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Abstract

During the first half of the XVIIIth century in Russia,

deep social and cultural changes Ied to a chaotic linquistic

situation. The Russian scholar Michail Lomonosov played a

key role in the grammatical and lexical organizatian of the

Russian literary language around the middle of the century.

His contributions are reviewed and their importance analyzed

in the present thesis.

Chapter One provides an analysis of the linguistic

situation during the first half of the XVIIIth century. The

raIe and the functions of different linguistic elements are

examined, including West European lexical borrowings, the

native Russian, the Church Slavonie, and their mutual

interactions.

Chapters two and three analyze M. Lomonosov's raIe in

the standardization of Russian grammar and vocabulary by

examining his two m~jor philological works: the POccHHcKaH
rpaMMaTHKa and the article "IIpellHcJIOBHe 0 rrOJIb3e KHHr

uepKoBHHX B pOCCHHCKOM H3IlKe."

Although Lomonosov's merit is widely acknowledged among

scholars, the importance of his stylistic theory has been

chaiienged lately. In Chapter Four, Lomonosov's linguistic

contributions· to the development of the modern Russian

literary language are weighed and assessed against these

critical arguments.
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Résumé

Les changements socio-culturels profonds que la Russie

a connu durant la première moitié du XVIIIe siècle ont eu

pour conséquence un chaos linguistique. Une réorganisation

de la langue littéraire russe, notamment de la grammaire et

du vocabulaire, était devenue impérative, et c'est

précisément dans ce domaine que Michail Lomonosov, écrivain

et linguiste russe, a joué un role important. Son apport

linguistique au développement de la langue littéraire russe

moderne est examiné dans le présent travail.

Le premier chapitre analyse la situation linguistique de

la première moitié du XVIIIe siècle. Le rôle et la fonction

de différentes entitées linguistiques (les emprunts lexicals

de Europe occidentale, le russe et le slavon), ainsi que

leur interaction mutuelle, sont examinés.

Le deuxième et le troisième chapitre examinent le rôle

de Lomonosov dans la standardisation de la grammaire et du

vocabulaire en analysant deux de ses oeuvres majeures: la

PoccHiicKaH rpaMMaTHxa et son article "llpelIHcrroBHe 0 rrOJI:D3e

KHHr uepKoBHHX B poccaACKOM H3HKe."
L'importance de la contribution linguistique de

Lomonosov est largement reconnue parmi les investigateurs.

Or, certains parmi eux ont remis en question la portée de sa

théorie des styles. Dans le quatrième chapitre, cette

question contestée est re-examinée au moyen d'une

confrontation des opinions différentes .
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Preface

My decision to undertake the present thesis work was

influenced by G.H.Worth's article "Thoughts on the turning

point in the history of literary Russian: eighteenth

century"l which greatly stimulated my already existing

interest in M. Lomonosov's philological work. As my readi~gs

and my research progressed, so grew my admiration and my

respect for this truly universal scholar. As Prof. Paul

Austin once said during one of our conversations, Lomonosov

was a true Renaissance Man. AlI the acknowledgements he

received as scientist, linguist and writer - during his own

time and ever since - result from thorough research and

scholarly assessments of this exceptional and universal

mind. In contrast, the recent controversies surrounding

Lomonosov's stylistic theory are due, in my opinion, to the

tendency of some scholars to examine Lomonosov's theory from

a narrow and one-sided perspective. His stylistic theory

should be viewed in a broad historical context and not as an

isolated work. Thus, the aim of the present study is to

provide insights into the important role that Lomonosov

played in the development of the modern Russian literary

language.

Due ta difficulties in abtaining some literary sources,

references to these sources have been made by means of

indirect quotations. As a result, sorne of the

bibliographical references have remained incomplete, since

they appear as such in the texts from which they were taken.

l would like to take this opportunity to thank Prof.

Austin for his helpful guidance and advice as weIl as Ms.

Linda Bastien for her kind assistance. l am particulary

1 G.R. Worth, "Thoughts on the turning point in the history of
literary Russian: eighteenth century" International Journal of
Slavic Linguistics, 13 (The Hague: Mouton, 1970) 125-135 •
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indebted ta my husband for his (very precious) time he sa

generous~y and ~oving~y gave ta he~p me with technical

aspects and the final editing of this work as weIl as his

patience and his moral support throughout the preparation of

this thesis.

Olgica Zingg-Jerotic
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Introduction

It is general1y accepted among scholars that the

history of the written language and written literature

(ITHCbMeHHocTb) in Russia beqins towards the end of the tenth

century with the introduction of Christianity from the

Byzantine Empire into the Russian lands. 2 At the time of the

conversion of Prince Vladimir in 988 and the official

acceptance of the Christian religion by Kievan Rus', the

first alphabet (known as Cyrillic), and the first written

texts emerged. The language in which they were written is

known as the Old Church Slavonie. By this term we understand

a Macedonean dialect that was probably spaken in the regian

of Salonica and was used by the brothers cyril and

Methodius, in the middle of the ninth century, for the

translation of liturgical books from Greek. This Old Church

Slavonie language was qreatly influeneed by Greek, from

whieh it borrowed large amount of vocabulary, phraseology

and syntaxe Originally, Old Church Slavonie was conceived

and used for ecelesiastical purposes only. However, as the

chureh beeame the center of learning and culture, and aIl

intellectual aetivities became conneeted - in one way or

another - to the religious activities, Church Slavonie

rapidly emerged as the language of culture amonq the

Russians and the Balkan Slavs. Consequently, Church Slavonie

acquired the status of the literary language and served

exclusively as the written language. Nevertheless, it was

not the only written language in medieval Russia. The native

Russian, which was the every-day spoken language, was used

2 There is a theory, supported among others by S. obnorskii,
which claims that a written Russian language existed weIl
before the introduction of Christianity. However, there are no
surviving original texts dating before the eleventh century
that would support such a theory •
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for the oral literature, including epic poetry, lyric songs

and fairy tales. Occasionally, it was used as the written

language as weIl, specifically for administrative and legal

documents, business correspondence and other non-literary

purposes. Thus, there were two written languages, and each

of them had a specifie function. Literature was composed in

Church Slavonie, and non-literary texts were written in

colloquial Russian, known as the rrpHxa3HHH B:3HK. 3 These two

separate linguistic entities coexisted throughout the Middle

Ages. Although Church Slavonie must have been relatively

close to Old Russian in ancient times, as the centuries went

by, the spoken Russian evolved, and the gap between the two

languages became ever larger. There were, to a certain

degree, mutual interference and influence between the two

languages throughout the centuries, but their dualism

essentially continued during the Kievan (XI-XIIIe.) and the

Moscovite periods (XIV-XVIIe.) up to the eighteenth century.

The phenomenon that oceurred in Russia in the fifteenth

eentury, known as the Second South Slavie Inf~uenee, did not

help bridge the gap between the two languages. Only in the

sixteenth century, the situation began slowly to change, and

the lay language started to infiltrate the literary

writings. This process was weIl underway during the

seventeenth century, due to the development and the

expansion of the secular literature. with the appearance of

3 It can be argued whether or not Church Slavonie was the only
language used for literary purposes. This depends on the
definition we give to the ward ~iterature. In our times,
argues B.O. Unbegaun ("Colloquial and Literary Russian,"
Oxford Slavonie papers, Vol. 1 [1950]: 126-136), the notion of
literature has been expanded. For example, texts of general
interest such as the treatise on domestic economy (llOMOCTPOH),
which was written in colloquial Russian, was not considered as
Iiterature in ancient Russia. Thus, if we accept this kind of
writings into the domain of literature, we can state that the
coiloquiai Russian was aiso used for literary purposes, that
is to say, for the lay literature .
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new literary genres - stories, tales, legends, different

genres of plebeian literature - the eontiguity of the two

languages became ever stronger. In this respect, the

literary work of Avakum is a good example for the bold

eombination of Russian popular speech and Chureh Slavonie

language. 4 At the same time, Church Slavonie gradually

penetrated the business language as weIl. Hence, in the

seventeenth eentury, Chureh Slavonie had lost its homogenous

eharacter due to the infiltration of the elements from the

living Russian speech on the one hand, and, beeause the

"MOcKoBcKasr H D"';lŒOCJIaBHHCKaH pe.aaKUHH cKpemHBaJIHCb C

pe.aaKUHe:a Dro-3arra.aHoH (YKpaHHCKO-6eJIopYCCKOH), ,,5 on the

other hand. At the same time, the Church Slavonie started to

lose its prestigious position of being the language of

literature. The area of its use narrowed eonsiderably, its

application b7ing reserved for religious and liturgiea1

purposes. But far from disappearing from the general

literary scene, Church Slavonie linguistic elements, i.e.,

Church Slavonieisms, beeame incorporated into the lay

literature, in which the everyday Russian language

prevailed.

While the native Russian and the Church Slavonie

continued ta coexist, during the Time of Troubles (1584

1613) and onwards, throughout the seventeenth eentury, an

additional phenomenon occurred - the borrowing of West

European lexical elements. West European influence first

penetrated into Russia via Ukraine. Due to the annexation of

Ukraine into the Moscovite State in 1654, a powerful

Ukrainian influence was felt on Russian cultural and social

life during the second half of the seventeenth century. Both

4 See <p.II. cflHJIHH, HCTOKH H CYlIh6H PYCCKoro JIHTepaTypHoro H3HKa
(MOCKBa: HaYKa, 1981) 111-113.

5 cflHJIHH, lfCTOKH H CYIlb6H 108 .

3



•

•

•

Moscow and Kiev eontinued to be two most important eenters

of the Church Slavonie tradition during that time. Kiev,

beinq historically the cradle of the East European

(Byzantine) culture, preserved the Church Slavonie

tradition, and it was there that the Ukrainian scholar M.

Smotrickii published, in 1619, the first Church Slavonie

normative grammar. It was also in Kiev that the first traces

of the use of Church Slavonie in the secular literature can

be found. Being in direct geographical contact with Poland,

Ukraine was exposed to the West European scholastic

tradition, whose influence reached Moscow in the seventeenth

century, mainly through Kiev. With the West European

scholastic tradition came the infiltration of foreign

vocabulary, Polish and Latin in the first place, affeeting

not only the Russian but the Church Slavonie language as

weIl. This intensified the already problematie interrelation

between the Russian and the Church Slavonie. AlI these

literary and linguistic changes disturbed the hierarchy that

existed since the Middle Ages between the two languages, and

greatly challenged the supremaey and the prestige of Church

Slavonie. Thus, at the end of the seventeenth century in

Russia, there was neither a weIl defined form for the

literary writing, nar an established literary norm in which

literature could be composed. It was the beginning of a

linguistic and literary crisis.

The linguistic situation was further complicated and the

crisis accentuated during the first quarter of the

eighteenth century, when the so-called westernization of

Russia occurred. The reign of Peter the Great (1682-1725)

brought profound and rapid reforms in all fields of human

activities, and this led to massive lexical barrowings from

West European eountries: a flood of Duteh, German, English

and, ta a lesser degree, French wards, came pauring inta

Russia. This eomplex linguistie situation resulted in a

quasi-total absence of rules and regulations, often

4
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described as a linguistic chaos. 6 The need for lexical,

grammatical and stylistic regulations was urgent, if there

was to be a new, coherent literary language that could be

guided by, and which could obey definite rules. In other

words, anarchy had to be replaced by order in the domain of

language.

The eighteenth century is generally considered as a

turninq point in the development of modern Russian literary

language,7 and therefore, is reqarded as crucial for its

formation. The grammatical norms were established around the

middle, and its lexical and stylistic structure towards the

end of the century. Although it could be argued whether

"there occurred a definite break, after which a new language

emerged, ,,8 the fact remains that the development of the

modern Russian literary language did not undergo a long,

graduaI, diachronie process as was the case with most West

European languages, but was greatly affected and rapidly

altered by the profound social changes that took place

during the reign of Peter the Great. During this formative

period, the foundations of contemporary Russian were laid.

An important number of scholars, writers, translators

in one word, 'men of learning' - participated in, and

contributed to the formation of what we now calI modern

Literary Russian. However, the name of M.V. Lomonosov (1711-

6 Sorne scholars, including F. P. Filin, are opposed to the
definition of this period as linquistic and literary chaos and
anarchy. They prefer instead a word IIeCTpOT8. Whatever term we
may choose, the fact remains: there was a linguistic disorder
and considerable confusion due to the lack of rules and
regulations.

7 See Worth, "Thoughts" 125. This point of view is shared
among majority of authors: v.v. vinogradov, A.r. Efimof, F.P.
Filin, v.o. Levin, A.V. Isachenko, V.P. Vomperskii, A.I.
Gorshkov, are sorne of them.

8 Worth, "Thoughts" 125 .
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1765) stands apart, and in our opinion, deserves special

attention. Lomonosov can be considered the first to have

influenced the course of events by establishing some basic

rules and criteria, and by giving some important grammatical

and stylistic guidelines within the linguistic and literary

field. Among his numerous achievements in various fields of

human activities, his contribution in the sphere af language

is certainly among the most important. If we accept the

assumption that the "men who were at the cradle of modern

Russian had to have two fundamental qualifications: 1)

Complete familiarity with the Church Slavic language, with

Church Slavic literature and culture in the broad sense,

plus a knawledge of Greek ... [and], 2) a similar familiarity

with West European languages, literature and culture .•. ,"9

then Lomonosav certainly fulfils these criteria. As G.H.

Worth points out, in arder ta have a unified literary

language, the Most important prerequisites are: a

standardized grammar, and a regulated vocabulary.10 Indeed,

Lomonosov's Most important contribution lies in the

achievement of both these tasks.

His POCCHHCK8H rp8MM8THKa was a first comprehensive

grammar of the Russian language. It was published five times

between its first appearance in 1755 and the end of the

eighties, eac~ edition carrying the notice: "e HBRcKopeRIIIHM

9 Worth, "Thoughts" 129.

la In the article cited above, p. 130, Gerta H. Worth considers
the formation of a new vocabulary to be the second Most
important task in creating a unified literary language. In our
opinion, a regulation of vocabulary, concerning the case in
point, was of a much greater importance than the creation of
a new vocabulary. For there was no shortage of words in the
mid-eighteenth century Russian literary language. Words were
borrowed, coined or translated, and neologisms were created,
whether or not there was a need for them. But the absence of
norms and rules was total, and the confusion and
contradictions reigned. Renee, the need for a regulation of
vocabulary was urgent .

6
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rrocrrelIIaIllieM." It remains an indisputable fact among scholars

that Lomonosov's contribution in the field of grammar was of

paramount importance. However, the importance of his

contribution regarding the vocabulary has been seriously

challenged during the last four decades. until the end of

the 1950s, it was taken for granted by scholars that

Lomonosov's Theory of Three Styles had a rapid and long

lasting success, and had played an important role in the

subsequent development of the Russian literary language.

v.o. Levin's statement that the system of Three Styles had

lost its significance as soon as the Russian literature

started breaking off with the classical traditionll
, was

supported and further examined by A. V. Isachenko. 12 In his

view, the Theory of Three Styles was only an episode which,

in practice, had no impact on the subsequent development of

the literary Russian. G.H. Worth shares the same opinion and

goes further by examining Lomonosov's role as the regulator

and the innovator of the vocabulary.13 In her opinion, aIl

the credit that was given to him in this respect is largely

undue.

Among the philological works that bear witness to

Lomonosov's achievements, we consider that two of them: the

PoccaiiCK8H rp8MM8THK8 and his short article "IIpe.nRclIoBKe a
rrOJIlJ3e KHRr nepKOBHHX B pOCCKHCKOM .H3HKe," occupY a central

position regarding their importance in the process of

formation and development of the new Russian literary

language. Therefore, the purpose of the present thesis is

twofold: first, to examine these two works, and, second, to

11 B.ll. neBKH, Kp8TKHii OqepK HCTOpHll pycCKoro JIHTep8TypHoro
H3HK8 (MOCKBa: 1958) 132.

12 A.B. fICaqeHKO, "nOMOHOCOB K TeOpH.H CTHJIe:a", Ceskoslovenska
rusistika 13 (1968): 147-150.

13 Worth, "Thoughts ll 131 •
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determine, against the background of controversial arguments

mentioned above, to what extent, why and how, Lomonosov's

work was important for his own time and for posterity •
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Chapter 1

THE SITUATXOH OF THE RUSSIAN LITERARY LANGUAGE DURING THE

FIRST RALF OF THE EIGHTEENTH CENTURY

Whatever the differences in opinion concerning the

process of the formation and development of the modern

Russian literary language, scholars agree that this language

represents a synthesis of three main components: Chureh

Slavonie, various styles of written and spoken Russian, and

an important number of foreign, primarily West European,

elements. The first quarter of the eighteenth century, i.e.,

the period of reign of Peter the Great, is generally

considered as the beginning of the formation of modern

Russian literary language. Durinq this period, and

througheut the first half of the eighteenth century, the

Russian literary language underwent an intensive develepment

and deep structural changes. These changes affected, in the

first place, its lexical and phraseological structure.

First, a considerable expansion of the vocabulary took

place. Second, important semantie changes occurred within

the two linguistic groups, the Church Slavonie and the

Russian, as weIl as an intensive interaction between them.

Third, a considerable number of neologisms was created. The

last, but net the least, phenomenon that occurred was an

important influx of West European vocabulary.

The very specifie social, political and cultural

circumstances in Russia in the first quarter of the

eighteenth century, i.e., during the reign of Peter the

Great, triggered this important change in the course of the

development of Russian literary language, which G.R. Worth

calls: "the turning point in the history of literary

9
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Russian ... 14

In this chapter, we will examine some, in our opinion, most

important and decisive factors which cantributed to these

important changes and consequently, ta the formation and the

development of the new Russian literary language. 15 These are

following:

a) A growing number of West European lexical borrowings.

b) A considerable expansion of the governmental-business

language.

c) A growing infiltration of the popular speech into the

literary language.

d) A decreased role of Church Slavonie, and the survival

of Many lexical and grammatical Slavonicisms within the

literary language.

AlI these factors were closely interconnected, mutually

influenced each other, and eventually created a fairly

chaotic linguistic situation. Examining them will help us

understand how and why this linguistic anarchy came into

being, and, at the same time, will explain the raison d'être

of Lomonosov's grammatical and stylistic reforms.

West European lexical and phraseol.ogical. borrowings

The beginning of West European cultural influence on

Russia taok place during the seventeenth century. Its first

manifestation came via Ukraine and Poland, due to Russia's

close and more intensive contact with these two countries.

14 Worth, IfThoughts" 125.

IS Three literary sources were mainly used for this chapter:
B.B. BHHorpalIOB, OqepKH IIO HC'[OpHH pYCCKoro JIHTep8TypHoro
H3I:lK8 XVII-XIX BB. (JIeHlIeH: E.H. BPHJIJI, 1950); cp.II. epHJIHH,
lfCTOKH H cYD.h6H pYCCKoro JIHTep8TypHoro H3I:lKa (MOCKBa: HaYKa,
1981); cp.II epKllHH, ed., HCTOpHH JIeKCHKH pYCCKoro JIHTepaTypHoro
H3I:lK8 KOHI(8 XVII HaqaJI8 XIX BeKa (MOCKBa: HaYKa, 1981).

10
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Consequently, the influence of Polish became very strong

during the second half of the seventeenth century, and with

Polish was introduced the Latin language. Both languages

continued to play an important role durinq the first half of

the eighteenth century, particulary in the development of

abstract, scholarly, philosophical and political

terminology. But, during the reign of Peter the Great,

German and Dutch became the most widely used European

languages.

An important number of West European vocabulary entered

the Russian language through translated literature. This was

particulary true duringthe reign of Peter the Great when

massive translations took place, and, at the same time, the

inadequacies of the Russian literary language became

ev~dent. According to E. Birzhakova, during the time of

Peter the Great, translations from Latin occupy the first

place, followed by German. In this respect, French occupies

the third place. 16 Some of the foreign vocabulary which

penetrated the Russian language through translations were

assimilated, but many died out.

It is weIl known that the reign of Peter the Great was

marked by profound reforms which affected every field of

human activity and to which we commonly refer as the

westernizatian af Russia. This process of westernization

meant, first af aIl, the importation of West European

knowledge, achievements and practice, with the goal of

16 E.3 BHpxaxoB8 , JI. A. BoHHOB8,. H JI. JI. KYTHH8, DrrepKH IlO
HCTopHrrecKoil JIeKCHKOJIOrHH pyccKoro H3HKB XVIII BeKél, Il.,
(1972) 56-58, in ~.rr. ~HnRH, HCTOKH 77. Filin emphasizes the
fact that the influence of French language was relatively
small during the first half of the eighteenth century, and
particulary during the time of Peter the Great. Only during
the second half of the century, the importance of French
increased considerably, and consequently the translations from
French taok a leading position. The period of French
Enlightenment triggered massive translation from Voltaire,
Rousseau, Didérot and many ethers •

11
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building up Russian industry, trade, science, education,

legal system, etc. In order to achieve this,· the first

pressing task was ta have the corresponding literary

material, i.e., various handbooks and manuals of immediate

practical utility (handbooks of navigation and mathematics,

manuals of geography, treatises on laws), translated into

Russian. AlI the changes and re-organization, and the

febrile and almost frenetic activity at the governmental

level, as weIl as the new social and cultural demands,

contributed to the appearance of new linguistic means

capable of satisfying the new literary demands.

The need for translations was urgent, but there was one

major problem: the Russian language did not possess the

necessary resources for aIl the required abstract,

scientific and technological terms. The translators were at

a loss when confronted with the task of translating into

Russian the huge linguistic material from West European

literature. They realized that they were lacking one

instrument indispensable for their work: an adequate lexical

body and a weIl structured and requlated literary language.

This resulted in massive borrowings of West European

vocabulary, and consequently, the Russian language became

loaded with foreign terminology. The appearance of West

European lexi~al borrowings altered the Russian language and

the vocabulary not only quantitatively but also

qualitatively. Borrowed words, as they were entering

Russian, started to interact with Russian and Church

Slavonie vocabulary by altering them semantically, and in

this process, some of the foreign words aise underwent

semantic and morphological changes.

The West European vocabulary and phraseology entered the

Russian language under different forros and in different

ways. The most direct and straightfcrward was the adoption

of a foreign ward as such. In the domain of administration,

most terms came from Germany, for exampIe: rr8TeHT, KOHTpaKT,

12
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mTpa~, apXHB, acceccop, paKYNbTeT. Such was the case with

many military terms: XJHKep, reHepaJIHTeT, JI03YHr, JIarepb,

mTypM. In the military field, there was also a strong French

influence: 6apbep, 6aTaJIbOH, 6acTHoH,rapHH30H, llapOJIb,

MaHex, Mapm. 17 The Dutch and English influence was strongest

in the maritime technology. In the fields of urban

architecture, engineering, mining, agriculture, Polish and

German terminology were used most, though some architectural

terms were borrowed from Italian. The fields of learning

such as mathematics, natural history, geography, anatomy,

political science, economics, jurisprudence etc., were also

filled with foreign terminology, as weIl as the fields of

social and artistic activities. Many of these foreign words

were russified, i.e., they were altered morphologically by

receiving various Church Slavonie and Russian suffixes:

a.aMHpaN -CTBO, repaor -CTBO, 6apOH -CTBO, perropT -oBaTb,

rrYHKT -HpoBaHHe, rrYHKTHp -oBaTb, KOM8HD.Hp -oB8HHe, KOM8H.lIHp

-OB8Tb, D.HKTOBK8, D.HKT -oBaTb, .lll1.KTHp -oBaTb, rr8TpoH -HHi!,

rHIlC -OBHH, rap8HTHp -oBaTb, rapaHTHHH -HUH, etc.

There were other forms of borrowings, with more subtle

and convoluted manifestations, that entered the Russian

language. For example, many Russian words, due to foreign

influence, received a secondary, and often abstract,

meaning. This was particulary evident towards the middle of

the century, when the influence of French became more

important. For example, the words TPOHYTb and XHBOH were

used in the sense of "to gain sympathy, compassion," and

"lively, animated" respectively, coming from the French

words toucher and vif. Furthermore, Russian words were

coined in order to receive a new semantic level, and

17 AlI the examples from this paragraph were taken from: V.V.
Vinogradov, The History of the Russian Literary Language from
the Seventeenth Century te the Nineteenth, transe L.L.Thomas
(Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1969) and from ~.rr

cflHllHH, ed., HCTOpHIl JIeKCHKH •
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syntactical construction were made on the imitation of

French, such as XOJIO.llHUH npHeM (froid accueLl.); npHe3XBiiTe

MeHH IIocemBTb (venez me voir); fi XeJIBD 6HTb HaeIIHHe c C060H

(je desire d'être seul avec moi-meme) .18

A characteristic feature of West European lexical

borrowings was their variable character and instability

which affected their orthoqraphy (rrOnHTpa-rrallHTpa), their

phonetics (3ana-eana, ueMeHT-eeMeHT, 3anrr-eallB), and their

morphology (MY3eYM-MY3eH-yY3eH, na60paTopHYM-na6opaTopHR
na60paTopHH, Tpo~eYM-Tpo~eR-TpO~eH).

In parallel with the adoption of foreign vocabulary,

there was an effort ta translate the foreign terms inta

Russian or Church Slavonie. This represented a major

difficulty, since finding a Russian or Church Slavonie

equivalent was sometimes next ta impossible. Even if one of

them was available, (or in sorne cases both), the two, or

the three could coexiste For example, the borrowed word

peBOffDaHH had its Russian synonym nepeBopOT and the Church

Slavonie rrpeBpameHHe. This created an abundance of synonyms

within the same, as weIl as between different lexical

groups. Doublets were commonly found in the literature of

that time, i.e., foreign ward was immediately followed by

its Russian equivalent or by a new lexical definition. They

were frequent~y used in translations and in the official

documents from the beginning of the eighteenth century up ta

the 1740s. This lexical abundance, i.e., various types and

various levels of synonyms, and numerous doublets were

useful for the creation of neologisms and for possible

semantic changes.

In addition ta West European lexical borrowings that

entered the Russian language through translations, there was

an equally important impact of West European vocabulary on

18 These examples were taken from epHnHH, HCTOKH H CYIIb6H 80-81 •
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the Russian language on a professional and social level.

Foreign words and phraseology entered the urban colloquial

language due to the influx of foreign, particulary German,

settlers. These foreign craftsmen and artisans started ta

establish their shoemaking, cabinetmaking, blacksmith and

other businesses in Moscow during the seventeenth century.

As the middle-class city social structure continued to

expand; the various professional jargons developed and

became established among the middle-class urban population.

As the upper classes of the Russian society became

increasingly westernized, the norms of social behavior

changed, new objects and new concepts emerged and

consequently, new words were adopted. Another, no less

important, aspect of these westernizing tendencies was the

fashion for foreign vocabulary among Russian upper classes.

This fashion of using foreign words and foreign phraseology

became 50 excessive that a whole new, mixed jargon emerged.

Much of the foreign vocabulary penetrated the everyday

language of the Russian upper classes before the Petrine era

when the Polish influence was predominant. Polish, which at

the beginning of the eighteenth century still preserved its

status as a noble, aristocratie language, played an

important role, not only as a direct source of borrowings

but also as an intermediary source. It was through Poland

that many Latin, French and German words found their way

into the Russian language. Even though an important amount

of foreign vocabulary penetrated the Russian language and

was adopted by the Russian upper classes before the Petrine

time, it did not really enter the literary usage until the

beginning of the eighteenth century. Not only the words but

a new "European" phraseology was adopted. The influence of

French and German was strengthened by the fact that the

Russian aristoeracy became aware of the educational

importance of these two languages, and the merchants and the

landowners realized their practical value. However, up ta
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the 1740s, German influence was predominant, and thereafter

French took the lead.

The expansion of the government:al. -business ~anguage

(.IIeJIoBoii H3HK)

The role and the functions of Russian "business

language" considerably expanded during the seventeenth

century, and even more so during the Petrine time. In

addition ta its use for various public and private

agreements, for legal and juridical acts and treatises, and

for administrative, official correspondence, the use of the

"business language" expanded, during the seventeenth

century, to geographical and historical textbooks, for

writing memoirs, culinary and health books etc. Due to the

growing importance and diversity of official, governmental

activities during the time of Peter the Great, the functions

of the "business language" expanded even further. Its

lexical foundation originally consisted of Russia~

colloquial speech and the use of Church Slavonie vocabulary

was sporadic. Restricted to practical use, the "business

language" developed inevitably in conjunction with Russian

spoken langua~e, but the amount of Church Slavonicisms rose

with the expansion of its functions and the increased need

for new vocabulary. In addition to the larger amount of

Church Slavonicisms, foreign vocabulary started ta enter

the "business language", and with an increased number of

translations during the Petrine time, the infiltration of

West European vocabulary into the "business language"

reached its climax. Not aIl of the foreign terminology

survived, but a large number of foreign words was adopted

and became an integral part of Russian "neJIOBOH H3IiK."

Consequently this language became fairly heterogenous with

important phonetic, morphological and lexical variations and
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fluctuations. The mixture and the juxtapositions of vulgar,

coarse vocabulary from the Russian popular speech with the

high, solemn Church Slavonie words and the West European

lexical elements beeame a common practice. This expanded and

mu1tifunctional "business language" beeame increasingly

influential, slowly started to penetrate into the literary

language, and eventua11y played a significant role in its

further development.

Russian popuLar speech; Lts introduction into the Literary

~anguage

with the development of secular literature in the

seventeenth century there was a first visible tendency to

introduce the elements of Russian spoken, everyday language

into the new, developing literary genres: tales, satires

etc. This tendency became much more evident during the reign

of Peter the Great when the Russian colloquial speech, in

addition of being widely used in popular literature, started

ta penetrate various official, governmental documents within

the new expanded "business language," and became

increasingly employed in different types of translated

literature. While the elements from the spoken language had

a restricted use and were relatively scarce in higher

literary genres during the seventeenth century, their

presence became a much more common occurrence during the

first half of the eighteenth century. The elements of the

rrpOCTOpeQHe were occasionally used even in the high

oratorical genres. Here is one example of a translated work

of drama from the beginning of the eighteenth century, nAKT

o KOJIeaHlIpe li HeOHHJIIIe" :

[ATKrpHH] lloco6H HaM HHHe 1 OT 3MHH H36ffTH,

3ne erG y6HTH

H3 MOpH BHXOlIHT, / JIDIIe' rrOHliaeT,

17
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rOpKO YMepmBnReT. 1
OT cero B rre~anH 1 BeCbMa OTHr~eHHHH

YY. Ham rrOMPa~eHHHH.

[CeHaTOp ] BameMY Be~eCTBY 1 CHe a3 CKa3YD,
lITO BllepaCH CJIHman, 1 TO Bay. B03BeCTBYD.
CnHman a3 ~pe3 KypaHTH, 1 ~TO lIHaHna eLIeT,
HaneDCb, ceronHR 1 OHa K Bay. rrpHeneT

[llennLIOp] lIepbT nH TEOH cnymeT 1 rnyrm pa3roBopH,
Hxe TH 60JlTaeDIH 1 CHR 3a6a6oHH.

HaellIb, KaK co6axa 1 Ha yeH.H: HarrpaCHa,
KaK 60 Y~HHnaCH 1 TaKOBa TH BnaCHa.

[THrpHHa] lITO ce 3a qylleJIa 1 H .aypHaH poxa

BOT K8KaR xapH, 1 3KfiR rrpHroxa
XOTb cMepTb rrpHMY, 1 He XOIIlY ac 6HTH,
lIT06Il rrcy CMepLIRlIleMY 1 xeHOD URe cnHTH. 19

Sueh an arbitrary mixture of Russian col1oquial and

Church Slavonie vocabulary was typical for the first half of

the eighteenth century. It indieates that the stylistic

boundaries separating the high literary genres, where the

Church Slavonie had an exclusive use in the past, were not

respected any more. The Russian everyday speech was gaining

more and more ground within the literary language during the

course of the eighteenth eentury, and its position and role

was upgraded from the marginal and periphera1 to the legal,

acknowledged, and weIl anchored. But during the first half

of the century, the elements from the colloquial Russian,

ineluding different dialeets and regional variations, were

not stylistically differentiated, and their function was not

clearly defined yet. Therefore they were emp10yed

arbitrarily, without stylistic and contextua1 consideration.

This process of functional and stylistic differentiation

19 tPHnHH, ed., lfCTOpHH JIeXCHKH 39-40 •
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will start with Lomonosov's stylistic theory and will

continue throughout the second half of the century •

The ra1.e of Church S1.avonic 1.inguist:ic e1.ement:s

Church Slavonie performed the function of the literary

language in Russia as long as the literature (or what was

considered higher, noble levels of writing) was associated

directly or indirectly with religious activities, i.e.,

during the Middle Ages and the Moscovite period. During the

seventeenth century, with the development of secular

literature and the increased tendency to introduce Russian

everyday language into the literary writings, the supremaey

of Church Slavonic started to decrease, and, by the

beginning of the eighteenth eentury, was practically lest.

Nevertheless, Church Slavonie linguistie components, i.e.,

Slavonicisms, were widely used in different genres of the

secular literature and in different fields of the written

language, including narrative genres, publicistie,

scientifie, epistolary writings, as weIl as translated

literature. Two types of Slavonicisms were found: on one

hand, there was a group of words which were regularly

employed (even though not necessarily on a wide scale)

within the varieus literary genres and were familiar te

educated people (OTBep3an, rocrroneHD, Haca~neHHHH, B3RBao

etc.). On the other hand, there was an obsolete voeabulary

of a high, bookish strata, rarely, if at aIl, employed in

the centemporary writings and not understandable anymore to

an average Russian (06aBaD, pHCHR, aBorna, CBeHe). Both

types of Slavonicisms were employed freely and were not

subjeet to any lexical or stylistic restrictions or

regulations. (This problem will be examined and examples

will be given in the next section [pp. 23-25]).

A characteristic of Church Slavonie words was their
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remarkab~e semantic capacity. Many of them had a wide

spectre of meanings, ranging from the concrete to a variety

of abstract meanings. This semantic characteristic of Church

Slavonie was we~~ exp~oited during the first ha~f of the

eighteenth century - a time of intensive seareh for new

~inguistie resourees. Due ta the new ~inguistie demands,

many Chureh S~avonie words were emp~oyed in new literary

contexts. within these new contexts, they underwent semantie

changes and received new lexica~ functions. In many cases,

they were ~iberated from their narrow re~igious cantext and

underwent a process of "secularization", that is, they were

adapted to the new socia~ needs. For examp~e, the word

corpaxnaHHH reeeived its secu~ar meaning 'fe~~ow-citizen,'

but originally it meant 'companion of a saint or an angel,'

i.e., 'cohabitant in haven.' The Church Slavonie word 3aKOH

underwent a semantic change in the begining of the

eighteenth centurYi its original meaning 'divine law, faith'

expanded to denote 'law' in its general sense. Due to their

aptitude to express a variety of abstract notions and ideas,

Church S~avonic words were also employed for the

denomination of new, foreign, lexica~~y sti~l undefined

concepts. Within that (more comp~ex} semantic pracess, many

of these words received severa~ additional meanings as the

result of a continuous need to translate these new, foreign

concepts. The Church Slavonie word 06b~bCTBO for example,

which originally meant 06mHOCTb 'community,' started being

used during the time of Peter the Great in al~ the different

connotations of the Latin word 'societas.' Later on, under

the influence of French 'société,' such expressions were

used as B o6mecTBe 'en société'; CllHBKH o6~ecTBa 'crème de

la société'; nyrna o6meCTBa 'l'âme de la société', which

consequently gave birth to new derivatives: o6mecTBeHHHK,

06mecTBeHHoCTée The word qYBCTBO underwent similar semantic

transformations. The Church Slavonie qYBécTBHe, qYBbCTBO

were originally used only in religious contexts in the sense
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of CrrOC06HOCTb qYBcTBOBaTb, c03HaHHe, BHernHee qYBCTBO, opraH

qYBCTBa and qYBbCTBbHHH meant BHelliHeuy qYBCTBy ••• rronnexamHH,

qYBCTBHTellbHHH. During the eighteenth century the word

qYBCTBO and its derivates qYBCTBeHHHH, qYBCTBeHHoCTb,

qYBCTBHTellbHHH, qYBCTBHTellbHoCTb, again under the influence

of French (sentiment, sensuel, sensible, sentimental etc.)

and Latin (sensualiter, sensibilis, sensatio etc.) were used

in many different connotations. 20

within the interaction between Russian and Church

Slavonie, there were many synonyms and doublets, and they

were often used alternatively and in a arbitrary way within

the same context. 21 Gradually, they started to be

semantically differentiated and consequently started ta be

used in more specifie eontexts. Often Slavonie words would

loose their concrete meaning analogous ta the Russian word

and retain their secondary, abstract meanings. But this

semantic differentiation was a long proeess which lasted aIl

through the eighteenth and the beginning of the nineteenth

century, and Lomonosov will be the first ta try ta solve

this problem of semantic differentiation and organization

with a systematic approach.

The three ~inguistic entities and their convergence:

conf1.icting tendencies and a state of disorder

The intensified interaction between Church Slavonie and

Russian linguistic elements during the first half of the

20 AlI the above examples were taken from G.H. Worth "POllo
uepKoBHocnaBHHcKoro H3Hxa B pa3BRTRH pyccKoro llHTepaTypHoro
H3HKa li American contribution to the sixth International
Congress of Slavists. 1 (The Hague-Paris: Mouton, 1968) 95
125.

21 See examples on p. 25 .
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eighteenth century, and the influence of West European

vocabulary, resulted in an extremely complex and multiform

lexical mixture. This was partieulary evident in narrative

styles, where strong morphologieal, phonetie and lexical

irregularities often led to stylistic awkwardness. We have

seen that one eharacteristie feature of that period was a

frequent mixture and juxtaposition of the eolloquial, and

even the vulgar Russian with the bookish, solemn words of

Slavonie origine Out of that linguistic amalgam eomposed of

many different lexical and grammatical elements, and under

the influence of West European translated works, new

literary styles were emerging through publicistic,

narrative, diplomatie, bureaucratie and teehnical

literature.

Through the interaction of these different linguistie

entities, a middle linguistie layer - which will later be

defined by Lomonosov as the "middle style" - was gradually

taking shape. But there was an absence of any normative

eharaeter, not only within this middle linguistie layer, but

within the literary language in general. without weIl

defined linguistic norms and eodified ~ules, the situation

became problematic. Orders and advices, critieisms and

recommendations were given to writers and translators by the

government of, Peter the Great. In these official papers as

weIl as in different polemical writings of this period,

there was a clear tendency to free the Russian literary

language from the heavy influence of Church Slavonie and to

stimulate the use of the common, spoken Russian.

F.Polikarpov, for example, was criticized by the government

of Peter the Great for his excessive use of Church Slavonie

and was asked to correct his translations by using simple

Russian words and the words of the Foreign Office instead of

the elevated Church Slavonie. Polikarpov's TpeH3HQHHH

ueKCHKOH was not weIl received by the government and

apparently it greatly displeased Peter because of its heavy
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load of Church Slavonicisms and its insufficient use of

everyday expressions and foreign borrowings. Nevertheless,

an excessive use of foreign vocabulary was not tolerated

either. Here is an example from a letter sent by Peter the

Great to Rudakovskii, one of his emissaries: "B peJIHUHHX

TBOHX yrroTpe6JIHeillb TH 3eJIO MHoro rrOllbCKHe H npyrHe

HHOCTpaHHHe cnOBa H TepMHHH, 3a KOTOpHMH caMcro nena

BHpa3YMeTb HeBo3Moxno; Toro panH Brrpenb Te6e peJIHUHH CBOH K

HaM rrHcaTb Bce pOCCRHCKHM H3HKOM, He yrroTpe6nHH HHOCTpaHHHX

CJIOB H TepMHHOB."22 Here are two more examples of Peter's

remarks. The first is from a letter, written in 1709 to Ivan

Zotov: "HalIJIe:IŒT BaM B TOH KHHICKe, KOTopyn HHHe rrepeBOlIHTe,

OCTeperaTbCH B TOM na6H BHHTHee rrepeBeCTb H He HanJIeXHT peqb

OT peqH xpaHHTb B rrepeBOlIe, HO TOqHD CHH BHpa3YMeB, Ha CBOH

H3HK YI TaK rnrcaTb, KaK BH5ITHee."n The second citation is

from Peter's instructions to the Synoid in relation to the

composition of the catechism, from 1724: IIqT06 rrpOCTO

HarrHcaTb TaK, qTo6 li rrocenHHHH 3Han, HJIR Ha lIBe: rrOCeITHHOM

rrpOCTHe, a B roponax rrOKpaCHBee nITR cnalIOCTH cnHillaBmHX, KaK

BaM YlIo6Hee IIOKaxeTCH. ,,24

Among the advocates for a wider use of the Russian

language, Trediakovskii was, at the beginning of his career,

one of its most zealous defenders, and, at the same time, he

vigorously rejeeted and condemned the use of Church

Slavonie. Tredikovskii's attempt to free the Russian

literary language from the Chureh Slavonie elements was

symptomatic of the undergoing linguistie and literary

erisis. It was also an indication of the need for a new,

modern and more westernized literary language and the

22 BHHorpalIOB, OqepKH 60.

13 IIeKapcKHH, HaYKa H JIHTepaTypa rrpH IIerpe BeJIHKOM, T. I, 206,
cited in: BHHorpanoB, OqepKH 74.

~ BHHorpalIOB, OqepKH 74 •
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neeessity for its rapprochement nc rrpOCTIlM PYCCIŒY cnoBoM,

TO eCTb KaKOBHM MH Ilex C060D rOBopHM."2S Under the inf~uence

of West European ~iterary movements, Trediakovskii's

translation, (published in ~730), of Pau~ Tallement's

allegorica~ novel Voyage a l'île d'amour, (Paris, 1713), and

the preface he wrote to the translation, indieates elearly

the desire to reform the seeular literary styles and ereate

a non-Slavonie literary language. In his preface te the

translation Trediakovskii exposed his ~inguistie views by

explaining why he ehoose to translate the work into the

simple Russian: "UepBa51 [rrpHtIHHa]: H3H:K cnaBeHCKOH: y Hac

eCTb H3HK uepKoBHoHi a CHH KHHra MHpCKaH. llpyraH: H3HK

cnaBeHcKoH B HHHeillHeM BeKe y Kac OqDHb (sic) TeMeHi H MHOrKH

erG HaillH qHTaH Hepa3YMeDTi a CHH KHKra eCTb CTIBnKHH lln6BH,

Toro panH BceM nOllXHa 6HTb .Bpa333yYHKTenbHa. TpeTKH; KOTopaH

BaM rroxaxeTCH caMaH nerK8H, HO KOTopaH y MeHH HneT 3a C8MYD

BaXHYD,TO eCTb, lITa H3HK cnBBeHCKOH HHHe xeCTOK MORY ymaM

cnHillHTCH, XOTH rrpexrre cero He TOJIbKO 51 HM rrHCHBan, HO H

pa3rOBapHBan co BceMH: HO 3BTO y Bcex 51 rrpomy rrpo~eHH51, rrpH

KOTOPffX H C rnyrrocnoBReM MORM cnaBeHcKHM oco6aM peqeTOqueM

XOTen ce6H rrOKa3HBaTb." 26 Despite Trediakovskii's desire, and

more importantly, despite his attempt te eliminate the

Church Slavonie from the secular literature, his own

translation E3lla B OCTpOB HD6BH, like most other translated

and original works from the first half of the eighteenth

century, represent an awkward and elumsy mixture of Russian,

Church Slavonie and West European elements. By looking

carefully at the translation, it beeomes obvious that the

Russian and the Church Slavonie language are aIl but

intermingled with the utmost ineonsisteney. Next to OT

•
~ V.K. Trediakovskii's own words
opTorpa4JHH" COr[HHeHHH, T. III, 2~5,
OqepKH 85.

26 cited in BHHorpa.aOB, OqepKH 85 .
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6epery one ean read the nominative 6peri ropona and rnaci
THCRqy and THC5IInH; Haxoxy and xom.y, XOqeIIIDO; HOm,:o; qpe3,

rrpen, cHe, OHHH, rraKH and then KOHH, Mex, ete.~ It just

shows how easy it was for the Slavonie words to slip into

the "language of conversation" as possible doublets.

However, this tendeney to make a elear division between

the native Russian and the Chureh Slavonie, which was very

apparent during the first third of the eighteenth eentury,

did not mean a break between the two languages and the

elimination of one in favour of the other. This would have

been impossible anyhow, for, at that point in Russian

history, the two languages were already weIl intertwined,

and part of the Church Slavonie became integrated into

Russian. There was rather a pressing need for lexical and

stylistie reorganization, as weIl as a necessity to

eliminate aIl the obscure liturgieal elements from the

literary language and retain only the living parts of the

Church Slavonie which were already integrated into Russian.

What was about to take place, was a restrueturing and

reorganizing of the literary language, whieh at that point,

was eomposed of Russian, Church Slavonie, and West European

elements. The obsolete forms of Church Slavonie, grammatical

and lexical, (arehaie forms of participles, the aorist, the

lexical elements such as a6He, a6aQe), whieh were often

found next to conversational words of the seeular language,

will be gradually eliminated during the second half of the

eighteenth century, and replaced by the everyday Russian or

West European elements.

The tendeney to eliminate the "eumbersome" Slavonie from

the Russian literary language and replace it by nthe simple

Russian ward, the one we use when we speak to each other,"

to use Trediakovskii's own words, was followed by an

v See A. Martel, Michel Lomonosov et la langue littéraire
russe, (Paris: Imprimérie nationale, 1933) 35 .
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opposite tendeney towards the middle of the eiqhteenth

century. During the 1740s, a kind of rehabi11tation of

Church Slavonie came as a counter-reaction to an

overwhelminq West European influence. The importance of the

historical role of Church Slavonie became overvalued,

particulary in the connection to the hiqh literary styles

where the literary function of Church Slavonie was restored

to its former leadinq role. Trediakovskii, then, became one

of the most zealous defenders of the revival of Chureh

Slavonie. He was one of the leading characters of the

movement in favour of re-establishing a much broader use of

Slavonie and Slavono-Russian words within the Russian

literary language, and, at the same time, he favaured the

elimination of foreiqn vocabulary. Not having any guidance

to fallow and no rules ta rely on, Tredikovskii was

"oscillating" from one extreme ta the other. What he wrote

in his preface to the E3na B ocrpOB HD6BH is in sharp

contrast, if not contradiction, with his objection to

Sumarokov's using the popular speech in his writings; had

Sumarokov forgotten that in Russia one language is spoken

and another written:

"3a 06pa3eu eMY B IIHCbMe HapollHHK PfCll,
Ha ITnOmallH 6epeTb IIperHycHo CBOR HapHll,
He 3HaH, qTO rrHCaTI> y Hac Ha CEeTe eCTb HHoe,
A rrpocTo rOEopHTb rro llpyxecKH npyroe.

y HeuneB Ta He TaK, HH y ~paHUY30E TOX:
RM HpaEeH TOT H3HK, KOH C 06mHM caMHM CXOX;
Ho HameH qHCTOTe BCH Mepa eCTb cnOBeHCKHH,
He meronbKOB, HHxe H rpy6HH nepeBeHCKHR.

He ronoc qTeTCH TaM, HO cnanOCTHeHillHH rnAC;
~HTaDT OKO Bce, XOTb rOBopHT Bee fnA3;
He JI05 TaM, HO tIEnO,; He IIJEIGI, HO nAHHTIl;
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He rYBH H He POT, YCTA Tay 6arp5IHHTH;
He HHIlo TaM Il He BAllD, HO ••• Il: BOJIHA:

CB5IlIleHHa KHHra BCR CHX HeIHOCTeH rrOJIHa. 28

There were endless discussions, mutual criticism,

objections and written parodies, among writers of that

period, and Trediakovskii's and Sumarokov's antagonism is

quite representative. Sumarokov, while using the popular

language in some of his comedies, showed a deep regret for

the loss in the Russian language of some of "its old

beauties ll like the use of the Slavonie aorist and the

imperfeet, and the spoilage by contemporary writers of the

good old written language.~

In the midst of these conflicting tendencies and the

chaotic mixture of the old and the new, the national and the

foreign, the religious and the secular, new literary

currants in prose and in poetry were slowly taking shape

under the influence of an important number of translations

of West European narrative and lyric literature. But, the

new westernized forms of prose and poetry retained, to a

large extent, the Church Slavonie lexical base, and the

obsolete grammatical forms were still to be found.

This brings us to the following conclusion: the

medieval dual. system of the Russian literary language, based

on a weIl defined functional differentiation between Church

Slavonie and Russian, was definitely destroyed during the

first half of the eighteenth century, and the balance which

existed between the two languages was greatly disturbed. The

Slavono-Russian correlation was further complicated by the

28 BH6JIHOrpatjJHT.leCKHH 3aIlHCKH, II, col. 519, 1859, cited in:
Martel, Michel Lomonosov 45-46.

29 Polemical discussions between Sumarokov and Trediakovskii
are exposed in detail in Vinogradov, OqepKH, 129-138, and in
Martel, M. Lomonosov 42-46 .
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powerful influx of West European lexical borrowinqs. The

overall vocabulary of the literary language "was

significantly expanded during this period, but at the same

time, it became extremely heteroqeneous. The absence of

lexical and stylistic uniformity and the lack of weIl

defined grammatical norms created a rather chaotic

situation. The result of this situation was confusion,

errancy and the quest for a unified, requlated and organized

literary language. Different proposaIs and sorne extreme

tendencies were brought forward. But the problem of how to

achieve a structural unification and a harmonious synthesis

of such various elements as were Church Slavonie, national

Russian and West European components, and how to create a

national literary norm, was not resolved during the first

half of the eighteenth century. In this atmosphere of

febrile and heated polemical discussions, Lomonosov's

achievements represent an important contribution to what we

now calI the modern Russian literary language. Lomonosov

gave the Russians a normative qrammar, and made the first

attempts to stylistically organize and orient the literary

language by requlating its lexical and phraseological

structure. By setting the norms in these two fields

precisely, grammatical an lexical, Lomonosov made a first

important move to overcome the obstacles impeding further

development of the literary language •
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Chapter II

THE STANDARDI:ZATION OF GRAMHAR: POCCllliCKAII rPAMMATHKA

As the new, unified Russian literary language was

gradually developing during the eighteenth century, its

morphological, syntactical and lexical norms were

established at different times within that periode Around

the middle of the century a new morphological system was in

the process of formation, that is, the morphological aspects

of literary texts of that time were diverging ever further

from those in the past as weIl as from the oral speech. 30

Since a literary language is a linguistic system and its

nerms are recorded and fixed in and by grammars and

dictienaries, the appearance of Lomonosov's grammar was

extremely important for the further development of Russian

literary language. It gave the necessary normative character

te the newly forming morphological system by setting common

rules for aIl the forms of the written language. Lomonosov

understood the paramount importance of a-grammar when he

wrote: "Tyrra opaTopHR, KOCHOH3HQHa rro33HR, HeOCHOBaTenbHa

~HnH30~HH, HerrpHHTHa HCTOpHR, COMHHTenbHa DpHcrrpyneHUHH 6e3

rpaMMaTHKH."31 But he was net the first te formulate the

urgent need for theoretical and practical manuals if there

was ta be a Russian literary language worth of its name. It

was Trediakovskii, during his discourse at the first meeting

30 E.r. KOBaJIeBCKaH, lfCTOpHH PyccKoro HHTepaTypHoro H3HK8,
(MOCKBa: rrpOCBe~eHHe, 1978) 168-206.

31 M.B.JIOMOHOCOB, H36paHHIle IIpOH3Be.aeHHH, TOM 2 (MOCKBa:
AKalleMHH HaYK eeep, H3ll. HaYKa, 1986) 196 .
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of the Assembly of the Russian Academy of Sciences,n who

denounced all the deficiencies of the Russiàn literary

language and formulated the need for theoretical and

practical manuals. The goal of these manuals was ta offer

the necessary guidelines, a "know how", and above all, they

were to determine clear rules for writing. Trediakovskii

presented to the Assembly a whole program in which he

appealed to his colleagues stressing the necessity and the

urgency of having a good Grammar, a complete and well

elaborated Dictionary, a Rhe~orie and a Poerie. This

represented, Trediakovskii warned his colleagues, a

difficult and painstaking task. Consequently, nothing of it

was done during the years to come, except the revision of

the civic alphabet (rpaxnaHxa). Some years later, Lomonosov

took upon himself this enormous task. In 1755 he published

the first edition of his POCCHHCK8H rp8MM8THK8, and in 1758

his article -rrpeHHcnoBHe a rronb3e KHHr UepKOBHHX B
pOCCHHCKOM H3HKe." These two works cover the grammatical and

the stylistic, that is, lexical and phraseological aspect of

Russian literary language.

Russian graJIJIIlars prior to Lomonosov

Towards the end of the sixteenth and during the

seventeenth century several grammars of Church Slavonie

language were published in Belorussia and Ukraine. The most

elaborate and the best known among them was written by the

Ukrainian scholar Meletii smotritskii and published in

32 On March 14, 1735, the "POCcHHcKoe co6paHHe" was set up as
part of the Russian Academy of Sciences. The goal of the
assembly was to improve and correct the Russian language, to
remedy to the problem of translation, and ta create a grammar
and a dictionary. However, the institution was short-lived and
existed only until 1743 •
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Vilnius in 1619. As B.A. Larin points out:

"Tpyn CMOTpHnKOrO He HBHHCH pe3yn:OTaTOM
HccnenOB8HHH cn8BHHCKoro H3HK8, a 6Hn TOHbKO
rrOITHTKOH BnHTn PYCCKoe conepxaHHe B rpeqecKYD
rp8MM8THXY, T.e. BocrrpOH3BeCTH BCD CTPYXTYPY - He
TonoKO B OCHOBHOM, HO H B neTaHHX - rpeqeCKOH
rpaMM8THKH H H8IIOHHHTb ee cn8BHHCKHMK npHMep8MK. ,,33

There were, for example, six tenses in imitation of the

Greek, four of which were past tenses. These four he called:

rrpexonHmee, rrpemenmee, MHMomenmee, HerrpenellbHOe. They were

adapted to the archaic models of aorist and imperfect, but

they were differentiated essentially by the verbal aspect.

There were also formation, on the Greek model, of adverbs

(rrpHQaCTOneTHe). As for the gender definition, Smotritskii,

after having defined gender as a distinction of sexes by a

pronaun, affirms the existence of seven genders: MYXCKHH,
xeHcKHH, cpellHHH, 06~HH, BCHKHH, HenOYMeHHH, rrpeo6mHH.~

These are few characteristics of smatritskii's grammar,

given as examples ta demonstrate the enormous step forward

made by Lomonosov's POCCHHCX8H rp8MU8THK8.

Grammars of Russian language did not appear befere the

end ef the seventeenth century. This was quite

understandable if we bear in mind that grammars usually do

not appear before a language has attained a literary status.

The native Russian speech, even though it was widely used in

the written form for administrative, leqal and business

documents, did net yet have qot durinq the seventeenth

33 B.A. JIapHH, JIeKI!HH lIO HCTOpHH pyccKoro JIHTep8TypHoro fl3HK8
(MOCKB8: BHcm8H illKon8, 1975) 302.

~ Gramm~ika slovenska 22-23, cited in: Martel, MicheL
Lomonosov 31 .
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century a literary status. The first published grammar of

the Russian language was the Grammatica Russica, written in

Latin by the German scholar H.W. Ludolf, and published at

Oxford in 1696. Then came a very short edition written also

in Latin by the Polish scholar Elias Kopievich, which was

published in Stoltzenberg near Danzig in 1706. Following was

Teodor Polikarpov's grammar published in Moscow in 1721.

Polikarpov made the first timid attempts to include the

elements from the spoken language. Teodor Maksimov's

grammar, published in st. Petersburg in 1723 followed. The

last grammar of Russian language printed in Russia before

Lomonosov's POCCHZCK8H rpaMM8THK8 was W.E. Addodurov's

grammar published in 1731 in st. Petersburg. It was written

in German and appeared as an appendix to E. Weissmann's

German-Latin dictionary. In his grammar Addodurov made the

first steps to clearly distinguish the Church Slavonie

language from the Russian by qiving them the equal status

while making an extra effort to give the thorough

descriptions of Russian linquistic norms •

AlI these grammars, though entitled as the Russian

grammars, occupy, to various degrees, an intermediate

position between a Church Slavonie and a Russian grammar

with one important new feature: the majority of them include

elements and observations from the spoken Russian. But

Smotritskii's grammar remained, until the publication of

Lomonosov's Grammar, the model to be followed; it served as

a framework and a guidance for all the future grammars which

were published in Russia.

H.V.Lomonosov's PoccHiicK8H rp8MM8THK8

There is unanimous agreement among scholars that

Lomonosov's POCCHHCK8H rpaMM8THK8 is his most important

contribution to the development of the Modern Russian
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literary ~anguage, and it was one of the most demanded

philological works during the second half of the eighteenth

century. with its normative character and its rigorous

conception, Lomonosov's grammar had no real antecedent. For

the composition of his grammar Lomonosov used a new

approach: by taking into consideration the fact that each

particular language has its own intrinsic values, in arder

to establish the norms, Lomonosov had to be a keen observer

of the usage within the written and the spoken traditions of

a given milieu. This represents, in our opinion, one of the

most important features of Lomonosov's grammar. This very

feature is what distinguishes his grammar in the first

place, from aIl precedent grammars, including smotritskii's.

Lomonosov studied smotritskii's grammar extensively, aIl

through his life. 3s Despite his great respect for that work

and the fact that he learned a great deal from it, Lomonosov

saw the single most important shortcoming of smotritskii's

"abstract" approach, that is, the lack of what he cal1s

"Ha6nDlleHHe Hall yrroTpe6JIeHHeM." This is what probably helped

him form his own clear and precise idea concerning this

basic principle on which POCCHHCK8H rp8MM8THK8 was built. In

the preface of his grammar Lomonosov writes:

"R XOTH OHa OT o6m.ero yrroTpe6JIeHHR R3IiKa

3S Here is Lomonosov' s own account of this experience: "H
YBepeH, lITO HH OllHH H3 Hac He olionen 6a 3Toro orpOMHoro Tpyna,
rro KpaHHeH Mepe, OqeHb CKOpO rrpH3HaJI 6Ii CBon rrOJIHyn
Hecrroco6HOCTb rrOHSITb COllepxaHHe 3TOH rrpeMynpoH KHHrH. H Mory
TaK rOBopHTb Ha TOM OCHOB8HHH, qTO qHT8n 3TY KHHry yxe lIaJIeKO
He CTYlleHTOM, H Bce-TaKH 3TO 6IiJIO, rroxanYR, caMoe MyqHTenbHoe
qTeHHe H3 BceK npeBHepYCCKOH IIHCbMeHHOCTli li JIHTepaTypa. llOJIXeH
CK636Tb, qTO MHe li Terrepo rrpHXOllHTCH HHorlia TpHXllH H qeTapeXlla
rrepetIHTIiB6Tb K8KYD-HHOYlIb lÎlpa3Y CMOTpHUKoro, H 5I He Bcern8
YBepeH, qTO SI ee no KOHU6 H KaK cnenyeT rrOHHM6D. 3TOT TpaKTaT
ropa3IIO JIertIe 6IiJIO 6I:l qHT6Tb, eCJIH 6Ii OH 6IiJI H6rrRC6H Ha
JI6THHCKOM HJIH rpeqeCKOM H3IiKe, rrOTOMY qTO CMOTpHUKHH H3 Tex
YlIeHHX, KOTopIie MIiCnHJIH rro-n6TIiHH H rro-rpeqeCKH H rrepeBOllHJIH
ce65I Ha CJIaB5lHCKHe 5I3IiKH, rrpHtIeM nOBonbHO rrnoxo", cited in
n6pHH, JIeXIJ.HH 302 •
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rrpOHCXOllHT, onHaKO up6BHll6MH rrOKa3HBaeT rrYTb
caMOMY yrroTpe6rremm."36

POCCHHCKBH rpBMMaTHKB consists of six chapters, or

"HfiCTaBrreHHH, Il as he called them.

The first chapter, entitled 0 qeHOBeqeCKOM CEOBe

Boo6me, deals with the questions concerning the development

of human speech and its underlying general principles.

This first, general part of Lomonosov's grammar has no

equivalent in the grammars of his predecessors. For its

composition, Lomonosov used his thorough knowledge of

various theoretical and philosophical works from West

European scholars. 37 According to Larin,38 it was the

Grammaire raisonnée from Port-Royal that helped Lomonosov

set the general plan for his grammar, even though he went

far beyond in cornparison with the French grammar. The French

linguistic theories, brQught forward by the authors of Port

Royal's grammar, stipulate the existence of a common origin

in the structure of aIl the languages of rnankind. They tried

to bring into the line logic with grammar, thought with

speech, and to indicate the most correct, simple and

rational way of expressing a thought by eliminating aIl that

contradicts the logic and the rational approach. Lomonosov

went further by pointing out that every language has, not

only the characteristics which are common to aIl mankind,

but its own distinctive traits which are equally important

36 M. B. HOMOHOCOB: lf36paHHHe llpOH3BeJIeHHH 196.

37 Lomonosov was weIl acquainted with the Philosophia natural.is
and the Vernünftige Gedanken, written by the prominent German
scientist and philosopher Christian von Wolff. Wolff was
Lomonosov's teacher and mentor during his studies at Marburg
University. Also, Lomonosov was very familiar with the
Grammaire raisonnée from Port-Royal (1660) and the Grammatica
philosophica by Scoppius.

38 JIaPRH, HeKaHH 303 •
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and should be given the same attention as the one given to

the general, common norms. Lomonosov realized that a living

speech does not always obey the rules of logic, but contrary

to French scholars from Port-Royal, he did not favour the

modification of a given linguistic material just to suit the

logic. For example, he did not oppose the use of gender for

inanimate abjects even though there is no logic to it.

Lomonosov acknowledged the disparity between the logic and

the grammar in this case, nevertheless he insisted on the

necessity to accept this Iinguistic reality which was weIl

anchored in the language.

In West European scholastic circles these theoretical

writings about the general knowledge of human speech were

weIl known and the subject had been deait with since

antiquity, but there was no precedent of such a work in

Russia. Thus, the importance of this first chapter lies, not

so much in the originality of Lomonosov's own theory and his

own ideas - even though Lomonosov did more (as shown above)

than simply record theories from abroad - but rather in the

fact that it was the first work of its kind to be written in

Russia and in the Russian language. Lomonosov's erudition

and the wide spectrum of his knowledge permitted him to

skilfully extract aIl the material he considered pertinent,

from various philosophic~l works and various languages

(Greek, Latin, German, French), and put them together in a

coherent whole. Thus, different concepts, expressed by a

specifie terminology, found their equivalent in the Russian

language. 39 This represented one more step forward in making

39 For the definitions and the terminology, Lomonosov followed
the models of ancient grammarians, for example: what Priscian
called nomen appe:L:Lativum and dictio became in Lomonosov's
grammar HapHuaTenbHoe HMH and peqeHHe, respectively. AIso,
the distinction Lomonosov makes between ronoe and BHrOBOp came
from the distinction made by Marcus Victorinus and Donat
between vox articu:Lata and vox confusa. It was aiso on the
model of Donat and Priscian that Lomonosov divided up the
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the Russian society, especially the intellectual circles,

familiar with the West European scholastic thoughts. In our

opinion, there lies the historical importance of this first

chapter.

As much as the first part of Lomonosov's grammar relies

on the foreign philosophical grammars, aIl other chapters

deal with the specificity of the Russian language.

The second chapter, 0 flTeHHH H IIpaBoIIHcaHHH poccHiicKOM,

gives a short explanation of phonetics and rules of writing,

which was extremely valuable at that time, for it gave clear

and precise definitions. There, for example, Lomonosov

indicates that the letter m conveys the composite sound mqj

the letters e, D, H, at the beginning of a word have a

double sound, composed of li and the vowel, but after

consonants they are pronounced as a simple vowelj the letter

e under stress is pronounced as ë, and Lomonosov indicates

when this rule does not have to be observed.

The third chapter, 0 HMeHH, deals with the formation of

words and the declension of substantives, adjectives and

numerals. There, Lomonosov draws the attention to the

existence and the development of a category of nouns that

have common genders, for example, words such as rrnaKca,
ITbHHHua, 60nTYillKa, etc.

The fourth chapter 0 rnarone, gives a classification of

Russian verbs of the first and the second conjugation with

numerous examples. All the grammatical categories of the

Russian verb are presented: tenses, maod, number, persan,

voice and gender. However, during Lamonosov's time, the

independent but interrelated categories of tense and aspect

are not differentiated yet. Therefore, aspect, as an

independent grammatical category, does not exist in

eight parts of the discourse into: principaLes rnaBHHH (noun
and verb) and accessoires cnyxe6HH.H (pronoun, participle,
adverb, preposition, conjunction, interjection). In: Martel,
M. Lomonosov 30 •
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Lomonosov's qrammar. Here, Lomonosov indicates the existence

of irregular (XOTeTb) and incomplete (rnHllb,· 6pHX) verbs •

The fifth chapter, 0 BCIIOMOraTeJIbHHX HilE CJIYXe6HHX

qaCTHX CJIOBa, covers of all the remaining parts of speech:

pronouns, participles, adverbs, prepositions, conjunctions

etc. Here, for example, Lomonosov recommends the use of

verbs of Russian origin only for the formation of gerunds in

-DqH, while reserving the formation of participles

exclusively for Church Slavonie verbs.

In his sixth and the last chapter, 0 COQHHeHHH qacTeD

CffOBa, Lomonosov deals with the problem of syntax and gives

the rules for ward combinations.

Lomonosov repeats on several occasions that philosophy

and reason can be very useful in clarifying certain

linguistic phenomena, but they are useless when fixing the

forms and setting up the normsi here the usage

cyrroTpe6neHHe) is the only guide.~

Lomonosov makes the transition from the first, qeneral

part of his qrammar to the rest of it by the followinq

statement:

"06maH rpaMMaTHxa eCTb epHnoco'llCKoe rrOH.HTHe Bcero

qenOBeqeCKOrO cnoBai a oco6nHBaH, KaKOBa

pOCCHRCKaH rpaMMaTHKa, eCTb 3HaHHe KaK rOBopHTb H

rrHcaTb qHCTO pOCCHHCKHM H3HKOM rro nyqrneMY,

~ In his polemical discussion with Trediakovskii, Lomonosov
writes in his nIIpHMeqaHHR Ha rrpennoxeHHe 0 MHoxeCTBeHHOM
OKOHlIeHHH rrpKnaraTenoHHX liMeR": "113 cero Bcero HBcTByeT qTO K
rrOCTaBneHHD OKOHqeHHH rrpHnaraTenbHHX MHoxeHCTBeHHX liMeH
HHKaKHe TeOpeTHqeCKHe nOBO.llH He nOBonbHHH, HO KaK BO BceR
rpaMMaTHKe, TaK li B ceM cnyqae onHOMY yrroTpe6neHHD
rrOBHHOBaTbCH nOIIDO." In: r.A. rYXOBCKHH, "JIOMOHOCOB-KPHTHK"
JIHTepaTypHoe TBOpqeCTTBO M.E. JfOMoHocOBa, ed. II.H. oepKOB,
H.3. CepMaH (MOCKBa-TIeHHHrpan: AxaneMHH RaYK CCCP, 1962) 85 .
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pacynHTeJThHOMy- erG yrroTpe6JIemrn. ,,41

Here aqain the word "usage" comes forward: the best,

reasonable usage. What exactly did Lomonosov mean by this?

Before examininq Lomonosov's approach to that question, let

us see what was generally considered as the "best usage. Il

Throughout history, grammarians have in general

considered the best usage of a language, and consequently

the one which could serve as example for fixing a national

norm, the way of speaking amonq the upper classes, the

nobility and the court. Trediakovskii was one amonq the

first in Russia to raise that question. In his P83roBop 06

opTorp8~HH he follows the same path: it is the language of

the court and the educated people, but certainly not "the

one from the public squaren42 that should be taken into

consideration when looking for the "best usage" and fixing

the national linguistic norme The only problem was that

during that time in Russia, the language of the court, with

its nobility and its gentry, did not have a weIl defined

character and could not possibly serve as a model and an

example. Trediakovskii's translation of E3ll8 B OCTpOB ffD6BH

and the prefa~e he wrote to it, is a case in point. In the

previous chapter, we have seen the contradiction and the

inconsistency between the preface te the translation and the

actual translation: by addressing himself to the reader,

Trediakovskii implores the latter not to condemn him for net

having translated the work into Slavonie but into simplest

41 M.S. nOMOHOCOB, PoccHiicK8H rp8MM8THK8 86, cited in: A.H.
EepKMOB, HCTOpHH PyccKoro JIHTepaTypHoro H3HK8 (MOCKBa: BHcIllaH
lliKona, 1971) 110.

42 See B. B. BHHorpa.rrOB, HCTOpHH pYCCKoro JIHTep8TypHoro H3HK8
(MocKBa: HaYKa, 1978) 45 •
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Russian language, "IIOqTH caMIlM rrpOCTHM PYCCXHM cnoBoM, TO

eCTb KaKOBHM MIl Mex C060H rOEopHM ...43 (The "we" meaning the

upper classes Trdiakovskii himself belonged to.)

Trediakovskii is very clear and precise in his explanation

as to why he rejects the Church Slavonie language, as well

as in his definition about what should be the new Russian

language: the simple Russian, that is to say, the language

of the conversation (of the upper classes). Nevertheless,

the language of his translation is far from being the

"simplest Russian." This is one of numerous examples of the

time, of how difficult it was to find out where to look for

the "best usage" since the language of the gentry and the

upper classes could hardly serve as example.

Lomonosov's approach ta the problem is different. He

does not attribute the "best usage" to any social group in

particular, neither does he make any value judgement

concerning different social groups. In his Grammar he uses

the word IIpOCTope~He to describe the way of saying among

ordinary people. When he speaks about rrpOCTOH pOCCHHCKHH

g3&K, about the verbs 06ffKHoBeHHe pOCCHHCKHe or the cnOBa

rrpocToHapOrrHHg HOBHg HnH rpaIrraHCKRg - he employs aIl this

terms to merely distinguish sorne non-slavonie phenomena.

Lomonosov distinguishes three main dialects of the

Russian spoke~ language: the Northern dialect, the Moscow

dialect, and the Ukrainian dialecte When looking for the

"hest usage", he turns to one specifie geographical area: he

gives his preference to the Moscow and the northern dialecte

Lomonosov explains his choice not only because of the

importance of the capital, but because of this dialect's own

beauty, and in particular because of its pronunciation of

the unaccented a as a, which is, according to Lomonosov much

43 A.H. KOIRH R A.A. KOIRH, IIpaKTHqeCKHH KYpC HCTOpHH H3HK8
PYCCKOH HHTepaTypH (MOCKBa: PYCCKHH H3HK, ~990) 285 •
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more pleasant.~ Even though Lomonosov records in his Grammar

this phonetic fact, he does not change the orthography, that

is, he acknowledges the legitimacy of the pronunciation of

the unaccented 0 as 0 by other parts of Russian population.

Another, controversial issue shows the way Lomonosov

apprcaches a problem and the criteria he uses in order to

make a decision. The controversy was about which ending to

give to the masculine forro of adjectives in the nominative

plural.~ In 1746 Trediakovskii submitted to the assembly of

Russian Academy of Sciences a dissertation written in Latin

De plurali nominum adjectivorum integrorum Russica lingua

scribendorum terminatione in which he demands a change of

the orthographie rules established in 1733 and proposes one

single ending -H. He supports his claim with the argument

that Ukrainians, Serbs and Poles aIl use the ending -H

according to the Church Slavonie tradition. Lomonsov, who

was against it, submitted a written statement to the Academy

with the argument that one should not imitate Ukrainians or

any other Slavic nation for that matter and disregard what

is in common usage among the majority of Russians. These two

examples give us an idea of what Lomonosov probably meant by

the "nyqIllee pacYlIHTenbHoe yrroTpe6neHHe" of the Russian

language: some regional variation are to be respected and

taken into consideration in certain circumstances (like

Lomonosov's decision not to alter the orthography, that is,

not to write an -a even though the majority of Russians

pronounce the unaccented -0 as -a). In other circumstances,

like the case of masculine adjective ending, a norm has to

be set according ta the most common usage in a given

geographical area.

44 B.ll. BOMTIepcKRH, CTHJIHCTHqeCKOe yqeHHe M.B. HOMoHocoBa II
TeopHH rpex CTHJIeii (MOCKBa: R31IaTen:OCTBo MOCKOBCKoro
YHHBepCHTeTa, 1970) 159.

4S M.B. JIOMOHOCOB, H36paHHHe IlpOH3BeJIeHlIH 454 .
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In dealing with the standardization of the morphological

and the phonetic system within the Russian literary

language, Lomonosov devotes a great deal of attention to the

stylistic aspects of these two grammatical categories.

Throughout his Grammar, Lomonosov draws the attention to the

stylistic character of various phonetic and morphological

rules, by way of commentaries which follow each particular

case. He makes the connection between the grammatical forros

and their variation on the one hand, and the stylistie

aspect of the language on the other. Church Slavonie and

Russian phonetic, as weIl as the morphological elements,

existed in parallel forms and multiple variations, and they

were used arbitrarily. In his Grammar, Lomonosov takes care

to regulate the use of the phonetic and the morphological

system in connection with the stylistic aspect of the "high"

and the "low" style. Here are some examples of these

regulations.

Morpho~ogica~ sys~em: In the field of declensions of

nouns, for exarople, Lomonosov draws a special attention to

the parallel forms of genitive endings of nouns of the

second declension; there, the nouns of Russian origin, which

are commonly used in the spoken form, have genitive ending 

Yi by opposition, the closer they are to Slavonie origin,

the ending -a is recommended Cpa3Max, pa3Maxy; B3rnHil,
B3rnHUY; B03paCT, B03pacTY, B03pacTa; BRil, ERilY, BRila;
TperreT, TperreTa).
Concerning the comparative endings of adjectives, in common

speech they are formed with the auxiliary word CaMHH (CaMOH

CKBepHOH, caMoK TOqHOH); in the high style they are formed

with the suffixes -eHillHH, -aHillRH, -lliHR.
Lomonosov formulates the principle of stylistic unity

between the form of a word and its meaning, i.e., between

its morphology and its semantic. It was an established

practiee in Russia to forro the hybrid words by using the

stem from a Russian word and add a suffix of Slavonie
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or~q~n. In the eighteenth eentury, as the new Russian

literary language was developinq, this eombination of

genetieally heterogenous morphems included the fusion of not

only Russian and Slavonie but also foreiqn morphemes.

Lomonosov eateqorieally rejeets this type of word formation

as "HerrpKCToHHO" and "rrpoTHBHo crryxy.lI46 Coneerning the

formation of participles, Lomonosov writes:

"BecbMa He HanJIeXHT l1pOH3BOlIHTI> rrplPIaCTHH OT Tex
rnarOJIOB, KOTopHe HeqTO rronnoe 3HaqaT H TonnKO B rrpOCTHX
pa3rOBopax yrroTpe6HTennHHH, H60 rrpaqaCTHR HMeDT B ce6e
HeKoTopyn BHCOKOCTb, H nnR Toro o~eHb l1pHCTOHHO HX
yrroTpe6rrRTb B BHCOKOM pone CTHXOB. KOTopHe pOCCHHCKHH H3HK

He OqeHb TBepno 3HaDT, a rrpHTOM Mano RJIH H~ero cnaBeHCKHX
KHRr He qHTanH H 3aTeM rrpRMoro yrroTpe6neHHg rrpH~aCTHH rrOHHTb
He MorYT, Te 6e30rracHO rrocTyrrRT, exenH BMeCTO rrp~aCTHH

rnarorr C B03HOCHTennHHMH IIHcaTb 6yrryT. 11
47

Therefore, the participles formed from purely Russian

verbs such as: TporaeMHH, KaqaeMHH, are, aecording to

Lomonosov, "Becbua lIHKH H cnyxy HeCHoCHH." He recommends the

formation of participles only form verbs of Slavonie origine

The same principle of stylistie unitY between the

morphological aspect of a word and its semantic, Lomonosov

applies to word combinations. For example, in word

combinations which include the masculine nouns with -y or -a
in the genitive singular, Lomonosov recommends the use of

one or the other inflexion according to the semantic unity

of the whole composite ward. Thus, it is correct to say:

CBHToro nyxa but p030Baro lIYXYi qenOBeqeCKarO llorrra but

IIpomnoronHaro lIonrYi aHrenbCKaro rrraca and IITHqnH rorrocy.

46 G.H. Worth examines in her article "Thoughts on the Turning
point ... 1f (128-129) the problem of formation of hybrids and
points out Lomonosov's misjudgment, i.e., his rejection of a
linguistic phenomenon which was already weIl established.

~ BourrepCKHH, CTHHHCTHqeCKOe yqeHHe 161 .
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Phonetic system: Lomonosov chooses Moscow dialect in

order to establish the rules for the new phonetic system.

The following examples show some phonetic rules established

by Lomonosov such as exposed in his Grammar and his two

Rhetorics.

Pronunciation of the fricative "r" in the Slavonie

forms of the high style.

- Different accentuation of the same word dependinq on

the stylistic category in which the word is found. In

the high style it would be: napH, BHCOKO, xecToK; in

the low style, the same words would have the accent on

the last syllable: napH, BHCOKO, xecToK, etc.

- The phonetie phenomenon of HerronHornacHe, (6per, rpan,
rnac), which is purely Slavonie in origin, is reserved

for the high style.

- Pronunciation of e under stress instead of 0 before

hard consonants is also a characteristic of the high

style.

- The words containing composite sounds III and m, which

are of Slavonie origin, are better suited for the high

style, while their Russian correspondents x and q

belong ta the low style.

- The tendeney of OKaHHe in the high style.

The low and the high style, being at opposite ends

within the hierarchy of stylistic categories, contrasted

sharply, not only in their lexical configuration (which will

be discussed in the next chapter), but aiso in their

morphologicai and phonetic features. Lomonosov was aware

that only a sensible juxtaposition of grammatical and

lexical eiements could preserve the stylistic balance and

uniformity of a given literary work. In arder to avoid

styIistic incongruities by juxtaposition and mixing of these

elements Lomonosov determined the phonetical and the
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morphological characteristics of each of the two styles .

This brought sorne scholars, A.I. Efimov for example, to

conclude that Lomonosov, while working on his Grammar,

distinguished only two styles; the low and the high. This

simplistic conclusion does not take into account sorne facts.

First, Lomonosov throughout his philological work clearly

distinguishes one lexical group composed of words common to

Russian and Church Slavonie, which he called "cnoBa

o6UleyrroTpe6RTen:OHHe, cnaBeHopOCCHHCKHe. 1I Next to these

common, Slavono-Russian words, he distinguished two lateral

groups of words, "BIicoKHe cnoBa" and "HH3KHe cnoBa" which

would forro two styles respectively, high and low. From

there it seems obvious that the group of words which he

calls "o6meyrroTpe6HTeJIbHHe," and which occupy central

position between the "high rt and "low" words, form what

Lomonosov later would calI the "middle style" in his theory

of three styles. This "middle style" covered a wide area of

use in literary language, and in its lexical, morphological

and phonetic configuration contained the elements from both

adjacent stylistic categories. Therefore, by virtue of its

heterogenous nature, the "middle style" was irrelevant

within the context of grammatical regulation relative to the

stylistic aspect of the Russian literary language. In this

regard, Vinogradov rightly observes:

"POccHHCKaH rpaMMaTRKa, orrRCHBaH H CHCTeMaTH3HpYH

~OHeTH~eCKRe, Mop~onorH~eCKHe H OTQaCTH

CHHTaKCHQeCKHe HBJIeHHH, CTpeMHnaco rrpenCTaBRTb

o6myn CTPYKTypHyn OCHOBY pYCCKoro H3HKa, KOTopaH B

OCHOBHOM COBrrânaeT co cpenHHM cTHrreM, a RHorna

rrpH6nRxaeTCH K npOCTOMY. 3Ta OCROBa crrYXHT ~OHOM H

BMeCTe C TeM opHeHTHpOM nnH rrpOTHBorrOCTaBneHHH

OTKnOHHUUlHXCH OT Hee HBneHHH BHCOKoro cnaBeHCKoro
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mTHJI5r CHCTeMe rrpOCTOrO, pa3rOBOpHOrO CTHJI5r. 1148

Lomonosov in his POccHHcKaH rpaMu8THK8 recorded and

codified the norms of Russian literary language, brought

them into a system, made detailed description, inventory and

selection of grammatical rules. Furthermore, he took care ta

imprave the stylistic aspect of the Russian language by

grammatical regulations. Therefore, Lamonosav's grammar is

unanimausly considered, and fully deserves to be 50, the

first Russian grammar "C HopMaTHBHo-eTHJIHCTH'tleCKHM

xapaKTepOM. n

48 B. B. BHHorpanOB, flpo6JIeMH CTHlIHCTHKH pyccKoro fl3HKa B Tpy.aax
ffOMOHOCOB8 (MOCKBa: BHcrnaH lliKOJIa, 1981) 53 •
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Chapter m

THE STANDARDIZATION OF THE VOCABULARY:

HITpellHcnOBHe 0 rronb3e KHHr UepKOBHHX B pOCCKHCKOM H3HKe"

The relationship between the Russian and the Church

Slavonie literary language during the XVI-XVIIe. was based

on a clear stylistie opposition and a weIl defined

funetional differentiation. As shown in the first chapter,

this hierarehical linguistie organization started to

disintegrate during the time of Peter the Great. Towards the

middle of the eighteenth century it became evident that the

role of Church Slavonie had changed, as its field of use had

narrowed. At the same time, the interaction between the

native Russian, the Church Slavonie and the foreign, West

European linguistie elements intensified. As the result of

this complex process of interaction, the problem of

stylistic differentiation among these various linguistie

elements started to emerge. It became an important

linguistie issue whieh had to be resolved by means of a

regulation. The follawing questions had ta be clarified:

What should be the basie structure of this new literary

language? What place should be given to native Russian? To

what extent should the ties with the Church Slavonie written

tradition be preserved? What should be the correlation

between the "old" and the "new" within this new literary

language? What kind of foreign linguistic borrowings should

be accepted? AlI these questions were of primary importance

around the middle of the eighteenth century and Lomonosov's

stylistic theory, developed in detail in his article

nIIpellHcnoBRe 0 rronb3e KHHr uepKoBHHX B pOCCHHCKOM H3HKe ,,49

49 In the year 1758, thus came out the second edition of the
Co6paHHe p83HHX COtIHHeHHii B CTHxax H B rrp03e rOCIIO.llHHa
KOHffeXCKoro COBeTHHK8 H IIpo~eccopa MHX8HH8 HOMOHocoBa,
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came as a possible response to these questions. ID

S~avono-Ru.ssian interaction: his1;oric~ perspective

Lomonosov examines the problem of Slavono-Russian

interrelation and interaction from two different

standpoints. First, he analyzes the problem at the

historieal-eomparative level and comes to the conclusion

that the Russian and the Church Slavonie (as he calls it

lf.rrpeBHRH MopaBCKHH H3HK If
) are closely related, but

nevertheless two different languages. s1 In his article

-rrpellHcnoBHe 0 rronb3e KHHr UepKOBHHX B pOCCHHCKOM H3HKe- and

throuqhout his philological works, Lomonosov makes a clear

differentiation by systematically distinquishinq the Russian

from the Church Slavonie at different levels: phonetical,

morphological, syntactical and lexical. He considers that

each of these two languages, throughout its historical

development, has its own repertory of corresponding

literary texts: the Old Russian being used in Middle Ages

for secular writinqs, and the Old Church Slavonie, into

which religious works were translated from Greek, as being

the oldest written language among Slavic people. Therefore,

Lomonosov eoncludes, the difference between the two

languages should be examined at different stages of their

historical deyelopment, and accordingly, against the actual

published by the Moscow University. To this second edition was
added Lomonosov' s article ufIpelIRcnoBHe 0 rronb3e KHHr uepKoBHHX
B pOCCHHCKOM H3HKe."

50 Here and throughout this third chapter, we have relied
essentially on BOMrrepCKKH, CTHffHCTHqeCKOe yqeHHe.

51 Nowadays, this is an accepted fact but, in the middle of the
eighteenth century, it was a matter of heated polemical
discussions among seholars and writers, namely between
Trediakovskii, Sumarokov and Lomonosov, whether Russian and
Chureh Slavonie should be eonsidered as tWQ different
languages .
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linquistic situation (the one of Lomonosov's own time).

By takinq into consideration the historical reality of

the past (the centuries-long coexistence between the Russian

and the Church Slavonie), and the linguistic situation of

his own time (the presence of the third linguistic element,

that is, the West European borrowinqs), Lomonosov comes to

the followinq conclusion: the new, standardized and

requlated Russian literary language, which could compete for

the same status and prestige and even surpass the West

European languages, should represent a synthesis between the

native Russian and the Church Slavonie elements. Such a

synthesis would provide a foundation on which the necessary

elements of West European languages would be gradually

assimilated. Lomonosov fights against the indiscriminate and

unrestricted use of West European vocabulary. However, he

does not condemn altogether the use of foreign vocabulary

and he does not hesitate to adopt a foreign word for the

denomination of an object or concept for which there was no

Russian equivalent. This was particulary valid for the

fields of science and technology.

Nevertheless, two factors played a deeisive role in

Lomonosov's choice of Church Slavonie rather than West

European elements as the integral part of the new Russian

literary language. First, the influence of West European

languages was a relatively new phenomenon and, hence, still

too weak during the first half of the eighteenth century, to

compete for equal status with the Church Slavonie. During

the reign of Peter the Great, the use of West European

languages, mostly German and Dutch, was restricted mainly to

the fields of science and trade. It was only in the second

half of the century that French became the most widely used

foreign language and primarily in the literary domaine

Second, Lomonosov saw the historical significance of Church

Slavonie in the fact that it transmitted ta Russians the

Classical and the Christian-Byzantine culture and provided
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the Russian language with numerous philosophîeal terms.

Lomonosov also pointed out that the development of the

Russian literary language distinguishes itself from the

development of other West European languages in the sense

that it was closely connected with the Church Slavonie

throughout the history in a specifie interrelationship:

Church Slavonie, while servinq as the "holy" language for

religious purposes and the religious writings, at the same

time exercised an influence on the Russian national

language, serving as the source of its semantic and artistie

enrichment. Henee, in Lomonosov's opinion, this close

relationship between these two languages is beneficial and

should be exploited for the formation of the new literary

language. Therefore, Russian society, while in the process

of creating a new literary language, should nQt reject the

Church Slavonie but wisely use the elements of this language

that are still alive, understandable and semantically

meaningful .

Sl.avono-Russian interaction: sty1.istic differentiation

After having examined the problem of differentiation and

interaction between the Russian and the Chureh Slavonie

languages from the historical perspective, Lomonosov

approaches the existing problem of their stylistie

differentiation within the new Russian literary language.

For that purpose he eonceives and brings forward his

stylistie theory, known today as the "Theory of three

styles,,,n by elassifying the literary material within the

framework of three distinct stylistic categories which he

ealls: high style, middle style and low style.

But Lomonosov's stylistic theory was not a fundamentally

52 Though Lomnosov used the term Three styles, he never
referred to his stylistic theory as the Theory of three
styles. This title was created by scholars later .
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new discovery, since durinq Lomonosov's time this

classification of literary material into different stylistic

categories was a weIl established concept. It goes back to

ancient Greek and Latin philosophers and writers: Aristotle,

Horace, Ciceron, Quintilien, etc. Then a hierarchy was

established between different literary genres and each genre

belonqed te a specifie literary style. Tragedy, epic, ode,

idyll, elegy, from the Most noble to the most humble of

genres, various epithets were given to describe the style in

which they should be written. The epithets Most frequently

found among the Latin writers were: uher, gracilis,

mediocris, subtilis, grandis, robustus, medius, floridus. S3

Durinq the sixteenth, the seventeenth and the first half of

the eighteenth century, Many West European scholars wrote

theoretical works concerning literary genres and their

corresponding styles based on the ancient Greek and Latin

works. In Rhetorics and Poetics written in Russia and

Ukraine durinq the seventeenth and the beginning of the

eighteenth century, the threefold stylistic differentiation

was commonly found.~

Lomonosov became acquainted with these stylistic

theories during the years of his education at the Slavono

Greco-Latin Academy in Moscow, and later in Kiev. Throughout

his philologi~al works Lomonosov deals with the stylistic

problem of Slavono-Russian interaction. In his Grammar and

in his two Rhetorics he examines the grammatical aspects of

differentiation between styles, while in his article "0
rrOJIb3e KHHr UepKOBHHX B pOCCHHCKOM H3IiKe" Lomonosov further

develops and exposes in detail his system of three styles

and defines their lexical norms. within that system the role

S3 See Martel, M. Lomonosov 40.

~ The first Russian Rhetoric by Makarii (1617-1619) and the
Usachev's Rhetoric (1699) both talk about "Tpex panax
rJIarOnaHHH."
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of Church-Slavonic was to provide a framework for

grammatical rules and serve as the source of new words •

Lomonosov aecepts and uses only these Church Slavonie words

whieh are already in general use. In his KpaTKoe PYKOBOllCTBO

K PHTopHKe Lomonosov recommends "y6eraTb cTapHx H
HeyrroTpe6HTenbHHX crraBeRCKHX peqeHHH, KOTOpHX Rapan He
pa3yMeeT. 1155 Therefore the books to be consulted as a source

of vocabulary are: The Psa~~er, The Ac~ of ~he Apost~es,The

Gospe~s and to a lesser degree The Proverbs and The Prayers.

Not only within the field of voeabulary but also when it

comes to grammatical structure, Lomonosov tries to eliminate

aIl the obsolete forms from the literary language.

Lomonosov starts by organizing the Slavonie and the

Russian vocabulary into three categories eaeh. The following

three belong to Chureh Slavonie vocabulary:

1. The obsolete Church Slavonie words.

2. Church Slavonie words, familiar to edueated people

even though they are not used in everyday speech.

3. Elevated words common to bath, Russian and Church

Slavonie.

The Russian voeabulary is divided in a similar way:

1. Slavono-Russian words used in both Church Slavonie

and Russian language.

2. Words of purely Russian origin, which do not figure

in Church books.

3. Low Russian words which have no place in the

literary language.

From these different categories, Lomonosov extracts the

groups of words which are common to bath, "peqeHHH
o6m.eyrroTpe6KTeJIbHIie y LIpeBHHX CJIaBHH K y POCCKHH," and he

55 BHRorpalIOB, HcropHH 45 .
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calls them "CnaBHaHOpoccmtCIŒe pe-qeHlHI." This group of

words make the connection between the two lexical groups,

the Church Slavonie and the Russian. Hence, the vocabulary

of the new Russian literary language is classified into

three groups, "ponOB petIemm" as Lomonosov calls them. They

aIl have followinq stylistic qualities: frequency of use

(yrroTpe6HTenbHOCTb)j intelligibility (rrOHRTHOCTb), and

propriety (rrpHCTOHHOCTb), that is, whether a word is

appropriate and properly chosen for that particular literary

material. To the first group belong Church Slavonie words

(CnaBeHcKHe petIeHHH) regularly employed even though not on a

wide scale and familiar to educated Russians (OTBep3aD,

rocrroneHb, HacaIlleHHHH, B3HBan etc.). The second group

consists of Slavono-Russian words (CnaBeHOpOCC~rlCKHe

peqeHHR: 6or, cnaBa, pYKa, HHHe, rrOqHTaD etc.). To the third

group belong Russian words which do not figure in church

books, (POCCHCKHe peqeHHR: rOBopD, pyqeH, KOTOpHH, rroKa,

nHllib etc.). What Lomonosov excludes from these three lexical

groups, and by consequence from the Russian literary

language, are obsolete Church Slavonie words, as he calls

them: "o6eTillanHe peqeHHH", (for example: 06aBaD, PHCHH,

OBorna, CBeHe), and the low, indecent Russian words

("rrpe3peHHHe ClIOBa"), these two groups not corresponding te

the norms of the new literary language, since they do not

pesses the three stylistic qualitiesj yrrTpe6HTenbHOCTb,

rrOHRTHOCTo, rrpHCToHHOCTb.

From the above mentioned three groups, Lomonosov builds

his theory of three styles: "DT paccYlIHTenbHoro yrroTpe6neHHH

H pa360py CHX Tpex ponoB peqeHHH pOIllaDTcH TpH illTHJIH:

BIiCOKHH, rrocpencTBeHIiH H HH3KHH. ,,56 The entire system, built

upon three stylistic categories, is based on the interaction

56 M. B. JIOMOHOCOB, "IIpenHcnoBRe 0 rrOnb3e KHRr uepKOBHHX B
pOCCHHCKOM H3HKe," PYCCKaH JIHTeparypHaH KpHTHKa XVIII BeKa,
(MOCKBa: COBeTCKaH POCCHH, 1978) 53 .
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between the Church Slavonie and the Russian linguistie

elements. Each style is defined by the proportion of Church

Slavonie elements it contains in relation to Russian, but

the latter forms lexical foundation of each category. By

admitting Church Slavonie elements in various proportions

into a particular stylistic category, Lomonosov defines the

stylistic level of that category; the more Church

Slavonicisms, the higher the stylistic level. Again,

Lomonosov carefully selects Slavonie material, and admits

only these linguistic elements which have already entered,

and became an integral part of the literary language. One of

his main concerns is to maintain the uniformity within each

stylistic category. He reeommends, for example, "Ha6JIDnaTn
paBHoeTb enora" in the high style, which means excluding any

"rrolInHe enoBa." Concerning the Middle style, Lomonosov

writes: liB cpelIHeM illTKne lIOJIXffO Ha6JIDlIaTn BceBo3MoXHYD
paBHOCTb, KOTopaH oco6nHBo TeM TepHeTcH, KorlIa peqeHHe
eJIa~eHeKoe nonoxeHO 6yneT nOllne pOCcHHcKoro
rrpocToHapollHoro. lln

Lomonosov clearly defines the lexical structure of each

style by the choice of particular lexical groups and their

possible combinations.

The high style contains the vocabulary from three

lexical categories: words common to bath Church Slavonie and

Russian language; the Church Slavonie words known to

educated Russians even though they are not commonly used;

and these borrowings which were already weIl established in

the Russian literary language. This style should be used

when writing heroic poems, odes, and ceremonial speeches on

important subjects.

The Middle style consists mainly of words cemmen te

Church Slavonie and Russian, but can contain purely Slavonie

n BOMrrepcKHH, CTHffHCTHqeCKOe yqeHHe ~48 •
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words from the high style as well as the purely Russian

words from the low style, provided that they are not too

vulgar. That is to say, the care should he taken that the

style does not hecome pompous or vulgar, respectively. The

middle style was reserved for theatrical works, satires,

elegies, eclogues, simple poems etc.

The low style contains simple words of Russian origin

without any Church Slavonicisms. This style is to he used in

comedies, humorous epigrams, songs, familiar correspondence

and the accounts of ardinary affairs.

This lexical organization, evidently, does not leave

much space for West European vocabulary. As mentianed

earlier, Lomanosav tries ta avoid as much as possible

foreign borrowings by replacinq them, particularly in the

fields of abstract and scientific terminology, with

neologisms created by coining Slavonie or Russian words or

morphems, for example: Ba3nymHHH Hacoc, 3eMHa~ OCn,
paBHoBecHe Ten, KHcnoTa, MarHHTHaH cTpenKa etc. Other means

Lomonosov uses ta avoid adoption of a foreign word are by

the introduction of some semantic changes of already

existing Russian words such as OITHT, llBHxeHHe, Ha6nDneHHe,
HBneHHe, qaCTKua etc. Nevertheless, he was in favour of

adoption of a certain number of international scholarly

terminology founded on Greek and Latin roots, for example:

ropH30HTallnHHH, llHaMeTp, KBanpaT, aTMoc~epa, 6apOMeTp,
MHKpocKorr etc. A considerable number of words that were

created, semantically changed or borrowed by Lomonosov, have

remained, and are now, an integral part of the scientific

vocabulary.
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Chapter IV

THE nœORTANCE OF LOHONOSOV'S STYLISTIC THEORY

There is no consensus amonq scholars regarding the

importance of Lomonosov's stylistic theory. One group of

scholars, including v.o. Levin, A.V. Isachenko and G~H.

Worth, hold the opinion that Lomonosov's stylistic theory

was merely an episode in the history of literary Russian and

had little impact on its further development. other

scholars, such as V.P. Vomperskii, A.I. Gorshkov, E.G.

Kovalevskaia, F.P. Filin and V.V. Vinogradov, consider the

Theory as an important contribution ta the formation and the

development of modern Russian literary language.

As demonstrated in the first chapter of the present

work, the linguistic situation of the first half of the

eighteenth century was rather chaotic. There is a general

agreement among scholars dealing with the eighteenth-century

linquistic problem in Russia, in recognizing that there was

indeed a "CTHJIHCTRt.recKaH rrecTpoTa, ••• KOTopaR 6HJIa oco6eHo

Xap8.KTepH8. llITR CTRITeH JIHTepaTypHoro H3HK8. KOHua XVII 

rrepEOH TpeTH XVIII EeKa. ,,58 The on-going polemical

discussions and the antagonism between the three major

literary figures of the time, Trediakovskii, Sumarokov and

Lomonosov, was symptomatic of the lack of a normative

character within the literary language. Considering the

circumstances, a grammatical and lexical i.e., stylistic

organization was an absolute necessity, acutely felt around

the middle of the century.

AlI the confusion, discussions and disagreements were

concentrated around one main question: how ta find a cammon

national norm for the literary language. Renee, Lomonasov's

58 BHHorpallOB, OqepKH 100 .
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stylistic theory - and obviously his Grammar - appear first

of aIl, as a response to that question; it came as a

necessary step te remedy this indiscriminate and arbitrary

mixture of vocabulary and grammatical forms that was common

practice among writers of that time. By organizing the

lexical material and by settinq the grammatical norms,

Lomonosov enabled a harmonious, 10gical and sensible

juxtaposition of two distinct linguistic traditions, the

Russian and the Church Slavonie.

Regarding Lomonosov's Grammar, its importance for the

further development of the literary Russian is evident and

requires no further comments. His stylistic theory, however,

needs sorne rehabilitation.

First, let us examine why Lomenosov opted for this

threefold stylistic division which eventually earned the

famous titIe: the Theory of three styles. By considering

from our present perspective, Lomnosov's purely formaI

division of Russian literary language into three stylistic

categories appears rather rigid, artificial and somewhat

hard to put into practice.

As G.E. Pavlova noted: "Lomonosov never separated his

scientific activities from his literary work. The poet never

stopped being a scientist, while the scientist always

remained a poet. ,,59 This could explain why Lomonosov' s

stylistic theory is conceived in such a precise way and with

such strict and rigid rules. There the linguist was dealing

with the problem in a quasi-scientific appreach. oo This is

what A.V. Isachenko calls the normative character, typical

for the thoughts of the eighteenth century enlightenment

period, and I. Reyfman describes as a normative approach to

59 G.E. Pavlova and A.S. Fedorov, M.V. Lomonosov, His Life
and Work (Moscow: Mir Publishers, 1984) 267.

00 We should not forget the fact that Lomonosov was a scientist
as much as a writer and linguiste
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aesthetics - a common feature for the eighteenth-century

Russian writers. 61 Obviously, no writer or poet, including

Lomonosov himself, could strictly follow these rigid rules,

since literature as a creative process has this arbitrary

value which eludes any rigid and strict regulation - and

Lomonosov certainly must have been aware of that. Lomonosov

himself apparently hesitated before eventually deciding for

this threefold division. 62 Hence, the fact that Lomonosov

choose to divide the literary language into three distinct

styles and no more and no less, should not be given more

importance than it deserves. Unfortunately, this is exactly

what happened among the critics of our time who re-examined

and re-assessed Lomonosov's philological work. Isachenko,

for example, in his article ffOMOHOCOB H TeopHH cTHHeH, while

acknowledging the necessity of this normative character in

Lomonosov's Grammar, deplores its presence in his stylistic

theory. He writes:

"Ha ITOBeCTKe LIH5r CTO.HnO He pa36HeHHe 5r3IiKa rro

CTHllHM, a HHTepOraUH5r ITHCbMeHRoro H pa3rOBopHoro

H3HKa 06pa30BaHHX crroeB 06~eeTBa Ha oeROBe ellHROH

rpaMMaTHKH, eLIHROH rrpH3HOeHTeJIbHOK HOpMIi. ,,63

61 HCaqeHKO, "JIoMoHoeOB" 147.
l. Reyfman, Vasilii TrediakovskYi The Fool of the 'new'

Russian Literature (Stanford, California: stanford University
Press, 1990) 67.

~ This is the conclusion that some scholars, including A.l.
Efimov, came to, after examining Lomonosov's drafts for his
POCCHHCK8H rp8MM8THKa and PHTOpHK8 (see for example Efimov's
HCTOpHH PyccKoro HHTepaTypHoro H3HK8 102-105). But, according
to Vomperskii, CTHHHCTHIleCKoe yqeHHe ffOMOHOCOB8 (173-179),
Lomonosov never hesitated when it came to defining the
stylistic structure of the literary language; the idea of a
threefold division can be found in practically aIl of
Lomonosov's philological work.

63 HeaqeHKO, "JIOMOHOCOB Il 149 •
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No doubt, the grammar was of basic importance for the

integration of the written, i.e., Church slàvonic, and the

colloquial Russian. However, this integration could not

possibly have taken place on a grammatical basis uniquely

considerinq the particular linguistic situation in Russia

during the first half of the eighteenth century. The lexical

incongruities and the stylistic disorder of the time

represented a problem which, in our opinion, due to its very

nature could not have been resolved by mere grammatical

regulation. Further in his article Isachenko writes:

"YqeHHe a CTilJIHX, 3aHMCTBOBaHHoe JIOMoHOCOBHM y
KnaCCH~eCKHX pHTOpHK, 6Hrro rrpHypOqeHO K rr03THKe

pOCcHHcKoro KnaCCHUH3Ma. KaXllHH H3 Tpex cTHrreH

CBH3HBanCH JIOMOHOCOBHM C orrpenerreHHHM rrHTepBTypHHM

xaHpoM ••• Ho 6ynymee He rrpHHanrrexarro onaM,

repOH~eCKHM rr03MaM, 3KHoraM H 3rrerHaM. C
pacnanaHHeM BeCbMa ycnoBHoH 3CTeTH~eCKOH CHCTeMH

KnaCCHUH3ua pacnananaCb H CTHrrHCTHqeCKaH

pernaMeHTaUHH H3HKa. n64

v.o. Levin shares the same point of view:

"CTBHOBHTCH HCHHM, qTO CHCTeMa Tpex cTHneH, •••

TepHeT c~oe 3HaqeHHe B ycnoBHHx nBrrbHeHlliero

pa3BHTHH JIHTepaTypH, rropHBanmeH rrOCTerreHHO C

TpanHUHSIMK KnaCCHUK3Ma. 1165

Obviously, Isachenko and Levin consider the whole

matter through the prism of historical classification of

literary movements into different aesthetic categories. This

64 HCaqeHKO, "JIOMOHOCOB" 149.

65 JIeBHH, KpEiTKHii QflepK 132. cited in HCaqeHKO, "JIOMoHOCOB"
149 •
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would appear to be a narrow-sighted view since we aIl know

that linguistic norms can not be fixed once "and for aIl and

applied indefinitely, due ta the constant mutation of

language. Lamonosov himself must have been aware of the

temporary value and limited use of his stylistic theory.

Henee, his stylistie theory should be considered and its

importance examined from a different perspective, in a

broader, mare general contexte

The first important feature of Lomonosov's stylistic

theory is that it legitimized and codified the use of the

everyday, colloquial Russian. By officially admitting

RUdsian spoken, everyday speech into the literary language,

Lomonosov opened the possibilities for expansion and

enrichment of the latter. Indeed, during the second half of

the century, the colloquial Russian started entering

different, new literary genres on a wide scale. By providing

guidance as to how and when the colloquial Russian should be

used, Lomonosov helped remedy the "CTHJIHCTHt.feCXaH rreCTpoTa n

of his own time and, by doing 50, he paved the road for

future generations of writers and poets. Indeed, we May ask

ourselves: would we have Pushkin without Lomonosov?

Furthermore, Lomonosov recognized the value and the

advantage of an organized use of the living parts of the

Church Slavonie and its incorporation inta the literary

language. Considered from our present perspective, the

importance of the Church Slavonie seems overvalued by

Lomanosov. But we should keep in mind that 1) around the

Middle of the eighteenth century, the presence of Church

Slavonie within the literary language was considerably

stronger than was the presence West European vocabulary,

French in particular. 2) Lomonosov did not favour the use of

Church Slavonie any more than his contemporaries

Trediakovskii and Sumarokov, but he was the only one among

them who clearly stipulated to what proportion, under what

conditions and under what eircumstances the Church Slavonie
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language should be used - and he aehieved this by means of

the stylistie differentiation. Here is one example in way of

demonstration. We have seen in the first ehapter of the

present work that the use of Church Slavonie and Russian

doublets (II8KH-OIIHTb; HJKe-KOTOpIfH; TOKMO-rOJIbKO) , were a

eommon praetiee during the first half of the century.

However, conflicts often arose (the quarrels between

Sumarokov and Trediakovskii concerning the use of the

Slavonie word ll8KH are notorious), as to when and where eaeh

of them should be employed. By means of his stylistic

differentiation, Lomonosov resolved the problem: the Russian

words were ta be used in the middle and the low styles and

their Slavonie equivalents in the high style. By organizing

and stylistieally orienting the elements from the spoken, as

well as the written tradition, not randomly but by a careful

and logical selection and organization, Lomonosov made first

important steps towards the creation of a new, unified

literary language. By regulating the use of Church Slavonie

and Russian linguistic elements and by orienting their

mutual interaction, Lomonosov standardized the lexical

system - and by doing so, he enabled the passage, that is,

the transformation from the medieval, bilingual linguistic

system towards one common, national literary language.

within this context it becomes irrelevant that the odes and

the elegies belonging ta the period of Classicism, were

replaeed by new literary genres whieh eame with

Sentimentalism, and where the Theory of three styles could

not be applied as such. If the Slavonie word ll8KH was

reserved for the high style, and the odes and elegies, and

accordingly the high style, went out of fashion 

eonsequently, the word II8KH also went out of use. And this

is exactly what happened, many of the Slavonicisms

disappeared as the high, soleron literary genres went out of

fashion. Therefore, it becomes equally irrelevant if there

were three or five stylistie categories. The point is that
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the vocabulary needed and received, by mans of Lomonosov's

stylistic organization, a selection and a classification•

Thus we can say that Lomonosov led the foundations, and,

like in the field of architecture, they May be hidden,

nevertheless they are essential, and whatever form or shape

may appear throughout the history, the groundwork remains.

Hence, Isachenko's view, shared by G.H. Worth~ that the

Theory of three s~yles was merely an episode in the history

of literary Russian and had practically no impact on its

subsequent development - and the importance of this theory

belongs ta the folklore of philology, could indeed be

considered as heretical.~

One regrettable fact is the inconsistency in the

standards of judgements among investigators in the

assessment of Lomonosov's philological work. Notably,

G.H.Worth questions Lomonosov's role as a central figure in

the creation of the new Russian literary language. According

to her, the Most important and pressing tasks in creating a

new, unified Iiterary language are: 1) the standardization

of grammar and 2) the regulation and the creation of a new

vocabulary. Aithough she acknowledges the importance of

Lomonosov's contribution in the field of grammar, G.Worth

questions his role as regulator and innovator of the

vocabulary. The fact that Lamonasov "shunned unnecessary

innovations whenever he had the possibility ta take over

already existing terms, 1168 and preferred the use of

paraphrases and word combinations whenever an equivaient for

a Latin or German term did not yet exist in Russian, is

considered as a shortcoming by the author. By contrast, she

66 See Worth, 'CThoughts" 131.

~ In her article, Worth refers to her statement as
"heretical."

68 Worth, "Thoughts" 131 •
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gives aIl the credits to Trediakovskii for his numerous

neologisms despite the fact that most of them were never

adopted, no more by his contemporaries than by posterity.

She writes: "Despite the fact that Trediakovskii's own

language is often barely comprehensible and was ridiculed

during his own time, I believe that this writer is one of

the key figures, one of the moving spirits in building up

the higher lexical strata of the new literary lanquaqe."69

Certainly, there was a need for a new expanded lexicon as

the Russian literary, scientific and cultural life was in an

ever closer connection with the Western world. There are

different means by which new words can be created, and it is

a matter of judgement to determine which are more

appropriate in given circumstances. The fact is that new

vocabulary was created by aIl different means in eighteenth

century Russia, and there was a profusion of new words with

numerous synonyms and doublets creating stylistic and

grammatical awkwardness within the newly forming Russian

literary language. This bring us ta the following

conclusion: if there was a need for a new vacabulary during

the middle of the eighteenth century, there was an even

greater need for its regulation, and Lomonosov's stylistic

theory was a first important move into that direction. It

appears there is a double criterion by which G.H. Worth

judges the historical importance of the philological works

of two authors, Lomonasov and Trediakovskii. First she uses

as the standard of judging the fact that Lomanosov,s Theory

of three styLes did not find any practical application in

the literature of future generations and therefore had no

impact on the subsequent development of the Russian literary

language. Hence, it has no historical importance. But then,

it appears, G.H. Worth does not apply the same criterion

69 Worth, "Thoughts lf 132 •
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when judqinq Trediakovskii's philoloqical work, when she

writes: "Trediakovskii's significance for the development of

the literary language does not lie in the number of his

neologisms that survived, but in the fact that his whole

linquistic and literary activity formed a bridge between old

and new."70 In our opinion, this statement would do much

better justice to Lomonosov, for, if anybody from that

qeneration of writers and scholars had made the link between

the past and the future, it was Lomonosov in the first

place.

What G.H. Worth refers to as the "regulation of

vocabulary", other scholars includinq V.P. Vomperskii and

v.v. Vinogradov calI it the solving af existing problem af

bilinquism within the new Russian literary lanquage. 71

Although many of Lomanosov's contempararies, A.D. Kantemir,

V.K. Trediakovskii, V.E. Addodurov, V.N. Tatishchev, tried

to find a solution but failed, accordinq to Vomperskii,

Lomonsov was the only one to succeed in findinq the answer

to this most important question of Russian linquistics

during the second half of the seventeenth and the first half

of the eighteenth century. Vomperskii, who extensively

studied not only Lomonosov's stylistic theory but aiso

stylistic theories before Lomonosov, considers erroneous

the widely us~d expression amonq scholars: The theory of

taree styles, since Lomonosov used the already existinq

concept of three styles merely as a convenient framework for

the differentiation of various stylistic genres of Russian

literary lanquage. n But Lomonosov was aware that:

" ••. CTHnHCTKqeCKHe 3ana~H H3YQeHHR pYCCKoro llHTepaTypHoro

R3HKa He HCqeprrHBaDTCR orrHcaHHeM K pa3rpaHH~eHHeM erG

70 Worth, "Thoughts" 132.

71 BOMrrepCKHH, CTHJIHCTHT.[eCKOe yqeHHe 180.

n This opinion is shared by V.V. Vinogradov and A.I. Gorshkov .
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-PYHKUHOHaJIbHHX pa3HOBHllHOCTeH. n73 A.I. Gorshkov shares the

same opinion: "CTHllKcTH~ecKoe yqeHHe JIoMoHocoBa HerrpaBoMepHo

CBonHTCH K yqeHHD 0 Tpex CTHllHX. Ha caMOM xe nelle OHO 6Hrro

ropa31Io IIlHpe H rrry6xe. ,,74 Both scholars consider Lomonosov' 5

theory not only as the theory of three styLes such as

exposed in his article "0 rrOllo3e KHIiT nepKoBHHX B POCCHHCKOM

H3HKe", but as a much more complex work, which represents an

integral part of Lomonosov's other two major works:

PoccHiicK8H rp8MM8THK8 and Kp8TKoe PYKOBOIlCTBO K KpaCHOpellHlJ.

They together forro an entity, and, are converging towards

the same goal: the resolution of the problem which appeared

with the disintegration of Church Slavonic-Russian

bilinguism during the first half of the eighteenth century,

and the establishment of norms within the stylistic and

grammatical field of the literary language:

"Pa3LIerreHHe H3HKa Ha TpH CTHllH BHOCHJIO ITOpHlIOK B

TY CTHrrHCTH~eCKYD rreCTpOTY, KOTopaH 6Hna

xapaKTepHa lIJIH JIHTepaTypHoro H3HKa ileTpOBCKOM

3ITOXH. 3Ta CTHllHCTH~eCKaH pe~opMa CHrparra BHlIaD~YD

POllo B CTaHOBlleHHH H HOpMaJIH3aUHH HOBOH CHCTeMH

PYCCKoro llHTepaTypHoro H3HKa H OKa3aJIa rpoMalIHoe

B03lleHCTBHe Ha cYlIo6H PYCCKOH llHTepaTypH H

llKTepaTypHoro H3HKa BITllOTb LIO cepenHHH 70-X 

HaqaJIa 80-X ronOB. ,,75

73 B. il. BOMITepCKHM, 110 rrOHHTHH IIlTHrrH B CTHllHCTHlIeCKOH TeopHH
M. B• JIOMoffocOBa," BOJJpOCH CTHJIHCTHKH (MOCKBa: fI311aTelloCTBO
MOCKOBCKoro YHHBepCHTeTa, 1966) 46. In this article,
Vomperskii discusses other aspects of Lomonosov' s approach
concerning stylistic differentiation.

74 A. fI. rOplllKOB, TeOpeTHqeCKHe OeSOBEi HCTOpHH PyccKoro
JIHTepaTypHoro H3HK8 (MOCKBa: HaYKa, 1983) 140.

75 BOMITepCKHM, CTHJIHCTHCfeCKoe yqeHHe 180 •
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Furthermore, Vomperskii rightly points out, Lomonosov

with his stylistic theory led the foundations of the Russian

Stylistics as a science, and played a prominent role in the

history of the formation and development of Russian

Linguistics as a science - at the time in Russian history

when it became necessary to put under examination and

analysis the rich and multiform linguistic material from the

past. We can not but acknowledge Vomperskii's statement if

we take into consideration that the distinction between the

Russian and the Church Slavonie was made rather intuitively

during Lomonosov's time. Lomonosov was the first to take a

historical-linguistic approach to the problem by

differentiating the two languages according to their origine

More importantly, he was the first to determine that Church

Slavonie and Russian were two distinct languages.

Although Vomperskii and Vinogradov both agree that

Lomonosov's threefold stylistic division was necessary for

bringing order to the existing linguistic chaos, from the

quotation above it is evident that Vomperskii's point of

view concerning the importance of Lomonosov's theory for the

further formation and development of the new Russian

literary language, differs from Vinogradov's. According to

Vinogradov, as the Classicism was dying out and was being

replaced by Sentimentalism, the new literary practice could

not further follow the narrow paths of the high, middle, and

the low style. Comparing the importance of Lomonosov's

Grammar with the importance of his stylistic theory,

Vinogradov writes:

nrOpa3no MeHbmYD ponb B CTaHOBneHHK H o~opMneHKH HOBOR
CKCTeMH pYCCKoro HaUHOHanbHoro nKTepaTYHHoro H3HKa
CHrpana nOMOHOCOBCKaH TeopKH Tpex CTHneR. OHa nHllib
3aKperrnHna Ta, QTO orrpenenHnOCb B pe3ynbTaTe
rrpenmeCTBYDmero pa3BHTHH CTHneR xynoxecTBeHHOK
nRTepaTypH, R He YKa3HBana rrYTeH pa3BHTHH HOBOK
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CTHHHCT~eCXOH CHCTeMH COOTEeTCTBYDmeH URoroo6pa3HD

~YHXnHOHanDHO-peqeBHXCTHHeH HaUHoHanoHoro

HHTepaTypHOrO H3HXa. 1176

There are several reasons why it is hard to accept

Vinogradov's statement. The counter-argument to Vinogradov's

statement, given by E.G. Kovalevskaia is worthy of

consideration. n First - Kovalevskaia argues - the connection

of the system of three styles with the literary tradition of

the past does not exclude its connection with the future

literary traditions. Lomonosov's Theory of three styles

played an essential role in the process of establishment of

lexical and stylistic norms, and was directly related to the

formation of different lexical strata of the modern Russian

literary language. The authors of the eighteenth century,

while writing within the framework of the three styles,

greatly contributed ta building up of the modern stylistic

system, since each of the three styles required a purposeful

selection of linguistic resources , as weIl as a fair amount

of consideration as to their possible combinations. It was

in the literature of Classicism that the linguistic material

underwent the type of "processing" and "working Up"

necessary for the formation of any literary language. The

authors, with their active literary and theoretical

participation, contributed to the establishment of

linguistic norms. No doubt, the system of three styles with

its apparent exclusive character, (3aMxHYTHMH rpaHHuaMH),

was very different from the stylistic system of Pushkin's

76 BHHorpanoB, lfcropHH 204.

77 E. r . KOBaneBCKaH, "0 cynb6e BHCOKOH HeKCHKH B HCTOpHH
pYCCKoro nHTepaTypHoro H3HKa XVIII-XX EE, Il ipYHK~HOHaJIhHHe H
COUH8JIbHUe pa3HOBHllHOCTH PYCCKoro JIHreparypHoro H3HK8 XVIII
BeK8. (lleHHHrpan: HaYKa, 1984) 96-116 •
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time and from the modern stylistic system. Nevertheless, its

basic principles had a perspective for development.

Let us examine at this point what was the destiny of

each of the three styles. Assuming that Lomonosov's

stylistic theory did have a practical application in

literary writings of his own time, i.e., during the period

of Classicism, and did consolidate the literary heritage

from the past, it appears at least questionable whether the

Theory of three styles survived as such and were applied on

a wide scale by following generations. But what was the

future of each of the three stylistic categories?

Obviously, Lomonosov's s~ylistic theary belonged ta the

period of Russian Classicism and was directly related ta the

existing literary genres. The fallowing generations of

writers who embraced the new literary movement of

Romanticism, could not use and put into practice Lomanosov's

theory in its entity; the fashion of soleron odes was over

and the high style with its elevated Slavonie voeabulary had

lost its practical application, since the new types of

literature which develaped with Ramanticism did not need

that kind of high stylistic expression. But, as E.G.

Kovalevskaia points out:

"neKCH"QeCKOe Hnpo BHCOKoro CTHnSI - cnaBSIHH3MH, HJIH

BHCOKaSI neKCHKa, coxpaHHnHcb B neKHKO

ceMaHTH~ecKoH CHCTeMe PyccKoro JIHTepaTypHoro SI3HKa

XIX-XXB., XOTH Kpyr "BHCOKOH neKCHKH" 3HaQIrTenbHO

CY3HJICH. ~OHeTHQeCKHe HBneHHH H ~OpMH cnOB,

3aKperrneHHHe 3a BHCOKHM CTHJIeM, OCTanHCb

nOCTOHHHeM H3HKa XVIII BeKa. ,,78

As much as the answer concerning the high linguistic

78 KOBaneBCKaH, "a cyll:06e'' 96 •
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strata seems rather straightforward, the destiny of the

middle style appears to be much more controversial. There is

a widespread opinion among scholars, including Vinogradov,

that the middle style, which started its formation with the

development of the chancery and business language during the

seventeenth century, served as the foundation for the

further development of Russian literary language. Sorokin,

while examining the period of Peter the Great, writes in

this respect:

"Ho pa3BHTHe cpenHero nenOBoro cnora HMeno BaXHoe
3HaqeHHe H llJIR llanbHeMillero orrpeneneHHH elIHHOH
nHTepaTypROH HOpMH, H llnH ~OpMHpOBaRHH ROBUX
CTHneH rrOBeCTBOBaTeJIbHOH JIHTepaTypH. ,,79

Sorokin emphasizes the fact that Lomonosov was the

first ta indicate the importance and the special position of

this middle lexical layer, its central place, and its

standardized character within the stylistic system. Towards

the end of the eighteenth century, the new literary

language, built on the foundations of this middle lexical

strata which Lomonosov defined as the middle style, became

at the same time the business language and the language of

literature in its narrow sense (xynoxecTBeHHaH JIHTepaTypa).
F.P. Filin holds a similar opinion:

"C TeqeHHeM BpeMeHK paMKH "cpeIIHero" H3HKOBoro
THITa TO paCillHpHJIHCb, TO cYXHBallHcb, rpaHHUH erG
6HJIH HeqeTKHMH, HOpMIi HeYCTOliqHBHMH, HO llHHHH erG
pa3BHTHH HHKorna He rrpepHBanaCb. 3TO 6Hn

79 IO.C. COPOKHH, "0 cnoBape pyccKoro H3HKa XVIII BeKa,"
MaTepH8JIH H HCClIe.aOB8HHH lIO JIeKCHKe pYCCKoro H3HK8 XVIII
BeKa, ed. IO. C. COpOKHH (MOCKBa -JIeHHHrpalI: AKaneMHH RaYK CCCP,
HaYKa, 1965) 5-42 .
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rrpe.zœ03BeC"tHHK COBpelleHHOrO pYCCKOrO JIKTepaTYPHOrO

H3HKa. ,,80

Filin's argument is simple but plausib1e: writers of

the eighteenth century did not write in Chureh Slavonie,

neither did they wri te "IIOnJIlDl cnOBOlL. ft Their language, with

different variations, was developing within the frame of the

ever expanding middle lexical layer. This standpoint is

generally accepted among scholars. However, it is challenged

by A.I. Gorshkov who goes even further and questions the

very existence of the system of three styles: "Ho rrpexne

Bcera cnenyeT BHHCHHTb, _cy~eCTBOBana llH peaHDHo CHCTeMa Tpex

CTHJIeH PyccKoro JIHTepaTypHoro H3HX6. "Sl Though acknawledqinq

the existence of the high style in a certain number of texts

t~ical i~ their linguistic organization, he considers the

frontiers between the middle and the low style blurred

enough not to allow us to speak about two distinctive

styles. Therefore, according ta Gorshkov, the very question:

did the Russian literary language develop from the middle

style?, becomes irrelevant. Even if we accept the idea that

the middle style, indeed, was the point departure for the

further development of the Russian literary language,

Gorshkov questions the importance of that fact. Far more

important, according to him, is to know:

nqTO OH C060K npenCTaBJIHJI, Kax pa3BHBancSI, KaXHMH

napaMeTpaMH o6nananH rrpenCTaBJIHDmRe 3TOT CTHJIb TeXCTH."S2

In order to answer these questions, it is necessary,

Gorshkav considers, to make the link, first of aIl, between

the development of the Russian literary language and the

development of the literary tendencies of the second half of

80 <PHJIHH, HCTOKH 119.

Sl ropmxOB, TeOpeTJIqeCKHe 143.

82 ropmxOB, TeOpeTHTEeCKHe 143 •• 69
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the eighteenth century. Gorshkov's way of reasoning is

probably the most pertinent. It supports our above made

statement that is irrelevant how many stylistic categories

existed in literary practiee of Lomonosov's time. At the

same time, this is also hard to determine sinee the

boundaries between what Lomonosov defined as the middle and

low styles were indeed somewhat blurred and the distinction

between what he referred to as 06meHapOlIHaH,
o6meyrroTpe6HTenbHaH neKCHKa and rrpOCToHaponHHe, HH3KHe cnOBa
etc. were not clearly defined. What is now important, in our

opinion, is to analyze further the overwhelming quantity of

literary material inherited from the eighteenth century that

lies in the archives, waiting to be examined. 83

Gorshkov's point of view is representative for the

"defenders" of Lomonosov's stylistic theory, and can be

summarized as follows:

1. Lomonosov's stylistic theory can not be reduced ta

the mere theory of three styles such as exposed in his short

article lia rrOJIb3e KHRr nepKOBHHX B pOCCHHCKOM H3Hxe"; it has

a much deeper and wider implications within the development

of the new Russian literary language and therefore should be

considered beyond the narrow frame of three styles.

2. The widely accepted consideration of the second half

of the eighte~nth century as the period of three styles is

based more on theories than on the real condition of the

Russian literary language. We cannot fully understand and

give an exact account of the new Russian literary language

without leaving this narrow frame of three styles;

83 Accordinq to the authors of the proj ect CJIOBapb XVIII BeKB,
(JIeHHHrpalI: 1977) 7 , there were more than ten thousand
publications released durinq the eighteenth century. Many of
the literary texts were published for the first time in the
XIxth-xxth century, and there is a great number of still
unpublished manuscripts in the archives. See ~HnHH, HCTOKH
119-120 •
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Lomonosov's literary practice, and that of his fellow

writers was much wider and richer than Lomonosov's theory •

3. Neither Lomonosov and his contemporaries, nor the

future qeneration of theoreticians and writers considered

this threefold stylistic division as the only possible and

the most important, and indeed, different approaches

regardinq stylistic differentiations existed during and

after Lomonosov's time. But these various stylistic

classifications, includinq Lomonosov's, during the middle

and the second half of the eighteenth century, were not

always based on a clear and well defined principles, and the

practical applications of these principles were not always

carried out with consistency and precision.

To this can be added that the whole eighteenth century

was a period of linquistic experimentation, much more sa

than was the seventeenth or the nineteenth century. During

this transitional period in the process of formation and

development of the modern Russian literary language,

Lomonosov's stylistic theory played an important raIe since

it was directly connected to the historical and cultural

need of the eighteenth century Russian literary society.

liB pelllopMe nOMOHocoBa 6IlJIH rrpaBHJIoHO oTpaxeHH
TeHneHUHH pa3BHTHH pYCCKoro ITHTepaTypHoro H3HKa,
rrYTH erG HOpUaJIH3aUHH: Qepe3 yrropHnOqeHHOe
pa3neneHHe K o6~enHHeHHD. 3TO 6Hn Heo6xonHMHH 3Tarr
B Hamel KynbTypHO-H3HKOBOR HCTopHH. nM

84 epHJIHH, HCTOKH ~28 .
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Conclusion

During the complex and intensive proeess of interaction

between the Church Slavonie and the Russian linguistic

elements in the course of the eighteenth eentury, the

Russian literary language was thoroughly transformed from

its old, medieval dual system to one common literary

language with weIl defined grammatical norms and a new

stylistic structure, capable of satisfyinq the new literary

needs of a Westernized Russian society. Therefore, the

eighteenth century can rightly be eonsidered as the crucial

period in the history of formation and development of the

modern Russian literary language.

The first half of the century was rather a period

characterized by absorption of the new, and the mixing and

interacting of the new and the old, the national and the

foreign. The merqing of three distinct lexical entities 

West European, Church Slavonie, and national Russian - was

the starting point of the creation of what will emerge,

during Pushkin's time, as the modern literary Russian.

Obviously, this newly forming literary language required

weIl defined morphological, phonetic, and stylistic norms,

and, towards the middle of the century, the need for

establishment. of such norms was acutely felt. This is where

lies the importance of Lomonosov's role as a linguiste His

achievements within the process of formation of a new

Russian literary language may be summed up as follows.

Lomonosov standardized the grammatical system by

codifying the norms and fixing the rules of the written

language; his major philological work, the POCCHHCK8H

rp8MM8THKa, was the first extensive grammar of the Russian

language, covering aIl of its grammatical aspects, and its

importance for the further development of the Russian

language remains unquestionable .
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Lomonosov's role as the regulator of the vocabulary was

equally important, perhaps in a less obvious and more

indirect way. In his short but nevertheless important

article "UpenRCnOBHe 0 rrOHD3e KHHr uepKoBHHX B poCCBËCKOM

H3HXe", Lomonosov created quidelines for a sensible and

selective interaction of Church Slavonie and native Russian

linguistic eomponents with the goal of putting an end to the

prevailing linguistic anarchy of the time. By means of a

stylistie differentiation and orientation of the lexical

system, Lomonosov aehieved a double goal:

a} He regulated the use of the Chureh Slavonie

voeabulary and helped eliminate the archaic and obsolete

words from the literary language.

h) He endorsed and aetively supported the presence of

the spoken, vernacular Russian within the literary language.

No doubt, Lomonosov's stylistic theory, considered

uniquely within the frame of its threefold division (high,

low and Middle style) was of a temporary nature, but this

does not undermine its importance. It was relevant for his

own time, i.e., the period of Russian Classicism, for it

brought into order the lexical and stylistic system. By

means of a regulated use of the vocabulary, different

stylistic levels were created and defined, and this was of

an immediate utility for Lomonosov's own time. Definitely,

Lomonosov's stylistic theory did not serve as the reeipe to

be followed scrupulously and exclusively by future

generations of writers. By organizing and classifyinq

lexical material grammatically and stylistically, Lomonosov

enabled future generations to dispose of any particular

lexical and stylistic layer, aecording to, and dependinq on

specifie literary requirements. A regulated use of different

lexical resources was an essential preparatory phase towards

the creation of a unique, common linguistie system.

Lomonosov's orqanizational aetivity prepared the ground for
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the followinq stage of development of the Russian literary

language. Therefore, Lomonosov's stylistic theory,

considered within a larqer historical context, should be

qiven riqhtly deserved credit and due acknowledgment, for it

remains unquestionably one of the major eighteenth century

contributions to the formation of what is presently called

"modern Russian literary languaqe." We would like to close

the present study by a small but siqnificant quotation of

Lomonosov's own words:

"Je ne saurais terminer, mais j'ouvrirai la route

et le chemin sera plus facile à ceux qui me
suivront ...85

g5 Since the original Russian manuscript (Manuscrits de
l'Académie des Science, No 12, 105-106) is not available, a
French translation is given (Martel, M. Lomonosov 1).
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