18
December 1971 I noted that “I have Rykov’s dissertation in hand and will try to go
through it by the beginning of next week” [Waugh 1995: 53], in retrospect I wonder
whether that might not have been a reference to his diplomnaia rabota, not the kandidat
dissertation, even though the latter presumably was already in a nearly completed draft
by then. There is no reason to think that ELK ever saw more than the avforeferat, my
cryptic summaries of IuD’s work, and the articles IuD eventually published. However,
it appears that IuD sent ELK directly much more detailed information, if not the
dissertation itself. They did correspond (see letter No. 3 below in my appendix). Cf. the
contradictory statements by Erusalimskii [2009, 1, 313 n 362; 317 n 374 and esp. 328
n 427]. At one, he indicates it is not clear whether ELK ever saw (and in any event did
not engage in) a discussion of [uD’s textual arguments, but then he suggests that ELK
and I had seen the full argumentation by IuD (including his dissertation), not just some
condensed summary. In a letter to me dated 11 April 1972 [Waugh 1995: 58], ELK noted
that he had recently read IuD’s article on the redactions of the “History” [PbikoB 1971].

# «OHa He TOJIbKO He yCcTapesa, HO IPOJI0JIKAeT OCTaBaThCs OFHOM U3 NyYIINX B
ZaHHOM 06JIACTH ¥ 110 MCTOYHUKOBENYECKOIt Gase, ¥ [0 METOZaM HCCIIeJOBaHNs, U T10
r1yGHHe Hay4HOTO aHanu3a. OCHOBHbIE BHIBO/IBL, HAOIIONEHNS I TEKCTOIOTHYeCKIe
nocrpoerws 0. JI. PIKOBA [0 CHX TIOP SIBJISOTCST OCHOBOIIOATAO MMM

5 There were subsequent, somewhat revised editions in 1981 (see N2 15 in the appendix
below) and 1993. The texts were also published, based on this edition, in [601]. TuD
was invited to write the article on Kurbskii for the currently authoritative multi-volume
Russian encyclopedia [PrikoB 2016a].
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When the same series (in 2015) produced what has to be considered for now
the authoritative edition of the Kurbskii “History”, IuD was the “responsible
editor” and wrote the introduction [Kyp6ckwuii 2015]. But the main work was
that of Konstantin Iur’evich Erusalimskii, based on his own massive (two-vol-
ume) study of the “Kurbskii collections” that contained a new edition of
their texts and archaeographic descriptions of the manuscripts whose detail
went far beyond what IuD or anyone else was producing back in the 1970s
[Epycamumckwuii 2009].¢ Erusalimskii’s purview included not only the “Histo-
ry” but also the appended letters that form a part of the corpus known to us
only from the late Muscovite manuscripts. While IuD had done textual anal-
ysis to support his classification of the manuscripts, Erusalimskii took that
analysis farther, in addition to examining anew the manuscripts themselves.
The result then was a refinement of IuD’s classification while still within the
basic framework he had established. Whether this indeed is the last word on
some of the textual issues is still an open question, as, in his memoir, while
reviewing the publications on the Kurbskii material since his own disserta-
tion work, TuD takes issue with some of Erusalimskii’s methodology [PsikoB
2021: 42-44]. I am aware from private communications that even now there
is some ongoing research which may result in publications defending some of
Keenan’s hypotheses about the “History”.

This summary of IuD’s path to becoming a “Kurbskii expert” demonstrates
that his mentor’s goals in preparing his students for successful careers were in
this case very successfully met. In one of my precious and few meetings with
AAZ, he pointed to various folders in which he accumulated writings and notes
(his and others’) on subjects about which he had studied often long ago. His
point was that scholarship is an ongoing process, constantly challenging us to
consider new evidence and interpretations; so there is an obligation to keep
track of what is new on the subjects about which one has written. Professor
Kalugin’s encomium notwithstanding, it probably would be a fair judgment that
much of what is in this posthumous volume of IuD’s early work has now been

¢ Note his discussion [Epycanumckuit 2009, 1: 350-354] of the methodological
principles for proper codicological study, in which he devotes particular attention to
the study of watermarks. One has to be impressed by attention he has given to even
the smallest details in what ELK (and I) wrote as he engages the arguments while
disagreeing with the main conclusions. None of the other critiques of ELK (least of
all the numerous reviews published outside of Russia) show such attention to detail
combined with equally impressive attention to the primary sources. This does not mean
he has settled many of the key issues once and for all, and in fact he admits that some of
the interesting questions, such as how the Kurbskii “collections” arrived in Russia, are
still open. Erusalimskii has since published another massive contribution to kurbskiana
[Epycamumckuit 2018]. The book is part of a larger project on Russian elite emigres,
thus providing a broader context for understanding Kurbskii’s own life than is found in
most other studies. Erusalimskii provides his own detailed interpretations of evidence
which contradicts ELK’s hypotheses. One of the volume’s distinctions is its substantial
documentary appendices that make available new source material.
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superseded. The publications for Literaturnye pamiatniki and Erusalimskii’s
recent studies, which carefully take into account IuD’s contributions, certainly
demonstrate that. In saying this, I am not questioning the importance of what
IuD wrote. However, what we have here in this posthumous volume asks us
to look backward, not ahead. It is first and foremost striking evidence about
his development as a scholar, where the work he did at the start of his career
was indeed groundbreaking. It is the evidence which gives substance to his
introductory memoir. His career also then would include other significant
contributions that have nothing to do with the Kurbskii material but were the
product of the careful methodological training and on-the-job apprenticeship
which IuD was fortunate to have.

By his own reckoning, his bibliography of scholarly publications num-
bered 227 items [PrikoB 2013, Idem 2015]. Indeed, a good many of his most
important publications relate to the Kurbskii material. But there is much else
that he contributed, as he became (in AAZ’s estimate), “the solid pillar which
supported the group of early [book] specialists in the manuscript division of
the Lenin Library” [3umun 2015: 288].” Much of his work there was devoted to
the cataloging and description of manuscript collections, one of the priorities
for Sarra Vladimirovna Zhitomirskaia, the long-time head of the manuscript
division. The results for the substantial number of new acquistions during her
tenure appeared on a regular basis in the annual volumes of the Zapiski Ot-
dela rukopisei GBL and in the three parts of the first of a planned five-volume
guide to the manuscript collections which he helped compile and for which he
was the responsible editor [PykonucHsbie cobpanus TBJT 1983-1996].8 These
volumes were never intended as full, scholarly descriptions but rather were
conceived as urgently needed guides which could make the material accessi-
ble to scholars sooner than would otherwise have been the case. Presumably
the same principles were involved in the planned description of the import-
ant manuscript collection of the Old Believer Egor Egorovich Egorov to which
Iu.D. contributed.’ By his own reckoning, he described more than 1000 of the
Egorov manuscripts. Very briefly in the mid-1990s, he served as the temporary
head of the Manuscript Division of GBL [PbikoB 2016a].

7 «OH [...] paxTHyecky ABISETCA OCHOBHBIM CTOJITIIOM, HA KOTOPOM JIePXKUTCS IPyIIa
npesHUKOB B OPTBJI».

8 This project, along with most of the other important initiatives of Zhitomirskaia, was
not continued after her forced retirement (on which, see below), even though the actual
publication of the books post-dated her departure.

° See [Anucumosa 2017: 8-9], regarding the previous efforts to describe the collection,
which proved problematic, prior to her compilation of a complete scholarly description
of the first 300 numbers. Her three volumes have now been published, but it is not clear
when or whether we might expect a completion of the project, given the fact that the
collection contains 2073 volumes. For details about Egorov and his collection, she cites
[Ibid.: 7], [PbixoB 1986, Idem 2008].
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To produce so many manuscript descriptions over a wide range of material
required a mastery of all the “auxiliary disciplines” for early book codicology
to which IuD had been introduced during his program at MGIAI. At the time
he began work on his Kurbskii project and then was hired in GBL, the staft of
the manuscript division still included senior specialists from whom he could
acquire or polish the necessary skills. As his many contributions to the study
of individual manuscript sources reveal, he became a recognized master in
his profession, those skills contributing to important source publications of
monastery archives, chronicles and other primary sources.

Memories and Memoirs

For outsiders such as this writer, memoirs by Russian colleagues are of spe-
cial interest in helping us enter a world that we ourselves never experienced
in our formative years. Moreover, the research and publication that many of
us do benefits from knowing the challenges that our colleagues have faced in
their own careers, a fact which often, I think, is insufficiently appreciated by
my colleagues outside of Russia. It is all too easy to criticize published work
without appreciating the difficult conditions in which it was written. When we
read these memoirs, we are looking in a mirror that reflects much that is famil-
iar in our personal and professional experience. Memoirs may reveal the role
played by personal relations (good or bad) or institutional constraints which
help us to appreciate the work that was printed and what was not, whether
careers blossomed or withered, whether objective scholarship was possible. In
this regard, it is instructive to read the comments in Marietta Chudakova’s in-
troduction to her publication of the important memoir by S. V. Zhitomirskaia
[UynakoBa 2006]. Chudakova emphasizes how important for the history of
Russian culture in the Soviet period were individuals who managed somehow
to preserve pre-revolutionary values of humanistic scholarship and objectivity
in the face of the socialist homogenization being imposed by the new regime.
Clearly these considerations are very relevant to our appreciation of Iurii Dmi-
trievich and Aleksandr Zimin.

Memoirs are to be savored, at the same time that they need to be subjected
to the same kind of critical assessment (istochnikovedcheskii analiz) we insist is
necessary for any historical source. We must try to understand why they were
written at a particular time and with a particular purpose, why their author
chose to include certain things but perhaps consciously omitted others. How-
ever much we may admire the author, can we trust what he or she says? In my
teaching years ago, I would give my graduate students an exercise to read and
evaluate memoirs, in order that they learn how some cannot be trusted, having
been written with, say, a particular political purpose. Memoirs present a par-
ticular point of view, in some cases patently biased. But even if they are written
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with honest intent to be objective, they may be as flawed as memory tends to
be. After all, in many ways, “the past is a foreign country” which we can but
imperfectly retrieve through the fogged lens of the present.!

Turiii Dmitrievich planned this volume as a tribute to his mentor, Alek-
sandr Aleksandrovich Zimin. IuD’s introductory memoir begins with family
history, a subject whose importance for him is clear from his on-line blog in
his last years, with its treasure trove of family photos. He recounts how he
managed to overcome many obstacles in order, finally, to gain admission to
MGIALI, the experience of studying there and finally becoming one of AAZ’s
“Musketeers”, as he dubbed his closest students. The memoir is colored with
the rosy glow of nostalgia that is common when we think back on our earlier
lives and how we arrived at where we are today. In many ways, his story surely
is not atypical for those who have gained a higher education and entered in-
tellectual circles at a remove from those of their early years. Even if growing
up in the relative comfort of post-World War II America cannot be compared
with growing up the post-war years in the USSR, in retrospect it is something
of a miracle (to my mind), that a small-town boy being brought up by a single
mother who worked part-time as a shop-clerk could go on to the educational
institutions that I did. IuD suggests he was precocious at a young age (an early
reader who would amaze the workers in the local dairy combine by reading
to them from the newspapers). I may have been an early reader but have no
memory of such an accomplishment. Unlike IuD though, I never had to enroll
as an apprentice to become a metal worker after completing middle school, nor
did I have to go out to a sovkhoz to dig potatoes with other freshmen once in
college. Granted, I relied on scholarship money in school, and to supplement
it I had brief stints on a garbage truck and as a short-order cook and lifeguard
at a hotel.... As TuD put it, on completing his senior thesis at MGIAI, “I myself
had not expected that I, once a metal worker, might create a serious study
which would receive high marks and subsequently become the foundation for
a dissertation” [PsikoB 2021: 27].11

One relives in his memoir the exhilaration of having excelled in a difficult
entrance exam to gain admission to MGIAI and the intellectual stimulation
of the early course work. At the same time though, and this is something we
shared, there were moments of self-doubt when thrown into the competitive
environment of a rigorous institution of higher education. How much do I
really know, is it enough, do I really belong here? For me, despite doing well
in secondary school, it was something of a shock to discover in college that
I was a very small fish in a large pond. I struggled, and in many ways I still

10 Here I would recommend the stimulating book by David Lowenthal [1985].

11« cam He OXUZAJL, YTO 51, BYEPAIIHUIA clecapb, MOTY CO3/laTh Cepbe3HOe HCCIIeZIoBaHuUe,
KOTOpOe OyZieT BLICOKO OLIeHEHO U JISDKET BIIOCJIeZICTBUM B OCHOBY AMCCEPTALIANS.
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question whether I belong in the same company as my distinguished peers.
For IuD, the important step in his becoming the scholar who produced the
work in this book was his being able to study under the guidance of AAZ, but
for that to happen required passing another kind of “exam”. With trepidation,
IuD and his peers arrived at AAZ’s apartment on ul. Dmitriia Ul'ianova. The
“test” they were given was to return a week later with a report on their reading
of [PribakoB 1964], presumably a book about which AAZ was very critical.!?
We never learn here his opinion or what the aspiring students said about the
book, but obviously their reports received a passing grade. Did they anticipate
what they thought AAZ wanted to hear? One really would like to know more
about the very good relationship AAZ had with his students, although it is
possible to read about it in various other memoirs that have appeared since his
death in 1980.1

Once IuD had settled on his main subject for his undergraduate thesis
(diplomnaia rabota) which he then would expand into his kandidat disserta-
tion, even from the start he was sent to the manuscript division of the Le-
nin Library to begin describing and classifying the manuscripts. [uD notes
that he had particular difficulty at first in analyzing the watermark evidence,
and was helped by Valentina Grigor’ievna Zimina (AAZ’s wife), one of the se-
nior scholars there, and by his fellow student at MGIAI, Evgeniia Platonovna
Mamatova, who would also complete her degree under AAZ and then had a
career in the library [PsikoB 2021: 22].** In reading this, I think of my own
experience, never having had a course on palaeography (even though I had
worked through I. D. Beliaev’s old manual) and knowing nothing much about
watermarks when I first arrived in Leningrad in 1968. To my horror, I could
hardly make out the quite regular 17"-century cursive in my first manuscript,
GPB/RNB, Pogodin N2 1558. As AAZ appreciated, one has to learn these es-
sential skills by hands-on experience, which IuD began to acquire early in his
professional education.

As a kind of amusing anecdotal aside here, I would note another of [uD’s
memories which rang a bell with my experience [PsikoB 2021: 24-25]. He em-
phasized how, once he had started to work on the manuscripts, he would spend
every possible waking hour in the library. Later, when he went off to Lenin-

12 For AAZ’s opinion of Rybakov, see [3umusn 2015: 193-205].

3 Note, for example, a good many of the essays in the volume published to commemorate
AAZ’s 90 birthday [Mcropuk 2012].

4 While this is hearsay, I also am indebted to Mamatova, who, I was told, translated
an article [ wrote in English about Soviet watermark study [Waugh 1970] so that
it would be accessible to the scholars in GBL. Obviously it has had some impact in
subsequent approaches to the study of watermarks for the codicological analysis of,
e.g., the Kurbskii manuscripts [Epycammckuit 2009, 1: 351-352]. For AAZ’s warm
appreciation of Mamatova, one of his students, see [3umun 2015: 279; ®enoceesa 2012].
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grad to work in the archives, every minute with the manuscripts was precious.
At the Publichka (GPB/RNB), he encountered the obstacle of the limited size
of its cloakroom. One could not work in the library without first hanging up
one’s overcoat at the entrance. So, to avoid having to wait in line, even in very
cold weather TuD would make his way to the library with no coat, arriving
there early and not having to wait in line so he could get to the manuscripts
right away. I recall doing exactly the same thing in 1968-1969 and again in
1971-1972, spending long days with the manuscripts from the moment the
library opened until I was thrown out at closing time in the evening.

At this point the memoir arrives at a more sensitive topic, the relationship
between IuD’s work on the Kurbskii material and that by Konstantin Andreev-
ich Uvarov, who was writing on the same subject under the guidance of Andrei
Nikolaevich Robinson in the Gor’kii Institute of World Literature / UucTuTyT
MHUPOBOY uTeparypsl uMeHn A. M. F'opekoro. My own observations at the
time when working on the same manuscripts confirm the accuracy of what IuD
tells us [PeixoB 2021: 29-31].15 Uvarov would make claims about “discoveries”
which in fact others had made or which he imagined without looking closely at
the manuscripts. While I cannot confirm this by a comparison of texts, he also
plagiarized much of his work from IuD’s senior thesis. Such theses in Russia
are serious scholarly work, in many cases really the equivalent of an MA thesis
in the U.S.'° After IuD confronted Uvarov with the evidence and reported the
situation to AAZ, the latter’s response reveals how personal interactions and
private negotiation are very much a part of the history about how scholarship
is produced and published. In this case, AAZ had his student’s best interests
in mind, even if it may have meant accelerating the schedule for completion
at some cost to the content of the work. AAZ negotiated a “compromise” with
Robinson, whereby Uvarov withdrew his planned publication about the man-

15 TuD [PeixoB 2021: 30] cites my correspondence with Keenan [Waugh 1995: 51, 53, 57,
63] in support of his case about Uvarov’s failure to do any independent work on the
manuscripts [Epycamimckuii, 1: 303-304]. Erusalimskii [Ibid., 337, n. 18] indicates
that the harsh criticism of Uvarov by IuD (and in what I wrote) is only partially
justified, since Uvarov did develop some independent ideas about the Kurbskii corpus.
Note though (letter N2 4 in the appendix) that [uD recognized the importance of his
reading carefully Uvarov’s work beyond just the latter’s manuscript descriptions. It is
somewhat curious that evidence about what Uvarov did or got wrong in some cases
comes from the comments he wrote on the lists of those who used the manuscripts,
placed inside the covers by the archivists. In one case, my “counter-comment” to what
Uvarov had written on such a sheet is cited as evidence [Kyp6ckuit 2015, 298, n 47].

A seemingly minor point perhaps, but who first re-discovered in LOII/SPbII RAN the
proof pages of what G. Z. Kuntsevich planned to publish as a second volume of his
edition of the Kurbskii materials? The proofs include his manuscript descriptions and
their classification, work that anticipated what IuD would then refine. Having learned
of the proofs from AAZ (not S. O. Shmidt, as Uvarov claimed), [uD then was able to
use them in his senior thesis in 1969 [PsixoB 2021: 25]. See the careful note about this
matter in Erusalimskii's commentary [Kyp6ckuit 2015: 294-295, n 42].

>
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uscripts, in order that IuD publish first and be the first to defend the disser-
tation. As it turned out, Uvarov violated the agreement, so that his article on
the manuscripts appeared first [YBapos 1971]. IuD did defend first but sub-
sequently never had any serious interaction with Uvarov [PsikoB 2021: 36]."”
Would IuD have written an even better dissertation, had /'affaire Uvarov not
happened? We cannot know.

While the information in IuD’s memoir would hardly surprise readers in
Russia, for us outsiders, his account of the process by which the dissertation
was approved for the defense to proceed is even somewhat amusing [Ibid.:
33]. It is colored with some choice adjectives (not repeated here) describing
M. S. Seleznev, the deputy rector of MGIAI for scholarly work, a specialist
on the Soviet period who was supposed to read and approve the completed
dissertation in order for the defense to be scheduled. The conversation went
as follows. S.: “Are Marx and Lenin there”? R.: “They are”. S.: “Where? Show
me.” So TuD did. Then, S: “Have you checked all the citations from Marx and
Engels?” R.: “Yes”. S.: “Here is some paper. Write an attestation that all the
citations from the classics of Marxism-Leninism have been checked according
to the second edition of the ‘Works’ of K. Marx and F. Engels and the fifth
edition of the ‘Complete Works’ of V. I. Lenin”. And so, IuD concludes “With
this the interest in the dissertation’s author was exhausted”.!

What better to illustrate the realities whereby institutions were placed
under the control of individuals who seem to have had no concern for the
integrity of scholarship and whose primary function was to ensure at least the
appearance of ideological conformity. Yes, one might cite the classics out of
necessity, but that did not, of course, mean abandoning scholarly standards.
After all, AAZ had to cite the classics too. I recall he even said to me once,
undoubtedly with a certain amount of irony, that he was a Marxist historian.
That he and his serious colleagues would cite the classics too often was
highlighted in critical reviews of their work in the West as a substitute for any
kind of serious analysis of how the authors had used their sources. At one’s
place of employment—this was the case with IuD—a scholar might have to be
a member of the Communist Party. However, of itself that may tell us nothing
about what a person actually believed, any more than attending Easter Sunday
service is evidence that an individual is a good Christian.

17 For IuD’s comments based on his first acquaintance with the avtoreferat of Uvarov’s
dissertation, see letter No. 4 in the appendix below.

8 «OHn 6e3 06MHAKOB 3a1a Bornpoc: «Mapkc, JIeHuH ectb?». «EcTb», — OTBeTHI 5.
«[pe? Tlokaxxute!» S OTKpBLI paszes 6ubauorpaguu co CIUCKOM paboT KIacCUKOB
MapKcu3Ma. «Bce nuTaThl U3 pou3BesieHnit Mapkca 1 DHresibca CBepeHbI?», — ONATh
crporo crpocun CenesHes. «[{a», — noaTBepau 5. «Bor Bam Gymara. ITumure
PACIMCKy B TOM, YTO BCe UTAThI U3 KIACCMKOB MapKCU3Ma-JIeHMHU3Ma CBePEeHBI 110
BTOpOMY M3zlaHMI0 «CounHeHuil» K. Mapkca u @. Enrenbca u 1o naromy «IlonHoro
cobGpauust courHeHnii> B. Y. JlenuHa |[...|. DTMM HHTepeC K AUCCepTaHTy GbUT UCYepIIaH».
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IuD recalls [Ibid.: 34] being very nervous during the defense, since the
rector of MGIAL S. I. Murashov, who was presiding, asked a loaded question,
but one to which IuD did manage to answer satisfactorily. From there on, it
was smooth sailing. In my personal experience (Harvard was an exception in
this), I never had to defend my dissertation once it had been approved by my
adviser—just hand in the finished copy by the deadline. However, I remember
the absolute terror of the oral qualifying exams that were required in order
to proceed to dissertation writing. I was in the presence of some of the most
distinguished professors and felt I had done miserably. That I passed was a
surprise and a huge relief.

Most of the rest of [uD’s memoir is a review and critique of the publica-
tions on the Kurbskii material that appeared either just before or following his
dissertation defense. Naturally one of the first which he discusses is Edward
Keenan’s heretical book and subsequent articles [Ibid.: 37-39]. IuD ofters a
summary defense of his scheme about the text genealogy of the Kurbskii “His-
tory”, refuting Keenan’s effort to “turn it upside down”. In this discussion, cu-
riously, IuD is silent about aspects of his personal connection with some of
the first debates over the book and his own correspondence with ELK himself.

IuD surely would first have learned about the book from AAZ, to whom,
at ELK’s request, I had brought a copy of the page proofs in late 1971. Know-
ing AAZ’s well documented critical approach to source study and aware of the
controversy over the Igor’ Tale, ELK hoped for a more sympathetic reading
than he would get from other scholars. Keenan had been in correspondence
with AAZ, who informed him in a letter, sent via another of the American
graduate students in Moscow, not to expect a published review of the book
but promised a detailed ofzyv [Waugh 1995: 46]. A week after I had delivered
the proofs to AAZ (in a very enjoyable long evening in his apartment when
the discussion even touched on IuD’s work) I then was invited to return on
18 December 1971 and instructed to take careful notes that would constitute
that review, which I then dutifully sent on to Keenan [Ibid.: 47—51].1 Had I
not written a long and detailed letter to Keenan immediately after the meeting,
kept a copy, and subsequently published most of it, I would be hard pressed to

1 The American exchange students were allowed to use the U.S. embassy’s secure mail
service to send letters home, although I know from personal experience that, even if
such letters escaped the eyes of Soviet censors, they were being read by the American
officials before the envelopes were sealed and dispatched. Erusalimskii [2009, 1,

313,n 362], expresses surprise at the correspondence between Keenan and his Russian
colleagues, including IuD, at a time when letters presumably were all being read by the
censors and Keenan was a persona non grata in the eyes of the Soviet authorities. Yet a
lot of open correspondence through the regular mails was going on, with no overt signs
that it was being interdicted. Perhaps discussions of old Russian manuscripts and texts
were not perceived as endangering national security, or perhaps it was useful to be able
to monitor such contacts, just in case the evidence could have served some purpose in
the future.
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reconstruct the events from memory today. That meeting, at which IuD had
been invited to be present, surely would have left him a vivid memory, since
the subject being discussed was so central to his own work. In fact in 1981,
IuD did recall how AAZ had greeted me [see letter N2 15 in the appendix be-
low]. Yet there is no mention of the event in this current memoir of [uD’s path
to Kurbskii.

When I wrote ELK, apart from transmitting (I hope accurately) AAZ’s
critique, I also devoted some space to commenting on IuD and his work, with,
to my embarrassment today, a passing comment suggesting I was dubious of
its quality. (I was very opinionated, it seems.) Yet, until the stimulus of receiv-
ing [PoixoB 2021], I had totally forgotten how much interaction we seem to
have had apart from that one encounter. I cannot document specific meetings,
but it came as a surprise to find in my personal archive the letters and cards
which he sent me over roughly the next decade and which I had not looked at
in all the years since.?’ So memory is a fragile thing. An omission in a mem-
oir may be unconscious or deliberate. In this case, IuD’s silence about that
personal experience and the fact of his correspondence with me and Keenan
likely was deliberate. Even in the more open times of the early 21 century, it
may have made sense to put some distance between him and Keenan’s heresy.
That he generously shared information with us was characteristic for who he
was: all who interacted with him over the years were impressed by his lack of
pretense and willingness to help others with what he knew.

It is easy to understand why this particular memoir by IuD, part of a trib-
ute to AAZ, focuses rather narrowly on the author’s education to become a
Kurbskii expert. However, there is precious little here to tell us about IuD’s
long and productive career. He worked for close to four decades in the Lenin
Library, in the process becoming a senior expert there on early manuscript
holdings. In his few letters to me he mentions but in passing how his obliga-
tions at work were preventing him from pursuing his own scholarly interests.
Would it not be nice to know more about that employment? In fact, he does
tell us more in what I would term “memoir-like” writings not included in this
book, and provides leads to others’ memoirs which help us to understand the

20 I must have talked with him during the Zimin memorial readings in Moscow in May
1990, since we were both on the program, but again I have no recollection of such a
conversation. That was my first visit to the hallowed halls of MGIAI, about which [uD
so warmly writes. Never comfortable in crowds, I do remember feeling quite nervous,
intimidated in the presence of so many important Russian scholars, and trying to
remember the imia i otchestvo of those whom I had never met and with whose work,
they might have assumed, I should have been familiar. IuD’s paper at the conference
[summarized as Psixos 1990] would seem to suggest that in the reconstruction of the
contents of the Stroganovs’ library in [Myzposa 2015], he deserves explicit credit for
identifying some of the Stroganovs’ books. She fails to mention him by name and does
not cite that paper.
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context in which he tried to balance work and other obligations.? This part of
his story is worth exploring here, even if it takes us beyond the bounds of his
Kurbskii book.

When IuD first was employed in the manuscript division of GBL, it was
still directed by a remarkable scholar, Sarra Vladimirovna Zhitomirskaia, who
in her early education had studied the Italian Renaissance but then in the early
1950s was hired to work in the GBL manuscript division, at the time headed by
the accomplished historian Petr Andreevich Zaionchnovskii.?? He soon moved
on to another job, and, to her surprise, she succeeded him. She continued as
head of the division until forced to resign in late 1976. During her tenure, she
was instrumental in making the holdings more accessible to users through the
retrospective publication of collection descriptions, and she did a great deal to
expand acquisitions, with members of her staff even beginning archaeograph-
ic expeditions to collect old manuscripts in remote villages. To accomplish all
this placed a huge burden on her professional staff, as there was barely enough
time to record new acquisitions, much less catch up on the backlog of describ-
ing and organizing what was already in the collection. It was to assist in this
work that IuD was hired. I can attest from personal experience that in the late
1960s and beginning of the 1970s, the manuscript division of GBL was one of
the best places to do research, attentive to the needs of its patrons.

However, all this was about to change in the political and ideological en-
vironment of the 1970s, as one can learn in sometimes excruciating detail
from Zhitomirskaia’s posthumously published memoir.?® To put it in simple
terms, ideologically inspired careerists, some apparently animated in part by
antisemitism (Zhitomirskaia was from a Jewish family), managed to oust her,
with the result being, in her terms, the “destruction” of the manuscript divi-
sion as she had known and directed it. Over several years, she and others of the
old, well-trained professional staff were shown the door. Political directives
about restricting access to archives and manuscripts were reinforced by the
newly appointed administrators, and already by 1977 (as I know from what
one of Keenan’s graduate students reported from Moscow), it had become dif-
ficult to obtain access to manuscript material or expect to obtain copies of it.?*

2

For his own story, see [PsixoB 2016a], much of which is developed further in his
memoir about his road to Kurbskii, and [PeixoB 20166].
2.

N

In what follows here, I am relying on [Kuromupckas 2006].
2

&

See the long section [Ibid.: 383f], entitled «McTopust ruGenu oTzena pyKomnuceii».

I would stress that her memoir is not just focused narrowly on the issues at work,

but contains a lot of compelling personal stories, including how she was so thrilled,
when, as a mature scholar, she finally made it to Italy in 1964 for a conference and the
opportunity to visit Florence, which had been the focus of her very early academic work
[Ibid.: 318].

Unpublished letter of ELK to DCW, 7 May 1977, Waugh archive [XKutomupckas 2006:
424).

2

=
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In retrospect, I had been blessed during my research there only a few years
earlier. Among the trumped-up accusations against Zhitomirskaia and her
closest colleagues was the claim that they had given foreign scholars access to
unpublished material that then was printed in the west to discredit the USSR.

One might argue that Zhitomirskaia’s memoir about all this is one-sided
and self-serving. It is certainly an apologia pro vita sua. but one that is exten-
sively documented and persuasive, in part because as a good scholar, she is
also very careful to note the limits of what she knew and how she knew it. Our
purpose here is not to plumb the depths of what happened but rather to try to
understand how the events might have affected [uD’s career. Those who knew
him well admired the fact that he was self-effacing, never one to push himself
in the limelight, easy to like. Certainly the few letters I have from him reinforce
that characterization. So one can imagine he would have kept his head low as
the saga with Zhitomirskaia unfolded and would have focused just on doing
his work well, even if acutely aware of what was going on. After all, one of
his senior colleagues on the staff of the manuscript division was none other
than Valentina Grigor’evna Zimina, and IuD remained close to AAZ even well
after his mentor had ceased to spend any significant time himself on the manu-
scripts. There were already indications Zimina would be targeted for dismissal.
IuD’s name first comes up in Zhitomirskaia’s memoir only in passing comments
about his as yet being too junior to be considered for the leadership of the ear-
ly manuscript group within the department [XKutomupckas 2006: 408, 425].
When writing me, IuD avoided even hinting at problems at work (other than
the fact there was too much of it), and after July 1976, some months before
Zhitomirskaia was replaced, he had ceased to send me specific information
about manuscripts. One explanation could be that he sensed I had moved on to
other subjects, but it is reasonable to hypothesize that the threats to those who
might assist foreign researchers were a good reason to cease doing so.

The situation in the manuscript division in the 1980s continued to deteri-
orate. We learn from Zhitomirskaia that in the spring of 1987, ITuD had man-
aged to block a planned appointment of an unqualified individual to work on
the old manuscript collections [Ibid.: 483]. Later in the year presumably he was
one of the staff members who wrote to those in authority protesting the firing
of some of their colleagues. The response was a sharply worded denuncia-
tion that began: “We are tired of the anarchism and demagogy of Iu. D. Rykov,
N. B. Tikhomirov [...]” and others, and demanded that “strong measures be
undertaken to stop the antisocial activity of the abovementioned group” [Ibid.:
492].% In mid-January 1988, 23 of the staff members, IuD among them and

% «Hawm Hagoenu aHapxu3M u gemarorus 1O. /1. PeikoBa, H. B. Tuxomupoga [...] Hama
yGenuTenbHas NPpoch6a: MPUHATE CTPOTHE MePbI 110 IPeceYeHH 0 aHTHOOIIeCTBeHHOI
ZesITeIbHOCTH YIIOMSIHYTOU IPYIIHI |...]».
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including some of the more recently appointed ones, sent a protest letter to
the local Communist Party cell in the library and copied it to a deputy min-
ister of the interior, the complaint regarding the secrecy in the selection pro-
cess that was underway to appoint a new head of the manuscript division. The
fires were further inflamed by publication of letters signed by distinguished
scholars that supported the concerned staff. In May, the targets of the protest
demanded that Rykov and several of his like-minded colleagues be fired. The
outcome merely awaited a recommendation by the Party organization, which
came on 10 June: “For slanderous accusations addressed at comrades at work
and for ignoring the decisions of the Party organization [...] the Communist
Iu. D. Rykov is to be given a stern reprimand” [Ibid.: 506].2¢ That recommen-
dation passed with a majority vote, whereas the committee was evenly split on
the recommendation that 6 of his colleagues be summarily dismissed.

So, what might we learn from this? By now IuD was a respected and senior
specialist, possibly better liked personally than were some of his colleagues
and not perceived as having been the instigator of the protests. Perhaps too,
his “lighter sentence” was because his work was indispensable. The first vol-
umes of the survey of the manuscript holdings, for which he had written much
and was the editor, still had not all appeared [PykomucHble cobpanus I'BJI
1983-1996]. In 1990 he compiled a brief guide for non-experts to use in the
evaluation and description of manuscripts [PbikoB 1990a]. In his positive re-
view of the book, A. A. Turilov [1992: 247] emphasized, “It is nice to note that
the author of these recommendations is a person for whom the expertise and
scholarly description of manuscript books has been a subject of daily work
over many years. Behind these recommendations is clearly evident consider-
able practical experience.” He went on to praise the book for its “accessible lan-
guage, lacking scholarly jargon which too often obscures the meaning of that
which should be crystal clear (especially taking into account that the intended
user as a rule is a person with limited practical experience in the subject)”.?”

So Rykov survived the purge of the late ‘80s. However, one of those in
the hierarchy whom he had offended would later take his revenge. In his later
account about how that happened, what we might call part 2 of his apologia
pro vita sua (the first part being his road to Kurbskii), IuD pulled no punches

% «3a KJIeBeTHUYeCKYe 0OBIHEHNU B afipec TOBapuUIeil 10 paboTe, UTHOPHPOBaHUe
pelleHui apTopraHu3any |...| kommynucry fO. [I. PBIKOBY 0OBABUTH CTPOTHUi
BBITOBOP>.

%7 «IIpUATHO OTMETHUTH, YTO aBTOPOM PeKOMEeHZIALUH SBJISIeTCS YeI0BeK, IS KOTOPOTo
9KCIIePTU3a U HayYHOe OIMCaHNe PYKOIMMUCHBIX KHUT — HpeaMeT KaXJ0JHeBHOI
MHOTOJIeTHe#! paGOTBL, 38 peKOMeH/ALMAMY OTYETIMBO BHZIeH GOJIbIION
[PaKTUYeCKHl OIbIT. PEKOMEHAALMH [...] M3JI03KeHBI JOCTYITHBIM SI3bIKOM Ge3
M3JIMIIHEro HayKooGpasusi, HepeaKO 3aTeMHSIOLIEro CMBICT TOTO, YTO JOJDKHO ObITh
npezesbHO sCHBIM (0COGEHHO YIUThIBAs, YTO afpecar, Kak PaBUJIO, YeJIOBeK ¢
He6OIBIINM IPAKTUYECKUM OIIBITOM B JaHHOU 06J1acTH)».
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[PrikoB 20166]. However, he did not dwell on the events of the late 1970s and
1980s; rather, he sent readers to Zhitomirskaia’s memoir for the details. What
mattered in 2016 was to write in his blog about how, after nearly four decades
in the service of the library, he was pushed out the door, just as Zhitomirskaia
had been, if for perhaps slightly different reasons. One of the issues that con-
tinued to affect the manuscript division was re-structuring of functions and
departments within the library. IuD had moved from the manuscript division
into a new department that focused on research, which seems to have been
satisfactory until the decision was made to abolish it, supposedly in the inter-
est of “optimization” of RGB, whatever that obfuscation is supposed to mean.
His application then for an opening to return to the manuscript division, was
rejected by its then head, one of the bureaucrats whom he had managed to
offend back in the 1980s. Fortunately for [uD, he was able to finish his profes-
sional career in a position at RGADA.

In reflecting on the above, I keep wondering how much I can trust any
memoirs, when my own memory regarding IuD is so flawed.?® What I can re-
construct about him, a tribute that is a not exactly a memoir, relies for the most
part on his and others’ memoirs and a few letters written long ago. Closer as
they are to the events, the letters are probably the most reliable witnesses, but
even they, like memoirs, may provide only a one-dimensional picture of some-
thing much more complex. After all, I brought to my work in Russia more than
half a century ago the biases of my own education. In letters to my mentor then
presumably I was writing what he might most want to hear. In his letters to me,
as in the account of his path to Kurbskii, [uD never engages in discussion of
controversial issues, the one exception being the affair with Uvarov. However
objective, immediate impressions that say little and are silent about much may,
of course, be no better witnesses than reflections written down after some
lapse of time. Understandably a passionate memoir may be more suspect than
a dispassionate letter. Yet the “washing of dirty linen” in public, which often is
decried, may be justified and trusted to reveal facts about situations and peo-
ple that can be confirmed from other evidence.

To remember Iurii Dmitrievich is also to remember his mentor, Aleksandr
Aleksandrovich Zimin, for in a way, IuD’s book is also his mentor’s book. IuD
only occasionally cites AAZ’s own memoir, Khram nauki [3umus 2015], main-
ly for some positive sentiment about his students, whom AAS tended to re-
member much more warmly than he did many of his colleagues.? Yet to read it

28 It is not as though I have no memories about my experiences when studying in Russia
back then. On the contrary, but what I think I remember well is very selective, in
particular focusing naturally on events that directly affected me [Waugh 2014].

2 In his conscious effort to emphasize the positive and honor his mentor, [u.D. even
seems in one case to have deliberately mis-read [3umun 2015]. AAZ, as was his
wont, took great relish in cutting Vladimir Terent’evich Pashuto down to size and
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inescapably deepens our appreciation of the circumstances within which TuD
was able to achieve his educational goals and embark on a career embodying
the values of an older generation of distinguished scholars. A proper discus-
sion of AAZ’s memoir may have to await a future generation, given the con-
troversy that arose at its publication. But a few comments here are appropriate
in my conclusion. AAZ is passionate in his judgments. He paints his portraits
of colleagues in evocative word-pictures that are almost too cleverly contrived,
probably reflecting the influence of his reading of the great historian Vasilii
Osipovich Kliuchevskii, who was famous for his verbal portraits of the heroes
of Russian history and for his aphorisms, which AAZ helped compile and pub-
lish [KnroueBckuii 1968]. Arguably Khram naukirepresents not only a general
reflection late in life about many of the worst aspects of how the Soviet histor-
ical profession suffered but more specifically is a deliberate indictment at least
in part aimed at those who either actively attacked AAZ or failed to support
him during the controversy over the Igor’ Tale. He never hesitated to use that
criterion as a standard for determining who wore the white hats and who did
not. If there are heroes here, it is those who fought to maintain the scholarly
standards of an earlier era and did not simply succumb to the temptations of
compromise and careerism.

Can we trust such a memoir any more than we can trust S. V. Zhito-
mirskaia’s or Iurii Dmitrievich’s rather bitter accounts, less clothed in literary
artifice, of how they were unfairly treated and their life’s work relegated, at
least in the minds of the regime’s officials, to the dustbin of history? At this
distance, I cannot be scandalized in the way some might still be when AAZ’s
dart hits closer to their home. However, if I were confronted with a choice, I
would prefer to read his yet unpublished correspondence with his dear col-
league Iakov Solomonvich Lur’e to learn more about the Russian historical
profession in the middle of the 20t century. Alas I never expect to see it: pre-
pared for publication, those letters must languish inaccessible in the archives,
lacking permission from his heirs that they become public.> Even were we to

only somewhat grudgingly manages to say something positive about his colleague’s
work. In conclusion he states: “Our relations with Pashuto on the surface were always
friendly” (‘Sasha, you devil’, ‘Volodka’). Brothers at arms” / «Haru oTHOIeHUs ¢
TTammyTo BHeIIHe Bcersa 6bUTM MpuATeabcKuMHU («Calka yept», «Bosozibka»). BpaTss
o opyxuto» [Ibid.: 231, emphasis mine]. But IuD chooses to ignore the pages of
sarcastic and damning comment, and when writing about the Zimin Festschrift which,
as eventually published, omitted any indication it was honoring AAZ [Poccus 1982],
merely notes: “The collection of essays was prepared by a group of historians headed
by V. T. Pashuto, whom A. A. Zimin deemed his long-time friend and ‘brother at
arms™ / «COOPHUK FOTOBUJICS TPYIIION NCTOPUKOB BO Ii1aBe ¢ B. T. ITauryto, KoTOporo
A. A. 3UMVH CYUTAJI CBOMM JaBHUM TIpHsATENIEM U «OPaTOM I10 OpYKH1i0»> [PHIKOB
2021: 45].

3 Since his death, a good many of AAZ’s letters to colleagues and former students of his
have been published or summarized, e.g., in several of the essays in [Wcropuk 2012].
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have them, as vivid testimony to their time in the way that a memoir, written
with hindsight, cannot be, of course we might still be wanting for a guide to
the foreign country of the past.

With Khram nauki, 1 find myself nodding with approval when I read pas-
sages that seem to confirm my opinion of someone, at the same time that I
know, at least in some of AAZ’s comments on colleagues outside of Russia (his
knowledge there obviously was limited), that he makes mistakes in details. I
am glad we have the book, which draws me into trusting his perceptions about
people.?! His characterization of IuD seems remarkably accurate: “He has no
love for wild fantasies, he is a down-to-earth person, who loves the substantial
quality of concrete sources. At least on the surface, he [...] keeps his compo-
sure in difficult situations in life [...] He is a modest man, yet maintains a sense
of self-respect” [3umun 2015: 288].3?

Appendix: Letters of lu. D. Rykov

Turii Dmitrievich and I corresponded for at least a decade beginning soon after
I had returned from the USSR in 1972 and started teaching at the University of
Washington. Generally we exchanged New Year’s wishes, his messages in few
cases being merely cards with a brief handwritten greeting for the year ahead
(I have not copied those here). Sometimes there would be an added sentence
or two. However, in most cases when he wrote, the letters contained some
real substance about the scholarly material on which we both worked. The
letters indicate that we exchanged publications, and he generously went out
of his way to obtain for me books I requested or which otherwise he assumed
would interest me. In some cases, he sent information on topics that he knew
were of particular interest to me even if I had not asked about them. I have

He was very careful to guard his correspondence with Iakov Solomonovich, much of it
written in the kind of “Aesopian language” that Russian intellectuals historically used
to confound the censors, in this case the functionaries who might open the letters. In a
discussion of ELK’s book, AAZ showed me one of his exchanges with Lur’e but would
not let me copy the letters.

3.

=

Regarding AAZ’s ability quickly to size up individuals, Zhitomirskaia recounts,how

he but passed Liudmila Vladimorovna Tiganova in the hall of the manuscript division
and then posed the question to Valentina Grigor’evna: “What sort of a beaut with the
eyes of a murderer has appeared here among you?” / «4ro 370 3a KpacoTa C rJ1azamu
y6uiiib! mosiBUIach y Bac?» [’Kuromupckas 2006: 406]. Zhitomirskaia’s point was that
he sensed immediately how dangerous Tiganova might be, as then proved to be the
case when she emerged as the evil genius stepping on the bodies of her rivals to gain
control of the manuscript division.

3

&

«B HeM Her JI06BY K IIaMeHHbIM (aHTa3UsAM, OH 3eMHOI1 YeJI0BeK, JI0OSInit
NOOPOTHBIN MaTepra KOHKPETHBIX TaMATHUKOB. OH [...| BO BCAKOM CJydae BHeIIHe
COXpaHsIeT CIIOKOMCTBHE B CJIOXKHBIX KUTEHCKUX CUTYalUsX [...| YenoBek oH
CKPOMHBII{, HO COXPaHSIOLIII YyBCTBO COGCTBEHHO JOCTOMHCTBA>.
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no copies of the letters I wrote him, but presumably they may be found in his
personal archive. It is clear from what he wrote me and from references in
ELK’s published work, that IuD corresponded with him. I include below the
one letter of his to ELK, which I happen to have, since ELK copied it to me,
wondering what I made of the information in it.

Even though there is a certain level of formality, the warm and generous
spirit with which Iurii Dmitrievich wrote comes out very clearly. That he was
willing to provide information about manuscripts and, according to ELK,
copy some portions of texts for him, in no way indicates IuD subscribed to the
American professor’s skepticism about the Kurbskii material. This clearly was
a correspondence in the best spirit of collegial relations, where there was trust
in the exchange of information, not any kind of rivalry or one-upmanship. That
the correspondents might disagree in their conclusions was no obstacle to such
exchange. ELK made it clear that he was very much indebted to Iurii Dmitrievich
for the information and text excerpts which the latter had provided.

After the last of his New Year’s greetings in 1982, I have no more letters
from IuD, though in 1985 he sent me a copy of ZOR containing one of his
articles [see below n. 69], One can but guess why my correspondence with TuD
did not continue. Of course by the 1980s I had long ago moved away from any
involvement with Kurbskii (my editing of my correspondence with Keenan
is an exception [Waugh 1995], but that did not involve new research). TuD
himself had for a long time been unable to work further on the material; in
a sense, his contribution to the publication of the Kurbskii-Groznyi letters
in 1979 marked kind of a high water in what he would himself write on the
subject. We both were preoccupied other priorities, though we obviously
still shared a strong interest in the codicology of manuscripts. As suggested
already, it is possible that the difficult situation in GBL, where there were
politically inspired accusations about too much openness concerning the use
of collections in the manuscript division, and, worse, the sharing of manuscript
material with foreigners, made it somewhat risky for him to continue to write.

1
Mocksa, 6 HOsI6pst 1972 1.
JTro6e3ubii JlaHues!

[Mony4un c oxasueit KHury . KuneHa, 3a 4To crely npruHectd Bam uckpeH-
HIOIO IJTyOOKYIO TPU3HATENbHOCTL,

3 Keenan 1971 was in page proof at the time I returned to the USSR in September 1971;
had a copy of the proofs with me to circulate to Russian specialists for their comments.
When the book actually appeared in print, Keenan sent numerous copies directly and

2022 Nol



Daniel C. Waugh

KopoTKo 0 CBOeM XUThe-ObIThe.

ITo-nipesxHEMy TPYXych B oTzesie pykomnuceid I'BJI, raoe 3aHMMAaOCh ONMCAHU-
eM PYKOIMCHBIX KHUT 13 cobpanwus E. E. Eroposat. Hamucan cratbio aisi «Mcto-
pUYEeCKHX 3alMCOK» O CTEIeHU JocToBepHOCTH u3BecTuit A. M. Kyp6ckoro o co-
OBITHSIX «BEJIMKOTO roHeHusi» B Poccuun®. B cBo60IHOE OT CITyKObI U JIMYHBIX JleT
BpeMs HayaJl 38HUMaThbCs IOATOTOBKOM TeKCTa KOMIWIALMA K U3AaHuI0*. Jleno
U7ieT O4eHb MeZIJIeHHO. BripoyeM, He UCKJII0YeHO, YTO aHHBIN TeKCT, HOATOTOB-
neHHbIi yxe K. A. YBapoBbIM K MevaTH, J€KUT B KAKOM-HUOY/Ib U3/1aTeIbCTBE U
XJIeT CBOEro BbIX0/a B CBeT.

JKenaro Bawm, noporoii KoJutera, 60JIBIINX YCIIEXOB B HAYYHOU U MperozaBa-
TeJIbCKOH JIeATeNbHOCTH.

A. A. 3UMUH HaKa3aJl KIaHATbCA Bam.

C riy60KMM yBaXKeHuEeM

0. PrikoB

22
MockBa, 24.11.1972 .

MHoroyBasxaeMblii JlaHuens!

AnekcaHzp AJleKCaHAPOBIY COOOIIII MHe, 4To pod. D. KuHen paboTaer B
HacTosilee BpeMs HaJl HOBOW KHUTOM, B KOTOPOii cooTHoLeHue [TonHoi u KoMm-
OUIATABHON penakuuii «Mctopun» paccMaTpuBaeT UHade, 4yeM %7,

B 3TO¥ CBSA3M CYMTAIO CBOMM NIPSAMBIM Z0JTOM COOOIUTb Bam 06 ommbKax,
ZIOMyIIeHHbIX B MOMX PYKOIMCHBIX 3aMeTKax, Kacamomuxcsa coopHrka N2 42 u3
cobpanus K. U. HeBocTpyeBa (3Tu 3aMeTKU 51 oKa3biBaj Bam B I'BJT).

via me to give to scholars and libraries, though our correspondence suggests that many
of them never arrived. I sent Iu.D, a copy after returning to the U.S. at the end of spring
1972.

On his work with the Egorov collection, see above n. 9.
[PrikoB 1974], an offprint of which he later sent me (see N2 7).

This reference is unclear. If he was in fact preparing the text of what he termed the
Kompiliativnaia redaktsiia of the Kurbskii “History”, to the best of my knowledge, he
never did publish it, nor did Uvarov. However, he may have sent a copy of the text to
ELK. See n. 38.

While ELK was working on the Kurbskii material, he had a rather extensive
correspondence with AAZ and Ia. S. Lur’e. ELK indeed was planning to write a book
on the Kurbskii “History” and did a considerable amount of work on the texts and what
he argued were their sources. However, he never completed a book-length manuscript,
since his many obligations at work and other matters occupied much of his time. His
most substantial published work on the “History” is Keenan 1978.

3

b

3

&

3

N

3

N

3

&

Having learned from AAZ about ELK’s work on the “History”, uD then began to
correspond with ELK directly (see N2 3). However, it is not clear he ever attempted to
argue with ELK about the latter’s hypotheses; rather, he seems to have been satisfied to
provide information on manuscripts and copy some portions of unpublished texts. His
focus on issues of dating and watermarks in writing me presumably was a reflection of
the fact that my main contribution to Keenan 1971 had been about the manuscripts, not
any of the textual analysis. This letter assumes I would pass the information along to ELK.
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Ha 1. 141-147 naxoputcst CobopHOe fesiHue natpuapxa AfjpruaHa o moBo-
Iy CBAIIEHHO/IEWCTBUIN HOBropo/ckoro Absuka IOmku Mukisesa (Muxeesa), a
He ITOCJIaHue C yBeIJaHUsAMHU.

[Tocnanme natpuapxa Hukona 7074 r. anpecoBaHO KOHCTAHTUHOIIOIbCKOMY
naTpuapxy JIMOHHKCHIO, a He hepyCcalTMMCKOMY (OIM6Ka COCTaBUTEIsSI OTJIaBIIeHHs
cOopHUKA).

Ha nucrax HEBOCTPYEBCKOTO CITMCKA KOMIMJIALIMYU TOMeIeHb! GpuinurpaHu
IIBYX TUTIOB: rep6 7 MPOBUHIIMIA (MaJiblil) ¢ KOHTpaMapKoi IG HeyCcTaHOBIEHHOTO
Tina U repb 7 MPOBUHIMIA (MaJjblil) C KypCUBHBIMU JuTepamu Al TIOJ KPyrom u
koHTpamapkoi CDG (Knenukos, N2 943 = 1691, 1711 rr.). B 3ametkax moux (u
B CTaThe) BOASHOI 3HaK yKa3aH 1o omuOke kak N2 941 no cripaBouHuky Kiemnu-
KOBa.

Cooburato Bam Takxe apyrue GpuIMrpaHu HeBOCTPYeBCKOTO COOPHUKA, TOMH-
MO yKa3aHHBIX Bblie: KinenukoB — Amcrepaam, N2 129 = 1670-1720 rr., N2 143 =
1675-1693 rr.; N2 252 = 1669-1740 rr.; KnenukoB — T'omoa myTta, N2 93A —
1698 r.; rep6 Amcrepnama ¢ KoHTpMapkoit IVI, rep6 AMcrepaama ¢ KypCHUBHBIMU
stepami IB oz mmtom u KoHTpMapkoii PDB u np.

Cogertyio Bam, [laHuesn, o6patith BHIMaHUe KruHeHa Ha 3aBeliaTesIbHyO 3a-
nuch B cOopHIKe. He 1o pacriopspkeHHIo i aTpapxa AZpuaHa cieiaHa 9Ta 3alich
(B MapTe 1697 . OH cOCTaBUJI [yXOBHOE 3aBeliaHue, a B 1686—1690 rr. 6611 MUTPO-
TIOJIUTOM Ka3aHCKUM ¥ CBUSDKCKUM)? O 3aBernanuu ero cM. pabory I'. A. CKBopiioBa
«ITatpuapx AzpuaH, ero KU3Hb U TPYZbI B CBA3U C COCTOSIHUEM PYCCKOM II€PKBU B
nociezHee fecatuserre XVII Beka», n3nannyto B 1913 r. 8 Kazanu (ctp. 330-332,
356).

C ny4mumu noxeaaHusAMA

0. PrikoB

No 3392
Mocksa, 20 sguB. 1973 1.
VBaxkaemblii r-H Kunan!

Crieny mpuHecT! Bam MpU3HATEIbHOCTD 3@ COOOIIEHe B OCHOBHBIX YepTax
Baitieii KOHIIEIIIUHU O TPOMCXOXIEeHUHU TeKcTa «Fcropun» KH. Kyp6ckoro.

3 ELK wrote me a long letter on 15 February 1973 in which he devoted only a single
paragraph to the “History”, beginning by saying “I rarely get time now to do anything
with the Istoriia [...] [T]hings did not really fall into place until Rykov came up with
that “kompiliativnaia redaktsiia” for which eternal thanks to him—and to you” [ELK
to DCW, unpublished, Waugh archive]. He appended some of his textual comparisons
and several pages in Russian from a letter he had written to Ia. S. Lur’e. In addition, he
sent me a copy of this letter from IuD, merely characterizing it as “odd” and wondering
what I thought about it. IuD’s letter indicates he had seen a copy of ELK’s detailed
letter to Lur’e that laid out some of the main arguments Keenan was developing
about the textual relationships of the various versions of the history. Yet apart from
sending ELK small corrections, IuD deliberately avoided arguing here about the really
important issues.
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Ber niuiete (B muchMe K 1. C. JIypbe), 9To mpocTpaHHbiil TekcT «M» Kypo-
CKOTO <«IOKPbIBaeTCsi» 4-Ms OCHOBHbIMM McTouHMKamu: 1) Komm. pen., 2) Ckud.
ucropueii A. JIbi30Ba, 3) «HoB. MapraputoM», 4) JIeTOMICHBIM TEKCTOM, 6113~
KuM K JIeOeieBCKO#t JIETOMICH, T. . Bbl Ipu3HaeTe mepBUYHOCTh KOMIL. pen. 1o
cpaBHenuto ¢ ITonHou. CornacHo Bamreit pabodeii rumotese, aBTop Kowmr. pen.
HazI0 UCKaTh <«B TPYyIIe «JIuTepaTopoB> UynoBa MoH. 1670-x rr. (a M. 6. u Tu-
norpadun?)». Ctano 6bITh (51 JOMBICTHBAI0), KOMIL. pesi. MOsSIBUIACh He MO3/IHee
1677 r., korma c6. cod. Kypbckoro (umu c6-ku?) mecajcs B oMy KH. B. B. Tomm-
IbIHA.

Maue Takxe Ternepb KaxeTcst, 9To cuucku CrH. 483 u Hes. 42 ol us cpe-
ZIbI TyXOBEHCTBA M3 KPyroB GJIM3KKX K crpaBiiikam [TegatHoro gBopa. O6 3TOM
OZIHaXX/TbI BCKOJIb3b 51 TOBOPHI JlaHueIo B GBITHOCTH ero B Mockse. [ToMuMo -
TepaTypPHOTO OKPY>KeHHUS KOMII. CIIMCKOB B COCTaBe C6-KOB (IPOU3BeeHNs U I1e-
peBoabl EBQumust YymoBCKOTO, 1IePKOBHbIE COUMHEHWS, rped. TeKCThbl B CO. CHH.
483 u mp.), 3a 3TO, BEPOSATHO, TOBOPAT yrmoTpebJieHre rped. CJ0Ba «Bamieiov> B
tekcre Komnunsuu (CuH. 483, 1. 82006.; Hes. 42, 1. 225), TpaHcaUTepaIyis CJI0-
Ba «IPOKJAT> JaT. OykBamu (Cun. 483, 11. 22306.; HeB. 42, 1. 227 06.). B ciucke
F.XVII.11 Bce 3T0 ycTpaHeHO. Bo3MOXHO, HaNn4Yue 3TUX CJI0B B PAHHUX CIIUCKAX
eCTh pe3-T «baJoBCTBa» CIPABIIMKOB, 3HABIIMX I'ped. U JIaT. A3bIKU. B crnuckax
[Tos. pex., 06CIeIOBAHHBIX MHOKO, TIOJOOHBIX BeIlei He NMeeTCsl.

CobopHoe fesiHKe HacueT cBsieHHoaeicTBuiA IOk Mukiisiesa (MuxeeBa)
ObLJI0, IO JAHHBIM UEPOMOH. AMBpOcHs, oK. 1698 1. (HcT. poc. uepapxuu, T. 1. M.,
1807, ctp. 272).

C6. CuH. 483 muicaH pa3HbIMU MOYEPKAMH U BOOOIIIe MpezcTaBisieT cO60i
cocraBHyio pki. Kcratu, c6. HeB. 42 — Toxe.

4 He 3na10, Kakue y Bac ecTb OCHOBaHMA CYUTATD, YTO OAUH U3 CIMCKOB KoMl
peJi. icaH pyKoii camoro EBpumusi.

B suT-pe ecTb yKa3aHue HA TO, YTO OOJIBINYIO YacTh pKil. CuH. 483 3aHnMa-
et aBrorpad EBpumus (Cm. U. H. JleGenesa. [To3nHue rped. XpOHUKK U UX PYC. U
BOCT. epeBo/ibl — IlanecTuHckuii ¢6., Boif. 18 (81). J1., 1968, ctp. 109), Ho He Bco.

M.6., Hax unentTuduKaipei mo4epkoB paboTa crell-Ho J[aHuesnb?

Yro KacaeTcs MeHs, TO 1 He 3aHUMAJICA CIMYeHreM TI0YepKOB KOMIL. CTIUCKOB
¢ aBrorpadpamu EBpumusi. BceM 3TUM, KOHEYHO, HA/0 3aHATHCS B Oyayiem. K
COYKaJIeHUIO, Y MEHs Teleph Majio BO3MOXHOCTel: ciyxk0a ecTb ciyxba, a TUM
paoraet 110 16 4acos.

Xo04y 3aMeTUTh, 9TO MOCK. cniucok «HoB. Mapruputa» B mepeBoze Kyp6cko-
ro HaXoauTCs He B cOOp. YBapoBa — Kak Bl ykaseiBaete B mucbme K . C. Jly-
pbe — a B cobp. YHIOJIbCKOTO.

3aksoyasi muchMo, cepaedHo Bac 6arozapio, r-u KuHaH, 3a BbICKa3aHHbIE
10 MOeMY afipecy 00phie oKeaaHust B HOBoM 1973 r. S Takke BaMm »eato Bcero
JIy4IIero.

C MOCKOBCKUM NIPUBETOM

0. PrikoB
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Ne 4
8 mapra 1973 1.
Mockaa.

JocroyBakaeMbli Kojutera JlaHuesns!

[Tosy4ns oT Bac nMCbMO U, He OTKJIAZIbIBAA Jiesla B I0JITAHA AIUK, OTBevalo.

Bamu mpocbObl IO Mepe CBOUX BO3MOXKHOCTEW M CHJI IIOCTAPAKCh BBIMOJ-
HUTBL™,

B I'IM MHe BbIOpAThCs He TaK MPOCTO: CBsI3aH ciyx6oii, a [IM paboraer 1o
16 yacos. Ho «na3eiiky» Hanzy.

20 ¥ 26 BBINYCKU «3aMKCOK OT/ieIa pyKonuceid», 1 Tom onucanusi Mys. co6.
¥ kHura Kienukosa no GpuaMrpaHsaM U MTeMIeIsIM IaBHO yxe cTajiu 6ubnuorpa-
¢buryecKoil peIKOCTHIO. Bl MPaBUJIBHO MHUINETE O TOM, YTO 3TH CTapble U3/IaHUs
MaJIoBepOATHO OOHAPYXUTb Y OYKUHUCTOB. KcTaTy, 51 cCpaBssics yKe B pszie Ma-
ra3vHOB, U OTBET ObLT Be3/le HeyTellnTe bHBII: HeT 1 He ObLIO.

JlymMaro, 4To ecThb APYroil myTh, GoJiee Ha/ieXXHbIN. BaM Hy)XKHO HamucaThb B
OTZeN MeXyHaponHoro Kuuroobmena b. I1. HaHeBckoMy. DTOT OT/ieN HMeeTcs B
I'BJL. [Tonarato, 4To 37€Ch HOJIbIIE BO3MOXXHOCTEIA.

Y9T0 Ke KacaeTcs 2 JOMOJHUTEIbHOW YacTH K onucanuio CHHOA. €00., TO KaK
TOJIbKO OHA BBIZIET B CBET, 51 ee mpuobpety ass Bac.

C. B. Kutomupckoii s mepezan Bamre HaMmepeHue mucath et B Gimkaiiiree
BpeMmsa*'. OHa CKa3aJa, 4To TaK ¥ AyMaJa, 4YTo Jiesio OyJeT 3HaUUTeIbHO OPOXKe,
4yeM Bl el rOBOpUIIN.

Xouy coobmuts Bam HoBoCTh: 20 yncia B UMJIU cocTouTCs 3aIuTa JUccep-
taimu K. A. YBapoBa Ha Temy: «KHs3b A. M. KypOckuii — mucatenb». C aBTope-
depaTom muccepranuu s 03HaKoMuics B TBJT#2,

C CyIIHOCTBIO B3IJIAZ0B YBapoBa Bel MMean BO3MOXHOCTb IT03HAKOMUTbBCS
Yepe3 ero Te3uChl, KaK s BaM NoKa3bIBaJl.

YBapoB cuuTtaer, 4To c60pHUK co4. Kypbckoro 6bl1 «1moctpoeHs B ITocor.
npuKase, a cama «M.»* nogsuinacsk B cBS3U ¢ UHTepecoM K Heli (1) 11. Anexcess Mu-
xainoBrya. OCHOBaHMEM /Il TAKOTO CYKAEHUSA CIY>KUT OJUH AAIIIIOMaTUYeCKUN
JIOKYMEHT, Haxozadmuiica B CTOKIOJIbMCKOM roc. apxuse B [IIBenuu. B Hem cka-
3aHO, 4TO II. AJIeKcell HaXOAUT 0coOblil MHTepec A uTeHusi B Vicropuu ViBaHa
I'posHoOro, B pacckasax O ero >xecTokocTtax. CI0BO UCTOpUA NepenaeTcsa YBapo-

4

5

The first part of this letter concerns various requests I had made of IuD regarding
books that I hoped to receive.
4

The short comment about S. V. Zhitomirskaia may concern negotiation regarding my
obtaining certain desiderata for the reference library in the manuscript division of GBL
in exchange for the receipt of microfilms I had requested. I had been able to do this
successfully to obtain microfilms of manuscripts from GIM and GPB.

4

S

The avtoreferat is [YBapos 1973]. While IuD seemed uncertain as to whether he would
be able to see the entire dissertation, he was nonetheless willing to answer questions if
Keenan had them regarding it. I do not recall when IuD would have acquainted me with
Uvarov’s fezisy and in what form that might have been.

HWcropus. — DW.

4

&
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BBIM C 60JibII0¥ 6YKBBI. He 3Hat0, Kak ciieiyeT miucath mepByio OYKBY B 9TOM CJIOBe
(HyXHO BUZIeTb TeKCT LIBE/ICKOTO OPUTMHAJA), HO, [JaKe eCIU CJI0BO MUILIeTCs C
60JbIION GYKBBI, 3TO POBHBIM CY€TOM HUYEro He Z0Ka3biBaeT. Iloyemy ObI 10
atoit «MicTopueii» He BueTh XpOHUKY A. [BaHbHMHM, K-pasi, KAK MbI 3HaeM, ObLia
ye B 310 Bpema B Poccun? U T. 11.?

VBapoB, B OT/IMYKE OT MeHs, BbIiessAeT 7 pell. TeKcra «M.»

KaxoBbrl 3xe Tpu pes. U3 4ncia JONOJHUTENbHBIX?

B opny n3 pen. «M» YBapos Beizenser aurep. nepesog «Mcropun» Ha pyc-
CKUH A3bIK, caenaHHbli B 1760 r. crynenToM AH CemeHoM /leBoBUYeM U NOAHe-
CeHHbI YwieHy BoeHHOU KoJuteruu, obepimrraameiicrepy [letpy CupuaoHOBUYY
CymapokoBy. Ceii mepeBoz HaxoguTcst B co6p. akaa. M. H. Tuxomuposa. Kcraty,
KaK yKa3blBaeT TUXOMMPOB, B PyKOIIMCH, IOMUMO «M.», IMeeTCs IepeBof «AByX»
nuceM Kyp6. k UB. IV u mepBoro mucbma UB. IV k Kyp6. (CM. M. H. TuxomMupos.
Onucanue TUXOMPOBCKOTO cobpaHue pykoruceit. M., 1968, ctp. 44).

Hpyroii pex. YBapoB cuuraet crvcku ['BJI, co6p. OUP, N2 255; T'TIB, Dpmu-
Tax. cobp. N2 458 u LITAZTA, Kabuner Exar. I, N2 365. DTu crivicku YBapoB BbI-
ZesseT B T.H. EKaTepUHCKyIO pefl., HO Ha CaMOM [ieJie 3TO OTPBIBKY U3 IPOCTPaH-
HOT'O TeKCTa.

B pen. TUMKOBCKOTO YBapoB BblfleJisieT LATATHBIN TEKCT B TPyZAe 3TOrO Uc-
ciemoBareisi. [To MorM HabJoieHIsIM, B 2 1iuTaTax Tekct «M» Kypb. naH B nepe-
BOJIe Ha PyC. 3., HO 3TO fIBJIEHNE CBOWCTBEHHO MCTOPUOTrpaduy TOrO BpeMeHH, !
TOBOPUTH O KaKOK-TO pefl. TekcTa A rp. H. I1. PymaHueBa, BeCTUMO, He cliefiyet.

WurepecHo, uto co3nanue Kowmm. pen. YBapos cBs3biBaet ¢ EBpumuem Uy-
JOBCKMM U ITaTPpUapxoM AZ[puaHoM U OTHOCUT K 90-M rozam.

CrnoBoM, JlaHuesnb, ¢ JECCepTaleid 3TOi MHe XOTeI0Ch Obl 03HAKOMUTHCS. Y
MeHs KaK 3TO [IOJIy4UTCs, He 3HalO.

Huccepranyss YBapoBa B TeKCTOJIOrO-apxeorpaguyecKoil 4acTu, Ha MOH
B3IJIAZl, COZIEPIKUT PSAZL COMHUTEJIBHBIX U CIIOPHBIX TOJIOKEHNH, HO TeM He MeHee
TIpe/iCTaBJIsIeT UHTepec 1JIs KypOCKOoBesa.

[Monarato, yro B. KuneHy, Bamemy yuutesto, HeGe3bIHTEPECHO ObLIO Obl
3HaTb 3Ty pabory. Eciu ero oHa 3auHTepecyer, 5 MOT Obl, HABepHOe, eMy HaIKCcaTh
OTBeThbI Ha MHTePeCyIollxe ero BOIPOCHI.

K Hacrosmemy MUCbMy IIPUJIaral0 MAIIMHONKCHYIO KOIUIO OJHOM U3 pa-
6ot K. A. YBapoBa. OHO MHTEepeCHO B TOM IJIaHe, YTO YBapOB CYUTAET PKII. YHI.
N2 720 criuckom Brop. mojt. XVI 8. (1) ¥ ¢ MOMOIIbIO ero «pa3buBaeTs KOHIEMIIUIO
Kunena*.

Ha sToMm mucath kondawo. YKenaro Bam cBOGOZIbI ¥ GOMBIIMX TBOPYECKHUX
ycrnexoB. Mol IokJI0H Bamemy yuuTento.

IO. PrikoB

4 It is not clear what work by Uvarov IuD copied and sent in typescript. I had earlier
been able to examine the Undol’skii manuscript referred to and had determined it best
be dated to ca. 1630, certainly not the 16th century. Presumably I had told IuD of this
observation well prior to the appearance of [Waugh 1977: 223, 232-234].
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Ne 5
Mocksa, 09.10.1973.

YBa)kaeMblil KOJUIETa, COBCEM HeaBHO Bblllell B cBeT 34 BhIMycK «3.0.P.»,
KOTOpPBIX yxe cran 6ubianorpaduyeckoil pefKoCcTbi0*. S Kymui BCero JMIIb
2 3K3., KaK aBTop. OJIMH 13 HUX f BbICbLIAI0 BaM Ha 106pyro mamATh 110 moyre. «B
HeZI0CTaTLeX WX B IIOrPelIeHHbIX MOJIUMCS IPOCTUTH», — MIOBTOPSIO A BCJIEA 3a
Kyp6ckum (Cm. PUB, 1. XXXI, c16. 310, cTpoku 5-7).

Jlena y MeHs1 ceifyac IPHOCTAHOBUIIUCH. 3ae/iaeT TeKylas paboTa B OTzee.
Bpemenu nuis1 «ocyra», BO BpeMsi KOero MOXXHO 3aHATbCA TBOPEHUAMHU KHA3A AH-
Zipest, PaKTU4eCKU Maso. X04eTcs BepUTh B JIydllee Oyzyiee.

Kak y Bac gena? 9ro HoBoro? Hanucanu i1 Bel peniensuio Ha «Bectu-Kypan-
Tbl»? YnTtanu i Bel kHury P. I'. CKpbIHHMKOBa

Ha sTOM KOHYar0.

IO. PoikoB

Ne 647

YBa)kaembIi JlaHuen!

ITo3npasisio Bac ¢ HoBeiM rogom. Kenatro Bam 310poBbs, c4acThbs U 607b-
IIMX TBOPYECKUX YCIeXoB Ha ciyx6e y Kiuo.

Ouens GrarozapeH Bam 3a npucbuiky Bameii ny6ivkanuu B AE* u Bammx
penensuii Ha «Ouepku» C. M. Kamranosa® u Ha «Bectu-Kypautei».*® (B 6yzy-
IIIeM MeYTalo YCTPOUTh cebe «mkOe3»). Takxe 6arosapeH Bam u 3a y4mue no-
XeJlaHuA 1o MoeMy azpecy. K coxxasneHuIo, MOU Jiesla cefiuac IpUOCTaHOBUIIUCD.
Hazerock, 4TO B HOBOM rOZly OHY TIPUAYT B ABMIKeHMe. JIaii-To OOr...

MHTepecHO, cobupaercs i r-H KiHaH f1aBaTh «0TIOBeb> CKPHIHHUKOBY?

C MOCKOBCKUM IIPUBETOM

10. PrikoB

Ne 751

MHoroyBakaemblii [laHN371b!

[Mo3apasnsio Bac u Bamy cynpyry ¢ HoBeim 1975 ronom! XKenato Bam Bcex
671ar B )KM3HU U HOBBIX HAYYHBIX YCIIEXOB.

4 [PoikoB 1972a].
4 |CkpbIHHUKOB 1973].

47 Presumably this note on a New Year greeting card cannot be earlier than end of 1973
or beginning of 1974.

% Vo [Waugh] 1972.
4 [Waugh 1973a].
50 [Waugh 1973b].

51 The date presumably is that on the offprint of [PeikoB 1974], which arrived with this
card: 28 December 1974.
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[Tosb3yHOCh CydaeM, OTIIPaBJIsiio BaM OTTHCK cBoeil paboThL. I Hamkcas cTa-
thi0 1711 TOZPJI 06 uctounukax 1 nociauusi Kypbckoro k napro®2 XKy perrenust
PeAKOJLIernH.

C cumnarueii k Bam

0. PrikoB

° 8
11.05.76

I'my6oxoyBaxeMblil Kostera Jauuamb Knapk Yo!

C 6oJIbIINM HHTEpecoM st 03HaKOMUICS ¢ Baieit paboToii 0 cobpaHiu pyKo-
nuceii rpadpa ®. A. Toncroro®.

A XoTen TONBbKO 1aTh BaM HeKOTOpbIe NOTONHUTENIbHbIE CBeJleHNs, KOTOpble
cJIe/10BaJIo ObI BKJIIOYUTD B Bamy pabory.

Pykonucek N2 124 u3 V orzenenus cobpanus (c. 114 Bameii paboTbl) Haxo-
zuTcs B HacT. BP. B 'oc. 6ub-ke CCCP uM. B. 1. JlenuHa oz mudppom Mys. cobp.
N2 9021. Bt0 c6opHuUK ucTopudeckuii cep. XVIII B. Ha 206 . (II + 204), B 4°.

[TpuMeThI IPUHA/JIEXHOCTH PYKOIMCU K TOJICTOBCKOMY COOPaHHMIO CIIeyI0-
mue. Ha HyKHel yacTy Kopelllka Te4aTHas HakjelKa CO BIMCAHHBIMU OT PYKU
nudpamu: «Otzen. V, N2 1[24]». Ha 06. BepXHeii KPBILIKY IeYaTHbINA SKCIUOPUC:
«13 6ubnuotexu rpada @. A. Toncrosa. Otzmen. V, N2 124> (unudpsl BIUCaHbI OT
pyku). Ha 1. I: «<O1a.V, n = 124» (depaunamu). [Touepk IT. M. Ctpoesa.

Eme coobiy Bam o pykonucu Toc. 6ub-ku um. M. E. CantbikoBa-Ileapu-
Ha, K-pas, 04eBU/IHO, TaKXe TPUHAATEXUT K cobpanuio Toicroro. Oto EBaH-
reje-TeTp, NMcaHHoe B 1527 r. nox BsAspmoit muciiom CuzsopoM I'puropbeBeiM
cetHOM. Ero muép — Q.I, N2 21. Ha KopelKe 3TO PyKONUCH UMEIOTCS IBe CTa-
pble OyMaxHble HakJIeiku. Ha ofHOM 13 HUX (BepxHeil) mucaH HoMep «23», Ha
Ipyroi (HwkHeit) — Ha3BaHue U ObiBIINIA mUp: «OTa. 11, N2 529. EBaurenue,
nucanH|oe] Ha Gymare. 1527». Ha3BaHue MICAHO [TOYEPKOM, MOZIPAKAIONIUM I10-
JyycTaBy, a mup HaAIICaH Ha/l HA3BaHUeM I03/[Hee IPaXXIaHCKUM TI0YepKOM. B
«Tperbem npubasienun» I1. M. Crpoea nocienuuit HoMmep II otnenenus — 522
(ctp. 108 Baeii paboTbl), a HOMep pykonucu (coBpeMeHHbIi) Q.1.21 mpomnyiexn
Bawmu Bo 2 Tabsume (ctp. 53 Baeit paboTb).

Bort noka Bcé, 4To 51 Mory Bam cooOuuTb.

C ny4mnMu noxenaHusAmMy Bam v Bameit cembe

0. PrikoB

52 [PbIkoB 1976].

3 The subject here is my guide to the manuscripts that once belonged to Count
F. A. Tolstoi, a little book I compiled from material gathered during a brief visit
to Leningrad in 1995 [Waugh 1977/1980]. I sent photocopies of the typescript to
colleagues prior to its publication; it is probably one of those to which IuD refers. The
book was first published in a microfiche edition in 1977 and then in a minimally revised
hard copy in 1980. On the circumstances connected with the appearance of that book,
see [Waugh 2014, 2: 33-34].
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Ne 9
Mocksa, 23.05.1976 1.

['ny6okoyBakeMblil Kositera Januanbs Knapk Yo!

s1 nenan 3ampoc B JIeHMHrpaj 10 OBOAY 06BbSICHEHHUS CTApOro mudpa pyko-
nucu Q.I. N2 21 u3 OcHoBHOTO cobpanus pykorceil Bubnuorexu uM. CanTbIKo-
Ba-1llespuHa: He TOJICTOBCKAst Ji 3Ta PyKonuch. OTBeT ObUT HAIMCAH COTPY/IHU-
neit otnena bponucnaBoil AnexkcanaposHoii I'panoBoir™. Ilo ee naHHBIM, PyKoO-
nuck Q.I. N2 21 «He uMeeT oTHoLIeHus K cob6panuto Toscroro. Crapsiil mmdpp Ha
kopettke 3Tol pykonucu (OTz. IT, N2 529) cooTBeTCTByeT pyKOIUCHOMY KaTaJIory
A. X. BocTOKOBa, KOTOPBIN MIPUHAJ cucTeMy CTpoeBa [jisi OIMCAHUM PYKOIUCeH,
noJy4uBIIMX B ITy6iMuHyro OGMOIMOTEKY M3 APYyrux COOpaHMil. DTOT KaTajior
KakK ObI MpozoIKaeT 2-e nprbaBieHne CTpoeBa, MO3TOMY ¥ MOSIBUJIUCH MUPPHI,
TM0JI0HBIE TOJICTOBCKUM PYKOIHUCSIM. ..

Bpemst OCTYIIeHHsI PYKOIIMCY B OMOIMOTEKY TIOKA YCTaHOBUTD He YaI0Ch».

He yzn0B/IeTBOPUBIIMCH TaKUM OTBETOM, 51 CZeJaJl ellie OAWUH 3alpoc: Jen-
CTBUTEJILHO Ji BOCTOKOB MOAMU(POBBIBAT K TOJICTOBCKOMY COOPAHHIO PYKOTIUCH
OPYrUX cOOPaHUit MM OH MOJKJII0YAJ K HeMY PYKOTIUCH TOJICTOBCKHE, KAKOB 00'b-
eM 3TOro KaTajuora BoCTOKOBa, ¢ KaKOro U o Kakoi N2 OH COZIepUT Ha3BaHUS
PYKOIIKCEH U T. II.

W3BectHO 11 BaM 0H TOM, uTO BocTOKOB nipunsan cucremy II. M. Ctpoesa u
KakK Obl POIOJIKKI 2 HprbaBIeHue MocyeHero? (51 4To-To COMHEBAIOCh).

3aBTpa 51 ye3xato B apxeorpaduyecKyro SKCIeAULHI0 U 6yay B MOCKBe TOKMO
qepe3 MecALl.

I1lmr0 Bam u Bceit Barteit ceMbe 100pbie TTOKeTaHus.

IO. PoIKOB.

NeNe 10, 11 (sent in the same envelope)

Ne 10
Mockaa, 2.7.1976

[y6GoKoyBakaeMblii KoJtera!

CepneuHo nmo3zpasisto Bac u Bary cynpyry ¢ poxaeHueM HacienHukal® 06
3TOM 4 y3Ha’ oT A. A. 3UMUHA U 3a049HO, TaK CKa3aTh, IO3HAKOMUJICA ¢ Barei
CYIPYro¥ ¥ CBIHOM 4epe3 mocpezicTBO ¢poTorpaduu, KOTOpyro Bul eMy npucmany.
Bama pagoctb MHe 6/1M3Ka 1 OHATHA, ©00 Y MeHs TakKe POAUIICS CbiH 17 peBpa-

5t B. A. Gradova of the Manuscript Division of GPB was an expert on the Tolstoi
collection. After the publication of my book, she co-authored with B. M. Kloss and
V. I. Koretskii an important two-part article on the manuscripts in the collection of
D. M. Golitsyn, many of whose books then were acquired by Tolstoi [the first part is
I'panosa, Knocc, Koperkuit 1979]. My book had provided a preliminary list of them,
which that study extended and corrected.

5 My son is Maximilian Daniel Waugh, born on 6 April 1976; his mother is Marina
Aleksandrovna Tolmacheva.
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14 cero roga. Ero mel Hapeku ITaBnoM. OH pacTéT 310poBbIM U BecénbiM. Koraa
OH y/ibIbaeTCst, HaC HeBOJIBHO OXBAThIBAET HEOHCYeMbIi BOCTOPT... VI MaTh, U ChIH
HaxOZISATCs B HACTOsAIee BpeMsi B ropozie TamboBe y 6a0ymku. S X mocemiato Ha-
e3namu. Yepes HefieJIro [yMaro B3SATh OTIYCK U HOTOCTUTH B TamboBe.

S BepHyscs u3 apxeorpaduyeckoil skcrmemuuuu. [IprBe3 26 PyKOMHUCEH.
Opna u3s HUX — 3Be3ja npecsernad — XVII B, 5 apyrux — XVIII B. OcranbHble
narupytotcsa XIX n XX BB.*

IMonyuun nmuceMo oT b. A. I'pafioBo, KOTOpas MOATBepPXAadeT, YTO PYKONHUC-
HbIii Katasor A. X. BocTokoBa siBnisietcst Kak ObI mpomoikeHeM 2-1o «[Ipubasie-
Hust» [1. M. CTpoeBa ¥ BKJIIOYaeT B cebsi pyKOMUCH, MOCTymuBInue B [1y61ndHyo
OUOINOTEKY «C Havajia ee OCHOBAaHUs B TOM 4ucIie U cobpanue Jly6poBckoro!» B
3TOM KaTaJiore 3anucaHo, Hanpumep, OcrpomupoBo EBanrenue (Otz. 1, N2 462),
KOTOpOe HaxoauTcs B 6ubiauoreke ¢ 1806 r. BceM 3TUM U BBI3BaHO TOSIBJIEHIE
mppoB, Mogo6HbIX ToJACTOBCKUM. T. 0., EBaHrenue 1527 r. cjefyeT CYUTaTh
PYKOINHUCHIO, He BXOIMBINEN B COCTAB TOJCTOBCKOTO cOOpaHus. Mexay mpodn,
I'pazoBa muIIeT, YTO «BCe MIECThb P-Ceid, B3ATBIX BOCTOKOBBIM AOMOJHUTENBHO (U3
YUCJTa KHUT, OMUCaHHbIX B «TpeTbeM mpubasnenuns Crpoesa, — FO. P.), Takxe
BOLILJIM B €T0 KaTaJor, HO yXe N0/ APYTUMU HOMepaMu».

Ha 3TOM 4 KOH4YaI0 CBOE IIMChbMO.

JKenato Bam 1 Bcemy Baiiemy ceMeiicTBY KM3HEHHOTO 6JIaroMoOydus U c4a-
CThs!

IO. PrikoB.

Ne11l
MockBa, 3.7.1976

T'my6okoyBaxkaeMblit JlaHUAIIb!

Cerojns yrpoMm mony4ui ot Bac mucemo ot 16.06.

$1 He HallleJ1 HUKaKUX CBeJIEHUI B OTHOIIEHUH TOTO, Kak c6opHUK N2 9021 u3
Mys3. cobpanus nomar B Hamy 6u6a1oTeKy. B Manmuonucaom T. V «Onmcanus» py-
korrcelt atoro coopanus Ne 9021 momerieH cpeay pykonucei, mocTynuBIKuX B My3.
coOpanne, cortacHo KoJIoHTUTYAaM, B 1936—-1940 rr. (c. 311-312). B kaure mpeanoxe-
HUI 32 yKa3aHHBIC TOJIBI sl HE HAILIEI 3TOH PYKOIIHCH.

Ouepenrbie ToMa «Onucanus» My3. cobpanust 6yayT U30aBaThCs, HO 3TO 6Y-
met Heckopo®’. CHavasa 10/KHa OyeT BBIATY cepusi TOMOB KaTajiora-ClipaBOYHHIKa

% The archaeographic expedition which IuD led worked in Iaroslavl’ oblast’ 24 May—22
June 1976. For the published description of the books, see [PbikoB 1979].

57 Indeed it was not “soon”; the second volume, not the work of IuD, is Myseiinoe
cobpanue 1997, about which S. V. Zhitomirskaia [2006: 536] caustically remarked that
the meticulous earlier senior scholar for early manuscripts, “I. M. Kudraivtsev would
have turned in his grave, it he could have seen this volume—a crude reprinting of a
typescript full of mistakes and imprecision!” / <M. M. KyzapsiBues nepeBepHyJicst 651
B rpoby, eciiu Obl YBU/EJ 9TOT TOM — IIPUMUTHBHYIO TleperieyaTky MaluHONMCHOTO
TEKCTa C Maccoii OUMOOK U HETOYHOCTEH!»
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10 BceM cOOpaHusAM, a 9Ta paboTa 3aTATMBAeTCs IPUMEPHO JIeT Ha CeMb. B KoHIje
3TOTO TOZia MpeArosaraeTcs cada B U3aTebCTBO TOMBKO 1 yactu 1 ToMa, KoTopast
OyneT mocBsiieHa UCTOPUH JOPEBOJTIOIMOHHBIX COOpaHUil GHOIUOTEKIS,

JKanb, KoHe4HO, yTo Bam npuess B MockBy u JIeHMHrpaz OTJIOXEH, HO MO-
XeT ObITh B CJiefl. roy Bam ynacrcst mpuexath. Be3 pykomnucHoit 6a3bl paboTath
OYeHb TPYJHO.

K 1o6usneto [I. C. JIuxadea gosmkeH Boiiiti T. XXXI «TpynoB otzena ApeBHe-
PYCCKO¥ JIuTepaTypbl». B HeM OMellleHbl OueHb HHTepecHbIe paboThI O Tepenu-
cke MBana IV u Kyp6ckoro 4. C. Jypbe® u A. A. 3umuHa.*® BkitoueHa B 3TOT TOM
¥ MOsI 3aMeTKa, MOCBsiIeHHas pobeme uctouHUKOB 1 mocmanus Kyp6ekoro.®! 1
00s13aTeIbHO MPHIILII0 BaM OTTHCK 3TO# pabOTHL.

10. PrikoB

Ne 1262

T'ny6okoyBaxaeMmblil Jauuaib! [To3zapasnsio Bac u Bcex Bamux 61M3Kux ¢
3amevarebHBIM Npa3gHUKOM — HoBbIM rogom. XKemnaro Bam Bcem 6ostbiioro cya-
CTbS, KPEIKOTO 37I0POBbS U IPYTUX KXU3HEHHBIX OJ1ar.

Y MeH$ 0cOOBIX HOBOCTe! HeT. ENMHCTBEHHOE, YTO pajiyeT, — 3TO TO, 4TO B
3TOM HOBOM TOZly I0JDKHA BBIATH B cBeT «Ilepenucka MBaHa I'po3Horo ¢ Kyp6-
CKMM», B IIOATOTOBKE KOTOPOM eCTb X MOY TPyA.** Bripodem, pe/iCTOUT ellle He-
MaJIo XJIOTIOT.

Bcero nobporo Bam.

Moii HoBoroHMY TpUBeT O. KuHany.

IO. PrixoB.

Ne 1364

T'ny6okoyBakaeMblii JlaHUAIIb!

[Mosppasinsrwo Bac, Bamy cynpyry Mapuny 1 Manblmky Makca ¢ HoBbIM ro-
nom! JKenato BaM 370pOBb#, CUACThS ¥ BCEX IPYIUX XXKU3HEHHBIX Oiar!

Kax Brl noxxusaere? Yto HoBeHbKOr0? ITocnenHee, uTo g Buzien y Bac, — aTo
BTOpast yacTh Bamrero uccienoBanus o cobpanuu I1. M. Ctpoesa B T. 32 «Tpyznos
OT/ieJ1a IPEeBHEPYCCKOM IUTePaTyphI»®.

8 In fact only the first three parts of vol. 1 (out of a planned five volumes) appeared, the
last in 1996 [Pykonucusie cobpanust [BJI 1983-1996].

3 [Jypse 1976].
0 [3umun 1976].
¢l [PeikoB 1976].

¢2 Undated, but probably the end of 1978. On a card with a reproduction of
B. M. Kustodiev’s 1916 painting “Shrovetide”/ Macnenuuna.

63 [ITepemucka 1979].
% Note on New Year’s card, sent after N 12.
% [Vo0 1976, Idem 1977].
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s1 Koe-4To0 cenan B oTHomeHuu «Ilepemucku» I'posnoro ¢ Kyp6ckum. Hane-
10Ch, 4TO B Oyayiem 1979 rozy Bel 3T0 CMOKeTe YBUIETh.

Ceiiyac BpeMeHU CBOOOJHOTO y MeHs MPAKTUYeCKH HeT — Mocjie paboThl
3aHMMAIOCh C CBIHOM, IOMOTAI0 JXeHe 10 X03A1CTBY. O Hay4HBIX 3aHATUAX IOKa
IPUXOJUTCSA TOJIBKO Me4TaTh.

[pod. D. Kunau mpucian MHe OTTUCK CBOero ucciaenoBanusi 06 «Vcropu-
1»,% HO £ 10 CUX [IOP C 3TUM UCCIeI0BaHNEM He II03HAaKOMUJICA JOCTIOBHO U3-3a
He3HaHUS aHTJIMUCKOro A3bIKa. CyThb 3TOTO UCCIe0BAHNUA A 3HAIO CO CJIOB CAMOTO
9. Kunana: oH MHe nucan. Hazieroch, 4TO y MeHsI CO BpeMeHeM HalleTcsl BO3MOK-
HOCTB [1ePeBeCTU 3TOT TEKCT.

Eme pas no3gpasinsaio ¢ Hosbim rogom!

C NCKpeHHBIM yBaXXeHreM

0. PrikoB
nexabpn 1978 1.

Ne 14
Mocksa, 27 mapra 1979

[y6oKoyBakaeMblii Kosiiera JlaHu3 ib!

[To3apaBisiio Bac ¢ BBIXOIOM B CBeT Baieil 1ieHHOUN KHUTH® 1 cepiedHo 6Jia-
roziapio 3a Heé.

CyuTar0 CBOMM JOJITOM COOOMUTH, YTO B PecrnybinMKaHCKOW MyOIMIHOM
6ubnmorexe nmenn Anuinepa HaBou B TaiikeHnTe xpaHutcs pykonuch XVIII B.,

coaepxaas aHOKQI/IQbI/I‘IECKyIO NEPENnrCKy TYPEIKOIr'o CyJITaHa C NOJIbCKUM KOPO-

7€M, PUMCKVIM [lecapeM ¥ YUTUPUHCKUMY Ka3akaMu. JII0OOMbITHO, 4TO B COCTaBe
OKDYXeHHS ecTb U mogMeHHas nepernucka Ilerpa I ¢ Typenkum cyntaHoM.*® DTo

CBOEro pojia UCTOpUYecKas napasuielb.

ITonarato, 4To Bam 06s3aTeIbHO HAZI0 03HAKOMUTBCS C TEKCTAMH TAIIKeHT-
CKOW PYKOITUCH.

[Toapo6GHOe orKcaHKe 3Toi pyKomucu cM. B pabote A. Y. MasyHuHa «Cra-
BSIHO-pPyccKue pykonucy HayuHoit 616mroTexy TalIKeHTCKOTO YHUBEpPCUTeTa U
Pecniy6ukanckoyt 6ubnuorekn nmenn Anuinepa HaBous (Tpyzbl otzena apes-
HepycCcKou urepaTypsl, T. 32. JI., 1977, c. 380-382).

JKenaro BaM HOBBIX TBOPUYECKUX YCIIEXOB Ha Ciyx6e y Kiro.

0. PrikoB

% [Keenan 1978].
¢ [Waugh 1978].

¢ Obviously this would have attracted IuD’s attention where he had just received my
book about the apocryphal correspondence of with the Ottoman sultan. Since the book
was now out, presumably I just filed away this information and forgot about it, until, in
the 1990s, when planning a trip to Tashkent, I “re-discovered” Mazunin’s description
of the manuscript, which then proved to be incredibly interesting and would be the
basis for an entire monograph [Waugh 2003]. In that book, I made no mention of this
letter from IuD, which first brought the Tashkent manuscript to my attention.
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Ne 15
Mockga, 22 dpepains 1981 r.

['ny6oKoyBakaeMblii JlaHU3 b,

Paz 6b11 mosyduTs Baiile mociaHue.

HecKoJIbKO CJIOB O CBOUMX ZiefaX. S MOATOTOBKJI K MyOJIMKALUKA HECKOJIbKO
HOBOHal/leHHbIX akToB Criaco-ITpunyukoro MoHacTeipag XV B.* B HblHelHeM
rozly o/kHa ObITh BhimymieHa «[lepenucka MBana I'posHoro ¢ AHzpeeM Kyp6-
CKuM». DTO Oyzer 2-0¥ «3aBOJ», HO MCIPaBJIEHHBIN MO cpaBHeHUIO ¢ 1biM. Ha
TUTyJIe OyzeT cTosATh: «MockBa — 1981».

MHe 651710 651 HHTEpPECHO 3HATh Baiire MHeH¥e 0 «Ilepernickes.

[Monyyunu 1u Bel TOT 3K3eMILIAP, KOTOPHIN MbI BaM mocnianu mpexze?™

MeHs BosHyeT cynbba cOOpHUKA, MOCBSILIEHHOTO A. A. 3umuHy. X0Tenoch
Obl BepUTh, YTO BCe OyZeT 6JaromosydyHo ¢ U3aHUeM; Hy U, KOHEYHO Xe, XOTe-
JI0Ch ObI 03HAKOMUTHCS C TEKCTOM”'.

ITomuauTre 11 Bbl, KaK MbI OZIHAX/IbI BCTPETUINCH HAa KBapTUpe y A. A. 3u-
MuHar» Kak oH apyxeckn Bac moxsoneisai 1o mjedy ¥ IONPOCTY, HO-PYCCKU, Ha-
3bIBas Bac Jlanunioi...

06 A. A. Bcerna xoueTcsi AyMaTb, KaK O )KMIBOM 4eJIOBeKe, 1 IPOCTO He YKJIa-
IBIBAETCS B MBICIIAX, YTO 25 QpeBpasis C. I'. UCHONHSAETCS TOJl, KaK ero HeT B HaMH...

I[Tocbunato Bam 6anzmeposbio «Onucanue pykonuceid Yy10BCKOro cobpaHusi»
T. H. TIpoTacbeBoii’. 51 nymato, 4To OHO 11 Bac MHTepecHO U HYKHO.

C ny4IIMMu NOKeJaHUusAMU

Bawm 1 Bamvm 6;113KuM

I0. PrixoB

% [PoikoB 1982a]. In 1985 [uD sent me a copy of the volume with his article on which
he wrote the following inscription: «Iny6okoyBaskeMoMy KoJiiere JJaHuamnio Yo
C JIyYIIMMU TIOKeJIaHUSMU ¥ C MOCKOBCKMM HPUBETOM. DTy PaboTy 51 MBICTIEHHO
MOCBSITHJI CBETJION MaMsATH He3a0BEeHHOro Moero Yuutess A. A. 3uMKHa, U MHe
ZIOCTaBJIAeT Y/0BOJIbCTBHE BPYYUTh ee BaM Kak uesoBeKy, KOTOPOTo Moil Y4uTesb
BBICOKO IIeHIJI 33 BKJIaZl B HayKy. 22.V.1985 r. MockBa».

7

3

Indeed I had received the copy of the 1979 first edition, which I treasure, as

it is inscribed by most of the scholars who produced it: «Toporomy Jlanuaimo
JloHaJIb/J0BIYY, BO MHOTOM [IOMOTIIEMY [IPU HAaIMCAHNY 3TOM KHUTH — C IIPHBETOM U
6narogapHoctbio. [I. JIuxaues, 5. JIypbe, 0. Poiko, B. Ko6pus. 28.1X.79». While the
signatures are all individual, the inscription is in Lur’e’s hand and ink: he was the only
one who insisted on using my patronymic, something I always avoided, given the fact
that it sounds so odd in Russian (I use my middle name). I never reviewed [Ilepemncka
1979] and probably did not send IuD any substantial comments about the book.

7.

This may be a reference to [Poccus 1982], the Festschrift prepared by AAZ’s Russian
colleagues but which was censored to exclude any indication of its dedication. IuD had
an article in it [PsikoB 1982b]. Alternatively, the reference could be to the Festschrift
which I was preparing and about which I had informed AAZ on the eve of his death

in 1980 [Waugh 1985]. That book, which was the first such commemorative volume
openly to honor him, presumably was the main reason I was invited to sit at the podium
when the first Zimin memorial readings took place in 1990.

72 [IIpotackea 1980].
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